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Siouse  of  Commons  Hebofes. 

SECOND  SESSION-SEVENTH  PARLIAMENT. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

*  .  \ 

Tuesday,  10th  May,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

FIRST  READING.  ' 

Bill  (No.  83)  respecting  the  Chignecto  Transport 
Railway  Company,  Limited. — (Mr.  Dickey.) 

SUPPLY. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  of 
Supply. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Increased  accommodation  at  Halifax.  .$152,000 

Mr.  HAGGART.  At  the  last  meeting  of  the 
committee,  I  promised  that  the  next  time  you 
took  the  Chair  I  would  make  a  statement  as  suc¬ 
cinctly  as  possible  of  the  changes  proposed  to  be 
made  in  the  running  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway, 
for  the  purpose  of  restoring  as  nearly  as  possible  an 
equilibrium  between  the  receipts  and  expenditure 
of  this  road.  You  are  all  aware  that  the  railway 
is  divided  into  two  subdivisions,  one  of  1,145  miles 
in  length,  of  which  322  miles  are  in  Quebec,  368  in 
New  Brunswick  and  455  in  Nova  Scotia,  and  an. 
other  branch  consisting  of  211  miles  in  Prince  Ed¬ 
ward  Island.  The  Intercolonial  Railway  in  1889- 
90  was  united  with  what  was  called  the  Eastern 
Extension,  and  with  that  portion  of  the  railway 
which  was  afterwards  completed  in  Cape  Breton. 
That  increased  the  mileage  from  what  it  was 
before  1889,  971  miles,  to  1,145  miles.  The 
maximum  earnings  of  the  road  were  in  the 
year  that  that  Act  was  passed,  in  1889-90,  when 
the  total  length  of  the  road  was  971  miles,  the 
earnings  that  year  amounted  to  $3,012,739.87.  In 
the  same  year  the  railway  connecting  Montreal 
with  the  Intercolonial  system — what  was  called 
the  Short  Line  vid  Mattawamkeag  to  St.  John — 
was  completed.  That  road  was  built  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  increased  facilities  to  the  people 
of  the  Maritime  Provinces  to  reach  the  western 


provinces  and  give  a  shorter  line  to  our  sea¬ 
board  or  our  eastern  ports  from  this  section  of 
the  country  than  we  had  previously.  When  that 
road  was  finished,  on  account  of  the  energetic 
management  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  and 
the  shorter  distance  by  their  line,  no  doubt  a  great 
portion  of  the  traffic  was  diverted  from  our  line, 
which  was  a  longer  line  as  it  went  down  the  St. 
Lawrence  and  took  a  turn  around  the  coast,  having 
been  built  more  for  military  purposes  than  com¬ 
mercial  purposes.  It  thus  diverted  a  considerable 
portion  of  the  traffic  by  the  Canadian  Pacific  Rail, 
way  to  St.  John  and  other  portions  of  the  Maritime 
Provinces.  Perhaps  the  most  valuable  portion  of 
the  traffic  we  had  was  diverted  to  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway,  and  they  carefully  avoided  the 
carriage  of  articles  which  were  not  paying,  such  as 
grain,  coal,  stones  and  other  heavy  articles,  leaving 
these  to  be  carried  at  a  loss  by  the  Intercolonial 
Railway.  These  reasons,  however,  do  not  entirely 
explain  the  deficit  which  has  happened  on  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  for  a  number  of  years  past_ 
We  have  been  running  a  number  of  trains  in  excess 
of  the  requirements  of  the  freight  carried  in  that 
country.  We  have  been  carrying  local  freight  at  a 
lower  tariff  than  that  at  which  freight  is  carried 
upon  any  other  Canadian  road,  and  we  have  been 
carrying  coal,  flour,  grain,  stone,  &c. ,  at  a  rate 
which  does  not  pay.  Also,  our  regular  passenger 
trains  which  we  have  been  running  do  not  have 
sufficient  traffic  to  pay  expenses,  and  not  as  much 
passenger  traffic  as  is  customary  on  other  roads  in 
Canada.  Then  another  reason  for  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  not  paying  is  on  account  of  the  northern 
portion  of  the  railway  running  through  a  portion 
of  country  in  which  snow  storms  are  much  more 
severe  than  they  are  in  other  portions  of  Canada, 
and  consequently  the  cost  of  ploughing  the  snow  and 
keeping  the  track  open  in  winter  is  greatly  in 
excess  of  the  cost  on  other  roads  in  Canada.  To 
these  causes  is  to  be  added,  as  I  stated  before* 
the  disturbance  of  the  traffic  caused  by  the 
building  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  vid. 
Mattawamkeag  to  St.  John,  and  the  taking 
away  of  the  most  valuable  part  of  the  traffic  whicff 
it  had  hitherto  carried.  Another  source  of  loss  ii$ 
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the  employment  of  men  on  the  road  who  are  not 
suitable  for  the  purpose,  and  who  think,  unfortun¬ 
ately,  that  because  it  is  a  Government  railway  they 
do  not  need  to  render  the.  services  and  to  exhibit 
the  energy  that  are  usually  shown  by  men  on  other 
Canadian  railways.  For  these  and  other  reasons 
which  are  explained  by  my  officials  on  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway,  the  receipts  are  far  short  of  the 
expenditure.  I  may  state  that  in  1889-90,  when 
there  was  a  mileage  of  only  971  miles,  the  receipts 
were  $3,012,739  ;  in  1890-91,  notwithstanding  that 
123  miles  was  added  to  the  mileage  of  the  road,  the 
receipts  were  less  by  $35,344.49  ;  and  now  with  a 
further  additional  51  miles,  there  has  been  a  further 
decrease  in  nine  months,  compared  with  the  corres¬ 
ponding  period  of  last  year,  of  $50,922.67. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  WTill  the  hon. 
gentleman  give  us  the  expenditure  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  will  give  you  afterwards 
the  total  receipts  and  expenditures  for  the  last  six 
or  seven  years.  There  has  been  a  falling  off  during 
the  past  21  months  of  $82,266,  in  spite  of  the  addi¬ 
tional  174  miles  that  were  added  to  the  road. 
This  circumstance,  taken  together  with  the  enorm¬ 
ous  extra  expenditure  which  is  incurred  for  running 
freight  trains  and  other  trains  over  this  additional 
section  of  the  road,  shows,  to  a  considerable  extent, 
the  reason  of  the  difference  between  the  receipts 
and  the  expenditure.  In  1890-91  the  difference 
between  the  receipts  and  the  expenditure  was 
$684,946,  and  we  are  threatened  with  a  larger 
deficit  during  the  current  year.  For  the  purpose 
of  remedying  these  things  and  of  establishing  an 
equilibrium  as  nearly  as  possible  between  the 
expenditure  and  the  earnings,  I  have  decided  upon 
making  a  reduction  in  several  directions.  First  of 
all,  I  may  state  that  the  number  of  employes  on 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  is  4,181,  and  I  purpose 
making  dismissals  to  the  number  of  210.  These 
will  consist  of  machinists,  painters  and  men  of  all 
the  different  employments  which  are  followed  on 
the  staff  of  a  large  railway,  including  telegraph 
operators,  train  despatchers,  &c.  I  also  intend  to 
reduce  the  train  service,  erasing  from  the  time¬ 
table  one  of  the  fast  express  trains  between  Halifax 
and  St.  John,  several  mixed  and  freight  trains,  and 
the  fast  freight  train  between  Moncton  and  Cliau- 
dffire  Junction.  This  will  give  us  a  reduction  in  the 
train  mileage,  on  the  fast  express,  of  172,000 
train  miles  ;  on  the  fast  freight,  of  308,000  train 
miles ;  on  the  mixed  freight,  of  127,000  train 
miles ;  and  on  the  ordinary  freight,  of  180,000 
train  miles,  causing  an  annual  reduction  of  787,000 
train  miles.  Taking  the  average  wages  of  the  men 
■•at  $1.50  a  day,  this  change  will  enable  me  to  make 
a  reduction  of  $95,000  in  the  cost  of  the  staff ;  and 
'estimating  the  train  mileage  of  the  fast  express  at 
$1  per  mile,  and  of  the  other  trains  at  40  cents  per 
mile,  this  will  enable  me  to  make  a  reduction  of 
$418,000  in  the  running  expenses,  or  a  total  reduc- 
tion  of  $513,000.  I  propose  to  treat  the  Prince 
Edward  Island  Railway  in  a  similar  manner.  The 
staff  on  that  railway  numbers  292.  I  propose  to 
reduce  the  number  of  employes  by  20,  and  reduce 
Mr.  Haggart. 


the  train  service  by  3,756  miles  ;  taking  off  a  train 
between  Summerside  and  Charlottetown,  and  mak¬ 
ing  the  train  on  the  Cape  Traverse  Branch  tri¬ 
weekly  instead  of  daily.  This  reduction  of  20  in 
the  staff,  as  I  stated  before,  will  make  a  saving  of 
$9,200,  which,  taken  together  with  the  reduction 
of  the  cost  in  the  train  service  of  $9,300,  makes  a 
total  reduction  in  the  expenditure  of  $18,500.  The 
traffic  on  this  road  is  very  light.  There  is  a  steamer 
express  between  Charlottetown  and  Summerside 
carrying  very  few  passengers,  but  scarcely  any 
freight.  In  autumn  the  freight  cars  upon  the 
Island  are  pretty  fully  employed,  but  in  other  parts 
of  the  year  they  are  not  much  employed.  Since 
the  establishment  of  the  road  in  1875-76,  the 
average  loss  has  been  $80,607  per  annum,  and  I 
think  it  will  be  very  difficult  to  reduce  this  loss 
materially.  The  heaviest  loss  occurred  in  1882-83, 
amounting  to  $106,637.  ■ 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  notice  that  the  reduc¬ 
tion  of  men’on  the  main  line  is  5  per  cent. ,  and  on 
the  Island  Railway  10  per  cent.  Perhaps  the  Min¬ 
ister  can  explain  how  there  is  a  larger  percentage 
on  the  Island  road  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  can  hardly  go  into  the  per¬ 
centage.  The  number  of  the  staff  on  the  Island 
Railway  is  292,  and  the  reduction  is  20.  The 
average  earnings  of  this  road  are  only  $144,865, 
and  the  average  working  expenses  $225,472.  As  I 
have  stated  before,  the  maximum  earnings  on  -this 
road  were  in  1890-91,  when  they  reached  $174,258, 
and  the  maximum  working  expenses  were  in 
1889-90,  when  they  amounted  to  $266,485.  The 
amount  of  working  expenses  which  I  calculate  my 
reductions  in  the  freight  service  and  the  staff  will 
save  on  that  road  will  be  in  the  neighbourhood  of 
$18,500. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I. )  The  only  Island  rail¬ 
way  change  is  taking  off  one  train  between  Char¬ 
lottetown  and  Summerside,  and  making  the  train 
on  the  Cape  Traverse  Branch  tri-weekly  instead  of 
weekly  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Taking  off  one  train  Irom  Sum¬ 
merside  to  Charlottetown  and  making  the  train  on 
the  Cape  Traverse  Branch  tri- weekly.  I  had  bet¬ 
ter  read  the  memorandum  of  the  changes  in  the 
train  service  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  It  is 
as  follows  : — Fast  express  train  each  way — St.  John 
and  Halifax.  Freight  train  each  way— Moncton 
and  St.  John.  Fast  freight  train  each  way — Monc¬ 
ton  and  Chaudffire.  Freight  train  each  way — 
Moncton  to  Campbellton.  Accommodation  train 
each  way — Campbellton  to  Riviere  du  Loup.  Ac¬ 
commodation  train  each  way — Stellarton  and  Pic-, 
tou.  Freight  train  each  way — Stellarton  and  Pictou. 
Mileage  of  daily  reduction  of  fast  express,  550 ;  ditto 
freight  trains,  576  ;  ditto  fast  freight  trains,  986  ; 
ditto  accommodation  trains,  406.  The  memorandum 
of  trains  taken  off  the  Island  railway  shows  the 
accommodation  train  between  Charlottetown  and 
Summerside  each  day,  and  the  accommodation 
every  other  day  between  Emerald  Junction  and 
Cape  Traverse.  A  large  item  appears  in  the  Esti¬ 
mates  for  the  purpose  of  giving  increased  accom¬ 
modations  at  Halifax.  Ever  since  the  road  was 
built,  the  accommodation  has  not  been  such  as  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  the  city.  Three  plans 
are  proposed,  for  the  purpose  of  affording  better 
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accommodation.  One  of  these  is  the  plan  proposed 
by  the  city  council,  which  is  the  expropriation  of 
all  that  block  of  property  between  Cornwallis  street 
and  the  station. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P. E.I.)  That  is  taking  a  block 
of  acres. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  18  acres.  The  city  council 
propose  to  give  the  Government  a  guarantee  that 
the  expropriation  by  the  Government  of  that  parti¬ 
cular  piece  of  ground  will  not  cost  more  than 
$400,000. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  For  the  18  acres? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  For  the  18  acres. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  The  statement  was  made 
last  year  that  $400,000  would  be  required  for  7h 
acres. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  land  I  speak  of  covers 
two  blocks  between  Cornwallis  street  and  the 
station.  The  assessed  value  of  the  property  is 
$450,000.  A  portion  of  it  will  be  required  by  the 
city  for  the  purpose  of  widening  the  street,  which 
at  present  runs  up  to  Halifax  station,  and  which 
the  council  intends  to  pay  for  themselves.  If  vve 
expropriated  the  property  ourselves  the  proba¬ 
bilities  are  that  the  amount  we  would  be  obliged  to 
pay  would  be  largely  in  excess  of  the  sum  for 
which  the  city  offers  to  purchase  it.  There  are  two 
other  propositions.  One  is  to  acquire  the  land 
passing  in  front  of  this  block  and  along  the  end 
of  the  docks,  until  we  reach  the  ordnance  pro¬ 
perty  in  the  centre  of  the  city,  and  to  build  a 
station  there.  The  third  plan  is  the  expropria¬ 
tion  of  the  whole  of  the  rear  of  the  dock 
property  to  an  extent  equal  to  that  proposed  to 
be  acquired  from  Cornwallis  street  to  the  station. 
One  of  the  plans  proposed  is  advocated  by  the 
board  of  trade,  the  first  one  I  mentioned  is  advo¬ 
cated  by  the  city  council ;  and  the  expenditure 
on  either  of  the  three  plans,  so  far  as  my  officers 
can  judge,  will  be  about  the  same.  The  expenditure 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  either  of  these  accom¬ 
modations  proposed  will  be,  including  improve¬ 
ments  such  as  grading,  laying  of  tracks  and  the 
erection  of  the  necessary  buildings  for  the  transac¬ 
tion  of  business,  in  the  neighbourhood  of  $595,000. 
I  may  state  that  the  requirements  for  railway 
purposes  would  not  extend  to  the  full  limits  of  the 
property  proposed  to  be  expropriated  from  Corn¬ 
wallis  street  to  the  station,  but  I  am  assured  by 
my  officers  that  the  property  required  for  station 
purposes  and  for  extra  accommodation  might  cost 
us,  if  the  Government  went  to  expropriate  about 
one-fourth  of  the  property  from  Cornwallis  street 
to  the  station,  as  much  as  we  would  be  called  upon 
to  pay  under  the  arrangement  which  it  is  possible 
to  make  with  the  city,  that  is  to  say,  $400,000.  I 
cannot  say  that  I  approve  of  any  plans,  or  that  I 
am  favourable  to  any  one  at  present  ;  but,  judging 
from  the  map  and  from  the  information  I  have 
derived  from  my  officers,  I  am  inclined  to  the 
proposition  of  the  city  council,  that  is,  to  take 
the  property  between  Cornwallis  street  and  the 
station.  At  all  events,  I  am  not  inclined 
to  make  any  expropriation  or  expenditure  for 
the  purpose  of  building  this  large  increased 


accommodation  and  incurring  this  large  expenditure, 
for  it  is  a  large  expenditure,  taking  into  consider¬ 
ation  the  amount  already  made  on  terminal  facil¬ 
ities  at  Halifax,  without  further  enquiring  into  the 
matter,  having  a  plan  fully  made  and  giving  the 
subject  more  consideration  than  I  have  been  able 
to  give  it  at  present.  There  is  another  item  which 
appears  in  the  Estimates  forthepurpose  of  affording 
terminal  facilities  at  St.  John.  We  took  an  appro¬ 
priation  last  year  and  purchased  a  large  amount  of 
property  for  the  purpose  of  affording  terminal 
facilities,  the  Harris  property,  at  an  expenditure  of 
$200,000.  The  money  voted  last  year,  I  think 
$80,000,  was  applied  towards  that  purchase.  We 
are  asking,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  a  sum  to  supple¬ 
ment  that  for  the  purpose  of  paying  for  this  pro¬ 
perty.  That,  also,  is  a  property  which  my  officers 
say  is  in  excess  of  the  requirements  of  the  road 
at  present,  but  the  arrangements  which  we  have 
been  able  to  make  for  the  purchase  of  that  property 
are  so  favourable  that  the  parties  who  were  valuing 
the  property  considered  that  the  land  which  we 
would  absolutely  require  for  improved  facilities  at 
that  terminus,  would  cost  us,  if  we  were  only  to 
take  the  portion  that  we  required,  very  nearly  the 
amount  that  we  have  been  able  by  arrangement  to 
get  the  whole  property  for.  A  detailed  statement 
of  the  valuation  of  the  different  arbitrators  of  the 
triangle  which  was  absolutely  necessary  for  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  increased  traffic  there,  and  on 
account  of  the  building  of  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway,  will  show  that  the  amount  which  we  were 
required  to  pay  for  the  small  portion  needed  wras 
nearly  equal  to  the  amount  which  we  have  been 
able  to  get  the  wffiole  property  for.  There  is  another 
small  expenditure  for  the  purpose  of  continuing  the 
railway  along  the  water  front  in  order  to  reach 
some  wharves  in  front  of  the  city,  so  as  to  give 
greater  accommodation  than  we  have  at  present. 
We  have  an  arrangement  with  the  city  council  by 
which  we  will  be  required  to  build  no  more  than 
"he  actual  track  and  the  laying  of  the  road,  as  all 
other  expenses  are  borne,  and  all  other  claims  for 
damages  are  prevented  by  a  guarantee  from  the 
city.  We  ask,  for  the  purpose  of  completing  that 
track,  $14,000,  but  the  estimated  expenditure  is  in 
the  neighbourhood  of  $25,000,  and  for  which  we 
will  require  a  supplementary  vote.  There  is  nothing 
more  important  that  I  know  of  in  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  estimates ;  but  if  something  should 
develop  in  the  course  of  the  debate,  I  will  only  be 
too  glad  to  give  the  fullest  information  which  any 
members  of  the  House  may  require.  I  promised 
to  make  enquiries  as  to  the  expenditure  on  print¬ 
ing  and  advertising  for  the  Intercolonial  Railway, 
because  a  statement  was  made  by  one  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  that  the  expenditure  for  printing, 
stationery,  and  advertising  on  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  was  far  in  excess  of  the  expenditure  of 
some  of  the  leading  roads  of  the  country  which  had 
a  great  deal  more  business.  I  got  my  officer  to 
enquire  from  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  their  expenditure  in  this  direction,  and  to 
have  a  comparison  made  between  it  and  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway.  I  find,  instead  of  the  expendi¬ 
ture  being  eight  or  ten  times  the  amount  on  the 
Intercolonial  Rail  way  that  it  is  on  the  Grand  Trunk, 
that  the  expenditure  is  only  one-half  on  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway  that  it  is  on  the  Grand  Trunk 
Railway.  I  will  read  the  figures  : 
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Intercolonial  Railway. 

Stationery  and  printing,  Interco¬ 
lonial  Railway,  for  the  year  end¬ 
ing  30th  June,  1891.. .......  $  50,089  17 

Advertising,  Intercolonial  Rail¬ 
way,  1891 .  ....  17,956  16 

Total .  $  68,045  33 

Grand  Trunk  Railway. 

% 

Stationery  and  printing,  Grand 

Trunk  Railway .  $127,817  47 

Advertising .  18,438  57 

Total . $146,256  04 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  Could  the  lion,  gentle¬ 

man  say  how  many  miles  of  Grand  Trunk  Railway  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  do  not  know,  but  I  gave 

the  number  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  I  may 
state  further,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  intend  immedi¬ 
ately  after  the  session  is  over  to  take  a  trip  over 
the  Intercolonial  Railway,  and  if  any  other  expen¬ 
diture  or  any  other  decrease  can  be  made,  while  at 
the  same  time  maintaining  the  efficiency  of  the  road 
and  the  accommodation  which  the  people  of  the 
Maritime  Provinces  are  justly  entitled  to,  if  decreases 
can  be  made  in  the  expenditure,  for  train  service 
or  the  operation  of  the  road,  I  intend  to  make 
them,  besides  those  which  I  havementionedalready. 
But  I  intend  to  do  nothing  which  will  impair  in 
any  way  the  efficiency  of  the  accommodation  which 
the  people  of  the  Maritime  Provinces  claim,  and 
which  I  think  they  are  justly  entitled  to  claim  by 
the  terms  of  Confederation. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  W  ill  the  Minister,  be¬ 
fore  he  sits  down,  say  how  many  of  the  4,181  em¬ 
ployes  are  engaged  in  workshops,  and  how  many  in 
the  actual  work  or  operation  of  the  road  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  My  officer  cannot  tell  at  pre¬ 
sent. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Could  the  Minister  tell  what 
proportion  of  these  employes  are  employed  in  each 
province  ?  He  has  given  the  mileage  in  each  of 
the  provinces,  and  I  ask  him  can  he  give  us  the 
number  of  employes  in  each  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Not  just  now. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  did  not 
observe  that  the  Minister  said  anything  on  the 
question  of  freight  rates,  as  to  whether  he  proposed 
to  alter  these  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  cannot  say  to  what  extent, 
if  any,  they  may  be  altered.  All  I  can  say  is  that 
at  present  a  great  deal  of  the  freight  carried  by  the 
road  is  carried  at  non-paying  rates. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  desire  to  say  a  few  words 
in  reply  to  the  statement  the  Minister  of  Railways 
has  presented  to  the  House.  I  am  sure  that  we  are 
all  very  pleased  to  learn  that  it  is  his  intention  to 
apply  the  pruning-knife,  and  I  only  regret  that  it 
has  not  been  applied  long  ago.  The  country  has 
been  losing  a  very  large  sum  annually  in  connection 
with  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  and  I  was  pleased 
to  hear  the  Minister  admit  that  it  was  carrjfing 
local  freight  at  a  very  much  less  rate  than  it  should 
carry  it  at,  as  compared  with  the  charges  of  other 
lines.  I  Mrell  remember  that  last  year,  or  the  year 
before,  when  we  charged  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
with  utilizing  the  Intercolonial  Railway  for  the 
purpose  of  serving  the  interests  of  certain 


parties  in  the  Maritime  Provinces,  it  was 
declared  that  the  rates  which  were  then  charged 
were  in  proportion  to  the  rates  on  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  and  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway, 
The  hon.  Minister  has  presented  to  the  House  a 
comparative  statement  for  printing  and  advertis¬ 
ing  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway  and  the  Grand 
Trunk  Railway.  I  think  I  will  be  able  to  show  the 
House,  from  figures  that  I  have  compiled  from 
reports  of  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway,  that  the 
statement  of  the  hon.  gentleman  will  not  bear  in¬ 
vestigation.  If  he  will  take  the  report  that  was 
published  by  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  them¬ 
selves — 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  figures  I  gave  were  fur¬ 
nished  to-day  from  Mr.  Seargeant  to  my  deputy, 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  can  say  this,  that  I  have 
been  furnished,  also,  from  Mr.  Seargeant  the  half- 
yearly  report  of  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway,  and 
from  the  figures  gleaned  from  the  report,  as  well 
as  the  figures  gleaned  from  the  latest  Railway 
Statistics  which  is  to  be  found  in  the  Library,  and 
can  easily  be  obtained  by  any  member  in  this 
House,  I  think  I  shall  be  able  to  show  that  the 
hon.  gentleman’s  statement  with  regard  to  printing 
and  advertising  is  incorrect.  In  the  first  place,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  think  it  is  well  that  we  should  make 
an  investigation  as  to  the  comparative  expenditure 
of  the  three  important  lines  in  this  country.  It  is. 
as  follows  : — 


Grand 

Trunk 

Railway. 

Canadian 

Pacific 

Railway. 

Govern¬ 

ment 

Railway. 

No.  of  miles  operated . 

Miles. 

3,122 

Miles. 

5,085 

Miles. 

1,181 

Cost  of  maintenance . 

s 

2,506,371 

$ 

2,006,237 

$ 

1,148,094 

do  per  mile  of  line . 

802 

394.50 

972 

Working  expenses  of  en- 

gines . 

4,372,979 

3,314,817 

1,226,438 

do  per  mile  of  line. . . 

1,401 

652 

1,038 

do  &  repair  of  cars... 

1,328,134 

542,822 

521,823 

do  per  mile  of  line. . . 

425 

102 

460 

General  operating  expen- 

ses . 

4,634,160 

3,5S1 ,287 

875,175 

do  per  mile  of  line.. . 

1,484 

704 

741 

Total  expenses  per  mile  of 

line . 

4,113 

1,853 

3,211 

In  regard  to  advertising  and  printing  the  hon. 
Minister  of  Railways  said  that  the  Grand  Trunk 
had  expended  $146,000  last  year  under  this  head. 
If  he  will  take  the  last  two  half-yearly  returns  of 
the  Grand  Trunk,  he  will  find  that  the  gross  amount 
expended  for  printing  and  advertising  by  the  Grand 
Trunk  in  the  year  was  $122,810.  The  gross  amount 
expended  by  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  is  not 
given,  because  it  is  included  in  other  items  from 
which  it  cannot  be  extracted.  The  expenditure  for 
the  same  items  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway  during 
the  same  time  is  shown  by  the  Auditor  General’s 
Report  to  be  $121,339. 10  or  $136.50  per  mile  against 
only  $31.00  per  mile  by  the  Grand  Trunk. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  All  I  can  say  is  that  my  officer 
says  that  he  took  from  the  Auditor  General’s 
Report  the  amount  I  read  to  the  House  ;  and  the 
total  amount  stated  by  the  hon.  gentleman  is  not 
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in  that  report,  but  must  be  supplemented  by  some 
items  that  do  not  appear  there. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  would  say  in  reply  that  I 
have  carefully  gleaned  from  the  Auditor  General’s 
Report  the  items  connected  with  printing,  adver¬ 
tising  and  stationery,  which  the  lion,  gentleman 
must  include,  because  it  is  included  in  the  report 
of  the  Grand  Trunk. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  did  include  it. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  The  hon.  gentleman  will 
remember  that  in  order  to  ascertain  the  entire 
amount  expended  for  printing,  advertising  and 
stationery,  I  put  a  question  across  the  House  to  him 
some  time  ago,  and  if  he  will  add  the  amount  stated 
in  his  answer  for  stationery  to  the  amount  given  in 
the  Auditor  General’s  Report  for  printing  and  adver¬ 
tising,  he  will  find  my  statement  to  be  correct. 
Now,  the  earnings  of  the  three  railways  for  1890 
were  as  follows  : — 


Grand 

Canadian 

Govern- 

Trunk 

Pacific 

ment 

Railway. 

Railway. 

Railways 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Gross  earnings . 

18,300,606 

15,572,985 

3,173,711 

do  per  mile  of  line 

5,861 

3,062 

2,687 

Freight  earnings  per  mile 

of  line . 

3,893 

1,845 

1,725 

Passenger  earnings  per 

mile  of  line .  — . 

1,736 

890 

816 

Mails  and  express  freight 

per  mile  of  line  ...  . 

233 

333 

144 

Gross  tons  carried. . . . 

7,909,708 

3,006,684 

1,420,423 

Tons  carried  per  mile  .  ... 

2,213 

591 

1,203 

Pa  ssengers  carried  per  mile 

1,881 

528 

1,145 

Net  earnings  per  mile . 

1,310 

1,238 

"Wot  loss.  about. . 

600 

Now,  with  regard  to  maintenance,  the  Grand  Trunk 
Railway  cost  $802  per  mile,  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  $394.50,  and  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
$972,  so  that  it  cost  double  as  much  to  maintain 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  as  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  per  mile,  and  over  $172  more  per  mile  than 
it  cost  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway.  Then,  with  re¬ 
gard  to  working  expenses,  it  cost  the  Grand  Trunk 
Railway  $1,401  per  mile,  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  $652,  and  the  Intercolonial  Railway  $1,038 
per  mile.  Working  and  repairs  of  cars  cost  the 
Grand  Trunk  Railway  $425  per  mile,  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  $102.60,  and  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  $460.  General  operating  expenses  per 
mile  cost  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  $1,484,  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  $704.25,  and  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway  $741.  The  total  expenses  per 
mile,  as  I  have  already  said,  are  $4,113fortheGrand 
Trunk  Railway,  $1,853,55  for  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway,  and  $3,211  for  Government  railways.  I 
have  already  given  the  committee  the  cost  of 
printing  anti  advertising.  When  we  come  to  ex¬ 
amine  these  facts  and  figures,  we  find  it  is  quite 
clear  that  the  management  of  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  is  in  that  condition  that  for  several  years 
past  it  has  imperatively  demanded  investigation. 
The  operation  of  the  line  has  been  far  in  excess  of 
what  it  cost  to  operate  the  Canadian  Pacific  Rail¬ 
way  or  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway.  Any  person 
who  knows  anything  about  railways,  should  know 
that  in  proportion  as  the  earnings  of  a  road  in- 
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crease,  the  operating  expenses  should  increase  ; 
but  when  we  compare  the  operating  expenses  of 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  with  other  lines  of  the 
Dominion,  you  will  find  it  cost  considerably  more 
per  mile  to  operate  the  Intercolonial  Railway  than 
the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  or  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway.  The  Minister  of  Railways  shakes  his 
head.  We  must  surely  give  some  credit  to  the 
reports  of  railways  which  were  submitted  to  the 
directors,  such  as  the  reports  of  the  Grand  Trunk 
Railway  and  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway,  and 
when  we  compare  these  reports  with  the  Govern¬ 
ment  report  of  expenses  connected  with  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway,  we  are  justified  in  coming  to  the 
conclusion  I  have  given.  If  the  Minister  will  inves¬ 
tigate  these  reports,  he  will  find  that  the  statement 
I  have  made  is  correct. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  have  them  all  and  will  read 
them  afterwards. 

Committee  rose,  and  the  Speaker  took  the  Chair. 
ROYAL  ASSENT  TO  BILLS. 

A  Message  was  delivered  by  the  Gentleman 
Usher  of  the  Black  Rod,  as  follows  : — 

Mr.  Speaker  ,— 

His  Honour,  Mr.  Justice  Strong,  Deputy  Governor, 
desires  the  immediate  attendance  of  your  Honourable 
House  in  the  Chamber  of  the  Honourable  the  Senate. 

Accordingly,  Mr.  Speaker,  with  the  House,  went 
up  to  the  Senate  Chamber. 

And  having  returned, 

Mr.  SPEAKER  informed  the  House  that  the 
Deputy  Governor  had  been  pleased  to  give,  in  Her 
Majesty’s  name,  the  Royal  Assent  to  the  following 
Bills  : — 

An  Act  to  incorporate  W.  C.  Edwards  and  Company. 

An  Act  to  amend  “  The  Pilotage  Act.” 

An  Act  to  amend  an  Act  respecting  the  Department  of 
the  Geological  Survey. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Company 
of  Canada. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Canada  Southern  Railway  Com¬ 
pany. 

An  Act  respecting  the  St.  Catharines  and  Niagara  Cen¬ 
tral  Railway  Company. 

An  Act  to  revive  and  amend  the  Act  to  incorporate  the 
Lindsay,  Bobcaygeon  and  Pontypool  Railway  Company. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Com¬ 
pany. 

An  Act  respecting  aid  by  United  States  Wreckers  in 
Canadian  Waters. 

An  Act  to  authorize  the  conveyance  to  the  Corporation  of 
the  City  of  Toronto  of  certain  Ordnance  lands  in  that  city. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Boiler  Inspection  and  Insurance 
Company  of  Canada. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Nova  Scotia  Steel  and  Forge 
Company  (Limited). 

An  Act  respecting  the  Globe  Printing  Company. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Montreal  Board  of  Trade. 

An  Act  to  incorporate  the  Women’s  Baptist  Missionary 
Union  of  the  Maritime  Provinces. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Nipissing  and  James  Bay  Rail¬ 
way  Company. 

An  Act  respecting  the  St.  John  and  Maine  Railway 
Company  and  the  New  Brunswick  Railway  Company. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Qu’Appelle,  Long  Lake  and  Sas¬ 
katchewan  Railroad  and  Steamboat  Companv. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Lake  Manitoba  Railway  and 
Canal  Company. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Wood  Mountain  and  Qu’Appelle 
Railway  Company.-' 

An  Act  respecting  Fishing  Vessels  of  the  United  States. 

An  Act  further  to  amend  the  Steamboat  Inspection  AcQ 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  of 
Supply. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  had  been  drawing  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  committee,  before  the  message  came 
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from  the  Deputy  Governor,  to  the  very  large  figures 
in  connection  with  the  operating  expenses  of  the 
Intercolonial  Railway.  It  is  clear  that  extrava¬ 
gance  has  marked  the  operation  of  that  line  for 
years  past.  When  you  take  up  the  figures  for  work¬ 
ing  and  repairs  of  cars  alone  on  the  Grand  Trunk 
Railway,  with  a  traffic  nearly  three  times  that  of  the 
Intercolonial  Railway,  you  will  find  it  costs  only 
$425  per  mile  ;  you  will  find  also  that  the  same  item 
costs  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  only  $102. 60  per 
mile,  while  it  costs  the  Intercolonial  Railway  $460 
per  mile.  I  think  that  proves  clearly  that  there 
must  be  extravagance  in  connection  with  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Government  railway.  It  proves  that 
there  have  been  more  hands  employed  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  workshops  than  necessary,  as  other¬ 
wise  the  very  absurd  showing  this  statement  pre¬ 
sents  would  not  appear.  The  cost  of  working 
expenses  per  mile  of  the  line  is  another  indication 
that  there  has  been  a  considerable  number  of  hands 
employed  beyond  what  is  at  all  necessary.  When 
you  take  the  enormous  traffic  over  the  Grand  Trunk 
Railway  and  com  pare  it  with  the  limited  amount  over 
the  Intercolonial  Rail  way ,  you  find  that  the  Intercolo¬ 
nial  Railway  spends  $1,038  per  mile  in  operating 
expenses.  Compare  that  with  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway,  whose  operating  expense  per  mile  is  only 
$652,  and  you  find  that  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
spends  very  nearly  $400  per  mile  more  for  operating 
expenses,  that  is  for  hands,  track  men,  station 
agents,  baggagemen  and  so  on  ;  and  you  find  that 
the  expenditure  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway  is 
within  but  a  very  small  amount  of  that  on  the  Grand 
Trunk  Railway.  Then  compare  the  maintenance. 
We  find  it  costs  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  $802  per 
mile  for  maintenance.  Compare  that  with  the 
Intercolonial  Railway,  where  there  are  iron  bridges 
and  a  road  built  in  first-class  order,  and  where  there 
are  snow  sheds  of  iron  put  up  which  have  been 
charged  to  capital  account.  Sir  Charles  Tupper, 
some  years  ago,  when  Minister  of  Railways,  said 
that  where  the  Government  put  up  iron  snow  sheds 
to  replace  the  old  wooden  ones,  the  cost  was  charged 
to  capital  account.  We  know  that  the  Grand 
Trunk  Railway  does  not  do  that,  nor  does  the  Cana¬ 
dian  Pacific  Railway.  They  charge  those  items  to 
operating  expenses.  Taking  that  into  account,  we 
find  that  the  Government  railways  spent  $972  per 
mile  for  maintenance  and  the  Canadian  Pacific  Rail¬ 
way  $394.50  and  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  $802. 
Thus  the  Intercolonial  Railway  has  spent  $170  per 
mile  more  for  maintenance  than  what  is  spent 
by  any  other  road  in  the  Dominion,  clearly 
showing  that  there  has  been  looseness  and 
extravagance  connected  with  the  management  and 
operation  of  the  line  from  beginning  to  end. 
Now  take  the  results.  The  Grand  Trunk  Railway 
paid  its  owners  for  the  half  year  ending  30th  June, 
1891,  $1,730,445,  or  at  the  rate  of  $3,460,890  per 
annum,  leaving  a  net  revenue  balance  for  the  half 
year  of  $131, 468, or  for  the  year  of  $262,936.  Then 
take  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway.  That  company 
paid  a  dividend  of  1  per  cent  each  on  the  17th 
August,  1890,  and  the  17th  February,  1891, 
amounting  to  $1,300,000,  it  paid  all  the  working 
expenses,  and  had  a  surplus  carried  forward  of 
$2,656,432.  At  the  same  time  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  not  only  did  not  pay  running  expenses,  but 
paid  $684,000  less  than  running  expenses.  So, 
when  you  compare  the  net  results  of  the  operation 
of  these  three  lines,  any  person  who  will  glance  an 
Mr.  McMullen. 


eye  for  a  few  moments  over  the  figures  I  have  sub¬ 
mitted  will  see  that  this  line  has  been  operated 
most  extravagantly,  that  money  has  been  squan¬ 
dered,  that  hundreds  of  men  have  been  kept  on 
who  have  not  been  required.  The  Minister  stated 
that  they  had  to  keep  men  to  shovel  snow.  I  under¬ 
stood  that  they  had  purchased  a  very  efficient 
snowplough,  one  or  two,  a  few  years  ago1, 
costing  a  large  amount  of  money.  I  understand 
that  the  snowplough  is  now  lying  at  one  of  the 
stations  and  has  not  been  utilized.  I  under¬ 
stand  that  it  was  sanctioned  by  the  engineer  in 
charge,  but  it  never  performed  any  work  and  is 
quite  useless,  and  the  department  have  been  com¬ 
pelled  to  hire  men  to  shovel  the  snow  off.  This  is 
an  evidence  of  want  of  knowledge  or  want  of  effici¬ 
ency,  or  want  of  ability  on  the  part  of  some  one. 
Certainly,  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Company  have 
sections  to  keep  open,  and  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  Company  have  sections  to  keep  open  worse 
than  those  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  and  the 
whole  operating  of  the  line  of  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  from  the  Atlantic  to  the  Pacific  is  included 
in  the  statement  they  have  presented  to  their 
directors.  That  proves  that  there  must  have  been 
an  enormous  amount  of  extravagance  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  I  shall  not 
further  detain  the  committee.  I  am  glad  to  notice 
that  the  Minister  of  Railways  has  announced  his 
intention  to  pay  a  visit  along  the  line  with  a  view 
to  cutting  down  expenses.  It  is  a  pity  that  the 
pruning  knife  was  not  applied  years  before.  There 
is  one  thing  I  find  fault  with,  and  it  is  that  Minis¬ 
ters  knew  at  the  time  of  the  inception  of  the  Short 
Line  road,  now  owned  by  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway,  that  the  Intercolonial  Railway  was  not 
paying  running  expenses.  Notwithstanding  that, 
they  not  only  encouraged  the  construction  of  a 
cut-throat  line,  but  they  gave  the  money 
of  the  people  of  this  country  to  help  in  its 
construction.  If  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway 
thought  it  necessary  in  their  own  interests 
to  build  a  railway  of  that  kind  through  the 
State  of  Maine,  it  would  not  be  prudent  to  do 
anything  to  prevent  it,  but,  after  spending  fifty 
millions  of  the  people's  money  on  the  construction 
of  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  to  contribute  largely 
to  the  construction  of  a  cut-throat  line  to  ruin  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  was  an  action  on  the  part 
of  hon.  gentlemen  which  the  country  should 
not  endorse.  Our  experience  shows  that  the  state¬ 
ments  made  at  the  time  on  this  side  of  the  House 
are  verified.  We  pointed  out  that  this  would  be  a 
ruinous  competition  to  the  Intercolonial  Railway. 
Hon.  gentlemen  did  not  admit  that.  They  thought 
there  would  be  sufficient  work  for  the  two  lines. 
Sir  Charles  Tupper,  who  was  here  at  that  time, 
spoke  in  glowing  terms  of  the  work  which  would 
be  required  from  both  these  lines  ;  he  referred  to 
the  640,000,000  of  bushels  of  grain  which  would 
tax  both  these  lines  to  carry,  coming  from  the 
North-West,  with  which  these  lines  would  have  to 
deal  in  the  future.  Hon.  gentlemen  were  so  elated 
with  the  bright  prospect  in  the  future  held 
out  to  them  by  the  then  Minister  of  Railways 
that  they  gave  their  consent  to  contribute  to  the 
construction  of  that  line  which  was  to  be  a 
competitor  with  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  But  the 
predictions  which  were  then  made  on  this  side  of 
the  House  have  been  fully  realized.  We  stated 
that  it  would  mean  financial  ruin  to  the  Inter- 
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colonial  Railway,  anil  to-day  we  have  a  confession 
from  the  Minister  of  Railways  that  we  are  losing 
nearly  §100,000  a  month  on  this  line.  Last  year 
the  deficit  amounted  to  §680,000,  and  this  year,  if 
the  economies  which  he  projected  were  not  carried 
out,  he  thinks  the  country  would  lose  not  less  than 
§1,000,000  on  working  expenses,  besides  the  inter¬ 
est  on  §50,000,000  which  has  been  sunk  in  that 
line,  and  which  must  amount  to  at  ‘least 
$2,000,000,  so  that  the  country  is  losing 
$3,000,000  annually  on  the  Intercolonial  Rail¬ 
way,  which  pays  nothing  in  return.  This  is 
only  one  evidence  of  the  extravagance  which  has 
characterized  many  of  the  works  undertaken  in 
this  country,  and  in  many  cases  operated  at  an 
enormous  loss.  It  is  earnestly  to  be  hoped  that 
we  are  approaching  the  end  of  the  era  of  extrava¬ 
gance.  \Ve  have  now  the  first  indication  given  to 
us  by  the  Minister  of  Railways  of  an  attempt  to 
inaugurate  a  system  of  economy,  and  I  hope  he 
will  keep  on  with  this  until  he  finds  the  earnings 
of  this  road  are  brought  about  equal  with  the 
expenditure  at  least. 

Mr.  PERRY.  It  is  a  very  good  thing  to  exer¬ 
cise  economy,  but  1  think  the  Minister  is  commenc¬ 
ing  to  economize  in  the  wrong  direction.  He  is 
making  a  sad  mistake  in  thinking  it  is  good  policy 
to  cut  short  the  railway  accommodation  for  the 
people  of  Prince  Edward  Island.  The  lion,  gen¬ 
tleman  must  bear  in  mind  that  the  railway  of 
Prince  Edward  Island  was  paid  for  by  the  people 
of  Prince  Edward  Island,  and  the  people  of  Canada 
have  no  claim  on  it.  It  was  built  by  the  people  of 
Prince  Edward  Island  and  made  a  present  to  Can¬ 
ada,  and  now,  if  Canada  is  not  able  to  work  that 
road  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  people,  there  must 
be  mismanagement  somewhere.  I  am  not  surpris¬ 
ed  at  that.  The  Department  of  Railways  has 
gone  begging  for  nearly  two  years.  There  has 
been  no  regular  head  to  that  department  for  about 
two  years.  Now  we  find  a  Minister  at  the  head  of 
that  department,  and  he  is  showing  his  authority 
pretty  well  as  far  as  the  Island  is  concerned.  He 
proposes  to  take  off  an  accommodation  train  between 
Summerside  and  Charlottetown,  and  between 
Charlottetown  and  Summerside  once  a  day,  which 
is  probably  the  best  paying  train  on  the  Prince 
Edward  Island  Railway.  For  want  of  that  train, 
the  last  week  or  two,  they  have  had  to  put  on 
special  trains  in  order  to  carry  the  freight.  Let 
him  show  me  anywhere  in  Canada  1,250,000  acres 
of  land  that  are  more  productive  than  the  lands  of 
Prince  Edward  Island.  And  what  do  we  do  with 
our  products  ?  We  do  not  throw  them  overboard, 
we  take  them  to  the  markets.  I  know  that  farm¬ 
ing  is  not  pay  mg  very  well  on  the  Island  on  account 
of  the  evil  policy  of  the  Government.  Now,  the 
lion,  gentleman  proposes  to  punish  the  people 
between  Charlottetown  and  Tignish  with  all  his 
might,  he  is  going  to  throw  the  whole  of  his  ven¬ 
geance  upon  those  people.  But  the  people  on  the 
east  who  are  represented  by  two  Government  sup¬ 
porters  are  not  to  be  meddled  with  ;  I  am  glad  of 
it,  they  are  deserving.  Is  it  because  Prince 
County  and  Queen’s  County  are  represented  by 
members  of  the  Opposition  that  they  are  to  be  de¬ 
prived  of  their  rightful  railway  facilities  ?  Is  that 
the  way  justice  is  to  be  meted  out  in  this  Parlia¬ 
ment  ?  Is  that  the  way  the  hon.  gentleman  intends 
to  conduct  the  business  of  his  department  ?  How 


many  canals  in  this  country  will  the  lion,  gentleman 
show  me  that  are  paying  ?  Take  any  of  the  canals  ; 
take  the  Tay  Canal,  for  instance,  and  show  me  how 
many  thousand  dollars  revenue  has  been  derived 
out  of  that  canal  this  last  year  ?  Does  it  pay  work¬ 
ing  expenses  ?  Does  it  pay  interest  on  capital  it 
cost  to  buildit?  And  just,  forsooth,  because  this  canal 
happens  to  be  in  the  constituency  represented  by  the 
Minister  of  Railways,  it  must  be  petted,  it  must 
be  maintained  at  the  public  expense,  and  if  the  whole 
truth  was  known  perhaps  there  is  something  else 
in  it  beyond  the  public  good.  But,  as  I  said  before, 
I  am  doubtful  whether  there  is  one  canal  in  the 
whole  Dominion  of  Canada  that  is  paying.  We 
must  bear  in  mind  that  the  tax-payers  of  Prince 
Edward  Island  are  taxed  one-fortieth  part  of  the 
millions  that  these  canals  have  cost  to  build,  includ¬ 
ing  the  Tay  Canal.  And  because  we  are  far  removed, 
because  we  are  isolated  from  the  main  land,  because 
we  are  a  law-abiding  people  and  pay  our  taxes,  be¬ 
cause  we  are  struggling  against  the  iniquitous  laws 
imposed  upon  us  by  this  Government,  we  must  be 
further  punished  by  this  unpatriotic  Government, 
and  more  particularly  by  this  unpatriotic  Minister 
at  the  head  of  the  Railway  Department.  Well,  if 
he  thinks  he  is  going  to  attract  support  to  his 
Government  from  the  electors  of  that  province,  he 
is  very  much  mistaken.  He  will  only  case-harden 
them.  That  department  has  tried  that  game 
before  ;  they  have  not  succeeded  ;  and  the  only  way 
now  that  is  left  to  them,  apparently,  is  by  the 
present  gerrymander  Bill  which  has  been  hatched- 
by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  and  a  pretty  object 
it  is.  Well,  Sir,  I  cannot  believe  for  a  moment 
that  the  hon.  gentleman  intends  to  carry  out  this 
scheme.  I  believe  he  will  reconsider  it,  and  I 
believe  he  will  leave  trains  on.  I  may  say  that 
if  it  was  on  the  eve  of  an  election,  there  would 
be  no  talk  about  taking  off  these  trains.  The  hon. 
gentleman  may  have  railroads  on  the  Island 
which  are  not  required  ;  I  do  not  know  ; 
but  I  know  that  on  the  eve  of  an  election  these 
train  hands  are  badly  needed.  Every  man  who  is 
inclined  to  give  a  vote  for  the  Government  is  sure 
to  get  a  berth  on  that  railway  ;  he  is  sure  to  be 
furnished  with  a  shovel  to  shovel  away  snow  where 
there  is  no  snow  to  be  shovelled.  I  know  that  1891 
was  a  bad  year,  we  had  a  good  deal  of  snow,  we 
had  a  good  many  storms,  political  as  well  as  snow 
storms,  and  during  these  storms  men  were  lavishly 
employed.  I  suppose  they  are  retained  yet.  It 
may  be  possible  that  the  hon.  gentleman  can  lessen 
his  staff  of  employes  on  that  road,  but  he  ought 
not  to  interfere  with  the  accommodation  that  is 
required  by  the  people  of  Prince  Edward  Island  to 
carry  their  surplus  products  from  one  place  to 
another.  If  they  are  cut  short  of  this  accommoda¬ 
tion,  the  hon.  gentleman  might  as  well  close  up  the 
road  altogether.  I  am  doubtful  if  a  majority  of 
the  honest  members  in  this  House  will  be  satisfied 
with  the  treatment  the  people  of  Prince  Edward 
Island  are  to  receive  in  this  respect.  Now,  I 
understand,  also,  that  the  branch  of  the  main  line 
to  Cape  Traverse  is  to  be  interfered  with,  and  the 
daily  train  is  to  be  reduced  to  a  tri-weekly  train. 
We  know  very  well  that  the  Government  have  in 
contemplation  to  establish  a  daily  route  across 
the  channel ;  I  know  they  are  building  heavy 
works  on  the  Cape  Tormentine  side,  at  an  expen¬ 
diture  of  §300,000  or  §400,000.  We  know, 
also,  that  there  are  new  works  on  the  Island  side,  a 
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pier  for  the  purpose,  I  suppose,  of  accommodating 
the  tunnel,  if  ever  a  tunnel  is  built.  In  winter  when 
the  iceboats  cross,  this  train  runs  daily  from  Cape 
Traverse  to  Cape  Tormentine.  It  is  only  about 
nine  or  ten  miles  distant,  between  Emerald  Junc¬ 
tion  and  Cape  Traverse,  and  although  running  only 
three  times  a  week,  the  same  staff  of  employes 
must  remain  there.  What  is  the  Government  going 
to  do  with  them  ?  They  are  not  going  to  drive 
them  from  Cape  Traverse  to  Tignish  to  spend  their 
vacation,  or  to  Charlottetown,  or  anywhere  else. 
They  must  keep  them  there,  and  while  they  remain 
there  they  must  be  idle.  These  men  are  supposed 
to  be  idle  half  the  time,  and  pay  their  board.  As  I 
said  before,  I  do  not  believe  the  lion,  gentleman  is 
sincere  in  what  he  says,  and  that  he  is  going  to 
take  off  these  trains  from  the  line,  that  he  is  going 
to  punish  Summerside  and  Charlottetown  just  be¬ 
cause  these  two  places  return  four  Liberal  members. 
The  east  end  of  the  Island  has  as  much  right  to  be 
treated  in  the  same  way  as  the  west  end,  but 
because  it  sends  two  Conservative  members  here, 
it  is  to  be  left  in  the  enjoyment  of  what  it  is 
entitled  to  have,  and  what  I  am  glad  to  say  they 
are  going  to  have.  But  I  claim  the  same  justice 
for  my  side,  I  claim  the  same  justice  for  my  con¬ 
stituents.  My  '  constituents  pay  their  taxes,  they 
are  part  and  parcel  of  the  live  million  people  of 
this  Dominion,  and  they  have  a  right  to  be 
represented,  they  have  a  right  to  their  share 
of  the  public  patronage,  they  have  a  right 
•to  justice,  and  I  say  if  they  are  treated  in 
this  way  they  are  not  getting  justice.  Now,  I  hope 
and  trust  that  the  Minister  of  Railways  will  not 
carry  out  this  scheme,  that  he  is  not  going  to  act  as 
the  Tzar  of  Russia,  that  he  will,  in  his  cooler 
moments,  come  to  the  conclusion  that  if  he  carries 
out  this  scheme  the  people  of  Prince  Edward  Island 
will  be  wrongly  dealt  with.  I  will  be  proud  to  find 
that  perhaps  to-morrow,  or  some  other  day,  we 
may  be  told  in  this  House  that  the  old  regulations 
which  are  required  by  the  people,  are  to  be  main¬ 
tained.  Now,  if  so  many  hundred  thousand  dollars 
have  been  sunk  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  as  has 
been  shown  by  the  hon.  member  for  North  Welling¬ 
ton  (Mr.  McMullen),  I  suppose  there  has  been  some 
mismanagement  somewhere.  It  has  been  shown 
that  the  country  has  been  called  upon  to  pay  money 
to  build  railways  to  compete  with  Government 
railways,  that  public  money  has  been  expended  to 
build  railways  to  compete  with  the  people’s  road. 
This  is  an  unfair  and  wrong  policy.  The  question 
now  is  what  the  Government  are  going  to  do 
with  respect  to  the  Government  railways.  Are 
they  going  to  close  them  up,  and  declare  that  the 
country  is  not  willing  to  maintain  them  ?  The 
country  is  willing  to  pay  for  the  running  of  those 
roads,  which  have  been  built  by  the  people.  If 
any  other  policy  is  pursued  the  people  will  rise  up 
en  masse.  At  Charlottetown  last  Friday  a  great 
meeting  was  held  at  which  resolutions  were  passed 
condemning  the  action  of  the  Government  for 
curtailing  the  accommodation  on  the  Island  rail¬ 
way.  I  believe  a  deputation  will  arrive  here  in  a 
few  days  to  wait  on  the  Government.  I  think  one 
gentleman  is  already  here  as  a  deputation  from 
Summerside,  with  a  view  to  prevent  the  Government 
imposing  their  impositions.  But  another  deputa¬ 
tion  will  come  here  from  Charlottetown  to  ask  the 
Minister  not  to  take  the  action  proposed,  and  I 
may  tell  him  that  the  monster  meeting  at  Charlotte- 
Mr.  Perry. 


town  was  composed  of  members  of  both  sides  of 
politics,  Conservatives  as  well  as  Liberals,  and  I 
believe  every  section  of  the  Island  was  represented. 
I  have  before  me  the  resolutions  passed  at  that 
meeting,  and  they  are  worded  in  the  strongest 
possible  language,  condemning  the  action  of  the 
Government  in  the  management  of  the  Island  road. 
I  suppose  the  retitrns  quoted  by  the  Minister  in 
regard  to  the  deficiency  on  the  Island  Railway  are 
correct.  But  where  are  public  works  in  Canada  that 
prove  renmnerative  or  pay  their  working  expenses ; 
where  is  there  a  canal  which  is  paying  to-day  ? 
The  hon.  Minister  may  have  a  horse  and  buggy 
worth  a  thousand  dollars,  but  that  will  not  bring  a 
revenue.  The  Island  railway  is  in  the  same  posi¬ 
tion.  I  know  the  people  of  Canada  have  sympathy 
for  the  smallest  province,  the  finest,  the  most  pro¬ 
lific  province,  and  the  pride  of  the  Dominion,  and 
they  do  not  desire  that  justice  should  be  withheld 
from  us.  I  know  the  Minister  of  Railways  is  a  man 
of  strong  determination,  but  I  tell  him  that  this  is 
an  injustice  to  the  people  of  the  province,  a  part  of 
which  I  represent  in  this  House.  All  the  people  of 
the  Island,  including  his  own  supporters,  will  tell 
him  that  he  has  no  right  to  reduce  the  accommo¬ 
dation  on  the  Island  railway,  and  that  he  should 
not  attempt  to  carry  out  these  new  regulations. 
Even  supposing  the  revenue  is  not  equal  to  the 
expenditure,  that  is  no  reason  why  the  railway 
should  be  closed,  and  I  contend  that  it  will  be 
partially  closed  by  the  new  regulations.  The  hon. 
Minister  says  there  is  a  line  of  steamers  running 
between  Charlottetown  and  Summerside.  There  is 
no  such  line  running.  A  boat  goes  down  once  a  week 
on  Saturday,  and  there  is  no  regularline  between  the 
points  named.  We  have  a  railway  instead  of  steamer 
accommodation,  but  the  hon.  gentleman  proposes 
to  take  that  railway  accommodation  from  the  people. 
He  proposes  that  the  train  shall  wait  all  day  at 
Summerside,  instead  of  running  to  Tignish  and 
back  to  Summerside  in  time  to  meet  passengers  by 
the  boat  from  Point  du  Chene.  There  is  no  reason 
why  the  train  should  not  run  to  Tignish,  instead  of 
stopping  at  Summerside  and  allowing  the  train 
men  to  walk  round  the  streets  enjoying  themselves, 
the  people,  in  the  meantime,  suffering  from  want 
of  accommodation.  I  have  been  further  told  that 
the  express  between  Summerside  and  Tignish  is 
not  to  be  put  on  before  1st  July.  This  is  a  new 
departure,  for  we  have  been  in  a  habit  of  getting 
a  special  train  about  1st  June.  I  fail  to  understand 
why  these  new  regulations  are  needed,  and  the 
only  reason  for  imposing  them  appears  to  be  that 
the  people  must  be  punished  because  they  will  not 
send  Tory  members  here.  It  will  be  noticed  that 
the  county  that  sends  two  Tory  member^  has  not 
been  meddled  with,  and  the  people  are  to  have  the 
same  accommodation  as  before.  I  do  not  think 
they  had  too  much,  and  I  hope  they’  will  get  more 
accommodation.  I  saw  in  a  Prince  Edward  Island 
paper,  which  receives  $1,800  a  year  from  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  publishing,  I  dare  say  nothing, 
makes  no  secret  of  the  statement  that  this 
action  is  taken  against  the  Counties  of  Queen’s 
and  Prince  because  they  are  not  represented 
in  the  Dominion  Parliament  by  Conserva¬ 
tives  ;  but  King’s  would  not  be  meddled  with 
because  it  was  ably  represented  by  two  Conserva¬ 
tive  members.  It  is  difficult  for  a  man  with  any’ 
spirit  to  stand  such  a  charge  as  that.  Is  it  possible 
that  we  have  come  to  this  position,  that  law-abiding 
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men  in  Canada  must  be  Conservatives  and  Tories, 
or  else  they  cannot  get  justice  ?  It  looks  very 
much  like  it,  and  although  I  tried  to  persuade 
myself  to  the  contrary,  I  am  almost  convinced  it  is 
the  case  ;  in  fact,  I  have  almost  come  to  the  con¬ 
clusion  that,  because  we  are  Liberals,  we  cannot 
get  justice.  I  hope  the  Minister,  in  his  cooler 
moments,  and  after  taking  a  sound  sleep,  will  come 
up  to  the  office  in  the  morning  convinced  that  he 
will  not  commit  an  injustice  to  Prince  Edward 
Island,  and  that  the  first  order  he  will  give  will  be 
that  the  people  of  Prince  County  shall  have  that 
railway  accommodation  to  which  they  are  en¬ 
titled. 

Mr.  McALISTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  lion, 
member  who  has  just  taken  his  seat  has  made  the 
statement  that  the  County  of  Queen’s,  P.  E.I.,  was 
cut  oft'  from  railway  accommodation  because  it  was 
represented  by  members  in  opposition  to  the 
Government.  I  must  say  that  the  changes  in  the 
train  service  and  in  the  railway  accommodation 
have  affected  my  county  as  much,  and  perhaps 
more  than  any  other  constituency  in  the  Maritime 
Provinces  through  which  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
passes.  Below  Campbell  ton  for  a  distance  of  40 
or  50  miles  all  the  business  of  the  district  is  trans¬ 
acted  in  Dalhousie  and  in  Campbellton,  and  under 
the  present  arrangement  a  person  doing  business 
in  these  towns  would  have  to  leave  his  home  in  the 
evening,  and  lose  that  evening,  and  the  next  day, 
and  the  next  night ;  whereas  under  the  previous 
arrangement  he  could  leave  in  the  morning,  transact 
his  business  and  return  at  night.  The  present 
system  is  therefore  a  great  inconvenience.  Two 
freight  trains  between  Moncton  and  Campbellton 
have  been  taken  off,  and  instead  of  a  freight  train 
coming  up  in  the  morning  and  another  in  the 
evening,  the  only  trains  now  coming  up  are  twro  in 
the  evening  :  an  accommodation,  called  a  mixed 
train,  and  a  freight  train  which  arrive  in  Campbell¬ 
ton  within  an  hour  or  an  hour  and  a,  half  of  each 
,  other.  They  arrive  so  late  that  any  person  coming  or 
transacting  business  in  this  place  has  to  remain  over 
night,  transact  his  business  the  next  day,  and  as 
there  is  no  evening  train  as  heretofore,  he  has  to 
remain  the  second  night  and  can  only  get  away  the 
following  morning.  I  am  informed,  I  do  not  know 
how  true  it  may  be,  that  only  a  very  small  number 
of  the  special  freights  which  have  been  put  on  would 
be  required  if  the  regular  freight  trains  had  been 
continued.  These  regular  freight  trains  carried 
passengers  while  the  special  freights  do  not,  and  if 
the  regular  freights  were  continued  and  the  others 
discontinued,  they  would  not  only  serve  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  carrying  the  freight  as  well,  but  they  would 
also  afford  accommodation  to  people  doing  business 
along  the  line.  The  fast  express  running  between 
St.  John  and  Chaudiere,  and  Halifax  and  Chaudiere 
affords  no  local  accommodation  at  all.  For  a  dis¬ 
tance  of  185  miles  between  Moncton  and  Campbell¬ 
ton,  the  fast  express  only  stops  in  five  or  six  places, 
and  between  Bathurst  and  Campbellton,  a  distance 
of  62  miles,  it  only  stops  at  two  places,  which  are 
within  4  or  5  miles  of  each  other.  I  may  say 
in  this  connection  that  the  reduction  of  the 
train  service  is  very  unfair  and,  I  think, 
unjust  to  the  people  of  the  northern  counties  of 
New  Brunswick.  Unlike  the  County  of  Prince,  the 
representative  of  which  has  just  spoken,  we  are 
supporters  of  the  Government,  and  I  regret  very  I 


much  to  have  to  criticise  their  action  in  connection 
with  this  service.  At  the  same  time,  knowing  the 
injurious  manner  in  which  it  affects  my  constitu¬ 
ents,  I  feel  it  my  duty  to  get  up  in  the  House  and 
disapprove  of  the  arrangements  made  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  this  train  service.  Now  as  to  the  re¬ 
duction  of  the  number  of  employes.  The  town  of 
Campbellton,  has,  I  think,  more  railway  men  em¬ 
ployed  than  any  other  place  between  Montreal  and 
Quebec,  except  perhaps  Riviere  du  Loup.  I  reside 
in  Campbellton,  and  during  the  10  or  1 1  years  I  have 
been  there  I  never  saw  any  man  employed  on  the 
railway  idle  when  he  should  be  on  duty.  Every 
man  seemed  to  me  to  have  as  much  work  as  he 
could  do.  In  fact  the  complaint  was  that  they 
could  not  attend  to  all  the  work  that  fell  to  them, 
but  had  to  labour  sometimes  during  extra  hours. 
I  think,  instead  of  making  such  a  sweeping  reduc¬ 
tion  at  once,  it  would  have  been  more  advisable  had 
the  Government  made  the  reduction  gradually. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  Does  the  hon.  gentleman 
refer  to  the  proposed  dismissal  of  210  out  of  the 
4,500  employes? 

Mr.  McALISTER.  The  210  are  not  dismissed. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  just  wish  to  know  if 
the  hon.  gentleman  spoke  of  that  as  a  sweeping  re¬ 
duction. 

Mr.  McALISTER.  I  think  it  is  a  sweeping- 
reduction  to  be  made  at  once.  We  know  very  well 
that  railway  men  leave  sometimes  of  their  own 
accord,  and  a  number  are  disabled,  and  a  number 
die,  and  I  think  it  would  have  been  a  better  policy 
if  no  new  employes  were  engaged  to  take  the 
places  of  those  who  left  the  service.  I  think  in 
this  way,  the  reduction  coidd  be  made  and  the 
economy  accomplished  without  dismissing  any  men 
at  the  present  time.  Railway  men  as  a  rule  live 
up  to  their  income  ;  in  fact  their  income  is  not 
sufficient  to  support  them  and  they  have  hard  times 
to  make  both  ends  meet,  so  that  when  they  are 
dimissed  on  short  notice  they  have  nothing  to  fall 
back  upon.  Most  of  them  are  men  of  large  fami¬ 
lies,  and  perhaps  are  not  capable  of  doing  other 
work,  and  when  they  have  to  seek  employment 
elsewhere,  it  entails  great  hardship  on  them  and 
their  families.  I  therefore  believe  it  would  be  a 
great  deal  better  if  the  dismissals  had  not  been 
made  as  they  are.  The  hon.  member  for  North 
Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen)  stated  that  hundreds 
of  men  were  employed  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
who  were  not  required.  I  do  not  think  that  is  the 
case.  So  far  as  I  know,  I  believe  every  man  em¬ 
ployed  there  wras  required,  and  I  am  informed  now 
by  railway  men  who  seem  to  understand  their 
business  that  the  number  of  employes  retained 
after  the  dismissals  will  not  be  sufficient  for  the 
work  to  be  done  on  that  road,  and  that  in  a 
very  short  time  it  will  be  found  that  other 
men  will  have  to  be  employed  in  their  places. 

I  would  suggest  to  the  Minister  that  the 
two  fast  freight  trains  which  formerly  ran 
between  Moncton  and  Campbellton,  and  the 
trains  between  Campbellton  and  Riviere  du  Loup, 
be  placed  on  again,  and  that  the  special  freights 
which  take  no  passengers  be  discontinued  or  their 
number  reduced  so  far  as  possible.  I  may  give  an 
instance  of  the  inconvenience  experienced  under 
the  present  train  arrangement,  where  a  doctor  was 
called  on  to  go  a  distance  of  20  miles  from  home. 
A  special  train  was  going  out  at  the  time  he  was 
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called,  but  he  was  unable  to  get  on  it  and  had  to 
drive  the  20  miles.  Just  as  he  got  there  the  patient 
was  dead,  and  I  am  told  that  the  chances 
were  that  had  he  gone  on  a  train  which  would  bring 
him  in  20  or  30  minutes  he  could  have  saved  the 
life  of  the  patient.  That  may  not  be,  but  that  was 
his  opinion,  and  I  think,  therefore,  that  doctors  and 
clergymen  should  be  allowed  to  travel  on  these 
special  freights.  The  people  in  the  northern  coun¬ 
ties  of  New  Brunswick  have  less  railway  accom¬ 
modation  than  have  the  people  in  any  other  part  of 
the  Dominion.  In  most  places  where  trains  are 
running  two  or  three  times  a  day,  persons  can  go 
backwards  and  forwards  during  the  day,  but  in 
Campbellton  and  in  the  County  of  Restigouche 
under  the  present  arrangement  they  can  only  travel, 
I  may  say,  once  a  day.  If  they  go  by  the  express 
which  stops  at  Campbellton  and  runs  each  way 
once  a  day,  and  if  they  want  to  go  a  distance  of  40 
miles,  they  have  to  go  to  Bathurst  and  come  by 
another  train.  If  they  come  from  Bathurst  to 
Jacquet  River,  which  is  a  distance  of  20  miles,  they 
have  to  go  to  Campbellton,  because  this  express 
train  will  not  let  them  off  at  their  regular  station. 
I  think  the  present  arrangement  is  very  inconve¬ 
nient,  and  I  would  ask  the  Minister  of  Railways 
to  reconsider  the  matter  with  a  view  to  having  the 
train  service  restored  to  what  it  was  before  this 
reduction  was  made. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  hon.  member  for  North 
Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen)  gave  a  great  many 
interesting  statistics  which  I  thought  would  have 
called  for  some  comment  if  not  reply  from  the  hon. 
Minister  of  Railways,  and  I  think  the  item  should 
not  be  passed  until  he  has  addressed  the  committee 
on  the  points  raised. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  In  reply  to  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man,  I  may  say  that  the  statement  I  gave  in  refer¬ 
ence  to  printing  I  have  verified  since,  and  I  find 
that  my  figures  in  reference  to  the  cost  of  station¬ 
ery  and  printing  of  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  were 
strictly  accurate.  This  is  my  authority  for  the 
statement : 

“Montreal, 9th  May,  1892. 
“Collingwood  Schreiber,  Esq.,  Ottawa. 

“  Dear  Sir, — In  reply  to  your  telegram  received  to-day, 
it  is.  not  customary  to  make  a  division  of  expenses  into 
stationery,  advertising,  and  printing  respectively ;  but  I 
have  a  statement  for  the  whole  year  from  which  I  quote 
for  your  information  as  desired  :  stationery  and  printing, 
$127,817.47  ;  advertising,  $18,438.57  ;  total,  $146,256.04.  This 
will  be  found  to  compare  accurately  with  the  printed 
reports  for  the  two  half-years,  allowing  for  the  fact  that 
some  items  are  included  under  expenses  of  agencies,  &c., 
<fcc. 

“  Yours  truly, 

“  L.  G.  SEARGEANT, 

“  General  Manager ,” 

In  reply  to  the  statement  of  the  hon.  gentleman  in 
reference  to  the  cost  per  mile  of  running  trains  on 
the  Intercolonial  Railway,  I  may  be  permitted, 
though  it  will  take  a  little  time,  to  give  some 
statements  in  reference  to  the  earnings  and  work¬ 
ing  expenses  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  as  com¬ 
pared  with  other  railways  in  Canada.  I  have  a 
statement  from  1876-77  down  to  1890-91  which  it 
may  not,  perhaps,  sufficiently  interest  the  House 
for  me  to  read  in  full,  as  the  details  may  be  found 
printed  in  the  Public  Accounts.  The  total  loss  is 
$4,120,550.99.  The  profit  during  the  same  period 
was  $29,763.83,  making  a  net  loss  of  $4,090,- 
787.16.  I  will  give  a  statement  of  the  earnings 
Mr.  McAlister. 


and  working  expenses  per  mile  of  the  railway  for 
the  year  1890-91.  We  had  1,094  miles  of  railway 
in  operation ;  the  earnings  per  mile  were  $2,721.55  ; 
the  working  expenses  per  mile  were  $3,576.50,  a 
loss  per  mile  of  $855.05.  Now,  the  proper  test  of  the 
economic  running  of  a  railway  is  the  expenditure 
per  train  mile.  In  1890-91  the  earnings  per  train 
mile  were  59 '21  cents,  and  the  working  expenses 
72‘84  cents,  or  a  loss  of  13'63  cents  per  train  mile. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman  give 
the  committee  the  earnings  per  train  mile  on  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  and  the  Grand  Trunk 
Railway  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  will  give  a  comparison  with 
a  dozen  railways  on  the  continent.  The  earnings 
of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  from  passengers, 
freight  and  mails  in  1890-91  were  as  follows  : — 

Passengers . $  962,316  88 

Freight .  1,854.629  88 

Mails .  160,448  62 

Total . $  2,977,395  38 

The  expenses  for  locomotive  power,  car  expenses, 
station  expenses  and  general  expenses,  mainten¬ 
ance  and  car  mileage  for  1891  were  as  follows  ; — 

Locomotive  power . $1,281,800  32 

Car  expenses .  808,212  35 

Station  expenses . 396,320  22 

General  charges .  197,006  56 

Maintenance  of  way  and  works..  955,293  68 


Engine  mileage .  6,080,791  miles. 

Train  mileage .  5,027,791  “ 

Car  mileage .  56,492,801  “ 

What  the  hon.  gentleman  wants  is  a  comparison 
between  the  cost  per  mile  of  the  running  of  trains 
on  the  Intercolonial  Railway  with  the  cost  on  the 
other  railways  in  Canada  of  over  100  miles  in 
length.  I  will  give  a  table  showing  the  cost  of 
operation  and  maintenance  of  the  various  railways 
in  Canada  for  the  year  ending  the  30th  of  June, 
1891  : — 


— 

Mileage. 

Train 

mileage. 

Working 

expenses. 

Cost  per  ton 
tier  mile. 

$ 

cts. 

Alberta  Ry.  and  Coal  Co.  . 

174 

284,265 

242,692 

85’37 

Canada  Atlantic . 

138 

428,816 

337,753 

78'7fi 

Canada  Eastern . 

127 

169,603 

64,396 

37  96 

Canada  Southern . 

379 

3,254,270 

3,178,036 

97-65 

Intercolonial . 

1094 

5,027,791 

3,662,341 

72-84 

Prince  Edward  Island  Ry. 

210 

265,666 

257,990 

97-11 

Canadian  Pacific  Railway 

5537 

13,754,014 

11,538,133 

83-89 

Central  Ontario . 

104 

110,000 

91,588 

83-26 

Grand  Trunk  Railway. . . . 

3143 

16,482,207 

12,621,478 

76-57 

Then  there  is  the  Manitoba  and  South-Western,  run 
at  a  cost  of  $1.40  per  train  mile  ;  then  there  is 
the  Northern  Pacific,  86  cents  per  train  mile  ;  the 
Qu’Appelle  and  Long  Lake,  77  cents  per  train  mile  ; 
the  Quebec  and  Lake  St.  John,  72  cents  per  train 
mile,  the  same  as  the  Intercolonial  Railway  ;  the 
Quebec  Central,  67  cents  ;  the  South-Eastern,  91 
cents  ;  and  the  Windsor  and  Annapolis,  93  cents  per 
train  mile.  I  w  ill  give  a  table  of  the  earnings  per 
train  mile  for  the  year  ending  30th  of  June,  1891, 
which  will  show  how  very  cheaply  we  carry  mate¬ 
rial  over  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  The  Al¬ 
berta  Coal  Company,  with  174  miles  of  road  in 
operation,  and  a  train  mileage  of  284,265,  earns 
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$290,115,  showing  earnings  per  train  mile  of 
$1.02;  the  Canada  Atlantic,  138  miles  of  road,  in 
operation,  train  mileage  428,816,  earnings  $558,- 
831,  or  $1.30.  I  need  not  give  the  mileage,  as  I 
have  already  given  it,  but  will  just  give  the  names 
of  the  roads  and  their  earnings  and  the  amount 
per  train  mile.  The  Canada  Southern  earns 
$4,408,964,  or  $1.35  per  train  mile  ;  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway,  1,094  miles,  $2,977,395,  and  the 
earnings  per  train  mile  only  59  cents. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  You  stated  the 
expenses  at  72  cents. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Yes,  a  loss  on  every  train  mile 
of  13  cents.  The  Prince  Edward  Island,  210  miles, 
total  amount  earned  $174,258  at  the  end  of  June, 
dian  Pacific  Railway,  5,537  miles,  earnings  $18,  - 
1891,  which  gives  65  cents  per  train  mile  ;  the  Cana- 
672, 174,  or  $1.35  per  train  mile  ;  the  Central  Onta¬ 
rio,  104  miles,  earnings  $87,925,  giving  80  cents, 
per  train  mile;  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway,  3,143 
miles,  earnings  $17,423,860,  earnings  per  train 
mile  $1.05  ;  the  Kingston  and  Pembroke,  76  cents 
per  train  mile  ;  the  Manitoba  and  South-Western, 
$1.62  per  train  mile ;  the  North  Pacific  and 
Manitoba,  $1.03  per  train  mile  ;  the  Qu’Appelle 
and  Long  Lake,  73  cents  per  train  mile  ;  the  Que¬ 
bec  and  Lake  St.  John,  74  cents  per  train  mile  ; 
the  Quebec  Central,  96  cents  per  train  mile  ;  the 
South  Eastern,  $1  per  train  mile ;  the  Windsor 
and  Annapolis,  $1.41. 

Mr.  BORDEN.  I  did  not  catch  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Mileage,  5,537,  train  miles  run 
13,754,014,  earnings  $18,672,174,  earnings  per 
train  mile  $1.35.  Then  I  have  a  table  showing 
the  total  tonnage  of  coal  carried  and  the  total 
tonnage  of  ocean-borne  freight  vid  Halifax,  and 
the  amount  of  grain  received  at  Halifax  for  export 
in  each  of  the  following  years : — From  1876  to  1881-82 
there  was  nothing.  In  1882  there  was  31,000 
bushels  ;  in  1883,  73,000  bushels ;  in  1884,  300,000 
bushels  ;  in  1885,  389,000  ;  in  1886,  575,000  ;  in 
1887,  69,000  ;  in  1888,  129,000  ;  in  1889,  502,000 ; 
in  1890-91,  218,000.  This  year  I  believe  the  amount 
will  exceed  1,000,000  bushels — in  fact  about 
1 ,300,000  bushels.  Then  there  is  the  quantity  of  raw 
and  refined  sugar  carried. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  If  the  quantity  increases 
very  much,  it  will  kill  you  outright. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Yes,  the  more  we  carry  the 
worse  off  we  are  in  most  of  these  articles.  There 
is  a  statement  here  of  the  quantity  of  fresh  and 
salt  fish  carried,  and  the  earnings  and  working 
expenses  for  the  eight  months  ending  29th  Feb¬ 
ruary,  1892.  Amount  of  mileage  in  operation, 
1,145;  earnings,  $1,947,211.17;  working  expenses, 
$2,613,265.50  ;  and  the  loss  on  the  eight  months  is 
$666,054.33  up  to  the  1st  of  March.  From  the  1st 
of  March  up  to  the  present,  I  think  the  loss  will 
be  nothing. 

Mr.  GIBSON.  Upon  what  class  of  freight  do 
they  make  the  greatest  loss?  I  see  the  loss  is  13*63 
per  ton  per  mile. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  greatest  loss  has  been  on 
the  carrying  of  coal,  the  carrying  of  stone,  and  the 
carrying  of  wheat. 

Mr.  KENNY.  The  hon.  Minister  of  Railways 
in  his  statement  has  told  us,  and  has  now  repeated 


in  reply  to  the  hon.  gentleman  who  just  put  the 
question  across  the  House,  that  one  of  the  causes 
of  the  deficit  in  the  management  of  the  Intercolo¬ 
nial  Railway,  which,  of  course,  we  all  regret,  is 
that  we  are  carrying  certain  products  of  the  coun¬ 
try  at  exceptionally  low  rates,  and  he  instanced 
the  rates  charged  on  coal,  flour  and  grain.  We 
know  that  coal  is  carried  over  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  at  the  rate  of  rs¥  of  a  cent  per  ton  per 
mile.  If  hon.  gentlemen  will  take  the  trouble  to 
look  at  the  report  of  the  Department  of  Railways, 
they  will  find  that  in  the  years  1889  and  1890  we 
have  carried  294,879  tons  of  coal.  That  is  all  the 
coal  which  has  been  carried  west  of  Chaudikre  over 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  in  those  years.  The 
value  of  that  I  estimate  to  be  about  $589,758. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I. )  Does  the  hon.  gentleman 
take  in  the  two  years  ? 

Mr.  KENNY.  I  do,  1889  and  1890.  During 
these  two  years  the  Intercolonial  Railway  has 
carried  2,129,169  barrels  of  flour,  and  5,501,123 
bushels  of  grain.  Of  course  all  that  traffic  came 
from  west  of  Chaudiere.  The  weight  of  that  flour 
in  tons  would  be  212,916  tons,  and  the  weight  of  the 
grain  would  be  137,528  tons,  or  a  gross  weight  of 
flour  and  grain  amounting  to  350,444  tons.  There¬ 
fore,  if  there  has  been  a  loss  in  the  transportation 
of  these  articles  at  an  exceptionally  low  rate,  it  is 
due  more  to  the  fact  that  we  are  carrying  flour  and 
grain  than  to  the  fact  that  we  have  carried  coal,  be¬ 
cause  we  have  carried  a  great  deal  more  flour  and 
grain  than  we  have  coal.  Then,  look  at  the  value  of 
the  articles  that  have  been  so  carried.  The  coal,  as 
I  have  already  said,  is  worth  about  $589,758.  The 
flour  would  amount  in  value  to  $9,581,260.  The 
5,000,000  bushels  of  grain  I  estimate  to  be  worth  $2,- 
750.561,  making  a  total  value  of  flour  and  grain  of 
$12,331,821.  Now,  I  desire  to  show  the  committee 
and  certain  hon.  gentlemen  on  the  other  side  of  the 
House  who  are  very  fond  of  saying  here  and  else¬ 
where  that  this  great  tax  of  the  Intercolonial  Rail¬ 
way  is  borne  by  the  people  of  Canada  solely  in  the 
interest  of  the  Maritime  Provinces.  It  is  thus 
evident  that  the  quantity  of  flour  and  grain  which 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  carries  at  exceptionally 
low  rates — us  low,  if  not  lower,  than  the  coal  is 
carried — is  immensely  in  excess  in  value  over  the 
coal  which  is  carried  west  of  Chaudiere.  The  value 
of  the  coal  does  not  amount  to  $600,000,  whereas 
the  flour  and  grain  is  valued  at  more  than  $12,- 
000,000. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Where  do  the  flour  and  grain  go  ? 

Mr.  KENNY.  No  doubt  much  of  it  is  ship¬ 
ped  out  of  the  country,  and  a  large  portion  is 
consumed  in  the  Maritime  Provinces.  The  hon. 
member  must  know  that  nearly  every  barrel  of 
flour  that  is  consumed  by  the  people  of  the  Mari¬ 
time  Provinces  comes  from  Ontario,  and  we  are 
glad  to  know  that  we  can  buy  it  cheaper  and  of  as 
good  quality  from  Ontario  than  we  can  get  it  from 
the  United  States.  Our  desire  should  be  to  encour¬ 
age  as  much  as  possible  this  interprovincial  traffic. 
I  am  not  finding  any  fault  with  the  rates  at  which 
these  western  productions  are  carried.  I  think  it 
is  in  the  interest  of  Canada  that  we  should  preserve 
this  traffic  for  our  own  railways  and  our  own  means 
of  transportation,  because  there  is  a  possibility 
that,  if  we  do  not  do  so,  the  traffic  would  be  carried 
over  American  railroads  and  by  steamers  at  as  low 
a  rate. 
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Mr.  MULOCK.  What  would  be  the  effect  on 
the  price  of  flour  to  the  consumers  in  the  Maritime 
Provinces,  if  there  was  a  slight  increase  in  the 
freight  charges  from  the  west  to  the  east  and  from 
the  east  to  the  west  ? 

Mr.  KENNY.  I  think  the  hon.  gentleman  must 
have  been  in  the  House  some  years  ago  when  this 
question  was  discussed  before,  and  when  it  was 
pointed  out  that  this  all-rail  rate  on  flour  is 
a  competitive  rate,  and  that,  if  it  was  not 
transported  by  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  or  the 
Grand  Trunk  Railway,  or  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway,  the  flour  would  be  carried  by  American 
railways  to  Boston  or  Portland,  and  would  thence 
be  transhipped  by  water  at  as  low  a  through 
rate  as  is  now  charged  over  the  Intercolonial 
Railway.  But  my  contention  is  that  it  is  better 
for  Canadian  labour  that  we  should  endeavour  to 
keep  this  transportation  within  our  own  country. 
I  have  further  to  say  that,  if  we  could  obtain 
positive  information  from  the  Intercolonial  Rail¬ 
way  returns,  as  to  the  quantity  and  the  value  of 
manufactured  articles  which  are  carried  from 
points  west  of  Chaudiere  to  and  from  the  Maritime 
Provinces,  we  would  see  that  for  every  $100  in  value 
of  the  produce  or  export  of  the  Maritime  Pro¬ 
vinces  that  go  west  of  Chaudiere,  we  receive  at 
least  $1,000  from  the  Provinces  of  Quebec  and 
Ontario,  showing  that  the  Intercolonial  is  more 
beneficial  to  the  manufacturers  and  millers  of 
Ontario  and  Quebec  than  to  the  people  of  the 
Maritime  Provinces.  In  regard  to  the  quantity 
also,  I  am  sure  that,  if  we  had  an  exact  statement 
of  the  quantity  of  freight  from  the  Maritime  Pro¬ 
vinces  carried  west  of  Chaudiere,  and  the  quantity 
carried  from  the  part  of  the  country  west  of 
the  Chaudiere  to  the  Maritime  Provinces,  it  would 
be  shown  that  the  amount  carried  from  the  west 
to  the  east  exceeded  very  largely  in  quantity  as  well 
as  in  value  the  amount  carried  in  the  opposite 
direction.  I  am  not  inclined  to  find  fault  with 
this  condition  of  things,  nor,  I  believe,  are  the  other 
hon.  gentlemen  who  represent  the  Maritime  Pro¬ 
vinces.  I  make  this  statement  in  contradiction 
to  the  assertion  very  boldly  made,  that  the 
expenditure  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway  is  incurred 
solely  for  the  benefit  of  the  people  of  the  Maritime 
Provinces.  The  hon.  gentleman  from  North  W elling- 
ton  (Mr.  McMullen)  referred  to  the  fact  that  Can¬ 
ada  has  spent  on  this  Intercolonial  Railway  some¬ 
thing  like  $53,000,000.  Well,  the  hon.  gentleman 
might  have  told  us,  too,  that  Canada  has  spent 
$55,000,000  in  constructing  canals,  not  one  mile  of 
which  is  in  the  Maritime  Provinces.  I  am  proud 
to  say  here,  as  a  member  of  this  House,  and  as  a 
Canadian,  that  I  have  never  heard  in  this  House  or 
on  the  public  platform  in  the  Maritime  Provinces,  a. 
representative  or  a  public  man  find  fault  with  that 
expenditure.  Very  recently  we  devoted  a  whole 
evening  to  the  consideration  of  canal  matters,  and 
estimates  were  passed  involving  the  expenditure 
of  a  very  large  amount  of  public  money, 
and  it  was  voted  without  complaint  from  the 
members  of  the  Maritime  Provinces,  because 
we  recognize  that  in  the  development  of  this 
new  country  of  ours,  it  is  necessary,  it  is  wise 
and  expedient,  that  we  should  encourage  the 
development  and  improvement  of  the  watercourses. 
I  say  that  hon.  gentlemen  from  the  Provinces  of 
Ontario  and  Quebec  should  treat  this  Intercolonial 
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Railway  expenditure  in  the  same  way  as  the  people 
of  the  Maritime  Provinces  deal  with  the  expenditure 
upon  canals.  I  share  the  general  sentiment  that 
every  reasonable  and  proper  effort  should  be  made 
to  the  reduction  of  this  deficit.  The  hon.  Minister 
of  Railways  in  the  course  of  his  remarks,  has  given 
us  certain  reasons  which  he  thinks  explain  the  cause 
of  this  deficit.  Of  coiu-se,  he  is  entirely  guided  by 
his  officers,  because  the  hon.  gentleman,  since  he 
has  assumed  the  duties  of  administering  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Railways,  has  not  had  an  opportunity 
of  visiting  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  and,  therefore, 
he  does  not  speak  of  his  owTn  personal  knowledge  ; 
but  he  has  giveii  certain  reasons  as  the  causes  of 
the  deficit.  I  will  take  the  liberty  to  point 
out  to  him  that  there  may  be  another  reason  to 
which,  if  I  followed  him  correctly,  he  has  not  made 
reference,  and  that  is  the  position  of  the  Intercolo¬ 
nial  Railway  between  the  Atlantic  on  the  one  side, 
and  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  and  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  on  the  other  side.  A  very  small 
amount  of  the  through  freight  which  the  Interco¬ 
lonial  Railway  carries,  initiates  in  the  Maritime 
Provinces.  The  larger  quantity  of  the  through 
freight  is  from  west  to  east,  and  the  contract  initiates 
with  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  or  with  the  Grand 
Trunk  Railway,  and  the  Intercolonial  Railway  is 
obliged  to  take  such  rates  as  these  railways  may  in 
their  wisdom  think  desirable,  and  very  often  it  is  a 
low  one,  it  is  &  competitive  rate.  The  Intercolonial 
Railway  is  allowed  a  mileage  rate,  but  if  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway  should  consider  that  it  was  in  its 
interest  to  make  a  contract  for  certain  freights  from 
east  to  west  at  lowT  rates,  I  am  given  to  understand 
that  these  railways,  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway 
Company  and  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Company, 
refuse  to  carry  it  at  a  mileage  rate.  Therefore,  the 
Intercolonial  Railway,  with  the  Atlantic  on  one  side 
and  these  railways  on  the  other,  is  literally  between 
two  devils  and  the  deep  sea.  I  think  that  another 
cause  of  the  deficit  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
is  due  to  this  fact,  that  before  we  had  an  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway,  before  we  had  even  the  Short 
Line,  emasculated  as  it  is,  before  we  had  any  rail¬ 
way  connection  between  the  Provinces  of  Ontario 
or  Quebec  and  the  Maritime  Provinces — I  mean 
before  Confederation — the  old  provinces  of  Canada 
had  an  arrangement  for  the  transportation  of 
their  mail  service  during  the  winter  months  by 
way  of  the  foreign  port  of  Portland,  and  that  still 
continues.  The  transatlantic  steamship  companies 
which  have  subsidies  from  the  Canadian  Govern¬ 
ment  during  the  winter  months  carry  their  cargoes 
to  the  foreign  port  of  Portland,  to  the  immense  ad¬ 
vantage,  of  course,  of  that  port,  but  to  the  detri¬ 
ment  of  our  own  Canadian  seaports,  and  to  the  detri¬ 
ment  of  the  Intercolonial  Raihvay,  which  would 
otherwise  have  the  transportation  of  this  European 
freight  if  our  own  winter  port  were  utilized.  It 
would  really  seem  as  if  this  Parliament  im¬ 
agined  that  Canada  had  no  outlet  to  the  sea  except 
the  St.  Lawrence,  and  I  think  that  the  sooner  we 
wake  up  to  the  fact  that  we  have,  in  the  Maritime 
Provinces,  ports  which  are  open  all  the  year  round, 
and  which  have  railway  connection  with  the  rest  of 
Canada,  the  better  it  will  be  for  the  country,  for  the 
extension  of  our  national  sentiment,  and  for  the  In¬ 
tercolonial  Railway.  The  hon.  Minister  of  Railways 
in  giving  us  his  programme  of  proposed  changes,  told 
us  that  the  deficit  of  last  year  amounted  to  some¬ 
thing  like  $680, 000.  I  am  told — I  have  not  had  time  to 
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examine  the  matter  myself — that  the  deficit  on  our 
canals  last  year  amounts  to  something  like  $300,- 
000.  I  am  not  here  to  find  any  fault  with  the  ex¬ 
penditure  on  our  canals.  I  assume  that  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  that  department  has  been  economical 
and  that  the  people  of  Canada  have  derived  great 
benefit  from  the  canals.  We  know  that  we  have 
had  our  merchandize  transported  at  low  .rates 
through  our  canals ;  but  we  must  remember  that 
we  have  had  a  deficit  on  our  canals  as  well  as  on 
our  Intercolonial  Railway.  The  lion,  gentleman  con¬ 
templates  the  reduction  of  5  per  cent  of  the  number 
of  the  employes  on  that  road.  I  am  not  a  railway 
man,  and  I  have  no  knowledge  of  railway  matters, 
but  in  all  that  pertains  to  the  Intercolonial  Rail¬ 
way,  as  it  is  the  iron  bond  of  union  between  the 
provinces,  I  have  always  taken  an  interest.  It 
would,  perhaps,  be  unbecoming  in  me,  as  I  am  not 
an  expert  in  railway  matters,  to  express  any 
positive  view,  but  I  have  held  the  opinion, 
it  is  my  belief,  that  the  mechanical  department 
of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  is  not  efficiently  admin¬ 
istered.  As  regards  the  road  itself,  there  is  not  abetter 
road  on  the  continent  of  America,  and  I  must  say 
that  there  is  no  extravagance  in  the  salaries  which 
are  paid  the  clerical  staff.  I  do  not  think  there  is 
a  railway  in  America  that  pays  as  small  salaries 
to  its  employes,  or  that  has  any  more  loyal  servants. 
As  far  as  my  knowledge  goes,  the  traffic  depart¬ 
ment  and  the  freight  department  of  the  Interco¬ 
lonial  Railway  are  economically  administered.  If 
I  am  not  misinformed,  if  there  is  any  extravagance 
it  has  been  largely  in  the  mechanical  department, 
and  it  would  seem  to  me  that  instead  of  abruptly 
dismissing  a  number  of  mechanics,  some  of  whom 
have  been,  perhaps,  a  long  time  employed  on  the 
railway,  it  would  be  better  for  the  Minister  to 
wait  until  he  has  had  an  opportunity  of  personally 
examining  the  matter  himself  and  satisfying  him¬ 
self  that  those  in  charge  of  the  mechanical  depart¬ 
ment  are  administering  it  efficiently.  As  regards 
the  reduction  in  the  train  service,  I  understood 
the  Minister  to  say  that  he  would  take  care  that 
the  efficiency  of  the  road  was  preserved.  I  hope 
he  will  be  able  to  accomplish  the  difficult  task 
of  retaining  the  efficiency  of  the  road  and  reducing 
the  train  service.  I  have  referred  in  previous  Par¬ 
liaments  to  the  amount  which  still  stands  in  the  Esti¬ 
mates  for  improving  the  facilities  at  Halifax.  The 
hon.  Minister  must  allow  me  to  point  out  to  him 
that  I  think  he  is  mistaken  when  he  says  that  three 
propositions  in  connection  with  this  matter  have 
been  suggested  by  any  person  resident  in  Halifax. 
I  have  only  heard  of  two,  the  first  being  that  which 
is  known  as  the  Cornwallis  street  extension  ; 
and  the  second  was  the  suggestion  of  carrying 
the  railway  track  along  the  water  frontage.  This 
question  of  the  inadequacy  of  the  railway  facili¬ 
ties  at  Halifax  has  been  before  Parliament  since 
1887,  five  years,  and  it  is  quite  time  that  the 
department  was  in  possession  of  sufficient  evi¬ 
dence  which  would  warrant  it  in  coming  to  some 
conclusion  on  this  matter.  I  had  several  interviews 
with  the  late  lamented  Mr.  Pope,  when  he  was 
Minister  of  Railways  in  1887,  on  this  subject.  He 
recognized  then  the  necessity  for  more  space  and 
greater  storage  accommodation  being  provided  at 
Halifax  ;  this  necessity  was  recognized  at  that  date 
by  his  officers,  and  it  has  been  recorded  in  the 
report  of  this  year.  The  Hon.  Mr.  Pope  knowing 
there  were  two  rival  proposals  before  him  as 


to  the  best  manner  in  which  this  accommodation 
could  be  provided.  Roth  these  proposals  came  from 
Halifax  and  both  having  merits  of  their  own,  Mr. 
Pope  decided  that  he  would  ask  Parliament  for 
a  vote  of  8150,000,  but  he  would  not  undertake  any 
expenditure  until  he  had  had  an  opportunity  of 
investigating  the  matter.  This  subject  has  been 
referred  to  in  this  House  every  year  since  and  has 
been  revoted  each  year.  In  1890,  when  the  late  Sir 
John  Macdonald  was  administering  the  Department 
of  Railways,  he  made  a  very  positive  statement  that 
either  of  the  plans,  either  the  extension  of  the 
tracks  along  the  wharves,  or  the  acquisition  of  the 
Cornwallis  street  property  would  be  adopted  ;  and 
last  year — I  was  not  in  the  House  when  the  matter 
was  debated, — the  Acting  Minister  of  Railways, 
the  present  Minister  of  Militia,  stated  very  empha¬ 
tically  that  he  intended  this  vote  for  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  the  property  between  North  street  and 
Cornwallis  street. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I. )  When  was  the  statement 
made  ? 

Mr.  KENNY.  On  referring  to  the  Hansard,  the 
hon.  gentleman  will  find  that  it  was  made  last  year. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I. )  No.  The  Acting  Minister 
said  he  had  not  made  up  his  mind  one  way  or  the 
other. 

Mr.  KENNY.  I  have  not  the  Hansard  by  me. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  I  refreshed  my  memory 
with  the  report. 

Mr.  KENNY.  I  think  the  hon.  gentleman  will 
find  he  is  in  error.  If  he  will  look  at  the  explana¬ 
tion  given  by  the  Acting  Minister  when  the  vote  was 
passed,  he  will  find  that  my  statement  is  correct ; 
and  not  only  so,  but  that  the  Acting  Minister 
actually  stated  to  the  House  that  the  expenditure 
would  amount  to  $620,000. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  If  carried  out. 

Mr.  KENNY.  I  think  he  said  that  he  wanted 
the  money  for  the  Cornwallis  street  extension, 
and  if  the  Minister  so  stated,  I  presume  he  meant 
to  carry  it  out.  I  find  the  Acting  Minister  said  : 

“  It  is  proposed  to  procure  a  block  of  land,  bounded  on 
the  north  by  North  street,  and  on  the  east  by  Water 
street,  on  the  south  by  Cornwallis  street  and  on  the  west 
by  Lockman  street.  This  block  of  land  is  about  2,500  by 
330  feet.  I  may  state  that  the  assessed  value  of  this  pro¬ 
perty  is  about  $450,000,  much  higher  that  the  sum  we  are 
taking  at  present.  The  tracks  and  buildings  are  estimated 
to  cost  about  $175,000,  making  a  total  cost,  with  the  land, 
if  it  is  all  purchased,  of  about  $625,000.  Of  the  sum  now 
being  voted,  about  $2,000  is  intended  to  provide  additional 
machinery  in  the  shops  at  Halifax.  The  accommodation 
in  the  city  is  too  small  for  the  business  done  there,  and  it 
is  deemed  not  only  advisable,  but  absolutely  necessary  to 
procure  more  land,” 

The  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  is  cor¬ 
rect  that  later  on  in  the  debate  the  Acting  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Railways  referred  to  the  fact  that  there  were 
two  schemes  or  suggestions  which  had  been  placed 
before  his  notice. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Will  the  hon.  gentleman 
allow  me  to  mention,  in  order  to  justify  my  interfer¬ 
ence,  that  the  Acting  Minister  of  Railways  further 
went  on  to  sav  : 

4/ 

“  The  Government  is  in  no  way  pledged  to  either  the 
one  scheme  or  the  other.” 

This  shows  that  no  arrangement  was  arrived  at. 

Mr.  KENNY.  At  the  same  time  I  was  war¬ 
ranted  in  stating  that  the  Acting  Minister  said  that 
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the  amount  placed  in  the  Estimates  was  to  provide 
increased  freight  accommodation. 

Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock,  the 
Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

SUPPLY. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  of 
Supply. 

(In  the  Committee. ) 

Mr.  KENNY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  desire  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  Minister  of  Railways  and  of  the 
committee  to  the  agreement  which,  as  I  under¬ 
stand,  was  entered  into  between  the  Dominion 
Government  and  the  Windsor  and  Annapolis  Rail¬ 
way  Company,  and  which  agreement  provides  and 
stipulates  that  the  Dominion  Government  was  to 
give  to  the  Windsor  and  Annapolis  Railway  the 
same  facilities  for  the  distribution  of  its  freight  as 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  enjoyed.  To  the  great 
injustice  of  the  people  of  western  Nova  Scotia 
and  of  the  Windsor  and  Annapolis  Railway  Com¬ 
pany,  and  to  the  great  injustice  and  inconve¬ 
nience  of  the  citizens  of  Halifax  also,  that  agree¬ 
ment  has  never  been  carried  out  by  the  Domi¬ 
nion  Government,  and,  Sir,  I  fear  it  never  can 
be  and  never  will  be  carried  into  effect  until  the 
Government  secures  increased  terminal  facilities  at 
the  city  of  Halifax.  This  is  one  reason  which  I 
give,  and  which  I  have  advanced  before  in  this 
House,  to  urge  on  the  Department  of  Railways  to 
speedily  complete  their  terminal  facilities  at  Hali¬ 
fax.  There  is  the  further  reason  that,  at  present,  the 
Windsor  and  Annapolis  Railway  Company  is  con¬ 
nected  with  the  W estern  Counties,  and  we  have  now 
through  railway  communication  from  the  extreme 
western  point  of  Nova  Scotia  to  the  city  of  Halifax. 
I  may  say,  Sir,  that  as  regards  these  terminal  facili¬ 
ties  at  Halifax  and  the  arrangements  which  should 
be  entered  into,  when  the  late  Minister  of  Railways 
appealed  to  me  in  the  House,  I  expressed  the 
opinion  that  it  would  be  in  the  interests  of  the 
railway  that  the  department  should  secure  and  ob¬ 
tain  the  best  possible  expert  opinion  upon  the 
matter.  I  have  no  views  of  my  own  to  advance  on 
this  question.  I  realize  that  it  is  a  matter  which 
must  be  considered  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
Intercolonial  Railway,  and  I  am  satisfied  that  what 
is  best  for  that  railway  will  be  best  for  the  city  of 
Halifax.  I  am  cautious  in  expressing  my  opinion, 
because  I  realize  that  a  great  mistake  had  been 
made  by  the  late  Government  as  regards  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway  terminus  in  Halifax.  The  pres¬ 
ent  station  there  was  built  by  the  Mackenzie  Gov¬ 
ernment.  It  is  entirely  inadequate  to  the  trade 
of  the  place  ;  the  selection  of  the  site  was  a  very 
unfortunate  one,  and  it  would  seem  to  me  to  have 
been  constructed  by  hon.  gentlemen  who  thought 
that  the  traffic  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  and  the 
trade  of  Halifax  could  never  possibly  increase.  I 
referred  to  the  volume  of  the  trade  on  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway  before  recess,  but  I  desire  again 
to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  a  large 
amount  of  interprovincial  trade  has  been  developed 
by  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  as  a  glance  at  the 
Railway  Report  will  show.  If  hon.  gentlemen 
will  take  the  trouble  to  examine  the  last  annual 
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report  of  the  Department  of  Railways  they  will 
find  that  in  the  years  1879-1880  these  returns  stated 
that  the  tons  of  freight  per  mile  which  were  carried 
over  the  Intercolonial  Railway  were  677,  and  that 
ten  years  later,  1889  to  1890,  the  quantity  had 
more  than  doubled,  and  in  the  latter  years  1,409 
tons  were  carried.  The  passenger  traffic  shows  a 
like  increase.  From  1879  to  1880,  the  number  of 
passengers  per  mile  was  700,  and  from  1889  to  1890 
the  number  of  passengers  per  mile  was  1,255,  show¬ 
ing  conclusively  that  the  Intercolonial  Railway  has 
to  a  large  extent  fulfilled  its  mission  in  developing 
an  interprovincial  trade,  and  in  binding  these 
scattered  provinces  of  Canadamore  closely  together. 
In  dealing  with  these  Intercolonial  Railway  mat¬ 
ters  I  am  sometimes  surprised  at  the  wild  and 
reckless  statements  which  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
often  make,  and  I  observe  from  Hansard,  that 
when  this  matter  was  under  discussion  a  few 
evenings  ago,  the  lion,  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr. 
Mills)  stated  that  the  advertising  and  printing 
expenses  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway  were  eight 
or  ten  times  as  much  as  those  of  the  Grand  Trudk. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Per  mile. 

Mr.  KENNY.  In  proportion  per  mile,  but  I  do 
not  know  that  the  Hansard  states,  “per  mile.” 
Perhaps  that  is  what  the  hon.  gentleman  meant, 
btit  I  think  that  is  not  what  he  said.  As  Hansard 
reads,  he  stated  positively  that  the  expenditure 
was  eight  or  ten  times  as  much  as  that  of  any  of 
the  other  railways  of  Canada.  Now,  Sir,  if  Icorrectly 
understood  the  Minister  of  Railways  this  afternoon 
the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  was 
entirely  mistaken,  but  I  will  not  pass  judgment 
upon  the  hon.  gentleman,  and  no  doubt  before  the 
debate  closes  he  will  have  an  opportunity  of  verify¬ 
ing  his  statement.  As  it  appears  to  me  now  he  is 
labouring  under  a  mistake.  With  reference  to  the 
expenditure  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway  I  believe, 
and  I  am  informed,  that  within  the  last  few  years 
the  Government  of  Canada  has  spent  a  large  amount 
in  purchasing  steel  rails,  and  that  that  large  sum 
has  been  charged  to  the  operating  expenses  of  the 
road  which  would  to  some  extent  account  for  this 
deficiency.  The  hon.  Minister  of  Railways  will  be 
able  to  correct  me  if  I  am  mistaken  in  these  figures. 
During  the  debate  reference  was  made  to  the  deficit 
on  the  Prince  Edward  Island  Railway,  but  we 
must  not  forget  that  it  was  part  of  our  agree¬ 
ment  when  Prince  Edward  Island  joined  the 
Dominion  of  Canada,  that  we  should  operate  that 
railway  with  all  due  economy  and  efficiency.  We 
must  not  forget,  of  course,  that  the  people  of  Prince 
Edward  Island  have  had  to  pay  their  share  for  the 
canal  system  and  the  construction  of  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  out  of  which  they  can  derive  no 
immediate  benefit,  and  that  they  have  contributed 
that  cheerfully,  so  that  it  falls  with  bad  grace  from 
gentlemen  in  this  House  to  assail  Prince  Edward 
Island  for  the  deficiency  which  may  arise  on  the 
railway  in  that  province.  I  will  take  the  liberty  of 
making  a  suggestion  to  the  Minister  of  Railways, 
on  the  management  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway. 
Hitherto  the  Intercolonial  Railway  has  been 
managed  from  Ottawa,  and  if  a  freight  agent  or  a 
passenger  agent  at  distant  points  like  Halifax  or 
St.  John,  N.B. ,  nearly  a  thousand  miles  from 
the  capital,  had  an  opportunity  of  making 
any  special  arrangement  for  freight  or  for  passen¬ 
gers  he  could  not  do  so  until  he  had  communicated 
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first  with  Moncton,  and  then  the  officer  in  charge 
of  the  department  at  Moncton  had  to  communicate 
with  Ottawa.  Hon.  members  in  this  House,  many 
of  whom  are  practical  business  men,  will  recognize 
that  in  these  days  of  keen  competition  such  a 
system  cannot  be  conducted  satisfactorily  or  suc¬ 
cessfully  ;  and  I  would  respectfully  suggest  to  the 
Minister  of  Railways  that  the  business  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  should  be  placed 
in  the  hands  of  competent  officers  at  Moncton, 
which  is  the  centre  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
system.  At  all  events,  it  is  worth  while  making 
the  experiment,  for  we  must  all  admit  that  hitherto 
the  management  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
has  not  been  a  success.  I  am  afraid,  as  regards 
economy,  that  very  much  cannot  be  accomplished 
by  dismissing  a  few  mechanics  at  different  points 
scattered  over  the  railway.  The  lion.  Minister  has 
announced  his  intention  of  reducing  the  staff  by 
about  200,  largely,  I  understand,  from  the  mechani¬ 
cal  department.  I  think  it  would  be  in  the 
interest  of  the  railway — and  I  know  that  the 
hon.  Minister  is  very  anxious  to  make  his  depart¬ 
ment  a  success — that  he  should  personally  examine 
into  the  administration  of  the  mechanical  branch 
of  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  If  he  does,  I  think  he 
will  discover  that  perhaps  that  department  requires 
remodelling ;  in  that  department  a  little  more  energy 
and  ability  thrown  into  it  will  result  advantage¬ 
ously  to  the  railway  ;  and  that  if  that  is  done,  per¬ 
haps  it  might  not  be  necessary  for  him  to  dismiss 
so  many  mechanics,  who  are  working  industriously 
for  a  dollar  and  a  half  or  two  dollars  as  he  now 
thinks  it  necessary  to  do.  I  realize  the  difficulties 
which  surround  the  administration  of  a  railway  the 
head  office  of  which  is  at  such  a  distance  as  the 
Department  of  Railways  is  from  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  ;  but  I  do  believe  that  the  Intercolonial 
has  to  a  very  great  extent  fulfilled  the  mission  for 
which  it  was  built,  of  binding  the  provinces  of 
Canada  together  and  of  developing  our  interpro- 
,vincial  trade. 

Mr.  BORDEN.  I  agree  with  some  of  the  things 
which  the  hon.  gentleman  lias  said,  and  I  am  com¬ 
pelled  to  disagree  with  some  others.  He  has 
referred  to  the  fact  that  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
was  constructed  with  a  view  of  binding  together 
the  various  provinces  of  this  Dominion,  and  not  for 
commercial  purposes  ;  and  he  has  reminded  our 
friends  from  Ontario  on  this  side  of  the  House — 
and  I  think  he  might  with  equal  force  have  re¬ 
minded  his  friends  from  Ontario  on  that  side — that 
while  the  Intercolonial  Railway  has  cost  between 
forty  and  fifty  millions  of  money,  the  canal  system 
of  this  country  has  cost  more.  At  the  same  time, 
I  do  not  agree  that  we  should  place  one  work 
against  the  other,  and  justify  on  that  account  an 
extravagant  or  improvident  or  reckless  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  I  do  not  think 
that  the  people  of  the  Maritime  Provinces  will 
thank  my  hon.  friend  for  presenting  an  argument 
of  that  kind  to  this  House.  The  canal  system 
must  stand  upon  its  own  merits  and  be  criti¬ 
cised  on  its  own  merits  ;  and  the  management 
of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  must  stand  on  its 
merits  or  demerits  and  be  criticised  by  itself. 
I  do  not  approve  of  the  policy  of  setting 
off  one  of  these  great  public  works  against 
the  other  except  this  far,  that  our  friends  from 
Ontario  must  recognize  the  fact  that  it  was  not 


expected  when  this  road  was  constructed  that  it 
would  be  a  profitable  enterprise,  and  it  was  built 
to  some  extent  at  the  suggestion  of  the  mother 
country  and  in  order  to  fulfil  the  agreement  entered 
into  between  the  provinces  at  the  time  of  Con¬ 
federation.  Now,  while  I  do  not  think  that  at  the 
present  time  it  would  be  possible  to  manage  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  in  such  a  way  as  to  show  a 
profit  from  its  operation,  I  do  believe,  having 
given  some  careful  study  to  the  subject,  that  the 
annual  deficit  from  the  working  of  that  road  could 
be  very  largely  reduced,  and  possibly  within  a  few 
years  made  to  disappear  altogether.  The  hon. 
member  for  Halifax  (Mr.  Kenny)  has  referred  to 
some  difficulties  which  stand  in  the  way  of  the 
success  of  the  Intercolonial  as  a  commercial  under¬ 
taking.  He  pointed  to  the  fact  that  on  one  side 
of  it  we  have  the  Atlantic  as  a  rival,  with  the 
shipping  along  the  St.  Lawrence,  and  on  the  other 
side  a  great  rival  in  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  ; 
and  he  used  the  illustration,  more  or  less  fortunate 
perhaps,  that  the  Intercolonial  was  between  the 
devil  and  the  deep  sea.  He  indicated  the  deep  sea, 
which  is  the  Atlantic,  and  there  can  be  no  doubt 
as  to  whom  he  intended  to  designate  as  the  devil. 
Now,  I  must  remind  my  hon.  friend  that  he  is 
one  of  those  who  has  had  a  hand  in  calling  up  this 
evil  spirit  which  is  interfering  with  the  success  of 
our  railway.  I  must  remind  him  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  which  he  supports  so  loyally  was  the  Govern¬ 
ment  which  insisted  on  subsidizing  to  the  extent 
of  millions  of  the  money  of  this  country,  a  line  of 
railway  through  a  foreign  country  which  was  to  cut 
the  throat  of  our  own  Intercolonial  Railway  system. 
He  has  referred  to  the  fact  that  a  great  deal  of  the 
freight  passing  from  this  country,  which  should  go 
over  our  own  railway  and  be  shipped  at  Halifax, 
now  goes  to  Portland,  which  he  said  was  a  great 
detriment  to  Halifax.  But  I  must  point  out  to  my 
hon.  friend  that  the  only  portion  of  the  system  pro¬ 
posed  as  the  short  line  between  Montreal  and 
Halifax  which  would  have  been  of  any  special  ad¬ 
vantage  to  Halifax,  was  just  the  portion  which  has 
not  been  built,  namely,  that  portion  through  New 
Brunswick  meeting  the  Intercolonial  at  or  near 
Moncton — a  piece  of  road  which  if  built  would  have 
brought  to  the  Intercolonial  Railway  at  Moncton 
or  Salisbury  a  large  amount  of  profitable  traffic.  It 
seemed  as  if  at  one  time  my  hon.  friend  was  going 
to  approach  that  great  and  interesting  topic  known 
as  the  winter  port  and  fast  line  question,  which  has 
been  discussed  so  many  times  in  Halifax.  I  do  not 
propose  to  introduce  it  here  further  than  to  remind 
the  hon.  gentleman  that  before  he  can  expect  to  make 
Halifax  what  it  was  promised  it  should  be  before 
the  Short  Line  was  constructed,  we  must  have  a 
railway  by  the  shortest  possible  distance  between 
Montreal  and  Halifax,  and  have  from  Halifax  a 
line  of  steamers  sailing  between  Nova  Scotia  and 
Great  Britain.  Now,  my  hon.  friend  referred  to 
the  fact  that  it  had  been  charged  against  the  man¬ 
agement  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  that  a  great 
deal  of  money  was  lost  in  carrying  coal  below  cost 
from  Nova  Scotia  to  Montreal,  and  he  said,  while 
that  might  be  true,  on  the  other  hand — and  I  agree 
with  him  in  this— there  was  a  large  amount  of 
freight  coming  from  the  upper  provinces  over  the 
railway,  such  as  flour  and  grain,  and  if  the  coal 
were  being  carried  at  a  loss,  so  was  the  flour  and 
grain,  so  that  if  it  were  an  advantage  to  certain 
portions  of  the  Maritime  Provinces  to  have  the  coal 
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carried  below  cost,  it  was  equally  of  advantage  to 
the  Province  of  Ontario  and  the  west  to  have  these 
large  quantities  of  flour  and  grain  carried  at  a  loss. 
I  do  not,  however,  believe  it  is  any  real  advantage 
to  the  Maritime  Provinces  or  to  Ontario  either  to 
have  coal  and  flour  carried  at  a  loss.  I  can  tell  you, 
Mr,  Chairman,  and  the  lion,  member  for  Halifax 
knows  it  as  well  as  I,  that  a  very  large  portion 
of  the  flour  which  comes  from  the  Maritime 
Provinces  comes  by  Boston  now,  and  I  cannot  see 
what  advantage  it  is  to  this  country  in  any  respect 
to  have  flour  carried  over  the  railway,  if  the  people 
have  to  put  their  hands  into  their  pockets  and 
subscribe  towards  carrying  it,  when  it  can  be 
carried  over  other  roads  just  as  cheaply  or  cheaper. 
The  hon.  gentleman  said  this  was  far  better  for 
Canada.  I  point  out  to  the  hon.  gentleman  that 
when  flour  goes  by  way  of  Boston,  our  own 
schooners  are  always  either  at  Boston  or  ready  to 
go  there  to  bring  that  flour  to  the  different  parts 
of  the  Maritime  Provinces  ;  and  I  would  point  out 
to  him  that  this  gives  profitable  employment  to 
shipping  and  the  large  number  of  men  engaged  in 
that  industry.  It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  no 
good  reason  why  the  people  of  Canada  should  pay 
taxes  to  enable  the  Government  to  carry  flour  over 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  below  cost.  In  the  same 
way  with  reference  tograin,  what  possible  advantage 
can  it  be  to  have  grain  carried  over  this  railway  below 
cost  ?  The  hon.  gentleman  has  referred  to  the  mana¬ 
gement  of  this  railway.  I  listened  in  vain  to  hear 
from  the  Minister  of  Railways  what  thefuturepolicy 
of  the  Government  was  going  to  be  in  this  matter. 
The  only  indication  he  gave  us  of  any  policy  was  that 
he  intended  to  dismiss  some  two  hundred  officials. 
I  do  not  understand  what  his  policy  is  to  be 
with  reference  to  rates  of  freight,  whether  he 
intends  to  increase  the  freight  rate  or  dim¬ 
inish  it.  I  did  not  understand  him  to  give  us 
any  information  as  to  what  saving  he  expected 
to  effect  by  the  removal  of  these  two  hundred 
officials,  and  it  seems  to  me  this  House  should  be 
placed  in  possession  of  the  intentions  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  its  policy  with  reference  to  the 
management  of  this  railway  in  the  future.  The 
hon.  member  for  Halifax  referred  also  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  expenditure  at  Halifax  for  the  purpose  of  in¬ 
creasing  terminal  facilities  there  ;  and  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  that  he  referred  to  the  difficulties  under 
which  the  western  part  of  Nova  Scotia  laboured  in 
getting  its  freight  into  Halifax  and  the  difficulty 
under  which  the  Halifax  merchants  find  themselves 
with  reference  to  shipping  freight  from  Halifax  to 
the  west,  and  to  the  fact  that  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  authorities  had  failed  to  keep  the  agree¬ 
ment,  solemnly  entered  into  some  twenty  years 
ago  between  the  Government  and  the  Windsor  and 
Annapolis  Railway,  to  give  that  railway  the  same 
facilities  at  Halifax  as  the  Intercolonial  Railway  it¬ 
self  has.  In  that  agreement  the  word  “  extension  ” 
"was  particularly  referred  to,  and  that  agreement 
was  entered  into  before  the  extension  was  made, 
under  Mr.  Mackenzie,  from  Richmond  into  the 
present  station.  An  extension  has  been  made 
to  the  wharves  since  then  ;  and  I  have  contended 
many  times  in  this  House  that  the  Government  should 
give  to  the  Windsor  and  Annapolis  Railway  that 
which  they  had  undertaken  to  give  them.  But  the 
hon.  member  for  Halifax  says  that  the  agreement 
never  can  be  kept  until  these  increased  facilities 
are  given.  Well,  if  that  be  true,  certainly  there  is 
Mr.  Borden. 


additional  argument  in  favour  of  giving  these 
increased  facilities  to  Halifax.  But  it  seems  to  me 
that  there  could  be  no  difficulty  now  in  the  way  of 
giving  this  increased  accommodation.  This  is  what 
happens  :  A  car  load  of  freight  coming  in  from  the 
eastern  part  of  Nova  Scotia  over  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  is  allowed  to  go  in  over  this  extension  of 
the  railway  to  the  wharves  for  a  charge  of  $1  a  car 
load,  whereas  a  car  load  of  freight  going  in  from 
the  western  part  of  Nova  Scotia  is  charged  $2.50. 
That  may  not  be  the  case  at  this  moment,  but  it 
was  the  case  for  many  years.  Well,  I  have  always 
contended  that  if  accommodation  could  be  furnished 
at  $2.50,  I  could  not  see  why  it  should  not  he  fur¬ 
nished  at  $1  to  freight  from  the  western  as  well  as 
from  the  eastern.  It  is  clear  if  they  could  admit  a 
car  over  the  extension  at  $2.50,  they  could  equally 
well  do  it  at  $1.  My  hon.  friend  could  not  sit  clown 
without  finding  some  fault  with  the  administration 
of  the  late  Mr.  Mackenzie.  He  said  that  Government 
was  to  blame  for  the  inadequate  accommodation 
which  now  existed  at  the  station  at  Halifax.  Well,  if 
they  are  to  blame  for  the  inadequate  accommodation 
there,  they  deserve  credit  for  at  least  what  acccom- 
modation  is  there,  because  before  that  time,  as  the 
hon.  gentleman  knows,  the  terminus  was  at 
Richmond,  out  of  sight  altogether,  and  .the  accom¬ 
modations  there  were  wretched,  simply  disgraceful. 
I  believe  the  Government  of  Mr.  Mackenzie  made 
every  effort  in  their  power  at  that  time  to  extend 
the  road  far  into  the  city  ;  and  finding  it  impos¬ 
sible  to  do  so,  they  did  the  next  best  thing  and 
fixed  the  terminus  where  it  is  at  present.  My  hon. 
friend  has  referred  to  the  fact  that  this  railway  has 
built  up  interprovincial  trade.  Well,  surely  we 
would  expect  some  increase  in  trade,  as  a  result, 
among  these  provinces,  when,  as  everybody  admits, 
and  as  the  deficit  shows,  freight  has  been  carried 
at  an  enormous  loss.  But  I  would  point  out  to  the 
hon.  gentleman  the  fact  that  in  the  last  annual 
report  of  the  Department  of  Railways,  the  state¬ 
ment  is  made  that  the  coal  traffic  over  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway  does  not  tend  to  expansion,  there 
having  beena  decrease  of  about  20,000  tons  each 
year  since  1887,  when  the  maximum  quantity 
carried  was  192,000  tons.  I  further  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  there  has  been  a  decrease  in 
the  quantity  of  flour  carried  during  the  past 
year  and  a  decrease  in  the  quantity  of  lumber 
carried,  and  this  report  points  out  that  in  five 
years  there  has  been  a  gradual  decrease  in  the 
quantity  of  coal  carried  over  the  railway,  so 
that,  if  interprovincial  trade  was  stimulated  for  a 
time,  the  tide  seems  to  have  turned,  and  in  many 
respects  there  must  be  less  interprovincial  trade 
than  there  was  five  years  ago.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  referred  to  the  increase  in  the  passenger 

traffic.  I  would  like  to  call  the  attention  of 
the  House  to  this  passenger  traffic.  The  total 
number  of  passengers  carried  last  year  over  the 
railway  was  about  one  and  a  quarter  mil¬ 

lions.  The  gross  earnings  of  the  road  last  year 
amounted  to  about  $3,000,000.  I  find  that  the 
earnings  from  the  passenger  traffic  would  repre¬ 
sent  about  33  per  cent  of  the  total  earnings, 
say  $900,000,  which  would  give  an  average 
received  for  each  passenger  of  75  cents  per 

head.  Now,  when  you  come  to  consider  that 

we  have  1,100  or  1,200  miles  of  railways,  that 
the  distance  from  Point  Levis  to  Halifax  is  670 
miles,  and  from  Halifax  to  St.  John  nearly  300 
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miles,  and  that  the  charge  from  Point  Levis  to 
Halifax  is  about  814,  and  from  Halifax  to  St.  John 
about  80,  and  the  average  amount  paid  by  passen¬ 
gers  is  only  75  cents,  it  does  not  look  as  if  many  of 
them  took  the  through  trip.  It  simply  goes  to 
show  that  these  passengers  travel  short  distances 
of  ten  or  fifteen  or  twenty  miles  within  their  own 
provinces.  The  hon.  gentleman’s  statement  that 
the  passenger  traffic  has  enormously  increased  is 
not  borne  out  as  to  passengers  from  the  western  to 
the  eastern  part  of  the  Dominion.  The  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  referred  to  the  expenses  of  printing,  and  he 
talks  about  the  expense  per  mile.  I  have  not 
made  it  up  in  that  way. 

Mr.  KENNY.  I  did  not  institute  any  compari¬ 
son  as  to  the  expense  per  mile,  but  I  referred  to  the 
statements  of  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr. 
Mills)  who  said  that  the  expenditure  for  printing  on 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  was  eight  or  ten  times 
greater  than  on  any  other  railway  in  Canada. 

Mr.  BORDEN.  The  hon.  member  for  North 
Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen)  made  a  statement  to¬ 
day  in  reference  to  the  cost  of  printing,  to  which 
the  Minister  of  Railways  took  exception,  though 
not  very  positively. 

Mr.  H  AGO  ART.  Very  positively.  . 

Mr.  BORDEN.  I  will  show  how  that  statement 
was  made  up.  On  the  6th  of  April  the  Minister  of 
Railways  stated  to  this  House  that  the  amount  of 
stationery  used  by  the  Intercolonial  Railway  during 
the  last  year  ending  the  30th  June,  1891,  amounted 
to  857,855.45.  I  find  by  consulting  the  Auditor 
General’s  Report  that  there  was  83,590.57  of 
stationery  used  here  at  the  head  office. 

Mr,  BOW  ELL.  Was  that  exclusively  for  the 
railway  ? 

Mr.  BORDEN.  I  think  so. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Railways  and  canals. 

Mr.  BORDEN.  I  thought  it  was  railways 
because  I  found  it  in  the  index.  Then  I  find  the 
amount  of  817,756.16  for  advertising,  and  $47,327.- 
38  for  printing  and  lithographing,  making  a  total 
of  8124,029. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  That  statement  includes  the 
printing  and  lithographing,  amounting  to  $45,427. 
The  amount  of  stationery  furnished  to  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway,  according  to  a  statement  which  I 
got  from  the  Auditor  General  himself,  when  I 
sent  an  officer  of  my  department  over  to  him,  is 
betweeen  $5,000  and  $6,000. 

Mr.  BORDEN.  What  I  want  to  get  at  is,  what 
the  item  mentioned  by  the  Minister  on  the  6th 
April  referred  to.  Does  it  include  the  amounts  men¬ 
tioned  by  the  hon.  gentleman  in  his  answer  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Yes,  if  you  add  these  together 
and  the  $5,000  besides,  you  will  find  exactly  what 
the  amount  is. 

Mr.  BORDEN.  It  seems,  in  looking  over  the 
report  and  listening  to  the  statement  of  the  Minister 
of  Railways  that,  as  this  railway  has  increased  its 
mileage,  the  loss  of  operating  it  has  increased  ; 
that  as  its  mileage  increases  the  quantity  of  freight 
carried  over  the  road  decreases  and  the  cost  of 
working  the  road  increases.  I  desire  to  point  out 
to  the  committee  one  portion  of  this  Intercolonial 
Railway  system  which  pays.  I  am  sure  it  will  be 
a  relief  to  hon.  members  to  be  told  of  one  section 
of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  which  shows  a  profit. 


That  portion  is  known  as  the  Windsor  Branch,  and 
it  is  the  only  portion  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
which  is  operated  by  a  company.  That  portion  is 
about  32  miles  in  length,  and  is  operated  by  the 
Windsor  and  Annapolis  Railway  Company  under 
a  lease  of  twenty-one  years  which  is  nearly  termin¬ 
ated,  and  that  branch  last  year  showed  a  profit  of 
$1,303.42,  and  this,  mark  you,  after  having  made 
an  expenditure  in  rendSvals  of  four  miles  of  rail.  In 
the  last  report  of  the  Minister  we  find  this  : 

“The  way  and  works  have  been  well  maintained,  a 
considerable  sum  having  been  expended  in  renewing  4 
miles  of  rails  (the  new  rails  being  56-pound  steel  and  the 
old  ones  iron  rails  of  the  same  weight),  and  the  replacing 
of  seven  spans  of  a  wooden  bridge  over  the  Jordan  River  by 
seven  spans  of  steel.  The  road  is  in  efficient  running  con¬ 
dition.” 

Now, all  these  expenditures, the  renewals  of  rails  and 
the  new  steel  bridge,  are  charged  to  current  expenses, 
and  notwithstanding  that,  this  branch  shows  a 
profit  of  $1,300,  which,  if  it  had  not  been  necessary  to 
provide  for  theseexpenditures, would  no  doubt,  have 
amounted  to  at  least  $10,000.  In  connection  with 
that,  I  desire  to  refer  to  a  statement  made  by  the 
Minister  of  Railways  this  afternoon  showing  the 
earning  power  and  cost  per  train  mile  of  operating 
different  railways  throughout  the  country.  The 
Intercolonial  Railway,  in  this  table  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  gave  the  House,  shows  a  loss  of  a  little 
over  13^  cents  per  train  mile,  whereas  the  Windsor 
and  Annapolis  Railway,  a  road  which  is  operating 
the  Windsor  branch  to  which  I  have  referred  as 
showing  a  profit,  shows  a  profit  per  train  mile  of 
nearly  50  cents.  Now,  I  contend  that  so  far  as 
a  large  portion  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  is 
concerned,  that  portion  between  the  city  of  St. 
John  and  the  city  of  Halifax,  and  probably  that 
portion  extending  to  Pictou,  and  perhaps  including 
the  Eastern  Extension,  it  ought  to  pay  just  as  well 
as  the  Windsor  and  Annapolis  Railway.  I  have 
not  the  number  of  miles  of  that  portion  of  the  rail¬ 
way,  but  it  is  something  like  one-half  the  total 
mileage  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  That  portion 
of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  between  Halifax  and  St. 
John,  and  Halifax  and  Pictou,  including  the  Eastern 
Extension,  should  pay  as  well  as  the  Windsor  and 
Annapolis  system  in  the  west,  which  is  paying 
$1.41|  per  train  mile,  and  as  the  cost  of  operating  is 
93  cents,  there  is  a  profit  of  50  cents.  Now,  if  that  is 
the  case,  I  think  it  should  be  an  indication  to  the 
Government  that  there  is  something  radically 
wrong  in  the  management  of  this  Intercolonial 
Railway.  If,  in  the  western  part  of  Nova  Scotia,  a 
road  of  a  hundred  miles  in  length  can  be  operated  at 
an  enormous  profit  (according  to  this  table,  it  is  one 
of  the  most  profitable  roads  in  this  country),  surely 
in  the  eastern  part  of  Nova  Scotia  and  in  New 
Brunswick,  a  road  with  better  opportunities  for  pro¬ 
fitable  traffic,  should  show  equally  good  results.  I 
believe  that  if  the  Intercolonial  Railway  between 
Halifax  and  St.  John,  and  to  Pictou,  including  the 
Eastern  Extension,  were  managed  as  the  Windsor 
and  Annapolis  Railway  is  managed,  there  would  be 
an  enormous  profit.  I  go  further,  and  I  say  if  that 
road  were  managed  in  that  way,  there  would  be 
sufficient  profit  over  that  portion  of  the  road  to 
pay  all  the  losses  which  must  inevitably  result,  I 
admit,  from  operating  that  portion  of  the  line 
between  Moncton  and  Point  Levis,  and  the 
branches  thereof. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  Is  there  anything  to  show  in  the 
way  the  books  are  kept,  that  that  portion  of  the 
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road  between  Halifax  and  St.  John  does  not  pay 
now  ? 

Mr.  BORDEN.  I  have  tried  to  ascertain  that, 
but  there  is  nothing  in  the  reports  from  which  I 
could  get  any  information.  Last  year  the  Eastern 
Extension  account  was  kept  separate,  and  that 
shows  a  slight  profit  ;  this  year  it  does  not  appear 
by  itself,  and  I  have  not  been  able  to  ascertain.  I 
think  it  would  be  very  instructive  if  the  Minister 
would  make,  if  he  can,  a  statement  to  this  Hquse, 
showing  the  earnings  and  cost  of  running  the  dif¬ 
ferent  sections  of  this  railway.  Now,  in  this  con¬ 
nection,  I  wish,  also,  to  call  attention  to  a  fact 
which,  perhaps,  may  not  concern  every  section  of 
the  country,  but  it  is  a  fact  which  concerns  speci¬ 
ally  the  people  living  in  the  western  part  of  Nova 
Scotia.  It  is  a  fact  that  freight  from  the  west  over 
the  lines  in  the  western  part  of  Nova  Scotia,  is 
carried  at  profitable  rates.  As  I  have  said,  a  com¬ 
pany  is  operating  the  road  there  and  making 
money,  and  the  people  are  paying  these  rates. 
They  have  to  compete  in  Halifax  and  St.  John, 
particularly  in  Halifax,  with  goods  coming  in  over 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  from  the  eastern  part  of 
Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick,  which  are  pay¬ 
ing  much  lower  rates  ;  and  these  people  in  the 
western  part  of  the  province  are  not  only  paying 
high  rates— I  do  not  say  they  are  too  high — but 
they  are  paying  business  rates  upon  their  goods  ; 
they  are  not  only  doing  that,  but  they  are  con¬ 
tributing  to  make  up  the  deficit  which  results  from 
the  charging  of  too  low  rates  in  the  other  parts  of 
the  province. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  What  is  the  total  amount 
they  contribute  in  that  manner  ? 

Mr.  BORDEN.  I  cannot  tell,  I  have  no  means 
of  finding  out. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  $1,306  a  year. 

Mr.  BORDEN.  I  do  not  see  how  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  has  ascertained  that. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  In  1890-91,  on  the  Windsor 
branch,  32  miles,  one-third  of  the  earnings, 
$30,238.13;  maintenance  and  expenditure,  $28,- 
931.71  ;  leaving  a  profit  to  the  Government  of 
$1,306.42. 

Mr.  BORDEN.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  not 
apprehended  my  point.  I  am  not  speaking  simply 
of  the  Windsor  Branch,  I  am  speaking  of  the 
whole  system  of  railways  in  the  western  part  of 
Nova  Scotia  which  are  operated  by  companies  and 
are  operated  at  an  immense  profit ;  and  I  say  that 
the  people  in  the  western  part  of  the  province  are 
paying  rates  which  enable  the  companies  owning 
these  roads  to  make  a  large  profit ;  and  at  the  same 
time  they  are  competing  in  other  markets  with 
goods  brought  in  over  the  Intercolonial  Railway  at 
lower  rates  ;  and  while  they  are  paying  these 
higher  rates  to  the  companies,  they  are  called  upon 
to  make  up  a  portion  of  the  deficit  of  $600,000 
or  $800,000  which  results  from  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway ;  that  is  the 
point  I  was  trying  to  make.  Now,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  hope  that  the  hon.  Minister,  who,  I  must  say, 
has  shown  a  greater  disposition  to  investigate  this 
matter  than  some  of  his  predecessors,  will  look 
carefully  into  the  whole  question  in  the  line  I  have 
pointed  out  to  him.  While  I  do  not  say  that  this 
road  should  at  once  be  operated  in  such  a  way  that 
the  two  sides  of  the  account  will  balance,  I  do  say 
Mr.  Borden. 


that  I  have  no  doubt  whatever  that  within  a 
very  short  space  of  time,  if  the  road  were  operated 
economically  and  entirely  free  from  political  in¬ 
fluence,  operated  with  a  single  eye  to  getting  the 
best  results  out  of  it,  within  a  very  few  years 
the  road  will  not  only  pay  expenses  but  show  a 
balance  on  the  right  side.  If  the  hon.  gentleman 
thinks  he  is  going  to  accomplish  this  by  turning 
out  a  couple  of  hundred  employes,  he  will  find  that 
he  will  come  very  far  short.  I  am  not  an  expert 
in  these  matters,  but  it  is  my  opinion  that  he  should 
add  another  cipher,  and  that  he  should  get  rid  of 
2,000  instead  of  200,  and  he  would  be  coming 
nearer  to  the  mark  if  he  put  in  their  place  skilled 
men.  I  venture  to  say  that  if  that  road  were 
operated  by  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  or  the 
Grand  Trunk  Railway,  instead  of  4,000  odd  em¬ 
ployes  being  retained,  the  whole  line  could  be 
worked  with  very  nearly  one-half  that  number. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  I  may  say  as  an  Ontario  man, 
that  the  opinion  has  been  prevalent  for  some  time 
that  a  strong  effort  should  be  made  to  have  the  In¬ 
tercolonial  Railway  run  in  such  a  way  as  to  make 
it  self-sustaining.  I  do  not  think  it  was  contem¬ 
plated,  when  we  agreed  to  build  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  as  part  of  the  conditions  of  Confederation, 
that  it  should  ever  be  run  at  a  loss,  as  it  has  been 
run  since  it  was  built.  I  believe  if  it  had  been  known 
then  that  it  was  going  to  be  run  for  so  many  years 
with  the  annual  deficit  which  has  attended  the 
operations  of  that  road,  the  Government  of  the 
day  would  never  have  entered  into  any  such  en¬ 
gagement.  I  do  not  know  what  the  cause  is  for 
the  loss  in  running  the  road.  It  may  be  partially 
due  to  the  lack  of  that  stringent  economy  which 
private  railway  companies  always  exercise  in  run¬ 
ning  their  railways,  or  it  may  be  due  to  lower  rates 
being  charged  than  are  charged  by  other  companies, 
or  it  may  be  due  to  lack  of  skilled  man¬ 
agement  in  some  direction.  My  own  opinion  is, 
judging  from  the  figures  given  by  the  Minister  of 
Railways  to-day,  that  the  road  is  operated  at  as 
low  a  rate  per  mile  as  any  other  railway  in  the 
country.  I,  therefore,  assume  that  the  loss  is  not 
due  to  that  cause.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  I 
think  it  is  largely  due  to  carrying  freight  at 
lower  rates  than  it  should  be  carried.  A  dis¬ 
cussion  took  place  in  this  House  some  years  ago, 
and  a  comparison  was  made  between  the  cost  of 
carrying  freight  over  the  Intercolonial  Railway, 
one  thousand  pounds  per  mile,  and  other  roads, 
and  if  my  memory  serves  me  aright,  it  was  much 
lower  over  the  Intercolonial  Railway  than  over 
other  roads.  Therefore,  there  must  be  a  loss  in 
that  direction.  Some  hon.  members  have  contended, 
especially  the  hon.  member  for  Halifax  (Mr.  Kenny), 
that  because  we  have  built  canals  from  which  we 
received  no  profit  annually,  but  which  are  a  source 
of  loss  every  year,  to  carry  on  the  trade  of  the 
country,  therefore  we  are  equally  justified  in  oper¬ 
ating  railways  on  the  same  principles.  I  do  not 
think  that  we  are.  It  is  argued  that  because  these 
canals  are  largely  in  the  Upper  Provinces,  we 
Ontario  people  should  not  grumble  if  the  railways 
in  the  Maritime  Provinces  are  operated  at  a  loss, 
when  the  benefit  largely  results  to  the  people  of 
the  Maritime  Provinces. 

Mr.  KENNY.  I  am  quite  sure  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  does  not  wish  to  misrepresent  me,  but  he 
evidently  misunderstood  my  argument.  I  said  the 
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people  of  the  Maritime  Provinces  have  never  com¬ 
plained  of  the  way  in  which  the  canals  have  been 
worked. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  Certainly  I  have  no  disposition 
to  misrepresent  the  lion,  gentleman.  The  infer¬ 
ence  I  drew  from  his  remarks  was,  that  as  the 
Maritime  Province  people  did  not  complain  because 
the  canals  were  operated  at  a  loss,  therefore 
Ontario  people  should  not  rise  and  complain  of  the 
Intercolonial  loss.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  was 
kind  enough  to  tell  us  that  when  the  railway  was 
being  run  at  a  loss  and  the  country  was  paying  the 
additional  expense  required,  over  and  above  its 
earnings,  it  was  not  alone  the  Maritime  Provinces 
which  benefited,  but  the  people  of  the  other  pro¬ 
vinces  as  well ;  in  proportion  as  freight  came  from 
the  Upper  to  the  Lower  Provinces,  just  in  propor¬ 
tion  did  the  people  of  the  Upper  Provinces  benefit 
by  the  road.  Then  he  went  on  to  show  that  the 
amount  of  freight  carried  from  the  Maritime  Pro¬ 
vinces,  largely  coal,  is  very  small  in  proportion 
to  the  freight  carried  from  the  Upper  Provinces. 
If  that  is  correct,  I  presume  the  hon.  gentleman 
and  his  friends  would  not  complain  if  some  means 
were  adopted,  as  by  raising  freight  rates,  to  make 
the  road  self-sustaining,  because,  if  his  argument 
is  sound  and  logical,  and  it  seems  reasonable, 
the  people  of  the  other  provinces  will  sustain  the 
loss,  if  loss  there  is,  in  proportion  to  the  freight 
carried  over  the  road  from  those  provinces.  The 
hon.  member  for  King’s  (Mr.  Borden)  said  that, 
it  appeared  that  this  road  loses  in  proportion 
as  we  extended  the  length  of  it  ;  in  other  words, 
the  loss  is  in  proportion  to  the  length  of  the  road. 
Eor  the  last  year  of  the  Mackenzie  Government, 
1877  or  1878,  there  was  a  deficit  on  the  road  of 
between  $600,000  and  $700,000,  pretty  much  the 
same  as  to-day  ;  it  may  be  a  little  larger  to-day, 
but  I  do  not  think  the  increase  is  in  proportion 
to  the  length  of  the  road.  Therefore,  in  some 
respects  the  road  must  be  better  managed  to¬ 
day,  or  more  paying  freight  must  be  carried 
over  it  than  at  that  time.  I  do  not  refer  to  this 
matter  for  the  purpose  of  endeavouring  to  prove 
that  mismanagement,  if  mismanagement  there  is, 
was  confined  to  the  Mackenzie  regime.  I  be¬ 
lieve  there  was  an  honest  effort  made  to  run  that 
road,  and  make  it  a  paying  road  for  the  country,  as  I 
believe  such  an  effort  is  made  to-day.  I  have 
always  held  that  a  Government  can  never  run  a 
railway  as  economically  as  a  private  corporation, 
or  put  up  the  freight  rates  in  order  to  make  it  pay, 
as  a  private  corporation  will  do  ;  but  because  the 
road  has  been  run  at  a  loss  for  so  many  years,  an 
impression  has  been  created  in  the  country  that  it 
might  be  desirable  to  give  away  the  road  to  some 
company  and  let  them  run  it*  if  the  Government 
cannot  run  it  except  at  a  loss.  The  result  would 
be  the  same  as  occurred  when  a  private  corpora¬ 
tion  takes  over  a  non-paying  road.  They  would  set 
about  to  inaugurate  a  better  and  more  enter¬ 
prising  system  ;  they  would  engage  men  better 
calculated  to  run  the  road  successfully,  but  the 
most  important  part  of  their  duty  would  lie  in  in¬ 
creasing  freight  rates  so  as  to  make  the  road  pay. 
That  would  be  the  course  taken  by  any  company 
that  would  take  over  a  road.  Why  should  not  the 
Government  do  that  to-day?  Why  should  we 
allow  the  road  to  be  run  at  lower  local  and  through 
rates  than  is  charged  on  any  other  railway  in  the 


other  provinces  ?  It  seems  that  it  is  run  as  econo¬ 
mically  as  the  other  roads,  but  freight  rates  are 
not  charged  as  on  other  roads.  The  Government 
should  take  this  matter  into  their  consideration.  I 
am  sure  the  Minister  of  Railways  has  shown  a 
commendable  desire  to  make  himself  acquainted 
with  the  condition  of  affairs  on  the  road,  and  if 
possible  make  it  more  profitable  in  the  future  than 
in  the  past.  He  has  taken  a  step  in  the  right  direc¬ 
tion.  Some  hon.  gentlemen  complain  because  he 
proposed  to  dismiss  a  few  hundred  employes  ;  but  I 
was  glad  to  hear  the  hon.  member  for  King’s  (Mr. 
Borden)  say  that  if  he  dismissed  a  few  thousand 
men,  if  their  services  could  be  dispensed  with,  it 
would  be  all  the  better.  Every  member  from  the 
Maritime  Provinces,  instead  of  opposing  the  hon. 
Minister’s  proposal  should  support  it,  because 
every  man  not  needed  on  the  road  should  be  dis¬ 
missed.  When  this  has  been  done  the  Minister 
should  go  further  and  raise  the  freight  rate  to  the 
same  rates  as  are  charged  on  the  Grand  Trunk 
Railway  and  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway,  and 
other  railways  in  the  country,  and  if  lie  will  do 
that  he  will  find  in  a  short  time  that  the  Interco¬ 
lonial  Railway  will,  like  other  railways  in  Canada, 
become  self-supporting. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  am  glad  this  discussion  has 
taken  such  a  wide  range,  and  I  naturally  feel  con¬ 
siderable  interest  in  it,  coming  as  I  do  from  Nova 
Scotia.  Two  or  three  matters  have  been  made  very 
plain  from  the  statement  of  the  Minister.  First, 
he  has  shown  clearly  that  there  should  be  no  dis¬ 
missals  ;  and  second,  that  there  should  be  no  de¬ 
crease  in  the  trade.  He  has  shown  most  conclu¬ 
sively,  if  his  figures  are  correct,  that,  according  to 
its  mileage,  the  Intercolonial  Railway  is  the  cheap¬ 
est  road  operated  in  Canada.  I  see  no  reason,  that 
being  the  case,  why  men  should  be  dismissed,  and 
why  the  train  service  we  have  now  should  not  be 
curtailed.  We  cannot  help  it  if  there  is  not  a 
trade — we  were  promised  a  trade  ;  and  I  see  no 
reason,  if  the  road  is  run  cheaply,  as  the  Minister 
has  attempted  to  show — I  will  come  later  to  the 
statement  published  by  the  Government  which 
shows  that  the  hon.  gentleman  is  not  correct — why 
men  should  be  dismissed,  if  they  are  necessary,  and 
why  we  should  have  less  accommodation.  I  do  not 
agree  with  the  last  speaker  that  this  road  must  be 
tested  on  purely  business  principles.  The  length 
of  the  road,  the  variety  of  climate  through  which 
it  passes,  and  the  articles  which  must  be  carried, 
make  it  impossible  to  bring  it  down  to  business 
principles. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  It  is  the  same  with  the  Grand 
Trunk  Railway  and  the  Canadian  Pacific  Rail¬ 
way. 

Mr.  FRASER.  The  Grand  Trunk  Railway 
built  their  own  road,  and  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  built  their  road  with  the  assistance  of 
the  Government.  This  road  was  built  to  connect 
the  provinces  together,  with  the  full  understand¬ 
ing,  not  that  it  was  to  be  a  paying  business,  but 
that  it  would  be  of  advantage  to  connect  the  pro¬ 
vinces  forming  the  Dominion. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  It  was  never  contemplated  to 
be  run  at  a  loss. 

Mr.  FRASER.  If  it  was  not  in  the  mind  of  the 
hon.  member,  it  was  certainly  in  the  minds  of 
those  who  carried  out  Confederation,  and  the 
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Lower  Provinces  would  never  have  entered  into  a 
union,  even  those  who  were  most  strongly  in 
favour  of  it,  except  on  condition  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  give  assistance  in  completing  and 
running  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  I  am  not 
going  to  say  by  any  means  that  the  road  is  well 
run,  because  the  hon.  gentleman  has  demonstrated 
himself  whether  it  is  or  not.  He  says  that  the 
men  employed  were  not  suitable,  and  it  seems  to 
me  somewhat  extraordinary  that  his  predecessor 
in  office  did  not  know  that.  It  is  also  strange  that 
the  gentleman  who  has  a  large  salary  at  the  head 
of  that  railway  should  employ  men  who  are  not 
suitable.  I  had  always  supposed  that  Mr.  Sehrei- 
ber  was  a  man  of  some  ability  and  that  he  knew 
a  good  railway  man  from  a  bad  railway  man,  but 
now  the  Minister  himself  says  that  the  men  he 
employed  are  not  suitable.  I  do  not  know  that 
any  member  of  the  Opposition  could  have  used 
harsher  language  than  that  in  describing  the 
manner  in  which  the  Intercolonial  Railway  has 
been  conducted.  Is  the  Minister  discriminating 
now  that  he  is  dismissing  these  men  among  the 
suitable  and  unsuitable  employes  ?  Has  he  passed 
them  through  an  examination,  or  taken  their 
past  record,  and  just  dismissed  these  men 
who  are  not  suitable  ?  That  would  be  a  ques¬ 
tion  worthy  of  some  little  investigation  I  think. 
His  predecessor  did  not  seem  to  have  any  idea  of 
the  -suitability  of  the  men  engaged  except  from  a 
political  point  of  view  ;  who  was  suitable  to  work 
upon  the  railway  was  not  the  question,  but  it  was, 
whether  he  suited  the  particular  person  who  wanted 
him  appointed.  I  submit  that  this  is  just  the  weak¬ 
ness  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  and  as  a  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  Lower  Provinces  I  regret  this, 
because  it  brings  us  at  once  in  conflict  with  our 
friends  in  Ontario,  who  say  that  this  road  is  being 
used  for  political  purposes,  and  who  claim  that  it 
should  be  run  on  business  principles.  If  the 
Minister  is  correct  in  the  statement  that  the  men 
are  not  suitable  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  I  can 
understand  why  he  is  applying  the  pruning  knife, 
but  if  his  complaint  is  that  too  many  men  have  been 
employed,  then  it  is  a  different  matter  altogether. 
I  cannot  understand  the  figures  given  by  the  hon. 
Minister  when  I  compare  them  with  the  figures 
furnished  by  the  Agriculture  Department  in  the 
Canadian  Statistical  Year  Book.  The  figures  there 
are  not  all  like  those  given  by  the  Minister  of  Rail¬ 
ways.  I  find  here  that  the  expenditure  of  the 
Windsor  and  Annapolis  Railway  is  just  65  per  cent 
of  its  income. 

Mr.  McALISTER.  Does  that  include  the  whole 
of  the  railway  ? 

Mr.  FRASER.  Yes,  and  they  declare  dividends. 
Now,  I  find  on  page  388  of  that  book,  that  on  the 
Canada  Atlantic  system  the  earnings  per  mile  were 
$4, 110,  whereas  the  expense  per  mile  is  only  $2,479  ; 
of  course  there  may  be  some  little  difference  in  the 
method  of  calculation,  but  I  take  this  as  correct. 

I  find  that  on  the  Canada  Southern  the  earnings 
per  mile  were  $12,272,  and  the  expenditure  only 
$7,835. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  was  giving  you  the  train 
mileage. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Surely  the  train  mileage  cannot 
be  a  sure  test  in  investigating  the  truth  as  to  what 
a  railway  costs  ? 
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Mr.  HAGGART.  Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  FR  ASER.  Does  the  method  of  calculation 
pursued  by  the  Minster  show  that  really  the  earn¬ 
ings  in  one  case  are  greater  or  less  than  the  earnings 
per  mile  given  here,  as  compared  with  the  expenses  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  hon.  gentleman  may  see 
that  on  a  road  100  miles  long  there  may  be  only  one 
train  a  day,  if  there  are  100  trains  a  day  the  earn¬ 
ings  per  mile  may  be  100  times  as  much. 

Mr.  FR  ASER.  I  can  understand  that. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  And  that  the  actual  test,  and 
the  only  one  as  to  the  efficiency  of  management  or 
otherwise  of  the  road,  is  the  tj-ain  mileage. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Is  it  not  as  expensive  in  propor¬ 
tion  when  two  trains  run  a  day  as  if  one  train  runs  ? 
I  take  it  that  this  method  of  calculation  is  the 
better,  and  I  find  here  that  the  Intercolonial  Rail¬ 
way  is  the  only  railway  in  which  its  earnings  per 
mile  is  not  in  excess  of  its  expenses  per  mile.  Be 
that  as  it  may,  to  return  to  what  I  said.  If  the 
Minister  of  Railways  is  correct,  he  has  demonstrat¬ 
ed  clearly  that  if  this  is  a  cheap  road,  he  is  all  wrong 
in  taking  away  any  of  these  men  unless  they  are 
unfit  for  the  service  or  in  stopping  any  of  the  rights 
that  the  people  of  the  Lower  Provinces  now  have 
in  regard  to  the  running  of  the  trains.  Let  me  ask 
why  have  these  men  been  employed,  if  it  is  now 
necessary  to  discharge  them,  because  the  Minister 
knows  that  it  is  always  difficult  to  deprive  people 
of  their  situations  once  you  employ  them.  It  may 
be  a  small  matter  with  the  Minister  of  Railways, 
to  dismiss  100  or  200,  or  300  employes,  but  it  would 
not  seem  to  me  a  less  serious  affair  than  expending 
an  immense  sum  of  money  for  one  single  property 
in  St.  John,  and  expending  $400,000  for  a  station 
at  Halifax.  The  Minister  has  not  attempted  to  say 
that  these  men  were  unnecessary,  but  he  says  that 
they  are  not  suitable,  and  that  is  the  only  reason 
he  gives. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Did  the  hon.  gentleman  not 
hear  me  say  that  I  had  already  reduced  the  number 
of  trains,  and  if  you  have  less  trains  won’t  you  re¬ 
quire  less  men  ? 

Mr.  FRASER.  Decidedly,  when  the  number  of 
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trains  is  reduced. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  have  done  that. 

Mr.  FRASER.  1  understood  from  the  hon. 
gentleman  that  this  is  what  he  was  going  to  do, 
but  if  he  has  done  so,  let  me  ask  him  if  the  number 
of  men  dismissed  is  proportionate  to  the  number  of 
trains  that  are  stopped  ?  Has  he  dismissed  exactly 
the  number  of  men  that  would  be  necessary  to  work 
the  extra  trains  which  were  formerly  run  and  which 
he  now  has  stopped  ?  Is  that  the  gauge  which  the 
Minister  has  applied  to  the  dismissal  of  these  men  ? 
If  so  I  could  understand  it.  He  has,  he  says,  taken 
off  the  train  from  Halifax  to  St.  John,  I  understand 
that  that  train  cost  about  $60,000  a  year,  but  if  I 
am  wrong  the  Minister  will  correct  me. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  A  good  deal  more,  you  are 
well  within  the  mark. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Well,  let  me  say  $80,000.  He 
has  also  taken  off  another  train  in  Nova  Scotia 
from  Stellarton  to  Pictou,  and  I  will  place  that  at 
$20,000.  This  is  a  saving  of  $100,000  a  year  in 
Nova  Scotia,  but  the  Minister  says  he  is  going  to 
save  nearly  $500,000.  Therefore,  the  other  $400,- 
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OOO,  which  he  will  save  is  not  in  the  Province  of 
Nova  Scotia,  but  in  some  other  part  in  which  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  runs.  It  has  been  running 
behind  elsewhere  than  in  Nova  Scotia.  I  do  not 
know  whether  that  is  in  New  Brunswick  or  not,  or 
whether  it  is  in  Quebec  or  not,  and  no  doubt  some 
part  is  due  to  the  Prince  Edward  Island  Railway, 
but  at  all  events  there  is  only  $100,000  of  it  in 
Nova  Scotia.  There  is  another  thing  that  the  lion. 
Minister  said  in  connection  with  the  character  of 
some  of  the  men  who  were  not  suitable.  I  believe 
that  there  were  some  men  put  on  there  who  were 
not  suitable.  I  moved  for  a  return  a  few  days  ago 
about  Port  Mulgrave  ;  and  in  order  to  make  it 
appear  that  as  much  work  was  being  done  there 
now  with  twice  the  number  of  men  as  was 
done  before,  they  had  to  add  to  the  tickets 
sold  at  Port  Mulgrave  the  tickets  sold 
elsewhere.  As  a  matter  of  fact  the  expenditure  at 
that  point  is  about  twice  as  much  as  it  was  before, 
while  the  work  is  not  any  larger.  I  am  glad  that 
the  lion.  Minister  is  taking  the  high  ground  that  he 
took  to-day.  I  am  bound  to  say  that  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway,  so  far  at  least  as  certain  portions 
of  it  are  concerned,  is  not  run  on  business  prin¬ 
ciples.  I  do  not  want  it  run  on  business  principles 
purely  and  simply,  like  any  other  railway,  because 
I  do  not  think  we  entered  into  the  Union  with  that 
idea.  But  we  want  it  so  run  that  only  men  who 
will  do  good  work  will  be  employed,  and  when  that 
is  done  the  people  of  this  country  must  look  after 
the  deficit.  I  do  not  think  the  deficit  need  be  so 
large  as  it  is.  The  hon.  Minister  in  showing  how 
little  was  spent  in  advertising,  said  that  while  we 
paid  $5,400  for  our  advertising,  had  we  paid  at  the 
same  rate  as  the  Grand  Trunk  we  should  have  paid 
$68,000.  It  is  very  easy,  for  example,  to  show 
that  a  man  who  does  a  business  of  $100,000  annu¬ 
ally  should  have  heavier  expenses  than  the  man 
who  does  a  business  of  $40,000  ;  but  you  must 
compare  the  mileage  of  the  two  railways,  and  the 
hon.  Minister  at  that  point  said  that  he  did  not 
know  anything  at  all  about  the  mileage  of  the 
Grand  Trunk.  Last  year,  it  was  stated  here  that 
the  method  by  which  the  advertising  bills  were 
made  out  was  very  peculiar.  The  acting  Minister 
of  Railways,  assisted  by  the  Superintendent  of 
Government  Railways,  said  that  the  bill  was  not 
left  to  the  paper  at  all,  but  that  they  simply  sent 
the  advertisement  to  the  paper,  and  then  made  out 
the  bill  themselves,  saying  :  “  We  will  give  you  so 
much  for  this  advertisement.”  If  the  Government 
did  business  in  that  way,  nobody  else  in  the  world 
ever  did. 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  had  any 
knowledge  of  printing,  he  would  know  that  that 
is  constantly  done  in  private  commercial  transac¬ 
tions,  particularly  with  large  corporations. 

Mr.  ERASER.  That  is  the  case  where  there  is 
competition. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  No. 

Mr.  FRASER.  That  is  just  the  point.  There 
is  no  competition  here,  because  the  Opposition  paper 
does  not  get  the  advertisement,  it  only  goes  to  the 
Government  paper.  Whoever  heard  of  a  person 
sending  an  advertisement  to  a  newspaper  and  to  no 
other,  and  saying  we  will  give  yo\i  so  much  ?  That 
is  not  the  way  men  do  business.  I  could  understand 
that  being  done  where  three  or  four  people  were 
competing  with  each  other,  but  no  man  does  that 
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when  there  is  only  one  place,  especially  when  the 
amount  he  gives  is  ten  times  as  much  as  it  ought  to 
be.  These  are  things  that  might  be  enquired  into. 
Now,  a  great  deal  has  been  said  in  the  country  as 
to  whether  the  Intercolonial  should  be  run  by  a 
company.  I  know  that  the  people  of  the  Maritime 
Provinces  do  not  want  the  railway  run  by  a  com¬ 
pany  if  they  can  help  themselves,  though  it  may  be 
that  the  very  methods  pursued  by  the  Government 
will  bring  about  that  result.  I  do  not  say  that  the 
foundation  is  being  laid  with  a  full  understand¬ 
ing  that  that  is  going  to  happen,  but  for  my¬ 
self  I  say,  if  ever  there  should  come  a  time 
when  the  Intercolonial  will  be  run  by  a  company, 
let  it  be  a  competing  company.  I  would  press  that 
consideration  very  strongly.  We  want  competition 
in  the  Maritime  Provinces  as  well  as  other  parts  of 
the  Dominion.  If  year  by  year  the  Intercolonial 
were  run  as  it  ought  to  be  run,  that  is  without 
Government  favouritism  and  with  the  best  men  em¬ 
ployed,  we  should  not  have  the  pitiful  spectacle 
presented  to  this  House  of  the  Minister  saying  that 
the  men  who  were  dismissed  were  not  suitable,  and 
saying  subsequently  that  the  men  were  dismissed 
because  the  trains  stopped  and  they  were  not 
needed.  The  two  explanations  will  not  do  ;  and 
the  hon.  gentleman  can  accept  which  he  likes. 
When  he  said  that  the  men  were  not  suitable,  he 
did  an  injustice  to  them. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  never  made  the  statement 
that  any  man  on  the  road  was  dismissed  on  account 
of  his  being  unsuitable. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Decidedly  not.  The  statement 
the  hon.  Minister  made  was  that  they  were  dis¬ 
missed  because  he  stopped  the  trains  ;  but  he  did 
say  that  the  men  employed  on  the  railway  were 
not  suitable,  and  that  that  caused  the  deficit.  Now, 
were  they  suitable  men  that  he  dismissed  ?  If  so, 
he  should  apply  the  pruning  knife  and  cutoff  those 
who  are  not  suitable.  He  can  take  either  horn  of 
the  dilemma  that  he  likes.  That  being  the  case,  the 
hon.  gentleman  will  have  some  difficulty  in  finding 
out  who  are  suitable.  There  is  one  thing  certain, 
he  cannot  hurt  the  friends  of  any  of  us  on  this 
side  ;  any  who  are  dismissed  must  be  his  own  party 
friends,  because  there  are  no  others  on  the  railway. 
Perhaps  that  is  the  reason  he  said  they  were  not 
suitable  to  run  a  railway. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  There  are  plenty  at  St.  John. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Who  should  not  be  on  ?  I  do 
not  know  about  that. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  I  did  not  say  that.  I  said  that 
there  are  plenty  of  men  belonging  to  the  Liberal 
party  who  have  been  employed  on  the  railway  at 
St.  John  for  many  years. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Precisely  so,  and  they  are  the 
best  men.  It  is  only  the  later  ones  who  are  not 
suitable.  I  thank  you  for  the  suggestion  ;  I  did 
not  think  of  it  at  the  time.  Now,  coming  to  the 
serious  question,  while  we  must  criticise  the  man¬ 
agement  of  the  Intercolonial  and  find  out  where 
the  wrong  is,  we  must  also  consider  that  railway 
as  part  of  a  compact.  I  am  not  going  to  say  a 
word  about  canals.  I  suppose  if  the  investigation 
were  made,  it  would  be  found  that  there  are  just 
as  many  men  who  are  uot  fit  on  the  canals  as  there 
are  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  The  experience 
of  the  Government  seems  to  be  the  same  every¬ 
where.  I  noticed  at  Welland  the  other  day  that 


2403 


[COMMONS] 


2404 


the  same  thing  prevailed  there.  On  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway,  just  about  election  times,  men 
are  put  on  and  afterwards  kept  on,  and,  perhaps, 
these  are  the  unsuitable  men.  The  same  may  be 
the  case  with  the  canals,  but  I  am  not  going  to 
attack  the  canals  for  that.  They  are  necessary 
and  the  Intercolonial  is  necessary.  Now,  I  want 
to  say  broadly  that  so  far  as  Nova  Scotia  is  con¬ 
cerned,  every  dollar  spent  at  Halifax  is  put  down  to 
Nova  Scotia  as  so  much  received  from  the  Central 
Government.  Now,  whether  or  not  that  amount  may 
be  necessary  in  Halifax  is  a  moot  question.  Last  year 
it  was  seven  or  eight  acres,  and  this  year  it  is  more 
than  double  that ;  and  I  fear  not  to  make  the 
statement  here  now,  which  I  made  last  year  with 
reference  to  the  seven  or  eight  acres,  that  for  the 
next  500  years  eighteen  acres  will  not  be  required 
in  the  city  of  Halifax  for  railway  purposes.  There 
is  not  a  city  in  the  Lower  Provinces  which  will  re¬ 
quire  eighteen  acres  for  railway  depot  accommoda 
tion.  Is  there  any  railway  which  has  eighteen 
acres  in  any  city  for  its  station  ?  Has  the  Cana¬ 
dian  Pacific  Railway  eighteen  acres  in  the  city  of 
Montreal  in  connection  with  its  works  ?  An  hon. 
gentleman  behind  me  says  it  has,  but  I  would  like 
to  know  if  he  made  the  investigation.  I  am  refer¬ 
ring  now  to  station  buildings,  and  I  say  that 
eighteen  acres  is  more  than  is  required  for  this 
purpose.  As  coming  from  the  eastern  part  of  the 
province,  I  think  this  $400,000  could  be  much  bet¬ 
ter  spent  in  building  railways  where  there  are 
none,  and  that  the  people  of  Halifax  could  do 
without  this  proposed  accommodation,  or  do 
something  for  themselves.  The  Government  have 
done  a  good  deal  for  them.  Take  the  county 
from  which  I  come,  with  the  exception  of  a  little 
corner,  there  is  not  a  mile  of  railway  in  it, 
but  there  is  a  company  willing  to  build  a  railway 
there  now  ;  and  would  it  not  be  better  that  we 
should  have  railway  accommodation  with  this 
money  than  have  fine  buildings  in  Halifax  ?  I  think 
so.  This  may  be  a  selfish  discussion,  but  we  are 
all  selfish  ;  and  I  want  to  see  railway  accommoda¬ 
tion  in  every  part  of  the  province  more  than  I  want 
to  see  larger  buildings  and  better  accommodation 
in  the  city  of  Halifax.  Of  course  our  friends  from 
Halifax  think  that  is  just  the  point  where  money 
should  be  spent,  just  as  hon.  members  from  St. 
John  think  that  that  city  is  the  whole  of  New 
Brunswick.  Hon.  members  from  these  two  cities 
seem  to  think  that  each  of  them  extends  over  the 
whole  province.  I  am  glad  that  the  business 
acuteness  of  the  Minister  and  his  Scotch  wariness 
have  prevented  him  tumbling  to  this  too  quickly 
before  investigating  it,  and  I  hope  he  will  invest¬ 
igate  it  carefully.  I  invite  the  hon.  Minister  to  come 
over  the  province  and  see  the  places  which  have  no 
railways,  and  I  promise  him  I  will  do  my  best  to 
make  his  visit  comfortable  and  profitable  ;  and 
when  he  sees  the  places  that  have  not  railway 
facilities,  he  will,  I  am  sure,  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  he  could  do  much  better  by  spending  the 
public  money  in  giving  these  conveniences  to  travel 
and  freight  than  in  putting  up  public  buildings  in 
Halifax.  Much  can  be  done  in  the  way  of 
economy  in  the  management  of  the  Intercolonial 
Railway.  When  I  am  satisfied  that  everything 
has  been  judiciously  done  which  should  be  ; 
when  I  am  satisfied  that  no  man  not  suitable 
for  railway  work  is  employed  on  the  line  ; 
when  the  Government  do  the  best  they  can 
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only  to  employ  men  who  are  necessary  and  choose 
the  best  men  ;  and  when  they  run  the  railway  as 
much  on  business  principles  as  possible,  always 
allowing  for  the  margin  we  must  allow  them,  to  do, 
in  the  interests  of  party,  what  is  not  in  accord 
with  business  principles — when  these  things  are 
done,  I  for  one  will  say  nothing  if  the  deficit  is  not 
too  large.  I  believe  the  deficit,  if  not  too  large, 
ought  to  be  paid  by  the  country.  The  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  spoke  of  the  deficit  in  1878,  but  it  must  be 
remembered  that  that  was  occasioned  by  charging 
to  the  yearly  account  large  sums  which  at  present 
are,  and  for  the  last  ten  years  have  been,  charged 
to  capital  account.  I  am  glad  the  Minister  pro¬ 
poses  to  investigate  into  this  business,  and  I  hope 
he  will  do  so  with  his  own  eyes,  and  not  with  the 
political  eyes  which  will  be  given  him  by  his 
friends  when  he  comes  down  there.  I  hope  he  will 
apply  to  the  investigation  his  own  methods  of  busi¬ 
ness  ;  and  I  am  sure  when  he  does  that,  he  will 
find  many  excrescences  on  that  road  which  may  be 
cut  off.  But  I  trust  at  the  same  time,  while  he  may 
take  this  and  that  train  off,  it  will  not  be  forgotten 
that  when  we  entered  this  Union  we  did  so  with  the 
understanding  that  we  should  have  this  road.  One 
word  more  before  I  sit  down  with  regard  to  the 
hon.  member  for  Halifax.  I  hope  he  will  not  again 
press  the  argument  that  the  Province  of  Ontario 
was  receiving  the  benefit  of  this  expenditure.  I 
want  to  stand  fairly  by  this  matter.  I  take  the 
broader  ground  that  the  Province  of  Ontario  and 
this  whole  Dominion  ought  to  contribute  to  the 
deficit,  if  it  is  not  any  larger  than  it  should  be, 
just  because  that  was  the  agreement  when  we  entered 
Confederation.  So  far  as  our  friends  from  Ontario 
are  concerned,  anything  they  sent  us  they  send  in 
their  own  interests  ;  and  if  the  people  in  the  Lower 
Provinces  did  not  want  to  buy  what  the  Western 
Provinces  have  to  sell,  our  friends  from  Ontario 
would  not  ship  us  their  goods.  I  think  trade  is 
mutually  advantageous  ;  and  more,  I  think  that  the 
Government  have  no  right,  in  the  interests  of  the 
Maritime  Provinces,  to  do  that  which  they  would 
not  do  upon  business  principles  in  carrying  out 
this  agreement.  Of  course  the  distance  will  always 
necessitate  that  the  trade  will  not  be  as  extensive 
as  it  is  on  the  other  lines  :  and  I  am  very  sorry  that 
the  Minister  of  Railways  has  had  to  admit  that  the 
great  deficit  this  year  is  largely  occasioned  by  the 
competition  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway.  A 
few  days  ago  I  asked  a  question  about  the  agents 
of  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  and  I  found  that  some 
twenty  or  thirty  of  them  are  also  agents  of  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  at  the  various  stations 
of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  at  New  Bruns¬ 
wick,  Prince  Edward  Island  and  Nova  Scotia. 
Now  any  man  knows  very  well  that  when 
an  agent’s  salary,  be  he  ever  so  honest,  is  assured 
by  the  Government,  and  he  has  the  opportunity 
of  selling  tickets  for  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway, 
for  which  he  receives  some  remuneration  from  that 
company,  he  is  going  to  sell  the  ticket  on  the  Can¬ 
adian  Pacific  Railway  every  time,  because  it  adds 
to  his  salary,  and  I  think  the  Government  should 
at  once  prevent  their  agents  from  acting  as  agents 
for  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway.  Both  lines  are 
now  practically  competing  out  of  the  funds  of  the 
same  party,  the  people  of  this  country,  and  I  think 
nothing  should  be  done  to  help  the  one  to  the  dis¬ 
advantage  of  the  other.  I  think  it  is  not  in  keep¬ 
ing  with  this  Governnent  to  have  agents  at  their 
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various  stations  who  are  bound  to  ask  passengers 
whether  or  not  they  are  going  on  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  or  the  Intercolonial  Railway. 
Why  should  a  man  who  is  the  agent  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  be  compelled  to  do  this  ?  Being  a  salaried 
officer  of  the  Government,  he  should  first  and  last 
do  everything  possible  for  the  line  of  which  he  is 
the  agent,  and  not  ask  people  to  go  over  any  other 
line.  I  say  nothing  against  the  enterprise  of  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway.  They  are  wise  in 
their  generation,  but  that  the  Government 
should  lend  them  that  assistance  is  not  in 
the  interests  of  our  railway,  nor  should  it 
be  encouraged,  and  I  hope  the  Minister  of 
Railways  will  at  once  issue  orders  that  no  agent  of 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  can  act  as  agent  either 
for  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  or  any  other 
company.  Any  Government  agent  acting  in  that 
dual  capacity  is  bound  to  make  something  out  of 
the  tickets  he  sells  for  other  companies  and  thus 
help  to  draw  away  from  the  legitimate  business  of 
the  Government  railway.  I  hope  the  assurances 
the  Minister  has  made  will  be  realized.  He  will 
pardon  me  if  I  say  I  do  not  think  he  has  stated 
sufficiently  to  lead  me  to  think  he  is  going  to  save 
$500,000  next  year  ;  but  if  he  should  do  so,  I  shall 
be  the  first  to  congratulate  him.  But  certainly,  to 
my  mind,  all  he  has  said  does  not  indicate  that  lie  is 
going  to  save  that  amount.  If  he  shall  do  so, 
without  impairing,  as  he  said,  because  he  put  both 
things  together,  the  service  to  the  Lower  Province 
he  will  have  performed  a  feat  which  will  entitle 
him,  whatever  his  other  shortcomings  may  be  on 
account  of  his  connection  with  the  party  to  which 
he  belongs,  to  the  gratitude  of  this  country. 

Mr.  WOOD  (Westmoreland).  I  will  not  detain 
the  House  very  long,  but  wish  to  make  a 
few  observations  while  this  item  is  under  discus¬ 
sion.  I  may  say,  at  the  outset,  I  am  very  glad  to 
have  observed  the  temper  in  which  this  question  is 
being  discussed  at  the  present  time.  It  is  a  very 
decided  contrast  to  many  of  the  discussions  we  have 
had  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway  matters  when 
they  have  been  brought  up  before  the  House  on 
former  occasions.  We  have  gentlemen  on  the 
other  side  of  the  House  who  have  discussed  the 
question,  I  think,  very  fairly,  and  I  think  the 
Government  and  their  supporters  regret  as  much 
as  they  do  the  present  condition  financially  of  the 
Intercolonial  Railway,  and  would  gladly  receive 
suggestions  from  hon.  gentlemen  opposite.  My 
object  in  speaking  at  all  is  to  remove  some  of  the 
misapprehensions  which  appear  to  exist  in  the 
minds  of  some  hon.  members  of  this  House  in  regard 
to  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  The  hon.  member 
for  East  Grey,  in  the  short  address  he  gave  us  a 
few  moments  ago,  told  us  that  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  would  nevfer  have  been  constructed  if  it 
had  been  known  that  it  would  have  been  operated 
afterwards  at  a  loss.  The  hon.  gentleman  who 
followed  him  corrected  him  on  that  point,  and  I 
would  emphasize  the  fact  that  it  is  well  known  that 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  was  not  built  simply  as 
a  commercial  enterprise.  It  is  well  known  that 
that  was  one  of  the  smallest  considerations 
at  the  time.  The  Intercolonial  Railway  was 
one  of  the  bonds  to  unite  the  provinces  together, 
it  was  built  also  partly  from  military  considerations, 
and,  if  any  hon.  gentleman  will  refer  to  the  de¬ 
bates  which  took  place  after  Confederation,  and 


the  remarks  which  were  made  previous  to  Confe¬ 
deration  by  those  who  were  favouring  the  union 
of  the  provinces,  he  will  find  that  the  opi¬ 
nion  was  expressed  and  was  generally  felt  at  that 
time  that  this  road  never  could  pay.  Indeed,  this 
opinion  was  expressed  not  only  by  public  men  on 
this  side  of  the  Atlantic  but  by  public  men  on  the 
other  side  of  the  Atlantic  as  well.  It  is  well 
known  that  during  the  first  few  years  after  the 
road  was  finished,  it  was  very  far  from  paying 
expenses.  In  fact  the  results  to-day  have  far  ex¬ 
ceeded  any  expectations  that  were  formed  at  that 
time.  In  the  years  1881,  1882,  1883  and  1884, 
under  the  able  management  of  the  present 
High  Commissioner,  this  road  paid  its  own  ex¬ 
penses  and  left  a  small  margin  of  profit.  It  is  to  be 
regretted  that  this  condition  of  affairs  does  not 
prevail  to-day,  but  if  we  look  fairly  at  the  condition 
of  things  to-day  and  compare  that  with  the  condi¬ 
tion  of  things  at  that  time,  the  cause  will  be  very 
readily  discovered.  I  would  like  to  refer  very 
briefly  to  the  figures  which  have  been  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  House  by  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen),  and  I  was  very 
sorry  indeed  to  hear  the  member  for  Guysbo- 
rough  (Mr.  Fraser)  to  some  extent  endorse  the 
line  of  reasoning  which  was  adopted  by  that 
hon.  gentleman.  The  whole  tenor  of  that  hon. 
gentleman’s  remarks  was  to  show  that  the 
management  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  was  very 
extravagant  when  compared  with  the  two  other 
great  railway  systems,  the  Canadian  Pacific  Rail¬ 
way  and  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway,  and  the  hon. 
gentleman  endeavoured  to  establish  that  by  com¬ 
paring  the  cost  per  mile  of  the  operations  of  these 
three  lines  of  railway.  I  think  any  hon.  gentleman 
in  this  House,  whether  he  be  an  expert  in  railway 
matters  or  not,  will  see  after  a  moment’s  reflection 
that  such  a  comparison  is  utterly  worthless.  The 
cost  of  operating  a  railway  on  the  mileage  basis 
depends  upon  the  number  of  trains  run  and  the 
amount  of  passenger  and  freight  traffic  carried  over 
the  road.  If  there  are  fifty  trains  under  the  same 
condition,  the  cost  per  mile  of  operating  the  road 
will  be  nearly  fifty  times  as  much  as  if  there  were 
only  one,  and  the  receipts  would  be  in  the  same 
proportion.  The  hon.  gentleman  seemed  to  answer 
his  own  argument  by  the  figures  he  presented  to 
the  House.  As  I  have  them,  the  whole  cost  of 
operating  the  Grand  Trunk  amounted  to 
$4,100  a  mile,  while  the  cost  of  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  is  about  $1,853  a  mile.  No  one 
would  argue  from  this  that  there  is  greater  extra¬ 
vagance  in  the  management  of  the  Grand  Trunk 
than  in  the  mangement  of  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway.  It  only  shows  that  the  Canadian  Pacific 
has  a  greater  length  of  line,  and  a  smaller  number 
of  trains  running  over  the  greater  portion  of  that 
line,  while  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway,  which  passes 
through  a  thickty  settled  portion  of  country, 
has  a  larger  number  of  trains  in  proportion 
to  its  mileage.  Thus  the  cost  per  mile  on  the 
Grand  Trunk  Railway  is  more  than  double 
that  on  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway.  These 
figures  must  convince  any  one  that  this  is  a  very  un¬ 
fair  basis  of  comparison.  The  basis  which  the 
Minister  gave  us  was  the  train  mileage  basis,  and 
he  stated  that  that  was  the  fairest  basis  on  which 
we  could  compare  the  cost  of  operating  different 
lines  of  railway.  I  quite  agree  with  him  in  that, 
and  that  is  the  opinion  held  by  railway  experts 
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generally.  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  this  is  a 
very  correct  test,  or  an  absolutely  correct  test. 
Very  much  must  depend  upon  the  mode  in  which 
the  accounts  are  kept,  and  here  let  me  say  that  I 
regret  very  much  that  before  this  discussion  took 
place  we  had  pot  before  us  the  return  which  was 
moved  for  a  few  days  ago.  I  am  informed  that  a 
great  deal  of  the  expenditure  on  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  in  the  last  few  years  has  been  charged  to 
operating  expenses  which  might  very  fairly  have 
been  charged  to  capital  account.  I  refer  to  stich 
items  as  the  cost  of  changing  the  rails  and  putting 
the  67-pound  rails  which  are  now  on  the  road  in 
place  of  the  56-pound  rails  which  were  formerly  on 
the  road  ;  also  the  improvements  which  have  been 
made  in  the  station  buildings  ;  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  cost  of  the  iron  bridges  which  have  been 
substituted  for  the  wooden  bridges  previously  used, 
and  the  improvements  in  the  cars.  It  is  known  to 
every  one  familiar  with  railway  matters  that  in  very 
many  railway  companies  in  the  United  States,  at 
all  events,  these  items  are  always  charged  to 
capital  account  and  are  termed  “betterments.” 
They  are  never  charged  to  operating  expenses. 
The  difference  between  operating  expenses  and  the 
earnings  of  the  road  is  divided  among  the  stock¬ 
holders,  and  the  stockholders  in  those  companies 
do  not  permit  such  items  as  these  to  be  charged  to 
operating  expenses,  and  thus  lessen  the  dividends 
to  which  they  feel  they  are  fairly  entitled.  I 
am  not  aware  whether  this  system  is  pursued 
upon  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  and  the  Cana¬ 
dian  Pacific  Railway  ;  but  this  shows  that  any 
basis  of  comparison  that  you  may  take,  may  not 
be  absolutely  correct.  However,  railway  experts 
all  agree  that,  in  making  comparisons,  the  train 
mileage  basis  is  the  fairest  basis  which  can  be 
adopted.  As  I  do  not  wish  to  weary  the  House, 
I  shall  merely  refer  in  the  comparison  I  make  to 
the  two  lines  of  railway  referred  to  by  the  hon. 
member  for  North  Wellington,  and  I  will  make  my 
comparisons  upon  a  train  mileage  basis.  The  cost 
of  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  upon  this  basis  is  75 '6 
cents  per  mile;  the  cost  of  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  is  84  cents  per  mile  ;  while  the  cost  of  the 
Intercolonial  Rail  way  last  year,  although  these  items 
to  which  I  have  referred  have  been  charged  to  oper¬ 
ating  expenses,  is  less  than  73  cents  per  mile.  These 
figures  show  that  the  loss  upon  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  is  not  due  to  extravagance  in  the  manage¬ 
ment,  at  all  events  no  large  part  of  it  can  be-  due 
to  that  cause.  The  whole  cost  of  the  operation  of 
this  road  upon  this  basis  compares  very  favourably 
with  the  cost  of  operating  these  other  two  great 
lines  of  railway,  which  every  one  will  admit  are 
well  managed.  I  took  the  trouble  to-day  to  compare, 
upon  this  basis,  the  operations  of  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  during  the  last  year  with  its  operations 
in  1883,  the  year  when  the  most  satisfactory  results 
were  shown,  when,  instead  of  having  a  deficit,  we 
had  a  fair  balance  to  the  credit  of  the  account.  I 
find  that  in  the  interval  between  those  years  the 
mileage  has  been  increased  by  254  miles.  I  will  not 
trouble  the  House  with  the  figures,  I  will  only 
give  the  percentages.  The  engine  mileage  has 
increased  38  per  cent,  the  passenger  train  mileage, 
52  per  cent,  freight  train  mileage,  38  per  cent.  The 
passengers  that  have  travelled  have  increased  47^ 
per  cent,  and  the  ton  of  freight,  34  per  cent.  But 
when  we  come  to  the  receipts,  I  find  that  the  total 
increase  has  only  been  a  little  over  25  percent.  Now, 
Mr.  Wood  (Westmoreland). 


it  may  be  said  that1  this  is  an  unsatisfactory  show¬ 
ing  ;  it  is  unsatisfactory  in  one  sense,  but  I  think 
when  the  causes  are  fairly  looked  at,  it  will  not  be 
so  unsatisfactory  as  it  at  first  appears.  The  cause 
of  the  relative  disproportion  between  the  receipts 
and  the  expenditure  during  the  last  two  or  three 
years  is  no  doubt  due  to  the  opening  of  the  Cana¬ 
dian  Pacific  Railway  Short  Line  Railway.  The 
hon.  member  for  King’s,  N.S.  (Mr.  Borden)  referred 
to  the  receipts  for  passengers  upon  the  Intercolo¬ 
nial  Railway.  The  average  receipts  per  passenger 
for  the  last  year  was  74  cents  ;  the  receipts  in  1883 
were  nearly  83  cents.  We  find  the  same  comparison 
from  the  receipts  from  freight  traffic.  The  receipts 
per  tonlastyear  were  $1.42,  while  in  1883  they  were 
$1.50.  These  figures  show,  as  that  hon.  gentleman 
very  properly  pointed  out,  that  while  the  number 
of  passengers  has  increased,  and  the  number  of 
tons  of  freight  carried  has  increased,  the  average 
distance  which  these  passengers  have  travelled  is 
less  than  it  was  ten  years  ago,  and  the  same  applies 
to  the  freight  traffic.  This  simply  shows  that  the 
opening  of  the  Short  Line  Railway  has  drawn  away 
from  the  Intercolonial  Railway  a  very  large  portion 
of  the  through  traffic  which  it  formerly  had.  Now, 
Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the  speakers  who  addressed 
the  House — I  do  not  remember  now  which  one — 
condemned  the  present  Government  in  subsidizing 
the  Short  Line  Railway,  and  by  their  action  in 
that  regard,  opening  a  competing  line  with  the 
Intercolonial  Railway.  The  fact  that  the  opening 
of  that  line  has  decreased  the  receipts  of  the 
Intercolonial  Railway,  I  think,  is  no  ground  for 
justifying  that  remark.  The  fact  that  we  had  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  is  no  reason  why  the  people 
of  the  Maritime  Provinces  should  not  have  the  best 
commercial  intercourse  available  with  their  friends 
in  the  west.  The  very  fact  that  this  Short  Line 
Railway  is  able  to  compete  successfully  with  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  and  draw  freight  away  from 
it,  although  the  latter  carries  freight  at  the  mere 
cost  of  operating  the  road,  the  very  fact  that  under 
these  circumstances  the  Short  Line  Railway  is  able 
to  draw  away  a  very  considerable  portion  of  its 
traffic,  shows  that  the  Short  Line  Railway  was 
built  on  commercial  principles,  and  I  think 
that  fact  justifies  the  policy  of  the  Government 
in  subsidizing  this  line  to  secure  its  construc¬ 
tion.  Now,  several  gentlemen  who  have  spoken 
have  criticised  the  policy  which  the  hon. 
Minister  has  proposed  with  regard  to  the 
management  of  this  railway,  and  I  merely  want  to 
say  one  word  upon  that  subject.  We  have,  at  the 
present  time,  a  large  deficit.  While  those  of  us 
who  represent  the  Maritime  Provinces  feel  that  it 
should  not  be  expected,  that  it  never  was  expected, 
that  this  road  should 'be  a  source  of  revenue  or 
profit  to  the  country,  yet  we  are  anxious  on  this 
side  as  well  as  on  that  side  of  the  House,  to  have 
the  two  sides  of  the  account  balance,  or  come  as 
near  as  possible  to  balancing.  At  the  present  time 
the  deficiency  is  very  large.  There  appears  to  me  to 
be  but  two  modes  of  bringing  the  expenditure  and 
the  receipts  together.  One  would  be  the  mode 
which  was  suggested  incidentally  by  the  member 
for  East  Grey  (Mr.  Sproule),  that  of  increasing  the 
local  rates.  The  other  mode  is  that  suggested  by 
the  Minister  of  Railways,  that  of  lessening  the 
train  service  and  reducing,  to  some  extent,  the 
number  of  employes.  I  can  see  no  other  way  of 
bringing  about  the  result  which  both  sides  of  this 
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House  desire  to  see  accomplished.  If  it  is  a  choice 
between  these  two  methods,  I  have  no  hesitation 
in  saying — and  I  believe  the  people  of  the  Mari¬ 
time  Provinces  will  endorse  my  statement  in  this 
regard — that  1,  for  one,  approve  of  the  policy  out¬ 
lined  by  the  Minister  of  Railways.  If  at  the  present 
time  there  are  more  trains  than  are  required  for  the 
traffic  of  the  road,  it  is  much  better  that  the  num- 
bes  of  trains  should  be  reduced  and  that  a  few  em¬ 
ployes  should  be  discharged  than  that  the  local 
rates  in  the  Maritime  Provinces  should  be  raised. 
It  will  be  admitted  that  the  through  rates  cannot 
be  raised,  and  here  let  me  make  one  observation 
with  regard  to  the  remarks  of  the  Minister  of  Rail¬ 
ways  that  the  freight  rates  upon  coal,  stone,  and  I 
think  he  said  wheat  and  Hour,  were  not  sufficient 
to  pay  actual  operating  expenses.  I  feel  very  much 
like  joining  issue  with  the  Minister  on  that  point. 
I  have  not  the  data  here  to  prove  that  his  state¬ 
ment  in  that  regard  is  absolutely  incorrect,  but  I 
think  if  we  look  at  the  question  in  this  light,  that 
we  have  the  railway  built,  that  a  certain  portion 
of  the  cost  of  operating  the  railway  is  what  are 
called  fixed  charges,  that  they  have  to  be  paid 
under  any  circumstances,  that  the  additional  cost 
of  carrying  traffic  which  the  Minister  referred  to  is 
the  actual  cost  of  carrying  that  particular  traffic 
and  the  wear  and  tear  of  the  road  which  results 
in  consequence,  it  is  not  clear  to  my  mind  that 
this  traffic  can  be  said  to  be  an  actual  loss 
to  the  road.  The  history  of  other  roads,  roads 
which  are  operated  by  private  companies,  I  believe 
justify  this  statement,  for,  if  my  memory  is  not  at 
fault,  the  figures  presented  to  the  House  during  the 
debate  last  session  by  the  hon.  member  for  Cumber¬ 
land  show  that  other  railways  under  similar  cir¬ 
cumstances  would  carry  freight  at  rates  quite 
as  low  as  those  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
rather  than  not  to  carry  it  at  all.  I  believe  the 
people  of  the  Maritime  Provinces  will  generally 
endorse  the  proposals  of  the  Minister  of  Railways 
rather  than  the  proposition  of  the  hon.  member  for 
East  Grey  (Mr.  Sproule)  to  increase  the  freight 
rates  upon  the  road.  I  believe  that  those  of  us 
who  support  the  Government  on  this  side  of  the 
House  will  endorse  the  Minister’s  action  in  regard 
to  the  dismissal  of  employes.  I  at  all  events  have 
urged  on  the  Minister,  and  I  believothe  action  of 
otlier  members  from  the  Maritime  Provinces  has 
been  in  the  same  direction,  that  the  changes  made 
in  regard  to  employes  should  not  be  too  general, 
too  sudden,  or  too  sweeping.  I  think  it  is  a  wiser 
course  to  pursue  that  these  discharges  should  be 
made  gradually.  If  new  men  are  not  employed, 
the  number  of  employes  will  naturally  diminish 
from  natural  causes,  from  death,  from  the  dis¬ 
charge  of  those  who  violate  the  rules  and  those 
who  wander  away  for  a  change  of  employment,  or 
to  better  their  position.  The  member  for  King’s 
(Mr.  Borden)  stated  that  he  thought  that  the  num¬ 
ber  of  dismissals  should  be  increased,  that  he 
would  have  applauded  the  Minister  if,  instead  of 
dismissing  200  he  dismissed  2,000  of  the  employes. 
I  take  issue  with  the  hon.  gentleman  on  that  point. 
I  think  these  dismissals,  which  the  Minister  pro¬ 
poses,  are  quite  stifficient  to  meet  the  case.  I  take 
issue,  too,  with  the  member  for  Guysborough 
(Mr.  F  raser),  who  said  that  because  the  road  was 
operated  as  cheaply  as  any  other  road,  there  should 
be  no  dismissals.  I  think  the  argument  I  have 
presented  to  the  House,  that  the  condition  of 


things  necessitates  the  reduction  of  the  train  service 
and  consequently  the  number  of  employes,  is  the 
correct  one.  I  have  only  one  more  remark  to  make, 
and  that  is  to  press  on  the  attention  of  the  Minister 
a  matter  which  I  have  endeavoured  already  to  press 
upon  him,  and  I  should  like  to  impress  it  not  only 
upon  him,  but  on  the  members  of  the  Government 
and  members  of  the  House.  As  every  one  knows,  a 
large  number  of  employes  of  the  Intercolonial  Rail¬ 
way  reside  in  the  city  of  Moncton.  There  will,  no 
doubt,  be  some  discharges  there  ;  I  hope  they  w ill 
not  be  any  more  general  than  is  absolutely  neces¬ 
sary  ;  but  in  making  those  discharges,  the  point  I 
wish  to  impress  on  the  Minister  is  this,  that  he 
should  have  regard  to  those  men  who  have  settled 
there,  who  have  been  employed  on  the  railway  for 
years,  who  have  purchased  property  there,  for  if 
they  are  discharged  from  the  road  it  will  be  a  very 
serious  loss  and  inconvenience,  in  fact  it  will  mean 
ruin  to  very  many  of  them.  Of  this  class  of  people, 
those  who  are  sufficiently  strong  and  possess  suffi¬ 
cient  skill  to  dischargetheirdutiesshould,  underany 
circumstances,  be  retained  in  the  service  ;  and  the 
discharges  should  be  made  from  the  young  men 
who  have  not  families  depending  on  them,  and 
others  who  would  not  feel  the  loss  and  would  not 
be  inconvenienced  from  being  thrown  out  of  em¬ 
ployment. 

Mr.  McDOUGALD  (Pictou).  I  quite  agree  with 
the  observations  made  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Westmoreland  (Mr.  Wood)  and  other  members  from 
the  Maritime  Provinces  in  support  of  the  propo¬ 
sition  of  the  Minister  for  the  reduction  of  the  train 
service  and  dispensing  with  such  hands  as  are  not 
required  for  the  service  of  the  Intercolonial  Rail¬ 
way  in  preference  to  making  any  addition  to  the 
freight  rates  on  traffic  passing  over  the  road.  I  do 
not  rise  for  the  purpose  of  criticising  the  reduc¬ 
tions  which  are  proposed.  The  justification  of  the 
change  will  be  found  in  the  reduction  in  the  earnings 
of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  last  year  as  compared 
with  those  for  the  previous  year,  while  there  was 
an  increased  mileage  of  200  miles.  I  have  listened 
very  attentively  to  the  arguments  which  have  been 
presented  this  evening  in  regard  to  the  Intercolo¬ 
nial  Railway  and  the  causes  to  which  the  deficits 
on  the  line  are  due.  I  have  come  to  the  conclu¬ 
sion  that  those  deficits  are  due  largely  to  the  high 
character  of  the  service  which  is  being  performed 
by  that  railway,  and  the  efficiency  of  the  rolling 
stock  and  road-bed  and  all  the  equipments  of 
the  line,  together  with  the  methods  of  book¬ 
keeping  which  have  been  employed  in  keeping  the 
accounts  of  the  working  expenses  of  the  road. 
I  think  one  fact  has  been  very  clearly  demonstrated 
during  this  discussion,  and  that  is,  that  the  oper¬ 
ating  expenses  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  are  not 
by  any  means  extravagant,  as  compared  with  the 
operating  expenses  of  other  railways  in  Canada  or 
in  other  portions  of  this  continent.  The  figures 
quoted  with  respect  to  the  operating  of  the  Grand 
Trunk  Railway  and  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway, 
show  that  the  cost  of  operating,  based  on  the  train 
mileage, is  less  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway  than  on 
either  of  the  two  great  railways  in  Canada,  and  that 
the  deficits  arise  from  a  lack  of  revenue  from  the  train 
service.  The  train  service  is  of  a  better  character 
than  on  any  other  line,  while  the  population  is 
much  more  sparse  than  along  the  line  of  the  Grand 
Trunk  and  some  portions  of  the  Canadian  Pacific 
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Railway.  If,  as  the  hon.  Minister  of  Railways 
promises,  the  efficiency  of  the  road  will  not  be  im¬ 
paired  by  the  changes  which  he  proposes  on  this  oc¬ 
casion,  I  think  he  will  be  sustained  by  the  public 
sentiment  of  the  country,  in  his  attempt  to  estab¬ 
lish  an  equilibrium  as  far  as  possible  between  the 
working  expenses  and  the  revenue  of  the  Intercolonial 
Railway.  Some  criticisms  have  been  made  in  the 
course  of  this  debate  which  hardly  show  in  a  fair  light 
the  operations  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  as  com¬ 
pared  with  other  railways  in  Canada,  because  no  fair 
basis  of  comparison  is  available  that  can  be  applied 
to  the  operations  of  these  lines,  as  1  shall  endeavour 
to  show  before  I  sit  down.  The  hon.  member  for 
North  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen)  took,  as  a  basis 
of  comparison,  the  expenditure  per  mile  of  certain 
railways,  forgetting  altogether,  as  has  been  very 
plainly  put  forward  by  the  hon.  member  for  West¬ 
moreland  (Mr.  Wood),  that  the  expenditure  will 
depend  upon  the  efficiency  of  the  service  and  the 
number  of  trains  which  are  run  on  the  railway,  and 
that  any  system  based  on  the  expenditure  per  mile 
is  not  a  fair  comparison  by  any  means.  With  regard 
to  the  statement  that  I  made  that  there  is  no  fair 
basis  of  comparison  for  testing  the  working  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  with  those  of 
the  other  railways  in  Canada,  I  wish  to  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  manner  in  which  the  accounts  of  this 
railway  have  been  kept  since  it  was  started,  both 
under  the  former  Government  and  under  the  pre¬ 
sent  Administration.  I  regret  that  we  have  not 
available  the  return  which  was  moved  for  a  short 
time  ago,  showing  the  amount  expended  out  of  the 
earnings  of  the  road  in  improvements  and  better¬ 
ments.  It  will  be  remembered  that  there  are  two 
classes  of  votes  submitted  to  this  Parliament 
in  connection  with  the  Intercolonial  Railway  ; 
one  for  payments  out  of  capital  and  another 
chargeable  to  revenue.  All  the  expenses  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Intercolonial  Railway  that  are 
paid  out  of  revenue  are  classified  as  working  ex¬ 
penses,  and  these  payments  include  very  many 
charges  which,  on  other  railways  in  Canada  and 
the  United  States  are  charged  to  capital  account, 
as  will  be  apparent  from  reports  of  officials  of  this 
railway  and  from  other  documents  which  I  shall 
be  able  to  show  to  this  committee.  Going  as  far 
back  as  1877,  Mr.  Brydges,  who  was  the  manager 
of  the  railway  in  that  year,  called  attention  to  the 
character  of  the  expenditure  on  the  Intercolonial 
Railway.  Mr.  Brydges  was  at  one  time  the  gen¬ 
eral  manager  of  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway,  and  he 
had  some  knowledge  of  the  methods  in  which  the 
accounts  were  kept  so  that  he  could  institute  a 
comparison.  The  system  on  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  of  keeping  the  accounts  in  that  regard  has 
not  been  changed  from  1878  down  to  the  present 
time,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  expenditure  of  the 
vote  under  the  head  of  charges  of  revenue.  In  his 
report  of  1877,  Mr.  Brydges  says  : 

“  I  have  already  stated  that  all  the  outlay  heretofore 
and  usually  charged  to  capital  on  the  old  lines,  has  been 
included  in  working  expenses  for  the  past  year.  These 
various  items  include  ballasting  to  bring  the  old  line  up 
to  the  standard  of  the  new  one,  costing  about  $30,000  ; 
taking  down  and  rebuilding  decayed  masoni-y  pi’incipally 
in  Nova  Scotia  axid  replacing  worn-out  bridges  about 
$12,000  ;  new  and  enlarged  station  buildings  about  $8,000; 
additional  sidings  about  $3,000  ;  and  various  other  items 
making  a  total  of  upwards  of  $65,000.” 

In  1878  Mr.  Brydges  reports  : 

“As  already  stated  the  outlay  for  ballasting  and  in¬ 
creased  facilities  in  the  shape  of  sidings,  station  and 
Mr.  McDougald  (Pictou). 


other  buildings,  improved  water  supply,  Ac.,  has  all 
been  included  in  the  working  cost. 

“  This  includes  the  following  principal  items  : 


Ballasting .  $  52,000 

Additional  sidings .  20,000 

Semaphore  signals  .  3,500 

Additional  station  buildings .  4,500 

Increased  water  supply,  fencing,  car 
shops,  machinery  and  sundry  works.  25,000 


Total .  $105,000 


“  These  items  are  usually  charged  to  capital  by  railway 
companies  and  have  therefore  to  that  extent  increased 
the  chai-ges  for  the  working  of  the  traffic  of  this  railway 
during  the  past  year.” 

Chief  Superintendent  Pottinger  in  his  report  for 
1882,  says  : 

“  Ten  miles  of  new  sidings  were  laid  at  different  parts 
of  the  line  to  accommodate  the  increased  traffic. 

“  A  combined  passenger  and  freight  sta  tion  was  erected 
at  Derby  and  also  a  similar  building  at  Eel  River.  A 
dwelling  house  for  the  station  master  was  built  at  Cau- 
sapscal  and  also  at  Jacquet  River  and  at  Painsec.  At  Au 
Lac  and  at  Sackville  extensive  repairs  and  improvements 
were  made  to  the  station  houses. 

“The  cost  of  these  repairs  and  improvements  and  of 
others  which  I  have  not  specified  forms  part  of  the  work¬ 
ing  expenses.” 

Chief  Superixxtendent  Pottinger  reports  in  1885  : 

“  Although  the  loss  in  the  year’s  operation  of  the  Gov- 
ernment  railways  exceeds  that  of  the  preceding  year  by 
$41,402.82,  this  i-esult  may  be  regarded  as  not  unsatis¬ 
factory  in  view  of  the  heavy  expenditures  for  additions 
and  improvements,  which  in  the  case  of  most  railway 
companies  are  charged  to  capital,  but  which  swell  the 
working  expenses  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  These 
include  additional  new  sidings  freightand  station  houses, 
semaphores,  snow  and  ordinary  fencing,  the  raising  of 
several  bridges  and  their  appi'oaches,  increased  water 
service  Ac. 

“  While  the  completion  of  the  new  general  offices  at 
Moncton  also  added  to  the  cost  of  operation.” 

Chief  Superintendent  Pottiixger  reports  in  1886  : 

“  The  following  is  a  summary  of  expenditure  on  im¬ 


provements  : 

New  sidings. .  •  . $14,000 

New  buildings  and  semaphoi-es .  7,000 

New  fences. . .  8,000 

Increased  water  supply . 23,000 

Iron  bridges .  6,000 

Impi'ovement  to  permanent  way  in 

rails  and  ties .  37,000 

Improvements  in  locomotives  and  cars  20,000 


Total . $115,000 


“  This  expenditure  was  made  in  addition  to  the  mainte¬ 
nance  and  renewal  of  existing  works,  and  was  for  impro¬ 
vements  to  the^property,  but  it  is  all  charged  to  working 
expenses  and  against  the  earnings  for  the  year.” 

Chief  Superintendent  Pottinger  reports  in  1890  : 

(Under  working  Expenses.) 

“100  miles  of  the  track  were  rebalasted  ;  42  sidings 
Avere  put  in  at  vai’ious  points  to  accommodate  the  traffic  ;  12-5 
miles  of  the  main  track  were  relaid  with  heavier  steel 
rails. 

“  This  was  an  improvement  very  desirable  on  account 
of  the  heavier  locomotives  and  cars  now  used,  but  it 
increased  the  working  expenses  for  this  year  $200,006 
over  those  of  last  year. 

“  The  Avork  of  strengthening  the  bridges  was  continued. 
The  bi’idge  over  the  Tantramar  River  near  Sackville  and 
that  OATer  the  Restigouche  Avere  strengthened  at  a  cost 
exceeding  $26,000.  Five  other  smaller  bridges  Avere  also 
strengthened  by  lateral  bracing. 

“Eight  large  bridges  Avere  provided  with  neAV  and  im¬ 
proved  floors  and  iron  guards  rails  to  increase  the  safety 
of  trains. 

“  And  fifty  small  Avooden  bridges  of  10  to  20  feet  span 
each  Avei’e  replaced  by  ii'on  bridges.” 

Mr.  Schreiber  in  1886  reported  : 

“  Though  the  loss  on  operation  amounts  to  $106,000  it 
should  be  observed  that  no  less  than  $115,000  has  been 
charged  against  the  earnings  of  the  year  for  improvements 
of  a  character  generally  charged  to  capital  and  respecting 
works  over  and  above  ordinary  maintenance  and  re¬ 
newal.” 


2413 


[,M  AY  10,  1892.] 


2414 


In  another  report  Mr.  Schreiber  says  : 

“  Many  improvements,  extensions  and  additions  have 
been  made  all  along  the  line?  the  cost  of  which  has  entered 
into  the  accounts  for  operation,  but  which  are  certainly 
not  works  of  ordinary  maintenance.” 

Then  I  observe  the  following  criticism  in  reference 
to  the  Intercolonial  Railway  : — 

“  What  sense  is  there,  for  instance,  in  charging  against 
working  expenses  the  difference  in  cost,  say  $90,000,  be¬ 
tween  the  old  and  the  new  general  offices  or  in  so  charging 
the  cost  of  an  iron  bridge  replacing  a  wooden  one  or  a  67- 
lb.  rail  substituted  for  a  56-lb.  one  ?  No  railway  company 
does  this  sort  of  thing— why  should  the  Intercolonial  ? 

‘‘  To  show  how  this  works  turn  to  the  report  of ’91,  and  it 
will  be  found  that  13,125  tons  of  67-lb.  rails  were  used  to 
replace  56-lb.  rails.  This  means  an  increase  of  about  2,600 
tons  at  say  $24  a  ton,  or  over  $60,000.  The  property  is 
better  and  worth  more  by  so  much,  but  the  charge  is 
against  the  running  expenses  of  the  year  and  wrongly 
becomes  part  of  the  deficit.  The  like  is  true  of  betterments 
in  respect  of  freight  cars,  locomotives,  buildings,  Ac.” 

Now,  in  the  operation  of  the  Intercolonial  for  the 
ten  years  ending  the  30th  June  last  I  find  that  there 
has  been  a  deficit,  according  to  the  reports,  of  about 
$2,300,000,  or  an  average  of  $230,000  a  year.  If  the 
accounts  of  the  railway  were  kept  in  the  same  way 
as  the  accounts  of  railway  corporations  in  the 
United  States,  and  as  I  am  informed  the  accounts 
of  railway  corporations  in  this  country  are  kept, 
I  think  that  deficit  would  entirely  disappear  as  a 
result  of  not  charging  against  working  expenses 
such  items  as  additions,  improvements  and  better¬ 
ments  which  have  been  included  in  the  working 
expenses  of  the  Intercolonial  as  they  are  kept  and 
have  been  kept  since  1875.  For  the  four  years 
ending  the  30th  of  June,  1878,  the  deficiency  in 
the  operation  of  the  railway  under  the  former 
Government  amounted  to  $1,465,029,  taking  the 
accounts  in  the  same  way  as  they  have  been  kept 
since  that  period.  That  sum  includes  of  course 
several  items  which  were  placed  in  a  supense 
account.  For  instance,  in  1876,  there  is  an  item  of 
$215,289  for  renewals  not  put  in  the  balance  ;  there 
is  in  1877  another  item  of  $200,000  not  charged  to 
capital  but  carried  to  the  suspense  account,  and  in 
1878  a  similar  item  of  $200,000  not  charged  to 
capital  but  carried  to  suspense  account.  If  all 
these  items  were  charged  to  the  working  expense 
the  deficit  would  have  been,  as  I  have  stated, 
$1,465,029.  I  do  not  mention  this  by  way  of 
making  a  comparison  in  the  expense  of  management 
of  the  railway  as  carried  on  under  the  former 
Government  and  as  carried  on  under  this  Govern¬ 
ment,  but  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  if  the 
items  in  both  accounts  which  have  been  charged  to 
Collection  of  Revenue  had  been  classified  as  they 
are  on  other  railways,  the  deficit  on  Working 
Account  would  to  a  great  extent  disappear. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.  I.)  Do  I  understand  the 
hon.  gentleman  to  say  that  he  finds  in  any  of  the 
accounts  submitted  to  this  House  that  some  have 
been  charged  to  maintenance  which  should  be 
charged  to  capital,  and  if  there  are  any,  would 
he  kindly  point  out  what  they  are  ? 

Mr.  McDOUGALD  (Pictou).  A  few  days  ago  I 
gave  notice  of  a  motion  which  was  moved  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Westmoreland  (Mr.  Wood)  in 
these  words  : 

“  Order  of  the  House  for  a  return  containing  a  state¬ 
ment  of  expenditure  out  of  income  made  for  permanent 
improvements,  extensions,  additions  and  betterments, 
exclusive  of  works  of  ordinary  maintenance  and  renewals 
on  account  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  from  30th  June, 
1881,  to  1st  of  July,  1891.  The  return  to  show  such  expen¬ 


diture  in  summary  form  for  each  branch  of  service  as 
can  be  conveniently  ascertained  from  the  accounts.” 

A  return  has  just  been  placed  in  my  hands,  as 
follows  : — 


INTERCOLONIAL  RAILWAY. , 

Statement  of  Expenditure  out  of  Revenue  for  additions 
or  Betterments  between  1st  July,  1881,  and  1st  July, 
1891. 


Class  of  Work. 


$  cts. 


Ballasting . 

Buildings  and  plat¬ 
forms. 

Bridges. . 


Fencing 


Land  and  land 
damages. 

Rails  and  fasten¬ 
ings. 


Sidings 


Ties . . . 
Signals 


Miscellaneous 


Raising  bridges 
and  snow  sheds. 

Locomotives . 


do  . 

Improvements  to 
locomotives. 

Improvements  to 
passenger  cars. 

Improvements  to 
express, baggage, 
postal  and  smok¬ 
ing  cars. 

Improvements  to 
freight  cars. 

Improvements  to 
snow  ploughs. 

Air  brakes . 


Additional  ballasting. . . . 

New  buildings  or  addi¬ 
tions  and  improvements 
to  old. 

Difference  in  cost  between 
iron  and  wood  ;  differ¬ 
ence  in  cost  between 
standard  and  originals 
floors  strengthening  old 
bridges. 

Difference  in  cost  between 
wood  and  wire  fences, 
and  new  fences  where 
none  existed. 

Additional  land  for  sta¬ 
tions,  snow  fences,  Ac. 

Difference  in  cost  between 
56-lb.  rail  and  67-lb.rail  , 
including  nut  locks  and 
tie  plates. 

New  sidings  and  exten¬ 
sion  of  old  sidings, 
grading,  Ac. 

New  ties  to  change  spac¬ 
ing  from  2i  ft.  to  2  ft. 

New  additional  signals 
and  improvements  to 
old  ones. 

Additional  track  scales 
hoisting  crane,  dredg¬ 
ing  plant,  hand  cars, 
coal  waggons,  Ac. 

Raising  bridges  and  snow 
sheds  to  comply  with 
the  law. 

30  new  locomotives,  aver¬ 
age  cost  $10,000,  if  re¬ 
placed  by  the  same  kind 
cost  would  be  $7,000,  30 
at  $3,000. 

4  new  locomotives,  in¬ 
creasing  the  stock. 

Improvements  to  44  loco¬ 
motives. 

Improvements  to  90  pas¬ 
senger  cars. 

Improvements  to  14  ex¬ 
press  and  baggage,  and 
postal  and  smoking  cars 

Improvements  to  2,600 
freight  cars. 

Improvements  to  8  snow 
ploughs  and  4  wing 
ploughs. 

Putting  the  Westingliouse 
automatic  air  brake  on 


New  tools  and  im¬ 
provements  in 
work  shops. 

Improvements  in 
water  supply. 


the  passenger  trains. 

New  tools  and  improve¬ 
ments  in  work  shops. 

Improvements  in  the 
water  supply  for  loco¬ 
motives. 


160,284  00 
183,999  68 

234,495  48 


201,417  60 

30,802  20 
262,439  00 

246,537  00 

168,191  64 
37,098  00 

86,404  15 

16,500  00 
90,000  00 


43,750  00 
40,000  00 
45,000  00 
7,000  00 

137,700  00 
12,000  00 

30,600  00 

20,000  00 

92,183  10 


Total.. 


2,531,001  85 


This  shows  the  additions  and  betterments  during 
these  ten  years  to  have  cost  $2,531,001.85,  while ^the 
deficit  during  those  years  has  been  $2,300,000  ;  in 
other  words,  the  deficit  should  be  wiped  out  and  a 
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balance  of  over  $200,000  carried  to  the  right  side. 
Now,  ray  object  in  rising  on  this  occasion  was  to 
show  that  owing  to  the  method  in  which  the  ac¬ 
counts  were  kept,  the  condition  of  the  Intercolo¬ 
nial  Railway  was  represented  as  much  worse  than 
it  actually  is.  Of  course,  this  does  not  take  away 
the  fact  that  a  large  addition  has  been  made 
to  the  capital  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  by  these 
expenditures.  That  is  true,  but  it  is  right  that  we 
should  know  that  the  operating  expenses  of  the 
railway  are  accounted  for,  and  that  its  operations 
during  the  last  ten  years  have  not  resulted  in  a 
deficit,  but  in  a  small  surplus.  I  think  that  during 
the  current  year,  the  operations  will  not  show  so 
favourably,  as  a  falling  off  appears  in  the  revenue  ; 
although  there  is  a  much  greater  mileage,  and  that 
as  I  said  before,  is  a  justification  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  applying  the  pruning  ]xnif e  to  these 
services  which  will  best  stand  the  strain.  In  further 
proof  of  the  statement  that  the  accounts  of  the 
Intercolonial  are  not  kept  in  the  same  way  as  the 
accounts  of  other  railways,  I  will  cite  an  authority 
on  railway  book-keeping,  Marshall  Kirkman,  whose 
system  is  adopted  I  understand,  by  all  the  leading 
railway  lines  in  the  United  States  : 

“  Improvements.— This  heading  is  intended  to  embrace 
the  disbursements  having  for  their  object  the  betterment 
of  the  original  plant  of  the  company,  where  a  portion  of 
the  charges  for  theaccounts  to  be  opened  under  it  belong 
to  operating  expenses,  and  a  portion  to  construction. 

7  For  instance  :  Suppose  it  be  determined  to  replace  the 
shingle  roof  on  blank  passenger  station  with  a  slate  roof. 
This  would  be  improving  the  property,  and  the  amount 
the  slate  roof  cost,  in  excess  of  what  the  shingle  roof  cost, 
when  it  was  new,  is  a  proper  charge  to  construction. 

“  The  yalue  of  an  improvement,  without  reference  to 
the  relative  cost,  also  comes  properly  under  construction. 

“  All  disbursements  for  works  of  the  foregoing  character 
should  be  charged  up  on  the  distribution  books  under  the 
head  of*  improvements,’  but  for  obvious  reasons,  pains¬ 
taking  caution  should  be  exercised  to  prevent  any  unjust 
or  questionable  charges  being  made  to  this  account. 

“  The  word  *  construction  ’  in  railway  accounts  is 
intended  to  describe  the  original  or  first  cost  of  the  pro¬ 
perty  of  the  company; 

“  Something  original  and  new. 

“  The  cost  <ff  all  improvements  that  add  value  and 
increased  stability  to  the  property  of  the  company,  over 
the  original  value,  are  properly  chargeable  to  construc¬ 
tion. 

“  Construction  properly  embraces  the  total  cost  of  any 
extension  of  the  company’s  lines  ; 

“The  cost  of  right  of  way,  increased  facilities  and 
grounds,  and  the  expense  incidental  thereto  ; 

“  The  cost  of  new  side  tracks,  less  the  cost  of  side  tracks 
taken  up ; 

“  The  cost  of  viaducts  and  road  bridges  (where  none 
before  existed) ; 

“  The  difference  in  value  between  temporary  or  cheap 
bridges  and  culverts,  and  bridges  and  culverts  replacing 
such,  constructed  in  a  permanent  manner,  of  iron  or 
stone : 

“The  cost  of  additional  telegraph  lines  and  facilities  ; 

“The  value  of  steel  rails  over  iron  rails,  when  the 
former  are  substituted  for  the  latter  ; 

“  The  difference  in  value  between  iron  laid  in  track  of  a 
heavier  gj-ade  than  that  which  it  replaces  ; 

“  The  cost  of  additions  or  improvements  in  the  fixtures 
appertaining  to  track ; 

“  The  cost  of  remedying  any  defects  in  track  rendered 
necessary  in  consequence  of  its  not  having  been  con¬ 
structed  in  a  first  class  manner  originally ; 

‘‘The  cost  of  additional  buildings  including  the  ma¬ 
chinery  and  appurtenances  belonging  thereto.” 

I  may  say  in  addition  to  this,  that  at  the  confer¬ 
ence  of  railway  proprietors  held  at  Saratoga  a  few 
years  ago,  and  known  as  the  Saratoga  conference, 
the  principle  adopted  for  the  keeping  of  accounts 
was  that  all  additions  and  betterments,  described 
as  they  are  by  Mr.  Kirkman,  who  is  an  authority 
on  railway  questions,  were  directed  to  be  charged 
to  capital  account,  and  not  entered  under  the 
Mr.  McDougald  (Pictou). 


classification  of  working  expenses.  I  have  a  whole 
series  of  railway  reports  from  the  United  States 
showing  this  to  be  the  custom,  and  I  could 
quote  them  until  morning,  but  do  not  intend  to 
abuse  the  indulgence  of  the  committee  in  that 
direction.  It  will  suffice  to  take  one  as  a  sample 
of  the  whole.  It  is  the  report  made  in  1882  by  the 
Chicago,  Burlington  and  Quincy  Railway  Com¬ 
pany.  Among  the  items  charged  to  construction, 
and  which  in  a  great  many  instances  are  charged 
to  working  expenses  in  the  accounts  of  the  Interco¬ 
lonial  Railway,  are  such  items  as  those  :  New- 
side  tracks,  $87,688  ;  ballasting  and  improving 
tracks,  $20,382  ;  land  and  right  of  way,  $128,660  ; 
new  buildings  and  waterworks  ;  new  fencing  ;  new 
telegraph  lines.  I  have  also  the  report  of  the  Nevr 
York  Central  and  Hudson  River  Railway,  in  which 
the  same  classification  is  adopted  ;  and  the  details 
given  show  that  the  additions  and  betterments 
made  during  the  year  have  been  added  to  the  capital 
account,  and  these  include  such  items  as  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : — Superstructure  including  ties,  land  and 
fence  ;  passenger  and  freight  stations  and  several 
others  in  the  same  direction.  Reference  has  been 
made  to  the  cost  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  and 
the  circumstances  under  which  it  w-as  constructed, 
and  I  think  it  would  not  be  amiss  to  quote  the 
section  of  the  British  North  America  Act  in  which 
the  construction  of  that  railway  was  guaranteed, 
and  to  ascertain  from  that  what  is  implied  with 
regard  to  theoperation  of  that  railway.  It  stands 
as  a  public  work,  owned  by  the  Dominion,  in  a 
different  light  from  any  other  public  work  of  the 
country.  It  is  part  of  the  terms  under  w-hich  the 
lower  provinces  consented  to  enter  the  Dominion 
and  to  be  built  prior  to  Confederation,  while  all 
the  other  works  of  magnitude  have  been  built  after 
the  provinces  came  together  and  stand  on  a  different 
footing.  There  is  no  desire  to  disparage  the 
utility  of  the  canal  system  of  this  country.  We 
are  all  proud  to  contribute  our  share  in  opening  up 
the  great  highways  so  essential  to  the  life 
and  commerce  of  our  country  ;  and  in  dealing  with 
the  Intercolonial  Railway,  we  ask  nothing  more 
than  to  apply  the  same  principle  which  is  being  ap¬ 
plied  to  the  operation  of  the  canals  of  the  country. 
We  find,  although  these  works  wrere  constructed 
after  the  union  of  the  provinces,  no  attempt  w-as 
made, nor  is  it  desirable  any  attemptshould  be  made, 
to  convert  these  wrorks  into  a  direct  source  of  revenue 
to  this  country.  They  were  built  on  other  grounds 
entirely,  and  their  operations  in  the  past  few-  37ears 
have  been  directed,  not  with  a  view  to  revenue,  but 
wTith  the  view  of  cheapening  the  facilities  of  com¬ 
merce  throughout  the  country,  and  they  have  not 
been  operated  at  a  profit  but  at  a  slight  loss  during 
the  past  few7  j7ears.  If  the  same  method  of  account¬ 
ing  had  been  applied  to  the  Intercolonial  Railway, 
which  has  been  applied  to  the  canals,  the  same 
results  would  show  ;  that  is  with  regard  to  what 
may  be  termed  working  expenses,  although  the 
capital  account  w  ould  show  very  large,  there  would 
be  small  loss  in  operating  account.  Section  45  of 
the  British  North  America  Act  reads  as  follows  : — 

“  Inasmuch  as  the  Provinces  of  Canada,  Nova  Scotia 
and  New  Brunswick  have  joined  in  a  declaration  that  the 
construction  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  is  essential  to 
the  consolidation  of  the  Union  of  British  North  America, 
and  to  the  assent  thereto  of  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Bruns¬ 
wick,  and  have  consequently  agreed  that  provision  should 
be  made  for  its  immediate  construction  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Canada  :  Therefore  in  order  to  give  effect  to  that 
agreement,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Government  and 
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Parliament  of  Canada  to  provide  for  the  commencement, 
•within  six  months  after  the  Union,  of  a  railway  connect¬ 
ing  the  River  St.  Lawrence  with  the  city  of  Halifax  in 
Nova  Scotia,  and  for  the  construction  thereof  without 
intermission,  and  the  completion  thereof  with  all  pratic- 
able  speed.” 

I  think  it  must  ‘be  conceded  that  the  construction 
of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  had  for  its  object 
the  development  of  the  interprovincial  trade  and 
the  maintenance  of  an  efficient  line  of  communica¬ 
tion  between  the  Eastern  Provinces  and  the  west. 
Some  objection  has  been  made  to  the  enormous 
capital  required  to  carry  out  this  enterprise,  but 
the  Intercolonial  Railway,  as  I  have  observed, 
stands  on  a  different  footing  from  any  other  public 
work  owned  by  the  Dominion  of  Canada.  In  ;its 
construction  itwasdiverged  a  very  long  way  out  for 
military  purposes.  It  is  expensive  in  operation  on 
account  of  climatic  difficulties  such  as  frost  and 
heavy  snow-falls,  and  there  is,  along  a  portion 
of  this  line,  a  very  small  population  to  give  local 
traffic.  I  will  conclude  by  quoting  from  the  rail¬ 
way  authority  I  have  already  quoted  with  reference 
to  this  matter,  Mr.  Kirkman,  of  Chicago,  the  author 
of  several  valuable  works  on  railway  subjects  and 
an  eminent  authority  in  such  matters.  In  a  pam¬ 
phlet  on  division  of  railway  expenses  and  earnings, 
he  said  : 

“  It  is  owing,  largely  to  the  imperfect  method  of  keep¬ 
ing  the  account  of  railway  expenses  and  the  dissemina¬ 
tion  of  false  information  in  consequence  thereof,  that 
much  of  the  misunderstanding  in  regard  to  the  capitaliz¬ 
ation  of  these  properties  has  arisen.  Upon  a  minute 
examination  we  discover  that  many  charges  under  the 
head  of  operating  expenses  do  not  belong  there  at  all, 
but  should  be  charged  to  construction  as  a  part  of  the 
permanent  plant.  This  is  brought  about  in  several  ways  ; 
sometimes  from  the  conservatism  of  managers  and 
owners  anxious  to  improve  their  property  without  in¬ 
creasing  its  obligations  and  more  desirous  of  bettering 
outstanding  obligations  than  of  incurring  new  ones.  This 
is,  of  course,  laudable,  but  it  should  be  understood,  in 
many  cases  the  securities  of  a  company  as  far  below  par 
from  the  inability  of  the  property  to  earn  a  profit  on  the 
cost  already  capitalized,  or  the  market  price  fluctuates 
wildly  under  the  slightest  pressure  or  excitement  ,  in  dic¬ 
tating  lack  of  stability  and  confidence  in  the  enterprise. 
To  the  owners  of  such  properties  it  seems  absurd  to  make 
further  charges  against  capital  until  a  stable  footing  has 
been  established.  This  is  the  genius  of  common  sense, 
the1  acumen  of  business  men,  the  dictate  of  prudence. 
This  is  one  explanation  why  construction  in  frequently 
charged  as  a  current  operating  expense.  Some  portion  of 
these  disbursements  are  embraced  in  the  expense  ac¬ 
count,  however,  in  conseqence  of  the  difficulty  in  separ¬ 
ating  the  two  classes  of  charges  in  the  accounts.  While 
it  is  our  habit  to  look  upon  railways  in  operation  (especi¬ 
ally  those  long  in  use)  as  finished,  these  properties,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  are  never  completed.  They  are  ever  in  a 
state  of  change,  of  evolution,  of  betterment.  Sometimes 
this  transformation  is  so  rapid,  or  of  such  magnitude,  as 
to  attract  attention  and  require  explanation,  perhaps  pro¬ 
vision.  This  is  so  in  reference  to  additions  such  as  the 
building  of  great  elevators  and  warehouses,  and  extend¬ 
ing  sidings,  or  large  additions  to  the  equipment.  Great 
outlays  of  this  nature  are  singled  out  and  embraced  in  the 
r.etui*ns  under  the  bead  of  construction.  In  some  in¬ 
stances  they  are  capitalized.  This  is  supposed  to  be  the 
measure  of  a  railway  company’s  construction,  the  extent 
of  its  right  to  add  to  its  capital.  Asa  matter  of  fact, 
however,  the  great  additions  to  railway  property  do  not 
occur  in  this  way  at  all,  but  are  made  up  of  myriads  of 
petty  improvements  so  small  as  to  escape  attention  or  not 
to  be  thought  worthy  of  notice.  The  driving  of  two  nails 
where  only  one  has  been  charged  to  construction  is  an 
improvement  and  affords  the  basis  of  further  capitaliza¬ 
tion  to  the  extent  of  the  additional  outlay.  Railways  de¬ 
rive  continual  improvement  from  the  adding  of  new 
ballast;  from  being  raised  to  grade;  from  the  widening 
of  cuts  and  the  opening  of  ditches;  from  better  align¬ 
ment  and  the  improvement  of  bridges  and  culverts;  in 
the  improvement  of  the  quality  and  weight  of  rails  and 
other  track  fixtures  and  appurtenances  ;  in  added  facili¬ 
ties  connected  with  offices,  machine  shops  and  other 
buildings  ;  in  the  filling  up  of  yards  and  the  accumulation 


of  personal  property;  and  finally  in  the  substitution  of 
equipment  of  a  nigh  order  in  the  place  of  that  of  an  in¬ 
ferior  grade,  worn  out  or  destroyed.  Under  the  operation 
of  these  silent  and  unobserved  forces  great  .properties 
develop.” 

Mr.  HAZEN.  The  question  which  we  have  had 
under  consideration  in  this  House  during  the  whole 
afternoon  and  evening  cannot  be  said  to  be  new,  be¬ 
cause  I  think,  if  you  turn  to  the  pages  of  Hansard 
since  the  building  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway, 
you  will  find  no  more  frequent  subject  of  discussion 
in  this  House  than  the  management  of  that  rail¬ 
way  and  the  best  way  of  getting  rid  of  the  deficit 
which  has  been  staring  us  in  the  face  year  after 
year.  From  the  time  this  road  was  constructed 
and  operated,  down  to  1873,  it  was  operated  at  a 
loss.  In  1873  there  was  a  change  in  the  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  Railway  Department.  Hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  came  into  power,  and  under  their 
management,  the  deficits  did  not  decrease,  but  went 
on  increasing,  and  during  one  of  those  years  the 
deficit  reached  a  sum  of  nearly  $700,000.  In  1878 
after  the  Conservative  Government  came  back  into 
power,  Sir  Charles  Tupper  took  the  Department  of 
Railways  and  applied  the  pruning  knife  to  the  man¬ 
agement  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  with  a  very 
unsparing  hand.  The  result  was  that  for  a  few 
years  he  made  the  receipts  equal  to  expenditures, 
but  the  pruning  knife  had  been  so  closely  applied 
that  it  was  found  that  expenditures  had  again  to  be 
made  to  bring  the  road  up  to  what  it  should  be, 
and  thus  the  expenditures  became  very  much  the 
same  and  the  deficits  again  occurred.  Since  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  has  become  a  competitor 
for  the  through  passenger  traffic  and  freight  traffic 
from  the  west,  the  deficits  have  gone  on  increasing, 
until  this  year  probably  they  will  reach  the  high 
water  mark  in  the  history  of  the  road.  In  consider¬ 
ing  the  question  of  the  deficits — and  it  is  not  at 
all  a  pleasant  matter  to  speak  of,  because  it  involves 
an  amount  ranging  from  half  a  million  to  three  quar¬ 
ters  of  a  million  a  year — I  think  it  is  only  fair  to  bear 
in  mind  what  has  been  said  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Westmoreland  (Mr.  Wood)  and  has  been  enlarged 
upon  by  the  junior  member  for  the  County  of 
Pictou  (Mr.  McDougald).  Both  these  gentlemen, 
and  particularly  the  hon.  member  for  Pictou,  have 
pointed  out  that,  if  the  same  system  of  keeping 
accounts  were  adopted  in  regard  to  the  Intercolon¬ 
ial  Railway  as  are  used  by  other  railway  com¬ 
panies  in  the  Dominion,  the  deficits  we  have  to 
face  year  after  year  would  not  be  so  large  as  they 
appear  to  be,  because,  as  both  those  gentlemen 
have  pointed  out,  that  in  the  case  of  the  “better¬ 
ments,”  as  they  are  called,  which,  when  made  by 
any  other  railway  corporation,  are  charged  to 
capital  account,  are  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
charged  against  the  ordinary  running  expenses  of 
the  road.  If  I  understood  the  statements  of  these 
hon.  gentlemen  aright,  that  was  the  state  of  the 
case,  and  for  my  part,  speaking  not  as  a  railway  man 
at  all,  I  fail  to  see  why,  if  a  company  took  up  56- 
pound  rails  and  replaced  them  with  67-pound  rails, 
the  difference  in  cost  should  not  be  charged  to 
capital  expenditure,  and  I  cannot  see  that  it  is  a  fair 
charge  against  the  ordinary  expenditure  of  the  road. 
It  would  not  be  fair  to  charge  the  whole  cost  of 
the  new  rails  against  the  road,  but  the  difference  in 
the  expenditure  should  be  charged  against  capital 
account.  That  is  not  done,  and  the  result  has  been 
that  a  large  amount  has  been  charged  against  the 
ordinary  expenditure  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
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which  should  have  been  charged  against  capital 
expenditure  just  as  much  as  the  cost  of  laying  the 
rails  in  the  first  instance  was  charged.  Then,  if 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  take  down  a  wooden 
bridge  and  put  up  an  iron  bridge  in  its  place,  I 
think  the  difference  in  the  price  ought  to  be  charged 
to  capital  account.  I  think  the  argument  advanced 
to  the  House  by  the  lion,  member  for  Westmore¬ 
land  (Mr.  Wood)  and  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Pictou  (Mr.  McDougald)  should  be  fairly  con¬ 
sidered  when  we  are  considering  the  cost  of*  the 
Intercolonial  Railway,  because  as  was  pointed  out 
by  the  hon.  member  for  Pictou  (Mr.  McDougald) 
when  we  deduct  what  ought  to  be  charged  to 
capital  account  the  deficit  is  very  much  reduced. 
However,  I  am  further  prepared  to  say  that,  if 
the  system  of  keeping  the  accounts  of  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway  were  similar  to  that  in  regard  to 
the  canals  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  the  deficits 
would  appear  very  small  indeed.  I  find  that  last 
year  the  total  receipts  of  the  canals  were  .$345,000 
charged  to  income,  and  $1,065,000  charged  to 
capital  account.  I  find  that  there  was  $204,000 
for  repairs,  and  $294,000  for  the  staff. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  That  is  a  mistake. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  That  is  as  I  find  it.  I  find  that 
$204,000  for  repairs  in  connection  with  the  canals 
is  charged  to  capital  account.  If  such  expendi¬ 
tures  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway  were  charged 
in  the  same  way  against  capital  account  as  these 
expenditures  on  the  canals  are  charged  in  the  West¬ 
ern  Provinces,  the  amount  of  the  deficit  would  be 
far  less  than  it  appears  to  be.  However,  the  fact 
remains  that  we  have  a  deficit  on  the  Intercolonial 
Railway.  It  is  true  that  it  was  never  contemplated 
when  the  road  was  built,  that  it  would  pay  the 
expenses  of  management  for  many  years,  and  it  was 
expected  by  those  who  advocated  the  confedera¬ 
tion  of  the  provinces,  that  it  would  be  a  means  of 
communication  between  the  different  provinces  and 
that,  from  a  military  standpoint,  it  would  be  a 
great  benefit  to  the  Empire.  Yet  though  that  is  a 
fact,  we  have  meeting  us  this  session  the  fact  that 
the  deficit  during  the  current  year  will  probably 
be  greater  than  during  any  previous  year  in  the 
history  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  This  is  a 
serious  matter  to  face,  and  it  is  only  fair  that  we 
should  consider  what  means  can  be  taken,  without 
impairing  the  service  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
and  without  prejudice  to  the  interests  of  the  people, 
to  make  the  revenue  and  expenditure  more  nearly 
balance  than  they  do  at  the  present  time.  Now, 
the  Minister  of  Railways,  I  am  pleased  to  know, 
has  been  giving  a  great  deal  of  attention  to  this 
subject.  I  think  that  after  the  hon.  gentleman 
goes  over  the  Intercolonial  Railway  at  the  close 
of  this  session,  as  he  promises  to  do,  he  being 
a  practical  man,  will  see  many  things  that  ought 
to  be  changed  in  the  interest  not  only  of  economy 
but  also  in  the  interest  of  the  efficiency  of 
the  road.  The  Minister  of  Railways  has  grappled 
with  the  subject,  and  has  so  far  come  to  the  con¬ 
clusion  which  he  has  stated  to  the  House  that 
he  intends,  in  the  first  place,  to  dispense  with 
the  services  of  210  employes  on  the  Intercolonial 
Railway,  out  of  a  total  number  of  4,181  ;  and  he 
hopes  by  this  reduction  to  effect  an  annual  saving 
of  $95,000  a  year.  In  the  second  place,  he  tells  us 
that  he  has  come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  are  a 
number  of  trains  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway  that 
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can  be  dispensed  without  impairing  the  efficiency 
of  the  service,  and  he  intends  to  cancel  those  trains. 
I  think  the  Minister  stated  to  the  House  that  by 
so  doing  he  will  effect  a  saving  of  $418,000  a  year, 
and  adding  to  this  amount  the  saving  he  expects  to 
accomplish  by  the  reduction  of  the  staff,  he  expects 
to  affect  a  saving  altogether  of  $513,000  a  year, 
which  will  go  a  long  way  towards  meeting  the 
deficit  which  we  have  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
at  the  present  time.  Now,  I  do  not  think  there 
is  any  member  of  this  House  who  will  say  that  the 
Minister  is  not  justified  in  dispensing  with  the  ser¬ 
vices  of  210  officials,  or  more  officials,  if  the  service 
does  not  require  them,  and  if  the  affairs  of  the  road 
can  be  carried  on  quite  as  well  without  them.  In 
the  second  place,  I  do  not  think  there  is  a  member 
of  this  House  who  would  dispute  for  an  instant 
that  if  there  are  trains  upon  the  Intercolonial  Rail¬ 
way  that  are  being  run  at  a  loss,  and  that  are  not 
necessary  for  the  public  service,  they  should  be 
cancelled.  I  think  it  is  the  feeling  of  all  the 
members  of  this  House,  whether  they  come  from  the 
Maritime  Provinces  or  from  the  Western  Provinces, 
that  the  road  should  be  managed  prudently  and 
economically,  provided  it  is  managed  in  such  a  way 
as  shall  not  impair  its  efficiency  nor  diminish  its 
usefulness.  That  is  the  plan  the  hon.  member 
suggests  for  reducing  a  part  of  that  expenditure. 
It  is  perfectly  clear  from  evidence  that  was  given 
before  the  Public  Accounts  Committee  some  days 
ago,  that  there  are  certain  trains  on  the  Intercol¬ 
onial  Railway  that  can  be  dispensed  with  just  as 
well  as  not.  It  will  be  remembered  that  evidence 
was  given  before  that  committee  as  to  a  train  that 
leaves  the  city  of  Halifax  twenty  minutes,  I  think, 
before  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  train  leaves  in 
the  afternoon  which  runs  as  far  as  Moncton.  The 
result  of  that  arrangement,  it  seems  to  me,  cannot 
be  attributed  to  anything  else  but  bad  management. 
The  result  is  that  the  Intercolonial  Railway  train 
leaving  twenty  minutes  before  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  train  which  runs  from  Halifax  to  St.  J ohn, 
gets  no  passengers  to  take  to  Moncton  at  all ;  the 
passengers  wait  the  extra  twenty  minutes  and  take 
the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  train  and  go  through 
by  that.  It  appears  that  that  train  costs  the 
country  some  $275  a  day.  By  doing  away  with 
that  train  he  will  save  the  country  about  $80,000  a 
year.  Now,  with  regard  to  the  deficit  upon  the 
road,  it  appears  from  the  statements  of  the  Minister 
that  the  management  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
has  not  been  extravagant.  From  personal  observ¬ 
ation  and  experience  I  can  say  that  the  salaries 
paid  to  most  of  the  officials  on  that  road  are  en¬ 
tirely  too  small,  and  much  less  than  men  employed 
in  those  positions  would  get  had  they  given  the 
same  intelligence,  and  the  same  amount  of  atten¬ 
tion,  and  the  same  amount  of  industry  to  a 
position  in  any  other  walk  of  life.  The  Minister 
has  told  us  that  the  actual  cost  per  train  mile  of 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  is  72  cents.  From  the 
figures  which  he  read  of  the  expenditure  on  the 
Intercolonial  Railway,  I  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  they  compared  favourably  with  the  expendi¬ 
ture  on  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  and  the 
Grand  Trunk  Railway,  and  on  many  other  roads 
in  this  country.  That  is  clear  evidence,  I  think, 
that  the  management  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
has  not  been  extravagant.  But  the  trouble  appears 
to  be  on  the  other  side  of  the  sheet.  We  find  the 
receipts  per  train  mile  on  the  Intercolonial  Rail- 
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way  is  only  f)9  cents  ;  the  receipts  on  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  per  train  mile  is  $1.07,  and  on  the 
Grand  Trunk  Railway  it  is  about  $1.30.  I  am 
speaking  now  only  from  recollection.  So  it  appears 
to  me  that  the  trouble  is  not  in  the  expense  of 
running  the  road  ;  the  trouble  seems  to  be  in  the 
receipts  from  passengers  anti  freight.  The  hon. 
member  for  King's  (Mr.  Borden)  pointed  out  that 
he  had  made  calculations  as  to  the  average  amount 
paid  by  each  passenger  that  travelled  on  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway,  and  he  found  it  was  only  75 
cents,  and  he  drew  the  conclusion  that  there  could 
be  very  little  other  traffic  between  Halifax  and 
Point  Levis,  or  else  the  average  amount  paid  by 
each  passenger  would  be  much  greater.  It  seems 
to  me  that  the  trouble  with  the  Intercolonial  Rail¬ 
way  during  the  past  two  years  has  largely  been 
that  the  railway  management  have  not  been 
alive  to  the  fact  that,  during  the  last  few 
years,  they  have  had  to  meet  competition  with 
the  Short  Line  Railway.  We  know  that  the  Cana¬ 
dian  Pacific  Railway  corporation  is  a  most  active 
corporation.  We  know  that  no  man  doing  a  com¬ 
mercial  business  can  get  business  and  keep  it, 
unless  he  has  his  agents  and  representatives  in  all 
directions  endeavouring  to  get  business  for  the 
houses  they  represent.  The  same  thing,  in  a  great 
degree,  is  true  of  railway  companies,  and  no  rail¬ 
way  corporation  can  hope  at  the  present  time  to 
get  business  for  their  road  unless  they  have  their 
agents  actively  engaged  in  endeavouring  to  get 
business  for  their  road  and  to  divert  it  from  other 
competing  roads.  I  do  not  think  that  since  the 
opening  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway,  in  so  far 
as  I  am  able  to  judge,  the  management  of  the  In¬ 
tercolonial  Railway  have  made  that  effort  to  secure 
business  that  they  should  have  made,  now  that 
they  are  brought  into  competition  with  an  active 
and  energetic  corporation  like  the  Canadian  Pa¬ 
cific  Railway.  Let  me  illustrate.  I  am  told  that 
the  number  of  people  who  go  direct  from  Halifax 
to  the  Upper  Provinces  now  by  way  of  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  is  very  small  ;  that  the  great  majority  of 
these  people  leave  the  Intercolonial  Railway  at  St. 
John  and  go  over  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  to 
the  Upper  Provinces.  I  am  told  that  is  largely 
due  to  the  fact  that  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway 
Company,  when  the  English  steamers  and  other 
vessels  arrive  at  Halifax,  have  their  agents  at  the 
wharf,  active  and  energetic  men,  who  offer 
superior  inducements  to  the  people  to  take  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway,  and  the  result  is  that 
that  company  are  able  to  get  these  passengers  and 
take  them  over  their  road  to  the  Upper  Provinces. 
It  seems  to  me  that  from  this  time  forward  it  is 
the  plain  duty  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  mana¬ 
gers  to  take  such  means  to  secure  business  as  do 
the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  or  any  other  live 
company,  and  with  regard  to  English  passengers 
coming  to  Halifax  the  Intercolonial  Railway  should 
have  an  agent  on  the  ground  to  point  out  to  them 
the  advantage  of  going  to  the  Upper  Provinces  by 
the  Intercolonial  Railway,  that  the  scenery  is  finer 
than  on  any  other  road,  that  the  cars  and  the  ser¬ 
vice  are  quite  as  good  as  on  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway,  and  by  these  means  seek  to  get  that  trade 
over  the  Intercolonial  Railway  which  to-day  is  be¬ 
ing  in  a  very  large  measure  diverted  to  the  Cana¬ 
dian  Pacific  Railway.  Further  than  that,  I  would 
heartily  endorse  the  suggestion  which,  I  think,  was 
made  by  the  hon.  member  for  Halifax  (Mr.  Kenny) 


that  in  order  to  compete  with  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  the  Intercolonial  Railway  should  have 
agents  at  St.  John  and  Halifax  who  would  be  able 
to  deal  with  the  business  men  of  those  cities  direct, 
give  them  terms  for  bringing  or  sending  freight  by 
the  Intercolonial  Railway,  so  that  delays  would 
not  occur  as  at  present  from  communication 
with  Moncton,  and  in  many  cases  from  Moncton 
to  the  Minister  of  Railways,  or  the  manager 
of  Government  Railways  in  Ottawa.  I  heartily 
hope  the  Minister  of  Railways  will  see  his  way  clear 
to  carry  out  the  suggestion  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Restigouclie  (Mr.  McAlister)  with  respect  to  the 
dismissals.  Out  of  the  4,000  employes  on  the  road 
oidy  210  are  to  be  dismissed.  That  fact  in  itself  is 
answer  to  the  statement  made  that  the  Intercolo¬ 
nial  Railway  has  been  used  for  political  purposes, 
and  people  have  been  crowded  into  positions  by 
members  of  Parliament  simply  for  political  pur¬ 
poses  and  to  give  candidates  political  strength.  If 
that  were  the  case,  now  that  the  Minister  is  apply¬ 
ing  the  pruning  knife,  instead  of  210  men,  there 
would  be  many  more  dismissed,  for  it  must  be 
borne  in  mind  that  by  cancelling  the  trains  pro¬ 
posed  ,  a  certain  number  of  men  will  not  be  required 
who  were  needed  when  those  trains  were  in  oper¬ 
ation,  and  the  cancelling  of  those  trains  alone 
would  account  for  the  dismissal  of  nearly  210 
people  whom  the  Minister  proposes  to  dismiss  from 
the  railway  service.  But  the  hon.  member  for 
Restigouche  suggested  that  as  the  dismissals  were 
only  5  per  cent  of  the  total  employes  of  the  road,  only 
a  very  short  time  would  elapse  before  there  would 
be  210  vacancies  caused  by  resignation,  by  death 
and  by  different  reasons  which  lead  men  to  leave 
the  employment  of  the  road.  It  was  urged 
by  the  hon.  gentleman  that  these  dismissals 
should  be  made  so  gradually  that  as  little 
hardship  as  possible  should  be  imposed  on  the 
men  employed,  because  in  a  very  short  time, 
without  any  dismissals,  there  will  be  210  less  people 
employed  on  the  road  than  at  present.  I  was  par¬ 
ticularly  pleased  that  during  the  debate  the  hon. 
member  for  Halifax  (Mr.  Kenny)  should  have 
called  the  attention  of  the  House  and  the  country 
to  the  fact,  and  he  called  attention  to  it  in  a  way 
that  cannot  be  answered,  that  the  deficit  from  the 
Intercolonial  Railway,  if  it  is  caused  by  carrying 
freight  at  too  low  a  price  as  stated  by  the  Minister, 
when  he  said  that  it  was  largely  charged  by  carry¬ 
ing  grain,  flour,  stone  and  coal  at  too  small  a  rate, 
is  not  one  which  should  be  charged  entirely,  or  in 
great  part,  against  the  Maritime  Provinces,  but  in 
all  fairness  it  should  be  charged  equally  against 
the  Upper  and  Western  Provinces.  For  instance, 
if  the  deficit  is  on  the  article  of  grain,  that  grain  is 
carried  from  the  west  to  ports  in  the  Maritime 
Provinces  to  be  shipped  ;  it  is  not  left  there,  but 
carried  forward,  more  in  the  interests  of  the  people 
of  the  west  than  in  the  interest  of  the  people  of 
the  Maritime  Provinces.  Taking  flour,  for  instance, 
it  is  a  well-known  fact  that  a  large  business  is  being 
opened  tip  with  the  West  Indies.  This  western 
flour  passes  through  the  Maritime  Provinces  for 
the  West  Indies,  and  the  only  benefit  that  we 
derive  is  the  money  spent  on  handling  it  and 
passing  it  on  board  a  steamer  which  takes  it 
to  its  market.  That  class  of  expenditure  is  in 
the  interest  of  the  west,  and  if  the  flour  is 
carried  at  less  price  than  it  costs  to  forward  it  over 
the  railway,  the  deficit  to  that  extent  should  be 
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fairly  charged  against  the  people  of  the  west  and 
not  against  the  Maritime  Provinces.  It  is  true  an 
argument  was  advanced  by  the  lion,  member  for 
North  York  (Mr.  Mulock),  that,  in  conse¬ 
quence  of  the  flour  being  carried  down  to  the 
Maritime  Provinces  at  a  small  freight  rate, 
the  people  there  obtain  it  at  a  less  rate  than 
they  could  obtain  it  if  proper  prices  were  charged 
on  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  In  answer  to  that 
allegation,  the  senior  member  for  Halifax  (Mr. 
Kenny)  pointed  out  that  if  that  was  not  done,  the 
flour  would  come  to  the  Maritime  Provinces  as 
cheaply  by  going  over  the  Grand  Trunk  to  Port¬ 
land  and  thence  by  vessel  to  St.  John  and  Halifax. 
But  if  it  is  carried  to  St.  John  and  the  Maritime 
Provinces  at  less  than  it  costs  the  railway  to  carry 
it,  then  if  it  is  in  the  interests  of  the  Maritime 
Provinces  that  this  should  be  done,  it  is  also  in 
the  interest  of  the  millers  of  Ontario.  It  is  a 
benefit  to  a  certain  degree  to  both,  and,  therefore, 
if  there  is  a  deficit  in  consequence,  it  cannot  be 
fairly  charged  against  the  Maritime  Provinces 
alone.  The  same  may  be  said  of  the  coaling  dis¬ 
trict.  It  may  be  advantageous  to  the  people 
of  Cumberland  and  other  coal  producing  counties, 
to  have  coal  carried  by  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  at  a  small  loss,  if  there  is  a  loss, 
though  during  the  debate  of  last  session  I 
was  not  satisfied  that  it  was  always  carried  .at 
a  loss,  but  that  it  was  carried  at  a  loss  only 
during  the  winter  and  during  a  season  of  heavy 
storms  when  the  road  was  blocked  for  weeks  at  a 
time — but  if  it  is  to  the  interest  of  the  coal  miners 
of  Nova  Scotia,  certainly  it  is  no  benefit  to  New 
Brunswick,  it  is  to  a  certain  extent  applying  the 
same  argument  as  has  been  used  in  regard  to  flour, 
in  the  interest  of  the  people  of  the  Upper  Provinces 
and  especially  the  Province  of  Quebec,  because 
they  obtain  coal  cheaper  than  would  otherwise  be 
the  case.  It  must  be  borne  in  mind  concerning  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  deficits  in  the  past,  that  the 
railway  gave  to  the  people  of  the  Upper  Provinces, 
and  especially  to  the  importers  and  traders  of 
Montreal  and  Toronto,  a  mode  of  access  to  the 
markets  of  the  Lower  Provinces,  of  which  they 
were  not  slow  to  take  advantage,  and  the  Intercol¬ 
onial  Railway  enabled  them  to  compete  with  the 
importers  of  St.  John  and  Halifax.  It  was  of  the 
greatest  possible  advantage  to  them,  and  last 
session  I  showed  that  on  certain  lines  of  hardware 
— I  proved  it  by  the  way-bills  —  those  articles 
were  carried  from  Toronto  by  the  Grand  Trunk  and 
Intercolonial  Railway  to  Amherst  and  different 
parts  of  Nova  Scotia  at  a  lower  average  rate  than 
the  same  class  of  goods  could  be  sent  from  St. 
John  to  those  points,  although  that  city  was 
500  miles  nearer.  Yet  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
and  the  Grand  Trunk  by  an  arrangement  between 
them  carried  goods  from  the  Upper  to  the  Lower 
Provinces  at  such  low  rates  that  the  city  of  St. 
John  had  no  geographical  advantage  but  was  placed 
on  the  same  footing  as  regards  distance  with 
Toronto.  With  respect  to  local  rates,  there  is  a 
general  impression  prevailing  through  the  Mari¬ 
time  Provinces — it  may  be  a  just  impression  or  not 
— that  the  policy  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  is  too 
much  in  the  direction  of  obtaining  through  freight 
and  not  enough  in  the  direction  of  endeavouring  to 
work  up  local  business  along  the  road.  This  state¬ 
ment  is  put  forward,  I  know,  by  lumber  operators 
on  the  North  Shore  of  New  Brunswick,  who  desire 
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to  ship  lumber  to  St.  John  in  winter,  that  they 
cannot  do  so,  as  they  are  unable  to  obtain  from  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  a  rate  which  would  enable 
them  to  send  lumber  over  the  road  to  that  city, 
and  therefore,  St.  John  is  shut  out  from  that  busi¬ 
ness  during  the  winter  season.  It  is  true  that 
the  answer  is  made  that  the  local  rates  on  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  are  too  low.  There  is  a 
general  impression  prevailing — I  am  not  a  railway 
man — that  the  Intercolonial  pay  no  attention 
whatever  to  local  freight,  but  that  their  whole 
desire  seems  to  be  to  carry  through  freight  from 
the  Lower  Provinces  west,  and  to  bring  through 
freight  back  again.  Every  one  who  has  anything 
to  do  with  a  railroad  knows  that  this  local  freight 
along  any  line  like  the  Intercolonial  Railway, 
especially  along  the  part  referred  to  by  the  hon. 
member  for  King’s  (Mr.  Borden)  between 
Halifax  and  St.  John,  could  be  made  very 
profitable  to  the  road. .  The  hon.  member  for 
King’s  (Mr.  Borden)  in  the  course  of  his  speech 
referred  to  the  fact  that  in  his  opinion,  the  road 
between  Halifax  and  St.  John,  under  proper 
management,  ought  to  pay  very  handsomely.  I 
would  suggest  to  the  Minister  of  Railways  the  im¬ 
portance,  if  it  is  possible,  of  keeping  the  accounts 
of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  in  such  a  manner  as 
will  show  the  receipts  and  disbursements,  on  the 
different  divisions  of  the  road,  because  I  am  satis¬ 
fied  that  at  the  present  time  the  business  between 
Halifax  and  St.  John,  and  at  intermediate  points, 
is  of  such  a  character  that  it  cannot  help  paying, 
and  that  the  loss  on  the  road  is  on  the  northern 
division,  which  at  times  in  the  winter  is  blocked 
with  snow,  and  that  a  great  portion  of  that  loss  is 
occasioned  by  running  express  trains  at  different 
seasons  of  the  year  to  and  from  Halifax  in  order  to 
connect  with  the  steamers  carrying  the  English 
mails.  Let  me  say  one  word  more  cencerning  the 
question  of  salaries.  In  the  earlier  portion  of  my 
remarks  I  stated  that  the  salaries  paid  to  the  offi¬ 
cers  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  were  in  many  cases, 
and  I  say  it  advisedly,  a  disgrace  to  the  Government 
and  to  the  Dominion  of  Canada.  Let  me  give  some 
instance  which  have  come  within  my  ow  n  notice. 
At  the  Intercolonial  Railway  station,  in  the  city  of 
3t.  John,  the  ticket  agent  there,  a  gentleman  -who 
handles,  every  year,  about'  $200,000  in  cash,  and 
who  is  there  from  early  morning  until  late  at  night 
and  is  there  late  at  night  on  Sundays,  receives,  for 
his  services,  the  pittance  of  $60  a  month,  and  of 
that  $60,  $28  is  paid  track  to  the  Government  under 
an  arrangement  with  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway. 
This  gentleman  who  handles  over  $160,000  on  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  every  year  is  actually  only 
receiving  from  the  Government  of  Canada  $32  a 
month.  The  same  thing  is  true  of  the  gentleman, 
Mr.  Rusk,  w  ho  handles  the  freight  business  of  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  in  that  city.  This  gentleman 
who  comes  in  contact  w  ith  every  business  man  in 
St.  John,  who  is  an  excellent  man  at  his  business, 
and  a  man  who,  if  he  were  to  leave  the  service  to¬ 
morrow',  the  Government  could  not  find  one  to  do 
the  work  as  well  as  he,  because  he  has  been  there 
for  years  and  know’s  it  thoroughly,  only  receives 
$50  a  month.  If  that  gentleman  were  employed  in 
any  private  corporation  I  venture  to  say  that  he 
W'ould  get  twice  or  i  hree  times  that  amount.  The 
same  thing  also  is  true  of  the  cashier  of  the  freight 
department,  and  of  very  many  other  clerks  and 
employes.  I  repeat,  that  the  salaries  paid,  in  many 
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cases,  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway  are  a  disgrace 
to  the  Government  of  Canada,  and  I  trust  that  the 
hon.  Minister  of  Railways,  when  he  comes  down  to 
the  Maritime  Provinces  and  personally  sees  these 
matters,  will  consider  the  desirability  and  advisa¬ 
bility  of  increasing  the  salaries  in  several  directions 
there,  not  only  in  St.  John,  but  in  other  places. 

I  believe  that  he  would  be  justified  in  doing 
so,  if  he  can  save  half  a  million  dollars  a  year 
by  the  changes  which  he  contemplates.  Further, 

I  would  say  to  the  Minister  of  Railways,  that  I 
trust  that  all  the  saving  on  the  road  is  not  going 
to  be  effected  by  the  dismissing  of  a  few  men  who 
are  mechanics  or  labourers,  but  if  a  saving  is  to  be 
effected,  I  think  it  can  be  effected  in  some  degree 
by  also  reducing  the  salaries  of  the  highly-paid  of¬ 
ficials  on  the  road,  who  in  comparison  with  those 
in  humble  positions  are  receiving  a  very  large  salary, 
or  rather  perhaps  the  others  are  receiving  too  little. 

I  was  sorry  that  in  this  debate  to-night,  the  ques¬ 
tion  had  not  taken  a  broader  range,  as  to  what  the 
policy  of  the  Government  in  the  future  would  be 
concerning  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  Some  refer 
ence  has  been  made  to  that  subject  briefly  to-night, 
and  it  will  be  remembered  that  we  discussed  it  at 
very  considerable  length  last  year.  It  seems  to  me 
that  there  are  four  policies  which  might  be  pursued 
and  which  are  open  for  consideration  in  connection 
with  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  The  first  would 
be  to  continue  as  we  are  doing  at  present  with  the 
management  in  the  city  of  Ottawa,  the  Minister  of 
Railways,  and  the  manager  of  the  road  being  here, 
and  attempting  to  reduce  the  deficit,  as  the  Min¬ 
ister  is  attempting  by  applying  the  pruning  knife 
here  and  there  in  the  way  of  economy.  Another  line 
of  policy  that  has  been  suggested  to-night  is  that  the 
Intercolonial  might  be  sold  to  a  private  corporation, 
such  as  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  or  the  Grand 
Trunk  Railway.  That,  I  believe,  should  not  be 
considered  for  a  single  instant.  A  third  policy  is  the 
one  that  was  put  forward  last  year  by  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  and  that  is,  that  the 
road  should  be  placed  in  the  hands  of  an  indepen¬ 
dent  commission  appointed  by  the  Government,  who 
would  be  as  independent  as  the  judges  of  the  land 
are,  and  who  should  manage  that  road  and  have 
their  headquarters  at  a  point  along  the  Interco¬ 
lonial  Railway.  The  fourth  idea  that  presents 
itself  to  my  mind  is,  that  the  road  might  continue 
to  be  managed  as  at  present,  with  the  exception 
that  the  manager  of  the  road  should  have  his  head¬ 
quarters  at  a  point  along  the  line,  for  instance  at 
the  town  of  Moncton,  which  is  the  most  central 
position  for  such  an  office.  I  desire  to  repeat  what 
I  said  last  year,  that  I  do  not  believe  that  the 
management  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  or  of 
any  other  railroad  for  that  matter,  can  possibly  be 
satisfactory  while  the  manager  of  the  road  is  so  far 
away  from  the  scene  of  operations  as  the  manager 
of  the  Intercolonial  Railw’ay  is  at  the  present  time. 
I  care  not  how  able,  or  activ  e,  or  anxious  he  is  to 
advance  the  interests  of  the  road,  it  cannot  be  run 
in  the  interests  of  the  country  if  the  manager  is 
not  stationed  at  a  central  point  to  see  how  things 
are  conducted,  and  to  promptly  deal  with  any 
questions  that  may  arise. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  Under  the  present  system 
is  not  Mr.  Pottinger  there  ? 

Mr.  HAZEN.  Mr.  Pottinger  is  there,  but  Mr. 
Pottinger  is  not  the  manager,  and  he  does  not 


occupy  the  highest  position  on  the  road.  There  are 
two  managers  in  the  city  of  Ottawa,  first  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Railways,  and  then  the  manager  of  Govern¬ 
ment  railroads. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  You  must  have  the  Min¬ 
ister  here  and  there  is  only  the  chief  engineer  in 
Ottawa  in  addition  to  him. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  You  must  have  the  Minister 
here,  except  you  put  the  road  in  the  hands  of  a 
commission.  I  say  that  with  the  manager  of  the 
road  armed  with  such  powers  as  he  has  at  present, 
the  interests  of  the  road  would  be  much  better 
served  if  his  headquarters  were  at  Moncton  or 
some  point  on  the  road,  than  they  can  be  served 
while  he  is  living  in  Ottawa.  Let  me  put  a  case  in 
point  before  the  hon.  gentleman.  A  merchant  in 
Halifax  or  St.  John  has  some  business  with  the 
road  ;  he  writes  to  Moncton  to  Mr.  Pottinger  ;  it 
may  be  of  a  nature  that  Mr.  Pottinger  does  not 
like  to  deal  with,  and  at  the  cost  of  much  delay 
and  inconvenience  Mr,  Pottinger  writes  to  Ottawa 
to  Mr.  Schreiber,  the  manager  of  Government 
railways,  and  it  may  be  three  or  four  days  or 
a  week  before  an  answer  is  obtained,  when  an 
answer  should  be  given  on  such  a  matter  within 
a  few  hours.  Therefore,  I  say,  as  a  general 
principle  I  do  not  believe  that  the  management 
of  any  road  can  be  entirely  satisfactory  when 
the  manager  is  not  on  the  ground  himself  to  deal 
with  people  who  have  complaints  to  make,  or  who 
have  business  to  transact  in  connection  with  the 
road.  I  think  this  is  a  matter  for  serious  con¬ 
sideration  by  the  Government,  if  they  do  not  at 
the  present  moment  desire  seriously  to  consider 
the  scheme  for  placing  the  road  in  the  hands  of  the 
commission.  My  idea  would  be  that  for  the  proper 
management  of  the  road  it  would  be  well  for  the 
Government  to  acquire  the  branch  lines  connecting 
with  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  and  then  place  the 
whole  system  in  the  hands  of  a  commission.  That, 
I  believe,  would  be  in  the  interests  of  the  whole 
Dominion  and  of  the  Maritimes  Provinces  as  well. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.).  Oh. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  The  hon.  member  for  Prince 
Edward  Island  (Mr.  Davies)  said  “Oh.”  The  hon. 
gentleman  should  remember  that  some  of  these 
branch  lines  connected  with  the  Intercolonial  Rail¬ 
way,  at  the  present  moment,  are  paying  their  way, 
their  revenue  meeting  the  expenditure,  and  that  if 
they  were  part  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  system, 
as  I  contend  they  ought  to  be,  and  if  that  system 
were  properly  managed  ;  if  it  were  managed  for 
instance  as  the  Grand  Trunk  or  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway,  if  you  had  a  first-class  railway  manager 
at  say  Moncton,  with  power  to  deal  with  cases  as 
they  arise,  I  believe  the  whole  system  would  be 
managed  in  such  a  way  that  it  would  not  entail 
any  expense,  or  at  the  most  but  small  expense,  on 
the  taxpayers  of  the  country  every  year,  and  that 
it  would  be  infinitely  better  in  the  interests  of  the 
public  who  use  the  road,  and  of  the  business  people 
generally  of  the  country,  either  in  the  west  or  in  the 
east.  If  the  Government  do  not  seriously  consider 
the  question  of  adopting  the  course  suggested  last 
year  by  the  hon.  member  tor  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon), 
of  placing  the  management  of  the  road  in  the  hands 
of  an  independent  commission,  I  think  it  would  be 
fair  to  consider  whether  it  would  not  be  better, 
in  the  interest  both  of  the  road  and  of  the  country, 
that  the  manager  should  be  located  at  a  central 
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point  such  as  Moncton,  where  he  would  be  acces¬ 
sible  at  all  times  to  the  business  men  of  the  country, 
and  where  he  would  have  a  more  intimate  and 
personal  supervision  of  the  road  than  he  can  have  at 
the  city  of  Ottawa  ;  and  if  that  course  is  adopted, 
I  believe  it  will  be  in  the  interest  of  the  country  as 
well  as  in  the  interest  of  the  section  through  which 
the  road  itself  passes. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Before  the  item  is  carried, 
I  want  to  say  a  word  or  two  on  this  subject.  I  am 
sure  the  House  will  not  regret  the  time  that  has 
been  spent  this  afternoon  in  discussing  this  cpxes- 
tion  which  is  of  so  much  importance  to  the  people 
of  this  Dominion.  The  fact  that  a  railway  which 
has  cost  the  people  of  this  Dominion  some  $50,000,- 
000  of  hard  money  is  beingrun  ata  loss,  amounting  to 
over  $640,000  last  year,  and  which  will  reach 
$1,000,000  this  year,  certainly  justifies  the  serious 
attention  of  this  House.  It  has  been  stated  that 
this  road  was  never  intended  as  a  commercial  enter¬ 
prise,  but  that  it  was  built  rather  to  carry  out  the 
terms  of  Confederation,  and  as  a  military  road,  and 
not  with  the  idea  that  it  should  pay  its  working 
expenses.  Now,  whatever  ideas  were  at  the  time 
in  the  minds  of  those  who  undertook  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  road,  I  have  only  this  to  say,  that 
if  by  running  it  on  commercial  principles  it  can  be 
made  to  cover  the  running  expenses,  and  instead 
of  producing  large  deficits  every  year  to  return 
dividends  to  the  Government,  it  certainly  is  in 
the  interest  of  the  people  that  it  should  be  so  run. 
But  I  have  been  very  much  amused  to  hear  the 
reasons  which  have  been  advanced  during  the  last 
few  hours  by  the  hon.  gentlemen  who  have  ad¬ 
dressed  the  House  why  a  deficit  exists.  The  hon. 
senior  member  for  Halifax  (Mr.  Kenny)  attributes 
its  entirely  to  the  fact  that  flour,  wheat  and  coal 
are  carried  at  too  low  a  rate,  and  the  natural  in¬ 
ference  would  be  that  if  we  want  to  make  the  road 
pay,  we  must  raise  the  rates  of  freight  on  these 
articles.  This  view  of  the  case,  however,  does  not 
suit  the  hon.  member  for  Westmoreland  (Mr. 
Wood)  or  the  hon.  member  for  'Pictou  (Mr.  Me 
Dougalcl),  or  the  hon.  member  for  St.  John  (Mr. 
Hazen).  They  do  not  want  such  a  thing  as  that  to 
occur.  No  ;  it  would  be  a  heinous  thing  for  the 
Government  to  undertake  to  raise  the  rates  of 
freight  on  these  articles,  knowing  as  they  do  that 
the  effect  would  be  to  enhance  their  price  to  the 
people  of  the  Maritime  Provinces.  Therefore  they 
invent  different  causes  for  the  deficit  which  an¬ 
nually  occurs.  The  hon.  member  for  Pictou  at¬ 
tributes  it  to  the  fact  that  the  road  is  in  a  very 
high  state  of  efficiency,  and  also  to  the  fact  that  ow¬ 
ing  to  the  peculiar  method  of  book-keeping  adopted 
on  the  road  large  sums  are  charged  to  the  working 
expenses  which  ought  to  be  charged  to  capital 
account.  He  makes  out,  if  I  understand  him 
rightly,  that  during  the  last  ten  years  some 
$2,000,000  had  been  charged  to  working 
expenses  which  ought  to  have  been  charged 
to  capital  account.  If  that  is  so,  the  road 
has  not  been  run  .at  an  annual  loss  at  all.  The 
hon.  member  for  St.  John  elucidated  that  point 
somewhat  fully.  Before  he  got  through,  however, 
he  had  to  admit  that  a  deficit  did  occur  on  the 
Intercolonial  Railway,  and  the  fact  could  hardly 
be  denied.  Considering  the  reports  that  are  laid 
before  the  House,  it  would  be  foolish  indeed  for 
any  man  to  attempt  to  prove  that  a  deficit  does 
Mr.  Hazen. 


not  occur.  But  he  finds  great  fault  with  the  means 
that  have  been  outlined  by  the  hon.  Minister  of 
Railways  for  overcoming  that  deficit.  He  does  not 
like  the  idea  of  discharging  those  210  officials  of 
the  road.  He  thinks  they  should  be  left  for  death 
or  other  causes  to  create  vacancies.  He  does  not 
very  much  favour  the  idea  of  dispensing  with  any 
trains,  fearing  that  the  accommodation  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  will  be  impaired  ;  and  he  also  complains  greatly 
that  the  salaries  of  the  officials  are  not  large 
enough.  He  mentioned  some  gentlemen  in  his  own 
town,  I  presume  very  patriotic  fellows,  and  no 
doubt  very  efficient  and  hard-working  men,  who 
have  been  for  some  time  employed  at  $50  a  month 
doing  work  for  which  he  said  they  would 
be  paid  on  any  other  railway  two  or  three 
times  as  much.  Now,  it  seems  to  me  that 
these  men  are  very  foolish  to  remain  there. 
I  wonder  that  they  do  not  cpiit  the  service 
of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  and  go  where  they 
can  get  more  money.  He  says  the  salaries  paid  on 
the  railway  are  a  disgrace  to  the  Government  of 
Canada.  These  are  pretty  strong  words  to  come 
from  an  hon.  gentleman  who  has  in  season  and  out 
of  season  been  supporting  the  Government.  I 
think,  however,  that  his  conclusions  were  not  very 
good  when  he  instanced  the  cases  he  did,  because  I 
believe  that  if  there  is  a  single  man  working  on  the 
Intercolonial  or  anywhere  else  for  $50  a  month  who 
could  get  $75  or  $100  elsewhere,  he  is  a  bigger  fool 
than  any  I  ever  met  if  he  does  not  step  out.  The 
fact  that  he  remains  there  at  $50  a  month  is  con¬ 
clusive  proof  to  my  mind  that  he  cannot  get  any 
more.  Now,  I  am  not  prepared  to  admit  that  the 
loss  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway  is  due  to  low 
rates  on  flour  or  wheat  or  coal.  I  say  that  the  rate 
charged  by  the  Intercolonial  on  flour  is  a  good 
paying  rate,  which  should  yield  the  railway  a  good 
profit.  I  know  something  about  the  rate  on 
flour  on  the  Intercolonial,  and  I  can  state  that 
the  proportion  now  charged  say  from  Point  Levis 
to  Chatham,  which  is  I  presume  about  450 
miles,  is  over  half  a  cent  per  ton  per  mile.  It  will 
amount  to  *53  of  a  cent  per  ton  per  mile.  Then 
if  you  go  on  to  Moncton,  510  miles,  the  rate  charge 
on  that  is  ’47  of  a  cent  per  ton  per  mile  ;  then  to 
Truro,  610  miles,  it  is  *39  of  a  cent  per  mile.  If 
you  take  the  longest  haul  on  the  Intercolonial 
Railway,  that  from  Levis  to  Halifax,  you  will  find 
that  the  flour  rate  will  average  just  one-third  of  a 
cent  per  ton  per  mile.  Now,  I  say  that  that  rate 
is  as  good  a  rate  as  is  obtained  by  nearly  any  road 
in  the  country.  The  rate  obtained  by  the  Grand 
Trunk  Railway,  the  proportion  it  gets  on  the  flour 
lrom  the  west  to  Halifax  will  not,  taken  as  a 
whole,  be  any  higher,  I  believe,  than  what  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  gets.  The  Intercolonial  Rail¬ 
way  carries  a  great  deal  of  flour  all  along  the  line 
from  Campbellton,  Dalhousie,  Chatham,  Moncton, 
Amherst.  They  get  the  same  proportion  of  rate 
as  they  do  on  the  flour  that  goes  to  Halifax  and 
there  is  where  they  make  a  large  profit  out  of  the 
rate  on  flour.  I  believe  that  the  present  proportion 
of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  is  37  per  cent  of  the 
through  rate,  which  will  leave  them  a  very  good 
profit  over  the  actual  cost  of  hauling.  Now,  so  far 
as  flour  and  grain  are  concerned,  I  may  say  that 
there  is  not  a  single  pound  of  freight  carried  over 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  which  does  not  yield  a 
handsome  return  to  the  Government.  One  fault  I 
find  is  that  a  great  proportion  of  the  flour  consumed 
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in  t lie  Maritime  Provinces  is  not  carried  over  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  at  all,  notably  the  flour  con¬ 
sumed  in  Prince  Edward  Island,  hardly  any  of 
which  ever  goes  to  that  Island  over  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway.  I  think  that  if  the  railway 
ivere  properly  managed,  at  points  like  Pictou 
and  Point  Pechene,  the  rates  should  be  lower 
than  to  other  points  in  order  to  enable  us  to 
compete  with  the  water  route  by  Boston  and 
New  York.  I  do  not  consider  it  is  a  good  showing 
that  every  Saturday  during  the  past  season 
there  should  be  two  lines  of  steamers  running  from 
Boston  to  Halifax  and  Charlottetown  and  every 
steamer  loaded  down  with  Canadian  flour  which 
should  have  been  carried  over  Canadian  railways. 
I  think,  therefore,  that  when  we  take  into  consid¬ 
eration  the  rate  obtained  on  flour,  it  is  a 
good  paj’ing  rate,  far  above  the  usual  cost,  I 
believe,  on  railways  which  is  three-tenths  of  a  cent 
per  ton  per  mile,  as  the  lowest  possible  rate  that 
M  ill  pay  running  expenses.  We  find  there  is  no 
flour  carried  over  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  even 
the  longest  haul  they  have  does  not  yield  them 
^  of  a  cent  per  ton  per  mile.  Therefore  I  think 
that  the  Intercolonial  RailM'ay  M'as  negligent.  I 
think  its  managers  M’ere  not  as  active  as  they  should 
be  when  they  allowed  the  large  proportion  of  good 
paying  traffic  to  be  diverted  from  their  line  to 
steamers  via  Boston.  The  lion,  member  for  St. 
John,  drew  a  comparison  betM’een  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  and  our  canal  system.  He  thought  the 
same  arguments  could  be  used  as  regards  our  canals, 
namely  that  the  cost  of  M’ork  maintaining  them  is 
much  larger  than  the  receipts.  I  do  not  think  that 
is  a  proper  comparison  to  make.  RailM'ay s  and 
canals  both  stand  on  their  own  foundation.  The 
fact  that  our  canals  do  not  pay  is  no  reason  why 
our  Intercolonial  Railway  should  not  pay.  The 
Mdiole  question  is  if  the  Intercolonial  Railway  can 
be  made  to  pay,  it  is  our  bounden  duty  to  ascertain 
how  and  bring  that  desirable  consummation  about. 
For  my  part,  I  have  always  thought  that  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  RailM  ay  ought  to  pay  running  expenses, and 
that,  if  it  M’as  properly  managed, there  is  no  reason 
M’hy  it  should  not  yield  a  dividend  to  the  country. 
Take  the  Intercolonial  RailM’ay  from  St.  John  to  Hali¬ 
fax  and  I  do  not  believe  there  is  any  railM’ay  in  this 
country  Mdiich  ought  to  pay  better.  Look  at  the 
large  thriving  toM’ns  and  cities  through  which  it 
runs.  It  runs  through  a  good  country  and  has  no 
competitor.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  road  from 
the  Baie  des  Chaleurs  to  Levis  could  pay  very 
well,  but  even  it  should  pay  running  expenses,  as 
the  traffic  on  it  is  considerable  and  there  is  consid¬ 
erable  local  traffic  along  the  line.  Compare  the 
Intercolonial  RailM’ay  with  the  Grand  Trunk 
RailM’ay  or  the  Canadian  Pacific  RailM’ay  ;  take 
the  Canadian  Pacific  RailM’ay  from  Quebec  to 
Winnipeg,  and  see  the  thousands  of  miles  through 
which  that  road  runs  M’here  it  does  not  get 
one  pound  of  freight  or  a  single  passenger,  and 
then  take  the  Canadian  Pacific  Raihvay  M’est  again 
and  you  will  find  long  stretches  where  there  is 
not  a  single  passenger  or  a  pound  of  freight  fur¬ 
nished  ;  and  yet  Mre  find  that  the  Canadian  Pacific 
RailM’ay  is  paying  a  good  dividend,  the  stock  is 
away  up,  the  road  is  well  managed.  Why  should 
not  the  Intercolonial  Raihvay  pay  ?  There  is  no  rea¬ 
son  why.  I  believe  that  the  amount  of  freight  that 
must  necessarily  go  down  to  the  Maritime  Provinces 


M’ould,  if  that  road  Me  re  properly  managed,  more 
than  pay  running  expenses,  and  the  interests  of 
the  country  would  be  as  well  served  as  they  are. 
So  far  as  carrying  coal  and  iron  is  concerned,  I  am 
not  in  a  position  to  say  what  the  freight  is,  but  I 
believe  that  while  the  coal  to  the  M’est  may  be  carried 
possibly  atasmallloss,  the  freightthat  iscarriedfrom 
one  local  point  to  another,  is  so  much  higher  that 
taking  the  coal  carriage  as  a  Mdiole  you  M’ill  find  the 
receipts  will,  at  all  events,  cover  the  expenses.  So 
that  I  do  not  believe  there  is  any  loss  in  carrying 
coal,  and  I  have  shown  that  the  carriage  of  m  heat 
and  flour  must  yield  a  handsome  revenue.  Then 
the  question  comes,  if  you  do  not  make  any  loss  in 
carrying  freight,  how  does  it  occur  ?  I  cannot  help 
thinking  that  the  loss  occurs  through  the  number 
of  unnecessary  trains  which  are  run.  That 
point  M’as  brought  up  last  year,  and  it  M  as  stated 
then  that  a  special  train  was  running  from  St. 
John  to  Halifax  which  cost  the  country  at  that 
time  some  .$60,000  or  $70,000  a  year.  That  train 
M’as  still  continued  for  the  whole  year,  although,  as 
has  been  pointed  out  to-night  by  the  hon.  member 
for  St.  John  (Mr.  Hazen)  it  left  Halifax  twenty 
minutes  before  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  train, 
and  consequently  no  passengers  took  that  train. 
The  hon.  members  for  Halifax  and  St.  John  allowed 
that  state  of  affairs  to  go  on  ndthout  raising  their 
voice  to  endeavour  to  remedy  it.  The  cancelling 
of  these  unnecessary  trains  will  save  a  large  amount 
of  money,  and  I  think  the  Government  and  espe¬ 
cially  the  members  from  the  Maritime  Provinces 
should  receive  the  censure  of  this  House  for  allow¬ 
ing  such  a  state  of  affairs  to  exist  so  long.  The 
hon.  member  for  St.  John  (Mr.  Hazen)  found  fault 
with  the  management  of  the  Intercolonial  Raihvay 
for  not  having  agents  at  St.  John  and  Halifax  to 
see  that  business  men  sent  their  freights  over  the 
Intercolonial  RailM’ay,  and  pointed  out  that  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  had  agents  who,  M’hen 
the  English  steamships  arrived,  solicited  their 
freight.  If  that  is  true,  if  we  have  no  agents  act¬ 
ively  engaged  in  looking  after  the  interests  of  the 
country,  when  we  are  paying  them  as  station 
masters,  road  masters  and  solicitors  of  freight, 
if  these  men  are  not  M’illing  to  look  after  the 
business,  it  is  time  that  the  Minister  of  Railways 
applied  the  pruning  knife  and  put  men  in  there 
who  would  look  after  the  interest  of  the  road  and 
of  the  country.  The  Minister  had  good  reasons  to 
say  there  were  many  men  employed  on  that  road 
who  were  inefficient  and  not  competent  to  perform 
their  duty.  I  was  sorry  to  hear  from  the  member 
for  Guysborough  (Mr.  Fraser)  that  there  were  30 
agents  of  the  Intercolonial  RailM’ay  who  w’ere  also 
agents  for  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway.  If  that 
is  the  case,  I  think  the  Government  should  see  that 
no  man  employed  as  an  agent  or  station  master  on 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  should  solicit  freight  for 
the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway.  They  have  quite 
enough  to  do  in  looking  after  the  interest  of  their  own 
road  without  looking  after  the  interest  of  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Raihvay.  I  do  not  wonder  that 
there  is  so  little  freight  and  that  there  are  so  few 
pa-ssengers  going  over  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
when  we  find  the  agents  in  the  employment  of  the 
Government  alloM’ed  to  largely  increase  their 
salaries  by  acting  as  agents  for  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  progress. 
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Mr.  FOSTER  moved  the  adjournment  of  the 
House. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  12.10 
a.m.  (Wednesday). 

HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Wednesday,  11th  May,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

NEW  MEMBER. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  have  the  honour  to  inform 
the  House  that  the  Clerk  of  the  House  has  received 
from  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery,  a  certi¬ 
ficate  of  the  election  and  return  of  James  A.  Lowell, 
Esq.,  for  the  Electoral  District  of  Welland. 

LORD’S  DAY  OBSERVANCE. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  beg  to  move  : 

That  this  House  will,  on  Monday  next,  resolve  itself  into 
Committee  of  the  Whole  to  consider  further  Bill  (No.  2) 
to  secure  the  better  observance  of  the  Lord’s  Day,  com¬ 
monly  called  Sunday. 

I  make  this  motion,  believing  that  the  House  will, 
perhaps,  be  inclined  to  reconsider  its  hasty  action 
on  Monday  night  in  refusing  to  grant  even  a  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  provisions  of  this  Bill,  and  that 
in  face  of  the  fact  that  the  leader  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  had  accepted  one  feature  of  the  Bill,  and  had 
promised  that  it  should  be  accepted  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  Under  these  circumstances,  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  summary  action  of  the  House  was,  in  my 
opinion,  unjustifiable,  and  I  think  we  will  stand  in 
a  better  position  towards  the  country  if  we  at  least 
grant  to  this  Bill  the  courtesy  of  a  consideration  ; 
and  for  that  reason  I  move  that  it  be  reinstated  on 
the  Order  Paper. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

MIMINEGASH  BREAKWATER. 

Mr.  PERRY  asked,  Whether  tenders  for  new 
works  at  Miminegash  breakwater,  P.E.I. ,  have 
been  asked  for  ?  If  so,  has  the  contract  been  let,  to 
whom,  and  for  what  amount  ? 

Mr.  .OUIMET.  No  contract  has  been  let  for  the 
above-mentioned  work. 

Mr.  PERRY.  I  ask  if  tenders  were  asked  for  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  No  tenders  have  been  asked  for. 

POSTMASTER  AT  STE.  LOUISE  (L’lSLET). 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE  asked,  Whether  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  have  received  the  report  of  the  enquiry 
held  by  the  Deputy  Inspector  of  Post  Offices, 
Quebec,  in  the  matter  of  H.  Potvin,  Postmaster  of 
Ste.  Louise,  in  the  County  of  L’lslet  ;  if  so,  what 
is  the  purport  of  the  said  report,  and  what  do  the 
Government  propose  doing  in  relation  to  the 
matter  ? 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  (Translation. )  In  answer 
to  the  hon.  member,  I  have  the  honour  to  inform 
him  that  the  report  in  question  has  just  been 
Mr.  Campbell. 


received,  and  that  it  is  now  under  consideration. 
In  a  day  or  two  I  will  be  able  to  tell  my  hon. 
friend  what  is  to  be  done. 

VISIT  OF  FARMERS’  DELEGATES. 

Mr.  WHITE  (Shelburne)  asked,  Whether  any 
and  what  sum  was  paid  to  Charles  H.  Cahan, 
Esq.,  in  connection  with  the  visit  of  the  farmers’ 
delegates  in  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia  ?  And 
did  the  said  Charles  H.  Cahan  make  any  charge 
for,  or  receive  any  remuneration,  for  his  services  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  Two  hundred  dollars  was  ad¬ 
vanced  to  Charles  H.  Cahan,  Esq.,  in  connection 
with  the  visit  of  the  farmers’  delegates  to  the 
Maritime  Provinces.  Of  this  sum  $21.92  was  re¬ 
funded  by  him,  $31.48  expended  by  him  in  tele¬ 
grams,  &c.,  and  $126.60  paid  by  him  to  other 
parties  for  their  travelling  expenses — the  balance, 
$20,  remained  with  Mr.  Cahan  on  account  of  his 
travelling  expenses  outside  the  Province  of  Nova 
Scotia. 

REPORTS  OF  BRITISH  FARM  DELEGATES. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron)  moved  for  : 

Copy  of  the  reports  of  the  British  Farm  Delegates, 
Messrs.  McQueen  and  Davey,  on  the  Maritime  Provinces. 

He  said  :  In  moving  this  motion  I  desire  to  say 
that  it  is  only  due  to  the  people  of  the  country 
and  their  representatives  in  this  House  that  the 
reports  of  these  delegates  should  be  brought  down 
and  laid  on  the  Table.  I  understand  that  the 
visit  of  these  delegates  was  brought  about  by  the 
Premier  of  Nova  Scotia  when  visiting  London  and 
as  a  result  of  a  conference  with  the  High  Commis¬ 
sioner,  it  being  settled  that  these  delegates  should 
come  out  and  examine  into  the  capabilities  of  the 
Lower  Provinces  as  a  field  for  emigrants  from  the 
old  country.  I  understand  there  have  been  some 
rather  unpleasant  feelings  aroused  from  the  time 
the  delegates  arrived  in  Nova  Scotia.  I  think,  if 
I  am  not  misinformed,  the  High  Commissioner  sent 
a  despatch  to  the  Government  of  Nova  Scotia  to 
meet  those  gentlemen,  to  entertain  them  and  show 
them  around.  But  when  they  arrived  it  was  found 
that  the  Government  at  Ottawa  had  sent  an 
official  and  appointed  gentlemen  to  take  posses¬ 
sion  of  the  delegates,  if  we  may  so  speak, 
and  show  them  round  the  province,  and  in  visiting 
many  parts  of  the  province  they  found  that  their 
arrival  was  unannounced.  So  the  visit  assumes 
more  of  a  political  aspect  than  it  should  have  done. 
The  Local  Government  were  certainly  the  proper 
parties  to  take  hold  of  these  gentlemen  and  show 
them  through  the  country.  When  delegates  visited 
the  western  part  of  Ontario,  word  was  sent  to  the 
different  localities  and  preparations  made  that  they 
should  see  the  province  thoroughly,  ascertain  its 
capabilities  from  different  standpoints,  and  obtain 
the  views  of  the  different  political  parties,  if  there 
was  any  advantage  to  be  obtained  from  them.  I 
believe  money  was  well  spent  in  bringing  out 
delegates  to  enquire  into  the.  condition  of  the 
country  for  emigration  purposes.  But  it  appears 
that  the  Government  were  not  well  satisfied  in  some 
respects  with  the  reports  of  the  delegates  who 
visited  the  Lower  Provinces,  or  we  would  have  had 
them  published  and  copies  laid  on  the  Table  of  the 
House  before  this  time.  I  understand  the  Govern¬ 
ment  object  to  delegates  who  are  sent  out  to 
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examine  into  the  condition  of  the  country,  investi¬ 
gating  our  fiscal  policy,  and  the  capabilities  of 
this  being  a  cheap  country  to  producers  and 
a  cheap  country  to  live  in.  But  I  hold  that 
when  delegates  are  sent  here,  either  if  they 
come  out  at  their  own  expense  or  at  the  cost  of 
the  Government,  they  have  a  duty  to  perform 
to  the  people  .of  the  old  country,  and  that 
duty  is  to  report  upon  the  whole  condition  of  the 
Dominion,  both  with  respect  to  its  soil,  its  fertility, 
its  crops,  the  fiscal  policy  of  the  Government,  and 
whether  or  not  the  people  have  to  pay  a  larger,  an 
excessive  amount  for  all  the  goods  they  require 
for  the  household  and  for  the  agricultural  imple¬ 
ments.  For  all  those  who  intend  to  emigrate  do  so 
with  a  view  to  bettering  their  condition,  and  when 
delegates  are  sent  out,  it  is  their  duty  to  report  as 
to  whether  they  believe  the  whole  conditions  are 
favourable  to  emigrants  to  this  colony.  There  is 
a  very  keen  contest  going  on  between  the  different 
colonies  of  Great  Britain,  and  in  fact  between  the 
civilized  nations  of  the  earth  for  immigrants,  and 
among  the  matters  affecting  their  decision  are  the 
capabilities  of  the  country  to  produce  cheaply  ;  but 
it  matters  not  what  are  our  capabilities  as  regards 
fertile  soil  and  other  conditions,  if  this  is  a  dear 
country  to  the  producer,  it  is  not  a  favourable 
field  for  emigrants.  I  hold  that  these  delegates 
would  not  have  been  doing  their  duty  to  the 
people  of  the  old  country  if  they  had  not  re¬ 
ported  both  on  the  fiscal  policy  of  the  Government 
and  the  effect  of  that  policy  as  regards  the  markets 
for  our  producers,  and  whether  or  not  admission  to 
our  natural  market,  which  is  close  to  us,  is  pre¬ 
vented  by  the  fiscal  policy  of  the  Government.  I 
hold  that  these  matters  should  have  engaged  the 
attention  of  these  delegates,  and  it  was  their  duty 
to  report  on  them  when  they  returned  to  the  old 
country.  It  is  stated  that  the  report  has  been  in 
the  hands  of  the  Minister  of  Agriculture,  but  for 
some  reason  or  other  it  has  never  been  published 
and  laid  before  the  people.  I  hold  we  have  a  per¬ 
fect  right,  after  paying  the  expenses  of  these  dele¬ 
gates,  to  know  what  reports  they  have  sent  in.  If 
it  is  favourable,  we  have  a  right  to  know  it ;  if  it 
is  unfavourable,  we  also  have  a  right  to  know  in 
what  points  it  is  unfavourable.  We  have  had 
much  discussion  with  regard  to  emigration,  and 
this  matter  lies  at  the  foundation  of  successful 
emigration,  namely,  what  report  the  delegates  visit¬ 
ing  the  Dominion  make  in  respect  to  this  country 
when  they  go  back  to  the  land  from  which  they 
came.  A  rumour  is  afloat  that  these  delegates 
have  given  utterance  to  their  opinion  of  the  fiscal 
policy  of  the  Government,  and  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  consider  they  have  nothing  to  do  with  that 
subject.  I  hold  they  have  just  as  good  a  right  to 
report  on  the  fiscal  policy  of  the  Government 
and  the  effect  it  has  on  settlers,  farmers  and  work¬ 
ingmen,  as  upon  any  other  point  which  could  en¬ 
gage  their  attention.  I  hold  that  if  they  have 
reported  in  regard  to  markets  from  which  we  are 
shut  out,  we  have  a  right  to  know  the  fact,  and  we 
have  a  right  to  know  the  opinion  of  these  strangers, 
who  came  here  for  the  purpose  of  subsequently 
sending  out  people  to  settle  among  us.  We  have  a 
perfect  right  to  know  what  their  views  are,  and 
whether  there  is  any  existing  evil  that  prevents 
immigrants  from  coming  here,  in  order  that  it  may 
be  remedied.  I  hold  that  the  Government  are  not 
performing  their  duty  by  withholding  the  report  of 
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the  farm  delegates  who  visited  the  Lower  Provinces. 
I  understand  they  came  at  the  request  of  the  Nova 
Scotia  Government,  and  subsequently  visited 
Ontario  and  the  North-West.  If  from  their  report 
it  appears  that  the  fiscal  policy  of  the  Government 
is  preventing  immigrants  from  coming  here,  I  think 
it  will  be  one  of  the  best  lessons  the  Government 
ever  received  with  respect  to  the  policy  they  have 
adopted.  The  Minister  of  Agriculture  has  a  duty 
to  perform,  and  that  duty  is,  at  the  earliest  possi¬ 
ble  date  to  lay  these  reports  before  the  House.  It 
has  been  rumoured  that  only  one  of  the  delegates 
sent  in  a  report,  and  that  the  Minister  has  only 
seen  one.  I  should  like  to  know  why  the  other 
delegates  did  not  make  reports,  or  whether 
such  reports  were  of  a  character  that  would 
not  be  presented  by  the  Government  to  the 
House  and  the  country.  We  have  a  perfect 
right  to  know  all  these  questions,  whether  they 
believe  that  this  country  is  well  fitted  for  the 
breeding  of  cattle  for  the  old  country,  whether  it 
is  a  good  field  for  raising  horses  for  the  English 
market,  and  whether  it  is  a  land  in  which,  in  their 
opinion,  agriculture  can  be  profitably  followed. 
In  all  likelihood  the  delegates  have  given  their 
views  of  all  these  questions.  They  are  gentlemen 
of  intelligence  and  well  acquainted  with  the  agri¬ 
cultural  capabilities  of  the  British  Isles,  and  no 
doubt  they  were  well  calculated  to  give  a  sound 
judgment  on  the  condition  of  the  Lower  Provinces, 
as  well  as  the  localities  visited  in  Ontario  and  the 
North-West.  I  think  the  Government  made  a 
mistake  in  policy  in  sending  down  a  deputation 
from  Ottawa  to  meet  those  gentlemen,  especially 
when  the  meeting  was  brought  about  by  the 
Premier  of  Nova  Scotia  in  conjunction  with  the 
High  Commissioner,  and  take  charge  of  the  dele¬ 
gates  during  the  time  they  were  visiting  the  Lower 
Provinces.  It  also  appears  that  during  the  time 
they  were  in  that  province  no  persons  in  many  of 
the  localities  they  visited  knew  anything  about 
their  coming,  except  those  who  were  delegated  to 
attend  them.  When  such  delegates  come  to  Can¬ 
ada  the  farmers  all  over  the  country  in  the  different 
lines  of  agriculture  ought  to  be  notified,  so  that, 
they  can  meet  the  delegates,  discuss  with  them, 
show  them  their  farms,  explain  their  system  of 
farming  and  stock  raising,  and  as  far  as  possible 
give  them  all  the  information  in  their  power.  As 
I  understand  it,  quite  the  reverse  of  that  was  done 
in  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia,  which  was  cer¬ 
tainly  an  impolitic  and  improper  course  for  the 
Government  to  pursue.  I  do  hope  the  Minister 
of  Agriculture  will  at  the  earliest  possible 
moment  lay  these  reports  on  the  Table,  so  that  we 
shall  be  able  to  judge  for  ourselves  whether  or  not 
the  statements  which  have  gone  abroad  with  res¬ 
pect  to  the  views  the  delegates  entertain  is  correct 
or  incorrect.  The  Government  could  do  no  greater 
injury  to  themselves  than  to  withhold  this  report, 
because  we  believe,  to-day,  that  the  views  of  the 
farmer  delegates  with  regard  to  the  fiscal  policy  of 
this  country  is  one  of  the  reasons  why  it  has  been 
withheld.  Perhaps  if  we  have  the  report  before 
us,  the  reasons  might  not  be  so  strong  in  this  direc¬ 
tion  as  we  anticipate,  so  that  the  Government,  in 
justice  to  themselves,  in  justice  to  the  farm  dele¬ 
gates,  and  in  justice  to  the  House  of  Commons, 
ought  to  let  us  know  what  these  reports  contain. 
The  farmers  all  over  this  country  ought  to  know 
w  hether  or  not  these  delegates  reported  favourably 
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upon  the  localities  they  visited.  I  trust  that  at  an 
early  date  the  Minister  will  lay  these  reports  upon 
the  Table  of  the  House. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the 
ordinary  course  I  would  have  asked  that  this  mo¬ 
tion  should  stand  for  to-day,  but  I  presumed  that 
the  hon.  gentleman  wished  to  make  some  observa¬ 
tions  upon  it,  and,  for  that  reason,  I  thought  it  was 
more  courteous  to  him  that  the  House  should  hear 
him.  I  ask  him  now  not  to  press  the  motion  for  ad¬ 
option  to-day.  The  reports  of  these  farmer  dele¬ 
gates,  which  he  referred  to,  are  not  in  Canada,  and 
the  Government  has  really  no  information  as  to 
what  they  contain.  The  report  of  Mr.  Davey  has 
never  been  in  Canada  and  has  never  been  submitted 
to  the  Government,  the  other  report  was  in  Canada 
under  circumstances  which  the  House  debated  the 
other  evening,  but  both  reports  have  been  tele¬ 
graphed  for  and  they  will  probably  be  here  within 
a  few  days.  If  the  hon.  gentleman,  therefore,  will 
let  his  motion  stand  until  the  reports  arrive,  I 
have  no  objection  at  all  that  the  matter  should 
then  be  taken  up  in  advance  of  any  other  business. 
And  we  will  consent  at  once  to  the  motion  being 
carried,  provided  we  have  no  good  reason  to  the 
contrary. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  Can  the  Minister 
give  any  idea  when  the  reports  will  be  here  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Within  |he  next 
veek  or  ten  days,  perhaps.  Unless  I  can  give 
some  reason  to  the  House  to  the  contrary,  and  I 
have  no  cause  to  anticipate  any  reason  to  that 
effect,  the  reports  M7ill  be  brought  down  at  once 
M' hen  they  arrive  ;  but  we  would  prefer  to  have  an 
opportunity  of  seeing  them  before  the  Order  car¬ 
ries.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  will  allow  his  motion 
to  stand,  it  will  meet  the  case,  but  failing  that,  I 
will  move  that  the  debate  be  adjourned. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Could  not  the  motion  be 
carried  now  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  want  to  be 
put  in  the  position  of  disobeying  the  Order  of  the 
House  and  not  have  an  opportunity  of  giving 
reasons. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  am  sure  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  would  not  disobey  the  Order  of  the  House, 
but  I  am  sure  also  that  if  he  did,  he  would  com¬ 
municate  his  reasons  to  the  House.  I  can  see  no 
reason  at  all  vdiy  these  reports  should  not  be  be¬ 
fore  the  House  whatever  may  be  their  contents. 
They  are  the  reports  of  gentlemen  who  w7ere 
selected  by  Sir  Charles  Tupper  on  behalf  of  the 
Canadian  Government.  They  are  men  of  position, 
they  visited  this  country,  and  whether  their 
opinions  be  right  or  wrong,  it  seems  to  me  there 
can  be  no  reason  why  they  should  not  be  laid  on 
the  Table  of  this  House. 

Sir  J OHN  THOMPSON.  Thei’eis  no  reason  that 
I  am  aware  of  at  all.  I  merely  ask  an  opportunity 
to  see  the  reports  in  order  to  ascertain  if  there  be 
any  reason.  If  any  reason  exists,  that  Mull  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  House,  but  othenvise  the  reports  uull 
be  laid  on  the  Table  immediately.  If  the  motion 
for  the  Order  should  carry  now  I  would  have  no 
opportunity  of  making  explanations  to  the  House. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Very  well. 

Mr.  CASEY.  The  Minister  of  Justice  objects 
to  the  motion  passing  now,  because  some  reason 
Mr.  McMillan  (Huron). 


may  occur  to  him,  after  seeing  the  reports,  why 
they  should  not  be  submitted  to  the  House.  No 
constitutional  reason  can  exist  Mrhy  these  reports 
shall  not  be  submitted  to  the  House. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  In  that  case  they  will 
be  brought  down. 

O  ✓ 

Mr.  CASEY.  In  that  case,  if  the  Minister  admits 
my  contention  that  there  can  be  no  constitutional 
reason  against  producing  them,  there  is  no  reason 
on  earth  why  he  should  not  let  the  motion  pass  now. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  cannot  admit  it  in 
advance. 

Mr.  CASEY.  The  general  principle  is  that  any 
document,  not  a  confidential  state  paper,  which 
this 'House  orders  to  be  produced,  must  be  pro¬ 
duced.  The  House  has  a  perfect  right  to  order 
the  production  of  these  reports,  especially  Mrhen 
we  have  paid  for  them  by  a  vote  of  the  House. 
The  Minister  knows  well  there  can  be  no  consti¬ 
tutional  reason  for  not  producing  them.  It  may  be 
that  the  Gevernment  after  seeing  the  report  may 
think  they  are  prejudical  to  their  trade  policy. 
Even  should  that  be  so,  it  is  no  reason  wrhy  they 
should  not  be  brought  down.  It  is  evidently  for 
that  reason  the  motion  is  denied  noM',  in  spite  of 
the  peculiar  roundabout  way  in  MThich  the  Minister 
has  chosen  to  come  at  the  point,  a  way  quite  con¬ 
sistent  with  his  ordinary  method  of  handling  such 
questions.  Evidently  that  report,  as  the  Minister 
says,  was  before  the  Government  at  one  time,  and 
was  sent  back,  and  not  treated  as  it  should  have 
been.  The  Mdiole  treatment  of  these  delegates  has 
been  detrimental  to  the  immigration  interests  of 
Canada  at  large.  In  the  first  place  the  Govern¬ 
ment  shoM'ed  they  were  afraid  to  let  them  see  for 
themselves  how  things  were  in  the  Maritime  Pro¬ 
vinces.  They  were  afraid  to  trust  them  in  the  hands 
of  the  Local  Government,  and  they  sent  down  a, 
man  or  a  delegation  from  OttaMra  to  take  them  in 
charge.  But  after  they  had  done  so,  after  the 
delegates  had  seen  wdrnt  the  Government  wished 
them  to  see,  after  they  had  stated  their  opinions, 
the  Government  wrere  afraid  to  allow  them  to 
be  made  public,  and  their  reports  have  been 
suppressed.  Nom',  this  in  the  first  place  was  dis¬ 
tinctly  unfair  to  the  Maritime  Provinces.  There  is 
no  doubt  w hatever  that  those  reports  contain  a  great 
deal  that  is  favourable  to  the  Maritime  Provinces. 
Those  delegates  could  not  look  over  the  Maritime 
Provinces  without  reporting  very  favourably  upon 
their  natural  resources,  and  it  is  distinctly  unfair  to 
the  people  of  those  provinces  that  this  favourable 
report  should  not  be  laid  before  the  people  of  Can¬ 
ada  and  the  people  of  Great  Britain.  Representa¬ 
tives  of  those  provinces,  if  they  have  any  vestige 
of  provincial  feeling,  or  any  notion  of  protecting  the 
interests  of  their  provinces,  should  protest  against 
the  suppression  of  this  report.  It  is  also  unfair  to 
the  M7hole  of  Canada.  Here  are  a  number  of 
delegates  who  have  been  sent  out  to  report 
upon  the  capabilities  of  this  country,  and  whose 
expenses  have  been  paid  by  this  country. 
A  certain  number  of  them  have  been  alloMred  to 
report  ;  another  certain  number  have  not  been  al¬ 
lowed  to  report,  and  it  has  been  admitted  that 
those  two  delegates  were  prevented  from  reporting 
because  they  chose  to  pass  reflections  upon  the 
trade  policy  of  the  Government.  Now,  Sir,  what 
is  the  impression  that  will  go  abroad  in  Great 
Britain  in  regard  to  the  reports  which  have  been 
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published  ?  People  will  say,  and  they  will  be  jus¬ 
tified  by  appearances  in  saying  :  We  cannot  trust 
the  reports  of  those  delegates  which  we  have  seen 
in  print,  because  we  know  that  others  which  have 
cast  reflections  on  your  trade  policy  have  not  been 
allowed  to  be  published  ;  we  believe  that  only  those 
who  reported  what  was  favourable  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  were  allowed  to  report  at  all  ;  and,  therefore, 
we  distrust  the  whole  story.  Therefore,  I  say  the 
suppression  of  these  reports  is  an  injustice  to  the 
country  at  large.  Now,  the  action  of  the  Minister 
intensifies  that  bad  impression.  He  refuses  to  per¬ 
mit  this  motion  to  pass  at  present,  for  the  alleged 
reason  that  he  wants  to  see  the  reports  when  they 
come,  in  order  to  judge  whether  they  are  fit  for 
publication.  He,  therefore,  admits  that  a  Govern¬ 
ment  censorship  is  to  be  exercised  over  the  reports, 
which  destroys  the  value  of  all  the  reports  which 
have  been  published. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  proposi¬ 
tion  made  by  the  lion,  leader  of  the  House  to  have 
this  debate  adjourned,  is  equivalent  to  placing  in 
the  hands  of  the  Government  the  power  of  using 
their  discretion  whether  this  report  should  be  made 
public  or  not.  Before  this  report  will  be  received 
from  England,  the  Government  will  have  taken 
the  days  devoted  to  private  business  in  this  House, 
and  this  motion  cannot  be  again  reached  in  its 
order  this  session.  Now,  Sir,  it  is  evident  to  me 
that  there  is  a  desire  on  the  part  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  suppress  this  report,  for  I  am  informed 
that  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  liad  an  interview 
with  those  delegates,  and  if  he  failed  to  read  the 
report  which  was  submitted  to  him,  I  think  it  is  a 
very  significant  circumstance  that  that  report  was 
sent  back  to  England.  From  the  conversations  he 
had  with  those  delegates,  he  must  have  been  aware 
of  the  character  of  this  report;  and  if  it  told  against 
the  policy  of  the  Government,  I  deem  it  a  high-handed 
act  on  the  part  of  the  Government  to  decline  to 
make  it  public.  These  farmer  delegates  come  to 
the  country,  having  been  appointed  by  the  High 
Commissioner  of  Canada,  in  England,  charged  with 
the  duty  of  investigating  the  agricultural  resources 
of  certain  sections  of  this  Dominion.  That  report 
was  made  for  the  purpose  of  being  laid  before 
English  farmers,  and  securing  if  possible  immigra¬ 
tion  to  Canada.  I  presume,  Sir,  that  the  gentle¬ 
men  selected  for  this  purpose  were  men  possessing 
some  knowledge  of  their  business  ;  I  presume  that 
they  travelled  with  their  eyes  open  ;  and  I  think 
that  the  people  of  this  country  and  of  the  world 
may  learn  something  from  the  impressions  which 
these  gentlemen  gathered  in  the  coui’se  of  their 
tour.  If  we  are  to  have  everything  suppressed 
which  does  not  accord  with  the  views  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  if  we  are  to  have  every  utterance  or 
opinion  of  a  delegate  or  an  employe  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  suppressed  because  it  tells  against  the  policy 
of  the  Government,  we  might  as  well  have  a  Star 
Chamber  at  once  ;  we  might  as  well  have  no  inves¬ 
tigation  at  all  ;  and  I  denounce  this  as  a  high¬ 
handed  act  on  the  part  of  the  Government,  to 
decline  to  publish  this  report,  upon  the  flimsy  pre¬ 
text  that  the  Minister  never  read  it  before 
sending  it  to  England.  Sir,  the  Minister  knew  the 
character  of  that  report,  and  there  are  men  in  Can¬ 
ada  who  know  its  character,  and,  if  necessary,  it 
could  be  given  to  the  public  without  the  consent  of 
the  Government.  The  Government  suppress  it  be¬ 
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cause  it  asserts  that  the  farmers  of  this  Dominion 
require  access  to  their  natural  market,  with  the 
65,000,000  people  to  the  south  of  us  before  they 
caii  secure  prosperity,  and  the  Government  have 
deliberately  suppressed  that  opinion,  expressed  by 
their  own  chosen  servants  who  were  sent  to  this 
country  to  investigate  it  as  a  field  for  immigration 
and  who  have  had  the  honesty  and  uprightness  to 
tell  the  truth  without  colouring  it  for  the  purpose 
of  advancing  the  interests  of  this  Government.  I 
do  not  believe  that  this  debate  should  be  adjourned. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  motion  of  my  lion,  friend 
from  Huron  should  be  denied.  I  believe  that  we 
should  insist  that  if  there  is  such  a  report  in  exist¬ 
ence,  that  report  should  be  made  public. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  think  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  did  very  well  and  wisely  when  they  in¬ 
vited  the  English  farmers’  delegates  to  come  to 
this  country  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
whether  Canada  was  a  desirable  place  to  live  in. 
This  investigation  has  cost  the  country  a  large 
sum  of  money,  and  we  are  entitled  to  receive  the 
opinions  which  these  delegates  formed  during  their 
stay  in  this  country.  The  personal  expenses  of 
these  delegates  amounted  to  $6,811  ;  we  have  also 
paid  over  $20,000  for  the  printing  and  distribution 
of  the  report  which  is  made  by  them,  and  $2,000 
which  was  spent  on  parties  who  attended  the  dele¬ 
gation  in  different  sections  of  the  country  while 
they  were  gathering  information.  Here  is  nearly 
$30,000  which  it  has  cost  this  country  to  bring 
these  delegates  from  England  to  examine  this 
country  as  to  whether  it  was  the  proper  place  to 
urge  immigrants  to  come  to  settle  in.  At  the  same 
time  I  understand  that  these  delegates  were  told 
that  they  were  not  to  deal  with  any  political  issues 
at  all,  and  I  believe  that  a  private  report  to  the 
Government  brought  in  referred  to  the  prejudicial 
effects  of  the  National  Policy  on  this  country. 
I  am  satisfied  that  something  of  that  kind  has  been 
said  in  this  report,  or  it  would  have  appeared  in 
the  House  before  this.  Is  the  reason  for  its  non- 
appearance  that  it  contained  anything  derogatory 
to  the  National  Policy,  which  has  been  now  in 
force  for  ten  or  twelve  years  ?  I  have  no  doubt 
that  when  these  delegates  came  to  Nova  Scotia, 
and  looked  at  its  vast  resources,  when  they  saw  its 
vast  stores  of  iron  and  coal,  they  considered  that 
if  we  had  free  trade  with  the  United  States  those 
resources  would  have  been  developed  to  an  extent 
we  can  now  have  little  idea  of.  I  have  no  doubt 
that  when  they  visited  the  eastern  provinces  and 
saw  the  great  market  to  the  south,  which  the 
National  Policy  has  shut  out  from  them,  they  came 
to  the  conclusion  that  if  Nova  Scotia,  New  Bruns¬ 
wick  and  Prince  Edward  Island  are  to  become 
desirable  places  for  immigration,  we  must  change 
our  fiscal  policy.  In  the  face  of  all  this,  can  you 
expect,  Sir,  that  we,  as  an  Opposition  having  the 
interests  of  the  country  at  heart,  would  fail  to 
insist  that  the  opinions  of  those  men  should  be 
placed  before  Parliament  and  the  country  ? 
There  are  several  conditions  in  a  country 
required  to  make  it  a  desirable  place  to  live 
in  ;  and  those  delegates  no  doubt  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  while  we  have  a  very  fine  climate 
and  fertile  soil  and  any  amount  of  cultivable  land  fit 
for  settlement,  which  the  Government  has  placed  at 
the  disposal  of  immigrants  at  very  low  rates  and 
easy  terms  of  payment,  they  also  became  impressed 
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with  the  opinion  that  if  we  had  free  trade  and  if 
the  natural  markets  to  the  south  were  upon  to  us, 
we  would  be  enabled,  which  wre  are  not  now,  to 
reap  the  fruits  of  all  these  natural  advantages.  I 
have  no  doubt  that  they  concluded  that  if  our  policy 
were  changed  and  our  labouring  classes  relieved  of 
the  burdens  which  now  weigh  them  down,  this 
country  would  be  a  much  more  desirable  place  for 
settlement.  They  must  have  observed  that  the 
purchasing  power  of  a  dollar  in  this  country  is 
much  lower  than  it  is  in  England,  and  that  unless 
that  advantage  was  counterbalanced  by  a  free  mar¬ 
ket  our  country  would  not  experience  the  develop¬ 
ment  we  have  hitherto  been  looking  for  in 
vain.  While  we  have  a  grand  climate,  fertile 
soil,  and  vast  stretches  of  excellent  land,  on 
the  other  hand  we  have  opposing  influences  which 
more  than  counterbalance  these  advantages  and 
retard  immigration  ;  and  if  they  have  expressed  such 
an  opinion  in  their  report,  we  are  entitled  to  know 
it.  If  they  have  declared  that  the  National  Policy 
was  not  in  the  interests  of  immigration,  we  ought 
to  know  it.  If  they  have  told  the  Government  that 
the  burden  of  taxation  is  such  that  it  has  prevented 
many  settling  here  who  would  otherwise  have  come, 
we  are  entitled  to  know  it.  It  would  surprise  me 
that  the  Government  should  venture  to  give-  instruc¬ 
tions  to  their  delegates  that  they  must  avoid  every¬ 
thing  of  a  political  character,  because  that  certainly 
is  the  side  of  the  shield  which  should  be  shown  to 
the  people  of  the  old  country.  We  cannot  expect 
to  have  our  lands  settled  for  many  years  to  come, 
even  if  we  have  a  good  climate  and  cheap  land, 
unless  the  other  conditions  of  life  are  of  such  a 
character  as  to  make  those  cheap  lands  profitable 
to  settlers.  It  is  not  within  the  right  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  with  hold  any  report  placed  in  their  hands, 
even  if  it  should  express  an  opinion  contrary  to 
theirs.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  their  duty  to  place 
that  report  before  the  House  and  the  country  so 
that  we  can  read  and  deliberate  upon  the  convic¬ 
tions  therein  expressed.  If  they  have  noticed  that 
Prince  Edward  Island  is  suffering  from  the  action 
of  the  National  Policy,  which  every  intelligent 
representative  in  this  country  knows,  if  they 
have  told  us  that  the  people  there  are  paying 
$120,000  every  year  to  get  their  potatoes 
into  the  United  States,  which  they  might  save 
were  it  not  for  the  National  Policy,  we  have  a 
right  to  know.  If  they  have  told  us  that  the  iron 
and  coal  deposits  of  the  eastern  provinces  could 
be  developed  to  a  much  greater  extent,  if  we 
had  free  trade  with  the  United  States,  we  have  a 
right  to  know  it.  If  they  have  told  us  that  if  the 
lumber  products  of  these  provinces  were  allowed 
free  access  to  the  United  States,  and  employment 
would  be  furnished  the  people  coming  from  the  old 
conntry,  we  have  a  right  to  be  informed  of  it.  It 
is  an  insult  to  this  Parliament  and  the  country  to 
refuse  to  place  before  us  the  reports  of  these  men 
who  were  paid  by  the  people  to  come  here  and 
report ;  and  I  beg  leave  to  remind  the  Ministers 
and  their  supporters,  who  refuse  to  grant  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  hon.  member  for  South  Huron,  that 
their  refusal  will  not  be  condoned  by  the  people.  I 
beg  leave  to  remind  them  that  the  people  will  in¬ 
sist  on  their  no  longer  standing  in  the  way  of  our 
obtaining  the  information  these  people  came  here 
to  give,  and  for  which  we  are  paying  out  of  the 
hard  earnings  of  the  people.  And  therefore,  I 
say,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Government  to  place 
Mr.  Macdonald  (Huron). 


these  reports  on  the  Table,  even  should  they  con¬ 
tain  opinions  at  variance  with  those  of  the 
Government. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  think  it  is  unfortunate  that 
on  a  motion  of  this  kind,  neither  the  Minister  of 
Agriculture  nor  the  First  Minister  is  in  his  place.  I 
find  that  in  the  debate  which  took  place  a  few 
evenings  ago,  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  admitted 
the  existence  of  this  report.  We  have  it  to-day 
from  the  Minister  of  Justice  that  the  report  has 
not  been  read  by  any  Minister  of  the  Crown,  but 
was  forwarded  to  England  unread.  I  leave  it  to 
you,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  leave  it  to  the  members  of 
this  House,  whether  it  is  fair  of  the  Government  to 
ask  Parliament  to  vote  $30,000  of  the  people’s 
money,  ostensibly  to  promote  immigration,  .and 
then,  after  they  have  got  the  report  from  their  own 
chosen  delegates,  not  to  think  it  worth  while  to 
read  it  and  to  refuse  to  give  it  to  the  people  of 
Canada.  What  was  the  object  in  asking  these 
gentlemen  to  come  out  here  and  inspect  the  coun¬ 
try  if  the  world  is  not  to  be  enlightened  by  their 
examination  of  the  resources  of  this  country  ?  Last 
year  the  Government  told  the  country  they  intend¬ 
ed  to  inaugurate  a  vigorous  immigration  policy, 
and  they  took  from  Parliament  a  large  sum,  nearly 
$300,000,  which  they  proceeded  to  spend  by  invit¬ 
ing  delegates  from  various  parts  of  the  Empire 
to  come  to  Canada  and  examine  its  resources  and 
advise  the  outside  world  as  to  the  attractions 
which  Canada  provides.  I  see  men  before  me 
in  this  House  who  on  some  occasions  profess 
a  deep  interest  in  the  welfare  of  Canada.  I  see 
before  me  gentlemen  who  have  professed  them¬ 
selves  anxious  to  promote  immigration.  I  see 
the  hon.  member  for  Northumberland,  who  some¬ 
times  waxes  warm  in  favour  of  increasing  the 
population  of  Canada  by  immigration  ;  but  when 
there  is  something  before  him  which  he  cannot 
face,  he  has  to  think  of  something  else.  I  see 
the  hon.  Minister  of  Militia,  who  sometimes  pro¬ 
fesses  a  deep  concern  in  the  welfare  of  Canada 
and  who  pays  great  attention  to  the  debates ; 
but  when  a  question  like  this  comes  up  which 
he  cannot  answer,  we  find  him  deeply  embar¬ 
rassed  by  other  matters  and  lacking  time  to  give 
attention  to  the  matter  before  the  House.  The 
hon.  member  for  East  Grey  (Mr.  Sproule)  some¬ 
times  gives  great  attention  to  the  business  of  the 
House,  and  the  other  evening,  when  Parliament 
was  giving  attention  to  the  subject  of  immigration, 
supposing  now  that  we  were  talking  of  a  former 
session,  when  we  were  speaking  of  the  funds  which 
have  been  expended  to  bring  delegates  cut  to  Can¬ 
ada,  and  what  those  delegates  had  said  in  reference 
to  the  resources  of  Canada,  the  hon.  gentleman 
said,  in  the  high  function  of  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  which  he  then  occupied  :  I  rule  out  any  dis¬ 
cussion  in  regard  to  the  report  of  the  delegates  to. 
the  Maritime  Provinces. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  I  would  like  to  correct  the  hon. 
gentleman.  Whether  he  was  present  or  not,  I  do> 
not  know,  but  I  may  state  that  I  made  no  such 
ruling. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  am  sure  the  House  will  be 
glad  to  know  that  the  hon.  member  feels  so  inter¬ 
ested  in  this  question,  that  there  is  one  member 
on  that  side  who  is  interested  in  it  ;  but  I 
should  like  to  ask,  where  is  the  Minister  of 
Agriculture  ?  When  a  question  of  this  kind  is 
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placed  before  the  House,  where  is  the  respon¬ 
sible  Minister?  He  has  told  the  House  that  he 
has  never  seen  this  report,  and  I  can,  therefore, 
well  understand  why  he  has  withdrawn  from  the 
Chamber,  for  need  there  be  suggested  a  greater 
acknowledgment  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
responsible  Minister  than  for  him  to  say  that  last 
year  he  expended  $30,000  to  bring  out  delegates  to 
this  country  to  examine  into  our  resources,  and  that 
not  up  to  this  day,  the  11th  May,  did  he  take  the 
trouble  of  looking  between  the  two  covers  of  their 
report  ?  Was  it  because  he  was  so  much  interested 
in  looking  after  his  election,  or  was  it  that  other 
matters  interfered  with  his  doing  what  he  was 
paid  to  do?  Now,  nearly  a  year  has  elapsed  with¬ 
out  his  seeing  what  these  men  have  reported  as  to 
the  resources  of  Canada.  On  one  occasion,  he  said 
he  doubted  whether  such  a  report  existed,  and  on 
anotheroccasion  he  said  that  the  High  Commissioner 
had  the  report,  and  then  he  said  that  the  report  had 
been  sent  to  him  and  he  had  sent  it  to  the 
High  Commissioner  without  reading  it.  We  have 
the  statement  from  the  Minister  of  Justice  that  the 
report  came  to  Canada,  and,  without  being  read, 
was  sent  to  England,  and  that  he  had  cabled  to  have 
it  returned  to  Canada  and  it  would  be  here  in  a  few 
days.  That  is  the  position  now.  Nothing  more 
unworthy  of  a  Government  professing  to  know 
what  is  right — I  will  not  say  to  do  what  is  right, 
because  they  have  thrown  off  all  that — could  be 
shown  than  their  action  in  this  matter  to-day.  The 
interests  of  agriculture  are  dear  to  their  hearts 
when  it  is  suitable  for  them  to  so  profess,  but,  when 
the  time  for  action  comes,  where  are  they  ?  My 
lion,  friend  from  North  Norfolk  (Mr.  Charlton)  has 
stated  that  this  report  contains  serious  chai’ges 
against  the  fiscal  policy  of  the  Administration,  and 
for  that  reason  he  suggests  it  is  withheld  from  the 
public.  If  that  is  the  case,  we  may  understand 
how  the  Government  has  taken  public  money  and 
made  a  fraudulent  use  of  it  for  party  purposes. 
The  Minister  of  Militia  seems  to  show  some  inter¬ 
est  in  this  matter.  I  hope  that,  since  his  two  col¬ 
leagues,  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  the  Mini¬ 
ster  of  Justice,  have  taken  their  flight  from  the 
Chamber,  he  will  have  enough  military  spirit  to 
stand  up  and  defend  the  action  of  the  Government 
in  this  matter.  I  have  no  faith  in  the  proposition 
•of  the  Minister  of  Justice  that  this  motion  should 
be  delayed.  It  appears  as  if  the  motion  he  has 
made  was  a  dilatory  motion  intended  to  defeat  the 
ends  of  justice,  and  I  cannot  assent  to  the  doctrine 
that  the  ends  of  justice  should  be  defeated  at  the 
instance  of  the  Minister  of  Justice,  who  is  bound  to 
defend  the  interests  of  justice. 

Mr.  LISTER.  We  have  heard  frequently  the 
argument  of  shouting  used  by  gentlemen  opposite, 
and  especially  by  those  on  the  back  benches.  They 
answer  argument  by  yelling  at  the  Speaker,  and  by 
conduct  which  would  disgrace  an  ordinary  county 
council.  In  a  matter  of  this  kind,  involving  the 
rights  of  the  people  of  the  country,  when  Ministers 
of  the  Crown  vacate  their  seats  and  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  are  not  found  courageous  enough  to 
defend  the  refusal  to  adopt  the  motion  of  my  hon. 
friend  from  Huron  (Mr.  McMillan),  gentlemen 
opposite  take  refuge  in  a  howl.  The  Government, 
in  refusing  to  give  information  on  a  very  important 
subject  in  the  interests  of  tins  country,  are  utterly 
disregarding  the  acknowledged  rights  of  the  repre¬ 


sentatives  of  the  people.  Hon.  gentlemen  on  the 
Treasury  benches,  with  a  majority  of  sixty  in  this 
House,  feel  that  they  can  defy  the  wishes  of  the 
minority,  that  they  can  rely  on  hon.  gentlemen  to 
support  them  when  they  are  right,  and  more 
strongly  when  they  are  wrong.  We  heard  that 
statement  a  moment  ago.  The  conduct  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  this  matter  is  most  discreditable.  I  say 
they  are  disregarding  the  rights  of  the  people’s 
representatives  in  this  Parliament,  and  Isay, further, 
that  the  motion  of  the  Minister  of  Justice  is  pur¬ 
posely  designed  to  burke  the  information  which  this 
motion  seeks  to  obtain.  Let  us  look  at  the  true 
position  of  this  matter.  We  have  it  admitted  that 
the  Government,  through  its  Agent  or  High  Com¬ 
missioner,  Sir  Charles  Tupper,  in  London,  select¬ 
ing  his  own  friends  as  delegates,  paid  these  men 
out  of  the  Canadian  treasury,  in  order  that  immi¬ 
grants  might  be  induced  to  come  to  Canada. 
These  men — honest  men,  I  have  no  doubt — surveyed 
the  field,  they  travelled  from  one  end  of  the  country 
to  the  other,  and  they  found  that  the  fiscal  policy 
of  this  Government  was  inimical  to  the  interests  of 
the  immigrants  who  might  be  induced  to  come 
here,  and  they  so  reported  to  Sir  Charles  Tupper. 
That  report  was  not  the  property  of  Sir  Charles 
Tupper,  or  Sir  John  Thompson,  or  of  the  Minister 
of  Agriculture,  who  dares  not  face  the  House 
to-day  on  this  subject,  but  it  was  the  property  of 
the  people  of  Canada,  and  the  Government  had  no 
more  right  to  suppress  this  report  than  to  suppress 
any  other  public  document.  The  Minister  of 
Agriculture,  when  he  was  asked  the  other  night, 
responded  in  that  mild  tone  of  his,  with  a  smile 
that  was  child-like  and  bland  like  the  heathen 
Chinee,  that  he  had  never  read  the  report,  and  his 
secretary  had  not  read  it,  but  that  they 
just  bundled  it  up  and  sent  it  back  to  Sir 
Charles  Tupper.  Does  that  hon.  gentleman 
think  there  is  sufficient  credulity  in  this 
House  to  accept  that  statement  unquestioned  ? 
An  important  document  is  sent  to  him  as  a  member 
of  the  Government  for  the  purpose  of  having  the 
approval  or  disapproval  of  the  Government,  and 
then  is  returned  to  Sir  Charles  Tupper  for  the 
purpose  of  having  it  printed,  if  necessary,  in  the 
old  country,  and  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  is 
simple  enough  to  assert  that  he  never  examined  it, 
that  his  secretary  never  examined  it,  that  his  deputy 
never  examined  it,  but  he  bundled  it  up  in  an  enve¬ 
lope  and  addressed  it  back  to  Sir  Charles  Tupper, 
and  that  is  the  last  we  have  ever  heard  of  it.  The 
truth  of  the  matter  is  that  these  men  governing 
this  country,  tried  to  influence  these  delegates  ; 
they  tried  to  give  them  to  understand  that  there 
must  be  no  reference  made  to  the  policy  of  the 
dominant  party  in  this  country,  that  would  be  dis¬ 
tasteful  to  the  Government,  it  would  be  disloyal  to 
speak  about  this  great  National  Policy,  or  to  say 
that  it  retarded  or  interfered  with  the  progress  of 
this  country.  Sir,  it  appears  they  did  not  know 
whom  they  were  dealing  with.  They  were  deal¬ 
ing  with  men  who  were  not  going  to  suppress 
the  truth,  men  who  would  tell  the  truth  not¬ 
withstanding  the  cajolery  of  member’s  of  the 
Government  ;  and  they  go  back  to  England 
and  write  out  a  report,  and  the  Government  deli¬ 
berately  suppress  that  report,  they  deliberately 
keep  it  back  from  the  people’s  representatives  who 
have  a  right  to  have  it  placed  on  the  Table  of  this 
House  to  scrutinize  it,  to  investigate  it,  and  if  there 
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is  anything  wrong  in  it,  to  have  it  righted.  We 
have  the  statement  to-day  of  the  Government  of 
this  country,  refusing  to  produce  this  document, 
urging  one  excuse  after  another,  and  the  Minister 
of  Justice  standing  up  and  moving  in  a  perfunctory 
manner  that  this  debate  be  adjourned.  Somebody 
else  has  something  to  say  about  the  adjournment 
of  this  debate  besides  the  Minister  of  Justice. 
This  debate  will  be  adjourned  when  we  are  ready 
to  adjourn  it  and  not  till  then.  The  Minister  of 
Agriculture  gets  up,  child-like  and  bland  the  other 
day,  and  tells  us  that  he  never  read  this  report,  that 
his  secretary  never  read  it,  that  his  deputy  never 
read  it,  that  none  of  his  colleagues  ever  read  it,  and 
he  bundled  it  up  and  sent  it  back  to  Sir  Charles 
Tupper  from  whom  it  came.  I  doubt  whether  Sir 
Charles  ever  read  it.  This  is  the  statement  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  makes  to  us,  and  al¬ 
though  Parliament  has  been  sitting  for  over  two 
months,  there  has  been  no  effort  on  the  part 
of  the  Government  to  have  that  document  returned 
to  this  House  ;  not  until  it  was  mentioned  some 
days  ago  by  the  Opposition  did  the  Government 
intimate  that  there  was  such  a  report,  and  until 
that  time  no  step  whatever  was  taken  for  the 
purpose  of  having  it  brought  back.  Now  the 
Minister  of  Justice  moves  that  the  debate  be  ad¬ 
journed,  because  he  knows  full  well  that  the  matter 
cannot  come  before  the  House  again  before  proro¬ 
gation  takes  place.  The  probabilities  are  that  the 
Government  will  take  the  two  days  that  remain  to 
members  in  this  House,  and  the  strong  probabilities 
are  that  if  the  hon.  gentleman’s  motion  is  carried, 
it  will  be  impossible  for  the  members  of  this  House 
to  have  an  opportunity  of  examining  the  report 
given  by  these  delegates.  I  repeat  that,  in  my 
judgment,  the  conduct  of  the  Government  is  dis¬ 
graceful  ;  they  are  ignoring  and  disregarding, 
utterly  and  entirely  the  rights  of  the  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  people  of  this  House. 

Sir  .1 OHN  THOMPSON.  I  suppose  I  might  have 
interrupted  the  hon.  gentleman  when  he  accused  me 
of  having  made  this  motion  in  order  to  burk  dis¬ 
cussion  ;  but  I  preferred  to  wait  until  he  finished  his 
remarks  in  order  that  I  might  have  an  opportunity 
to  repeat  that  the  adoption  to  adjourn  the  debate 
will  not,  in  any  way,  prevent  the  House  from  con¬ 
sidering  this  motion  before  the  end  of  the  session, 
and  at  a  very  early  date.  I  pledged  myself  when  I 
made  the  motion — and  I  suppose  it  was  in  view  of 
that  pledge  that  the  hon.  member  who  moved  for  this 
return  had  the  courtesy  to  acquiesce  in  the  adoption 
of  my  motion — I  pledged  myself  that  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  should  have  such  an  opportunity,  even  in  ad¬ 
vance  of  all  other  business  of  the  House  ;  and  I  re¬ 
peat  that  in  the  hearing  of  the  House,  lest  the  hon. 
member  who  has  just  charged  me  with  a  desire 
to  burk  the  discussion,  may  not  have  heard  the 
observation  which  I  made.  I  may  add  that  the 
mere  fact  of  the  delegates,  or  one  of  them,  if 
he  has,  or  if  they  have,  expressed  opinion  upon 
the  public  policy  of  the  Government,  will  not, 
so  far  as  I  know,  be  a  reason  why  the  reports 
should  not  be  laid  upon  the  Table  of  the  House. 
Therefore,  I  am  not  actuated  by  that  view  at  all, 
or  by  any  desire  to  suppress  the  report.  We 
simply  desired  to  have  an  opportunity  of  seeing  the 
documents  which  are  now  called  for,  and  in  order 
that,  if  reason  exists  therefor,  we  might  present 
them  to  the  House  in  advance  of  the  adoption  of 
Mr.  Lister. 


the  order  to  have  the  papers  brought  down.  If 
my  motion  passes  to-day,  trusting  to  our  bringing 
them  down  or  not,  as  we  may  deem  best  in  the 
public  interest,  we  should  have  an  opportunity  of 
seeing  the  papers  before  they  are  presented  to  the 
House.  But  we  are  not  so  much  afraid  of  the 
opinion  of  one  or  two  Englishmen  sojourning  in 
this  country,  criticizing  our  fiscal  policy  or  any 
other  branch  of  our  policy,  that  that  should  be  a 
reason  for  suppressing  their  reports,  whatever  they 
may  be.  My  motion  simply  involves  the  ordinary 
courtesy  of  asking  that  the  documents,  which,  I 
believe,  are  now  on  their  way  to  us,  should  reach 
us  and  be  read  by  us  before  they  are  put  on  the 
Table. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  It  is  difficult  to  imagine  what 
objection  there  can  be  to  bringing  down  these 
papers,  or  why  they  should  not  have  been  brought 
down  already.  These  are  not  diplomatic  papers, 
there  are  no  state  secrets  in  them,  they  are  simply 
reports  of  gentlemen  entrusted  by  the  Government 
to  do  certain  work,  and  that  work  they  have  done. 
Now,  it  is,  I  presume,  no  secret  abroad  that  the 
only  reason  why  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  did  not 
read  these  papers  was  simply  because  he  did  not 
like  to  find  in  them  what  he  expected  to  find  in 
them  ;  otherwise  it  is  not  possible  to  imagine  why 
he  did  not  read  these  papers  before  returning  them 
to  Sir  Charles  Tupper — that  is,  the  report  of  Mr. 
McQueen  ;  as  to  the  report  of  Mr.  Davey,  I  under¬ 
stand  to-day  that  it  never  crossed  the  ocean  and 
that  it  remains  in  the  hands  of  the  High  Com¬ 
missioner. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  know  that 
he  made  one. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  would  be  loth  to  suppose 
that  a  gentleman  selected  by  the  Government  to' 
do  a  certain  work,  had  failed  to  perform  his  work  ; 
I  would  be  sorry  to  suppose  that  Mr.  Davey,  after 
having  visited  this  country  at  the  request  of  the 
Government,  should  have  been  so  neglectful  of  his 
duty  as  not  to  make  the  report  which  he  was  bound 
to  make.  I  believe  that  he  did  submit  his  report 
in  due  time,  and  I  believe  it  was  through  the  negli¬ 
gence  of  Sir  Charles  Tupper  that  the  report  did  not 
come.  If  I  am  doing  an  injustice  to  Sir  Charles 
Tupper  I  shall  be  very  glad  to  acknowledge  it  and 
apologize  to  him,  if  the  facts  hereafter  disclosed 
should  show  I  am  wrong.  Under  the  present  cir- 
cumstances  it  seems  impossible  to  conceive  why 
these  reports  were  not  made  known.  At  all  events, 
since  the  hon.  gentleman  who  leads  the  House  tells 
us  that  we  shall  have  an  opportunity  of  bringing 
up  the  matter  again,  I  suppose  we  might  as  well 
agree  to  the  motion  to  adjourn. 

Mr.  FLINT.  I  think  the  members  from  the 
Maritime  Provinces  have  a  right  to  complain  of  the 
action  of  the  Government  in  delaying,  and  even  sup¬ 
pressing  this  report.  It  is  well  known  that  for 
many  years  during  the  first  portion  of  our  Con¬ 
federation,  indeed  up  to  quite  a  recent  period, 
large  sums  of  money  have  been  voted  by  the 
Dominion  Parliament  in  the  hope  of  promoting 
immigration  to  this  country,  and  the  Local  Legis¬ 
latures  of  the  Maritime  Provinces  have  been  obliged* 
during  a  large  portion  of  that  period,  to  appropriate 
funds,  which  might  have  been  expended  for  other 
purposes,  on  efforts  to  promote  immigration  into 
the  various  provinces.*  So  heavy  was  this  drain  on 
the  provincial  resources  that  this  policy  on  the  part 
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of  the  provinces  had  to  be  abandoned,  and  we 
found  that  of  the  large  sums  expended  from 
Dominion  resources,  almost  the  whole  of  it,  in  fact 
I  think  I  would  be  justified  in  saying  the  whole  of 
it,  was  extended  for  the  benefit  of  the  new  terri¬ 
tories  in  the  North-West.  When  it  was  circulated 
by  rumour  and  through  the  press  that  an  effort  was 
about  being  made  through  the  High  Commis¬ 
sioner  and  under  the  auspices  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  backed  by  the  resources 
of  the  Dominion,  to  do  something  to  promote 
immigration  into  the  Maritime  Provinces,  there 
was  a  feeling  of  satisfaction  throughout  those 
provinces  which  was  very  general  and  gratifying. 
It  was  hoped  that  their  great  resources  would  be 
made  known  in  the  Old  World,  and  that  some  of 
the  crumbs  from  the  great  Dominion  table  might 
be  allowed  to  fall  within  reach  of  the  people  of  the 
Maritime  Provinces  so  far  as  immigration  is  con¬ 
cerned.  I  consider  the  Government  in  suppressing 
this  report  have  only  carried  out  the  policy  they 
have  inaugurated  almost  from  the  commencement 
of  this  session.  Last  session  we  might  have  styled 
the  Government  a  white-washing  Government,  but 
they  did  condescend  to  allow  certain  investigations, 
but  by  their  majority  they  neutralized  the  effects 
of  the  white-washing  reports  respecting  those  who 
had  been  guilty  of  practices  unbecoming  members 
of  Parliament,  or  Ministers  of  the  Crown.  But 
this  session  I  think  they  have  concluded  to  adopt 
an  opposite  policy  :  instead  of  waiting  for  reports 
of  committees  or  commissions  or  of  any  body  to 
whom  matters  of  importance  were  referred,  they 
concluded  it  was  advisable  to  suppress  investigations 
and  to  suppress  reports,  whenever  those  investiga¬ 
tions  or  reports  were  likely  to  strike  a  blow 
at  the  vanity  or  self-sufficiency  of  the  advocates 
of  the  Government  policy  in  regard  to  their 
administration  of  public  affairs.  The  comedy  of 
errors  in  regard  to  the  visit  of  the  English  farm 
delegates  to  the  Maritime  Provinces  began  at  the 
very  outset  ;  it  began  in  England  before  word  was 
given  out  in  the  provinces  that  anything  of  this 
kind  was  contemplated.  I  think  the  Government 
would  have  done  themselves,  the  people  and  the 
resources  of  the  Maritime  Provinces  justice  if 
notice  had  more  publicly  been  given  of  the  proposed 
visit  of  the  delegates  to  those  provinces,  had  this 
Parliament  been  informed  by  some  occupant  of  the 
Treasury  benches  that  a  visit  of  this  kind  was  con¬ 
templated,  and  had  the  attention  of  the  Maritime 
Provinces  been  called  to  the  proposed  visit  of  the 
delegates,  in  order  that  by  communicating  with 
the  Local  Government  and  their  friends  in  the 
Lower  Provinces  they  might  have  put  forth  greater 
efforts  in  order  to  make  the  visit  a  great  and 
shining  success.  In  order  to  contrast  this  policy  or 
lack  of  policy  on  the  part  of  the  Government  with 
the  enterprise  of  private  individuals  and  transporta¬ 
tion  companies.  I  would  refer  to  the  visit  of  the 
New  England  Press  Association  to  Nova  Scotia 
and  New  Brunswick  during  last  summer.  The 
opening  of  the  missing  link  between  Annapolis  and 
Digby  and  the  opening  of  the  summer  season  of 
travel  were  taken  advantage  of  by  the  transporta¬ 
tion  companies  and  the  steamboat  companies,  and 
others  interested  in  the  prosperity  of  the  pro¬ 
vince,  to  invite  the  New  England  Press  Association 
to  visit  those  provinces.  The  progress  of  some 
twenty  or  thirty  representatives  of  the  Press  Asso¬ 
ciation  to  Nova  Scotia  was  more  like  a  Royal  pro¬ 


gress  than  a  visit  by  travellers  who  desired  to 
investigate  the  resources  of  the  province.  In  al¬ 
most  every  town  and  village  they  were  met  by 
leading  citizens  and  banquetted  and  taken  to  see 
beautiful  scenery,  and  made  acquainted,  as  far  as 
it  was  within  the  power  of  all  concerned,  with  the 
resources  of  the  province,  and  above  all  were  made 
to  feel  that  Nova  Scotia  was  fair  to  look  upon  and 
was  a  fine  gem  in  the  crown  of  this  Dominion. 
Every  effort  was  made  to  send  this  information 
abroad  and  have  it  published  in  the  press  control¬ 
led  by  those  journalists.  The  Dominion  Govern¬ 
ment  expend  large  sums  of  money  for  purposes 
of  very  much  the  same  character,  but  of  even  more 
importance  ;  but  in  regard  to  the  visit  of  the 
farmers’  delegates  they  kept  their  plans  in  the 
dark,  and  the  first  intimation  the  people  obtained 
was  a  telegram  from  the  High  Commissioner  in 
London  to  the  Premier  of  Nova  Scotia,  announcing 
that  the  delegates  had  been  selected  and  were 
on  the  way  to  Nova  Scotia  and  the  Maritime  Pro¬ 
vinces  in  order  to  study  the  resources  and  report 
upon  them.  The  second  mistake  was  made  just 
here  ;  and  I  am  not  disposed,  after  the  explanation 
given  by  the  Minister  of  Marine  the  other  night, 
to  press  unduly  against  the  Administration  the 
charge  that  they  deliberately  and  with  malice 
aforethought  selected  an  improper  instrument 
through  whom  to  introduce  those  delegates  to 
Nova  Scotia.  But  there  was  a  lack  of  judgment, 
and  lack  of  tact  displayed  by  men  acquainted  with 
political  matters,  which  should  have  been  avoided. 
Instead  of  continuing  the  wise  and  prudent  policy 
of  the  High  Commissioner,  who  is  a  man  of  experi¬ 
ence,  at  all  events,  in  all  these  matters  and  acquaint¬ 
ed  with  the  disposition  of  the  people  of  Nova 
Scotia,  instead  of  following  out  his  advice  and 
placing  the  delegates  in  the  bands  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  province,  the  Dominion  Government 
appointed  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  in  Nova 
Scotia  for  the  task,  and  sent  down  an  agent  of  the 
department  to  take  charge  of  those  delegates  and 
show  them  such  parts  of  the  province  as  they 
might  select.  When  the  unfortunate  contretemps 
was  made  known,  the  Provincial  Government  in¬ 
dignantly  withdrew  from  all  participation  in  the 
visit  of  the  delegates.  They  were  placed — I  say 
nothing  in  regard  to  the  agent  of  the  Agriculture 
Department — in  the  hands  of  prominent  men  of 
the  local  Opposition  and  they  wrere  only  allowed  to 
see,  hear  and  know  such  things  as  in  the  opinion  of 
those  men  the  delegates  should  see,  hear  and 
know.  If  I  have  studied  this  matter  correctly, 
there  were  many  portions  of  the  province  which 
the  delegates  did  not  visit.  The  visit  was  a  failure 
as  regards  arousing  the  interest  and  enthusiasm  of 
the  people.  I  am  convinced  that  had  the  Local 
Government  been  encouraged  in  the  steps  they 
were  about  to  take  to  receive  those  delegates  and 
during  their  visit  to  show  them  all  the  resources  of 
the  province,  there  would  have  been  such  a  display 
of  enthusiasm  and  interest  as  would  have  charmed 
those  delegates,  and  would  have  led  them  to  make 
more  favourable  reports  in  regard  to  the  people, 
the  social  allurements  of  the  province,  and  its 
agricultural  and  other  resources,  than  can  possibly 
characterize  the  present  report.  The  same  rumour 
came  from  other  provinces,  that  the  visits  of  these 
delegates  was  not  made  as  important  and  interest¬ 
ing  as  it  might  have  been.  The  next  error  on  the 
part  of  the  Government  was  to  keep  these  delegates 
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in  leading-strings,  instead  of  being,  allowed  to  go 
free.  If  they  entertained  free  trade  views  they 
should  have  been  allowed  to  express  them  freely 
and  fully,  for  there  was  nothing  to  conceal  in  a 
visit  of  intelligent  gentlemen  from  the  old  country  ; 
but  they  were  kept  in  leading  strings,  they  were 
not  allowed  to  freely  express  their  views  in  oppo¬ 
sition  to  the  trade  policy  of  the  Government  ;  and 
above  all  the  Government  comjnitted  an  error  in 
keeping  back  the  report  which  we  know  was  sent 
to  this  country,  and  which  the  public  have 
not  yet  had  an  opportunity  of  seeing,  and  in 
this  way  the  Government  have  created  a  sus¬ 
picion  which  might  not  otherwise  have  existed. 
They  were  possibly  afraid  that  the  sentiments  and 
statementsof  these  delegates  would  have  an  injurious 
effect  upon  the  fate  of  the  Administration  itself. 
Another  error  is  the  suppression  of  the  report.  I 
think  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  can  only  escape 
the  strong  censure  of  the  House  for  having  re¬ 
turned  this  report  without  reading  it,  upon  the 
plea  that  he  was  then  in  ill-health.  That,  how¬ 
ever,  is  not  a  sufficient  excuse  for  his  not  having 
sent  this  report  to  some  other  member  of  this  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  be  revised  and  published.  We  are  still 
in  ignorance  as  to  who  these  gentlemen  met  in 
Canada,  the  places  they  visited,  their  impressions 
as  to  the  resources  of  this  country,  and  of  the 
effect  of  the  fiscal  policy  of  the  Government  upon 
intending  immigrants.  I  quite  agree  with  the  re¬ 
marks  the  Minister  of  Militia  has  made,  that  if 
the  report  is  hostile  to  the  immigration  interests  of 
the  country,  the  Government  would  be  justified  in 
declining  to  send  it  abroad,  but  all  that  is  no  ex¬ 
cuse  for  refusing  information  to  the  people  of  the 
Maritime  Provinces,  and  to  the  Dominion  gener¬ 
ally,  as  to  the  impression  made  upon  the  minds  of 
the  delegates.  They  visited  the  Maritime  Pro¬ 
vinces  at  a  period  of  the  year  when  everything 
presents  its  most  favourable  aspect,  and  had  they 
been  taken  to  the  right  portion  of  the  provinces,  I 
am  certain  that  they  could  view  scenery  unsurpassed 
in  the  Dominion,  and  meet  people  unsurpassed  in  the 
worldfor  qualities  which  go  to  make  up  good  citizens, 
good  neighbours,  intelligent  and  enterprising  agri¬ 
culturists  and  labourers  in  every  sphere  of  life.  As 
was  stated  here  the  other  evening,  the  people  of  the 
Maritime  Provinces  do  not  fear  comparison  with 
any  people  on  this  continent.  \\  e  have  notthe  broad 
acres  that  they  have  in  the  North-West,  we  have 
not  the  teeming  population  of  the  great  Province 
of  Ontario,  but  we  have  resources  which  they  have 
not.  We  have  enormous  fishiug  capabilities  ;  we 
have  great  mining  resources,  splendid  lumbering 
and  forest  resources,  and  fine  agricultural  lands 
wherever  agriculture  is  cultivated.  Were  it  not  for 
the  policy  of  the  Government  which  makes  the 
conditions  of  life  to  our  people  hard,  we  might  be 
a  happy  and  prosperous  people.  We  have  learned 
another  strange  thing  during  this  discussion  ;  one 
which  members  on  this  side  of  the  House  had  sus¬ 
pected  for  a  long  time,  and  which  now  comes  almost 
in  an  official  form.  That  is,  that  the  action  of  the 
Administration  at  Ottawa  is  to  a  large  degree  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  influence  of  the  High  Commissioner 
in  London.  We  have  it  almost  as  plainly  admit¬ 
ted  as  if  the  statement  was  broadly  made,  that  the 
High  Commissioner  in  London  has  dictated  the 
action  of  the  Government  in  regard  to  this  report. 
Why  was  it  hurried  back  to  London  with  such  in¬ 
decent  haste,  why  has  he  had  up  to  the  present 
Mr.  Flint. 


time  control  of  the  document  :  and,  if  public 
rumour  is  to  be  relied  upon,  why  has  he  had  con¬ 
sultation  with  some  of  the  delegates  to  induce 
them  to  make  alterations  in  their  report  be¬ 
fore  it  is  sent  back  to  Ottawa  for  presentation 
to  the  public  here?  We  have  been  made  aware 
during  the  last  few  days,  by  private  information  as 
well  as  publications  in  the  press,  that  these  dele¬ 
gates  are  freely  expressing  their  opinions  in  the  old 
country  as  to  how  the  fiscal  policy  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  affects  the  people.  They  are  men  of  standing 
who  are  called  upon  to  address  agricultural  asso¬ 
ciations  and  public  meetings  of  intending  immi¬ 
grants  and  others,  and  they  are  ventilating  the 
opinions  which  they  gathered  during  their  hasty 
and  unsatisfactory  visit  to  the  Maritime  Provinces. 
If  there  are  representations  in  that  report  which 
are  injurious  to  the  interests  of  the  Maritime  Pro¬ 
vinces,  we  must  hold  the  Government  and  their 
agents  strictly  responsible  for  it,  because  we  must 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  any  views  hostile  to 
the  interests  of  the  Maritime  Provinces  have  been 
created  by  the  lack  of  opportunities  placed  within 
the  reach  of  the  delegates  sent  out  by  Sir  Charles 
Tupper.  We  are  convinced  that  a  full  and  fair 
examination  of  the  resources  of  these  provinces 
should  not  produce  any  other  than  the  most  favour¬ 
able  result  which  the  visit  of  the  Press  delegates 
from  New  England  created.  It  would  be  a 
pleasure  to  read  to  the  representatives  of  the 
people  of  other  portions  of  the  Dominion  the 
glowing  accounts  these  gentlemen  gave  of  the 
Province  of  Nova  Scotia  as  they  saw  it  in 
August  last.  If  the  farm  delegates  have  reported 
differently,  they  can  have  only  done  so  upon  one 
or  two  grounds.  They  can  onl}7  have  done  so  be¬ 
cause  of  their  opinion  as  to  the  effect  of  the  trade 
policy  of  the  Dominion  Government  and  upon  its  in¬ 
jurious  effects  on  the  people,  and  its  preventing 
their  progress  and  increase  in  wealth  and  happi¬ 
ness  by  the  exercise  of  their  talents  as  agricultur¬ 
ists,  labourers,  mechanics,  miners,  fishermen  or  any 
other  occupation.  The  proof,  to  a  large  degree, 
that  such  an  opinion  of  the  delegates  was  correct, 
is  furnished  by  the  enormous  emigration  from  these 
provinces  during  the  last  seven  or  eight  years,  and 
which  is  going  on  in  increased  volume  at  the  pre¬ 
sent  time.  Every  letter  which  we  receive  from 
the  Maritime  Provinces  shows  that  the  exodus  is 
not  diminishing,  and  that,  notwithstanding  the  re¬ 
sources  of  the  country,  and  the  misguided  efforts 
of  the  Dominion  Government  with  its  tariff  policy, 
to  promote  the  prosperity  of  that  portion  of  the 
Dominion,  we  find  that  the  young  men,  the  bone 
and  sinew  of  the  country  are  leaving  it  as  fast  as 
they  can  get  the  opportunity.  It  betokens  some 
frightful  mistake  and  some  dreadful  blindness  on 
the  part  of  those  who  are  charged  with  the  gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  country  ;  that,  with  our  very  great 
resources  and  with  the  character  of  the  population 
which  I  have  described,  our  people  cannot  find 
an  opportunity  for  progressing  in  wealth  in  these 
provinces,  and  that  they  have  to  seek  for  it  abroad. 
No  people  in  this  Dominion  are  more  fond  of  their 
homes,  or  more  loyal  to  their  provinces,  than  the 
people  of  the  Maritime  Provinces ;  and  yet,  not¬ 
withstanding  this  love  of  home,  and  those  favour¬ 
able  circumstances  surrounding  them,  they  are  so 
pressed  upon  to  solve  the  problem  of  life  that  they 
are  fleeing  to  a  foreign  country  to  seek  for  oppor¬ 
tunities  which  their  own  country  has  denied  them. 
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I  think  the  Government  would  be  doing  wisely  to 
publish  the  opinions  of  those  intelligent  observers 
from  the  old  world,  and  if  they  are  hostile  to  their 
own  views,  and  will  not  bear  examination,  then  let 
them  be  met  in  the  press  and  in  Parliament  with 
such  refutations  as  will  show  that  they  have  been 
misled  and  deceived  by  what  they  saw  during  their 
visit.  I  trust  that  the  implied  promise  of  the  hon. 
Minister  of  Justice  will  be  fulfilled  ;  and  that  long 
enough  before  the  close  of  this  session  to  enable  the 
members  from  the  Maritime  Provinces  to  make  a 
careful,  candid  and  critical  study  of  the  opinions 
of  those  delegates,  we  may  have  that  report  pub¬ 
lished  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  members  of 
this  House.  I  trust  that  whatever  may  have  been 
the  adverse  opinions  expressed  by  those  gentlemen, 
they  may  be  brought  here  for  consideration  and  dis¬ 
cussion,  and  if  there  is  in  them  anything  which  shows 
that  they  have  misapprehended  the  condition  of  life 
in  those  provinces,  their  errors  can  easily  be  pointed 
out.  It  is  the  most  foolish  and  indefensible  policy 
that  can  possibly  be  imagined  to  attempt  to 
suppress  their  report  altogether  ;  and  I  have  no 
doubt  in  my  own  mind  that  if  it  were  not  for  the 
discussion  which  has  taken  place  in  committee,  and 
the  determined  effort  on  the  part  of  the  Opposition 
that  this  report  should  be  placed  before  the  people, 
we  should  have  heard  nothing  of  it  from  the  Minis¬ 
ters  of  the  Crown.  There  can  be  only  one  reason 
given  why  a  public  document  of  this  nature  should 
not  be  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  people  ;  but  that 
one  reason,  I  am  certain,  the  Ministry  will  never 
allege  ;  that  is,  that  the  safety  and  welfare  of  the 
state  preclude  it.  This  may  frequently  occur  in 
regard  to  diplomatic  documents,  in  regard  to 
correspondence  with  the  Government  of  the  mother 
country,  or  in  regard  to  information  as  to  our  re¬ 
lations  with  foreign  countries.  It  may  be  advis¬ 
able,  at  any  rate  during  the  continuance  of  the 
negotiations,  that  correspondence,  reports  and 
opinions  should  be  temporarily  suppressed  ;  but 
this  report  does  not  come  within  the  scope  of  this 
idea,  and  cannot  be  considered  in  any  light  as 
belonging  to  that  class  of  public  documents.  The 
duty  of  the  Government  is  plain,  and  I  trust  that 
the  promise  made  by  the  Minister  will  be  fulfilled, 
that  the  information  given  by  these  delegates  and 
the  opinions  formed  by  them,  will  be  placed  before 
us,  in  order  that  we  may  form  an  estimate  as  to  the 
correctness  of  the  course  they  have  pursued,  and  as 
to  the  wisdom  they  have  displayed  in  carrying  out 
the  instructions  given  them  by  the  Government. 

Mr.  WATSON.  It  is  not  my  intention  to  take 
tip  much  of  the  time  of  the  House.  As  stated  by  the 
hon.  gentleman  who  has  just  taken  his  seat,  these 
delegates  have  freely  expressed  their  opinions  as  to 
what  they  saw  in  this  country  during  their  visit.  I 
have  received  a  letter  from  agentleman,  aprominent 
citizen  of  Winnipeg,  who  has  just  made  a  trip  to 
the  old  country,  and  who  tells  me  that  while  there 
he  attended  a  banquet  at  Selkirk,  Scotland,  at 
which  Mr.  McQueen  read  a  paper.  In  that  paper 
Mr.  McQueen  stated  that  he  was  one  of  the  farm 
delegates  who  visited  Canada  during  the  past  year, 
and  made  reference  to  some  pretty  strong  state¬ 
ments  which  the  delegates  had  made  in  their  report 
to  the  Dominion  Government  on  the  effect  of  the 
Canadian  tariff,  and  he  declared  that  he  would  be 
very  much  surprised  if  the  Dominion  Government 
would  ever  publish  the  delegates’  report.  This 


gentleman  said  further  :  “Ilearn  from  Mr.  McQueen 
that  he  had  a  pretty  lively  row  with  Sir  Charles 
Tupper  over  this  matter.”  That  shows  that  what¬ 
ever  may  have  been  the  report  of  the  delegates 
with  regard  to  the  natural  advantages  of  the 
country,  certainly  they  must  have  reported  against 
the  fiscal  policy  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite. 
I  would  commend  the  hon.  Minister  of  Agri¬ 
culture  in  not  publishing  any  report  that  might 
have  the  effect  of  keeping  people  away  from 
this  country,  because  we  are  spending  large 
sums  annually  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  immi¬ 
grants  to  come  to  this  country  ;  but  if  the  Govern¬ 
ment  pay  delegates  to  visit  Canada  and  report  upon 
it  for  the  promotion  of  immigration — and  these 
delegates  were,  no  doubt,  carefully  selected,  being 
wide-awake,  representative  men  in  their  districts, 
whose  opinion  will  have  a  great  influence  with  the 
people  with  whom  they  are  acquainted  in  the  old 
country — and  they  find  that  notwithstanding  all 
the  natural  advantages  we  have  to  offer,  they 
cannot  conscientiously  advise  their  fellow  country¬ 
men  to  come  to  Canada  on  account  of  the  trade 
policy  of  the  Government,  then  I  think  it  is  time 
for  the  Government,  if  they  will  not  be  persuaded 
by  the  people  of  this  country  who  oppose  their 
policy,  to  have  some  regard  for  the  views  ex¬ 
pressed  by  men  who  visit  this  country  from 
abroad,  and  who  have  the  power  to  advise 
large  numbers  of  people  to  come  or  to  stay 
away.  If  we  cannot  induce  people  to  come  to 
Canada,  notwithstanding  its  natural  advantages, 
there  must  be  something  wrong,  and  evidently  Mr. 
McQueen  and  Mr.  Davey  have  come  to  the  same 
conclusion  as  some  of  us  in  Canada,  that  while  we 
maintain  a  protective  policy  this  country  cannot 
progress.  I  hope  that  the  promise  made  by  the 
Minister  of  Justice  will  be  carried  out,  and  this 
report  laid  on  the  Table,  and  if  we  cannot  convince 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  that  their  trade  policy  is 
not  in  the  interest  of  the  country,  I  hope  that  the 
report  of  these  delegates  may  at  least  cause  them 
to  consider  whether  it  is  better  to  persist  in  that 
policy  or  to  bring  about  some  change  which  will 
make  the  people  living  here  more  prosperous,  and 
thereby  induce  others  to  come  to  the  country.  We 
must  have  population  in  Canada  ;  the  country  can¬ 
not  progress  without  it ;  and  if  immigration  is 
going  to  be  retarded  by  reports  from  these  dele¬ 
gates  against  our  trade  policy,  then  I  think  it  is 
time  that  policy  should  be  reversed. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  If  it  is  in  place,  I  would 
like  to  call  the  attention  of  the  Minister  in  charge 
of  immigration,  to  a  report,  which  he  has  perhaps 
noticed,  in  the  North  American  Revieiv  of  April, 
made  by  a  committee  that  was  appointed  by  the 
United  States  Government  for  the  purpose  of  in¬ 
vestigating  and  reporting  upon  the  influx  of  immi¬ 
gration  to  the  United  States,  with  a  view  of  purg¬ 
ing  it  of  those  elements  who  are  not  desirable  as 
settlers,  such  as  pauper  immigrants.  If  he  will  read 
that  report  lie  will  see  that  the  committee  reported 
that  until  better  regulations  were  established 
between  the  northern  portions  of  the  United  States 
and  Canada,  they  might  expect  a  continuation  of 
the  flow  of  objectionable  immigrants.  They  come 
to  Canada,  are  received  here,  and  eventually  they 
find  their  way  across  the  border  to  the  United 
States.  Now,  this  is  a  very  important  statement, 
in  the  face  of  the  announcement  the  Minister  has 
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made,  that  they  are  going  to  give  a  bounty  to 
the  head  of  every  family  and  an  additional  sum 
to  every  member  of  the  family  to  bring  them 
to  this  country  ;  and  the  report  of  that  com¬ 
mittee  clearly  indicates  that  a  very  large  per¬ 
centage  of  the  immigration,  and  even  a  con¬ 
siderable  percentage  of  the  objectionable  por¬ 
tion  of  it,  come  to  Canada  in  order  that 
they  may  cross  the  border  into  the  United 
States.  The  same  precautions  are  not  taken  with 
regard  to  immigrants  coming  over  Canadian  lines 
as  with  regard  to  those  carried  by  American  lines. 
The  American  lines  are  obliged  to  assume  the 
responsibility  of  carrying  any  immigrants  back 
who  are  objected  to,  but  no  such  system  is  enforced 
here.  When  once  they  come  out  with  the  sanction 
of  an  immigration  agent,  they  are  received,  if  they 
are  in  a  proper  healthy  condition  ;  and  they  take 
this  course  :  First  they  get  a  bounty  on  coming 
here,  and  then  they  evade  the  rigid  inspection  to 
which  they  would  be  subjected  on  arriving  at  an 
American  port.  We  are  going  to  expend,  under 
the  proposed  system  of  immigration,  a  very  large 
amount  of  money  this  year,  and  these  people, 
knowing  the  conveniences  which  exist  for  crossing 
into  the  United  States,  will  take  advantage  of  the 
bounty  offered  them  and  then  cross  the  line,  so  that 
we  will  be  helping  them  on  their  way  into  the 
United  States,  into  which  they  would  not  be  admit¬ 
ted  had  they  come  by  an  American  line.  I  would 
like  the  Minister  to  secure  a  copy  of  the  report ; 
and  if  he  gives  it  his  attention,  he  will  find 
that  it  contains  information  which  possibly 
may  be  of  benefit  to  him  in  this  matter. 
With  regard  to  this  report  of  the  delegates,  I  think 
it  is  a  pity  that  the  Government  should  have 
returned  it.  Undoubtedly  we  should  be  placed  in 
possession  of  all  reports  that  cost  the  country 
money  ;  and  while  I  cannot  raise  any  very  serious 
objection  to  the  suggestion  of  the  Minister  of  Jus¬ 
tice,  at  the  same  time  he  has  created  the  impres¬ 
sion  that  this  matter  has  been  treated  in  a  very 
cavalier  fashion.  The  Commons  of  Canada  are 
entitled  to  be  treated  with  courtesy,  and  every 
item  of  information  to  which  they  are  entitled 
should  be  laid  before  the  House  when  Parliament 
meets.  Considering  that  the  Minister  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  was  aware  that  Parliament  was  about  to  meet 
shortly  after  he  received  that  report,  he  should 
have  put  himself  in  the  position,  by  having  a  copy 
made,  to  communicate  its  contents  to  this  House, 
so  that  in  the  event  of  any  discussion  arising,  the 
information  gathered  by  the  delegates  would  be 
before  the  House.  Instead  of  that,  he  is  in  the 
unfortunate  position  of  having  to  admit  that  he 
had  never  read  the  report,  and  that,  notwithstand¬ 
ing  the  extensive  staff  under  his  control,  he  did  not 
take  the  precaution  -of  having  a  copy  made. 
It  is  very  desirable  that  we  should  have  that 
report.  It  may  contain  remarks  not  very  credit¬ 
able  to  lion,  gentlemen  opposite  as  regards 
their  trade  policy.  I  do  not  know  whether  it  does 
or  not,  but  if  it  does  we  should  know  it.  When 
we  gather  information  outside  the  political  arena 
]iy  means  of  independent  men,  possessed  of  exten¬ 
sive  knowledge,  any  remarks  they  chose  to  make 
with  regard  to  our  policy  from  the  standpoint  of 
immigration,  the  people  should  be  made  aware  of, 
even  though  those  remarks  might  be  objectionable 
to  the  Government.  I  hope  the  Minister  will  take 
care  to  secure  a  copy  of  the  report  to  which  I  have 
Mr.  McMullen. 


drawn  his  attention  with  regard  to  immigration,  I 
mean  the  report  of  the  commission  appointed  by 
the  American  Government  to  enquire  into  the  ad¬ 
visability  of  continuing  their  present  system,  and 
he  will  find  in  it  that  attention  is  drawn  to  the  in¬ 
flux  of  a  large  percentage  of  objectionable  immi¬ 
grants  via  Canada  ;  and  until  such  time  as  very 
rigid  quarantine  regulations  are  established  between 
us  and  the  United  States,  the  American  commission 
look  for  nothing  better  in  the  future  than  what  has 
taken  place  in  the  past. 

Mr.  CARLING.  I  would  like  to  correct  a 
wrong  impression  of  the  hon.  gentleman  with  re¬ 
gard  to  the  bonus  given  immigrants.  Bonus  is  not 
given  to  people  passing  through,  but  to  those  who 
become  actual  settlers.  We  do  not  give  an  assisted 
passage,  but  offer  a  bonus  of  $10  to  every  head  of 
family  and  $5  to  every  member  of  family  over 
twelve  years  of  age,  when  they  become  settlers  in 
the  Province  of  Manitoba  or  the  Territories;  but  if 
they  do  not  become  settlers,  they  do  not  receive  any 
bonus.  I  explained  that  the  other  night. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  If  this  bonus  is  distributed 
in  proportion  to  the  number  of  men  actually  settled 
in  the  country,  and  the  figures  for  this  year  are  no 
more  correct  than  they  have  been  in  the  past,  we 
will  be  far  short  of  having  accurate  information. 

Mr.  UAVIN.  As  the  question  has  just  been 
raised,  I  will  say  that  I  hope  that,  if  these  reports 
would  in  any  way  swell  the  tide  of  immigration  to 
Canada,  the  motion  of  my  hon.  friend  will  be 
adopted,  because  I  think  that  every  means  in  the 
power  of  the  Government  should  be  used  to  bring 
immigrants  into  this  country.  It  must  be  remem¬ 
bered  that  the  field  of  immigration  may,  within  a 
measurable  number  of  years,  cease  to  be  as  plethoric 
as  it  is  at  present.  You  have  at  present  a  vast 
field  to  cultivate  and  get  immigrants  from,  but  the 
schoolmaster  is  abroad  ;  and  we  know  very  well 
that  it  is  a  law  that,  as  you  extend  education,  you 
diminish  fecundity. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Explain. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  My  hon.  friends  say  explain, 
but  it  does  not  need  any  explanation.  All  it 
needs  is  to  state  the  facts.  You  have  only  to  look 
at  the  history  of  the  New  England  States,  you 
have  only  to  look  at  the  history  of  mankind  to  see 
that  in  proportion  as  you  increase  education  and 
refinement,  in  the  same  proportion  you  circum¬ 
scribe  families  :  and  therefore  the  time  may  come 
in  Europe — if  those  gentlemen  will  stop  their  levity 
and  pay  some  attention  to  what  I  am  saying  pro¬ 
bably  they  will  appreciate  my  argument— when 
you  will  not  have  the  armies  of  immigrants  to  call 
upon  that  you  have  now.  You  should  be  up  and 
doing  now.  I  say,  Mr»  Speaker,  that  we  have  at 
the  present  minute  in  Canada  the  means,  if  properly 
used,  of  greatly  increasing  the  immigrants  into  this 
country.  Now,  what  have  we  in  Canada?  We 
have  the  Dominion  Government.  We  have  the 
Provincial  Governments.  You  have  the  railways 
and  the  shipping  companies.  You  have  at  the 
head  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Com¬ 
pany  four  or  five  men  of  great  executive  ability. 
We  have  two  railways  in  the  west  with  men 
of  great  administrative  power  at  their  head. 
The  shipping  companies  are  deeply  interested,  and 
I  say  that  all  a  man  controlling  the  Immigration 
Department  has  to  do  is  to  sit  down,  consult  with 
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those  men,  make  his  plan,  and  propose  what  I  hope 
and  believe  this  Parliament  would  be  willing  to 
give,  a  large  grant  for  immigration  purposes.  Then, 
instead  of  t he  driblets  which  have  been  coining  in 
in  the  past,  and  even  the  large  number  that  1  am 
happy  to  say  are  coming  in  to  Manitoba  and  the 
North-West  this  year,  we  might  treble  or  quadru¬ 
ple  the  number.  I  would,  therefore,  vote  for  the 
motion,  because  I  consider  that  everything  that 
brings  people  into  the  North-West  makes  not  only 
for  the  prosperity  of  the  North-West  but  makes 
for  the  prosperity  of  the  whole  Dominion  of 
Canada. 

Motion  allowed  to  stand. 

BRIDGE  ON  THE  RICHELIEU  RIVER, 

Mr.  BRUNEAU  (Translation)  moved  for  : 

Copies  of  all  documents,  memorials  and  correspondence 
between  the  Government  and  the  Corporation  and  Board 
of  Trade  of  the  town  of  Sorel  and  other  persons,  respecting 
the  granting  of  a  subsidy  for  the  construction  of  a  bridge 
on  the  Richelieu  River  to  connect  the  town  of  Sorel  with 
the  Montreal  and  Sorel  Railway. 

He  said :  Mr.  Speaker,  in  offering  this  motion,  I  wish 
to  draw  the  attention  of  the  Government  to  the  fact 
that  a  $50,000  subsidy  was  voted  by  the  Quebec 
Legislature  at  its  last  session  for  the  building  of  a 
bridge  on  the  Richelieu  River.  I  wish  also  to  put 
before  the  House  the  facts  which  may  establish  the 
importance  and  the  propriety  of  such  subsidy. 
The  Montreal  and  Sorel  Railway  was  incorporated 
in  1882  by  a  Quebec  statute,  44-45  Victoria, 
chapter  35.  The  object  of  this  Act  was  to  provide 
for  the  construction  of  a  railway,  35  miles  long, 
from  Longueuil  to  Sorel.  Among  the  usual  powers 
conferred  upon  the  company  was  that  of  construct¬ 
ing  a  bridge  on  the  Richelieu  River.  The  company 
bent  its  energies  on  the  fulfilment  of  the  conditions 
of  its  charter,  and  without  the  help  of  any  subsidy 
either  from  the  Federal  or  the  Local  Government,  it 
built  its  45  miles  of  railway.  In  1886,  the  Federal 
Government  granted,  by  the  statute  49-50  Victoria, 
chapter  59,  a  sum  of  $72,000.  About  the  same 
time  the  Quebec  Government  also  gave  a  subsidy 
of  $1 12,000  to  allow  the  claims  of  the  workmen 
and  of  the  expropriated  land  owners  to  be  settled. 
Until  the  granting  of  these  subsidies  the  company 
had  had,  for  the  construction  of  its  line,  no  other 
resource  but  the  proceeds  of  its  debentures  in 
England.  About  the  same  time,  that  is  in  1886, 
the  Dominion  Government  granted  a  subsidy  of 
§32,000  for  the  construction  of  ten  miles  of  railway 
from  Yamaska  to  the  St.  Francis  River.  These 
ten  miles  of  railway  are  built,  and  are  not  worked 
to-day,  which  is  about  the  condition  of  the  Mon¬ 
treal  and  Sorel  Railway.  Since  then,  nearly  ten 
miles  of  railway  have  also  been  constructed  from 
St.  Gregoire  to  Nicolet,  by  the  Great  Eastern 
(which  is  the  continuation  of  the  Montreal  and 
Sorel),  and  now  we  have,  on  the  south  shore  of  the 
St.  Lawrence,  nearly  seventy  miles  of  railway, 
built  but  still  unworked.  I  wish  to  draw  the 
attention  of  the  Government  to  the  advisability  of 
connecting  together  these  different  sections  of  rail¬ 
way,  and  to  complete  them,  and  to  give  the  power 
of  so  doing  to  the  Montreal  and  Sorel  and  the 
Great  Eastern  Companies.  To  this  end  it  would 
be  necessary  to  bridge  the  Richelieu  River.  On 
the  6th  of  June,  1889,  the  Quebec  Government 
granted  a  sum  of  §50,000  to  this  end.  This  subsidy 
was  voted  during  the  last  session  of  the  Quebec 


Legislature,  provided  the  Dominion  Government 
and  the  city  of  Sorel  would  grant  each  a  like 
amount.  The  city  of  Sorel,  in  June,  1890,  made 
enquiries  of  the  Dominion  Government  as  to  its 
intention  in  the  matter.  During  the  following  July 
it  received  from  the  Government  a  letter  which  was 
nothing  but  an  acknowledgment  of  reception. 
Many  and  many  a  time  since  was  this  question  put 
to  the  Government,  by  our  Board  of  Trade  and  by 
the  political  friends  of  the  Government,  but  without 
any  result.  And  during  the  local,  federal  and  muni¬ 
cipal  elections,  this  eternal  question  of  the  Sorel 
bridge— like  that  other  eternal  question  of  the  Quebec 
bridge — was  not  the  least  effective  bait  with  which 
the  speakers  of  the  two  political  parties  tempted  the 
electors  of  the  County  of  Richelieu.  On  the  south 
shore  of  the  St.  Lawrence  the  continuation  and 
completion  of  the  South  Shore  Railway  is  demanded r 
and  many  times  the  attention  of  the  Government  has 
been  drawn  to  the  necessity  of  finishing  this  road. 
Vercheres,  Chambly,  Richelieu,  Yamaska,  Lotbi- 
niere  and  Levis  have  asked  for  subsidies  for  this 
road.  To  ask  for  a  subsidy  in  favour  of  a  bridge 
over  the  Richelieu,  is  to  work  in  favour  of  the  rail¬ 
way  on  the  south  shore  of  the  St.  Lawrence. 
Three  years  ago,  my  hon.  friend  from  Lotbiniere 
(Mr.  Rinfret)  showed  the  Government  the  import¬ 
ance  of  this  South  Shore  Railway,  which  would 
be  the  shortest  route  between  Montreal  and  Levis, 
and  would  necessarily  increase  the  revenue  of  the 
Intercolonial  by  promoting  the  traffic  from  the 
east  and  the  Pacific  traffic  from  the  north-west 
towards  the  Maritime  Provinces,  and  which  would 
at  last  render  a  tardy  justice  to  the  oldest  parishes 
of  Canada — that  is  those  parishes  strung  along  the 
south  shore  of  the  St.  Lawrence.  These  parishes 
have  contributed  largely  to  all  the  great  public 
enterprises  of  our  country.  In  order  to  give  an 
idea  of  the  importance  of  these  different  counties 
on  the  south  shore,  it  will  be  enough  for  me  to  give 
the  following  figures.  In  1881,  the  aggregate  crop 
of  these  counties  was:  136,567  bushels  of  wheat, 
146,858  bushels  of  barley,  2,403,244  bushels  of 
oats,  and  15,259  bushels  of  rye.  According 
to  the  last  census,  these  different  counties  have 
a  population  of  120,815  inhabitants,  and  these 
have  but  scanty  means  of  communication  between 
themselves,  and  no  outlet  for  their  commerce 
during  winter,  especially  towards  Montreal,  the 
commercial  metropolis  of  Canada,  where  they 
should  be  able  to  send  their  produce.  Such  is  the 
position  of  the  people  of  Sorel.  They  are  obliged, 
when  going  to  Montreal,  to  cross  the  St.  Lawrence 
and  to  drive  seven  miles  to  take  the  Pacific  Rail¬ 
way  at  Berthier,  or  else  pass  by  the  South-Eastern 
Railway,  which  gives  them  a  distance  of  over  a 
hundred  and  twenty-five  miles  to  travel.  As  to 
the  Montreal  and  Soiel  Railway  Company,  I  know 
that  certain  prejudices  have  been  spread  amongst 
the  people  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  and  amongst 
public  men  against  the  company.  I  believe  we- 
must  be  just,  and  I  wish — in  order  to  show  the  j>ro 
and  con  to  the  Government — to  lay  before  the 
House  a  letter,  lately  written  to  La  Presse ,  by  Mr 
C.  N.  Armstrong,  a  political  friend  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  president  of  the  Montreal  and  Sorel 
Railway,  under  date  of  the  23rd  of  March  last. 
His  letter  is  a  little  long,  but  it  shows  so  well  the 
justness  and  importance  of  the  claim  which  I  am 
now  making,  that  I  believe  it  to  be  my  duty  to  lay 
it  before  the  Government : 
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“  Mi\  Editor  of  La  Presse. 

“  Sir, — My  attention  has  been  called  to  your  article  en¬ 
titled  ‘Down  with  the  Sharpers!’  ( A  has  les  fa.iscurs  !), 
which  appeared  in  your  paper  of  the  18th  inst.,  and  parti¬ 
cularly  to  the  charges  against  the  Montreal  and  Sorel 
Railway  Company. 

“  Eor  some  time  certain  persons  have  taken  the  habit  of 
charging  the  company  with  malfeasance  of  all  sorts,  but 
as  these  accusations  seemed  to  be  circulated  for  political 
or  personal  ends,  they  were  allowed  to  pass  without 
notice. 

“In  justice  to  the  company  and  its  shareholders,  how¬ 
ever,  I  cannot  to-day  allow  this  article  to  pass  in  sile'nce. 
It  is  not  my  intention  to  discuss  here  the  question  of 
knowing  whether  the  Federal  and  Provincial  Govern¬ 
ments  have  granted  too  large  subsidies  to  other  compa¬ 
nies  ;  but  in  attacking  particularly  the  Montreal  and 
Sorel  on  this  point,  your  mistake  is  complete,  for  the 
Montreal  and  Sorel  is  absolutely  the  only  railway  in  this 
province  which  has  been  built  without  a  single  dollar  of 
aid  from  any  government  or  municipality. 

“  When,  in  1882,  the  Provincial  Legislature  granted  sub¬ 
sidies  to  almost  all  the  other  railways  of  the  province,  not 
a  single  dollar  was  granted  to  this  company.  Promises 
were  then,  and  later,  thought  to  be  enough,  and  on  the 
faith  of  these  promises  the  company  made  engagements 
which  it  found  impossible  to  keep,  because  these  promises 
were  never  fulfilled.  It  is  precisely  because  these  promises 
were  never  fulfilled  that  the  company  got  into  difficulties. 

“  The  company  being  of  the  opinion  that  the  line  could 
be  worked  more  economically  and  advantageously  by  the 
Grand  Trunk  Company,  leased  its  line  to  the  latter  for  a 
certain  term  of  years,  and  give  it  a  large  sum  of  money 
for  improvements  on  the  line.  The  Grand  Trunk  Com¬ 
pany  worked  the  line  for  a  few  months,  then  abandoned  it 
to  the  mercy  of  the  elements,  refusing  to  continue  working 
it,  or  to  let  it  be  worked  by  anybody  else.  It  ref.ised  to 
spend,  or  reimburse,  the  amount  put  in  its  hands  for 
improvements. 

“  The  line  remained  in  this  state  for  nearly  two  years 
when  the  Dominion  Government  granted  it  a  subsidy  of 
$1,600  per  mile,  just  half  of  the  smallest  subsidy  granted 
to  other  companies.  Moreover,  this  subsidy  could  only 
be  obtained  on  condition  that  the  shareholders,  them¬ 
selves,  should  furnish  the  sum  of  $50,000,  which  was  done, 
and  the  line  resumed  its  operations.  The  amount  of'  the 
subsidy  was  not  enough  to  pay  for  the  damages  caused  by 
the  non-working  of  the  line. 

“  Subsequently,  Mr.  Mereier  having  become  Prime  Min¬ 
ister,  a  sum  of  $112,500  was  voted  to  pay  certain  claims 
against  the  company,  and  to  make  certain  improvements. 
This  sum  was  not  paid  to  the  company,  but  was  spent  by 
■commissioners  appointed  by  the  Government,  and  the 
account  of  expenditures  was  rendered  to  the  Government 
and  not  to  the  company. 

“  In  this  case  also,  the  subsidies  were  much  less  than 
those  granted  to  other  companies.  The  amount  repre¬ 
senting  only  $2,500  per  mile,  while  other  companies 
received  from  $4,000  to  $7,000  per  mile.  At  the  request  of 
the  representatives  of  the  Provincial  Government  on 
the  board,  the  line  had  to  cease  its  operations  in  1888,  and 
this  notwithstanding  the  energetic  protestations  of  the 
shareholders  of  the  company,  whose  voice  could  only 
make  itself  heard  at  the  next  annual  meeting,  when  a 
change  was  made  in  the  board  of  directors,  and  arrange¬ 
ments  at  once  concluded  with  the  Great  Eastern  Com¬ 
pany,  the  line  coming  thereby  into  immediate  operation. 

“  The  line  was  working  well  in  June  last,  when  the  Prov¬ 
incial  Government,  through  its  representative,  succeeded 
in  having  a  sequestrator  appointed  who  took  possession  of 
the  railway,  and  since  that  time  the  line  is  notin  opera¬ 
tion. 

“  Neither  the  company  nor  the  shareholders  can, in  any 
way,  be  blamed  for  this  state  of  things.  If  the  company 
ceased  its  operations  it  was  at  the  formal  request  of  the 
Provincial  Government,  which  maintained  its  attitude  in 
spite  of  the  attempts,  several  times  made,  to  reopen  the 
line  for  traffic. 

“  The  Dominion  Government  granted  a  supplementary 
subsidy  of  $40,000,  or  about  $888  per  mile,  making  a  total 
of  federal  subsidy  of  $2,488  per  mile,  a  part  of  which  has 
not  yet  been  spent — and  this  is  all  the  aid  that  this  com¬ 
pany  has  obtained  fx*om  the  Governments. 

“As  to  the  municipalities,  (he  city  of  kSorel  voted  $12,000, 
the  village  of  \rarennes  $1,000,  and  the  village  of  Bou- 
cherville  $600.  Not  a  single  dollar  of  these  sums  has  yet 
been  paid.  Vercheres  and  Contrecoeur  refused  to  vote  the 
proposed  by-law.  Therefore,  up  to  this  day  not  a  single 
dollar  has  been  naid  by  any  municipality.  So  your  sympa¬ 
thy  for  these  municipalities  is  uncalled  for. 

“  As  to  the  money  voted  at  the  last  provincial  election, 
$50,000  were  voted  for  the  building  of  a  bridge  over  the 
Mr.  BrUNF.ATT. 


Richelieu  River,  on  the  condition  that*  the  Dominion 
Government  would  vote  as  much,  which  has  not  been 
done :  and  as  the  bridge  would  cost  $200,000,  any  one  that 
will  undertake  its  construction  for  the  subsidies  will  be 
welcome. 

“  The  other  $150,000  were  voted  for  the  completion  of 
the  line,  for  its  equipment,  and  for  securing  a  regular 
service.  This  amount  was  not  granted  at  the  request  of 
the  company,  but  at  that  of  a  certaip  clique,  or  syndicate, 
who  hoped  to  grab  the  control  of  the  property  of  the  road, 
and  who  have  only  used  the  name  and  the  money  of  the 
province  for  endless  persecutions  against  the  company, 
and  who  succeeded  in  stopping  the  operations  of  the  line 
when  it  found  it  could  not  obtain  its  control. 

“  There  remains  to  be  seen  what  the  new  Government 
will  do.  This  is  not  the  place  for  offering  them  advice, 
but  the  public  that  needs  the  road  hopes  for  prompt 
action  by  them.  Although  this  letter  is  longer  than  I 
expected,  I  wish  to  state  before  concluding,  that  whatever 
be  the  facts  concerning  the  construction  of  the  subsidized 
lines,  I  defy  you  to  name  a  single  subsidized  railway  in 
this  province  of  which  the  shareholders  have  contributed 
as  large  a  share  of  cash  per  mile,  as  those  of  the  Montreal 
and  Sorel  Company. 

“  It  is  easy  for  an  editor  to  speak  of  the  enormous  profits 
realized  by  railway  contractors  who  build  lines  subsidized 
by  Government  money.  I  believe  that  I  have  as  much 
experience  in  railway  construction  in  this  province  as 
any  newspaper  editor,  and  I  know  no  contractor  in  this 
province,  who  has  in  that  manner  made  profits  worth 
mentioning. 

“I  know  a  certain  number  of  them  though,  who, after 
years  of  hard  labour,  annoyance  and  anxiety,  are  poorer 
to-day  than  when  they  began.  In  fact  those  who  have 
experience  in  these  matters  could  show  yqu  that  the 
construction  of  subsidized  local  lines,  in  this  province, 
means  nothing  but  continual  annoyance  and  irritation. 

“  I  have  the  honour  to  be, 

“  Your  very  obedient  servant, 

“  CHARLES  N.  ARMSTRONG, 

“  President  of  tlie  Montreal  and 
“  Sorel  Railway  Company. 

“  Montreal,  23rd  March,  1892.” 

These  are  the  facts,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  they  prove 
over-abundantly  the  importance  and  justness  of  the 
request  I  now  make.  Besides,  this  enterprise  is  not 
local  and  of  exclusive  interest  for  the  town  of  Sorel 
or  the  County  of  Richelieu  ;  it  interests  equally  the 
Counties  of  Chambly,  Vercheres,  Yamaska,  Nicolet, 
Lotbiniere  and  Levis.  As  to  the  city  of  Sorel,  I 
believe  it  has  intimated  to  the  Government  that  it 
was  ready  to  grant  $50,000  for  the  construction  of 
a  bridge  over  the  Richelieu  River.  The  Local 
Government  has  voted  the  same  sum,  and  is  ready 
to  pay  it.  Now  we  are  anxiously  awaiting  the 
action  of  the  Dominion  Government,  and  we  hope 
that  before  long  they  will  do  justice  to  our  reason¬ 
able  demand. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  There  is  no  objection  to 
bringing  down  all  papers  in  the  possession  of  the 
Government  in  reference  to  the  matter.  The  lion, 
gentleman  states  that  promises  have  been  made 
that  that  bridge  should  be  completed.  I  did  not 
understand  him  to  mention  any  one  in  particular 
who  promised  that  the  bridge  should  be  construct¬ 
ed.  He  says  that  many  petitions  have  been 
forwarded  to  the  Government  asking  that  the 
bridge  should  be  built.  Only  two  have  been  re¬ 
ceived,  one  from  the  mayor  of  the  town  of  Sorel, 
and  one  from  the  city  clerk,  in  which  they  state 
that  the  cost  of  the  bridge  would  be  $180,000, 
and  offering  $50,000  on  behalf  of  the  town  of  Sorel. 
They  also  state  that  the  Quebec  Government  will 
give  $50,000  more,  if  the  Dominion  Government 
will  furnish  the  other  $80,000.  These  are  all  the 
papers  in  possession  of  the  Government. 

Motion  agreed  to. 


2457 


[MAY  11,  1892.] 


2458 


RETURNS  ORDERED. 

Copies  of  all  documents,  memorials,  plans,  engineer’s 
reports  and  correspondence,  in  relation  to  the  dredging 
ofLavallidre  Bay. — (Mr.  Bruneau.) 

Copies  of  all  documents,  memorials  and  correspondence 
between  the  Government  and  the  Corporation  and  Board 
of  Trade  of  the  town  of  Sorel  and  other  persons  respecting 
the  granting  of  a  subsidy  for  the  construction  of  a  bridge 
on  the  Richelieu  river  to  connect  the  town  of  Sorel  with 
the  Montreal  and  Sorel  Railway. 

LIEUTENANT  GOVERNOR  OF  PRINCE 
EDWARD  ISLAND. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I. )  Before  going  into  the 
Orders  of  the  Day,  I  would  ask  the  leader  of  the 
House  a  question  in  respect  to  a  Bill  which  was 
reserved  for  the  consideration  of  His  Excellency 
the  Governor  General  by  Lieutenant  Governor 
Car  veil,  of  Prince  Edward  Island.  I  wish  to  know 
whether  that  Bill  has  been  received  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  here;  whether  the  hon.  gentleman  has  had  an 
opportunity  of  examining  its  provisions  ;  whether, 
in  view  of  what  I  gathered  from  his  remarks  the 
other  day,  that  he  would  return  the  Bill  to  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  at  an  early  date  to  take 
constitutional  action  in  the  matter,  anything  has 
been  done  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  think  the  hon.  gentleman  had 
better  repeat  his  question  when  the  leader  of  the 
Government  is  in  the  House.  I  have  not  seen  the 
Bill. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P. E.I. )  I  will  crave  the  privilege 
of  repeating  my  question  when  the  leader  is  in  his 
place. 

ALIEN  LABOUR  IMPORTATION. 

On  the  Order  to  resume  the  adjourned  debate  on 
the  proposed  motion  of  Mr.  Taylor,  that  the  Bill 
(No.  4)  to  prohibit  the  importation  and  migra¬ 
tion  of  foreigners  and  aliens  under  contract  or 
agreement  to  perform  labour  in  Canada,  be  read 
a  second  time ;  and  the  motion  of  Sir  J ohn 
Thompson  in  amendment  thereto,  “  That  the  said 
Bill  be  read  a  second  time  this  day  six  months.” 

Amendment  agreed  to. 

OBSCENE  LITERATURE,  &c. 

Mr.  CHARLTON  moved  second  reading  of 
Bill  (No.  21)  for  the  suppression  of  obscene 
literature,  and  to  provide  for  the  punishment 
of  certain  immoral  and  criminal  practices.  He 
said  :  In  presenting  this  motion  to  the  House 
I  may  be  met,  possibly,  by  the  taunt  that  has 
sometimes  been  presented  against  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  of  a  similar  character,  namely,  that  this  is  a 
moral  Bill,  designed  to  make  men  better  by  Act  of 
Parliament.  Now,  I  am  quite  willing  to  admit 
that  legislation  for  the  purpose  of  making  men 
either  religious  or  moral,  is  useless  ;  but  it  is 
perfectly  within  the  province  of  a  Legislature  to 
discourage  by  appropriate  legislation  immorality 
or  irreligion,  and  perfectly  proper  to  adopt  such 
measures,  such  enactments,  as  may  be  calculated 
to  promote  morality  and  religion,  or  whatever  may 
be  in  the  interest  of  the  state.  It  is  true  that 
Governments  deal  more  usually  with  questions  of 
finance,  with  fiscal  questions,  with  questions  re¬ 
lating  to  taxation  and  expenditure,  with  questions 
relating  to  customs  duties,  and  with  laws  for  the 
protection  of  life  and  property — than  with  mea¬ 
sures  of  the  kind  now  under  the  consideration  of 
the  House.  It  is  also  true  that  the  best  means 


for  promoting  morality  and  religion  are  :  first* 
teachings  in  the  family  ;  secondly,  teachings 
in  the  school  ;  and  thirdly,  the  teachings  of 
the  church.  This  Bill  does  not  propose  to  usurp 
the  functions  of  either  the  family,  the  school 
or  the  church  ;  but  it  does  propose  to  make 
certain  provisions  intended  to  check  certain 
evils  so  far  as  the  power  of  the  Government  may  be 
able  to  check  them.  We  have,  Sir,  the  fact  meet¬ 
ing  us  everywhere  in  history  that  nations  rise  to 
prominence  and  to  power  in  consequence  of  the 
exercise  of  virtue,  of  industry,  and  of  the  public 
virtues  that  are  calculated  to  strengthen  a  people. 
We  have  in  history  the  evidence  that  many  nations 
have  passed  from  the  stage  of  human  action  and 
have  left  as  evidence  of  their  existence,  only 
ruined  temples,  and  here  and  there  a  pyramid  and 
mounds  of  burnt  brick.  These  are  all  the  mementos 
left  of  imperial  greatness  and  world-wide  power  in 
the  case  of  many  nations.  We  have  no  reason  to 
doubt  that  if  virtue  is  maintained,  if  integrity  is 
maintained,  if  industry  is  maintained,  a  nation  may 
exist  through  all  time.  Nations  enter  upon  their 
periods  of  decadence  through  effeminacy,  that  is- 
the  result  of  vice,  or  corruption  or  of  crime.  Now* 
if  this  is  true,  there  is  no  higher  function  of  the 
state  than  that  of  providing  for  the  welfare  of  the 
people  and  for  the  stability  of  their  power  by 
encouraging  virtue,  and  by  discouraging  any¬ 
thing  that  may  be  of  a  contrary  character.  One  of 
the  highest  functions  of  the  state  is  for  the  autho¬ 
rities  of  the  state  themselves  to  give  the  example 
of  a  pure  administration  of  public  affairs,  to  abstain 
from  corrupt  practices  and  to  set  a  good  example 
in  everything  that  pertains  to  their  own  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  affairs  entrusted  to  their  charge.  No 
higher  functions  rests  upon  the  Government  of  a 
nation  or  of  a  people,  than  to  guard  the  morals  and 
to  promote  the  public  welfare  of  the  people  in 
every  way  that  it  is  possible  to  do  so  by  legislation  ; 
and  they  should  cherish  every  influence  that  gives 
prosperity  and  stability  to  the  institutions  of  a 
country.  Now,  it  may  be  asserted  that  this  is 
merely  a  Bill  designed  to  make  the  people  good, 
and  I  may  be  met  with  the  sneers  that  I  have  often 
met  with  in  this  connection.  It  may  be  said  that 
to  attempt  to  assume  the  guardianship  in  any 
degree  whatever,  of  young  or  old  in  our  country,  is 
an  act  of  folly,  and  something  that  we  should  not 
lose  time  in  discussing.  Some  may  take  objection 
to  the  Bill  on  the  ground  that  it  is  an  infringement 
of  provincial  rights.  I  shall  read  a  few  provisions 
of  the  Bill,  as  it  is  a  brief  one,  that  the  House 
may  know  whether  an  objection  of  that 
kind  will  lie  against  the  Bill.  The  fact 
is,  Sir,  that  influences  are  at  work  in  this  country 
that  are  calculated  to  debase  the  morals  of  the 
people  ;  influences  are  at  work  that  may  be  checked 
and  may  properly  be  met  by  legislation  in  this 
House.  Vile  literature  is  secretly  and  widely 
circulated  in  Canada,  literature  of  a  character  cal¬ 
culated  to  undermine  the  morals  of  the  people,  and 
entail  the  most  disastrous  consequences  on  society. 
Improper  and  obscene,  or  semi- obscene  literature 
is  imported  into  this  country  and  openly  sold. 
Drugs  and  instruments  for  procuring  abortion  and 
for  kindred  purposes  are  advertised  secretly  and 
are  sold  by  agents,  and  this  abuse  cannot  very 
readily  be  reached  by  the  law  as  it  now  stands. 
Immodest  and  objectionable  posters  are  posted,  and 
the  young  in  this  country  are  exposed  to  influences 
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and  temptations  that  should  be  hunted  down  by 
the  law.  The  Parliament  of  this  country  owes  a 
duty  to  society  to  take  cognizance  of  these  evils, 
and  the  Bill  which  I  have  introduced  is  calculated 
to  meet  the  evils  which  I  have  briefly  described. 
As  not  many  members  are  accustomed  to  go  through 
Bills  presented  here,  and  as  probably  many  mem¬ 
bers  have  not  read  this  Bill,  I  will  take  the  liberty 
of  reading  its  provisions  : 

“  1.  Whoever  shall  publish  or  offer  to  publish  ip  any 
■manner,  or  shall  have  in  his  possession  for  any  such  pur¬ 
pose  or  purposes,  or  shall  sell,  lend,  or  give  away,  or  in 
any  manner  exhibit,  or  shall  offer  to  sell,  or  lend,  or  give 
away  or  in  any  manner  exhibit,  any  obscene  book,  pam¬ 
phlet,  paper,  writing,  advertisement,  circular,  print,  pic¬ 
ture,  drawing,  or  other  representation,  image  or  figure, 
on  or  of  paper  or  other  material,  or  any  cast,  instru¬ 
ment,  or  other  article,  of  an  immoral  nature,  or  any 
medicine,  drug,  or  article  whatever  for  the  prevention  of 
conception,  or  for  causing  unlawful  abortion,  or  shall 
advertise  the  same  'for  sale,  or  shall  write,  or  print,  or 
cause  to  be  written  or  printed  any  card,  circular,  book, 
pamphlet,  advertisement  or  notice  of  any  kind,  stating 
when,  where,  how,  or  of  whom,  or  by  what  means  any  of 
the  articles  in  this  section  hereinbefore  mentioned  can  be 
purchased  or  obtained, or’shall  manufacture,  draw  or  print, 
or  in  any  wise  make  any  of  sucli  articles,  is  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanour. 

“2.  Every  obscene, lewd  or  lascivious  book,  pamphlet, 
picture,  paper,  writing,  print,  writing  paper  heading,  or 
other  publication  of  an  indecent  character,  and  every 
article,  or  thing  designed  or  intended  for  the  prevention 
of  conception, orprocuring  of  abortion,  and  every  article  or 
thing  intended  or  adopted  for  any  indecent  or  immoral 
use.  and  every  written  or  printed  circular,  card,  pamphlet, 
book,  advertisement,  or  notice  of  any  kind  giving  infor¬ 
mation  directly  or  indirectly,  where, ‘or  how,  or  by  whom, 
or  by  what  means,  any  of  the  hereinbefore  mentioned 
matters,  articles  or  things  may  be  obtained,  or  made, 
and  every  letter  upon  the  envelope  of  which,  or  postal 
card  upon  which,  indecent,  lewd,  obscene  or  lascivious 
delineations,  epithets,  terms,  or  language, may  be  written 
or  printed,  are  hereby  declared  to  be  non-mailable 
matter,  and  shall  not  be  conveyed  in  the  mails,  nor  de¬ 
livered  from  any  post  office  nor  by  any  letter  carrier ;  and 
any  person  who  shall  knowingly  deposit,  or  cause  to  be 
deposited  for  mailing  or  delivery  anything  declared  by 
this  section  to  be  non-mailable  matter,  and  any  person 
who  shall  knowingly  take  the  same,  or  cause  the  same  to 
be  taken  from  the  mails,  for  the  purpose  of  circulating  or 
disposing  of,  or  of  aiding  in  the  circulation  and  disposal 
of  the  same,  is  guilty  of  a  misdemeanour. 

“3.  All  persons  are  prohibited  from  importing  into 
Canada  from  any  foreign  country,  any  of  the  hereinbefore 
mentioned  articles  or  things,  except  the  drugs  herein¬ 
before  mentioned,  when  imported  in  bulk,  and  not  put  up 
for  any  of  the  purposes  before  mentioned  ;  and  ail  such 
prohibited  articles  in  the  course  of  importation  shall  be 
detained  by  the  officer- of  customs  where  entered,  and 
proceedings  taken  against  the  same  under  section  five  of 
this  Act. 

“4.  Whoever,  being  an  officer,  agent,  or  employ^  of  the 
Government  of  Canada,  shall  knowingly  aid  or  abet  any 
person  engaged  in  violation  of  this  Act  is  guilty  of  a  mis¬ 
demeanour. 

“  5.  Any  judge  of  any  county,  or  higher  court  in  Canada 
within  the  proper  district  before  whom  complaint  in 
writing  of  any  violation  of  this  Act  shall  be  made,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  such  j’udge,  and  founded  on  knowledge  or 
belief,  and  if  upon  belief,  setting  forth  the  grounds  of 
such  belief,  and  supported  by  the  oath  or  affirrmytion  of 
the  complainant,  may  issue  a  warrant  directed  to  the 
sheriff  or  any  police  officer,  or  constable  in  the  proper 
district,  directing  him  to  search  for,  seize,  and  take  pos¬ 
session  of  any  such  article  or  thing  hereinbefore  men¬ 
tioned,  and  to  make  due  and  immediate  return  thereof, 
to  the  end  that  the  same  maybe  condemned  and  destroyed 
by  proceedings  before  the  said  judge  which  shall  establish 
the  facts  that  will,  under  this  Act,  warrant  the  decree  for 
condemning  and  destroying  the  same. 

“6.  Any  person  engaged  in  placing  before  the  public 
obscene,  lewd,  or  immoral  exhibitions,  either  as  proprie¬ 
tor, ^manager,  or  assistant,  is  guilty  of  a  misdemeanour. 

“7.  All  newspaper  matter  imported  in  quantities  as 
merchandize  shall  be  debarred  from  an  entry  at  any  Can¬ 
adian  custom  house,  or  conveyance  by  mail,  until  the 
same  forms  of  registration  have  been  complied  with  as 
are  required  of  the  publishers  of  Canadian  newspapers, 
and  that  persons  so  registering  shall  be  responsible,  or 
shall  give  security, 

Mr.  Charlton. 


“  8.  Any  aggrieved  person  or  corporation  may  complain 
to  a  judge  of  any  county,  or  higher  court,  of  any  published 
or  circulated  matter  printed  in  a  foreign  country,  as  being 
libellous  or  obscene,  or  as  having  an  immoral  tendency  : 
whereupon  the  judge  sh^ll,  after  due  and  sufficient  notice 
to  the  interested  parties,  tryidie  case,  and  in  the  event  of 
his  finding  the  matter  complained  ofto  be  a  criminal  libel, 
or  to  be  subversive  of  morality,  he  may  order  the  confisca¬ 
tion  of  all  the  printed  matter  implicated  and  liable  to 
seizure  under  his  warrant,  and  may  further,  in  his  discre¬ 
tion.  order  that  the  newspaper  or  periodical  so  condemned 
shall  be  debarred  for  any  term  not  less  than  one  month 
nor  more  than  six  months,  from  entry  at  the  custom  house, 
from  conveyance  through  the  mails,  or  from  public  sale. 

“  (2).  Any  person  bringing  any  such  publication  into  the 
country  for  circulation  during  any  prohibited  period, 
having  been  informed  of,  or  made  aware  of,  such  prohibi¬ 
tion,  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanour.” 

The  ninth  section  is  with  respect  to  fines  and  penal¬ 
ties,  which  are  left  in  blank.  That  is  the  Bill 
which  I  submit  for  the  consideration  of  this  House, 
a  Bill  calculated  to  promote  morality  by  adopting 
restrictive  measures.  I  presume  the  Minister  of 
Justice  has  given  the  Bill  his  attention,  and  he 
will,  no  doubt,  indicate  the  course  he  intends  to 
pursue.  I  hope  the  Bill  will  receive  the  favourable 
consideration  of  the  House  and  be  permitted  to  go 
to  committee,  and  that  when  it  comes  from  com¬ 
mittee  it  will  be  a  measure  which,  if  it  has  any 
imperfection,  will  have  that  imperfection  removed, 
and  if  any  additional  provisions  are  required,  those 
provisions  will  be  added,  and  the  measure  will  be 
made  one  calculated  to  promote  the  welfare  and 
morality  of  the  people  of  this  country. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  The  hon.  gentleman’s  aim  in 
introducing  this  Bill  may  have  been  a  good  one,  and 
no  doubt  it  was,  and  the  Bill,  according  to  his 
judgment,  may  be  correctly  drawn  to  further  the 
object  lie  has  in  view.  I  am  engaged  in  a  profes¬ 
sion  which  I  think  this  Bill  would  injure  very 
materially,  as  it  would  also  injure  the  druggists  of 
the  country.  The  measure,  if  passed  in  its  present 
shape,  would  be  entirely  unworkable.  It  would 
not  be  possible  for  any  medical  man  to  discharge 
his  professional  duties  in  the  country,  or  to  obtain 
such  drugs  and  instruments  as  he  requires,  without 
making  himself  liable  to  punishment  under  this 
Bill  ;  and  the  same  remark  applies  to  instrument 
makers  and  even  to  those  who  sell  instruments. 
So  Jt  would  be  with  respect.to  those  who  manufac¬ 
ture  drugs  and  those  who  sell  them.  It  is 
perfectly  clear  that  no  druggist  could  manufacture 
and  sell  drugs,  and  the  members  of  the  medical 
profession  could  not  obtain  those  drugs  which  are 
ordinarily  used  for  the  cure  of  disease,  and  it  would 
be  impossible  for  any  instrument  maker  in  Canada 
to  sell  those  instruments  which  professional  men 
use,  if  this  Bill  became  law.  I  do  not  rise  to  oppose 
the  Bill,  because  the  principle  I  believe  to  be  a  good 
one,  and  I  think  the  hon.  member  aims  at  doing 
what  is  right ;  but  I  have  only  to  say  that  the  Bill 
should  be  well  considered  in  committee,  and  those 
provisions  should  be  struck  out  of  the  different 
clauses  which  would  prevent  the  medical  profession 
from  carrying  on  their  legitimate  work. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  understand  the  hon. 
member  intends,  after  the  Bill  has  received  its 
second  reading,  to  move  that  it  be  referred  to  the 
committee  on  the  Bill  that  has  the  Criminal  law 
under  revision.  If  so,  I  shall  be  very  glad  to  sup¬ 
port  the  second  reading  of  the  Bill.  I  should  have 
liked  the  hon.  gentleman  to  have  told  the  House 
the  points  on  which  the  Bill  differs  from  some  of 
the  provisions  on  the  subject  now.  There  will  be 
I  a  difference  of  course  ;  but  as  to  some  of  the  clauses, 
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I  think  the  present  law  is  about  parallel  with  the 
clauses  in  the  Bill.  However,  the  adoption  of  that 
course  would  lead  to  a  very  careful  examination  of 
the  two  measures,  the  Bill  proposed  and  the  Act 
now  on  the  Statute-book,  and  the  committee  I  am 
sure  will  be  able  to  consider  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
Bill  at  a  very  early  date. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  Bill  read  the  second  time. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  move  that  the  Bill  be  re- 


Mr.  SPEAKER.  Call  in  the  members. 

Mr.  DENISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  had  intended 
to  speak  on  this  question. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  Every  possible  opportunity 
was  given  to  any  hon.  gentleman  who  wished  to 
speak.  It  is  too  late  now.  When  the  members  are 
called  in  no  discussion  can  take  place. 

House  divided  : 


ferred,  as  the  Minister  of  Justice  has  indicated  the 
propriety  of  its  being  referred,  to  the  special  joint 
committee  having  in  charge  the  revision  of  the 
Criminal  law. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

MESSAGE  FROM  HIS  EXCELLENCY. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  presented  a  Message 
from  His  Excellency  the  Governor  General. 

Mr.  SPEAKER  read  the  Message,  as  follows  : — 
Stanley  of  Preston. 

The  Governor  General  transmits  to  the  House  of 
Commons,  further  papers  respecting  the  enforcement 
against  Canadian  fishing  vessels  by  the  Government  of 
Newfoundland  of  the  Newfoundland  Act  respecting  the 
sale  of  bait  to  foreign  fishing  vessels. 


Adams, 

Allan, 

Bain  (Wentworth), 
Beith, 

Charlton, 

Craig, 

Davies, 

Dawson, 

Denison, 

Gordon, 

Henderson, 

Hughes, 

Macdonald  (Huron), 
McCarthy, 

McMillan  (Huron), 
McMullen, 

McNeill, 


Yeas  : 

Messieurs 

Madill, 

Mulock, 

O’Brien, 

Paterson  (Brant), 
P  rid  ham, 

Boss  (Dun das), 
Bowand, 

Smith  (Ontario), 
Somerville, 
Tyrwhitt, 
Wallace, 

Watson, 

Weldon, 

White  (Cardwell), 
Wilson,  and 
Yeo. — 33. 


Nays  : 


Government  House, 

Ottawa,  11th  May,  1892. 


Messieurs 


It  being  six  o’clock,  the  Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

IN  COMMITTEE— THIRD  READINGS. 

Bill  (No.  42)  to  revive  and  amend  the  Act  to 
incorporate  the  Brockville  and  New  York  Bridge 
Company. — (Mr.  Taylor.) 

Bill  (No.  72)  to  incorporate  the  Winnipeg  and 
Atlantic  Railway  Company. — (Mr.  Masson.) 

SECOND  READING. 

Bill  (No.  83)  respecting  the  Chignecto  Marine 
Transport  Railway  Company  (Limited). — (Mr. 
Dickey. ) 

PONTIAC  CONTROVERTED  ELECTION. 

Mr.  SPEAKER  informed  the  House  that  he  had 
received  from  the  Registrar  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Canada,  a  certified  copy  of  the  judgment  in  the 
electoral  appeal  for  the  Electoral  District  of  the 
County  of  Pontiac,  by  which  the  said  appeal  was 
dismissed  and  the  judgment  of  the  trial  judges 
voiding  the  election  confirmed.  Mr.  Speaker  fur¬ 
ther  informed  the  House  that  he  had  issued  his 
warrant  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery  to 
make  out  a  new  writ  for  the  said  electoral  district. 

NORTH-WEST  TERRITORIES  AMENDMENT 

ACT. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY  moved  second  reading  of  Bill 
(No.  27)  further  to  amend  the  Acts  respecting 
“  The  North-West  Territories.” 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Lost. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Carried. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  think  the  “Nays”  have  it. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Call  in  the  members. 


Arnyot,  ' 

Armstrong, 

Bain  (Soulanges), 
Baird,*’ 

Barnard, 

Beausoleil, 

B6chard, 

Bennett, 

Bergeron, 

Bergin, 

Bernier, 

Bourassa, 

Bowell, 

Bowers, 

Bowman, 

Brodeur, 

Brown, 

Bruneau, 

Burns, 

Cameron, 

Campbell, 

Cargil, 

Carignan, 

Carling, 

Carpenter, 

Caron  (Sir  Adolphe), 
Casey, 

Chapleau, 

Ohoquette, 

Christie, 

Cochrane, 

Colter, 

Corbould, 

Corby, 

Curran, 

Davis, 

Delisle, 

Desaulniers, 

Desjardins  (Hochelaga), 
Desjardins  (L’Islet), 
Devlin, 

Dewdney, 

Dickey, 

Dugas, 

Dupont, 

Dyer, 

Earle, 

Edwards, 

Fairbairn, 

Featherston, 

Ferguson  (Renfrew), 
Flint, 

Foster, 

I  Fraser, 


Hutchins, 

Ives, 

Joncas, 

Kaulbach, 

Kenny, 

Landerkin, 

Langelier, 

Langevin  (Sir  Hector), 
LaRivi&re, 

Laurier, 

Lavergne, 

Leduc, 

Legris, 

Lepine, 

Lipp6, 

Lister, 

Livingston, 

Macdonald  (King’s), 
Macdonald  (Winnipeg), 
Mackintosh, 

McAlister, 

McDougald  (Pictou), 
McDougall  (Cape  Breton), 
McGregor, 

McKay, 

McLean, 

McLennan, 

McLeod, 

McMillan  (Vaudreuil), 
Mara, 

Marshall, 

Masson, 

Metcalfe, 

Mignault, 

Miller, 

Mills  (Annapolis), 

Mills  (Bothwell), 
Moncrieff, 

Monet, 

Northrup, 

Ouimet, 

Patterson  (Colchester), 
Pelletier, 

Perry, 

Proulx, 

Eider, 

Robillard, 

Roome, 

Rosamond, 

Ross  (Lisgar), 

Ryckman, 

Sanborn, 

Savard, 

Semple, 
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Frechette, 

Fremont, 

Geoffrion, 

Gibson, 

Gillies, 

Gillmor, 

Girouard  (Jacques  Cartier), 
Girouard  (Two  Mountains), 
Godbout, 

Haggart, 

Hazen, 

Hearn, 


Simard, 

Stairs, 

Stevenson, 

Temple, 

Thompson  (Sir  John), 
Tisdale, 

Tupper, 

Turcotte, 

Vaillancourt. 

White,  (Shelburne), 
Wilmot,  and 

Wood  (Westmorland).— 132. 


For. 

Mr.  Sproule, 

Mr.  Taylor, 

Mr.  Ferguson  (Leeds), 
Mr.  Wood  (Brockville), 
Mr.  Sutherland, 

Mr.  Boyle, 

Mr,  Kirkpatrick, 

Motion  negatived. 


Pairs  : 

Against. 

Mr.  Forbes, 

Mr.  Pope, 

Mr.  Cleveland, 
Mr.  Grandbois, 
Mr.  Guay, 

Mr.  PrMontaine, 
Mr.  Baker, 


Mr.  TAYLOR.  The  hon.  member  for  Brockville 
and  the  hon.  member  for  East  Grey  have  not 
voted. 


Mr.  WOOD  (Brockville).  I  am  paired  until  to¬ 
morrow  night  with  the  hon.  member  for  Temis- 
couata  (Mr.  Grandbois).  Otherwise  I  should  have 
voted  for  the  second  reading  of  the  Bill. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  I  am  paired  with  the  hon. 
member  for  Queen’s,  N.  S.  (Mr.  Forbes).  Other¬ 
wise  I  should  have  voted  for  the  Bill. 


Mr.  BRODEUR.  The  hon.  member  for  North 
Oxford  has  not  voted. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  I  am  paired  with  the 
hon.  member  for  Levis  (Mr.  Desaulniers). 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  hon.  member  fo.*  Lotbiniere  has  not  voted. 

Mr.  RINFRET.  (Translation.)  I  was  not  in  the 
Speaker,  when  the  motion  was  read,  therefore  I 
could  not  vote.  If  I  could  have  voted  it  would  have 
been  a,gainst  the  second  reading  of  the  Bill. 

Motion  negatived. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  I  wish  to  saj7,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
I  am  paired  with  the  hon.  member  for  Chambly 
(Mr.  Prefontaine) - 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Order. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  The  hon.  member  is  out  of 
order,  the  question  having  been  decided. 


A  CANADIAN  REPRESENTATIVE  AT 
WASHINGTON. 

/  • 

House  resumed  adjourned  debate  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  motion  of  Mr.  McCarthy  respecting  the  ap¬ 
pointment  of  a  representative  at  Washington 
specially  charged  to  watch,  guard  and  represent 
the  interests  of  Canada. 

Mr.  TUPPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  when  this  debate 
was  adjourned  a  few  days  ago,  the  general  opinion 
expressed  by  those  who  took  part  in  it  was  that  the 
time  had  arrived  in  the  history  of  this  country 
when  some  fuller  and  more  complete  representa¬ 
tion  of  its  interests,  political  and  commercial, 
abroad,  should  be  had  ;  and  the  difference  of  opin¬ 
ion  which  prevailed  seemed  chiefly  to  have  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  mode  in  which  that  fuller  representa¬ 
tion  could  best  be  brought  about.  There  be¬ 
came  apparent  during  the  debate  a  danger  in  the 
Mr.  McCarthy. 


framing  of  the  resolution  as  it  stands,  as  indicated 
by  a  convergence  of  the  views  of  the  two  parties 
who  are  opposed  to  each  other  on  a  very  cardinal 
question  in  connection  with  the  policy  of  this 
country.  The  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr. 
Mills),  for  instance,  who  had  lately  advocated  in 
this  House  a  step  which  the  majority  of  the  House 
apparently  regarded  as  a  departure  in  favour  of 
the  independence  of  Canada,  and  whose  resolution 
in  that  direction  was  voted  down,  hailed  with 
much  pleasure  a  resolution  coming  from  the  hands 
of  an  hon.  gentleman  who  not  only  was  opposed  to 
the  resolution  of  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell, 
but  who  is  a  well-known  ardent  advocate  of  the 
unity  of  the  Empire. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  How  do  you  know  he 
is  opposed  ?  He  never  expressed  himself. 

Mr.  TUPPER.  I  have  no  doubt,  from  the  ar¬ 
guments  expressed  by  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Simcoe,  that  he  is  as  strongly  opposed  to  the  reso¬ 
lution  of  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell,  which  was 
voted  down,  as  I  am  myself  ;  and  I  gather  that, 
not  only  from  the  views  which  he  has  expressed  in 
this  House,  but  from  the  fact  that  in  this  very 
debate  I  saw  no  sign  that  he  had  been  converted 
from  his  well-known  position  by  anything  which 
the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  had  said.  I  do  not 
wish  to  import  into  this  discussion  now  a  side  issue, 
nor  in  the  slightest  degree  to  detract  from  its  im¬ 
portance  ;  but  I  merely  advert  to  that  fact  for  this 
reason,  that  if  this  resolution  now  in  your  hands 
can  be  read  as  having  two  different  meanings, 
which  I  think  are  attributed  to  it  by  the  hon. 
gentleman  to  whom  I  have  referred,  it  is  of  the 
greatest  importance  that  the  Imperial  Parliament 
and  the  Government  of  this  Empire  shall  not  be  led 
astray  nor  be  presented  with  a  resolution  in  the 
slightest  degree  ambiguous.  I  take  it  that  in 
that  respect  the  hon.  gentleman  who  placed  the 
resolution  in  your  hands,  and  myself  are  of  the 
same  mind,  and  I  approach  the  question  now  with 
a  sympathy  for  the  general  object  in  view,  agree¬ 
ing  with  all  who  have  taken  part  in  the  debate 
that  the  more  fully  and  completely  our  interests 
are  represented  abroad,  and  the  more  directly,  the 
better,  so  long  as  we  recollect  that  we  are  part  and 
parcel  of  the  British  Empire,  and  that  there  is  no 
desire  on  the  part  of  the  people  of  this  country,  or 
on  the  part  of  the  members  of  this  House  to  change 
that  relation.  I  approach  the  question  now  merely 
to  express  my  opinion  of  the  manner  in  which  this 
House  should  present  it.  It  is  beyond  dispute 
that  in  taking  a  step  in  the  direction  of  the  views 
of  the  hon.  mover  of  the  resolution  or  of  any  other 
hon.  gentleman  who  took  part  in  the  debate,  we 
must  have  the  cordial  sympathy  and  approval  and 
support  of  the  mother  country,  and  I  suppose  that 
in  approaching  the  Parliament  or  the  Government 
of  Great  Britain  to  court  that  co-operation,  it 
would  be  well,  if  we  desire  to  attain  the  end  and 
aim  of  the  resolution  and  of  those  gentlemen  who 
advocate  the  general  principle,  that  we  should  do 
so  not  only  in  a  clear  and  unambiguous  way,  but 
that  we  should  leave  that  Government  in  a  free  and 
unembarrassed  position  to  deal  with  the  question. 
If  my  memory  serves  me  right,  when  it  was  desired 
to  clothe  the  agent  general  in  London  with  greater 
and  more  important  powers  and  to  advance  his 
position  there  as  the  agent  of  this  country, 
Parliament  did  not  proceed  to  propound  a  reso- 
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lution  defining  the  position  it  was  thought  de¬ 
sirable  that  officer  should  have,  but  the  first 
step  taken,  the  step  most  likely  to  lead  to 
success,  and  which  did  lead  to  success,  was  to 
have  a  conference  or  consultation  with  the  Im¬ 
perial  authorities  and  obtain  their  consent  to  the 
proposition  ;  and  then  the  representative  of  this 
Government  was  granted  those  powers  and  given 
the  position  he  now  holds.  It  therefore  occurs  to 
me,  recognizing  the  position  we  hold  as  part  of  the 
Empire,  subject  to  the  control  of  the  Imperial 
Parliament,  that  so  far  as  our  foreign  relations  are 
concerned,  it  would  be  well,  if  this  Parliament 
desired  greater  and  more  complete  representation, 
that  we  should  follow  that  course,  and  that  before 
committing  ourselves  as  to  the  proper  form  in  which 
the  desired  representation  should  be  had  or 
as  to  the  particular  title  the  officer  or  repre¬ 
sentative  of  this  country  should  demand,  we 
should  obtain  the  views  of  Her  Majesty’s  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  have  that  question  settled  in 
advance.  There  are  many  objections,  which  have 
been  fully  pointed  out  already,  to  the  particular 
position  being  given  the  officer  or  representative 
of  this  country  which  is  asked  by  the  resolution 
now  in  your  hands.  For  instance,  he  is  not  merely 
to  be  a  representative  of  Canada  but  is  to  be 
attached  to  the  staff  of  Her  Majesty’s  Minister  at 
Washington — that  is,  so  far  as  regards  fuller  repre¬ 
sentation  in  the  States.  I  have  alluded  to  the 
subject  in  general  of  the  representation  of  this 
country  wherever  it  may  be  deemed  necessary  and 
in  any  country  whatsoever.  But  it  appears  to  me 
that  we  would  trammel  the  agent  or  commissioner 
of  this  Government  by  placing  him  in  the  position 
defined  in  the  resolution  before  us ;  and  it  seems  to 
me,  if  it  be  possible,  and  I  see  no  reason  why  it 
should  not,  that  an  agent  holding  somewhat  the 
position  referred  to  by  the  Minister  of  Finance, 
who  could  report  upon  trade  or  any  other  question 
we  desire,  an  agent  who  could  represent  us  com¬ 
mercially  and  represent  us  politically,  could  do  so 
with  far  greater  effect  and  in  a  far  freer  manner,  if 
not  attached  to  the  staff  of  the  British  Minister. 
If,  for  instance,  he  went  to  Washington  and 
resided  there  with  the  approval  of  the  British  Gov¬ 
ernment,  as  the  agent  of  this  Government  and 
in  hearty  sympathy  and  co-operation  with  the 
British  Minister,  he  could  represent  us  more 
effectually  than  if  he  went  there  in  the  capa¬ 
city  implied  by  the  original  resolution.  The 
same  may  be  said  as  to  other  governments. 
For  instance,  in  connection  with  the  position  of 
agent  of  this  country  in  France,  I  think  it  would 
be  infinitely  better  for  him  and  us,  that  if  we 
desire  to  put  that  agent  in  a  political  position,  as  a 
representative  of  this  country,  beyond  its  commer¬ 
cial  interests,  it  would  be  far  better  to  obtain  the 
necessary  powers  and  authority,  so  that  he  could 
lfave  the  free  communication  necessary  with  the 
British  Empire, than  that  he  should  become  attached 
to-and  subordinate  to  the  British  representative  in 
Paris.  I  take  it  that  the  commissioner  in  London 
to-day  is  in  a  far  stronger  position,  in  so  far  as  the 
importance  and  interests  of  this  country  are  con¬ 
cerned,  in  holding  the  position  of  High  Commis¬ 
sioner  at  the  Court  of  St.  James,  than  if  he  were 
attached  for  instance  to  the  Colonial  Office.  The 
position  as  an  attache  either  in  Washington,  Lon¬ 
don  or  in  the  court  of  any  foreign  country,  situated 
as  we  are,  with  our  relations  to  the  Empire,  would 
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be  an  extremely  difficult  one  for  that  officer  to 
properly  fill.  Many  inconveniences  would  arise, 
many  difficulties  would  occur,  as  to  how  far  it 
would  be  proper  to  communicate  to  thisGovernment 
direct  the  information  he  received  while  holding 
that  office,  through  his  relations  with  the  Minister,  in 
whose  hands  and  before  whom  come  so  many  sub¬ 
jects  with  which  he  had  particularly  no  concern,  or 
in  reference  to  which  great  responsibility  would 
rest  upon  the  British  Minister,  subjects  at  times  so 
delicate  that  information  could  go  between  no 
other  than  the  foreign  Minister  in  England  and  his 
representative  abroad.  On  the  general  question, 
the  leader  of  the  Opposition,  I  think,  dwelt  upon 
the  inconveniences  arising  from  indirect  communi¬ 
cation,  according  to  .the  ordinary  routine,  and  gave 
good  evidence  of  the  inconveniences  that  have 
arisen  in  the  past.  No  doubt  in  many  experiences 
of  this  country  in  the  past,  that  inconvenience  has 
been  felt  and  has  been  certainly  productive  of  no 
very  great  good  ;  but  at  the  same  time  he  will 
recognize  that  in  recent  years,  and  even  in  the  last 
year  or  two,  much  has  been  changed  in  that  direc¬ 
tion.  A  great  change  has.  taken  place  even,  for 
instance,  at  Washington.  It  is  the  custom  in 
dealing  with  the  United  States  now  more  than 
ever  to  assign  in  the  various  disputes  a  represen¬ 
tative  from  Canada  direct  with  the  British  Minis¬ 
ter,  not  merely  in  matters  of  negotiations  but  even 
in  much  more  responsible  and  important  matters. 
For  instance,  touching  the  Behring  Sea  question 
itself,  I  may  mention  what  was  stated  in  the 
British  Parliament  recently  with  reference  to 
the  court  of  arbitration  or  board  of  arbitrators 
on  that  great  question.  The  Under  Secretary  for 
Foreign  Affairs  stated  they  were  in  communication 
with  the  Canadian  Government  before  coming  to  a 
conclusion  in  the  matter.  I  myself,  as  Minister  of 
Marine,  had  the  opportunity,  which  was  afforded 
to  me  by  the  British  Government  only  a  year  or 
two  ago,  of  attending  on  the  British  Minister  at 
Washington  in  order  that  the  views  of  the  Canadian 
Government  should  be  thoroughly  understood  and 
the  case  properly  presented  to  that  Minister  when 
a  conference  between  the  British  Minister  and  the 
Secretary  of  State  took  place,  with  the  view  of 
making  an  arrangement  for  settling  the  question  in 
dispute  touching  Behring  Sea,  and  notably  for  some 
modus  vivendi  with  reference  to  the  preservation  of 
the  seal  species.  I  point  to  this  to  show  that  there 
is  every  possibility  that,  by  friendly  conference  and 
previous  consultation  with  the  British  Government 
before  propounding  a  definite  scheme  here  or  at¬ 
tempting  to  act  upon  one,  success  will  be  attained, 
and  the  importance  of  fuller  representation  recog¬ 
nized.  Our  agent  attached  to  the  diplomatic  stafi 
in  any  country  of  course  would  not  be  recognized 
and  could  not  be  recognized  by  a  foreign  govern¬ 
ment.  It  has  not  been  suggested  by  any  one  in 
this  debate  that  we  should  seek  that.  What  we  do 
desire  is  to  be  fully  and  quickly  informed  in 
foreign  countries  upon  those  subjects  which  affect 
Canada,  and  that  we  should  have  some  one  at  the 
elbow,  as  it  were,  of  the  gentleman  who  represents 
the  British  Government  with  that  foreign  govern¬ 
ment,  so  that  not  only  would  Canadian  affairs  be 
thoroughly  understood,  but  Canadian  interests 
promptly  protected  and  guarded.  I  said  that  no 
hon.  gentleman  seemed  to  desire  that  there  should 
be  a  direct  diplomatic  representative  of  Canada  at 
Washington,  but  I  may  correct  that,  because, 
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towards  the  end  of  the  debate  the  leader  of  the 
Opposition,  if  I  understood  him  aright,  proposed 
that  there  should  be  a  Minister  appointed  at 
Washington  who  should  report  direct  to  the 
Canadian  Government. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Concurrently  to  the  two 
governments. 

Mr.  TUPPER.  I  think  he  will  see  that,  if  we 
were  to  demand  that  at  the  outset,  the  difficulty 
would  be  greater  than  if  we  simply  proceeded  to 
ask  for  the  appointment  of  an  agent  as  is  now- 
proposed.  I  think  all  will  admit  that  the  propo¬ 
sition  is  an  exceedingly  novel  one  on  the  part  of 
the  Dominion  of  Canada  as  a  colony  of  the  British 
Empire.  The  hon.  gentleman  recognizes  that,  and 
we  all  recognize  that  ;  therefore  I  hope  that  the 
amendment  which  I  propose  to  place  in  your  hands 
will  in  this  matter  practically  meet  the  views  of  all 
parts  of  this  House,  those  who  share  the  views  of 
the  leader  of  the  Opposition  and  those  who  sympa¬ 
thize  with  the  resolution  as  it  stands.  I  move  that 
all  the  words  after  “  that”  in  the  main  motion  be 
struck  out,  and  the  following  be  inserted  in  lieu 
thereof : — 

It  is  expedient  that  communications  be  opened  with 
Her  Majesty’s  Government  in  order  to  bring  about  such 
fuller  representation  of  Canadian  interests  at  Washington, 
and  at  the  capitals  of  other  countries  in  which  such  other 
representation  may  be  found  desirable,  as  may  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  proper  relations  which  should  exist 
between  Great  Britain  and  Canada. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  have  waited  a  moment  or 
two  to  see  if  the  lion,  member  for  Simcoe  (Mr. 
McCarthy)  would  rise,  because  he  is  evidently  the 
one  from  whom  the  House  would  have  expected  to 
hear  upon  this  matter.  Eoi*  my  part,  I  am  not 
disposed  at  pi  esent  to  accept  the  amendment  of  the 
hon.  gentleman.  I  think  it  is  preferable,  before  we 
try  to  under  si:  and  what  are  the  views  of  the  British 
Government  on  this  matter,  that  the  British  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  be  made  aware  of  the  views  of 
the  Canadian  Parliament  on  the  subject.  There  is 
a  beautiful  variation  to  be  observed  on  the  part  of 
the  Government  whenever  our  relations  with  the 
British  Government  come  in  question.  When,  a 
few  nights  ago,  my  hon.  friend  from  Bruce  (Mr. 
McNeill)  moved  a  resolution  to  the  effect  that  we 
would  be  willing  to  alter  our  fiscal  policy  whenever 
Great  Britain  altered  hers,  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
at  once  preferred  their  views  and  opinions  to  the 
British  Government  and  the  British  nation.  This 
time,  however,  when  the  policy  is  proposed  as  to 
what  should  be  done  in  regard  to  a  right  which  is 
not  dependent  at  all  on  any  change  of  our  relations 
with  the  British  Government,  but  which  we 
deem  essential  to  carry  on  our  relations  with 
the  country  in  which  we  are  most  interested 
next  to  Great  Britain,  the  hon.  gentleman 
proposes  that,  instead  of  expressing  our  own 
views  on  this  subject  and  giving  an  opportunity 
to  the  British  Government  to  know  what  our  views 
are,  we  should  consult  the  British  Government  on 
the  matter.  Perhaps,  if  the  British  Government 
are  consulted  in  regard  to  this  matter,  they  may  be 
slow  to  give  advice  in  regard  to  it,  because  they  are 
not  the  people  primarily  to  be  affected  by  it. 
They  are  not  the  people  who  suffer  from  the  pres¬ 
ent  state  of  things,  but  wre  are.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  said  there  was  no  precedent  for  this  motion, 
and  nothing  similar  in  the  history  of  nations.  I 
am  sure  that  he  is  quite  right,  that  there  is  no  pre- 
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cedent  for  this,  and  tFiat  there  never  was  such  a  pro¬ 
position  as  this  presented  anywhere,  but,  at  the 
same  time,  there  has  been  no  instance  in  the  his¬ 
tory  of  nations  of  a  colony  occupying  towards  the 
mother  country  the  position  that  Canada  occupies 
towrards  Great  Britain.  Canada  has  been  the  first 
colony  in  the  world  to  obtain  the  right  of  self- 
government,  and  the  present  motion  is  simply  a 
development  of  the  policy  adopted  fifty  years  ago 
when  we  claimed  and  obtained  the  right  to  govern 
ourselves.  We  have  a  position  absolutely  without 
precedent,  and  the  motion  is  also  without  precedent, 
because  it  is  a  corollary  of  the  position  we  occupy. 
The  hon.  gentleman  stated  that  the  motion  was 
somewhat  ambiguous.  Ambiguous  in  what  respect  ? 
Because  it  was  supported  by  men  who  held  differ¬ 
ent  views  as  to  the  future  of  Canada?  The  motion 
is  proposed  by  an  hon.  gentleman  (Mr.  McCarthy) 
whose  views,  as  to  the  future  of  Canada,  are  w-ell 
known  to  be  in  favour  of  a  closer  relation  with 
Great  Britain  than  we  now  have.  The  motion  is 
supported  by  myself,  and  it  is  known  that  I  do  not 
believe  that  the  present  condition  of  things  will 
endure  for  ever.  The  present  relations  between  us 
and  Great  Britain  must  become  either  closer  or 
looser.  My  opinion  is  that  in  the  course  of  time 
the  relations  of  Canada  with  Great  Britain  must 
cease,  as  the  relations  of  colonies  with  the  mother 
country  do  cease,  by  independence,  just  as  a  child 
becomes  a  man.  These  are  the  views  I  hold,  not 
in  regard  to  the  present  or  actual  policy,  but 
as  to  the  future  of  the  country.  But,  whether 
we  look  upon  the  future  of  Canada  as  involv¬ 
ing  closer  relations  with  Great  Britain  than  we 
have  now,  or  as  involving  independence,  the 
fact  remains  that,  so  long  as  we  remain  a 
colony,  the  position,  though  advantageous  in  some 
respects,  is  disadvantageous  in  other  respects. 
We  have  the  advantages  of  our  connection 
with  Great  Britain  which  no  one  can  value  more 
than  I  do,  but  in  regard  to  our  relations  with  the 
country  to  the  south  of  us,  our  dependent  relation 
to  Great  Britain  makes  our  position  extremely 
awkward.  The  lion,  gentleman  refers  to  the  diffi¬ 
culties  in  carrying  on  negotiations  in  matters  affect¬ 
ing  Canada  directly  with  the  United  States.  If  we 
were  an  independent  nation,  we  would  have  an 
ambassador  at  Washington  and  would  have  our 
own  difficulties  settled  directly,  but  we  are  a  de¬ 
pendency  of  the  British  Crown,  and  consequently 
our  international  relations  with  our  neighbours  are 
extremely  difficult  to  arrange.  The  object  of  the 
motion  is  obviously  to  make  these  relations  less 
difficult  in  the  future  than  they  have  been  in  the 
past.  The  difficulties,  the  Minister  states,  are  be¬ 
coming  less  and  less  every  year,  and,  as  an  instance, 
he  has  stated  the  negotiations  which  have  taken 
place  in  regard  to  the  Behring  Sea  difficulties. 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  example  is  a  very  bad  one, 
and  the  difficulties  with  regard  to  the  Behring 
Sea,  to  which  he  has  referred,  show  conclusively 
the  necessity  of  having  such  an  officer  at  Wash¬ 
ington,  as  is  proposed  by  this  motion.  The  diffi¬ 
culties  with  regard  to  the  Behring  Sea  have  only 
just  been  disclosed,  and  how  many  years  have 
elapsed  since  the  difficulties  arose  until  the  period 
when  they  wrere  settled  ?  If  I  remember  aright, 
the  seizure  of  the  Sayward  took  place  in  1888, 
and  three  years  elapsed  before  any  settlement  took 
place — indeed  I  am  not  sure  that  even  yet  the 
difficulties  with  regard  to  that  seizure  have  been 
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settled.  The  principle  involved  in  the  seizure  of  the 
vessel  has  been  settled,  in  that  it  has  been  referred 
to  arbitration,  but  the  difficulties  which  arose  on 
account  of  the  seizure  of  the  Canadian  vessel,  which 
was  so  arbitrarily  taken  possession  of  by  the  Ameri¬ 
can  authorities — have  not  been  settled  yet  so  far  as 
my  knowledge  serves  me.  Those  difficulties  were 
lately  pending  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  and  their  judgment  was  adverse  to 
us,  and  since  then  I  do  not  believe  the  House  has 
been  aware  that  anything  has  been  done  towards 
the  settlement  of  that  difficulty.  Well,  does  the 
lion,  gentleman  suppose  that  if  we  had  had  at 
Washington  an  officer  of  the  character  proposed  by 
the  motion  of  the  lion,  member  for  Simcoe,  whose 
especial  object  would  have  been  to  take  charge  at 
once  of  these  difficulties,  to  advise  the  Canadian 
Government,  and  to  advise  the  British  Govern¬ 
ment  as  to  the  negotiations  carried  on — does  he 
suppose  that  it  would  have  taken  three  or  four 
years  to  settle  these  difficulties  ?  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  very  example  he  has  cited  shows  most  con¬ 
clusively  that  the  motion  of  the  hon.  gentleman  is 
a  most  timely  one.  He  says  tl\ere  are  difficulties 
in  the  way.  Of  course  there  are,  I  admit  it,  it  has 
been  admitted  before  ;  but  with  those  difficul¬ 
ties  in  the  way  it  is  impossible  for  me,  and  it  is 
impossible  for  the  hon.  gentleman,  to  suggest  any 
better  plan.  He  does  not  propose  any  plan  of  his 
own  ;  he  speaks  of  an  agent,  that  is  the  only 
alternative  he  proposes.  It  has  been  pointed  out 
on  a  former  occasion  that  an  agent  would,  to  some 
extent,  relieve  the  difficulty.  I  do  not  say  that  we 
should  not  have  a  commercial  agent  at  Washington, 
far  from  it  ;  but  there  is  a  wide  difference  between 
having  a  diplomatic  officer  at  Washington  and 
having  a  consular  agent.  An  agent  such  as  he  pro¬ 
poses  would  be  something  like  a  consular  agent 
who  would  advise  us  upon  matters  of  trade,  upon 
the  conditions  of  the  country,  as  to  the  course 
which  it  would  be  of  the  greatest  advantage  to 
Canada  to  take  ;  but  in  all  questions  of  interna¬ 
tional  relations  that  agent  would  have  absolutely 
no  standing  at  Washington  ;  he  could  not  be 
received  at  the  White  House,  he  could  not  be 
received  at  the  Department  of  State,  he  could  not 
have  any  relations  at  all  with  the  Washington 
Government,  and  so  far  as  our  diplomatic  relations 
at  Washington  are  concerned,  we  would  be  no 
better  off  than  we  are  now. 

Mr.  TUPPER.  I  did  not,  as  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  seems  to  think,  advocate  the  appointment  of 
a  commercial  agent  only.  I  said  that  the  agent 
could  act  for  us  commercially,  and  would  well  act 
for  i;s  in  that  respect,  and  would  be  clothed  with 
such  powers  as  it  was  possible  to  obtain  from  the 
Imperial  Government  after  consultation. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  do  not  think  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman’s  plan  is  at  all  feasible,  because,  as  long  as 
we  are  a  dependency  of  Great  Britain,  we  cannot 
be  recognized  at  Washington.  All  our  diplomatic 
communications  must  pass  through  the  channel  of 
the  English  embassy,  therefore  this  fact  is  fatal  to 
his  motion.  If  we  cannot  be  recognized  at  Wash¬ 
ington,  it  is  useless  to  have  an  agent  there.  He 
could  advise  us  upon  commercial  matters,  but  in 
all  diplomatic  relations  we  cannot  be  recognized, 
and  communications  must  pass  through  the  British 
embassy. 
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Mr.  TUPPER.  Neither  could  an  attache  of  the 
Minister  there.  Would  he  be  recognized  ? 

Mr.  LAURIER.  He  would  not  be  recognized, 
I  admit,  but  he  would  act  through  the  British 
embassy.  His  special  mission  would  be  to  look 
after  our  commercial  affairs,  and  through  the  em¬ 
bassy  he  could  communicate  directly  to  the  Cana¬ 
dian  Government.  That  would  be  no  new  depar¬ 
ture  in  the  business  in  the  British  embassy,  and 
this  is  why,  for  my  part,  I  am  disposed  to  accept 
the  motion  of  the  hon.  gentleman.  I  do  not  con¬ 
ceal  the  difficulties  of  the  situation,  but  as  long  as 
no  better  plan  is  offered,  it  seems  to  nne  that  it  is 
the  dtffy  of  this  House  to  adopt  the  motion  pro¬ 
posed. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  certainly  thought  we 
should  have  heard  from  the  Treasury  Benches  some 
further  explanation  of  the  amendment  moved  by 
the  Minister  of  Marine  and  Fisheries.  Certainly 
I  do  not  think  the  House  has  received  satisfactory 
information  as  to  what  the  Government  intend  to 
accomplish  if  that  amendment  is  adopted.  I  should 
suppose  that  before  the  Government  committed  it¬ 
self  to  making  any  change,  they  would  undertake  to 
satisfy  this  House  that  some  change  was  necessary. 
Now,  the  Minister  of  Finance  argued  the  other 
day,  when  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr. 
McCarthy)  first  proposed  this  motion,  that  things 
were  quite  satisfactory  as  they  are,  that  no  change 
is  desirable,  that  under  the  existing  regime  and  ex¬ 
isting  machinery,  all  the  action  it  was  necessary 
for  Canada  to  take  as  a  dependency  of  the  United 
Kingdom,  could  be  taken  without  the  adoption  of 
any  such  proposition  as  that  embraced  in  the  hon. 
member’s  motion.  The  Government  since  have 
changed  their  minds,  they  have  come  to  the  con¬ 
clusion  that  it  is  necessary  to  enter  into  negotia¬ 
tions  with  the  Imperial  Government  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  accomplishing  something-  they  do  not 
know  exactly  what,  for  some  object  which  they 
have  not  seen  proper  to  state.  It  is  not  very  long  since 
we  had  an  announcement  from  the  Treasury  benches 
that  the  hon.  gentlemen  went  to  Washington  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what  their  policy  should 
be onfiscal matters.  Now, the  Ministerof  Marineand 
Fisheries  proposes  aresolution,  and  if  any  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  will  read  it  he  will  see  that  they  undertake  to  go 
to  Downing  Street  for  thepurpose  of  receiving  inf  orm- 
ation  on  this  subject ;  not  to  negotiate  and  arrange 
with  the  Imperial  Government  with  regard  to  the 
appointment  of  an  officer  with  specific  duties  and 
functions,  but  to  ascertain  whether  an  officer  of  any. 
sort  is  really  necessary.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  in 
search  of  a  policy  upon  the  subject  ;  more  than 
that,  he  is  in  search  of  information  upon  the  sub¬ 
ject.  He  does  not  know  whether  it  is  necessary 
to  appoint  an  officer  or  not ;  he  does  not  know,  if 
such  an  officer  vrere  appointed,  vdiether  his  duties 
could  be  reconciled  with  the  Imperial  constitution 
or  not,  and  therefore  he  proposes  to  go  to  the  Colo¬ 
nial  Secretary,  or  to  some  other  Imperial  officer,  for 
the  purpose  of  getting  information  upon  the  subject 
upon  which  he  is  not  sufficiently  enlightened  at  the 
present  time.  Novr,  I  think  that  wrould  be  a  very 
humiliating  position.  What  an  immense  falling  oft 
it  is  from  the  pretensions  made  at  the  close  of  the 
session  last  year  ?  What  did  the  Government 
propose  last  year  ?  They  proposed  a  commercial 
policy,  a  fiscal  policy,  not  only  for  Canada  but  for 
the  whole  British  Empire.  They  undertook  to  tell 
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the  Government  of  the  United  Kingdom  what  they 
ought  to  do  ;  they  recommended  them  to  denounce 
the  treaties  that  at  present  subsist  with  all  civilized 
states  with  a  view  of  making  radical  alterations  in 
the  policy  of  the  Empire.  But,  Sir,  the  hon. 
gentleman  is  less  imperious  in  this  resolution. 
In  this  resolution  he  says  in  effect  :  I  do  not 
know  whether  we  need  a  commercial  agent, 
or  a  diplomatic  agent,  at  Washington ;  I  do 
not  know  whether  we  need  one  anywhere  else  or  not ; 
but  I  am  going  to  the  Colonial  Secretary  for  the 
purpose  of  finding  out  really  if  we  do  need  one,  and 
if  we  do,  for  what  purpose  he  is  needed,  and 
whether  his  duties  could  be  reconciled  with  our 
relations  at  the  present  time  with  the  mother 
country.  A  more  ridiculous  position  it  would  be 
impossib'efor  any  Parliament  to  place  itself  in  than 
the  Parliament  of  Canada  would  be  placed  in  if  that 
resolution  were  at  the  present  time  adopted.  The 
hon.  gentleman  has  told  us  that  you  could  not  have 
a  diplomatic  agent  at  Washington,  because  such  an 
agent  would  not  be  recognized  by  the  American 
Government,  and  as  my  hon.  friend  beside  me  has 
pointed  out,  as  a  matter  of  convenience,  it  is  desir¬ 
able  that  this  officer  should  be  an  attache  of  the 
British  embassy.  But  what  his  duties  shall  be 
there,  whether  he  shall  be  the  party  who  is  to  com¬ 
municate  with  the  American  Government,  or 
whether  it  shall  be  his  chief  that  shall  communicate 
with  the  American  Government  with  regard  to  the 
affairs  of  Canada,  is  a  matter  to  be  determined  by 
the  Government  of  the  United  Kingdom  and  the 
Government  of  Canada.  There  is  no  rule  better 
settled  in  international  law  than  this,  that  every 
Sovereign  State  shall  speak  to  every  other  Sovereign 
State  through  whatever  agency  it  may  itself 
determine  upon.  It  is  not  for  the  United 
States  to  dictate  to  us  or  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  Kingdom  whether  it 
shall  communicate  to  the  Government  at  Washing¬ 
ton  through  one  or  through  two  diplomatic  ser¬ 
vants.  The  Government  of  the  United  Kingdom 
may  communicate  through  one  or  through  two  such 
officers.  If  an  Ambassador  Extraordinary  is 
appointed  you  have  two  agents,  both  of  whom  are 
authorized  to  speak,  one  of  whom  will  speak  gen¬ 
erally,  the  other,  who  is  authorized  to  speak  on  a 
particular  subject,  will  speak  on  that  particular 
matter.  If  the  Government  of  the  United  King¬ 
dom  and  the  Government  of  Canada  come  to  an 
understanding  that  upon  all  matters  affecting  the 
people  of  Canada  and  the  territory  of  Canada,  the 
representative  specially  appointed  by  Canada,  with 
the  assent  of  the  Imperial  authorities,  shall  be  the 
organ  of  communication,  it  is  not  for  the  American 
Government  to  object.  It  is  as  open  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  United  Kingdom  to  say  that  the 
Canadian  Charge  d’ Affaires  shall  be  the  officer 
through  whom  communication  shall  be  had,  as  it  is 
to  say  at  this  moment  that  the  present  British 
Minister  shall  be  the  sole  mouthpiece.  It  is  a 
matter  between  Canada  and  the  Unitefl  Kingdom, 
and  between  Canada  and  the  United  Kingdom 
alone.  The  Minister  of  Marine  and  Fisheries  said 
that  the  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy) 
condemned  the  proposition  which  was  submitted 
to  this  House  at  an  earlier  period  of  the  session. 
The  hon.  gentleman  is  mistaken. 

Mr.  TUPPER.  The  hon.  gentleman  misunder¬ 
stood  me.  I  do  not  know  whether  the  hon.  mem- 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


ber  for  North  Simcoe  condemned  it,  but  I  said  I 
was  sure  he  would  have  condemned  it.  The  hon. 
gentleman  misunderstood  me  if  he  thought  I  said 
anything  in  regard  to  the  expression  of  the  hon. 
member  for  North  Simcoe.  I  gave  my  reasons  for 
constructing  the  views  of  the  hon.  member  for 
North  Simcoe,  stating  that  he  was  an  ardent  advo¬ 
cate  of  imperial  federation,  and  I  knew  he  would 
be  opposed  to  the  views  of  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
says  he  knew  ;  but  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Simcoe  expressly  declined  the  other  day  to  give  an 
opinion  on  that  subject. 

Mr.  McCARTHY.  I  think  that  statement  is  not 
quite  correct.  I  certainly  intended  to  say,  and  I 
think  I  did  say,  that  although  I  was  not  present  at 
the  discussion  which  took  place  on  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man’s  resolution  with  regard  to  the  treaty-making 
power,  I  had  no  fault  to  find  at  all  with  the  result 
at  which  the  House  had  arrived.  I  think  that  is 
what  I  said  ;  it  is  certainly  what  I  intended  to  say. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  If  the  hon.  gentleman 
will  turn  up  the  discussion,  he  will  find  he  said 
more  than  that.  Perhaps  he  has  had  more  light 
since  the  House  discussed  that  question. 

Mr.  McCARTHY.  Notatall.  I  think  you  will 
find  those  words  in  my  speech. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Yes,  and  I  think  I  will 
find  also  the  words  to  which  I  have  referred.  If  on 
examination  I  am  not  borne  out  in  the  statement  I 
have  made  as  to  what  the  hon.  gentleman  said,  I 
shall  be  quite  ready  to  retract  what  I  have  stated. 

Mr.  McCARTHY.  Perhaps  the  hon.  gentleman 
will  excuse  me.  I  find  these  are  the  words  I  used  : 

“  The  House  this  session  has  already  considered  the 
question  which  was  mooted  by  the  hon.  member  for  Both¬ 
well  (Mr.  Mills)  with  respect  to  the  power  of  makingtreat- 
ies,  and  a  very  interesting  discussion— I  had  not  the  good 
fortune  to  be  present,  but  I  have  read  the  debate  since — 
occurred  on  that  occasion,  in  which  the  views  entertained 
by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  and  those  entertained  by  hon. 
members  supporting  the  Government  were  very  fully  and 
prominently  brought  forward.  I  do  not  in  the  least  desire 
to  quarrel  with  the  conclusion  at  which  the  House  then 
arrived.” 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  know  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  made  that  statement.  I  think  it  was  in  his 
second  speech  he  made  the  observation  in  which  he 
stated  that  he  declined  to  express  an  opinion  on 
that  subject. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  No. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  deny  altogether  the 
inference  drawn  by  the  hon.  gentleman.  The  hon. 
gentleman’s  inference  is  really  the  inference  drawn 
half  a  century  ago  with  respect  to  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  responsible  government  by  the  party  to 
which  he  belonged.  It  was  contended  by  the 
leaders  of  the  party  over  and  over  again  that  it 
would  be  impossible  to  reconcile  the  principles  of 
responsible  government  with  the  duties  of  the 
Governor  as  an  Imperial  officer,  and  that  the 
responsible  government  of  a  colony  meant  separa¬ 
tion  of  the  colony  from  the  parent  state.  Now,  the 
hon.  gentleman  says  that  he  accepts  the  situation  ; 
a  half  century’s  experience  contradicts  the  conten¬ 
tion  of  those  who  preceded  him  as  leaders  of  the 
Tory  party.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  now  says 
that  if  you  apply  exactly  the  same  principles  to  the 
external  relations  of  the  colony  which  you  apply  to 
its  internal  affairs,  that  will  lead  to  separation.  I 
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deny  it.  I  say  that  at  all  events,  it  is  a  measure 
of  delay.  It  is  one  of  the  means  of  delaying  sepa¬ 
ration,  it  is  one  of  the  means  of  preventing  friction 
between  the  parent  state  and  the  colony  ;  it  is  one  of 
the  means  which  will  serve  to  reconcile,  if  it  is  car¬ 
ried  out,  the  fullest  measure  of  self  government 
on  the  part  of  all  the  present  dependencies  of  the 
Empire  with  the  continuance  of  the  connection, 
and  it  is  the  only  solution  that  offers  itself.  What 
does  the  lion,  gentleman  do  when  he  supports  the 
motion  which  is  placed  before  the  House?  He  is 
asking  that  the  Canadian  Government  shall  have  a 
voice — in  what  ?  In  the  domestic  concerns  of  this 
country?  Not  at  all.  He  is  asking  that  the 
Canadian  Government  shall  have  a  vote  in  deter¬ 
mining  the  external  relations  of  the  country.  Is 
that  voice  to  be  an  effective  one  or  not  ?  Is  it  to 
be  a  voice  whereby  Canadian  interests  will  have 
paramount  influence  in  determining  what  the 
policy  of  the  country  shall  be,  what  the  settlement 
shall  be  ?  I  say  again  on  this  question,  as  I  said 
on  the  other  motion,  that  the  business  of  the  Im¬ 
perial  Government  is  to  trust  to  responsible  ad¬ 
viser’s  of  the  Crown  in  a  large  colony  in  regard  to 
matters  where  its  interests  are  paramount,  just  as 
much  as  it  is  our  business  to  trust  them.  We  do 
not  ask  them  for  a  voice  in  the  settlement  of  any 
disputed  question  between  the  United  Kingdom 
and  Russia  in  respect  to  matters  in  Central  Asia. 
And  why  ?  Because  their  interests  are  paramount 
there.  It  is  they  and  not  we  who  are  chiefly  con¬ 
cerned.  But  on  questions  relating  to  the  sovereignty  of 
Her  Majesty  on  this  continent,  we  are  far  more 
interested  than  the  United  Kingdom,  and  why  should 
not  the  determination  of  that  question  be  in  the 
hands  of  the  responsible  advisers  of  the  Crown  here, 
just  as  the  other  question  is  in  the  hands  of  the 
responsible  advisers  in  the  United  Kingdom  ?  My 
lion,  friend  beside  me  says  that  a  dependency  grows 
to  a  nation  just  as  certainly  as  a  child  grows  to  a 
man.  I  agree  with  that  view,  and  am  pointing 
out  to  the  Government  and  the  country  the 
only  means  by  which  you  can  reconcile  the 
growth  of  this  country  and  its  development,  with 
the  higher  aspirations  which  must  come  from  the 
larger  interests  that  from  time  to  time  grow  up  in 
the  country.  I  say  that  you  have  in  the  division 
of  executive  authority  with  respect  to  the  external 
relations  of  the  Empire  a  solution  of  the  question, 
and  no  solution  is  to  be  found  on  any  other  ground  ; 
and  it  is  because  that  is  the  case,  and  because  the 
motion  of  the  lion,  member  for  North  Simcoe  points 
in  that  direction,  I  give  that  motion  my  cordial 
support.  I  say  again  that  it  is  not  on  the  line  of 
the  federation  of  the  Empire  that  the  solution  of 
the  relation  of  the  various  parts  of  the  Empire  is  in 
my  opinion  to  lie  found.  On  that  question  you 
have  no  such  thing  as  a  common  opinion.  The 
.Empire  is  too  widely  scattered.  You  cannot  bring 
the  representatives  of  its  different  portions  together 
and  settle  any  question  affecting  the  whole,  or  any 
distant  part  without  trusting  to  that  particular  part 
forall  your  information  as  tothe  wisdom  oftliecourse 
to  be  pursued.  You  must  ever  remain  ill-informed 
with  regard  to  every  other  matter  except  that 
which  specially  concerns  your  own  particular  section. 
Therefore  the  exercise  of  executive  authority  must 
lie  always  a  matter  of  confidence  on  the  part  of  all 
the  portions  of  the  Empire  in  the  one  rhat  is 
specially  affected,  and  when  the  Minister  of 
Marine  says  that  you  cannot  reconcile  such  an 


arrangement  with  the  existing  state  of  things,  I 
say  the  hon.  gentleman  is  begging  the  question. 
No  one  supposes  that  you  can  incorporate  a  new 
feature  on  the  constitution  of  the  Empire  without 
making  alterations  and  adjusting  the  ancient  parts 
to  the  new.  That  is  a  necessary  consequence  of  an 
important  change  like  this.  The  question  we  have 
to  consider  is  ;  whether  the  change  is  demanded 
by  the  altered  circumstances  of  the  country,  and  I 
say  that  it  is.  1  say  that  the  events  which  have 
happened  during  the  past  few  years  with  regard  to 
the  external  relations  of  this  Dominion  show  that 
to  be  the  case.  Why,  Sir,  the  hon.  gentleman  him¬ 
self  has  been  at  Washington  for  the  purpose  of 
negotiating.  The  hon.  gentleman  not  long  ago 
was  there,  and  I  understand  he  was  greatly  dis¬ 
satisfied  with  the  treatment  which  he  received 
from  the  British  embassy. 

Mr.  TUPPER.  I  do  not  think  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  ought  to  say  that  without  authority,  as  I  have 
never  given  the  slightest  intimation  as  to  my  not 
being  received  properly  by  the  British  embassy. 
On  the  contrary,  I  was  received  in  the  most 
courteous  manner,  and  every  representation  I 
made  on  behalf  of  the  Canadian  Government  was 
also  received  in  the  same  cordial  spirit. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
is  a  matter  of  report  that  the  hon.  gentleman  was 
so  far  dissatisfied  that  his  chief  advised  him  to 
return,  unless  greater  attention  was  given  to  his 
representations. 

Mr.  TUPPER.  There  is  no  truth  in  that  state¬ 
ment  whatever,  not  the  slightest.  There  is  not 
the  slightest  foundation  for  that  statement. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  accept  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man’s  statement,  but  let  me  say  this  :  It  is  one  of 
the  misfortunes  of  being  compelled  to  have  to  dis¬ 
cuss  these  adventures  across  the  border,  without 
having  the  necessary  official  information  that  ought 
to  be  in  our  possession  ;  and  so  we  are  obliged  to 
trust  to  such  information  as  has  been  given  ;  and  to 
such  information  as  we  have  been  enabled  to  obtain 
from  various  quarters.  I  admit  that  it  is  not  a 
satisfactory  way  of  obtaining  information,  and  it  is 
not  at  all  proper  to  be  forced  to  the  discussion  of 
questions  on  the  relations  between  Canada  and  the 
United  States,  without  having  that  information. 
But,  Sir,  that  is  not  my  fault ;  it  is  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man’s  fault.  The  hon.  gentleman  says  that  he  was 
received  with  the  greatest  courtesy  and  that  al^ 
the  representations  he  made  were  listened  to.  We 
must  assume  that  he  had  representations  to  make 
and  that  it  was  important  that  they  should  be 
heard.  I  suppose  their  importance  would  not  have 
been  diminished  if  the  hon.  gentleman  had  been 
allowed  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the  Government  of 
Canada  instead  of  being  obliged  to  speak  through 
some  other  party. 

Mr.  TUPPER.  I  may  state,  and  it  is  not  a 
secret  as  the  papers  have  been  laid  before  the 
British  Parliament  ;  that  I  was  not  only  permitted 
to  make  my  representations  to  the  British  Minister 
but  that  I  attended  every  conference  between  the 
British  Minister  and  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
United  States  and  was  heard  myself. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Then  it  is  very  impor¬ 
tant  that  these  papers  should  be  before  us.  s 

Mr.  TUPPER.  They  are  before  the  English 
Parliament  now. 
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Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  They  are  not  before 
this  Parliament. 

Mr.  TUPPER.  They  are  being  referred  to  this 
Parliament. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell),  The  hon.  gentleman 
just  shows  the  importance  of  having  these  papers 
which  I  have  again  and  again  stated  it  was  im¬ 
portant  we  should  have. 

Mr.  TUPPER.  They  are  being  printed. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
shows  more.  He  makes  it  clear  that  he  was  not 
willing  to  trust  to  the  representations  of  the  British 
Minister. 

Mr.  TUPPER.  I  did  not  say  that. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Oh,  yes,  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  spoke  himself  and  was  present  himself. 

Mr.  TUPPER.  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
took  part  in  the  discussion,  and  so  the  hon. 
gentleman  acted  throughout  upon  the  assump¬ 
tion  that  Canada  ought  to  have  some  person  at 
Washington  to  speak  for  her,  and  that  she  ought 
not  to  trust  solely  to  the  British  Minister  there. 
That  is  what  the  hon.  gentleman  has  said,  and  now 
he  comes  before  us  and  says  again  :  If  you  vote 
for  the  resolution,  recognizing  a  permanent  officer 
instead  of  a  casual  one,  a  casual  visitor,  instead  of 
having  in  Washington  a  man  who  is  there  of  right, 
speaking  as  a  matter  of  right  and  not  as  a  matter 
of  forbearance  or  courtesy,  that  you  will  inflict 
upon  this  country  a  calamity,  that  you  will  do  a 
great  deal  to  sever  the  ties  which  unite  Canada  to 
the  mother  country,  and  that  you  will  do  this  if 
you  appoint  a  permanent  official  qualified  for  the 
discharge  of  his  duties  and  responsible  to  Parlia¬ 
ment  of  this  country  for  the  efficient  and  careful 
manner  in  which  he  does  discharge  his  duty.  But, 
says  the  hon.  gentleman,  I  was  there  because  it 
\vas  important  that  I  should  be  there.  I  was  there 
to  protect  the  interests  of  the  country  that  I  feared 
were  in  jeopardy  if  they  were  left  to  the  Brit¬ 
ish  Minister  alone,  and  so  I  am  going  to  propose 
an  amendment  to  the  motion  of  the  hon.  member 
for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  and  I  am  going 
to  try  and  vote  down  a  proposition  which  gives 
practical  and  permanent  effect  to  the  course  that  I 
actually  took  myself  less  than  12  months  ago. 

Mr.  TUPPER.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman  allow 
me  to  interrupt  him  for  one  moment,  so  that  my 
argument  may  be  better  understood  ?  The  hon. 
gentleman  lias  made  my  argument  all  the  stronger 
if  he  will  allow  me  to  say  so.  I  was  showing  that 
instead  of  meeting  with  any  difficulty  in  the  con¬ 
ference  with  the  British  Government  as  to  how 
best  we  should  arrange  a  direct  representation  of 
our  views,  and  I  pointed  to  the  experience  we  have 
had  especially  of  late,  and  naturally  I  referred  to 
my  own  experience,  and  I  found  there,  just  as  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  better  and  more  fully  explained 
to  the  House,  that  no  such  difficulties  were  placed 
in  the  way.  I  found  that  although  I  had  no  diplo¬ 
matic  character  or  position  on  that  occasion,  going 
merely  to  consult  with  the  British  Minister  ;  I  went 
by  the  request  of  the  British  Government  itself 
with  their  approval ;  and  being  there,  although  not 
in  any  diplomatic  capacity  nor  as  representative  of 
the  Government,  I  actually  took  part  with  the 
British  Minister  in  all  the  discussions  that  took 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


place  between  him  and  the  Secretary  of  State  of 
the  United  States.  •  I  mentioned  that  to  show  the 
House  that  there  was  every  reason  to  believe  that 
the  British  Government  would  perhaps  co-operate 
with  us  in  this  movement,  and  I  suggested  that  the 
best  way  was  to  put  the  question  to  them  first, 
before  laying  down  here  in  a  manner  that  might  be 
misunderstood,  a  peremptory  direction  as  to  how 
that  should  be  done. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon- 
gentleman  says  that  the  British  Government  ap¬ 
proved  of  his  visit  to  Washington,  authorized  it, 
and  let  me  read  to  the  House  the  motion  which  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  made  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
effect  to  the  experience  he  has  had.  The  hon. 
gentleman  says  this : 

“  It  is  expedient  that  communications  be  opened  with 
Her  Majesty’s  Government  in  order  to  bring  about  such 
fuller  representation  of  Canadian  interests  at  Washington 
and  at  the  capitals  of  other  countries  in  which  such  other 
representations  may  be  found  desirable.” 

Mr.  TUPPER.  That  is  not  all. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  That  is  all  I  am  read¬ 
ing  at  the  present  moment.  Now,  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  in  this  resolution  submits  nothing  to  the 
House  for  its  approval.  The-  hon.  gentleman  is 
still  in  the  clouds.  The  motion  of  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Simcoe  is  a  definite  proposition,  and  in  vot¬ 
ing  for  it  the  House  knows  for  what  it  is  voting. 
The  House  knows  what  policy  will  be  pursued  if 
that  resolution  is  adopted.  Does  the  House  know 
what  this  amendment  will  result  in  ?  If  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  wish  to  take  any  action  of  this  sort,  they 
do  not  require  a  resolution  of  the  House  ;  it  ought 
to  be  taken  without  asking  the  House.  The  busi¬ 
ness  of  the  House  is  to  pass  an  opinion  upon  the 
results  at  which  the  Government  have  arrived. 
But  the  hon.  gentleman  wants  the  House  to  assume 
the  responsibility  of  taking  a  leap  in  the  dark,  and 
of  approving  of  a  course  which  may  end  in  a 
way  wholly  different  from  what  the  House 
would  have  sanctioned  if  it  had  known  before¬ 
hand  what  was  determined  upon  by  the  Adminis¬ 
tration.  The  hon.  gentleman  says  that  there 
is  more  in  this  resolution.  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  is  more  ;  and  while  the  hon.  gentleman,  so  far 
as  I  have  read  his  resolution,  takes  a  positive  course, 
it  is  a  shadowy  and  vague  one  ;  no  one  can  tell  how 
it  will  end.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  qualified  it 
that  so  it  may  mean  nothing  at  all.  The  hon. 
gentleman  certainly  says  more  ;  he  says  not  only 
“  that  may  be  found  desirable,”  but  “  may  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  proper  relations  which  should 
exist  between  Great  Britain  and  Canada.”  What 
are  those  proper  relations  ?  The  hon.  gentleman’s 
colleague  told  us,  when  this  matter  was  discussed  a 
few  days  ago,  that  it  was  inconsistent  with  a  depen¬ 
dency  to  undertake  to  establish  diplomatic  relations, 
with  a  sovereign  state  like  the  United  States.  We 
might  have  a  commercial  agency  ;  we  might  have  a 
man  who  had  no  diplomatic  character  at  all,  to  col¬ 
lect  statistics  and  information  with  regard  to  the 
trade  of  the  neighbouring  republic ;  but  if  he  under¬ 
took  to  discuss  any  diplomatic  question,  he  would 
be  entering  the  sacred  enclosure  confined  to  the 
mother  country.  So  that  what  is  apparently  re¬ 
cognized  as  possible  in  the  earlier  portion  of  the 
hon.  gentleman’s  resolution  may  be  made  altogether 
impossible  by  its  concluding  words.  I  think,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  hon.  gentleman  should  have 
taken  a  more  courageous  course.  He  should  have 
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either  given  his  support  to  the  resolution  of  the 
hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  or  he  should  have 
resisted  it ;  but  he  has  done  neither.  He  has  sub¬ 
mitted  a  resolution  which  may  mean  little,  or  it 
may  mean  nothing.  It  says  to  the  Imperial  Gov¬ 
ernment  :  Oh,  this  is  a  matter  about  which  we  do 
not  wish  to  worry  you  or  offend  your  prejudices. 
We  suppose  that  you  may  think  that  it  is  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  position  of  a  dependency  that  we 
should  undertake  to  have  a  voice  in  our  external 
relations  at  all ;  and  if  so,  we  are  not  going  to  press 
the  question  upon  your  attention.  Now,  I  say 
that  a  more  feeble  resolution  could  not  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  this  House,  and  I  trust  that  the  hon. 
gentlemen  on  that  side  of  the  House,  any  more  than 
the  hon.  gentlemen  on  this  side,  will  not  give  such 
a  resolution  their  support. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  we 
except  the  superlatives  in  which  the  hon.  member 
for  Bothwell  nearly  always  indulges,  as,  for  in¬ 
stance,  that  this  is  the  most  feeble  resolution  that 
could  be  adopted,  and  the  most  ridiculous  that 
could  be  devised - 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  did  not  use  the  word 
ridiculous  to-night. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  At  the  beginning  of 
the  hon.  gentleman’s  speech  he  used  an  expression 
quite  equivalent  to  that.  I  am  only  quoting  him 
from  memory - 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Your  memory  is  bad. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  sure  that  it  is, 
and  if  I  could  repeat  the  exact  superlative,  I  am 
sure  that  it  would  be  stixmger  than  that  which  I 
supply  from  memory.  But,  I  say  that  with  the  ex¬ 
ception  of  these  superlatives,  which  are  always  to  be 
expected  and  which  we  always  receive  in  the  kind¬ 
liest  manner  from  the  hon.  gentleman,  there  is  only 
one  statement  in  his  speech  from  which  I  must  dis¬ 
sent  as  a  statement  of  fact.  I  dissent  entirely  from 
his  proposition  that  he  would  have  got  on  better  in 
his  argument  if  the  papers  had  been  brought  down 
which  he  referred  to  in  replying  to  the  hon.  Minister 
of  Marine.  The  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  does  not 
do  himself  half  justice  when  he  argues  that  his 
imagination  is  not  a  great  deal  better  than  the  facts. 
The  hon.  gentleman  would  not  have  been  able  to 
argue  this  question  or  any  other  with  regard  to  our 
relations  with  the  United  States,  if  he  had  not  been 
in  a  position  to  draw  largely,  indeed  entirely,  from 
his  imagination.  When  I  have  said  that,  I  have 
mentioned  all  that  I  propose  to  dissent  from  in 
his  speech,  so  far  as  his  observations  upon 
facts  are  concerned.  The  rest  of  his  argument, 
and  the  argument  of  the  hon.  gentleman  who 
leads  the  Opposition,  I  listened  to  with  a  great 
deal  of  pleasure,  because  it  was  perfectlj'  ap¬ 
parent  that  one-half  of  these  arguments  would 
vanish  into  thin  air  when  these  lion,  gentlemen 
came  to  read  the  resolution  in  amendment,  and  the 
other  half  of  their  arguments  were  strongly  in  its 
favour.  The  hon.  leader  of  the  Opposition,  for  in¬ 
stance,  said  that  this  amendment  was  an  extraor¬ 
dinary  variation  from  the  policy  which  we  laid 
down  a  few  days  ago,  and  he  proceeded  to  argue 
that  it  wras  so  because  we  were  not  expressing 
any  opinion  on  the  part  of  this  House,  but 
were  proposing  to  consult  with  the  British  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  to  ask  what  their  opinion  was. 
When  the  hon.  gentleman  has  leisure  to  read 


the  resolution,  he  will  find  that  it  expresses  a  defi¬ 
nite  opinion — the  very  definite  opinion  expressed 
from  these  benches  when  this  question  was  last 
under  debate,  that  negotiations  should  be  opened 
up  with  Her  Majesty’s  Government  with  the  view 
of  having  that  policy  and  those  wishes  carried  out. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  What  policy? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  will  tell  the  hon. 
gentleman  in  a  single  moment  what  policy.  When 
the  hon.  gentleman  heard  me  making  the  argument 
to  this  House  that  what  we  desired  was  something 
more  than  an  attache  and  something  less  than  a 
representative  clothed  with  plenipotentiary  powers, 
and  that  a  mere  officer  on  the  staff  of  the  British 
Minister  would  not  be  as  effective  or  as  indepen¬ 
dent  an  officer  for  us  as  would  be  desirable  in  the 
interests  of  Canada,  the  hon.  gentleman  interrupted 
me  to  remark  :  “  That  woidd  be  a  matter  of  arrange¬ 
ment  with  Her  Majesty’s  Government.”  I  argued 
at  the  moment  in  reply  that  while  we  asked  for  an 
attache,  we  might  find  that  the  powers  which  this 
House  desired  to  clothe  him  with  were  quite  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  status  of  an  attache,  and  that 
therefore  it  was  unwise  to  commit  ourselves  to  the 
particular  name  and  designation  of  the  officer  ;  and 
when  the  hon.  gentleman  asks  me  now  what  we  are 
to  communicatewith  the  British  Government  about, 

I  tell  him  that  it  is  precisely  to  make  that  arrange- . 
ment  which  he  suggested  in  answer  to  me  in  that 
debate  might  be  made  with  Her  Majesty’s  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  the  only  impediment  to  which  was  the 
mention  of  “  an  officer  attached  to  the  staff  of  Her 
Majesty’s  Ministry.” 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Then  the  hen.  gentle¬ 
man  has  left  out  half  of  his  resolution. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  No,  I  have  not  left  out 
anything,  Mr.  Speaker.  The  hon.  member  says 
that  the  argument  of  the  Minister  of  Marine  and 
Fisheries  is  an  admission  that  the  representations 
which  are  made  by  the  British  Minister  at  Washing¬ 
ton  are  ineffectual  and  insufficient ;  that  the  Minister 
of  Marine  had  to  go  there  and  ask  to  be  heard  ;  and 
that  he  therefore  admitted  that  we  require  fuller 
representation  there  than  we  have.  Sir,  the  reso¬ 
lution  proposed  by  way  of  amendment  admits  that, 
and  invites  this  House  to  affirm  it.  But  the  point 
on  which  we  differ  is  this  :  We  are  not  at  all  sure, 
on  the  contrary  we  are  very  doubtful,  that  the  par¬ 
ticular  kind  of  officer  we  are  willing  to  appoint 
shall  be  heard  as  representing  Canada.  If  we  are 
not  able  to  get  an  officer  who  can  be  heard,  we  do 
not  want  any  officer  at  all.  We  would  not  have  sent 
as  High  Commissioner  to  England,  one  who  was 
to  be  an  officer  in  the  Civil  Service  of  Great 
Britain,  in  the  position  of  a  clerk  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Secretary  of  State  for  the  Colonies. 
Nor  are  we  prepared  to  accept  as  our  representa¬ 
tive  at  Washington  any  person  who  is  to  be  a 
mere  servant  in  the  British  legation  there.  The 
hon.  member  for  Bothwell  has  told  us  that  there 
is  a  great  falling  off  in  our  policy  of  this  session 
from  that  of  last  session,  when  wTe  proposed  a 
fiscal  policy  for  the  whole  Empire  ;  but  I  tell  him 
that  there  is  a  greater  falling  off  in  his  policy  of 
to-night  from  that  of  two  weeks  ago,  when  he  was 
advocating  the  right  of  this  country  to  negotiate 
its  own  treaties,  and  practical  independence  for 
Canada,  whereas  now  he  is  willing  that  our  repre¬ 
sentative  should  be  the  servant  of  the  British  Am¬ 
bassador  at  Washington — a  man  to  whom  his  master 
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can  say  “go,  and  lie  goeth  ;  do  this  and  he  doeth  it.” 
The  hon.  gentleman  to-night  would  rather  be  a  door¬ 
keeper  in  the  house  of  his  lord  than  dwell  in  the 
tents  of  independence.  J ust  imagine  the  difference 
between  a  motion  in  favour  of  the  independence  of 
Canada  and  a  motion  asking  that  a  servant  be  , 
appointed  in  the  office  of  the  British  Minister  at 
Washington  to  represent  Canada  !  When  the  hon. 
member  asks  me  what  we  propose  by  this  amending 
resolution,  I  tell  him  we  propose  to  see  just  »what 
kind  of  a  representative  we  can  have  at  Washing- 
ington  to  act  in  concert  with  Her  Majesty’s  repre¬ 
sentative  there,  and  clothed  with  sufficient  powers 
by  Her  Majesty’s  Government.  We  have  had 
suggested  in  this  debate  every  kind  of  officer 
known  in  diplomatic  usage.  We  have  had  an 
attache  proposed,  and  we  on  this  side  of  the  House 
have  submitted  that  it  is  unwise  to  commit  our¬ 
selves  to  that  proposition.  While,  as  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Bothwell  says,  it  is  for  Great  Britain  to  say 
whether  she  shall  be  represented  at  Washington  by 
one  Minister  or  two  ;  I  think  Great  Britain  would 
tell  us  it  was  unknown  to  diplomatic  usage  that  she 
would  be  represented  by  servant  and  master  too. 
It  would  be  unwise  to  commit  ourselves  to  the  ap¬ 
pointment  of  an  officer  who  would  be  an  inferior, 
and  might  be  bound  by  reason  of  the  confidential 
nature  of  his  relation  to  his  master,  and  therefore 
not  in  a  position  to  report  to  us  at  all.  A  commercial 
agent  was  suggested, but  that  seemed  unsatisfactory, 
as  implying  that  he  is  only  to  attend  to  matters  of 
commerce.  A  consular  agent  was  also  suggested, 
but  it  wras  admitted  on  all  sides  that  such  an  officer 
as  we  desire  should  have  greater  powers  than  are 
given  by  diplomatic  usage  to  officers  of  that 
class  ;  and  it  is  for  the  purpose  of  avoid¬ 
ing  any  expression  which  would  limit  the 
powers  of  this  officer  and  narrow  our  expression  of 
opinion  by  a  name  that  we  desire  that  the  House 
should  not  be  committed  to  any  particular  terms 
describing  him  ;  but  that  we  should  ask  Her 
Majesty’s  permission  to  have  a  representative,  with 
the  right  of  introduction  to  and  communication 
with  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  and 
the  right  to  speak  for  us,  subordinate,  of  course, 
to  the  Minister  there.  Canada  desires  all  these 
powers,  and  probably  would  not  be  satisfied  with 
anything  less  if  the  country  sends  a  representative 
there  at  all.  That  is  wrhy  we  propose  a  resolution 
in  amendment  in  these  general  terms  which  will 
include  the  lesser  terms  ;  and  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  will  surely  not  be  unwilling  to  accept  a 
resolution,  which  involves  the  less  and  involves 
something  greater  too.  We  want  our  officer  to 
have  the  powers  of  access,  and  of  speech,  and 
of  reporting  to  us  whenever  he  deems  necessary. 
But  we  were  told  by  the  Opposition  when  I  last 
addressed  the  House  that  this  was  a  matter 
of  arrangement  between  this  Government  and  the 
Government  of  Great  Britain  ;  and  it  is  precisely 
to  make  such  an  arrangement,  for  large  powders  of 
that  character,  untrammelled  by  any  designation  of 
that  particlar  officer,  that  we  desire  the  resolution 
passed  in  these  particular  terms.  With  regard  to 
the  hon.  gentleman’s  observations  as  to  the  falling 
off  in  the  policy  we  pi’opose  to-night  from  that  of 
dictating  a  fiscal  arrangement  for  the  whole  Empire, 
I  have  to  say  this,  and  it  is  only  a  casual  remark 
with  reference  to  something  which  does  not  enter 
into  the  debate,  that  we  are  not  afraid  whenever 
Canada  is  affected  by  the  fiscal  policy  of  the  Empire, 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


to  ask  Parliament  to  speak  upon  it,  and  we  do 
not  care  if,  in  so  doing,  we  shall  be  accused  of 
suggesting  a  policy  for  the  Empire  at  large.  We 
will  stand  by  Canadian  interests  no  matter  when 
or  where,  or  how  widely  they  involve  the  interests 
of  the  Empire  at  large.  We  speak  with  the  more 
confidence  because  we  believe  that  we  speak  to 
those  who  will  listen  to  any  representation  from 
us  with  regard  to  matters  affecting  the  interests  of 
Canada. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  As  Spain  did. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  In  what  instance  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  In  denouncing  the 
treaty. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  She  did  what  appeared 
to  be  in  her  own  interests,  and  we  propose  to  do 
precisely  the  same  ;  and  when  we  seek  to  address 
Her  Majesty’s  Government  upon  a  question  which 
affects  the  interests  of  Canada,  we  expect  to  hear 
from  the  other  side  the  taunt  that  we  are  dictating 
the  policy  of  the  Empire,  but  wre  do  not  intend  to 
be  prevented  from  speaking  freely  for  that  reason. 
It  is  because  we  desire  this  freedom  of  speech  that 
we  desire  that  our  representative  at  Washington, 
of  whatever  class  Her  Majesty’s  Government  may 
make  him,  shall  have  free  speech,  full  right  to 
report  to  us,  and  access,  both  to  the  British  Min¬ 
ister  and  the  Government  of  the  country  to  which 
he  goes,  more  or  less  accredited  ;  and  it  is  because 
we  fear  that  this  may  be  trammelled  and  prevented 
by  any  restrictive  terms  in  the  resolution,  that  we 
propose  this  amendment,  looking  to  representa¬ 
tions  at  Washington  or  wherever  our  interests  may 
be  affected,  and  looking  to  the  fullest  representa¬ 
tion  consistent  with  the  relations  which  ought  to 
exist  between  Canada  and  the  mother  country.  It 
is  unnecessary,  surely,  that  I  should  answer  the 
hon.  gentleman’s  observations  as  to  what  those  rela¬ 
tions  ought  to  be.  They  ought  to  be  precisely 
what  they  are  now  for  the  present  at  least  ;  and 
for  the  future,  whatever  the  development  of  this 
country  may  be,  they  ought  to  be  of  the  most 
cordial  character  that  can  be  devised  to  interlace 
the  two  countries  together. 

Mr.  McCARTHY.  The  hon.  gentleman  who 
leads  the  Opposition  said  he  paused  after  this 
amendment  was  proposed,  to  hear  what  I  had  to 
say  with  regard  to  it,  suggesting  that  possibly  the 
House  might  like  to  hear  what  my  views  on  the 
subject  were.  My  only  object  in  bringing  this 
matter  before  the  House  was  to  draw  its  attention 
and  that  of  the  country,  and  more  especially  the 
attention  of  the  Imperial  Government  to  the  posi¬ 
tion  which  Canada  occupies  in  relation  to  the 
United  States,  to  the  very  great  interests  that  are 
at  stake  between  this  Dominion  and  the  United 
States,  and  to  the  importance  that  we  should  have 
representation  in  some  form  or  another  at  the  cap¬ 
ital  of  that  country  ;  and,  not  having  heard  the 
amendment  before,  not  knowing  what  the  Minister 
of  Marine  and  Fisheries  desired  to  move,  I  desired 
to  fully  understand  its  purport  and  its  object  be¬ 
fore  I  committed  myself  either  in  opposition  to 
or  in  support  of  it.  Now  it  has  been  explained  by 
the  leader  of  the  House  that  the  object  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  making  this  amendment  is  to  widen 
instead  of  to  narrow  the  resolution  which  I  had  the 
honour  to  propose.  I  stated  that  I  was  not  wedded 
either  to  the  language  of  this  resolution,  athough 
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it  was  the  best  I  was  able  at  the  moment  to 
suggest,  or  to  the  particular  course  which  this  re¬ 
solution  proposes.  The  object  I  desired  to  gain  I 
have  already  sufficiently  stated,  and,  if  this  motion 
which  is  now  put  in  amendment  will  have  the 
effect  of  directing  the  attention  of,  and  obtaining 
authority  from  the  Imperial  Government  for  the 
representation  that  I  think  we  ought  to  have,  then 
my  object  will  be  attained.  My  lion,  friend  from 
Both  well  (Mr.  Mills)  says  that  the  Government 
need  no  resolution  of  this  House  in  order  to  com¬ 
municate  with  the  Government  of  Great  Britain 
and  Ireland  on  this  subject.  That,  no  doubt,  is 
true,  but  it  cannot  be  gainsaid  on  the  other  hand 
that  the  formal  expression  of  the  opinion  of  this 
House  that  communications  be  opened  up  with 
Her  Majesty’s  Government  with  a  view  to  fuller 
representation  of  Canadian  interests  will  have  much 
greater  weight  than  the  mere  action  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  have  without  it. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Look  at  the  concluding 
words  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  will  come  to  the  conclud¬ 
ing  words  in  due  course.  No  doubt,  this  is  a 
matter  to  which  the  Imperial  Government  will 
have  their  attention  called,  and  they  will  see  the 
discussion  which  has  taken  place,  and  we  may 
hope  that  the  object  which  we  all  appear  to  have 
in  view7,  no  matter  how  we  may  differ  as  to  the 
ways  and  means,  may  be  attained.  I  do  not  see 
why  my  hon.  friend  thinks  the  latter  part  of  this 
amendment  cuts  down  the  effect  of  the  former  por¬ 
tion.  I  certainly  did  not  propose  that  we  should 
have  any  representation  at  Washington  which 
would  be  inconsistent  with  our  relations  with  the 
British  Crown.  I  am  content  to  await  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  affairs  and  to  get  such  powers  from  time  to 
time  as  our  position  demands,  and  I  believe  that, 
if  these  powers  are  granted,  it  will  not  lead  to  dis¬ 
memberment,  but  to  closer  relationships  between 
us  as  a  colonial  dependency  and  the  mother  country 
instead  of  leading,  as  my  hon.  friend  seems  to 
think,  towards  independence  or  separation. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  No. 

Mr.  McCARTHY.  I  am  glad  to  hear  that  my 
hon.  friend  does  not  desire  that,  but  certainly  my 
hon.  friends  opposite  seem  to  expect  it,  and  the 
leader  of  the  Opposition  at  all  events  has  stated  it 
in  clear  and  unambiguous  terms.  Whatever  may 
be  the  end  that  awaits  us,  it  is  right  and  proper 
that,  in  the  meantime,  we  should  have  such  repre¬ 
sentation  as  to  protect  the  material  and  political 
interests  of  this  Dominion.  Therefore  I  accept  the 
amendment.  I  think  it  would  be  a  pity  and  that 
it  savours  of  special  pleading  to  be  able  to  draw  a 
distinction  between  the  resolution  and  the  amend¬ 
ment.  I  think  the  Government  might  have  ac¬ 
cepted  the  resolution.  The  mere  expression  of  the 
House  that  this  was  the  best  way  to  obtain  repre¬ 
sentation  for  Canada  would  not  have  bound  the 
Imperial  authorities  certainly,  nor  would  even 
this  Government  have  been  bound  by  what  after 
all  was  merely  an  abstract  expression  of  opinion. 
In  the  same  way  this  amendment  simply  empowers 
the  Government  to  open  up  negotiations  with  the 
British  Government  on  the  subject,  and  we  shall 
await  next  session  the  result  of  these  negotiations 
with  a  good  deal  of  curiosity  and  I  hope  a  good 
deal  of  satisfaction. 


Mr,  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  concluding  words 
of  this  resolution  assume  that  the  request  which 
the  hon.  gentleman  made  in  his  resolution  and 
which  he  says  is  being  made  in  the  early  portion  of 
the  amendment,  may  be  one  inconsistent  with  our 
relations  to  the  Empire.  If  that  be  so,  it  must  be 
wholly  inconsistent  with  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
views. 

Mr.  McCARTHY.  I  do  not  read  it  in  that  way* 
but  simply  as  a  declaration  on  the  part  of  this 
House  that  this  fuller  representation  should  be 
given  to  our  representative,  and  that  it  should  lie 
consistent  with  the  existing  regulations  between 
us  and  the  mother  country. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  That  is  not  the  way  it 
reads. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  It  reads  as  follows  : — 

“  It  is  expedient  that  communications  be  opened  with 
Her  Majesty’s  Government  in  order  to  bring  about  such 
fuller  representation  of  Canadian  interests  at  Washington 
and  at  the  capitals  of  other  countries  in  which  such  other 
representation  may  be  found  desirable  as  may  be  consis¬ 
tent  with  the  proper  relations  which  should  exist  between 
Great  Britain  and  Canada.” 

I  cannot  understand  that  as  meaning  anything  more 
than  I  say,  that  we  do  not  ask  that  the  relation  we 
propose  should  be  inconsistent  with  those  which 
now  happily  exist. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  will  read  the  passage 
to  which  I  referred  as  to  the  remarks  of  the  hon. 
gentleman.  He  said  : 

“  I  have  felt  for  many  years,  and  the  longer  I  am  in 
public  lifejhe  more  strongly  do  I  feel,  that  it  is  impossible 
for  this  great  country  to  thwart  the  natural  development 
and  the  process  of  evolution  which  is  going  on.  We  must 
remember  that  we  are  a  great  nation,  we  are  recognized 
in  that  capacity,  although  we  have  not>yet  the  fullpowers 
of  nationality.” 

Mr.  McCARTHY.  Hear,  hear. 

Amendment  agreed  to  on  a  division. 

Motion,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjourn¬ 
ment  of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at 
10.20  p.ln. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 


Thursday,  12th  May,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

MONTREAL  AND  LAKE  MASKINONGE 
RAILWAY  CO. 

Mr.  BECHAR1)  moved  : 

That  the  petition  of  C.  Beausoleil,  M.  P.,  President  of 
the  Montreal  and  Lake  Maskinong6  Railway  Company, 
and  others,  presented  this  day';  praying  to  be  permitted 
to  lay  before  the  House  the  petition  of  the  aforesaid  rail¬ 
way  company,  for  the  passing  of  an  Act  authorizing  them 
to  lease  or  sell  their  railway  to  the  Canadian  Pacific  Rail¬ 
way  Company,  and  for  other  purposes,  notwithstanding 
the  expiration  of  the  time  for  presenting  petitions  for 
Private  Bills. 

Motion  agreed  to. 
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NORTH-WEST  TERRITORIES  ACT. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  1  beg  to  move  that  Bill  (No. 
27)  further  to  amend  the  Act  respecting  the  North- 
West  Territories  Act  be  set  down  for  second  reading 
on  Monday  next.  I  desire  to  explain,  after  the 
vote  taken  last  night,  why  I  make  the  motion.  I 
had  intended,  at  some  stage  of  the  debate,  to  speak 
on  the  question,  and  I  understood,  in  fact  I  was  in¬ 
formed  by  many  hon.  gentlemen,  that  other  hon. 
members  also  desired  to  speak  on  it  as  well.  My 
principal  object  in  moving  this  motion,  however,  is 
to  direct  attention  to  the  practice  which  prevails  in 
this  House,  without  in  the  slightest  degree  intend¬ 
ing  to  cast  any  imputation  on  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
to  the  manner  in  which  the  question  was  put  on 
this  occasion,  and  indeed  on  other  occasions.  One 
side  of  the  House  cried  “  carried”  and  the  other 
side  “  lost,”  and  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  announced  from 
your  place,  without  putting  the  question,  and  calling 
for  the  yeas  and  nays,  that  the  nays  had  it.  That, 
of  course,  properly  speaking,  put  an  end  to  all  op¬ 
portunity  for  debate.  That  being  done,  in  order 
that  the  yeas  and  nays  might  be  recorded,  I  called 
for  the  yeas  and  nays.  I  think  the  proper  prac¬ 
tice,  and  it  is  the  English  practice,  that  the 
question  being  put  by  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  from  the 
Chair,  you  should  call  for  the  yeas  and  then  call 
for  the  nays,  and  then  declare  whether  the  yeas  or 
nays  had  it,  and  it  is  on  appeal  from  that  decision 
that  the  yeas  and  nays  are  called  for.  The  House 
would  then  have  the  fullest  opportunity  of  knowing 
when  the  question  was  being  put,  and  not,  as  last 
night,  be  taken  by  surprise. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  For  one,  I  am  not  able 
to  concur  in  the  adoption  of  this  motion,  to-day.  I 
think  the  House  fully  understood,  when  the  ques¬ 
tion  was  put  last  night,  that  the  principle  of  the 
Bill  was  being  voted  on,  and  in  relation  to  a  public 
measure,  as  this  is,  it  is  a  very  unusual  course  to 
adopt  such  a  motion.  As  regards  what  took  place 
last  night,  I  feel  bound  to  say  that,  to  my  mind, 
the  Chair  showed  unusual  deliberation  in  putting 
the  question.  It  struck  me  when  the  question 
was  called  for,  and  when  both  sides  of  the  House 
called  either  “  carried  ”  or  “  lost,”  that  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  must  have  been  under  the  impression  that 
a  discussion  would  take  place,  otherwise  you  would 
not  have  deliberated  so  long  as  you  did  in  announc¬ 
ing  what  you  thought  was  the  result  of  the  division. 
I,  therefore,  feel  bound  to  say  that  I  think  the 
Chair  cannot  rest  under  any  charge  of  undue  ex¬ 
pedition. 

Mr.  DENISON.  I  intended  to  have  said  a  few 
words  last  night,  but,  as  many  hon.  members  will 
recollect,  there  is  one  hour  allowed  for  private 
Bills,  and  as  the  question  was  called  not  more  than 
15  or  20  minutes  after  eight  o’clock,  I  and  many 
other  hon.  members  were  taken  by  surprise. 

Mr.  MoMULLEN.  Since  the  hon.  member  for 
North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  placed  the  Bill  on 
the  Order  Paper  it  has  been  called,  in  this  House 
not  less  than  three  or  four  times.  It  was  called 
when  he  was  present,  it  was  allowed  to  stand,  I 
presume  at  his  request,  from  time  to  time,  and 
eventually,  at  the  eleventh  hour  last  night,  the 
Bill  was  call  d.  We  are  now  reaching  the  last 
stages  of  the  session.  It  is  a  question  that  will 
cause  considerable  discussion,  and  for  my  part  I 
am  not  disposed  to  vote  to  reinstate  it  this  session. 
Mr.  McCarthy. 


Mr.  MCCARTHY.  My  particular  object,  as  I 
stated,  was  to  have  an  understanding,  and  I  think 
it  is  well  we  shoidd  have  it  as  to  how  questions  are 
to  be  put  from  the  Chair.  As  it  seems  to  be  against 
the  general  feeling  of  the  House,  I  do  not  desire  to 
press  this  motion.  I  quite  realize  now,  that  it 
would  be  the  occasion  of  very  great  inconvenience 
to  have  a  discussion  upon  this  question  this  session, 
but  I  thought  it  only  due  to  my  friends  who  desire 
to  speak  on  either  side,  and  also  to  myself,  to  draw 
attention  to  the  fact  that  we  were  taken  by  sur¬ 
prise.  I  do  not  desire  at  all  to  impute  any  want 
of  courtesy  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  or  to  say  that  you 
did  not  give  us  time.  There  was  plenty  of  oppor¬ 
tunity,  that  is  quite  certain,  for  any  gentleman 
here  who  desired  to  speak.  At  the  same  time  I 
think  I  am  quite  within  the  mark  when  I  say,  as 
I  do  say,  that  I  for  -one  was  taken  by  surprise 
when  you  declared  that  the  “  nays  ”  had  it,  and  I 
think  other  gentlemen  were  in  the  same  position. 


Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Just  allow  me  to 
mention  one  circumstance  which  took  place  when 
the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy) 
was  not  in  the  House  ;  as  completely  meeting,  I 
think,  the  hon.  gentleman’s  impression  that  the 
advocates  of  the  Bill  were  taken  by  surprise.  The 
Bill  was  called  at  a  quarter  to  six,  before  recess, 
and  the  hon.  member  for  Muskoka  (Mr.  O’Brien) 
rose  to  discuss  it  ;  but  at  his  request  we  all  agreed 
to  call  it  six  o’clock,  in  order  that  any  gentleman 
wishing  to  speak  in  favour  of  the  Bill  might  get  a 
full  hearing,  and  might  know  that  the  Bill  was 
to  come  up  at  eight  o’clock. 


Mr.  LAURIER.  I  would  remind  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  that  on  this 
occasion  it  was  exactly  as  it  was  two  years  ago, 
when  he  introduced  his  Bill  with  regard  to  the 
French  language.  At  that  time,  he  expounded  his 
Bill  on  the  first  reading,  and  on  the  second  read¬ 
ing  he  moved  it  without  speech,  exactly  as  he  did 
yesterday.  Mr.  Speaker  gave  ample  opportunity 
last  night  to  any  one  who  desired  to  speak  on  the 
Bill. 


Mr.  McCarthy.  No  doubt. 

Mr,  LAURIER.  I  think  two  or  three  minutes 
elapsed  at  least  before  the  Speaker  said  :  “  Call  in 
the  members.” 

Mr.  BECHARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the 
hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy) 
was  wrong  in  saying  that  he  was  taken  by  surprise. 
I  was  in  my  seat  when  the  Bill  was  called,  and 
when  the  motion  for  the  second  reading  was  put 
everybody  was  looking  for  the  hon.  member  to 
rise  and  make  a  speech,  but  he  was  one  of  the  first 
to  call  “yeas”  and  “nays.”  It  was  after  that, 
that  hon.  gentlemen  said  “call  in  the  members,”  and 
you,  Mr.  Speaker,  gave  the  order  to  call  in  the 
members  after  a  few  minutes  had  elapsed. 


Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  understand  the  rule 
to  be  that  where  a  Bill  is  voted  down,  and  not 
postponed  to  any  future  date,  that  it  can  be  put 
on  the  Order  Paper  again  by  the  hon.  gentleman 
who  has  charge  of  it  if  he  sees  proper  ;  and  it  is 
not  a  question  of  order  at  all.  If  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  wishes  to  put  his  Bill  on  the  Order  Paper,  I 
suppose  there  is  nothing  in  the  rules  to  prevent 
him.  There  is  no  doubt  whatever,  it  seems  to  me, 
that  there  was  ample  opportunity  given  for  hon. 
gentlemen  who  wished  to  speak.  Mr.  Speaker 
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took  the  chair  at  the  ordinary  hour  for  meeting, 
and  I  know  that  I  came  into  the  House  somewhat 
after  the  usual  hour  and  I  was  here  in  time  to  vote 
upon  the  subject.  The  calling  of  the  “yeas  ”  and 
“  nays  ”  does  not  prevent  any  member  from  speak¬ 
ing.  It  is  only  after  the  members  are  called  in  that 
hon.  gentlemen  are  precluded  from  entering  upon 
a  discussion. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  I  do  not  share  the  opinion 
of  my  hon.  friend  from  North  Wellington  (Mr. 
McMullen),  and  I  think  that  in  a  matter  of  the 
importance  of  this  Rill,  time  might  be  given  for  a 
fair  consideration  of  it.  I  for  one,  Mr.  Speaker, 
was  taken  by  surprise  last  night.  I  could  not 
accept  the  Bill  in  its  shape  as  introduced  by  the 
hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy), 
but  I  had  intended  to  move  an  amendment  to  it 
and  to  substitute  something  else  in  the  place  of  it. 
I  had  just  begun  to  write  the  amendment,  think¬ 
ing  that  the  hon.  gentleman  would  give  a  reason 
for  the  faith  that  was  in  him,  a  reason  why  he 
moved  the  second  reading  of  the  Bill,  and  that  I 
would  have  had  time  to  write  the  resolution 
amending  it.  However,  the  debate  was  shut  off, 
after  ample  opportunity  was  given  to  the  hon. 
gentleman  to  speak,  no  doubt,  and  it  simply  remain¬ 
ed  to  me  to  vote  for  or  against  the  Bill.  I  hope 
the  House  will  allow  the  Bill  to  be  reintroduced. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  was  present  when  the 
motion  for  the  second  reading  was  called  last 
evening,  and  I  saw  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  sitting  in  his  place,  and  I 
heard  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  Me 
Carthy)  saying  “yeas”  and  “nays,”  after  you, 
Mr.  Speaker,  had  given  ample  time  for  discussion. 
W  e  expected  that  the  hon.  member  would  speak 
on  the  motion,  but  he  did  not,  and  I  feel  satisfied 
that  ample  time  was  given  for  discussion.  We 
have  had  enough  fooling  with  this  question  already, 
and  if  the  hon.  gentleman  is  in  earnest  let  him  be 
in  earnest  and  come  forward  with  his  Bill  properly. 

Mr.  McCARTHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  trust  you 
will  allow  me  the  indulgence  of  the  House  to  say 
this  :  The  reason  I  did  not  speak  in  moving  the 
second  reading  of  the  Bill  was  just  as  the  hon.  the 
leader  of  the  Opposition  has  said.  I  made  my 
statement  when  1  introduced  the  Bill.  That  is  the 
proper  time,  when  introducing  a  Bill  in  the  hands 
of  a  private  member,  to  explain  it,  and  having  only 
one  opportunity  of  speaking  I  exercised  my  right 
to  reserve  what  I  had  to  say  until  I  heard  the  state¬ 
ment  against  the  measure.  That  is  the  course  I 
took  two  years  ago,  and  that  is  the  course  I  in¬ 
tended  to  take  on  this  occasion. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  am  very  sorry  indeed  that  that 
hon.  member  should  have  thought  that  I  allowed 
him  to  be  taken  by  surprise  when  the  motion  was 
put  to  the  House  last  night.  I  do  not  understand 
that  the  rule  requires  that  a  motion  should  be  put 
a  second  time  before  calling  the  “yeas”  and  the 
“  nays.”  The  motion  was  put  from  the  Chair  for 
the  second  reading  of  the  Bill,  and  I  waited  a  con¬ 
siderable  time,  as  every  member  will  bear  testi¬ 
mony,  to  ascertain  whether  anybody  desired  to 
speak,  but  the  cries  of  “lost”  and  “carried” 
came  from  both  sides  of  the  House.  In  my  opinion 
the  “  nays”  had  it,  and  I  so  expressed  it,  but  even 
then  I  would  have  been  willing  to  have  allowed  the 
discussion  to  go  on  if  any  member  had  chosen  to 
rise  after  I  had  so  expressed  my  opinion.  After 


the  members  are  called  in,  however,  as  every  hon. 
member  knows,  no  discussion  can  be  permitted.  In 
future,  if  the  House  thinks  it  desirable  that  the 
question  should  be  put  twice  from  the  Chair,  I  have 
no  objection. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  No,  no. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  may  say  in  regard  to  this 
present  motion,  that  it  is  in  order.  If  the  hon. 
gentleman  desires  to  withdraw  it,  it  may  be  with¬ 
drawn  if  the  House  consents  to  it, 

Mr.  McCarthy.  I  will  withdraw  if  the  House 
desires  it. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  Is  it  the  pleasure  of  the  House 
that  the  hon.  gentleman  shall  have  permission  to 
withdraw  ? 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Withdraw. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  do  not  think  the  motion 
should  be  withdrawn,  because,  from  whatever  cause 
it  is,  a  number  of  hon.  gentlemen  in  this  House  who 
have  been  anxious  to  speak  on  this  question  were 
prevented  from  so  doing.  I  think  the  blame  rests 
with  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  Me 
Carthy)  in  the  first  place,  in  not  allowing  it  to  be 
known  when  such  an  important  measure  as  this  is 
coming  up,  that  he  intends  to  bring  it  before  the 
attention  of  the  House  at  a  particular  time,  and 
that  he  does  not  intend  to  speak  upon  it.  I  know, 
for  my  own  part,  that  I  came  into  the  House  just 
as  Mr.  Speaker  was  saying  “call  in  the  members.” 
If  I  had  known  the  Bill  would  have  come  up  so 
early  I  would  have  been  here  to  offer  a  few  remarks 
on  it,  as  1  intended  to  do  ;  but  I  was  prevented  from 
having  the  opportunity.  I  think,  therefore,  permis¬ 
sion  should  be  given  to  reintroduce  the  Bill. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  submit  that  this  is  not 
a  question  which  should  be  decided  specially  with 
reference  to  the  present  motion  of  the  hon.  member 
for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  because  it 
involves  a  parliamentary  precedent  and  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  right.  If,  when  the  motion  was  made 
that  the  Bill  be  now  read  a  second  time,  an  amend¬ 
ment  had  been  moved  that  the  Bill  should  not  be 
read  then,  but  should  be  read  this  day  three 
months  or  six  months  ;  then  the  question  would 
have  been  disposed  of  entirely.  The  only  question 
before  the  House  last  night  was  “  that  the  Bill 
should  be  now  read  a  second  time,”  and  that  was 
the  only  question  disposed  of.  It  is  open  to  the 
hon.  gentleman,  and  it  is  his  right,  to  put  his  Bill 
on  the  Order  Paper  without  any  motion  in  this 
House,  because  the  only  question  which  the  House 
has  passed  on  is,  “  Shall  the  Bill  be  now  read  a 
second  time  ?”  As  no  amendment  was  then  moved 
that  the  Bill  should  not  be  read,  it  is  still  before 
Parliament,  and  still  within  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
power  to  put  it  on  the  Paper.  I  deprecate  the 
introduction  of  a  new  rule  in  this  matter,  at 
variance  with  constitutional  practice  and  precedents. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  The  rule  as  laid  down  by  Dr. 
Bourinot  in  the  last  edition  of  his  book  is  as 
follows  : — 

“  If  a  resolution  adverse  to  the  Bill  be  resolved  in  the 
affirmative  ;  or  the  motion, 4  that  the  Bill  be  now  read  a 
second  time,’ be  simply  negatived  on  a  division,  the 
measure  will  disappear  from  the  order  book,  but  it  may 
be  revived  at  any  subsequent  time,  as  the  House  has  only 
decided  that  it  should  not  then  be  read  a  second  time, 
and  the  order  previously  made  for  the  second  reading  re¬ 
mains  good.  When  a  Bill  disappears  in  this  way  from 
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the  Order  Paper,  it  is  competent  for  a  member  to  move  at 
any  time  : 

“  *  That  it  be  read  a  second  time  on - next.  ’ 

“  On  this  motion  being  agreed  to,  the  Bill  takes  its 
place  on  the  orders.  The  same  practice  obtains  with 
respect  to  the  Bill  at  any  previous  or  succeeding  stage.” 

My  opinion  is  that  a  motion  must  be  made  to  re¬ 
instate  a  Bill  on  the  Order  Paper,  before  it  can 
reappear  there. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  I  think  that  the  comparative 
smallness  of  the  vote  of  last  night  shows  one  of 
two  things,  either  that  a  number  of  members  like 
myself,  supposing  that  the  discussion  on  the  Bill 
would  continue  to  a  comparatively  late  hour,  did 
not  hurry  themselves  to  be  present,  and  were  there¬ 
fore  absent,  or  that  a  number  were  conveniently 
absent.  I  beg  to  say  that  I  was  in  the  former 
category  ;  and  without  giving  any  intimation  of 
what  1  might  or  might  hot  have  done,  I  may  say 
it  was  my  intention  to  vote  on  the  question  and  to 
preface  my  vote  with  some  remarks  explanatory  of 
my  reasons  for  doing  what  I  proposed  to  do. 
Having  been,  unfortunately,  absent  when  the  vote 
was  taken,  through  a  reason  which  I  do  not  care 
now  to  state,  I  was  taken  by  surprise. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Explain. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  And  I  would  be  glad  of  an 
opportunity  to  vote  upon  the  question.  Therefore 
I  should  be  very  much  pleased,  indeed,  to  see  the 
motion  of  my  hon.  friend  from  North  Simcoe  pre¬ 
vail  and  the  Order  restored  to  the  Order  Paper. 

Mr.  IVES.  It  may  be,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  you  have 
said,  that  the  Bill  may  be  restored  to  the  Order 
Paper  ;  but  what  purpose  would  be  served  by  re¬ 
storing  it  ?  I  fancy  that  the  hon.  gentleman  who 
last  addressed  the  House  showed  the  object  which 
hon.  gentlemen  would  gain  if  the  motion  were  re¬ 
stored  to  the  Order  Paper,  namely,  to  rise  in  their 
places  and  in  a  very  few  words  explain  to  their 
constituents  why  they  did  not  vote.  I  fancy  it 
would  answer  all  purposes  if  we  gave  a  few  moments 
to  these  hon.  gentlemen  to  explain  to  their  consti¬ 
tuents  why  they  were  not  here,  or  why  they  were 
here  and  voted  but  did  not  speak.  But  it  certainly 
would  not  serve  any  good  purpose  to  take  up  the 
time  of  the  House  during  one  or  two  or,  perhaps, 
three  sittings  to  repeat  speeches  which  we  have 
already  heard  on  two  or  three  occasions  ;  and  cer¬ 
tainly,  at  this  late  stage  of  the  session,  the  interests 
of  the  large  majority  of  the  House,  who  are  against 
the  second  reading  of  the  Bill,  ought  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  rather  than  the  interests  of  the  score  and 
a-half  who  are  in  favour  of  it,  and  who  are  not  satis 
fied  because  they  have  not  had  an  opportunity  of 
explaining  to  their  constituents  what  they  think  of 
this  matter  when  their  constituents  already  know 
what  their  views  are. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  Shall  the  hon.  gentleman  have 
leave  to  withdraw  the  motion  ? 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Lost.  Carried. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  If  there  is  a  single  dissent¬ 
ing  voice  the  motion  cannot  be  withdrawn. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  If  the  motion  is  withdrawn  the 
question  will  not  be  settled,  but  the  motion  will  be 
presented  again,  and  we  will  have  another  discus¬ 
sion.  So,  for  my  part,  I  object  to  the  motion  being 
withdrawn. 

Motion  negatived  on  a  division. 

Mr.  Speaker. 


RAILWAY  ACT  AMENDMENT. 

Mr.  HAGGART  moved  for  leave  to  introduce 
Bill  (No.  84)  to  amend  the  Railway  Act.  He  said  : 
The  principal  clause  in  the  Bill  makes  provision 
for  the  prevention  of  frauds  by  conductors  and 
those  buying  tickets  upon  which  a  rebate  is  allowed. 
The  rebate  is  to  be  confined  to  the  person  purchas¬ 
ing  the  ticket.  Another  clause  refers  to  interlock¬ 
ing  switches.  Under  the  old  law  all  trains  were 
compelled  to  come  to  a  dead  stop  on  approaching  a 
crossing.  The  modern  appliances  used  on  railways 
render  that  entirely  unnecessary,  and  the  provision 
is  to  allow  a  train  to  go  on  at  a  moderate  speed 
where  there  is  an  interlocking  switch.  There  are 
besides  a  few  minor  clauses. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  Bill  read  the  first  time. 

UNLAWFUL  ASSOCIATIONS  AND  OATHS. 

Mr.  KIRKPATRICK  moved  for  leave  to  intro¬ 
duce  Bill  (No.  85)  further  to  amend  the  10th 
chapter  of  the  Consolidated  Statutes  for  Lower 
Canada,  respecting  seditious  and  unlawful  associa¬ 
tions  and  oaths.  He  said  :  This  is  a  very  unpre¬ 
tentious  little  Bill.  It  only  seeks  to  change  the 
word  “  of  ”  to  “  in  ”  in  the  Consolidated  Statutes  of 
Lower  Canada,  chapter  10,  which  is  an  Act  re¬ 
specting  seditious  and  unlawful  associations  and 
oaths.  Section  9  of  that  Act  provides  : 

“  And  whereas  certain  societies  have  been  long  accus¬ 
tomed  to  be  bolden  in  this  province,  under  the  denomi¬ 
nation  of  Lodges  of  Free  Masons,  the  meetings  whereof 
have  been,  in  a  great  measure,  directed  to  charitable 
purposes,  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  extend  to  the  meetings 
of  any  society  or  lodge,  holden  under  the  said  denomina¬ 
tion  and  in  conformity  to  the  rules  prevailing  among  the 
said  Societies  of  Free  Masons  :  provided  such  society  or 
lodge  has  been  constituted,  by  or  under  the  authority  of 
warrants  in  that  behalf,  granted  by  or  derived  from  any 
Grand  Master  or  Grand  Lodge  in  the  United  Kingdom  of 
Great  Britain  and  Ireland.” 

It  was  subsequently  found  that  there  was  a  Grand 
Lodge  of  Masons  in  Canada,  under  which  a  great 
number  of  lodges  were  constituted,  and,  therefore, 
in  1865  the  Parliament  of  the  then  Province  of 
Canada  enacted  as  follows  : — 

“  The  words  ‘  or  Grand  Master  or  Grand  Lodge  of  Can¬ 
ada  ’  are  hereby  added  to,  and  shall  follow  the  words 
‘  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  ’  in  the  ninth  section  of  the 
tenth  chapter  of  the  Consolidated  Statutes  for  Lower 
Canada,  intituled  :  An  Act  respecting  seditious  and  unlaw¬ 
ful  associations  and  oaths.” 

Shortly  after  1865,  political  changes  took  place 
whereby  the  name  of  Canada  was  applied  to  the 
Dominion,  and  it  embraced  all  the  provinces  ex¬ 
tending  from  ocean  to  ocean,  and  the  name,  there¬ 
fore,  of  the  Grand  Lodge  for  Canada  became  a  mis¬ 
nomer.  Grand  Lodges  of  Freemasons  aro  constitut¬ 
ed  in  all  the  provinces  ;  and  in  the  Province  of  Que¬ 
bec  doubts  have  arisen  as  to  whether  the  Grand 
Lodge  of  that  province  is  excepted  from  the  Act 
respecting  seditious  and  unlawful  associations,  be¬ 
cause  it  speaks  of  the  Grand  Lodge  of  Canada, 
whereas  there  is  now  practically  no  Grand  Lodge 
of  Canada.  It  has  been  desired  by  a  large  number 
of  the  societies  which  have  long  existed  in  that 
province  and  have  done  a  good  deal  of  charitable 
work,  that  the  words  “of  Canada”  shall  be  changed 
«o  as  to  read  ‘  ‘  any  Grand  Master  or  Grand  Lodge 
in  Canada,”  and  that  the  Act  shall  not  apply  to 
any  lodges  constituted  under  warrant  issued  by  any 
Grand  Lodge  or  Grand  Master  in  Canada. 


2480 


[MAY  12,  1892.] 


2490 


Mr.  LISTER.  Who  has  asked  for  this  legisla¬ 
tion — any  particular  Grand  Lodge  of  the  Dominion? 

Mr.  KIRKPATRICK.  Ex-Grand  Master  Wal¬ 
ken  has  been  asking  for  it.  There  has  been  some 
disturbance  or  disagreement  among  the  lodges  in 
Quebec,  some  objecting  to  take  their  warrant  from 
the  Grand  Lodge  of  Quebec,  alleging  this  doubt  as 
to  the  legality  of  the  warrant  ;  and  Grand  Master 
Walken  was  appointed  to  go  to  Quebec  to  try  and 
settle  this  difficulty.  When  he  arrived  there  he 
found  thislegal  doubt  in  existence,  and  he  has  asked 
that  it  be  removed  and  the  words  changed. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  Does  that  apply  only  to 
Masonry  lodges  or  does  it  apply  generally  ? 

Mr.  KIRKPATRICK.  Masonry  lodges  ;  it  is 
altering  a  public  Act. 

Mr.  GIROUARD.  This  is  not  a  private  Rill? 

Mr.  KIRKPATRICK.  No  ;  it  is  asking  to 
amend  the  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Lower  Canada. 
It  is  asking  to  amend  a  public  Bill. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  Does  it  affect  any  private  in¬ 
terests  ? 

Mr.  KIRKPATRICK.  No. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  Why  not  make  it  general  ? 

Mr.  KIRKPATRICK.  Because  the  Act  is  not 
general  which  was  passed  in  1 865,  and  I  am  only 
asking  to  amend  that  Act.  If  we  go  back  to  the 
Consolidated  Statutes  of  Lower  Canada,  we  find 
that  the  whole  clause  refers  to  certain  societies 
having  been  long  accustomed  to  be  holden  in  this 
province  under  the  denomination  of  Lodges  of 
Freemasons,  the  meetings  whereof  have  been  in 
great  measure  for  charitable  purposes,  so  that  the 
whole  clause  refers  only  to  Lodges  of  Freemasons. 

Mr.  GIBSON.  I  understand  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  to  say  that  he  is  authorized  by  Mr.  Walken, 
of  Kingston,  who  is  not  a  member  of  the  Grand 
Lodge  of  Quebec.  It  would  not  be  fair  to  pass 
anything  of  the  kind  without  receiving  the  con¬ 
sent  of  the  Grand  Lodge  of  Canada.  At  the  time 
the  Grand  Lodge  of  Quebec  was  formed,  the  Grand 
Lodge  of  Canada  embraced  those  of  Quebec  and 
Ontario,  and  after  the  Grand  Lodge  of  Quebec 
seceded  from  the  Grand  Lodge  of  Canada  the  name 
of  the  Grand  Lodge  of  Canada  was  and  is  adhered 
to  with  addition  of  the  Grand  Lodge  of  A.  F.  & 
A.  M.  of  Canada  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  I 
cannot  understand  why  an  Act  of  this  kind  should 
be  asked  to  take  from  the  Grand  Lodge  of  Canada 
the  name  that  it  now  has  in  the  Province  of  On¬ 
tario.  If  I  understand  the  matter  rightly,  the 
Grand  Lodge  of  Quebec  is  simply  called  the  Grand 
Lodge  of  Ancient,  Free  and  Accepted  Masons  of 
Quebec,  and  not  of  Canada.  If  this  Bill  is  passed 
it  will  place  the  Grand  Lodge  of  Quebec  in  exactly 
the  same  position  as  the  Grand  Lodge  of  Canada 
in  Ontario  now  is. 

Mr.  KIRKPATRICK.  It  simply  changes  the 
wording  of  it. 

HARBOUR  OF  THREE  SISTERS,  N.S. 

Mr.  BECHARI)  asked,  What  is  the  total  amount 
expended  on  the  harbour  of  Three  Sisters,  N.S., 
since  the  year  1880  ? 

Mr.  OU1MET.  No  expenditure  has  been  made 
on  that  harbour. 


WILLIAM  PROSSER,  FISHERY  OVER¬ 
SEER,  ESSEX. 

Mr.  ALLAN  asked,  Whether  an  investigation  has 
been  made  into  the  conduct  of  William  Prosser 
relating  to  the  discharge  of  his  duties  as  overseer 
of  fisheries  for  the  district  fronting  the  County  of 
Essex?  Has  the  said  William  Prosser  been  dis¬ 
missed  from  the  position  of  overseer,  and  is  he  now 
in  any  way  in  the  employment  of  the  Department 
of  Marine  and  Fisheries  ? 

Mr.  TUPPER.  An  investigation  was  made  into 
his  conduct  as  overseer  of  fisheries,  and  he  was 
dismissed,  and  is  not  now  in  any  way  in  the  employ 
of  the  department. 

ANTOINE  RHEAUME— LAND  GRANT. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL  asked,  Did  the  Government 
ever  make  a  grant  of  land  in  the  County  of  Essex 
to  one  Antoine  Rheaume  for  services  rendered 
during  the  war  of  1812  ?  If  so,  what  quantity  of 
land  did  they  grant,  and  what  is  the  number  of  said 
lots,  and  in  what  part  of  the  country  are  they  situ¬ 
ated  ?  When,  and  to  whom,  was  the  patent  granted 
for  the  said  lands  ?  Have  the  said  lands,  or  any 
part  of  them,  ever  reverted  to  the  Crown  ? 

Mr.  BOW ELR.  The  Government  have  made  no 
grant  of  lands  for  services  rendered  during  the  war 
of  1812.  All  the  records  concerning  land  grants  to 
militiamen  for  services  in  1812  and  1815  are  under 
the  control  of  the  Ontario  and  Quebec  Governments 
and  kept  in  the  Provincial  Land  Offices  in  these 
provinces  since  1867. 

I.  C.  R.—  DISMISSAL  OF  ALFRED  DRAKE. 

Mr.  GUAY  asked,  Whether  Mr.  Alfred  Drake, 
foreman  in  the  Intercolonial  Railway  shops  at 
Hadlow,  County  of  Levis,  has  been  dismissed  from 
his  position  ?  If  so,  for  what  reason  ?  Is  it  the 
intention  of  the  Government  to  select  a  new  foreman 
from  amongst  the  residents  of  Levis  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  He  was  dismissed  for  intem¬ 
perance,  and  it  is  the  intention  to  place  a  suitable 
man  in  charge. 

GOVERNMENT  ORDERS. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  : 

That  Government  Orders  have  precedence  on  Wednes¬ 
days  for  the  remainder  of  the  session,  after  Questions  put 
by  Members. 

He  said  :  The  House  will  observe  that  the  Order 
Paper  is  unusually  short  now,  and  that  even  if  public 
Bills  and  Orders  should  be  added,  they  are  sure  to 
be  reached  on  Mondays. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  would  suggest  Mondays 
instead  of  Wednesdays,  as  on  Wednesdays  the 
time  can  be  devoted  after  six  o’clock  to  public  Bills, 
whereas,  if  the  Government  takes  Wednesdays, 
and  there  are  sufficient  Notices  of  Motion,  public 
Bills  and  Orders  cannot  be  reached.  On  one 
occasion  some  years  ago,  the  same  suggestion  was 
made  to  Sir  John  Macdonald,  and  he  accepted  it. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Monday  would  not  be 
so  suitable  because  on  that  day  there  are  many 
members  who  will  not  arrive  in  the  House  in  time 
to  discuss  any  public  measure,  and  the  questions 
which  come  up  on  Government  days  are  those  at 
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the  discussion  of  which  members  would  like  to  be 
present.  We  might  go  on  with  this  motion,  and  if 
we  find  any  inconvenience  we  can  change  the 
Order  from  Wednesday  to  Monday. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  practice  in  former  years, 
when  the  Government  have  taken  Wednesdays,  has 
been  to  substitute  the  Order  for  Wednesday  for  the 
Order  for  Monday,  but  I  do  not  see  any  inconven¬ 
ience  in  adopting  the  contrary  rule  this  year,  be¬ 
cause  there  is  so  little  private  members’  business 
on  the  Paper  that  we  would  practically  have  nothing 
to  do  after  six  o’clock.  My  opinion  is  that  on  every 
Monday  public  Bills  and  Orders  will  be  reached. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  think  it  would  be  unjust 
to  private  members  who  have  business  on  the  Order 
Paper  if  we  did  not  adopt  the  Order  of  Wednesday 
for  Monday,  unless  there  is  an  understanding  that 
public  Bills  and  Orders  may  be  gone  on  with  on  that 
day. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  next  Monday 
we  will  get  through  the  private  Order  Paper. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

THE  LAST  GENERAL  ELECTIONS. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Before  the  Government 
Orders  are  proceeded  with,  I  would  ask  the  Govern¬ 
ment  for  the  correspondence  between  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  returning  officers  in  ‘the  elections  of 
1891-92  which  was  moved  for  by  the  hon.  member 
for  North  Oxford  (Mr.  Sutherland)  early  in  the 
session.  I  would  also  ask  the  leader  of  the  House 
for  the  return  giving  the  reasons  for  the  delay  in 
the  issue  of  the  writs  after  the  receipt  of  the 
warrants. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  latter  return,  I 
believe,  will  be  ready  on  Monday.  It  was  being 
prepared  yesterday  when  I  enquired  about  it.  I 
do  not,  remember  the  former  motion,  but  I  will  ask 
the  Secretary  of  State  about  it. 

THE  CENSUS. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  desire  to 
ask  the  Minister  of  Agi’iculture  when  we  may  ex¬ 
pect  the  census  returns  showing  the  origins  and 
religions  of  the  people  ?  They  usually  appear  in 
the  first  volume,  and  are  usually  laid  on  the  Table 
within  a  moderate  time  after  the  population 
returns.  It  seems  to  me  that  we  should  have  had 
them  before  this. 

Mr.  CARLING.  I  expect  them  every  day. 
They  have  been  in  the  hands  of  the  printer  for 
some  days,  and  I  was  told  by  Mr.  Johnson  that 
he  expected  to  have  them  ready  to  lay  on  the 
Table  to-morrow. 

LIEUTENANT  GOVERNOR  OF  PRINCE 
EDWARD  ISLAND. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  Before  the  Orders  of  the 
Day  are  proceeded  with,  I  desire  to  repeat  a  ques¬ 
tion  which  I  put  yesterday  as  to  the  action  taken  or 
about  to  be  taken  by  the  Government,  here  in  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  Bill  reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the 
Governor  General  by  Lieutenant  Governor  Carvell, 
of  Prince  Edward  Island.  I  asked  whether  that  Bill 
had  been  received  by  the  Government  here  ;  whether 
the  hon.  gentleman  has  had  an  opportunity  of  ex¬ 
amining  its  provisions  ;  whether,  in  view  of  what  I 
gathered  from  his  remarks  the  other  day,  approving 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


of  the  constitutional  rule  laid  down  by  previous 
Ministers  of  Justice  in*  regard  to  these  Bills,  he 
would  be  prepared  at  an  early  day  to  return 
that  Bill  to  the  Lieutenant  Governor  of  Prince 
Edward  Island.  I  justify  myself  in  pressing 
this  matter  on  the  attention  of  the  leader  of 
the  House  on  the  Ground  that  there  must  be 
a  general  election  in  Prince  Edward  Island  with¬ 
in  the  present  year,  and  this  Bill  has  been  passed 
by  both  branches  of  the  Legislature  abolishing  the 
Upper  House  and  providing  that  the  election  shall 
be  held  for  the  single  Chamber  within  the  year. 
Therefore,  if  this  is  allowed  to  remain  for  any  time 
undisposed  of,  it  will  place  affairs  in  the  Island  in 
a  very  awkward  position.  I  have  had  a  copy  of 
the  Billsent  to  me  and  have  examined  it,  and  I  may 
say  there  is  no  doubt  that  it  is  entirely  within  the 
purview  of  the  Local  Legislature.  If  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  has  received  the  Bill,  I  would  urge  him,  in 
view  of  the  grave  possibilities  which  might  be 
caused  by  delay,  to  return  the  Bill  at  once  to  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  to  take  such  constitutional 
action  upon  it  as  he  may  be  advised. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  understand  that  the 
Bill  was  received  yesterday  by  the  Secretary  of 
State,  who  informs  me  that  it  was  sent  to  my  de¬ 
partment  to-day.  I  have  not  seen  it.  I  should 
assume,  from  the  description  of  the  Bill  which  I 
have  heard,  that  it  was  one  within  the  competence 
of  the  Provincial  Legislature.  In  view  of  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  affairs  in  the  Island,  no  unavoidable  delay 
will  take  place  in  regard  to  it. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Perhaps  we  may  hear 
something  about  it  in  a  week  or  two. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes. 

SUPPLY  —  PREFERENTIAL  TRADE  WITH 
GREAT  BRITAIN. 

Mr.  FOSTER  moved  that  the  House  again 
resolved  itself  into  Committee  of  Supply. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I. )  Before  going  into  Supply, 
I  wish  to  call  the  attention  of  the  House  to  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  some  little  importance  in  reference  to  the 
debate  which  took  place  in  the  House  a  short  time 
ago  as  to  the  relations  between  Great  Britain  and 
Canada.  The  hon.  member  for  North  Bruce  (Mr. 
McNeill)  moved  a  resolution  to  the  effect  that,  if 
and  when  the  Imperial  Government  adopted  discri¬ 
minatory  duties  in  favour  of  Canada  and  the  other 
colonies,  substantial  reductions  should  be  made  in 
the  duties  on  British  goods.  I  had  the  honour  of 
moving  an  amendment  to  that  resolution  on  which 
the  House  subsequently  divided.  A  report  of 
these  resolutions  was  forwarded  by  cable  to  Great 
Britain  and  the  London  Times  of  the  27  th  April,  two 
days  after  the  debate  took  place,  contains  a  cable¬ 
gram  giving  the  two  resolutions  and  a  summary  of 
the  debate.  I  have  no  complaint  to  make  in  regard 
to  the  original  resolution  itself,  because  it  is  substan¬ 
tially  correct,  nor  do  I  complain  of  the  telegraphic 
reports  of  the  comments  which  were  made  by  the 
mover  of  that  resolution  and  his  seconder.  I  think 
it  is  well  stated  that  the  mover  made  an  eloquent 
speech  in  its  support,  and  that  his  supporters  also 
spoke  well,  but  I  do  complain  that  the  resolu¬ 
tion  which  we  asked  the  House  to  adopt  as  an 
amendment  has  been  misreported  and  travestied, 
and  I  say  that  this  misreport  and  travesty  has 
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worked  grave  and  serious  injury.  The  Times, 
adopting  the  false  report  forwarded  from  Ottawa 
as  to  the  terms  of  that  resolution,  has  published  an 
editorial  article  which  is  calculated  to  bring  the 
mover  of  the  resolution  in  amendment,  and  those 
who  supported  it,  into  contempt.  I  do  not  know 
that  there  is  anything  more  important  at  the 
present  time  than  to  give  the  English  public  a 
correct  view  of  the  policy  which  the  colonies  intend 
to  pursue  in  regard  to  the  mother  country.  I  will 
read  the  amendment  as  it  appears  in  the  Times  : 

“  Ottawa,  April  26.— The  Dominion  House  of  Commons 
yest  erday  discussed  for  several  hours  a  motion  brought 
forward  by  Mr.  McNeill,  to  the  effect  that  when  the  Par¬ 
liament  of  Great  Britain  admits  Canadian  products  to 
the  British  markets  on  more  favourable  terms  than  it 
grants  to  foreign  products,  Canada  will  be  prepared  to  ex¬ 
tend  corresponding  advantages  of  reduction  of  duties  to 
British  manufactured  goods.” 

Now,  Sir,  in  amendment  to  that  resolution  I  moved 
the  following  : — 

“  That  inasmuch  as  Great  Britain  admits  the  products 
of  Canada  into  her  ports  free  of  duty,  this  House  is  of  the 
opinion  that  the  present  scale  of  duties  exacted  on  goods 
mainly  imported  from  Great  Britain,  should  be  reduced.” 

This  was  a  simple,  plain  and  clear  resolution,  and 
one  would  suppose  that  its  meaning  could  not  fail 
to  be  understood  by  anybody  who  read  it  or  heard 
it ;  but,  instead  of  that,  I  find  that  the  Times  re¬ 
port  says  : 

“  Mr.  Davies  strongly  opposed  the  resolution  as  being 
impracticable,  and  moved  an  amendment  that  Canadian 
goods  should  be  admitted  free  into  Great  Britain,  British 
goods  being  allowed  a  reduced  duty  in  Canada.” 

Sir,  I  never  moved  a  resolution  that  Canadian 
goods  should  be  admitted  free  into  Great  Britain. 
We  are  aware  already  that  Canadian  goods  are 
admitted,  and  have  been  admitted,  free  into  Great 
Britain  for  many  years.  The  Times,  in  commenting 
upon  the  ignorance  displayed  by  the  mover  of  the 
resolution,  remarks  : 

“  The  Opposition  put  forward  an  amendment,  which  Sir 
John  Thompson,  the  ministerial  leader,  treated  as  a  sub¬ 
terfuge  in  view  of  the  Liberal  policy  of  discrimination 
against  the  mother  country,  and  which  is  on  the  face  of  it, 
hollow  and  unmeaning.  To  demand  that  Canadian  goods 
should  be  admitted  free  into  the  United  Kingdom  is  a  mere 
rhetorical  phrase,  for  we  tax  no  C  madian  product  except 
spirits,  and  Canadian  whiskey  is  not  likely  to  compete 
successfully  with  Scotch  or  Irish  in  the  home  market,  At 
the  same  time,  these  Canadian  free-traders  would  retain 
the  right  of  levying  duties  on  British  goods.” 

Now,  everybody  will  see  how  serious  this  is.  The 
resolution  has  been  misrepresented,  and  in  the  form 
in  which  it  is  published  in  the  London  Times,  it  is 
calculated  to  bring  the  party  who  supported  it 
into  contempt.  I  think  the  Times  is  quite  justified 
in  making  the  comment  it  did  upon  the  l'eport  of 
the  resolution  that  was  sent  to  it ;  but  we  know, 
and  everybody  knows  who  debated  the  question 
on  the  true  assumption  and  the  knowledge  of  the 
facts — the  assumption  and  knowledge  of  the  facts 
which  were  incorporated  in  my  amendment — that 
it  would  certainly  be  a  mere  hollow  and  unmeaning 
resolution  if  it  was  as  reported  by  the  cablegram 
to  the  Times.  I  desire,  so  far  as  I  can  do  so,  to 
make  a  public  correction  of  this  report  in  the  hope 
that  it  may  reach  the  quarter  where  it  has  been 
misrepresented.  I  do  not  wish  to  make  any  further 
remarks  upon  it  except  that,  in  justice  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  who  forwarded  the  cablegram,  I  would  like  to 
read  to  the  House  his  explanation  which  he  wrote 
me  the  other  day.  He  says  : 

“  I  greatly  regret  to  find,  from  certain  statements  made 
in  the  Globe  of  Saturday,  that  in  my  despatch  to  Reuter 


summarizing  the  debate  on  Mr.  McNeill’s  motion  in  fa  vour 
of  preferential  trade  with  Great  Britain,  your  amendment 
to  the  resolution  should  have  become  so  changed  in  course 
of  transmission  as  to  largely  destroy  its  effect.” 

“  Largely  destroy  its  effect it  completely  altered 
it,  and  substituted  a  resolution  which  is  absolutely 
unmeaning. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  is  a  transformation  scene. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  In  an  ordinary  matter 
affecting  the  interprovincial  relations  of  Canada,  I 
would  not  make  a  complaint,  because  our  local 
papers  would  at  once  correct  the  mistake  ;  but  lion, 
gentlemen  see  that  in  a  grave  matter  affecting  the 
fiscal  relations  between  Great  Britain  and  her  most 
important  colony,  it  is  a  very  serious  thing  for  the 
policy  of  a  party  to  be  misrepresented  to  the  leading 
organ  of  public  opinion  of  Great  Britain.  The  letter 
goes  on  to  say  : 

“  I  need  hardly  say  that  so  far  as  I  am  personally  con¬ 
cerned  I  neither  did,  nor  desired  to,  misrepresent  the 
scope  of  your  amendment,  and  I  greatly  regret  that  it 
should  have  been  placed  incorrectly  before  the  English 
public.  By  reference  to  my  despatch  on  file  in  the  C.P.R. 
telegraph  office,  it  is  clearly  evident  that  this  is  the  result 
of  an  unfortunate  accident.  The  words  which  I  cabled 
were  as  follows  : — 

‘‘Mr.  Davies  strongly  dissented  ;  resolutions  impractic¬ 
able.  Moved  amendment,  Canadian  goods  free  Britain, 
duty  British  goods  reduced  Canada.” 

There  is  no  doubt  the  Times  has  not  misrepresented 
the  cablegram  that  was  received. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  That  does  not  necessarily  follow. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Hon.  gentlemen  can 
judge  that  for  themselves. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  It  would  depend  a  great  deal 
upon  the  manner  in  which  it  was  filled  up.  A  word 
might  have  been  put  in  there  which  would  turn  the 
whole  meaning. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  letter  goes  on  : 

“  Before  filing  the  despatch  I  carefully  read  it  over  to 
see  if  there  was  any  likelihood  of  its  terms  being  misap¬ 
prehended,  and  it  seemed  perfectly  clear  to  my  mind  that 
there  could  be  no  difficulty  in  properly  extending  the 
paragraph  in  reference  to  yourself.  As  intended  to  be 
extended  it  would  read  as  follows  : — 

“  Mr.  Davies  strongly  dissented  from  Mr.  McNeill’s 
resolution  as  impracticable.  He  moved  in  amendment 
that  as  Canadian  goods  are  admitted  free  into  Great 
Britain,  the  duty  on  British  goods  should  be  reduced  when 
entering  Canada.” 

Of  course  if  that  had  been  cabled,  I  would  have 
been  satisfied,  and  justice  would  have  been  done  to 
the  party  who  supported  the  resolution.  The  letter 
goes  on  to  say  : 

“  This  summary  of  your  amendment,  as  you  will  readily 
perceive,  was  calculated  to  place  the  Liberal  party  in  a 
far  better  position  in  the  eyes  of  the  British  people  than 
if  the  full  text  of  the  amendment  had  been  transmitted, 
inasmuch  as  the  qualifying  words  *  mainly  ’  upon  which, 
in  my  humble  judgment,  the  whole  point  of  your  argu¬ 
ment  binges,  was  omitted  by  me.  This  was  due  to  the  fact 
that  I  had  not  seen  the  amendment  at  the  time,  and  was 
simply  told  its  tenor  by  one  of  my  confreres  in  the  Press 
Gallery.  In  ‘filling  out’  the  message,  the  telegraph 
editor  in  England  has  evidently  not  grasped  the  meaning 
of  the  despatch,  hence  the  mistake  which  has  occurred.” 

Well,  Sir,  I  can  only  say  that  I  deeply  regret  this 
mistake.  It  is  very  probable  that  the  mistake  will 
not  be  rectified.  Everybody  who  knows  anything 
of  English  public  life  knows  to  what  an  extent 
the  London  Times  is  looked  to  for  a  correct  report 
of  what  takes  place  in  the  outlying  parts  of  the 
Empire.  This  debate  has  been  given  the  import¬ 
ance  of  an  editorial  article  in  the  Times,  and  the 
travesty  of  the  resolution  which  we  moved,  and 
the  ridiculous  character  which  it  is  made  to  assume 
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has  been  commented  upon  at  length  in  the  edi¬ 
torial  columns  of  the  Times,  and  is  no  doubt  now 
looked  upon  as  correct  by  a  large  portion  of  the 
English  public.  I  hope  in  some  way  or  another 
that  we  may  be  able  partly  to  overcome  the  mis¬ 
take,  and  to  lessen  the  injury  which  will  arise  from 
that  mistake  ;  but  it  is  a  very  serious  one  in  my 
opinion,  and  I  take  this  opportunity  of  bringing  it 
before  the  House,  doing  what  I  can  in  that  way  to 
correct  the  mistake. 

%  * 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  we  must  all 
admit  with  the  hon.  gentleman  that  it  is  exceed¬ 
ingly  desirable  that  accurate  statements  should  be 
sent  to  the  other  side  of  the  water  as  to  what  is 
done  in  this  country,  and  as  to  the  attitude  of  both 
parties  in  this  country.  We  have  had  occasion  to 
deplore  frequently  the  grossest  kind  of  misrepre¬ 
sentation  as  to  the  attitude  of  the  Government, 
as  to  the  policy  of  the  Government,  and  as  to 
the  statements  of  the  Government,  in  this  House 
and  elsewhere  ;  and  I  am  sure  we  would  cordially 
join  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  to  secure  the  trans¬ 
mission  of  truthful  statements  to  the  other  side  of 
the  water,  or  to  punish  those  who  misrepresent, 
'wilfully,  what  takes  place  in  this  House,  and  in  this 
country,  and  in  the  councils  of  the  Government. 
I  do  not  think  that,  as  regards  this  particidar  case, 
the  hon.  gentleman  can  have  suffered  so  much  as  he 
apprehends.  I  think  almost  any  one  who  reads  that 
telegram  would  suppose  that  there  was  a  misprint 
or  an  inaccuracy  in  transmitting  it.  The  reader 
could  hardly  credit  the  hon.  gentleman  with  ignor¬ 
ance  of  the  facts - 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  has  done  so. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  Times  has  not 
done  so  at  all.  The  Times  has  given  an  inaccurate 
account  by  telegraph  of  what  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
resolution  was,  and  any  person  of  sense  in  reading 
it  would  see  that  the  resolution  must  have  been 
either  “  as  goods  are  admitted  free,”  or  “Canadian 
goods  being  admitted  free.”  The  comments  of  the 
London  Times  simply  gives  the  hon.  gentleman 
credit  for  a  rhetorical  phrase,  and  I  should  not  sup¬ 
pose  he  would  object  very  much  to  that.  I  know 
that  upon  this  side  of  the  House  we  were  under 
the  impression  that  the  hon.  gentleman  had  com¬ 
mitted  that  indiscretion  more  than  once. 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  hon. 
gentleman  if  he  read  the  whole  of  that  letter,  or 
whether  he  gave  the  full  information  that  he  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  gentleman  who  sent  the  despatch  ? 
I  am  informed  that  he  told  the  gentleman,  either 
in  that  letter  or  verbally,  that  he  had  sent  a 
correction.  If  such  be  the  case,  I  think  it  is  only 
due  to  him  that  this  fact  should  be  stated  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  debate. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  I  thought  the  conclud¬ 
ing  paragraph  was  a  personal  one  entirely,  and  so 
I  did  not  read  it.  I  see  it  contains  the  statement 
to  which  the  hon.  gentleman  referred.  I  will  read 
the  whole  paragraph  : 

“  I  deem  it  but  right  that  I  should  make  this  explana¬ 
tion  to  you,  as  during  the  past  three  years  that  we  have 
been  thrown  together  our  intercourse  has  been  of  the 
pleasantest  character,  and  I  did  not  wish  you  to  get  the 
idea  into  your  head  that  there  was  any  desire  on  my  part 
to  misrepresent  you.” 

Then  there  is  this  paragraph,  which  is  a  personal 
matter  : 

Mr.  Davies  (P.E. I.) 


“  I  may  state  that  I  have  cabled  the  full  text  of  your 
motion  to  England,  in  order  that  the  error  may  be  recti¬ 
fied.” 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  cannot  ac¬ 
cept  the  explanation.  I  believe  the  thing  was 
designedly  done,  and  I  believe  it  is  only  part  of  a 
continuous  system  of  misrepresentation  which  has 
been  carried  on  for  some  time. 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  The  same  as  the  letter  you  sent 
to  London,  which  any  one  can  judge  for  himself. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  My  letter 
speaks  for  itself.  My  letter  is  true,  every  word  of 
it  ;  and  what  is  more,  it  is  accepted  as  true  by 
those  in  England  who  know  best  what  the  men 
who  are  at  present  misgoverning  Canada  are  doing. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  did  not  deceive  any 
one,  because  the  stocks  of  Canada  rose  at  its 
publication. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Did  they  rise  ? 

Mr.  BOWELL.  They  did  rise. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  member  for 
South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  has  the 
right  to  express  what  views  he  may  think  proper 
in  the  London  papers,  and  if  hon.  gentlemen  oppo¬ 
site  think  they  are  untrue,  the  same  opportunity 
is  afforded  them  of  denying  them  and  controvert¬ 
ing  the  hon.  gentleman’s  statements.  But  no 
matter  what  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford 
may  have  written,  what  we  are  now  considering  is 
a  misrepresentation  of  a  debate  which  took  place 
in  this  House,  a  misrepresentation  of  the  proceed¬ 
ings  of  this  House.  My  hon.  friend  from  Queen’s, 
P.  E.  I.  (Mr.  Davies)  moved  a  resolution  assuming 
that  Canadian  goods  go  free  into  the  English 
markets.  How  does  this  cablegram  read  ?  It 
reads  that  he  moved  an  amendment :  “  Canadian 

goods  free  Britain,  duty  British  goods  reduced 
Canada.”  What  is  the  meaning  of  that?  If  that 
is  properly  paraphrased  it  means  precisely  what 
the  London  Times  said  it  means,  that  when  Cana¬ 
dian  goods  are  admitted  free  into  the  English 
markets,  the  duty  on  English  goods  will  be  reduced 
when  they  enter  the  Canadian  markets.  This  is 
the  clear,  palpable  paraphrase  of  that  cablegram,  and 
it  is  preposterous  for  hon.  gentlemen,  after  it  has 
been  employed  to  exhibit  a  party  as  ignorant,  who 
are  not  ignorant  of  the  relations  between  Canada 
and  the  mother  country,  after  the  mischief  is 
done,  to  say  that  a  cablegram  conveying  a 
proper  representation  of  the  motion  has  been 
conveyed  across  the  Atlantic.  When  ?  A  fort¬ 
night  after  this  cablegram  was  published  and 
commented  upon.  The  Minister  of  Justice  says 
nobody  in  the  United  Kingdom  can  be  so  ignorant, 
so  ill-informed,  as  to  suppose  that  any  party  in  this 
country  will  be  ignorant  of  the  fact  that  Canadian 
goods  are  admitted  free  into  the  English  markets. 
But  the  London  Times  assumes  that  to  be  the  case. 
Here  is  a  whole  column  in  this  paper  based  on  that 
assumption,  and  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  have,  to 
the  best  of  their  ability,  profited  by  that,  and  hon. 
members  sitting  on  the  back  benches  opposite  seem 
to  think  it  is  a  capital  joke.  They  are  highly 
amused  at  the  fact  that  the  position  of  one-half  of 
the  people  of  this  country  has  been  misrepresented 
by  a  cablegram  sent  by  a  party  who  sits  in  the 
gallery  of  this  House.  That  may  be  amusing  to 
hon.  gentlemen  and  may  suit  their  estimate  of  the 
principles  of  fair-play  ;  but  these  are  not  the  views 
entertained  by  the  hon.  gentlemen  on  this  side  of 
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the  House,  and  w  hen  you  look  at  the  Timex,  and  I 
hold  it  in  my  hands  and  read  it  constantly,  you 
tind  that  Reuter's  telegrams  of  the  proceedings  of 
this  House  during  the  past  two  sessions  have  been 
nothing  but  perversions  of  the  facts  as  they  tran¬ 
spired,  so  far  as  they  affect  the  relations  between 
the  two  parties  on  opposite  sides  of  the  Chamber. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  No. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  That  is  so.  You  have 
only  to  look  at  the  proceedings  of  the  House  dur¬ 
ing  the  whole  of  last  session  and  you  will  find  exactly 
the  same  misrepresentation,  the  same  caricature, 
the  same  perversion  of  the  facts  exhibited  in  this 
telegram.  I  think  it  is  monstrous  that  such  a 
course  should  be  pursued,  and  yet  it  has  been  per¬ 
sistently  pursued  during  the  last  two  years  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  cabled  record  of  events  that  have 
transpired  in  this  Parliament. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  I  very  much  regret  that  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  should  have  thought  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  make  so  violent  an  attack  upon  a  gentle¬ 
man  who  has  sent  this  cablegram  to  England. 
Now,  what  is  the  cablegram  ?  It  is  this  :  “  Cana¬ 
dian  goods  free  Britain  duty  British  goods  re¬ 
duced  Canada.”  The  hon.  member  for  Bothwell 
(Mr.  Mills)  says  that  must  be  read  “when.”  A 
still  more  natural  view,  and  one  according  to  the 
facts,  would  make  it  read  “as”:  as  Canadian 
goods  are  free  to  Britain,  duty  on  British  goods 
will  be  reduced  in  Canada.  It  is  more  natural 
that  it  should  be  read  according  to  the  facts  than 
contrary  to  the  facts.  It  is  more  natural  to  sup¬ 
pose  that  the  person  who  extended  this  telegram 
in  England  knew  what  the  facts  were,  than  to  as¬ 
sume  that  he  was  ignorant  of  them,  and  when  the 
gentleman  sent  the  telegram  over  in  this  form,  he 
naturally  assumed  that  it  would  be  construed  in 
accordance  with  the  facts,  and  not  in  accordance 
with  a  state  of  affairs  that  does  not  exist.  It  is 
simply  because  he  did  so  and  sent  the  telegram  in 
the  belief  that  any  one  knowing  the  facts  would 
properly  construe  the  telegram,  that  this  attack 
has  been  hurled  on  that  gentleman  by  hon.  mem¬ 
bers  opposite. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  construction  is 
shown  by  the  view  the  Times  has  put  on  the  tele¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  excuse 
me.  The  writer  of  the  editorial  article  in  the 
Times  was  referring  to  the  telegram  then  before  his 
eyes.  He  was  not  the  person  who  extended  the 
telegram.  He  was  referring  to  the  extended  tele¬ 
gram.  I  was  referring  to  the  person  who  made 
the  mistake  in  the  extension  of  the  telegram,  and 
I  think  it  a  most  unfortunate  and  most  ungenerous 
act  for  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  to  make  an  attack 
on  a  gentleman  who  sent  a  telegram,  that  any  hon. 
gentleman  woidd  understand  at  once  to  mean  “as  ” 
and  not  “  when.” 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I).  The  hon.  gentleman 
does  not  express  any  regret  at  the  error  that  has 
taken  place. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  I  am  very  sorry  indeed  that 
the  error  has  taken  place,  and  so  far  as  the  gentle¬ 
man  who  sent  the  telegram  is  concerned,  he  has 
made  the  best  reparation  in  his  power.  He  im¬ 
mediately  cabled  over  to  the  mother  country 
putting  the  matter  right,  so  far  as  he  could.  I  must 
say  that  I  think  the  hon.  gentleman,  if  he  will  for¬ 

79 


give  my  saying  so,  should  have  read  the  letter  of 
explanation  a  little  more  carefully. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  did  read  it  all  except 
the  personal  part,  which  I  did  not  think  would,  in¬ 
terest  the  House. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  The  latter  part  of  the  explana¬ 
tion  was  very  important,  and  I  was  sorry  that  the 
hon.  gentleman  did  not  read  it  at  the  outset. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  made  enquiries  some  time 
ago  in  regard  to  these  cablegrams,  and  I  ascertained 
that  we  were  paying  out  money  through  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  these  misrepresentations  which  were 
made  through  Reuter’s  agent.  I  should  like  to  know 
how  much  money  was  paid  for  this  work  last  year  ? 
It  is  bad  enough  to  be  misrepresented,  but  it  is  in¬ 
finitely  worse,  if  in  addition  to  the  misrepresenta¬ 
tion,  you  are  obliged  to  pay  for  the  misrepresenta¬ 
tion.  I  hope  if  the  Government  have  been  spending 
money  in  this  direction,  the  expenditure  will  stop, 
because  it  is  an  outrageous  act  to  be  misrepresented 
and  then  to  be  compelled  to  pay  for  the  misrepre¬ 
sentation. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  Before  these  remarks  on  going 
into  committee  come  to  a  close,  I  cannot  but  pro¬ 
test  in  the  strongest  language  against  the  miscon¬ 
ception  of  the  journalistic  profession  that  I  find 
the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard 
Cartwright)  entertains.  To  suppose,  as  that  hon. 
gentleman  has  done,  or  must  be  supposed  to  sup¬ 
pose,  that  a  gentleman  sitting  in  the  gallery, 
occupying  a  responsible  position  on  one  of  the 
papers  of  this  country,  and  a  responsible  position 
in  regard  to  the  first  paper  in  the  world,  should 
deliberately  falsify,  in  order,  I  suppose,  to  serve 
some  party  ends,  what  took  place  in  this  House,  is 
one  of  those  monstrous  and  erratic  propositions 
that  nestle  in  the  brain  of  the  hon.  member  for 
South  Oxford  so  frequently,  and  which  make  us 
sometimes  stand  aghast  at  the  capacity  of  an  hon. 
member  of  this  House  of  his  standing  for  enter¬ 
taining  such  absurd  and  monstrous  notions.  Now, 
Sir,  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies) 
seems  to  have  got  excited  about  a  very  small 
matter.  As  a  fact,  the  Times  has  taken  very  little 
notice  of  him  or  of  his  motion.  It  has  not  bothered 
itself  much  about  it.  The  whole  article  is  taken 
up  in  dealing  with  the  significance  of  this  House 
passing  the  motion  of  my  hon.  friend  from  Bruce 
(Mr.  McNeill)  ;  but  with  a  wave  of  the  hand,  it 
dismisses  my  hon.  friend  from  Queen’s  (Mr. 
Davies). 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  No  wonder. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  I  agree  with  my  hon.  friend,  no 
wonder.  But,  Sir,  that  wave  of  the  hand  is  due 
to  the  fact  that  the  broad  Atlantic  rolls  between 
us.  If  they  knew  my  hon.  friend  from  Queen’s 
(Mr.  Davies)  as  well  as  we  do,  they  would  not  even 
have  condescended  to  a  wave  of  the  hand.  Having 
quoted  Mr.  McNeill’s  motion,  the  Times  says  : 

“  The  Opposition  put  forward  an  amendment,  which  Sir 
John  Thompson,  the  ministerial  leader,  treated  as  a  sub¬ 
terfuge  in  view  of  the  Liberal  policy  of  discrimination 
against  the  mother  country,  and  which  is  on  the  face  of 
it,  hollow  and  unmeaning.  To  demand  that  Canadian 
goods  should  be  admitted  free  into  the  United  Kingdom 
is  a  mere  rhetorical  phrase.” 

Now,  Sir,  the  statement  that  that  is  hollow  and 
unmeaning  is  a  statement  that  could  be  made 
with  truth  of  the  motion  of  the  hon.  member.  Does 
anybody  suppose  that  when  the  party  opposite 
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have  been  clamouring,  and  are  still  clamouring  for 
unrestricted  reciprocity,  that  the  motion  the  hon. 
gentleman  from  Queen's  made,  was  not  hollow  and 
unmeaning  ?  My  hon.  friend  from  Grey  (Mr. 
Landerkin)  has  recently  been  in  East  York. 
He  has  talked  much  in  the  same  strain  there,  and 
the  result  has  been  that  he  has  astonished  the 
people  of  East  York,  and  astonished  some  Liberal 
organs  who  have  asked  what  has  become  of  the 
Liberal  leaders  ;  and  my  hon.  friend  from  Grey 
(Mr.  Landerkin),  I  take  it,  is  one  of  the  Liberal 
leaders.  What  has  become  of  them  ?  You  do  not 
know  where  to  find  them. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  1  would  just  like  to  say  to 
the  hon.  gentleman  that  you  would  not  find  21  of 
them  voting  on  a  swamp  lot  near  the  marsh  in 
Toronto. 

Mr.  DA  YIN.  I  do  not  know  what  my  hon. 
friend  means  by  that.  I  do  not  own  any  swamp 
lot,  and  I  know  nothing  about  what  he  refers  to. 
I  say  this,  however,  that  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
are  like  a  live  flea  ;  you  do  not  know  where  to  find 
it  ;  and  those  who  were  supporting  them  in  East 
YTork  were  in  the  same  inconsistent  position 
that  my  hon.  friend  was  in.  When  my  hon. 
friend  from  Bruce  (Mr.  McNeill)  brought  forward 
M'S  motion,  which  ought  to  have  passed  this  House 
unanimously,  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  came  for¬ 
ward  with  a  buncombe  motion,  and  if  the  Times 
was  thoroughly  conversant  with  the  state  of 
debate  in  this  House  for  two  or  three  sessions  past, 
and  had  the  exact  motion  of  my  hon.  friend  from 
Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  before  it,  perhaps,  instead  of 
dismissing  it.  as  a  rhetorical  phrase,  the  Thunderer 
would  have  come  down  with  condign  rebuke  upon 
my  hon.  friend  for  bringing  forward  a  motion  that 
was  insincere. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Order. 

Mr.  DAYIN.  Pardon  ;  I  withdraw  that.  I  have 
no  doubt  it  was  sincere  subjectively,  but  it  was 
insincere  objectively.  I  have  no  doubt  that  my 
lion,  friend  was  sincere,  but  the  motion,  regarded 
in  connection  with  the  previous,  and  I  believe  pre¬ 
sent  policy  of  his  party,  might  be  fairly  called  in¬ 
sincere.  I  say  it  was  an  inconsistent  motion,  and 
it  might  be  described  as  buncombe.  I  do  not  know 
whether  “buncombe  ”  is  parliamentary  or  not,  but  I 
believe  it  is.  At  all  events  if  we  follow  the  example 
of  Congress  it  is.  It  was  a  motion  that  did  very 
little  credit  to  my  hon.  friend  from  Queen’s,  and  it 
did  very  little  to  strengthen  the  position  of  the 
party  of  which  he  is  an  ornament  in  this  House. 
A  serious  complaint  is  made  here  to-day,  as  though 
the  party  were  misrepresented  and  injured  in  Eng¬ 
land,  when  the  Times  newspaper  only  gives  a  refer- 
rence  to  the  matter,  and  then  proceeds  with  a  long 
article  to  discuss  the  significance  of  the  vote - 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Of  the  buncombe. 

Air.  DAYIN.  Not  buncombe  ;  a  vote,  Sir,  that 
has  been  echoed  in  the  heart  of  the  Empire,  and  a 
vote  that  will  be  echoed  in  every  part  of  the  Em¬ 
pire.  I  do  believe,  Sir,  that  the  motion  of  my  hon. 
friend  from  Bruce  (Air.  McNeill)  is  the  very  first 
step  towards  the  solution  of  some  of  the  problems 
which  have  in  recent  years  busied  the  minds  of 
Canadian  statesmen. 

Air.  LAURIER.  Air.  Speaker,  I  would  have  ex¬ 
pected  that  upon  an  occasion  such  as  this,  where  it  is 
shown  to  the  House  that  a  fellow-member  has  been 
Mr.  Dayin. 


misrepresented  by  the  leading  organ  of  the  British 
Empire,  that  the  least  that  should  have  been  done 
was  that  an  expression  of  opinion  should  have  come 
from  both  sides  of  the  House  that  a  fellow-member 
had  been  misrepresented.  If  I  am  to  judge  of  the 
temper  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  by  the  exhibition 
which  they  make  now,  instead  of  having  regret, 
they  rather  rejoice  because  a  brother  member  has 
been  misrepresented.  I  will  not  say  it  was  done  wil¬ 
fully,  I  would  not  go  that  length  under  any  circum¬ 
stances,  but  if  it  has  not  been  done  wilfully,  when 
it  was  found  to  have  been  done  I  would  expect  ex¬ 
pressions  of  regret  rather  than  of  rejoicing  from 
hon.  members  opposite.  If  that  is  the  tone  in  which 
debates  are  to  be  carried  on,  if  that  is  the  depth  to 
which  Canadian  political  life  has  s\ink,  it  is  a  great 
pity  for  Canadaat large.  But,  Sir,  upon  an  occasion 
such  as  this,  for  my  part,  while  not  charging  the 
gentleman  who  has  been  the  author  of  this  telegram 
with  insincerity,  whether  subjectively  or  objective¬ 
ly,  I  say  at  all  events  that  it  should  be  his  duty,  as 
I  understand  he  did  afterwards,  not  only  to  call  it 
to  the  attention  of  the  paper  by  telegram,  but  to 
see  also  if  possible  that  the  mischief  which  had 
been  done  by  the  editorial  comments  of  the  paper 
should  have  been  also  explained  away.  My  hon. 
friend  from  Queen’s  (Air.  Davies)  so  far  has  received 
no  justice.  It  may  be  that  a  corrected  telegram 
has  been  sent  to  the  other  side  of  the  water,  but 
that  is  no  justice  at  all.  He  has  been  misrepresented 
in  the  columns  of  the  Times  the  editor  of  which  has 
done  him  a  great  injustice  indeed,  and  he  will 
receive  no  satisfaction  until  this  injustice  is  correct¬ 
ed  in  some  way. 

Air.  WALLACE.  I  am  sorry  that  these  hon. 
gentlemen  who  are  so  indignant  to-day,  had  not 
been  equally  indignant  last  year,  when  reams  of 
falsehoods  were  cabled  across  the  ocean  intended 
to  stab  Canada,  and  to  do  her  the  greatest  injury. 

Air.  LANDERKIN.  What  were  they  ? 

Air.  WALLACE.  The  hon.  gentleman  knows 
well  what  they  were.  They  were  cablegrams  that 
were  a  libel  on  the  whole  Canadian  people,  cable¬ 
grams  without  a  particle  of  truth,  which  did  an 
infinite  amount  of  damage  to  this  country,  and  yet, 
Sir,  we  have  not,  so  far,  heard  from  these  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  across  the  floor  of  the  House  one  word  of  con¬ 
demnation  that  Canada  wag  described  in  such 
terms  as  was  contained  in  the  false  cablegrams. 

Air.  CASEY.  Air.  Speaker,  before  you  leave 
the  Chair  I  have  a  few  words  to  say,  not  primarily 
upon  this  subject,  but  I  cannot  pass  over  some 
of  the  remarks  made  here  without  referring  to 
them  before  I  advert  to  the  matter  which  princi¬ 
pally  brought  me  to  my  feet.  The  hon.  gentleman 
who  has  just  sat  down  says  that  reams  of  false¬ 
hoods  were  telegraphed  last  year  across  the  ocean 
containing  libels  upon  this  House  and  upon  the 
country.  It  would  have  been  a  grand  thing  for 
Canada  if  the  statements  cabled  across  the  ocean 
last  year  had  been  falsehoods.  They  were  accounts 
of  the  evidence  taken  before  committees  of  this 
House.  Most  of  those  who  gave  evidence 
were  members  of  the  Government  or  civil 
servants,  and  if  there  was  falsehood  it  was 
falsehoods  told  by  them  to  their  own  disgrace 
and  degradation.  I  would  to  heaven  that  those 
statements  had  been  falsehoods,  that  the  state  of 
things  had  not  been  as  bad  as  it  was  shown  to  be 
by  the  evidence  of  the  men  who  incriminated  them- 
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selves  by  making  those  statements.  The  lion, 
member  for  West  Assiniboia  charges  us  with  har¬ 
bouring  monstrous  and  erratic  propositions  in  our 
heads  and  making  buncombe  speeches.  Well,  Sir, 
the  lion,  gentleman  is  a  good  judge  of  erratic 
speeches  and  he  should  be  a  good  judge  of  bun¬ 
combe,  and  I  think  that  on  this  occasion  he  was 
only  exerting  himself  to  display  his  own  superiority 
in  these  respects.  In  criticising  what  was  said  on 
this  side  of  the  House,  he  assumes  that  the  resolu¬ 
tion  in  question  made  by  my  lion,  friend  from 
Prince  Edward  Island  was  a  buncombe  resolution. 
It  is  as  buncombe  an  an  assertion  as  can  be  to 
state  that  a  resolution  presented  by  another  member 
is  a  buncombe  one,  though  alleging  no  facts  to 
prove  its  buncombe  nature.  But  I  think  the 
country  at  large  will  be  satisfied  on  reading 
the  two  motions,  which  was  buncombe  and 

which  was  moved  in  earnest.  My  lion,  friend 

from  Assiniboia  also  said  that  the  motion  of 
my  lion,  friend  from  Prince  Edward  Island 

was  passed  over  with  slight  notice  by  the  Times, 
and  that  that  paper  referred  entirely  to  the 

significance  of  the  motion  passed  by  the  House. 
The  significance  of  the  action  of  the  House  depend¬ 
ed  entirely  on  the  significance  of  the  motion  it 
voted  down.  If  the  motion  voted  down  by  the 
House  was  misrepresented,  then  the  action  of  the 
House  was  misrepresented,  and  the  action  of  lion, 
gentlemen  who  voted  for  one  motion  and  against 
the  other  was  misrepresented.  So  that  the  whole 
House  has  been  put  in  a  false  position  by  this  in¬ 
correct  report.  As  to  the  conduct  of  the  corres¬ 
pondent,  I  shall  leave  that  as  it  is.  It  has  been 
sufficiently  discussed,  I  think.  But,  Sir,  what  I 
rose  more  particularly  to  do  was  to  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  House  to  a  series  of  double  payments 
made  to  members  of  the  Civil  Service  which,  I 
think,  can  be  more  conveniently  discussed  on  the 
motion  to  go  into  Supply,  than  on  any  particular 
item  in  Committee  of  Supply,  although  it  may  be 
necessary  to  give  some  further  attention  to  some  of 
these  items  when  we  are  in  committee.  We  find 
in  the  early  part  of  the  Auditor  General’s  Report  a 
list  of  persons  to  whom  double  payments  have  been 
made  for  different  services.  I  do  not  propose  by 
any  means  to  go  into  them  all,  but  I  pro¬ 
pose  to  quote  a  few  examples  in  order  to 
show  how  I  think  public  money  has  been 
misapplied.  One  of  the  first  notable  instances  is 
that  of  Dr.  Allen,  of  Fort  Macleod,  who  is  paid 
-$1,200  a  year  as  collector  of  customs  and  $600 
a  year  as  inspector  of  ranches.  Now,  it  seems  to 
me  extraordinary  that  the  same  person  can  be  at 
two  places  at  once,  unless,  as  the  memorable  Sir 
Boyle  Roche  said,  he  is  a  bird.  How  a  man  can 
Be  at  his  post  as  collector  of  customs,  and  can  also 
be  going  around  the  country  inspecting  ranches,  is 
something  which  only  the  imagination  of  my  hon. 
friend  from  Assiniboia  can  possibly  compass.  Per¬ 
haps  he  will  be  able  to  explain  how  this  double 
individual  gets  his  duties  performed.  Then,  I  find 
that  an  official  in  Halifax  of  the  name  of  Balcam  is 
paid  $900  as  receiving  teller  in  the  Assistant 
Receiver  General’s  office,  and  is  paid  $201  for  201 
nights  of  guard  duty.  Now,  this  man  is  certainly 
an  overworked  civil  servant  if  he  is  on  duty  all 
day  as  a  receiving  teller  and  on  duty  all  night 
as  a  watchman.  The  duties  of  a  night  watch¬ 
man  seem  to  -  be  hardly  adapted  to  the  dig¬ 
nified  person  who  performs  them  in  this  instance. 
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Then,  Sir,  I  find  here  a  case  which  I  have  re¬ 
ferred  to  before,  and  which  I  may  have  to  refer 
to  again,  the  case  of  Lieutenant-Colonel  D’Or- 
sonnens  at  St.  Johns,  Quebec,  Infantry  School.  I 
find  that  he  is  paid  $1,400  a  year  as  commandant 
of  the  school,  $456.25  as  a  commander’s  pay  for 
365  days  at  $1.25  per  day,  and  in  addition  $365  as 
Deputy  Adjutant-General.  Now,  Sir,  those 
who  know  anything  about  the  volunteer  system 
know  that  the  duties  of  Deputy  Adjutant-General 
and  those  of  the  commander  of  an  infantry  school 
are  quite  distinct,  and  cannot  be  propeily  per¬ 
formed  by  the  same  person.  As  to  the  pay  for 
command,  it  does  not  seem  to  be  the  rule  in  the 
service  to  give  the  commanding  officer  of  a  school 
extra  pay  for  being  in  command.  I  do  not 
find  the  commander  of  any  other  school  receiving 
double  pay,  and  some  explanation  will  be  required 
of  that.  Then,  I  find  in  the  Halifax  office,  a 
gentleman  of  the  name  of  Howe,  who  is  paid 
$1,216  as  a  superannuated  auditor,  and  is  em¬ 
ployed  as  a  clerk  in  the  post  office  inspector’s 
office  at  a  salary  of  $600.  Now,  I  have  always 
thought  it  was  the  rule  of  the  service,  as  it  is  the 
law,  that  a  superannuated  official  could  not  again 
receive  pay  in  actual  service,  a  superannuation 
grant  being  made  on  the  assumption  that  he  is  not 
fit  for  actual  service.  I  believe  this  payment  is 
contrary  to  the  law  as  well  as  to  common  sense, 
and  a  waste  of  public  money.  Then,  I  find  the 
name  of  a  gentleman  in  the  service  at  Ottawa,  Mr. 
Marceau,  who  receives  $1,440  as  assistant  engineer 
in  the  Trent  Canal  office  and  a  further  sum 
of  $1,250  for  translating  the  report  of  the 
Geological  Survey  —  $2,490  in  all.  Now,  it 
stands  to  reason  that  he  can  hardly  give 
his  full  attention  to  his  duties  as  assistant 
engineer  of  the  Trent  Canal  if  he  is  able  to  earn 
$1,250  besides  in  his  odd  moments.  There  are 
several  instances  of  that  kind,  but  I  mention  that 
as  one  of  the  larger.  Now  I  come  to  a  very  large 
class  of  cases,  those  in  which  civil  servants  are 
allowed  to  derive  large  incidental  payments  of 
money  from  the  public  treasury  in  addition  to  their 
pay  in  their  nominal  occupations.  I  refer  to  the 
cases  of  customs  and  excise  officers  who  receive  a 
share  of  the  seizures  made  through  their  informa¬ 
tion.  Bad  as  the  system  is  of  giving  extra  pay  to 
civil  servants  in  any  capacity,  I  think  this  is  the 
worst  of  all.  In  the  first  place,  the  assumption  is 
that  a  customs  or  excise  officer  is  bound  to  give  his 
whole  time  for  the  salary  which  is  paid  to  him.  In 
the  second  place,  it  is  assumed  that  while  giving 
his  time  to  that  business  he  will  do  his  duty.  He 
is  paid  for  doing  his  duty,  and  his  duty  is  to  catch 
those  who  are  attempting  to  infringe  the  customs 
or  revenue  law.  There  is  no  reason  why  he  should 
be  paid  extra  for  doing  his  duty  any  more  than  a 
policeman  should  every  time  he  arrests  a  criminal. 
It  is  said  this  is  done  to  stimulate  zeal,  but  instead 
of  stimulating  zeal  it  stimulates  cupidity.  It 
gives  an  opportunity  to  officials  to  levy  black¬ 
mail  upon  importers.  We  should  not  proceed 
upon  the  assumption  that  every  importer  is  a 
scoundrel  and  is  trying  to  cheat  the  revenue,  but 
we  do  proceed  upon  that  assumption ;  and  we 
give  to  the  customs  officials  unlimited  power 
to  value  any  article  presented  for  entry  duty 
at  the  customs,  according  to  their  own  opinion  of 
its  value  and  without  any  regard  whatever  to  its 
actual  cost.  This  is  a  tremendous  engine  of  power 
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to  be  put  in  the  hands  of  men  of  the  class  of  tide- 
waiters  and  assistants  in  the  different  custom 
houses.  It  puts  in  their  hands  the  power  of  saying 
to  an  importer  :  “If  you  do  not  grease  our  hands, 
we  will  seize  your  goods.  You  may  be  able  to  get 
an  investigation  or  you  may  not.  That  depends  on 
the  good-will  of  the  customs  officers,  who  can  put 
you  to  a  great  deal  of  trouble  and  expense,  who 
can  injure  your  name  and  business  reputation 
throughout  the  country,  and  \Vho  say  they  will  do 
this  unless  you  make  it  square  with  them.”  I  do 
not  say  that  thej’  all  do  this,  but  the  temptation  is 
tremendous  to  levy  blackmail  upon  honest  or  dis¬ 
honest  importers  who  do  not  wish  their  goods  to 
be  seized,  and  it  is  a  temptation,  which  the  state 
of  the  Civil  Service,  as  revealed  in  recent  investiga¬ 
tions,  does  not  authorize  us  to  say  the  service  is 
able  to  stand.  YVe  are  justified  in  believing  that 
the  system  of  blackmail  does  exist.  We 
have  heard  charges  of  that  kind  made  by 
merchants.  At  all  events,  we  have  put  upon 
the  Statute-book  a  provision  which  makes  it 
a  distinct  object  for  every  clerk  in  the  cus¬ 
toms,  every  underling  in  a  customs  office,  to 
take  every  opportunity  of  worrying  the  merchants. 
I  might  instance  the  Ayer  Sarsaparilla  case  where 
this  temptation  led  to  a  very  large  seizure  and  the 
distribution  of  a  large  sum  of  money  among  customs 
officers  as  their  share  of  the  seizure.  Afterwards 
the  seizure  was  found  to  have  been  illegal,  and  the 
country  had  to  pay  back  the  whole  value  of  the 
goods  confiscated  and  be  at  the  loss  of  the  amount 
paid  the  agents  who  secured  the  seizure  in  the  first 
case.  There  are  other  instances,  but  it  is  sufficient 
to  mention  that  one.  I  want  to  call  attention 
to  cases  where  such  double  payment  has  been  made. 
The  first  one  I  come  across  in  alphabetical  order 
is  that  made  by  Mr.  Belanger,  of  Quebec,  who 
received  $808.37  as  landing- waiter  and  $665  for  his 
share  of  seizures.  I  shall  only  mention  cases 
where  the  sum  the  men  have  received  for  seizures 
is  a  large  proportion  of  the  salary.  We  have  Mr. 
Bolger  at  Quebec  whose  salary  is  only  $750  while  he 
got  $910  as  his  share  of  the  seizures.  There  is  Mr. 
Bourget,  of  Quebec,  whose  salary  is  $750  and  whose 
share  of  seizures  is  $821.  We,  have  again,  a  clerk 
of  customs  at  Montmagny  whose  salary  is  $191.67, 

.  and  who  is,  therefore,  evidently  one  of  the  lower 
officials,  and  his  share  of  the  seizures  for  the  last 
year  amounted  to  $1,659.  It  is  absurd  that  a  man 
should  receive  a  great  many  times  the  amount 
of  his  salary  for  merely  doing  his  duty.  We  find, 
again,  at  Toronto,  Mr.  Michael,  Inspector  of  Cust¬ 
oms,  getting  $1,600  a  year  of  salary  and  getting  as 
his  share  of  the  seizures  $5,248,  all  for  simply  doing 
his  duty  in  a  position  to  which  is  attached  a  salary 
of  $1,600.  We  find  that  a  Mr.  O’Hara  at  Montreal, 
whose  salary  is  $2,000,  got  $579  as  his  share  of 
seizures  ;  and  this  Mr.  O'Hara  is  the  gentleman 
who  was  so  severely  stigmatized  by  Chief  J ustice 
Ritchie  during  the  trial  of  the  Ayer  Sarsaparilla 
case  as  not  worthy  of  belief  in  connection  with  the 
matter.  This  man  who  had  received  a  lot  of  money 
for  illegal  seizures  before,  is  given  $579  more  this 
year.  It  remains  to  be  seen  whether  in  this  case 
his  opinion  is  more  correct  than  it  was  in  the  other. 
YVe  come  to  another  Quebecker,  Mr.  Sexton,  whose 
salary  is  $630  and  who  got  $535  for  his  share  of 
seizures.  This  gentleman  appears  to  be  lucky,  for 
it  appears  from  some  documents  lately  published  in 
the  Globe  that  he  was  also  in  receipt  of  money  for 
Mr.  Casey. 


electoral  purposes  from  Mr.  Thomas  McGreevy. 
Mr.  Sexton  is  a  lucky  man,  his  hands  seem  to  be 
open  for  money  in  all  directions,  and  he  seems  to 
get  it.  YY"e  come  now  to  the  largest  haul  of  all, 
Mr.  Trudel,  customs  tide-waiter,  whose  salary  is 
$650  and  whose  share  of  customs  seizures  was $9, 880, 
nearly  $10,000  to  this  man  whose  work  is  only  worth 
$650.  Can  the  Minister  of  Customs  say  that  such  a 
state  of  things  is  right,  that  a  man  should  receive 
an  addition  to  his  salary  largely  exceeding  the  salary 
of  a  Minister  of  the  Crown  for  simply  doing  the 
duty  for  which  he  was  engaged  ?  Is  it  not  placing 
too  great  a  temptation  before  him  ?  This  may  be 
another  sarsaparilla  case,  and  the  country  may  have 
to  pay  $9,000  or  $10,000  back  to  the  owners  of  the 
seized  goods,  while  Trudel  gets  off  with  his  share  of, 
I  am  almost  inclined  to  call  it  boodle,  for  it  appears 
to  me  the  boodle  bacillus  has  been  invading  the 
service  as  well  as  other  sections  of  political  life. 
Then  we  find  two  gentlemen  of  the  name  of  YY7aters. 
One  is  in  Montreal  getting  $1,200  per  year,  and  his 
share  of  the  customs  is  $1,780.  T.  J.  YY7aters, 
accountant  in  the  customs,  salary  $2,200,  got 
$6,863  during  the  past  year,  making  altogether  over 
$8,000  per  year.  In  fact  this  gentleman  is  getting 
a  much  larger  income  out  of  his  position  as  ac¬ 
countant  of  the  Customs  Department  than  does  a 
Minister  of  the  Crown  or  a  judge  of  the  Supreme 
Court.  His  duties  are  only  to  keep  the  books. 
He  must  neglect  his  duties  as  accountant  to  secure 
this  money,  or  else  the  information  by  which  he 
makes  this  large  amount  must  come  to  him 
in  consequence  of  his  position  as  accountant. 
If  that  information  comes  to  him  in  the  exercise  of 
his  duties  as  accountant,  from  the  view  of  the  cor¬ 
respondence  which  passes  through  his  hands,  why 
should  these  immense  sums  be  paid  to  him  ?  It  is 
his  dpty  to  do  this  in  any  case.  It  is  because  he  is 
a  paid  officer  of  the  department,  receiving  $2,200 
as  accountant  of  that  department,  that  he  is  able 
to  earn  these  other  large  sums  of  money.  YYre  pay 
him  more  than  is  necessary  to  give  him  a  good  sub¬ 
sistence  in  order  to  enable  him  to  make  these 
other  large  amounts.  He  has  prospered  greatly  in 
the  service.  He  is  building  houses  and  buying  lots 
and  becoming  rapidly  one  of  the  leading  land  and 
house  proprietors  in  Ottawa,  and  how  ?  Because 
his  position  in  the  department  enables  him  to  pile 
up  the  boodle  in  this  way.  Then  there  is  Mr.  Y oung, 
of  YYTnnipeg,  who  receives  a  salary  of  $1,000  and 
made  $1,108  by  customs  seizures.  That  is  not  so 
glaring  a  case  as  the  other,  but  it  shows  how  the 
thing  goes.  Then  I  find  that  some  members 
of  the  North- YYTest  Council  are  paid  in  other 
situations.  This  should  not  be  allowed.  The  North- 
YYTest  Council  is  supposed  to  be  an  independent 
Legislature  looking  after  the  affairs  of  that  ter¬ 
ritory,  and  yet  there  is  one  member  of  that  council, 
Mr.  H.  Cayley,  who  draws  $500  a  year  as  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  council,  and  gets  $400  a  year  for 
keeping  a  weather  station.  Surely  if  it  is  im¬ 
proper  for  a  member  of  Parliament  to  receive  a 
salary  for  any  other  duties  than  those  he  performs 
as  a  member,  it  is  improper  for  Mr.  Cayley  to 
receive  any  pay  for  keeping  this  weather  station, 
and  it  is  improper,  and  an  invasion  of  privilege, 
that  paid  servants  of  the  Government  should  be 
members  of  the  North-YY7est  Council.  I  would 
specially  call  the  attention  of  the  hon.  member  for 
YY’est  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin)  to  this,  if  he  can 
bring  his  mind  down  from  the  consideration  of 
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monstrous  and  erratic  propositions  to  serious  mat¬ 
ters.  We  have  a  system  in  force  which  allows  men 
to  be  paid  twice  for  doing  their  duty,  which  not 
only  allows  them  to  get  double  pay  for  doing  their 
duty,  but  places  a  serious  temptation  in  their  way 
to  blackmail  the  public,  which  I  fear  has  too  often 
been  yielded  to.  We  should  consider  this  matter 
in  general,  and  when  we  get  into  committee,  it 
will  be  proper  later  on  to  go  more  fully  into  the 
details. 

Mr.  DENISON.  In  reference  to  the  article  in 
the  Times  which  lias  occupied  so  much  attention 
this  afternoon,  the  member  for  West  York  (Mr. 
Wallace),  in  referring  to  the  false  despatches  which 
were  sent  over  last  year,  did  not  mention  that  they 
were  sent  through  the  Dalziel  agency.  Many 
members  might  imagine  that  those  were  from  the 
Reuter  agency  also.  It  is  oidy  right  to  make  that 
statement.  For  myself,  I  would  personally  ex¬ 
press  to  the  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  my 
own  dissent  from  such  a  despatch,  evidently  inter¬ 
preted,  being  sent.  I  think  it  is  a  great  pity  and 
very  much  to  be  deplored. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  statement  has  been  made 
by  several  hon.  gentlemen  on  the  other  side, 
as  a  defence  in  a  sense  to  the  charge  made  by 
hon.  gentlemen  on  this  side  of  the  House,  that 
the  telegrams  sent  by  the  Reuter  Company 
were  false  and  misleading,  that  certain  telegrams 
which  were  sent  during  the  last  session  of  this 
House  through  the  Dalziel  agency  were  also 
false  and  misleading.  An  hon.  friend  reminds  me 
that  no  such  telegrams  have  been  read.  It  would 
be  utterly  impossible  for  the  telegrams  which  were 
sent  during  last  session  as  to  the  proceedings 
before  the  public  committees  of  this  House  to  have 
exaggerated  the  actual  facts  of  the  case,  and, 
moreover,  if  it  were  true  that  the  Dalziel  Company 
had  sent  messages  or  cablegrams  which  were  not 
strictly  accurate,  that  would  be  no  answer  to  the 
fact  that  telegrams  have  been  sent  now  which  are 
not  in  accordance  with  the  facts.  I  said  just 
now  that  it  would  be  impossible  for  any  person 
to  exaggerate  the  facts  as  they  were  disclosed  before 
committees  of  this  House  during  the  last  session  of 
this  Parliament.  What  were  the  facts  ?  We  all 
know  that  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  was 
compelled  to  resign  his  seat  as  a  member  of  the 
Cabinet  on  account  of  matters  which  it  is  unneces¬ 
sary  now  to  recall.  We  find  that  the  Printing 
Bureau  under  the  control  of  the  then  Secretary  of 
State  was  corrupt  from  roof  to  foundation.  We 
find  that  the  evidence  before  the  committee  brought 
that  corruption  dangerously  close  to  the  Secretary 
of  State  himself.  We  find  that  in  the  public 
departments  clerks  were  paid  for  extra  work 
without  any  steps  being  taken  to  ascertain  whether 
they  did  that  extra  work  or  not,  and  in  direct 
contravention  of  the  statutes  which  provided  that 
they  should  not  he  paid  for  such  extra  work.  We 
find  that  a  member  of  this  House  was  found  guilty 
of  voting  for  subsidies  to  aid  a  railway  company, 
in  which  subsidies  he  was  to  be  a  participant.  We 
find  a  member  of  this  House  voting  for  a  subsidy 
to  a  steamboat  of  which  he  was  really  the  owner, 
but  which,  for  the  purpose  of  misleading,  he  had 
conveyed  to  another  person  for  his  own  benefit, 
and  that  he  was  year  after  year  receiving  large 
sums  of  money  in  defiance  of  the  law.  We  find 
that  in  the  Public  Works  Department,  men  who 


were  supposed  to  be  respectable  and  in  whom 
the  Government  confided,  the  management  being  so 
loose,  were  purchasers  of  goods  to  a  large  extent, 
which  were  charged  to  the  Government,  that  they 
were  bought  for  themselves  and  paid  for  by  the 
money  of  this  country.  We  find  that  the  secretary  of 
one  of  the  public  departments  was  dishonest  enough 
to  take  pay  for  the  services  of  his  son  who  never 
spent  a  day  in  the  public  departments.  We  find 
that  hon.  gentlemen  were  charged  with  the  sale  of 
public  offices  to  friends  or  otherwise  in  the  counties 
they  represented.  We  find  that  during  this  session 
a  Minister  of  the  Crown  is  charged  with  having 
participated  in  subsidies  given  by  this  Government, 
and  that  the  moneys  so  received  were  used  in 
corrupting  the  electors  of  the  country,  and  this  is 
supported  by  testimony  that  no  one  can  gainsay. 
We  find  in  the  daily  press  that  these  charges  are 
proved  beyond  a  peradventure  ;  the  orders  given 
by  these  lion,  gentlemen  are  there  in  their  own 
handwriting.  We  find  that  a  charge  is  made  against 
a  judge  of  this  country,  that  by  his  judgment  an 
hon.  gentleman  holds  a  seat  in  this  House  that  he 
has  no  right  to  hold.  I  say  that  in  face  of  all  these 
charges,  proved  as  they  have  been,  about  which 
there  can  be  no  question,  it  would  be  impossible  for 
the  agent  of  the  Dalziel  agency  in  this  country  to 
have  misrepresented  or  exaggerated  the  facts. 
When  hon.  gentlemen  on  the  other  side  get  up  and 
try  to  show  that  this  misleading  statement  made 
by  the  agent  of  Reuter,  should  not  receive  the 
disapproval  of  this  House,  because,  forsooth,  tele¬ 
grams  were  sent  by  another  agency  relating  to 
other  matters  during  the  past  session,  I  say  that 
they  are  taking  untenable  ground.  My  hon.  friend 
from  West  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin),  who  is  not  in 
the  House  at  the  present  moment,  and  is  very 
seldom  here,  indeed,  never  loses  an  opportunity  of 
indulging  in  what  he  is  pleased  to  look  upon  as 
wit.  Sir,  that  hon.  gentleman,  I  think,  presumes 
a  great  deal  upon  the  good  feeling  of  this  House. 
He  never  loAs  an  opportunity  of  assailing,  in  what 
he  considers  his  peculiar  writty  manner,  hon. 
gentlemen  who  please  to  differ  from  him.  That 
hon.  gentleman  on  more  than  one  occasion  during 
the  present  session  has  made  speeches  in  favour  of 
certain  propositions,  and  he*  has  failed  to  be  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  to  record  his  vote  for  them  when 
the  vote  came  on.  Sir,  that  hon.  gentleman  must 
not  presume  too  far,  because  some  people  may  term 
what  he  considers  as  wit,  to  be  nothing  more  or 
less  than  the  merest  buffoonery ;  and  he  has  no 
license  to  attack  an  hon.  gentleman  in  this  House 
who  is  his  superior  in  everything  that  constitutes 
true  manhood. 

Mr.  BERGERON.  I  am  sorry  to  detain  the 
House,  but  I  want  to  say  a  word  in  answer  to  a 
remark  made  a  moment  ago  by  the  hon.  member 
for  West  Elgin  (Mr.  Casey)  in  which  he  cast  a  slur 
upon  certain  employes  of  the  Customs  Department. 
I  think  I  have  heard  the  same  speech  before  in  this 
House,  and  probably  on  a  similar  occasion.  I  am 
surprised  that  an  hon.  gentleman  should  get  up  in 
this  House  and  attack  men  who  cannot  defend 
themselves.  These  employes  of  the  custom  house, 
as  I  understand  it,  are  acting  according  to  a  law 
which  was  passed  by  the  Liberals  when  in  power, 
and  has  been  since  maintained  by  this  Government  ; 
and  it  seems  to  me  that  the  proper  way  would  be 
for  them  to  move  that  the  law  be  changed  instead 
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of  blaming  the  employes.  Now,  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  said  in  his  speech  that  we  thought  that  all  the 
wholesale  merchants  in  this  country  were  black¬ 
guards  and  rascals,  or  thieves.  I  do  not  think  that 
any  man  sitting  on  either  side  of  the  House  believes 
that ;  still,  there  is  one  thing  sure,  and  if  it  be,  as 
the  hon.  gentleman  says,  that  some  employes  got 
about  ten  times  the  amount  of  their  salaries,  it 
was  because  they  found  men  in  trade  who  were 
not  acting  according  to  law.  Among  the  names 
which  have  been  read  by  the  hon.  gentlemhn, 
and  who,  I  suppose,  are  in  the  same  position 
and  unable  to  defend  themselves,  he  mentioned  the 
one  of  Mr.  O’Hara,  of  Montreal,  and  I  do  not 
want  the  insinuation  made  by  the  hon.  member  for 
West  Elgin  against  that  gentleman  to  pass  un¬ 
answered.  As  the  ex-Minister  of  Customs  said  a 
moment  ago,  these  things  have  already  been 
answered  ten  times  over,  still,  as  the  charge  is 
made  afresh,  and  as  the  former  defence  may  have 
been  forgotten,  I  may  say  that  in  the  case  referred 
to,  Mr.  O'Hara  and  those  who  were  acting  with 
him  as  employes  of  the  Government,  were  only 
acting  under  instructions  of  the  department,  and 
according  to  the  law.  The  hon.  gentleman  said 
that  Mr.  O’Hara  having  received  §500  this  time, 
received  it  as  plunder  in  the  same  way  that  he  did 
in  the  Ayer  case,  after  the  testimony  which  he  and 
his  confrere  had  given.  Now,  I  wish  everybody  to 
understand  that  in  that  case  there  was  not  a  cent 
of  plunder  given  to  the  employes,  and  neither  Mr. 
O’Hara  nor  his  colleagues  got  a  cent.  I  wish 
merely  to  add  that  it  would  be  more  proper  for 
the  hon.  gentleman,  instead  of  attacking  employes 
of  the  Government  who  are  not  here  to  defend 
themselves,  to  move  that  the  law  be  changed,  be¬ 
cause  these  men  are  only  obeying  the  law  which 
the  Liberal  Government  passed  themselves. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  It  strikes  me  that  the  dis¬ 
cussion  this  afternoon  has  been  one  of  a  very 
unusual  character.  I  dare  say  that  many  members 
of  the  House  think  the  afternoon  has  been  practically 
wasted,  and  I  think  that  the  Government  side  are  in  a 
large  measure  to  blame  for  this  waste  of  time,  if 
waste  of  time  it  has  been.  I  think  if  they  had 
received  in  a  proper  spirit  the  complaint  made  by 
an  hon.  member  of  this  House  to  whom  a  grievous 
wrong  had  been  done,  either  designedly  or  inad¬ 
vertently,  and  had  acknowledged  that  such  was 
the  case,  and  proposed  to  make  such  amends  as 
lay  in  their  power,  this  discussion  would  not  have 
gone  on.  But  this  wrong  was  attempted  to  be 
justified  by  the  attempt  to  show  that  just  as  great 
wrongs  had  been  perpetrated  by  this  side.  The 
allegation  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s 
(Mr.  Davies)  was  not  met  in  a  proper  spirit.  I 
think  it  would  have  been  much  better  if  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  side  of  the  House  *  had  frankly  admitted 
that  the  report  that  appeared  in  the  London  Times 
was  to  be  regretted,  that  it  was  not  a  fair  and  correct 
report,  and  had  let  the  matter  drop  there,  instead  of 
attempting  to  retort  on  this  side  of  the  House  that 
just  as  great  wrong  had  been  done  here.  The  hon. 
member  for  Queen’s  is  perfectly  justified  in  feeling 
indignant  about  this  matter,  and  those  who  act 
with  him  are  also  justified  in  entertaining  the  same 
feeling,  because  it  was  a  representation  of  the 
position  taken  by  this  party  which  was  calculated 
to  prejudice  this  party  in  the  eyes  of  the  people  of 
Great  Britain.  It  was  a  despatch — if  it  was  so 
Mr.  Bergeron. 


designed,  it  was  cunningly  designed  ;  if  it  was  not 
designed,  it  served  the  purpose  just  as  admirably 
— it  was  a  despatch  designed  in  its  character  to 
place  us  in  a  false  position,  to  make  us  appear  ridi¬ 
culous  and  to  prejudice  our  interests  in  England. 
That  fact  should  have  been  fully  and  amply  ac¬ 
knowledged  by  the  Government  side  of  the  House, 
regret  should  have  been  expressed  for  it,  and  if  the 
course  which  has  been  taken  with  regard  to  this 
grievance  is  taken  in  the  future,  on  similar  occasions, 
we  are  liable  to  see  repeated  just  such  proceedings 
as  we  have  seen  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  When  a  member 
claims  that  he  has  been  misrepresented,  that  con¬ 
sideration  is  due  which  is  given  by  one  gentleman 
to  another,  but  it  seems  to  me  there  have  been 
statements  made  by  those  who  have  taken  part  in 
this  debate  that  are  entirely  unwarranted.  It  must 
be  evident  to  every  one,  even  if  we  accept  the 
version  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  that  the  tele¬ 
gram  sent  was  susceptible  of  only  one  interpreta¬ 
tion,  or  the  proper  interpretation  as  they  say,  that 
those  who  interpreted  that  telegram  and  based  an 
article  on  it  in  the  London  Times  are  not  as  bright 
as  intellectual  writers  on  that  journal  should  be.  It 
is  evident  from  the  remarks  made  that  there  is  a 
misconception.  Whether  the  sender  of  the  tele¬ 
gram  is  to  blame,  or  the  writer  on  that  paper,  I  do 
not  care  to  discuss  at  the  present  time  ;  persons  can 
take  their  own  views  in  regard  to  that  matter.  But 
that  the  motion  submitted  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Queen’s  has  been  misrepresented  and  misunderstood 
on  the  other  side  from  some  cause  is  very  apparent, 
and  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  instead  of  feeling  re¬ 
gret  at  this,  seem  to  be  somewhat  pleased  because  a 
political  opponent  has  been  placed  in  a  ridiculous 
light  in  another  country.  Some  hon.  members  have, 
moreover,  taken  occasion  to  say  that  the  comments 
made  by  the  writer  of  the  articles  on  what  he  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  the  resolution  actually  moved  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Queen’s,  were  remarks  that  would 
be  made  by  any  intelligent  writer  even  if  he  under¬ 
stood  and  had  an  exact  copy  of  the  resolution  moved 
by  that  hon.  gentleman.  The  hon.  member  for 
Assiniboia  says  that  the  comment  made  in  the 
London  Times  as  to  the  motion  being  hollow  and 
unmeaning  is  absolutely  correct  when  applied  to 
the  motion  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s. 
But  whatever  may  be  said  by  that  hon.  gentleman, 
whatever  his  gigantic  intellect  may  discover  in  that 
resolution  and  the  motive  which  prompted  it,  the 
majority  of  hon.  members  opposite  do  not  consider 
it  a  hollow  and  unmeaning  motion,  but  one  that 
embodied  practical  results.  They  recognized  the 
fact  from  the  able  speech  which  supported  that 
motion  as  delivered  by  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s 
(Mr.  Davies),  that  he  was  moving  in  a  practical 
direction,  that  instead  of  the  motion  being  a  hollow 
and  unmeaning  one  it  was  a  practical  one,  altogether 
different  in  its  nature  from  that  submitted  from  the 
other  side  of  the  House,  which  might  more  justly 
be  termed  a  hollow  and  unmeaning  resolution.  The 
hon.  gentleman  said  that  you  wished  to  encourage  free 
relations  with  England  but  you  wished  to  do  so  in 
a  spirit  of  barter  and  sale,  while  the  declaration  of 
the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  that  there  was  injust¬ 
ice  in  the  matter  in  which  the  tariff  was  levied 
against  certain  classes  of  goods  was  a  fact  which 
had  long  engaged  the  attention  of  the  Opposition 
and  which  had  been  repeatedly  pointed  out  as  an 
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injustice  to  the  people  of  the  mother  country,  and 
these  views  found  expression  in  the  properly  word¬ 
ed  resolution  of  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  which 
set  forth  that,  if  power  were  placed  in  the  hands  of 
the  Opposition,  they  would  alter  the  tariff  in  its 
working  so  that  it  would  not  bear,  as  it  has  in  the 
past,  so  injuriously  against  the  mother  country  and 
in  favour  of  other  lands.  It  meant  that  the  tariff 
should  be  so  arranged  as  to  alter  the  fact  that  some 
millions  of  dollars  worth  more  of  goods  came  from 
other  countries,  at  nearly  $2,000,000  less  duty,  as 
compared  with  goods  coming  from  the  mother  coun¬ 
try.  I,  therefore,  take  exception  entirely  to  the 
statement  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  West 
Assiniboia,  that  even  if  the  editor  of  the 
Times  had  had  the  exact  resolution  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Queen’s  before  him  he  would  have 
been  justified  in  using  the  expression  that  it  was 
a  hollow  and  unmeaning  one.  It  is  of  importance 
that  correct  information  should  be  given  with  re¬ 
spect  to  what  transpires  in  this  House.  I  want  no 
information  that  is  not  correct  published,  affecting 
either  hon.  members  or  their  motions  or  their 
policy  on  this  side  of  the  House,  or  hon.  members, 
their  motions  or  their  policy  or  the  other  side  of 
the  House  ;  but  it  is  not  to  the  credit  of  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  opposite  that  they  seem  to  think  it  a  first- 
class  joke,  instead  of  something  to  be  deplored, 
that  there  had  occurred  this  misrepresentation, 
upon  which  were  based  very  unjust  allusions,  not 
only  to  the  mover  of  the  resolution,  but  to  those 
who  voted  for  it.  This  motion  was  not  made  by 
arrangement.  It  is  true  that  the  tariff  bears  more 
heavily  on  English  goods  than  on  the  produce  of 
other  nations,  and  the  object  of  the  hon.  member 
for  Queen’s  in  offering  his  resolution  was  to  have 
that  state  of  matters  remedied,  and  it  was  not  a 
buncombe  resolution  proposed  and  advanced  for 
the  first  time  when  the  hon.  member  for  Bruce 
(Mr.  McNeill)  offered  his  motion,  but  it  embodied 
the  views  expressed  from  this  side  of  the  House 
ever  since  the  inauguration  of  the  present  tariff, 
pointed  out  every  year  and  demonstrated 
by  facts  and  figures  from  the  Public  Ac¬ 
counts  that  could  not  be  controverted.  Yet 
in  face  of  these  facts,  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
say  it  was  a  hollow  and  mean  resolution.  I  would 
not  have  made  any  remarks  in  regard  to  this  mat¬ 
ter  if  the  observations  made  by  the  hon.  member 
for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies),  when  he  brought  the 
matter  to  the  attention  of  the  House,  had  received 
that  treatment  which  I  think  they  were  entitled 
to  receive  in  a  body  of  gentlemen  who  must  have 
some  regard  for  the  honour  of  each  other  and  for 
their  fair  reputations.  It  is  not  necessary  that 
we  should  seek  to  take  a  mean  advantage  of  each 
other  because  we  are  political  opponents.  We  can 
differ  and  differ  widely  in  opinion  and  in  our  lines 
of  action,  but  it  should  be  possible  in  political  life 
yet  to  endeavour  to  give  something  like  fair-play 
to  an  opponent,  although  you  cannot  agree  with 
him  in  all  his  views. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  House  again  resolved  itself 
into  Committee  of  Supply. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Intercolonial  Railway— Increased  ac¬ 
commodation  at  Halifax . $152,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Before  we 
proceed  to  discuss  this  item,  I  desire  to  say  a  few 
words  with  respect  to  the  discussion  which  took 


place  the  other  evening.  One  fact  was  made  clear 
to  every  member  of  the  House,  that  the  statement 
made  by  the  Minister  of  Railways  confirmed  at 
every  point  all  the  statements  that  had  ever  been 
made  on  this  side  of  the  House  as  to  the  mismanage¬ 
ment  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  for  a  good  many 
years  past.  It  is  to  the  credit  of  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  that  he  in  his  place  endeavoured  to  explain 
these  matters,  and  admitted  frankly  and  candidly, 
as  frankly  and  candidly  as  a  man  in  his  position 
could  very  well  admit,  that  in  his  judgment  the 
number  of  employes  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
is  far  in  excess  of  the  requirements,  which  we  have 
pointed  out  time  and  again  ;  and  more  than  that, 
that  a  very  great  number  of  those  appointments 
had  been,  as  they  ought  not  to  have  been,  made 
simply  and  solely  for  political  reasons  and  thus  in¬ 
efficient  and  improper  men  had  been  appointed. 
These  matters  have  been  pointed  out  time  and  again 
from  this  side  of  this  House.  We  have  always 
contended  that  this  railway  was  extravagantly  man¬ 
aged  ;  that  it  was  run  for  political  purposes  and  as 
a  political  machine,  and  that  a  great  number  of  the 
employes  were  men  who  would  never  have  been 
employed  in  the  railway  service  unless  the  manager 
had  been  compelled,  first  of  all,  to  place  them  there, 
and  next,  contrary  to  his  own  opinion  and  contrary 
to  the  advice  of  his  officers,  to  keep  improper  and 
inefficient  men  there  to  the  great  detriment  of  the 
railway.  The  Minister  of  Railways  also  stated  very 
candidly  that  at  present  and  for  years  back  we  have 
been  not  merely  sinking  a  vast  sum  of  money  in 
the  shape  of  interest  on  the  .cost  of  this  work,  but 
we  have  been  absolutely  and  actually  conveying 
goods  at  a  great  loss,  so  that  the  more  business  we 
get  to  do  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway  the  poorer 
the  country  at  large  is.  He  has  admitted  with  equal 
frankness,  what  we  have  always  contended  on  this 
side  of  the  House,  that  the  conduct  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  subsidizing  a  rival  road  has  led— as  it  was 
certain  to  lead,  and  as  it  was  shown  that  it  would  be 
sure  to  lead — to  a  very  great  loss  of  income  on  the 
Intercolonial  Railway.  The  hon.  gentleman’s  speech 
is  a  practical  confession  to  the  country  that  what  we 
on  this  side  have  been  stating  for  years  back,  has 
been  right  in  every  particular.  I  am  glad  to  hear 
that  the  hon.  gentleman  proposes  certain  reforms 
and  intends  to  grapple  with  this  question,  and  that 
he  hopes — if  I  have  taken  down  his  words  aright — 
to  effect  a  saving  of  something  like  half  a  million 
dollars  a  year.  I  trust  that  he  will  be  successful, 
although  knowing  as  we  do  how  often  these 
promises  have  been  made  to  us,  and  knowing 
as  we  do,  what  a  most  miserable  performance 
has  resulted  from  the  promises  that  have  been 
made,  I  reserve  final  judgment  until  a  year 
or  two’s  experience  has  shown  us  whether 
the  hon.  gentleman  is  likely  to  be  able — - 
I  give  him  credit  for  desiring — whether  the  hon. 
gentleman  is  likely  to  be  allowed,  I  should  say 
perhaps  more  correctly,  to  carry  out  the  reforms 
which  he  contemplates.  I  may  tell  him  that  on 
this  side  of  the  House  he  will  receive  support  in 
doing  everything  that  he  fairly  can  do  in  bringing 
about  an  equilibrium  between  the  expenditure  and 
receipts  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  but  I  fancy 
that  in  this  as  in  a  good  many  other  cases,  the 
obstacles  that  he  will  have  to  deal  with  will  come 
more  particularly  from  those  of  his  own  household. 

I  would  entertain  a  much  greater  hope  of  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  success  if  I  saw  him  propose  to  dea*. 
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properly  with  the  very  dubious  items  of  expendi¬ 
ture  which  we  are  now  discussing.  Even  from  his 
own  statement  I  doubt  extremely  the  wisdom  of 
allowing  ourselves  to  be  committed  to  grant  a  large 
sum  of  money  until  the  hon.  gentleman’s  scheme  is 
matured,  until  he  is  able  to  come  down  to  this  House 
and  tell  us  clearly  and  distinctly  what  he  proposes  to 
do,  andwhathe  thinks  is  likely  to  be  the  actual  costof 
carrying  out  many  of  these  extensive  improvements  ; 
notably  these  at  Halifax.  With  respect  to  the 
latter  expenditure,  I  have  to  tell  the  hon.  gentleman 
that  I  understand  that  it  is  very  doubtful  indeed, 
even  if  he  gets  possession  of  the  property  which  he 
speaks  of,  whether  it  will  be  possible  to  turn  it  to 
account  for  railway  purposes  without  an  enormous 
expenditure.  I  do  not  possess  that  minute  know¬ 
ledge  of  the  locality  which  I  presume  he  either 
possesses  or  will  possess  himself  of  before  he  pro¬ 
ceeds  to  the  expenditure  ;  but  I  submit  that  we 
ought  to  know  much  more  fully  than  we  do  know 
now,  what  is  likely  to  be  the  result  of  the  purchase 
of  this  large  tract  at  Halifax,  and  what  it  will 
commit  us  to.  I  make  this  statement  subject  to 
correction,  because,  as  I  have  said,  we  have  not  at 
hand  these  details  which  we  ought  to  have  before 
we  vote  $152,000  for  this  purpose.  I  have  been 
informed  that  if  the  hon.  gentleman  purchases 
some  of  the  land  which  he  talks  of  purchasing,  a 
verjr  large  sum  of  money  indeed  will  be  required  to 
be  used  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  improve¬ 
ments  he  proposes. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  A  million  dollars. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  A  million 
dollars,  my  hon.  friend  says. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  gave  the  exact  amount  to 
the  hon.  gentleman.  The  proposition  of  the  city 
council  is  to  give  us  the  property  required  for 
$400,000  from  Cornwallis  street  to  the  station.  The 
amount  of  expenditure  by  the  railway  company 
for  buildings,  work,  &c. ,  is  $179,000. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Has  the  hon. 
gentleman  had  that  statementthoroughly  examined, 
and  did  his  engineers  report  to  that  effect  ?  That 
statement  I  believe  refers  only  to  one  of  two  alter¬ 
native  propositions,  and  I  understood  him  to  say 
he  had  not  made  up  His  mind  what  proposition  he 
would  adopt,  and  that  he  held  it  in  reserve  as  he 
wished  to  go  down  there  himself. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  understand  that  tl:  e  alternate 
proposition  would  require  an  equal  expenditure. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  The  informa¬ 
tion  that  has  reached  me  is  that  it  is  probable,  and 
judging  from  what  we  have  seen  in  respect  to  the 
same  Intercolonial  Railway,  I  am  justified  in  hold¬ 
ing  that  it  is  very  probable,  that  when  the  scheme 
comes  to  be  carried  into  effect  a  vastly  larger  sum 
will  be  required.  We  all  know  how  we  have  been 
led  into  expenditures  on  this  railway.  We  know' 
that  time  and  again  we  have  been  told  that  works 
would  cost  four  or  five  hundred  thousand  dollars, 
and  that  the  actual  expenditure  has  gone  into  mil¬ 
lions  ;  notably  in  the  case  of  that  famous  St. 
Charles  Branch  which  I  think  is  one  of  the  items 
under  discussion.  I  believe,  therefore,  we  ought 
to  have  the  clearest  and  most  distinct  assurances 
from  the  Minister  as  to  what  he  proposes  to  do, 
where  he  proposes  to  go,  and  what  will  be  the 
actual  effect  of  this  vote,  before  we  commit  our- 
Sir  Richard  Cartwright. 


selves  to  it.  Well,  Sir,  I  have  another  word  or 
two  to  say  with  respect  to  certain  comparisons 
which  were  instituted,  having  regard  to  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway  in  its  earlier  history.  If  my  re¬ 
collection  serves  me  right,  in  1876  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  as  we  know  it  now,  was  first  opened  for 
traffic  under  my  lamented  friend  Mr.  Mackenzie, 
and  I  remember  very  well  how  it  was  admitted  on 
both  sides  of  the  House,  that  being  a  perfectly  new 
road  it  must  for  a  considerable  space  of  time  expect 
to  be  run  at  a  loss.  Now,  Sir,  in  making  compari¬ 
sons  between  the  cost  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
in  1876,  1877,  1878  and  the  present  time,  there  are 
three  points  which  this  House  would  do  well  to 
bear  in  mind.  In  the  first  place,  as  every  man  who 
has  the  slightest  experience  in  these  affairs  knows, 
it  is  a  well-established  fact  in  all  railway  manage¬ 
ment  that  during  the  fiffst  two  or  three  years  on 
most  roads  before  traffic  is  developed,  the  business 
will  be  of  necessity  run  at  a  loss.  There  is  no  need 
to  waste  any  words  in  arguing  so  simple  and  well- 
established  a  proposition  as  that.  In  the  next  place, 
it  is  known  that  under  Mr.  Mackenzie  the  capital 
account  was  intended  to  be  closed,  and  was  about  to 
be  closed  ;  and  that  in  1878  more  particularly,  a 
large  sum  of  money  amounting  to  $200,000  was 
charged  for  renewals — I  think  the  substitution  of 
steel  rails  for  iron-  -which  under  the  present  regime, 
or  under  the  recent  regime  at  all  events,  would  most 
undoubtedly  have  been  charged  to  capital  instead  of 
to  ordinary  expenditure.  If  that  sum  had  been  de¬ 
ducted,  instead  of  there  having  been  an  increase  of 
expenditure  to  $430,000,  the  total  amount  of  ex¬ 
penditure  over  receipts  in  1876-77-78  would 
have  very  little  exceeded  $230,000  or  thereabouts. 
But  over  and  above  all  that,  and  I  think  the  House 
will  do  well  to  remember  this  point  ;  when  you 
make  a  comparison  between  the  cost  of  working 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  between  the  years  1876, 
1877  and  1878,  and  the  cost  of  working  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway  to-day,  some  hon.  gentlemen 
choose  to  leave  out  of  sight  the  fact  that  between 
1876  and  between  1892,  a  matter  of  about  $17,000,- 
000  on  which  we  pay  interest  has  been  added  to 
the  capital  account  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway. 
In  Mr.  Mackenzie’s  time  the  amount  of  interest  we 
paid  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway  amounted  to 
$1,450,000,  in  round  numbers;  to-day  the  amount 
of  interest  which  we  pay  is  $2,150,000,  on  a  capital 
expenditure  of  about  $53,000,000.  Now,  if  we 
want  to  ascertain  what  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
has  cost  us,  and  I  am  speaking  of  it  in  a  purely 
business  aspect,  when  you  look  to  the  deficit  to¬ 
day,  and  compare  it  with  the  deficit  of  1878,  you 
have  to  remember  that  you  must  add  to  the  deficit 
now,  the  sum  of  $700,000  a  year,  paid  by  us  as 
interest  on  the  increased  capital  expenditure.  And 
when  you  compare  that  with  the  state  of  things  in 
Mr.  Mackenzie’s  time,  then  will  you  be  able  to 
form  a  reasonable  idea  of  the  enormous  discrep¬ 
ancy  between  the  position  of  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  now  and  the  position  of  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  14  or  15  years  ago.  Now,  Sir,  I  turn  to  the 
Public  Accounts,  and  I  find  that  taking  public  works 
generally  under  Mr.  Mackenzie’s  regime,  our  total 
deficit  on  all  our  public  -works  amounted  to  $340,- 
000  including  a  charge  of  $200,000  for  renewals. 
Looking  at  the  receipts  anfi  expenditures,  I  find 
that  we  have  received  on  railways  and  canals  $3,- 
683,000,  and  expended  $4,705,000.  So  that,  whereas 
in  Mr.  Mackenzie’s  time  there  was  an  apparent. 
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deficit  of  $340,000,  there  is  to-day  a  deficit  of  $1,- 
020,000  a  year  on  the  public  works  of  this  country. 
1  do  not  say  that  that  may  not  be  more  or  less 
accounted  for  ;  yet,  bearing  in  mind  the  enormous 
additions  which  have  been  made  to  the  capital 
account  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  on  which  we 
pay  interest  of  $700,000  a  year,  that  statement 
shows  that  there  is  a  great  amount  of  extravagance 
in  the  management  of  that  road.  The  fact  of  the 
matter  is  that  over  and  above  this  enormous  annual 
deficit,  over  and  above  this  enormous  additional 
charge  for  interest,  amounting  to  three-quarters  of 
a  million  a  year,  it  has  become  almost  a  fixed  fact 
that  every  year  for  the  last  fifteen  or  sixteen  years 
from  half  a  million  to  a  million  is  charged  to  capital 
account  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  and  appar¬ 
ently  there  is  no  end  to  it.  Even  while  the  Minis¬ 
ter  is  making,  I  have  no  doubt  sincerely,  professions 
of  his  desire  to  reform  and  improve  the  workingof  the 
railway  and  to  bring  about  an  equilibrium,  still  the 
same  Minister  is  forced  to  come  down  to  Parliament 
and  demand  further  sums  amounting  to  many  hun¬ 
dreds  of  thousand  of  dollars  besides.  Now,  I  would  be 
very  glad  indeed  to  have  had  a  more  distinct  assu¬ 
rance  from  the  lion,  gentleman  as  to  what  he  pro¬ 
poses  to  do  about  these  same  freight  rates.  For 
my  own  part,  looking  at  the  fact  that  the  people  of 
Canada  have  to  pay  over  $2,000,000  a  year  of 
interest  on  the  capital  sunk  in  the  Intercolonial 
Railway,  from  which  they  do  not  get  any  return, 
it  is  my  opinion  that  this  road  ought  to  be  made  at 
least  to  convey  goods  at  such  prices  as  would  pay 
the  cost  of  transport  ;  and  I  had  hoped  that  the 
lion.  Minister  of  Railways  would  have  felt  himself 
able  under  the  circumstances,  and  in  view  of  the 
huge  deficit,  to  have  laid  down  that  as  a  part  of  his 
policy.  I  can  understand  that  it  may  be  advisable 
on  the  part  of  the  Government  to  convey  goods  at 
cost  price.  I  am  not  going  to  squabble  with  him 
on  a  point  of  that  kind.  But  I  do  declare  that 
nothing  has  been  advanced  by  him,  or  by  any  of  the 
lion,  gentlemen  behind  him,  to  justify  us  in  carrying 
goods  either  for  the  benefit  of  the  consumers  below 
or  the  exporters  from  the  Upper  Provinces  at  less 
than  those  goods  require  to  be  charged  for  the 
purpose  of  making  both  ends  meet.  I  must  say, 
both  on  that  point  and  in  reference  to  these  proposed 
expenditures  at  Halifax  and  St.  John,  that  I  am 
very  far  from  being  satisfied  that  the  lion.  Minister 
is  prepared  to  go  as  far  under  the  circumstances  as 
he  ought  to  go.  He  knows  that  the  probabilities 
are  that  every  day  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway 
continues  to  run  with  the  enormous  advantages  which 
it  possesses,  there  is  a  risk  of  this  deficit  being  very 
much  increased  in  spite  of  all  that  the  lion,  gentle¬ 
man  can  do  ;  and  under  these  circumstances,  I 
think  that  the  least  the  lion,  gentleman  could  do 
would  be  to  assure  the  House  that  he  will  not 
allow  the  proposed  improvements  at  Halifax  to  go 
on  until  he  is  thoroughly  satisfied  as  to  what  they 
will  cost,  and  until  he  has  made  up  his  mind  as  to 
the  real  necessities  of  the  case,  and  to  lay  down 
the  principle  that  goods  must  be  carried  at  rates 
which  will,  I  will  not  say  pay  a  profit,  but  save 
the  railway  from  absolute  loss. 

Mr.  WELSH.  The  lion.  Minister  of  Railways 
made  an  excellent  beginning  in  his  speech,  in 
promising  economy  in  the  management  of  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  with  the  view  of  bringing 
the  expenditure  and  income  closer  together.  I 


agree  with  the  remarks  made  by  my  lion,  friend 
from  Halifax  (Mr.  Kenny) ;  but  with  some  of  his 
remarks  I  do  not  agree.  I  agree  with  what  he  said 
about  the  Upper  Provinces  receiving  greater 
benefit  from  the  Intercolonial  Railway  than  the 
Maritime  Provinces.  I  say  that  at  least  eighty  per 
cent  of  the  benefit  accrues  to  the  Upper  Provinces  ; 
there  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  about  that.  Never¬ 
theless,  the  Intercolonial  is  a  mutual  advantage  to 
all  parts  of  the  Dominion.  I  thank  the  lion,  mem¬ 
ber  for  Halifax  for  the  remarks  he  made  in  that 
respect,  and  I  also  thank  him  for  his  reference  to 
the  Prince  Edward  Island  Railway,  when  he  said: 

“  During  the  debate  reference  was  made  to  the  deficit 
on  the  Prince  Edward  Island  Rnllway,  but  we  must  not 
forget  that  it  was  part  of  our  agreement,  when  Prince 
Edward  Island  joined  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  that  we 
should  operate  that  railway  with  all  due  economy  and 
efficiency,  I  believe.  We  must  not  forget,  after  all,  that 
the  people  of  Prince  Edward  Island  have  had  to  pay  their 
share  for  the  canal  system  and  the  construction  of  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  out  of  which  they  can  derive 
no  immediate  benefit,  and  that  they  have  contributed  that 
cheerfully,  so  that  it  falls  with  bad  grace  from  gentlemen 
in  this  House  to  assail  Prince  Edward  Island  for  the 
deficiency  which  may  arise  on  the  railway  in  that  pro¬ 
vince.” 

I  thank  the  hon.  gentleman  for  these  words,  which 
are  quite  true.  Since  I  have  had  the  honour  of  a 
seat  in  this  House,  when  any  gentleman  proposes 
anything  for  the  district  which  he  represents  and 
with  which  I  am  not  conversant,  I  have  always 
considered  it  my  duty  to  hold  my  tongue  and  give 
it  a  silent  assent,  for  the  various  members  of  this 
House  are  supposed  to  represent  the  wants  and 
requirements  of  their  own  districts  ;  and  I  think 
it  amounts  almost  to  an  insult  on  the  part  of  hon. 
gentlemen  •who  know  nothing  about  Halifax  or 
Prince  Edward  Island  or  other  sections  of  the 
Maritime  Provinces  to  get  up  here  and  dictate 
what  those  provinces  require.  However,  I  disap¬ 
prove  altogether  of  this  vote.  I  think  the  hon. 
Minister  of  Railways  will  require  to  go  to  Halifax 
and  see  for  himself  before  he  recommends  this 
large  expenditure  for  new  stations.  About  seven¬ 
teen  years  ago  the  station  at  Halifax  was  about 
three  miles  from  the  city  at  a  place.called  Richmond, 
but  to-day  there  is  plenty  of  room  and  accommoda¬ 
tion  there,  and  the  station  there,  which  I  am 
informed  was  built  at  an  expense  of  half  a  mil¬ 
lion  dollars,  is  a  very  fine  one.  A  great  im¬ 
provement  has  also  been  made  in  the  station 
at  St.  John  in  the  last  twenty  years.  If 
this  vote  is  passed,  I  hope  the  hon.  Minister  will 
hesitate  a  long  while  before  he  will  consent  to  this 
large  expenditure  without  being  fully  convinced 
that  it  is  required.  But  if  this  kind  of  thing  is 
going  on,  what  is  to  be  done  for  Charlottetown  ? 
Halifax  and  St.  John  must  have  palace  stations, 
but  Charlottetown  has  a  pigsty  for  a  station  which 
is  a  disgrace  to  the  Government.  I  appeal  to  every 
hon.  gentleman  in  this  House,  who  ever  had  the 
misery  to  go  into  that  station,  if  it  is  not  so.  Let  us 
have  even  justice  all  around.  Prince  Edward  Island 
is  threatened  with  large  reductions  in  the  staff. 
In  Nova  Scotia  five  per  cent  is  considered  sufficient 
reduction  in  the  staff  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway, 
but  ten  per  cent  is  little  enough  for  Prince  Edward 
Island.  I  will  leavfe  the  matter  to  my  hon.  friend 
the  Minister  of  Railways,  who,  I  am  sure,  when  he 
pays  the  Island  a  visit  and  looks  over  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  railway  and  the  country,  will  see  that 
justice  is  done.  I  did  not  expect  to  see  this  large 
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vote  in  the  Estimates.  You  preach  economy, 
and  the  first  thing  you  ask  is  to  vote  a  large 
sum  beyond  what  is  usually  required.  If  the 
Government  will  look  back,  they  will  find  that 
when  those  branch  lines  were  proposed,  they  were 
warned  at  the  time  that  they  were  not  required. 
They  were  warned  that  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
was  going  to  lose  money  by  those  roads.  We  have 
one  road  running  almost  parallel  to  the  other,  the 
receipts  of  each  eating  into  the  other,  and  no 
doubt  the  loss  to  the  Intercolonial  Railway 'arises 
in  great  measure  out  of  the  short  line  from  Oxford 
to  Pictou  and  the  line  from  Montreal  to  St.  John. 
We  were  told  at  the  time  that  the  more  railways 
we  have,  the  greater  will  be  the  receipts  to  the 
Intercolonial  Railway,  but  such  has  not  been  the 
case.  Still  I  do  not  object  to  those  lines,  particu¬ 
larly  as  they  are  an  accommodation  to  the  people, 
but  we  have  to  pay  for  them.  I  would  like  to 
have  a  word  from  the  hon.  member  from  Halifax 
as  to  how  the  elevator  works  there.  Judging  by 
the  quantities  of  grain  shipped  from  Halifax, 
the  result  is  not  very  encouraging.  I  used 
to  know  Halifax  very  much  better  than  I 
do  at  present,  but  I  know,  while  the 
present  station  at  Halifax  is  not  adequate, 
at  Richmond  they  have  greater  wharf  accommoda¬ 
tion,  and  if  they  want  greater  wharf  accommodation 
for  the  port  of  Halifax  they  can  get  any  amount 
without  going  into  Halifax.  Is  it  proposed  in  this 
grant  to  give  additional  wharf  accommodation  ? 
This  sum  is  asked  for  terminal  accommodation,  and 
I  do  not  care  to  vote  until  I  know  more  about  the 
matter.  However,  the  responsibility  will  be  upon  the 
Minister  of  Railways,  and  I  hope  he  will  consider 
well  before  he  wrill  consent  to  an  extension  that 
will  cost,  as  my  hon.  friend  from  Queen’s  has  said, 
about  a  million  of  money.  I  hope  something  will 
be  done,  and  I  would  like  to  see  an  item  in  the 
Estimates  for  a  new  terminus  in  Charlottetown.  I 
appeal  to  my  hon,  friend  the  Finance  Minister,  and 
also  to  my  hon.  friend  the  Minister  of  Militia,  who 
have  been  there,  to  say  if  it  is  creditable  to  the 
Railway  Department  to  have  a  miserable  terminus 
in  Charlottetowji  such  as  the  one  that  is  there. 
Certainly,  something  ought  to  be  done.  However, 
while  we  are  preaching  economy,  I  do  not  know 
whether  we  are  going  to  practice  it  by  voting  this 
amount,  and  all  1  can  say  is  that  I  do  not  like  it. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  had  not  the  opportunity 
last  evening,  when  this  item  was  discussed,  to  point 
out  where  I  got  my  information,  and  I  desire  now 
to  show  the  source  from  which  I  got  the  item  with 
regard  to  stationery  and  printing  and  advertising 
which  I  presented  to  the  House.  The  Minister  of 
Railways  no  doubt  will  remember  my  asking  him 
what  the  amount  in  value  was  of  stationery  sup¬ 
plied  to  the  Intercolonial  Railway  during  the  fiscal 
year  ending  30th  June,  1891,  and  also  the  amount 
in  value  used  by  the  railway  during  the  same  time. 
The  Minister  replied  as  follows  : — 

“  The  amount  in  value  of  stationery  supplied  to  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  the 
30th  June,  1891,  was  $48,238.06.  The  amount  in  value 
used  by  the  railway  during  the  same  time  was  $57,855.46.” 

Now,  that  is  a  clear  and  distinct  statement.  I  took 
that  item  to  start  with  in  making  up  the  amount  I 
then  stated  was  expended  by  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  for  stationery  and  advertising  during  the 
.year  closmg  the  30th  of  June,  1891.  Then  I  come 
to  advertising,  as  set  out  in  the  Auditor’s  Report, 
Mr.  Welsh. 


page  D-353,  and  I  find  that  the  advertising  amounted 
to  $17,956  and  the  printing  and  lithographing  to 
$45,437.28.  Those  three  amounts  added  together 
make  $121,238.62.  Ifthehon.  gentleman  now  claims 
that  there  are  other  items  included  in  the  first 
amount  I  have  given  to  the  House,  he  himself  is 
to  blame  for  having  confused  the  House  by  the 
answer  he  gave  in  reply  to  my  very  explicit  question. 
With  regard  to  the  other  two  items,  there  can  be 
no  doubt,  as  the  Auditor  General  has  passed  them 
and  they  have  been  charged  and  paid.  I  contend, 
therefore,  that  this  clearly  proves  the  statement  I 
presented  to  the  House,  that  on  the  Intercolonial 
Railway,  during  the  years  that  I  have  referred  to, 
there  was  $121,238.62  spent  in  printing,  advertising 
and  lithographing.  Now,  I  contend  that  the  amount 
I  gave  with  regard  to  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway 
was  also  correct.  The  Minister  challenged  the 
statement  I  made,  and  said  that  he  had  received 
his  information  from  Mr.  Wainright.  Well,  I 
received  mine  from  the  same  source. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  received  mine  from  Mr.  Sear- 
geant  and  read  his  letter. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Admitting  that  the  state¬ 
ment  the  hon.  gentleman  made  was  correct,  it  only 
added  the  sum  of  $22,000  to  the  Grand  Trunk  Rail¬ 
way  expenditure  altogether,  and  it  would,  therefore,, 
show  that  while  wespent  $121,238,  the  Grand  Trunk 
Railway  only  spent  something  like  $146,000.  This 
is  the  source  of  my  information,  and  I  consider  it 
but  just  that  I  should  again  call  the  Minister’s 
attention  to  the  source  from  which  I  gathered  it. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  is  only  a  few  minutes  to  six 
o’clock,  and  I  will  strictly  answer  the  statement 
of  the  hon.  gentleman.  Such  an  ardent  and  devoted 
student  of  public  accounts  in  the  Auditor  General’s 
Report  ought  not  to  be  led  into  a  mistake  by  any 
statement  of  mine.  The  statement  I  made  I  natu¬ 
rally  supposed  included  stationery,  printing  and 
lithographing.  I  telegraphed  down  to  Moncton  and 
obtained  the  information,  and  also  got  from  the 
Auditor  General  a  statement  of  the  account.  If 
the  hon.  gentleman  only  looked  at  the  Auditor 
General’s  Report,  he  would  see  that  the  amount 
for  advertising  was  $17,956.16,  aiid  the  amount 
for  printing  and  lithographing,  $45,427.38,  mak¬ 
ing  a  total  of  $62,383.  If  the  hon.  gentleman 
will  look  further  and  glance  at  the  Public  Accounts 
he  will  see  that  the  amount  of  stationery  charged 
to  the  Intercolonial  Railway  was  $4,168.30,  and  to 
Railways  and  Canals,  $3,679.87.  I  sent  to  the  Au¬ 
ditor  General’s  Department  to  find  the  totalamount, 
and  it  was  as  I  stated,  in  the  neighbourhood  of 
$5,000,  which  makes  the  statement  I  made  to  the- 
House  perfectly  correct,  and  which  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  could  easily  verify  by  a  reference  to  the- 
Auditor  General’s  Report  and  the  Public  Accounts.. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  The  explanation  of  the  hon.. 
gentleman  is  not  satisfactory.  He  has  not  referred 
to  the  question  I  put  to  him  as  to  the  amount  of 
stationery  the  Intercolonial  Railway  used  last  year.. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  stated  that  it  not  only  in¬ 
cluded  stationery  but  printing  and  lithographing  as 
well,  but  even  then  it  would  not  be  exact.  I  tele¬ 
graphed  to  Moncton  and  got  the  statement  from 
the  officers  there.  They  had  evidently  committed 
an  error  in  adding  the  two  amounts  together. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Then  the  error 
was  made  by - 


2517 


[MAY  12,  1892.] 


2518 


Mr.  HAGGART.  By  myself.  I  admit  it  freely. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  So  the  Minister  evidently 
misled  me,  though  unintentionally,  and  the  fault 
lies  at  the  door  of  the  lion,  gentleman  rather  than 
at  mine. 

Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock,  the 
Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  of 
Supply. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  desire  now  to  make  some 
reference  to  some  of  the  remarks  made  last  night 
by  the  hon.  member  for  Halifax  (Mr.  Kenny),  to 
the  effect  that  the  canals  had  cost  so  much  money 
and  the  Maritime  Provinces  had  contributed 
largely  to  their  construction,  and  as  an  offset  the 
Intercolonial  Railway,  if  it  was  a  loss  to  the 
country,  was  something  that  the  Maritime  Pro¬ 
vinces  were  entitled  to  expect  in  return  for  the  loss 
they  were  sustaining  in  regard  to  the  money  spent 
on  the  canals.  I  do  not  think  that  is  an  argument 
that  should  weigh  with  the  committee  as  to  the 
general  management  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway. 
I  think  we  should  judge  of  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  on  its  own  merits,  and  the  question  of  the 
outlay  on  the  canals  is  separate  and  distinct  from 
the  Intercolonial  Railway.  The  hon.  gentleman 
also  made  some  reference  to  the  fact  that  a  large 
amount  of  money  had  been  invested  in  steel  rails, 
and  that  the  cost  of  these  had  been  charged  to 
operating  expenses  instead  of  to  capital  account. 
There  lias  been  a  good  deal  of  difference  of  opinion 
as  to  what  items  should  be  charged  to  operating 
expenses  and  what  should  be  charged  to  capital 
account.  Some  years  ago,  when  Sir  Charles 
Tupper  was  Minister  of  Railways,  he  clearly  defined 
what  he  conceived  should  be  items  belonging  to 
capital  account  and  what  should  be  items  charged 
to  working  expenses.  He  stated  that,  where  anew 
engine  was  put  on  the  road,  adding  to  the 
number  of  engines,  it  was  charged  to  capital 
account,  but  where  an  engine  was  worked 
out  and  another  was  put  in  its  place,  it 
was  charged  to  working  expenses.  In  the  same 
way,  if  we  are  to  charge  engines  which  are  sup¬ 
plied  in  the  place  of  those  that  are  worn  out  to 
working  expenses  and  also  cars  which  take  the 
place  of  worn-out  cars,  it  is  quite  in  line  to  provide 
new  rails  in  the  place  of  rails  that  are  worn  out 
and  to  charge  them  also  to  working  expenses.  Sir 
Charles  Tupper  also  made  some  reference  to  snow 
sheds.  He  said  that  a  large  number  of  wooden 
snow  sheds  had  been  erected,  and  in  some  cases 
they  were  removing  those  and  putting  iron  snow 
sheds  in  their  place.  He  said  that  in  that  case, 
the  new  sheds  being  better  and  more  durable,  the 
cost  was  charged  to  capital  account,  but  if  they 
had  placed  a  similar  kind  of  snow  shed  to  those 
that  were  already  on  the  road,  he  would  have 
considered  that  the  cost  should  be  charged  to 
working  expenses.  Now,  in  connection  with  the 
manner  in  which  the  previous  Minister  of  Railways 
purposed  handling,  and  no  doubt  did  handle,  the 
Intercolonial  Railway,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
the  $100,000  to  which  the  hon.  member  for  Halifax 
(Mr.  Kenny)  called  attention  was  properly  charged 


to  working  expenses  and  not  to  capital  account. 
There  was  another  remark  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Halifax,  that  he  would  recommend  that  the  road 
should  be  placed  under  efficient  management  at 
Moncton,  as  the  centre  of  the  railway  system,  and 
that  an  efficient,  energetic  and  able  staff  of  officers 
should  manage  the  whole  line.  Now,  that  is  vir¬ 
tually  an  admission  on  his  part  that  inefficient 
management  has  characterized  the  operations  of 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  for  years  past. 

Mr.  KENNY.  I  referred  to  the  administration 
of  the  mechanical  department  of  the  road. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Perhaps  I  misunderstood 
the  hon.  gentleman,  but  from  what  we  have 
gathered  from  the  operations  of  the  road,  and  com¬ 
paring  it  with  other  lines  in  the  matter  of  freight 
rates  and  earnings,  we  certainly  must  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  it  has  been  loosely  managed.  I 
fancy  that  much  of  the  cause  of  the  present  unsat¬ 
isfactory  condition  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  is 
owing  to  the  branch  lines,  and,  as  I  have  already 
said,  the  cut-throat  lines,  that  have  been  con¬ 
structed.  When  Sir  Charles  Tupper  came  before 
this  House  years  ago  and  urged  in  such  eloquent 
terms  that  we  should  consent  to  the  construction 
of  the  Oxford  and  New  Glasgow  road,  he  outlined 
what  an  advantage  it  would  be,  both  to  the 
Province  of  Nova  Scotia  and  to  the  Upper  Provin¬ 
ces  ;  that  it  would  shorten  the  line  very  ma¬ 
terially,  and  that  it  would  reduce  the  grades.  I 
well  remember  that  he  stated  that  the  drawing 
capacity  of  an  engine  of  a  train  load  of  cars  was 
measured  by  the  grades  she  had  to  ascend  from  the 
point  where  she  started  to  the  place  where  she 
wanted  to  deliver  her  cargo.  That  is  true.  He 
then  went  on  to  show  that  the  grades  upon  the 
Intercolonial  Railwray  from  New  Glasgow  to  Oxford 
were  so  very  steep  that  it  was  impossible  for  an 
engine  to  draw  a  sufficiently  large  train  of  cars  to 
cheapen  the  freight  of  coal  going  to  the  west ;  and 
he  went  on  to  point  out  what  an  advantage  it 
would  be  to  have  the  Oxford  and  New  Glasgow  road, 
that  it  would  be  some  40  or  50  miles  shorter,  that 
the  grades  would  be  one-half  as  steep,  and  that  we 
would  be  able  on  that  branch  to  move  a  very  much 
larger  quantity  of  freight  with  the  same  engine 
power.  We  know  what  the  experience  has  been  in 
that  respect.  Some  two  millions  of  money  has  been 
spent  on  the  Oxford  and  New  Glasgow  road,  and 
it  is  virtually  a  monument  of  folly.  It  may  render 
a  certain  service  to  the  section  of  country  through 
which  it  runs  ;  but  to  ask  this  House  to  build  that 
road  entirely  at  the  cost  of  this  Dominion,  while 
the  western  sections  of  the  Dominion  wrere  contri¬ 
buting  largely  by  way  of  bonus  to  build  their  own 
roads,  was  a  gross  injustice  to  the  other  provinces. 
But  the  eloquence  of  Sir  Charles  Tupper  secured 
the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia  the  construction  of 
that  entire  line  at  the  cost  of  the  Dominion,  and  it 
is  now  competing  with  the  main  line  of  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway,  and  what  the  main  line  could  do 
in  the  way  of  freight,  is  now  divided  between  the 
main  line  and  the  Oxford  and  New  Glasgow  Road. 
We  are  now  running  about  120  miles  more  railway 
than  was  necessary,  and  we  are  every  day  spending 
money  to  keep  the  track  in  order,  to  keep  the 
bridges  and  railway  in  order,  when  in  reality 
we  had  a  line  before  that  fully  served  the 
interests  of  the  country  which  were  intended  to  be 
served  by  the  construction  of  the  Intercolonial 
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Railway.  Now,  there  is  another  point  to  which  I 
wish  to  draw  the  attention  of  the  Minister  of  Rail¬ 
ways.  He  quoted  yesterday  from  what  is  evidently 
the  manuscript  of  the  Railway  Statistics  for  1891. 
These  railway  statistics  have  not  yet  been  placed 
in  the  hands  of  members  of  Parliament  ;  none  have 
been  .furnished  since  1890.  We  should  be  in  pos¬ 
session  of  these  figures  as  well  as  the  Minister  of 
Railways,  and  the  Minister  has  had  the  advantage 
over  other  members  of  the  House  in  quoting  from 
statistics  that  ought  to  be  in  our  hands  just  as  well 
as  in  his  own.  These  statistics  have  been  published 
annually  for  several  years,  and  I  would  like  to 
know  why  the  Minister  of  Railways  has  not  seen 
fit  to  place  those  statistics  for  1891  in  hands  of  the 
members  of  the  House.  They  are  published  for 
the  year  1890,  and  we  are  now  within  a  few 
days  of  two  years  short  in  getting  these  statistics 
that  we  have  been  accustomed  to  receive  from  year 
to  year.  If  we  had  in  our  hands  these  statistics 
we  would  be  able,  probably,  to  point  out  some  very 
objectionable  features  in  the  management  of  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  when  compared  with  other 
lines.  Now,  I  think  it  would  be  well  that  we 
should  have  annually  a  list  of  the  employes  of  the 
Intercolonial  Railway.  Some  time  ago  I  put  a 
notice  on  the  paper  that  I  would  move  for  a  return 
giving  the  names,  occupation  and  addresses  of  the 
employes  of  the  Intercolonial  Road.  The  Minister 
of  Justice  got  up  and  said  it  would  be  a  most 
expensive  and  extensive  return  to  make ;  but 
we  find  that  the  Minister  of  Railways  came 
down  yesterday  and  said  that  the  entire  number 
of  employes  is  something  like  4,200.  Now, 
if  there  are  only  4,200  on  the  entire  staff,  it  cer¬ 
tainly  would  not  have  been  such  an  enormous 
costly  return  as  the  Minister  of  Justice  represented 
to  meet  the  request  of  my  motion.  Then  the  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Railways  proposes  to  apply  the  pruning 
knife  in  the  way  of  cutting  off  a  number  of  unne¬ 
cessary  officials.  That,  I  think,  is  a  step  in  the 
right  direction,  and  had  we  the  return  that  I  asked 
for,  we  would  be  able  to  judge  of  the  motives 
which  will  guide  the  Minister  in  striking  off  the 
names  of  the  employes  that  he  proposes  to  remove. 
I  wish,  also,  to  draw  attention  to  the  number  of 
expensive  officials  that  we  have  on  this  road.  In 
the  first  place,  we  have  got  the  Chief  Engineer, 
Mr.  Schreiber,  at  $6,000,  although  I  do  not  see  that 
it  is  charged  to  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  and  I  do 
not  know  whether  it  is  necessary  that  we  should 
have  a  chief  engineer  in  the  Department  of  Rail¬ 
ways.  Then  we  have  Mr.  Pottinger,  who  is  chief 
superintendent,  at  .$4,000  a  year.  I  see  that  we 
have  no  less  than  four  auditors.  We  have  a  police 
inspector  at  $1,000;  we  have  a  Mr.  Archibald, 
chief  engineer,  at  $3,500  ;  we  have  C.  T.  Hillson, 
inspector  of  buildings,  at  $1,300,  a  M.  Mackenzie, 
assistant  engineer,  at  $1,300;  a  Mr.  Whitney, 
mechanical  superintendent,  at  $3,200.  These  are 
very  expensive  officials.  Then  when  we  come  to 
the  audit  department,  we  have  Mr.  J.  R.  Bruce, 
traffic  auditor,  at  $1,500;  C.  A.  Lowe,  travelling 
auditor,  at  $1,000;  Mr.  McNaughton,  travelling 
auditor,  at  $1,000  at  year;  and  we  have  J.  W. 
Workman,  assistant  traffic  auditor,  at  $1 ,000  a  year. 
Then  we  have  T.  V.  Cooke,  general  storekeeper, 
at  a  salary  of  $1,900.  I  cannot  understand  why  it 
is  necessary  to  keep  a  general  storekeeper,  a  man 
to  receive  goods,  to  deliver  goods,  and  also  I 
admit  perhaps,  to  exercise  his  judgment  in  connec- 
Mr.  McMullen. 


tion  with  these  goods,  at  $1,900  a  year.  That 
appears  to  be  a  very  large  salary  for  such  a  man. 
No  doubt  there  are  men  in  different  branches  who 
will  judge  as  to  the  commodities  to  be  purchased 
for  use  on  the  road.  But  this  storekeeper  will 
receive  goods  after  they  have  been  purchased,  and 
they  will  be  afterwards  delivered  out  by  him,  and 
for  this  duty  he  receives  $1,900  a  year,  which  is  an 
almost  extravagant  salary  for  a  man  of  that  stamp. 
Then  we  have  Geo.  H.  Pick,  assistant  freight  agent, 
at  a  salary  of  $1,500  ;  Geo.  Taylor,  general  freight 
agent,  at  $2,400 ;  A.  Busby,  general  passenger  agent, 
at  $2,400  ;  N.  Weatherston,  western  passenger  and 
freight  agent,  at  $1,850,  and  D.  W.  Robinson, 
eastern  passenger  and  freight  agent,  at  $1,800.  It 
appears  to  me  that  is  overloading  the  railway  staff 
to  employ  so  many  very  expensive  men  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  it,  1,200  or  1,300  miles  of  railway.  There 
are  four  travelling  auditors,  two  engineers,  and 
three  freight  agents,  one  for  the  east  end,  one  for 
the  west  end  and  one  in  the  centre  of  the  road.  Is 
it  the  intention  of  the  Minister  to  keep  all  the 
auditors  in  connection  with  the  line  at  the  salaries 
mentioned  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  will 
conclude  his  remarks,  I  will  then  try  to  answer  all 
his  statements. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  should  prefer  to  have  the 
Minister’s  reply  now.  I  may  possibly  be  able  to 
say  something  in  reply  to  him,  when  he  has  stated 
whether  he  intends  to  continue  to  employ  all  these 
auditors  or  not. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  With  respect  to  the  two  items 
discussed  by  the  hon.  gentleman,  the  statement  I 
will  make  will  show  the  absurdity  of  the  remark  he 
has  made.  The  hon.  gentleman  complains  of  the 
storekeeper  receiving  $1,900  a  year.  When  the 
hon.  gentleman  considers  that  stores  to  the  value 
of  $1,000,000  go  into  the  storehouse  in  a  year,  he 
will  not  think  the  salary  too  much.  I  do  not  know 
any  auditor  on  any  railway  on  the  continent  who 
receives  any  such  a  ridiculously  small  salary  as 
$1,500  a  year. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  can  say  to  the  Minister 
that  he  is  not  very  well  posted.  I  know  auditors 
who  do  not  receive  any  more  salary. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Name. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  want  to  know  whether  all 
the  freight  and  passenger  agents  are  to  be  continued. 
Do  you  consider  it  necessary  to  have  an  eastern 
freight  agent  at  $1,800,  a  western  agent  at  $1,850, 
and  a  central  agent  at  $2,400,  taking  into  consider¬ 
ation  the  limited  amount  of  business  the  road  is 
doing  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  have  not  taken  the  matter 
into  consideration.  It  is  the  first  time  my  atten¬ 
tion  has  been  drawn  to  it. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  respectfully  suggest  that  the 
Minister  takes  the  subject  into  consideration,  and 
ascertain  whether  one  or  two  of  these  agents  might 
not  be  dispensed  w  ith.  I  should  like  also  to  ask 
the  Minister  why  this  country  should  pay  the  club 
fees  of  General  Manager  Pottinger,  who  receives  a 
salary  of  $4,000,  the  amount  of  these  fees  being  $30. 
The  country  should  not  be  asked  to  contribute 
that  sum.  Another  item  is  Canadian  Pacific  through 
freight  $117,017.  Is  that  the  balance  due  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway,  after  deducting  the 
amount  earned  by  the  Intercolonial  Railway  ? 
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Mr.  H  AGO  ART.  I  think  that  is  the  total 
amount,  8117,017.  These  matters  were  before  the 
Public  Accounts  Committee,  which  is  a  proper 
place  to  investigate  these  items. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  We  have  not  dealt  with 
these  items  before  the  Public  Accounts  Committee. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  following  is  the  infor¬ 
mation  asked  for  by  the  lion,  gentleman 

Earned  by  C.  P.  R.,  payable  by  I.  C.  R. : 

Car  mileage.  .....  . . 93 

Freight  dues  (through) .  ISO’!3! 

Ticket  dues . 

Shunting  dues . 90  50 

Sundries  . .  ••••  •••»»•  4o 

Freight  dues  (W.  B.  Div)  .  65,589  46 

Total .  $357,838  53 

Earned  by  I.  C.  R.,  payable  to  C.  P.  R.  : 

Car  mileage  . . . &  7,aoo  js 

Freight  dues  (through) .  Of  >484 

Tickt  dues .  87,701  80 

Lighting  and  fuel,  Ac .  6*800  20 

St.  John  station.  . .  7i  ’oon  ^ 

Coal,  Ac. ,  supplied  . .  1L236  44 

Freight  dues  (W.  B.  Div)  .  33,<ol  o3 

Total . ~$22o,494  04 

Balance  paid  C.  P.  R.  by  I.  C.  R. . .  $132,344  49 


Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  see  another  item  here 
for  the  Collector  of  Customs  at  Moncton,  “  duty, 
$1,683.27  ;  Customs,  $150  ;  total,  $1,833.23. 
Could  the  Minister  state  what  that  is  for  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  This  is  not  the  place  at  all 
for  asking  that  kind  of  information.  I  would  sug¬ 
gest  to  the  lion,  gentleman  that  he  should  bring 
the  matter  before  the  Public  Accounts  Committee. 
These  accounts  refer  to  1890-91,  and  the  proper 
thing  to  do  is  to  get  an  officer  of  the  department 
to  explain  them  before  the  Public  Accounts  Com¬ 
mittee. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  And  when 
you  get  him  there  he  is  not  allowed  to  be  cross- 
examined. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  think  we  have  the  right  to 
get  it  here.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  not  to  dictate 
to  the  committee. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  am  unable  to  give  the  in¬ 
formation  without  going  every  now  and  then  to 
the  officer. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  He  is  kept  here  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  giving  information. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Bring  him  before  the  Public 
Accounts  Committee  and  he  will  give  you  the  in¬ 
formation. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Could  the  Minister  say  why 
we  pay  the  club  fees  of  Mr.  Pottinger,  General 
Manager  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  enquired  about  that,  and 
the  attention  of  the  chief  of  the  department  was 
drawn  to  it.  The  club  fees  are  not  paid  this  yeai 
and  we  put  an  end  to  such  payments. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  We  are  glad  to  find  that 
out. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
that  we  require  further  information  on  this  matter 
than  we  have  as  yet  received.  I  notice  since  this 
discussion  began  that  several  hon.  gentlemen  on 
the  opposite  side  of  the  House  have  instituted 
comparisons  between  the  deficit  on  this  railway  in 


1877-78  and  at  the  present  time.  In  order  that 
we  may  institute  a  proper  eemparison  between 
different  periods,  it  is  necessary  that  the  charges 
for  running  expenses  should  be  on  the  same  line, 
and  I  understand  that  for  some  years  past  it  has 
been  the  practice  to  charge  to  capital  account 
what  was  formerly  charged  to  running  expenses. 

I  notice  for  instance  in  the  report  of  the  Minister 
that  about  $50,000  is  charged  to  capital  account 
for  the  building  of  cars  and  engines,  and  unless 
these  are  in  addition  to  what  are  already  in  use 
it  seems  to  me  they  ought  to  be  charged  to  running 
expenses.  Repairs  to  engines  or  cars,  or  the 
building  of  a  new  car  or  engine  to  replace  a  worn- 
out  one,  certainly  ought  to  be  charged  to  running 
expenses.  It  would  be  satisfactory  if  the  Minister 
were  able  to  give  us  full  information  to  enable  us  to 
institute  a  comparison  betwen  the  former  practice 
when  it  was  supposed  the  capital  account  was  closed, 
and  the  practice  which  has  grown  up  since.  The 
very  large  increase  in  the  capital  account  was  brought 
to  the  attention  of  the  House  by  the  hon.  member  for 
South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  this  after¬ 
noon.  The  first  time  this  capital  account  was  closed 
I  think  it  amounted  to  something  less  than 
$36,000,000,  but  now  it  is  over  $53,000,000  and  it 
is  clear  the  amount  of  money  that  the  country 
loses  by  payment  for  interest  on  this  capital  ac¬ 
count  is  very  much  greater  now  than  it  was  in  18/8. 
The  losses  upon  the  road  are  not  indicated  by  the 
statement  made,  as  to  the  difference  between  the 
working  expenses  and  the  earnings  of  the  road,  be¬ 
cause  there  is  an  addition  to  that  loss  by  the  in¬ 
creased  interest  on  the  capital.  Assuming  that  the 
capital  account  is  closed,  and  if  yon  take  the  in¬ 
terest  on  the  capital  account  and  the  loss  upon  the 
running  expenses,  and  charge  everything,  yon  will 
have  a  statement  showing  us  precisely  what  the 
maintenance  of  this  institution  costs  the  country. 

I  apprehend  that,  if  we  were  to  charge  a  reasonable 
rate  on  the  public  treasury  for  carrying  the  freight 
that  is  carried  by  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
both  ways,  the  entire  freight  carriage  could 
be  paid  for  out  of  the  public  treasury  for  a 
less  sum  than  is  now  being  paid  in  the  shape  of  in¬ 
terest  and  of  running  expenses.  W  ell,  Sir,  that  is 
a  very  serious  condition  of  things,  and  it  is  one  for 
which  it  seems  to  me  the  reforms  proposed  by  the 
Minister  of  Railways  will  not  afford  adequate 
redress.  The  hon.  Minister  has  stated  that  he  is 
about  to  dismiss  210  of  the  employes,  out  of  the 
4,000  odd  engaged  on  the  road.  It  would  be  satis¬ 
factory  to  know  whether  the  Minister  proposes 
to  fix  that  as  the  number  of  men  who  are  to  be 
removed,  or  whether  he  proposes  this  merely  as  a 
tentative  measure  intending  after  investigation  to 
effect  further  reforms  if  the  opportunity  presents 
itself.  I  understood  front  the  hon.  Minister  that 
he  was  not  fully  aware  as  to  the  extent  to  which 
the  reforms  might  be  effected  in  that  direct  .on,  anti 
it  does  seem  to  me  that  the  Government  ought  to 
apply — and  I  believe  that  the  country  will  sustain 
them  if  they  energetically  and  earnestly  under¬ 
take  to  apply — the  ordinary  principles  of  the 
conduct  of  the  business  of  a  railway  corpora¬ 
tion  to  the  management  of  this  road.  There 
ought  to  be  no  difference  between  the  man¬ 
agement  of  a  railway  in  the  hands  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  management  of  a  railway  in  the  hands 
of  a  private  corporation  ;  and  I  am  perfectly  sure 
that  a  private  corporation  would  not  retain  in  its 
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service  for  any  length  of  time  a  larger  number  of 
persons  than  are  actually  required.  It  is  rather 
remarkable  that  the  hon.  member  for  Halifax  (Mr. 
Kenny)  and  several  other  hon.  gentlemen  whose 
■constituencies  lie  along  the  line  of  the  Intercolonial 
Railway,  have  spoken  in  a  deprecating  way  of  the 
non-employment  of  persons  who  are  at  present  em¬ 
ployed  on  the  road.  They  seem  to  think  if 
you  fasten  4,000  people  upon  the  public  treasury, 
although  the  public  interest  may  not  require  more 
than  half  this  number,  yet  it  would  be  a  cruel 
thing  not  to  retain  them  in  the  public  service. 
While  I  think  that  the  Government  ought  to  ex¬ 
ercise  some  care  in  dispensing  with  the  services  of 
public  employes,  wrhile  they  ought  not  to  deprive 
them  of  employment  without  giving  them  a 
little  warning,  it  is  preposterous  to  say  that 
these  men  should  be  retained  when  their  services 
are  no  longer  required.  Then,  the  hon.  Minis¬ 
ter  has  suggested  to  us  that  further  accommodation 
is  required  at  Halifax,  and  that  it  would  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  purchase  18^  acres,  which  I  think  he 
said  was  recommended  by  the  municipal  authorities 
of  Halifax,  at  a  cost  of  something  over  §400,000, 
though  the  charge  upon  the  public  treasury  would 
be  something  in  the  neighbourhood  of  §600,000. 
The  hon.  gentleman  also  referred  to  a  plan  propos¬ 
ed  by  the  Board  of  Trade,  and  to  a  third  plan, 
which  so  far  as  I  remember,  he  has  not  explained 
to  the  committee.  Now,  I  am  told  that  these  18^ 
acres  are  on  a  rocky  eminence  or  hill,  and  that 
an  enormous  amount  of  excavation  will  be  required 
before  the  property  can  be  made  available  for  rail¬ 
way  purposes.  I  would  ask  the  hon.  Minister 
whether  the  chief  of  that  branch  of  the  public  service 
has  not  had  this  subject  brought  under  his  notice, 
and  whether  he  has  not  reported  as  to  what  it 
would  cost  to  acquire  that  territory,  to  excavate 
the  rock  upon  the  surface,  and  to  fit  the  property 
for  use  for  side-tracking  ?  I  am  told  by  gentlemen 
whose  opinions  have  some  value,  and  who  have 
given  attention  to  this  subject,  that  the  excava¬ 
tions,  in  addition  to  the  price  of  this  piece  of  pro¬ 
perty,  would  considerably  exceed  §1,100,000,  at 
the  ordinary  cost  of  rock  excavation.  Has  the  hon. 
Minister  of  Railwaj7s  had  a  report  made  as  to  the 
number  of  cubic  yards  to  be  removed  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  A  report  has  been  made  as  to 
the  cost. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwrell).  Has  a  report  been 
made  as  to  the  amount  of  rock  excavation  that 
would  be  required  ?  That,  I  submit,  is  a  matter  of 
very  considerable  importance.  Then,  I  understand 
that  the  Government  have  hadbroughtto  their  atten¬ 
tion  a  proposition  for  furnishing  facilities  for  all 
the  warehousing  men  along  the  harbour,  which 
need  not  add  anything  to  the  public  charges  if  that 
be  so,  that,  it  seems  to  me,  is  a  scheme  of  very 
considerable  importance.  Assuming  that  further 
accommodation  is  necessary,  there  is  also  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  how  that  accommodation  can  be  secured  at 
the  least  possible  cost  to  the  public  treasury.  Now, 
I  think  that  upon  all  these  matters  we  ought  to  have 
a  fuller  statement.  I  do  not  say  that  we  should  do 
anything  to  relieve  the  Minister  of  responsibility, 
but  we  ought  to  have  an  opportunity  of  knowing 
whether  such  an  appropriation  as  the  Minister  asks 
for  is  at  all  necessary  to  secure  the  accommoda¬ 
tion,  and  whether  the  accommodation  is  in  the 
public  interest  and  worth  the  amount  of  money 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


required  to  obtain  it.  I  have  listened  attentively 
to  what  has  been  said  by  the  hon.  Minister  and  by 
the  hon.  member  for  Halifax,  and  I  have  not  yet 
heard  them  give  to  the  committee  the  information 
in  these  respects  which  I  think  ought  to  be  in  the 
possession  of  the  committee  before  we  are  called 
upon  to  make  any  appropriation.  I  understand 
that  the  Minister  intends,  after  the  appropriation 
is  made,  to  judge  as  to  which  of  the  three  schemes 
submitted  to  him  will  be  the  preferable  one  for 
adoption  in  the  public  interest  ;  but  the  one  about 
which  he  has  expressed  no  opinion  is  one  which  I 
understand  if  adopted,  may  not  entail  any  charge 
upon  the  public  treasury  at  all,  So,  with  respect 
to  this  appropriation  for  the  purchase  of  property 
at  Halifax,  the  use  that  is  to  be  made  of  it,  and 
the  cost  of  getting  it  into  shape  for  use,  are 
matters  upon  which  we  require  further  information. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  hon.  member  for  South 
Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  and  the  hon. 
member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  both  ask  for  a 
statement  of  the  capital  account  and  the  cost  of 
betterments  from  1876  to  the  present  day  in  order 
to  institute  a  comparison.  The  hon.  member  for 
South  Oxford  is  under  the  impression  that  when 
Mr.  Mackenzie  was  in  power,  the  capital  account 
was  closed,  and  that  there  had  been  no  charges  to 
capital  in  his  time. 

•  Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  No,  no.  I 
did  not  say  that.  I  said  that  he  had  expressed  his 
intention  to  close  it. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  mistook  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man.  However,  I  will  give  him  a  statement  of  the 
amount  expended  on  capital  account  year  by  year 
from  1876  to  the  present  time,  betterments  which 
the  hon.  member  for  Pictou  (Mr.  McDougald)  said 
the  other  night  would,  if  charged  to  capital  account, 
make  the  deficit  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
almost  disappear.  The  expenditure  on  capital 
account  for  last  year  can  be  found  in  my  report  for 
1890-91.  Speaking  from  memory,  I  think  it  was 
about  §77,000,  to  which  has  to  be  added  an  amount 
which  does  not  appear  in  the  account,  chargeable 
to  another  railway  in  connection  with  the  Intercolo¬ 
nial,  making  a  total  chargeable  to  capital  account  last 
year  of  §83,000.  The  hon.  gentleman  takes  perhaps 
the  same  view  upon  the  question  that  I  do,  that  on 
a  road  which  is  completed  like  the  Intercolonial, 
for  sidings,  for  increase  of  locomotive  power  and 
for  increase  of  everything  else  required  for  the 
running  of  the  road,  the  capital  account  should  be 
closed,  and  all  these  things  should  be  charged  to 
income  or  revenue.  Now,  I  will  give  a  statement 
of  the  expenditure  out  of  revenue  for  additions  or 
betterments  from  1st  July,  1881,  to  1st  July,  1891 : 


Additional  ballasting .  §  160,284 

New  buildings  or  additions,  and  improvements 

to  old .  183,999 

Difference  in  cost  between  iron  and  wood,  differ¬ 
ence  in  cost  between  standard  and  original 

floors,  strengthening  old  bridges .  234,495 

Difference  in  cost  between  wood  and  wire  fences, 

and  new  fences  where  none  existed .  201,417 

Additional  land  for  stations,  snow  fences,  Ac ... .  30,802 

Difference  in  cost  between  56-lb.  rail  and  67-lb. 

rail,  including  nut  locks  and  tie  plates .  462,439 

New  sidings,  and  extensions  of  old  sidings,  grad¬ 
ing,  Ac  .  246,537 

New  ties, to  change  spacing  from  2£  ft.  to  2  ft.. .  168 J91 

New  additional  signals  and  improvements  to  old 

ones  .  37,098 

Additional  track  scales,  hoisting  crane,  dredg¬ 
ing  plant,  hand  cars,  coal  waggons,  Ac .  86,404 
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Raising  bridges  and  snow  sheds  to  comply  with 

the  law . • .  816,500 

SO  new  locomotives,  average  cost  810,000,  if  re¬ 
placed  by  the  same  kind,  cost  would  be  87,000, 

30  at  $3,0l  i0 . . . . .  90,000 

4  new  locomotives,  increasing  the  stock .  43,7o0 

Improvements  to  44  locomotives .  40,000 

Improvements  to  90  passenger  cars .  45,000 

Improvements  to  14  express  and  baggage  and 

postal  and  smoking  cars .  7,000 

Improvements  to  2,000  freight  cars . •  137,700 

Improvements  to  8  snow  ploughs  and  4  wing 

ploughs . ; .  12,000 

Putting  the  Westinghouse  automatic  airbrake 

on  the  passenger  trains .  30,600 

New  tools  and  improvements  in  workshops .  20,000 

Improvements  in  the  water  supply  of  loco¬ 
motives . .  •  92,183 


Total . 82,531,601 


That  is  the  expenditure  out  of  revenue  for  better¬ 
ments. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  is  the 
total  number  of  miles  of  road  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  gave  the  hon.  gentleman 
that  the  other  day.  1,300  and  some  odd  miles. 
This  is  a  statement  of  the  capital  expenditure  in 
each  year  from  the  3rd  of  June,  1880,  up  to  the 
30th  of  June,  1891. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  statement  the  hon. 
gentleman  has  just  read  as  to  betterments,  what 
period  of  time  does  it  cover? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  10  years.  These  are  the  de¬ 
tails  of  the  expenditure  on  capital  acccount : 


INTERCOLONIAL  RAILWAY. 

Statement  of  Capital  Expenditure  in  each  Year,  from  30th  June,  1876,  to  30th  June,  1891. 


— 

Purchase  and  re¬ 
pairs  of  the  pur¬ 
chased  road  and 
betterments 
thereto. 

Construction  and 
equipment  of 
branch  roads. 

Judgment  in  suit 
of  the  W.  A.  Rail¬ 
way  and  W.  C. 
Railway  against 
the  Crown. 

! 

Increased  accom¬ 
modation  at  Hal¬ 
ifax. 

Increased  accom¬ 
modation  at  St. 
John. 

Rolling  stock  for 

I  n  t  ere  olonial 
Railway— addi- 
ditional . 

$  cts. 

$  cts. 

S  cts. 

$  cts. 

214,433  56 
72,664  07 
21,282  78 
7,164  02 
33,684  27 
173,109  84 
257,824  73 
47,671  45 
16,580  01 
18,670  77 
12,613  07 
8,992  97 
9,582  27 
2,491  90 

$  cts. 

98  ,819  33 
99,452  18 
45,771  70 
94,545  65 
10,373  15 
19,712  16 
201,312  18 
139,432  00 
116,732  68 
32,174  04 
18,547  66 
2,513  89 
2,452  69 
25,693  85 
4,355  17 

S  cts. 

±OlO  it  . 

1877  78 

125,245  52 

1Q7tt  7Q 

*|Q70  QA 

1,889,595  43 
540,302  84 
168,834  31 
6,805  86 
1,234,311  97 

lo  i  jr"OU . 

1  QGfL_Q1 

loolr-ol ....... 

1881-82 . 

1882- 83 . ‘. 

1883- 84 . 

1  «si4_»n 

660  30 
482,321  20 
351,815  84 
573,226  94 
260,974  21 
501,735  01 
350,449  44 
258,443  15 
229,616  10 
12,850  06 

205,005  20 
628,244  39 
586,386  84 
287,313  97 
224,025  63 
160,260  42 
258,334  81 
368,837  81 
24,072  03 
50,083  44 

1885- 86 . 

1886- 87 . 

1887  88 

183  79 

125,936  75 

1888-89 . 

-I  SSQ-jQf) 

34,235  73 

| . 

1S90-91 . 

3,255  40 

Total . 

3,927,525  33 

3,022,092  25 

:  125,936  75 

896,765  71 

911,889  33 

2.917,810  06 

Betterments  and 

judgments  on  old 

%  claims. 

Increased  accom¬ 

modation  at 
Moncton. 

Total 
in  each 
Year. 

$  cts. 

$  cts. 

$  cts. 

966,217  91 

1,279,470  80 

111,453  97 

408,815  74 

159,584  71 

226,639  19 

56,729  50 

*2.048,034  60 

24,372  54 

1608,732  80 

18,246  98 

1585,568  79 

40,124  59 

§1,616,632  95 

388,837  84 

112,798,455  94 

56,524  70 

1,050,378  30 

10,289  52 

546,317  96 

4,146  35 

823,239  26 

101,443  20 

16,653  56 

742,385  58 

11,655  71 

5,366  80 

690,574  16 

7,211  93 

76,160  49 

365,246  30 

12,640  67 

83,184  74 

1,969,480  12 

98,180  85 

13,873,677  11 

(This  statement  does  not  embrace  the  Oxford 

Before  sitting  down  I  might  give  the  amount  of 
-excavation  in  Halifax  and  the  amount  required  to 
build  the  railway  extension  there  : 

Cubic 

yards. 

Retaining  walls,  along  ‘Water 

street,  2,600  xl2x4^ . .  5,200 

Along  middle  of  lots,  1,400  x  12  x  4f  2,800 
Between  Gerrish  street  and  Lock- 

man  street,  520x15  x  6  .  1,(30 

Along  Lockman  street  to  Corn¬ 
wallis,  950  x  20  x  8 .  ....5,630 


15,360  at  $4.50  =  869,120 

Then  there  is  the  grading  : 

Cubic 

yards. 

Betweeen  North  and  Gerrish 

streets,  1,350  x  10  x  150 .  (5,000 

Between  Gerrish  and  Gray’s  Lane, 

250  x  350x15  .  50,000 

Between  Gray’s  Lane  and  Corn- 
wallis  street,  800  x  300  x  9  .  80,000 


205,000  at  40cts.=  82,000 


and  New  Glasgow  and  Cape  Breton  Railways.) 

Freight  sheds,  brick,  1,100  x50 . $27,000 

Streets  and  loading  platforms . . .  5,000 

Three  miles  of  sidings  at  84:, 000  per  mile .  12,000 

8195,120 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  is  the 
character  of  that  piece  of  land  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  If  I  remember  rightly,  the 
place  where  the  present  station  was  built  was 
found  to  be  too  high,  and  they  had  to  excavate  in 
order  to  put  the  depot  down  there.  The  excava¬ 
tion  would  require  a  pretty  large  expenditure  as  I 
have  mentioned. 

Mr.  FLINT.  What  was  the  total  amount  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  total  amount  for  the 
tracks,  and  the  laying  of  the  track,  and  the  build¬ 
ings  is,  I  think,  8195,000. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Of  course  there  is  some 
expenditure  on  capital  account  for  rolling  stock 
and  repairs  which  were  necessary  on  the  Riviere 


*  Of  this,  81,500.000  is  for  the  purchase  and  8389,575.43  for  repairs  of  Rividre  du  Loup  Branch,  bought  of  Grand  Trunk 
Railway.  t  6f  this.  $540,302.84  is  for  renewals  of  the  Riviere  du  Loup  Branch,  bought  of  Grand  Trunk  Rail¬ 
way.  t  Of  this,  $168,834.31  is  for  ditto.  §  Of  this,  $b,80o.8b  is  for  ditto .  I  Of  this,  $1,284, 311. 9 1  is  tor 

the  purchase  of  the  Eastern  Extension  Railway. 
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<lu  Loup  branch  when  it  was  acquired.  Would 
the  hon.  gentleman  tell  us  what  has  been  the  actual 
cost  of  the  Riviere  du  Loup  branch  ?  Then  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  read  to  us  a  statement  of  a 
number  of  years  in  which  payments  of  disputed 
claims  have  taken  place.  I  suppose  they  are 
mostly  settlements  with  contractors  in  regard  to 
the  cost  of  construction  in  the  first  instance  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  think  so. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  And  they  should  have 
been  charged  at  first  to  capital  account.  Then  he 
has  read  several  statements  as  to  expenditures 
for  better  accommodation  in  Halifax  and  St.  John. 
If  the  hon.  gentleman  could  give  us  the  total 
amount  expended  for  railway  accommodation  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Intercolonial  Road  altogether,  at 
Halifax,  both  before  and  since  Confederation,  to 
the  completion  of  this  scheme,  and  also  at  St.  John, 
it  would  be  of  some  interest  to  the  committee,  and 
it  would  show  us  what  railway  accommodation  is 
costing  us  at  both  those  points. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  will  give  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  the  first  statement  he  wants,  what  the  Riviere 
du  Loup  branch  cost,  and  the  expenditure  for  the 
purpose  of  putting  it  in  repair — it  was  relaid  with 
steel  rails,  and  the  rolling  stock  was  increased,  both 
of  which  are  charged  to  it.  The  amount  paid  was 
$1,500,000.  Then  there  was  an  expenditure  of 
$389,595.43  ;  then  there  was  an  expenditure  of 
$540,302.84;  another  expenditure  the  following 
year  of  $168,834.31 ;  then  there  was  an  expendi¬ 
ture  the  following  year,  which  finishes  it  up,  of 
$6,805.86. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  That  is  en¬ 
tirely  independent  of  the  St.  Charles  branch. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  No,  it  includes  the  St. 
Charles  branch.  The  total  amount  expended  at 
Halifax  is  a  little  over  $800,000  from  1876  up  to 
1890-91,  and  the  expenditure  at  St.  John  is  about 
$911,000  for  the  same  period. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  suppose  that 
is  the  expenditure  from  1S76. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  total  expenditure  alto¬ 
gether. 

Mr.  GILLMOR.  I  was  pleased  to  hear  the  Min¬ 
ister  admit  that  there  was  a  time  in  the  history  of 
this  road  when  the  capital  account  should  be 
closed  ;  that  is  the  first  time  in  18  years  that  I 
ever  heard  it  admitted  on  that  side  of  the  House. 
T  am  pleased  that  the  Minister  has  undertaken  to 
lessen  the  deficit  on  this  great  public  w’ork.  As  a 
commercial  undertaking,  I  do  not  believe  that  you 
can  find  in  the  civilized  world  so  great  a  failure  as 
the  Intercolonial  Railway,  an  undertaking  that  has 
cost  the  people  of  this  country  over  $50,000,000, 
with  an  interest  account  amounting  to  $2,000,000 
yearly,  and  a  deficit  of  about  a  million — $3,000,000 
a  year,  that  comes  out  of  the  taxpayers  of  Canada 
to  run  that  road.  Now,  I  think  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  ought  to  be  encouraged  in  his  good  in¬ 
tentions  of  trying  to  make  that  road  more  of  a 
commercial  success  than  it  ever  has  been  ;  but  if  it 
is  going  to  be  continued  as  a  political  machine,  he 
cannot  do  it.  He  cannot  lessen  the  deficit  on  that 
road  unless  he  can  increase  the  traffic  or  reduce  the 
expenditure.  I  do  not  think  that  you  ever  can 
make  it  a  commercial  success.  In  the  first  place, 
it  is  built  in  the  wrong  place  ;  in  the  next  place) 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


there  never  was,  and  there  never  will  be,  any  great 
amount  of  traffic  between  the  Lower  Provinces  and 
Western  Canada.  You  cannot  create  a  traffic. 
You  have  forced  a  limited  traffic  by  a  protective 
policy,  and  you  have  done  it  at  an  enormous  cost 
to  the  people  of  this  country.  You  speak  about 
the  Jour  that  has  been  carried  down  from  the 
upper  provinces  to  the  Maritime  Provinces.  Well, 
the  interest  on  the  capital  account  and  the  yearly 
deficit,  both  making  $3,000,000  a  year,  will 
purchase  600,000  barrels  of  hour,  and  that  is  more 
than  all  the  men,  women  and  children  of  the  Mari¬ 
time  Provinces  eat.  Now,  it  would  be  a  consider¬ 
able  demand  to  make  on  the  Dominion  of  Canada  if 
the  Maritime  Provinces  were  to  ask  you  to  give  them 
600,000  barrels  of  hour  a  year  ;  but  the  taxpayers 
of  this  country  are  paying  out  that  much  money  to 
keep  that  road  going.  Now,  that  road  ought  never 
to  have  been  built  where  it  is  built.  The  policy  of 
building  that  road  was  a  military  idea  ;  you  wanted 
to  get  as  far  from  the  United  States  as  possible, 
and  I  suppose  if  you  could  have  got  across  the  St. 
Lawrence  you  would  have  gone  across  it  and  built 
your  road  along  the  mountains.  You  are  working 
against  geography  and  against  nature,  and  against 
the  interests  of  the  people  of  this  Dominion.  You 
see  how  things  have  worked  since.  You  see  that 
it  is  a  failure  financially,  and  does  not  succeed  in 
keeping  us  away  from  our  brethren  and  friends  to 
the  south  of  us.  You  have  got  another  road  now. 
Bad  as  the  road  was,  it  is  losing  more  and  more, 
because  the  small  amount  of  traffic  that  it  carried 
is  now  divided  between  two. 

Mr.  McALISTER.  Does  the  hon.  gentleman 
mean  to  say  that  the  Short  Line  never  would  have 
been  built  if  the  Intercolonial  Railway  had  been 
built  up  the  St.  Lawrence  Valley  ? 

Mr.  GILLMOR.  I  have  had  some  experience 
in  the  matter,  and  I  mean  to  say  that  both  these 
lines,  the  one  that  has  cost  us  over  $50,000,000,  and 
on  which  we  lose  $3,000,000  yearly,  and  the  other 
that  has  cost  us  $100,000,000,  were  built  with  the 
idea  of  keepiug  as  far  from  the  Americans  as  we 
could.  They  were  both  built  to  be  independent  of 
the  United  States,  and  now  the  biggest  one  has 
gone  through  the  United  States  at  both  ends.  I 
mean  to  say  that  this  Intercolonial  Railway  has 
not  only  been  a  failure  commercially  and  financially 
but  it  has  been  a  failure  in  uniting  and  binding  to¬ 
gether  these  provinces.  I  mean  to  say  there  is  no 
more  national  sentiment  now  than  there  was  before  ; 
the  same  flag  that  floats  over  us  floated  over  us 
then.  You  think  that  there  is  a  national  sentiment, 
that  there  is  a  fusion,  because  215  of  us  come  here 
at  the  public  expense  and  sit  together  for  a  few 
months.  But  the  people  of  these  provinces  never 
were  united  and  never  can  be.  There  is  no 
traffic  between  them.  You  talk  about  taking 
the  products  of  the  Lower  Provinces.  Why  a 
man  has  got  to  mortgage  his  farm  to  pay  the 
expenses  of  coming  up  here  to  sell  a  hundred  dol¬ 
lars  worth  of  his  produce.  They  do  not  come  here, 
they  do  not  travel  here,  and  the  provinces  are  not 
being  fused  together.  What  men  or  women  from 
Ontario  are  coming  down  to  the  Lower  Provinces 
and  intermarrying  with  our  people  ?  What  business 
are  they  doing  with  us  ?  There  are  not  as  many 
Upper  Canadians  in  Prince  Edward  Island,  or 
New  Brunswick  or  Nova  Scotia  as  there  wras 
before  Confederation  ;  the  census  will  show  there 
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are  not  as  many.  There  are  more  Americans 
coming  to  the  Maritime  Provinces  than  Canadians. 
There  is  no  interchange  of  national  sentiment 
or  fusion  between  the  people  of  these  provinces. 
We  are  all  British  subjects,  we  are  all  interested 
in  the  welfare  of  one  another,  but  we  were  that 
before  Confederation,  and  it  was  to  carry  out 
Confederation  that  this  great  undertaking,  this 
foolish  undertaking,  this  extravagant  undertaking, 
was  consummated.  The  Lower  Provinces  were 
induced  to  come  into  Confederation  because  they 
were  told  that  it  would  create  trade.  You  say 
now  that  it  was  never  intended  to  do  so ;  I 
have  heard  hon.  gentlemen  say  it  never  was 
intended  that  it  should  be  a  paying  enter¬ 
prise,  that  it  should  be  a  commercial  success. 
It  wTas  not  so  stated  when  we  undertook  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  road,  it  was  not  so  argued  when  Con¬ 
federation  was  being  agitated.  We,  in  the  Mari¬ 
time  Provinces,  were  then  told  that  there  would  be 
no  increase  of  taxation  ;  but  it  is  contended  now 
that  we  can  lose  millions  on  the  Intercolonial 
Railway,  that  we  can  expend  8100,000,000  on  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  and  yet  not  increase 
taxation.  The  truth  is  we  have  increased  our  taxa¬ 
tion,  and  have  not  effected  our  object.  For  whose 
benefit  has  this  work  been  carried  out  ?  It  is  no 
use  for  one  province  to  find  fault  with  another,  for 
we  have  now  together  to  bear  the  burden.  After 
Confederation  this  road  was  not  built  for  the  Mari¬ 
time  Provinces.  They  were  going  on  very  well ; 
they  are  on  the  seaboard,  and  the  western  provin¬ 
ces  could  not  get  to  the  ocean  without  getting  a 
right  of  way  through  New  Brunswick  or  Nova 
Scotia.  I  think  the  Minister  of  Railways,  who  has 
not  been  very  long  in  the  department,  is  very  well 
up  in  the  details  of  this  railway  matter,  and  it 
would  be  quite  impossible,  even  if  he  had  been  in  his 
present  position  for  many  years,  to  answer  all  the 
questions  that  may  be  put  to  him.  I  remember  at 
one  time  when  Mr.  Mackenzie  was  Minister  of 
Public  Works  that  his  deputy  sat  .alongside  of  him, 
and  I  do  not  think  it  would  fje  contrary  to  the  rules 
of  the  House  if  the  deputy  of  the  Minister  of  Rail¬ 
ways  sat  by  his  side,  and  then  all  these  questions  could 
be  answered ,  if  they  have  to  be  asked  in  this  House.  Of 
course  it  is  not  expected  that  all  our  public  works  will 
give  a  revenue  directly,  as  it  is  as  impossible  to  make 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  a  commercial  success  as 
it  is  to  fly.  You  cannot  create  a  trade,  you  can 
force  a  little  trade— but  there  is  no  trade  of  any 
extent  between  these  provinces.  The  products  of 
the  Maritime  Provinces  do  not  come  this  way,  and 
we  can  obtain  flour  cheaper  than  by  bringing  it 
over  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  and  the  people  of 
the  western  provinces  can  obtain  coal  cheaper  than 
by  that  route.  I  hope  the  Railway  Department  lias 
got  into  the  hands  of  a  man  who  will  make  it  a 
success.  He  cannot  make  much  money  out  of  it 
for  the  reasons  I  have  stated,  but  he  can  reduce  the 
annual  loss.  I  happened  to  be  in  public  life  at  the 
time  of  Confederation,  and  I  remember  the  induce¬ 
ments  then  held  out,  and  it  is  not  proper  for  the 
western  provinces  to  claim  that  this  railway 
expenditure  was  made  in  the  interests  of  the 
Maritime  Provinces,  for  the  railway  is  not  as  much 
in  their  interests  as  in  the  interests  of  the  western 
provinces.  We  do  not  send  as  many  goods  west 
as  western  people  send  down  to  us.  We  could  get 
our  goods  from  ports  in  the  United  States  and  we 
could  get  our  flour  cheaper  than  now.  But  it 
«0 


is  no  more  use  talking  about  that  matter  than  it  is 
talking  about  details,  because  we  have  the  railway 
and  we  will  continue  to  run  it.  We  should  en¬ 
courage  the  Minister  of  Railways  to  reduce  the 
annual  loss  as  much  as  possible  under  the  circum¬ 
stances. 

Mr.  H  AGO  ART.  I  desire  to  correct  what  may 
be  an  error  in  my  statement.  I  hope  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  will  understand  that  I  was  reading  from  a 
return  for  1876-77  of  the  expenditure  in  Halifax 
and  St.  John.  That  is  the  total  amount  from  those 
dates  up  to  1890-91. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  The  immediate  question 
before  the  House  is  the  proposition  to  vote  a 
certain  sum  of  money  for  extensions  at  Halifax.  I 
have  followed  without  intervening  in  the  debate, 
the  hon.  gentleman  as  clearly  as  1  could,  with  a 
view  to  ascertaining  what  would  be  not  only  the 
probable  but  the  possible  cost  if  the  House  were  to 
make  this  grant,  and  up  to  this  moment  I  have  not 
clearly  or  satisfactorily  understood  it.  Last  year 
when  the  present  Minister  of  Militia  was  acting 
Minister  of  Railways,  this  question  came  up  and 
the  same  vote  was  proposed.  He  was  asked  the 
quantity  of  land  proposed  to  be  expropriated,  that 
is  land  lying  south  of  Lock  man  street  and  between 
the  station  and  Cornwallis  street,  and  the  hon. 
gentleman  said  the  quantity  of  land  would  be 
2,503  feet  by  830  feet.  The  hon.  gentleman 
knows  that  the  land  is  on  the  slope  of  the  hill, 
and  that  it  will  be  necessary  to  level  that  land. 
It  is  rock  of  a  very  hard  character,  and  I  have 
seen  an  estimate  made  by  very  competent  men  of 
the.  cost  of  excavation.  The  estimates  of  the 
Minister  placed  the  cost  of  expropriation  at  $400,- 
000,  assuming  that  the  city  council  expropriate 
the  land  and  hand  it  over  to  the  Government  after 
keeping  part  of  the  street  they  propose  to  widen. 
It  is  then  estimated  that  $179,000  will  be  required 
for  buildings,  making  $579,000.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  stated  that  of  the  three  propositions  before 
the  House  the  cost  of  each  would  be  about  the 
same.  I  am  told  by  competent  men  what  it  will 
cost  to  level  that  land,  which  we  were  told  last 
year  comprised  seven  and  a  half  acres  and  which 
we  are  now  told  comprises  eighteen  acres,  which 
is  about  accurate,  will  be  $1,000,000  outside  of 
the  expropriation  for  the  land  and  outside  of  the 
money  for  the  contemplated  buildings.  Has  the 
Minister  in  his  possession  an  estimate  of  his  own 
engineers  showing  that,  supposing  we  adopt  this 
plan  and  vote  the  money  and  expropriate  eighteen 
and  a  half  acres,  it  will  not  cost  in  the  neighbour¬ 
hood  of  $1,000,000  to  level  that  land? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  quantity  of  land  proposed 
to  be  used  between  Cornwallis  street  and  the  station 
is  2,500  feet  long  by  330  feet  wide.  The  assessed 
value  of  the  property  is  $450,000.  If  it  were  ex¬ 
propriated  by  the  Government,  we  could  scarcely 
judge  the  cost,  as  we  would  very  likely  have  to  pay 
very  largely  in  excess  of  the  assessed  value  of  the 
property.  The  proposition  is,  as  the  Halifax 
people  want  to  widen  the  street  at  the  station,  that 
they  should  take  a  few  feet  for  that  purpose  and 
give  us  the  balance  of  the  property  for  $400,000. 
The  estimated  cost  of  buildings,  grading,  laying 
the  rails,  furnishing  the  ties,  rails  and  everything 
else  is  $195,000.  There  is  no  excavation  to  be  made 
in  doing  this  work,  as  I  am  informed  by  my  officers, 
the  principal  work  being  grading,  raising  or  filling. 
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The  total  cost  of  the  station  and  improvements  will 
be  $595,000. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  That  is  the  statement 
which  the  lion,  gentleman  very  frankly  made  before. 

I  am  informed  by  those  who  know  the  property 
that  they  have  had  an  estimate  made  by  an  engi¬ 
neer,  and  that  the  cost  of  levelling  that  property 
would  be  at  least  $1,000,000. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Perhaps  the  lion,  gentleman 
did  not  hear  me.  I  read  a  detailed  statement  of 
every  yard  of  excavation  and  every  yard  of  land  to 
be  built,  and  the  estimated  cost  of  the  building  from 
my  department,  and  the  cost  of  work  on  all  exca¬ 
vation,  grading  and  building  was  within  $195,000. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  is  therefore  perfectly 
plain  that  the  hon.  gentleman  does  not  propose  to 
level  the  land,  and  everybody  who  knows  the  land 
knows  it  is  on  the  hill  side.  We  are  bound  to  ac¬ 
cept  the  hon.  gentleman’s  statement  that  it  can  be 
expropriated  for  $400,000,  and  that  the  buildings 
can  be  put  up  for  $179,000  ;  but  I  have  confined 
myself  entirely  to  the  question  whether  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  level  the  land,  and  I  am  told  that  if  we  do 
level  it  it  will  cost  $1,000,000.  I  am  told  further 
that  that  estimate  was  made  by  the  chief  engineer 
himself. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  is  the  statement  of  the  en¬ 
gineer  of  the  department  which  I  have.  It  does 
not  require  any  levelling,  but  instead  of  that  it  re¬ 
quires  filling.  I  have  the  plan  here  and  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  can  see  for  themselves. 

Mr.  KENNY.  I  should  be  as  familiar  with  the 
property  as  my  hon.  friend  from  Queen’s,  P.E.I. 
(Mr.  Davies).  I  have  taken  the  trouble  to  inform 
myself  on  this  matter,  and  I  can  tell  my  hon.  friend 
that  the  Minister  of  Railways  is  perfectly  correct 
in  what  he  says.  From  the  western  side  of  the  pro¬ 
perty  as  he  has  described  it,  he  will  not  be  able  to 
get  sufficient  material  to  fill  it  on  the  eastern  side. 
The  hon.  gentleman  may  have  seen  the  property, 
but  I  doubt  very  much  if  he  has  critically  exam¬ 
ined  it. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  Not  personally. 

Mr.  KENNY.  I  have  done  so,  and  I  was  much 
surprised  myself  to  find  when  I  examined  the  grades 
carefully  that  such  is  the  case,  and  that  one  expense 
will  be  carrying  material  in  order  to  secure  a  level 
properly.  I  may  just  say,  as  this  matter  has  come 
up  again,  that  when  this  question  was  mentioned 
in  the  House  last  year,  I  advised  the  then  Minister 
of  Railways,  as  I  would  advise  the  hon.  gentleman 
who  is  in  charge  of  the  department  to-day,  not  to 
accept  the  dictum  of  the  city  of  Halifax,  or  any¬ 
body  else  who  may  be  interested  in  any  particular 
route  ;  but  let  him  satisfy  himself  when  he  is  on 
the  spot,  and  take  the  very  best  expert  opinion  in 
Canada.  That  is  the  suggestion  I  made  to  the  hon. 
Minister  of  Railways  in  1890,  and  as  a  representa¬ 
tive  in  this  House  from  Halifax,  I  have  to  express 
my  surprise  and  regret  that  the  Department  of 
Railways  has  not  informed  itself  accurately  as  to 
what  was  best  to  do  in  the  interests  of  the  Interco¬ 
lonial  Railway — I  mean  the  interests  of  the  Domi¬ 
nion  of  Canada.  We  cannot  imagine  that  in  the 
expenditure  of  Dominion  money  we  are  to  be 
guided  altogether  by  the  advice  of  the  citizens  of 
Halifax,  but  when  the  city  of  Halifax  heard  that 
this  property  was  likely  to  be  required,  and  when 
it  was  explained  to  the  city  council  that  the  Gov- 
Mr.  Haggart. 


eminent  would  object  to  expropriate  property,  I 
understand  that  the  city  council  made  an  offer  to 
the  Dominion  Government  that  if  this  property  was 
found  suitable  they  would  acquire  it  and  give  it  to 
the  Dominion  Government  for  the  sum  of  $400,000. 
That  is  the  position  in  which  the  city  council  of 
Halifax  stands  in  the  conduct  of  these  negotiations 
with  the  Dominion  Government. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Of  course  we  all  accept 
the  statement  of  the  Minister,  as  to  the  amount 
required  for  expropriation,  and  it  would  be  very 
great  presumption  on  my  part  to  insist  upon  re¬ 
peating  the  statements  I  made  as  to  the  probable 
cost  of  levelling  this  land  in  the  face  of  the  state¬ 
ment  made  by  the  hon.  gentleman.  I  wish  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  Minister,  and  of  his  friends 
behind  him,  to  this  fact  :  That  when  they  have 
acquired  the  land,  and  put  buildings  upon  it  at  an 
expense  of  nearly  $600,000,  they  will  not  have 
solved  the  problem  at  all.  The  complaint  now  is 
that  the  station  is  about  a  mile  from  the  business 
centre  of  the  city.  If  you  acquire  the  land 
between  Cornwallis  street  on  the  west  and  the 
railway  station  and  south  of  Lockman  street,  you 
will  only  have  moved  the  station  a  little  further 
towards  the  business  centre,  and  it  will  cost  you 
just  as  much  to  convey  freight  to  the  station  as  it 
does  now.  I  understand  well  the  proposition  made 
by  the  Board  of  Trade  which  was  referred  to  by  my 
hon.  friend  from  Queen’s,  N.S.  (Mr.  Forbes),  last 
year  ;  that  if  you  build  a  line  and  expropriate 
land  along  the  end  of  the  docks  nearest  the  city, 
you  can  bring  the  terminus  of  the  road  fip  to  the 
warehouses  of  the  chief  merchants.  However, 
he  was  then  answered  by  the  leader  of  the 
House  that  the  expropriation  of  that  land  would 
cost  at  least  $2,000,000.  That  is  one  of  the  alter¬ 
native  propositions  which  the  Minister  suggests  as 
before  him,  and  I  find  from  turning  up  Hansard, 
that  the  First  Minister  of  the  Crown  in  this  House 
says  that  to  expropriate  the  land  alone  for  that 
scheme  would  cost  $2,000,000.  So  that  I  suppose 
it  is  out  of  the  question.  I  would  ask  the  Minister 
of  Railways  what  benefits  are  to  be  conferred  on 
the  citizens  of  Halifax  by  the  expenditure  of  this 
$600,000.  You  only  bring  the  terminus  a  very 
little  nearer  the  business  centre  and  a  hackman  will 
not  charge  a  cent  more  to  carry  his  load  100  or  500 
yards  further.  I  have  listened  to  the  remarks  of 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  and  I  failed  to  hear  any 
arguments  which  justify  the  expenditure,  even  of 
the  amount  which  the  Minister  of  Railways  says  it 
will  actually  cost  to  extend  the  line  to  Cornwallis 
street.  This  House  is  entitled  to  be  assured  beyond 
reasonable  doubt  that  the  $600,000  expenditure 
will  satisfy  the  people  of  Halifax,  and  bring  the 
station  as  near  to  the  business  eenfire  of  the  town 
as  ever  it  will  be  required  to  build  it.  The  leader 
of  the  House  told  us  last  year  that  to  build 
the  road  along  the  docks  would  cost  $2,000,000 
for  the  land,  and  we  were  told  also  that 
it  would  be  an  impossibility  to  build  it  along 
Water  street.  If  you  adopt  the  third  alternative 
as  is  now  suggested  by  the  Minister  of  Railways 
you  are  no  better  off  than  now.  I  submit  to  the 
House  that  for  the  purpose  of  merely  expending 
this  $600,000,  unless  you  acquire  all  that  is  sought, 
it  is  a  criminal  expenditure.  If  you  only  want  to 
acquire  increase  accommodation  at  the  railway 
terminus  you  can  do  it,  I  suppose,  at  one-tenth  of 
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the  expense  now  suggested.  The  only  object  of 
buying  these  18  acres  is  to  build  the  railway 
station  into  the  business  centre  of  the  town.  That 
you  are  not  going  to  do,  and  your  wharves  and 
warehouses,  for  all  practical  purposes  after  you 
have  expended  this  large  sum  of  money,  will  be  as 
far  from  the  station  as  they  are  now.  The  Minister 
is  not  justified  in  asking  the  House  to  vote  this  enor¬ 
mous  sum  of  money  unless  he  is  able  to  assure  us 
that  its  expenditure  will  bring  about  the  advantages 
which  the  people  of  Halifax  expect  it  will ;  and  I 
have  not  heard  from  lion,  gentlemen  who  represent 
Halifax  that  that  will  be  accomplished. 

Mr.  KENNY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sure  that  the 
hon.  Minister  of  Railways  will  be  exceedingly  in¬ 
debted  to  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s,  P.E.I. 
(Mr.  Davies),  if  he  will  tell  him  how  adequate  rail¬ 
way  facilities  at  Halifax  can  be  acquired  for  the 
sum  he  estimates.  I  am  q\iite  sure  that  the  hon. 
gentleman,  if  he  were  thoroughly  familiar  with 
the  question,  would  not  have  made  the  contention 
that  he  has  made  here  this  evening.  The  hon. 
gentleman  says  that  the  only  advantage  that  will 
accrue  will  be  that  the  freight  which  now  comes 
into  Halifax,  instead  of  being  delivered  at  North 
street,  will  be  delivered  at  Cornwallis  street. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  And  vice  versa,  the 
freight  that  goes  from  Halifax. 

Mr.  KENNY.  The  hon.  gentleman  must  pardon 
me  for  saying,  what  I  think  he  ought  to  know, 
because  it  has  been  frequently  discussed  in  his 
presence  before,  that  all  the  freight  that  comes  to 
Halifax  from  the  western  part  of  Nova  Scotia,  has 
to  be  trucked  to  the  business  part  of  Halifax, 
not  from  North  street,  but  from  Richmond  ;  and  an 
agreement  was  entered  into  between  the  Dominion 
Government  and  the  Windsor  and  Annapolis  Rail¬ 
way  Company  that  that  company  shall  be  furnished 
with  the  same  facilities  for  handling  its  freight  as 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  possesses.  The  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  is  sufficiently  familiar  with  the  city  of  Hali¬ 
fax  and  its  neighbourhood  to  know  that  there  is  a 
very  great  difference  between  the  delivery  and  re¬ 
ception  of  freight  at  Richmond,  and  its  delivery 
and  reception  at  Cornwallis  street  or  North  street. 
When  this  question  was  first  proposed  to  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Railways  in  1887,  the  late  Mr.  Pope,  he 
immediately  admitted  that  more  space  and  more 
storage  room  were  necessary  at  Halifax  ;  and  I 
desire  to  point  out  to  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s, 
P.E.I.,  who  is  so  energetically  opposing  what  he 
considers  might  be  an  advantage  to  Halifax,  but 
that  at  Nortli  street  the  space  is  so  limited  and 
circumscribed  that  it  is  impossible  properly  to 
handle  the  freight  which  passes  over  the  Inter¬ 
colonial,  and  therefore  the  freight  for  the  Windsor 
and  Annapolis  Railway  cannot  lie  handled  there. 
The  space  at  North  street  is  all  required  for  pas¬ 
senger  traffic  alone.  I  might  remind  the  committee 
that  the  amount  which  the  hon.  Minister  has 
placed  in  the  Estimates  this  year  is  simply  a  x’evote. 
It  has  appeared  in  the  Estimates. every  year  since 
1887,  but  it  seems  to  be  more  energetically  opposed 
by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  this  year  than  it  has 
been  in  any  preceding  year. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  We  are  not  opposing; 
we  are  seeking  explanations. 

Mr.  KENNY.  And  the  hon.  gentleman  under¬ 
takes  to  enlighten  the  committee  on  a  matter  in 


which,  he  will  permit  me  to  say,  he  cannot  be  per¬ 
sonally  well  informed,  because  he  does  not  pretend 
to  say  that  he  has  ever  examined  the  locality  with 
the  idea  of  expressing  an  opinion  as  to  its  adapta¬ 
bility  to  meet  the  railway  emergency  in  the  city  of 
Halifax.  I  suggest  to  the  Minister  that  if  he 
is  not  prepared  to  make  a  definite  proposal  to 
the  committee  to-night  he  should  tell  us  how 
soon  it  is  his  intention  to  examine  the  locality  ; 
and  I  would  repeat  to  him  what  I  said  to  his 
predecessor,  that  to  me  it  seems  to  be  in  the 
public  interest  that  the  whole  question  should  be 
examined  dispassionately  and  impartially  by  the 
very  best  railway  authorities  in  Canada.  I 
understand  that  very  recently  two  members  of 
the  Board  of  Trade  of  Halifax  were  here;  and 
the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s,  P.E.I.,  has  cor¬ 
rectly  stated  that  the  members  of  the  Board  of 
Trade,  whose  opinion  on  all  matters  is  entitled 
to  respect,  advocate  the  extension  of  the  track 
along  the  water  frontage.  Well,  when  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  that  Board  of  Trade  were  here,  some 
three  or  four  weeks  ago  they  communicated  with 
the  Railway  Department,  I  believe— I  was  not  here 
at  the  time  myself — and  asked  the  Minister,  with¬ 
out  any  conference  or  communication  with  me  on  the 
subject,  to  do  exactly  what  I  suggested  to  him,  and 
what  I  suggested  to  his  predecessor,  should  be  done, 
that  is,  that  before  we  spend  any  money  we  should 
get  the  very  best  expert  evidence  possible  and  then 
do  what  is  best  in  order  to  secure  proper  railway 
facilities  for  the  terminus  of  our  railway.  Let  me 
tell  hon.  gentlemen  now  that  last  year  when  we  had 
an  unusual  amount  of  grain  passing  over  the  road 
the  facilities  at  Halifax  were  so  inadequate  that  the 
whole  railway  system  was  congested.  Every  siding 
was  filled  with  grain  cars  from  Halifax  to  Moncton, 
and  as  a  consequence  the  delay  in  loading  ships 
was  so  great  that  the  vessels  of  the  Donaldson  line 
which,  during  the  summer  months,  run  to  Mont¬ 
real,  and  the  owners  of  which  expressed  their  de¬ 
sire  to  load  their  ships  at  Halifax  during  the  win¬ 
ter  months,  were  so  delayed,  and  the  facilities 
for  loading  grain  were  so  inadequate,  that  they 
were  obliged  to  abandon  Halifax  and  go  to  an 
American  port.  That  is  evidently  to  the  detriment 
of  Canadian  trade  and  commerce  and  even  to  the 
prestige  of  Canada.  We  should  be  able  at  least 
to  so  manage  our  Intercolonial  Railway  and  to  have 
it  so  supplied  with  proper  terminal  facilities  that 
we  could  ship  from  our  own  seaports  the  produce 
of  our  own  country. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  committee  will 
notice  how  ingeniously  and  carefully  my  hon. 
friend  avoided  the  point  I  tried  to  make.  He 
pointed  out  that  increased  accommodation  was 
necessary  and  would  be  obtained  by  this  mode  of 
purchasing  the  property  between  Cornwallis  street 
and  the  station,  at  a  cost  of  $600,000  or  8700,000. 
But  the  hon.  gentleman  did  not  state  that  that 
would  satisfy  the  demands  of  the  business  por¬ 
tion  of  the  city,  or  that  it  would  bring  the 
station  to  the  wharves  or  warehouses  as  the  busi¬ 
ness  portion  of  Halifax  ask  us  to  do.  I  suggested 
that  the  increased  accommodation,  if  that  is  all 
you  are  going  to  get,  can  be  obtained  at  a  very 
much  less  expense  than  by  purchasing  eighteen 
and  a-half  acres. 

Mr.  KENNY.  How  ? 
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Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  am  not  in  a  position 
to  tell  the  hon.  gentleman  how  it  can  be  done. 
Does  the  hon.  gentleman  state  that  in  his  opinion 
it  is  necessary  to  purchase  eighteen  and  a-half 
acres  of  land  in  the  centre  of  the  city  in  order  to 
give  the  increased  accommodation  ?  He  knows 
it  is  not ;  and  let  me  just  point  out  to  him  that 
the  only  instance  he  gave  was  this,  that  last  year 
the  enormous  quantity  of  grain  carried  congested 
the  road  almost  from  Truro  to  Halifax.  At  what 
cost  ?  He  knows  well  that  one  of  the  chief  sources 
of  loss  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway  last  year  was 
the  foolish  attempt  to  carry  grain  to  Halifax  from 
the  Chaudiere  Junction  in  competition  with 
the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  carrying  it  to  Port¬ 
land.  Now  it  may  he  very  well  to  carry  grain  on 
our  own  railways,  but  if  I  am  correctly  informed 
by  the  officials  at  Moncton,  we  carried  grain  last 
year  at  $12  or  $13  a  car  load  from  Chaudiere  Junc¬ 
tion  to  Halifax  ;  and  any  man  who  knows  any¬ 
thing  about  railways  knows  that  is  an  absolutely 
ruinous  rate.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  is  going  to 
carry  grain  at  a  ruinous  rate  and  then  pay  $600,000 
besides  to  provide  accommodation  for  it  at  the 
terminus,  he  is  adopting  a  policy  which  will 
not  commend  itself  to  sensible  business  men.  He 
knows  that  very  well.  I  do  not  blame  him  in  a 
sense  for  constituting  himself  the  special  represen¬ 
tative  of  Halifax,  but  he  ought  to  know  that  he  re¬ 
presents  a  little  more  than  one  section  of  his  own 
constituents,  and  I  think,  in  a  matter  of  this  grave 
importance,  we  should  discuss  it  not  from  a  mere 
sectional  standpoint  alone,  but  from  a  general 
standpoint.  I  would  like  him  to  state  whether  he 
would  advise  the  continuance  of  the  policy  of 
carrying  grain  from  Chaudiere  Junction  at  those 
ruinous  rates. 

Mr.  KENNY.  I  am  sorry  to  have  to  speak  so 
frequently  this  evening,  but  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
undertaken  charge  of  the  representation  of  the 
city  of  Halifax  and  to  lecture  me  on  matters  in 
which  he  must  permit  me  to  say  I  consider  myself 
as  well  informed  as  he  is.  The  hon.  gentleman  has 
told  us  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  make  any  expen¬ 
diture  in  order  to  secure  adequate  railway  facilities 
at  Halifax,  because  that  is  the  question  which  is 
under  discussion.  I  have  carefully  abstained,  not 
only  to-night,  but  in  years  past,  from  expressing  any 
positive  opinion  as  to  which  mode  is  the  best  to 
adopt  to  secure  these  facilities,  that  is  to  say,  whether 
we  should  acquire  more  property  or  try  to  secure  a 
track  along  the  water  frontage,  for  this  reason,  that 
I  do  not  possess  the  universal  knowledge  with 
which  Providence  has  gifted  my  hon.  friend  and  do 
not  pose  as  a  railway  expert. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  In  relation  to  the  exten¬ 
sion  of  the  track  across  the  front  of  the  wharves,  I 
did  not  give  any  opinion  of  my  own,  but  quoted 
the  opinion  of  the  Minister  of  Justice  that  the  right 
of  way  along  that  track  would  cost  $2,000,000. 

Mr.  KENNY.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  a  very 
Irish  way  of  answering  a  question  by  usually 
putting  another  ;  and  I  always  feel  at  a  very  great 
disadvantage,  as  an  ordinary  business  man,  in 
making  a  response  to  a  gentleman  so  prominent  in 
the  legal  profession  a^  my  hon.  friend,  whose  special 
pleading  is  always  most  formidable.  The  hon. 
gentleman  told  us  distinctly  to-night  that  all  that 
is  necessary  to  secure  adequate  terminal  arrange¬ 
ments  at  Halifax  can  be  accomplished  without 
Mr.  Davies  (P.E.I.) 


the  expenditure  to  which  the  Minister  of  Railways 
referred.  The  hon.  gentleman  says  that  he 
knows  how  it  can  be  accomplished  without  spend¬ 
ing  the  amount  of  money  which  the  Minister 
of  Railways  tells  us  is  necessary  to  the  acqui¬ 
sition  of  the  Cornwallis  street  property.  If  the 
hon.  gentleman  will  tell  us  how  it  can  be  done  for 
less  money,  I  am  quite  sure  that  not  only  will 
the  Minister  of  Railways,  but  all  of  us,  because  we 
are  here  as  the  guardians  of  the  public  treasury, 
and  I  recognize  my  duty  in  that  respect  without  being 
told  it  by  the  hon.  m  ember  for  Queen's,  P.E.I.,  would 
be  happy  to  adopt  his  suggestion.  Therefore  it  is 
that  1.  not  having  any  intuitive  knowledge  of  rail¬ 
way  matters,  and  not  having  any  railway  training, 
suggest  to  the  Minister,  as  the  expense  involved  is 
a  large  one,  that  he  should  be  guided,  not  by  what 
hon.  gentlemen  on  this  side  or  that  side  may  say,  but 
by  what  the  best  railway  talent  in  Canada  consider 
best  to  be  done  in  the  public  interests. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  Everybody  must  admire 
the  facility  with  which  the  hon.  gentleman  evaded 
answering  the  simple  question  I  put  to  him.  He 
stated  that  the  line  is  congested  between  Truro 
and  Halifax  because  of  the  grain  carried  on  the 
line  to  be  shipped  from  Halifax  ;  and  I  asked  him 
whether  he  thought  it  desirable  in  the  public  in¬ 
terest  that  grain  should  be  carried  at  the  ruinous 
rate  at  which  it  is  ;  and  the  committee  must  have 
seen  that  the  hon.  gentleman  never  attempted  to 
grapple  with  that  question  at  all.  If  the  committee 
determine  that  it  is  desirable  we  should  compete 
with  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  and  carry  grain  at 
ruinous  rates  to  Halifax,  as  we  did  last  year,  and 
pile  up  a  deficit  of  a  million  dollars  for  the  glory  of 
carrying  it,  besides  spending  $600,000  extra  as  now 
proposed,  well  and  good.  But  I  suppose  we  are 
discussing  this  matter  in  a  common  sense  way  as 
business  men.  I  do  not  profess  to  give  any  opinion 
beyond  what  appears  on  the  surface  that  the  thing 
cannot  be  continued.  The  hon.  gentleman  knows 
it  cannot,  and  I  challenge  him  to  tell  us  that  he 
would  advise  the  Railway  Department  to  continue 
it  if  we  are  to  lose  nearly  $500,000  in  the  traffic 
besides  this  large  expenditure  of  $600,000. 

Mr.  KENNY.  The  hon.  gentleman  puts  so 
many  questions  that  I  cannot  answer  them  all  at 
once.  I  do  not  care  to  repeat  what  has  been 
said  in  the  House  over  and  over  again  as 
regard  competitive  rates  on  grain  and  flour.  It 
has  been  pointed  out  in  this  House  before  that  the 
rate  at  which  flour  is  carried  from  the  western 
points  in  Ontario  to  the  Maritime  Provinces  is  a 
low  rate,  but  hon.  gentlemen  will  remember  that 
it  is  a  competitive  rate,  and  that  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  and  its  associate  lines  in  the  western  part 
of  Canada,  be  they  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  or 
the  Grand  Trunk  Railway,  carry  that  flour  at  a  low 
rate,  because  otherwise  it  would  go  by  the  American 
railway  system  to  Boston  and  thence  by  w^ater.  I  say 
that  it  is  in  the  interests  of  Canada  that  we  should 
try  to  retain  that  traffic  for  our  own  railways.  In  the 
matter  of  grain  the  hon.  gentleman  has  referred  to 
me,  and  I  will  candidly  tell  him  that  whilst  I  have 
taken  some  pains  to  inform  myself  as  to  the  rates 
on  flour  I  am  not  familiar  with  the  rates  at  which 
grain  was  carried  last  year  or  any  previous  year. 
But  I  do  say  this,  as  a  Canadian,  that  in  order  to 
develop  our  own  grain  traffic,  through  our  own 
territory  it  would  be  wise  for  us  to  make  experi- 
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meats  at  a  rate  which  would  be  to  some  extent  un- 
renmnerative.  I  say  that  it  will  require  time 
and  energy  to  divert  the  export  trade  of  Canada 
from  foreign  ports.  We  have  to  overcome  the  pre¬ 
judices  of  a  settled  course  of  commerce,  and  all 
business  men  know  that  this  is  difficult  of  accom¬ 
plishment.  And  it  would  be  well  for  us  to 
expend  a  certain  amount  in  order  to  ship  suc¬ 
cessfully  from  our  own  ports  the  grain  produced 
in  our  own  country.  My  lion,  friend  will  re¬ 
member  that  much  of  the  grain  which  is  shipped 
to  Europe  is  shipped  from  points  in  the  west,  like 
Winnipeg,  on  direct  bills  of  lading  to  the  consignee, 
say  in  Liverpool,  and  that  theshipper  in  Winnipeg 
who  receives  the  order  forthe  grain  makes  arrange¬ 
ments  with  some  railway  system  to  carry  it  from 
that  point  direct  through  by  railway  and  steamer 
on  a  bill  of  lading  to  Europe.  The  hon.  member  for 
Queen’s,  I  hope  does  not  want  to  disparage  the  sea¬ 
ports  of  Canada,  and  he  knows  that  they  are  nearer 
Europe  than  the  American  ports,  and  that  on  a 
through  bill  of  lading,  the  steamer  and  the  railway 
divide  the  freight,  and  it  is  well  worth  our  while  in 
the  public  interest  of  Canada  to  endeavour  to  carry 
out  this  experiment,  even  if  it  should  at  first  involve 
some  loss,  and  my  hon.  friend  knows  that  it  is  a 
matter  of  time  to  overcome  prejudices  of  trade  and 
divert  trade  from  other  channels.  I  say  it  is  worth 
our  while  tomake  theexperiment  even  if  it  involved 
a  loss. 

Mr.  (LILLIES.  When  this  subject  was  under 
discussion  last  year,  I  refrained  from  taking  any 
part  in  it,  in  the  first  place  because  I  was  a  young 
member  of  the  House,  ami  for  the  equally  potent 
reason  that  the  delfate  was  confined  at  that  time 
within  much  narrower  limits  than  it  has  on  this 
occasion  assumed.  I  would  now  pursue  the  same 
course  as  I  did  then  were  I  not  reminded  by  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  senior  member  for  Halifax  (Mr.  Kenny) 
that  we  are  sitting  here  as  the  guardians  of  the  public 
treasury  and  that,  when  we  are  considering  the 
expenditure  of  so  many  millions  of  dollars  as  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  has  cost  this  country  and 
the  amount  of  money  which  it  is  costing  annually, 
it  behooves  every  member  who  can  give  an  intelli¬ 
gent  opinion  upon  the  subject  to  express  that 
opinion  and  to  show  why  this  should  be  put  a  stop 
to  if  possible.  I  may  begin  my  remarks  by  saying 
that  I  am  very  much  pleased  with  the  tone  this 
debate  has  maintained  since  its  commencement.  It 
shows  the  very  excellent  feeling  that  exists  between 
the  far  east  and  the  far  west.  I  have  every  reason 
to  congratulate  the  Minister  of  Railways  for  the 
manner  in  which  he  has  set  out  on  his  ministerial 
mission  by  curtailing  the  expenses  of  this  service, 
and  f  have  no  doubt,  from  the  ability  which  that  hon. 
gentleman  possesses,  that  we  will  have  the  gratify¬ 
ing  spectacle  next  year  of  meeting  a  much  smaller 
deficit  than  confronts  us  on  this  occasion.  I  think 
I  may  be  pardoned  in  saying  that  we  have  almost 
sickened  and  tired  of  the  assertion  which  is  so  often 
made  from  some  quarters  that  this  railwaydias  been 
built  and  is  being  maintained  altogether  in  the 
interest  of  the  Maritime  Provinces.  Any  one  who 
knows  the  political  history  of  this  country  for  the 
past  25  years  will  remember  that,  at  the  very  in¬ 
ception  of  this  scheme,  the  broad  statement  was 
made  that  the  Intercolonial  Railway  was  not  to  be 
constructed  as  a  commercial  adventure  or  to  be 
maintained  as  a  paying  enterprise,  but  that  it  was 


to  be  a  great  bond  of  union  to  bind  together  the 
provinces  on  the  east  and  those  on  the  west.  That 
road  has  been  fulfilling  that  mission  to  a  remarkable 
extent.  Let  us  investigate  this  question  for  a  few 
moments,  and,  by  submitting  it  to  the  best  analysis, 
to  the  test  of  an  argumentative  analysis,  we  will 
see  that  this  road  has  been  far  more  beneficial  to 
the  western  people  than  to  the  people  down  by  the 
sea.  We  have  beeu  told,  and  told  with  truth,  that 
the  coal  carried  from  the  eastern  provinces  has  been 
carried  at  a  commercial  loss.  That  coal  pays  only 
fV  of  a  cent  per  ton  per  mile.  My  hon.  friend  from 
Halifax  (Mr.  Kenny)  showed  a  few  evenings  ago 
that  during  the  years  1889  and  1890  the  quantity 
of  coal  carried  over  the  road  amounted  to 
294,879  tons  dead  weight.  I  have  investi¬ 
gated  the  correctness  of  the  figures  and  I 
find  them  to  be  substantially  as  quoted  by  the  hon. 
member.  That  quantity  passed  west  of  Chaudiere 
Junction  and  was  carried  at  three-tenths  of  a  cent 
per  ton  per  mile.  Let  us  see  what  quantity  of 
products  of  the  western  provinces  found  their  way 
to  the  sea,  either  for  consumption  in  the  Maritime 
Provinces  or  for  the  purpose  of  transatlantic  trans¬ 
portation.  If  the  products  from  the  east  to  the 
west  were  carried  at  a  less  rate  than  these  from 
the  west  to  the  east,  then  the  Upper  Provinces  are 
suffering.  But  we  find  that  the  western  products 
were  carried  at  still  lower  rates  than  the  coal  was 
carried.  During  the  years  mentioned,  1889  and 
1890,  there  were  2,129,169  barrels  of  flour  carried  at 
a  little  less  than  three -tenths  of  a  cent  per  ton  per 
mile,  so  that  was  less  than  the  rate  at  which  coal  was 
carried.  During  the  same  period  we  find  that  the 
quantity  of  5,501,303  bushels  of  grain  were  carried 
at  the  rate  of  two-tenths  of.  a  cent  per  ton  per 
mile,  or  one-tenth  of  a  cent  per  ton  per  mile  less 
than  was  paid  for  coal.  Therefore  it  is  plain,  and 
clear,  and  palpable,  that  the  advantage  was  altoge¬ 
ther  in  favour  of  the  western  producer.  The  great 
loss  on  the  carriage  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
was  on  the  quantity  of  dead  freight  carried.  What 
do  we  find  against  the  294,789  tons  of  coal?  We 
find  330,444  tons  of  these  two  products  alone, 
grain  and  flour,  or  35,655  tons  in  favour  of  the 
western  producer  over  the  eastelm  man.  Now, 
on  the  question  of  values  what  do  we  find  ? 
Our  coal,  at  the  rate  of  $1.75  per  ton,  was  carried 
to  the  value  of  something  like  $520,000.  Flour  at 
the  rate  of  $4.20  per  barrel,  and  grain  at  50  cents 
a  bushel  were  carried  over  that  road,  aggregating 
in  value  $11,779,529  ;  nearly  21  to  1  ;  that  is,  we 
sent  you  $520,000  worth  from  east  to  west,  and  you 
sent  down  to  us  $11,799,529  worth,  or  a  difference 
in  your  favour  of  $11,279,529.  I  think  this  fact 
shows  clearly  that  the  trade  is  largely  in  favour  of 
the  western  producer,  and  that,  therefore,  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  is  not  operated  altogether  in 
the  interests  of  the  people  of  the  Lower  Provinces. 
Take  our  West  Indian  exports,  which  are  now  in 
their  infancy,  and  what  do  we  find  ?  I  find  from 
the  Trade  and  Navigation  Returns,  made  up  to  the 
end  of  June  last,  that  the  people  of  Ontario  sent 
down  to  Halifax  and  St.  John,  to  be  transhipped 
to  West  India  ports,  peas  alone  to  the  value  of 
$22,953,  and  other  grains  to  the  value  of  $66,347, 
and  this  trade,  it  is  to  be  remembered,  is  but  in  its 
early  stages.  How  could  these  goods  find  their 
way  to  the  West  India  ports  through  Canada  with¬ 
out  the  Intercolonial  Railway  ?  We  would  be  at 
the  mercy  of  our  commercially  capricious  southern 
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neighbour,  a  position  I  trust  that  both  sides  of  this 
House  would  have  us  widely  shun.  If  the  road  is 
carrying  freight  at  a  non-paying  rate,  and  if  that 
freight,  principally,  comes  from  Western  Canada, 
is  it  not,  therefore,  ungenerous  for  any  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  from  the  upper  provinces  to  say  that  this  road 
is  being  operated  entirely  to  the  advantage  of  mari¬ 
time  men  ?  Then  there  is  another  point  that  must  not 
be  overlooked.  That  road  is  not  altogether  within 
the  Maritime  Provinces  ;  a  large  portion  of  it  runs 
through  the  great  contiguous  Province  of  Quebec. 
Leaving  aside  the  Prince  Edward  Island  division, 
which  does  not  properly  belong  to  the  system,  we 
find  that  the  trunk  line  of  the  Intercolonial  Rail¬ 
way  from  Levis  to  its  eastern  extremity,  is  1,145 
miles  long.  It  is  comprised  of  these  three  divisions : 
the  Quebec  division  is  322  miles  ;  the  Nova  Scotia 
division,  455  miles  ;  and  the  New  Brunswick  divi¬ 
sion,  368  miles.  Therefore  one-third  of  the  whole 
trunk  system  is  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  which  is 
another  answer  to  the  assertion  that  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway  is  run,  maintained  and  operated  in 
the  interest  of  the  Maritime  Provinces.  There  is 
another  point  to  which  I  wish  to  draw  the  attention 
of  this  honourable  House.  There  is  a  vast  and  grow¬ 
ing  expenditure  made  upon  canals  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario,  and  I,  as  a  member  of  this  House,  am 
very  glad  to  see  it,  and  I  always  have  been  ready  to 
raise  my  voice  to  further  any  measure  towards 
deepening  the  great  waterways  that  are  to  bear 
upon  their  bosoms  the  barges  that  will  carry  your 
products  down  to  us  by  the  sea,  and  return  with  an 
unbroken  cargo  from  our  shores  below  to  your 
fertile  fields  above.  Now,  we  find  that  since  Con¬ 
federation  the  sum  of  $50,000,000  has  been  spent 
upon  your  canals,  and  it  is  the  intention,  the  laud¬ 
able  intention,  of  this  Government  to  deepen  those 
canals  to  the  extent  of  14  feet.  Last  year  the  large 
amount  of  $3,251,871  was  spent  exclusively  for  the 
purpose  of  deepening  and  enlarging  the  canals  of 
Ontario  and  Quebec  ;  notonedollarofthat  was  spent 
in  the  Maritime  Provinces.  Then  we  find  thatasum 
of  $2,460,000  is  appropriated  for  that  same  purpose 
this  year,  and  so  you  are  continuing  from  year  to 
year  to  deepen  the  canals  until  they  will  enable 
vessels  to  leave  your  ports  and  come  down  to  ours, 
and  vice  versa.  The  question  of -The  deficit  in  the 
management  of  the  road  was  very  ably  and  lucidly 
dealt  with  the  other  evening  by  my  hon.  frietid 
thejunior  member  forPietou  (Air.  McDougald).  He 
showed  in  a  conclusive  manner  that  if  the  book¬ 
keeping  in  connection  with  the  Intercolonkd  Rail¬ 
way  system  was  kept  in  the  same  manner  as  it  is 
upon  railways  operated  by  companies,  instead  of 
there  being  a  deficit  a  surplus  would  be  shown  every 
year.  He  backed  up  his  contentions  by  the  reports 
made  by  the  present  manager,  Mr.  Schreiber,  and 
the  late  manager,  Air.  Brydges.  Mr.  Brydges,  I 
think,  may  justly  and  correctly  be  reckoned  as  a 
railway  expert  as  his  experience  was  great  both  in 
England  and  in  this  country.  He  was  manager  of 
the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  for  several  years  before 
he  came  into  the  employ  of  the  Government,  and 
his  experience  would  warrant  him  in  speaking  with 
a  great  deal  of  accuracy  and  would  entitle  his 
opinion  to  a  great  deal  of  weight.  I  will  not  read 
at  length  from  his  report  made  in  1878,  but  he 
stated  in  effect  that  the  permanent  re  pairs  then  made 
to  the  Intercolonial  Railway  amounted  to  $105,000, 
and  this  sum,  instead  of  being  charged  to  capi¬ 
tal  account,  as  it  would  have  been  on  any  railway 
Air.  Gillies. 


operated  by  a  corporation,  was  charged  to  revenue 
account,  and  consequently  the  deficit  appeared  that 
much  greater  than  it  would  have  appeared  if  the 
books  had  been  kept  in  the  manner  I  have  suggested. 
Air.  Pottinger  reported  in  1885  that$41,402  had  been 
expended  in  a  manner  that  would  entitle  it  to  be 
charged  to  capital  account,  but  it  was  charged  to 
revenue.  That,  of  course,  left  the  deficit  that  much 
greater.  Air.  Pottinger  in  1886  made  another 
report,  in  which  he  reported  that  the  large  sum  of 
$115,000  had  been  expended  in  permanent  ways 
and  betterments,  which  instead  of  being  charged 
to  revenue  account,  should  have  been  charged  to 
capital.  This  sum  was  made  up  of  the  following 
items:  New  sidings,  $14,000  ;  new  buildings,  $7,- 
000  ;  new  fences,  $8,000  ;  increased  water  supply, 
$20,000;  new  iron  bridges,  $6,000;  improvement  to 
permanent  way,  rails  and  ties,  $37,090  ;  improve¬ 
ments  to  locomotives  and  cars,  $20,000.  The 
committee  will  observe  that  each  one  of  these  items 
have  been  charged  improperly  as  repairs,  with 
the  exception  probably  of  improvements  to  loco¬ 
motives  and  cars ;  at  all  events,  Air.  Pottinger, 
who  is  an  able,  energetic,  experienced  and  con¬ 
scientious  officer,  said  that  under  the  ordinary 
mode  of  keeping  railway  accounts,  this  amount 
would  have  been  charged  to  capital  and  not  ta 
revenue.  The  deficit  accordingly  was  that  much 
larger.  The  last  report  available  was  made  in  1890, 
and  that  shows  a  large  outlay  made  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  iron  bridges  to  replace  the  old  wooden 
ones.  During  that  year  some  twenty  wooden 
bridges  were  torn  down  and  replaced  by  iron  struc¬ 
tures.  I  fail  to  see  why  an  item  of  that  kind 
should  be  charged  to  revenue  account  and  not  to 
capital.  Therefore  it  is,  as  the  hon.  member  for 
Pictou  (Air.  AIcDougald)  showed  very  clearly  the 
other  evening,  that  the  deficit  on  this  road  is  made 
to  appear  greater  than  it  has  any  right  to  year  by 
year.  However,  these  deficits,  we  hope,  are  of 
the  past.  The  present  Alinister  of  Railways  has 
laid  down  two  items  in  which  a  saving  of  $513,000 
will  be  effected  without  impairing  in  the  slightest 
degree  the  efficiency  of  the  road.  He  has  informed 
us  that  the  new  train  service  will  show  a  reduction 
of  780,000  miles,  which  will  give  an  immediate 
saving  of  $418,000,  and  the  discharged  hands  will 
save  $95,000,  or  a  total  of  $513,000. 

Air.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I. )  There  must  have  been  a 
fearful  amount  of  extravagance  in  the  past. 

Air.  GILLIES.  Nothing  of  the  sort  appears.. 
There  was  an  unnecessary  train  service  of  780,000 
miles.  This  certainly  must  have  been  the  case  as- 
the  service  is  not  to  be  impaired  under  the  new 
arrangement.  I  desire  in  passing  to  say  a  word 
as  to  the  discharged  hands.  There  will  perhaps  be 
sore  spots  on  some  hon.  gentlemen  in  consequence 
of  those  hands  being  discharged,  and  it  may  be 
contended  that  it  will  lie  a  hardship,  and  it  is  well 
known  that  nothing  appeals  more  forcibly  to  the 
feelings  like  a  statement  of  that  kind.  I  can  say 
here  unhesitatingly  that  if  it  is  necessary  to  dis¬ 
charge  those  hands,  if  we  can  dispense  with  their 
services  without  impairing  the  efficiency  of  the 
road,  they  should  go  ;  and  in  that  respect  the 
Alinister  of  Railways  will  no  doubt  exercise  his 
judgment  in  directing  that  the  parties  wdio  should 
be  removed  should  be  those  who  will  suffer  the 
least.  Certainly  I  would  rid  the  service  of  every 
single  man  who  has  not  enough  work  to  do. 
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Drones  and  idlers  should  have  no  abiding  place  in 
the  Government  service,  and  should  be  made  to 
travel.  I  desire  to  offer  a  few  remarks  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  item  immediately  before  us.  I  am 
very  sorry  indeed  to  have  to  differ  in  the  slightest 
degree  with  my  ever  watchful  and  excellent 
friends  from  Halifax.  If  it  was  not  that  we  were 
reminded  by  the  senior  member  from  the  metro¬ 
politan  county  of  my  province,  I  certainly  would 
not  refer  to  this  matter,  but  he  has  contended, 
and  contended  properly,  that  we  are  guardians 
of  the  public  purse,  and  I  would  therefore  be 
doing  myself  injustice  if  I  failed  to  draw,  in  the 
most  cogent  manner,  the  attention  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  this  very  large  item.  The  Minister  of 
Railways  has  made  it  clear  that  Halifax  has  very 
munificently  made  an  offer  to  give  the  site  for 
increased  facilities  for  8400,000,  the  assessed  value 
being  850,000  more.  Track -laying,  &c,  on  that 
extension  will  cost  8170,000  more,  or  a  total  of 
8579, 000.  Much  as  I  would  like  to  see  Halifax  pro¬ 
gress  and  have  all  the  railway  facilities  that  her  able 
representatives  could  ask,  still  I  must  object  in 
the  most  emphatic  and  unqualified  manner  against 
the  expenditure  of  8400,000  on  the  purchase  of  that 
site.  When  I  have  given  my  reaspns,  I  think  the 
committee  will  concur  that  I  am  correct.  The 
city  of  Halifax  has  been  pretty  well  looked  after  as 
regards  railway  matters.  The  road  originally  was 
built  to  Richmond  station.  The  people  then 
clamoured  for  an  extension  into  the  city 
and  beleaguered  every  Government  from  Confed¬ 
eration  down,  until  the  late  Mackenzie  Gov¬ 
ernment  built  the  road  from  Richmond  to 
North  street,  and  constructed  the  depot  that 
exists  there  to-day.  But  Halifax  is  not  yet  con¬ 
tent.  It  wants  something  more.  It  kept  knocking 
at  the  treasury  door  until  it  got  an  elevator  there 
costing  $110,000.  They  were  not  yet  content, 
and  they  wanted  a  deep-water  terminus.  They 
got  it,  and  as  the  Minister  of  Railways  stated  to¬ 
night,  and  I  am  sure  he  was  not  excessive  in  the 
amount,  8900,000  have  been  expended  in  Halifax 
in  giving  its  people  what  they  call  increased  rail¬ 
way  facilities,  from  1876  to  the  present  time.  If 
the  people  require  additional  railway  facilities,  the 
least  we  can  expect  from  them  is  to  place  the  site 
at  the  disposal  of  the  Government.  And  why  ? 
When  the  Government  in  its  wisdom  and  in  its 
justice  decided  to  extend  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
through  the  Island  of  Cape  Breton,  they  erected 
a  terminus  at  Sydney  Harbour  at  a  point  known 
as  Fresh  M  ater  Creek.  The  people  of  the  town 
became  anxious,  and  they  said  they  wanted  a  deep¬ 
water  terminus  at  what  is  known  as  Barrack  Point. 
The  department,  however,  took  high  ground  with 
the  town  of  Sydney,  and  said  :  If  you  want  the 
road  extended  to  that  point,  or  if  you  want  any 
further  railway  facilities,  you  have  got  to  pay 
for  the  right  of  way.  We  did  so,  we 
did  not  come  begging  here  and  knocking  at  the 
doors  of  the  treasury  for  help.  We  paid  for  these 
facilities  ourselves  and  we  have  got  them  now. 
But  Halifax,  the  great,  wealthy  city  of  Halifax, 
approaches  the  Government  and  says  :  Buy  from  us 
our  land  for  our  further  rail  wav  terminal  facilities, 
and  for  that  land  pay  us  8400,000,  and  upon  this 
land  expend  the  further  sum  of  $179,000.  Don’t 
ask  the  city  of  Halifax  to  give  an  inch  of  land,  let 
it  be  all  done  out  of  the  public  exchequer.  I 
am  not  saying  this  in  a  carping  spirit  at  all ;  far 


from  it,  because  I  like  Halifax  and  I  like  the  people 
of  Halifax,  but  I  do  say  it  ill-becomes  Halifax  to 
say  :  True,  you  have  given  us  an  elevator,  true,  you 
have  given  us  a  deep-water  terminus,  true,  you  have 
extended  the  road  to  the  city  and  paid  for  the  right 
of  way,  but  we  want  a  further  frontage  of  18  acres, 
for  which  we  want  you  to  pay  $400,000.  I  think 
that  is  asking  too  much.  All  this  lias  been  done 
for  Halifax  to  make  it  an  ocean  terminus,  and  it  is 
yet  as  far  off  from  that  as  it  was  when  this  world 
began.  Sir,  commerce  is  like  rivers,  it  will  force 
itself  towards  the  sea  by  the  easiest  route  that  will 
afford  the  swiftest  course,  and  Halifax  is  not  the 
point  that  the  riv^r  of  commerce  of  this  Dominion 
will  seek  the  ocean.  That  point  is  further  east  and 
that  point  is  Louisburg,  in  Cape  Breton,  to  which 
a  railway  via  St.  Peter’s  will  be  built.  An  early  day 
will  verify  this  statement.  I  will  not  detain  the 
committee  further  than  to  say  that  I  do  hope,  and  I 
have  every  confidence,  that  the  predictions  of  the 
Minister  of  Railways  will  be  fully  realized.  I  trust 
that  he  will  exercise  that  business  caution  that  I 
know  he  so  fully  possesses,  and  that  he  will  keep 
his  hands  pretty  tight  on  the  public  purse,  before 
he  will  give  one  dollar  towards  the  buying  of  a  site 
on  a  rocky  hill  at  Halifax,  with  our  money  to  the 
t  une  of  $400,000. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  I  do  not  wish  to  intervene  in 
this  discussion,  but  I  would  like  to  call  attention 
to  a  report  which  is  current  to-day  in  connection 
with  the  Intercolonial  Railway  and  which  perhaps 
is  of  a  great  deal  of  importance.  I  have  listened 
with  considerable  pleasure  to  the  facts  and  figures 
which  have  been  presented  to  the  House  by  gentle¬ 
men  on  both  sides,  but  I  do  not  think  if  we  were  to 
discuss  them  even  for  the  next  month,  that  they 
would  establish  that  the  Intercolonial  Railway  is 
a  paying  institution.  The  fact  remains  that  there 
is  a  deficit  of  $750,000  annually,  and  this  large 
deficit  is  a  matter  for  the  very  serious  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  members  of  this  House,  it  matters  not 
from  what  part  of  Canada  they  may  come.  Of 
course,  as  the  hon.  gentleman  who  hast  just  re¬ 
sumed  his  seat,  and  who  has  spoken  admirably 
upon  this  subject,  has  pointed  out,  nobody  denies 
the  advantages  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  It 
is  an  institution  which  certainly  has  proved  of 
great  benefit  not  only  to  the  Maritime  Provinces, 
but  to  that  portion  of  the  Province  of  Quebec 
through  which  it  passes.  It  is  a  benefit  to  the 
towns  which  are  on  the  line  of  this  road,  and  it 
must  also  be  a  benefit  to  the  Province  of  Ontario 
whose  flour  it  carries  to  the  east.  Still  the  fact 
remains  that  there  is  an  annual  deficit  of  $750,000 
on  its  working.  The  proposition  to  which  I  wish  to 
call  the  attention  of  the  Minister  and  of  the  House, 
is  one  which  it  appears  will  remove  this  deficit, 
and  I  take  it  from  a  ministerial  organ  published 
this  morning  in  the  city  of  Montreal,  La  Minerve , 
whose  editor  is,  1  believe,  the  Hon.  Senator  Tasse, 
who  agrees  entirely  with  the  views  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  all  the  branches  of  its  policy,  publishes 
this  morning,  the  following,  not  as  a  mere  report 
but  as  a  leading  editorial.  It  says  : 

“Over  Land  and  Sea. 

“  Rapid  service  a  saving  of  $1,300,000.  The  operating 
of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  brings  about  an  annual 
deficit  of  about  8750,000.  This  is  enormous.  On  the 
other  hand  everybody  admits  the  importance  of  having  a 
more  rapid  service  for  the  carrying  of  the  mails  and 
passengers  across  the  Atlantic.  The  Government  has 


2543 


[COMMONS] 


2544 


even  offered  with  this  object  in  view  an  annual  subsidy  of 
$750,000  without  having  been  able  as  yet  to  find  a  company 
willing  to  accept  the  offer.  This  double  service  would 
therefore  represent  an  expenditure  of  $1 ,500,000.  If  we 
are  rightly  informed,  and  we  will  believe  that  we  are,  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Company  would  be  disposed  to 
undertake  the  running  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  and 
of  a  line  of  fast  steamers  across  the  Atlantic  in  consider- 
i  ation  of  the  sum  of  $200.000 -per  annum.  This  would 
constitute  a  saving  of  $1,300,000  a  year,  which  would  be 
considerable  for  our  treasury.  Moreover,  the  company 
would  bind  itself  to  give  full  satisfaction  to  Halifax  and 
St.  John  as  the  permanent  transatlantic  points  in  winter 
and  to  Quebec  in  summer.  From  Quebec  a  special  train  just 
as  is  the  case  from  Havre  to  Paris  would  carry  the 
passengers  to  Montreal.  We  have  always  maintained  that 
the  Pacific  Hailway  would  never  be  complete  until  it  had 
upon  the  Atlantic  a  service  as  direct  and  as  rapid  as  that 
on  the  Pacific  ocean.  This  line  is  destined  to  become  over 
land  and  sea  the  great  means  of  communication  between 
Europe,  Asia,  America  and  Oceania.  The  Pacific  has 
obtained  for  us  up  to  the  present  such  a  wonderful  service 
that  we  are  disposed  to  accord  to  it  our  fullest  confidence 
in  its  gigantic  undertakings  as  long  as  it  should  prove  to  be 
Canada’s  most  powerful  factor  tor  progress  and  future 
grandeur.” 

This  is  an  editorial  appearing  in  La  Minerve  of 
this  morning,  and  as  I  have  said,  this  paper  is  the 
ministerial  organ  supposed  to  represent  in  the 
District  of  Montreal  the  views  of  the  Government, 
and  having  as  its  editor  one,  who  to-day,  and 
during  the  past,  is  well  known  to  voice  sentiments 
entirely  in  sympathy,  I  believe,  with  leading 
members  of  the  Government.  It  will  be  of  interest 
no  doubt  to  members  from  the  Maritime  Prov¬ 
inces,  as  it  will  be  of  interest  to  members  from 
every  portion  of  the  country  to  know  what  truth 
there  may  be  in  this  proposition,  which  according  to 
La  Minerve  is  well  founded.  I  therefore  ask  the 
Minister  of  Railways  if  we  can  add  faith  to  the 
statements  I  have  just  read,  which  seem  to  come 
from  a  high  source,  and  which  apparently  are  well 
founded.  ’  . 

Mr.  HAGGART.  My  attention  was  drawn  to 
the  article  to-day.  It  is  the  only  thing  I  have  ever 
heard  on  the  subject  from  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  or  any  other. 

Mr.  FORBES.  I  trust  that  the  article  just  read 
by  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  County  will '  have 
no  weight  with  the  Minister  of  Railways,  because 
the  very  moment  we  put  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
in  the  hands  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway,  we  des¬ 
troy  competition,  and  up  go  the  rates  against  the 
Maritime  Provinces,  and  we  are  then  in  a  hot  box. 
W  e  are  sufficiently  subjected  to  the  power  of  the  Ca¬ 
nadian  Pacific  Railway  Company  at  present  without 
letting  them  put  their  fingers  around  our  throats 
and  clasp  them  on  the  other  side.  Now,  I  would 
like  to  make  a  few  remarks  in  answer  to  those  made 
by  the  hon.  senior  member  for  Halifax  (Mr.  Kenny) 
on  the  question  of  the  advantages  of  the  several 
schemes  which  have  been  proposed  for  the  further 
extension  of  railway  facilities  in  the  city  of  Halifax. 
That  hon.  member  as  well  as  the  hon.  Minister  of 
Railways  well  knows  that  there  are  at  least  three 
schemes  proposed.  They  were  spoken  about  last 
year  in  this  House,  and  they  have  been  before  the 
Government  forsometiine.  At  any  rate,  two  of  them 
have  been,  and  the  third  is  about  to  be  brought 
to  such  a  stage  of  development  that  it  will 
shortly  be  put  before  the  Minister  with  aT  its 
details  ;  and  I  have  not  the  slightest  hesitat'on  in 
saying  that  it  will  command  the  confidence  of  every 
commercial  man,  and  I  believe  also  the  confidence 
of  the  Minister  of  Railways  and  his  engineers. 
I  would,  therefore,  ask  the  Minister  to  delay 
Mr.  Devlin. 


the  voting  of  this  appropriation  as  a  consummation 
of  the  carrying  out  of  the  scheme  proposed  of  ex¬ 
tending  the  line  from  North  street  to  Lockman 
street.  The  hon.  senior  member  for  Halifax  has 
not,  I  think,  spoken  fairly  on  this  question,  if  he 
will  allow  me  to  say  so.  His  skill  in  debating  has 
enabled  him  to  avoid  placing  himself  on  record  as 
either  favourable  to  or  opposed  to  either  of  these 
schemes.  I  commend  his  discretion  in  that  respect, 
as  the  question  is  specially  one  of  engineering  diffi¬ 
culties  to  be  overcome  ;  but  the  hon.  gentleman 
should  have  said  so.  The  excavation  from  North 
street  to  Lockman  street  will  I  think  cost  far  more 
than  the  hon.  Minister  has  stated.  If  it  is  intended, 
s  the  plan  shows,  to  cut  a  canal  for  the  extension 
of  the  line  which  will  only  give  enough  space  for 
the  track,  why  should  it  be  necessary  to  purchase 
the  lands  lying  on  each  side  of  that  canal  ?  Without 
being  excavated,  they  will  be  useless  for  warehouse 
purposes,  and  if  it  is  intended  to  excavate  the  §olid 
rock  of  which  they  are  composed,  the  expenditure 
will  go  far  above  what  the  Minister  told  us,  and 
reach  close  to  the  amount  mentioned  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies).  It  has  been 
estimated  roughly  that  the  cost  will  reach  nearly 
a  million  dollars,  if  the  land  is  excavated  to  the 
same  level  as  the  railway  at  the  station.  It  has 
not  been  explained  to  us  in  detail  how  much  it  is 
intended  to  excavate,  and  therefore  the  hon.  Min¬ 
ister  should  tell  us  a  little  more  fully  what  extent 
of  sheds  or  of  increased  accommodation  will  be 
given.  There  is  no  doubt  about  the  cramped  nature 
of  the  accommodation  at  present  existing  in  the  city 
of  Halifax.  The  citizens  of  that  city  must  be  accom¬ 
modated  with  better  railway  terminal  facilities. 

Mr.  KENNY.  The  railway  must  be  accommo¬ 
dated. 

Mr.  FORBES.  No,  the  railway  is  only  a  means 
of  accommodation  to  the  people.  It  is  not  an  orna¬ 
ment  ;  it  is  put  there  for  the  use  of  the  people,  just 
as  all  other  traffic  facilities  are.  Now,  some  of 
the  Atlantic  cities  in  the  United  States  have 
adopted  systems  of  belt  lines  which,  in  many  cases, 
skirt  the  lowest  street  bordering  on  a  harbour, 
next  the  wharves. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  The  city  does  that. 

Mr.  FORBES.  Whether  the  city  puts  down  the 
tracks  or  not,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  ;  but  it 
permits  the  laying  of  the  tracks  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  freight  and  passengers  to  and  from  the 
outskirts  of  the  city  ;  and  it  is  a  simple  plan  to 
carry  freight  over  these  tracks,  either  upon  trucks 
drawn  by  steam  or  other  motive  power.  In  Hali¬ 
fax  it  is  intended  to  make  the  connection  at  North 
street  by  carrying  the  line  down  Water  street, 
over  which  the  city  has  already  given  the  right  of 
way.  Freight  can  be  carried  at  25  cents  per  ton, 
and  delivered  to  citizens  at  the  heads  of  the 
wharves  and  at  the  various  depots  along 
that  route.  A  rate  of  40  cents  per  ton  is 
charged  in  other  cities.  This  would  be  of  great 
advantage  to  the  city  of  Halifax.  If  the  Govern¬ 
ment  will  grant  a  bonus  by  way  of  guarantee,  on 
a  certain  fund  for  the  equipment  of  this  line,  they 
can  be  recouped  from  the  charges  against  the  con¬ 
signees  and  the  shippers  of  freight  equivalent  to 
25  cents  a  ton  ;  so  that  there  will  be  no  loss  to  the 
Government  from  this  scheme,  and  it  will  be  of 
immense  advantage  to  the  citizens  of  Halifax  and 
to  the  shippers  and  receivers  of  freight.  Over 
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300,000  tons  of  freight  is  received  and  discharged 
at  the  North  street  depot.  While  I  am  not  pre¬ 
pared  to  go  as  far  as  the  lion,  member  for  Rich¬ 
mond  (Mr.  Gillies)  has  gone  in  denouncing  the 
scheme  under  consideration,  I  do  say  that  it  is 
positively  wrong  for  this  Government  to  put  them¬ 
selves  on  record  at  this  initiatory  stage  of  the 
matter  as  being  decidedly  and  positively  pledged 
to  one  method  of  accommodation  as  against  another. 
I  was  very  sorry,  indeed,  to  hear  the  lion,  member 
for  Richmond  offset  the  loss  upon  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  by  the  loss  upon  the  canals.  That  idea,  I 
had  hoped,  was  long  exploded.  I  do  not,  as  a 
Maritime  member,  for  one  moment  blame  the  canal 
system  because  there  is  a  loss  upon  it,  ami 
I  do  not  want  any  member  from  the  west  to 
blame  the  Intercolonial  as  a  railroad  because  the 
receipts  do  not  equal  the  expenditures  ;  because 
both  are  national  undertakings.  If  the  railway  is 
extravagantly  managed,  and  not  carried  on  in  a 
business-like  way,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Opposition 
and  the  duty  of  all  the  Maritime  members  to  point 
out  the  difficulties  to  the  Government,  and  ask 
them  to  correct  them,  instead  of  attempting  to 
justify  the  extravagance  that  prevails.  For  in¬ 
stance,  I  do  not  think  any  member  is  justified  in 
saying  that  it  would  be  right  to  charge  more  to 
capital  account  than  is  done  at  present  with  the 
view  of  reducing  the  discrepancy  between  revenue 
and  expenditure,  as  the  lion,  member  for  Pictou 
(Mr.  McDougald)  and  the  lion,  member  for  Rich¬ 
mond  (Mr.  Gillies)  attempted  to  do.  To  do  that 
would  be  to  show  a  false  balance  sheet.  The 
money  comes  out  of  the  country  whether  it  is 
charged  to  revenue  or  to  capital  account ;  and  to 
do  as  proposed  would  only  be  to  cover  the  thing  so 
that  the  public  could  not  analyse  the  accounts.  It 
is  a  dishonest  way  of  handling  the  machinery 
of  the  finance  department  of  the  railway.  I  say 
that  they  should  take  the  thing  in  a  proper 
light  and  put  that  railway  out  of  the  control  of  the 
party  management  of  the  Government.  That  is 
the  only  way  it  can  be  run.  We  have  had  it  as¬ 
serted  that  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  will  run 
it  if  the  Government  will  give  them  $200,000  a 
year  of  a  subsidy,  which  would  make  a  saving  of 
$500,000  at  least  to  the  people  of  Canada  ;  but  I 
denounce  that  proposition  in  toto.  That  shows 
however  that  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway,  as  a 
commercial  company,  are  able  to  see  that  there  is  a 
screw  loose  somewhere  in  the  management  of  the 
road,  and  that  it  can  be  run  on  commercial  prin¬ 
ciples  so  as  to  make  the  two  ends  meet.  Four 
schemes  were  laid  down  by  the  junior  member  for 
St.  Johns.  He  suggested  first  that  the  management 
at  Ottawa  should  remain  as  it  is  and  that  the  pru¬ 
ning  knife  should  be  applied. 

Mr.  HAZEX.  I  did  not  propose  those  schemes. 
I  said  they  were  possible  policies  which  might  be 
adopted. 

Mr.  FORBES.  He  said  they  were  schemes  that 
might  be  adopted,  and  I  am  not  prepared  to  say 
that  he  committed  himself  to  any  one  of  them.  Of 
the  four  possible  schemes  he  suggested,  the  first 
was  that  the  road  should  be  still  managed  at 
Ottawa  but  the  pruning  knife  should  be  applied 
and  no  doubt  in  that  way  the  object  we  are  aiming 
at  could  be  partially  secured.  His  second  sugges¬ 
tion  was  to  hand  it  over  to  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway.  That  scheme  I  denounce.  His  third 


suggestion  was  to  put  that  road  under  the  man¬ 
agement  of  a  commission  with  headquarters  at  a 
point  on  the  road,  and  his  fourth  suggestion  that 
it  might  lie  continued  as  at  present,  with  the 
exception  that  the  manager  should  have  his  head¬ 
quarters  say  at  Moncton.  The  third  and  fourth 
amount  practically  to  the  same  thing.  It  is  practi¬ 
cally  the  same  suggestion  whether  the  road  shall 
be  under  a  commission  appointed  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  consisting  of  several  parties  or  whether  it 
should  be  under  the  control  of  one  manager  with 
headquarters  at  a  midway  point.  The  last  scheme 
suggested  is  the  most  feasible,  and  I  trust  it  is 
one  which  will  be  accepted,  viz.,  that  the  road 
should  be  put  under  the  management  of  a  compe¬ 
tent  man  hedged  in  by  legislation,  such  as  the 
Auditor  General  is  bound  by,  and  responsible  to 
no  one  but  Parliament,  and  that  the  manager  should 
be  held  responsible  and  be  put  under  heavy  bonds. 
A  handsome  salary  should  be  paid  him,  and  I  do 
not  hesitate  to  say  that  in  twelve  months  the  road 
would  be  found  to  yield  a  fair  return  instead  of  a 
deficit,  or  at  least  cost  us  much  less  than  it  does  at 
present.  As  far  as  regards  the  vote  before  the 
House  to  grant  $152,000  for  the  expropriation  of 
lands  in  the  city  of  Halifax,  1  would  further  sug¬ 
gest  to  the  Government  that  they  should  employ  a 
competent  man  to  visit  the  scene  in  Halifax,  a  man 
able  not  only  to  judge  localities  as  to  what  would 
be  of  most  advantage  temporarily  to  the  city  but 
also  what  would  be  most  advantageous  by  way 
of  shipments  from  and  receipts  by  the  city  of 
Halifax.  We  would  require  a  really  competent 
man,  conversant  with  railway  traffic,  such  a  man 
as  we  have  very  few  of  in  the  Dominion  to-day.  A 
man  like  that  could  go  there  and  in  a  very  short 
time  give  an  unbiassed  opinion  as  to  the  several 
routes  proposed  to  the  Government,  and  I  believe 
that  the  citizens  of  Halifax  would  stand  by  his 
report,  whatever  it  might  lie,  if 'the  Government 
and  the  members  of  the  city  would  do  the  same. 
I  know  that  the  proposers  of  the  several  schemes 
ask  that  that  should  lie  done.  At  any  rate,  I  know 
that  the  proposer  of  one  of  the  schemes  is  desirous 
that  that  should  be  done,  and  I  hope  if  this  vote 
is  intended  to  pledge  the  Government  to  any  one 
course,  the  House  will  not  allow  it  to  pass 
but  let  it  stand  before  we  allowr  this  House 
to  lie  so  pledged.  Another  suggestion  made 
by  the  ji  nior  member  for  St.  John  is  that 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  should  buy  up  the 
branch  lines  in  the  Maritime  Provinces  and  put  all 
these  lines  under  one  management.  That,  I  declare, 
would  not  be  at  all  to  the  general  advantage  of 
Canada.  If  these  local  railways  are  paying  to-day 
and  have  every  possible  connection  with  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway  system  of  Canada,  their  profits 
belong  for  the  most  part  to  the  shareholders  of 
these  companies,  and  it  is  but  right  they  should 
keep  those  profits  which  otherwise  would  be  sunk 
in  the  general  deficit  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway. 
Before  the  Government  undertake  to  spend  another 
dollar  in  buying  up  branch  lines,  which  I  would 
not  call  a  scheme  to  obtain  security  or  value  for 
lines  that  have  been  built  by  private  means,  the 
Government  should  first  of  all  look  to  the  extension 
of  railway  facilities  to  the  non  railway  counties  of 
the  Maritime  Provinces.  There  are  counties  in 
these  provinces  to-day  entitled  to  railway  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  system  of  the  Dominion  ;  and  before 
the  Government  undertake  to  assist  any  one  of 


2547 


[COMMONS] 


2548 


these  local  companies,  now  burdened  with  non¬ 
paying  local  lines  connected  with  the  Intercolonial 
Railway,  it  should  first  of  all  spend  public  money  in 
opening  up  those  counties  which  have  no  railway 
facilities.  I  was  sorry  to  see  the  junior  member  for 
St.  John  make  such  a  suggestion,  because  he  thereby 
deliberately  weakened  the  whole  of  his  argument. 
It  showed  that  in  the  suggestion  from  Maritime 
members  of  the  conservative  type  to  help  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  out  of  its  difficulties,  there 
was  a  dark  cloud — I  will  not  say  a  nigger  on 
the  fence.  It  showed  there  was  a  matter 
they  desired  to  place  to  the  front  when  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  presented  itself,  and  there  must  be  some 
lame  railway  ducks  floating  around  the  Province  of 
New  Brunswick,  as  otherwise  I  do  not  see  why  they 
should  ask  the  Government  to  help  the  Intercolo¬ 
nial  Railway  out  of  the  hole  in  which  it  is,  and,  in 
the  next  breath,  ask  the  Government  to  liberate 
parties  by  acquiring  their  rights.  It  has  been  con¬ 
clusively  shown  to  the  House,  from  returns,  that 
the  rates  from  the  railway  are  non-paying,  and  I 
may  say,  from  the  information  I  have  gathered  in 
localities  through  which  that  railway  runs,  a  good 
deal  of  injustice  is  felt.  For  instance,  the  local 
cattlemen  cannot  get  partial  car  loads  of  cattle  from 
the  west  as  cheaply  as  those  who  ship  whole  car 
loads,  and  this  tends  to  injure  the  interests  of  the 
local  shippers  of  the  Maritime  Provinces.  I  am 
further  told  that  the  rates  west  to  east  are  far  be¬ 
low  the  rates  charged  on  some  goods  from  east  to 
west  on  that  line.  Therefore,  it  is  in  the  interests 
of  the  Maritime  Provinces  that  the  running  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  should  be  re¬ 
duced  to  such  an  extent  that  the  road  will  commend 
itself  to  every  citizen  of  Canada.  You  must  have 
that  road  running  as  long  as  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  is  allowed  to  run  to  American  seaports, 
and  we  must  have  it  give  the  best  service  the  trade 
of  the  country  -requires.  Therefore  it  is  I  trust 
that  the  Minister  of  Railways  will  see  his  way  clear 
to  such  a  solution  of  the  difficult  problem  in  a  busi¬ 
ness-like  way,  not  hampered  by  the  suggestions 
made  to  him  by  his  friends  on  the  other  side. 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  took  occasion  some  weeks 
ago,  in  answering  a  question  put  to  me  by  thehon. 
member  for  Queen’s,  P.E.I.  (Mr.  Davies)  to  say  that 
later  in  the  session  I  should  think  it  my  duty  to 
address  an  argument  to  the  House  in  the  line  of  the 
argument  which  I  made  last  session  in  favour  of 
putting  the  Intercolonial  Railway  in  the  charge  of  a 
non-political  commission.  Since  then,  disclosures 
have  been  made  in  this  House  which  indicate  that 
the  object  which  I  desired  to  secure,  and  which  I 
thought  could  only  be  secured  by  that  commission, 
has  been  put  before  us  by  the  Minister  of  Railways 
in  a  different  shape,  because  he  has  declared  his 
determination  to  take  hold  of  that  road  with  a  firm 
hand  and  to  do  all  that  he  can,  if  not  to  efface,  at 
least  to  reduce  the  deficit.  I  feel  bound  as  a 
member  supporting  this  Administration,  to  say, 
that,  while  personally  I  have  not  the  confidence 
that  the  Minister  has,  and  the  Government  have, 
and  the  members  on  this  side  of  the  House  who 
have  spoken  have,  in  the  success  of  that  policy, 
still  I  will,  in  my  humble  way,  give  my,  support  as 
a  county  member  to  that  policy,  and  no  one  will 
be  more  pleased  than  I  will  if  I  am  disappointed 
in  what  I  fear  will  happen,  namely,  that  political 
pressure  on  the  Government  in  connection  with 
Mr.  Forbes. 


the  railway  will  be  found  to  be  strong,  and  that 
some  of  the  abuses  will  still  be  found  to  exist  which 
have  existed  since  this  road  was  completed  in  1876. 
In  other  words,  if  the  Minister  finds,  or  if 
Parliament  finds,  after  two  or  three  years’  ex¬ 
perience,  that  the  experiment  is  not  a  success, 
then  I  will  have  a  right  to  ask  the  House  to 
listen  to  me,  if  I  am  here  at  that  time  in  press¬ 
ing  my  view  again  upon  the  House.  I  have  read 
the  report  of  one  of  the  commissioners  in  the 
Australian  colonies,  and  I  am  very  much  impressed 
with  the  record  that  these  non-political  commis¬ 
sions  have  made  in  Australia — more  impressed  with 
them  now  than  I  was  a  year  ago.  The  record  in 
New  South  Wales,  as  shown  in  the  report  of  the 
commissioner,  is  a  record  of  greater  economy  and 
vigour  in  the  service.  I  make  no  comparison  be¬ 
tween  our  railway  system  and  theirs,  but  I  do 
make  a  comparison  between  our  political  system 
and  theirs.  They  are  a  British  people  and  their 
government  is  operating  a  railway.  We  are  a 
British  people  and  our  government  is  operating  a 
railway.  Here  the  electors  put  pressure  on  the 
members  in  regard  to  the  operation  of  that  railway 
and  there  the  electors  put  pressure  on  the  members 
in  the  same  way.  Though  I  am  not  an  old  mem¬ 
ber  of  Parliament,  I  have  been  a  member  long 
enough  to  know,  and  before  I  was  elected  I  have 
seen  enough  of  the  management  of  that  railway 
under  one  party  and  the  other  to  make  me  fear  that 
we  cannot,  accomplish  all  that  we  desire  under  the 
present  system.  At  the  same  time,  as  I  have  said, 
I  feel  bound  to  give  a  loyal  support  to  the  Minister 
in  his  endeavour  to  do  what  we  all  desire  to  have 
done  in  connection  with  tl"  is  railway.  My  attention 
was  called  to  the  leading  article  in  La  Minerve  to 
which  twro  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  Have  referred. 
I  hope  strongly  that  the  Administration  and  the 
House  will  be  very  slow  to  look  with  favour  on  any 
such  project  as  that,  and  that  this  country  will 
retain  control  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  I  wish  to  make  a  few  observa¬ 
tions  on  only  one  point.  I  wish  to  say  one  or  two 
words  in  regard  to  the  tariff  upon  coal  which  has 
been  referred  to  several  times  during  the  debate,, 
and  to  remove,  if  I  possibly  can,  an  impression 
which  I  feel  is  pretty  general  in  the  House,  that- 
this  coal  is  carried  at  a  losing  rate.  I  say  frankly 
for  myself  that,  after  a  careful  and  impartial  con¬ 
sideration  of  that  question,  I  am  satisfied  that  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  ought  not  at  any  rate  to  lose 
any  money  in  carrying  coal  at  the  rate  it  does  at 
present.  I  am  perfectly  conscious  that  in  saying 
this  I  have  to  face  the  reports  of  the  Chief  En¬ 
gineer  of  Railways.  It  is  distinctly  stated  in  more 
than  one  report  that  the  country  is  carrying  the 
coal  at  a  loss,  but  still  I  feel  that  this  coal  has  not 
been  carried  at  a  loss.  There  are  several  state¬ 
ments  in  these  reports  alleging  that  this  carriage  of 
coal  is  one  of  the  chief  causes  for  the  deficits  on 
the  Intercolonial  Railway,  and  it  is  stated  that,, 
when  the  amount  of  coal  carried  is  less  in  any  year,, 
then  the  deficit  is  also  reduced.  That  cannot  be  veri¬ 
fied  as  it  seems  to  me  in  any  way  w  hatever.  Take  the 
coal  carried  to  Chaudiere  from  year  to  year,  and  I 
venture'  to  say  that  no  hon.  gentleman  can  discover 
any  relation  whatever  between  these  two  factors. 
The  amount  of  coal  carried  may  go  up  and  the  deficit 
may  go  down  or  both  may  go  down.  In  the  year  1885, 
112,000  tons  of  coal  were  carried  to  the  Chaudiere. 
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In  that  year  the  railway  earned  $10,000,  so  that 
did  not  produce  a  deficit.  In  1887,  the  carriage  of 
coal  increased  43  per  cent  and  the  deficit  increased 
700  per  cent.  That  shows  that  other  important 
factors  are  at  work  besides  these  two,  and  there  is 
no  relation  at  all  between  these  two  factors.  If  any¬ 
thing  was  needed  more  than  another  to  show  this, 
it  is  the  fact  that  last  year  the  carriage  of  coal  de¬ 
creased  by  over  16,000  tons,  and  we  all  know 
the  enormous  increase  in  the  deficit  during  that 
year.  I  say  this  because  my  county,  in  common 
with  other  coal  counties  in  the  Province  of  Nova 
Scotia,  is  particularly  interested  in  this  rate,  and 
I  feel,  without  saying  for  an  instant  that  an  unfair 
feeling  is  entertained  on  the  part  of  the  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  towards  this  coal 
traffic,  still  the  management  has  looked  upon  this  as 
a  prominent  feature  in  connection  with  the  deficit 
and  has,  I  think,  been  too  quick  to  seize  the  first 
thing  that  came  to  their  hands  and  to  lay  the  bur¬ 
den  of  the  deficit  upon  this  particular  trade.  I 
think  I  have  showm  that  there  is  no  constant 
relationship  between  the  coal  traffic  and  the 
deficit.  The  Minister  of  Railways  himself 
mentions  the  coal  traffic  as  only  one  of  a  number 
of  causes,  and  it  is  quite  clear  from  his  state¬ 
ment  that  one  of  the  chief  causes  of  the  deficit 
has  been  the  excessive  train  service  on  the 
road.  I  wish  to  make  just  one  remark  more  with 
regard  to  this  coal  rate.  The  returns  in  the  rail¬ 
way  report  give  us  the  cost  of  carrying  freight  per 
ton  mile,  and  I  say  it  is  fair  to  take  that  cost  and 
deduce  from  it  what  is  the  effect  of  this  coal 
business  on  the  road.  I  am  w^ell  aware  that  the 
cost  of  no  particular  class  of  freight  on  a  road  can 
be  told,  even  by  railway  managers.  I  know  per¬ 
fectly  well  that  roads  whose  accounts  are  kept  in 
the  best  way  cannot  tell  the  cost  of  any  particular 
class  of  freight  ;  but  we  can  get  at  the  average  cost 
of  freight,  and  that  we  have  in  the  returns.  When 
you  come  to  consider  the  cost  of  a  particular 
freight,  you  must  in  fairness,  eliminate  from  that 
the  fixed  charges  of  the  road.  You  have  your  road 
there,  you  must  keep  it  in  order,  and  you  must 
keep  your  stations  running,  you  must  keep  all  your 
permanent  staff,  whether  you  carry  50,000  tons 
or  150,000  tons  ;  and  if  you  can  increase  your 
traffic  from  50,000  to  150,000  tons,  your  permanent 
expenses  will  not  be  a  dollar  greater — that  is 
admitted  on  all  hands.  In  order  to  fortify  myself 
on  that  point,  I  will  read  from  a  very  high  autho¬ 
rity,  which  is  sound  common  sense  and  business-like 
as  well.  I  will  cite  from  Hadley  on  Railway  Trans¬ 
portation,  page  112,  where  he  says  : 

“  A  good  deal  of  freight  is  carried  not  merely  at  less 
than  the  average  rates,  but  at  less  than  the  average  cost, 
that  is  at  rates  which  if  applied  to  the  whole  business  of 
the  road  would  not  pay.  Many  persons  assume  that  this 
business  is  a  loss  to  the  road  *  *  *  This  is  a  fallacy 
*  *  *  If  a  manager  should  reject  such  business  because 
it  did  not  pay  its  share  of  the  fixed  charges  (as  distinct 
from  train  expresses)  he  would  make  a  great  mistake. 
He  would  reduce  the  business  and  leave  those  charges 
the  same  *  *  *  If  our  railways  made  it  a  rule  not  to 
carry  at  less  than  the  average  cost  of  doing  the  whole 
business  they  would  give  up  nearly  all  the  coal  trade  and 
a  great  deal  of  the  grain  trade.” 

That  is  the  statement  of  a  standard  authority  upon 
railway  transportation,  and  in  view  of  that  I  feel 
myself  safe,  when  making  this  calculation,  in  eli¬ 
minating  the  fixed  charges  given  in  the  railway 
report.  The  railway  report  gives  as  the  average 
cost  of  carrying  all  the  trains  on  the  Intercolonial 


Railway,  68  cents  per  mile.  I  will  not  give  the 
mills  because  it  is  not  worth  while.  Of  that  cost 
26  cents  is  for  permanent  fixed  charges,  mainten¬ 
ance  of  railway  stations  expenses  and  general 
charges.  That  leaves  39  cents  per  train  mile  to  do 
all  the  business  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  Now, 
it  is  557  miles  from  Spring  Hill  Junction  to  Chau- 
di£re.  An  average  locomotive  on  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  will  haul  225  tons  of  coal  in  a  train  load  ; 
it  ought  to  haul  more,  but  I  will  put  it  at  the  low¬ 
est.  That  train  load  of  225  tons  pays  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  in  freight,  $376.  This  $376  will  pay  the 
way  of  that  train  up  to  Chaudiere,  which  costs 
$217,  leaving  $157  to  bring  the  empty  cars 
back  to  Spring  Hill  Junction.  That  gives  more 
than  two-thirds  of  the  average  cost  per  train 
mile,  and  it  costs  less  than  two-thirds  to  bring 
back  the  empty  cars.  Now,  I  submit  that 
there  must  be  business  there  for  these  return  cars 
to  do,  and  I  will  say  this,  that  if  I  have  one  fault 
to  find  with  the  management  of  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  it  is  that  the  empty  cars  coming  down 
have  not  been  able  to  find  at  least  some  business 
that  could  be  done  at  some  rate,  no  matter  whether 
it  would  be  a  paying  rate  or  not,  something  that 
would  enable  them  to  get  some  returns  for  these 
empty  cars.  But  even  assuming  there  was  not  a 
pound  of  freight  for  that  train  to  bring  from  Chau¬ 
diere  back  to  Spring  Hill  Junction,  at  the  average 
cost  of  running  a  train  on  the  Intercolonial  Rail¬ 
way,  if  this  train  takes  270  tons  of  coal,  it  will  pay 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  $445,  which  would  pay 
the  average  train  cost  both  ways  and  leave  a  profit. 
So  that  if  the  Intercolonial  Railway  takes  this  coal 
in  the  quantity  that  it  should,  270  to  300  tons  per 
train,  that  business  can  be  done  on  the  average 
expense  of  freight  on  the  road  and  make  a  profit. 
Nowr,  there  is  one  other  feature  of  this  question  that 
must  be  taken  into  consideration.  I  have  taken 
the  average  rate  of  hauling  trains  ;  that  includes 
the  fast  expresses.  It  costs  three  times  as  much  to 
run  a  fast  express  as  it  costs  to  run  a  train 
freighted  with  coal.  The  ordinary  express  costs 
50  per  cent  more,  so  that  I  am  taking  the 
cheapest  class  of  train,  and  applying  to  it  the  aver¬ 
age  prices  of  the  whole,  calculating  the  expenses  of 
expresses,  which  we  know  are  very  expensive.  I 
believe  it  costs  80  cents  a  mile  to  run  an  express. 
I  am  letting  that  go  into  the  average,  and  still  this 
coal  traffic  pays  enough  to  pay  expenses.  So  that 
I  cannot  accept  the  statement  of  these  reports  ;  I 
believe  that  it  is  a  hasty  statement,  made  without 
due  consideration,  because  I  am  in  a  position  to 
state  upon  the  best  railway  authority  I  have  been 
able  to  find  in  the  library,  that  it  is  guesswork  at 
the  best,  because  it  is  admitted  that  no  railway 
manager  can  put  his  hands  upon  a  class  of  freight 
and  say  that  it  costs  so  much  per  ton.  It  is  impos¬ 
sible  to  figure  that  closely,  and  using  my  own  judg¬ 
ment  upon  general  averages,  so  far  as  I  have  been 
able  to  calculate  the  general  facts,  I  am  satisfied 
there  should  be  no  actual  loss  in  the  carriage  of 
that  coal  to  Chaudiere.  I  am  quite  ready  to  say  that 
I  do  not  wish  to  see  any  loss  incurred  in  the  carriage 
of  coal,  I  do  not  wish  it  to  be  carried  at  a  loss  at 
all. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Has  the  hon.  member  taken 
into  consideration  the  snow  difficulties  '! 

Mr.  DICKEY.  I  am  taking  into  consideration 
the  average  cost  of  operating  the  Intercolonial 
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Railway,  which  includes  the  snow  difficulty  the 
year  round.  Now,  I  have  shown,  I  think,  here 
last  year,  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  coal  is  carried 
on  this  continent  cheaper  than  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  is  carrying  it  ;  that  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  is  willing  to  carry  this  coal  cheaper,  that 
the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  carries  coal  for  its  fuel 
department  cheaper,  and  that  lines  in  the  States 
carry  it  cheaper.  Now,  merely  confining  myself  to 
the  question  whether  this  coal  traffic  is  carried  at 
a  loss,  I  think  that  the  proposition  can  be'  fully 
sustained  that  it  is  not  carried  at  a  loss.  When 
it  comes  to  a  question  of  dealing  with  this  coal 
rate,  I  think  it  is  fair  for  the  Minister  of 
Railways  to  remember,  and  for  the  House  to 
remember,  and  I  believe  from  the  temper  in 
which  this  matter  has  been  discussed  that  the 
House  will  remember,  that  this  has  been  a  tariff 
rate  standing  for  a  number  of  years  ;  that  contracts 
for  the  delivery  of  coal  in  Quebec  have  been  signed 
and  closed  on  the  basis  of  this  rate  for  the  coming 
season,  and  that  to  make  a  change  now,  at  the 
beginning  of  the  season  with  these  contracts  made, 
would  be  a  course  of  action  that  I  believe  any  com¬ 
pany  would  be  very  slow  in  adopting,  and  one 
which  the  Government  should  be  still  slower  to 
adopt.  For  these  reasons,  I  hope  that  nothing 
said  in  this  debate  will  influence  the  Minister  of 
Railways  to  consider  the  question  favourably  of 
suddenly  raising  the  coal  rate  at  the  present  time. 
I  do  not  pretend  to-night  to  have  discussed  this 
question  at  any  length  or  considered  more  than 
one  side  of  it,  whether  this  coal  rate  is  an  absolutely 
losing  rate.  I  confined  myself  to  that  branch 
because  the  other  aspects  were  fully  dealt  with  in 
the  discussion  last  night. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  question  of  increasing  or 
reducing  the  coal  rates  I  have  not  considered.  I 
desire,  however,  to  offer  a  few  remarks  in  regard 
to  the  cost  of  carrying  coal  over  the  Intercolonial 
Railway.  The  distance  from  Spring  Hill  to  Chau- 
diere  is  557  miles.  At  the  rate  of  three-tenths  of  a 
cent  per  mile,  that  would  be  for  a  car  load  of  ten 
tons,  going  334  miles,  $16  per  car.  The  distance  is 
634  miles  from  Chaudiere  Junction  to  Halifax, 
which  at  two-tenths  of  a  cent  per  mile  would  be 
$12.50  per  car  load.  The  hon.  member  for  Cum¬ 
berland  (Mr.  Dickey)  said  we  had  under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  to  maintain  the  stations  and  the  run¬ 
ning  of  the  line.  The  hon.  gentleman  lias  left  out 
the  cost  of  repairs  and  maintenance  of  the  road, 
which  is  considerable.  He  has  not  taken  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  cost  of  running  the  line  in  winter, 
due  to  snow.  I  am  informed  that  for  every  ten 
coal  cars  from  Spring  Hill  to  Chaudi&re  Junction  in 
winter  two  locomotives  are  required. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  With  regard  to  maintenance  o^ 
way  I  did  leave  that  out  deliberately,  because  I 
consider  it  a  permanent  charge,  which  would  not 
be  appreciably  affected  by  the  fact  as  to  whether 
three  or  four  trains  ran  over  the  road.  The  section 
men  are  there  and  have  their  regular  routine  work 
to  do,  and  this  is  considered  a  fixed  charge  on 
American  lines,  and  according  to  every  book  I 
have  been  able  to  read  on  the  subject.  The  snow 
has  to  be  cleared  from  the  road,  and,  unless  it  is 
proposed  to  close  the  road,  I  cannot  see  why  any 
part  of  this  sum  should  be  charged  against  the  coal 
traffic. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  It  should  pay  its  proportion. 
Mr.  Dickey. 


Mr.  DICKEY.  The  Intercolonial  Railway  keeps 
snow  ploughs  running  constantly  to  clear  the  track 
for  the  express  trains,  and  the  passage  of  coal  trains 
will  be  of  service  in  keeping  the  line  clear.  I 
know  that  in  winter  there  is  a  worse  rail  and  the 
expenses  are  larger.  Taking  an  average  freight 
rate  on  the  whole  business  of  the  road,  including 
the  expense  of  keeping  the  snow  clear,  I  contend 
that  the  coal  traffic  is  not  carried  at  a  losing  rate. 

Mr.  FLINT.  It  is  a  little  unfortunate,  perhaps’ 
that  this  discussion  should  range  over  such  a  wide 
extent  of  territory,  and  if  the  items  were  differ¬ 
ently  arranged  we  could  discuss  each  one  more 
clearly.  After  listening  to  the  long  and  very  inter¬ 
esting  discussion  which  has  taken  place  on  the 
whole  question  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  and 
public  interests  affected,  we  seem  this  evening  to 
have  mainly  exercised  our  thoughts  upon  one  or  two 
points,  apart  from  the  general  bearing  of  the 
financial  question.  In  the  first  place,  we  have  had 
much  discussion  on  both  sides  as  to  the  proposed 
extension  in  Halifax,  an  expenditure  which  may 
be  called  for  at  a  very  early  period.  It  must  be 
gratifying  to  the  Minister  in  charge  of  the  depart¬ 
ment  that  the  discussion  appears  to  have  taken  a 
very  non-partisan  range,  and  although  the  advis¬ 
ability  of  the  expenditure  is  questioned  on  this 
side  of  the  House,  yet,  perhaps,  the  strongest 
attack  on  it  has  come  from  an  hon.  gentleman  who 
supports  the  Government  on  almost  all  other  ques¬ 
tions.  I  have  been  impressed  by  the  argument  made 
by  the  senior  member  for  Halifax(  Mr.  Kenny)  and  I 
think  there  is  considerable  force  in  what  he  ha  s  stated, 
because  I  reflect  that  not  only  are  the  interests  of 
Halifax  concerned  in  a  proper  arrangement  of  the 
terminal  facilities  at  that  port.  The  Western 
Counties  Railway  is  largely  interested  in  having 
adequate  terminal  facilities  at  Halifax.  The  Wind¬ 
sor  and  Annapolis  Railway  is  also  interested,  and 
when  I  speak  of  these  railways  I  speak  of  all  the 
counties  through  which  these  roads  run  and  the 
people  who  are  interested  in  handling  the  freight 
on  both  those  roads.  The  question  therefore  takes 
perhaps  a  wider  range  than  would  appear  at  the  out¬ 
set,  and  I  think,  acting  in  the  interests  of  the  whole 
Province  of  Nova  Scotia,  as  well  as  in  the  interests 
of  Halifax,  we  shall  be  doing  wisely  .  to  con¬ 
sider  very  generously  and  in  a  very  broad  spirit  any 
proposition,  although  it  may  involve  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  quite  a  large  sum  of  money,  towards  increas¬ 
ing  the  terminal  facilities  at  Halifax.  I  must  say 
that  when  last  session  the  plans  were  laid  before 
the  committee,  I  wras  surprised  to  think  that  the 
improvements  <  could  be  carried  out  for  the  small 
sum  of  about  $500,000,  which  was  mentioned  by 
the  Minister  at  that  time.  Now,  however,  in  the 
face  of  the  most  careful  estimates  given  by  the 
present  Minister  of  Railways,  I  must  say  that  if 
we  are  not  to  be  deceived,  as  the  House  has  been 
deceived  before — I  am  not  using  this  word  in  the 
sense  of  any  intentional  deception, — and  if  the 
estimate  is  not  exceeded,  I  think  the  proposition 
is  well  worthy  the  consideration  of  this  House  and 
of  the  Government.  $575,000,  although  a  very  large 
sum  of  money,  larger  than  I  think  under  the  circum¬ 
stances  we  ought  to  be  called  upon  to  expend  if 
there  is  any  possible  way  of  avoiding  it,  is  much 
below'  what  any  superficial  judgment  would  lead  us 
to  anticipate  as  the  cost  of  this  extension  of  a  half 
mile  through  the  heart  of  the  city  of  Halifax,  that 
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we  must  consider  it  not  an  excessive  expenditure 
for  the  purpose,  and  the  committee  would  be  doing 
fairly  to  trust  the  Minister,  particularly  after  his 
promise  to  make  personal  examination  of  all  these 
alternative  schemes  before  he  adopts  any  one  of 
them.  The  city  of  Halifax  does  require  increased 
terminal  facilities.  Situated  as  it  is  upon  the 
slope  of  a  hill,  and  the  water  street  of  the  city 
being  so  narrow,  and  being  hedged  in  by  property 
belonging  to  the  Imperial  Government,  there  are 
difficulties  to  overcome  which  are  not  apparent 
to  those  not  acquainted  with  the  locality.  The  bulk 
of  the  business  portion  of  the  city  lies  some  distance 
below  the  termination  of  the  proposed  extension, 
but  as  I  understand  it,  this  extension  does  give 
more  facilities  than  it  is  possible  to  obtain  in 
any  other  way.  The  present  freight  station  is  so 
far  out  of  the  city  as  to  be  very  embarrassing  to  those 
who  handle  freight.  I  am  disposed  very  favourably 
towards  a  candid  consideration  of  the  proposal  of 
the  Minister.  Of  course  we  always  have  this  fear 
haunting  us  that  the  estimates  will  be  largely 
exceeded.  If  we  go  back  through  the  history  of 
the  Administration — it  may  not  be  peculiarly  cha¬ 
racteristic  of  this  Administration — we  find  that  very 
glowing  prospects  were  held  out  and  very  careful 
calculations  are  submitted  to  us  as  to  the  maximum 
cost,  but  we  find  that  when  the  work  is  completed, 
the  expectations  are  not  realized  and  the  estimates 
are  largely  exceeded.  The  other  provinces  of  the 
Dominion  are  no  doubt  naturally  jealous  of  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  an  unduly  large  sum  in  this  direction, 
particularly  as  the  road  itself  is  rolling  up  a  large 
deficit  from  year  to  year.  Had  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  been  in  the  position  of  paying  its  way 
substantially,  or  had  we  seen  during  the  last  few 
years  a  large  reduction  of  these  deficits,  this  Par¬ 
liament  would  probably  be  more  generously  dis¬ 
posed  towards  the  expenditures  in  the  Lower  Pro¬ 
vinces.  The  hon.  member  for  Richmond  (Mr.  Gil¬ 
lies)  I  think,  suggested  that  the  city  of  Halifax 
should  pay  something  towards  securing  these  faci¬ 
lities  for  its  own  benefit  ;  and  a  strong  argument 
m  this  direction  can  be  made  in  the  case  of  the  city 
of  Halifax,  because  there  was  an  undertaking  on 
the  part  of  the  city  of  Halifax  that  they  would 
contribute  £100,000  sterling  towards  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  when  it  was 
first  built.  How  the  city  succeeded  in  crawl¬ 
ing  out  of  that  contract  I  cannot  say,  but  taking 
advantage  of  some  political  or  other  complication, 
the  city  of  Halifax  did  succeed  in  clearing  itself  of 
this  legal  liability.  I  throw  out  this  suggestion 
for  the  Minister  to  make  use  of  if  he  can  towards 
obtaining  from  the  city  of  Halifax  whatever  assis¬ 
tance  it  is  possible  to  obtain  to  carry  out  the 
undertaking  which  he  proposes.  In  common  with 
the  other  members  of  the  House  I  was  gratified  to 
learn  from  the  emphatic  statement  of  the  Minister 
of  Railways  that  it  was  his  intention  to  take  hold 
of  the  expenses  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  with 
a  firm  hand.  Being  supported  in  the  House  with 
a  large  majority  owing  to  the  result  of  various 
elections  which  have  been  held,  perhaps  the  temp¬ 
tation  will  be  removed  from  him  which  many  of 
his  predecessors  have  been  obliged  to  succumb  to  : 
the  temptation  to  exercise  unduly  their  influence 
and  position,  as  controllers  of  this  great  public 
work  for  political  exigencies.  The  discussions 
which  we  have  had  in  this  House  on  many  occasions 
prove  conclusively  that  it  is  almost  impossible  for 


any  one  to  lay  his  finger  upon  the  precise  points 
where  the  expenditure  was  unduly  great,  yet  we 
are  painfully  aware  that  the  deficits  upon  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  wmrking  must  be  to  a  cer¬ 
tain  extent  the  result  of  circumstances  over  which 
neither  the  Minister  nor  his  leading  officials  have 
any  control.  It  is  largely  due,  I  believe,  to  the  fact 
that  the  road  was  not  constructed  at  first  as  a 
commercial  undertaking.  It  was  a  military  under¬ 
taking,  a  political  undertaking,  and  had  other  ob¬ 
jects,  either  professedly  or  actually  in  view,  than 
that  of  a  commercial  undertaking.  It  was  built  at 
an  expense  far  greater  than  roads  as  well  equipped 
could  be  built  for  to-day.  A  large  portion  of  it 
was  constructed  through  a  sparsely  settled  territory, 
and  all  the  circumstances  which  go  to  build  up  a 
commercial  undertaking  were  notoriously  absent 
in  the  case  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  Unfor¬ 
tunately,  through  the  force  of  political  and  com¬ 
mercial  circumstances  alone,  the  Government  of 
the  Dominion  in  recent  years  felt  itself  pressed 
upon  and  obliged  to  subsidize  a  line  competing  with 
its  own  road.  I  think  the  arguments  in  favour  of 
a  competing  line  were  very  strong  from  a  commer¬ 
cial  standpoint.  All  these,  with  the  great  cost  of 
the  road  and  the  expense  of  operating  it,  owing  to 
the  fact  of  its  being  a  political  as  well  as  a  com¬ 
mercial  undertaking,  have  combined  to  produce 
these  alarming  deficits  from  year  to  year.  Other 
circumstances  have  tended  to  increase  them.  The 
high  tariff  policy  of  the  Government  was  intended 
to  assist  the  coal  mine  owners  of  the  lower  pro¬ 
vinces  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  grain  and  flour 
producers  of  the  upper  provinces  on  the  other  hand, 
to  send  their  products  to  market  at  an  advantageous 
rate  to  them.  The  consequence  was  that  the  rates 
were  reduced  either  below  cost,  as  the  authorities 
of  the  road  contend,  scareelv  above  cost.  At 
any  rate,  owing  to  this  combination  of  circum¬ 
stances,  a  stage  has  been  reached  at  which  gentle¬ 
men  on  both  parties  seem  to  have  combined  in  an 
earnest  desire  to  arrive  at  a  sound  conclusion  as  to 
how  best  to  obviate  the  great  catastrophe  which 
seems  to  be  at  hand  ;  for  I  am  convinced  that  the 
people  of  Canada  will  not  long  tolerate  the  enor¬ 
mous  deficit  of  $750,000  a  year,  in  addition 
to  the  interest  on  $47,000,000,  which  we  may 
consider  as  entirely  lost,  particularly  when  there 
are  constant  claims,  many  of  them  reasonable, 
for  increased  facilities  at  various  points.  Now, 
the  Minister  having  set  his  hand  to  the  work, 
and  having  pledged  his  reputation,  as  a  financier 
and  an  economist,  to  make  a  vigorous  effort  to  cut 
down  the  expenses  and  reduce  the  train  service 
without  impairing  the  efficiency  of  the  road,  (I 
think  all  his  propositions  bearing  upon  this  object 
would  be  entitled  to  the  favourable  consideration  of 
the  House.  Having  in  view  the  ideas  and  pledges 
of  the  Minister,  several  hon.  members  have  dis¬ 
cussed  the  question  what  may  ultimately  be  the 
fate  of  this  railroad.  One  suggestion  has  been 
thrown  out  in  the  press  and  in  the  House, 
which  has  met  with  no  very  strong  expres¬ 
sions  of  approval,  that  is,  that  if  the  deficits 
continue,  the  Government  may  be  induced  to 
offer  to  sell  out  this  railway  to  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  Company.  Now,  there  are  argu¬ 
ments  in  favour  even  of  that  proposition,  derived 
from  the  able  manner  in  which '  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  as  a  commercial  undertaking  is 
carried  on,  and  from  the  expectation  that  possibly 
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.even  lower  rates  might  result  owing  to  the  extensive 
..connections  of  that  railway.  But  in  the  minds  of 
the  people  of  the  Dominion  all  these  favourable 
arguments  would  be  completely  overshadowed,  I 
believe,  by  their  opposition  to  any  further  aggran¬ 
disement  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Company. 
I  think  the  political  disadvantages  of  having  that 
company  made  more  powerful  in  the  various  pro¬ 
vinces  would  far  outweigh  any  temporary  or  com¬ 
mercial  advantages  which  might  flow  from  the  more 
economical  and  non -political  character  of  the 
management  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  Another 
proposition  has  been  suggested,  that  this  railroad 
be  handed  over  to  a  non-partisan  commission. 
This  has  been  advocated  with  a  great  deal  of  force 
and  ability  by  my  lion,  friend  from  Albert  (Mr. 
Weldon) ;  and  unless  the  Minister  can  "carry  out 
the  ideas  to  which  he  has  pledged  himself,  I  believe 
the  suggestion  of  the  hon.  member  for  Albert 
may  yet  take  such  a  shape  that  Parliament  may 
feel  itself  compelled  to  acquiesce  in  that  proposition. 
We  would  have  at  any  rate  one  evil  removed,  which 
I  think  all  must  agree  has  tended  to  increase  the 
expense  of  operating  the  railway.  A  Government  road 
running  through  large  numbers  of  constituencies 
represented  in  this  House  by  supporters  of  the 
Government,  all  its  employes  being,  if  not  techni¬ 
cally,  yet  practically,  civil  servants  of  the  Dom¬ 
inion,  from  the  lowest  porter  or  day  labourer  to  the 
highest  official,  there  has  been,  and  must  neces¬ 
sarily  be,  a  constant  pressure  from  the  constituents 
of  every  member  representing  those  counties,  to 
secure  positions  or  opportunities  in  connection  with 
that  road  to  further  their  private  interests.  In  no 
single  individual  case  may  this  pressure  be  im¬ 
moral  or  improper ;  but  all  who  are  conversant 
with  public  affairs  know  that  in  the  heat  of  election 
contests,  promises  have  been  made  by  candidates  ; 
and  I  believe  that  a  large  proportion  of  the  undue 
expense  of  running  the  Intercolonial  Railway  has 
arisen  from  the  fact  that  an  enormous  number  of 
employes  are  paid  out  of  the  income  of  the  railway 
who  could  be  well  dispensed  with.  We  know  that 
only  recently,  when  the  Minister  deliberately  de¬ 
cided  that  a  large  number  of  employes  should 
be  dismissed,  there  was  an  outcry,  not  only  from 
the  supporters  of  the  Administration,  but  in  some 
cases  from  their  opponents,  caused  by  sympathy, 
and  a  natural  sympathy,  with  men  who  were 
threatened  with  the  loss  of  their  opportunities  of 
working  on  this  road.  In  my  opinion,  the  political 
position  is  the  key  to  nine-tenths  of  the  difficulty, 
and  this  would  he  avoided  if  the  road  were  placed 
under  the  control  of  a  non-partisan  commission.  I 
am  not  prepared  to  say  that  just  now  the  time  is 
opportune  to  take  this  course,  but  I  believe  that 
the  growing  opinion  in  Parliament  will  tend  very 
strongly  in  that  direction  if  the  expectations  of  the 
Minister .  are  not  realized  within  the  next  year  or 
two  with  regard  to  reducing  the  deficit  to  a  nomi¬ 
nal  point.  Of  course,  even  the  matter  of  rates  has 
unfortunately  been  made  political  use  of.  It  is 
perhaps  impossible  to  obviate  that.  I  know  that 
not  long  ago  when  an  effort  was  made — I  do  not 
know  whether  it  went  as  far  as  the  adoption  of  an 
Order  in  Council — to  increase  the  rates  upon  coal, 
the  constituents  of  my  hon.  friend  from  Cumber¬ 
land  who  are  interested  in  the  operating  of  the  coal 
mines  in  that  county,  were  in  a  state  of  extreme 
agitation,  and  pressure  was  brought  to  bear  through 
their  representative  upon  the  Government,  and  the 
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step  was  hastily  retraced ;  showing  that  under 
political  management  even  the  most  ‘reasonable 
views  of  the  Government  have  to  give  way 
from  time  to  time  to  political  pressure.  I  listened 
very  carefully  to  the  explanation  of  my  hon. 
friend  from  Cumberland,  but  I  am  not  suffi¬ 
ciently  posted  in  the  technicalities  of  long  and  shoi’t 
hauls  and  the  different  deductions  that  must  be 
made  to  account  for  the  cost  of  the  haul  per  mile  ; 
but  even  if  his  calculation  is  cori-ect  that  coal  is 
not  hauled  at  a  loss,  I  think  he  has  made  a  very 
good  point  against  the  Government,  and  at  the 
same  time  he  was  met  almost  immediately  by  a 
further  calculation  which  threw  a  great  deal  of 
doubt  on  the  result  he  gave  to  it.  At  any  rate  the 
Minister  has  before  him  a  very  difficult  task,  which, 
if  he  succeeds  in  carrying  out,  will  entitle  him  • 
to  a  great  deal  of  respect  and  admiration,  because 
he  will  have  succeeded  in  accomplishing  that  which 
none  of  his  predecessors  apparently  have  been  able 
to  accomplish.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  moment 
he  begins  to  carry  into  effect  the  line  of  conduct 
he  has  mapped  out  for  himself,  he  will  be  met 
by  powerful  objections  from  powerful  quarters, 
which  will  require  all  his  courage  to  withstand. 

I  can  only  trust  that  when  the  reports  of 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  next  year  come  before 
us,  they  will  show  a  result  more  favourable  to 
the  treasury  than  it  is  at  present.  Before  resuming 
my  seat,  I  would  call  the  attention  of  the  Minister 
to  a  matter  which  must  have  suggested  itself  to 
other  minds,  and  that  is  with  regard  to  the  form 
of  the  information  given  the  members  of  this  House 
and  the  means  given  them  to  study  the  affairs  of 
the  Intercolonial  Railway.  In  order  to  ascertain 
the  particular  cost  of  any  department,  we  have  to 
look  through  a  large  number  of  publications  ;  and 
I  would  suggest  that  it  might  be  possible  to 
combine  in  one  volume  of  the  reports  all  the 
information  which  is  contained  in  the  Auditor 
General’s  Report  and  in  the  Railway  Report  and 
all  the  information  bearing  upon  the  traffic  of  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  which  may  be  contained 
in  some  other  volume.  We  are  compelled  to  trace 
the  history  of  any  particular  line  of  traffic  or  any 
particular  item  of  expenditure  through  several  volu¬ 
mes  ;  and  even  this,  in  my  humble  estimation,. is 
not  arranged  as  lucidly  as  it  might  be.  Perhaps 
for  a  book-keeper  or  engineer  or  other  expert  this 
particular  form  of  keeping  accounts  'may  do  very 
well,  but  for  the  information  of  Parliament  and  a 
large  number  of  our  constituents  interested,  I 
would  suggest  to  the  Minister  that  the  infor¬ 
mation  with  regard  to  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
and  other  Government  railways  might  be  so  tabu¬ 
lated  as  to  present  in  a  more  complete  form,  one 
more  easily  understood,  the  history  of  the  expenses 
and  income  and  general  operation  of  the  road.  I 
throw  out  the  suggestion  because  in  my  humble 
efforts  to  follow  the  discussions  here  and  ascertain 
for  my  own  information  how  matters  are  being 
managed,  I  found  myself  confronted  with  many 
difficulties.  Take,  for  instance,  the  payment  of 
employes  of  the  road  and  the  large  number  of 
officials  named  in  the  Auditor’s  Report.  I  think 
any  gentleman  who  devoted  himself  for  a  short 
time  to  the  subject  could  tabulate  these  under 
different  heads  according  to  the  salaries  received 
and  the  conditions  on  which  they  are  employed, 
so  that  the  information  would  be  more  easily  within 
our  reach.  At  any  rate,  if  the  affairs  of  the  Inter- 
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colonial  Railway  are  to  continue  as  prominent  in 
discussion  as  they  have  in  the  past,  information 
should  be  laid  l>efore  us  in  a  more  distinct  form 
than  at  present.  Then  all  the  members  who  take 
an  interest  in  the  operation  and  success  of  this 
work  should  be  put  in  the  position  of  being  able, 
without  the  necessity  for  the  present  research,  of 
bringing  before  the  Minister  objections  and  sugges¬ 
tions  connected  with  his  conduct  of  this  work. 

Mr.  STAIRS..  With  regard  to  the  economy 
proposed  to  be  effected  by  the  Minister  of 
Railways,  there  is  nothing  more  important  for 
him  to  consider  than  the  question  of  rates.  I 
mention  it  again,  although  it  has  been  re¬ 
ferred  to  already  several  times  in  the  course  of 
this  discussion,  simply  for  the  purpose  of  im¬ 
pressing  upon  him  the  importance  of  exercising 
great  care  as  to  how  lie  interferes  with  the  rates 
now  ruling.  If  my  recollection  is  right,  the  ex¬ 
periment  was  tried  in  1874-75  of  excessively  ad¬ 
vancing  the  rates,  and  the  effect  was  not  to  decrease 
but  largely  to  increase  the  deficit.  The  committee 
will  bear  in  mind  that  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
freight  upon  which  only  very  low  rates  can  be 
charged  and  which  will  not  stand  any  higher  rates. 
The  effect  of  increasing  these  rates  would  simply 
be  to  drive  the  business  from  the  road  ;  and  this 
must  be  borne  in  mind  in  connection  with  the 
argument  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  Cumber¬ 
land  with  reference  to  the  rates  on  coal  from  Nova 
Scotia  mines  to  points  west  of  the  Chaudiere,  if  the 
rate  were  advanced  materially  that  would  probably 
have  the  effect  of  driving  the  business  from  the 
road  and  have  no  appreciable  effect  on  the  deficit. 
It  must  be  remembered  that  this  large  traffic 
brings  a  great  deal  of  other  business  in  connection 
with  the  mines,  and  anything  which  injures  the 
prosperity  of  these  mines  will  have  a  bad  effect  on 
the  general  traffic. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  is  decreasing  at  the 
rate  of  20,000  tons  per  year. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  I  am  not  thoroughly  posted  as  to 
the  details  of  the  Spring  Hill  coal  business,  but  I 
know  it  is  not  very  long  since  there  was  a  very 
considerable  fire  in  the  mines  there  caused  by  an 
explosion  which  shut  the  mines  up  for  some  little 
time  ;  and  I  have  heard  lately  that  during  the  past 
few  months  the  coal  business  is  increasing.  With 
reference  to  the  other  question,  which  has  been 
considerably  discussed,  the  proposed  extension  in 
Halifax,  I  desire  to  repeat  what  has  been  forcibly 
said  by  my  colleague,  the  senior  member  for  Halifax, 
that  the  members  from  Halifax  are  not  in  any  way 
supporting  this  vote  for  the  sake  of  having  a  large 
expenditure  in  that  city.  They  look  at  this  matter 
largely  from  a  railway  standpoint,  I  believe,  and 
it  is  the  opinion  of  many  citizens  of  Halifax  who 
have  given  a  great  deal  of  consideration  to  the 
question,  notably  the  members  of  the  City  Council 
and  of  the  Board  of  Trade,  that  much  increased 
facilities  are  required  for  railway  purposes  there. 
It  is  not  a  matter  for  the  city  alone.  The  railway 
ought  to  find  station  accommodation  in  the  city  for 
the  purposes  of  the  road.  It  has  been  said  that 
the  city  should  pay.  I  cannot  understand  why  the 
citizens  should  be  asked  to  pay  a  large  amount  of 
money  for  property  which  is  to  be  handed  over  to 
the  Dominion  of  Canada  for  railway  purposes  and 
to  become  the  property  of  the  Government  for  ever. 


It  is  true  that  the  citizens  do  propose  to  give  some¬ 
thing  on  account  of  the  purchase  of  this  property, 
and  I  think  a  reasonable  amount.  As  to  die  facili¬ 
ties  to  be  provided,  a  good  deal  has  been  said  with 
reference  to  the  different  propositions  which  have 
been  made,  but  the  Minister  lias  said  that  he  is 
going  to  enquire  into  this  before  he  conies  to  any 
decision  and  I  am  sure  that,  when  he  visits  Halifax 
— and  I  know  the  citizens  will  be  very  much 
pleased  to  see  him — he  will  look  carefully  into  the 
case,  and  that  whatever  is  right  will  be  done.  I 
was  very  much  interested  in  the  arguments  of  the 
hon.  member  for  Yarmouth  (Mr.  Flint)  in  this 
matter,  because  it  brought  out  strongly  and  I  think 
most  fairly,  the  fact  that  this  expenditure  was  not 
in  the  interests  of  the  citizens  alone,  and  this  was 
also  brought  out  in  the  previous  discussion  by  the 
lion,  member  for  King’s,  N.S.  (Mr.  Borden).  In 
fact,  all  the  western  part  of  Nova  Scotia  is  as  much 
interested  in  having  increased  railway  accommoda¬ 
tion  in  Halifax  as  the  people  of  Halifax  themselves. 
The  Windsor  and  Annapolis  Railway  and  its 
connections  have  to  use  a  station  about  two  miles 
away  from  the  centre  of  the  city,  as  has  been  very 
fully  explained  by  the  senior  member  for  Halifax 
(Mr.  Kenny).  I  think  the  Dominion  Government 
are  bound  by  the  lease  to  the  Windsor  and  Anna¬ 
polis  Railway  to  allow  them  to  come  into  the 
North  street  station,  but  they  have  not  room  at 
present  for  the  freight  brought  in  over  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway,  and  that  is  the  reason  why  the 
Windsor  and  Annapolis  have  never  been  allowed 
to  occupy  that  station.  I  belie ve  the  Railway 
Department  could  be  compelled  under  the  terms  of 
the  lease,  if  legal  proceedings  were  taken,  to  find 
room  for  the  Windsor  and  Annapolis  Railway  at 
the  North  street  station.  The  Windsor  and  Anna¬ 
polis  have  never  tried  to  enforce  this,  but  it  is  a 
very  serious  matter  to  the  people  of  the  western 
counties  of  Nova  Scotia  that  the  freight  has  to  be 
landed  at  a  station  two  miles  from  the  centre  of  the 
city,  and  that  the  freight  going  to  the  west  has  to  be 
trucked  out  that  distance  at  a  very  heavy  expense. 
There  are  other  reasons  why  these  facilities  should 
be  provided  which  have  been  very  fully  gone  into 
by  previous  speakers,  and  therefore  I  will  not  go 
into  them.  I  will  only  refer  to  a  remark  made  by 
the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s,  P.E.I.  (Mr.  Davies). 
I  understood  him  to  say  that  the  deficit  on  the 
Intercolonial  Railway,  amounting  to  $500,000,  was 
caused  by  the  carrying  of  grain  for  shipment  at 
Halifax. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  think  I  said  it  contri¬ 
buted  largely  to  the  deficit. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  I  understood,  and  hon.  members 
around  me  understood,  the  hon.  gentleman  to  say 
that  it  wras  that  which  caused  the  deficit. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  did  not  say  it  was  the 
whole  cause,  because  I  have  a  very  different  view 
from  that,  but  I  thought  it  was  a  prominent  cause. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  Of  course  I  accept  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man’s  statement,  and  I  hope  the  record  will  not  be 
published  in  Hansard  that  the  whole  deficit  of 
$500,000  was  incurred  by  carrying  1,000,000  bushels 
of  grain  to  Halifax. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  remarked  that,  while 
grain  was  carried  from  Chaudiere  to  Halifax  at 
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$12  or  $13  per  car  load,  that  was  a  ruinous  rate,  and 
contributed  to  the  deficit. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  The  real  amount  could  not  be 
more  than  $40,000  which  is  very  different  from 
what  I  understood  the  lion,  gentleman  to  say. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  In  reference  to  the  matter 
under  discussion,  that  is,  increased  accommodation 
at  Halifax,  it  is  very  natural  that  the  members  for 
Halifax  should  advocate  that  scheme,  but  I  flave 
not  been  able  to  learn,  ami  1  do  not  think  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  had  any  definite  information  yet,  as  to 
what  benefit  it  is  to  be  to  the  people  of  the  Domi¬ 
nion,  or  what  necessity  there  is  for  the  increased 
expenditure.  Every  one  who  has  been  in  Halifax 
knows  that  they  have  a  good  station  and  they  have 
a  line  running  along  the  wharves,  so  that  vessels  can 
be  loaded  from  the  cars,  and  they  have  a  line  run¬ 
ning  round  to  Dartmouth  which  has  been  built  by 
the  Government  at  great  expense.  I  think  Halifax 
has  as  great  railway  accommodation  as  any  city 
in  the  Dominion.  Look  at  the  accommodation 
in  Toronto,  and  compare  it  with  the  accommo¬ 
dation  in  Halifax.  We  know  that,  when  people 
receive  goods  over  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
at  Halifax,  the  railway  is  not  bound  to  furnish 
them  with  storage.  It  is  their  duty  to  unload 
whatever  it  may  be,  such  as  a  car  load  of  flour, 
within  48  hours.  Then,  if  freight  is  received 
in  broken  car  load,  the  railway  delivers  it  free  to 
the  customer.  So,  whether  it  is  drawn  half  a  mile 
or  a  mile,  it  does  not  cost  the  receiver  or  the 
shipper  anything,  because  it  is  included  in  the 
freight.  As  was  well  expressed  by  the  lion,  member 
for  Richmond  (Mr.  Gillies)  to-night,  we  should 
hesitate  before  expending  another  dollar  for  further 
accommodation  at  Halifax.  So  far  as  the  freights 
are  concerned,  the  hon.  member  for  Cumberland 
(Mr.  Dickey)  figured  out  that  the  carrying  of  the 
coal  was  not  done  at  a  loss.  The  Minister  of  Rail¬ 
ways,  however,  said  that  cars  were  taken  from 
Spring  Hill  to  Chaudiere,  a  distance  of  550  miles, 
for  $12 

Mr.  HAGGART.  $16. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  That  would  be  far  less  than 
three-tenths  of  a  cent  per  ton  per  mile. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  No,  that  is  exactly  it.  It 
is  made  up  on  that  basis. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Then,  if  the  railway  gets  three- 
tenths  of  a  cent  per  ton  per  mile  on  the  through 
coal,  I  do  not  think  the  railway  loses  a  cent  in  carry¬ 
ing  it.  We  know  as  a  fact  that  the  local  freight 
rate  from  Spring  Hill  to  Moncton,  or  St.  John,  or 
Halifax,  is  much  higher  than  the  through  rate,  and 
while  you  may  possibly  lose  a  trifle  on  the  coal  you 
haul  to  Chaudiere,  yet  you  take  the  whole  coal 
trade  and  you  will  find  that  nothing  is  lost  on  it. 
Now,  so  far  as  freight  on  flour  is  concerned,  1  am 
satisfied  that  the  hon.  member  for  Richmond  (Mr. 
Gillies)  was  •  incorrect  in  the  statements  he  fur¬ 
nished  to  the  House.  He  stated,  if  I  understood 
him  aright,  that  flour  was  carried  for  two- tenths 
of  a  cent  per  ton  per  mile.  Now,  I  know  that  at  the 
present  rates,  and  they  are  about  the  same  as  they 
have  been  for  some  years — flour  is  carried  from 
Point  Levis  to  Halifax,  670  miles,  at  about  one- 
third  of  a  cent  per  ton  per  mile.  It  amounts 
Mr.  Stairs. 


to  a  little  over  11  cents  per  100  pounds  on  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  portion  of  the  road.  Then  if 
we  take  flour  the  through  rate  to  stations  along  the 
line  is  two  and  a  half  cents  per  100  pounds  higher 
than  it  is  to  Halifax  or  to  St.  John.  The  rates  to 
Truro,  to  Amherst,  or  Londonderry,  or  Stellarton, 
or  any  of  those  points,  is  two  and  a  half  cents 
per  100  pounds  higher  than  to  Halifax,  and  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  get  the  same  proportion  of 
the  through  rate  as  they  do  to  Halifax,  so  that 
what  goes  to  the  points  along  the  line  of  railway, 
nets  the  road  over  half  a  cent  per  ton  per  mile. 
Now,  my  opinion  is  that  the  railway  do  not  lose 
on  coal  or  on  flour.  When  they  carry  wheat  for 
$12  per  car  from  Chaudiere  to  Halifax,  we  know 
there  is  a  loss.  But  I  believe  that  the  great  loss 
is  on  account  of  the  enormous  number  of  men  that 
are  employed  on  the  road.  For  instance,  I  find 
that  in  the  city  of  St.  John  alone  there  are  no  less 
than  148  men  employed  on  the  Intercolonial  Rail¬ 
way  service. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  They  are  all  needed  there. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  They  cost  the  country  $46,- 
996  a  year  at  St.  John.  We  also  find  in  that  city 
there  are  61  men  employed  as  porters  alone,  and 
their  salaries  amount  to  nearly  $22,000:  I  believe 
that  the  same  extravagance  occurs  at  other  points 
of  the  road.  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  if 
the  Minister  of  Railways  would  take  hold  of  this 
railway  as  a  business  transaction,  the  first  thing 
he  would  do  would  be  to  send  1,000  men 
about  their  business.  If  any  good  business  man 
had  hold  of  that  he  would  dismiss  1,000  men 
at  least,  and  he  would  cancel  some  of  these  fast 
trains  which  have  been  admitted  by  all  parties  to 
be  unnecessary.  I  believe  there  is  no  reason  why 
that  railway  should  not  pay  running  expenses,  and 
give  a  dividend  to  the  country.  From  St.  John  to 
Halifax  there  is  no  better  paying  road  in  this  Do¬ 
minion.  It  has  no  competitor,  and  it  passes 
through  a  number  of  large  towns,  and  through  a 
comparatively  good  country.  I  hope  the  Minister 
of  Railways  will  take  this  matter  in  hand  with  his 
usual  business  ability,  and  if  he  puts  in  the  prun¬ 
ing  knife  and  dismisses  all  these  unnecessary 
hands,  cutting  off  all  these  unnecessary  things,  I 
believe  that  next  year  he  will  be  able  to  come  down 
and  congratulate  the  House  that  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  has  paid  all  running  expenses,  and  given 
a  handsome  dividend  to  the  country. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  Shall  the  whole 
resolution  be  adopted  ? 

Mr.  LAURIER.  It  was  understood  there  should 
be  a  preliminary  discussion  upon  the  whole  business 
of  the  railway,  and  that  has  taken  place.  Now, 
it  is  understood  between  both  sides  that  we  are  to 
carry  all  these  items  except  the  item  of  St.  John. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  And  upon  that  one  subject  there 
may  be  a  general  discussion. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  the  resolutions. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at 
12.30  a.m.  (Friday). 
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HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Friday,  13th  May,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

QUESTION  OF  PRIVILEGE. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  Mr.  Speaker,  before  the 
Orders  of  the  Day  are  called,  I  wish  to  make  a 
personal  explanation.  I  notice  the  following 
published  in  the  Ottawa  Free  Press  of  last  night 
in  connection  with  a  meeting  of  the  Trades  and 
Labour  Council  at  Ottawa  : — 

“  Col.  Tisdale,  M.P., Censured. 

“The  following  resolution  was  then  passed:  ‘That 
whereas  it  has  come  to  the  knowledge  of  this  council  that 
on  the  night  of  the  9th  of  May  inst.,  Colonel  Tisdale,  a 
member  of  the  Dominion  House  of  Commons  of  Canada, 
during  a  debate  on  a  petition  presented  by  forty-nine  (49) 
residents  of  the  city  of  London,  Ont.,  undertook  to  ques¬ 
tion  said  petitioners’  right  to  present  such  on  the  ground 
that  many  of  the  signers  were  clerks,  tailors  and  other 
mechanics.  Said  member  holding  said  petitioners  up  to 
public  scorn  on  account  of  their  calling.  And  at  the  same 
time  regretting  the  absence  of  the  names  of  doctors, 
lawyers  and  clergymen  instead.  Therefore,  be  it  resolved, 
that  the  Ottawa  Trades  and  Labour  Council  in  meeting  as¬ 
sembled,  do  hereby,  on  behalf  of  the  workingmen  of 
Ottawa,  express  our  unqualified  condemnation  of  such  an 
unwarrantable  attack  on  the  wage-earners  of  Canada. 
And  be  it  further  resolved,  that  a  copy  of  this  resolution 
be  sent  to  the  different  trades  and  labour  councils  of 
Ottawa.’ 

“  Several  of  the  delegates  referred  in  feeling  terms  to 
the  honourable  manner  in  which  Mr.  Fraser,  M.P.,  spoke 
in  defence  of  the  workingmen,  after  which  the  meeting 
adjourned.” 

Now,  I  did  not  in  the  debate  referred  to - 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  Order.  I  am  afraid  the  lion, 
gentleman  is  reading  something  taken  from  a 
newspaper  commenting  on  or  referring  to  something 
that  took  place  in  the  House.  If  that  is  so,  of 
course  it  is  not  in  order. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  I  have  read  all  that  I  propose 
to  read  from  a  newspaper.  The  balance  is  my  own 
statement.  I  say  I  did  not  use  any  such  language, 
and  I  was  simply  making  a  denial  in  the  words  of 
the  resolution.  I  say  that  I  did  not  question  the 
petitioners’  right  to  present  the  same  on  the  ground 
that  the  signers  were  clerks,  tailors  or  mechanics, 
nor  did  I  hold  such  petitioners  up  to  public  scorn 
on  account  of  their  calling.  I  have  never  in  public 
nor  in  private  expressed  such  sentiments,  nor  do  I 
entertain  them.  I  find,  however,  by  reference  to 
the  Hansard  of  that  date,  that  the  lion,  member 
for  Guysborough  (Mr.  Fraser),  who  followed  mein 
the  debate,  used  this  language,  meaning  me  : 

.  “  He  did  not  scorn  to  say  that  these  men  should  not  be 
listened  to  because  seventeen  of  them  were  clerks,  a  few 
were  tailors,  four  were  licensed  dealers,  and  the  rest  were 
miserable  mechanics. 

“  Mr.  TISDALE.  The  lion,  gentleman  is  wrong.  I  said 
nothing  about  4  miserable  mechanics.’  I  said  4  merchants 
and  small  traders.’ 

“Mr.  FRASER.  Ibegthehon.  gentleman’s  pardon  if 
he  did  not  say  4  mechanics.’  ” 

Now,  I  feel  quite  satisfied  that  the  lion,  member  for 
Guysborough  would  not  intentionally  misrepresent 
what  I  said  or  contended  ;  but  he  certainly  did,  or 
he  is  misreported.  What  I  did  say,  referring  to 
the  petitioners,  I  propose  to  read  from  Hansard.  I 
said  : 


44  How  many  do  you  think  signed  it?  Forty-five  persons 
out  of  the  one  hundred  thousand  over  whom  Judge  Elliott 
has  presided  for  twenty-five  years  in  the  County  and  in 
the  District  Court.  And  who  are  these  men  who  signed 
the  petition  ?  Sixteen  of  them  are  irresponsible  clerks, 
whose  employers  would  not  sign,  as  mentioned  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Lambton.  Seventeen  are  merchants,, 
small  dealers,  and  strong  partisans,  and  hon.  gentlemen 
from  Ontario  will  understand  bow  strong  partisans  they 
are,  by  the  explanation  that  every  one  of  them  furnishes 
the  London  Asylum  with  supplies.  Hon.  members  for 
Ontario  know  what  that  means,  but  I  will  explain  it  to 
other  hon.  gentlemen.  Under  the  Reform  Government  in 
Ontario,  we  have  the  same  individuals,  year  after  year, 
supplying  our  dilferent  institutions  which  are  under  the 
control  of  our  Local  House,  and  in  no  case  are  these  con¬ 
tracts  put  up  to  public  tender  despite  the  frequent  protests 
of  the  Opposition  in  the  Local  House.  And  so  it  comes 
these  seventeen  favoured  gentlemen,  thus  encouraged  by 
public  contracts,  had  no  hesitation  in  signing  this  petition. 
Who  else  signed  it  ?  The  liquor  dealers.  I  do  not  blame 
these  poor  fellows,  for  they  have  no  other  resource.  In 
Ontario  we  have  not  the  secret  ballot.  No,  they  will  not 
give  us,  corrupt  Tories,  the  secret  ballot.  A  mark  is  put 
on  every  ballot,  and  although  these  ballots  are  sealed  up, 
when  the  election  is  over,  they  are  in  the  control  of  the 
people  in  power,  and  they  either  open  them  afterwards 
or  else  they  tell  falsehoods  in  the  matter,  because  they 
have'told  people  in  my  riding  that  they  knew  how  they 
voted.  It  is  in  their  power  to  know  how,  and  they  either 
exercise  that  power  or  at  any  rate  threaten  people  with  its 
exercise.  What  has  happened  ?  There  was  a  time  when 
we  used  to  have  some  municipal  control.  The  glory 
of  Ontario  was  her  municipal  institutions,  and  the 
old  Reformers  who  helped  to  get  them  for  us  deserved 
as  much  credit  as,  and  perhaps  a  little  more,  than 
the  Conservatives,  but  the  people  now  in  power  in  Ontario 
have  restricted  those  municipal  rights.  The  municipal 
counties  used  to  decide  who  should  have  liquor  licenses, 
but  now  this  pure  Government  which  runs  Ontario  took 
that  power  away  into  their  own  hands.  They  appoint  a 
couple  of  license  commissioners  and  an  inspector,  who  are 
political  heelers  for  the  riding,  and  who  go  around  earn¬ 
ing  the  salary  they  obtain  by  looking  after  the  elections 
and  running  the  voters,  and,  as  the  result,  every  hotel- 
keeper  almost  is  now  a  Grit.  There  used  to  be  a  large 
majority  of  them  Conservatives  in  Ontario,  but  to-day  you 
cannot  find  one  Conservative  in  ten.  Hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  may  laugh,  but  what  I  tell  them  is  true,  and  I 
can  prove  it.  The  hotel-keeper  has  either  to  vote  straight 
under  the  coercion  of  this  ballot,  which  is  not  secret,  or 
he  cannot  get  a  license.  Four  of  them  have  signed  the 
petition.  Who  else?  Two  license  commissioners,  and 
last,  but  not  least,  the  three  witnesses  my  hon.  friend 
referred  to  who  may  be  the  respectable  citizens  he  spoke 
of.  Who  are  these  three  witnesses?  One  is  the  man  who 
collected  $2,000,  who  kept  no  accounts,  destroyed  the  books 
and  had  no  memory.  The  others  are  conveners  of  electors 
in  London,  who  get  up  meetings  to  be  addressed  by  Mr. 
Hyman,  and  at  which  beer  and  music  are  furnished  at 
intervals.  That  is  the  class  of  men  who  signed  this  peti¬ 
tion.  Mr.  Hyman  had  too  much  sense  of  self-respect  him¬ 
self  to  sign  it.  Mr.  Gibbons,  the  great  lawyer  in  London, 
would  not  dare  sign  it.  There  is  not  a  lawyer,  a  doctor,  a 
clergyman  or  a  professional  man  in  the  city  of  London,  or 
ten  miles  out  of  it,  who  would  dare  sign  the  petition.” 

That  is  all  1  said  in  regard  to  the  petitioners. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Did  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  read  what  he  said  about  the  tailors  living  on 
back  streets  ? 

Mr.  TISDALE.  I  have  read  the  report  from 
Hansard,  and  that  is  all  there  is  in  it. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Then  it  is  not  a  correct 
report. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  The  mention  of  tailors  was  in 
the  clause  in  the  report  in  which  I  answered  the  hon. 
member  for  Guysborough.  It  was  at  first  reported, 
“merchants  and  small  tailors,”  the  word  “traders” 
having  been  mistaken  for  the  word  “tailors,”  and 
I  think  the  hon.  gentleman  misunderstood  me. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  There  is  no  misunder¬ 
standing. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  All  I  can  say  is  that  I  have  read 
the  report  from  Hansard  of  what  I  intended  to  say 
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and  what  I  did  say.  I  am  quite  aware  that  some¬ 
thing  was  said  about  tailors  by  some  hon.  members, 
and  I  confess  that  I  did  not  understand  what  they 
meant.  I  said  small  traders  ;  the  word  tailors  was 
not  used  by  me.  I  wish  to  make  that  explanation, 
because  I  am  sure  that  the  hon.  member  for  Guys- 
borough  misunderstood  me.  There  was  no  reflection 
on  any  one,  in  regard  to  their  trade  or  calling,  in 
anything  I  said.  No  man  ever  heard  me  express 
any  such  sentiments  in  any  way,  shape  or  manner. 
I  was  simply  stating  who  the  signers  of  the  petition 
were,  and  giving  reasons  why  they  were  partisans, 
and  I  made  no  reflection  whatever  on  the  trade  or 
^calling  of  any  man. 

MISCOUCHE,  P.E.I.,  STATION. 

Mr.  PERRY.  I  wish  to  ask  the  hon.  Minister  of 
Railways  whether  there  is  any  truth  in  the  state¬ 
ment  I  saw  in  the  Charlottetown  Guardian  this 
morning  that  the  ticket  agent  at  Miscouche,  P.E.I., 
had  been  telegraphed  to,  that  the  order  closing  that 
station  had  been  cancelled  by  the  Minister  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  do  not  think  the  station  has 
been  closed  or  is  intended  to  be  closed. 

Mr.  PERRY.  I  want  to  know  whether  the 
order  has  been  given  by  the  Minister  to  keep  it 
open  ? 

SUPPLY. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  of 
Supply. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Additional  property  accommodation 
at  St.  John . $121,000 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  I  want  to  ask  the  hon. 
gentleman  who  valued  the  property  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  Harris  estate  ask  for  the 
triangular  block  $175,000,  and  for  the  whole  block 
$275,000.  Mr.  C.  H.  Fairweather  valued  it  at  $131,- 
153  for  the  triangular  block,  and  for  the  whole  block 
$313,457,  and  Charles  E.  Edwards  valued  the  tri¬ 
angular  at  $317,000,  and  the  whole  at  $349,659. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  Did  the  hon.  gentleman 
read  Mr.  Fairweather’s  valuation  ?  I  understand 
he  denies  that  he  fixed  any  figure. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  There  is  no  doubt  about  his 
doing  it,  but  the  papers  were  sent  down  by  the 
Justice  Department  to  the  officers  of  the  depart¬ 
ment  at  St.  John  who  is  preparing  the  deed. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  Did  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  pay  those  valuations  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  No,  the  price  agreed  upon 
was  $200,000  for  the  whole. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  Was  that  a  private 
agreement,  or  were  steps  taken  to  expropriate  it  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Private  agreement. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  Will  the  hon.  gentleman 
state  exactly  what  property  has  been  taken,  and 
when  the  private  agreement  was  come  to,  and  by 
whom  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  area  is  about  216,000 
superficial  feet,  the  price  paid  is  $200,000  for  the 
triangular  block.  The  first  proposition  was  to 
take  78,000  superficial  feet.  I  have  not  the  date 
here  on  which  the  agreement  was  made.  The  Act¬ 
ing  Minister  of  Railways,  I  understand,  made  it. 

Mr.  Tisdale. 


Mr.  BOWELL.  After  the  reports  were  made 
and  a  valuation  placed  upon  the  property,  on  con¬ 
sultation  with  the  chief  engineer  and  others  of  my 
colleagues,  we  thought  it  was  too  much  ;  and  after 
a  good  deal  of  bargaining,  they  made  the  proposi¬ 
tion  to  take  $230,000  or  $240,000.  We  then  made 
them  an  offer  of  $200,000  for  the  whole  property, 
and  they  were  to  give  a  clear  title  to  the  property, 
a  portion  of  which  was  under  lease.  That  propo¬ 
sition  was  taken  to  the  Council  and  approved,  and 
that  is  the  manner  in  which  the  agreement  was 
arrived  at. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.  I. )  When  is  this  $200,000  to 
be  paid  ?  And  does  this  include  the  McIntyre  and 
I  )e  Veber  property  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  includes  all  the  property 
they  had  in  their  possession.  $75,000  has  been 
paid  out  of  an  appropriation  of  $80,000.  They 
were  not  in  a  position  immediately,  if  I  remember 
rightly,  to  transfer  the  McIntyre  leased  property, 
and  we  held  the  balance  until  they  could  give  it 
over. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  Has  the  hon.  gentleman 
taken  steps  to  expropriate  that  McIntyre  pro¬ 
perty  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Yes,  I  think  we  have. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  Is  the  amount  that  may 
be  awarded  for  the  McIntyre  and  De Veber  estates 
for  the  property  supposed  to  be  expropriated  to  be 
deducted  from  the  $200,000  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Yes,  and  a  great  deal  more 
than  the  amount  will  be  retained  for  the  purpose  of 
meeting  the  expropriation. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  Is  whatever  amount 
that  may  be  awarded  to  the  McIntyre  and 
DeVeber  estates  to  be  deducted  from  the  $200,000, 
or  have  they  agreed  for  a  specific  sum  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  full  amount  of  our  costs 
are  to  be  retained  out  of  the  $200,000  which  we 
have  to  pay  to  the  McIntyre  property. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  For  what  purpose  does 
the  hon.  gentleman  require  this  property  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  is  owing  to  the  increase  of 
business  at  St.  John  station,  by  reason  of  the  open¬ 
ing  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Short  Line  via 
Mattawamkeag.  The  space  for  the  accommodation 
of  this  business  was  too  limited,  for  not  only  did  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  bring  new  business  from 
the  west,  but  diverted  considerable  trade  from 
points  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  which  form¬ 
erly  went  by  the  Chaudiere,  through  the  route 
west  by  St.  John.  This  is  for  increased  car 
accommodation  and  warehouses. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  Does  the  hon.  gentleman 
propose  to  build  warehouses  upon  it  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  think  the  intention  of  the 
department  is  that  there  are  some  buildings  on  the 
property  which  may  suit  for  that,  and  they  are  to 
be  transferred  and  removed  to  where  they  are 
required. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  It  seems  to  me  rather  an 
extravagant  proposition.  The  property  the  hon. 
gentleman  has  purchased,  known  as  the  Harris 
Block,  consists  of  what  is  known  as  the  Harris  Car 
Works,  which  lie  to  the  north  side  of  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway  station  at  St.  John.  Some  years 
ago  the  hon.  gentleman  purchased  the  nail  factory 
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of  Mr.  Moore,  and  lion,  gentlemen  will  remember 
the  proposition  was  made  to  the  House  last  year  to 
vote  $80,00()  for  the  purchase  of  a  portion  of  the 
Harris  property  carrying  out  the  line  of  the  Moore 
property  along  the  north  side  of  the  Intercolonial 
Railway.  That  proposition  was  combatted  in  the 
House,  and  the  lion,  gentleman  produced  at  the 
time  certain  reports  from  the  agent  of  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway  in  St.  John  asking  that  increased 
accommodation  should  be  given  because  they  had 
not  sufficient  accommodation  for  the  empty  cars  and 
also  for  the  full  cars,  and,  as  was  pointed  out  by 
the  lion,  gentleman  last  year,  it  seems  an  extraor¬ 
dinary  proposition  to  buy  land  in  the  heart  of  the 
city  at  an  enormous  value  for  the  purpose  of  finding 
extra  car  room.  Well,  the  part  of  the  land  they 
proposed  to  buy  last  year  was  the  south  end  of  the 
Harris  property  adjoining  the  Intercolonial  Railway, 
and  the  hon.  member  for  St.  John  (Mr.  McLeod) 
stated  : 

“  The  railway  has  not  at  all  sufficient  accommodation 
for  track  room  to  hold  their  cars  there.  The  Harris  pro¬ 
perty  has  provided  tracks  of  its  own,  and  these  tracks  are 
nearly  always  filled  with  the  Intercolonial  Railway  cars, 
because  they  have  no  room  on  their  own  line.  In  addition 
to  that,  some  of  the  cars  are  at  Fairville,  outside  of  St. 
John,  and  a  great  deal  of  difficulty  is  experienced  in  having 
sufficient  cars  at  the  city ,  so  that  we  have  been  continually 
suffering  for  the  want  of  car  room.  This  is  a  matter  which 
has  been  urged  upon  the  Government  by  the  citizens  of 
St.  John  and  the  people  interested  in  it  for  some  years. 
'I  remember  speaking  to  Mr.  Pope,  the  late  Minister 
of  Railways,  some  four  years  ago,  and  urging  him,  at  the 
request  of  the  citizens,  to  secure  this  additional  car  room, 
as  the  freight  there  was  continually  increasing.  It  will 
not  be  necessary  for  the  present  to  build  any  additional 
freight  sheds,  but  it  will  be  necessary  to  lay  such  addi¬ 
tional  tracks  as  are  necessary  to  provide  accommodation 
for  the  cars.” 

It  was  afterwards  stated  by  the  lion,  member  for 
St.  John  (Mr.  Skinner)  that  the  Moore  property  is 
60  feet  by  100,  and  thatthe  60feet  is  fronting  on  the 
street  and  the  100  feet  runs  parallel  with  the  railway 
land. 

“  You  will  easily  see  that  you  could  not  build  on  a  sharp 
curve  like  that,  and  the  property  which  it  is  now  proposed 
to  take,  along  with  the  present  property,  will  enable  the 
Government  to  afford  accommodation  which  is  badly  re¬ 
quired  for  the  use  of  the  railway.” 

So,  if  hon.  gentlemen  will  look  at  the  plan  which 
I  hold  in  my  hand,  they  will  see  that  the  Interco¬ 
lonial  Railway  line  running  to  the  south  had  an 
amount  of  land  of  60  by  100  feet,  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment  took  that  portion  of  the  Harris  property 
which  was  then  valued  at  $80,000,  but  when  the 
vote  was  taken,  they  said  that  was  too  much  and 
that  steps  would  be  taken  to  expropriate  the  land 
and  pay  only  the  sum  which  the  Exchequer  Court 
would  award.  On  that  pledge  the  House  passed 
the  vote,  and  I  have  to  express  my  regret  that  the 
Government  have  taken  three  or  four  times  or 
perhaps  more,  in  fact  the  whole  of  the  Harris 
estate,  and  have  paid  a  sum  by  private  agreement 
which  is  not  what  the  Exchequer  Court  awarded 
or  the  arbitrator  awarded,  but  which  is  a  very 
unjust  and  unfair  valuation.  The  property  covered 
with  old  buildings  has  been  taken,  though  those 
buildings  could  be  made  of  no  use  for  the  purposes 
of  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  If  any  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  doubts  that,  I  will  refer  to  the  plan  I  have 
here  which  was  officially  certified,  and  which  gives 
a  statement  of  the  value  of  the  buildings.  This 
gives  the  details  of  the  blacksmith’s  shop, 
the  wheel  shop  and  so  on,  and  I  have  no 
hesitation  in  saying,  from  the  information  I 
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have  received  from  those  who  know  the  pro¬ 
perty  accurately,  that  there  is  no  buildings  there 
thkt  can  be  used  for  the  railway  at  all.  Now,  in 
the  face  of  the  statement  made  last  year,  how  can 
the  Government  justify  the  taking  over  of  this 
large  piece  of  property  ?  All  they  wanted,  accord¬ 
ing  to  their  statement  last  year,  which  was  endors¬ 
ed  by  the  manager  of  the  road,  Mr.  Pottinger, 
was  a  strip  of  land  running  across  the  south  side 
of  the  Harris  property,  but  they  have  now  paid 
about  $200,000  for  this  land  which  they  did  not 
say  was  required.  I  do  not  think  the  country 
should  be  bound  by  any  private  agreements  or  by 
any  values  that  they  may  choose  to  put  on  the 
Harris  property.  We  find  that  it  was  taxed  at 
$66,000,  and  that  is  the  property  for  which  we  are 
now  paying  $200,000.  Besides  that,  the  Harris 
Company  got  into  litigation  with  the  Halifax 
Banking  Company,  who  had  advanced  them  large 
sums  of  money  to  carry  on  their  business,  and  the 
Harris  Company  stated  that  the  bank  had  not  car¬ 
ried  out  their  agreement,  so  the  matter  came  up  for 
trial  before  the  Equity  Court  in  St.  John.  There 
was  a  dispute  between  the  Halifax  Banking  Com¬ 
pany  and  the  owners  of  this  property  as  to  what 
the  value  of  this  property  was,  and  the  cashier  of 
the  Halifax  Banking  Company,  Mr.  Taylor,  swore 
as  follows  : — 

“  Referring  to  the  statement  in  the  26th  section  of  the 
plaintiff’s  bill  of  complaint  that  the  plaintiff  com¬ 
pany  was  forced  by  the  action  of  the  bank  to  sell  their 
property  at  a  sacrifice,  I  say  it  is  currently  reported,  and 
I  believe  it  to  be  the  case,  that  the  said  purchase  money  is 
the  sum  of  $200,000,  while,  in  a  balance  sheet  furnished 
to  me  by  the  company  during  the  past  year,  the  said 
foundry  property  and  leases  are  valued  at  $93,401.46. 

That  is  the  statement  sworn  to  by  Mr.  James  G. 
Taylor.  So  we  stand  here  to-day  with  this  fact 
staring  us  in  the  face,  that  the  property  which  the 
Government  has  purchased  for  $200,000  was,  within 
a  year,  stated  to  be  worth,  in  a  statement  which 
is  swrorn  to  by  the  owmers  themselves,  $93,401.  It 
appears  to  me  that,  with  that  affidavit  before  us,  and 
with  the  fact  that  the  property  wras  valued  for  tax¬ 
able  purposes  at  only  $66,000,  aprimd  facie  case  is 
made  out  that  the  Government  have  paid  at  least 
twdce  the  real  value  of  the  property.  I  have  here 
the  report  of  the  trial  which  took  place 
on  the  12th  January  last,  and  the  affidavits 
wrhich  were  read  then,  many  of  which  were 
given  in  extenso.  The  solicitor  of  the  banking 
company  and  the  cashier  of  the  banking  company 
gave  evidence,  and  Mr.  Pitcaithley,  the  cashier, 
being  swrorn,  said  :  “  That  it  is  not  true  that  the 
company  have  been  put  to  loss  and  forced  to  sell 
their  real  estate  for  much  less  than  the  same  is 
worth,  for  the  amount  obtained  is  $200,000  ; 
whereas  J.  C.  Robertson,  who  is  the  chief  manager 
of  the  Harris  Company,  told  him  repeatedly  that 
the  value  of  their  real  estate,  on  the  books  of  the 
company,  vras  under  $100,000,  and  that  said 
Robertson  had  held  out  as  an  inducement  for  the 
bank  to  make  advances  the  almost  absolute  cer¬ 
tainty  of  a  sale  being  effected  to  the  Intercolonial 
Railway,  and  that  he  (Robertson)  was  exceedingly 
desirous  of  effecting  such  sale.”  I  do  not  think 
there  would  be  much  doubt  about  his  desire  when 
he  did  succeed  in  disposing  of  the  property  in  the 
manner  with  which  we  are  now  familiar. 

Mr.  KENNY.  Is  that  the  same  land  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  is  exactly  the  same 
land. 
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Mr.  McLEOD.  You  are  wrong.  It  is  nearly 
all  leasehold  land. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I.)  It  is  the  same  land. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  No,  it  is  not. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  I  have  read  the  affidavit 
of  James  G.  Taylor,  who  says  that  the  foundry  pro¬ 
perty  and  leases  are  valued  at  $93,401,  while  the 
purchase  money  is  $200,000,  and  Mr.  Pitcaithley 
says  it  was  valued  at  under  $100,000,  and  then  you 
have  the  city  valuation  of  $66,000.  No  one  expects 
that  the  company  will  undervalue  their  property 
when  they  are  applying  to  the  Halifax  Banking 
Company  for  an  advance,  and  they  value  it  at 
$93,401.  Mr.  Armstrong,  the  solicitor  of  the  com¬ 
pany,  goes  on  to  swear  that  Mr.  Robertson  valued 
the  car  works  at  $175,000,  including  the 
value  of  the  real  estate,  plant  and  machinery. 
Now,  the  deed  which  the  Government  have  taken 
from  the  Harris  Company  expressly  exempts  all 
the  plant  and  all  the  machinery,  and  all  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  gets  is  the  bare  land  itself  and  the  build¬ 
ings  upon  it.  So  that  by  all  the  valuations  which 
were  made  by  the  company  themselves  in  their  own 
book,  by  the  statement  they  made  to  the  bank, 
by  the  city  taxable  valuation,  and  every  other 
index  which  we  can  use  as  a  guide  to  ascer¬ 
tain  the  real  value  of  that  property,  we  find  that 
the  Government  have  paid  twice  too  much  for  it. 
Now,  I  hold  in  my  hand  a  statement  from  the  ac¬ 
countant  of  the  Harris  Company,  showing  what  the 
value  of  the  buildings  upon  that  property  was.  The 
cost  of  the  erection  of  all  these  buildings  was 
$21,800  ;  of  course  they  are  no  good  to  us  now,  but 
that  was  the  original  cost.  The  land  next  to  the 
railway,'  as  hon.  gentlemen  know,  is  low  swampy 
ground. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Ha  !  ha  ! 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  hon.  gentleman  need 
not  laugh  ;  he  knows  it  is.  It  is  low-lying  ground 
which  cannot  be  used  until  it  is  built  up,  and  I 
submit  to  this  House  that  when  the  Government 
came  last  year  and  asked  us  to  vote  $80,000  in 
order  that  they  might  purchase  a  strip  along  this 
property,  and  told  the  House  they  would  not  pay 
the  money  until  legal  proceedings  had  been  taken 
to  expropriate  the  land,  and  they  would  only  pay 
the  sum  which  the  Exchequer  Court  awarded  after 
these  proceedings,  and  during  recess,  after  they 
got  a  grant  from  the  House,  they  went  in  and 
bought  by  private  contract  what  they  told  the 
House  they  were  going  to  purchase,  and  purchased 
the  whole  foundry  property  and  paid  $200,000  for 
it,  in  face  of  the  facts  which  I  submit  to  the  com¬ 
mittee,  I  can  come  to  no  other  conclusion  than  that 
there  has  been  a  job,  a  job  of  a  very  bad  character 
indeed.  The  hon.  gentleman  knows  very  well 
what  the  public  suspect,  and  what  the  public 
believe  ;  the  public  believe,  rightly  or  wrongly, 
that  this  money  was  paid,  and  a  portion  of  it 
is  to  be  repaid  by  the  Harris  Company  to  pay 
certain  election  expenses  which  were  incurred  in 
the  city  of  St.  John.  That  is  what  the  public  be¬ 
lieve,  and  I  think  there  is  ample  ground  for 
believing  that  this  has  been  a  job  of  a  very 
bad  character  indeed.  Now,  I  accept  fully  the 
statement  made  by  the  Minister  as  to  what  was 
intended  to  be  bought ;  but  I  sent  down  the  other 
day  to  St.  John  for  a  certified  copy  of  that  which 
the  Government  obtained  ;  of  course,  the  description 
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is  enormously  long,  nobody  could  tell  except  from 
local  knowledge  whether  the  description  includes 
all  the  property  or  not.  I  assume  it  does,  because 
it  was  prepared  by  a  very  careful  solicitor  there 
Dr.  Barker,  well  known  to  gentlemen  in  this  House 
and  I  have  no  doubt  that  so  far  as  his  part  of  the 
business  is  concerned,  he  did  what  was  proper.  But 
I  doubt  very  much  from  what  I  see  on  the  face  of 
this  deed,  whether  you  get  the  McIntyre  and  De- 
Veber  property  at  all.  I  think,  under  the  descrip¬ 
tion  of  this  deed,  you  will  have  to  pay  the  McIn¬ 
tyre  and  DeV eber  estates  for  whatever  sum  is  voted 
under  the  expropriation  proceedings  now  taken, 
and  I  will  tell  hon.  gentlemen  why  I  come  to  this 
conclusion.  The  deed,  after  conveying  to  the 
Queen  all  the  lands  and  describing  them,  goes  on 
to  say  : 

“  It  being  the  intention  of  the  said  company  that  all  the 
lands  and  premises  now  in  their  possession  and  used  in 
connection  with  their  car  works  property  shall  pass  here¬ 
under  and  be  conveyed  to  Her  Majesty,  whether  specially 
hereinbefore  described  or  not,  excepting  the  properties 
described  in  the  three  following  leases,  that  is  to  say  :  A 
lease  bearing  date  the  1st  day  of  May,  A.D.  1883,  from 
John  P.  McIntyre  to  James  Harris ;  a  lease  from 
Nathaniel  Dudley  He Veber  and  others  to  James  Harris 
bearing  date  the  1st  day  of  May,  A.D.  1884 ;  and  a  lease 
from  Nathaniel  D.  DeVeber  and  others  to  James  Harris 
bearing  date  the  1st  day  of  May, A.  D.  1885,  and  registered 
*  *  *  *  also  saving  and  excepting  the  machinery  and 
the  plant  of  tbe  said  company  on  the  said  premises.” 

So  that  the  deed  which  the  hon.  gentleman  took 
by  private  contract,  and  which  purports  to  convey 
all  the  Harris  property,  expressly  exempts  out  of 
that  property  not  only  the  plant  and  the  ma¬ 
chinery,  but  also  the  properties  embraced  in  the 
three  leases  known  as  the  McIntyre  and  DeVeber 
property,  and  I  want  the  hon.  gentleman  to  under¬ 
stand  how  that  is.  I  can  see  very  well  what  the 
intention  was,  because  the  consideration  on  the 
face  of  the  deed  expressed  $200,000,  that  is  in  the 
preamble.  But  when  the  solicitor  went  further  in 
the  deed  and  expressed  the  consideration  which 
was  paid  for  the  property  there  inscribed,  he  put 
it  at  $195,000,  excepting  therefrom  the  property 
embraced  in  the  three  leases  ;  so  I  say  there  has 
only  been  $5,000  reserved — the  deed  expressly  says 
so — and  the  Government  has  only  got  $5,000  re¬ 
served  to  pay  what  moneys  may  be  required  to  pay 
for  the  McIntyre  and  DeVeber  property.  Now,  hon. 
gentlemen  who  wish  to  know  what  these  properties 
consist  of,  if  they  look  at  the  sketch,  they  will  see 
they  are  right  in  the  centre  of  the  property  on 
which  some  of  the  chief  works  are  built.  Now, 
we  find  here  that  they  have  got  213,000  square  feet, 
all  told. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  216,000. 

Mr.  DAVIES,  (P.E.I.)  Let  it  be  216,000.  It 
embraces  the  alleged  encroachments  upon  the 
street.  The  city  claim  that  this  property  en¬ 
croaches  very  largely  upon  the  street  in  two  differ¬ 
ent  places,  and  the  hon.  gentlemen  have  bought 
a  lawsuit  in  the  city  of  St.  John  besides 
buying  a  property.  They  have  paid  the  Harris 
Company  for  the  whole  of  it,  although  a  large  por¬ 
tion  of  it  consists  of  the  encroachment  upon  Lom¬ 
bard  and  Southwark  streets.  Now,  if  you  want  to 
get  at  the  value  of  this  property,  take  some  other 
test.  The  Moore  property,  which  was  60  feet  by 
100  feet,  which  the  Government  bought  some  years, 
ago  and  paid  for  it  $16,000 - 

Mr.  HAZEN.  $25,000. 
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Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  I  beg  your  pardon. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  I  beg  your  pardon. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  lion,  gentleman  will 
see  I  am  right  in  my  figures.  They  paid  $16,000 
for  that  Moore  property,  and  the  lion,  gentleman 
will  see  that  the  deed  of  the  part  of  the  Harris 
property,  known  as  the  Hazen  estate,  which  was 
bought  by  the  Harrises  in  1891,  5,000  square  feet, 
was  not  recorded  until  1892.  That  part  of  the 
Harris  property  which  you  purchased,  which  was 
known  as  the  Hazen  estate - 

Mr.  McLEOD.  What  deed  was  that? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  deed  was  not  re¬ 
corded  then,  but  it  has  been  recorded  since.  I 
have  got  the  date  of  the  deed,  and  I  am  reading  it 
now.  It  is  dated  the24th  day  of  December,  1891 ;  it 
was  not  recorded  till  1892.  That  deed  embraces 
5,000  square  feet,  and  Harris  has  only  paid  $2,000 
for  it.  Then  there  was  the  Wales  property,  which 
was  bought  by  Harris  also  on  the  same  day  in 
1891,  and  was  not  recorded,  either,  till  1892.  There 
were  3,200  square  feet  in  that,  and  he  paid  onty 
$1,000  for  it.  Then  Harris  bought  from  Moore  the 
adjoining  property  three  or  four  years  ago,  50  feet 
by  160,  8,000  square  feet,  for  $3,000.  Now,  if  the 
hou.  gentleman  will  take  any  one  of  the  tests  I 
have  submitted,  that  is,  the  value  of  the  property 
that  the  Harrises  bought  from  these  three  people  ; 
the  Moore  property,  the  Hazen  property,  and  the 
Wales  property,  and  see  how  much  they  paid,  he 
will  find  that  the  Government  have  paid  more  than 
twice  to  the  Harrises  what  the  Harrises  paid  only 
last  year  for  these  three  properties.  They  have 
paid  more  than  twice  what  the  Harrises  valued  it  in 
their  own  book,  and  more  than  twice  in  a  state¬ 
ment  submitted  to  the  bank  they  declared  what 
was  the  value  of  that  property.  They  have  paid 
three  times  the  assessed  value  of  the  property,  and 
taking  all  these  things  together,  and  the  breaking 
of  the  pledge,  for  I  can  consider  it  nothing  else, 
which  the  Government  gave  the  House  last  year, 
that  no  payment  would  be  made  until  the  land  had 
been  legally  expropriated  and  an  award  made  un¬ 
der  legal  proceedings,  I  am  justified  in  coming  to 
the  conclusion  that  public  suspicion  is  more  than 
well  founded,  and  the  House  has  not  been  fairly 
treated  by  the  Government  buying  more  land  than 
is  necessary,  by  the  Government  paying  twice  the 
price  of  the  land,  as  this  was  done  for  a  purpose 
which  ought  not  to  receive  the  approval  and  com¬ 
mendation  of  this  House. 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  The  lion,  gentleman  has  made 
serious  statements  in  the  remarks  he  has  offered. 
He  denounced  this  as  a  very  gross  job,  and  added 
that  there  was  a  general  impression  in  the  mind 
of  the  public,  and  I  presume  in  his  own  mind,  be¬ 
cause  his  last  remarks  would  justify  the  conclusion 
at  which  I  have  arrived,  that  a  portion  of  that 
money  was  to  be  used  in  repayment  of  election  ex¬ 
penses  in  the  city  of  St.  John.  An  hon.  gentleman 
making  that  statement  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
should  have  some  ground  on  which  to  base  it,  and 
as  I  was  acting  at  that  time  as  Minister  of  Rail¬ 
ways,  the  inference  from  the  remarks  of  the  hon. 
gentleman  would  be  that  I  entered  into  the  corrupt 
bargain  to  which  he  referred.  I  ask  the  hon. 
gentleman  whether  he  intended,  either  directly  or 
indirectly,  to  make  such  an  insinuation  against  my¬ 
self  in  connnection  with  this  matter  ?  If  he  does, 
I  will  take  means  to  enable  him  to  establish  it. 


Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  hon.  gentleman  had 
better  reserve  his  threat  until  after  an  insinuation 
has  been  made. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  You  did  make  the  insinuation. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  did  not  charge  the  hon. 
gentleman  with  anything. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  Not  myself  personally.  First, 
there  was  the  statement  that  I  was  the  person 
through  whom  and  by  whom  these  negotiations 
were  made  ;  this  was  followed  up  by  the  state¬ 
ment  that  it  was  done  for  corrupt  purposes,  and 
that  the  people  believed  such  was  the  case,  and  I 
suppose  the  hon.  gentleman  does.  His  statement 
is  unworthy  of  the  position  he  holds.  No  mem¬ 
ber  of  this  House  has  a  right  to  stand  in  his 
place  and  make  charges  of  so  serious  a  charac¬ 
ter,  reflecting  on  the  honour  and  honesty  of  any 
man,  unless  he  believes  them  to  be  true  and 
is  prepared  to  prove  them.  If  I  were  to  stand 
here  and  repeat  all  the  insinuations  I  have 
heard  in  regard  to  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  in  their 
election  contests  and  on  many  other  matters,  I  think 
the  hon.  member  would  resent  it  with  a  warmth 
that  would  become  him,  and  until  he  is  prepared  to 
substantiate  thatcharge,  I  repeat  that  it  is  unworthy 
of  him  or  any  other  lion,  gentleman  to  throw  out 
insinuations  of  that  kind. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  hon.  gentleman 
has  worked  himself  into  a  passion  without  cause. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  I  do  not  propose  to  be 
slandered. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  did  not  make  any 
charge,  directly  or  indirectly,  against  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman.  I  said  I  believed  the  statement  made  to 
me  that  a  part  of  this  money  was  so  applied. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  Whom  do  you  make  the  charge 
against  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Not  against  anybody. 
It  would  better  become  the  hon.  Minister  and  his 
associates  to  answer  the  statement  of  facts  which  I 
have  submitted  to  this  House,  and  not  try  to  drag 
a  red  herring  across  the  track. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  I  propose  to  deal  with  them 
afterwards. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  did  not  make  a  state¬ 
ment  against  any  one.  I  read  the  records,  I  read 
from  the  deed,  and  I  submitted  statements  in  re¬ 
gard  to  the  value  of  the  property  ;  all  these  facts  I 
have  given  to  the  House  are  bond  fide,  they  are 
accessible  to  the  hon.  gentleman,  and  until  my 
statements  are  answered,  what  conclusion  can  the 
hon.  gentleman  expect  an  independent  man  to 
come  to  ?  If  my  statements  are  true,  that  twice 
the  proper  amount  of  money  was  paid  to  these 
people  by  private  agreement  that  should  have  been 
paid,  and  this  was  done  after  the  pledge  was  given 
to  the  House  that  no  money  would  be  paid  unt  il  an 
expropriation  had  been  made  and  an  award  given 
by  a  proper  tribunal,  I  am  justified  in  coming  to 
the  conclusion  that  it  is  an  improper  transaction. 
The  hon.  gentleman  need  not  jump.  I  say  he  had 
no  responsibility  in  it  ;  I  do  not  suppose  he  knew 
very  much  about  it.  I  never  heard  his  name  men¬ 
tioned  in  connection  with  it  until  I  heard  it  here 
to-day  ;  I  never  knew  he  had  anything  to  do  in 
connection  with  it.  But  this  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  statement  of  facts  which  I  have  presented 
to  the  committee.  If  the  facts  are  wrong,  refute 


2571 


[COMMONS] 


2572 


t 


them  ;  if  the  conclusions  I  have  drawn  are  wrong, 
show  them  to  be  erroneous,  but  do  not  get  off  the 
track  to  something  else.  We  should  discuss  the 
facts  as  they  are  accessible  at  present  to  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  had  con¬ 
fined  himself  to  the  facts  without  indulging  in  in¬ 
sinuations,  then  this  would  not  have  arisen. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  One  word  in  regard  to  the 
conveyance  that  the  department  has  obtained  for 
the  Harris  property.  The  hon.  gentleman  (Mr. 
Davies)  has  read  a  deed,  on  which  he  puts  a  certain 
interpretation,  according  to  which  we  are  to  give 
$195,000  for  the  property  and  only  retain  $5,000 
for  the  purpose  of  payment  to  those  other  places 
which  are  under  lease.  Here  is  a  letter  in  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  matter  which  we  have  received  from 
Mr.  Barker,  and  he  gives  an  entirely  different  in¬ 
terpretation  from  that  given  by  the  hon.  gentleman, 
and  according  to  his  interpretation  it  does  not  mean 
at  all  what  the  hon.  gentleman  stated  was  the 
meaning  of  the  deed. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  I  say  that  in  the  pre¬ 
amble  of  the  deed  it  is  recited  that  the  considera¬ 
tion  is  $200,000.  In  the  granting  part  the  consid¬ 
eration  is  mentioned  as  $195,000  paid  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  the  Harrises,  the  right  of  which  they 
acknowledge,  and  they  convey  all  certain  proper¬ 
ties  therein  described  except  the  leased  property. 
Therefore,  if  the  Government  paid  $195,000,  ex¬ 
cepting  the  leased  property,  and  retained  $5,000, 
the  conclusion  at  which  you  must  arrive  is  that 
the  $5,000  is  to  pay  the  expropriation. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Before  my  colleague, 
the  Minister  of  Railways,  reals  the  report  made  to 
his  department  on  the  matter,  I  desire  to  say  a 
few  words  in  regard  to  the  $5,000.  The  transaction 
was  this  :  The  purchase  is  for  $200,000.  There  are 
outstanding  leases,  which  cannot  be  extinguished 
except  by  expropriation.  The  owner  of  the  Harris 
property  says  $5,000  is  a  sufficient  recompense  for 
the  extinction  of  the  outstanding  leases.  Of  course, 
we  get  the  leased  property  of  the  Harris  estate. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  They  claim  $25,000. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  know  that  the  Har¬ 
rises  say  that  $5,000  is  enough.  We  take  advan¬ 
tage  of  their  admission,  and  say:  “Very  well, 
you  admit  there  is  a  deficiency  in  the  title,  which 
is  worth  at  least  $5,000  ;  we  will  keep  that  out  of 
the  $80,000  which  was  voted  by  Parliament,  and 
therefore  there  is  only  needed  $75,000  in  cash.” 
Then  the  arrangement  as  to  expropriation  will  go 
on,  and  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money  to  be 
awarded  by  order  of  the  Exchequer  Court  will  be 
paid,  less  the  costs  of  expropriation. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  That  is  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  deed. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  have  not  read  the 
deed  yet,  but  I  will  read  it. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Here  is  the  letter  from  Mr. 
Barker  : 

“  St.  John,  2nd  January,  1892. 

“  Be  Harris  Property. 

“  Sir,— I  have  the  honour  to  report  that  a  conveyance 
of  this  property,  exclusive  of  the  leaseholds  and  the  plant 
and  machinery,  has  been  this  day  executed  by  the  com¬ 
pany — ‘  J.  Harris  &  Co.,  Limited  ’ — and  is  now  in  my  pos¬ 
session,  ready  for  registry,  on  the  other  terms  being  com¬ 
plied  with. 

Mr.  Davies  (P.E.I.) 


“  I  understand  that  a  cheque  for  $75,000  will  be  sent, 
payable  to  the  order  of  myself  and  Mr.  Schofield,  manager 
of  the  Bank  of  New  Brunswick,  to  be  delivered  to  Mr. 
Schofield  under  the  assignment  of  the  money  and  the 
powers  of  attorney  from  J.  Harris  &  Co.,  Limited,  to  him, 
and  that  this  $75,000  is  a  part  of  the  $80,000  which  was  the 
cash  payment  to  be  made. 

“  I  also  understand  that  J.  Harris  &  Co.,  Limited,  are  to 
wait  for  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money  until  the  same 
shall  have  been  voted  by  Parliament. 

“  I  also  understand  that  the  $5,000  retained  from  the 
$80,000  is  to  cover  the  cost,  so  far  as  it  will  suffice  for  the 
purpose,  of  expropriating  the  three  lots  held  under  lease, 
and  that  any  sum  required  for  that  purpose  beyond  the 
$5,000  is  to  be  deducted  from  the  balance  of  the  purchase 
money. 

“  I  also  understand  that  I  am  at  once  to  take  proceed¬ 
ings  for  the  expropriation  of  the  leasehold  lots. 

“  I  of  course  understand  that  no  money  is  to  be  paid 
until  the  title  to  the  freehold  portion  of  the  property  of 
which  I  now  hold  a  conveyance,  is  made  free  by  the  can¬ 
cellation  of  the  mortgage  to  the  Imperial  Trust  Company. 

“  So  many  changes  have  been  proposed  in  carrying  out 
the  purchase  that  I  write  fully  to  avoid  any  misunder¬ 
standing  on  my  part  in  a  matter  of  so  much  importance. 

“  The  company  I  understand  have  made  the  necessary 
arrangements  with  the  Bank  of  New  Brunswick  to  place 
them  in  funds  to  pay  off  the  mortgage  to  the  Imperial 
Trust  Company  so  soon  as  the  cheque  for  $75,000  comes  to 
hand,  and  as  they  may  be  desirous  to  close  the  matter  at 
once,  I  have  to  request  on  receipt  of  this  your  confirma¬ 
tion  by  telegraph  of  my  understanding  of  the  arrange¬ 
ment  as  herein  contained  if  it  should  be  accurate. 

“  I  have  the  honour  to  be, 

“  Your  obedient  servant, 

(Sgd.)  “  BRED.  E.  BARKER. 

“  The  Deputy  Minister  of  Justice, 

“  Ottawa.” 

So  you  see  the  meaning  which  the  solicitor  who 
drew  up  the  document  himself  puts  upon  it. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  The  hon.  member  for  Queen’s 
(Mr.  Davies)  appears  to  be  very  much  excited  and 
somewhat  violent  over  this.  Of  course  he  does  not 
speak  from  his  own  knowledge,  because  he  has  no 
knowledge  on  the  matter.  I  can  tell  him  and  this 
committee,  whence  his  information  comes,  The 
company  has  been  attacked  continually,  and  any 
persons  who  have  had  political  leanings  towards 
the  Conservative  party  have  been  continually  attack¬ 
ed  by  the  same  person  for  a  long  time.  I  may  also 
say  that  when  the  late  Mr.  James  Harris  was  in 
business  he  was  continually  attacked  by  the  same 
party  as  being  a  contractor.  He  was  a  contractor, 
and  a  very  large  contractor,  and  he  gave  employ¬ 
ment  to  a  very  large  number  of  men.  I  will  now 
explain  this  matter  to  the  committee,  and  perhaps 
I  know  as  much  about  the  property  as  any  one  here, 
having  lived  in  St.  John  for  20  years  and  being  in¬ 
timately  acquainted  with  it.  When  I  speak  of  the 
location  and  condition  of  the  property  I  wish  it  to 
be  understood  that  I  am  speaking  of  a  property  that 
I  know  personally,  and  through  which  I  have  been, 
and  know  all  about.  The  hon.  member  for  Queen’s 
(Mr.  Davies)  said  that  the  McIntyre  leases  were  in 
the  centre  of  the  property  ;  whereas  they  are  on  the 
north  side  of  the  property  and  not  in  the  centre  at 
all.  He  said  that  the  piece  between  Paradise  Row 
is  not  taken  by  the  Government. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  You  have  no  front  on 
Paradise  Row  at  all. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  We  have  two  entrances  on 
Paradise  Row.  He  says  also  that  the  best  and 
most  valuable  buildings  are  on  this  lease.  That  is 
incorrect,  because  the  McIntyre  lease  itself  has  no 
buildings  upon  it.  The  DeVeber  leases  have  an 
office  and  some  stores  and  a  blacksmith  shop  and  a 
house,  but  the  most  valuable  and  most  important 
buildings  are  doAvn  right  alongside  the  railway  on 
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the  very  land  that  the  hon.  gentleman  said  was  a 
swamp.  They  have  the  car  shop,  the  construction 
shop,  the  paint  shop,  and  the  most  valuable  shops 
in  this  place  described  as  a  swamp  by  the  hon. 
gentleman,  and  within  two  feet  or  less  of  the 
track.  The  hon.  gentleman  also  says  that  the 
buildings  on  the  pi'operty  are  old  and  torn  down, 
but  I  can  tell  him  that  the  car  shop,  the  construc¬ 
tion  shop  and  the  paint  shop  are  all  valuable  and 
new  buildings.  The  others  are  buildings  good  for 
their  purpose  and  have  cost  a  large  amount  of 
money  to  erect.  I  do  not  know  where  the  hon. 
gentleman  got  his  valuation  of  $21,000,  but  I  can 
say  that  the  valuation  made  by  three  different  in¬ 
dependent  valuators  places  the  value  of  the  build¬ 
ings  on  the  strip — I  speak  of  the  strip  which  the 
hon.  gentleman  mentions — at  somewhere  about 
$30,000.  That  valuation  was  made  by  three  dis¬ 
interested  persons. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  I  gave  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  the  cost  at  $21,800. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  excuse 
me  if  I  say  that  he  cannot  produce  any  correct 
authority  for  that  valuation,  because  the  value  I 
have  given  was  made  by  three  disinterested  parties 
who  are  thoroughly  qualified  to  place  a  correct 
valuation  upon  it.  Looking  at  the  buildings,  they 
do  not  show  the  entire  cost,  because  there  is  a  great 
deal  of  work  done  inside  of  the  foundry,  the  car- 
wheel  shop  and  the  machine  simp. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  Will  the  hon.  gentleman 
allow  me  to  interrupt  him  ?  The  memorandum  at 
the  foot  of  this  statement,  which  is  not  a  general 
statement  but  a  specific  one  giving  details,  says  : 
This  includes  the  value  of  chimneys,  wheel  pits, 
engine  pits,  cupolas,  &c. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  I  do  not  know  what  the  hon. 
gentleman  is  reading  from,  but  I  know  the  valu¬ 
ation  I  give  was  made  by  three  persons  indepen¬ 
dently,  who  were  not  connected  with  the  Harrises 
in  any  way,  and  who  went  through  the  buildings 
and  examined  them  for  themselves.  I  wish  also  to 
speak  with  reference  to  the  property  mentioned  as 
having  been  purchase  1,  namely,  the  Hazen,  the 
Wales,  and  another  property.  Some  of  this  pro¬ 
perty  has  been  in  Mr.  Harris’s  possession  for  fifty 
years.  At  first,  he  took  them  as  leasehold  proper¬ 
ties  with  the  right  to  purchase  the  leases,  and  he 
purchased  most  of  them  years  ago,  and  when  he  first 
got  the  property  it  was  worth  nothing  like  what  it 
is  now.  He  agreed  to  purchase  the  Hazen  and  the 
Wales  property  some  three  years  ago,  but  did  not 
get  the  deed.  The  agreement  of  purchase  had  been 
made  long  before,  and  the  property  had  been  in 
the  possession  of  Harris  from  year  to  year  and  had 
been  used  by  him  to  put  buildings  on  it  as  he  required 
to  do  so.  When  this  matter  was  in  progress  and 
he  thought  he  was  going  to  sell,  he  completed  the 
deed.  At  the  time  the  lease  was  made  he  had 
bought  all  except  the  McIntyre  and  the  DeVeber 
leases.  As  to  the  Moore  property,  the  price  paid 
for  it  was  $25,000.  At  that  time  I  was  acting  as 
agent  for  the  Minister  of  Justice  and  I  got  the 
cheque  for  $25,000  from  Ottawa  and  paid  it. 
There  was  nothing  in  the  world  except  an  old 
wooden  building  of  no  account  on  that  property. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  A  nail  factory. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  The  nail  factory  was  not  there. 
The  machinery  had  been  moved  out  some  years 


ago,  and  there  was  just  a  simple  wooden  building 
which  was  not  used  for  anything.  The  price,  as  I 
said,  was  $25,000,  or  at  the  rate  of  $1.22  per  super¬ 
ficial  foot.  They  destroyed  nobody’s  buildings  on 
that  property  and  did  no  harm  to  the  owner  of  it. 
Now,  in  this  property  there  are  216,000  superficial 
feet,  and  putting  that  at  $1  a  foot,  it  would  be 
$216,000.  The  estimate  of  the  buildings  on  the 
whole  property  is  something  like  $50,000or  $60,000, 
and  the  estimate  of  the  buildings  on  the  strip 
taken,  and  on  which  the  most  valuable  buildings 
are,  is  something  in  the  vicinity  of  $30,000. 
Now,  the  hon.  gentleman  may  take  any  test  he 
pleases.  Let  him  go  to  St.  John  and  ask  any  busi¬ 
ness  man  he  pleases,  or  any  man  who  knows  the 
value  of  property  in  that  city,  and  I  will  under¬ 
take  to  say  that  they  will  tell  him  that  its  value  is 
more  than  $200,000.  Talk  about  leaving  the  ques¬ 
tion  to  the  Exchequer  Court :  if  I  were  the  owner 
of  the  property,  I  would  be  glad  to  leave  it  to  the 
Exchequer  Court,  and  if  I  did,  I  venture  to  say 
that  I  would  get  $50,000  more  for  it  than  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  are  paying  for  it.  With  regard  to  Mr. 
Taylor’s  affidavit,  he  says  that  no  statement  was 
furnished  from  the  books  that  the  foundry  property 
was  valued  at  $93,000.  On  this  very  property, 
which  the  hon.  gentleman  values  at  $90,000,  Mr. 
Taylor’s  own  bank  had  advanced  $100,000. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Had  he  not  bonds  to  the 
amount  of  over  $100, 000  besides  ? 

Mr.  McLEOD.  Not  at  all.  That  is  where  the 
dispute  commenced.  He  had  Mr.  Robertson  s 
bonds  and  a  warehouse  receipt,  on  which  Mr.  Rob¬ 
ertson  asked  him  to  make  additional  advances. 
But  this  property  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  a 
limited  company,  which  had  issued  bonds  to  the 
extent  of  $150,000  or  $175,000,  I  do  not  know 
which,  and  the  bank  took  these  bonds.  They  ad¬ 
vanced  $100,000  on  the  property,  and  then  they 
advanced  $50,000  more  on  bonds  ;  and  that  is  where 
the  difficulty  arose. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  In  the  official  statement 
of  the  trial  it  is  said  that  in  addition  to  the 
bonds  there  was  given  a  security  to  the  bank 
for  the  advances  made  by  it,  an  individual  bond  of 
Mr.  I.  C.  Robertson  for  $20,000,  two  promissory 
notes  for  $4,000  and  $4,800  respectively  and  a  ware¬ 
house  receipt  for  $30,000. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  There  were  two  notes  discounted, 
and  they  were  notunderthissecurity  at  all.  A  bond 
for  $20,000  and  a  bond  for  $30,000  were  given,  and 
that  is  what  the  lawsuit  was  about.  If  the  hon. 
gentleman  will  read  the  affidavit,  he  will  find  that 
Mr.  Robertson  said  that  Mr.  Taylor  stated  that 
the  bank  was  not  able  to  continue  doing  business 
and  give  the  company  all  the  advances  they  wanted. 
Further  than  that,  Mr.  Pitcaithley  himself  said  that 
the  whole  of  that  property  was  worth  more  than 
$400,000,  and  he  was  negotiating  to  sell  it  at  that 
figure  in  England.  Air.  Armstrong  said  that  when 
this  property  was  offered  it  was  worth  $175,000. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  That  included  the  plant 
and  machinery. 

Air.  AIcLEOI).  No.  He  said  he  understood 
so,  but  he  does  not  swear  to  it.  Air.  Robertson 
stated  that  when  the  company  was  being  formed, 
J.  Harris  &  Co.  owned  the  bulk  of  the  stock,  and 
they  did  not  place  any  special  value  on  this  pro¬ 
perty  known  as  the  car  works  and  foundry,  which 
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was  to  be  handed  over  to  the  company,  with  a 
capital  of  something  like  $275,000,  and  this  pro¬ 
perty  was  to  be  put  in  at  nearly  $200,000.  Then 
he  says  that  the  statement  in  the  book  was  this  : 
When  Mr.  Harris  went  there  first,  it  was  before 
the  Intercolonial  .Railway  was  built,  and  before 
any  station  was  there.  Of  course,  everybody 
knows  that  in  the  last  ten  years,  since  that  station 
was  built,  this  property  has  greatly  increased  in 
value.-  Mr.  Harris  went  there  over  fifty  years 
ago,  and  he  acquired  the  property  gradually  in 
small  amounts,  and  the  valuation  in  his  book,  as 
stated  in  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Robertson,  was  the 
valuation  of  the  property  when  he  first  bought  it — 
the  prices  he  gave  some  fifty  years  ago,  and  the 
price  at  which  he  obtained  leasehold  property. 
He  never  considered  that  as  the  value  of  the i  pro¬ 
perty. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  Does  the  lion,  gentle¬ 
man  deny  that  after  the  company  was  formed  a 
year  or  two  ago,  the  Harris  Company  put  the  value 
of  the  whole  foundry  property  in  their  books  at 
$93,000  ? 

Mr.  McLEOD.  I  say  that  Mr.  Robertson  states 
that  that  is  not  true.  He  says  that  the  valuation 
is  very  much  more.  I  did  not  look  at  the  book. 
No  importance  whatever  was  attached  to  that. 
This  great  question  has  arisen  simply  because  of 
the  difficulty  between  the  Halifax  Banking  Com¬ 
pany  anti  the  Harris  Company,  Limited.  The  bank 
had  advanced  $100,000  on  bonds  issued  on  the 
security  of  this  very  property,  and  there  is  an 
agreement  now  before  the  courts  showing  that 
further  advances  were  to  be  made  by  way  of  dis¬ 
counting  business  paper.  I  may  say,  further,  that 
the  Harris  Company  not  only  own  this  property, 
but  own  a  part  of  the  propert}r  known  as  the 
Harris  rolling  mill.  The  first  agreement  with  the 
banking  company  was  that  it  would  do  the  bank¬ 
ing  for  both  establishments,  and  then  the  bank 
declined  to  do  so.  Mr.  Robertson  states  in  his 
affida  vit  that  he  understood  that  it  had  not  capital 
enough  to  do  all  the  business  for  both,  and  that  is 
what  the  dispute  is  about.  The  bank  asks,  that  the 
amount  of  the  mortgage  be  paid,  and  that  it  be 
relieved  of  the  mortgage.  It  is  true,  that  the 
Harris  Company  were  obliged  to  sell  their  property 
and  to  close  their  sale  much  more  quickly  than 
they  otherwise  would,  because  the  banking 
company  had  these  bonds  and  mortgages,  and  had 
given  notice  of  foreclosure  ;  and  as  the  Government 
were  about  to  take  the  property,  they  could  not 
afford  to  hold  out  and  have  the  property  valued  in 
the  Exchequer  Court,  though  they  would  rather 
have  done  so.  As  to  taking  the  whole  of  the  pro¬ 
perty,  if  the  hon.  gentleman  will  look  at  the  map, 
he  will  find  that  from  the  corner  of  the  Moore  pro¬ 
perty  to  the  southern  corner  of  Lombard  street 
there  is  a  sort  of  gore  ;  and  it  would  be  necessary 
to  cut  through  the  car  shop,  the  paint  shop  and  ail 
the  most  valuable  buildings,  and  practically  to 
destroy  the  whole  business.  So  that  if  you  paid 
for  that,  you  would  have  to  pay  for  the  reconstruc¬ 
tion  of  the  buildings,  and  only  get  a  part  of  the 
land.  So  the  question  was  whether  it  would  not  be 
best  to  take  the  whole  property,  when  it  could  be 
got  for  $200,000. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  hon.  gentleman  said 
last  year  that  $80,000  was  sufficient. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  I  did  not. 

Mr.  McLeod. 


Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.  I. )  W  hy  did  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  ask  the  House  to  vote  that  ? 

Mr.  McLEOD.  I  did  not.  I  stated  to  the 
House  that  it  was  not  sufficient  But  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  wisely  and  properly  thought  that  they 
had  a  right  to  fix  on  a  valuation.  But  I  knew  very 
well,  and  so  does  any  one  who  knows  the  property, 
that  $80,000  would  not  begin  to  be  sufficient  to  buy 
the  strip,  and  the  only  question  left  after  that,  and 
it  was  the  wisest  and  most  business  plan  to  adopt, 
was  to  have  a  valuation  made.  Any  member  of  this 
committee  who  knows  the  citizens  of  St.  John  will 
know  that  Mr.  Fairweather  and  Mr.  Charles  A. 
Everett  are  two  of  the  most  respected  citizens  and 
merchants  in  St.  John.  They  are  two  men  of  the 
highest  stamp,  and  I  am  sure  neither  I  nor  any  one 
else  who  knows  these  gentlemen  would  ask  for  more 
honest  and  disinterested  men  to  give  a  fair  and 
candid  opinion,  and  there  are  no  two  men  on  whose 
judgment  I  would  rather  rely.  The  Harris  repre¬ 
sentatives  knew  nothing  about  the  value  of  the 
property  until  they  heard  it  from  the  Government. 
You  may  take  any  test  you  please.  Take  the 
Moore  property  which  was  bought  two  or  three 
years  ago  and  compare  it  with  this,  and  you  will 
find  that  the  Government  have  not  given  more  than 
two-thirds  what  was  given  for  the  Moore 
pronerty,  and  yet  the  Moore  property  was 
absolutely  worthless  unless  this  was  taken 
also.  It  is  said  there  are  no  buildings  there, 
but  I  know  that  the  railway  authorities  pro¬ 
pose  to  use  the  construction  shops  and,  I  think, 
the  car  shops,  but  I  know  they  propose  to  use  the 
construction  shops  for  storing  purposes.  They 
need  it,  and  they  need  the  other  land  there  for 
tracks.  At  present  I  assume  the  Government  will 
not  need  to  use  the  whole  property,  but  I  say  that 
as  a  matter  of  business,  when  they  had  to  buy  the 
gore  or  the  whole  lot,  they  acted  very  wisely  in 
buying  the  whole  of  it.  I  expressed  the  opinion 
last  year,  and  I  express  it  again  now,  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  made  a  mistake,  when  they  took  land  for 
the  building  of  a  passenger  station,  in  not  taking 
more.  They  just  crept  right  along  the  Harris 
property,  and  the  Harris  construction  shops  are 
within  two  feet  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  track. 
Many  violent  charges  have  been  made  by  the  hon. 
gentleman  which  I  cannot  think  he  believes.  I 
give  my  most  unequivocal  and  unqualified  denial 
to  the  statement  that  the  money  or  any  part  of  it 
was  used  for  the  purpose  of  meeting  election 
expenses,  nor  do  I  believe  the  hon.  gentleman  is 
convinced  that  it  was.  I  know  the  source  whence 
his  information  comes,  I  know  that  source  is  not  to 
be  relied  upon,  and  I  know  that  the  statement  put 
forward  here  in  that  respect  is  absolutely  and 
entirely  untrue. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  A  word  in  reply  to  the  hon. 
gentleman.  My  friend,  the  Acting  Minister  of 
Railways,  would,  I  know,  carry  out  implicitly  any 
promise  he  made  to  the  House.  The  hon.  member 
for  Queen’s,  reading  from  Hansard,  led  the  House 
to  believe  that  a  promise  was  made  by  the  Acting 
Minister  of  Railways  that  no  part  of  this  money 
would  be  expended  unless  the  property  was  expro¬ 
priated.  Knowing  the  care  with  which  my  hon. 
colleague  sees  that  everything  he  states  to  the 
House  is  punctually  carried  out,  I  could  not  pos¬ 
sibly  understand  how  he  could  have  made  a  promise 
of  that  kind  and  acted  differently,  so  I  sent  for  the 
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Hansard  to  see  whether  the  statement  of  the  hon. 
gentleman  was  correct  or  not.  He  led  the  House 
to  believe,  and  he  was  reading  from  Hansard  at 
the  time,  that  a  promise  was  made  by  the  Acting 
Minister  of  Railways  that  no  part  of  this  money 
would  be  expended  until  expropriation  was  made. 
I  will  quote  Hansard,  page  3887  : 

“  Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  would  like  to  know  how  the 
value  of  that  will  be  settled? 

“  Mr.  BO  WELL.  The  proposition  is  that  if  an  equit¬ 
able  arrangement  cannot  be  come  to  with  the  parties,  the 
price  will  have  to  be  decided  by  arbitration.” 

Evidently,  therefore,  the  hon.  member  intended  to 
carry  out  the  matter  by  an  equitable  arrangement 
shortly  afterwards,  and  it  is  the  only  remark  my  hon. 
colleague  made  on  the  subject,  and  it  was  after  Mr. 
Hazen  was  speaking,  my  hon.  friend  and  colleague 
said  : 

“I  think  I  said  a  little  while  ago  that  the  value  of  the 
property  would  be  ascertained  by  arbitration.  I  meant  to 
say,  by  expropriation.” 

He  corrected  what  evidently  was  his  intended 
meaning  by  arbitration,  that  is  expropriation. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Not  an  arbitration. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  There  can  be  no  other  deduc¬ 
tion  from  the  statement  of  the  hon.  gentleman  than 
that  he  intended  to  make  an  equitable  arrangement, 
and  if  it  was  not  possible  to  do  that,  he  intended 
to  expropriate  the  property. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  The  last  statement  made 
by  the  then  Acting  Minis  ter  of  Railways(Mr.  Rowell) 
isperfectly  correct,  and  that  is  what  I  quoted. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Why  did  you  not  quote  the 
other  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Because  this  is  the  state¬ 
ment  he  made  in  correcting  the  other  :  “I  think  I 
said  a  little  while  ago  that  the  value  of  this  pro 
perty  would  be  ascertained  by  arbitration,”  im¬ 
plying  a  private  agreement  to  be  made  between  the 
parties,  and  then  he  added  that  by  arbitration  he 
meant  expropriation,  which  does  not  imply  a  pri¬ 
vate  agreement  but  a  forced  take. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  was  explaining  the  word 
ft  arbitration  ”  and  no  other  meaning  could  he 
have.  He  explained  that  he  meant  expropria¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  That  is  what  I  said. 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  That  was  in  case  an  equitable 
arrangement  could  not  be  made  between  the 
parties.  I  first  said  we  would  try  to  arrange  an 
equitable  valuation  for  the  property,  and  if  that 
could  not  be  done,  then  an  arbitration  would  be 
had  subsequently.  The  Minister  of  Railways  has 
correctly  explained  that  what  I  meant  by  arbitra¬ 
tion  was  expropriation,  and  if  necessary  to  go  into 
court.  The  promise  I  made  to  the  House  has 
been  strictly  carried  out.  The  hon.  gentleman,  as 
a  barrister,  knows  very  well  that  is  the  construc¬ 
tion  to  be  put  upon  my  language ;  and  if  he  desired 
to  do  me  justice,  he  would  have  said  so. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  hon.  member  for  St.  John  a  question  or 
two.  As  I  understand,  the  chief  value  of  the  pro¬ 
perty  lies  in  the  land  and  the  buildings  are  a 
secondary  consideration  ? 

Mr.  McLEOD.  The  buildings  are  sufficient  for 
the  purposes  for  which  they  are  required. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  But  not  of 
great  value  in  themselves  ? 


Mr.  HAZEN.  T  am  told  by  Mr.  Schreiber  that 
it  is  the  intention  of  the  Government  to  use  this 
car  shed  for  a  flour  store,  and  they  intend  to  spend  a 
small  amount  of  money  on  it  to  make  it  in  every 
respect  suitable  for  the  storage  of  flour. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  At  any  rate, 
I  understand  that  the  land  is  the  principal  part  of 
the  value.  The  hon.  member  for  St.  John  (Mr. 
McLeod)  substantially  admitted  that,  although 
there  are  some  differences  between  himself  and  my 
friend  beside  me  as  to  the  value  of  these  buildings. 
There  was  a  statement  made  by  my  hon.  friend 
from  Queen’s,  which  I  did  not  hear  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  notice  at  all,  as  to  which  I  would  like  some 
information.  He  informs  us  that  the  assessed  value 
of  these  properties  is  $66,000.  Does  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  fpr  St.  John  contradict  that  ? 

Mr.  McLEOD.  I  do  not  know  the  assessed  value, 
but  the  property  was  situated  in  what  we  call  the 
city  of  Portland  until  a  short  time  ago,  and  the 
value  of  property  in  Portland  is  very  much  lower 
than  its  value  in  the  city,  I  mean  for  assessment 
purposes.  In  addition,  I  may  say  that  we  never 
pretend  to  assess  our  factoifies  there  at  anything 
like  the  value  for  taxation  purposes,  because  there 
is  a  continual  cry  raised  about  taxation,  and  in  the 
case  of  some  of  them,  there  is  exceptional  legisla¬ 
tion  with  regard  to  taxes,  as  for  instance  in  the 
case  of  the  carriage  factory  and  rope  walk,  and 
although  there  was  no  special  legislation  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  this  property  the  same  rule  was  adopted  as 
regards  their  assessment. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  That  may  be. 
but  I  put  the  question  to  elicit  information? 
because,  in  a  great  many  cities  the  value  is  put 
very  near,  though  not  always,  the  actual  value  of 
the  property,  or  at  all  events  within  a  small  per¬ 
centage  of  the  actual  value.  This  is  very  largely 
the  case  with  us,  but  of  course  I  do  not  know  how 
that  is  in  St.  John.  The  assessors  are  bound  under 
oath  to  do  that,  but  of  coui'se  I  know  that,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  regard  to  farm  property,  their  habit  is 
not  to  assess  the  properties  at  their  full  value, 
though  it  is  generally  the  case  in  cities.  The  hon. 
gentleman  referred  to  some  statements  made  by 
Mr.  Taylor,  who,  I  believe,  is  the  manager  of  the 
Halifax  Banking  Company.  The  statement  made 
by  Mr.  Taylor  is  a  very  serious  one.  I  have  here 
a  certified  copy  of  his  affidavit,  and  he  says  : 

“  Referring  to  the  statement  in  the  26th  section  of  the 
plaintiff’s  bill  of  complaint  that  the  said  plaintiff  com¬ 
pany  was  forced  by  the  action  of  the  bank  to  sell  their 
property  at  a  sacrifice,  I  say  it  is  currently  reported,  and 
I  believe  it  to  be  the  case,  that  the  said  purchase  money 
is  the  sum  of  $200,000,  while  in  a  balance  sheet  furnished 
to  me  by  the  company  during  the  last  year  the  said 
foundry  property  and  leases  are  valued  at  $93,401.43.’ 

Now,  I  am  tolerably  well  conversant  with  matters 
submitted  by  mercantile  firms  to  banks,  and  it  is 
wholly  contrary  to  my  experience,  and,  I  think,  to 
the  experience  of  all  persons  who  have  any  know- 
ledge  of  the  statements  usually  furnished  by 
debtors  to  creditors,  that  they  should  furnish  a 
statement  such  as  was  furnished  in  this  case.  He 
says  that  the  amount  furnished  was  $93,400  and  as 
the  value  of  property  which  was  really,  honestly 
believed  to  be  worth  two  or  three  times  as  much. 
If  that  statement  was  made,  as  this  person  swears, 
by  those  who  now  sell  it  to  the  Government,  I 
should  regard  the  transaction  with  very  great 
suspicion.  I  should  consider  that  such  a  statemeuv 
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made  by  a  debtor  to  his  creditor,  and  more  particu¬ 
larly  when  his  creditor  was  a  bank,  when  it  was 
advancing  money  on  the  property,  was  very  for¬ 
midable  evidence  as  to  the  value  of  the  property. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  As  the  hon.  member  for 
St.  John  (Mr.  McLeod)  has  made  some  suggestions 
in  regard  to  the  statement  to  which  I  referred,  I 
will  read  the  statement  in  full,  and  give  the  details : 


W ales’  house  (wooden  and  old) .  $650 

Wales’  foundry  (wooden  and  1875), 

brass  work .  200 

Blacksmith  shop  (wooden  and  old). .  400 

Iron  shed,  store  and  office  and  house 
(wooden  and  old),  vault  only  of 

value  . 600 

House  (wooden  and  old) .  700 

Stable  do  . . ...  100 

Warehouse  do  .  150 

Warehouse  (wood  about  10  years  old)  300 

Lumber  shed . . .  100 

Car  wheel  moulding  shop,  with  cupola 
and  wheel  pits.  Just  a  brick  shell, 
building  about  10  years  old,  cost  less  4,000 


Machine  moulding  shop  (wood  and 
very  old)  with  steel  shell  pits  and 

cupolas  (2) .  1,000 

Pig  iron  and  coal  sheds  (wooden),  roof 

only .  100 

Machine  shop,  1854,  brick  (in  bad 

condition)  .  2,000 

Casting  and  dressing  shed  (wood  and 

new) .  400 

Dryhouse  (old  and  brick), engine  and 

boiler  gone  or  not  used .  1,000 

Moulding  shop  (wood  and  new) .  1,000 

Block  of  buildings  (sand  shed,  &c.), 

i*attle  traps,  old  and  new .  200 

Passenger  car  shop  (old  and  new) 
about  120  feet  long,  50  feet  wide. 

A  shell  .  2,000 

Construction  shop,  paint  shop,  car 
shop,  mill  engine,  wooden  build¬ 
ings  of  all  recent  build,  except  the 
paiut  shop  and  part  of  the  mill. . . .  5,000 

Dryhouse,  new  (shed)  and  wooden.. .  400 

Passenger  car  shops  (wooden  and 
recent) . .  1,500 


$21,800 

Mr.  HAZEN.  What  statement  are  you  reading 
from  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  A  statement  made  by  an 
officer  of  the  Harris  Company. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  What  is  his  name  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  will  state  who  made  the 
statement  later  on. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  What  is  the  name  of  the  officer 
who  made  the  statement  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  cannot  give  the  name. 
I  believe  he  is  the  accountant  of  the  Harris  Com¬ 
pany. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  Is  it  not  Mr.  Adam  McIntyre  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  If  it  were  Mr.  McIntyre 
what  difference  would  that  make  ? 

Mr.  McLEOD.  It  would  make  this  difference, 
that  his  word  is  not  worth  the  snap  of  my  finger. 
He  is  simply  trying  to  strike  at  Harris  &  Co. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  He  knows  the  value  of 
the  property. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  He  was  there  for  two  years 
as  a  book-keeper,  and  I  undertake  to  say  that  that 
statement  was  made  by  him,  and  it  might  as  well 
have  been  made  by  any  one  who  had  never  been 
there. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  hon.  gentleman  states 
that  this  man  was  book-keeper  there  for  two  years, 
Sir  Richard  Cartwright. 


and  the  hon.  gentleman,  omniscient  as  no  doubt  he 
is,  and  knowing  more  about  this  matter  than  any 
other  man — I  quite  admit  that - 

Mr.  ROWELL.  What  do  you  mean  by  that  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  mean  what  I  say. 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  What  do  you  insinuate  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  hon.  gentleman 
stated  that  he  was  the  solicitor  for  Harris  &  Co. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  I  did  not  say  so. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Then,  what  did  you  say  ? 

Mr.  McLEOD.  I  said  I  was  counsel  for  them  in 
that  suit. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  On  that  ground  the  hon. 
gentleman  claimed  to  speak  with  a  special  know¬ 
ledge  of  the  facts,  but  I  say  that  the  statement  of 
counsel  in  a  suit  is  not  to  be  received  by  this  House 
with  more  weight  than  the  statement  of  a  man  who 
has  been  on  the  property  for  two  years,  and  conse¬ 
quently  must  know  a  great  deal  as  to  its  value. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  dis¬ 
credited  his  own  statement,  because  he  thinks  that 
a  man  who  takes  advantage  of  his  position  as  an 
assistant  book-keeper  to  get  information  out  of  the 
books  of  the  company  should  be  believed,  whereas,, 
when  he  goes  through  the  country  with  statements 
of  this  kind,  he  writes  himself  down  as  a  man  not 
to  be  trusted. 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  If  a  statement  is  read  to  the 
House  by  the  hon.  gentleman,  surely  it  is  not 
asking  too  much  to  ask  by  whom  that  statement 
was  made. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  have  said  that  he  was 
the  accountant  of  the  company. 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  What  is  his  name  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Ido  not  know  his  name.. 
The  hon.  gentleman  from  St.  John  (Mr.  McLeod) 
says  it  is  Mr.  McIntyre. 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  has  the 
name,  he  refuses  to  give  it.  There  may  have 
been  a  dozen  book-keepers  in  that  firm.  Does  the 
hon.  gentleman  know  what  was  the  name  of  this 
one  ?  He  contradicts  everything  which  has  been 
said,  and  he  does  it  with  an  apparent  honesty  that 
would  lead  people  to  believe  what  he  says. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  What  is  that  insinuation  ? 

Mr.  BOWELL.  That  is  no  insinuation.  It  is 
plain  talk.  This  is  a  statement  made  by  a  man 
not  known  to  the  House,  and  is  put  against  the 
statement  of  two  of  the  most  respectable  men  in 
the  Province  of  New  Brunswick.  My  hon.  friend 
(Mr.  Hazen)  says  both  are  business  men.  Mr.  Fair- 
weather  and  Mr.  Everett  stand  as  high  in  the 
estimation  of  those  who  know  them  as  any  men 
in  t-he  Dominion,  and  who  have  no  superiors, 
so  far  as  business  ability  and  knowledge  of  the 
value  of  property  in  St.  John  are  concerned.  Now, 
these  gentlemen  were  asked  by  the  Government, 
not  at  the  suggestion  of  the  owner  of  this  property, 
to  make  a  valuation.  The  valuation  has  been 
given,  and  until  we  have  some  better  evidence 
than  the  mere  statement  by  some  anonymous  per¬ 
son  whose  name  the  hon.  gentleman  appears  to  be 
afraid  to  give  to  the  world,  I  think  we  have  a 
right  to  place  dependence  on  the  valuation  of  men 
of  known  honour  and  known  integrity. 
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Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  hon.  gentleman  will 
permit  me  to  say,  that  I  asked  expressly  for  the 
valuation  of  Mr.  Fairweather  and  the  other  gen¬ 
tleman  whose  name  I  forget,  for  the  purpose  of 
seeing  whether  they  valued  these  buildings  or  not. 
The  Minister  of  Militia  has  endeavoured  to  lead 
the  House  to  believe  that  these  gentlemen  did 
value  the  buildings,  and  valued  them  differently 
from  the  valuation  I  read,  and  I  challenge  him  to 
produce  the  valuation. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  valuation,  as  given  by  Mr. 
Fairweather  who  did  value  the  buildings,  was,  on 
the  whole  piece  of  ground,  $61,318  ;  on  the  trian¬ 
gular  piece  of  ground,  .$37,221  ;  so  that  we  have 
Mr.  Fairweather,  a  reputable  gentleman  of  known 
integrity  and  business  ability,  trusted  wherever  he 
is  known,  making  an  estimate  of  the  buildings  and 
sending  it  in  on  his  faith  and  knowledge  as  a 
business  man,  and  he  values  them  at  $61,318. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Will  you  produce  it? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Yes,  that  valuation  can  be  pro¬ 
duced. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  I  think  the  House  is  entitled  to 
that  valuation,  and  just  as  soon  as  we  can  get  it, 
both  reports  will  be  laid  upon  the  Table. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Weare  entitled 
to  it,  because  you  are  asking  us  for  the  money. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  This  question  of  increased  room 
in  connection  with  the  station  at  St.  John  is  not 
by  any  means  a  new  question.  It  has  not  sprung 
into  being  since  the  last  election,  or  immediately 
before  the  last  election.  In  the  year  1886  the 
Department  of  Railways  concluded  that  further 
accommodation  was  required  at  the  station  in  the 
city  of  St.  John,  and  having  come  to  that  conclu¬ 
sion,  and  with  that  idea  in  their  minds,  they  ac¬ 
quired  the  property  known  as  the  E.  R.  Moore 
property,  adjoining  the  station  in  the  city  of  St. 
John,  fronting  on  Main  street,  containing  alto¬ 
gether  17,600  superficial  feet,  and  they  paid  for  that 
property,  with  no  buildings  on  it  at  the  time,  the 
sum  of  $25,000.  I  understand  that  before  they 
took  the  Moore  property  the  Government  intended 
to  expropriate  it,  and  had  arbitrators  appointed 
who  placed  upon  the  property,  after  going  over  it 
and  looking  at  it,  a  higher  sum  than  $25,000.  That 
was  in  the  year  1886,  before  the  Act  was  passed 
requiring  the  expropriation  to  be  done  through  the 
Exchequer  Court.  However,  the  Government  made 
this  private  bargain  for  the  Moore  property  for  the 
sum  of  $25,000,  and  as  it  contained  17,600  super¬ 
ficial  feet,  it  will  be  seen  that  they  paid  for  that 
property  $1.42  per  superficial  foot.  Now,  I  will 
say  for  the  benefit  of  gentlemen  who  do  not 
understand  the  situation  of  that  station  at  St. 
John,  that  the  Moore  property  was  utterly  and 
absolutely  useless  for  railway  purposes  unless  it 
also  included  the  Harris  property  that  was  in  rear 
of  the  Moore  property  ;  so  that  when  the  depart¬ 
ment  acquired  the  Moore  property  it  was  with  the 
intention,  at  a  later  day,  of  also  acquiring  the 
Harris  property  in  rear,  without  which,  as  I  say, 
the  Moore  property  was  utterly  useless  for  railway 
purposes.  Well,  matters  remained  in  abeyance  for 
several  years.  When  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway 
came  into  the  St.  John  station,  where  their  business 
was  handled,  they  required  further  car  room  and  fur¬ 
ther  yard  room,  and  the  question  was  forced  upon 


the  Railway  Department  with  the  result  that  when 
they  were  making  up  their  estimates  for  the  last 
session  of  Parliament,  they  placed  the  sum  of 
$80,000  in  the  Estimates.  The  Minister  stated  at 
that  time  that  he  was  looking  over  the  whole 
ground  to  see  what  was  best  to  be  done.  Now,  I 
desire  to  say  that  in  the  first  instance,  this  sum  was 
placed  in  the  Estimates,  not  at  the  request  of  the 
members  for  the  City  and  County  of  St.  John  ; 
it  was  placed  in  the  Estimates  because  Mr. 
Pottinger,  and  Mr.  Wallace,  the  district  super¬ 
intendent,  and  Mr.  Robertson,  the  station  mas¬ 
ter  at  St.  John,  represented  to  the  Government 
that  for  the  purpose  of  the  business  of  the  Interco¬ 
lonial  Railway  they  would  have  to  have  this- 
increased  room  and  this  increased  accommodation, 
and  the  sum  was  placed  in  the  Estimates  from  that 
standpoint.  Last  year  the  hon.  gentleman  who  is 
now  the  Minister  of  Militia,  and  who  was  then 
Acting  Minister  of  Railways  and  Canals,  went 
down  to  St.  John  and  looked  over  the  whole  ground 
for  himself,  and  he  came  to  the  conclusion  that  it 
would  be  much  more  desirable  for  railway  purposes 
to  acquire  the  whole  of  the  Harris  property  than  to 
acquire  a  narrow  strip  behind,  especially  when  he 
found  out  that  that  narrow  strip  behind  could  not 
be  purchased  from  the  Harris  people  except  for  a 
sum,  1  think,  of  about  $150,000  or  $160,000.  Be¬ 
fore  the  hon.  gentleman  purchased  this  property  as 
Acting  Minister  of  Railways,  he  asked  for  two  opi¬ 
nions  as  to  its  value,  from  gentlemen  living  in  the 
city  of  St.  John.  Both  those  men  are  above  reproach 
and  above  suspicion.  Neither  of  them  could  be 
influenced  in  any  way  by  any  personal  considera¬ 
tion  for  the  Harris  people,  and  neither  of  them 
could  have  any  interest  in  the  Harris  concern. 
What  is  the  report  of  those  gentlemen  ?  We  find 
that  Mr.  Charles  H.  Fairweather,  one  of  the  leading 
merchants  of  the  city  of  St.  John,  a  member  of 
the  firm  of  Hall  &  Fairweather,  a  gentleman 
who  has  been  for  the  past  30  or  40  years  a 
leading  citizen  of  that  city,  and  stands  high  in  the 
respect  and  esteem  of  every  one,  whether  Liberal 
or  Conservative — I  say  Mr.  Charles  Fairweather 
went  over  that  property  in  company  with  Mr.  John 
McKeen,  a  leading  architect  in  the  city  of  St. 
John,  and  Mr.  Edward  Bates,  a  most  trustworthy 
and  honest  citizen  of  St.  John  ;  they  went  over 
these  properties  at  the  request  of  the  Government. 
Mr.  Fairweather  reported  to  the  Government. 
That  report,  I  am  sorry  to  say,  is  not  here  now,  it 
has  been  sent  to  the  agent  of  the  Minister  of 
Justice  at  St.  John,  but  I  presume  it  will  be  before 
the  House  soon.  Mr.  Fairweather,  after  a  care¬ 
ful  inspection  of  the  property  in  company  with 
these  other  two  gentlemen  I  have  named,  reported 
to  the  Government  that  they  valued  it  at  $313,457. 
Now,  no  man  who  knows  Mr.  Fairweather  will 
question  the  honesty  of  any  report  he  may  make, 
and  I  say,  in  giving  that  report  Mr.  Fairweather 
gave  an  honest  and  unbiassed  opinion,  free  from  any 
outside  consideration. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Would  the  hon,  gentle¬ 
man  prefer  that  valuation  to  the  valuation  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Harris  Company  themselves  to  the 
bank,  when  they  applied  for  money  ? 

Mr.  HAZEN.  I  may  say  to  the  hon.  gentleman 
that  he  is  basing  his  argument  on  affidavits  that 
are  produced  in  a  contested  equity  case  in  the  city 
of  St.  John,  brought  by  the  Harris  people  against 
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the  Halifax  Banking  Company,  because  they  say 
the  Halifax  Banking  Company,  not  having  carried 
out  their  agreement  to  advance  them  the 
money  which  they  have  agreed  to  do,  compelled 
them  to  sell  their  property  at  a  sacrifice.  I  will 
not  enter  into  the  merits  of  that  case,  as  I  am  not 
retained  professionally  in  the  case,  and  have  no  in¬ 
terest  in  it.  For  the  present,  I  am  merely  relying 
on  the  statement  of  Mr.  Fairweather,  a  thoroughly 
independent  man,  who  has  no  interest  in  the  pro¬ 
perty,  and  who  is  not  mixed  up  in  any  litigation, 
and  who  made  this  report  at  the  request  of  the 
Government,  without,  I  will  venture  to  say,  know¬ 
ing  at  the  time  that  the  representatives  from  the 
City  and  County  of  St.  John  knew  that  he  was  go¬ 
ing  to  make  it.  Now  it  might  be  fairly  said  that 
Mr.  Fairweather’s  opinion  is  merely  the  opinion  of 
one  man.  It  may  be  said  :  It  is  true,  he  is  an  in¬ 
telligent  man,  and  knows  the  city  of  St.  John  as 
well  as  any  other  man  in  it ;  still,  he  may  be 
mistaken,  and  there  is  a  very  serious  error 
of  judgment  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Fairweather. 
But  we  have  another  opinion.  The  Acting  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Railways  at  that  time  was  not  satisfied  simply 
with  one  opinion,  for  he  foresaw  that  one  man 
might  be  in  error,  and  so  he  obtained  several 
opinions,  and  he  asked  Mr.  Charles  A.  Everett  to 
give  an  opinion.  Most  lion,  gentlemen  opposite 
will  remember  that  Mr.  Everett  was  at  one  time 
the  representative  of  the  City  and  County  of  St. 
John  in  this  Parliament  ;  Mr.  Everett  was  born  in 
St.  John  and  has  lived  there  all  his  life,  and  he 
enjoys  an  admirable  and  excellent  business  reputa¬ 
tion.  Mr.  Everett  went  over  that  property  in 
company  with  an  architect  and  builder,  and  he 
placed  on  it  a  valuation  of  $349,656,  or  $36,000 
more  than  Mr.  Fairweather  put  on  it.  We  have 
not  got  Mr.  Fairweather’s  statement  here,  but  the 
report  submitted  to  the  department  shows  that 
the  architect  and  builder  placed  the  valuation 
of  the  buildings  on  the  property  at  $60,000. 
In  view  of  such  an  important  statement,  is  it  fair 
to  say,  is  it  honourable  to  say,  that  the  price  paid 
for  this  property  shows  that  it  must  have  been  a 
job? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Then  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man’s  contention  is  that  the  Government  are  getting 
the  property  at  something  over  $100,000  less  than 
its  real  value. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  I  am  not  saying  anything  of  the 
sort.  I  am  placing  facts  before  the  committee,  so 
that  hon.  gentlemen  can  draw  their  own  con¬ 
clusion.  I  do  not  pretend  to  be  able  myself  to 
give  an  estimate  as  to  what  the  property  is  worth. 
I  was  through  the  factory  and  workshops  just  be¬ 
fore  the  last  election,  for  a  purpose  which,  no 
doubt,  hon.  gentlemen  are  familiar,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  securing  votes  at  the  election.  I  went 
through  the  shops  seeing  the  men  employed,  and  I 
thought  it  was  a  very  extensive  establishment,  and 
that  there  were  very  large  buildings  on  the  pro¬ 
perty.  If  $25,000  was  a  fair  amount  to  pay  for 
the  Moore  property  in  1886,  and  I  never  heard 
that  payment  criticised  or  questioned,  and  I  never 
saw  it  criticised  in  a  single  journal  of  public 
opinion  in  the  city  of  St.  John — if  that  was  a  fair 
amount  to  pay  for  the  Moore  property,  which  was 
equivalent  to  $1.42  per  superficial  foot,  then 
$200,000  for  the  Harris  property,  on  which  there 
Mr.  Hazen. 


were  buildings  worth,  according  to  Mr.  Bates’s  and 
Mr.  McKeen’s  report,  $60,000,  is  not  too  much, 
because  this  amount  of  $200,000  is  paid  for 
216,000  superficial  feet,  at  90  cents  per  superficial 
foot,  as  against  $1.42  per  superficial  foot  for  the 
Moore  property. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  One  property  faces  on 
the  street  and  the  other  does  not. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  The  difference  in  price  accounts 
for  it.  I  have  some  other  proofs  for  the  hon. 
gentleman.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  say  that  this 
estimate  by  Mr.  Fairweather  is  the  estimate  of  a 
Conservative,  and  that  the  estimate  of  Mr.  Everett 
is  the  estimate  of  a  Conservative.  Let  me  show 
him  estimates  of  value  placed  on  property  in  that 
vicinity  by  three  prominent  Liberals  in  St.  John. 
A  few  years  ago  the  St.  John  Bridge  and  Railway 
Extension  Company  built  a  bridge  across  the  falls 
and  had  to  acquire  the  land  to  the  railway  station. 
The  hon.  gentleman  knows  the  locality.  Almost 
every  time  he  comes  to  Ottawa  he  passes  through 
St.  John,  and  he  knows  the  part  of  the  city 
through  which  the  railway,  from  the  station  to  the 
cantilev  er  bridge,  passes.  Under  the  terms  of  the 
company’s  charter  to  build  that  bridge,  the  land 
damages  were  to  be  assessed  by  a  board  of  three 
arbitrators  appointed  by  the  Local  Liberal  Govern¬ 
ment  in  New  Brunswick.  That  Government 
appointed  as  arbitrators  for  the  purpose  of  assess¬ 
ing  the  land  damages,  three  gentlemen  residing  in 
St.  John  :  A.  Chipman  Smith,  now  a  director  of 
public  works  ;  Mr.  Tapley,  a  gentleman  very  well 
known  in  the  north  end  of  the  city,  and  a  leading 
Liberal ;  and  Mr.  Moore,  then  chamberlain  of 
Portland  and  a  leading  Liberal.  Listen  to  the  valua¬ 
tion  which  those  gentlemen  placed  on  property  taken 
by  that  company.  The  strip  they  took  was  in  some 
cases  40  feet  and  in  other  cases  60  feet  in  width.  They 
awarded  to  Edward  Fisher,  who  had  a  pond  across 
which  the  railway  ran  on  a  trestle,  $3,100.  They 
awarded  to  A.  C.  Sorel,  who  had  a  pond,  $1,400. 
To  the  firm  of  Kirk  &  Daniel,  across  whose  proper¬ 
ty  the  road  ran,  and  from  whom  they  acquired  a 
strip  of  land,  40  by  200  feet,  $42,000  damages,  and 
the  Bridge  Company  had  to  pay  it.  They  awarded 
Messrs.  Hilyards,  who  had  a  mill  there  and  whose 
property  I  am  safe  in  saying  was  very  little  injured, 
for  a  strip  60  by  500  feet,  damages  to  the  amount  of 
$29,313.  They  awarded  R.  Rankin  $2,100  for  a 
strip  60  by  200  feet.  They  awarded  Lynch  $4,000, 
M.  Simonds  $2,655,  Hamilton  $750,  E.  J.  Simonds 
$8,000,  Gregory  $1,750  and  John  Simonds$3, 722.  Ido 
not  pretend  to  be  a  judge  of  property  there,  but  I  say 
that  if  that  valuation,  made  only  a  few  years  ago  by 
Smith,  Moore  and  Tapley,  three  prominent  Liberals, 
as  against  the  Railway  and  Bridge  Company,  was 
true  and  right,  then  the  sum  paid  to  the  Harrises 
is  not  too  large  in  proportion  to  that  amount,  and 
also  as  compared  with  the  sum  paid  for  the  Moore 
property.  There  has  been  a  very  serious  side  to 
this  discussion.  The  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  was, 
as  is  always  the  case  when  the  hon.  gentleman 
deals  with  questions  of  facts,  most  inaccurate,  and 
he  was  even  more  than  ordinarily  inaccurate  in  his 
remarks  on  this  occasion.  The  hon.  gentleman 
made  the  assertion  that  all  that  was  paid  for  the 
Moore  property  was  $16,000.  The  hon.  gentleman 
then  declared  that  the  Harris  property  was  a  low 
swamp. 
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Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Does  the  hon.  gentleman 
deny  that  the  land  bought  for  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  is  low  land  ? 

Mr.  HAZEN.  There  is  no  justification  for  the 
statement  that  it  is  a  low  swamp. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  said  that  is  was  swampy 
land.  I  qualified  that  by  saying  that  it  was  low 

land. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  Then  the  hon.  gentleman,  in  the 
third  place,  made  the  statement,  in  dealing  with 
another  question  of  fact,  that  the  Acting  Minister 
of  Railways  last  year  assured  and  pledged  his  word 
to  the  House — and  the  hon.  gentleman  said  this  with 
great  gravity — that  the  property  would  only  be 
taken  after  expropriation.  That  is  also  shown  to  be 
absolutely  incorrect. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  is  not. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  The  plea  which  my  hon.  and 
learned  friend  made  was  that  of  a  special  pleader 
or  a  police  court  attorney.  What  are  the  facts  ? 
The  then  Ministerof  Railways,  addressing  the  House 
last  year,  said,  as  will  be  found  in  Hansard,  that  if 
an  equitable  arrangement  could  not  be  come  to,  then 
the  property  would  be  taken  by  arbitration.  And 
then  a  few  minutes  afterwards  he  corrected  himself 
and  said  he  did  not  mean  by  arbitration  but  by  expro¬ 
priation.  Does  the  hon.  gentleman  mean  to  tell  this 
committee  that  this  statement  does  not  mean  that,  if 
an  equitable  arrangement  could  not  be  arrived  at, 
the  property  would  be  taken  by  expropriation  ? 
That  is  the  only  meaning  to  be  attached  to  it.  Yet 
the  hon.  gentleman  tells  this  committee  that  the 
Minister  of  Railways  pledged  his  word  that  this 
land  should  be  taken  by  expropriation.  For  my 
own  part  I  do  not  know  how  the  land  was  taken  or 
what  the  arrangement  was,  and  I  really  knew  nothing 
about  it,  and  did  not  know  that  the  land  had  been 
purchased  until  I  saw  it  announced  in  the  news¬ 
papers  ;  but  the  hon.  gentleman,  in  dealing  with 
questions  of  facts,  is,  even  for  him,  more  than  ordi- 
narily  inaccurate  in  the  present  case.  He  went 
further,  and  made  the  most  serious  charge  that  has 
been  made  on  the  floor  of  Parliament  this  session. 
He  said  this  was  a  huge  job,  and  that  he 
believed  this  large  sum  of  money  was  being 
paid  so  that  a  large  portion  of  it  might  go  to 
pay  expenses  at  the  recent  election.  Does 
the  hon.  gentleman  realize  the  gravity  of  what  he 
has  stated  ?  The  hon.  gentleman  made  this  charge, 
and  when  asked  against  whom  he  made  it,  he  said 
he  did  not  make  it  against  any  one.  No  ;  the  hon. 
gentleman  is  not  man  enough  to  make  a  charge 
against  any  one,  or  in  a  manner  in  which  the  res¬ 
ponsibility  for  that  charge  can  be  brought  home  to 
him.  He  makes  a  charge  in  general  terms,  and 
then  when  he  is  challenged  and  asked  against  whom 
he  makes  it,  he  is  not  man  enough  to  say  against 
whom  ;  but  he  stands  up  in  this  House  and  in  a 
cowardly  way  says  he  makes  the  charges  against 
nobody.  Is  that  the  line  of  conduct  which  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  this  House  should  pursue  when  he  makes  the 
assertion  that  corrupt  practices  have  taken  place, 
and  that  the  representatives  of  the  City  and  County 
of  St.  John  have  been  guilty  of  putting  up  a  job, 
and  getting  money  corruptly  for  election  purposes  9 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  That  is  what  you  found 
long  ago  charged  in  the  city  of  St.  John. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  We  did  not.  There  was  not  a 
man  or  a  newspaper  in  the  city  of  St.  John  who 


dared  to  make  such  a  charge.  I  desire  to  say  to 
you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  believe  it  absolutely, 
and  undeniably  true,  that  the  man  who  makes  such 
an  assertion  as  that  against  me  is  nothing  else  than 
a  foul-mouthed  slanderer.  I  say  it  was  contempt¬ 
ible  for  the  hon.  gentleman  to  make  a  charge  of  that 
sort,  which  will  be  published  in  the  papers  of  the 
country  to-morrow,  that  the  three  members  from 
the  City  and  County  of  St.  John,  have  been  getting 
money  from  the  public  chest  for  the  purpose  of  meet¬ 
ing  their  election  expenses.  He  is  not  man  enough  to 
make  the  charge  in  such  a  way  that  the  responsi¬ 
bility  can  be  brought  home  to  him  so  that  we  may 
be  able  to  meet  him  face  to  face  and  to  punish  him 
for  the  slander.  Insinuations  have  been  made  in 
certain  newspapers,  and  perhaps  that  is  where  the 
hon.  gentleman  got  the  information,  that  there  was 
something  wrong  in  this  transaction,  but  no  direct 
charge  was  ever  made  on  which  an  action  for  libel 
could  be  based.  I  am  glad  to  have  an  opportunity 
to  say  in  this  House,  that  the  man  who  makes  a 
charge  like  that  against  me,  is  nothing  more  or  less 
than  a  foul-mouthed  slanderer,  and  if  he  makes  the 
charge  in  such  a  way  as  to  give  me  an  ojrportunity 
of  meeting  it,  I  will  be  only  too  glad  to  give  him  an 
opportunity  of  proving  it. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  These  mock  heroics 
which  the  hon.  member  for  St.  John  (Mr.  Hazen) 
has  just  indulged  in  are  quite  uncalled  for.  I 
never  heard  the  hon.  gentleman’s  integrity  called 
in  question,  and  I  never  referred  to  it  directly  or 
indirectly.  I  did  not  know  he  had  anything  to 
do  with  the  matter,  and  his  violent  statements, 
therefore,  are  without  any  foundation.  He  chal¬ 
lenges  some  person  to  come  forward  and  prove  that 
he  did  something  improper,  but  I  would  remind 
him  it  is  time  enough  for  him  to  excuse  himself 
when  he  finds  himself  accused.  Does  he  know  the 
old  French  proverb  ? 

Mr.  HAZEN.  You  make  a  general  charge  and 
you  are  not  man  enough  to  bring  it  against  any 
particular  person. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  hon.  gentleman 
has  forgotten  himself  and  has  lost  his  head.  He 
lias  used  without  reason  extremely  unparliamentary 
and  ungentlemanly  language.  He  has  made  him¬ 
self  a  spectacle  in  this  House  to-day  charging  hon. 
gentlemen  here  with  having  made  accusations 
which  they  never  made.  He  had  better  wait  to 
deny  them  until  he  is  charged.  He  had  better 
reserve  his  heroics  until  a  suitable  time  comes. 
When  he  is  charged  it  is  time  enough  to  defend 
himself.  I  never  heard  his  name  connected  with 
this  matter,  and  he  knows  his  name  was  not 
mentioned.  He  knows  I  did  not  mention  it,  and 
that  1  never  referred  to  him  directly  or  indirectly. 
What  is  the  meaning,  therefore,  of  this  mock 
denunciation  and  assertion  of  his  innocence  ?  I 
would  advise  the  hon.  gentleman  hereafter  when  he 
wants  to  make  an  exhibition  of  this  kind,  to  feel 
his  ground  a  little  better  and  not  to  hurl  ungentle- 
manly  and  ungenerous  accusations  across  the  floor 
of  the  House,  and  try  to  impute  to  hon.  members 
language  which  they  never  used,  and  try  to  put  in 
their  mouths  charges  which  they  never  made.  I 
stated  that  it  was  generally  believed  in  St.  John 
that  this  money  was  paid,  and  would  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  election  expenses.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  knows  that  statement  has  been  made  in  the 
St.  John  press. 
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Mr.  HAZEN.  It  has  not. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  He  knows  that  the  re¬ 
presentatives  of  St.  John  never  brought  an  action 
of  libel  against  the  papers  which  made  that  state¬ 
ment.  What  is  the  meaning,  therefore,  of  the 
heroic  challenge  that  if  somebody  would  make  the 
statement  in  the  press  he  would  take  an  action  for 
libel  ?  The  statement  has  been  made  in  the  press 
in  the  terms  in  which  I  made  it  in  the  House,  and 
why  did  he  not  bring  his  action  ? 

Mr.  HAZEN.  That  is  another  misstatement  of 
your  facts. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  What? 

Mr.  HAZEN..  That  such  a  statement  was  made 
in  the  press. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  You  }  ourself  admitted 
it  a  few  minutes  ago. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  I  said  “insinuations.” 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  You  said  that  insinua¬ 
tions  were  made  in  the  St.  John  press  to  the  effect 
that  this  money  was  paid,  and  that  some  of  it 
might  be  diverted  to  the  election  expenses  in  St. 
John.  I  repeated  that,  and  I  said  that  it  was  the 
belief,  and  the  hon.  gentleman  knows  that  it  is  the 
belief. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  It  is  not  the  belief. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  is  the  belief  express¬ 
ed  by  a  large  portion  of  the  press  of  St.  John,  and 
I  submitted  to  the  House  the  facts  on  which  I 
rely  for  my  belief  ;  that  a  very  much  larger  sum 
than  ought  to  have  been  paid  was  paid  for  the 
land.  The  hon.  member  for  St.  John  (Mr.  Hazen) 
with  all  his  shouting  and  mouthing  has  not  had  the 
courage  to  challenge  the  correctness  of  the  main  pro¬ 
position  on  which  my  statement  was  based,  namely, 
the  men  who  got  the  money  had  submitted  a  state¬ 
ment  to  the  bank  within  a  year,  that  the  value  of 
their  property  was  less  than  half  what  was  paid 
them.  In  the  face  of  that  statement  I  was  war¬ 
ranted  and  justified  and  bound  to  call  the  attention 
of  the  House  to  it.  I  would  have  been  recreant  to 
my  duty  had  I  held  my  tongue  in  the  face  of 
facts  of  this  kind,  showing  that  public  money  had 
been  misappropriated.  If  the  fact  is  true,  I  say  I 
was  bound  to  bring  it  before  the  House,  and  until 
the  fact  is  challenged,  I  say^that  the  conclusion 
which  independent  minds  will  draw  is  the  same 
conclusion  that  I  draw,  namely,  that  a  very  much 
larger  sum  of  money  was  paid  than  ought  to  have 
been  paid  for  this  property.  That  is  the  proposi¬ 
tion  which  I  submitted  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  Perhaps  I  have  not  made  my¬ 
self  clear  in  my  remarks  in  reference  to  what  was 
stated  by  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir 
Richard  Cartwright)  as  to  the  statement  made 
to  the  bank  in  Mr.  Taylor’s  affidavit.  I  am  sure 
I  am  speaking  correctly  when  I  say  that  no  such 
statement  was  made  to  the  bank,  with  a  view  of 
getting  credit  for  J.  Harris  &  Co.  Of  course  all 
this  comes  up  in  consequence  of  the  difficulty  that 
arose  between  James  Harris  &  Co.,  Limited,  and 
the  Halifax  Banking  Co.  The  business  conunenced 
with  James  Harris  &  Co.,  Limited,  some  years 
ago.  I  may  say  Harris  &  Co. ,  Limited,  had  been  for 
some  time  proposing  to  put  this  property  into  a 
corporation  called  James  Harris  &  Co.,  and  it  is 
correct  that  the  Halifax  Banking  Co.  advanced  to 
this  company  this  $100,000,  the  company  giving  as 
Mr.  Davies  (P.E.I.) 


security  these  bonds.  The  advance  was  made  on 
the  faith  of  these  bonds,  and  not  on  any  statements 
that  J.  Harris  &  Co.  made,  if  they  did  make  one. 

I  do  not  know  whether  they  did  or  not,  but  I  as¬ 
sume  that  in  the  negotiations  and  in  the 
matters  which  arose  from  time  to  time  as 
to  getting  this  company  arranged  —  because 
there  was  a  great  deal  of  difficulty  in  it, 
there  was  an  offer  made  and  then  withdrawn 
and  changes  in  the  Act  of  incorporation  were  con¬ 
tinually  going  on — and  I  suppose  they  went  over 
the  books  and  saw  it  in  this  way.  What  Mr.  Rob¬ 
ertson,  in  his  affidavit,  stated  was  this  :  that  the 
valuation  in  the  books  was  not  the  valuation  of  the 
property.  As  I  said  before,  the  property  was  en¬ 
tered  in  the  books  simply  at  the  price  it  cost,  some 
of  it  having  been  bought  as  far  back  as  50  years 
ago,  some  of  it  leasehold  property,  and  it  was  not 
intended  to  be  put  in  at  the  present  valuation  at 
all.  This  statement  was  not  made  with  a  view  of 
getting  any  credit,  because  the  credit,  as  I  say,  on 
the  $100,000  advanced,  was  advanced  on  the  faith 
of  the  bonds  issued  by  James  Harris  &  Co.,  Lim¬ 
ited,  which  were  deposited  with  the  Halifax  Bank, 
and  a  mortgage  given  on  this  property  to  the  Trust 
Company.  The  money  owing  to  the  Halifax  Bank¬ 
ing  Company  was  by  James  Harris  &  Co.,  Limited, 
and  not  by  James  Harris  &  Co. ,  who  made  no  state¬ 
ment  to  the  bank  with  a  view  of  getting  credit. 
Further  than  that  I  may  say  that  this  money  was 
not  advanced  by  any  statement  made  by  Harris, 
but  Mr.  Pitcaithlev  and  this  man  went  and  looked  at 
the  property  themselves,  which  I  may  say,  in  pass¬ 
ing,  was  the  most  complete  car  works  in  Canada. 
Everything  irr  connection  with  a  car  was  made 
there.  I  think  there  were  not  more  complete,  if 
as  complete,  car  works  in  Canada.  Mr.  Pitcaithley 
himself  valued  the  property  at  $400,000.  I  have 
in  my  possession  his  letter  negotiating  for  its  sale 
at  that  figure,  and  he  would  have  carried  it  through 
except  that  the  capitalists  thought  it  was  not 
enough  to  justify  them  in  bringing  foreign  capital. 
But  the  property  would  not  sell  for  that  figure,  I 
suppose,  because  it  would  be  difficult  to  get  that 
much  in  a  sale  ;  but  no  statement  was  ever  made 
fixing  the  present  value  at  $90,000. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  I  have  listened  atten¬ 
tively  to  thereadingof  the  extract  from  the  speechof 
the  hon.  Minister  of  Militia  by  the  hon.  Minister  of 
Railways,  and  I  have  no  doubt  in  my  own  mind  that 
that  speech  is  open  to  the  construction  which  the 
hon.  Minister  of  Railways  has  put  upon  it,  and  that 
that  construction  is  the  one  which  the  hon.  Min¬ 
ister  of  Militia  himself  had  in  his  mind.  I  think  that 
much  is  clear  from  what  the  Minister  has  said  and 
from  what  he  did.  But,  Sir,  we  have  still  before 
us  the  important  question  as  to  the  valuation  of 
this  property.  One  hon.  gentleman  from  the  city 
of  St.  John  tells  the  committee  that  the  valuation 
put  upon  the  property  by  the  owners  themselves, 
$93,401,  came  out  in  a  suit.  It  is  not  of  the 
slightest  importance  how  it  came  out ;  it  is  the 
fact  itself  that  is  important  to  the  committee. 
Here  is  a  company,  which  has  been  organized 
within  two  years,  and  this  is  the  value  which  the 
owners  themselves  put  upon  it  at  the  institution 
of  the  company,  not  the  valuation  that  existed 
half  a  century  before.  Then,  my  hon.  friend 
referred  to  an  affidavit  made  by  one  of  the  prin¬ 
cipal  members  of  the  company,  in  which  the  whole 
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property,  laml,  buildings  and  plant  was  valued  at 
§175,000,  and  the  hon.  gentleman  ignores  that  fact 
altogether.  If  the  valuation  of  the  plant  was  any¬ 
thing  like  what  one  would  suppose  it  to  be  in  so 
complete  a  work,  for  the  hon.  gentleman  says  it  is 
the  most  complete  car  shop  in  Canada — I  suppose 
the  hon.  gentleman  has  examined  all  the  car  shops 
in  Canada  and,  therefore,  speaks  from  personal 
knowledge - 

Mr.  McLEOl).  I  said  I  believed  it  was. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  We  would  like  to  know 
what  the  foundation  of  the  hon.  gentleman’s  belief 
is.  If  he  does  not  possess  the  knowledge,  the  mere 
statement  of  his  belief  is  of  no  value.  It  was  a 
very  complete  institution,  and  if  so  the  plant  must 
have  been  worth  a  great  deal.  The  buildings  which 
the  hon.  gentleman  endeavours  to  value  at  $60,000, 
my  hon.  friend  says  cost  less  than  $22,000.  The 
hon.  gentleman  knows  that  the  lands,  the  buildings, 
the  plant  and  everything  else,  were  estimated  by 
one  of  the  principal  proprietors  at  $175,000.  Then, 
to  show  that  the  Government  got  a  good  bargain, 
the  other  hon.  gentleman  from  St.  John  said  that 
one  of  the  gentlemen  appointed  by  the  Government 
to  value  the  property  valued  it  at  $349,000,  and  the 
other  valued  it  at  $314,000.  If  they  put  these 
values  on  the  property,  that  would  go  to  show,  not 
what  disinterested  men  value  the  property  at,  but 
the  utter  worthlessness  of  the  valuation  put  upon 
it  by  these  men.  Another  hon.  gentleman  from 
St.  John  says  it  is  worth  $400,000. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  I  did  not  say  so.  I  said  that 
Mr.  Pitcaithley  said  so. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
said  that  though  it  might  not  sell  for  that,  and 
though  that  might  not  be  its  market  value,  still  its 
intrinsic  value  was  the  sum  mentioned.  Well, 
how  came  the  Government  to  get  the  property  for 
$200,000,  which  is  less  than  two-thirds  of  the 
valuation  mentioned  by  these  parties  ?  Have 
they  been  taking  the  property  for  far  less  than  its 
value  ?  Have  they  been  driving  a  hard  and  un¬ 
conscionable  bargain  with  those  poor  fellows  in  St. 
John  ?  Is  that  the  opinion  the  hon.  gentleman 
wishes  to  impress  on  the  House  ?  The  hon.  gentleman 
ought  to  know  that  extravagant  statements  and 
extravagant  valuations  of  that  kind  are  calculated 
to  create  distrust,  not  to  allay  distrust.  But,  Sir, 
I  would  place  very  little  confidence  in  a  statement 
putting  the  value  of  the  property  at  $349,000  when 
I  find  the  parties  themselves  ready  to  part  with  it 
for  less  than  two-thirds  of  this  amount.  It  just 
shows  that  the  valuation  is  a  preposterous  one.  If 
the  hon.  gentleman  wanted  to  get  a  proper  valua¬ 
tion  for  this  property,  there  ought  to  have  been 
selected  some  responsible  parties  outside  of  St.  John 
who  would  have  taken  evidence  in  a  proper 
way  to  ascertain  the  value,  like  a  court 
expropriating  property.  We  find  this  pro¬ 
perty  assessed  at  $66,000.  I  do  not  know  any 
real  estate  in  this  country  that  is  assessed  at  less 
than  half  its  value.  In  the  towns  it  is  assessed  at 
very  nearly  its  full  value,  and  in  the  rural  districts 
the  assessors  with  us  are  bound  to  assess  it  at  the 
price  at  which  it  would  sell  at  a  forced  sale.  Is 
the  rule  in  St.  John  a  different  one?  What  would 
be  the  value  of  an  assessment  which  had  no  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  value  of  the  property  assessed  ?  Here  is 
a  property  for  which  the  Government  are  paying 
$195,000,  for  which  the  owners  are  assessed  at 


$66,000,  ami  which  they  themselves  value  at 
$93,401  ;  or,  including  the  plant,  buildings  and 
everything  else,  at  $175,000  ;  and  the  Government 
purchase  it  for  $200,000,  without  the  plant,  or 
$25,000  more  than  the  property  with  the  plant  is 
valued  by  the  owners  themselves.  It  is  of  the  first 
consequence,  if  the  House  intends  to  discharge  its 
duty,  that  it  should  take  the  evidence  of  competent 
persons  and  ascertain  for  itself,  before  it  authorizes 
the  payment  of  this  money,  the  value  of  this  pro¬ 
perty.  The  Government  ask  for  this  appropriation. 
What  evidence  do  they  give  to  the  House?  Why, 
they  do  not  bring  the  papers  but  have  sent  them  to 
the  city  of  St.  John.  What  is  more,  my  hon.  friend 
beside  me  reads  the  deed  which  the  Government 
have  taken,  and  it  excepts  the  property  held  by 
lease  by  these  very  parties.  When  the  hon. 
Minister  of  Railways  undertakes  to  defend  the 
transaction,  what  does  he  do  ?  Does  he  undertake 
to  construe  the  deed  ?  Does  he  undertake  to  show 
that  that  is  not  the  meaning  the  deed  bears  ?  No, 
he  reads  a  communication  from  the  solicitor  stating 
what  was  in  his  mind,  which  may  or  may  not  have 
been  carried  out,  but  which  those  paragraphs  of 
the  deed,  which  my  hon.  friend  from  Prince  Edward 
Island  read,  go  to  show  were  not  carried  out.  The 
deed  simply  conveys  to  the  Government  for  the 
sum  of  $195,000  the  property  of  which  Harris  & 
Co.  had  the  title  in  fee,  and  that  is  all  the  property 
which  the  Government  obtained  for  the  money 
they  agreed  to  pay  and  which  they  have  already 
paid.  Now,  I  think  that  the  House  is  entitled  to 
some  information  upon  the  subject,  and  I  am  not 
willing,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  to  take  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  two  parties  who  are  residents  of  the  city 
of  St.  John,  however  respectable  and  estimable  they 
may  be,  as  to  the  value  of  so  large  a  property  as 
this.  What  do  we  know  as  to  the  relation  between 
those  parties  ?  How  do  we  know  but  that  Mr. 
Harris,  it  may  be,  confided  to  those  very  persons 
appointed  to  value  the  property - 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Oh,  oh. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Some  hon.  gentlemen 
say  “  oh,  oh.”  Is  that  the  way  business  is  done  by 
ordinary  business  men  ?  Nay,  more,  is  it  the  way  in 
which  business  is  transacted  on  behalf  of  any  other 
country  ?  It  is  the  business  of  the  House  to  see  that 
parties  who  are  free  from  local  influences  ascertain 
the  value  of  this  property  and  ascertain  it  by 
proper  evidence  taken  in  a  proper  way,  and  not  by 
the  mere  exercise  of  judgment.  They  may  be 
related  by  interest  or  other  considerations,  for 
aught  we  know,  to  the  party  who  resides  in  the 
particular  locality.  I  say  that  it  is  not  a  business 
way  of  making  a  purchase,  and  it  is  one  which 
requires  enquiry  by  the  House  before  the  money  is 
paid. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  In  reply  to  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  who  seem  to  rely  their  whole  case  upon  a 
statement  of  valuation  given  by  Harris  &  Co.  to 
the  Halifax  Banking  Company,  when  they  obtain¬ 
ed  this  loan,  I  have  to  say  that  it  is  perfectly  clear 
by  the  statement  of  the  hon.  member  for  St.  John 
that  there  was  not  any  valuation  given  at  the  time 
the  money  was  raised  from  the  bank.  On  the 
contrary,  the  bonds  given  as  security  show  that  no 
such  valuation,  as  stated  by  the  hon.  gentleman, 
was  ever  given  to  the  Halifax  Banking  Company. 
Another  statement  of  hon.  gentlemen  is  that  the 
books  show  the  actual  valuation  of  the  property, 
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but  that  was  a  valuation  made  some  fifty-years  ago, 
and  every  one  knows  that  property  has  largely  in¬ 
creased  in  value  since  then,  and  that  the  valuation 
then  is  no  indication  of  its  present  worth.  The 
hon.  member  for  Queen’s  argues  that  the  valuation 
in  the  books  was  the  full  value  put  upon  the  pro¬ 
perty  by  the  Harris  Company  themselves,  but  he 
must  have  known  differently  had  he  listened  to  the 
statement  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  St.  John. 
That  statement  shows  that  bonds  to  the  amount  of 
$175,000  were  issued  on  this  property,  which  origin¬ 
ally,  fifty  years  ago,  had  been  valued  at  $93,000, 
and  therefore  the  larger  amount  represents  more 
accurately  the  real  value  of  the  property  than  the 
record  in  the  books. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  hon.  gentleman  is 
entirely  wrong  in  assuming  that  the  bonds  were  is¬ 
sued  on  this  property  only.  Do  I  understand  the 
hon.  member  for  St.  John  to  say  that  the  bonds 
were  issued  on  the  property  alone  ? 

Mr.  McLEOD.  Yes. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  report  of  the  trial 
does  not  say  so. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  understood  from  the  hon. 
gentleman  that  the  bonds  were  issued  on  the  same 
property  which  had  been  given  to  the  Government, 
and  we  have,  therefore,  the  statement  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Queen’s  as  against  that  of  the  hon. 
member  for  St.  J ohn.  Why  was  not  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Queen’s  honest  enough  to  acknowledge  that 
Harris  &  Co.  had  valued  the  property  at  $175,000 
when  they  issued  the  bonds  to  that  amount,  al¬ 
though  they  carried  $93,000  in  their  books  as  the 
original  cost  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  $175,000  included 
the  plant.  Did  not  the  bonds  cover  the  rolling 
mills  ? 

Mr.  McLEOD.  No  ;  this  does  not  say  so.  It 
says  the  property  and  buildings,  $175,000. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  understood  that  in¬ 
cluded  the  plant. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  It  does  not  say  whether  it  does 
or  not. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  They  would  not  issue  bonds 
to  the  extent  of  $175,000  on  $93,000  worth  of  pro¬ 
perty. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Was  it  not  $125,000  that 
the  bonds  were  on  the  property  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  No,  they  issued  bonds  to  the 
extent  of  $175,000  on  this  property'  sold  to  the 
Government,  which  shows  that  is  the  valuation 
they  put  upon  it.  There  is  not  a  scintilla  of 
foundation  for  the  statement  of  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  ;  and  we  have  the  statement  of  the  hon. 
member  for  St.  John,  who  knows  the  facts,  that 
the  $93,000  was  the  cash  value  paid  some  fifty 
years  ago  for  the  property.  With  regard  to  the 
valuation  of  the  buildings  and  fixtures,  the  hon. 
gentleman  said  there  was  not  sufficient  care  taken, 
and  he  quotes  a  valuation  which  he  obtained  from 
an  anonymous  valuator  showing  the  buildings  to  be 
worth  only  $21,000.  I  will  give  the  House  a 
statement  made  by  gentlemen  well  known  in  St. 
John,  one  a  leading  architect  and  the  other  a 
prominent  builder,  and  gentlemen  who  are  not 
ashamed  to  sign  their  name  to  the  paper,  in  which 
they  value  every  particular  building  on  the  pro¬ 
perty  : 

Mr.  Hagc4art. 


“  RepORT  of  the  measurements  and  estimates  of  the 
value  of  the  buildings  and  fixtures  on  the  Harris  estate 
at  St.  John,  N.B.,  for  the  information  of  the  Official 
Referee,  Jas.  Cowan,  Esq. 

“  The  numbei-s  in  this  report  refer  to  the  numbers  on 
the  lithographed  plan  used  in  examining  the  buildings. 


“  No.  1.  Paint  shop . $  1,755  00 

2.  Construction  shop .  7,000  00 

3.  Passenger  car  shop .  4,500  00 

4.  do  do  (new) .  2,800  00 

5.  Car  shop  and  mill .  4,928  00 

6.  Engine  room,  boiler  and  chimney  2,000  00 

7.  Dry  house,  fan,  &c .  1,114  00 

8.  Lumber  shed .  300  00 

9.  Warehouse .  1,500  00 

10.  do  and  shed .  300  00 

11.  Stable .  217  00 

12.  Engine  house,  oven,  boiler  and 

chimney .  800  00 

13.  Car  wheel  moulding  shop  with 

iron  cupola .  3,422  00 

14.  Dwelling .  800  00 

15.  Shed— no  value . 

16.  do  . 100  00 

17.  do  . .  . .  60  00 

18.  Engine  and  machine  shop .  5,100  00 

19.  Moulding  machine  shop .  9,812  00 

20.  Office  with  brick  vault .  650  00 

21.  Stores .  200  00 

22.  Dwelling .  600  00 

23.  Iron  warehouse .  300  00 

24.  Blacksmith  shop,  forges,  boilers, 

oven  and  chimney  . .  2,680  00 

25.  Pattern  shop,  platform  casting 

dressing  room .  2,600  00 

26  Dry  house  and  machine  shop,  en¬ 
gine  house,  boiler  house  and 
chimney . . ".  2,600  00 

27.  Moulding  shop— one  cupola,  two 

sheds  . .  3,450  00 

28.  No  building .  . 


30.  Pattern  shop,  two  stories .  100  00 

31.  No  value . 

32.  do  . . 

33.  Coal  shed .  50  00 

34.  Dwelling .  900  00 

35.  Bi-ass  foundry . .  ....  600  00 


Total  . $61,318  00 


(Sgd.)  “  J.  T.  C.  McKEEN, 

“  Architect. 

(Sgd.)  “  EDWARD  BATES, 

“  Builder. 

“  St.  John,  N.B.,  30th  October,  1891.” 

You  will  see  that  this  does  not  include  the 
machinery,  but  that  the  only  machinery  left  on 
the  property  is  that  in  the  blacksmith’s  shop,  and 
the  boiler  valued  at  $800. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  They  could  not  be  moved  out. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  No,  they  could  not  be  moved 
out  because  they  are  fixtures.  Here  is  a  copy  of 
the  report  of  Mr.  Charles  A.  Everett  and  Mr. 
Fairweather.  The  original  is  in  the  Department  of 
Justice  : 

“  St.  Johx,  N.B.,  28th  October,  1891. 

“  Investigation  into  the  value  of  the  Harris  Property. 
Before  James  Cowan,  Official  Referee. 

“  Mr.  Charles  A.  Everett  says  : 

“  Considering  that  the  whole  property  now  occupied  by 
James  Harris  &  Co.  is  scarcely  sufficient  for  the  business 
operations  which  they  are  carrying  on  as  it  now  stands, 
and  as  the  taking  of  a  considerable  portion  from  it  must 
unnecessarily  destroy  the  balance  for  their  uses,  I  consider 
that  the  sale  of  the  entire  property,  extinguishing  their 
right,  should  be  for  a  sum  which  would  give  them  per 
square  foot,  as  much  as  was  given  for  the  purchase  of  the 
Moore  estate  fronting  on  Mill  street.  If,  however,  the 
intention  is  to  purchase  the  portion  of  the  property 
adjoining  the  railway  as  shown  on  the  plan  presented,  I 
think  that  the  losses  that  must  accrue  to  them  from  such 
a  division  of  the  property  should  warrant  the  payment 
for  such  part  taken  equal  to  10  per  cent  per  square  foot 
beyond  the  price  paid  for  the  Moore  estate. 
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“  All  th^ee  remarks  have  reference  to  the  value  of  the 
ground  without  any  property  on  its  surface. 

(Sgd.)  “  CHAS.  E.  EVERETT.” 

Mr.  C.  H.  Fairweather  says  : 

“  St.  Johx,  Jf.B.,  28th  October,  1891. 

“  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  land  proposed  to  be  taken 
from  the  Harris  estate  is  of  equal  value  square  foot  by 
square  foot  with  the  land  formerly  occupied  by  Moore 
fronting  on  Mill  street  (exclusive  ot  buildings). 

“  The  balance  of  the  property,  exclusive  of  all  erections, 
would,  in  my  opinion,  be  20  per  cent  less.  The  two  added 
together  would  make  the  total  value  of  the  Harris  estate 
exclusive  of  buildings  and  machinery. 

(Sgd.)  “  C.  H.  FAIRWEATHER.” 

“  Re  value  of  Harris  property  at  St.  John ,  N.  B. 

“From  evidence  of  C.  H.  Fairweather,  28th  October, 
1891  : 

Amount  proposed  to  be  taken  by 
railway  80,453  square  feet  at  $1.33 


per  foot  . . . $107,056  35 

Value  of  buildings .  61,318  00 


After  Recess. 

IN  COMMITTEE— THIRD  READINGS. 

Bill  (No.  59)  to  confer  on  the  Commissioner  of 
Patents  certain  powers  for  the  relief  of  Carl  Auer 
Von  Welsbach  and  others. — (Mr.  Stairs.) 

Bill  (No.  60)  respecting  the  Great  Northern  Rail¬ 
way  Company. — (Mr.  Curran.) 

SUPPLY. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  of 
Supply. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Additional  property  accommodation 
at  St.  John .  $121,000 


$168,374  35 

136,356'37  square  feet  at  $1.64  per 


foot .  145.083  18 

Total  value  of  land . .  252,139  53 

Buildings  as  per  estimate  of  J.  T. 

C.  McKeen  and  Edward  Bates. .  61,318  00 


$313,557  53 

“  Re  value  of  the  Harris  property  at  St.  John,  N.B. 

“From  evidence  of  Charles  A.  Everett,  28th  October, 
1891  : 

Total  value  of  land  is  216,795*87 
square  feet  at  $1.33  per  square 

foot .  $288,338  50 

Value  of  portion  proposed  to  be 
taken  by  railway,  80,493  square 
feet  at  $1.46  per  square  foot.  .  117,520  51 

Buildings,  per  estimate  of  J.  T.  C. 

McKeen  and  Edward  Bates .  61,318  00 


Total . $178,838  51 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  I  am  glad  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  has  brought  forward  this  statement,  because 
it  appears  from  it  that  neither  Mr.  Everett  nor  Mr. 
Fairweather  attempted  to  put  any  value  on  this  pro¬ 
perty  at  all.  They  simply  said  :  Because  you  have 
put  a  certain  value  upon  the  Moore  property  which 
fronts  on  Mill  street,  you  ought  to  place  the  same 
value  on  this  property  which  is  alongside  that. 
They  do  not  put  any  value  upon  it  themselves. 
The  Government  referred  this  to  the  official  referee 
and  he  heard  two  witnesses,  and  they  said  :  I  think 
you  should  give  as  much  for  this  property  as  you 
did  for  the  other.  That  is  wffiat  it  amounts  to. 
Where  is  the  award  of  the  sworn  referee  ?  There 
is  no  such  award.  The  Government  were  in  such  a 
hurry  that  they  paid  the  money  before  the 
referee  gave  his  award  at  all,  and  the  only  state¬ 
ment  made  is  that  the  money  should  be  paid  on 
the  basis  of  that  which  was  paid  for  the  Moore 
property. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Mr.  Everett  says  : 

“  I  consider  that  the  sale  of  the  entire  property  extin¬ 
guishing  their  right  should  be  for  a  sum  which  would  give 
them  per  square  foot  as  much  as  was  given  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  the  Moore  estate  fronting  on  Mill  street.” 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Yes,  that  is  what  I  say. 
That  is  the  opinion  of  one  of  the  witnesses.  Where 
is  the  opinion  or  the  judgment  or  the  award  of  the 
referee?  Did  he  make  one  ?  I  think  these  are  per¬ 
tinent  questions. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  *  He  simply  reported. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  He  simply  reported  the 
evidence  of  these  two  gentlemen. 

Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock,  the 
Speaker  left  the  Chair. 
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Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  When  the  House  rose 
at  six  o’clock,  I  was  expressing  my  pleasure  that 
the  Minister  of  Railways  had  read  to  the  House 
the  alleged  valuation  made  by  Messrs.  Fairweather 
and  Everett.  The  House  was  led  to  believe  that  a 
distinct  valuation  had  been  made  by  these  gentle¬ 
men  of  the  intrinsic  value  of  the  property,  and 
when  the  hon.  gentleman  read  the  statement  he  did, 
it  appeared  that  so  far  from  their  having  made  a 
distinct  valuation  of  the  property,  they  merely,  in 
giving  evidence  before  Mr.  Cowan,  to  whom  the 
matter  had  been  referred - 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  They  gave  no  evidence 
at  all. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  That  is  what  the  hon. 
gentleman  read,  “  investigation  before  J.  Cowan, 
referee.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  was  no  refer¬ 
ence  to  Mr.  Cowan  ;  there  were  no  proceedings  at 
all.  These  were  independent  valuations. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  I  only  took  it  down  as 
the  hon.  gentleman  read  it.  He  read  the  statement : 
“  Investigation  before  J.  Cowan,  referee.” 

Mr.  HAGGART.  “  Before  James  Cowan,  official 
referee.”  He  was  the  official  referee,  but  he  was 
not  the  referee. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Exactly.  “Official  in¬ 
vestigation  made  before  J.  Cowan,  referee  ”  ;  and 
the  statement,  if  I  understood  it  aright,  was  that 
these  gentlemen  had  given  evidence  before  him  to 
.the  effect  that  inasmuch  as  another  property  called 
the  Moore  property  had  been  valued  at  a  certain 
sum,  on  the  same  basis  the  property  in  question 
should  be  valued  at  the  sum  which  they  fixed. 
Now,  I  contended  before,  and  I  contend  again,  that 
the  Moore  property,  being  a  property  fronting  on 
Mill  street,  was  of  very  much  greater  value  than 
a  property  which  did  not  front  on  that  street  or 
any  other  street.  It  is  ridiculous  and  absurd  to 
allege  that  because  a  property  fronting  upon  a 
street  was  valued  at  a  certain  sum,  another  property 
hemmed  in  in  the  centre  of  a  block,  and  not  fronting 
upon  any  street,  should  be  placed  at  the  same  valu¬ 
ation.  I  submit  that  to  the  committee  as  a  matter 
about  which  there  can  be  no  question.  Everybody 
knows  that  the  valuation  of  a  property  fronting  upon 
a  street  is  sometimes  ten  or  twenty  times  as  much  as 
the  valuation  of  a  property  which  does  not  front 
upon  any  street.  Property  acquires  its  value 
almost  entirely  from  its  street  frontage.  Therefore, 
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I  submit  that  the  valuation  which  the  Government 
assumed  to  have  been  the  valuation  of  Fairweather 
and  Everett,  is  not  the  valuation  of  those  gentlemen 
at  all  ;  but  they  simply  say,  what  anybody  knows  : 
If  you  paid  so  much  for  that,  we  think  it  fair  you 
should  pay  so  much  for  this.  That  is  not  the  way 
to  value  property,  and  hon.  gentlemen  cannot 
shield  themselves,  as  they  are  trying  to  do, 
behind  this  assumed  valuation  of  Everett  and  Fair- 
weather.  I  am  not  going  to  say  a  word  about  the 
respectability  of  these  gentlemen  ;  it  is  not  called 
in  question.  But  1  am  reminding  the  committee 
that  no  distinct  valuation  was  made,  and  the 
referee  to  whom  the  matter  was  referred  has  made 
no  valuation.  Now,  I  want  to  say  one  word  with 
reference  to  the  alleged  valuation  which  the  hon. 
gentleman  says  was  made  of  the  buildings  upon 
that  property.  That  valuation,  as  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  read  it,  included  the  boilers  and  ovens  and 
cupolas.  The  hon.  gentleman  sees  that  the  Aralua- 
tion  I  read  of  the  buildings,  and  the  valuation 
which  these  gentlemen  submitted  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  plus  the  boilers,  plus  the  ovens  and  plus  the 
cupolas,  must  necessarily  be  largely  different, 
because  of  the  incorporation  in  one  valuation 
of  the  ovens,  and  the  boilers  and  the  cupolas. 
It  may  be  the  two  valuations  are  about  the  same 
as  regards  the  buildings  per  se.  What  position  do 
we  take  in  the  matter  ?  We  simply  say,  and  it 
has  not  been  controverted,  that  so  far  as  the  taxa¬ 
ble  value  of  the  property  was  concerned,  it  was 
not  one-third  what  the  Government  paid  for  it. 
WTe  say,  in  the  second  place,  that  the  value  of 
the  property  made  by  Harris  &  Co.,  when  they 
submitted  a  statement  to  the  bank  with  which 
they  were  dealing,  showed  that  the  value  of  the 
property  was  $93,400.  We  say,  further,  that  in 
addition  to  the  valuation  of  the  property  which 
they  submitted  to  the  bank,  including  buildings, 
at  $93,400,  they  valued  the  property  which  the 
Government  bought,  plus  the  plant,  at  $175,000. 
If  you  deduct  the  value  of  the  plant  which  Harris 
&  Co.  take  and  which  the  Government  do  not 
get,  you  leave  the  valuation  of  the  property  for 
which  the  Government  paid  $200,000,  at  about 
$100,000,  as  made  by  the  statements  of  the  Harris 
Company,  not  only  to  the  bank  in  the  one  instance, 
but  also  from  the  manager  when  he  included  the 
plant  in  it.  In  the  face  of  these  facts,  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  talk  about  our  not  having  any  grounds  to 
go  upon.  The  Minister  of  Railways  presented  a 
most  surprising  argument  to  the  House  just  before 
recess.  He  said,  if  I  understood  him  correctly, 
that  inasmuch  as  bonds  had  been  issued  for 
$175,000,  that  must  be  the  amount  at  which  they 
valued  the  property.  I  understand  these  bonds 
covered  the  rolling  mills  as  well. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  They  did  not. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I. )  I  accept  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man’s  statement.  But  no  man  in  his  senses  would 
contend  that  because  the  firm  issued  bonds  to  the 
amount  of  $175,000  on  the  property,  which  covered 
the  plant  as  well  as  the  real  estate,  that  was  the 
value  of  the  real  estate  itself.  The  argument  is 
ridiculous  and  absurd,  and  the  hon.  gentleman 
must  see  it  in  that  light.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
cannot  shelter  themselves  behind  this  assumption 
in  regard  to  the  issue  of  the  bonds,  because  the 
bonds  covered  plant  which  the  Government  do  not 
get.  The  bonds  are  simply  in  furtherance  of  the 
Mr.  Davies  (P.E.I.) 


valuation  which  the  sworn  testimony  shows  the 
firm  put  on  the  property  and  the  plant.  Mr.  Arm¬ 
strong  swears  in  his  affidavit,  that  he  understood 
the  valuation  of  the  property  and  plant  to  be 
$175,000.  The  bond  issued  was  for  $175,000.  De¬ 
duct  the  plant,  and  the  value  of  the  property  will 
come  down  to  $100,000,  and  for  this  property  the 
Government  have  paid  $200,000.  Hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  may  shelter  themselves  behind  the 
argument,  which  is  used  by  Messrs.  Everett  and 
Fairweather,  that  inasmuch  as  they  paid  so  much 
for  the  Moore  property  per  square  foot,  they  should 
pay  for  this  property  at  the  same  rate.  I  have 
shown  where  this  is  fallacious,  and  I  submit  that 
the  position  which  we  take  in  regard  to  this  valua¬ 
tion  is  correct  in  every  particular.  I  think  I  am 
in  duty  bound  to  say  that  I  was  wrong  in  charg¬ 
ing  the  Minister  of  Militia,  who  was  the  Acting 
Minister  of  Railways,  with  having  given  a  pledge 
to  this  committee  last  year  that  he  would  expro¬ 
priate  the  property  and  not  purchase  it  by  private 
agreement.  After  reading  over  the  report  I  think 
the  hon.  gentleman’s  language  at  that  time  clearly 
showed  that  he  reserved  to  himself  the  right  to 
purchase  the  property  by  private  arrangement  if 
he  pleased.  I  make  this  statement  in  simple  justice 
to  the  hon  gentleman,  and  I  admit  that  in  that 
respect  I  was  in  error.  The  hon.  gentleman  did  not 
pledge  his  word  or  pledge  the  Government  to 
purchase  the  property  by  expropriation  simply, 
but  he  reserved  to  himself  the  right  to  purchase  it 
by  private  agreement.  In  so  far  as  I  stated  the 
matter  differently  from  this,  I  was  clearly  wrong, 
and  I  make  the  amende  honorable  to  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  TEMPLE.  I  think  the  hon.  member  for 
Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  has  made  many  other  state¬ 
ments  that  are  incorrect.  The  hon.  gentleman  lias 
stated  that  the  Harris  property  is  not  so  valuable 
as  the  Moore  property,  as  the  latter  faces  on  the 
street.  I  admit  its  position  ;  but  any  one  who  is 
acquainted  with  railway  property  is  aware  that  a 
railway  company  would  give  a  great  deal  more  for 
the  Harris  property  for  railway  purposes  than  for 
the  Moore  property.  The  Harris  property  lies 
alongside  of  the  railway  station  and  is  more  avail¬ 
able  for  railway  purposes  than  the  Moore  property. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  The  Moore  property  also 
lies  along  the  street. 

Mr.  TEMPLE.  It  lies  in  front,  next  to  the  road, 
and  is  not  nearly  so  valuable  as  the  Harris  property. 
I  would  leave  it  to  any  engineer  to  say  whether  the 
Harris  property  is  not  worth  double  the  Moore  pro¬ 
perty  as  regards  its  value  for  railway  purposes.  I 
desire  next  to  call  attention  to  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
statement  with  respect  to  the  buildings.  The  hon. 
gentleman  has  stated  that  the  buildings  are  almost 
utterly  worthless. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  No. 

Mr.  TEMPLE.  That  they  were  useless  to  the 
road.  I  know  the  property  and  have  gone  through 
it  a  good  deal,  as  I  have  had  business  with  the 
Harrises  at  different  times,  and  I  can  say  that  the 
car  sheds  would  make  a  most  valuable  freight  shed 
for  the  use  of  the  road.  It  is  a  good  building,  well 
put  up.  I  hear  it  stated  that  it  is  125  feet  long,  but 
it  could  be  used  as  a  freight  shed  to  the  extent  of 
150  feet,  and  I  call  it  a  valuable  property.  I  judge 
it  will  be  150  feet  long,  and  it  is,  at  all  events,  a  most 
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valuable  and  useful  building  for  railway  purposes. 
A  track  runs  alongside  of  it,  and  also  one  through 
the  shed,  where  cars  were  built.  The  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  has  stated  that  he  was 
•correct  in  all  the  statements  he  made  except  the 
one  respecting  which  he  apologized  to  the  Minister 
•of  Militia.  There  is  another  statement  in  which 
he  will  admit  he  was  wrong,  viz.,  with  respect  to 
the  property  being  nothing  more  than  a  swamp. 

Mr.  DAVIES(P.  E.I. )  I  said  the  property  next  to 
the  road  was  swampy  land — and  I  speak  from  in¬ 
structions — that  the  buildings  were  built  on  piles 
because  it  was  swampy  land.  Will  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  contradict  that  statement  ? 

Mr.  TEMPLE.  The  hon.  gentleman  speaks  of 
instructions.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  had  been  on 
the  ground  and  seen  for  himself,  he  would  not  need 
the  instructions  he  has  received.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  has  been  misled,  and  if  all  his  statements  are 
•of  the  same  character,  there  is  no  truth  in  them. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  Is  it  low  land  or  not  ? 

Mr.  TEMPLE.  No,  it  is  not  low  land. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Are  the  buildings  built 
•on  piles  ? 

Mr.  TEMPLE.  No,  they  are  built  on  posts.  I 
have  been  through  them  several  times,  and  I  know 
what  they  are.  I  hope  the  hon.  gentleman  will 
retract  his  statements  and  withdraw  his  opposition. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  With  respect  to  the  question  of 
the  land  being  low,  I  desire  to  say  that  the  con¬ 
struction  shop  is  right  alongside  the  track,  that  it 
is  on  a  level  with  the  street,  that  there  is  a  track 
right  through  where  cars  were  completed.  More¬ 
over  the  wharves  connected  with  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  are  within  15  or  17  feet  of  this  shop, 
which  is  a  brick  building.  I  think  these  facts  are 
sufficient  to  convince  the  hon.  gentleman,  as  they 
•certainly  would  convince  any  reasonable  man,  that 
his  statements  are  entirely  inaccurate. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Do  they  alter  the  valu¬ 
ation  ? 

Mr.  McLEOD.  Let  us  get  rid  of  this  misstate¬ 
ment  in  the  beginning.  The  hon.  gentleman  must 
admit  that  his  information  is  inaccurate,  because  I 
acquit  him  of  any  wilful  intention  to  be  inaccurate 
himself.  I  must  confess  that  when  he  read  the 
valuations  of  the  building  in  the  first  place,  I 
thought  it  was  some  official  statement,  but  I  am 
satisfied  now  bv  whom  it  was  made,  and  I  will  ex- 
plain  it  to  the  committee,  so  that  they  will  see  how 
much  value  to  attach  to  it.  The  person  who  made 
the  statement  is  one  of  the  parties  who  claimed  to 
be  paid  $25,000,  and  the  hon.  gentleman  has  said, 
but  I  think  that  he  first  asked,  as  I  am  informed, 
only  $20,(X)0  or  $22,000.  The  whole  rental  of  these 
leases  is  $198  a  year  a  ad  this  is  one  of  the  men  who 
claimed  these  leases,  but  the  lots  themselves  are 
the  furthest  away  from  the  station  and  the  least 
use  to  the  railway.  He  claimed  that  these  lots  were 
worth  $22,000,  and  because  the  Messrs.  Harris  would 
not  give  him  that,  he  stated  on  the  street,  and  I 
am  prepared  to  prove  it :  “  If  you  do  not  do  that  I 
will  make  trouble  for  you.  ”  They  offered  to  capi¬ 
talize  his  rent  at  any  reasonable  figure,  but  he  would 
not  accept  that.  I  am  satisfied  that  the  paper  read  by 
the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  is  from 
that  same  party  and  is  not  worth  anything  at  all. 
The  builders  who  made  this  valuation  are  well 


known  in  St.  John  to  be  honourable  men,  and  Mr. 
Bates  is  a  builder  of  repute  whose  word  may  be 
taken.  Any  one  looking  at  the  plan  will  see  that 
this  property  is  more  valuable  for  the  railway  than 
the  Moore  property,  which  is  at  the  corner  of  Mill 
street  and  could  not  be  used  conveniently.  For 
practical  railway  purposes  the  Harris  property  is 
by  far  the  most  valuable,  yet  the  Government  did 
not  give  for  it  nearly  the  amount  paid  for  the 
Moore  property.  The  Moore  property  fronts  on 
Mill  street  as  the  hon.  gentleman  says,  but  the 
Harris  property  has  two  entrances  on  Paradise  Row, 
and  it  fronts  on  Souther  street  and  on  Lombard 
street,  both  more  convenient  for  the  delivery  of 
freight  than  Mill  street.  It  also  has  an  entrance  on 
Mill  street  and  is  parallel  with  the  railway  tracks. 
With  reference  to  the  valuation  of  the  buildings, 
the  only  fixtures  which  the  Minister  spoke  of  were 
boilers  and  ovens. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  All  the  plant  and 
machinery  is  excepted. 

Mr.  MoLEOD.  The  boilers  and  ovens  are  built 
in  and  they  have  to  be  left  there,  but  of  course  the 
valuation  of  these  is  comparatively  small  and  is 
only  worth  $4,000  or  $5,000.  The  valuation  of  the 
buildings  on  the  strip  that  has  to  be  taken,  is  in  the 
vicinity  of  $30,000  as  made  by  disinterested  valua¬ 
tors.  I  have  explained  with  reference  to  the 
$93,000  ;  and  with  reference  to  the  $175,000,  Mr. 
Armstrong  does  not  know  whether  the  plant  was  in¬ 
cluded  or  not,  but  he  says  in  his  letter  “  he  under¬ 
stood  it  was  included,”  and  he  underlines  that.  As 
I  said  this  property  was  being  turned  into  a  joint 
stock  company  and  they  did  not  go  there  to  make 
a  valuation.  They  simply  put  it  in  at  a  certain 
valuation,  not  the  actual  valuation  of  the  property. 
The  capital  of  the  joint  stock  company  was  about 
$300,000,  but  it  was  not  put  in  anywhere  as  to  the 
valuation  of  the  property  there  at  all.  I  do  not 
see  that  there  is  anything  further  for  me  to  say. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  The  representative  of  the  City 
of  St.  John  (Mr.  McLeod)  has  not  touched  the 
question  before  this  committee,  and  that  question 
is  simply,  whether  that  valuation  is  correct  or  not. 
I  am  quite  clear  that  this  property  has  been  pur¬ 
chased  for  three  times  its  value  beyond  all  question, 
and  all  the  statements  made  by  my  friend  from  the 
City  of  St.  John  (Mr.  McLeod)  cannot  carry  any 
person  away  from  the  truthfulness  of  the  sale,  or 
the  valuation  of  the  property  as  shown  on  the 
assessment  roll.  The  roll  proves  that  this  property 
is  equal  to  about  $80,000  in  the  city  of  St.  John, 
and  yet  it  has  been  sold  for  $200,000,  or  $120,000 
in  excess  of  the  vote  of  last  session.  It  is  all  very 
nice  to-night  for  hon.  gentlemen  to  talk  in  reference 
to  the  city  of  St.  John,  and  the  reasons  which 
have  moved  members  of  this  Parliament  to  pass  a 
vote,  but,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  come  down  to  the 
plain  matter  of  fact  of  it.  I  have  listened  to  the 
statements  made  by  the  Minister  of  Railways  in 
this  House  as  to  the  reasons  which  guided  him  to 
economy  in  the  administration  of  the  Intercolonial 
Railway.  I  listened  to  him  with  pleasure,  because  1 
thought  to  myself  that  we  had  a  gentleman  who 
nowadays  was  going  to  work  the  railway  on  pure 
matter  of  fact  business  principles.  Well,  if  the 
labourer  can  be  depraved  of  his  ten  or  twelve  hours 
a  day  hard  work,  if  dismissals  of  employes  should 
occur  every  day,  if  the  rates  of  freight  can  be 
increased,  if  work  cannot  be  given  to  the  toiler 
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and  to  the  bread-earner,  and  if  all  this  is  done  for 
the  purpose  of  economy,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  a  system  by  which  no  deficit  shall  occur  at 
the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  ;  will  you,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  tell  me  why  we  are  justified  in  paying  out 
$200,000  in  the  city  of  St.  John  for  a  property  that 
is  only  worth  $80,000  ?  Add  to  this  the  memorial 
which  was  sent  to  the  Government  the  other  day 
from  this  city  of  beggars  by  the  sea,  as  I  call  it, 
for  a  grain  elevator.  They  are  every  day  sending 
memorials  to  the  Government,  and  now  they  want 
$120,000  more  from  the  tax-payers  of  the  country  in 
order  to  satisfy  the  ambition  of  the  citizens  of  St. 
John  who  are  too  indolent  to  do  anythingfo’r  them¬ 
selves.  They  demanded  the  construction  of  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  to  their  doors,  know¬ 
ing  the  results  that  would  follow  as  well  as 
I  did.  They  knew  that  it  would  be  a  com¬ 
petitive  line  against  our  great  national  highway 
which  formed  part  of  the  compact  under  which 
we  entered  the  Union  ;  yet  they  demanded  it,  thus 
diverting  traffic  from  our  great  national  highway 
to  the  line  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway.  Now, 
Sir,  it  is  no  use  mincing  this  matter.  I  am  not 
here  simply  because  I  am  a  Conservative,  believing 
in  and  admiring  the  policy  of  the  Conservative 
party.  I  do  not  suppose  there  is  a  man  who  more 
fully  believes  in  the  Conservative  party  and  its 
policy  than  I  do.  But  if  I  have  to  vote  in  favour 
of  a  grant  of  $200,000  for  the  purchase  of  the 
Harris  property  in  St.  John,  then  I  want  to  go 
back  to  my  people  and  tender  to  them  my  resigna¬ 
tion,  saying  to  them  :  I  cannot  any  longer  repre¬ 
sent  you  in  an  honest  way,  and  you  must  select 
some  other  man  to  carry  out  your  ideas.  I  must 
do  that  before  I  can  justify  such  a  vote  as  my  friends 
are  trying  to  justify  to-night.  I  know  the  city  of 
St.  John  as  well  as  my  friend. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  No,  you  don’t. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  J  do.  Time  and  again  I  have 
helped  to  elect  you,  and  you  cannot  win  an  election 
on  the  policy  you  are  pursuing  to-night.  You  are 
to-night  committing  a  public  crime  against  the 
people  of  our  province.  You  are  attempting  to 
force  an  opinion  upon  this  legislature  which  is  not 
true.  There  is  no  principle  upon  which  it  can  be 
justified.  You  cannot  produce  any  evidence  to 
justify  this  legislature  voting  $200,000  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  this  property.  My  hon.  friend  knows  it ; 
he  is  acquainted  with  all  the  facts  ;  he  has  all  the 
evidence  around  him,  and  I  can  appeal  to  the 
evidence.  If  I  go  to  the  Ministers  on  my  bended 
knees  and  present  an  honest  claim  on  behalf  of  my 
county,  I  am  told  :  We  desire  to  exercise  econo¬ 
my  at  present,  and  I  agree  to  that.  Well,  if  that 
be  the  answer  to  me,  then  I  say  to  my  hon.  friend 
here  :  I)o  not  ask  the  Government  to  vote  $200,000 
for  the  purchase  of  property  which  is  not  required, 
which  no  practical  man,  from  the  chief  engineer  of 
the  Government  down  to  any  workman  on  the  rail¬ 
way,  will  say  is  required  for  the  convenience  of  the 
railway  or  the  public.  For  these  reasons,  I  am 
constrained,  if  I  have  to  vote  alone  to-night,  to 
vote  against  the  resolution  for  appropriating 
$120,000  for  this  purpose. 

Mr.  BOWERS.  I  w’as  in  St.  John  four  or  five 
weeks  ago,  and  in  conversation  with  some  gentle¬ 
men  there  this  matter  was  brought  up.  Some  of 
the  cicizens  asked  me  if  the  Government  thought 
of  paying  $200,000  for  this  land.  I  told  them  I  had 
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not  heard  much  about  it  beyond  what  I  had  seen 
in  the  newspapers.  Well,  they  said  it  was  an 
outrage  for  the  Government  to  pay  $200,000  for 
this  piece  of  land  ;  and  some  of  my  friends  there, 
men  with  whom  I  am  well  acquainted,  told  me 
that  the  outside  value  of  it  without  buildings  was 
from  $35,000  to  $45,000.  One  of  these  gentlemen, 
a  man  of  integrity,  who  would  not  tell  an  untruth, 
is  Thomas  Gorman,  of  the  South  Ward.  He  is  a 
man  of  as  good  a  character  as  any  member  of  this 
House,  a  man  with  whom  I  have  traded  for  fifteen 
or  twenty  years,  and  whose  word  is  as  good  as  any 
man’s  bond.  I  also  conversed  with  a  large  marble 
dealer,  who  told  me  that  this  land  was  not  worth 
more  than  $40,000  or  $50,000  without  the  buildings. 
Taking  the  land  and  the  buildings  together,  I 
would  consider  that  their  value  would  not  be  more 
than  from  $75,000  to  $90,000. 

Mr.  FLINT.  There  is  a  phase  of  this  question 
which  I  think  has  not  been  dwelt  upon  with  as  much 
impressiveness  as  it  ought  to  be,  that  is,  the  action 
of  the  Government  in  undertaking  to  make  a 
bargain  of  this  extensive  character  without  previ¬ 
ously  obtaining  the  assent  of  Parliament  to  the 
expenditure  ;  and  I  think  that  to  a  large  degree  the 
difficulty  in  which  this  committee  is  involved  in 
judging  of  the  wisdom  or  the  unwisdom  of  the 
amount  now  asked  for,  has  arisen  from  the  un¬ 
parliamentary,  at  any  rate,  the  unstatesman-like 
manner  in  which  the  Government  undertook  to  deal 
with  so  large  a  purchase.  The  committee  are  at  a 
great  disadvantage  in  endeavouring  to  act  as  a  board 
of  assessors  in  ascertaining  the  value  of  a  certain 
number  of  square  feet  of  land  in  the  heart  of  a  large 
city — land  encumbered  with  old  buildings,  dwelling 
houses,  old  workshops  and  new  workshops  of 
various  sizes  and  patterns.  Every  hon.  gentleman 
present  must  be  aware  that  to  assess  with  any 
reasonable  degree  of  certainty  the  value  of  property 
of  this  kind,  requires  technical  knowledge,  an 
intimate  local  knowledge  of  the  place  and  a  know¬ 
ledge  of  the  requirements  of  the  railway.  Now, 
this  committee  is  not  in  a  position,  owing  to  the 
lack  of  information  furnished  by  the  Minister  of 
Railways,  to  weigh  all  the  arguments  presented 
here  as  to  the  value  of  this  property  and  as  to  the 
wisdom  of  voting  the  $120,000  now  asked  for  in 
addition  to  the  sum  granted  last  session.  In  the 
first  place,  we  are  confronted  with  the  assessable 
value,  which  is  placed  at  $66,000.  In  order  to 
judge  whether  that  is  too  high  or  too  low  we  have 
nothing  but  the  unsupported  opinion  of  one  of  the 
hon.  gentlemen  representing  the  district  of  St. 
John  ;  and  although  he  is  a  gentleman  of  legal 
acumen  and  of  as  fair  a  degree  of  intelligence  as 
any  hon.  gentleman  in  the  House,  yet  his  opinion 
on  that  subject  is  of  scarcely  any  value,  simply 
because  he  gives  us  no  other  reason  for  supposing 
the  assessment  to  be  too  low  than  the  general  im¬ 
pression  which  he  has  in  his  mind  that  the  assess¬ 
ors  are  disposed  to  value  manufacturing  property 
rather  lower  than  other  property  in  the  city.  We 
know  very  well  that  the  tendency  of  assessors  in 
our  towns  and  cities  is  and  has  been  for  a  great 
many  years  to  overvalue  rather  than  to  undervalue. 
In  the  city  of  St.  John,  where  a  large  amount  of 
taxation  is  required  for  carrying  on  these  public 
works,  the  draining  of  new’  streets,  &c. ,  and  pay¬ 
ing  interest  upon  its  public  debt,  we  know  as  a 
matter  of  fact  the  assessment  is  by  no  means  low. 
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I  am  personally  acquainted  with  many  residents 
of  St.  John,  and  I  know  they  are  always  under 
the  impression  that  they  are  as  well  assessed  with 
regard  to  valuation  and  pay  as  high  a  rate  as  they 
think  they  ought  to  pay.  Here  we  have  the  as¬ 
sessors  value  this  property  at  $66,000.  Well,  the 
Government  have  made  a  private  bargain  with  the 
owners  by  which  they  agreed  to  pay  $200,000  for 
it.  Therefore,  the  transaction,  upon  its  face, 
shows  a  great  amount  of  generosity  on  the  part 
of  the  Minister  or  Deputy  Minister  or  whoever 
made  this  bargain.  Admitting,  then,  that  the  as¬ 
sessment  is  rather  low,  and  that  owing  to  local 
circumstances  and  the  desire  to  press  not  unduly 
on  manufacturers,  the  assessors  have  valued  this 
property  lower  than  they  do  general  property 
throughout  the  city,  we  have  still  the  valuation 
placed  upon  it  by  the  owners  in  the  litigation 
which  took  place  recently  in  St.  John,  and  in 
negotiations  with  the  bank  for  further  accommo¬ 
dation  and  assistance,  and  that  valuation,  though 
larger  than  that  of  the  local  assessors,  is 
only  $100,000,  or  less  than  one-half  the  amount 
which  a  generous  government  have  agreed  to  pay 
these  owners.  It  is  contended  by  gentlemen  who 
have  been  active  in  connection  with  these  negoti¬ 
ations,  and  who  appear  to  be  anxious  that  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  should  get  the  extra  accommo¬ 
dation  which  they  profess  to  believe  is  required  in 
the  city  of  St.  John,  that  this  representation  of 
the  company  to  the  bank  and  the  affirmations  by, 

I  believe,  the  majority  of  the  company  in  litigation, 
as  to  the  value  of  the  property  are  altogether  too 
low.  Without  combatting  their  assertions,  J  com¬ 
plain,  as  a  member  of  this  committee,  that  we  are 
not  placed  in  a  position  to  verify  the  truth  of  these 
observations  made  by  the  hon.  gentleman  or  the 
correctness  of  the  statement  made  by  the  owners 
and  their  representatives  in  this  litigation  and  these 
negotiations.  There  is  another  point  I  ^esire  to 
call  attention  to,  and  that  is  the  character  of  the 
bargain  made  on  the  part  of  the  Government  with 
the  owner  or  owners  of  this  property.  It  seems 
that  there  is  a  considerable  section  of  the  property 
located  in  the  centre  or  very  near  the 
centre,  which  does  not  belong  to  the  Harris 
Company,  but  to  other  owners  or  estates,  and 
which  has  been  for  a  longer  or  a  shorter  period  of 
time  under  lease  to  this  manufacturing  company  ; 
but  the  bargain  which  the  Government  has  made 
has  been  with  persons  professing  to  represent  the 
ownership  of  these  leased  lands.  They  did  not 
negotiate  or  make  any  terms  with  the  owners  of 
the  Mackenzie  and  DeVeber  estate  property,  but 
with  the  persons  who  have  this  property  only 
subject  to  a  lease,  to  sell  them  the  remainder  of 
the  DeVeber  estate  for  an  amount  not  yet  ascer¬ 
tained.  Did  not  this  afford  an  opportunity  for  an 
improper  exercise  of  their  influence  with  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  on  the  part  of  persons  who  have  been 
negotiating  with  the  Government  ?  Let  us  sup¬ 
pose  this  matter  went  through  without  any  dis¬ 
cussion,  and  supposing  there  were  scheming  per¬ 
sons,  persons  intending  to  make  an  improper  use 
of  the  position  they  occupy  with  reference  to  this 
property,  and  let  us  see  what  opportunity  has 
been  given  them  by  the  form  which  the  negotia¬ 
tions  have  taken.  We  will  suppose  a  private 
agreement  between  the  controllers  of  the  Harris 
estate  or  any  outside  parties  that  the  Government 
should  pay  $200, 000,  and  then  they  undertake  to 


make  a  private  agreement  with  the  owners  of  this 
estate  to  obtain  the  property  for  a  sum  per¬ 
haps  much  less  than  these  parties  might  ob¬ 
tain  for  it  by  a  fair  arbitration  through  the 
Exchequer  Court  or  any  other  means  by  which  land 
is  expropriated  for  public  purposes.  The  contract 
may  have  been  secured  by  a  bond  or  some  other  obli¬ 
gation  from  the  owners  to  sell  at  a  certain  price  ; 
and  then  these  parties  could  set  the  machinery  of 
the  law  in  operation  and  obtain  from  the  Govern¬ 
ment  a  sum  much  larger  than  they  agreed  to  pay 
the  real  owners.  I  think  the  transaction,  while  it 
may  have  been  perfectly  honest  on  the  part  of  the 
Minister  of  Railways,  considering  he  is  dealing  with 
an  enormous  sum  of  money  and  with  public  inter¬ 
ests,  has  not  been  conducted  in  the  form  which  the 
spirit  and  intention  of  the  law  requires.  I  think 
all  such  transactions  as  the  expropriation  of  land 
belonging  to  estates  should  be  done  in  an  open 
manner,  and  that  the  arbitrators,  no  matter  how 
estimable  they  may  be  as  citizens,  should  not  be 
the  private  friends  and  supporters  of  the  Adminis¬ 
tration  negotiating  in  this  matter.  Admitting  that 
the  character  and  reputation  of  the  gentlemen  al¬ 
luded  to  by  the  hon.  member  for  St.  John  to-night 
are  all  that  he  described,  admitting  they  are  men 
of  long  standing  in  the  community  and  high  per¬ 
sonal  character,  we  have  no  guarantee  that  their 
judgment  on  this  question  is  of  any  more  value  than 
would  be  the  judgment  of  any  hon.  member  in  this 
House.  I  know  there  are  hon.  gentlemen  on  the  other 
side  and  on  this  whose  characters  stand  high,  whose 
reputations  are  in  every  way  equal  to  that  eulo¬ 
gized  by  the  hon.  member  for  St.  John,  and  yet 
their  estimation  of  the  value  of  a  certain  numbei 
of  square  feet  of  land  covered  with  buildings  of 
different  character  would  not  be  worth  the  paper 
it  is  written  on.  What  the  committee  ought  to 
have  is  an  estimate  based  upon  a  fair  arbitration 
with  full  opportunity  given  for  investigation 
through  the  courts.  This  seems  to  me  merely  the 
private  opinion  of  two  merchants  of  the  city  of  St. 
John,  not  especially  qualified  to  give  a  valuation. 
Let  us  look  at  the  valuation  they  gave.  If  their  opi¬ 
nions  is  of  any  value  at  all,  the  Government  should 
have  offered  the  Harris  Company  $60,000  more 
than  they  did.  Their  estimates  seem  to  me  enor¬ 
mous,  in  the  light  of  the  opinion  thrown  upon  this 
question  by  the  hon.  member  for  Northumberland 
and  the  estimates  given  by  this  other  gentleman 
who  was  referred  to  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Queen’s.  One  of  these  arbitrators  valued  this  pi  o- 
perty  at  something  like  $319,000  ;  another  valued 
it  at  about  $349,000  ;  and  yet  we  find  the  owners 
of  the  estate  glad  to  take  $200,000.  Compared 
with  the  one  valuation  there  is  a  falling  off  of 
$119,000  and  with  the  other  a  falling  off  of 
something  like  $150,000.  Take  out  the  value 
of  the  buildings,  and  even  then  the  owners 
have  been  gratified  to  accept  a  sum  far  below 
the  estimates  made  by  these  gentlemen,  upon 
whose  knowledge  such  great  reliance  appeals  to  be 
placed.  The  very  fact  that  they  made  an  excessive 
estimate  is  as  much  against  their  standing  as  valu¬ 
ators  as  if  they  had  made  an  absurdly  low  estimate. 
It  simply  shows  that  they  had  not  the  sufficient 
knowdedge  to  make  a  reasonable  estimate  of  the 
value.  When  such  a  great  discrepancy  of  opinion 
is  manifested  as  shown  by  the  evidence  w  e  ha\  e 
had  before  the  House,  when  such  a  great  difference 
of  opinion  is  given  by  ordinary  residents  of  St. 
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John,  one  claiming  that  the  property  is  not  worth 
over  $45,000,  and  another  claiming  that  it  is  worth 
something  like  $300,000,  does  not  this  wide 
divergence  on  the  part  of  men  of  ordinary  intelli¬ 
gence  and  good  business  capacity  show  that  the 
Government  has  proceeded  by  wrong  methods  in 
securing  the  land  which  they  propose  to  acquire 
for  the  extension  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  in 
that  district  ?  The  Minister  did  not  lay  before  the 
House  any  very  detailed  reasons  why  this  extra¬ 
ordinary  accommodation  is  required.  I  know  tjhat 
there  has  been  a  great  falling  off  of  the  traffic  on 
the  Intercolonial  Railway.  I  know  that  there  are 
extraordinary  efforts  to  be  made  during  the  next 
year  or  two  to  cut  down  the  expenses  of  running 
that  road.  If  additional  accommodation  is  required 
it  seems  to  me  that  very  strong  reasons,  at  any 
rate  stronger  than  I  have  heard  so  far  in  this 
discussion,  should  be  given  to  the  House  to 
show  why  this  land  is  required.  Last  session 
we  were  asked  for  $80,000  for  this  purpose, 
and  reasons  were  then  given  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  seemed  to  think  fair,  and  the  sum  was  ap¬ 
propriated.  At  that  time,  it  was  only  in  contemp¬ 
lation  to  take  a  strip  of  this  land,  and  $80,000  was 
deemed  to  be  sufficient  for  that  purpose.  Why 
this  sudden  change,  and  the  desire  to  get  a  larger 
quantity  of  land  on  the  northern  part  of  the  road  ? 
I  think  hon.  members  must  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  behind  this  there  are  reasons  that  cannot  be 
given  to  the  House.  Of  course,  it  is  difficult  to 
seriously  charge  members  of  the  Government  or 
members  of  the  House  sitting  behind  them  with 
corrupt  and  improper  purposes  in  carrying  out  a 
bargain  which  appears  to  be  so  absurd  and  so  ex¬ 
tortionate,  but  knowing  the  complaints  which  have 
been  made  for  so  many  years  in  regard  to  the  way 
in  which  public  funds  have  been  used,  are  we  not 
justified  in  assuming  until  the  proof  to  the  contrary 
is  clearly  laid  before  us  that  the  lands  are  fully 
worth  the  amount  asked  for,  that  there  is  something 
behind  the  transaction  which  is  not  in  the  public 
interest  ?  At  any  rate,  I  think  this  difficulty  has 
arisen  from  the  Government  undertaking  to  carry 
out  so  large  a  purchase  as  a  mere  private  transac¬ 
tion.  Members  of  the  Ministry,  heads  of  depart¬ 
ments  ought  not  to  deal  with  matters  of  this 
kind  as  if  they  were  private  transactions. 
There  was  no  great  public  emergency  demanding 
that  this  land  should  be  secured  upon  a  moment’s 
notice.  There  was  no  wild  rush  of  English  specu¬ 
lators  or  manufacturing  concerns  anxious  to  buy 
this  property  in  at  a  tremendous  sacrifice.  Steps 
could  have  been  taken  to  secure  this  property  by 
expropriation,  and  all  the  necessary  proceedings 
should  have  been  taken  fairly  and  above  board  ; 
but  by  this  action,  so  very  hasty  and  so  very  un¬ 
wise,  I  think  the  Government  has  laid  itself  open 
to  censure,  and,  from  the  information  they  have 
themselves  given,  they  have  given  reasons  to  con¬ 
clude  that  the  undue  speculative  haste  which  they 
used  showed  that  there  was  something  behind  this 
transaction  which  has  not  been  disclosed.  Had 
the  Government  asked  the  committee  for  an  appro¬ 
priation  for  this  purpose,  the  question  could  have 
been  discussed  by  members  on  both  sides,  and  the 
Government  could  have  been  guided  by  the  opinion 
of  their  own  supporters,  because  I  do  not  suppose 
that  they  were  guided  by  the  opinions  of  members 
on  this  side  of  the  House,  previous  to  the  bargain 
being  made,  but,  having  once  made  the  bargain, 
Mr.  Flint. 


they  feel  bound  to  carry  it  out  by  a  false  sense  of 
responsibility  to  those  with  whom  they  made  the 
bargain,  and  unless  they  take  a  step  backwards, 
which  they  think  would  be  hostile  to  their  dignity,, 
they  are  not  in  a  position  to  retreat  from  an  ill- 
advised  bargain  into  which  they  have  solemnly 
entered.  Thus,  they  place  themselves  and  the 
House  in  a  false  position,  and  they  call  upon  their 
supporters  to  sustain  them  in  that  false  position  in 
which  they  would  not  have  been  if  they  had  pro¬ 
ceeded  by  way  of  expropriation. 

Mr.  LISTER.  This  is  a  matter  which  effects  not 
only  the  Maritime  Provinces,  but  all  the  rest  of 
the  Dominion,  and  it  is  a  subject  upon  which  I 
think  no  member  who  takes  exception  to  the  con¬ 
duct  of  the  Minister  of  Railways  should  remain 
silent.  One  naturally  asks  himself,  when  this  pro¬ 
position  is  laid  before  the  House,  why  is  it  that  the 
Government  should  at  this  particular  period  ask 
the  House  to  vote  enormous  sums  of  money  for  the 
purpose  of  adding  to  the  property  of  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway  when  it  is  well  understood  that 
at  this  very  moment  the  Government  is  negotiating 
with  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Company  for 
the  turning  over  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  pro¬ 
perty  to  that  company.  I  ask  the  hon.  gentleman, 
to  deny  that  if  he  can. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  do  deny  it  most  emphatic¬ 
ally. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Then  the  organ  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  or  of  three  of  the  Ministers,  has  stated  in 
plain  terms  that  such  negotiations  are  being  car¬ 
ried  on,  and  it  is  somewhat  remarkable  that  the 
Government  should  come  down  and  ask  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  appropriation  for  station  accommodation  for 
these  two  large  cities.  Yesterday  the  Minister  of 
Railways  asked  the  House  to  grant,  and  it  did  grant, 
$152,000  for  additional  station  accommodation  at 
Halifax,  and  we  have  his  statement  that  before 
that  work  is  completed  the  country  may  expect  to 
expend  an  additional  $500,000  or  $600,000,  and  he 
has  already  spent  $900,000.  To-day  he  comes- 
down  and  asks  the  House  to  sanction  the  purchase 
of  this  property  in  the  city  of  St.  John  which 
has  been  purchased,  to  put  it  in  the  mild¬ 
est  terms,  under  the  most  suspicious  circum¬ 
stances.  This  House  has  not  been  made  aware 
who  are  the  real  owners  of  this  property,  but  I 
take  it  for  granted  that  the  owners  are  infants, and 
if  the  hon.  gentleman  wanted  to  carry  out  a  trans¬ 
action  which  would  bear  the  light  of  day,  it  was 
his  duty  to  have  an  expropriation  by  legal  process, 
and  not  to  leave  it  to  the  friends  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  the  city  of  St.  John  to  place  a  valuation 
on  that  property.  These  people  may  be  interested 
in  that  property  or  they  may  not  be,  but  at  all 
events  the  Minister  should  have  had  valuators  ap¬ 
pointed  about  whose  interest  there  could  be  no- 
question.  The  property  is  valued  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment  takes  the  property  at  a  price  which,  accord¬ 
ing  to  a  statement  of  a  gentleman  supporting  the 
Government,  is  double  what  it  it  worth.  The 
Minister  need  not  imagine  that  this  matter  was- 
not  heard  of  before  his  estimates  were  brought 
down  here.  It  has  been  talked  of  ever  since  the 
commencement  of  the  session.  Gentlemen  from 
St.  John  have  talked  about  it,  and  it  has  been  the 
subject  of  discussion  and  conversation  elsewhere 
than  in  St.  John.  All  the  circumstances  connected 
with  it  raise  the  suspicion  that  everything 
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about  it  is  not  perfectly  clear  and  straight. 

I  am  bound  to  say  to  one  hou.  gentleman  who  sup¬ 
ports  the  Government — I  think  the  hon.  member 
for  St.  John  City  (Mr.  McLeod)— that  there  are 
rumours  that  that  gentleman  interested  himself  very 
deeply  in  getting  the  Government  to  purchase  this 
property.  I  am  bound  to  say  that  if  there  is  no 
truth  in  that  statement,  if  the  rumours  are  entirely 
unfounded,  it  is  the  privilege  of  that  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  to  deny  entirely  the  statement  and  to  say  that 
his  motive  in  promoting  the  sale  to  the  Government 
was’ solely  in  the  interests  of  the  country,  and  that 
he  had  no  personal  motive  in  forwarding  the  trans¬ 
action.  Now,  the  evidence  shows  that  this  pro¬ 
perty  was  valued  by  the  owners  of  it  at  $93,000,  and 
we  find  the  Government  paying,  upon  a  valuation 
of  their  own  friends,  the  enormous  sum  of  $200,000 
for  the  property,  a  price,  as  stated  by  a  supporter 
of  the  Government,  doable  its  actual  value.  This 
is  a  matter  that  should  be  enquired  into,  it  should 
not  be  hastily  voted  upon.  The  Government  owes 
it  to  the  country  to  show  that  in  this  transaction, 
a  voluntary  purchase  as  it  was,  they  took  every 
precaution  which  a  shrewd  business  man  would  take 
if  he  was  making  the  purchase  for  himself.  I  sub¬ 
mit  that  the  evidence  does  not  show  that,  and  I 
feel  that  this  committee  would  be  failing  in  its  duty 
did  it  permit  this  item  to  pass  unquestioned,  and 
without  hon.  gentlemen  carrying  it  by  a  majority 
of  the  votes  of  this  House. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  I  was  out  while  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  was  speaking,  but  I  am  just  now  told  that  he 
made  some  reference  to  me.  I  would  ask  him  to 
repeat  it. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  said  that  this  matter  was  a  sub¬ 
ject  of  comment,  was  a  subject  of  conversation, 
since  the  session  opened,  by  hon.  gentlemen  who 
come  from  his  own  province,  nay  more,  who  come 
from  his  own  town  ;  and  the  statement  has  been 
broadly  made  that  the  interest  the  hon.  gentleman 
took  in  promoting  this  transaction,  was  not  entirely 
an  unselfish  one. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  Well,  Sir,  all  I  can  say  is  that 
whether  the  statement  is  made  by  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  himself  on  his  own  responsibility,  or  made  by 
him  on  the  responsibility  of  somebody  else,  or  made 
by  anybody  else,  the  statement  that  I  have  any 
interest  in  the  matter  at  all,  is  entirely  and  abso¬ 
lutely  untrue  from  beginning  to  end,  and  I  give  it 
an  unqualified  and  absolute  denial.  The  hon. 
gentleman  says  he  has  been  told  so  by  men  from 
my  own  town  ;  I  do  not  know  who  they  are.  I 
know  there  is  one  party  who  has  been  going  round 
there  slandering  everybody  in  connection  with  this 
matter  ;  it  may  be  some  party  like  that.  All  I  can 
say  is  that  I  give  the  statement  a  most  absolute  and 
unqualified  denial.  I  am  connected  with  the  Messrs. 
Harris  &  Co.  as  their  counsel  and  solicitor,  and 
have  advised  them  in  their  case  against  the  Halifax 
Banking  Company  which  circumstance  brought  me 
into  connection  with  this  matter.  I  advised  them  in 
taking  their  case  against  the  Halifax  Banking  Com¬ 
pany  before  the  Supreme  Court,  and  have  been 
paid  as  counsel  and  solicitor.  But  I  have  no  more 
interest  in  this  matter  than  the  hon.  gentleman  him¬ 
self. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  desire  to  say,  after  hearing  the 
statement  of  the  hon.  gentleman,  that  so  far  as  I 
am  concerned,  I  do  not  credit  the  rumour  or  the 
statement  I  have  mentioned. 


Mr.  BOWELL.  Before  this  item  is  carried, 
in  justice  to  the  Government  and  in  justice  to 
myself,  I  should  make  some  explanation  of  the 
reasons  which  induced  the  Government  to  pur¬ 
chase  the  property  at  the  price  agreed  upon.  Be¬ 
fore  doing  so,  however,  I  may  say  to  my  hon. 
friend  from  Northumberland  (Mr.  Adams)  that  he 
is  in  error  when  he  states  that  we  took  a  vote  in 
this  House  for  $80,000  to  pay  for  the  property 
which  we  purchased.  Whether  he  was  acquainted 
with  the  whole  facts,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say,  but 
I  have  no  doubt  that  when  he  made  that  statement 
he  made  it  in  good  faith.  The  $80,000  voted  by 
this  House  was,  as  I  explained  at  the  time,  to  pur¬ 
chase  the  triangular  strip  running  from  Lombard 
street  until  it  intersected  the  Moore  property, 
which  had  been  purchased  some  time  previously  ; 
and  the  chief  engineer  was  under  the  impression  at 
the  time  that,  for  the  present  wants  of  the  railway 
that  quantity  of  land  would  answer  our  purposes  ; 
that  portion  of  land  is  about  one-quarter  of  the 
quantity  purchased  for  which  the  $80,000  was 
voted.  I  may  add  that  on  looking  at  the  record  I 
find  I  stated  that  in  asking  for  that  appropriation, 
when  the  question  was  put  as  to  whether  any  value 
had  been  placed  upon  the  property,  I  answered 
something  to  this  effect :  That  a  great  deal 
more  had  been  asked  for  the  property  than  the 
Government  ever  thought  of  paying  for  it,  and 
until  some  arrangement  could  be  arrived  at,  or 
some  step  taken  by  which  the  real  value  of  the 
property  could  be  ascertained,  no  purchase  would 
be  made.  In  order  that  the  committee  may  fully 
understand  this  question,  I  will  read  a  few  re¬ 
marks  I  made  when  this  item  was  under  the 
consideration  of  the  House  last  year.  After  exam¬ 
ining  the  record  I  am  surprised  to  hear  the  hon. 
member  for  Yarmouth  ( Mr.  Flint)  say  no  explana¬ 
tion  was  ever  given  of  the  reasons  why  that  pro¬ 
perty  was  required.  I  am  not  finding  fault  that 
objections  are  taken  to  the  price  paid  ;  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  may  think  the  property  is  not  required, 
that  is  a  matter  of  opinion  which  every  member 
has  a  right  to  express.  All  I  object  to  in  this  dis¬ 
cussion,  and  the  only  portion  of  the  speech  made 
by  the  hon.  member  for  Yarmouth  to  which  I 
think  any  one  can  take  the  slightest  objection,  is 
the  insinuation  that  there  was  something  behind 
it  which  was  not  right,  and  that  it  bore  upon  its 
face,  to  use  a  common  expression,  the  appearance 
of  a  “gross  job.”  For  my  own  parti  repudiate 
that  insinuation  in  the  plainest  possible  language. 
Last  session  when  the  sum  was  asked  for  to  pur¬ 
chase  the  piece  of  property  to  which  I  alluded,  I 
made  these  remarks  : 

“  Although  I  am  not  a  practical  railway  man,  I  was 
satisfied,  when  I  visited  St.  John,  that  the  accommodation 
was  altogether  too  small.  A  high  fence  running  close  to 
the  station  on  the  Harris  property  suggested  that  the 
adjoining  property  should  be  acquired  for  railway  pur¬ 
poses.” 

I  also  read  at  the  time  the  recommendation  which 
had  been  made  by  those  connected  with  the 
Railway  Department,  that  we  should  acquire  fur¬ 
ther  accommodation  ;  and  I  also  pointed  out  that 
in  the  opinion  of  the  chief  engineer  further  addi¬ 
tional  property  would  not  be  required  if  the  Can¬ 
adian  Pacific  Railway  had  not  made  that  point  its 
terminus ;  but  that  the  number  of  trains  which 
were  constantly  arriving  in  that  city,  and  the  in¬ 
creased  quantity  of  freight  arriving  over  the  two 
roads  making  that  point  their  terminus,  made  ad- 
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ditional  accommodation  necessary.  I  examined  the 
property  personally,  and  although  not  being,  as  I 
said  before,  a  railway  man,  I  was  convinced  that 
additional  room  was  required  in  order  to  carry  on 
the  railway  business  properly  at  that  station.  An¬ 
other  reason  which  induced  me  to  urge  upon  my 
colleagues  the  purchase  of  additional  property,  was 
the  fact  that  fires  were  constantly  maintained  in 
these  workshops,  and  that  these  wooden  buildings 
in  which  manufacturing  operations  were  carried 
on,  were  a  constant  menace  to  the  entire  property 
of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  in  that  city  ;  that 
was  one  of  the  reasons  that  induced  me  to  suggest 
to  my  colleagues  the  necessity  of  acquiring  addi¬ 
tional  property.  I  may  inform  the  hon.  member  for 
Lambton  that  those  interested  are  tolerably  well 
grown  infants,  that  in  fact  there  are  no  infants  inter¬ 
ested  in  this  estate  so  far  as  I  know.  I  suggested 
the  propriety  of  selecting  two  responsible  men  in 
the  city  of  St.  John  upon  whose  judgment  reliance 
could  be  placed  in  estimating  the  value  of  the  pro¬ 
perty.  Their  valuations  have  been  given,  and  not¬ 
withstanding — and  I  do  not  say  it  offensively— the 
special  pleading  of  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s 
(Mr.  Davies)  I  think  the  interpretation  placed  upon 
these  valuations  is  not  correct  as  given  by  him. 
What  Mr.  Everett  says  is  this  : 

“  I  consider  that  the  sale  of  the  entire  property,  extin¬ 
guishing  their  rights,  should  be  for  a  sum  which  would  give 
them  per  square  foot  as  much  as  was  given  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  the  Moore  estate  fronting  on  Mill  street.” 

If  that  is  not  a  deliberate  expression  of  opinion  as 
to  the  value  of  that  property,  I  know  not  what  the 
English  language  means.  But  lie  goes  further.  He 
says  : 

“  I  think  that  the  losses  that  must  accrue  to  them  from 
such  a  diversion  of  the  property  would  warrant  pay¬ 
ment  for  such  property  taken  as  would  equal  10  per  cent 
per  square  foot  beyond  the  price  paid  for  the  Moore 
estate.” 

He  first  states,  in  the  plainest  possible  language, 
that  he  considers  as  much  should  be  paid  for  the 
Harris  property  ais  the  Moore  property.  Then  he 
goes  on  to  say  that,  if  you  are  to  consider  the  dam¬ 
age  done  to  them  by  taking  from  them  their  pro¬ 
perty  and  destroying  their  business,  they  should 
have  at  least  10  per  cent  more.  Mr.  Fairweather, 
to  whom  I  referred  a  few  moments  ago,  used  this 
language : 

“  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  land  proposed  to  be  taken 
from  the  Harris  estate  is  of  equal  value  square  foot  by 
square  foot  with  the  land  purchased  and  formerly  occupied 
by  Moore,  fronting  on  Mill  street  (exclusive  of  the 
buildings).” 

Then  he  goes  on  to  say  : 

“  The  balance  of  the  property,  exclusive  of  all  erections, 
would  in  my  opinion  be  20  per  cent  less.  The  two  added 
together  would  make  the  total  value  of  the  Harris  estate, 
exclusive  of  buildings  and  machinery.” 

The  value  of  the  land  as  estimated  by  those  two 
gentlemen  has  been  already  given  to  the  House  : 
By  Mr.  Fairweather,  $  131,153  for  one  piece  of  pro¬ 
perty,  and  the  total  property  $313,437  ;  and  by 
Mr.  Everett,  $141,617  for  one  piece  of  property, 
and  for  the  total  property  $349,666.  The  property 
we  proposed  to  buy  when  we  asked  for  a  vote  of 
$80,000,  was  the  property  which  has  been  valued 
by  these  two  gentlemen,  by  Mr.  Fairweather  at 
$131,153  and  by  Mr.  Everett  at  $141,617.  Whe¬ 
ther  these  gentlemen  were  actuated  by  the  feelings 
insinuated  by  the  hon.  member  for  Both  well  (Mr. 
Mills)  I  will  not  insult  them  by  discussing,  that 
the  Harris  people  might  be  indebted  to 
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these  gentlemen,  and  they  required  to  obtain  a 
large  sum  in  order  to  pay  their  indebtedness. 
Whether  the  Harris  property  is  indebted  to  these 
gentlemen  or  not,  I  know7  not  ;  but  I  wrant  to  point 
out  this  fact,  that  if  they  were  venal  enough  to 
make  an  improper  valuation  on  these  properties, 
and  if  the  case  had  gone  to  the  Exchequer  Court, 
would  they  not  have  verified  their  valuations  by 
their  affidavits  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  My  point  was  this, 
that  people  taken  from  the  city  of  St.  John  were 
not  desirable  parties  to  value. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  That  may  have  been  your 
intention,  but  it  was  not  your  language.  I  admit  you 
did  not  say  they  were  so  actuated  Your  language 
was  that  the  committee  did  not  know  whether 
those  gentlemen  were  actuated  by  a  feeling  of  that 
kind,  that  they  might  or  might  not  have  been. 
What  I  say  is,  that  if  they  were  actuated  by  a 
feeling  of  that  kind  in  making  a  valuation,  then 
would  they  have  hestitated  about  going  into  court 
to  verify  it  under  oath  ?  For  my  own  part  I  do 
not  believe  either  of  those  gentlemen,  from  their 
respectability  and  standing  in  the  community, 
both  as  business  men  and  as  men  who  are  held  in 
respect  by  everybody  who  knows  them,  would 
have  given  an  opinion  other  than  that  they  firmly 
believed  to  be  true.  I  had  another  reason  for  my 
action.  It  has  been  said,  and  more  particularly 
stated  by  the  hon.  member  for  Yarmouth  (Mr. 
Flint),  that  is  was  our  duty  to  have  gone  into 
court.  When  I  recollect  the  sums  that  have  been 
paid  through  the  Exchequer  Court,  particularly 
for  the  St.  Charles  branch  and  land  in  other 
parts  of  the  country,  I  would  hesitate  for  a  long 
time  before  I  would  go  into  court  against  any 
private  individual,  who  could  bring  his  neighbours 
as  witnesses  to  value  land  and  damages  done  him.  I 
do  not  wish  to  be  understood  as  imputing  the  slight¬ 
est  insinuation  that  the  judge  of  that  court  would 
do  wrong.  If  I  understand  the  duty  of  a  judge  it  is 
to  weigh  the  evidence  brought  before  him  and 
render  judgment  upon  that  evidence,  no  matter 
what  his  individual  opinion  may  be.  If  the  parties 
had  gone  into  court  and  sworn  to  the  value  of  this 
land,  as  they  have  placed  it  on  paper,  would  not 
the  judge  have  been  compelled  under  the  circum¬ 
stances  to  have  rendered  judgment  in  accordance 
with  the  evidence,  and  the  country  might  have 
been  mulcted  out  of  double  the  amount  we  paid  for 
the  property  ?  Not  only  is  that  feeling  entertained 
by  myself,  but  the  hon.  member  for  North  York 
(Mr.  Mulock)  used  this  language  in  regard  to  the 
Exchequer  Court : 

“  Mr.  MULOCK.  Does  the  engineer  recommend  the 
purchase  of  this  particular  piece  of  land  for  which  money 
is  voted? 

“  Mr.  BOWELL.  All  he  says  is  that  further  accom¬ 
modation  is  required.  That  is  the  only  land  that  can  be 
purchased,  and  consequently  if  he  recommends  anything 
it  involves  the  purchase  of  that  land. 

“  Mr.  MULOCK.  Does  he  assent  to  that  statement  ? 

“Mr.  BOWELL.  Yes,  he  assents  to  that  statement,  or 
I  would  not  have  made  it.  He  says  more,  that  if  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  were  not  there,  we  would  not 
require  it. 

“  Mr.  MULOCK.  I  hope  the  Exchequer  Court  will  see 
[hat  the  award  is  no  more  than  it  should  be. 

“  An  hon.  MEMBER.  Tell  that  to  the  Exchequer  Court 
judge. 

“  Mr.  MULOCK.  I  would  not  hesitate  to  tell  that  to  the 
judge  of  the  Exchequer  Court.  There  is  very  serious 
ground  for  questioning  the  findings  of  that  court  in  regard 
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to  values  of  land.  Enormous  verdicts  are  rendered 
by  the  Exchequer  Court  tor  lands  expropriated  by  the 
Dominion.  There  is  no  use  mincing  matters.  The  judge 
oftbe  Exchequer  Court,  if  he  is  not  experienced  or  had 
dealings  in  laud,  may  be  very  easily  misled  by  testimony 
as  to  values.” 

With  the  experience  which  the  Government  has 
had,  and  remembering  as  I  do  the  enormous  sums 
that  have  been  given  for  land  which  were  supposed 
a  few  years  ago  to  be  worthless,  1  use  the  word 
advisedly,  along  the  St.  Lawrence,  next  to  Quebec, 
Point  Levis  and  below  Quebec,  the  Government 
would  be  justified  in  giving  even  a  larger  sum  than 
they  might  think  the  actual  value  of  the  land 
rather  than  submit  the  case  to  a  court  in  which 
witnesses  could  be  placed  in  the  box,  not  one 
but  a  dozen  of  them,  to  testify  to  values  and  thereby 
mulct  the  Government  out  of  enormous  sums  of 
money.  These  were  two  of  the  reasons  why  I  sug¬ 
gested,  that  it  would  be  better  to  buy  the  land  in  the 
manner  in  which  it  has  been  purchased.  My  hon. 
friend  from  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright) 
called  my  attention  the  other  evening  to  the  fact 
that  enormous  costs  had  attended  the  North-West 
Rebellion  claims.  There  were  one  or  two  cases 
to  which  he  very  properly  called  the  attention 
of  the  House,  where  the  expenses  were  50  per 
cent  more  than  the  award  paid  to  the  claimant. 
With  these  experiences  before  us,  so  far  as  going 
to  the  court  is  concerned  under  the  circum¬ 
stances  that  I  have  detailed  to  the  House,  I 
think  the  committee  will  see  that  if  it  were  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  Government  to  have  the  land  we  were 
justified  in  purchasing  the  property  in  the  way  it 
was  done.  Neither  I,  nor  any  member  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  so  far  as  I  know',  have  any  personal  know'ledge 
of  the  value  of  this  land, beyond  the  valuation  placed 
upon  it  by  the  gentlemen  who  reside  in  that  city,  and 
who  ought  to  know'  the  value.  I  take  exception  to 
the  remarks  of  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr. 
Mills)  that  these  are  not  the  pai’ties  to  value  the 
land.  I  question  very  much  whether  my  hon. 
friend  from  Bothw'ell  or  the  member  for  Queen’s 
{Mr.  Davies)  or  I  myself,  w'ould  be  the  proper  per¬ 
sons  to  go  to  St.  John  and  place  a  value  upon  the 
property.  The  only  way  we  could  possibly  arrive 
at  a  correct  valuation  would  be  to  ascertain  from 
the  owners  of  property  of  a  similar  character, wdiat 
sum  their  land  in  the  neighbourhood  had  been  sold 
for.  The  hon.  member  for  St.  John  (Mr.  Hazen) 
gave  as  examples  of  what  prices  had  been  extorted 
from  the  bridge  company  for  land  that  certainly 
did  not  lie  in  as  favourable  position  for  busi¬ 
ness  or  for  value  as  this.  Any  one  who  has  visited 
St.  John  must  know  that  to  be  a  fact,  and  yet  for 
small  strips  of  land  enormous  sums  w  ere  paid  by 
the  bridge  company,  and  I  dare  say  that  if  the  hon. 
member  for  Yarmouth  (Mr.  Flint)  or  most  other 
gentlemen  looked  at  the  property,  they  would  not 
think  it  was  w'orth  half  the  amount  that  was 
paid.  Let  me  give  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s 
(Mr.  Davies)  an  illustration  of  the  value  of  land 
in  Charlottetown.  He  knows  that  there  is  a 
small  piece  of  land  that  wras  required  for  the 
building  of  a  spur  down  to  the  wharf  in  that 
city,  and  which  spur  passing  the  mills  as  it  did, 
added  to  the  value  of  the  property  rather  than 
detracted  from  it.  Yet  the  Government  had  to 
pay  some  $3,000  for  that  property  which  was 
supposed  to  be  worth  only  8300  or  $400.  I  walked 
over  that  land  last  fall  when  I  had  the  pleasure 
of  visiting  the  Island,  and  I  do  not  hesitate  to  say 


that  if  I  had  my  individual  way,  I  would  have 
closed  up  the  road  and  pulled  up  the  rails  rather 
than  pay  that  amount  of  money.  I  give  that  as 
an  illustration  of  the  evidence  which  is  submitted 
to  a  court  of  justice  in  order  to  obtain  a  larger 
amount  for  property  than  I  believe,  or  that  my 
hon.  friend  from  Queen’s  (Mr.  Welsh)  believes, 
or  that  this  House  would  believe,  it  to  be  w'orth 
if  they  saw'  it.  I  am  quite  sure  that  my  hon.  friend 
from  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  has  not  seen  the  land 
in  St.  John  or  he  would  not  have  called  it  a  swamp, 
I  walked  over  every  foot  of  it,  and  one  of  the  objec¬ 
tions  I  had  to  the  purchase  of  the  property  was,  that 
portions  of  it  were  too  high,  and  that  if  we  wanted  to 
use  that  portion  which  lies  along  Paradise  Row',  we 
would  have  to  excavate  and  blast  the  rocks.  So 
far  as  the  portion  on  which  the  buildings  are 
erected  is  concerned,  it  is  on  a  level  with  the  main 
street  of  the  city,  and  on  a  level  W'ith  the  track  of 
the  Intercolonial  Railway,  and  it  has  no  more  ap¬ 
pearance  of  a  swamp  than  has  Sparks  street  in  the 
city  of  Ottawa.  There  is  a  spur  running  from  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  on  a  perfect  level  right  into 
the  car  shop,  and  another  one  to  take  the  lumber 
and  whatever  material  may  be  required  in  these 
workshops.  These  are  the  facts  connected  with 
the  purchase  of  that  property.  It  was  argued  that 
although  wTe  might  not  want  the  w'hole  property  at 
the  present  moment,  yet  considering  the  price  w  e 
would  have  to  pay  for  the  triangular  piece  needed, 
it  was  much  better  to  secure  the  whole  property. 
If  wre  only  took  the  triangular  piece  of  land  wre 
should  thereby  destroy  the  whole  business  of  the 
Harris  firm,  and  if  they  went  into  court,  with  the 
evidence  they  would  produce,  I  am  satisfied  they 
would  be  aw'arded  a  large  amount  of  damages  for 
the  destruction  of  their  business.  I  do  not  hesitate 
to  say,  though  I  repeat  I  am  not  a  railway  man, 
that  any  one  who  will  look  at  the  situation  of  that 
property,  and  who  had  any  business  capacity  at  all, 
would  say  at  once,  that  a  large  proportion  of  the 
Harris  property  ought  to  have  been  acquired.  It 
is  the  only  property  in  the  whole  neighbourhood 
that  is  suitable  for  railwray  purposes.  The  fact 
that  it  lies  alongside  the  railway,  and  that  the 
railway  buildings  are  next  to  it,  made  it  neces¬ 
sary,  not  only  in  the  interests  of  the  road  but 
for  the  safety  of  Government  property,  that  certain 
portions  of  it  should  be  purchased.  I  do  not  desire 
to  prolong  this  discussion,  but  I  thought  it  due  to 
myself  and  to  the  Government  that  I  should  have 
made  this  explanation  as  frank  and  free  as  it  should 
be  made.  If  we  have  paid  too  much  for  it,  then 
there  must  be  *a  great  diversity  of  opinion  among 
those  who  value  property  in  the  city  of  St.  John. 
If  my  hon.  friend  from  Northumberland  (Mr. 
Adams)  thinks  wre  are  paying  $120,000  more  for 
the  property  than  that  for  w  hich  we  took  a  vote 
last  year,  he  is  labouring  under  a  misapprehension. 
From  w'hat  I  have  heard  of  the  value  of  property  in 
that  city  similarly  situated,  I  believe  that,  under 
all  the  circumstances,  the  bargain  was  a  cheap 
one  for  the  Government,  and  that  we  would  have 
had  to  pay  a  very  much  larger  sum  had  we  taken 
the  matter  into  court.  The  hon.  member  for  Both¬ 
w'ell  (Mr.  Mills)  says  that  one  of  the  inferences  to  be 
drawn  from  the  transation  is  :  That  if  the  valuation 
placed  upon  the  property  by  the  owner  is  correct, 
or  if  the  valuation  placed  upon  it  by  Messrs.  Fair- 
w'eather  and  Everett  be  correct,  then  we  drove 
a  hard  bargain  witli  the  Harris  estate  and  that  they 
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must  have  been  compelled  to  sell  the  property. 
Well,  we  might  just  as  well  be  frank  about  that 
matter.  The  Harris  estate,  so  far  as  I  can  learn, 
were  obliged  to  sell  the  property,  and  they  asked  a 
much  larger  sum  than  we  paid,  and  after  dicker¬ 
ing,  if  I  may  use  the  expression,  for  a  week  or 
two,  we  made  them  an  offer  to  take  the  whole  pro¬ 
perty  for  $200,000,  believing  it  to  be,  not  in  their 
interest,  but  in  the  interest  of  the  country,  the 
interest  of  the  railway,  the  interest  of  the  busi¬ 
ness  section  of  that  country,  and  believing  that  it 
was  cheaper  than  we  could  by  any  possibility 
obtain  it  under  any  other  circumstances.  I  re¬ 
peat  that  we  believed  that  if  we  had  taken  the 
piece  of  property  required,  and  if  they  had  gone 
to  the  Exchequer  Court,  we  would  pay  nearly 
as  much  for  that  portion  of  the  land  as  we  paid 
for  the  whole  property.  I  may  say  to  the  lion, 
gentleman  that  he  is  altogether  incorrect  in  sup¬ 
posing  that  this  land  is  cut  off  from  outlets.  It 
has  outlets  upon  three  streets. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  That  is, 
lanes. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  No,  there  is  one  lane  which 
gives  the  right  of  way  to  the  Harris  people  to 
reach  Paradise  Row.  The  property  faces  on  two 
other  streets. 

Mr.  LISTER.  From  whom  did  the  Government 
buy  this  property  ?  Who  negotiated  the  sale  ? 

Mr.  BOWELL.  It  was  bought  from  the  Harris 
estate.  Mr.  Robertson  himself  came  to  this  city 
with  the  solicitor,  Mr.  McLeod. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Was  Mr.  Robertson  the  owner  of 
the  estate  ? 

Mr.  BOWELL.  He  was  the  executor  of  the 
estate.  He  is  Mr.  Harris’s  son-in-law. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  I  am  reminded  that  I  voted  for 
a  grant  of  $80,000  for  the  purchase  of  this  property 
last  year.  I  wish  to  say  that  I  did  vote  for  it,  and 
I  clearly  understood  that  vote  ;  but  I  never  under¬ 
stood  by  any  means  that  $120,000  was  to  be  added. 
The  argument  presented  to  the  House  is  this,  that 
the  Minister  of  Railways,  for  reasons  of  his  own, 
from  certain  memorials  given  and  certain  testi¬ 
mony  taken  in  a  peculiar  way,  arrived  at  the  value 
of  this  piece  of  real  estate.  It  is  a  peculiar  idea  to 
submit  to  this  Parliament,  that  the  testimony  of 
certain  men  shall  be  accepted  as  to  its  value,  and 
an  approximate  amount  shall  be  given,  instead  of 
following  out  the  law.  If  I  go  to  the  Government 
to  ask  for  the  adjustment  of  the  claim  of  a  poor 
man,  I  am  told  we  have  expropriated  the  land 
under  the  law,  and  the  proper  place  for  you  to  go 
is  the  Exchequer  Court ;  fight  out  your  battle 
there.  But  to-night  they  have  the  most  in¬ 
genious  method  of  determining  the  value  of  prop¬ 
erty  taken  for  public  uses  that  ever  was  heard  of 
in  this  Parliament  of  Canada.  What  does  my  hon. 
friend  the  Minister  of  Militia  say  ?  He  says  that 
the  property  may  be  found  to  be  required  by  virtue 
of  his  examination.  Suppose  the  property  were 
required  by  the  railway  ;  suppose  the  very 
essence  of  intelligence  governed  the  department  ; 
suppose  the  public  utility  demanded  the  property 
for  the  accommodation  of  the  people  ;  do  you  mean 
to  tell  me  that  that  puts  the  value  upon  the  land  ? 
Is  that  the  way  that  the  Minister  of  Railways  sits 
down  to  ascertain  its  value ?  I  rather  assume  that 
he  possesses  some  knowledge  of  public  works  ;  I 
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rather  assume,  by  virtue  of  the  position  he  holds,, 
and  by  virtue  of  the  completeness  of  every  detail 
of  his  department,  that  no  transfer  or  title  shall  be 
given  by  a  private  individual  to  the  Crown,  unless 
it  is  thoroughly  examined.  The  very  essence  of  the 
position  is  as  to  the  practical  or  merchantable  worth 
of  a  piece  of  property  which  the  Crown  intends  to 
have.  The  Crown  is  only  an  individual  after  all.  It 
is  only  a  trustee  for  me  and  for  every  one  else  who 
lives  in  the  country  ;  and  it  has  no  more  right  to 
pay  out  $200,000  than  I  would  have  as  a  trustee 
for  a  private  estate.  The  Government  must  stand 
at  the  bar  of  public  opinion  to  answer  for  their 
action.  The  very  price  paid  for  this  land  stamps  it 
as  such  that  no  man  in  the  Dominion,  be  he  a  Minis¬ 
ter  or  be  he  a  citizen,  can  justify  voting  $200,000  for 
the  purpose.  No  Conservative,  no  Liberal,  no  Grit 
or  Tory,  can  justify  it.  The  meanest  Tory  that 
sits  here  to-night  cannot  put  out  his  hand 
and  state  that  the  $200,000  paid  for  this  land 
is  an  equitable  price,  by  reason  of  common 
sense,  prudence  or  justice.  It  stands  unparalleled 
in  the  history  of  purchases  under  any  Government. 
There  can  be  no  possible  reason  submitted  in  the 
presence  of  Parliament  or  in  the  presence  of  a  great 
people,  or  in  the  presence  of  any  railway  man  in 
this  country,  to  justify  it.  The  men  who  labour 
day  in  and  day  out,  the  bread-winners  of  the  land, 
the  toilers,  those  who  have  to  work  from  five  to 
seven,  you  meanly  put  on  bread  and  water  ; 
practically,  when  they  ask  you  for  bread  you  give 
them  stones  ;  you  are  crowding  them  out  of  the 
country  now  ;  on  the  bulletin  board  from  north  to 
south,  and  from  east  to  west,  you  issue  your  pro¬ 
clamation,  as  the  old  saying  was  in  Ireland,  “  to 
hell  or  to  Connaught.  ”  The  labourer  cannot  get  his 
pay  from  the  Government,  because  it  was  stated 
the  other  night  by  the  brilliant  young  orator  from 
the  City  of  St.  John,  that  the  agent  of  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway  in  that  city  handled  $200,000  a 
year,  and  received  $60  per  month,  of  which  $28 
was  paid  by  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Com¬ 
pany.  The  Intercolonial  Railway  is  managed  in 
such  a  way  that  its  officials  have  to  be  starved  un¬ 
less  they  can  make  up  for  their  unsufficient  salaries 
by  earning  private  commissions.  Is  that  why  my 
young  friend  the  orator  of  the  City  of  St.  John 
advocates  this  vote  to-night  ?  The  fact  is,  this 
sale  is  wrong.  No  Government  should  ever 
have  submitted  to  this  Parliament  a  vote  for 
$120,000  in  addition  to  the  $80,000  which 
was  taken  last  year.  Let  the  railway  be 
managed  on  business  principles,  and  do  not  let  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Company  issue  their 
show  cards  and  affix  them  to  every  public  post 
throughout  the  country  from  Halifax  to  Point 
Levis,  paying  their  commissions  to  men  who  are 
the  paid  servants  of  the  Government  of  the  co\m- 
try.  Every  man  you  have  to-day  in  your  employ 
from  Halifax  to  Point  Levis  is  advertised  by  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Company  as  the  agent 
of  the  Pacific  Railway,  and  not  the  agent  of  our 
national  highway.  Is  that  the  way  to  run  your 
road?  No  wonder  the  Ontario  men  abuse  us  in 
this  Parliament.  No  wonder  I  hear  words  drop¬ 
ping  from  their  tongues  which  scorch  and  bite  and 
make  me  angry  when  I  hear  them  hurled  at  the 
Maritime  Provinces.  It  is  not  the  fault  of  the 
Maritime  Provinces  or  the  railroad  ;  it  is  the  mis¬ 
management  of  the  railroad  from  end  to  end  which 
has  caused  the  deficit,  and  it  is  no  panacea  to 
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abuse  the  officials.  The  officials  have  nothing  to 
do  with  the  matter.  Let  us  get  down  to  plain 
business  principles.  If  this  were  done  I  would 
guarantee  that  you  would  not  pay  $200,000  for  this 
property  in  the  city  of  St.  John.  Let  any  man  in 
this  House  to-night  read  the  report  of  the  Pacific 
Railway  Company.  Look  at  the  great  octopus  of 
Canada,  and  what  do  you  find?  You  find  them 
with  a  surplus  of  $4,000,000  in  the  hollow  of  their 
hand  ;  and  yet  we  are  paying  out  money  for  the 
support  of  a  railway  which  can  pay  every  day  it 
runs  if  only  properly,  and  all  the  result  we  have  to 
show  is  a  heavy  deficit.  I  submit  that  is  an 
answer  to  my  hon.  friend. 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  It  is  no  answer  at  all. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  I  do  not  think  the  statement  the 
hon.  Minister  of  Militia  made  requires  any  answer, 
because  it  has  not  even  the  merit  of  plausibility, 
and  I  submit  with  much  deference  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  is  much  superior  to  me  so  far  as  that  is 
concerned.  I  submit  that  there  is  no  ground  what¬ 
ever  for  our  voting,  to-night,  this  $120,000. 

Mr.  PERRY.  I  think  this  is  a  matter  upon 
which  hon.  members  of  this  House  should  express 
their  opinion.  I  have  not  heard  it  proved  that 
there  is  really  any  increased  accommodation  re¬ 
quired  for  the  Intercolonial  Railway  at  St.  John. 
W  e  are  told  by  the  Minister  of  Railways  that  the 
traffic  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway  is  lessening. 
In  the  name  of  common  sense,  I  ask,  why  then 
should  increased  accommodation  be  required  at  St. 
John  ?  Where  is  the  increased  traffic  to  come  from 
for  which  we  are  asked  to  put  our  hands  into  the 
treasury  and  take  $200,000  from  the  pockets  of  the 
poor  rate-payers  of  this  country  ?  I  have  not  yet 
learned  that  this  increased  accommodation  is  needed. 
The  Minister  of  Railways  has  not  told  us  that  it  is. 
The  Minister  of  Militia,  in  all  his  elaborate  speech 
which  he  made  awhile  ago — and  I  think  it  is  the 
longest  one  he  ever  made  in  this  House — has  not  told 
us  why  the  increased  accommodation  is  required. 
He  has  not  told  us  where  the  great  traffic  is 
to  come  from  which  is  going  to  fill  up  this  great 
station  house.  I  am  not  aware  how  much  land  he 
expects  to  take,  whether  it  will  be  one  acre  or  ten 
acres  ;  but  I  know  that  while  he  proposes  to  pay 
$200,000  of  the  people’s  money  for  property  in  St. 
John  which  is  not  wanted,  and  which  may  be  not 
more  than  one  acre  of  land,  he  is  far  from  following 
the  same  course  in  Prince  Edward  Island.  I  am 
aware  that  when  the  Government  want  land  in 
Prince  Edward  Island  they  do  not  even  ask  a  man 
what  he  will  take  for  it  but  run  a  snow  fence 
against  his  house  and  take  his  land  and  give  him 
about  $50  an  acre.  That  is  the  way  they  use  the 
people  in  the  Island.  Although  the  Minister  of 
Railways  and  although  the  Minister  of  Militia 
seem  to  be  annoyed  because  of  the  doubt  we  cast 
on  the  honesty  of  the  transaction,  they  have  not 
been  able  to  satisfy  my  mind  that  there  is  any¬ 
thing  honest  in  it.  The  fact  that  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  concerned  in  it  get  so  very  hot  over  the  matter 
is  a  pretty  sure  sign  that  they  feel  the  truth  of  the 
criticism  on  this  side,  because  when  the  truth  is  told 
it  goes  home  and  touches  the  parties  affected. 
If  hon.  gentlemen  coidd  show  us  that  spending 
this  money  would  lessen  the  deficit  on  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway  a-half  or  a-quarter  or  any  reason¬ 
able  amount,  we  would  be  prepared  to  grant  this 
increased  accommodation,  but  we  have  not  been 


shown  where  the  increased  traffic  is  to  come  from. 
It  may  be  an  accommodation  to  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  Company.  I  am  not  much  acquainted 
in  St.  John,  but  I  think  there  is  only  one 
station  there,  and  I  suppose  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  will  have  the  benefit  of  this 
$200,000  which  the  Minister  of  Railways  and 
the  Minister  of  Militia  propose  to  take  from  the 
tax-payers  of  this  country.  Perhaps  the  Govern¬ 
ment  may  make  a  present  of  the  whole  road  to  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  in  a  year  or  two,  as  I  see 
in  the  Government  papers  opinions  are  expressed 
in  that  direction.  The  one  question  before  us  is 
whether  the  accommodation  is  required  at  St. 
John,  and  the  other  is,  if  the  accommodation  is  re¬ 
quired  there,  are  we  not  paying  more  for  the  pro¬ 
perty  than  it  is  worth  ?  Have  the  Government 
made  an  honest  transaction  ?  I  am  not  prepared 
to  say  that  they  have  not,  but  they  may  have  made 
a  very  loose  one  and  a  very  imprudent  one.  They 
may  have  done  business  with  the  owners  of  this 
land  in  such  a  loose  manner  that  the  owners  got 
perhaps  100  per  cent  more  than  they  should  ;  and 
certainly  it  has  not  been  shown  to  us  that  the 
Government  has  got  this  property  for  what  it  is  not 
worth.  I  believe  they  have  paid  a  great  deal  more 
than  what  it  is  worth.  We  ought  to  be  very 
jealous  in  seeing  that  the  money  of  the  people  is  not 
squandered  but  is  appropriated  for  a  good  purpose  ; 
we  ought  to  be  very  careful  to  see  that  the  people 
get  a  hundred  cents  in  value  for  every  dollar  taken 
from  the  public  chest,  and  in  this  case  I  am  afraid 
the  people  have  not  the  worth  of  their  money.  I 
am  afraid  they  have  not  even  fifty  cents  in  the 
dollar,  and,  therefore,  it  is  I  am  not  pre¬ 
pared  to  give  a  silent  vote  on  this  question 
and  allow  the  Government  to  squander  the  money 
of  the  people  without  raising  my  voice  to 
protest  against  it.  Some  years  ago,  when  times 
were  Tar  better  in  St.  John  than  they  are  now, 
when  the  population  was  increasing  instead  of  de¬ 
creasing  as  it  is  now,  and  we  know  that  the  trade 
is  decreasing  as  well  as  the  population  of  St.  John, 
the  railway  accommodation  was  sufficient  ;  yet  in 
the  face  of  that  decrease  of  trade  and  population, 
the  Minister  of  Railways  comes  down  here,  without 
much  ceremony,  and  asks  this  House  to  vote  $200,- 
000  for  property  to  accommodate  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  and  the  Intercolonial  Railway  in 
St.  John,  and  does  not  give  one  word  of  explana¬ 
tion  to  show  that  the  extra  accommodation  is  re¬ 
quired.  I  do  not  know  how  long  the  people  are 
going  to  put  up  with  such  behaviour.  I  am  sure 
chat  the  electors  of  this  country  will  not  be  very 
well  satisfied  with  this  expenditure.  I  am  sure 
they  will  come  to  the  conclusion  that  this  vote  is 
not  to  be  given  on  the  score  of  justice.  The  people 
in  other  parts  of  New  Brunswick  and  in  Prince 
Edward  Island  know  that  when  a  house  is  burned 
by  the  sparks  that  fly  from  an  Intercolonial  Rail¬ 
way  locomotive,  the  owner  has  a  poor  chance  of 
getting  redress.  They  know  that  if  a  horse  gets 
killed  by  the  railway  it  is  impossible  for  the 
owner  to  get  paid  unless  he  happens  to  be  a 
Conservative.  That  has  been  my  experience  for 
the  last  eighteen  years.  The  Government 
do  not  follow  out  the  same  principle  at  St.  John. 
What  is  the  reason  ?  Is  it  because  representatives 
from  there  are  Conservatives?  Must  they  do  as  the 
Government  tells  them,  and  must  the  Government 
do  as  they  tell  it  ?  There  is  one  decent  spot  in  New 
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Brunswick  and  that  is  the  County  of  Northumber¬ 
land,  and  I  am  glad  the  representative  of  that  fine 
county  is  prepared  to  give  an  independent  vote 
and  is  not  ashamed  to  call  a  spade  a  spade.  He 
gives  utterance  to  his  convictions,  and  I  can  see 
very  well  by  the  appearance  of  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  that  the  Ministers  of  the  Crown  did  not 
like  it  a  bit  too  well.  But,  as  badly  as  they  liked 
it,  they  had  to  put  up  with  it.  I  do  not  believe 
they  will  have  the  courage  to  get  up  and  castigate 
the  hon.  gentleman  for  the  wholesome  and  truthful 
lesson  he  has  given  them.  He  has  drawn  a  com¬ 
parison  between  the  Minister  of  Railways  and  the 
Minister  of  Customs  and  the  poor  tax-payers  of  his 
county.  They  are  taking  hund reds  of  millions  which 
do  not  belong  to  them  but  to  the  overtaxed  people 
of  the  country.  If  this  was  their  own  money,  they 
would  be  more  careful.  I  contend  that  these  gentle¬ 
men  who  receive  $8,000  a  year  do  not  pay  as  much 
taxes  into  the  treasury  as  the  poor  fishermen  on  the 
shores  of  Northumberland,  and  on  the  shores  of 
Prince  Edward  Island  and  Nova  Scotia.  Those 
fishermen  pay  more  than  the  Minister  of  Railways 
or  the  Minister  of  Militia  or  even  the  Minister  of 
Justice.  My  hon.  friend  may  laugh,  but  there  are 
a  great  many  poor  people  in  Cape  Breton  who  do 
not  earn  their  money  as  easily  as  he  does,  and  if 
his  constituents  were  here  to-night  he  would  not 
laugh.  I  contend  that,  before  this  committee 
gives  its  assent  to  this  vote,  it  should  be  satisfied 
by  proper  explanation  of  the  justice  of  it,  and 
should  not  simply  have  the  miserable  exciise  which 
is  given  that  the  extra  accommodation  is  required 
in  St.  John.  It  should  be  proved  that  a  reasonably 
fair  and  just  amount  has  been  paid  for  this  pro¬ 
perty,  if  it  is  required  at  all.  Until  I  am  aware 
that  the  Government  have  a  right  to  this  extra 
accommodation,  and  have  made  an  honest  trans¬ 
action  in  purchasing  the  property,  I  shall  record 
my  vote  against  the  appropriation. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I.)  I  am  the  last  man  in  the 
■world  to  object  to  the  reasonable  decisions  of  the 
judiciary,  but,  if  the  statements  made  to-night  by 
the  Minister  of  Militia,  in  his  place  and  on  his  re¬ 
sponsibility  as  a  Minister,  are  correct,  the  sooner 
the  House  votes  to  repeal  the  Exchequer  Court 
Act  the  better.  A  few  years  ago  it  was  contended 
that  the  appraisers  and  assessors  who  were  appoint¬ 
ed  under  the  Railway  Act  and  the  Public  Works 
Act  awarded  too  large  sums  against  the  Crown, 
and  in  order  to  overcome  that,  a  Bill  was  intro¬ 
duced  constituting  an  Exchequer  Court,  and 
appointing  a  judge  of  that  court,  and  yet  to-night 
we  have  the  Minister  of  Militia  stating  in  unmis¬ 
takable  and  clear  language  that  rather  than  refer  a 
question  between  the  Crown  and  a  subject  to  the 
Exchequer  Court,  he  would  make  a  private  con¬ 
tract  with  the  parties,  though  the  amount  might 
be  larger  than  it  should  be,  because  of  the  risk  he 
would  run  of  paying  excessive  damages  by  the 
decision  of  the  court.  .  If  this  impeachment  of 
the  judge  of  the  Exchequer  Court  is  correct,  the 
sooner  the  hon.  gentleman  introduces  a  Bill  to 
repeal  the  Exchequer  Court  Act  the  better.  Hon. 
gentlemen  have  had  the  answer  to  all  their  charges 
and  insinuations  and  slurs  from  an  hon.  gentleman 
who  sits  amongst  them,  the  hon.  member  for  Nor¬ 
thumberland  (Mr.  Adams).  He  told  them,  for  I  took 
down  his  words,  that  alltheirsophistry  cannot  conceal 
the  fact  thatthey  are payingthreetimestoo much  for 
Mr.  Perry. 


this  property.  He  said  :  “  You  are  committing  a 
crime  against  the  public  of  Canada  in  asking  the 
House  to  support  this  vote.”  Further,  he  said  : 
“  If  my  constituents  ask  me  to  support  this  vote, 
I  would  hand  them  my  resignation  rather  than  do 
it.”  If  we  argued  here  for  hours,  we  could  not 
make  the  answer  to  the  Government  as  clearly  and 
concisely  as  one  of  their  own  supporters  has  done, 
and  I  think,  in  view  of  that  statement,  some 
members  will  pause  before  voting  for  this  grant. 
It  has  been  stated  that  the  referees,  Messrs. 
Everett  and  Fairweather,  put  a  valuation  upon  this 
land,  but  I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  they  put 
no  valuation  upon  it,  but  simply  suggested  a  rule 
to  be  applied  to  it,  and  the  Minister  of  Raihvays 
was  as  capable  to  decide  upon  that  question  here 
as  any  citizen  of  St.  John.  They  said  that  as  so 
much  money  had  been  paid  for  the  Moore  property, 
the  same  rule  ought  to  be  applied  to  the  Harris 
property.  The  Minister  could  have  come  to  that 
conclusion  without  the  assistance  of  the  witnesses. 
They  simply  said  that  the  rule  applied  to  the  Moore 
property  should  be  applied  to  the  Harris  property — 
non  constant  that  the  money  paid  for  the  Moore 
property  was  a  correct  sum.  They  do  not  say  it 
was  fair  or  just  or  a  proper  sum  to  be  paid  for  that 
property,  and  therefore  the  committee  is  asked  to 
pass  this  vote  without  a  scintilla  of  evidence  that 
the  amount  is  just  or  fair. 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  I  do  not  propose  to  allow 
language  to  be  put  in  my  mouth  which  I  never 
uttered.  It  is  the  habit  of  the  hon.  gentleman  to 
put  interpretations  on  language  which  was  never 
used.  I  never  impeached  the  judge  directly  or 
indirectly.  I  studiously  guarded  myself  against 
that.  I  said  the  judges  had  no  alternative  but  to 
render  judgment  upon  the  evidence ;  then  why 
should  the  hon.  gentleman  say  that  I  impeached 
the  judges  ?  I  have  as  high  an  opinion  of  the  judge 
of  the  Exchequer  Court  as  the  hon.  gentleman,  both 
personally  and  as  a  lawyer.  I  believe  the  judge  of 
the  Exchequer  Court  to  be  as  honourable  a  man 
as  there  is  in  Canada,  but,  though  I  am  not  a 
lawyer,  I  think  I  am  possessed  of  a  little  common 
sense,  and  I  know  that,  when  witnesses  give 
their  opinions  as  to  the  value  of  property,  the 
judges  have  no  way  of  deciding  except  upon 
the  evidence  before  them.  If  that  is  an  im¬ 
peachment  of  the  judge,  I  was  guilty  of  it. 
If  the  hon.  gentleman  will  read  my  remarks 
as  they  will  appear  in  Hansard ,  he  will  see  that  I 
did  not  impeach  the  judge  or  the  court.  When  the 
hon.  gentleman  coolly  reads  the  statements  of 
Messrs.  Everett  and  Fairweather,  he  will  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  he  is  just  as  wrong  in 
the  interpretation  he  has  given  to  their  language 
as  he  was  in  attributing  to  me  the  misleading  of 
this  House  in  the  language  which  I  used,  for  the 
language  I  used  wras  so  clear  that,  if  a  boy  of  ten 
years  of  age  made  such  a  mistake  as  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  has  made  in  regard  to  it,  he  would  be 
spanked  and  sent  to  bed. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  That  is  ex¬ 
tremely  fine  language  for  a  Minister  of  the  Crown. 
The  hon.  gentleman  is  improving.  We  are 
accustomed  to  his  petulance,  but  I  think,  in  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  position  he  is  in,  and  of  the  office 
he  holds,  he  might  adapt  his  language  a  little  to 
the  situation. 
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Mr.  HOWELL.  I  have  been  sitting  opposite 
you  too  long. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Then  you 
have  not  profited,  as  you  ought  to  have  done,  by 
the  lessons  I  have  given  you.  Now,  with  reference 
to  this  statement  made  by  these  referees,  Mr. 
Fairweather  and  Mr.  Everett,  we  are  perfectly 
capable  of  estimating  the  rule  they  have  laid  down. 
To  all  intents  and  purposes  the  rule  they  have  laid 
down  is  this,  that  property  having  a  very  small 
frontage  is  to  be  rated  equally  valuable  with  pro¬ 
perty  which  has  a  comparatively  large  frontage  on 
streets  in  the  city  of  St.  John.  Now,  we  all  know 
enough  of  the  rules  that  govern  the  value  of  pro¬ 
perties  to  know  that  a  couple  of  gentlemen,  be 
their  respectability  what  you  please,  who  proceed 
to  value  property  upon  that  rule,  are  not  competent 
parties  to  be  trusted  by  the  Government  with 
valuations.  Any  man  who  will  take  this  sketch 
that  is  laid  before  us,  and  will  look  at  the  position 
of  the  Moore  property,  and  will  look  at  the  position 
of  this  other  property  with  a  very  small  frontage 
and  a  great  depth,  will  see  that  it  is  an  entirely 
false  principle  to  apply.  I  have  got  this  to  say, 
that  neither  the  Minister  of  Railways,  nor  the 
Minister  of  Militia,  nor  any  other  hon.  gentleman 
who  has  spoken  on  that  side,  has  given  an  intel¬ 
ligible  or  satisfactory  explanation  of  the  enormous 
discrepancy  between  the  assessed  value  of  these 
properties  and  the  sum  paid  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  I  can  understand  a  moderate  difference 
between  the  assessment  of  properties  and  the  price 
paid,  but  when  I  find  that  land  is  valued  for  tax¬ 
able  purposes  at  .$66,000,  and  that  the  Government 
paid  $200,000  cash  for  it,  it  does  not  require  a 
great  deal  of  proof  to  show  that  there  is  a  strong 
primd  facie  case  made  out  to  support  the  assertion 
of  my  hon.  friend  that  a  monstrously  excessive 
price  has  been  paid  for  this  land.  Nor  did  I  hear 
from  the  hon.  member  from  St.  John  (Mr.  McLeod), 
or  any  of  the  Ministers,  a  sufficient  explanation  of 
the  sworn  evidence  submitted  by  my  hon.  friend 
to  the  House,  that  these  men  had  handed  in 
a  statement — because  that  is  the  declaration 
made  in  the  affidavit — to  their  creditors,  to 
the  Banking  Company  of  Halifax,  whoever 
they  may  be,  in  which  they  themselves  had 
estimated  this  property  at  $93,400.  Until 
they  can  show  more  clearly  than  they  have 
yet  attempted  to  do,  that  there  is  good  ground  for 
disputing  the  statement  these  men  are  reputed  to 
have  made  ;  or  until  they  can  give  a  better  expla¬ 
nation  than  they  have  done  of  the  enormous  dis¬ 
crepancy  between  the  assessed  value  and  the  sum 
we  are  asked  to  pay,  I  say  that  everything  that 
my  hon.  friend  has  stated  as  to  the  excessive  value 
proposed  to  be  paid,  is  more  than  justified. 

Harbours  and  Rivers  — New  Bruns¬ 
wick— Cape  Tormentine  Harbour. . . .  $30,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  W  ill  the  hon. 
gentleman  explain  what  position  this  work  is  in  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  is  only  a  revote  of  part 
of  the  amount  that  was  voted  last  year  to  complete 
that  work.  This  work  has  been  done  in  order  to 
give  the  best  and  shortest  communication  with 
Prince  Edward  Island  at  Cape  Traverse. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  We  desire  to  know 
whether  this  vote  will  complete  the  Cape  Tormen¬ 
tine  wharf  ? 


Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes,  if  it  did  not  complete  it, 
we  would  ask  for  more.  The  work  will  probably 
be  completed  by  the  1st  of  Jidy.  But  as  we  are 
not  sure  of  the  amount  we  may  have  to  pay  out, 
and  as  the  contract  may  not  be  completed  on  the 
1st  of  July,  we  thought  it  would  be  safer  to  have  a 
re  vote. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Can  the  hon.  gentleman 
tell  us  whether  this  sum  will  complete  the  work, 
and  what  the  total  cost  of  the  work  will  be  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  cost  of  the  work  until  the 
31st  December  last,  was  $171,954.11.  It  will  take 
$36,045.89  to  complete  the  work,  which  will  make 
a  total  of  $208,000.  That  will  be  the  total  cost  of 
the  work. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Will  the  hon.  gentleman 
tell  me  what  the  contract  price  was  ;  that  is  the 
present  ?  The  original  contract,  I  know,  was. 
broken. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  present  contract  is  $185,000. 
The  first  contract  was  given  to  Messrs.  Perkins  <fc 
Strong,  but  it  was  taken  over  from  them  and  given 
to  Air.  E.  D.  Murphy,  of  Toronto.  It  was  a  con¬ 
tract  on  schedule  prices,  and  not  for  a  lump  sum. 

Air.  DAVIES  (P.  E. I. )  It  cost  $20,000  or  $40,000 
more  than  the  estimated  cost  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  No  ;  I  think  it  was  very  near 
the  estimate. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  think  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  said  that  $185,000  was  the  estimated  amount 
of  their  contract  ? 

Air.  OUIMET.  No  ;  I  said  that  $185,000  was 
the  amount  of  the  last  contract  with  Mr.  Murphy. 

Air.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
hon.  gentleman  whether  this  wharf  is  part  of  the 
scheme  for  connecting  Prince  Edward  Island  with 
the  main  land  which  was  adopted  some  years 
ago.  The  intention,  I  understand,  is  to  run  a  ferry 
when  it  is  completed.  We  have  spent  $200,000 
on  the  Cape  Tormentine  Wharf,  but  of  course  it  is 
useless  in  itself  until  you  have  a  corresponding 
wharf  on  the  other  side.  I  want  to  ask  the  hon. 
gentleman  what  steps  have  been  taken  to  let  the 
contract  for  the  wharf  on  the  other  side  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  There  is  a  wharf  there. 

Air.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  is  a  very  small  one. 

Air.  OUIA1ET.  There  is  not  sufficient  depth  of 
water  at  the  end  of  the  wharf.  The  question  is 
under  the  consideration  of  the  department,  as 
what  are  the  best  means  of  obtaining  sufficient 
water  at  the  end  of  Cape  Traverse  pier,  whether 
we  should  build  an  addition  to  that  pier  to  deep 
water,  or  dredge  at  the  end  of  the  pier  and 
mouth  of  the  river.  The  sand  has  filled  up  the 
channel  so  that  there  is  only  five  or  six  feet  of 
water  at  low  tide.  The  department  is  examining 
as  to  what  schema  would  be  the  best,  and  especi¬ 
ally  the  cheapest.  We  shall  either  dredge  at.  the 
end  of  the  pier,  or  build  an  addition  to  it. 

Air.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  visited  that  locality 
some  time  ago  and  inspected  the  wharf,  and  al¬ 
though  I  am  not  a  practical  man  myself,  I  had  the 
opportunity  of  having  a  great  many  opinions 
given  to  me  by  local  residents.  I  desire  to  know 
whether  an  engineer  has  made  a  survey  and  pre¬ 
sented  any  plan  to  the  depar  tment.  If  so,  will  the 
Alinister  bring  this  report  down  to  the  House  ? 
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We  have  already  expended  a  large  sum  on  build¬ 
ing  Cape  Tormentine  breakwater,  and  it  is  useless 
until  a  wharf  is  built  on  the  other  side,  and  a  ferry 
is  running.  I  desire  to  aseertain  the  exact  position 
of  affairs,  what  reports  have  been  made,  and  what 
plans  have  been  suggested  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  A  report  has  been  made  by  one 
of  our  engineers,  Mr.  Brown.  He  is  in  favour  of 
building  an  addition  to  the  pier,  which  he  estimates 
would  cost  $42,000.  The  department  has  not, 
however,  decided  to  accept  that  suggestion,  or  to 
adopt  the  other  method. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  Has  the  Minister  any  ob¬ 
jection  to  bringing  the  report  down  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  No. 

Mr.  PERRY.  I  see  no  sum  down  in  the  Estim¬ 
ates  for  Cape  Traverse  wharf  on  the  Island  side. 
What  is  the  good  of  spending  hundreds  of  thousands 
to  build  a  wharf  at  Cape  Tormentine  and  nothing 
on  the  Island  side  ?  We  have  a  right  to  understand 
the  policy  of  the  department  with  respect  to  Cape 
Traverse  pier.  The  Minister  admitted  that  there 
are  only  five  feet  of  water  there.  A  solid  break¬ 
water  would  be  more  profitable  than  dredging,  and 
I  do  not  believe  dredging  would  be  of  much  use. 
I  doubt  whether  the  engineer  will  report  in  favour 
of  dredging  rather  than  solid  work.  In  the  summer 
time  a  boat  crosses  there,  but  it  is  a  small  craft, 
and  a  large  boat  cannot  approach  Cape  Traverse 
wharf.  The  trains  running  have  carried  a  good 
many  passengers  and  freight,  but  when  the  trains 
are  taken  off,  I  suppose  the  people  will  have  to  fall 
back  upon  their  own  resources.  I  have  not  opposed 
any  grant  to  the  Cape  Tormentine  breakwater, 
which  is  I  suppose  a  necessity  ;  but  all  the  money 
should  not  be  expended  on  one  side,  a  portion  of  it 
should  be  expended  on  the  Island,  at  Cape  Traverse 
and  other  places,  for,  as  we  contribute  our  share  to 
the  Dominion  treasury,  we  have  a  right  to  expect 
that  the  Government  will  expend  some  money  on 
the  Island  and  carry  out  works  that  have  been  pro- 
Jectedl5orl6yearsandhavenot  been  yetcompleted. 

River  St.  Lawrence  .  $49,000 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  What  depth  of  water  is 
there  in  the  channel  between  Quebec  and  Mont¬ 
real  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  When  the  works  are  completed 
there  will  be  a  sufficient  depth  of  water  to  allow' 
vessels  drawing  27^  feet  to  pass,  and  the  channel 
will  be  300  feet  wide. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  The  level  of  the  lakes  has 
been  unusually  low.  Has  this  any  effect  on  the  St. 
Lawrence  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  am  informed  by  my  officers 
that  a  reduction  in  the  height  of  water  has  taken 
place  in  the  lakes,  but  not  in  the  St.  Lawrence. 

River  Kaministiquia .  $14,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  observe  that 
this  is  a  revote.  How  is  it  that  the  money  was  not 
spent,  and  what  is  the  position  of  the  work  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  was  too  late  last  fall  to  pro¬ 
ceed  with  the  work.  It  will  be  finished  this  sum¬ 
mer. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  is  the 
total  cost  ? 

Mr.  Davies  (P.E. I.) 


Mr.  OUIMET.  $14,000  will  complete  the 
dredging. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Was  any  dredging  done  there 
last  year  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Was  there  any  appropriation  for 
it? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  In  1890-91,  $25,201  were  spent. 
In  1892,  $15,000  were  voted,  but  only  $817  were 
spent. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Was  there  any  additional  vote 
over  and  above  the  $14,000  voted  last  year  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  No. 

Mr.  LISTER'  Then  no  dredging  was  done  in 
the  summer  of  1891  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  No. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Was  the  work  done  under  con¬ 
tract  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  whole  has  been  done  under 
contract. 

Mr.  LISTER.  How  many  years  has  the  work 
been  going  on  ? 

Mr.  OUIM  ET.  I  understand  it  was  commenced 
in  1874.  Up  to  1891,  $152,994  have  been  expended. 
I  have  already  stated  that  in  1890-91,  $25,201  were 
spent.  The  whole  amount  has  therefore  been 
about  $177,000. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Did  I  understand  the  Minister 
to  say  that  all  the  work  had  been  done  under 
contract  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  work  has  been  going  on 
since  1874,  and  I  cannot  say.  In  1891  James 
Murray  was  the  contractor,  and  the  contract  for 
this  present  year  will  lie  signed  with  Marks  & 
McDonald  in  a  few  days. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Captain  Murray  has  been  em¬ 
ployed  on  the  contract  ever  since  1874. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  cannot  say. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Can  the  Minister  tell  me  who 
has  been  employed  on  the  contract  or  otherwise 
from  1884  up  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  In  1884-85,  contractor  C.  S. 
Barker,  amount  paid  $27*958.80  ;  1885-86,  James 
Murray,  contractor,  amount  paid  $19,537.70;  the 
contract  with  Barker  was  23  cents  a  cubic  yard  and 
to  James  Murray  19  cents  a  cubic  yard.  In  1886-87, 
contractor  James  Murray,  amount  paid  $21,401.60, 
contract  price  18  cents  ;  1887-88  the  amount  paid  to 
the  same  contractor  was  $22,506.30  ;  1888-89  the 
same  contractor,  amount  paid  $28,967.40,  price 
20  cents  ;  1889-90,  amount  paid  $25,000,  contract 
price  19  cents ;  1890-91,  amount  paid  $18,933.50, 
contract  price  19  cents  in  the  river,  and  7  cents  for 
dredging  at  the  bar.  The  contract  price  for  Messrs. 
Marks  &  McDonald  this  year  is  12f  cents. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Was  the  contract  let  by  tender, 
and  did  the  lowest  tenderer  get  the  job  last 
year  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  In  every  case,  I  am  told  by 
my  officer,  the  lowest  tenderer  got  the  contract. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  may  have  been  mistaken,  but 
I  have  been  informed  differently.  Will  the  Min¬ 
ister  tell  me  what  is  the  length  and  the  width  of 
the  dredged  channel  ? 
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Mr.  OUIMET.  The  dredging  was  done  up  to 
the  elevators,  and  beyond  that  point  to  what  is 
called  the  turning  basin,  the  whole  length  is  about 
2$  miles  from  the  river. 

Mr.  LISTER.  What  is  the  depth  of  the  channel 
all  the  way  to  and  at  the  turning  basin  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Sixteen  feet  below  low  water 
mark.  The  turning  basin  will  be  300  feet  in  diam¬ 
eter  when  finished,  and  it  will  be  finished  this 
summer. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  What  is  the  width  of  the 
channel  dredged  below  this  turning  basin  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  An  average  of  150  feet. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Is  all  this  dredging  let  by  con¬ 
tract  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes. 

Mr.  LISTER.  How  many  dredges  have  we  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Sixteen  dredges  in  all  ;  five  in 
Ontario,  five  in  the  Lower  Provinces,  five  which 
have  been  working  between  Montreal  and  Quebec, 
and  one  in  Quebec  now. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Have  you  any  on  Lake  Huron  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  There  are  two  on  the  way. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Where  are  they  to  work  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  One  at  Goderich  and  one  at 
Kincardine. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Has  any  dredging  been  done  at 
Point  Edward  this  year  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Not  by  the  department. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  wish  to  call  the  attention  of 
the  lion.  Minister  to  the  fact  that  the  dredge  has 
been  working  there  for  three  or  four  years,  and  it 
might  as  well  not  work.  Is  it  a  Government  dredge? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  was  working  for  the  depart¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  suppose  the  work  is  paid  for 
by  the  yard  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  No  ;  by  the  hour. 

Mr.  LISTER.  That  is  worse.  For  three  or  four 
years  they  have  been  working  down  with  the  cur¬ 
rent,  and  no  sooner  had  they  finished  their  season’s 
work  that  the  channel  fills  up  again,  and  in  the 
following  year  they  have  to  do  the  work  over  again. 
The  result  has  been  that  the  same  bar  has  formed 
there  every  year. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  There  are  a  great  many  places 
in  Ontario  in  the  same  condition,  and  we  shall  have 
to  continue  dredging,  or  the  harbours  will  soon  fill 
up.  This  year  we  are  not  doing  any  dredging  at 
Point  Edward,  but  I  am  told  that  the  Grand  Trunk 
Railway  Company  are  having  dredging  done  at  the 
same  spot  as  we  did  last  year. 

Mr.  LISTER.  It  is  very  likely  that  if  they  did 
any  they  would  go  to  the  same  spot.  There  is  a 
sand  bar  running  out  at  the  foot  of  Lake  Huron  for 
about  half  a  mile.  The  docks  constructed  there 
seem  to  have  turned  the  current  so  as  to  form  a 
sand  bar  running  diagonally  into  the  river, forming 
an  obstruction  to  navigation  from  which  vessels 
have  suffered  considerable  loss.  This  matter  was 
represented  to  the  late  Minister  of  Public  Works 
four  or  five  years  ago,  and  he  sent  up  a  dredge, 
which  has  been  at  work  for  three  or  four  years 
without  making  any  improvement  in  the  channel, 
because  the  moment  the  dredge  stops,  the  excava¬ 


tion  it  makes  fills  up  again  with  solid  sand.  Ex¬ 
perienced  men  say  that  if  you  dredge  for  a  thousand 
years,  you  will  never  get  the  sand  out  by  the 
method  you  are  pursuing.  I  think  myself  that 
hiring  a  dredge  by  the  hour  is  a  somewhat  expen¬ 
sive  way  of  doing  this  M  ork.  I  would  ask  if  that 
is  the  custom  of  the  department  generally  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  No.  It  is  only  done  when  we 
cannot  do  otherwise.  It  has  not  been  done  this 
year. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  suppose  the  department  has 
abandoned  that  system  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  One  of  our  dredges  from  the 
ship  channel  is  going  up,  and  when  the  ship  chan¬ 
nel  is  completed  we  expect  to  have  some  more  to 
send  to  the  western  lakes,  when  we  shall  probably 
be  able  to  dispense  with  other  dredges  than  our 
own. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Who  had  the  contract  for  dredg- 
ng  at  Point  Edward  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Allan  &  Fleming,  of  this  city. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Was  that  job  let  by  tender  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  They  were  paid  the  usual  amount 
which  it  is  estimated  to  cost  us  when  we  use  our 
own  dredges — $8  an  hour. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Do  you  know  what  the  capacity 
of  the  dredge  was  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  600  yards  a  day,  I  am  told. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  wish  to  ask  whether  the 
channel  in  the  Kaministiquia  River,  where  the 
dredging  is  done,  fills  up  every  year,  and  whether 
it  is  necessary  to  continue  this  dredging  year  after 
year  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  will  fill  up  a  little  at  the  bar, 
but  it  is  expected  that  it  can  be  kept  clear  at  a 
very  small  expenditure  each  year. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  It  is  not  expected  that  it  will 
fill  up  at  the  turning  basin  very  much  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  No. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Is  the  channel  protected 
at  the  mouth  of  the  river  by  side  piers  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  is  not. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  should  think  that  if  such 
piers  were  constructed  the  dredging  each  year 
would  not  be  necessary,  as  the  piers  would  keep 
the  sand  out  of  the  channel. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  would  like  to  ask 
whether  any  steps  are  being  taken  to  remove  ob¬ 
structions  in  the  navigation  of  the  River  Sydenham. 
That  river,  though  deep,  is  comparatively  narrow, 
and  when  the  water  is  high  the  trunks  of  trees  are 
brought  down  into  the  river  and  sunk,  and  serious 
damage  is  done  to  steamers  which  navigate  the 
river  running  to  Sarnia  and  Detroit.  The  matter 
was  brought  to  my  attention  immediately  after  the 
meeting  of  Parliament,  and  I  call  the  attention  of 
Parliament  to  it  and  would  like  to  know  what 
steps  the  Minister  took  to  remove  those  obstruc¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  discussion  has  been  going 
on  as  though  we  were  at  the  item  of  dredging,  but 
that  comes  later  on,  so  that  there  is  no  use  of  having 
the  discussion  now. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  department  has  taken  into 
consideration  the  demand  made  by  the  lion,  gentle- 
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man,  but  I  am  sorry  to  say  that  our  dredging 
plant  will  be  insufficient  to  do  the  work  this  year. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  merely  want  to  draw 
attention  to  one  or  two  points  with  reference  to 
the  hiring  of  dredges  by  the  hour.  This  dredge 
at  Point  Edward  is  hired  at  $8  an  hour  or  $160  for 
twenty  hours.  I  do  not  suppose  it  cost  more  than 
$5,000,  and  it  certainly  does  not  require  more  than 
one-third  the  consumption  of  coal  which  would 
be  used  by  a  first -class  upper  lake  tug,  and  these 
can  be  hired  at  $120.  I  think  $8  an  hour  an  ex¬ 
cessive  rate  for  this  dredge.  She  receives  higher 
pay  than  a  first-class  tug  capable  of  towing  five  or 
six  schooners  up  St.  Clair  River. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  mistaken 
as  to  the  value  of  the  dredge.  I  may  tell  him  it  is 
worth  $35,000. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Do  you  know  what  the  coal 
consumption  is  per  day  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  When  the  item  for  dredging 
comes  up  I  will  have  all  the  details. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  What  works  are  you  doing  in 
the  River  Thames  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  We  are  now  spending  $1,200  in 
order  to  give  a  channel  to  the  good  people  of  the 
Thames. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Coming  back  to  the  Kaministi- 
quia,  I  understand  that  Mr.  Murray  was  the  con¬ 
tractor  last  year  and  the  year  before. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes.  * 

Mr.  LISTER.  Does  the  hon.  gentleman  know 
whether  Mr.  Murray  did  the  work  himself  or  did 
he  sublet  it  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  do  not  know.  It  was  before 
my  time. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  know  something  about  it,  and 
I  understand,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  when  other 
gentlemen  came  here  for  the  purpose  of  putting  in 
tenders  for  this  particular  work,  all  sorts  of  diffi¬ 
culties  were  thrown  in  their  way,  so  far  as  getting 
information  from  the  department  is  concerned.  In 
fact  they  were  given  to  understand  that  this  was 
Mr.  Murray’s  particular  little  nest  egg  and  that  it 
would  not  do  to  interfere,  and  they  complained  it 
was  impossible  for  them  to  get  information  from 
the  department  to  enable  them  to  tender.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  they  say  that  Mr.  Murray  got  the 
contract  without  opposition  or  competition.  I  can 
say  to  the  hon.  gentleman  that,  from  information 
which  I  have,  Captain  Murray  hired  the  dredge  ; 
in  other  words  he  sublet  the  work,  the  work  being 
actually  done  at  a  considerably  less  price  than  the 
Government  paid,  Mr.  Murray  getting  the  differ¬ 
ence  as  compensation  for  having  acquired  the  con¬ 
tract.  Furthermore  the  dredge  was  an  American 
dredge  brought  into  Canada  free  of  duty.  If  that 
is  the  real  state  of  affairs,  all  that  I  can  say  is  that 
it  is  not  particularly  creditable  to  the  department. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  Before  the  item 
is  adopted,  I  may  say  that  a  similar  discussion  took 
place  on  the  same  item  in  the  Estimates  last  session. 
The  hon.  member  for  Kent  then  brought  up  the 
question,  as  the  hon.  member  for  Lambton  brings 
it  up  to-night.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  evidently 
under  a  misapprehension.  I  was  one  of  those  who 
bid  on  that  work  when  it  was  advertised  by  the  de¬ 
partment,  and  I  can  say  this  conscientiously  that 
Mr.  Ouimet. 


Mr.  Murray’s  tender  was  the  lowestamong  a  number 
of  tenders.  With  regard  to  the  dredge,  Captain 
Murray,  I  understand,  did  some  lifting  work  and 
there  was  not  another  dredge  on  Lake  Superior  to 
do  that  work.  Now,  the  complaint  that  any  one 
came  to  Ottawa  and  did  not  receive  courtesy  at  the 
hands  of  the  officials  of  the  department  cannot  be 
correct,  because  I  never  heard  of  a  contractor  who 
came  here  to  look  over  estimates  or  specifications 
who  did  not  receive  every  courtesy.  Last  year  the 
complaint  was  that  there  was  not  a  plan  in  the  de¬ 
partment  which  the  gentlemen  mentioned  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Kent  could  see.  But  there  is  no 
plan  for  this  work.  It  is  so  much  material  to  be 
excavated  by  the  dredge  on  which  you  are  paid  by 
the  yard.  Some  years  it  was  widening  a  channel ; 
this  year  it  is  making  and  deepening  basins  and 
probably  taking  something  off  the  sides  of  the 
channel  ;  and  no  engineer  can  make  a  plan  upon 
which  a  contractor  could  give  any  weight  intel¬ 
ligibly.  As  far  as  the  contract  is  concerned,  I  think 
it  was  an  honest  deal.  Captain  Murray,  being  the 
lowest  bidder,  got  the  contract. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  I  remember  this  transac¬ 
tion  was  referred  to  last  year  when  the  circum¬ 
stances  were  about  as  follows  The  work  was 
advertised,  and  it  was  said  in  the  advertisement 
that  all  information  could  be  obtained  from  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  at  Ottawa.  The  Chat¬ 
ham  Dredging  Company,  then  having  a  large  and 
powerful  dredge  for  which  they  had  little  to  do, 
sent  their  manager  to  Ottawa  tolook  over  the  plans 
and  specifications  and  ascertain  the  amount  of 
work  to  be  done  and  the  price.  There  were  two  or 
three  things  necessary  to  enable  a  contractor  to 
tender.  First,  there  was  the  distance  the  earth 
would  have  to  be  carried  before  being  dumped,  and 
secondly  the  depth  of  the  cut.  It  is  well  known 
that  if  the  department  required  a  dredge  to  only 
cut  out  say  one  foot  deep  they  cannot  do  it  as 
cheaply  as  though  the  cut  was  three  or  four  feet 
deep.  It  was,  therefore,  absolutely  necessary  that 
the  contractor,  before  he  could  tender  intelligently, 
should  know  what  the  department  wanted  to 
take  up. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  contractors  visit  the  places 
themselves. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  That  is  true,  but  the  Public 
Works  Department  have  never  let  a  contract  with¬ 
out  having  a  map  or  plan  showing  the  work  re¬ 
quired. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Unfortunately  there  was  no 
plan  in  this  case. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  I  know  that  the  Department 
of  Public  Works  has  never  advertised  for  Avork  to 
the  extent  of  $25,000  or  $30,000  without  sending 
an  engineer  to  make  a  plan  or  map.  In  regard  to  a 
little  work  done  in  my  own  county  for  which  only 
$4,000  or  $5,000  was  appropriated,  they  had  the 
full  map  of  the  whole  thing,  showing  the  depth  of 
the  water,  the  amount  to  be  remo\Ted  and  all  par¬ 
ticulars  before  they  advertised  for  tender's,  and  it 
would  be  strange  if  the  depth  would  not  folloAV  the 
plan  adopted  by  every  business  man.  The  mana¬ 
ger  of  the  Chatham  Dredging  Company  came  here 
last  year  in  reference  to  this  matter. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  hope  the  hon.  gentleman  is 
not  going  to  give  us  a  rehearsal  of  all  the  com¬ 
plaints  of  the  contractors.  If  he  asks  for  inform- 
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ation  before  the  Public  Accounts  Committee  he 
will  be  able  to  see  that  the  officials  of  the  depart¬ 
ment  are  not  to  blame. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  And,  as  the  hon.  gentleman 
gave  us  a  full  speech  on  this  subject  last  year,  and 
the  whole  question  was  threshed  out  then,  I  hope 
he  will  not  do  it  again. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  a  per¬ 
fect  right  to  talk  to  this  House,  and  you  cannot 
shut  him  down. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  do  not  want  to  shut  him 
down,  but  he  is  enquiring  in  reference  to  matters 
which  took  place  two  years  ago,  and  it  is  not  per¬ 
tinent  to  the  question  now  before  the  committee. 

Mr.  LISTER.  It  is  pertinent. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  This  is  a  matter  of  two  years 
ago. 

Mr.  LISTER.  He  has  a  perfect  right  to  enquire 
into  it  and  to  find  out  all  about  it.  He  has  a  per¬ 
fect  right  every  session  of  Parliament  to  ascertain 
the  facts  in  regard  to  it,  and  if  hon.  gentlemen 
think  they  can  shut  down  discussion  in  this  way, 
they  are  very  much  mistaken. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  wishes  to 
proceed  with  business,  this  is  not  the  best  way  to 
do  it.  I  do  not  wish  to  prevent  discussion,  but 
this  matter  has  been  fully  debated. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  The  hon.  member  for  Algoma 
(Mr.  Macdonell)  brought  It  up  first  and  justified 
himself  in  doing  so. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  Yes,  and  the  hon. 
gentleman  is  using  the  same  words  that  he  used 
last  session  when  this  was  under  discussion.  It  is 
true  that  you  cannot  shut  a  member  off,  but  I 
think  it  shows  a  great  want  of  taste  and  is  a  waste 
of  valuable  time  for  him  to  go  over  word  by  word 
the  same  thing  which  he  said  in  a  previous  session. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  himself  has 
gone  over  the  same  thing  that  he  stated  word  by 
word. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  In  explanation 
to  you. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  do  not  ask  any  explanation 
from  you.  If  I  want  any  information,  1  will  ask 
the  Minister. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  think  the  hon.  gentleman  will 
agree  with  me  that  it  is  not  fair  to  attack  the 
officials  of  the  department  here  where  they  cannot 
reply.  The  facts,  as  I  have  said,  are  not  what 
have  been  alleged.  If  the  officials  have  been  guilty 
of  any  negligence,  you  may  state  that  in  the  proper 
place,  and  I  will  give  you  every  opportunity  to 
investigate  the  matter. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  This  is  assur¬ 
edly  the  proper  place. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  My  officials  cannot  speak  here, 
and  it  is  not  fair  that  the  officials  who  cannot 
answer  should  be  attacked  here.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man’s  speeches  will  go  to  the  public  without  ex¬ 
planations  from  my  officials. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  misunder¬ 
stands  his  position.  Does  he  mean  that  there  is  to 
be  no  discussion  here  because  it  may  reflect  on  the 
conduct  of  some  of  his  officials  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  These  charges  were  refuted  last 
session. 
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Mr.  LISTER.  Not  refuted.  Does  the  hon. 
gentleman  mean  to  say  that,  because  he  cannot 
answer  or  because  these  matters  were  not  within 
his  own  knowledge,  as  he  w^as  not  then  at  the  head 
of  the  department,  they  are  not  to  be  discussed  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  did  not  say  that  I  could  not 
answer,  but  I  said  that  my  officials  could  not 
answer,  and  from  my  knowledge  of  my  officials  I 
am  sure  that  what  they  say  is  correct,  and  I  am 
ready  to  give  the  hon.  gentleman  any  advantage  or 
opportunity  to  prove  the  accusations  he  has  made. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  surely 
forgetting  himself. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  am  not  forgetting  myself,  but 
I  do  not  forget  those  who  have  a  right  to  be  pro¬ 
tected  here. 

Mr.  LISTER.  No,  they  are  not  supposed  to  be 
here,  and  you  are  violating  the  law  of  Parliament 
by  having  them  here,  and  you  ought  to  know  that 
that  is  the  law. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  That  is  a  new  law. 

Mr.  LISTER.  No  strangers  have  any  right  to 
be  here.  If  any  Minister  were  to  say,  I  will  not 
answer  your  question  because  it  refers  to  matters 
of  two  or  three  years  ago,  and  I  do  not  remember 
anything  about  it,  and  I  will  ask  my  officials,  we 
would  get  no  answer  at  all  unless  the  officials  were 
here.  Of  course,  the  hon.  gentleman  has  only  been 
in  his  present  position  for  a  short  time,  and  I  do 
not  suppose  he  has  mastered  all  its  details.  But 
we  have  this,  that  the  Chatham  Dredging  Com¬ 
pany  appeared  here  for  the  purpose  of  getting  in¬ 
formation  to  enable  them  to  tender  for  this  con¬ 
tract,  and  they  claim  that  they  were  improperly 
used  by  officials  in  the  Railway  Department.  They 
say  they  did  not  get  fair-play,  and  my  hon.  friend 
who  represents  that  county  has  an  undoubted  right 
to  say  wherein  they  did  not  get  fair-play,  to  say 
wherein  the  country  lost  money  by  not  giving 
them  fair-play  ;  because,  if  they  had  got  the  in¬ 
formation  that  was  given  to  other  people,  it  is  con¬ 
tended  they  would  have  got  the  contract,  and  they 
would  not  have  sub-let  it  or  brought  in  an  Ameri¬ 
can  dredge  to  do  it,  because  they  had  one  of  their 
own. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Who  are  the  contractors  who 
complained  ? 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  Chatham  Dredging  Com¬ 
pany. 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  I  do  not  know  wffiat  dredge  the 
hon.  gentleman  refers  to,  neither  did  I  understand 
him  to  say  that  he  knew  of  his  own  knowledge  that 
any  dredge  was  admitted  free.  He  said  he  had 
been  informed  it  had  been  admitted  free.  I*  may 
state  to  the  hon.  gentleman  that  the  practice  of 
the  department  for  a  number  of  years  has  been 
that  when  contractors,  no  matter  who  they  were, 
could  not  procure  dredges  for  the  work  they  were 
performing — and  I  may  say  here  parenthetically 
that  I  have  explained  this  to  the  House  once  or 
twice  before — they  have  been  permitted  to  bring 
dredges  in  from  the  United  States  and  make  a  de¬ 
posit  of  the  duty  upon  the  value  of  the  dredge,  and 
wffien  taken  out  of  Canada  in  the  fall,  they  were  paid 
back  sometimes  80  and  sometimes  90  per  cent  of  the 
amount  of  such  deposit.  There  was  a  seizure  at  Port 
Arthur  a  year  or  two  ago,  perhaps  that  is  the  dredge 
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to  which  the  hon.  gentleman  referred.  The  seizure 
was  made  on  the  ground  that  the  dredge  had  been 
brought  into  the  country  without  even  making  an 
entry.  I  remember  the  case  distinctly ;  a  full 
investigation  was  made  into  all  the  circumstances, 
and  it  transpired  that  two  or  three  dredges  had 
been  brought  into  the  country  that  had  paid  full 
duty  a  year  or  two  before — I  am  speaking  from 
memory  now — and  that  consequently  it  was  merely 
a  return  of  the  dredge  that  had  paid  duty,  and 
that  no  drawback  had  ever  been  made.  Probably 
that  was  the  case  to  which  the  hon.  gentleman 
refers.  I  can  assure  the  hon.  gentleman  that  no 
dredge  has  been  allowed  to  come  in  free. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Not  to  come  in  free,  I  suppose’ 
except  in  the  sense  that  they  deposited  duty  with 
the  department,  and  on  the  property  being  re¬ 
turned  to  the  States,  90  per  cent  of  it  is  given  back. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  The  facts  are  precisely  as  I  have 
informed  the  hon.  gentleman. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  On  the  occasion  referred  to  by 
my  hon.  friend  there  were  live  tenderers.  The  high¬ 
est  was  25  cents  per  cubic  yard  all  round,  and  the 
lowest,  that  of  Mr.  Murray,  was  19  cents  for  the 
dredging  in  the  river  itself,  and  7  cents  at  the  bar, 
as  this  is  a  sand  bar.  I  am  told  that  Mr.  Martin 
was  agent  for  the  Chatham  Dredging  Company,  and 
being  a  friend  of  one  of  the  officials,  lie  received  all 
the  information  that  could  be  given  to  any  one  ;  in 
fact,  every  tenderer  received  all  the  information 
possible. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  I  do  not  want  the  Minister 
tc  be  led  away  with  the  opinion  that  I  was  making 
charges  against  his  officials. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  hon.  gentleman  himself  will 
say  that  every  one  is  well  treated  in  our  depart¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  I  do  not  know  how  you 
treat  others  ;  you  have  always  treated  me  well. 
Now,  this  complaint  was  made  by  Mr.  Martin, 
who  is  manager  of  the  Chatham  Dredging  Com¬ 
pany  ;  he  complained  that  he  could  not  get  inform¬ 
ation  from  the  department  at  all,  not  even  a  map 
of  the  locality,  nor  any  other  information  in  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  work  that  was  being  done,  and  I 
thought  it  right  that  the  Minister — -who  is  a  new 
Minister  of  Public  Works,  and  perhaps  not  ac¬ 
quainted  with  what  went  on  last  year, — should 
know  what  the  facts  are.  I  have  every  reason  to 
believe  that  the  statement  of  Mr.  Martin  was 
true  ;  he  is  a  man  who  would  not  make  a  statement 
that  was  not  true.  I  would  like  to  know  from  the 
Minister  whether  tenders  were  called  for  this  year? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  How  many  tenders  were  re¬ 
ceived  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Seven. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Were  they  advertised,  and 
how  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  They  were  advertised  in  the 
newspapers. 

Mr.  LISTER.  This  River  Kaministiquia  seems 
to  have  cost  a  considerable  amount  of  money.  We 
remember  that  in  1876,  when  Mr.  Mackenzie  pro¬ 
posed  to  deepen  that  river  in  order  that  vessels 
might  navigate  it,  hon.  gentlemen  on  the  other 
side  of  the  House  contended  that  it  was  a  great 
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waste  of  money,  and  that  we  had  no  right  to  spend 
money  there  at  all.  A  change  seems  to  have  come 
over  their  dreams  since  then,  because  they  appear 
to  have  spent  $170,000  in  deepening  this  river. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  see 
that  the  expenditure  has  been  growing  with  the 
increasing  trade  coming  from  the  west  to  that 
point. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  suppose  the  hon.  gentleman 
does  not  intend  spending  more  money  at  Port 
Arthur  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  We  will  see  when  the  Estimates 
come  down. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  This  50,000  yards  that  was 
dredged  out  last  year  at  7  cents  a  yard,  was  the 
earth  simply  lifted  up  and  thrown  to  one  side,  or 
was  it  taken  away  in  a  scow  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  am  told  it  was  carried  away 
to  deep  water,  four  miles  from  the  place  where 
it  was  taken  out. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  There  is  something  wrong 
about  this.  I  am  told  by  those  who  know,  that 
no  dredge  can  work  for  7  cents  a  yard.  They 
cannot  even  nip  the  earth  up  and  throw  it  to  one 
side  at  that  price  ;  but  when  it  is  scowed  away 
four  miles,  there  must  be  something  wrong. 

Intercolonial  Railway .  S3, 450.000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  It  has  been 
the  custom  in  the  past  to  give  in  the  Estimates  some 
details  regarding  this  item. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  do  not  think  any  details  were 
ever  given. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  observe  there  is  a  decrease  of 
$250,000. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  amount  asked  for  for  1891- 
92  was  $3,700,000,  for  1892-93  $3,450,000.  The 
details  are  as  follows  :  For  locomotive  power,  SL¬ 
IGO,  000  ;  car  expenses,  $780,000  ;  maintenance  of 
way  and  water,  $940,000 ;  station  expenses, 
$380,000  ;  genera]  charges,  $190,000. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  thought  the  Minister 
said  that  the  saving  that  would  be  effected,  would 
be  in  the  neighbourhood  of  $500,000.  Now  he  comes 
to  a  reduction  in  the  expenses  of  $250,000. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  consider  it  possible  to  make 
further  decreases.  The  hon.  gentleman  must  re¬ 
member  I  told  him  that  by  taking  off  certain  trains 
and  reducing  the  number  of  employes,  I  estimated 
a  saving  of  $513,000.  If  you  take  off  freight  cars 
and  reduce  the  number  of  trains  on  the  road,  it 
may  necessarily  imply  on  the  other  side  of  the 
ledger  a  loss  in  business  done  on  the  road. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  The  hon.  gentleman  showed 
that  two-tenths  of  a  cent  per  ton  per  mile  was  too 
low  a  rate  for  carrying  freight,  and  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  could  not  therefore  make  the  ledger  balance 
very  badly  by  reducing  the  tariff. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  expenditure  last  year 
was  $3,700,000,  and  this  year  1  ask  for  $3,450,000. 
That  is  my  estimate  of  the  amount  of  saving,  and 
I  want  sufficient  money  to  carry  on  the  business. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Then  the  hon.  gentleman  is 
not  quite  sure  of  his  position  yesterday  when  he 
said  he  expected  to  effect  a  saving  of  half  a  million. 
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The  hon.  gentleman  evidently  expects  to  realize 
only  a  quarter  of  a  million  reduction. 

Mr.  WATSON.  Does  the  hon.  gentleman  ex¬ 
pect  to  have  a  portion  of  the  rolling  stock  lying 
idle  on  account  of  the  reduction  in  the  number  of 
trains  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  No.  I  think  we  will  be  able 
to  run  the  whole  of  it. 

Windsor  Branch  Railway . $30,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  are 
the  receipts  from  the  Windsor  branch  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  We  receive  only  one-third  of 
the  earnings,  $30,255.  The  expensesfor  maintenance 
were  $28,931  for  1890-91.  So  we  made  a  profit  last 
year  of  $1,333. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Who  really 
work  the  Windsor  branch  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  Windsor  and  Annapolis 
Railway  work  the  traffic  on  that  road  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  their  own  road,  and  the  Government 
maintain  the  road,  the  company  paying  to  the 
Government  one-third  of  the  gross  earnings. 

Prince  Edward  Island  Railway . $259,000  • 

Mr.  PERRY.  Is  there  any  movement  to  lay  the 
road  with  steel  rails,  or  to  afford  further  accom¬ 
modations  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  is  the  intention  to  place  a 
good  quantity  of  steel  rails  on  the  road  this  summer. 

Mr.  PERRY.  It  was  stated  by  the.  Minister  a 
few  days  ago  that  he  intended  to  reduce  the  num¬ 
ber  of  trains  running  on  the  road.  1  understand 
two  trains  have  been  already  taken  off  from  Sum- 
merside  to  Charlottetown  and  return.  If  it  is  the 
intention  of  the  Minister  to  curtail  the  accommo¬ 
dation,  it  is  unfair  to  ask  this  House  to  vote  this 
money.  I  do  not  see  why  the  people  after  paying 
this  money  should  be  cut  short  in  their  train 
accommodation.  There  have  been  meetings  held 
in  Prince  Edward  Island  on  the  subject.  A  large 
meeting  was  held  in  Charlottetown.  The  resolu¬ 
tions  adopted  are  couched  in  very  strong  terms. 
They  are  signed  by  the  Mayor  of  Charlottetown, 
Hon.  Mr.  Haviland,  who  was  formerly  Senator, 
and  is  an  ex-governor.  He  is  not  a  Liberal ;  and 
in  a  private  letter  to  me  he  states  that  the  meeting 
was  composed  of  Conservatives  as  well  as  Liberals. 
The  most  important  resolution  was  moved  and 
seconded  by  Conservatives.  Conservatives  as  well 
as  Liberals  will  be  badly  used  in  the  Island  if  the 
train  accommodation  is  reduced.  The  Minister 
states  that  this  will  be  done  on  the  score 
of  economy,  as  the  road  is  not  paying. 
How  does  the  Minister  expect  to  make  the  railway 
pay,  if  he  takes  the  trains  off  ?  I  have  no  doubt 
the  Minister  has  been  told  that  the  Department  of 
Railways  of  Prince  Edward  Island  had  to  put  on 
specials  trains  for  the  want  of  this  regular  train 
between  Summerside  and  Charlottetown  in  order 
to  clear  the  stations  of  the  freight  that  had  accu¬ 
mulated.  When  the  mail  steamer  Northumberland 
arrived  there,  there  was  no  train  to  meet  her,  and 
the  consequence  was  Her  Majesty’s  mail  was  delayed 
for  two  or  three  hours.  The  people  of  Prince 
Edward  Island  do  not  deserve  treatment  like  that 
from  him.  If  half  the  accommodation  of  the  rail¬ 
way  is  to  be  taken  off,  why  take  the  whole  of  it 
and  do  not  humbug  the  people  in  that  kind  of  way. 


The  people  on  the  Cape  Traverse  branch  have  been 
used  to  a  daily  train,  but  now  it  has  been  limited 
to  three  times  a  week.  What  is  he  going  to  have 
the  men  at  Emerald  Junction  doing  ?  They  only 
get  $1.25  a  day  now  to  support  themselves  and 
their  families  and  it  is  little  enough  for  them,  and 
I  hope  he  will  continue  it  even  though  he  lias  to 
pay  them  when  they  are  idle.  Why  not  run  the 
train  every  day  when  it  will  cost  very  little  extra  ex¬ 
pense  ?  \\  e  have  a  right  to  know  whether  the  regu¬ 
lations  put  in  force  for  the  train  service  on  the  Island 
are  to  be  continued  and  the  Minister  ought  to  tell  us 
whether  it  is  or  not.  We  were  told  in  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  press  that  the  station  at  Miscouche  was 
to  be  closed,  but  the  Minister  says  to  the  contrary, 
and  I  am  glad  of  that.  We  were  also  told  that 
the  station  at  Morell,  in  King’s  County,  is  not  to 
be  closed, although  it  has  been  ordered  to  be  closed, 
but  I  suppose  pressure  was  brought  to  bear  on  the 
Minister  by  the  members  for  King’s  County,  and 
Morell  station  is  to  be  kept  in  operation.  It  is  a 
most  important  station,  and  so  is  Miscouche, 
which  is  one  of  the  most  important  on  the  line. 
We  are  told  also  that  the  station  at  Freetown  is  to 
be  closed.  If  the  Minister  will  take  the  poll  books 
and  see  how  many  votes  myself  and  my  colleague 
got  there,  he  will  see  we  got  a  large  vote,  and  that 
the  Government  candidate  got  a  small  vote,  and  I 
suppose  that  is  the  reason  the  people  of  Freetown 
are  to  be  punished  by  having  their  station  closed. 
I  cannot  see  any  other  reason,  because  it  is  paying 
as  well  as  any  station  on  the  line.  I  would  also 
like  to  know  from  the  Minister  what  part  of  the 
Prince  Edward  Island  Railway  does  pay,  and  I 
would  ask  him  to  bring  down  the  earnings  of  the 
road  according  to  sections  so  that  we  can  see  that. 
I  have  no  doubt  that  the  order  was  given  to  close 
the  station  at  Miscouche,  which  costs  only  $400  or 
$500  a  year  to  operate,  but  some  person  very  in¬ 
fluential  with  the  Government  was  here  from  that 
direction  a  few  days  ago,  and  no  doubt  he  pulled 
them  by  the  ears,  and  in  order  to  send  him  home 
satisfied  they  told  him  that  the  station  would  be 
kept  open.  I  had  only  17  votes  there,  and  the 
Government  candidate  had  something  like  150,  and 
I  suppose  the  Government  were  not  aware  of  that, 
until  this  gentleman  from  Summerside  told  them, 
and  informed  them  also  that  as  sure  as  they  would 
close  the  station,  when  they  had  a  general  election 
under  the  Gerrymander  Bill,  he  would  have  no 
chance  whatever  of  being  returned.  I  have  no 
doubt  that  is  the  kind  of  language  used.  How¬ 
ever,  I  am  glad  Miscouche  station  is  to  be  kept 
open.  It  is  a  beautiful  settlement,  and  the  people 
are  nearly  all  French  Acadians,  countrymen  of  my 
own,  and  if  they  were  only  on  the  right  side  of 
politics  I  would  be  proud  of  them.  There  are 
more  oysters  shipped  from  that  station  tfhan  any 
station  on  the  whole  line  ;  they  ship  a  large  amount 
of  oats  too,  and  they  would  ship  potatoes,  if  they 
were  only  allowed  to  have  a  market,  I  hope 
Freetown  station  will  be  kept  open,  and  if  the 
Government  do  what  is  right  to  the  people  there, 
they  may  give  them  a  good  vote  next  election.  I 
have  no  doubt  that  next  election  the  Government 
will  want  all  the  stray  votes  they  can  get  from 
Prince  Edward  Island  and  everywhere  else.  We 
have  a  right  to  know  whether  the  Minister 
intends  to  take  off  the  trains  from  Summerside  to 
Charlottetown  and  Charlottetown  to  Summerside. 

I  can  tell  the  hon.  gentleman  that  to-night*there  is 
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a  great  indignation  meeting  being  held  in  the  heart 
of  a  Conservative  district,  and  he  will  have  the 
residt  of  that  meeting  here  in  a  few  days.  I  sup¬ 
pose  there  will  be  another  meeting  at  Tignish, 
another  at  Port  Hill,  another  at  Miscouche,  another 
atMorell,  another  atFreetown,  anotheratCharlotte- 
town.  All  over  the  Island  there  will  be  meetings 
held,  and  storms  of  thunder  and  hailstones  will  be 
falling  on  the  heads  of  the  Government. 

Mr.  YEO.  I  was  sorry  to  hear  the  hon.  Minister 
of  Railways  say  the  other  night  that  he  was  going 
to  take  oil-  the  train  that  runs  between  Charlotte¬ 
town  and  Summersfde.  I  do  not  think  he  can  be 
aware  of  the  inconvenience  this  will  be  to  the 
people  of  Queen’s  and  Prince  counties,  or  he 
would  not  carry  out  his  intention.  I  hope  the 
hon.  Minister  will  not  make  this  change  until  he  has 
the  opportunity  of  visiting  the  Island  and  judging 
for  himself.  If  he  carries  out  his  intention,  people 
living  in  the  western  part  of  the  Island  going  to 
Charlottetown  to  do  business,  will  be  obliged  to  re¬ 
main  in  Charlottetown  two  nights  to  do  any  business 
because  they  will  only  arrive  there  after  the  business 
hours  of  the  day  are  over,  and  the  train  leaves  early 
in  the  morning  ;  whereas  the  people  living  at  the 
most  extreme  points  east  of  Charlottetown  can  leave 
their  homes  in  the  morning  and  do  their  business  in 
the  city  and  return  on  the  same  day.  I  do  not 
see  why  the  people  living  on  both  ends  of  the 
Island  cannot  be  given  ecjual  convenience.  I  should 
be  glad  to  see  the  Minister  make  any  reductions 
in  the  expenses  which  can  be  made  without  inter¬ 
fering  with  the  convenience  of  the  people  ;  but  I 
think  the  change  proposed  is  a  breach  of  the  con¬ 
tract  made  with  the  Island.  We  understood,  when 
we  entered  Confederation,  that  the  Dominion  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  run  the  railroad  for  the  convenience 
of  the  public  ;  but  if  this  change  is  made  it  will  not 
be  so,  and  I  can  assure  the  hon.  gentleman  that 
people  in  the  western  part  of  the  Island  will  be 
obliged  to  resort  to  the  old  way  of  travelling  with 
horses  and  carriages.  If  we  are  to  lose  this  train 
and  to  have  the  booking  stations  closed,  the  rail¬ 
way  will  be  of  very  little  use  to  us.  These  book¬ 
ing  stations  are  not  attended  with  very  much  ex¬ 
pense.  There  is  only  one  agent  paid  some¬ 
thing  like  $360  a  year.  Near  all  these  booking 
stations  business  places  have  been  built  up,  owing 
to  the  convenience  of  the  station  and  telegraph,  and 
of  these  they  will  be  deprived.  I  do  not  think  the 
Minister  named  the  stations  which  he  intended 
to  close,  but  I  understand  from  the  papers 
Freetown  is  one,  and  Miscouche  another.  I  am 
glad  to  hear,  however,  that  Miscouche  is  not  to  be 
closed,  and  I  hope  that  the  Minister  will  be  able  to 
say  the  same  thing  with  regard  to  Freetown.  I  am 
rather  surprised  that  the  deficit  of  the  Island 
Railway  is  as  great  as  it  is.  I  do  not  know  why 
this  should  be  so.  The  trains  always  seem  to 
me  to  be  well  loaded,  and  there  seems  good 
traffic,  and  one  thing  is  certain  the  officials  are  not 
overpaid.  The  conductors  and  other  officials 
running  the  trains  are  paid  very  low  salaries,  and 
from  my  experience  they  are  very  competent  and 
obliging  men,  and  I  do  not  think  there  are  too 
many  on  the  road.  It  is  true,  if  politics  were 
not  allowed  to  interfere  so  much  with  the  appoint¬ 
ments  of  officials  and  the  running  of  the  road,  it 
would  be  better.  If  the  road  were  conducted  more 
on  business  than  on  political  principles,  it  might  be 
Mr.  Perry. 


for  the  benefit  of  the  road.  I  may  also  say  with 
regard  to  the  branch  line  from  Emerald  to  Cape 
Traverse,  that  if  the  hon.  Minister  makes  that  a 
tri-weekly  service  instead  of  a  daily,  it  will 
result  in  great  inconvenience  and  loss.  Tak¬ 
ing  off  these  trains  is  going  to  lessen  the  traffic 
very  much,  indeed.  If  instead  of  doing  this  the 
rates  were  reduced,  I  believe  there  would  be  much 
more  business  on  the  road,  and  it  might  pay  very 
much  better.  I  understand  the  hon.  Minister 
expects  to  reduce  the  expenses  by  $18,000.  Well, 
considering  this  is  the  only  public  work  we  have 
in  Prince  Edward  Island,  I  do  not  think  we  should 
be  inconvenienced  to  such  a  great  extent  as  we 
shall  be  by  the  stoppage  of  these  trains  for  the  sake 
of  saving  $18,000.  I  would  like  to  hear  definitely 
from  the  Minister  whether  he  intends  to  close  any 
of  these  booking  stations,  and  I  should  like  also  to 
have  his  assurance  that  it  is  not  his  intention  to 
take  off  the  train  running  between  Summerside  and 
Charlottetown,  which  is,  perhaps,  the  most  con¬ 
venient  of  all  the  trains  we  have. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  may  state  to  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  that  there  were  a  short  time  ago  three  trains  a 
day  between  Charlottetown  and  Summerside.  These 
have  been  reduced  to  two  trains  a  day,  which  it  is 
thought  by  the  department  will  be  quite  sufficient. 
The  hon.  gentleman  states  that  the  time  at  which 
they  run  is  inconvenient.  I  may  tell  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  that  the  summer  time  table  will  be  out 
soon,  and  from  that  he  will  learn  that  such  arrange¬ 
ments  will  be  made  as  I  am  sure  will  be  satisfactory 
to  all  the  travellingpublic  between  those  points.  The 
hon.  gentleman  makes  a  plea  on  behalf  of  keeping 
on  the  daily  train  from  Cape  Traverse?  I  am  advised 
by  the  officers  of  my  department  that  three  days  a 
week  will  fully  serve  all  the  requirements  of 
business  in  that  particular  section.  He  then  asks 
what  are  the  men  to  do  in  the  odd  days  ?  The 
same  question  struck  me,  and  I  asked  the  chief 
engineer  who  told  me  that  there  would  be  plenty 
of  employment  for  the  train  hands  in  the  shape  of 
working  at  improvements  on  the  road.  That  is  one 
of  the  points  I  will  particularly  enquire  into  when 
I  visit  the  Island,  so  as  to  see  if  it  is  possible  at  all 
to  keep  up  the  daily  train  for  the  convenience  of 
that  section.  With  regard  to  the  three  stations 
closed  there  is  absolutely  so  little  done,  in  fact 
nothing  at  all,  that  there  is  no  reason  for  keeping 
them  open,  and  I  think  if  the  hon.  gentleman  knew 
the  receipts  we  get  from  them,  he  would  himself 
urge  upon  the  department  to  close  them. 

Mr.  PERRY.  Which  of  the  stations  does  the 
hon.  gentleman  intend  to  close  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  think  it  was  the  intention 
to  close  five  of  them,  but,  on  reconsideration  two 
of  them  will  not  be  closed.  The  only  one  I  know 
of  for  certain  is  Miscouche  which  is  not  closed. 

Mr.  YEO.  The  hon.  Minister  says  that  two 
trains  can  give  all  the  convenience  needed  in  the 
western  part  of  the  Island.  I  would  represent  to 
him  that  people  doing  business  in  Charlottetown 
from  points  west  will  be  obliged  to  remain  two 
nights  in  Charlottetown  which  would  be  a  very  great 
disadvantage.  As  I  said  before,  there  are  at  present 
three  trains  running  west,  so  that  people  can  go  to 
Charlottetown  and  do  their  business  and  return  the 
same  day  to  Summerside,  and,  although  I  am  glad 
to  know  they  have  this  convenience  east  of  Char¬ 
lottetown,  I  do  not  see  why  we  should  not  be- 
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treated  in  the  same  way  as  the  eastern  part  of  the 
Island.  I  should  wish  to  know  from  the  Minister 
if  he  can  give  us  information  as  to  receipts  on  the 
different  divisions  of  the  road  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  They  are  not  kept  separately. 

Mr.  YEO.  I  am  convinced  the  best  paying  part 
of  the  road  is  from  Charlottetown  west.  I  can 
tell  the  Minister  the  taking  off  of  this  train 
between  Charlottetown  and  Summerside  is  going 
to  be  ruinous.  I  should  like  to  know  the  stations 
which  the  Minister  proposes  to  close.  I  dare 
say  there  are  some  in  which  the  receipts  are 
not  very  large.  Freetown  station,  which  has  been 
named,  has  not  been  very  long  opened,  and  it  is  in 
the  midst  of  a  fine  country  where  the  trade  is 
increasing,  so  that  it  is  a  serious  matter  to  those 
people  who  have  built  business  establishments  at 
this  place  with  the  expectation  that  the  station 
would  be  kept  open,  to  have  it  closed.  If  the 
closing  of  it  were  going  to  effect  a  large  saving, 
there  might  be  some  reason  for  the  Minister’s 
action,  but  such  will  not  be  the  case.  Thehon.  gen¬ 
tleman  spoke  of  dismissing  officials  the  other  night, 
and  he  stated  that  the  officers  of  his  department 
were  best  able  to  judge  as  to  whether  there  were 
more  officials  on  the  road  than  are  required.  I  only 
hope  that  any  dismissals  he  makes  will  not  be  of  the 
old  hands.  When  the  matter  was  spoken  of  a  few 
evenings  ago,  the  names  of  one  or  two  gentlemen 
were  mentioned  as  being  upon  the  list.  I  might  say 
that  it  would  be  a  very  great  hardship  to  dismiss 
Mr.  Macpherson,  as  he  has  been  on  the  road  ever 
since  it  was  completed,  and  is  a  most  efficient  and 
faithful  man.  I  do  not  say  this  because  he  is  a 
political  friend  of  mine,  for  the  contrary  is  the  case. 
If  it  is  necessary  to  make  any  dismissals,  they 
should  be  of  younger  men,  who  perhaps  would  not 
be  so  much  inconvenienced.  Instead  of  the  clos¬ 
ing  of  stations  helping  receipts,  it  will  tend  very 
much  to  reduce  them,  and  would  show  the  people 
of  the  Island  that  there  is  no  inclination  to  deal 
fairly  with  them.  I  cannot  see  myself  why  all 
sections  of  the  Island  should  not  be  put  on  an 
equal  footing.  It  is  true  we  have  the  same  number 
of  trains  running  west  as  east,  but  we  are  differ¬ 
ently  situated.  It  is  a  longer  road  and  it  is  impos¬ 
sible  with  the  present  arrangements  proposed  by 
the  Minister  to  give  the  accommodation  which  the 
people  have  a  light  to  expect. 

Mr.  PERRY.  I  will  read  to  the  House  the 
following  resolution  which  was  passed  unanimously 
at  a  large  and  influential  meeting  of  citizens  at 
Charlottetown,  to  protest  against  the  changes 
recently  made  in  the  Prince  Edward  Island  Railway, 
and  to  ask  the  Government  to  restore  the  trains 
and  stations  which  the  people  of  the  Island  have 
hitherto  had: 

“  Whereas  a  reduction  has  been  made  in  the  number  of 
trains  hitherto  run  on  the  Prince  Edward  Island  Rail¬ 
way,  and  it  is  proposed  to  close  several  booking  stations, 
which  changes  are  detrimental  to  the  interests  of  the 
people  of  this  province  : 

“Therefore  resolved  that  this  meeting  of  citizens  of 
Charlottetown  regrets  that  the  number  of  trains  which 
have  hitherto  afforded  accommodation  on  the  Island 
Railway,  has  been  reduced. 

“  Further  resolved  that  inasmuch  as  the  booking  sta¬ 
tions  on  tbe  Island  Railway  have  proved  a  great  benefit 
to  our  farmers  and  business  men,  this  meeting  deplores 
the  action  of  the  Government  in  doing  away  with  several 
of  these  much  needed  stations. 

“Further  resolved  that  the  changes  are  unjust  part¬ 
icularly  in  view  of  the  fact  that  this  province  paid  for 
the  construction  of  the  road  and  is  entitled  to  the  utmost 


benefit  that  can  be  derived  therefrom,  and  we  emphatic¬ 
ally  protest  against  the  action  of  the  Railway  Depart¬ 
ment  in  thus  seriously  interfering  with  the  trade  of  this 
province. 

“  Further  resolved  that  copies  of  this  resolution  be 
forwarded  by  His  Worship  the  Mayor  to  the  Premier  of 
the  Dominion,  the  Minister  of  Railways,  and  to  each  of 
the  Senators  and  Members  of  the  House  of  Commons 
from  this  Island.” 

Mr.  McLEAN.  I  notice  the  hon.  member  for 
Prince  is  trying  to  impress  the  House  with  the 
opinion  that  the  changes  on  the  railway  have  a 
political  aspect,  and  that  the  stations  closed  were 
those  in  the  vicinity  of  which  the  people  are  of  Libe¬ 
ral  politics  and  not  Conservative.  I  would  like  to 
point  out  to  the  committee  that  the  three  stations 
which  it  is  contemplated  to  close  are  situated  one 
in  each  county,  one  in  the  county  I  have  the 
honour  to  represent,  one  in  the  County  of  Queen’s, 
and  one  in  Prince  County,  so  that  I  do  not  think 
the  hon.  gentleman  can  make  that  claim  good,  so 
far  as  these  stations  are  concerned.  At  the  same 
time  I  would  be  very  well  satisfied  if  the  Minister 
of  Railways  could  see  his  way  clear  to  leaving 
these  stations  open.  The  expense  of  running 
them  is  very  small,  but  at  the  same  time 
if  any  stations  are  to  be  closed,  it  ought 
to  be  those  three  which  pay  the  least  revenue. 
The  statement  of  the  member  for  Prince  County 
(Mr.  Perry)  that  the  trains  running  west  from 
Charlottetown  are  the  best  paying,  I  deny,  and  I 
think  I  will  be  supported  by  the  facts.  I  do  not 
say  that  the  receipts  west  are  not  greater  than 
those  east,  but  they  have  had  three  trains  between 
Charlottetown  and  Summerside  in  the  past,  and  a 
daily  train  from  Emerald  to  Cape  Traverse,  and  I 
claim  that  the  cost  of  running  these  trains  has  been 
greater  than  the  cost  of  the  trains  running  east.  I 
believe  that  two  trains  a  day  from  Charlottetown 
to  Summerside  will  give  the  people  of  that  section  of 
the  country  as  much  accommodation  as  those  which 
are  run  east  between  Charlottetown  and  Georgetown 
and  Souris  give  to  the  people  of  the  eastern  section. 
The  senior  member  for  Prince  County  (Mr.  Perry)  has 
been  very  jealous  of  the  members  for  King’s  County 
going  into  his  county  and  claiming  money  from  the 
Government  for  public  works  in  that  county.  I  deny 
that  I  have  waited  upon  any  member  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  public  works  in  that  county.  My  col¬ 
league  and  myself  have  enough  difficulty  to  get 
what  we  think  we  are  entitled  to  for  our  own  county, 
but  perhaps  the  hon.  gentleman,  remembering  the 
fate  of  his  friend  who  lately  represented  the 
County  of  Pontiac,  in  regard  to  which  county  I 
believe  he  made  a  great  speech  asking  that  the 
peop'le  there  should  be  relieved  of  $100,000  which 
they  had  subscribed  for  a  railway,  and  remember¬ 
ing  that  the  people  of  Prince  Edward  Island  form 
one-fortieth  of  the  people  of  the  Dominion,  thinks 
they  should  be  taxed  $2,500  for  that  purpose.  I 
did  not  know  that  the  hon.  gentleman  was  parti¬ 
cularly  interested  in  the  County  of  Pontiac,  but 
probably  he  thinks  that,  after  the  redistribution, 
he  will  not  be  able  to  find  a  resting  place,  and  he 
may  be  looking  to  the  County  of  Pontiac.  I  only 
hope  the  Minister  of  Railways  will  see  his  way  clear 
to  keep  open  the  five  stations  which  it  has  been 
contemplated  to  close,  but  if,  in  the  interest  of 
economy,  it  is  necessary  to  close  three  stations,  I 
do  not  think  he  could  have  taken  any  stations  less 
profitable  than  Freetown,  Bedford  and  Bear  River. 
At  the  same  time,  I  hope  he  will  keep  them  all 
open  as  in  the  past. 
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Mr.  PERRY.  It  is  not  my  fault  that  the  lion, 
gentleman  was  not  in  his  place  when  I  spoke  the 
other  night.  He  should  have  been  looking  after 
his  business,  but  he  was  not.  He  refers  to  my 
speaking  in  the  County  of  Pontiac.  I  have  been 
there  three  times.  I  like  the  people  well,  and  I 
knew  something  about  the  people  of  Pontiac.  I  do 
not  come  here  with  my  tongue  tied.  I  am  not 
simply  a  representative  of  Prince  Edward  Island, 
but  I  am  a  representative  of  the  whole  Dominion, 
and  I  represent  the  County  of  Pontiac  as  much  as 
any  other  county.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  re¬ 
ported  in  his  paper  published  in  Summerside  that 
he  interviewed  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  to  get 
a  new  breakwater  at  Miminegash  in  Prince  County. 
Did  he  ever  see  the  place  ? 

Mr.  McLEAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  PERRY.  Has  he  any  interest  there  ?  Has 
he  a  vote  there  ?  No,  he  has  not.  He  knows  noth¬ 
ing  about  Miminegash.  Why,  there  is  a  breakwater 
there,  and  has  been  since  1879.  The  money  for  it 
was  voted  in  1878,  the  last  year  of  the  Mackenzie 
Government,  and  what  is  left  of  it  is  there  yet. 
For  two  years,  $2,500  has  been  voted,  and,  as  we 
were  told  yesterday,  no  contract  has  been  let.  I 
suppose  the  hon.  gentleman  was  not  here  yesterday 
when  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  stated,  in  reply 
to  me,  that  no  tenders  had  been  asked  for.  I  have 
a  constituency  in  Prince  County  that  would  do 
honour  to  any  hon.  gentleman  to  represent  on  the 
floor  of  this  House.  They  are  not  bought.  They 
vote  for  honesty,  and  they  send  two  honest  men  to 
this  House.  Is  it  because  I  have  some  French 
Acadiens  there  to  vote  for  me  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  runs  down  that  county  ?  I  can  tell  him 
that  they  would  not  vote  for  him.  He  is  not  the 
man  for  Galway.  My  friends  would  not  vote  for 
him.  I  do  not  know  whether  he  has  a  mind  of  his 
own.  He  is  not  here  when  he  ought  to  be,  and 
although  he  has  done  his  best  to  gerrymander  me 
out,  he  cannot  do  it.  He  accuses  me  of  looking  for 
a  constituency  in  Pontiac.  Did  I  steal  anything  or 
boodle  anything  ?  I  would  challenge  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  to  say  that  to  my  face.  I  am  as  independent 
as  he  is  in  politics,  and  he  had  better  keep  these 
tirades  at  home. 

Mr.  McLEAN.  I  may  tell  the  hon.  gentleman 
that  I  do  know  where  Miminegash  is,  and  that  I 
have  as  much  interest  in  it  as  the  hon.  gentleman 
has.  Whatever  my  chances  in  King’s  County 
may  be,  I  have  never  required  to  have  an  Act  of 
Parliament  passed  in  this  House,  as  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  has,  to  whitewash  me  and  enable  me  to  take 
my  seat.  That  hon.  gentleman  was  elected  for 
the  Local  House  and  afterwards  for  this  House,  and 
he  had  to  get  an  Act  passed  in  this  House  to  allow 
him  to  sit  here.  I  was  elected  in  my  county  at  the 
head  of  the  poll.  I  have  run  four  elections  and 
have  never  yet  been  defeated,  and,  when  the  time 
comes,  I  have  no  doubt  I  shall  be  elected  again,  as 
surely  as  I  shall  see  the  hon.  gentleman’s  face  here 
again. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I. )  I  do  not  intend  to  pro¬ 
long  the  discussion  or  to  take  part  in  the  personal 
dispute  between  these  two  hon.  gentlemen.  If  the 
hon.  member  who  has  last  spoken  (Mr.  McLean) 
has  passed  successfully  through  some  elections,  my 
hon.  friend  from  Prince  (Mr.  Perry)  has  carried 
scores  compared  with  his  one.  Since  I  was  a  small 
boy,  Mr.  Perry  has  been  a  prominent  politician  in 
Mr.  McLean. 


Prince  Edward  Island,  and  the  most  popular  man 
in  his  end  of  the  county,  and  deservedly  so,  as  he 
discharges  his  duties  to  his  constituents  as  well  as 
any  member  of  this  House.  Now,  on  the  question 
before  the  House  I  understand  very  few  changes 
have  been  made  by  the  hon.  gentleman  in  the 
Island  Railway.  I  did  not  take  any  part  in  the 
debate  because  I  knew  some  changes  were  con¬ 
templated,  and  after  reflection  the  hon.  gentleman 
did  not  carry  them  out.  The  resolution  which  was 
carried  at  the  meeting  has  been  read  by  my  hon.  friend, 
and  I  need  not  refer  to  it.  I  can  offer  no  reason  why 
there  should  be  a  deficit  on  the  road  at  all.  I  can 
not  understand  it,  and  I  only  rise  to  suggest  that 
when  the  hon.  gentleman  visits  the  Maritime 
Provinces,  he  will  make  a  personal  examination  of 
the  road  and  see  if  he  is  able  to  discover  wherein 
the  causes  of  the  deficit  lie.  The  road  runs  through 
a  well-settled  country  everywhere,  and  although 
I  have  talked  with  men  who  ought  to  know,  I  have 
never  been  able  to  discover  a  man  who  can  tell  me 
why  there  is  a  deficit  on  the  road.  I  am  not  aware 
that  it  is  over- manned  ;  the  men  are  not  over-paid, 
the  salaries  are  small,  too  many  trains  do  not  run — 
certainly  not  more  than  are  sufficient  to  supply  the 
requirements  of  the  country  ;  and  if  there  is  any¬ 
where  a  loophole  where  money  escapes,  I  do  not 
know  where  it  is,  and  I  am  unable  to  advise  the 
hon.  gentleman  in  what  direction.  But  I  do  hope 
that  before  he  makes  any  radical  changes,  he  will 
make  a  personal  investigation  of  the  road. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  the  resolutions. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  12.20' 
a.m.  (Saturday). 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Monday,  16th  May,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

IN  COMMITTEE— THIRD  READINGS. 

Bill  (No.  78)  for  the  relief  of  James  Albert 
Manning  Aikins. — (Mr.  Taylor.) 

Bill  (No.  79)  for  the  relief  of  Ada  Donigan. — 
(Mr.  Taylor.) 

RELIEF  OF  HERBERT  R.  MEAD. 

Bill  (No.  81)  for  the  relief  of  Herbert  Rimming- 
ton  Mead  was  considered  in  Committee  and  re¬ 
ported. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  moved  third  reading  of  the  Bill. 

Mr.  LANGELIER.  I  am  in  principle  opposed 
to  all  these  divorce  Bills  ;  but  there  are  peculiar 
reasons,  I  think,  why  this  Bill  should  not  be  passed. 
I  do  not  think  any  evidence  has  been  submitted  to 
this  House  to  justify  its  passage.  I  read  carefully 
some  time  ago  the  evidence  taken  in  the  case,  and 
I  am  much  surprised  to  see  that  the  Bill  is  reported 
upon  favourably,  both  by  the  Senate  and  by  the 
Private  Bills  Committee  of  this  House.  The  only 
evidence  we  have  is  that  there  were  rumours  dero¬ 
gatory  to  the  honour  of  the  wife  of  the  gentleman 
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applying  for  relief,  in  the  locality  where  they  were 
living.  There  were  rumours  that  there  was  too  much 
intimacy  between  her  and  an  inspector  of  the 
Mounted  Police ;  but  I  do  not  see  in  the  evidence  any 
proof  to  justify  even  a  separation.  In  the  Province 
of  Quebec  no  court  of  justice  would  grant  even  a 
separation  on  evidence  such  as  that  which  we  have 
before  this  House.  Under  the  circumstances,  I  do 
not  think  the  House  would  be  justified  in  passing 
the  Bill.  To  do  so  would  be  to  show  great  looseness 
in  granting  divorces  and  in  putting  an  end  to  such 
an  important  relationship  as  a  marriage  between 
these  two  persons. 

House  divided  on  motion  of  Mr.  Taylor  : 


Yeas  : 
Messieurs 


Allan, 

Mackintosh, 

Bain  (Wentworth), 

McAlister, 

Barnard, 

McCarthy, 

Bennett, 

McDonald  (Victoria), 

Bowell, 

McGregor, 

Bowers, 

McLean, 

Bowman, 

McLeod, 

Boyle, 

Madill, 

Brown, 

Mara, 

Campbell, 

Mills  (Annapolis), 

Cargill, 

O’Brien, 

Carling, 

Patterson  (Colchester), 

Charlton, 

Putnam, 

Cochrane, 

Rowan, 

Colter, 

Scriver, 

Davies, 

Semple, 

Denison, 

Somerville, 

Dewdney, 

Stairs, 

Dickey, 

Sutherland, 

Flint, 

Taylor, 

Foster, 

Temple, 

Gordon, 

Tisdale, 

Guillet, 

Tupper, 

Haggart, 

Tyrwhitt, 

Hazen, 

Wallace, 

Henderson, 

Watson, 

Hughes, 

Weldon, 

Hutchins, 

Welsh, 

Innes, 

White  (Cardwell), 

Lister, 

White  (Shelburne), 

Macdonald  (Winnipeg), 
Macdonell  (Algoma), 

Yeo. — 63. 

Nays  : 

Messieurs 

Amyot, 

B6chard, 

Langelier, 

Langevin  (Sir  Hector), 

Bergeron, 

LaRiviere, 

Burns, 

Laurier, 

Cameron, 

Lipp6, 

Caron  (Sir  Adolphe), 

Macdonald  (King’s), 

Carroll, 

McDougall  (Cape  Breton), 

Choquette, 

Mignault, 

Desjardins  (L’lslet), 

Perry, 

Devlin, 

Proulx, 

Dupont, 

Robillard, 

Geoffrion, 

Roome, 

Girouard  (Two  Mountains),  Simard, 

Guay, 

Thompson  (Sir  John), 

Joncas, 

Landerkin, 

Turcotte.— 31. 

Mr.  McDOUGALL  (Cape  Breton).  I  voted  on 
this  question  forgetting  that  I  had  paired  with  the 
hon.  member  for  Queen’s,  N.S. 

MANITOBA  NORTH-WESTERN  RAILWAY 
COMPANY. 

Mr.  WALLACE  moved  that  the  House  resolve 
itself  into  Committee  on  Bill  (No.  80)  respecting  the 
Manitoba  North-Western  Railway  Company  of 
Canada. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  regret  very  much  that  this 
company  has  found  itself  unable  to  proceed  with 
the  construction  of  the  twenty  miles  this  year,  but 
aslhave  been  informed  that  the  delay  thisyearmight 
have  the  result  of  the  whole  line  being  completed 
to  its  terminal  point  at  an  earlier  date,  I  withdraw 
any  opposition  and  let  the  Bill  go  on. 

Motion  agreed  to,  Bill  considered  in  committee, 
reported,  and  read  the  third  time  and  passed. 

COMPLAINTS  AGAINST  THE  BERTHIER 
(MONTMAGNY)  POST  OFFICE. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE  (Translation)  asked,  Whether 
complaints  have  been  made  respecting  the  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  post  office  at  Berthier,  in  the  County  of 
Montmagny  ?  If  so,  by  whom  ;  and  is  there  to  be 
an  enquiry,  and  when  ? 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  (Translation.)  The  Post 
Office  Department  has  received  no  complaint 
against  the  management  of  the  Berthier  post  office, 
in  the  County  of  Montmagny. 

COLLECTOR  AT  BIC,  RIMOUSKI. 

Mr.  LANGELIER  asked,  1st.  Whether  there  is 
a  collector  for  the  wharf  at  Bic,  in  the  County  of 
Rimouski  ?  2nd.  What  is  his  name  ;  when  was  he 
appointed,  and  what  is  his  salary  or  remuneration  ? 
3rd.  How  much  has  he  collected  since  his  appoint¬ 
ment,  and  how  much  has  he  been  paid  as  salary  or 
remuneration  ? 

Mr.  TUPPER.  The  only  wharf  in  the  County 
of  Rimouski,  under  the  Department  of  Marine,  is 
the  wharf  at  Ste.  Cecile,  and  for  this  wharf  Mr. 
Louis  Napoleon  was  appointed  wharfinger  on  20th 
of  April,  1891,  his  remuneration  to  be  at  the  rate  of 
25  per  cent  of  the  rates  collected  as  wharfinger.  No 
returns  have  been  received  as  to  collection  made 
since  his  appointment,  but  the  wharfinger  reported 
on  the  20th  of  April  that  he  found  it  impossible  to 
collect  the  tolls  due. 

MR.  J.  S.  VALLEE,  MONTMAGNY  POST¬ 
MASTER. 


Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  The  hon. 
member  for  Joliette  did  not  vote. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  Did  the  hon.  member  for 
Joliette  hear  the  question  put  ? 

Mr.  LIPPE.  (Translation.)  I  did  not  vote  because 
I  did  not  want  to. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  The  hon.  member  must  vote 
unless  excused  from  voting. 

Mr.  LIPPE.  (Translation.)  If  I  have  to  vote, 
I  will  vote  against  the  motion. 


Mr.  CHOQUETTE  asked,  Whether  the  Govern¬ 
ment  are  aware  that  Mr.  J.  S.  Vallee,  postmaster  o* 
Montmagny,  is  nearly  80  years  old,  sick,  and  unable 
to  continue  to  perform  his  duties  ?  If  so,  is  it  their 
intention  to  appoint  a  person  in  his  place  ?  Has 
there  been  correspondence  on  the  subject  between 
the  said  J.  S.  Vallee,  or  some  person  on  his  behalf, 
and  the  Government  ?  Have  applications  been 
received  by  the  Post  Office  Department,  from  any 
person  or  persons,  asking  to  be  appointed  in  place 
of  the  said  J.  S.  Vallee  ?  If  so,  who  are  the 
persons,  and  by  whom  are  they  recommended  ? 
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Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  (Translation.)  The 
Post  Office  Department  has  been  informed  that 
Mr.  Vallee  is  an  old  man,  and  that  personally  he  is 
incapable  of  giving  the  necessary  attention  to  the 
duties  of  his  office  ;  but  it  is  also  informed  that  the 
affairs  of  the  office  do  not  suffer  therefrom,  as  they 
are  carried  on  by  other  persons  under  his  orders. 
The  Government  has  now  under  consideration  the 
advisability  of  appointing  a  successor  to  Mr. 
Vallee.  Should  he  not  resign  of  his  own  accord, 
if  the  Government  come  to  the  conclusion  that  he 
should  be  replaced,  he  will  be  invited  to  do  so. 
No  correspondence  took  place  between  the  depart¬ 
ment  and  him  or  any  other  person  on  his  behalf. 
No  application  appears  to  have  been  made  for 
appointment  in  the  place  of  Mr.  Vallee  as  post¬ 
master. 

D.  M.  CAMERON— INLAND  REVENUE, 
QUEBEC. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE  asked,  1.  Whether  there  is 
in  the  Inland  Revenue  Office,  Quebec,  an  official 
named  D.  M.  Cameron  ?  2.  What  are  his  duties 
and  functions,  and  does  he  discharge  them  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Government  ?  3.  Is  the  Govern¬ 

ment  aware  that  the  said  Cameron  spends  his  time 
hunting  smugglers,  and  acts  like  a  pirate  rather 
than  a  man  of  intelligence  ?  4.  How  many  expedi¬ 

tions  has  he  made  during  the  last  two  years  ;  how 
much  have  they  cost,  and  what  has  been  the  re¬ 
sult  ?  5.  What  is  his  salary  ?  6.  Whence  did  he 
come,  and  on  whose  recommendation  was  he  ap¬ 
pointed  ? 

Mr.  BOWELL.  There  is  an  official  in  the  In¬ 
land  Revenue  Office,  Quebec,  named  D.  M.  Cam¬ 
eron.  Mr.  Cameron  is  a  special  class  exciseman, 
having  charge  of  the  principal  tobacco  manufac¬ 
tories  in  the  city  of  Quebec,  and  in  addition  was 
empowered  by  the  department  to  go  on  such  trips 
in  the  suppression  of  illicit  whiskey  distilling  and 
whiskey  smuggling  as  circumstances  might  war¬ 
rant,  and  which  were  approved  by  the  inspector 
of  the  district  (Mr.  Lemoine).  His  duties  have 
been  satisfactorily  performed.  The  third  question 
is  not  in  order,  and  therefore  I  decline  to  answer 
it.  He  has  madethirty-three  trips, costing$l, 366.27. 
Result,  seizure  of  1,100  proof  gallons  of  spirits, 
3,550  pounds  of  tobacco,  also  cutting  machine, 
empty  barrels  and  brandy.  Mr.  Cameron’s  salary 
is  $1,400  per  annum.  He  was  transferred  to 
Quebec  from  the  division  of  Prescott,  where  he  was 
chief  officer  in  charge  of  the  distillery  of  A. 
Whitney. 

JUDICIARY  OF  THE  PROVINCE  OF 
QUEBEC. 

Mr.  GUAY"  (for  Mr.  Brodeur)  asked,  1.  Whe¬ 
ther  representations  have  been  made  by  the  Quebec 
Government  to  the  Dominion  Government  express¬ 
ing  the  intention  of  the  former  to  modify,  during 
the  present  session  of  the  Legislature  of  the  said 
province,  any  part  of  the  present  organization  of 
the  courts  of  the  said  province,  and  notably  to 
abolish  the  Magistrates’  Court  of  the  city  of 
Montreal,  with  a  view  to  greater  economy  in  the 
expenditure  of  the  public  moneys  of  the  province, 
and  a  more  effectual  administration  of  justice  ? 
2.  Whether  the  Government  have  been  consulted 
by  the  Government  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  as 

Mr.  Choqitette. 


to  whether  the  Dominion  Government  would  be 
disposed,  in  the  event  of  the  abolition  of  the  Magis¬ 
trates’  Court  of  the  city  of  Montreal,  to  favour 
further  legislation  authorizing  the  appointment  of 
additional  judges,  with  a  view  to  the  more  effectual 
administration  of  judicial  business  in  two  or  more 
divisions  of  the  Montreal  Circuit  Court,  and  to  bring 
down  an  estimate  for  the  salary  of  such  judges  dur¬ 
ing  this  session  ?  3.  Have  the  Government  been  in¬ 
formed  that  the  Government  of  the  Province  of  Que¬ 
bec  have  adopted  an  Order  in  Council  putting  in  force 
the  Act  of  the  Legislature  of  that  province,  author¬ 
izing  the  appointment  of  two  additional  judges 
with  jurisdiction  in  the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench 
for  the  said  province,  and  of  the  intention  to 
issue  at  an  early  day  the  official  proclamation 
requisite  to  the  final  sanctioning  of  the  said  Act  ? 
4.  Have  the  Government  been  consulted  as  to  the 
urgent  necessity  of  the  Government  of  the  province 
requiring  the  appointment  of  additional  judges  for 
the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  and  for  the  Superior 
Court  in  the  said  province,  and  in  particular  for 
the  judicial  district  of  Montreal  ?  Have  the 
Government  been  urged  to  take  action  in  that 
direction,  or  not  to  do  so,  by  the  Quebec  Govern¬ 
ment,  or  by  the  members  of  the  magistracy  ;  or 
(with  and  by  the  authorization  of  the  latter)  by 
members  of  Parliament,  or  by  one  or  more  sections 
of  the  bar  of  the  province  ?  5.  Is  it  the  intention 

of  the  Government  to  include  in  the  list  of  proposed 
changes  for  the  increase  in  the  salaries  of  judges, 
or  in  the  Supplementary  Estimates  during  this 
session,  an  amount  sufficient  to  pay  the  salaries  of 
the  new  judges  whose  appointment  is  already 
authorized  or  is  about  to  be  authorized  during  its 
present  session  by  the  Legislature  of  the  Province 
of  Quebec  ?  6.  Have  representations  been  made 

to  the  Government,  with  the  authorization  of  the 
members  of  the  magistracy,  for  or  against  the  in¬ 
crease  of  the  salaries  of  judges  as  proposed  by  the 
Government  ?  7.  Is  it  the  intention  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  allow  the  judges  of  the  Dominion  of  Canada 
to  sit  as  paid  members  of  Royal  Commissions, 
appointed  by  this  Government  or  by  the  Provincial 
Governments,  while  continuing  to  discharge  their 
permanent  functions  as  judges  within  the  respec¬ 
tive  limits  of  their  jurisdiction,  and  to  draw  their 
salaries  as  such  ?  If  so,  what  means  do  the  Govern¬ 
ment  purpose  to  adopt  with  a  view  to  obviate  the 
drawbacks  resulting  with  reference  to  the  proper 
administration  of  justice,  during  the  employment 
of  judges  on  such  commissions  ?  8.  How  many 

judges  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  and  elsewhere  in 
the  Dominion  of  Canada,  sat  during  the  past  year, 
or  are  now  sitting,  as  commissioners  appointed 
under  Royal  Commissions  issued  under  the  Great 
Seal  of  the  Dominion,  or  of  any  of  the  provinces 
thereof  ?  What  are  the  names  of  the  said  judges, 
and  the  dates  of  appointment  in  each  instance  ;  to 
what  judicial  jurisdiction  do  they  belong,  and 
what  is  the  amount  of  salary  they  received  as  com¬ 
missioners  ? 

Sir  J OHN  THOMPSON.  In  answer  to  the  first 
question,  I  may  state  that  there  was  an  informal 
conversation  with  one  member  of  the  Quebec  Gov¬ 
ernment  on  this  subject,  but  there  was  no  announce¬ 
ment  of  the  policy  of  that  Government  in  the 
conversation.  As  to  the  second  question,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  Quebec  were  told  in  the  course  of  that 
conversation  that  an  additional  judge  or  judges 
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would  be  appointed  when  sufficient  cause  was 
shown  therefor,  and  after  Parliament  provided  the 
salary  or  salaries.  The  answer  to  the  third 
question  is,  No.  The  answer  to  the  fourth  ques¬ 
tion  is,  No.  The  answer  to  the  fifth  question  is, 
Not  at  present.  As  to  the  sixth  question,  we  have 
heard  nothing  from  the  magistracy  about  the 
judges.  As  to  the  seventh  question,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  remonstrate  against  judges  sitting  on 
commissions  appointed  under  provincial  authority 
if  it  appeared  at  any  time  that  the  public  interest 
was  affected  by  their  so  sitting.  Generally  speaking, 
the  Provincial  Government  is  supposed  to  be  the 
best  judge  in  that  matter.  As  to  the  eighth  ques¬ 
tion,  I  have  not  the  information  here,  and  I  think 
it  will  have  to  be  moved  for. 

MAILS  FROM  POINT  TUPPER  TO  SYDNEY, 

N.S. 

Mr.  FLINT  (for  Mr.  Fraser)  asked,  Whether  the 
contract  for  carrying  the  mails  from  Point  Tupper 
to  Sydney  has  expired  ?  If  so,  have  new  contracts 
been  called  for?  If  the  mail  is  not  carried  under 
contract,  what  amount  is  paid,  and  is  the  amount 
equal  to  or  larger  than  the  amount  paid  under  con¬ 
tract  ?  What  is  the  name  of  the  party,  or  parties, 
now  carrying  the  mails  ? 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  In  regard  to  the  first 
part  of  the  question,  if,  as  is  presumed,  the  service 
referred  to  is  that  between  Port  Hawkesbury  and 
Sydney,  the  contract  has  expired.  As  to  the 
second  part  of  the  question,  the  answer  is,  No.  As 
to  the  third  part,  the  service  is  now  performed 
Hinder  a  temporary  agreement  at  the  rate  of  $750 
per  month.  This  rate  is  larger  than  was  paid  under 
the  contract,  as  it  was  merely  from  month  to  month 
until  the  railway  was  completed.  As  to  the  fourth 
question,  John  Morrison  is  performing  the  service. 
We  have  given  notice  that  the  contract  will  be 
cancelled. 

FISHING  LICENSES  ON  THE  NORTH 
SHORE  OF  THE  ST.  LAWRENCE. 

Mr.  BECHARD  (for  Mr.  Beaitsoleil)  asked, 
Have  fishing  licenses  been  granted  for  the  waters  of 
more  than  one  of  the  Counties  of  Berthier,  Maski- 
nonge,  St.  Maurice,  Champlain,  Nicolet,  Yamaska 
and  Richelieu,  since  January,  1892  ?  If  so,  to  whom, 
to  what  date,  and  for  what  consideration  ? 

Mr.  TUPPER,  No,  Sir. 

EATONVILLE  HARBOUR. 

Mr.  BECHARD  asked,  What  has  been  the  total 
amount  expended  on  the  harbour  of  Eatonville, 
Nova  Scotia,  since  1880. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  The  amount 
•expended  on  this  harbour,  from  1st  January,  1880, 
to  13th  May,  1892,  was  $7,166.58. 

PRINTING  OF  VOTERS’  LISTS. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE  asked,  For  what  number  of 
electoral  districts  have  the  last  revised  voters’ 
lists  been  printed  ?  What  are  the  names  of  the 
electoral  districts  for  which  the  final  lists  have 
not  been  printed  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  number  of  elec¬ 
toral  districts  for  which  the  lists  have  been  printed, 


is  96.  The  names  of  the  districts  for  which  final 
lists  have  not  been  printed  are  too  numerous  to 
mention,  but  they  are  shown  in  a  list  which  I  have 
here,  and  which  I  will  send  to  the  lion,  gentleman. 

RELEASE  OF  CONVICT  EDWARD  WILSON. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG  moved  for  : 

Copies  of  all  petitions,  letters  and  other  documents  re¬ 
lating  to  the  release  of  Edward  Wilson,  who  was  found 
guilty  of  arson,  at  the  Essex  Assizes,  on  the  4th  day  of 
October,  1884,  and  sentenced  to  confinement  for  a  term  of 
twenty  years  in  the  Kingston  Penitentiary. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  suppose  the  lion, 
gentleman  will  give  the  reasons  why  he  desires 
these  papers. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  The  reasons  why  I  ask  for 
these  documents  are  simply  these  :  A  resident  of 
the  County  of  Essex  had  his  buildings  burned  in 
1884.  The  insurance  company,  of  which  I  had 
the  honour  of  being  president  at  that  time,  had  to 
pay  for  the  buildings  ;  they  also  paid  a  reward  for 
the  apprehension  and  conviction  of  this  Wilson. 
The  man  was  sentenced  to  20  years  in  the  Kingston 
Penitentiary,  and  before  much  more  than  a  quarter 
of  his  term  had  elapsed,  he  was  released.  Strange 
to  say,  the  same  man’s  buildings  were  burned  again 
very  shortly  after,  and  we  had  to  pay  once  more 
for  the  loss  of  the  buildings.  Now,  we  want  to 
find  out  what  induced  the  Government  to  release 
him  after  he  had  served  so  short  a  term  of  his 
sentence. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  hope  the  lion,  gentle¬ 
man  will  not  press  the  motion.  I  will  be  very  glad 
indeed  to  show  him  the  file  of  papers  connected 
with  this  matter,  or  to  give  him  any  other  inform¬ 
ation  ;  but  I  think  it  would  be  undesirable,  with¬ 
out  some  important  public  reasons,  that  we  should 
adopt  the  practice  of  moving  for  the  papers  in  the 
case  of  every  convict  whose  sentence  it  may  be  de¬ 
sired  to  review.  As  hon.  members  are  aware,  ap¬ 
plications  for  release  in  convicts’  cases  are  very 
numerous  indeed,  averaging  three  every  day  ;  they 
are  always  made  at  the  instance  of  the  convicts  or 
their  friends,  and  I  think  that  we  ought  to  con¬ 
sider  carefully  before  adopting  an  order  to  bring 
down  the  papers  in  such  cases.  I  will  explain  to 
the  hon.  gentleman,  however,  the  particulars  of 
the  representations  which  led  to  executive  inter¬ 
ference  with  this  case.  The  sentence,  as  the  hon. 
gentleman  has  stated,  was  for  20  years,  and  that 
period  was  reduced  by  my  recommendation  to  His 
Excellency,  to  a  period  of  seven  years,  under  cir¬ 
cumstances  which  I  will  now  explain.  On  the  3rd 
of  April,  1888 — and  that  was  about  four  years  after 
the  sentence  wasprouounced — Sir  Adam  Wilson,  who 
had  tried  the  prisoner  and  had  given  him  20  years 
sentence,  and  had  retired  from  the  bench,  felt 
some  misgivings  as  to  the  severity  of  the  sentence. 
He,  therefore,  wrote  to  the  Secretary  of  State  this 
letter  : 

“  I  have  the  honour  to  send  you,  for  the  information  o* 
His  Excellency  the  Governor  General,  a  copy  of  my  notes 
of  the  trial  of  the  convict  Edward  Wilson,  for  arson,  taken 
at  Sandwich  on  the  4th  of  October,  1884.  _  There  has  been 
no  application  made  to  me  by  any  one  on  his  behalf,  nor  am 
I  sure  has  any  application  been  made  to  the  Government 
for  him.  I  make  the  present  application  at  my  own 
instance,  because  I  thought  immediately  after  passing  the 
sentence  that  I  had  imposed  too  severe  a  punishment 
upon  him.  The  value  of  the  buildings  was  not  stated  at 
the  time,  but  from  the  sentiment  about  that  part  of  the 
country— although  a  very  prosperous,  it  is  not  a  progres¬ 
sive  one— the  prisoner  showed  a  vindictive,  malicious  dis- 
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position  against  the  parties  whose  property  he  destroyed. 
It  was  an  act  of  revenge  ;  it  cannot  be  palliated.  I  should 
be  more  satisfied,  nevertheless,  if  his  imprisonment  were 
reduced  to  one-half  the  period  or  to  ten,  seven  years  at 
the  most.  It  may  be  that  seven  years  would  be  too  short  a 
term.  May  I  therefore  request  you  to  lay  this  application 
before  His  Excellency,  and  I  hope  it  may  meet  with  his 
favourable  consideration.  I  desired  the  sherilf  and  county 
attorney  of  the  County  of  Essex,  shortly  after  the  trial,  to 
keep  the  prisoner  in  mind,  so  that  if  anything  happened 
to  me  before  I  interceded  for  him  they  might  see  it  done, 
as  he  appears  to  be  a  man  without  any  friends.” 

That  was  referred  for  information  as  to  the  convict’s 
conduct,  and  the  report  was  that  his  conduct  had 
been  very  good,  that  he  had  earned  all  possible  remis¬ 
sion.  Therefore,  on  the  23rd  June,  1888,  I  made  a 
report  to  His  Excellency  that  the  sentence  of  seven 
years  imprisonment,  with  remission,  would  probably 
meet  the  requirements  of  justice,  and  I  recommended 
that  after  the  convict  had  served  seven  years,  he 
should  be  discharged.  In  the  meantime,  in  the  course 
of  my  visit  to  the  prison,  I  had  ascertained  that  the 
convict  could  only  understand  a  very  few  words  of 
English,  and  was  probably  quite  unaware  of  what 
was  testified  to  at  his  trial,  where,  it  appears,  he 
had  no  counsel  to  defend  him.  I  was  also  very 
strongly  impressed  with  the  representations  which 
were  made  by  the  Protestant  chaplain  at  the  prison, 
not  merely  as  to  his  conduct  while  in  prison,  but  as 
to  his  inability  to  understand  what  had  taken  place 
at  his  trial,  and  as  to  his  state  of  mind  as  regards 
criminality.  I  was  induced,  therefore,  to  accept 
the  recommendation  which  had  been  made  by  Sir 
Adam  Wilson  on  his  behalf,  and  to  make  the  sen¬ 
tence  seven  years.  I  may  mention,  however,  to 
the  hon.  gentleman  that  strong  representations 
were  made  by  the  Swedish  consul  on  behalf  of 
the  prisoner,  on  the  grounds  that  he  had  not 
been  properly  tried,  inasmuch  as  there  had  been 
no  interpreter  at  the  trial,  and  he  was  quite 
unable  to  understand  the  language  in  which  he  was 
tried  and  unaware;  of  what  was  testified  against 
him.  At  the  request  of  the  consul,  and  in  order  to 
ascertain  what  the  facts  were,  the  warden  of  the 
prison  was  instructed  to  report  as  to  whether  he 
really  did  understand  English,  and  this  was  the 
warden’s  statement : 

“  In  reply  to  your  letter  of  the  26th  instant,  re  convict 
Edward  Wilson,  I  beg  to  say,  that  on  his  arrival  here  this 
man’s  knowledge  of  the  English  language  was  limited  to  a 
few  words,  and  it  was  with  difficulty  that  he  could  be  made 
to  understand  what  was  required  of  him,  or  to  make  him¬ 
self  understood.  His  conduct  here  has  always  been  very 
good,  and  so  far  as  I  can  judge  he  seems  to  be  striving  to 
live  as  he  should.  Referring  to  his  individual  propensities, 
I  would  say  that  he  appears  to  be  a  quiet,  inoffensive 
fellow.” 

Then  follows  a  strong  remonstrance  from  the  Swedish 
Consul,  in  which  he  alleges  that  it  was  contrary  to 
fair  administration  of  justice  that  this  man  should 
be  condemned  for  such  a  serious  offence  without 
having  had  a  trial  which  he  understood,  and  upon 
that  letter  Sir  Adam  Wilson  wrote  these  comments  : 

“  Toronto,  10th  September,  1888. 

“  To  the  Honourable  the  Minister  of  Justice, 

“  Ottawa. 

“  Sir, — I  have  the  honour  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of 
your  communication  of  the  6th  instaht  relating  to  the  case 
of  the  convict  Edward  Wilson,  now  in  the  Kingston  Peni¬ 
tentiary  for  arson,  and  the  accompanying  documents, 
among  which  is  the  letter  of  Mr.  Schwartz,  the  consul  at 
Quebec  for  Sweden  and  Norway,  of  the  3rd  instant. 

“  The  papers  just  sent  tome  inform  me  for  the  first  time 
that  the  convict  is  a  foreigner — excepting  the  verbal 
statement  made  to  me  last  April  or  May,  by  Mr.  Murray, 
of  this  city,  who  is  connected,  I  believe,  with  the  Swedish 
Consulate  at  Quebec.  I  thought  at  the  trial,  as  not  a  word 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


was  said  of  his  being  a  foreigner,  that  he  was  an  English¬ 
man  of  rather  a  low  class. 

“  The  consul,  in  his  latest  communication  of  the  3rd 
instant,  says  the  warden  of  the  penitentiary,  in  his  certifi¬ 
cate,  has  stated  that  the  convict’s  knowledge  of  English  is 
limited  to  a  few  words— and  that  a  period  of  a  fewyears  from 
the  date  of  the  trial— and  he  continues :  ‘This  common  farm 
labourer,  ignorant  of  the  language,  the  law  and  the  prac- 
tice  of  the  courts  of  this  country,  was  apparently  without 
having  been  afforded  the  assistance  of  a  counsel,’  which 
my  legal  adviser  informs  me  is  unheard  of  in  this  part  of 
the  Dominion — equally  so  in  the  native  country  of  the- 
prisoner,  and  I  believe  in  any  other  country  laying  claim 
to  an  administration  of  justice  based  upon  fair  and  just 
principles. 

“The  consul  may  not  be  aware  that  prisoners  are- 
repeatedly  their  counsel,  and  probably  so  sometimes  for 
the  reasons  best  known  to  themselves.  If  for  any  special 
cause  it  appears  to  the  court  that  the  prisoner  requires 
legal  assistance— or  if  he  desires  it  himself— counsel  is 
then  assigned  to  defend  him. 

“But  if  there  is  no  such  special  occasion  appearing  to 
the  court  to  assign  counsel,  it  is  not  done.  Though 
whether  there  is  a  cause  or  not  to  assign  counsel,  yet  it  is 
done,  nevertheless,  if  the  prisoner  desires  it. 

“  At  the  trial  I  saw  no  special  reason  to  assign  counsel 
for  the  prisoner,  for,  as  I  have  said,  I  did  not  know,  and  it 
was  not  stated  he  was  a  foreigner  or  that  he  did  not  under¬ 
stand  the  nature  of  the  charge  that  was  made  against  him 
or  was  not  able  to  follow  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses. 
The  consul  then  concludes :  ‘  Wilson,  consequently,  has 
had  no  defence— in  fact,  has  been  tried,  found  guilty  and 
sentenced  without  a  show  of  a  hearing.’ 

“  That  is  a  very  grave  charge.  He  also  says  : 

“  ‘  When,  at  a  later  date  at  the  penitentiary,  it  was  diffi¬ 
cult  that  he  could  be  made  to  understand  what  was  re¬ 
quired  of  him,  it  cannot  be  wondered  at  that  he  did  not 
understand  what  was  required  of  him  at  the  court — that  is 
to  say,  he  made  no  statement  and  called  no  witnesses — 
where  not  the  slightest  pains  have  been  taken  for  his  in¬ 
formation,  his  guidance  and  protection.’ 

“  That  the  convict  made  no  statement  was,  according  to 
the  evidence  against  him,  the  wisest  course  to  adopt — and 
that  he  called  no  witnesses  is  not  at  all  to  be  wondered  at, 
for  he  had  none  to  call. 

“  The  consul  has  taken  great  pains  to  procure  the 
release  of  the  convict — not  ‘  because  his  knowledge  of  En¬ 
glish  is  limited  to  just  a  few  words,’  and  because  he  did  not 
understand  what  was  said  at  the  trial  against  him  and  so- 
could  not  answer  it, — and  because  he  had  no  witnesses. 

“  The  ignorance  of  English  is  not  by  any  means  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  consul,  it  is  disproved  by  the  witnesses  who- 
were  examined  at  the  trial.  The  consul  imagines  the 
ignorance  of  English  is  established,  because  the  convict, 
with  a  purpose  to  serve,  now  appears  to  the  warden  to- 
know  but  a  few  words  of  it  ;  this  makes  no  allowance  for 
the  cunning  and  power  of  dissimulation  of  such  persons 
who  may  be  enjoying  their  success  over  the  easy  credul¬ 
ity  of  their  interrogators. 

“  I  take  it  as  an  undoubted  fact  that  the  convict  was 
guilty  of  the  arson  charged  against  him.  In  all  the 
consul’s  arguments  it  does  not  appear  the  convict  denies 
his  guilt.  The  consul  says  the  conviction  is  ‘solely  and 
entirely  based  on  the  otherwise  unsupported  evidence  of 
the  witness,  Constable  McKee  as  to  a  conversation  between 
the  prisoner  and  himself,  in  which  the  former  is  said  to 
have  made  a  verbal  statement  or  admission  that  he  acci¬ 
dentally  burned  the  barn  and  set  fire  to  the  house  and  at 
the  same  time  so  said  a  statement  to  this  effect  written 
by  an  officer  of  the  guard.’  And  that  it  was  not  admis¬ 
sible  evidence,  because  it  was  not  shown  the  prisoner 
understood  what  had  been  written.” 

The  learned  judge  goes  on  with  his  argument  on 
that  point,  with  which  I  need  not  trouble  the 
House  ;  but  I  thought  it  right,  as  I  read  the  first 
letter,  which  was  strongly  in  the  prisoner’s  favour,, 
to  read  the  argument  which  Sir  Adam  Wilson 
made  against  the  contention  of  the  consul.  The 
contention  of  the  consul  was  not  only  that  the 
prisoner  should  be  released,  but  that  he  should  be 
paid  damages  for  his  conviction  and  detention. 
I  felt  inclined  to  concur  with  the  consul  that  the 
man  had  not  been  tried  in  a  way  in  which  we 
should  like  to  see  a  person  tried  for  so  serious  an 
offence,  one  to  which  so  stringent  a  penalty  was 
attached.  The  Chief  Justice  said — but  I  cannot 
follow  his  reasoning  there — that  the  prisoner  had 


2045 


[MAY  16,  1892.] 


2646- 


no  w  it  nesses  to  call,  and  that  silence  at  a  trial  was 
his  wisest  course.  I  cannot  see  how  that  can  be 
said  in  regard  to  any  one  tried  in  a  language 
not  one  word  of  which  he  understood.  I  should 
be  very  sorry  if  I  were  tried  in  a  foreign  country, 
where  I  knew  nothing  of  the  language,  to  have  it 
inferred  that  I  was  acting  from  caution  and  prud¬ 
ence  in  not  making  a  defence  in  regard  to  an  ac¬ 
cusation  which  might  deprive  me  of  my  liberty  for 
life.  I  am  sure,  notwithstanding  the  argument 
which  Sir  Adam  Wilson  made  in  his  second  letter, 
if  it  had  come  to  his  knowledge  at  the  trial  that 
the  man  was  a  foreigner  and  did  not  understand 
English,  he  would  have  taken  care  that  the  pris¬ 
oner  should  be  provided  with  counsel  anti  an 
interpreter.  I,  therefore,  in  view  of  all  the  cir¬ 
cumstances,  do  not  by  any  means  regret  that  I 
had  counselled  His  Excellency  to  reduce  the  sen¬ 
tence  to  seven  years.  I  shall  be  happy  to  give 
the  hon.  gentleman  any  other  information,  but  I 
presume  that  is  sufficient. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  I  am  not  now  president 
of  the  company,  but  the  manager  wrote  asking 
me  to  move  this  resolution.  I  have  done  so,  and 
I  must  say,  after  hearing  the  explanation,  that  I 
am  perfectly  satisfied,  and  so  far  as  my  own  per¬ 
sonal  feeling  is  concerned,  I  think  the  Minister  of 
Justice  did  what  perhaps  any  one  of  us 'would  have 
done  under  the  circumstances.  I  am  perfectly 
satisfied  with  his  action  in  the  matter,  and  with 
the  leave  of  the  House  I  beg  to  withdraw  the 
motion. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  It  is  quite  true  that  this  young 
man  was  a  Swede  and  could  not  talk  much  English, 
yet  he  spoke  French  very  well,  I  understand  from 
all  who  knew  him,  and  he  was  among  the  French. 
This  young  man  was  pardoned  and  released  from 
the  penitentiary  at  Kingston.  He  went  straight  back 
to  Essex,  settling  very  nearly  in  the  same  neigh¬ 
bourhood  in  which  he  was  before,  and  within  four 
or  five  days  of  his  arrival  there  he  again  burnt  out 
the  same  family.  He  burnt  the  barns,  and  so  far 
as  I  know,  he  burnt  all  the  buildings  that  the  man 
owned. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  It  is  hardly  fair  to  say  he 
burnt  them,  for  he  was  tried  for  the  offence  and  it 
was  not  proved  against  him. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  will  put  it  in  this  way.  It 
was  proved  that  the  man  was  on  the  ground  the 
evening  before,  and  it  was  proved  exactly  where 
he  was  just  after  the  fire  started  ;  but  there  was  a 
small  break  in  the  chain  of  evidence,  a  very  small 
one,  and  so  the  magistrate  let  him  oft.  I  feel  from 
my  knowledge  of  the  whole  matters,  knowing  the 
family  as  well  as  I  do,  knowing  also  the  young  man, 
that  it  is  a  serious  matter  to  turn  loose  a  man  of 
that  kind.  I  have  heard  the  statement  of  the 
Minister  of  J ustice  in  regard  to  this  case,  and  no 
doubt  he  could  not  have  acted  otherwise.  But  this 
is  a  great  loss  to  these  people.  I  have  not  the  least 
doubt  in  my  mind  that  the  man  was  guilty  of.  the 
second  act.  Speaking  the  French  language,  he 
was  not  in  the  difficult  position  which  my  hon. 
friend  thinks  he  occupied.  In  the  second  case  it 
was  with  extreme  difficulty  that  the  farmer  was 
able  to  save  his  wife  and  three  children.  The 
case  was  a  very  grievous  one,  for  the  man  lost  his 
barn,  a  house  worth  $2,000  and  all  the  buildings 
attached  to  it.  I  feel  that  in  a  case  of  this  kind 
great  care  should  be  exercised.  The  evidence  in 


the  first  case  was  very  clear.  He  not  only  had  a 
counsel  to  defend  him,  but  the  counsel  was  a 
Frenchman,  and  the  prisoner  spoke  the  French 
language  clearly  and  fairly  well. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  He  had  no  counsel 
at  the  first  trial. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  He  may  not  have  had  a  paid 
counsel,  but  Mr.  Ouellette  acted  for  him.  He  did 
not  have  money  to  pay  a  large  amount,  but  he  advised 
with  him  and  gave  him  his  opinion  freely. 

Motion  withdrawn. 

PROHIBITION— PLEBISCITE. 

Mr.  CHARLTON  moved  : 

That  the  state  of  public  opinion  upon  the  question  of 
the  prohibition  of  the  manufacturing,  importation  and 
sale  of  intoxicating  liquors,  for  beverage  purposes,  should 
be  ascertained  by  a  reference  of  the  question  to  the  elec¬ 
tors  of  Canada  at  the  polls. 

He  said  :  Since  I  have  had  the  honour  to  have  a 
seat  in  this  House,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  prohibition 
question  has  occupied  a  large  share  of  public  atten¬ 
tion  and  has  frequently  been  discussed  in  Parliament. 
We  have  had,  I  think,  manifested  in  the  House 
upon  almost,  if  not  upon  every  occasion,  when  this- 
question  was  raised,  an  indisposition  on  the  part  of 
members  to  face  the  question  squarely  and  to  go 
upon  record  as  voting  for  or  against  prohibition. 
Various  parliamentary  expedients  have  been  re¬ 
sorted  to  upon  almost  every  occasion  to  shunt  the 
question,  and  to  place  it  in  a  position  where  it  was 
not  necessary  to  give  a  direct  expression  of  opinion, 
on  it.  We  have  had  two  Royal  Commissions  ap¬ 
pointed,  and  action  upon  the  question  deferred  in  con¬ 
sequence  of  the  appointment  of  these  commissions 
until  their  report  could  be  presented  to  the  people. 
The  first  commission  was  appointed,  if  my  memory 
serves  me  right,  in  1874.  The  result  of  its  delib¬ 
erations  and  examinations  and  the  testimony  taken 
and  information  acquired  was  laid  before  Parlia¬ 
ment  and  the  people,  but  that  Royal  Commission 
was  not  productive  of  any  legislative  result.  We 
have  had  pouring  in  upon  us  from  time  to  time,  pe¬ 
titions  from  the  people  asking  for  prohibition,  and 
when  the  question  was  raised  last  session  and  had 
reached  a  stage  where  it  seemed  that  Parliament 
would  be  obliged  at  last  to  give  an  expression  of 
opinion  by  either  voting  that  prohibition  was  desir¬ 
able  or  that  it  was  not,  the  expedient  of  the 
appointment  of  a  Royal  Commission  was  again  re¬ 
sorted  to.  In  that  way  the  question  was  again 
set  aside  and  we  are  waiting  until  that  Royal  Com¬ 
mission,  with  the  utmost  deference  to  its  own  re¬ 
quirements  as  to  time  and  its  own  ease,  makes  its 
report. 

We  have  had  the  most  prominent  gentlemen, 
in  this  House  who  have  agitated  this  ques¬ 
tion  disposed  of  in  various  ways.  We  have  my 
hon.  friend  the  Minister  of  Finance,  wffio  was  once 
a  very  ardent  prohibitionist,  now  in  the  position  of 
Finance  Minister,  and  he  is  not  as  anxious  for  the 
passage  of  the  law  as  he  formerly  was.  The  hon. 
gentleman  who  presented  resolutions  in  this  House 
from  time  to  time,  year  after  year,  has  departed 
from  the  precincts  of  the  House  of  Commons 
and  has  been  made  a  judge,  and  his  interference 
with  the  question  has  been  disposed  of.  Now,  Mr.. 
Speaker,  perhaps  we  may  say  that  it  is  difficult  to 
define  the  exact  extent  of  the  prohibition  sentiment 
in  Canada.  The  question  has  never  been  presented. 
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to  the  people  standing  distinctly  and  squarely  upon 
its  own  merits.  It  has  always  been  mixed  up  to  a 
certain  extent  with  other  political  issues,  and  I 
doubt  whether,  if  we  were  to  face  the  question  to¬ 
day, — if  we  were  taking  into  consideration,  honestly 
and  seriously,  the  propriety  of  passing  a  prohibitory 
liquor  law — we  are  in  possession  of  the  information 
that  it  would  be  necessary  for  us  to  have  as  to  the 
state  of  public  sentiment  in  the  country,  and  as  to 
whether  the  great  majority  of  the  people  of  Canada 
were  actually  in  favour  of  such  a  measure.  *  The 
temperance  sentiment  of  the  country  has  been  of  a 
character  to  produce  mischievous  consequences 
politically,  and  not  of  a  character  to  promote  very 
efficiently  the  temperance  issue  itself.  It  has  always 
been  felt,  I  presume,  by  politicians  to  be  a  dangerous 
thing  to  have  the  temperance  question  raised.  If  a  can¬ 
didate  assumed  a  temperance  position,  he  was  certain 
to  lose  what  might  be  termed  the  liquor  vote  in 
his  own  party,  and  was  equally  certain  not 
to  draw  a  single  temperance  vote  from  the  other 
party.  Many  cases  in  my  own  knowledge  have 
occurred,  where  temperance  meii  who  honestly 
avowed  their  sentiments  have  lost  their  elections 
in  consequence  of  that  avowal,  simply  through  the 
failure  of  temperance  men  to  come  to  their  support, 
and  by  their  losing  on  the  other  hand  the 
anti-temperance  vote  of  their  own  party.  The 
presentation  of  this  question  has  never  been  a  fair 
one,  and  we  never  have  secured  definite  knowledge 
as  to  the  exact  state  of  public  sentiment  upon  it. 
We  never  had  the  presumable  temperance  senti¬ 
ment  of  the  country  brought  honestly  and  squarely 
to  bear  upon  this  issue,  either  before  the  people  or 
in  this  House  of  Commons. 

It  may  be  said,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  passage  of 
the  Scott  Act  in  a  great  number  of  counties  in  this 
Dominion,  is  an  unerring  indication  that  there  was 
a  temperance  sentiment  that  commanded  a  majority 
of  votes  in  the  country,  and  no  doubt  the  bare  pass¬ 
age  of  the  Act  in  these  various  counties  would  seem 
to  indicate  that  that  assertion  was  true.  But,  fol¬ 
lowing  the  passage  of  that  Act,  we  have  had  the 
fact  that  it  was  repealed  in  almost  all  these  coun¬ 
ties,  and  we  have  the  evidence,  the  surface  evidence 
at  least,  of  a  revolution  of  feeling  with  regard  to  the 
question.  Perhaps  if  we  were  to  look  deeply  into 
that  matter,  it  might  be  found  that  that  reversal 
of  the  action  of  the  people  in  voting  for  the  Scott 
Act  was  due  to  their  disgust  with  this  Government 
in  failing  to  provide  a  means  for  carrying  that  law 
into  effect.  It  might  be  found  that  this  was  the 
case,  blit  upon  the  surface  the  indication  is  that 
there  has  been  to  some  extent  a  change  in  public 
sentiment  with  regard  to  the  temperance  question, 
indicated  as  it  was  in  the  first  place  by  the  passage 
of  the  law  in  so  many  counties,  and  in  the  second 
place  by  its  almost  universal  repeal.  Now,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  passage  of  a  prohibitory  liquor  law 
would  be  in  Canada,  as  it  has  proved  to  be  in  other 
countries,  a  useless  piece  of  legislation  if  it  were 
not  backed  and  sustained  by  popular  opinion.  It 
requires,  perhaps,  more  than  a  bare  majority  of  the 
people,  it  requires  an  overwhelming  popular 
opinion  in  favour  of  the  law  to  secure  its  efficient 
operation  and  its  being  properly  enforced.  Without 
that  public  sentiment  it  is  useless  to  put  such  a 
law  upon  the  Statute-book,  and  I  have  always 
believed,  as  I  believe  to-day,  that  the  first  step  to 
take,  if  we  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  this 
question  in  a  business-like  way,  if  we  desire  to  lay 
Mr.  Charlton. 


the  foundations  properly,  and  establish  our  legisla¬ 
tion  upon  a  basis  that  will  make  it  enduring  and 
not  a  dead  letter  ;  the  first  step  to  take  is  to  ascer¬ 
tain  what  is  the  state  of  public  sentiment,  and  how 
large  a  proportion  of  the  people  of  Canada  are  in 
favour  of  such  a  law.  If  the  measures  taken 
to  secure  that  knowledge  disclose  the  fact  that  not 
a  majority  of  the  people  of  this  country  are  in 
favour  of  such  a  law,  then  it  is  useless  to  put  such 
a  law  upon  the  Statute-book.  If  there  proves  to 
be  a  very  large  majority  in  favour  of  such  a  law, 
then  we  may  reasonably  say  that  it  would  be  a 
proper  thing  to  proceed  to  enact  the  legislation  re¬ 
quired. 

But  it  may  be  said  that  the  raising  of  the 
question  of  the  reference  of  this  matter  to  the 
people  at  the  polls  at  the  present  time  is  inoppor¬ 
tune,  and  is  in  a  sense  premature  ;  because  the 
House  last  session  took  action  with  reference  to  it, 
and  the  result  of  the  action  taken  by  the  House 
has  not  yet  been  reached.  It  may  be  said  that  the 
House  referred  this  question  to  a  Royal  Commis¬ 
sion,  that  we  are  waiting  for  the  report  of  that 
Royal  Commission,  and  that  we  cannot  take  a 
single  step  until  that  report  is  received,  and  until 
that  stage  of  the  proceedings  has  terminated. 
Now,  Sir,  I  may  perhaps  be  uncharitable  in  the 
opinion  that  I  entertain  about  this  matter,  but  I  do 
not  believe  that  the  Royal  Commission  was  ap¬ 
pointed  simply  on  account  of  a  sincere  desire  on 
the  part  of  the  Government  to  secure  the  informa¬ 
tion  that  was  wanted  before  undertaking  action 
upon  this  subject.  .  I  do  not  believe  that  the  hon. 
Minister  of  Finance  and  his  colleagues  were  so  des¬ 
titute  of  information  upon  this  subject  as  to  be  in 
the  dark  as  to  what  might  be  the  proper  course  for 
Parliament  to  take.  I  do  believe,  Sir,  that  with 
that  question  staring  them  in  the  face,  with 
the  necessity  existing  on  the  part  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  meet  the  question  in  some  way, 
they  preferred  to  dispose  of  the  question  by  refer¬ 
ring  it  to  a  Royal  Commission,  thus  postponing  the 
necessity  of  meeting  it,  to  the  more  open  and  frank 
course  of  meeting  the  question  then  and  there  by 
calling  upon  the  House  to  divide,  and  each  member 
to  record  his  vote  as  to  whether  he  was  in  favour 
of  prohibition  or  against  it.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
suppose  we  need  the  report  of  this  Royal  Com¬ 
mission  to  inform  us  as  to  the  character  or  extent 
of  the  evils  of  intemperance.  I  do  not  suppose 
that  any  intelligent  man  in  this  country  needs  its 
report  in  order  to  enable  him  to  form  an  opinion  as 
to  whether  intemperance  produces  such  evils  in 
the  country  as  to  render  it  advisable  to  mitigate  or 
entirely  to  abolish  those  evils.  We  do  not  need 
the  report  for  that.  The  state  of  public  intelligence 
in  this  country  would  enable  the  people  to  decide 
at  once  whether  intemperance  is  an  evil  so  great  as 
to  require  legislative  enactment  to  check  it,  or 
whether  it  is  not.  We  do  not  need  the  deliverance 
of  this  commission  to  enable  us  to  decide  whether, 
if  we  are  to  pass  an  efficient  prohibitory  liquor  law, 
there  is  a  necessity  for  the  prohibition  of  the 
manufacture  as  well  as  the  sale  of  liquor.  We  do 
not  need  the  finding  of  this  commission  to  give  us 
the  information  which  is  necessary  to  guide  us  in 
our  action  on  either  of  thesepoints.  In  fact,  we  do  not 
need  the  information  of  this  commission  at  all. 
We  have  the  broad  fact  before  us  that  intemper¬ 
ance  is  a  great  evil  ;  we  have  the  fact  that  we  can¬ 
not  cope  with  that  evil  by  legislative  restrictions 
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unless  we  put  a  stop  to  the  manufacture  as  well  as 
to  the  sale  of  liquor  ;  and  having  these  facts  be¬ 
fore  us,  I  repeat,  it  is  not  necessary  to  wait  for  the 
finding  of  what  I  term.a  farcical  commission — a  com¬ 
mission  appointed  merely  for  the  purpose  of  shunt¬ 
ing  off  an  awkward  question  instead  of  taking  action 
upon  it.  If  action  in  any  event  is  necessary  to  be 
taken  on  this  question,  the  finding  of  a  Royal  Com¬ 
mission  is  not  in  any  sense  essential.  But  I  think 
we  could  refer  this  question  to  a  Royal  Commission 
whose  decision  would  be  much  more  reliable  and 
would  command  much  more  deference  and  respect 
than  the  Royal  Commission  which  was  appointed 
last  session.  I  think  the  Royal  Commission  to 
which  we  might  refer  this  question  is  the  entire 
electorate  of  Canada.  If  you  want  advice,  refer 
the  question  to  them  as  a  Royal  Commission,  and 
ask  their  opinion  upon  it.  Among  these  electors 
you  will  find  men  of  every  shade  of  belief  and 
opinion,  and  possessed  of  every  item  of  intelligence 
that  can  be  acquired  by  the  few  Royal  Commission¬ 
ers  whom  the  Government  have  appointed.  And, 
Sir,  having  referred  the  question  to  this  Royal  Com¬ 
mission,  acommissionof  the  wholepeople,  and  having 
heard  their  decision,  the  Government  would  be  in  a 
position  to  know  what  its  duty  was,  and  what  course 
it  should  take.  But  it  may  be  objected  that  large  ex¬ 
pense  would  attend  this  course.  Well,  not  neces¬ 
sarily.  Of  course  we  are  not  to  reach  the  solution  of 
this  question  in  one  day  or  in  one  session.  It  is  a  mat¬ 
ter  that  will  require  some  little  time.  It  involves  a 
momentous  change.  It  involves  the  loss  of  a  large 
amount  of  revenue.  It  involves  various  conse¬ 
quences  which  render  it  necessary  to  proceed 
cautiously  and  in  a  somewhat  conservative  way. 
It  is  not  necessary,  probably  it  is  not  possible, 
to  refer  the  question  immediately.  The  question 
might  be  referred  as  a  separate  question,  to  be 
voted  on  by  a  separate  ballot  at  municipal  elec¬ 
tions,  or  it  might  be  referred  at  the  next  general 
election,  if  the  pressure  of  public  sentiment  did  not 
demand  the  solution  of  the  question  at  an  earlier 
date.  It  could  be  referred  in  either  of  these  ways. 
But  in  order  to  ascertain  the  state  of  public  senti¬ 
ment  on  this  question,  it  must  be  referred  as  a 
separate  and  distinct  question.  It  must  not  be 
complicated  with  any  other  political  issue,  and 
each  elector  must  be  called  on  to  deposit  his  ballot 
on  this  single  question  alone,  without  mixing  up 
with  it  his  views  on  the  National  Policy  or  on  any 
other  question  whatever. 

But  the  objection  may  be  urged,  as  it  has  been 
urged,  that  this  method  would  not  be  constitutional. 
Whenever  an  awkward  question  arises,  I  find  that 
a  very  handy  way  of  getting  around  it  is  to  raise 
the  question  of  constitutionality  or  of  provincial 
rights ;  and  it  may  be  said  that  this  is  an  un- 
British  or  an  unconstitutional  way  of  proceeding. 
That  objection  has  already  been  urged.  If  we  took 
this  course,  we  should  be  asking  the  advice  of  a 
certain  body ;  that  is  all  we  should  be  doing, 
nothing  more  nor  less.  We  are  doing  that  in  the 
case  of  this  Royal  Commission.  W e  are  referring 
the  question  to  a  body  of  men  and  asking  those 
gentlemen  to  examine  into  it  and  give  us  their 
opinion  for  our  guidance — simply  that,  nothing  more, 
nothing  less.  We  do  not  necessarily  go  any  further 
than  that  in  the  case  of  a  referendum.  We  refer  to 
the  people  of  Canada,  the  great  body  of  the  elec¬ 
tors,  this  question,  asking  them  to  indicate  their 


opinion  upon  it,  and  when  their  opinion  is  given, 
we  can  decide  to  what  extent  we  shall  be  guided 
by  it.  Now,  we  have  made  provision  of  this 
character,  though  not  so  broadly  or  comprehen¬ 
sively,  before.  We  have  adopted  provisions  of  this 
character  in  reference  to  the  Scott  Act.  Here  was 
an  Act  on  the  Statute-book  which  provided  that  in 
every  county  of  this  Dominion  it  might  be  referred  to 
the  electors  of  that  county,  who  would  decide  either 
to  accept  or  to  reject  that  Act  according  to  their 
pleasure.  So  we  might  devise  a  general  prohibitory 
Act,  and  refer  that  Act  with  all  its  provisions  to 
the  people  of  Canada,  asking  them  to  decide  the 
question  :  Will  you  have  this  Act  to  be  the  law  of 
the  land',  yes  or  no  ?  Or  we  might  take  the  simpler 
and  more  limited  course  of  asking  the  people  whether 
or  not  they  desire  a  law  of  this  kind,  setting  forth 
in  the  referendum  the  consequences,  such  as  the 
loss  of  revenue,  that  would  follow  its  enactment. 
Now,  Sir,  the  people  of  this  country  are  the  primary 
source  of  power.  We  might  have  this  House  dis¬ 
solved  to-morrow  upon  an  issue  which  the  people 
would  be  called  upon  to  decide.  The  Government 
might  go  to  the  people  on  almost  any  conceivable 
question,  and  the  people  would  be  the  last  court  of 
resort,  and  their  decision  would  be  final.  There¬ 
fore,  I  think  it  is  absurd  to  say  that  that 
body,  which  is  the  last  court  of  resort  in 
this  country,  that  body  to  which  Parliament 
refers  and  to  which  Parliament  is  account¬ 
able,  that  body  before  which  Parliament  must  go 
at  stated  periods  whether  there  is  a  dissolution  or 
not,  and  to  which  every  member  must  render  an 
account  of  his  stewardship,  should  not  have  refer¬ 
red  to  it  a  single  question  such  as  this.  I  think  it 
is  absurd  to  say  that  we  have  not  the  power  or  the 
right  to  refer  a  single  question  to  the  great  body  of 
the  electorate,  when  we  have  to  refer  to  them  our 
very  existence  as  a  body  of  legislators,  for  their  ap¬ 
proval  or  disapproval,  and  to  recognize  their  deci¬ 
sion  as  final.  Let  us  then,  in  my  opinion,  if  we 
wish  to  deal  with  this  question  in  a  sensible,  busi¬ 
ness-like  way,  if  we  wish  to  set  our  faces  in  the 
direction  of  ever  arriving  at  legislation  likely  to  deal 
with  this  question,  proceed  from  the  foundation 
and  lay  the  first  foundation  stone  by  ascertaining 
whether  there  is  a  public  sentiment  in  Canada 
which  will  warrant  the  Government  in  dealing 
with  a  question  of  this  kind  by  legislation.  If  we 
ascertain  that  such  a  public  sentiment  exists,  we 
will  ascertain  by  that  reference  also  how  pro¬ 
nounced  that  sentiment  is.  We  will  ascertain 
whether  it  is  an  overwhelming  sentiment  or  a  bare 
majority,  or  whether  there  is  no  such  majority  at 
all,  and  the  Government,  with  that  information  in 
its  hands,  will  be  in  a  better  position  to  deal  with 
this  question  than  when  moving  in  the  dark  without 
knowing  how  the  electors  of  the  country  stand  on 
it.  I  believe  if  we  are  to  have  a  temperance  legis¬ 
lation  at  all,  the  proper  way  to  proceed  is  first  to 
know  whether  we  are  meeting  with  popular  appro¬ 
val  in  the  step  we  are  taking.  If  we  find  that  there 
is  a  public  sentiment  which  will  not  only  justify 
the  Government  in  placing  such  a  law  upon  the 
Statute-book  but  in  enforcing  that  law,  then  let  us 
proceed  with  it  ;  but  if  the  state  of  public  senti¬ 
ment  is  such  that  would  not  warrant  our  adopting 
such  a  measure,  if  there  is  not  a  pronounced  major¬ 
ity  of  the  people  in  favour  of  it,  it  is  folly  to  pro¬ 
ceed  with  it. 
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Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Every  member  of  the 
House  has  in  mind  the  action  which  was  resolved 
upon  last  session  with  regard  to  this  question.  We 
had  the  question  discussed  in  its  various  phases. 
We  had  several  amendments  proposed  to  a  straight 
resolution  in  favour  of  prohibition,  and  at  last  the 
majority  of  this  House  concurred  in  the  propriety 
of  a  Royal  Commission  issuing  to  obtain  informa¬ 
tion  upon  a  number  of  points  which  are  closely  con¬ 
nected  with  the  adoption  of  any  principle  relating 
to  the  liquor  traffic,  whether  the  principle  of  high 
license,  or  of  prohibition,  or  of  plebiscite.  When, 
therefore,  the  hon.  member  for  Norfolk  charges  the 
Government  with  insincerity  in  issuing  the  com¬ 
mission,  he  is  simply  making  an  unwarranted 
charge  against  this  House  of  insincerity  in  adopt¬ 
ing  the  resolution  ;  and  I  am  afraid  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  lays  himself  open  to  grave  suspicion  of 
the  offence  with  which  he  accuses  us,  wrhen,  the 
Royal  Commission  having  issued  under  the  author¬ 
ity  of  this  House  and  at  the  request  of  this  House, 
he  seeks  to  forestall  it  by  a  resolution  in  favour  of 
definite  conclusion  with  regard  to  one  of  the 
questions  on  which  the  commission  has  to  report. 
The  information  which  the  commission  is  seeking 
and  lias  to  prepare  for  this  House,  is  information 
which  will,  to  some  extent,  guide  this  House  as  to 
the  state  of  public  opinion  on  the  question  of  pro¬ 
hibition  ;  but  the  principal  value  of  that  informa¬ 
tion  will  be  to  inform  public  opinion  itself. 
It  will  be  to  inform  the  public  of  this  country  on 
the  various  subjects  into  which  the  commission  has 
to  enquire,  some  of  the  most  important  of  which  are 
the  results  attending  attempts  to  enforce  prohibi¬ 
tion  in  other  countries,  and  the  extent  of  the  inter¬ 
ests  which  would  be  immediately  affected  by  the 
adoption  of  prohibition.  Is  it  a  matter  of  no 
importance  whatever  that  the  public  should  be 
instructed  upon  that  question  before  their  opinion 
is  taken  by  vote,  by  a  reference  such  as  the 
hon.  gentleman  proposes?  I  am  sure  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  this  House  did  not  think  so  last  year, 
when,  for  these  reasons,  they  adopted  the  sug¬ 
gestion  to  have  a  commission  issued  ;  and  while  the 
commission  is  engaged  in  its  work  can  it  be  that 
hon.  gentleman  contemplates  appealing  to  the  elec¬ 
torate  for  its  opinion — before  the  evidence  is  laid 
before  it  ?  The  hon.  gentleman  has  no  such  idea,  be¬ 
cause,  in  the  next  breath,  he  tells  us — and  that  is 
what  makes  it  so  difficult  to  understand  his  sincer¬ 
ity  in  proposing  this  resolution — that  this  may 
fairly  be  postponed  until  the  next  general  election. 
Let  us,  in  the  meantime,  ascertain  what  informa¬ 
tion  the  commission  has  been  able  to  gather,  and 
what  lines  of  action  the  commission  proposes,  before 
we  even  deqide  that  a  reference  to  a  public  vote 
ought  to  be  had,  and  it  will  be  ample  time  then  for 
the  hon.  gentleman,  who  will  still  have  some  ses¬ 
sions  before  him,  to  move  for  the  adoption  of  the  re¬ 
ference  to  a  public  vote ;  or  it  may  be  that  the 
result  of  the  labours  of  the  commission  will  satisfy 
him  that  a  measure  in  favour  of  prohibition  may  be 
adopted  at  once,  because  that  is  the  tendency  of 
his  own  wish,  I  have  no  doubt,  from  what  we  have 
heard  from  him  on  previous  occasions.  For  my  part, 
I  have  the  strongest  possible  objection  to  a  refer¬ 
ence  to  a  public  vote,  of  the  question  as  to  any 
particular  measure  by  which  the  country  shall  be 
governed  in  a  matter  of  this  kind.  I  am  not  submit¬ 
ting,  as  the  hon.  gentleman  seemed  to  anticipate, 
that  there  are  constitutional  questions  involved.  I 
Mr.  Charlton. 


have  no  doubt  we  can  change  and  mould  our  consti¬ 
tution  in  that  respect  as  we  please,  but  I  feel  very 
confident  in  the  assertion  that  such  a  mode  of 
action  is  utterly  repugnant  .to  the  constitutional 
principles  we  have  adopted  and  have  followed  with 
zeal  down  to  the  present  time.  It  is  the  adoption 
of  a  method  known  to  different  forms  of  govern¬ 
ment,  other  forms  of  government,  forms  from  which 
we  have  deliberately  departed  and  from  which  our 
departure  widens  as  our  constitutional  growth  and 
development  continues.  It  is  not  necessary  in 
connection  with  this  question  that  we  should 
discuss  the  principles  underlying  an  appeal 
to  the  vote  of  the  people  for  or  against  any 
definite  or  indefinite  proposal  that  may  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  electorate.  The  question  before  the 
House  is  whether  it  will  nullify  what  it  did  last 
session  and  stultify  its  own  act  by  disregarding 
entirely  the  investigation  which  the  commission  is 
now  carrying  on,  not  only  on  the  authority  of  the 
Crown,  but  on  the  authority  of  the  Crown  granted 
in  accordance  with  the  express  wish  of  this  House, 
and  I,  therefore,  hope  the  House  will  not  adopt  the 
resolution.  The  hon.  gentleman  can  see  no  definite 
good  in  his  motion,  because  he  admits  that  action 
on  this  resolution  may  be,  with  perfect  propriety, 
postponed  until  years  to  come  ;  but  it  will  do 
indefinite  mischief  by  establishing  what  I  have 
said  I  believe  to  be  a  repugnant  principle  with 
regard  to  the  Government  of  the  conntry  in  seeking 
the  adoption  by  the  popular  vote  of  a  measure, 
irrespective  of  the  choice  of  men  to  administer  it, 
and  besides  it  will  convey  to  the  public  mind  the 
impression  that  the  labour  on  which  the  commission 
is  engaged  will  be  utterly  worthless  as  regards 
conveying  information  to  the  public  on  which 
Parliament  ought  to  take  action. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  some¬ 
what  hotly  presented  the  imputation  of  insincerity 
suggested  by  the  mover  of  this  motion  with  regard 
to  the  action  of  the  Government  in  suggesting  last 
year  to  appoint  a  commission  to  investigate  this 
question.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  on  his  behalf  and 
on  behalf  of  his  colleagues  resents  that  imputation 
and  will  not  accept  it,  perhaps  he  will  at  all  events 
agree  that  there  was  some  foundation  for  my  hon. 
friend  bringing  up  this  resolution.  Because  the 
hon.  gentleman  will,  I  am  sure,  himself  agree  that 
the  people  who  did  it  were  sincere  in  asking  the 
Government  to  appoint  that  commission,  but  they 
have  not  shown  any  eagerness  in  appointing  that 
commission  after  the  authority  was  given  to  them. 
It  was,  I  think,  in  July  last  that  Parliament  voted 
to  have  this  subject  investigated  by  a  commission. 
Now,  it  is  a  matter  of  public  notoriety  that  the 
commission  was  not  appointed  until  after  the  open¬ 
ing  of  this  session,  which  was  on  the  25th  February 
last,  so  that  five  or  six  months  were  allowed  to 
elapse  after  power  had  been  obtained  from  Parlia¬ 
ment  before  the  commission  was  appointed.  Since 
that,  the  commission  has  sat,  as  I  am  informed, 
twice,  and  the  sittings  have  been  of  a  purely  for¬ 
mal  character,  and  to  the  present  day,  though  the 
commission  was  appointed  more  than  three  months 
ago,  nothing  serious  has  been  done  in  the  matter. 
Under  such  circumstances,  the  Government,  though 
they  may  repel  the  imputation  of  insincerity,  cannot 
say  that  the  imputation  is  not  without  some  cause  ; 
because,  after  all,  if  the  Government  had  displayed 
on  this  question  the  same  eagerness  they  have  dis- 
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played  upon  other  questions,  I  am  sure  the  com¬ 
mission  would  have  been  appointed  before  Feb¬ 
ruary  last,  and  would  have  received  instructions  to 
proceed  more  eagerly  than  they  have  hitherto.  The 
question  arises,  under  such  circumstances,  what  is 
to  be  done  ?  Last  year  I  voted  for  an  amendment  to 
the  motion  of  my  hon.  friend  to  refer  this  question 
to  the  people.  I  agree  to  a  large  extent  with  the 
Minister  of  Justice,  that  the  system  of  referring 
such  a  question,  or  in  fact  any  question,  to  a  plebis¬ 
cite  is  not  in  harmony  with  our  institutions.  I 
would  rather  see  such  a  question,  and  all  other  ques¬ 
tions,  disposed  of  in  the  old  British  manner,  that 
is,  by  Parliament  itself.  The  hon.  gentleman  and 
all  people  who  look  at  this  question  dispassionately 
must  admit  that  in  this  instance  there  might  be  an 
exception  made.  Rules  exist,  but  there  are  few 
rules  to  which  there  is  not  an  exception.  This 
question  of  temperance  and  prohibition  is  one 
which  might  be  well  disposed  of  in  this  manner. 
All  attempts  to  deal  with  this  question  in  the  past, 
either  by  the  Dunkin  Act  of  1874,  or  the  provin¬ 
cial  legislation  before  Confederation,  or,  since  Con¬ 
federation,  by  the  Scott  Act,  have  not  been  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  people  as  an  indication  whether  or 
not  the  people  at  large  desire  a  prohibitory  law.  I 
believe  this  is  largely  a  question  of  geography. 
There  are  sections  of  the  country  in  which  this  mat¬ 
ter  is  viewed  in  a  different  way  from  that  in  which 
it  is  regarded  in  other  sections.  I  know  that  there 
are  sections  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  where  abso¬ 
lute  prohibition  exists  under  provincial  laws.  You 
may  travel  in  Lotbiniere,  Megantic,  Arthabaska 
and  Nicolet  and  you  will  hardly  find  a  license 
granted  to  sell  liquor.  If  we  had  a  plebiscite  which 
would  give  the  whole  tenor  of  public  opinion  on 
this  question,  at  all  events  we  would  have  this  ad¬ 
vantage,  that  we  would  know  where  we  stand  and 
what  is  desired  by  the  people  of  the  country.  I 
doubt  if  you  can  have  any  better  mode  than  that 
for  ascertaining  the  views  of  the  country  at  large, 
and  therefore  I  would  favour  the  reference  of  this 
question  to  the  people,  not  that  I  would  do  it  as  a 
general  rule,  but  as  an  exception  which  might  pro¬ 
perly  apply  under  the  circumstances.  But  I  am 
aware,  also,  that  the  commission  is  investigating 
this  question  now,  and,  whether  they  proceed 
slowly  or  expeditiously,  I  think  it  would  be  hardly 
wise  to  open  the  question  again  until  we  have  re¬ 
ceived  the  report  of  that  commission.  I  think  my 
hon.  friend  (Mr.  Charlton),  after  bringing  this  be¬ 
fore  the  House  in  order  to  show  the  Government 
that  they  must  be  diligent  in  reference  to  this 
matter,  might  allow  it  to  stand  for  the  present, 
intimating  that,  if  the  report  of  the  commission  is 
not  laid  before  Parliament  at  an  early  stage  of  the 
next  session,  this  resolution  will  be  proposed 
again  and  pressed  with  vigour. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  The  motion  placed  in  your 
hands,  Mr.  Speaker,  by  the  hon.  member  for 
North  Norfolk  (Mr.  Charlton)  reads  as  follows  : — 

“That  the  state  of  public  opinion  upon  the  question  of 
the  prohibition  of  the  manufacturing,  importation  and 
sale  of  intoxicating  liquors,  for  beverage  purposes,  should 
be  ascertained  by  a  reference  of  the  question  to  the  elec¬ 
tors  of  Canada  at  the  polls.” 

Now,  I  want  to  ask  that  hon.  gentleman  what 
difference  there  is  between  that  motion  and  the 
motion  I  placed  in  your  hands  last  year,  which 
reads  as  follows  (Votes  and  Proceedings  of  21st 
May,  1891  ;  Hansard,  page  355)  : — 


“  That  all  the  words  after  the  word  ‘  That  ’  in  the  origi¬ 
nal  motion,  and  all  the  words  of  the  proposed  amendment 
be  struck  out,  and  the  following  words  added  instead 
thereof:  ‘this  House  renews  the  expression  of  its 
opinion,  made  in  preceding  Parliaments,  as  to  the  ex¬ 
pediency  of  prohibiting  the  manufacture,  importation  and 
sale  of  alcoholic  liquors  for  bevei’age  purposes,  but  de¬ 
clares  that  in  a  question  of  such  far-reaching  importance, 
affecting  long-established  social  and  trade  interests, 
involving  the  loss  of  many  millions  of  necessary  revenue 
and  the  consequent  imposition  of  new  and  heavy  taxation 
it  is  essential  to  the  eff  ectual  working  and  permanent 
maintenance  of  such  an  enactment  that  the  electorate  of 
Canada  should  first  pronounce  a  definite  opinion  upon  the 
subject  at  the  polls.’  ” 

If  the  hon.  gentleman  can  tell  me  any  difference 
between  the  meaning  of  my  motion  and  the  motion 
he  has  made  to-day,  I  will  be  willing  to  admit  it ; 
but,  on  looking  up  the  record,  I  find  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  voted  against  my  motion  ;  and  now,  to¬ 
day,  after  we  succeeded  in  pressing  upon  the 
Government  the  importance  of  having  a  commission 
appointed  to  investigate  the  state  of  the  liquor 
traffic,  he  comes  forward  with  a  buncombe  reso¬ 
lution. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Just  like  yours. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  No,  mine  accomplished  the 
purposes  for  which  it  was  intended.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  have  moved  and  a  Government  enquiry  will 
be  held.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  can  explain  his 
vote  of  last  year  as  being  in  accordance  with 
his  motion  of  to-day,  I  will  take  a  back  seat  ; 
but  I  think  he  will  have  to  travel  a  long 
wray  to  find  a  difference  between  those  two 
motions.  He  intimates  that  he  will  leave  this  to 
the  next  general  election.  I  had  the  same  propo¬ 
sition  in  my  motion  of  last  year,  but,  at  the  request 
of  the  hon.  gentleman  who  seconded  the  motion, 
we  struck  out  those  words,  so  that,  if  the  motion 
had  been  carried,  the  Government  would  have  had 
to  submit  the  question  at  once  to  the  country  ;  but 
it  is  clear  that  the  two  motions  are  practically  the 
same. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  It  is  unnecessary,  after  my  vote 
on  this  subject  last  session  on  the  motion  of  the 
hon.  member  for  Leeds  (Mr.  Taylor),  for  me  to  say 
that  I  would  be  opposed  to  the  motion  of  the  lion, 
gentleman  to-day.  I  feel  that  it  would  be  a  serious 
constitutional  innovation  to  adopt  such  a  mode  of 
procedure,  and  the  temperance  people  of  Canada 
have  consistently  opposed  the  adoption  of  such  a 
method  in  reference  to  the  question  of  prohibition. 
Whether  they  are  right  in  that  I  will  not  discuss 
now,  but  they  have  consistently  taken  that  position, 
and  I  feel  bound  to  maintain  it  here,  especially  as 
it  accords  in  this  instance  with  my  own  views.  I 
understood  from  the  speech  of  the  hon.  gentleman 
in  introducing  this  motion,  that  it  was  not  so  much 
for  the  purpose  of  getting  at  the  sentiment  of  this 
House  on  this  question,  as  for  the  purpose  of  ex¬ 
pressing  his  distrust  of  the  action  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  with  regard  to  the  commission. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  No. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  Well,  it  struck  me  in  that  way. 
I  do  not,  of  course,  take  any  responsibility  for  the 
appointment  of  the  commission  by  the  Government, 
because  I  voted  against  the  resolution,  thinking  it 
was  not  advisable  in  the  interest  of  prohibition. 
But  I  wish  to  say,  as  a  supporter  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,-  that  I  would  like  them  to  press  that  ques¬ 
tion  before  the  commission  in  such  a  way  as  will 
satisfy  the  country  that  they  are  in  earnest  in  get- 
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ting  the  information  for  which  that  commission 
purports  to  be  appointed.  I  do  not  feel,  up  to  the 
present  time,  that  there  is  anything  in  the  action 
of  the  Government,  notwithstanding  the  delay 
that  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  has  pointed  out, 
to  show  want  of  good  faith  on  their  part ;  but  I 
shall  be  very  glad  at  a  future  time,  if  the  hon. 
gentleman  will  propose  the  question  squarely,  to 
assist  my  hon.  friends  opposite  in  watching  the 
Government  on  the  question  of  this  commission. 
At  the  same  time  I  could  not  support  this  motion 
upon  that  ground,  nor  could  I  support  it  because 
it  is  opposed  to  my  own  view,  and  to  the  views  of 
the  temperance  people. 

/ 

Mr.  CURRAN.  It  is  not  my  intention  to  speak 
upon  the  principle  of  this  motion,  as  I  think  the 
leader  of  the  Opposition  himself  has  clearly  dis¬ 
posed  of  it.  I  think  the  mode  is  one  which  entails 
great  expense  upon  those  who  are  in  favour  of  pro¬ 
hibition,  and  so  far  as  I  know,  tire  consensus  of 
opinion  of  the  advocates  of  prohibition,  has  always 
been  against  plebiscite.  My  hon.  friend  the  leader 
of  the  Opposition  has  stated  that  he  knows  certain 
sections  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  where  there  are 
no  licenses  and  very  little  liquor.  I  know  there 
are  certain  places  where  there  are  no  licenses,  but 
I  cannot  exactly  agree  that  there  is  not  a  consider¬ 
able  amount  of  liquor  sold,  nevertheless. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  In  such  counties  as  Lotbiniere 
and  Nicolet  there  is  no  liquor  sold  at  all. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  There  are  some  places  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec  where  there  are  no  licenses, 
and  there  are  lots  of  liquor. 

Mr.  LANGELIER.  In  Montreal,  I  presume. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  In  Montreal,  there  are  lots  of 
licenses  and  lots  of  liquor,  too.  However,  there  is 
no  doubt  that  after  the  labours  of  this  commission 
have  been  completed,  the  people  will  be  in  a  better 
position  to  know  what  the  exact  state  of  affairs  is, 
and  to  pronounce  a  judgment  on  this  question. 
Owing  to  the  action  of  the  Catholic  temperance 
societies  and  total  abstinence  associations,  I 
brought  once  or  twice  before  the  House,  not  only 
the  platform  of  these  associations,  but  more  parti¬ 
cularly  I  directed  the  attention  of  the  Government 
to  the  fact  that  they  asked  for  a  rigid  inspection  of 
the  liquors  in  this  country  ;  and  it  was  promised 
on  one  or  two  occasions  that  the  officers  of  the 
Inland  Revenue  would  be  instructed  to  take  sam¬ 
ples  and  to  find  out  the  quality  of  the  liquors  sold 
in  this  country,  in  order  that  the  public  might 
know  what  is  offered  for  their  consumption.  I 
know  that  certain  measures  have  been  taken,  and 
that  samples  have  been  procured  in  some  places 
and  submitted  to  the  public  analyst,  and  a  report 
has  been  furnished  to  the  public,  I  think,  by  Mr. 
Macfarlane,with  regard  to  the  quality  of  the  liquors 
thus  inspected.  That  report,  if  I  remember  aright, 
expresses  the  opinion  that  the  liquors  sold  are,  as 
a  rule,  good.  I  have  not  the  slightest  idea  that  there 
is  anything  incorrect  in  that  report  of  the  analyst, 
but  in  looking  over  the  names  of  those  from 
whose  establishments  these  liquors  were  taken, 
I  find  that  the  officers  have  gone  to  such  places  as 
Messrs.  Dufresne  &  Mongenais  and  J.  E.  Mullin, 
and  other  first-class  business  houses,  where  it 
would  be  quite  natural  to  expect  that  the  liquors 
obtained  would  be  of  good  quality.  But  I  do  not  see 
that  any  effort  has  been  made  to  procure  samples 
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from  those  places  where  it  would  be  likely  that 
adulterated  liquors  would  be  sold,  I  know  that, 
judging  from  the  names  of  those  from  whom 
samples  were  taken,  the  liquor  obtained  in  such 
places  would  more  than  likely  be  good,  and  conse¬ 
quently  the  report  may  be,  to  some  extent,  mis¬ 
leading.  I  bring  this  matter  before  the  House  in 
order  that  stricter  measures  may  be  adopted  in 
procuring  these  samples,  because,  if  the  public 
analyst  is  placed  in  possession  of  samples  of 
liquors  taken  from  places  that  are  likely  to  sell  bad 
liquor,  it  would  be  a  source  of  information  to  the 
Royal  Commission,  and  would  help  them  in  mak¬ 
ing  up  their  report.  It  is  for  that  reason  that  I 
rose  to  make  a  few  remarks,  because,  having 
scanned  the  report  that  1  have  alluded  to,  I 
thought  that  perhaps  the  officers  who,  no  doubt, 
are  doing  their  duty  as  conscientiously  as  possible, 
have  not  yet  had  time  to  reach  the  minor  establish¬ 
ments,  and  I  would  suggest  that  in  future  such 
samples  be  furnished  to  the  public  analyst  in  order 
that  the  people  may  have  a  fair  idea  of  what  is 
offered  them  for  consumption. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  agree  with  my  hon. 
friend  and  leader  beside  me  that  although  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  may  be  very  sincere  in  this  matter  of  the 
commission,  they  have  been  very  slow.  But  I  do 
not  wonder  at  the  dissatisfaction  exhibited  by  the 
hon.  member  for  North  Norfolk  (Mr.  Charlton)  at 
the  delay  that  has  occurred  in  obtaining  a  report 
from  the  commission  with  regard  to  this  important 
matter,  especially  after  looking  at  the  discussion 
that  took  place  in  the  House  on  the  subject  last 
year,  and  remembering  that  the  consideration  of 
the  policy  to  be  adopted  was  expressly  postponed 
on  the  ground  that  a  commission  would  be  appointed 
who  should  engage  industriously  in  the  enquiry, 
and  report  to  the  House  at  a  very  early  day. 
Nearly  a  year  has  transpired  and  no  report  has  yet 
been  received,  and  a  very  long  time  elapsed  between 
the  intention  expressed  by  the  Administration  and 
the  actual  appointment  of  the  commission.  I  do 
not  agree  in  the  constitutional  views  expressed  by 
the  leader  of  the  House  ;  I  entertain  the  same 
views  upon  that  subject  that  I  expressed  when  it 
was  under  the  consideration  of  the  House  last  year. 
I  do  not  admit  that  the  House  is  seeking  to  shirk 
any  responsibility  in  asking  for  an  expression  of 
public  opinion  on  this  question.  Those  of  us  who 
favour  a  public  vote  upon  the  subject  of  prohibition 
are  not  asking  the  people  to  assume  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  dealing  with  this  question  ;  for  I  am  quite 
ready  to  admit  that  after  that  vote  is  taken  it  may 
be  that  the  opinion  expressed  by  it  may  not 
be  one  that  the  House,  under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  would  feel  itself  warranted  in  acting  upon. 
I  agree  with  the  view  that  has  been  expressed  by 
the  hon.  member  from  North  Norfolk  (Mr.  Charl¬ 
ton),  that  you  require  a  very  decided  expression  of 
public  opinion  to  warrant  legislation  of  this  kind. 
This  is  a  species  of  sumptuary  legislation,  and 
under  a  representative  system  of  government  no 
such  law  could  be  effectively  enforced  without  a 
very  strong  and  active  public  opinion  behind  it. 
The  object  of  the  House,  as  I  understand  it,  is  not 
for  the  purpose  of  shirking  any  responsibility,  but 
it  is  for  the. purpose  of  ascertaining  what  is  the 
state  of  public  opinion  on  this  question.  The 
House  has  again  and  again  expressed  an  opinion 
that  legislation  is  desirable,  that  a  measure  looking 
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to  prohibition  would  be  an  advantageous  measure, 
if  it  was  a  measure  that  could  be  effectively  en¬ 
forced  ;  but  the  question  whether  it  can  be  effect¬ 
ively  enforced,  is  one  upon  which  the  House  is  not 
in  a  position  to  express  an  opinion.  If  the  House 
was  perfectly  sure  on  that  point,  there  would  be 
no  object  whatever  in  a  popular  reference,  because 
the  House  would  know  full  well,  if  it  carried  the 
legislation  on  the  subject,  that  legislation  could 
be  made  successful.  I  agree  with  those  who 
hold  to  the  view  that  a  measure  put  upon 
the  Statute-book  which  cannot  be  enforced 
is  not  one  which  secures  the  respect  of  the 
law,  it  is  not  one  that  can  advantageously 
in  the  interest  of  public  morals  be  enacted,  and  so 
I  think  it  is  highly  important  that  upon  this 
question  we  should  have  an  expression  of  opinion, 
and  then  having  that  opinion,  we  would  know 
precisely  what  course  ought  to  be  adopted  in  legis¬ 
lating  on  the  subject.  Seeing  that  the  Government 
have  appointed  a  commission,  with  the  sanction  of 
the  House,  by,  I  believe,  a  considerable  majority, 
and  that  that  commission  has  been  engaged  in  its 
labours  for  some  time,  I  think  it  was  not  unrea¬ 
sonable  that  the  House  should  be  asked  to  delay 
expressing  an  opinion  on  this  subject  until  that 
commission  had  reported  ;  and  so  I  agree  with  the 
view  expressed  by  my  hon.  leader,  that  it  would, 
under  the  circumstances,  perhaps  be  better  that 
the  hon.  member  for  North  Norfolk  (Mr.  Charlton) 
should  not  press  his  motion  to  a  division.  And 
the  more  especially  should  that  be  the  case,  if  the 
Government  can  hold  out  to  us  any  hope  that  this 
report  will  be  made  at  an  early  day,  so  that  should 
the  session  of  this  House  continue  for  many  weeks 
longer,  we  would  have  an  opportunity  of  consider¬ 
ing  the  subject  before  the  session  closed  ;  or  at  all 
events,  should  the  session  come  to  a  close  sooner, 
then  we  might  have  an  opportunity  of  considering  it 
at  an  early  period  next  session.  These  being  the 
opinions  which  I  entertain  on  the  subject,  I  can  see 
no  violation  of,  no  departure  from  the  principles  of 
responsible  government  when  you  are  seeking  to 
obtain  a  plebiscite  on  the  question.  On  all  ques¬ 
tions  on  which  the  action  of  the  House  can  be  taken 
without  regard  to  the  actual  state  of  public  opin¬ 
ion,  then  I  think  the  House  should  assume  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  without  any  such  reference,  and  we 
do  obtain,  in  an  imperfect  way,  no  doubt,  when 
there  is  a  general  election  and  when  important 
questions  are  put  in  issue  between  parties,  the  gen¬ 
eral  expression  of  opinion  on  some  portions  of  the 
respective  policies  of  the  two  great  parties  in  the 
state ;  but  where  you  seek  legislation  on  a  socialques- 
tion,  when  you  propose  this  sumptuary  law,  when 
you  have  expressed  the  opinion  that  legislation  in 
a  particular  direction  is  desirable,  and  at  the  same 
time  have  admitted  that  it  can  only  be  made  effi¬ 
cient  by  an  energetic  and  strong  public  sense  every¬ 
where  found  in  support  of  it,  it  seems  to  me  to  be 
a  common-sense  rule  to  ascertain  what  the  opiniop 
of  the  country  is  upon  the  question  before  you  un¬ 
dertake  to  legislate. 

Mr.  CASEY.  I  regret  very  much  to  have  to 
differ  from  any  of  those  hon.  members  who  sit 
around  me,  especially  from  such  a  high  authority 
on  constitutional  law  as  the  hon.  member  for  Both-  : 
well  (Mr.  Mills)  ;  but  I  consider  the  present  issue 
proposed  to  the  House  is  so  grave  and  important  < 
that  where  a  difference  of  opinion  does  exist,  it 
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should  be  given  expression  to.  I  venture,  therefore, 
to  submit  the  reasons  why  I  disagree  with  the  hon. 
gentleman  in  regard  to  submitting  this  question  to 
'  people.  My  objections  have  no  reference  to  the 
1  submitting  of  this  question  in  particular,  but  to  the 
theory  of  a  plebiscite  in  connection  with  any  ques¬ 
tion,  and  I  do  not  wish  to  be  understood  as  arguing 
either  for  or  against  the  passage  of  a  prohibitive 
law,  or  for  or  against  the  proposal  that  the  people 
are  now  ready  for  such  a  law.  I  say  this,  and  it  is 
where  I  differfrom  the  proposition  of  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Both  well,  that  any  proposal  to  submit  im¬ 
portant  legislation  direct  to  the  vote  of  the  electorate 
is  an  attempt  to  evade  the  responsibility  which  our 
constitution  places  upon  Ministers  and  members  of 
Parliament.  The  theory  of  the  constitution  is  that 
members  of  Parliament  have  the  means  of  ascertain¬ 
ing  public  sentiment  throughout  the  country, 
that  even  if  they  have,  not  been  directly  elect¬ 
ed  on  a  certain  issue,  they  are  qualified  by  their 
general  knowledge  and  intelligence  to  vote  on  any 
issue  that  may  come  up.  They  are  not  mere  dele¬ 
gates  who  sit  here  with  instructions  given  them 
beforehand,  but  representatives  of  their  differ¬ 
ent  constituents  sent  here  to  legislate  to  the  best 
of  their  ability  in  the  interests  of  their  constituents 
and  of  the  country  at  large.  They  are  supposed 
to  exercise  their  individual  freedom  of  action,  and 
their  individual  intelligence  in  forming  an  opinion. 
Ministers,  again,  are  responsible  to  the  members 
of  Parliament,  who  are  responsible  directly  to  the 
electors  ;  and  I  think  any  system  which  enabled 
Ministers  to  shield  themselves  from  responsibility 
to  Parliament,  or  enabled  members  to  shield  them¬ 
selves  from  responsibility  to  their  constituents, 
would  directly  weaken  our  Government  and  dis¬ 
tinctly  reduce  the  incentive  to  honest  legislation 
in  this  House.  The  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  and 
the  hon.  member  for  North  Norfolk  seem  to  think, 
however,  that  this  particular  case  does  not  come 
under  the  general  rule  of  which  I  have  spoken. 
They  say  that  because  this  is  a  moral,  sumptuary 
or  social  law  it  should  form  an  exception  to  that 
rule,  and  that  it  is  highly  proper  to  consult 
the  people  upon  it.  I  rather  think  that  argu¬ 
ment  proves  the  very  opposite.  We  know  that 
the  question  of  prohibition  is  an  extremely 
intricate  one,  that  a  great  many  interests  are  in¬ 
volved  on  both  sides,  that  we  have  already  decided 
that  the  question  requires  more  deliberate  con¬ 
sideration  and  a  greater  amount  of  knowledge  than 
even  the  Parliament  of  Canada  can  bring  to  bear 
on  it,  and  therefore  we  have  appointed  a  commis¬ 
sion  to  consider  it  from  all  points  of  view.  If  it  is 
a  fact  that  Parliament  was  not  sufficiently 
informed  and  sufficiently  unbiassed  to  come  to  a 
conclusion  on  the  question,  how  are  we  going  to 
expect  that  the  electors  as  a  whole  will  be  so  in¬ 
formed  and  so  unbiassed  ?  My  hon.  friend  from 
Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  says  that  after  we  had  sub¬ 
mitted  this  question  to  the  people  we  need  not 
necessarily  carry  out  their  opinion.  Well,  if  we 
do  not  intend  to  register  their  verdict  why  should 
we  ask  for  it  at  all?  \\  e  would  be  in  a  very  embar¬ 
rassing  position,  for  instance,  if  the  general  theory 
of  prohibition  were  carried  by  a  small  vote,  and  we 
were  called  upon  to  decide  whether  or  not  we 
should  pass  some  Act  enforcing  prohibition.  Some 
hon.  gentlemen  might  contend  that  the  majority 
of  the  people  being  prohibitionists,  there  should  be 
legislation  in  that  direction,  while  others  might 
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argue  that  the  vote  was  not  sufficiently  large 
in  its  favour  to  justify  such  legislation.  We  would 
be  put  on  our  individual  responsibility  as  members 
of  this  House  after  all  and  would  have  to  decide 
whether  the  state  of  public  opinion  as  ascertained 
would  justify  the  passing  of  such  a  law.  I  venture 
to  say  that  every  member  of  this  House  knows  the 
state  of  public  opinion  in  his  own  county  sufficiently 
well  to  direct  him  in  his  vote  upon  this  subject. 
The  only  trouble  has  been,  as  my  Mend  from  North 
Norfolk  (Mr.  Charlton)  very  well  put  it,  that  w'e 
have  always  been  seeking  parliamentary  expedients 
to  avoid  dealing  practically  with  the  question,  and 
my  chief  objection  to  the  hon.  gentleman’s  resolu¬ 
tion  is  that  it  is  simply  another  method  of  avoiding 
a  direct  dealing  with  prohibition.  I  think  the 
House  is  ripe  for  a  decision,  so  far  as  the  question 
of  ascertaining  public  opinion  is  concerned ;  although, 
perhaps,  we  may  not  have  been  informed  as  to  the 
evidence  on  the  questions  submitted  to  the  commis¬ 
sion.  There  seems  to  be  an  objection  to  dealing 
with  this  subject  in  the  House,  and  yet  there  seems 
to  be  a  sort  of  itchiness  to  be  treating  it  in  some 
form  or  other.  We  cannot  keep  our  tongues  off  the 
subject,  and  yet  we  cannot  bring  ourselves  to  deal 
with  it  finally.  That  argues  a  lack  of  moral  courage 
on  the  part  of  members  of  this  House,  which  I 
think  would  be  further  evidenced  by  the  adoption 
of  this  proposal  which  takes  the  decision  of  the 
question  out  of  our  hands  altogether.  I  am  quite 
with  my  hon.  friend  the  leader  of  the  Government 
in  objecting  in  toto  to  the  principle  of  a  referendum 
to  the  popular  voice.  We  are  told  that  it  will  give 
us  a  correct  index  of  public  feeling,  but  I  doubt 
very  much  if  it  will  give  us  even  that.  My  hon. 
friend  from  North  Norfolk  (Mr.  Charlton)  referred 
to  the  Scott  Act  as  a  law  put  upon  the  Statute- 
book  in  this  House,  but  which  was  to  be  put  in  force 
locally  by  the  direct  vote  of  the  people  in  certain 
parts  of  the  country.  The  people  in  different  parts 
of  the  country  had  here  an  opportunity  to  enforce 
local  prohibition  if  they  thought  fit,  and  there  have 
been  plebiscites  taken  within  the  limits  of  certain 
counties  in  regard  to  that  law.  The  result  has 
been  that  in  a  great  many  of  these  counties  where 
there  were  tremendous  majorities  in  favour  of  the 
Scott  Act  when  it  was  first  proposed,  there  was  a 
complete  reversal  by  almost  as  large  majorities  on 
the  other  side  after  a  short  trial  of  the  Act.  I  am 
not  discussing  the  merits  of  that  legislation,  but  I 
merely  point  to  it  to  show  that  a  direct  popular 
vote  by  an  overwhelming  majority  is  no  proof  of 
the  existence  of  such  public  opinion  as  will  enable 
an  Act  of  this  kind  to  be  carried  out.  In  some  of 
the  strongest  Scott  Act  counties  the  very  large  ma¬ 
jorities  for  it  in  the  first  instance  were  turned  into 
very  large  majorities  against  it  in  a  very  short 
while.  That  change  was  justified  on  the  ground 
that  it  had  not  been  found  possible  to  enforce  the 
Act  ;  the  public  opinion  had  not  been  strong 
enough  to  enforce  it  although  it  had  been  strong 
enough  to  carry  it.  I  say  that  we  are  in  danger  of 
being  misled  in  the  same  way  if  we  submit  this 
matter  to  the  electors  of  the  whole  Dominion.  It 
does  not  follow  that  because  there  was  an  apparently 
large  majority  in  favour  of  the  Scott  Act,  that 
these  electors  who  voted  for  prohibition  at  the 
polls  would  insist  on  the  enforcing  of  prohibition 
after  it  became  law.  The  members  of  this  House, 
and  the  members  of  the  Government  will  have  to 
consider  all  such  questions  as  that,  before  deciding 
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to  pass  a  law  of  this  kind,  interfering  with  the 
habits  of  the  people.  They  must  decide  not  only 
whether  there  is  a  passing  desire  for  such  legis¬ 
lation,  but  also  whether  it  is  likely  that  public 
opinion  will  stand  by  the  Act  after  it  is 
passed  so  as  to  secure  the  best  results  from  it.  I 
think,  Sir,  these  points  sum  up  the  objection  to 
this  proposal  :  1st,  a  direct  referendum  of  legisla¬ 
tion  to  the  people  is  an  evasion  of  our  responsi¬ 
bility  ;  2nd,  that  in  general  such  a  referendum  is 
not  even  likely  to  secure  an  exact  expression  of  the 
will  of  the  people  ;  and,  in  the  third  place,  that  this 
particular  class  of  legislation  is  least  fit  of  all  to 
be  submitted  to  such  a  direct  vote.  For  these 
reasons,  I  hope  my  hon.  friend  from  North  Norfolk 
(Mr.  Charlton)  will  accept  the  suggestion  of  our 
leader,  and  be  content  with  drawing  the  attention 
of  the  House  to  the  slowness  with  which  the  com¬ 
mission  has  been  working.  In  that  respect  he  un¬ 
doubtedly  has  ground  for  complaint.  If  we  are 
ever  to  get  rid  of  this  question  it  is  of  vital  im¬ 
portance  that  the  commission  should  soon  have 
something  to  report  to  us.  Their  duties  are  neces¬ 
sarily  somewhat  lengthy  if  the  members  of  the 
commission  do  all  that  they  have  been  charged  to 
do  by  the  resolution  of  the  House,  but  the  sooner 
they  begin  the  sooner  they  will  finish,  and  it  cer¬ 
tainly  does  not  seem  as  if  they  had  done  much  yet. 

Mr.  CHRISTIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  only  intend  to 
say  a  single  word  on  this  question  in  order  to  ex¬ 
plain  my  vote,  if  it  should  be  pressed  to  a 
division.  I  was  very  strongly  in  favour  of  the 
motion  introduced  last  session  by  the  then  hon. 
member  for  North  Lanark  (Mr.  Jamieson)  because 
that  motion  was  in  favour  of  immediate  prohibition. 
This  question  has  been  long  before  the  country.  It 
had  been  discussed  in  this  House  year  after  year, 
and  resolutions  had  been  passed  again  and  again, 
all  looking  towards  prohibition.  But  that  was  not 
all.  The  question  had  been  brought  more  or  less 
prominently  before  the  electors,  by  the  Dominion 
Alliance  at  every  election,  and  before  every  con¬ 
stituency,  and  we  know  that  last  session  the  flood 
of  petitions  which  were  poured  into  this  House 
showed  that  there  was  a  strong  pxiblic  sentiment  in 
favour  of  a  prohibitory  measure.  My  decided  con¬ 
viction  was,  that  the  time  had  come  when  a  prohi¬ 
bitory  law  should  be  enacted.  I  was  prepared  to 
cast  my  vote  in  that  direction,  but  seeing  that 
the  measure  was  then  defeated  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  if  this  motiou  which  is  now  being  moved 
by  the  hon.  member  for  North  Norfolk  (Mr. 
Charlton)  is  pressed  to  a  division,  I  will  have 
pleasure  in  casting  my  vote  in  favour  of  it,  believ¬ 
ing  it  to  be  a  step  in  the  direction  of  prohibition, 
although  I  would  prefer  to  vote  in  favour  of  im¬ 
mediate  prohibition. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  notice  that  the  member  for 
Montreal  Centre  (Mr.  Curran)  made  some  reference 
to  the  Royal  Commission  as  having  sent  to  whole¬ 
sale  merchants  in  Montreal  for  the  purpose  of  get¬ 
ting  samples  of  liquors  with  a  view  of  testing  their 
quality. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  No  ;  I  said  that  under  the  Food 
Inspection  Act,  the  officers  of  the  Inland  Revenue 
themselves  called  to  take  samples  of  liquors  and 
other  commodities.  These  officers  call  at  certain 
places  and  secure  samples,  amongst  others  those  I 
mentioned,  and  I  stated  that  you  could  not  expect 
anything  but  what  was  good  in  those  places.  But 
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-what  I  take  exception  to  is,  that  there  do  not  seem 
to  be  any -samples  taken  at  places  where  liquors  are 
retailed  by  the  glass. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  From  the  remarks  of  the 
lion,  gentleman  I  was  led  to  the  opinion  that  the 
commission  were  instructed  to  examine  the  general 
•character  of  the  liquors  that  were  sold.  It  appears 
that  the  lion,  gentleman  did  not  intend  to  lead  the 
House  to  that  conclusion.  I  did  not  quite  under¬ 
stand  him,  but  I  think  it  would  be  well  that  we 
should  be  fully  informed  as  to  what  was  the  nature 
of  the  commission  issued  to  these  men.  Was  it 
strictly  within  the  lines  laid  down  by  the  resolution 
of  the  House  ?  There  has  been  no  report  to  the 
House  as  to  the  instructions  given  to  these  commis¬ 
sioners,  and  I  naturally  conclude  that  it  must  have 
been  within  the  lines  laid  down  in  the  resolution. 

I  do  not  see  that  they  could  possibly  be  expected  to 
examine  the  quality  of  liquors,  or  to  report  as  to  the 
purity  or  impurity  of  the  liquors  sold.  I  presume 
that  will  not  come  within  the  sphere  of  their  duties 
at  all.  It  might  be  well,  however,  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  should  give  the  House  some  information  as  to 
the  instructions  which  have  been  given  to  these 
men  and  on  which  they  are  proceeding. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  with  reference  to 
the  commission  itself,  I  may  say  that  although  it 
has  been  urged  that  there  has  been  great  slowness, 
and  that  the  commission  have  done  very  little 
work,  that  is  scarcely  well  alleged.  It  is  true 
that  the  vote  which  is  spread  upon  the  Journals  of 
the  House  was  passed  early  last  summer,  but  it  is 
also  true  that  it  was  nearly  impossible  for  the 
Government,  during  the  hurry  and  turmoil  of  the 
session,  to  properly  select  and  appoint  a  commis¬ 
sion.  That,  I  think,  wTas  not  expected  by  the 
country,  and  could  not  be  well  expected  to  be  done 
until  the  session  had  come  to  a  close,  and  the 
Government  had  some  leisure  to  examine  the  mat¬ 
ter  and  make  its  selection.  After  the  House  was 
prorogued,  some  delay  took  place  because  of  the 
difficulties  of  making  a  proper  selection,  and  the 
commission  was  not  ultimately  appointed  until 
just  about  the  time  the  present  session  of  Parlia¬ 
ment  began.  The  commission  was  organized  al¬ 
most  immediately  after  its  appointment.  It  is 
true,  it  has  only  had  two  meetings,  a  third  meet¬ 
ing  having  been  called  for  this  month.  But  that 
does  not  argue  at  all  that  important  work  has  not 
been  done.  The  commission  cannot  be  expected  to 
go  at  its  work  and  reach  its  conclusions 
from  information  that  it  itself  possesses  without 
collection  and  without  examination  and  very  care¬ 
ful  thought,  and  although  only  two  meetings  of  the 
commission  have  been  held,  those  two  meetings 
were  taken  up  in  the  first  place  in  deciding  as  to 
what  documents  should  be  called  for  and  the  lines 
upon  which  its  investigations  should  be  conducted, 
and  in  setting  in  train  machinery  for  the  collection 
of  statistics,  and  the  documentary  evidence  of  the 
various  sorts  within  the  scope  of  the  commission, 
which  were  essential  for  its  work.  These  two  very 
important  things  have  been  decided  upon,  and  have 
been  placed  in  way  of  being  carried  out  ;  and  when 
the  commission  meets  again  in  the  latter  part  of 
this  month,  it  will  have  this  foundation  for  its 
work,  and  will  then  proceed  consecutively  with  its 
work.  Now,  as  to  the  commission  being  slow,  and 
therefore  a  report  not  being  ready  for  this  session, 
it  would  have  made  no  difference  if  the  commission 
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had  been  appointed  in  July  or  August,  directly 
after  the  vote  passed,  so  far  as  getting  a 
report  of  the  commission  for  this  session  of 
the  House  is  concerned.  That  was  impossible. 
Hon.  gentlemen  will  all  admit  that  if  we  go 
to  the  expense  of  having  a  commission,  and  if 
we  intend  to  get  benefit  from  the  commis¬ 
sion,  which  was  the  intention  of  the  Government, 
whatever  may  be  said  as  to  insincerity  or  the  like, 
it  was  necessary  that  the  work  should  be  well 
done,  and  that  whatever  time  was  necessary  to  its 
being  done  should  be  given  to  the  commissioners  ; 
and  no  commission  can  take  up  the  line  of  investi¬ 
gation  laid  down  in  that  resolution,  and  carry  out 
the  scope  of  the  resolution,  and  give  to  this  Parlia¬ 
ment  and  the  country  Such  evidence  and  such 
conclusions  as  it  would  be  necessary  and  fitting 
it  should  give,  and  as  would  be  satisfactory  to 
the  country  at  large,  without  a  very  consider¬ 
able  time.  I  should  think  six  months  at  least 
would  be  the  shortest  time  in  which  a  commis¬ 
sion  would,  do  the  very  important  work  that  is 
laid  upon  this  commission  under  the  terms  of  the 
instructions  laid  down.  Just  here  I  may  say  that 
the  instructions  issued  to  the  commission  were 
altogether  within  the  scope  of  the  vote  of  Parlia¬ 
ment,  as  of  course  they  must  be.  If,  therefore,  it  had 
been  appointed  even  at  an  earlier  period,  it  would 
have  been  impossible  for  Parliament  at  this 
session  to  have  had  the  conclusion  of  its  labours 
in  time  to  have  discussed  or  to  have  come  to  any 
definite  conclusion  upon  it ;  so  that  the  commis¬ 
sion  is  just  as  far  ahead,  in  respect  to  presenting  its 
labours  to  the  House  for  the  discussion  and  exam¬ 
ination  of  the  House,  as  if  it  had  been  appointed 
directly  after  the  vote  of  the  House  authorizing 
the  commission.  There  is,  of  course,  no  possibi¬ 
lity  of  the  commission  completing  its  labours  and 
giving  its  report  to  the  House  this  session,  unless 
the  session  lasts  for  a  great  many  months  ;  but  it 
is  within  the  possibilities,  and  I  think  within  the 
probabilities,  that  its  labours  wrill  be  completed  in 
time  for  its  report  to  be  presented  to  the  House 
next  session.  At  least  it  will,  if  it  is  possible  for 
it  to  concluJe  its  labours  in  time  for  that  purpose  ; 
and  no  delay,  suggested  or  actual,  either  on  the 
part  of  the  persons  outside  or  from  the  commission 
itself,  will  take  place  between  this  time  and  the 
conclusion  of  the  labours  of  the  commission,  so  far 
as  the  carrying  out  of  its  work  and  the  preparation 
of  its  report  is  concerned.  Now,  with  reference 
to  my  hon.  friend’s  motion,  I  think  the  whole 
House,  or  very  nearly  the  whole  House,  will 
agree  that  the  motion  is  inopportune.  The 
only  reason  suggested  for  it  at  the  present 
time  is  that  of  urgency.  The  hon.  member  for 
Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  said  that  the  motion  was 
justified  by  the  delay  of  the  Government  in  issuing 
the  commission,  but  that  is  not  to  be  remedied  by  my 
hon.  friend’s  motion.  He  himself  in  discussing  the 
motion,  intimated  that  it  made  no  difference  whether 
this  vote  were  taken  at  a  municipal  election  or  whe¬ 
ther  it  were  taken  at  the  next  general  election.  So 
that  the  plea  of  urgency  is  entirely  taken  away, 
and  my  hon.  friend  has  no  excuse  at  all  for  not 
waiting  until  the  action  of  Parliament  last  year  has 
culminated  in  the  report  of  the  commission  and  the 
information  that  will  be  given  in  that  report  ;  and 
I  think  the  sense  of  the  House,  as  expressed  by 
those  who  have  spoken,  is  entirely  in  the  line  of 
that  contention.  My  hon.  friend  said  that  there 
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was  no  need  of  this  commission,  and  hinted,  though 
he  did  not  say  outright,  that  the  Government  were 
insincere  in  proposing  the  commission,  having  done 
so  in  order  to  tide  over  a  difficult  question.  If 
that  were  the  idea  of  the  Government,  I  think 
their  action  was  shortsighted.  I  think  it  would 
have  been  much  easier  for  the  Government, 
if  they  had  wished  to  tide  over  the  dif¬ 
ficulty,  to  have  met  the  vote  of  last  year 
than  to  have  taken  the  decisive  step  of  appointing 
a  commission  to  make  a  thorough  investigation  into 
this  matter,  having  that  report  given  to  the  House 
and  then  having  thrown  upon  it  what  is  its  inevit¬ 
able  duty  of  action  upon  the  report  of  the  commis¬ 
sion  after  the  information  has  been  given  the 
House.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  could  not  have 
been  a  mere  wish  to  tide  over  a  difficulty,  be¬ 
cause  the  very  step  that  was  taken  puts  this  ques¬ 
tion  further  to  the  front  and  nearer  to  the  time 
when  it  must  be  seriously  taken  up  by  Parliament 
and  decided,  so  far  as  the  best  sense  of  Parliament 
can  decide  it.  The  hon.  member  for  Both  well  is  in 
favour  of  the  principle  of  a  plebiscite,  but  neither 
he  nor  the  mover  of  the  motion  has  informed  the 
House  what  they  propose  to  refer  to  the  people.  Is 
it  the  mere  principle  of  prohibition  they  propose 
to  refer  ?  If  it  is,  it  seems  to  me  they  can  accom¬ 
plish  little  by  referring  this  to  the  people,  as  in  so 
doing  you  get  only  an  abstract  opinion  with  no 
elected  representatives  responsible  for  it,  and 
after  all  the  main  point  in  a  prohibitory  law 
is  the  settling  of  the  details  of  the  measure 
itself,  and  the  responsibility  for  and  the  pos¬ 
sibility  of  these  details  being  carried  out.  The 
hon.  member  for  Bothwell  got  nearer  to  the 
kernel  of  the  subject  when  he  said  the  point  to  be 
arrived  at  w’as  not  as  to  whether  the  principle  of 
prohibition  was  good  or  not,  but  as  to  whether  it 
could  be  enforced  in  this  country,  and  I  think  it  is 
upon  this  the  whole  question  hinges.  Grant  that 
the  evils  of  intemperance  are  great  and  require  to 
be  stopped,  the  question  is  as  to  the  practical 
measure  which  will  stop  them,  if  possible,  or  which 
will  mitigate  them  to  the  greatest  extent,  at  any 
rate,  and  it  is  just  in  ascertaining  this  that  I  think 
the  value  of  a  commission  is  shown.  I  believe  that 
the  only  test  whether  a  prohibitory  law  can  be 
carried  out  or  not,  is  to  be  found  in  the  experiment 
of  conducting  or  carrying  it  out.  And  it  is  in 
order  that  we  may  see  the  measure  of  success 
which  has  attended  prohibitory  liquor  legislation  in 
other  countries,  and  the  measure  of  enforcement 
that  has  been  given  such  law’s,  that  the  commission 
has  been  appointed  to  collect  such  information  and 
lay  it  before  Parliament  and  the  people,  and  that, 
to  my  mind,  would  be  the  chief  benefits  of  the 
commission. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  That  is,  you  measure 
public  opinion  of  Canada  by  what  has  taken  place 
elsewhere. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  measure  the  public  opinion  of  any 
one  country,  and  very  largely,  by  the  test  of  experi¬ 
ence  as  wre  find  it  in  countries  similarly  situated  and 
with  similar  characteristics.  The  hon.  member  for 
Bothwell  is  in  favour  of  a  plebiscite.  Yes,  but  he  is 
not  in  favour  of  carrying  out  the  plebiscite.  He 
wants  to  submit  this  question  to  the  people,  as  to 
whether  they  want  prohibition  or  not  ;  but  he  wfill 
not  bind  himself  to  pass  a  prohibitory  law  although 
the  people  may  be  for  it.  He  reserves  to  himself 
Mr.  Foster. 


the  right  of  saying  that  the  people  are  wrong  and 
that  he  is  right.  What  good  can  result  from 
putting  the  principle  of  prohibition  before  the 
people  if  we  reserve  to  ourselves  the  right  of  saying 
whether  or  not,  after  this  is  done,  a  law  shall 
be  passed  ;  and  that  is  exactly  where  the  weakness 
of  a  plebiscite  comes  in.  Does  my  hon.  friend 
propose  to  enact  a  law  and  refer  it  to  the 
people  for  their  adoption  by  a  vote  ?  No,  by  his 
referendum  he  simply  proposes  to  submit  the  prin¬ 
ciple.  But  if  we  put  the  simple  question  of  prin¬ 
ciple  before  the  people  and  they  vote  upon  it  at  the 
poll,  w’ho  are  the  responsible  persons  to  carry  this 
into  effect,  and  how  are  they  to  carry  it  into  effect  ? 
But  as  to  the  question  of  the  possibility  of  the 
enforcement  of  a  prohibitory  law,  as  to  the  question 
of  the  results  of  the  enforcement  of  the  law  in  other 
countries,  as  to  the  question  of  the  experience  of 
other  countries  and  of  this  country  under  different 
degrees  of  prohibitory  law,  that  is  a  matter  upon 
which  this  Parliament — and  I  say  it  with  deference 
to  the  members  of  Parliament — are  not  too  well 
informed,  and  upon  which  the  country  itself  in  the 
main  is  not  too  well  informed  ;  and  I  think 
it  wfill  be  a  great  advantage  to  have  a  commission, 
such  as  the  one  appointed,  and  which  is  now  at 
work,  to  gather  up  this  information  and  submit  it 
to  Parliament  and  the  people  of  this  country  as  the 
actual  results  of  experience  collected  and  brought 
together,  which  they  may  digest,  and  from  which 
they  may  form  their  opinions  with  reference  to 
their  own  actions  in  the  matter.  The  hon.  member 
for  Bothwell  objects  to  a  prohibitory  law  as  being 
a  sumptuary  law. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  do  not  object  to  it. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  do  not  think  it  is  a  sumptuary 
law.  I  think  the  temperance  people  will  not  agree 
with  him  when  he  states  that  it  is  a  sumptuary 
law.  I  think  the  sumptuary  laws  of  old,  from 
which  alone  he  can  draw  a  definition  as  to  sump¬ 
tuary  laws,  were  something  very  different,  founded 
on  a  principle  altogether  different  from  the  prin¬ 
ciple  on  which  the  temperance  people  of  the  coun¬ 
try  ask  that  a  prohibitory  law  shall  pass  and  be 
founded  and  become  operative  in  this  country. 
However,  so  far  as  regards  my  hon.  friend’s  motion 
I  think  he  has  failed  entirely,  as  I  said  before,  on 
the  point  of  urgency,  and  as  he  has  no  particular 
desire  that  it  shall  be  pressed  to  a  vote  before  the 
people  even  for  four  years,  I  think  he  might  very 
well  wait  at  least  until  the  commission  shall  have 
made  its  report,  and  submitted  it  to  Parliament, 
and  then  it  will  be  open  for  him  to  make  any  motion 
in  the  premises  he  may  deem  right.  Until  that 
commission  has  concluded  its  work  and  made  its 
report  I  do  not  think  we  should  take  any  further 
action  such  as  is  contemplated  by  my  hon.  friend. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Does  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  propose  to  be  bound  by  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mission  ? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  am  pleased  to  get  the  in¬ 
formation  that  the  hon.  Minister  of  Finance  has 
been  good  enough  to  give  the  House  with  regard  to 
the  commission  appointed  after  a  vote  of  the  House 
on  the  24th  of  June  last.  The  reasons,  however, 
assigned  by  that  hon.  gentleman  for  the  slow  pro¬ 
gress  made  are  not  satisfactory  to  me  at  least.  I 
am  unable  to  understand  why  a  Government 
of  thirteen  Ministers,  who  received  authority  to 
i  name  a  commission  from  the  House  of  Commons  on 
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the  24th  of  June,  were  unwilling  to  carry  that 
authority  into  effect  before  the  following  February. 

I  think  the  commission  might  have  been  appointed 
promptly.  The  six  months  time  necessary  to  com¬ 
plete 'their  labours  would  have  expired  long  before 
this,  and  we  would  have  had  their  report  before 
us.  The  action  of  the  Government  in  naming  the 
commission  eight  or  nine  months  after  is  rather 
significant,  as  showing  that  they  are  not  very 
desirous  to  press  this  matter  to  a  conclusion. 

I  think  I  have  been  unintentionally  misrepresented 
with  having  accused  the  Government  of  insin¬ 
cerity  in  this  matter.  I  think  they  were  very 
sincere  indeed.  They  were  sincerely  desirous  of 
avoiding  meeting  the  question  just  as  long 
as  they  could.  They  appointed  a  commission, 
and  that  was  a  dilatory  movement.  They  were  very 
dilatory  in  appointing,  and  the  commission  has 
been  very  dilatory  in  their  movements.  If  they 
will  get  to  work,  it  is  possible  we  may  get  their  re¬ 
port,  though  I  do  not  believe  in  time  for  another 
session,  but  I  would  urge  upon  the  Government  the 
propriety  of  having  the  work  of  the  commission 
proceeded  with  promptly,  and  not  have  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  connected  with  the  commission  character¬ 
ized  by  that  delay  which  has  characterized  them  so 
far.  The  hon.  gentleman  unintentionally,  I  think, 
misrepresented  my  position  upon  the  matter  of 
urgency  in  taking  this  vote.  I  do  not  intend  to  be 
understood  as  saying,  when  on  my  feet  before,  that 
it  made  no  difference  whether  this  vote  was  taken 
at  the  next  municipal  or  general  elections.  That 
would  hardly  convey  the  idea  I  intended  to  convey. 
I  intended  to  say  that  if  the  House  decided  this 
was  the  proper  mode  of  procedure,  that  if  the 
House  decided  to  refer  this  question  to  the  people 
at  the  poll,  that  decision  might  rid  us  of  a  con¬ 
siderable  deal  of  discussion.  The  House  might 
not  be  ready  to  arrive  at  that  decision  now, 
that  the  House  might  arrive  at  that  decision  at 
some  future  time,  and  that  we  could  either  refer 
the  question  to  the  people  at  the  municipal  elec¬ 
tions,  or,  if  we  had  not  arrived  at  a  decision  before 
the  next  general  election  was  held,  we  might  do  it 
then  ;  but  I  did  not  intend  to  make  the  statement 
that  in  my  opinion  it  was  soon  enough  to  refer  the 
matter  to  the  people  at  the  next  general  election. 
On  the  contrary,  I  think  the  people  should  have 
the  opportunity  of  giving  their  decision  at  the 
earliest  possible  day.  Then  the  Minister  of 
Finance  asks  me,  What  do  you  propose  to  refer  ? 
Your  motion  is  indefinite.  I  think  the  motion  is 
definite.  It  proposes  to  take  the  opinion  of  the 
people  of  Canada  in  reference  to  this  question. 
The  motion  is  : 

“  That  the  state  of  public  opinion  upon  the  question 
of  the  prohibition  of  the  manufacturing,  importation 
and  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors,  for  beverage  purposes, 
should  be  ascertained  by  a  reference  of  the  question  to 
the  electors  of  Canada  at  the  polls.” 

Now,  that  is  a  definite  proposition.  That  proposi¬ 
tion  is  that  we  should  ascertain  the  state  of  public 
sentiment  in  regard  to  this  matter.  In  the  course 
of  my  remarks  in  discussing  this,  question,  I  said 
it  might  be  better  to  place  a  definite  proposition 
before  the  people  in  the  shape  of  a  law  upon  which 
they  might  give  their  opinion,  but  the  proposal 
itself  is  plainly  to  take  the  opinion  of  the  people  of 
Canada  on  the  subject,  neither  more  nor  less,  and 
that  is  a  definite  proposition.  In  my  opinion,  if 
this  commission  propose  to  collate  the  information 


they  intend  to  get  together,  and  to  measure  the 
standing  of  the  question  here  by  the  experience  in 
other  countries,  they  will  not  arrive  at  a  conclusion 
which  will  be  so  reliable  as  a  guide  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  its  action  as  a  referendum  to  the  people  for 
their  opinion  would  be.  I  believe  that  in  all  the  states 
where  a  prohibitory  liquor  law  has  been  adopted, 
the  question  has  never  been  referred  directly 
to  the  people  at  the  polls,  but  that  the  legislation 
has  been  carried  through  without  its  being  defin¬ 
itely,  known  whether  there  was  such  a  sentiment 
at  the  back  of  it  as  would  sustain  the  Government 
in  enforcing  the  law. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  You  are  altogether  wrong  in 
that. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  If  in  Canada  we  passed  that 
legislation  without  having  a  knowledge  of  the 
state  of  public  sentiment  in  regard  to  it,  we 
might  measure  our  legislation  by  the  legislation 
in  the  states  of  the  Union  where  the  law  has 
failed,  because  then  we  will  have  placed  a  law 
on  the  Statute-book  without  knowing  whether 
public  sentiment  demands  it  or  will  sustain  it.  In 
my  opinion,  the  whole  labour  of  the  commission  is 
unnecessary,  and  we  are  proceeding  wide  of  the 
mark.  I  believe  that,  instead  of  appointing  a  com¬ 
mission  to  find  out  what  has  been  done  or  is  being 
done  in  various  states  in  reference  to  prohibition, 
we  should  first  make  up  our  minds  as  to  whether 
intemperance  is  an  evil  and  wrhether  it  would  be 
salutary  on  our  parts  to  check  that  evil.  The  next 
thing  would  be  to  refer  the  question  to  the  people, 
to  find  out,  if  we  pass  legislation  on  the  subject, 
whether  it  is  likely  to  prove  a  success  and  whether 
we  have  the  sentiment  of  the  people  to  sup¬ 
port  us.  Although  I  shall  not  press  this  motion, 
at  the  suggestion  of  my  leader,  I  still  firmly 
believe  that  the  proper  step  to  be  taken  is 
to  refer  this  question  to  the  people,  and  that  we 
should  not  take  any  step  until  we  know  whether 
it  is  in  consonance  with  public  sentiment  and  will 
be  backed  up  by  public  sentiment.  I,  therefore, 
repeat  that  I  hold  that  the  appointment  of  the 
commission  was  unnecessary,  and  it  was  only  car¬ 
ried  by  19  votes.  I  also  hold  that  the  Government 
has  taken  dilatory  action  in  this  matter,  that  they 
wrere  insincere  in  avoiding  meeting  this  grave 
question  when  it  was  placed  before  the  House,  and 
that  the  proper  course  is  to  adopt  the  action  set 
out  in  this  resolution.  I  withdraw  the  motion,  at 
the  suggestion  of  my  leader,  for  the  time  being,  in 
order  to  give  time  for  the  presentation  of  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  commission  to  the  House,  but  I  still 
stand  by  the  principle,  whether  we  have  the  report 
or  not,  "that  the  proper  course  is  to  ascertain  the 
state  of  public  sentiment  in  Canada  before  we 
legislate  in  regard  to  the  prohibition  of  the  traffic 
in  intoxicating  drinks. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  I  dissent  entirely  from  the 
view  of  my  hon.  friend  in  front  of  me  (Mr.  Charl¬ 
ton),  that  we  are  never  to  legislate  on  such  ques¬ 
tions  as  this  until  we  ascertain  by  the  method  he 
proposes  what  the  public  sentiment  requires.  I 
have  an  idea  that  there  are  other  modes  than  that 
of  a  reference  to  a  direct  vote  of  the  people,  by 
which  we  may  be  guided  ;  and,  although  1  have 
no  authority  to  speak  for  the  temperance  people  of 
this  country,  I  believe  I  know  pretty  well  the  gen¬ 
eral  sentiment  on  that  subject,  and  I  think  the 
time  has  arrived  when  the  representatives  of  the 
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people  in  Parliament  should  deal  with  this  question 
and  deal  with  it  effectively,  not  as  the  Govern- 
ment  has  dealt  with  it  by  a  reference  to  a  commis¬ 
sion,  but  by  direct  legislation.  I  know  of  no  bet¬ 
ter  way  of  ascertaining  the  general  sentiment  of 
the  community  than  the  enactment  of  legislation 
prohibiting  the  sale  of,  and  traffic  in,  intoxicating 
liquor.  The  hon.  member  for  Montreal  Centre 
(Mr.  Curran)  was  pleased  to  say  that,  while  we 
have  a  local  prohibitory  law  in  various  parts  of  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  abundance  of  liquor  can  be 
obtained  in  those  neighbourhoods.  I  do  not  know 
whether  he  speaks  from  personal  observation  or 
not.  I  do  not  think  he  does.  So  far  as  the  county 
I  have  the  honour  to  represent  is  concerned,  I  know 
that  the  local  option  law  has  been  carried  out 
effectively.  In  some  municipalities  in  that  county 
licenses  have  been  refused  altogether,  and  the  sale 
of  intoxicating  liquor  has  absolutely  ceased,  and 
the  change  for  the  better  in  the  habits  and  practices 
of  the  people  has  been  very  marked.  I  am  sorry 
to  differ  with  my  hon.  friend  in  regard  to  this 
question,  but  I  believe  it  would  be  inadvisable  at 
any  time,  and  particularly  at  this  time,  to  pass 
any  such  motion  as  he  has  proposed  to  the  House, 
and  which,  I  am  glad  to  hear,  he  is  willing  to 
withdraw. 

Motion  withdrawn. 

BUSINESS  OF  THE  HOUSE. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Do  we  follow  the  Wednes¬ 
day’s  Order  Paper  this  evening  and  take  up  Public 
Bills  and  Orders  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  No  ;  no  change  wTas 
made  in  that  respect,  and  we  go  right  on  with  the 
Monday’s  Order  Paper. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Then  do  we  take  up  the 
Wednesday’s  Order  next  Monday  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  House  will  be 
able  to  judge  for  itself  before  then. 

It  being  Six  o’clock,  the  Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

POST  OFFICE  AT  CAP  ST.  IGNACE. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE  moved  for  : 

Cppies  of  all  correspondence  between  the  mayor  of  the 
parish  of  Cap  St.  Ignace,  or  other  inhabitants  of  the 
parish,  Mr.  Philippe  A.  Choquette,  member  for  Mont- 
magny,  and  the  Postmaster  General  of  Canada,  respecting 
the  opening  of  a  new  post  office  at  Cap  St.  Ignace  station ; 
and  the  appointment  of  a  postmaster  for  that  place. 

He  said  :  Mr.  Speaker,  I  intended  making  a  few 
remarks  in  connection  with  this  motion,  but  having 
received  on  Saturday  last  from  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  the  formal  assurance  that  the  post  office  in 
question  is  to  be  opened ,  and  that  Mr.  Napoleon  l)ugal 
is  to  be  appointed  postmaster,  I  will  only  ask  for  the 
papers  relating  to  the  matter.  This  question  has 
been  dragging  for  several  months,  and  I  would 
rather  not  have  to  refer  to  it  again.  But  with  the 
statement  which  was  made  to  me  on  Saturday  last, 
I  think  I  may  rely  upon  the  matter  being  settled, 
and  consider  that  the  office  will  be  opened,  and 
that  the  postmaster  will  be  appointed. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Scriver. 


NORTH-WEST  MOUNTED  POLICE. 

Mr.  McMULLEN  moved : 

That,  in  the  opinion  of  this  House,  the  corps  known  as 
the  North-West  Mounted  Police  should  be  annually 
reduced  in  numbers.” 

He  said  :  I  desire  to  make  a  few  remarks  on  the 
resolution  I  am  about  to  place  in  your  hands.  The 
North-West  Mounted  Police  has  been  in  existence 
now  well-nigh  20  years,  and  it  has  cost  this  coun¬ 
try  a  great  deal  of  money.  At  its  inception  it  was, 
no  doubt,  a  necessity  for  the  peace  of  that  district, 
from  the  fact  that  there  was  no  other  organization 
for  the  preservation  of  peace  and  the  maintenance 
of  law.  But  I  contend  that  the  time  has  arrived 
when  we  should  seriously  consider  the  propriety 
of  very  rapidly  reducing  its  numbers.  While  I 
admit  that  it  served  a  good  purpose  for  many 
years,  I  claim  that  its  term  of  necessity  is,  in  my 
humble  opinion,  drawing  very  near  to  a  close.  For 
a  number  of  years  the  force  was  composed  of  500 
men,  but  from  the  year  1885,  after  the  rebellion, 
it  was  increased  to  a  thousand  strong,  and  has 
continued  at  that  number  down  to  the  present  time. 
When  this  force  was  organized  we  had  no  railways 
through  that  section  of  country,  and  we  had  little, 
if  any,  telegraph  service.  Under  these  circum¬ 
stances,  and  in  the  condition  in  which  we 
found  that  country  when  we  took  it 

into  our  hands,  there  was  a  necessity  for 
the  maintenance  of  that  force  ;  but  after  the 
construction  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway, 
which  gives  us  very  convenient  and  rapid  access 
from  one  portion  of  that  country  to  another,  from 
east  to  west,  and  after  the  construction  of  many 
other  lines  of  railway  through  that  territory,  and 
the  construction  of  telegraph  lines  in  all  directions, 
I  maintain  that,  as  a  result  of  all  these  public 
works  and  improvements,  the  necessity  for  keep¬ 
ing  that  force  at  its  present  large  dimensions  has 
passed  away.  Take,  for  instance,  Regina  as  a  cen¬ 
tral  point  ;  from  that  point  you  can  send  a  force  of 
Mounted  Police  almost  to  any  section  of  the  Terri¬ 
tories  and  Manitoba  with  forty-eight  hours,  by 
reason  of  the  railway  and  telegraph  facilities  which 
have  been  established.  Another  cause  for  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  force  is  to  be  found  in  the  influx  of  set¬ 
tlement.  The  country  is  being  settled  up,  there 
are  now  very  large  agricultural  districts  occupied 
to  a  considerable  extent  by  people  who  have  gone 
in  there,  and  the  Indians  and  half-breeds,  since  the 
close  of  the  rebellion,  have  shown  no  disposition  to 
cause  any  disturbance  so  far  as  we  know.  They 
appear  to  have  settled  down  to  the  feeling  that 
they  have  got  to  submit  to  the  new  condition  of 
things,  and  that  condition  of  things  should  be  very 
acceptable  to  them.  They  are  undoubtedly  well  fed  ; 
I  do  not  know  that  we  are  providing  for  them  as 
amply  as  He  that  provides  for  all  living,  did  before, 
but  since  we  have  banished  the  b  uffalo  from  that  coun¬ 
try  the  Government,  I  dare  say,  is  making  the  best 
provision  they  possibly  can  for  the  Indians.  It 
costs  us  an  enormous  amount  of  money  to  feed  them, 
and  it  costs  an  enormous  amount  of  money  to  main¬ 
tain  the  force  to  keep  them  subject  to  the  laws. 
Now,  I  have  looked  over  the  amounts  of  money  that 
we  have  paid  in  this  connection,  and  I  would  just  give 
the  expenditures  for  the  last  eight  years.  Begin¬ 
ning  with  1884,  when  the  Mounted  Police  was  only 
500  strong,  that  force  cost  us  $404,383,12  ;  in  1885 
the  force  cost  us  $470,650.36  ;  in  1886  it  cost  us 
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$1,354,369.20  ;  in  1887  the  force  which  was  supposed 
to  be  of  the  strength  of  one  thousand  men,  cost 
$781,644;  in  1888,  $862,985;  1889,  $829,701  ;  1890, 
$753,093;  1891,  $740,979.  In  all,  for  the  eight  years, 
the  cost  of  the  Mounted  Police  has  been  $6,197,756, 
or  an  average  outlay  of  $774,1  <9.  This  is  a  very 
large  amount,  and  I  do  not  know  that  I  should  have 
drawn  the  attention  of  the  House  to  it  had  it  not 
been  brought  to  my  notice  by  an  advertisement 
that  was  published  by  the  Interior  Department  I  pre¬ 
sume,  for  100  recruits  for  the  North-West  Mounted 
Police.  A  bill  calling  for  these  recruits  was  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Toronto  Immigration  office  for  Mani¬ 
toba.  Surely  the  time  has  come  when  we  can  afford 
to  reduce  the  force,  and  reduce  it  very  materially. 
At  least  from  100  to  200  men  could  be  struck 
from  the  list,  or  retired  every  year.  We 
have  had  no  evidence  whatever  of  rebellion  on 
the  part  of  the  Indians  or  half-breeds  since  1885. 
Of  course  there  may  be  other  reasons  for  keeping 
the  North-West  Mounted  Police  there  ;  if  there 
are,  it  is  right  we  should  know  them.  When  we 
consider  the  enormous  amount  that  it  has  cost  to 
feed  the  Indians  and  keep  them  loyal  subjects  by 
the  force  of  the  Mounted  Police,  it  becomes  a 
matter  for  very  serious  consideration.  The  ac¬ 
counts  presented  to  Parliament  yearly  show  an 
expenditure  for  feeding  and  maintaining  Indians. 
In  1884,  $1,025,765  ;  1885,  $1,008,980  ;  1886, 

$1,097,934  ;  1887,  $1,072,397  ;  1888,  $879,364  ; 
1889,  $978,254;  1890,  $940,261  ;  1891,  $833,187  ; 
or  in  all  during  those  8  years  $7,836,056.  The 
number  of  Indians  in  1885  was  20,170,  and  under¬ 
stand  the  census  shows  the  number  for  1890  to 
have  been  15,105,  or  a  reduction  of  over  5,000. 
These  figures  would  give  an  average  Indian 
population  in  the  North-West  during  the  last  few 
years,  of  17,587.  It  has  cost  this  country  to  clothe 
and  feed  each  Indian  $55.70,  or  $278,  for  a  family 
of  five.  To  keep  them  loyal  subjects  by  the 
Mounted  Police,  costs  the  country  $44. oO  each,  or 
$220.50  for  every  family  of  five.  Or  putting  the 
two  items  together,  it  has  cost  this  country  $501  a 
year  to  feed,  clothe  and  keep  in  submission  five 
Indians  in  the  North-West,  or  a  little  over 
$100  for  each  member  of  the  family.  I  contend  that 
Canada  at  the  present  moment  is  not  in  a  condition 
to  meet  this  expenditure,  and,  further,  that  it  is  not 
necessary.  There  has  been  no  evidence  in  recent 
years  that  the  existence  of  the  North- W  est  Mounted 
Police  is  a  necessity.  The  strength  of  the  force  at 
the  present  time  is  supposed  to  be  1,000  men.  The 
advertisement  calling  for  100  new  recruits,  to  which 
I  have  referred,  was,  I  suppose,  for  men  to  take 
the  places  of  those  whose  terms  had  run  out  and 
consequently  were  discharged.  I  understand  there 
are  on  the  reserves,  Indian  schools,  Indian  instruc¬ 
tors,  and  also  inspectors  to  look  after  the  Indian 
schools,  and  see  that  order  is  maintained  on  each 
reserve.  All  the  organizations  tend  very  much  to 
keep  the  Indians  in  subordination.  They  are  now 
being  taught  industrial  habits,  they  are  growing 
certain  commodities  for  their  own  subsistence,  such 
as  wheat  and  potatoes,  and  other  articles  which  the 
North-West  produces.  They  have  also  been  supplied 
with  implements  of  all  kinds,  with  oxen  and  horses, 
with  reapers  and  binders  and  all  kinds  of  farm 
utensils,  and  these  tend  to  make  them  settlers  on 
the  soil  and  producers  of  farm  produce.  Under  this 
condition  of  affairs  the  idea  of  maintaining  the  force 
in  its  present  strength  at  such  an  enormous  cost  to 


the  country,  requires  further  explanation  than 
is  has  yet  received.  I  believe  the  North-West 
Mounted  Police  do  good  service  in^  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  preventing  smuggling  in  the  North-West. 
No  doubt  they  have  rendered  admirable  service 
in  preventing  the  smuggling  of  liquors  and 
goods  over  the  American  frontier.  If  that  is  the 
present  use  of  the  Mounted  Police  we  want  this 
item  changed  to  Collection  of  Customs  in  place  of 
North- West  account.  If  the  present  condition  of 
our  fiscal  system  is  such  that  we  have  to  maintain 
a  force  of  preventive  officers  from  the  Atlantic  to 
the  Pacific,  and  the  North- W? est  Mounted  Police 
has  performed  that  duty  in  the  North- W  est,  it  is 
proper  that  the  Customs  Revenue  should  be  charged 
with  the  sum  necessarily  expended  on  the  preven¬ 
tive  officers.  It  is  said  if  a  community  composed 
of  5,000,000  is  to  maintain  an  army  of  preventive 
officers  to  prevent  smuggling  along  an  extensive 
frontier  of  3,000  miles  against  the  community 
south  of  us  consisting  of  65,000,000,  it  would  be 
highly  desirable  in  the  interest  of  this  country,  if 
this  condition  of  affairs  were  reversed,  for 
65,000,000  are  much  better  able  to  bear  the  cost  of 
an  army  of  preventive  officers  in  preventing  goods 
being  smuggled  from  Canada  into  the  Lnited 
States  than  5,000,000  Canadians  are  able  to  support 
a  force  of  preventive  officers  to  prevent  goods  being 
smuggled  from  the  United  States  into  Canada. 

I  can  well  remember  when  the  smuggling  was  all 
the  other  way.  I  can  remember  in  the  years  1868- 
69  and  up  to  1874—75  when  goods  in  Canada  were 
cheaper  than  they  were  in  the  United  States,  and 
then  the  smuggling  was  from  our  side  to  the  other 
side  of  the  line  ;  but  that  condition  of  things  is  very 
seriously  changed.  In  the  United  States  now  in  a 
great  many  lines — there  may  be  some  lines  in  which 
we  are  cheaper  than  they — the  goods  in  the  T  nited 
States  are  cheaper  than  they  are  here,  and  we  are 
consequently  compelled  to  keep  an  army  of  officers 
to  prevent  smuggling.  Any  person  who  lives  on 
the  frontier,  any  person  who  lives  on  the  Niagara 
Peninsula,  is  aware  that  there  is  any  amount  of 
smuggling  going  on  from  the  city  of  Buffalo  every 
day,  and  I  have  no  doubt  there  is  a^  considerable 
amount  of  it  going  on  in  the  North-W  est  from  the 
states  south  of  the  line.  As  these  states  increase 
in  poprdation  and  in  facilities  for  laying  down  goods 
along  our  borders  you  will  have  to  keep  your  offi¬ 
cers  within  fingers’  ends  of  each  other  to  prevent 
smuggling  into  Canada.  If  we  are  to  support  the 
North-West  Mounted  Police  to  prevent  smuggling 
it  is  well  that  our  people  should  fully  realize  that 
it  is  because  of  the  fiscal  system  that  the  force  is 
necessary.  They  should  know  that  the  police  aie 
maintained  for  this  purpose,  and  not  for  the 
nominal  purpose  of  keeping  the  Indians  in 
peace.  As  I  have  said,  had  we  no  rail¬ 
ways  or  telegraph  lines  I  could  understand  that 
the  lives  of  people  in  that  section  of  the  country 
might  perhaps  be  jeopardized  by  half-breeds  and 
Indians  ;  but  having  now  every  facility  for  trans¬ 
portation  to  that  country  and  communication  with 
it,  I  do  not  see  any  necessity  for  keeping  up  such 
an  expensive  force  as  we  now  have.  I  contend  that 
instead  of  advertising  for  recruits  for  the  North- 
West  Mounted  Police,  the  Government  should 
take  steps  to  reduce  the  number  by  not  replacing 
the  time-expired  men,  with  a  view  of  eventu¬ 
ally  abandoning  the  force.  If  a  number  of  men 
have  to  be  kept  up  to  prevent  smuggling  on  the 
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frontier,  then  let  them  be  charged  to  the  proper 
account.  I  believe  also  that  the  influx  of  settlers 
into  the  North-West  will  tend  to  remove  the 
necessity  for  the  police  force.  The  Minister  of 
Agriculture  has  told  us  that  he  expects  a  very  large 
immigration  this  year,  and  every  settler,  in  a  cer¬ 
tain  sense,  takes  the  place  of  a  policeman  as  it 
were.  He  is  there  in  defence  of  his  own  home 
and  to  assist  to  defend  the  homes  of  those  with 
whom  he  lives  in  close  communion.  No  doubt  the 
North-West  Mounted  Police  render  more  service 
to  the  ranching  companies  of  the  North-West  than 
they  do  to  the  country  itself.  I  have  no  doubt 
that  the  ranching  companies  highly  appreciate  the 
existence  of  that  force.  They  lend  a  hand  to 
prevent  any  interference  with  their  horses  or 
cattle,  and  they  are  no  doubt  an  efficient  and 
well  equipped  force  to  reclaim  any  animals 
they  may  have  been  stolen,  and  in  that  way 
are  of  great  use  to  the  ranching  companies.  If  we 
are  going  to  rent  our  ranching  grounds  for  the  mis¬ 
erable  pittance  of  a  cent  an  acre,  and  if  we  have 
to  keep  a  police  force  at  an  expense  of  $750,000 
yearly  to  protect  the  property  of  the  ranchers,  then 
I  say,  better  let  the  ranching  men  take  care  of  them¬ 
selves  by  supplying  the  necessary  men  to  look  after 
their  stock,  rather  than  that  the  country  should  be 
called  upon  to  support  the  Mounted  Police  force 
for  that  purpose.  Taking  the  cost  of  the  recent 
outbreak  in  the  North-West  Territories,  which  I 
believe  amounted  to  something  over  $8,000,000,  and 
taking  the  cost  of  feeding  the  Indians  and  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  the  North-West  Mounted  Police,  we  find 
that  we  have  spent  during  the  last  8  years  $22,033,- 
812.  That  is  to  feed  and  clothe  an  average  of 
17,857  Indians  it  cost  us  for  each  Indian,  $1,252 
for  8  years.  This  amounts  to  $156.50  per  year  for 
each  Indian  including  men,  women  and  children. 
Now  this  is  a  very  serious  amount  to  spend 
in  8  years,  and  it  is  a  matter  for  the 
very  serious  consideration  of  the  Government 
how  it  should  be  reduced.  We  have,  of  course, 
taken  from  the  Indians  their  prairies  and  their 
buffalo  which  Providence  gave  them,  and  we  have 
to  support  them  in  return.  I  do  not  know  whether 
we  are  treating  them  as  well  as  they  were  before, 
but  it  is  quite  evident  that  they  are  fast  diminish¬ 
ing,  as  the  census  shows  that  they  are  5,000  less 
than  in  1885.  If  the  Indians  are  growing  fewer, 
our  Mounted  Police  force  should  also  be  reduced, 
and  in  view  of  the  small  number  of  Indians  we 
now  have  in  the  North-West  and  Manitoba,  I 
believe  we  should  at  once  reduce  the  number  of 
our  Mounted  Police  and  curtail  the  expense. 
When  you  look  at  the  cost  of  North-West  Govern¬ 
ment,  for  the  North-West  Council,  the  judges,  the 
registrars,  the  officials  of  all  kinds,  the  Land' 
Board  at  Winnipeg,  and  other  organizations 
throughout  the  North-West,  you  find  that  the  ex¬ 
pense  to  the  country  amounts  to  an  enormous  sum 
annually.  I  do  believe  that  in  the  interests  of  the 
people  of  this  country,  and  with  a  view  of  very 
materially  reducing  the  annual  expenditure,  the 
Minister  of  the  Interior  ought  to  use  the  pruning 
knife,  and,  as  his  colleagues  have  promised  to 
do  with  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  he  should 
cut  off  every  item  of  expenditure  possible 
in  order  to  lighten  the  burden  of  taxation 
to  the  people  of  this  country.  Now,  I  am 
glad  to  know  that  some  effort  has  been  made 
to  come  to  an  understanding  with  some  of 
Mr.  McMullen. 


the  ranchmen  in  the  North-West.  I  earnestly  hope 
that  the  difficulties  which  the  settlers  have  met 
with  have  been  so  adjusted  between  the  ranchmen 
and  the  Minister  of  the  Interior,  that  any  person 
going  in  there  and  wishing  to  become  an  actual  settler 
and  to  take  up  lands  and  farm  them,  will  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  settle  wherever  he  thinks  it  will  be 
most  convenient  for  himself.  The  hon.  First 
Minister  some  years  ago,  speaking  on  the  settement 
of  this  country,  said  that  in  all  cases  the  bulls 
would  have  to  give  place  to  the  settlers.  I  think 
that  was  a  very  good  rule  to  adopt,  and  I  hope  it 
will  be  determinedly  and  fully  carried  out.  I  think 
that  wherever  settlers  want  to  go  and  take  up  land 
for  agricultural  purposes,  the  ranchmen  should  be 
required  to  recall  their  bulls  and  take  them  else¬ 
where.  I  do  not  think  they  should  be  allowed  to 
place  any  impediment  in  the  way  of  people  who 
want  to  go  in  and  cultivate  the  soil.  It  is  often 
said  that  the  North-West  is  bound  to  become  the 
redeeming  feature  of  the  whole  Dominion.  Unless 
we  can  settle  that  country  with  thrifty  and  indus¬ 
trious  settlers,  we  cannot  hope  to  build  up  this 
Dominion  as  rapidly  as  we  would  like.  It  is  all 
very  well  to  tell  people  that  a  certain  section 
of  country  held  by  a  ranch  company  is  not  suitable 
for  agricultural  purposes.  The  best  way  is  to  leave 
the  people  free  to  settle  the  question  for  themselves. 
Let  them  go  and  settle  wherever  they  like,  and  if 
they  find  that  the  place  they  have  selected  is  not 
suitable  for  agricultural  purposes,  they  will  leave 
it  and  seek  other  locations,  and  will  warn  others 
against  going  there.  So  that  if  you  give  the  people 
liberty  to  settle  where  they  choose,  they  will  soon 
find  the  best  sections,  and  as  a  result  there  will  be 
a  large  influx  of  settlers,  without  any  discontent  or 
complaints.  One  complaint  going  out,  such  as  that 
in  relation  to  the  difficulty  between  the  Waldron 
Ranch  Company  and  those  who  objected  to  them, 
will  do  more  harm  to  the  country  than  all  the  good 
the  Waldron  Company  would  do  if  they  were  to 
raise  a  million  bulls  a  year.  It  would  be  far  better 
to  pack  them  out  of  the  country  with  all  their 
bulls  and  horses  and  cows  and  stallions,  thap  to 
allow  them  to  drive  away  settlers.  We  do  not  want 
a  repetition  of  the  acts  of  cruelty^  which  have  been 
practised  by  that  company  in  ejecting  men  froxn 
their  homes,  tearing  their  houses  down,  and  driving 
them  elsewhere.  Such  things  should  not  be  allowed 
to  take  place  at  all,  No  ranching  company  should 
be  allowed  to  turn  out  settlers  who  went  in  and 
took  up  land  in  good  faith.  The  settler  who  goes 
there  should  be  like  a  king  on  his  throne  ;  if  he 
likes  to  settle  on  a  sand  heap,  that  is  his  own 
choice,  and  he  should  not  be  interfered  with.  But 
these  remarks  may  be  looked  on  as  wandering 
away  from  the  subject.  So  far  as  the  Mounted 
Police  are  concerned,  I  do  hope  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  in  place  of  advertising  for  additional  recruits, 
will  at  once  take  into  their  serious  consideration 
the  necessity  of  reducing  this  force  fi'om  year  to 
year  ;  and  if  a  certain  number  have  to  be  retained 
for  the  purpose  of  doing  the  duty  of  detectives  in 
the  interests  of  the  Customs  Department,  let  the 
Customs  Departxpent  support  them.  If  they  are 
for  that  purpose,  let  us  know  it,  and  not  charge 
the  poor  Indians  with  having  such  a  rebellious  dis¬ 
position  that  we  have  to  keep  a  force  of  1,000 
men  to  keep  them  in  oi’der.  I  believe  that  as  long 
as  you  clothe  and  feed  the  Indians  well,  there 
will  be  no  trouble  with  them.  The  public. 
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accounts  show  that  money  enough  has  been 
spent  on  the  Indians  to  keep  them  fairly  well 
fed  and  clothed.  When  you  consider  the  advantage 
they  enjoy  in  the  way  of  fishing  and  shooting,  and 
also  that  every  Indian,  counting  men,  women  and 
children,  costs  the  country  $55.70  a  year,  we  must 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  they  ought  to  be  fairly 
well  fed  and  clothed.  I  do  hope  that  the  Minister 
of  the  Interior  will  announce  to  the  House  to-night 
that  the  Government  have  come  to  a  definite  decision 
to  make  an  immediate  and  continued  reduction  in 
this  force  until  such  time  as  we  cease  to  have  such 
a  force  in  the  North- West  as  the  Mounted  Police. 

I  admit  that  that  force  has  rendered  good  service. 

I  do  not  wish  to  say  one  word  in  disparagement  of 
its  efficiency  or  faithfulness.  I  have  no  doubt 
that  it  has  rendered  valuable  service.  But  the  time 
of  its  necessity  has  gone  by,  and  now  I  do  not  think 
that  a  force  even  of  500  men  is  required,  apart 
from  the  prevention  of  smuggling,  which  is  the 
principal  duty  they  perform.  If  that  is  their  only 
duty,  let  it  be  charged  to  the  Customs  Department 
and  let  the  Customs  Department  assume  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  maintaining  its  own  preventive  officers, 
and  do  not  charge  it  to  the  North-West  under  the 
guise  of  the  Mounted  Police  to  keep  the  Indians  in 
subordination. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  was  very  glad  to  hear  the 
lion,  gentleman  say  in  his  closing  remarks  that  he 
appreciated  the  work  which  the  Mounted.  Police 
had  done  in  our  great  western  country.  I  regret, 
however,  that  the  lion,  gentleman  should  have 
thought  it  proper  to  place  this  resolution  before 
the  House,  particularly  in  view  of  the  fact  that  in 
the  early  days  of  this  session  he  heard  from  the 
Finance  Minister  and  myself  that  it  was  the  in¬ 
tention  of  the  Government  to  keep  down  the  force 
to  as  low  a  number  as  possible  compatible  with  the 
circumstances  and  the  safety  of  the  country.  The 
lion,  gentleman  has  stated  that  the  Mounted  Police 
have  cost  a  great  deal  of  money.  We  all  know  that. 
He  gave  us  the  figure  from  1884  up  to  the  present 
time.  He  might  just  as  well  have  gone  back  to  1872, 
at  the  commencement  of  the  force,  and  his  figures 
would  have  looked  very  much  larger.  He  h^s 
stated  that  he  hopes  that  the  force  may  be  rapidly 
reduced  in  numbers,  and  he  gives  as  one  of  his 
reasons  that  the  country  is  rapidly  settling  up. 
For  that  reason  he  thinks  there  is  no  occasion  for 
such  a  large  force  being  kept  as  we  have  at 
present.  He  also  states  that  the  half-breeds  and 
Indians  .have  shown  no  desire  to  commit  any 
depredations  or  to  make  any  trouble  since  1885. 
That  is  true.  He  also  states  that  the  Indians  since 
1885  have,  according  to  a  return  which  he  has 
.given,  been  reduced  in  numbers.  I  am  not  aware 
of  what  percentage  of  decrease  the  returns  show 
with  regard  to  our  Indians.  I  have  had  a  report 
with  regard  to  that  matter  by  which  I  could  show 
how  the  apparently  large  decrease  has  taken  place. 
In  1885,  after  the  rebellion,  when  the  number  was 
20,170,  a  great  number  of  our  Indians  left,  and 
crossed  the  line.  A  great  number  are  still  south  of 
the  line  ;  some  are  returning  slowly,  but  others  are 
actively  making  their  living  south  of  the  line,  hunt¬ 
ing  in  the  mountains  mticli  to  the  annoyance  of 
some  of  the  people  there  ;  and  we  have  had  repre¬ 
sentations  made  lately  asking  us  to  endeavour  to 
get  the  Indians  to  return  to  our  own  country.  We 
have  replied  that  if  they  can  be  brought  to  the 


boundary,  we  will  send  down  our  police  and  have 
them  placed  on  the  reserves.  That  will  account  to  a 
great  extent  for  the  decrease  the  hon.  gentleman 
mentioned.  Before  the  House  closes,  I  shall  have 
the  opportunity  of  giving  him  a  memo,  on  that  mat¬ 
ter.  The  hon.  gentleman  also  referred  to  the 
advertisement  calling  for  100  recruits.  Where 
did  he  read  that  advertisement  ? 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Isaw  it  in  the  Manitoba 
Immigration  office  at  Toronto,  yesterday,  in  a 
window. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  able 
to  give  me  information,  because  the  departrheut  is 
not  aware  of  it.  The  advertisement  lias  not  been 
put  in  there  on  their  responsibility  or  in  any  of  the 
papers.  It  may  be,  as  an  hon.  gentleman  behind 
me  suggests,  an  old  one,  or  it  may  be  accounted  for 
in  this  way  :  In  order  to  save  money  and  obviate 
the  necessity  of  putting  on  a  recuiting  sergeant  at 
Winnipeg,  a  gentleman  there,  who  is  interested  in 
the  employment  of  labour,  has  been  asked  to  notify 
the  department  when  he  has  any  applications  for 
recruits,  and  he  gets  $2  a  head  for  those  recruits, 
which  is  cheaper  than  keeping  a  man  permanently 
out  recruiting.  This  notice  may  have  been  put  up 
by  that  gentleman.  The  force  which  was  estab¬ 
lished  in  1872-73,  after  a  great  deal  of  consideration 
as  to  what  class  of  protection  should  be  given  our 
North-West  Territories,  was  organized  ;  and  it  has 
been  found  that  from  the  day  they  entered  the  Ter¬ 
ritories  to  the  present  time,  no  better  force  could 
have  been  sent  to  that  country  to  carry  out  the 
duties  with  which  it  has  been  entrusted.  From 
1872-73  the  whole  country  was  Hooded  with  whiskey 
sellers  and  worthless  characters  from  Montana  and 
further  south,  who,  when  they  found  they  could  get 
into  our  country,  came  loaded  with  whiskey  and  did 
their  trading  in  a  great  measure  with  that  article  ; 
and  so  discreditable  did  the  business  become  that 
representations  were  made  by  decent  traders  to  the 
Government  to  ask  that  something  might  be  done 
to  stop  that  illicit  traffic  in  whiskey  and  also  to 
protect  the  Indians  and  white  people  from  being 
ruined.  At  that  time  also  it  was  expected  that 
settlers  would  come  in  in  the  near  future,  and  the 
force  was  sent  there  to  satisfy  the  settlers  that 
their  lives  and  properties  would  be  protected,  and 
that  they  would  be  able  to  carry  on  their  avocations 
in  that  country  in  peace.  The  Indians  at  that 
time  had  made  no  treaty  with  the  Government. 
They  were  in  continual  war,  one  tribe  with  the 
other,  and  the  police  had  to  look  aftef  depreda¬ 
tions  not  only  from  the  Indians  but  from  the  white 
men,  as  some  murderers  had  come  in  and  shot 
down  in  their  camps  some  of  our  Indians.  The 
police,  after  a  very  few  years,  completely  killed 
out  that  traffic  and  drove  out  a  large  number  of 
those  worthless  people  from  the  Territories.  The 
Indians  at  that  time  were  very  warlike.  They 
were  acquainted  with  every  stream  and  every 
coulee  in  every  part  of  the  country,  they  were  ex¬ 
pert  at  prairie  warfare,  and  most  formidable  men  to 
deal  with.  The  duty  of  the  police  was  also  if  pos¬ 
sible,  to  gain  the  confidence  of  the  Indians  and  endea¬ 
vour  to  impress  upon  them  that  they  came  there  as 
much  for  their  protection  as  for  that  of  the  whites, 
and  they  succeeded,  after  being  there  three  years, 
in  gaining  that  confidence.  I  recollect,  in  1875, 
when  I  first  went  to  the  North-West,  my  first  in¬ 
terviews  with  the  Indians,  particularly  the  inter- 
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view  with  that  great  chief,  Crowfoot,  who  was  the 
friend  of  the  Government  from  the  first  day  I  met 
him  until  his  death  last  year.  He  told  me  that  be¬ 
fore  the  police  came  into  the  country  the  young 
men  were  clothed  in  rags,  their  furs  taken  from 
them  for  whiskey,  their  bands  of  horses  reduced  to 
a  mere  nothing,  whereas,  in  1879,  only  five  years 
after  the  police  had  been  there,  they  were  compara¬ 
tively  well  off",  their  bands  of  horses  had  increased 
in  numbers,  they  were  able  to  sleep  at  night  with¬ 
out  fearing  their  enemies.  The  Mounted  Police, 
year  after  year,  as  every  one  knows  who  has  been  in 
that  country,  had  great  difficulties  to  contend  with, 
and  it  was  only  by  very  great  patience  and  kind¬ 
ness  and  by  being  initiated  into  the  Indian  life  and 
customs  and  the  Indian  feeling  that  they  were  en¬ 
abled  to  carry  out  what  they  did  so  successfully. 
No  one  who  has  not  lived  in  that  country  in  those 
times  can  realize  what  that  police  had  to  go 
through.  They  had  to  meet  the  Indians  in 
large  numbers.  They  had  to  stand  before  them  and 
receive  insults  from  them  and  keep  their  tempers. 
They  were  men  of  great  pluck,  which  was  illustrated 
in  many  instances,  as,  for  instance,  when  they 
would  enter  the  lodges  and  take  a  man  out  of  a 
large  band  unassisted.  Those  young  men  who  have 
constituted  that  force,  young  Canadians,  have  done 
more,  after  being  instructed  by  their  officers,  to 
bring  about  peace  and  contentment  among  the 
Indians  of  our  country  than  the  United  States  have 
been  able  to  do  with  their  large  army  and  immense 
expenditure.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  stated  in 
his  resolution  that  the  force  should  be  annually 
reduced  in  numbers.  I  may  state  that  the  author¬ 
ized  strength  of  the  force,  including  officers,  sur¬ 
geons  and  veterinary  surgeons  is  53 — -1,000  con¬ 
stables,  20  additional  constables,  and  50  scouts  is 
1,123,  while  the  present  strength  is  1 ,015,  so  that  we 
are  108  below  the  authorized  strength.  Every  effort 
is  being  made  to  reduce  the  expenditure  and  the 
number  of  men  employed  in  the  outside  detach¬ 
ments,  but,  as  the  outside  settlements  increase, 
we  have  to  establish  new  depots,  and  consec|uently 
it  is  found  very  difficult  to  decrease  in  number  the 
outposts  which  we  now  have  in  the  Territories. 
The  Indians  have  given  very  little  trouble,  but  I 
fear  that,  if  the  force  was  to  be  curtailed  in  the 
way  the  hon.  gentleman  has  suggested,  we  should 
not  be  so  fortunate  in  the  future  as  we  have  been 
in  the  past.  The  country  which  the  police  have 
under  their  jurisdiction  extends  750milesfrom  east 
to  west  and  400  miles  from  north  to  south.  Scatter¬ 
ed  over  that  country  there  are  50  Indian  reserves, 
and  I  estimate  that  there  are  20,000  Indians  in  that 
territory.  The  southern  portion,  750  miles  in 
length,  is  patrolled  weekly  and  for  the  most  part 
daily.  This  is  the  work  going  on  in  this  country. 
The  different  settlements,  the  cattle  ranges,  the 
Indian  reserves  and  the'  ordinary  lines  of  travel  are 
all  patrolled.  The  total  mileage,  as  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  may  see  from  the  report  last  year,  exceeded 
1,250,000  miles  covered  by  these  patrols.  There  is 
no  doubt  that  the  absence  of  crime  may  be  attribut¬ 
ed  to  this  constant  patrolling  in  our  Territories,  and 
I  am  sure  it  would  be  very  unwise  now  to  reduce 
the  number  of  the  force,  because,  if  that  were  done, 
I  believe  in  the  near  future  we  would  have  a  recur¬ 
rence  of  horse-stealing  and  other  depredations  along 
the  frontier  which  we  had  in  the  past.  There  are 
eight  divisions  or  central  posts  in  the  Territories, 
Regina,  Maple  Creek,  Calgary,  Lethbridge,  Macleod, 
Mr.  Dewdney. 


Edmonton,  Battleford  and  Prince  Albert,  and  70 
detachments.  The  hon.  gentleman  referred  to  the 
quiet  state  of  the  Territory  at  present,  and  made 
that  one  reason  why  there  was  no  necessity  for 
so  large  a  force,  and  for  the  Government  to  try 
to  reduce  the  force.  I  will  tell  him  what  occurred 
last  year,  and  this  is  an  instance  which  I  think 
will  convince  him  of  the  necessity  of  our  keeping 
that  force  still  intact.  A  small  patrol  force  left 
last  year  to  try  to  hunt  up  some  whiskey  smug¬ 
glers.  After  being  out  for  some  time,  they  ran 
across  a  party  of  Indians  who  had  evidently  been 
killing  cattle.  They  came  across  them  when  they 
were  packing  the  fresh  meat  on  their  horses. 
Immediately  they  caught  sight  of  the  police  they 
fired,  and  hit  one  of  the  police.  His  comrades,, 
seeing  him  fall  off  his  horse,  shot  at  the  Indians, 
one  of  whom  was  shot  through  the  lungs.  There 
was  a  good  deal  of  excitement  among  the  Indians 
about  that.  They  returned  to  their  reserves  and 
there  was  frequent  discussions  between  the- 
Indian  agents,  the  police  force  and  the  Indian 
chiefs  who  ultimately  admitted  that  the  young 
men  were  in  the  wrong.  The  result  was  that 
at  last  the  young  man  who  had  been  shot,  to- 
the  astonishment  of  the  doctor  and  every  one 
else,  came  into  the  post  and  gave  himself  up  to 
the  police.  I  think  that  is  a  sign  that,  if  there 
had  been  no  police  within  easy  reach  of  the 
Indians,  the  result  would  have  been  very  different. 
There  are  about  5,000  Indians  in  that  district,, 
composed  of  Bloods,  Blackfeet  and  Piegans,  and, 
if  they  had  not  known  that  in  a  few  hours  300 
men  could  be  concentrated  at  that  point,  it  might 
have  led  to  veYy  disastrous  results.  It  is  very  well 
known  that  a  man  can  travel  from  one  end  of  our 
Territories  to  the  other  in  safety,  and  I  am  sure 
that,  if  the  force  were  reduced,  there  would  be  a 
feeling  of  distrust,  not  only  amongst  the  residents,, 
birt  among  the  settlers  going  into  that  country,  and 
I  believe  it  would  have  a  very  disastrous  effect  on 
immigration.  I  will  tell  the  hon.  gentleman  of 
another  circumstance  which  occurred  in  1890-91. 
People  will  all  recollect  what  was  known  as  the 
Messiah  craze.  The  Indians  south  of  the  eastern 
pprtion  of  our  country  were  having  the  ghost 
dances,  and  there  was  considerable  excitement 
amongst  the  settlers,  who  fled  from  their  country 
and  came  across  the  line  into  our  country.  The- 
patrols  were  got  together,  the  excitement  was  sub¬ 
dued,  and  the  settlers  ultimately  returned  to  their 
own  Territory.  They  tried  afterwards  to  put  the 
blame  on  our  Indians.  They  said  they  were  Cana¬ 
dian  Indians,  but  the  police  were  able  to  prove 
that  our  Indians  were  all  the  time  working  quietly 
on  their  own  reserves.  Among  the  duties  which 
pertain  to  the  Mounted  Police,  the  most  onerous 
are  the  duties  of  looking  after  the  Indian  business. 
But  besides  that  thej^  have  a  great  deal  of  work  to 
do  in  keeping  order  among  the  white  population. 
I  hold  in  my  hand  the  report  of  the  Mounted  Police 
for  last  year  in  which  it  will  be  found  there  are 
nearly  a  thousand  cases  of  offences  against  the  law 
which  had  to  be  dealt  with,  cases  of  different 
kinds,  among  which  I  may  mention  shooting  and 
wounding  an  ox  belonging  to  an  Indian,  hav¬ 
ing  a  bar  open  on  Sunday,  illegal  selling 
of  liquor,  drunk  and  disorderly,  &c.  If  the  hon. 
member  will  go  through  that  list  he  will  find 
that  the  large  majority  of  those  cases  had  to  be 
tried  and  handled  by  the  North-West  Mounted 
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Police.  Lately  tTte  license  system  has  come  into 
vogue  in  the  North-West  Territories,  as  the  hon. 
gentleman  knows,  and  we  hope  the  force  will  be 
relieved  of  some  of  the  disagreeable  duties 
which  they  have  had  hitherto  to  perform  in  con¬ 
nection  with  looking  after  the  permit  system  ;  but 
I  think  that  until  we  find  how  the  license  system 
is  going  to  work,  it  will  be  difficult  for  us  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  their  duties  in  that  respect  will  be 
continued  or  not.  Under  the  present  license  sys¬ 
tem  no  private  individual  will  be  able  to  import 
liquor  into  the  Territories,  but  there  are  no  doubt 
plenty  of  men  in  that  country  who  will  be  found 
willing  to  take  whiskey  into  the  territory  and  sell 
it  to  the  Indians,  if  they  think  they  can  make 
money  by  it,  and  it  may  be  that  Indians  will  be 
able  to  get  whiskey  more  easily  now  than  they  did 
heretofore  ;  at  any  rate  time  will  show,  and  I  hope 
it  may  not  be  the  case.  But  I  think  that  the  very 
strictest  supervision  in  the  mean  time  will  have  to 
bekept  toprevent  the  Indiansfrom  getting  whiskey. 
Now,  there  is  another  matter  in  which  the  people 
of  the  North-West,  at  any  rate,  have  found  the 
police  force  of  great  use,  and  that  is  in  connection 
with  prairie  fires.  It  would  be  impossible  to  cal¬ 
culate  the  amount  of  property  that  has  been  saved 
through  the  instrumentality  of  the  Mounted 
Police  in  the  North-West  Territories  in  keeping 
down  prairie  fires.  Now,  coming  to  the  cost  of  the 
maintenance  of  tbe  force,  I  may  state  that  the  pay 
of  the  men,  including  rations,  horses’  forage, equip¬ 
ment  and  clothing,  does  not  exceed  $700  per  man 
and  horse  ;  and  it  is  believed  that  this  year  we 
shall  be  able  to  reduce  that  to  $650  per  man  and 
horse.  A  few  years  ago,  hon.  gentlemen  will  re¬ 
collect,  the  cost  of  a  man  and  horse  was  about 
SI, 000  a  year.  We  know  that  in  the  United  States 
the  cost  of  a  man  and  horse  in  a  cavalry  regiment 
reaches,  I  think,  $1,600  a  year  ;  so  I  think  it  will 
be  seen  that  we  are  effecting  great  economies  in 
carrying  on  that  force.  I  think  if  we  were  to  re¬ 
duce  the  force  to  the  extent  the  hon.  gentleman 
suggests,  we  should  have  to  find  some  Other  means 
of  keeping  the  peace  in  that  country,  and  we  should 
have  to  send  some  military  force  up  there  to  sup¬ 
plement  and  to  assist  the  police  force.  Now,  in 
the  United  States  Territories,  covering  a  territory 
in  area  as  large  as  I  have  referred  to,  there  are  to¬ 
day,  in  two  outposts,  6,000  men  employed  specially 
to  watch  the  Indians,  while  in  our  own  North- 
West,  with  1,000  men,  we  are  covering  a  territory 
of  750  miles  long  by  400  wide.  In  the  United 
States  one  post  where  these  soldiers  are  kept,  costs 
twice  as  much  as  the  whole  of  our  police  force. 
Now,  perhaps,  the  hon.  member  has  not  read  the 
section  in  the  Police  Act  which  gives  authority  to 
the  Government  to  decide  what  number  of  men  we 
shall  engage.  Section  6  of  the  Police  Act,  chapter 
47  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  provides  : 

“  The  Governor  in  Council  may  from  time  to  time 
authorize  the  appointment  of,  not  exceeding  in  all, 
one  thousand  constables,  and  such  number  thereof  shall 
be  mounted  as  the  Governor  in  Council  may  at  any  time 
direct.” 

So  the  hon.  gentleman  will  see  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  have  in  their  own  hands  the  power  of  deter¬ 
mining  what  number  of  men  shall  be  employed, 
and  also  what  number  of  men  shall  be  mounted  ; 
of  course  the  less  men  are  mounted,  the  less  will 
be  the  expenditure  for  the  force.  The  Governor  in 
Council  has  also  power  to  appoint  supernumerary 


constables  not  exceeding  in  all  20  men,  and  the 
employment,  not  exceeding  in  all,  of  50  scouts. 
This  reduction  can  be  made  at  any  time  by  Order 
in  Council,  and  I  think  it  would  be  very  unwise  to 
lay  down  a  hard  and  fast  rule  binding  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  reduce  from  year  to  year  the  police  force 
to  anything  like  the  extent  which  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  has  mentioned.  I  think  the  hon.  gentleman 
would  be  wise  if  he  withdrew  the  resolution  he 
has  placed  before  the  House.  I  am  quite  sure  he 
has  not  moved  this  for  the  purpose  of  injuring  our 
North-West  country,  or  for  the  purpose  of  injur¬ 
ing,  as  I  fear  it  would  if  carried,  immigration 
going  to  that  country.  He  lias  done  it,  I  feel  sure, 
from  an  economical  point  of  view.  I  can  assure 
him  that  the  Government  will  take  every  means 
to  keep  the  cost  of  that  force  down,  and  wherever 
they  see  any  other  means  of  reducing  the  expendi¬ 
ture  it  will  be  done.  But  until  we  are  satisfied  that 
the  Indians  are  sufficiently  civilized  that  we  can 
trust  them,  I  think  it  would  be  very  unwise,  I  am 
sure  it  would  be  detrimental  to  the  interest  of  the 
North-West,  to  reduce  the  force.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man,  in  the  course  of  his  remarks,  referred  to  a 
great  many  matters  not  intimately  connected  with 
the  police  force.  He  referred  to  the  ranchers,  he 
referred  to  those  few  men  who  are  engaged  in  the 
customs  business.  In  regard  to  the  customs,  those 
men  who  have  been  employed  on  the  southern 
boundary,  principally  in  Manitoba,  have  been  em¬ 
ployed  for  the  purpose  of  economy,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  a  number  of  appointments 
being  made  in  that  country  of  men  who  would 
have  very  little  work  to  do.  With  regard  to  the 
ranches,  in  which  the  hon.  gentleman  has  taken 
so  much  interest,  he  states  that  every  man  should 
be  allowed  to  go  on  these  ranches  and  take  up  his 
section,  whether  it  be  a  sand  heap  or  anything  else, 
if  he  thinks  he  can  make  his  living  on  it  ;  and 
I  should  .have  no  objection  to  that  if  we 
had  not  already  given  privileges  to  men  with 
whom  we  consider  we  must  keep  faith.  Ranchers 
in  the  western  country  have  invested  an 
immense  amount  of  money,  they  have  kept  their 
part  of  the  bargain  with  the  Government,  and  we 
certainly  must  treat  them  fairly,  and  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  the  hon.  gentleman  suggested  for  a  moment 
we  should  do  otherwise.  We  hope  to  be  able  to 
come  to  an  understanding  with  them.  I  have  for 
many  years  felt  that  the  Question  at  issue  between 
settlers  and  ranchers  must  come  to  ahead.  I  have 
known  the  question  fought  out  in  Australia  and 
British  Columbia,  and  lam  quite  sure  we  shall  have 
to  fight  it  out  here,  and  all  I  trust  is  that  what¬ 
ever  arrangement  we  may  arrive  at  will  be  one 
satisfactory  to  the  settlers,  who  I  think  are  our 
first  care,  without  doing  injustice  to  men  who  have 
invested  their  capital  in  the  country  and  have  en¬ 
gaged  in  one  of  the  most  important  businesses  in 
the  North-West. 

Mr.  WATSON.  This  is  a  matter  that  has  oc¬ 
cupied  considerable  attention  in  years  gone  by,  and 
I  had  hoped  the  Minister  would  have  given  the 
House  some  encouragement  to  look  for  a  reduction 
of  the  force.  We  have  been  expending  large  sums 
of  money  in  the  North-West  in  educating  the 
Indians  and  endeavouring  to  civilize  them.  We 
have  expended  large  sums  in  cash  and  land  subsi¬ 
dies  to  railways  to  open  up  the  country,  and  yet 
the  Minister  tells  us  there  is  no  hope  of  reducing 
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the  present  number  of  men  in  the  force.  We  must 
remember  that  the  North-West  police  force  is  com¬ 
posed  of  probably  the  best  class  of  mounted  men  that 
could  be  found  in  any  country  in  the  world,  and  if 
we  go  back  to  the  years  from  1873  to  1884,  and  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  seventies,  we  will  find  that  in  those 
years  about  300  mounted  policemen  kept  the  country 
in  check.  Whiskey  smuggling  was  then  going  on, 
and  the  Indians  had  not  come  under  treaty,  and 
yet  300  mounted  men  were  able  to  control  the 
Indians.  With  all  our  advancement  during  the 
last  15  years  the  Minister  now  declares  that  we 
cannot  do  with  less  than  1,000  men.  The  Indians 
wrere  not  under  treaty  at  that  time,  and  from  the 
treatment  some  of  the  bands  have  received  no  doubt 
some  of  them  think  that  coming  under  treaty  has 
not  improvedtheircondition.  We havefarm instruc¬ 
tors  there  to  educate  the  Indians,  and  some  of  them 
are  doing  good  work.  The  regular  force  of  the 
Mounted  Police  is  1,015  men.  With  the  present 
railway  accommodation  and  rapid  transport  the 
North-West  should  be  controlled  with  half  the 
number  of  men  at  present  constituting  the  force, 
because  in  case  an  outbreak  occurred  men  could  be 
transported  to  any  particular  locality  by  railway, 
instead  of  by  horse,  as  was  the  case  formerly.  I  ven¬ 
tured  to  suggest  to  the  Minister  of  the  Interior 
some  years  ago  a  cheaper  and  more  effective  method 
of  controlling  the  Indians,  than  by  the  present  sys¬ 
tem  of  1,000  mounted  policemen.  I  suggested  the 
establishment  of  a  more  efficient  force  for  the  main¬ 
tenance  of  peace  and  order  in  the  Nor  tit -West, 
and  one  in  which  the  people  would  have  more  con¬ 
fidence  than  they  have  in  the  Mounted  Police, 
which  is  composed  of  a  large  number  of  raw 
recruits.  My  system  is  to  establish  at  different 
centres,  organized  companies  of  mounted  men, 
whose  services  could  be  procured  for  a  small  con¬ 
sideration.  These  might  be  stationed  at  Macleod, 
Lethbridge,  Calgary,  Regina,  Moosoinin,  Edmonton, 
Prince  Albert  and  other  centres,  and  there  would 
be  no  difficulty  in  organizing  companies  that  would 
be  ready  to  answer  a  call  in  case  of  any  emergency 
and  to  defend  the  rights  and  interests  of  the 
people.  These  men  could  be  secured  from  the 
settlers  there,  from  the  cowbovs  and  ex-mounted 
policemen,  and  these  companies  would  be  com¬ 
posed  of  more  efficient  men  than  the  raw  recruits 
who  go  out  there.  They  would  know  the  county 
well  and  the  Indians  well,  and  the  Minister 
would  be  acting  wisely  in  reducing  the  Mounted 
Police  and  organizing  these  companies  which  might 
receive  $100  per  man,  each  furnishing  his  own 
mount  and  arms.  Forty  or  fifty  of  these  men  could 
be  secured  at  each  of  the  different  places  as  indi¬ 
cated.  With  such  a  force,  the  Mounted  Police 
might  be  reduced  to  300  men,  as  it  wasfrom  1873  to 
1878.  If  it  is  possible  to  secure  more  efficient  men 
for  $100  than  for  $600  or  $700  per  man,  then  the 
Government  should  adopt  this  course.  The  Minis¬ 
ter  states  that  when  the  Indians  become  sufficiently 
civilized,  a  reduction  might  be  made  in  the 
Mounted  Police,  but  the  Indians  are  not  in  that 
condition  to-day.  Surely  in  view  of  our  present 
efforts  to  civilize  them  we  might  hope  for  some  re¬ 
duction  in  the  force.  The  Mounted  Police  are 
maintained  in  the  North-West  for  the  purpose  of 
keeping  the  Indians  in  subjection  and  guarding 
ranches  against  Indian  raids.  The  .  Minister  has 
informed  the  House  that  a  large  number  of  the 
Indians  have  gone  south  of  the  international 
Mr.  Watson. 


boundary  line.  If  they  have  gone  out  of  the  country 
he  should  not  offer  inducements  to  bring  them  back. 
If  he  could  adopt  any  policy  by  which  the  balance 
of  the  Indians  would  go  south  of  the  line,  we  could 
then  do  without  the  Mounted  Police  altogether. 
With  the  present  settlement,  with  the  rail¬ 
way  transport  and  with  our  present  civilization 
there  is  no  possible  excuse  for  retaining  a  force  of 
1,000  men.  Further  protection  is  afforded  to 
white  settlers  by  the  very  fact  of  large  settlements 
existing.  There  would  be  no  danger  to  such 
settlers  at  Prince  Albert,  Edmonton,  Macleod  or 
Calgary  or  other  centres.  The  lion,  gentleman 
appears  to  entertain  a  much  higher  opinion  of  the 
bravery  and  determination  of  the  Indians  than  I 
entertain.  If  the  Indians  were  well  looked  after, 
and  if  the  Government  acted  up  to  their  treaty 
regulations  and  furnished  supplies  in  the  quantity 
agreed  upon,  there  would  be  no  trouble.  We  have 
heard  of  troubles,  and  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
spoken  of  his  interviews  with  Crowfoot,  he  might 
have  told  us  of  his  interview  with  Piapot  and  Lone 
Lodge  and  other  chiefs  who  complain  that  the 
Government  are  not  giving  rations  which  they 
undertook  to  give  when  they  made  the  treaty,  and 
they  complain  that  the  pork  was  killing  their 
children  and  they  would  accept  three  quarters  of 
a  pound  of  beef,  which  costs  12  cents  per  pound, 
instead  of  pork  which  costs  19  cents.  If  the  Indians 
were  treated  in  a  different  way  .there  would  be  no 
trouble.  1  can  understand  that  the  Indians  are 
not  as  satisfied  as  they  might  have  been.  For 
years  past  we  have  heard  that  the  Indians  were 
not  treated  as  they  should  have  been  by  the 
Government.  If  you  make  a  bargain  with  an  Indian, 
he  expects  you  to  live  up  to  it,  and  if  we  give  an 
Indian  what  he  has  agreed  to  accept,  he  will  be 
satisfied  and  will  give  no  trouble,  but  if  you  promise 
one  pound  of  good  pork,  and  he  receives  rusty  pork, 
we  cannot  expect  that  the  Indian  will  quietly  sub¬ 
mit  to  dole  this  out  to  his  family  when  he  claims  it 
is  poisoning  his  children.  We  have  now  practically 
handed  over  the  license  system  to  the  North-West 
Council,  and  abolished  the  permit  system  which 
will  largely  reduce  the  necessity  for  maintaining 
such  a  large  force  of  police.  The  permit  system  was 
such  that  no  amount  of  police  could  keep  it  within 
bounds,  and  now  that  the  license  system  is  organ¬ 
ized  it  seems  to  me  there  should  be  no  difficulty  in 
regulating  the  liquor  traffic.  I  believe  that  the 
Government  could  gel  a  very  efficient  body  of  men 
who  would  be  ready  in  case  of  emergency  with  the 
Indians,  or  for  any  other  purpose,  by  organizing  a 
force  at  the  different  points  I  have  mentioned.  It 
would  cost  but  a  mere  trifle  compared  with  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  the  Mounted  Police  now.  Let  me 
point  out  to  the  Government  that  while  they 
have  been  spending  large  sums  of  money 
drilling  volunteer  forces  in  eastern  Canada 
we  have  volunteer  battalions  in  the  North-West 
organized  for  the  rebellion  of  1885,  who  have  not 
been  in  camp  since  that  date.  We  have  two  bat¬ 
talions  of  volunteers  in  the  Province  of  Manitoba 
who  have  not  been  in  camp  since  they  saw  active 
service  in  1885,  and  yet  we  are  maintaining  a  force 
of  1,000  mounted  policemen  at  an  enormous  cost. 
If  these  volunteer  companies  were  properly  equip¬ 
ped  and  drilled,  they  would  be  ready  to  go  out 
whenever  called  upon,  and  with  the  railway  facili¬ 
ties  to  all  parts  of  the  Territories  which  we  have 
now,  they  can  be  removed  more  easily  to  the  scene 
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of  trouble,  than  100  mounted  policemen  coulcl  be 
removed  a  few  years  ago  when  there  was  no  rail¬ 
way  communication  and  when  they  had  to  travel 
on  horse-back.  If  we  drilled  these  volunteers  and 
had  them  properly  equipped,  I  believe  that  the 
Government  might  with  benefit  to  the  country  re¬ 
duce  the  Mounted  .Police  force  to  at  least  one- 
third  its  present  strength.  In  view  of  these  facts, 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  Government  should  give  us  some 
encouragement  to  hope  that  they  will  in  the  near 
future  do  away  with  this  very  large  expenditure. 
By  adopting  a  system  such  as  I  have  suggested,  I 
believe  that  half  the  money  that  is  spent  on  the 
Mounted  Police  force  to-day  could  be  saved,  and 
that  the  safety  of  the  people  of  the  country  would 
be  the  better  provided  for. 

Mr.  PERRY.  This  is  a  question  which  is  very 
well  worthy  the  consideration  of  the  Government, 
involving  as  it  does  an  expenditure  of  about  three 
quarters  of  a  million  dollars  a  year  which  has  to  be 
paid  by  the  tax-payers  of  Canada.  The  represen¬ 
tatives  of  the  people  here  have  a  right  to  expect 
that  the  members  of  the  Government  should  give 
us  some  reasons  to  show  that  this  money  is  properly 
expended,  but  I  was  sorry  to  hear  the  Minister  of 
the  Interior  state  that  he  had  his  mind  made  up  to 
vote  against  this  resolution.  When  my  hon.  friend 
from  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen)  by  his  motion 
suggested  a  way  in  which  they  could  economize, 
much  better  than  they  can  economize  on  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway,  I  thought  the  Government 
would  accept  the  resolution.  The  Minister  of  the 
Interior  has  not  told  us  the  utility  of  the  North- 
West  Mounted  Police.  My  hon.  friend  from 
Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen)  has  stated  that  the 
police  are  more  for  the  benefit  of  the  ranchers,  and 
perhaps  also  for  protecting  the  revenue  from  smug¬ 
glers  from  the  United  States,  than  for  the  pi'otec- 
tion  of  the  people  there,  and  the  hon.  Minister 
has  not  ventured  to  dispute  this  statement.  He 
has  not  shown  that  the  settlers  in  the  North- 
West  do  require  any  protection  against  the  Indian. 
Why,  Sir,  we  find  that  when  there  were  three 
Indians  in  the  North- West  to  the  one  now,  and  when 
there  ought  to  be  50  white  settlers  in  the  North- 
West  to  the  one  there  was  twenty  years  ago, 
the  people  of  the  North-West  had  no  police  protec¬ 
tion.  We  find,  also,  that  when  the  white  people 
came  to  settle  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  and  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  and  when  the  Indians  were 
plentiful,  and  before  any  attempt  had  been  made  to 
civilize  them,  our  forefathers  got  along  with  the 
Indians  without  the  protection  of  Mounted  Police. 
The  very  fact  that  the  Government  imagines  they 
are  obliged  to  keep  a  standing  army  of  1,015  sol¬ 
diers  in  the  shape  of  mounted  policemen  in  the 
North-West,  at  a  cost  of  $1,000,000  a  year,  for  the 
alleged  purpose  of  the  protection  of  life  and  prop¬ 
erty,  is  enough  to  frighten  settlers  from  coining  here 
from  civilized  countries  like  England,  Ireland, 
Scotland  and  France.  We  have  been  told  by  the 
Government  that  it  is  well  worth  our  while  to 
spend  nearly  a  million  a  year  to  protect  a  few 
ranchers  in  the  North-West  and  to  prevent  smug¬ 
gling,  but  I  would  remind  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
that  if  they  accepted  the  proposition  of  the  Liberal 
party  and  established  unrestricted  reciprocity  be¬ 
tween  Canada  and  the  United  States  it  would  not 
be  necessary  to  have  an  army  of  Mounted  Police  to 
protect  our  revenue.  I  have  no  doubt  that  the 


people  of  the  North-West  would  be  better  off  with¬ 
out — I  will  not  call  it  the  protection — but  the  nuis¬ 
ance  of  this  Mounted  Police  force.  I  do  not  mean 
to  cast  a  slur  on  the  men,  I  believe  they  are  a  fine 
body  of  men  and  would  be  glad  of  an  opportunity 
to  show  their  value,  but  tell  me  one  instance  since 
1885,  where  the  Mounted  Police  have  been  required. 
Even  in  1885  the  Mounted  Police  could  not  main¬ 
tain  peace  and  order  in  the  North-West  Territories 
without  a  special  army  having  to  be  sent  from  the 
Eastern  Provinces  of  Canada,  and,  in  fact,  I  have 
heard  no  account  that  the  Mounted  Police  ever  took 
part  in  subduing  the  rebellion.  I  can  tell  the 
Government  that  if  they  had  used  the  Indians  as 
they  should  have  been  used  there  would  have  been 
no  rebellion,  and  no  need  of  Mounted  Police,  and 
no  need  of  sending  out  regiments  of  volunteers  up 
there  at  an  immense  cost  to  the  country,  and  the 
loss  of  many  precious  lives.  We  are  told  that  in 
so  many  years  the  Government  of  Canada  have 
expended  nearly  $7,000,000  on  this  Mounted  Police 
force.  That  is  more  than  the  cost  of  building  a 
tunnel  from  Prince  Edward  Island  to  the  main¬ 
land,  according  to  Sir  Charles  Tupper’s  own  estim¬ 
ate  and  the  estimate  of  Sir  Douglas  Fox.  By  the 
estimate  of  Sir  Douglas  Fox  is  it  is  something  less, 
than  $7,000,000.  But  the  millions  spent  in  the 
North-West  are  not  considered  ;  the  Government 
think  they  are  only  a  trifle.  But  we  know  well 
that  these  millions  are  not  paid  by  the  settlers  in 
the  North-West,  but  by  the  settlers  in  the  Provinces 
of  Ontario,  Nova  Scotia,  New  Brunswick  and 
Prince  Edward  Island.  I  want  the  people  of  this 
country  to  understand  that  a  large  portion  of  their 
taxes  are  going  to  the  North-West  to  protect 
nothing.  I  believe  that  the  North- West  is  able  to 
protect  itself.  Wrhat  has  become  of  the  900,000 
people  that  the  blue-books  of  the  Government 
boasted  a  year  ago  had  gone  to  the  North-West  to 
settle  ?  Are  they  not  there  ?  If  not,  what  is  the 
reason  ?  Did  the  Mounted  Police  drive  them 
away  ?  Were  they  afraid,  because  they  could  not 
see  anything  but  bayonets  on  one  side,  muskets  on 
the  other,  and  daggers  in  front  of  them  ?  Is  that 
the  reason  these  people  are  not  there,  or  did  they 
not  go  to  that  country  ?  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
may  laugh,  but  it  is  no  laughing  matter.  Hon. 
gentlemen  may  dance,  but  the  poor  people  of  the 
country  have  to  pay  the  fiddler.  1  had  hoped  the 
Minister  would  have  announced  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  had  determined  to  change  their  policy  in  this 
matter.  But  they  are  not  going  to  change  their 
policy.  The  1,015  policemen  must  be  maintained 
as  before.  A  few  minutes  ago  I  saw  the  account 
of  the  expenditures  for  this  force,  and  they  are 
perfectly  ridiculous.  Potatoes  have  been  charged 
at  as  high  as  $1  a  bushel,  meat  at  as  much  as  25 
cents  a  pound.  You  can  get  potatoes  a  few  miles 
from  here  for  15  cents  a  bushel  ;  and  I  have  no 
doubt  that  the  accounts  will  show  that  the  same 
prices  are  being  charged  this  year.  It  is  ridiculous. 
I  do  not  believe  the  Government  have  an  honest 
way  of  carrying  on  this  force  ;  I  do  not  think 
they  buy  these  supplies  by  tender.  A  here  is 
the  man  in  Ontario,  Quebec,  Nova  Scotia,  New 
Brunswick,  or  Prince  Edward  Island  who  will 
earn  and  receive  in  hard  cash  $750  a  year  and  find 
himself  ?  But  those  men  are  found,  their  board  is 
paid,  their  bed  supplied  and  their  house-rent  paid, 
so  that  the  $750  a  year  which  they  get  is  clear 
money  ;  and  when  they  are  making  that,  it  is  no 
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wonder  that  they  love  the  country  and  stop  there  ; 
and  I  believe  that  they  have  such  a  hold  on  the 
country  now  that  the  Minister  is  not  able  to  drive 
them  out  of  it.  Well,  for  my  own  part,  I  would 
like  to  see  a  change.  I  contend  that  the  resolution 
•of  my  hon.  friend  is  well  worthy  the  consideration 
of  this  House.  I  am  inclined  to  vote  in  its  favour. 
I  believe  that  less  than  one-half,  yes,  less  than  one- 
third,  the  present  member  of  the  North-West 
Mounted  Police  would  be  sufficient ;  and  if  the 
Government  would  give  some  consideration  to  the 
matter,  I  think  they  would  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  we  could  do  without  any  Mounted  Police  at 
all  in  the  North- West.  During  the  past  twenty  years 
the  Government  have  been  spending  money  in 
millions  to  settle  the  North-West ;  but  the  time 
must  come  when  the  people  of  the  North-West 
must  depend  on  their  own  resources  and  be  their 
own  defenders.  We  have  been  civilizing  the  Indians 
there  for  the  last  twenty-five  years,  and  we  are 
told  that  the  number  is  5,000  less  to-day  than  it  was 
a  few  years  ago  ;  and  yet  we  are  told  that  the  same 
force  is  required  to  protect  them.  At  that  rate  we 
must  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Indians  are 
more  riotous  than  before,  and  that  all  the  money  we 
have  spent  in  educating  and  civilizing  them  is 
lost.  It  is  all  moonshine.  That  is  the  only 
conclusion  I  can  draw  from  what  the  Minister 
of  the  Interior  has  stated,  that  the  Government 
have  given  all  their  consideration  to  the  matter, 
and  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  they  are  not 
able  to  carry  on  the  business  of  the  North-West 
and  protect  the  precious  lives  of  the  people  there 
without  1,000  mounted  policemen.  When  our 
forefathers  came  to  this  country,  the  Indians  were 
as  thick  as  grasshoppers,  and  the  white  people 
•had  no  protection  from  them.  I  think  some  of 
them  brought  with  them  a  few  old  rifles  from 
France,  but  I  think  they  were  too  rusty  to  fire  off 
a  shot.  How  did  they  get  along  with  the  Indians  ? 
The  way  they  did  was  to  become  friendly  with 
them,  and  christianize  and  civilize  them  by  their 
own  good  behaviour  and  example.  I  remember 
•quite  well  that  a  prominent  clergyman  in  the  North- 
W est  preached  and  published  a  sermon  on  the  way 
in  which  the  Mounted  Police  in  the  North-West 
had  misbehaved.  There  was  nothing  of  that  in  the 
case  of  the  settlers  who  first  came  to  this  country, 
and  that  is  why  they  got  along  well  with  the 
Indians — by  showing  them  a  good  example  and 
acting  in  accordance  with  the  Gospel  and  the 
Scriptures.  When  the  Indians  asked  the  white 
men  in  those  days  to  give  them  bread  they  did 
not  give  them  a  stone,  but  gave  them  bread. 
By  the  civility  and  the  good  example  which  they 
displayed,  the  white  people  were  able  to  live  on 
friendly  terms  with  the  Indians  ;  and  the  same 
thing  would  happen  in  the  North-  West  if  the  Indians 
were  properly  dealt  with  by  the  Government  of  the 
day.  I  do  not  expect  that  the  Minister  is  going  to 
change  his  policy  to-day  ;  but  there  is  another 
session  coming,  and  I  hope  that  in  the  meantime  he 
will  see  fit  to  do  so,  and  reduce  the  number  of  the 
Mounted  Police  as  well  as  the  taxes  which  the 
poor  people  of  this  country  have  to  pay  to  maintain 
them.  The  Mounted  Police  of  the  ^North-West  are 
of  no  benefit  to  the  people  of  Ontario,  Quebec  and 
the  Maritime  Provinces  ;  but  the  Government  are 
taking  the  money  from  these  people  to  maintain 
them  without  giving  them  corresponding  benefit. 
A  little  while  ago  the  Minister  said  that  it  was  not 
Mr.  Perry. 


right  for  people  to  go  and  settle  on  ranches  ;  but  I 
believe  that  if  the  ranchmen  had  not  trespassed 
on  actual  settlers  in  1884,  the  rebellion  would 
never  have  taken  place.  I  believe  that  it  was 
some  of  these  ranchmen,  backed  up,  I  will  not  say 
by  the  Government,  but  by  Government  officials, 
who  went  and  trespassed  on  the  occupiers. 
They  were  tax -payers  and  residents  of  the  country, 
they  were  a  part  of  the  population  and  they  were 
driven  out  and  the  greatest  system  of  hardship  in¬ 
flicted  on  them.  The  Government  had  been  aware 
of  this  since  1885,  as  many  complaints  from  different 
quarters  came  to  them.  There  was  even  a  comp¬ 
laint  from  Archbishop  Tache  of  St.  Boniface,  who 
warned  the  Government  what  the  consequences 
would  be  if  the  Government  did  not  wake  up  and 
be  equal  to  the  occasion  by  redressing  the  injustices 
then  practised  in  the  North-West  Territories  against 
the  half-breed  and  Indian  population,  through  the 
connivance  of  some  Indian  officials.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  slept  upon  their  oars,  but  the  evil  day  came 
at  last,  and  we  are  all  aware  of  what  took  place.  I 
hope  the  Government  will  bring  down  a  policy  of 
retrenchment  in  the  North-West  before  they  close 
this  session.  If  they  intend  closing  this  Parliament 
next  week,  I  shall  give  them  all  the  help  I  possibly 
can.  I  will  not  stand  up  here  and  talk  against  time, 
but  will  apply  myself  to  the  question  before  the 
House  and  1  hope  my  hon,  friend  will  bring  down 
a  policy  of  retrenchment  in  this  matter  as  well  as 
my  hon.  friend  the  Minister  of  Railways  has  tried 
to  do  in  the  eastern  provinces  by  curtailing  accom¬ 
modation  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway  and  the 
Prince  Edward  Island  Railway. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  did  not  expect,  when  my 
hon.  friend  brought  up  this  question,  that  the 
Government  would  be  prepared  to  agree  to  it.  But 
I  would  have  expected  that  the  Minister  of  the 
Interior,  when  he  spoke  to  the  question,  would  have 
been  ready  to  state  that  at  some  future  day,  not  far 
distant,  he  would  be  able  to  agree  to  the  proposi¬ 
tion  that  the  time  would  come  'when  we  should 
commence  gradually  reducing  the  force  in  number. 
He  stated  a  time  indeed  when,  in  his  opinion,  it 
would  be  proper  to  reduce  the  force,  but  his  state¬ 
ment  was  judiciously  vague.  He  rather  hinted 
that  as  long  as  we  had  not  civilized  the  Indians, 
we  could  not  dispense  with  the  force.  Statistics 
show  we  have  not  taken  the  proper  way  of  civi¬ 
lizing  the  Indians  so  far.  They  show  rather  that 
we  are  killing  off  the  Indians  gradually,  and  if  we 
are  to  wait  until  the  last  red  man  disappears,  I  am 
afraid  the  time  of  reducing  the  force  is  far  off  yet. 
At  all  events,  the  hon.  gentleman  paid  a  well- 
deserved  compliment  to  the  force,  as  there  can  be 
no  question  that  the  force  has  been  a  credit  to 
Canada  at  large  and  to  itself.  But  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  must  remember  that  the  force  was  not  estab¬ 
lished  to  remain  permanent  and  perennial.  It  was 
understood  that  one  day  it  should  cease.  Seventeen 
years  ago  that  force  was  organized,  and  its  total 
number  was  300  men.  It  has  been  increased  to 
a  standing  of  1,000  men.  We  must  admit 
that  the  condition  of  the  country  is  not  to-day  what 
it  was  seventeen  years  ago,  and  if  300  men 
could  keep  the  peace  of  the  country  then, 
now  that  we  have  towns  and  settlements 
dotted  all  over  the  prairies,  the  force  could  be  re¬ 
duced  very  effectively.  I  do  not  propose  that  we 
should  do  it  all  at  once,  but  I  would  like  the  hon. 
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gentleman  to  consider  the  propriety  of  at  some 
time  or  another,  taking  up  the  question  offered  by 
my  hon.  friend.  The  hon.  member  for  Wellington 
approached  the  subject  in  a  very  temperate  and 
quiet  manner..  He  did  not  propose  that  the  force 
should  be  at  once  reduced,  but  rather  offered  a 
question  for  the  Government  to  consider,  that  the 
time  has  arrived  when  the  Government  must  think 
seriously  of  reducing  the  force  in  numbers.  He 
stated  that  the  force  was  still  necessary  on  account 
of  smuggling.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  aware  that 
if  there  was  at  one  time  danger  arising  from  the 
introduction  of  whiskey  into  the  Territories,  that 
time  in  the  opinion  of  the  Government  passed 
away,  because  no  longer  than  last  year  we  did 
away  with  the  permit  system  and  introduced  the 
system  prevailing  in  the  east,  of  free  circulation  of 
liquor  under  license.  If,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Government,  there  is  upon  this  one  vital  question 
no  difference  whatever  between  the  east  and  the 
west,  if  the  people  can  be  trusted  in  the  west  as  in 
the  east  with  the  sale  of  liquor,  there  can  be 
no  reason  whatever  to  maintain  the  force. 
The  hon.  gentleman  also  hinted  that  the  force 
was  a  necessity  for  the  protection  of  ranchers. 
This  is  opening  a  question  somewhat  different  from 
the  main  question.  The  hon.  gentleman  took  issue 
with  my  hon.  friend,  who  said  that  more  import¬ 
ance  should  be  attached  to  the  settler  than  to  the 
ranchman.  As  to  that,  it  seems  to  me  we  have  not 
had  the  proper  policy.  No  leases  should  be  given 
for  ranches  on  arable  land  or  land  fit  for  settlement. 

I  understand  there  are  two  kinds  of  land  in  the 
North-West,  lands  for  grazing  purposes  and  arable 
land  for  settlement  all  land  fit  for  settlement  ought 
to  the  kept  for  settlement.  And  when  settlers  have 
come  upon  land  which  had  been  leased  for  ranching 
purposes  as  we  have  the  ranchmen  on  the  one  side  and 
the  settlers  on  the  other,  there  can  be  no  doubt  in 
my  opinion  that  the  proper  policy  is  in  every  in¬ 
stance  to  favour  the  settler  at  the  expense  of  the 
ranchmen.  There  can  be  no  comparison  in  the 
advantages  which  ranchmen  produce  and  those 
which  settlers  produce.  They  are  all  on  the  side 
of  the  settler,  and  the  well-settled  policy  of  the 
Government  ought  to  be  to  give  him  the  preference. 
As  to  the  present  motion,  I  understand  my  hon. 
friend  brings  this  not  with  the  view  of  having  ex¬ 
actly  a  vote  upon  it,  but  simply  to  bring  up  the 
question  for  the  consideration  of  the  Government.  I 
think  he  has  achieved  this  object,  and  would  advise 
him  not  to  press  the  question  any  further  but  to 
withdraw  it. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  was  greatly  sur¬ 
prised  at  the  remarks  of  the  leader  of  the  Oppo¬ 
sition  in  which  he  referred  to  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Wellington  as  having  brought  this 
matter  to  the  attention  of  the  Government  by  reso¬ 
lution,  and  indicated  that  he  had  not  understood 
the  Minister  of  the  Interior  to  state  that  the 
Government  had  given  a  very  great  deal  of  consi¬ 
deration  to  the  subject,  or  had  adopted  a  policy 
with  regard  to  it.  I  am  under  the  impression  that 
two  or  three  weeks  ago  information  was  given  by 
the  Minister  of  Finance  to  the  House  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  were  of  opinion  that  the  time  had  come 
when  the  Mounted  Police  force  might  be  reduced. 
At  some  stage  of  the  discussions  on  the  estimates,  I 
think,  that  information  was  given.  At  any  rate 
the  Minister  of  the  Interior  has  said  to-night,  that, 


so  far  from  standing  firmly  in  opposition  to  the 
principle  of  any  reduction  in  the  force,  a  reduction 
had  been  effected  during  last  year  of  over  a  hun¬ 
dred  men.  It  is  the  intention  of  the  Government 
gradually  to  reduce  that  force  as  circumstances 
will  admit.  We  do  not  want  to  be  bound  by  a 
rule  of  this  House  that  that  force  shall  grow  less 
and  less  every  year.  It  may  reach  a  point  within 
a  few  years  at  which  it  may  be  desirable  it 
should  stand  for  some  years  to  come  ;  but 
the  maintenance  of  a  considerable  force,  not  at  all 
as  large  as  it  is  now,  is,  in  the  opinion  of 
he  Government,  very  necessary  in  the  interests 
of  the  Territories  and  in  the  interests  of  all  the 
provinces,  notwithstanding  the  remarks  of  my  hon. 
friend  from  Prince  Edward  Island.  I  take  it  that 
it  is  to  the  greatest  interest  of  all  the  provinces  in 
Canada  that  the  North-West  keeps  its  reputation 
in  other  countries  as  a  country  in  which  law  and 
order  are  perfectly  observed  and  administered. 
There  can  be  no  greater  attraction  for  settlers  than 
to  know  it  is  a  country  of  that  description,  and  the 
uses  which  the  Mounted  Police  have  served,  as 
described  by  the  Minister  of  the  Interior,  seem  to 
me  of  the  greatest  importance,  leaving  out  of  ques¬ 
tion  for  the  moment  the  matter  of  protection  of  the 
revenue  as  to  smuggling  across  the  border  line.  We 
have  the  most  important  protection  as  to  the  smug¬ 
gling  of  liquor  on  the  Indian  reserves  and  the  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  Indians  by  liquor.  The  hon.  the  leader 
of  the  Opposition  has  said  that,  now  that  the  same 
system  has  been  established  in  the  Territories  as 
that  which  prevails  in  the  older  provinces,  the 
same  mode  of  looking  after  things  should  also  pre¬ 
vail,  but  the  conditions  are  not  the  same.  We 
have  not  in  the  older  provinces  large  bodies  of 
uncivilized  Indians,  and  every  one  knows  that  the 
introduction  of  spirits  among  people  of  that  condi¬ 
tion  is  disastrous  and  demoralizing,  not  only  to 
themselves  but  to  all  the  communities  around  them. 
As  long  as  we  have  large  bodies  of  Indians 
in  the  uncivilized  state  in  which  they  are 
now,  we  must  have  them  policed  in  order  to  pro¬ 
tect  them  from  unprincipled  whiskey  dealers  who 
endeavour  to  deal  with  them  for  no  good  purpose 
towards  the  Indians.  As  to  the  protection  of 
the  ranches,  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  put  it  as 
a  question  between  the  ranchman  and  the  settler, 
and  contended  that  every  fair  preference  should  be 
given  to  the  settler,  but  it  is  not  a  question  of  pro¬ 
tecting  the  ranchman  against  the  settler  or  the  set¬ 
tler  against  the  ranchman,  but  of  protecting  both 
the  settler  and  the  ranchman  against  Indian  raids, 
not  of  the  most  lawless  kind,  but  in  the  way  of 
trespass  which,  in  a  few  years,  if  unchecked, would 
turn  the  Indians  of  the  North-West  into  marauders 
against  whom  the  people  there  would  be  powerless. 
The  presence  of  the  police  keeps  down  trespasses 
and  tends  to  make  the  Indians  obey  the  law  and 
submit  to  punishment  if  they  disobey  the  law. 
While  we  admit  that  the  force  may  be  reduced  in 
proper  time,  and  may  possibly  be  reduced  every 
year,  and  while  the  numbers  are  now  being  kept 
down  as  low  as  possible,  we  still  feel  that  for  some 
years  to  come  it  will  be  necessary  to  keep  a  large 
force  in  that  country  to  maintain  order  and  to  keep 
the  law.  Subject  to  that,  we  desire  to  retrench 
the  expenditure  as  much  as  possible. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  When  the  Minister  of 
Justice  speaks  of  the  losses  the  revenue  might  sus- 
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tain  if  the  police  force  were  diminished,  I  suppose 
he  rather  refers  to  the  mischiefs  that  would  be  done 
for  the  want  of  police  restrictions  on  the  reserva¬ 
tions  than  to  the  actual  monetary  loss  which  might 
occur  if  there  were  no  police  supervision  on  the 
border,  because  I  apprehend  that  the  actual  cost 
of  the  police  force  would  be  beyond  the  actual  loss 
of  revenue  if  there  were  no  restriction  on  the  bor¬ 
der  at  all,  looking  at  the  number  of  people  in  the 
North-West  and  the  amount  of  importations  on 
which  duties  are  paid.  The  hon.  gentleman  speaks 
of  the  Indian  population  as  being  a  much  less  civil¬ 
ized  population  than  in  the  older  provinces.  I 
suppose  they  have  made  some  progress  in  the  way 
of  civilization  ;  at  all  events,  they  are  better  than 
they  were  in  1885  ;  and,  if  I  remember  aright,  there 
was  a  very  considerable  struggle  between  the  two 
sides  of  this  House  in  that  year  to  prevent  these 
same  Indians  being  put  on  the  voters’  lists.  The 
hon.  gentleman  and  his  colleagues  were  for  some 
weeks  of  the  opinion  that  these  Indians  were  qua¬ 
lified  to  exercise  the  franchise  whether  they  were 
qualified  to  obey  the  law  in  other  respect  or  not. 
From  the  observations  the  hqn.  gentleman  has 
addressed  to  the  House  to-night,  I  should  under¬ 
stand  that  he  thinks  those  Indians  are  not 
qualified  to  be  treated  as  an  integral  part  of  the  com¬ 
munity  at  large,  and  are  therefore  not  qualified  to 
have  conferred  upon  them  the  rights  and  privileges 
of  free  men.  It  seems  to  me,  when  we  look  at  the 
cost  of  the  maintenance  of  the  Indians  in  the  North- 
West,  that  the  policy  in  regard  to  them  and  in  regard 
to  the  police  force  is  an  unsatisfactory  one.  The 
hon.  gentleman  who  is  now  Minister  of  the  Interior 
and  who  was  a  resident  of  the  North-West  for  a 
number  of  years,  and  therefore  has  had  excellent 
opportunities  for  the  observation  of  the  condition 
and  habits  of  the  Indian  population,  must,  I  think, 
know  that  the  Indians  at  the  present  time  are  far 
more  dependent  and  a  far  greater  charge  upon  the 
public  revenue  than  they  were  ten  years  ago.  I  think 
that  in  1880,  the  cost  of  the  Indian  population  of  the 
North-West  Territories  and  Manitoba  to  the  public 
treasury  was  less  than  half  a  million  dollars.  To-day 
the  cost  is  a  good  deal  more  than  twice  this  sum, 
and,  if  you  add  to  that  the  cost  of  maintaining  the 
police  force  in  these  Territories  it  will  be  seen  that 
the  Indian  population  are  costing  the  country 
nearly  four  times  the  amount  they  cost  12  years 
ago.  That  is  a  considerable  increase.  A  large  por¬ 
tion  of  the  cost  12  years  ago  was  due  to  the  diffi¬ 
culties  of  transportation.  When  payment  was 
made  to  the  Indians,  it  was  not  possible  to  make 
the  payment  on  the  reservations.  The  Indians 
had  to  be  fed  during  the  period  of  payment, 
and  a  large  amount  of  supplies  had  to  be  carried 
to  them  with  the  agent  by  whom  payment  was 
made.  The  result  was  that  a  very  considerable 
expense  was  incurred  in  this  way,  which  I  apprehend 
to-day  may  be  or  ought  to  be  at  all  events  entirely 
dispensed  with.  Then,  when  we  look  at  the  way 
the  expenditure  is  made  up  to  the  present  time, 
we  find  that  that  expenditure  is  in  the  main  not 
due  to  any  obligation  that  has  been  incurred  by  the 
Dominion  towards  the  Indians  under  any  treaty  that 
has  been  made,  but  is  due  to  the  fact  that  we  in  a 
large  degree  are  compelled  to  support  the  Indians, 
to  provide  them  with  clothing  and  the  necessary 
means  of  subsistence.  This  is  a  very  unsatisfactory 
result  of  the  efforts  which  have  been  made  to  make 
the  Indians  an  industrious  and  self-supporting 
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population.  It  seems  to  me,  if  you  were  to  say  to 
the  Indians  :  You  need  do  nothing,  and  were  to 
employ  the  members  of  the  Mounted  Police  as 
agriculturists  to  raise  the  necessary  food  for  the 
Indians  and  give  them  the  means  of  subsistence, 
the  same  amount  of  money  would  give  the  same 
employment  to  these  people  in  the  Mounted 
Police,  and  you  would  save  the  SI, 000, 000  which 
you  are  paying  the  Indians  at  the  present  time. 
I  do  not  suggest  that  as  a  proper  alternative  policy, 
but  I  am  pointing  out  this  fact,  that  while  you 
are  at  the  present  time  feeding  and  clothing  the 
Indians,  the  farmers  of  this  country  are  contribut¬ 
ing,  out  of  their  hard  earnings,  $10,000,000  or 
$12,000,000  a  year  to  support  the  Indian  popula¬ 
tion,  and  besides  that  they  are  contributing  another 
million  a.  year  to  compel  these  same  Indians  to  keep 
the  peace,  and  to  let  the  white  population,  who  go 
into  the  Territories,  engage  in  peaceful  pursuits, 
and  devote  a  portion  of  their  time  towards  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  supplies  necessary  to  maintain  the 
Indians  in  idleness.  I  do  not  think  that  is  a  result 
of  which  any  Minister  need  be  proud.  It  does  seem 
to  me  that  a  more  vigorous  effort  ought  to  be 
made  towards  making  the  Indians  better  cultivat¬ 
ors  of  the  soil,  or  better  herdsmen,  so  as  to  con¬ 
tribute,  in  some  way  or  other,  in  a  larger  degree 
towards  maintaining  themselves.  The  doctrine  of 
the  survival  of  the  fittest  is  a  necessary  law  of 
human  existence,  but  we  make  an  effort  to  frus¬ 
trate  the  operations  of  that  law,  so  far  as  we  can, 
by  supporting  a  population  that  the  Ministers,  in 
their  own  defence,  when  pressed  on  account  of 
their  expenditure,  declare  are  incorrigibly  idle, 
and  that  nothing  has  been  done  in  the  past,  or  can 
be  done,  that  will  induce  them,  in  any  degree, 
to  contribute  towards  their  own  maintenance. 
I  think  a  more  vigorous  effort  ought  to  be 
made  in  that  direction,  and  just  in  proportion 
as  the  Indians  are  able  to  contribute  to  their  own 
subsistence  and  to  their  own  comforts,  just  in  the 
same  proportion  will  the  Government  be  able  to 
dispense  with  the  police  force.  I  quite  admit  that 
it  may  be  imprudent  to  undertake  to  abolish  this 
force  at  once,  but  I  am  strongly  of  opinion  that  it 
can  be  diminished  year  by  year  until,  in  a  large 
degree,  it  disappears  altogether.  I  am  also  of  opinion 
that  if  the  Minister  of  Militia  and  Defence  does  his 
duty  he  will  be  able,  in  a  large  degree,  to  supersede 
the  police  force  by  a  trained  volunteer  force  that 
can  be  supported  at  a  comparatively  small  expense 
as  compared  with  what  is  necessary  to  maintain  a 
police  force  in  the  North-West  Territories  ;  and  in 
proportion  as  the  country  becomes  settled  the  faci¬ 
lities  for  doing  so  will  be  increased.  But,  how¬ 
ever  that  may  be,  even  though  no  such  force  could 
be  raised,  it  would  still  be  possible  to  diminish  the 
police  force  by  increasing  the  industrious  habits  of 
the  Indian  population.  You  have  farming  inspectors 
there,  you  have  supplied  the  Indians  with  agricul¬ 
tural  implements,  you  make  purchases  for  them  in 
this  respect  every  year,  you  have  done  this  far  beyond 
what  has  been  required  by  any  treaty  stipulation  you 
have  had  with  the  Indians.  One  would  suppose  from 
what  has  been  paid  out  in  this  way,  that  the  Indians 
have  not  been  taught,  have  not  been  impressed  with 
the  importance  of  taking  proper  care  of  the  agricul¬ 
tural  implements  and  of  the  animals  which  have  been 
furnished  them.  At  all  events,  just  in  proportion 
as  you  make  it  apparent  that  the  maintenance  of  a 
considerable  police  force  is  necessary  in  that  coun- 
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try,  just  in  the  same  proportion  do  you  make  it  clear 
that  the  Indian  population  ai’e  very  poor,  that  they 
are  suffering  from  want  and  that  danger  arises  from 
their  restlessness  and  discontent,  induced  from  their 
want  of  food  and  clothing.  I  think  that  a  more 
vigorous  effort  should  he  made  than  has  ever  yet  been 
made  by  the  Minister  of  the  Interior  to  deal  with 
the  Indian  problem  successfully.  I  believe  that  al¬ 
though  we  boast  of  our  better  treatment  of  the  In¬ 
dians  as  compared  with  our  neighbours  across  the 
border,  they  have  succeeded  in  a  larger  degree  than  we 
in  making  the  Indians  an  industrious  population  ; 
and  whatever  may  be  necessary  to  this  end  I  think 
would  be  a  proper  proceeding  ;  in  fact,  if  it  were 
necessary  to  deal  with  the  Indians  as  wards  of  the 
Government,  and  to  exercise  over  them  more  care¬ 
ful  supervision  than  has  hitherto  been  done,  it 
would  be  justified  in  view  of  the  extent  to  which 
they  have  become  absolute  paupers  of  the  state. 
In  1878,  when  the  last  treaty  was  made  with  the 
Indian  population,  the  whole  cost  of  initiating 
these  treaties  and  providing  the  Indians  with  an¬ 
nuities  and  supplies  was  less  than  $300,000  ;  and 
now  we  expend  four  times  that  amount  yearly.  I 
think  it  is  a  most  unsatisfactory  result,  and  the 
House  will  be  wanting  in  its  duty  if  it  does  not 
look  in  the  future  more  carefully  after  the  Indian 
expenditure,  and  look  with  greater  minuteness  into 
the  efforts  that  have  been  put  forward  by  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  the  Interior  in  seeking  to  make  the  Indians 
industrious  herdsmen  or  industrious  agriculturists. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  The  subject  of  treatment  of 
the  Indians  not  only  in  the  new  territories  of 
Canada,  but  in  the  old  provinces,  has  been  a 
problem  somewhat  difficult  to  solve.  Those  of  us 
who  have  lived  in  this  country  for  many  years  and 
have  watched  the  progress  of  civilization  among 
the  different  tribes  in  Canada,  the  policy  that 
has  been  pursued  and  the  result  which  has  followed 
the  treatment  by  our  neighbours  of  their  Indian 
population,  must  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  remarks  of  the  hon.  member  for  Both  well  (Mr. 
Mills)  are  scarcely  borne  out  by  historical  facts.  It  is 
well  known,  not  only  in  Canada  but  among  t  he  more 
intelligent  of  the  American  people  who  have  studied 
this  question,  that  the  policy  of  Canada,  or  in  other 
words,  as  it  is  termed  among  the  Indians,  the 
policy  of  the  Queen,  towards  the  Indian  tribes  of 
Canada,  has  been  of  such  a  character  as  to  keep 
them  not  only  loyal  to  the  Crown,  but  to  make 
them  peaceable  subjects.  It  is  very  well  for 
gentlemen  to  theorize  upon  the  best  and 
most  prudent  policy  to  pursue  in  dealing 
with  a  savage  or  semi-savage  class  of  people. 
The  reasoning  of  the  member  for  Bothwell  would 
apply  better  to  men  who  have  been  born  and 
lived  in  civilized  countries,  and  who  have  received 
some  education.  He  ought  to  know,  and  I  think 
does  know,  that  in  dealing  with  the  Indians,  if  you 
attempt  to  force  them  to  work,  as  white  men  work, 
they  will  at  once  become  unmanageable,  and  either 
leave  the  farms  to  which,  according  to  his  policy 
they  would  be  obliged  to  go,  or  they  would  turn 
rebellious  and  give  trouble.  The  leader  of  the 
Opposition  and  his  first  lieutenant  (Mr.  Mills) 
do  not  appear  to  be  in  accord  as  to  the  pro¬ 
per  management  of  the  Indian  tribes  in  the  North- 
West.  The  leader  of  the  Opposition  informed  the 
House  a  few  moments  ago  that  the  Government  had 
adopted  a  policy  which  was  likely  to  decrease  their 
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number  rather  than  to  maintain  them  as  they  exist, 
or  to  permit  their  increase.  I  scarcely  know  what 
a  civilized  community  could  do  more  than  has  been 
done  by  Canada  to  ameliorate  the  condition  of  the 
Indians  of  the  North-West.  An  enormous  amount 
of  money  has  been  spent,  and  the  sum  is  appalling 
when  yoii  look  at  it,  in  supporting  those  tribes,  in 
establishing  schools  among  them,  in  the  assistance 
indirectly  of  missionaries,  for  clergymen  have  been 
supported  to  a  greater  or  less  extent  in  different 
sections  ;  money  has  also  been  expended  in  estab¬ 
lishing  schools  and  endeavouring  to  civilize  the 
younger  portion  of  the  Indian  tribes,  both 
males  and  females,  by  giving  them  education 
which  would  enable  them  not  only  to  earn  their 
own  living,  but  to  assist  in  the  maintenance 
of  their  fathers  and  mothers  when  they  become 
old,  for  they  will  never  settle  down  in  a  civilized 
manner  and  work  for  their  own  support.  The  hon. 
member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  laid  down  abstract 
principles,  as  he  always  does,  and  theorized,  re¬ 
peating  what  we  have  often  heard  before,  not  only 
of  Indian  communities,  but  of  all  other  communities, 
of  the  survival  of  the  fittest.  The  only  logical  de¬ 
duction  that  can  be  drawn  from  his  reasoning  is 
this  :  While  his  leader  laid  down  the  principle  that 
we  have  not  treated  the  Indians  well,  that  we  have 
not  educated  them  as  we  should  have  done,  that  we 
have  not  taught  them  agriculture  as  we  should  have 
done,  and  have  not  fed  them  sufficiently,  the  survival 
of  the  fittest  means  to  allow  those  people  to  pursue 
their  own  course  on  the  prairie,  although  we  have 
deprived  them  of  the  means  of  subsistence  which 
they  possessed  before  white  men  went  among  them, 
we  have  deprived  them  of  game,  the  buffalo  is  gone, 
the  lakes  and  the  rivers  are  becoming  depleted  of 
fish,  on  which  these  people  were  in  the  habit  of 
subsisting.  Thus,  if  we  are  spending  too  much  in 
keeping  the  people  from  starving  at  present,  if 
we  adopted  the  principle  of  the  survival  of 
the  fittest  there  is  no  doubt  that  in  a  very 
short  time  the  Indians  would  die  of  starvation 
or  disease.  That  would  be  the  result  of  the  reason¬ 
ing  which  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  has  pur¬ 
sued,  if  the  Government  adopted  it.  I  am  quite 
sure  no  civilized  community  would  permit  such  a 
policy  to  be  pursued,  and  any  Government  actuated 
by  such  principles  would  deserve  the  unmerited 
censure  of  the  people  of  this  country.  I  was  a 
little  surprised  by  the  remarks  made  by  the  leader 
of  the  Opposition  and  also  by  one  or  two  hon. 
gentlemen  who  have  spoken  on  this  subject.  The 
Finance  Minister,  some  time  ago,  announced  the 
policy  of  the  Government.  It  is  possible  the  hon. 
member  for  North  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen) 
may  not  have  heard  my  hon.  friend  or  may  have 
forgotten  his  remarks.  It  was  also  announced  by 
the  Minister  of  the  Interior  to-night,  not  that  he 
regretted  that  he  saw  no  prospect  of  reducing  the 
force,  but  that  it  was  the  policy  .of  the  Government, 
as  the  circumstances  of  the  country  would  permit, 
to  decrease  the  expenditure  under  this  head  to  the 
lowest  possible  extent.  When  you  look  at  the 
work  performed  by  the  Mounted  Police — and 
I  appeal  to  those  who  know  something  of  the 
country  and  have  travelled  through  it  and 
watched  their  operations,  and  have  noticed  the 
peaceful  condition  of  the  whole  country,  principally 
owing  to  this  force,  must  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  though  the  amount  paid  for  police  mainten¬ 
ance  is  large,  it  has  been  money  well  spent.  I 
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have  travelled  from  Winnipeg  along  the  whole 
border  to  the  Rocky  Mountains.  I  took  particular 
pains  to  ascertain  what  had  been  done  in  the 
■direction  of  the  maintenance  of  peace  along  the 
boundary.  I  also  paid  particular  attention  to  the 
results  which  had  followed  from  keeping  out  of 
the  country  lawless  men  who  came  from  the 
mines  of  Montana,  and  an  equally  bad  class  of 
the  community,  cattle  thieves,  murderers  and  men 
Who,  whenever  they  got  into  difficulty  in  their 
own  country,  flee  across  the  border.  One  of,  the 
most  pleasing  circumstances  that  came  under  my 
observation  was  the  fact  of  the  cordial  relations 
that  existed  between  the  Canadian  police  force 
and  the  American  soldiers  who  are  stationed  all 
along  the  boundary  from  Idaho  to  Montana  and 
Northern  Dakota  eastward  to  Minnesota.  They  ren¬ 
dered  aid  to  each  other,  they  acted  as  brothers  in 
the  prevention  of  crime.  Those  on  the  American 
side  were  ready  at  a  moment’s  notice  to  send  out 
files  of  soldiers  in  order  to  arrest  criminals  who 
fled  from  our  side  to  theirs,  and  the  Mounted 
Police  were  just  as  ready  and  acted  in  accord 
and  in  unity  with  the  soldiers  on  the  other 
side  in  returning  the  criminals  who  fled  to  the 
north  of  the  line.  It  is  true  that  in  the  whole 
North-West  Territories,  vast  in  extent  as  it 
is,  we  have  maintained  in  the  past  about  1,000 
Mounted  Police,  sometimes  less,  never  more  ; 
and  when  we  reflect  that  along  the  northern  border 
of  Montana  and  Northern  Dakota  the  Americans 
have  stationed  at  different  posts  from  3,000  to 
4,000  soldiers  in  order  to  maintain  peace  in  those 
sections  ;  and  to  accomplish  that  which  we  have 
accomplished  on  our  side  by  less  than  1,000 
mounted  policemen,  because  our  men  are  scattered 
as  far  north  as  Edmonton,  we  have  reason  to 
be  proud  of  the  policy  we  have  pursued  and  we 
have  ample  reason  to  be  proud  of  the  Mounted 
Police  force  in  our  own  country.  If  3,000  or  4,000 
men  are  required  to  look  after  American  interests 
in  the  northern  parts  of  Montana,  Idaho  and 
Dakota,  surely  we  have  not  done  too  much  by  pro¬ 
tecting  our  frontier  with  a  few  hundred  of  mounted 
policemen.  Let  me  point  out  to  the  hon.  member 
for  North  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen)  that  he  was 
not  altogether  correct  in  his  reasonings  in  regard 
to  the  Customs  Department  along  the  frontier. 
Policemen  were  not  placed  upon  that  patrol  of  700 
or  800  miles,  which  is  the  length  of  their  patrol  as 
given  by  the  Minister  of  the  Interior,  but  they  were 
sent  in  the  first  place  to  Wood  Mountain  and  Turtle 
Mountain  in  order  to  prevent  American  Indians  who 
were  reported  to  be  uniting  together,  making  raids 
on  our  country.  It  was  the  bounden  duty  of  the 
Government  to  see  that  precautionary  measures 
were  taken  to  prevent  any  raid  from,  the  other  side 
of  the  boundary.  We  have  had  serious  experience.  I 
do  not  propose,  however,  to  discuss  the  cause  of  the 
rebellion,  though  some  hon.  gentlemen  have  referred 
to  it,  but  we  have  had  some  little  experience  of  the 
enormous  expense  involved  in  putting  down  one 
little  trouble.  Is  it  not,  therefore,  much  better  that 
we  should  spend  during  times  of  peace  a  compara¬ 
tively  small  sum  of  money  in  feeding  the  Indians 
and  in  preventing,  as  far  as  possible,  raids  from  the 
other  side,  than  that  we  should  have  to  expend  large 
sums  of  money  in  case  of  difficulty  or  trouble  ?  I  am 
sure  thebetter  judgment  of  every  man  in  Canada  who 
thinks  on  this  question  for  a  moment,  will  lead  him 
to  the  conclusion  that  we  had  better  spend  millions 
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of  money  a  year,  than  have  a  disturbance  by  which 
the  lives  of  any  of  our  settlers  could  be  sacrificed, 
and  which  would  cost  in  order  to  subdue  it,  millions 
and  millions  of  dollars.  There  is  another  point  to 
which  my  hon.  colleague  the  Minister  of  the  Interior 
did  not  call  the  attention  of  the  House.  About 
three  years  ago  it  will  be  remembered,  difficulties 
arose  in  the  Kootenay  district,  not  so  much  from 
the  malcontents  of  the  Canadian  Indians,  but 
from  the  fact  that  runners  from  Idaho  came  into 
our  territory  in  order  to  stir  up  the  feelings  of  the 
Indians,  and  probably  through  the  instigation  of 
traders  who  thought  they  would  profit-  by  it, 
to  make  them  believe  that  they  should  cause  trouble 
to  the  Government.  So  much  was  danger  feared 
from  the  Indians  that  the  British  Columbia  Govern¬ 
ment  memorialized  the  Dominion  Government  to 
assist  them  in  maintaining  peace  by  sending  a  force 
into  that  territory.  The  result  of  sending  150  men 
to  the  Kootenay  district  who  were  quartered  at 
what  is  known  as  Fort  Steele,  was  that  an 
uprising  was  prevented.  In  an  interview  which 
I  had  with  the  Indian  tribes  in  the  Kootenay  some 
years  ago  I  found  that  while  they  were  somewhat 
sullen,  that  upon  assurances  given  them  that 
Canada — and  speaking  of  Canada  we  always  use 
the  name  of  the  Queen  as  a  word  they  understand 
better  as  representing  the  Dominion  Government — 
so  long  as  they  behaved  themselves  would  protect 
them  in  their  rights,  I  am  glad  to  know  that  they 
expressed  great  confidence  in  their  future  and  a 
disposition  to  remain  peaceful.  Having  said  this 
much  in  reference  to  the  Indian  tribes  and  the 
benefit  which  has  arisen  to  the  country  from  the 
services  of  the  Mounted  Police  force,  it  is  a  grave 
question  whether  the  reasons  advanced  by  the  leader 
of  the  Opposition  are  of  a  character  that  would  j  ustif  y 
the  reduction  of  the  force.  The  hon.  gentleman 
pointed  out  that  population  was  increasing  in  that 
country,  and  another  gen  tleman  behind  him  said  that 
if  the  North-West  Council  were  allowed  to  expend 
the  money  given  to  them  as  they  pleased  it  would 
do  away  to  a  great  extent  with  the  necessity  of 
maintaining  that  force.  If  they  are  to  perform 
police  duty  the  more  rapidly  population  extends 
in  that  country,  the  greater  the  necessity  for 
maintaining  the  force.  W  e  know  that  even  in 
densely  populated  and  civilized  countries  crime 
prevails,  and  if  the  Dominion  Government  did  not 
maintain  a  police  force  in  order  to  keep  crime  in 
check,  the  local  authorities  would  have  to  do  so. 
So  long  as  the  North-West  Territories  are  under 
our  immediate  control,  is  it  not  better  that  we 
should  maintain  the  police  force  in  the  manner 
which  it  is  to-day,  rather  than  to  allow  it  to  pass 
away  piecemeal  under  local  control  into  different 
portions  of  the  Territories  ?  When  the  population 
of  that  country  becomes  sufficiently  large  to  enable 
the  Territories  to  have  the  same  system  of  govern¬ 
ment  as  in  the  other  provinces,  then,  probably,  the 
reasoning  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  might  have 
some  force,  but  certainly  to  my  mind  they  have  no 
force  whatever  at  present.  I  should  mention 
further,  that  when  the  police  force  was  sent  to 
patrol  the  frontier,  from  the  Rocky  Mountains 
down  to  Manitoba,  it  \Vas  sent  there  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  maintaining  the  peace  of  the  country, 
and  I  deemed  it  advisable  to  ask  my  collea¬ 
gues  to  allow  these  men  at  the  same  time 
that  they  were  performing  police  duty,  to  act 
in  the  prevention  of  the  introduction  into  Canada 
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not  only  of  whiskey  and  other  spirits  which 
would  be  given  to  the  Indians  contrary  to  law,  but 
that  they  should  act  as  preventive  officers,  thereby 
utilizing  men  who  were  placed  there  for  other  pur¬ 
poses  to  protect  the  revenue  in  that  particular  re¬ 
spect.  If  the  police  force  were  withdrawn  from  the 
border,  and  another  force  were  substituted  as  in¬ 
dicated  by  the  hon.  member  for  North  Wellington 
{Mr.  McMullen),  it  certainty  would  not  be  as 
effective,  for  the  reason  that  the  extent  of  country 
is  so  great  that  unless  you  organize  a  Mounted 
Customs  Police  you  could  not  accomplish  what  the 
Mounted  Police  are  accomplishing  there  to-day. 
I  think  this  economical  utilization  of  the  police 
force  is  a  matter  that  the  Government  should  be 
commended  for,  rather  than  indirectly  condemned 
as  they  have  been  by  some  hon.  gentlemen.  As 
the  country  progresses  I  look  forward  to  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  the  force  as  has  been  intimated  by  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Finance  ;  but  not  to  the  extent,  however, 
that  has  been  indicated  by  some  gentlemen  who 
have  spoken.  It  will  be  necessary — -and  I  am 
only  repeating  what  my  colleague  said — for  some 
time  to  come  to  keep  up  a  force  in  the  North-West 
Territories,  but  the  policy  of  the  Government  is  to 
be  as  economical  as  possible  in  the  main¬ 
tenance  of  that  force ;  the  expenditure  having 
been  reduced  already  from  $1,000  per  man  to  about 
$600.  If  the  suggestions  which  have  been  made 
by  hon.  gentlemen  who  have  spoken  in  reference 
to  the  volunteer  force  could  be  put  into  operation, 
probably  a  still  further  reduction  can  be  made. 
Having  given  some  little  attention  to  that  branch 
of  the  subject,  I  am  not  sure  that  the  suggestions 
made  by  the  hon.  members  for  Marquette  (Mr. 
Watson)  and  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  are  of  a  practi¬ 
cal  character.  These  hon.  gentlemen  have  said 
that  we  might  abolish  the  police  force  to  a  great 
extent,  and  establish  volunteer  corps  through¬ 
out  the  North-West  which  might  be  placed  in  the 
field  to  put  down  any  insurrection.  Now,  Mr. 
Speaker,  when  we  reflect  upon  the  extent  of  that 
Territory,  and  the  distances  at  which  the  settlers 
live  apart,  you  would  see  that  the  habitations  of 
100  able-bodied  men  who  would  form  a  company 
of  volunteers,  would  extend  over  hundreds,  aye 
thousands  of  miles,  and  in  case  of  immediate  re¬ 
quirement  to  suppress  a  riot  or  an  Indian  raid,  you 
would  have  to  wait  until  you  mobilized  these  men, 
and  you  would  probably  find  that  damage  would 
have  been  committed  during  the  delay  which 
might  have  been  prevented  had  you  a  trained 
body  of  men  like  the  Mounted  Police  to 
send  to  the  field  at  short  notice.  I  am 
not  a  little  surprised  to  hear  one  gentleman 
state  that  these  policemen  were  raw  recruits  who 
could  not  be  utilized,  while  immediately  after¬ 
wards  he  eulogized  the  volunteer  force  of  trained 
men  which  might  be  established.  Now,  during  the 
discussion  on  the  Militia  Estimates  in  this  House, 
we  have  heard  the  Major-General  spoken  of  very 
highly  for  the  frank  manner  in  which  he  had  pre¬ 
sented  the  facts  to  the  country  as  to  the  volunteer 
force  in  the  civilized  portion  of  Canada,  more  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  populous  districts  of  Ontario. 
Many  members  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  House, 
the  very  men  who  to-night  advocate  a  volunteer 
force  for  the  North-West  in  place  of  the  Mounted 
Police,  pointed  out  that  even  in  cities  in  the  settled 
portions  of  Canada,  some  of  these  corps  are  not 
as  well  trained  as  they  should  be  ;  arising  from 
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the  fact  that  they  are  not  drilled  long  enough  in 
each  year.  If  there  is  not  money  to  drill  the 
forces  in  Ontario  and  Quebec  and  the  other 
older  provinces  sufficiently  long  to  have  well 
trained  men,  who  could  be  called  into  the  field 
at  a  moment’s  notice,  what  could  you  expect  in 
companies  organized  in  the  North-West,  or  even 
in  Manitoba,  where  people  live  so  far  apart  from 
each  other  that  the  men  could  not  be  called 
together  for  drill  more  than  eight  or  ten  days  in 
each  year  ?  A  city  battalion  may  meet  weekly  or 
nightly  if  it  chooses,  and  many  do  so  simply  for 
the  love  of  the  thing  ;  but  in  the  country  districts 
you  cannot  get  men  to  leave  their  farms  and  travel 
miles  in  order  to  drill  once  a  week  or  once  a  month. 
The  result  would  be  that  if  the  policy  suggested 
were  adopted,  we  should  have  a  less  effective  force 
than  we  have  to-day  in  the  Mounted  Police.  I 
agree  with  the  hon.  gentleman  who  said  that 
volunteer  companies  should  be  organized  in  the 
North-West ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  most  of  the 
companies,  if  not  the  whole  of  them,  that  are  to  be 
established  in  the  future  should  be  mounted  in¬ 
fantry,  which  are  somewhat  expensive.  If  they 
are  to  be  of  any  Use  at  all  in  a  country  like  that, 
they  must  be  a  force  that  can  move  rapidly,  at  the 
shortest  possible  notice ;  and  we  know  that  an 
ordinary  volunteer  rifle  or  infantry  corps  could  not 
be  as  effective  as  has  been  represented  to  the  House. 
I  am  not  at  all  sorry  that  this  question  has  had  the 
consideration  that  has  been  given  to  it  to-night. 
It  only  shows  that  the  policy  of  the  Government 
as  already  announced  meets  with  the  approval  of 
the  House.  Whether  it  goes  sufficiently  far  or  not, 
of  course  we  could  not  expect  to  please  the  Opposi¬ 
tion,  except  to  a  very  limited  extent.  Of  course,  the 
hon.  member  for  Bothwell,  in  any  remarks  he 
makes,  must  always  be  a  little  facetious,  and  the 
FranchiseAct  seems  to  have  been  indeliblystamped, 
if  not  upon  his  brain,  at  least  upon  his  heart  ;  and 
if  he  likes  to  have  a  little  badinage  on  that  subject, 
no  one  would  deny  him  the  privilege  of  enjoying 
it.  It  seems  to  have  haunted  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
imagination  that  the  savages  of  the  North-West 
were  to  have  been  placed  on  the  voters’  lists,  but 
certainty  such  an  idea  never  had  a  lodgment  in 
the  minds  of  those  responsible  for  the  measure. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  had  in  the  Bill. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  Nor  in  the  Bill  either,  and 
such  was  never  the  intention.  But  we  can  always 
stand  a  little  badinage  of  that  kind  from  the  hon. 
gentleman,  and  I  can  assure  the  hon.  gentleman 
that  I  shall  not  display  that  petulance  which  the 
hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  said  I  was  apt  to 
do  on  a  question  of  this  kind.  Petulance  is  never 
displayed,  unless  I  have  to  meet  unfounded  chai’ges 
which  fall  from  the  tongues  of  those  who  have 
very  little  respect  for  the  honour  of  those  whom 
they  oppose. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  This  is  a  very  important 
matter,  and  involves  a  considerable  outlay.  It  has 
been  discussed  on  several  occasions  in  the  House 
in  view  of  the  vast  sums  of  money  that  are  annually 
spent  on  the  North-West  Mounted  Police.  From 
the  census  we  learn  that  the  white  population  in 
the  North-West  has  increased,  while  the  Indian 
population  has  diminished,  and  yet  we  find  that 
the  increase  in  the  expenditure  for  the  Mounted 
Police  continues.  We  have  been  spending  for 
several  years  close  on  $1,000,000  a  year  upon  that 
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force  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  order  in 
the  North-West.  It  is  time,  therefore,  for  this 
subject  to  be  well  considered  by  the  House  and 
the  Government,  and  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Wellington  deserves  the  thanks  of  the  House  for 
having  brought  forward  a  resolution  on  the  subject. 
I  have  noticed  on  several  occasions  when  the 
estimates  for  the  Mounted  Police  have  been  dis¬ 
cussed,  that  the  Minister  of  the  Interior  always 
fears  any  reduction  of  the  foi'ce,  because  he 
seems  to  dread  the  subtle  nature  of  the  Indian. 
He  has  not  apparently  taken  the  Indian  into  his 
confidence  or  trusted  the  Indian.  He  suspects  the 
Indians,  and  fears  that  in  time  they  may  make  an 
outbreak.  I  do  not  think  that  that  is  the  proper 
disposition  for  the  Government  to  display.  I  have 
heard  that  if  the  Indian  is  trusted  he  is  not  apt  to 
betray  the  trust  reposed  in  him,  but  that  if  he  is 
treated  with  disdain,  this  is  apt  to  engender  in  him 
a  reciprocal  feeling.  I  would  like  to  see  a  different 
disposition  shown  to  the  Indian.  I  see  by  the  re¬ 
ports  of  Mr.  Herchmer,  the  Commissioner  of  the 
North-West  Mounted  Police,  that  the  Indians  have 
made  considerable  progress  in  raising  cattle.  They 
have  also  cultivated  the  land  pretty  extensively, 
and  they  should  be  encouraged  by  the  Government 
instead  of  being  suspected  by  them.  It  is  true, 
when  speaking  of  the  Government  we  ought  to  be 
very  tolerant  of  them,  because  they  have  many 
difficulties  within  as  well  as  without,  and  we  are 
told  by  one  who  is  in  a  position  to  speak,  that  some¬ 
times  the  junior  members  of  the  Cabinet  have  to  be 
held  as  hostages  for  their  good  behaviour.  When 
such  is  the  case  in  the  Cabinet  itself,  is  it  to  be 
wondered  that  they  suspect  a  poor  Indian  ?  When 
members  of  the  Cabinet  are  not  to  be  trusted,  whose 
behaviour  is  doubted,  and  when  appeals  are  made 
to  the  great  ruling  power  behind  the  Throne  to 
come  to  the  rescue  of  the  Premier  to  assist  him 
to  control  the  unruly  junior  members  of  the  Cabi¬ 
net,  is  this  not  a  spectacle  for  Canada  ?  Is  there 
a  hope  for  the  Indian  under  such  a  Government 
as  that  ?  Under  the  regime  of  a  Government 
whose  policy  is  such  a.s  that,  have  you  any  hope  of 
elevating  the  character  of  the  Indian  or  white 
man  in  the  North-West  ?  I  say  it  is  a  standing 
shame  and  a  disgrace  upon  the  civilization  of 
the  country  that  we  have  to  keep  1,000  men 
to  preserve  the  peace  in  this  Christian  country, 
in  this  noonday  of  the  nineteenth  century.  I  say 
it  is  a  reflection  upon  our  civilization.  The  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Government  are  convinced  as  I  am  that 
it  is  totally  unnecessary  to  keep  on  this  force  and 
to  spend  annually  this  $1,000,000  for  its  main¬ 
tenance.  I  believe,  if  the  votes  of  the  Mounted 
Police  w’ere  obliterated, wre  would  not  require  a  force 
of  100  men  in  the  North-West  to-day.  I  believe 
that  one  of  the  distinctive  features  for  which  they 
are  preserved  is  not  for  the  purpose  of  controlling 
the  Indians,  but  for  supporting  gentlemen  who 
come  from  the  North-West  to  uphold  this  Govern¬ 
ment,  whose  junior  members  have  to  be  held  as 
hostages  for  their  good  behaviour.  I  believe  this 
is  one  of  the  cardinal  reasons  why  the  force  is 
maintained  on  so  large  a  scale.  Let  me  ask  the 
members  of  the  Government,  in  all  kindness,  for  I 
would  not  say  an  unkind  word  to  any  oae  of  them, 
wrhy  is  it  in  the  North-West  the  ballot  is  not  given 
as  in  other  parts  of  the  Dominion  ?  Why  is  it 
that  they  have  not  allowed  the  ballot  as  they  have  to 
people  in  all  other  places  ?  Are  they  less  intel- 
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ligent?  Or  is  this  refusal  to  give  the  ballot  a  stand¬ 
ing  menace  ?  This  foi'ce  alone  is  a  standing  menace. 
The  Mounted  Police  are  kept  there  as  a  standing 
army  in  time  of  peace,  and  they  are  a  w'eak  security 
in  time  of  war.  Speaking  about  the  volunteers 
and  the  Indians,  I  say  the  policy  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  to  trust  the  Indians.  Show  to  the  Indian 
that  you  are  kind  to  him,  that  you  do  not  betray 
his  trust,  that  the  moneys  which  are  granted  him 
are  not  divided  among  sharks  and  speculators  in 
the  North-West.  Show  him  that  you  represent 
the  Queen,  and  are  honest  and  fair  in  your  dealings 
with  the  red  man,  and  I  believe  you  will  have  very 
little  trouble  with  him.  Suspect  him  as  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  the  Interior  suspects  him,  doubt  him  if  you 
will,  cast  reflections  upon  his  loyalty  to  the  Queen, 
and  you  will  have  continual  trouble  with  him. 
Take  the  report  and  look  over  it.  From  one  end 
of  the  report  to  the  other  it  shows  that  the  rumours 
and  charges  made  against  the  Indians  of  the  North- 
West  are  almost  without  data.  They  show  that 
where  they  are  charged  with  stealing  cattle  and 
horses,  afterwards  these  cattle  and  horses  said 
to  have  been  stolen,  have  been  reclaimed.  In 
many  other  cases  in  which  they  have  been 
suspected,  the  suspicion  was  found  to  have 
been  unfounded.  I  read  this  in  their  own  re¬ 
port,  issued  by  the  Minister  of  the  Interior  him¬ 
self.  Yet  when  we  come  to  ask  for  a  reduction  of 
the  police  force,  we  are  told  that  the  Indian  is  not 
to  be  trusted,  and  is  to  be  held  as  a  hostage  by  the 
Mounted  Police  of  the  Dominion.  Now,  we  are 
told  again  by  the  Minister  of  the  Interior  that  the 
Mounted  Police  are  valuable  to  assist  us  in  prevent¬ 
ing  smuggling.  What  is  the  cause  of  smuggling?  Is 
it  not  your  high  tariff?  Did  you  lower  the  tariff 
there  would  not  be  such  a  temptation  to  smuggle. 
If  the  Government  will  study  this  question 
in  all  its  lights,  they  will  find  it  is  the  high 
tariff  policy  which  is  at  the  bottom  of  all  the 
trouble  in  the  North-West,  and  it  is  high  time  the 
Government  looked  closely  into  this  thing.  The 
Government  should  trust  every  class  of  people.  In 
other  parts  of  the  Dominion  they  have  conferred  a 
franchise  upon  the  Indians,  but  in  the  North-West 
Territories  they  keep  a  Mounted  Police  force  to 
preserve  order  among  them.  I  believe  that  is  a  libel 
upon  the  Indians.  Ibelieve  that  schools  and  churches 
and  the  other  means  used  to  reclaim  the  Indians  and 
make  them  good  citizens,  are  producing  their  effect, 
and  if  the  Government  will  show  the  Indians  that 
they  are  true  to  them  and  that  the  money  they 
grant  them  is  not  to  be  divided  among  camp  fol¬ 
lowers  in  the  west  but  to  be  spent  among  the 
Indians,  there  will  be  no  necessity  for  this  police 
force.  These  are  matters  the  Government  should 
look  into  ;  and  if  they  do  they  will  not  find  it 
necessary  to  keep  this  standing  army  in  the  North- 
West.  In  addition  to  this  standing  army,  we  are 
spending  in  the  neighbourhood  of  $2,250,000  for  the 
preservation  of  order  under  this  policy^  which  was 
to  cause  peace  and  prosperity  to  flow  like  a  river 
throughout  the  country.  It  is  well  the  Govern¬ 
ment  should  enquire  into  the  best  policy  with 
which  to  govern  the  country,  not  from  any  partisan 
point  but  with  regard  to  the  effects  flowing  from 
the  policy  which  they  organized  some  years  ago 
and  which  has  been  continued  since.  In  this  coun¬ 
try  protection  is  just  producing  the  demoralizing 
results  which  have  always  followed  protection.  If 
the  Government  will  take  down  these  barriers,  they 
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will  not  need  this  force.  If  they  will  trust  the 
Indians  they  will  not  require  this  expenditure.  If 
they  have  confidence  in  one  another,  if  they  are 
harmonious  and  united  as  a  Cabinet  should  be, 
they  are  capable  of  doing  great  good  to  Canada, 
but  if  they  are  going  too  far  in  meeting  local 
and  provincial  demands  upon  the  treasury,  the 
Government  of  Canada  is  calculated  to  do  more  in¬ 
jury  to  this  country  than  was  done  by  the  Indians 
in  a  state  of  warfare  in  the  North-West  Territories. 
It  is  necessary  to  have  the  Government  united,  not 
to  have  one  held  up  or  another  held  up,  one  to  be 
doubted  and  another  to  be  trusted.  And  then  the 
spectacle  of  this  Government  going  to  the  purveyor 
general  to  ask  for  consolation  and  come  to  the 
rescue  and  harmonize  these  conflicting  statesmen 
who  are  eating  up  the  vitals  of  the  people.  It  is 
time  the  people  caused  the  Government  to  walk 
out.  It  is  not  the  Indian  that  is  troubling  it ;  it 
is  power  that  is  troubling,  not  only  the  junior 
but  the  senior  members  of  tlie  Government.  They 
are  willing  to  sacrifice  the  people’s  money  to  keep 
placemen  in  the  North-West  Territories,  if  they 
can  possibly  retain  power  thereby.  Their  policy 
does  not  look  as  if  they  were  duly  enlightened  or 
fully  alive  to  their  duties  to  this  country.  Place 
and  power  is  what  they  are  bound  to  maintain  if 
the  people’s  money  will  enable  them  to  do  it. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  There  is  a  question  which 
has  been  raised  by  the  Minister  of  Militia  in  regard 
to  mobilizing.  If  the  Minister  of  Militia  had  deli¬ 
vered  that  speech  two  or  three  or  four  years  ago, 
it  might  have  been  proper,  but  now  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  is  running  through  a  great  portion 
of  the  North-West  Territories  as  well  as  through 
Manitoba.  We  have  300  miles  running  from  Win¬ 
nipeg  to  Souris  and  in  the  south-western  direction, 
close  to  the  boundary  line,  then  we  have  to  the 
north-west  2*25  miles  of  the  road  to  Prince  Albert, 
then  we  have  22  miles  running  into  the  interior  to 
Qu’Appelle,  then  we  have  180  miles  from  Regina 
towards  Prince  Albert,  then  we  have  a  road  from 
the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  at  Calgary  to  Edmon¬ 
ton  of  180  miles,  and  we  have  a  road  now  projected 
running  south  to  Fort  Macleod,  besides  the  road 
running  to  Lethbridge.  Now,  with  these  roads 
running  through  the  middle  of  our  country  and 
forming  almost  a  network,  there  will  be  no  diffi¬ 
culty  whatever  to  mobilize,  as  the  Minister  of  Mil¬ 
itia  said,  a  large  number  of  military  men  in  a  few 
hours.  In  fact,  if  this  country  required  an  army 
quickly,  the  railway  would  have  to  be  used  to  get 
from  one  part  of  the  country  to  the  other.  This 
being  .the  ease,  it  would  be  better  for  the  country 
to  spend  half  this  amount  to  induce  immigrants  to 
go  into  that  portion  of  the  territory  to  help  to 
settle  it  and  to  build  it  up  as  they  should,  and,  if 
that  money  were  spent  as  it  should  be,  that 
.country  would  soon  grow.  It  is  a  great 
country,  it  is  a  home  for  millions,  and  all  we  want 
is  to  put  the  millions  there.  This  country  has  not 
been  in  earnest  in  reference  to  the  immigrants.  If 
we  had  been  in  earnest,  we  would  have  had  more 
there  than  we  have  to-day.  I  think  the  first  duty 
of  the  Government  is  to  appoint  a  most  vigorous 
man  in  the  Department  of  Immigration,  to  take 
that  and  that  alone.  If  that  great  North-West 
heritage  is  to  be  of  the  value  we  think  it  is  to  this 
country,  it  can  only  become  so  by  rilling  it  up. 
Let  us  reduce  a  large  number  of  these  expenses. 


Let  us  commence  cutting,  and  use  the  money  where 
it  should  be  used  with  vigour,  in  filling  the  country, 
and  that  at  once.  Then  you  speak  of  keeping  out  the 
liquor  traffic.  Why,  do  you  know  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernors  of  that  country  have  had  the  privilege  of 
giving  permits  to  a  very  large  number  and  that 
the  privilege  was  considerably  used  at  an  early  day, 
and  is  even  yet?  The  North-West  Council  to-day 
have  the  power  to  give  certain  licenses,  and  the 
liquor  traffic  is  not  looked  upon  as  it  was  some 
years  ago  when  there  was  a  difficulty  in  getting 
the  Mounted  Police  or  an  army  from  one  end  of  the 
country  to  the  other.  If  we  had  the  settlers  there,  it 
wouldgiveus  anotherad vantage.  It  costs  a  good  deal 
for  provisions  now  for  the  Indians,  and  sometimes 
for  the  new  settlers.  If  we  had  the  settlers  there 
as  we  should  have  them,  we  would  be  able  to  sup¬ 
ply  those  articles  from  the  country  itself.  Instead 
of  importing  from  the  east  to  the  west,  the  people 
there  would  be  exporting  from  the  west  to  the  east, 
because  it  is  a  fertile  belt  which  will  be  heard  from 
in  the  near  future.  The  flour  and  feed  for  horses 
should  not  cost  half  what  it  did  some  few  years  ago. 
It  is  not  long  since  we  had  to  pay  81 -25  a  bushel 
for  oats,  $25  a  barrel  for  pork,  and  §12  to  $15  for 
flour.  That  was  because  they  had  to  be  carried  in 
carts  800  or  900  miles.  Now,  they  are  carried 
almost  to  the  very  door  by  the  railroads  of  that 
country.  Why  should  this  immense  cost  be  kept 
up  ?  When  we  remember  the  immense  amount 
which  has  been  spent  in  railroads  why  should  we 
not  take  advantage  of  them  ?  I  will  not  further  de¬ 
tain  the  House,  because  there  will  be  another  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  speak  upon  this  on  the  Estimates,  but  I 
think  the  Government  should  commence  cutting  at 
once,  and  should  use  the  amount  they  save  in  bring¬ 
ing  immigration  into  that  country. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  understood  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  to  say  that  he  under¬ 
stood  the  Indians  were  being  fed  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  as  in  years  gone  by  and  that  they  were  not 
helping  themselves,  and  he  attributed  that  to  the 
policy  we  had  adopted  of  feeding  them.  He  is 
aware  that  circumstances  compelled  us  to  feed  those 
Indians.  We  commenced  that  in  early  days,  and 
we  have  continued  it,  but,  if  the  hon.  gentleman 
had  watched  the  expenditures  in  the  last  few  years, 
he  would  have  seen  that  the  amount  has  been 
materially  decreased.  Last  year  the  vote  was 
decreased  by  $100,000.  The  hon.  member  who  now 
sits  opposite  to  me  stated  that,  although  he  saw  that 
decrease  in  the  Estimates,  he  did  not  believe  we 
would  be  able  to  carry  on  our  work  for  the  money 
we  were  asking,  but  that  we  would  be  asking  for 
Supplementary  Estimates  at  this  time.  I  am  glad 
to  be  able^to  say  that  we  shall  be  well  within  our 
mark  and  that  we  shall  have  saved  $100,000,  as  I 
stated  then  I  hoped  we  would.  This  year  the  Esti¬ 
mates  will  show  that  we  are  going  to  make  a  further 
decrease.  Then,  in  regard  to  the  statement  that 
the  Indians  are  not  progressing,  I  would  like  to 
read  a  return  showing  what  the  Indians  of  Mani¬ 
toba  and  the  North-West  Territories  have  done 
during  the  last  year.  They  have  now  amongst 
them5,599horses,  they  have  2,018  barns  and  stables, 
they  have  13,549  acres  of  land  under  crop  and  have 
broken  2,115  acres  additional  this  last  year.  All 
this  is  done  by  the  labour  of  the  Indians  themselves. 
Last  year  they  raised  44,460  bushels  of  wheat, 
12,401  bushels  of  oats,  166  bushels  of  pease,  barley, 
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13,151;  other  grains,  3,303;  potatoes,  72,186; 
turnips,  8,982 ;  other  roots,  676  bushels.  They 
also  cut  21,450  tons  of  hay.  The  total  value  of  all 
these  products,  including  their  farm  implements,  is 
$240,333.  The  ploughs,  harrows,  waggons,  fanning 
mills,  threshing  machines,  cows,  bulls,  oxen,  young 
cattle,  horses,  sheep  and  pigs,  which  I  have  here 
in  very  large  numbers,  are  the  personal  property 
of  the  Indians.  I  think  after  that  showing  hon. 
gentlemen  will  agree  with  me  that  the  Indians  are 
advancing.  I  am  glad  to  say  that  this  year  several 
of  the  reserves  are  off  our  hands  and  require  no 
food  supply  either  of  meat  or  flour  ;  I  think  the 
time  is  not  far  distant  when  the  majority  of  our 
reserves  will  be  in  the  same  position,  especially 
those  in  the  northern  part  of  the  Territory. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Do  not  these  facts  go  to  show 
that  we  can  almost  do  away  with  the  Mounted 
Police  force  now  ? 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  After  the  remarks  that  have 
been  made  by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  and  the 
promise  the  Government  have  made  to  effect  a  re¬ 
duction  in  the  force  as  soon  as  possible,  I  have  no 
objection  to  the  suggestion  of  my  leader,  to  with¬ 
draw  the  resolution.  My  reason  for  putting  this 
notice  upon  the  Paper  was  that  I  learned  that  the 
Government  were  asking  for  additional  recruits.  I 
could  hardly  believe  that  such  was  the  case  until  I 
saw  the  bill  myself,  with  the  recruiting  sergeant’s 
name  to  it,  in  a  window  of  the  Manitoba  exhibit,  in 
Toronto.  When  I  saw  that  I  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  there  must  be  something  wrong  in  the  Govern¬ 
ment  asking  for  recruits,  when  we  had  the  an¬ 
nouncement  of  the  Minister  of  Finance  that  they 
intended  to  reduce  the  expenditure.  After  we  have 
heard  to-night  the  declaration  of  the  Government 
that  they  intend  to  continue  the  reduction  as  fast  as 
they  can  consistently  with  the  safety  of  the  North- 
West,  and  the  prevention  of  smuggling,  I  have  no 
objection  to  withdraw  the  motion. 

Motion  withdrawn. 

RETURNS  ORDERED. 

Return  showing  the  names  of  mail  conductors  super¬ 
annuated  ;  their  number  of  years  of  service  ;  the  salary 
given  to  each  of  them  during  the  last  year  of  service ; 
and  also  the  names  of  those  who  have  had  several  years 
added  to  their  period  of  service.— (Mr.  Brodeur.) 

Copies  of  all  correspondence  between  Mr.  Philippe 
Auguste  Choquette,  member  for  Montmagny,  or  any 
other  person,  and  the  Department  of  Public  Works, 
respecting  certain  works  to  be  carried  out  on  La  Riviere 
du  Sud,  near  the  Intercolonial  bridge,  in  the  village  of 
Montmagny.— (Mr.  Choquette.) 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjourn¬ 
ment  of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  11.45 
p.m. 

HOUSE  OE  COMMONS. 

Tuesday,  17th  May,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 
Prayers. 

FIRST  READINGS. 

Bill  (No.  86)  to  incorporate  the  Buckingham  and 
Lievre  River  Railway  Company  (from  the  Senate). 

• — (Mr.  Curran. ) 

Mr.  Dewdney. 


Bill  (No.  87)  respecting  the  Montreal  and  Lake 
Maskinonge  Railway  Company. — (Mr.  Beausoleil. ) 

MEMBER  INTRODUCED. 

James  Alfred  Lowell,  Esq.,  Member  for  the  Electoral 
District  of  Welland  ;  introduced  by  Mr.  Laurier  and  Mr. 
Gibson. 

PROPOSED  ADJOURNMENT. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  A  number  of  members 
have  enquired  about  a  proposal  to  adjourn  during 
next  week,  Tuesday  and  Thursday  being  statutory 
holidays.  It  is  the  intention  of  the  Government 
that  the  House  shall  not  sit  on  Tuesday  and  Thurs¬ 
day.  A  number  of  the  members  have  expressed 
the  wish  that  we  should  adjourn  over  Monday,  but 
that  being  private  members’  day,  it  is  in  the  hands 
of  the  House,  and  on  that  subject  we  defer  to  the 
wish  of  the  House. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  am  very  glad  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  has  brought  up  this  matter,-  as  the  same- 
question  was  asked  of  me.  I  would  suggest  that 
it  be  brought  up  again  to-morrow,  and  in  the 
meantime  we  will  think  it  over. 

WRITS  FOR  L’ASSOMPTION  AND  PONTIAC. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  would  ask  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  if  the  writs  for  L’Assomption  and  Pontiac 
have  been  issued  yet  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  not  aware  that 
they  have,  but  I  will  send  and  enquire. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  have  not  received  the  report 
of  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

ROYAL  COMMISSIONS. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  An  order  was  issued  for 
a  return  of  the  Royal  Commissions  granted  since 
Confederation.  When  will  it  be  brought  down  ? 
I  have  enquired  several  times  for  it. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  sorry  the  hon. 
member  has  had  to  enquire  so  often,  but  will 
ascertain  from  the  Secretary  of  State  as  soon  as  I 
can.  He  is  not  in  town,  but  by  Thursday  I  will 
try  to  have  the  return. 

POPULATION  OF  ELECTORAL  DISTRICTS. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  There  was  a  return  ordered 
last  session  of  the  populations  in  the  different 
electoral  districts.  That  has  not  yet  been  brought 
down.  Application  was  made  to  me  not  later  than 
yesterday  for  this  return.  I  sent  to  the  return 
office  and  found  it  had  not  been  brought  down.  A 
number  of  members  are  anxious  to  see  it,  and  it  is 
desirable,  when  the  House  makes  an  order,  that  it 
should  be  complied  with. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Do  I  understand  the 
hon.  gentleman’s  return  is  of  the  population  of 
electoral  districts  ? 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  As  to  the  number  of  divi¬ 
sions  and  the  population  in  each  electoral  division. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  have  brought 
that  down  in  other  forms.  For  instance,  one  of 
the  census  bulletins  gives  the  population  of  each 
electoral  district.  Then  I  brought  down  a  map 
showing  the  number  of  votes  in  each  district,  and 
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the  number  of  votes  polled  in  each  district  on  each 
side.  I  think  the  information  is  all  before  the 
House. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  It  would  be  very  useful 
had  we  that,  compiled  in  the  same  return,  and  it 
was  for  that  reason  I  moved  for  it.  That  was  the 
reason  no  doubt  why  the  House  granted  it.  The 
information  could  be  easily  supplied.  It  was  de¬ 
layed  last  session  because  the  census  returns  were 
not  complete. 

CRIMINAL  CODE. 

House  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on  Bill 
(No.  7)  respecting  the  Criminal  law. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  stated  to  the  House, 
on  the  second  reading  of  this  Bill,  the  principles 
upon  which  it  was  drafted,  that,  while  we  retained 
all  the  parts  of  our  criminal  law  which  are  found  in 
the  Revised  Statutes  that  seemed  to  be  peculiarily 
applicable  to  Canada,  we  had  in  all  the  other  por¬ 
tions  of  the  measure  followed  the  labours  of  the 
commission  in  Great  Britain  which  was  appointed 
to  establish  a  criminal  code,  following  particularly 
the  latest  revision  of  their  work.  The  House  having 
referred  the  matter  to  a  special  committee  to  confer 
with  a  committee  of  the  Senate,  I  have  much  grati¬ 
fication  in  stating  that  the  Bill  has  received  very 
careful  and  very  close  consideration  from  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee,  who  have  taken  a  deep  in¬ 
terest  in  its  provisions.  The  amendments  made  by 
that  committee  are  not  at  all  numerous,  and  they 
are  principally  of  a  verbal  character,  and  I  hope 
the  House  will  expedite  as  far  as  possible  the  pass¬ 
age  of  the  Bill. 

On  section  1, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  committee  pro¬ 
pose  “the  Criminal  Code”  as  the  short  title  of 
the  Bill. 

On  section  2, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  propose  to  let  the 
Act  go  into  operation  on  the  1st  January  next. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  There  may  be  some  sections 
which  should  come  into  effect  earlier,  and  I  think 
there  should  be  a  cpialification  that  this  Act  shall 
come  into  force  on  that  date,  unless  otherwise 
stated. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  will  let  that 
stand  for  the  present. 

On  section  3, 

Mr.  LANGELIER.  Sub-section  (e)  raises  a  very 
important  question  as  to  whether  we  may  add  any¬ 
thing  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  created  by 
the  Provincial  Legislatures.  The  Minister  of  Jus¬ 
tice  w  ill  remember  the  difficulties  which  have  taken 
place  in  reference  to  the  Insolvency  Laws,  and  also 
in  regard  to  the  Controverted  Elections  Act,  in 
which  it  was  contended  that  the  Parliament  of 
Canada  had  no  right  to  give  any  new  jurisdiction 
to  a  court  already  in  existence.  The  question  wras 
raised  in  the  celebrated  case  of  Valin  and  Langlois 
which  went  before  the  Privy  Council,  and  the 
Privy  Council  decided  in  favour  of  the  constitu¬ 
tionality  of  the  law,  b\it  only  on  the  ground  that 
the  law  practically  created  a  new  court  for  the  en¬ 


forcement  of  the  laws  of  the  Dominion.  I  think 
we  might  do  the  same  thing  here.  As  the  criminal 
law  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Parliament,  I 
think  this  Parliament  would  be  able  to  create  new 
courts  for  the  better  administration  of  that  law, 
but  we  must  enact  the  law  in  such  a  way  as  not  to 
give  added  jurisdiction  to  the  courts  created  by 
the  Provincial  Legislatures.  I  am  afraid  that,  if 
this  section  were  to  be  challenged  in  the  courts,  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  courts  to  deal  with  these  matters 
would  not  be  sustained.  It  is  a  matter  which  re¬ 
quires  close  attention,  because  it  would  be  very 
absurd  to  introduce  important  sections  into  the 
new  code  that  are  not  constitutional,  and  that 
might  lead  to  a  miscarriage  of  justice. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  When  we  come  to  deal 
with  the  subsequent  enactments  with  regard  to 
appeal  courts,  what  the  hon.  member  has  said  will 
require  to  be  very  carefully  considered.  We  must 
be  careful  to  keep  our  provisions  within  the  line  of 
criminal  procedure,  or  else  take  care  that  we  are 
merely  using  the  courts  already  established  by  Pro¬ 
vincial  Legislatures. 

Mr.  LANGELIER.  These  sub-sections  passed 
without  any  notice,  but  I  called  attention  to  them 
the  other  day  when  .we  came  to  the  part  relating  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts.  The  two  parts  must 
go  together.  We  must  see  that  the  one  section  does 
not  clash  with  the  other.  The  part  concerning  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  courts  was  left  over  for  future 
consideration  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  Which  part  does  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  mean  ?  Because  we  have  examined  that  very 
carefully  in  committee. 

Mr.  LANGELIER.  Concerning  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  We  examined  that,  ^ind  we  took 
out  the  words  “appeal  side”  because  they  are  of 
no  use. 

Mr.  LANGELIER.  My  point  is,  whether  we 
have  a  right  to  add  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  pro¬ 
vincial  courts. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  Of  course  not,  but  we  do  not  add 
thereto  by  this  clause. 

Mr.  LANGELIER.  But  this  must  be  taken  in 
connection  with  the  other  which  gives  jurisdiction 
to  courts,  and  which  defines  which  court  shall  have 
jurisdiction  to  try  the  offences  mentioned. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  When  we  come  to 
this  provision  later  on  we  will  refer  back  to  this 
clause.  I  would  submit  to  the  committee  whether 
it  is  necessary  for  the  Chairman  to  read  the  whole 
Bill,  or  only  those  clauses  to  which  the  committee 
reported  amendments. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  think  we  should  hear  the 
whole  Bill  read  for  the  benefit  of  those  members 
who  were  not  on  the  committee. 

On  section  6, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  think  the  words  : 

“  Or  is  deemed  by  international  law  to  be  within  the 
territorial  sovereignty  of  Her  Majesty  ” 

makes  this  very  indefinite.  We  hardly  know  what 
that  covers.  I  do  not  know,  and  I  doubt  if  many 
members  of  this  House  could  state,  what  inter¬ 
national  law  would  decide  in  reference  to  this 
matter. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  A  land-locked  bay 
might  be  twenty  miles  wide,  but  I  do  not  think  we 
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should  repudiate  our  jurisdiction  in  regard  to  of¬ 
fences  committed  in  that  bay  outside  of  the  three- 
mile  limit.  The  English  Government  in  the  time 
of  Charles  II  gave  a  charter  conveying  the  fee  of 
Hudson  Bay.  It  was  recognized  as  property  of 
the  English  by  the  French,  but  we  have  always 
claimed  Hudson  Bay  to  be  within  our  jurisdic¬ 
tion.  An  offence  might  be  committed  in  that  bay 
100  miles  from  the  shore,  and  yet  it  would  be  diffi¬ 
cult  to  say  that  the  person  committing  that  offence 
came  under  our  jurisdiction  unless  we  incorporate 
the  rights  of  international  law. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  clause  is  much  more 
comprehensive  than  that,  but  I  am  anxious  to  see 
if  any  member  of  this  committee  can  understand 
this  provision  as  to  international  law.  The  law 
gives  us  jurisdiction  within  three  miles  from  shore 
and  over  a  British  subject  on  a  British  ship  any¬ 
where,  but  the  statement  of  jurisdiction  being 
under  international  law  appears  to  me  to  make  the 
enactment  very  indefinite. 

Mr.  WELDON.  The  Baie  des  Chaleurs  is  wider 
than  six  miles  at  the  mouth. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  What  about  the  Fran¬ 
conia  case  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  That  is  different. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  In  using  the  term  : 
“within  the  territorial  sovereignty  of  Her  Ma¬ 
jesty,”  we  have  reference  to  cases  which  arise  be¬ 
yond  the  three-mile  limit. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  doubt  that  arose  in 
the  Franconia  case  is  settled  by  this  definition,  but 
international  law  is  not  a  clearly  defined  or  well 
understood  law.  One  lawyer  will  say  this  case 
comes  within  it,  and  another  will  say  it  does  not. 
There  is  no  one  who  can  lay  down  a  definition,  and 
I  think  you  are  introducing  an  element  of  uncer-. 
tainty  and  of  doubt  by  adopting  this  phrase. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  element  of  doubt 
exists  now.  I  agree  that  in  regard  to  the  Hudson 
Bay  it  would  be  sufficient  to  speak  of  the  territor¬ 
ial  jurisdiction  of  Her  Majesty,  but  we  desire  to 
make  it  clear  that  we  include  that  portion  of  the 
high  seas  which  is  also,  by  international  law, 
within  the  sovereignty  of  the  Queen.  There  are 
doctrines  established  on  the  subject  of  interna¬ 
tional  law  which  the  courts  must  know  and  must 
take  judicial  cognizance  of,  and  we  desire  to  see 
that  we  include  the  territory  over  which  Her 
Majesty  claims  the  sovereignty,  particularly  the 
bays. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  What  I  claim  is  that, 
by  using  the  words  “  by  international  law,”  you 
are  introducing  an  element  of  uncertainty,  because 
there  is  no  standard. 

Sir  J OHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  think  so,  be¬ 
cause,  by  the  other  words  of  the  clause,  everything 
which  is  already  clear  is  established  beyond  doubt. 
For  instance,  we  could  not  include  the  waters  of 
the  Hudson  Bay  within  the  jurisdiction  of  Canada 
beyond  the  three-mile  limit  by  our  own  enactment, 
but  we  do  that  by  these  words.  We  insert  those 
words  in  order  to  cover  all  those  waters  which 
come  within  the  territorial  sovereignty  of  the 
Queen  and  are  so  recognized  by  international  law. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  If  you  were  to  intro¬ 
duce  the  words  suggested  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Queen's  (Mr.  Davies),  when  a  case  came  up  the 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


court  would  at  once  enquire,  by  what  right  or 
under  what  authority  this  sovereignty  is  required. 
How  came  you  to  make  a  claim  to  sovereignty 
over  these  land-locked  bays  and  over  certain  waters? 
And  you  come  back  to  just  what  you  have  put  into 
the  Bill,  that  is,  international  law.  That  is  your 
only  basis.  You  have  no  other  foundation  what¬ 
ever  for  your  claim  than  that  which  the  law  of 
nations  gives.  Our  whole  dispute  with  regard  to 
our  Atlantic  waters  arises  under  the  question  as  to 
the  extent  of  our  international  rights.  In  Eng¬ 
land  they  have  held  that  the  Bristol  Channel  is 
within  the  control  of  England. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I. )  Because  it  was  held  to  be 
within  the  country. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  was  held  to  be  within 
the  country  because  the  waters  that  are  more 
than  three  miles  from  the  shore  are,  by  the  law  of 
nations,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that  country,  and 
that  rule  has  been  acquiesced  in. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  That  was  not  the  deci¬ 
sion  in  the  case. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  same  rule  was 
applied  in  a  suit  growing  out  of  the  laying 
of  the  cable  on  the  coast  of  Newfoundland. 
Now,  there  are  other  words  than  these  which 
I  think  are  open  to  doubt,  and  which  cer¬ 
tainly  will  be  made  the  subject  of  controversy,  I 
apprehend,  with  the  United  Kingdom,  namely, 
with  regard  to  offences  committed  on  board  a 
British  ship  on  the  high  seas  or  in  a  foreign  port. 
I  think  some  years  ago  the  English  Government 
objected  to  these  words  being  included  in  the  Cana¬ 
dian  statute,  and  the  rule  is  laid  down  in  the  case 
of  Lowe  vs.  Routledge,  in  my  opinion,  where  it 
was  held  that  the  moment  you  go  beyond  the  limits 
of  the  country,  the  English  law  seizes  you.  If  a 
vessel  sails  from  Canada  to  Liverpool  and  a  murder 
is  committed  on  board  in  the  midst  of  the  Atlantic, 
although  the  vessel  was  registered  at  Canada  it  is 
not  the  criminal  law  of  Canada,  but  it  is  the  crimi¬ 
nal  law  of  the  United  Kingdom  that  would  apply. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  What  is  the  force  of  the  words 
“  and  of  certain  acts  of  the  United  Kingdom?” 
That  is  where  jurisdiction  is  delegated  to  us. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  Wheie  the  man  is  arrested. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Supposing  that  a  mur¬ 
der  is  committed  on  board  a  vessel  sailing  from 
here  to  the  West  Indies,  a  Canadian  registered 
vessel,  that  man  would  be  tried  under  the  law  of 
England  and  not  under  the  law  of  Canada. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  If  he  reached  Canada  and  is 
arrested  here,  he  can  be  tried  here. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  All  these  things  are 
now  regulated  by  the  statutes  of  the  United  King¬ 
dom,  and  they  are  all  in  the  line  of  this  section. 

Mr.  LISTER.  How  would  you  make  this  sec¬ 
tion  apply  to  the  inland  lakes  ?  That  would  not 
apply  to  the  great  lakes,  because  the  boundary  of 
Canada,  as  far  as  they  are  concerned,  is  the  centre 
of  the  lakes.  The  offence  might  have  been  com¬ 
mitted  twenty  miles  out. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  will  withdraw  all  my 
objection  if  the  hon.  gentleman  will  show  me  any 
rule  of  the  international  law  to  which  he  can  ap¬ 
peal.  I  do  not  know  where  he  is  going  to  find  it. 
International  law  is  a  vague  and  uncertain  phrase. 
You  find  one  nation  laying  down  one  rule  and  an- 
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other  nation  laying  down  another  rule  ;  on  certain 
points  where  two  nations  agree,  you  can  deduce  a 

rule. 

Mr.  WELDON.  Take  a  case  where  a  land¬ 
locked  bay  is  six  miles  or  less  wide  at  the  mouth, 
and  widens  out  to  be  twenty  miles  in  width  as  you 
runup  the  bay.  There  is  a  perfectconsensusamongst 
all  international  lawyers  that  that  is  a  territorial 
bay.  If  we  had  not  the  words  of  this  section  we 
would  not  be  able  to  deal  with  an  offence  com¬ 
mitted  within  ten  miles  of  the  land.  The  law  of 
nations  is  part  of  the  law  of  England,  and  the 
judges  have  simply  to  construe  the  law  of  Eng¬ 
land. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  I  understand  the  United 
States  make  certain  claims  with  reference  to  bays 
along  their  coast  which  are  not  recognized  by 
other  nations.  England  lays  down  a  rule  which  is 
not  the  same  rule  as  that  laid  down  by  the  United 
States.  I  do  not  understand  that  there  is  any 
international  law  defining  what  bays  form  part  of 
the  territory  and  what  do  not.  I  understand  the 
law  to  be  vague,  uncertain  and  unsettled,  and  it  is 
for  that  reason  I  object  to  the  insertion  of  these 
words  here. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  agree  to  a  great  extent 
with  what  the  member  for  Queen’s  says.  It  does 
not  seem  to  me  that  by  putting  in  these  words  we 
can  possibly  enlarge  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of 
Canada,  but  we  ought  to  put  in  some  words  in  order 
to  make  it  clear  that  the  criminal  law  does  extend 
wherever  our  territorial  rights  extend.  But  take 
these  words:  “an  offence  is  deemed  by  international 
law  to  be  within  the  territorial  sovereignty  of  Her 
Majesty.”  It  is  not  limited  to  the  neighbourhood 
of  Canada.  Do  we  assume  here  to  lay  down  a  law 
and  say  that  the  law  of  Canada  is  to  govern  ?  These 
are  very  wide  expressions.  Would  it  not  be  better 
if  some  words  were  put  in  to  say  that  it  shall  apply 
wherever  we  have  power  to  make  law,  wherever 
the  territorial  rights  of  Canada  extend  ?  “Or  is 
deemed  by  international  law  to  be  within  the  terri¬ 
torial  sovereignty  of  Her  Majesty.”  What  is  the 
meaning  of  that  ?  Take  the  Bristol  Channel.  Is 
not  that  deemed  by  international  law  and  to  be 
within  the  territorial  sovereignty  of  Her  Majesty  ? 
We  ought  to  be  careful  about  assuming  to  make  law 
over  a  territory  where  we  have  no  right  to  make  a 
law.  It  appears  to  me  these  are  the  vaguest  pos¬ 
sible  words,  and  will  have  much  more  effect  than 
lion,  gentlemen  seem  to  anticipate. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  They  are  precisely  a 
statement  of  the  law  as  it  is  to-day.  So  I  will  run 
the  risk  of  disallowance.  It  is  a  declaration  of  the 
criminal  law  of  Canada  which  is  in  force  by  the 
virtue  of  the  laws  of  Canada  and  of  certain  laws  of 
the  United  Kingdom.  The  clause  says  :  “  The 
criminal  law  of  Canada,  by  virtue  of  this  Act  and 
by  certain  Acts  of  the  United  Kingdom,  extends 
to  all  offences  committed  by  any  person  in  Canada.” 
It  does  not  extend  to  the  Bristol  Channel,  because 
the  waters  “  within  the  territorial  sovereignty  of 
Her  Majescy  ”  are  those  adjacent  to  the  coast  of 
Canada  ;  and  the  section  says  :  “Or  on  such  part 
of  the  sea  adjacent  to  the  coast  of  Canada  as  is 
within  one  marine  league  from  ordinary  low  water 
mark,  or  is  deemed  by  international  law  to  be 
within  the  territorial  sovereignty  of  Her  Majesty.” 
So  we  are  only  legislating  in  that  regard  as  to 
offences  committed  on  the  seas  adjacent  to  the 


coasts  of  Canada,  which  are  by  international  law 
within  the  sovereignty  of  Her  Majesty. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Does  the  term  “  terri¬ 
torial  sovereignty  of  Her  Majesty”  mean  the  terri¬ 
torial  sovereignty  of  Her  Majesty  in  Canada  ?  . 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  has  reference  to 
the  seas  adjacent  to  the  coasts  of  Canada  which 
are  under  the  territorial  sovereignty  of  Her 
Majesty. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  What  is  the  meaning  of 
the  phrase,  “  on  board  any  foreign  ship,  to  which 
the  offender  does  not  belong.”  Is  there  no  limita¬ 
tion  as  to  where  the  foreign  ship  shall  be  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  exactly  in  the 
words  of  the  statute  of  the  United  Kingdom. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Suppose  a  foreign  ship 
was  in  the  port  of  New  York,  and  an  offence  was 
committed  by  a  person  not  a  seaman  on  board  that 
ship,  could  it  be  held  that  this  Act  would  apply  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  For  certain  purposes 
of  trial.  In  so  far  as  this  Act  makes  an  enactment 
on  the  subject,  the  foreigner  on  board  that  ship  to 
which  he  does  not  belong,  could  be  tried  here  by 
virtue  of  the  statutes  of  the  United  Kingdom. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Then  the  criminal 
legislation  in  England  has  conferred  this  power  on 
Canada  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Supposing  a  British 
subject  named  Smith,  on  board  a  foreign  ship  in 
Constantinople,  committed  a  murder  and  after¬ 
wards  came  to  Canada,  could  he  be  tried  here  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes,  he  could  be  tried 
here  by  the  United  Kingdom  statutes. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Does  the  Minister  know 
that  under  the  Imperial  Act  the  case  would  be 
tried  according  to  the  law  of  England,  or  accord¬ 
ing  to  Canadian  law  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  are  given  author¬ 
ity  to  try  offences  against  common  law. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  We  are  byr  this  section  de¬ 
claring  that  this  legislation  gives  Canada  certain 
jurisdiction.  Suppose  this  declaration  of  the  law 
is  not  correct. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Then  it  does  not 
amount  to  anything. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  submit  that  this  Parliament 
should  not  declare  by  an  Act  what  is  the  meaning 
of  the  British  Act,  for  the  courts  will  declare  its 
meaning,  but  we  should  add  the  words:  “  so  far  as 
authorized  by  Imperial  legislation.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  do  not  profess  to 
declare  the  meaning  of  the  English  Act,  and  we 
seek  only  to  legislate  within  our  own  jurisdiction. 
If  we  should  legislate  in  any  respect  outside  of 
our  jurisdiction  by  a  mistaken  view  as  to  what 
the  enactment  of  the  United  Kingdom  is,  it  would 
amount  to  nothing  ;  but  we  did  not  profess  to  be 
enacting  otherwise  than  under  the  authority  of  the 
English  Act. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  section  states  that  we  have 
jurisdiction  under  certain  legislation,  although  it 
mayr  subsequently  turn  out,  according  to  the  de¬ 
cision  of  the  judges,  that  we  have  not  such  juris¬ 
diction. 

Section  allowed  to  stand. 
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On  section  12, 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  In  this  clause  I  think 
the  hon.  gentleman  is  simply  embodying  the  report 
of  the  judges  in  the  McNaughton  case,  and  this  has 
been  frequently  criticised  and  has  not  been  very 
closely  followed  or  the  law  would  have  been  altered. 
It  seems  to  me  a  very  carefully  considered  rule  of 
law  is  that  laid  down  in  theGuiteau  case,  and  I  think 
it  would  be  well  if  that  case  were  examined,  and  if 
it  is  thought  proper,  that  this  section  should  be 
altered  accordingly.  That  was  long  a  matter  of 
discussion  in  the  American  courts  and  by  writers 
of  jurisprudence  on  insanity.  I  think,  that  among 
scientific  men  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  judges  in 
the  report  of  the  McNaughton  case  has  never  been 
accepted.  I  understand  that  the  delivery  by  the 
district  judge  who  tried  the  Guiteau  case  was  very 
carefully  considered  and  prepared  by  the  judges  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  It  seems 
to  me  that  before  we  undertake  to  enact  this  sec¬ 
tion  it  would  be  well  for  hon.  gentlemen  of  the 
legal  profession  to  look  at  the  charge  in  the  Guiteau 
case  and  at  the  report  of  the  judges  in  the  Me 
Naughton  case,  and  revise  this  section.  At  all 
events,  I  would  not  like  to  see  it  embodied  in  a 
statute  without  very  careful  consideration,  because 
I  am  strongly  of  opinion  that  it  is  not  sound. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  can  never  expect 
to  arrive  at  an  agreement  on  scientific  principles  in 
legislating  on  insanity  in  criminal  matters  ;  but  I 
always  understood  the  rule  laid  down  in  the 
McNaughton  case  to  be  accepted  without  question. 
I  will  read  the  conclusion  of  the  English  criminal 
law  commissioners  on  the  subject  : 

“  Section  22,  which  relates  to  insanity,  expresses  the 
existing  law.  The  obscurity  which  hangs  over  the  subject 
cannot  be  altogether  dispelled  until  our  existing  igno-1 
ranee  as  to  the  nature  of  the  will  and  the  mind,  the  nature 
of  the  organs  by  which  they  operate,  the  manner  and 
degree  in  which  those  operations  are  interfered  with  by 
disease,  and  the  nature  of  the  diseases  which  interfere 
with  them,  are  greatly  diminished.  The  framing  of  the 
definition  has  caused  as  much  labour  and  anxiety  ;  and 
though  we  cannot  deem  the  definition  to  be  altogether 
satisfactory,  we  consider  it  as  satisfactory  as  the  nature 
of  the  subject  admits  of.  Much  latitude  must  in  any  case 
be  left  to  the  tribunal  which  has  to  apply  the  law  to  the 
facts  in  each  particular  case.  The  principal  substantial 
difference  between  section  22  of  the  draft  code  and 
the  corresponding  section  of  the  Bill  is  that  the 
latter  recognizes  as  an  excuse  the  existence  of 
an  impulse  to  commit  a  crime  so  violent  that  the 
offender  would  not  be  prevented  from  doing  the 
act  by  knowing  that  the  greatest  punishment  com¬ 
mitted  by  law  for  the  offence  would  be  instantly  inflicted, 
the  theory  being  that  it  is  useless  to  threaten  a  person 
over  whom  by  the  supposition  threats  can  exercise  no  in¬ 
fluence.  This  provision  of  the  Bill  assumes  that  the  ac¬ 
cused  would  not  be  protected  by  the  preceding  part  of  the 
section,  and,  therefore,  that  he  was  at  the  time  he  did  the 
act  capable  of  appreciating  its  nature  and  quality,  and 
knew  that  what  he  was  doing  was  wrong.  The  test  pro¬ 
posed  for  distinguishing  between  such  a  state  of  mind  and 
a  criminal  motive,  the  offspring  of  revenge,  hatred, or  un¬ 
governed  passion,  appears  to  us  on  the  whole  not  to  be 
practically  safe,  and  we  are  unable  to  suggest  one  which 
would  satisfy  these  requisites  and  obviate  the  risk  of  a 
jury  being  misled  by  considerations  of  so  metaphysical  a 
character.  It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that,  although  in¬ 
sanity  is  a  defence  which  is  applicable  to  any  criminal 
charge,  it  is  most  frequently  put  forward  in  trials  for  mur¬ 
der,  and  for  this  offence  the  law — and  we  think  wisely — 
awards  upon  conviction  a  fixed  punishment  which  the 
judge  has  no  power  to  mitigate.  In  the  case  of  any  other 
offence,  if  it  should  appear  that  the  offender  was  afflicted 
with  some  unsoundness  of  mind,  but  not  to  such  a  degree 
as  to  render  him  irresponsible — in  other  words,  where  the 
criminal  element  predominates,  though  mixed  in  a  greater 
or  less  degree  with  the  insane  element— the  judge  can  ap¬ 
portion  the  punishment  to  the  degree  of  criminality,  mak¬ 
ing  allowance  for  the  weakened  or  disordered  intellect. 
Mr.  Mulock. 


But  in  a  case  of  murder  this  can  only  be  done  by  an  ap¬ 
peal  to  the  Executive,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  this 
difficulty  cannot  be  successfully  avoided  by  any  definition 
of  insanity  which  would  be  both  safe  and  practicable,  and 
that  many  cases  must  occur  which  cannot  be  satisfactorily 
dealt  with  otherwise  than  by  such  an  appeal.” 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Is  this  clause  taken 
from  the  English  report  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  words  are  the 
same  as  those  of  the  English  Act. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  My  objection  is  to  the 
words  :  “Unless  the  delusions  caused  him  to 
believe  in  the  existence  of  some  state  of  things, 
which,  if  it  existed,  would  justify  or  excuse  his  act 
or  omission.”  That  is  to  assume  that  the  man  is 
perfectly  rational  with  regard  to  his  responsibility, 
but  so  irrational  that  he  may  altogether  mistake 
the  actual  state  of  the  facts  that  exist  ;  and  I 
think  that  is  a  rule  that  English  practice  has  never 
followed,  and  that  cannot  be  followed.  It  is  an 
inhuman  rule.  You  would  say  :  Here  is  a  person 
who  is  insane,  and  the  crime  he  has  committed  is 
only  justified  on  the  assumption  that  if  what  he 
supposed  to  be  the  state  of  the  facts  were  the  state 
of  the  facts  the  act  itself  'would  be  justified.  Now, 
it  is  one  of  the  characteristics  of  insanity  that  the 
insane  man’s  rational  faculties  are  so  affected, 
that  his  reasoning  is  in  almost  every  instance 
inconsequential.  I  venture  to  say  that  if 
you  go  to  any  insane  asylum  and  ask  the 
physicians  in  charge  what  they  consider  one  of  the 
most  marked  characteristics  of  insanity,  they  will 
tell  you  that  it  is  the  inconsequential  character  of 
the  insane  man’s  reasoning.  In  most  cases  there 
seems  to  be  little  or  no  connection  between  the 
inferences  he  draws  and  the  facts  on  which  those 
inferences  are  professedly  based.  In  the  case  of 
Bellingham  in  his  statement  of  facts  nothing  like 
insanity  can  be  discovered  ;  but  when  he  ventures 
to  put  forward  those  facts  as  the  justification  for 
what  he  does,  then  you  find  all  the  marks  which 
any  specialist  who  has  given  attention  to  this 
will  tell  you  are  the  common  marks  of  the  intellect 
in  an  insane  person.  Now,  it  seems  to  me  that 
that  rule  is  an  unsound  rule.  The  hon.  Minister 
himself  admits  that  it  is  a  rule  which  the  executive 
Government  of  the  country  is  obliged  to  disregard. 
Let  any  one,  for  instance,  turn  up  the  work  of  Mr. 
Rae,  or  the  work  of  any  other  person  who  has 
written  on  insanity,  and  he  will  see  that  the  rule 
recognized  in  a  large  degree  in  practice  is  the  rule 
that  a  man’s  responsibility  is  diminished  in  pro¬ 
portion  to  the  evidence  of  a  diseased  condition  of 
the  mind.  We  do  not  hold  a  man  who  is  partially 
insane  to  the  same  degree  of  responsibility  that 
we  do  a  man  who  is  in  the  possession  of  all 
his  faculties  ;  but  under  this  rule  of  law  we  do  hold 
him  to  exactly  the  same  degree  of  responsibility. 
So  your  punishment  will  always  be  regarded  as  an 
unjust  punishment  by  those  who  carefully  consider 
the  subject  ;  and  in  many  cases  you  will  have  a  jury 
acquitting  a  man  on  a  charge  when  he  perhaps 
ought  to  be  convicted,  and  when  he  would  be  con¬ 
victed  if  they  were  assured  that  his  punishment 
would  be  mitigated  as  the  evidence  of  his  insanity 
was  more  and  more  marked.  The  Home  Secretary 
acts  on  that  rule  uniformly  ;  he  is  obliged  to  act 
upon  it  in  order  to  make  the  law  conform  to  the 
present  state  of  public  opinion,  and  it  does  seem  to 
me  that  when  we  are  undertaking  to  frame  a  care¬ 
fully  considered  statute,  which  is  in  a  great  mea- 
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sure  a  code  upon  the  subject,  we  ought  to  consider 
this  subject  very  carefully,  and  make  that  which  is 
now  an  act  of  executive  clemency  an  act  of  the 
court.  It  ought  not  to  be  a  mere  act  of  executive 
clemency  ;  it  ought  to  be  an  act  o£  judicial  determi¬ 
nation  ;  and  this  cannot  be  the  case  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  law  as  it  stands. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  do  not  think,  as  far  as  I  have 
little  experience  in  these  matters,  that  it  is  possi¬ 
ble  for  us  to  define  the  nature  of  insanity,  or  the 
degree  of  insanity  rather,  which  would  entitle  a 
person  to  immunity,  in  other  words  than  those 
mentioned  in  the  first  part  of  the  sub-section.  A 
man  ought  not  to  be  acquitted  because  of  partial 
insanity  unless  it  was  that  which  caused  his  act  or 
omission,  and  that  is  the  rule  laid  down  in  civil 
cases.  There  is  the  well-known  case  of  Banks  and 
Goodfellow,  which  determines  the  rule  regulating 
testamentary  capacity.  Plenty  of  men  are  capable 
of  making  wills  who  in  many  matters  are  insane  ; 
but  unless  the  insanity  has  reference  to  the  testa¬ 
mentary  act,  the  testament  may  stand.  If  a 
man  is  labouring  under  specific  delusions,  which  is 
of  course  a  species  of  insanity - 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  is  insanity. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  lres  ;  that  ought  not  to  en¬ 
title  him  to  be  acquitted,  unless  in  addition  these 
delusions  created  a  belief  on  his  part  in  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  things  which  caused  him  to  commit  the 
offence  or  render  him  irresponsible  for  the  omis¬ 
sion.  That  seems  to  be  the  only  practical  rule  we 
can  have.  I  would  call  the  attention  of  the 
Minister  of  J ustice  to  the  latter  part  of  sub-section 
2.  It  seems  to  me  it  is  unnecessary,  and,  therefore, 
perhaps  more  or  less  misleading  : 

“  Insanity  before  or  after  the  time  when  he  committed  or 
omitted  the  act,  and  insane  delusions  though  only  partial, 
may  be  evidence  that  the  offender  was,  at  the  time  when 
he  committed  or  omitted  to  do  the  act,  in  such  a  con¬ 
dition  of  mind  as  to  render  him  irresponsible  for  such  act 
or  omission.” 

In  proving  a  case  of  insanity,  that  is  exactly  what 
you  would  prove.  You  would  endeavour  to  estab¬ 
lish  he  was  insane.  You  propose  to  prove  to 
establish  that  this  man  was  insane,  you  prove  his 
insanity  as  near  as  you  possibly  can  to  the  time 
the  offence  was  committed  ;  but  when  you  under¬ 
take  to  say  what  shall  be  evidence  in  a  particular 
case,  you  will  be  met  with  the  difficulty  that  no 
other  evidence  except  this  which  you  particularize 
here  can  be  offered  in  support  of  the  plea.  The  only 
objection  I  have  to  this,  which  is  perfectly  sound 
and  right  in  itself,  is  that  it  is  unnecessary  ;  and  if 
unnecessary  it  is  calculated  some  time  or  other  to 
be  productive  of  danger. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Substitute  the  words 
“  during  ”  in  lieu  of  “  before  or  after.” 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  rule  is  altogether  too  re¬ 
strictive,  as  the  hon.  gentleman  states.  Even  with¬ 
out  the  law,  applying  the  principle  of  common 
sense,  a  case  coming  within  the  purview  of  this 
rule  would  not  amount  to  a  case  of  murder.  There 
was  a  case  lately  in  Montreal  where  a  man  had 
killed  his  own  children,  and  it  was  proved  he  did 
it  under  the  delusion  that  he  was  doing  right.  The 
man  was  acquitted.  Here  is  another  case  which 
the  newspapers  of  Montreal  have  brought  to  light : 
A  young  woman,  a  mother,  22  or  23  years  old, 
drowned  her  three  months’  old  baby,  and  the  only 


reason  she  gave  was  that  she  was  living  on  an 
island  and  suffered  so  much  from  loneliness  that  she 
wanted  to  spare  her  child  the  same  misery,  and, 
therefore,  drowned  it.  It  seems  to  me  that  woman 
should  be  acquitted  from  murder,  but  she  would 
not  come  under  the  provision  of  this  section.  Her 
mind  was  diseased,  but  she  was  not  labouring  under 
specific  delusion.  She  simply  drowned  her  child  to 
prevent  the  child  suffering  as  much  as  she  had  suf¬ 
fered.  Under  the  circumstances,  she  clearly  was 
not  guilty  of  murder,  but  still  the  case  would  not 
come  under  this  section. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  As  an  illustration  of  what  I 
meant  with  regard  to  the  latter  part  of  the  section, 
supposing  you  desire  to  prove,  and  it  is  perfectly 
good  evidence,  that  the  parents  of  the  accused  are 
insane,  everybody  knows  that  insanity  is  heredi¬ 
tary,  you  might  be  met  with  the  objection  that 
under  this  latter  part  of  the  clause  that  would  not 
be  evidence,  since  Parliament  thought  necessary  to 
say  what  particular  evidence  may  be  received. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  case  I  referred  to 
is  the  case  of  a  party  who  believes  he  is  being  pur¬ 
sued  by  another,  and  that  the  other  wishes  to  take 
his  life.  Labouring  under  the  insane  delusion,  he 
takes  that  party’s  life.  If  you  show  that  he  was 
labouring  under  an  insane  delusion,  and  that  the 
delusion  was  such  as  would  justify  him  in  doing 
what  he  did,  if  the  facts  were  as  he  supposed  them 
to  be,  he  is  protected  under  this  section.  But  sup¬ 
pose  he  is  labouring  under  the  delusion  that  he  was 
divinely  directed  to  take  another  party’s  life  and 
acted  under  what  he  believed  to  be  the  direction  of 
heaven,  one  would  suppose,  assuming  this  delusion 
to  be  established,  that  that  would  he  stronger 
evidence  to  acquit  the  accused  on  the  ground  of 
insanity,  partial  it  may  be,  than  the  other.  But  it 
would  be  no  defence  at  all. 

Mr.  McCarthy,  why  not? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  You  are  assuming,  under 
this  provision,  that  a  man  who  is  so  insane  as  to 
imagine  a  state  of  things  wholly  contrary  to  the 
facts,  is,  nevertheless,  so  much  in  the  possession  of 
all  his  rational  faculties  as  to  be  capable  of  drawing 
a  correct  conclusion.  That  is,  while  his  percep¬ 
tions  are  all  wrong,  nevertheless  he  must  be  held 
to  have  a  perfectly  sound,  rational  faculty,  and  be 
capable  of  drawing  a  proper  deduction,  and  of 
appreciating  the  extent  of  his  responsibility.  Now, 
I  say  that  that  is  contrary  to  all  our  notions  of  proper 
responsibility  and  I  do  not  think  we  ought  to  em¬ 
body  it  in  a  statute.  \Ve  ought  to  carefully  re¬ 
consider  that  and  should  frame  the  law  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  modern  conceptions.  Certainly  the  rule 
laid  down  by  the  judges  in  the  McNaughton  case, 
or  by  the  great  majority  of  them,  was  not  so. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  extent  of  the 
disease  in  that  case  might  bring  him  under  the  first 
part  of  the  section.  If  his  mind  were  diseased  to 
such  an  extent  as  to  render  him  incapable  of 
appreciating  the  nature  and  quality  of  the  act  or 
omission,  if  he  believed  he  were  under  divine 
command  and  believed  that  to  such  an  extent  as  to 
be  incapable  of  appreciating  the  nature  and  quality 
of  the  act  of  the  homicide  he  committed,  he  would 
of  course  be  exonerated.  He  might,  however,  be 
labouring  under  specific  delusion  in  other  respects 
and  not  be  acquitted  on  the  ground  of  insanity 
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unless  the  delusions  caused  him  to  believe  in  the 
existence  of  some  state  of  things,  which,  if  it 
existed,  would  justify  or  excuse  his  act  or 
omission. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  That  is  the  weak  point 
in  the  provision.  You  assume  that  he  reasons 
properly. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  think  it  would 
be  safe  to  legislate  so  far  as  to  allow  persons  to 
plead  their  belief  that  they  were  authorized  by 
divine  power — a  delusion  so  strong  as  to  obscure 
their  perceptions  of  the  nature  and  quality  of  their 
act,  or  else  so  strong  as  to  cause  them  to  believe  in 
the  existence  of  some  state  or  things  which  would, 
if  they  existed,  justify  or  excuse  the  act  or  omis¬ 
sion.  The  distinction  is  that  the  accused  person 
would  not  be  excused  if  it  were  a  mere  question  of 
the  impression  on  his  mind  as  to  his  right  to  do  a 
thing.  But  if  he  were  impressed  with  a  certain 
state  of  facts  which  entirely  change  in  his  percep¬ 
tion  the  nature  and  quality  of  what  he  was  doing 
or  led  him  to  suppose  that  a  state  of  facts  existed 
that  would  justify  him  in  taking  that  course,  then 
he  is  excusable,  but  not  if  he  does  it  under  the  mere 
idea  that  he  has  authority  for  doing  it.  I  should 
think  that  in  a  matter  of  such  great  ^difficulty  and 
importance,  it  would  be  very  difficult  for  us  to  do 
anything  else  than  to  follow  the  existing  law  in  the 
mother  country  which  has  been  examined  and  cri¬ 
ticised  lately  by  such  eminent  men  as  those  who 
prepared  this  enactment,  and  that,  though  they 
were  conscious  of  arriving  at  an  unsatisfactory  solu¬ 
tion,  still  it  is  the  best  that  can  be  devised.  I  would 
prefer  that  we  should  follow  the  English  law  on 
this  subject  instead  of  going  to  any  foreign  country 
for  our  law.  In  line  21  of  this  section,  I  propose 
to  drop  all  from  the  word  “  insanity  ”  down  to  the 
end  of  the  sub-section. 

On  section  13, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  What  is  the  reason  for 
altering  the  common  law  in  that  respect  as  to  the 
responsibility  of  married  women  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  presumption 
under  the  common  law  is  in  many  cases  a  strained 
one.  In  many  cases  the  wife  commits  an  act  of 
violence  in  spite  of  her  husband,  but  under  the 
common  law  it  is  presumed  that  she  is  acting 
under  the  compulsion  of  her  husband  if  she  does 
that  in  his  presence.  We  now  leave  that  to  be  a 
matter  of  evidence,  to  be  proved  in  the  court, 
whether  she  acted  under  the  compulsion  of  her 
husband  or  in  spite  of  her  husband. 

On  section  22, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  think  that  section  may 
vest  powers  in  constables  which  may  be  very 
oppressively  used.  All  over  the  country  we  have 
these  constables  now  necessarily  appointed ;  very 
many  of  them  are  ignorant,  and  some  of  them  are 
prejudiced  men  ;  and  if  you  give  them  power  to 
arrest  a  man  without  a  warrant,  and  afterwards 
they  may  come  in  and  say  they  heard  the  man  had 
committed  an  offence  and  believed  he  had,  you 
may  vest  powers  in  them  which  may  be  fright¬ 
fully  oppressive.  If  a  citizen  is  hauled  from  his 
home  in  the  middle  of  the  night  and  dragged  to  a 
police  cell,  it  is  poor  justification  to  have  the 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


officer  come  in  afterwards  and  say,  I  heard  so  and 
so  was  guilty,  anil  all  kinds  of  similar  trash. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  In  the  first  place, 
there  must  be  reasonable  and  proper  cause,  of  the 
sufficiency  of  which  the  judge  is  to  decide.  In  the 
next  place  it  only  applies  to  that  class  of  offences 
for  which  arrests  may  be  made  without  a  war¬ 
rant,  that  is,  offences  which  are  now  felonies, 
although  in  this  Bill  we  are  dropping  the  word 
“  felonies  ”  and  we  declare  that  the  arrest  may  be 
made  without  a  warrant.  We  mean  offences  that 
are  punishable  by  five  years  imprisonment  or  more. 
That  is  all  defined  afterivards.  So  that  it  is  prac¬ 
tically  applying  the  existing  law  as  regard  felonies. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  Bill  goes  very  far.  It  not 
only  gives  an  officer  power  to  arrest  when  an  offence 
has  been  committed,  but  he  may  arrest  a  man  who 
afterwards  proves  to  be  not  guilty. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  do  not  think  that 
where  the  officer  does  not  catch  the  man  in  the  act 
of  committing  the  offence,  he  ought  to  be  allowed 
to  arrest  without  a  warrant.  I  think  the  evils  that 
would  arise  from  this  provision  would  be  very  much 
greater  than  the  advantages. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.  I. )  I  think  unless  Parliament 
is  satisfied  that  the  existing  law  has  failed  in  its 
execution,  we  ought  not  to  take  this  leap  in  the 
dark.  If  it  can  be  shown  that'  offenders  have 
escaped  for  want  of  a  provision  similar  to  this,  then 
it  might  be  some  argument  to  justify  vesting  this 
enormous  power  in  a  common  constable  ;  but  I  have 
not  heard  a  member  of  the  committee  state  that  in 
any  part  of  Canada  offenders  have  escaped  because 
a  constable  could  not  get  a  warrant  to  arrest  them. 

Mr.  WOOD  ( Brock ville).  I  cannot  agree  in  the 
view  just  expressed  by  my  hon.  friend  from  Queen’s. 
I  have  in  my  mind  a  case  that  occurred  in  the 
County  of  Leeds  within  the  past  six  months,  the 
case  of  a  very  bestial  offence  committed  upon  the 
person  of  a  small  boy,  and  had  it  not  been  that  the 
police  officers  were  able  to  get  at  once  in  search  of 
the  offender  just  as  soon  as  they  had  received  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  offence  having  been  committed,  the 
person  would  have  escaped. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  But  here  an  offence  may  not  be 
committed  at  all. 

Mr.  WOOD  (Brockville).  Even  so,  it  will  only 
be  in  very  exceptional  cases  that  injustice  would 
result  from  the  establishment  of  the  law  as  is  pro¬ 
posed  by  this  section,  because  the  police  officer 
may  have  good  and  reasonable  cause  to  believe 
that  an  offence  has  been  committed.  It  may  be 
that  a  lesser  crime  has  been  committed  than  that 
which  would  be  involved  in  the  larger  offence,  and 
he  would  have  just  and  reasonable  cause  for  believ¬ 
ing  he  should  act.  Now,  as  pointed  out  by  the 
Minister  of  Justice,  whether  he  has  reasonable 
cause  is  a  question  for  the  judge  to  decide,  and  if 
he  has  acted  hastily  without  due  forethought,  then 
he  is  liable  to  punishment. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  suppose,  if  a  man 
came  and  told  another  that  an  offence  had  been 
committed  by  a  certain  man,  that  would  be  suffi¬ 
cient  justification  for  his  arrest,  even  though  there 
might  be  no  foundation  whatever  for  the  state¬ 
ment.  Much  excitement  might  occur  on  election 
day,  and  a  number  of  parties  might  be  arrested  and 
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held  in  custody  until  the  election  was  over.  Very 
serious  abuses  might  grow  up  in  every  portion  of 
the  Dominion  under  this  section.  Under  the  old 
common  law  if  a  man  was  found  committing  a 
felony,  every  person  who  saw  him  was  a  police 
officer  for  the  purpose  of  arresting  him.  I  do  not 
think  any  serious  evil  has  grow^  up  from  the  ob¬ 
servance  of  any  law  of  that  kind,  but  I  can  see 
that  the  present  section  is  open  to  very  great 
abuse. 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  think  the  section  as  it  stands 
is  the  present  law  as  to  felony.  If  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  will  peruse  the  Bill  he  will  find  that  this 
section  applies  to  offences  of  a  grave  nature.  I 
think  there  is  no  real  change  in  the  law. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  case  put  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  can  hardly 
be  considered  a  fair  one.  It  would  not  be  a  justi¬ 
fication  that  somebody  had  told  the  officer  that  a 
felony  had  been  committed.  It  would  be  for  the 
judge  at  the  trial  to  decide  whether  that  constitu¬ 
ted  reasonable  and  probable  grounds,  and  whether 
it  was  sufficient  to  induce  any  reasonable  man  to 
believe  that  an  offence  had  been  committed. 

Mr.  MILLS ‘(Bothwell).  Supposing  it  had  been 
committed,  .and  forty  or  fifty  people  had  been 
arrested  for  it. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  This  section  is  merely 
to  provide  for  the  exoneration  of  the  officer  where  an 
offence  has  not  been  committed— not  for  the  arrest 
of  the  wrong  person.  It  is  intended  to  apply  to  a 
class  of  cases  in  which  an  offence  has  been  attempt¬ 
ed,  but  not  completed.  As  for  example,  the  well- 
known  case,  which  has  been  decided  both  ways  in 
England,  of  a  man  arrested  for  picking  a  pocket, 
when  it  turned  out  there  was  nothing  in  the  pocket. 
In  that  case,  without  this  principle  of  law — I  am 
not  saying  whether  it  is  the  law  now  or  not — the 
officer  would  be  a  trespasser.  Again,  an  officer,  as 
in  the  case  mentioned  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Brockville  (Mr.  Wood),  has  reason  to  believe  from 
what  he  hears  and  sees  that  a  rape  has  been  com¬ 
mitted.  It  may  turn  out  that  the  offender  has 
only  been  guilty  of  an  indecent  assault,  that  the 
offence  was  not  completed.  Under  this  section  the 
officer  would  be  exonerated.  Again,  an  officer 
going  along  a  highway  finds  a  homicide  has  been 
committed  and  he  makes  an  arrest.  It  may  turn 
out  that  the  homicide  was  excusable.  In  all  these 
cases  the  officer  has  acted  promptly  on  information 
that  would  satisfy  any  reasonable  man  ;  and  he  does 
so  at  the  peril  of  justification,  which  he  can  only 
obtain  when  a  judge  decides  that  he  has  had 
reasonable  and  probable  grounds  on  which  to  make 
the  arrest. 

On  section  25, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  What  distinction  is 
there  between  this  section  and  section  22  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  This  applies  only 
where  the  offence  has  been  committed  ;  the  other 
section  is  for  cases  where  the  offence  has  not  been 
completed. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  We  will  divide  the 
House  on  these  sections  before  the  Bill  comes 
through,  because  I  think  they  are  monstrous.  This 


section,  No.  25,  allows  any  man,  whether  a  police 
officer  or  not,  to  arrest  a  person. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  On  reasonable  and 
jrobable  grounds. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  is  all  very  well  to 
legislate  in  this  direction,  but  there  is  the  liberty 
of  the  subject  which  we  ought  to  regard  somewhat. 
There  may  be  some  little  excuse,  but  not  sufficient 
:;or  vesting  a  police  officer  with  this  power,  but 
when  you  give  it  to  every  one,  in  times  of  excite¬ 
ment  such  as  at  elections,  it  may  be  used  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  oppression  to  an  extent  that  is  perfectly 
appalling. 

On  section  26, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  This  section  is  in  defiance 
of  the  common  law. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  This  is  the  common 
law.  The  man  making  the  arrest  believes  he  found 
a  person  committing  a  felony,  and  this  exempts  the 
person  making  the  arrest  from  criminal  respon¬ 
sibility. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  would 
be  the  case  on  the  other  side  ?  Suppose,  under 
section  25,  anybody  who  supposes  he  has  reasonable 
grounds,  arrests  an  innocent  person,  what  would  be 
the  result  to  the  innocent  party  who  defended  his 
liberty  as  a  man  has  a  right  to  do  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  He  would  be  justified. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Then,  being 
innocent,  he  would  be  justified  in  shooting  the 
man. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  If  this  law  is  passed,  we 
had  better  repeal  the  Blake  Act  and  allow  people 
to  carry  weapons. 

On  section  28, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  think  that  is  a  very 
extraordinary  section.  Any  citizen  out  of  his 
house  after  nine  o’clock  at  night  may  be  hauled  off 
to  prison. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  If  it  will  help  to  get 
us  home  earlier  at  night  there  would  not  be  much 
objection  to  it. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  If  it  is  your 
wish  that  any  one  found  here  after  nine  o’clock  at 
night  passing  bad  legislation  should  be  arrested  I 
will  hold  up  both  hands  for  it. 

Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock,  the 
Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on 
the  Bill  (No.  7.) 

Committee  rose  and  reported  progress. 

CONTROVERTED  ELECTIONS. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  have  the  honour  to  inform 
the  House  that  I  have  received  from  the  Registrar 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canftda,  a  certificate  of  the 
fact  that  the  appeal  in  the  case  of  L  Assomption 
controverted  election  petition  had  been  discontinued , 
and  that  by  such  discontinuance  the  judgment  of 
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the  judges  in  the  trial  in  the  court  below  remained 
unaffected.  In  conformity  with  chapter  9,  section 
46,  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  I  have  issued  my  war¬ 
rant  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery  to  make 
out  a  new  writ  of  election  for  the  said  electoral  dis¬ 
trict. 

SUPPLY. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  of 
Supply. 

% 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Kingston  Graving  Dock— to  complete..  $51,000 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Before  this  item  is  passed  I 
think  we  should  have  some  information  as  to  the 
progress  of  the  work  and  as  to  when  the  Govern¬ 
ment  expect  it  will  be  completed. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  sum  of  $51,000  is  asked  for 
to  make  provision  towards  the  completion  of  the 
Kingston  Graving  Dock  during  the  next  fiscal  year, 
and  to  pay  for  the  construction  of  coal  sheds, 
workshops,  electric  plant,  piling  and  fencing.  The 
item  is  to  cover  the  estimated  balance  or  final 
estimate  to  M.  &  N.  Connolly,  $43,621.54  ;  coal 
sheds,  $1,500  ;  electric  plant,  $5,500  ;  fencing, 
$1,000  ;  piling  on  each  side  of  the  dock,  $800. 
These  sums  amount  to  a  little  over  the  $51,000, 
but  with  this  we  expect  to  complete  the  work.  As 
to  the  question  put  by  the  hon.  member,  I  may 
say  that  the  dock  proper  is  now  completed, 
and  vessels  were  received  in  it  as  late  as  the  end 
of  December  last,  and  since  the  beginning  of  this' 
season  it  has  been  in  constant  use,  and  we  expect 
that  it  will  be  fully  employed  in  future. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  What  kind  of  fencing  is  it 
intended  to  put  up  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  grounds  surrounding  the 
dock  and  belonging  to  the  Government  are  pretty 
large,  and  it  is  intended  to  put  up  a  substantial 
fence. 

Mr.  LISTER.  What  was  the  contract  price  of 
the  work  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  contract  price,  according  to 
the  specifications  extended  on  the  schedule,  was 
$260,000.  Later  on  it  was  ascertained  that  the 
quantities  had  been  underestimated,  and  the  final 
estimates,  showing  the  amount  of  work  done,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  prices  mentioned  in  the  tenders  and  in 
the  schedules,  amount  to  $344,268.77.  This  does 
not  include  all  that  must  be  paid  to  the  Connollys. 
In  addition,  there  is  the  expenditure  incurred  by 
the  enlargement  of  the  dock  by  7  feet,  amounting 
to  $23,625.95  ;  and  the  Connollys  are  also  entitled 
to  receive,  according  to  the  final  estimates,  another 
sum  of  $12,727. 82,  beingthe  costof  hauling  and  worm 
gear  and  putting  the  same  in  position,  besides  divers 
extra  works  which  had  to  be  done  in  order  to  com¬ 
plete  the  dock,  and  which  we  thought  would  be 
done  more  cheaply  by  the  contractors  while  their 
plant  was  there  than  otherwise.  The  amount  to  be 
paid  to  the  Connollys  would  then  be  $379,621.54. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  How  does  that  corres¬ 
pond  with  the  original  estimate  or  contract? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  There  is  $76,000  difference. 

Mr.  LISTER.  More  than  that. 

Mr.  SrEAKER. 


Mr.  OUIMET.  That  is  as  regard  to  the  contract 
proper.  I  have  given  the  amount  they  have  received 
on  the  contract  proper,  $344,268,  from  which  has  to 
be  deducted  $260,000. 

Mr.  GIBSON.  According  to  the  statement  of 
the  hon.  gentleman,  the  Connollys  will  be  paid 
$379,621.54.  This  is  $110,941.54  more  than  we 
were  assured  last  session,  the  graving  dock  would 
cost. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  do  not  know  if  it  is  more  than 
it  was  stated  in  this  House  would  be  paid  to  the 
Connollys. 

Mr.  GIBSON.  Last  year  we  were  assured  by 
the  late  Acting  Minister  of  Public  Works  that  the 
total  amount  to  be  paid  to  the  Connollys  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  $260,000  they  had  received  on  their 
contract  would  be  about  $31,000.  The  acting  chief 
engineer  (Mr.  Coste)  reckoned  that  the  additional 
amount  required  for  the  increased  length  of  the 
lock  would  be  $34,000,  but,  that  being  submitted 
to  Council,  they  thought  that  the  amount  for  rock 
excavation  should  be  reduced  by  $1  per  yard,  so 
that  the  amount  was  brought  down  to  the  neigh¬ 
bourhood  of  $31,000.  We  were  assured  by  the 
Minister  that  the  fault  which  was  found  by  mem¬ 
bers  on  this  side  of  the  House,  and  that  the  state¬ 
ment  that  we  reckoned  that  the  dock  would  cost 
$350,000  was  without  foundation.  I  made  no  such 
statement  as  that,  but  I  was  ridiculed  by  the  mem¬ 
ber  for  Assiniboia,  as  being  one  of  the  tenderers, 
because  the  firm  with  which  I  was  connected  had 
tendered  $109,000  higher  than  the  firm  of  Bancroft 
and  Company.  I  am  pleased  to  say  now  that  the 
amount  of  my  tender  and  of  fourteen  others  were 
all  below  the  amount  of  the  Bancroft  contract,  and 
that,  instead  of  our  trying  to  rob  the  country  of 
$109,000,  we  were  about  $10,000  below  the  amount 
which  is  now  being  paid  to  the  Connollys.  At  that 
time,  I  found  fault  with  the  discrepancies  which  the 
Minister  now  has  to  admit,  upon  which  the  tender 
of  the  Bancroft  Company  was  based.  I  have  had 
very  little  time  to  look  into  this,  having  only  had 
the  return  since  the  other  night,  and  the  Minister 
having  now  given  us  another  statement  which  is 
not  included  in  that  return,  but  it  is  evident  that 
the  amount,  instead  of  being,  as  it  appears  in  the 
A  uditor  G  eneral’s’Report ,  $370, 90 1 ,  was  $379, 62 1 . 54, 
or  $118,000  more  than  the  oi'iginal  contract  was 
made  with  the  Bancroft  Company  for.  We  now 
find  that,  instead  of  the  Bancroft -Connolly  tender 
being  the  lowest,  there  were  fourteen  others  below 
them,  and  only  five  above  them,  and  six  of  those 
below  them,  including  the  tender  of  the  firm  in 
which  I  was  interested,  are  more  than  $10,000 
below  the  sum  which  is  being  paid  to  the  Bancroft 
Company,  and  some  of  those  people  are  friends  of 
the  Government.  So  it  is  not  fair  to  say  that  we 
were  trying  to  rob  the  country.  I  also  found  fault 
last  year  as  to  the  different  quantities  on  which  the 
Connollys  are  now  being  paid,  and  I  would  like  to 
quote  some  of  the  measurements  which  have  been 
taken  in  the  counting  up  and  counting  down  of  this 
contract.  The  construction  of  a  graving  dock  is  a 
very  simple  piece  of  work.  It  is  a  sort  of  a  box, 
so  to  speak.  There  might  be  some  variation  as  to 
the  rock  or  the  earth  excavation,  but  I  find  here 
some  wonderful  differences  in  the  rock  and  earth 
excavation  between  the  amount  estimated  by  the 
acting  chief  engineer  and  the  amount  which  is 
being  paid  for  : 
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No. 

Description  of  Work. 

Estimated 

Quantities. 

Quantities  paid  for. 

Amount. 

Increase. 

1 

Earth  excavation . 

14,000  cubic  yds. 

15,940  cubic  yds . 

$  cts . 

3,185  00 

3  cts. 
3:38  00 

o 

Rock  “  . 

20,060 

30,504  “  or50p.c. .  .. 

30,504  00 

10,504  00 

4 

Masonry . 

8,500 

12,579  “  or  50  p.c . 

103,777  47 

33,652  47 

6 

Pit  wall  and  culverts— masonry . . 

3,000  cubic  ft. . . 

19,336  cubic  ft.,  or  600  p.c  .... 

7,734  59 

4,334  40 

i 

Well — masonry.  . 

2,600  “  ... 

21,840  “  or  80  p.c . 

9,828  20 

S,658  00 

10-14 

Caisson  and  S  &  E  walls-masonry. 

2,030  cubic  yds. 

3,402  cubic  yds.,  or  50  p.c  .. 

22,779  00 

13,353  00 

27-28 

35 

Wrnnffht  iron  . 

104,(-00  lbs . 

161,772  lbs.,  or  50  p.c . 

9,070  64 
7,566  03 
10,211  60 
28,4(32  86 

3,871  04 
7,066  03 

P!n  sf  iron . 

25,000  “  . 

126,100  “  or 500  p.c.  ..  .... 
51,058  cubic  ft . 

43 

44 

H  pm  look  . 

10,211  (30 

Red  pine  timber . 

90, nOO  cubic  ft. . . 

158427  “  or  75  p.c . 

12,262  86 

Additional  due  to  7'  widening  of  dock 


Total . 


$124,426  63 


That  is  what  I  would  call  the  counting  down  pro¬ 
cess  which  was  done  when  this  contract  was 
awarded.  Then  the  counting  up  process  is  done  in 
another  way.  For  instance,  in  the  matter  of  puddle 
the  estimated  quantity  was  3,500  cubic  yards,  but 
they  only  had  to  pay  for  1,100  in  that  case.  And  in 
screw  bolts  they  must  have  had  the  idea  of  putting 
the  dock  together  by  screws  instead  of  building  it 
with  cement.  They  must  have  had  the  idea  of 
screwing  all  the  masonry  together  with  screw  bolts, 
for  they  estimated  10,000  pounds  of  screw  bolts, 
while  they  actually  used  only  290  pounds.  They 
were  very  liberal  in  their  estimate  of  grating,  and 
it  seemed  as  if  they  intended  to  make  the  whole 
bottom  of  the  dock  a  perfect  sieve,  as  the  estimated 
quantity  allowed  on  this  particular  item  is  50,000 
pounds  of  grating,  while  in  reality  the  Government 
had  only  to  pay  for  1 ,970  pounds,  or  less  than  a  ton. 
Then,  in  pine  timber,  the  estimated  quantity  was 
50,000  cubic  feet  of  12  x  12,  but  in  reality  they 
only  had  to  pay  for  13,615  cubic  feet,  making 
altogether  $13,706.90  on  counting  up  against  the 
counting  down,  and  we  find  that  by  this  process  of 
calculation  the  $109,000  increase  is  arrived  at,  now 
that  the  dock  is  completed.  This  is  just  one  of  the 
matters  I  found  fault  with  during  last  session, 
when  we  were  assured  by  some  members  of  the 
Government  at  that  time  that  the  country  was 
losing  nothing  by  giving  this  contract  to  Bancroft, 
even  if  he  was  a  myth.  We  find,  however,  he  has 
been  a  costly  myth,  or  rather  a  sad  reality  as  far 
as  the  Government  is  concerned,  when  settling  up 
the  matter  of  the  Kingston  graving  dock.  The 
Minister  of  Railways  and  Canals,  then  Postmaster 
General,  stated  that  the  cost  of  the  dock,  according 
to  the  contract  with  Connolly  &  Co.,  or  Bancroft  & 
Connolly,  was  to  be  $260,000  and  the  amount  of 
extras  $31,000.  Thus  the  total  amount  those 
parties  would  be  entitled  to  was  $291,000. 
If  this  is  all  they  were  entitled  to,  upon  the 
assurance  of  the  then  Postmaster  General,  now 
Minister  of  Railways  and  Canals,  how  can  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  account  for  paying  the 
Connollys  $379,621  ?  I  will  not  elaborate  on  this, 
as  I  intend  making  a  few  remarks  after  hearing  the 
explanation  of  the  Minister  of  Public  Works.  I 
know  he  has  not  had  the  department  under  charge 
very  long,  and  I  do  not  lay  blame  on  him,  but  I  do 
say  that  if  the  Government  had  taken  the  suggestion 
I  gave  them  last  year,  to  appoint  a  couple  of  inde¬ 
pendent  engineers  to  go  up  and  review  the  work 
done  on  the  dock  and  report  the  reasons  for  this 
increase  of  expenditure,  we  would  have  known  how 
the  matter  really  stood.  I  am  afraid  that  either 
there  was  evident  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
engineer  who  estimated  the  woik  at  the  time  it 


was  let,  or  he  was  altogether  incapable.  It  is  not 
as  if  a  graving  dock  were  a  new  experiment  in 
Canada,  because  this  is  the  third  one  built  by  this 
Government.  We  have  had  one  built  at  Quebec, 
one  at  British  Columbia,  and  this  one  in  Kingston  ; 
and  I  cannot  see,  as  a  practical  man,  how  such 
errors  could  be  committed  by  a  man  who  professes 
to  be  the  engineer  above  all  others  in  the  country. 

I  am  at  a  loss  to  know  how  he  could  have  under¬ 
valued  the  work  to  be  done,  as  he  did  in  this  case. 

I  find  in  every  instance  the  estimate  given  by  the 
engineer  to  tenderers  has  been  increased  fifty  per 
cent,  and  in  some  cases  over  six  hundred  per  cent. 

I  venture  to  say  that  no  first-class  engineer  would 
allow  himself  to  place  before  the  Minister  of  his 
department  an  estimate  based  on  such  uncertain 
quantities  as  was  done  in  this  case.  I  am  quite 
familiar  with  public  works,  and  I  know,  as  a  rule, 
that  engineers  who  value  their  reputation  always 
provide  ample  quantities  for  contingencies  of  all 
kinds  and  everything  required  in  the  construction 
of  a  great  public  work  of  this  kind.  It  does  not  say 
very  much  for  whoever  has  been  acting  as  chief 
engineer  in  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to 
come  down  after  the  dock  is  completed,  and  ask 
for  an  increased  expenditure  of  $118,891  on  the 
simple  construction  of  the  dock  alone.  There  are 
other  estimates.  We  have  not  received  the  final 
estimates  upon  the  iron  work,  machinery,  pumping 
houses  and  other  incidental  works  in  connection 
with  the  completion  of  this  dock,  but  I  venture  to 
say  if  the  other  portions  of  the  work  have  been 
conducted  in  the  same  way  as  the  building  of  the 
masonry  in  the  Kingston  graving  dock,  the  graving 
dock  when  completed  will  cost  far  in  excess  of  the 
estimate  given  the  House. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  am  very  sorry  that  the  hon. 
gentleman,  who  is  a  practical  contractor  himself, 
should  be  so  severe  on  my  officers,  Mho,  I  con¬ 
sider,  do  not  deserve  the  blame  he  is  throwing  upon 
them,  and  I  think  I  can  explain,  to  the  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  this  committee,  that  all  the  complaint  he  is 
now  making  is  not  founded.  As  to  what  was  stated 
last  year  by  the  Postmaster  General,  now’  Minister 
of  Raihvays,  I  could  not  say  ;  but  I  think  I  can  ex¬ 
plain,  to  the  satisfaction  of  this  House,  that  neither 
the  country  nor  the  contractors  have  been  deceived 
or  cheated  in  this  w'ork.  The  figures  now’  given  by 
the  hon.  gentleman  are  not  reliable,  not  through 
any  fault  of  his,  but  because  he  has  taken  them 
from  an  authority  which  does  not  give  the  com¬ 
plete  figiu-es.  I  say  this,  with  regard  to  the  quan¬ 
tities  estimated  before  the  contract  was  given,  that 
if  these  quantities  had  proved  correct,  there  is  no 
doubt  that  Bancroft  &  Connolly  would  have  been 
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the  lowest  tenderers,  and  I  am  going  to  show  now, 
even  as  the  quantities  have  turned  out  to  have  been 
increased  on  account  of  the  mistakes  then  made  by 
the  chief  engineer  in  figuring  them  up,  that  at  pre¬ 
sent,  according  to  the  final  estimates,  the  tender  of 
Bancroft  &  Connolly  would  still  be  the  lowest.  I 
am  going  to  prove  it  by  this  statement  which  I  had 
very  carefully  made  up  on  the  final  estimates  upon 
which  the  Connollys  have  been  paid. 

Mr.  GIBSON.  The  hon.  gentleman  says  that 
the  information  I  have  given  is  not  correct.  Does 
he  mean  to  say  that  the  statement  he  has  handed 
to  the  Auditor  General,  giving  the  quantities  of 
each  kind  and  class,  the  number  of  articles  in  the 
schedules,  and  the  prices  there  paid,  and  the  exten¬ 
sion  made  therein,  is  incorrect  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  do  not  say  they  are  incorrect, 
but  they  are  incomplete.  The  hon.  gentleman 
knows  that  the  report  of  the  Auditor  General  only 
goes  to  the  1st  July,  1891  ;  since  then  the  work  has 
been  going  on. 

Mr.  GIBSON.  With  the  kindness  of  the  House 
in  granting  the  order  I  asked  for,  I  have  the  final 
returns  added  to  that  by  the  Auditor  General’s 
Report,  and  if  two  and  two  make  four,  I  cannot  be 
very  far  wrong. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  In  many  instances,  two  and  two 
do  not  make  four  according  to  the  calculation  of 
the  hon.  gentleman.  The  House  will  remember 
that  these  tenders  were  on  schedule  prices,  so  that 
if  the  quantities  were  increased,  the  proportionate 
prices  paid  on  them  were  not  changed.  The  ten¬ 
der  of  A.  C.  Bancroft  was  §260,980.75.  The  next 
lowest  was  the  tender  of  R.  Macdonald  and  J. 
Aylmer,  which  figured  up  at  the  time  to  §265,810, 
but  instead  of  that  it  ought  to  be  §272,560,  on 
account  of  a  mistake  which  was  made  in  the  exten¬ 
sion  of  750  cubic  yards  of  masonry  at  §10  which 
would  make  §7,500,  while  it  was  only  extended  by 
mistake  to  §750.  Curiously  enough,  and  what 
will  surprise  the  House,  no  doubt,  the  only  mis¬ 
take  which  was  made  in  favour  of  these  tenderers 
was  not  made  in  fwour  of  Brancroft  or  the  Con¬ 
nollys,  but  it  was  made  in  favour  of  a  third  party. 
That  was  the  only  mistake  made  in  the  extension 
of  the  original  quantities.  The  tender  of  the  hon. 
gentleman,  that  is  of  Messrs.  Fuller  £  Gibson,  was 
§369,761.  The  highest  tenderer — I  will  not  men¬ 
tion  the  others,  there  are  fifteen  of  them — was  that 
of  Ross  &  McRae  for  §540,436.97  Now,  if  these 
quantities  had  been  applied  on  schedule  prices 
correctly,  and  had  been  just  exactly  what  they 
turned  out  to  be  after  the  work  was  completed, 
each  of  these  tenders  would  stand  as  follows  : — A. 
C.  Bancroft,  §344,397.36  ;  the  next  lowest  would 
be  Macdonald  &  Aylmer,  and  they  would  stand 
at  §353,408.99  ;  the  tender  of  the  hon.  gentleman 
(Mr.  Gibson)  would  stand  at  §501,038.97';  and  the 
highest,  that  of  Ross  &  McRae,  would  stand  at 
§620,662.  So  the  committee  will  see  that  if  these 
quantities  had  been  estimated  up  to  the  figures  at 
which  they  turned  out  after  the  whole  work  was 
done,  Bancroft  would  stall  be  the  lowest  tenderer, 
and  Macdonald  &  Aylmer  would  be  the  next 
lowest  tenderers,  and  would  be  still  §7,000  higher, 
and  the  hon.  gentleman’s  tender  would  be  about 
§160,000  above  the  lowest  tender,  and  the  highest 
tender  would  be  §280,000  over  the  lowest  tender, 
that  is  the  amount  which  was  actually  paid 
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Bancroft  and  the  Connollys.  So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  this  committee  and  the  public  will  be 
satisfied  that  no  act  of  injustice  was  done  ;  that 
from  these  figures,  and  from  the  fact  that  the  only 
mistake  that  was  made  in  the  extension,  was 
made  in  favour  of  another  tenderer  than  Bancroft 
and  the  Connollys,  it  will  be  clear  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  not  only  was  no  injustice  done,  but 
it  turned  out  to  be  a  benefit  to  the  country  that 
the  tender  of  Bancroft  was  accepted.  Now,  while 
dealing  with  the  hon.  gentleman’s  statements,  I 
may  be  allowed  to  refer  to  a  statement  made  by 
him  last  year  during  the  discussion.  That  state¬ 
ment  was  not  answered  then;  unfortunately  at 
the  time  the  air  was  full  of  rumours,  every  one  was 
panic-stricken,  and  every  one  believed  that  the 
country  was  being  robbed  right  and  left,  and 
especially  in  connection  with  the  graving  dock  in 
Kingston,  and  I  think  really  that  an  injustice  was 
then  done  to  the  department  and  to  the  hon. 
gentleman  who  was  at  the  head  of  it.  I  think  the 
statement  which  did  the  most  injury  to  the  depart¬ 
ment  in  the  eyes  of  the  public  was  made  by  the 
hon.  gentleman  on  the  20th  August,  1891,  when  he 
said  : 

“  Now,  Sir,  as  will  be  seen  by  the  letter,  Macdonald  & 
Aylmer  offered  to  construct  a  dam  at  the  cost  of  §17,000 
in  place  of  the  crib  darn  and  pile  dam  combined,  for 
which  they  ask  the  sum  of  §53,000.  Now,  to  take  their 
plan  at  §53,000,  would  reduce  their  estimate  to  §36,000.” 

The  hon.  gentleman  was  trying  to  show  to  the 
House  that  after  Macdonald  &  Aylmer  had  sent 
in  their  tender  and  asked  §53,000  for  that  crib 
work  and  pile  dam  combined,  he  offered  to  make 
that  same  dam  for  §17,000,  which  would  reduce 
the  tender  by  §26,000,  and  he  intended,  I  suppose 
he  succeeded  in  showing  to  the  House  that  practi¬ 
cally  Macdonald  &  Aylmer  were  the  lowest 
tenderers,  and  that  it  was  by  fraud  that  the  con¬ 
tract  was  given  to  Bancroft.  I  hold  in  my  hands 
the  different  tenders,  and  among  them  the  tender 
of  Macdonald  &  Aylmer.  In  their  tender  the 
amount  they  ask  for  plant  was  not  §53,000,  but 
only  §26,000,  while  Bancroft  asked  §25,000.  This 
will  show  that  a  reduction  of  §26,000  would  not 
have  been  effected  in  giving  Macdonald  &  Aylmer 
the  contract.  On  the  contrary,  even  if  it  had  been 
made,  Bancroft’s  tender  would  yet  have  been  §2,579 
less  than  the  tender  of  Macdonald  &  Aylmer.  I 
hope  this  statement  will  convince  the  committee 
that  the  famous  process,  which  was  so  much  talked 
of  last  year,  of  counting  up  and  counting  down  the 
quantities,  did  not  take  place  in  this  particular 
case.  I  trust  that  by  the  figures  submitted,  I  have 
answered  the  charge  that  the  quantities  were  not 
miscalculated  for  the  purpose  of  giving  an  undue 
advantage  to  Bancroft  and  the  Connollys,  that 
while  the  figures  given  were  certainly  mistaken 
ones,  they  were  given  as  the  result  of  an  error  mad® 
in  the  quantities  by  the  chief  engineer,  and  they 
actually  turned  out  not  to  be  an  injustice  to  the 
tenderers,  for,  if  the  quantities  had  been  correctly 
stated,  the  position  of  the  different  tenderers  would 
have  been  exactly  the  same  as  it  was  at  first,  and 
Bancroft  would  still  have  been  the  lowest  tenderer. 

Mr.  GIBSON.  The  Minister  has  made  an  ex¬ 
planation  of  all  the  contracts  and  of  the  basis  on 
which  Bancroi*  and  the  Connollys  were  paid,  but 
he  forgot  to  state  to  the  committee  that  no  consi¬ 
deration  was  given  to  Macdonald  &  Aylmer  when 
they  submitted  their  contract  to  the  department, 
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because,  attached  to  their  contract  was  a  letter, 
which  will  be  found  to  immediately  precede  the  one 
which  the  Minister  has  read.  It  reads  as  follows  : — 

“  We  hereby  certify  that  we  have  visited  the  site  of  the 
proposed  dry  dock  at  Kingston,  carefully  examined  the 
ocality,  and  have  satisfied  ourselves  as  to  the  nature  of 
materials  to  be  removed,  the  foundation  of  cofferdams 
and  probable  cost  as  required  by  advertisement.  Besides 
the  sum  placed  in  our  tenders  for  pile  and  cribwork  dams 
(in  accordance  with  plans  exhibited),  we  beg  to  submit 
you  an  offer  for  construction,  maintenance  and'  renewal 
of  a  puddle  clay  or  earth  dam  in  place  of  those  called  for 
(a  section  of  which  we  enclose),  for  the  sum  of  SIT, 000.” 

w  hat  I  complained  of  last  year,  and  what  I  com¬ 
plain  of  now,  is  that  no  consideration  was  given  to 
Aylmer  &  Macdonald.  They  were  never  sent 
for,  but  a  mythical  man,  who  associated  himself 
with  the  Connollys  and  entered  into  partnership 
with  them — on  the  same  day  the  Connollys  wrote 
to  the  Minister  that  they  had  joined  forces  with 
Bancroft — received  the  contract.  The  Minister 
did  not  inform  the  House  that  on  the  original  ten¬ 
ders  there  was  a  tell-tale  mark,  which  doubtless 
would  not  come  under  the  eyes  of  the  ordinary 
individual  who  examined  them.  On  the  tenders  of 
Aylmer  &  Macdonald  and  of  Macfarlane  & 
Murphy,  the  totals  were  run  up  in  pencil,  and  in 
no  other  case  were  they  run  up,  showing  conclu¬ 
sively  that  come  weal  come  woe  it  was  the  inten¬ 
tion  of  the  department,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say 
at  whose  instigation,  to  give  the  contract  to  the 
Connollys,  knowing  very  well  their  liberality  in  the 
past  and  their  probable  liberality  in  the  future. 
The  Minister  has  placed  the  whole  blame  upon  the 
late  engineer,  and  has  said  that  it  was  a  mistake. 
1  think  this  mistake  is  so  great  that  it  is  hardly 
possible  for  an  intelligent  body  of  men  to  believe 
that  an  engineer  of  such  fame  and  name  as  the  late 
engineer  of  Public  Works  could  possibly  commit 
such  an  error,  involving  SI  10,000,  in  connection 
with  a  public  work  of  this  kind.  I  claim  there 
was  connivance,  and  I  make  this  statement  now, 
as  I  made  it  one  year  ago,  and  the  parties  were 
successful  in  arranging  that  the  contract  should  be 
awarded  to  the  Connollys,  who  were  not  the  low¬ 
est  tenderers.  I  submit  that  if  Aylmer  &  Mac¬ 
donald  had  received  justice  at  the  hands  of  the  de¬ 
partment,  they  would  have  been  declared  the  low¬ 
est  tenderers.  The  Minister  forgot  that  I  pointed 
out  a  mistake  which  occurred  in  Aylmer  &  Mac¬ 
donald’s  tender,  for  if  he  reads  further  on  he  will 
find  I  said  as  follows  : — 

“  It  is  only  fair  to  say  that  in  the  schedule  an  error  oc¬ 
curs  in  the  extension  of  750  cubic  yards  of  masonry  at  $10, 
which  reads  only  $750,  whereas  it  should  read  $7,500, 
making  an  addition  to  their  contract  of  $6,850.  If  you  add 
that  to  the  $229,810,  that  would  make  Macdonald  & 
Aylmer’s  net  contract  $236,660.  Taking  that  from  the 
Bancroft  offer  of  $260,b80.75,  we  find  that  the  Macdonald 

Aylmer  tender  was  $24,020.75  less  than  the  Bancroft  & 
Connolly  tender.” 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  hon.  gentleman  seems  to 
make  a  very  great  argument  in  regard  to  certain 
figures  made  in  pencil  and  red  ink. 

Mr.  GIBSON.  I  never  mentioned  red  ink. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  hold  these  tenders  and  the 
extensions  of  them  in  my  hand.  On  the  first  page, 
under  letter  “  H,”  which  means  the  tender  of  Mac¬ 
farlane  &  Murphy,  there  are  figures  in  pencil 
underneath  the  regular  figures,  which  show  there 
is  an  error  of  $2  in  the  additions.  Then  it  is 
written  above  in  red  ink.  The  hon.  gentleman  has 
stated,  if  I  understand  him  correctly,  that  because 
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there  were  pencil  figures  below  the  name  of  Ban¬ 
croft,  this  showed  that  the  intention  of  the  depart¬ 
ment  was  to  give  him  the  contract,  weal  or  woe.  I 
beg  to  inform  him  that  figures  in  pencil  are  to  be 
found  underneath  several  other  tenders.  This  only 
shows  that  after  the  extensions  had  been  made  by 
my  officers,  the  figures  were  looked  over  again,  and 
if  mistakes  were  found  they  were  corrected  in  pencil 
and  then  written  above  in  red  ink.  Certainly 
this  could  not  prove  to  the  committee  that  there 
was  an  apparent  intention  on  the  part  of  the  depart¬ 
ment  to  give  the  contract  to  Bancroft  at  all  hazards. 
It  shows  how,  as  I  said  before,  you  can  impugn  the 
honesty  of  officers  in  a  department,  especially  when 
there  is  no  Minister  who  has  had  practical  exper¬ 
ience  to  contradict  these  statements,  and  to  show 
their  inaccuracy  to  the  House.  The  hon.  gentleman 
makes  a  great  deal  of  the  argument  put  forward 
last  year,  that  Bancroft  was  a  mythical  person.  I 
think  he  was,  and  I  believe  that  Bancroft  was  a 
name  assumed  by  another  man,  but  that  does 
not  prove  premeditated  intention  to  defraud  the 
Government.  It  only  proves  that  in  this  particu¬ 
lar  case  this  mythical  person  built  the  graving- 
dock  at  about  $160,000  less  than  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  from  Lincoln  (Mr.  Gibson)  in  his  tender  sought 
to  build  it  for.  It  may  be  a  very  bad  practice  to 
ask  for  a  tender  in  a  false  name,  but  the  House 
cannot  condemn  the  department  for  it  unless  they 
can  show  that  it  was  known  to  the  department. 
This  person  came  to  the  department  to  sign  the 
contract  ;  he  went  by  the  name  of  Bancroft  and  no 
one  could  say  it  was  not  his  name.  Surely  the  lion, 
member  is  too  honourable  to  believe  or  to  insinuate 
that  that  assumed  name  was  accepted  by  the  depart¬ 
ment  with  the  knowledge  and  with  the  complicity 
of  the  officers  of  the  department.  So  long  as  he 
cannot  prove  that,  it  is  not  fair  for  him  to  repeat 
that  false  statement  in  order  to  blind  the  public. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  false 
statement  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  statement  that  this  man 
assumed  a  false  name  with  the  knowledge  of  the 
officers  of-  the  department. 

Mr.  LISTER.  How  much  does  the  Government 
owe  this  firm  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  $43,000  odd. 

Mr.  LISTER.  How  much  has  been  paid  since 
last  session  of  Parliament  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  $62,000. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  hon.  Minister 
resentsthe  statement  of  the  hon.  member  for  Lincoln 
(Mr.  Gibson)  because  he  says  that  it  throws  blame 
upon  his  officers.  I  think  that  the  less  the  Minister 
says  about  the  conduct  of  his  officers  in  connection 
with  this  and  other  contracts,  the  better.  What 
are  the  plain  facts  in  this  matter  ?  W e  find  that 
this  individual  known  as  A.  C.  Bancroft,  a  workman 
of  Connolly  &  Co.,  tendered  for  the  Kingston  graving 
dock,  and  Connolly  &  Co.  also  tendered  for  the 
same  work.  I  say  that  when  Bancroft  came  to  sign 
the  contract,  and  when  the  department  had  a  letter 
from  Connolly  &  Co.  and  also  from  Bancroft,  that 
they  intended  entering  into  the  contract  with  A.  C. 
Bancroft,  there  were  sufficient  grounds  to  have 
awakened  a  suspicion  of  the  department.  I  find 
that  the  department  in  their  letter  say,  that  they 
know  that  Connolly  &  Co.  are  contractors  capable  of 
carrying  out  this  work  because  of  their  large  ex- 
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perience  and  of  their  complete  plant.  Sir,  I  think 
that  very  little  investigation  would  have  satisfied 
the  Government  that  Bancroft  was  not  a  man 
who  wa<s  in  a  position  to  carry  out  the  contract, 
and  that  at  once,  and  the  manner  in  which  the 
Government  entered  into  the  contract  with  these 
people,  raises  a  suspicion  in  the  mind  of  any  sensible 
person.  It  looks  as  if  the  Government  did  not 
want  to  know  who  A.  C.  Bancroft  was,  or  whether 
or  not  he  was  able  to  carry  out  the  contract  he  had 
tendered  for.  We  find  that  at  that  time,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  investigations  of  last  session,  the  prede¬ 
cessor  of  the  hon.  gentleman  in  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  was  compromised  with  Thomas 
McGreevy,and  Thomas  McGreevy  had  compromised 
himself  with  the  Connollys.  There  is  evidence 
now  before  the  country  which  shows  unmistakably 
and  indisputably  that  Thomas  McGreevy  was  re¬ 
ceiving  from  the  Connollys  moneys  which  were 
handed  over  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  their  supporters  in  carrying  the  elec¬ 
tion  of  their  friends  to  this  House.  The  whole 
management  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
for  three  years  has  been  a  disgrace  and  a  scandal 
upon  the  Government  and  the  country.  It  is  no 
use  for  my  hon.  friend  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  to  stand  up  here  and  say  :  You  must  not 
blame  my  officers,  because  they  are  innocent.  I 
say  that  the  evidence  has  shown  that  the  officers 
in  the  department  were  guilty,  or  else  this  con¬ 
tract  would  never  have  been  entered  into. 
It  has  been  a  system  of  .  figuring  up  and 
figuring  down  for  years,  so  that  favourite  con¬ 
tractors  should  get  a  contract,  as  against  men  who 
honestly  tender.  The  system  was  that  they  would 
reduce  the  quantities  where  the  price  was  large, 
and  they  would  increase  the  quantities  where  the 
price  was  low,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  the  con¬ 
tracts  to  favoured  tenderers  in  the  department. 
This  was  an  injustice  to  the  other  tenderers.  It  is 
all  very  well  for  my  hon.  friend  the  Minister  to 
say  that  the  country  or  the  contractors  have  not 
been  deceived.  I  take  it  for  granted  that  the 
Minister,  or  the  chief  of  his  department,  when 
tenders  are  asked  for,  are  prepared  with  an  esti¬ 
mate  as  to  quantities,  and  upon  this  estimate  the 
contractors  of  this  country  tender ;  and  the  result 
of  this  figuring  up  and  down  has  been  to  prevent 
men  who  honestly  tender  and  who  are  entitled  to 
the  work  from  getting  the  contract,  which  were 
placed  in  the  hands  of  favourite  contractors  and 
friends  of  the  Government.  That  is  the  case  in 
this  instance,  and  that  has  been  the  case  for  very 
many  years.  We  find  that  these  men  tendered  at 
$260,000  to  do  the  work  which  the  Government 
had  to  do,  and  the  work  which  they  were 
to  do  under  the  contract;  but  instead  of  their 
being  paid  $260,000,  Bancroft  &  Connolly  -have 
received  $344,268,  and  in  addition  to  all  that 
extras  have  been  allowed  them.  We  find  on 
looking  over  the  contracts  given  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  public  buildings  throughout  the 
country,  that  not  one  single  public  building  has 
been  built  at  the  contract  price.  There  has  been 
a  system,  well  understood  by  favoured  contractors, 
of  taking  contracts  at  a  low  price,  knowing  that 
what  they  lost  on  the  contracts  would  be  made  up 
to  them  by  changes  in  the  plans  and  in  extras 
generally.  These  people  took  the  contract  for  this 
graving  dock  at  $260,000,  and  the  Government 
paid  them  $344,268.  And  what  is  worse  than  all : 
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this  firm  of  contractors  the  Government  admit  to 
be  indebted  to  the  country  to  the  extent  of  be¬ 
tween  $600,000  and  $700,000  upon  the  works  in 
Quebec  and  British  Columbia,  and  we  have  the 
assurance  of  the  Government  last  session  that  this 
money  would  be  withheld  until  the  claims  of  the 
country  against  these  men  had  been  satisfied  by 
suit  or  otherwise.  But  in  the  face  of  the  pledge 
deliberately  made  to  this  House  and  the  coun¬ 
try,  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  admits 
that  since  Parliament  was  prorogued  last  ses¬ 
sion  the  Government  have  paid  these  men 
$62,000.  When  was  that  money  paid  ?  A 
large  portion  of  it  was  paid  on  the  eve  of  the 
Kingston  election.  Hon.  gentlemen  can  well  un¬ 
derstand  where  a  large  portion  of  that  money  went. 
They  can  well  understand  how  the  hon?  Minister 
was  urged  to  make  advances  on  this  contract  which 
he  or  his  colleagues  had  promised  should  not  be 
paid  until  the  debt  which  the  Government  claimed 
the  Connollys  owed  to  the  country  on  account  of 
the  other  contracts,  had  been  satisfied,  or  until  the 
rights  of  the  Government  had  been  determined  by 
the  courts.  Yet,  Sir,  on  the  eve  of  an  election  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works,  newly  installed  in  office, 
had  apparently  got  over  the  fright  which  he  had  re¬ 
ceived  last  session  ;  because  there  is  no  doubt  that 
he  was  frightened.  As  he  said  here,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  were  in  a  state  of  dismay.  They  were  afraid 
that  these  scandals  would  injuriously  affect  them, 
and  the  hon.  gentleman,  at  the  time  of  the  Kings¬ 
ton  election,  probably  had  recovered  from  the 
fright  under  which  he  was  suffering  during  the 
session,  and  he  made  up  his  mind  to  pay  the  Con¬ 
nollys  at  that  time  $62,000. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  $32,000. 

Mr.  LISTER.  No,  $62,000  was  the  total  amount 
and  it  was  paid  before  the  last  Kingston  election. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  do  not  know  the  date  of  the 
Kingston  election. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Now,  there  is  another  suspicious 
circumstance  connected  with  these  men.  The  hon. 
gentleman  knows  that  the  chief  engineer  of  his 
department  had  reported  to  Council  that  a  widen¬ 
ing  of  the  entrance  to  that  dry  dock  to  60  feet 
would  cost  nothing  extra. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  How  can  you  establish  that  ? 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  return  brought  down  to  this 
House  established  it. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  has  never  been  established, 
and  the  contrary  is  the  truth. 

Mr.  LISTER.  There  is  the  report  to  the  Coun¬ 
cil  which  was  in  the  return  brought  down  last  ses¬ 
sion. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  will  show  it  to  you  in  a  short 
time. 

Mr.  LISTER.  All  I  can  say  is  that  the  return 
contained  the  letters  of  the  chief  engineer  and  the 
report  of  the  Minister  upon  these  letters,  showing 
that  the  chief  engineer  had  reported  to  his  chief 
that  an  enlargement  of  the  entrance  to  60  feet 
would  not  cost  anything  extra  ;  and  within  two 
weeks  afterwards  another  report  was  made  recom¬ 
mending  that  the  size  of  the  entrance  be  55  feet, 
and  stating  that  the  extra  cost  of  that  would  be 
$35,000.  There  is  no  doubt  at  all  as  to  that,  not¬ 
withstanding  what  my  hon.  friend  says,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  as  a  matter  of  fact  that  instead  of  its  costing 
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$35,000,  it  cost  something  like  $42,000  extra.  So 
that  we  have  these  contractors,  who  are  favoured 
by  the  Government  for  some  reason,  persuading  the 
chief  of  the  department  or  his  chief  engineer  to  send 
in  a  second  report,  the  effect  of  which  was  to  place 
a  large  additional  sum  in  their  pockets.  Then,  one 
naturally  asks,  why  it  is  that  the  Government  treat¬ 
ed  these  men  in  the  way  they  did  ?  One  wonders 
why  it  is  that  the  Government  did  not  keep  the 
promise  they  made  to  Parliament  last  session,  and 
refuse  to  pay  these  contractors  anything  until  the 
matter  in  dispute  between  them  had  been  settled 
by  the  courts  of  this  country.  Sir,  the  Minister 
of  Justice  was  most  expeditious  in  bringing  his 
actions  against  the  Connollys  ;  but  we  do  not 
know  that  these  actions  have  proceeded  with 
very  much  expedition,  and  the  common  rumour 
throughout  the  country  is  that  it  is  not  the  inten¬ 
tion  of  the  Government  to  force  on  these  actions  to 
a  trial,  but  that  the  suits  which  have  been  com¬ 
menced  against  them  will  be  discontinued.  How 
much  truth  there  is  in  that  rumour,  the  hon.  Min¬ 
ister  of  Public  Works  will  probably  be  able  to  say. 
Then,  we  find  that  it  was  necessary  to  enlarge  this 
dock.  Surely,  if  you  have  skilful  engineers  in 
your  department,  tried  and  trusted  men  who  know 
their  business,  they  would  have  known,  before  this 
contract  was  let  at  all,  what  the  proper  length  of 
the  dock  ought  to  be.  But  we  find  that  that  dock 
is  seven  feet  too  short  after  the  contract  has  been 
signed  and  the  specifications  delivered  ;  and,  of 
course,  the  Connolly  s  must  have  the  extra  work  to 
do  at  a  cost  of  $22,675  ;  and  then  they  must  have 
the  entrance  enlarged  at  a  cost  of  $35,000  ;  and,  in 
addition  to  that,  instead  of  receiving  $260,000, 
the  price  of  their  contract,  they  are  entitled 
to  receive  $344,268,  or  altogether  $379,621. 
The  conduct  of  the  department  in  letting  these 
contracts  is  an  outrage  upon  the  others  contractors. 
It  is  a  complete  and  perfect  farce.  If  the  Govern¬ 
ment  are  not  prepared  to  deal  honestly  by  men 
who  tendered  for  public  works,  let  them  say  so, 
and  let  them  give  the  contract  to  their  friends 
without  going  through  the  empty  form  of  inviting 
men  to  tender.  I  repeat  the  statement  that  I 
made  before,  and  I  challenge  contradiction,  that 
there  has  not  been  one  public  work  in  this  country 
for  the  last  ten  years  on  which  there  has  not  been 
allowed  large  sums  to  contractors  in  the  shape  of 
extras.  I  repeat  the  statement  that  no  public 
works  have  been  commenced  and  finished  in  the 
way  contemplated  when  the  contract  was  first  let, 
and  that  this  has  been  to  the  prejudice  and  loss  of 
the  country  and  the  advantage  and  profit  of  the 
contractor,  and  to  the  advantage,  perhaps,  ulti¬ 
mately  of  the  party.  That  is  the  condition  of 
affairs  as  we  all  know,  and  the  Minister  would  have 
done  more  credit  to  himself  had  he  repudiated  the 
management  of  the  Public  Works  Department  be¬ 
fore  he  took  charge  of  it,  because  he  was 
bound  to  say  that  these  men  had  made  mistakes 
to  the  extent  of  $100,000.  He  cannot  have  forgotten 
what  took  place  last  session ;  he  cannot  ha  veforgotten 
the  circumstances  that  led  to  his  being  made  Minister 
of  Public  Works  instead  of  remaining  an  ordinary, 
common  member  of  Parliament.  Sir,  it  was  the 
disclosures  of  last  year  that  turned  out  the  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Public  Works  and  placed  the  present  incum¬ 
bent  in  the  position  he  now  occupies,  for  which  the 
hon.  gentleman  must  be  very  sorry.  I  hope  that, 
under  present  management,  the  country  will  not 
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have  to  complain  of  a  continuance  of  the  system 
which  has  existed  for  so  many  years  in  the  Public 
Works  Department,  although,  at  the  same  time,  I 
am  bound  to  say  that  the  hon.  gentleman  cannot 
escape  the  responsibility  for  this  by  the  reason  that 
the  former  Minister  of  Public  Works,  who  was 
proven  guilty,  has  been  removed.  The  Government, 
as  a  whole,  are  responsible  for  the  action  of  every 
member  of  it"  and  every  successor  is  just  as  much 
responsible  to  Parliament  as  the  gentleman  who 
occupied  the  office  before  him.  Such  being  the 
position,  I  feel  that,  notwithstanding  the  lame  ex¬ 
planation  which  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  has 
given,  and  which  is  no  explanation  at  all,  the  con¬ 
clusion  is  undeniable  that  there  is  some  corrupt 
work  in  the  letting  of  these  contracts,  and  that 
these  men  were  treated  as  favoured  contractors  by 
the  Government  to  the  detriment  of  other  contrac¬ 
tors,  and  as  my  hon.  friend  from  Lincoln  has  said, 
to  the  loss  of  the  country  generally. 

Mr.  GIBSON.  I  would  like  to  read  to  the  Min¬ 
ister  a  certified  copy  of  a  report  of  a  committee  of 
the  hon.  the  Privy  Council,  approved  by  His  Ex¬ 
cellency  the  Governor  General  in  Council,  on  the 
3rd  July,  1890  : 

“  On  a  memorandum  dated  2nd  July,  1890,  from  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Public  Works  submitting  that  the  plans  and  speci¬ 
fications  prepared  for  the  construction  of  the  dry  dock  at 
Kingston,  Ontario,  which  is  now  under  contract,  provide 
for  an  entrance  to  the  dock  48  feet  wide. 

“TheMinister  states  that  a  ttention  having  being  called  to 
the  fact  that  the  ent  rance  to  theKingston  dock  as  proposed 
is  not  of  sufficient  width  to  accommodate  all  the  steamers 
and  propellers  plying  on  Lake  Ontario  and  the  River  St. 
Lawrence  and  which  will,  hereafter,  use  this  dock  for  re¬ 
pairs,  some  of  which  have  a  breadth  of  beam  of  nearly  55 
feet,  such  as  the  Cibola  of  the  Niagara  River  line,  the 
Chief  Engineer  advises  that  the  width  of  the  entrance  be 
increased  from  48  to  60  feet. 

“  The  Minister  further  states  this  alteration  will  not  en¬ 
tail  any  modification  of  the  present  contract  as  far  as 
prices  are  concerned.” 

Again,  we  have  a  further  report  of  the  same  com¬ 
mittee,  similarly  approved  on  the  7th  of  August, 
1890,  in  which  it  was  stated  that  the  chief  engineer 
of  Public  Works  had  caused  further  examination 
to  be  made  into  the  matter  and  now  submitted  the 
following  additional  report  about  widening  the 
dock : — 

“In  a  former  report  made  after  rapid  examination  of 
the  plans,  I  stated  that  the  alteration  in  the  width  of  the 
entrance  would  not  entail  any  modification  of  the  present 
contract  as  far  as  prices  were  concerned,  the  only  change 
being  in  the  mode  of  construction  of  the  masonry  which 
would  have  to  be  built  to  suit  a  caisson  12  feet  longer  than 
originally  intended. 

“  I  now  beg  to  state  that  after  a  more  thorough  exam¬ 
ination  of  the  locality  and  plans  with  more  information 
furnished  by  Mr.  W.  0.  Strong,  the  engineer  in  charge  at 
Kingston,  I  have  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  it  is  not 
necessary  to  widen  the  entrance  to  60  feet,  55  feet  being 
ample  width  to  permit  of  all  vessels  now  built  or  likely  to 
be  built  on  Lake  Ontario,  to  enter  the  dock. 

“  The  widest  Canadian  vessel  now  afloat  is  the  Cibola 
of  the  Niagara  River  line,  whose  beam  is  53  feet. 

“The  detailed  examination  of  the  plans  shows,  how¬ 
ever,  that  this  change  in  width  will  entail  an  extra  ex¬ 
penditure  of  about  $34,000.” 

Now,  we  are  told  that  to  increase  the  width  of 
the  dock  to  60  feet  would  cost  nothing,  but  any 
one  who  knows  anything  about  masonry  knows 
that  if  you  build  a  house  with  only  one  gable  there 
will  be  less  masonry  than  in  a  house  with  two 
gables.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  is  less  masonry 
in  a  60  feet  entrance  as  against  a  55  feet  entrance. 
I  submitted  last  year  that  the  opening  diminished 
the  quantity  of  masonry,  as  far  as  the  end  of  the 
dock  is  concerned,  and  the  Minister  is  incorrect 
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when  he  says  that  no  report  was  ever  made  that  a 
60  foot  opening  would  not  cost  more  than  the 
smaller  entrance.  The  hon.  member  for  Lambton 
is  quite  right  when  he  staters  that  the  first  recom¬ 
mendation  to  the  House  was  that  the  increased 
opening  of  the  dock  would  entail  no  extra  expen- 
diture  on  the  country.  We  were  assured  last  year 
that,  notwithstanding  all  the  accusations  hurled 
against  the  Government,  Bancroft  was  the  lowest 
contractor,  and  the  country  was  saving  some¬ 
thing  in  the  neighbourhood  of  $109,000  com¬ 
pared  with  the  other  contractors.  I  hold  that 
with  the  exception  of  one  or  two  very  low 
contractors,  six  or  seven  of  the  strongest  contrac¬ 
tors  who  tendered  for  this  work  were  in  the 
neighbourhood  of  $6,000,  from  the  highest  to  the 
lowest  amongst  them,  and  every  one  of  them  strong 
personal  friends  of  the  Government  ;  and  I  am  sure 
the  Minister  is  doing  them  an  injustice.  I  find  that 
Capt.  Murray,  of  Murray  &  Cleveland,  whose  con¬ 
tract  was  next  to  our  own,  was  only  some  $300 
above  the  Gibson  &  Fuller  contract,  and  no  one 
will  accuse  Capt.  Murray  of  wanting  to  rob  the 
country  of  $109,000.  I  remember  how  the  hon. 
member  for  Assiniboia  stood  up  to  ridicule  my 
criticism,  because  I  happened  to  be  one  of  the 
parties  who  tendered  for  the  work,  but  it  is  not 
from  that  standpoint  I  criticise  the  expenditure, 
because  I  need  only  point  out  that  the  tender  of 
Mr.  John  Ross,  who  was  Master  of  Construction 
on  the  Pacific  Railway,  and  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  will  bear  me  out  in  saying  that  a  more 
competent  man  and  a  more  excellent  contractor 
could  not  be  found,  was  nearly  double  the  Bancroft 
contract.  What  these  men  did,  and  what  all 
honest  men  should  do,  was  to  tender  upon  the 
work  without  any  idea  of  getting  extras.  I 
can  assure  the  hon.  gentleman  that  I  had  the 
pleasure  of  doing  a  piece  of  work  for  Mr.  Page 
on  the  Welland  Canal,  amounting  to  nearly  $150,000, 
and  our  extras  were  within  $3,000  all  told,  and  it 
was  a  matter  of  repairs  or  we  would  not  have  had 
that  amount.  The  Government  quote  many  English 
precedents.  Why  don’t  they,  when  contracts  are  to 
be  let,  provide  a  schedule  of  the  quantities  and 
materials,  and  let  the  contractors  fill  in  their  own 
prices  and  extend  their  own  quantities,  and  then  fix 
a  day  for  the  opening  of  the  tenders,  as  is  done  in 
England  and  the  States,  and  let  the  tenders  be  read 
out,  so  that  each  man  will  know  how  he  stands  in 
relation  to  the  other  contractors.  If  this  was  done, 
I  venture  to  say  there  would  be  none  of  this  jobbing 
or  counting  up  or  counting  down  which  is  now 
being  done  in  this  country. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  ( Algoma).  There  is  no  doubt 
that  fair  criticism  is  allowable  to  every  hon. 
gentleman  on  the  other  side  of  the  House  when  the 
estimates  are  under  discussion.  But  an  unfair 
criticism  is  not  just,  is  not  honest,  is  not  manly 
and  is  not  in  keeping  with  the  dignity  which  those 
gentlemen  should  maintain.  Now,  I  am  going  to 
point  out  the  unfair  and  unjust  criticisms  which 
have  taken  place  in  reference  to  this  matter. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Oh. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  He  who  laughs 
last  will  laugh  longest. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  That  will  do. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  I  have  not  done 
with  you  yet.  The  hon.  member  for  Lambton 
Mr.  Gibson. 


(Mr.  Lister)  says  the  lengthening  of  the  graving 
dock  at  Kingston  has  cost  over  $40,000.  I  will 
refer  him  to  the  papers  which  are  on  the  Table  of 
the  House,  and  he  will  find  that  the  widening  of 
the  dock  cost  only  $22,695. 

Mr.  LISTER.  You  are  mistaken.  That  is  the 
enlargement  of  the  dock. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  You  said  the  en¬ 
largement  of  the  dock. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  said  the  enlargement  of  the 
dock  had  cost  $22,975,  but  the  widening  of  the  en¬ 
trance  cost  over  $40,000. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (  Algoma).  No  sensible  man 
can  divide  the  cost  between  the  widening  of  the 
dock  and  the  widening  of  the  entrance.  The 
widening  of  the  entrance  is  a  part  and  parcel  of 
the  widening  of  the  whole  dry  dock.  As  to  the 
extra  cost  of  widening  the  dry  dock,  I  find  that  a 
reference  was  made  to  the  engineer,  and  he  reported 
to  Council  on  the  2nd  J uly .  It  had  been  stated,  and 
dwelt  on  very  strongly  by  hon.  gentlemen  on  the 
other  side  of  the  House,  that  the  widening  of  this 
dry  dock  was  not  going  to  cost  anything,  but  would 
you  for  one  moment  suppose  that  a  contract  let  at 
schedule  prices  out  of  which  you  took  7  feet  extra 
would  not  cost  anything  ?  Would  that  be  common 
sense  ?  Why,  you  would  be  worse  than  common 
boys  at  school,  who  would  easily  understand  that 
contractors  who  are  doing  work  by  the  yard  would 
have  to  be  paid  extra  for  the  increased  quantity. 
No  one  knows  better  than  my  hon.  friend  from 
Lincoln  and  Niagara  (Mr.  Gibson)  that  no  contrac¬ 
tors  would  do  that  for  nothing.  What  was  reported 
to  Council  was  that  there  would  be  no  material  in¬ 
crease  in  the  prices  I  will  quote  from  the  report 
of  the  engineer  : 

“  That  alteration  will  not  entail  any  modification  in  the 
present  contract  as  far  as  prices  are  concerned,  the  only 
change  being  in  the  mode  of  construction  of  the  masonry, 
which  will  have  to  be  made  to  set  12  feet  longer  than 
originally  intended.” 

Now,  once  and  for  all,  let  us  hear  the  end  of  that 
nonsense  as  to  a  work  7  feet  longer  than  was  origi¬ 
nally  intended  being  done  by  the  contractors  for 
nothing.  I  do  not  think  there  is  anything  more  to 
answer  in  the  remarks  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Lambton  (Air.  Lister).  We  are  all  accustomed  to 
hear  the  exaggerated  statements  about  the  corrup¬ 
tion  of  the  Government,  about  the  villainy  which 
is  being  perpetrated  from  time  to  time  by  the  hon. 
gentlemen  who  sit  on  the  front  benches  on  this  side, 
but  we  take  no  stock  in  that. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Oh. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  You  may  laugh, 
but  those  who  laugh  last  laugh  the  longest,  and 
only  the  other  day,  we  had  a  corroboration  of  the 
statement  I  have  made.  The  hon.  member  for 
Lincoln  (Mr.  Gibson)  was  evidently  put  up  as  a 
practical  exponent  of  matters  of  this  kind.  One  of 
my  hon.  friends  says,  as  an  expert,  but  I  cannot 
agree  with  him,  because  I  find  his  statements  are 
so  much  at  variance  with  those  of  experts  that  I 
would  hesitate  to  call  him  an  expert.  I  find  in  the 
Hansard  of  last  session  these  remarks,  reported  as 
having  been  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  Lincoln 
(Mr.  Gibson)  : 

“Now,  I  submit  that  Bancroft’s  tender  was  not  the 
lowest  tender  by  $24,000.” 

That  report  went  to  the  country.  No  hon.  gentle- 
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man  on  this  shle  of  the  House  had  any  opportunity 
to  contradict  it  because,  by  a  peculiar  action  of 
circumstances,  the  very  documents  disappeared 
from  the  Table  of  the  House  and  were  not  replaced 
until  five  days  before  the  House  adjourned.  Look¬ 
ing  over  the  remarks  which  were  made,  it  struck 
me  as  an  instance  of  temerity  on  the  part  of  the 
lion,  gentleman  to  make  that  statement.  If  the 
Bancroft  tender  was  $24,000  more  than  any  other 
tender,  then  any  Minister  of  Public  Works  acting 
at  the  time,  or  any  Minister  acting  now,  if  that 
remark  were  true,  would  undoubtedly  bring  the 
blush  of  shame  not  only  to  the  face  of  the  Minister 
himself,  but  to  the  faces  of  the  humble  followers 
who  sit  behind  him.  But  there  is  no  truth  in  that 
as  I  will  prove.  The  Minister  has  dealt  with  that 
question  to  some  extent.  I  will  give  the  lion, 
member  for  Lincoln  (Mr.  Gibson)  this  credit,  that 
lie  did  point  out  that  in  another  tender  there 
was  a  clerical  error  of  about  86,950.  That 
was  in  connection  with  tender  “M”  which  was 
the  tender  of  Macdonald  &  Aylmer.  Let  me  say 
right  here  that  in  connection  with  the  increased 
cost  of  this  work  a  mistake  has  been  found 
and  the  mistake  has  been  attributed  to  the  chief 
engineer,  but  the  chief  engineer  disputes  that  the 
accusation  lies.  These  cpiantities  were  figured  out 
from  information  furnished  to  the  chief  engineer 
at  that  time  by  the  engineer  in  charge  of  the  graving 
dock  at  Kingston.  The  quantities  have  certainly 
overrun  that  estimate,  but  are  you  surprised  at 
thatfact  ?  The  lion,  member  for  Lincoln  and  Niagara 
stated  to  the  House  to-night  that  you  can  figure 
out  certain  quantities.  You  can,  but  I  will  tell  you 
what  the  Mackenzie  Government  figured  out  during 
their  regime.  They  let  a  contract  upon  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  for  $442,000,  and  how  much  do  you 
suppose  it  cost  before  they  got  through  figuring  out 
the  actual  quantities  in  that  work  ?  It  cost  $750,- 
000.  There  is  no  engineer,  I  care  not  who  he  is, 
who  can  set  down  and  figure  out  accurately  the 
quantities  in  connection  with  any  work  that  is  to 
be  done.  Very  often  quicksand  is  found,  very  often 
upheavals  take  place,  there  are  a  variety  of  causes 
why  the  quantity  should  differ,  But  let  us  come 
down  to  the  true  basis  of  this  contract ;  let  us  come 
down  to  the  tender  upon  the  actual  quantities,  and 
let  us  see  whether  the  statement  in  Hansard  on 
page  4458  by  the  lion,  member  for  Lincoln  and 
Niagara,  is  a  true  statement  ;  and  did  he  know  at 
that  time  that  it  was  true,  or  that  it  was  untrue  ? 
Now,  with  regard  to  the  contract  that  you  are  all 
familiar  with,  which  is  called  the  Bancroft  contract. 
Here  let  me  say  one  word  in  connection  with  this 
contract.  I  have  been  in  the  business  myself  and 
lion,  gentlemen  surrounding  me  have  been  in  the 
business,  and  to-day  if  I  was  outside  this  House  I 
feel  perfectly  satisfied  that  I  can  justify  to  myself 
the  fact  that  I  can  put  in  one,  two,  three  or  four 
tenders  for  work  for  this  Government,  if  I  choose, 
I  can  put  in  a  tender  in  my  own  name  provided  I 
put  up  my  deposit ;  I  can  put  in  a  tender  in  the 
name  of  three  or  four  other  individuals  if  I  choose, 
provided  I  put  up  a  deposit  with  these  tenders  ;  so 
I  feel  that  there  is  nothing  wrong  in  connection 
with  the  Bancroft  tender,  so  far  as  the  individual 
Bancroft  was  concerned.  Now,  with  regard  to  the 
character  of  this  tender,  let  me  draw  your  atten¬ 
tion  to  a  few  facts  in  connection  with  the  discus¬ 
sion  that  took  place  last  session  in  this  House. 
The  lion,  gentleman  says  that  the  Bancroft  tender 


was  not  the  lowest  tender  by  $24,000.  Now,  I 
will  tell  you  how  he  proceeds  to  make  this  up,  and 
if  you  agree  with  him  I  am  perfectly  satisfied,  but 
I  think  before  I  get  through  with  the  subject  you 
will  certainly  agree  with  me.  He  has  quoted  in 
the  House  to-night  a  letter  from  Macdonald  & 
Aylmer  offering  to  build  a  dam  for  $17,000.  Well, 
I  will  ask  you  to  bear  with  me  while  I  turn  to  the 
specifications  in  connection  with  this  work,  as 
asked  for  by  the  Government.  No.  57  of  the 
specifications  says  : 

“  A  coffer  dam  as  per  plans  and  paragraph  in  the  speci¬ 
fication  referring  thereto,  including  its  construction, 
maintenance  and  removal.” 

Now,  Sir,  all  contractors  tendering  for  this  work 
were  asked  by  this  specification  to  make  an  offer  for 
the  dam.  I  find  in  connection  with  the  Bancroft  ten¬ 
der  that  the  sumof  $25,000  was  placed  in  the  schedule 
of  quantities  ;  I  find  that  in  Macdonald  &  Aylmer’s 
tender  the  sum  of  $26,000  was  placed  in  the 
schedule  of  quantities.  We  also  find  connected 
with  the  tender  of  Macdonald  &  Aylmer  a  letter 
that  the  hon.  gentleman  has  read  to  the  House  to¬ 
night,  and  which  it  is  needless  for  me  further  to 
read.  That  letter  is  a  practical  offer  to  build  a 
dam  according  to  their  own  ideas.  Now,  I  main¬ 
tain  that  if  that  letter  had  been  considered  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Works,  every  individual 
that  tendered  upon  this  contract  would  be  entitled 
to  withdraw  his  tender  and  tender  over  again  upon 
the  very  same  dam  that  Macdonald  &  Aylmer 
tendered  upon.  Well,  the  hon.  gentleman  goes  on 
to  show  that  the  offer  to  build  this  dam  at  $17,000, 
would  reduce  their  estimate  to  $36,000.  Now,  I 
give  the  hon.  gentleman  this  credit  that  he  evidently 
made  a  mistake  about  that,  he  certainly  never  did 
it  wilfully,  because  the  sum  of  $53,000  w^as  never 
charged  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  against 
this  tender  of  Macdonald  &  Aylmer.  There  is  no  one 
sharper  than  the  hon.  gentleman  himself  to  perceive 
that  that  was  not  the  case,  but,  nevertheless,  in 
the  Hansard  the  statement  is  made  that  if  from 
$53,000  you  take  the  two  amounts  $27,000  and 
$26,000,  such  as  they  tendered  for  two  dams  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  specifications,  you  get  the  sum  of 
$36,000.  Now,  that  was  not  a  fair  criticism  of  the 
facts  ;  the  record  does  not  bear  out  his  statement ; 
the  record  actually  refutes  his  statement,  and  says 
most  positively,  that  that  was  an  unfair  and  an  un¬ 
just  criticism  of  this  work.  Let  me  make  myself 
plain.  The  hon.  gentleman  pretends  to  say  that 
the  two  amounts  which  appear  here  in  the  tender  of 
Macdonald  &  Aylmer,  one  of  $26,000  and  the  other 
of  $27,000,  were  charged  up  in  the  sum  total  going 
to  make  up  the  bulk  of  their  tender.  As  a  matter 
of  fact  that  did  not  occur.  The  sum  of  $26,000 
only  was  charged  up  in  the  schedule  of  the  quan¬ 
tities  going  to  make  up  the  bulk  sum  of  their  tender. 
Therefore,  I  say,  that  when  you  take  the  sum  of 
$17,000,  such  as  was  stated  by  my  hon.  friend, 
from  the  $56,000,  you  do  not  at  all  have 
$36,000  left.  You  would  have  if  you  were  figur¬ 
ing  an  ordinary  sum,  but  such  was  not  the  case. 
In  other  words,  Macdonald  &  Aylmer’s  tender, 
which  was  the  next  tender  to  Bancroft,  instead  of 
being  $53,000  charged  up  to  make  the  bulk 
sum,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it  was  only  $26,000. 
Now,  let  me  show  you  how  the  matter  stands.  In 
the  first  place,  Macdonald  &  Aylmer’s  bulk  sum 
tender  was  $265,810,  and  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
been  fair  enough  to  admit  that  there  was  a  mistake 
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made  in  extending  the  schedule  quantity  of  this 
tender,  a  mistake  to  the  extent  of  $6,970  ;  because 
750  yards  of  rock  at  $10  was  only  extended  at  $1 
a  yard.  That  made  $272,760,  that  was  tender  m 
of  the  schedule  of  Macdonald  &  Aylmer’s  tender. 
Now,  let  us  see  what  the  other  tender  was.  The 
other  tender  was  $260,680,  call  it  what  you  will, 
Bancroft’s  or  Connolly.  You  may  say  that  my  ideas 
of  morality  in  contracting  are  rather  vague,  but, 
nevertheless,  I  maintain  that  were  I  in  Bancroft  or 
Connolly’s  place,  I  would  not  be  one  whit  ashamed 
of  putting  in  tenders  in  the  name  of  Bancroft  or 
any  other  man,  if  I  wanted  to  get  the  contract. 
Suppose  for  one  moment  the  lion,  gentleman  did 
tell  the  truth,  and  in  opening  my  remarks  I  said  we 
were  never  afraid  of  a  fair  discussion  of  the  subject, 
suppose  Macdonald  &  Aylmer  were  entitled  to 
consideration  to  the  extent  of  $36,000,  or  $17,000 
were  taken  off  their  tender,  we  would  find  that 
from  $272,760,  the  amount  of  their  tender,  the 
difference  between  their  letter  and  their  quantity 
tender  on  the  specification  would  amount  to  $9,000, 
which  would  make  their  tender  $263,760,  or,  in 
other  words,  they  would  even  then  exceed  by 
$3,079  Bancroft’s  tender.  Yet  we  find  the  state¬ 
ment  made  by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  and 
published  in  Hansard  and  circulated  throughout 
the  length  and  breadth  of  the  country,  that  Ban¬ 
croft’s  tender  was  not  the  lowest  by  $24,900.  Is 
that  fair,  honest  and  just  criticism  by  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  ?  I  do  not  think  it  is.  It  is  most 
unfair  and  most  unjust  criticism  ;  but  it  is  only  in 
keeping  with  the  statement  made  by  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  that  within  one  month  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  be  tottering  to  its  fall.  It  is  tottering, 
but  it  is  tottering  to  prosperity  as  the  bye-elections 
have  shown  ;  it  is  tottering  in  a  way  which  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  do  not  like. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I.)  It  is  a  small  totter. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  It  is  so  small 
we  did  not  perceive  it,  but  unfortunately  the  little 
colony  opposite,  who  are  continually  aggrieved  and 
are  constantly  attacking  hon.  gentlemen  on  this 
side,  perceive  it,  and  until  these  questions  are  de¬ 
bated  in  a  fair,  honest  and  liberal  spirit,  you  can¬ 
not  expect  anything  else.  A  statement  such  as  I 
have  mentioned  going  out  to  the  country  carries  on 
its  own  face  its  falsity.  You  cannot  expect  intelli¬ 
gent  people  to  believe  such  a  story.  I  trust  I  have 
made  myself  intelligible  to  the  committee.  If  not, 
I  will  go  on  and  endeavour,  so  far  as  I  am  able,  to 
explain  the  arguments  I  have  endeavoured  to  bring 
before  the  House,  and,  if  I  have  not  made  myself 
plain  and  intelligible,  that  was  my  fault. 

Mr.  GIBSON.  I  am  very  glad  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  has  said  he  will  be  prepared  to  explain  his 
position  in  a  more  intelligible  manner,  if  hon. 
members  do  not  already  understand  his  remarks. 
He  has  shown  that  he  knows  nothing  about  build¬ 
ing  dry  docks.  He  may  have  been  a  railway  con¬ 
tractor,  but  as  regards  building  docks  and  canals  he 
does  not  know  anything  about  the  work.  He  has 
spoken  about  quicksands  and  extra  quantities  re¬ 
quired. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  I  have  spoken 
about  the  subject  under  discussion. 

Mr.  GIBSON.  That  is  exactly  what  I  am  doing, 
speaking  to  the  subject  under  discussion.  In  re¬ 
gard  to  excavation  for  Kingston  Graving  Dock, 
Mr.  Macdonell  (Algoma).  - 


the  work  was  simply  that  of  digging  a  trench,  be¬ 
cause  the  quantities  of  earth  excavation  were  only 
increased  by  some  1,500  yards,  whereas  the  rock 
excavation  was  increased  by  10,000  yards.  There 
certainly  should  not  have  been  a  great  deal  of 
room  for  much  extra  work  at  Kingston,  and  in  order 
to  draw  a  herring  across  the  track,  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  spoke  of  an  enormous  expenditure  made  on 
public  works  in  the  North-West  by  the  Mackenzie 
Government.  There  is  no  comparison  to  be  made 
between  the  work  on  graving  docks  and  railway 
works,  for  it  is  well  known  that  in  the  latter  the 
ground  is  very  uncertain  and  the  contractor  may 
meet  with  quagmires,  which  it  is  almost  impos¬ 
sible  to  fill  ;  but,  even  then,  it  is  very  unusual 
to  find  the  estimate  of  the  engineer  so  sadly  at 
variance  with  the  facts  as  they  were  in  connection 
with  the  Kingston  Graving  Dock.  I  will  tell  the 
hon.  gentleman  for  his  special  benefit,  that  no' 
engineer  would  consider  himself  an  authority 
if  he  submitted,  either  to  a  company  or  to- 
the  Government,  estimates  for  work  that 
would  not  cover  all  contingencies  that  might  arise. 
The  hon.  member  for  Algoma  (Mr.  Macdonell)  has 
stated  that  he  is  at  variance  with  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works,  and  that  the  Minister  is  wrong  in 
laying  the  blame  at  the  door  of  the  chief  engineer. 
The  hon.  gentleman  says  the  error  was  made  by 
the  resident  engineer  in  Kingston.  That  is  adding- 
insult  to  injury,  because  the  resident  engineer  in 
Kingston  is,  I  believe,  the  gentleman  who  reported 
the  necessity  of  widening  the  dock.  No  Govern¬ 
ment  is  justified  in  having  officers  in  their  employ 
to  revise  their  recommendations  in  regard  to  public 
works  costing  $500,000,  and  who  did  not  know 
when  the  construction  of  the  dock  was  entered  upon 
that  they  were  not  providing  ample  accommoda¬ 
tion  for  the  vessels  plying  on  our  inland  waters. 
They  went  to  work  haphazard,  and  built  the  dock 
according  to  the  plans  and  specification  drawn  up,, 
which  proved  wholly  inadequate  to  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  country.  But  after  the  work  had 
been  let,  and  after  it  had  been  commenced  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  plans  and  quantities  on  which  the  con¬ 
tract  was  based,  a  recommendation  was  made  to 
the  Government  that  the  entrance  to  the  dock  was- 
too  small  and  that  it  must  be  enlarged  in  order  to 
provide  the  necessary  accommodation.  It  is  thus 
obvious  that  the  Government  acted  wrongly  in  not 
looking  into  the  requirements  of  our  merchant 
marine  in  order  to  provide  ample  accommodation 
for  vessels  in  the  dock  as  at  first  designed,  and  thus 
have  left  no  opening  for  increased  expenditure.  No  one 
except  the  Minister  has  ventured  to  say  that  this  was- 
simply  an  error  on  the  part  of  the  chief  engineer 
in  giving  wrong  quantities.  All  I  can  say  is  that 
it  is  the  most  outrageous  discrepancy  I  ever  heard 
of.  The  idea  of  a  man  being  600  per  cent  out  in 
his  quantities,  and  taking  the  whole  contract,  the 
additional  cost  on  masonry  alone  was  45  per  cent, 
$379,000,  or  $119,000  more  than  the  estimate  of 
the  engineer.  Then  the  hon.  gentleman  spoke 
about  the  dam,  and  said  that  if  Macdonald  & 
Aylmer’s  communication  had  been  accepted  and 
the  suggestion  adopted,  it  would  have  left  room 
for  all  the  contractors  to  have  amended  their  ten¬ 
ders.  But  we  find  the  Government  were  not  at  all 
disposed  to  listen  to  any  arrangement  proposed  by 
any  one  except  Bancroft  and  the  Connollys.  More¬ 
over,  the  hon.  gentleman  will  find,  if  he  turns  up 
the  specifications,  that  the  Government  were  not 
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responsible  for  the  construction  of  the  dam.  They 
left  the  construction  of  the  dam  to  the  contractors, 
and  although  the  Government  prepared  plans  for  a 
dam,  they  declared  they  would  not  hold  themselves 
responsible  for  the  construction  and  maintenance  of 
such  dam.  I  hold  that  if  any  consideration  had  been 
given  to  the  Macdonald-Aylmer  tender,  I  am  quite 
sure  they  would  have  been  awarded  the  contract 
because  they  were  the  lowest.  I  may  have  been  mis¬ 
taken  in  adding  both  the  dams  together,  and  I  am 
not  in  a  position,  for  want  of  necessary  information, 
to  dispute  the  figures  given  by  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  to-night,  because  I  would  have  to  take  the 
twenty  separate  tenders  and  extend  them  upon  the 
same  basis  as  his  officers  have  done,  in  order  to 
arrive  at  the  calculation.  With  reference  to  the  paper 
which  the  hon.  gentleman  speaks  of  as  having  been 
stolen  or  mislaid,  I  can  tell  him  it  was  my  hon. 
friend  from  Bellechasse  (Mr.  Amyot)  who  had  it.  I 
dare  say  he  was  looking  for  Bancroft,  and  failing  to 
find  him  on  this  side  of  the  House  he  has  gone 
back  to  the  people  of  his  first  love  in  the  hopes  of 
finding  him  there.  That  gentleman  was  in  posses¬ 
sion  of  all  the  papers,  and  no  one  else  had  charge 
of  them,  because  the  return  was  made  in  his  name. 

I  fortunately  happened  to  take  a  copy  of  the  list 
of  tenders  last  year,  and  I  asked  for  a  copy  of  the 
return  this  year,  and  sent  it  back  to  the  Minister 
to-day.  Probably  if  the  Minister  will  lend  me  all 
the  papers  he  has  in  his  possession  I  will  be  able  to 
figure  them  out  myself.  I  have  given  the  figures 
as  detailed  in  the  papers  which  have  been  placed 
in  my  hands,  and  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Public  Works  will  give  me  credit  for  not 
having  any  intention  of  deceiving  the  House.  No 
man  could  possibly  stand  in  his  place  in  the  House 
and  discuss  50  or  00  items  in  each  of  20  tenders, 
and  say  intelligently  that  one  tender  was  lower 
or  higher  than  the  other,  without  having  all  the 
papers  before  him,  which  I  have  not  had  the 
4' opportunity  of  having.  There  is,  however,  one 
item  about  which  there  can  be  no  dispute, 
and  to  which  I  call  the  attention  of  the  House. 
Whereas  the  Bancroft-Connolly  tender  for  masonry 
was  only  $8.50  a  yard,  the  Government  assumed 
that  there  was  only  8,500  yards  of  masonry  and 
the  Macdonald-Aylmer  tender,  if  I  remember,  was 
$10  a  yard.  This  was  one  of  the  processes  of 
figuring  up  and  figuring  down.  Let  the  figures  be 
what  they  may,  the  country  has  paid  to-day 
$379,621  for  the  Kingston  Graving  Dock,  which 
we  were  assured  at  the  time  when  the  Bancroft 
&  Connolly  contract  was  awarded  would  only 
cost  the  country  something  over  $260,000  together 
with  the  additional  $31,000  for  the  increased  open¬ 
ing.  The  Minister  was  not  aware  that  the  dock 
was  widened,  as  I  was  informed  by  the  member  for 
Frontenac  (Mr.  Kirkpatrick),  7  feet  throughout 
its  entire  length,  and  if  he  will  turn  up  the  Auditor 
General’s  Report,  page  C-l  19,  he  will  find  that  the 
additional  items  due  to  the  7  feet  widening  are 
kept  separate  and  distinct  from  the  other  portions 
of  the  work  ;  so  that  the  additional  earth  and  rock 
excavation,  and  so  on,  together  with  the  dam,  was 
$20,175.23.  No  matter  under  what  circumstances 
the  Government  may  excuse  themselves,  there  is 
this  to  be  said  about  the  subject :  that  we  realize 
the  fact  that  notwithstanding  all  that  was  said 
from  the  Government  side  of  the  House,  and  the 
assurances  given  last  year  that  this  contract  would 
not  exceed  $300,000,  yet  Bancroft  &  Connolly 


alone  have  been  paid  $379,621.54,  and  the  other 
works  have  to  be  paid  for  after  that. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  When  the  hon. 
gentleman  rose  I  supposed  it  was  to  apologize  to 
the  House  for  the  misrepresentation  made  last 
session,  but  I  found  that  his  purpose  was  to  state 
to  this  committee  that  he  had  not  sufficiently  gone 
over  the  papers  to  be  prepared  to  speak  intelli¬ 
gently  upon  the  subject.  Let  me  draw  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  committee  to  this  fact  :  1  here  is  the 

file  that  was  brought  down  to  this  House  on  the 
4th  May  last  year,  and  there  is  the  file  that  was  in 
keeping  of  the  hon.  gentleman  until  the  25th  of 
September.  That  same  file  was  taken  out  of  the 
records  office  by  the  hon.  gentleman  some  two  or 
three  weeks  ago,  and  it  was  only  to-night  I  was 
able  to  get  it  from  the  record  office. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  You  have  not  seen  it  long 
enough  to  speak  intelligently  on  it. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  I  am  speaking 
so  intelligently,  my  friend,  that  you  cannot  answer 
me.  If  he  has  not  had  it  sufficiently  long  to  speak 
intelligently  about  it,  then  why  is  he  taking  up  the 
valuable  time  of  this  House  in  debating  a  question 
of  which  he  knows  nothing  ? 

Mr.  GIBSON.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  will  excuse 
me  for  a  moment  I  would  like  to  correct  him.  I 
think  he  is  trying  to  misrepresent  what  I  said  to 
the  House.  What  I  said  was  this  and  the.  Min¬ 
ister  can  tell  whether  I  am  correct  in  so  stating  or 
not.  I  said  that  the  final  return  which  the  mem¬ 
ber  for  Algoma  (Mr.  Macdonell),  apparently  does  not 
know  anything  about,  came  down  to  me  on  Friday. 

I  had  to  go  home  on  Friday  night  and  I  returned 
to-day,  and  what  I  stated  was  that  I  was  not 
prepared  to  discuss  intelligently  the  whole  twenty 
tenders,  and  neither  was  I  in  a  position,  for  want 
of  the  total  quantities,  to  say  that  the  extension 
was  made  on  all  the  other  tenders  according  to  the 
quantities  now  paid  for.  It  would  be  a  moral  im¬ 
possibility  for  myself  or  any  man  in  the  House  to 
extend  the  total  tenders  without  time  and  study  as 
they  are  reported  by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
to-night.  It  would  be  impossible  for  any  man  to 
do  so,  because  there  are  some  fifty  items  in  each  of 
the  twenty  tenders,  and.  it  would  be  a  work  of  se¬ 
veral  days  to  show  just  exactly,  as  to  the  quantities 
now  paid  for,  what  was  the  relative  position  of  each 
tender  as  reported  on  by  the  Minister  of  Public 
WTorks  to-night.  That  is  what  I  said. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  If  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  abilities  to  extend  the  quantities  in 
that  paper  are  as  bad  as  his  ability  to  extend  the 
quantities  such  as  I  hold  in  my  hand  here,  and  as 
appeared  in  Hansard  last  session,  I  do  not  wonder 
that  he  is  not  able  to  speak  intelligently  upon  this 
question. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  WTiat  do  you  say  ? 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  I  say  that  if 
your  ability  is  not  any  better  to  understand 
quantities,  than  you  did  last  session,  when  you 
placed  upon  Hansard  the  statement  I  have  read  to 
this  committee  to-night,  I  do  not  wonder  you 
cannot  speak  intelligently  upon  the  subject. 
Whether  you  choose  to  acknowledge  it  or  whether 
you  choose  to  remain  quietly  passive,  and  sit  down 
under  the  lash  and  say  nothing,  I  say  that  the 
statements  that  went  forth  through  Hansard  to  the 
public  during  last  session,  were  statements  that 
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were  not  borne  out  by  the  record,  and  statements 
that  should  not  be  made  by  any  lion,  gentleman  on 
the  opposite  side  of  the  House. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  Give  it  in  French. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  I  will  give  it  to 
you  in  English.  It  is  good  enough  for  you,  and  a 
good  deal  better  than  you  deserve. 

An  lion.  MEMBER.  Order.  Address  the  Chair. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  I  can  speak  longer 
than  you  can  shout  “order.”  With  regard  to  the 
Macdonald  &  Aylmer  tender,  and  their  letter 
put  in  with  it,  I  leave  it  to  any  man  who  has  been 
engaged  in  public  works,  I  care  not  whether  he 
may  be  getting  extras  out  of  the  Grand  Trunk 
Railway  Company  for  tunnels  or  engaged  in  rail¬ 
way  works  in  the  North-West  or  building  graving- 
docks  for  the  Government  or  making  contracts 
with  private  individuals  or  corporations,  whether 
the  letter  which  accompanied  the  tender  of  Mac¬ 
donald  &  Aylmer  was  entitled  to  any  consider¬ 
ation  from  an  institution  that  was  letting  a  con¬ 
tract.  That  letter  was  entitled  to  no  consideration 
whatever  ;  and  I  repeat  what  I  said  before,  and 
my  hon.  friend  knows  it  well,  only  he  will  not 
admit  it,  that  had  he  been  in  the  place  of  the 
people  competing  with  Macdonald  &  Aylmer, 
and  had  that  letter  formed  a  portion  of  the  papers 
that  went  to  secure  the  contract,  he  would  have 
been  the  first  to  object  and  to  say  that  the  specific¬ 
ations  did  not  ask  for  any  letters,  but  simply  for  a 
tender  for  building  the  coffer  dams.  He  knows 
perfectly  well  that  they  put  in  two  prices,  the 
lowest  of  which  has  been  figured  out  in  the  schedules 
that  appear  in  this  paper  ;  and  according  to  these 
papers  the  Bancroft  tender  was  undoubtedly  the 
lowest,  notwithstanding  the  statements  made  in 
Hansard  during  the  last  session  of  Parliament. 

Mr.  GIBSON.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman  explain 
how  it  came  about  that  in  consequence  of  the  letter 
which  was  sent  with  Bancroft’s  tender,  stating  that 
he  had  associated  himself  with  the  Connollys,  the 
Bancroft  tender  got  the  contract  ? 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  is  only  hedging.  Let  him  come  down  to  the 
straight  issue.  Here  is  the  statement  the  hon. 
gentleman  makes,  that  the  Macdonald  &  Aylmer 
tender  is  $24,000  lower  than  any  other.  I  think  I 
have  shown  to  this  committee  to-night  that  the 
Macdonald  &  Aylmer  tender  was  not  as  a  matter  of 
fact  $24,000  lower,  but  that  by  a  curious  transposi¬ 
tion  of  figures  it  was  represented  to  be  so  last  session, 
when,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  if  we  give  it  credit  for 
$17,000  for  the  coffer  dam,  the  Macdonald  &  Aylmer 
tender  was  $3,000  higher. 

Mr.  GIBSON.  Well,  the  Government  must  have 
mixed  up  their  original  figures,  something  like  the 
man  who  last  session  said  in  regard  to  myself  and 
other  members  that  we  were  indulging  in  tangle-leg. 
I  think  there  has  been  a  good  deal  of  tangle-leg  in 
what  he  has  been  saying  to-night.  I  say  that  no 
officer  is  justified  in  presenting  to  the  Minister  such 
ridiculous  statements  as  I  find  here,  on  which  the 
contract  was  let.  It  was  by  counting  up  and  count¬ 
ing  down  that  they  succeeded  in  changing  the  aspect 
of  the  work  so  much  that  we  now  find  that  they 
have  received  $118,000  more  than  the  original 
amount. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  As  the  hon. 
member  has  referred  to  a  remark  that  was  made 
Mr.  Macdonell  (Algoma). 


by  myself  during  the  last  session  of  Parliament 
with  regard  to  tangle-leg,  though  he  did  not  add 
the  benzine  part  of  it,  I  may  say  that  my  informa¬ 
tion  on  that  occasion  was  of  the  very  best.  It  was 
the  greatest  prohibitionist  in  this  House  who 
informed  me  of  the  circumstance. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Name. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  The  gentleman  is 
out  of  the  House  now,  and  I  will  not  give  his  name. 
But  with  regard  to  tangling  figures,  does  the  hon. 
gentleman  admit  that  he  was  caught  in  his  own 
trap  ?  Does  he  deny  the  correctness  of  my  state¬ 
ment  with  regard  to  the  analysis  of  these  figures, 
or  does  he  not  ?  Or  is  it  necessary  for  me  to  make 
any  plainer  to  this  committee  the  statement  made 
by  the  hon.  gentleman  last  session  ?  I  could  not 
say  it  after  the  debate  closed  last  session,  but 
fortunately  I  can  say  it  now.  Does  it  turn  out 
that  he  is  caught  in  his  own  trap,  or  shall  I  be 
obliged  to  ask  him  to  apologize  to  this  House  for 
making  a  wilful  misrepresentation  ?  If  he  is  a 
practical  man,  it  must  be  so  ;  but  if  he  is  ignorant, 
he  may  have  done  it  ignorantly,  and  he  may  crawl 
through  the  hole  if  he  chooses  ;  but  if  he  made  it 
wilfully,  I  must  certainly  ask  him  to  apologize  to 
this  House  for  misrepresenting  the  facts  and  figures 
such  as  they  appear  in  Hansard  of  last  session. 

Mr.  GIBSON.  If  I  want  a  father  confessor,  I 
do  not  think  I  will  apply  to  the  hon.  member  for 
Algoma. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  Then  the  lion, 
gentleman  refuses  to  answer,  and  we  can  only  con¬ 
clude  that  he  is  guilty  of  a  breach  of  etiquette  in 
apologizing  to  the  House. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  hon.  member  for  Algoma  has 
evidently  been  loading  up  for  this  discussion  for  a 
week  or  two  past,  and  lie  has  been  to-night  dis¬ 
charging  the  duty  which  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  should  have  discharged.  If  we  are  to  take# 
his  own  explanation,  he  knows  infinitely  more  about 
this  work  than  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  ever 
did  or  ever  will.  He  has  been  also  loading  up  the 
officers  of  the  department,  and  has  no  doubt  had 
control  of  all  the  figures  of  the  department. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  LISTER.  And  he  has  succeeded  to-night  in 
the  most  admirable  way  in  confusing  this  whole 
subject  by  getting  away  altogether  from  the  ques¬ 
tion  really  at  issue.  He  starts,  as  gentlemen 
usually  do  who  want  to  draw  a  herring  across  the 
path,  with  charging  me  with  making  most  exagge¬ 
rated  statements  and  indulging  in  unfair  criticisms, 
not  in  conformity  with  the  dignity,  and  so  on,  and 
so  on,  of  this  House.  I  would  ask  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  if  it  is  at  all  possible  to  exaggerate  the  actual 
facts  connected  with  the  management  and  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  Public  Works  Department  of  this 
country.  Does  not  the  hon.  gentleman  know  that 
it  was  proved  last  session  that  the  Connolly  Bro¬ 
thers,  whom  he  so  eloquently  defends,  and  in 
statements  about  whom  he  says  he  will  not  take 
any  stock,  have  been  proceeded  against  by  the 
Government  for  $600,000  odd  ? 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  Has  that  any 
connection  with  the ‘Kingston  dry  dock? 

Mr.  LISTER.  Undoubtedly  it  is  connected  with 
the  Kingston  dry  dock.  These  are  the  same  men. 
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Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  They  are  not  the 
same  men. 

Mr.  LISTER.  They  are,  because  Bancroft  was 
a  myth.  The  real  men  at  the  back  of  the  contract 
were  Connolly  Brothers  and  what  we  are  contend¬ 
ing  for  here  to-night,  and  what  we  have  always  con¬ 
tended  for,  is  that  the  awarding  of  contracts  by 
the  Government  should  be  done  in  a  fair  way,  fair 
to  the  contractors  &nd  honest  to  the  country.  The 
lion,  gentleman  cannot  be  ignorant  of  the  fact  that 
at  this  moment  an  action  is  pending  against  the  Con¬ 
nolly  Brothers  for  the  recovery  of  8600,000  which 
the  Government  say  was  taken  illegally  by  them 
from  the  treasury  of  this  country,  through  Mr.  Me 
Greevy.  That  action  is  now  pending.  Is  not  the 
lion,  gentleman  aware  that  Mr.  McGreevy  was  a 
member  of  this  House,  that  he  was  the  bosom 
friend  of  the  then  Minister  of  Public  Works,  and 
that  his  brother  was  interested  in  that  contract  and 
drew  out  of  it  $170,000  of  profit,  although  he  never 
put  a  fraction  into  the  undertaking  ?  Does  he  not 
know  that  Mr.  McGreevy  admitted  a  large  portion 
of  the  money  went  into  the  fund  for  the  purpose  of 
sending  supporters  here  to  the  Government  ?  Is  it 
not  shown  by  the  ex-Minister  of  Public  Works  that 
the  money  which  the  Government  paid  to  the  Con¬ 
nollys  was  paid  by  the  Connollys  to  Mr.  McGreevy 
and  used  to  corrupt  the  electorate  of  this  country  ? 
And  is  it  not  on  record  that  twenty-four  hon. 
gentlemen  hold  their  seats  to-day,  or  did  during 
last  session,  on  the  strength  of  this  ? 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  No. 

Mr.  LISTER.  That  twenty -four  hon.  gentlemen 
hold  their  seats  through  the  influence  of  money 
which  was  given  to  Mr.  McGreevy  by  the  Connolly 
Brothers.  The  Connolly  Brothers  were  the  friends 
of  Mr.  McGreevy.  Mr.  McGreevy  was  the  friend  of 
Sir  Hector  Langevin,  and  Sir  Hector  Langevin  was 
Minister  of  the  Crown ;  and  for  the  purpose  of 
sustaining  his  influence,  and  giving  him  a  prepon¬ 
derance  in  the  council  of  the  Government,  he  felt 
it  was  necessary  he  should  have  a  strong  support 
in  the  county.  And  we  find  that  battle  raged 
between  him  and  the  present  Minister  of  Customs. 
We  find  that  there  was  a  quarrel  between  the 
present  Minister  of  Customs  and  Sir  Hector  Lan¬ 
gevin  and  the  present  Postmaster  General,  the 
Minister  of  Customs  being  held  as  a  hostage  for  his 
good  behaviour  as  a  junior  member  of  the  cabinet. 
Does  he  not  know  that  this  money  was  used  by  a 
Minister  of  the  Crown,  for  Sir  Hector  Langevin 
•could  not  have  supposed  that  money  grew  out  of 
the  ground  ?  He  knew  it  came  from  some  source, 
and  the  evidence  is  pretty  strong  that  he  had  a 
good  idea  of  the  source  from  which  it  came.  That 
being  the  case,  is  it  at  all  to  be  wondered  at 
that  the  contract  at  Kingston  was  carried  out 
in  the  same  way  as  the  other  contracts  had 
been.  My  hon.  friend  pointed  out  to-night 
that  in  certain  items,  where  they  could  be 
figured  down,  there  were  enormous  quanti¬ 
ties  placed  on  other  items  ;  on  the  other  hand 
there  were  small  items  placed  for  the  manifest  pur¬ 
pose  of  making  Connolly  Brothers  or  Bancroft,  the 
lowest  tenderer,  and  giving  them  the  contract.  It 
may  be  said  that  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  is 
not  responsible  for  that.  I  admit  in  a  moral  sense 
he  is  not,  but  I  say  that  as  a  member  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  he  must  in  a  parliamentary  sense  be  held  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  conduct  of  his  predecessor,  and  it 


is  a  proper  subject  for  comment.  We  would  not 
be  discharging  our  duty  if  we  did  not  lay  bare  those 
facts  and  see  what  the  probabilities  are.  They  are 
that  the  same  condition  of  affairs  which  existed  in 
Quebec  and  which  existed  in  British  Columbia  exist 
in  the  city  of  Kingston,  that  the  same  circum¬ 
stances  which  cause  a  contract  to  be  let  to  these 
men  at  these  other  places  had  equal  influence  in 
Kingston,  because,  so  far  as  Kingston  in  concerned, 
there  is  the  broad  fact  standing  out  that  other 
tenders,  if  there  had  been  a  fair  mode  of  contract¬ 
ing,  were  lower.  What  is  the  plain  fact  ?  $260,000 
was  the  contract  price  of  Connolly  Brothers.  They 
have  received  or  are  going  to  receive  $344,276,  be¬ 
sides  $35,000  which  the  Minister  speaks  of  granting, 
making  $379,000  in  all  upon  a  contract  of  $260,000. 
The  correspondence  and  the  returns  show  that 
wherever  these  men  could  be  favoured,  they 
were  favoured  by  the  engineer.  We  have  another 
point  which  my  hon.  friend  has  not  touched, 
that  is  that  the  Government  promised  last 
session  that  no  money  should  be  paid  the  Connolly 
Brothers  until  the  matter  in  dispute  between  the 
Government  and  them  were  closed  up.  How  is  it 
that  despite  this  promise  the  Government  have 
paid  to  these  men  something  like  $62,000  during 
the  past  year  since  Parliament  last  prorogued  ?  I 
have  stated  to  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  that 
my  information  was  that  $32,000  of  that  money  or, 
a  very  considerable  portion  of  the  $62,000,  had  been 
paid  a  few  days  before  the  Kingston  election.  I 
have  told  him  to-day  that  it  is  rumoured  through¬ 
out  the  country  that  the  charges  against  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Railways  and  Canals  are  not  to  be  brought. 
I  ask  if  that  is  the  case  or  not.  I  ask  if  this  action 
brought  by  the  Government  is  a  mere  sham  or  an 
honest  action  brought  to  recover  money  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  honestly  believed  these  men  owe  them  ? 
The  evidence  in  the  committee  last  year  and  the 
report  of  that  committee  showed  conclusively  that 
these  men  are  indebted  to  the  Government  to  the 
extent  of  $600,000.  It  is  a  shame  that  any  money 
should  be  paid  to  the  contractors  until  the  claim 
the  Government  says  it  has  against  them  is  settled. 
We  find  these  gentlemen,  having  got  this  money 
just  before  the  election,  took  a  very  active  part  in 
support  of  the  Government.  Of  course  they  were 
animated  by  purely  patriotic  motives,  believing 
entirely  that  this  was  such  a  good,  righteous  and 
honest  Government  that  for  their  country’s  sake 
they  should  stand  up  in  defence  of  that  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  The  hon.  member 
for  Lambton  accused  me  of  drawing  a  red  herring 
across  the  track  to  take  the  scent  off  the  subject- 
matter  under  discussion.  I  need  not  appeal  to  the 
committee  whether  I  was  specific  or  not,  whether 
I  gave  the  figures  and  asked  a  contradiction  of 
those  figures,  and  that  contradiction  I  yet  wait  for. 
It  is  the  hon.  gentleman  himself  who  is  drawing  the 
red  herring  across  the  track,  because  he  does  not 
want  the  subject  discussed  intelligently  and  hon¬ 
estly.  He  wants  to  dive  off’  into  imaginary  scenes 
like  Jules  Verne,  to  dive  away  into  probabilities. 
Because  so  and  so  occurred  at  one  time,  is  it  not 
probable  these  other  things  should  happen.  Now,  I 
have  not  heard  of  the  subjects  the  hon.  gentleman 
mentioned  here  except  by  hearsay,  but  when  I 
read  the  daily  Globe,  when  I  read  the  speeches  of 
the  hon.  gentleman  and  his  friends,  then  I  read  of 
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the  imaginary  things  that  are  bound  to  happen. 
Now,  the  hon.  gentleman  repeats  knowingly,  and 
I  say  with  malice  prepense,  the  very  statement  made 
by  the  member  for  Lincoln  andNiagara(Mr.  Gibson), 
and  he  says  that,  had  the  Government  given  the  con¬ 
tract  to  the  lowest  tenderer,  it  would  not  have  gone 
to  Bancroft.  I  ask  him  or  any  other  hon.  gentleman 
on  that  side  of  the  House  who  is  not  a  visionary,  who 
is  not  a  man  who  knows  nothing  in  regard  to  these 
works,  who  is  not  one  who  could  not  figure  out 
these  quantities,  but  any  fair,  candid  criticispr  to 
get  into  these  figures  and  refute  my  statement  that 
the  contract  was  given  to  the  lowest  tenderer,  and 
that  was  the  Bancroft  Company,  notwithstanding 
that  the  hon.  member  for  Lincoln,  in  his  usual 
blustering,  bullying  manner  gets  up  and  says  that, 
if  this  was  let  to  the  lowest  tenderer  a  large  amount 
of  money  would  have  been  saved  to  the  country. 
Here  arb  the  papers,  which  only  came  into  my 
hands  about  two  hours  ago.  Let  any  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  get  up  and  repeat  the  statement  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Lambton  (Mr.  Lister)  which  was  made 
last  session— and  I  was  willing  then  charitably  to 
attribute  it  to  ignorance — but  now  I  assert  that  it 
must  be  made  with  malice  prepense,  and  I  say,  and 
I  will  stake  my  reputation  upon  it,  that  any  one 
who  chooses  to  figure  out  the  quantities  will  see 
that  this  was  let  to  the  lowest  tenderer,  and  not, 
as  has  been  stated  here,  to  a  tenderer  higher  than 
the  lowest. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  think  the 
Minister  had  better  give  my  hon.  friend  some  in¬ 
formation  in  regard  to  this  subject.  My  recollec¬ 
tion  is  that  a  distinct  declaration  was  made  last 
session  as  to  the  action  which  the  Government 
would  take  in  reference  to  the  Connollys,  and  that 
that  declaration  was  afterwards  distinctly  violated, 
because  the  moneys  were  afterwards  paid  on  the 
Kingston  dry  dock. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  do  not  recollect  that  the  state¬ 
ment  was  made,  but  at  all  events  that  was  acted 
upon.  After  the  session  there  was  an  estimate  that 
the  balance  due  to  the  Connollys  was  .$64, 000. 
They  were  then  informed  that  no  more  money 
would  be  paid  to  them.  After  receiving  that  infor¬ 
mation,  they  naturally  answered  that,  according  to 
their  contract,  they  were  entitled  to  receive  money 
as  the  estimates  came  down,  that  the  work  had 
been  done,  that  they  wanted  money  to  complete 
the  work,  and  that,  unless  the  money  was  paid  to 
them,  they  would  give  up  the  work  and  sue  the 
Government  for  the  amount  due  and  also  for  the 
damages  resulting  from  the  failure  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  pay  them  according  to  the  condition  of 
their  contract.  The  then  Acting  Minister  of  Public 
Works,  the  Hon.  Frank  Smith,  had  also  to  con¬ 
sider  the  fact  that,  if  the  Connollys  were  to  aban¬ 
don  the  work,  the  completion  of  the  dock  would  be 
delayed  for  a  long  time,  that  new  tenders  would 
have  to  be  called  for,  and  new  plant  procured,  and 
this  committee  knows  that  the  quantity  of  plant  re¬ 
quired  to  carry  out  such  works  as  these  would  cer¬ 
tainly  amount  to  a  value  of  over  $100,000.  During 
that  time,  vessels  were  waiting  to  get  into  the  dock 
to  be  repaired. 

Mr.  LISTER.  There  has  oidy  been  one  vessel 
in  the  year. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Last  year,  no  doubt,  but  since 
the  spring  the  dock  has  been  used  continuously. 
The  then  Acting  Minister— I  do  not  speak  from 
Mr.  Macdonell  (Algoma). 


personal  knowledge,  but  I  hope  the  hon.  gentleman, 
will  accept  my  statement  as  being  true— agreed 
with  the  Connollys  that,  if  they  were  to  complete 
the  dock,  he  would  see  that  they  would  be  paid  for 
all  the  work  that  would  be  done  from  the  date  of 
the  last  estimates.  On  that  agreement  the  Con¬ 
nollys  went  to  work  and  completed  the  dock.  The 
$32,000  was  paid  according  to  that  agreement, 
which  I  think  will  be  accepted  by  this  committee 
as  being  an  agreement  based  on  sound  business 
principles.  I  think  there  is  not  one  hon.  member 
here  who  will  say  that  this  agreement  can  be 
blamed  on  any  business  principle.  After  this  was 
done,  there  Avas  a  large  amount  due  to  the  Con¬ 
nollys,  that  is,  $73,000.  The  Connollys  applied  to 
the  Government  for  that  balance,  and  besides  that 
there  was  $20,000  still  in  the  hands  of  the  depart¬ 
ment  on  deposit  belonging  to  them.  The  action 
taken  against  the  Connollys  does  not  in  any  way 
refer  to  the  Avork  on  the  graving  dock. 

Mr.  LISTER.  You  Avere  to  pay  them  no 
money. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  There  Avas  no  such  arrangement. 
The  GoATernment  thought  that  should  be  the  course 
adopted.  But,  when  they  applied  cle  novo  for  a 
further  amount,  it  Avas  agreed  that  the  further 
amount  of  $30,000  Avouid  be  paid,  on  the  Connollys 
giving  good  security  that  they  would  pay  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  eArery  dollar  for  which  they  might  be 
condemned  in  the  action  hoav  pending  against  them. 
To  carry  out  that  agreement,  the  Connollys  ha\re 
made  a  sale  to  the  Government  of  all  their  plant, 
their  dredges,  and  all  the  plant  they  had  at  Kings¬ 
ton  to  carry  out  these  works,  which  is  \ralued  at 
$96,000,  as  a  security  that  the  GoATernment  shall 
be  paid  eA7ery  dollar  that  they  may  be  entitled  to  get. 
The  security  is  OArer  the  amount  the  Government 
had  in  their  hands,  that  is,  $43,000  and  $30,000,  or 
a  total  of  $73,000.  They  have  transferred  all  that 
to  the  department,  and  under  that  arrangement, 
the  Government  decided  to  give  them  the  further 
amount  of  $30,000.  These  are  the  circumstances 
correctly  stated,  and  I  think  they  are  of  such  a 
character  as  to  satisfy  the  committee  that  nothing 
has  been  done  that  could  not  be  approAred  of  by 
thorough  business  men.  It  happened  that  I  entered 
the  department  on  the  very  day  Avhen  the  cheque 
for  the  $32,000  was  given. 

Mr.  MILLS  (BothAvell).  The  cheque  went  out 
before  you  came  in  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  No,  but  I  came  in  on  that  day. 
I  do  not  Avant  to  shirk  responsibility  for  anything 
done  in  the  department.  I  do  not  think  I  would 
do  credit  to  myself  by  trying  to  shirk  any  responsi¬ 
bility  that  the  department  has  taken,  and  which, 
as  a  member  of  the  GoA-ernment,  though  not  then  as 
the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  I  haA7e  myself  approved 
of.  The  hon.  gentleman  says  it  was  on  the  eve  of 
the  election  in  Kingston.  I  think  he  is  right. 
But  the  question  is  not  as  to  whether  that  money 
was  paid  on  the  eA7e  of  this  particular  election,  it  is 
as  to  Avhether  the  GoATernment  was  bound  by  the 
agreement  of  the  Acting  Minister  to  pay  that 
amount.  Now,  if  it  was  fair  and  equitable  for 
the  Government  to  pay  that  amount  at  all,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  agreement  entered  into  betAveen  the  Con¬ 
nollys  and  the  Acting  Minister,  the  Government 
would  have  been  very  much  to  blame  if  they  had 
not  paid  it.  Of  course  if  the  Government  had  done 
something  Avrong,  it  might  have  injured  the  pros- 
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pects  of  our  candidate  in  Kingston  and  helped  our 
opponents  ;  but  surely  the  least  the  Government  can 
do  is  not  to  do  any  wrong  that  will  injure  the  pros¬ 
pects  of  our  candidates  in  our  own  country. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  It  is  very  much  to  be  re¬ 
gretted  that  the  looseness  aad  extravagance  which 
have  been  shown  to  exist  in  connection  with  the 
letting  and  carrying  on  to  completion  of  contracts 
for  public  wrorks,  should  have  had  any  existence. 
It  is  quite  clear  that  the  whole  history  of  this  job 
^oes  to  show  that  the  Government  intended  at 
first  that  the  Connollys  should  be  the  contractors. 
Now’,  I  do  not  for  a  moment  pretend  to  say  that 
£he  Connollys  wTere  at  all  dishonest  in  the  matter  ; 
1  do  not  think  so.  I  have  not  the  slightest  doubt 
that  when  the  Connollys  first  became  contractors 
under  this  Government,  they  were  honourable  and 
upright  men,  and  I  dare  say  they  would  have 
remained  so  had  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  used 
them  in  an  honourable  and  upright  manner.  But 
I  think  the  evidence  given  before  a  committee  of 
this  House  clearly  shows  that  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  is  responsible  for  any  dishonesty,  if 
dishonesty  exists.  We  had  last  year  an  exhibition 
that  is  very  much  to  be  regretted  in  the  interests 
of  this  young  country.  We  saw  a  man  occupying 
the  position  of  Minister  of  Public  Works  deposed 
from  that  position.  He  has  been  virtually  charac¬ 
terized  as  a  scapegoat  for  hon.  gentlemen  op¬ 
posite.  He  now  sits  upon  this  side  of  the  House 
and  gazes  wistfully  across  to  the  man  who  is  now 
permitted  to  wear  his  cloak,  and  probably  will 
be  permitted  to  feed  on  the  flesh  pots  of  Canada 
and  eat  to  the  full  for  the  next  few  years,  in  the 
place  of  the  hon.  gentleman  that  has  been  consign¬ 
ed  to  this  side  of  the  House  and  deprived  of  the 
privilege  that  he  enjoyed  for  the  past  ten  years  in 
his  own  interest  and  that  of  his  followers.  I  do  not 
think  from  my  ow  n  observation  and  knowledge  that 
the  mantle  of  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  could 
have  fallen  upon  better  shoulders.  I  have  not  the 
slightest  doubt  but  that  that  hon.  gentleman  will 
come  up  to  the  full  expectations  of  those  with  whom 
he  is  associated,  and  I  dare  say  that  in  ten  or  fifteen 
years  from  now,  when  further  revelations  come  to 
be  made,  we  may  possibly  find  something  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  what  has  been  exposed  in  that  department 
during  the  last  year.  Now,  I  think  it  is  time  that 
this  condition  of  tilings  should  be  put  a  stop  to.  If 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  cannot  find  men  that  are 
more  efficient  and  better  able  to  make  a  careful 
estimate  of  the  probable  cost  of  public  works,  so 
as  to  give  the  people  of  this  country  a  better 
service  than  the  engineers  of  the  Public  Works 
Department  have  rendered  them,  I  think  it  is 
not  very  creditable  to  this  country.  We  have  had 
the  evidence  produced  to-night  by  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Lincoln  (Mr.  Gibson)  that  we  have  paid  45 
per  cent  more  for  this  public  work  than  the  original 
cost  at  which  it  was  estimated  by  the  Government 
engineers.  Take  the  Napanee  post  office,  for  in¬ 
stance.  That  job  was  let  for  £‘26,000,  and  it  cost 
£54,000  before  it  was  completed.  When  is  that 
going  to  stop  ?  I  suppose  we  shall  have  some  little 
experience  with  the  new  Minister  of  Public  Works, 
and  we  will  be  better  able  to  judge  in  two  or  three 
years  as  to  whether  he  is  going  to  conduct  matters 
in  the  very  loose  way  that  they  have  been  conduc¬ 
ted  in  the  past.  It  is  greatly  to  be  desired  that 


some  more  honest  and  upright  men  should  be  found 
to  occupy  the  Treasury  benches  and  to  conduct 
the  affairs  of  the  people  of  this  country  in  a  more 
honest  and  economical  manner.  We  have  had  from 
session  to  session  sickening  exhibitions  made  of 
the  looseness  and  recklessness  of  the  manner  in 
which  public  works  have  been  let  and  completed. 

I  do  not  know  that  things  are  getting  any  better,  I 
am  afraid  they  are  getting  worse  ;  but  as  long  as 
the  people  of  this  country  are  willing  to  put  up 
with  such  things,  they  will  have  to  bear  the  conse¬ 
quences. 

Mr.  GIBSON.  Before  this  item  is  adopted  I 
would  like  to  make  one  remark.  The  Minister  has 
courteously  furnished  me  a  copy  of  the  tenders  as- 
extended,  with  the  quantities  in  each  class,  and  I 
find  that  according  to  the  manner  in  which  our 
quantities  were  extended,  instead  of  being  £354.50 
above  Murray  &  Cleveland’s  tender,  we  are  now 
£82,136.17  above,  showing  the  wrong  done  to 
Hunter  &  Murray  more  especially  than  to  us. 
Here  are  two  tenders  said  to  be  within  £354.50  of 
one  another,  yet  by  the  change  of  a  presumed 
quantity,  not  an  actual  one,  you  create  a  difference 
of  £82,136.17.  I  would  recommend  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  if  they  are  going  to  follow  English  prece¬ 
dents  in  the  letting  of  public  works,  that  they 
should  give  the  approximate  quantities,  at  all 
events,  of  each  class  and  kind  of  work  to  be  done, 
so  that  the  contractors  might  know  for  themselves 
for  how  much  they  could  afford  to  do  the  work. 

Halifax  Public  Buildings . £1,500 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  For  what  is 
this  expenditure  to  be  incurred  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Improvements  on  three  public 
buildings,  post  office,  including  customs  house  and 
inland  revenue  office,  examining  warehouse  and  im¬ 
migrant  building,  are  estimated  by  the  chief  archi¬ 
tect  to  cost  this  sum. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  For  what  purpose  is  the 
amount  required?  Last  year  a  granolithic  pavement 
was  put  down  at  the  post  office,  at  a  cost  of  £2,000,. 
and  the  previous  year  there  was  a  grant  for  im¬ 
provements  to  these  buildings.  The  granolithic 
pavement  was  let  to  a  Montreal  firm. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  firm  of  Forsyth  &  Co. 
was  the  only  one  which  had  a  patent  for  that  pave¬ 
ment.  Since  then  there  have  been  several  com¬ 
panies  formed  to  lay  pavements  of  a  similar  nature, 
and  when  any  pavement  is  required  for  any  public 
building,  tenders  will  be  asked  from  every  one  of 
the  different  companies. 

Dartmouth  Post  Office .  £15,000 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  We  have  in  this  case  a 
sample  of  the  cases  that  were  brought  under  our 
consideration  and  were  discussed  last  session.  The 
rent  of  the  post  office  in  Dartmouth  was  £80  a  year, 
the  entire  receipts  last  year,  according  to  the 
Postmaster  General’s  Report,  were  £2,019.  There 
are  not  less  than  37  places  in  Ontario  where  the 
post  office  receipts  are  over  £4,000  annually,  and 
there  are  over  83  places  in  the  province  where  the- 
receipts  are  in  excess  of  those  at  Dartmouth.  Still 
we  have  no  post  office  building  erected  at  those 
places.  Woodstock,  with  receipts  from  £13,000  to 
£1 5,000,  has  no  public  post  office  building.  At  Inger- 
soll,  where  the  receipts  are  over  £8,000,  there  is  no 
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public  post  office  buildings,  because  the  people  send 
a  Reformer  to  represent  them  here.  It  is  a  scanda¬ 
lous  exhibition  of  political  selfishness  on  the  part  of 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  that  permits  them  to  carry 
on  this  system  of  erecting  public  buildings  at  a  cost 
to  this  country  of  from  $25,000  to  $50,000  respect¬ 
ively  in  such  places  as  Dartmouth,  where  the  re¬ 
ceipts  are  only  $2,052,  and  where  the  rental  paid 
is  $80  a  year,  and  where  the  salary  paid  the 
postmaster  is  $540.  This  is  a  scandalous  system 
of  Tory  tactics  and  it  is  quite  clear  that 
some  of  the  people  of  Nova  Scotia  are  wise 
in  their  generation,  for  they  insist  in  getting  some¬ 
thing  in  return  for  giving  support  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  It  is  no  use  for  the  Minister  of  Public 
W orks  to  fish  for  the  constituencies  in  Nova  Scotia 
without  baiting  his  hook  with  something,  if  with 
nothing  else  than  a  post  office  building.  But  when 
he  goes  to  my  province,  his  Tory  friends  will  swal¬ 
low  even  a  bare  hook,  and  be  prepared  to  do  any¬ 
thing  to  keep  the  party  in  power.  My  hon.  friend 
from  South  Grey  has  several  post  offices  in  his  con¬ 
stituency  which  have  revenues  far  in  excess  of 
$2,000,  but  so  long  as  he  represents  the  constituency 
they  will  not  obtain  public  buildings,  and  he  will 
not  yield  in  favour  of  his  political  opponents. 
There  are  plenty  of  other  places  in  Ontario  in  the 
same  position.  This  is  another  evidence  of  the 
view  adopted  by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  in  hold¬ 
ing  out  to  constituencies  the  money  of  this  Domin¬ 
ion  improperly  and  unfairly,  on  a  principle  that  is 
positively  unjust,  in  the  form  of  votes  for  public 
buildings  in  order  to  induce  those  constituencies  to 
return  members  who  will  support  the  Government. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  understand  this  matter  was 
fully  ventilated  last  year,  and  that  a  long  discus¬ 
sion  took  place  on  items  of  this  character.  I  am 
very  glad  to  say  that  the  hon.  gentleman’s  speech 
is  a  very  forcible  and  eloquent  resume  of  all  the 
arguments  that  were  addressed  to  the  House  last 
year.  I  may  point  out  that  in  the  main  Estimates 
not  a  single  item  calls  for  a  new  building.  Per¬ 
haps,  therefore,  we  might  pass  these  items  and  not 
renew  the  debate  that  took  place  last  year,  and 
when  the  Supplementary  Estimates  come  down,  if 
perchance  there  is  a  new  building,  I  suggest 
that  would  be  the  time  to  discuss  again  the  general 
subject  of  erecting  these  public  buildings.  Of 
course,  it  will  be  admitted  by  hon.  members  that 
the  moment  these  buildings  have  been  commenced 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  present  Government,  and 
especially  of  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  to  see 
that  they  are  completed.  When  a  new  building  is 
to  be  erected  and  a  vote  is  asked  for,  we  might  then 
very  fairly  discuss  the  subject. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Are  there  to  be  any  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  am  afraid  not. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
truly  says  this  subject  was  discussed  last  year.  It 
was  discussed  to  some  extent. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  To  a  great  extent. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  was  discussed  be¬ 
cause  during  the  previous  year  the  House  adopted 
a  resolution  upon  the  subject  without  dissent.  An 
amendment  was  moved  on  going  into  Supply,  which 
was  accepted  by  the  late  First  Minister,  and  that 
amendment  enunciated  the  principle  which  should 
govern  the  conduct  of  the  Administration  in  asking 
.appropriations  of  public  money  for  buildings  of 
Mr.  McMullen. 


this  character.  It  stated'  that  in  undertaking  to 
make  appropriations  for  public  buildings  and  other 
public  works,  regard  should  be  had  to  the  revenue 
derived  from  those  places,  and  that  the  localities  in 
which  the  largest  amount  of  revenue  were  collected 
were  the  localities  in  which  public  buildings  should 
be  first  constructed.  The  reason  of  the  rule  is  per¬ 
fectly  obvious  to  every  hon.  gentleman  in  this 
House.  The  House  appropriates  money  of  which 
it  is  the  public  trustee,  the  money  is  contributed  by 
the  entire  population  of  this  country,  wholly  re¬ 
gardless  of  political  differences,  and  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  serving  the  public  interest,  and  not  a  party 
interest.  That  rule  was  agreed  to,  and  the  hon. 
gentleman  knows  that  determination  was  a  deliber¬ 
ate  determination  supported  by  the  whole  House, 
and  that  there  was  no  motion  on  the  part  of  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  for  the  purpose  of  reconsidering  it.  It 
is  an  insult  to  the  intelligence  of  that  side  of  the 
House,  that,  having  agreed  to  such  a  resolution, 
they  should  permit  it  to  be  set  at  nought  without 
any  protest.  I  admit  that  if  these  are  works  the 
contracts  for  which  were  let  in  former  years  and 
upon  which  expenditures  have  already  been  made, 
the  Government  should  go  on  and  build  them. 
There  would  then  be  no  violation  of  the  principle 
of  the  resolution  to  which  I  refer,  but  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  hon.  gentleman  whether  the  contract 
for  these  buildings  was  let  last  year,  or  whether  it 
was  let  at  an  earlier  period.  If  the  Government 
have  departed  from  this  rule  since  it  was  adopted, 
it  is  the  business  of  the  House  to  enter  its  protest 
and  refuse  the  appropriation.  Let  me  call  the 
attention  of  the  House  to  the  very  serious  altera¬ 
tion  that  is  being  made  in  the  cost  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  this  country  by  this  system  of  expending 
large  sums  of  money  on  public  buildings  where  the 
amount  of  revenue  collected  is  comparatively 
small.  It  is  in  most  cases,  except  in  the  larger 
towns  and  cities,  in  the  public  interest  that  build¬ 
ings  for  custom  house,  excise  and  post  office  pur¬ 
poses  should  be  rented.  They  could  be  obtained 
at  a  much  smaller  cost  than  the  amount  of  interest 
that  would  have  to  be  paid  from  the  public  trea¬ 
sury  to  meet  the  expenditure  on  capital  account  in 
the  erection  of  these  buildings.  You  have  in 
addition  large  permanent  charges  for  lighting, 
heating,  caretaking  and  repairing  these  bitildings. 
I  will  venture  to  say  that  if  any  one  will  take 
the  trouble  to  make  up  the  cost  of  these 
buildings  erected  during  the  past  12  years,  and 
add  the  cost  for  continuing  these  buildings  in 
operation,  he  will  see  that  it  amounts  to  a  very 
large  sum,  the  greater  portion  of  which  might  not 
have  been  incurred  if  the  expenditure  had  not  been 
entered  upon.  If  we  are  to  have  economical  govern¬ 
ment  in  this  country,  I  have  no  doubt  whatever 
that  there  must  be  a  radical  change  in  the  policy 
of  the  Government  in  this  respect.  When  the 
resolution  was  agreed  to  last  year  the  understand¬ 
ing  was  that  the  House  had  once  more  asserted  its 
authority  over  public  expenditure,  which  is  one  of 
the  most  ancient  authorities  which  the  House  of 
Commons  possesses,  and  if  the  House  wishes  to 
maintain  the  confidence  and  respect  of  the  country, 
it  ought  to  see  that  all  expenditure  on  public  works 
is  in  the  public  interest.  I  contend  that  the  expend¬ 
iture  on  public  buildings,  in  comparatively  small 
places,  cannot  be  in  the  public  interest,  but  is  a 
useless  waste  of  public  money.  We  have  had 
expenditures  for  post  offices,  in  places  of  less  than 
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1,(HM)  of  a  population,  where  if  you  take  the  inter¬ 
est  on  the  money,  and  the  cost  of  maintaining  the 
buildings,  you  have  expended  far  in  excess  of  the 
revenue  you  derive  altogether  from  these  places. 
If  you  erect  public  buildings  in  the  several  thous¬ 
and  places  in  this  country,  which  are  equally  as 
well  entitled  to  them  as  places  in  which  you  have 
erected  such  buildings,  you  will  see  how  very 
large  the  permanent  charge  will  be  that  you  will 
place  upon  the  country.  Every  man  who  chooses 
to  exercise  his  common  sense  knows  that  the  cost 
of  governing  this  country,  -looking  at  our  public 
liabilities,  is  far  in  excess  of  the  cost  of  governing 
the  country  to  the  south  of  us.  Is  that  condition  of 
things  to  be  made  permanent  ?  Your  census  tell 
you  that  you  have  been  unable  to  retain  your  popu¬ 
lation,  and  that  you  have  been  unable  to  procure 
the  settlement  of  the  North-West  which  every 
person  considers  is  desirable.  You  know  right  well 
that  the  fault  is  not  in  the  soil  or  in  the  climate. 
You  know  that  it  is  possible  for  men  to  live  here 
as  well  as  in  the  United  States,  and  yet  the  dis¬ 
couraging  fact  remains  that  we  are  not  merely 
unable  to  maintain  our  position  in  the  race  for  the 
settlement  of  the  country  with  our  neighbours,  but 
that  we  persist  in  the  course  which  has  produced 
the  disasters  which  have  befallen  us.  We  cannot 
close  our  eyes  to  the  fact  that  many  of  our  people 
have  left  us  and  that  the  number  leaving  is 
increasing  at  an  accelerated  pace.  The  report  comes 
from  every  part  of  the  country  to  the  east  of  this, 
that  the  constituencies  are  largely  losing  their 
population  this  year.  What  do  lion,  gentlemen 
opposite  propose  to  do  in  order  to  put  an  end  to 
that  state  of  things,  and  in  order  to  secui’e  a 
moderate  degree  of  prosperity  and  hope  to  the 
people  of  this  country?  I  say,  Sit»$  that  nothing 
has  been  done  by  them,  and  that  the  interests 
of  this  country  are  being  sacrificed.  Hon.  gentle¬ 
men  on  the  Treasury  benches  are  considering 
simply  how  they  are  to  remain  in  their  present 
position,  and  they  have  acted  upon  the  assumption 
that  so  long  as  there  is  a  dollar  in  the  pockets  of 
the  people  of  this  country,  that  they  themselves 
will  not  want,  and  that  their  positions  shall  be 
made  secure.  That  is  not  the  policy  that  ought  to 
commend  hon.  gentlemen  on  the  Treasury  benches 
to  the  confidence  of  those  who  sit  behind  them.  I 
venture  to  say  that  not  one  of  these  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  will  say,  if  he  speaks  his  candid  sentiments, 
that  he  is  satisfied  with  the  condition  of  things  or 
the  outlook  which  this  country  has  before  it  at  the 
present  time.  He  may  hope  that  things  will  be 
better.  I  believe  it  is  possible  they  can  be  better.  I 
do  not  think  this  country  has  yet  reached  the  condi¬ 
tion  out  of  which  it  is  impossible  for  it  to  extricate 
itself  by  continuing  on  the  broad  and  descending 
road  on  which  the  hon.  gentlemen  have  been  travel¬ 
ling  for  the  past  ten  years.  They  cannot  go  on 
taking  money  out  of  the  pockets  of  the  people  and 
spending  it  on  profitless  and  useless  enterprises, 
and  at  the  same  time  promote  the  well-being  of 
the  people.  You  may  depend  on  this,  that 
the  people  of  this  country  will  make  a 
better  use  of  their  money  if  you  leave  it  in 
their  hands  than  you  can  make  for  them,  and 
what  you  refuse  to  do  is  to  leave  it  in  their 
possession.  Has  there  been  a  single  year  during 
the  past  ten  years  in  which  the  expenditure  of 
this  country  has  not  exceeded  842,000,000  ?  And 
what  use  has  been  made  of  that  money,  or  a  great 


portion  of  it,  in  the  public  interest  ?  I  say  it  has 
not  been  used  in  the  public  interest,  and  if  the 
hon.  gentleman  cannot  show  that  these  buildings, 
for  which  appropriations  are  being  sought,  are  not 
already  in  process  of  construction,  and  that  the 
contracts  were  not  let  before  the  House  deliber¬ 
ately  adopted  the  policy  of  the  resolution  of  two 
years  ago,  then  I  say  the  House  ought  not  to  make 
this  appropriation.  If  the  contracts  have  been  let 
and  the  expenditure  begun,  it  may  be  better  to  go 
forward  than  to  retreat ;  but  if  the  expenditure 
has  not  been  begun,  the  money  ought  not  to  be 
appropriated  ;  and  I  ask  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
who  are  not  members  of  the  Administration  to  see 
that  the  public  treasury  is  properly  guarded  and 
that  the  public  money  is  not  wasted.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  ought  to  take  as  little  as  possible  from 
the  people  in  the  present  state  of  the  country,  and 
ought  to  leave  in  their  pockets  every  dollar  that  is 
not  actually  required  in  the  public  interest. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  I  think  that  probably  the  hon. 
member  for  Bothwell  will  not  ask  me  to  urge  upon 
the  Government  that  this  expenditure  should  not 
be  made  or  the  construction  of  this  building  pro¬ 
ceeded  with.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  probably 
admit  that,  when  he  said  that  the  hon.  gentlemen 
on  the  Treasury  benches  were  open  to  the  charge  of 
endeavouring  to  maintain  themselves  in  their  pre¬ 
sent  position,  he  is  open  to  the  retort  of  en¬ 
deavouring  to  take  their  position  from  them,  and  I 
think  the  country  in  the  last  few  months  has  rather 
decided  in  favour  of  the  gentlemen  on  this  side  of 
the  House.  The  hon.  gentleman  in  his  speech 
touched  on  some  very  large  questions  indeed.  I 
think  we  may  say  that  he  discussed  the  National 
Policy,  unrestricted  reciprocity  and  the  exodus.  I 
hardly  see  how  a  discussion  of  this  sort  is  in  order 
on  a  very  small  item  in  connection  with  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  public  building  and  a  post  office  in 
the  town  of  Dartmouth.  However,  it  seems  that 
we  are  to  have  a  great  deal  of  latitude  in  this 
regard,  and,  therefore,  we  cannot  complain. 
As  respects  this  public  building,  I  desire  to 
assure  the  committee  that  it  has  been 
before  the  House  a  long  time.  I  wish  to  say 
to  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills),  who 
I  feel  convinced  does  not  wish  to  make  any  unfair 
criticisms  against  the  Government,  that  though  I 
was  not  in  the  House  in  1890,  I  believe  the  con¬ 
struction  of  this  building  was  decided  upon  and  the 
amount  for  the  commencement  of  the  work  was 
placed  in  the  Estimates  before  the  amendment  to 
which  the  hon.  gentleman  has  referred  was  accepted 
by  the  then  leader  of  the  House.  I  am  prepared  to 
admit  that  the  construction  of  the  building  had  not 
commenced  ;  but  the  Government  had  committed 
themselves  to  the  policy  of  constructing  the 
building  there,  and  no  doubt  they  felt  themselves 
bound  to  go  on  with  it.  Since  that  time  the  site 
has  been  purchased,  and  I  think  it  would  be  not 
only  a  breach  of  trust  to  the  constituency,  but  also 
very  unwise  and  impolitic  not  to  go  on  with  the 
building. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  When  was  the  first  estimate 
made  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  In  1890-91. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  The  estimate  was  taken  in  1890, 
if  my  recollection  is  correct.  It  was  voted  again 
in  1891.  Now,  in  regard  to  the  locality  in  which 
it  is  proposed  to  construct  this  building,  the  town 
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of  Dartmouth  has  a  population  of  about  5,000  and 
is  the  centre  of  a  very  large  settlement  who  to  a 
very  considerable  extent  use  the  post  office  of  this 
town.  Very  possibly  the  revenue  is  not  so  large  as 
it  would  be  in  a  town  farther  away  from  Halifax, 
as  some  of  the  business  of  the  post  office  is  done  in 
Halifax  ;  but  notwithstanding  that,  the  building  is 
required  for  the  convenience  of  the  public.  Ever 
since  1887  my  colleague  has  been  pressing  for  the 
building  in  this  town  owing  to  representations  from 
the  people,  in  which  both  sides  of  politics  joined, 
as  to  the  inconvenience  they  were  subject  *to  in 
consequence  of  the  insufficient  accommodation  and 
the  poor  arrangements  of  the  post  office  there,  and 
in  1890  the  Government  met  his  wishes  and 
placed  in  the  Estimates  a  sum  sufficient  to  enable 
them  to  negotiate  for  a  site  and  proceed  with  the 
construction  of  the  building.  I  feel  quite  sure  that 
the  building  is  needed,  and  I  can  assure  my  hon. 
friend  from  Wellington  that  political  considerations 
had  nothing  to  do  with  the  construction  of  this 
building.  Whether  they  had  or  not  in  its  incep¬ 
tion,  I  am  quite  certain  that  its  construction  did 
not  affect  the  vote  either  in  the  City  or  the  County 
of  Halifax.  The  people  of  the  city  did  not  care 
whether  a  post  office  was  erected  at  Dartmouth 
any  more  than  at  Woodstock,  it  did  not  affect  them 
in  the  slightest ;  and  in  the  town  of  Dartmouth 
itself  I  am  sure  no  votes  were  influenced  by  it,  for 
the  people  there  believed  that  they  were  entitled 
to  a  post  office. 

Mr.  FLINT.  If  all  the  villages  and  towns  having 
postal  receipts  of  $2,000  or  thereabouts  are  entitled 
to  post  offices,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the 
town  of  Dartmouth  is  entitled  to  one  ;  and  I  do 
not  understand  the  objections  taken  by  my  hon. 
friends  on  this  side  to  be  directed  particularly  to 
that  town.  They  are  directed  to  the  neglect  of  the 
Government  and  its  violation  of  the  sound  princi¬ 
ple  laid  down  very  recently  by  this  House  as  to 
these  public  buildings.  Personally  I  am  aware 
that  the  town  of  Dartmouth  did  require  better 
postal  facilities,  and  any  reasonable  effort  on  the 
part  of  the  Government  to  secure  those  facilities 
would  I  presume  receive  the  support  of  gentlemen 
on  this  side.  As  far  as  that  point  is  concerned,  I 
presume  that  the  discussion  is  directed  rather  to 
inducing  the  committee,  and  through  it  the  hon. 
Minister  of  Public  Works,  to  abide  by  some  settled 
principle  upon  which  appropriations  for  public 
buildings  shall  be  granted.  There  can  be  no  doubt 
that  the  lack  of  some  well-defined  line  has  been  the 
cause  of  a  considerable  degree  of  demoralization 
among  the  electors  in  a  great  many  towns  and  vil¬ 
lages.  It  is  certainly  very  undesirable  that  such 
a  purely  business  matter  as  this  should  enter 
into  political  contests,  and  that  gentlemen  who 
are  seeking  electoral  honours  should  be  obliged, 
when  supporting  the  Government,  to  impress 
upon  any  class  of  the  electorate  that,  if  he  be 
chosen,  he  will  secure  some  public  work  for  their 
locality.  In  order  that  I  may  not  be  called  upon 
to  speak  on  the  item  which  follows,  I  will  allude 
to  the  case  of  the  town  of  Lunenburg,  -which  has  a 
postal  revenue  similar  in  amount  to  that  of  Dart¬ 
mouth,  and  I  presume  might  have  had  more  claim 
to  increase  its  postal  facilities  than  it  had  before, 
but  I  am  personally  aware  that  this  was  made  a 
political  matter  in  the  county  and  great  feeling 
aroused.  The  advocates  of  the  National  Policy  made 
Mr.  Stairs. 


the  demoralizing  and  ridiculous  argument  that  if 
the  advocates  of  a  certain  financial  policy  were 
elected  they  would  not  have  sufficient  influence 
to  secure  a  public  building  for  the  capital  town  of 
the  county.  I  believe  the  Government  became 
convinced  that  this  particular  place  had  a  good  and 
reasonable  business-like  claim  to  a  public  building 
and  placed  a  sum  in  the  Estimates  to  purchase  the 
land.  But  what  occurred  ?  An  opponent  of  the 
Government  happened  to  be  elected,  and  nothing 
was  done  in  the  matter  until  after  another  elec¬ 
tion,  when  a  very  estimable  gentleman  of  another 
political  complexion  was  returned,  and  then  this 
public  building  was  proceeded  with.  What  we 
complain  of  is,  that  the  Government  has  not  acced¬ 
ed  to  the  resolution  and  does  not  appear  likely  to 
accede  to  it,  although  it  was  a  reasonable  one, 
intended  to  establish  some  definite  line  of  demarca¬ 
tion  as  to  when  a  public  building  shall  be  granted. 
It  does  seem  somewhat  strange  that  while  Dart¬ 
mouth  is  to  be  favoured  with  a  public  building,  a 
large  place  in  some  other  portion  of  the  country 
which  does  not  happen  to  return  a  supporter  of 
the  Government  is  refused  a  similar  benefit.  I 
think  that  the  Government  should  lay  down  a 
principle  with  regard  to  opening  up  new  post 
offices  and  act  on  that  principle.  At  present  most 
claims  for  public  buildings  are  brought  forward  on 
the  eve  of  elections  and  are  used  as  an  election 
cry.  I  think  then  that  this  question  as  to  these 
two  post  offices  in  Nova  Scotia  should  be  discussed 
upon  the  general  principle  of  the  lines  which  the 
Government  will  lay  down  in  regard  to  that  subject 
in  the  future. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  I  would  be  glad  to  see  the  prin¬ 
ciple  referred  to,,  by  the  hon.  gentleman  carried  out, 
if  it  was  expedient  to  follow  such  a  cast-iron  rule, 
but  I  think  he  is  as  far  wide  of  the  mark  as  the 
hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  in  claiming 
that  we  should  strictly  adhere  to  the  principle 
which  was  laid  down  two  years  ago.  There  is  no 
rule  without  an  exception,  and  I  suppose  that 
applies  to  the  building  of  post  offices  as  to  other 
matters.  We  cannot  always  decide  as  to  the  build¬ 
ing  of  a  post  office  in  a  place  on  account  of  the 
revenue  derived  there,  but  rather  according  to  the 
necessities  of  the  situation.  In  some  places,  though 
they  may  be  large  and  a  respectable  revenue  may 
be  received  from  them,  there  are  conveniences 
which  are  not  to  be  found  in  other  places  for  the 
purpose  of  a  post  office.  Take,  for  instance,  the 
town  of  Owen  Sound,  a  town  of  8,000  inhabitants, 
which  certainly  would  be  entitled  to  a  post  office 
building,  but  it  happens  that  a  private  individual 
built  a  place  there  suitable  for  the  purposes  of  a 
post  office,  and  it  is  rented  to  the  Government 
for  a  moderate  sum,  and  costs  less  than  the 
building  of  a  new  post  office  would.  Yet  the 
revenue  derived  in  Owen  Sound  would  certainly 
entitle  that  town  to  a  post  office  built  by  the 
Government.  The  hon.  member  for  North  Wel¬ 
lington  (Mr.  McMullen)  appears  to  be  as  consistent 
in  his  logic  and  as  logical  in  his  reasoning  on  this 
subject  as  on  many  others.  He  started  out  by 
saying  that  it  was  clearly  the  intention  of  the 
Government  to  purchase  voters  by  granting  these 
post  offices.  Afterwards  he  asked  why  the  hon. 
member  for  Grey  did  not  get  a  post  office,  and  said 
it  was  because  I  was  always  a  supporter  of  the 
Government.  And  then,  in  regard  to  another 
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place,  lie  says  they  do  not  get  a  post  office  because 
the  member  is  not  a  supporter  of  the  Government. 
There  is  no  consistency  in  that.  If  the  Govern¬ 
ment  can  secure  a  constituency  by  building  a  post 
office,  why  do  they  not  build  one  in  the  town  of 
Mount  Forest,  and  so  relieve  the  country  and  the 
House  from  the  constant  annoyance  of  hearing  the 
lion,  member  for  North  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen) 
delivering  his  addresses  by  hundreds  ?  If  that 
would  accomplish  the  end  which  he  says  it  would, 
it  would  be  well-spent  money  for  this  country. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  The  hon.  member  for  Grey  (Mr. 
Sproule)  has  kindly  furnished  me  with  an  argu¬ 
ment  which  I  will  address  to  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  in  order  to  obtain  a  post  office  in  my  own 
county.  I  have  listened  to  the  hon.  gentleman 
with  a  great  deal  of  pleasure,  and,  as  he  is  a  philo¬ 
sopher,  sound  in  his  doctrine,  deep  in  his  argu¬ 
ment,  I  will  take  that  argument  as  one  which  I 
believe  is  the  only  one  likely  to  prevail  with  the 
Government.  He  said  that  the  policy  which  should 
guide  the  Government  in  this  matter  was  the  ne¬ 
cessity  of  the  situation.  Does  he  mean  to  affirm  that 
this  is  the  reason  which  is  inducing  the  Government 
to  grant  the  large  sum  of  money  we  are  about 
voting  ?  He  knows  there  are  other  causes  behind 
that,  but  he  thinks  it  more  politic  to  throw  insults 
across  the  floor  at  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Wellington  than  to  state  the  other  causes. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  Surely  there  is  no  insult  in 
saving  that  a  town  of  5,000  inhabitants  is  entitled 
to  have  a  post  office. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  The  hon.  gentlemen  referred  to 
the  constant  annoyance  caused  to  the  House  by 
the  speeches  of  the  hon.  member  (Mr.  McMullen.) 
He  forgot  to  refer  to  the  very  long  annoyance  to 
which  the  House  is  subjected  when  he  himself  gets 
up  to  address  it.  Perhaps  he  has  filled  more 
pages  of  Hansard  during  last  session  than  any 
other  member. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  There  is  not  one  word  of 
truth  in  that. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  I  am  sorry  the  hon.  gentleman 
cannot  take  his  medicine  like  a  man.  He  handles 
medicine,  and  he 'ought  to  be  able  to  take  it.  How¬ 
ever,  I  did  not  rise  in  the  first  place  to  pick  a 
quarrel  with  the  hon.  member  for  Grey  (Mr. 
Sproule),  but  to  take  up  the  statement  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Halifax  (Mr.  Stairs),  that  there  are 
many  accommodations  and  facilities  in  postal  mat¬ 
ters  in  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia.  In  the  report 
of  the  Postmaster  General,  I  find  that,  in  the 
Province  of  Nova  Scotia — and  no  one  will  pretend 
to  say  that  the  population  of  that  province  is  equal 
to  the  population  of  the  Province  of  Quebec — they 
have  1,431  post  offices,  while  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  with  a  population  of  at  least  1,000,000 
more,  they  have  only  1,441  post  offices.  This  is 
in  the  Postmaster  General’s  Report,  page  9.  The 
figures  are  really  interesting,  and  I  will  quote  them. 
The  number  of  letters  going  through  the  post 
offices  in  Quebec  is  23,100,000  in  the  year,  whereas 
in  Nova  Scotia  the  number  is  only  7,100,000,  and 
yet  Nova  Scotia  has  as  many  post  offices  as  the 
large  and  populous  Province  of  Quebec.  Nearly 
4,000,000  post  cards  are  sent  yearly  in  the  Province 
of  Quebec,  and  in  Nova  Scotia  only  1,330,000. 
Of  registered  letters,  770,000  are  sent  in 
Quebec,  and  in  Nova  Scotia  166,000.  \\  e  find  that 


the  business  in  mail  matter  in  the  Province  of  Nova 
Scotia  is  infinitely  less  than  it  is  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  and  yet  Nova  Scotia  has  as  many  post 
offices  as  the  Province  of  Quebec.  What  a  pity  it 
would  be  if  they  would  not  find  that  they  had  good 
facilities  and  good  accommodation.  If  you  go 
through  these  Estimates,  you  will  find  large  sums 
put  here  and  there  for  these  provinces,  and  year 
after  year,  whereas,  in  other  places  where  money 
could  well  be  expended  none  is  voted.  Let  me 
call  attention  to  one  case  to  which  I  called  atten¬ 
tion  last  year.  Over  and  over  again  and  year  after 
year  deputations  have  come  to  the  Government 
from  a  flourishing  town  across  the  river  asking 
that  suitable  post  office  accommodation  should  be 
provided.  No  satisfactory  reason  could  be  given 
for  a  refusal.  The  revenue  from  that  town  is  con¬ 
siderable.  The  revenue  of  this  town,  I  believe,  is 
at  leasl;  equal  to  the  revenue  of  towns  which 
have  post  offices  costing  $30,000  or  $40,000  ; 
and  still  the  answer  of  the  Government  was  : 
No,  they  could  get  no  post  office.  A  deputa¬ 
tion  has  come  from  the  town  of  Buckingham,  a 
large  business  town  across  the  river  in  the  County 
of  Ottawa,  a  town  that  requires  post  office  acom- 
modation,  and  it  has  been  refused.  Why  ?  Is  it 
because  the  town  belongs  to  a  county  that  sends  a 
representative  to  this  House  not  in  sympathy  with 
the  Government  ?  It  looks  very  much  like  it.  On 
the  very  same  page  of  the  Estimates  on  which  this 
item  occurs,  I  find  towns  receiving  public  works  or 
grants  that  belong  to  constituencies  which  send  to 
this  House  supporters  of  the  Government.  For  in¬ 
stance,  I  find  a  sum  put  down  for  a  public  building  at 
Halifax,  for  the  Dartmouth  post  office,  the  Lunen¬ 
burg  post  office,  the  Pictou  post  office,  and  so  on. 
I  for  one  deny  that  there  is  even  justice  or  honesty 
in  the  manner  in  which  the  Government  distribute 
their  grants  for  public  buildings. 

Mr.  BORDEN.  My  hon.  friend  from  Halifax 
(Mr.  Stairs),  in  the  few  observations  he  made  with 
reference  to  the  Dartmouth  post  office,  stated  that 
politics  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  this  mat¬ 
ter  of  the  construction  of  post  offices.  Well,  it 
seems  to  me  that  if  politics  has  nothing  to  do  with 
it,  it  is  pretty  hard  to  tell  what  principle  does 
guide  the  Government.  No  principle  has  been  laid 
down,  so  far  as  I  have  ever  heard,  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  upon  which  these  public  buildings  were  to  be 
constructed,  by  which  a  particular  locality  was  to 
be  chosen  for  the  construction  of  a  post  office.  It 
is  a  singular  thing  that  nearly,  if  not  all,  the  local¬ 
ities  so  chosen  happen  to  be  in  constituencies  at  the 
time  when  the  vote  is  asked  for  which  are  repre¬ 
sented  by  supporters  of  the  Administration. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  allow 
me  to  correct  him — one  supporter  only.  The  vote 
was  taken  first. 

Mr.  BORDEN.  One  is  sufficient,  of  course.  I 
must  congratulate  my  hon.  friend,  the  late  member 
for  Halifax,  Mr.  Jones,  upon  the  extraordinary 
influence  which  he  has  been  able  to  exert  on  the 
Administration.  I  know  that  my  hon.  friend  the 
junior  member  for  Halifax  (Mr.  Stairs)  will  agree 
with  me  that  Halifax  county  and  city  are  very  for¬ 
tunate  in  having  had  a  gentleman  of  the  immense 
influence  of  Mr.  Jones  to  represent  them  in  Par¬ 
liament.  But  I  think  there  are  very  few  instances 
of  that  kind.  I  had  some  experience  recently  in 
running  a  bye-election,  and  my  experience  taught 
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me  that,  whether  inspired  by  the  Government  or 
not,  the  fact  is  that  in  bye-elections,  at  any  rate, 
great  use  is  made  of  promises  to  certain  localities 
of  benefits  which  will  accrue  if  those  localities  will 
vote  for  a  candidate  in  sympathy  with  the  Ad¬ 
ministration.  The  argument  was  used  against  me, 
and  in  certain  sections  it  proved  a  pretty  strong 
argument,  because  I  think  it  resulted  in  changing 
some  votes.  The  people  were  told  :  If  you  wish  to 
get  such-and-such  a  benefit,  you  must  send  a  man 
to  support  the  Administration.  Now,  in  a  particu¬ 
lar  town  in  my  county,  the  town  of  Kentville, 
there  was  a  case  in  point.  In  1886,  when  King’s 
County  was  represented  in  this  House  by  a  sup¬ 
porter  of  the  Administration,  Parliament  was  asked 
to  vote,  and  did  vote,  a  sum  of  money  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  post  office  in  the  town  of  Kentville. 
There  was  a  general  election  in  1887,  and  the  gent¬ 
leman  who  had  succeeded,  I  suppose,  in  getting 
the  sum  voted,  was  defeated,  and  I  came  here  in 
his  place,  and  immediately  thereafter  the  vote  dis¬ 
appeared  from  the  Estimates.  Of  course,  this  was 
only  a  coincidence,  according  to  my  hon.  friend 
from  Halifax.  I  trust  the  Supplementary  Estimates 
will  contain  a  grant  for  Kentville. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  falls  under  the  motion  of  the 
hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills). 

Mr.  BORDEN.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  this 
vote  was  carried  long  before  his  motion.  I  hope 
the  hon.  gentleman  will  take  it  into  his  careful  and 
favourable  consideration.  But  seriously,  Mr. 
Chairman,  what  is  the  principle  upon  which  the 
Administration  proceeds  with  reference  to  these 
grants  ?  I  find  that  the  postal  revenue  in  the  town 
of  Dartmouth  last  year  was  $2,019  ;  I  find  in  the 
town  of  Kentville,  the  shire  town  of  my  county, 
the  postal  revenue  was  considerably  larger,  $2,270. 
There  is  another  town  in  my  county,  Wolfville, 
with  a  postal  revenue  of  $3, 172.  Why  is  it  that 
the  town  of  Dartmouth  should  be  selected  with  a 
smaller  revenue  than  these  other  towns  ?  I  have 
failed  during  all  the  years  I  have  been  in  this  House 
to  hear  the  Administration  state  any  sound  and 
solid  principle  which  governs  them  in  asking  Parlia¬ 
ment  to  grant  votes  of  money  for  the  construction 
of  public  buildings. 

Mr.  BOWERS.  I  made  a  few  remarks  last  year 
in  regard  to  the  Digby  post  office.  Now,  I  am  not 
of  the  opinion  that  these  places  should  be  treated 
only  according  to  the  revenue  they  contribute.  As 
I  stated  last  year,  Digby  is  placed  in  a  different 
situation  from  a  great  many  of  the  general  post 
offices.  There  is  a  large  amount  of  mail  matter 
that  passes  through  the  Digby  post  office.  In  the 
summer  time  there  is  a  daily  mail  coming  from  St. 
John  across  the  bay,  and  this  mail  has  to  be  sorted 
and  sent  out  to  the  different  offices.  There  is  some¬ 
thing  like  20  or  25  daily  mails,  the  postmaster  tells 
me,  coming  to  the  Digby  post  office,  besides  all  the 
general  mail  passing  from  Halifax  and  St.  John, 
and  they  have  a  very  small  place  there,  not  large 
enough  to  permit  of  the  business  being  conveniently 
done.  I  find  here  that  the  gross  postal  revenue 
of  Digby  is  $30  more  than  that  of  the 
town  of  Dartmouth.  The  town  of  Dart¬ 
mouth  is  near  Halifax,  and  most  of  the  mail 
matter  can  be  handled  in  the  Halifax  post 
office,  and  they  do  not  require  a  post  office 
there  of  the  same  proportion  as  does  the  town  of 
Digby  and  other  places  situated  in  the  same  way. 

Mr.  Borden. 


I  also  find  that  the  number  of  money  orders  issued 
in  the  Digby  post  office  was  1,817,  and  the  total 
amount  of  the  money  orders  received  was  $24, 21 2. 73, 
and  the  total  amount  of  money  orders  paid  out  was 
$11,736.47.  You  will  see  by  this  that  Digby  is 
quite  an  important  place  as  regards  the  postal  busi¬ 
ness.  As  I  said  before,  I  cannot  agree  with  all 
that  is  said  in  regard  to  looking  altogether  at  the 
total  amount  of  money  paid  into  the  office,  because 
a  town  like  Digby  requires  extra  postal  accommo¬ 
dation  on  account  of  the  large  number  of  mails  that 
come  there  every  day.  I  hope  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  will  remember  this,  for  although  I  am  not  a  sup¬ 
porter  of  the  Government,  I  am  not  very  cantanker¬ 
ous  in  opposition,  and  do  not  care  to  do  anything 
for  the  sake  of  obstructing  the  Government.  No 
doubt  the  hon.  Minister  has  been  in  communication 
at  different  times  with  the  postmaster  at  Digby 
on  the  subject,  and  he  has  told  me  he  would  like 
to  have  better  accommodation. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  am  not  exactly  like  the 
hon.  member  for  Digby,  and  I  take  great  pleasure 
in  obstructing  all  legislation  which  I  consider  to  be 
wrong.  I  am,  at  the  same  time,  prepared  to  sup¬ 
port  good  legislation,  no  matter  where  it  emanates. 
With  respect  to  the  construction  of  public  build¬ 
ings,  the  policy  pursued  ever  since  Confederation, 
or  at  least  for  the  last  ten  or  twelve  years,  cannot 
be  defended,  and  no  hon.  gentleman  opposite  can 
justify  it.  It  is  impossible  to  justify  it  on  public 
grounds  or  in  the  public  interests.  View  it  in  any 
light  you  please,  it  will  be  found  that  when  public 
interests  demand  the  erection  of  a  public  building 
this  is  not  done  unless  political  interests  are  con¬ 
served  by  the  erection  of  such  building.  That  has 
been  the  policy  pursued,  and  although  the  House 
led  by  the  late  Premier  decided  that  no  public 
buildings  should  be  erected  except  where  the  pub¬ 
lic  interests  demanded,  yet  the  very  first  session 
afterwards  public  buildings  were  erected  where 
political  interests  were  to  be  conserved.  There 
are  differences  in  the  character  of  supporters.  The 
hon.  member  for  East  Grey  (Mr.  Sproule)  does  not 
get  a  post  office  for  Meaford.  There  are  reasons 
for  this.  There  are  supporters  who  have  in¬ 
fluence,  and  others  who  have  less  influence.  Those 
who  have  influence  and  perhaps  other  means  at 
their  disposal  secure  the  expenditure  of  public 
money  in  the  erection  of  buildings  in  their  ridings. 
I  am  not  very  much  surprised  that  the  hon.  member 
for  East  Grey  (Mr.  Sproule)  has  not  succeeded  in 
obtaining  a  post  office  for  Meaford,  a  large  and 
flourishing  town  on  the  Georgian  Bay,  while  in  the 
village  of  Cayuga,  with  a  revenue  not  amounting 
to  $1,000  probably,  a  post  office  has  been  erected 
at  a  very  large  expense.  The  supporter  of  the 
Government  from  that  county  is  of  a  different 
class.  He  is  one  able  to  make  his  influence  felt  in 
the  House  and  country,  and  he  gets  a  post  office 
erected  at  Cayuga,  while  Meaford  stands  overlook¬ 
ing  the  Georgian  Bay,  with  her  numerous  popula¬ 
tion,  but  without  a  proper  post  office.  The  hon. 
gentleman  for  East  Grey  must  understand  there 
are  different  grades  of  supporters  and  different 
degrees  of  usefulness.  I  will  read  for  the  benefit 
of  the  House  a  list  of  the  places  that  have  not  ob¬ 
tained  post  offices,  with  the  amounts  of  revenue  as 
furnished  in  the  Postmaster  General’s  report  for  the 
yearending30th  June,  1890 :  Alliston,Simcoe,$2,330; 
Amhersburg,  Essex,  $2,000  ;  Arnprior,  Renfrew, 
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§3,281  ;  Aurora,  York,  §2,263 ;  Aylmer  West, 
Elgin,  §4,201  ;  Ayr,  Waterloo,  §2,107  ;  Blenheim, 
Kent,  §2,529  ;  Bowmanville,  Durham,  §4,745  ; 
Brighton,  Northumberland, §2, 009;  Brussels,  Huron, 
§2,541  ;  Campbellford,  Northumberland,  §3,298  ; 
Carleton  Place,  Lanark,  §3,359  ;  Chesley,  Bruce, 
§2,613;  Clinton,  Huron,  §4,541  ;  Colborne,  North¬ 
umberland,  §2,911;  Coilingwood,  Simcoe,  §5,822  ; 
Deseronto,  Hastings,  §4,142;  Dresden,  Both  well, 
§2,278  ;  Dunnville,  Monck,  §2,028  ;  Durham,  Grey, 
§2,066  ;  Elora,  Wellington,  §2,235  ;  Essex  Centre, 
Essex,  §3,271  ;  Exeter,  Middlesex,  §2,106  ;  Fergus, 
Wellington,  §2,873;  Flesherton,  Grey,  §1,042; 
Forest,  Lambton,  §3,574;  Georgetown,  Halton, 
§2,749  ;  Glencoe,  Middlesex,  §2,335 ;  Gravenhurst, 
Simcoe,  §2,872  ;  Grimsby,  Wentworth,  §2,027  ; 
Hanover,  Grey,  §1,687 ;  Harriston,  Wellington, 
§3,092 ;  Hespeler,  Waterloo,  §2,393  ;  Huntsville, 
Muskoka  and  Parry  Sound,  §2,187  ;  Ingersoll,  Ox¬ 
ford,  §8,556 ;  Iroquois,  Dundas,  §2,056  ;  Kincardine, 
Bruce,  §4,135  ;  Leamington,  Essex,  §2,716  ;  Listo- 
wel,  Perth,  §4, 129  ;  Lucknow,  Bruce,  §2,349  ;  Mark- 
dale,  Grey,  §1,649  ;  Mattawa,  Nipissing,  §2,895  ; 
Meaford,  Grey,  §3,050;  Midland,  Simcoe,  §2,458  ; 
Milton  West,  Halton,  §2,370  ;  Mitchell,  Perth, 
§3,414 ;  Morrisburg,  Dundas,  §3,888 ;  Mount 
Forest,  Wellington,  §3,902 ;  Newmarket,  Ontario, 
§3,421  ;  Niagara  Falls,  Welland,  §3,856 ;  North 
Bay,  Nipissing,  §2,919  ;  Norwich,  Oxford,  §2,244 ; 
Oakville,  Halton,  §2,364 ;  Oshawa,  Ontario, 
§5,433;  Owen  Sound,  Grey,  §9,626  ;  Paisley,  Bruce, 
§2,777  ;  Paris,  Brant,  §3,661  ;  Park  Hill, 
Middlesex,  §2,850  ;  Port  Dover,  Norfolk,  §1,575  ; 
Port  Elgin,  Bruce,  §2,181.26  ;  Port  Perry,  Ontario, 
§2,806.02;  Preston,  Waterloo,  §2,156.18;  Rat 
Portage,  Algoma,  §2,675.96  ;  Renfrew,  Renfrew, 
§3,864.58  ;  Ridgetown,  Elgin,  §3,593.28  ;  Riverside, 
York,  §2,215,54 ;  St.  Mary’s,  Perth,  §5,850.03  ; 
Sarnia,  Lambton,  §8,505.62;  Seaforth,  Huron, 
§4,871.17;  Shelburne,  Grey,  §2,357.42;  Stayner, 
Simcoe,  §2,006.70  ;  Sudbury,  Algoma,  §2,844.57; 
Thorold,  Welland,  §2,864.98  ;  Uxbridge,  Ontario, 
§3,526.24 ;  Wallaceburg,  Boihwell,  §2,831.03 ; 
Waterloo  West,  Waterloo,  §4,263,58 ;  Watford, 
Lambton,  §2,479.08  ;  Welland,  Welland,  §3,343,05  ; 
West  Toronto  Junction,  York,  §3,420.58  ;  Whitby, 
Ontario,  §4,235.26;  Wiarton,  Bruce,  §2,770.15  ; 
Woodstock,  Oxford,  §15,432.06  ;  Yorkville,  York, 
§6,277. 44.  In  every  one  of  these  places  no  public  build¬ 
ing  has  been  erected,  and  there  is  scarcely  one  of  them 
but  has  a  larger  revenue  than  Dartmouth.  I  cannot 
understand  what  justification  the  Minister  or  his 
supporters  can  put  forward  for  the  erection  of  build¬ 
ings  at  places  where  the  public  interest  does  not 
demand  them,  when  large  centres  like  Woodstock, 
Bowmanville,  Oshawa,  Whitby,  Ingersoll,  Sarnia, 
Owen  Sound,  Meaford,  Kincardine,  Listowel  and 
Mount  Forest  have  no  such  buildings  erected.  The 
hon.  member  for  Halifax  probably  let  the  cat  out 
of  the  bag  when  he  said  that  it  was  decided  to 
erect  a  post  office  in  Dartmouth  in  1890.  That  was 
immediately  before  the  election,  and  §5,000  was 
placed  in  the  Estimates  immediately  after  the  elec¬ 
tion,  but  in  the  meantime  the  election  was  protested, 
and  that  probably  accounts  for  the  promise  being 
fulfilled  now.  I  presume  that  if  the  hon.  member 
for  Halifax  had  not  been  elected  this  item  for 
Dartmouth  would  have  been  dropped  out  of  the 
Estimates,  as  was  done  in  respect  to  Kent  ville,  in  the 
County  of  Queen’s,  Nova  Sootia,  which  returned  an 
opponent  of  the  Government.  This  shows  that  it  is 
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merely  political  ends  that  the  Government  intend 
to  serve,  and  that  they  do  not  follow  up  business 
principles  in  spending  this  public  money.  It  should 
be  made  a  criminal  offence  for  the  Government 
to  bribe  a  constituency  by  the  erection  of  a 
public  building  in  a  place  where  there  is  no 
necessity  for  it.  I  think  that  every  member 
of  the  Government  and  every  supporter  of 
the  Government  ought  to  be  unseated  and  dis¬ 
qualified  as  well  for  such  conduct.  A  member 
will  be  unseated  if  his  agents  spend  half  a  dollar, 
but  the  Government  can  bribe  constituencies  by 
spending  thousands  of  dollars  in  this  way,  and 
there  is  no  punishment  for  them.  The  Ministers 
have  taken  an  oath  of  office  that  they  will  be 
faithful  stewards  of  the  public  money,  and  Iioav 
can  they  reconcile  such  conduct  as  this  with  their 
consciences  and  with  their  oath.  It  appears  that 
in  this  instance  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  had 
forgotten  the  serious  obligation  he  took  when  he 
became  a  Privy  Councillor,  to  be  true  and  faithful 
to  Her  Majesty  and  the  people  over  whom  she 
reigns  with  so  much  grace  and  dignity.  How  can 
they  reconcile  their  oath  with  the  proposal  to  build 
a  costly  post  office  in  a  place  like  Dartmouth,  with 
a  revenue  of  §1,700  a  year,  while  flourishing  and 
large  centres  of  population  like  Woodstock  and 
Owen  Sound,  with  a  revenue  of  §15,000  each,  are 
left  without  such  a  building  ?  Is  this  the  way  the 
Government  should  squander  public  money  ?  I 
declare  that  they  will  need  another  gerrymander 
to  keep  them  in  office  if  they  pursue  such  a  policy 
as  this  ;  because  if  there  is  any  public  opinion  in 
this  country,  a  free  people  will  not  stand  the  way 
in  which  they  are  lavishing  the  public  money,  and 
the  way  in  which  they  are  unfaithful  to  their  oath 
of  office  in  squandering  public  money  for  political 
purposes,  buying  electors  with  their  own  money, 
and  neglecting  the  interests  of  the  people  in  these 
large  and  flourishing  towns  which  I  have  enu¬ 
merated. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  The  hon.  member  for  South 
Grey  (Mr.  Landerkin)  has  treated  the  House  to 
one  of  his  characteristic  speeches,  full  of  buncombe 
or  burlesque,  but  which  is  neither  convincing  to 
the  House  nor  interesting  to  the  country.  His 
argument  is  that  the  member  for  East  Grey  has 
not  done  his  duty  because  he  did  not  get  a  posr 
office  in  Meaford  ;  while  the  argument  of  the  mem¬ 
ber  for  North  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen)  is  that 
the  Government  are  doing  a  great  wrong  because 
they  are  expending  money  building  post  offices  in 
such  places,  and  thereby  saddling  the  country  with 
a  permanent  expense  for  heating,  lighting  and  care¬ 
taking  of  post  offices  in  towns  of  that  kind.  Take 
the  town  of  Meaford,  for  example.  It  only  cost  the 
country  last  year  for  allowance  for  rent,  fuel  and 
light  §150,  and  yet  they  have  a  commodious  and 
suitable  building  there,  and  if  they  had  not  that, 
through  private  enterprise  they  could  get  another 
one. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Could  they  not  do  that  in 
Dartmouth  ? 

Mr.  SPROULE.  Will  the  hon.  member  for 
South  Grey  (Mr.  Landerkin)  keep  quiet,  if  he  is  in 
that  state  that  he  can  keep  quiet. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  What  does  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  mean  ? 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Order. 
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Mr.  SPROULE.  Will  the  lion,  member  keep 
his  place  and  be  quiet  ? 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  What  is  the  statement 
you  have  made,  sir  ? 

Mr.  SPROULE.  Will  the  Iron,  gentleman  keep 
quiet,  if  he  has  the  courtesy  to  do  so  ? 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  If  you  had  any  courtesy 
you  would  not  make  a  mean  insinuation,  a  con¬ 
temptible  insinuation,  unworthy  of  a  member  of  this 
House. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  It  is  not  the  first  time  the 
House  has  been  treated  to  the  same  conduct  by  the 
lion,  membe.r,  and  in  my  opinion  from  the  same 
cause. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  What  cause  do  you  refer 
to  ?  What  insinuation  do  you  mean,  Sir  ?  I  appeal 
to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  lion,  gentleman  has  a 
right  to  make  such  an  insinuation  ? 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  rise  to  a  point  of  order.  The 
point  is  that  the  language  of  the  lion,  member  for 
East  Grey  (Mr.  Sproule)  is  disgraceful. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  This  complaint  comes  with 
good  grace  from  a  man  who  violates  every  prin¬ 
ciple  of  equity  in  this  House  and  out  of  it.  I 
say  that  the  force  of  the  argument  of  the  lion, 
member  for  North  Wellington  was  that  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Public  Works  was  saddling  the  country 
with  permanent  expense  in  those  places  where 
they  were  building  post  offices,  because  they 
would  have  to  be  maintained  afterwards,  and  we 
would  have  to  spend  money  for  caretakers  and 
wood  and  light ;  and  now  the  hon.  member  for 
South  Grey  (Mr.  Landerkin)  condemns  the  action 
of  the  member  for  East  Grey  because  he  cannot 
get  a  post  office  for  a  place  called  Meaford,  where 
the  expense  for  rent,  fuel  and  light  is  only  $150, 
which  is  sufficient  to  secure  postal  conveniences  for 
the  people,  but  would  not  pay  the  interest  on  the 
money  which  would  be  required  to  build  one, 
let  alone  the  permanent  cost  for  care,  &c. , 
afterwards.  The  hon.  gentlemen  are  not  con¬ 
sistent  in  their  arguments.  The  hon.  member  for 
South  Grey  read  out  of  the  returns  the  names  of 
a  large  number  of  places  which  in  his  opinion  were 
entitled  to  post  offices,  because  post  offices  had 
been  built  in  other  places  which  were  not  larger. 
I  maintain  that  the  reasons  which  I  gave  at  first 
are  the  true  reasons  that  should  guide  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  expenditures  of  this  nature,  that  is,  that 
where  the  public  convenience  can  be  secured  at  a 
smaller  expense  by  private  enterprise  than  it  would 
cost  the  country  to  put  up  a  suitable  building, then 
the  Government  would  not  be  justified  in  going  to 
the  expense  of  erecting  a  building  ;  but  in  other 
places,  where  private  enterprise  has  not  supplied 
the  convenience,  and  where  there  is  a  necessity  for 
the  building,  that  is  a  justification  for  the  violation 
of  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  hon.  member  for  Both- 
well  by  the  Government  in  building  post  offices  in 
many  places  where  they  have  been  built. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  The  hon.  gentleman  says 
that  in  Meaford  the  post  office  pays  only  $150  a 
year,  and  consequently  the  people  could  not  expect 
the  Government  to  put  up  a  post  office  there.  But 
in  Dartmouth  the  post  office  only  pays  $80  a  year  of 
rent,  and  how  can  the  hon.  gentleman  reconcile  the 
two  cases  ? 

Mr.  Sproitle. 


Mr.  SPROULE.  I  say  that  judging  by  the 
argument  of  the  hon.  gentleman - 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Order. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  We  do  not  expect  order 
from  the  hon.  member.  He  does  not  usually  treat 
the  House  with  courtesy.  He  is  in  the  habit  of 
interrupting  every  member  when  he  gets  up  to 
speak. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  That  is  not  so. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  He  was  very  uncourteous 
to  my  hon.  friend  from  South  Grey.  As  he  is  the 
last  joint  in  the  tail  of  the  Tory  party,  we  cannot 
expect  anything  better  from  him.  He  occupies 
that  position  in  his  party,  and  he  realizes  that  he 
is  in  that  position,  for  he  has  never  got  anything 
for  his  county  and  never  will. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  would  just  come  back  to  the 
suggestion  which  I  made  at  the  beginning  ;  unless 
hon.  gentlemen  have  decided  not  to  allow  any  item 
to  pass.  Decidedly  this  item  ought  to  pass. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  It  ought  to  be  withdrawn. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Nobody  would  expect  the  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Public  Works  to  abandon  works  which  have 
already  been  commenced.  Decidedly  the  loss  to  the 
country  would  be  much  greater  than  any  loss 
which  the  hon.  gentlemen  have  referred  to  as  likely 
to  follow  the  construction  of  this  building.  Now 
that  these  buildings  are  commenced  we  must 
complete  them,  and  nobody  will  find  fault  with  me 
for  bringing  down  an  appropriation  for  that 
purpose.  This  one  is  just  in  that  position.  The 
first  vote  was  taken  in  1890,  the  site  has  been 
bought,  the  plans  have  been  prepared,  and  I  think 
the  contract  has  been  passed,  and  it  ought  to  be 
finished.  There  is  no  way  out  of  it,  and  I  do  not  see 
why  we  should  lose  our  time  in  discussing  generalities 
which  we  discussed  last  year,  unless  it  is  under¬ 
stood  that  hon.  gentlemen  will  not  pass  any  items. 
If  that  is  understood  we  will  sit  down  calmly  and 
wait  till  they  are  done. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  no  right 
to  say  that  because  this  matter  was  discussed  last 
year,  therefore  it  should  not  be  discussed  again 
this  year. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  certainly  have  a  right  to  say 
that. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  reason  the  hon.  Minister 
gives  why  this  matter  should  not  be  discussed  this 
year,  is  that  it  was  discussed  last  year.  If  that  is 
a  good  reason  in  the  abstract,  he  has  a  right  to  say 
it,  but  I  do  not  think  it  is  a  valid  reason  why  these 
estimates  should  not  be  discussed  this  year.  So  far 
as  this  policy  of  the  Government  is  concerned  in 
making  appropriations  for  the  construction  of 
these  public  buildings,  we  have  always  contended 
and  still  contend  that  it  has  been  and  is  a  scandal¬ 
ous  abuse  of  the  power  of  the  Administration. 
The  hon.  gentleman  has  stated  that  this  work  is 
now  commenced,  and  that  it  will  be  a  greater  loss 
to  the  country  to  abandon  it  than  to  go  on  with  it, 
which  is  equivalent  to  the  confession  on  his  part 
that  this  work  should  never  have  been  commenced, 
and  that  if  he  had  been  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  when  the  appropriation  was  made,  it  never 
would  have  been  made. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  never  said  that. 

Mr.  LISTER.  No,  but  that  is  the  inference  to 
be  drawn  ;  and  to  be  frank  and  candid,  I  do  not 
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believe,  if  he  had  been  Minister  of  Public  Works 
when  the  first  appropriation  was  made,  that  the 
work  would  have  been  gone  on  with.  Now,  the 
lion,  member  for  East  Grey  is  talking  with  the 
steadiness  of  a  babbling  brook.  There  is  never  an 
opportunity  whether  in  season  or  out  of  season  that 
that  lion,  gentleman  does  not  think  it  his  duty  to  get 
up  and  talk  on  every  possible  question  that  pre¬ 
sents  itself  ;  and  not  only  that,  but  he  feels,  in  the 
security  of  the  seat  he  occupies,  that  he  is  justified 
in  grossly  insulting  a  man  who  is  his  superior  in 
everything  that  constitutes  manhood,  and  his  senior 
in  years.  He  is  a  constituent  of  my  lion,  friend  ; 
he  has  a  vote  in  his  riding  ;  and  this  sort  of  enmity 
and  animosity  that  he  always  exhibits  to  my  lion, 
friend  is  not  the  conduct  that  one  lion,  gentleman 
ought  to  show  towards  another.  What  did  lie  in¬ 
sinuate  ?  Did  he  want  to  insinuate  that  my  hon. 
friend  was  not  in  a  position  to  address  this  House  ? 
If  he  did,  he  was  guilty  of  the  grossest  insult 
which  one  can  offer  to  another — conduct  that  is 
unbecoming  of  any  person  who  claims  to  have  the 
slightest  elements  of  a  gentleman  in  his  composition. 
So  far  as  the  policy  of  the  Government  is  concerned, 
in  my  judgment  the  voting  of  public  moneys  in  this 
matter,  in  the  way  in  which  it  has  been  voted,  is  a 
scandalous  abuse.  There  can  be  no  question,  how¬ 
ever  vigorously  the  hon.  gentleman  may  deny  it, 
that  the  whole  policy  of  the  Government  is  to  buy 
up  constituencies  by  the  erection  of  public  build¬ 
ings.  We  need  only  recall  a  few  instances.  For 
many  yeai'S  the  town  of  Goderich,  in  the  County  of 
Huron,  was  represented  by  an  hon.  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  present  Administration,  and  year  after 
year  he  pressed  the  claim  of  that  town  on  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Government  without  getting  any 
satisfaction.  Suddenly,  however,  the  county  turned 
round  and  elected  a  supporter  of  the  Administra¬ 
tion,  and  at  once  a  sum  of  money  was  placed  in  the 
Estimates  for  the  construction  of  a  public  building 
in  the  town  of  Goderich.  In  the  County  of  West 
Middlesex,  the  same  experience  was  felt.  Time 
and  again  representations  had  been  made  in  vain, 
but  as  soon  as  the  county  returned  a  supporter  of 
the  Government  a  sum  was  placed  in  the  Estimates 
for  a  public  building  there.  Prior  to  election  time 
it  has  always  been  held  up  to  the  electors  that  if 
they  want  any  public  buildings  they  must  return  a 
supporter  of  the  Administration.  If  a  man 
should  pay  fifty  cents  in  corrupting  an  elector  he 
is  unseated  and  disqualified,  but  the  Government 
can  deliberately  buy  up  an  electorate  by  means  of 
public  buildings  and  there  is  no  check  to  prevent 
that.  Go  down  to  Petrolea,  which  sent  a  repre¬ 
sentative  opposed  to  the  Government  from  1882  to 
1887,  but  in  1887  sent  a  representative  as  a  supporter 
of  the  Government.  At  the  second  session  he  was 
here  an  appropriation  was  brought  down  for  the 
erection  of  a  public  building.  Take  Walkerton, 
which  is  represented  by  my  hon.  friend  from 
Bruce.  So  long  as  that  county  sent  a  representa¬ 
tive  here  in  opposition  to  the  Administration,  no 
vote  could  be  obtained  for  the  public  building,  but 
the  moment  it  sent  a  representative  to  support  the 
Government  an  amount  for  that  purpose  was  put 
in  the  Estimates.  The  claim  of  Picton,  in  the  County 
of  Prince  Edward,  which  always  returned  a  Liberal, 
had  been  pressed  on  the  Government  session  after 
session  without  effect,  but  as  soon  as  the  County 
of  Prince  Edward  abandoned  the  principles  its 
people  had  adhered  to  for  so  many  years  and 
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returned  a  supporter  of  the  Administration,  it 
became  of  the  first  importance  that  a  public 
building  should  be  erected.  Trenton  was  in  exactly 
the  same  position.  Then  we  come  to  Dartmouth,  a 
little  town  represented  by  my  hon.  friend  for  Halifax 
(Mr.  Stairs)  who  seems  to  have  great  power  with  the 
Administration.  Notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
binding  twine  is  free  in  the  States,  he  has  been  able  to 
keep  that  on  the  tariff,  and  he  has  also  been  able  to 
induce  the  Government  to  proceed  with  the  build¬ 
ing  of  a  post  office  in  the  town  of  Dartmouth  where 
the  gross  postal  receipts  are  only  $1,700.  The 
Government  think  they  must  build  a  post  office 
there  which  will  cost  in  the  neighbourhood  of  $15,- 
000,  exclusive  of  the  land,  so  that  the  interest  will 
amount  to  something  like  $1,000  a  year  rent,  which 
the  Government  will  have  to  pay,  although  only 
$1,700  is  the  gross  revenue.  Is  not  that  a  disgrace¬ 
ful,  scandalous  transaction  ?  Apart  from  the  rent, 
there  will  be  the  heating  and  all  the  other  expen¬ 
ditures  which  necessarily  attend  a  public  building 
of  this  kind,  so  that  when  you  come  to  figure  up 
the  cost  at  the  end  of  the  year  you  will  find  that 
the  gross  receipts  will  not  be  sufficient  to  cover  it, 
and  all  this  to  secure  the  support  of  my  hon.  and 
respected  friend,  the  junior  member  for  the  City  of 
Halifax.  Is  this  right  ?  Is  it  not  the  duty  of  the 
Government  to  lay  down  some  well-defined  prin¬ 
ciple,  and  establish  that  when  the  revenue  of  a  town 
has  reached  a  certain  amount  then  that  town  shall 
be  entitled  to  a  public  building  ?  Haldimand 
County  was  for  40  years  Liberal,  but  in  a  moment 
of  weakness  it  forgot  its  principles  and  returned  its 
present  member,  and  not  only  did  the  Govern¬ 
ment  put  up  a  public  building  there,  but  they 
built  a  bridge  over  the  Grand  River.  Let 
us  look  at  this  for  a  moment.  Cayuga  has  a 
population  of  700  or  800  people  and  a  post  office 
revenue  of  $1,186,  yet  they  have  put  up  a  public 
building  there  at  a  cost  of  $25,000  or  $30,000. 
Does  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  say  that  the 
public  buildings  are  to  be  erected  on  account  of  the 
revenue  which  is  derived,  or  because  the  constitu¬ 
ency  has  returned  a  supporter  of  the  Government? 
Let  him  take  one  or  the  other  position.  If  he  takes 
the  latter,  we  can  understand  it,  but  we  cannot 
understand  him,  session  after  session,  saying  that 
this  is  done  in  the  public  interest,  when  it  is  evident 
that  it  is  done  in  the  interest  of  the  Government. 
Goderich  has  a  revenue  of  $5,629,  and  Goderich 
must  have  a  public  building,  while  Sarnia,  which 
has  a  revenue  of  $9,351,  is  not  to  have  one.  Wood- 
stock,  with  a  revenue  of  $15,000  or  $16,000,  is  not 
to  have  one,  while  Cayuga  with  a  revenue  of  $1,186 
is  to  have  one,  and  my  own  town,  with  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  7,000  and  a  revenue  of  over  $9,000,  is 
denied  a  public '  building.  Petrolea,  with  a 
revenue  of  $6,654  and  a  population  of  2,400, 
is  to  have  a  public  building.  Walkerton 
with  a  revenue  of  $4,785  and  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  about  3,500,  or  perhaps  less,  is  to  have  a 
building  while  Sarnia  and  Woodstock  are  refused. 
Then  there  is  Cobourg,  with  a  revenue  of  $6,714, 
Waterloo,  $4,785,  Carleton  Place,  $4,511,  Smith’s 
Falls,  $6,206,  Picton,  $5,593,  Trenton,  $5,121.  But 
bad  as  this  showing  is  in  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
you  have  only  to  take  up  the  Postmaster  General’s 
Report  and  the  returns  brought  down  to  this  House 
as  to  the  public  buildings  in  the  Province  of  Quebec 
to  see  that  it  is  much  worse  there,  and,  bad  as  that 
is,  if  you  go  to  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick, 
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you  will  find  the  state  of  affairs  infinitely  worse. 
In  New  Brunswick  in  the  county  represented  by 
the  Minister  of  Finance,  a  small  town,  with  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  300  or  400,  has  not  only  been  supplied  with 
a  post  office,  but  the  House  has  also  been  asked  to 
put  a  bell  there. 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  am  sure  the  hon.  gentleman 
does  not  desire  to  misrepresent  the  Minister  of  Fin¬ 
ance  in  his  absence,  and  I  may  say  that  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  town  of  Sussex  was  voted  by  this 
Parliament  before  Mr.  Foster  represented  the 
county  at  all.  It  was  Mr.  Domville  who  got  that 
appropriation  and  claimed  the  credit  for  it.  I  am 
speaking  of  my  own  native  town,  and  I  know  the 
fact. 

Mr.  LISTER.  What  is  the  population  of  the 
town  of  Sussex  ? 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  6,000. 

Mr.  LISTER.  No,  not  600.  At  all  events, 
whether  it  was  the  present  Finance  Minister  or  not, 
it  was  a  supporter  of  the  Administration  who  got 
that  public  building  put  up  in  a  town  which  I  ven¬ 
ture  to  say  has  not  as  great  a  revenue  as  the  town 
of  Cayuga.  If  places  with  less  than  2,000  inhabit¬ 
ants  and  producing  less  than  $2,000  revenue  in  Nova 
Scotia  and  New  Brunswick  are  to  have  post 
offices  and  public  buildings,  then  in  Ontario,  places 
where  the  revenue  is  over  $2,000  or  the  population 
is  greater  than  $2,000  will  by  parity  of  reasoning 
have  the  same  right,  and  it  will  be  the  bounden 
duty  of  the  Government  to  put  up  public  buildings 
there.  Where  is  this  to  stop  ?  People  have  a  per¬ 
fect  right  to  point  out  places  like  Sussex,  and  Cayuga, 
and  Dartmouth,  and  to  say  that,  if  public  buildings 
are  needed  there  in  the  public  interest,  they  are 
also  entitled  to  have  them,  and  there  will  be  un¬ 
questionably  influence  brought  to  bear  upon  the 
Government  by  these  smaller  towns  throughout  the 
country  to  do  for  them  what  they  have  done  for 
these  other  small  towns  throughout  the  Dominion. 
I  think  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  to  have  some  well-defined  policy  upon  this 
question.  I  feel  it  does  not  reflect  credit  upon  the 
Government  to  be  constantly  holding  up  these  pub¬ 
lic  buildings  to  the  public  of  this  country  as  a 
system  of  bribery  which  is  of  the  very  worst  kind. 
It  is  bad  enough  to  bribe  an  individual,  but,  when 
you  attempt  to  bribe  the  whole  people  in  a  con¬ 
stituency,  you  are  doing  a  great  deal  worse. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Perhaps  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  wrould  explain  to  the  committee  if  he  has 
any  policy  upon  this  subject. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  think  the  hon.  gentleman 
must  have  been  asleep  when  I  made  my  explana¬ 
tion.  I  stated  that  our  policy  was  to  finish  the 
buildings  that  were  commenced  already,  and  that, 
when  we  asked  for  any  vote  for  new  buildings,  the 
Government  would  be  bound  to  explain  the  reason, 
and  we  will  do  so  ;  but,  in  the  meantime,  it  would 
be  only  a  matter  of  fairness  for  hon.  gentlemen  to 
proceed  with  business  and  go  on  with  the  Estimates. 
I  shall  be  happy  to  give  any  information  I  am  asked 
for,  but  I  do  not  see  how  this  general  discussion  is 
going  to  further  the  business  of  the  country. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  there  is  one 
thing  which  the  hon.  gentleman  should  make  clear. 
He  says  this  vote  does  not  come  within  the  rule 
which  the  whole  House  acquiesced  in  two  years  ago, 
Mr.  Lister. 


because  this  was  initiated  before  that  rule  was 
adopted.  But  he  has  not  said  whether  the  Govern¬ 
ment  intend  to  carry  out  that  rule  in  the  future 
which  was  assented  to  by  the  whole  House,  and  it 
is  important  that  the  Government  should  say 
whether  they  think  that  rule  should  be  adhered  to 
or  should  be  amended.  The  whole  of  this  discussion 
is  important  in  this  respect,  that  it  shows  that  no 
rule  has  been  adopted  so  far  as  these  expenditures 
are  concerned.  I  leave  out  of  view  now  the 
question  whether  these  works  were  initiated 
before  or  since  the  rule  was  adopted.  The 
hon.  member  for  Grey  (Mr.  Sproule)  says  that 
in  many  cases  the  Government  were  able  to  rent 
buildings  at  a  ATery  much  cheaper  rate  than  to  erect 
them.  I  say  there  is  no  exception  to  the  rule  that 
in  all  the  places  Avhere  a  large  revenue  is  not 
collected  it  is  possible  for  the  Government  to  obtain 
the  necessary  accommodation  at  a  far  lower  rate 
than  they  are  able  to  put  up  these  buildings.  I 
say  the  erection  of  these  buildings  in  these  places 
will  create  a  precedent  and  will  make  a  demand 
that  will  be  impossible  for  the  Government  to 
resist,  in  all  the  constituencies  represented  by 
supporters  of  the  Administration.  I  believe  the 
resolution  we  adopted  a  few  years  ago  was  a  wise 
one  in  the  public  interest,  and  the  Government 
ought  to  adhere  to  it. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  vote  was  taken  in  1890  ; 
that  means  that  the  building  of  this  post  office  was 
determined  upon  by  the  House  before  this  resolu¬ 
tion  of  the  member  for  Bothwell  was  adopted.  So 
this  is  a  particular  case  to  which  that  resolution 
does  not  apply.  Now,  as  to  the  next  point  the 
resolution  reads  : 

“  That  in  the  expenditure  of  public  money  the  public 
interest  and  not  party  favouritism,  should  control,  and  in 
the  choice  of  places  for  the  erection  of  the  public  build¬ 
ings  for  post  office,  customs  house  and  inland  revenue 
purposes,  regard  should  be  had  to  the  amount  of  revenue 
collected  and  of  public  business  done.” 

This  resolution  contains  two  parts.  First,  regard 
must  be  had  for  the  public  interest  ;  and  second, 
regard  must  be  had  for  the  revenue.  I  suppose 
the  Government  will  be  ready  to  show  to  the  House 
when  they  ask  for  a  new  vote,  that  the  vote  is 
required  in  the  public  interest  and  also  in  conse¬ 
quence  of  the  reArenue  collected  where  the  building 
is  to  be  erected.  But  as  I  said  before,  this  resolu¬ 
tion  does  not  apply  to  the  present  case,  as  the 
building  of  this  post  office  was  decided  upon  before 
the  resolution  was  passed. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  When  was  the  land 
purchased  for  this  building  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Only  last  year.  But  the  order 
of  the  House  was  to  have  the  post  office  erected. 
Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  are  always  insisting  that 
the  Government  must  abide  by  every  resolution 
passed  in  this  House.  Surely  this  resolution  must 
be  respected  by  themselves  as  well  as  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Mr.  CASEY.  There  is  a  great  deal  of  difference 
between  a  vote  of  money  for  a  certain  purpose 
which  has  not  been  spent,  and  a  resolution  of  the 
House  defining  a  certain  line  of  policy  which  must 
be  followed.  The  Government  need  not  spend 
money  because  it  has  been  voted  by  the  House. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  If  it  was  decided  to  spend 
money  in  the  County  of  Elgin,  you  would  argue 
just  the  reverse. 
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Mr.  CASEY.  It  does  not  seem  likely  that  any 
money  is  going  to  be  voted  for  my  county.  Now, 
it  is  quite  clear  to  everybody  that  this  expenditure 
is  simply  a  bribe  to  the  locality.  1  understand 
that  the  revenue  is  about  $1,700  a  year  ;  it  is  of 
such  little  importance  that  it  is  not  even  included 
in  the  list  of  accounting  offices  given  in  the  Post¬ 
master  General's  Report.  It  must  lie  entirely  for 
local  reasons  that  the  post  office  is  put  there. 
Now,  I  have  had  occasion  several  times  to  point 
out  to  the  Government  the  injustice  that  is  being 
done  to  the  only  considerable  town  in  my  riding, 
the  town  of  Ridgetown. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Time  cures  everything. 

Mr.  CASEY.  Yes,  and  I  believe  that  time  will 
even  cure  the  evil  of  the  present  Ministers  sitting 
on  the  Treasury  benches.  But  it  seems  evident 
that  so  long  as  they  retain  their  seats,  time  will 
not  cure  them  of  the  habit  of  expending  public 
money  for  political  purposes.  To-night  we  had  an 
assertion  from  the  Minister  himself  that  no  ex¬ 
penditure  of  money  that  will  help  a  friend  of  the 
Government  is  to  be  looked  upon  as  wrong. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  did  not  say  that. 

Mr.  CASEY.  Yes,  the  hon.  gentleman  said  so 
at  the  end  of  his  speech,  when  he  turned  round 
and  addressed  his  own  friends.  Now,  I  want  to 
call  the  attention  of  the  Government  to  the  case  of 
Ridgetown  where  there  is  $3,624  of  postal  revenue 
collected,  and  a  population  of  about  4,000  inhabi¬ 
tants.  The  postal  revenue  is  more  than  twice  as 
much  as  the  revenue  collected  in  this  place  where  we 
are  asked  to  build  a  post  office.  Ridgetown  is  the 
centre  of  a  very  wealthy  and  thickly  settled  agri¬ 
cultural  country,  where  a  great  deal  of  mail  matter 
is  received.  There  is  also  a  considerable  customs 
revenue  collected  there.  The  post  office  and  customs 
business  might  be  conducted  in  the  same  building, 
as  is  usually  done  in  other  cases.  If  the  Ministers 
can  say  with  sincerity  that  the  post  office  is  neces¬ 
sary  at  Dartmouth  in  the  public  interest,  then  a 
building  is  far  more  necessary  in  Ridgetown  for  the 
post  office  and  customs  business  combined.  I  had 
hoped  that  with  the  advent  of  a  new  Minister  we 
should  receive  some  consideration  ;  I  had  hoped 
that  a  new  broom  might  sweep  clean,  and  that  a 
new  Minister  might  be  more  willing  to  consider  a 
serious  claim  of  this  kind  than  one  who  had  grown 
old  in  the  routine  of  that  office.  The  customs  are 
collected  under,  the  heading  of  the  outport  of 
Morpeth,  a  small  village  near  by,  which  was  the 
original  port  of  customs,  although  now  the  princi¬ 
pal  part  of  the  business  is  done  at  Ridgetown.  I 
believe  an  expenditure  there  on  a  customs  and  post 
office  would  not  only  be  doing  justice  to  the  locality, 
but  would  actually  be  an  economy  on  the  part  of 
the  Government. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  To  whom  is  due 
the  credit  of  having  secured  a  post  office  at  St. 
Thomas? 

Mr.  CASEY".  It  was  attributed  to  the  exertion 
of  the  gentleman  who  was  formerly  the  member  for 
the  County  of  East  Elgin,  Mr.  Arkell.  St.  Thomas 
is  not  in  my  riding.  Mr.  Arkell  obtained  the 
post  office,  and  became  clerk  of  works  on  the  build¬ 
ing  after  he  had  ceased  to  be  member  of  Parlia¬ 
ment  ;  and  notwithstanding  the  fact,  Mr.  Arkell 
feels  the  ingratitude  of  his  party,  for  although  he 
secured  this  large  expenditure  of  public  money, 


his  claims  as  far  as  regards  an  official  position  open 
at  a  later  date,  were  not  recognized. 

Mr.  MULOCIv.  The  Minister  of  Public  Works 
has  stated  that  one  reason  for  pressing  this  item  is 
that  he  requires  the  money  to  complete  an  unfinished 
work.  The  hon.  gentleman  advanced  the  argument 
that  already  the  land  had  been  purchased  and  money 
expended  in  the  preparation  of  plans,  and  therefore 
the  committee  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  decision, 
but  had  simply  formally  to  grant  this  money  ;  in 
fact  the  work  having  been  so  far  proceeded  with, 
there  was  no  possible  escape  from  the  transaction. 
If  that  is  the  ease,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  committee 
to  grant  the  amount.  I  thought  the  very  fact  that 
an  item  appeared  in  the  Estimates  was  a  sufficient 
justification  for  the  discussion  of  the  item.  I  as¬ 
sumed  that  the  committee  was  here  to  determine 
whether,  having  regard  to  all  the  circumstances, 
certain  moneys  should  be  voted.  If  that  is  not  the 
position,  the  committee  never  made  the  discovery 
until  now.  The  Minister  has  commenced  to  inau¬ 
gurate  a  very  extraordinary  principle,  that  items 
are  placed  before  the  committee  on  which  we  are 
simply  called  to  vote.  He  surely  was  not  serious 
when  he  said  the  committee  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  matter  but  vote  the  money.  I  take  a  dif¬ 
ferent  view.  I  do  not  care  what  steps  have  been 
taken,  we  have  a  right  to  decide  in  regard  to  voting 
items  under  any  circumstances.  What  is  going  to 
be  the  total  cost  of  the  structure  when  completed  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  is  considered  that  $15,000 
will  complete  the  building. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Including  all  the  fittings  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Y"es. 

Mr.  INGRAM.  Having  heard  the  Iron,  member 
for  West  Elgin  (Mr.  Casey)  give  credit  to  Mr. 
Arkell  for  securing  the  post  office  for  St.  Thomas, 
I  must  say  I  am  much  pleased  to  have  that  infor¬ 
mation  and  explanation.  Dr.  Wilson  has  claimed 
credit  for  it,  and  he  deliberately  misrepresented 
^he  case  to  the  electors  of  East  Elgin. 

Mr.  CASEY'.  The  hon.  member  for  East  Elgin 
should  not  go  out  of  his  way  to  libel  his  late  oppon¬ 
ent,  for  the  statement  he  has  made  is  an  unqualified 
libel  on  that  gentleman.  Dr.  Wilson  never  pre¬ 
tended  that  he  obtained  the  location  or  the  grant 
for  the  post  office  in  St.  Thomas.  It  would  be 
absurd  to  pretend  he  did  so,  seeing  that  Mr.  Arkell 
was  member  for  the  riding  at  the  time,  and  a  sup¬ 
porter  of  the  Conservative  Government,  and  that 
Dr.  Wilson  was  not  in  Parliament.  Mr.  Arkell 
obtained  that  grant  distinctly  as  an  election  move 
in  the  interest  of  himself  and  the  Conservative  party 
in  St.  Thomas  and  East  Elgin.  No  persons  ever 
pretended  that  Dr.  Wilson  secured  that  grant  of 
money. 

Mr.  INGRAM.  I  say  they  did. 

Mr.  CASEY".  But  the  hon.  gentleman  has  made 
a  great  many  statements  he  cannot  prove,  and  he 
cannot  prove  that  one.  Dr.  Wilson  never  said  he 
obtained  the  grant.  Dr.  Wilson  was  not  in  Par¬ 
liament  at  the  time.  He  defeated  Mr.  Arkell  in 
1882  ;  but  Mr.  Arkell  had  obtained  the  grant  or 
promise  of  the  grant  before  he  was  defeated,  and 
the  building  was  proceeded  with  subsequently.  I 
am  quite  willing  to  give  Mr.  Arkell  full  credit  for 
what  he  did.  He  made  a  very  good  move  for  his 
own  party.  The  present  representative  of  East 
Elgin  has  reaped  the  benefit  of  Mr.  Arkell’s  astute- 
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ness  in  getting  that  grant,  and  he  is  not  willing  to 
do  Mr.  Arkell  justice  in  return  for  the  services  he 
has  given. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  desire  to  find  out  what  amount 
has  been  actually  expended  in  acquiring  land  and 
preparing  plans  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  $4,500. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  How  much  was  the  cost  of  the 
land  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  For  the  site,  and  so  forth,  $4,500. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  Minister  tells  us  we  have 
simply  to  vote  the  money,  and  not  to  exercise 
independent  judgment  as  to  whether  it  would  be 
wise  or  not  to  carry  out  the  project. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  was  not  my  business.  I  found 
the  vote  there  and  the  Order  of  the  House  to  expend 
the  money.  I  bought  the  site,  as  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  department  to  do.  If  we  had  not  carried 
out  the  decision  of  the  House,  the  department 
would  have  been  open  to  blame.  As  regards  the 
question  of  maintaining  the  building,  I  estimate 
$100  for  fuel,  $50  for  lighting,  and  in  a  building 
where  there  is  only  a  post  office,  I  think  the  post¬ 
master  himself  ought  to  be  the  caretaker.  I  do  not 
see  why  the  annual  cost  of  mainteiiance  should 
exceed  $200  or  $250  a  year. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Then  we  understand  $4,000  has 
been  paid  for  the  land  and  the  other  $500  for  other 
purposes,  and  assuming  the  Minister  made  a  wise 
purchase  of  land,  we  have  good  value  for  the  $4,000. 
So  what  it  really  amounts  to  is,  that  the  amount 
expended  up  to  the  present  time  is  $500.  It  is  a 
question  whether  we  expend  $15,000  or  lose  $500, 
and  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  was  not  putting 
the  matter  squarely  before  the  committee  when 
he  represented  we  had  a  large  amount  of  capital 
embarked  in  this  enterprise.  Assuming  that  he  made, 
an  honest  purchase  of  the  ground  in  Dartmouth-and 
I  hope  it  was  nothing  like  the  purchase  the  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Militia  made  in  St.  John — this  question  is 
entirely  at  large.  The  Minister  has  told  us  that  it 
would  cost$400a  year  for  maintaining  the  building, 
but  he  ought  to  know  that  there  are  other  expendi¬ 
tures  connected-  with  it,  especially  about  election 
times  when  the  heelers  in  the  town  will  want  to  be 
employed.  Your  painter  will  want  to  paint  it  once 
or  twice  a  year,  and  I  want  to  know  what  is  the 
estimate  of  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  for  repairs 
of  this  character  ? 

• 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  gave  you  all  the  estimates 
that  can  reasonably  be  expected  from  me,  but  I 
suppose  it  won’t  prevent  you  from  going  on  and 
speaking  again. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  It  will  not,  and  I  propose  to 
discuss  this  question.  The  Minister  of  Public 
Works,  for  a  new  man  in  his  office,  is  assuming  a 
very  arbitrary  position.  He  is  assuming  to  be  the 
owner  of  the  public  treasury,  and  he  is  not  much 
of  an  improvement  on  his  predecessor.  Does  he 
think  he  is  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  never  said  so. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  We  removed  his  predecessor 
because  he  was  a  failure  and  as  he  admits  he  is  no 
better,  he  is  a  failure  also.  This  whole  transaction, 
so  to  speak,  is  in  futuro ,  and  therefore  we  have  a 
right  to  look  upon  it  as  a  new  scheme.  There  is  to 
be  a  cost  of  $400  or  $500  a  year  for  maintenance, 
and  $600  a  year  for  interest  at  4  per  cent,  but  | 
Mr.  Casey. 


the  Minister  will  not  tell  us  what  he  is  going  to 
pay  his  party  heelers  for  painting  and  jobbing 
around  the  building.  We  know,  at  all  events, 
that  he  is  going  to  throw  away  the  gross  re¬ 
ceipts  of  the  post  office  at  Dartmouth  in  order 
to  serve  some  political  purpose.  If  that  is 
a  sample  of  the  new  policy  of  the  Minister 
of  Public  Works,  what  is  the  end  of  it  going  to  be 
like  ?  The  public  conscience,  if  there  is  such  a 
thing,  and  I  hope  there  is,  is  shocked  at  the  trans¬ 
actions  this  Administration  has  carried  on.  Bad 
as  the  past  has  been,  there  has  never  been  any¬ 
thing  so  shameless  as  the  transactions  under  the 
auspices  of  the  present  Administration.  The  pur¬ 
chase  of  the  Harris  property  at  St.  John,  which 
the  Minister  of  Militia  takes  a  large  portion  of  the 
responsibility  for,  has  shocked  the  public  con¬ 
science.  I  had  pinned  my  faith  to  the  honesty  of 
the  Minister  of  Militia,  at  all  events  until  this 
transaction  came  to  light.  Until  that  I  had 
always  put  the  Minister  of  Militia  down  as  per¬ 
sonally  pure. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Sit  down  ;  order. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  propose  to  discuss  this  ques¬ 
tion,  and  hon.  members  will  have  to  hear  me. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Order. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  do  not 
preserve  order,  I  think  there  ought  to  be  some 
person  that  will.  I  am  entitled  to  your  protection 
and  to  the  enjoyment  of  my  rights  here. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  Speak  to  the  question. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  hon.  member  for  Leeds 
need  not  set  himself  up  as  an  example  of  good 
conduct.  I  say  that  the  Government  have  disre¬ 
garded  all  respect  for  propriety  when  they  lent 
themselves  to  such  a  transaction  as  the  purchase  of 
the  Harris  property. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  Order. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  am  perfectly  in  order,  and 
you  are  in  error  when  you  are  interrupting  me  and 
inviting  interruptions  from  the  committee  as  a 
whole. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  I  rise  to  a  point  of  order.  I 
do  think  that  we  have  already,  to  say  the  least  of 
it,  discussed  almost  every  conceivable  question  on 
the  item  of  $15,000  for  a  post  office  at  Dartmouth. 
It  is  now  nearly  two  o’clock.  I  think  it  is  about 
time  that  we  should  ask  gentlemen  who  are  discuss¬ 
ing  this  question  to  confine  themselves  to  the  item. 
I  have  no  objection  to  wait  till  daylight.  We 
have  been  four  hours  on  this  item  to-night ;  no  par¬ 
ticular  objection  has  been  made  to  it ;  and  now,  after 
we  have  received  all  the  condemnation  which  can  be 
bestowed  upon  us  in  the  English  language  by  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite,  I  think  we  should  try  to  stick 
to  the  point  at  issue.  I  do  not  desire,  and  I  am 
sure  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  does  not  desire, 
to  interfere  with  free  discussion.  We  have  waited 
very  patiently,  and  I  ask  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
rule  that  in  discussing  this  question  hon.  members 
should  at  least  try  to  stick  to  it. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  I  am  sure  that  no¬ 
body  is  more  desirous  than  the  Chairman  that  hon. 
members  should,  as  much  as  possible,  stick  to  the 
item  under  discussion.  We  have  been  four  hours 
discussing  the  whole  policy  of  the  Administration  ; 
but  if  the  hon.  member  for  North  York  wants  to 
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discuss  the  item  he  is  free  to  do  so,  though  if  he 
wants  to  discuss  matters  which  were  settled  three 
or  four  days  ago,  he  knows  that  he  is  out  of  order. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  have  not  referred  to  any  de¬ 
bate  in  this  House  at  all.  I  have  referred  to  trans¬ 
actions. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  That  was  not  my  objection.  I 
made  no  allusion  to  the  lion,  gentleman  referring  to 
a  former  debate.  But  he  has  discussed  questions 
altogether  irrelevant  to  this  item. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  Every  hon.  member 
knows  that  on  the  Estimates  members  can  talk  very 
widely.  If  the  committee  will  sustain  the  Chair, 
I  will  keep  the  members  in  order,  but  unless  the 
committee  sustain  me,  I  cannot  do  so. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  point  of  order  has  been 
lost  sight  of,  if  there  was  one,  and  I  come  back  to 
the  point  with  which  I  began.  I  want  the  hon. 
Minister  of  Public  Works  to  tell  this  committee 
before  we  vote  this  money  what  in  his  opinion  it  is 
going  to  cost  this  country  on  the  average  to  main¬ 
tain  the  building  which  he  proposes  to  erect  ?  It 
will  not  do  for  him  to  give  us  a  partial  estimate, 
which  is  all  he  has  given  us  yet.  He  has  simply 
treated  us  to  a  little  guess-work.  If  he  is  not  to¬ 
night  prepared  to  give  us  the  definite  information, 
the  item  should  stand  over  until  he  does.  I  would 
remind  him  of  a  few  precedents  which  will  enable 
him  to  make  up  his  mind,  if  he  has  not  come  to 
any  conclusion.  I  will  illustrate  it  by  referring  to 
the  case  of  the  Cobourg  post  office,  by  which  he 
will  see  that  the  figures  he  has  given  us  to-night 
are  far  from  sufficient  to  meet  the  case.  If  he 
takes  the  last  transaction  of  the  kind  by  his  prede¬ 
cessor,  whom  he  says  he  seeks  to  imitate,  and  looks 
at  the  fruits  of  it,  he  will  probably  be  able  to  tell 
us  to-morrow  what  this  thing  is  going  to  cost. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  have  already  stated  that  .$250 
or  $300  ought  to  be  on  the  average  sufficient  to 
maintain  that  post  office. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  hon.  Minister  says  that 
the  figures  he  has  given  us  are  enough  to  keep  this 
post  office  going,  and  yet  he  is  paying  enormously 
fn  excess  of  those  figures  in  Cobourg.  So  that  he  is 
either  negligent  in  this  matter  or  incompetent,  and 
he  can  take  either  horn  of  the  dilemma.  I  believe  he 
has  still  the  capacity  to  grapple  with  this  little 
question  if  he  brings  his  intellect  to  bear  upon  it. 
But  until  he  can  give  us  the  information  the  item 
should  not  be  pressed.  I  accjuit  him,  of  course,  of 
any  intention  to  neglect  his  duty  ;  nevertheless,  I 
consider  it  my  duty  to  try  to  get  that  information, 
and  therefore  I  do  not  think  the  item  should  pass 
until  he  gives  it. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Does  the  $15,000,  which  the 
Minister  says  this  building  is  to  cost,  include  the 
land  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  is  $15,000  besides  the  $5,000. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Then  it  will  cost  $20,000.  That 
makes  $800  for  interest  alone.  The  Minister  has  not 
considered  that  in  making  an  estimate  of  the  cost  of 
the  building,  because  that  will  be  a  permanent  charge 
on  the  country  of  $800  a  year  for  interest  alone. 
From  whom  did  the  Government  buy  this  land  .' 
Was  it  expropriated  or  purchased  voluntarily  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  was  bought  from  the  ferry 
commissioners  of  the  town. 


Mr.  LISTER.  Was  the  land  expropriated  or 
purchased  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  was  bought  by  private  sale 
after  valuation. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Who  valued  it  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  could  not  tell. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Was  there  any  evidence  in  the 
department  to  satisfy  the  Minister  that  the  price 
paid  was  a  reasonable  one. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  There  was  the  report  of  the 
architect. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Surely  he  would  not  value  the 
land  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  property  was  bought  before 
I  was  in  the  office  ;  but  what  I  can  say  is  this,  that 
the  report  of  the  architect  is  there,  saying  that  the 
price  was  reasonable. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  architect  would  have  nothing 
to  do  with  the  land.  Is  it  the  architect  of  the  de¬ 
partment  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Living  in  Ottawa  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  He  took  his  information  from 
local  people. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Did  he  make  a  report  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman  lay  that 
report  on  the  Table  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes  ;  I  have  no  objection  to 
place  it  on  the  Table  to-morrow. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  have  some  reason  for  asking 
for  it.  Did  the  architect  get  any  evidence  except 
the  mere  statement  of  individuals  in  darkness  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Perhaps  the  hon.  gentleman 
might  wait  until  the  report  is  laid  on  the  Table. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman  allow 
the  item  to  stand  ?  I  do  not  like  this  transaction 
at  all.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  member  for 
Halifax  was  so  deeply  interested,  and  could  get  the 
Government  to  put  up  a  public  building  in  a  place 
so  exceedingly  small,  I  do  not  think  it  can  be  a 
place  in  which  land  is  very  valuable.  How  much 
land  is  there  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  could  not  tell. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  post  office  only  yields  a 
revenue  of  $1,700.  Surely  the  land  in  that  town 
cannot  be  dear. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  When  that  item  was  discussed 
last  year  that  information  was  given. 

Mr.  LISTER.  But  you  say  you  bought  the 
land  since.  The  House  had  ordered  this  business 
to  be  gone  on  with,  and  in  pursuance  of  that  man¬ 
date  we  bought  this  land.  I  have  no  doubt  the 
hon.  member  for  Halifax  knows  all  about  it.  If  the 
Minister  cannot  tell  us,  I  think  the  hon.  gentleman 
could,  if  he  would. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  I  am  not  here  to  answer  questions. 

Mr.  LISTER.  You  are  not  bound  to  incriminate 
yourself. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  out  of 
order.  He  has  no  right  to  imply  that  if  I  said 
anything  I  would  incriminate  myself. 

Mr.  LISTER.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  takes  my 
remark  as  offensive,  I  will  withdraw  it.  He  knows 
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it  is  a  rule  of  law  that  no  man  need  incriminate 
himself.  Of  course  there  is  an  inference  to  be 
drawn,  but  if  the  lion,  gentleman  says  there  is 
none,  I  have  nothing  to  say  about  that.  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  a  right  to  know  the  quantity  of  land 
purchased. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  The  Minister 
of  Public  Works  should  remember  that  on  all  pre¬ 
vious  occasions  such  information  has  been  given  as 
a  matter  of  course.  I  do  not  think  any  discussion 
took  place  last  year  as  to  the  particular  parcel  of 
land  purchased.  If  the  information  was  given 
then,  it  can  be  obtained  from  Hansard  ;  but  in  any 
case  it  is  most  undoubtedly  the  custom,  and  rightly, 
that  all  details  should  be  given. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  information  asked  for  has 
been  promised  for  to-morrow. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  do  not  want 
to  insist  on  anything  unreasonable,  but  this  inform¬ 
ation  should  be  given  when  the  item  is  under 
discussion,  and  if  it  is  not  forthcoming  the  item 
should  stand  over. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  lion,  gentleman  will  see 
that  we  are  asking  a  vote  of  $15,000  for  a  building 
to  be  erected,  and  I  am  ready  to  give  all  the 
details  in  that  connection. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  do  not 
think  the  information  was  given  last  year.  The 
land  was  not  bought  nor  the  site  selected  then,  and 
I  understand  the  lion,  gentleman  himself  concluded 
this  transaction  ;  but  whether  he  did  or  not,  the 
information  ought  to  be  in  the  hands  of  the  officers 
of  his  department.  I  am  not  censuring  the  Min¬ 
ister,  who  is  not  very  old  in  the  department,  but 
his  officers  ought  to  have  the  information  in  their 
possession. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  former  Minister  of  Public 
Works  had  a  book  in  which  everything  was  care¬ 
fully  entered,  and  he  could  answer  every  question 
by  turning  over  the  leaf.  One  would  think  these 
questions  would  suggest  themselves  at  once  to  the 
Minister  :  How  much  land  is  bought  ?  how  much 
is  paid  for  ?  The  Minister  has  a  supporter  here 
who  admits  he  can  tell,  but  he  will  not  tell. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  I  did  not  admit  I  could  tell. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  said  he  was 
not  bound  to  tell. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  I  never  admitted  I  could  tell.  I 
have  no  objections  to  tell  all  I  know,  but  do  not 
admit  the  right  of  any  hon.  member  to  question 
me  in  the  House.  I  did  not  answer  the  question 
as  to  the  exact  size  of  the  piece  of  land  which  was 
bought  because  I  do  not  recollect  what  it  was,  but 
I  will  tell  the  committee  what  I  do  know  about  it. 
The  land  was  owned  by  a  corporate  body  which 
was  formed  within  two  years  past  to  run  a  ferry 
between  Halifax  a  ad  the  town  of  Dartmouth.  The 
land  in  question  is  opposite  the  ferry  landing,  and 
I  think  the  purchase  of  that  site  was  recommended 
by  the  city  council,  and  the  ferry  commissioners 
were  willing  to  sell  for  the  price  offered.  I  under¬ 
stand  that  the  rents  which  were  previously  paid 
amounted  to  more  than  the  interest  on  the  money 
paid  for  the  land. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  What  did  the  company 
pay  for  it  ? 

Mr.  STAIRS.  They  took  it  over  in  connection 
with  the  ferry  boats  and  all  the  other  ferry  pro- 
Mr.  Lister. 


pert}’,  so  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  say  what 
was  the  amount  paid  for  the  land  separately. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Was  that  after  the 
appropriation  was  made  for  the  post  office. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  No  ;  before.  They  took  over  the 
whole  under  a  local  Act  of  Nova  Scotia.  It  is  prac¬ 
tically  the  town  of  Dartmouth,  though  the  ferry 
company  has  a  separate  corporate  existence,  being 
incorporated  by  an  Act  of  the  Local  Legislature  of 
Nova  Scotia.  There  was  nothing  crooked  about 
the  transaction.  People  of  both  sides  of  politics  in 
the  town  agreed  to  recommend  this  site  to  the 
Government  as  the  best  site  for  the  office,  and  there 
was  nothing  underhanded  in  the  transaction  what¬ 
ever. 

Lunenburg  Post  Office,  Custom  House, 

&c .  $10,000 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Perhaps  the  Minister  will 
give  us  some  information  in  regard  to  this  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  is  about  the  same  thing  as 
the  last.  The  site  has  been  bought  and  the  architect 
is  preparing  the  plans.  No  contract  has  yet  been 
entered  into  for  the  building  of  the  post  office. 
Lunenburg  is  a  very  important  place  and  a  very 
progressive  place.  The  harbour  is  very  large. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  What  are  the  receipts  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  postal  receipts  last  year 
were  only  $2,053.  The  customs  duties  paid 
amounted  to  $14,203.83.  The  money  orders  issued 
reached  the  sum  of  $30,196.74.  There  is  a  large 
trade  there.  The  exports  amounted  to  $978,611 
and  the  imports  to  $153,470.  The  goods  entered 
for  consumption  weie  of  the  value  of  $154,451. 
The  population  in  1871  was  3,231,  and  it  has  grown 
to  4,894,  and  I  understand  that  the  port  as  well  as 
the  town  is  increasing  rapidly. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Is  there  any  building 
now  owned  by  the  Government  for  this  purpose  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  No,  there  is  none.  This  is  to 
be  not  only  a  post  office  but  a  custom  house,  and, 
as  I  have  shown,  the  business  is  very  considerable. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  What  is  the  entire  cost  ta 
be  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  As  it  is  estimated  here,  it  is  to 
be  $26,400,  but  there  is  an  attempt  to  reduce  that 
amount,  though  I  cannot  say  if  we  will  be  able  to 
reduce  it. 

Mr.  CASEY.  What  is  the  cost  of  the  present 
accommodation  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  cannot  tell  that.  That  infor¬ 
mation  must  have  been  given  when  the  vote  was 
first  asked.  I  cannot  be  expected  to  bring  down 
all  the  records  of  the  department  for  the  last  ten 
years. 

Mr.  CASEY.  Apart  from  all  badinage  or  joking, 
the  information  which  I  ask  for  is  proper  and  usual. 
It  is  proper  at  any  time  during  the  construction  of 
a  buildingto  enquire  intoallthe  particulars  in  regard 
to  it.  We  want  to  know  what  the  present  accom¬ 
modation  costs  and  what  the  new  accommodation 
will  cost,  so  that  we  may  see  whether  there  is  to  be 
any  economy  by  the  change  or  any  increase  in  the 
cost.  We  should  know  what  the  present  rental  is, 
and  then  we  could  compare  that  with  the  interest 
which  will  have  to  be  paid  on  this  expenditure,  and 
so  we  could  compare  the  two  plans.  I  would  ask 
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when  this  was  commenced,  and  has  anything  been 
done  in  the  way  of  building  ? 

Mr.  OUT  MET.  No,  nothing. 

Mr.  CASEY.  When  was  the  land  purchased? 
Mr.  OUIMET.  On  1st  May,  1887. 

Mr.  CASEY.  Why  was  it  never  gone  on  with 
until  now  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  CASEY.  That  is  what  we  would  like  to 
know,  because  the  money  must  have  been  voted 
before  the  land  was  bought,  and  that  was  before 
the  general  election  of  1887.  In  spite  of  that,  the 
people  of  Lunenburg  saw  lit  to  return  a  member  at 
that  election  in  opposition  to  the  Government,  and 
the  lion,  gentleman’s  predecessor  evidently  did 
not  feel  so  much  bound  as  he  says  he  has  been 
by  the  vote  of  the  House  to  spend  the  money, 
because,  though  it  was  voted,  it  has  not  been 
expended.  He  says  that,  when  money  is  voted 
by  the  House,  it  is  his  duty  to  go  on  and 
spend  it.  Why  is  it  that  the  Government  were 
not  bound  by  the  decision  of  the  House  in  1887 
when  Mr.  Eisenhauer  was  the  member  for  Lunen¬ 
burg  ?  I  am  afraid  it  was  because  Mr.  Eisenhauer 
was  the  member  for  that  county,  and  they  have 
deliberately  deprived  the  people  of  Lunenburg  of 
the  accommodation  the  House  ordered  to  be 
given  to  them,  because  they  returned  a  member  to 
oppose  the  Government.  I  think  the  Government 
were  justified  in  asking  for  a  vote  for  that  place, 
and  I  think  the  House  was  justified  in  voting  the 
money,  but  the  Government  have  no  defence  what¬ 
ever  to  give  for  their  course  in  depriving  that 
place  of  the  accommodation  for  five  years  as  a 
punishment  for  the  expression  of  the  political 
views  of  the  people  there.  Now,  when  Lunenburg 
lias  again  changed  its  political  complexion,  the 
Government  say  they  are  bound  to  spend  this 
money.  They  say  :  We  have  been  keeping  it  here 
to  see  if  you  would  be  good  boys,  and  we  told  you 
that  if  you  were  good  boys  we  would  build  this 
post  office,  and  now  we  will  carry  out  our  promise. 
It  is  a  clear  case  of  bribery  ;  it  is  a  clear  case  of 
infraction  of  the  rule  of  the  House  that  public 
buildings  should  be  given  for  public  purposes 
without  regard  to  the  political  complexion  of  the 
place  where  they  were  put.  This  money  had  been 
actually  voted  and  was  lying  at  the  credit  of  that 
undertaking  in  the  treasury,  and  the  Government 
refused  to  spend  it  until  they  got  a  supporter  of 
their  own  from  that  county.  What  else  can  you 
call  it  but  a  corrupt  transaction  ? 

Mr.  BOWERS.  Here  is  a  place  that  has  a  rev¬ 
enue  only  SI  more  than  the  town  of  Digby,  while 
the  post  office  order  and  money  business  is  not  so 
much  within  $4,000  or  $5,000.  I  would  also  re¬ 
mark  with  regard  to  the  item  -  for  this  post  office, 
that  the  Government  seem  to  be  putting  up  too  ex¬ 
pensive  buildings.  We  find  the  Government  put¬ 
ting  up  buildings  at  a  cost  of  $20,000  or  $30,000 
for  little  villages  of  500.  to  1,000  inhabitants.  For 
a  few  thousand  dollars  you  could  put  up  a  nice 
wooden  building  that  would  answer  all  the  purpose, 
and  there  would  not  be  so  much  said  about  it.  But 
it  is  a  waste  of  money  to  spend  $20,000  or  $25,000 
on  public  buildings  in  places  like  Lunenburg  and 
Dartmouth.  The  interest  on  $25,000  is  more  than 
it  costs  now  to  keep  this  building  running,  and  pay 
the  postmaster’s  salary.  You  will  not  get  receipts 


enough  out  of  the  post  office  to  pay  for  running 
expenses  of  the  building. 

Mr.  BORDEN.  I  was  glad  to  hear  the  Minister 
say  that  while  he  was  not  prepared  to  state  the 
exact  line  of  policy  with  reference  to  new  buildings, 
he  had  decided  that  he  considered  himself  under 
an  obligation  to  proceed  with  any  work  that  had 
received  a  grant  by  this  House  prior  to  the  date  at 
which  the  lion,  member  for  Bothwell  brought  down 
his  resolution  two  years  ago. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Annapolis).  That  has  lapsed. 

Mr.  BORDEN.  I  pointed  that  out  an  hour  ago, 
and  if  the  hon.  member  for  Annapolis  had  been  in 
his  place  he  would  have  heard  it.  I  was  going  to 
say  that  a  grant  had  been  made  for  the  town  of 
Kentville  in  my  county  at  the  same  time  a  grant 
was  made  for  the  post  office  in  Lunenburg,  and  in 
view  of  the  statement  made  by  the  Minister  with 
reference  to  the  policy  of  the  Government,  I  would 
like  to  know  whether  he  proposes  to  take  into  con¬ 
sideration  a  revote  of  the  grant  for  Kentville  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  That  matter  will  be  taken  into 
consideration. 

Mr.  KAULBACH.  I  can  hardly  satisfy  myself 
that  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  are  serious  in 
attempting  to  obstruct  this  item  in  the  Estimates 
for  the  erection  of  a  post  office  in  the  shire  town  of 
the  county  I  have  the  honour  to  represent.  A  review 
of  the  Public  Accounts  or  Trade  and  Navigation 
Returns  will  satisfy  them  that  the  town  of  Lunen¬ 
burg  is  entitled  to  a  public  building.  It  appears  to 
me  that  hon.  gentlemen  are  not  consistent.  When 
my  predecessor  was  here  in  the  last  Parliament 
they  were  voicing  the  sentiment  to  which  I  am 
giving  utterance  now,  when  they  pointed  out  the 
necessity  for  a  public  building  in  the  town  of 
Lunenburg.  Now,  I  want  this  House  to  under¬ 
stand  that  this  building  is  very  greatly  needed. 
I  can  say  with  no  proud  spirit  or  boast,  and 
with  no  desire  to  offer  any  egotistical  remark,  that 
there  is  no  town  outside  the  city  of  Halifax  that 
does  a  larger  trade  than  the  town  of  Lunenburg. 
Its  exports  last  year  were  nearly  $1,000,000. 
But  if  we  want  to  get  at  a  fair  representation  of  the 
exports  of  that  town,  I  would  have  to  add  to  this 
and  make  it  something  like  $1,700,000,  as  the  ex¬ 
ports  of  that  town  are  not  represented  in  full,  but 
only  those  passing  through  the  customs  ;  those  go¬ 
ing  to  Halifax,  there  to  be  transhipped,  are  not 
represented  at  all.  This  building  is  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  other  purposes  than  those  of  a  post 
office.  It  will  be  used  for  a  savings  bank,  for  in¬ 
land  revenue,  for  customs,  including  tide-waiter 
and  the  shipping  offices  and  bonding  warehouse. 
I  feel  satisfied  that  the  Government  are  fully  jus¬ 
tified  in  making  this  expenditure. 

Mr.  FLINT.  When  hon.  gentlemen  look  at  the 
revenues  from  the  town  of  Lunenburg  and  compare 
the  figures  there  given  with  places  that  are  without 
accommodation  of  this  kind  in  Ontario  and  Quebec 
they  naturally  complain  that  constituencies  in 
Nova  Scotia  which  send  supporters  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  receive  greater  consideration  than  towns  in 
constituencies  that  send  opponents  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  other  portions  of  the  Dominion.  W hile 
we  in  Nova  Scotia  are  naturally  gratified  at  receiv¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  public  buildings  in  towns 
where  the  postal  receipts  are  about  $3,000,  while 
towns  returning  $10,000  or  $15,000  in  Ontario  do 
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not  receive  this  accommodation,  yet  we  would  find 
ourselves  in  a  difficult  position  if  we  were  called 
upon  to  defend  these  very  appropriations  in  the 
absence  of  any  recognized  rule.  But  the  point 
of  complaint  is  in  regard  to  the  appropriation 
for  the  public  building  at  Lunenburg,  that  while 
the  necessity  existed  during  the  time  the 
county  was  represented  by  Mr.  Eisenhauer,  and 
while  the  need  was  felt  as  much  then  as  at  the 
present  time,  the  Government  did  not  carry  out 
the  mandate  of  the  House,  and  they  gave  no  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  matter  previous  to  the  general  election 
at  which  our  friend  was  elected.  While  the  neces¬ 
sity  was  being  felt  by  the  people  of  Lunenburg,  so 
well  represented  by  Mr.  Eisenhauer,  they  were 
denied  that  accommodation  ;  but  immediately  after 
another  general  election,  in  which  the  political 
complexion  of  the  county  was  changed,  then  the 
Government  proceeded  to  carry  out  the  work.  I 
disagree  with  by  hon.  friend  on  another  point, 
which  is  not  very  important  to  hon.  members  pre¬ 
sent,  but  I  think  he  has  given  undue  prominence 
in  the  commercial  world  to. the  shire  town  of  the 
county  he  represents,  as  compared  with  the  shire 
town  of  the  county  I  represent.  I  could  show 
from  the  Trade  and  Navigations  Returns  as  well  as 
from  other  documents  that  while  Lunenburg  is  a 
thriving  and  prosperous  community,  it  does  not  in 
its  relation  to  the  public  revenue  occupy  so  promi¬ 
nent  a  position  as  another  town  in  the  same  province. 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  You  have  a  public  building. 

Mr.  FLINT.  Yes.  This  is  a  mere  matter  of 
local  pride  between  the  hon.  gentleman  and  my¬ 
self.  I  am  not  opposed  to  the  construction  of  the 
public  building  at  Lunenburg.  I  am  commenting 
on  the  attitude  taken  by  the  Government  in  refus¬ 
ing  to  carry  out  the  mandate  of  Parliament  while 
the  county  was  represented  by  a  Liberal,  and  when 
after  the  election  a  Conservative  was  returned,  the 
Government  proceeded  to  carry  out  what  they  call 
the  instructions  of  Parliament.  The  principle  is 
unsound  politically,  and  immoral,  and  we  are  doing 
our  duty  in  protesting  against  it  whenever  an  op¬ 
portunity  arises.  A  very  good  and  commodious 
public  building  was  erected  at  Yarmouth.  That 
building  was  advocated  during  the  elections. 
Claims  were  made  that  this  building  was  granted  to 
Yarmouth  because  it  happened  to  be  represented  by 
a  supporter  of  the  Government  and  although  the  con¬ 
stituents  took  no  stock  in  the  report,  yet  desperate 
efforts  were  made  by  the  supporters  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  influence  the  people  to  believe  that  to  oppose 
the  Government  was  to  show  ingratitude  towards 
the  Administration.  On  the  platform  and  in  the  press 
we  repelled  with  scorn  every  such  claim,  that  we 
had  any  gratitude  to  offer  to  this  Government  for 
an  expenditure  of  public  money,  that  we  only  con¬ 
sidered  that  oitr  rights  are  weighed,  and  that  we 
do  not  come  before  Parliament  in  a  cringing  or 
begging  attitude  when  we  are  asking  for  our  rights 
in  regard  to  public  works.  That  is  the  point  which 
I  take  to  be  the  turning  point  of  the  whole  discus¬ 
sion  this  evening,  it  is  to  voice  an  emphatic  and 
unanimous  protest  on  the  part  of  the  Opposition 
against  the  Government  in  their  expenditure  of 
public  funds  to  purchase  electoral  support.  The 
time,  I  trust,  is  at  hand,  and  we  have  the  promise 
of  the  Minister,  that  within  the  next  few  days  a 
principle  will  be  laid  down  by  the  Government. 
I  understand  one  has  been  laid  down,  but  the  Gov- 
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eminent  has  not  yet  fully  acceded  to  it,  which  shall 
guide  appropriations  of  this  kind  in  future.  I  do 
not  ask  that  population  or  revenue  or  any  other 
one  particular  circumstance  be  made  the  dividing 
line  on  which  public  works  shall  be  given  or  with¬ 
held.  All  we  ask  is  that  some  line  should  be  laid 
down  which  members  of  both  sides  should  follow. 
But  peddling  around  appropriations  of  $500,  $1,000 
or  $20,000  among  200  constituencies  is  degrading 
to  out  people,  unjust  to  every  interest  we  hold 
dear,  and  I  hope  the  time  is  at  hand  when  we  shall 
abolish  it  for  ever. 

Mr.  LISTER.  There  has  been  laid  down  a  line 
of  principle,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  members  of  this 
House  to  see  that  the  Government  observes  the 
principle  so  laid  down.  The  hon.  Minister  now  says 
that  the  vote  before  the  committee  was  appi’oved 
by  the  House,  and  he  is  simply  carrying  out  his 
duty  in  completing  the  structure.  I  desire  to  say 
that  the  hon.  member  for  Lunenburg  (Mr.  Kaul- 
bach),  who  seems  to  resent  an  attack  before  any 
one  attacked  him,  that  he  has  misapprehended  en¬ 
tirely  the  point  of  the  discussion  this  evening.  As 
regards  a  post  office  at  Lunenburg,  no  doubt  it  is 
an  important  place  and  requires  public  buildings  ; 
but  the  objection  made  by  this  side  of  the  House 
is  that,  although  this  money  was  voted  in  1887,  it 
was  not  until  1892  the  Government  made  any  move 
in  the  direction  of  commencing  the  construction  of 
these  buildings.  The  hon.  gentleman  was  not  a 
member  from  1887  to  1891.  His  predecessor  was 
Mr.  Eisenhauer.  I  think  if  the  hon.  gentleman 
had  earnestly  assisted  Mr.  Eisenhauer  in  urging  the 
Government  to  construct  the  new  building,  there 
would  not  have  been  the  delay  that  occurred  in  the 
matter  ;  but,  if  I  were  to  look  behind  the  scenes,  I 
would  find  the  hon.  member  for  Lunenburg  (Mr. 
Kaulbacb)  advising  the  Government  not  to  do  any¬ 
thing  until  after  the  next  general  election.  If  the 
hon.  gentleman  told  us  exactly  what  took  place, 
he  would  admit  that  this  was  the  attitude  he  took 
towards  the  Government,  and  if  the  Government 
did  not  proceed  with  the  work,  perhaps  they  were 
not  so  much  to  blame  as  the  hon.  member  for 
Lunenburg,  because  I  feel  as  satisfied  as  I  am 
on  anything,  without  actually  seeing  it,  that 
the  hon.  gentleman  was  most  active  in  trying 
to  prevent  the  then  member  for  Lunenburg 
obtaining  the  credit  of  having  secured  this 
building,  and  it  was  through  his  exertions  and 
efforts  that  the  Government  stayed  their  hand. 
So,  after  all,  perhaps  the  Government  are  not  so 
much  to  blame.  If  any  person  is  to  blame,  let  us 
put  the  blame  on  the  right  shoulders— let  us  blame 
the  hon.  member  for  Lunenburg.  If  this  money 
was  not  expended,  it  was  no  doubt  not  expended 
through  his  efforts  and  representations.  But  there 
is  a  good  deal  of  truth  in  what  the  hon.  member 
for  Yarmouth  (Mr.  Flint)  has  said.  We  people  who 
live  in  Western  Ontario  and  Quebec,  when  we  learn 
that  places  in  the  Maritime  Provinces  having  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  2,000  and  a  postal  revenue  of  $2,000  receive 
the  advantage  of  public  buildings,  which  have  at  all 
events  the  effect  of  beautifying  the  town,  we  must 
feel  that  the  expenditure  is  very  frequently  so  much 
money  lost  to  the  people  of  this  country.  But,  Sir, 
we  feel  that  if  such  buildings  are  to  be  erected  in 
the  Maritime  Provinces  in  towns  where  the  revenue 
is  $2,000  and  even  less  per  year,  then  we  in  the 
western  portion  of  the  Dominion  have  a  right  to 
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receive  front  the  Government  the  same  consideration. 
When  we  see  small  villages  and  towns  in  the  Mari¬ 
time  Provinces  favoured  in  this  way,  and  large  towns 
in  the  western  country  having  no  such  chance  of 
getting  this  advantage,  then  we  feel  that  probably 
the  Government  is  using  this  great  power  for 
the  purpose  of  securing  support  for  itself.  The 
Government  cannot  be  condemned  too  strongly, 
and  their  mode  of  proceeding  in  this  matter  cannot 
be  exposed  too  much,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  hon. 
members  in  this  House,  in  season  and  out  of  season, 
to  expose  the  Government  in  its  nefarious  work 
under  this  huge  system  of  bribery.  They  are  not 
satisfied  with  getting  money  from  contractors  to 
bribe  the  electors  individually,  but  they  must  also 
hold  out  to  the  people  the  promise  of  public  build¬ 
ings  in  their  midst  in  order  to  turn  them  over  en 
bloc.  There  is  no  question  about  it,  but  that  hon. 
gentlemen  who  have  the  reins  of  government  are 
assuming  great  responsibilities,  not  only  here  but 
hereafter.  What  greater  sin  can  be  committed 
than  bribing  and  debauching  the  electors  of  this 
country  ?  Be  it  done  by  public  works,  or  by  a 
dollar  or  two  paid  to  the  voter,  the  moral  effect  is 
the  same.  This  thing  must  stop,  and  the  Liberals 
of  this  House  would  be  forgetful  of  their  duty  if 
they  did  not  day  and  night  protest  as  strongly  as 
it  is  possible  for  them  to  do,  against  the  nefarious 
system  which  has  been  introduced  by  this  Govern¬ 
ment  in  the  erection  of  public  buildings. 

Mr.  FORBES.  It  seems  to  be  the  fashion  that 
the  Government  should  expend  public  moneys  in 
places  other  than  where  the  public  interest  requires 
it.  I 'find  that  there  is  in  the  County  of  Lunenburg 
a  town  called  Bridgewater,  which  yielded  to  the 
revenue  of  the  country  $2,702,  while  the  town  of 
Lunenburg  yielded  $2,053,  and  there  is  no  public 
building  to  be  erected  in  Bridgewater.  I  should 
like  to  know  from  some  member  of  the  Government 
on  what  principle  moneys  are  expended  in  this 
manner  ?  There  is  a  principle  laid  down  by  the 
House,  but  that  is  not  necessarily  followed  by  the 
Government.  We  have  in  the  Province  of  Nova 
Scotia  two  instances  where  moneys  have  been  voted 
for  public  buildings,  but  when  a  Liberal  was  returned 
to  this  House  the  votes  were  withdrawn  and  have 
never  been  reinstated  in  the  Estimates  since.  A 
few  months  before  the  election  of  1887  a  sum  was 
voted  for  a  public  building  in  Lunenburg,  but  it 
was  withdrawn,  I  may  say  deliberately,  by  the 
Government  when  a  Liberal  was  elected  to  repre¬ 
sent  that  county.  Now  again,  when  a  Conservative 
represents  the  county  we  are  asked  to  ratify  a 
vote  which  has  lain  dormant  for  the  last  five  years. 
And  again,  for  a  public  building  in  Kentville  a 
sum  was  voted  in  188(1,  and  a  year  afterwards  it  was 
dropped  and  has  never  been  revoted,  and  a  Liberal 
has  represented  the  county  ever  since  the  general 
elections  of  1 887.  I  want  to  say  to  the  hon.  member 
for  Lunenburg  (Mr.  Ivaulbach)  that  as  a  Liberal 
from  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia,  I  do  not  obstruct 
this  vote,  nor  do  the  Liberal  party  on  principle 
obstruct  the  vote.  We  are  pointing  out  to  the 
Government,  as  is  our  duty,  that  the  principle  on 
which  public  buildings  are  erected  is  unjust  and 
is  not  consistent  with  the  rights  of  the  several 
provinces.  The  County  of  Lunenburg  has  no  more 
right  to  that  $26,000,  nor  one-half  as  much  right 
as  the  town  of  Liverpool,  in  the  County  of  Queen  s, 
and  I  ask  now  that  the  town  of  Liverpool  should 


receive  that  same  treatment  that  Lunenburg  is 
receiving  to-night.  I  can  put  forward  a  much 
stronger  reason  why  this  vote  should  be  passed 
than  the  hon.  member  himself  has  put  forward* 
and  that  is  that  Lunenburg  is  a  thriving  town  in 
the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia  and  the  people  are 
entitled  to  this  appropriation.  I  say  also  that  the 
town  of  Liverpool  has  a  revenue  within  a  few 
dollars  of  the  town  of  Lunenburg  in  postal  revenue. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  Get  the  customs  and  excise 
figures. 

Mr.  FORBES.  I  have  not  them  at  hand,  but  I 
should  say  they  are  nearly  as  large  as  those  of  the 
town  of  Lunenburg. 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  Just  about  one-half. 

Mr.  FORBES.  The  total  amount  of  money  orders 
in  1891  received  in  the  town  of  Liverpool  was  $30,- 
746,  and  in  Lunenburg  $21,800.  The  total  amount 
of  money  orders  paid  in  Liverpool  was  $13,300,  and  in 
Lunenburg  $8,329.  If  you  base  the  customs  returns 
upon  the  amount  of  money  distributed  in  money 
orders,  the  town  of  Liverpool  is  far  ahead  of  the 
town  of  Lunenburg.  The  town  of  Lunenburg  has 
not  increased  proportionately  as  much  as  the  town 
of  Liverpool.  Although  it  has  shown  a  fair  in¬ 
crease,  that  is  due  to  the  fact  that  a  number  of 
suburbs  have  been  added  to  it,  which  have  helped 
to  swell  the  population  of  1891  as  compared  with 
that  of  1881.  Had  the  population  of  the  same 
limits  been  taken  in  1891  as  in  1881,  it  would  have 
shown  hardly  any  or  a  very  small  increase — so  I  am 
informed  by  reliable  persons  in  that  town.  I  do 
not  say  this  in  derogation  of  the  town  of  Lunen¬ 
burg,  because  I  trust  that  it  will  prosper  more  in 
the  future  than  it  has  done  in  the  past,  and  I  know 
it  will  prosper  if  it  can  get  relief  from  the  restrictions 
of  the  present  Government’s  fiscal  policy.  What  I 
object  to  is  the  principle  on  which  the  Government 
vote  these  moneys.  I  simply  want  them  to  do  what 
is  fair  and  just.  I  simply  say  that  the  town  of 
Liverpool  needs  a  public  building,  and  I  trust  that 
the  Minister,  out  of  the  largeness  of  his  heart,  will 
consider  its  just  claims. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  under¬ 
stand  that  we  cannot  build  public  buildings  for 
every  place  at  the  same  time.  Liverpool  will  have 
its  turn  as  early  as  the  revenue  of  the  country  will 
permit.  It  may  be  served  last,  but  it  is  sure  to  be 
served. 

Mr.  FORBES.  Of  course  I  look  upon  the 
Minister’s  statement  as  a  distinct  and  positive 
pledge  that  all  towns  requiring  public  buildings 
will  receive  them.  I  therefore  press  more  strongly 
than  ever  the  requirements  of  Liverpool  for  a 
public  building;  I  could  lay  a  plan  before  the 
Minister  under  which  a  building  could  be  got  to 
accommodate  the  public  offices  of  that  town  for  far 
less  than  that  at  Lunenberg  is  costing.  There  is 
no  necessity  for  putting  up  a  building  costing 
$26,000.  One  costing  one-half  of  that  amount 
would  fulfil  all  the  requirements  of  the  public 
offices.  The  towns  along  the  south  shore  of  Nova 
Scotia  require  special  consideration  at  the  present 
time.  They  are  paying  more  per  capita  to  the 
revenue  of  Canada  than  almost  any  other  part  of 
the  Dominion  ;  and  there  are  none  that  require 
more  consideration  than  the  shire  towns  of 
Queen’s  and  Shelburne.  We  only  want  the 
Government  to  give  fair  consideration  to  the 
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matter,  and  not  endeavour  by  means  of  these 
appropriations  to  induce  the  electors  of  those 
counties  to  support  them.  The  people  of  those 
counties  believe  that  the  public  funds  are  in  the 
hands  of  the  Government  as  trustees  to  be  ex¬ 
pended  only  where  they  are  needed  in  the  interest 
of  the  people,  no  matter  whether  they  return  a 
Liberal  or  a  Conservative  to  represent  them  on 
the  question  of  trade  policy.  The  hon.  member 
for  Yarmouth  spoke  of  his  opponent  attempting 
to  make  capital  again st  him  by  telling  the  people 
that  the  Government  were  spending  money  on 
public  works  as  a  matter  of  charity,  and  that 
the  people  should  be  thankful  to  them.  That 
is  a  principle  I  denounce.  The  people  of  the  south 
shore,  at  any  rate,  have  always  exhibited  and 
always  will  exhibit  the  greatest  spirit  of  British 
fair-play  that  you  can  find  in  the  Dominion  ;  they 
believe  that  the  Government  hold  these  funds  as 
guardians,  and  should  expend  them  not  as  a  matter 
of  right  to  those  who  support  them,  but  for  those 
who  actually  need  them. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  I  supposed  when  the 
hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works  in  the  early  part 
of  the  evening  stated  that  lie  felt  himself  bound  to 
go  on  with  this  work  because  the  House  had  already 
pledged  the  Government  to  it  on  a  former  occasion 
by  making  an  appropriation  for  it,  he  referred  to 
something  that  had  been  done  during  the  last 
session  after  the  adoption  of  the  resolution  of 
1890.  But  it  has  come  out  during  this  discus¬ 
sion  that  this  appropriation  was  made  on  the  eve 
of  the  election  of  1887,  and  that  the  Government 
have  allowed  the  matter  to  remain  in  abeyance  for 
five  years  ;  and  now  the  hon.  gentleman  comes  for¬ 
ward  to  redeem  the  obligation  which  the  House  by 
its  vote  in  1887  imposed  on  the  Government.  How 
far  back  does  the  hon.  gentleman  propose  to  go  ? 
How  long  does  he  propose  to  continue  this  principle 
of  redeeming  pledges  and  fulfilling  obligations 
imposed  on  the  Government  by  the  appropriations 
made  by  the  House  ?  The  hon.  gentleman  has  had 
■called  to  his  attention  the  appropriation  that  was 
made  in  the  County  of  King’s,  N.S.  Does  he  pro¬ 
pose  to  redeem  that  pledge  this  session  ?  That  is  as 
old  a  one  as  this,  and  was  thought  to  be  of  sufficient 
importance  by  that  distinguished  and  able  Minis¬ 
ter  whom  the  hon.  gentleman  lias  succeeded  and 
whom  he  declaresit  is  his  ambition  humbly  tofollow, 
and  that  pledge  was  made  at  the  same  time  as  the 
pledge  which  the  hon.  gentleman  has  now  under¬ 
taken  to  redeem.  I  suppose  that  there  was  some¬ 
thing  more  important  impressing  itself  on  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  hon.  gentleman  than  the  pledge  of  1887. 
That  was  the  obligation  imposed  upon  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  1890  by  a  resolution  moved  in  amendment 
to  going  into  Supply,  and  accepted  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  sustained  by  the  unanimous  decision  of 
the  House.  That  is  binding  upon  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man,  and  if  he  had  said  so  earlier  in  the  discussion 
we  would  have  made  greater  progress,  but  the  hon. 
gentleman  must  see  that  the  Opposition  are  determ¬ 
ined  to  hold  the  Government  to  the  promise  they 
made  in  1890.  It  was  no  idle  promise,  it  was  not 
a  promise  to  enable  the  Government  to  go  on  more 
rapidly  with  supply,  but  a  promise  intended  on  the 
part  of  the  Opposition,  and  they  supposed  on  the 
part  of  the  Government,  to  lay  down  a  line  of  pub¬ 
lic  policy  which  would  not  be  departed  from.  The 
revenues  the  hon.  gentleman  now  proposes  to  appro- 
Mr.  Forbes. 


priate  are  not  the  private  property  of  the  Adminis¬ 
tration,  but  public  money  s  held  as  a  great  public  trust, 
and  we  ask  that  they  fulfil  their  trust  honestly. 
My  hon.  friends  on  this  side  say  that  over  and  over 
again  in  the  elections  Government  supporters  have 
said,  if  you  will  send  your  representative  to 
support  us,  we  will  appropriate  a  certain  sum  out 
of  the  treasury  for  this  and  that  purpose.  I  say 
that  is  an  offence  so  serious  that  it  wrould  justify 
the  impeachment  of  any  man  w*ho  would  go  before 
a  constituency  and  make  such  a  declaration  on 
behalf  of  the  Minister.  It  is  nothing  short  of  high 
crime.  What  was  the  object  of  establishing  muni¬ 
cipal  institutions  in  this  country  ?  It  was  to  divest 
the  Local  Legislatures  of  the  power  to  tempt  con¬ 
stituencies  by  making  local  appropriations  for  roads, 
bridges,  &c.,  but  the  Government  have  undertaken 
to  influence  constituencies  by  withholding  or  grant¬ 
ing  public  moneys  to  public  works,  according  as 
these  constituencies  favour  or  disfavour  the  Admi¬ 
nistration.  That  is  a  monstrous  state  of  things, 
which  should  not  be  tolerated  where  you  have  free 
institutions.  Why  does  the  Administration  under¬ 
take  to  act  in  this  partial  manner  to  the  detriment 
of  the  public  service?  You  are  increasing  the  burdens 
of  the  population.  You  are  necessitating  higher  taxes. 
It  has  been  pointed  out  again  and  again  that  where 
you  undertake  to  engage  in  that  expenditure,  you 
increase  the  cost  of  the  government  of  the  country. 
For  every  public  building  you  erect  you  impose  on 
the  country  a  heavier  charge  than  existed  in  that 
locality  before.  There  are  places  where  private 
properties  cannot  be  obtained  and  where  the  amount 
of  public  revenue  collected  justifies  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  public  money.  Lunenberg  may  be  a'  case 
in  point  ;  I  am  but  simply  calling  attention  to  the 
point  that  the  rule  laid  down  is  disregarded,  and 
that  the  Government  have  not  the  courage  to  ask 
the  House  to  set  aside  the  rule  and  give  them 
authority  to  administer  the  revenues  of  the  country 
in  the  interests  of  party.  That  is  a  position  which 
ought  not  to  be  sustained,  and  the  Government 
should  have  time  to  consider  whether  they  are 
going  to  stand  by  the  policy  settled  by  this  House 
or  whether  they  are  going  to  depart  from  that 
policy1;  and  to  give  them  that  opportunity  it  is 
only  right  to  suggest  that  the  committee  should 
rise  and  ask  leave  to  sit  again. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  It  is  evident  that 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  want  to  talk  against  time. 

Mr.  FLINT.  I  rise  to  a  point  of  order.  Is  it 
in  order  for  an  hon.  member  to  accuse  gentlemen 
on  this  side  of  speaking  against  time  ? 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Taylor).  There  is 
nothing  unparliamentary  in  that. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  We  have  been 
sitting  here  for  five  hours  discussing  one  item  in 
the  Estimates. 

Mr.  FLINT.  We  will  stay  five  hours  longer. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  We  will  sit  with 
you  as  long  as  you  choose.  It  is  evident  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  opposite  do  not  intend  allowing  one  item  to 
pass,  as  has  been  stated  in  the  corridor. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  It  is  not  true  ;  name. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  Has  it  come  to 
this  that  a  handful  of  that  forlorn  little  band  are 
going  to  dictate  to  this  side  as  to  whether  one 
item  in  the  Estimates  shall  pass  or  not  ?  Are  we 
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going  to  allow  ourselves  to  be  dictated  to  by  the 
little  band  over  there  ? 

Mr.  FLINT.  You  cannot  help  yourself. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  See  whether  we 
can  or  not.  Are  we  going  to  allow  ourselves  to  be 
dictated  to  by  that  little  band  and  not  allow  this 
item  to  pass  ?  It  is  an  item  affecting  only  one  par¬ 
ticular  portion  of  the  Dominion  and  the  amount  is 
§1,500. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Your  leader  does  not 
want  it  to  pass  to-night. 

Mr.  MACDOXELL  (Algoma).  By  making  the 
specious  argument  which  the  lion,  gentleman  did,  he 
evidently  does  not  want  this  item  to  pass.  People 
expect  business  and  not  obstruction,  and  we  are 
here  to  perform  the  functions  that  devolve  upon 
the  government  of  the  country.  When  the  people 
come  to  investigate  the  cause  of  the  delay,  they 
will  find  that  it  is  the  unnecessary  talk  on  the  part 
of  the  Opposition  to-night.  What  is  there  in  this 
item  to  prevent  its  passing  ? 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  You  have  been  told  that  a 
dozen  times. 

Mr.  MACDOXELL  (Algoma).  You  might  be 
told  twenty  times  and  then  you  would  not  under¬ 
stand  it.  You  ask  me  to  give  the  name  of  an  indi¬ 
vidual  who  said  the  item  should  not  pass  to-night. 
The  fact  of  your  interjection  shows  that  I  was  right. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  MACDOXELL  (Algoma).  Then  let  the 
item  pass.  Is  there  any  objection  to  it  ?  I  wait 
for  an  answer  and  I  fail  to  get  it,  then,  unless  this 
is  obstruction,  what  is  it  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Ask  your  own  side  ? 

Mr.  MACDOXELL  (Algoma).  If  you  are  deter¬ 
mined  the  item  shall  not  pass  by  means  of  obstruc¬ 
tion,  then  the  sooner  the  Government  recognizes 
what  its  duties  and  its  powers  are,  the  better  for 
the  country. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  The  hon.  member  for  Algoma 
(Mr.  Macdonell)  must  be  a  sort  of  a  Rip  Van 
Winkle,  and  must  have  been  sleeping  for  about  four 
hours  if  he  cannot  understand  why  the  Opposition 
desire  that  these  items  shall  not  pass,  because  it 
has  been  explained  that  an  agreement  was  arrived 
at  some  years  ago  that  public  buildings  would  be 
erected  in  places  which  contributed  the  largest 
amount  of  revenue,  and,  in  violation  of  that,  the 
Government  are  asking  the  committee  to  pass  these 
votes.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  was  not  asleep,  or 
if  his  upper  story  was  not  asleep,  he  would  under¬ 
stand  the  objections  we  have  made  to  these  items. 
We  have  been  criticising  them  because  we  are 
anxious  to  maintain  the  principle  laid  down  two 
years  ago,  and  yet  the  Government  are  pressing 
upon  us  the  voting  of  money  for  post  offices  in 
places  where  only  §2,000  of  revenue  is  collected.  If 
lion,  gentlemen  think  we  are  going  to  allow  them  to 
peddle  around  the  erection  of  public  buildings, 
where  and  when  and  under  what  circumstances 
they  please,  in  order  to  secure  constituencies,  we 
feel  it  our  duty  to  oppose  them  as  we  are  doing 
now.  The  Minister  of  Militia  is  looking  at  me  as 
if  I  was  a  sort  of  serpent.  The  hon.  Minister 
voted  for  this  very  principle  he  is  now  asking  the 
committee  to  violate. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Taylor).  I  must  adhere 
to  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  Deputy  Speaker  before 


he  left,  that  the  items  before  the  Chair  must  be  dis¬ 
cussed. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  am  discussing  the  item 
before  the  Chair. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  must  say 
that  the  language  which  was  used  by  the  hon. 
gentleman  opposite  (Mr.  Macdonell)  was  as  far 
apart  from  the  item  before  the  House,  and  much 
further  than  the  remarks  of  my  hon.  friend  from 
North  Wellington.  Your  duty  is  to  attend  to  one 
as  well  as  to  the  other.  I  say  that  your  conduct 
was  very  partial  in  not  calling  attention  to  the 
language  of  the  hon.  gentleman  from  Algoma. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Order,  order. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  appeal  from 
the  ruling  of  the  Chairman  to  the  Speaker. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Order,  order. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  ask  that 
the  Speaker  be  sent  for. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Order,  order. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  demand 
that  the  Speaker  shall  be  sent  for.  I  accuse  the 
Chairman  of  partiality. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS'.  Order,  order. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  think  it  is 
your  duty  to  send  for  the  Speaker. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  move  that  the  committee  rise. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Carried  ;  lost. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Taylor).  I  think  the 
nays  have  it. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  have  a  right  to  speak  to 
that  motion.  We  have  been  here  for  hours  discuss¬ 
ing  an  item,  and  we  have  a  right  to  call  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  committee  to  that,  and  to  endeavour 
to  educate  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  to  their  duty 
in  regard  to  it.  I  think  it  is  proper  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  should  rise  in  order  to  allow  the  Government 
to  meet  to-morrow  and  decide  whether  or  not  they 
intend  to  adhere  to  the  principle  which  was  laid 
down  two  years  ago.  We  have  endeavoured  to 
enlighten  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  on  this  subject. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  That  is  all  right. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  do  not  mind  what  the 
hon.  member  for  Algoma  (Mr.  Macdonell)  says. 
We  do  not  pay  much  attention  to  any  man  who 
talks  in  this  House  about  tangle-leg  and  benzine, 
and  matters  of  that  kind.  I  think  it  is  time  the 
committee  should  rise.  It  is  getting  near  day¬ 
light.  I  sympathize  with  the  Minister  of  Militia, 
wno  has  been  sitting  here  for  six  or  seven  hours 
nearly  boiling  over,  and  he  is  not  very  young.  I 
hope  the  refreshments  he  has  been  taking  will 
enable  him  to  stand  the  strain  a  little  longer,  but  I 
hope  the  committee  will  soon  rise,  so  that  we  may 
have  a  little  rest.  I  think  we  should  in  all  reason 
adjourn  the  House  at  this  very  late  hour.  I  under¬ 
stand  the  Minister  of  War  has  refreshed  himself, 
and  is  now  disposed  to  enter  upon  war,  is  disposed 
to  make  war  and  encourage  war.  Our  numbers 
may  not  be  quite  as  great  as  his,  but  I  think  we 
are  quite  ready  to  meet  him  on  his  own  ground. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  One  word  of  ex¬ 
planation  with  regard  to  some  remarks  of  the  hon. 
member  for  North  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen). 
Twice  to-night  he  has  insinuated  that  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  on  this  side  have  gone  down  to  the  bar  and 
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made  use  of  tangle-leg.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  did  not 
go  down  with  my  mean  little  ten  cent  piece  in  my 
lingers  like  some  of  the  lion,  gentlemen  on  the 
other  side  of  the  House.  I  go  down  with  my 
friends,  and  more  than  that  when  I  do  go  down  I  do 
not  sing  the  “  Irishman’s  Shanty.”  Now,  Sir,  with 
regard  to  the  motion  to  adjourn  the  debate  that 
has  been  made,  it  strikes  me  that  we  have  done 
very  little  business  to-night.  We  have  been  here 
for  hours  and  what  have  we  done  ?  How  much  has 
been  done  for  the  country  ?  It  is  true  that  during 
this  session  the  lion,  member  for  North  Wellington 
has  spoken  about  799  times,  and  has  cost  the  coun¬ 
try  about  $12,000,  but  what  has  he  accomplished 
either  for  his  constituency  or  for  the  country  gen- 
•e rally  ?  He  has  accomplished  nothing  in  the  world. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  Order. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  understand  there  is  a  motion 
before  this  committee  to  rise.  For  once  I  am  not 
in  accord  with  my  hon.  friend  on  this  side  who  has 
made  that  motion.  My  desire  rather  is  to  proceed 
with  the  business  of  the  House  and  to  continue 
this  discussion. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  think  my 
hon.  friend  had  better  .withdraw'  the  motion  to 
adjourn  the  debate,  and  we  can  pass  two  or  three 
items  and  then  rise.  It  is  close  to  three  o’clock  in 
the  morning. 

Motion  to  adjourn  debate  withdrawn. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  is  understood  that 
items  141  and  142  will  be  passed  and  the  committee 
will  then  rise. 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  I  do  not  understand  what  objec¬ 
tion  can  be  made  to  No.  143  (Chatham  post  office). 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  understood 
that  after  141  and  142  were  passed  we  should 
adjourn. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  I  said  I  thought  we  might 
adjourn  after  we  had  finished  the  page. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  mentioned 
the  matter  to  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  and 
he  agreed  to  this  arrangement. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  I  should  like  to  know  whether 
I  have  the  floor,  or  whether  the  hon.  gentlemen 
not  only  arrogate  to  themselves  the  right  to  do  all 
the  talking,  but  also  to  retain  possession  of  the 
floor.  I  desire  to  repeat  what  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works  said  at  the  beginning  of  this  discus¬ 
sion  six  hours  ago,  when  the  question  was  put  to 
Iiirn  by  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell,  as  to  the 
policy  of  the  Government  in  regard  to  the  resolu¬ 
tion  passed  a  few  years  ago.  My  hon.  friend  then 
stated  very  properly  that  if  there  were  any  newr 
item  which  might  be  supposed  to  affirm  a  new 
principle,  the  question  might  legitimately  and 
properly  come  up,  and  in  all  probability  that 
opportunity  might  present  itself  when  the  Supple¬ 
mentary  Estimates  were  laid  before  the  committee, 
or  when  we  reached  some  new  item  on  which  the 
committee  had  not  expressed  an  opinion.  But 
notwithstanding  that  statement,  we  have  had  on 
the  Lunenburg  case  the  hon.  member  for  Digby 
stating  in  a  very  clear  way  his  objection.  He  was 
followed  by  the  hon.  member  for  King’s,  who  did 
so  more  forcibly.  He  was  followed  at  greater 
length  by  the  hon.  member  for  Yarmouth,  then  by 
the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  and  still  later  by 
•the  hon.  member  for  Wellington.  Yet  we  are  told 
Mr.  Macdonell  (Algoma). 


that  these  members  are  trying  to  impress  on  us 
the  necessity  of  observing  a  general  principle,  and 
are  endeavouring  to  give  us  information.  It  may 
be  that  members  on  this  side  of  the  House  are 
exceedingly  dull,  but  I  do  not  think  it  requires  the 
assertion  of  a  principle  half  a  dozen  or  a  dozen 
times  in  order  to  impress  this  view  on  the  House. 
The  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  was  very 
indignant  because  it  was  suggested  that  hon.  gentle- 
memopposite  were  trying  to  obstruct  business.  I 
will  not  say  so  ;  but  the  country,  after  reading  the 
full  report  of  to-night’s  debate,  after  reading  the 
oft-repeated  remarks  on  one  point,  when  at  2  or  3 
o’clock  in  the  morning  some  little  business  should 
be  done,  unless  hon.  gentlemen  are  determined  to 
remain  here  all  summer.  I  am  not  going  to  discuss 
the  matter  further,  but  I  do  not  think  the  com¬ 
mittee  should  rise  until  it  has  at  least  done  some 
thing,  so  that  the  meeting  of  the  House  to-day  will 
not  have  been  altogether  abortive. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  was  referring 
to  the  understanding  and  agreement  I  arrived  at 
with  the  Minister  of  Public  Works.  When  an 
arrangement  is  made  across  the  floor  it  is  always 
carried  out.  The  Minister  of  Public  Works  agreed 
that  if  the  items  141  and  142  were  carried,  the 
committee  would  then  rise. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  un¬ 
derstanding  was  the  items  should  be  passed  up  to 
143,  and  we  should  then  adjourn. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Go  on. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  There  was  a 
clear  understanding  between  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  and  myself,  and  I  am  quite  sure 
he  is  not  going  back  on  the  arrangement  made. 
There  would  be  an  end  to  all  arrangements  made 
by  both  sides  of  the  House  unless  we  carry  out  all 
arrangements  come  to  in  this  way. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  move  that  the  committee  rise 
and  report  the  resolutions. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  committee  rose  and  report¬ 
ed  the  resolutions. 

Mr.  BOWELL  moved  the  adjournment  of  the 
House. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  3 
o’clock  a.  in.  (Wednesday). 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Wednesday,  18th  May,  1S92. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

ADJOURNMENT  FOR  HOLIDAYS. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  know  whether 
the  House  is  yet  in  a  position  to  make  up  its  mind  as 
to  the  adjournment  which  will  take  place  next  week, 
but  I  will  call  the  attention  of  the  House  to  the 
fact  that  Tuesday  and  Thursday  are  statutory 
holidays,  and  as  I  mentioned  yesterday,  it  has  been 
suggested  that  Monday  should  be  conceded  also. 
As  to  that,  we  have  no  special  wish.  It  is  a  private 
members’  day,  and  we  shall  defer  to  the  views  of 
private  members  as  to  whether  that  day  shall  be 
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passed  over  or  not.  I  have  also  been  pressed  to 
adjourn  over  Wednesday  as  well,  but  the  Govern¬ 
ment  are  of  opinion  that  we  should  sit  on  the  two 
days  in  that  week  which  are  available  for  Govern¬ 
ment  business  at  any  rate. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  As  far  as  I  have  been  able  to 
learn  the  opinion  of  the  House,  I  think  an  adjourn¬ 
ment  from  Friday  evening  to  Wednesday  at  three 
o’clock  would  be  acceptable. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Could  we  have  any  guarantee 
from  the  Government  that  they  will  not  take  Mon¬ 
day  in  the  next  week  for  Government  business  ?  It 
is  the  only  day  private  members  have  left. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  No  ;  I  do  not  propose 
to  take  the  following  Monday. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  might  also  ask  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  whether  they  intend  to  adopt  the  Wed¬ 
nesday’s  Order  for  Monday,  so  as  to  give  public 
Bills  and  Orders  an  opportunity  of  being  taken  up 
after  six  o’clock  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Subject  to  recon¬ 
sideration,  I  may  say  it  is  proposed  to  alter  the 
order  of  business  for  the  Monday  following. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  A  considerable  number  of 
members  feel  that  we  might,  with  a  good  deal  of 
profit,  adjourn  from  Friday  till  the  following  Fri¬ 
day,  and  sit  on  Saturday. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Carried.  Lost. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (King’s,  P.E.I.)  A  con¬ 
siderable  number  of  members  are  not  in  favour  of 
any  adjournment  at  all,  and  for  the  sake  of  those 
who  cannot  get  to  their  homes  which  are  very  far 
away,  there  should  be  some  kind  of  medium,  and  I 
am  of  the  opinion  that,  if  hon.  gentlemen  who  live 
near  by  get  an  adjournment  over  Monday,  it  should 
be  enough. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  By  sitting  on  Saturday  there 
will  be  no  time  lost.  We  can  get  through  the  same 
amount  of  business. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  think,  if  we  were  to  agree 
to  adjourn  from  Friday  to  Friday,  it  would  in 
point  of  fact,  amount  to  adjourning  to  the  following 
Tuesday. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  we  had  better 
adhere  to  what  was  indicated  yesterday,  and  I, 
therefore,  move  : 

That  when  the  House  adjourns  on  Friday  next,  it  will 
stand  adjourned  until  Wednesday  at  three  o’clock  in  the 
afternoon,  and  that  when  it  adjourns  on  Wednesday,  it 
will  stand  adjourned  until  the  following  Friday  at  three 
o’clock  in  the  afternoon. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

DAIRIES  AND  CHEESE  FACTORIES  IN  THE 
PROVINCE  OF  QUEBEC. 

Mr.  DUGAS  asked,  Whether  it  is  the  intention 
of  the  Government  to  appoint  an  officer  to  visit  the 
various  dairies  and  cheese  factories  of  the  Province 
of  Quebec,  especially  those  in  the  County  of  Mont¬ 
calm,  in  order  to  give  any  required  information  re¬ 
specting  the  making  of  these  two  articles,  butter 
and  cheese  ;  and  to  teach  the  proper  method  of 
building  the  factories  themselves  for  the  purposes 
above  mentioned  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  Under  the  direction  of  the 
dairy  commissioner,  his  assistant  for  the  French- 
speaking  district  made  54  visits  in  34  counties  in 
the  Province  of  Quebec  during  1891.  He  was  ac¬ 


companied  by  an  expert  cheese  and  butter-maker. 
They  gave  instructions  to  142  cheese-makers,  20 
butter-makers  and  8  inspectors  of  syndicates.  They 
also  gave  addresses  on  co-operative  dairying  and 
furnished  information  on  the  construction  and 
management  of  cheese  factories  and  creameries. 
Similar  work  is  being  undertaken  this  year  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  and  the  County  of  Montcalm 
will  be  visited  by  one  of  the  experts  on  the  dairy 
commissioner’s  staff.  A  programme  of  the  places 
and  dates  for  every  month  is  advertised  about  the 
middle  of  the  preceding  month.  Montcalm  is  on 
the  programme  for  July. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  not 
stated  the  names  of  the  officers. 

Mr.  CARLING.  Mr.  Chapais  is  the  assistant 
dairy  commissioner  for  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
and  these  visits  were  made  under  his  direction, 
and  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  Dairy  Com¬ 
missioner,  Professor  Robertson. 

SEIZURES  BY  E.  HAMMOND. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE  asked,  What  were  the 
seizures  effected  by  E.  Hammond,  of  Montmagny, 
which  earned  for  him,  as  his  share  in  the  transac¬ 
tions,  the  sum  of  $1,659.24  ?  The  whole  as  stated 
in  the  Auditor  General’s  Report  for  the  year  ending 
the  30th  June,  1891,  at  page  A-8. 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  I  think  it  would  have  been 
better,  in  matters  involving  so  much,  if  the  hon. 
gentleman  had  asked  for  this  information  by  a 
notice  of  motion.  However,  I  will  give  him  the 
information  now.  I  may  say  that  the  total  amount 
of  $1,659.24  is  made  up  of  seizures  extending  from 
the  13th  May,  1889,  to  5th  October,  1890,  as  fol¬ 
lows  : — On  13th  May,  1889,  a  seizure  was  made  from 
one  Thomas  Riviere,  on  the  schooner  Marie  Anne, 
twenty-five  casks  of  spirits  ;  amount  award¬ 
ed,  $637.95.  On  22nd  July,  1890,  a  seizure  from 
parties  unknown,  of  three  casks  of  alcohol,  one 
cask  of  wine,  two  cases  of  cognac,  one  cask  of  Ver¬ 
mouth  wine,  and  one  case  of  elixir  or  assorted 
liquor;  amount  awarded,  $119.51.  On  2nd  August, 
1890,  from  parties  unknown,  one  barrel  of  alcohol ; 
amount  awarded,  $18.58.  On26th  August,  1890,  from 
parties  unknown,  one  cask  Jamaica  rum  ;  amount 
awarded,  $8.83.  On  the  same  date,  from  parties 
unknown,  two  casks  of  alcohol ;  amount  awarded, 
$51.49.  On  5th  October,  1890,  from  schooner 
(name  unknown)  forty  barrels  of  American  alcohol, 
eight  barrels  of  rum,  one  quarter  cask  of  whiskey, 
four  half  octaves  of  gin,  and  nine  cases  of  assorted 
liquors  ;  amount  awarded,  $822.84,  making  a  total 
of  $1,659.24. 

THE  CRIMINAL  CODE. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on  Bill 
(No.  7)  respecting  the  Criminal  Law. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

On  section  38, 

Mr.  LAURIER.  This  section  gives  the  very 
large  power  to  a  peace  officer  to  arrest  a  man  on 
suspicion  that  he  is  going  to  commit  a  wrong, 
without  waiting  until  he  has  committed  a  wrong. 
A  breach  of  the  peace  is  not  a  very  serious  offence, 
and  to  place  such  powers  as  are  contained  in  this 
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section  in  the  hands  of  officers  may  sometimes  lead 
to  very  serious  abuse. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  These  sections  are 
not  an  extension  of  the  common  law. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  By  introducing  them  into  a 
statute,  you  deprive  the  judges  of  the  latitude 
which  they  have  hitherto  enjoyed  in  dealing  with 
these  cases. 

On  section  39, 

Mr.  FLINT.  This  clause  is  almost  a  protection 
to  persons  taking  part  in  a  riot.  It  is  too  vague 
and  general  in  its  terms. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  A  riot  of  any  consider¬ 
able  dimensions  is  not  put  down  by  the  ordinary 
peace  officers.  Persons  have  to  be  called  in  to  assist, 
and  very  often  by  outside  persons  who  desire  the 
preservation  of  the  peace,  but  have  no  official 
authority,  have  to  use  their  exertions  to  suppress 
the  riot.  The  authority  for  this  section  is  the  code 
under  the  Bill  of  1880,  and  the  common  law  is 
considered  to  be  exactly  the  same.  This  note  is 
made  by  the  authors  of  the  code  as  to  the  limita¬ 
tion  contained  in  the  concluding  words:  “This 
limitation  is  not  expressed  by  the  authorities,  but 
it  appears  to  be  implied  from  the  nature  of  the 
law  ;  that  is,  no  more  force  is  to  be  used  than  is 
absolutely  necessary.” 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  should  be 
glad  to  know,  in  regard  to  all  these  clauses,  on 
what  they  are  founded.  I  see  references  made  to 
the  Bill  of  1880.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  that  Bill, 
although  introduced  a  great  many  years  ago, 
never  became  the  law  in  England. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  did  not. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  It  appears 
primd  fade  that  if  a  Bill  which  had  been  introduced 
twelve  years  before  into  the  English  Parliament, 
with  all  the  authority  which  the  commissioners 
could  give  it,  was  not  thought  fit  to  become  law, 
it  is  a  very  dangerous  precedent  for  us  to  follow 
to  take  a  thing  which  after  all  is  little  better  than 
a  mere  draft,  as  the  guide  for  our  legislation.  So 
far  as  I  recollect,  no  attempt  was  ever  made  to  re¬ 
introduce  this  Bill,  which  indicates  that  there  must 
have  been  great  objections  raised  to  it. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  not  aware  of 
any  objections  to  the  code,  other  than  those  which 
will  be  raised  in  every  legislature  in  the  way  of 
suggestions  for  its  improvement.  But  the  princi¬ 
ples  of  this  code  and  the  efficiency  of  the  work 
performed  in  framing  it  have  never  been  doubted. 
It  originated  more  than  twenty  years  ago,  but 
during  that  time  the  movement  in  favour  of  it  has 
been  gradually  increasing  in  strength,  and  in  1879, 
there  was  the  report  of  a  Royal  Commission  com¬ 
posed  of  Lord  Blackburn,  Sir  R.  Barry,  and  Judges 
Lush  and  Fitz-James  Stephen,  all  the  very  highest 
authorities.  I  have  the  code  of  1879  before  me.  Their 
work  was  ail  revised  later,  in  1880,  when  a  Bill  was 
introduced  which  was  almost  word  for  word  with 
the  code.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  will  remember 
that  since  1880,  nothing  has  passed  of  any  length,  or 
which  was  likely  to  cause  any  great  discussion.  It 
was  a  matter  of  physical  impossibility  that  the 
code  could  be  passed  in  the  present  state  of  busi¬ 
ness  in  the  Parliament  of  the  United  Kingdom,  and 
nothing  else,  except  the  pressure  of  legislative 
Mr.  Laurier. 


business,  would  have  prevented  the  passage  of  the 
Bill. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  was  adversely  criti¬ 
cised  by  Sir  Alexander  Cockburn. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes,  and  by  a  great 
many  people  who  are  opposed  to  seeing  anything 
done  by  anybody  but  themselves.  The  Bill  gathered 
up  all  opposition  of  that  description  ;  but  the  Bill 
was  admitted  to  be  a  very  useful  one,  and  it  was 
conceded  that  such  a  Bill  should  be  adopted  as  soon 
as  Parliament  could  pass  it. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  This  is  transferring  our  text 
books  into  a  statute. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Not  altogether.  But 
where  it  is  useful  to  state  the  law  and  to  state  the 
details  of  the  law,  that  course  has  been  followed. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  speak  under 
correction,  for  it  is  utterly  impossible  for  any  one 
not  a  lawyer  and  not  having  experience  in  criminal 
law  to  offer  an  absolute  opinion  on  clauses  of  this 
kind,  but  it  appears  to  me  that  we  run  some  risk 
in  accepting  a  code  which  was  prepared  for  a  state 
of  things  different  in  a  good  many  respects  from 
ours.  As  the  Minister  perfectly  well  knows,  the 
idea  which  appears  to  have  been  prominent  in  the 
minds  of  those  gentlemen  who  drew  this  criminal 
code  in  England  was  to  arm  the  recognized  officer 
of  the  law  with  authority  to  deal  with  the  regular 
criminal  classes.  I  can  understand  that  a  great 
many  provisions  might  be  suitable,  especially  in 
the  great  cities  of  England  which  are  happily  not 
required  here,  and,  speaking  for  myself,  judging 
from  what  has  passed  in  this  House  and  what 
I  see  here,  it  does  appear  to  me  that  we  are  con¬ 
ferring  on  police  officers  in  this  country  who  are 
not  under  any  regular  discipline  or  authority, 
powers  which  these  English  codifiers  only  intended 
to  give  to  members  of  a  regularly  disciplined  force 
under  something  very  like  military  law,  and  who 
are  obliged  to  deal  with  the  regular  criminal 
classes.  The  Minister  of  Justice  knows  that 
criminal  classes  in  the  sense  that  they  exist  in  old 
countries  like  England  do  not  exist  at  all  here  as 
yet,  and  I  hope  will  not  for  a  long  time  to  come. 
It  does  appear  to  me  that  we  are  going  very  far  in 
this  matter. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  think  these  clauses  will  require 
very  serious  modification.  Section  39  enacts  that 
every  one  is  justified  in  using  whatever  force  is  ne¬ 
cessary  in  order  to  suppress  a  riot,  and  the  only 
limitation  to  the  extent  of  the  force  is  that  it  shall 
not  be  greater  than  the  unlawful  force  that  is  like¬ 
ly  to  be  set  in  motion  in  case  of  a  riot.  For  exam¬ 
ple,  a  number  of  persons  may  be  gathered  together, 
and  if  as  an  observer  chooses  to  say  :  I  believe  that 
this  gathering  will  develop  a  riot  from  which  there 
will  be  loss  of  life,  he  can  become  a  peace  officer, 
and  if  in  good  faith  he  proceeds  to  suppress  this 
riot  by  force,  not  slaying  any  more  than  he  thinks 
would  be  slain  in  case  of  a  iaot,  he  is  to  be  defended 
by  this  clause.  That  is  the  extent  of  the  power 
you  are  conferring  upon  persons  not  in  any  way 
connected  with  the  administration  of  the  law.  It 
is  in  fact  legislating  to  make  violence  permissible 
by  Act  of  Parliament.  A  few  years  ago  we  know 
that  in  the  colony  of  Newfoundland  there  was  a 
good  deal  of  feeling  between  two  classes  of  people. 
One  class  met  another  in  procession.  Suppose  one 
class  should  proceed  to  imagine  that  the  other  was 
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going  to  cause  a  riot,  in  order  to  prevent  this  riot 
which  would  be  accompanied  by  bloodshed,  one 
might  fall  upon  the  other  procession  with  the  result 
that  this  action  would  lie  sanctioned  by  Act  of  Par¬ 
liament.  I  do  not  think  there  ever  has  been  such 
a  law  passed  in  modern  times,  and  I  do  not  believe 
that  we  should  now  give  such  powers  to  irrespon¬ 
sible  persons.  I  hope  that  the  clause  will  be  with¬ 
drawn. 


Mr.  SPROULE.  The  hon.  gentleman  although 
a  lawyer  entirely  misapprehends  this  clause.  It 
does  not  give  power  to  commence  action  but  to  sup¬ 
press  a  riot  ;  presuming  that  the  riot  is  actually  in 
operation  at  the  time  of  the  interference. 

Mr.  FLINT.  I  apprehend  that  this  isnota  state¬ 
ment  of  the  common  law,  because  the  common  law 
requires  persons  to  be  acting  under  some  authority. 
I  should  think  that  a  few  additional  words  like 
these  would  meet  the  criticisms  which  have  been 
suggested  against  this  clause  : 

“  Every  one  who  is  called  upon  so  to  do  by  any  magistrate 
or  peace  officer,  is  justified  in  using  'whatever  force  may 
be  necessary.” 

I  would  submit  that  suggestion  to  the  Minister  of 
Justice  as  a  fair  statement  of  the  common  law  and 
as  a  good  reason  for  interfering  to  suppress  a  riot. 
The  person  interfering  would  then  be  placing  him¬ 
self  under  the  guardianship  of  those  whose  duty  it 
is  to  protect  the  peace,  but  as  the  clause  stands,  a 
person  will  be  acting  upon  his  own  idea  of  what  is 
right. 


Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  suppose  the  intention 
of  this  clause  is  to  embody  the  principles  of  law 
laid  down  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  the  Lord  George 
Gordon  riots,  and  by  another  distinguished  judge 
in  the  Bristol  riots,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  this 
clause  would  make  the  law  very  much  more  indefi¬ 
nite  than  it  was  made  by  the  decision  of  Lord 
Mansfield,  and  by  the  decision  of  Justice  Tyndall 
in  the  Bristol  riots.  In  the  Gordon  riots  there  was 
a  good  deal  of  hesitation  and  cowardice  exhibited 
by  the  Lord  Mayor  of  London,  and  in  the  Bristol 
riots  by  the  Mayor  of  Bristol.  Judge  Tyndall  recog¬ 
nized  the  rule,  that  I  suppose  it  is  intended  to 
set  up,  that  any  magistrate  was  entitled  to  call  out 
parties  and  to  control  the  military  force  for  the 
purpose  of  re-establishing  peace,  and  that  all 
citizens  would  be  to  some  extent  peace  officers  for 
that  purpose.  In  this  section  it  ’is  said  : 


“  Every  one  is  justified  in  using  force  necessary  to  sup¬ 
press  a  riot,  providing  the  force  used  is  not  dispropor¬ 
tionate  to  the  danger  to  be  apprehended  from  the  riot.” 

It  is  not  the  extent  of  force  or  of  numbers  that  are 
called  out  upon  which  the  responsibility  depends, 
but  it  is  upon  the  acts  which  the  parties  who  are 
called  out  do  after  being  so  called  out.  There  was  a 
statement  made  by  a  military  officer  of  distinction, 
one  of  the  Napiers,  who  being  examined  before  the 
committee  of  the  House  of  Lords  upon  this  subject, 
said  that  a  military  man  in  this  case  was  in  a  very 
awkward  position,  because,  if  he  disobeyed  orders 
he  was  liable  to  be  court-martialed  and  shot,  and  if 
he  obeyed  orders  he  was  liable  to  be  hanged  by  the 
civil  authorities  for  excess  of  duty.  Here  it  is  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  force  used  is  not  to  be  disproportion¬ 
ate  to  the  effect,  but  supposing  the  force  used  is  not 
disproportionate  to  the  danger,  but  the  cause  of  it, 
does  this  clause  aim  at  the  cause  or  does  it  aim  at 
the  force,  making  the  liability  to  arise  whenever 
the  force  is  greater  than  should  be  called  for  under 
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the  circumstances,  and  the  number  of  persons  called 
out  would  be  taken  as  an  indication  of  the  illegal 
intention  of  the  party  who  is  acting.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  clause  as  framed  is  not  calculated  to 
embody  into  statutory  law  the  principles  laid  down 
in  these  two  decisions  I  have  referred  to.  The 
clause  says  : 

“  Every  one  is  justified  in  using  force  necessary  to  sup¬ 
press  a  riot,  providing  the  force  used  is  not  disproportion¬ 
ate  to  the  danger  to  be  apprehended  from  the  riot,” 

If  the  section  provided  that  every  one  called  out  by 
some  magistrate  was  justified  in  obeying  the 
orders  of  the  magistrate  in  the  suppression  of  a 
riot,  provided  such  orders  did  not  exceed  the 
actual  recpiirements  of  the  case,  the  section  would 
be  more  acceptable. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  section  does  not 
refer  to  the  military  or  volunteer  or  police  force, 
because  it  would  be  absurd  to  enact  that  every  one 
is  justified  in  using  force  as  a  police  officer.  It 
means  that  the  acts  of  violence  which  one  does  to 
another  in  aiding  to  suppress  a  riot  are  justified  if 
they  do  not  exceed  the  danger  to  be  apprehended 
from  the  continuance  of  the  riot.  As  regards  the 
argument  that  the  provision  may  be  abused,  the 
same  may  be  said  of  every  enactment  as  fairly  as 
of  this.  When  we  pass  a  section  justifying  a  man 
in  committing  homicide  in  defence  of  his  life,  one 
might  say  that  all  a  person  has  to  do  in  order  to 
take  another’s  life  is  to  imagine  that  his  own  is  in 
danger.  But  his  imagination  is  not  the  test. 
The  tribunal  must  decide  whether  the  force  used 
is  greater  than  what  is  necessary  for  the  suppres¬ 
sion  of  the  riot.  As  regards  what  the  hon.  member 
for  Yarmouth  said,  this  is  a  strict  statement  of  the 
common  law,  except  the  limitation  following  the 
word  “provided,”  which  is  an  inference,  and  I 
should  think  an  irresistible  inference  from  the 
state  of  the  law’.  It  is  as  laid  down  by  Tyndall, 
Chief  Justice,  in  the  case  of  the  Bristol  riots  in 
1832. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  think  the  40th  and  the 
41st  sections  are  all  that  is  necessary.  In  them 
power  to  use  force  is  conferred  upon  the  police 
force,  and  upon  every  one  else  that  the  police 
officers  call  upon  to  assist  in  suppressing  a  riot. 
But  in  this  particular  case  you  justify  anybody  in 
interfering,  whether  called  upon  by  a  police  officer 
or  not,  or  whether  he  has  any  knowledge  of  the 
facts  or  not.  The  danger  must  be  apprehended  by 
the  person  using  the  force. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  think  so. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  It  must  be  so,  because 
he  must  judge  from  the  existing  facts  at  the  time 
he  uses  the  force  whether  or  not  it  is  dispropor- 
tioned  to  the  danger  to  be  apprehended,  and  he 
may  apprehend  very  inaccurately  and  improperly 
the  condition  of  matters.  He  may  apprehend  that 
a  great  deal  of  violence  is  necessary  ;  he  may  be 
urged  on  by  passionate  feelings  or  by  prejudices, 
and  he  may  not  be  in  a  proper  position  to  judge 
whether  his  apprehensions  are  approximately  cor¬ 
rect  or  not.  I  think  we  shall  go  far*  enough  if  wre 
give  the  power  to  use  such  force  as  the  police 
officers  think  necessary.  You  must  give  a  police 
officer  discretion  of  that  kind,  but  I  do  not  think 
it  should  be  given  to  those  whom  he  calls  upon  to 
assist  him.  I  do  not  think  we  should  confer  on 
every  citizen,  rough  or  tough,  the  right  to  inter- 
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fere  in  order  to  suppress  a  riot,  and  to  use  such 
force  as  he  apprehends  to  be  necessary  at  the  time. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  great  care  and 
skill  has  been  shown  to  frame  the  section  so  that  it 
will  not  bear  the  interpretation  my  hon.  friend 
puts  upon  it.  The  danger  to  be  apprehended  is 
quite  a  different  thing  from  what  the  person  using 
force  apprehends  to  be  the  danger.  The  law  is 
clear  that  any  one  may  interfere  and  use  force  to 
prevent  a  breach  of  the  peace,  and  I  should  be 
sorry  if  the  House  did  not  adopt  a  provision  that 
any  person  may  use  force  to  put  down  a  riot. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  The  hon.  gentleman  I 
know  is  cognisant  of  the  case  that  occurred  in 
England  a  few  months  ago,  where  the  Salvation 
Army  marched  in  Eastport  with  drums  and  ban¬ 
ners,  and  the  police  turned  out  to  suppress  the 
nuisance,  as  they  called  it  ;  but  when  the  matter 
came  before  the  court,  they  determined  that  the 
police  had  not  the  right,  even  under  the  statute,  to 
assume  that  there  was  to  be  a  breach  of  the  peace 
or  to  interfere  until  there  was  an  actual  breach  of 
the  peace,  although  the  police,  and  I  think  the 
people  themselves,  thought  that  a  breach  of  the 
peace  was  likely  to  take  place. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  was  a  case  of 
arrest.  In  this  section  there  is  nothing  at  all  about 
arrest.  Neither  does  it  provide  for  the  case  of 
apprehension  of  a  riot,  but  of  an  actual  riot. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  police  considered 
that  that  was  an  unlawful  assembly,  and  that  they 
had  a  right  to  interfere.  I  submit  that  it  will  be 
perfectly  justifiable  under  this  section  for  any  man 
coming  along  while  a  riot  is  progressing,  if  he 
thinks  A  or  B  is  likely  to  take  part  in  it,  to  arrest 
him  on  the  spot.  My  construction  of  the  section 
is  that  the  danger  to  be  apprehended  is  that  which 
exists  in  the  apprehension  of  the  person  who  uses 
the  force. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Does  the  Minister  say  that  the 
law  now  is  that  no  person  is  justified  in  using 
whatever  force  is  necessary  to  suppress  a  riot  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  will  give  again  the 
hon.  gentleman  the  authority.  The  words  of  this 
clause  are  taken  from  a  charge  of  Tyndall,  Chief 
Justice,  to  the  grand  jury  of  Bristol,  in  1S82. 
They  are  given  in  a  note  to  Regina  vs.  Penny,  3 
Carrington  &  Penny,  261.  It  is  quoted  and 
approved  in  Phillips  vs.  Eyre,  Law  Reports  6, 
Queen’s  Bench  15. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Will  the  hon.  gentleman 
read  the  words  again  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOM  PSON.  The  writer  says  that 
the  proper  course  in  such  cases  is  for  the  civil 
magistrate  to  direct  and  control  what  is  done,  but 
this  is  not  absolutely  necessary,  and  then  this  Act 
appears  to  be  narrower — that  is  the  Riot  Act — 
than  the  common  law,  as  laid  down  by  Tyndall, 
Chief  Justice. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  1  would  like  that  clause  to 
stand  over  until  we  can  get  that  judgment. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  it  had  better 
pass,  and  we  can  come  back  to  it. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  whole  doctrine  is 
fully  discussed  by  Lord  Mansfield,  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  after  the  Gordon  riots. 

Mr.  Davies  (P.E.I.) 


Mr.  MULOCK.  Do  I  understand  that  we  can 
go  back  to  it  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON,  I  will  be  very  glad  to 
revise  it  if  the  hon.  gentleman  sees  any  occasion  to 
call  the  attention  of  the  House  to  it. 

On  section  40, 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Ought  there  not  to  be  some 
limitation  of  the  power  of  these  officials  ?  Is  it  not 
intended  to  limit  their  authoritv  within  their  local 
jurisdiction  in  some  way  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  that  is  always 
implied. 

On  section  41, 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  would  call  the  attention  of 
the  committee  to  this  provision, which  is  found  not 
only  in  this  but  many  other  clauses,  doing  away 
with  a  reference  to  the  jury  in  many  of  these  cases. 

Mr.  McCARTHAL  This  is  right  this  time. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  do  not  know  that  it  is. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  If  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  will  refer  to  4  Foster  and  Finlayson,  763,  he 
will  see  comment  on  that.  I  do  not  think  it  goes 
beyond  the  present  law. 

On  section  42, 

Mr.  FLINT.  This  clause,  it  seems  to  me,  does 
away  with  the  necessity  for  clause  39. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  is  perfectly  plain  from 
this  section  that  the  apprehension  is  to  be  on  the 
part  of  the  person  interfering,  and  it  must  be  on 
reasonable  grounds. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  He  may  be  a  very  un¬ 
reasonable  man. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Who  is  to  judge  what 
are  the  reasonable  grounds  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  court.  He  must 
have  reasonable  grounds  for  his  belief,  and  if  he  is 
not  a  reasonable  man  he  must  suffer  for  using  force 
on  other  people  without  necessity. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  There  is  a  great  distinc¬ 
tion  between  the  two  sections  39  and  42.  39 

says  : 

“  Every  one  is  justified  in  using  force  necessary  to  sup¬ 
press  a  riot,  provided  the  force  used  is  not  disproportion¬ 
ate  to  the  danger  to  be  apprehended  from  the  continuance 
of  the  riot.” 

Section  42  says  : 

“  Is  justified  in  using  such  a  force  as  he,  in  good  faith 
and  on  reasonable  and  probable  grounds,  believes  to  be 
necessary  for  the  suppression  of  such  riot,  and  as  is  not 
disproportionate  to  the  danger  which  he  on  reasonable 
grounds  believes  to  be  apprehended  from  the  continuance 
of  the  riot.” 

No  other  human  being  could  tell  what  he  appre¬ 
hended.  There  is  a  broad  distinction  betweeli  the 
two.  In  the  one  case  the  words  are  general,  prov¬ 
iding  the  force  is  not  disproportionate  to  the  dan¬ 
ger  to  be  apprehended  ;  in  the  other  case,  it  is 
the  danger  which  he  on  reasonable  grounds  believes 
to  be  apprehended  that  gives  him  the  right  to  use 
force. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  My  view  of  the  two 
is  this  :  that  the  first  is  a  general  statement  of  a 
general  principle,  and  the  second  is  an  application 
of  that  principle.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any 
difference  at  all  except  that  the  one  is  more  minute 
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than  the  other  ;  but  I  will  meet  the  wishes  of  the 
members  by  striking  out  section  39. 

Section  39  struck  out. 

On  section  44, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  suppose  if  the  man  is 
justified,  he  is  justified  civilly  as  well  as  criminally  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes,  as  far  as  we  can 
do  it. 

Mr.  McCARTHY.  I  think  we  are  making  a 
mistake  in  limiting  the  justification  for  criminal 
matters.  Take  for  instance  the  37th  section.  If 
we  say  it  is  lawful  for  a  man  to  do  a  certain  thing, 
we  should  protect  him  against  a  civil  action  as  well 
as  against  an  indictment. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  do  not  want  to 
relieve  him  from  civil  liability  if  he  uses  unneces¬ 
sary  force. 

Mr.  McCARTHY.  But  in  that  case  we  do  not 
relieve  him  from  criminal  liability. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes,  we  do. 

On  section  47, 

Mr.  McCARTHY .  Is  not  the  limitation  very 
unusual  ?  It  seems  to  me  that  you  should  be  at 
liberty  to  defend  yourself  against  an  assault, 
whether  it  is  accompanied  with  insult  or  not. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  provided  for 
jn  the  45th  section. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  What  is  the  distinc¬ 
tion  between  the  47th  section  and  the  45th  section  ? 

Sir  J OHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  it  is  that,  if 
the  assault  is  accompanied  with  insult,  he  may  use 
such  force  as  is  necessary  to  prevent  repetition,  or 
in  regard  to  any  one  under  his  protection.  The 
45th  section  refers  to  his  repelling  force  by  force 
in  his  own  case, 

On  section  51, 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  hold  that  a  man  is  entitled 
to  defend  his  house  against  forcible  entry,  no  mat¬ 
ter  what  is  the  object  of  the  trespasser.  Here  we 
are  proposing  to  make  the  law  so  that  a  person 
may  break  into  a  man’s  house  for  any  purpose,  so 
long  as  it  is  not  with  the  intent  to  commit  any  in¬ 
dictable  offence  therein. 

Mr.  McCARTHY".  A  man  should  be  allowed  to 
protect  his  house,  whatever  may  be  the  object  of 
the  trespasser. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  With  the  limitation 

with  the  intent  to  commit  an  indictable  offence 
therein,”  a  person  is  not  justified  in  resisting  an¬ 
other  person  forcibly  breaking  into  his  house.  We 
know  it  is  common  to  try  and  make  forcible  entry 
of  houses  which  people  believe  they  own  ;  but  this 
is  not  permitted  by  law. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  object  of  the  pro* 
viso  is  to  prevent  an  officer  being  resisted  by  force- 

Mr.  McCARTHY".  Surely  a  party  in  peaceable 
possession  has  the  right  to  defend  his  house  against 
any  forcible  entry. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  A  man  may  break  in¬ 
to  a  house  for  the  purpose  of  saving  life  or  prevent¬ 
ing  crime. 

On  section  53, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Under  the  common  law 
at  present,  if  a  man  attempts  to  break  into  my 
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house,  I  can  resist  him.  What  is  going  to  be  the 
position  of  the  law  after  this  section  passes  ?  I 
understand  it  will  be  this  :  that  if  a  man  comes  in, 
I  cannot  resist  him  unless  I  have  reasonable  grounds 
to  believe  that  his  object  is  to  commit  some  indict¬ 
able  offence.  So  this  limits  the  right  of  the  citizen. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  man  cannot  lift 
a  latch  or  force  a  lock  without  the  permission  of 
the  owner,  without  committing  an  indictable  of¬ 
fence. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Is  there  any  declaration 
of  the  existing  law  that  a  man  has  the  right  to 
protect  his  possession  from  any  person  attempting 
to  forcibly  enter  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  These  two  sections. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  These  two  are  limited 
to  particular  cases  where  the  person  attempting  to 
enter  is  attempting  to  do  so  with  the. object  of 
committing  an  indictable  offence. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  other  is  an  in¬ 
dictable  offence  also. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  It  appears  to  me  that  under 
this  clause  it  would  have  to  be  shown  that  the 
trespasser  was  entering  with  an  intention  to  commit 
an  indictable  offence.  Is  there  anything  to  make 
it  an  indictable  offence  if  a  man  breaks  into  a 
house  at  night  and,  suppose  when  he  enters  he  sits 
down  peaceably  ? 

Sir  J  OHN  THOMPSON.  The  hon.  gentleman 
knows  what  is  in  the  Bill.  He  has  read  it  as  well 
as  I. 

Mr.  McCARTHY.  The  53rd  section  seems  to 
be  a  correct  statement  of  the  law,  but  why  these 
clauses  should  be  limited  in  the  way  they  are  is 
what  I  cannot  understand. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  do  not  understand 
why  details  are  given  in  these  sections,  because  you 
might  suppose  a  hundred  cases  for  which  you 
might  make  out  special  provisions.  It  seems  to  me 
that  if  yrou  had  a  general  clause  setting  out  the 
right  of  a  party  to  resist  in  the  defence  of  his  own 
property,  it  would  cover  the  whole  ground. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  If  this  code  is  to  be 
accepted  as  a  complete  definition  of  possible 
offences,  for  which  a  man  may  be  indictable, 
it  will  no  longer  be  an  indictable  offence  to  commit 
a  forcible  entrance. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  will  come  to  a 
provision  in  that  respect  in  a  moment. 

On  section  55, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  think  this  clause  is  very 
unjust,  because  if  I  have  a  right  of  way  over  a  piece 
of  land  and  I  peaceably  enter  upon  that  land,  I  am 
within  my  legal  rights  ;  and  if  the  person  who 
claims  the  ownership  of  the  land  denies  me  the 
right  and  assaults  me  to  prevent  my  exercising  it, 
the  section  provides  that  I  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
provoked  the  assault  by  exercising  my  own  legal 
rights. 

Mr.  McCARTHY".  Ihavealwaysunderstoodthat 
to  be  the  law.  The  section  provides  for  notice  being 
given  by  the  person  in  position  if  he  disputes  the 
right  of  the  person  claiming  the  easement.  The 
section  does  not  interfere  with  his  civil  rights  ;  but 
if  he  wants  to  take  the  law  into  his  own  hands  and 
enforce  his  rights,  instead  of  enforcing  them  by 
legal  process,  and  an  assault  follows,  it  seems  to  me 
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very  properly  to  provide  that  the  assault  is  pro¬ 
voked  by  the  person  entering. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Suppose  a  man  has  a 
right  of  way  which  he  has  used  daily  for  a  quarter 
of  a  century,  and  it  is  the  only  outlet  or  inlet  to 
his  property.  This  provision  would  put  it  in  the 
power  of  the  owner  of  the  land  to  prevent  his 
using  the  easement  or  obtaining  access  to  his  own 
property,  and  if  he  attempts  ingress  or  egress  to 
or  from  his  own  property,  he  will  be  considered  an 
offender.  .  . 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  He  is  only  an  offender  if  an 
assault  is  committed. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  justifies  the  other 
party  in  committing  the  assault. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  That  is  as  it  ought  to  be. 
It  is  an  easement  which  you  are  exercising  over  an¬ 
other  man’s  property,  and  which  he  is  disputing, 
and  if  you  take  the  law  into  your  own  hands,  and 
try  to  enforce  your  rights  and  an  assault  is  com¬ 
mitted,  you  are  liable  for  assault.  That,  however, 
does  not  affect  your  civil  right  to  the  easement.  I 
have  always  understood  the  law  to  be  that  way. 
That  is  just  the  distinction  between  civil  and 
criminal  law.  You  are  in  possession  of  my 
land  without  right.  Still  I  cannot  go  and 
forcibly  take  it  from  you.  Supposing  I  do,  and 
an  assault  arises  I  am  responsible.  My  remedy 
is  to  recover  by  legal  means  the  possession 
you  take  from  me.  What  is  the  difference  with 
regard  to  easement  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  The  hon.  gentleman  has 
not  stated  the  law  accurately.  If  I  am  the  owner 
of  a  piece  of  land  and  another  man  is  in  possession 
wrongfully,  and  I  cross  the  fence  and  go  on  the 
land,  there  cannot  be  in  the  eye  of  the  law  two 
people  in  possession  of  the  land  at  the  same  time  ; 
and  when  I  once  enter  peaceably  on  the  land,  I  am 
the  possessor.  However,  I  will  not  dispute  with 
the  hon.  gentleman,  because  I  do  not  think  it  is 
essential  that  we  should  dispute  about  that  point. 
The  hon.  gentleman  knows  that  an  easement  over 
land  is  a  right  as  well  known  in  law  as  any  other 
right. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Who  is  to  be  responsible  for 
the  breach  of  peace  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  hon.  gentleman  de¬ 
clares  that  although  a  man  is  exercising  his  legal 
right,  still  the  owner  of  that  land  can  commit  an 
assault  upon  him  and  drive  him  off,  and  the  owner 
of  the  easement,  who  is  exercising  his  legal  right, 
would  be  considered  the  person  who  provoked  the 
assault. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  the  law  goes 
even  further  than  my  hon.  friend  states  it.  For 
instance,  if  a  bridge  is  destroyed  by  a  flood  I  am 
entitled  to  enter  a  man’s  field,  and  will  not  be  a 
trespasser  in  doing  so. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  No  doubt  about  that — or  in 
a  snow  storm. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  On  what  grounds  ?  On 
the  ground  of  necessity.  In  the  same  way,  if  I 
have  acquired  an  easement  in  the  property,  it  is  a 
limited  property,  and  no  matter  how  I  have  acquired 
it,  whether  by  prescription  or  grant,  I  have  a  right 
to  the  use  of  that  easement  just  as  much  as  the 
original  proprietor  had,  and  it  is  no  trespass  for 
Mr.  McCarthy. 


me  to  go  upon  the  property.  I  am  going  upon 
what  is  my  property  and  not  his.  He  has  no  right 
in  law  to  forbid  my  going  there.  If  I  have  ease¬ 
ment,  I  have  the  right  to  be  there. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  No  doubt. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  is  not  a  trespass, 
and  no  one  has  the  right  to  come  and  resist  my 
entering  there  ;  and  the  law  has  altered  my  rights, 
if  it  says  I  am  to  be  regarded  as  the  offender  in 
case  he  does  undertake  to  hinder  me.  What  I 
complain  of  in  this  section  is  that  it  does  not  leave 
the  criminal  offence  to  depend  \ipon  the  question 
as  to  who  was  the  offender  with  regard  to  the  civil 
right.  It  is  upon  the  civil  right  that  the  question 
of  criminality  ought  to  depend,  but  the  proposed 
law  is  not  letting  it  rest  there,  but  is  shifting  it 
upon  the  man  who  has  the  easement  and  who 
undertakes  to  exercise  his  right.  It  ought  not  to 
do  that. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  mistake  of  my 
hon.  friends  opposite  is  that  they  assume  the  crim¬ 
inality  depends  upon  the  legal  right  with  regard  to 
ownership.  Thar,  is  not  the  principle  upon  which 
the  criminal  law  proceeds  in  these  matters 
I  may  recover  against  you  in  ejectment  if  you 
hold  my  land  ;  but  although  I  have  an  absolute 
right  and  title  to  it  and  can  recover  on  ejectment, 
I  have  no  right  to  take  possession  by  force. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  That  is  a  different 

case. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  This  is  precisely  the 
application  of  the  same  principle  to  an  easement. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  No;  the  party  is  always 
in  possession  of  an  easement. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  No,  not  more  than 
the  holder  of  a  deed  is  always  in  possession.  If  not 
in  actual  possession,  the  criminal  law7  says  he  shall 
not  go  there  by  force.  That  is  the  difference.  If 
I  have  an  easement  on  the  chairman’s  land,  which 
he  disputes,  I  shall  not  assert  my  right  by  force, 
even  though  it  be  clear  and  capable  of  establish¬ 
ment  by  law.  If  I  do,  I  am  deemed  to  have  pro¬ 
voked  an  assault  upon  myself,  if  an  assault  should 
occur.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  find,  I  am  satis¬ 
fied,  that  this  is  exactly  the  common  law;  with  this 
difference,  that  it  makes  a  change  in  favour  of  the 
person  claiming  the  easement.  My  hon.  friend 
thinks  it  takes  away  his  right,  but  there  is  instead 
protection  to  him,  inasmuch  as  instead  of  making 
complete  the  provocation  in  case  he  forcibly  asserts 
his  right,  even  though  he  has  not  had  any  notice, 
it  says  he  shall  only  be  deemed  to  be  guilty  of 
provocation  if  he  has  had  notice  that  his  enjoyment 
of  the  easement  is  to  be  resisted  by  force.  Any 
change  there  is,  is  in  favour  of  the  person  claiming 
the  easement.  I  submit  that  the  clause  ought  to  pass, 
inasmuch  as  we  find  it  reported  as  a  statement  of 
the  common  law  by  these  eminent  authorities  :  and 
if  hon.  gentlemen  will  look  into  the  matter,  for  I 
presume  they  are  speaking  on  first  impressions,  and 
if  they  then  find  that  it  is  not  the  common  law7,  wre 
will  go  back  to  it. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  hon.  gentleman  will 
see  on  reflection  it  is  not  the  common  law.  Take 
the  case  stated  by  himself.  i^upposiug  A  brought 
an  action  of  ejectment  against  B,  and  recovered  on 
it.  If  he  went  and  got  peaceable  possession  of  the 
land,  he  would  be  all  right.  It  is  only  when  lie 
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forcibly  attempts  to  take  possession  that  he  would 
be  committing  a  criminal  offence.  Is  not  this 
legislation  entirely  in  favour  of  the  rich  man,  by 
compelling  the  poor  man,  once  he  is  notified  not  to 
go  on  this  land,  to  resort  to  a  court  of  law  to  en¬ 
force  a  right  which  he  may  have  exercised 
for  fifty  years,  and  which  may  be  his  beyond 
doubt  ?  The  owner  may  put  up  a  notice  :  Do  not  go 
on  this  land  or  1  will  assault  you  ;  and  he  would  be 
justified  in  assaulting  him.  That  is  directly  con¬ 
trary  to  common  law,  as  the  owner  has  no  right  to 
assault  a  man  in  the  exercise  of  a  legal  right.  The 
lion,  member  for  Simcoe  says  the  man  can  go  into 
court  and  get  an  injunction,  but  every  poor  man 
who  claims  a  right  of  way  over  a  piece  of  land 
cannot  afford  to  run  to  court  to  get  an  injunction. 
If  we  are  to  lean  in  any  way,  and  we  should  not 
lean  to  either  side,  we  ought  rather  to  lean  in 
favour  of  poor  people  who  are  not  so  well  able  to 
vindicate  their  right  in  courts  of  justice  as  wealthy 
people  are.  I  object  to  giving  these  men  the  right 
to  say  :  If  you  come  on  here,  we  will  kick  you  out, 
whether  you  have  the  right  to  come  or  not. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  As  I  understand,  and  as  the 
Minister  of  Justice  has  stated,  we  are  not  laying 
down  any  law  here  but  simply  what  is  already  the 
principle  of  the  common  law,  which  is  that  a  per¬ 
son  who  insists  upon  getting  his  right  in  this  way, 
knowing  that  it  will  be  opposed,  is  the  person  who 
is  guilty  of  the  assault. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Then,  if  the  proprietor  puts 
up  a  notice,  and  the  person  who  claims  he  has  a 
right  goes  on  the  land,  the  man  who  has  put  up 
the  notice  has  a  right  to  commit  an  assault. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY'.  He  puts  up  a  notice  forbid¬ 
ding  trespassing.  The  other  man  says  this  is  his 
property.  One  thing  leads  to  another  and  life  may 
be  lost,  and  what  the  law  wants  to  provide  is  that 
the  man,  being  warned,  takes  the  consequences  on 
his  own  head. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  What  we  declare,  and 
what  we  are  supported  in  by  these  high  authorities 
I  have  quoted,  is  that  a  man  has  a  right  to 
put  another  off  his  premises  because  he  is  coming 
with  force  to  assert  a  right  to  the  property,  and 
that  is  what  the  law  forbids,  a  man  taking  forcible 
possession  of  his  own  land.  Though  he  may  have 
a  right  under  the  civil  law,  he  is  an  offender  against 
the  criminal  law,  and  this  is  in  fact  intended  to  pre¬ 
vent  people  taking  the  law  into  their  own  hands.  In 
England  there  may  be  some  question  of  rich  and 
poor  in  the  case  of  those  who  insist  upon  hunting 
over  the  lands  of  poor  people  who  seek  to  restrain 
them,  but  that  does  not  apply  here,  and  in  fact  it 
is  not  a  question  between  rich  and  poor. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  hon.  gentleman  has 
not  placed  the  case  fairly.  If  a  man  is  in  peaceable 
possession  of  a  piece  of  land,  and  the  owner  comes 
to  take  forcible  possession  of  that  which  is  in  the 
actual  possession  of  another,  if  he  makes  a  forcible 
entry  he  is  liable  to  be  prosecuted  ;  but,  if  he  is  ex¬ 
ercising  a  right  recognized  by  law  such,  as  an  ease¬ 
ment  or  right  of  way  overland,  he  is  not  doing  any¬ 
thing  unlawful ;  but  it  is  his  right  to  walk  over  the 
land  in  question.  It  is  the  same  in  England, 
but  these  matters  have  raised  considerable  poli¬ 
tical  feeling  there,  and  I  therefore  prefer  to 
discuss  the  question  simply  on  its  merits. 
Take  the  case  of  a  man  who  is  the  owner  of  a  piece 


of  land  in  the  rear  of  another,  and  on  which  no 
water  is  found  in  the  summer  season.  He  is 
obliged  to  drive  his  stock  every  day  through  his 
right  of  way  over  the  other  man’s  property.  My 
hon.  friend  says  he  must  go  into  court  to  establish 
his  right,  and  all  his  personal  property  might  be 
lost  or  destroyed  before  he  would  be  capable  of 
exercising  that  right.  He  would  be  at  the  absolute 
mercy  of  his  neighbour,  although  he  had  purchased 
the  right  of  way  ;  and  although  it  may  have  been 
registered  as  part  of  his  title,  he  cannot  be  regarded 
as  in  possession.  It  is  incorporeal  property  of 
which  he  may  be  divested  under  this  section  at  any 
moment  until  he  goes  into  court  and  establishes  his 
claim. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  seems  impossible 
to  convince  the  hon.  gentleman,  although  we  think 
this  has  been  the  law  for  hundreds  of  years.  But 
we  are  in  hopes  that  reflection  will  accomplish  the 
object  we  have  in  view,  and  so  we  will  let  this  sec¬ 
tion  stand  at  present. 

On  section  63,  sub-section  2, 

Mr.  McCARTHY".  Should  not  that  be  mutual  ? 
The  wife  should  have  a  chance  too. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  husband  is  compelled  to 
bring  his  wife  to  justice  or  else  he  would  become 
an  accessory  after  the  fact.  Is  that  to  be  marital 
law  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  wife  is  not 
expected  to  give  up  her  natural  duty,  which  is  to 
protect  her  husband  ;  but  that  is  not  the  duty  of 
the  husband  to  his  wife. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  There  should  be  mutual¬ 
ity.  Surely  if  one  is  to  be  protected  the  other 
should  be.  If  the  wife  protects  the  husband  the 
natural  law  would  rather  oblige  the  husband  to 
protect  the  wife. 

Sir  JOHN  THOYIPSON.  We  will  let  that  stand 
so  as  to  alter  it. 

On  section  72, 

Mr.  MULOCK.  This  clause  is  more  far  reach¬ 
ing  than  would  appear  on  the  surface.  If  any  per¬ 
son  for  any  traitorous  purpose  seeks  to  induce  a 
person  to  abandon  the  service  of  Her  Majesty,  he 
is  liable  to  imprisonment  for  life.  The  second 
portion  of  the  section  deals  simply  with  cases  of 
those,  who  are  not  themselves  in  the  service,  induc¬ 
ing  men  to  desert.  If  you  ask  one  who  has  enlist¬ 
ed  in  the  Imperial  army,  or  any  one  in  the  volun¬ 
teer  service  of  Canada,  to  abandon  the  service,  you 
are  inducing  that  person  in  a  traitorous  way  to 
desert.  What  is  the  meaning  of  traitorous  ?  If  you 
ask  a  person  to  abandon  the  service  you  are  asking 
him  for  some  traitorous  purpose  to  do  so.  It  does 
not  follow  that  the  object  is  that  he  shall  make 
war  upon  Her  Majesty  ;  the  word  “  mutinous  ” 
might  cover  that;  but  the  word  “traitorous”  is 
much  wider  and  I  think  it  ought  to  come  out. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  agree  that 
the  effect  of  this  objection  is  to  render  any  person 
liable  who  simply  incites  a  soldier  or  sailor  to 
desert,  unless  he  does  it  in  pursuance  of  a  trait¬ 
orous  or  mutinous  purpose,  and  the  traitorous 
purpose  is  defined  by  this  Act.  It  must  be  for  the 
purpose  of  forwarding  some  of  the  designs  which 
are  declared  to  be  treasonable.  It  may  be  in  conse¬ 
quence  of  sickness,  or  wounds,  or  from  a  wrong 
religious  opinion,  and  therefore  would  not  be 
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punishable  by  imprisonment  for  life.  But  if  it  is 
clone  for  the  purpose  of  weakening  the  authority  of 
the  Sovereign,  and  preventing  the  defence  of  her 
dominion  against  her  enemies,  then  it  would  be 
traitorous. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  word  “traitorous”  has  a 
larger  meaning  than  that.  I  think  you  had  better 
say  treasonable  instead  of  traitorous. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  the  same  thing. 

On  section  74, 

Mr.  FLINT.  In  regard  to  the  militia  I  think 
this  should  only  apply  to  the  time  of  war  or  cbs- 
turbance,  because  it  could  not  be  a  very  serious 
crime  to  induce  a  militiaman  to  desert  providing 
there  is  no  war.  Suppose  one  should  induce  a 
militiaman  to  go  away  to  better  his  position. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Suppose  a  father  should 
ask  his  own  son  to  leave  the  force. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  He  could  leave  when 
he  wished  under  the  law,  but  that  is  a  different 
thing  from  deserting. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Suppose  the  troops  are  called 
out  for  the  annual  drill,  and  an  employer  should 
threaten  an  employ^  with  dismissal  if  he  should 
go  ;  he  would  practically  invite  him  to  desert. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  think  so,  but 
we  will  look  into  the  matter. 

Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock  the 
Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

SECOND  READINGS. 

Bill  (No.  86)  to  incorporate  the  Buckingham  and 
Lievre  River  Railway  Company  (from  the  Senate). 
— (Mr.  Curran.) 

Bill  (No.  87)  respecting  the  Montreal  and  Lake 
Maskinonge  Railway  Company. — (Mr.  Beausoleil. ) 

THE  CRIMINAL  CODE. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on 
Bill  (No.  7)  respecting  the  Criminal  Law. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

On  section  75, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  Minister  promised 
to  consider  the  effect  of  this  clause  on  the  militia. 
I  understand  from  the  military  men  that  if  a  man 
does  not  turn  out  when  ordered  and  goes  away, 
that  is  desertion  in  the  meaning  of  the  Militia  Act ; 
and  it  is  a  matter  for  consideration  whether,  in  the 
peculiar  position  the  militia  force  occupies  in  this 
country,  this  section  is  not  too  stringent  in  declar¬ 
ing  that  any  man  who  persuades  another  not 
to  turn  out  on  a  militia  day  is  liable  to  six  months’ 
imprisonment.  When  an  employer  simply  persuades 
a  man  not  to  go  out  on  a  certain  day,  his  act  might 
be  conspired  into  a  persuasion  to  desert. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  the  provision 
would  not  apply  to  the  case  of  a  person  asking 
a  member  of  the  militia  not  to  turn  out  on  parade 
day,  but  only  when  the  militia  is  called  out  for 
active  service.  In  other  cases  I  do  not  think  it 
would  be  desertion. 

Sir  John  Thompson. 


Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  am  told  that  the  regu¬ 
lations  based  on  the  Militia  Act  governing  the 
militia  force  define  desertion  to  be  abstaining  from 
attendance  when  the  force  is  called  out  in  time  of 
peace  or  otherwise. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  that  is  only 
punishable  by  fine.  But  if  this  House  will  pass  the 
section,  I  will  examine  it  carefully,  and  if  I  find 
that  it  applies  to  turning  out  on  parade,  I  will  ask 
the  House  to  review  it.  The  Minister  of  Militia 
tells  me  that  it  is  not  so. 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  A  refusal  to  turn  out  on 
ordinary  parade  is  only  punishable  by  line  under 
the  Militia  Act. 

On  section  87, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  committee  con¬ 
sidered  this  question  very  carefully,  and  we  were 
unwilling  to  adopt  the  section  to  its  full  extent  as 
it  appears  here.  The  clause  was  principally  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  old  country,  where  drilling  was 
sometimes  connected  with  treasonable  designs,  but 
at  some  time  it  may  be  useful  to  have  a  provision 
by  which  unlawful  drilling  may  be  prevented,  and 
the  conclusion  which  was  finally  adopted  was  that 
drilling  shoidd  be  made  unlawful  when  it  was  pro¬ 
hibited  by  the  Governor  in  Council. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Then  I  understand  that  drill¬ 
ing  will  not  be  unlawful  under  this  section  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  No. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  But  the  Governor  in  Council 
may  make  it  unlawful. 

On  section  89, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  do  not  understand 
“forcible  entry”  as  used  here.  I  never  under¬ 
stood  it  to  mean  what  is  defined  in  this  section. 
“Forcible  entry  is  where  a  person,  whether  en¬ 
titled  or  not,  enters  in  a  manner  likely  to  cause  a 
breach  of  the  peace,  or  reasonable  apprehension 
thereof.”  I  do  not  think  that  is  the  common  law 
definition  of  forcible  entry. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Where  a  person 
causes  an  assembly  that  is  calculated  to  produce  a 
breach  of  the  peace,  that  is  a  forcible  entry. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  have  the  definition 
here  given  by  Russell,  and  it  is  as  I  imagined  : 

“Forcible  entry  or  forcible  detainer  is  committed  by 
violently  taking  or  keeping  possession  of  lands  or  tene¬ 
ments  with  menace,  force  and  arms,  and  without  author¬ 
ity  of  law.” 

That  is  well  understood  by  everybody.  If  a  man 
tries  to  eject  another  from  land  that  he  claims  as 
his,  and  uses  force  or  menaces,  and  attempts  to  take 
possession  of  that  property,  he  is  guilty  of  a  forcible 
entry,  but  here  you  are  creating  a  new  offence  al¬ 
together.  This  is  a  most  important  subject  in  many 
provinces,  and  there  are  cases  constantly  arising  of 
people  trying  to  take  possession  of  lands  and  houses 
by  force. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  a  very  rough 
definition.  I  have  carried  on  proseciitions  myself 
where  a  person  did  not  enter,  but  where  the  as¬ 
sembly  for  the  purpose  of  entering  was  of  such  a 
character  as  would  likely  provoke  a  breach  of  the 
peace.  This  is  what  the  commissioners  say  : 

“  Forcible  entry  and  detainer  are  offences  in  the  common 
law  in  section  95,  which  is  transferred  to  this,  and  we 
believe  correctly  states  the  existing  law.” 
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In  Burbidge’s  Digest  lie  states  it  thus  : 

“  Every  one  commits  a  misdemeanour  called  a  forcible 
entry  who,  in  order  to  take  possession  thereof,  enters 
upon  lands  or  tenements  in  a  violent  manner,  whether 
such  violence  consists  in  actual  force  applied  to  any  other 
person,  or  in  threats,  or  in  breaking  open  any  house,  or  in 
collecting  together  an  unusual  number  of  persons  tor  the 
purpose  of  making  such  entry.  ” 

He  states  authorities  for  that. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.  I.)  Russell  is  generally  ac¬ 
cepted  as  pretty  good  authority  in  all  the  cases.  It 
is  the  best  I  know  off. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  You  have  only  read  a 
fragment. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.  I.)  I  remember  a  case 
some  years  ago,  in  which  the  question  was  tho¬ 
roughly  threshed  out.  My  recollection  is  that  the 
conclusion  was  that  unless  there  was  force  and 
violence  in  the  entry,  you  could  not  maintain  your 
action,  although  the  intention  might  have  been  to 
have  entered  by  force,  but  the  party  could  not  see 
his  way  to  do  it,  and  the  indictment  failed.  But 
here,  if  a  man  entitled  to  land  enters  on  it  in  a 
manner  likely  to  cause  a  breach  of  the  peace,  or 
reasonable  apprehension  thereof,  he  is  punishable. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  hon.  gentleman 
can  look  at  these  authorities,  and  if  I  am  wrong, 
we  can  revise  this  section. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  I  look  upon  that  as  one 
of  the  sections  of  the  Act  that  will  be  very  apt  to 
be  used  more  than  almost  any  other. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  would  call  the  attention  of 
the  Minister  to  the  3rd  sub-section  :  “  what  amounts 
to  actual  possession  or  colour  of  right  is  a  question 
of  law.”  What  amounts  to  actual  possession  is 
certainly  a  question  of  fact  which  ought  to  be  left 
to  the  jury.  We  might  just  as  well  abolish  trial 
by  jury  if  we  are  not  to  leave  the  jury  to  decide 
what  is  actual  possession. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  As  in  all  the  sections 
which  provide  what  shall  be  questions  of  law,  the 
enactment  does  not  refer  to  any  disputed  question 
of  facts.  The  fact  may  be  that  somebody  was  in 
actual  possession,  it  may  be  in  a  technical  way  by 
nobody  else  being  in  possession,  it  may  be  by  some 
servant  or  agent  being  in  possession,  all  of  which 
facts  are  to  be  found  by  the  jury  ;  but  the  effect  is 
a  question  of  law. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Even  that  way  it  would  simply 
imply  nothing  new.  In  criminal  law  as  well  as  in 
civil  law,  what  is  done  by  an  agent  in  such  a  case  as 
this  is  done  by  the  master.  It  seems  to  me  that 
you  are  removing  something  to  the  province  of  a 
judge  which  has  been  within  the  province  of  a  jury. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  not  intended 
by  the  section,  and  if  it  were  so,  it  would  be  a 
departure  from  the  common  law.  For  example, 
the  actual  owner  is  resident  abroad,  but  his  agent 
or  his  personal  servant  is  in  possession  of  the 
house.  It  is  hot  the  province  of  the  jury  to  say 
that  he  was  not  in  actual  possession  because  only 
his  agent  or  his  servant  was  there.  V  e  reserve 
that  as  a  question  of  law  for  the  jhdge  to  decide. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.  I. )  I  doubt  very  much  whether 
this  definition  that  Mr.  Burbidge  gives  would 
justify  the  definition  which  is  placed  in  the  Act.  I 
have  every  respect,  of  course,  for  Mr.  Burbidge, 
but  this  is  only  a  suggestion  he  makes  as  to  what 


the  article  should  contain.  This  is  what  Mr. 
Burbidge  states : 

“  Forcible  entry  and  detainer  should  be  defined  to  be  : 
Every  one  commits  a  misdemeanour  called  a  forcible 
entry  who,  in  order  to  take  possession  thereof,  enters  upon 
any  lands  or  tenements  in  a  violent  manner,  whether 
such  violence  consists  in  actual  force  applied  to  any  other 
person,  or  in  threats,  or  in  breaking  open  any  house,  or 
m  collecting  together  an  unusual  number  of  persons  for 
the  purpose  of  making  such  entry.” 

The  hon.  gentleman  gave  an  Upper  Canada  case  as 
an  authority,  Regina  vs.  Smith;  but  he  did  not 
refer  to  any  English  authority.  Our  new  code 
which  we  are  now  passing,  goes  further  than  that, 
because  it  says  that  if  a  man  enters  in  a  manner 
likely  to  cause  reasonable  apprehension  of  a  breach 
of  the  peace,  he  is  guilty  of  forcible  entrance. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Perhaps  the  hon. 
gentleman  will  look  up  the  authorities,  and  bring 
up  the  matter  to-morrow. 

Mr.  FLINT.  I  think  that  in  Russell’s  definition 
the  word  “  menaces  ”  will  be  substantially  what  is 
meant  here  by  breach  of  the  peace. 

On  section  96, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  Is  this  not  carrying  the 
penalty  for  prize-fighting  too  far  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  They  fight  just  over 
the  border. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  progess. 

SUPPLY. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  of 
Supply. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Chatham  Post  Office,  Custom  House,  &c. .  ..$15,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Be  good 
enough  to  explain  what  is  wanted  here  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  is  to  make  provision  for 
the  erection  of  public  buildings  at  Chatham, 
intended  for  the  post  office,  custom  house  and 
inland  revenue.  The  total  cost  is  expected  to  be 
about  $22,000.  The  first  vote  was  in  1890,  for 
$1,500,  and  last  year  $7,500  was  voted.  Only  $104 
has  been  expended  up  to  date,  and  the  site  has  not 
yet  been  secured. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  thought  the 
Government  had  a  post  office  and  custom  house 
there. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  What  is  the  size  of 
Chatham  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Population  in  1891,  5,646  ; 
postal  revenue,  $4,196  ;  customs  revenue,  $19,- 
505.17  ;  excise  revenue,  $6,714.20;  money  orders 
issued  and  paid,  $46,512.47  ;  value  of  exports, 
$818,829;  of  imports,  $86,561,  and  goods  entered 
for  consumption,  $88,815.  These  figures  will  show 
that  not  only  as  to  population  but  as  to  post  office, 
customs  and  excise  revenue  this  place  ranks  pretty 
high. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Was  the  old  post  office  in 
Chatham  burned  down  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  No,  but  it  cannot  be  used  any 
more  on  account  of  its  being  in  a  state  of  ruin. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  When  was  it 
built  ? 
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Mr.  OUIMET.  It  was  purchased  in  1872. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Then  I  was 
correct  that  the  Government  had  buildings  there. 
It  appears  very  odd  that  buildings  which  were 
purchased  only  twenty  years  ago  should  be  in  a 
state  of  ruin.  What  did  we  pay  for  them  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  old  post  office  is  still  in 
existence,  and  is  used  as  such,  but  to  repair  it  so  as 
to  give  proper  accommodation  for  the  officers  of 
Customs,  Inland  Revenue,  Post  Office  and  the 
Department  of  Marine  a  great  deal  of  money  will 
be  required,  and  then  we  would  have  a  very  p'oor 
building.  It  was  thought  better  to  erect  a  new 
building  to  give  the  necessary  accommodation,  and 
then  to  sell  the  old  building. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  My  impres¬ 
sion  is  that  a  good  many  years  ago  we  bought  a 
post  office  here,  and  now  we  are  told  that  it  has 
become  so  dilapidated  as  to  be  worthless.  Where 
does  the  hon.  gentleman  propose  to  build  ?  Has 
the  site  been  negotiated  for? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  We  are  negotiating  now,  but 
we  have  not  yet  got  it.  It  is  in  the  neighbourhood 
of  the  pi’esent  site. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  does 
the  hon.  gentleman  expect  to  get  for  the  present 
property  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Somewhere  between  $3,000  and 
$4,000. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  does 
the  hon.  gentleman  expect  to  pay  for  the  new  site  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  About  $4,000.  The  old  building, 
I  suppose,  after  being  emptied  will  not  be  worth 
much  beyond  the  value  of  the  materials  in  it, 
which  about  represents  the  cost  of  demolition. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Of  what  material  was  the 
old  building  constructed  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Stone. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  It  was  built  twenty  years 
ago,  and  is  it  possible  that  the  stone  has  decayed  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  was  not  built  twenty  years 
ago.  It  was  purchased  twenty  years  ago. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  What  was  paid  for  it  then- 

Mr.  OUIMET.  About  $10,000. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  There  is  a  slight  discrep¬ 
ancy  between  the  Minister’s  statement  and  a 
return  brought  down  a  few  years  ago,  in  which 
the  cost  of  the  building  was  put  at  $14,121.64. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  building  when  purchased 
cost  $10,000,  but  additions  were  made  afterwards 
which  brought  up  the  cost  to  about  $14,000. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  It  does  seem  extraordinary 
that  this  building  should  get  out  of  repair  so  soon. 
I  do  not  see  the  necessity  of  constructing  another 
building  here  when  there  are  other  places  yielding 
larger  revenues  that  have  no  buildings  at  all. 
Would  it  not  be  possible  to  use  the  old  building  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  No.  The  architect  says  the 
building  will  soon  go  down.  The  walls  are  cracked, 
and  it  will  have  to  be  pulled  down  ;  it  will  be  dan¬ 
gerous  to  leave  it  there. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Is  the  site  of  the  present  build¬ 
ing  a  suitable  site  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  new  site  has  been  reported 
to  us  as  being  the  most  suitable  site  for  the  purpose 
of  this  building. 
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Mr.  MULOCK.  Is  there  a  purchaser  in  view 
for  the  old  site  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  No,  not  yet. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Then  it  is  a  mere  guess  whether 
or  not  we  shall  get  $3,000  or  $4,000  for  the 
property. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  To  a  certain  extent.  That  is  the 
actual  value  of  land  in  that  neighbourhood. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Has  the  new  site  a  larger  area 
than  the  old  one  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  is  a  larger  site,  and  it  is  con¬ 
tiguous  to  the  water  and  to  the  principal  landing 
place  in  the  town,  while  the  other  is  not. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Would  not  the  other  be 
more  central  ? 


Mr.  OUIMET.  The  hon.  gentleman  perhaps 
forgets  that  this  is  a  seaport,  and  the  commercial 
centre  of  the  town  must  be  near  the  place  wdiere 
the  shipping  is  done. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  But  this  site  was  selected 
by  the  hon.  gentleman’s  predecessor,  who  no  doubt 
had  an  opportunity  of  looking  into  the  matter,  and 
I  presume  the  town  is  in  about  the  same  position 
that  it  was  in  then.  I  notice  that  it  yields  a 
revenue  of  only  $4,000  a  year.  You  had  better 
take  the  old  site  and  put  up  a  new  post  office  on  it 
if  it  has  to  be  built. 


Mr.  OUIMET.  I  am  told  that  the  old  site  is 
not  large  enough  for  a  building  to  accommodate 
the  trade  there.  I  would  remind  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man,  when  he  says  that  the  revenue  of  the  place  is 
only  $4,196,  that  that  is  only  the  post  office 
revenue  ;  but  this  building  is  to  be  not  only  for 
post  office  purposes,  but  also  to  accommodate  the 
customs  office,  the  inland  revenue  office,  and,  I 
think,  the  shipping  office. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  The  return  brought  down 
states  that  the  old  building  was  not  only  for  a 
post  office,  but  I  think  also  for  the  other  depart¬ 
ments.  Who  owns  the  ground  you  are  going  to 
buy  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  Eraser  estate. 


Mr.  MULOCK. 
for  the  new  site  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET. 
Mr.  MULOCK. 

Mr.  OUIMET. 
own  officers. 


Has  the  price  been  fixed  upon 


$4,000. 

How  was  it  arrived  at  ? 

By  valuation  approved  by  our 


Mr.  LANDERKIN.  This  being  a  large  shipping 
town,  how  is  it  land  is  not  quite  so  valuable  there 
as  it  is  in  St.  John  ?  You  have  the  same  quantity 
as  was  purchased  in  St.  John  the  other  day,  for 
which  you  gave  $200,000.  Have  you  made  a  good 
bargain  ?  Then  you  have  the  old  post  office  on  your 
hands,  in  which  there  is  a  crack.  I  fancy  there  is 
a  crack  in  the  whole  business. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Who  made  the  valuation  of  this 
land  ? 


Mr.  OUIMET.  Mr.  David  Ewart,  the  architect 
in  our  department  in  Ottawa.  He  went  there  for 
that  purpose  and  enquired  from  people  there. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  When  was  the  condition  of 
the  post  offide  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  Minister 
of  Public  Works  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  do  not  know  ;  it  was  before 
my  time,  three  years  ago. 
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Mr.  LANDERKIN.  It  was  cracked  before  your 
time.  It  stood  two  years  in  this  cracked  condition. 
It  does  appear  to  me  this  is  a  peculiar  transaction, 
and  we  ought  to  have  the  papers  to  show  upon  what 
grounds  it  is  necessary  to  erect  a  new  post  office 
and  select  a  new  site  in  a  town  where  the  revenue 
of  the  post  office  is  but  84,000,  when  we  have  already 
a  building  there  which  was  only  erected  20  years 
ago.  We  should  have  more  information  before 
passing  this  item. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Will  the  lion,  gentleman  say 
what  is  the  size  of  the  site  and  the  assessed  value. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  size  is  01  feet  front  by  360 
deep.  I  do  not  know  the  assessed  value. 

Public  Buildings,  Que.— Grosse  Isle 
quarantine  station .  $24,200 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  done  there  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  816,000  of  this  is  a  revote  from 
last  year  and  $8,200  is  a  new  vote.  It  is  to  make 
provision  towards  the  erection  of  disinfecting 
buildings  and  appliances,  in  order  to  make  the 
service  of  the  quarantine  more  efficient  and  rapid. 
The  improvements  consist  of  a  large  building 
erected  on  the  wharf  where  the  disinfecting  pro¬ 
cess  takes  place,  and  then  there  is  a  large  disin¬ 
fecting  apparatus  in  the  shape  of  force  pumps  and 
cylinders.  An  upright  boiler  will  cost  $11,750, 
an  exhaust  pump  $2,400,  a  wind-mill  pump  for 
wharf  $1,460,  a  wind-mill  pump  for  tank  and  wash¬ 
house  $1,800. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  I  would 
like  to  know  whether  the  Government  have  reached 
a  conclusion  about  the  extension  of  the  Grosse  Isle 
wharf  as  far  as  deep-water  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  This  work  of  the 
extension  of  the  Grosse  Isle  wharf  is  such  an  ex¬ 
pensive  one  that  the  Government  have  not  thought 
proper  to  ask  for  the  necessary  amount  this  year 
together  with  the  sum  now  in  the  Estimates.  I 
presume  it  will  be  the  first  matter  that  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Government  for  next  session. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  That  is  to 
say,  the  Government  puts  the  thing  off  till  next 
year.  I  believe  that  the  wharf  extension  is  vastly 
more  important  than  these  buildings,  for  the  pre¬ 
sent  buildings  can  do  for  the  present.  According 
to  Dr.  Montizambert  it  is  almost  impossible  for 
things  to  remain  as  they  are. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  This  may  be 
true,  but  it  has  been  represented  to  us  that  this 
building  is  absolutely  indispensable  for  the  disin¬ 
fection  of  the  ships  with  contagious  cases  on  board. 
We  are  to  make  the  wharf  so  as  to  receive  the  build¬ 
ing  we  are  to  erect.  The  money  which  we  ask  for 
is  to  be  used  for  that  purpose ;  we  will  not  even 
have  enough.  When  this  work  is  finished  the 
accommodation  will  be  sufficient. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  It  goes 
without  saying  that  I  do  not  oppose  this  item  at  all, 
for  I  know  it  will  take  a  large  sum  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  this  quarantine  station.  The  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  wharf  is  an  indispensable  improve¬ 
ment,  for  now  the  vessels  cannot  land  for  want  of 
water.  Suppose  a  ship  coming  with  contagious 
disease  on  board,  she  would  have  to  lay  off,  and 
the  sick  to  be  transferred  to  small  boats  to  be 


landed,  as  things  now  are,  which  would  take  a  con¬ 
siderable  time.  Dr.  Montizambert,  with  whom  I 
talked  this  matter  over  a  very  short  time  ago,  ex¬ 
presses  himself  very  forcibly  on  this.  I  know  that 
every  year  he  has  made  a  report  on  this  subject,  and 
asked  the  Government  to  put  in  the  Estimates  a 
sufficient  sum  for  the  extension  of  the  wharf.  If  a 
ship  should  contain  a  large  number  of  cases  of  con¬ 
tagious  disease,  they  could  be  removed  in  a  very 
short  time,  but  for  that  the  wharf  has  to  be  ex¬ 
tended.  As  it  is  the  wharf  is  insufficient.  Dr. 
Montizambert  does  not  understand  why  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  does  not  do  this  work. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  The  building  of 
the  wharf  extension  will  have  to  be  undertaken  as 
Soon  as  this  work  is  finished.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  recommends  it. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  not  say  that  they  have  no  money. 
Everybody  knows  that  money  is  easy  for  them  to 
get.  They  should  not  put  off  the  matter  till  next 
year.  They  should  tell  the  House  they  are  to 
attend  to  this  work  now,  and  ask  the  money  neces¬ 
sary  for  it,  when  it  is  considered  as  indispensable 
for  the  protection  of  public  health. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  What  is  the  estimated  cost  of 
this  station  and  what  degree  of  progress  has  been 
made  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  stated  before  that  $35,400 
would  be  probably  required  to  complete  the 
building. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  And  is  that  in  addition  to  the 
$20,000  which  was  voted  last  year  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  We  expect  that  $4,000  of  that 
will  be  expended  before  the  1st  July  next,  and  we 
have  asked  for  a  revote  of  $16,000,  but  now  we 
are  finishing  the  wharf,  and  these  buildings  will 
be  proceeded  with  as  soon  as  the  wharf  is  finished. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  What  is  this  for — the  wharf,  or 
the  building  or  both  ?  ' 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  is  to  erect,  as  I  have  already 
stated,  a  disinfecting  apparatus  on  the  wharf  we 
are  now  building. 

Laprairie  Post  Office  (site  to  be  fur¬ 
nished  by  local  authorities  free  of 
cost) . $6,000 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  What  amount  is  going  to 
be  expended  in  the  construction  of  this  office  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  amount  we  expect  to  spend 
on  that  building  is  $16,000.  The  building  is  now 
under  contract,  and  it  is  expected  that  it  will  be 
completed  before  the  end  of  the  year. 

Mr.  FLINT.  What  are  the  receipts  of  that 
office  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  They  are  not  very  large.  The 
statement  I  have  here  is  $433.16. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  It  appears  to 
me  that  this  is  a  most  monstrous  and  disgraceful 
job.  We  are  asked  to  spend  $16,000,  costing  us  in 
interest  at  least  $640  a  year,  for  the  accommoda¬ 
tion  of  a  post  office  of  which  the  total  revenue  is 
$433.  We  will  have  in  addition  to  provide  the 
salary  of  the  postmaster,  the  fuel  and  light,  the 
repairs  and,  as  we  are  our  own  insurers,  something 
should  be  allowed  for  that.  So  that  to  collect  a 
revenue  of  $433,  the  country  is  going  to  be  saddled 
with  an  annual  charge  of  $1,400  or  perhaps  more. 
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There  will  be  $400  for  the  salary  of  the  postmaster, 
$640  interest  on  the  money  sunk  in  the  building, 
and  at  least  $400  will  go  to  fuel  and  light  and  care¬ 
taker,  so  that  it  will  cost  $1,400  a  year  to  erect  a 
building  for  the  lodging  of  a  post  office  with  a 
revenue  of  only  $433.  I  think  it  is  a  scandalous 
proceeding  and  that  this  should  be  struck  out 
forthwith.  I  do  not  see  that  there  can  be  any  pos¬ 
sible  excuse  for  thisexpenditure,  except  as  a  deliber¬ 
ate  bribe  to  the  electors  of  Laprairie  in  violation  of 
the  rule  laid  down  in  this  House,  and  in  violation 
of  every  proper  rule  which  should  govern  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  Parliament.  I  should  like  to  hear 
from  the  Minister  if  there  is  any  possible  reason 
he  can  give  except  that  which  I  have  alleged,  for 
the  expenditure  of  $1,400  a  year  for  the  accommo¬ 
dation  of  a  post  office  of  which  the  total  revenue 
is  a  little  over  $400. 

Mr.  OHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  I  wish  to 
know  on  what  principle  this  sum  is  requested  for 
the  Laprairie  village  post  office  ?  There  must  be 
a  reason. 

Mr.  OtJIMET.  (Translation.)  The  principle  upon 
which  this  money  is  asked  for  is  that  three  years 
ago  an  Order  of  the  House  was  passed  deciding  that 
a  public  building  should  be  erected  at  Laprairie. 
In  accordance  with  this  order  tenders  were  invited, 
a  contract  was  passed,  and  we  are  now  at  work  on 
the  building.  Hoes  the  hon.  member  wish  that  the 
work  done  be  demolished  ? 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  Can  the 
hon.  Minister  affirm  that  the  work  is  begun  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  Certainly. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  What  is 
done  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  The  basement 
is  up  and  the  first  story  is  now  under  progress. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  I  think  the  hon.  Minister  of 
Public  Works  will  do  wisely  to  disclaim  at  once 
all  responsibility  for  this  work.  I  know  the  place 
well.  I  live  not  very  far  from  it,  and  I  venture  to  say 
that  a  more  indefensible  outlay  has  never  been 
made  by  this  or  any  other  Government.  We  have 
figures  before  us  to  show  the  revenue  of  the  office. 
The  village  is  a  small  one,  having  about  1,200 
inhabitants,  and  to  my  knowledge  it  is  growing 
backwards  rather  than  in  the  other  direction.  It 
has  not  increased  in  population  for  many  years 
past.  The  only  reason  I  can  imagine  for  under¬ 
taking  this  work  was  the  fact  that  the  County  of 
Laprairie  was  a  very  close  county,  and  at  the  time 
this  work  was  decided  upon  it  was  important  that 
some  influence  should  be  brought  to  bear  upon  the 
electors,  and  the  Government  decided  to  bring  an 
influence  to  bear  by  the  construction  of  this  work. 
I  do  not  hesitate  to  pronounce  it  a  gross  and  inde¬ 
fensible  job. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  am  sure  my  hon.  friend  who 
has  just  spoken  has  given  the  true  reason  for  the 
construction  of  this  building.  It  was  undertaken 
in  order  to  carry  the  county  for  the  Government. 
I  am  sure  we  ought  to  be  spared  another  gerry¬ 
mander  of  Laprairie. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  am  sorry  I  do  not  possess  the 
eloquence  of  the  leader  of  the  Opposition,  because 
if  I  did  I  might  expatiate  on  the  merits  of  Laprairie 
and  the  glories  of  that  historical  place,  which  is 
really  a  landmark  on  the  shores  of  the  St.  Law- 
Sir  Richard  Cartwright. 


rence,  and  likely  to  become  in  the  near  future  a 
suburb  of  Montreal.  Certainly,  all  good  Canadians 
from  Lower  Canada  will  be  glad  that  this  old 
historical  village  of  Laprairie  is  to  be  adorned  with 
a  monument  in  the  shape  of  a  public  building 
which  will  show  that  the  Government  has  a  proper 
esteem  for  that  place. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  I  think  in  a  matter  of  this 
kind,  involving  the  expenditure  of  a  considerable 
amount  of  money,  the  Minister  of  Public  Works, 
ought  to  deal  with  it  in  a  serious  manner,  and  not 
stand  up  here  and  treat  in  a  jocular  way  such  an> 
outrage  upon  the  public.  This  is  a  serious  matter,, 
and  it  ill-becomes  the  new  Minister  of  Public 
Works  to  treat  it  in  the  light  manner  in  which  he 
has  tried  to  do.  If  he  has  any  defence  to  offer  for 
this  outrageous  expenditure,  he  ought  to  offer  it  to 
this  committee  as  becomes  a  man  in  his  position, 
and  I  think  this  committee  should  require  that 
such  an  explanation  should  be  given  before  this 
money  is  voted.  The  policy  the  Government  has 
adopted  in  times  past  with  regard  to  public  build¬ 
ings,  is  well  known  all  through  the  Dominion  of 
Canada.  It  has  been  a  regular  system  of  bribing 
the  electors  in  different  constituencies  in  order  to. 
induce  them  to  support  the  Government,  and 
in  many  cases  they  have  succeeded  in  securing 
the  support  of  the  electors  by  bribing  them 
with  public  buildings.  Now,  I  say  that  as  the: 
public  funds  are  contributed  by  the  public  at  large 
the  Government  ought  to  expend  those  funds: 
in  the  erection  of  public  buildings  only  in  those 
places  where  they  are  required,  and  where  the 
revenue  shows  that  they  are  entitled  to  such  build¬ 
ings.  For  my  part  I  believe  that  the  old  system 
which  was  in  force  years  ago,  that  no  public  build¬ 
ings  of  this  character  should  be  erected  outside  the 
cities  or  large  towns,  ought  to  be  enforced  to-day, 
and  if  that  system  were  enforced  we  should  na 
longer  see  the  Government  seeking  to  secure  sup¬ 
port  for  themselves  by  a  system  of  petty  bribery 
offered  to  the  electors  of  the  various  constituencies. 
It  is  an  unjust  system,  because  there  are  many 
places  in  the  different  provinces  of  the  Dominion, 
that  show  a  large  postal  revenue  as  compared  with 
the  revenue  of  the  little  village  of  Laprairie.  where 
no  effort  is  being  made  by  the  Government  to 
erect  public  buildings.  Now,  let  me  contrast  the 
receipts  from  this  little  post  office  at  Laprairie. 
with  the  receipts  of  another  post  office  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Ontario,  and  after  comparing  the  figures  I 
am  satisfied  that  the  Minister  of  Public  Works, 
will  be  convinced  in  his  own  mind,  at  least,, 
although  he  may  not  so  express  his  opinion,  that, 
an  injustice  is  being  done  to  the  public  at  large  by~ 
squandering  the  people’s  money  in  such  a  way 
that  the  public  at  large  can  derive  no¬ 
benefit  from  the  expenditure.  Now,  I  find  that 
the  gross  postal  revenue  of  the  village  of 
Laprairie  was  $433. 16  for  one  year;  compare  that 
with  the  gross  postal  revenue  of  the  town  of  Wood- 
stock,  in  Ontario,  which  was  $15,399.32  for  the-, 
year.  The  Government  expend  $16,000  to  erect  a 
post  office  at  Laprairie,  and  they  leave  the  town  of 
Woodstock  without  any  public  buildings  at  all. 
Now,  why  is  this  done  ?  It  is  done  for  the  simple 
reason  that  Laprairie  was  in  the  hands  of  the 
Liberal  party  during  the  last  Parliament,  and  the 
Government  wanted  to  secure  the  return  of  a  man 
from  that  county  to  support  them  in  this  House, 
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and  so  they  offered  this  bribe  to  the  electors  of 
Laprairie,  whereas  in  the  County  of  Oxford,  where 
they  knew  they  could  not  possibly  secure  the  return 
of  one  of  their  friends,  they  refuse  to  erect  a  public 
building  although  the  revenue  is  more  than  thirty 
times  greater  than  it  is  in  the  village  of  Laprairie. 
Yet  we  see  men  in  this  House  supporting  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  who  have  the  hardihood  to  stand  up  and 
make  such  an  outrageous  proposition  as  this — 
because  we  must  expect  they  will  vote  for  it,  as 
they  have  voted  for  similar  outrageous  expenditures 
in  the  past.  I  say  that  no  defence  whatever  can  be 
offered  by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  or  by  any 
member  of  the  Government,  or  by  any  man  sitting 
behind  the  Government,  for  the  erection  of  this 
post  office  in  the  village  of  Laprairie.  I  think  this 
House  ought  to  come  to  a  distinct  understand¬ 
ing  as  to  this  kind  of  expenditure.  We  have 
on  this  side  of  the  House  frequently  express¬ 
ed  the  opinion  that  these  expenditures  ought 
to  be  made  in  such  a  way  as  to  give  equal  justice 
to  all  parts  of  the  country.  We  are  not  sent  here 
to  legislate  for  those  who  vote  for  the  Tories,  we 
are  sent  here,  both  Conservatives  and  Liberals,  to 
legislate  for  the  good  of  the  whole  Dominion  of 
Canada,  and  I  say  it  is  a  very  wrong  thing  for  the 
Government  to  persist  in  the  system  which  they 
have  adopted  in  times  past,  and  which  they  still 
persist  in  continuing.  It  is  high  time  that  a  halt 
should  be  called  upon  this  class  of  expenditure, 
because,  as  I  said  before,  it  is  a  plain  case  of 
jobbery  and  bribery  on  the  part  of  the  Government. 
Why, '  every  day  we  see  evidence  in  the  letters 
which  are  published  in  a  journal  in  the  city  of 
Toronto  to  show  how  the  members  of  this  Govern¬ 
ment  have  been  sustained  in  their  places.  They 
have  been  kept  in  power  for  so  many  years  by 
trafficking  with  the  people’s  money  ;  for  the  last 
twelve  or  fourteen  years  they  have  been  bribing 
constituencies  and  buying  the  people  with  the 
people’s  own  money.  Now,  it  is  high  time  that  the 
Liberals  in  this  House  should  take  a  firm  stand  on 
this  vote,  and  on  every  other  vote  of  a  similar  char¬ 
acter.  We  have  done  it  in  the  past,  but  it  does  not 
seem  to  have  had  any  effect  upon  the  Government  or 
upon  their  supporters.  They  come  here  to  support  the 
Government,  they  come  here  to  support  themselves. 
They  come  here  to  support  those  who  support 
them  in  their  constituencies,  and  the  whole  sys-' 
tern  of  government  in  this  country  from  one  end  to 
the  other  has  been  permeated  by  corruption  for 
the  last  twelve  or  fourteen  years.  They  have  cor¬ 
rupted  the  electors,  and  have  bribed  them  to  send 
men  to  support  them  in  this  House  by  means  of 
post  offices,  railway  bonuses,  and  in  every  other 
way  they  could  devise.  We,  as  Liberals,  have  a 
duty  to  perform,  and  the  people  must  be  made 
aware  in  the  future,  as  they  have  been  made  aware 
in  the  past,  of  these  outrageous  proceedings  which 
the  Government  are  enacting  from  day  to  day  in 
order  that  they  may  maintain  their  places  on  the 
Treasury  benches,  and  for  no  other  purpose — not 
for  the  good  of  the  people  of  the  country,  not  in 
order  that  legislation  of  a  just  and  proper  character 
may  be  placed  on  the  Statute-book,  but  simply  for 
the  purpose  of  enabling  them  to  sit  on  the  Treasury 
benches  and  draw  their  salaries  as  Ministers  of  the 
Crown  and  give  pap  and  patronage  to  their  sup¬ 
porters.  That  is  the  system  of  government  which 
we  have  been  living  under  for  the  last  fourteen 
years,  and  I  have  no  doubt  the  time  must  come, 


and  that  before  a  great  while,  when  the  people’s 
eyes  will  be  opened  to  the  iniquitous  practices  in 
which  Ministers  have  been  indulging,  and  we  have 
no  fear  but  that  the  time  will  come  before  long 
when  the  people  will  awaken  to  the  necessity  of 
seeing  that  this  class  of  legislation  is  no  longer 
forced  on  the  country. 

Mr.  MONET.  (Translation.)  I  should  like  to 
learn  from  the  hon.  Minister  if  the  principle  under 
which  post  offices  are  constructed  is  that  of  the 
revenue  of  such  offices  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  That  is  not  the 
only  principle. 

Mr.  MONET.  (Translation.)  I  will  remark 
that  at  Napier ville,  the  county  seat  of  the  county 
which  I  represent  here,  and  which  never  had  a 
cent  of  favour  from  the  Government,  the  revenue 
of  the  post  office  is  $632.37,  that  is  to  say  more 
than  $200  over  that  of  the  Laprairie  post  office.  I 
do  not  ask  that  such  a  post  office  be  not  given  to 
Laprairie  if  that  village  is  entitled  to  it,  but  I 
demand  that  the  same  treatment  should  be  meted 
to  Napierville,  although  I  be  a  Liberal.  I  would 
not  like  it  to  be  said  that  the  department  favours 
the  County  of  Laprairie  for  the  reason  that  the. 
former  is  Conservative  and  the  latter  Liberal. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  It  is  not  to  the 
detriment  of  the  County  of  Napierville. 

Mr.  MONET.  (Translation. )  It  is  to  the  detri¬ 
ment  of  my  county.  If  a  post  office  is  built  at 
Laprairie  where  the  revenue  is  only  $436,  it  seems 
to  me  that  one  should  be  built  at  Napierville  where 
the  revenue  is  $200  more.  Besides,  the  hon.  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Public  Works  said  a  moment  ago  that  there 
must  be  an  error  in  the  returns  from  the  Laprairie 
post  office,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  this  item  should 
not  be  voted  now.  He  ought  to  be  given  ail 
opportunity  of  finding  out  whether  an  error  was 
made  or  not.  It  seems  that  to  his  mind  also  the 
revenue  of  the  Laprairie  post  office  such  as  given 
in  the  returns  is  not  sufficient  to  warrant  the 
building  of  a  post  office  for  that  village. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  My  hon.  friend’s 
conscience  can  remain  perfectly  tranquil.  When 
the  building  of  this  post  office  was  decided  upon, 
three  years  ago,  he  was  not  a  member  of  Parlia¬ 
ment,  and  for  my  part  I  had  no  right  to  vote,  being 
the  Speaker.  We  are,  therefore,  both  on  the  same 
footing  ;  one  is  no  more  responsible  for  this  than 
the  other.  But  that  question  was  discussed  at 
length  on  that  occasion.  It  was  even  the  subject- 
of  a  special  division  of  votes.  Since  Parliament 
decided  to  build  this  post  office,  and  that  it  is  now 
under  way,  it  is  evident  that  the  work  must  be 
proceeded  with,  and  my  hon.  friend  will  agree  with 
me  that  we  are  losing  our  time  by  beginning  over 
the  discussion  of  the  question,  and  making  points, 
which  were  found  of  no  avail  against  the  voting  of 
the  item. 

Mr.  MONET.  (Translation. )  I  do  not  ask  that 
this  item  he  struck  off,  but  I  would  like  to  know 
the  principle  under  which  these  moneys  are  voted,, 
so  that  next  year  I  may  ask  for  a  vote  for  a  post 
office  for  the  village  of  Napierville,  which  gives  a 
revenue  greater  than  that  received  from  the  La¬ 
prairie  post  office. 

Mr.  CASEY.  The  Minister  of  Public  Works  is 
too  fond  of  using  the  argument,  that  because 
money  has  |jeen  already  voted  for  a  certain  purpose, 
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lie  lias  not  to  defend  tlie  expenditure  of  that  money 
and  is  not  required  to  explain  why  he  should  get 
more  funds  for  the  same  purposes.  The  lion,  gentle¬ 
man  has  been  called  upon  two  or  three  times  to 
explain  on  what  principle  the  Government  have 
ascertained  where  public  buildings  should  be  placed, 
and  of  what  value  those  buildings  should  be.  He 
has  been  asked  whether  the  Government  in  this 
matter  are  guided  by  the  amount  of  postal  revenue. 
He  cannot  tell,  and  he  says  they  are  not  altogether 
guided  by  that.  He  has  been  asked  whether  the 
matter  depends  on  the  population.  He  says  it  dbes 
not  altogether  depend  on  that.  He  has  been  asked 
whether  it  is  decided  by  the  political  complexion 
of  the  constituency.  He  shakes  his  head  and 
laughs,  and  says  nothing  is  wrong  which  benefits 
supporters  of  the  Government.  The  time  has  come 
when  we  should  arrive  at  a  definite  principle  on 
which  these  expenditures  of  public  moneys 
should  be  based.  I  am  under  the  impression  that 
this  House  has  already  decided  that  the  Government 
shall  be  guided  by  the  amount  of  revenue  received 
and  the  general  importance  of  the  place  where 
it  is  proposed  to  erect  a  public  building.  That  is 
the  common-sense  rule,  and  it  is  one  which  should  be 
followed.  But  there  have  been  so  many  instances 
in  which  that  rule  has  been  grievously  violated, 
that  we  cannot  believe  the  Government  take  the 
amount  of  revenue  or  the  size  of  the  town  or  village 
into  consideration  for  one  moment.  We  have  been 
reminded  time  and  again  across  the  floor  that  they 
are  neglecting  very  large  and  important  centres  of 
population,  where  very  large  amounts  of  revenue 
are  collected,  in  order  to  place  post  offices  and 
other  public  buildings  in  places  where  the  gross 
revenue  will  hardly  pay  interest  on  the  money  ex¬ 
pended.  This  is  one  of  those  cases.  It  does  not 
matter  whether  the  money  was  voted  last  session 
for  the  purpose  or  not,  the  Government  are  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  expenditure  of  that  money.  They 
cannot  throw  the  responsibility  off  their  shoulders 
on  the  plea  that  the  House  has  voted  the  money. 
A  vote  of  money  by  the  House  does  not  order  the 
construction  of  a  certain  building.  It  simply 
places  the  money  at  the  disposal  of  the  Government 
to  use  for  that  purpose,  if  in  their  judgment  they 
see  fit  to  do  so.  It  gives  them  a  credit  to  that 
amount.  No  Government  is  bound  to  go  on  with 
an  expenditure  simply  because  the  money  has  been 
voted,  and  therefore  the  argument  of  the  Minister 
falls  to  the  ground,  and  he  must  justify  both 
the  original  proposition  of  the  Government 
to  ask  for  a  vote  for  this  purpose,  and  the  proposal 
of  the  Government  for  a  further  vote,  or  admit 
that  there  is  no  justification  for  either  course.  The 
lion,  gentleman  has  not  attempted  any  justification 
this  evening.  He  has  not  shown  that  Laprairie  is 
entitled  to  a  public  building  on  the  ground  either 
of  having  a  large  population,  or  of  importance  as 
regards  revenue  received  there.  He  has  simply 
fallen  back  on  the  old  argument  that  the  money 
has  been  voted,  and,  therefore,  it  is  no  concern  of 
his  and  no  concern  of  this  House  whether  the  vot¬ 
ing  of  this  money  can  be  justified  or  not,  and  he 
allows  the  item  to  go  without  explanation.  The 
lion,  gentleman  will,  however,  have  to  explain  the 
item  to  a  great  many  residents  of  other  places 
throughout  the  country.  Taking  the  Province  of 
Quebec  itself,  we  find  a  large  number  of  places  re¬ 
turning  a  much  larger  revenue  than  Laprairie. 
Here  are  some  examples.  Acton  Vale,  $>1,207 ; 

Mr.  Casey. 


Agnes,  Beauce,  $492  ;  Arthabaskaville,  Artha- 
baska,  $1,433 — three  times  the  population  of 
Laprairie,  but  we  do  not  expect  to  have  a  public 
building  there,  although  it  is  a  very  important 
and  prominent  town  in  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
especially  on  account  of  the  lion,  member  (Mr. 
Laurier)  whom  it  formerly  returned  to  this  House. 
There  is  the  Beauharnois  post  office  with  a  revenue 
of  $1,054,  and  the  Deputy  Speaker  informs  me 
there  is  no  public  building  there.  The  post  office 
at  Berthier  en  haut  has  a  revenue  of  $1,332,  and  I 
think  there  is  no  post  office  there,  although  it  has 
three  times  the  revenue  of  Laprairie.  The  lion, 
member  for  Berthier  (Mr.  Beausoleil)  will  have  to 
see  the  Minister  on  the  subject  and  enquire  about 
that.  The  Bryson  post  office,  in  the  County  of 
Pontiac,  yields  a  revenue  of  $465,  which  is  also 
more  than  Laprairie.  The  last  member  but  one 
for  Pontiac  does  not  seem  to  have  cared  for 
the  interest  of  the  post  office  which  was  named 
after  himself  sufficiently  to  get  a  grant  for  that. 
Chicoutimi  has  a  revenue  of  $1,726;  Coaticook, 
$3,466  ;  Compton,  $824;  Cookshire,  $1,450;  Dan¬ 
ville,  $2,228  ;  Frelighsburg,  $581,  and  surely  it 
ought  to  have  a  post  office,  being  a  loyal  place  and 
having  a  larger  revenue  than  Laprairie.  Granby 
has  a  revenue  of  $2,014.  Joliet te  gives  $2,630, 
and  I  do  not  know  whether  they  have  a  post  office 
or  not. 

An  lion.  MEMBER.  They  have  one. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  They  ought  to  have  two 
there. 

Mr.  CASEY.  The  revenue  is  six  times  as  much 
as  Laprairie,  and  they  ought  to  have  six  post 
offices  in  proportion.  Kingsley  Falls  has  a 
revenue  of  $488.  I  never  heard  of  this  place  be¬ 
fore,  but  it  seems  to  be  an  important  place,  at  all 
events  it  gives  a  larger  revenue  than  Laprairie. 
Lachine,  in  the  County  of  Jacques  Cartier,  gives  a 
revenue  of  $856,  which  is  twice  as  much  as 
Laprairie,  and  I  would  ask  the  lion,  member  for 
Jacques  Cartier  (Mr.  Girouard)  to  explain  why  he 
has  not  a  post  office  there. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  He  has  only  got  one. 

Mr.  CASEY.  I  had  forgotten  that.  The  hon- 
member  has  done  very  well.  Nothing  like  reward¬ 
ing  the  loyal.  Lachute  has  a  revenue  of  $1,959, 
and  Lachute,  Argenteuil  County,  had,  for  some 
time,  a  loyal  member  here,  but  it  has  a  better 
member  now,  and  one  who  is  not  loyal  to  the  pres¬ 
ent  regime,  I  am  happy  to  say.  Levis  has  a  rev¬ 
enue  of  $1,563;  Longueuil,  $733;  Montmagny, 
$1,687,  nearly  four  times  as  much  as  Laprairie, 
and  I  do  not  suppose  it  has  a  post  office.  Murray 
Bay  has  a  revenue  of  $536.  Now,  if  we  go  by 
revenue,  Murray  Bay  has  certainly  better  claims 
than  Laprairie,  and  if  you  go  by  the  convenience 
to  be  served,  your  must  remember  that  Murray  Bay 
has  a  large  influx  of  summer  visitors,  and  it  would  be 
certainly  a  proper  place  to  have  a  post  office 
if  places  yielding  no  greater  revenue  than  that  are 
to  have  post  offices.  Notre  Dame  de  Levis  has  a 
revenue  of  $1,937,  but  I  suppose  Levis  is  not  suf¬ 
ficiently  loyal  to  the  powers  that  be  to  get  a  post 
office,  although  it  has  more  than  four  times  the  re¬ 
venue  of  Laprairie.  I  am  afraid  the  district  of 
Quebec  is  hardly  getting  justice  in  this  matter. 
Pointe  a  Pic,  where  the  summer  residents  get  their 
mail  at  Murray  Bay,  has  a  revenue  of  $563,  and  yet 
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it  has  no  post  office.  Point  St.  Charles  has  S3, 9*24  ; 
has  it  a  public  building  ?  Portage  du  Fort,  in  Pon¬ 
tiac,  has  $973  ;  Quyon,  in  Pontiac,  $756  ;  Rich¬ 
mond  East,  $1,909,  it  has  a  post  office.  There  is 
a  little  angel  who  sits  up  aloft  and  who  looks  after 
the  interests  of  Richmond  East.  Rigaud ,  in  Yau- 
dreuil,  has  $846  ;  Rimouski  has  $1,715  ;  River 
David,  in  Yamaska,  has  $436,  just  $3  more  than 
Laprairie.  Riviere  du  Loup,  en  has,  has  $1,922  ; 
is  there  one  there  ?  Riviere  du  Loup  Station  has 
$1,092.  Robinson,  in  Compton  County,  has  $536  ; 
Rock  Island,  in  Stanstead,  $437  ;  Roxton  Falls, 
in  Shefford,  has  $845  ;  St.  Andrew’s  East,  in 
Argenteuil,  $919  ;  Ste.  Anne  de  la  Perade,  in 
Champlain,  $795  ;  Ste.  Anne  de  la  Pocatiere,  in 
Kamouraska,  $811  ;  St.  Athanase,  in  Iberville, 
$844  ;  St.  Barthelemi,  in  Berthier,  $488  ;  St. 
Casimir,  inPortneuf,  $763;  St.  Cesaire,  in  Rouville, 
$926  ;  St.  C'hrysostome,  in  Chateauguay,  $579  ; 
Ste.  Cunegonde,  in  Hochelaga,  $2,506  ;  St.  Eusta- 
che,  in  Two  Mountains,  $593  ;  St.  Felix  de  Valois, 
in  Joliette,l$496  ;  Ste.  Flavie  Station,  in  Rimouski, 
$629  ;  Ste.  Genevieve  de  Batiscan,  in  Champlain, 
$468  ;  St.  George  East,  in  Beauce,  $586  ;  St.  Gre- 
goire,  in  Xicolet,  $444  ;  St.  Henri  de  Montreal,  in 
Hochelaga,  $2,054  ;  St.  Hyacinthe,  $5,817  ;  St. 
Jerome,  in  Terrebonne,  $1,473;  St.  John's  East, 
$4,046;  St.  John  Suburb,  Quebec,  $4,861 ;  Ste.  Ma¬ 
rie  de  Monnoir,  in  Rouville,  $774  ;  St.  Paul’s  Bay, 
in  Charlevoix,  $717  ;  St.  Raymond,  in  Portneuf, 
$581  ;  St.  Remi,  in  Napierville,  $546  ;  St.  Roch 
de  Quebec,  $5,355  ;  St.  Sauveur  de  Quebec,  $2,447  ; 
St.  Scholastique,  in  Two  Mountains,  $971 ;  Ste.  The- 
r£se  de  Blainville,  in  Terrebonne,  $860  ;  Scotstown, 
in  Compton,  $935  ;  Shawville,  in  Pontiac,  $803  ; 
Somerset,  in  Megantic,  $1,346  ;  Sorel,  in  Richelieu, 
$2,691  ;  South  Durham,  in  Drummond,  $548  ; 
Stanfold,  in  Arthabaska,  $1,195  ;  Stanstead, 
in  Stanstead,  $1,020  ;  Sutton,  in  Brome,  $904  ; 
Sweetsburg,  in  Missisquoi,  $691  ;  Terrebonne,  in 
Terrebonne,  $713  ;  Thurso,  in  Ottawa  County, 
$794  ;  Trois  Pistoles,  in  Temiscouata,  $944 ; 
Valleyfield,  in  Beauharnois,  $2,549  ;  Victoria ville, 
in  Arthabaska,  $1,232  ;  Waterloo  East,  in  Shefford, 
$2,226  ;  Windsor  Mills,  in  Richmond,  $1,673  ; 
Yamachiche,  in  St.  Maurice,  $726.  Now,  Sir,  here 
are  examples — I  have  not  counted  them,  but  they 
must  number  over  a  hundred — in  the  Province  of 
Quebec  alone,  of  places  yielding  a  larger  revenue 
than  Laprairie  which  have  not  got  post  offices.  I 
have  simply  gone  through  this  tedious  recital  to 
show  the  Minister  into  what  a  gulf  of  debate  and 
difficulty  the  Government  has  launched  itself  by 
building  post  offices  at  places  of  so  little  postal 
importance  as  Laprairie  is  shown  to  be  by  the 
returns.  Any  argument  that  would  justify  the 
erection  of  a  post  office  at  Laprairie  would  justify 
one  at  any  of  the  places  I  have  named.  To  go  over 
a  similar  list  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  would  take 
too  long,  and  would  come  more  properly  in  the 
discussion  of  the  estimates  for  that  province.  This 
shows  the  necessity  of  honestly  and  fully  carrying 
out  the .  rule  adopted  by  the  House  three 
years  ago  as  to  the  basis  on  which  public 
buildings  should  be  distributed.  It  shows  also, 
to  put  it  in  plain  language,  that  this  post  office  in 
Laprairie  has  been  put  there,  not  from  economical 
reasons  or  on  account  6f  the  importance  of  the 
place  or  its  business,  but  for  purely  political  reasons. 
We  are  justified  in  calling  attention  to  the  matter 
and  complaining  of  it,  and  holding  the  present 


Minister  as  responsible  for  the  expenditure  as  the 
Minister  who  first  proposed  the  vote.  It  is  time, 
I  think,  that  he  should  explain  to  the  House  any 
reasons  which  he  thinks  he  has  to  justify  this  vote. 
Not  only  is  he  called  upon  to  explain  it,  but  his 
supporters  are  required  to  explain  why  they  sup¬ 
port  a  vote  of  this  kind.  Many  of  them  represent 
places  more  important  than  Laprairie  that  have 
no  public  buildings,  and  they  will  not  only  have  to 
explain  to  this  House,  but  they  will  have  to  explain 
to  their  constituents,  why  they  have  not  obtained 
similar  favours  for  their  own  counties.  It  is  not 
right  that  this  item  should  go  through  without 
sufficient  explanation  from  the  other  side.  It  is  a 
glaring  impropriety,  to  use  no  stronger  language, 
that  this  should  be  accepted  by  members  on  the 
other  side  without  explanation  as  to  why  they 
should  swallow  it,  or  why,  if  this  is  the  proper 
thing  to  do,  the  same  thing  should  not  be  done  in 
other  districts. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  presume  this  public  building 
is  being  erected  in  order  to  provide  for  the  proper 
despatch  of  public  business.  It  cannot  be  justified 
except  on  that  basis,  and  I  will  just  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  committee  to  the  official  return,  show¬ 
ing  the  volume  of  business  done  in  this  village  post 
office  during  the  last  fiscal  year.  The  official  re¬ 
turn  shows  that  the  gross  receipts  from  mail  mat¬ 
ter  hardly  exceeded  $1  a  day,  the  gross  receipts 
for  the  year  being  $433. 16,  aliout  $1.25  for  every 
day  in  the  year.  About  thirty  or  forty  letters  is 
the  gross  amount  of  correspondence  per  day  which 
passes  through  this  office,  a  volume  of  letters  which 
could  be  put  in  a  space  of  about  six  inches 
square,  or  that  the  Minister  could  carry  in  his  grip¬ 
sack  or  any  lion,  gentleman  in  his  waist  pocket. 
And  it  is  proposed  to  erect,  at  the  cost  of  thous¬ 
ands  of  dollars,  a  public  edifice  to  accommodate 
these  postal  requirements.  The  gross  number  of 
money  orders  they  issued  last  year  was  195,  or  not 
an  average  of  one  a  day.  The  gross  earnings  of  this 
village  post  office  on  money  orders  amounted  to  $24. 12 
for  the  year,  not  50  cents  a  week,  not  10  cents  a  day. 
The  gross  amount  of  commission  paid  to  the 
postmaster  on  money  orders  was  $9.19.  That 
represents  the  volume  of  business  done  in  the  village, 
which  is  to  be  supplied  at  the  public  expense 
with  this  building.  I  ask  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  if  he  can  stand  up  before  the  people  and 
say  that  he  considers  this  public  work  in  Laprairie 
is  necessary  in  the  public  interest.  I  pause  for  a 
reply.  But  no,  the  Minister  is  silent  He  dare 
not  say  that  this  work  is  necessary  in  the  public 
interest.  I  challenge  him  to  say  whether  it  is  or 
not.  He  has  told  us,  as  the  only  possible  justifica¬ 
tion  for  this  work,  that  it  is  to  be  a  monument  of 
the  past  glories  of  that  district.  It  is  intended  to 
be  a  monument  of  the  historical  glories  of  Laprairie. 
Was  there  ever  a  greater  farce  ?  The  Minister  of 
Public  Works  ought  to  be  a  new  broom,  but  if  this 
is  the  w*ay  he  is  going  to  speak,  what  will  the 
broom  be  like  if  it  is  a  little  worn.  I  remember 
well  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  on  a  former 
occasion  trifling  with  the  finances  of  Canada.  I 
remember  well  some  years  ago  when  he  formed  a 
conspiracy  in  this  House  and  a  combine,  retiring 
to  No.  8 - 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  rise  to  a  point  of  order.  The 
lion,  gentleman  is  not  speaking  to  the  question. 
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Mr.  MULOCK.  I  am  speaking  to  the  question. 
I  say  it  is  history  repeating  itself  ;  and  whatever 
the  people  of  Quebec  may  say  who  get  this  .work,  I, 
from  the  Province  of  Ontario,  if  I  stand  alone,  will 
protest  against  this  malversation  of  public  money. 
I  say  it  is  a  gross  crime  against  our  people  to  place 
the  great  spending  department  of  our  country  in 
the  hands  of  a  Minister  who  has  the  audacity  to 
ask  Parliament  to  give  him  money  for  a  work  which 
he  cannot  defend,  and  the  time  has  come  when  his 
record  is  a  fair  subject  of  criticism.  The  time  has 
come  for  this  Parliament  to  withdraw  its  confidence 
from  a  Minister  whose  record  alone  ought  to  have 
prevented  his  being  selected  for  the  office,  and 
whose  present  record  in  office  is  sufficient  to  demand 
his  early  expulsion.  It  is  pertinent  to  the  enquiry 
that  we  should  look  back  to  the  record  of  the  lion, 
gentleman  and  point  out  that  on  a  certain  occasion 
lie  took  the  Government  by  the  throat  and  wrung 
•$5,000,000  out  of  the  treasury  to  serve  a  party  pur¬ 
pose.  He  took  advantage  of  the  exigency  of  his 
party  at  the  time  to  commit  that  crime.  And  here 
we  have  him  to-day,  in  a  small  way,  repeating  this. 
I  say,  Sir,  that  if  there  is  one  representative  from  the 
Province  of  Ontario  who  gives  this  matter  honest 
^consideration  and  feels  that  he  is  bound  at  some 
time  or  other  to  justify  it  before  the  country,  let 
him  raise  his  voice  now  before  it  is  too  late  and  aid 
in  stemming  this  tide  of  wastefulness  which  is  set¬ 
ting  in.  We  were  promised,  when  this  Government 
was  formed,  that  they  would  reform  and  serve  the 
public  honestly  and  that  everything  would  be  pure 
and  right  in  their  administration.  The  country, 
especially  the  Province  of  Ontario,  took  them  at 
their  word  and  gave  them  its  confidence.  They  suc¬ 
ceeded  in  getting  an  overwhelming  majority  at  their 
back,  and  since  then,  intoxicated  with  power,  they 
have  thrown  aside  all  regard  for  decency  and  have 
plunged  their  hands  to  the  arm-pits  into  the  public 
treasury.  There  is  not  a  Minister  of  the  Crown  to¬ 
day,  from  the  Minister  of  Justice  down,  who  raises 
his  voice  before  this  Parliament  in  defence  of  the 
country,  but  one  and  all  they  seem  to  be  engaged  in 
the  crime  of  looting  the  treasury.  I,  therefore,  say 
for  one  that  I  protest  against  it,  and  I  tell  you,  Mr. 
Chairman  (Mr.  Denison),  that  you  cannot  defend  it 
before  your  own  constituents  when  you  go  back  to 
Toronto,  and  I  tell  the  other  representatives  of 
that  city,  strong  as  it  is  known  to  be  in 
loyalty  to  this  Government,  that  there  is  not 
a  representative  of  Toronto  who  can  afford  to 
defend  this  transaction  before  the  people  there.  I 
believe  there  is  no  constituency  in  Ontario  that 
will  uphold  this  transaction.  I,  therefore,  echo  the 
■sentiment  of  my  lion,  friend  from  Elgin  (Mr.  Casey) 
when  he  said  that,  if  the  Government  will  not 
themselves  do  right,  now  is  the  time  for  their  sup¬ 
porters  to  compel  them  to  the  right.  A  loyal  sup¬ 
port  of  the  Administration  does  not  mean  that  their 
followers  are  to  support  it  when  it  is  wrong  as  well 
as  when  it  it  right,  and,  if  the  solid  majority  at 
the  back  of  the  Government  is  not  sufficient  to 
curb  the  Government  when  they  are  proposing  to 
do  wrong,  it  is  not  true  to  itself.  You  cannot  do 
a  better  service  to  a  Government,  if  you  are  truly 
loyal  to  it,  than  to  check  it  in  wrong-doing,  nor 
can  you  do  a  better  service  to  the  country  than  to 
bring  the  Government  back  to  right  principles. 
Unfortunately,  public  opinion  in  Canada  has  been 
so  debauched  that  we  know  we  are  speaking  to 
many  deaf  ears,  but  I  hope  there  will  be  some  in 
Mr.  Mttlock. 


this  House  behind  the  Government  sufficiently  in¬ 
dependent  to  condemn  a  transaction  of  this  kind, 
which  is  so  disgraceful  in  itself  that  the  Minister 
of  Public  Works  will  not  dare  to  tell  the  people  of 
Canada  that  it  is  necessary  in  the  public  interest. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  If  the  Minister  would 
delay  this  vote  for  a  little  while,  considering  the 
growth  of  the  village  of  Laprairie,  he  would  pro¬ 
bably  find  that  it  would  not  be  necessary  to  con¬ 
struct  this  building  ten  years  hence.  The  population 
of  Laprairie,  under  the  fostering  influence  of  the 
National  Policy,  has  diminished  94  in  the  last  ten 
years.  It  has  about  kept  pace  with  almost  all  the 
other  villages  under  the  benign  influence  of  the 
National  Policy.  In  1878,  the  revenue  from 
Laprairie  was  $495.84.  That  is  in  the  days  when 
our  friends  used  to  tell  us  that  there  was  nothing 
in  the  country  but  soup  kitchens  and  the  people 
could  not  afford  even  to  buy  postage  stamps.  In 
1890,  the  revenue  of  Laprairie  was  $439.10.  In 
one  year  after  that  time,  it  fell  to  $433.16.  It  fell 
no  less  than  $6  in  one  year.  Hon.  gentlemen  are 
attempting  to  prevent  discussion.  I  do  not  think 
any  hon.  gentleman  opposite  would  like  openly 
to  defend  the  construction  of  this  building  with  so 
small  a  population  and  a  revenue  at  a  time  when 
the  people  of  Canada  are  suffering  under  so  much 
depression.  I  do  not  wonder  that  they  desire  to 
stifle  the  expression  of  opinion  by  striking  their 
desks  and  wearing  out  their  boots,  because  they  do 
not  desire  to  defend  this  before  their  constituents. 
I  do  not  oppose  this  vote  because  it  is  for  a  post 
office  in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  Last  year  I  op¬ 
posed  the  construction  of  needless  buildings  in 
Ontario,  and  I  will  oppose  such  expenditures  in 
other  provinces  as  readily  as  I  oppose  this.  I  will 
not  defend  or  be  responsible  for  the  expenditure  of 
money  for  a  post  office  building  where  one  is  not 
required.  It  will  be  remembered  that  Mr.  l)oyon 
formerly  represented  this  riding,  and  his  election 
was  protested.  During  that  time  overtures  were 
made  to  the  Government  to  buy  this  constituency, 
and  the  Government,  in  a  moment  of  weakness, 
condescended  to  tell  the  people  that,  if  they  elected 
a  supporter  of  theirs,  the  constituency  should  have 
the  post  office.  However,  that  promise  was  not  at 
once  carried  out,  but  it  was  kept  dangling  from 
time  to  time  before  the  electors  until,  just  before 
the  last  election,  a  grant  of  $16,000  was  made  for 
this  building  in  a  place  where  the  revenue  is  only 
$439.  Now  we  see  that  the  Government  are 
going  on  to  carry  out  this  bargain  and  sale 
and  are  presenting  a  spectacle  to  the  people 
which  is  unworthy  of  any  Government,  they 
are  taking  a  position  which  is  indefensible  and  un¬ 
justifiable,  and  which  involves  their  squandering 
the  public  money  in  a  manner  that  no  man  in  this 
House  or  in  this  country  can  justify.  This  money 
might  better  be  thrown  away,  or  it  might  be  spent 
in  many  other  ways  to  better  advantage.  What 
are  you  going  to  accomplish  by  this?  You  will 
have  a  building  which  will  make  the  Government 
a  laughing  stock  in  that  riding  and  all  over  the 
country,  because,  notwithstanding  the  influence  of 
the  National  Policy  and  the  historical  associations 
which  surround  Laprairie,  the  population  there  is 
fast  melting  away,  and  the  Government  cannot 
bolster  it  up  by  such  a  proceeding  as  this.  If  the 
Government  expect  that  the  public  sentiment  is 
stifled,  and  that  the  public  ear  is  deaf  to  atrocities 
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of  this  character,  they  may  find  at  sometime  that 
that  is  not  the  fact,  but  that  the  public  money  will 
have  to  be  accounted  for  to  the  people  by  those 
who  are  acting  as  their  stewards.  It  is  not  neces¬ 
sary  again  to  bring  before  the  House  the  various 
places  where  the  public  interest  demands  that 
buildings  should  be  put.  I  see  the  Minister  of 
Militia  has  gone  out  of  the  House.  He  used  to  be 
the  champion  of  economy,  but  now  he  sits  silent 
and  dumb  as  an  oyster,  or  else  he  takes  his  hat  and 
slinks  out  of  the  House.  We  would  imagine  that 
some  member  of  the  Government  from  Ontario 
would  remain  in  the  House  when  a  matter  of  this 
kind  was  being  discussed,  but  the  Minister  of 
Militia  has  gone  away,  and  I  do  not  see  any  other 
Minister  from  Ontario  here. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  Cockburn, 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Cockburn  is  not  here,  and 
he  is  not  yet  in  the  Cabinet,  nor  is  the  member  for 
East  Grey  (Mr.  Sproule)  in  the  Cabinet,  though 
memorials  were  presented  to  the  Government  ask¬ 
ing  that  he  might  be  taken  in  and  made  Minister 
•of  Agriculture.  He  does  not  defend  it,  and  it  is  a 
pretty  tough  job  that  the  member  for  East  Grey 
will  not  defend  on  behalf  of  the  Government. 
Why  is  he  not  in  his  seat  ?  What  has  the  Govern¬ 
ment  done  with  those  memorials  that  were  pre¬ 
sented  ?  Why  have  they  not  acted  upon  them  ? 
Why  did  they  select  Honest  John  with  his 
brewery  instead  of  doubting  Thomas  with  his 
silo  in  East  Grey,  to  fill  a  position  in  the 
Cabinet  ?  I  am  surprised  that  they  ignored  the 
memorials,  no  doubt  promoted  by  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  himself,  brought  to  the  Government  by  him¬ 
self,  conveyed  by  himself  from  the  various  associa¬ 
tions,  to  make  him  Minister  of  Agriculture  be¬ 
cause  he  knew  so  much  about  silos.  He  knew 
more  about  silos  than  the  member  for  London,  and 
it  is  a  wonderful  thing  that  he  will  sit  in  the 
House  and  justify  conduct  like  this.  I  did  think 
that  perhaps  the  Minister  of  Marine  M  ould  raise 
his  voice  against  this.  He  and  his  family  have 
Teen  known  for  economy  through  all  their  history; 
I  am  surprised  that  he  has  not  a  word  to  say  in 
condemnation  of  this  vote.  The  late  Minister  of 
Pubic  Works,  I  believe,  has  shown  his  discretion 
and  has  left  the  House.  The  Minister  of  Justice 
has  gone  into  his  chamber,  he  has  gone  into  hid¬ 
ing.  The  Minister  of  Finance  sits  quietly  by,  but 
he  don’t  say  a  word.  He  is  a  very  temperate  man. 
He  always  was  a  very  temperate  man,  he  was  the 
apostle  of  temperance  at  one  time,  but  he  don't 
say  a  word  about  this  vote.  He  is  willing  to  see 
the  money  frittered  away  on  this  post  office. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Denison).  Please  keep 
to  the  question. 

Mr.  LAND  ERKIN.  This  is  a  tender  point  for 
the  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  item  we  are  discussing 
is  the  Laprairie  post  office. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  say  that  this  is  an  inde¬ 
fensible  transaction,  it  is  an  outrageous  transac¬ 
tion  ;  it  is  squandering  the  public  money  for  the 
purpose  of  building  up  a  party  in  this  House  that 
•cannot  secure  the  confidence  of  the  people  of  this 
country  except  by  using  means  like  that.  I  say, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  you,  as  a  gallant  soldier, 
should  raise  your  voice  and  leave  that  chair. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Order. 


Mr.  LANDERKIN.  It  may  be  that  you  are  not 
a  gallant  soldier.  I  take  that  back.  You  should 
raise  your  voice  against  this  outrageous  waste  of 
public  money.  This  should  be  condemned  by  every 
honest  man,  and  I  believe  you  are  an  honest  man — 
that  is  not  too  strong  language  to  apply  to  you,  I 
hope. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  I  have  already  directed  your 
attention  to  the  item  that  was  under  discussion.  I 
would  ask  you,  as  a  member  of  this  House,  to  try 
to  keep  to  the  item  we  are  discussing. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  was  just  directing  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  outrage  on  the  people  of  Canada  in 
constructing  a  post  office  at  Laprairie,  and  I  cannot 
understand  why  I  am  out  of  order  in  doing  that. 
Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  say  that  I  am  obstructing. 

I  want  to  say  here,  and  I  want  to  say  everywhere, 
that  I  glory  in  obstruction  of  this  character,  and  I 
wish  there  were  more  men  who  would  obstruct 
what  is  wrong.  I  do  not  want  to  see  men  bound 
down  by  party  so  that  they  dare  not  open  their 
mouths  against  anything  that  is  wrong.  I  am 
proud  of  being  an  obstructionist  against  this 
amount  of  $16,000  for  a  post  office  at  Laprairie. 
Imagine  Laprairie  with  a  falling  revenue — it  fell 
off  $6  in  the  last  year — spending  $16,000  for  build¬ 
ings  there  !  Why,  the  Government  will  have  to 
borrow  more  money  soon,  the  Minister  of  Finance 
will  have  to  go  to  England  again  and  get  money, 
and  we  shall  have  to  pay  $800  a  year  interest  on 
$16,000  to  build  a  post  office  at  Laprairie  for  the 
purpose  of  collecting  revenue  that  amounts  to  $432. 
This  is  a  business-like  transaction  indeed  !  Is  this 
something  that  will  commend  itself  to  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  over  there  who  charge  me  with  obstruc¬ 
tion  when  I  oppose  it  ?  I  am  glad  I  am 
obstructing,  I  want  to  be  considered  an 
obstructionist  of  everything  of  that  character. 
I  wonder  that  the  hon.  member  for  Laprairie  (Mr. 
Pelletier)  don’t  get  up  and  defend  this  vote.  He 
apparently  has  got  too  much  good  sense  to  do 
that.  There  are  other  places  in  his  riding,  I 
believe,  larger  than  Laprairie,  and  if  he  defends 
this  vote  he  is  going  to  get  into  trouble  with  other 
places  unless  he  gets  post  offices  for  them.  What 
a  position  for  the  Government  of  the  Dominion — 
going  around  and  peddling  the  public  money  like 
a  lot  of  hucksters  for  the  purpose  of  gaining  sup¬ 
port  ;  building  a  post  office  in  order  to  buy  votes  ! 
I  say,  as  I  said  before,  that  the  election  law  ought 
to  be  amended,  and  that  the  Ministers  of  the 
Crown  who  use  public  money  in  this  way  for  the 
purpose  of  corrupting  the  electorate  should  be  pro¬ 
secuted  and  disqualified.  Where  a  clear  case  can 
be  shown,  where  they  are  frittering  away  public 
money  for  the  purpose  of  gaining  political  sup¬ 
port,  they  should  be  dealt  with  by  the  courts,  if 
their  supporters  have  not  enough  honesty  to  deal 
with  them  in  the  House.  This  is  something  that 
will  mar  the  character  of  every  member  of  the 
Government,  and  of  every  member  who  supports 
them. 

Mr.  DELISLE.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Speaker, 
at  the  beginning  of  the  present  session  I  had  the 
honour  to  ask  the  Government  whether  it  was  their 
intention  to  build  a  post  office  in  the  parish  of  St. 
Raymond,  in  the  County  of  Portneuf.  I  was 
answered  that  the  matter  was  under  consideration. 
I  was  much  surprised,  however,  to  find  in  the  esti¬ 
mates  presented  to  the  House  that  the  Government 
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have  decided  to  build  a  post  office  in  the  village  of 
Laprairie.  I  ask  myself  if  some  parishes  of  my 
county  could  not,  with  much  more  reason,  claim 
the  same  treatment  at  the  hands  of  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  had  made  my 
petition  publicly,  but  the  hon.  member  for  Laprai¬ 
rie  formulated  his  in  the  privacy  of  the  Minister’s 
office,  and  as  the  Government  lias  more  tenderness 
for  him  than  for  me,  he  obtained  his  wishes.  I 
understand  that  the  Government  expects  more 
from  the  devotion  of  the  hon.  member  than  from 
mine,  and  that  in  critical  occasions  they  cah  de¬ 
pend  on  him  more  than  on  me.  But  I  ask  myself 
if  the  policy  of  the  Government  can  be  reasonably 
defended,  and  on  what  ground  it  can  be  upheld. 
The  hon.  member  for  Elgin  has  just  put  before  the 
House  very  eloquent  figures  which  must  have  con¬ 
vinced  the  hon.  Minister  that  this  vote  is  alto¬ 
gether  unwarrantable.  It  is  possible,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  promises  may  have  been  made  during  last 
election  in  order  to  keep  or  rather  to  acquire  the 
confidence  of  the  electors  of  Laprairie.  It  is  quite 
possible  that  the  hon.  member  of  that  county  may 
have  had  to  promise  the  post  office  to  the  electors 
of  the  village  of  Laprairie  ;  but  it  is  none  the  less 
true  that  the  representatives  of  the  people  must 
see  that  the  public  moneys  are  expended  with 
justice  and  reasonableness  even  if  they  have  been 
voted  for  some  years.  I  see  by  the  public  reports 
that  last  year  the  Laprairie  post  office  has  only 
given  a  revenue  of  $433. 16.  Now,  it  is  proposed 
to  build  at  this  village  a  post  office  for  which  the 
House  is  asked  to  vote  a  sum  of  $16,000.  Isay 
that  the  thing  is  utterly  unwarrantable  from  any 
point  of  view  one  may  take.  In  my  county,  the 
parish  of  St.  Raymond,  according  to  the  same  re¬ 
ports,  gave  a  revenue  of  $581.99.  This  parish  is 
an  important  one  and  is  constantly  progressing. 
It  is  one  of  the  richest  villages  of  the  Province  of 
Quebec.  I  therefore  ask  the  Government  to  extend 
its  munificence  to  this  parish  and  endow  it  with  a 
post  office.  There  is  also  the  parish  of  St.  Casimir 
— and,  by  the  way,  I  may  add  that  my  hon.  friends 
of  the  other  side  of  the  House  have  no  reason  to 
complain  of  this  parish,  since  it  gives  their  party  a 
majority  of  60  to  80  votes — well,  this  parish  of  St. 
Casimir  gives  a  revenue  of  $763.81,  that  is  to  say, 
$300  more  than  the  Laprairie  post  office,  and  it 
has  no  post  office  building.  I  also  ask  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  put  one  there.  I  can  understand  that  the 
Government  should  wish  to  favour  very  particu¬ 
larly  the  hon.  member  for  Laprairie_,  but  I  imagine 
also  that  the  hon.  member  may  have  other  inter¬ 
ests  in  wishing  to  see  the  Government  erect  in  the 
village  of  Laprairie  a  post  office  worthy  of  admira¬ 
tion.  He  is  a  fine  looking  fellow,  and,  no  doubt, 
he  thought  that  it  was  a  proper  thing  that  the 
post  office  be  worthy  of  the  fair  hands  who  send 
the  letters  he  receives.  I  am  ready  to  receive  from 
the  Government  all  the  liberalities  which  they  may 
wish  to  extend  to  my  county,  and  to  forgive  them 
any  extravagance  with  which  they  may  choose  to 
treat  these  two  parishes. 

Mr.  GUAY.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
already  taken  occasion,  since  I  have  the  honour  to 
occupy  a  seat  in  this  House,  to  ask  the  Governmeait 
for  the  building  of  a  post  office  in  the  town  of  Levis, 
which  I  represent  here.  If  I  did  not  misunder¬ 
stand  the  words  of  the  hon.  Minister  of  Public 
Works  a  moment  ago,  I  believe  he  stated  that  he 
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wanted  to  inaugurate  his  reign  by  endowing  with 
public  buildings  the  places  which  bear  historical 
names.  I  congratulate  him  upon  his  very  patriotic- 
intentions,  and  I  will  add  that  if  there  is  a  name 
surrounded  by  a  halo  of  glory  it  is  truly  that  of' 
Levis,  a  name  revered  all  over  the  Province  of 
Quebec.  Well,  I  will  ask  the  hon.  Minister  of 
Public  Works  if  he  does  not  think  that  the  city 
which  bears  Levis’s  name  should  by  his  munificence 
be  endowed  with  a  post  office  at  least  as  respect¬ 
able  as  that  which  he  is  giving  to  the  village  of 
Laprairie  ?  This  village,  as  has  already  been  said, 
only  gives  the  Post  Office  Department  a  revenue  of 
some  $400  per  annum.  I  will  tell  the  hon.  Minis¬ 
ter  that  the  city  of  Levis  has — not  a  population  of 
1,200  inhabitants  like  the  village  of  Laprairie — 
but  a  population  of  8,000,  and  that  it  gives  a  reve¬ 
nue  of  $4,000  per  year.  There  are  four  post  offices 
in  Levis  :  one  in  the  city  proper,  one  at  Notre- 
Dame  de  la  Victoire,  one  at  Hadlow,  and  the 
fourth  at  the  Grand  Trunk  station.  These  four 
offices  give,  as  I  have  stated,  an  aggregate  revenue 
of  $4,000.  The  town  of  Levis  is  one  of  the  most 
populous  of  the  Province  of  Quebec.  Every  day 
more  than  twenty  trains  come  in  and  leave  the 
city.  It  is  essentially  a  manufacturing  town,  and 
if  there  is  any  place  in  our  province  which  deserves 
a  post  office  it  is  truly  the  city  of  Levis.  I  am 
very  much  pleased  to  notice  that  the  hon.  Post¬ 
master  General  is  now  at  his  seat.  Everybody 
remembers — and  I  particularly — that  he  cast  a 
louging  eye  on  the  County  of  Levis  at  the  last  elec¬ 
tion  time. 

Mr.  LANGELIER.  (Translation.)  But  the 
County  of  Levis  did  not  cast  a  longing  eye  on  him. 

Mr.  GUAY.  (Translation.)  I  think  he  would 
greatly  advance  his  interests  if  he  would  use  some 
of  the  great  influence  which  he  enjoys  in  the 
Cabinet  to  pursuade  his  colleague  to  put  in  the 
Supplementary  Estimatesan  item  that  would  secure 
the  building  of  a  post  office  in  the  city  of  Levis.  I 
will  not  dwell  on  this  any  longer,  as  this  is  not  the 
first  time  that  I  have  had  the  occasion  to  ask  this,, 
not  a  favour,  but  a  justice,  for  the  city  which  I 
have  the  honour  of  representing,  thanks  to  the 
electors  of  the  surrounding  parishes.  At  each 
session  I  have  urged  this  upon  the  ex-Minister  of 
Public  Works,  and  invariably  I  was  answered  that 
the  matter  was  under  consideration.  But  now  I 
hope  that  the  present  hon.  Minister  of  Public 
Works,  who,  as  I  mentioned  in  the  beginning,  has 
evinced  an  intention  of  endowing  with  post  offices 
the  places  which  can  boast  historical  names,  will 
not  forget  to  have  one  built  in  the  city  of  Levis. 

Mr.  DEYLIN.  I  desire  to  invite  attention  to  a 
very  important  subject,  but,  before  proceeding  to 
do  so,  I  should  like  to  answer,  in  a  few  words,  the 
remarks  made  by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite.  We 
have  been  accused  of  seeking  to  obstruct  business. 
I  can  tell  those  hon.  gentlemen  that  we  have  no  de¬ 
sire  whatever  to  obstruct  the  business  of  the  House. 
What  we  desire  is  to  discuss  fairly  public  questions 
and  we  are  equally  desirous  with  chemselves  to  get 
through  the  work  of  the  session.  Last  evening  I 
discussed  the  question  as  to  the  best  means  of  se¬ 
curing  post  offices  in  a  locality.  The  Minister  of 
Public  Works  declared  that  if  the  necessity  for  a 
.  new  pest  office  was  established  it  would  be  built  ; 
and  I  pointed  out  in  regard  to  this  town  to  which 
I  referred  at  considerable  length,  Buckingham,. 
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there  was  necessity  for  increased  accommodation. 
In  order  to  confirm  the  view  I  presented,  I  will 
draw  the  attention  of  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
to  a  few  figures  given  in  the  report  of  the  Post¬ 
master  General  which  I  had  not  in  hand  last  even¬ 
ing,  but  which  I  have  now.  Buckingham  is  known 
as  an  important  town  in  the  County  of  Ottawa  ;  it 
is  a  town  of  over  2,000  population  ;  it  is  the  centre 
of  a  large  mining  district  and  it  promises  to  grow 
into  greater  importance  than  it  possesses  at  this 
moment.  I  think  I  can  establish  a  striking 
comparison  between  Laprairie  and  Buckingham. 
For  instance,  the  revenue  from  Buckingham  post 
office  was  .$2, 627,  whereas  the  revenue  from  La¬ 
prairie  post  office  was  only  $433.  What  can  be  the 
reason  for  the  descrimination  made  against  the 
one  town  of  much  more  importance  and  in  favour 
of  the  other  of  much  less  importance  ?  Where  does 
the  necessity  come  in  for  a  town  the  postal  revenue 
of  which  is  only  $400,  having  a  post  office  erected 
costing  $16,000,  and  this  other  town  of  very  great 
importance  from  every  point  of  view,  being  refused 
that  accommodation  which  on  many  occasions  has 
been  promised  ?  Again,  the  number  of  money 
orders  issued  at  Buckingham  post  office  was  776 
and  at  Laprairie  post  office  only  55.  Surely  a 
smaller  building  than  one  costing- $16,000  would 
do  for  the  carrying  of  55  letters.  Again,  the 
total  amount  of  money  orders  issued  last  year  was 
nearly$19,000  at  Buckingham,  whereas  at  Laprairie 
it  was  about  $3,000.  Thus  it  cannot  be  that  the 
revenue  from  money  orders  requires  a  post  office 
that  will  cost  $16,000.  Buckingham  is  a  town  of 
much  importance,  in  which  a  robbery  occurred 
some  years  ago  owing  to  the  fact  that  the  post 
office  was  not  suitable  and  could  easily  be  broken 
into  ;  and  still  that  town  has  not  a  post  office. 
It  must  be  remembered  that  applications  asking  for 
a  new  post  office  there,  have  reached  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  they  have  come  from  gentlemen  of  great 
prominence  in  municipal  ranks  of  the  town,  and 
also  from  the  political  ranks  supporting  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite.  As  I  pointed  out  last  evening,  they 
have  over  and  over  again  sent  petitions  to  the 
Government.  Promises  were  held  out  to  them, 
but  the  fact  remains  that  this  town,  with  a  postal 
revenue  of  about  $3,000,  is  denied  even  a  $1,000 
building,  while  the  town  of  Laprairie,  with  a 
postal  revenue  of  only  $400,  is  to  have  a  post  office 
costing  $16,000.  Something  must  be  wrong.  Is  it 
because  the  member  for  Laprairie  finds  more  favour 
in  the  eyes  of  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  than 
the  less  fortunate  member  for  Ottawa  ?  Is  this  not 
evidence  of  the  fact,  which  has  been  placed  before 
the  House  over  and  over  again,  that  the  rule  is  :  sup¬ 
port  the  Government  and  you  will  get  your  share 
of  the  spoil  ?  I  have  called  attention  to  this  fact 
on  many  occasions,  and  I  am  not  afraid  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  House  again  to  the  same,  that  the 
departments  of  this  country  are  run  in  the  interests 
of  the  political  party  controlling  them,  more  than 
in  the  interests  of  the  country.  It  is  not  only  in 
the  Estimates  we  find  high  bribes  offered  to  coun¬ 
ties,  but  during  a  political  campaign  you  will  hear 
on  the  public  platform  the  same  offers  made  to  the 
electors.  A  short  time  ago,  when  taking  part  in 
a  campaign  myself,  an  officer  of  one  of  the  depart¬ 
ments  said  :  “Of  what  use  can  you  be  to  the  county 
since  you  do  not  get  the  favours  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  ?  ”  This  is  a  doctrine  which  certainly  is  not 
in  the  interests  of  the  country,  and  should  not  be 
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tolerated,  and  when  this  doctrine  is  disputed,  I  can 
call  attention  to  the  Estimates  which  prove  that  it 
is  being  carried  out  generally.  It  cannot  be  dis¬ 
puted  that  when  a  county  pronounces  against  the 
Government  almost  immediately  any  sumsof  money 
proposed  to  be  expended  will  be  stopped,  or  the 
vote  will  not  be  asked.  I  selected  as  an  example, 
the  town  of  Buckingham  for  two  reasons  ;  first,  it 
confirms  the  position  I  took  on  this  matter  last 
evening,  that  money  is  given  to  those  towns  belong¬ 
ing  to  counties  which  send  to  this  House  supporters 
of  the  Government  ;  and  second,  it  emphasizes  the 
injustice  done  to  a  locality  of  no  inconsiderable 
importance.  This  is  a  matter  on  which  the  House 
should  reflect.  I  do  not  come  here  to  beg  favours, 
for  the  county  which  I  have  the  honour  to  repre¬ 
sent.  If  we  never  had  a  post  office,  we  would  be 
able  to  write  our  letters  and  send  them  still.  I  have 
called  the  attention  to  the  various  requirements  of 
my  county  in  the  matter  of  postal  services  and  my 
requests  have  not  been  granted,  which  confirmsmein 
my  belief  that  the  departments  of  this  country  are 
administered,  especially  in  connection  with  these 
matters,  to  suit  the  ends  of  the  party  and  not  to  suit 
the  interests  of  the  country.  How  often  is  it  the  case 
when  a  member  laysbeforetheGovernment  a  certain 
matter,  the  Government  will  act  upon  the  advice  of 
favourites  they  may  have  in  the  county,  and  the 
ends  of  justice  will  be  defeated  in  order  to  favour 
a  political  claim  ?  I  have  thought  it  proper  to  lay 
some  stress  upon  this  matter,  in  order  to  point  out 
the  injustice  done  to  certain  localities  and  the  very 
great  favours  extended  to' others — I  will  not  call 
them  favours,  but  huge  bribes.  I  took  the  case  of 
Buckingham.  How  many  towns  are  there  in  Que¬ 
bec  and  Ontario  in  which  similar  acts  of  injustice 
have  been  perpetrated.  It  is  well  that  the  country 
should  know  these  facts,  and  no  doubt  some  day  they 
will  be  remedied,  and  the  matter  will  be  so  repre¬ 
sented  to  the  Administration  that  they  cannot  con¬ 
tinue  in  the  same  path. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  rise  to  suggest  that  probably 
the  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  hon.  members 
have  discussed  the  item  at  sufficient  length  to  pass 
it.  I  would  be  sorry  to  break  in  on  any  fair  discus¬ 
sion,  but  I  want  to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that 
we  have  been  engaged  nearly  two  hours  on  this 
item.  We  on  this  side  of  the  House  have  been 
taunted  with  being  silent.  I  should  like  hon. 
gentlemen  who  make  that  taunt  to  consider  for  a 
moment  what  are  the  classes  of  arguments  address¬ 
ed  to  us.  It  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  we  are  to  go 
into  campaign  speeches,  and  refute  all  charges  made 
from  the  beginning  of  the  world  politically  speak¬ 
ing,  up  to  the  present  time  on  every  item  that 
comes  up  in  the  Estimates.  Is  it  to  be  supposed 
that  members  of  the  Government,  or  even  sup¬ 
porters  of  the  Government  are  bound  in  duty  to 
arise  and  repel  with  indignation  and  warmth,  and 
at  more  or  less  length,  assertions  which  are 
chiefly  remarkable  for  the  hard  language  and  the 
unfounded  nature  of  the  statements  which  are  pre¬ 
ferred  ?  Such  for  instance  as  when  an  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  to-night  declared  that  when  a  vote  of  Parlia¬ 
ment  was  passed  for  a  public  building  and  that  be¬ 
came  an  Act  of  Parliament  and  the  law  of  the 
country  and  the  money  was  expended,  that  it 
was  simply  the  Minister  putting  his  arm  into  the 
treasury  up  to  the  arm-pits  for  loot ;  and  as  when 
another  hon.  gentleman,  or  perhaps  the  same, 
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•charged  one  of  the  members  of  the  Government 
with  hatching  a  conspiracy,  and  so  on  through  all 
the  different  charges  which  are  made.  Now  that 
is  hard  language  ;  it  is  a  perversion  of  English, 
and  it  does  no  harm  to  any  one,  except  to  the  per¬ 
sons  who  makes  it  and  to  the  party  in  whose  behalf 
it  is  made.  I  for  one  do  not  consider  it  my  duty 
to  arise  on  every  occasion  and  repel  these  general 
partisan  charges.  Another  lion,  gentleman  was 
surprised  that  we  sat  here  so  still.  Well,  we  did 
sit  still  for  a  certain  portion  of  the  time  that  this 
discussion,  if  it  may  be  called  such,  has  been  going 
on  ;  and  we  sat  still  out  of  sheer  astonishment  that 
when  lion,  gentlemen  spoke  as  far  away  from  the 
subject  as  one  pole  is  from  the  other,  and  brought 
in  all  kinds  of  irrelevant  arguments  and  personal 
castigations  of  gentlemen  with  whom  they  differ, 
yet  from  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  down  to  the 
humblest  member,  there  seemed  to  be  nothing  but 
approval  at  that  spectacle.  Certainly  the  leader 
of  the  Opposition  and  his  supporters  are  as  respon¬ 
sible  to  a  certain  extent  for  good  order  and  the 
good  conduct  of  business  as  are  the  members  of 
the  Government  or  those  who  sit  on  this  side 
of  the  House,  and  I  think  we  ought  not  to 
turn  this  House — I  am  not  reading  a  lecture 
to-night — we  ought  not  to  turn  this  House,  for 
any  long  period  at  least,  into  a  show  of  the 
kind  which  was  so  much  applauded  about 
15  or  20  minutes  ago.  The  item  under  discussion 
has  been  before  the  House  previous  to  this.  Is  it 
a  new  issue  or  an  old  issue  ?  Hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  say  that  there  has  not  been  a  fair  prin¬ 
ciple  observed  in  this  post  office  appropriation ; 
that  the  town  is  small,  so  it  is  ;  that  the  revenue  is 
small,  no  one  doubts  that  ;  that  it  is  possible  that 
on  a  financial  basis  there  is  A  ery  little  return  for 
it,  I  admit  that.  I  am  not  going  to  say  that  these 
statements  are  not  true.  Again  there  comes  up 
another  argument  that  a  year  or  two  ago  a  resolu¬ 
tion  was  adopted  unanimously  by  the  House,  and 
that  that  resolution  said  what  ?  Not  what  a  great 
many  gentlemen  opposite  say  that  it  said,  but  it 
said  simply :  That  where  post  offices  or  public 
buildings  were  being  erected  and  appropriations 
made  for  them  regard  should  be  had  to  the  revenue 
and  population  of  the  place.  But  it  did  not  say 
that  sole  regard  should  be  had  for  that.  I  quite 
agree  with  the  proposition,  but  let  me  point  to  the 
fact  that  lion,  gentlemen  look,  and  look  in  vain,  for 
a  single  appropriation  for  a  new  public  building  in 
the,  items  which  are  before  the  House.  They  cannot 
find  one  new  item.  Every  one  of  the  appropriations 
which  are  here  are  made  in  pursuance  of  votes  that 
have  been  taken  already  in  the  House,  and  for 
works  that  have  been  begun  so  far  as  to  be  brought 
before  this  House  and  to  receive  the  vote  of  the 
House.  There  is  not  a  single  new  appropriation 
for  a  new  building  in  the  estimates  now  before  Par¬ 
liament.  This  present  estimate  started  two  years 
ago,  when  a  vote  was  given  for  it.  It  was  tho¬ 
roughly  discussed  last  year  in  the  House,  and  after 
a  thorough  discussion  in  which  the  same  arguments 
were  gone  over  as  have  been  gone  over  to-night, 
the  House  passed  the  vote  and  the  contract  is  let, 
and  the  building  is  partly  .constructed,  and  yet  in 
the  face  of  facts  of  that  kind,  we  are  kept  here  for 
hours  discussing  this  matter.  If  this  were  a  new 
post  office  building,  and  under  similar  circumstan¬ 
ces  an  appropriation  was  asked  for  it,  lion,  gentle¬ 
men  would  be  perfectly  right — they  are  in  their 
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right,  of  course,  now — but  they  wTould  be  perfectly 
right  from  my  point  of  view  in  causing  all  the 
discussion  about  it  that  they  thought  proper. 
This,  however,  is  an  issue  which  has  been 
discussed  before  and  which  has  been  settled,  and 
the  Government  is  pledged — I  think  no  person 
would  care  to  break  it  at  this  time — to  carry  itout, 
and  it  will  be  carried  out,  and  we  propose  to  carry 
the  vote.  But  here  we  are  kept  through  all  hours 
of  last  night  and  through  all  hours  this  morning 
upon  an  item  or  two,  discussing  matters  which 
have  been  thoroughly  discussed  before.  I  simply 
recall  this  state  of  things  to  the  House  and  ask 
whether  there  has  not  been  sufficient  discussion 
already  upon  an  issue  which  has  really  been  settled 
before,  and  whether  it  is  not  best  that  we  should 
proceed  to  business  and  pass  this  item.  When  new 
appropriations  are  brought  before  this  House  for 
new  public  works,  let  them  be  discussed  as  to  the 
principle  upon  which  they  are  based  and  upon 
which  the  appropriation  is  asked.  I  do  think  that 
it  would  be  better  for  us  all  if  instead  of  every 
time  that  an  item  is  brought  up,  it  should  be  dis¬ 
cussed  fairly  and  fully  rather  than  that  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  should  go  into  a  series  of  election  and  stump 
charges  and  speeches.  It  would  be  better  I  say 
that  we  should  devote  ourselves  more  especially  to 
the  item  in  hand,  and  be  reasonable  in  our  methods 
of  discussion. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  hon.  gentleman  as  well  as 
his  colleague  is  quite  at  liberty  to  talk  or  not  to 
talk  upon  this  or  anjT  other  matter.  That  is  a  sub¬ 
ject  on  which  I  have  no  opinion  to  offer,  and  he  is 
the  best  judge  as  to  whether  he  should  speak  or 
not  speak.  Upon  the  present  occasion,  however,  I 
must  tell  him  very  candidly  that  if  he  did  not 
speak  I  interpreted  his  silence  as  simply  mean¬ 
ing  that  he  had  no  argument  to  offer  at  all  in 
answer  to  the  charges  which  were  made  from  this 
side  of  the  House.  The  hon.  gentleman  says  that 
this  is  a  case  which  has  been  settled  a  year  ago  ;  no, 
this  case  has  not  been  settled,  and  that  is  the  rea¬ 
son  why  it  is  discussed  with  so  much  intensity  on 
this  side  of  the  House.  It  is  very  true  that  last 
year  these  items  were  voted,  but  I  deny  that  be¬ 
cause  a  vote  was  carried  last  year  the  question  was 
settled.  It  is  because  hon.  gentlemen  on  that  side 
of  the  House  will  not  say  that  they  will  not  cease 
to  do  as  they  have  been  doing,  that  they  will 
not  cease  to  violate  a  principle  which  they  adopt¬ 
ed  on  the  floor  of  this  House  two  years  ago  ; 
it  is  because  they  will  not  say  that  they  will 
adhere  to  that  doctrine,  as  laid  down  in  the  reso¬ 
lution  I  referred  to,  that  we  are  forced  to  discuss 
this  matter  again  and  again.  There  are  no  new 
items,  I  admit,  on  the  present  occasion,  but  this  is 
asking  an  appropriation  to  contiime  the  vicious 
policy  enacted  last  year.  Why  are  we  debating 
it?  It  is  simply  because  we  cannot  obtain  the 
recognition  of  that  principle  which  has  been 
adopted  by  Parliament  unless  we  impress  it  on 
the  House  and  the  country  by  repeated  discussion. 
Let  the  hon.  gentleman  stand  up  and  say  that 
these  appropriations  will  be  henceforth  made  in 
the  spirit  of  the  resolution  which  was  adopted  two 
years  ft  go,  and  then  the  discussion  will  cease  at 
once. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Is  the  discussion  going  on  until 
I  do  that  ? 
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Mr.  LAURIER.  I  am  afraid  it  will  go  on  for 
some  time  unless  we  impress  the  country  that  we 
are  in  the  right  and  the  Government  are  in  the 
wrong. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  *You  are  a  long  time  impressing 
the  country. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  That  may  be,  but  after  all 
there  may  be  some  time  or  other  when  the  measure 
will  overflow,  and  it  cannot  overflow  until  we  show 
by  repeated  discussion  the  wrong  that  has  been 
done.  Has  any  argument  been  offered  by  the 
members  of  the  Government  either  this  year  or 
last  to  support  this  vote  ?  What  justification  has 
ever  been  made  on  the  floor  of  this  House  to  show 
on  wluit  principle  a  post  office  should  be  erected 
in  a  place  which  has  a  population  1 ,200  and  a  gross 
revenue  of  ,8432  a  year  ?  If  the  lion,  gentleman 
can  stand  up  and  give  any  argument  to  justify  ask¬ 
ing  Parliament  to  vote  such  an  appropriation,  I 
say  the  discussion  will  cease  at  once.  But  no 
argument  has  been  offered,  and  the  appropriation 
has  been  voted  by  Parliament  for  no  other  reason 
than  that  the  Government  have  a  large  majority 
over  the  Opposition  in  this  House.  Sic  volo  sic 
jubeo,  sfat  pro  ratione  voluntas  ;  that  is  the  only 
reason  that  has  been  given  to  Parliament,  and 
under  such  circumstances,  so  long  as  the  Govern¬ 
ment  will  not  adhere  to  the  resolution  voted  two 
years  ago  in  favour  of  having  such  appropriations 
made  under  a  certain  rule,  they  must  be  prepared 
to  have  such  discussions  as  are  now  going  on. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  may  add 
this.  The  lion,  gentleman  appears  to  allege  that 
because  the  vote  for  this  building  was  made  two 
years  ago,  therefore  the  Government  were  in  a 
manner  bound  to  go  on  with  it  ;  and  the  lion. 
Minister  of  Public  Works  took  the  same  position. 
Yet,  a  few  hours  ago  we  had  under  consideration 
the  case  of  the  Lunenberg  post  office,  for  which  a 
vote  was  taken  in  1887,  and  for  five  years,  because 
that  constituency  was  represented  by  a  gentleman 
in  opposition  to  the  Government,  they  allowed  the 
vote  to  lapse  and  took  no  steps  whatever  to  give 
effect  to  it.  Now,  it  is  due  simply  to  such  gross 
abuses  of  their  power  as  this  that  these  several 
items  have  been  discussed  as  pertinaciously  as  they 
have  been  last  night  and  to-night.  It  is  because 
the  Government  are  not  bringing  forward  arguments 
to  justify  these  votes.  If  the  Government,  either 
in  the  shape  of  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  the 
Minister  of  Justice  or  the  Minister  of  Finance, 
will  give  us  now  any  reasonable  argument  why 
the  village  of  Laprairie,  with  1,200  population, 
a  village  which  has  not  increased  one  single 
soul  in  twenty  years,  but  which  is  rather 
smaller  to-day  than  it  was  twenty  years  ago, 
should  have  a  public  building,  and  why  $16,000  of 
the  public  money  should  be  wasted  and  squandered 
in  this  way,  then  there  would  be  no  disposition 
whatever  to  dispute  this  vote.  But  it  is  simply  as 
a  protest  against  this  most  improper  and  unjust 
expenditure,  deliberately  made,  not  for  the  public 
good,  but  for  party  purposes  of  a  most  improper 
sort,  not  because  there  is  any  just  ground  for  erect¬ 
ing  a  post  office  building  in  Laprairie,  but  because 
it  is  necessary  to  bribe  the  electors  of  that  town, 
that  we  insist  on  calling  public  attention  to  the 
matter. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  It  was  not  my  intention 
to  say  anything  with  regard  to  the  matter  under 

89* 


discussion  at  the  present  time  ;  but  the  remarks 
made  by  the  hon.  Minister  of  Finance  appeared  to 
me  very  peculiar  and  astonishing  under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  especially  his  challenge  that  we  would  stay 
here  a  long  time  until  he  would  say  that  the  spirit 
of  the  resolution  which  he  himself  supported  and 
voted  for  only  two  sessions  ago,  should  be  carried 
out  in  the  interests  of  the  country.  That  appeared 
to  me  to  be  a  remarkable  statement. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  You  had  better  first  see  whether 
you  have  the  statement  right  or  not.  I  made  no 
such  statement. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  The  hon.  gentleman  said 
that  we  would  stay  here  a  long  time  until  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  the  resolution  should  be  carried  out.  These 
were  the  words  he  used. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  said  no  such  thing. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  I  took  down  his  words, 
and  that  is  the  reason  1  rose  to  make  the  remarks 
I  am  making.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman  say  whe¬ 
ther  or  not  he  is  in  favour  of  the  principle  of  the 
resolution  he  voted  for,  whether  the  people  of  this 
country  are  to  understand  that  it  is  the  intention 
of  the  Government  to  keep  faith  with  them  in 
carrying  out  the  spirit  of  that  resolution,  or  whe¬ 
ther  it  is  their  intention,  as  I  understood  the  hon. 
gentleman  to  say,  not  to  do  so  ?  It  is  a  very  simple 
and  I  think  a  very  reasonable  question  to  answer. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  will  give  the  hon.  gentleman 
the  answer.  When  there  is  an  appropriation  fora 
public  work  in  the  estimates  which  we  are  trying 
to  pass,  the  appropriation  will  show  whether  I 
believe  in  that  resolution  or  not.  I  voted  for  that 
resolution,  and  I  want  the  hon.  gentlemen  calmly 
to  take  this  into  consideration  :  we  are  discussing 
a  vote  that  originated  before  that  resolution  passed, 
and  what  I  consider  as  a  pledge  which  we  are 
bound  to  carry  out. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  find  no  ex¬ 
penditure  for  Laprairie  post  office  in  the  year 
ending  30th,  June  1891. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  No  expenditure,  but  we  decided 
on  the  expenditure,  and  a  vote  was  taken. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Is  the  contract  let  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  contract  is  let  and  the 
building  one-third  finished. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  I  may  say  for  myself  that 
I  have  made  no  particular  objection  to  the  erection 
of  public  buildings  in  Laprairie  or  in  any  other 
place  ;  but  I  think  that  it  is  in  the  interest  of  the 
people  of  this  country  that  some  principle  should 
govern  the  expenditure  of  public  money,  and  I  did 
think  when  the  resolution  of  1890  was  passed  by  the 
House  that  it  was  a  very  reasonable  one.  I  also  think 
that  it  is  desirable  that  the  people  of  this  country 
should  know  what  is  the  policy  of  the  Government, 
and  if  it  takes  a  long  discussion  to  inform  them,  I 
think  we  should  be  perfectly  justified  in  continuing 
it.  For  my  part  I  happen  to  represent  a  constituency 
in  which  there  is  a  large  town,  one  of  the  most 
prosperous  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  and  I  do 
not  think  it  would  make  any  difference  in  the 
political  views  of  the  people  of  that  town  whether 
the  Government  expended  there  the  public  money 
they  are  entitled  to  or  not.  I  believe  that  I  repre¬ 
sent  a  class  of  people  who  have  a  higher  view,  who 
hold  their  political  opinions  from  principle  ;  and  if 
they  support  any  political  principle,  they  are  firm 


2823 


[COMMONS] 


2824 


in  it,  and  would  not  be  guilty  of  professing  certain 
views  of  public  affairs  which  they  would  not  stand 
by,  whether  the  Government  granted  them  their 
rights  or  not.  Now,  I  would  like  to  read  to  the 
House  the  resolution  that  was  passed,  I  think  in 
the  session  of  1890. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  was  read  four  or  five  times 
last  night. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  It  will  not  do  harm  to 
read  it  again. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Read  it. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  will  take  up  more  time?-  ' 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  I  think  I  am  an  older 
member  of  the  House  than  the  hon.  Minister,  and 
I  have  not  taken  up  one  minute  where  he  has  taken 
up  hours,  and  I  am  surprised  that  a  gentleman 
holding  his  position  should  say  that  I  am  killing 
time  by  making  the  few  remarks  I  propose  to  make. 

I  would  say  to  the  hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works 
that  I  was  not  present  when  the  resolution  was 
read,  or  I  would  not  trouble  him  with  it  at  the 
present  time.  I  am  not  in  the  habit  of  taking  up 
much  of  the  time  of  the  House,  and  when  I  do  rise 
to  my  feet  I  do  not  think  the  hon.  Minister  of 
Finance  will  by  bull-dozing  succeed  in  making  me 
sit  down  any  sooner  than  I  wish.  The  resolution  is 
as  follows  : — 

“  Be  it  resolved  that  in  the  expenditure  of  public  money 
the  public  interest  and  not  party  favouritism  should  con¬ 
trol,  and  that  in  the  choice  of  places  for  the  erection  of 
public  buildings  for  post  office,  custom  house,  and  inland 
revenue  purposes,  regard  should  be  had  to  the  amount 
of  revenue  collected  and  of  public  business  done.” 

In  my  opinion  that  is  a  fair  principle  for  the  coun¬ 
try  to  adopt.  I  think  it  is  a  matter  of  small  im¬ 
portance,  perhaps,  in  what  places  public  buildings 
are  erected,  so  long  as  some  principle  is  observed 
in  expending  public  money,  and  if  the  Government 
are  prepared  to  say  that  the  principle  adopted  in 
that  resolution  is  not  a  good  principle,  and  that 
they  do  not  intend  to  pay  any  attention  to  it,  then 
the  country  will  know  what  the  policy  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  is.  It  is  not  fair  to  the  people,  even  those 
supporting  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  to  give  them 
to  understand  that  is  the  policy  and  then  pay  no 
attention  to  it  whatever.  The  town  of  Woodstock, 
in  the  County  of  Oxford,  has  a  postal  revenue  of 
over  $15,000  a  year  and  a  total  revenue  from  cus¬ 
toms,  inland  revenue  and  post  office  of  nearly  $145,- 
000  per  year  ;  the  population  is  nearly  10,000  souls 
and  it  is  a  manufacturing  and  commercial  town  of 
considerable  importance.  Yet  this  town  is  refused 
a  public  building  while  a  small  place  of  but  1,200 
souls  and  a  revenue  of  $433  is  to  be  given  one. 
Does  the  hon.  gentleman  consider  that  carrying  out 
the  spirit  of  the  resolution  which  this  House 
adopted  ?  Are  the  people  to  understand  that  this 
Parliament  is  so  degenerate  that  after  passing  a 
resolution,  supported  by  the  Government  itself,  we 
will  then  say  that  resolution  is  not  to  be  carried 
out  ?  I  say  it  is  deceiving  the  members  of  this 
House  to  adopt  a  certain  principle,  and  then  say 
we  intend  completely  to  disregard  it.  There  are 
over  fifty  places  in  this  Dominion  in  which,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  return  brought  down,  public  buildings 
have  been  erected  although  their  revenue  is  hardly 
perceptible.  How  are  we  to  expect  that  the  peo¬ 
ple  will  be  patriotic  and  honest  and  straightfor¬ 
ward  in  their  transactions,  when  we  find  Parlia- 
Mr.  Sutherland. 


ment  setting  the  example  of  adopting  a  certain 
principle  and  then  deliberately  disregarding  it. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  I  had  the  pleasure  of  voting 
for  the  resolution  which  my  hon.  friend  has  just 
read  and  which  was  read  here  last  evening  three  or 
four  times.  I  sat  patiently  here  until  three  o’clock 
this  morning  listening  to  hon.  gentlemen  on  both 
sides  discussing  these  appropriations  for  post 
offices,  but  I  failed  to  hear  an  hon.  gentleman  on 
that  side  point  to  a  single  instance  where  the  spirit 
of  the  resolution  has  been  violated. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  There  is  one 
before  you  now. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  The  first  appropriation  was 
made  in  1889  for  that  post  office. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  When  was  the  contract 
let  ? 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  The  Government  gave  the 
pledge  in  1889  by  appropriating  a  certain  sum  in 
the  Estimates  to  erect  a  post  office  at  Laprairie, 
and  they  did  the  same  in  every  case  brought  up  in 
this  debate,  and  I  defy  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  to 
point  to  any  instance  in  which  the  spirit  of  the  re¬ 
solution  has  been  violated  by  the  introduction  of 
new  estimates,  contrary  to  that  spirit.  Until  they 
do  that,  all  the  wind  they  wasted  last  night  and 
are  wasting  to-night,  is  thrown  away. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  I  would  like  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  House  to  this  fact,  that  the  appli¬ 
cation  for  public  buildings  for  Woodstock  has  been 
before  the  Government  for  the  last  ten  years.  The 
Board  of  Trade  and  the  municipal  council  and  the 
citizens  of  the  town  have  petitioned  the  Govern¬ 
ment  for  a  public  building  and  shown  the  great 
need  there  is  for  one  ;  and  if  there  were  any  desire- 
to  do  justice  to  that  place,  the  Government  had  all 
the  knowledge  necessary  to  do  it. 

Mr.  FAUVEL.  I  heard  the  Minister  of  Finance 
a  few  moments  ago  say  that  this  vote  was  asked 
because  of  an  appropriation  made  in  1889.  Well, 
a  sum  of  $5,000  was  voted  some  years  ago  to  build 
a  wharf  at  Little  Bonaventure.  But  in  1891  ,the 
County  of  Bonaventure  returned  a  Liberal,  and  in 
the  Estimates  of  that  year  this  vote  was  taken  off. 
Was  there  any  fair-play  in  that  ?  Is  it  fair  that 
because  a  county  turns  Liberal,  it  must  be  deprived 
of  its  fair  share  of  public  money  ?  I  say  that  all 
counties  should  be  served  on  the  same  basis.  Why 
should  Laprairie  be  served  better  than  any  other 
county  ?  Why  should  $16,000  be  expended  in  a 
small  country  town,  to  the  prejudice  of  other  and 
larger  places  ?  In  Bonaventure  we  have  been  paying 
revenue  to  the  country  for  one  hundred  and  twenty- 
live  years,  and  never  received  any  return  for  that  ex¬ 
penditure.  What  have  we  received  in  return  ?  We 
have  received  apparently  nothing  and  the  county  has 
been  returning  a  Tory  member  for  the  last  thirty 
years,  but  we  dared  in  1891  to  elect  another  man.  If 
this  appropriation  for  Laprairie  was  pledged .  in 
1889,  why  should  the  money  that  was  promised  to 
Bonaventure  at  the  same  time  be  taken  away  ? 
Where  is  the  pledge  ?  Is  it  because  Bonaventure 
turned  Liberal  that  we  should  be  deprived  of  our 
rights  ?  Where  can  the  Government  of  Canada 
show  that  any  public  money  has  been  expended  on 
that  shore,  though  there  is  probably  not  a  county  in 
the  province  from  which  so  much  revenue  is 
obtained  as  from  Gaspe  and  Bonaventure,  because 
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we  import  everything,  we  grow  nothing,  and  we 
have  large  resources  in  our  fisheries.  If  this  reso¬ 
lution  for  the  appropriation  which  was  promised 
to  Laprairie  were  passed,  it  would  not  be  fair-play 
on  the  part  of  the  Government  to  rescind  the 
promise  they  made  to  Bona  venture  in  1889. 

Mr.  PERRY.  I  cannot  reconcile  myself  to  vot¬ 
ing  for  an  expenditure  of  $16,000  for  a  public 
building  in  this  small  village.  If  I  were  to  give  a 
vote  in  this  House  for  this  </aspi//a{ie,  this  foolish 
expenditure  of  money,  I  could  not  justify  my  vote 
to  my  constituents.  Looking  over  the  report  of 
the  Postmaster  General  I  find  that,  if  the  Govern¬ 
ment  were  to  erect  a  post  office  in  every  locality 
in  Quebec  in  which  there  was  a  post  office  revenue 
of  over  $400,  it  would  require  over  two  millions 
and  a  quarter  for  that  purpose.  Are  the  Govern¬ 
ment  prepared  to  carry  out  such  a  policy  ?  There 
are  many  post  offices  in  the  province  I  come  from 
that  have  a  revenue  of  more  than  $400.  I  am 
sorry  the  Postmaster  General  is  not  in  his  place, 
because,  when  an  item  of  this  kind  is  before  the 
committee,  he  ought  to  be  here  to  give  any  ex¬ 
planation  required,  but  he  is  not  here  and  the 
fact  is  he  is  very  seldom  here  when  he  is  wanted. 
I  want  to  know  whether  he  is  going  to  give  $40  or 
$50  or  $100  to  the  postmaster  of  Tignish  for  rent, 
where  the  post  office  revenue  is  about  $700 
a  year,  and  about  300  or  400  money  orders 
are  issued  in  the  course  of  the  year.  Is 
that  postmaster  obliged  to  supply  a  house,  and 
stoves,  and  coal  and  light,  and  to  be  there  once 
every  da}7  for  the  daily  mail,  and  also  to  look  after 
five  semi-weekly  mails  ?  I  believe,  he  gets  some 
few  dollars  allowed  him  for  the  semi-weekly 
mails,  and  that  is  all.  I  suppose  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works  does  not  think  that  in  the  country 
buildings  cost  anything,  but  that  we  can  get  them 
for  nothing,  and  can  get  stoves  and  fuel  for  noth¬ 
ing.  In  Prince  Edward  Island  we  have  to  live  as 
well  as  they  have  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  or  in 
the  settlement  of  Laprairie,  and  the  Minister  of 
Finance  comes  down  here  as  a  dictator,  as  if  he  was 
the  Czar  of  Russia,  and  no  member  has  a  right  to 
speak  unless  he  allows  him  to  do  so.  Well,  in  the 
name  of  common  sense,  if  the  thirteen  or  fourteen 
gentlemen  who  occupy  or  mis-occupy  the  Treasury 
benches  supposed  that  they  are  going  to  drive  the 
whole  machinery,  let  the  whole  of  the  rest  of  us 
stay  at  home,  Tories  as  well  as  Liberals.  The 
Minister  of  Finance  says :  We  are  the  five 
millions  of  people  of  Canada.  Like  the  nine¬ 
teen  tailors  of  the  city  of  London,  they  say  they 
are  the  people  of  Canada,  but  they  will  have  to 
change  my  mind  a  great  deal  before  they  will 
be  able  to  shut  my  mouth  when  I  feel  inclined 
to  speak.  I  would  be  unworthy  of  the  beautiful 
constituency  I  have  the  honour  to  represent  if  I  did 
not  raise  my  voice  against  the  exti'avagance  the 
Government  is  practising,  which  is  against  my  people, 
because  they  have  to  pay  their  shares  of  the  taxes 
which  go  to  build  that  unnecessary  post  office  in 
Laprairie.  I  need  not  repeat,  but  I  endorse,  what 
other  hon.  gentlemen  have  said  that  this  money  is 
not  appropriated  for  a  lawful  purpose,  but  is  I 
believe  to  bribe  the  electors  of  the  County  of  La¬ 
prairie. 

Mr.  FOSTER  moved  that  the  committee  rise 
and  report  the  resolutions. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  the  resolutions. 


Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  12> 
midnight. 

HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Thursday,  19th  May,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

LIBRARY  OF  PARLIAMENT. 

Mr.  KIRKPATRICK.  I  beg  leave  to  move  the 
adoption  of  the  first  report  of  the  Joint  Committee 
of  both  Houses  on  the  Library  of  Parliament. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  must  ask  that  that 
be  put  on  the  Paper  by  way  of  notice.  I  intend  to 
oppose  it. 

Mr.  KIRKPATRICK.  Generally,  I  believe,  it 
is  His  Honour  the  Speaker  who  takes  charge  of  this 
report,  as  chairman  on  behalf  of  the  House,  and  I 
was  only  performing  the  duty  for  Your  Honour.  I 
hope  that  under  the  circumstances  the  Government 
will  name  a  day  on  which  this  report  may  be  dis¬ 
cussed. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Put  a  notice  on  the 
Paper. 

Mr.  KIRKPATRICK.  Will  you  take  this  as 
notice  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  No. 

CRIMINAL  CODE. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on 
Bill  (No.  7)  respecting  the  Criminal  Law. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

On  section  104, 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  think  this  clause  is  unneces¬ 
sarily  severe,  and  that  was  the  sense  of  most  of  the 
gentlemen  on  the  committee,  although  they  de¬ 
ferred  to  the  opinion  of  the  Minister  of  Justice  for 
the  time  being,  and  did  not  take  a  division. 
Under  this  clause,  you  observe,  that  the  offence 
consists  in  having  in  one’s  possession  something 
dutiable,  and  which  has  not  paid  duty,  and  having 
at  the  same  time  an  offensive  weapon.  It  is 
argued  in  favour  of  this  clause  that  we  must 
assume  that  the  weapon  is  in  the  possession  of  the 
accused  for  the  unlawful  purpose  of  enabling  him 
to  defeat  the  revenue.  But  it  isffiot  stated  here  to 
be  necessary  to  show  that  this  unlawful  weapon  is 
in  his  possession  for  any  such  purpose  ;  but  if  the 
two  things  happen  together,  that  a  man  has  in  his 
possession,  suppose  it  were  only  a  cigar  that  was 
dutiable  but  which  had  not  paid  duty,  and  at  the 
same  time  he  had  in  his  possession  an  offensive 
weapon,  that  man  is  liable  to  imprisonment  for  ten 
years.  The  Minister  of  Justice  seemed  to  think  that 
we  were  bound  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  any 
person  having  such  a  weapon  in  his  possession  had  it 
forthepurposeof  enabling  him  to  defeatthe  revenue. 
Idonotthink  we  are  warranted  in  comingto  that  con¬ 
clusion.  Senator  Lougheed  in  the  committee  stated 
that  it  was  the  practice  in  the  North- West  for  people 
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to  carry  weapons.  That  is  an  offence  under  the  law, 
for  which  there  is  an  appropriate  remedy.  If  in 
the  North-West  it  should  happen  that  a  person  who 
carried  a  weapon  for  defensive  purposes,  which  ap¬ 
pears  there  to  be  almost  as  necessary  a  part  of  a 
man’s  apparel  as  his  hat  or  boots,  happened  to  be 
found  in  possession  of  some  article  that  should  have 
paid  duty,  Inland  or  Customs,  we  are  bound  to 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  he  has  the  weapon  for 
the  purpose  of  committing  violence  on  some  person 
who  would  try  to  seize  the  contraband  article  in 
his  possession.  That  is  the  inference  to  be  drawn 
from  the  situation,  and  therefore  I  think  the  section 
should  be  modified,  and  it  ought  to  be  shown  that 
the  offensive  weapon  was  in  his  possession  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  the  accused  to  retain  possession 
of  the  contraband  article,  or  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  him  to  defeat  the  revenue.  As  it  stands, 
it  is  a  wholly  objectionable  clause. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  section  is  the 
present  law,  excepting  that  we  have  altered 
the  life  penalty  to  ten  years  imprisonment  as 
the  maximum.  It  is  based  on  the  principle  that 
a  man  who  carries  a  deadly  weapon  carries  it 
for  some  purpose,  which  is  certainly  to  defend  him¬ 
self  and  the  property  which  he  has  in  his  possession, 
if  it  be  not  for  a  worse  object — aggression  on  some 
one  else.  The  property  in  his  possession  in  that 
case  is  property  which  he  has  in  violation  of  the 
law,  that  is  contraband  goods,  liable  to  seizure  and 
forfeiture.  Under  these  circumstances,  if  it  be  not 
made  highly  penal  for  a  smuggler  to  carry  arms, 
the  officers  of  the  law  have  no  protection  for  their 
lives,  because  smugglers  always  will  carry  arms. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  do  not  think  there 
should  be  any  objection  to  a  clause  punishing  a 
smuggler  for  smuggling  and  carrying  offensive 
weapons  ;  but  the  objection  I  understand  is,  that 
an  innocent  party  might  come  under  its  provisions 
and  receive  unjust  punishment.  It  is  not  neces¬ 
sary  under  the  section  that  the  person  should  have 
a  guilty  knowledge  that  the  goods  in  his  posses¬ 
sion  are  liable  to  seizure.  They  might  have  come 
into  his  possession  in  an  innocent  way  and  he  might 
not  have  the  slightest  intention  of  violating  the 
law,  but  still  he  would  be  liable  to  this  very  heavy 
punishment.  We  have  already  provided  for  the  case 
of  a  man  who  merely  carries  a  deadly  weapon,  to 
which  a  penalty  of  five  years  imprisonment  is 
attached.  If  a  person  carrying  a  weapon  at  the 
same  time  has  in  his  possession  goods  which  he  1 
knows  to  have  been  smuggled,  it  is  right  that  he 
should  be  punished  severely,  but  the  question  is 
whether  under  this  section  a  person  having  goods 
in  his  possession,  not  knowing  them  to  be  liable  to 
seizure,  might  not  fall  into  the  meshes  of  the  law. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  At  the  committee  it  was  stated 
that  a  great  deal  of  innocent  smuggling  took  place 
on  the  pai't  of  people  entering  the  country.  There 
is  not  a  citizen  of  Canada,  I  presume,  who  goes 
abi'oad  but  brings  home  some  articles  which,  if  the 
law  were  pushed,  would  be  liable  to  duty  ;  but  the 
revenue  officers,  believing  that  such  articles  are 
brought  in  as  family  presents  and  not  for  commerce, 
do  not  make  the  law  too  irksome  ;  yet  technically 
these  people  are  liable  to  be  accused  of  smuggling, 
and  if,  unfortunately,  any  such  person  should  have 
in  his  possession  an  offensive  weapon,  he  would  be 
liable  to  be  cast  into  prison  for  ten  years. 

Mr.  Mulock 


Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  willing  to  adopt 
the  amendment  of  the  lion,  member  for  Queen’s, 
that  the  party  should  know  the  goods  are  liable 
to  seizure. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  am  told  that  at  Windsor 
every  ferry  at  night  brings  people  over  from  Detroit 
who  have  some  article  that  is  strictly  dutiable. 
Many  of  these  people  may  have  weapons  with 
them. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  very  dangerous 
to  allow  persons  to  carry  them.  We  want  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  officers  of  the  law,  in  performing  their 
functions  under  the  law,  in  seizing  contraband 
goods,  coming  into  collision  with  people  with  deadly 
weapons  upon  them.  If  such  people  knowingly 
bring  into  this  country  contraband  goods  and  carry 
deadly  weapons  on  their  persons  they  should  be 
very  heavily  punished. 

On  section  105, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  That  ought  not  to  extend 
to  a  man  having  a  pistol  in  his  possession  in  his 
own  house. 

Sir  J  OHN  THOMPSON.  All  these  sections  with 
regard  to  carrying  weapons  are,  I  admit,  severe, 
and  it  is  the  only  way  to  prevent  the  carrying  of 
weapons  for  offensive  purposes. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  If  a  man  chooses  to 
handle  weapons  in  his  own  house,  for  instance,  lay 
a  pistol  by  his  bedside,  it  ought  not  to  be  made  a 
criminal  offence.  I  wjuld  suggest  that  the  section 
ought  not  to  apply  to  him  having  arms  in  his  pos¬ 
session  when  at  home. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  think  there 
is  any  case  in  which  a  person  would  carry  arms  in 
his  own  house,  unless  he  had  reason  to  fear  assault 
or  injury  to  his  family  or  himself,  and  that  case 
is  provided  for.  Even  though  he  should  carry 
them  in  his  own  house  without  necessity,  the  law 
is  not  likely  to  be  enforced  unless  there  is  some 
special  reason  for  it. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  believe  that  the  sec¬ 
tion  should  only  apply  to  persons  carrying  arms  in 
public  places. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  This  has  been  the 
law  for  a  long  time,  and  we  have  never  heard  any 
objection  to  it. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  acknowledge  that  is  in 
its  favour. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  There  are  certain  classes 
of  persons  who  are  obliged  to  go  out  at  night  by 
reason  of  their  profession,  and  I  think  it  would 
not  be  improper  to  allow  them  to  carry  a  pistol  for 
personal  protection. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  What  kind  of  a  pistol  ; 
one  with  a  cork  in  it  ? 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  allude  to  firearms.  I 
do  not  deal  in  the  kind  the  hon.  gentleman  is 
alluding  to. 

On  section  108, 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Minister  of  Justice  whether  in  his  opinion  there 
ought  not  to  be  a  distinction  made  between  the 
punishment  for  carrying  a  loaded  firearm  and  the 
punishment  for  carrying  an  unloaded  firearm  '! 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  object  of  the  sec¬ 
tion  is  to  punish  any  one  who  playfully  points  a 
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weapon  at  another.  Of  course  if  it  were  pointed 
with  the  intention  of  doing  injury,  the  offence 
would  come  under  other  sections.  But  when  one 
playfully  points  a  weapon  at  another,  it  is  intended 
to  make  the  punishment  the  same,  whether  the 
weapon  is  loaded  or  unloaded. 

On  section  110, 

Mr.  WHITE  (Shelburne).  Why  should  this 
section  apply  only  to  seaport  towns  or  cities  ?  I  do 
not  see  why  it  should  not  be  just  as  illegal  to  carry 
sheath  knives  anywhere  else  as  in  a  seaport  town. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  where  seamen 
carry  these  knives  in  pursuance  of  their  occupation. 
But  this  is  to  prevent  other  people  carrying  them. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  has  been  found  very 
dangerous  in  seaport  towns  to  allow  seamen  to 
carry  sheath  knives  at  all  when  ashore.  I  thought 
this  was  to  prevent  seamen  from  carrying  weapons 
at  all. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  So  it  is,  unless  en¬ 
gaged  in  his  lawful  trade  or  calling. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  This  will  only  apply 
to  seaport  towns.  This  will  allow  sailors  to  go 
armed  in  seaport  towns,  but  nobody  else  shall. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  will  forbid  any  one 
carrying  a  sheath  knife  unless  in  pursuit  of  his 
lawful  calling  as  a  seaman  or  rigger. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  This  is  really  an  exception  to 
the  section  we  have  just  passed.  Section  109  will 
not  apply  to  seamen  and  riggers  in  the  lawful 
exercise  of  their  calling. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  is  nothing 
about  a  sheath  knife  in  109. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  If  a  sheath  knife  is  not  covered 
by  109,  I  may  carry  a  sheath  knife  and  it  might  be 
just  as  dangerous  as  a  bowie  knife. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  certainly  seems  to 
me  that  the  intention  is  to  confine  the  exception  to 
the  seaport  towns. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  agree  with  you 
there. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  If  the  object  is  to 
apply  the  clause  to  others  as  well  as  seamen  it 
ought  to  apply  everywhere. 

Section  postponed. 

On  section  122, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  There  may  have  been, 
I  will  not  say  whether  there  are  or  not,  reason  in 
some  parts  of  the  United  Kingdom  for  enacting 
provisions  of  this  kind,  aimed  at  secret  societies 
formed  for  the  purpose  of  undermining  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  country,  and  it  may  have  been  neces¬ 
sary,  under  exceptional  circumstances,  to  pass 
legislation  of  this  extraordinary  character.  But  I 
would  suggest  to  the  Minister  of  Justice  that  in 
Canada  it  is  not  necessary.  A  seditious  intention 
is  an  intention  to  bring  into  hatred  or  contempt  or 
to  excite  disaffection  against  the  person  of  Her 
Majesty  or  the  Government  and  constitution  of 
the  United  Kingdom  or  any  part  of  it,  or  of  Canada 
or  of  any  province  thereof. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  would  suggest  that 
the  hon.  gentleman  w  ait  until  he  has  heard  the 
words  of  the  sub-section,  for  he  will  find  every 
lawful  case  covered. 


Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I. )  I  am  afraid  all  the  Oppo¬ 
sition  will  be  in  prison. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  sorry  to  say  it 
does  not  cover  their  case. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  This  section  would 
alter  the  constitutional  law  as  set  out  in  the  trial 
of  Sacheverell,  and  an  attempt  is  being  put  for¬ 
ward  to  make  the  criminal  law  such  as  it  was  at 
the  close  of  the  last  century.  I  do  not  think  wre 
should  legislate  in  this  way.  The  Government  is 
not  like  the  Grand  Llama,  a  sacred  institution, 
which  the  people  worship,  any  longer.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  are  regarded  now  as  trustees  for  the 
w’hole  nation,  and  like  other  trustees  are  subject 
to  criticism  and  examination  into  their  conduct, 
and  condemnation  of  their  conduct  if  it  is  not 
deserving  of  approval.  Every  department  of  the 
Government,  every  person  connected  with  the 
Government,  is  subject  to  adverse  criticism.  And 
the  community  may  go  further  than  that,  because 
we  have  Acts  of  Parliament  proposed  and  carried 
by  a  majority  that  simply  are  war  and  not  legis¬ 
lation;  and  the  right  that  people  have  to  resist  im- 
propermeasures,  as  being  a  gross  breach  of  the  public 
trust,  as  a  last  resort,  is  a  right  which  only  in  ex¬ 
treme  cases  should  be  asserted,  but  it  is  the  right  of 
revolution  which  exists,  and  which  we  have  no  right 
to  take  away  by  law.  What  was  pointed  out  in  the 
Sacheverell  case  ?  Dr.  Sacheverell  had  argued  and 
preached  the  doctrine  of  passive  obedience,  just  as 
it  is  practically  embodied  in  this  section.  The 
sentiment  he  supported  was  declared  to  be  a  sedi¬ 
tious  sentiment,  and  he  was  censured  by  Parlia¬ 
ment,  and  his  views,  which  had  been  printed  and 
circulated,  were  ordered  to  be  burnt  by  the  public 
hangman,  and  Parliament  asserted  and  reasserted 
the  right  to  resist  authority  in  the  hands  of  the  par¬ 
ties  who  are  entrusted  with  it  wherever  that  autho¬ 
rity’’  is  being  grossly  abused.  This  section  goes  to 
the  full  extent  of  asserting  the  doctrine  of  high  pre¬ 
rogative  which  was  entertained  at  one  time,  when  it 
was  supposed  that  the  Sovereign  possessed  certain 
adherent  pow’ers  altogether  independent  of  any 
compact  with  the  nation,  and  when  it  was  assumed 
that  the  business  of  the  people  was  to  pay  their 
taxes  and  keep  quiet,  and  if  properly  protected  by 
the  law  in  the  exercise  of  their  private  rights,  that 
was  all  they  had  to  care  for.  This  section  'is  not 
legislation  by  free  men  in  the  interests  of  free  men 
for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  popular  liberties,  but 
legislation  to  restrain  those  liberties,  to  prevent 
criticism,  and  to  punish  men  for  criticising  the 
conduct  of  the  Administration,  and  those  who  may 
have  authority  in  any  particular.  In  this  country, 
in  regard  to  criticism  by  the  press  of  the  judicial 
proceedings  of  the  courts,  we  have  exercised  far 
greater  restraint  than  is  exercised  in  the  mother 
country.  There,  criticism,  even  of  the  judiciary 
and  of  the  decisions  of  the  judiciary,  when  respect¬ 
ful,  is  regarded  as  proper,  and  it  seems  to  me  this 
section  is  an  attempt  to  exercise  restriction  upon 
these  liberties  which  have  been  long  recognized  as 
belonging  to  every  freeman  in  the  country.  It  is 
only  so  long  as  the  yoke  of  Government  and  of  law 
does  not  chafe  those  who  are  seeking  to  maintain 
their  rights  that  they  will  contentedly  submit  to 
the  law,  and  the  strength  of  the  law  and  the  dispo¬ 
sition  of  the  community  to  observe  it,  depends 
largely  upon  that  principle.  This  section  could 
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only  be  free  from  clanger  to  the  community  by  re¬ 
maining  a  dead  letter  upon  the  Statute-book. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  sure  the  hon. 
gentleman  has  not  read  the  section  or  heard  it  read. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  did  both. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  is  not  a  word 
in  it  which  restricts,  in  the  slightest  degree,  any 
comment  upon  the  Government  or  upon  any  de¬ 
partment  of  it,  or  on  the  way  in  which  public 
affairs  are  administered.  On  the  contrary,  lest  any¬ 
body  should  fancy  that  the  enacting  words  of  the 
section  could  bear  that  construction,  it  is  distinctly 
provided  that  it  shall  not  be  sedition. 

“  (£>.)  To  point  out  errors  or  defects  in  the  Government 
or  constitution  of  the  United  Kingdom,  or  of  any  part  of 
it,  or  of  Canada  or  any  province  thereof,  or  in  either 
House  of  Parliament  of  the  United  Kingdom  or  of  Canada, 
or  in  any  Legislature,  or  in  the  administration  of  justice ; 
or  to  excite  Her  Majesty’s  subjects  to  attempt  to  procure, 
by  lawful  means,  the  alteration  of  any  matter  in  the  state.” 

That  covers  the  case  of  every  man  in  the  country  who 
seeks  even  to  change  entirely  the  constitution  or  the 
administration  of  the  country,  or  of  any  of  its  depart¬ 
ments,  by  any  lawful  means  whatever  that  can  be 
devised.  The  one  thing  which  is  forbidden  by  it  is 
the  treasonable  attempt,  not  against  the  person  of 
the  Sovereign,  but  to  excite  her  subjects  to  rebel¬ 
lion.  I  agree  in  one  sense,  and  disagree  totally  in 
another,  with  the  remark  of  the  hon.  gentleman 
when  he  says  that  the  time  is  past  when  the 
Sovereign  is  to  be  treated  otherwise  than  as  a 
trustee  for  the  people.  As  regards  the  preserva¬ 
tion  of  our  institutions  the  Sovereign  is  not  to  be 
regarded  as  a  trustee,  as  regards  the  way  in  which 
her  property  is  to  be  treated  she  is  regarded  as  a 
trustee.  But,  if  she  is  to  be  regarded  in  the  view 
of  the  Criminal  Law  simply  as  a  trustee,  then  it 
would  be  no  offence  to  attempt  to  dethrone 
her  by  violence  even,  and  to  appoint  another 
trustee  in  her  place.  We  propose  to  re¬ 
tain  the  rule  which  has  always  prevailed 
in  the  British  dominions  :  That  the  Sovereign  as  a 
ruler  is  something  more  than  a  trustee,  although 
as  a  holder  of  property  she  is  nothing  more.  If 
the  hon.  gentleman  will  look  again  at  the  case  he 
has  cited,  he  will  see  that  he  is  entirely  mistaken 
as  to  this  being  a  proposition  of  mine  to  change  the 
common  law.  Lord  Blackburn,  Sir  Charles  Barry, 
Sir  Robert  Lush  and  Sir  Fitz- James  Stephens 
declared  under  their  own  hand  that  “  this  is  as 
exact  an  application  as  we  can  make  of  the  exist¬ 
ing  law.” 

Mr.  MILLS  •(Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
says  that  these  eminent  jurists  have  stated  that 
this  is  as  correct  a  statement  of  the  law  as  they 
could  make.  That  may  be,  but  my  objection  is  to 
undertaking  to  ma  ke  such  a  statement.  I  say  to 
the  lion.  gentleman  that  this  statement  does  not 
cover  the  principles  of  tlm  constitution  recognized 
in  the  case  of  Sachevereil. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  think  every  one  is  agreed  that 
all  proper  provisions  should  be  enacted  for  the  pre¬ 
servation  of  the  existing  political  relations  between 
the  people  of  Canada  and  our  present  constitution. 
But,  if  this  language  is  calculated  in  the  slightest 
degree  to  impair  freedom  of  speech  which  does  not 
disturb  the  constitutional  relations  between  the 
people  and  the  state,  then  I  think  to  that  extent 
the  provision  should  be  modified.  It  appears  to  me 
that  sub-section  ( b )  meets  the  case.  There  can  be 
no  objections  of  course  to  sub-sections  ( a )  and  (b), 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


and  I  believe  they  really  attain  all  that  is  aimed  at. 
But  you  go  on  to  insert  clauses  that  raise  doubts, 
and  which  if  interpreted  by  unwise  judges,  or 
perhaps  strictly  interpreted,  may  accomplish  more 
than  even  the  Minister  of  Justice  dreams  of.  If 
the  disaffection  referred  to  in  sub-section  (c)  was 
intended  to  result  in  accomplishing  the  forbidden 
things  mentioned  in  sub-sections  (a)  and  ( b ) 
then  I  could  understand  the  enactment,  but 
it  does  not  declare  that  the  hostilities  that 
might  be  promoted  under  sections  (c)  and 
( d )  is  a  disaffection  having  such  end  in  view. 
If  you  leave  out  sub-sections  (c)  and  ( d ),  or 
qualify  them  by  referring  to  sub-sections  {a)  and  (b), 
then  we  would  have  an  interpretation  of  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  these  words  without  which  they  are  vague. 
The  Minister  says  that  even  if  (c)  and  ( d )  might,  by 
reason  of  vagueness,  be  open  to  an  improper  con¬ 
struction,  the  saving  clause  in  sub-section  2  is 
sufficient.  I  do  not  think  it  is.  Sub-section  2  does 
not  say  that  any  person  who  in  good  faith  for  the 
purpose  named  raises  a  “  ruction  ”  should  be 
exempt.  It  only  says  by  way  of  proviso  that  no 
one  shall  be  deemed  to  have  a  seditious  intent  only 
because  he  intends  in  good  faith  to  show  that  Her 
Majesty  has  been  misled  or  mistaken.  It  does  not 
say  that  an  honest  intent  shall  be  a  defence.  Even 
the  saving  clause  of  section  2  is  limited  by  the  quali¬ 
fication  that  follows  to  certain  enumerated  cases  ; 
and  therefore  if  the  supposed  hostility  that  might 
be  the  outcome  of  discussion  under  sub-sections  (c) 
and  {d)  is  not  limited  to  some  of  the  named  griev¬ 
ances,  all  the  good  faith  in  the  world  would  not  save 
one.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  made  the  mistake  of 
enumerating  the  only  instances  in  which  good  faith 
will  apply,  and  therefore  the  saving  clause  is  not  at 
all  sufficient.  If  I  were  to  go  on  the  platform, 
which  painful  duty  may  some  day  compel  me  to  do, 
and  point  out  the  political  crimes  of  an  individual 
Minister  of  the  Crown,  for  example,  that  is  not 
specified  in  sub-section  2. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  not  an  offence 
under  the  main  section  to  attack  a  Minister. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Yes,  it  is.  If  I  address  an  audi¬ 
ence  and  raise  hostility  and  ill-will  between  the 
various  sections  of  that  audience,  I  am  primd  facie 
liable  to  sedition  unless  I  can  show  that  I  was  pro¬ 
ceeding  in  good  faith  to  do— what  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  To  point  out  errors 
or  defects  in  the  Government. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  have  to  show  that  the  drift 
of  my  language  was  limited  to  certain  things  and 
certain  things  only.  It  must  be  proved  that  my 
aim  was  to  show  that  Mer  Majesty  had  been  mis¬ 
led  or  mistaken  in  her  measures,  or  that  I  was 
pointing  out  errors  of  defects  in  the  Government  or 
in  the  constitution  of  Canada  or  the  United  King¬ 
dom.  To  arraign  an  individual  is  not  pointing  out 
an  error  in  the  constitution. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  pointing  out 
defects  in  the  Government. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  You  might  say  that  I  was  only 
pointing  out  the  errors  of  an  individual  member  of 
the  Government.  An  error  of  the  Government  is 
an  error  of  the  whole  body  ;  the  error  of  an  in¬ 
dividual  is  not  an  error  of  the  Government,  because 
we  have  the  Government  here  repudiating  the  acts 
of  individual  members  of  the  Government.  If  the 
Government  held  itself  as  a  whole  responsible  for 
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all  the  official  acts  of  its  individual  members,  I 
could  understand  it  ;  but  that  doctrine  has  been 
repudiated  here.  What  I  object  to  is  that  the 
saving  clause  is  too  narrow  ;  it  is  limited  to  specific 
classes  of  cases  only.  I  think  the  proper  way  to 
deal  with  the  section  is  to  drop  everything  after 
sub-section  {b).  Then  you  would  not  be  interfering 
with  what  ought  to  be  the  right  of  every  man, 
freedom  of  speech  in  pointing  out  what  are  deemed 
to  be  existing  evils  or  abuses.  Of  course  I  am  not 
addressing  my  remarks  to  sub-sections  3,  4  and  5, 
to  which  I  do  not  object. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  agree  with 
the  lion,  gentleman  that  making  a  speech  which 
people  might  not  agree  with  is  stirring  up  hostility 
between  different  classes  of  Her  Majesty’s  subjects. 
The  denunciation  of  a  Minister  which  might  be 
disapproved  of  by  the  whole  audience,  although  it 
might  excite  hostility  and  ill-feelings  in  their 
minds,  is  not  the  hostility  referred  to  in  this  Bill. 
If  it  were,  the  men  who  drafted  the  code  would  be 
maniacs,  which  they  are  not. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  do  not  think  that  is  an  an¬ 
swer.  The  Minister  may  get  up  and  deliver  judg¬ 
ment,  but  that  does  not  bind  other  judges.  I  pre¬ 
sume  he  did  not  intend  it  offensively,  but  I  do  not 
think  that  is  a  courteous  way  to  deal  with  my 
criticism.  I  see  by  the  papers  that  the  Premier  of 
England  the  other  day  suggested  something  of  a 
very  extraordinary  character  in  the  event  of  the 
Parliament  of  Great  Britain  adopting  a  certain 
course.  Where  would  Lord  Salisbury  be  if  this 
were  the  law  of  England  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  the  law  of  Eng¬ 
land  ;  the  highest  judicial  authorities  in  the  coun¬ 
try  say  that  it  is.  I  fancy  he  was  within  the 
proviso. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I. )  Which  one  is  he  under  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  If  you  tell  me  what 
he  said,  I  will  tell  you.  The  only  thing  I  saw  was 
that  the  House  of  Lords  might  refuse  to  pass  a 
certain  measure. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  No,  he  referred  to  what 
Ulster  might  do  in  the  event  of  Home  Rule  being- 
adopted. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  hope  I  am  more  loyal  than 
Lord  Salisbury.  I  believe  in  abiding  by  the 
constitution,  and  changing  it  constitutionally. 
Within  those  limits  there  ought  to  be  abso¬ 
lute  freedom  of  speech,  and  I  trust  that  the 
section  will  be  so  modified  as  to  put  that  right  be¬ 
yond  all  question  of  controversy.  If  the  Minister 
will  not  yield  the  point  now,  I  give  him  notice 
that  when  the  Bill  is  reported  I  will  move  to  cut 
down  that  clause. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  Would  a  speech  favouring 
annexation  be  seditious  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Not  if  the  person 
thought  that  the  constitution  should  be  changed 
by  lawful  means. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  is  very  well  to  defer 
to  the  high  authority  of  three  judges  who  recom¬ 
mended  a  definition  of  a  seditious  offence.  No 
doubt  they  did  not  hear  any  argument  and  had 
not  a  specific  case  before  them,  and  did  not  pass 
judgment  ;  they  only  made  a  report  in  which  they 
expressed  an  opinion.  Of  course,  their  opinion  is 


entitled  to  great  weight,  but  the  Parliament  of 
England  has  not  yet  seen  fit  to  adopt  it. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  admit  that  it  is  not 
conclusive,  but  it  is  entitled  to  a  great  deal  of 
weight  as  against  a  haphazard  opinion. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  is  entitled  to  a  great 
deal  of  weight,  but  it  is  possible  to  suggest  reasons 
why  this  should  not  be  embodied  in  a  statute.  Let 
the  matter  be  left  open.  The  lion,  gentleman  re¬ 
fers  to  Her  Majesty  and  Her  Majesty’s  person.  I 
think  we  have  unanimously  passed  upon  the  clause 
which  had  reference  to  that  person,  and  conspiracy, 
and  everything  else  of  that  kind  affecting  the 
Throne  or  the  heir  to  the  Throne,  and  I  do  not 
think  anybody  raises  any  question  regarding  that. 
We  are  here  defining  that  which  has  hitherto 
been  considered  vague  and  uncertain,  and  properly 
so  considered.  The  liberty  of  the  subject  is  not  a 
matter  to  be  trifled  with  ;  and  it  has  always  been 
held  desirable,  even  at  the  time  when  the  Crown 
was  attempting,  a  hundred  years  ago, to  invoke  ab¬ 
solute  powers  and  crush  out  liberty  on  the  part 
of  the  subject,  that  the  jury  should  have  complete 
control,  and  that  the  Parliament  should  not  pass 
laws  defining  by  hard  and  fast  lines  how  far  a  man 
may  go.  The  common  law  is  elastic  and  justly 
elastic.  It  is  made  by  the  prudence  and  wisdom  of 
the  judges,  from  time  to  time,  and  the  jurys  acting 
under  the  guidance  of  the  judges,  to  suit  the 
development  of  the  people  and  the  constitution. 
That  which  was  at  one  time  considered  a  seditious 
libel  in  Great  Britain  would  now  be  laughed  at  by 
a  jury.  There  were  times  when  a  man  would  be 
hanged,  drawn  and  quartered  for  writing  what  he 
may  now  write  with  perfect  impunity.  A  thousand 
and  one  reasons  can  be  cited  to  show  that  it  is  not 
only  justifiable,  but  in  many  cases  necessary,  that 
extreme  language  should  be  used  for  the  redress  of 
grievances,  not  simply  of  the  state,  but  of  classes 
in  the  state.  A  few  years  ago  if  a  man  advised  his 
fellow  workmen  to  band  themselves  together  in  the 
form  of  a  trade  union  for  the  purpose  of  demanding 
and  enforcing  higher  wages,  he  would  have  been 
liable  to  very  severe  penalty.  Parliament  had 
to  intervene  to  alter  the  common  law  and 
allow  that  to  be  done  which  at  one  time 
was  considered  by  the  judges  a  very  heinous 
and  grave  offence.  Most  educated  men  now  think 
that  is  justifiable  and  proper,  and  working  men  are 
commended  by  Ministers  of  the  state,  and  the 
highest  authorities,  and  the  best  thinking  men,  for 
uniting  to  defend  their  rights.  It  is  impossible  to 
say  off-hand  what  might  be  the  possible  outcome 
of  this  ;  but  I  do  not  hesitate  to  say  it  is  in  the 
direction  of  hampering  the  liberty  of  the  subject 
which  hitherto  the  citizens  of  Canada  have  enjoyed, 
and  which  they  have  not  so  far  allowed  to  degene¬ 
rate  into  license.  I  would  respectfully  suggest  to 
the  committee  whether  we  are  justified  in  hedging 
around  the  liberties  of  the  subject,  as  hitherto  en¬ 
joyed,  until  there  is  some  primd  facie  case  made 
out  to  show  that  a  certain  class  of  the  community 
has  abused  this  and  that  liberty  has  degenerated 
into  license.  Is  there  a  gentleman  in  this  commit¬ 
tee  who  would  suggest  that  in  any  part  of  Canada 
circumstances  have  occurred  which  would  justify 
the  limiting  of  the  liberty  of  the  subject  heretofore 
enjoyed  ?  We  have  our  public  meetings  and  dis¬ 
cussions,  but  we  manage,  after  British  fashion, 
when  it  is  all  over,  and  party  feelings  and  passions 
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have  passed  away,  to  forget  the  excitement  and 
everything  goes  on  smoothly  as  before.  The  people 
of  all  classes  should  have  all  the  rights  they  have 
heretofore  had  to  alter,  or  ask  for  the 
alteration  and  improvement  of  any  matters  of 
state  and  to  inculcate  disaffection  even  and  discon¬ 
tent.  It  may  be  most  laudable  to  inculcate  dis¬ 
affection  and  discontent  in  order  that  a  remedy  may 
be  applied  for  the  removal  of  the  grievance  aimed 
at.  As  my  hon.  friend  beside  me  says,  suppose  you 
attack  an  individual  member  of  the  Government  in 
violent  terms,  suppose  you  say  his  presence  in  the 
Cabinet  is  a  menace  to  the  country,  do  you  think 
that  you  are  protected  by  the  proviso — “  to  point 
out  errors  or  defects  in  the  Government  or  consti¬ 
tution  of  the  United  Kingdom,  or  any  part  of  it  ?” 
The  presence  of  one  or  two  or  three  Ministers  as 
advisers  of  Her  Majesty,  may  be  pernicious,  and  it 
may  be  desirable  that  they  be  removed,  but  you 
would  not  come  under  this  proviso  if  you  denounced 
them  in  the  severest  language.  You  could  not 
plead  that  you  were  pointing  out  error  in  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  or  constitution.  You  might  inveigh 
against  the  Administration  in  such  a  way  as  to  raise 
discontent,  and  I  do  not  see  how  you  could  find 
shelter  behind  this  exception.  The  ground  on 
which  I  base  my  objection  is  the  broad  and  general 
ground  that  you  are  attempting  to  define  what  had 
better  be  left  undefined,  and  that  no  good  ground 
exists  for  attempting  to  define  a  law,  the  definition 
of  which  has  heretofore  been  left  to  the  judge  and 
jury.  The  great  safety  the  public  had  seventy  or 
seventy-five  years  ago,  in  prosecutions  for  seditious 
libel,  when  three-fourths  of  the  judges  were  pre¬ 
pared  to  send  men  to  prison,  lay  in  the  fact  that  the 
juries  would  not  find  a  conviction  although  the 
judges  strongly  directed  them  to  do  so.  Now  we 
are  attempting  to  make’ a  definition  ;  and  when 
you  have  done  so,  the  judges  will  instruct  the  jury 
that  cases  come  within  the  definition,  and  a  ver  / 
large  and  important  and  proper  discretion,  vague 
though  it  may  be,  a  discretion  which  has  hereto¬ 
fore  been  left  to  the  jury,  will  be  to  some  extent 
taken  away  from  them  by  this  definition.  I  would 
not  oppose  any  clause  aimed  at  a  definite  object. 
If  you  want  to  suppress  crime,  incitements  to 
crime,  conspiracies  of  any  kind,  riotous  or  dis¬ 
orderly  assemblies,  let  us  do  it ;  but  do  not  let  us 
by  definition  limit  that  liberty  which  I  do  not 
think  any  gentleman  can  say  has  yet  degenerated 
into  license.  That  should  be  left  to  every  indivi¬ 
dual  to  enjoy  as  he  has  heretofore  enjoyed  it.  I 
think  we  are  running  a  risk  without  any  necessity, 
and  I  would  suggest  the  desirability  of  striking  out 
this  clause.  If  the  common  law  covers  any  part  of 
it,  you  can  resort  to  the  common  law  ;  if  it  does 
not,  you  are  improperly  legislating  to  the  extent  it 
does  not.  . 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  wish  to  say  a  few 
words,  and  will  then  propose  to  let  the  clause  stand, 
in  order  that  my  hon.  friends  opposite  may  con¬ 
sider  what  amendment  should  be  adopted  with  the 
view  of  arriving  at  the  result  we  are  both  agreed 
upon.  I  find  my  hon.  friends  opposite  differ  dia¬ 
metrically  from  me  as  to  what  the  meaning  of  this 
section  is.  Two  gentlemen,  for  instance,  say  that 
they  would  come  within  the  prohibitory  terms  of 
the  clause  if  they,  addressing  a  public  meeting, 
stated  that  the  presence  in  the  councils  of  the 
Sovereign  of  a  certain  individual  was  a  danger  to 
Mr.  Davies  (P.E.  I.) 


the  state,  because  that  was  calculated  to  cause  dis¬ 
content  and  disaffection  among  the  audience.  I 
do  not  think  it  would  imperil  a  hair  of  the  head 
or  take  a  dollar  from  the  pocket  of  any  mail  to 
say  that  the  entire  Administration  is  a  curse  to 
the  country  and  should  be  turned  out,  if  he 
thought  so,  because  he  would  be  attempting  to 
procure  by  lawful  means  “the  alteration  of  some 
matter  in  the  state,”  and  this  the  Bill  says  he 
shall  be  allowed  to  do  without  any  punishment 
whatever.  My  hon.  friend  says  we  ought  not  to 
cripple  the  liberty  of  the  subject  and  liberty  of 
speech.  I  avow  at  once  it  is  not  the  intention  to 
change  the  law  one  iota  in  this  respect.  That 
which  is  the  common  law  we  are  not  making  any 
more  stringent  or  less  elastic  by  putting  it  in  the 
statute.  If  my  lion,  friends,  on  reflection,  can 
point  out  where  we  vary  one  hair’s  breadth,  let 
them  offer  an  amendment,  and  I  will  accept  it, 
and  make  the  Bill  exactly  the  same  as  the  common 
law,  as  these  judges  think  they  have  done  already. 
As  to  this  question  of  trial  by  jury  and  the  func¬ 
tions  of  the  jury,  that  would  remain  under  this 
Bill  precisely  as  it  is  now.  The  functions  and 
power  of  the  jury  and  the  way  they  protect  the 
subject  in  England  do  not  lie  at  all  in  defining  the 
law,  but  in  haviug  the  absolute  and  uncontrollable 
right  to  decide  whether  the  accused  has  violated 
the  law  or  not. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  The  entire  question  was 
one  for  the  jury — libel  or  no  libel,  no  matter  what 
the  judges  thought  about  it. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes,  entirely.  The 
duty  of  the  judge  always  was  to  lay  down  what 
constituted  a  libel,  and  the  function  of  theijury 
was  to  say  whether  the  accused  had  violated  that 
or  not,  and  whether  the  publication  complained  of, 
therefore,  was  a  libel  or  not.  The  case  in  which  an 
attempt  was  said  to  have  been  made  to  control  the 
jury  was  one  in  which  the  judge  endeavoured  to  lay 
down  that  the  prisoner  was  guilty  of  libel  if  he  pub¬ 
lished  the  article,  and  simply  left  it  to  the  jury  to 
find  if  he  had  published  the  article.  The  jury  return¬ 
ed  a  verdict  of  “  not  guilty,”  and  that  verdict  was 
understood  to  be  necessary  in  the  interests  of  free¬ 
dom  of  speech  and  freedom  of  the  press.  It  is  now  for 
the  jury  to  say  whether  a  prisoner  is  guilty  of  stir¬ 
ring  up  discontent,  promoting  feelings  of  ill-will, 
and  so  on,  or  whether  he  intended  in  good  faith  to 
bring  about  a  change  in  some  matter  in  the  state. 
So  it  will  be  absolutely  in  the  hands  of  the  jury,  as 
it  is  now.  I  think  hon.  gentlemen  on  consideration 
will  come  to  that  conclusion,  but,  if  not,  they 
should  suggest  an  amendment. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Suppose  there  was  a  struggle 
involving  some  religious  question.  The  contestants 
may  present  their  arguments  in  a  way  certain  to 
provoke  ill-will.  They  do  not  pretend  that  they 
desire  to  change  any  matter  of  state.  I  will  not 
say  what  may  take  place  in  quad  private  places 
such  as  churches,  nor  will  I  speak  as  to  what  may 
be  said  from  the  pulpit,  but  in  public  assemblies 
there  are  many  matters  brought  up  which  do  not 
reach  to  the  point  of  matters  requiring  a  change  in 
the  state. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  provided  for 
in  sub-section  (c)  of  section  2. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  do  not  think  that  will  apply. 
I  think  that  this  proviso,  by  simply  enumerating 
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the  cases  by  which  one  can  in  good  faith  disturb 
the  good  feeling  of  the  public,  is  an  erroneous  way 
to  deal  with  the  case,  and  1  very  much  question 
whether  it  will  not  prevent  ordinary  meetings  and 
public  discussions  involving  the  great  questions 
which  are  continually  agitating  the  labour  classes. 
We  have  the  controversies  between  labour  and 
capital  and  between  organized  labour  and  unor¬ 
ganized  labour.  Organized  labour  may  meet  and 
discuss  unorganized  labour.  Do  you  propose  to 
prevent  such  a  discussion  ?  The  Minister  may  say 
he  does  not  intend  that,  but  he  is  not  the  final 
adjudicator  on  this  matter,  and  I  am  sure  the 
labour  classes  will  view  this  section  with  great  dis¬ 
approval,  because  it  is  the  first  step  taken  to  inter¬ 
fere  with  freedom  of  discussion.  Next  session 
there  will  be  some  further  amendment  to  the 
clause,  and  in  a  little  while  you  will  have  robbed 
the  peeple  of  their  freedom  of  speech.  In  a  little 
time  you  will  be  clothing  your  officers  with  power 
to  prevent  public  meetings,  and  you  will  in  that 
way  de  velop  a  discontent  which  would  not  be  the 
outcome  of  freedom  of  discussion.  The  whole  history 
of  the  institutions  of  the  mother  land  warrants  us 
in  concluding  that  the  greatest  safety  lies  in  free¬ 
dom  of  discussion.  A  British  mob  allows  its  ill- 
will  to  pass  off  by  using  strong  language,  while  in 
other  countries,  where  freedom  of  discussion  is 
prohibited,  this  ill-will  takes  the  form  of  deeds  of 
violence  and  causes  the  formation  of  secret  societies. 
In  this  country  we  have  the  Orange  Order  and  we 
have  the  Hibernian  societies,  and  they  are  all 
perfectly  equal  before  the  law,  and  they  assemble, 

I  presume,  on  their  festal  days,  and  largely  stand 
by  their  views  and  principles,  and  each  probably 
arraigns  the  other  side.  I  presume  that  neither 
has  the  slightest  idea  of  converting  the  other 
to  his  own  views,  so  that  they  cannot  have  any 
intention  to  bring  about  a  change  in  matters  of  state, 
and,  if  that  is  not  their  intention,  they  are  liable 
to  be  found  guilty  of  sedition  under  this  section.  I 
altogether  oppose  this  kind  of  legislation,  and  I 
think  the  Minister  will  be  consulting  public  opinion 
if  he  drops  the  sub- sections  interfering  with  free¬ 
dom  of  speech  except  so  far  as  they  are  necessary 
to  the  maintenance  of  our  institutions. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.  I.)  The  common  law  pro¬ 
vides  for  that. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  do  not  know  enough  as  to 
what  the  common  law  provides  to  be  able  to  state, 
but  I  will  oppose  anything  which  will  prevent  a 
man  from  expressing  his  views  in  regard  to  any 
matter  against  the  state  or  in  the  state. 

Section  postponed. 

On  section  1*24, 

Mr.  FLINT.  I  think  this  is  a  very  peculiar 
clause.  I  do  not  see  why  we  should  legislate  on 
this  subject.  I  think  the  clause  is  very  difficult 
to  enforce.  Would  the  Minister  kindly  explain  it  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  the  present 
law,  and  it  simply  gives  the  right  to  a  foreign 
potentate  who  is  at  amity  with  Her  Majesty,  to 
prosecute  for  libel  published  against  him,  which  is 
likely  to  have  the  result  of  exposing  him  to  the 
hatred  of  his  own  people,  without  sufficient  cause. 
The  celebrated  case  of  Pelletier,  who  was  tried  for 
libel  against  Napoleon,  was  a  case  of  that  kind. 
As  regards  the  effect  on  the  estimation  of  the  people 
of  the  foreign  state,  the  potentate  who  prosecutes, 


or  the  person  who  prosecutes  on  his  behalf,  has  to 
show  that,  and  that  has  to  be  judged  by  the 
violence  of  the  language  which  may  be  used. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  A  part  of  the  section  I 
fail  to  understand.  It  may  be  necessary  in  Eng¬ 
land,  in  view  of  the  ill-feeling  which  exists  against 
potentates  by  certain  classes  who  make  England  a 
place  of  refuge.  I  take  it  that  the  section  has  in 
view  political  refugees  from  Austria,  Poland, 
Russia,  France  or  Italy,  making  England  a  haven 
from  which  they  disseminate  their  seditious  litera¬ 
ture  against  the  potentate  from  whose  realms  they 
have  escaped.  But  I  would  suggest  to  the  lion, 
gentleman  that  it  is  hardly  necessary  in  Canada  to 
pass  such  a  law,  and,  if  it  was,  I  fail  to  understand 
the  meaning  of  these  words  :  “  Who,  without  law¬ 
ful  justification,  publishes  any  libel  tending  to  de¬ 
grade,  revile  or  expose  to  hatred  and  contempt,  in 
the  estimation  of  the  people  of  any  foreign  state.” 
The  standard  set  up  is  not  the  opinion  of  the  jury 
nor  of  the  judge,  but  it  is  the  estimation  of  the 
people  of  any  foreign  state. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  now  the  case 
in  respect  to  a  libel  against  an  individual,  if  it  ex¬ 
poses  him  to  hatred,  contempt  or  ridicule,  not  in 
the  minds  of  the  jury,  but  in  the  minds  of  the  pub¬ 
lic,  if  it  is  calculated  to  do  so.  It  is  the  same  test 
here  ;  we  say,  if  it  is  likely  to  have  that  effect  in  a 
foreign  state. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  In  the  case  of  a  private 
individual,  witnesses  must  be  called  who  will  give 
their  opinion  as  to  whether  the  publication  was 
libellous,  and  the  jury  are  then,  upon  this  evi¬ 
dence,  to  come  to  a  conclusion.  But  this  says 
that  you  are  liable  for  an  indictable  offence  if  you 
publish  any  libel  tending  to  degrade,  revile,  or 
expose  to  hatred  in  the  estimation  of  the  people  of 
a  foreign  state.  I  fail  to  grasp  what  I  suppose 
was  the  true  intention  the  draughtsman  intended 
to  express.  Supposing  a  libel  was  published 
against  the  President  of  the  United  States,  it 
would  seem  to  me  that  what  you  have  got  to  show 
is  :  Does  this  libel,  in  the  estimation  of  the  people 
of  the  United  States,  tend  to  degrade  and  revile 
the  President  ?  I  do  not  see  how  the  standard  you 
set  up  is  to  be  reached,  who  is  going  to  tell 
whether  the  people  of  the  United  States  estimate 
that  this  libel  tends  to  degrade  the  President  ?  The 
Secretary  of  State  may  write  us  so,  and  Congress 
may  pass  a  resolution  to  that  effect. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  question  is  not 
whether  it  does  degrade  him,  but  whether  it  tends 
to  degrade  him  in  the  estimation  of  the  people  in 
the  foreign  state,  and  the  duty  of  the  judge  is  to 
say  to  the  jury  :  Do  you  believe  that  that  libel, 
containing  these  words  published  by  the  defendant, 
tended  to  degrade  this  person  in  the  eyes  of  the 
people  of  the  foreign  state  ?  What  evidence  the 
jury  may  find  on  is  another  question.  In  the  case 
of  a  criminal  libel  the  judge  puts  it  to  the  jury 
without  any  evidence  of  effect  at  all.  It  is  for  the 
jury  to  say  whether  the  language  tends  to  that 
effect. 

On  section  131, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  In  this  section  we  are 
assuming  the  possibility  that  some  one  holding  a 
judicial  office  might  corruptly  accept  a  bribe. 
Would  it  not  be  well  to  assume  a  similar  possi- 
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bility  on  the  part  of  a  member  of  Parliament  or  of 
a  Provincial  Legislature  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  will  make  a  note  of 
the  suggestion,  and  we  will  come  back  to  this  sec¬ 
tion,  if  I  find  the  matter  is  not  provided  for. 

Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock,  the 
Speaker  left  the  Chair. ' 

After  Recess. 

THE  CRIMINAL  CODE. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on 
Bill  (No.  7)  respecting  the  Criminal  Law. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Mr.  MULOCK.  When  passing  section  123,  I 
was  out  of  my  seat.  I  intended  to  suggest  that  the 
following  words  should  be  added:  “or  receiving 
any  benefit  under  any  such  contract.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  have  no  objection. 

Amendment  agreed  to. 

On  section  142, 

Mr.  MULOCK.  By  this  amended  Act  you  are 
extending  the  criminal  law  beyond  the  limits 
within  which  it  has  hitherto  been  confined.  The 
section  which  is  supposed  to  be  incorporated 
in  the  amended  Act  is  limited  to  customs  and 
revenue  officers,  but  under  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  you  are  making  the  law,  which  was  only  con¬ 
sidered  in  regard  to  the  collection  of  revenue,  ap¬ 
plicable  to  many  other  matters,  and  therefore  I 
think  the  clause  ought  to  be  amended  or  we  should 
discuss  its  conditions  in  regard  to  other  branches 
of  the  service  and  see  whether  this  punishment  is 
applicable.  I  may  refer  to  the  interpretation  of 
the  clause,  which  defines  the  term  “  public  officers,” 
and  from  this  you  will  see  that  a  public  officer  is  not 
simply  a  customs  officer  or  an  excise  officer  but  prac¬ 
tically  any  person  who  is  engaged  in  the  Dominion 
service  in  any  capacity,  however  trifling  this  service 
maybe.  Any  militiaofficer,  any  person  in  theMount- 
ed  Police,  any  person  engaged  at  all  in  the  public 
service  of  Canada,  is  by  the  interpretation  Act  a 
public  officer,  and  you  are  making  it  an  offence  to 
resist  him,  and  of  the  same  class  as  the  offence  of 
resisting  a  custom  house  officer.  I  do  not  think 
that  it  is  reasonable.  It  is  a  new  section  ;  it  is 
really  amending  the  Militia  Act,  the  North-West 
Mounted  Police  Act,  the  Civil  Service  Act — it  is 
amending  every  Act  on  the  Statute-book  of  Canada 
which  requires  any  public  service  to  be  performed. 
I  thought  this  Bill  was  a  codification ;  I  understood 
you  were  not  making  new  laws.  When  a  new  pro¬ 
vision  like  this  is  introduced,  I  think  it  ought  to  be 
clearly  pointed  out  to  the  committee  that  a  change 
is  involved.  Up  to  the  present  time  I  have  assumed 
that  there  has  been  no  change  whatever,  that  we 
have  been  simply  declaring  the  law  as  it  exists. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  want  the 
bon.  gentleman  to  assume  that, — I  never  said  it. 
As  regards  this  section,  I  do  not  see  why  any 
other  class  of  public  officers  should  not  be  pro¬ 
tected  to  the  same  extent.  Under  the  present 
law  protection  is  extended  to  customs  and  inland 
revenue  officers  by  punishing  persons  with  im¬ 
prisonment  for  life  who  obstruct  them  in  the  exe¬ 
cution  of  their  duty.  We  have  included  certain 
other  officers  in  the  definition  of  what  a  public 
officer  is  ;  it  seems  to  me  they  are  officers  of  quite 
as  high  a  class  and  quite  as  deserving  of  protec- 
Mr.  Davies  (P.E.I.) 


tion  ;  such  as  officers  of  the  army,  navy,  marine, 
North-West  Mounted  Police  and  other  officers  in 
the  public  service  of  Canada.  We  have  reduced 
the  penalty  from  one  to  ten  years. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  It  is  not  the  officer  we  are  con¬ 
sidering,  it  is  the  duty  he  is  performing,  and  we 
are  providing  a  penalty  to  secure  the  performance 
of  the  public  service.  Now,  you  have  the  civil 
servants  in  the  lobby.  If  anyone  obstructs  one  of 
these  messengers  in  his  duty  of  opening  or  closing 
a  door,  you  are  putting  that  offence  on  the  same 
category  with  the  offence  of  interfering  with  the 
collection  of  revenue.  I  think  that  the  provision 
should  be  simply  limited,  as  at  present,  to  the  col¬ 
lection  of  revenue,  and  if  it  is  desirable  to  impose 
penalties  in  order  to  secure  the  due  enforcement  of 
other  branches  of  the  public  service,  let  us  con¬ 
sider  those  branches  and  then  assign  punishments 
to  any  who  interfere  with  the  carrying  out  of  the 
service.  It  is  absurd  to  say  that  the  punishment 
which  is  necessary  in  the  major  offence,  such  as  in¬ 
terference  with  the  collection  of  the  revenue,  is  to 
be  a  fit  punishment  in  the  case  of  minor  offences. 
Of  course,  the  answer  is  that  the  judge  will,  in  his 
discretion,  not  impose  the  extreme  penalty,  but  I 
am  opposed  to  giving  unnecessary  discretion  even 
to  the  judiciary. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  In  all  these  cases  we 
have  to  describe  the  general  offence,  and  we  have 
to  provide  the  maximum  punishment  for  the  gravest 
kind  of  that  offence,  leaving  it  to  the  discretion  of 
the  court  to  mitigate  the  punishment  according  to 
circumstances.  The  only  thing  to  be  considered  is 
not  the  duty  that  the  officer  may  be  performing— 
that  is  a  matter  for  the  court  to  consider  and  to 
adjust  the  penalty — but  the  class  of  officers  who 
are  entitled  to  protection.  I  do  not  see  why  any 
officer  in  the  service  of  the  Government  and  in  the 
discharge  of  a  public  duty,  is  not  entitled  to  be  pro¬ 
tected  to  the  same  extent  as  an  officer  of  the  cus¬ 
toms  or  of  the  inland  revenue.  It  is  true  they 
may  be  performing  very  slight  duties,  so  may  the 
other  class  ;  but  if  they  are  discharging  duties  on 
which  the  public  interest  depend,  there  ought  to  be 
a  severe  penalty  for  the  worst  class  of  cases. 

Mr.  FRASER.  There  is  a  reason  why  the 
penalty  should  be  severe  in  the  case  of  the  customs 
and  inland  revenue,  because  that  is  a  matter  of 
much  more  importance  to  the  Government  than 
any  other  service. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  punishment  is 
light  now. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  am  not  quarrelling  with  the 
severity  of  the  punishment  in  those  cases.  But 
take  the  instance  of  an  ordinary  fishery  officer.  It 
seems  to  me  absurd  that  resisting  a  fishery  officer 
should  be  made  as  great  a  crime,  in  the  eye  of  the 
law,  as  resisting  a  customs  officer.  While  there 
should  be  stringent  punishment  meted  out  to  every 
man  who  opposes  any  officer  of  the  Government,  I 
think  there  should  be  a  distinction  drawn  in  the 
gravity  of  the  punishments.  For  example,  a  man 
may  be  protecting  a  net.  That  is  not  of  so  much 
importance  to  the  Government  as  to  see  that  the 
revenue  is  collected.  A  man  may  be  going  on 
board  a  ship  and  confiscating  it,  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment  receive  large  sums  in  that  way  ;  but  to  say 
that  a  man  may  l)e  sent  to  the  penitentiary  for  ten 
years  for  resisting  an  officer  in  the  discharge  of  his 
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duties  in  a  minor  matter  such  as  the  fisheries  is  out 
of  all  proportion. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  strikes  me  that  in  this 
very  class  of  cases  the  section  might  he  used  very 
arbitrarily  and  with  no  small  injustice.  In  the  case 
of  the  customs  and  excise,  you  have,  ex  necessitate, 
to  vest  arbitrarily  in  the  officer  ample  powers  to 
prevent  anybody  interfering  with  him.  But  it  is 
not  so  in  ail  cases.  The  fishery  laws  enable  a  fish¬ 
ery  officer  to  seize  all  the  property  of  a  fisherman 
engaged  in  catching  oysters,  or  engaged  in  catching 
fish  of  any  kind  or  description,  and  to  confiscate 
all  that  property.  It  is  well  known  to  those  who 
live  in  the  fishery  districts  that  at  times  subordi¬ 
nate  officers  attempt  to  act  in  a  very  arbitrary  way, 
and  for  mere  resistance  on  the  part  of  the  fisher¬ 
man  in  a  moment  of  excitement,  when  his  property 
is  about  being  seized,  you  make  him  guilty  of  an 
indictable  offence,  and  render  him  liable  to  a 
criminal  prosecution.  It  is  carrying  the  law  much 
further  than  Parliament  heretofore  ever  intended 
to  carry  it.  I  have  not  heard  any  complaint  as  to 
the  exercise  of  the  powers  vested  in  the  excise 
and  customs  officers,  and  I  think  these  powers  might 
be  justified  in  most  or  all  of  such  cases,  but  I  doubt 
very  much  if  it  is  desirable  to  extend  these  powers 
to  officers  in  whom  you  have  vested  the  arbit¬ 
rary  power  of  seizing  the  property  of  fishermen 
without  trial,  and  confiscating  that  property  as 
well  as  the  boats,  nets  and  all  kinds  of  fishing  gear, 
and  say  that  if  a  man  resists  that  officer  to  any 
extent  he  is  guilty  of  an  indictable  offence.  I  think 
it  is  taking  a  very  long  step  in  the  direction  of  ar¬ 
bitrary  government,  and  by  and  by  these  officers 
will  be  able  to  exercise  the  powers  vested  in  them 
without  any  fear  on  their  part,  and  any  man  who 
attempts  to  interfere  with  them  in  the  slightest 
degree  renders  himself  liable  to  imprisonment.  I 
know  of  cases  in  my  experience  where  time  and 
again  a  subordinate  fishery  officer  has  acted  with 
such  arbitrariness  as  quite  justified  the  man  in  re¬ 
sisting  until  he  got  legal  advice,  and  in  most  cases 
where  he  got  legal  advice  he  succeeded  in  getting 
the  property  back  at  once.  But  if  under  this  law 
he  attempts  the  slightest  resistance,  confiscation 
follows,  and  he  may  be  put  in  an  awkward  box. 

Mr.  TUPPER.  These  cases  are  dealt  with  as 
they  come  up.  I  take  it  that  we  are  legislating  for 
the  important  cases  in  connection  with  the  fisher¬ 
ies.  In  regard  to  the  very  important  work  of  pro¬ 
tecting  the  inshore  fisheries,  it  is  of  great  import¬ 
ance  that  there  should  be  no  interference  with  the 
fishery  officers  who  had  to  perform  this  delicate  and 
important  duty.  I  submit  that  it  is  of  the  utmost 
consequence  that  every  co-operation  and  assistance 
should  be  given  to  fishery  officers  in  making  seiz¬ 
ures,  which,  in  some  cases,  are  vessels  within  the 
three-mile  limit. 

Mr.  FRASER.  1  admit  that,  but  there  will  be 
no  appeal  because  this  will  be  a  criminal  prosecu¬ 
tion,  and  the  person  accused  will  have  no  advan¬ 
tages.  There  should  be  a  distinction  made  between 
the  classes  of  officers.  Collectors  of  Customs — and 
I  am  not  saying  anything  against  fishery  officers — 
possess  education  and  knowledge  so  as  to  enable 
them  to  do  the  work  more  effectively,  and  to  give 
the  same  power  to  fishery  officials  who  receive  $20 
a  year,  is  not  to  legislate  on  a  correct  principle.  A 
collector  of  customs  at  any  seaport  is  a  man  who 
will  not  do  an  arbitrary  act,  but  a  fishery  officer 


receiving  $20  a  year  in  a  neighbourhood  where 
there  is  generally  some  little  feeling  aroused,  should 
not  be  protected  by  the  law  so  as  to  make  a  party 
who  resists  him  liable  to  imprisonment  for  ten 
years.  While  there  should  be  protection  given  to 
these  officers,  I  do  not  think  it  should  be  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  proposed,  because  it  is  out  of  all  reason  as 
compared  to  the  difficulty  and  importance  of  the 
duties  they  have  to  perform. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  call  the  Minister’s  attention 
to  the  great  departure  between  the  proposed  sec¬ 
tion  and  the  existing  law'.  The  existing  law  re¬ 
quires  that  offences  of  this  class  shall  be  accom¬ 
panied  by  violence  or  threats  of  violence.  It  must 
cover  resistance  to  collection  of  revenue  or  some  in¬ 
terference  with  the  law  respecting  trade  and  navi¬ 
gation.  It  is  proposed  to  apply  these  penalties  to 
very  different  classes  of  conduct  and  to  very  differ¬ 
ent  classes  of  officers.  It  is  now  proposed  to  make 
it  a  felony  to  simply  resist,  perhaps  in  a  passive 
way.  A  man  might  go  into  his  own  house  and  lock 
the  door  and  be  held  to  be  resisting,  and  become 
liable  under  this  Act  as  if  he  had  committed  an  of¬ 
fence  under  the  old  law.  One  cannot,  after  this 
law  is  in  force,  go  through  a  department  and  offer 
the  slightest  resistance.  One  clerk  interfering  with 
another  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties  will  be  liable 
to  be  included  under  the  proposed  amendment. 
This  section  is  bureaucracy  gone  mad.  Hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  are  going  to  make  everything  crimi¬ 
nal.  When  I  read  this  Bill  it  appeared  to  me  as  if 
every  law'  was  to  be  enforced  with  some  police  officer 
and  as  if  they  w^ere  to  be  enforced  by  extreme 
penal  punishment.  The  spirit  in  which  this  Bill 
has  been  put  together  is  w'ell  enough  so  far  as  it  goes, 
and  I  would  not  have  found  fault  with  it,  but 
changes  in  this  section  and  other  sections  are  being 
made  in  a  manner  which  has  never  received  the 
sanction  of  any  Legislature,  and  which  is,  in  my 
judgment,  a  very  unsound  direction  in  which  to 
turn  the  law.  I  hope  the  Minister  will  consider 
the  clause,  and  if  there  are  any  other  radical 
changes  he  will  make  them  known  to  the  com¬ 
mittee.  Otherwise  wre  are  not  codifying  but  legis¬ 
lating  by  wholesale.  I  have  no  doubt  that  the 
penalties  in  the  Customs,  Inland  Revenue,  Militia, 
North-West  Mounted  Police  and  Civil  Service 
Acts  are  different,  and  w  isely  and  rightly  differ¬ 
ent,  because  the  duties  are  different  and  the 
offences  are  not  the  same.  Whenever  Parliament 
declared  a  new  offence  it  gave  due  consideration 
to  it,  and  yet  we  are  asked  wholesale  to  say  that 
every  one  of  these  Acts  should  be  amended  with¬ 
out  taking  the  trouble  to  turn  up  the  Acts  them¬ 
selves,  and  obtain  an  intelligent  idea  in  regard  to 
them. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  think  the 
change  is  so  great  as  the  lion,  gentleman  suggests. 
There  is  a  change  so  far  as  extending  the  Acts  to 
other  officers,  some  of  whom  are  of  major  and 
others  of  minor  class.  But  the  principles  of  the 
existing  law  are  not  departed  from.  The  lion, 
gentleman  talked  about  locking  a  door  and  so  on, 
but  I  do  not  think  on  reflection  the  hon.  gentleman 
will  give  an  opinion  that  such  would  be  resisting 
and  obstructing  an  officer.  In  section  34,  cap. 
162,  of  the  Revised  Statutes  the  same  words  are 
used  as  in  this  section,  and  a  penalty  of  two  years 
imprisonment  is  provided. 
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Mr.  MULOCK.  You  are  now  making  it  ten 
years. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Officers  of  Customs 
and  Inland  Revenue,  including  preventive  officers, 
who  get  *  ‘  nothing  a  year  ”  except  half  or  one-quarter 
what  they  seize,  are  vested  with  powers  beyond 
the  officers  of  Canada.  Yet  any  one  who  obstructs 
or  injures  them  is  liable  to  imprisonment  for  life. 
We  struck  a  medium,  in  order  to  give  discretion  to 
the  court  to  enable  it  to  give  heavy  penalties  in 
heavy  cases,  and  light  penalties  in  light  cases. 
The  case  will  be  very  rare  which  will  call  for  pun¬ 
ishment  of  ten  years.  I  shall  be  glad,  however,  to 
accept  any  suggested  amendment  in  regard  to  the 
term  of  imprisonment. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  re¬ 
member  that  in  the  sub-committee  it  was  stated  by 
a  member  that  he  knew  a  judge  who  held  it  to  be 
his  duty  whenever  a  man  was  found  guilty  to  give 
him  the  extreme  penalty.  I  will  suggest  an 
amendment  to-morrow. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Where  men  voluntarily 
place  themselves  under  military  law  and  discipline, 
I  dare  say  they  might  be  subjected  to  the  extreme 
rigour  of  the  law,  or  when  an  officer  is  armed  with  a 
legal  warrant  to  execute  it  under  the  authority  of 
the  Queen,  anyone  who  resists  him  should  be  pun¬ 
ished,  but  I  refer  to  these  cases  where  men  are 
armed  with  arbitrary  power  which  they  exercise  of 
their  own  motion  and  without  a  warrant.  For 
instance,  a  minor  fishery  officer  goes  to  the  seaside, 
and  he  thinks  a  man  is  fishing  for  oysters  and  he 
seizes  his  appliances,  and  that  man  feeling  sure  that 
he  is  not  breaking  the  law  tries  to  escape  from  the 
officer  arresting  him  without  a  warrant,  do  you  wish 
to  make  him  guilty  of  an  indictable  offence  for  that  ? 
I  say  that  it  ought  not  to  bean  indictable  offence  to 
resist  an  officer  unless  that  officer  is  armed  with  a 
legal  warrant.  Surely  a  citizen  of  this  country 
should  have  some  rights.  He  will  not  have  many 
after  this  Act  passes,  I  admit,  because  you  are 
making  it  so  strong  that  I  do  not  know  what  a  man 
can  do  or  not  do.  There  ought,  however,  to  be  some 
distinction  between  a  man  armed  with  a  legal 
warrant  which  every  one  is  bound  to  obey,  and  a 
jack-in-office  executing  what  he  supposes  to  be  the 
authority  vested  in  him  by  statute.  The  officer 
might  turn  out  to  be  legally  right,  and  if  he  is,  the 
punishment  is  sufficiently  heavy  for  the  whole  pro¬ 
perty  value,  it  may  be  at  $5,000,  is  confiscated.  I 
think  you  ought  to  draw  some  distinction  in  this 
matter. 

Mr.  TUPPER.  Under  the  existing  Acts  the 
fishery  officers  are  justices  of  the  peace  as  the  hon. 
gentleman  knows,  and  that  has  been  the  law  since 
1867.  The  protection  included  in  this  Bill  has  been 
given  to  the  fishery  officers  ever  since  the  Fishery 
Act  was  passed. 

Mr.  FRASER.  There  is  this  distinction.  Fishery 
officers  are  justices  of  the  peace,  but  not  in  the 
same  sense  as  justices  of  the  peace  who  receive  a 
commission. 

Mr.  TUPPER.  They  are  of  a  much  higher  class 
than  the  ordinary  justices  of  the  peace. 

Mr.  FRASER.  They  are  justices  of  the  peace 
for  the  enforcement  of  the  law,  and  can  sit  upon 
cases.  You  must  remember  that  they  always  have 
a  motive  for  executing  the  law  because  they  made 
something  out  of  it,  and  that  is  different  from  the 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


ordinary  justice  of  the  peace.  Of  course  if  a  justice 
of  the  peace  sees  a  violation  of  the  law  openly 
before  him,  he  can  act  without  warrant,  but  the 
justice  who  is  appointed  for  the  purpose  of  pre¬ 
serving  the  peace,  is  a  different  man  from  the  officer 
appointed  by  the  Government,  who  receives  a  salary 
and  is  an  ex-officio  justice  of  the  peace,  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  that  office.  I  think  there 
is  a  great  deal  in  what  the  hon.  member  for 
Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  says,  that  when  any  person 
has  a  legal  warrant  which  can  only  be  issued  upon 
regular  information,  he  is  in  a  different  posi¬ 
tion  altogether  from  the  officer  who  has  no  war¬ 
rant.  It  must  be  remembered  that  very  often 
these  officials  do  not  know  the  law.  They  think 
they  know  the  law  but  they  do  not,  and  they  put 
strained  constructions  upon  it.  There  will  be  a 
great  deal  of  danger  that  these  men  will  exercise 
their  little  brief  authority  to  the  detriment  of  citi¬ 
zens  who  may  honestly  be  protecting  their  proper¬ 
ty,  if  you  leave  this  clause  as  it  is  now  framed.  An 
officer  of  this  kind  may  think  that  a  person  is  vio¬ 
lating  the  law  when  he  is  not.  Now,  if  a  man 
resists  the  officer  putting  forth  authority,  would  it 
be  any  defence  that  he  was  acting  legally  ?  It  may 
be  pleaded  as  a  mitigation  of  punishment,  but  it 
would  not  be  a  defence  under  this  section,  and  I 
think  the  provision  here  gives  a  very  dangerous 
power  to  these  officers.  We  all  admit  that  there 
must  be  certain  powers  given  and  that  resistance 
to  these  smaller  officials  for  the  protection  of  the 
fisheries  must  be  punished,  but  the  section  here  is 
too  severe. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  will  make  the 
punishment  less,  but  I  cannot  adopt  the  distinction 
between  an  officer  with  a  warrant  and  an  officer 
without  it.  If  I  did  that  I  would  be  repealing  half 
the  law  which  has  been  in  existence  for  years. 
I  will  make  the  punishment  four  years  or  less, 
but  I  think  there  ought  to  be  punishment  for  a 
person  who  resists  an  officer. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Is  the  hon.  gentleman 
able  to  state  that  there  has  been  any  miscarriage 
of  justice  by  reason  of  this  Draconian  code  not  be¬ 
ing  in  force?  I  think  that  the  powers  vested  in  the 
fishery  officers  are  extremely  great  now,  so  great 
that  the  citizen  is  placed  at  a  disadvantage, 
although  he  is  engaged  in  the  exercise  of  his  proper 
and  legitimate  calling.  To  allow  him  to  be  amen¬ 
able  to  indictment  for  a  felony  seems  to  me  to  be 
carrying  it  out  too  extreme. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  My  hon.  friend  will 
have  to  answrer  that  question  himself.  I  think  I 
am  entitled  to  ask  him,  whether,  this  Draconian 
code  having  been  in  force  almost  as  long  as  he  and 
I  have  lived,  he  can  point  to  any  oppression  having 
come  from  it.  Officers  of  less  authority  and  less 
intelligence  than  fishery  officers  are  clothed  with 
more  power  in  this  respect.  Officers  connected  in 
any  way  with  the  collection  of  the  revenue  have 
this  protection,  only  that  instead  of  a  punishment 
for  ten  years  it  is  a  life  imprisonment.  That  is 
Draconian,  and  wre  are  unanimous  in  thinking  it 
too  severe  ;  but  we  are  not  to  be  told  that  this  is 
a  newT  provision  altogether.  Then  again,  the  pro¬ 
vision  with  a  lesser  punishment  extends  to  any  one 
who  obstructs  a  person  seizing  trees  or  logs,  in  the 
due  execution  of  his  duty,  wfithout  a  warrant,  or 
any  person  acting  in  aid  of  such  officer,  or  any  per¬ 
son  resisting  an  officer  in  the  lawful  execution  of 
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any  process  against  any  lands  is  liable  to  two 
years  imprisonment.  Officers  of  inland  revenue 
and  customs  and  receivers  of  wrecks  and  various 
other  officers  have  also  this  protection  now. 

M  r.  D AVI ES  (P.  E. I. )  We  do  not  object  at  all  to 
a  person  being  punished  for  resisting  an  officer  who 
is  executing  a  process.  If  an  officer  has  the  Queen’s 
writ  it  must  go  where  it  is  directed,  and  any  person 
who  takes  the  responsibility  of  resisting  it  ought  to  be 
punished.  I  am  limiting  my  objection  to  an  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  existing  law  to  cases  where  an  officer 
acts  on  his  own  discretion,  not  in  pursuance  of  a 
legal  writ,  and  attempts  to  seize  the  property  of  a 
citizen. 

"Mr.  MASSON.  I  do  not  understand  why  the 
hon.  gentleman  objects  to  the  section  extending 
to  alt  public  officers.  There  are  many  officers 
in  customs  who  receive  no  salary,  but  only  get  a 
share  of  the  forfeitures  and  penalties  which  their 
work  brings  into  the  revenue,  and  they  have  in¬ 
ducements  to  be  arbitrary.  But  other  officers,  such 
as  fishery  officers,  have  not  the  same  inducements 
that  customs  officers  haveto  make  arbitrary  seizures. 
In  all  these  cases  the  law  has  made  the  resister  liable 
to  imprisonment  for  life,  and  yet  there  has  been  no 
case  of  that  law  being  executed  in  an  arbitrary  man¬ 
ner.  As  the  Minister  of  Justice  has  stated,  the  cases 
in  which  an  indictment  is  necessary  are  extremely 
rare,  and  the  criminal  law  is  very  seldom  enforced. 
This  matter  was  discussed  pretty  extensively  in  the 
committee  and  it  was  unanimously  agreed  that  the 
life  penalty  was  altogether  too  severe,  and  ten  years 
imprisonment  was  suggested  as  a  limit.  The  Minister 
of  Justice  has  now  reduced  that  to  four  years,  which, 
personally,  I  think  much  better.  I  suggested,  in 
the  committee,  five  years,  but  I  think  four  years  is 
preferable.  Provision  might  even  be  made  in  some 
cases  for  the  imposition  of  a  fine  instead  of  impri¬ 
sonment,  because  many  of  the  offences  would  be  of 
a  very  trifling  nature.  We  protect  sheriffs,  deputy 
sheriffs,  bailiffs  and  constables,  and  in  some  cases 
fines  are  inflicted  ;  and  even  where  imprisonment 
is  permitted,  I  believe  the  judges  as  a  rule  impose 
short  sentences  or  fines. 

Mr.  FLINT.  Where  an  offence  reaches  a  high 
gr  ide  it  ought  undoubtedly  to  be  severely  punished, 
but  there  ought,  I  think,  to  be  greater  latitude  as 
to  the  infliction  of  punishment.  If  the  Minister  is 
inclined  to  make  two  classes  of  offences,  I  would 
suggest  that  he  should  not  only  reduce  the 
maximum  term  of  imprisonment,  but  also  allow 
the  magistrate  the  option  of  a  fine  in  trifling 
offences. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  would  suggest  that  the  clause 
be  confined  to  officers  engaged  in  enforcing  the  law 
with  reference  to  customs,  inland  revenue  and 
trade  and  navigation. 

Section  postponed. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  progress. 

SUPPLY. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  of 
Supply. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Laprairie  Post  Office . $6,000 

Mr.  FLINT.  When  the  committee  rose  last 
night  we  were  discussing  the  propriety  of  this  ex¬ 


penditure,  and  the  point  was  raised  by  the  Finance 
Minister  that  as  the  House  had  already  agreed  to 
build  this  structure  and  as  the  building  was  partly 
completed,  we  ought  to  permit  this  appropriation 
to  pass,  and  were  precluded  from  a  full  and  free 
inquisition  into  the  policy  which  led  to  this  ex¬ 
penditure  ;  and  lie  urged  that  the  two  or  three 
salient  arguments  which  covered  all  the  ground, 
perhaps,  that  could  be  covered  in  objecting  to  the 
propriety  of  this  expenditure  were  unduly  repeated, 
and  that  members  on  this  side  ought  to  be  con¬ 
tented  with  stating  their  arguments  and  objections 
once  or  twice  and  then  allow  public  opinion  to 
form  itself  upon  that  question.  I  differ  from  that 
view.  I  think  that  the  time  has  arrived  when  an 
expenditure  of  this  kind  ought  to  be  denounced  in 
the  strongest  language  consistent  with  parliament- 
tary  etiquette.  I  think  that  the  two  or  three  argu¬ 
ments  which  at  first  suggest  themselves  in  object¬ 
ing  to  such  an  expense,  ought  to  be  repeated  and 
illustrated  in  almost  every  possible  phase,  in  order 
that  public  attention  may  be  drawn  to  the  matter 
and  public  feeling  aroused,  not  so  much  for  the 
purpose  of  condemning  the  Government  for  the 
past,  as  of  preventing  a  recurrence  of  such  an  out¬ 
rage  upon  common  sense  and  ordinary  political 
economy  and  fair  political  consideration  as  is  in¬ 
volved  in  the  expenditure  of  $16,000  to  build  a  post 
office  at  this  village.  I  am  perfectly  aware  that 
there  must  be  a  large  number  of  hon.  gentlemen 
who  support  the  Government  who  must  find  it  very 
difficult  to  square  with  their  conscientious  convic¬ 
tions  public  expense  of  this  sort  ;  and  many  of 
the  observations  from  this  side  have  been  made  for 
the  purpose,  if  possible,  of  drawing  from  hon. 
gentlemen  on  the  Government  benches  some  ex¬ 
pression,  whether  of  approval  or  disapproval,  of  this 
expenditure.  The  hon.  Minister  who  has  charge  of 
the  item  only  ventured  upon  one  defence,  and  that 
was  that  Laprairie  was  an  interesting  historical 
place  and  deserving  of  consideration  on  that  ground. 
Well,  the  Dominion  is  filled  with  historical  places. 
Almost  every  foot  of  our  soil,  particularly  in  the 
Maritime  Provinces,  is  teeming  with  historical  as¬ 
sociations,  and  claims  could  be  made  without  num¬ 
ber  from  every  village  in  lower  Quebec  and  the 
Maritime  Provinces  for  similar  expenditure  for  his¬ 
torical  purposes,  if  this  principle  were  admitted. 
Should  this  item  be  taken  as  a  precedent,  let  me 
call  attention  to  what  we  might  expect  from  the 
Province  of  Nova  Scotia  alone.  In  that  province 
there  are  65  places  having  a  larger  postal  revenue 
than  Laprairie,  where  it  is  proposed  to  erect  this 
expensive  building.  Take  Cow  Bay,  a  place  of 
considerable  commercial  importance,  it  has  a  pos¬ 
tal  revenue  of  $786,  and  the  hon.  member  repre¬ 
senting  that  constituency,  good  Conservative  as  he 
is,  has  no  doubt  pressed  upon  the  Government  the 
claim  of  the  people  of  his  constituency  for  finan¬ 
cial  assistance  in  various  public  works,  and  no 
doubt  he  has  been  met  with  the  answer  given  by 
the  Govei'nment  to  the  hon.  member  for  Northum¬ 
berland,  that  while  it  would  be  well  to  appropriate 
an  amount  for  this  purpose,  it  was  desirable  that 
revenue  and  expenditure  should  be  equalized  and 
that  the  taxes  should  not  be  increased,  and  that, 
therefore,  his  claim  cannot  be  allowed  at  present. 
Cow  Bay,  however,  is  entitled  just  as  much 
to  a  $16,000  building  as  Laprairie.  In  fact  it  is 
entitled,  pro  rata ,  to  a  $22,000  building,  because  it 
has  a  postal  revenue  of  about  $800.  Digby  has 
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a  postal  revenue  of  $2,049,  and  does  a  large  trade 
and  commerce,  and  collects  considerable  customs 
duties.  Digby  would  have  a  right  to  complain 
that  it,  too,  should  have  a  handsome  public  build¬ 
ing,  when  a  small  village  like  Laprairie,  with  a 
postal  revenue  of  $433,  is  given  one,  and  in  Digby 
both  post  office  and  custom  house  could  be  com¬ 
bined  in  the  one  building.  English  Town,  in  Vic¬ 
toria  County,  which  is  represented  by  a  strong 
supporter  of  the  Government,  has  a  postal  revenue 
of  $750  ;  and  yet,  despite  all  the  sacrifices  he  has 
made  to  secure  his  election,  that  hon.  gentleman 
never  dreamt  of  asking  the  Government  to  build  a 
$16,000  post  office  in  English  Town,  for  he  knew 
well  what  the  answer  would  be.  It  would  be 
absurd  for  the  Government  to  gratify  their  sup¬ 
porter,  because  every  town  in  that  district  of  the 
same  size  would  have  an  equal  claim.  If  every 
town  in  your  district  has  an  equal  claim  and  is 
equally  to  be  gratified,  there  is  not  money  enough 
in  the  treasury,  and  I  doubt  if  there  is  enough 
credit  in  the  Dominion,  to  put  up  all  the  public 
buildings  that  will  be  required  in  the  next  ten  or 
a  dozen  years.  Take  Granville  Ferry,  as  beautiful 
a  place  as  Laprairie,  and  with  very  interesting 
historical  associations,  and  no  doubt  the 
member  for  Annapolis  (Mr.  Mills)  would  be 
glad  to  see  a  splendid  monument  in  stone  and 
brick  built  there  and  used  for  a  post  office,  and  yet, 
notwithstanding  all  his  gall  and  all  ability,  I  think 
he  would  hardly  venture  to  ask  for  a  building 
costing  $16,000  for  that  village.  Then  we  have 
Great  Village,  in  Colchester  County,  and  the  mem¬ 
ber  for  that  county  has  great  influence  with  the 
Government,  but  he  has  not  asked,  and  I  do  not 
think  he  would  be  able  to  get  a  building  of  this 
kind  for  that  village.  Of  course,  Guysborough 
need  not  expect  anything,  because  it  is  represented 
by  a  member  of  the  Opposition,  and  yet  it  has  a 
revenue  of  $979.  Then  Hantsport,  in  the  County 
of  Hants,  has  a  revenue  of  $1,122,  and  yet  no 
public  building  is  proposed  to  be  erected  there. 
Kentville  has  been  referred  to  by  my  hon.  friend 
from  King’s  (Mr.  Borden)  in  suitable  terms. 
Lawrencetown,  in  the  County  of  Annapolis,  exceeds 
Laprairie  in  the  amount  of  its  receipts,  and  so  does 
Kingston  Station  largely  exceed  it,  as  well  as 
Liverpool,  Lockeport,  Lower  Stewiacke,  and  Col¬ 
chester  in  Colchester  County,  Mabou,  Maitland, 
Hants,  and  Middle  Musquodoboit  in  the  County  of 
Halifax.  Surely  the  member  for  Halifax  might  do 
something  for  Middle  Musquodoboit,  which  has  a 
postal  revenue  of  $519,  because,  if  Laprairie 
is  entitled  to  a  $16,000  building,  Middle  Musquo¬ 
doboit  ought  to  have  a  $20,000  building.  I 
think  these  hon.  gentlemen  who  are  supporting  the 
Government  from  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia 
should  raise  their  voices  against  this  improper  par¬ 
tiality  and  demand  better  reasons  why  these  fav¬ 
ours  are  showered  upon  a  small  village  on  the  St. 
Lawrence  River  and  are  withheld  from  those  places 
in  their  counties.  Then  there  is  Milton  in  Queen’s 
County,  which  has  a  larger  revenue  than  Laprairie, 
and  Newport,  in  the  County  of  Hants.  I  am  only 
referring  to  villages  and  towns  in  which  the  reve¬ 
nue  is  under  $1,000,  and  not  to  places  like  Oxford, 
New  Glasgow  or  Pietou.  Then  there  is  Port  Hast¬ 
ings,  in  Inverness  County,  which  is  represented  by 
my  energetic  friend  opposite  (Mr.  Cameron),  who 
certainly  can  present  a  case  to  the  Government 
with  as  much  ingenuity  and  can  enforce  it  with  as 
Mr.  Flint. 


plausible  arguments  as  any  gentleman  on  the  other 
side  of  the  House.  How  is  it  that  he  has  not 
pressed  the  claims  of  Port  Hastings,  Port  Hood 
and  Port  Hawkesbury  ;  how  is  it  that  these  inter¬ 
esting  and  historical  places  have  no  post  office 
buildings  erected  at  a  cost  of  from  $20,000  to 
$25,000  ?  I  am  sure  that  the  hon.  gentleman  is 
quite  willing  to  receive  the  appropriations,  and  that 
he  thinks  his  constituents  are  quite  equal  to  the  con¬ 
stituents  of  the  hon.  member  for  Laprairie  (Mr. 
Pelletier),  so  I  think  it  must  be  only  his  modesty 
which  has  prevented  his  getting  appropriations  for 
these  purposes  there. 

Mr.  CAMERON.  We  look  for  bigger  game. 

Mr.  FLINT.  That  may  be,  but  possibly  the 
secret  will  come  out  some  day  as  to  why  the  hon. 
gentleman  has  not  pressed  the  Government  for 
these  appropriations.  Then  take  Pugwash,  in  the 
County  of  Cumberland.  How  is  it  that  my  hon. 
friend  from  Cumberland  (Mr.  Dickey)  has  not  seen 
that  Pugwash  lias  obtained  this  favour  ?  Of  course 
these  are  not  rights  ;  they  are  favours.  There  are 
some  claims  which  are  rights,  and  which  any  one 
could  insist  upon,  but,  when  it  comes  to  the  erec¬ 
tion  of  public  buildings  at  a  cost  of  $16,000  in 
places  where  the  revenue  is  under  $500  a  year,  it 
is  oidy  a  favour,  and  I  cannot  understand  why  my 
hon.  friend  from  Cumberland  has  not  insisted  upon 
Pugwash  getting  this  favour  granted  to  it.  Then 
there  is  St.  Peter’s,  in  the  County  of  Richmond.  I 
wonder  if  my  hon.  friend  from  Richmond  (Mr. 
Gillies),  who  has  just  come  triumphantly  through 
an  exciting  bye-election,  if  all  the  records  in  con¬ 
nection  with  that  bye-election  werepublished,  would 
not  be  found  to  have  promised  the  people  of  St. 
Peter’s  that  they  should  have  a  handsome  post 
office,  because,  as  their  I’eceipts  amount  to  the 
magnificent  sum  of  $636  a  year,  if  Laprairie  is  en¬ 
titled  to  a  $16,000  building,  they  should  be  entitled 
to  a  $18,000  or  $19,000  building.  I  do  not  under¬ 
stand  why  he  has  not  defended  this  expenditure  in 
order  to  lay  the  ground  for  a  future  demand  on 
behalf  of  St.  Peter’s.  Perhaps  before  the  debate 
is  over  he  may  explain  his  conduct  in  that  matter. 
There  is  Shubenacadie  in  the  County  of  Hants, 
and,  if  the  hon.  gentleman  could  get  a  building; 
there,  he  might  be  able  to  make  his  calling  and 
election  sure  in  the  future.  I  see  that  Sydney 
Mines  lias  $40  revenue  more  than  Laprairie,  and 
its  representative  ought  to  see  that  his  constituents 
are  not  passed  over  in  this  disgraceful  way  year 
after  year  without  having  a  public  building,  when 
they  are  paying  $40  more  than  Laprairie.  Then 
there  are  Tatamagouche  in  the  County  of  Colchester, 
Wallace  in  Cumberland,  West  Bay  in  Inverness, 
Westport  in  Di^by  County,  but  the  last  is  just 
under  the  line,  and  I  am  afraid  there  is  no  chance 
for  my  hon.  friend  from  Digby  (Mr.  Bowers), 
because  it  pays  about  $11  less  postal  receipts  than 
Laprairie.  There  is  West  River,  Sheet  Harbour  in 
Halifax  County  with  a  revenue  of  $744,  and  Wey¬ 
mouth  and  Whycocomagh  and  others.  I  have  run 
over  the  principal  post  offices  in  Nova  Scotia, 
because  that  is  the  province  with  which  I  am  best 
acquainted.  There  is  one  post  office  in  my  own 
county,  the  village  of  Hebron,  near  the  town  of 
Yarmouth,  that  pays  a  great  deal  more  into  the 
public  revenue  than  Laprairie.  Right  in  the  heart 
of  the  village  there  is  a  number  of  very  intelligent 
supporters  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  and  the 
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only  fault  I  can  find  with  those  gentlemen  is  that 
they  are  Conservatives  in  feeling,  and  if  they  are 
not  entitled  to  a  $16,000  post  office,  then  Laprairie 
is  not. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Annapolis).  Did  my  hon.  friend 
ever  apply  for  a  post  office  building  for  Hebron  ? 

Mr.  FLINT.  No,  I  never  did,  I  have  not  got 
the  cheek  to  do  it  ;  although  I  have  a  fair  degree 
of  that  commodity  I  never  nttained  so  sublime  a 
height  as  to  ask  for  a  public  building  in  the  village 
of  Hebron.  It  has  only  paid  into  the  revenue 
$500  or  $600  a  year.  Now,  I  venture  to 
say  that  with  all  the  earnestness  on  behalf  of  his 
people  that  characterizes  the  member  for  Annapo¬ 
lis  (Mr.  Mills),  it  never  occurred  to  him  to  ask  for 
public  buildings  in  the  villages  of  his  county 
which  pay  a  postal  revenue  of  less  than  $1,000 
a  year.  But  now  that  this  item  has  put  the  idea 
into  his  head,  now  that  he  has  the  precedent  of  the 
Government  in  giving  Laprairie  this  handsome 
building,  I  will  not  answer  for  the  future  action  of 
my  hon.  friend  from  Annapolis  when  he  looks  over 
his  fair  county  and  sees  the  opportunity  which  this 
precedent  gives  him  for  strengthening  his  popular¬ 
ity  and  increasing  his  political  influence  in  that 
county  ;  and  I  warn  the  Government  when  the 
next  general  election  approaches  to  keep  their  eye 
upon  the  hon.  member  for  Annapolis,  and  resist 
with  all  their  power  his  blandishments  and  his 
pressure  to  secure  public  buildings  in  some  nine  or 
ten  villages  and  towns  of  his  county  which  pay  a 
revenue  of  from  $500  to  $800.  Now,  seriously  I 
would  ask  the  Government  if  this  policy  is 
not,  in  their  opinion  and  the  opinion  of  their 
supporters,  the  most  insane  that  could  possi¬ 
bly  be  dreamed  of  in  administering  public  affairs. 

I  do  not  believe  that  there  are  half  a  dozen  gentle¬ 
men  supporting  the  Government  who  do  not  feel 
in  their  consciences  that  if  it  were  not  for  a  feeling 
of  loyalty  to  their  chief,  this  vote  is  one  of  the  most 
difficult  propositions  which  they  have  ever  been 
called  upon  to  swallow.  I  think  the  Government 
has  not  only  violated  the  principle  laid  down  by 
Parliament  by  a  vote  of  this  House,  but  they  have 
violated  the  most  elementary  principles  of  business 
management.  I  think  we  should  not  allow  this  mo¬ 
tion  to  pass  without  strongly  emphasizing  our  pro¬ 
test.  No  time  can  be  considered  as  wasted  which 
is  used  by  hon.  members  in  protesting  against  such 
an  outrageous  use  of  public  money.  Already  I 
believe  the  few  remarks  that  have  been  made  upon 
this  subject  have  reached  the  conscience  of  the 
members  of  the  Government  and  their  supporters, 
and  there  is  less  danger  to-day  than  there  was  a 
year  ago  that  a  similar  appropriation  will  be  asked 
for  in  the  future.  We  have  had  one  or  two  half 
hints  from  the  Government  that  this  is  probably 
the  last  time  when  Parliament  will  be  invited  to 
accede  to  such  a  monstrous  proposal.  No  doubt 
something  may  be  said  on  behalf  of  this  vote  in  the 
fact  that  the  building  is  partly  completed.  I 
think  if  the  foundation  stones  had  not  been  laid, 
there  might  have  been  some  feeling  evoked  from  our 
hon.  friends  opposite  against  assenting  to  this 
waste  of  public  money,  but  now  that  the  work  is 
being  proceeded  with,  and  that  the  villagers  of 
Laprairie  are  expecting  before  the  close  of  the 
season  to  behold  the  turrets  of  this  building  rise 
above  the  tree  tops,  doubtless  the  Government 
cannot  find  it  in  their  hearts  to  disappoint  them, 
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especially  after  having  made  the  promise  they  did, 
and  after  having  secured  a  supporter  from  that 
county  as  a  result  of  that  promise.  I  am  aware 
that  pledges  made  by  the  Government  just  before 
election  are  especially  sacred  and  ought  to  be  kept, 
but  I  would  like  to  impress  upon  the  Government 
their  duty,  after  having  once  made  an  appropria¬ 
tion,  to  proceed  to  expend  it  and  not  do  as  they 
did  in  the  case  of  the  town  of  Lunenburg.  My 
hon.  friend  from  that  county  believed  that  he  had 
been  successful  in  securing  an  appropriation  for  a 
public  building,  but  afterwards  he  was  very  much 
mistaken  when  the  Government  found  that  the 
electorate  had  not  chosen  a  supporter,  and  so  they 
run  their  pen  through  the  appropriation.  In  the 
course  of  future  ages,  if  this  party  continues  in 
power,  they  may  rise  to  a  true  conception  of  their 
position  as  trustees  of  the  public  funds  and  appro¬ 
priate  them  on  business  principles,  irrespective  of 
party  promises,  obligations  and  hopes.  Until  that 
day  arrives,  I  very  much  fear  that  hon.  gentlemen 
of  the  political  complexion  they  bear,  will  not  be 
in  power,  but  that  the  Government  must  from  the 
very  nature  of  the  case,  and  from  the  character  of 
the  conditions  I  have  described,  be  in  other  hands. 

Mr.  LEDUC.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  I  must  ask  the  indulgence  of  the  committee 
for  the  few  remarks  I  have  to  offer  concerning  the 
item  which  is  before  us.  We  were  entitled  to  some 
explanations  in  justification  of  the  action  of  the 
Government,  but  instead  of  giving  such,  the  hon. 
Minister  contented  himself  with  a  few'  short  re¬ 
marks.  I  think  it  proper  to  urge  the  hon.  Minister 
and  the  hon.  member  for  Laprairie  to  give  some 
explanations,  for  yesterday  these  two  gentlemen 
kept  silent,  which  would  go  to  show'  that  in  their 
minds  nothing  could  be  said  in  justification  of  such 
a  course.  We  are  asked  to  vote  $16,000  for  the 
building  of  a  post  office  at  Laprairie.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  ow'ned  yester¬ 
day  in  his  speech  that  the  Government  had  made 
a  great  mistake,  when,  in  answer  to  an  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  from  this  side  of  the  House,  who  had  said  that 
the  revenue  from  the  Laprairie  post  office  was 
$433. 16,  he  said  that  this  must  be  an  error.  Never 
could  a  more  complete  admission  be  expected  from 
the  hon.  Minister  that  the  policy  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  absolutely  false  and  unwarrantable,  for  by 
this  he  admitted  that  it  was  unjustifiable  to  ask  for 
the  erection  of  a  building,  at  a  cost  of  $16,000,  for 
an  office  the  gross  revenue  from  which  did  not  ex¬ 
ceed  $433.  If  a  glance  is  cast  at  the  official  figures 
which  are  given  us,  we  find  that  after  deducting 
the  expenses  of  that  office,  there  only  remains  a 
net  revenue  of  $218.  This  sum  is  all  that  the 
Laprairie  post  office  brings  after  expenses  are  paid. 
Now,  the  Government  puts  up  there  a  building  of 
$16,000.  Let  us  see  wdiat  will  then  be  the  expenses 
of  that  post  office  in  the  future.  Let  us  add  to  the 
present  expenses  the  interest  of  this  capital  of  $16,- 
000  at  4  per  cent,  which  amounts  to  $640  per 
annum.  Let  us  also  estimate  at  $100 — and  I  think 
this  is  the  lowest  estimation  possible — the  increase 
of  expenditure  which  must  be  the  result  of  the 
establishment  of  such  a  post  office.  Again,  we 
must  not  forget  that  there  will  be  additional  costs 
of  construction — for  experience  teaches  us  that  this 
is  part  of  a  system  with  the  present  Government — 
and  surely  the  contractor  will  find  it  possible  to 
swell  his  contract  price  by  some  $2,500  for  extras. 
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Therefore,  may  we  count  an  additional  $100  on  that 
score.  Now,  if  you  put  together  all  these  sums,  Mr. 
Chairman,  you  will  see  that  the  expenses  of  this  post 
office  will  in  the  future  be  about  8840  per  annum 
more  than  they  are  to-day.  Consequently,  since  the 
net  revenue  is  only  $218,  we  will  have  to  face  then 
a  clear  deficit  of  8(522  per  annum  at  that  post  office. 
Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  many  members  on  this  side  of 
the  House  have  shown  the  Government  that  there 
are  in  their  counties  parishes  better  entitled  than 
the  village  of  Laprairie  to  the  favours  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  But  among  all  the  counties  which  may  be 
so  entitled  to  recognition  by  the  Government,  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  my  county  takes  a  front  rank.  Indeed, 
there  is  in  that  county — not  a  village,  but  a  town — 
the  town  of  Nicolet.  The  town  of  Nicolet  should 
have  a  special  right  to  consideration  by  the  lion. 
Minister  of  Public  Works.  It  appears  by  the  offi¬ 
cial  returns  of  last  year  that  the  Nicolet  post  office 
gives  a  revenue  of  8827.  Should  a  post  office  build¬ 
ing  equal  in  value  to  that  which  is  being  put  up  at 
Laprairie  be  erected  in  Nicolet,  a  balance  of  $187 
of  net  revenue  would  still  remain  after  deduction  of 
the  interest  on  the  capital  put  in  the  building. 
Therefore  I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  do  an  act  of  justice  towards  my  county, 
and  the  town  of  Nicolet  in  particular,  by  placing  in 
the  next  Estimates  an  item  for  the  building  of  a 
post  office  at  Nicolet,  since  that  town  is  infinitely 
more  important  than  the  village  of  Laprairie.  It 
was  also  shown  that  the  population  of  Laprairie 
has  decreased  during  the  last  decade.  I  can  estab¬ 
lish  progress  on  the  contrary  on  the  part  of  the 
town  of  Nicolet  during  the  same  period.  Moreover, 
the  town  of  Nicolet  is  the  episcopal  seat  of  the  dio¬ 
cese  of  that  name.  This  is  an  additional  considera¬ 
tion  which  should  induce  the-Government  to  endow 
that  town  with  a  post  office  at  least  as  respectable 
as  that  which  they  are  to  build  at  the  little  village 
of  Laprairie. 

Mr.  PELLETIER.  (Translation.)  I  think  that 
the  most  evident  fact  brought  out  by  the  two 
speeches  which  I  have  just  heard  is  that  the  two 
last  members  who  spoke  on  the  question  of  the 
post  office  at  Laprairie,  have  never  seen  that 
village,  and  do  not  know  it.  First  the  revenue  of 
the  place  is  spoken  of  as  if  there  were  only  one 
post  office  there,  while  there  are  two.  There  is  a 
temporary  office,  and  there  is  a  central  one.  Only 
the  revenue  of  1  he  central  office  has  been  mentioned. 
If  the  two  are  added  we  find  a  figure  about  double 
the  account  mentioned  until  now. 

An  lion.  MEMBER.  (Translation.)  What  is  the 
name  of  the  temporary  officer  ? 

Mr.  PELLETIER.  (Translation.)  Brosseau ; now, 
Laprairie  is  a  place  favoured  with  railways.  At 
the  east  end  is  the  very  important  St.  Lambert 
Junction  ;  within  is  the  Brosseau  Junction  ;  and  in 
the  centre  is  the  Grand  Trunk  line  with  its  station, 
near  the  village.  Laprairie  has  also  the  advantage 
of  a  ferry  service  with  Montreal.  Often  the  traffic 
and  number  of  passengers  are  so  large  that  two 
boats  are  required.  Laprairie  is  the  county  seat 
of  the  richest  county  of  the  province,  I  may  say, 
in  proportion  to  its  area.  Laprairie  has,  besides, 
owing  to  its  being  in  the  vicinity  of  the  metropolis 
of  Canada,  the  great  city  of  Montreal,  the  further 
advantage  of  drawing  the  city  population,  and  of 
offering  the  finest  trip  that  can  lie  taken  in  a  boat 
as  a  means  of  communication-  with  the  city.  Its 
Mr.  Leduc. 


exceptional  location  makes  Laprairie  certainly  one 
of  the  most  popular  resorts,  if  not  altogether  the 
most  popular  resort  for  the  citizens  of  Montreal. 
Every  summer,  number  of  citizens  and  families 
from  Montreal  make  it  their  favourite  abode.  I 
might  mention  also  the  military  exercises  which 
take  place  there  nearly  every  year,  and  which,  as 
is  easily  understood,  bring  to  the  village  so  many 
visitors  as  well  as  many  military  gentlemen  of 
distinction.  It  is  the  favourite  ground  with  our 
military  authorities,  who  have  chosen  the  place 
for  an  imposing  military  display  shortly  to  be  held. 
I  am  not  far  from  believing  that  some  day 
Laprairie  will  lie  chosen  as  a  military  camping 
ground,  and  that  permanent  buildings  will  be  put 
up  there  in  view  of  that.  The  population  of 
Laprairie  is  larger  than  what  it  has  been  repre¬ 
sented  here.  The  population  of  the  whole  of  the 
village  of  Laprairie  is  about  4,000.  Now,  if  we  look 
at  the  town  of  Lachine,  which  has  a  post  office 
similar  to  that  which  is  being  put  up  at  Laprairie, 
we  find  that  the  population  of  that  town  is  hardly 
any  larger  than  that  of  Laprairie.  Joliette,  again, 
has  but  a  little  larger  population  than  that  of 
Laprairie.  The  hon.  members  who  to-day  make 
such  violent  opposition  to  the  building  of  this 
post  office,  are  a  little  late  in  their  protest  ;  for  this 
question  is  not  a  new  one.  It  was  discussed  before  I 
had  the  honour  to  represent  the  County  of  Laprairie. 
In  1889,  for  instance,  when  the  county  was  repre¬ 
sented  by  a  friend  of  hon.  members  of  the  Oppo¬ 
sition,  Mr.  Doyon,  the  question  was  brought  up, 
a  credit  of  $3,000  was  then  voted,  and  not  the 
slightest  protest  was  then  heard  from  the  Opposition 
side  against  the  vote.  Therefore,  from  that  time, 
the  principle  and  the  advisability  of  the  building 
of  a  post  office  at  Laprairie  were  admitted  by  the 
Opposition.  In  1890,  a  new  sum  was  again  voted 
for  this  post  office,  and  we  find  in  the  Debates  a 
few  questions  put  on  the  occasion,  but  no  serious 
objection  to  the  vote.  Mr.  Doyon,  who  was  voting 
with  the  Opposition  against  the  Government,  is 
found,  on  the  sitting  of  20th  March,  1890,  offering 
thanks  to  the  Government  for  the  generosity  and  the 
spirit  of  justice  which  they  had  shown  in  putting 
in  the  Estimates  a  vote  for  the  building  of  this  post 
office.  Here  are  his  words  when  speaking  of  the 
volume  of  business  of  the  Laprairie  post  office  : 

“  It  appears  to  me  however,  that  business  has  not  lessened 
in  the  Laprairie  post  office.  On  the  contrary  it  must  have 
increased,  if  I  am  to  judge  by  the  subsidy  which  the  hon. 
the  Minister  of  Public  Wofks  has  just  placed  at  the  dis¬ 
posal  ol  Laprairie  village  for  the  erection  of  a  post  office, 
and  I  beg  this  opportunity  of  congratulating  the  hon. 
Minister  on  his  generosity  towards  Laprairie  village.  It 
is  true  some  members  complained  that  certain  localities 
having  a  larger  population  were  not  so  favoured  :  but  oDe 
must  have  regard  to  the  fact  that  the  County  of  Laprairie 
has  never  been  spoiled  by  ministerial  fa  vours  and  that  it 
is  very  properthat  itshould  have  its  small  share.  I  there¬ 
fore  consider  that  the  hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works, 
in  acting  as  he  did,  has  been  doing  a  simple  act  of  justice 
towards  the  village  and  parish  of  Laprairie.” 

That  gentleman  was  not  a  supporter  of  the 
Government,  but  notwithstanding  his  opposition, 
the  Ministers,  as  they  shared  the  views  expressed 
by  him,  did  not  falter  in  their  duty,  and  granted 
what  they  at  the  time  thought  proper  and  just  to 
the  village  of  Laprairie.  It  is  said  that  a  less 
expensive  structure  might  have  been  built.  I 
believe  that  progress,  as  well  as  the  course  of 
commerce  or  fashion,  imposes  sometimes  certain 
burdens,  and  the  building  of  a  post  office  at  La¬ 
prairie  is  one  of  that  class.  The  hon.  members 
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who  to-day  oppose  this  work,  are  too  late,  for 
another  reason  also  ;  for  the  work  is  now  under 
contract,  and  is  half  done.  I  again  notice  that  in 
the  speeches  of  some  hon.  members  of  the  left,  the 
principle  in  question  is  not  at  all  condemned,  but 
they  complain  of  not  being  given  as  much.  The 
hon.  member  for  Napierville  (Mr.  Monet),  if  I 
understood  him  well,  approves  of  the  vote,  and 
expresses  a  wish,  which  is  that  of  having  as  much 
for  the  village  of  Napierville.  The  hon.  member 
for  Portneuf  (Mr.  Delisle),  as  well  as  the  hon. 
member  for  Levis  (Mr.  Guay),  expressed  the 
same  regret,  as  well  as  the  same  desire.  In 
1890,  the  hon.  member  for  Levis,  while  speaking 
on  the  same  question,  gave  expression  to  the  same 
sentiment.  He  regretted  that  the  town  of  Levis 
was  not  equally  favoured.  I  say  that  this  is  far 
from  the  arguments  which  other  members  of  the 
Opposition  are  urging  against  the  building  of  this 
post  office.  The  latter  gentlemen  are  in  contra¬ 
diction  with  themselves,  since  they  made  no 
objection  to  this  vote  in  1889  and  1890.  It  is 
exceedingly  strange,  now  that  the  work  is  under 
contract  and  half  done,  to  see  them  rise  one  after 
the  other  and  enter  such  strong  protests  against 
this  expenditure,  which  they  first  approved  by 
their  silence  in  1890.  In  1889,  this  item  was  voted 
unanimously.  Another  charge  has  been  made, 
that  of  the  work  being  granted  with  the  object  of 
exercising  an  undue  influence  on  the  Laprairie 
electors.  I  may  say  that  the  vote  at  Laprairie  was 
at  last  election  what  it  was  about  ten  years  ago. 
Laprairie  was  always  a  strong  Conservative  parish, 
and  has  not  changed.  I  may,  therefore,  say  that 
the  granting  of  the  post  office  has  not  had  the 
effect  of  changing  two  votes  in  that  parish.  At 
the  election  of  1891,  so  little  was  expected  from 
that  to  affect  the  result,  that  the  thing  was  not 
mentioned  once,  neither  by  myself  nor  by  the  friends 
who  came  to  help  me.  In  granting  the  money  for 
this  post  office,  the  Government  have  only  yielded 
to  their  sense  of  the  justice  and  desirability  of  that 
course  ;  and  so  well  warranted  was  that  course 
that  it  met  from  the  first  with  the  complete  and 
unanimous  concurrence  of  the  hon.  members  of  the 
left  in  1889,  when  the  first  vote  was  asked  for  and 
granted  for  this  object. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  I  very  much 
regret,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  failed  to  be  convinced 
by  the  remarks  of  the  hon.  member  for  Laprairie, 
as  to  the  propriety  of  the  action  of  the  Government 
in  this  matter.  One  word  pronounced  by  the  hon. 
member  did  more  than  anything  else  that  was  said 
to  impress  me  that  Laprairie  must  be  a  very  poor 
village  indeed.  In  order  to  show  us  the  import¬ 
ance  of  his  village  the  hon.  member  told  us  that 
several  railways  came  to  it,  tkat  it  had  a  line  of 
steamboat  to  Montreal,  that  it  was  the  ground 
chosen  for  the  military  parades  ;  and  yet,  notwith¬ 
standing  all  this,  the  fact  cannot  be  gainsaid  that 
the  gross  revenue  from  the  post  office  of  this  im¬ 
portant  business  centre  reaches  only  8483. 1 G.  Of 
two  things  one,  Mr.  Chairman,  either  what  the 
hon.  member  said  is  true  or  it  is  not.  If  it  is,  we 
have  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  people  of 
Laprairie  must  be  a  very  ignorant  community, 
seeing  that  the  postal  revenue  is  no  larger,  for  if 
they  wrote  the  post  office  revenue  would  not  be  so 
small.  It  seems  clear  to  me  that  the  remarks  of 
the  hon.  member  will  convince  nobody  that  the 
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Government  did  well  in  deciding  upon  the  building 
of  a  post  office  at  Laprairie.  My  hon.  friend  has 
also  mentioned  the  votes  of  1889  and  1890,  hoping 
thereby  to  show  that  since  he  was  not  in  the  House 
at  the  time,  the  Opposition  should  not  argue  that 
in  putting  this  vote  in  the  Estimates  the  Govern¬ 
ment  did  so  in  his  interest.  Well,  I  mean  to 
prove  that  this  was  really  done  in  order  to  facili¬ 
tate  the  election  of  my  lion,  friend.  Indeed  the 
only  reason  why  this  vote  was  put  in  the  Estimates 
is  that  Laprairie  is  what  is  called  an  exceedingly 
close  county  ;  the  majorities  there,  either  one  side 
or  the  other,  are  always  very  small,  within  the 
score.  Now,  the  Government  goes  on  with  this 
work  with  a  political  object.  As  soon  as  my  hon. 
friend  saw  his  seat  in  danger,  and  found  that  he 
could  not  be  re-elected,  he  hastened  to  urge  this 
work  upon  the  Government.  The  Government 
yielded  to  his  request,  and  the  vote  was  put  in  the 
Estimates  with  the  object  of  securing  the  re-election 
of  my  hon.  friend.  If  the  Government  did  not  use 
this  official  corruption,  if  the  Government  did  not 
make  it  a  system  of  burdening  the  Estimates  with 
such  votes  and  for  such  purposes,  there  would  not 
be  ten  Conservatives  returned  from  the  Province  of 
Quebec.  If  the  hon.  member  for  Laprairie  goes 
again  before  the  electors,  he  will  never  come  back 
to  this  House,  although  personally  I  would  be 
sorry  not  to  see  him  again  among  us.  A 
proof  that  it  is  not  necessary  in  the  public 
interest  to  built  a  post  office  at  Laprairie  is  that 
the  hon.  member  for  Levis  and  myself  have 
asked  for  much  more  needed  public  works  for  our 
counties,  and  that  the  Government  have  not  allowed 

them.  And  why,  Mr.  Chairman,  have  not  the 
Government  done  justice  to  our  claims  ;  why  have 
they  always  refused  justice  to  the  Counties  of  Levis 
and  Montmagny  ?  The  reason  is  very  easy  to  point 
out.  They  knew  that  our  electors  could  not  be 
bought.  We  find  no  fault  when  the  money  asked 
is  for  necessary  works.  I  myself  intend  to  ask  for 
some  very  shortly,  for  works  which  not  only  are 
necessary,  but  have  been  promised.  It  is,  therefore, 
evident  that  the  vote  of  money  for  Laprairie  can¬ 
not  be  considered  otherwise  than  as  an  official  bribe 
from  the  Government  to  secure  the  re-election  of  the 
member  for  that  county.  The  hon.  Minister  of 
Public  Works  said  that  the  Government  were  com¬ 
mitted  to  the  carrying  out  of  this  work,  and  that 
they  were  bound  in  honour  to  have  this  sum  voted. 
Very  well,  I  accept  the  statement.  But  if  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  consider  themselves  bound  to  the  member 
for  Laprairie,  if  they  consider  themselves  obliged 
in  honour  to  fulfil  their  engagements,  it  must  be  the 
same  thing  as  to  redeeming  a  formal  promise  made 
by  a  member  of  the  Government.  I  now  hold  in 
my  hand  a  letter  from  Mr.  Smith,  in  which  that 
gentleman  declared  that  he  is  to  ask  for  a  vote  of 
$3,500  for  certain  improvements  on  the  South 
River,  in  the  County  of  Montmagny,  as  he  admits 
that  the  Government  is  responsible  for  the  damages 
caused  by  the  Intercolonial  Railway.  It  is  evident, 

then,  that  this  sum  should  have  been  put  in  the 
Estimates  in  accordance  with  the  statement  of  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works.  Now,  how  is  it  that  the 
Government  are  so  scrupulous  in  redeeming  their 
promises  when  the  County  of  Laprairie  is  in  ques¬ 
tion  and  that  they  take  no  such  care  or  concern 
when  the  County  of  Montmagny  is  interested  ?  It 
is  easy  to  say  why.  The  County  of  Laprairie  is  a 
doubtful  county,  while  Montmagny  gives  an  aver- 
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age  majority  of  400,  and  that  were  they  to  make 
$10,000  worth  of  works  in  the  county  they  would 
not  change  the  result.  This  is  the  reason  why  the 
Government  do  not  scruple  breaking  their  word 
when  Montmagny  is  concerned  ;  that  is  the  reason 
of  their  inaction  in  face  of  the  most  positive  promi¬ 
ses.  There  is  no  doubt  that  this  policy  of  entering 
upon  public  works -right  and  left  without  justifica¬ 
tion,  is  a  deplorable  one.  Public  money  is  put 
where  it  is  not  necessary,  and  when  we  apply  to  the 
Government  for  necessary  works,  instead  of 
receiving  satisfactory  answer,  we  are  dragged 
before  courts  of  justice,  and  the  poor  farmers 
cannot  get  what  is  legitimately  due  them.  It  is 
what  recently  happened  in  Montmagny.  Citizens 
of  my  county  had  perfectly  well  grounded  claims 
against  the  Government,  and  when  application  was 
made  for  $2,000  or  $3,000  to  satisfy  these  claims, 
we  were  sent  to  the  Court  of  Exchequer  to  meet  there 
four  or  five  lawyers  royally  paid  out  of  the  yjublic 
treasury,  and  knowing  not  a  word  of  French,  while 
the  witnesses  knew  no  English.  That  is  the  treat¬ 
ment  we  get  from  the  Government.  No  justice  is 
done  to  us,  however  good  may  be  our  claims.  We, 
the  Liberals,  are  ill-treated.  We  are  refused  all 
justice  in  the  matter  of  public  works,  and  then  we 
see  such  large  sums,  as  that  affected  to  such  a 
useless  purpose  as  a  post  office  at  Laprairie,  ex¬ 
pended  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  election 
of  a  Conservative  member.  Pointing  out  these 
facts  is  enough  to  show  the  injustice  of  such  a  policy. 
When  I  see  the  public  money  squandered  in  public 
buildings  at  places  like  Laprairie,  where  it  is  abso¬ 
lutely  ridiculous  to  make  such  expenditures,  I  say 
that  the  Government  act  against  the  public  inte¬ 
rest.  For,  after  all,  it  is  established  that  the  La¬ 
prairie  post  office  gives  no  more  than  $433  a  year 
of  gross  revenue.  And  is  it  not  ridiculous  to  put  up 
a  $10,000  building  for  a  post  office  where  no  more 
business  is  done  ?  For  ten  years  a  post  office  build¬ 
ing  has  been  promised  to  the  town  of  Montmagny. 
A  promise  is  all  we  get.  And  yet  the  post  office  at 
thispointgave  last  year  a  revenue  of  $1,617,  alt  hough 
the  expenses  of  the  office  were  only  $640,  which 
leaves  a  net  revenue  of  $1,000.  During  election  time 
in  1S87,  this  building  was  promised  on  all  the  hus¬ 
tings.  The  Conservative  candidate  used  that  as  a 
platform  on  which  to  do  his  fighting.  The  town  of 
Montmagny  had  even  promised  the  necessary  site. 
Later  I  urgerl  the  Government  to  redeem  their  pro¬ 
mise.  I  was  met  with  a  refusal,  I  was  told  the  re¬ 
venue  of  the  post  office  was  not  large  enough.  What 
do  we  see  to-daj’  ?  We  see  the  Government  contra¬ 
dicting  themselves  in  the  most  shameless  way  in 
granting  a  building  for  a  post  office,, and  where 
the  public  treasury  will  have  to  face  a  deficit  of 
at  least  five  or  six  hundred  dollars  a  year.  The 
only  excuse  given,  the  only  genuine  reason  given, 
by  the  hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works  for  the 
action  of  the  Government  in  putting  up  this  build¬ 
ing,  is  that  they  are  bound  in  honour  to  have  the 
work  done.  If  such  a  reason  is  valid  for  Laprairie, 
it  is  equally  valid  and  binding  as  to  Montmagny. 
Ours  is  not  a  promise  such  as  candidates  will  make 
in  the  course  ol  a  campaign,  but  it  is  a  promise 
from  the  hand  of  a  Minister  of  the  Crown.  I  wish 
to  believe,  notwithstanding  what  happens,  that 
this  promise  will  yet  be  respected,  for  it  would  be 
shameful  otherwise.  I  would  be  ashamed  to  come 
before  this  House  as  does  the  hon.  member  for 
Laprairie,  and  ask  such  a  large  sum  as  $16,000  for 
Mr.  Choquette. 


a  post  office  building  for  a  locality  where  the  postal 
revenue  is  so  small.  It  is  true  that  we  have  no 
military  displays  such  as  mentioned  by  the  hon. 
member,  but  I  may  say  that  our  people  is  better 
educated  and  more  intelligent  than  that  of  Laprairie, 
if  I  may  judge  by  postal  revenues.  I  repeat  it,  I 
would  be  ashamed  to  claim  such  a  costly  public 
building  for  a  post  office  which  must  represent  a 
a  burden  on  the  public  treasury  of  $500  or  $600  a 
year.  It  will  be  in  keeping  with  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  which  is  managed  by  the  Government  so 
as  to  give  each  year  a  deficit  of  $500,000  or 
$600,000.  I  protest  with  all  my  strength  against 
the  voting  of  this  item,  which  can  be  supported  by 
no  serious  reason.  It  only  represents  official 
bribery  under  the  cover  of  good  faith  and  fidelity 
to  promises. 

Mr.  O'BRIEN.  I  have  no  right  to  offer  advice 
to  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  but  it  does  seem  to  me 
that  in  fighting  this  question  in  the  way  they  are 
doing  they  are  taking  very  weak  ground  indeed.  I 
trust  this  House  and  country  too,  have  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  grants  of  this  sort  ought  not  to 
be  made  in  future.  I  think  many  people  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  a  grant  such  as  this 
was  originally  should  never  have  been  made  ;  and 
on  that  point  I  quite  agree  with  hon.  gentlemen  op¬ 
posite.  But  I  understand  this  matter  has  been  twice 
before  the  House.  Votes  have  been  made  for  this 
particular  object  on  more  than  one  occasion,  and 
passed  without  any  particular  opposition.  It  is 
not,  therefore,  good  tactics  to  continue  the  opposi¬ 
tion  on  this  item,  especially  when  it  is  absolutely 
impossible  that  the  Government  can  yield.  It 
brings  the  matter  down  to  a  mere  trial  of  strength, 
the  Government  having  explained  that  they  cannot 
recede  from  their  position  with  respect  to  this  par¬ 
ticular  grant.  Therefore,  it  is  a  mere  waste  of 
strength,  and  of  time  which  is  now  becoming  so 
valuable,  and  it  is  certainly  not  good  tactics  to 
make  this  determined  fight  on  a  question  which 
has  been  before  the  House  on  several  occasions,  and 
on  which,  I  repeat,  it  is  certainly  impossible  that  the 
Government  can  yield.  I  have  looked  through  the 
Estimates  for  this  year,  and  I  do  not  find  for  any 
province  any  new  grant  for  an  office  of  this  kind. 
I  trust  we  may  understand  from  this  fact,  that  it 
is  not  the  intention  of  the  Government  to  continue 
to  spend  money  in  this  exceedingly  unfair  way,  by 
giving  grants  to  small  places  which  are  certainly 
not  entitled  to  them,  while  if  this  system  is  to  be 
pursued  the  claims  of  a  great  many  other  places, 
which  are  much  better  entitled  to  public  buildings, 
should  be  recognized.  The  system  is  a  very  bad 
one  in  every  respect.  It  is  a  bad  one  as  a  means 
of  corrupting  constituencies  ;  it  is  a  bad  one  as  in¬ 
volving  an  absolute  waste  of  public  money,  and  it 
is  a  bad  one  as  establishing  very  unfair  principles 
between  the  different  provinces  of  this  country.  It 
brings  the  legislation  of  this  House  into  contempt, 
as  does  every  species  of  legislation  not  founded  on 
right.  Therefore,  as  regards  opposition  to  this 
grant  as  a  matter  of  principle,  hon.  gentlemen  op¬ 
posite  are  right,  and  I  trust  this  House  will  set 
its  face  against  such  grants  in  future  ;  but  I  put  it 
to  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  whether  it  is  reason¬ 
able  for  them  to  take  up  the  time  of  the  House 
with  a  continued  contest  on  this  item.  If  hon. 
gentlemen  have  some  particiilar  local  object  to 
serve,  which  I  do  not  know,  and  which  I 
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can  only  suspect,  if  they  are  fighting  with 
some  particular  local  object  in  view,  I  submit  it  is 
hardly  fair  to  detain  the  House  for  such  a  purpose. 
If  in  the  Supplementary  Estimates  similar  grants 
to  those  are  proposed,  if  the  system  is  continued, 
if  this  sort  of  thing  is  to  be  renewed,  that  will  be 
a  perfectly  fair  and  just  object  to  contend  against, 
and  if  it  is  proposed  to  continue  such  grants  in 
future  years,  I  think  the  country,  and  I  trust  the 
majority  of  the  members  of  this  House  will  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  they  will  have  no  more  of 
them.  But,  in  my  opinion,  and  I  do  not  like  to  use 
terms  which  might  be  considered  offensive,  it  is  not 
only  unreasonable  but  bad  tactics  for  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  to  waste  their  strength  on  a  point  on 
which  the  Government  can  make  out  a  very  strong 
case  in  their  behalf.  The  country  will  not  think 
any  better  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  for  pur¬ 
suing  a  course  which  I  think  might,  without  very 
great  objection,  be  almost  termed  factious  under 
the  circumstances.  I  have  no  right  to  expect  that 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  will  adopt  my  opinion, 
but  that  is  the  view  I  hold  with  regard  to  the  pre¬ 
sent  course  that  is  being  pursued,  a  view  which 
the  country  will  be  very  likely  to  take,  and 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  are  not  going  to  make 
much  by  pursuing  this  course,  I  do  not  say  with 
regard  to  the  principle  involved,  but  with  regard 
to  this  particular  grant. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  In  answer  to 
the  remarks  just  made  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Muskoka  (Mr.  O’Brien),  I  would  say  that  we  must 
not  decide  now  what  should  be  the  future  policy  of 
the  Government  in  respect  to  expenditure  for  public 
works.  It  is  true  that  we  have  may  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec  less  minor  towns  than  there  are  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  but  we  have  the  great  city 
of  Montreal.  And  although  the  Province  of 
Ontario  may  have  a  larger  number  of  minor  towns, 
that  is  no  reasen  why  all  the  money  for  public 
buildings  should  be  spent  in  that  province,  and 
that  it  should  receive  more  than  its  share  of  the 
public  moneys.  As  to  items  of  this  nature — I  do 
not  say  so  as  a  reproach  to  the  Government,  for 
Ontario  being  the  largest  and  the  richest  province 
of  the  Confederation  it  has  also  contributed  its 
large  share  to  the  public  revenue — but  I  think  that 
it  has  received  as  much  as  it  was  entitled  to.  It 
has  been  liberally  treated  by  the  Government  and 
I  do  not  see  why  the  construction  of  public  build¬ 
ings  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  should  be  opposed, 
even  if  they  are  to  be  in  places  with  less  popula 
tion  than  certain  minor  towns  of  Ontario.  For  it 
must  be  remembered  that  in  the  Province  of  Que¬ 
bec  the  great  city  of  Montreal  has  prevented  the 
forming  and  developing  of  a  large  number  of 
small  centres  such  as  could  spring  up  in  Ontario  at 
great  distances  from  large  cities.  As  to  what  my 
hon.  friend  from  Montmagny  (Mr.  Choquette)  said 
in  concluding  his  speech,  that  he,  in  the  position  of 
the  member  for  Laprairie  (Mr.  Pelletier),  would  be 
ashamed  to  make  such  a  speech  as  that  which  the 
hon.  member  delivered  in  support  of  the  grant 
given  by  the  Government  for  the  construction  of  a 
public  building  in  his  county,  I  am  most  surprised 
at  this  confession  of  sensitiveness  to  shame  on  his 
part.  I  believe  that  if  the  hon.  member  for 
Montmagny  was  in  the  position  of  my  hon.  friend 
for  Laprairie,  he  would  not  be  stifled  by  such  an 
unusual  feeling  as  that  of  which  he  spoke.  I 


believe  that  on  the  contrary  he  would  defend 
vigorously  a  grant  from  the  Government  for  a 
public  building  in  any  place  in  his  county. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  If  I  could 
not  be  elected  otherwise. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  We  have  already 
heard  the  hon.  member  for  Montmagny  claim 
Government  aid  for  some  river  improvements.  The 
hon.  member  for  Nicolet  has  done  the  same.  He 
asked  for  public  buildings  for  the  town  of  Nicolet. 
Now,  notwithstanding  all  the  boasting  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Montmagny,  I  can  say  that  the  hon. 
member  for  Laprairie  is  as  sure  of  his  county  as  he 
is  of  his. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  And  let  my  hon. 
friend  Ire  replaced  by  a  Conservative  member,  if  his 
request  be  granted,  you  would  see  all  the  hon. 
members  of  the  left  rise  one  after  the  other,  as  they 
are  doing  now  on  this  occasion  of  a  vote  for  a  public 
building  in  the  village  of  Laprairie,  and  condemn 
the  expenditure.  It  would  be  the  same  for  Nicolet. 
Let  the  request  of  the  hon.  members  be  granted, 
and  all  the  hon.  members  of  the  left  will  now 
approve  either  by  words  or  silence  ;  but  let  him  be 
replaced  at  the  next  election  by  a  Conservative 
member,  and  we  will  then  see  hon.  gentlemen 
show  themselves  again  just  as  inconsistent,  contra¬ 
dict  themselves  and  condemn  what  they  will  have 
approved.  My  hon.  friend  for  Laprairie  quoted 
the  words  of  the  ex-member  for  his  county,  a 
Liberal,  who  strongly  supported  the  Government 
on  this  question.  Why  have  not  the  hon.  friends 
of  the  ex-member  for  Laprairie  (Mr.  Doyon),  when 
this  gentleman  congratulated  the  Government  for 
having  decided  upon  the  building  of  this  office  at 
Laprairie,  why,  I  say,  have  not  the  hon.  members 
of  the  Opposition  protested  at  the  time  ?  We  fully 
know  why.  They  feared  that  in  making  the  least 
protest  against  a  grant  for  Laprairie,  then  repre¬ 
sented  by  a  member  whom  no  timidity  restrained, 
and  who  was. free-spoken  in  this  House,  they  would 
have  been  well  dressed  by  Mr.  Doyon.  They  knew 
that  his  voice  would  have  been  raised  against  the 
friends  of  his  party.  That  is  why  the  austere 
virtue  of  the  hon.  members  for  South  Grey,  for 
South  -Oxford,  for  Queen’s,  for  Wellington,  the 
austere  virtue  of  all  the  hon.  members  who  are 
scandalized  to-day  by  the  building  of  this  post  office 
at  Laprairie,  had  no  words  of  protest  on  that  occa¬ 
sion.  The  County  of  Laprairie  was  then  represented 
by  a  Liberal. 

Mr.  RINFFET.  (Translation.)  Would  the  hon. 
member  be  good  enough  to  say  if  at  that  time  it 
was  a  sum  of  $16,000  that  was  voted  ? 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  The  hon.  membe* 
for  Lotbiniere  (Mr.  Rinfret)  knows  very  well  thaL 
for  all  public  buildings  which  are  put  up  in  any 
part  of  the  country,  money  is  first  asked  for  the 
expenses  of  expropriation,  of  the  making  of  the 
plans,  See.,  the  preliminary  expenditure.  My  hon. 
friend  knows  that  $3,000  were  first  voted  for  the 
purchase  of  the  land,  and  clever  as  he  is — he 
must  have  understood  that  consequently  the  build¬ 
ing  was  to  cost  a  pretty  fair  price.  He  knew  it, 
and  the  objection  which  is  made  now  is  totally 
futile.  I  am  told  the  site  was  given.  Well,  the 
$3,000  were  then  voted  for  the  plans  and  the  preli¬ 
minary  work.  The  Government  did  then  as  is 
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always  done  with  public  works.  They  asked  at 
first  for  a  certain  sum  for  the  preliminary  works, 
and  it  is  well  known  that  generally  a  public  build¬ 
ing  costs  from  $10,000  to  $20,000.  As  I  said  before, 
these  hon.  gentlemen  were  afraid  of  Mr.  Doyon’s 
reproaches,  and  I  think  it  was  well  they  did  not 
raise  their  voice  against  the  vote,  for  he  would  have 
scolded  them  pretty  thoroughly.  Mr.  Doyon  might 
have  ceased  supporting  them,  for  he  would  have 
regarded  that  as  a  shameful  meanness,  and  in  his 
energetic  language  would  have  branded  them  with 
epithets  which  would  have  brought  the  blush  to 
the  faces  of  many  of  them.  As  I  established  at  the 
beginning  of  my  remarks,  the  Province  of  Quebec 
has  only  its  share,  its  first  share  of  public  build¬ 
ings.  I  do  not  see  why  my  hon.  friends  of  the 
Opposition,  especially  those  from  the  Province 
of  Quebec,  find  fault  with  the  Government’s 
policy,  since  all  those  who  took  the  floor  to 
blame  the  Government  for  building  this  post  office 
at  Laprairie,  ask  for  similar  buildings  for  their  own 
counties.  A  large  number  of  these  gentlemen  have 
had  the  satisfaction  of  meeting  justice  at  the  hands 
of  the  Government,  of  having  public  buildings 
erected  in  Liberal  counties,  like  St.  Hyacinthe, 
Richelieu,  now  represented  by  a  member  who 
defends  with  vigour  the  principles  of  his  party  and 
who  sits  with  the  Opposition.  I  could  mention  other 
counties  besides.  Joliette,  for  instance,  which  is  also 
represented  by  a  Liberal.  No,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
the  hon.  members  of  the  left  would  do  much 
better  to  show  a  little  more  consistency,  and,  a 
number  of  them,  to  show  less  party  spirit,  and  to 
accept  for  the  Province  of  Quebec  what  is  granted 
by  the  Government.  If  they  are  serious  when  they 
ask  for  those  public  works  for  their  counties,  the}' 
must  give  their  support  to  the  present  vote  for 
Laprairie.  For  otherwise  we  must  believe,  and 
will  necessarily  believe,  that  if  the  hon.  gentlemen 
were  at  any  time  replaced  by  supporters  of  the 
Government,  their  former  friends  would  join  their 
new  friends  to  blame  the  Government  for  having 
granted  them  what  they  ask  to-day.  I  say,  there¬ 
fore,  that  if  hon.  gentlemen  want  tb  obtain  jus¬ 
tice  for  their  counties  they  must  reflect  that  they 
should  not  themselves  deny  justice  to  the  County 
of  Laprairie.  And  I  say  particularly  to  the  hon. 
members  for  the  Province  of  Quebec  that  they  must 
iiot  fight  the  grants  which  are  made  to  our  pro¬ 
vince,  for  although  I  do  not  wish  to  blame  the 
Government,  we  are  not  spoiled,  and  as  Mr.  Doyon 
said,  neither  the  Government  which  represented 
the  opinions  of  my  friends  of  the  left,  nor  that 
which  to-day  presides  over  the  public  affairs  of  the 
country,  have  spoiled  the  electors  of  the  Province  of 
Quebec  by  undue  favours.  I,  therefore,  hope,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  in  the  future  we  will  not  be  stopped 
by  the  obstructive  policy  of  hon.  members  of 
the  left,  and  that  when  the  principle  of  a  grant 
shall  have  been  accepted  as  was  done  for  Laprairie 
when  that  county  was  represented  by  a  Liberal, 
for  fear  of  hurting  his  political  interest  and  to  injure 
him  in  election  time,  this  principle  shall  not  be 
fought  thereafter.  When  virtue  has  weakened 
like  this,  it  should  not  put  on  such  an  austere  face. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  Yours,  then. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  You  are  the  ones 
who  parade  a  scandalized  virtue. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  No  ;  they  parade 
what  takes  the  place  of  it. 

Mr.  Dupont. 


Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  My  hon.  friends 
of  the  left  must  not  on  this  occasion  lay  claims  to  an 
unyielding  virtue,  when  their  record  shows  that, 
in  many  instances,  when  their-  political  interests 
required  it,  they  bent  their  knees  before  the  minis¬ 
terial  policy. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  I  will  add  a 
word  to  what  has  been  said  by  those  who  preceded 
me.  I  understand  that  when  the  execution  of  this 
work  was  decided  upon,  there  were  other  places 
which  could  have  claimed,  with  better  reasons, 
similar  improvements,  but  the  question  was 
decided  then,  and  there  only  remains  now  to  carry 
out  the  work.  I  hope  that  my  colleagues  have  not 
been  unsettled  by  the  arguments  of  the  members  of 
the  ’Opposition.  Those  who  have  followed  this 
debate  know  that  the  main  argument  offered  by 
the  hon.  members  of  the  Opposition  during  this 
discussion,  touched  in  no  way  the  matter  in 
question,  but  was  confined  to  one  point,  namely, 
that  the  Government  should  not  have  undertaken 
this  work,  because  the  revenue  from  the  Laprairie 
post  office  is  not  large,  or  equal  to  that  of  many 
others,  or  else  should  give  post  office  buildings  to 
all  other  places  having  revenues  as  large  as  La- 
prairie’s  or  larger.  My  hon.  friends  forget  the 
fact  that  if  the  Government  were  to  grant  post 
office  buildings  to  all  these  places,  they  would  enter 
upon  a  course  of  exceedingly  large  expenditure. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  We  say 
that  the  Government  should  not  have  begun  by  a 
locality  which  gives  such  a  small  revenue  as  La¬ 
prairie.  To  avoid  the  danger  the  hon.  Minister 
speaks  of,  and  to  meet  our  argument,  he  had  only 
to  commence  by  the  places  the  revenues  from 
which  are  larger  than  that  from  Laprairie.  If  he 
is  to  follow  this  precedent  he  will  build  at  least 
fifty  post  offices  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  alone. 
If  the  Government  want  to  give  post  office  build¬ 
ings  to  those  localities,  let  then*  do  so,  but  let 
them  adopt  at  the  same  time  an  equitable  basis  of 
allotment  ;  let  the  County  of  Montmagny  be  on  the 
same  footing  as  that  of  Laprairie.  We  do  not 
object  at  all  to  see  the  Province  of  Quebec  have  its 
share  of  these  public  works.  On  the  contrary  wc 
want  to  have  them.  We  want  an  equitable  rule  for 
all.  I  will  say  to  the  hon.  member  for  Bagot  that 
if  the  town  of  St.  Hyacinthe,  of  which  he  spoke, 
has  had  public  buildings,  the  Government  took 
good  care  to  deprive  the  member  of  that  county  of 
any  merit  in  the  matter. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  It  has  had  its 
post  office.  I  said  nothing  else. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  Does  the 
hon.  member  mean  to  say  by  this  that  it  is  the 
hon.  member  for  St.  Hyacinthe  who  obtained  it? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  Do  you  mean 
to  say  that  the  hon.  member  for  St.  Hyacinthe  op¬ 
posed  it  ? 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation. )  No  ;  but  I 
mean  to  say  that  the  hon.  member  for  Bagot  has 
always  pretended  that  it  was  not  the  hon.  member 
for  St.  Hyacinthe  that  had  obtained  it,  but  that  he 
himself  had  been  the  one  to  obtain  this  for  the 
town  of  St.  Hyacinthe.  I  now  ask  the  Government 
to  say  whether  or  not  it  was  at  the  request  of  the 
member  for  St.  Hyacinthe  that  the  thing  was  done  ? 
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Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  The  Govern¬ 
ment  never  does  anything  out  of  consideration  for 
a  member.  That  is  well  known. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  Then  you 
do  not  claim  any  merit  in  the  matter  ? 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  I  never  said 
that  it  was  owing  only  to  my  intervention  that  the 
town  of  St.  Hyacinthe  was  endowed  with  public 
buildings.  It  is  true  that  I  made  efforts  in  that 
direction,  but  it  was  because  I  was  one  of  the 
members  for  the  district  of  St.  Hyacinthe. 

Mr  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  Then  you 
claim  no  more  merit  about  it  than  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  St.  Hyacinthe  ? 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  It  is  not  my 
habit  to  boast  of  what  I  do  for  the  country.  My 
electors  understand  what  the  Government  do  for 
their  county. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  In  that 
case  it  is  to  be  supposed  that  the  electors  were  not 
intelligent  enough  to  understand,  for  the  hon. 
member  for  Bagot  thought  himself  obliged  to  state 
repeatedly  in  public  that  it  was  thanks  to  him 
that  the  town  of  St.  Hyacinthe  had  had  public 
buildings,  and  that  it  would  never  have  had  them 
without  him.  I  am  very  happy  to  hear  him  state 
that  he  has  no  more  merit  than  another  about  it. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  I  have  stated 
in  public  what  I  have  said  to-night,  and  not  what 
the  hon.  member  pretends. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation. )  Very  well ; 
I  accept  your  retraction. 

Mr.  LEGRIS.  (Translation.)  The  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont)  just  said  that  the 
Government’s  ground  for  the  granting  of  public 
buildings  was  the  importance  of  the  localities.  Of 
course  it  must  be  that.  It  is  the  only  plausible 
reason  offered  by  the  hon.  member  for  Bagot. 
Apart  from  that  lie  read  a  lecture  to  the  members 
of  the  Opposition,  but  he  did  not  give  a  single 
reason  to  justify  such  a  large  expenditure  as  the 
Government  propose  to  incur  for  the  building  of 
that  post  office  at  Laprairie.  The  hon.  member 
for  Muskoka  (Mr.  O'Brien)  condemned  this  expen¬ 
diture.  We  occasionally  hear  the  hon.  gentleman 
express  views  contrary  to  those  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  to  their  measures.  We  know  that  his 
views  well  belong  to  him,  but  we  know  also  that 
his  vote  belongs  to  his  party.  The  hon.  Minister 
of  Public  Works  gave  us  a  few  words  this  evening, 
but  he  failed  to  give  any  reason  to  justify  such  an 
expenditure  as  that  which  is  required  for  Laprairie. 
The  hon.  member  for  Laprairie  in  his  turn  sang 
the  praises  of  his  village,  but  he,  also,  failed  to 
justify  such  an  expenditure.  He  tried  to  make  us 
believe  that  the  population  of  Laprairie  is  great. 
He  quoted  figures,  but  those  figures  are  not  cor¬ 
rect.  He  told  us  that  the  population  was  4,000  ; 
now,  I  find  in  the  census  that  the  population  of 
the  village  and  the  parish  of  Laprairie  is  2,820 
souls. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  Does  this  include 
the  parish  ? 

Mr.  LEGRIS.  (Translation.)  The  parish  has 
a  population  of  1,574,  and  the  village  1,246,  which 
gives  a  total  of  2,820.  The  hon.  member  also 
spoke  of  the  railways  which  cross  the  locality. 
He  spoke  of  educational  establishments,  of  the 


great  military  displays  which  take  place  there  in 
summer  time.  Well,  with  all  these  advantages,  it 
is  realiy  surprising  that  the  village  of  Laprairie 
has  not  progressed.  On  the  contrary  it  has 
decreased.  Here  is  the  proof  :  The  census  of 
1881  gave  the  parish  and  village  of  Laprairie  a 
population  of  3,181  souls.  The  decrease  has  there¬ 
fore  been  361  souls  during  the  decade.  Such 
figures  are  not  such  as  to  warrant  the  Government 
incurring  an  expenditure  of  §16,000  for  a  public 
building  at  the  place.  The  revenue  of  the  Laprai¬ 
rie  post  office,  which  amounts  to  $433.16,  has  been 
spoken  of  several  times  this  evening.  Of  this  sum 
the  postmaster  receives  $215,  and  there  is  left  a 
net  receipt  of  $218  for  the  department.  A  very 
large  number  of  post  offices  give  a  larger  revenue 
than  this  in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  Government  would  be  much  more  justi¬ 
fiable  in  establishing  post  offices  where  business 
warranted.  I  could  mention,  for  instance,  Louise- 
ville,  a  village  where  I  live,  and  where  the  post 
office  revenue  is  $1,300.  I  could  still  mention 
many  other  places  which  could  justify  such  an 
expenditure  much  better  than  Laprairie.  An 
amount  of  $3,000  has  been  mentioned  as  voted  for 
the  plans  and  specification.  This  seems  to  me  rather 
extraordinary.  An  attempt  to  justify  this  vote 
of  $16,000  is  made  by  saying  that  $3,000  had  been 
voted  for  the  preparation  of  the  plans.  It  is 
impossible  that  such  an  item  as  this  be  allowed  to 
pass  without  our  raising  our  voices  against  it.  It 
is  impossible  to  believe  that  the  Government  on 
this  occasion  is  acting  in  view  of  the  general 
interests  of  the  Province  of  Quebec.  On  the  con¬ 
trary  it  is  evident  that  the  Government  has  acted 
in  this  way  towards  Laprairie  with  the  view  of 
making  secure  the  popularity  of  the  present  mem¬ 
ber.  It  is  not  warranted  for  the  Government  to 
ask  the  House  such  a  large  sum  for  the  building  of 
a  post  office  in  a  small  village,  which  notwith¬ 
standing  all  the  advantages  which  the  hon.  member 
has  been  pleased  to  enumei’ate  is  decreasing  in 
business,  since  it  is  decreasing  in  population.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  Government  would  have 
acted  more  wisely  in  endowing  with  public 
buildings  places  where  business  required  and 
warranted  them.  I  draw  the  attention  of  the 
hon.  Minister  to  the  fact  that  Louiseville  is  a  much 
more  important  locality  than  Laprairie,  and  if  he 
wanted  to  act  fairly  Louiseville  would  get  a  post 
office  before  one  is  built  at  Laprairie. 

Mr.  ALLAN.  I  desire  to  say  a  few  words  before 
^his  item  is  passed.  It  is  true,  as  seated  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Muskoka  (Mr.  O’Brien),  that  a  great 
deal  of  time  has  been  spent  on  this  subject,  and  in 
my  judgment,  Sir,  the  discussion  that  has  taken 
place,  and  which  should  take  place  on  such  a  pro¬ 
posal  as  this,  ought  to  be  of  the  widest  possible 
character.  The  hon.  member  for  Muskoka  (Mr. 
O’Brien)  states  that  it  is  the  intention  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  reform  in  matters  of  this  kind. 

Mr.  O'BRIEN.  I  made  no  such  statement.  I 
am  not  responsible  for  the  Government. 

Mr.  ALLAN.  I  was  very  glad  to  hear  that  the 
hon.  gentleman  expressed  such  confidence  in  the 
Administration.  He  also  stated  that  this  was  an 
old  matter  and  that  it  had  been  arranged  some 
three  or  four  years  ago,  but  I  think  that  the  new 
members  of  this  House  should  be  informed  why 
this  scandalous  proposition  was  ever  made  to 
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Parliament.  Surely  this  House  when  asked  to 
sanction  the  expenditure  of  money  should  be  in¬ 
formed  of  the  reasons  why  they  were  so  asked,  or 
otherwise  they  should  withhold  that  sanction.  I 
have  listened  to  the  remarks  of  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works  and  the  other  gentlemen  supporting 
him,  but  I  have  not  heard  one  of  them  attempt  to 
justify  this  expenditure  in  any  way.  The  fact  of 
the  matter  is,  that  it  is  simply  scandalous  and  in¬ 
defensible.  Just  look  at  the  nature  of  this  pro¬ 
position.  Here  is  the  small  town  of  Laprairie, 
a  place  which  I  know  well  as  I  have  walked 
its  streets  and  have  noticed  the  absence  of  all 
business  there  ;  it  is  a  small  place  which 
the  report  of  the  Postmaster  Gei  eral  shows  returns 
a  revenue  of  only  $433.16  a  year,  and  yet  the 
Government  of  Canada  propose  to  erect  public 
buildings  there  costing  $16,000.  It  does  not  matter 
to  me  whether  this  vote  was  proposed  yesterday  or 
three  or  four  years  ago.  It  is  sufficient  for  me  to 
know  that  it  was  proposed  by  this  Government, 
and  that  this  House  is  now  asked  to  sanction  the 
expenditure.  I  would  ask  what  evidence  is  there 
here  that  the  Government  is  going  to  reform  in 
that  respect  ?  Why,  Sir,  for  the  last  few  days,  we 
have  been  considering  item  after  item,  in  the  same 
line  of  extravagance  and  waste  of  money.  There 
was  an  appropriation  passed  here  for  a  public 
building  at  Dartmouth,  a  small  place  with  a  revenue 
of  $2,000,  and  yet  $20,000  is  to  be  expended  on 
buildings  there.  In  Lunenburg,  a  place  which  is 
equalled  in  size  and  importance  by  at  least  forty 
places  in  Ontario  which  have  no  ^public  buildings, 
the  Government  propose  to  erect  buildings  costing 
$16,000.  If  we  look  down  through  the  estimates 
which  have  yet  to  be  considered,  we  further  find 
that  the  confidence  expressed  by  the  lion,  member 
from  Muskoka  (Mr.  O’Brien)  is  not  well  founded. 
Let  us  examine  upon  what  principle  $16,000  is  to 
be  expended  in  the  small  town  of  Laprairie,  an  old 
town  which  has  really  no  future  before  it,  and  even 
if  it  were  likely  to  develop,  this  money  should  not 
be  asked  for  until  it  was  required.  Let  us  take 
the  County  of  Essex,  the  south  riding  of  which  I 
have  the  honour  to  represent,  and  we  have  there 
ten  or  eleven  towns  with  four  or  five  times  the  re¬ 
venue  of  Laprairie,  and  yet  they  have  no  public 
buildings.  Here  are  some  of  them  : 


Postal  Revenue. 

Kingsville . $1,554  40 

Leamington .  2,612  IS 

Sandwich .  728  65 

Walkerville .  2,207  20 

Essex  Centre . 2,936  12 

Cumber .  1,106  46 

Tilbury .  1.568  42 

Bell  River .  495  54 

Amherstburg .  2,00102 


Amherstburg  has  been  supplied  with  a  post 
office,  but  Essex  Centre,  with  an  annual  postal 
revenue  of  nearly  $3,000,  has  been  left  without 
accommodation.  We  in  Essex  County  have  not 
complained  very  much,  and  we  are  not  disposed 
to  clamour  very  much  for  Government  favours, 
except  upon  an  equitable  basis,  but  I  would 
like  to  know  upon  what  principles  these  appro¬ 
priations  are  made?  What  we  ask  is,  that  some 
general  well-defined  rule  should  be  established 
in  this  matter,  or  rather  that  the  rule  which  has 
been  adopted  by  the  House  should  be  faithfully 
carried  out.  By  what  sort  of  influence  was  this 
vote  obtained  by  the  town  of  Laprairie  ?  Clearly 
Mr.  Allan. 


it  was  done  for  the  purpose  of  securing  a  Govern¬ 
ment  supporter  for  that  county  ;  and  if  we  look 
from  one  end  of  this  country  to  the  other  we  see 
that  this  Government  is  abusing  its  power  and  its 
patronage  in  the  same  way  to  further  its  own  ends. 
It  is  a  post  office  here  or  a  railway  there.  What 
were  the  influences  against  which  I  had  to 

v _ / 

contend  at  the  last  election  in  the  south 
riding  of  Essex  ?  The  Government  had  erected,  as 
I  stated,  a  post  office  at  the  town  of  Amhertsburg, 
and  the  candidate  who  was  then  opposing  me  claimed 
that  as  a  reason  for  returning  him,  and  lie  shouted 
at  the  top  of  his  voice  at  one  of  the  public  meet¬ 
ings  :  “  Vote  for  the  party  that  gave  you  a  post 

office.”  But  that  was  not  sufficient,  and  again 
before  the  people  of  Amherstburg  was  dangled  the 
promise  of  their  obtaining  a  dry  dock  at  a  cost  of 
an  immense  sum  of  money.  The  whole  town  was 
decorated  with  streamers,  and  the  fences  and 
buildings  were  placarded  with  the  motto  “  Vote 
for  Wigle  and  a  Dry  Dock  at  Amhertsburg.  ”  What 
was  the  cry  raised  in  the  town  of  Essex  Centre  in 
which  I  live  ?  On  the  very  same  platform  with 
myself,  for  we  held  joint  meetings,  Mr.  Wigle 
stated  to  the  electors  of  Essex  :  “  Return  me  to 
Parliament,  and  I  will  guarantee  to  secure  an  ap¬ 
propriation  that  will  get  you  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  to  Essex  Centre.”  What  was  the  case  in 
the  town  of  Leamington,  where  Mr.  Wigle  lives  ? 
Why,  Sir,  he  stated  on  the  platform  that  he  would 
secure  the  building  of  a  breakwater  there,  and  he 
pledged  himself  to  do  it  if  he  were  returned  to  Par¬ 
liament.  It  may  be  true  that  the  Government  is 
not  responsible  for  all  these  promises.  At  the 
opening  of  the  first  session  of  this  Parliament  I  took 
occasion  to  enquire  what  there  was  in  the  dry 
dock  scheme,  and  I  found  that  it  was  a  local 
matter,  boomed  by  local  parties  solely  for  political 
purposes  ;  but  what  I  want  to  point  out  is 
that  this  system  of  distributing  patronage  is  de¬ 
bauching  the  public  mind  in  this  country.  If  we 
figure  up  the  promises  made  by  the  Government, 
some  of  them  fulfilled  and  others  unfulfilled,  and 
the  promises  made  by  their  supporters  throughout 
the  different  constituencies,  we  would  find  that,  to 
carry  them  into  effect,  it  would  cost  an  enormous 
amount  of  money.  In  addition  to  all  these  pro¬ 
mises  of  public  works  in  the  south  riding  of  Essex 
we  had  the  influences  of  the  Red  Parlour  brought  to 
bear  at  the  last  moment,  and  my  hon.  friend  the 
Minister  of  Militia  will  recollect  a  little  by-play  in 
Pelee  Island  in  which  he  figured  so  illustriously. 
These  were  the  influences  that  were  at  work  in  my 
constituency,  and  these  are  the  influences  at  work 
in  nearly  every  constituency  in  Canada.  Hon. 
gentlemen  can  rise  in  their  places  and  speak  about 
how  the  patronage  of  this  country  has  been  distri¬ 
buted,  but,  Sir,  in  the  recent  election  in  Welland, 
as  well  as  in  West  Northumberland,  what  was  the 
cry  raised  by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  as  I  can 
show  by  reading  an  extract  from  a  Cobourg  paper? 
The  only  hope  they  had  of  carrying  the  county  was 
by  appealing  to  the  personal  interests  of  the  people 
in  that  town.  After  referring  to  the  merits  of  the 
present  member  for  West  Northumberland  (Mr. 
Guillet),  the  paper  says  : 

“  But  in  view  of  the  present  strong  position  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  we  are  more  concerned  about  the  future  of  our 
own  locality,  and  the  effect  which  the  result  of  the  present 
contest  will  have  upon  our  town  in  particular.  This  being 
the  county  town  and  the  largest  centre  of  population  in  the 
riding,  it  is  but  natural  to  assume  that  what  will  benefit 
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the  town  will  also  prove  beneficial  to  the  whole  riding. 
It  is  also  the  largest  market  for  the  farmers  of  this  section 
of  country  where  the  produce  of  the  farm  may  always  find 
ready  sale  at  fair  prices.  The  interests  of  the  town  and 
country  are  therefore  identical,  and  we  have  never  wit¬ 
nessed  a  more  striking  example  of  this  than  in  the  express¬ 
ed  sentiment  of  the  people  with  regard  to  our  new  rail¬ 
way  project  at  its  first  inception.  But  we  have  also  wit¬ 
nessed  with  much  regret  the  efforts  of  our  political 
opponents  to  belittle  the  railway  question  in  the  present 
contest.  Of  course  this  is  done  for  political  effect, because 
when  the  railway  question  was  uppermost,  without  atten¬ 
dant  political  excitement,  none  were  more  enthusiastically 
anxious  for  the  new  railway  than  were  our  Grit  friends. 

“  But  when  the  general  election  came  on,  they  threw 
all  their  anxiety  about  the  welfare  of  the  town  to  the 
winds,  and  worked  to  their  utmost  for  the  defeat  of  the 
Government.  But  the  Government  triumphed  with  a 
large  majority,  although  unfortunately  for  the  town  our 
candidate  in  this  riding  was  defeated,  and  with  him  for 
the  time  being  all  hope  of  the  new  railway.  The  oppor¬ 
tunity  is  again  offered  to  the  people,  however,  to  secure 
the  construction  of  the  new  railway,  or  otherwise  as  they 
may  decide  at  the  polls  on  Tuesday.  Let  them  not  be 
deceived,  for  upon  their  decision  in  this  contest  depends 
the  fate  of  Cobourg  for  at  least  the  present  decade. 
We  do  not  propose  to  deceive  the  people,  nor  to  hold  out 
to  them  false  hopes.  Our  success  just  now  depends  upon 
sending  to  Ottawa  a  representative  friendly  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  so  that  the  charter  for  the  new  road  may  be  extend¬ 
ed  and  the  additional  subsidy  granted,  which  will  in  all 
human  probability  secure  its  construction.” 

In  addition  to  this  we  find  throughout  the  paper 
all  sorts  of  appeals  to  the  people  in  the  same  direc¬ 
tion,  such  as  these  : 

“  Business  men  should  vote  for  Guillet  and  improve  the 
value  of  their  property  by  having  the  town  as  a  terminus 
to  a  branch  line  ot  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway.” 

“  Vote  for  Guillet,  and  give  plenty  of  work  at  the  har¬ 
bour  to  our  labouring  men.” 

We  remember  all  about  the  harbour.  A  small 
grant  was  asked  last  year,  and  although  human 
life  was  in  all  probability  in  danger,  it  was  with¬ 
held.  We  find  that  in  order  to  obtain  that  also  it 
is  necessary  to  return  a  supporter  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  elections  of  this  country  have  been  car¬ 
ried  chiefly  by  bribing  the  constituencies  with  offers 
of  that  kind,  and  where  these  have  failed, by  means 
of  contributions  from  public  works  contractors  and 
from  the  Red  Parlour.  That  is  the  state  of  affairs 
in  this  country.  Whatever  effect  the  trade  policy 
has  had,  and  bad  enough  it  has  been,  this  system 
hasdonemore  to  damage  this  country  than  ten  trade 
policies  could  possibly  do  ;  for  it  is  possible  to  recover 
from  the  bad  effects  of  the  trade  policy,  but  if  you 
continue  to  debauch  the  electors  of  this  country  as 
you  have  done,  what  will  become  of  the  country  ? 
It  will  have  practically  no  future  before  it  unless 
we  can  secure  honest  government.  Now,  it  is  not 
necessary  for  me  to  go  over  the  list  of  post  offices 
and  make  comparisons.  1  have  done  that  in  my 
own  county.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario  all  over  you  find  that  there  are  about 
forty  post  offices  the  returns  from  which  return 
about  84,000  each,  and  over  one  hundred  that 
return  over  $2,000  each,  equal  to  the  returns  from 
Lunenburg  and  Dartmouth  and  five  times  the 
returns  from  Laprairie,  and  yet  none  of  these 
have  post  office  buildings.  1  hope  that  the  pre¬ 
diction  which  lias  been  made,  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  this  respect  intend  to  turn  over  a  new 
leaf  and  adopt  a  new  policy,  will  be  carried  out. 
If  not,  I  hope  that  the  honest  gentlemen  who  sit 
behind  the  Government — and  surely  there  are 
some  honest  men  among  them — will  see  that  no 
such  proposition  as  this  will  ever  be  carried 
through  a  Canadian  Parliament  again. 

Mr.  LOWELL.  I  desire  to  offer  a  few  remarks 
upon  the  subject  now  engaging  the  attention  of  the 


committee  :  and  as  a  new  member,  I  will  not  de¬ 
tain  you  very  long.  This  proposition  to  erect  a 
post  office  at  Laprairie  seems  to  me  to  be  part  of  a 
system  that  prevails  throughout  this  country,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  election  times  ;  and  to  my  mind  it  is 
about  time  that  that  system  should  be  brought  to 
an  end.  In  the  county  which  I  have  the  honour  to 
represent  we  have  at  least  ten  or  a  dozen  post 
offices,  the  revenue  of  which  is  far  greater  than 
that  derived  from  the  post  office  at  Laprairie. 
Chippawa  yields  a  revenue  of  $622,  Fonthill  $493, 
Fort  Erie  $943,  Humberstone  $780,  International 
Bridge  $777,  Niagara  Falls  South,  my  own  home, 
$1,300,  Port  Colborne  $1,791,  Port  Robinson  $457, 
Ridgeway  $763,  the  town  of  Thorold  $2,692,  and 
the  town  of  Welland  $3,405  ;  and  we  have  not  post 
office  buildings  in  any  of  these  places.  Yet  here  is 
the  offer  which  was  made  by  the  Government  organ 
in  my  county  during  the  last  election,  and  which  I 
had  to  contend  against.  I  will  read  the  article  as 
it  appears  in  the  editorial  columns  of  the  Welland 
Telegraph  : 

“  The  Reformers  of  the  County  of  Welland  are  evinc¬ 
ing  but  little  hope  of  success  in  the  coming  contest,  and 
their  candidate  is  evidently  nearly  disgusted  with  the 
situation.  All  the  imported  Grit  oratory  that  the  Re¬ 
formers  can  bring  into  the  county  will  have  no  effect  in 
changing  the  tide  of  popular  opinion.  The  great  majority 
of  the  voters  who  have  at  heart  the  interest  and  welfare 
of  the  country  and  county,  realize  the  utter  uselessness 
of  voting  for  a  man  like  James  Lowell,  who,  if  elected, 
would  be  of  no  possible  use  to  his  constituents,  and  whose 
return  would  be  telling  the  Government  that  this  county 
had  no  favours  to  ask  or  expect,  as  it  is  not  to  be  expected 
the  Administration  would  go  to  any  extra  trouble  to 
favour  a  county  which  said  it  wanted  none.  The  town  of 
Welland  does  want  favours  ;  it  wants  a  post  office  build¬ 
ing  and  it  wants  a  new  canal  bi'idge  on  a  line  with  Main 
street,  which  it  may  have  good  hopes  of  securing  if  the 
county  sends  to  Ottawa  a  Government  representative. 
Niagara  Falls  wants  improved  post  office  accommoda¬ 
tions,  and  nearly  every  municipality  in  the  county  is  wish¬ 
ing  for  improvements  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Dom¬ 
inion  Government.  In  the  face  of  these  facts  it  is  hardly 
likely  the  people  will  be  so  foolish  and  short-sighted  as 
to  elect  an  Opposition  representative.  Outside  of  these 
factsthey  have  in  Mr.  Lawson  a  man  fully  able  to  repre¬ 
sent  them,  and  a  man  whose  influence  and  ability  can  and 
will  be  used  for  the  benefit  of  his  constituency.  The 
people  of  Welland  are  not  going  to  be  deluded  this  time 
with  promises  which  can  never  be  fulfilled.  In  voting  for 
Mr.  Lawson  they  have  all  to  gain  and  nothing  to  lose.  In 
voting  for  Mr.  Lowell  they  vote  for  nothing.” 

There  are  one  or  two  other  paragraphs  here  which 
I  will  also  read  : 

Don’t  throw  away  your  vote  by  giving  it  to  a  man  who 
can  obtain  nothing  for  his  constituents.  If  you  vote  for 
Lowell  that  is  precisely  what  you  will  be  doing.” 

Another : 

“  The  electors  who  vote  for  Lawson  vote  for  a  man  who 
is  able  to  represent  the  constituency,  and  obtain  favours 
for  the  county  when  and  where  necessary.  The  elector 
who  votes  for  Lowell  loses  his  vote  by  giving  it  to  a  man 
who,  if  elected,  can  do  nothing  but  draw  his  pay.” 

These  are  the  offers  that  were  thrown  out  as  a  bribe 
to  the  people  of  the  County  of  Welland  ;  but  the 
intelligent  electors  spurned  them  and  returned  me 
by  a  very  handsome  majority.  If  I  do  not 
do  anything  more  than  draw  my  pay,  I  can 
draw  t lie  attention  of  the  House  to  the  fact  that 
these  offers  have  been  thrown  out,  as  I  am  afraid 
similar  offers  have  been  in  almost  every  consti¬ 
tuency  where  elections  have  been  held  for  some 
time  past ;  and  I  say  that  it  is  a  system  which 
should  be  decried. 

Mr.  BROWN.  I  would  not  be  doing  justice  to 
my  constituents  if  I  did  not  raise  my  voice  in  pro¬ 
test  against  this  vote.  It  grieves  me  very  much  to 
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have  to  say  anything  with  regard  to  the  action  of 
the  Government,  but  knowing  the  locality  where 
this  post  office  is  situated,  I  fail  to  see,  from  the 
discussion  which  took  place  last  session,  how  we 
can  allow  this  item  to  pass.  I  would  ask  the  in¬ 
dulgence  of  the  House  while  I  quote  the  words  used 
by  the  hon.  member  for  Montreal  Centre  with 
reference  to  this  matter.  He  said  : 

“  Laprairie  is  one  of  the  progressive  places  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec.  It  affords  me  very  great  pleasure  to 
give  occasion  for  so  much  hilarity  to  my  hon.  friend,  but 
I  say  that  in  the  last  year  or  two  Laprairie  has  taken  a 
very  decided  step  in  advance.  It  is  now  in  communica¬ 
tion  with  many  points  that  it  had  not  been  in  communica¬ 
tion  with  before.  A  new  channel  has  been  completed 
there  which  facilitates  navigation,  and  when  the  new 
wharf  is  completed,  which  it  is  not  yet,  there  is  no  doubt 
that  a  great  deal  of  business  will  be  done.  In  addition  to 
that,  this  village  has  lately  been  supplied  with  a  fire 
engine,  hook  and  ladders.  They  have  built  a  new 
aqueduct,  which  is  of  great  service.  They  are  now  put¬ 
ting  down  the  pipes  in  connection  with  it.  The  pressure 
is  very  powerful.  They  have  steam  and  air  pressure  which 
bring  the  water  1,350  feet  from  the  St.  Lawrence  Paver. 
I  know  personally  that  at  the  present  moment  Laprairie 
is  a  place  where  there  is  a  very  marked  improvement, 
and  I  am  satisfied  that  the  amount  now  asked  to  be  voted 
is  an  expenditure  in  the  proper  direction,  and  that 
Laprairie  will  give  a  very  good  account  of  itself  in  the 
near  future  as  one  of  the  most  progressive  places  near 
Montreal.” 

Now,  Sir,  if  I  understood  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  last  evening  correctly,  he  stated  that  La¬ 
prairie  was  entitled  to  a  post  office  because  it  is  a 
historical  place.  If  that  be  so,  there  are  some 
counties  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  which  are  still 
more  historical.  We  must  not  forget  the  County 
of  Chateauguay  which  was  so  loyal  some  years  ago. 
If  all  the  post  offices  giving  the  same  amount  of 
revenue  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  are  to  be  favour¬ 
ed  in  like  manner,  I  think  you  will  find  there  are 
1*26,  and  it  would  require  $2,016,000  to  give  them 
all  similar  buildings.  After  reading  you  those 
remarks  of  the  hon.  member  for  Montreal  Centre, 
I  will  give  you  the  census  figures  to  show  how  this 
village  is  progressing.  Laprairie  in  the  year  1871 
had  a  population  of  1 ,259  ;  in  1891  its  population  was 
1 ,246.  You  see,  therefore,  what  it  has  lost  in  the  last 
twenty  years.  I  understood  the  hon.  member  for 
Muskoka  to  say  that  he  denounced  that  system, 
but  had  he  denounced  it  two  or  three  years  ago, 
his  words  might  have  had  more  effect.  The  hon. 
member  for  Bagot  said  that  the  Province  of  Quebec 
had  received  no  undue  favours.  I  do  not  think  that 
any  province  should  ask  for  favours.  What  they 
should  ask  for  is  justice,  and  I  would  like  to  know 
where  is  the  justice  in  erecting  a  post  office  at  this 
expense  in  Laprairie  where  the  population  is  de¬ 
creasing  and  there  is  nothing  there  to  cause  an 
increase.  I  should  like  to  find  out  from  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  if  a  deed  of  that  site  lias 
been  made  over  to  the  Government. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  property  was  donated  by 
the  council  of  Laprairie.  We  have  a  deed,  but  I 
have  not  got  it  here. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Has  that  deed  been  registered  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  ground  has  been  donated 
by  the  council  of  Laprairie.  If  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  wants  to  have  the  deed  produced  with  the 
certificate  of  the  registrar,  I  cannot  get  it  to-night, 
but  I  will  try  to  satisfy  the  hon.  gentleman  before 
the  item  goes  to  concurrence. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  question  was  whether  a  deed 
had  ever  been  executed  by  the  donors. 

Mr.  Brown. 


Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  title  has  been 
vested  in  the  Crown. 

Mr.  BROWN.  In  my  constituency  I  have  the 
village  of  Ormstown  which  has  a  revenue  of  .$1,198, 
almost  three  times  the  revenue  of  Laprairie,  and  I 
think  the  Government  should  do  something  in  re¬ 
gard  to  that. 

Riviere  du  Loup  (Fraserville)  Post 
Office,  Custom  House,  Ac .  $1,500 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  is  the 
total  cost  of  that  ?  the  revenue  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  total  cost  is  $23,728.51. 
The  postal  revenue  was  $1,922.29.  The  money 
orders  issued  and  paid  amounted  to  $19,429.  There 
is  a  savings  bank  there  that  in  1891  received 
$10,346.  The  population  in  1871  "was  1,541,  in 
1881  it  was  2,291,  and  in  1891  it  was  4,175.  This 
building  is  also  to  accommodate  the  officers  of  cus¬ 
toms  and  excise. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Is  that  the  cost  exclusive  of  the 
land  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  includes  the  land. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Has  the  land  been  purchased  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  What  did  the  land  cost? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  $3,500. 

Mr.  LISTER.  When  was  the  land  purchased? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  On  the  26th  March,  1889. 

Mr.  LISTER.  When  was  the  building  com¬ 
menced  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  As  soon  as  the  site  was  pur" 
chased.  The  date  of  the  contract  was  the  27th 
December,  1889. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Is  the  building  nearly  completed  • 

Mr.  OUIMET.  As  there  is  only  $1,500  more 
required,  it  must  be  nearly  completed. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Is  the  name 
being  changed  from  Riviere  du  Loup  to  Fraser- 
ville  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes,  I  believe  the  seigniory 
belongs  to  the  Fraser  family. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  It  appears  to 
me  that  the  old  name  was  much  more  picturesque. 

Sr.  Henri  Post  Office,  Ac.— to  complete.  $19,000 

Mr.  LISTER.  When  was  that  commenced  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  total  expenditure  up  to  the 
30th  December,  1891,  including  the  purchase  of 
the  site,  was  $4,023.49.  The  total  estimated  cost 
of  the  building  is  $23,543.49.  The  contract  has 
been  given,  but  the  contractors  have  failed  to 
carry  out  their  obligation.  They  have  been  notified 
that  their  contract  has  been  terminated,  and  now 
tenders  will  have  to  be  asked  for.  Of  course  the 
ordinary  penalty  wras  paid  by  the  contractors,  that 
is,  their  deposit  was  confiscated. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  firm 
was  it  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Pelletier  &  Frigon. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Is  the  building  nearly  com¬ 
pleted  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  No,  it  is  scarcely  commenced. 
Only  the  foundations  are  in. 
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Sir  KIC'HARl)  CARTWRIGHT.  What  quan¬ 
tity  of  land  was  purchased  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  lot  is  irregular  in  shape.  On 
Notre  Dame  street  it  has  a  frontage  of  77  feet  11 
inches,  but  in  the  rear  it  is  omly  39  feet  wide  by  a 
depth  of  72  feet. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  That  is  a  very 
small  plot.  What  price  was  paid  for  it? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  price  paid  was  .$4,000.  It 
is  in  the  centre  of  St.  Henri,  which  is  a  place  now 
numbering  over  13,000  people.  In  fact  it  is  a  part 
of  the  city  of  Montreal,  and  this  land,  being  situated 
on  the  main  street,  is  worth  a  very  high  price. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Have  you  a  post  office  there 
now,  and  if  so,  what  rent  do  you  pay  for  it  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  There  is  post  office  accommo¬ 
dation  there  now,  but  I  cannot  say  what  is  paid 
for  it. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  As  the  contractors  have 
failed  and  the  Government  are  under  no  engage¬ 
ment  now,  I  would  submit  whether  it  is  wise  to 
spend  this  large  sum  of  money  in  a  place  like  that. 
The  revenue  is  only  $2,054.  It  would  require  $920 
for  interest  alone,  and  then  you  would  have  to  em¬ 
ploy  a  man  to  take  care  of  the  building  and  pay 
him  at  least  $400  more,  you  have  got  to  heat  and 
light  it,  $400  more  ;  and  your  total  revenue  from 
that  post  office  is  gone  in  keeping  up  that  building. 
Now,  would  it  not  be  wiser  for  the  Government  to 
think  twice  before  they  enter  into  a  new  contract 
to  erect  a  building  ?  I  presume  some  other  build¬ 
ing  can  be  rented  for  a  small  amount  that  will  afford 
all  the  accommodation  required. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  argument  of  my  lion,  friend 
would  carry  him  very  far.  I  suppose  we  could  get 
the  accommodation  that  we  have  in  this  Chamber 
for  very  much  less  in  rent  than  the  interest  on  the 
capital  we  have  invested  in  building  this  Chamber. 
And  so  with  all  the  public  buildings.  For  instance, 
the  custom  house  in  St.  John,  N.B. ,  has  just 
been  burned  ;  it  cost  over  $350,000,  and  we  must 
suppose  it  was  built  with  the  greatest  economy 
since  it  was  built  by  the  friends  of  lion,  gentlemen 
opposite,  when  they  were  in  power.  Four  per 
cent  on  $350, 0(H)  would  give  you  $14,000  a  year, 
and  no  doubt  we  could  rent  offices  to  accommodate 
the  officials  there  for  $200  a  year.  Thus  it  would 
be  a  very  good  speculation  for  the  country  not  to 
build  any  more  custom  houses  in  the  city  of  St. 
John.  If  the  Government  were  to  rent  shanties 
and  not  erect  any  more  buildings  anywhere,  it 
would  be  a  great  saving  for  the  country. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  I  point  out  this  fact,  that 
here  is  a  revenue  of  only  $3,000  a  year,  and  you 
propose  to  expend  the  whole  of  it  in  erecting  a 
building.  Now,  if  you  can  get  a  building  that 
will  answer  the  purposes  there  just  as  well  as  the 
new  building  you  are  putting  up - 

Mr.  OUIMET.  We  cannot, 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Why  can  you  not  ?  There 
are  hundreds  of  places  in  this  country  where  the 
revenue  is  more  and  where  the  postal  facilities 
are  not  as  good,  but  you  do  not  propose  to  erect 
post  offices  at  all  these  places.  If  you  can  get 
accommodation  for  $2,000  in  St.  John,  I  think  you 
are  very  foolish  to  go  and  spend  $300,000  in 
putting  up  a  new  custom  house  there.  You  want 
to  afford  the  people  accommodation,  but  you  want 


to  afford  it  with  the  least  possible  expense  to  the 
ratepayers. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Is  the  Minister  aware  that 
there  is  a  falling  revenue  in  this  office?  In  1891 
the  revenue  was  $2,235.74. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Perhaps  it  will  increase  when 
they  have  a  better  building. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  When  it  was  thought 
they  were  going  to  have  a  building,  it  appears 
to  have  had  a  depressing  influence  on  the  trade  of 
that  flourishing  towm,  because  the  next  year  i  find 
that  the  revenue  fell  to  $1 ,922.74.  When  Laprairie 
was  threatened  with  a  post  office,  there  was  a 
falling  off  of  $6  the  first  year  after  the  post  office 
was  begun.  If  this  policy  is  going  to  be  pursued, 
you  are  going  to  drive  the  settlers  away,  you  are 
going  to  lose  your  revenue,  and  how  is  the  Minister 
of  Finance  going  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
Government  and  to  put  up  offices  when  the  people 
are  going  away  and  the  revenue  is  falling  off  ?  I 
would  ask  the  Minister  if  he  would  be  kind  enough 
to  lay  that  report  on  the  Table,  that  he  has  in 
reference  to  public  works  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes.  In  answer  to  the  lion, 
gentleman  from  Kent  (Mr.  Campbell),  I  may  say 
that  Chatham,  which  has  a  smaller  population  than 
St.  Henri,  has  a  post  office  costing  $58,904. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  is  the 
customs  revenue  of  Chatham  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  do  not  know. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  think  the 
hon.  gentleman  will  find  that  the  customs  revenue 
of  Chatham  is  three,  four  or  five  times  as  much. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  It  is  $13,406.  I  can  tell  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  that  if  any  good  business 
man  was  to  put  up  that  post  office  in  Chatham  he 
could  do  it  for  just  about  two-thirds  of  what  it 
cost  the  Government.  The  “  boy  ”  had  to  be  paid 
out  of  that. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  think  the  argument  of  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Public  Works,  carried  to  its  logical  conclu¬ 
sion,  would  lead  to  a  queer  condition  of  affairs. 
Because  post  offices  are  erected  in  large  centres  of 
populatian  where  an  enormous  amount  of  business 
is  done,  where  a  great  many  employes  are  engaged 
to  carry  on  the  business,  he  says  it  is  necessary  to 
erect  public  buildings  in  these  smaller  places  in  the 
country.  Now,  if  it  is  necessary  to  erect  a  public 
building  in  this  town  where  the  post  office  revenue  is 
only  $2,000  a  year,  it  is  equally  necessary  to  put  up 
public  buildings  in  the  very  smallest  places,  irrespec¬ 
tive  altogether  of  the  amount  of  revenue.  We  all 
know  that  these  matters  must  be  governed  by  some 
rule  either  as  to  the  amount  of  income  or  as  to  the 
number  of  the  population,  and  if  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works  would  base  it  upon  either  ground, 
then  we  could  understand  what  he  is  doing.  But 
when  he  puts  up  these  buildings  at  the  mere  ipue 
dixit  of  the  Government,  or  at  the  urgent  request 
of  supporters  for  the  purpose  of  securing  support 
for  the  Government  candidate,  he  is  wasting  the 
funds  of  the  people.  He  is  using  the  funds  entrusted 
to  the  Government  as  trustees,  for  the  purpose  of 
buying  support.  This  book  all  through  shows  there 
has  been  a  scandalous  exercise  of  power  by  the 
Government. 

M  r.  0  UI M  ET.  Scandalous  is  an  expression  that 
we  have  heard  pretty  often. 
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Mr.  LISTER.  I  do  not  think  it  can  be  repeated 
too  often.  It  ought  to  be  pounded  into  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  day  and  night  in  order  that  the  country 
may  understand  it.  We  do  not  expect  to  have 
any  effect  at  all  upon  the  Government.  We  think, 
to  use  a  common  expression,  it  is  like  pouring 
water  on  a  duck’s  back  to  talk  to  the  Government 
about  economy. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  will  have  some  effect  on  the 
public  at  large. 

Mr.  LISTER.  We  had  to-day  an  instance  of  it. 
Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  you  sent  your 
Secretary  of  State  up  there  to  handle  the  boodle, 
vve  carried  the  constituency  of  North  Perth.  We 
know  when  the  Secretary  of  State  goes,  what  influ¬ 
ence  he  carries  with  him,  and  he  did  not  go  up 
there  this  time  without  the  necessary  influence, 
but  in  spite  of  all  that  influence  we  have  carried 
North  Perth  ;  we  carried  it  by  an  increased  major¬ 
ity  notwithstanding  all  the  efforts  put  forth,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  little  subscriptions  you  got  from 
certain  senators  in  the  other  Chamber  to  take  into 
North  Perth.  I  suppose  it  is  understood  that 
these  things  are  all  secret,  that  the  outside  public 
know  nothing  about  it.  But  there  is  a  little  bird 
that  whispers  the  secret,  and  notwithstanding  all 
the  efforts  you  put  forth,  an  honest  man  has  been 
elected  there  to-day. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  And  a  dishonest  man  lias  been 
defeated,  I  suppose. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  am  not  saying  anything  about 
the  other  gentleman.  I  do  not  know  him  ;  but  I 
say  that  dishonest  means  were  resorted  to  to  elect 
him. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  Keep  to  the  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  lion.  Minister  says  that  this 
word  scandalous  is  used  too  often.  I  say  it  is  a 
scandalous  prostitution  of  the  power  of  this  Gov¬ 
ernment,  putting  up  these  buildings  in  small  places 
where  the  revenue  does  not  warrant  it.  He  is 
putting  them  in  small  places  where  ample  accom¬ 
modation  could  be  obtained  at  a  comparatively 
small  expense  that  would  answer  all  public  pur¬ 
poses.  But  it  is  not  the  object  to  meet  the  public 
necessities  in  making  these  public  expenditures. 
The  object  is  obvious,  and  that  is  to  have  patronage 
in  order  that  support  may  be  gathered  about  the 
Government.  This  building,  the  Minister  says,  has 
been  commenced.  Having  been  commenced  I  sup¬ 
pose  it  must  be  carried  on  ;  but  let  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  understand  that  if  any  more  such  under¬ 
takings  as  have  been  submitted  by  his  predecessor 
and  himself  in  the  way  of  public  buildings,  are 
brought  forward,  they  will  be  vigorously  opposed, 
opposed  as  strongly  as  it  is  possible  to  oppose  them 
by  this  side  of  the  House.  I  believe  that  in  making 
this  statement,  I  echo  the  sentiment  of  every 
member  on  this  side  of  the  House,  that  this  system 
of  petty  bribery  throughout  the  constituencies 
must  be  stopped.  If  you  want  to  buy  up  consti¬ 
tuencies,  put  your  hands  down  in  your  pockets  like 
men  and  buy  them,  but  you  shall  not  purchase 
them  at  the  expense  of  the  country  at  large. 

M  r.  MULOCK.  I  am  sorry  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  has  spoken  as  he  has  of  the  hon.  member 
for  Lambton  (Mr.  Lister),  who  I  think  was  quite 
within  both  his  rights  and  the  amenities  of  the 
debate  when  he  addressed  the  committee  as  he  did. 

Mr.  Lister. 


I  understand  the  Minister  has  now  placed  himself 
superior  to  Parliament,  and  has  declared  that  the 
resolution  of  two  years  ago  has  no  bearing  on  him. 

I  was  not  in  the  Chamber  at  the  time  he  gave 
expression  to  that  nqw  doctrine. 

Mr.  OUIMET,  How  can  you  say  I  did  so  ? 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  have  been  told  that  the  Min¬ 
ister  said  he  does  not  consider  that  resolution 
binding  on  him. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Hearsay  evidence  in  not  good. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  What  is  the  Minister’s  opinion 
on  that  resolution  ?  We  are  engaged  on  the  import¬ 
ant  work  of  administering  as  economical  as  pos¬ 
sible,  public  money,  and  here  we  have  evidence 
repeated,  item  after  item,  that  public  money  is 
being  wasted,  poured  into  the  province  of  the 
Minister  for  what  he  calls  public  benefit,  but  which 
he  will  not  pledge  himself  before  the  public  to  say  is 
going  to  attain  that  end.  When  real  honest  demands 
are  made  on  the  public  exchequer  for  consideration, 
the  applicants  are  told  there  is  no  money.  A  short 
time  ago  a  requisition  was  made  on  the  Postmaster 
General  by  the  letter  carriers.  What  was  the  an¬ 
swer  ?  The  Government  have  got  no  money.  They 
did  not  say  :  We  are  spending  so  much  money  for 
corrupt  purposes  in  erecting  post  offices  and  other 
buildingswhich  are  not  wanted,  that  wecannot  afford 
to  pay  an  honest  day  of  work  with  an  honest  day’s 
pay.  The  Government  are  paying  the  letter  car¬ 
riers  of  Toronto  $360  a  year,  a  pair  of  boots  and  a 
suit  of  clothes,  and  they  think  this  is  enough  to 
live  on.  To  men  whose  work  is  most  onerous, 
the  excuse  for  denying  their  honest  claim  was  prac¬ 
tically  that  the  Government  required  so  rnvtch  of 
the  public  money  for  boodle.  We  have  had  several 
illustrations.  This  policy  is  being  pursued  in  the 
Maritime  Provinces.  We  were  told  that  it  is  ne¬ 
cessary  to  reduce  the  staff  on  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  by  a  great  many  hundreds,  because  the 
resources  of  the  country  cannot  afford  the  present 
outlay.  At  the  same  time  we  discover  that  the 
Government  have  acquired  a  large  property  in  the 
city  of  St.  John  at  a  fabulous  price,  involving  a 
questionable  transaction.  Here  again,  to-night,  we 
are  furnished  with  another  reason  for  denying 
Government  employes  honest  pay  for  labour 
rendered.  Could  there  be  anything  more  unfair 
and  more  discreditable  ?  The  hon.  member  thinks 
these  men  in  the  service  are  bound  hand  and  foot 
to  support  the  Government,  are  slaves,  in  fact, 
bondmen,  and,  therefore,  must  support  him 
at  any  cost  ;  it  is  not  necessary  even  to 
do  justice  to  them,  because  at  a  moment’s 
notice  they  might  be  discharged.  Lack  of  funds  is 
given  as  the  excuse  for  not  paying  these  men  pro¬ 
perly  for  the  services  they  have  rendered,  and  at 
the  same  time  money  is  being  thrown  away,  money 
collected  from  these  very  public  servants  by  taxa¬ 
tion,  and  expended  for  illegal  purposes  in  order  to 
erect  public  buildings  and  thus  secure  political 
support.  I  cannot  conceive  of  any  greater  abuse 
of  power  than  that  illustrated  by  these  very  trans¬ 
actions  that  this  committee  have  been  compelled 
to  consider  to-night.  A  Government  treating  the 
taxes  of  the  people  which  have  been  collected  from 
the  people  for  the  people’s  good  as  their  own 
money,  as  a  means  of  fortifying  themselves  in  office, 
forgetting  they  are  trustees  simply  of  those  funds 
for  the  public — if  we  properly  framed  the  criminal 
code  we  would  make  it  applicable  to  those  guilty 
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of  those  transactions.  Vet  I  am  told  the  Minister 
of  Public  Works  has  declared  that  the  resolution  of 
Parliament  passed  on  the  eve  of  the  general  elec¬ 
tion  was  in  no  way  binding  on  him. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  lion,  gentleman  is  mistaken 
when  lie  makes  that  statement.  I  never  said  that. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  What  did  the  Minister  say, 
and  what  is  the  Minister’s  opinion  on  this  ques¬ 
tion  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  should  like  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man,  while  he  is  speaking  against  time,  to  explain 
the  difference  between  resolutions  passed  by  Par¬ 
liament,  such  as  was  passed  the  year  before  last 
and  to  which  the  hon.  gentleman  has  referred, 
and  the  resolution  by  which  Parliament  decided  to 
build  this  post  office.  Had  Parliament  a  right  to 
decide  that  this  post  office  should  be  built  ?  I 
suppose  Parliament  had  the  same  right  to  adopt 
this  resolution  as  it  had  to  adopt  the  resolution  a 
few  years  ago. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Last  night  the  Minister  of 
Finance  professed  to  respect  the  resolution  of  1890, 
but  to-night  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  says  it 
has  been  superseded. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  first  resolution  was  passed 
in  1890.  It  was  before  the  other. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  We  are  now  speaking  of  the 
resolution  before  the  House.  The  Minister  takes 
this  ground  now,  that  the  general  resolution 
passed  by  the  House,  laying  down  a  certain 
principle,  is  not  binding  on  the  Administration ; 
but,  notwithstanding  that  resolution,  the  Admin¬ 
istration  can  come  down  to  Parliament  with  the 
recommendation  of  His  Excellency  to  violate  that 
principle  for  the  purpose  of  a  petty  job.  That  is 
the  doctrine  which  was  laid  down  to-night,  and  I 
understand  he  has  gone  further  and  has  said  that 
he  was  going  to  see  that  the  various  rat  holes 
throughout  the  Province  of  Quebec  are  to  be  filled 
up,  if  possible,  with  money  collected  from  the 
people  of  Canada,  on  a  principle  repudiated  by  the 
resolution  of  1890  ;  that  expenditure  in  the  public 
interest  can  no  longer  govern,  but  his  particular 
friends  and  supporters,  political  influence  and 
patronage  and  all  corrupting  circumstances,  shall 
be  the  ones  to  determine,  in  the  administration 
of  public  funds,  how  he  shall  expend  them. 
What  is  the  use  of  public  opinion  succeeding  in 
passing  a  resolution  through  this  House,  if  the  new 
Minister,  out-Heroding  Herod,  says  that  he  will 
repudiate  all  sound  doctrine  and  set  up  his  own 
will  as  the  only  thing  to  govern  ?  That  is  what  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  has  said,  and,  therefore,  I 
say  that  Canada  has  made  a  most  unfortunate 
selection  in  choosing  him.  I  venture  to  say  that 
there  will  be  grave  disappointment  in  the  public 
laind  when  it  is  found  what  a  terrible  mistake  has 
been  made  by  His  Excellency  in  seeking  this  ad¬ 
viser  to  administer  this  large  spending  department. 
The  people  of  Ontario  contribute  a  good  deal  to  my 
hon.  friend’s  resources,  and  when  he  tells  us  now, 
because  he  happens  to  be  locally  connected  with 
the  Province  of  Quebec,  that  he  first  intended  to 
consider  the  interests  of  Quebec,  and  set  up  an  un¬ 
fair  standard  in  order  that  this  province  will  gain 
an  advantage,  I  venture  to  say  that  he  is 
committing  treason  against  Canada.  He  is  giv¬ 
ing  expression  to  a  doctrine  that  will  in  time 
defeat  both  him  and  his  Government,  for  I  tell  him 


that  no  province  will  stand  such  a  doctrine  as  that. 
He  has  made  a  huge  mistake  in  awaking  the  local 
cry.  There  are  other  localities  which  ought  to 
have  their  rights,  and  it  is  our  duty,  regardless  of 
the  localities  from  which  we  come,  to  sink  all  minor 
considerations  for  the  general  interest  of  the 
country.  The  Minister  of  Public  Works  to-night 
has  given  expression  to  a  doctrine  which  if  sanc¬ 
tioned  by  this  Parliament  would  be  the  death-knell 
of  this  Dominion.  We  feel  to-day  in  western 
Ontario  that  Ontario  has  no  voice  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  our  affairs.  We  feel  that  this  is  practi¬ 
cally  a  Maritime  Province  Administration,  but 
this  is  the  first  time  that  a  member  of  the  Cabinet 
lias  openly  thrown  off  all  semblance  of  disguise  and 
declared  that  his  administration  shall  be  sectional 
in  its  character.  I  for  one  raise  my  protest. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  is  very  evident  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  was  away  from  this  House,  or  that  he  was 
asleep,  when  I  spoke.  In  the  first  place  he  cannot 
understand  a  word  of  the  French  language,  and  when 
I  spoke  I  spoke  in  French  ;  but  what  I  said  I  will 
repeat  in  English  for  the  edification  of  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman.  I  never  said  that  the  Province  of  Quebec 
ought  to  be  favoured  more  than  any  other  province, 
but  I  did  say,  and  I  repeat  it  here,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  whole  Dominion  will  agree  to  it  ;  I  said 
that  the  Province  of  Quebec  had  a  right  to  have 
its  share  in  the  expenditure  of  the  public  money 
just  as  well  as  any  other  province.  I  am  not 
afraid  to  repeat  that  sentiment,  and  I  will  re¬ 
peat  it  in  Ontario  when  I  have  the  pleasure  of 
going  there.  I  am  quite  sure  that  the  people  of 
that  great  province  will  not  endorse  the  language 
of  the  hon.  member  for  York  (Mr.  Mulock)  to-night. 
I  know  from  experience  that  when  we  talk  to  an 
intelligent  Ontario  audience  we  are  fairly  listened 
to,  and  our  arguments  are  received  in  a  proper 
spirit.  When  we  talk  equity  to  the  people  of 
Ontario,  when  we  talk  fair-play  and  fairness  to 
them,  and  when  we  talk  equal  rights  for  all,  if  the 
hon.  gentleman  likes  that  expression,  we  are  court¬ 
eously  heard,  and  our  arguments  are  not  scorned  as 
the  hon.  gentleman  professes  to  scorn  our  arguments 
in  this  House.  \\  hat  do  the  hon.  members  from 
the  Province  of  Quebec  on  the  opposite  side  of  the 
House  say  to  the  remarks  of  the  hon.  member 
for  York  (Mr.  Mulock),  which  ought  to  be  a  cause 
of  shame  to  the  gentlemen  from  the  Province  of 
Quebec  who  hold  on  to  his  tail.  It  has  been  said 
here  by  the  hon.  member  for  York  (Mr.  Mulock) 
and  by  others  of  his  friends,  that  no  post  office 
will  be  built  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  until  those 
localities  in  Ontario  and  elsewhere  which  have  the 
largest  revenues  are  served  first.  That  means  that 
we  will  not  have  a  post  office  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec  for  twenty  years  perhaps,  and  yet  the  hon. 
gentlemen  from  the  Province  of  Quebec  on  the 
other  side  of  the  House,  are  ready  to  swallow  that, 
and  are  ready  to  swallow  everything  else  when  it 
smells  of  opposition  to  the  Government.  Well,  let 
them  swallow  the  lesson  from  the  hon.  gentleman 
representing  one  of  the  Yorks  (Mr.  Mulock),  and  I 
hope  that  they  will  be  ready  to  place  it  before  their 
electors  in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  Are  we  not 
entitled  to  have  the  expenditure  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec  of  some  part  of  the  public  money,  because, 
be  it  remembered,  we  pay  taxes  just  as  well  as  the 
people  of  Ontario?  I  venture  to  say  that  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec  per  head  we  pay  more  taxes 
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than  are  paid  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  The 
doctrine  to  be  laid  down  by  lion,  gentlemen  oppo¬ 
site  is  that  all  the  public  money  will  be  distributed 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  first,  and  then  if  there 
is  some  left  we  will  have  it  in  the  Province  of  Que¬ 
bec. 

Mr.  LISTER.  No  one  said  that. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  That  is  the  doctrine  preached 
by  the  lion,  gentleman  from  York  (Mr.  Mulock) 
with  his  solemn  utterances  ;  I  was  going  to  use  an¬ 
other  adjective  instead  of  “  solemn  ”  which  would 
qualify  his  remarks  as  they  ought  to  be  qualified. 
And  I  repeat  it  again,  that  I  never  said  that  I  would 
favour  the  expenditure  of  public  money  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec  more  than  in  Ontario  or  any  other 
province,  and  so  long  as  I  have  the  honour  to  oc¬ 
cupy  the  position  which  has  been  confided  to  my 
trust  in  this  very  important  department,  I  will  do 
what  is  fair  to  every  province.  I  would  lie  ashamed 
if  I  had  not  the  necessary  strength  to  claim  jus¬ 
tice  and  fair-play  for  my  own  province,  and  the 
hon.  member  for  York  (Mr.  Mulock)  may  scorn  if 
he  likes  after  that. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  hon.  gentleman  in  his  con¬ 
cluding  remarks  has  given  expression  to  a  declara¬ 
tion  of  principle,  but,  unfortunately,  he  gave  him¬ 
self  away  before  that.  He  as  much  as  stated  that  it 
would  lie  twenty  years  before  he  could  justify  the 
transaction  he  is  putting  through  the  House  to¬ 
night,  if  any  sound  principle  of  expenditure  was 
adopted. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  have  not  said  anything  of  the 
kind. 

i 

Mr.  MULOCK.  He  was  compelled  to  ask  Par¬ 
liament  to-night  to  consent  to  an  expenditure  that 
he  could  not  defend,  and  he  was  unable  to  explain 
why  the  town  of  Woodstock,  one  of  the  most  im¬ 
portant  in  Ontario  which  gives  a  postal  revenue 
of  $15,000  a  year,  was  left  without  a  post  office, 
while  the  villageof  Laprairie,  that  does  not  pay  one- 
fortieth  of  this  revenue  into  the  treasury,  has  got 
one.  Is  that  what  he  calls  equity  and  fair  play  to 
all  the  provinces  ?  I  would  like  to  ask  him  to  ex¬ 
plain  his  view  of  that  doctrine  of  equity  which  he 
is  going  to  bring  to  bear  on  the  administration  of 
his  department.  It  is  well  enough  for  him  to  de¬ 
clare  in  loud  and  vigorous  language  that  he  is 
animated  by  a  generous  and  fair  spirit  to  all  the 
provinces  ;  but  by  your  fruits  we  shall  know  you. 
It  will  not  do  for  the  hon.  gentleman  to  wind  up 
with  a  general  profession  of  honesty  when  his  acts 
are  wholly  inconsistent  with  any  such  profession. 
I  ask  him  again,  in  conclusion,  if  he  proposes  to 
administer  his  department  on  that  principle,  how 
does  he  justify  what  he  is  doing  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec  to-night,  and  what  he  is  refusing  to  do  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  ? 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  think  it  is  about  time  we 
got  down  to  business  and  stopped  these  recrimina¬ 
tions.  Let  us  try  to  find  out  the  ground  on  which 
this  post  office  is  being  built  at  Riviere  du  Loup. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  That  item  has  been 
carried.  We  are  on  the  St.  Henri  post  office. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  presume  that  I  shall  be 
pardoned  if  I  just  refer  to  that,  because  I  did  not 
know  that  it  was  carried.  I  wish  to  state  that  in 
1871  the  population  of  that  place  was  1,174,  in  1881 
it  was  1,280,  and  in  1891  it  had  fallen  away  to  788, 
Mr.  Ouimet. 


a  reduction  of  500.  This  just  shows  that  wherever 
the  Government  are  erecting  post  offices,  they  are 
driving  the  people  away,  and  it  is  about  time  this 
policy  was  stopped.  I  think  we  shall  have  to  have 
a  change  in  the  head  of  this  department.  The  hon. 
Minister  has  shown  such  fighting  qualities  to-night 
that  I  think  we  had  better  put  him  at  the  head  of  the 
Militia  Department.  I  do  not  think  he  should  any 
longer  blush  unseen  in  the  Public  Works  Depart¬ 
ment,  but  we  should  transfer  him  at  once  and  get 
a  milder  man  to  take  his  place — a  gentleman  like  the 
hon.  Minister  of  Militia  with  a  calm  and  even  tem¬ 
per,  who  maintains  his  dignity  and  never  gets  angry 
even  under  the  most  galling  criticism.  It  does  seem 
singular  that  the  hon.  Minister,  in  discussing  these 
matters  to-night,  should  strive  to  create  provincial 
feeling.  I  am  surprised  at  a  Minister  of  the  Crown 
appealing  to  parish  politics  on  this  vote,  and  I  am 
also  surprised  at  the  Minister  of  Customs  saying 
‘  ‘  hear,  hear  ”  to  these  parish  politics.  The  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  should  rise  above  that  ground  and  display  a 
national  spirit  in  these  matters.  I  hope  the  Minister 
will  show  himself  to  be  above  provincial  politics  by 
granting  all  contracts  and  public  moneys  on  the 
ground  of  the  public  interest,  whether  in  Quebec 
or  in  any  other  province.  The  members  on  this 
side  of  the  House  are  bound  to  give  fair-play  to 
every  province  in  the  Dominion,  and  to  judge  every 
question  on  its  merits. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  think  it  is  to  be 
regretted  that  a  Minister  of  the  Crown  should  in¬ 
troduce  provincial  politics  into  the  discussion  of 
the  questions  before  us.  If  I  understood  the  Min¬ 
ister  aright,  he  was  justifying  this  vote  on  the 
ground  that  the  Province  of  Quebec  should  have 
some  money  expended  in  it.  M  ho  said  it 
should  not  ?  But  he  has  given  himself  away ; 
he  has  confirmed  the  view  the  hon.  member 
for  North  York  (Mr.  Mulock)  took  of  his 
conduct  in  this  matter,  when  he  said  that  if  lie 
were  to  give  the  towns  in  the  Province  of  Ontaiio 
their  rights  to  which  they  are  ntitled  in  equity, 
the  resolution  which  we  are  asked  to  pass  to-night 
could  not  be  granted  for  twenty  years.  Yet  he 
considers  it  consistent  with  his  duty,  just  because 
this  is  for  the  Province  of  Quebec,  to  do  that  in¬ 
justice.  He  does  more  than  that  ;  he  does  what  is 
a  most  unworthy  thing,  in  my  judgment ;  he  tries 
to  arouse  the  feelings  of  the  members  from  Quebec 
Province  to  justify  a  vote  that  could  not  be  justi¬ 
fied  on  its  merits,  by  alleging  that  an  attack  was 
made  on  his  province,  which  was  utterly  incorrect. 
The  members  from  the  Province  of  Quebec  have 
condemned  some  of  the  votes  which  we  have  passed 
just  as  much  as  members  from  other  provinces, 
and  on  the  same  grounds.  If  he  wishes  to  have 
the  expenditure  of  this  money  in  his  own  province, 
what  the  Liberal  members  from  that  province 
say  is  that  he  should  give  it  to  the  towns 
which,  by  their  importance  and  the  revenue  they 
return,  demand  consideration  at  the  hands  of  the 
Government.  But  he  has  not  done  that.  It  is  not 
necessary  to  institute  a  comparison  between  towns 
in  Ontario  and  the  town  of  Laprairie  in  order  to 
make  out  a  case.  He  has  a  case  made  against  him 
when  he  passes  over  towns,  of  far  greater  import¬ 
ance  and  far  larger  revenue  in  his  own  province, 
and  what  the  Liberal  members  point  out  is  that 
he  is  disregarding  principles  of  right  and  equity  in 
the  grants  which  he  is  asking  us  to  sanction  to- 
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night  for  his  province  and  passim:  by  other  towns 
which  are  far  more  entitled  to  grants.  The  line 
he  has  taken  in  this  debate,  it  seems  to  me,  is  alto¬ 
gether  beneath  the  dignity  of  a  Minister  of  the 
Crown.  He  has  assumed  the  strange  position  that 
a  resolution  which  was  formerly  adopted  by  this 
House,  which  is  upon  the  records  of  this  House, 
and  which  has  not  been  rescinded,  is  not  binding 
upon  the  Ministry,  because  if  the  House  adopts  this 
resolution,  it  is  just  as  important  as  the  other.  In 
other  words,  a  resolution  directing  a  certain  line 
of  action  to  be  taken  by  the  Covernment  is  to  be 
set  aside  by  another  resolution  in  direct  contraven¬ 
tion  of  it  ;  and  upon  that  view  he  presumes  to 
place  before  the  House  a  resolution  which  he  has 
framed,  and  he  asks  t lie  House  to  sanction  it,  and 
because  the  House  refuses  to  sanction  it,  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  contrary  to  the  general 
resolution  adopted  by  the  House,  he  declares 
that  the  members  are  talking  against  time  ; 
in  other  words,  we  are  given  to  understand  that 
any  remarks  made,  that  any  comments  or  criticisms 
upon  any  resolution  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
sees  tit  to  offer,  are  to  be  characterized  as  speaking 
against  time.  When  a  gentleman  of  his  greatness 
and  high  offices  introduces  a  resolution  to  spend 
$16,000  in  the  erection  of  a  post  office  which  has 
only  $400  revenue,  any  one  who  sees  tit  to  criti¬ 
cise  or  ask  questions  about  it  is  supposed  to  be 
talking  against  time.  Because  he  chooses  to  offer 
a  resolution  to  the  House,  anything  said  against  it 
is  mere  talking  against  time.  What  a  compliment 
to  the  gentlemen  who  are  supporting  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  tell  them  that  they  are  bound  to  support 
a  resolution  simply  because  the  Minister  of  Public 
W  orks  has  submitted  it.  He  assumes  to  have  got 
that  control  over  his  supporters  that  when  he  in¬ 
troduces  a  resolution  which  not  one  of  them  has 
the  hardihood  to  defend  in  the  House,  they  must  ail 
the  same  accept  it.  Well,  it  is  rather  unfortunate 
for  the  Minister  that  he  has  not  the  same  power 
and  control  over  the  independent  members  of  this 
House  which  he  has  over  his  own  supporters,  and 
we  will  ventilate  our  objections,  when  we  think 
such  objections  and  criticisms  are  just.  We 
neither  fear  the  threats  nor  court  the  smiles  of 
that  high  dignitary  in  office. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  I  have  not  yet  said 
anything  in  respect  of  post  offices,  but  since  jus¬ 
tice  is  to  be  done  to  every  province  and  every  part 
of  the  province,  I  have  a  post  office  in  my  riding,  in 
the  town  of  Seaforth,  where  the  revenue  was  $4,990, 
and  I  think  Seaforth  is  justly  entitled  to  a  new 
building.  I  think  that,  under  this  resolution,  jus¬ 
tice  ought  to  lie  done  to  all  sections.  I  am  not 
going  to  be  prevented  making  the  remarks  I  in¬ 
tend  to  make  by  the  interruptions  and  noise  of 
lion,  gentlemen  opposite. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  think  the  committee  had 
better  rise  if  these  gentlemen  will  not  stop  their 
noise. 

Mr  McMILLAN  (Huron).  I  was  very  much 
astonished  to  hear  the  language  of  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works.  As  lion,  gentlemen  opposite  will 
persist  with  their  interruptions  and  noise,  I  move 
that  the  committee  do  now  rise. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  I  hope  lion,  gen¬ 
tlemen  will  listen  and  not  interrupt. 


Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  I  was  about  to  say 
that  I  was  very  much  astonished - • 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  move  that  this  committee  rise. 

I  am  in  earnest. 

Committee  divided  :  nays  58  ;  yeas  39. 

Motion  negatived. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  This  is  the  first 
time  I  have  attempted  to  speak  on  the  subject  of 
post  offices,  and  I  think  I  have  a  right  to  the  ear 
of  the  House. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  The  conduct  of  lion, 
gentlemen  opposite  is  pure  obstruction. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  I  move  the  adjourn¬ 
ment  of  the  House.  If  I  cannot  get  my  rights 
here,  I  move  the  adjournment  of  the  House. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  You  cannot  do 
that  ;  we  are  in  committee. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Move  that  the  committee  rise. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Mr.  Chairman,  you 
have  no  right  to  take  points  of  order. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  I  was  going  to 
remark  to  the  Minister  of  Public  Works - 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  I  was  astonished  to 
hear  the  Minister - 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  I  would  call  upon 
members  of  the  committee  to  listen  to  the  speeches 
which  are  made,  otherwise  it  is  perfectly  ridiculous 
for  us  to  sit  here. 

Mr.  CASEY.  We  know  who  are  making  the 
interruptions,  and  we  will  have  to  name  some  of 
them. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  I  was  surprised  to 
hear  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  say  there  were 
some  members  here  who  were  holding  on  to  the 
tail  of  their  leaders.  I  think  the  Minister  has  a 
long  tail  and  an  unruly  tail  to-night.  I  was  aston¬ 
ished  to  hear  him  say  that  a  new  resolution  to 
build  a  post  office  in  a  place  with  a  revenue  of 
$2,000  was  just  as  binding  on  the  Government  as 
to  build  a  post  office  in  accordance  with  a  vote 
which  was  passed  two  years  ago.  If  Ministers  can 
set  aside  any  resolution  passed  by  this  House  they 
may  set  aside  any  decision  we  come  to  here.  In  my 
riding  we  have  the  town  of  Seaforth,  which  is  cer¬ 
tainly  entitled  to  a  post  office,  as  it  has  a  revenue 
of  $4,955.73.  which  is  ten  times  as  much  as  the  re¬ 
venue  derived  from  the  post  office  at  Laprairie  for 
which  we  have  passed  a  vote  to-night.  idle  point 
taken  there  was  that  tire  vote  was  taken  before  the 
resolution  was  passed  two  years  ago,  but  that  is  not 
the  case  in  regard  to  this  vote.  In  Seaforth  we 
have  not  the  accommodation  for  a  post  office  consi¬ 
dering  the  large  amount  of  postal  matter  which  is 
handled  there  arid  distributed  to  the  north  and  the 
south,  and  I  hope  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
will  take  that  into  consideration  when  the  next  Es¬ 
timates  come  down.  But  I  suppose  we  need  not 
expect  it  as  long  as  the  Government  will  simply 
spend  money  in  localities  from  which  they  expect 
a  supporter.  When  the  Government  gerryman¬ 
dered  the  County  of  Huron  they  expected  to  get 
two  Conservative  representatives,  but  they  have 
been  much  disappointed,  because  we  have  two  Re 
form  representatives  here  from  that  county,  and 
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if  justice  had  been  done,  Huron  would  still  have 
three  Reformers  here. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  Hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  may  cry  “  hear,  hear,'’  but  they  know  it 
very  well.  I  observe  that  the  respectable  part  of 
the  Conservatives  are  acting  like  gentlemen,  and  it 
is  only  the  rowdy  element  that  is  making  the  noise, 
and,  if  the  Chairman  cannot  control  them  1  hope 
he  will  adjourn  the  House.  The  Province  of  Ontario 
has  as  much  right  to  be  considered  as  the  Province 
of  Quebec,  but  no  member  of  the  Government  has 
any  right  to  raise  sectional  or  provincial  feeling 
here.  We  formed  this  confederation  in  order  to 
become  a  united  people,  and  with  the  idea  that  all 
works  which  were  for  the  general  advantage  should 
be  carried  out  without  any  idea  as  to  the  locality. 
The  people  in  a  Reform  riding  have  as  much  claim 
on  the  country  for  public  buildings  as  those  who 
live  in  a  Conservative  riding,  and  the  town  of 
Seaforth  is  entitled  to  have  justice  done  to  it.  In 
the  County  of  Huron  we  have  four  post  offices  with 
a  revenue  of  over  $4,000,  and  there  is  not  a  public 
building  in  any  of  those  places.  We  have  13  post 
offices  with  a  larger  revenue  than  that  of  Laprairie, 
and  I  say  this  is  not  doing  justice  to '  the  different 
localities.  I  hope  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
will  see  that  next  year  at  least  a  new  building  is 
given  to  Seaforth. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  (Translation.)  I  wish  to  ask 
the  hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works - 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Hear,  hear.  In 
English. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  (Translation.)  It  is  impos¬ 
sible  for  me  to  address  the  House  if  the  hon. 
members  interrupt  me. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  In  English. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  (Translation.)  What  is  the 
distance  between  the  St.  Henri  post  office  and  the 
city  of  Montreal  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  About  3  miles. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  (Translation.)  Could  th  lion, 
member  tell  me  when  this  work  will  be  completed  V 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  In  English. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  (Translation.)  English  is  dead  ; 
you  have  murdered  it. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  The  building 
will  be  completed  before  the  1st  July  next.  I 
mean,  the  1st  July,  1893. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  (Translation.)  Now,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  would  like  to  state  the  reason  for  which  I 
use  the  French  language.  If  one  speaks  English, 
one  is  not  listened  to,  while  if  you  speak  French,  at 
least  you  have  hearers.  For  my  part,  I  must  pro¬ 
test  against  the  insinuation  which  was  made  by 
the  hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works  against  the 
members  of  the  Province  of  Quebec.  I  am  from 
the  Province  of  Quebec,  and  I  represent  a  very  im¬ 
portant  county  of  that  province.  I  would  not  like 
to  have  it  said  of  me,  any  more  than  of  any  other 
member  for  that  province,  that  we  blame  the 
expenditures  that  are  made  there,  simply  because 
the  money  is  spent  in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  We 
are  not  the  slaves  of  the  hon.  member  for  York,  or 
of  any  other  member.  What  we  blame  is  this 
system  of  preference  which  obtains  in  favour  of 
localities  which  return  members  favourable  to  the 
Mr.  McMillan  (Huron). 


Government.  What  we  blame  is  the  injustice 
meted  to  the  counties  which  send  members  hostile 
to  the  Government.  I  was  surprised  at  the  serious 
and  unmerited  charge  brought  against  us  by  the 
hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works.  I  protest  against 
such  charges.  Let  me  tell  him — with  all  the 
respect  I  have  for  him— that  I  do  not  deserve 
them.  Last  night,  wheii  we  discussed  the  vote  for 
the  Laprairie  post  office,  I  asked  him  if  he  did  not 
think  it  would  be  more  equitable  to  put  in  a  small 
vote  for  a  post  office  building  at  Buckingham,  in 
the  Province  of  Quebec.  Was  that  blaming  ex¬ 
penditures  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  ?  The  only 
expenditures  I  might  have  blamed  were  those  that 
are  made  for  useless  works  with  the  only  object  of 
redeeming  promises,  not  in  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
but  in  other  provinces.  I  might,  besides,  call  the 
attention  of  the  hon.  Minister  to  the  fact  that 
when  the  committee  discussed  the  votes  for  Nova 
Scotia,  I  asked  him  that  the  same  treatment  be 
dealt  to  the  Province  of  Quebec  as  to  that  of  Nova 
Scotia.  Therefore,  the  charge  he  made  a  minute 
ago  was  an  utterly  unjust  and  unworthy  one 
against  his  fellow  representatives  of  the  Province  of 
Quebec. 

Mr.  CORBY.  I  have  sat  here  for  the  last  week 
listening  to  the  obstruction  of  the  Opposition,  and  I 
stand  here  as  a  business  man  to  say  that  they  are 
pursuing  a  ridiculous  course.  When  you  speak 
your  English  language  or  your  French  language 
in  this  House,  wre  are  perfectly  willing  to 
listen  to  it,  but  when  you  speak  the  Gaelic, 
or  some  other  language  that  we  have  heard 
to-night,  I  certainly  think  it  is  time  to  drawT 
the  line.  I  think  we  have  put  up  with  this 
thing  long  enough,  and  I  stand  here  to-night  as  a 
business  man  to  protest  against  the  money  of  this 
country  being  fooled  away  as  it  is  by  the  obstruc¬ 
tion  of  the  Opposition.  I  think  it  is  time  that  the 
people  of  this  country  put  their  foot  down  on  this 
practice.  The  amount  that  we  are  asked  to  vote 
to-night  was  passed  last  session  ;  if  there  was  any¬ 
thing  wrong  about  it  then,  why  did  not  the  Oppo¬ 
sition  vote  against  it  ?  The  amount  has  been  voted, 
the  contract  has  been  given  out,  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment  can  do  nothing  else  than  appropriate  this 
money,  and  I  for  one,  if  I  have  to  stay  here  till 
the  1st  of  January,  will  remain,  and  the  rest  of  the 
boys  will  remain  with  me,  to  vote  that  item  through. 
We  are  going  to  stay  with  you  if  it  takes  six 
months,  but  we  are  bound  to  vote  that  item  through. 
If  the  gentlemen  of  the  Opposition  want  to  fight  it 
out  on  that  line,  we  are  ready  to  meet  them.  I 
tell  them,  further,  that  if  they  think  they  are  going 
to  choke  us  down,  they  are  greatly  mistaken.  They 
come  here  and  make  a  terrible  fight  and  a  terrible 
row  over  an  item  that  Avas  passed  last  session,  and 
the  Government  are  obliged  to  vote  it  again  because 
they  have  let  the  contract. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  I  rise  to  repudiate 
the  insults  that  have  been  thrown  across  the  floor 
of  the  House  by  the  hon.  gentleman.  I  have  just  as 
good  a  right  to  rise  in  this  House  and  give  my  sen¬ 
timents  with  respect  to  the  expenditure  of  public 
money,  as  the  hon.  member  for  West  Hastings  has, 
and  I  have  a  perfect  right  to  do  so  in  my  own  mother 
tongue,  and  T  am  not  talking  in  a  language  that 
I  am  ashamed  of.  I  want  to  tell  him  that  since  I 
came  to  this  country  I  have  wrought  my  way  into 
the  position  I  hold,  notwithstanding  my  broad 
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Scotch  accent,  ami  he  is  the  second  slanderer 
that  I  have  ever  heard  rise  in  this  House  and  in¬ 
sult  the  nationality  to  which  I  belong.  I  think 
the  hon.  gentleman  has  got  a  little  too  high.  I 
am  afraid  he  has  been  drawing  just  a  little  too 
much  from  the  stuff  that  he  deals  in,  and  that  is 
what  has  called  him  forth  to-night. 

Mr.  CORBY.  I  have  heard  the  hon.  gentleman 
many  times  speak  in  this  House  in  regard  to  corn 
and  a  hundred  other  things.  I  tell  him  to-night 
that  I  do  not  take  anything  back  that  I  have  said. 
I  have  given  my  opinion,  and  I  certainly  think  it 
is  ridiculous  that  the  time  of  this  House  and  the 
money  of  this  country  should  be  wasted  in  the 
manner  that  hon.  gentlemen  are  doing. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  who  has  just 
spoken  has  charged  this  side  of  the  House  with 
obstruction.  We  can  find  no  fault  with  him  for 
making  that  charge,  but  we  deny  that  it  is  correct. 
Does  that  hon.  gentleman  expect  that  this  side  of 
the  House  is  here  merely  to  allow  such  votes  as 
the  Government  think  proper  to  bring  down,  to 
pass  without  proper  criticism?  We  are  simply  in 
the  exercise  of  our  right,  and  it  is  our  duty  care¬ 
fully  to  criticise  every  vote  that  the  Government 
offers,  and  if  hon.  gentlemen  have  so  much  business 
outside  this  House  that  they  cannot  attend  to  their 
parliamentary  duties,  then  they  should  not  seek  a 
seat  in  this  House,  but  should  remain  at  home. 
Sir,  money  is  not  being  fooled  away  by  what  the 
Opposition  are  doing.  The  effort  of  the  Opposition 
in  this  matter  is  to  prevent  money  being  fooled 
away,  and  I  venture  to  say  there  is  scarcely  an 
hon.  gentleman  opposite  who,  if  he  speaks  his 
honest  conviction,  will  not  say  that  we  have  voted 
away  these  last  two  or  three  days  tens  of  thousands 
of  dollars  that  we  had  no  right  to  expend  at  all,  if 
the  public  affairs  had  been  properly  managed.  Let 
me  say  to  the  hon.  gentleman  that  the  money  of 
the  country  is  not  being  wasted  by  the  conduct  of 
the  Opposition.  When  hon.  gentlemen  went  to 
the  people  and  asked  them  to  send  them  here,  they 
agreed  with  the  people  to  take  as  an  indemnity 
§1,000,  whether  the  session  lasted  three  months  or 
one  year  ;  and  let  me  tell  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
that  if  this  session  lasts  for  one  year,  not  one  dol¬ 
lar  more  than  §1,000  shall  be  paid  to  them.  That  will 
be  the  amount  of  money  that  the  hon.  members 
will  get,  and  not  a  fraction  more  if  the  Opposition 
have  to  remain  here  three  months  to  prevent  it. 

Mr.  FERGUSON  (Leeds  and  Grenville).  Who 
asked  it  ? 

Mr.  LISTER.  You  know  that  your  side  have 
been  asking  it  for  the  last  three  weeks. 

Mr.  FERGUSON  (Leeds  and  Grenville).  You 
are  mistaken. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  want  to  tell  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  who  charges  us  with  wasting  the  money  of  the 
country  by  opposing  the  measures  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  that  whether  the  session  lasts  one  month, 
rive  months,  nine  months,  or  a  year,  not  one  dollar 
more  will  be  paid  them,  if  the  efforts  of  this  side 
of  the  House  can  prevent  it. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  I  do  not  think  it  comes  with 
very  good  grace  from  the  hon.  member  for  Lambton 
to  be  lecturing  this  side  of  the  House  upon  their 
duty.  I  think  we  have  sat  here  very  patiently  day 
after  day,  and  I  must  agree  with  every  word  re¬ 
garding  obstruction  that  was  uttered  by  the  hon. 
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member  for  Hastings  (Mr.  Corby)  that  the  time  of 
this  House  has  been  wasted  by  the  Opposition  in  as 
pure  an  obstruction  as  was  ever  offered  in  Parlia¬ 
ment,  either  in  this  or  in  any  other  country.  The 
hon.  member  for  Lambton  says  you  are  paid  to  come 
here  and  do  your  work.  Where  was  the  member 
for  Lambton  during  the  first  half  of  this  session  ? 
Was  he  here  attending  to  his  parliamentary  duties, 
or  was  he  attending  to  his  professional  business  in 
the  west  ?  He  scarcely  ever  graced  this  House  with 
his  presence  for  the  first  half  of  this  session,  yet  he 
now  comes  here  and  pretends  to  take  credit  for  do¬ 
ing  what  he  has  not  done.  I  say  there  has  been  more 
money  squandered  by  the  useless  talk  of  the  Oppo¬ 
sition,  and  more  money  wasted  by  the  time  taken 
up  by  the  members  of  both  Houses  of  Parliament, 
than  the  whole  amount  of  items  that  have  been 
passed  during  the  last  three  days.  We  were  sent 
here  as  members  of  Parliament,  to  act  as  business 
men,  to  do  business  in  a  business-like  way,  and  not 
to  talk  against  time,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing 
business  being  done.  The  hon.  member  says  we 
are  sent  here  to  check  these  things,  but  I  should 
think  that  the  check  the  country  has  given  them  in 
almost  every  bye-election  ought  to  be  a  sufficient 
rebuke  to  them  for  their  policy  during  the  lastfew 
years.  If  I  correctly  understand  the  duty  of  an 
Opposition  it  is,  when  they  cannot  control  Parlia¬ 
ment,  to  criticise  the  measures  of  the  Government 
in  a  fair  and  reasonable  manner,  and  oppose  them 
according  to  the  rules  of  the  House,  but  it  is  not 
to  waste  the  time  of  the  House  by  factious  oppo¬ 
sition  and  by  useless  talk  to  kill  time.  They  are 
in  a  minority  to-day,  and  they  cannot  presume  to 
arrogate  the  right  to  control  the  majority  in  this 
House.  It  is  a  simple  waste  of  time,  and  it  can¬ 
not  be  expected  that  members  of  Parliament  should 
sit  here  day  and  night,  as  we  have  been  doing  dur¬ 
ing  the  last  few  days,  listening  to  what  are  not 
arguments  but  proceedings  which  amount  to  simple 
obstruction,  and  thus  wasting  the  money  of  the 
country  and  time  of  215  members  of  Parliament. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  waxed 
wrathy  at  the  time  of  this  House  being  wasted.  I 
am  sure  if  the  House  was  to  act  upon  the  ideas  of 
the  hon.  gentleman  there  would  be  no  time  wasted, 
because  he  would  pass  every  vote  and  every 
measure  of  the  Government  without  any  discussion, 
holus-bolus,  and  take  it  just  as  it  is.  It  is  non¬ 
sense  for  the  hon.  gentleman  to  talk  about  time 
being  wasted.  If  we  are  paid  for  a  session,  be 
that  long  or  short - 

Mr.  SPROULE.  To  sit  here  and  do  nothing. 

Mr.  LISTER — we  are  doing  a  great  deal. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  What  did  we  do  last  night  ? 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  perfectly 
ridiculous  in  the  statements  he  makes.  He  was 
bold  enough  to  say  that  during  the  first  half  of  the 
session  I  was  not  in  the  House. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  I  said  “very  little  in  the 
House.” 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  was  here  from  the  beginning 
to  the  present  time,  with  the  exception  of  three  or 
four  days. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  The  hon.  gentleman  was 
absent  time  after  time,  and  his  motions  were  al¬ 
lowed  to  stand. 
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Mr.  LISTER.  During  Sir  John  Macdonald’s 
funeral  my  court  was  sitting - 

Mr.  SPROCJLE.  You  are  a  year  out. 

Mr.  LISTER — and  the  only  time  I  was  absent 
was  a  few  days  at  the  time  of  the  funeral. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  Y"ou  are  far  out. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  mean  Mr.  Mackenzie’s  funeral. 
If  I  were  not  in  the  Chamber,  I  would  use  stronger 
words.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  said  that  outside  in 
the  lobby,  I  would  say  he  was  a  deliberate  vilifier. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  I  neither  care  for  you  outside 
in  the  lobby,  nor  in  the  Chamber  ;  neither  for  your 
wrath  nor  your  impertinence. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Neither  his  threats  nor  his  tongue 
do  I  care  anything  about — I  care  nothing  about 
him  at  all. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  Yrou  cannot  have  more  supreme 
contempt  for  me  than  I  have  for  you. 

Mr.  LISTER.  He  is  a  man  utterly  despised  by 
his  own  friends  in  this  House. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  You  have  the  brass  but  not 
the  brains  of  your  party. 

Mr.  LISTER.  So  far  as  the  bye-elections  are 
concerned,  to  which  reference  has  been  made  by 
the  hon.  gentleman,  and  I  am  bound  by  the  rules 
of  the  House  to  call  him  honourable — it  is  not 
necessary  to  recall  them.  When  history  comes  to 
be  written  we  shall  find  how  they  were  carried.  I 
will  remind  the  hon.  gentleman  that  in  a  Conser¬ 
vative  constituency  with  a  large  majority,  which 
was  gerrymandered  so  that  a  Liberal  majority  of 
350  was  taken  out  of  it,  we  have  to-day  returned 
a  Liberal,  in  spite  of  all  efforts  to  the  contrary.  If 
the  electors  were  allowed  to  express  their  true 
feelings,  uninfluenced  by  the  influences  which  we 
know  have  been  used  on  the  part  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  party,  if  we  could  prevent  the  abuse  of  the 
power  that  the  Government  used  for  the  purpose 
of  gathering  to  themselves  support — if  we  could 
suppress  that  influence  and  allow  the  electors  to 
express  their  true  opinion,  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
could  not  carry  one  bye-election  in  Canada. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  I  must  ask  the  hon. 
gentleman  to  drop  the  discussion  and  come  down 
to  the  item.  Hon.  gentlemen  must  never  have  any 
personal  discussion  among  themselves  across  the 
floor  of  the  House.  It  is  forbidden  in  the  House, 
and  the  same  rule  applies  to  the  committee.  If 
there  is  anything  to  settle,  hon.  members  can  do  it 
in  the  lobby  and  not  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

Mr.  GIBSON.  I  regret  the  hon.  member  for 
Hastings  (Mr.  Corby)  and  the  member  for  Crey 
(Mr.  Sproule)  should  have  made  remarks  derogatory 
to  the  Scotch.  I  am  a  Scotchman  born.  I  was 
elected  as  a  member  to  this  House  as  a  Canadian, 
but  I  have  endeavoured  to  do  justice  to  my  own 
nationality.  I  am  not  ashamed  of  being  a  Scotch¬ 
man  and  of  addressing  this  House  as  such.  The 
hon.  member  for  Jacques  Cartier  need  not  laugh, 
for  when  he  speaks  English  he  does  not  speak  it 
better  than  I  do.  The  hon.  member  for  Huron  (Mr. 
McMillan)  may  sometimes  stumble  and  be  not  very 
well  understood  in  all  parts  of  the  House,  but 
when  you  read  his  speeches,  so  well  reported  in 
Hansard,  they  can  be  easily  read  by  every  man 
in  the  Dominion.  In  simple  justice  to  my  nation- 
Mr.  Sproule. 


ality,  I  ask  the  hon.  gentleman  to  retract  the 
remarks  he  made  derogatory  to  my  countrymen. 

Mr.  MACDONELL(Algoma).  I  care  not  whether 
we  are  Englishmen,  Scotchmen  or  Irishmen,  but 
first  and  foremost  we  should  all  be  Canadians.  I 
care  not  whether  the  member  for  Huron  (Mr.  Me 
Millan)  talks  good  English  or  not.  It  is  his  mis¬ 
fortune  if  he  cannot  do  so.  I  do  not  care  whether 
the  member  for  Lincoln  (Mr.  Gibson)  talks  as  good 
English  as  some  other  Scotchmen  in  the  House  can 
talk.  That  is  his  misfortune.  They  have  not  had 
the  education  that  is  required  of  Canadians.  Let 
us  leave  nationalities  alone,  and  confine  ourselves  to 
the  Estimates.  Let  us  consider  what  is  for  the  good 
of  the  country.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  are  fol¬ 
lowing  a  course  of  obstruction.  Let  us,  however, 
come  down  to  the  item  and  discuss  it  as  sensible 
business  men.  Let  us  consider  the  purpose  for  wh ich 
we  are  here.  Are  we  here  for  business  or  for  fun  ?  Let 
the  electors  consider  who  are  making  the  fun  and 
wasting  the  money  of  the  country.  I  suppose  we 
will  have  to  give  gentlemen  on  the  other  side  credit 
for  a  certain  amount  of  intelligence,  and  it  appears 
to  me  ridiculous  that  men  of  any  intelligence  should 
waste  the  time  of  the  country  discussing 
matters  which  have  already  been  settled  in  this 
House.  I  can  tell  the  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
that  we  are  going  to  carry  this  item.  Yrou  may  stay 
there  as  long  as  you  choose,  gentlemen,  but  we  are 
greater  stayers  than  you  are  and  my  advice  to  you 
is  to  set  down  to  business  principles. 

Mr.  GIBSON.  I  had  hopes  that  my  distinguished 
and  learned  friend  from  Algoma  (Mr.  Macdonell), 
was  about  to  second  the  request  I  made  to  the 
member  for  Hastings  to  withdraw  the  remark  he 
made  against  my  countrymen. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  do  not  so  much  blame  the 
hon.  member  for  Hastings  (Mr.  Corby),  but  I  think 
a  great  deal  of  responsibility  at  taches  to  the  member 
for  East  Grey  (Mr.  Sproule),  and  especially  to  the 
Minister  of  Finance,  because,  while  I  am  sure  the 
apology  would  have  been  made  at  once  by  the 
gentleman  from  Hastings,  the  hon.  Minister  of 
Finance  called  upon  the  committee  to  proceed  with 
the  question. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  Nothing  of  the  kind. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  do  not  care  what  the  Minister 
of  Militia  says,  I  am  sure  of  it,  and  the  Minister 
of  Finance  will  not  deny  it.  I  say  that  the  whole 
party  opposite  are  endorsing  this  insult  to  an  im¬ 
portant  portion  of  the  community  of  this  Dominion. 
Although  not  a  Scotchman  myself,  I  protest  against 
the  insult  that  has  been  hurled  against  one  of  the 
most  important  portions  of  the  community.  The 
Government  assume  this  attitude  with  a  large 
majority  behind  them  here,  but  this  matter  will  be 
heard  of  outside  the  walls  of  Parliament. 

Mr.  CASEY.  I  did  not  intend  to  prolong  this 
debate  were  it  not  for  the  conduct  of  members  on 
the  other  side  of  the  House  to-night.  I  am  sure  it  is 
only  the  most  utter  “  greenhorns  ”  on  that  side  of 
the  House  who  can  imagine  that  there  is  any  value 
in  that  style  of  procedure,  because  those  members 
who  are  a  few  years  here  know  that  the  argument 
of  scratching  their  desks  with  the  toes  of  their 
boots  only  prolongs  the  debate  indefinitely,  and 
obstructs  the  business  of  the  House. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  I  rise  to  a  point 
of  order,  Mr.  Chairman.  The  hon.  gentleman  says 
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it  is  only  “greenhorns”  who  are  scratching  their 
desks.  Is  that  parliamentary  language  ? 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER,  I  do  not  think  it 
it  parliamentary. 

Mr.  CASE\ .  I  would  define  “greenhorn”  for 
the  lion,  member  for  Algoma  to  mean  a  very  new, 
raw,  fresh  and  inexperienced  member.  If  the  lion, 
gentleman  thinks  that  is  offensive  to  him  I  will 
withdraw  it,  but  I  am  sure  nobody  but  a  “  green¬ 
horn  ”  would  feel  offended  at  my  application  of  the 
word. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  I  rise  to  another 
point  of  order,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  do  not  think  the 
lion,  member  has  satisfied  this  House  as  to  his 
interpretation  of  the  word  “greenhorn.”  If  he 
applies  it  to  lion,  gentlemen  sitting  on  the  back 
benches  of  this  House,  in  my  opinion  it  cannot  be 
parliamentary  language,  and  his  duty  is  to  with¬ 
draw  the  offensive  expression. 

Mr.  CASEY.  I  declared  my  willingness  to 
withdraw  the  expression  if  the  lion,  gentleman 
felt  offended  at  it,  I  tried  to  do  it  in  a  way  that 
would  not  hurt  the  lion,  gentleman’s  suscepti¬ 
bilities,  but  his  susceptibilities  are  so  very  tender 
that  he  feels  like  a  piece  of  proud  flesh,  and  you 
cannot  refer  to  him  without  hurting  him. 

Mr.  LAND  ERKIN.  He  called  you  a  piece  of 
proud  flesh. 

Mr.  CASEY.  I  withdraw  the  word  “  green¬ 
horn,  if  he  thinks  it  an  offensive  name  to  call  him, 
and  I  trust  lion,  gentlemen  opposite  will  allow  me 
to  come  to  the  question  now  before  the  House.  I 
think  the  hon.  gentleman  was  rather  too  severe 
upon  the  hon.  member  for  West  Hastings  (Mr. 
Corby)  who  was  the  first  to  introduce  these  national 
recriminations.  I  am  sure  that  the  hon.  member, 
knowing  him  as  I  do  to  be  a  thoroughly  good- 
natured  and  good-humoured  man,  did  not  mean  to 
be  so  offensive  to  the  people  of  Scotch  nationality 
as  his  words  would  seem  to  imply,  and  I  think 
chat  the  hon.  member  for  Algoma  read  him  too 
severe  a  lecture. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  I  did  not  say 
anything  about  it. 

Mr.  CASEY.  Representing  a  riding  chiefly 
composed  of  Scotchmen,  I  must  on  their  behalf 
protest  against  such  references  being  made  in 
future.  Now,  I  understand  from  the  hon.  Minister 
of  Public  W  orks  that  this  post  office  was  within 
three  miles  of  the  Montreal  post  office.  It  seems 
to  me  that  is  rather  too  near  a  great  metropolitan 
post  office  to  justify  the  erection  of  another  public 
building  costing  as  much  as  this  is  expected  to  cost. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  Minister  on  what  grounds 
he  justifies  this  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Because  the  necessity  of  the 
postal  service  demands  that  there  should  be  another 
post  office  there. 

Mr.  CORBY.  I  have  listened  to  the  remarks 
made  by  the  hon.  member  for  West  Elgin  and  the 
hon.  member  for  Lincoln,  and  I  must  say  that  no 
better  evidence  of  obstruction  can  be  given  than 
the  attempt  to  convert  my  language  into  an  insult 
to  the  Scotch  nationality.  That  is  only  got  up  as 
a  piece  of  clap  trap  for  political  purposes.  As  my 
best  friends  in  West  Hastings  are  Scotchmen,  they 
know  better  than  to  suppose  that  I  would  insult 
their  nationality.  They  supported  me  at  the  last 
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election  and  they  will  support  me  again,  and  they 
will  not  listen  to  such  clap  trap  statements  as  have 
been  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  West  Elgin  and 
the  hon.  member  for  Lincoln.  I  had  no  intention 
to  insult  the  Scotch  nationality,  and  if  I  did  so,  I 
withdraw  what  I  said.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
are  only  talking  to-night  for  political  purposes ; 
but  let  them  go  on  and  do  their  best. 

Mr.  CASEY.  The  hon.  member  for  West 
Hastings  does  me  an  injustice,  because  I  distinctly 
stated  that  I  did  not  suppose  that  he  intended  to 
be  insulting  to  the  Scotch  nationality.  The  hon. 
Minister,  in  reply  to  my  question,  says  that  the 
erection  of  this  post  office  so  near  to  the  Montreal 
post  office  can  be  justified  on  the  ground  that  the 
public  service  requires  it.  That  is  a  very  large  and 
comprehensive  answer.  It  is  as  much  as  to  say  that 
this  post  office  is  needed  because  it  is  needed.  I  am 
aware  that  that  is  a  natural  justification  to  put 
forward,  but  what  I  wanted  to  obtain  from  the 
Minister  was  some  detailsas  to  why  it  is  needed.  The 
reasons  do  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  Postmaster 
General's  Report,  in  the  census  returns,  or  in  any  of 
the  public  documents  laid  before  the  House.  It  is 
clear  from  these  documents  that  St.  Henri  has  a 
smaller  population  and  yields  a  smaller  postal 
revenue  than  a  great  many  places  that  have  not 
obtained  post  offices.  It  has  been  alleged  by  some 
hon.  gentlemen  on  the  other  side  that  we  are 
attacking  these  appropriations  because  they  are 
made  in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  We  are  doing 
nothing  of  the  kind.  We  are  pointing  out  that  if 
such  places  as  St.  Henri  and  Laprairie  are  justified 
on  the  basis  of  population  or  of  revenue  in  receiving 
post  office  buildings,  there  are  many  other  places  in 
the  Province  of  Quebec  much  more  entitled  to 
receive  them  on  the  same  grounds.  I  took  the 
trouble  last  night  to  give  a  list  of  about  130  places 
in  Quebec  which  returned  a  greater  revenue  than 
Laprairie,  and  it  would  be  quite  easy  to  form  a  list 
of  Quebec  towns  yielding  a  larger  revenue  than  the 
one  now  under  discussion.  We  have  had  from  the 
Minister  the  same  justification  that  we  have  had 
all  along,  that  in  the  first  place  the  money  has  been 
already  voted  for  this  purpose,  and  in  the  second 
place  that  the  public  needs  require  it ;  but  he  has 
not  undertaken  to  show  us  what  means  he  has 
used  to  ascertain  that.  The  conclusion  we  are 
obliged  to  come  to  in  this  case  is  the  same  as  that* 
which  we  came  to  in  the  Laprairie  case,  that  this 
building  is  being  erected  wholly  for  political 
reasons.  The  County  of  Hochelaga,  in  which  it  is 
situated,  returns  at  present  a  supporter  of  the 
Government.  He  has  not  invariably  been  a  solid 
Conservative,  but  such  little  grants  as  this  will  no 
doubt  contribute  to  brace  up  his  allegiance  to  the 
party,  and  secure  the  support  of  his  constituents  at 
the  polls.  These  are  the  only  objects  that  can  be 
achieved  by  this  grant,  and  we  have  no  doubt  that 
this  is  the  object  of  the  Government.  It  is  because 
we  feel  this  that  we  have  determined  to  give  such 
votes  as  this  the  fullest  and  most  exhaustive  dis¬ 
cussion,  and  to  do  so  at  such  a  length  as  will  draw 
the  attention  of  the  country  forcibly  to  the  system 
pursued  of  the  unlimited  bribery  of  constituencies 
by  means  of  grants  for  public  works. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  Tell  us  something  new. 

Mr.  CASEY.  I  am  very  sorry  that  the  state¬ 
ment  is  not  new  ;  I  am  very  sorry  that  this  prac¬ 
tice  is  as  old  as  the  Government.  I  deeply  regret 


2887 


[COMMONS] 


2888 


\ 


that  the  bribery  of  constituencies  by  means  of 
public  buildings  is  not  something  new,  but  has 
become  so  habitual  that  I  have  no  doubt  some 
members  supporting  the  Government  have  utterly 
ceased  to  see  the  corruption  involved  in  the  system, 
and  even  ceased  to  see  its  impropriety.  We  have 
heard  them  defend  openly  the  principle  that  the 
Government  should  stick  by  their  friends  and 
spend  money  only  in  those  places  which  return 
Government  supporters.  We  had  this  very  evening 
the  statement  from  the  newest  member  in  the  House 
(Mr.  Lowell)  that  in  his  constituency  a  post' office 
was  promised  by  the  Government  organ  in  return 
for  the  election  of  a  member  supporting  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  I  have  tried  to  confine  my  remarks  as  much 
as  possible  to  the  policy  of  the  Government  on  the 
item  before  the  House.  I  am  glad  that  the  hon. 
member  for  West  Hastings  has  withdrawn  words 
of  his  which  probably  he  did  not  mean  to  use  in 
their  full  significance.  I  merely  ask  the  hon. 
member  for  East  Grey  to  follow  his  example,  since 
he  declared,  in  the  first  place,  that  he  endorsed 
every  word  which  fell  from  the  hon.  member  for 
West  Hastings,  who  said  he  had  listened  to  English 
and  French  but  drew  the  line  at  what  he  called  the 
Gaelic  spoken  by  the  hon.  member  for  Huron. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  If  I  remember  correctly,  about 
three  years  ago  the  item  was  placed  in  the  Esti¬ 
mates,  now  under  discussion,  to  build  a  post  office 
near  Montreal.  The  Minister  of  Public  W orks  then 
made  the  statement  to  the  House,  showing  the  esti¬ 
mated  cost  and  revenue  and  everything  connected 
with  the  item.  The  hon.  members  for  West  Elgin 
and  Lambton  were  then  in  the  House  and  heard  the 
statement  and  approved  of  the  item,  which  was 
carried  unanimously.  Next  session  the  item  was 
repeated  and  approved  of,  and  now  they  come 
forward  and  say  they  are  not  obstructing  when  they 
are  preventing  the  passage  of  an  item  which  they 
have  already  twice  or  thrice  approved. 

Mr.  CASEY.  We  did  not  approve  it. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  They  never  disapproved  it,  and 
now  they  come  forward  and  say  they  are  not  ob¬ 
structing,  although  the  last  two  or  three  nights 
have  been  spent  in  discussing  this  item.  The  time 
thus  lost  has  cost  the  country  more  than  enough  to 
build  half  a  dozen  post  offices. 

Mr.  CASEY.  Give  the  figures.  How  much  a 
day  does  it  cost  ? 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  The  sessional  clerks,  pages, 
messengers  and  all  the  staff  in  connection  with  the 
House  of  Commons,  who  are  paid  by  the  day,  en¬ 
tail  a  heavy  expense  on  the  country  for  every  day 
they  are  employed,  so  that  every  day’s  obstruction 
costs  the  country  thousands  of  dollars. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Does  the  hon.  gentleman  mean 
to  say  that  I  was  in  the  House  when  this  item  was 
passed  before  ? 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  I  say  that  the  hon.  gentleman 
was  a  member  of  the  House  then,  and  it  was  his 
duty  to  be  in  his  place  ;  and  I  say  that  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  that  day  gave  all  the  details  required,  and 
that  the  hon.  member  for  West  Lambton  and  every 
member  of  the  House  then  gave  their  assent  to  the 
item  by  not  voting  against  it  or  disapproving  it. 
In  the  face  of  this,  they  try  to  make  the  House 
believe  that  their  course  now  is  not  obstruction.  It 
is  obstruction,  and  the  country  will  know  how  to 
appreciate  it  ;  and  we  are  prepared  to  remain  here 
Mr.  Casey. 


just  as  long  as  they  are.  The  hon.  gentleman  said 
that  an  extra  indemnity  would  not  be  accepted  by 
hon.  gentlemen  on  that  side,  should  the  session  be 
prolonged  through  their  obstruction  ;  but  we  know 
how  the  extra  indemnity  passed  before  when  they 
delayed  prorogation  by  the  same  course  as  they  are 
following  out  now.  They  then  were  glad  to  accept 
the  additional  indemnity  just  as  they  will  take  it 
this  session,  notwithstanding  the  professions  of  the 
hon.  member  for  Lambton,  if  they  keep  us  here  a 
month  or  two  longer. 

Mr.  LISTER.  My  hon.  friend  has  thought  pro¬ 
per  to  drag  a  good  many  things  into  this  discussion, 
and  no  doubt  he  feels  perfectly  justified  in  support¬ 
ing  the  motion  before  this  House. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  Because  I  did  it  before.  I  will 
be  consistent. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Is  that  any  reason  why  you 
should  do  it  now  ? 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  Certainly. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  would  vote 
for  it  any  way. 


Mr.  TAYLOR.  The  country  is  committed  to  it. 


Mr.  LISTER.  When  the  hon.  gentleman  talks 
about  saving  money,  let  me  remind  him  that  if  the 
Minister  of  War  had  not  made  that  little  pur¬ 
chase  in  St.  John  the  other  day,  he  would  have 
saved  the  country  §200,000. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  Draw  a  herring  across  the  track, 
if  you  like.  I  made  a  plain  statement. 


Mr.  LISTER.  My  hon.  friend  says  it  was  my 
duty  to  be  here.  I  do  not  think  he  knows  whether 
I  was  in  the  House  or  not.  He  first  made  the 
statement  that  I  was,  and  then  he  substituted  for 
it  that  it  was  my  duty  to  have  been  here.  Does; 
my  hon.  friend  think  that  because  this  was  per¬ 
haps  not  opposed — and  I  cannot  say  from  recollec¬ 
tion  whether  it  was  or  not,  but  I  have  no  doubt 
that  it  was  ;  I  have  no  doubt  that  if  you  turn  up 
Hansard,  you  will  find  that  this  matter  was 
opposed  when  first  introduced — does  he  say  that 
because  it  was  not  opposed — then  it  should  not  be 
now  ?  Does  he  think  that  we  should  not  criticise 
generally  this  expenditure  of  the  Government  ? 
Does  he  not  think  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Opposition 
to  criticise  the  general  principle,  apart  altogether 
from  the  particular  item  ?  Then  my  hon.  friend 
talks  about  the  $500  last  session.  I  think  he 
ought  to  say  very  little  about  that. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  I  did  not  say  a  word  about 
that.  I  said  we  were  kept  here  five  months  on 
the  Franchise  Bill.  I  did  not  refer  to  last  session 
at  all. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  I  believe  we  are 
entirely  out  of  order,  the  whole  House,  and  I 
think  hon.  gentlemen  on  both  sides,  when  they 
read  this  in  the  Hansard  to-morrow,  will  regret 
that  they  have  spoken  as  they  have.  They  are 
not  talking*  to  the  question,  and  we  had  better 
proceed  to  business. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  will,  iffyou  will  allow  me  first 
to  say  that  what  I  said  about  claiming  no  extra  in¬ 
demnity  was  not  intended  in  the  way  of  a  threat 
at  all.  I  said  we  had  a  duty  to  perform  and  we 
would  perform  it  if  it  took  us  six  months  or  a  year. 
The  Government  have  delayed  to  the  last  moment 
the  bringing  down  of  their  most  important 
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measures,  and  now  they  say  we  must  hurry  them 
through.  They  have  kept  us  here  for  two  months 
doing  nothing,  and  in  the  last  week  of  the  last 
month  they  say  we  must  hurry  through.  Such 
conduct  is  not  fair  to  the  House  or  to  the  country. 

Mr.  CASEY.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  House  to 
discuss  these  matters.  The  work  of  the  House  is 
not  simply  to  pass  estimates  but  to  criticise  them 
as  well.  On  the  first  occasion  when  this  vote  came 
up,  the  question  was  asked  and  some  information 
was  given,  but  no  one  on  this  side  of  the  House 
seemed  to  be  posted  on  the  obnoxious  character  of 
the  vote  ;  but  last  year,  as  the  Hansard  will  show, 
there  was  considerable  opposition  to  it.  We  do 
not  necessarily  approve  of  everything  that  is 
passed  because  we  do  not  vote  against  it,  and 
especially  in  committee,  where  the  names  are  not 
taken  down  in  division. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  I  desire  to  say  that  I  spoke 
before  the  hon.  member  for  Hastings  (Mr.  Corby), 
and  did  not  say  that  I  endorsed  all  his  remarks.  I 
had  no  referrence  to  them  whatever,  but  to  what 
he  said  in  regard  to  the  construction. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  According  to  the  principle 
laid  down  by  the  hon.  gentleman,  we  have  no  right 
to  discuss  this  matter  now,  because  the  late  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Public  Works  placed  this  item  in  the  Esti¬ 
mates.  Many  things  have  happened  since  then. 
The  hon.  gentleman  has  been  degraded  and  placed 
in  the  ranks,  which  apparently  casts  a  stigma  upon 
him  and  a  suspicion  upon  this  item.  It  is  no 
reason  from  their  standpoint  for  our  voting  this 
money,  now  that  explanations  were  given  by  that 
Minister  whom  they  have  crowded  out  or  frozen 
out  of  his  position  and  reduced  to  the  position  of  a 
private  member  of  the  House.  Why  should  we  not 
ask  if  these  statements  are  correct  or  not  ?  I  am 
not  responsible  for  contracts  the  Government  has 
entered  into  even  though  I  may  not  have  moved 
any  resolution  against  them.  We  are  told,  if  we 
move  resolutions,  that  we  are  obstructing  business. 
I  repudiated  that  at  the  beginning  and  I  will  con¬ 
tinue  faithfully  to  repudiate  it,  and  I  will  not  have 
any  one  say  that  I  am  responsible  for  a  vote  because 
I  (lid  not  move  an  amendment.  I  now  record  my 
emphatic  protest  against  the  multiplication  of  post 
offices  where  there  is  no  necessity  for  them,  no 
matter  in  what  province  they  may  be. 

St.  Hyacinthe  Post  Office,  Custom 
House,  <&c.— to  complete .  $10,800 

Mr.  FLINT.  What  is  the  total  amount  to  be 
expended  on  that  building  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  When  completed  the  total  cost 
will  be  $35,000. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  In  what  stage  is  the  work 
now  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  $10,800  wi,ll  complete  the  whole 
thing,  including  furniture,  fittings,  &c. 

St.  Vincent  de  Paul  Penitentiary . $22,800 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  vote  is  to  be  applied  for 
the  purchase  of  matei'ials  and  tools  to  be  used  for 
building  purposes  by  the  convicts  at  the  St.  Vincent 
de  Paul  Penitentiarv  during  the  fiscal  year  1892-93  ; 
also  for  engines  and  supplies  required  for  use.  Of 
this  amount  $17,500  is  for  making  a  boundary  wall, 
and  for  materials  used  in  the  different  shops. 


Richmond  Post  Office .  $4,000 

Mr.  FLINT.  I  think  this  item  is  subject  to 
much  the  same  criticism  that  was  made  with  regard 
to  Laprairie  post  office  or  the  St.  Henri  post  office. 
This  place  only  gives  a  revenue  of  $1,900,  the  pop¬ 
ulation  of  the  village  is  only  2,000,  and  the  returns 
of  the  office  about  $1,000  a  year,  yet  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  erecting  a  building  that  will  cost  $12,000  or 
more.  By  and  by  the  Liberal  party  will  be  at¬ 
tacked  for  not  having  objected  to  these  expendi¬ 
tures.  I  believe  that  in  objecting  to  expenditures 
of  this  kind  we  are  echoing  the  sentiments  of  a 
large  number  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  who  have 
claims  for  public  buildings  in  their  own  constituen¬ 
cies  far  superior  to  this.  There  are  places  in  many 
Gonservative  constituencies  that  return  five  times 
the  receipts  of  Richmond  and  that  have  a  larger 
population,  and,  therefore,  have  superior  claims  for 
grants  of  this  kind.  But  the  ground  the  Opposi¬ 
tion  take  is  that  there  should  be  a  rule  laid  down 
by  the  Government  that  no  place  under  a  certain 
population  and  returning  revenue  below  a  certain 
amount  should  have  a  public  building  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  the  country.  I  think  the  discussions  we 
have  had  for  the  last  few  days  will,  perhaps,  lead 
the  Government  to  adopt  some  such  rule  as  this, 
which  will  place  the  politics  of  the  country  upon  a 
more  healthy  basis.  In  what  condition  is  the  work 
at  Richmond  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  contract  has  not  been  given 
yet. 

Mr.  FLINT.  If  the  hon.  Minister  is  not  too 
tightly  bound  by  pledges,  I  should  hope  he  might 
see  his  way  to  cancel  this  vote  and  give  a  larger 
amount  to  some  of  those  large  towns  in  the  west, 
which  have  stronger  claims  from  a  business  stand¬ 
point. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Can  the  Minister  state  that  the 
land  has  yet  been  bought  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Not  yet,  it  is  being  purchased. 
Not  a  cent  has  been  spent  yet. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  So  there  will  be  no  loss  by 
abandoning  the  scheme  at  this  stage.  Perhaps  the 
Minister  would  consider  the  suggestion  made  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Yarmouth  (Mr.  Flint).  It  is  quite 
clear  that  this  enterprise  is  an  infringement  of  the 
resolution  of  1890.  I  would  like  to  know  how  the 
Minister  justifies  asking  the  House  for  this  money 
in  view  of  that  resolution  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  first  appropriation  was 
made  in  1890,  and  it  was  renewed  last  year.  I 
think  it  is  time  we  should  keep  faith  with  that 
locality. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  is  the 
population  of  Richmond  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  A  little  over  2,000.  The  re¬ 
venue  is  $1,909.  The  cost  of  the  buildings  will  be 
between  $16,000  and  $18,000. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  On  what 
principles  does  the  hon.  gentleman  justify,  from 
a  business  point  of  view,  an  expenditure  which 
will  involve  to  us  a  charge  of  at  least  $1,500  a  year 
for  the  collection  of  a  revenue  of  $1,900.  It  is  not 
sufficient  to  tell  us  that  a  promise  w'as  made.  The 
hon.  gentleman  ought  to  be  prepared  to  show  some 
reason  in  justification  of  a  vote  of  this  kind. 
When  we  are  told  that  the  population  is  2,000, 
I  that  the  revenue  collected  is  $1,900,  and  he  is 
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going  to  spend  $20,000  or  thereabouts,  involving  a 
charge  of  fully  $1,600  a  year  for  the  collection  of  a 
revenue  of  $1,909,  is  it  possible  for  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  to  disguise  to  himself,  or  to  attempt  to  dis¬ 
guise  from  the  House,  that  this  is  utterly  and  out¬ 
rageously  in  violation  of  the  agreement  that  was 
come  to  by  that  resolution  passed  in  1890  ?  The 
hon.  gentleman  says  that  nothing  has  been  spent 
as  yet,  no  contract  signed,  no  land  bought.  It 
appears  to  be  the  most  outrageous  possible  defiance 
of  what  was  really  and  virtually  an  agreement 
entered  into  by  both  sides  of  the  House  without 
any  dissent. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  There  are  many  precedents 
for  dropping  this  item  if  the  public  interest  does 
not  require  it.  When  we  consider  the  small  popu¬ 
lation  and  small  revenue  collected  it  is  an  unbusi¬ 
ness-like  transaction  to  spend  $16,000  or  $20,000 
on  a  post  office.  I  remember  in  regard  to  Gode¬ 
rich  harbour  last  year,  an  item  was  dropped  by  the 
Government.  An  item  appeared  in  the  Estimates 
for  a  public  work  in  Bonaventure,  but  the  Govern¬ 
ment  afterwards  thought  it  was  wholly  unnecessary 
and  dropped  the  item.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  reconsider  this  item,  and  decide 
whether  it  should  not  be  dropped.  The  fact  that 
a  promise  was  made  during  the  previous  Parlia¬ 
ment,  that  this  work  would  be  proceeded  with,  is 
no  reason  why  it  should  be  constructed.  There 
was  some  force  in  the  contention  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  regard  to  previous  items,  that  the  work 
had  been  commenced  and  should  be  completed,  but 
in  this  case  no  land  has  been  purchased,  nothing 
has  been  done  on  the  work,  and  therefore  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  could  drop  the  item  without  detriment  to 
the  public  service.  I  hope  this  will  be  done,  or  at 
all  events  that  the  amount  will  be  expended  at 
some  other  place  in  the  province  where  the  postal 
revenue  is  much  larger  and  where  a  post  office  is 
more  required.  For  example,  Hochelaga  has  a 
revenue  of  $2,506,  and  other  places  run  up  to 
$3,000  or  $4,000,  and  yet  they  have  no  public 
buildings.  What  accommodation  is  there  at  Rich¬ 
mond  at  present ;  where  is  the  post  office  kept, 
and  what  rent  is  paid  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  differ  with  the  hon.  member 
for  South  Oxford.  The  Government  have  under¬ 
taken  certain  obligations  for  this  locality  as  well 
as  other  localities,  and  they  feel  bound  to  fulfil 
those  obligations.  It  is  intended  to  have  the  post 
office,  custom  house  and  inland  revenue  office  in 
the  building. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  It  is  put 
down  in  the  Estimates  as  post  office  alone. 


Mr.  BO  WELL.  Richmond  was  formerly  a  port, 
but  it  was  reduced  to  an  outport  and  attached  to 
Sherbrooke,  not  because  business  was  falling  off, 
but  because  of  the  policy  adopted  in  the  depart¬ 
ment  when  I  was  in  charge  of  it,  by  which  we 
effected  a  reduction  in  the  expenditure  in  carrying 
on  the  Customs  Department  by  making  as  many 
outports  as  possible.  The  port  alone  reports  to  the 
department  here. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  Have  tenders  been  invited  for 
the  work  ? 


Mr.  OUIMET.  No. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  When  will  tenders  be  invited  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  When  plans  have  been  prepared. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  Have  you  any  idea  where  the 
site  will  be  ;  will  it  be  placed  in  the  centre  of  the 
town  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  have  no  idea.  We  will  try  to 
get  the  best  site  for  the  least  price. 

*  Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  is  the 
amount  of  customs  revenue  ? 

Mr.  BOWELL.  I  cannot  tell  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  at  present,  because  the  report  of  the  outport  is 
made  to  the  port  of  Sherbrooke,  and  the  amount  col¬ 
lected  is  not  detailed  in  the  Public  Accounts.  When 
it  was  reduced  to  an  outport  the  collections  I  think 
were  from  $12,000  to  $15,000,  but  I  am  not  positive 
about  it. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  What  accommodation  is 
there  at  present,  and  what  rent  is  paid  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  rent  for  the  post  office  is 
$100  a  year  ;  I  do  not  know  the  rent  for  the  custom 
house  office,  as  it  is  not  in  my  department. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  It  is  desirable  that  this 
state  of  things  should  be  continued.  It  is  evident 
that  the  new  building  will  cost  $1,600  a  year, 
while  the  service  is  now  done  for  $200.  Is  the 
accommodation  now  sufficient  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  is  not.  The  intention  is  not 
to  have  a  special  caretaker  for  these  buildings,  but 
either  the  postmaster  or  the  customs  officer  can 
live  in  the  building  and  take  charge  of  it. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  You  will  have  to  pay  them 
for  taking  care  of  the  building. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  suppose  $50  or  $100  a  year 
extra,  and  the  lodging  will  do  for  that,  whereas  we 
would  have  to  pay  $400  for  a  caretaker. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  The  object  in  going  on  with  the 
work  is  to  carry  out  an  engagement  made  with  the 
town  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Certainly. 


Mr.  OUIMET.  That  is  a  mistake,  and  we  will 
amend  the  item.  Richmond  is  a  port,  it  is  a  very 
important  place,  a  railway  centre,  and  it  is  bound 
to  improve. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  That  is  a 
reason,  and  I  am  not  unwilling  to  consider  it.  In 
the  Estimates  we  are  asked  to  vote  for  a  post  office 
alone,  and  to  that  I  extremely  object.  If  the  hon. 
gentleman  says  that  the  building  will  include  cus¬ 
tom  house  and  the  inland  revenue  office,  and  there 
is  a  large  amount  of  business  done  at  that  place, 
that  would  furnish  a  fair  reason  for  a  vote. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  We  will  amend  the  item  to  post 
office  and  public  building. 

Sir  Richard  Cartwright. 


Mr.  DEVLIN.  I  would  like  to  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  to  a  certain 
matter,  and  I  think  it  is  the  first  time  I  have 
drawn  his  attention  to  it  this  session.  Last  ses¬ 
sion,  when  I  did  invite  attention  to  it,  he  was  not 
Minister  of  Public  Works,  and  really  all  the 
efforts  I  made  in  the  direction  indicated  were 
unavailing.  It  was  that  an  engagement  was  made 
a  few  years  ago  with  the  city  of  Hull  to  build  a 
post  office  there,  and  it  was  built.  It  is  certainly 
a  very  fine  post  office,  but  it  is  not  completed. 
There  is  a  tower  attached  to  the  building,  but  the 
place  where  the  clock  was  to  have  been  has  still  a 
black  board  across  it. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  That  policy  has  gone  out. 
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Mr.  DEVLIN.  The  policy  of  putting  a  clock  in 
public  buildings  ! 

Mr.  FOSTER.  We  erect  buildings,  but  we 
won’t  put  a  clock  in  them. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  I  did  not  know  that  the  policy 
hail  run  down.  However,  I  am  glad  to  know  that 
economy  will  be  effected  even  in  that  way.  This 
want  of  a  clock  to  which  I  call  attention  destroys 
the  whole  appearance  of  what  otherwise  is  a  hand¬ 
some  building.  Last  year  I  was  told  that  my 
application  in  this  respect  would  receive  consider¬ 
ation,  but  it  did  not,  and  I  suppose  that  is  because 
the  policy  has  run  down. 

Mr.  LISTER.  As  I  understand  this  vote  the 
Government  has  not  purchased  the  land  upon  which 
the  post  office  at  Richmond  is  to  be  erected,  and 
this  is  therefore  a  new  vote.  The  objection  raised 
to  all  the  other  votes  has  been  that  the  receipts  in 
the  office  did  not  justify  the  expenditure,  and  we 
find  here  that  the  office  in  Richmond  yields  a  gross 
postal  revenue  of  only  §1,909,  and  yet  the  Govern¬ 
ment  are  to  expend  between  $16,000  and  $18,000 
on  the  erection  of  buildings,  although  the  land  has 
not  yet  been  purchased. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  land  will  be  purchased  out 
of  that  sum. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  do  not  suppose  that  the  Minister 
of  Public  Works  will  pretend  to  say  that  the  land 
will  be  purchased  and  the  building  fully  completed 
for  the  sum  of  $18,000  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Certainly,  or  not  exceeding 
$18,000. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  Minister  has  stated  that  it 
shall  not  exceed  $18,000  for  the  whole  building 
and  the  land  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes. 

Mr.  RIDER.  I  would  like  to  enquire  of  the 
Minister  if  the  building  of  new  post  offices  will 
entail  increased  salaries  to  postmasters  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  does  not. 

Mr.  RIDER.  It  would  seem  that  instead  of  the 
Government  building  new  post  offices  in  places 
where  the  population  and  the  gross  revenue  is  such 
as  not  to  justify  it,  it  would  be  much  better 
for  them  to  cut  down  the  rate  of  postage.  That 
policy  would  be  a  great  advantage  to  the  public 
and  would  be  appreciated  by  the  country  general¬ 
ly,  whereas  the  building  of  post  offices  involving 
the  expenditure  of  large  sums  of  money,  and  the 
permanent  cost  of  maintaining  them,  is  a  very 
heavy  burden  on  the  country.  I  hope  that  the 
Government  will  carefully  consider  the  reduction 
of  the  rate  of  postage  before  they  sanction  the  out¬ 
lay  of  any  money  for  such  buildings  as  these  in  the 
future.  With  regard  to  the  building  of  a  post 
office  at  Richmond  I  would  like  to  call  the  Minis¬ 
ter’s  attention  to  a  town  in  the  county  which  I  have 
the  honour  to  represent,  the  town  of  Magog,  which 
is  now  yielding  a  gross  postal  revenue  of  $1,949, 
and  which  has  a  population  of  2,100.  It  is  also  a 
port  of  entry,  a  large  manufacturing  and  railway 
centre,  and.  a  growing  place  ;  and  if  other  places 
are  to  be  favoured,  it  seems  to  me  that  this  place 
surely  ought  not  to  be  passed  over. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  think  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
county  has  already  a  public  building  at  Coaticook. 

Mr.  RIDER.  Yes. 


Mr.  OUIMET.  Then  the  hon.  gentleman  ought 
to  be  liberal  enough  to  give  another  place  its  turn, 
and  when  the  turn  of  his  county  comes  again,  it 
will  certainly  get  a  building. 

West  Farnham  post  office .  $4,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  The  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  will  explain  on  what  gound  West  Farnham 
is  entitled  to  a  post  office. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  amount  required  for  the 
ground  was  given  last  year,  when  $4,000  was 
voted  for  the  purpose,  and  this  is  an  additional 
vote.  It  is  for  a  public  building.  West  Farn¬ 
ham  is  a  great  railway  centre.  Though  its  popu¬ 
lation  is  only  1,520,  its  postal  revenue  amounts 
to  $1,998.58  and  it  issues  money  ordei's  to  the 
value  of  $17,895,  indicating  that  there  must  be  a 
pretty  large  trade  done  here.  The  place  has  three 
saw  mills,  a  grist  mill,  a  woollen  factory,  a  beet 
sugar  factory,  brick  fields,  and  manufactories  of 
various  kinds.  I  understand  also  that  it  is  an 
outport  of  customs. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Then  it  is  a 
village  of  about  300  families,  and  the  postal  rev¬ 
enue  is  about  $1,900.  What  is  the  cost  of  the  pro- 
posed  erection  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  $10,500. 

Mr.  LISTER.  There  can  be  no  possible  justifi¬ 
cation  for  this  expenditure.  Amongst  all  the  cases 
we  have  discussed,  this  is,  I  think,  the  woi'st  ex¬ 
cept  Laprairie.  Previous  to  1891,  Missisquoi  was 
repi’esented  by  a  Liberal,  and  shortly  before  the 
elections  of  1891  it  was  circulated  in  that  couxxty 
that  the  Government  proposed  to  construct  public 
buildings  in  the  town  of  Farnham,  and  the  present 
member  (Mr.  Baker)  represented  that  his  influence 
would  be  used  with  the  Government  to  get  public 
buildings  for  the  town- -about  the  same  procedure 
as  was  followed  in  the  town  of  Welland.  The 
Government  organs  there  represented  that  Farnham 
was  in  want  of  public  buildings,  and  that  if  it  expect¬ 
ed  to  get  public  buildings  it  must  send  a  member  to 
support  the  Government ;  in  other  words,  although 
the  town  claimed  to  be  justly  entitled  to  them,  still 
it  would  not  get  what  it  was  entitled  to  unless  it 
sent  to  Parliament  a  supporter  of  the  Government. 
We  have  a  small  town  of  300  families  or  1,520  souls 
altogether,  and  with  a  postal  revenue  of  something 
like  $1,900,  getting  public  buildings,  while  they 
are  denied  to  larger  places,  simply  because  the 
people  of  Missisquoi  returned  Mr.  Baker  a  sup¬ 
porter  of  the  Government,  instead  of  the  gentleman 
who  opposed  him,  and  who  was  a  member  up  to 
1891.  Now,  Sir,  it  has  been  charged  over  and  over 
again  on  this  side,  and  but  faintly  contradicted  on 
the  other  side,  that  these  public  buildings  are  being 
used  for  the  purpose  of  bribing  the  constituencies  ; 
and  I  appeal  to  hon.  gentlemen  on  the  Government 
side  of  the  House  if  it  is  not  in  itself  a  suspicious 
circumstance  that  this  small  town  on  the  eve  of  an 
election  should  be  promised  by  one  of  the  candidates 
running  there  that  public  buildings  would  be 
procured  for  that  town  if  he  were  elected, 
and  that  immediately  after  his  election  the  con¬ 
struction  of  these  public  buildings  has  commenced. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Do  you  know  that  such  a  prom¬ 
ise  was  made  ? 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  know  it  was  made  in  the  county. 
I  know  that  in  West  Farnham,  before  the  election 
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took  place,  it  was  said  all  over  the  county  that  if 
Mr.  Baker  was  elected  they  would  get  public  build¬ 
ings. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Did  Mr.  Baker  say  so  ? 

Mr.  LISTER.  He  allowed  his  friends  to  say  so> 
the  press  of  the  county  said  so,  and  subsequent 
events  showed  that  his  friends  had  good  reason  for 
making  that  promise.  If  the  Government  were 
governed  by  the  necessities  of  the  case,  are  there 
not  a  dozen  of  towns  more  entitled  to  public  build¬ 
ings  than  West  Farnham  ?  There  is  but  a  small 
revenue  from  the  post  office  there,  and  I  will  ven¬ 
ture  to  say  very  little  indeed  from  customs  and 
none  at  all  from  excise.  What  necessity  was  there 
for  this  building  except  to  influence  the  vote. 
Session  after  session  the  Government  have  been 
asked  by  the  people  of  Wookstock,  which  has  a 
postal  revenue  of  $15,000  a  year  and  a  large  cus¬ 
toms  and  inland  revenue  income,  for  a  public  build¬ 
ing.  The  town  of  Sarnia  yields  a  revenue  of 
$9,600  from  the  post  office  alone  besides  a 
very  large  revenue  from  customs  and  excise.  There 
is  a  large  number  of  people  employed  and  the 
offices  are  at  considerable  distances,  but  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  notwithstanding  it  is  a  place  of  7,000 
inhabitants  and  situated  on  the  frontier,  and  not¬ 
withstanding  the  matter  has  been  brought  before 
them  from  session  to  session,  have  never  seen  the 
necessity  for  constructing  a  public  building  there. 
Yet  they  can  see  necessity  for  putting  one  at  the 
small  town  of  Farnham.  The  Government  ought 
to  come  forward  boldly  and  admit  at  once  that 
they  are  using  public  moneys  for  the  purpose  of 
entrenching  themselves  in  power,  and  not  come 
with  the  shallow  excuse  that  they  are  moved  by 
public  interest.  No  language  can  be  too  strong  to 
condemn  these  expenditures.  The  Government 
are  not  only  wasting  the  money  of  the  country, 
but  are  corrupting  and  debauching  the  electors. 
Is  there  under  the  broad  canopy  of  heaven  any 
other  country  governed  like  this  ?  I  believe  that 
if  we  were  not  a  law-abiding  people  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  be  expelled  by  force.  In  Central 
America  I  believe  the  Government  is  pure  com¬ 
pared  with  the  administration  of  public  affairs  in 
this  country.  What  do  we  find  ?  We  find  a 
Government  exacting  from  the  contractors - 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  rise  to  a  point  of  order.  It  is 
now  half-past  two  o’clock,  and  about  time  the  hon. 
gentleman  should  restrict  himself  to  the  question, 
and  not  waste  our  time  discussing  general  charges. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  We  are  dis¬ 
cussing  as  distinct  and  clear  a  bribe  as  was  ever 
offered  any  constituency. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  no 
right  to  say  so. 


ing  for  its  public  business.  We  find  that  in  doubt¬ 
ful  constituencies  the  Government,  in  order  to  se¬ 
cure  the  election  of  their  friend,  at  once  propose  to 
help  their  friends  by  a  public  building.  We  find 
that  in  West  Middlesex,  in  the  Counties  of  Bruce 
and  Haldimand  and  in  a  dozen  other  counties  of 
Ontario,  the  Government  never  could  see  that  the 
towns  were  entitled  to  public  buildings  until 
they  returned  supporters  of  the  Government. 
And  we  find  that  in  all  these  elections 
in  the  press  and  on  the  platform,  the 
people  are  told  repeatedly  that  unless  they  elect 
Government  supporters  they  need  not  expect  these 
favours.  Could  such  a  thing  happen  in  Great 
Britain  ?  Would  there  be  found  a  man  there  who 
would  so  demean  himself  as  to  say  to  a  constitu¬ 
ency,  if  you  return  a  supporter  of  the  Government 
we  will  give  you  something  ;  if  you  do  not,  you 
will  be  refused  ?  Could  you  find  it  in  any  other 
country  ?  In  the  United  States  the  revenue  must 
justify  the  expenditure  before  any  public  building 
is  erected.  There  is  no  tampering  with  contracts 
there  as  here,  but  a  different  policy  is  pursued  over 
in  that  country  at  which  hon.  gentlemen  never 
lose  an  opportunity  of  sneering.  In  that  country 
what  has  appeared  in  the  daily  Globe  for  the  last 
few  days  would  have  driven  any  member  of  the 
Opposition  out  of  office,  but  here,  instead  of  being 
driven  out  of  office,  he  appoints  his  own  judges 
and  draws  his  own  indictment. 


Mr.  MULOCK.  I  would  ask  the  Minister  o 
Public  Works  if  the  land  for  the  post  office  has  yet 
been  bought  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  No. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  When  was  it  decided  to  put  a 
post  office  there  ? 


Mr.  OUIMET.  Last  year. 
Mr.  MULOCK.  What  cost  ? 


Mr.  OUIMET.  $11,000. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  What  is  the  estimated  cost  of 
maintenance  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  About  $250. 


Mr.  MULOCK.  How  is  that  made  up? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  postmaster  will  be  given 
his  lodging  in  the  post  office.  There  will  be  $100 
for  fuel,  $40  for  lighting,  and  the  balance  will  no 
doubt  go  as  an  indemnity  to  the  postmaster  for 
taking  care  of  the  building. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  What  does  the  post  office  cost 
at  present  ? 


Mr.  OUIMET.  I  understand  $80  a  year. 


Mr.  MULOCK.  That  is  the  allowance  made, 
and  the  postmaster  supplies  the  accommodation  ? 


Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes. 


Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  have.  The 
very  statement  made  by  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  proves  it. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  proves  nothing  of  the  kind. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  think  we  have  a  perfect  right 
to  draw  the  inference  which  reasonable  men  draw 
from  the  admitted  condition  of  affairs.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  never  found  that  this  small  town  of  Farn- 
hanj  was  in  want  of  a  public  building  until  im¬ 
mediately  before  the  election,  and  then  they  dis¬ 
covered  that  this  little  town  of  1,520  inhabitants, 
yielding  a  postal  revenue  of  $1,900  and  nothing  from 
inland  revenue  or  excise,  required  an  ex  pensive  build - 
Mr.  Lister. 


Mr.  MULOCK.  What  will  it  cost  under  the 
new  arrangement  for  the  interest  on  construction, 
and  the  maintenance,  wear  and  tear,  and  so  on. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  interest  on  $10,000  at  4 
per  cent  would  be  $400  a  year. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  presume  that  before  making 
the  change,  the  Minister  has  made  an  estimate  so 
as  to  draw  a  comparison  between  the  present  cost 
and  the  cost  under  the  new  arrangement  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  information  was  given  last 
year  when  the  House  was  invited  to  make  an 
appropriation. 
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Mr.  MULOCK.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  lion, 
gentleman,  as  the  successor  of  the  former  incum¬ 
bent  of  his  office,  to  give  us  the  information. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  It  was  furnished  last  year. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  If  the  member  for  Leeds  (Mr. 
Taylor)  knows  more  about  it  than  the  Minister,  he 
had  better  get  up  and  give  us  the  information. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  I  was  here  last  year  and  heard 
it,  and  you  voted  for  it  as  well  as  I  did. 

V 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  lion,  gentleman  states 
what  is  untrue  when  he  states  I  voted  for  it. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  You  did  not  vote  against  it. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  disapprove  of  many  things 
which  I  do  not  vote  against.  The  member  for  Leeds 
may  as  well  try  to  be  truthful  and  honest.  I  will 
address  myself  to  the  Chair.  You,  Mr.  Chairman, 
represent  an  intelligent  constituency - 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Denison).  I  do  not 
think  you  have  any  right  to  refer  to  the  person 
who  may  be  occupying  the  Chair. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Then  I  will  refer  to  you  as  if 
you  were  not  in  the  Chair.  I  will  refer  to  what  I 
think  would  be  the  duty  of  the  member  for  West 
Toronto,  and  I  think  he  would  agree  with  me,  if  he 
were  doing  his  duty  in  his  place,  that  this  transac¬ 
tion  was  not  one  which  could  be  approved  of  in  our 
part  of  the  country .  I  would  ask  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works  whether,  in  determining  upon  this 
grant,  he  took  into  consideration  the  requirements 
of  other  sections  of  the  Dominion  ? 

Mr.  OLHMET.  We  have  given  the  information 
several  times  before,  and  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
put  the  same  question  on  every  vote. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  have  never  asked  that  ques¬ 
tion  before,  but  I  ask  now  if  the  Government  con¬ 
sidered  the  requirements  of  other  portions  of  the 
Dominion  when  they  decided  upon  making  this 
grant. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  We  have. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Then  you  have  decided  ad¬ 
versely  to  all  places  which  are  not  named  in  the 
Estimates,  and  I  desire  to  know  on  what  grounds 
you  have  decided  adversely  to  populous  cities  and 
towns  in  Ontario  and  favourably  to  the  insignificant 
village  of  West  Farnham  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  object  to  that  mode  of  discuss¬ 
ing  the  matter.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  has  any¬ 
thing  to  say  against  this  vote  he  may  say  it,  and 
may  repeat  it  once  or  twice  or  ten  times  or  twelve 
times  or  a  hundred  times,  and,  if  we  choose  to 
answer  him  a  hundred  times,  we  will  do  so,  but,  if 
the  House  does  not  think  it  necessary,  I  shall  not 
feel  that  we  should  be  asked  to  answer  him  every 
time. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Of  course  the  hon.  gentleman 
must  have  weighed  the  information  before  him 
before  he  came  to  the  judicial  conclusion  to  pro¬ 
pose  this  vote,  and  we  are  entitled  to  the  evidence 
he  had.  I  do  not  wonder  at  his  becoming  impatient 
when  he  finds  that  he  cannot  in  decency  confess 
the  reasons  which  impelled  him  to  arrive  at  this 
conclusion,  or  at  his  endeavouring  by  a  sort  of 
bravado  to  escape  from  the  dilemma  in  which  he 
has  placed  himself.  We  are  considering  how  we 
can  best  apply  the  public  resources,  and  it  is  our 
duty  to  consider  how'  best  to  supply  the  needs  of 
all  parts  of  the  Dominion.  Before  I  can  agree,  for 


one,  to  sanction  the  expenditure  of  this  money  in 
this  spot,  I  would  like  to  know  if  it  would  not  be 
better  expended,  say  in  Woodstock  with  ten  times 
the  population  and  ten  times  the  return  to  the 
treasury,  of  this  little  village  ?  The  Minister  can, 
of  course,  call  upon  all  those  gentlemen  behind  him 
to  support  him,  and  they  may  ultimately  prevail, 
but  they  should  do  it  with  a  knowledge  of  what 
their  duty  is,  and  not  simply  as  machines.  The 
Minister  evidently  considers  those  gentlemen  be¬ 
hind  him  as  nothing  but  machines. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Order. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  State  your  point  of  order. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  rise  to  a  point  of  order.  The 
hon.  gentleman  has  no  right  to  say  that  the  Minister 
thinks  the  gentlemen  behind  him  are  machines.  It 
is  an  insult  both  to  the  Minister  and  to  the  House. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  State  your  point  of  order.  You 
have  no  right  to  make  a  speech. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Denison).  I  donot  think 
it  is  proper - 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Let  me  say  something  on  this. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Order. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  Minister  of  Finance  is  not 
the  only  member  who  has  a  right  to  address  remarks 
to  you.  I  draw  my  inference  from  the  action  of  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works.  He  will  not  give  his 
reasons  for  the  action  he  has  taken,  and  he  is  calling 
upon  his  supporters  to  vote  this  money  without 
giving  anyT  reasons,  and  I  reassert  that  any  Minis¬ 
ter  who  does  that,  without  giving  reasons,  is  not 
treating  his  supporters  as  reasonable  beings,  but  as 
puppets. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Denison).  I  cannot 
quite  agree  with  the  hon.  member.  He  stated  that 
the  gentlemen  behind  the  Government  benches  wrere 
machines. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  You  had  better  know  your  facts 
first.  I  said  the  Minister  thought  they  were  ma¬ 
chines. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Denison).  Of  course, 
if  you  say  you  did  not  state  that,  it  is  different. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  said  the  Minister  seemed  to 
think  they  were  machines. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  You  said  they  v'ere  machines. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  did  not. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  They  are  not  as  much  machines 
as  you  are.  You  have  been  driven  to-night  like  a 
pack  of  dogs. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  think  it  is  only  right  that  the 
Minister  should  tell  us  why  lie  decided  in  favour  of 
a  grant  for  this  small  spot  and  against  larger  and 
more  populous  towns.  It  is  his  bounden  duty  to 
give  us  that  information,  and  if  lie  refuses  to  do 
so,  it  is  the  bounden  duty  of  the  committee  to 
refuse  him  the  grant. 

Mr.  FAIRBAIRN.  I  have  been  thirty  years  in 
public  life,  and  I  must  say  that  to-night  I  have 
seen  hon.  gentlemen  making  the  greatest  pub¬ 
lic  exhibition  of  themselves  that  I  ever  saw 
public  men  make.  When  hon.  gentlemen  look 
across  this  House  and  call  us  voting  machines,  and 
look  into  the  faces  of  these  Ministers  and  say  that 
we  should  be  compelled  by  force  to  vote  against 
this  item,  I  wonder  what  conclusion  we  can  come  to 
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as  men  of  honour,  and  men  of  dignity.  Now,  I  think 
it  is  fair  and  right  to  discuss  these  questions,  every 
question  in  an  honourable  and  fair  manner,  but  I  do 
abhor  slinging  dirt  across  the  House.  I  respect  every 
man,  let  every  man  think  as  he  wishes,  but  I  think 
that  every  man  in  this  House  should  be  a  gentle¬ 
man  no  matter  on  which  side  he  sits.  I  am  sur¬ 
prised  to  hear  these  remarks  uttered  on  the  floor  of 
this  House.  I  am  a  humble  farmer,  but  thank  God 
I  have  common  understanding,  and  the  common  hon¬ 
esty  to  treat  my  opponents  in  a  fair  and  honour¬ 
able  way.  I  am  sorry  to  sit  here  and  listen  to 
what  I  have  heard.  We  have  had  religion,  creed 
and  everything  else.  Now,  I  want  to  know 
what  all  these  side  issues  have  to  do  with  this 
question.  I  am  willing  to  sit  here  day  after  day, 
and  night  after  night,  and  discuss  and  criticise 
every  item  that  comes  before  you,  but  when  hon. 
gentlemen  look  across  the  floor  of  this  House  and 
look  over  the  heads  of  these  Ministers  and  in  their 
faces,  and  say  we  are  voting  machines,  I  draw  the 
line  there.  When  hon.  gentlemen  look  across  the 
floor  of  this  House  and  in  the  face  of  these  Minis¬ 
ters  and  say  that  they  will  compel  us  by  force,  I 
draw  the  line.  It  cannot  be  done.  I  am  willing 
to  discuss  these  things  squarely  and  above  board, 
but  do  not  throw  challenges  across  this  House, 
because  if  you  do  you  will  find  men  to  take  them 
up. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  (Translation.)  I  would  like  to 
ask  the  hon.  Minister - 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Oh,  oh. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  (Translation.)  It  seems  to  me, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  there  are  rules  which  govern 
the  debates  in  this  House.  I  ask  for  your  protec¬ 
tion.  I  wish  to  know  whether  you  are  able  to  see 
the  dignity  of  the  House  respected.  It  is  impos¬ 
sible  to  discuss  this  item  as  long  as  the  members  of 
the  right  will  continue  to  make  such  a  noise. 
Well,  since  there  is  no  stopping  it,  I  wflll  try  to 
put  in  English  the  remarks  I  was  about  to  offer. 

(In English.)  Ithoughtlhad  aperfect rightto speak 
to  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  in  his  own  language. 
I  was  about  asking  the  Minister  several  questions 
when  an  hon.  gentleman  behind  him  stood  up  and 
spoke  upon  every  concievable  and  inconceivable 
question,  except  the  question  before  the  Chair.  He 
spoke  of  a  great  many  matters  which  have  no  con¬ 
nection  whatever  with  the  Farnham  post  office.  He 
told  us,  for  instance,  that  he  was  thirty  years  in  pub¬ 
lic  life.  Nobody  disputed  that.  That  matter  is  not 
before  the  Chair  now.  We  are  delighted  to  know 
that  the  hon.  gentleman  is  thirty  years  in  public 
life,  and  if  our  wishes  were  carried  out  he  would 
be  thirty  years  more  in  public  life. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  The  item  is  West  Farnham- 
You  had  better  not  follow  his  example. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  Well,  I  have  so  seldom  reason 
to  follow  the  example  of  a  Conservative,  that  I  was 
availing  myself  of  this  opportunity  now,  and  you 
pick  a  quarrel  with  me. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  (Translation.)  I  wanted  to 
answer  the  arguments  of  the  gentleman  who  pre¬ 
ceded  me,  but  interruptions  are  constantly  dis¬ 
turbing  the  thread  of  my  speech. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Question. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  (Translation.)  I  am  speaking 
to  the  question.  The  post  office  at  Farnham  gave 
last  year  a  revenue  of  $1,998.58.  That  is  the 
Mr.  Fairbairn. 


figure  which  we  find  in  the  report  of  the  Post¬ 
master  General.  It  appears  that  the  hon.  Post¬ 
master  General  told  us  to-night  that  the  reason  for 
which  the  Government  undertook  this  work  was 
that  it  had  been  promised  some  time  ago. 

(In  English.)  There isaninterestinglittle bitofhis- 
tory  in  connection  with  this  post  office.  The  Minister 
of  Public  Works  said  that  certain  engagements  were 
made,  and  as  the  result  these  buildings  are  being 
carried  out.  We  all  know  that  the  member  for 
Missisquoi  was  elected  to  this  House  at  the  general 
election  in  1891.  A  protest  was  entered  against 
his  return,  and  it  was  expected  that  another  elec¬ 
tion  would  take  place.  Engagements  were  entered 
into  about  that  time  for  the  construction  of  this 
public  building  in  Farnham,  not  before  the  general 
election  but  after  it,  and  immediately  preceding 
the  anticipated  bye-election.  The  question  is, 
had  this  promise  anything  to  do  with  this  pro¬ 
posed  expenditure  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  No. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  The  Minister  of  Public  Works 
was  not  Minister  at  that  time,  and  perhaps  he  has 
inaugurated  a  new  way  of  doing  things.  No 
doubt  the  hon.  member  for  Algoma  will  find  no 
fault  with  this  expenditure. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  No. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  That  hon.  gentleman  found  no 
fault  with  the  Bancroft  affair  or  with  the  Harris 
expenditure,  or  with  any  other  expenditure  made 
by  the  Government.  He  is  satisfied  to  whiten 
whatever  they  ask  him  to  whiten.  I  brought  up 
the  night  before  last,  last  night  and  again  to-night, 
the  question  of  the  Buckingham  post  office,  because 
the  necessity  for  the  construction  of  public  build¬ 
ings  is  stated  by  the  Minister  to  be  the  cause  of 
this  expenditure.  I  have  pointed  out  that  Buck¬ 
ingham  is  ahead  of  Farnham.  We  have  recently 
had  the  verdict  of  the  people,  and  we  are  satisfied 
with  the  verdict  rendered. 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  Once  in  a  while  you  are 
satisfied. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  We  had  a  verdict  in  Welland 
and  were  satisfied  ;  in  Lincoln  and  were  satisfied  ; 
in  Prescott  and  were  satisfied,  and  we  will  have  no 
doubt  a  satisfactory  verdict  in  Pontiac. 

Mr.  BOWTELL.  We  do  not  begrudge  4  out  of 

20. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  It  is  he  and  other  gentlemen  like 
him  who  charge  us  with  obstruction  when  we  are 
actively  engaged  trymg  to  find  out  how  public 
money  is  expended.  The  population  of  Farnham  is 
1,520  and  the  revenue  from  the  post  office  last 
year  was  only  $1,998.  As  I  take  from  the  blue- 
book,  the  Postmaster  General’s  Report - 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  It  is  the  Dairy  Report  you 
have  got. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  It  is  not.  I  believe  the  hon. 
gentleman  likes  cream,  and  probably  that  is  the 
reason  he  called  it  the  Dairy  Report.  Of  course 
the  explanation  given  for  the  erection  of  this 
building  is  that  the  present  Minister  of  Public 
Works  was  not  in  office  when  these  public  build¬ 
ing  were  promised,  and  that  he  is  merely  carrying 
out  promises  made  anterior  to  his  reign.  It  is  very 
satisfactory  to  know  from  this  statement  that  he 
will  in  all  probability  drop  this  kind  of  policy,  and 
it  is  in  the  interest  of  the  country  that  it  should  be 


2901 


[MAY  19,  1892.] 


2902 


dropped.  The  hon.  gentleman  said  this  afternoon 
that  we,  the  members  of  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
complained  bitterly  that  money  was  expended  in 
that  province.  I,  for  one,  represent  a  county  in 
which  money  has  been  expended  by  the  Dominion 
Government,  and  I  am  quite  satisfied  with  the 
expenditure  that  has  been  made.  I  do  not  com¬ 
plain  bitterly  of  that  expenditure,  but  we  do  com¬ 
plain,  not  that  money  has  been  expended  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  but  that  money  has  been 
expended  in  localities  where  it  might  not  have 
been  expended,  and  that  it  has  not  been  expended 
in  places  where  it  could  have  been  expended  with 
advantage  to  the  country.  It  would  be  much  better 
to  keep  this  money  and  expend  it  in  the  town  of 
Buckingham. 

Mr.  CAMERON.  Would  not  that  be  unlimited 
bribery  ? 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  No  ;  because  the  Government 
does  not  expect  my  support. 

Mr.  CAMERON.  The  hon.  member  for  South 
Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  said  all  these 
votes  were  unlimited  bribery. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  I  beg  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
pardon.  He  said  nothing  about  placing  this  $8,000 
in  Buckingham. 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  Would  not 
Woodstock  be  a  good  place  ? 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  Yes,  and  I  have  no  doubt  that 
Sudbury  would  be  a  better  place  than  West  Farn- 
ham.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman  dispute  that  state¬ 
ment  ? 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  I  might. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman  say 
that  the  money  is  better  expended  in  Farnham  than 
in  the  most  important  town  in  his  district  ? 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  There  are  twenty 
places  in  Algoma  that  will  readily  take  it. 

Mr.  CAMERON.  What  about  Buckingham  ? 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  I  am  afraid  we  shall  have  to 
wait  for  a  change  before  we  get  a  building  there. 
Let  me  point  out  that  it  is  very  wrong  to  turn  this 
very  serious  matter  of  the  claim  of  the  town  of 
Buckingham  into  a  joke.  It  is  no  joke. 

Mr.  CAMERON.  What  is  the  population  of 
Buckingham  ? 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  The  population  of  Buckingham 
is  something  over  2,000. 

Mr.  CAMERON.  By  sexes,  please. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  We  do  not  take  the  population 
by  sexes  up  there,  and  I  could  not  give  it  by  sexes. 
We  have  not  the  hon.  gentleman’s  sex  in  our  county, 
I  do  not  know  to  what  sex  he  belongs.  I  never 
saw  anything  like  it  until  I  came  to  this  House. 
I  was  about  to  say  that  there  are  many  places  in 
the  Province  of  Quebec  where  this  money  could  be 
expended  with  more  advantage  and  propriety  than 
in  West  Farnham,  and  inasmuch  as  it  is  probable 
that  this  expenditure  is  the  result  of  an  engagement 
made  in  view  of  a  bye-election,  now  th^t  the  bye- 
election  is  over,  and  the  Government  has  that  sup¬ 
port,  will  it  not  be  as  well  to  try  and  save  the 
country  this  money,  and  not  incur  the  beginning  of 
an  expenditure  of  which  the  Government  does  not 
know  the  end  ? 


Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  Mr. Chairman, 
notwithstanding  the  hue  and  cry  which  greeted  the 
remarks  of  my  hon.  friend  from  Ottawa  when  he 
spoke  in  French,  I  intend  to  use  the  French  lan¬ 
guage,  and  I  hope  that  the  hon.  members  on  the 
Government  side  will  be  good  enough  to  listen  to 
what  I  have  to  say.  I  understand  that  the  ques¬ 
tion  now  to  be  decided  is  that  of  voting  to  the 
town  of  Farnham  the  sum  of  $4,000  for  the  putting 
up  of  a  post  office  building.  I  was  not  present  at 
the  whole  debate  which  took  place  this  evening, 
but  I  understand  that  the  hon.  Minister  of  Public 
Works  admitted  that  the  site  for  this  building  has 
not  yet  been  bought. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  How  do  you 
know,  since  you  were  not  here  ? 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  That  is  why 
I  was  careful  not  to  assert  that  the  hon.  gentleman 
had  said  so.  Although  the  site  has  not  been  bought, 
we  are  asked  to  vote  an  additional  sum  to  that 
which  was  put  last  year  at  the  Government’s  dis¬ 
posal.  I  understand  why  we  are  asked  to  vote 
this  item.  In  the  famous  gerrymandering  Bill,  it 
was  intended  to  ask  the  House  to  put  this  town  of 
Farnham  in  the  County  of  Rouville,  where  the 
Liberal  majority  would  thereby  be  increased,  while 
thereby  also  the  chances  of  Conservative  candidates 
would  be  bettered  in  Missisquoi. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Si  non  e  vero  e  bene  trovato. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  The  hon.  Min¬ 
ister  is  quoting  an  Italian  saying  which  could  be 
better  applied.  However,  I  think  I  may  state  that 
what  I  say  is  true  ;  and  if  the  idea  has  been 
abandoned,  it  was  not  owing  to  any  spirit  of  justice 
towards  the  Liberal  party.  It  seems  that  the  hon. 
member  for  Missisquoi  is  quite  seriously  attached 
to  this  little  town,  and  he  applied  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  for  a  few  cents  more  for  Farnham  in  order  to 
secure  a  majority  in  that  town.  It  is  then  that 
the  Government  resolved  to  get  this  sum  voted  in 
order  to  make  Farnham  a  Conservative  town. 
When  it  was  thought  of  annexing  Farnham  to 
Rouville,  the  intention  was  to  get  rid  in  Missis¬ 
quoi  of  a  somewhat  Liberal  locality,  but  it  was 
thought  since  that  this  annexation  could  be  avoided 
with  the  help  of  a  vote  of  $4,000.  However,  I 
believe  that  the  electors  of  Farnham  are  intelligent 
enough  not  to  allow  themselves  to  be  caught  by 
this  trick,  and  that  at  election  time  the  Government 
will  find  that  they  will  not  have  succeeded  in  buying 
them  with  this  sum.  Can  it  be  claimed  that  there 
be  any  proper  reason  for  voting  a  sum  of  $4,000  for 
a  building  the  site  of  which  is  not  yet  bought  ? 
I  find,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  intention  is  to  do 
with  the  town  of  Farnham  what  is  being  done  with 
the  village  of  Laprairie.  It  is  evident  that  the 
Government  do  business  like  children.  If  we  take 
the  case  of  Laprairie,  we  see  that  the  Government 
is  building  a  post  office  on  ground  that  does  not 
belong  to  it  but  which  belongs  to  the  municipal 
corporation  ?  Now,  what  will  happen  when  the 
building  is  done.  When  the  expenditure  is  done, 
when  some  $20,000,  perhaps,  are  spent,  for  it  is 
probable  that  the  total  cost  will  reach  that  figure, 
the  corporation  will  then  claim  the  price  for  the 
site,  and  the  Government  will  have  to  pay  the  price 
asked.  Is  that  a  course  to  be  followed  by  a  serious 
Government  ?  Would  a  Government  mindful  of 
public  interests  put  up  such  an  expensive  build¬ 
ing  on  a  site  which  does  not  belong  to  it,  running  the 


2903 


[COMMONS] 


2094 


risk  of  having  the  owners  come  and  claim  the  price 
for  their  property  ?  This,  I  believe,  would  be 
enough  to  show  that  these  are  reckless  expenses, 
the  object  of  which  is  only  to  tempt  the  electors 
and  induce  them  to  vote  for  the  Government. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Question,  question. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  I  hear  hon. 
gentlemen  telling  me  to  speak  to  the  question.  If 
these  gentlemen  understood  French,  they  would 
know  that  I  am  at  the  very  heart  of  the  question. 
The  Government  want  to  do  at  Farnham  what  they 
did  at  Laprairie.  They  want  to  spend  money 
without  even  owning  the  site  for  the  proposed 
building,  without  even  taking  the  minor  pre¬ 
cautions  which  a  Government  mindful  of  its  duty 
should  take.  Now,  it  will  be  said,  why  should  one 
oppose  the  building  of  a  post  office  in  a  town  like 
Farnham  ?  I  understand  all  the  importance  of 
Farnham.  I  know  that  this  town  would  be  very 
prosperous  if  its  progress  was  not  checked  by  the 
Government’s  policy.  It  is  known  that  the  main 
industry  in  Farnham  is  the  manufacture  of  sugar. 
There  is  to  be  found  there  a  manufactory  of  beet¬ 
root  sugar,  and  I  believe  it  is  the  only  one  in  the 
Dominion  of  Canada.  According  to  the  census, 
this  town  had  in  1891  a  population  of  1,520  souls. 
There  is  no  doubt  that,  if  the  Government  wanted  to 
protect  this  sugar  industry  as  they  protect  the  com¬ 
bines  which  we  have  in  the  city  of  Montreal,  Farn¬ 
ham  would  soon  have  a  considerable  importance,  and 
that  there  would  then  be  some  justification  for  the 
construction  of  a  post  office  such  as  is  proposed  now. 
But  what  do  the  Government  do  ?  While  they  pro¬ 
pose  to  build  a  post  office  in  this  town,  which  is 
nothing  but  an  electoralscheme  by  which  they  want 
to  reward  the  electors  for  the  support  they  have 
given  to  the  Conservative  candidate  in  the  last  elec¬ 
tion,  they  undermine  and  destroy  entirely  the  only 
industry  which  gave  Farnham  the  importance  it 
has  to-day,  the  beet-root  sugar  industry.  Why  do 
not  the  Government  give  Farnham  the  protection 
it  has  a  right  to  expect  for  this  infant  industry  ? 
They  prefer  to  secure  some  more  public  money  for 
the  reptile  fund  which  will  be  used  to  corrupt  the 
electors  when  election  time  shall  have  come.  The 
town  of  Farnham  is  entitled  to  get  from  the  Govern¬ 
ment  a  certain  protection,  but  it  is  not  a  post  office 
building  that  it  wants.  Efforts  should  be  made  to 
maintain  in  Farnham  the  industry  which  made  its 
prosperity. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Question,  question. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  The  hon.  member  should 
speak  on  the  question. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  I  am  altogether 
in  order,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  it  is  my  right  to  dis¬ 
cuss  the  question  from  whatever  standpoint  I  may 
choose.  I  understand  why  the  Government  refuse 
to  grant  this  industry  the  protection  to  which  it  is 
entitled.  It  is  because  the  effect  of  this  would  be 
to  remove  the  agricultural  class  from  the  false 
position  in  which  it  is  found  now. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Question,  question. 
Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  Order. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  I  am  in  order.  I 
do  not  know  whether  Mr.  Chairman  understands 
French  or  not. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  Not  very  much. 

Mr.  Brodeur. 


Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  Weil,  I  think  it 
is  a  very  singular  thing  for  me  to  be  called  to  order 
by  the  Chairman  of  the  committee,  when  he  admits 
himself  that  he  does  not  understand  French.  Had 
he  followed  the  thread  of  my  argument  from  the 
beginning,  I  believe  he  would  not  do  what  he  does 
now.  I  say  that  it  is  not  by  giving  a  post  office 
building  to  Farnham,  or  by  voting  $4,000  as  a  bait 
for  votes,  that  they  will  encourage  the  industry 
which  alone  will  cause  this  place  to  progress.  It  is 
not  because  a  post  office  shall  have  been  given  to 
Farnham  that  the  electors  will  be  pleased  and  will 
vote  for  the  member  for  Missisquoi.  This  expendi¬ 
ture  of  public  money,  under  the  circumstances,  is 
not  serious,  for  the  two  reasons  which  I  mentioned. 

I  see  by  the  report  of  the  Auditor  General  that  there 
is  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  a  large  number  of 
towns  and  villages  which  are  much  more  import¬ 
ant  than  Farnham,  and  which  nevertheless  get 
no  grant  for  post  office  buildings.  The  reason 
of  it  is  that  those  towns  and  villages  are  repre¬ 
sented  in  this  House  by  Liberal  members.  The 
town  of  Coaticook  has  a  population  of  3,086  souls. 
Its  post  office  gave  last  year  a  revenue  of  $3,466.85; 
however,  nothing  is  done  to  endow  that  town  with 
a  post  office  building,  because  it  is  represented  by 
a  Liberal  member.  What  difference  is  there 
between  Coaticook  and  Farnham?  Farnham  has 
only  a  population  of  1,520  souls,  while  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  the  other  is  3,086.  Coaticook  has  pro¬ 
gressed  at  a  great  rate  during  the  last  twenty 
years,  while  Farnham,  in  consequence  of  the  policy 
of  the  Minister  of  Finance,  has  not  progressed  as 
much  as  it  should  have  done.  The  village  of 
Buckingham  gave  last  year  a  revenue  of  $2,627.66. 
In  1871  this  village  had  only  a  population  of  1,301 
inhabitants;  in  1881  its  population  was  1,479,  and 
in  1891  it  was  2,239.  That  is  a  progressive  town, 
which,  owing  to  the  development  of  mines  in  the 
neighbourhood,  will  before  many  years  attain  a 
considerable  degree  of  importance.  Why  not 
give  it  a  post  office  building  ?  I  notice 
that  French  speaking  is  bringing  harmony 
among  us.  It  was  not  so  the  other  day,  when  we 
had  to  deal  with  the  question  of  the  abolition  of 
the  French  language  in  the  North-West,  for  there 
was  a  division.  I  believe  that  the  member  for 
Missisquoi  has  too  much  tenderness  for  Farnham, 
which  causes  him  to  forget  certain  other  parts  of 
his  county.  I  will  mention  Cowansville,  the  post 
office  of  which  gave  last  year  a  revenue  of 
$2,117.75,  while  that  of  Farnham  did  not  reach 
$2,000.  But  I  see  by  the  report  on  last  elections 
that  this  member  had  a  considerable  majority  at 
Cowansville,  while  he  was  in  a  minority  at  Farnham. 
If  he  had  wanted  to  reward  his  friends,  and  not 
use  this  money  for  electoral  purposes,  he  would 
have  given  his  influence  in  favour  of  Cowansville, 
which  gave  him  a  majority  of  60,  while  in  Farn¬ 
ham  he  had  a  minority  of  100.  Cowansville  has  a 
larger  population  and  more  importance  than  Farn¬ 
ham  and  it  should  have  had  the  preference.  As 
another  example,  I  will  speak  of  Danville,  which 
is  represented  by  the  hon.  member  for  Richmond. 
I  am  surprised  to  see  this  member  taking  so  much 
interest  ry.  Farnham,  while  neglecting  Danville, 
although  that  locality  gave  last  year  a  revenue  of 
$2,228.39.  Why  does  he  not  use  his  influence 
with  the  Government  to  have  a  post  office  given  to 
Danville  ?  Surely  he  is  not  sent  here  to  work  for 
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the  County  of  Missisquoi  ?  If  he  does  not  do  so,  it 
is  because  he  is  led  by  partisan  spirit. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  It  is  just  pos¬ 
sible  that  many  of  my  hon.  friends  would  like  to 
hear  in  English  what  we  have  just  heard  in  French. 
But  I  would  just  suggest  to  the  Minister  of  Finance 
that  possibly  it  might  be  deferred  until  concurrence 
if  he  is  disposed  to  take  this  item  and  rise  now. 

Air.  FOSTER.  I  am  quite  well  disposed  to  take 
this  item,  but  I  do  not  think,  after  the  many  hours 
that  have  been  occupied  in  what  I  think  a  majority 
of  the  House  will  consider  has  not  been  a  very  profit¬ 
able  discussion,  and  one  meant  for  a  purpose,  that 
it  is  possible  to  separate  from  this  festive  gathering 
without  getting  a  few  more  items. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  In  that  case 
we  will  proceed  with  the  discussion  of  West  Farn- 
ham  ;  we  have  no  objection  if  the  hon.  gentleman 
has  none.  But  I  may  remind  him  that  up  to  the 
present  time  no  reasonable  ground  has  been  given 
for  this  vote  at  all ;  and,  although  we  are  willing 
to  give  him  until  concurrence  to  find  reasons  for  it, 
we  are  prepared  to  go  on  now  quite  as  long  as  he 
is,  and  I  hope  that  my  hon.  friend  who  has  just 
spoken  will  do  us  the  favour  of  repeating  to  us 
in  English  before  we  separate  what  he  has  said  in 
French,  as  to  what  the  hon.  Minister  says  he  has 
no  right  to  complain.  Here  his  Government  have 
come  down  with  all  sorts  of  propositions,  which 
are  utterly  indefensible  ;  and  they  have  not  given 
one  solitary  excuse  for  asking  for  this  vote  for 
West  Farnham,  a  little  village  smaller  than  two  or 
three  hundred  other  places  which  do  not  possess 
similar  accommodation.  They  have  shown  no 
justification  for  it,  and  my  hon.  friends  here  are 
most  undoubtedly  justified  in  calling  the  attention 
of  the  country  to  the  gross  immorality  of  these 
transactions.  There  can  be  no  doubt  whatever 
that  this  vote  for  West  Farnham  was  not  in  the 
public  interest,  is  not  in  the  public  interest,  is  in 
no  way  demanded  by  any  pledge  the  Government 
have  given.  The  Government  tell  us  now  that  they 
are  bound  to  expend  this  money,  because,  forsooth, 
it  appeared  in  the  Estimates  of  1891.  Well,  as  I 
have  pointed  out  to  the  House  again  and 
again,  when  it  does  not  suit  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  purposes  to  allow  a  vote  of  this  kind 
to  be  expended — if,  for  instance,  the  County 
of  Missisquoi  had  returned  a  supporter  of 
the  Opposition  in  place  of  a  supporter  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  judging  by  their  previous  conduct  and  all 
our  past  experience  of  them,  we  have  a  perfect 
right  to  say  that  these  hon.  gentlemen  would  not 
have  taken  the  smallest  step  to  implement  their  so- 
called  promise  or  pledge  ;  but  because  they  have 
got  a  supporter  there,  because  they  succeeded  in 
displacing  a  supporter  of  the  Opposition,  for  that 
reason  and  for  no  other  they  are  prepared  to  give 
to  this  little  village  of  three  hundred  families  an 
expenditure  which  they  deny  to  towns  of  very  im¬ 
portant  character,  having  very  large  revenues,  not 
merely  in  the  Province  of  Ontario, but  in  the  Prov¬ 
ince  of  Quebec  itself,  and  in  the  Provinces  of  Nova 
Scotia  and  New  Brunswick.  Therefore,  they  have 
no  sort  of  right  to  complain  if  every  possible  oppo¬ 
sition  is  shown  by  us  to  giving  them  a  vote  which 
they  are  deliberately  using,  I  repeat  again,  for  the 
purpose  of  bribing  the  electors  of  West  Farnham 
and  Missisquoi. 


Mr.  FOSTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  been 
quite  as  strong  in  his  assertions  as  in  his  best  and 
jalmiest  days — more  strong,  I  should  think,  than 
one  would  have  expected  after  this  long  strain  of 
endurance  for  so  many  hours.  However,  he  has 
done  justice  to  his  habits  of  extravagance  and  of 
using  strong  language.  Now,  without  meeting  my 
ion.  friend  in  that  respect,  suppose  we  take  a  calm 
view  of  the  situation.  These  items  which  we  have 
been  discussing  for  three  days  constitute  about 
three  items  of  unimportant  public  buildings. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  They  are  not 
unimportant. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  please 
allow  me  my  opinion  about  these  things  as  I  allow 
him  his.  They  are  comparatively  unimportant 
public  buildings.  All  but  one  of  them,  as  has  been 
pointed  out  time  and  again,  is  the  continuation  of 
an  old  vote  which  began  two  or  three  years  ago  and 
has  been  passed  upon  by  the  House  two  or  three 
times.  They  are  all  of  such  a  nature  chat  they  con¬ 
stitute  an  obligation,  and  on  two  or  three  occasions 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  have  acknowledged  that 
they  looked  upon  them  in  that  light.  The  buildings 
have  been  commenced. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  This  is  not— 

Mr.  FOSTER.  In  so  far  as  a  vote  has  been 
taken,  and  to  that  extent  the  House  is  pledged  to 
the  people  of  Farnham  to  carry  on  this  building. 
The  hon.  gentleman  says  it  is  for  the  purpose  of 
bribery.  A  younger  member  of  this  Parliament, 
but  one  almost  as  audacious  as  my  hon.  friend, 
and  who,  in  the  course  of  time,  no  doubt  will  con¬ 
stitute  a  fair  rival,  commenced  by  stating  that  this 
was  promised  by  the  Government.  W  hen  challenged 
to  prove  this,  he  left  that  position  and  went  on 
to  state  it  was  promised  by  the  candidate.  When 
asked  to  prove  that,  he  acknowledged  he  had  no 
proof,  but  said  it  was  promised  by  the  friends  of 
the  candidate.  Now,  hon.  gentlemen  will  admit,  if 
they  take  a  calm  view,  that  it  is  impossible  to  hold 
the  Government  or  a  party  to  statements  made 
by  canvassers  in  a  county  during  the  course  of  a 
general  election.  If  they  do,  tliev  will  find  they 
will  have  quite  as  many  sins  in  that  respect  to 
answer  for  themselves.  There  is  a  direct  connection 
between  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  and  a  great  party 
in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  which  has  unfortunately 
been  under  a  cloud,  and  is  now  decimated  and 
shorn  of  its  leadership.  They  were  part  of  that 
party  and  that  party  was  part  of  them.  They 
worked  hand-in-glove  together.  The  policy  of  the 
one  was  the  policy  of  the  other.  Hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  are  very  free  with  their  assertions  regard¬ 
ing  this  side  of  the  House.  Let  them  look  at  home. 
Let  my  hon.  friend  go  to  the  Province  of  Ontario 
and  take  his  brother  politician  and  partner, 
although  of  a  different  stamp  from  himself,  Mr. 
Mowat,  and  look  at  his  elections,  and  if  he  applies 
that  rule,  he  has  only  to  go  down  to  the  election 
in  Kington,  three  months  ago,  when  Mr.  Mowat’s 
representative,  Mr.  Harty,  was  a  candidate,  and 
he  will  find  that  in  that  canvass  the  most  audacious 
and  open  bribery  pledges  were  made  in  order  to 
elect  Mr.  Harty. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  were 
they  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  They  were  made  in  that  consti¬ 
tuency,  in  the  press,  and  upon  the  public  platform. 
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Some  lion.  MEMBERS.  What  were  they  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  would  not  insult  the  intelli¬ 
gence  of  lion,  gentlemen  by  endeavouring  to  explain 
to  them  what  they  know  well  enough.  My  lion, 
friend  has  no  proof  at  all  that  this  is  bribery.  It 
is  not.  West  Farnham  is  not  a  large  town,  I 
admit,  but  it  is  larger  than  many  which  have  had 
public  buildings  during  the  last  ten  or  twelve 
years,  in  pursuance  of  the  plan  upon  which  these 
buildings  were  granted  to  various  places.  This  is 
not  the  smallest  town  by  any  means.  It  is  a  grow¬ 
ing  town,  a  railway  centre  ;  it  has  a  comparatively 
large  revenue,  about  $2,000  postal  revenue  ;  and 
in  response  to  the  representations  of  the  inhabit¬ 
ants  and  of  their  representative,  it  was  decided 
two  years  ago  that  a  public  building  should  be 
placed  there  for  a  post  office— not  an  expensive 
one,  but  one  which  would  only  cost  $10,000.  Now, 
we  may  have  different  opinions  as  to  whether  or 
not  a  place  of  that  size  should  have  a  public  build¬ 
ing  ;  but  what  I  state  is  that  during  the  last  ten 
or  fourteen  years,  places  as  small  and  smaller  have 
had  public  buildings,  and  this  is  one  of  that  class. 
It  does  not  come  under  any  new  policy,  and  the 
Government  will  show  by  the  appropriations  here¬ 
after  to  be  brought  before  the  House  its  policy  with 
reference  to  this  matter,  and  that  policy  will  be 
found  to  commend  itself  to  all  reasonable  men. 
These,  then,  being  old  votes,  the  principle  has  been 
affirmed.  They  have  been  discussed  for  three 
whole  days,  but  still  my  hon.  friend  and  those  who 
vote  with  him  have  undertaken  to  say  that  they 
shall  not  pass  except  when  they  are  willing  to  allow 
them  to  pass.  The  minority,  which  has  come  from 
the  country  defeated  and  discredited,  is  in  the  face 
of  a  Government  fresh  from  the  country  with  a 
large  majority  and  the  approval  of  the  country^ 
behind  them.  It  is  our  duty  to  carry  on  public 
business.  It  is  our  duty  to  see  that  the  public  ser¬ 
vice  is  provided  for,  even  if  necessary  to  oppose 
endurance  to  endurance  and  physical  vigour  to 
physical  vigour,  in  order  that  the  public  service 
may  be  provided  for  and  the  ends  of  government 
carried  out.  We  are  not  unreasonable.  Hon. 
gentlemen  have  for  three  days  had  their  own  way 
in  this  matter.  There  is  not  a  charge  that  ever 
originated  in  even  their  fertile  brains  which  they 
have  not  flung  across  the  Chamber  during  the  last 
three  days.  They  have  been  allowed  to  do  that 
unimpeded  and  unobstructed  while  discussing  items 
which,  on  ordinary  occasions,  with  fair  work, 
would  be  passed  in  the  course  of  an  hour.  The 
time  has  come  when  the  majority  must  assert  itself 
in  this  House,  and  show  that  they  are  able  to  fulfil 
their  duty  of  carrying  the  Estimates  and  going  on 
with  the  service  of  the  country.  We  ask  nothing 
unreasonable.  Hon.  gentlemen  may  discuss  the 
questions  as  long  as  they  see  fit,  provided  they  dis¬ 
cuss  them  reasonably.  They  say  their  arguments 
have  not  been  met.  They  have  made  none.  Any 
information  asked  for  was  given  by  the  Minister  over 
and  over  again.  One  of  the  items  discussed  to-night 
was  one  which  had  been  introduced  in  1889  by  the 
then  Minister  of  Public  Works,  who  gave  the 
cost  of  the  building,  the  revenue  and  every  detail 
in  answer  to  questions  put  to  him  by  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite.  There  was  not  an  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  on  that  side  who  had  a  word  to  say  against  it, 
and  that  item  was  the  Laprairie  post  office.  Mr. 
Hoy  on  himself  got  up  and  congratulated  the  Minister 
Mr.  Foster. 


of  Public  Works  upon  doing  justice  to  his  county 
by  putting  in  that  vote  for  the  post  office.  He  called 
attention  to  it  the  second  time,  and  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  who  knew  the  whole  cost  and  the  revenue, 
and  whose  party  was  just  as  strong,  though  not  so 
excited,  at  that  time  as  it  is  now,  sat  dumb  because 
the  county  was  represented  by  one  of  themselves. 
They  permitted  what  they  now  call  an  outrage, 
and  they  permitted  it  for  party  interests.  Then 
when  another  gentleman  was  returned  and  the 
Government  carried  out  the  policy  they  began, 
these  hon.  gentlemen  have  taken  upon  themselves, 
because,  forsooth,  the  Government  did  not  drop 
the  item,  to  air  their  ferocious  virtue,  as  it  was 
described  by  the  hon.  member  for  Bagot,  and  they 
have  been  now  for  the  last  twenty-four  hours 
howling  about  the  same  post  office  which  they  never 
said  a  word  against  when  a  representative 
of  their  own  stripe  happened  to  be  in  the  House 
from  the  county.  I  do  not  intend  to  be  unreason¬ 
able,  but  I  do  intend  to  try  and  make  progress. 
And  if  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  are  not  reasonable 
in  the  matter,  let  the  country  judge  between 
us.  We  are  here  after  a  long  period  of  the  session. 
We  have  not  had  extraordinary  heavy  business  to 
car  ry  on.  It  was  stated  yesterday  afternoon  that 
the  Government  business  was  not  early  before  the 
House.  Why,  Sir,  the  time  has  not  been  for  the 
last  two  months  when  these  estimates  have  not 
been  brought  before  the  House  on  every 
possible  occasion,  but  there  has  not  been  an  ordin¬ 
ary  session,  in  my  experience  at  all  events,  where 
such  floods  of  useless  talk,  not  connected  with  any 
pertinent  subject,  have  flowed  from  hon.  members 
as  during  this  session,  though  it  has  not  been  a 
very  important  session.  I  think  my  hon.  friend 
opposite  is  unreasonable  in  the  first  place  in  asking 
that  these  long  speeches  shall  be  repeated  on  con¬ 
currence,  and  then  in  the  second  place  in  dictating 
to  the  majority  and  to  the  Government  that  we 
shall  pass  this  one  item  and  then  adjourn.  I  am 
willing  to  put  a  reasonable  proposition  before  my 
hon.  friend.  Let  us  go  to  work  as  business  men 
and  pass  the  items  in  No.  144  and  145,  and  go  home 
sensibly  and  get  our  breakfast. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Certainly 
not.  No.  145  contains  a  great  number  of  items 
which  will  require  discussion  when  the  various 
members  of  the  House  who  are  not  here  now  will 
be  present.  I  entirely  object  to  taking  up  new 
business  after  4  o’clock  in  the  morning.  There  is 
a  great  deal  to  be  said  on  this  matter  of  West 
Farnham.  We  are  quite  within  our  right  in  com¬ 
paring  it  with  other  towns  and  villages  with  a 
larger  revenue  which  are  not  provided  for,  and  we 
shall  have  the  right  to  discuss  it  on  concurrence 
whenever  we  are  disposed.  If  the  hon.  gentleman 
proposes  to  go  on  with  145,  we  may  as  well  have 
the  discussion  on  West  Farnham  now  as  at  any 
other  time.  In  regard  to  what  he  has  stated,  he 
entirely  misconceives  his  position  here  and  the 
position  of  the  Government.  The  business  of  the 
Government  is  to  come  down  here,  and,  whether 
the  matter  has  been  voted  on  by  a  previous  Parlia¬ 
ment  or  not,  to  give  intelligent  reasons,  in  answer 
to  questions  put  to  them  from  this  side,  for  the 
expenditure  which  they  propose  to  make,  and  it  is 
our  right  and  our  privilege  to  criticise  that  expendi¬ 
ture  and  those  answers,  whether  they  were  given 
last  year  or  the  year  before  or  the  year  before  that, 
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and  no  one  should  know  better  than  the  Minister 
of  Finance  that  we  are  here  to  obtain  information 
from  the  Government,  that  we  are  not  here  to  be 
referred,  as  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  would 
refer  us,  to  the  Hansard  of  last  year.  We  are 
here  to  hear  what  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
has  to  say  in  regard  to  any  item  which  is 
submitted  to  us.  Half  the  questions  which 
have  been  put  to  him  from  this  side  of 
the  House  were  not  answered  at  all,  either  last 
night  or  the  night  before.  He  did  not  appear  to 
have  studied  his  brief,  or  to  have  made  himself 
acquainted  with  these  numerous  details  with  which 
a  Minister  of  Public  Works  is  expected  to  be 
acquainted.  The  Minister  of  Public  Works  and  the 
Ministers  generally  have  only  themselves  to  thank 
for  the  prolongation  of  the  discussion,  which  might 
have  been  over  hours  ago  if  they  had  kept  their 
followers  in  order.  When  my  hon.  friend  from 
Huron  (Mr.  McMillan),  who  does  not  use  words 
needlessly,  who  does  not  address  the  House  very 
often,  and  who  always  has  something  to  say  worth 
listening  to,  was  speaking,  it  is  within  your  recol¬ 
lection,  Sir,  for  you  were  in  the  Chair  at  the  time, 
that  he  was  subjected  to  a  period  of  continuous 
interruption  lasting  over  twenty  minutes,  by  actual 
count,  before  he  could  say  what  he  desired  to  say. 
The  hon.  gentleman  has  no  right  to  state  that  it  is 
from  this  side  of  the  House  that  the  delay  has 
come.  We  are  perfectly  within  our  right  in 
discussing  these  items.  I  do  not  care  whether 
Laprairie  was  smuggled  through  the  House  two  or 
three  sessions  ago  or  not.  We  all  know  very 
well  that  a  great  many  of  these  items  have  been 
smuggled  through  the  House,  that  they  have 
been  taken  up  at  hours  when  those  who  would 
take  part  in  them  otherwise  were  absent,  where 
no  attention  was  paid  to  them,  so  that  votes 
of  that  kind  were  allowed  to  slip  through.  I 
do  not  recollect — and  I  am  generally  here  when 
the  Estimates  are  under  discussion — any  discussion 
taking  place  in  regard  to  Laprairie  before.  I  do 
not  think  any  did  take  place,  but  at  all  events  the 
thing  was  allowed  to  pass  with  very  little  discus¬ 
sion.  No  doubt,  if  the  facts  which  were  disclosed 
the  other  night  had  been  previously  disclosed, 
there  would  have  been  discussion.  But  it  does  not 
matter.  The  question  is  whether  the  particular 
vote  at  present  before  you  should  be  passed,  whether 
it  is  a  wise  and  proper  expenditure  of  public  money 
or  not.  Hon.  gentlemen  cannot  say  that  with  re¬ 
ference  to  Farnham,  which  was  not  discussed  at 
all.  Moreover,  I  deny  the  correctness  of  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  statement  that  he  and  the  Government 
of  which  he  is  a  member  have  felt  themselves  bound 
in  the  slightest  degree,  when  it  did  not  suit  their 
convenience,  by  any  vote  for  a  purpose  of  this  kind. 
When  it  suits  their  convenience,  they  felt  bound  by 
the  vote,  but  when  it  did  not,  as  in  the  case  of  Lun¬ 
enburg  and  others,  they  did  not  feel  at  all  bound. 
They  have  played  fast  and  loose  with  these  votes. 
They  have  used  the  money  which  Parliament  has 
voted  for  base  and  unworthy  practices,  and  it  is 
time  that  this  should  be  made  unpleasant  to  them. 
We  are  not  staying  here  and  debating  this 
for  any  purpose  except  to  call  public  attention 
to  the  base  use  these  hon.  gentlemen  have  been 
making  of  the  public  money,  that  for  years  back 
this  whole  Public  Works  Department  has  been 
nothing  more  or  less  than  a  means  to  exact 
contributions  to  the  reptile  fund,  as  has  been 


abundantly  shown  by  our  committees  last  year, 
and  as  is  being  shown  from  day  to  day  by  the 
records  which  are  being  published  in  the  Globe 
newspaper,  which  show  that  the  member  for  Three 
Rivers  (Sir  Hector  Langevin)  alone,  obtained  £15,- 
000  of  stolen  money,  money  stolen  from  the  public 
treasury,  with  the  aid  and  assistance  of  some  at 
any  rate  of  his  colleagues  for  the  purpose  of  de¬ 
bauching  the  constituencies.  These  items  in  the 
Estimates  have  been  one  of  the  most  fertile  means 
of  corrupting  the  constituencies.  This  case  of  La¬ 
prairie  is  one  instance,  that  of  Farnham  is  another, 
and  Richmond  is  another.  I  do  not  know  whether 
St.  Henri  comes  into  that  category,  but  it  is  an 
expenditure  for  which  no  justification  has  been 
shown  by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  or  any 
of  the  howling  dervishes  behind  him  or  the  Minister 
of  Militia  or  any  one  else. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Just  a  word  or  two  as  to  what 
the  hon.  gentleman  has  said,  because  I  do  not 
propose  to  aid  him  in  his  purpose  of  obstruction  by 
taking  up  much  time.  First,  as  to  his  facts.  He 
implied  that  the  vote  for  Laprairie  was  smuggled 
through.  It  was  not  smugled  through.  It  was 
discussed,  some  of  the  most  brilliant  financial 
talkers  opposite  took  part  in  it,  and  they  handled 
it  very  mildly  because  Mr.  Doyon  was  sitting  with 
them.  With  reference  to  West  Farnham,  the  hon. 
gentleman  says  it  was  not  discussed  in  this  House. 
It  was  discussed  in  this  House,  if  my  memory 
serves  me,  for  two  or  three  evenings,  and  after  it 
was  discussed  it  was  passed  and  was  so  affirmed. 
Now,  I  am  not  asking  anything  unreasonable, 
I  ask  that  No.  145  be  taken,  as  well  as  the 
remaining  items  of  140.  These  are  nearly  all 
unimportant  and  old  items. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  They  cover 
several  hundred  thousand  dollars. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  That  may  be.  You  voted  the 
other  day  for  canals  in  Quebec  and  Ontario  nearly 
two  million  dollars  in  one  sitting.  Now,  all  these 
are  items  which  are  in  the  main  simple.  The  post 
office  business  has  been  pretty  well  exhausted,  and 
Heaven  knows  you  have  made  sufficient  protest,  and 
you  have  had  your  chance  to  bring  it  before  the 
country.  The  other  items  are  matters  almost  of 
course,  works  which  have  been  started  and  for 
which  appropriations  are  needed  to  complete,  or 
for  repairs.  I  ask  nothing  unreasonable,  and  I  put 
my  case  before  the  House  and  before  the  country 
on  that  simple  proposition.  I  ought  to  have  asked 
more,  but  I  do  not.  Now,  as  to  the  reptile  fund. 
My  hon.  friend  is  very  fond  of  bringing  up  the 
reptile  fund.  Some  of  these  days  he  will  get 
enough  of  that  reptile  fund  in  this  House,  and  if 
no  one  else  does  it,  I  propose  to  take  the  matter  in 
hand  myself.  I  say  to  him,  and  I  would  say  to  his 
leader  if  he  were  there,  that  gentlemen  are  sitting 
on  those  benches  to-day,  and  the  number  that  you 
have  is  made  up  of  men  who  are  in  their  seats  and 
voting  on  that  side,  because  they  were  bought  or 
kept  in  their  places  with  money  stolen  from  the 
funds  of  the  Province  of  Quebec.  The  great  Reform 
party,  that  paragon  of  virtue,  that  stands  up  here 
night  after  night  thanking  Heaven  they  are  not  as 
other  men,  that  great  Reform  party  have  not  the 
common  honesty  to  pay  back  into  the  depleted 
funds  of  Quebec  the  sums  of  money  which  members 
of  that  party  on  sworn  evidence  know  to  have  been 
stolen  from  the  public  funds,  and  which  they 
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acknowledge  was  used  for  the  purposes  of  the 
party  contests  and  protests. 

Mr.  CASEY.  I  wish  to  call  your  attention,  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  the  fact  that  there  are  several  stran¬ 
gers  upon  the  floor  of  this  House.  In  the  first  place, 
there  is  one  gentleman  masquerading  as  the  mem¬ 
ber  for  North  Ontario  (Mr.  Madill),  and  another 
masquerading  as  the  hon.  member  for  North  Vic¬ 
toria  (Mr.  Hughes),  it  seems  to  me,  who  are  acting 
as  no  member  of  the  House  should  act.  These 
strangers  ought  to  be  expelled. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  I  did  not  see*  any 
strangers  in  the  House. 

Mr.  CASEY.  I  say  that  there  are  individuals 
here  acting  as  no  member  of  the  House  certainly 
should  act,  and  assumed  that  they  must  be 
strangers.  In  regard  to  the  speech  of  the  Minister 
of  Finance,  no  course  of  conduct  could  be  more 
cowardly,  could  be  more  indecent,  could  be  more 
in  contravention  of  ordinary  parliamentary  rules, 
than  for  a  member  to  get  up  and  make  bald  asser¬ 
tions  across  the  floor  of  the  House  that  members  on 
this  side  were  elected  by  means  of  stolen  money, 
when  he  dare  not  make  his  statement  on  his  re¬ 
sponsibility  as  a  member  and  demand  an  enquiry 
into  the  facts.  When  we  have  charges  to  make 
against  that  side  of  the  House,  we  make  them  on 
our  responsibilities  as  members.  We  demand  an 
enquiry  before  proper  tribunals,  and  they  vote  it 
down.  They  will  have  no  enquiry  at  all  unless 
they  draw  the  indictments  themselves  and  appoint 
their  own  judges.  It  is  very  easy  for  the  Finance 
Minister,  knowing  that  he  has  a  majority  at  his 
back,  knowing  that  he  is  sheltered  from  all  enquiry, 
to  make  accusations  which  he  knows  to  be  un¬ 
founded  against  members  on  this  side  of  the  House. 
He  dare  not  make  those  accusations  in  the  way  in 
which  they  have  been  made  from  this  side.  He 
adopts  the  cowardly  plan  of  getting  behind  a  stone 
wall  or  a  stone  fence,  and  throws  mud  across  the 
floor. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  What  is  the  item  ? 

Mr.  CASEY.  The  item  is  the  Finance  Minister, 
and  a  very  small  item  he  is,  an  item  that  never 
occupied  a  smaller  space  in  the  eyes  of  the  people 
of  this  country  than  he  has  done  to-night.  He  has 
taken  refuge  behind  a  stone  wall,  and  all  the 
whistles  and  cat-calls  of  his  followers  will  not  relieve 
him  from  the  contempt  he  has  earned  by  his  short 
speech  to-night.  He  says  that  the  Government 
insist  upon  making  progress  with  the  items  under 
discussion,  that  the  majority  have  a  right  to  rule. 
Well,  I  would  ask  him  in  the  immortal  words  of  a 
gentleman  whom  he  ought  to  know  historically, 
and  with  whom  his  Government  have  had  indirect 
relations — I  mean  the  late  lamented  Boss  Tweed— 
what  is  he  going  to  do  about  it  ?  If  he  thinks  he 
is  going  to  pa  ss  it  when  he  chooses,  he  is  very  much 
mistaken  ;  he  is  going  to  pass  it  when  we  choose. 
By  making  these  absurd  threats  to  prevent  discus¬ 
sion,  he  is  simply  postponing  the  period  when  that 
item  will  be  passed.  Those  on  his  side  who 
passed  through  the  fire  in  1885  know  that  nothing 
is  gained  by  this  policy  of  howling  and  mak¬ 
ing  noises.  If  hon.  gentlemen  have  not  had 
enough  of  it  in  the  past,  they  will  have  another 
lesson  now.  The  Minister  of  Finance  knows 
himself  that  the  speeches  he  has  made  to-night 
will  have  the  effect  of  prolonging  this  discussion 
Mr.  Fostek. 


The  gentleman  must  have  some  object  in  prolong¬ 
ing  this  debate,  something  must  yet  remain  to  be 
brought  down  which  has  not  been  submitted,  or  he 
would  not  have  made  the  speech  he  delivered  to¬ 
night.  Such  a  speech  could  have  only  one  result, 
namely,  to  act  as  a  challenge  and  direct  threat  to 
this  side  of  the  House.  The  object  of  this  discus¬ 
sion  has  been  properly  stated  by  the  member  for 
South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright),  namely, 
to  draw  the  attention  of  the  people  to  these  grants 
under  discussion.  It  is  not  one  grant  alone  to 
which  we  object,  but  it  is  to  the  policy  of  public 
bribery  with  public  funds.  I  challenge  the  Finance 
Minister,  who  did  so  much  mud-throwing  to-night, 
to  have  an  enquiry  into  the  policy  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  on  these  matters,  to  have  a  detailed  examina¬ 
tion  into  all  these  items,  and  I  challenge  him  to 
prove  his  offensive  and  indecent  insinuations,  for 
they  are  such  unless  they  are  backed  up  with  the 
motion  which  should  follow.  Let  us  have  a  full 
and  free  enquiry  as  to  the  standing  of  members  on 
both  sides,  and  see  who  sit  here  as  representa¬ 
tives  of  stolen  money,  whether  himself  and  his 
colleagues  or  members  on  this  side  of  the  House. 
Let  the  hon.  gentleman  show  himself  to  be  a  man 
or  a  mouse,  and  let  him  back  up  his  assertions  in 
the  constitutional  manner. 

Mr.  INGRAM.  As  a  young  and  inexperienced 
member  I  have  listened  to  the  manner  in  which 
the  items  have  been  discussed.  I  have  always 
found  that  questions  bearing  on  items  under  consi¬ 
deration  are  asked  the  Minister  in  charge  of  the 
department  and  have  been  reasonably  and  cour¬ 
teously  answered.  I  am  sure  there  is  a  reasonable 
excuse  for  the  older  members  making  noises, 
because  they  have  sufficient  reason  to  make  them 
get  out  of  patience  with  the  manner  in  which  these 
items  have  been  discussed.  The  hon.  member  for 
West  Elgin  (Mr.  Casey)  spoke  of  several  matters 
foreign  to  the  debate  and  found  great  fault  with 
the  Minister  of  Finance  because  he  made  certain 
statements.  I  have  listened  during  the  discussion 
to  several  charges  made  by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite, 
with  the  Finance  Minister.  When  the  Finanoe 
Minister  had  answered  different  questions  put  to 
him  by  members  of  the  Opposition,  and  had  an¬ 
swered  them  reasonably  and  fairly,  some  other  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  would  enter  the  chamber  and 
ask  the  same  questions  over  again,  so  that  the  same 
answers  had  to  be  given  two  or  three  times.  Does 
he  not  think  the  Minister  has  good  reason  to  get 
out  of  patience  with  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  ? 
The  discussions  to-night,  last  night  and  the 
previous  night,  prove  conclusively  that  they 
have  been  obstructing.  There  can  be  no 
reasonable  objection  to  any  question  being 
answered  by  the  Minister,  but  after  he  has 
answered  the  question  fairly  and  squarely,  that 
should  be  sufficient.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
have  declared  their  opposition  to  the  policy  of  the 
Government  as  regards  constructing  public  works 
in  different  constituencies.  That  has  been  re¬ 
peated  not  once  but  a  hundred  times.  After  the 
House  understands  that  the  policy  of  the  Oppo¬ 
sition  is  different  from  that  of  the  Government, 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  should  go  to  the  country 
and  explain  their  position.  It  is  high  time  to  drop 
these  discussions  of  outside  matters  and  proceed 
with  the  Estimates  in  a  business-like  manner,  and 
such  is  the  opinion  of  a  young  and  inexperienced 
member  of  this  House. 
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Mr.  LISTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  who  has 
just  taken  his  seat  need  scarcely  have  gone  to  the 
trouble  of  informing  us  that  he  is  a  young  and 
inexperienced  member.  Rut  this  hon.  gentleman 
has  tried  to  lecture  this  side  of  the  House. 

Mr.  INGRAM.  I  was  defending  myself  as  a 
young  and  inexperienced  member  from  the  charge 
that  I  was  misconducting  myself. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  do  not  suppose  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  was  included  in  those  who  were  disturbing 
the  quietness  of  the  Chamber.  The  Minister  of 
Finance  spoke  very  warmly  as  to  the  manner  in 
which  these  items  were  being  criticised.  I  entered 
the  House  the  same  session  the  Finance  Minister  ap¬ 
peared,  and  I  will  remind  that  hon.  gentleman  that 
previous  to  1878  the  Government  was  carried  on 
by  the  late  Mr.  ?vlackenzie,  and  the  late  Sir  John 
Macdonald  was  then  leader  of  the  Opposition.  I 
would  remind  the  House  that  the  present  Minister 
of  Militia  was  one  of  the  greatest  obstructionists  of 
those  days  in  Supply,  and  he  kept  the  House  on 
more  than  one  occasion  many  hours  on  what  were 
really  unobjectionable  items.  It  is  true  that 
within  the  last  two  sessions  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
introduced  the  Estimates  at  the  beginning  of  the 
session  and  proceeded  with  them  when  there  was 
nothing  else  to  do,  instead  of  the  Estimates  being 
brought  down  in  the  middle  or  latter  part  of  the 
session.  W  e  are  now  at  the  end  of  a  three  months’ 
session  and  the  important  legislation  has  been 
brought  down  only  within  the  last  few  days. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  We  want  to  clear  the  decks  and 
be  ready  for  legislation. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Ah,  that  is  what  you  want.  You 
want  to  get  us  through  the  Estimates  and  then  we 
are  gone.  The  hon.  gentleman  knows  perfectly 
well  that  when  the  Supply  Bill  is  passed  the  Oppo¬ 
sition  is  in  the  power  of  the  Government.  The 
Minister  of  Finance  has  thought  proper  to  throw 
across  the  floor  of  this  House  charges  that  hon. 
members  on  this  side  were  elected  by  money  stolen 
from  the  bankrupt  Province  of  Quebec.  If  the  hon. 
gentleman  believes  what  he  says,  it  is  his  duty  to  at 
once  formulate  these  charges  and  to  have  a  com¬ 
mittee  appointed  to  try  them.  If  he  does  not  be¬ 
lieve  them  or  is  not  prepared  to  formulate  them  in 
the  usual  way,  then  the  hon.  gentleman  should  not 
make  them  at  all.  We  have  formulated  our  charges 
and  asked  for  an  enquiry,  and  we  have  conclusive 
evidence  in  the  handwriting  of  certain  members  of 
the  Government,  and  of  a  member  who  has  retired 
from  the  Government,  that  at  least  24  gentlemen 
on  the  opposite  side  owe  their  elections  to  money 
received  from  the  reptile  fund  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec.  They  will  probably  know  more  about  it 
before  the  election  courts  get  through  with  them. 
They  cannot  deny  that  large  sums  of  money  were 
paid  by  Thomas  McGreevy,  because  we  have  the 
written  orders.  The  Government  have  been  afraid 
to  investigate  the  matter  propeidy,  but  they  have 
appointed  their  own  judges  and  changed  the  form 
of  the  indictment.  Grip  has  it  exactly,  where  the 
Postmaster  General  and  the  Minister  of  J ustice 
are  judges.  The  Postmaster  General  is  in  the  crim¬ 
inal  dock,  and  the  Minister  of  Justice  is  prosecut¬ 
ing  him  and  the  scales  of  justice  are  not  balanced. 

Mr.  ROWELL.  Oh,  that  is  an  old  cartoon. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Is  there  any  other  public  build¬ 
ing  than  this  in  Missisquoi  County  ? 
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Mr.  OUIMET.  Not  that  I  know  of. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Last  session  I  called  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Government  to  two  places  in  my  own 
county,  Canso  and  Guysborough,  which  are  larger 
than  Farnham,  and  I  thought  from  the  kindly  way 
in  which  the  present  Minister  of  War  spoke  that 
there  was  going  to  be  something  done. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  It  may  be  in  the  Supple¬ 
mentary  Estimates. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Then  I  understand  the  Minister 
is  going  to  fulfil  his  promise  ? 

Mr.  ROWELL.  What  promise  did  I  make  ? 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  did  not  say  there  was  a  pro¬ 
mise  made,  but  the  Minister  stated  it  would  be 
poked  into. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  Surely  the  hon.  gentleman  does 
not  pretend  to  say  that  I  would  promise  that  I 
would  look  into  the  question  of  public  buildings  at 
Canso  and  Guysborough.  I  did  promise  the  hon. 
gentleman  to  look  into  some  smuggling  matters, 
and  about  the  payment  of  some  portions  of  moieties. 

Mr.  FRASER.  And  the  Minister  has  done  so. 
But  this  was  in  connection  with  petitions  I  pre¬ 
sented  in  respect  to  a  harbour  of  refuge.  I  brought 
up  the  question  of  some  public  buildings  for  my 
county  last  session,  and  I  understood  from  the 
kindly  way  in  which  it  was  received  that  there 
would  be  some  attention  paid  to  it.  I  discover 
now  that  being  unfortunate  enough  to  differ,  very 
mildly  perhaps,  from  the  Government,  the  matter 
has  evidently  not  been  considered.  This  method 
of  appropriating  money  is  not  in  the  interests  of 
the  country,  and  I  am  glad  to  know  that  a  hint  has 
been  given  that  a  new  method  will  be  followed, 
but  I  am  afraid  that  all  the  bad  that  can  be  done 
will  be  done  before  the  new  method  is  introduced. 
Suppose,  for  example,  the  Government  decide  here¬ 
after  that  only  towns  of  a  certain  size  will  receive 
appropriations,  both  Canso  and  Guysborough  may 
be  excluded,  while  in  the  meantime  West  Farn¬ 
ham  and  other  small  places  have  got  their  pub¬ 
lic  buildings.  That  will  be  very  unfair.  It 
will  be  unfair  that  Guysborough  should  be  com¬ 
pelled  to  do  without  public  buildings  when  coun¬ 
ties  supporting  the  Government  are  given  them. 
This  arises  from  inaccurate  methods  of  administer¬ 
ing  the  public  money.  I  think  it  will  be  found 
that  public  buildings  have  been  built  in  this 
Dominion  on  no  system  at  all.  For  one  thing, 
they  have  been  much  too  expensive.  Unless  there 
are  indications  that  this  town  is  going  to  grow,  the 
proposed  building  is  altogether  too  expensive.  I 
think  there  should  be  a  graduated  scale.  Half  the 
money  might  be  expended  in  the  meantime,  and  an 
opportunity  left  to  enlarge  the  building  in  the 
future,  if  the  growth  of  the  town  would  justify  it. 
I  think,  therefore,  the  Government  should  an¬ 
nounce  what  the  policy  will  be  hereafter  in  regard 
to  the  construction  of  public  buildings,  and  when 
that  policy  will  come  into  operation. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  What  better  evidence  do  you 
want  for  the  future  than  this,  that  there  is  not  in 
these  Estimates  a  single  new  appropriation  ? 

Mr.  LISTER.  You  said  others  were  to  come 
down  in  the  Supplementary  Estimates. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  I  said  nothing  of  the  kind.  I 
said  you  would  see  when  the  Supplementary  Esti¬ 
mates  came  down. 
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Mr.  FRASER.  If  there  were  to  be  no  appropria¬ 
tions  in  the  Supplementary  Estimates,  that  remark 
was  meaningless. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  move  that 
the  committee  rise  and  report  progress,  and  ask 
leave  to  sit  again. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Before  the  motion  is  put,  I 
would  say  that  I  think  the  time  has  arrived  when 
we  should  adjourn.  We  have  made  a  good  deal  of 
progress  during  the  night,  and  I  think  the  result 
of  our  efforts  will  be  of  lasting  benefit  to  the  people 
of  Canada.  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  little  discus¬ 
sion  which  we  have  had  to-night  will  save  to  the 
people  of  this  country  thousands  and  tens  of 
thousands  of  dollars.  There  were  never  more 
scandalous  estimates  submitted  to  any  House  than 
these  estimates. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  Use  a  milder  word. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  No  milder  word  would 
express  the  truth  of  the  matter.  Not  a  single  hon. 
gentleman  has  ventured  to  rise  in  the  House  and 
defend  these  votes,  except  only  so  far  as  to  say  in 
some  instances  that  the  Government  have  to  go  on 
with  the  work  because  they  have  been  pledged  to 
it,  but  no  man  has  got  up  to  defend  them  because 
no  defence  is  possible.  It  is  perfectly  ridiculous 
that  public  money  should  be  voted  for  the  purposes 
for  which  these  votes  are  taken,  and  1  have  no 
doubt  that  our  criticisms  of  them  will  have  a 
wholesome  effect  on  the  Government  and  will 
prevent  similar  estimates  being  brought  down  in 
future.  Therefore  I  think  those  who  have  to  defend 
these  votes  in  the  country,  and  who  are  in  their 
hearts  as  much  opposed  to  them  as  we  are,  should 
give  us  their  thanks  for  the  assistance  we  have 
given  them  on  this  occasion.  There  are  many 
matters  in  connection  with  this  question  which 
have  not  yet  been  touched  upon  and  I  think  will 
require  several  hours  more  to  discuss,  and  it  would 
therefore  be  well  that  the  committee  should  rise, 
report  progress  and  ask  to  sit  again. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  is  no  doubt  that,  after  this  debate,  it  is  plain 
that  there  was  much  to  be  said  on  the  question 
which  is  before  us.  I  am  going  to  try  to  explain 
as  briefly  as  possible  the  position  I  intend  to  take 
in  this  matter.  I  could  sum  up  my  argument  with 
the  simple  statement  of  the  figures  which  I  find  in 
the  last  report  of  the  Postmaster  General,  and 
which  show's  that  there  are  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec  113  post  offices  yielding  more  than  does 
that  for  which  we  are  now'  asked  to  give  a  vote.  I 
will  take  this  opportunity  to  say  a  word  or  two  in 
answ’er  to  what  has  been  said  by  the  hon.  Minister 
of  Finance,  about  the  alleged  corruption  practised 
in  the  Province  of  Quebec  during  the  last  elections. 
In  a  moment  of  ill-humour,  which  he  must  doubtless 
now  regret,  the  hon.  Minister  said  that  at  the  last 
elections  certain  Liberal  members  had  been  elected 
through  corruption,  and  by  means  of  money  stolen 
from  the  public  treasury.  It  is  very  curious  to 
see  this  hon.  gentleman  with  such  a  paternal 
solicitude  for  the  Province  of  Quebec.  It  is  very 
curious  to  see  this  paragon  of  virtue  so  mindful  of 
the  Province  of  Quebec,  when  he  and  all  his  Con¬ 
servative  friends  protected  men  that  are  certainly 
more  guilty  and  vdio  practised  corruption  on  a 
much  larger  scale  than  Pacaud.  The  Liberal  party 
has  repudiated  Pacaud,  and  I  do  not  see  howT  the 
Mr.  Bowell. 


Minister  of  Finance  can  have  the  face  to  say  that 
in  the  Province  of  Quebec  certain  members  w'ere 
elected  through  corruption,  when  he  and  his  friends 
have  not  the  courage  to  grant  an  investigation  into 
the  more  serious  charges  recently  formulated 
against  one  of  his  colleagues.  They  intend  to  main¬ 
tain  him  here,  and  they  use  all  means  to  prevent 
the  truth  from  being  known. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  (Translation.)  The  hon. 
member  ought  to  speak  to  the  question  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  rising  and  reporting  progress. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  I  am,  no  doubt, 
an  inexperienced  member,  but  I  have  always  under¬ 
stood  that  on  a  motion  of  adjournment  one  could 
speak  on  any  subject ;  besides,  my  remarks  go  to 
answer  what  was  said  by  the  hon.  Minister  of 
Finance.  But  to  come  back  to  the  question  before 
the  House,  I  wall  say  that  the  Government  has  in 
no  vray  justified  the  vote  which  he  wants  given  in 
favour  of  the  post  office  at  Farnham.  I  wfish  to 
explain  in  English  what  I  have  said  in  French 
about  Farnham  and  the  beet-root  sugar  industry. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  think  wTe  should  draw  the  line 
at  beet -root  sugar. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  We  are  supposed 
to  understand  both  languages  here  and  the  hon. 
gentleman  has  no  right  to  repeat  in  English  wrhat 
he  said  in  French. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  I  have  a  right  to  explain  in 
English  so  that  my  friends  here  will  know'  what  I 
said. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  This  is  a  fine 
constitutional  question,  Sir,  and  you  must  not 
interfere  with  the  rights  of  us  four  Englishmen 
here  who  wish  to  know'  wThat  was  contained  in  the 
admirable  speech  of  my  hon.  friend  from  Rouville 
(Mr.  Brodeur). 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  The  principal  industry  of 
Farnham  is  the  beet-root  sugar  industry,  and  if  the 
Government  refuse  to  give  that  industry  the  bonus 
which  wras  granted  last  year  the  population  of  that 
place  is  sure  to  decrease.  If  on  the  other  hand  the 
bonus  is  given  the  population  wfill  increase,  and  we 
must  not  pass  this  item  until  we  know  that.  I 
understand  that  the  Government  is  willing  to  protect 
all  the  big  monopolies  in  Montreal  who  contribute 
to  the  reptile  fund  for  election  purposes,  but  they 
wrill  not  give  that  industry  in  the  towm  of  Farnham 
justice  which  it  is  right  it  should  have. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  regret  exceedingly  that 
the  Minister  of  Justice  is  not  here.  I  would 
like  also  to  have  the  senior  members  of  the  Cabinet 
here.  I  don’t  care  so  much  to  talk  to  the  junior 
members.  I  am  glad,  however,  that  the  lion, 
member  for  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin)  is  here.  I 
understand  that  he  has  been  in  Stratford  and  that 
he  delivered  an  address  there  on  the  Farnham  post 
office. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  That  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  question  before  the  House. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Most  undoubtedly  it  has. 
This  Farnham  post  office  is  a  matter  of  great  im¬ 
portance.  However,  the  speech  was  not  in  Strat¬ 
ford  on  Monday  night,  but  it  was  in  the  Citizen  on 
Tuesday  morning. 
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Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  I  wish  the  lion,  gen¬ 
tleman  would  talk  to  the  question  before  the  Chair. 

Mr.  LAXDERKIN.  The  editor  of  the  Citizen 
has  a  grand  conception  of  the  Farnham  post  office, 
and  it  appears  he  performed  craniotomy  on  the 
head  of  the  lion,  member  for  Assiniboia  and  saw 
his  speech  before  it  was  delivered  and  reported 
fully  in  the  Citizen. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  Question. 

Mr.  LAXDERKIN.  It  was  a  serious  question. 
Happily  for  the  country,  Farnham  has  grown  a 
little.  It  is  a  most  unfortunate  thing  that  the 
member  for  Assiniboia  did  not  speak  there,  because 
the  revenue  would  have  increased  and  the  popula¬ 
tion  would  have  increased  if  he  had  been  there. 

Motion  that  Committee  rise  negatived  :  Yeas, 
S  ;  nays,  37. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  moved  that  the 
item  for  West  Farnham  post  office  be  reduced  from 
$4,000  to  $10. 

[The  debate  was  continued  by  Sir  Richard 
Cartwright,  Mr.  Landerkin,  Mr.  Devlin,  Mr. 
Dawson,  Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell),  Mr.  Charlton, 
Mr.  Campbell  and  Mr.  Choquette.] 

Motion  of  Sir  Richard  Cartwright  negatived. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  resolutions. 

Sir  JOHX  THOMPSOX  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  andHouseadjournedatlOa.nl. 
(Friday). 

HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Friday,  20th  May,  1S92. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

MESSAGES  FROM  HIS  EXCELLENCY. 

Sir  JOHX  THOMPSON  presented  a  Message 
from  His  Excellency  the  Governor  General. 

Mr.  SPEAKER  read  the  Message,  as  follows  : — 
Stanley  of  Preston. 

The  Governor  General  transmits  to  the  House  of  Com¬ 
mons,  further  papers  respecting  the  enforcement  by  the 
Newfoundland  authorities  against  Canadian  fishing  ves¬ 
sels  of  the  Newfoundland  Act  respecting  the  sale  of  bait 
to  foreign  vessels. 

Government  House, 

Ottawa,  20th  May,  1892, 

Sir  JOHX  THOMPSON  presented  a  Message 
from  His  Excellency  the  Governor  General. 

Mr.  SPEAKER  read  the  Message,  as  follows  : — 
Stanley  of  Preston. 

The  Governor  General  transmits  to  the  House  of  Com¬ 
mons,  the  report  of  the  Royal  Commission  appointed  to 
investigate  the  working  of  the  Civil  Service  Act,  and 
other  matters  connected  with  the  Civil  Service  generally. 

Government  House, 

Ottawa,  24th  May,  1892. 

NEW  MEMBER. 

Mr.  SPEAKER  informed  the  House  that  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  had  received  from  the  Clerk  of 
the  Crown  in  Chancery,  a  certificate  of  the  election 
and  return  of  William  Findlay  Maclean,  Esq.,  for 
the  electoral  district  of  the  east  riding  [of  the 
County  of  York,  Out. 
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MEMBER  INTRODUCED. 

William  F.  Maclean,  Esq.,  Member  for  the  Electoral 
District  of  East  York  ;  introduced  by  Mr.  Dickey  and  Mr. 
Macdonald  (Winnipeg). 

SUPPLY. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  of 
Supply. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Orillia  Public  Building .  $5,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Will  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  please  state  the  details 
of  this  case  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  vote  of  $5,000  is  required 
to  carry  out  works  during  the  fiscal  year  1892-93, 
on  the  projected  public  building  in  Orillia,  for 
post  office,  customs  and  inland  revenue  purposes. 
The  total  cost  is  estimated  at  $19,600,  exclusive  of 
the  site  which  has  been  presented  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  by  the  corporation  of  Orillia.  Orillia  is  a 
very  important  town,  and  the  headquarters  of  the 
weights  and  measures  inspection  district,  the  in¬ 
spector  residing  there.  The  exportsare  quite  large. 
The  population  in  1871  was  1,322  ;  in  1881,  2,911  ; 
in  1891,  4,752.  The  postal  revenue  was  $7,907.  The 
amount  of  money  orders  issued  and  paid  last  year 
was  $55,000,  and  the  amount  of  savings  bank 
deposits  $26,362. 

Mr.  M  ULOCK.  Has  this  work  been  commenced  ? 

Mf.  OUIMET.  The  work  is  now  under  contract, 
and  the  name  of  the  contractor  is  J.  R.  Legion. 
The  amount  of  the  contract  is  $10,000  ;  that  is,  for 
the  foundation,  the  walls,  the  flooring  and  the 
roof,  in  fact,  the  complete  building  with  the  excep¬ 
tion  of  the  furniture  and  fittings. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  see 
that  he  is  getting  in  the  town  of  Orillia  a  public 
building  which  is  going  to  serve  the  several  branches 
of  the  post  office,  customs,  inland  revenue  and 
weights  and  measures  services  at  a  cost  of  $19,000. 
Consider  what  the  country  is  getting  for  this 
against  the  sum  spent  for  a  building  at  Laprairie 
where  the  receipts  are  only  $400.  No  greater  con¬ 
demnation  of  the  acts  which  the  Minister  is  re¬ 
commending  to  this  House  could  be  offered  than 
the  resolution  now  before  us. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  rise  to  a  question  of  order.  I 
think  I  have  borne  heavily  enough  the  punishment 
of  all  the  misdeeds  with  which  I  have  been  re¬ 
proached  during  the  whole  of  last  night  and  this 
morning  until  ten  o’clock,  and  I  think  it  will  be 
only  fair  not  to  return  to  the  same  style  of  discussion 
or  to  discuss  the  items  which  have  been  passed. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  The  hon. 
gentleman  misunderstands.  My  hon.  friend  was 
pointing  out  just  now  that  there  were  really  fair 
reasons  for  this  vote,  and  although  it  is  not  often 
that  we  are  able  to  commend  the  expenditures  of 
the  hon.  gentleman,  we  really  propose  to  help  him 
to  pass  this  one  with  all  the  good-will  in  the 
world. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  hon.  Minister  quite  mis¬ 
apprehended  the  drift  of  my  argument.  I  would 
like  to  point  out,  inasmuch  as  he  announced 
himself  as  so  highly  in  favour  of  equal  rights,  that 
if  he  had  applied  that  principle  to  the  Estimates, 
he  would  have  had  a  vote  of  $272,000  for  the 
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building  in  Orillia  if  it  were  to  be  built  on  the  same 
scale  as  that  of  Laprairie. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  descrip¬ 
tion  of  building  is  the  hon.  gentleman  going  to 
erect  at  Orillia  ?  I  have  noticed  of  late  that  the 
Public  Works  Department  have  adopted  a  sort  of 
uniform  plan  for  these  public  buildings,  and  I  am 
bound  to  say  that  it  is  a  considerable  improvement 
on  the  old  style  of  building  that  used  to  be  put 
up.  Is  this  building  at  Orillia  to  be  on  the  same 
lines  as  others  in  Ontario,  for  instance,  the 
Napanee  Post  Office  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  is  a  brick  building  of  two 
full  stories,  with  stone  foundation  and  stone 
facings. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Does  he  ex¬ 
pect  that  this  $19,000  will  complete  it  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes.  But  it  does  not  include 
the  site,  which  has  been  donated,  and  which  is 
worth  $5,000  or  $6,000. 


Petrolea  Public  Building . $14,000 


Mr.  MULOCK.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman  give 
particulars  of  this  item  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  sum,  together  with  the 
sum  of  $14,000,  which  is  already  voted  for  the 
present  year,  will  complete  the  building  which  is 
now  under  contract.  The  total  cost  is  estimated 
at  $28,379,  including  the  site.  It  is  on  the  south¬ 
west  corner  of  Victoria  Street  and  Winfield  Street, 
and  the  lot  is  60  feet  frontage  by  150  feet  deep.  It 
was  purchased  on  the  9th  of  January,  1891,  from  W. 
R.  Gibson  and  G.  Sampson  for  $4,000.  The  build¬ 
ing  is  to  accommodate  the.  post  office,  the  custom 
house  and  the  Inland  Revenue  Department.  The 
population  of  the  town  is  4,357.  The  postal  revenue 
last  year  was  $6,648. 11  ;  the  money  orders  issued 
and  paid  amounted  to  $42,481.  The  population  in 
the  last  twenty  years  has  been  increasing  very 
rapidly. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  What  is  the  customs  and  in¬ 
land  revenue  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  amount  is  about  $25,000. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  About  what 
are  we  paying  for  accommodation  there  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  $600  altogether. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  What  is  the  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  maintenance  of  this  building  after  erec¬ 
tion  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  About  $600  a  year  at  the  out¬ 
side. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  hope  the  hon.  gentleman  will 
not  be  disappointed  in  that,  but  I  am  afraid  he 
will.  Why  is  the  Minister  expending  $28,000  on 
this  building  in  Petrolea  when  he  is  getting  a  build¬ 
ing  in  Orillia  for  $19,000  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  We  are  getting  the  site  free  in 
Orillia.  The  architect  tells  me  now  that  the 
figures  for  this  item  of  the  Petrolea  post  office  have 
been  reduced  to  $24,000. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  observe  that  the  selection  of 
the  site  took  place  immediately  after  the  elections 
•of  1891.  How  was  the  value  of  the  land  arrived  at? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  selection  of  the  site  was 
made  by  the  chief  architect,  as  usual,  after  exam¬ 
ination  of  the  different  lots  offered. 

Mr.  Mulock. 


Mr.  MULOCK.  That  will  hardly  explain  how 
the  figures  were  arrived  at. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  chief  architect  is  doing  the 
same  work  about  a  dozen  times  a  year,  and  he 
ought  to  have  some  experience.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  will  agree  with  me,  I  think,  when  I  say  that  it 
is  better  to  pay  even  a  few  dollars  more  than  the 
market  price,  in  order  to  avoid  the  expenditure  of 
expropriating. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  is  the 
size  of  the  lot  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  is  60  x  150  feet,  right  in  the 
centre  of  the  city. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  Government  must  have 
fortified  themselves  with  some  figures  of  a  reliable 
expert  before  fixing  the  price. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  officer  of  the  Government  is 
supposed  to  be  an  honest  man  and  an  expert  in  this 
business. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  That  won’t  do. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  That  won’t  do  for  the  Opposition, 
I  suppose,  and  we  want  to  be  very  particular  to 
fortify  ourselves  against  all  the  attacks  and  insinu¬ 
ations  made  against  us  here.  However,  I  think  it 
will  do  in  the  opinion  of  the  people  of  this  country. 
We  have  followed  the  rule  of  ordinary  business  in¬ 
telligence  in  this  matter  and  our  action  will,  I  have 
no  doubt,  commend  itself  to  the  people  of  this 
country. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  have  on  record  the  basis  at  which  these 
valuations  are  arrived  at.  The  officer  in  question 
may  be  a  very  honest  man,  and  I  do  not  doubt  it, 
but  he  might  be  incapable  of  buying  land  to  the 
best  advantage.  What  steps  were  taken  to  see 
that  a  fair  value  was  paid  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  cannot  exactly  say  what  was 
done  in  this  special  case,  but  in  a  similar  case  lately 
apian  of  the  town  was  submitted  tome  and  several 
lots  indicated  with  the  prices  asked  for  them.  An 
officer  of  the  department,  who  is  not.  known  in  the 
locality,  was  sent  there  to  take  all  information  as  to 
the  value  of  the  land,  and  to  verify  the  figures  by 
the  records  in  the  registry  office.  He  did  make  a 
report  to  the  department,  and  then  the  chief  archi¬ 
tect  and  his  assistant  gave  their  opinion  as  to 
which  lot  was  the  best  and  what  price  ought  to  be 
offered.  I  think  it  is  better  that  we  should  exer¬ 
cise  our  judgment  in  this  way  rather  than  to  go  to 
the  expense  of  expropriating. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  am  not  assuming  that  the 
Minister  had  anything  but  the  public  interest  in 
view,  but  I  say  that  we  ought  to  have  a  record  of 
the  evidence  on  which  he  arrived  at  the  value. 
When  it  becomes  known  that  the  Government  con¬ 
template  purchasing  land,  all  the  land  owners  in 
the  locality  put  up  the  pxfice  and  ask  more  than 
they  would  if  trying  to  sell  to  a  private  individual, 
so  that  what  the  various  owners  ask  is  a  wholly 
unreliable  basis  on  which  to  form  an  opinion.  For 
that  reason  the  Government  ought  to  fortify  itself 
with  every  information  apart  from  that  furnished 
by  the  land  owner.  The  hon.  gentleman  says  that 
the  Government  officer  who  was  travelling  incog, 
went  to  the  registry  office.  That  is  a  very  proper 
step  to  take.  You  might  do  more.  He  should  in¬ 
form  himself  as  to  the  assessed  value. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  So  he  does. 
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Mr.  MU  LOCK.  They  are  not  wholly  to  be  de¬ 
pended  upon,  but  they  are  some  evidence,  and  all 
this  evidence  ought  to  be  on  record.  Further  than 
that  the  position  of  the  Government  ought  to  be 
fortified  by  the  opinions  of  reliable  local  men  who 
can  be  depended  upon,  and  unless  we  adopt  some 
such  precaution,  it  is  better  to  go  through  the  pro¬ 
cess  of  expropriation  and  have  the  evidence  under 
oath. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  have  had  a  good  deal  of  expe¬ 
rience  in  the  valuation  of  land,  having  been  presi¬ 
dent  of  a  large  loan  company,  and  I  may  tell  the  hon. 
gentleman,  from  the  information  I  have  been  able 
to  gather  and  the  examination  I  made  myself  of  the 
proceedings  of  our  officers,  that  I  have  just  as  much 
confidence  in  their  ability  as  I  would  have  in  the 
expert  valuation  of  the  loan  company  to  which  I 
belonged. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  would  like  to 
know  upon  what  principle  the  Government  proceed 
in  erecting  post  offices  ?  Is  there  any  basis  as  to 
population  or  as  to  gross  revenue  on  which  they 
act  ?  J  would  like  to  know,  as  probably  I  may  get 
a  post  office  myself  for  the  town  in  which  I  am 
living,  should  it  possess  the  necessary  requirements. 
I  would  like  to  know  why,  when  the  Government 
gave  a  post  office  at  Petrolea,  they  did  not  deal 
similarly  with  Ingersoll  ?  The  gross  postal  revenue 
in  Ingersoll  is  some  $9,000,  $2,400  more  than  at 
Petrolea,  so  that  if  postal  revenue  has  anything  to 
do  with  the  matter,  this  expenditure  should 
rather  be  made  in  Ingersoll.  The  county  in  which 
Petrolea  is  situated,  however,  is  represented  here 
by  a  very  strong  supporter  of  the  Government  who 
wrested  that  district  from  a  Reformer,  and,  no 
doubt,'  the  Government  are  trying  to  strengthen  the 
position  of  their  supporter  by  spending  public 
moneys  in  that  particular  centre.  Ingersoll  is  a 
prominent  place  in  another  district,  a  district 
which  sends  here  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford. 
Is  it  because  Petrolea  is  represented  by  a  Conser¬ 
vative  that  we  have  this,  or  are  there  other  rea¬ 
sons  ?  The  Postmaster  General  must  bear  in  mind 
that  the  revenue  from  his  department  does  not 
come  within  $1,500,000  of  the  expenditure, 
so  that  he  has  not  the  excuse  of  an  over¬ 
flowing  treasury  for  this  extravagance.  The 
policy  of  the  United  States  is  not  to  spend  money 
in  the  erection  of  small  post  offices,  but  we  are 
erecting  them  here  in  order  to  bribe  the  people  in 
the  different  constituencies.  See  what  was  done 
in  the  town  of  Goderich.  Up  to  four  years  ago,  it 
had  ro  post  office  building,  but  on  the  eve  of  the 
election  of  1887,  when  Mr.  Porter  was  opposing 
Mr.  Cameron,  an  agitation  was  set  on  foot  to  sup¬ 
port  Mr.  Porter  on  the  ground  that  $15,000  or 
$20,000  were  to  be  spent  there  for  a  post  office  and 
customs  house.  Mr.  Cameron  was  the  representa¬ 
tive  of  that  riding  for  nearly  twenty  years,  but  it 
was  not  until  the  election  of  1887  that  the  neces¬ 
sity  for  a  post  office  was  found  to  exist.  Any  one 
with  one  eye,  and  that  partly  closed,  can  see  the 
intention  of  the  Government.  Petrolea,  with  a  total 
revenue  of  only  $6,648,  is  to  get  a  post  office  build¬ 
ing  costing  probably  $25,000,  while  Woodstock, 
whose  postal  revenue  is  $15,400,  gets  none.  Sarnia 
with  a  postal  revenue  of  $9,350  is  in  the  same 
position,  but  it  is  in  a  riding  which  is  repre¬ 
sented  by  a  strong  Liberal  who  gives  splendid 
dressings-down  to  the  Government,  and  therefore 


it  cannot  get  a  post  office.  I  would  ask  if  the 
present  Government,  since  they  have  taken  office, 
have  built  any  public  building  in  any  town 
represented  in  this  House  by  a  Liberal  ?  The 
whole  thing  is  so  thin  that  a  child  of 
five  years  can  see  through  it.  It  is  a  dis¬ 
honest  act,  because  they  are  taking  the  money 
of  Reformers  and  spending  it  in  Conservative 
counties.  The  system  is  injurious  to  private  indi¬ 
viduals,  because  the  Government  has  no  r  ight  to 
put  up  public  buildings  where  the  interest  is  not 
one  per  cent  on  the  investment,  and  take  money 
away  from  private  parties  who  can  supply  large 
and  commodious  buildings  for  the  purpose.  I 
believe  that,  with  the  exception  of  two  or  three 
hangers-on,  the  hon.  gentlemen  behind  the  Minis¬ 
ter  do  not  approve  of  the  system,  because  they  do 
not  attempt  to  defend  it  though  they  have  not  the 
manliness  to  condemn  it.  The  member  for  West 
York  (Mr.  Wallace)  sometimes  takes  an  independ¬ 
ent  position,  but  he  seems  to  have  lost  the  inde¬ 
pendence  he  had  last  year  when  he  brought  up  the 
Combines  Bill.  I  hope  he  will  state  whether  or 
not  he  is  in  favour  of  this.  I  have  prepared  a 
statement  showing  the  enormous  cost  which  would 
be  entailed  if  these  buildings  were  put  up  in  all 
the  places  which  are  as  much  entitled  to  them  as 
Farnham,  Petrolea,  Orillia,  Picton,  Port  Arthur, 
Smith’s  Falls,  where  the  Government  pi'opose  to 
build  post  offices.  Ontario  would  require  409  post 
offices,  at  a  cost  of  $8,180,000;  Nova  Scotia,  76 
post  offices,  costing  $1,520,000  ;  Quebec,  134  post 
offices,  costing  $2,630,000  ;  New  Brunswick,  148 
post  offices,  costing  $960,000  ;  British  Columbia,  22, 
costing  $440,000  ;  Manitoba,  56,  costing  $720,000  ; 
and  the  North-West  Territories,  17,  costing  $540,- 
000.  The  cost  of  lighting  and  fuel  of  all  these 
buildings  would  be  $1,113,000,  and  the  interest  on 
the  amount  to  be  expended  would  be  $560,000  a 
year.  Now,  I  think  itjis  bad  policy  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  expend  the  people’s  money  on  little  places 
like  Farnham  and  Laprairie,  and  to  neglect  other 
places  that  are  much  more  entitled  to  have  pxiblic 
buildings.  Now,  I  understand  a  post  office  is  about 
to  be  built  at  Port  Arthur,  and  I  am  sure  the  hon. 
member  from  that  section  of  the  country  will 
strongly  advocate  it,  although  I  believe  he  is  honest 
enough  to  say  that  he  does  not  believe  in  the  prin¬ 
ciple  adopted  by  the  Government.  Perhaps  Port 
Arthur  is  entitled  to  a  building,  but  at  the  same 
time  I  believe  he  will  see  that  the  Government  is 
not  justifiable  in  spending  such  large  sums  of 
money  in  small  places  for  the  purpose  of  catching 
votes  at  election  times.  Now  the  Government  has 
been  too  fond  of  making  promises  during  elections. 
There  was  a  bye-election  in  West  Huron  not  very 
long  ago,  and  the  Tory  newspapers  of  that 
county - 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Sproule).  I  would  ask 
the  hon.  gentleman  to  keep  a  little  closer  to  the 
question,  which  is  the  post  office  at  Petrolea. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  think  I  am 
coming  pretty  close  to  it  now,  so  close  that  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  are  uneasy.  I  think  I  am  per¬ 
fectly  in  order. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  According  to  my  judgment, 
as  Chairman,  you  are  out  of  Order. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  am  perfectly  in 
order.  I  am  not  responsible  for  the  Chairman’s 
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judgment,  I  am  responsible  for  my  own.  I  must 
be  at  liberty  to  exercise  my  own  judgment  in  dis¬ 
cussing  questions  of  this  kind.  I  was  going  on  to 
use  an  illustration  to  point  my  argument ;  he  is 
not  supposed  to  see  through  my  argument,  because 
he  is  a  Tory  of  the  Tories. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chairman  must  exer¬ 
cise  his  judgment  as  to  what  he  believes  is  to  the 
point. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  rise  to  a 
point  of  order.  I  think  we  would  make  a  very 
serious  mistake,  and  would  very  seriously  inter¬ 
fere  with  a  proper  discussion  of  the  Estimates,  if  we 
were  to  hold  that  when  an  hon.  gentleman  is  en¬ 
deavouring  to  show  the  House  that,  with  respect 
to  this  particular  item,  the  policy  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  been  founded  on  wrong  data,  he  wras  not 
allowed  to  point  out  various  instances  that  have 
occurred  in  which  the  Government  have,  for  rea¬ 
sons  best  known  to  themselves,  erected  post  offices 
at  points  which  do  not  appear  to  him  to  have 
deserved  the  special  favours  that  have  been  shown 
to  them.  That  is  a  perfectly  reasonable  and  proper 
thing  for  him  to  do. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  submit  to  your  judg¬ 
ment,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  that  is  perfectly  unfair, 
and  makes  a  discussion  without  limit.  If,  when  a 
vote  is  proposed,  a  member  has  the  same  right  to 
discuss  every  other  vote  that  he  has  to  discuss  this 
one,  it  is  a  mere  farce  to  pretend  that  any  rule  of 
order  whatever  applies  to  this  House.  But  the 
primary  point  is  whether  a  gentleman  occupying 
the  Chair  of  the  committee  of  the  whole  House,  is 
to  be  wantonly  and  grossly  insulted  in  the  way  the 
member  for  Huron  has  just  referred  to  the  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  rise  to  a  point  of  order.  The 
hon.  gentleman  is  using  unparliamentary  language, 
and  I  ask  that  it  be  taken  down. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  The  hon.  member  is  now 
speaking  to  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  He  has  got  out  of  order,  he 
must  keep  in  order. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  raising  the  point 
of  order  that  the  expression  the  hon.  member  for 
Huron  used  to  you  was  insulting,  and  such  as 
ought  not  to  be  used.  I  submit  it  was  an  expression 
that  we  ought  not  to  pass  by,  and  I  am  sure  the 
member  for  Huron  himself  will  realize  it.  It  is 
impossible  for  us  to  go  on  with  debate  if  the  Chair 
is  spoken  of  in  such  terms. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  When  a  point  of  order  is  taken 
by  a  member,  he  must  keep  within  order  in  present¬ 
ing  his  point. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  not  the  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  am  within  the  question.  I 
submit  that  the  Minister  of  Justice  puts  himself 
out  of  order. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  not  the  point. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  That  is  the  point.  The  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Justice  is  not  the  dictator  of  this  House  ;  he 
is  amenable  to  rules  the  same  as  any  other  man. 
I  submit  that  when  a  point  of  order  is  taken,  who¬ 
ever  is  discussing  it  must  discuss  it  within  the 
rules  of  debate  ;  he  must  keep  himself  in  order. 

Mr.  Macdonald  (Huron). 


I  submit  that  the  Minister  of  Justice  was  not  just¬ 
ified  in  pronouncing  judgment. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  raised  a  question 
of  order  with  regard  to  the  member  for  Huron, 
and  that  is  the  question  before  the  Chair. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  You  have  put  yourself  within 
contempt. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  hon.  member  for 
North  York  cannot  shunt  the  committee  off  to  some 
other  question. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  Minister  of  Justice  knows 
full  well  that  it  is  not  his  privilege,  in  taking  a 
point  of  order,  to  put  himself  out  of  order. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  not  the 
question. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Does  the  Minister  allow  me  to 
state  my  question  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  call  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  North  York  to  order.  I  have  raised  a 
question  of  order  as  to  the  language  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Huron,  and  I  ask  for  the  decision  of 
the  Chair. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  wish  to  speak  to  a  point  of 
order,  and  I  will  speak  to  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  My  ruling  is  simply  this  ' 
I  rose  to  give  a  ruling  on  the  first  point  of  order 
that  was  raised  by  the  Minister  of  Justice.  If  the 
member  for  North  York  afterwards  thinks  my  rul¬ 
ing  is  wrong,  all  right.  I  first  rule  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  used  by  the  hon.  member  for  Huron,  in  my 
opinion,  was  wrong  when  he  said  either  that  he 
practically  disregarded  the  ruling  of  the  Chair,  or 
that  he  paid  no  attention  to  it. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  said  nothing  of 
the  kind. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  I  refer  to  what  the  hon* 
member  said  when  he  said  that  my  ruling  was  out 
of  order. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Now  come  to  my  point  of 
order. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  I  think  the  hon.  member 
has  a  right  to  say  that  he  did  not  intend  to  use  the 
words  he  did,  and  to  withdraw  them. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  question  which  I 
raised  was  as  to  the  language  which  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Huron  used  with  reference  to  the  Chair, 
and  I  think  the  hon.  member  will  see  that  he  ought 
to  withdraw  that  language. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  hon.  member  for  Huron 
when  referring  to  this  item  adverted  to  the  general 
policy  of  the  Government.  I  understand  the 
Chair  has  intimated  that  the  hon.  gentleman  should 
not  refer  to  any  other  matter  but  the  item  under 
discussion.  We  question  that  ruling. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  submit  that  that 
question  is  not  before  the  Chair.  The  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  when  called  to  order  used  language  in  regard 
to  the  Chair  which  was  improper,  and  it  was  in  re¬ 
gard  to  that  matter  that  the  point  of  order  has 
been  raised. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  That  was  the  question  to 
which  I  referred. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  used  no  language 
towards  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  what  was  respect¬ 
ful.  You  said  that  was  your  judgment.  I  said  I 
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was  not  responsible  for  your  judgment.  I  further 
said  you  were  a  Tory  of  the  Tories.  I  never  heard 
of  a  Liberal-Conservative,  so-called,  who  was 
ashamed  of  being  called  a  Tory,  and  if  I  was  to  say 
that  x  man  was  a  man  of  men  I  would  only  increase 
his  manhood. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  The  lion,  gentleman  is  wan¬ 
dering  off  on  the  same  line. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  am  explaining 
the  matter.  If  Tories  on  the  other  side  of  the 
House  say  that  a  “  Tory  of  the  Tories  ”  is  a  disres¬ 
pectful  phrase  I  will  withdraw  it. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  have  had  it 
applied  to  myself. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  contend  that  the 
expression  used  to  the  Chairman  of  the  committee 
was  offensive  and  out  of  order,  and  especially  when 
coupled  with  the  assertion  that  the  Chairman  could 
not  be  expected  to  see  that  the  statement  was  in 
order  because  he  wras  a  Tory  of  the  Tories. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  I  think  the  hon.  gentleman 
had  better  withdraw  the  expression.  In  my  opin¬ 
ion  at  least  it  was  clearly  intended  to  be  offensive — 
that  because  the  Chairman  was  a  Tory  he  could 
not  rule  fairly. 

Mr.  MACDON  4LD  (Huron).  You  mistake  my 
motive. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Order,  order.  With¬ 
draw. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  have  said  noth¬ 
ing  contrary  to  the  rules  of  the  House.  Supposing 
one  of  you  said  that  I  was  a  Liberal  of  the  Liberals, 
do  you  think  I  would  be  offended  ?  I  would  be 
proud  of  it.  If  you  are  not  proud  of  the  phrase 
“  a  Tory  of  the  Tories,”  you  should  abandon  Tory¬ 
ism.  If  you  consider  the  expression  a  reflection,  I 
withdraw  it.  You  can  call  me  a  Liberal  of  the 
Liberals  a  hundred  times,  and  I  shall  be  glad  of  it, 
because  I  believe  in  principles  of  which  I  need  not 
be  ashamed  ;  but  I  suppose  you  are  going  back  to 
the  original  meaning  of  Tory  in  Ireland,  where  it 
had  a  meaning  which  you  do  not  now  apply,  nor 
do  I. 

Mr.  MU  LOCK.  I  presume  the  hon.  gentleman 
has  purged  himself  of  his  contempt.  I  wish  now7 
to  proceed  with  my  point  of  order.  The  Minister 
of  Justice  in  calling  the  hon.  member  for  Huron 
(Mr.  Macdonald)  to  order  characterized  his  lan¬ 
guage  as  grossly  insulting.  I  submit  that  this  is 
not  the  privilege  of  any  member  of  the  House.  If 
the  hon.  gentleman  takes  exception  to  the  language 
of  a  member,  it  is  his  duty  to  state  to  the  Chair 
what  his  opinion  is,  but  it  is  not  his  privilege  to 
deliver  judgment  and  to  pronounce  upon  the 
language.  I  submit,  therefore,  that  the  Minister  of 
Justice  exceeded  the  parliamentary  rules  of  debate 
in  characterizing  the  language  of  my  hon.  friend  as 
grossly  insulting.  I  trust  the  hon.  gentleman  will 
withdraw  the  expression. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Withdraw. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  will  not  withdraw 
it.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  may  shout  “with¬ 
draw  ”  until  they  are  black  in  the  face,  but  I  will 
not  withdraw  it.  , 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  have  a  per¬ 
sonal  interest  in  this  matter.  I  understand  the 
Minister  of  Justice  has  laid  down  the  proposition 


that  to  address  a  man  as  a  Tory  of  the  Tories  is 
grossly  to  insult  him. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  said  nothing  of  the 
kind.  That  point  has  been  decided.  What  I  said 
was  that  it  was  grossly  insulting  to  speak  of  the 
Chairman  of  the  House  or  the  committee  as  a 
person  who  was  incapable  of  appreciating  the 
point  because  either  that  he  was  a  Tory  of  the 
Tories  or  a  Liberal  of  the  Liberals.  That  implies 
partisanship. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  Minister  of  Justice  stated 
that  the  language  of  my  hon.  friend  was  grossly 
insulting. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  That  point  has  been  de¬ 
cided.  I  decided  that  point  of  order.  In  my 
opinion  the  Minister  of  Justice  was  quite  within 
his  rights,  and  within  the  amenities  of  the  debate, 
in  what  he  said. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  So  it  is  within 
the  amenities  of  debate  to  say  that  an  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  has  grossly  insulted  you.  We  want  to  know, 
because  these  decisions  are  very  useful. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  want  to  know  whe¬ 
ther  the  point  has  not  been  decided.  I  did  not  say 
that  the  hon.  member  for  Huron  (Mr.  Macdonald) 
had  grossly  insulted  the  Chair,  but  what  I  said  was 
that  the  expression  was  grossly  insulting. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  If  the  Chairman  rules  that 
the  language  of  the  Minister  of  Justice  was  in 
order  we  have  only  to  submit,  but  we  take  excep¬ 
tion  to  the  statement  that  it  is  within  the  ameni¬ 
ties  of  debate. 

Mr.  FLINT.  In  the  collateral  discussions  which 
have  arisen  on  the  remarks  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Huron - 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  Is  the  hon.  gentleman  going 
to  speak  to  the  item  under  consideration  ? 

Mr.  FLINT.  I  am  going  to  raise  a  question  of 
order.  On  the  question  that  has  arisen  in  regard 
to  the  observations  of  the  Minister  of  Justice  and 
the  hon.  member  for  Huron  (Mr.  Macdonald),  the 
most  important  point  is  this,  as  to  what  extent 
hon.  gentlemen  addressing  this  committee  can 
draw  illustrations  from  foreign  sources  to  give 
point  to  their  arguments.  An  hon.  gentleman 
may,  I  contend,  illustrate  his  argument  by  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  postal  law's  or  regulations  of  any 
country  in  the  world,  and  by  reference  to  the 
customs,  habits  and  law's  of  any  country  or  people 
in  the  world. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  I  must  remind  the  hon. 
gentleman  that  I  ruled  on  that  point  some  time 
ago. 

Mr.  FLINT.  I  am  going  to  appeal  from  your 
ruling  on  that  point.  If  your  ruling  is  sustained, 
then  free  speech  in  this  House  is  ended. 

Mr.  WOOD  ( Brock ville).  If  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  w’ants  to  take  exception  to  the  Chairman  s 
ruling,  he  must  appeal  to  the  House. 

Mr.  FLINT.  I  will  appeal  to  the  House. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  No  one  will  contest 
the  right  of  a  member  to  use  an  illustration  from 
anything  that  has  taken  place  in  this  or  any  other 
country.  The  Chairman,  however,  must  always 
be  the  judge  as  to  whether  a  member  is  making  an 
illustration,  or  availing  himself  of  the  opportunity 
to  dismiss  other  items.  If  such  references  are 


2927 


[COMMONS] 


2928 


merely  used  for  the  purpose  of  illustration,  no  one 
will  object  ;  but  the  Chairman  must  be  the  judge. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  That  is  all 
we  have  been  contending  for.  All  the  point  1 
raise  is  this  :  If  you  are  discussing  the  question 
of  an  appropriation  of  public  money  for  a  building 
at  Petrolea,  for  example,  it  is  perfectly  germane  and 
legitimate  to  show  that  in  other  cases  the  rule  which 
appears  to  be  applied  to  Petrolea  has  not  been  ob¬ 
served  ;  and,  by  way  of  illustration,  we  have  the 
right  to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  in  other 
places  adjacent  perhaps  to  this  point,  or  other  por¬ 
tions  of  this  Dominion,  sums  of  money  have  been 
voted  for  similar  purposes  on  different  lines. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  Iam  sorry  the  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Justice  has  characterized  my  statement  as 
grossly  insulting.  I  think  I  have  more  right  to  be 
annoyed  and  insulted  at  that  lion,  gentleman  than 
he  has  at  me.  Surely  it  is  worse  to  say  to  a  man 
that — * — 

Some  lion.  MEMBERS.  Order.  Question. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  am  in  order.  I 
have  a  right  to  refer  to  it,  and  if  the  Minister  of 
Justice  does  not  wish  to  give  me  an  opportunity  of 
answering  the  remarks  he  made  about  me,  it  shows 
cowardice. 

Some  lion.  MEMBERS.  Question.  Order. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  The  Minister  of 
Justice  said  that  I  used  grossly  insulting  language. 

Some  lion.  MEMBERS.  Order,  order.  Sit 
down. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  The  hon.  gentleman  must  be 
too  old  a  parliamentarian  not  to  know  that  he 
should  sit  down  when  the  Chairman  rises.  I  have 
already  ruled  on  these  two  points,  and  I  do  not 
think  the  hon.  gentleman  is  in  order.  I  think  the 
hon.  gentleman  should  confine  himself  to  the  item 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  Have  I  no  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  saying  a  word  in  my  own  defence.  Hon. 
gentlemen  around  me  have  condemned  the  language 
of  the  Minister  of  Justice,  but  I  am  not  permitted 
to  say  a  solitary  word.  What  kind  of  a  country  is 
this  ?  Do  you  want  to  take  the  freedom  from  the 
individual  ?  I  thought  the  Tories  had  more  justice 
in  their  hearts. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Order. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  Well,  Sir,  I  will 
pass  on.  It  is  a  good  sign  of  these  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  who  wish  to  discard  the  word  Tory.  They 
used  to  be  Tories,  but  now  they  call  themselves 
Liberal-Conservatives,  and  next  year  they  will  call 
themselves  Liberals. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  W  e  are  not  crazy. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  To  come  back  to 
the  point,  I  asked  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
on  what  principle  it  was  decided  where  to 
build  post  offices.  He  refused  to  tell  me,  and 
therefore  I  must  draw  my  own  conclusions.  I  can 
only  illustrate  the  principle  by  showing  what 
promises  were  made  by  other  places  that  got  post 
offices.  In  the  County  of  Huron  in  1887,  promises 
were  made  to  the  people,  that  if  they  elected  Mr. 
Porter,  a  custom  house  and  post  office  would  be 
built  in  Goderich.  Mr.  Porter  was  elected  and 
they  got  the  public  building.  That  is  the  principle 
which  has  been  carried  out  in  every  constituency 
in  the  Dominion,  and  that  is  the  way  the  public 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


money  has  been  spent  by  the  Government  for  the 
purpose  of  gaining  political  powrer  for  themselves 
in  the  various  places.  I  asked  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works  awdiile  ago  if  he  could  point  to  one 
solitary  Reform  constituency  in  which  public  build¬ 
ings  have  been  erected,  unless  they  had  some  special 
advantages. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  You  had  better  change  the  first 
part  of  your  question. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  You  were  going 
to  answer  me  before  I  finished  my  question.  Un¬ 
less  the  Reform  constituency  had  special  and  pecu¬ 
liar  claims,  it  got  no  public  building  ;  and  in  other 
cases  nine  times  out  of  ten,  moneys  were  spent  in 
Conservative  constituencies  for  political  purposes. 
In  order  to  further  the  ends  of  partyism  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  spent  millions  of  money  in  subsidizing 
railways  and  erecting  public  buildings. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Order. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  am  driven  to 
give  those  explanations  because  the  Government 
give  no  reason  for  the  erection  of  those  post  offices 
other  than  can  be  given  for  many  other  places.  I 
have  a  very  high  respect  for  your  judgment,  Mr. 
Chairman,  although  not  responsible  for  it,  and  I 
know  you  can  see,  as  wrell  as  any  one  else,  the 
difference  between  an  honest  expenditure  of 
public  money,  and  an  expenditui'e  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  bribing  the  electors.  The  whole  country 
has  been  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  Tories,— I  will 
not  use  that  word  because  it  w7ould  be  an  insult — 
in  the  hands  of  the  Liberal-Conservatives,  by  the 
expenditure  of  public  money.  There  are  many 
gentlemen  opposite  who  know  that  nearly  every 
one  of  the  bye-elections  has  been  carried  by  money, 
either  directly  or  indirectly  taken  from  the  coffers 
of  the  country.  I  know  whereof  I  speak  because  I 
know  men  who  got  it.  The  entire  government  of 
this  country  is  known  to  be  corruptly  conducted 
either  by  public  buildings,  subsidies  to  railways  or 
boodling  in  every  part,  and  the  sooner  the  Govern¬ 
ment  comes  to  the  end  of  that  the  better  for  them¬ 
selves.  In  two  years  I  believe  that  they  will  be 
swept  from  the  field  of  politics,  and  that  wiser, 
better  and  abler  men  will  govern  this  country,  and 
men  who  will  not  be  ashamed  of  being  called  Lib¬ 
erals  of  the  Liberals. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  1  want  to  ask  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works  how  it  comes  that  he  has  decided  to 
place  this  building  in  Petrolea,  in  the  County  of 
Lambton,  which  is  a  smaller  place  and  from  which 
there  is  less  revenue  from  postal  service  than 
Sarnia  in  the  same  county  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  reason  is  that  Petrolea  will 
grow7  more  rapidly  than  Sarnia  in  a  very  short  time, 
and  that  it  was  more  in  the  public  interest  to  have 
that  building  there  than  in  Sarnia.  But  this  is  bnly 
my  personal  opinion.  This  item  is  in  consequence  of 
a  resolution  passed  by  this  House  two  years  ago, 
and  we  are  now7  committed  to  that  expenditure. 
The  contract  has  been  let,  and  it  is  not  for  me  to 
answrer  questions  which  the  hon.  gentleman  ought 
to  have  put  at  the  time  ;  and  he  must  remember 
that  I  have  no  choice  in  the  matter. 

Mr.  MULOCK,  Yes,  the  hon.  Minister  w7as  a 
member  of  this  House. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  w7as  a  member  of  the  House  ; 
I  was  Speaker  of  the  House.  If  there  is  anything 
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to  be  said  the  lion,  gentleman  has  not  done  his 
duty,  for  he  has  not  put  his  question  at  the  right 
time.  He  ought  at  that  time  to  have  tried  to 
prevent  the  proposition  being  accepted  by  Parlia¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Unfortunately,  Parliament  was 
committed  to  this  transaction  in  January,  just  before 
the  elections  of  1891.  The  Government  committed 
themselves  to  the  Petrolea  transaction  without  the 
approval  of  Parliament. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  How  do  you  know? 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  think  the  property  was  bought 
before  Parliament  was  consulted. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  How  do  you  know  ? 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Because  you  told  us  so,  and  I 
believed  you. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  said  that  the  site  had  been 
purchased  in  January,  1891 ,  and  the  first  vote  taken 
in  this  House  was  taken  in  1890. 

Smith’s  Falls  Post  Office,  Custom 
House,  A'C . $10,000 

Mr.  MULOCK.  We  had  better  have  some  ex¬ 
planation  of  this. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  vote  is  to  make  provision 
for  the  erection  of  this  building.  The  total  cost  is 
estimated  at  between  $25,000  and  $26,000,  the  cost 
of  the  site  included.  The  town  of  Smith’s  Falls 
was  incorporated  in  1882.  Since  that  date  there 
has  been  a  steady  increase  in  its  growth.  Its  pop¬ 
ulation  in  1885  was  2,824,  and  it  has  increased  to 
about  4,500  at  pi'esent.  The  assessment  has  in¬ 
creased  from  $467,350  in  1885,  to  $837,117  in  1889, 
and,  to-day,  it  is  over  $900,000.  The  revenue  of 
the  post  office  in  1885  was  $3,858,  and  in  1889, 
$6,145.  Smith’s  Falls  is  a  I'ailroad  centre,  and  is 
certainly  one  of  the  localities  that  ought  to  have  a 
public  building  of  this  kind. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Has  the  land  been  bought  and 
the  work  begun  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  There  has  liot  been  one  cent 
spent  yet.  The  selection  of  the  site  was  submitted 
to  me  the  other  day,  but  1  have  not  been  able 
to  come  to  any  decision  yet.  Several  sites  are  of¬ 
fered,  varying  in  price  from  $2,000  to  $6,000,  and 
it  will  be  some  time  before  I  can  come  to  a  decision. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Will  the  Minister  say,  inasmuch 
as  this  is  a  transaction  which  originated  with  him, 
and  for  which  he  does  not  repudiate  responsibi¬ 
lity — 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  did  not  originate  with  me. 
The  first  vote  was  taken  in  1890,  and  I  have  to  carry 
it  out. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  However,  the  vote  produced 
nothing  ;  everything  lapsed. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  $4,000  was  voted  in  1890,  and 
in  1891  that  amount  was  revoted,  and  an  additional 
vote  of  $3,500  taken,  making  $7,500  which  are  now 
available,  so  that  with  this  vote  of  $10,000  there 
will  be  $17,500  at  the  disposal  of  the  department. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  sort  of 
customs  business  is  done  there  ?  I  do  not  quite 
understand  how  at  Smith’s  Falls,  which  is  a  small 
inland  town,  there  can  be  any  necessity  for  special 
accommodation  for  customs,  any  more  than  exists 
in  a  hundred  other  places. 


Mr.  OUIMET.  The  town  has  been  made  a  port 
of  entry  of  late,  and  the  receipts  for  the  past  six 
months  amount  to  $6,000  or  thereabouts,  which  is  at 
the  rate  of  $1,000  per  month.  I  am  told  that  the 
merchants  there  are  very  enterprising  and  are  now 
importing  their  goods  ;  and  being  a  railroad  centre, 
and  being  besides  the  centre  of  a  very  good  farming 
country,  it  is  pretty  safe  to  say  that  before  long  it 
will  be  a  place  of  considerable  importance. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  This  is  a  matter  of 
prospect. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Just  now  the  postal  revenue 
justifies  the  expenditure. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  admit  that 
as  compared  with  a  great  many  other  votes  which 
the  hou.  gentleman  proposes,  there  is  a  good  deal 
to  be  said  for  this  vote.  But  after  all  said  and 
done,  Smith’s  Falls  is  a  thriving,  pleasantly  situa- 
ated,  prosperous  inland  town,  nothing  more,  no¬ 
thing  less.  It  is  not  going  to  be  a  very  important 
railway  centre.  There  may  be  one  or  two  branches 
of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  that  may  go  there, 
but  the\  will  not  create  any  considerable  customs 
business,  as  the  hon.  gentleman  knows  well.  It  is 
in  the  nature  of  things  that  no  considerable  cus¬ 
toms  revenue  should  be  collected  there.  If  he  will 
compare  the  state  of  things  which  he  describes  as 
existing  at  Smith’s  Falls  and  justifying  the  expen¬ 
diture  of  considerable  public  money  there  with  the 
state  of  things  which  exists  at  a  score  of  other 
towns  in  Ontario,  he  will  see  that  there  is  a  great 
deal  of  reason  in  the  complaints  made  on  this  side 
that  the  Government  are  acting  on  no  principle  and 
are  disregarding  the  claims  of  very  important 
localities,  which  are  far  more  entitled  to  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  public  money  than  Smith’s  Falls. 
Take  Ingersoll,  in  the  county  I  represent.  It  is 
very  much  larger  than  Smith’s  Falls,  it  has  fifty 
per  cent  more  postal  revenue,  it  has  a  great  deal 
more  customs  revenue,  and  it  also  is  a  railway 
centre  for  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  and  the  Cana¬ 
dian  Pacific  Railway.  Woodstock  is  a  vastly 
stronger  case.  The  hon.  gentleman  can  do  no¬ 
thing  for  these  places,  but  he  tells  us  that 
Smith’s  Falls  is  a  kind  of  place  that  ought  to  have 
a  public  building.  Take  the  case  of  Sarnia.  It  is 
on  the  frontier,  and  is  a  very  important  point 
where  a  customs  building  would  be  of  considerable 
public  utility.  It  has  a  vast  deal  larger  postal 
revenue  and  population  than  Smith’s  Falls,  but  the 
hon.  gentleman  does  not  see  the  slightest  necessity 
for  erecting  a  post  office  or  custom  house  there. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  whatever  that  on  every 
principle  the  hon.  gentleman  has  attempted  to  lay 
down,  or,  more  correctly  speaking,  in  view  of  the 
evidence  the  hon.  gentleman  has  brought  forward 
to  justify  the  appropriations  in  the  case  of  Smith’s 
Falls,  the  towns  of  Picton,  Orillia  and  Petrolea  are 
more  entitled  to  appropriations  ;  and,  until  some 
distinct  rule  be  laid  down  and  reasonably  well 
adhered  to,  the  hon.  gentleman  has  no  right  to  com¬ 
plain  that  very  severe  reflections  are  cast  upon  the 
mode  in  which  these  buildings  are  being  carried 
out.  There  is  no  use  in  the  hon.  gentleman  trying 
to  disguise  the  fact  that  all  these  votes  have  been 
given  to  reward  faithful  representatives.  They 
have  not  been  given  on  public  grounds  on  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  own  evidence.  All  that  he  alleges  shows 
clearly  and  distinctly  that  the  hon.  gentleman  and 
his  predecessors  have  wilfully  and  deliberately  shut 
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their  eyes  to  far  superior  claims  of  other  places 
which  are  represented  by  opponents  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  rather 
too  severe  on  myself  and  the  Government.  There 
is  no  doubt  that  when  this  policy  was  inaugurated 
it  was  the  intention  of  the  Government  to  push  it 
to  its  ultimate  consequences,  that  is  to  give  to  every 
important  locality  in  the  different  provinces  a  pub¬ 
lic  building  which  would  not  only  be  useful  but 
also  an  ornament.  There  is  no  doubt  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  Government  that  every  one 
should  be  served  in  turn.  The  complaint  hon. 
gentlemen  can  have  is  that  this  Government  has 
leaned  a  little  towards  its  own  friends  and  has  seen 
in  some  cases  lit  to  serve  its  own  friends  first.  I 
should  say  that  the  public  at  large  will  find  nothing 
very  strange  in  that,  nothing  indeed  very  objection¬ 
able  ;  and  if  hon.  gentlemen  were  to  come  back  on 
these  benches,  they  would  do  as  they  did  in  the 
past,  and  which  far  exceeded  that  which  has 
been  done  by  us.  I  maintain  there  has  been  no  real 
injustice  done.  As  I  have  said,  there  has  only 
been  delay  in  serving  our  friends,  our  enemies  ; 
but  every  one  will  be  served  in  turn,  and  I  hope  we 
shall  live  long  enough  and  the  revenue  of  this  coun¬ 
try  will  maintain  itself  high  enough  to  enable  us  to 
serve  our  good  friends  opposite  just  as  well,  if  not 
better,  than  we  have  served  our  own.  I  have  been 
challenged  by  the  hon.  member  for  Huron  to  cite 
any  case  of  localities  represented  by  Liberals  which 
have  received  such  buildings.  I  may  say  that  we 
have  been  very  unfortunate  with  regard  to  some  of 
our  favours  in  that  direction,  because  those  have 
been  the  places  for  which  we  are  most  blamed.  I 
might  mention  Laprairie,  St.  Hyacinthe  and  Orillia. 
Orillia  was  represented  by  a  very,  good  Grit  and 
received  a  public  building  long  before  it  had  the 
advantage  of  being  represented  by  a  Conservative. 
At  all  events,  the  Government  has  been  this  year 
very  careful  only  to  take  up  those  places  towards 
which  obligation  lias  been  undertaken,  and  we  are 
only  fulfilling  those  obligations. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  It  seems  tome  from 
what  the  Minister  has  said  that  he  is  rather  bolder 
in  his  avowal  than  any  one  I  have  heard  before. 
He  thinks  it  is  not  objectionable.  Perhaps  it  is 
well  he  should  take  that  ground,  because  it  is  use¬ 
less  to  attempt  to  deny  that  the  Government  have 
used  the  public  moneys  of  this  country  to  favour 
their  friends  and  help  their  success.  Now,  that 
judgment  might  seem  harsh  if  pronounced  by  their 
opponents  and  might  he  thought  unfair,  but  I  ask 
hon.  gentlemen  who  were  present  last  night  and 
heard  extracts  read  from  the  press  of  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  whether  the  Government  are 
not  guilty  of  using  the  public  funds  of  this  country 
for  years  past  for  the  purpose  of  demoralizing  the 
electorate.  It  is  not  the  gravest  charge  against 
them  that  they  have  given  to  smaller  places  public 
buildings  at  the  public  expense  while  larger  places 
have  been  neglected  in  defiance  of  a  solemn  resolu¬ 
tion  of  this  House  ;  the  gravest  charge  is  that  they 
have  done  this  in  such  a  way  as  to  produce  a  state 
of  things  in  Canada  which  should  make  any  Cana¬ 
dian  blush  for  shame.  Their  action  has  so  far 
succeeded  in  lowering  the  moral  tone  of  this 
country  that  it  has  so  demoralized  a  portion  of 
the  public  press,  though  not  all,  even,  of  the  Con¬ 
servative  press,  that  hon.  gentlemen  were  able  last 
Sir  Richard  Cartwright. 


night  to  read  extracts  from  what  are  supposed  to 
be  respectable  newspapers  plainly  stating  that  it 
was  a  well-known  fact,  and  the  electors  might  govern 
themselves  accordingly,  that,  if  they  returned  a 
Liberal  to  this  House,  they  would  receive  nothing 
at  the  hands  of  the  Government,  but  that,  if  they 
returned  supporters  of  the  Government,  they  would 
receive,  not  justice,  but  favours  at  the  hands  of  the 
Government.  It  is  one  of  the  things  most  to  be  de¬ 
plored  that  the  public  press,  the  guardian  of  free 
institutions  and  of  all  that  tends  to  the  preservation 
of  the  state,  should  have  been  led  by  these  hon. 
gentlemen  to  openly  and  unblushingly  declare  it  to 
be  the  fixed  policy  of  the  party  in  power  that  the 
public  funds  shall  be  used  to  reward  political  sup¬ 
porters  and,  by  withholding  these  funds,  to  punish 
those  municipalities  that  do  not  accord  them 
their  confidence.  The  gross  injustice  of  passing 
over  towns  like  Woodstock,  with  a  revenue 
of  .$15,000,  and  erecting  buildings  in  places 
with  about  a  fortieth  of  that  revenue,  being  be¬ 
fore  the  eyes  of  the  people,  no  doubt  their 
press  speak  the  truth  in  declaring  that  to  be  their 
policy.  Here  are  men  who  are  only  the  servants 
of  the  people,  having  taken  control  of  the  Treasury 
benches  for  a  time  by  virtue  of  a  majority,  so  man¬ 
ipulating  and  handling  the  public  funds  as  to  seek  to 
make  the  people  their  bond-slaves  instead  of  their 
masters,  and  endeavouring  to  sap  the  spirit  of  free¬ 
dom  by  declaring  that  if  the  people  want  what  is  just, 
they  should  approach  those  who  should  be  their 
servants  hat  in  hand  and  do  their  bidding,  or  they 
would  not  receive  even  what  was  in  the  public  in¬ 
terest.  When  a  portion  of  the  public  press  sup¬ 
porting  them  will  state  this  to  be  their  policy,  it  is 
not  their  opponents  who  judge  them,  but  they  are 
judged  and  pronounced  upon  by  their  own  friends, 
and,  if  there  is  any  sense  of  what  is  right  and 
proper  in  the  gentlemen  who  occupy  the  Treasury 
benches— — - 


Mr.  FOSTER.  I  rise  to  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant) — it  would  not  be  an 
appeal  made  to  them  in  vain  to  ask,  looking  at 
the  state  of  public  feeling  and  of  their  responsi¬ 
bility — — 


Mr.  FOSTER.  I  rise  to  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant)— that  they  should 


change  their  course - 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Order. 


Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant) — and  say,  we  will  go 
on  in  the  future  in  a  different  way,  and  will  only 
expend  public  money  in  view  of  what  is  right  and 
just. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  You  ought  to  know  that 
you  should  take  your  seat  when  a  point  of  order  is 
raised. 


Mr.  FOSTER.  My  point  of  order  was  that  the 
gentleman  was  not  discussing  the  question  before 
the  House.  He  seemed  to  think  he  was  in  North 
Perth. 


Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  remarks  of  the 
hon.  member  were  perfectly  legitimate  and  in 
order.  They  were  simply  and  distinctly  a  reply 
to  the  statements  made  by  the  Minister. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  was  not  referring 
to  North  Perth  at  all.  I  am  not  aware  of  what 
was  done  in  North  Perth,  but,  if  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  sent  promises  up  there  by  the  hands  of  the 
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Secretary  of  State  or  any  other,  it  would  simply  be 
one  more  instance  of  this  kind  of  thing  than  we 
are  aware  of.  I  would  like  to  have  your  ruling  on 
this  question  of  order.  Did  I  in  any  remark  of 
mine  transcend  the  proper  limits  of  the  debate  ? 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  My  opinion  was  that  it  was 
rather  irrelevant  to  the  question,  but,  in  view  of 
the  explanation  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
gave,  I  thought  you  were  entitled  to  a  little  more 
latitude  because  you  were  making  a  reply  to  him. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  Minister  of  Public  Works 
asserted  that  no  real  injustice  had  been  done  to 
any  section  of  the  country  bv  the  proposition  to 
vote  this  amount  for  Smith’s  Falls.  I  do  not  think 
the  hon.  gentleman  could  have  given  the  subject 
proper  consideration  before  making  that  statement. 
The  town  of  Smith's  Falls  has  a  population  of 
8,864,  the  post  office  revenue  is  $6,206,  so  that  I 
take  issue  with  him  and  flatly  contradict  the  state¬ 
ment  he  made  that  no  injustice  is  done  to  other 
parts  of  Ontario.  I  will  compare  that  town  with 
two  others  in  the  province,  one  of  which  has  been 
neglected  while  the  other  has  received  the  attention 
of  the  Government  for  obvious  reasons.  The  hon. 
gentleman  has  told  us  that  the  town  of  Petrolea 
is  so  progressive  that  it  is  overtaking  Sarnia, 
the  capital  town  of  the  County  of  Lambton,  and 
that  Petrolea  should  therefore  be  preferred  to 
Sarnia  in  the  expenditure  of  public  money  for 
public  buildings.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  had  ever 
been  west,  he  would  not  have  dared  to  make  such 
a  statement.  The  population  of  Petrolea  is  4,357. 
If  he  will  look  at  the  census  returns  he  will  find 
that  in  1881,  the  town  had  a  population  of  3,465  ; 
in  1891 ,  the  population  had  risen  to  4,357.  The 
total  receipts  from  the  post  office  amount  to  $6,648. 
Now,  let  me  compare  the  position  of  affairs  in 
Petrolea  with  the  position  of  the  town  of  Sarnia. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  I  would  ask  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  to  keep  to  the  item  under  discussion. 

Mr.  LISTER.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  has  said 
that  he  has  done  no  injustice  in  the  expenditure  of 
the  public  moneys,  and  I  want  to  show  that  he  has 
not  made  an  accurate  statement.  According  to 
the  last  census,  the  town  of  Sarnia  contained  a 
population  of  6,993,  and  it  has  a  postal  revenue  of 
$9,351 ,  or  $2,000  more  than  the  town  of  Petrolea. 
According  to  the  census  of  1881,  the  town  of 
Sarnia  had  a  population  of  3,874,  so  that  it  in¬ 
creased  during  the  decade  by  2,719.  The  town  of 
Sarnia  is  one  of  the  few  towns  in  the  whole  Do¬ 
minion  that  shows  a  substantial  increase  of  popula¬ 
tion  during  the  past  ten  years,  and  let  me  say  to 
the  hon.  gentleman  that  it  is  one  of  the  most  pro¬ 
gressive  and  enterprising  towns  in  the  Dominion  of 
Canada,  a  town  growing  as  fast,  if  not  faster,  than 
any  other  town  in  western  Ontario  ;  and  yet  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  the  boldness  to  stand  up  here 
and  say  that  the  town  of  Petrolea  on  account  of 
its  progressiveness,  is  overtaking  the  town  I  have 
the  honour  to  belong  to,  and  for  that  reason  he 
says  Petrolea  should  have  a  public  building,  when 
he  ignores  and  overlooks  the  principal  town  of  the 
County  of  Lambton,  a  town  that  is  a  railway  ter¬ 
minus,  and  has  enormous  shipping  interests.  The 
town  of  Sarnia  returns  from  customs  duties  thou¬ 
sands  of  dollars  more  than  the  town  which  he  has 
favoured  with  a  public  building.  I  venture  to 
assert,  without  binding  myself  to  be  strictly 
accurate,  that  the  town  of  Sarnia  returns  to  J 


the  treasury  of  this  country  over  $40,000  a  year  of 
revenue  from  post  office,  customs  and  inland 
revenue.  Small  towns  like  Walkerton,  Cayuga 
and  Trenton  are  attended  to,  while  the  real  com¬ 
mercial  centres  of  western  Ontario  are  utterly 
ignored.  And  why  ?  They  are  neglected  because 
the  people  of  West  Lambton  have  refused  to  return 
a  supporter  of  the  Government ;  but  favours  have 
been  given  to  East  Lambton  because  that  county 
turned  from  its  allegiance  to  the  Liberal  party,  and 
sent  to  this  House  a  supporter  of  the  Government. 
Never,  from  1882  to  1887,  was  it  suggested  that 
Petrolea  should  have  a  public  building.  But  after 
1887  it  suddenly  dawned  upon  the  Government 
that  this  town  was  so  progressive  it  should  have 
a  public  building,  and  so  a  public  building  was 
erected  there.  I  throw  back  with  indignation  the 
statement  made  by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
that  he  has  been  doing  no  real  injustice  to  any  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  country.  The  town  of  Sarnia  is  the 
third  largest  town  in  western  Ontario  ;  the  city  of 
Woodstock  has  ten  or  twelve  thousand  inhabitants, 
yielding  an  enormous  income  to  the  Government 
from  post  office,  customs  and  inland  revenue ;  yet 
these  two  towns  are  utterly  neglected,  their  rights 
are  utterly  ignored,  not  the  slightest  measure  of 
justice  is  attempted  to  be  done  to  them  for  the 
reason  that  these  people  thought  proper  to  return 
gentlemen  to  this  House  who  are  opposed  to  the 
present  Administration.  This  is  the  way  theGovern- 
ment  take  the  public  moneys  and  use  them  for  the 
purpose  of  entrenching  themselves  in  power.  I  say 
it  is  degrading  to  the  electorate  of  the  country,  I 
say  it  is  disgraceful  to  the  Government  who  dangles 
these  things  before  the  electors,  and  who  pretend 
to  be  the  masters  of  the  people,  when  in  truth  and 
in  fact  it  is  the  people  who  are  their  masters.  This 
thing  cannot  be  allowed  to  go  on.  In  no  other 
country  in  the  world  would  such  a  condition  of 
affairs  be  permitted  to  exist.  When  a  constituency 
is  represented  by  a  Liberal,  and  there  is  a  chance  of 
getting  in  a  Conservative,  then  the  promise  of  a 
railway  subsidy  or  a  public  building  is  held  before 
the  people  to  bribe  them  to  support  the  Govern¬ 
ment  candidate.  It  is  high  time  that  these  things 
should  be  stopped.  It  is  time  that  the  people 
should  realize  that  they  are  themselves  the  masters 
of  the  men  who  govern  this  country  to-day,  that 
the  money  belongs  to  them,  and  they  have  the 
right  to  come  here  and  ask,  not  as  a  favour,  but  as 
a  right,  that  justice  be  done  them  in  the  distribution 
of  public  money  in  erecting  public  works.  I  say 
the  treatment  West  Lambton  has  received,  particu¬ 
larly  as  respects  the  town  of  Sarnia,  is  indefensible  ; 
no  man  can  pretend  to  defend  it,  no  man  does  de¬ 
fend  it,  and  when  the  Minister  gets  up  here  and  says 
that  he  is  doing  justice  to  all  parts  of  this  country, 
he  is  stating  what  is  manifestly  not  the  case. 

Picton  Post  Office . $10,000 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  desire  to  draw  the 
attention  of  the  committee  to  a  resolution  which  I 
think  it  is  important  we  should  keep  in  view,  after 
the  speech  of  the  Minister  of  Public  Works.  This 
resolution  was  passed  by  this  House  two  years  ago, 
and  is  as  follows  : — 

“It  be  resolved  that  in  the  expenditure  of  public 
money  the  public  interest  and  not  party  favouritism 
should  control ;  and  in  the  choice  of  places  for  the  erec¬ 
tion  of  public  buildings  for  post  office,  custom  house  and 
inland  revenue  purposes,  regard  should  be  had  to  the 
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amount  of  revenue  collected  and  of  public  business 
done.” 

That  was  the  declaration,  and  yet  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works  has  risen  in  his  place  and  declared 
that  he  was  going  to  disregard  that  rule,  that  it 
was  the  proper  thing  for  the  Government  to  dis¬ 
regard  it ;  that  the  Government  ought  to  make 
expenditures  first  in  places  represented  by  their 
friends,  and  it  was  not  a  question  as  to  which 
places  in  the  public  interest  required  expenditure 
to  be  made.  Can  any  one  doubt  that  in  the  items 
under  discussion  there  are  a  score  of  places  where, 
in  the  public  interest,  buildings  should  be  erected 
rather  than  in  the  localities  selected  ?  I  have  had 
placed  in  my  hands  the  report  of  the  Royal  Com¬ 
mission  to  investigate  into  the  Civil  Service  of 
Canada,  and  it  contains  some  remarks  which  so 
exactly  conform  to  my  views  that  I  will  read  them 
to  the  committee.  They  are  as  follows  : — 

“In  connection  with  sums  spent  on  construction  of  pub¬ 
lic  buildings,  your  commissioners,  in  calling  attention  to 
the  system  pursued  of  erecting  buildings  for  post  offices  in 
comparatively  small  places,  would  point  out  that  in  such 
cases  the  cost  of  the  building  is  not  the  only  expense  in¬ 
volved.  The  ordinary  country  postmaster,  under  the  pre¬ 
sent  system,  is  paid  a  comparatively  small  salary,  which 
is  generally  augmented  by  the  profits  of  store-keeping  or 
similar  means,  and  the  Deputy  Postmaster  General  stated 
in  his  evidence,  in  answer  to  a  question,  that  the  depart¬ 
ment  was  beginning  to  suffer  inconvenience  arising  out  of 
the  fact  that  the  postmasters,  in  a  number  of  places  where 
public  buildings  are  situated,  have  no  means  of  adding  to 
their  salaries,  as  they  cannot  be  allowed  to  carry  on  an¬ 
other  business  in  a  Government  building,  and  accordingly 
pressure  is  brought  to  bear  for  increased  allowance  to  en¬ 
able  them  to  live.  In  addition  to  the  interest  on  the  cost 
of  the  buildings  and  the  increased  rate  of  remuneration  to 
the  postmasters,  must  also  be  mentioned  the  cost  of  a 
caretaker  and  the  expense  of  fuel  and  light,  and,  at  the 
same  time,  it.  must  be  remembered  that  these  additional 
charges  bring  no  corresponding  increases  in  the  revenue 
collected.  Your  commissioners  would  submit  this  matter 
for  the  consideration  of  the  Government,  so  that  some 
system  may  be  adopted  limiting  the  erection  of  such  struc¬ 
tures  to  places  only  where  the  revenues  collected  war¬ 
ranted  the  outlay.” 

I  hope  lion,  gentlemen  opposite  who  have  been 
assured  that  this  policy  is  to  be  abandoned  and  that 
future  expenditures  is  to  take  place  only  in  those 
localities  where  the  public  interest  demands  them, 
rather  than  the  claims  of  party  proclivities,  will 
pay  particular  attention  to,  and  remember  well  the 
words  that  have  been  addressed  to  this  committee 
this  afternoon  by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  find  I  made  an  error  in  regard 
to  this  matter.  This  amount  is  not  to  complete 
the  work. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  We  assumed  that  this 
was  for  the  completion  of  the  work. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  whole  building  is  expected 
to  cost  about  $24,000,  including  site.  The  popu¬ 
lation  of  Picton  is  3,287.  The  postal  revenue  is 
$5,593,  customs  duty  collected  $9,343,  amount  of 
money  orders  issued  and  paid  $38,785,  value  of 
exports  $73,024,  imports  $57,303,  goods  entered  for 
consumption  to  the  value  of  $57,000. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  is  the 
cost  of  the  site  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  site  has  not  been  purchased. 

Toronto  Drill  Hall . $97,800 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  What  is  expected 
to  be  the  total  cost  of  the  Toronto  drill  hall,  and 
what  is  the  value  of  the  land  given  by  the  city  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  cost  of  the  building  will  be 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


$300,000,  exclusive  of  the  site  which  was  donated 
by  the  city.  The  value  of  the  site  has  been  esti¬ 
mated  at  $150,000,  but  it  is  certainly  worth 
$100,000. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Have  any  representations  been 
made  by  any  of  the  labour  organizations  of  Tor¬ 
onto,  touching  the  cutting  of  stone  for  the  Toronto 
drill  hall  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  What  consideration  has  been 
given  to  these  representations  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  answer  was  given  that  the 
department  could  not  interfere  after  the  contract 
had  been  let.  It  was  for  the  contractor  to  make 
his  arrangements,  and  the  Government  had  nothing 
to  do  with  them. 

Manitoba  Public  Buildings..  .  $2,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Will  the  hon. 
Minister  explain  this  item  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  amount  is  to  cover  inr 
provements  and  repairs  to  public  buildings.  At 
Brandon  an  expenditure  of  $2,187  was  recom¬ 
mended,  but  this  was  reduced  to  $2,000. 

North-West  Territories  —  Edmonton 
Registry  Office  and  Crown  Lands  and 
Timber  Agents’  Offices .  $10,000 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  is  a  revote  from  last  year. 
It  is  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  a  building  to  con¬ 
tain  the  registry  office  and  Crown  lands  and  timber 
agents’  offices.  The  building  will  be  of  brick,  one 
story  and  a  half,  69  by  32  feet,  on  a  stone  founda¬ 
tion,  containing  two  brick  vaults.  The  land  has 
been  given  by  the  Hudson  Bay  Company,  and  the 
cost  of  the  building  will  be  $10,000. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Have  you  got  any  policy  in  re¬ 
gard  to  this  class  of  buildings  in  the  North-West 
Territories  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  policy  is  that  this  building 
is  required  and  we  have  to  build  it. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Does  the  hon. 
gentleman  know  what  the  cost  of  maintaining  these 
buildings  will  be  ?  In  the  North-West  I  have 
observed  on  several  occasions  that  the  cost  of  main¬ 
tenance  became  a  very  formidable  item,  presum¬ 
ably  on  account  of  the  expense  of  fuel. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Between  $200  and  $300  a  year. 
Fuel  is  not  very  costly  at  Edmonton. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Have  you  any  model  building 
for  registry  offices  in  the  North-West  Territories  ? 
In  Ontario  I  understand  that  there  is  a  regular 
model  building  that  the  inspector  requires  to  be 
put  up.  If  you  can  adopt  a  standard  building,  you 
will  see  how  much  easier  and  less  expensive  it  will 
be  to  prepare  plans  from  time  to  time.  Has  the 
Minister  considered  that  question  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  suggestion  of  my  hon.  friend 
is  certainly  worth  considering.  I  will  ask  the 
architects  to  take  a  note  of  it  and  see  if  they  can 
follow  the  plan  adopted  by  the  Ontario  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  do  not  wish  the  Government 
to  follow  the  plans  of  the  Ontario  Government  un¬ 
less  they  approve  of  them.  I  believe  it  would  be 
in  the  public  interest  to  have  a  model  building,  be¬ 
cause  I  hope  the  population  will  so  increase  in  the 
North-West  Territories,  that  it  will  be  necessary  to 
erect  a  number  of  these  buildings.  There  should 
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be  a  general  scheme  and  plan  laid  down  at  the  in¬ 
itiation  of  these  works.  If  yon  have  a  model  build¬ 
ing,  you  escape  to  a  certain  extent  local  importuni¬ 
ties,  not  to  speak  of  the  economy  of  such  a  plan. 
The  Government,  if  they  had  the  same  kind  of  vaults 
all  through,  would  be  able  to  contract  in  a  whole¬ 
sale  way  for  repairs  less  expensively  than  under  the 
present  system.  I  am  surprised  to  think  that  this 
inis  not  already  received  the  consideration  of  the 
Minister.  In  reply  to  an  observation  made  by  the 
hon.  Minister,  I  may  say  that  I  do  not  think  he 
should  be  unduly  held  responsible,  personally,  for 
matters  that  he  did  not  originate.  But  at  the 
same  time  I  think  that  the  Government  as  a 
whole  ought  to  be  able  to  give  reasonable  ex¬ 
planations,  and  to  justify  if  they  can,  the 
conduct  of  the  previous  incumbents  of  the  re¬ 
spective  offices.  I  am  not  inclined  to  accept  as  a 
sufficient  reply  that  the  work  was  begun  under 
some  former  Minister,  and  that  the  present  Minis¬ 
ter  was  not  responsible.  Under  our  system  of 
government  there  are  changes  of  portfolios  all  the 
time.  For  example,  if  1  were  to  attack,  if  it  were 
possible  to  attack,  the  previous  administration  of 
the  Department  of  Militia— of  course  I  know  1 
should  have  a  most  difficult  task.  It  would  hardly 
satisfy  the  country  if  the  present  Minister  was  to 
say  that  all  these  villainies  were  perpetrated  under 
the  administration  of  his  predecessor.  Somebody 
must  be  responsible  so  long  as  the  same  Govern¬ 
ment  is  in  office  even  though  there  may  be  indivi¬ 
dual  changes.  The  Minister  of  Public  Works 
when  repudiating  responsibility  personally,  perhaps 
does  justice  to  himself,  but  at  the  same  time  he  is 
doing  an  injustice  to  his  predecessor  and  is  suggest¬ 
ing  what  I  think  a  representative  Parliament  like 
this  cannot  accept  as  a  sufficient  explanation. 

Regina  Court  House,  Land  Office  and 
Registry  Office . $10,000 

Mr.  FLINT.  Is  this  a  new  building  or  repairs 
to  an  old  one  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  is  a  new  building. 

Mr.  FLINT.  Has  not  the  Government  had  a 
court  house  at  Regina  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  is  a  building 
there,  which  has  been  occupied  for  Government 
offices  and  for  court  house  accommodation.  It  does 
not  belong  to  the  Government,  but  to  the  town 
site  trustees,  who  are  also  trustees  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway.  The 
rent  we  pay  amounts  to  a  good  deal  more  than  the 
interest  on  the  sum  for  which  wre  shall  get  a  new 
court  house  constructed.  It  is  expected  that  it 
can  be  constructed  in  a  very  convenient  part  of  the 
town  for  .$20,000,  and  we  get  the  site  gratuitously 
from  the  town  trustees,  because  we  are  entitled 
under  the  trust  to  get  sites  for  any  public  buildings 
without  cost.  The  immediate  reason  for  the  work 
is  that  more  accommodation  is  required  for  the 
land  offices,  and  it  is  a  question  whether  we  shall 
have  a  new  court  house  or  a  new  land  office. 
All  things  considered,  it  was  deemed  best  that  the 
old  building  should  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  the 
Interior  Department,  and  that  we  should  have  a 
new  court  house. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTW  RIGHT.  What  material 
is  used,  stone  or  brick  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Brick. 


Mr.  FLINT.  Has  the  construction  begun,  or 
has  it  been  offered  to  tender  yet  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  No. 

Lethbridge  Custom  House  and  Court 
House,  site  being  furnished .  $7,000 

Mr.  FLINT.  Is  this  a  new  building  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  is  an  entirely  new  building. 
It  is  to  cost  about  $20,000. 

Mr.  FLINT.  Is  there  a  post  office  there  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes.  It  is  yet  to  be  considered 
whether  the  post  office  will  go  into  the  same  build¬ 
ing  ;  but  perhaps  there  will  be  some  opposition  on 
the  part  of  the  town,  which  gives  the  site. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  is  the 
population  and  the  revenue  of  Lethbridge  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  population  is  2,400.  I  am 
not  able  to  give  the  revenues. 

Mr.  FLINT.  1  hope  the  Government  will  insist 
on  including  the  post  office  in  this  building,  even  if 
it  costs  a  little  more  to  do  so.  We  know  that 
otherwise  the  citizens  will  attempt  to  induce  the 
Government  in  a  year  or  two,  when  the  next  gen¬ 
eral  election  is  approaching,  to  erect  another  build¬ 
ing  for  the  post  office  ;  and  the  country  will  be  put 
to  the  expense  of  perhaps  $20,000  more,  whereas 
an  addition  of  $5,000  now  might  give  them  all  the 
accommodation  they  require.  Therefore,  I  trust 
that  the  Government  will  have  this  building  made 
sufficiently  large  to  accommodate  the  post  office  as 
■well  as  the  custom  house  and  the  court  house. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  we  are  bound 
to  consider  whether  the  postmaster  is  getting  a 
living  from  his  salary  alone.  If  it  is  adequate  to 
support  him,  then  it  might  be  that  the  proposition 
made  would  be  the  cheapest  for  the  Government, 
but  if  he  is  a  man  who  has  to  supplement  his  salary 
by  engaging  in  other  pursuits,  then  the  case  would 
be  different. 

Calgary  Post  Office,  Custom  House  and 
Inland  Revenue,  Dominion  Lands 
and  Crown  Timber  Office .  $10,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Has  any  ex¬ 
penditure  been  made  as  yet  for  these  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  is  not  a  new  building.  The 
estimated  cost  is  $51,000  including  the  site,  which 
cost  us  $2,500,  and  the  town  of  Calgary  has  paid 
the  balance.  We  bought  three  lots  on  the  main 
street,  each  of  which  cost  $2,500,  and  the  Calgary 
people  have  paid  for  two  of  these. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  am  not  dis¬ 
posed  to  cavil  at  reasonable  expenditure,  but  it 
must  be  recollected  that  a  huge  sum  of  money  of 
the  older  provinces  goes  to  the  North-West,  and  I 
doubt  extremely  •whether  an  expenditure  of  $20,000 
in  a  small  town  like  Calgary  for  a  public  building 
is  not  extravagant,  when  we  find  that  $20,000  or 
$25,000  is  quite  enough  in  other  parts  of  the  country. 
The  hon.  gentleman  ought  to  give  much  more  de¬ 
tailed  information  why  he  requires  this  sum  for 
the  purpose  of  a  town  whose  population  is  about 
3,000.  There  is  another  item  for  the  same  town 
which  will  involve  many  thousands  of  dollars  more. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  may  tell  the  hon.  gentleman 
that  this  town  is  rapidly  increasing.  Its  population 
is  now  over  4,000  and  its  postal  revenue  over 
$9,000,  and  I  am  told  that  the  customs  revenue  is 
also  very  large,  about  $25,000.  There  are  very 
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expensive  buildings  in  the  town  of  Calgary.  The 
banks  are  very  expensive  buildings  on  the  main 
street,  and  it  is  expected  by  business  men  that  this 
is  going  to  be  the  town  of  the  west. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Of  what 
material  is  this  to  be  constructed  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Of  stone. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  What  are  the  dimen¬ 
sions  of  the  building? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  60  by  54  ;  the  plans  are  not  yet 
finished. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  This  is  a  tremendous 
price. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  That  figure  will  not  be  exceeded, 
and  we  will  endeavour  to  limit  the  expenditure  as 
much  as  possible. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  am  not  dis¬ 
posed,  nor  are  my  lion,  friends,  to  quarrel  with 
legitimate  expenditure  for  the  purpose  of  buildings 
of  this  kind  in  the  North-West,  but  there  ought  to 
be  a  limit.  I  must  say  that  for  the  legitimate  re¬ 
quirements  of  a  town  of  that  size  $50,000  appears 
to  be  an  excessive  sum.  Hon.  gentlemen  ought  to 
remember  that  in  all  these  places  there  is  very  con¬ 
siderable  danger  in  dealings  on  account  of  the 
progressive  ideas  of  these  worthy  people  in  the 
west.  Every  town  expects  to  be  a  great  city  in  no 
time  at  all,  and  many  of  us  know  that  these  expec¬ 
tations  are  very  far  from  being  fulfilled.  Most  of 
us  are  aware  that  the  ideas  in  the  wide  west  are 
much  more  proportionate  to  the  area  of  the  coun¬ 
try  than  the  population  we  have  been  able  to  put 
into  it,  and  the  Government  are  liable  to  be  de¬ 
ceived  by  these  representations. 

Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock,  the 
♦Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

OTTAWA  CITY  PASSENGER  RAILWAY 
COMPANY. 

House  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on  Bill  (No. 
16)  respecting  the  Ottawa  City  Passenger  Railway 
Company. — (Mr.  Robillard. ) 

(In  the  Committee.) 

On  section  6, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  Bill  as  printed 
contains  two  amendments  in  reference  to  the  new 
powers  granted  to  the  company  by  the  report  of 
the  sub-committee  on  the  Bill,  and  these  amend¬ 
ments  were  added  in  the  general  committee,  making 
the  new  powers  subject  to  the  municipal  regulations. 
The  object  of  the  committee  was  to  make  the 
operation  of  the  railway  subject  in  all  respects  to 
the  statutes  of  Ontario  and  Quebec  respectively, 
and  it  was  supposed  that  the  purpose  was  carried 
out,  but  the  counsel  for  the  city  have  called  our 
attention  to  the  fact  that  the  words  ‘  ‘  municipal 
regulations”  very  much  restrict  the  meaning  of  the 
provision,  and  that  in  fact  there  are  no  municipal 
regulations  in  the  statutes  of  Ontario.  I,  therefore, 
propose  to  strike  out  those  two  amendments  which 
are  inserted  on  the  margin,  and  this  afternoon  the 
counsel  for  the  railway  agreed  that  these  provisions 
should  be  struck  out. 

Mr.  DEYLIN.  I  should  like  to  ask  a  question 
in  regard  to  the  crossing  of  the  bridge  to  the  city 
Mr.  Ouimet. 


of  Hull.  It  is  very  narrow  for  a  railway  to  cross, 
and  I  should  like  to  know,  if  a  new  bridge  is  to  be 
built  there,  who  is  to  build  it  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  Bill  gives  per¬ 
mission  to  the  company  to  pass  over  the  bridge  on 
such  terms  as  the  Governor  in  Council  may  con¬ 
sider  to  be  right.  If  it  is  considered  that  the 
bridge  is  safe  to  bear  the  traffic,  it  is  the  intention 
of  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  himself  to  have 
the  tracks  laid  on  the  bridge,  so  that  they  may  be 
available  for  any  other  company  that  may  desire 
to  pass  over  it.  At  the  same  time,  the  Minister  is 
advised  by  his  experts  that  the  bridge  will  require 
strengthening  before  the  tracks  can  be  laid  there, 
and  it  is  altogether  problematical  whether  the 
company  can  use  it  or  not.  It  was  admitted  that, 
at  the  narrow  part  of  the  road  in  Hull,  the  railway 
could  not  be  accommodated  property,  and  the 
counsel  for  Mr.  Eddy  wanted  to  have  him  protect¬ 
ed  in  that  matter.  It  was  stated  by  the  railway 
company  that  it  would  be  essential  for  them  to 
construct  a  new  bridge,  but  the  Railway  Committee 
declined  to  interfere  for  the  protection  of  Mr. 
Eddy,  or  of  any  one  in  Hull  or  in  Ottawa,  leaving  the 
matter  to  be  entirety  dealt  with  by  the  city  coun¬ 
cils  in  each  place,  in  regard  to  Sparks  Street  in 
Ottawa  and  the  roadway  in  Hull.  It  was,  therefore, 
agreed  that  the  exercise  of  the  powers  conferred  by 
this  Bill  should  be  dependent  on  the  city  councils. 

Bill  reported,  as  amended,  and  read  the  third 
time  and  passed. 

THE  DOMINION  MILLERS’  ASSOCIATION. 

Bill  (No.  70)  to  incorporate  the  Dominion  Millers’ 
Association  was  considered  in  Committee  and  re¬ 
reported. 

Mr.  STEVENSON  moved  the  third  reading  of 
the  Bill. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  Before  this  Bill 
passes  I  would  like  to  ask  if  there  is  not  danger 
of  the  Millers’  Association  controlling  the  grain 
markets  of  the  Province  of  Ontario?  I  have  seen 
it  stated  in  a  couple  of  newspapers  that  they  pro¬ 
posed  to  have  a  central  buyer  to  buy  grain.  Now, 
I  understand  that  through  a  central  buyer  they 
send  a  circular  every  week  to  the  grain  buyers  in 
that  province,  and  I  fear  that  this  is  the  com¬ 
mencement  of  a  combine  in  order  to  keep  down 
the  price  of  grain.  I  think  there  should  be  some 
clause  inserted  in  this  Bill  to  forbid  them  to  have 
a  central  buyer.  It  is  easier  for  them  to  have  one 
buyer,  but  he  can  only  attend  at  one  market  place 
at  a  time,  and  he  purchases  for  the  Millers’  Asso¬ 
ciation  through  other  buyers  in  that  province. 
It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  a  great  danger  of 
the  Millers’  Association  controlling  the  wheat 
market,  and  I  think  they  have  already  begun  to 
do  so  to  a  certain  extent. 

Mr.  FLINT.  This  matter  was  discussed  fully  in 
the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Commerce,  and  a 
clause  was  inserted  which  distinctly  provided  that 
this  association  should  have  no  trading  privileges 
or  powers  whatsoever.  That  seemed  to  satisfy  all 
the  members  of  the  committee  that  the  fear  ex¬ 
pressed  by  the  lion,  member  for  Huron  is  unfound¬ 
ed.  I  think  the  secretary  of  the  committee  of  the 
association  was  present,  and  he  utterly  repudiated 
any  intention  on  the  part  of  this  association  to  act 
as  a  trading  concern.  The  object  of  this  associa- 
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tioii  was  said  to  be  simply  to  gather  information 
and  place  it  at  the  disposal  of  members  of  the 
association,  and  also  to  act  as  arbitrators  in  dis¬ 
putes  between  members  of  the  association. 

Bill  read  the  third  time  and  passed. 

SUPPLY. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  of 
Supply. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Calgary  Post  Office,  Custom  House  and 
Inland  Revenue,  Dominion  Lands  and 
Crown  Timber  Offices . $10,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Has  the  hon. 
gentleman  any  further  information  as  to  the  amount 
of  this  vote  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  plans  are  not  yet  prepared, 
but  they  will  be  prepared  with  an  eye  to  cheap¬ 
ness.  That  place  is  progressing  rapidly  and  is  cer¬ 
tain  to  become  in  the  near  future  a  very  important 
centre.  On  one  of  the  main  streets  of  Calgary  lots 
of  35  feet  front  are  selling  for  $2,500,  and  I  under¬ 
stand  that  a  lot  two  blocks  away  from  the  Imperial 
Bank  has  been  sold  for  $5,000.  These  facts  show 
that  the  place  is  growing  rapidly,  and  I  do  not 
think  this  expenditure  is  out  of  proportion. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  have  no 
doubt  that  the  hon.  gentleman  will  put  up  a  very 
handsome  building,  and  that  it  will  be  very  accept¬ 
able  to  the  inhabitants  of  Calgary.  I  have  no 
doubt  whatever  that  Calgary  is  a  thriving  and 
prosperous  little  town,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  no 
case  has  been  made  to  justify  us  in  voting  $51,000 
for  a  small  town  of  three  or  four  thousand  people. 
We  have  a  great  deal  to  do  in  the  North-West. 
It  is  a  tremendous  drain  on  the  resources  of  the 
older  portions  of  the  country,  and  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  ought  to  be  very  careful  indeed  about  incur¬ 
ring  any  unnecessary  expenditure  there,  because 
such  expenditure  is  taken  away  practically  from 
more  important  objects  to  which  this  money  should 
be  devoted.  Now,  all  through  we  find  that  the 
expenditure  in  the  North-West  has  been  carried 
on  in  an  extremely  lavish  fashion.  There  is  no 
doubt  that  the  expenditure  for  the  Mounted 
Police,  which  I  believe  to  be  a  very  good  force,  has 
been  on  an  extravagant  scale,  and  a  great  deal  of 
it  has  been  unnecessary,  in  my  opinion.  There  is 
no  doubt  that  the  expenditure  on  the  score  of 
Indians  is  larger  than  it  ought  to  have  been,  and 
larger  than  our  treaty  obligations  call  for  ;  and 
there  is  no  doubt  that  the  annual  sum  we  are 
called  upon  to  pay  for  the  North-West  general 
purposes  has  become  a  very  serious  matter  to  us. 
I  see  we  are  charged,  entirely  apart  from  this  sum, 
with  $220,000  for  what  is  called  government  in  the 
North-West  Territories,  and  the  hon.  gentleman 
knows  that  we  have  an  enormous  expenditure 
besides  that.  I  would  not  grudge  a  reasonable  ex¬ 
penditure,  but  I  see  here,  over  and  above  this 
$51,000,  that  there  is  another  heavy  item,  to 
which  we  will  presently  come,  for  a  court  house 
and  lock-up. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  That  is  not  in  Calgary  ;  it  is  to 
be  at  Maple  Creek  and  another  point  west  of 
Qu’Appelle. 


Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  am  glad  to 
hear  that.  Have  we  provided  a  court  house  in 
Calgary  besides  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  did 
the  Calgary  court  house  cost  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  About  $25,000. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  And  we  also 
have  erected  expensive  police  barracks  there. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  One  barrack  building  which 
cost  probably  $7,000  or  $8,000.  It  has  been  erected 
many  years. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  So,  alto¬ 
gether,  the  expenditure  in  Calgary  will  be  about 
$100,000.  Looking  at  the  position  of  old  Canada, 
and  looking  at  the  cost  of  the  North-West  to  the 
people  of  Canada,  although  we  entertain  every 
desire  to  make  reasonable  provision  for  the  Terri¬ 
tories,  we  must  feel  that  we  are  spending  money 
therewith  altogether  too  free  a  hand.  Looking 
at  what  is  given  to  the  other  province,  that  is  al¬ 
together  more  than  we  should  be  asked  to  vote  for 
mere  purposes  of  ornamentation,  because  the  hon. 
Minister  has  practically  admitted  that  it  is  not 
really  required,  but  he  wants  to  keep  up  in  charac¬ 
ter  with  the  handsome  buildings  already  erected 
in  the  town.  I  am  very  glad  Calgary  is  prosper¬ 
ing  and  the  people  are  able  to  erect  imposing 
structures,  but  that  is  hardly  sufficient  justification 
for  this  expenditure. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  To  what  extent  are  the 
people  of  the  North-West  Territories  now  taxed  ? 
Court  houses  and  buildings  of  that  kind  are  erected 
in  other  portions  of  the  Dominion  by  municipal 
taxation.  That  rule  does  not  apply  to  customs 
houses  and  post  offices.  If  we  were  to  adopt  the 
practice  in  the  American  territories  of  granting  a 
certain  sum  for  these  purposes,  it  would  be  a  most 
satisfactory  way  of  dealing  with  this  question.  The 
people  would  then  erect  such  buildings  as  they 
thought  proper,  and  if  their  subsidy  was  not  ade¬ 
quate,  they  would  impose  a  tax  on  themselves. 
The  amount  proposed  to  be  expended  on  this  build¬ 
ing  is  out  of  proportion  to  its  dimensions,  and  $30,- 
000  would  be  an  ample  provision. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Post  offices  of  the  same  character 
are  estimated  at  $25,000  in  the  old  provinces,  and 
the  extra  cost  of  building  in  Calgary  may  be  placed 
at  30  per  cent.  Besides,  there  must  be  accommo¬ 
dation  provided  for  several  officers,  and  if  a  small 
bulling  were  erected,  other  buildings  would  have 
to  be  put  up  within  a  few  years.  The  registry 
office  will  also  be  in  the  building. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  There  is  no 
provision  for  a  registry  office  in  this  item. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  It  is  the  intention  to  move 
the  registry  office  into  this  building,  and  to  pro¬ 
vide  fire-proof  vaults.  The  Government  have  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  sale  of  property  there  over 
$250,000.  Calgary  has  become  quite  a  railway 
centre,  and  is  the  most  improving  town  west  of 
Winnipeg  in  the  North-West.  Property  is  increas¬ 
ing  in  value  yearly,  and  there  is  an  increase  in 
population.  The  buildings  erected  are  of  a  first- 
class  description,  even  better  than  any  other  place, 
including  Winnipeg. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  The  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  had  better  provide  separate  buildings  for 
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registry  offices,  as  is  the  practice  in  Ontario.  Un¬ 
less  the  structure  is  a  very  expensive  one,  there  is 
danger  in  having  the  registry  office  in  a  building 
used  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  J  quite  agree  with  the  hon. 
gentleman  in  regard  to  the  isolation  of  registry 
offices.  No  doubt  all  these  matters  will  be  attended 
to  when  the  North-West  has  representative  govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  cannot  find  that  the 
North-West  people  are  obliged  to  tax  themselves 
for  any  purpose.  I  do  not  know  anything  pro¬ 
vided  by  ordinary  Provincial  Governments  and 
municipalities  which  is  not  provided  in  the  North- 
West  by  the  Dominion  Government.  That  is  an 
impression  which  is  very  widespread,  and  I  have 
gathered  it  myself  from  the  public  records. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  They  tax  themselves  for 
schools  and  other  matters  to  the  extent  of  about 
$40,000. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Very  partially  for  schools, 
because  a  very  large  sum  is  voted  for  school  pur¬ 
poses  by  this  Dominion,  and  that  sum  is  altogether 
out  of  proportion  to  what  is  spent  elsewhere  and  is 
increasing  in  a  ratio  that,  in  some  districts,  is  pos¬ 
itively  alarming. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  It  will  not  increase  in  future. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Well,  I  had  a  conversa¬ 
tion  some  time  ago  with  a  gentleman  occupying  a 
position  of  some  responsibility  in  the  North-West, 
and  he  gave  me  to  understand  that  it  was  likely  to 
increase  very  considerably.  However,  I  do  not 
want  to  wander  from  the  subject.  I  would  like  to 
ask  the  Minister  if  he  has  purchased  the  site,  what 
its  size  is,  what  he  has  paid  for  it,  and  from  whom 
he  has  purchased  it. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  is  75  feet  frontage  on  the 
main  street  by  150  feet  deep.  It  consists  of  three 
lots  of  25  feet  each.  One  of  these  lots  we  bought 
from  a  man  named  Hull,  paying  $2,500  for  it,  and 
the  two  others  were  given  to  us  by  the  town  of 
Calgary. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Is  the  hon.  Minister  ad¬ 
vised  that  the  lots  are  worth  $2,500  each  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes,  and  it  was  considered  very 
cheap. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  What  did  the  city  pay 
for  the  other  two  ? 

Mr.  DAVIS  (Alberta).  The  city  paid  $6,200 
for  them.  fc 

Court  House  and  Lock-up  accommoda¬ 
tion  _  : . $8,000 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  is  to  provide  for  the  build¬ 
ing  of  two  court  houses  and  lock-ups  for  the  use  of 
the  Mounted  Police — one  at  Maple  Creek  and  one 
at  some  point  between  Moosomin  and  Qu’Appelle, 
either  at  Grenfell  or  Wolseley.  Both  will  be 
wooden  buildings  with  stone  foundations. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Why  are  not  these 
buildings  left  to  be  erected  by  the  Legislature  of 
the  Territories  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  do  not  give  them 
the  funds. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  seems  to  me  that  we 
should  pay  them  a  certain  sum  in  proportion  to 
their  numbers,  as  we  do  to  the  provinces,  leaving 
Sir  Richard  Cartwright. 


them  to  make  such  provisions  as  they  saw  proper  ; 
and  if  they  wished  to  put  up  a  better  building  than 
coidd  be  obtained  with  the  moneys  we  furnished 
them,  they  could  tax  themselves  for  it. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  They  have  no  funds 
available  and  none  that  they  could  raise  by  taxa¬ 
tion  for  this  purpose,  and  all  the  responsibility  of 
the  administration  of  justice  rests  upon  us.  The 
reason  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  cannot  state 
definitely  where  the  court  houses  are  to  be  located 
is  that  there  are  so  many  places  where  court  houses 
are  desirable  in  the  Territories.  In  some  places  the 
courts  have  to  be  held  in  hotels  ;  but  in  the  more 
important  places  it  is  desirable  to  have  a  suitable 
building  in  which  to  hold  court. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  In  the  Province  of 
Ontario  the  court  houses  and  gaols  are  not  built 
out  of  funds  furnished  by  the  Provincial  Treasury, 
but  out  of  funds  raised  by  taxation  on  the  munici¬ 
pality,  although  the  municipality  has  no  control 
over  the  administration  of  justice  except  to  bear 
the  expense  of  supplying  the  accommodation. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  There  are  no  municipalities 
in  the  neighbourhood  of  Maple  Creek.  In  fact, 
there  are  not  over  half-a-dozen  in  all  the  Terri¬ 
tories. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  That  only  goes  to  show 
that  there  is  no  great  necessity  for  a  building  of 
this  sort. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  The  reason  there  are  not 
more  municipalities  in  the  Territories  is  that  a 
great  many  of  the  people  there  went  from  Manitoba, 
where  they  were  taxed  out  of  their  boots  by 
municipal  and  school  taxation. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  taxation  for  these 
buildings  must  come  out  of  somebody,  and  it  comes 
out  of  the  people  of  the  older  provinces.  To  say 
that  after  providing  for  what  is  necessary  for  their 
own  wants,  they  have  to  provide  for  those  of  the 
North-West  Territories,  seems  to  me  to  be  a  pecu¬ 
liar  argument  to  address  to  the  House,  especially 
to  representatives  of  the  older  provinces. .  I  think 
we  ought  to  aid  the  North-West  Territories  on 
precisely  the  same  lines  on  which  we  provide  for  our¬ 
selves.  They  ought  to  have  reasonable  funds  placed 
at  their  disposal,  and  they  ought  to  be  made 
responsible  for  the  disposal  of  those  funds  for  local 
purposes  ;  and  if  they  wish  to  erect  fine  buildings, 
they  ought  to  bear  the  additional  expense  them  - 
selves,  and  in  this  respeot  they  will  be  placed  on  an 
equality  with  the  other  portions  of  the  Dominion. 
The  North-West  country  is  not  a  charitable  in¬ 
stitution  to  be  maintained  at  the  expense  of  the 
rest  of  the  country. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  importance  of  this 
subject  does  not  lie  in  the  small  amount  of  money 
we  are  voting,  but  in  the  precedent  we  are  laying 
down,  and  the  point  is,  where  is  it  going  to  end  ? 
If  we  have  to  provide  all  these  necessary  appurten¬ 
ances  of  civilization  for  the  whole  North-West 
Territories,  it  opens  up  a  vista  of  expenditure  which 
is  simply  delicious  in  the  eye  of  a  contractor  and 
appalling  in  the  eye  of  the  tax-payer.  It  seems  to 
me  that  it  would  be  very  difficult  to  retrace  our 
steps,  because  it  would  be  contended  that  as  you 
did  this  for  Calgary  and  Maple  Creek,  jou  must  do 
the  same  thing  for  other  places,  and  the  argument 
would  be  unanswerable.  We  ought  to  be  very 
careful  about  taking  this  initial  step  where  the 
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ulterior  N consequences  that  are  unavoidable  and  in 
sight  are  so  serious  ;  and  I  very  largely  share  the 
feeling  of  my  hon.  friend,  that  while  it  is  important 
and  right  under  the  peculiar  circumstances  in  which 
the  people  there  are  placed,  that  we  should  supply 
them  with  those  institutions  which  are  supplied  by 
the  Provincial  Governments  of  the  various  provinces, 
I  question  very  much  on  what  principle  we  can 
be  asked  to  supply  them  with  those  things  which 
are  supplied  elsewhere  by  municipal  taxation.  The 
Minister  of  Interior  says  that  many  people  who  were 
taxed  out  of  their  boots  in  Manitoba,  left  that 
province  to  go  to  the  North-West,  and  that  they 
objected  to  being  taxed  there  again.  Every  one 
shares  their  dislike  for  taxation,  but  then  there 
is  the  other  side  to  the  question.  The  tax-payers 
from  whom  the  money  is  taken  ought  to  have 
some  consideration.  They  are  taxed  for  their  own 
municipal  institutions,  and  now  it  seems  they  are 
also  to  be  taxed  for  the  municipal  institutions  of 
the  North-West.  From  what  the  hon.  gentleman 
states,  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  his  ideas  as 
to  the  character  of  the  buildings  that  ought  to 
be  erected  are  far  in  advance  of  what  the  ideas 
of  the  people  would  be  if  they  had  to  put  their 
hands  in  their  own  pockets  and  pay  for  them. 
We  are  putting  up  these  buildings  on  what  is 
called  a  Dominion  scale  for  Dominion  purposes, 
and  I  am  bound  to  say,  if  they  had  to  be  erected 
at  the  cost  of  the  North-West  settler,  his  re¬ 
quirement  would  be  very  different,  and  they 
would  be  on  a  much  more  modest  scale.  It 
is  a  matter  for  congratulation,  and  ought  to 
be  published  everywhere,  that  if  there  is  an 
inhabitant  of  this  Dominion  favoured  beyond 
all  others  it  is  the  settler  in  the  North-West. 
To  some  extent  that  is  justifiable,  as  we  are  trying 
to  get  people  in  there  and  ought  to  give  them 
every  inducement,  and  we  are  giving  them  induce¬ 
ments  which  were  never  given  any  other  settlers 
in  the  world.  I  do  not  think,  though  I  say  this 
with  diffidence  and  subject  to  correction,  that  the 
United  States  Government  provided  institutions 
for  the  settlers  of  the  Territories  before  they 
became  states  or  at  any  rate  acquired  territorial 
government.  I  think  we  are  treating  these  North- 
\Vest  settlers  more  generously  than  any  other 
settlers  in  the  world  have  been  treated,  and  I 
think  the  hon.  gentleman  ought  to  be  excessively 
cautious  how  he  sets  a  precedent  for  vast  expendi¬ 
ture,  because  although  the  item  under  discussion 
may  not  itself  amount  to  much,  it  may  be  used  in 
the  future  to  extract  from  the  treasury  very 
large  sums  for  buildings  in  other  places. 
I  thought  that  last  session  when  we  extended  the 
powers  and  the  jurisdiction  of  the  North-West 
Legislature,  they  were  to  have  full  control  of  their 
local  affairs,  and  this  sort  of  thing  was  to  cease. 
I  have  not  at  hand  the  Act  passed  last  session,  but 
I  am  certainly  under  the  impression  that  their 
local  powers  were  largely  increased,  and  I  think 
it  was  intimated  from  the  other  side  that  such 
votes  as  this  would  not  be  required  in  the  future, 
and  that  the  Legislature  of  the  North-West  Ter¬ 
ritories  would  be  placed  in  a  position  to  legislate 
upon  these  matters.  In  any  case,  I  do  think  the 
time  is  approaching  when  they  should  be  provided 
with  means  of  setting  up  house-keeping  on  their 
own  account,  as  it  is  almost  impossible  for  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House  to  legislate  with  sufficient 


far  too  distant  to  give  them  proper  consideration. 
I  hope  that  very  soon  the  Government  will  be  in  a 
position  to  extend  to  these  Territories  full  pro¬ 
vincial  powers  and  provide  the  Territories,  from 
whatever  source  seems  most  appropriate  after  a 
careful  study  of  the  situation,  with  the  means  of 
conducting  their  own  affairs.  They  will  no  doubt 
then  exercise  economy  much  more  effectively  than 
we  can  possibly  do  at  this  distance  from  the  scene 
of  operations. 

Mr.  FRASER.  How  many  other  buildings  of 
this  kind  does  the  hon.  gentleman  think  necessary 
to  put  up  in  the  North-West  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  could  not  tell.  It  would  de¬ 
pend  a  good  deal  on  the  rapid  settlement  of  the 
Territories. 

Mr.  FRASER.  The  answer  makes  the  question 
more  serious  than  it  was  before.  If  the  number  of 
buildings  which  will  have  to  be  built  is  indefinite 
and  will  depend  on  the  growth  of  that  rich  country, 
then  we  have  a  cause  of  expenditure  on  our  hands 
worse  even  than  building  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway.  It  must  not  be  forgotten  that  the  North- 
West  is  a  very  rich  country,  one  of  the  richest  in 
the  world,  and  the  people  there  get  their  lands 
cheaper  than  they  do  in  the  older  provinces,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  Maritime  Provinces.  Are  the 
settlers  to  get  all  these  municipal  buildings  built 
for  them  by  this  Government,  besides  getting  land 
and  every  other  opportunity  for  railway  construc¬ 
tion  ?  I  know  counties  that  are  not  wealthy, 
counties  where  the  people  have  a  great  deal 
of  difficulty  in  making  ends  meet,  and  they 
have  to  put  up  their  own  public  buildings. 
The  Government  ought  at  once  to  inaugurate  a 
system  by  which  these  people  in  the  North-West 
would  be  compelled  to  do  so.  I  believe,  with  the 
hon.  member  for  Queen’s,  that  we  ought  to  give 
advantages  to  that  new  country,  but  only  in  so  far 
as  it  is  necessary  to  put  them  in  the  same  position 
as  people  in  the  older  provinces.  It  is  not  fair  to 
the  older  provinces  that  they  should  have  to  put 
up  their  own  public  buildings  and  be  taxed  besides 
to  put  up  those  in  the  North-West  where  the  people 
are  better  off  than  we  are.  What  will  be  the  effect 
of  this?  When  the  farmers  of  the  North-West 
Territories  are  more  wealthy  than  others  in  the 
Dominion,  they  will  find  themselves  not  only 
wealthy  as  regards  land  but  also  as  regards  public 
buildings,  court  houses,  gaols  and  other  buildings 
built  for  them  by  the  older  provinces,  while  these 
provinces  have  to  put  up  such  buildings  for  them¬ 
selves. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  And  get  subsidies. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Yes  ;  and  the  new  territories 
will  be  getting  subsidies  just  the  same,  without 
taking  into  account  these  expenditures,  because 
they  will  not  be  a  charge  on  the  Territories  as  the 
debts  of  the  old  provinces  were  a  charge  on  them 
when  they  entered  Confederation.  These  court 
houses  and  other  buildings  which  we  are  erecting 
are  matters  of  municipal  government.  Court  houses 
are  matters  of  municipal  government,  and  I  feel 
certain  that  when  the  time  comes  that  these  Terri¬ 
tories  shall  enter  the  Dominion  as  provinces,  there 
will  be  no  account  taken  of  this.  It  is  unfair  that 
they  should  start  out  with  all  these  advantages,  and 
I  think  the  Government  ought  to  be  able  to  give  us 
some  idea  of  the  extent  of  the  expenditures  in  this 
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direction.  If,  as  the  Minister  says,  he  has  no  idea, 
and  if,  as  the  country  grows,  we  will  have  to  erect 
these  buildings  which  are  required,  then  I  say  that 
the  outlook  is  not  hopeful.  I  believe  it  will  be  found 
that  the  expenditures  made  by  this  Government  in 
the  Territories  are  not  made  as  judiciously  as  they 
would  be  under  municipal  government.  When  the 
people  are  taxed  directly  themselves  they  will  see 
that  these  moneys  are  carefully  expended  and  that 
exactly  the  kind  of  buildings  required  are  erected. 
You  build  a  very  tine  building  out  of  a  vote  of  this 
House,  in  a  certain  locality.  The  next  place  that 
wants  a  building  will  require  one  just  as  line,  aiid 
how  can  the  Government  say  nay  ?  I  do  not  think 
there  is  an  lion,  gentleman  on  either  side  of  the  House 
who  will  object  to  granting  what  is  fair  to  the 
North-West,  and  who  would  not  be  willing  to  do 
everything  possible  to  lighten  the  difficulties  that 
the  earlier  settlers  have  to  contend  with.  It  is  at 
least  fair,  however,  that  we  should  know  how  far 
the  Government  are  going  in  this  respect,  and  that 
the  Government  should  state  now  how  these  build¬ 
ings  are  going  to  be  charged  against  these  sections 
of  the  country  when  they  enter  as  provinces  into 
Confederation.  Of  course  these  provinces  will  have 
to  get  a  subsidy  just  as  the  older  provinces  from 
the  Dominion  treasury,  and  I  think  the  cost  of  these 
buildings  should  be  taken  into  account  when  they 
enter.  If  that  is  not  done,  a  great  advantage  will 
be  given  to  these  rich  settlements,  richer  by  far 
than  any  older  part  of  the  Dominion.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  should  have  some  idea  of  what  they  intend  to 
do  in  this  matter. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  is  no  difficulty 
in  stating  how  far  we  are  going,  because  the  matter 
is  in  the  hands  of  the  House  from  year  to  year. 
There  are  four  judicial  districts  there,  and  three  or 
four  places  in  each  district  where  it  would  be 
desirable  to  have  court  house  accommodation,  and 
the  plan  on  which  we  originally  started  out  was  to 
ask  Parliament  for  about  84,000  each  year  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  accommodation  by  cheap  and  temporary 
buildings.  We  have  not  quite  kept  up  with  that. 
We  have  turned  two  immigrant  sheds,  which  were 
not  required,  into  court  houses,  and  we  have  built 
one  court  house.  That  is  as  far  as  we  have  gone 
except  in  the  case  of  Calgary,  which  is  in  a  differ¬ 
ent  position  altogether,  and  in  Lethbridge  where 
we  have  been  given  a  site.  The  idea  is  not  at  all  to 
build  expensive  or  even  permanent  buildings, 
because  we  look  forward  to  the  development  of  the 
Territories  in  such  a  way  that  they  will  be  able 
to  provide  for  themselves.  As  far  as  I  know 
we  do  not  stand  committed,  and  we  have  no 
intention  of  being  committed,  to  any  plan  of 
putting  up  municipal  or  public  buildings  for  the 
people  of  the  Territories.  We  have  no  idea 
whatever  of  putting  up  that  class  of  buildings 
which  would  be  taken  into  computation  as  part 
of  the  public  works,  if  provinces  should  be  estab¬ 
lished  there  in  the  early  future.  Our  object 
is  simply  this  :  The  judges  have  to  administer 
justice  in  places  where  there  is  not  the  slight¬ 
est  accommodation  for  the  judge  to  preside,  or  the 
jury  and  witnesses  to  sit,  or  even  for  the  prisoners 
to  be  kept.  When  the  judge  arrives  at  one  of 
these  country  places,  his  first  look-out  is  to  see  if 
there  is  a  school-house  that  he  canget  to  adjourn  for 
a  day  or  for  a  week,  in  order  to  hold  his  court  there. 
If  he  is  fortunate,  he  takes  the  teacher’s  desk  and 
Mr.  Fraser. 


sets  up  Her  Majesty’s  court  there.  If  not,  he  has  to 
hold  the  court  in  a  hotel,  in  the  dining  room,  if  he 
is  fortunate  enough  to  get  the  dining  room.  We  do 
not  think  that  kind  of  thing  is  conducive  to  the  re¬ 
spect  or  efficiency  which  should  attend  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  justice,  and  we  think  that  this  country  can 
afford  to  put  up  buildings  which  will  provide  court 
house  accommodation  for  the  next  few  years ;  not 
at  all  buildings  of  an  expensive  character,  but  cheap 
wooden  buildings  where  two  or  three  prisoners  can  be 
kept  below,  and  where  the  judge  and  the  court  cansit 
above.  If  Parliament  at  any  time  is  tired  of  pursuing 
that  scheme,  or  if  the  Territories  have  sufficiently  de¬ 
veloped  to  form  municipalities  to  tax  themselves, 
Parliament  can  stop  any  year,  and  we  have  no 
desire  to  go  forward  beyond  the  actual  wants  of  the 
country.  Certainly  the  state  of  progress  of  settle¬ 
ment  in  the  Territories  has  not  yet  been  such  as  to 
warrant  us  to  expect  that  the  people  will  tax  them¬ 
selves  for  buildings  of  that  chai'acter,  and  no  com¬ 
parison  can  be  instituted  with  counties  in  the  older 
provinces  which  have  erected  court  houses.  There 
are  no  counties  in  the  Territories  ;  there  is  no  popu¬ 
lation  of  a  density  that  would  make  it  possible  to 
put  up  a  structure  such  as  a  court  house.  But, 
when  these  settlements  grow,  and  when  the  towns  are 
formed  they  can  build  their  court  houses  for  them¬ 
selves  just  as  they  can  build  town  halls  ;  and  when 
the  municipal  institutions  are  established  they  will 
be  able  to  provide  better  buildings  than  we  are 
now  erecting.  When  the  time  comes  to  extend  the 
provincial  system  they  will,  of  course,  have  to  look 
after  all  these  buildings  themselves.  In  the  older 
provinces — I  am  speaking  from  my  recollection  of 
the  earlier  history  of  the  provinces  by  the  sea — grants 
were  made  of  this  character  for  the  building  of  court 
houses  in  many  parts  of  the  provinces,  in  the  earlier 
times  when  the  state  of  settlement  was  about  what 
itisin  the  North-West  now.  Of  course  as  the  coun¬ 
ties  became  organized  they  were  able  and  willing  to 
look  after  their  own  municipal  buildings.  There 
is  the  other  side  of  the  question,  that  we  could  of 
course  give  the  money  to  the  Territorial  Govern¬ 
ment  to  erect  and  look  after  these  buildings.  That 
would  be  a  convenient  system  for  us,  and  we 
would  have  no  care  in  future  for  works  of  this 
character  ;  but  I  think  we  will  find  there  is  no 
economy  in  it,  because  for  every  dollar  that  you 
now  give  for  small  temporary  buildings  of  this 
character,  we  should  have  to  give  $10,  if  we  give  it 
in  the  shape  of  a  subsidy  to  the  Territorial  Gov¬ 
ernment.  We  will  find  in  all  probability  that  the 
money  will  be  devoted  to  the  services  which 
specially  interest  the  members  of  the  Territorial 
Legislature,  and  that  the  services  over  which  we 
have  a  part  icular  care,  such  as  the  administration  of 
justice,  will  be  left  uncared  for.  I  believe  there 
is  real  economy  in  our  keeping  control  of  the  funds 
for  these  purposes,  though  I  am  quite  willing  to 
be  guided  by  the  views  of  the  House  if  it  is  con¬ 
sidered  that  a  change  would  be  in  the  interest  of 
the  country. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P. E.I. )  Any  one  who  has  read 
the  early  history  of  Ontario,  Quebec,  Nova  Scotia 
and  New  Brunswick  will  know  that  the  judges  had 
to  administer  justice  under  similar  difficulties,  but 
I  think  justice  was  as  well  administered  then  as 
when  the  judges  are  met  by  the  sheriff  with  a  four- 
horse  carriage,  accompanied  by  an  outrider  blowing 
a  horn. 


2949 


[MAY  20,  1892.] 


2950 


Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON".  I  have  never  seen 
that  here. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  I  have  often  seen  it  in 
the  old  country.  I  want  to  arrive  at  the  principle 
upon  which  we  appropriate  the  money  which  we 
vote  to  the  North-West  every  year.  Do  I  under¬ 
stand  that  it  is  given  on  any  per  capita  basis,  or  is 
it  just  as  the  Local  Assembly  submits  a  demand  or 
a  schedule  of  its  wants,  and  is  that  endorsed  by  the 
Government  and  proposed  to  Parliament  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  Every  year  since  the  forma¬ 
tion  of  the  Territories,  an  estimate  has  been  pre¬ 
pared  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  and  sent  down 
here,  and  it  is  criticised  here  and  submitted  to 
Parliament  after  consideration. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  What  was  done  by  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  formerly  is,  I  suppose,  now 
done  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  He  is  advised  to  a 
certain  extent  by  the  Assembly.  In  former  times 
there  was  a  vote  for  the  Administration  of  the 
Government  in  the  North-West  Territories,  with 
so  much  for  education,  so  much  for  roads  and 
bridges,  and  so  much  for  salaries.  The  plan  now 
is  to  vote  the  amount  to  the  Territorial  Govern¬ 
ment  for  these  services. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  Last  year  we  vested  in 
the  Legislative  Assembly  of  the  North- V\  est  larger 
powers  than  they  ever  had  before.  In  point  of 
fact,  we  conferred  upon  them  substantial  power 
very  closely  akin  to  those  which  are  exercisable  by 
the  Provincial  Assemblies.  Amongst  those  is  the 
power  to  make  ordinances  for  the  establishment, 
maintenance  and  management  of  prisons  in  and  for 
the  Territories.  Having  given  them  exclusive 
control,  as  I  suppose,  over  the  establishment 
and  maintenance  of  prisons,  it  would  appear 
to  me  to  be  logical  and  proper  to  allow 
them  to  construct  these  works  out  of  the 
moneys  we  vote  to  them.  I  differ  with  the  Minister 
of  Justice  in  his  opinion  that  they  will  spend  §10 
where  we  would  spend  §1.  I  suppose  they  would 
•do  that  if  they  could  come  here  and  get  all  the 
money  they  ask  for,  but  Parliament  determined 
that  this  was  a  proper  power  to  delegate  to  them, 
and  1  think  we  ought  to  leave  that  entirely  in  their 
hands.  We  are  practically  repealing  that  power 
and  showing  that  we  have  no  faith  in  them,  if  we 
are  to  continue  to  build  these  prisons  for  them.  It 
might  be  necessary  to  increase  the  grant  by  a  few 
thousand  dollars,  but  I  do  not  know  and  I  do  not 
commit  myself  to  that.  Those  who  are  responsible 
for  submitting  expenditures  to  the  House  should 
consider  whether  or  not  they  should  leave  this 
matter  to  the  North-West  Assembly.  At  present 
you  give  them  §235,000,  and  you  supplement  that 
by  paying  for  the  public  buildings  which  you 
declare  it  is  solely  within  their  province  to  establish 
and  maintain. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON. '  We  are  not  building 
any  prisons  at  all.  These  lock-ups  are  only  places 
of  detention  for  prisoners  awaiting  trial.  Generally, 
the  prisoners  are  held  in  the  Mounted  Police  bar¬ 
racks.  '  When  the  judge  goes  to  the  place  of  tria  . 
the  Mounted  Police  bring  the  prisoners  with  them, 
and  these  lock-ups  are  in  the  basement  of  the  court 
house  to  keep  the  prisoners  in  until  their  cases  are 
•disposed  of  and  they  are  sent  to  the  penitentiary  or 
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;o  the  guard-room.  We  are  not  providing  for 
orisons.  We  have  no  gaolers  and  do  not  intend  to 
appoint  any.  It  may  be  a  question  whether  this 
system  should  be  continued,  and  next  year  we  may 
consider  whether  we  shall  stop  or  go  on  with  the 
same  policy. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  will  be  the  difference 
between  next  year  and  this  year? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  have  two  or  three 
votes  outstanding — buildings  that  are  not  finished 
— and  we  may  desire  to  go  on  and  finish  those  with¬ 
out  undertaking  new  works.  We  have  not  com¬ 
mitted  ourselves  by  any  promise  or  undertaking  for 
"he  future. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  only  reason  the  lion,  gen¬ 
tleman  has  given  for  this  is  the  reason  of  economy. 
He  says  that,  if  we  left  this  to  the  Territorial  As¬ 
sembly,  we  would  have  to  pay  §10  for  §1,  but  that 
would  apply  to  the  province  as  well  as  to  the 
North-West  Territories.  I  am  not  sure  whether 
that  might  not  be  a  subject  for  consideration  at 
some  time  or  another,  but,  while  that  principle  is 
not  applied  to  the  provinces,  I  do  not  see  why  it  is 
to  be  applied  to  the  Territories. 

Sir  JOHN  THO  MPSON.  What  I  meant  to  con¬ 
vey  was  that  there  was  no  argument  on  the  score  of 
economy  in  applying  this  system  to  the  Territories. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  But  if  you 
give  them  a  certain  amount,  they  must  cut  their 
coat  according  to  their  cloth. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  But  you  might  have 
to  give  them  more  money. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  We  need  not 
give  them  more  than  we  do  now. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  would  have  to  be  a 
per  capita  arrangement. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Supposing 
we  do,  there  is  no  reason  why  we  should  give  them 
more  money  in  proportion  than  we  give  to  an  equal 
number  of  people  in  the  older  provinces,  save  and 
except  this,  that  we  have  taken  possession  of  all 
the  lands  in  that  country  which,  in  my  opinion,  is 
the  only  thing  that  constitutes  a  legitimate  excuse 
for  a  great  deal  of  what  we  are  doing  here.  It 
may  be  an  open  question  as  to  whether  they  would 
not  make  a  better  use  of  the  money  than  is  made 
of  it  from  Ottawa. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  have  discussed 
the  subsidy  question  very  closely  with  the  represen¬ 
tatives,  and  we  were  satisfied  that  if  we  embarked 
on  that  plan  we  would  have  to  give  very  much 
larger  sums  of  money  than  we  vote  now  for  the 
Territories,  or  else  we  might  begin  an  agitation 
which  would  lead  the  people  to  think  they  were 
not  as  well  treated  as  the  people  of  the  older 
provinces,  in  view  of  our  having  the  lands,  and  in 
view  of  the  great  extent  of  territory  which  they 
have  to  provide  for. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  That  may  be,  but  since  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  alluded  to  it,  is  it  not  a  fact 
that  the  representatives  of  the  Territories  have 
insisted  on  having  control  of  these  moneys  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes,  and  if  these 
services  are  to  be  provided  for  by  the  local  author¬ 
ities,  we  must  add  a  good  many  tens  of  thousands 
a  year  to  what  is  granted  now. 
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Public  Buildings  in  British  Columbia- 
General  repairs  and  improvements  .  $3,000 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  item  is  to  provide  for  various 
improvements  and  repairs  to  the  Dominion  buildings 
in  British  Columbia — post  office  at  Nanaimo,  a 
fishery  office  at  New  Westminster,  penitentiary  and 
post  office  at  New  Westminster,  custom  house  and 
immigrant  building  at  Vancouver,  custom  house, 
post  office,  quarantine  station  and  immigrant  build¬ 
ings  at  Victoria. 

Vancouver  Post  Office  and  Custom  House.  $30,800 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  vote  is  to  make  provision 
towards  the  erection  of  a  post  office  at  Vancouver. 
The  total  estimate  of  the  building  is  $79,839.  Of 
that,  $24,733  have  been  already  spent.  The  amount 
of  the  present  contract  is  $54,500,  A.  E.  Carter 
was  the  first  contractor  but  he  became  insane,  and 
his  contract  was  cancelled.  New  tenders  were 
asked  for,  and  Thomas  Tompkins,  of  Brockville,  got 
the  contract,  at  $54,500.  The  site  of  the  building 
cost  $4,000. 

Mr.  CORBOULD.  It  is  worth  $40,000  to-day. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  It  was  set  apart  by  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  Company  for  a  public  building  when 
they  first  laid  out  their  property,  and  it  was  re¬ 
served. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  They  made  no  donation  of  it 
to  the  Government? 

Mr.  BOWELL.  If  you  compare  the  prices  of 
the  adjacent  lots,  you  may  almost  say  it  was  a 
present.  The  hon.  gentleman  laughs,  but  I  assure 
him  that  the  corner  lot  immediately  opposite  sold, 
when  I  was  at  Vancouver,  for  between  $40,000  and 
$50,000,  the  very  same  sized  lot. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  But  that  had  been  set  apart  for 
a  post  office. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  Yes,  when  the  town  site  was 
originally  laid  out  they  said  :  You  can  have  that 
at  the  price  we  are  now  selling  the  property  ;  and 
the  Government  took  it. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  population  of  the  city  is 
13,709  ;  in  1881  there  was  not  a  soul  there.  The 
postal  revenue  is  $21,585.99 ;  customs  duties,  $261,- 
377.82;  savings  bank  deposits,  $41,570;  money 
orders,  $269,900  ;  value  of  exports,  $511,599  ;  im¬ 
ports,  $1,155,951  ;  goods  entered  for  consumption, 
$965,316  ;  excise,  $48,306. 

Mr.  CASEY.  It  seems  to  me  this  is  a  very 
large  amount  to  pay  for  a  post  office  there¬ 
about  $80,000  in  round  numbers.  I  think  this 
should  build  a  post  office  for  a  city  the  size  of 
Toronto. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  Toronto  building  cost  over 
$300,000,  not  including  the  examining  warehouse, 
and  it  was  built  by  the  Mackenzie  Government. 

Mr.  CASEY.  I  think  in  this  case,  as  in  many 
others  where  public  buildings  are  erected,  more  is 
spent  than  is  necessary  to  give  the  required  accom¬ 
modation,  merely  for  the  sake  of  having  a  hand¬ 
some  building.  A  public  building  should  be  sub¬ 
stantial,  but  I  do  not  think  we  are  called  upon  to 
build  an  extremely  handsome  and  attractive  build¬ 
ing  merely  to  advertise  the  city  of  Vancouver. 

Victoria  Drill  Hall .  $14,000 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  is  for  the  purpose  of  pro¬ 
ceeding  with  the  work  of  erecting  a  drill  hall  in 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


Victoria.  A  contract  has  been  let  for  $33,000, 
but  incidental  expenses  and  fittings  will  bring  it 
up  to  $35,000. 

Mr.  CASEY.  The  number  of  volunteers  that 
will  use  this  drill  shed  will  not  equal  the  strength 
of  an  ordinary  country  battalion.  Formerly 
wooden  drill  sheds  were  built,  costing  from  $6,000' 
to  $8,000.  A  wooden  structure  would  answer  all 
purposes  in  Victoria.  It  is  perfectly  absurd  that 
such  an  expenditure  as  $35,000  should  be  made  for 
this  purpose  in  Victoria,  in  view  of  its  population 
and  the  number  of  men  who  would  use  the  drill 
hall. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  The  drill  shed  in  Belleville  for 
one  battalion  cost  $25,000,  and  the  accommodation 
is  not  beyond  the  requirements. 

Mr.  CASEY.  There  is  a  difference,  at  all  events, 
of  $6,000  or  $8,000,  and  the  number  of  volunteers 
in  Victoria  will  not  equal  that  in  Belleville. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  There  is  in  Victoria  a  battery 
in  command  of  Col.  Prior,  and  also  “  C  ”  Battery. 
Victoria  is  the  capital  of  British  Columbia,  and  a 
wooden  drill  shed  would  not  suit  either  the  people 
or  the  character  of  the  buildings  in  that  city. 
When  you  consider  the  importance  of  the  place, 
and  the  value  of  the  property,  and  the  nature  of 
the  buildings  in  the  city,  $20,000  or  $30,000  is  as 
little  as  could  be  expected  in  order  to  secure  the 
necessary  accommodation. 

Mr.  CASEY.  Timber  of  the  very  finest  quality, 
which  is  not  to  be  obtained  in  this  part  of  the- 
country,  is  cheap  in  British  Columbia,  and  a  prac¬ 
tically  permanent  drill  shed  could  be  built  of  wood 
at  far  less  than  the  item  before  the  House.  I 
would  point  out  that  batteries  do  not  need  a  drill 
shed  of  the  same  extent  as  infantry  do,  because 
except  for  mounting  and  dismounting  the  guns, 
batteries  require  to  be  drilled  out  of  doors. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  I  will  make  a  note  of  the  in¬ 
formation  required  by  the  hon.  gentleman  and 
provide  it  on  concurrence. 

Victoria  Military  Buildings . $5,000 

Mr.  OUIMET.  These  buildings  are  for  “C” 
Battery  and  Gunnery  School.  It  is  intended  to 
provide  a  building  for  the  new  magazine  on  the 
barrack  property,  new  quartermaster’s  office, 
quarters  for  the  staff  sergeants,  stables,  a  hospital 
which  alone  will  cost  $4,000,  and  a  drill  shed  of 
50  x  100  for  the  men,  costing  $2,550.  This  $5,000 
is  to  pay  part  of  that  expenditure. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  should  like 
to  know  generally  what  arrangements  have  been  made 
between  the  Government  and  the  Imperial  autho¬ 
rities  touching  the  fortifications  of  Victoria  ?  If  I 
remember  aright  in  a  discussion  which  took  place 
some  time  ago  in  the  Imperial  House  on  the  subject, 
there  was  an  intimation  thrown  out,  either  that  an 
agreement  had  been  come  to,  or  that  a  proposition 
had  been  made  to  the  Government  here  involving 
a  very  considerable  expenditure  for  the  purpose  of 
fortifying  Victoria.  I  should  like  to  know  what 
arrangements  have  been  come  to,  or  what  negotia¬ 
tions  are  going  on  with  the  Imperial  authorities  ? 

Mr.  BOWELL.  There  have  been  negotiations 
or  correspondence  between  the  Imperial  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  Canadian  Government  on  the  subject 
of  the  fortifications  of  Esquimalt,  but  they  are  not 
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yet  concluded.  I  do  not  think  public  interests 
would  be  served  by  complying  with  my  hon.  friend’s 
request  to  state  what  these  propositions  are  at  the 
present  time.  As  soon  as  time  will  permit  during 
the  summer,  it  is  the  intention  to  consider  that 
whole  correspondence  and  report  to  Council.  This 
35,000  has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  forti¬ 
fications  at  Esquimalt,  but  is  for  the  accommodation 
of  “C”  Battery. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  can  quite 
understand  that  the  hon.  gentleman  may  not  feel 
at  liberty  to  discuss  what  is  going  on  with  the 
Imperial  authorities,  but  I  suppose  that  whenever 
any  agreement %is  come  to,  the  papers  will  be  com¬ 
municated  to  us  at  a  reasonably  early  date.  If 
Esquimalt  is  going  to  be  fortified  in  such  a  fashion 
as  to  resist  possible  attacks  from  hostile  ironclads, 
undoubtedly  the  expenditure  would  be  no  trifle, 
and  we  ought  to  be  informed  at  an  early  date  what 
agreement  you  propose  to  undertake. 

Mr.  ROWELL.*  I  quite  concur  in  the  remark  of 
the  hon.  gentleman  that  when  an  expenditure  which 
probably  may  be  of  a  large  character  is  needed,  the 
information  which  he  has  asked  should  be  laid 
before  the  House,  unless  there  are  good  reasons 
against  it.  I  may  just  as  well  frankly  state  that  I 
have  not  had  time  to  consider  this  matter  sufficiently 
to  give  an  intelligent  opinion  to  the  House,  as  to 
ho\v  far  the  Government  is  prepared  to  agree  to 
the  recommendations  which  have  been  made. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  think  there 
are  no  English  soldiers  in  "V  ancouver  at  present  ? 

Mr.  ROWELL.  No. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Is  there  any 
naval  force  maintained  there  ? 

Mr.  ROWELL.  There  are  four  ships  oi  war  I 
there  at  present,  among  them  the  Admiral’s  flag 
ship  at  Esquimalt. 

Mr.  CASEY.  I  would  point  out  to  the  Ministe1' 
that  there  is  no  report  of  the  inspection  of  the 
Rritish  Columbia  volunteers  in  the  annual  report 
of  the  department. 

Mr.  ROWELL.  The  General  has  informed  me 
that  the  report  was  not  published  with  the  others 
because,  when  it  was  sent  to  him,  it  was  of  such  a 
•character  that  he  could  not  accept  it,  and  he  had 
to  send  it  back,  and  it  did  not  arrive  in  time  foi  | 
publication. 

Mr.  CASEY.  The  Minister  will  have  that  re¬ 
port  in  his  department  ? 

Mr.  ROWELL.  Yes,  I  suppose  so. 

Mr.  CASEY.  Is  this  to  complete  the  buildings  ? 
Mr.  OUIMET.  No  ;  the  total  estimate  is  about 
§12,000,  and  it  will  be  to  accommodate  over  one 
hundred  men  of  “  C  ”  Rattery. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  the  resolutions. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Would  it  be  asking  the  hon. 
gentleman  too  much  to  tell  us  what  he  intends  to 
take  up  on  Wednesday  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  If  a  good  many  mem¬ 
bers  attend,  I  would  like  to  move  the  second  read¬ 
ing  of  the  Redistribution  Rill.  If  there  is  a  very 
thin  House,  I  would  not  think  that  reasonable. 
In  that  case  I  would  take  the  Criminal  Law  and 


Supply,  and  leave  the  Redistribution  Rill  till 
Friday. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  Government  notices  of 
motion,  then,  will  not  come  up  on  Wednesday  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  would  take  these 
on  the  day  most  convenient  to  the  House. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Say  Friday,  then. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Very  well. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  10 
o’clock,  p.m. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Wednesday,  25th  May,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 
Prayers. 

CANVAS  COAL  RAGS. 

Mr.  ROWERS  asked,  Whether  the  Government 
asked  for  tenders  for  the  making  of  canvas  coal 
bags,  at  St.  John,  N.B.,  during  the  winter  or 
spring  of  1891  ?  If  so,  what  was  the  number  of 
bags  tendered  for  ?  W  hat  were  the  names  of  the 
different  contractors,  and  what  was  the  price  of 
each  tender  ?  Was  the  contract  given  to  the  low¬ 
est  tender  ? 

Mr.  TUPPER.  No  public  tenders  were  invited 
by  the  department  for  coal  bags  at  St.  John.  The 
agent  reports  that  in  June  he  asked  for  a  price 
of  150  bags  from  Rrundage  &  Jackson,  and  accepted 
an  offer  from  them  at  the  rate  of  §2.25  each,  as  in 
his  opinion  they  made  the  best,  strongest  and  most 
suitable  bags  for  the  purpose. 

MAILS  FOR  STE.  ANNE  DE  LA  POCATIERE. 

Mr.  RINFRET  (for  Mr.  Carroll)  asked, 
Whether  the  Government  asked  for  tenders  for  the 
carrying  of  the  mails  between  Ste.  Anne  de  la 
Pocatiere  station  and  the  village  of  that  name  ? 
What  were  the  names  of  the  parties  who  tendered, 
and  the  amount  of  each  tender  ?  Has  the  contract 
been  awarded  to  the  lowest  tenderer  ? 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  Tenders  were  asked 
for  this  service,  but  they  were  not  .considered,  as 
application  having  been  made  for  the  renewal  of 
the  existing  contract,  the  renewal  was  authorized. 

PRINTING  RUREAU— SALE  OF  TYPE. 

Mr.  FRASER  (for  Mr.  Forbes)  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  has  disposed  of  any  type,  during 
the  last  two  years,  from  the  Printing  Rureau  or 
elsewhere  ?  If  so,  how  much  of  each  kind  ?  To 
whom  sold  and  for  what  prices,  and  why  was  the 
sale  made  ? 

Mr.  PATTERSON  (Huron).  The  Government 
has  disposed  of  no  type  from  the  Printing  Rureau 
during  the  last  two  years. 

SAULT  STE.  MARIE  CANAL— CONTRACT. 

Mr.  MULOCK  asked,  1.  To  whom  was  the  con¬ 
tract  let  for  deepening  and  forming  the  upper  en¬ 
trance  to  the  Sault  Ste.  Marie  Canal  ?  2.  Has 
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the  work  been  completed  ?  If  not,  what  propor¬ 
tion  thereof  yet  remains  to  be  done  ?  3.  Has  the 

work  been  carried  on  by  the  original  contractors, 
or  has  any  one  been  associated  with  them  ?  If  so, 
who  ?  4.  What  was  the  estimated  amount  of  the 

lowest  tender  for  the  deepening  and  forming  the 
lower  entrance  to  said  canal  ?  5.  Was  any  tender 

received  for  performing  said  works  on  both  sections? 
If  so,  what  was  the  estimated  amount  of  such  ten¬ 
der  ?  6.  To  whom  was  let  the  contract  for  per¬ 
forming  such  works  ?  7.  What  was  the  estimated 

cost  of  the  performance  of  the  last-mentioned 
works?  8.  What  amount  has  been  paid  on  each 
contract?  9.  What  amount,  if  any,  in  respect  of 
each  contract  has  been  earned  and  is  unpaid  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  1.  The  contract  for  the 
upper  entrance  was  let  to  Allan  &  Fleming.  2. 
The  work  is  not  completed.  Between  a  quarter 
and  a  third  of  the  work  has  yet  to  be  done.  3. 
The  department  only  deals  with  the  original  con¬ 
tractors  and  is  not  aware  of  any  one  being  associat¬ 
ed  with  them.  4.  The  estimated  amount  of  lowest 
tender  for  lower  entrance,  that  of  Hugh  Ryan 
&  Co.,  was  §299,313.  5.  Tenders  were  called  for 

both  sections  together,  and  each  contractor  tendered 
on  the  whole  work  ;  the  division  into  two  contracts 
was  made  after  the  tenders  were  received.  The 
estimated  amount  of  lowest  tender  for  the  whole 
work,  that  of  John  Nicholson,  was  §608,249  ;  the 
next  lowest,  that  of  Hugh  Ryan  &  Co.,  was 
§648,134.  6.  The  contract  for  lower  entrance  was 

let  to  Hugh  Ryan  &  Co.,  and  for  upper  entrance 
to  Allan  &  Fleming.  7.  The  estimated  cost  of 
lower  entrance  at  contractors’  prices  was,  for 
lower  entrance,  §299,313.  8.  The  amount  paid 

Hugh  Ryan  &  Co.  on  lower  entrance  is  §163,224.34. 
The  amount  paid  Allan  &  Fleming  on  upper 
entrance  is  §237,401.88.  9.  The  only  amount  due 

contractors  for  these  works  is  the  drawback,  which 
is,  for  Hugh  Ryan  &  Co.  §18,136.04,  and  for  Allan  & 
Fleming  §2,439.09. 

FISHING  PRIVILEGES  ON  LAKE  ST. 
PETER. 

Mr.  BEAUSOLEIL  asked,  Whether  the  Govern¬ 
ment  have  decided  to  cancel  that  part  of  the  in¬ 
structions  issued  to  the  fishery  overseers  of  the 
counties  surrounding  Lake  St.  Peter,  in  a  circular 
issued  to  them  on  the  11th  April  last  (1892),  which 
reads  as  follows  : — 

“  5.  The  privilege  of  taking  soft  fish  during  the  close 
season  for  other  fish  is,  by  the  Minister’s  directions,  with¬ 
drawn  ;  it  being  held  that  the  judicious  laws  enacted  for 
the  protection  of  fish  at  spawning  time  should  be  strin¬ 
gently  enforced.” 

Have  the  Government  legal  authority  to  prevent 
fishermen  from  taking  fish  which  is  not  protected 
by  any  law  and  the  catch  of  which  is  open  at  all 
seasons  of  the  year  ?  Have  the  Government  been  in¬ 
formed  that  the  fishery  overseer  for  the  district  of 
Montrealhasconfiscatedalargequantity  of  fish  which 
had  been  brought  to  market,  without  any  notice 
having  been  given  to  fishermen  that  the  catching 
of  soft  fish  had  been  prohibited,  thus  inflicting  on 
them,  not  only  the  loss  of  the  fruit  of  their  toil, 
but  also  the  expenses  of  their  journey  and  for  car¬ 
riage  ?  Is  it  the  intention  of  the  Government  to 
indemnify  these  poor  fishermen  for  the  loss  so  in¬ 
flicted  on  them  by  taking  away,  without  notice,  a 
right  they  have  always  enjoyed  under  the  law  and 
Mr.  Mulock. 


under  the  regulations  of  the  Department  of 
Fisheries,  and  for  the  loss  of  their  fish  and  their 
expenses  ?  At  what  date  will  the  prohibition 
mentioned  in  article  5  of  the  said  instructions  to 
fishery  overseers  terminate  ? 

Mr.  TLIPPER.  While  the  question  recites 
correctly  the  5th  clause  of  the  directions  issued  by 
the  Department  of  Fisheries  touching  the  privilege 
of  taking  soft  fish  during  the  close  season,  it  is 
misleading  to  some  extent.  The  privilege  was  not, 
strictly  speaking,  withdrawn.  For  some  years 
back  it  had  been  the  custom  to  issue  permits,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  close  season,  for  the  catching  of 
coarse  fish  in  the  districts  affected  by  this  question. 
That  was  not  continued  this  season,  and  the  notice 
of  its  non-continuance  was  as  stated  in  clause  5.  I 
may  say  that  the  Government  have  not  decided  to 
cancel  these  instructions  ;  but  the  subject  has  been 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Government  and  is 
now  engaging  their  consideration,  whether  the  per¬ 
mission  hitherto  granted,  and  granted  only  for  a 
certain  number  of  years  back,  shall  be  continued  or 
not.  The  Government  have  legal  authority  to 
prevent  the  taking  of  fish  which  are  not  pro¬ 
tected  by  any  law  and  the  catch  of  which  is  open  at 
all  seasons  of  the  year.  I  am  correcting  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  question  a  little,  but  answering  it. 
Under  the  general  regulations  all  fishing  without 
license  is  prohibited  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  and 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  so  that  in  that  manner  the 
Government  are  able  to  protect  the  fisheries  and  to 
refuse  to  allow  fishing  though  the  season  for  the  par¬ 
ticular  fish  for  which  a  license  is  desired  is  open. 
The  other  portion  of  the  question  I  may  answer  as 
follows: — The  local  fishery  overseer  having  reported 
that  he  had  seized  at  Montreal  some  thirteen  boxes 
of  soft  fish  which  were  claimed  to  have  been  caught 
in  the  Berthier  district,  it  was  ascertained  that  the 
permit  was  only  a  receipt  for  money  paid  for  a 
license.  The  fish  were  subsequently  released.  The 
Government  have  no  intention  of  indemnifying  the 
fishermen  for  fish  caught  contrary  to  the  regulations. 
In  reference  to  the  last  part  of  the  question,  at  what 
date  will  the  prohibition  terminate,  I  cannot  state, 
until  the  conclusion  of  the  present  consideration  of 
the  subject,  anything  as  to  the  continuance  of  those 
permits. 

Mr.  BEAUSOLEIL.  I  was  not  referring  to  the 
thirteen  boxes  of  fish  which  have  been  released,  but 
to  the  seizure  of  a  very  large  quantity  of  fish  in 
the  harbour  of  Montreal,  which  were  either  thrown 
into  the  water  or  given  away  by  Mr.  Morris,  the 
Government  officer,  without  the  fishermen  having 
any  chance  of  disposing  of  them  at  any  price. 

Mr.  TUPPER.  That  subject  has  not  come  to- 
my  attention  ;  but  I  may  tell  the  hon.  gentleman 
that  even  were  the  facts  which  he  lias  stated  offici¬ 
ally  brought  to  my  notice,  the  fishermen  would 
have  no  right  to  indemnity  under  the  circumstances 
I  have  mentioned.  The  decision  of  the  Government 
may  be  right  or  wrong,  but  all  fish  caught  without 
authority  and  during  the  close  season  without 
license  under  the  present  regulations  found  in  the 
consolidated  Orders  in  Council,  section  15,  would 
be  illegally  caught. 

CANADA  AND  NEWFOUNDLAND. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I. )  Before  passing  to  the 
Orders  of  the  Day,  I  would  invite  the  Government,. 


295T 


[MAY  25,  1892.] 


2958 


if  they  are  in  a  position  to  do  so,  to  state  to  the 
House  whether  any  negotiations  are  at  present 
pending  between  Canada  and  Newfoundland  with 
reference  to  the  fiscal  relations  existing  between 
that  province  and  this  Dominion.  The  newspaper 
press  has  reported  that  the  Bond-Blaine  Ireaty 
will  not  positively  receive  the  sanction  of  the  Home 
Government,  and  also  that  negotiations  are  pend¬ 
ing  between  the  Dominion  and  Newfoundland,  and 
that  they  have  arrived  at  a  satisfactory  stage.  I 
have  no  information  personally  in  reference  to  the 
matter,  but  I  think  the  House  has  a  right  to  be 
informed  if  such  negotiations  are  pending,  and 
what  the  negotiations  are. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  In  reply  to  my  lion,  friend,  I 
may  say  that  negotiations  have  been  going  on  and 
are  now  approaching  what  seems  to  be  a  success¬ 
ful  termination.  \\  e  have  had  an  intimation  from 
the  Newfoundland  Government  that  the  status  quo 
of  1889  will  be  returned  to  on  their  part,  if  we  are 
willing  to  return  to  it,  which  wre  are,  for  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  this  year,  and  pending  further  negotia¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  assume  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  intend  in  that  view  to  introduce  legisla¬ 
tion  which  will  render  that  status  quo  ante  legal. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  may  not  be 
necessary,  in  view  of  the  powers  given  in  the  Act  to 
issue  a  proclamation  relieving  certain  products  of 
certain  duties  ;  but  that  is  a  matter  of  detail  about 
which  we  cannot  be  informed  definitely,  until  we 
know  more  definitely  the  details  of  the  proposition 
made  by  the  Newfoundland  Government.  Y\  e 
are  in  communication  with  them  on  that  subject 
now. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Is  any  delegation  com¬ 
ing  here  from  Newfoundland,  or  any  going  from 
here  to  Newfoundland  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  know  ;  but 
the  proposal,  as  the  House  will  remember,  was  that 
the  status  q uo  could  be  reverted  to  pending  negotia¬ 
tions,  and  the  acceptance  of  that  in  general  ternfs, 
is  all  that  we  are  able  to  state.  I  presume  there 
will  be  communications  from  that  Government  re¬ 
ceived  here. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  is  rumoured  also  that 
certain  initiatory  steps  have  been  taken  on  the  part 
of  one  Government  or  the  other  with  a  view  of 
bringing  about  a  union  of  that  province  with  the 
Dominion.  Is  the  Minister  in  a  position  to  make 
any  statement  in  that  regard  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  subject  has  not 
been  discussed  of  late. 

LIEUTENANT  GOVERNOR  OF  PRINCE 
EDWARD  ISLAND. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Is  the  hon.  gentleman  in 
a  position  to  make  any  statement  to  me  to-day  in 
reference  to  the  Bill  reserved  by  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  of  Prince  Edward  Island  regarding  the 
Legislative  Council  of  that  province  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  not,  just  for 
this  reason  :  that  on  the  day  on  which  the  hon. 
gentleman  last  spoke  to  me  in  the  House,  I  was  in 
receiptof  a  communication  from  the  Lieutenant  Gov¬ 
ernor,  stating  that  he  would,  if  desired,  transmit  the 
reasons  which  induced  him  to  refrain  from  assent¬ 
ing  to  the  Bill.  I  immediately  replied  that  it  wras 


desirable  that  he  should  communicate  those  reasons. 
To-day  a  communication  has  been  received  from 
him,  and,  if  the  hon.  gentleman  desires  it,  I  shall 
be  ready  to  state  in  the  first  part  of  the  week  what 
policy  wfill  be  adopted. 

THE  CRIMINAL  CODE. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on 
Bill  (No.  7)  respecting  the  Criminal  Law. —(Sir 
John  Thompson.) 

On  section  143, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Perjury  is  by  the  com¬ 
mon.  law  an  assertion  on  oath  as  to  a  matter  of  fact 
material  to  the  issue  being  tried,  and  assertions  on 
immaterial  matters  do  not  come  within  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  that  offence.  A  statute,  I  understand,  was 
passed  some  years  ago  in  Canada,  which  may  or 
may  not  have  the  effect  of  extending  perjury  be¬ 
yond  statements  made  under  oath  on  matters 
material  to  the  issue.  The  language  is  rather 
curious,  and  some  lawyers  hold  that  the  definition 
extended  under  that  statute,  to  every  statement 
made  on  oath,  whether  material  or  not.  I  am 
sorry  that  some  attention  was  not  called  paiticu- 
larly  to  the  sections  in  our  Bill  which  alter  those 
of  the  English  Bill  of  1880  in  matters  of  defini¬ 
tion.  At  first  sight,  one  would  suppose  that  this 
section  was  exaetly  that  of  the  Bill  of  1880,  but 
the  very  material  words  are  added  :  “  Whether 
such  evidence  is  material  or  not.  these  words 
are  not  in  the  English  Bill.  It  is  well  that  the 
committee  should  understand  that  a  w  itness  now¬ 
adays  is  subject  to  examination  of  a  most  severe 
character,  extending  to  matters  which  ha\e  no 
relation  to  the  subject  before  the  court,  and  which 
is  allowed  for  the  purpose  of  testing  his  credibility. 
It  may  be  right  or  it  may  not  that  we  should  at¬ 
tach  to  every  statement  made  by  a  witness, 
whether  it  has  reference  to  a  material  part  of .  the 
examination  or  not,  the  qualification  of  pei  jury, 
if  wilfully  incorrect,  but  we  should  understand 
that  we  are  doing  so. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  In  that  respect  it  was 
intended  to  make  the  law  perfectly  clear.  The 
effect  is  exactly  the  same  as  that  of  our  section  in 
the  Revised  Statutes.  The  question  always  arose, 
under  indictment  at  common  law,  as  to  whether 
testimony  alleged  to  have  been  false  w  as  material 
to  the  issue,  and  efforts  w^ere  made  to  show  it  to  be 
irrelevant  and  inadmissible.  To  prevent  confusion, 
by  allowing  exceptions  of  that  kind,  it .  was 
thought  desirable  to  settle  that  the  reception  of 
evidence  establishes  its  materiality,  as  otherwise 
tribunals  trying  for  perjury  would  have  to  re-try 
the  other  case  practically,  for  the  purpose  of  seeing 
whether  the  evidence  wras  or  not.  Section  5  of  the 
Perjury  Act  in  the  Revised  Statutes  got  over  the 
difficulty  in  a  roundabout  way,  by  providing  that 
every  statement  under  oath  shall  be  “deemed 
material.  ’’The  present  section  is  shorter  and  plainer : 
1 1  Whether  such  evidence  be  material  or  not.  I 
think  the  effect  of  the  English  Bill  would  have 
been  the  same,  as  it  provides  that  it  shall  be  perjur  y 
w'hether  the  evidence  wras  admissible  or  not.  A 
f'reat  many  causes  of  confusion  are  eliminated  from 
the  enquiry  into  perjury  by  this  definition,  and  the 
guilt  of  the  accused  is  exactly  the  same,  whether 
the  evidence  is  material  or  not. 
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Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  think  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  will  find  that  the  English  section  did  not  go  so 
far  as  to  say  that  the  evidence,  whether  admissible 
or  not,  would  be  perjury. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  English  Bill  pro¬ 
vide  that  every  person  is  a  witness  who  actually 
gives  evidence,  whether  he  is  competent  to  be  a 
witness  or  not,  or  whether  the  evidence  be  admis¬ 
sible  or  not.  It  provides  that  he  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  a  witness  though  everything  he  said  was  inadmis¬ 
sible. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
English  Bill  merely  removed  from  the  category  of 
doubtful  points  the  question  whether  a  man  was  a 
competent  witness  or  not,  but  it  did  not  purport 
to  extend  the  crime  of  perjury  in  any  sense.  The 
latitude  now  allowed  in  cross-examination  is  enor¬ 
mous.  A  witness  may  be  called  upon  to  prove  an 
account  in  court,  and  I  am  happy  to  know  that 
most  counsel  recognize  the  responsibilities  of  their 
position  and  do  not  put  witnesses  on  the  rack  un¬ 
necessarily,  but  there  are  counsel  who  for  various 
reasons  are  not  actuated  by  the  highest  considera¬ 
tions,  and  the  witness  may  be  examined  in  refer¬ 
ence  to  his  private  life  or  the  moral  character  of 
others  and  in  regard  to  matters  without  any  rel¬ 
evancy  to  the  question  at  issue.  Many  witnesses 
consider  that  these  are  questions  they  are  not 
sworn  to  answer,  and  very  often  they  do  not  treat 
them  as  they  do  questions  affecting  the  matter  be¬ 
fore  the  court.  It  is  worthy  of  consideration 
whether,  if  a  man  is  asked  totally  immaterial 
questions  as  to  his  private  life  or  his  conduct  many 
years  before,  not  connected  with  any  matter  before 
the  court,  questions  which  may  not  be  put  from 
motives  of  the  most  creditable  character,  he  should 
be  put  on  the  same  status  in  regard  to  his  answers, 
if  he  makes  untrue  answers,  as  if  he  were  replying 
to  questions  affecting  the  issue  before  the  court. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  know  there  are  some 
text  writers,  and  there  are  some  judgments  among 
the  elder  decisions  of  the  courts  that  do  not  per¬ 
mit  a  cross-examiner  to  go  as  far  as  my  hon.  friend 
has  stated,  but  the  weight  of  authority  at  the 
present  time  is,  I  think,  that  the  right  of  a  cross¬ 
examiner  in  testing  the  credibility  of  a.  witness  is 
practically  unrestrained  except  by  his  own  con¬ 
sideration  of  what  is  proper.  Whether  that  ought 
to  be  so  or  not,  it  is  not  for  us  now  to  consider. 
The  Minister  has  referred  to  the  case  of  a  party 
who  ought  not  to  have  been  examined  on  the  trial, 
but  how  is  it  with  regard  to  a  person  who  ought  to 
have  been  examined  ?  It  is  perfectly  clear,  as  far 
as  he  is  concerned,  that,  under  the  English  Bill,  if  it 
had  become  law,  he  could  not  have  been  prosecuted 
for  perjury  with  regard  to  his  answer  on  an  im¬ 
material  subject.  I  think  the  intention  was  to 
make  the  responsibility  of  the  person  who  ought 
not  to  have  been  examined,  who  was  not  a  proper 
witness,  just  as  much  as  that  of  a  proper  witness 
and  no  more.  According  to  the  common  law 
ruling  one  who  had  not  been  a  proper  witness 
would  not  have  been  responsible  for  perjury  on 
account  of  anything  he  testified,  his  evidence  not 
having  been  properly  received.  That  Bill  pro¬ 
posed  that  he  should  be  made  responsible  for  his 
testimony  just  as  if  he  had  been  a  proper  and 
pertinent  witness.  It  did  not  pretend  to  put  him 
on  any  different  footing  from  any  other  witness, 
and  I  therefore  think  that  all  you  can  properly 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


infer  is  that,  as  far  as  his  testimony  was  testimony 
important  in  the  issue,  he  would  be  held  respon¬ 
sible  though  even  he  was  not  a  proper  party  to 
call  in  the  matter,  so  that  it  leaves  the  law  in 
regard  to  proper  and  pertinent  witnesses  as  it  was 
before. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  was  not  undertaking 
to  discuss  critically  the  wording  of  the  English 
Bill,  which  has  not  become  law,  but  my  impression 
is  that  it  goes  further  than  my  hon.  friends  think. 
As  to  the  latitude  of  cross-examination,  it  comes 
to  this,  that  the  right  of  cross-examination  has 
practically  no  limit  so  far  as  it  tests  the  credibility 
of  the  witness  who  is  testifying,  and,  if  a  witness 
is  examined  in  reference  to  matters  which  are 
immaterial  to  the  issue  but  which  are  material  to 
his  own  credibility,  it  should  be  left  to  the  court 
to  punish  him  for  perjury  if  he  makes  a  false  state¬ 
ment.  The  decision  depends,  in  ninety -nine  cases 
out  of  a  hundred,  upon  the  credibility  of  the 
witnesses,  and  very  often  the  court  is  misled  by  the 
evidence  given,  and  it  has  been  very  difficult  to 
arrive  at  what  was  the  distinction  at  common  law 
between  what  testimony  was  relevant  or  material 
and  what  was  not. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  If  counsel  undertakes  to 
examine  a  witness  on  matters  which  are  not 
material  to  the  issue,  he  is  bound  by  the  answer 
whether  it  is  right  or  wrong.  You  cannot  call  other 
witnesses  to  prove  that  the  witness  made  a  false 
statement.  The  courts  have  found  it  necessary  to 
put  some  limit  to  this  irrelevant  cross-examination, 
and  the  only  limit  they  could  put  to  it  was  that, 
if  counsel  asked  an  irrelevant  question,  he  was 
bound  by  the  issue,  and  then  the  common  law  came 
in  and  said,  if  you  asked  a  witness  a  question  as  to 
his  own  moral  character  or  that  of  some  third  per¬ 
son,  you  did  so  at  your  own  peril,  the  witness 
could  not  be  prosecuted  for  perj  ury ,  and  you  could 
not  contradict  Jus  testimony.  Now,  we  are  remov¬ 
ing  one  of  these  guarantees,  and  I  think  the 
extreme  latitude  of  cross-examination  will  have  one 
of  the  most  important  restrictions  removed.  I  think 
educated  popular  opinion  for  many  years  has  been 
running  in  the  other  direction.  I  think  most  people 
are  of  the  opinion  that  this  cross-examination  is 
carried  to  an  absurd  and  extreme  latitude,  which  is 
wholly  unjustifiable  in  many  cases,  and  calculated 
to  do  untold  wrong,  besides  wringing  the  heart  of 
a  sensitive  witness  very  often,  as  I  have  seen  it 
done.  But  if  the  committee  are  satisfied  to  intro¬ 
duce  this  serious  change  in  the  law,  I  cannot  help 
it. 

Mr.  WELDON.  It  has  been  here  23  years. 

Mr.  MASSON.  I  agree  with  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  as  to  this  being  new,  according  to  the  inter¬ 
pretation  that  has  been  given  by  several  of  our 
judges  in  Ontario.  Under  our  late  statute,  which 
is  consolidated  in  the  present  Consolidated  Statutes, 
it  only  bore  this  interpretation,  that  it  was  no 
longer  necessary  to  prove  that  the  statement 
alleged  to  be  false,  was  material.  That,  I  think, 
is  just  as  far  as  the  words  of  the  statute  can  reason¬ 
ably  be  interpreted.  I  agree  with  the  Minister  of 
Justice  that  if  a  statement  is  made  on  cross- 
examination  that  affects  the  credibility  of  the  wit¬ 
ness,  it  is  just  as  important  that  what  he  says 
affecting  his  own  credibility,  and  that  gives  weight 
to  his  evidence,  should  be  true,  as  that  the  material 
facts  referring  to  the  issue  should  be  true.  The 
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point  made  by  the  lion,  member  for  Prince  Edward 
Island  adds  all  the  greater  weight  to  this  view,  in 
that  if  the  question  is  material,  the  examiner  and 
the  court  are  bound  by  the  answer.  The  examiner 
cannot. call  witnesses  to  rebut  or  to  explain  it ;  he 
is  bound  by  the  answer  as  a  whole,  and  he  cannot 
call  a  witness  to  change  its  effect. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  agree  with  the  lion, 
gentleman  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  existing  law. 
The  5th  section  of  the  Act  3*2  and  33  Victoria  says  : 
“All  evidence  and  proof  whatsoever,  whether 
given  or  made  orally  or  by  or  in  any  affidavit, 
declaration  or  examination,  shall  be  deemed  or 
taken  to  be  material,”  with  respect  to  any  liability 
of  any  person  to  be  proceeded  against.  It  is  a 
primA  facie  material.  I  think  where  you  alter  the 
criminal  law  and  make  a  man  liable  to  14  years  in 
the  penitentiary,  the  courts  will  require  very  clear 
language  to  show  that  you  intended  to  make  the 
■alteration.  The  lion,  gentleman  says  that  every 
statement  a  man  makes  upon  oath  should  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  same  penalties,  whether  the  statement 
has  reference  to  the  material  issue  before  the  court 
or  not.  Now,  supposing  a  man  is  called  to  give 
evidence  on  a  question  of  fact,  and  the  lawyer 
cross-examining  him,  goes  into  his  private  life,  and 
asks  questions  that  no  man  should  be  asked,  that 
no  witness  should  be  liable  to  be  asked — and  that 
has  occurred  ;  some  notable  cases  have  occurred  in 
England  where  questions  affecting  not  only  the 
character  of  the  witness  but  of  third  parties,  have 
been  asked,  cruel  and  brutal  questions,  I  am  not 
so  sure  in  my  own  mind  that  this  Parliament  is 
legislating  correctly  when  we  put  an  answer  to  an 
impertinent  question  of  that  kind  on  the  same 
footing  as  an  answer  which  a  man  ought  to  make  in 
justice  and  in  law,  truly  on  his  oath. 

Mr.  MASSON.  I  agree  with  the  lion,  member 
in  that  respect,  that  they  should  not  be  dealt  with 
in  the  same  manner. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  They  are  by  this  Bill. 

Mr.  MASSON.  They  are  put  in  the  same  cate¬ 
gory,  it  is  called  by  the  same  name,  but  the  hein¬ 
ousness  of  the  offence  is  greatly  different.  I  do  not 
know  any  other  way  to  reach  the  end  except  by 
putting  it  in  the  same  class  of  crimes.  A  man  is 
subpoenaed  for  the  purpose  of  giving  evidence  up¬ 
on  a  certain  issue,  and  he  goes  into  the  witness 
box.  He  has  had  plenty  of  time  since  he  was  sub¬ 
poenaed  to  consider  what  his  evidence  is  to  be  up¬ 
on  that  issue.  He  has  had  notice  of  that  subject. 
While  the  witness  is  under  cross-examination,  and 
excited,  it  may  be,  he  is  asked  questions  that  are 
entirely  immaterial,  and,  in  the  hurry  of  the 
moment,  he  may  give  answers  that  are  entirely 
incorrect.  What  impressed  me  in  view  of  this 
subject  was,  that  a  witness,  speaking  inadver¬ 
tently,  under  surprise,  might  make  misstate¬ 
ments  that  would  subject  him  to  a  prosecu¬ 
tion  for  perjury,  when,  in  fact,  the  man  may 
never  have  intended  to  make  a  false  statement. 
Of  course,  the  intent  would  be  a  matter  for  the 
jury  to  consider,  it  might  be  a  very  difficult  mat¬ 
ter  for  them  to  consider,  because  there  is  a  state¬ 
ment  proved  afterwards  to  be  untrue,  although  he 
ought  to  have  had  time  to  collect  his  thoughts  on 
that  subject,  and  to  know  what  he  wanted  to  say. 
That  is  the  greatest  objection  I  see  to  introducing 
the  immaterial  questions.  As  to  the  example  citec. 
by  the  lion,  member  for  Prince  Edward  Island, 


where  a  person  is  asked  as  to  his  own  character,  I 
do  not  consider  that  a  serious  objection,  because,  if 
his  own  character  is  open  to  suspicion,  it  is  right 
that  the  court  should  know  it. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  contend  with  the 
greatest  confidence  that  the  meaning  of  the  section 
is  exactly  the  meaning  of  the  clause  in  the 
Revised  Statutes.  It  cannot  be  that  “  deemed  ” 
is  to  be  primd  facie,  because  it  is  not  a  ques¬ 
tion  of  evidence.  It  is  always  a  question  of  law 
as  to  whether  a  statement  is  material  or  not, 
presuming,  of  course,  that  the  facts  are  not  dis¬ 
puted.  There  is  no  change  made  in  that  respect. 
But  when  the  statute  says  that  a  man  who  does  so 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  committed  a  certain  offence 
it  is  a  question,  primarily,  of  proof.  V  hen  Parlia¬ 
ment  says  that  evidence  shall  be  deemed  to  be  ma¬ 
terial,  no  witness,  no  judge,  no  court  can  deem  it 
otherwise,  no  matter  what  evidence  conies  up.  I 
think  that  is  clear,  and  it  has  been  so  decided  over 
and  over  again.  I  never  heard  a  doubt  expressed 
before.  But  as  regards  the  latitude  of  cross-exam¬ 
ination  I  think  what  the  lion,  member  for  Queen’s, 
P.E.I.,  has  said  is  correct.  We  can  doubtless  re¬ 
call,  in  our  experience,  many  cases  of  witnesses  who 
have  been  subjected  to  injurious  and  cruel  cross-ex¬ 
amination,  but  we  have  to  consider,  not  the  feel¬ 
ings  of  witnesses  nor  their  interests — because  these 
must  always  be  left  to  the  guardianship  of  the  tri¬ 
bunal — but  we  have  to  consider  the  necessity  of  ar¬ 
riving  at  the  ends  of  justice.  If  a  witness,  even  in 
a  moment  of  temper  or  anger,  under  provocation, 
under  irritation— and  it  is  a  ground  of  reproach  for 
any  counsel  thus  to  irritate  a  witness— if,  even 
under  these  circumstances,  he  states  what  is  false, 
with  a  deliberate  intention  of  misleading  the  tri¬ 
bunal  and  deceiving  the  court,  it  seems  to  me  he 
ought  to  be  amenable  to  the  penalties  for  perjury. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Suppose  a  man  is  put 
on  trial  for  perjury,  and  the  falsehood  is  deemed 
to  be  relevant,  it  can  be  contradicted. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  think  so, 
because  the  statute  says  that  whatever  he  said 
then  shall  be  deemed  to  be  material,  not  pre¬ 
sumed.  The  materiality  is  a  question  of  law, 
assuming  the  evidence  to  be  undisputed  ;  and  if 
the  evidence  is  disputed,  still  it  is  open  as  much 
as  it  was  then.  It  does  not  affect  the  question 
of  materiality.  The  fact  being  apparent,  that  he 
swore  to  such  and  sucli  a  transaction,  and  that 
the  statement  was  not  true,  it  is  for  the  court 
and  not  for  the  jury  to  decide  whether  it  was 
material  to  the  issue.  The  phrase  is  common  in 
criminal  law  that  if  a  man  does  so  and  so  he 
shall  be  “deemed”  to  have  committed  larceny, 
and  so  forth.  It  is  not  made  a  matter  of  pre¬ 
sumption,  but  it  is  a  declaration  by  the  Legis¬ 
lature  that  the  act  which  he  commits  constitutes 
that  offence,  and  no  one  can  gainsay  it. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  submit  whether, 
when  it  is  declared  by  statute  that  the  falsehood 
must  be  material,  it  could  not  be  met  by  evidence. 
It  has  been  claimed  that  this  is  not  material  to  the 
party,  although  he  may  be  seriously  injured  by  it, 
and  counsel  may  ruin  the  reputation  and  cast  sus¬ 
picion  on  a  party  who  is  not  before  the  couit  by 
the  very  questions  he  may  ask.  If  this  House  pro¬ 
poses  to  extend  the  liability  of  the  party  in  this 
way,  we  must  also  alter  the  present  law  as  regards 
the  rights  of  counsel. 
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Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  Taschereau,  in  the  chap¬ 
ter  on  perjury  in  his  work,  referring  to  the  report 
of  the  Criminal  Law  Commissioners,  says  : 

“  There  is  no  doubt,  however,  that,  according  to  all  the 
definitions  of  this  offence,  by  the  common  law,  the  party 
must  be  lawfully  sworn,  the  proceeding  in  which  the  oath 
is  taken  must  relate  to  the  administration  of  justice,  the 
assertion  sworn  to  must  be  false,  the  intention  to  swear 
falsely  must  be  wilful,  and  the  falsehood  material  to  the 
matter  in  question.” 

In  their  code,  as  he  understands  it,  they  do  not 
alter  the  essential  ingredients  of  the  materiality  of 
the  answer.  According  to  English  law,  it  is  still 
necessary  that  the  answer  should  be  material,  before 
it  is  possible  to  sustain  any  indictment  for  perjury. 

On  section  146, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Taking  these  sections 
together  I  must  say  they  are  inartistically  drawn 
and  will  require  to  be  redrafted.  In  section  143 
the  attempt  is  made  to  define  in  so  many  words  of 
what  perjury  shall  consist,  and,  rightly  or  wrongly, 
the  draftsman  has  omitted  the  words  “knowingly, 
wilfully  and  corruptly.”  They  were  left  out  pre¬ 
sumably  fora  purpose,  and  the  section  thus  defines 
perjury  to  be  something  other  than  it  was  techni¬ 
cally  defined  at  common  law,  thus  leaving  it  open 
to  the  interpretation  that  every  one  making,  under 
oath,  an  assertion  knowing  it  to  be  false,  was  guilty 
of  perjury.  The  subsequent  sections  define  perjury 
quoad  any  oath,  affirmation,  solemn  declaration  or 
affidavit,  as  different  from  perjury  as  defined  when 
made  during  an  examination  in  court.  In  section 
146  these  words  “  knowingly,  wilfully  and  cor¬ 
ruptly”  are  inserted.  It  is  not  desirable  to  have  two 
distinct  definitions  of  perjury,  and  section  146  might 
be  omitted  and  a  few  apt  words  added  to  section 
143. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes.  Let  the  section 
stand. 

Section  postponed. 

On  section  149, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  This  is  a  new  offence  al¬ 
together,  and  I  certainly  do  not  understand  at  pre¬ 
sent  exactly  what  it  is. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  an  analogous 
offence  to  making  a  false  statement.  It  is  fabrica¬ 
ting  circumstances  which  coincide  with  the  state¬ 
ment  made  by  a  witness.  There  is  an  illustration 
given  in  the  report,  in  which  a  person  was  charged 
with  firing  a  pistol  with  intent  to  kill.  The  de¬ 
fence  was  that  the  pistol  was  not  loaded  and  the 
discharge  was  only  intended  to  frighten.  Evidence 
was  given  that  a  pistol  ball  had  been  found  in  a 
tree,  in  the  line  from  the  spot  where  the  accused 
fired.  It  was  afterwards  discovered  that  the  ball 
had  been  placed  in  the  tree  by  those  interested  in 
the  prosecution,  in  order  to  supply  a  missing  link 
in  the  evidence.  In  the  cases  of  evidence  regard¬ 
ing  firearms  having  been  recently  discharged  and 
such  matters,  the  fabrication  of  evidence  is  not 
very  uncommon,  although  grave  cases,  like  the  one 
mentioned  in  the  report,  are  somewhat  rare. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  fail  to  grasp  the  dis¬ 
tinction  between  this  new  offence  and  subornation 
of  perjury. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  would  be  no 
subornation  of  perjury  in  a  case  such  as  quoted. 
Mr.  Mills  (Both well). 


On  section  150, 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  think  with  all  these  new 
penalties  you  will  have  to  get  increased  prison 
accommodation. 

Sir  J OHN  THOMPSON.  This  is  merely  show¬ 
ing  what  the  law  is. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  If  you  are  attempting  to 
codify  you  ought  to  do  so  with  the  whole  law  and 
not  with  a  part.  To  single  out  from  the  general 
law  of  conspiracy  one  particular  point,  and  not  to 
cover  the  vast  range  of  offences  which  the  law  of 
conspiracy  does  cover,  seems  to  me  a  peculiar 
proceeding. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  offence  mentioned 
in  this  section  is  one  which  we  ought  to  mark  with 
a  special  punishment.  This  kind  of  conspiracy 
which  tends  to  the  misleading  of  justice  is  closely 
analogous  to  perjury. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  are  the  new  reasons  for 
it  ?  You  propose  to  take  it  out  of  the  category  in 
which  it  is  now,  and  to  put  it  in  a  special  category. 
Could  the  lion,  gentleman  say  what  are  the  reasons 
for  that  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Itought  tobeaspecial 
offence  to  enter  into  conspiracy,  not  to  rolJa  man 
of  his  property,  but  of  his  life  and  liberty.  That 
tends  to  the  misleading  of  justice,  and  it  ought  to- 
be  made  punishable  just  as  perjury  is. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  That  reason  is  not  sufficient.. 
The  true  reason  would  be  that  the  punishment  for 
the  existing  offence  is  not  adequate,  and  that  you 
want  to  repress  a  species  of  crime  which  is  becom¬ 
ing  common.  Unless  there  is  some  special  object 
it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  not  desirable  to  make  this 
new  offence. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  is  no  punish¬ 
ment  assigned  to  it  otherwise  than  at  the  discretion 
of  the  court.  Where  it  relates  to  a  conspiracy  to 
prove  a  crime  against  an  innocent  person,  it  seems 
to  me  that  it  is  analogous  to  perjury,  and  ought  to 
be  marked  by  a  heavy  and  special  punishment. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  I  would  ask  the  Minister  of 
Justice  if  he  does  not  think  the  punishment  severe  ? 
The  punishment  for  conspiracy  to  murder  is  only 
ten  years.  If  you  conspire  to  make  a  false  charge 
against  a  man  that  would  cause  him  to  be  sentenced 
to  death  or  imprisonment  for  life,  the  punishment 
would  be  imprisonment  for  life.  In  section  231  it 
will  be  found  that  imprisonment  for  conspiracy  to 
murder  as  the  Bill  was  drafted,  was  10  years,  and 
that  was  made  14  years  in  committee.  It  seems 
to  me  that  is  quite  as  serious  an  offence  as  thfe  con¬ 
spiracies  mentioned  here. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  A  sentence  of  14  years 
is  almost  equivalent  to  life,  and  I  move  that  it  be- 
reduced  to  14  years. 

Amendment  agreed  to. 

On  section  151, 

Mr.  MULOCK.  This  provision,  imposing  a 
penalty  on  magistrates  for  taking  affidavits  which 
they  have  no  jurisdiction  to  take,  has  been  the  law, 
I  think,  for  many  years,  and  has  been  very  much 
disregarded.  I  think  it  is  a  law  that  ought  not  to- 
be  on  the  Statute-book,  so  far  as  punishment  by 
imprisonment  is  concerned.  Justices  of  the  peace 
I  are  not  learned  in  the  law,  and  it  has  always  been 
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their  practice  to  take  affidavits  in  good  faith.  I 
suppose  there  is  not  a  magistrate  in  Canada  to-day 
who  would  not  be  liable  under  this  clause  for  having 
administered  an  affidavit  when  not  authorized  to  do 
so.  I  think  the  only  punishment  imposed  should 
be  a  pecuniary  line.  After  all,  the  affidavit  would 
be  a  nullity.  I  think  we  ought  not  to  pass  legis¬ 
lation  which  is  certain  to  be  disregarded.  You  may 
impose  any  penalties  you  like  with  the  view  of  re¬ 
stricting  the  action  of  magistrates  ;  but  magistrates 
will  always  be  drawn  from  about  the  same  class 
they  are  to-dav,  and  they  will  probably  continue 
to  administer  affidavits  just  as  they  are  doing  now. 

I  am  not  in  favour  of  exposing  them  to  very  great 
risks.  They  have  very  few  rewards,  and  they 
accept  their  offices  in  the  public  interest.  As  in 
some  instances  we  have  made  the  law  more  severe, 
we  can,  I  think,  with  equal  propriety,  modify  it 
where  it  is  now  too  severe.  I  would  also  say  that 
if  you  want  to  have  uniformity  of  language,  there 
is  no  reason  why  you  should  continue  the  word 
“  affidavit  ”  in  the  first  section,  and  strike  it  out 
of  sub-section  2. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  struck  out  of  the 
main  section.  The  policy  of  this  section  is 
apparent  on  its  face,  namely,  to  prevent  the  taking 
of  oaths  on  trifling  occasions.  This  was  greatly  on 
the  increase.  %  Every  time  a  man  was  injured  or 
thought  he  was  or  had  any  complaint,  he  rushed 
off  and  made  an  affidavit  ;  and  although  the 
Act  does  not  prevent  by  any  means  all  extra¬ 
judicial  oaths,  it  has  suppressed  a  vast  number  of 
them.  The  frequency  with  which  statutory  decla¬ 
rations  have  come  into  use  shows  that  the  Act  has 
had  good  effect.  Of  course,  the  penalty  of  im¬ 
prisonment  will  not  be  imposed  on  a  magistrate 
who  acted  in  good  faith,  or  even  in  ignorance  of 
the  law. 

Mr.  MULOGK.  Does  the  ignorance  of  the  law 
excuse  him  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  will  save  him  from 
imprisonment.  We  leave  that  to  the  discretion  of 
the  court,  as  we  do  every  penalty.  When  we 
remember  that  the  Act  has  been  in  force  fifteen  or 
sixteen  years  and  nobody  has  been  imprisoned 
improperly,  we  have  reason  to  feel  confidence  in 
the  exercise  of  discretion  by  the  judges. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  think  we  may  assume  that 
there  are  many  cases  in  which  magistrates  have 
violated  the  law. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  And  this  extra  penalty  has 
never  been  enforced.  Why  ?  »Because  it  was 
against  the  conscience  of  the  courts. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  the  fact  that 
imprisonment  may  be  inflicted  has  prevented  many 
violations  of  the  law  by  magistrates. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  willing 
to  trust  every  judge  with  full  discretion.  I  do  not 
wish  to  trust  judges  with  more  discretion  than  is 
necessary.  Their  powers  should  not  be  greater 
than  reasonably  necessary.  The  hon.  gentleman 
will  remember  that  at  one  time  nearly  half  the 
town  of  Calgary  was  in  prison  through  the  unwise 
discretion  of  a  judge  there. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  was  an  act  of 
indiscretion. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  He  was  your  own  appointee. 


Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  beg  your  pardon. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  never  knew  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  to  repudiate  that  before. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  should  feel  very 
sorry  for  that  myself. 

Mr.  MULOCK:  At  all  events  he  was  appointed 
by  the  Government  only  a  few  years  ago,  and  the 
town  had  to  transact  most  of  its  business  in  the 
gaol  at  the  time,  as  most  of  the  leading  citizens, 
were  in  gaol.  Has  the  hon.  gentlemanany  evidence 
that  there  are  not  more  such  persons  in  the  service 
to-day  ?  Why  give  more  power  than  is  necessary  ? 
That  is  the  weak  point  of  the  whole  of  this  Bill. 
The  Minister  is  clothing  the  magistrates  and  judges 
with  more  power  than  is  required  for  the  public 
interests.  I  move  that  the  words,  “  imprisonment 
not  exceeding  three  months”  be  struck  out. 

Amendment  negatived. 

On  section  152, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  1  think  that  creates  an 

undefinable  offence  which  might  be  construed  in  a 
very  harsh,  unreasonable  way.  Every  man  de¬ 
feated  in  a  suit  has  often  the  impression  that  the 
witnesses  who  swore  against  him  conspired  to. 
defeat  the  ends  of  justice. 

Section  dropped. 

On  section  154, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Why  make  this  a  crimi¬ 
nal  matter  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  In  the  public  interest 
a  private  individual  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  dis¬ 
continue  a  penal  action,  and  for  his  own  advantage 
enable  an  offender  to  escape.  The  reasoning  is  the 
same  as  against  compounding  a  felony. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.  I. )  Many  actions  are  brought 
under  the  election  law  in  the  heat  of  excitement,., 
shortly  after  an  election,  for  penalties,  which  the 
parties  afterwards  do  not  want  to  go  on  with  and 
which  is  not  desirable,  in  the  public  interests,, 
should  be  gone  on  with.  It  is  often  very  desirable 
in  actions  for  small  penalties  of  §200  or  §300,  that 
they  should  be  settled,  the  parties  paying  costs  and 
no  penalty  exacted,  and  all  ill-feeling  at  an  end. 
Often  these  actions  are  brought  for  penalties  right 
after  an  election,  when  no  public  end  is  served  by 
bringing  them,  and  which  the  parties  drop  after 
cool  reflection. 

Mr.  MASSON.  I  think  the  provision  that  they 
may  be  settled  with  the  consent  of  the  court  is 
quite  sufficient  to  meet  that  case.  The  penalty  is 
imprisonment  only.  I  should  think  it  ought  to  be 
imprisonment  or  fine. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  clause  is  taken 
from  the  law  of  the  Province  of  Quebec,  and  I 
should  like  to  hear  from  the  gentlemen  from  that 
province  what  their  views  are  about  it. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  share  altogether  the  views 
expressed  by  my  hon  friend  beside  me  (Mr.  Davies, 
P.E.I.),  and  I  might  call  attention  to  a  class  of 
penalties  in  our  province,  which  are  always  very 
odious.  For  instance,  there  is  a  provision  that 
if  partnerships  are  not  registered  within  a  certain 
time,  a  penalty  of  $200  is  thereby  incurred.  The 
courts  have  taken  every  means  to  set  aside  and 
dismiss  such  actions.  Very  often  these  actions 
are  taken  in  a  fit  of  anger.  A  partnership  may 
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sue  a  debtor,  and  the  debtor  out  of  revenge  may 
take  action  for  the  penalty  of  non-registration. 

Mr.  MASSON.  I  move  that  all  the  words  after 
“liable”  be  struck  out,  and  the  following  inserted: — 
“To  a  fine  not  exceeding  the  penalty  compounded 
for.” 

On  section  160, 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  If  there  is  no  further 
crime  committed  than  the  escape,  it  seems  to  me  to 
be  a  natural  thing,  and  not  a  moral  offence,  for  a 
man  to  endeavour  to  regain  his  liberty. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  have  a  great 
many  places  of  detention  in  Canada  which  are  very 
insufficiently  guarded  and  secured,  and  it  is  a  great 
assistance  to  the  officers  that  the  prisoners  can  be 
informed  that  the  mere  fact  of  escaping  is  an  offence 
in  itself.  It  may  be  more  effective  as  a  prevention 
than  a  cure,  because  we  are  never  able  to  get  a  con¬ 
viction  in  the  case  of  the  man  who  does  escape. 

On  section  163, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  In  connection  with  the 
enormous  powers  we  have  given  constables  to  arrest 
men  without  warrants,  I  doubt  whether  in  this 
clause  we  are  not  legislating  in  an  extreme  direc¬ 
tion.  Now,  if  this  law  passes  a  man  can  be  arrested, 
in  many  cases,  without  a  warrant  at  all,  and  you 
make  him  guilty  of  an  indictable  offence  if  he 
escapes  from  lawful  custody.  Supposing  a  man  is 
arrested  without  a  warrant,  and  he  believes  that 
the  person  detaining  him  has  no  power  to  hold  him, 
and  believes  himself  justified  in  going — I  think  it 
is  going  too  far  to  make  him  guilty  of  an  indictable 
offence. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  we  must  have 
some  penalty  to  escape  Horn  lawful  custody.  Under 
our  present  Act  every  one  who  escapes  or  who 
rescues,  or  aids  in  rescuing,  any  person  from  law¬ 
ful  custody,  is  liable  to  imprisonment  for  any  term 
less  than  two  years. 

Mr.  FLINT.  It  might  be  well  to  give  the  court 
the  option  of  imposing  a  fine.  The  offences  are  not 
very  serious. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  difficulty  about 
the  fine  is  that  it  includes  the  graver  kind  of 
offences.  A  fine  might  be  resorted  to  in  some  very 
serious  cases.  I  think,  considering  it  is  the  maxi¬ 
mum,  we  had  better  leave  it.  An  hour’s  imprison¬ 
ment  will  satisfy  the  law. 

On  section  171, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  We  have  got  along  very 
well  without  importing  this  old  and  crude  and  mis¬ 
understood  law  on  blasphemy.  There  is  nothing 
to  justify  us  in  specifying  these  new  offences,  as 
there  has  been  no  instance  to  justify  Parliament  in 
adopting  this  new  offence.  I  am  sure  you  will 
create  a  good  deal  of  ill-feeling  by  this  legislation. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  an  old  offence, 
and  when  we  are  specifying  offences  and  describing 
punishment  for  them,  we  must  define  this  offence 
within  the  limits  of  experience,  or  we  must  treat 
it  as  no  offence  at  all,  which  we  would  hardly  be 
disposed  to  do. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Leave  it  as  a  question  of  fact 
to  be  disposed  of  by  the  jury. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  We  live  in  an  age  of 
religious  liberty,  and  a  man  should  be  allowed  a 
Mr.  Laurier. 


deal  of  latitude  in  expressing  his  opinions  on  this 
subject. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  Does  the  hon.  gentleman  think 
that  any  more  liberal  language  could  be  used  than 
is  used  in  this  section  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  would  leave  it  as  it  is. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  are  not  any  more 
stringent  in  this  section  than  the  common  law,  and 
we  are  putting  in  a  fair  qualification  about  blas¬ 
phemous  libels,  and  one  consistent  with  modern 
experience  and  modem  liberty  of  speech.  This 
protects  from  punishment  any  one  who  expresses 
in  good  faith  and  in  decent  language  his  arguments 
upon  any  religious  subject  whatever. 

On  section  177, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Is  there  any  definition 
of  what  constitutes  an  indecent  act  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  No. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  This  section  leaves  a 
very  large  discretion  in  the  hands  of  two  justices 
of  the  peace.  They  might  put  a  very  curious  con¬ 
struction  upon  the  words  “  indecent  act.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  must  be  in  the 
presence  of  one  or  more  persons. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  If  the  case  were  tried 
before  a  judge  of  a  Superior  Court,  who  is  trained 
in  such  cases,  one  would  not  have  any  objection  ; 
but  many  justices  of  the  peace  are  not  trained 
men,  and  are  not  capable  of  appreciating  the 
niceties  of  the  English  language,  nor  would  they 
have  any  standard  to  guide  them.  One  justice 
might  hold  that  to  be  indecent  which  another 
would  perhaps  laugh  at. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  What  would  you 
suggest  ? 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  makes  the  objection 
stronger  is  that  in  the  next  section  you  make  a 
gross  act  of  indecency  an  indictable  offence.  It  is 
difficult  to  know  what  is  a  gross  act  of  indecency, 
and  what  is  not. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  You  get  the  higher 
judge  for  the  indictable  offence. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  All  these  offences 
against  morality  have  crept  into  the  common  law 
from  the  earlier  ecclesiastical  law,  and  they  were 
rather  sins  than  crimes,  not  being  attacks  upon 
property  or  life,  or  upon  any  other  members  of  the 
community.  The  offences  are  wholly  subjective, 
and  altogether  different  in  that  respect  from  the 
other  crimes  embraced  in  the  Statute-book  ;  and  it 
is  a  question  whether  crimes  of  this  sort  should  be  • 
punished  by  long  terms  of  service  in  the  penitenti¬ 
ary.  I  do  not  think  they  should.  I  think  that 
flogging,  or  something  of  that  sort,  and  the  dis¬ 
charge  of  the  prisoner  is  preferable,  and  a  far  better 
deterrent  than  anything  else. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  is  a  distinction, 

I  think.  We  only  punish  them  as  crimes  where 
they  are  offensive  to  the  people,  or  set  a  bad  exam¬ 
ple.  As  to  section  178,  relating  to  acts  of  gross 
indecency,  I  have  no  objection  to  reducing  the 
term  of  imprisonment,  considering  that  whipping 
accompanies  it.  It  is  impossible  to  define  these 
cases  by  any  form  of  words. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Why  not  retain  the  word 
“grossly  ”  which  is  in  the  present  law? 

Section  postponed. 
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On  section  179, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  We  should  take  care  not 
to  err  on  the  side  of  prudish  ness.  The  other  day 
in  London  some  one  brought  an  action  against  an 
exhibitor  for  exhibiting  an  indecent  picture.  The 
picture  was  in  reality  a  work  of  art,  and  it  was 
only  after  the  exhibitor  brought  artists  to  prove 
this,  and  after  the  public  press  had  brought  its 
engine  of  ridicule  to  bear  upon  the  action,  that  the 
case  was  dismissed.  A  man  may  have  in  his  pos¬ 
session  a  picture  which  some  people  would  object 
to  as  being  indecent,  which  is  not  necessarily  inde¬ 
cent,  and  there  are  many  pictures  imported  by  ex¬ 
hibitors  which,  in  the  eyes  of  the  inexperienced 
might  be  supposed  to  be  inde  cent,  and  it  would  be 
well  for  us  to  see  that  we  do  not  go  too  far  in  this 
matter.  Artists  and  others  engaged  in  the  study 
of  human  anatomy  often  have  pictures  in  their 
studios  which  some  people  might  think  indecent. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  is  a  great  deal 
of  force  in  what  the  hon.  gentleman  has  said,  but 
it  is  difficult  to  be  very  definite  in  legislation  of  the 
vague  character  which  legislation  dealing  with  in¬ 
decent  offences  must  have.  There  have  been  many 
petitions  laid  on  the  Table  for  legislation  in  this 
direction,  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  it  is  needed 
for  the  purpose  of  preventing  indecent  shows  and 
pictures  and  photographs.  There  are  photographs 
for  sale  now  such  as  would  not  at  all  come  within 
the  category  of  works  of  art,  as  they  have  no 
attraction  at  all  to  the  customer  except  their  inde¬ 
cency,  and  the  object  is  to  put  a  stop  to  that  kind 
of  business. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  I  think  that  is  covered 
by  sub-sections  (a)  and  ( b . ) 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  You  would  not  punish 
the  person  who  has  them  in  stock  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.  I. )  The  language  in  the  Bill, 
as  originally  drawn,  taken  from  the  Bill  of  1880,  is 
carefully  framed  and  is  all  right.  It  must  be  a 
picture  exposed  to  public  view  and  tending  to  cor¬ 
rupt  morals,  but  you  have  amended  that  by  saying 
that  any  photographer  who  keeps  a  picture  which 
others  may  choose  to  call  an  indecent  picture  is 
liable  to  prosecution.  We  know  how  differently 
different  minds  view  these  things.  An  artist  will 
look  at  it  from  the  standpoint  of  art  almost  entirely  ; 
another  man,  prudishly  inclined,  may  think  it 
comes  within  this  section. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  the  same  with  re¬ 
gard  to  almost  all  these  matters.  In  some  cities 
the  restrictions  in  regard  to  pictures  and  books  have 
been  carried  almost  to  a  ridiculous  extreme,  but 
still  the  public  would  rather  have  a  protection  of 
this  kind  and  run  the  risk  of  its  being  carried  to 
excess  than  be  without  the  protection.  There  are 
cases  which  are  well  known  of  photographers’ 
establishments  where  immoral  pictures  are  kept 
ill  order  to  satisfy  curiosity  and  are  not  offered 
for  sale,  and  the  knowledge  of  the  existence  of 
these  led  the  committee  to  propose  this  addition. 
I  have  hjsard  of  books  being  seized  in  Montreal 
most  unjustifiably  under  a  provision  of  this  kind  in 
the  city  by-law,  and  of  pictures  of  sculptui’e  being 
seized.  This  of  course  shows  a  great  want  of  com¬ 
petency  on  the  part  of  those  who  administer  the 
law,  but  the  law  is  aimed  against  gross  indecency 
in  matters  of  this  kind,  and  it  is  impossible  to  nar¬ 


row  the  definition  down  by  any  language  that  we 
can  use. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  section  originally 
was  artistic,  and  provided  that  to  constitute  the 
offence  the  party  must  publicly  sell  or  expose  for 
public  sale  or  to  public  view  the  picture  or  other 
alleged  obscene  article  or  book,  and  that  must  be  of  a 
character  which  would  tend  to  corrupt  morals,  and 
in  the  latter  part  of  the  section  it  said  that  the 
motives  and  objects  of  the  publisher  or  exhibitor 
should  be  altogether  irrelevant.  Now  you  have 
interpolated  the  statement  that  if  any  man  takes 
a  photograph  of  any  picture  of  this  kind,  he  is 
liable  to  the  penalty  and  his  motives  are  irrelevant, 
leaving  out  the  provision  as  to  this  tending  to  cor¬ 
rupt  morals.  A  photographer  necessarily  takes 
copies  of  pictures  which  in  the  minds  of  the  vulgar 
would  be  considered  indecent;,  but  he  may  have  the 
highest  motives  in  doing  so,  they  may  be  required 
for  art  students  and  may  not  have  been  at  all  in¬ 
tended  to  corrupt  morals.  I  think  the  amend¬ 
ments  are  calcitlated  to  do  more  harm  than  good. 

Mr.  MASSON.  In  the  committee  statements 
were  made  as  to  what  was  aimed  at  in  reference  to 
the  photographs.  It  was  alleged  that  it  was  be¬ 
coming  a  very  common  practice  by  many  photo¬ 
graphers  to  import  the  obscene  pictures  and  sell 
photographs  of  those  pictures,  and  the  intention 
was  to  stop  that  practice. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  will  stop  a  good  deal 
more  than  that. 

Mr.  MASSON.  It  may  be  that  the  language  is 
too  sweeping,  but  the  object  was  to  stop  photo¬ 
graphers  from  reproducing  obscene  and  indecent 
pictures,  the  photographs  being  distributed  to  the 
corruption  of  the  morals  of  the  country. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Would  not  this  cover 
the  case  of  photographers  who  are  called  into  a 
surgical  school  where  operations  are  being  performed 
and  photographs  are  taken  for  the  use  of  students, 
to  give  them  some  idea  of  the  character  of  a  disease  ? 
I  think  the  clause  is  quite  broad  enough  for  that. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  sub-section  3 
covers  that. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.  I. )  I  think  it  goes  so  far 
that  no  nude  picture  could  be  photographed,  no 
matter  how  high  a  work  of  art  it  may  be.  These 
pictures  are  in  private  houses  everywhere,  and 
many  a  man  would  have  to  remove  from  his  library 
or  his  drawing  room  pictures  which  are  perfectly 
innocent  and  calculated  to  do  no  harm.  I  approve 
of  the  section  as  it  was  originally  drafted  because 
there  were  the  two  limitations.  It  must  tend  to 
corrupt  morals.  That  is  all  right,  but  that  is  not 
extended  to  this  new  section.  On  the  contrary, 
this  new  section  stands  by  itself,  and  no  matter  how 
pure,  how  high,  or  how  noble  the  motives  of  the 
man  may  be,  the  mere  fact  of  his  having  in  his 
possession  the  photograph  of  a  nude  picture  which 
might  be  considered  indecent  by  some  men,  would 
.  subject  him  to  a  penalty. 

Mr.  MASSON.  If  the  picture  was  not  indecent, 
the  photograph  would  not  be  indecent. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  How  is  the  offence  to 
be  punished  of  persons  who  take  obscene  and 
indecent  photographs  of  pictures  which  persons  of 
ordinary  artistic  taste  would  consider  grossly 
indecent,  but  do  not  publicly  sell  them  but  bring 
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persons  to  their  studios  and  sell  them  privately  ? 
That  amounts  to  a  public  sale. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  think  we  are  over¬ 
doing  this  kind  of  legislation,  and  that  the  section 
as  originally  drafted  is  sufficient. 

On  section  180, 

Mr.  LAURIER.  In  sub-section  (a)  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  is  mixing  up  disloyalty  with  immorality. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  in  the  Post 
Office  Act,  chap.  35. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  That  may  be,  but  I  thought 
we  were  improving  that  Act.  This  chapter  deals 
with  offences  against  morality,  and  here  you  are 
joining  with  those  offences  the  transmission  of 
seditious,  disloyal  and  libellous  publications. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  suppose  it  would  be 
regarded  as  seditious  to  advocate  independence  or 
to  advocate  annexation. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Those  are  offences 
below  the  others  mentioned  here. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  There  was  a  member, 
I  think,  of  the  Local  Legislature,  representing  one 
of  the  divisions  of  Essex,  who  went  to  Woodstock 
sometime  ago  and  delivered  a  speech  in  favour  of 
annexation,  and  for  that  speech  he  was  not  inter¬ 
fered  with,  he  was  not  prosecuted.  It  was  allow¬ 
ed  to  be  within  the  limitation  of  the  exercise  of  his 
judgment.  I  suppose  he  proposed  to  bring  about 
these  revolutions  by  the  sanction  of  public  opinion; 
but  suppose  that  speech  were  printed  and  copies 
of  it  were  sent  through  the  post  office,  the  hon. 
gentleman  would  make  it  a  criminal  offence. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Not  unless  it  were 
disloyal.  The  agitation  of  the  question,  or  speak¬ 
ing  in  advocacy  of  a  change  in  the  relations  of  this 
country  with  other  countries,  to  which  change  Her 
Majesty  would  be  a  party,  could  in  no  sense  be  con¬ 
sidered  disloyalty. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  It  may  be  quite  proper  to  make 
the  sending  of  seditious  matter  an  offence,  but  the 
hon.  gentleman  will  see  that  a  provision  of  this  sort 
ought  not  to  be  made  in  this  chapter  dealing  with 
offences  against  morality.  Sedition  is  an  offence 
of  an  entirely  different  character. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  object  was  to 
gather  into  this  Act  the  penal  enactments  of  the 
statute,  but  I  have  no  objection  to  amend  this  sec¬ 
tion  by  striking  out  the  words  “seditious”  and 
“  disloyal.” 

Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock,  the 
Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

On  section  184, 

Mr.  FLINT.  I  think  the  words  “under  pro¬ 
mise  of  marriage,  or  by  threat,  or  by  the  exercise  of 
his  authority,  or  by  solicitation  or  the  making  of 
gift  or  present  ”  might  be  omitted,  as  these  would 
be  matters  of  evidence. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  This  section  is  very  wide.  It 
makes  it  an  offence  for  the  master  or  other  officer 
to  seduce  a  female  passenger,  but  it  applies  also  to 
seamen.  A  common  seaman  will  be  liable  to  the 
same  penalty  as  the  captain  or  any  officer  who  com- 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


mitted  a  like  offence.  Is  it  right  to  apply  the  same 
rigidity  of  law  to  a  seaman  as  well  as  a  captain  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  the  object  of 
the  section  is  to  protect  these  passengers  against 
the  interference  of  such  persons. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  am  not  intimately  acquaint¬ 
ed  with  maritime  matters,  but  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  punishment  of  an  officer  on  board  ship  is  a  pro¬ 
per  one  ;  although  a  common  seaman  ought  not  to 
be  treated  in  the  same  way.  An  officer  cannot  be 
too  severely  punished  for  such  an  offence,  but  a 
common  seaman  cannot  exercise  authority  in  the 
same  sense. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  intention  of  the 
draftsman  of  the  original  section  was  an  excellent 
one.  It  was  supposed  to  be  confined  to  ships 
bringing  immigrants  to  this  country,  and  to  apply 
to  a  class  of  passengers  more  or  less  in  a  helpless 
condition,  many  of  them  not  being  able  to  speak 
English.  These  immigrants  are  very  largely  under 
the  control  of  officers  of  the  ship,  and  it  was 
deemed  necessary  that  stringent  regulations  should 
be  passed.  If  we  are  determined  that  the  mere 
act  of  seduction  is  to  be  a  crime,  there  is  no  reason 
in  the  world  why  it  should  be  confined  to  offences 
committed  by  seamen  on  board  an  ordinary  ship. 
I  can  well  understand  the  motives  which  prompted 
those  who  drafted  the  Immigration  Act  to  throw 
very  stringent  restrictions  around  the  protection 
of  female  immigrants.  I  think,  however,  it  is  a 
mistake  to  incorporate  that  provision  in  a  general 
Act  and  to  make  it  a  crime  on  board  an  ordinary 
ship,  when  it  is  not  a  crime  when  the  same  people 
are  on  shore.  I  can  understand  that  possibly 
the  captain  of  a  ship  might  occupy  a  position 
which  gave  him  an  undue  advantage  over  his 
passengers,  but  I  cannot  understand  that  an 
ordinary  seaman  should  be  supposed  to  hold  that 
position. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  will  allow  the 
section  to  stand. 

On  section  187, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  suggest  that  sub¬ 
section  2  be  struck  out.  A  girl  at  the  age  of  sixteen 
is  a  mere  child,  and  I  do  think  the  brothel  keeper 
ought  to  be  given  the  chance  of  saying  that  she 
had  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  the  girl  was 
over  sixteen.  In  dealing  with  serious  offences 
against  children,  I  do  not  think  we  should  throw 
around  the  brothel  keeper  anj7  such  defence. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  have  no  objection 
to  striking  out  sub-section  2. 

Section  amended. 

On  section  189, 

Mr.  FLINT.  I  do  not  think  the  punishment  in 
this  case  is  severe  enough. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Make  it  four  years, 
then. 

Section  amended. 

On  section  190, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  This  section  is,  I  sup¬ 
pose,  taken  from  the  Indian  Act  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  So  that  if  an  Indian 
woman  went  into  prostitution  in  one  of  the  large 
cities,  she  would  be  liable  under  this  section  when 


2073 


[MAY  25,  1892.] 


2074 


a  white  woman  would  not.  In  the  Indian  Act  it  is 
intended  only  to  apply  to  the  Indian  reservations. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Is  this  intended  to 
apply  only  to  unenfranchised  Indians  ?  As  drawn 
it  would  apply  to  Indians  who  are  enfranchised, 
and  they  are  legislated  for  by  the  provinces,  as 
regards  their  civil  rights,  the  same  as  any  other 
-class,  and  are  not  distinguished  from  the  rest  of  the 
population  on  account  of  their  being  Indians. 
They  cease  to  be  under  the  protection  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  once  they  are  enfranchised. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  have  no  objection 
to  say  “unenfranchised.” 

Section  amended. 

On  section  191, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  Is  that  the  definition 
given  in  England  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  A  nuisance  which  only 
affects  the  comfort  if  not  a  criminal  act,  how  far 
should  you  define  a  nuisance  which  you  do  not 
make  a  criminal  offence  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  worthy  of 
•consideration. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  This  section  defines  a 
■common  nuisance  to  be  an  unlawful  act  or  omis¬ 
sion  to  discharge  a  legal  duty,  which  act  or  omis¬ 
sion  endangers  the  lives,  safety,  health,  property 
or  comfort  of  the  public.  There  are  many  acts 
which  are  lawful,  but  which  are  none  the  less 
a  common  nuisance.  For  instance,  a  man  may 
plant  a  saw  mill  or  an  electric  plant  with  engines 
in  the  vicinity  of  my  house,  the  noise  of  which 
renders  it  a  nuisance,  but  which  is  perfectly  legal 
in  itself.  He  may  build  a  large  saw-mill  in  the 
middle  of  a  lot  of  houses  and  may  put  in  an  elec¬ 
tric  plant  with  engines,  the  noise  of  which  may 
prevent  the  neighbours  from  sleeping.  It  is  not 
an  illegal  act,  but  it  is  a  nuisance  all  the  same, 
and  this  definition  says  a  nuisance  is  an  unlawful 
act  or  the  omission  to  discharge  a  legal  duty.  It 
may  be  a  lawful  act  and  yet  may  be  a  nuisance. 
If  this  provision  is  exhaustive,  and  if  this  is  to  be 
a  code,  I  should  oppose  this  section. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  This  is  a  definition 
for  criminal  purposes  only.  It  must  be  an  unlaw¬ 
ful  act,  and  it  may  be  one  which  endangers  health 
and  property,  and  it  is  intended  that  in  that  case 
it  shall  be  an  indictable  offence,  or  it  may  be  an  act 
which  affects  the  comfort  of  the  neighbours,  and 
then  the  proceeding  must  be  by  indictment.  The 
English  report  points  this  out  very  clearly,  and  the 
object  is  to  preserve  for  the  criminal  law  that  class 
of  cases  the  remedy  for  which  is  by  indictment,  but 
which  partake,  in  all  other  respects,  of  a  civil  pro¬ 
ceeding,  and  to  provide  that  it  shall  be  within  the 
purview  of  the  criminal  procedure  for  carrying  out 
the  abatement  of  the  mischief  done  to  the  public 
right.  There  are  cases  which  are  to  be  punished 
criminally,  there  are  those  which  can  be  met  by  a 
civil  action  between  private  individuals,  and  there 
are  those  where  the  offence  is  against  the  public 
and  which  require  to  be  proceeded  with  by  way  of 
indictment,  which  is  a  criminal  procedure,  though 
the  remedy  itself  would  more  partake  of  a  civil 
character. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  occurs  to  me  that 
that  class  of  nuisance  strictly  comes  within  civil 


rights.  Although  the  form  of  procedure  is  crim¬ 
inal,  still,  if  it  is  a  regulated  right  and  therefore  a 
civil  right,  it  does  not  belong  to  the  criminal  law, 
but  is  a  right  of  one  citizen  against  another. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  But  there  are  these 
cases  where  the  offence  is  against  the  public,  and 
the  proceeding  is  by  indictment,  and  the  object  is 
to  keep  that  class  of  cases  within  the  purview  of 
the  criminal  law. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  do  not  understand 
why  the  words  “  property  or  comfort  ”  are  used  in 
section  191,  which  is  the  defining  clause,  and  not 
in  section  192,  which  provides  for  the  punishment 
of  the  offence. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  to  reach  the 
class  referred  to  in  section  193  w  here  the  comfort 
of  the  public  is  affected,  and  which  can  only  be 
reached  through  the  criminal  law  procedure,  and 
we  do  not  want  a  man  sent  to  prison  for  that. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  appears  to  me  that 
the  procedure  should  give  way  to  the  fact  and  that 
this,  being  a  matter  of  civil  right,  should  be 
dropped  out  of  the  criminal  law  altogether,  and 
should  be  left  to  the  Provincial  Legislatures  to  pro¬ 
vide  for.  Under  section  92  of  the  British  North 
America  Act,  by  which  they  can  provide  for 
the  punishment  of  offences  under  a  local  statute, 
I  think  they  can  provide  the  system  of  procedure. 
If  they  were  to  provide  punishment  for  persons 
stealing  the  ballot  box  in  a  local  election,  I  think 
they  could  provide  the  procedure.  The  criminal 
procedure  as  well  as  the  criminal  law  generally  is, 
of  course,  under  the  control  of  this  Parliament, 
but  certain  forms  of  offences—  provincial  crimes,  as 
they  are  called  in  the  case  of  Russell  vs.  the  Queen 
in  the  judgment  of  the  Judicial  Committee — 
may  be  dealt  with  by  the  Local  Legislatures,  and 
surely  they  may  provide  the  procedure  in  such 
cases.  Once  you  admit  that  the  subject-matter  is 
not  in  itself  criminal,  then  the  subject  drops  out  of 
the  control  of  this  Legislature  and  you  can  properly 
omit  it  from  the  criminal  code  altogether. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Does  not  the  lion, 
gentleman  think  there  is  some  difficulty  in  the 
Local  Legislature  taking  what  is  now  a  common  law 
offence  and  providing  procedure  to  give  redress  in 
regard  to  it  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Take  the  case  of  some¬ 
thing  which  interfered  with  the  comfort  of  a 
particular  family  or  individual,  and  not  the  public 
at  large.  Anciently  it  was  doubtless  a  criminal 
offence.  Now  you  propose  to  leave  that  to  lie  re¬ 
dressed  by  a  civil  remedy.  It  simply  amounts  to 
this,  that  it  is  no  longer  a  crime.  It  is  what  the 
jurisprudence  of  the  United  States  calls  a  police 
offence,  and  you  can  leave  it  to  the  proper  police 
remedy.  I  would  suggest  to  strike  out  the  words 
“  or  comfort.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  nuisance  might 
affect  property. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  There  is  another  state  of 
facts  which  this  clause  affects.  The  construction 
of  a  wharf  is  in  one  sense  an  unlawful  act  in  so  far 
as  it  may  interfere  with  navigation.  Now,  sup¬ 
posing  under  these  two  sections  an  individual  were 
personally  injured  and  he  brought  an  indictment 
against  the  owner  of  the  wharf,  the  owner  would 
be  in  an  awkward  position.  I  was  going  to  sug¬ 
gest  whether  that  last  line  is  necessary.  You  are 
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providing  here  for  public  injuries  which  affect  the 
public  generally,  or  a  section  of  the  public,  which 
endanger  the  safety  of  their  lives.  So  far  so  good. 
But  when  you  go  on  to  provide  for  indicting  a  man 
who  commits  a  technical  nuisance  which  occasions 
injury  to  an  individual,  are  you  not  going  a  little 
further  than  necessary  ?  Now,  everybody  knows 
how  difficult  it  is  to  define  whether  a  wharf  is  a 
nuisance  or  not.  You  have  no  right  to  build  a 
wharf,  it  is  only  justified  by  the  peculiar  circum¬ 
stances,  by  the  greater  benefit  to  be  conferred  on 
the  public.  The  building  of  that  wharf,  although 
for  the  public  benefit,  and  although  it  interferes 
with  navigation  in  a  very  minor  degree,  still  it  may 
occasion  injury  to  an  individual.  It  seems  to  me 
under  that  definition  he  would  have  a  right  to  an 
action. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Would  he  not  in 
common  law  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.  I.)  Ido  not  think  so.  I 
think  if  it  could  be  shown  that  the  wharf  was 
necessary  to  carry  on  the  commerce  of  the  country, 
even  if  it  did  interfere  with  navigation,  the  indi¬ 
vidual  could  not  abate  it  as  a  nuisance. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  has  been  decided  in 
the  Supreme  Court  that  he  could  abate  it. 

Mr.  MASSON.  Would  not  the  effect  of  striking 
out  “comfort”  be  to  do  away  with  the  very 
example  cited  by  the  commissioners,  say  in  the 
case  of  a  highway  ?  It  is  only  the  public  comfort 
that  is  interfered  with  by  the  non-repair  of  a  high¬ 
way.  What  remedy  would  you  propose  for  that  ? 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  municipal  law  would  pro¬ 
vide  for  that. 

Mr.  MASSON.  It  does  not  at  present. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  It  does  in  my  province. 

Mr.  MASSON.  If  you  take  it  out  of  the 
calendar  of  criminal  offences  entirely,  then  an 
individual  especially  aggrieved,  instead  of  having  to 
resort  to  proceeding  by  indictment,  would  have  to 
take  upon  himself  the  responsibility  of  a  personal 
action  in  which  he  would  have  to  assume  all  the 
costs  of  such  proceeding. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  A  penal  action. 

Mr.  MASSON.  That  might  be.  It  is  only  a 
question  of  remedies,  and  how  to  enforce  it.  I 
think  you  would  strike  a  great  blow  at  the  public 
remedy  if  you  took  out  the  word  “  comfort.” 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  Does  a  public  indictment 
now  lie  against  a  corporation  or  person  who  injures 
the  comfort  of  an  individual,  unless  there  is  a 
pecuniary  damage '? 

Mr.  MASSON.  Not  the  comfort  of  an  individual, 
but  the  comfort  of  the  public. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  question  of  comfort 
is  a  question  of  injury. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  cannot  understand  how 
you  could  maintain  any  action  under  this  section. 
Under  the  first  section  you  define  a  common  nuisance 
to  be  so  and  so.  Under  the  second  section  you  say 
quoad  a  certain  character  of  this  nuisance,  you  can 
proceed  by  indictment. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  You  can  proceed  by 
indictment,  but  it  is  not  a  criminal  offence.  I  will 
let  191  and  193  stand. 

Mr.  Davies  (P.E.I.) 


On  section  194, 

Mr.  LAURIER.  This  class  of  offences,  selling 
for  human  food  articles  which  the  seller  knows  to 
be  unfit  for  human  food,  is  a  matter  of  police 
regulation,  and  should  be  left  to  the  provincial 
authorities.  What  is  fit  for  human  food  in  one 
country  may  not  be  so  considered  in  another. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Is  it  quite  safe  to 
leave  it  with  the  provincial  authorities  ? 

Mr.  LAURIER.  There  are  by-laws  in  force  in 
all  our  cities  providing  punishment  for  these  very 
offences. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  Certain  parts  of  the  country 
may  not  be  sufficiently  advanced  to  have  by-laws- 
such  as  we  have  in  Montreal,  Quebec  and  else¬ 
where. 

On  section  200, 

Mr.  FRASER.  Why  is  there  a  distinction  made 
between  the  three  classes  of  houses  ?  I  think  it 
would  be  just  as  much  a  violation  of  the  law  to 
prevent  an  entrance  into  the  first. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  will  look  into  that. 

On  section  203, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  How  long  is  that  upon 
our  Statute-books  ?  I  have  never  seen  that  notice 
posted  in  any  railway  ;  not  even  The  Government 
railway. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  about  14  years. 

Mr.  FLINT.  We  might  consider  whether  it  is 
worth  while  keeping  a  law  on  our  Statute-book 
which  is  never  observed.  I  would  not  favour  per¬ 
sonally  the  compelling  of  railway  companies  to 
place  this  notice,  as  it  disfigures  the  cars  and  nobody 
would  read  it.  It  would  not  strengthen  the  law  in 
any  way,  but  it  is  much  worse  to  have  a  law  which 
is  not  observed. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  seems  to  me  this  is 
unnecessary  legislation.  People  can  take  care  of 
themselves  just  as  well  in  a  railway  carriage  as. 
they  can  in  a  club  or  private  house.  I  do  not 
think  the  section  is  a  good  one.  If  a  man  chooses 
to  play  for  a  dollar  or  two  in  a  railway  car,  and 
loses  it,  let  him  lose  it  and  have  done  with  it.  I 
object  to  having  laws  on  our  Statute-book  which 
are  not  observed.  Constant  legislation  against 
social  habits  which  is  not  enforced  is  calculated  to 
bring  the  law  into  contempt.  We  have  had  this 
law  for  ten  or  twelve  years,  and  I  have  never  heard 
of  a  man  being  prosecuted  under  it  for  playing  a 
game  of  cards  on  a  train.  It  seems  to  me  a  very 
curious  kind  of  legislation. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  have  frequently 
seen  conductors  stop  playing. 

On  section  204, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  suppose  it  is  my 
duty  to  call  the  attention  of  the  committee  to  the 
addition  of  sub-section  2,  which  proposes  a  relaxa¬ 
tion  in  regard  to  betting  on  the  race-course  of  an 
incorporated  association  while  a  race  is  going  on. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  is  just  as  well  that 
the  committee  should  understand  that  we  are 
legalizing  betting  on  a  race-course.  I  do  not  know 
that  the  committee  is  prepared  to  do  that. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  The  law  has  always  allowed 
betting  on  horse  races. 
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Mr.  DAVIES  (P. E.I. )  I  do  not  think  you  can 
recover  a  bet  on  a  horse  race. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  You  cannot  recover  a  bet  in  a 
court,  but  if  the  money  is  deposited  you  can 
recover  from  the  person  who  holds  it. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P. E.I.)  I  do  not  think  so. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  This  does  not  make  the  bet 
a  legal  debt,  but  it  prevents  it  being  a  criminal 
act. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P. E.I. )  Well,  it  is  the  most 
extraordinary  kind  of  legislation  I  ever  knew.  In 
the  one  case  you  make  it  criminal  for  a  man  to 
play  a  game  of  whist,  a  game  of  skill,  for  ten 
cents,  in  a  railroad  car,  and  in  the  other  case  you 
relieve  him  from  a  criminal  action  if  he  bets  a 
thousand  dollars  on  a  horse  race. 

Mr.  MASSON.  I  never  have  approved  of  the 
stringent  provisions  in  reference  to  playing  cards 
on  a  railway  car,  but  that  has  been  law  for  some 
time.  The  distinction  is  this  :  In  a  railway  car 
many  people  travel  who  do  not  play  games  at  cards, 
and  it  is  an  offence  to  them  for  these  games  to  go 
on  in  their  presence,  while  people  who  go  on  a  race¬ 
course  go  there  knowing  that  betting  will  be  going 
on  there. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  think  that  is  a  very  good 
argument  against  it,  because  people  may  be  in¬ 
nocently  drawn  into  a  game  in  a  car,  but  if  they 
go  to  a  race-course  from  malice  aforethought, 
surely  they  ought  to  be  punished  the  more. 

Mr.  MASSON.  I  do  not  think  my  hon.  friend 
has  understood  my  remarks.  I  did  not  say  that 
the  objection  was  to  a  person  innocently  playing  a 
game,  but  there  are  many  who  go  there,  who  not 
only  have  no  intention  of  playing  but  to  whom  it 
is  offensive  to  have  a  game  played  by  others  in 
their  presence  ;  and  for  the  protection  of  the  feel¬ 
ings  of  these  people  this  Act  was  introduced  by 
Mr.  Blake,  to  prevent  such  games  being  played  in 
a  public  convenience  such  as  a  railway  car. 

On  section  206, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  have  not  thought 
it  expedient  to  make  any  reference  to  any  other 
mode,  except  burial,  of  disposing  of  dead  bodies, 
which  may  hereafter  be  sanctioned,  such  as  crema¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Does  this  section  apply  to  an 
undertaker  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  a  common  law 
offence,  the  leaving  unburied  a  body  by  persons  re¬ 
sponsible,  either  through  relationship  or  because 
they  were  employed  to  bury  it. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  Should  not  some  provi¬ 
sion  be  made,  under  sub-section  (6),  to  protect  med¬ 
ical  men  who  dissect  bodies  for  the  purposes  of 
science  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  They  will  only  come 
under  this  law  when  they  treat  a  dead  body  im¬ 
properly  or  indecently. 

Mr.  BERGIN.  There  are  anatomy  Acts  in  Ont¬ 
ario  and  Quebec  which  cover  these  points. » 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  are  in  all  the 
provinces. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  A  Provincial  Legislature 
could  not  interfere  in  so  far  as  this  is  a  criminal  of¬ 
fence. 
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On  section  207, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  seems  to  me  there  are 
parts  of  this  unnecessary. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  think  we 
need  that  section. 

Section  dropped. 

On  section  210a, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  As  to  the  criminal 
offence  which  you  are  here  creating,  I  am  afraid 
you  are  likely  to  give  rise  to  considerable  litigation 
and  to  cause  a  considerable  amount  of  annoyance 
to  the  husband.  There  are  two  sides  to  every 
question.  This  is  not  in  the  English  code  and  is  a 
new  thing.  The  wife  has  her  remedy  already,  if 
the  husband  does  not  provide  for  her,  she  can  get 
supplies  and  necessaries  from  any  one  who  will 
give  them  to  her,  and  the  husband  is  civilly  liable 
to  make  that  good. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  on  his  credit. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Yes. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  But  these  blackguards 
generally  have  no  credit. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  That  is  assuming  the 
man  is  a  blackguard,  but  that  is  not  always  the 
case. 

On  section  216, 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell}.  I  find  some  difficulty 
in  regard  to  the  declaration  that  a  child  becomes  a 
human  being  when  it  has  completely  proceeded  in 
a  living  state  from  the  body  of  its  mother,  whether 
it  has  breathed  or  not.  I  know  of  no  means  of 
judging  whether  it  has  lived  or  not  except  by  the 
fact  that  it  has  breathed,  and  the  information 
which  the  condition  of  the  lungs  affords.  If  we 
depart  from  this  test,  we  involve  ourselves  in  very 
great  difficulty.  If  the  child  has  breathed,  the 
condition  of  the  lungs  will  show  it. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  only  one  of 
the  tests. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  By  what  other  test  are 
you  going  to  ascertain  this  fact  ?  Suppose  a  child 
was  said  to  have  been  born  alive,  and  it  had  not 
breathed,  how  would  you  proceed  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  fact  of  the  lungs 
floating  in  water  is  the  usual  test. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  If  you  eliminate  the 
three  tests,  that  the  child  breathed,  that  it  had  an 
independent  circulation,  and  that  the  navel  string 
was  severed,  what  other  tests  will  be  applied  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Any  other  medical 
tests  that  are  known.  This  section  simply  provides 
that  the  killing  of  such  a  child  is  homicide.  These 
tests  mentioned  may  be  the  only  ones  known  to 
medical  science,  but  the  common  law  is  flexible  so 
as  to  admit  the  application  of  any  other  test  that 
may  be  discovered  from  time  to  time  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Why  not  omit  the 
words  defining  the  different  tests,  for  there  is  ap¬ 
parently  no  necessity  for  mentioning  them  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  test  of  the  float¬ 
ing  of  the  lungs  is  principally  used  in  connection 
with  civil  cases,  where  it  is  necessary  to  prove  that 
the  child  breathed,  but  it  is  not  absolutely  relied 
on  as  a  test  in  criminal  proceedings. 
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On  section  236, 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  In  the  second  clause 
the  punishment  is  out  of  all  proportion  to  the 
■offence. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Every  one  under¬ 
stands  the  effect  of  concealment  of  birth,  which, 
although  in  itself  not  a  malum  in  se,  is  prohibited 
under  the  severest  penalties,  with  the  view  of  pre¬ 
servation  of  life. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  words  “  or  perma¬ 
nent  injury  ”  should  follow  the  word  ££  death/’ — 
‘ £  unless  she  proves  that  such  death  or  permanent 
injury  ” — in  first  part  of  section. 

Amendment  agreed  to. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  progress. 

ADJOURNMENT-BUSINESS  OF  THE 
HOUSE. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjourn¬ 
ment  of  the  House. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Can  the  lion,  gentleman  state 
what  he  proposes  to  take  up  on  Friday  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  propose  to  take 
the  Government  notice  of  motion  about  the  ap¬ 
pointment  of  judges  on  the  commission,  and  after 
that  the  Redistribution  Bill  ;  and  'when  that  is 
finished,  we  may  take  up  the  Criminal  Law  Bill. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  11.05 
p.m. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Friday,  27th  May,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

CONTROVERTED  ELECTION. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  have  the  honour  to  inform 
the  House  that  I  have  received  from  the  Registrar 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  a  certificate  of  the 
fact  that  the  appeal  in  the  Chicoutimi  and  Sague¬ 
nay  election  case  has  been  dismissed,  and  the  deci¬ 
sion  of  the  trial  judges  in  the  court  below,  voiding 
the  said  election,  remains  unaffected.  The  trial 
judges  having  reported  that  corrupt  practices  ex¬ 
tensively  prevailed  at  the  said  election,  I  have,  in 
conformity  with  section  48,  chapter  9  of  the  Re¬ 
vised  Statutes,  withheld  the  issue  of  my  warrant 
for  a  new  election,  pending  the  decision  to  be  taken 
by  the  House  in  the  matter. 

DOMINION  LANDS  ACT. 

Mr.  DEWDNEV  moved  for  leave  to  introduce 
Bill  (No.  89)  respecting  Dominion  lands.  He  said  : 
In  explaining  the  Bill,  I  may  state  that  section  1 
simply  repeals  the  clause  in  the  old  Act  which  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  laying  out  of  lands  in  blocks  of  four 
townships  each  before  any  further  division  took 
place.  This  has  been  found  to  be  inconvenient, 
and,  in  many  cases,  impossible.  By  section  2,  an 
addition  is  made  to  clause  21  in  the  old  Act  in 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


order  to  enable  us  to  avail  ourselves  of  the  triangu¬ 
lation  surveys  being  made  in  the  Rocky  Mountains, 
where  survey  in  the  ordinary  way  is  absolutely 
impracticable.  In  section  3  we  strike  out  the 
words,  ££  or  hereafter  obtains,”  where  they  relate 
to  the  pre-emption  privilege,  which  has  been  abol¬ 
ished  ;  and  we  add  a  proviso  so  that  the  settler 
may,  at  his  option,  reside  on  his  first  homestead 
while  earning  a  patent  for  a  second  homestead, 
provided  such  second  homestead  adjoins  the  first  ; 
but  he  is  obliged  to  cultivate  a  substantial  area  of 
the  second  homestead.  Section  4  extends  the  time 
for  second  homesteading  from  the  2nd  of  June, 
1887,  to  2nd  of  June,  1889.  As  the  law  now  stands 
those  who  have  not  complied  with  the  conditions  of 
their  entry  before  the  2nd  June,  1887,  are  not  entitled 
to  another  entry ;  and  it  has  been  con  tended  that  this  is 
unfair  to  those  who  had  homestead  entries  in  1886, 
when  the  second  homesteading  was  abolished,  and 
who,  although  they  completed  their  homestead 
duties  after  the  date  mentioned,  were  induced  to 
settle  in  the  country  on  the  strength  of  the  second 
homestead  provision.  Section  5  provides  facilities 
for  the  closing  up  of  roads,  where  the  statutory  road 
allowance  is  not  suitable  for  the  purposes  of  a 
highway.  The  intention  is  to  give  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  of  the  North-West  the  power,  with  the 
consent  of  the  Governor  in  Council,  to  close  up 
such  a  road  allowance,  take  other  land  for  a  road, 
and  authorize  such  disposition  of  the  original  road 
allowance  as  may  be  found  expedient  in  the  public 
interest.  Section  6  gives  the  Governor  in  Council 
the  power  to  grant  the  right  to  construct  irrigation 
ditches,  &c.,  through  public  lands.  Section  7  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  proper  disposal  of  mineral  lands  in 
the  Rocky  Mountains  Park.  Licenses  of  occupa¬ 
tion  are  now  authorized,  but  this  title  is  of  so 
limited  and  precarious  a  character  that  it  is  found 
that  capitalists  will  not  risk  upon  such  security 
the  investment  of  money  necessary  for  proper 
development.  It  is  proposed  to  authorize  the 
granting  of  leases  in  the  Rocky  Mountains  Park  or 
in  respect  of  other  public  lands  for  a  term  not  ex¬ 
ceeding  twenty  years. 

Motion  agreed  to.  and  Bill  read  the  first  time. 

WRIT  FOR  PONTIAC. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  On  this  day  week  I  enquired 
about  the  electoral  writ  for  the  County  of  Pontiac. 
I  understand  that  it  has  not  yet  been  issued. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  has. 

BUSINESS  OF  THE  HOUSE. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  : 

That  the  Order  of  business  under  Rule  19,  for  Wednes¬ 
days,  be  made  the  Order  of  business  for  Mondays  for  the 
remainder  of  the  session. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

CHARGES  AGAINST  SIR  A.  P.  CARON. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  : 

That  this  House  do  approve  of  the  appointment  of  the 
Honourable  Mr.  Justice  Routhier,  of  the  Superior  Court 
in  the  District  of  Quebec,  and  of  the  Honourable  Mr. 
Justice  Tait,  of  the  Superior  Court  in  the  District  of 
Montreal,  as  members  of  a  commission  to  be  appointed 
under  chapter  114  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Canada,  to 
take  evidence  as  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  certain  allega¬ 
tions  and  charges  against  the  Honourable  Sir  A.  P.  Caron, 
one  of  the  Queen’s  Privy  Councillors  for  Canada,  and  a 
member  of  the  House  of  Commons  of  Canada,  as  set  forth 
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in  a  resolution  adopted  by  this  House  on  the  fourth  day  of 
May  instant. 

He  said  :  1  will  forbear  presenting  any  remarks  to 
the  House  upon  the  names  submitted  as  commis¬ 
sioners,  because  anything  I  would  say  upon  that 
subjec  :  might  be  altogether  by  way  of  anticipation 
of  criticisms  which  may  not  be  offered.  I  will, 
therefore,  merely  say  that  as  regards  the  number 
proposed  to  be  appointed,  it  has  seemecl  that  two 
would  be  sufficient,  inasmuch  as  no  judgment  is  to 
be  arrived  at,  but  merely  evidence  taken  by  these 
judges.  It  is  intended  that  the  instructions  to  be 
issued  to  the  commissioners  will  guard  against  any 
possible  disagreement  in  the  discharge  of  their 
duties,  by  providing  that  if  they  should  differ  at 
any  time  as  to  the  admissibility  of  any  evidence,  the 
evidence  shall  nevertheless  be  taken,  and  they  shall 
report  the  points  on  which  they  have  differed  in 
opinion. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Upon  every  other  occasion  and 
every  other  question,  I  would  very  willingly  accept 
the  invitation  just  extended  to  this  side  of  the 
House  by  the  lion,  gentleman,  and  review  the  quali¬ 
fications  of  the  high  judicial  functionaries  whom 
he  offers  to  the  approval  of  this  House  as  members 
of  the  commission  to  investigate  charges  brought 
against  the  Postmaster  General ;  or  rather  not  the 
charges  brought  against  the  Postmaster  General, 
but  those  framed  by  the  Government  out  of  the 
charges  brought  against  him  by  the  hon.  member 
for  West  Ontario.  Not  so,  however,  upon  this  oc¬ 
casion  or  upon  this  question.  Not  a  word  shall 
pass  my  lips  as  to  the  qualifications  of  the  gentle¬ 
men  who  are  offered  to  the  House  as  members  of 
this  commission.  Not  one  word  shall  I  utter  either 
in  approbation  or  disapprobation  of  the  choice  made. 
I  have  nothing  to  say  as  to  the  qualifications  of  these 
gentlemen.  Everything  which  may  be  said 
of  them  might  be  of  the  highest  character, 
and  I  would  not  say  one  word  of  dissent. 
We  refuse  on  this  side  altogether  to  dis¬ 
cuss  the  qualifications  of  the  gentlemen  appointed 
members  of  this  commission,  because  we  object  to 
the  commission  in  toto.  We  do  not  recognize  it, 
and  will  have  nothing  to  do  with  it.  The  only 
tribunal  we  recognize  as  competent  to  try  and 
judge  the  Postmaster  General,  arraigned  before 
this  House  for  high  political  offences,  is  the  House 
itself  and  no  other.  I  venture  to  assert,  and  I 
make  the  assertion  with  the  greatest  assurance, 
that  the  course  taken  by  the  Government  is  one 
altogether  unprecedented  in  British  parliamentary 
history.  This  is  the  first  time,  either  in  this 
country  or  in  the  mother  land,  when  a  member  of 
the  House  of  Commons  being  accused,  as  is  the 
Postmaster  General,  of  high  political  offences,  the 
House  declined  to  enquire  into  them  itself,  but  re¬ 
ferred  the  matter  to  a  body  appointed  by  the 
accused. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Yes,  appointed  by  the  accused 
himself,  because  the  Postmaster  General  is  still  a 
member  of  the  Government,  and  there  is  solidarity 
among  all  the  members  of  the  Cabinet,  so  that  what 
is  done  by  one  is  done  by  all.  This  is  the  first 
time,  I  say,  that  in  parliamentary  history,  either 
on  this  side  or  the  other  side  of  the  water,  on  an 
accusation  being  brought  against  a  member  of  the 
Cabinet  by  a  member  of  the  House,  such  accusation 
was  referred  to  a  tribunal  selected  by  the  accused 


himself.  Upon  every  other  occasion,  the  practice 
has  been  invariably  to  have  the  House  deal  with  it 
by  referring  it  to  a  select  committee  of  the  House 
itself,  which  acted  under  the  supervision  of  the 
House,  the  House  reserving  to  itself  powers  which 
always  can  be  brought  into  motion,  if  thought 
necessary,  to  take  any  action  it  deems  proper  in 
order  that  speedy  and  substantial  justice  may  be 
rendered.  I  might  quote  examples  from  the  mother 
country,  but  without  referring  to  the  history  of  the 
mother  land,  I  can  cite  examples  from  our  own 
history.  In  1873,  a  charge  was  made,  well  known  to 
the  minds  of  all,  which  involved  the  greatest  accu¬ 
sations  against  the  Administration  of  the  day,  and  the 
Government  rejected  a  motion  for  an  investigation 
which  was  made  in  the  House.  But  only  a  day  or  two 
afterwards,  Sir  John  Macdonald,  then  leader  of  the 
House,  having  received  a  better  spirit,  probably 
from  a  higher  quarter,  came  before  the  House,  and 
asked  that  these  charges  should  be  tried — by  Royal 
Commission  ?  No,  by  a  sub-committee  .struck  by 
this  House.  It  is  true,  at  a  later  period,  the 
committee  was  superseded  and  a  Royal  Commission 
issued  ;  but  this  action  wTas  taken  for  reasons  which 
existed  then  and  which  exist  no  longer.  Up  to  the 
session  of  1873,  a  committee  of  this  House  was  not 
clothed  with  the  powrer  of  examining  witnesses 
under  oath  ;  and  a  Bill  was'passed  in  that  session 
giving  such  power  to  committees  of  this  House, 
and  it  was  only  after  this  Bill  had  been  disal¬ 
lowed  in  England,  that  a  committee  of  the  House 
was  superseded  and  a  Royal  Commission  issued  in 
order  that  an  enquiry  might  be  carried  on  before  a 
tribunal  competent  to  swear  witnesses.  Again,  in 
1890,  when  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford 
called  the  attention  of  the  House  to  the  charges 
which  appeared  in  the  newspapers  against  Mr. 
Rykert,  then  a  member  of  this  House,  the  Minister 
of  Justice  himself  proposed  a  reference,  not  to  a 
Royal  Commission,  but  to  the  Committee  on  Privi¬ 
leges  and  Elections.  And  again  last  year  when  Mr. 
Tarte,  then  a  member  of  this  House,  brought  grave 
charges  against  a  member  of  the  Administration, 
the  accusations  were  referred,  not  to  a  Royal  Com¬ 
mission,  but  to  the  Committee  on  Privileges 
and  Elections.  No  one  at  the  time  even 
suggested  that  the  enquiry  should  take  place 
before  any  other  body  than  that  which 
has  always  dealt  with  such  cases.  Now  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  take  a  new  departure.  We  are  not  to 
deal  with  these  charges  as  they  have  been  dealt 
with  formerly,  but  the  House  is  asked  to  deprive 
itself  of  its  undoubted  powers  in  that  respect  and 
delegate  them  to  a  Royal  Commission.  What  are 
the  reasons  advanced  for  this  step  ?  They  are  cer¬ 
tainly  very  singular,  in  view  of  the  position  of  a 
committee  of  this  House.  The  reasons  which  were 
advanced  by  the  Minister  of  Militia,  when  making 
this  proposition,  was  that  it  was  desirable  the  evi¬ 
dence  should  be  taken  by  gentlemen  who  woul  :1  not  be 
influenced  by  political  consideration  or  any  other 
consideration  except  a  desire  to  arrive  at  the  truth. 
This  is  certainly  a  very  strange  inference  the  hon. 
gentleman  drew  with  regard  to  the  morality  of  the 
majority  of  this  House.  If  those  charges  were 
investigated  by  a  committee  of  this  House,  this 
committee  would  be  composed  as  are  all  com¬ 
mittees  of  this  House  ;  that  is  to  say,  there  would 
be  a  majority  on  it  of  supporters  of  the  Government 
and  friends  of  the  Postmaster  General.  Now,  the 
inference  is  drawn  by  the  Minister  of  Militia  that 
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such  a  committee,  so  composed,  would  be  influenced 
by  political  considerations  and  not  by  a  desire  of 
arriving  at  the  truth.  I  would  like  to  know,  if 
such  be  the  case,  in  what  way  the  Postmaster 
General  would  suffer  ?  If  that  committee  were 
to  be  swerved  from  the  path  of  rectitude  by 
political  considerations,  certainly  the  Postmaster 
General  ought  to  be  the  last  man  to  object.  But 
however  that  mav  be,  we  have  no  such  fear  on 
this  side.  We  would  be  in  the  minority  on  that 
committee,  and  it  is  only  fair  and  right  that  we 
should.  It  is  only  fair  and  right  that  on  such  a 
committee  the  Opposition  should  be  represented  by 
a  minority  ;  but  we  want  to  have  the  investigation 
held  before  the  eyes  of  the  public  ;  we  want  to 
have  it  held  by  a  committee  of  the  House,  because 
if  the  committee  should  not  render  justice  we  can 
appeal  to  this  House  ;  and  if  we  cannot  obtain 
justice  before  this  House  we  can  appeal  to  the 
pixblic  at  large,  who  must  be  the  supreme  judges 
in  all  such  matters.  This  is  the  reason  why  we 
insist  on  parliamentary  rules  being  followed  on 
this  as  well  as  on  evei’y  other  occasion.  These 
rules  have  come  to  us  from  a  long  experience  in 
the  mother  land,  and  never  yet  has  it  been  sug¬ 
gested  that  they  should  be  departed  from  ;  and  so 
long  as  we  value  a  parliamentary  government,  it 
should  be  the  duty  of  us  all  to  adhere  to  these 
rules  with  the  greatest  tenacity  and  respect.  It 
may  be  true  that  the  Committee  on  Privileges  and 
Elections  would  be  rather  unwieldy,  composed  as 
it  is  of  something  like  forty  members  ;  but  if  we 
do  not  refer  those  charges  to  that  committee,  we 
should  refer  them  to  a  special  committee  of  five  or 
seven  members — I  would  suggest  five — who  would 
deal  with  them  according  to  the  customs  and 
traditions  of  parliamentary  government.  But  that 
is  not  all.  The  charges  which  it  is  proposed  to 
refer  to  a  commission  are  not  those  which  have 
been  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario. 
The  accusations  to  which  the  Postmaster  General 
would  have  to  answer  before  the  Royal  Commission, 
and  which  these  judges  would  have  to  investigate, 
are  not  the  identical  accusations  which  have  been 
brought  by  the  member  for  West  Ontario  (Mr. 
Edgar),  but  have  been  garbled  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  make  the  enquiry  almost  futile  in  its  object 
and  in  its  results.  They  have  been  defaced  in 
such  a  way  that  the  hon.  gentleman  has  stated  he 
can  no  longer  attempt  to  prove  the  allegations  he 
made  against  the  Postmaster  General.  There  are 
several  particulars  in  which  these  charges  have 
been  garbled,  but  I  will  call  attention,  only  to  one. 
Section  10  of  the  charges  brought  by  the  member 
for  West  Ontario  directly  charged  the  Postmaster 
General  with  having,  during  the  election  of  1887, 
in  twenty -two  different  counties,  expended  money 
which  he  had  received,  to  the  amount  of  §100,000, 
and  had  expended  in  order  to  assist  his  political 
friends.  This  charge  is  omitted  altogecher  and 
entirely  from  the  reference  to  the  Royal  Commission. 
It  has  not  been  only  omitted  from  the  charge 
itself  but  from  the  recital.  Is  it  to  be  supposed 
that  such  a  charge  as  this  ought  to  be  omitted  ? 
Are  we  to  be  told  that  in  such  conduct  charged 
against  the  Postmaster  General  there  is  no  guilt 
in  regard  to  which  Parliament  ought  to  make  an  en¬ 
quiry  ?  It  has  been  stated  that  the  investigation  of 
these  charges  would  practically  be  to  try  twenty-two 
elections.  Nothing  of  the  kind.  Although  those 
sums  of  money  have  been  spent  in  twenty-two  coun- 
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ties,  sums  varying  from  §4,000  to  §5,000  each, 
though  the  Postmaster  General  is  charged  with 
having  given  to  twenty-two  of  his  candidates  these 
sums  for  use  in  their  elections,  it  is  well  known  that 
all  these  seats  were  not  carried  by  the  Government, 
and  there  might  be  controverted  elections  in  those 
cases  ;  but  the  charge  is  much  broader  than  that. 
It  is  that  the  Postmaster  General  has  been  guilty 
of  a  conspiracy,  as  it  were,  not  perhaps  a  conspiracy 
in  law,  but  has  been  guilty  of  having  organized  a 
system  of  bribery  in  order  to  carry  on  elections  ; 
and  I  do  not  hesitate  to  say  that  it  is  so  serious  a 
charge  that  Parliament  ought  to  spare  no  effort  to 
obtain  an  investigation  into  that  matter.  If  that 
statement  of  fact  is  true,  this  is  an  end  of  parlia¬ 
mentary  government.  What  independence  are  you 
to  expect  from  members  who  have  received  from  a 
member  of  the  Government  sums  varying  from 
§4,000  to  §5,000  in  order  to  carry  on  their 
own  elections  ?  What  independence  can  you 
have  from  such  men  when  any  question  comes 
before  the  House  in  which  the  Government 
is  interested  ?  The  man  who  receives  that  is  no 
longer  a  free  agent,  but  is  the  tool  and  instru¬ 
ment  of  the  man  who  has  furnished  him  with  the 
money  to  carry  on  his  election.  It  is,  therefore, 
of  the  greatest  importance  to  have  these  charges 
investigated.  It  is  not  simply  a  matter  of  party 
controversy.  I  say  there  are  far  greater  and 
deeper  interests  than  party  interests  involved  in 
this  matter.  The  very  question  whether  we  shall 
be  ruled  by  parliamentary  government,  or  by  per¬ 
sonal  government  under  the  name  of  parliamentary 
government,  is  involved  in  this.  Yet  those  charges 
have  been  eliminated.  I  ask  the  House  to  pause 
before  coming  to  the  conclusion  here  proposed,  and 
to  look  well  before  taking  the  final  step.  It  is  not 
yet  too  late.  The  charges  brought  by  my  hon.  friend 
from  West  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar)  have  been  brought 
before  this  House,  and,  instead  of  having  a  garbled 
investigation  before  a  tribunal  which  is  not  the 
proper  one,  I  propose  that  we  should  have  a  proper 
investigation  into  all  the  charges  brought  by  that 
hon.  gentleman  before  the  House.  I,  therefore, 
move  in  amendment  that  all  the  words  after 
“That”  in  the  resolution  be  omitted  and  the 
following  inserted  instead  thereof  : — 

The  charges  preferred  against  Sir  A.  P.  Caron,  P.M.G-., 
by  Mr.  J.'D.  Edgar,  a  member  of  this  House,  from  his 
place  in  the  House,  on  the  sixth  day  of  April  last,  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  a  special  committee  of  five  members,  to  be  so 
struck  by  the  House,  to  enquire  fully  into  such  charges, 
and  for  that  purpose  to  examine  witnesses  on  oath  and  to 
send  for  persons,  papers  and  records. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  This  matter  is  of  the 
very  gravest  importance,  and  it  seems  to  me  rather 
an  extraordinary  thing  that  the  members  of  the 
Administration  propose  that  this  motion  shall  be 
allowed  to  go  without  even  a  discttssion.  The  hon. 
gentlemen  who  sit  on  the  Treasury  benches  may 
think  that  this  is  a  matter  of  no  consequence,  a 
matter  in  which  the  public  take  little  orno  interest, 
and  that  therefore  it  may  be  disposed  of  in  this 
summary  or  cavalier  manner.  I  do  not  think  that 
is  the  view  which  will  be  taken  by  the  public  at 
large.  Since  this  subject  was  first  brought  to  the 
attention  of  Parliament,  many  documents,  or 
the  facsimiles  of  many  documents  which  are,  no 
doubt,  referred  to  in  these  charges,  have  already 
been  laid  before  the  public,  and  I  apprehend 
that  hon.  gentlemen  will  find  that  the  charges 
made  by  the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario  will 
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be  regarded  as  charges  seriously  affecting  the  char¬ 
acter  of  the  Government  and  of  Parliament,  not 
only  by  lion,  gentlemen  on  this  side  of  the  House 
and  those  who  sympathize  with  them  politically, 
but  by  a  very  large  number,  and  I  am  in¬ 
clined  to  think  a  majority,  of  the  Conservative 
party  in  this  country  who  support  the  lion, 
gentlemen  on  the  Treasury  benches  and  who,  up 
to  the  present  time,  have  accorded  to  these  lion, 
gentlemen  their  confidence.  The  charges  are  of 
such  a  character  as  to  require  investigation,  and 
that  investigation  should  be  had  by  a  committee 
of  this  House  appointed  by  the  House  itself,  and 
by  no  other  body  whatever.  Sir,  I  have  been 
taunted  with  saying  that  the  rule  which  we  asked 
to  have  observed  in  the  trial  of  these  charges  is  a 
rule  which  dates  from  the  days  of  Edward  III, 
and  I  think  that  is  so.  I  have  taken  the  trouble 
to  copy  that  rule,  and  it  is  part  of  the  law  of  Par¬ 
liament  from  that  day  down  to  the  present.  The 
rule  is  as  follows  : — 

“  That  it  is  the  undoubted  right  of  the  Commons  to 
enquire  into  public  abuses,  and  to  impeach  the  councillors 
of  the  Crown  for  acts  of  corruption.” 

That  is  the  law  as  to  the  authority  of  Parliament. 
Are  the  charges  which  have  been  made  by  the  lion, 
member  for  West  Ontario,  charges  which  involve 
public  abuses  ?  Remember,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
charges  of  this  sort  do  not  relate  simply  to  mem¬ 
bers  of  Parliament ;  they  relate  to  Ministers  of 
the  Crown  in  their  official  capacity,  and  they  relate 
also  to  any  other  officers  of  the  state  having  im¬ 
portant  functions  to  discharge.  Sir,  Parliament  has 
never  delegated  to  any  other  body  this  inquisitorial 
power  ;  it  has  never  delegated  to  any  other  body 
the  right  to  enquire  into  existing  abuses,  or  into 
acts  of  corruption  charged  against  members  of  the 
Administration.  It  was  stated  at  an  earlier  period 
than  this  that  the  House  had  nothing  to  do  with 
enquiring  into  charges  against  members  unless 
those  charges  related  to  acts  performed  bj7  them  in 
their  capacity  as  members  of  the  House.  I  do  not 
understand  that  to  be  the  law'.  It  is  the  business 
of  Parliament  to  enquire  into  the  conduct  of  Min¬ 
isters.  Ministers  are  entrusted  writh  great  power  ; 
they  have  devolving  upon  them  important  public 
duties,  and  in  the  discharge  of  those  duties  they 
are  responsible  to  this  House.  If  it  be  a  question 
simply  of  public  policy,  that  question  may  be  dealt 
with  by  the  House  by  the  expression  of  its  want 
of  confidence  in  the  particular  Minister,  or  in  the 
Ministry  as  a  whole.  But  when  there  are  charges 
made  affecting  the  character  of  a  Minister  in  his 
official  capacity,  it  is  the  business  of  the  House  to 
investigate  those  charges  and  to  see  whether  they  are 
well  founded.  Now,  there  are  duties  devolving  upon 
the  House  with  regard  to  investigations  relating  to 
various  mat  ters,  and  iit  order  that  there  may  be  no 
confusion  in  the  minds  of  lion,  gentlemen  with  re¬ 
gard  to  these  matters,  it  is  well  that  they  should 
be  distinguished.  Parliament  has  again  and  again 
enquired  into  charges  made  affecting  the  character 
of  members  of  the  House  by  outside  parties,  and 
although  these  charges  are  of  such  a  character  that 
they  may  be  dealt  with  by  the  courts,  nevertheless 
if  they  are  of  such  a  character  that  they  affect  a 
member’s  standing  with  his  fellow-members  in  the 
House,  and  he  chooses  to  bring  them  under  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  House,  it  is  the  usual  practice  of  the 
House  to  deal  with  them  ;  and  I  know  of  but  two 
instances  in  the  whole  history  of  the  House  of  Com¬ 


mons  in  the  mother  country  where  that  rule  has 
been  departed  from,  and  where  he  has  been  left 
solely  to  the  redress  which  the  courts  of  law  may 
give  him.  But  that  does  not  apply  to  what  may 
be  said  against  a  member  in  the  discharge  of  his 
duties  as  a  member  ;  it  does  not  apply  to  the  case 
of  a  Minister  of  the  Crown  who  is  charged  with 
any  misconduct  in  office.  It  is  the  business  of 
Parliament  to  investigate  the  conduct  of  such  a 
Minister,  and  enquire  into  the  facts  and  ascertain 
what  foundation  there  may  be  for  the  charges,  and 
if  they  are  found  to  be  well  founded,  of  a  serious  char¬ 
acter,  then  those  charges  are  made  the  subject  of 
enquiry  by  the  House  of  Commons  and  formerly  with 
a  view  to  impeachment  before  the  House  of  Lords. 
That  has  long  been  the  practice,  and  it  is  has  been 
recognized  in  the  Imperial  Parliament  down  to  the 
present  day.  It  is  true  that  the  practice  of  impeach¬ 
ment  is  one  which,  it  is  said,  has,  in  a  large  degree, 
become  obsolete.  It  has  not  been  used  for  seventy 
years,  but  that  is  not  because  there  has  been  any 
change  in  the  law,  but  because  there  has  been  a 
change  in  the  practice  of  those  who  have  been  en¬ 
trusted  with  the  important  functions  of  Ministers 
of  state.  They  have  carefully  avoided  doing  any 
of  those  acts  which  had  hitherto  led  to  impeach¬ 
ment,  and  what  they  have  been  charged  with  has 
usually  been  mistakes  of  public  policy,  errors  of 
judgment,  which  are  sufficiently  dealt  with  by  the 
political  proceeding  known  as  a  vote  of  want  of 
confidence.  Now,  I  have  said  that  there  is  a  dis¬ 
tinction  between  charges  made  relating  to  what  a 
member  may  do  as  a  member,  or  as  an  officer  of 
state,  and  to  what  he  may  do  or  may  have  done 
in  his  private  or  individual  capacity  ;  and  if  the 
charges  are  of  the  second  character,  and  relate  to 
something  that  is  said  by  a  member  from  his  place 
in  the  House,  or  by  some  newspaper,  or  by  some 
member  upon  a  platform,  then  the  House  may  either 
deal  with  the  subject  itself,  or  he  may  be  left  to  the 
redress  which  he  may  find  in  a  court  of  law.  But  this 
rule  has  never  been  applied,  and  I  say  is  one  that  is 
never  had  recourse  to  when  a  charge  has  been  made 
in  Parliament  against  a  great  officer  of  state  with 
reference  to  his  conduct  in  the  discharge  of  the 
duties  of  that  office.  There  was  a  case  in  the  early 
part  of  this  century  which  showed  to  what  extent 
Parliament  has  sometimes  been  governed  by  the 
decision  of  judicial  tribunals  with  regard  to  the 
conduct  of  its  members.  Lord  Cochrane  was 
indicted  and  put  upon  his  trial  in  the  early  part  of 
this  century  before  Lord  Ellenborough,  on  the 
charge  of  having  fraudulently  engaged  in  specula¬ 
tion  of  the  funds,  of  having  put  in  circulation  false 
reports  to  affect  their  value,  and  having  been  tried 
along  with  other  parties  he  was  convicted.  He 
complained  that  he  was  improperly  convicted,  but 
the  House  of  Commons  refused  him  a  committee  on 
the  ground  that  his  case  had  already  been  disposed 
of,  and  that  the  House  was  bound  by  the  de¬ 
cision  of  the  court.  It  was  questioned  as  to 
whether  that  was  a  proper  proceeding  ;  and  in 
modern  times  it  has  been  regarded  as  rather  a  harsh 
proceeding,  because  it  was  established  long  years 
afterwards  that  Lord  Cochrane  was  wholly  inno¬ 
cent  of  the  crime  of  which  he  had  been  con¬ 
victed.  Now,  Sir,  there  are  cases  in  which  the 
House  has  expelled  members  who  have  been  con¬ 
victed  because  they  were  considered  unworthy  of 
being  candidates  for  election  to  the  House,  as  in 
the  case  of  O’Donovan  Rossa,  and  in  the  case  of 
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John  Mitchell.  Those  persons  were,  on  ac¬ 
count  of  judicial  proceedings  that  had  been  had 
against  them,  held  to  be  disqualified  and  unfit  to 
sit  in  the  House  of  Commons.  The  House  has  al¬ 
ways  maintained  its  right  to  carry  on  investigations 
either  protectively  with  a  view  of  defending  the 
character  of  its  members,  orpunitively  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  purging  the  House  of  those  who  were  no 
longer  fit  to  associate  .with  those  that  had  been 
elected.  Let  me  mention  one  case  that  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  a  discussion  some  seven  or  eight  years 
ago  in  the  House  of  Commons,  a  case  that  occurred 
in  1834.  Mr.  Whittle  Harvey  was  a  candidate 
for  admission  to  the  bar  in  England,  though  one 
of  the  Inns  of  Court,  and  the  benchers  of  that 
Inn  had  refused  him  admission,  they  had  rejected 
him  on  the  ground  that  he  had,  some  twenty  years 
before,  been  convicted  of  an  offence  which  rendered 
him  unfit  to  be  a  member  of  the  bar.  Mr.  Whittle 
Harvey  was  at  the  time  a  member  of  the  House  of 
Commons.  Mr.  O’Connell  proposed  that  an  en¬ 
quiry  should  be  had  into  the  proceedings  of  the 
Inns  of  Court  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
why  Mr.  Whittle  Harvey  had  been  rejected. 
Sir  James  Scarlett,  a  distinguished  lawyer  and 
prominent  member  of  the  House  at  the  time,  looked 
upon  this  rather  as  an  investigation  into  the  con¬ 
duct  of  the  Inn  than  an  enquiry  into  the  character 
of  Mr.  Whittle  Harvey.  Upon  what  ground  was 
the  committee  granted — for  a  committee  in  that 
case  was  granted— for  the  purpose  of  enquiring 
into  this  matter?  For  two  reasons  :  The  first  was 
in  order  to  exclude  Mr.  Whittle  Harvey  from  the 
House,  if  he  were  not  fit  even  to  be  a  member  of 
the  bar  ;  and  the  other  was  to  protect  him  in  his 
rights  as  a  member  of  Parliament  in  case  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  against  him  had  been  unwarrantable  pro¬ 
ceedings.  And  so  you  have  in  that  case  an  enquiry 
into  the  private  character  of  a  member  of  Parlia¬ 
ment  by  a  committee  of  the  House  for  the  purpose 
of  vindicating  him,  of  showing  that  he  was  a  proper 
associate  for  those  about  him  ;  or,  if  he  were  shown 
to  be  unworthy,  to  enable  the  House  to  remove  him 
from  his  place  and  to  give  the  opportunity  for  the 
election  of  one  who  was  fit  to  occupy  that  position. 
Another  case  was  that  of  Mr.  Ferrand.  In  1844, 
Mr.  Ferrand  had  accused  Sir  James  Graham,  then  a 
prominent  member  of  the  Government,  with  having 
used  his  influence  with  other  members  of  the  House 
to  obtain  from  an  election  committee  a  false  and 
fraudulent  report.  That  was  a  charge  against  a 
member  of  the  Administration,  a  charge  precisely 
as  this  is.  What  was  done  in  that  case  ?  Mr. 
Ferrand  was  called  on  to  makegood  his  statement, 
and  he  would  neither  withdraw  his  charge  nor  would 
he  undertake  to  substantiate  it  by  evidence.  It  is 
true  there  was  no  committee  appointed.  There 
was  no  committee  appointed  because  Mr.  Ferrand 
would  do  nothing  in  the  matter  ;  but  Parliament 
did  this  :  It  at  once  passed  a  resolution  declaring 
the  charge  made  by  Mr.  Ferrand  was  wholly  un¬ 
worthy  of  credence.  Parliament  relieved  Sir  James 
Graham  of  the  accusation  made  against  him  by  a 
fellow-member,  not  because  it  refused  to  investigate 
the  subject,  but  because  the  mover,  refusing  to  pro¬ 
ceed  in  the  matter,  was  held  to  have  made  a  state¬ 
ment  which  he  felt  he  could  not  uphold.  There 
are  many  other  cases  I  might  mention,  which 
equally  establish  the  fact  that  whenever  an  accusa¬ 
tion  is  made  affecting  the  character  of  a  member, 
whether  that  accusation  is  made  in  Parliament  or, 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


when  the  accused  desires  it,  out  of  Parliament 
— with  two  exceptions  in  the  cases  of  accusations 
made  out  of  Parliament — the  practice  has  been 
to  grant  special  committees  to  investigate  those 
charges  and  to  report  to  Parliament  with  respect 
to  them,  because  there  are  no  more  important 
functions  devolving  upon  the  House  of  Commons 
that  represents  the  nation  than  those  inquisitorial 
powers  which  the  House  possesses  to  enquire  into  all 
abuses  that  exist  in  the  administration  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  to  ascertain  what  foundation  there  may  be  for 
them  and  to  secure  a  proper  remedy  for  them,  if 
they  exist.  Sir,  I  might  refer  to  the  case  of  Mr. 
Butt.  Serious  imputations  were  made  against  that 
member  and  other  members  of  the  House.  They 
They  were  charged  with  corruption,  and  on  that 
occasion  they  were  charged  by  the  Times  newspaper, 
they  were  not  charged  in  Parliament,  and  when  a 
motion  was  made  for  the  investigation  of  those 
charges  a  committee  was  at  once  granted.  Lord 
John  Russell  declared  that  the  charges  having  been 
made,  it  wras  the  right  of  the  member  to  have  a 
committee  to  investigate  those  dirges  in  order 
that  he  might  vindicate  himself  ancl  purge  himself 
from  those  accusations.  If  that  be  so  with  respect 
to  charges  made  outside  of  Parliament,  it  is  a 
fortiori,  the  right  of  every  hon.  member  wTho 
chooses  to  make  such  charges,  or  the  member 
against  whom  they  are  made,  to  have  them  investi¬ 
gated  by  a  committee  of  the  House.  It  is  the  most 
expeditious  manner  of  conducting  these  enquiries. 
It  is  the  method  which  the  law  of  Parliament  has 
provided,  and  it  has  been  well  said  by  one  of  the 
highest  authorities  in  England,  Hallain,  that 
it  is  the  most  appropriate  tribunal,  considering 
the  serious  character  of  the  accusations  and  the 
importance  of  the  proceedings,  for  investigating 
into  the  facts  and  for  vindicating  the  law.  In  this 
matter  the  hon.  gentleman  proposes  two  things 
that  are,  in  my  opinion,  a  very  wide  departure 
from  anything  that  has  existed  hitherto  in  the 
history  of  parliamentary  government.  The  hon. 
gentleman  proposes  to  enquire  into  charges  that 
were  framed  by  a  member  of  the  Administration, 
by  a  colleague  of  the  Postmaster  General.  He 
proposes  to  refer  to  a  commission,  not  the  allega¬ 
tions  of  the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario  (Mr. 
Edgar),  but  allegations  that  were  formally  present¬ 
ed  to  the  House  by  the  Minister  of  Militia.  But 
the  Minister  of  Militia  has  not  assumed  here  to 
formally  accuse  his  colleague  of  wrong-doing  ;  he 
has  not  assumed  to  declare  on  his  responsibility  as  a 
member  of  this  House  that  those  charges  are  true. 
Why,  then,  does  the  hon.  gentleman  propose  a  com¬ 
mission  to  investigate  them  ?  If  the  Minister  of 
Militia  is  not  prepared  to  allege  that  what  he  has 
set  forth  in  his  resolution  is  true,  he  has  no 
right  to  call  on  anybody  to  investigate  what  is 
there  asserted.  But  the  Minister  of  Militia  intend¬ 
ed  that  his  resolution  should  be  substituted  for 
charges  which,  I  believe,  are  of  quite  a  different 
character,  charges  .that  were  made,  after  a 
careful  consideration  of  the  facts,  by  the  hon. 
member  for  West  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar),  and 
that  hon.  member  asked  that  those  accusations 
should  be  investigated  by  the  tribunal  known 
to  the  law  of  Parliament,  that  is  by  a  committee 
of  this  House.  Sir,  the  Minister  of  Militia  in 
submitting  these  charges  which  he  lias  framed,  and 
which  he  will  not  assume  the  responsibility  of 
declaring  he  believes  to  be  true,  which  he  will  not 
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assume  the  responsibility  of  declaring  that  if  a 
commission  is  granted  he  will  be  prepared  to 
establish,  asks  this  House  to  refer  them  to  a  body 
that  is  wholly  unknown  to  the  law  of  Parliament. 
He  proposes  to  refer  them  to  a  commission 
appointed  by  His  Excellency,  upon  the  advice  of 
his  Ministers,  among  whom  is  included  the  accused 
party.  That  is  the  position  in  which  the  hon. 
gentleman  stands  before  the  country.  Hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  opposite  at  first  told  us  there  was  nothing 
in  the  charges.  They  told  us,  which  is  contradicted 
by  every  period  in  English  history,  that  unless  the 
charges  were  pointed  against  a  member  of  Parlia¬ 
ment  in  his  capacity  as  a  member,  there  was  no 
right  to  investigate.  Why,  Sir,  I  remember  the 
investigation  that  was  carried  on  affecting  Lord 
Melville  before  a  committee  that  investigated  into 
his  conduct  in  regard  to  the  distribution  of  the 
funds  of  the  navy.  Were  the  charges  based 
on  the  disclosures  before  that  committee  made 
against  him  in  his  capacity  as  a  member  ?  Not  at 
all  ;  they  were  made  against  him  in  his  capacity  as 
a  Minister  of  the  Crown.  If  you  go  back  to  the 
period  of  the  impeachment,  or  enquiry  which 
preceded  impeachment  in  the  case  of  every 
Minister  of  state,  the  enquiry  which  preceded 
and  the  impeachment  which  followed  had  refer¬ 
ence  to  his  conduct  not  as  a  member  of  the  House 
but  as  an  adviser  of  the  Crown,  as  a  trustee  for 
the  nation  in  that  capacity.  This  House,  as  the 
great  inquisitorial  tribunal  of  the  country,  is  the 
proper  party  to  enquire,  through  the  agency  of  a 
committee  of  its  members,  appointed  by  itself,  into 
the  conduct  of  every  great  officer  of  state.  That 
is  part  of  its  duty.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  pro¬ 
posed  to  appoint  a  commission.  One  of  the  im¬ 
portant  advantages  of  a  committee  is  its  expedi¬ 
tion.  The  matter  could  have  been  disposed  of  long 
ago  before  a  committee.  I  think,  if  I  remember 
rightly,  that  less  than  a  fortnight  elapsed  between 
the  time  the  charges  were  made  against  the  late 
member  for  Lincoln  and  the  report  being  made  to 
Parliament.  There  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that 
this  matter  would  have  occupied  a  longer  time. 
Few  committees  of  investigation  appointed  by  the 
Imperial  House  of  Commons  have  ever  occupied 
more  than  a  few  weeks  at  the  farthest,  and  in  the 
great  majority  of  cases,  but  a  few  days.  There 
could  be  no  doubt  that  that  would  have  been  the 
case  here.  But,  Sir,  who  is  there  to  undertake  to 
substantiate  these  charges  before  a  commission  ? 
Mr.  Speaker,  what  a  mockery  is  it  to  propose  to 
investigate  into  allegations  which  have  never  been 
made ;  what  a  mockery  is  it  to  undertake  to  inves¬ 
tigate,  by  a  commission  outside  of  this  House, 
charges  that  have  been  made  by  a  member  in 
this  House.  Every  member  of  this  House 
is  privileged  ;  he  is  not  answerable  elsewhere  for 
what  he  says  here,  and  he  is  responsible  only  to 
the  members  of  this  House.  This  House  cannot 
change  the  law  of  Parliament.  You  would  com¬ 
pletely  change  the  whole  system  of  the  constitu¬ 
tion,  if  you  were  to  call  upon  members  to  answer 
before  tribunals  elsewhere  for  what  was  said  on 
the  floor  of  Parliament.  That  was  done  in  the 
time  of  Charles  I,  but  it  has  never  been  done 
since  the  fall  of  the  Stuart  dynasty.  The  hon. 
gentleman  will  look  in  vain  for  a  precedent  in 
which  he  will  find  that  a  member  of  the  House  of 
Commons  was  ever  called  upon  to  answer  before 
another  tribunal  for  what  he  said  from  his  place  in 


the  House.  He  speaks  here  as  a  freeman,  and  as  a 
representative  of  a  free  people.  He  speaks  here 
as  a  member  of  the  great  inquisitorial  body  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  nation  to  redress  its  wrongs.  He 
makes  an  accusation  here  against  an  officer  of 
state  and  he  states  what  his  accusation  is.  He 
asks  this  House  to  appoint  a  committee  to  in¬ 
vestigate  his  charges,  and  he  declares  that  he  is 
prepared  to  establish  them.  He  takes  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  stating  that  money  which  was  appro¬ 
priated  by  the  public  for  certain  purposes  was  in 
effect  diverted  fi-om  those  purposes  and  applied  to 
other  and  corrupt  purposes,  and  that  corrupt 
arrangements  were  made  by  the  Minister.  I  am 
not  saying  whether  these  charges  are  well  or  ill 
founded,  but  I  say  this  :  that  a  member 
of  this  House  has  made  them,  and  that  a 
member  of  this  House  says  that  if  a  committee 
is  given  him  he  will  be  prepared  to  establish 
them.  That  member  is  here  in  the  interests  of 
the  public,  and  it  is  his  right  and  duty  to  be  here. 
It  is  not  his  duty  to  be  anywhere  else  for  this 
purpose,  and  you  have  no  right  to  call  upon  him 
to  be  or  to  go  anywhere  else.  Are  the  Govern¬ 
ment  going  to  burke  an  enquiry  in  this  matter  ?  I 
do  not  charge  them  with  attempting  to  do  so,  but 
I  say  that  that  will  be  the  effect  of  what  they  pro¬ 
pose.  An  hon.  member  came  to  this  House  and 
said  :  I  make  certain  charges  against  a  Minister  of 
the  Crown,  and  I  am  prepared  to  establish  these 
charges,  and  I  ask  for  a  committee  for  that  pur¬ 
pose.  The  Government  altered  these  charges,  they 
made  them  altogether  different  from  what  he  made 
them,  and  they  say  :  We  will  not  give  you  a  com¬ 
mittee  as. the  law  requires,  but  we  will  send  you 
before  a  commission  appointed  by  the  members  of 
the  Government  of  which  the  accused  person  is 
one.  That  is  the  position  in  which  this  question 
stands  at  the  present  moment,  and  it  is  impossible 
to  explain  it  away  by  a  proposed  commission,  and 
by  naming  the  gentlemen  whom  we  are  asked  this 
day  to  approve  of.  Sir,  we  cannot  approve  of  it. 
We  disapprove  ofthemodeof  procedure  altogether. 
We  stand  by  the  ancient  landmarks  ;  we  stand  by 
the  rules  and  principles  laid  down  by  the  consti¬ 
tution,  and  we  do  not  propose  to  agree  to  any 
deviation.  Long  experience  has  proved  that  the 
constitutional  rule  laid  down  in  the  mother  coun¬ 
try  by  the  Imperial  Parliament,  is  the  rule  which 
best  serves  the  public  interest,  and  yet  that  rule  is 
the  one  which  you  now  propose  to  disregard.  You 
set  it  aside  and  you  propose  to  take  into  the  hands 
of  the  one  who  is  accused  the  appointment  of  the 
tribunal  by  which  the  charges  are  to  be  investigat¬ 
ed.  That  I  say  is  an  improper  proceeding.  As  I 
have  said,  there  are  two  cases  only  in  which  there 
was  any  departure  from  the  rule  of  appointing 
a  committee  wherever  it  has  been  asked  by  a 
member  seriously  charged  outside  of  Parliament 
with  an  offence.  The  one  was  the  case  of 
Mr.  Dillon,  where  the  Times  charged  him  with 
being  a  notorious  liar  and  with  dealing  in  false¬ 
hood.  He  asked  for  a  committee  to  vindicate 
his  conduct,  and  the  Government,  who  were  oppos¬ 
ed  to  him  and  who  had  no  sympathy  with  him  or 
his  party,  told  him  to  go  before  the  courts  and  to 
bring  his  action  and  seek  redress  there.  If  he  had 
been  a  private  person  that  would  have  been  the 
only  course  open  to  him,  but  with  regard  to  a 
member  of  Parliament  asking  for  such  a  committee 
that  was  the  first  instance  in  which  it  was  denied. 
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Then  a  year  later  when  the  Times  made  serious 
charges  against  Mr.  Parnell,  and  he  asked  for  a 
committee,  the  Government  said  to  him:  We 
will  not  grant  a  committee,  but  we  will  pass 
a  Bill  appointing  a  commission,  which  was 
not  such  a  commission  as  he  had  agreed  to. 
They  said  :  We  will  carry  through  Parliament  a  Bill 
creating  a  commission  by  which  your  case  shall  be 
heard.  And  so  all  Ireland  was  put  on  trial  before 
that  commission  in  order  that  Parnell  might  be 
besmirched  in  his  political  capacity  by  some  crime 
being  fastened  on  some  members  of  the  league.^  I 
refer  to  these  two  cases,  not  as  affording  any  justi¬ 
fication  or  precedent  for  the  proceeding  here  ;  but 
refer  to  them  because  they  are  not  precedents.  I 
refer  to  them  because  they  dealt  with  charges  not 
made  by  a  member  from  his  place  in  the  House 
against  another  member  or  against  a  Minister  of 
the  Crown,  but  with  charges  made  outside  of  the 
House  by  other  parties,  and  redress  was  refused, 
because  it  was  said  that  the  courts  of  law  fur¬ 
nished  adequate  redress  if  the  parties  chose  to  have 
recourse  to  them.  That  cannot  be  said  of  charges 
made  in  Parliament.  Now,  I  will  not  pursue 
this  subject  further.  I  will  merely  say  that  there 
is  no  instance  of  a  committee  being  refused  where 
charges  were  alleged  against  a  fellow-member  and 
where  the  party  making  them  declared  that  he  was 
ready  to  substantiate  them.  There  are  cases  where 
a  member  who  had  made  charges  refused  to  under¬ 
take  to  substantiate  them,  where  Parliament  de¬ 
clined  to  appoint  a  committee,  regarding 
it  as  unnecessary  to  do  so,  and  vindicated  the 
character  of  the  member  accused  by  resolution  of 
the  House  without  any  enquiry  at  all,  because  it 
was  assumed  that  charges  made  by  a  man  who 
would  not  undertake  to  establish  them  were  alto¬ 
gether  unfounded.  Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  trust 
that  the  leader  of  this  House  will  reconsider  his 
proposition,  and  that  he  will  agree  to  the  resolu¬ 
tion  proposed  by  my  lion,  friend  beside  me.  Let 
us  have  a  prompt  investigation,  which  can  occupy 
but  a  few  days  ;  let  the  matter  be  disposed  of  in 
the  light  of  day,  in  the  presence  of  the  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  nation,  who  are  responsible  for  the 
purity  of  Parliament  and  for  the  honest  conduct  of 
public  affairs  ;  and,  Sir,  if  that  is  done,  and  the 
Postmaster  General  is  vindicated,  if  the  charges 
are  found  to  be  unfounded,  the  whole  country 
will  acquiesce  in  the  decision  that  is  reached.  But, 
Sir,  if  the  lion,  gentleman  proposes  to  frame  a  series 
of  charges  which  no  person  has  made,  nobody  will 
take  the  responsibility  of  making,  and  appoint  a 
commission,  an  unusual  and  improper  body,  to  take 
evidence  and  investigate  these  charges,  the  hon. 
gentleman  will  accomplish  what  everybody  will 
believe  was  intended  to  be  accomplished — a  defeat 
of  all  investigation,  a  refusal  of  all  proper  enquiry  ; 
and  the  public  will  be  far  from  satisfied  with  the 
course  the  Government  have  taken  on  this  subject. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  who  has  just  taken  his  seat,  as  well  as  the 
hon.  'leader  of  the  Opposition,  have  told  us  that  the 
course  adopted  by  the  House  on  this  question  is  un¬ 
precedented,  and  they  challenge  the  Government  to 
quote  a  precedent  where  a  committee  of  the  House 
had  been  refused,  when  asked  for,  to  investigate 
charges  made  against  a  member.  My  hon.  friends 
have  certainly  short  memories.  They  have  forgot¬ 
ten  a  precedent  which  is  before  their  eyes  as  well 
as  ours  ;  it  is  a  precedent  of  the  House  of  Commons 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


of  Canada,  which  we  find  recorded  in  the  Votes 
and  Proceedings  of  tire  4th  of  May  instant.  On 
that  day  the  House  of  Commons  of  Canada  decided 
that  the  Committee  on  Privileges  and  Elections, 
which  is  the  tribunal  to  which  such  charges  are 
usually  referred,  should  not  be  granted  for  the  in¬ 
vestigation  of  these  charges, but  that, instead  of  their 
being  investigated  by  a  committee  of  the  House, 
they  should  be  taken  before  one  or  more  commis¬ 
sioners  to  be  appointed  in  the  manner  described  by 
the  Revised  Statutes  of  Canada,  and  having  all  the 
powers  mentioned  therein,  with  the  condition  that 
the  names  of  the  said  commissioner  or  commissioners 
should  be  submitted  for  the  approval  of  the  House 
before  his  or  their  appointment,  and  this  pre¬ 
cedent  was  agreed  to  “on  division.”  That 
is  to  say,  the  House  has  already  decided  : 
first,  that  the  Committee  on  Privileges  and 
Elections  should  not  be  the  body  to  which  such 
allegations  and  charges  should  be  referred ; 
secondly,  that  they  should  be  referred  to  commis¬ 
sioners,  not  to  decide  them,  but  to  take  evidence 
upon  them  ;  and  thirdly,  by  unanimous  vote,  that 
the  names  of  these  commissioners  should  lie  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  House  for  its  approval.  In  conform¬ 
ity  with  that  decision,  the  submission  of  the  names 
is  made  to-day,  and  in  adopting  the  motion  now 
presented  to  us,  we  shall  not  be  violating  the  con¬ 
stitution  or  depriving  the  members  of  this  House 
of  any  of  their  privileges,  but,  on  the  contrary,  I 
question  whether,  if  we  were  to  adopt  the  amend¬ 
ment,  we  would  not  be  violating  the  rules  of  the 
House.  The  point  of  order  has  not  been  raised, 
and  I  am  not  going  to  raise  it ;  I  do  not  take  such 
a  leading  part  in  the  debates  of  this  House  as  to 
feel  prompted  to  do  so  ;  but  it  strikes  me  that  the 
amendment  is  out  of  order,  being  contrary  to  the 
rules  of  the  House.  It  is  a  rule  of  Parliament,  as 
a  deliberative  body,  not  to  go  back  and  vote  again 
upon  questions  upon  which  it  has  already  recorded 
its  decision  ;  and,  Parliament  having  a  few  days 
ago  voted  upon  this  question,  I  do  not  think  our 
hon.  friends  opposite  have  a  right  to  make  another 
motion  in  the  same  sense  as  that  previously  voted 
down.  My  hon.  friends  may  say  that  the  wording  of 
their  motion  is  different  from  the  previous  one, 
and  perhaps,  by  an  ingenious  interpretation  of  the 
rules  of  procedure  in  Parliament,  it  is  not  strictly 
out  of  order,  because  they  would  say  :  We  propose 
a  committee  of  the  House  composed  of  five  mem¬ 
bers  instead  of  a  committee  composed  of  forty- 
three  or  forty-four  members.  I  say  that  their  motion 
is  an  absolute  contradiction  to  the  decision  of  this 
House.  But,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  go  a  little  further. 
The  short  discussion  which  has  taken  place  has 
elicited nothingnew, except— and  even  that  isnotnew 
—an  exhibition  of  the  knowledge  and  erudition  of 
my  hon.  friend  from  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills).  It  is 
true,  his  precedents  in  this  case,  as  in  other  cases, 
are  not  altogether  applicable  to  the  question  ;  but 
it  is  always  pleasant  to  hear  his  lectures  ;  it  is  never 
unpleasant  to  listen  to  a  studious  reader.  Then, 
the  lion,  leader  of  the  Opposition  has  told  us  that 
the  course  adopted  by  the  Government  implied  a 
variation  and  an  alteration  of  the  charges  made 
against  the  Postmaster  General.  He  has  also  said 
that  the  judges  were  appointed  by  the  Government 
itself,  that  is  to  say,  that  those  who  are  responsible 
for  the  actsof  the  accused  were  appointing  the  judges 
themselves.  This  is  not  new.  That  protest  has  been 
proposed  to  the  House  and  voted  down.  The  other 
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was  that  this  course  is  opposed  to  constitutional 
practice,  and  is  a  violation  of  the  privileges  of  this 
House.  But  neither  is  this  objection  new,  as  it 
was  embodied  in  the  proposition  made  to  this 
House  by  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford,  and 
voted  down.  The  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford 
moved  the  following  resolution  on  the  5th  of 
May : — 

“  That  the  House  views  with  repugnance  the  proposition 
to  permit  the  person  accused  to  vary  and  alter  the  charges 
preterred  against  him,  and  instead  thereof  to  substitute  a 
new  set  of  charges  drawn  up  by  himself  or  his  colleagues  ; 
and  that  such  a  demand,  no  less  than  the  proposal  that  the 
said  charges  should  likewise  be  investigated  by  persons  to 
be  appointed  by  himself  and  his  colleagues,  is  entirely  un¬ 
precedented,  and  is  opposed  ,to  parliamentary  law  and 
usage  as  settled  by  the  practice  of  the  mother  country  ;  is 
a  violation  of  the  privileges  of  members  of  this  House.” 

Everything,  therefore,  that  has  been  said  by  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  has  already  been  urged  before 
this  House  and  disposed  of.  The  discussion  to-day, 
I  am  afraid,  if  not  intended  to  mislead  public 
opinion,  is  calculated  to  do  so  ;  and  I  say  that  hon. 
members  would  not  have  made  the  remarks  they 
have  made  in  this  debate,  any  more  than  they 
would  those  they  made  in  the  former  debate,  if 
they  were  disposed  to  look  at  the  matter  calmly 
and  judicially  as  would  judges  sitting  in  judg¬ 
ment.  Any  one  would  suppose,  judging  by  their 
remarks,  that  there  was  really  no  charge  embodied 
in  the  resolution  proposed  by  the  Minister  of 
Militia.  Any  one  would  conclude  that  whatever 
charges  had  been  made  by  the  hon.  member  for 
West  Ontario  had  been  mutilated  or  rejected.  But 
such  is  not  the  case,  as  will  be  seen  at  once  on 
reading  the  indictment  contained  in  that  resolution. 
Will  it  be  said  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  charges, 
as  now  laid  against  the  Postmaster  General,  of  a 
kind  that  could  be  proved  before  a  judicial  tribu¬ 
nal  ?  Not  at  all.  That  bill  of  indictment,  for  I 
may  well  call  it  such,  is  a  fearful  bill  of  indict 
ment,  taken  not  only  from  the  charges,  the 
vague  charges,  brought  by  the  hon.  member  for 
West  Ontario — charges  not  very  courageous  but  full 
of  innuendoes — but  taken  also  from  the  allegations 
made  by  hon.  members  on  the  other  side  against 
the  Postmaster  General  and  the  Government  gene¬ 
rally.  Those  allegations  were  not  embodied  in  the 
form  of  charges  preferred  by  the  hon.  member  for 
West  Ontario.  The  hon.  gentlemen  who  made 
them  did  so  under  the  shelter  of  their  irresponsi¬ 
bility,  knowing,  as  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell 
said  a  moment  ago,  that  they  were  not  answerable 
elsewhere  for  what  they  said  here.  They  thought  they 
would  not  be  answerable  for  charges  which  they  pre¬ 
ferred,  not  in  a  bill  of  indictment,  not  by  putting 
their  seats  in  jeopardy— if  their  seats  can  be 
jeopardized  by  making  unfounded  charges — at  any 
rate,  not  by  putting  in  danger  their  name  and 
honour  by  making,  in  a  substantial  form  calling  for 
investigation,  charges  without  foundation  ;  and 
now  they  are  irritated  at  such  allegations  being 
embodied  by  the  Minister  of  Militia  in  the  indict¬ 
ment  he  wants  submitted  to  the  commission.  The 
leader  of  the  Opposition,  and  I  compliment  him  on 
his  conduct  to-day,  has  declared  that  he  has  not  a 
word  to  say  against  the  honour  and  integrity  of 
the  gentlemen  to  be  appointed  commissioners.  I  con¬ 
gratulate  him  upon  having  at  heart  the  dignity  of 
the  bench  and  of  not  giving  sanction  to  a 
rumour  sent  to  the  public,  and  a  rumour 
which  received  support  from  the  state¬ 


ments  of  other  hon.  gentlemen  in  the  Oppo¬ 
sition  ranks.  Have  we  not  heard  two  members 
on  the  other  side,  when  the  name  of  one 
of  the  judges  was  made  known,  saying  that  in  an 
investigation  held  by  him  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec  he  showed  he  had  neither  foresight  nor 
integrity  by  the  course  he  took?  That  honour¬ 
able  judge,  whose  high  character,  intelligence  and 
learning  are  above  suspicion,  is  well  avenged  of 
those  unmanly  a.spersions  by  the  courageous  declara¬ 
tion  of  the  leader  of  the  Opposition.  It  is  true  that 
the  hon.  gentleman  who  ventured  to  make  that 
false  accusation  and  slander  against  Judge  Rou¬ 
tiner  did  not  know  a  word  of  what  he  was  speak¬ 
ing  about,  when  he  said  that  Judge  Routhier 
had,  when  acting  as  commissioner  in  the  Province 
of  Quebec,  called  none  of  the  accusers  before  him, 
when, as  a  matter  of  fact,  they  did  appear  before  him, 
and  the  most  prominent  of  them,  Mr.  Mercier, 
gave  evidence  in  the  investigation  which  covers 
no  less  than  forty  pages.  Pardon  me  this  digres¬ 
sion,  Mr.  Speaker,  with  regard  to  the  character  of 
the  judges,  since  the  insinuations  against  Judge 
Routhier  must  be  taken  as  not  having  been 
said,  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  having  de¬ 
clared  that  he  had  not  a  word  to  say  against  the 
character  of  either  of  the  judges.  I  say  that  the 
charges  proposed  by  the  Minister  of  Militia  cover  the 
ground  of  those  preferred  by  the  hon.  member 
for  West  Ontario.  They  cover  wider  ground,  and 
under  them  there  is  nothing  to  preclude  proof 
being  brought  against  him  if  the  Minister  conspired 
to  defraud  the  public  treasury  by  obtaining  subsidies 
voted  to  railways  and  spending  them  in  bribing  and 
corrupting  the  electorate  for  personal  and  electoral 
purposes.  The  only  thing  which  does  not  appear 
in  the  indictment,  as  drawn  by  the  Minister  of  Militia, 
is  the  names  of  the  counties,  and  because  of  this 
omission,  will  it  be  said  that  the  course  adopted  by 
the  Government  is  unprecedented  ?  It  is  not.  It 
precludes  the  election  trial  of  members  whose  seats 
have  not  been  contested.  The  debate  of  the  4th  May, 
like  the  proceedings  which  have  taken  place  in 
last  session  before  certain  committees  of  this 
House,  has  shown  that  the  mode  adopted  by  hon. 
geutlemen  opposite  to  deal  with  charges  against 
members  of  this  House  is  both  unjust  and  unpre¬ 
cedented.  All  their  efforts  went  to  bring 
evidence  which  was  entirely  irrelevant  to  the 
question  at  issue.  The  discussion  in  this  House, 
instead  of  being  limited  to  the  questions  raised 
by  the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario  (Mr. 
Edgar),  went  over  the  whole  range,  and  what 
was  the  answer  of  the  Government,  and  of  the 
House?  It  was  that  the  evidence  should  be  taken 
by  another  tribunal  ;  that,  if  party  prejudices,  if 
too  great  zeal  in  political  matters  might  lead  people 
to  prejudge  the  facts,  and  to  bring  into  the  trial 
facts  which  ought  not  to  be  included - 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Unfit  to  take  evidence, 
but  qualified  to  judge. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  It  has  been  considered  that, 
on  the  whole  it  was  better  that  evidence  should  be 
taken  by  members  of  the  higher  magistracy  of  the 
country  impartially,  and  that  the  judgment  upon 
that  evidence  should  be  left  after  all  to  members 
of  Parliament,  so  as  not  to  deprive  them  of  their 
privilege.  If  the  whole  question  could  be  decided 
with  that  quietness,  with  that  coolness,  wisdom  and 
impartiality  that  a  legal  tribunal  possesses,  it 
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might  be  preferable  to  leave  it  all  to  this  House  ; 
but  is  it  to  be  expected,  or  is  it  known  of  late 
years  that  such  an  impartial  hearing  and  judg¬ 
ment  could  be  obtained  in  Parliament  and 
that  party  allegiance  or  party  ties  will  not  influ¬ 
ence  the  proceedings?  Still,  this  is  an  inherent 
institution  of  Parliament.  We  must  have  Parlia¬ 
ment  with  its  advantages  and  its  disadvantages, 
and  one  of  the  latter  is  that  these  cases  have 
to  be  decided  by  judges  who  are  perhaps  not 
entirely  impartial,  but  should  be  sufficiently  im¬ 
partial  to  judge  of  a  grave  and  serious  accusation 
laid  against  one  of  their  members.  I  only  desire 
to  emphasize  what  I  said  in  the  beginning,  that  we 
are  discussing  a  matter  which  has  already  been 
decided  by  the  House,  and  are  considering  a 
motion  which  has  already  been  voted  down  and 
which  is  not  an  amendment  to  the  main  mo¬ 
tion,  because  the  motion  made  by  the  Minister 
of  Justice  is  only,  the  execution  of  the  order 
given  by  the  House  to  the  Government  to  put 
before  the  House  the  names  of  the  commission¬ 
ers  that  Parliament  itself  had  directed  to  be 
appointed. 

Mr.  FLINT.  I  am  sure  every  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  will  be  disposed  to  welcome  back  to  the  dis¬ 
cussions  of  the  House  the  hon.  gentleman  (Mr. 
Chapleau)  who  has  just  taken  his  seat.  At  any 
rate,  they  are  disposed  to  be  gratified  to  find  that 
he  is  in  such  excellent  physical  condition,  after  the 
illnesses  which  his  friends  had  reason  to  regret  and 
which  caused  his  absence  from  among  us  for  so 
long  ;  but  I  am  sure  that  those  who  are  most  ap¬ 
preciative  of  the  hon.  gentleman’s  talents  will  re¬ 
gret  that  the  earliest  exercise  of  them  since  his 
return  has  been  to  assist  in  a  depreciation  of  the 
powers  and  wisdom  and  ability  of  Parliament  to 
protect  itself  and  the  public  treasury  against  those 
attacks  upon  the  public  treasury  which  are  com¬ 
plained  of  both  in  the  charges  of  the  member  for 
West  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar)  and  in  the  charges  of 
the  Government.  The  point  he  makes,  if  I  appre¬ 
ciate  it,  is  that  this  question  has  already  been  set¬ 
tled.  Now,  in  the  first  place,  the  vote  of  the 
House  on  the  last  occasion  when  a  vote  was  taken 
on  this  subject  did  not  decide  that  a  committee  of 
two  judges  was  preferable  to  a  committee  of  five 
members  of  this  House.  It  decided  that,  as  a  means 
of  taking  evidence,  it  was  preferable  to  refer  the 
question  to  judges  of  the  Superior  Court  than  to 
the  Committee  on  Privileges  and  Elections,  and 
upon  the  ground  of  convenience  there  might  be 
something  to  be  said  in  favour  of  that.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Privileges  and  Elections,  according  to 
the  contention  of  the  Minister  of  Justice,  is  some¬ 
what  large  and  unwieldy,  it  is  often  difficult  to  get 
a  quorum,  and  it  might  perhaps  be  better  to  have 
a  smaller  number  forming  a  committee  to  take  the 
evidence  from  day  to  day  ;  but  the  proposition  to 
have  the  matter  referred  to  a  small  special  com¬ 
mittee  of  this  House  has  not  been  decided,  and, 
consequently,  it  is  quite  competent  for  my  hon. 
leader  to  move  to  substitute  a  small  committee  of 
this  House  for  the  gentlemen  who  have  been  pro¬ 
posed  in  this  resolution  of  the  Government,  no 
matter  what  may  be  their  position  or  their  talents. 
The  able  speech  of  the  hon.  member  for  Both  well 
(Mr.  Mills)  covered  completely  the  question  as 
to  the  position  this  House  occupies  in  regard 
Mr.  Chapleau. 


to  questions  of  this  kind,  and  as  to  the  new 
policy  which  seems  to  have  been  adopted  that  we 
should  give  up  our  duties  and  our  functions  to  the 
judiciary.  While  no  one  in  this  House  more 
admires  the  judicial  branch  of  the  Government  than 
I  do,  I  entirely  dissent  from  the  slavish  and  flatter¬ 
ing  manner  which  hon.  gentlemen  on  that  side  of  the 
House  and  too  many  on  this  side  of  the  House, 
are  ready  to  beslabber  the  judges  of  the 
country.  They  are  only  men.  Many  of  them  are 
eminent  lawyers,  many  of  them  have  occupied  poli¬ 
tical  positions,  and,  though  they  are  now  removed 
from  the  turmoil  of  political  life,  perhaps  only 
temporarily,  still  many  of  them  are  not  without 
political  feelings  and  prejudices.  I  could  not  ad¬ 
mit  that  there  are  no  men  outside  of  the  judicial 
bench  in  this  country  who  would  be  competent  to 
preside  over  tribunals  such  as  this.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  could  find  a  large  number  of  men  of  leading 
standing  and  reputation  who  could  take  evidence 
in  as  full  and  judicial  a  manner  as  any  of  the  judges 
of  the  land.  That  is  not  showing  any  disrespect  to 
these  eminent  judges  at  all,  but  I  think  that  this 
sort  of  appeal  has  a  tendency  to  degrade  rather 
than  to  elevate  the  judiciary.  I  think  that  unless 
the  question  was  one  of  almost  overwhelming  im¬ 
portance,  of  such  importance  that  it  could  be  shown 
that  outside  the  judiciary,  there  was  no  tribunal  in 
the  country  likely  to  give  it  impartial  and  intelli¬ 
gent  attention,  the  judiciary  should  not  be  called 
in  to  decide  these  questions.  The  tendency 
is  to  lower  the  position  of  the  judiciary 
in  the  public  mind  when  they  are  called  upon  to 
enter,  even  to  this  extent,  into  the  political  arena, 
and  to  have  their  actions,  their  statements  and 
their  opinions  discussed  within  the  walls  of  the 
House,  and  upon  various  political  platforms 
throughout  the  country.  I  think,  then,  that  as  a 
mere  matter  of  convenience,  and  out  of  regard  for 
the  usefulness  of  the  judiciary,  it  is  unwise  to  place 
upon  them  the  burden  and  responsibility  of  in¬ 
vestigations  of  this  character.  Regarding  the  hon. 
gentlemen  who  are  suggested  to  the  House,  I  have 
no  possible  objection  to  them,  because  apart  from 
their  names  I  am  entirely  unfamiliar  with  their 
standing  in  the  province  to  the  bench  of  which 
they  belong  ;  but  I  think,  as  a  matter  of  prudence, 
it  would  have  looked  better,  to  say  the  least,  so  long 
as  the  Government  insist  that  the  judiciary  shall 
decide  the  questions  of  evidence  to  be  taken  in  this 
case,  had  one  or  more  judges  been  chosen  from 
some  of  the  other  provinces  of  the  Dominion  than 
from  the  province  which  is  the  seat  of  the  alleged 
corruption.  It  is  almost  impossible  for  these 
gentlemen  to  free  themselves  from  the  passions 
and  feelings  and  prejudices  which  must  influence 
any  man  who  has  taken  part  in  the  political  life 
of  that  province.  Had  one  of  the  judges  been 
selected  from  the  bench  of  Ontario,  or  from 
some  other  province,  I  think  it  would  have 
been  wiser  as  a  matter  of  political  statecraft. 
I  was  considerably  struck  by  the  reply  of  the 
Minister  of  Customs  to  the  assertion  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Both  well  that  this  was  an  unprecedented 
course.  I  did  not  catch  the  first  portion  of  his 
remarks,  but  I  understood  him  to  reply  that  he 
had  a  precedent,  and  after  listening  quite  a  while 
to  his  very  impassioned  observations  upon  that 
subject,  I  was  surprised  to  learn  that  the  precedent 
the  hon.  gentleman  was  quoting  was  the  very  case 
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in  question.  I  doubt  whether  a  more  amusing 
quotation  of  a  precedent  has  ever  lighted  up  dis¬ 
cussions  in  this  House.  The  precedent  the  lion, 
gentleman  was  quoting  was  the  very  subject  under 
discussion.  I  was  led  by  him  to  the  reflection  that 
if  there  is  a  precedent  I  am  surprised  that  lion, 
gentlemen  upon  the  other  side  of  the  House,  with 
their  experieiice  and  knowledge,  and  with  the 
study  which  they  have  no  doubt  given  to  this 
question  since  it  was  first  introduced  into  the 
House,  have  not  been  able  to  produce  something 
looking  like  a  precedent  for  the  action  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  on  this  occasion.  They  required,  in  the 
first  plaae,  to  find  a  precedent  where  the  charges 
have  been  altered  by  the  Government,  or  by  theparty 
who  objects  to  the  charges.  There  was  certainly 
substantial  ground  for  argument  at  the  outset  when 
the  Minister  of  Justice  took  the  ground  that  Parlia¬ 
ment  was  not  a  body  judicially  constituted  to 
weigh  and  carefully  decide  the  intricate  and  deli¬ 
cate  questions  connected  with  an  investigation  of 
this  kind.  That  certainly  was  a  debatable  ground, 
and  although  he  came  to  a  conclusion  adverse  to 
that  reached  by  hon.  gentlemen  on  this  side  of  the 
House  as  to  that  particular  point,  at  any  rate  it 
was  a  question  which  might  have  been  settled  in 
any  one’s  mind,  one  way  or  the  other.  But  as  to 
the  propriety  of  calling  upon  the  individual  who 
produced  the  charges,  to  defend  other  charges 
which  he  has  not  produced,  and  for  which  he  does 
not  hold  himself  responsible,  I  think  there  can 
scarcely  be  two  opinions.  That  the  charges  have 
been  altered,  I  understand  the  Minister  of  Customs 
to  deny,  and  this  being  the  case,  we  have  to  refer 
to  the  original  charges  of  the  member  for  West 
Ontario,  and  the  charges  as  amended  by  the  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Militia,  to  see  if  there  are  any  charges,  to 
see  if  the  latter  are  a  modification  of  the  original 
charges  preferred  by  the  hon.  member  for  West 
Ontario.  Now,  what  did  the  member  for  West 
Ontario  charge  ?  In  ten  clauses  he  substantially 
asserted  that  the  Postmaster  General  was  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Government  and  a  member  of  the  House 
of  Commons  ;  that  while  he  was  so  occupying 
these  positions,  Parliament,  at  the  request  of  the 
Government,  appropriated  large  sums  of  money 
for  the  construction  of  certain  railways  ;  that  he 
was,  during  a  portion  of  this  period,  a  member  of 
a  construction  company  which  was  engaged  in 
building  these  works  under  contract  with  the 
Government,  and  that  out  of  subsidies  paid  to 
this  company,  he  received  corruptly  large  sums  of 
money  which  were  expended  in  corrupting  certain 
defined  constituencies.  The  Minister  of  Justice, 
in  opposing  the  reference  of  these  charges  to  a 
committee,  referred  to  the  indefiniteness  of  the 
charges,  he  stated  that  here  could  be  found  no 
allegation  of  any  public  money  having  been  misap¬ 
propriated  or  maladm inistered.  He  laid  down 
the  sound  constitutional  principle  that  if  there  was 
an  allegation  that  public  money  had  been  misap¬ 
propriated  or  maladministered — which  he  could 
not  find  in  the  original  charges  of  the  member  for 
\\  est  Ontario — then  it  was  within  the  functions, 
and  it  was  the  duty,  of  this  House  to  investigate 
these  charges.  Having  insisted  upon  that  position, 
in  order  to  bring  the  charges  within  the  functions 
and  the  duty  of  this  House  to  investigate,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  inserted  a  clause  in  their  charges  which 
did  not  exist  in  the  original  charges  of  the  member 
for  West  Ontario.  In  clause  7  they  assert : 


“  That,  the  said  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  misappropriated  public- 
money  for  the  purpose  o-f  corrupting  the  electors  of 
Canada,  to  wit,  a  portion  of  the  money  voted  as  subsidies 
as  hereinbefore  stated.” 

Consequently,  I  say  that  the  very  argument  by 
which  the  Minister  of  .Justice  undertook  to  induce 
this  House  to  place  the  trial  of  these  charges  in. 
the  hands  of  the  judiciary,  has  been  taken 
from  under  their  feet  by  the  Minister  of 
Militia.  He  has  now  made  boldly  a  charge 
which  the  Minister  of  Justice  insisted  could  only 
properly  be  tried  by  a  committee  of  the  House.  At 
any  rate  it  is  an  altered  charge,  which  is  not  found 
in  the  charges  of  the  member  for  West  Ontario  ; 
and  the  member  for  West  Ontario  finds  himself 
called  upon  to  vindicate,  at  the  expense  of  his  own 
time,  and  of  his  own  means,  and  upon  his  own 
responsibility,  before  a  tribunal  to  which  he  is 
opposed,  a  tribunal  selected,  to  a  large  degree,  by 
the  very  person  whom  he  has  charged  with  these 
offences  ;  he  is  called  upon  to  prosecute  charges 
which  he  never  made  upon  his  own  responsibility. 
Another  ground  taken  by  the  Government  in  their 
charges  is  one  which  I  think  members  of  this  House 
ought  to  insist  should  be  investigated, if  investigated 
at  all,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  House,  and 
under  the  protection  of  this  House,  and  that  is  the 
assertions  made  by  hon.  members  in  the  course  of 
the  debate  upon  this  subject.  It  is  all  very  well 
for  the  Government  to  select  abstract  propositions 
and  a  series  of  observations  from  the  speeches  of 
those  which  favoured  the  proposition  of  the  mem¬ 
ber  for  West  Ontario,  and  to  make  them  a  portion 
of  the  recital  leading  up  to  their  own  charges  made 
by  the  Minister  of  Militia.  Among  others  we  find 
they  quote  the  language  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Bothwell  to  this  effect  : 

“  So  when  the  leader  of  the  Government  and  his  col¬ 
league  undertake  to  seriously  argue  that  this  House  is 
denuded  of  all  its  power  to  enquire  into  the  misappropria¬ 
tion  of  public  money  for  the  purpose  of  corrupting  the 
electors  of  this  country,  because  the  trial  of  election 
petitions  has  been  referred  to  the  courts,  I  take  issue  with 
those  hon.  gentlemen  on  that  ground.  The  trial  of  electi  on 
petitions  is  one  thing.  The  use  of  public  money  for  delib¬ 
erate  corruption  of  the  electors  by  a  member  of  the 
Administration  is  a  proper  matter  for  enquiry  by  this 
House,  and  is  not  in  the  smallest  degree  restricted  in  any 
way  by  reason  of  the  trial  of  election  petitions  having  been 
referred  to  the  courts.” 

Is  this  proposition  of  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell 
(Mr.  Mills)  to  be  placed  before  a  committee  of  this. 
House,  or  before  a  committee  of  judges  to  be  in¬ 
vestigated  and  tried  out  on  the  evidence  ?  Is  this 
House  afterwards  to  be  called  on  to  express  ait 
opinion  as  to  the  wisdom  or  unwisdom,  the  logical 
or  illogical  character  of  these  observations  of  the 
hon.  member  for  Bothwell ;  or  are  they  mere  mis¬ 
leading  and  illusive  recitals  brought  in  to  cover  up 
the  real  and  true  issue  before  the  public  mind  of 
the  country  as  to  the  innocence  or  guilt  of  the  Post¬ 
master  General  in  respect  to  the  charges  brought 
against  him  by  the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario 
(Mr.  Edgar)  ?  And  so  on  with  all  of  the  recitals 
which  lead  up  to  the  new  formulation  of  charges 
made  by  the  Minister  of  Militia,  and  by  which  it 
is  endeavoured  to  place  upon  the  shoulders  of  the 
hon.  member  for  West  Ontario  the  responsibility 
for  the  truth  of  the  charges,  or  otherwise  he  will 
stand  before  the  country,  as  was  stated  by  the  hon. 
gentleman  who  has  just  taken  his  seat,  with  having 
made  charges  which  he  is  unable  to  prove.  If  the 
original  charges  were  open  to  the  allegations  of  inde- 
hniteness,  which  ought  to  prevent  the  House  from. 
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■undertaking  any  effort  whatever  to  enquire  into 
them,  the  charges  are  now  formulated  are  doubly 
open  to  the  same  accusation.  While  the  consti¬ 
tuencies  in  which  the  moneys  were  alleged  to  have 
been  expended,  the  moneys  improperly  received 
from  the  construction  company,  improperly 
received  out  of  the  subsidies  which  the  Postmaster 
/  Oeneral  is  charged  with  having  made  use  of  for 
election  purposes,  were  confined  to  certain  definite 
constituencies  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  these  are 
struck  out  of  the  charges,  and  the  charges  are  still 
more  indefinite  by  inserting  the  words  “  certain 
portions  of  Canada.”  Assuming,  for  the  sake  of 
argument,  there  was  in  the  possession  of  the  mem¬ 
ber  for  West  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar)  documentary  and 
other  evidence  for  the  expenditure  of  money  in 
those  and  other  constituencies  mentioned,  or  assum¬ 
ing  that  the  Government  who  have  taken  up  these 
charges,  and  with  additions  and  alterations  of  their 
own,  made  them  their  own  charges,  had  in  their 
own  possession  proofs  that  moneys  so  corruptly  ob¬ 
tained  by  the  aid  of  the  machinery  referred  to  in 
the  charges  were  expended  in  other  constituencies 
of  Canada,  certainly  they  were  bound,  by  all  rules 
of  law  and  equity,  to  have  stated  and  named  the 
constituencies  in  which  those  moneys  were  expended. 
If  it  was  unfair,  improper  and  inequitable  to  name 
those  22  constituencies  as  seats  of  corruption,  as 
the  locus  in  which  these  moneys  were  expended, 
certainly  it  was  unfair,  improper  and  inequitable 
that  a  commission  should  be  appointed  with  power 
to  go  through  the  whole  Dominion  to  trace  funds 
which  now  are  alleged  to  have  been  improperly  and 
corruptly  expended.  We  have,  then,  these  features 
to  which  the  motion  indirectly  refers  and  to  which 
we  desire  to  call  the  attention  of  the  country,  be¬ 
cause  I  understand  the  lion,  member  for  West  Ont¬ 
ario  (Mr.  Edgar)  utterly  declines  to  accept  and  in¬ 
deed  repudiates  the  commission  or  tribunal  now  se¬ 
lected  to  try  these  charges.  It  is  true  that  after 
the  evidence  is  taken  this  House  will  be  called 
upon,  or  may  be  called  upon,  to  pronounce  a  ver¬ 
dict  as  to  what  may  be  discovered  or  revealed  by 
the  evidence  so  taken,  and,  in  this  manner,  it  is 
argued  that  the  matter  is  still  held  within  the  jur¬ 
isdiction  and  dealing  of  the  House.  If  that  is  the 
case — and  it  may  be  so  to  a  limited  extent — what 
becomes  of  all  the  long  arguments  we  have  had  as 
to  the  propriety  of  submitting  charges  of  this  kind 
to  the  judgment  of  Parliament?  At  one  breath 
Parliament  is  denied  the  power,  duty  and  privilege 
of  appointing  one  of  its  committees  to  take  this  evi¬ 
dence,  another  body  is  selected,  and  the  evidence  is 
then  to  be  submitted  to  this  passionate  and  parti¬ 
san  tribunal  for  settlement  and  for  a  verdict,  I 
think  the  most  serious  complaint,  after  all,  that 
was  made  against  the  action  taken  by  hon.  members 
on  the  other  side  of  the  House  is  that  they  have  so 
altered  the  charges,  by  adding  to  them  and  taking 
away  from  them,  that  the  hon.  gentleman  who 
possesses  the  evidence  on  which  he  has  declared, 
on  his  responsibility,  that  he  can  convict  the 
Postmaster  General  of  the  improprieties  indicated 
in  the  original  resolution,  now  utterly  repudiates 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  new  tribunal  and  declares 
he  will  not  come  forward  and  attempt  to  prove 
those  charges,  the  proof  of  which  he  has  in  his  posses¬ 
sion,  and  thus  Parliament  is  actually  deprived  of 
the  opportunity  of  passing  a  sound  verdict  on  the 
issues  which  were  thus  presented.  Laying  aside 
the  important  question  as  to  the  dignity  and  powrer 
Mr.  Flint. 


of  Parliament  being  overruled  and  overridden  by 
the  proposal  before  the  House,  brought  in  by  the 
Government,  and  considering  the  case  upon  the 
mere  ground  of  convenience,  it  would  be  far  pre¬ 
ferable  that  this  matter  should  be  adjudicated  upon 
the  charges  made  by  the  member  for  West  Ontario 
(Mr.  Edgar),  and  that  the  evidence  should  be  taken 
by  a  committee  of  this  House.  We  avoid  bringing 
the  judiciary,  which  our  hon.  friends  opposite  are 
not  tired  of  praising,  into  the  arena  of  party  con¬ 
flict  ;  we  avoid  the  delay  and  expense  to  members 
of  Parliament  who  are  interested  in  this  investiga¬ 
tion  and  who  may  perhaps  have  evidence  to  pre¬ 
sent  before  the  tribunal,  in  bringing  evidence  for¬ 
ward  when  Parliament  is  not  in  session,  and  we 
will  have  the  benefit  of  the  continued  presence  of 
Parliament  to  assist  in  enforcing  the  claims 
and  demands  of  the  committee  and  in  protecting 
its  own  members  in  all  cases  which  may  arise  before 
that  committee.  Consequently,  on  any  of  these 
grounds  I  think  the  proposition  by  way  of  an 
amendment  to  the  resolution  approving  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  judges  is  preferable  to  the  course  now 
proposed.  Another  point,  which  will  probably  not 
arise  in  this  discussion  but  which  might  arise,  is 
worthy  of  consideration.  Suppose  the  Government 
had  brought  in  the  names  of  judges  who  were  very 
distasteful  to  the  House.  Suppose,  for  instance, 
the  Government  proposed  as  commissioner  the 
name  of  a  judge  whom  certain  members  of  the 
House  had  asked  to  be  investigated,  would  not  the 
very  proposition  of  the  name  of  a  judge  who  was 
distasteful  to  the  House,  who  might  be  attacked 
personally  on  the  ground  of  his  strong  political 
partiality  or  on  the  ground  of  his  having  acted  on 
former  occasions  injudicially,  would  it  not  have  a 
dangerous  tendency  to  lower  the  position  and  to 
diminish  the  reverence  which  we  ought  to  have  for 
the  bench  ?  I  cannot  understand  why,  if  the  names 
of  judges  are  proposed  for  the  approval  of  the 
House,  it  would  not  be  perfectly  open  to  members 
of  the  House  to  attack  any  of  the  judges  whose 
names  were  suggesied  on  the  ground  of  former 
connection  with  a  certain  political  party,  or  on 
the  ground  of  being  personally  connected  with 
leading  politicians  in  this  country,  or  on 
the  ground  of  their  temperament,  or  of  any 
previous  judicial  decisions  they  have  rendered. 
We  do  not  propose  to  make  these  attacks,  but  I 
say  that  they  might  be  made,  and  as  a  matter  of 
principle,  and  as  a  matter  tending  to  protect  the 
judiciary  from  attacks  of  this  character,  it  is  un¬ 
wise  to  bring  before  the  House  for  approval  or  dis¬ 
approval  the  names  of  judges  who  shall  be 
appointed  on  commissions.  It  is  in  imitation  of 
the  methods  of  our  American  friends  with  whom 
one  branch  of  the  Legislature  is  also  a  portion  of 
the  Executive,  and  we  are  asked  here  to  occupy 
the  position  of  the  Executive  Council  in  deciding 
upon  governmental  appointments,  and  thus  to 
assume  responsibility  for  the  executive  acts  of 
certain  gentlemen,  which  the  House  ought  not  to 
be  called  upon  to  assume.  Upon  this  ground,  as 
well  as  upon  the  others  I  have  mentioned,  the 
appointment  of  a  commission  and  the  asking  of  the 
approval  of  this  House  to  the  names  of  the  gentle¬ 
men  who  shall  compose  that  commission  is  a  great 
error  of  judgment  and  of  statesmanship.  I  trust 
that  the  Government  may  yet  see  its  way  clear  to 
recede  from  what  I  cannot  but  believe  to  be  an 
untenable  and  unconstitutional  position,  and  I  hope 
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that  they  will  leave  entirely  and  completely  in  the 
hands  of  this  House  the  settlement  of  the  unfor¬ 
tunate  proposition  for  which  they  are  responsible, 
and  for  which  no  member  on  this  side  of  the  House 
is  responsible.  Let  it  be  understood  that  the 
charges  as  now  formulated  against  the  Postmaster 
General  are  not  the  charges  of  any  member  on  this 
side  of  the  House,  but  they  are  the  charges  of  the 
Government,  and  to  the  Government  the  people  of 
this  country  will  look  to  see  that  they  are  thor¬ 
oughly  and  impartially  investigated.  If  there  is 
any  proof  to  support  them,  the  responsibility  is  up¬ 
on  the  Government  to  see  that  those  who  are  guilty, 
if  guilty  they  are,  of  the  serious  crimes  charged 
by  the  Government  shall  be  properly  punished  by 
means  of  all  the  powers  placed  at  the  disposal  of 
the  Government  by  the  constitution  of  this 
country. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  I  was  very  much  surprised,  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  hear  the  speech  of  my  hon.  friend  the 
member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills),  because,  as  the 
member  for  Terrebonne  (Mr.  Chapleau)  has  said, 
he  is,  on  subjects  of  the  nature  we  are  now  dealing 
with,  a  great  and  erudite  authority,  and  he  is  full 
of  facts  and  precedents.  On  this  occasion  he  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  celebrated  case  of  Lord  Melville.  We 
heard  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills) 
make  from  his  place  in  Parliament  to-day,  the 
statement  that  the  charges  against  Lord  Melville 
were  referred  to  a  select  committee  of  Parliament, 
and  the  hon.  gentleman  has  communicated  to  the 
public  press  a  statement  to  this  effect : 

“  There  was  a  select  committee  to  whom  the  report  of 
the  Commissioners  of  Naval  Enquiry  respecting  the  office 
of  King’s  Treasurer  was  referred,  and  that  committee  en¬ 
quired  into  the  application  for  naval  purposes  of  surveys 
that  were  not  naval,  and  it  was  information  so  collected 
that  formed  the  basis  of  impeachment.  Ifyouwereto, 
turn  to  the  volume  of  parliamentary  reports  you  will 
find  from  the  evidence  taken  by  this  committee  (that  is 
to  say  the  committee  of  the  House  of  Commons)  that  more 

than  a  score  of  parties  were  examined.” 

• 

He  further  said  that  any  one  who  undertakes  to 
champion  a  different  view  will  find  themselves  very 
grossly  mistaken.  Now,  Sir,  I  will  have  to  ask  the 
attention  and  forbearance  of  the  House,  because  I 
will  have  to  lay  an  argument  before  hon.  gentlemen 
which  is  somewhat  dull  and  dry,  but  which  I  think 
is  conclusive.  On  the  18th  June,  1782,  the  House 
of  Commons  in  Committee  of  the  Whole  came  to  the 
following  resolution,  amongst  others  : — 

“  That  it  is  the  opinion  of  this  committee  that  some 
regulations  ought  to  be  adopted  for  the  purpose  of  lessen¬ 
ing  and  keeping  down  the  balances  of  public  moneys,  and 
so  on.” 

On  the  18th  June,  the  same  day,  the  House  again 
resolved  itself  into  committee  and  passed  certain 
resolutions,  and  the  upshot  of  these  resolutions  was 
an  enquiry  by  the  Naval  Commissioners  into  the 
management  of  the  navy  ;  and  a  number  of  reports 
were  made  by  these  Naval  Commissioners,  amongst 
them  what  was  known  as  the  tenth  report.  On  the 
13th  February,  1805,  the  reports  of  the  Naval 
Commissioners  were  laid  on  the  Table  and  they 
were  ordered  to  be  printed,  and  on  the  8th  April, 
1805,  the  House  was  moved  : 

“  That  the  tenth  report  of  the  Commissioners  of  Naval 
Enquiry  respecting  the  office  of  the  Treasurer  of  His  Ma¬ 
jesty  s  navy,  which  was  presented  to  the  House  on  the  13th 
February  last,  might  be  read,  and  the  same  was  read. 

The  House  was  later  moved  that  a  copy  of  the  letter 
irom  Lord  Viscount  Melville  should  be  read.  And  the 
House  was  moved  that  the  Act  made  in  25  George  III 


for  better  regulating  the  office  of  the  Treasurer  of  His 
Majesty’s  navy  might  be  read,  and  so  on.  The  House  was 
moved  that  the  Act  of  the  43  George  in  be  read.  The 
House  was  moved  that  the  report  which  upon  the  10th 
day  of  June,  1782,  was  made  from  the  Committee  of  the 
\V  hole  to  whom  it  was  referred  to  consider,  the  several 
reports  presented  to  the  House  from  the  Commissioners 
appointed  to  examine  state  and  take  the  Public  \ccounts 
might  be  read. 

.  “  The  previous  question  being  put  and  the  numbers  be¬ 
ing  equal,  Mr.  Speaker  said  that  in  proceedings  to  take 
his  vote,  he  should  beg  leave  very  briefly  to  state  his  rea¬ 
sons  by  which  it  would  be  governed.  Three  charges  had 
been  advanced.  The  noble  lord;  violation  of  the  Act 
of  Parliament ;  connivance  at  the  private  profits  illegally 
made  by  Mr.  Trotter  out  of  the  public  money.  Upon  the 
other  hand,  it  had  been  urged,  that  before  the  House 
could  come  to  a  satisfactory  vote  upon  these  charges,  a 
further  enquiry  should  be  instituted  by  a  select  commit¬ 
tee  of  the  House,  from  whence  material  information  micffit 
be  derived,  which  ought  to  influence  the  decision  of  the 
House  upon  the  charges.  But  that  upon  the  whole  de¬ 
bate,  it  appeared  to  him,  that  material  as  such  further 
information  might  be  with  reference  to  the  latter  charge, 
it  could  not  apply  to  the  former  charges,  which  were  con¬ 
fessed  by  the  noble  person  himself,  and  being  so  estab¬ 
lished,  the  original  question  was  now  fit  to  be  submitted 
to  the  judgment  of  the  House.  And,  therefore,  he  de¬ 
clared  himself  with  the  yeas. 

“  So  it  was  resolved  in  the  affirmative. 

A  motion  was  made,  and  the  question  being  proposed, 
that  Henry  Lord  Viscount  Melville  be  impeached  of  high 
crimes  and  misdemeanours ; 

“The  House  was  moved,  that  the  tenth  report  of  the 
Commissioners  of  Naval  Enquiry  respecting  the  office  of 
the  Treasurer  of  His  Majesty’s  navy,  which  was  presented 
to  the  House  upon  the  13th  day  of  February  last,  might 
be  read  ;  and  the  same  was  read.  ' 

“The  House  was  also  moved,  that  the  report  which, 
upon  the  27th  day  of  May  last,  was  made  from  the  select 
committee  to  whom  the  said  tenth  report  of  the  Commis¬ 
sioners  of  Naval  Enquiry  was  referred,  to  enquire  into  the 
application  of  any  moneys  issued  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
navy  for  naval  services  to  purposes  not  naval,  and 
whether  any  and  what  representations  were  made  to  the 
Lord  Commissioners  of  His  Majesty’s  Treasury  or  the 
Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  respecting  the  withdrawal 
from  the  bank  any  sums  of  money  so  issued  since  the 
passing  of  the  Act  of  25  Geo.  Ill,  c.  31,  and  also  into  the 
proceedings  had  for  the  recovery  of  the  debt  due  to  the 
Crown  by  the  late  Adam  Jellicoe,  might  be  read ;  and  the 
same  was  read. 

“  The  House  was  also  moved,  that  the  resolutions  of  the 
House  of  the  8th  day  of  April  last,  respecting  the  matters 
contained  in  the  said  tenth  report  of  the  Commissioners 
of  Naval  Enquiry,  might  be  again  read ;  and  the  same 
were  read.” 

Then  the  ten  resolutions  are  given.  We  have  an 
account  here  of  the  trial  of  Lord  Melville,  and  we 
have  also  an  account  of  the  debate  that  took  place 
in  the  House  of  Commons  when  Mr.  Whitebread 
moved  for  the  impeachment  of  Lord  Melville  : 

“  Mr.  Whitebread  rose  to  make  his  promised  motion,, 
founded  on  the  tenth  report  of  the  Commissioners  of  Naval 
Enquiry,  and  spoke  as  follows  ‘  When  first,  Sir,  I  gave 
notice  that  I  should  call  the  attention  of  the  House  to  the 
subject  on  which  I  am  now  to  address  you,  it  was  my  in¬ 
tention  to  follow  the  precedents  by  which  the  House  has 
been  generally  guided,  and  to  move  that  the  tenth  report 
of  the  Commissioners  of  Naval  Enquiry  betaken  into  con¬ 
sideration  in  a  committee.  I  have,  however,  since,  on 
mature  reflection,  seen  reason  to  alter  this  original  reso¬ 
lution,  and,  confining  myself  to  the  most  important  part 
of  that  report,  to  make  that  the  foundation  of  certain 
propositions  with  which  I  shall  have  the  honour  to  con¬ 
clude.’  ” 

And  he  goes  on  to  argue  that  there  is  ample  ground 
in  thereportof  the  Naval  Commissioners  for  making 
the  enquiry.  The  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer, 
Mr.  Pitt,  rose  to  oppose  the  motion  of  Mr.  White- 
bread.  He  said  that  the  accused  had  not  had  a 
fair  trial,  that  he  had  not  had  the  opportunities 
that  he  ought  to  have  had  of  answering.  He  goes 
on  to  say  that  for  this  purpose  he  thought  the  best 
course  to  pursue  would  be  to  refer  the  report  to  a 
select  committee,  inasmuch  as  there  were  many 
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points  contained  in  it  which  would  require  further 
explanation  ;  and  he  concludes  by  moving  : 

“  That  the  tenth  report  of  the  Commissioners  of  Naval 
Enquiry  be  referred  to  a  select  committee  of  this  House  to 
examine  the  matter  thereof  and  to  report  the  same  to  the 
House.” 

Mr.  Fox,  and  other  great  Liberals  of  that  day, 
opposed  the  motion  of  Mr.  Pitt  ;  and  when  it 
came  to  be  voted  on  after  a  considerable  debate, 
what  happened  ?  The  motion  of  the  leader  of 
the  House,  Mr.  Pitt,  for  a  select  committee  was 
voted  down,  and  from  time  to  time  a  number  of 
resolutions  were  put  before  the  House  ;  but  the  re¬ 
sult  was  that  when  the  motion  for  the  impeach¬ 
ment  came  to  be  dealt  with,  it  was  dealt  with  on 
the  report  made  by  the  Naval  Commissioners,  and 
not  by  any  select  committee. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
will  see  that  that  case  all  through  proceeded  on 
the  assumption  that  the  House  was  already 
possessed  of  sufficient  information,  and  that  on  that 
ground  a  select  committee  was  unnecessary.  It 
had  incidentally  obtained  the  information  by  other 
proceedings,  just  as  we  had  by  the  Public  Ac¬ 
counts  Committee  last  year,  instead  of  its  being 
obtained  on  formal  charges  made. 

Mr.  DAYIN.  If  I  admitted  that,  the  hon. 
gentleman  must  still  stand  convicted  of  inaccuracy. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  I  do  not  suppose  for  one  minute 
that  he  would  mislead  the  House.  I  will  not 
trouble  the  House  further  on  this  matter ;  but 
what  I  say  is  that  the  hon.  gentleman’s  statement 
that  in  the  case  of  Lord  Melville  there  was  a 
reference  of  the  serious  charges  made  to  a  select 
committee,  cannot  be  sustained,  and  I  have  shown 
it.  Now,  that  being  so,  I  say  it  is  a  pretty  serious 
thing — and  I  will  only  deal  with  it  in  passing — to 
have  the  proposition  which  I  make  here  to-day, 
and  which  I  made  once  before,  characterized  as  in¬ 
accurate,  and  sent  forth  to  the  world  in  this  Ham¬ 
ilton  Times  interview.  Now,  I  will  deal  with  the 
question  very  briefly  as  it  has  been  dealt  with  here 
to-day.  I  say  the  reference  has  been  misrepre¬ 
sented  ;  the  nature  of  the  charges  which  have  been 
placed  before  the  reference  has  been  misrepresented; 
the  manner  of  the  reference  is  misrepresented  ;  and 
the  effect  of  the  reference  is  misrepresented  ;  and 
this  is  done  for  no  other  purpose  than  to  cast  dust 
in  the  eyes  of  the  public,  and  give  newspaper  writ¬ 
ers,  who  do  not  trouble  themselves  to  enquire 
into  these  things,  an  opportunity  for  talking 
loudly  about  the  dreadful  outrage  that  has  been 
perpetrated  by  the  Government  in  not  bringing 
the  Postmaster  General  to  justice.  Why,  Sir,  do 
any  of  these  anonymous  writers  suppose  for  one 
minute  that  they  are  more  concerned  in  the  purity 
of  Parliament  and  the  purity  of  the  Conservative 
party  and  the  Conservative  Government  than  the 
mass  of  the  Conservative  members  of  this  House  ? 
I  have  heard  most  extraordinary  statements  made 
by  the  hon.  leader  of  the  Opposition  to-day.  He 
stated,  very  properly,  that  if  members  were  brought 
into  this  House  by  a  Cabinet  Minister  their  liberty 
would  not  be  worth  speaking  of.  It  is  all  very 
well  to  make  that  statement  upon  a  mere  allega¬ 
tion,  an  allegation  made  without  any  particulars 
whatever,  and  made  in  such  a  way  that  it  could 
not  possibly  be  regarded  as  a  fit  matter  of  enquiry 
by  any  assembly  careful  of  its  dignity  and  its  self- 
Mr.  Davin. 


respect.  Now,  I  challenge  any  man  either  in  this 
House  or  anywhere  else,  to  meet  me  and  controvert 
the  proposition  I  lay  down,  that  theehargesas  alleged 
by  the  Government,  in  every  material  point  not  only 
cover  the  whole  ground  of  the  Edgar  charges,  but 
enlarge  the  scope  of  the  enquiry.  A  learned  friend 
of  mine,  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon), 
who  certainly  has  not  the  reputation  of  being 
mealy-mouthed  in  expressing  his  opinions  where 
he  thinks  any  wrong  is  likely  to  be  done,  and 
myself  went  over  those  charges  together.  I 
also  read  them  with  another  hon.  and  learned 
friend  of  mine.  I  wanted  to  find  a  single  charge 
which  could  be  pronounced  a  definite  charge  ;  and 
though  I  do  not  know  what  conclusion  my  hon. 
friend  from  Albert  came  to,  I  know  this,  that  when 
two  persons,  one  of  whom  is  a  thorough  lawyer, 
and  both  of  whom  had  received  originally  a  legal 
education,  go  over  these  charges  and  are 
unable  to  find  a  definite  charge  made  of  corruptly 
receiving  money,  there  must  be  something  wrong. 
The  fact  is,  Sir,  those  charges  were  skilfully  framed. 

I  compliment  the  member  for  West  Ontario  (Mr. 
Edgar),  although  the  compliment  has  not  that 
element  of  praise  that  would  make  him  fit  to  sit  on 
a  bench  of  bishops.  I  compliment  him  on  the  skill 
with  which  he  made  these  charges,  because  they 
were  well  calculated  to  fill  the  public  mind  with 
the  idea  that  a  serious  charge  was  made  ;  and  if 
the  hon.  gentlemen  could  only  have  held  their 
tongues,  they  would  positively  have  embarrassed 
the  Government.  If  they  had  only  remained  quiet, 
this  assembly,  in  accordance  with  common  fairness, 
in  accordance  with  the  sense  of  its  own  dignity 
and  its  duty  to  the  country,  and  out  of  respect  for 
the  very  genius  of  the  English  language,  would 
have  had  to  vote  down  that  motion-;  and  then  hon. 
gentlemen  could  have  gone  from  platform  to  plat¬ 
form  and  cried  out  :  There  is  the  spirit  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  there  is  the  Government  that  shrinks  from 
enquiry,  there  is  the  Government  that  harbours 
within  its  bosom  a  man  against  whom  we  make 
these  serious  charges,  there  is  the  Government  that 
was  afraid  to  go  before  a  committee,  and  unblush- 
ingly  voted  our  resolution  down.  But  they 
insisted  on  speaking  and  lost  their  opportunity. 
They  explained  what  they  meant  by  their  charges  ; 
and  these  indefinite  charges,  being  made  plain  by 
the  speeches  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  the 
Government  had  a  clear  duty  before  it  and  that 
duty  it  has  accomplished.  Had  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  remained  quiet,  even  if  they  had  no 
evidence  to  prove  any  of  those  charges,  much  less 
to  prove  them  up  to  the  hilt,  the  making  of  that 
motion,  vague  and  indefinite  as  it  was,  was  cal¬ 
culated  to  have  drawn  the  Government  into  the 
trap  of  voting  it  down  ;  but  I  say  the  bringing  of 
those  vague  charges  made  in  the  way  they  were,  is 
probably  the  greatest  act  of  parliamentary  coward¬ 
ice  that  the  annals  of  mistakes  in  Parliament  can 
show.  Now,  I  say  that  the  tribunal  is  misrepre¬ 
sented.  The  leader  of  the  Opposition  talks  well ; 
and  he  talked  indignantly  about  the  taking  of  this 
tiling  out  of  hands  of  Parliament  ?  What  is  the 
difference  practically  between  the  two  judges  in  this 
commission  and  the  naval  commissioners  whoenquire 
into  the  conduct  of  naval  affairs  ?  What  is  the 
difference  between  a  commission  taking  evidence 
such  as  these  judges  will  do,  and  a  naval  com¬ 
mission  ?  Why,  one  of  the  very  charges  made 
about  these  naval  commissioners  was  that  they  could 
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not  go  so  thoroughly  into  matters  as  a  different 
tribunal  would.  But  they  went  so  thoroughly  into 
them  that  statements  made  by  them  were  made 
the  foundation  of  an  impeachment,  without  any 
reference  to  a  parliamentary  committee.  Suppose 
non  that  this  tribunal  sits,  and  the  member  for 
West  Ontario  does  what  the  hou.  member  for 
Yarmouth  says  he  will  do,  utterly  ignore  it. 
Well,  if  he  has  no  evidence,  he  will  do  wisely.  If 
he  is  really  without  evidence  to  prove  his  charges 
against  the  Postmaster  General,  and  he  ignores  this 
commission,  he  will  do  wisely  ;  but  if  he  will  not 
go  before  that  commission,  let  me  tell  him  that  he 
will  stand  confessed  before  the  people  of  Canada, — 

Mr.  McMullen.  no. 

Mr.  DA  YIN.  Yea,  as  a  man  ready  to  make 
cowardly  charges,  who,  when  given  an  opportunity 
of  proving  them,  slunk  away  like  a  dog  with  his 
tail  between  his  legs.  But  if  he  has  proofs,  what 
is  to  prevent  him  coming  before  these  two  eminent 
judges  and  proving  his  case  ?  What  is  to  prevent 
him  going  before  these  judges  and  presenting  any 
evidence  in  his  possession  ?  Is  it  to  be  supposed 
for  one  moment  that  these  judges,  if  the  request  is 
a  reasonable  one,  would  not  allow  him  to  go  into 
the  evidence  ?  I  venture  to  say  if  he  will  go  before 
these  judges,  these  gentlemen,  acting  in  accordance 
with  their  practice  in  criminal  matters,  will  allow 
him  to  bring  his  evidence  under  the  indictment 
as  laid.  Then,  again,  I  say  that  the  thing  is 
not  taken  out  of  the  hands  of  Parliament,  as  the 
leader  of  the  Opposition  declares  it  is.  The  tri¬ 
bunal  is  one  that  can  take  all  the  evidence  which 
gentlemen  making  accusations  have  to  give,  if  they 
have  any ;  and  I  say  that  they  never  made  so 
great  a  mistake  as  in  bringing  these  charges,  if  they 
are  now  going  to  ignore  the  commission,  and  the 
public  will  come  to  its  own  conclusions.  I  may 
say  that  my  hon.  friend  the  member  for  Both  well, 
in  the  speech  we  have  just  listened  to,  became 
rather  confused  in  his  language  about  the  powers  of 
Parliament,  when  he  spoke  throughout  of  these 
charges  being  brought  before  the  high  court  of  Par¬ 
liament,  which  he  must  know  this  House  of  Commons 
is  not.  Now,  my  hon.  friend  from  Bothwell  spoke 
of  the  case  of  Mr.  Parnell  and  of  the  case  of  Mr. 
Dillon.  In  the  Parnell  case,  he  said  the  whole  of 
Ireland  was  arraigned  before  the  commission. 
M  hat  harm  was  done  to  the  whole  of  Ireland  or  to 
Parnell  ?  The  point  is  this,  that  Mr.  Parnell 
wanted  a  committee,  his  friends  wanted  a  com¬ 
mittee,  and  the  Government  refused  it.  The 
Government  said  :  A  committee  is  an  awkward 
tribunal  to  deal  with  a  charge  of  this  sort,  but  we 
will  give  you  a  commission  ;  and  they  gave  a  com¬ 
mission  composed  of  three  judges.  Did  any  harm 
come  to  Mr.  Parnell  in  consequence  of  that  ?  Did 
not  that  tribunal  fulfil  all  the  functions  of  a 
tribunal  for  taking  evidence  and  trial,  sifting  the 
matter  to  the  bottom,  and  did  not  Mr. 
Bussell,  the  great  counsel  for  Mr.  Parnell, 
have  full  scope  in  pressing  the  ease  of 
his  client  ?  YY  hat  is  there  to  prevent  one  of 
the  most  eminent  men  at  the  bar  of  Ontario  and  a 
great  friend  of  the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario, 
Mr.  Blake,  going  before  this  committee  ?  It  will 
be  easy  enough  for  the  great  Reform  party  to  give 
him  a  fee,  or  his  patriotic  sentiments  may  urge 
him  to  take  up  the  case  without  any  such  consider¬ 
ation.  Let  him  go  before  the  committee,  and  in 


his  weighty  manner  arraign  the  Postmaster  General 
and  bring  up  his  evidence  under  these  charges. 
Then  if  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  finds  that  that 
tribunal  was  not  equal  to  fully  investigating  the 
charges,  or  that  the  charges  as  framed  left  some¬ 
thing  not  dealt  with,  what  is  there  to  pre¬ 
vent  him,  when  the  report  of  the  commis¬ 
sion  is  made  and  before  us,  rising  in  his 
seat  and  saying  :  This  report  is  good  enough  as 
far  as  it  goes,  we  have  proved  such  and  such,  but 
there  are  other  matters  to  be  proved  which  these 
judges  would  not  allow  us  to  enquire  into  ?  Will 
any  one  assert  that  you  cannot,  if  you  have  a  case 
at  all,  make  such  a  case  as  would  make  it  impossi¬ 
ble  for  any  Government  to  refuse  a  further  and 
larger  enquiry,  should  you  show  that  these  two 
judges  failed  to  cover  the  ground  you  desired  in 
the  public  interest  should  be  covered?  Hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  are  on  a  weak  scent  altogether  in 
trying  to  arraign  the  character  of  the  tribunal  or 
to  show  that,  under  the  charges  as  laid,  they 
will  not  be  able  to  go  fully  into  the  question. 
My  hon.  friend  from  Yarmouth  (Mr.  Flint)  used  an 
argument  I  hardly  care  to  deal  with.  He  said  that 
he  does  not  like  to  place  such  work  upon  the  judi¬ 
ciary,  to  place  upon  the  judiciary  investigations  of 
this  kind.  Surely  there  is  no  force  in  an  argument 
like  that,  and  my  hon.  friend  must  have  been  hardly 
driven — and  I  admit  that,  if  I  had  to  take  up  the 
cudgels  on  behalf  of  the  position  taken  by  that  hon. 
gentleman’s  party,  I  should  be  hardly  driven  my¬ 
self — when  one  of  the  arguments  he  uses  is  that  he 
does  not  like  to  place  the  weight  of  a  judicial  in¬ 
vestigation  on  judicial  shoulders,  to  place  in  the 
hands  of  men  whose  duty  and  training  it  has  been 
all  their  lives,  the  duty  of  taking  evidence.  That 
is  one  of  the  most  extraordinary  arguments  I  have 
ever  heard  of.  What  kind  of  men  would  he  place 
the  duty  upon  ?  Would  he  place  it  upon  men  not 
accustomed  to  take  evidence,  merchants  or  lumber¬ 
men  or  ranchmen  ?  He  does  not  like  to  place  a 
judicial  investigation  upon  judicial  shoulders.  That 
is  a  very  curious  argument. 

Mr.  FLINT.  The  point  I  made  was  against 
bringing  the  judges  into  the  arena  of  politics.  It 
was  the  political  bearing  of  that  investigation 
rather  than  the  judicial  that  I  referred  to. 

Mr.  DAYIN.  I  will  take  it  any  M  ay  my  hon. 
friend  wants.  He  objects  to  a  judicial  investiga¬ 
tion  into  a  political  matter  by  judges.  Then  he 
would  like  a  non-judicial  investigation  into  a  polit¬ 
ical  matter  by  persons  who  are  not  judges.  I 
rather  think  that  this  is  a  reductio  ad  absurdum. 
Then  he  said  the  way  in  which  these  charges  as  now 
to  be  sent  before  the  commission  m  ere  made,  M'as 
to  take  a  number  of  abstract  propositions  from 
speeches  made  by  hon.  gentlemen  on  the  Opposi¬ 
tion  side  of  the  House.  Why,  propositions  more 
concrete,  if  I  may  use  such  language,  one  can 
hardly  imagine  than  those  which  have  been  made. 
The  statements  in  the  original  Edgar  charges  might 
be  called  abstract  propositions,  if  you  like,  but  the 
charges  laid  down  by  the  hon.  member  for  Oxford 
(Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  and  by  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  who  represents  Bothwell  so  M'ell  (Mr.  Mills), 
and  in  the  speech  of  the  hon.  member  for  West 
Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar),  were  not  abstract  proposi¬ 
tions  but  concrete  propositions,  laying  a  number  of 
specified  villainies  at  the  door  of  the  Postmaster 
General.  I  think  my  hon.  friend  is  again 
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astray  in  that  statement.  Even  the  leader  of 
the  Opposition  condescended,  in  speaking  of  these 
charges,  to  say  that  they  had  been  changed  and 
garbled,  but  he  did  not  attempt  to  show  where  a 
single  charge  was  garbled.  He  claimed  that  the 
lugging  in  of  22  constituencies  and  making  a  vague 
charge  of  spending  $100,000  in  these  constituencies 
had  been  omitted,  but  he  did  not  attempt  to  show 
that  any  of  these  charges  had  been  garbled.  I  will 
say  to  the  hon.  and  learned  gentleman  who  leads 
the  Opposition  with  so  much  ability  and  efficiency, 
that  to  garble  charges  you  have  to  distort  their 
meaning.  You  cannot  garble  a  charge  by  adding 
wordstoitwhichexplainits  meaning ;  and,  aboveall, 
who  garbles  a  charge  ?  Is  it  the  friend  of  the  man 
who  makes  the  charge  ?  Is  it  the  maker  of  the 
charge  himself  ?  No,  it  is  generally  the  enemy, 
the  opponent  who  garbles  a  charge  ;  but  here  he 
says  the  charge  is  garbled  because  there  are  added 
to  it  the  words  of  the  leader  of  the  Opposition,  the 
words  of  the  member  for  West  Ontario  (Mr. 
Edgar),  and  the  words  of  the  member  for  South 
Oxford,  so  that  we  have  the  monstrous  state¬ 
ment  made  by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition 
himself  that  the  member  for  South  Oxford 
and  the  member  for  West  Ontario  and  the 
gentleman  from  Bothwell  have  garbled  the 
charges  they  laid  before  this  House.  Again,  the 
leader  of  the  Opposition  stated  that,  if  this  course 
could  be  taken,  there  was  an  end  of  parliamentary 
government.  Now,  surely  that  is  again  a  proposi¬ 
tion  that  must  have  seemed  to  him  more  fit  for  the 
platform  than  for  this  House.  How  can  there  be 
an  end  of  parliamentary  government  if  this  course 
is  taken  ?  I  did  not  expect  that  we  should  be  troubl¬ 
ed  again  with  this  subject.  I  will  only  say,  in  con¬ 
clusion,  that  I  cannot  see  how  the  House  can  be 
asked,  looking  at  it  from  the  point  of  view  of  par¬ 
liamentary  procedure,  to  undo  to-day  what  a  short 
time  ago  it  deliberately,  and  after  debate  and  after 
full  consideration,  did.  If  we  are  to  take  a  course 
like  that,  I  think  myself  there  would  be  an  end  to 
all  parliamentary  progress,  and  although  amongst 
some  people  outside  this  House  there  may  still  be 
the  opinion  that  in  some  way  or  other  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  Conservative  party  in  this  House 
have  shrunk  from  enquiry,  yet,  as  this  question 
gets  to  be  more  and  more  discussed  and  understood, 
it  will  be  seen  that  those  who  have  shrunk  or  are 
about  to  shrink  from  full  enquiry  in  this  matter 
are  the  very  persons  who  tabled  the  charges  in  this 
House. 

Mr.  FR  ASER.  The  hon.  gentleman  (Mr.  Davin) 
has  not  been  up  to  his  usual  mark,  and  I  think 
there  is  some  good  reason.  There  was  an  absence 
of  a  cartoon  from  Grip  to  hold  up  before  the  House, 
or  there  was  some  other  reason  for  his  not  being  up 
to  the  usual  force.  There  were  no  interruptions  to 
give  him  an  opportunity  of  answering  his  oppo¬ 
nents.  The  necessary  appendages  for  the  oration 
were  lacking.  This  speech,  like  the  other  speeches 
which  were  not  delivered  by  the  hon.  gentleman, 
was  apparently  not  revised.  He  neglected  the 
scenery,  the  contingencies  and  all  the  circumstances 
which  have  at  different  times  drawn  from  him  thq«e 
witty  repartees  which  have  made  him  celebrate^'' 
ffiroughout  the  Dominion,  and  consequently  there 
was  lacking  not  only  the  argument  but  the  usual 
force  of  the  hon.  gentleman.  Certainly  he  did  not 
bring  much  to  his  argument  from  the  large  number 
Mr.  Davin. 


of  ancient  tomes  and  modern  books  which  he  had 
before  him,  and  did  not  throw  as  much  light  on  the 
subject  as  I  expected.  There  was  this  about  it, 
he  was  evidently  discussing  the  question,  because 
he  felt  that  either  in  his  own  interest  or  in  the 
interest  of  some  friends,  he  must  make  some 
defence  of  the  action  of  the  Government.  I  have 
also  to  join  with  my  hon.  friend  from  Yarmouth 
(Mr.  Flint)  in  congratulating  the  House  upon  the 
reappearance  of  the  Minister  of  Customs  among 
us.  It  is  certainly  pleasant  to  know  that  he  is  no 
longer  a  hostage  ;  it  is  pleasant  to  know  that  in 
place  of  being  on  strike,  he  now  strikes,  and  that 
he  has  determined,  after  finding,  perhaps,  that  his 
previous  method  was  nqt  successful  with  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  now  to  come  forward  boldly  as  a  knight 
should,  and  to  show  in  this  House  that  he  is  entitled 
to  the  distinction  and  preferment  that  he  claimed 
under  different  circumstances.  These  things  make 
the  House  understand  that  after  all  this  is  the 
place  where  dictinction  is  won  ;  and  I  congratulate 
the  Government  that  at  last,  by  their  not  yielding, 
perhaps,  to  the  pressure,  they  brought  this  hon. 
gentleman  to  the  position  of  doing  in  Parliament 
what  they  have  to  do,  that  is,  to  stand  by  their 
measures  and  stand  for  the  measures,  and  so  to 
discuss  them  here  as  to  gain  not  only  the  respect 
of  his  colleague  but  also  of  Parliament.  But  there 
is  something  else  in  the  remark  made  by  the  member 
for  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin)  to  which  I  wish  to  call 
attention.  I  think  he  was  very  unfortunate  in  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  anonymous  writerswho  are  writing  about 
this  question.  I  think,  perhaps,  that  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  himself  is  not  without  some  little  experience 
in  the  role  of  anonymous  writers  ;  I  think,  perhaps, 
that  not  always  does  he  follow  the  methods  followed 
in  France  of  signing  his  name  whenever  he  writes 
for  a  public  newspaper  ;  and  at  least  he  did  not 
follow  that  method  always,  for  charges  have  been 
made  from  time  to  time,  and  there  were  interviews 
from  time  to  time  published,  that  did  not  receive 
his  signature.  But  really  when  he  referred  to  the 
interview  of  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr. 
Mills),  I  think  he  struck  a  weak  point  in  the  whole 
argument.  I  have  never  been  interviewed,  I  sup¬ 
pose  simply  because  my  views  are  not  worth  put¬ 
ting  in  a  newspaper ;  but  when  I  shall  have  ad¬ 
vanced  so  far  as  to  be  asked  what  my  opinions  are, 
I  suppose  I  shall  give  them  in  the  usual  method. 
But  be  that  as  it  may,  it  is  a  very  useful  way  of 
finding  out  what  are  the  opinions  of  men  who 
are  able  to  judge  of  this  question.  The  public 
wish  to  know  ;  for  after  all,  much  as  the  general 
public  know  already,  they  do  look  to  those  who 
understand  more  about  the  question  to  get  some 
new  light  upon  it.  Now,  I  take  it  that  the  defence 
made  by  my  hon.  friend  of  the  proposition  of  the 
Government  is  not  just  the  defence  the  Ministry 
would  like  to  have  made.  I  think,  perhaps, 
he  made  certain  statements  that  will  not  be 
sanctioned  by  the  Government.  For  example,  he 
says  that  when  the  judges  sit,  if  the  member  for 
West  Ontario  comes  and  says  :  “  I  have  charges,” 
of  course  they  will  be  enquired  into.  If  he  says  : 
“I  am  here  bringing  my  charges” — these  are  his 
words — “  I  want  to  enlarge  them,”  and  does  any¬ 
body,  he  a^ks  with  considerable  gusto,  think  that 
these  judges  will  not  enlarge  them.  I  did  not  see 
the  usual  smile  sitting  so  pleasantly  upon  the  face 
of  the  Minister  of  Justice  when  the  member  for 
Assiniboia  made  that  statement.  When  the  mem- 
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ber  for  Assiniboia  was  broadening  the  case  and 
promising  that  the  Government  would  give  such  a 
line  opportunity  to  the  member  for  West  Ontario, 
I  saw  that  the  member  for  Assiniboia  was  not 
instructed,  that  he  had  forgotten,  as  he  did  upon 
the  occasion  of  enquiring  into  the  legality  of  the 
charges,  to  consult  with  the  member  for  Albert 
(Mr.  Weldon)  and  other  lawyers  ;  that  he  had 
forgotten  to  consult  with  them  also  as  to  the 
method  of  defence  on  this  question.  Why,  any 
gentleman  can  see  at  once,  if  the  action  of  the 
Government  is  what  he  says  it  will  be,  it  would 
mean  that  any  one  of  the  charges  preferred  by  the 
member  for  West  Ontario  could  be  submitted  to 
these  judges  ;  and  if  he  makes  any  other  charges 
that  he  likes  before  the  judges,  they  will  be 
enquired  into. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  Certainly,  if  I  made  any  such 
statement  as  that,  it  was  not  what  I  meant ;  but  I 
do  not  think  it  will  be  found  in  Hansard  that  I 
made  any  such  statement  as  that  the  judges  would 
so  enlarge  the  ease  as  to  allow  new  charges  to  be 
put  in.  The  point  I  tried  to  make  was  this,  that 
if  the  member  for  West  Ontario  were  to  go  before 
this  commission  he  would  be  able  to  prove  all  the 
facts  which  he  could  have  proved  under  his  own 
charges,  leaving  the  omnibus  and  absurd  charge 
respecting  twenty-two  elections  on  one  side.  That 
was  the  point  I  tried  to  make. 

Mr.  FRASER.  The  statement  does  not  help 
the  hon.  gentleman  at  all.  But  I  accept  it  even  as 
made.  He  means  that  if,  for  example,  the  member 
for  West  Ontario  were  to  say  :  “I  have  a  number 
of  witnesses  here  who  will  prove  so  and  so  ;  the 
charges  are  not  broad  enough  ;  if  you  put  certain 
words  in  I  can  get  that  evidence  in.” 

Mr.  DAVIN.  No,  that  is  not  what  I  mean. 

Mr.  FRASER.  He  sees  that  he  has  made  a  mis¬ 
take.  He  understands  very  well  that  he  was  argu¬ 
ing  this  question  upon  an  assumption  that  is  not  in 
the  statement  at  all,  and  if  any  person  was  trying 
to  throw  dust  in  the  eyes  of  the  public,  it  was  the 
hon.  member  for  Assiniboia  ;  if  any  person  was 
trying  to  give  a  piece  of  specious  argument  in 
favour  of  the  Government’s  proposition,  it  was  the 
member  for  Assiniboia  himself.  Why,  Sir,  that 
statement  is  as  definite  as  can  be.  He  seems  to 
forget  that  it  is  something  similar  to  issuing  a  com¬ 
mission  to  take  evidence,  and  supposing  that  the 
commissioner  will  allow  the  solicitors  appearing 
for  either  party  to  say  :  “I  want  such  and  such 
questions  to  be  put,”  after  the  questions  agreed 
upon  had  been  put.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  had 
given  the  question  a  moment’s  study,  he  would 
understand  that  these  charges  laid  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  are  as  specific  as  can  be,  and  that  these  judges 
would  be  bound  as  judges,  the  moment  a  tittle  of 
evidence  was  to  be  given  different  from  the  charges 
laid,  to  say  that  that  evidence  cannot  be  given, 
just  as  a  commissioner  that  takes  evidence  gets 
authority  from  a  court  to  take  the  evidence,  and 
he  has  no  power  to  go  beyond  that.  So  the  judges  ap¬ 
pointed  by  Parliament  have  their  commission  from 
Parliament,  and  they  cannot  go  beyond  that.  The 
Minister  of  Justice,  if  I  understood  him,  says  that  if 
the  parties  had  any  evidence  to  give  that  could  not 
be  taken  in  under  the  charge  as  laid,  they  might 
report  to  Parliament  that  they  were  going  to  have 
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the  power  to  report  that  there  was  evidence  offered 
that  could  not  be  taken  in — I  so  understood  him. 
But  if  that  is  the  case,  why  have  the  Government 
not  enlarged  the  charges  so  that  the  judges  may  be 
able  to  enquire  into  all  the  evidence  without 
making  such  report  ?  The  hon.  gentleman  will 
see  at  once  that  he  lias  been  arguing  upon  an 
assumption  that  does  not  exist  at  all.  He  has  been 
assuming  that  these  judges  are  simply  in  the 
position  of  being  able  when  they  sit  to  do  as  they 
please.  There  is  no  sense  in  the  statement  of  the 
hon.  gentleman  when  he  says  that  if  the  member 
for  West  Ontario  has  any  charges  to  make  let  him 
bring  them  before  the  judges.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  thinks  that  the  evidence  he  is  going  to  bring 
is  a  charge.  That  is  a  nice  state  of  things.  The 
hon.  gentleman  distinctly  stated  that  the  member 
for  West  Ontario  can  come  before  the  judges  and 
say  :  I  want  to  enlarge  the  charges.  Now,  what 
is  the  meaning  of  enlargement  ?  Is  it  not  adding 
to  them?  Is  it  not  making  the  scope  wider?  It 
does  if  language  means  anything— and  I  take  it 
that  no  man  understands  the  effect  of  language, 
after  he  coolly  looks  into  it,  better  than 
the  hon.  member  himself.  When  he  was 
making  this  statement  he  playfully  refers  to  the  hon. 
member  for  Yarmouth  (Mr.  Flint)  and  says  that  if 
he  had  been  in  as  difficult  a  position  as  the  hon. 
member  for  Yarmouth,  he  would  be  ill  at  ease. 
Well,  I  submit  that  if  the  member  for  Assiniboia 
(Mr.  Davin)  had  not  a  difficult  position,  then  I  don’t 
know  what  position  can  be  difficult,  because  the 
statement  he  made  about  bringing  these  charges  cer¬ 
tainly  did  not  seem  to  carry  the  conviction  to  tliQse 
who  heard  it,  and  that  the  hon.  member  himself 
had  read  the  charges  very  carefully.  I  take  it  that 
no  such  thing  can  be  done,  that  the  words  are  as 
definite  as  words  can  be,  and  that  the  judges  who 
are  appointed  simply  to  take  evidence,  will  take 
evidence  under  those  charges  only,  and  should  a 
witness,  after  having  given  some  evidence  that  was 
considered  admissible  under  the  charges,  endeavour 
to  go  behind  them  and  enlarge  his  testimony  in  a 
manner  such  as  would  point  to  the  guilt  of  the  ac¬ 
cused  party,  he  would  undoubtedly  be  stopped  at 
once.  The  Minister  of  Customs  (Mr.  Chapleau)  has 
referred  to  the  fact  with  pride  that  nothing  has  been 
said  so  far  in  regard  to  the  judges  themselves.  I 
take  it  for  granted  that  the  hon.  gentleman  is  sur¬ 
prised.  Did  not  the  very  fact  that  he  was  surprised 
show  consciousness  within  himself  that  something 
might  be  said  against  the  judges  ?  Of  course,  no¬ 
thing  was  said  against  the  judges.  Why  ?  No  man 
is  going  to  attack  a  judge,  until  he  has  done  some 
act  that  he  ought  not  to  have  committed.  No 
man  in  Parliament  or  outside  of  this  House  is  go¬ 
ing  to  attack  a  judge  until  he  has  committed  some 
improper  act.  The  leader  of  the  Opposition  in¬ 
timated  that  for  the  purpose  of  this  discussion  he 
would  not  say  anything  against  the  two  judges 
who  have  been  appointed.  They  might  be  the 
best  men  in  the  world  ;  but  with  such  charges  sub¬ 
mitted  to  them,  nothing  could  be  said  against  the 
judges.  I  therefore  take  it  that  unless  these  men 
had  actually  done  wrong,  there  was  no  necessity 
to  say  anything  about  their  character  in  regard  to 
this  discussion.  Why  ?  Because  the  investigation 
is  so  limited  by  the  Government  that  if  they  were 
perfect  judges  they  could  not  do  anything  under 
those  charges  w’hich  the  Government  (lid  not  desire 
them  to  do.  So  that  nothing  has  been  said  against 
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these  judges — nothing  could  be  said  against  them. 
The  Minister  of  Customs  referred  to  some  indefi¬ 
nite  person,  a  member  of  Parliament  or  journalist, 
who  had  spoken  about  the  judges,  and  I  will  fol¬ 
low  that  up  and  say  that,  so  far  as  my  experience 
;goes,  and  so  far  as  regards  my  view  of  the 
bench,  I  endorse  the  views  expressed  so  well 
By  the  hon.  member  for  Yarmouth  (Mr.  Flint), 
and  I  believe  a  degradation  of  the  bench 
occurs  when  judges  are  appointed  to  enquire  into 
political  offences.  I  believe  no  judge  can  leave  his 
position  where  he  has  to  decide  between  subject 
and  subject  in  matters  civil  and  criminal,  and  can 
come  down  from  the  bench  and  enquire  into  the 
filth  and  scandal  of  political  life,  and  return  to  the 
bench  as  pure  as  when  he  left  it.  I  do  not  believe 
they  should  be  so  employed.  And  why  ?  Because 
that  is  not  the  duty  which  judges  are  appointed  to 
perform.  They  are  never  appointed  to  enquire 
into  the  character,  morals  and  acts  of  members  of 
Parliament.  Their  duties  are  wholly  different, 
and  the  moment  you  bring  them  to  decide  conflicts 
regarding  members  of  Parliament,  regarding  the 
expenditure  of  money  in  different  constituencies, 
you  render  them  less  capable  of  satisfactorily  dis¬ 
charging  their  duties  when  they  return  to  the 
bench.  It  is  because  I  respect  the  judges  more 
than  do  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  who  are  always 
talking  about  purity,  that  I  do  not  want  to  bring 
them  down  from  their  elevated  position,  that  I  do 
not  want  to  stain  the  ermine  by  appointing 
judges  in  sympathy  .with  themselves  perhaps, 
or  judges  who  may  not  be  in  sympathy 
with  them,  to  conduct  an  enquiry  of  this 
character,  particularly  when  their  directions 
are  not  so  extensive  as  to  permit  them  to  enquire 
into  anything  connected  with  the  case.  What  will 
the  judges  think  when  the}'  read  the  charges  made 
by  Mr.  Edgar  against  the  hon.  Knight  ?  What 
will  the  judges  think  when  they  find  that  Parlia¬ 
ment,  which  referred  this  matter  to  them,  declined 
to  accept  the  charges  as  made,  but  changed  them 
to  suit  themselves  and  then  referred  them  to  a 
commission  ?  What  would  the  judges  think,  if 
they  had  the  power  which  the  hon.  member  for 
Assiniboia  thought  they  possessed  in  regard  to  this 
matter,  if  in  a  prosecution  it  was  agreed  between 
the  parties  that,  in  place  of  getting  at  the  facts, 
one  of  the  solicitors  overcame  the  other  and  pre¬ 
pared  the  case  simply  to  suit  himself  and  submitted 
it  to  the  judges,  when  the  judges  themselves  knew 
that  it  was  their  duty  to  enquire  into  the  whole 
facts  of  the  case  and  that  they  were  sworn  to 
investigate  it  ? 

It  being  six  o’clock,  the  Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Mr.  Speaker,  when  you  left  the 
Chair,  at  six  o’clock,  I  was  addressing  myself  to  the 
question  of  the  principle  of  pursuing  parliamentary 
investigations  before  the  judges.  I  claimed  that  it 
was  not  in  the  interest  of  the  judges  themselves 
that  this  should  be  done,  and  it  was  not  pretended 
on  behalf  of  the  Government  that  this  method 
should  be  pursued  in  all  cases.  It  becomes  a  ques¬ 
tion  then  as  to  what  cases  shall  be  sent  to  the 
judges,  and  as  to  what  degree  of  guilt  shall  attach 
before  the  case  shall  be  investigated  by  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  committee.  Who  shall  be  the  judges  of 
Mr.  Fraser. 


the  extent  of  the  guilt  ?  Shall  the  Government  al¬ 
ways  decide  what  cases  shall  be  of  sufficient  im¬ 
portance  or  of  sufficient  gravity  to  go  before  a 
committee  of  the  House,  and  what  cases  shall  be 
sent  to  the  judges  for  investigation?  For  myself,  I 
look  with  considerable  alarm  on  the  proposition  to 
remit  to  the  judges  the  investigation  of  questions 
of  this  kind.  I  do  not  think  it  will  add  anything 
to  their  ability,  or  to  their  fairness,  or  to  the 
weight  of  the  decisions  that  they  will  render  upon 
matters  which  come  before  them  in  their  strictly 
judicial  capacity.  I  do  not  desire  that  the 
judges  shall  hear  anything  of  Government  plot¬ 
ting,  know  anything  concerning  party  machinery, 
understand  anything  of  political  corruption,  or 
be  tempted  to  condone  or  to  whitewash  national 
robbery.  It  is  for  them  to  sit  in  judgment  upon 
matters  that  come  before  them  in  their  judi¬ 
cial  capacity,  and  the  discharge  of  their  duties 
should  not  be  interfered  with  by  Parliament 
relegating  to  them  investigations  of  this  kind. 
When  the  air  is  full,  when  Parliament  is  full,  of 
all  manner  of  charges—  and  I  enquire  not  now  as  to 
the  truth  or  falsity  of  these  charges— when  the 
people  are  everywhere  asking  what  amount  of 
truth  there  is  in  these  charges,  when  they  are 
looking  about  to  know  whether  in  federal  or  in 
local  politics  something  is  done  which  ought  not 
to  be  done  by  the  various  Governments  ;  then  I  say 
it  is  well  that  we  should  have  at  least  one  place  to 
which  the  people  can  look  as  sacred  and  beyond 
the  control  of  political  faction.  It  is  to  the  highest 
possible  degree  in  the  interests  of  the  people,  that 
they  should  know  that  at  least  the  bench  is  free 
from  the  political  and  other  influences  that  prevail 
in  this  country.  For  that  reason,  I  deem  it  to  be 
much  better  in  the  interests  of  the  bench — and 
that  ought  to  be  a  primary  consideration — that 
we  should  investigate  in  Parliament  the  charges 
which  are  made  on  the  floor  of  this  House. 
It  may  be  of  some  little  importance  to  watch 
the  method  which  the  Government  have  pursued 
in  the  three  graver  charges  which  have  been 
brought  before  Parliament  during  the  last  and 
the  present  sessions.  The  first  was  investigated 
by  a  committee  of  Parliament  and  condoned  ;  the 
second  was  declared  outlawed  and  denied,  and  this 
present  charge  is  declared  to  be  unspecific  and 
vague  and  is  shelved.  If  the  vagueness  of  the 
charge  has  anything  to  do  with  it,  then  it  could  be 
easily  disposed  of.  In  this  connection  the  hon. 
member  for  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin),  whom  I  regret 
to  see  is  not  in  his  seat,  said,  that  if  the  judges 
were  shown  to  have  failed,  then  Parliament  would 
further  enquire.  Did  he  anticipate  that  the  judges 
were  going  to  fail  ?  If  he  did,  and  if  Parliament  is 
to  further  enquire,  I  think  it  is  a  fair  argument 
that  Parliament  shoiTld  enquire  at  once,  and  thus 
avoid  the  difficulty.  The  hon.  gentleman  mentioned 
that  Mr.  Blake  and  the  leader  of  the  Opposition 
could  go  before  that  commission,  but  there  is  a 
very  important  question  involved  there.  Even  if 
the  charges  were  as  made  by  the  hon.  member  for 
West  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar),  is  it  to  be  supposed  that 
these  gentlemen  are  to  go  before  the  commission  at 
their  own  expense  ?  If  there  has  been  wrongdoing 
it  is  as  much  the  duty  of  the  Government  to  see  that 
the  wrong-doing  is  ferretted  out  and  punished,  as  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  Opposition.  Certainly  the  Govern¬ 
ment  ought,  at  all  events,  to  bear  the  expense  of  see¬ 
ing  that  wrong-doing  is  brought  to  light.  It  was  a 
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little  amusing  to  hear  my  lion,  friend  from  Assin- 
iboia  (Mr.  Davin)  state  that  he  had  studied  these 
charges  with  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Wel¬ 
don)  and  other  distinguished  lawyers.  He  did  not 
state  that  he  took  any  of  the  hon.  gentlemen  in  the 
Opposition  into  his  confidence,  but  he  went  before 
judges  who  would  at  least  have  no  bias  against  his 
preconceived  notions  of  the  case.  It  might  be  said 
of  that  hon.  gentleman,  as  he  himself  said  in  that 
marvellous  pre-delivered  speech  as  published  in  the 
Ottawa  Citizen:  that  Ichabod  might  be  written 
over  his  own  efforts.  I  remember  listening  to  the 
hon.  member  for  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin)  speak  in 
this  House  of  “  the  green-grocery  policy  of  the 
Government.”  What  has  changed  him  to  his  pre¬ 
sent  position  of  being  a  decidedly  keen  advocate  of 
anything  and  of  everything  the  Government  pro¬ 
pose  ?  Why  is  he  now  so  ready  upon  all  occasions 
to  be  their  chief  champion  ?  I  fear,  Sir,  that  he  has 
gone  to  the  green-grocers  and  purchased  a  large 
supply  of  leeks,  and  that  having  partaken  of  that 
most  savory  vegetable  he  is  changed  from  being  a 
critic  of  the  Government,  to  be  their  most  dutiful 
slave.  In  that  pre-delivered  speech  to  which  I  refer, 
and  which  was  not  a  posthumous  writing  of  this 
distinguished  gentleman,  he  asks :  Was  the  curse  of 
Ichabod  upon  them  ?  “  Unstable  as  water  thou  shalt 
not  excel.”  That  is  a  new  rendering  of  the  word. 
I  can  imagine  the  old  patriarch,  as  he  described 
the  character  of  his  wayward  children,  looking 
forward  through  the  centuries  to  the  use  of  the 
word  which,  to  his  old  yet  fervent  imagination, 
never  was  coined — “unstable  as  water  thou  shalt 
not  excel.  ”  The  explanation  may,  I  think,  refer 
to  the  hon.  gentleman,  but  is  there  any  such  ex¬ 
planation  ?  When  I  heard  him  speaking,  I  could 
not  help  thinking  of  that  speech  published  before 
delivery,  with  which  he  attempted  to  bolster  up 
his  political  friends.  This  ancient  classic  is  a  dan¬ 
gerous  book  to  quote  from  unless  a  man  has  a 
great  and  varied  knowledge  of  it.  When  the  wife 
of  Phineas,  in  her  dire  extremity,  saw  the  ark 
taken  and  her  husband  and  father-in-law  dead,  she 
gave  this  word  to  the  Israelites:  “Ichabod,  thy 
glory  has  departed.” 

Mr.  McDONALD  (Victoria).  Speak  for  your¬ 
self. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  am  talking  about  a  book  of 
which  the  hon.  member  for  Victoria,  Cape  Breton, 
knows  no  more  than  the  hon.  member  for  Assini¬ 
boia  ;  it  is  Greek  to  him.  I  was  about  to  say  I 
could  not  help  thinking,  as  he  attempted  to  go 
from  one  position  to  another,  that  he  had  learned, 
at  the  feet  of  the  Gamaliel  from  Albert,  that,  the 
true  Ichabod  could  be  written  over  that  speech, 
because  it  did  not  indicate  the  wit  or  the  elegance 
or  the  ability  w  hich  the  hon.  gentleman  bestowed 
on  the  subject  before.  Now,  Sir,  so  much  for  the 
lion,  gentleman.  Let  me  say  that  I  think  Parlia¬ 
ment  should  enquire  into  this  matter,  because  it 
must  not  be  forgotten  that  any  investigation  made 
by  the  judges  will  be  unsatisfactory.  In  the  first 
place,  it  is  the  sole  right  and  duty  of  Parliament 
to  try  and  rid  itself  of  anything  unworthy  of  Par¬ 
liament.  Suppose,  for  example,  that  the  judges 
who  are  appointed,  against  whom  I  say  nothing, 
should  refuse  to  have  the  press  admitted  while 
the  investigation  went  on  ;  suppose  that  they 
should  declare  that  they  would  investigate  this 
matter  in  private  ;  or  suppose  they  should  see  fit 
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not  to  make  any  report  for  two  or  three  years  or 
until  after  the  next  general  election.  What  is  to 
prevent  them  ?  Nothing  whatever.  There  is  such 
a  thing  as  judges  at  an  investigation  refusing  to 
allow  the  press  to  be  admitted  ;  and  there  is  such  a 
thing  known  in  the  history  of  this  country  as  judges 
not  giving  in  a  report  for  two  or  three  years.  I 
think,  Sir,  that  Parliament  cannot  afford  to  rid  it¬ 
self  of  its  duty,  or  to  give  up  its  right  ;  and,  there¬ 
fore,  I  think  that  we  should  take  the  method  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition.  In  the  second 
place,  it  is  in  the  interest  of  honest  government 
that  Parliament  should  enquire  into  allegations  of 
wrong-doing  on  the  part  of  any  of  its  members. 
That  may  strike  the  Ministry  as  rather  a  strange 
statement.  All  men  who  are  desirous  of  doing 
right  have  no  objection  to  the  most  stringent 
enquiry  and  to  the  most  careful  surveillance,  and, 
therefore,  the  Government  itself  should  feel  that 
it  is  in  its  interest  that  Parliament  here,  in  the 
presence  of  the  Opposition,  should  enquire  into 
everything  relating  to  the  Government,  and  this 
is  clearly  a  case  relating  to  the  Government. 
Then,  it  is  good  discipline  for  the  individual  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House  to  know  that  their  conduct  can 
be  enquired  into.  If  a  majority — and  when  I 
speak  of  majority,  I  speak  not  of  any  political 
party — can  do  this,  then  a  member  will  not  feel 
that  his  acts  must  be  enquired  into  if  it  is  in  the 
interest  of  the  party  he  supports  that  the  investi¬ 
gation  should  stop.  A  man  may  become  such  a 
power  in  his  party,  though  not  a  member  of  the 
Ministry,  as  to  make  it  very  dangerous  for  a  Govern¬ 
ment  to  enquire  into  his  conduct ;  and  therefore  all 
members  should  feel  that  it  is  in  their  own  indivi¬ 
dual  interest  that  Parliament  and  Parliament 
alone  should  enquire  into  these  matters.  I  think 
all  members  of  Parliament  need  the  strengthening 
influence  of  their  fellow-members,  and  all  should  feel 
that  that  influence  is  one  of  the  best  forces  behind 
them  urging  them  to  do  right.  But,  Sir,  higher  than 
all  these  things,  I  think  it  is  the  best  security  of  the 
people,  if  they  can  feel  that  Parliament  can  and 
will  purge  itself.  While  the  other  considerations 
are  not  only  necessary,  but  of  very  great  import¬ 
ance,  this  one  is  of  higher  importance  than  any 
other.  How  is  Parliament  to  be  held  in  that  re¬ 
spect  by  the  people  in  which  it  ought  to  be  held  ? 
How  are  the  people  to  feel  that  Parliament  will 
deal  with  all  interests  affecting  them  in  the  best 
manner  ?  Just  to  the  extent  that  they  understand 
that  Parliament  will  deal  with  everything 
respecting  the  individual  members  of  Parliament  in 
the  best  manner.  There  is  no  way  in  which  you 
can  get  the  people  to  feel  that  Parliament  is  all 
that  it  ought  to  be,  except  by  seeing  that  the  axe 
is  laid  at  the  root  of  the  tree  in  Parliament  first, 
that  judgment  begins  at  Jerusalem.  Now,  Sir,  I 
spoke  a  moment  ago  about  what  we  had  gone  through 
during  the  last  year  or  two,  and  what  we  are  going 
through  now.  I  admit  that  bad  as  Parliament  may 
be,  it  is  not  as  bad  as  it  is  sometimes  represented 
to  be  ;  but  nothing  would  raise  it  so  high  in  the 
public  estimation  as  the  knowledge  that  when 
wrong-doing  existed  in  Parliament,  Parliament 
would  be  ready  to  enquire  into  it.  Who  are  to  set 
the  example  before  the  people  ?  Do  you  demand 
of  the  people  that  they  should  act  well  ?  Then, 
apply  the  principle  here,  and  see  that  you  act  well 
yourselves.  If  you  have  received  a  mandate  from 
the  people  to  do  the  people’s  bidding,  do  it  in  the 


3015 


[COMMONS] 


3016 


spirit  of  all  that  is  best  and  highest  in  their 
interest.  Then,  let  us  show  that  we  are  not 
afraid  ;  and  I  am  sure  that,  consulting  our  indi¬ 
vidual  interests,  we  would  do  the  best  possible 
thing  in  making  this  enquiry.  I  think  no 
member  of  Parliament  should  ever  plead 
a  statute  of  limitations,  or  plead  that 
this  man  or  that  man  would  be  involved. 
If  our  actions  are  all  that  they  should  be,  then 
Parliament  may  enquire  into  them  without  anj7 
detriment  to  any  of  us.  For  these  reasons  I  think 
that  the  amendment  moved  by  the  hon.  leader  of 
the  Opposition  is  entitled  to  my  vote ;  and,  though 
it  is  a  small  matter  what  shall  become  of  our  vote 
to-night,  it  is  a  great  matter  in  this  respect,  that 
we  are  making  history,  and  it  may  be  pointed  to 
as  authority  for  subsequent  actions.  I  felt  the 
force  of  that  when  the  Minister  of  Customs  took 
the  very  vote  of  a  few  days  ago,  and  claimed  that 
that  vote  having  been  passed,  it  was  a  bar  now  to 
the  amendment  of  the  leader  of  the  Opposition. 
Now,  I  know  that  is  binding  upon  us  so  far  as  the 
vote  of  this  House  is  concerned.  But  there  may 
be  votes  of  the  House  that  are  not  in  the  best  in¬ 
terests  of  Parliament  or  the  people,  and  we  may 
reconsider  them,  although  I  have  no  hope  that  this 
will  be  reconsidered.  But  at  least  we  ought  all  of 
us  to  state  what  we  individually  believe,  not  in 
the  hope  of  changing  the  minds  of  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite,  but  to  put  on  record  what  we  think  right 
in  the  best  interests  of  the  country.  In  view  of 
the  history  of  the  mother  country,  from  which  we 
can  get  the  best  information  on  this  and  every 
other  question,  and  in  view  of  all  the  considerations 
I  have  given,  I  think  that  the  method  pursued  by 
the  Government  is  not  in  the  interests  of  good  gov¬ 
ernment. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  At  the  risk  of  pro¬ 
longing  the  discussion,  I  feel  compelled  to  draw 
the  attention  of  the  House  to  some  of  the  points 
before  it,  because  the  discussion  seems  to  me  to 
have  wandered  into  matters  entirely  foreign  to  the 
business  before  us  this  afternoon.  I  shall  tiot  be 
tempted  even  to  dispute  the  statement  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Guysborough,  that  he  is  the  only 
person  in  this  House  who  possesses  any  knowledge 
of  the  Scriptures,  although  that  might  be  a  tempting 
subject  of  discussion.  I  shall  not  follow  him  or 
those  who  have  contended  that,  for  various  good 
reasons  they  have  expressed,  these  charges  ought 
to  be  investigated,  becaiise  the  House  has  already 
decided  that  they  shall  be  investigated.  The 
Minister  of  Customs  this  afternoon  was  perfectly 
right  and  logical  in  maintaining  that  the  question 
before  us  has  to  be  considered  in  view  of  the 
resolution  adopted  on  the  4th  of  May,  when  this 
House  practically  decided  the  question  which  has 
been  debated  this  afternoon.  Let  me  call  the 
attention  of  the  House  to  what  our  action  has  been 
on  this  question.  We  have  discussed  it  this  evening 
as  if  what  should  be  done  in  this  matter  were 
entirely  an  open  question  ;  but  on  the  4th  of  May 
the  House  came  to  the  resolution  that  : 

“  In  the  opinion  of  this  House,  it  is  expedient  that  en¬ 
quiry  should  be  made  as  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  alle¬ 
gations  and  charges  last  mentioned,  and  numbered  re¬ 
spectively  1,  2,  3,  4, 5, 6, 7, 8,9  and  10  (being  the  allegations 
and  charges  included  in  the  original  statement  of  the  said 
James  D.  Edgar,  and  those  made  in  the  course  of  the  de¬ 
bate  thereon),  and  that  for  that  purpose  the  House  deems 
it  proper  and  convenient  that  the  evidence  relating  to 
such  allegations  and  charges  should  be  taken  by  one  or 
more  commissioners  to  be  appointed  under  chapter  114  of 
Mr.  Fraser. 


the  Revised  Statutes  of  Canada  and  having  all  the  powers 
mentioned  in  said  chapter,  and  that  such  evidence  should 
be  laid  before  this  House  when  completed.” 

And  the  House  added  to  that  the  rider  : 

_  “  That  the  names  of  the  said  commissioner  or  commis¬ 
sioners  be  submitted  for  the  approval  of  this  House  be¬ 
fore  his  or  their  appointment ;  ”  which  was  agreed  to  on  a 
division.” 

Every  member  of  the  House  will  remember  that  the 
resolution  was  come  to  after  ample  thought  and 
ample  discussion.  We  had  a  debate  extending  over 
two  whole  days  and  lasting  nearly  the  whole  of  the 
second  night ;  anti  it  only  remained  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  submit  to  this  House  the  names  of  the 
commissioners  who  might  be  considered  competent 
and  reliable  to  take  the  evidence  on  these  charges.  In 
pursuance  of  that  duty,  we  laid  before  the  House 
this  afternoon  the  names  of  two  eminent  judges 
of  the  Superior  Court  of  the  Province  of  Quebec.  I 
am  glad  to  know  that  in  making  that  selection,  we 
chose  gentlemen  against  whom,  in  the  course  of 
this  discussion,  not  a  single  word  has  been  said, 
either  as  to  their  fitness  in  point  of  professional 
attainment  or  as  to  the  fairness  with  which  they 
would  undertake  and  perform  the  duty  entrusted 
to  them.  I  do  not  accept  at  all  as  an  interpretation 
of  the  silence  of  the  Opposition  in  that  regard  the 
explanation  given  of  it  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Guysborough  (Mr.  Fraser),  because  that  would 
be  a  most  ungenerous  one  to  these  two  judges 
themselves  and  a  most  degrading  one  to  the 
Opposition.  The  explanation  which  he  gave 
was  that,  for  the  purposes  of  this  discussion, 
the  objections  which  might  be  expressed  to  these 
two  judges  were  waived  for  the  present ;  that  it 
might  be  there  were  grave  objections  to  them,  but 
that  the  grave  objections  to  the  whole  procedure 
so  far  outweighs  all  considerations  of  the  fitness  of 
the  judges  as  to  make  discussion  of  their  fitness 
inappropriate  at  present.  Sir,  the  Opposition  owed 
it,  as  their  first  duty  to  this  House  and  the  coun¬ 
try,  to  suggest  any  single  objection  which  could  be 
urged  as  to  the  fitness  or  impartiality  of  these 
judges.  If  they  entertained  the  slightest  suspicion 
that  they  were  professionally  unfit,  or  disqualified 
by  personal  or  political  bias,  it  would  not  have 
been  illogical,  even  in  the  discussion  they  have 
pursued  this  afternoon,  to  have  taken  the  ground 
that,  while  they  preferred  another  course,  namely, 
a  reference  to  a  committee,  if  the  majority  of  the 
House  preferred  the  course  of  appointing  commis¬ 
sioners,  they  had  this  or  that  objection  to  urge 
against  the  fitness  of  the  two  men  suggested.  On 
the  contrary,  I  am  disposed  to  give  the  members 
of  the  Opposition  in  this  House  credit  for  far 
greater  sincerity  and  candour,  and  to  trust  impli¬ 
citly  to  the  statement  offered  by  their  leader, 
and  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  two 
names  submitted  to  the  House  are  above  reproach 
and  beyond  doubt,  as  regards  the  fitness  and 
propriety  of  our  choice.  Now,  then,  I  submit 
that  that  was  all  that  ought  to  have  come  before 
the  House  this  afternoon.  I  shall  not  for  the 
present  raise  any  question  of  order  as  to  this 
amendment.  I  have  the  greatest  possible  doubt 
that  it  is  in  order.  The  House,  on  the  4th  of 
May,  having  come  to  a  resolution  that  these 
charges  should  be  referred,  for  the  taking  of 
evidence,  to  commissioners,  I  submit  that  it  is 
improper,  or  at  any  rate  an  evasion  of  the  rules  of 
the  House  to  introduce  a  resolution  now  saying 
that  the  charges  shall  not  be  referred  to  com- 


3017 


[MAY  27,  1892.] 


3018 


missioners  but  shall  be  referred  to  a  committee  of 
the  House.  While  not  taking  any  point  of  order 
in  that  regard,  because  I  am  aware  of  the  finesse 
which  is  repeatedly  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of 
evading  the  rules  of  Parliament  as  regards  the  re¬ 
peating  of  motions  or  bringing  motions  forward 
for  the  purpose  of  negativing  resolutions  which 
have  already  been  adopted,  I  still  must  protest 
against  the  unfairness  and  want  of  candour  of  the 
Opposition  in  raising  a  discussion  on  this  point  and 
moving  a  resolution  like  this  in  the  face  of  the 
solemn  decision  the  House  has  already  come  to 
— a  decision  which  would  be  completely,  although 
indirectly,  reversed  if  this  amendment  should  be 
adopted.  Now,  I  propose,  without  relying  upon 
any  question  of  order  as  regards  the  fitness  of  the 
amendment,  to  take  up  point  by  point  the  objec¬ 
tions  urged  by  lion,  gentlemen  on  the  other  side, 
not  only  to  the  adoption  of  the  resolution  I 
moved  this  afternoon,  but  to  the  mode  of  pro¬ 
cedure  which  the  House  has  already  deliberately 
decided  to  adopt,  and  as  regards  which  the 
passage  of  that  resolution  is  but  another  step.  The 
statement  made  by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  in 
introducing  his  amendment  was  that  this  is  a 
matter  peculiarly  within  the  province  of  the  House, 
a  matter  affecting  the  powers  of  this  House, 
and  its  procedure  in  dealing  with  members  against 
whom  charges  are  brought,  involving  the  question 
of  their  fitness  to  sit  and  of  their  unlawful  inter¬ 
ference  with  the  freedom  of  elections  to  seats  in  this 
House,  and  that,  consequently,  it  is  a  matter  in 
which  this  House  ought  to  be  the  only  judge.  I 
have  to  remind  the  House  again  that,  under  the 
terms  of  the  resolution  of  the  4th  of  May,  no 
less  than  by  the  terms  of  the  resolution  to-day, 
this  House  is  still  to  be  the  judge.  The  lion, 
member,  therefore,  in  raising  the  cry  that  we  are 
seeking,  against  the  old  practice  of  Parliament, 
to  deprive  this  House  of  its  customary  power 
and  authority  over  its  members,  was  attempting, 
perhaps  without  design,  to  divert  the  attention 
of  the  House  from  the  real  issue,  the  real  issue  be¬ 
ing  simply  this :  whether  it  is  a  convenient  practice, 
with  regard  to  charges  of  this  kind,  to  have  the 
evidence  taken  by  royal  commissioners  and  have  it 
submitted  for  the  action  of  this  House  afterwards. 
In  the  next  place  it  was  said  that  this  procedure 
was  unprecedented.  We  have  called  the  attention 
of  gentlemen  who  have  raised  this  argument  on 
other  occasions  to  the  fact  that  they  were  unable 
to  show  a  single  precedent  for  the  making  of 
this  charge.  The  simple  assertion  that  no  such 
thing  as  that  which  is  charged  here  ever  existed 
in  any  other  country  is  only  the  refuge  of  a 
coward  or  a  fool  in  debate.  Does  not  every  one 
know  that  electoral  corruption  has  passed  through 
all  phases  in  the  history  of  the  British  House 
of  Commons  from  the  time  when  members  sat 
boldly  in  Parliament  paid  a  salary  by  the  king  for 
their  votes,  from  the  time — and  that  not  very  long 
ago — when  a  member  was  not  afraid  to  rise  in  his 
place  in  the  British  Parliament  and  say  :  “I  have 
paid  my  money  for  the  right  to  speak  in  this 
House  and  I  intend  to  speak  here,”  down  to  the  time 
when,  greater  electoral  purity  havingbeen  establish¬ 
ed  by  the  statutes  of  the  country  and  especial¬ 
ly  by  the  new  mode  of  procedui*e  which  we  are  fol¬ 
lowing  by  analogy  in  this  case  of  a  reference  to  the 
courts,  the  slightest  act  of  political  corruption  has 
been  held  enough  not  only  to  vacate  the  scat  of  the 


member  but  to  send  to  prison  those  who  have  been  con¬ 
cerned  in  it  ?  Does  not  every  one  know,  therefore,  that 
this  question  has  passed  through  every  phase  in  the 
British  House  of  Commons,  and  that  charge  after 
charge  has  been  made  and  investigated  there, 
so  that,  if  a  single  precedent,  such  as  that  contain¬ 
ed  in  charge  No.  10  of  those  put  forward  by  the 
member  for  West  Ontario,  could  have  been  found, 
it  would  have  been  brought  forward  ;  but  any  one 
who  reads  the  history  of  that  Parliament  knows 
that,  when  charges  were  brought  in  there  and  in¬ 
vestigated  by  committees,  sometimes  charges 
against  members  of  having  obtained  their  seats  by 
corrupt  practice,  afterwards  by  the  procedure  un¬ 
der  the  Grenville  Act,  and  afterwards  by  the  pro¬ 
cedure  under  the  Act  which  relegated  the  trial  of 
such  cases  to  the  courts,  during  all  the  practice  of 
more  than  200  years,  no  such  statement  as  that 
which  has  been  eliminated  from  these  charges 
has  ever  been  preferred  to  the  House  of  Commons 
or  any  attempt  made  in  that  House  to  appoint  a 
committee  on  such  a  charge.  My  attention  was 
called  this  afternoon  to  the  fact  that  there  was 
an  attempt  made  in  1809,  when  charges  were 
made  against  two  members  of  the  British  Ministry 
of  having  carried  on  political  corruption  in  order 
to  secure  the  election  of  political  supporters  to  the 
House  very  much  in  the  style  in  which  paragraph 
No.  10  was  framed  by  the  hon.  member  for  West 
Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar).  It  w*as  vague,  as  his  charge 
was  vague,  but  the  House  declined  even  to  allow 
the  hon.  gentleman  who  made  that  charge  to  with¬ 
draw*  it,  and,  though  he  and  his  supporters  urged 
that,  instead  of  there  being  a  trial  at  the  bar  of  the 
House,  which  was  then  sometimes  the  course  pur¬ 
sued,  there  should  be  a  trial  by  a  committee,  not 
only  w*as  his  motion  voted  down  but  he  w*as  not 
allowed  the  courtesy  of  a  withdrawal.  However, 
I  attach  comparatively  little  importance  to  pre¬ 
cedents  in  matters  referring  to  the  procedure  of 
the  House  when  we  have  the  plain  sanction 
of  a  statute.  If  we  were  taking  the  matter 
entirely  out  of  the  House,  I  would  be  willing 
to  meet  hon.  gentlemen  in  debate  and  w’ould 
discuss  the  matter  in  the  line  of  precedents, 
but  it  is  sufficient  for  me  to  know*  that,  as  far  as 
the  judgment  of  the  case  is  concerned,  we  are  still 
leaving  it  in  the  hands  of  the  House  of  Commons 
of  Canada,  and  simply  adopting  a  convenient  and 
expeditious  mode  of  conducting  the  trial,  and  one 
we  think  that  wall  command  more  public  confid¬ 
ence  as  to  its  fairness  than  any  procedure  on  tli3 
part  of  a  committee  of  this  House  would  com¬ 
mand.  It  is  quite  enough,  in  considering  whether 
or  not  that  procedure  should  be  adopted,  to  know* 
that  we  have  the  sanction  of  law*  and  the  auth¬ 
ority  of  a  statute  for  proceeding  as  we  are  ask¬ 
ing  the  House  to  do.  The  leader  of  the  Opposition 
seemed  to  think  there  were  precedents  against  it. 
There  ai*e  no  precedents  against  it  whatever.  No 
one  will  contest  the  principal  assertion  of  the  hon. 
gentleman  that  Parliament  has  frequently  appointed 
committees,  that  it  has  frequently  taken  evidence 
by  committees,  but  is  there  a  single  authority  to 
show  that  the  mode  of  taking  the  evidence  by 
Royal  Commission  is  notasexpeditious,  and  asconve 
nient,  or  that  in  any  sense  whatever  it  is  repugnant 
to  parliamentary  institutions  ?  Not  only  has  no 
precedent  been  cited  to  that  effect,  but  not  the 
slightest  suggestion  of  an  argument  has  been  made 
or  a  phrase  uttered  which  could  be  dignified  with 
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the  name  of  argument  to  show  that  there  is 
anything  repugnant  to  parliamentary  procedure 
in  such  a  manner  of  taking  the  evidence.  I  do 
not  say  that  cases  cannot  be  cited  as  to  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  committees  to  take  evidence,  but  I  do  say 
that  the  cases  which  the  hon.  gentleman  did  cite 
were  inapplicable.  In  1890  a  committee  was  ap¬ 
pointed  to  investigate  the  charges  against  Mr. 
Rykert,  as  the  hon.  gentleman  has  stated,  but 
those  charges  were  totally  different  from  this.  They 
did  not  refer  to  election  trials,  they  did  not  seek  to 
re-try  cases  which  had  already  been  tried  in  .the 
courts,  as  paragraph  10  of  the  charges  of  the  mem¬ 
ber  for  West  Ontario  did.  They  did  not.  seek  to 
evade  and  circumvent  the  law  laid  down  by  this 
Parliament  as  to  the  trial  of  corrupt  practices  at 
elections,  but  they  accused  that  member  with  having 
abused  his  position  as  a  member  of  this  House  for 
his  own  profit,  and  with  having  made  untruthful 
assertions  as  to  the  administration  of  certain 
departments  of  the  Government,  and  as  to  the  in- 
fluence  he  possessed  upon  other  members  of  this 
House.  The  assertions  referred  to  in  the  charges 
which  were  made  against  him  were  practically 
admitted  to  be  untruthful,  and  in  the  course  of 
the  statement  which  that  member  made  to  the 
House — a  statement  which  was  admitted  by  mem¬ 
bers  on  both  sides  of  the  House  to  be  quite  inad¬ 
equate  as  an  answer  to  the  charges — he  desired  a 
reference  to  a  committee  of  the  House  in  order 
that  he  might  be  heard  more  fully  there.  The  argu¬ 
ment  that  I  made  to  the  House  in  support  of  the 
proposition  to  grant  a  committee  was  that  the  hon. 
member,  standing  in  his  place,  had  not  answered 
the  charges  but  had  desired  to  be  heard  else¬ 
where  in  answer  to  them.  As  regards  the  investi¬ 
gations  of  last  year,  the  motion  for  a  committee 
was  in  no  way  analogous  to  this.  It  related  en¬ 
tirely  to  charges  against  a  great  public  department 
in  regard  to  the  expenditure  of  public  moneys; 
and  from  the  first  hour  I  spoke  on  this  question  I 
admitted  that  it  is  not  only  the  right,  but  the  in¬ 
variable  practice  of  the  House  to  appoint  com¬ 
mittees  to  investigate  charges  of  that  character. 
The  hon.  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  went  on  to 
criticise  the  arguments  we  had  made  against 
appointing  a  parliamentary  committee  by  asking 
if  the  Postmaster  General  would  suffer  by  the  fact 
that  a  committee  consisting  of  members  of  this 
House  appointed  to  investigate  charges  of  this 
kind  would  probably  be  affected  by  political  bias 
and  that  their  judgment  would  be  suspected  by  the 
public  in  consequence  of  that  circumstance. 
The  fact  that  the  Postmaster  General  might 
not  have  to  suffer  by  that  or  might  be  sus¬ 
pected  of  profiting  by  it,  is  one  of  the  best  reasons 
why  that  practice  should  be  departed  from.  Every 
one  knows  the  cry  that  went  up  from  that  side 
saying:  “Give  us  a  committee  almost  all  from  your 
own  side  of  the  House  ;  give  us  only  one  from  our  side 
upon  that  committee  not  that  the  Postmaster 
General  should  not  suffer,  but  that,  if  the  result 
should  be  an  acquittal,  the  finding  might  be 
tainted  in  public  opinion,  and  that  they  might  still  at¬ 
tack  the  Postmaster  General  by  insinuation  though 
there  might  be  no  stain  whatever  upon  his  character. 
The  next  argu  ment  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  urged 
was  that  the  investigation  ought  to  take  place  in 
public,  it  must  be  under  the  public  eye.  I  fail  to 
see  why  the  proceedings  of  a  court  of  justice,  or  of 
two  of  Her  Majesty’s  commissioners  sitting  as  a 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


court  of  justice,  are  not  just  as  open  to  the  public 
eye  and  public  hearing  as  a  committee  of  this 
House  would  be.  We  wrere  told  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Guysborough  (Mr.  Fraser)  that 
these  commissioners  might  decide  to  keep  their 
court  closed,  to  keep  the  press  out  of  the  investi¬ 
gation.  There  have  been  public  enquiries  by  Royal 
Commissioners  in  this  country  before  now,  but  I 
am  not  aware  that  that  course  has  been  pursued 
in  any  one  of  them. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  It  has  been  done  by  one  of  the 
commissioners  for  this  very  investigation. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  In  what  case  ? 

Mr.  LAURIER.  In  the  case  of  a  Royal  Com¬ 
mission  held  by  Judge  Routhier. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  not  aware  of 
the  circumstances  If  the  leader  of  the  Oppo¬ 
sition,  in  answer  to  my  argument,  after  some 
20,  or  30,  or  40  Royal  Commissions  have  sat  in  this 
country,  is  only  able  to  show  one  instance  in  which 
the  press  was  excluded,  in  which  the  public  were 
kept  out,  and  when  we  have  named  as  one  of  our 
commissioners,  a  judge,  who,  he  says,  did  exclude 
the  press,  and  still  he  has  taken  no  exception  to  his 
appointment,  I  think  he  is  not  very  much  afraid  that 
the  press  or  the  public  w  ill  be  excluded  from  this 
investigation.  I  cannot  imagine  why  there  should 
be  the  slightest  apprehension  of  the  exclusion  of 
anybody  from  the  enquiry.  There  may  have  been 
in  the  case  the  hon.  gentleman  refers  to — but  I  do 
not  know  what  case  he  means — some  reason  for  the 
exclusion  of  the  press  ;  it  may  have  been  done  by 
the  desire  of  both  parties  that  the  investigation 
should  be  conducted  in  private.  But  as  regards 
this  investigation,  no  one  can  conceive  any 
reason  why  the  Royal  Commissioners  should  sit  in 
private  any  more  than  that  a  committee  of  this 
House  should  sit  in  private  ;  and  a  committee  of 
this  House  is  just  as  likely  to  act  in  that  way  as 
Royal  Commissioners.  Now,  the  next  statement 
which  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  made  was  that 
these  charges  were  garbled.  I  think  that  that  was 
very  scant  courtesy  to  this  House,  which  adopted 
this  statement  of  the  charges  as  a  fair  statement 
of  them.  But,  in  spite  of  his  assertion  that  the 
charges  have  been  garbled,  I  venture  to  say  that  it 
is  an  accurate  and  fair  statement  of  what  the 
charges  of  the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario  were  ; 
and  that  no  honest  man,  unless  he  is  entirely  biassed 
by  political  prejudice,  will  say  that  the  statement 
is  not  a  true  and  fair  statement  of  the  charges  pre¬ 
ferred  by  the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario.  I 
submit  that  charge  No.  10 — leaving  out  of  consid¬ 
eration,  of  course,  the  mere  clap-trap  with  which 
the  charge  is  clothed — is  one  of  such  a  character 
that  no  charge  analogous  to  it  will  be  found  in  the 
records  of  any  Parliament  in  the  world  ;  it  is  an 
attempt  to  try,  as  was  explained  by  members  who 
went  into  the  details  some  time  ago,  some  sixty  or 
seventy  elections,  some  of  them  already  tried  and 
closed  ;  and  the  verdicts  and  decisions  of  those  cases 
are  to  amount  to  nothing  if  a  member  can  stand 
up  in  his  place,  and,  for  the  purpose  of  aspersing 
another,  can  declare  that  in  the  course  of  sixty  or 
seventy  election  trials,  a  member  of  this  House  is 
guilty  of  corrupt  practices.  Paragraph  No.  10 
is  a  vague  statement  which  I  suppose  everybody 
will  admit  to  be  an  unfair  one  to  refer  to  a 
committee.  The  other  statement  which  we  have 
omitted  is  likewise  an  unfair  one,  because  it 
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means  that  if  one  of  these  companies  did  not 
pay  money  to  the  Postmaster  General,  some  person 
in  the  interest  of  these  companies  might  have 
done  so  which  would  allow  the  lion,  member  for 
West  Ontario,  without  the  statement  of  a  single 
particular — and  this  is  what  the  hon.  member  for 
Bothwell  would  like  so  much — to  range  over,  per¬ 
haps,  a  thousand  names  for  the  purpose  of  prov  ing 
that  somebody  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  gave  a 
subscription  for  election  purposes  in  some  one  of 
these  twenty-two  counties  mentioned,  if  not  in  the 
general  election,  in  some  of  the  numerous  bye-elec¬ 
tions  that  took  place.  I  am  in  the  judgment  of 
the  House  in  saying  that  these  are  statements 
that  it  would  not  be  fair  or  reasonable  to  refer  to  a 
committee  of  this  House.  I  deny,  as  respects  the 
other  charges,  that  they  have  been  altered  or 
garbled  at  all.  Why,  Sir,  take  the  statement 
about  which  a  good  deal  has  been  said,  that  the 
Postmaster  General  was  a  member  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  company.  That  in  itself  is  not  a  charge,  that 
in  itself  is  not  alleged  as  an  offence  at  all.  It 
simply  alleges  by  way  of  what  lawyers  would  call 
pleading  evidence,  that  he  had  opportunities 
of  knowing  what  was  going  on,  and  of  profiting  by 
any  money  that  could  be  got  from  the  Lake 
St.  John  Railway  Company.  It  matters  not  in 
the  judgment  we  have  formed  upon  this  question 
whether  he  was  a  member  of  the  construction 
company  or  not ;  if  he  was  guilty  of  having  con¬ 
spired  with  anybody  to  obtain  public  moneys,  or 
to  divert  public  moneys  from  their  proper  use,  he 
ought  to  receive  the  punishment  which  is  due  to  that 
offence,  even  if  he  were  not  a  member  of  the  con¬ 
struction  company,  and  even  in  the  same  measure  as 
if  he  were  a  member  of  the  construction  company. 
In  so  far  as  the  omission  of  paragraph  No.  10  with 
regard  to  the  elections  in  these  twenty-two  coun¬ 
ties,  has  any  effect  upon  the  other  charges  of 
having  received  money,  it  simply  amounts  to  this  : 
it  alleges  that  having  obtained  public  moneys  im¬ 
properly,  he  spent  them  for  certain  specified  pur¬ 
poses.  But  I  repeat,  as  I  said  before,  with  regard 
to  the  membership  of  the  construction  company, 
that  if  he  conspired  to  obtain  these  public  moneys, 
or  to  divert  them  from  their  proper  use,  or  to  get 
other  public  moneys  in  place  of  them,  or  to  get 
other  public  moneys  for  his  use  in  any  way,  it 
matters  not  where  he  spent  the  money  or  how  he 
spent  the  money,  he  ought  to  receive  a  just  measure 
of  punishment  at  the  hands  of  this  House,  or 
of  any  tribunal  which  has  power  to  award  pun¬ 
ishment  for  such  an  offence.  If  it  means  anything 
more,  if  it  means  that  he  is  to  be  tried  for  corrupt 
practices  in  these  counties,  I  repeat  that  he  has  to 
be  tried  in  another  way,  and  that  as  regards 
many  of  these  counties,  the  trial  has  already  taken 
place,  and  the  results  arrived  at  are  conclusive. 
Why,  Sir,  if  any  other  course  were  adopted,  if  the 
course  to  which  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  is 
so  passionately  attached,  were  to  be  followed  up, 
many  members  of  this  House  who  have  come  back 
from  their  constituencies,  members  against  whom 
personal  charges  of  corruption  have  failed,  would  be 
in  a  position  where  we  could  say  to  them  :  That 
is  all  very  well  for  the  judgment  of  the  court  which 
tried  you,  but  we  have  discovered  other  evidence 
against  you  since,  evidence  that  was  not  in  our  pos¬ 
session  then,  which  will  show  that  you  were  guilty 
of  corrupt  practices  in  that  election.  We  will  try 
you  again,  and  you  must  not  plead  the  statute  of 


limitations  or  the  decision  of  another  court.  If  this 
course  were  followed,  then  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
would  sing  another  tune.  They  would  not  talk 
about  technicalities,  or  the  statute  of  limitations, 
but  they  would  talk  about  the  individual  rights  of 
members  of  this  House,  they  would  talk  about  the 
tyranny  of  a  brute  majority  in  this  House,  they 
would  talk  about  British  parliamentary  institution's 
being  overridden  by  the  strength  of  a  mechanical 
majority  of  this  House.  Now,  Sir,  I  repeat  again 
that  I  do  not  pretend  to  say  that  in  the  range  of 
parliamentary  practice  there  may  not  be  found 
precedents  for  almost  anything.  You  can  take 
this  volume  of  precedents  before  me,  and  if  you 
like  to  go  back  to  the  ages  to  which  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Bothwell  has  gone — ages  to  which  no  man 
claiming  the  name  of  Liberal  should  be  otherwise 
than  ashamed  to  go  back  either  for  parliamentary 
precedent  or  for  the  maxims  of  political  creed — you 
can  find  there  case  after  case  in  which  the  majority 
of  the  House  of  Commons  expelled  this  man  and 
that  man  for  offences  for  which  they  had  no  more 
right  to  try  him,  Mr.  Speaker,  than  have  the  pages 
at  your  feet.  They  expelled  a  man  from  the  House 
of  Commons  because  he  opposed  a  Bill  and  said  that 
it  would  be  equivalent  to  doing  judicial  murder  to 
pass  that  Bill ;  they  expelled  another  man  because 
he  was  the  author  of  a  criticism  of  the  book  of 
common  prayer  ;  they  expelled  this  man  and  that 
man  because  he  wore  his  hat  the  wrong  way,  until 
parliamentary  institutions  became  a  laughing-stock. 
But  show  us,  from  the  time  when  British  institu¬ 
tions  had  fair-play,  when  the  rights  of  constituen¬ 
cies  were  respected,  and  when  the  majority  did  not 
count  for  everything,  any  case  conflicting  with  the 
practice  we  are  asking  this  House  to  adopt  in  this  case, 
and  you  will  have  thrown  something  into  the  discus¬ 
sion  better  than  has  been  contributed  from  the  other 
side  of  the  House  down  to  the  present  moment.  The 
next  statement  which  the  leader  of  the  Opposition 
urged  was  this  :  He  said  you  have  so  altered  the 
charges  that  the  hon.  gentleman  who  preferred  the 
original  set  declared  he  could  no  longer  prove 
them.  Mr.  Speaker,  while  I  deny  that  we  have 
garbled  the  charges  in  any  way,  or  that  we  have 
attempted  to  do  so,  I  do  not  deny  that  the  charges 
have  been  changed.  They  have  been  changed  by 
the  hon.  gentleman  who  made  them,  and  by  the 
hon.  gentlemen  who  spoke  in  support  of  them. 
Why,  Sir,  within  ten  minutes  of  the  time  he  took 
his  seat  I  called  the  attention  of  this  House  to  the 
fact  that  the  charges  were  vague  and  unspecific  in 
two  or  three  important  particulars.  I  called  the 
attention  of  the  House  to  the  fact  that  while 
the  charges  contained  what,  in  the  public  estima¬ 
tion,  would  be  an  accusation  of  a  conspiracy  to 
obtain  public  money,  or  a  conspiracy  to  divert 
public  money,  or  a  conspiracy  to  get  more 
public  money  voted  to  a  company  from  which  the 
Postmaster  General  was  alleged  to  be  drawing 
money,  nothing  of  the  kind  was  actually  stated  in 
the  charges,  and  it  was  still  open  to  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  West  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar),  if  he  failed  to 
prove  them,  to  slink  out  of  them  and  say :  “  That  was 
not  the  interpretation  I  put  on  them  when  I  made 
them.”  The  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario  spoke 
alittle  afterwards  in  the  debate,  and  he  said  :  “What 
I  charge  is  a  conspiracy  to  obtain  public  money.” 
What  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir 
Richard  Cartwright)  declared  the  resolution  meant, 
in  his  estimation,  was  a  conspiracy  to  obtain  public 
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money  and  a  conspiracy  to  corrupt  the  electorate 
by  that  public  money.  The  lion,  member  for 
Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  was  equally  distinct.  But 
when  the  member  for  West  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar) 
made  that  statement,  as  to  that  being  what  he 
meant,  my  colleague  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
and  one  or  two  others  of  us  said  :  “  Put  it  in  your 
charge  then,  and  you  shall  have  all  the  investiga¬ 
tion  you  want.  ”  Why  did  he  not  put  it  in  his 
charge  if  that  was  what  he  meant  ?  He  had  no 
idea  of  doing  so  ;  but,  taking  him  at  his  word,  we 
put  it  in  his  charge  for  him,  and  when  we  did  so, 
he  stated  at  once,  “  I  cannot  prove  that  charge  any 
longer.”  If  the  hon.  gentleman  cannot  prove 
that  charge  any  longer,  he  has  to  thank  himself  for 
his  untruthful  interpretation  of  the  charge,  and 
he  has  to  thank  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  and 
the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford,  who,  for  the 
purpose  of  convincing  the  puolic  that  we  were 
burking  enquiry  into  a  fair  and  bond  fide,  charge 
of  actual  corruption  and  conspiracy  against  the 
Postmaster  General,  put  an  interpretation  on 
that  resolution  which  he  shrank  from  put¬ 
ting  on  paper  himself,  and  which,  when  put  there, 
he  said  he  was  no  longer  able  to  prove.  That 
is  the  only  sense  in  which  the  charges  have  been 
altered,  except  by  eliminating  the  two  broad  and 
general  statements  to  which  I  have  referred.  But 
as  regards  the  statement  of  a  conspiracy,  the 
charge  of  a  conspiracy,  the  charge  of  improperly 
dealing  with  public  money,  the  charge  of  impro¬ 
perly  getting  public  money  out  of  one  of  those  com¬ 
panies  and  getting  its  exchequer  refilled  by  votes 
of  Parliament,  they  are  there  in  their  breadth  and 
entirety,  and  in  fact,  they  are  broader,  as  the  hon. 
member  for  West  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin)  stated  ; 
and  I  shall  be  very  much  surprised  indeed,  if  the 
hon.  member  for  West  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar),  coming 
to  the  investigation  of  these  charges,  as  I  think  on 
second  thought  he  will  deem  it  best  to  do  in  defer¬ 
ence  to  public  opinion  after  having  made  them  in 
his  place  in  this  House,  lias  any  reason  whatever  to 
complain  that  the  charges  as  they  now  appear,  are 
not  broad  enough  to  enable  him  to  prove  every 
crime  that  he  stated  in  his  place  in  this  House  was 
of  the  character  he  intended  to  prove,  and  that  he 
meant  to  charge  by  the  language  of  the  charges 
which  he  himself  framed.  The  hon.  member  for 
Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  followed  with  another  succes¬ 
sion  of  arguments  against  the  practice  which  the 
House  had  already  resolved  to  adopt,  and  his 
main  argument  was,  that  the  established  practice  of 
Parliament  was  to  resort  to  the  procedure  of  im¬ 
peachment,  and  that  no  charges  of  improper  ad¬ 
ministration  made  against  a  member  of  an  Ad¬ 
ministration,  or  a  member  sitting  on  the  benches 
of  private  members,  was  dealt  witli  otherwise 
for  ages.  That  is  quite  irrelevant,  because  this 
is  not  a  procedure  of  impeachment.  This  is  an 
attempt  to  insist  that  the  House  shall  conduct 
this  enquiry  by  a  committee,  and  that  the  House 
shall  pronounce  judgment.  We  submit  to  take  the 
evidence  by  a  commission,  and  we  say  that  judg¬ 
ment  will  still  remain  in  the  House  ;  but  if  the 
argument  of  the  hon.  gentleman  amounts  to  any¬ 
thing,  it  is  that  the  House  should  not  pronounce 
any  judgment  at  all,  because  he  says  that  the  estab¬ 
lished  practice  is  that  the  procedure  is  to  be  by 
impeachment,  which  would  result  in  the  trial  taking 
place  somewhere  else,  if  it  could  take  place  at  all 
under  our  constitution.  Then  the  hon.  gentleman 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


insists  that  the  privilege  of  members  is  to  be 
invaded  by  this  inode  of  procedure,  and  that  we 
have  no  right  to  call  on  the  hon.  member  for  West 
Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar)  to  appear  before  the  tribunal. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Hear,  hear. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  glad  to  know 
that  I  am  stating  the  hon.  gentleman’s  arguments 
correctly  at  all  events,  and  if  we  cannot  agree 
with  respect  to  anything  eise  we  can  agree  that 
I  am  stating  the  hon.  gentleman’s  views  cor¬ 
rectly,  although  in  stating  the  arguments  I  have 
been  afraid  lest  I  should  do  an  injustice.  Did  any 
one  ever  hear  of  a  man  occupying  so  contemptible  a 
position  in  public  life  as  to  make  nine  or  ten  of 
the  gravest  accusations  which  can  be  made  against 
a  public  man,  depriving  him  of  honour,  of  char¬ 
acter,  of  title,  of  a  seat  in  this  House  and  a  seat 
in  the  Government,  and  when  it  is  proposed  that 
he  should  go  before  a  judge  and  give,  his  evidence, 
shrinking  behind  the  privilege  of  a  member  of  this 
House,  and  saying  we  had  no  right  to  call  him 
there  ?  If  there  is  an  atom  of  manhood  in  his 
composition,  body  or  soul,  he  will  meet  the  man 
whom  he  has  accused  before  any  tribunal  where 
British  law  will  be  administered  and  fair-play 
will  prevail,  he  would  not  be  nice  about  the 
tribunal ;  he  would  not  care  if  the  charge  came 
before  this  whole  House  or  before  a  commit¬ 
tee  of  this  House,  much  less  would  he  care  if 
it  came  before  a  court  of  justice,  constituted  of 
judges,  against  whose  fitness  his  friends  have  not 
one  word  to  say  on  this  occasion.  And,  if  the  hon. 
member  for  West  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar)  deserts  the 
tribunal,  and  backs  down  from  these  charges,  be¬ 
cause,  as  his  leader  has  said,  he  can  no  longer 
prove  them  ;  then  if  the  public  of  this  country  do 
not  brand  him  as  he  deserves  to  be  branded,  I  much 
mistake  the  honesty  and  manhood  of  Canadiau 
public  opinion. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  The  Postmaster  General  has 
got  the  business  in  his  hands. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  If  the  hon.  member 
for  North  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen)  has  anything 
to  say,  I  hope,  if  he  wishes  to  interrupt  me,  lie  will 
at  least  interrupt  me  in  a  tone  of  voice  in  which  I 
can  hear  him. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  did  so. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  did  not  hear 
him.  I  presume  the  hon.  member  does  not  sit 
there  to  talk  to  the  reporter  merely.  If  he  has 
any  remark  to  make,  I  shall  have  to  call  him  to 
order  to  insist  on  his  speaking  in  a  tone  of  voice 
in  which  I  can  hear  him  and  answer  him.  Now, 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  next  point  which  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  took  up  was,  that 
the  procedure  which  we  have  asked  the  House  to 
adopt  was  in  effect  practically  admitting  that 
the  House  is  unfit  to  take  the  evidence,  but  to 
pronounce  judgment,  because  judgment  is  to  be 
pronounced  here.  Everybody  knows  that  this 
procedure  has  been  urged  upon  the  House  for  the 
sake  of  convenience,  and  not  with  any  regard  for 
unfitness  on  the  part  of  the  House  or  on  the  part 
of  a  committee  ;  otherwise  than  persons  can  be 
said  to  be  in  a  certain  sense  unfit  who  are  com¬ 
mitted  by  political  bias  to  a  certain  set  of  opinions 
for  or  against  the  person  accused.  But  it  would 
be  just  as  fair,  or  just  as  unfair,  for  me  to  urge 
that  because  the  leader  of  the  Opposition 
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this  afternoon  proposed  that  the  evidence  shall  be 
taken  by  a  committee  and  reported  to  this  House, 
the  inference  to  be  drawn  is,  that  the  House  is 
untit  to  take  the  evidence,  but  still  fit  to  pronounce 
judgment  on  the  case.  Are  we  not  all  familiar 
with  courts  in  every  part  of  this  country  where  the 
proceedings  are  begun,  but  where  the  evidence  is 
all  taken  under  the  authority  of  the  court  by  some 
officer  altogether  outside  of  the  region  of  the  judge 
who  is  to  pronounce  the  decision  ?  That  is  the 
mode  of  procedure  that  for  convenience  we  adopt 
in  this  case.  Can  it  be  said  from  the  procedure  of 
those  courts  which  we  are  following  here,  that 
while  the  judge  is  fit  to  pronounce  judgment  he  is 
unfit  to  hear  the  evidence  ?  Then  the  lion,  member 
for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  in  his  rage  about  pre¬ 
cedents,  admitted  that  there  was  one  precedent  for 
this  course.  . 

Mi*.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Mr.  Speaker,  I  did  not. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  sorry  that  we 
have  to  differ  for  once,  but  I  shall  prove  in  a  moment 
to  the  lion,  gentleman’s  own  satisfaction  that  he  did. 
He  cited  the  Parnell  case  as  being  a  precedent  for 
enquiry  by  commission,  into  matters  which  were 
not  suitable,  or  were  inconvenient  to  be  enquired  into 
by  a  committee  of  tlie  House  of  Commons.  In  many 
respects  the  two  cases  are  quite  unlike,  but  in  other 
respects  they  are  alike.  It  was  not  a  question  of  the 
seat  of  a  member,  or  a  question  of  charging  corrup¬ 
tion,  or  charging  malvei’sation  of  thepublicfunds.  In 
these  respects  and  in  many  others  the  case  was  quite 
diffei'ent ;  but  it  was  a  matter  affecting  the  character 
and  the  privileges  of  a  member  of  the  House  of 
Commonsof  England,  andfor  the  sake  of  convenience 
and  of  expedition,  and  above  all  for  the  sake  of  the 
impartiality  and  efficiency  of  the  enquiry,  Royal 
Commissioners  were  apointed,  and  they  were 
appointed  not  only  to  hear  but  to  try.  As  soon  as 
the  lion,  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  got  his 
precedent  fairly  launched  before  the  House,  lie 
commenced  to  quarrel  with  it,  and  to  declare  that 
it  was  a  most  unfair  proceeding,  and  that  the  effect 
of  it  was  to  put  a  whole  nation  under  trial  with¬ 
out  any  accusation  at  all.  I  think  that  the  fact  that 
the  lion,  member  quarrelled  with  his  own  precedent 
would  justify  me  in  declining  to  give  him  another 
one.  When  he  cites  one  and  quarrels  with  it,  I  do 
not  flatter  his  docility  so  highly  as  to  suppose  that 
he  could  quite  agree  with  any  precedent  which  I 
would  give  lion,  gentlemen  opposite,  especially  the 
hon.  member  who  has  preferred  the  chai’ges.  I 
will  not  trangress  by  referring  to  a  past  debate,  and 
so  I  will  refrain  from  mentioning  what  that  hon. 
gentleman  said,  but  the  hon.  members  opposite  this 
afternoon  have  declared  that  this  enquiry  will  not 
go  forward  before  these  Royal  Commissioners. 
They  have  implied  that  while  they  have  great 
confidence  in  trial  by  a  committee  of  this  Houser- 
even  though  it  be  a  committee  of  partisans  of  the 
Postmaster  General,  with  a  heavy  majority  against 
the  friends  of  the  gentleman  preferring  the  charges 
—they  would  rather  have  trial  by  newspaper  than 
trial  by  a  court  of  justice.  That  is  more  impartial, 
more  constitutional,  and  more  to  their  taste  it 
appears,  because  it  does  not  admit  of  the  same 
refutation,  the  same  defence,  and  the  same  reply 
that  I  trust  will  be  permitted  if  these  commis¬ 
sioners  should  be  appointed.  There  has  been  a  good 
deal  of  discussion  this  afternoon  about  the 
possibility  of  the  enquiry  being  enlarged,  if  the 


chai’ges  be  found  too  narrow.  If  the  hon.  member 
has  further  chai’ges  to  make  in  connection  with 
this  matter,  and  if  he  finds  that  the  present 
charges  are  too  narrow  and  restricted  for  the 
evidence  he  has  to  offer,  then,  if  he  will  make  them 
plainly  and  emphatically,  and  will  make  them 
within  the  jurisdiction  and  authority  of  this  House, 
he  shall  have  further  reference  to  the  same  or  to 
another  commission.  But  as  regards  that  matter, 
he  and  his  friends  of  the  Opposition  are  just  in  the 
same  position  as  they  would  be  before  a  committee 
of  this  House.  I  do  not  understand  that  the  argu- 
ment  presented  by  gentlemen  on  the  other  side  is 
that,  if  a  committee  of  the  House  were  appointed, 
they  would  take  evidence  without  any  regard  to 
what  the  charges  were,  and  that  anything  and 
everything  which  the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario 
(Mr.  Edgar)  may  choose  to  pitchfork  before  them, 
should  go  into  the  evidence  and  be  put  before 
this  House.  I  suppose  that  a  committee  of  this 
House  would  be  bound  as  fairly  and  strictly 
and  as  reasonably  by  the  rules  which  regulate 
such  an  enquiry  as  these  judges  would  be. 
Their  conduct  it  is  true,  their  rulings  it  is  true, 
would  always  be  subject  to  the  authority  and 
correction  of  this  House,  and  the  House  could  make 
further  reference  to  them  if  necessary,  but  such 
is  the  case  with  the  Royal  Commission  itself.  As 
I  said  before,  at  any  time  the  charges  could  lie 
enlarged  if  they  are  not  broad  enough  to  cover 
everything  which  the  hon.  gentleman  has  said. 
They  do  certainly  cover  everything  which  the  hon. 
member  has  stated  was  intended  to  be  covered  by 
the  charges,  excepting  these  statements  with  regard 
to  elections  which  are  not  proper  matters  to  be 
tried  here.  A  good  deal  has  been  said  by  my 
hon.  friend  from  Guysborough  (Mr.  Eraser)  and 
I  shall  only  refer  to  it  in  a  very  few  words,  as  to 
the  wisdom  of  appointing  judges  to  try  questions 
which  are  connected  with  politics.  In  that  respect 
the  hon.  member  deserves  credit  for  having  said 
the  only  thing  pertinent  to  the  question  before  the 
House  which  was  said  from  the  Opposition  benches 
this  afternoon.  My  hon.  friend  will  see  that  if 
there  is  anything  in  his  objection,  and  I  think  there 
is  nothing,  it  has  comeat  least  forty  years  too  late  ; 
because  the  best  wisdom  and  experience  of  the  Par¬ 
liament  of  the  mother  country,  and  afterwards  of 
Canada  has  decided,  that  the  most  fitting  tribunals 
to  decide  political  questions,  involving  questions  of 
purity  and  questions  of  impurity  as  regards  elec¬ 
tions  and  as  regards  everything  touching  the  secu¬ 
rity  of  the  foundations  of  public  life  and  of  electoral 
liberty,  are  the  courts  of  justice.  After  struggling 
for  a  century  or  two  to  establish  its  absolute  right 
to  decide  all  such  questions  itself,  and  having  van¬ 
quished  the  courts  in  the  struggle,  the  House  of 
Commons  asked  its  co-ordinate  branch  of  the  Legis¬ 
lature  to  join  it  in  declaring  that  it  should  denude 
itself  to  that  power  and  transfer  jurisdiction  to  the 
very  tribunals  which  are  now  said  by  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  to  be  unfit  to  carry  on  investigations 
of  a  political  character.  But,  Sir,  I  deny  alto¬ 
gether  that  judges  are  tainted  with  impurity,  or 
lessened  in  public  respect,  by  having  to  enquire 
into  matters  which  are  distasteful  to  persons  of 
purity,  persons  of  taste,  and  persons  of  impartiality. 
It  is  said  chat  to  enquire  into  matters  touching 
electoral  corruption  stains  and  degrades  the  judges, 
and  that  they  would  return  to  their  duties  of  decid¬ 
ing  between  man  and  man  not  as  pure  as  they  de- 
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scended  into  that  enquiry.  If  that  were  so,  there 
would  be  very  few  judges  in  this  country  whose  char¬ 
acters  would  be  worth  a  pinch  of  snuff,  because  their 
first  duty  day  after  day  is  to  enquire  into  charges  of 
the  most  degrading  offences  that  can  be  charged 
against  humanity  ;  and  it  is  an  astonishing  nicety  of 
taste  to  say  that  they  would  come  back  impure 
f  roman  investigation  intopolitical  charges,  but  would 
come  back  pure  from  another  investigation  into 
charges  alleging  every  kind  of  vice  of  which  human 
nature  is  capable.  Moreover,  if  there  is  anything 
in  that,  we  must  have  a  very  degraded  bench  in 
this  country  at  present,  because  since  last  we  sat 
in  this  House,  some  fifty  political  cases  have  been 
tried  by  these  very  judges,  they  have  descended 
into  the  political  arena  with  fatal  results  to  about 
forty  members  of  this  House,  and  it  is  something 
new  to  be  told  that  after  having  tried  these 
cases  they  have  gone  back  impure  to  discharge  the 
ordinary  duties  of  the  bench.  Now,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  do  not  think  I  need  detain  the  House  any 
longer.  I  repudiate  for  the  friends  who  act  with 
me,  as  well  as  for  myself,  the  statement  that  we 
have  made  any  attempt  to  garble  these  charges.  I 
admit  that  we  have  eliminated  two  broad  and 
general  statements,  asking  the  judgment  of  the 
House  as  to  whether  they  were  fit  charges  to  be 
made  or  not.  As  to  the  discussion  which  has 
been  raised  this  afternoon,  as  to  the  necessity  for 
an  enquiry  and  as  to  the  necessity  for  this  House 
to  hold  its  jurisdiction  in  the  matter,  neither  the 
authority  nor  the  business  of  the  House  will  be  im¬ 
peded  by  the  procedure  we  have  asked  this  House 
to  adopt.  We  may  go  on  with  our  other  business, 
and  we  have  still  plenty  to  do  to  carry  us  late  into 
the  summer,  although  this  investigation  go  on  at 
the  same  time  or  as  soon  as  it  can  be  undertaken. 
Tnis  course  is  not  contrary  to  the  rules  of  the 
House,  does  not  deprive  the  House  of  any  of  its 
privileges  or  dignity,  and  is  not  inconsistent  with 
any  precedent  that  can  be  cited  to  the  House. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  The  tone  of  the  lion, 
gentleman  to-night  is  so  different  from  the  tone  he 
adopted  on  a  former  occasion  that  it  would  be 
amusing  and  interesting  to  contrast  them  if  the 
rules  of  the  House  permitted  ;  but  I  shall  endeavour 
to  confine  myself  within  those  rules  and  not  make 
any  improper  reference  to  a  previous  debate.  The 
House  Just  now  is  engaged  in  the  important  duty 
of  determining  whether  very  serious  charges  made 
by  a  member  of  the  House  in  his  place  in  the 
House  against  another  member  of  the  House, 
accusing  him  of  having  been  guilty  of  a  gross 
violation  of  the  law,  and  a  breach  of  public  duty, 
shall  be  investigated  in  a  manner  in  which  similar 
charges  have  been  investigated  in  the  Parliament 
of  Great  Britain  and  the  Parliament  of  Canada  for 
many  years  back.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  chosen 
to  introduce  a  new  precedent.  He  has  chosen  to 
strain  the  law  authorizing  the  appointment  of 
Royal  Commissions,  which  law  was  passed,  as  he 
well  knows,  for  the  purpose  of  investigating  charges 
made  against  subordinate  members  of  the  Civil 
Service.  The  law  never  was  intended  to  be  applied 
to  charges  made  against  members  of  Parliament 
acting  as  such,  and  it  is  a  violent  and  strained 
interpretation  of  the  law  which  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  asks  this  House  for  the  first  time 
to  adopt,  to  refer  to  a  Royal  Commission 
appointed  by  a  member  of  the  Government  certain 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


charges  made  against  that  member.  On  the  very 
face  of  it,  Sir,  it  revolts  our  sense  of  common  justice 
that  a  Minister  of  the  Crown  should  have  the  right 
to  appoint  a  commission  to  try  charges  made  against 
himself.  I  say  our  common  sense  of  justice,  as 
derived  from  the  precedents  and  practices  of  Eng¬ 
lish  jurisprudence,  revolts  against  that  idea  ;  and 
with  that  is  combined  the  fact  that  although  the 
hon.  gentleman  said  there  was  hardly  a  thing  that 
we  could  not  get  a  precedent  for  in  parliamentary 
history,  yet  during  his  long  and  laboured  address,  we 
waited  quietly  and  calmly  for  him  to  produce  one 
precedent  which  justified  his  action  on  this  occasion, 
but  found  him  dumb.  If  parliamentary  practice 
bristles  with  precedents,  how  is  it  that  the  Minister 
of  Justice  is  not  able  to  bring  to  this  House,  in 
order  to  satisfy  the  consciences  of  the  members  be¬ 
hind  him,  one  precedent  of  a  commission  appointed 
to  try  a  charge  made  by  a  member  of  Parliament  in 
his  place  in  this  House  against  a  member  of  the 
Privy  Council,  affecting  the  right  of  that  gentleman 
to  remain  a  Privy  Councillor,  accusing  him  of  gross 
violations  of  public  trust  ?  How  is  it,  I  say,  that 
out  of  the  thousand  and  one  precedents  which  he 
says  the  books  bristle  ’with,  he  was  unable 
to  produce  one  ?  The  hon.  gentleman  is  start¬ 
ing  out  on  a  new  course  ;  he  has  changed 
his  mind.  At  one  time  he  thought  he  could 
persuade  his  followers  that  these  charges  were 
so  vague  that  they  could  not  be  enquired  into 
at  all  ;  and  when  public  opinion  in  the  House  and 
out  of  it  taught  him  that  he  was  stretching  the 
line  a  little  too  far,  that  he  was  going  beyond  what 
public  opinion  would  justify,  he  wheeled  around 
and  said,  I  will  mutilate  the  charges  preferred,  and 
then  I  will  refer  them  to  a  commission  appointed 
by  myself,  in  the  appointment  of  which  the  gentle¬ 
man  incriminated  has  a  very  powerful  voice.  Now, 
Sir,  let  us  see  exactly  in  what  position  the  House 
stands  at  this  moment.  Certain  charges  were  pre¬ 
ferred  by  the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario 
against  the  Postmaster  General.  The  question  in 
the  first  place  is  by  whom  the  charges  should  be 
tried  ;  and  in  the  second  place  the  question  is,  has 
the  House  in  the  resolution  it  adopted  referred  the 
charges  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  West 
Ontario  to  any  tribunal  ?  On  the  first  point,  it  is 
admitted  by  the  Minister  of  Justice — he  could  not 
help  but  admit  it— that  the  House  is  a  proper 
tribunal.  There  is  no  question  about  that  ;  there 
is  no  question  about  the  right  of  the  House  to 
refer  this  question  to  a  committee  of  its  own 
choosing.  The  precedents  show  that  it  is  not  only 
the  power  but  the  duty  of  the  House  to  refer  it  to 
a  committee.  The  only  answer  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  makes  to  that  is :  We  have  a  statute 
by  the  construction  of  which  I  am  enabled  to  with¬ 
draw  from  the  House  the  duties  which  properly 
belong  to  it,  and  refer  the  matter  to  a  Royal  Com¬ 
mission.  Has  the  hon.  gentleman  ever  heard  of  a 
member  of  Parliament  being  hauled  before  such  a 
commission  to  prove  a  charge  made  by  him  in  the 
House  ?  Has  he  the  power  to  drag  the  hon.  member 
for  West  Ontario  there  ?  He  knows  he  has  not.  He 
knows  he  is  violating  the  rights  of  Parliament  in  at¬ 
tempting  to  do  it.  My  hon.  friend  behind  me  referred 
to  the  possibility  of  that  commission  being  held 
with  closed  doors.  The  judges  can  do  as  they  please. 
They  can  shut  the  doors  to  the  reporters  of  the 
press  if  they  choose.  One  of  the  safeguards  tae 
country  has  in  an  enquiry  taking  place  before  the 
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proper  tribunal  is  the  publicity  which  is  given  to 
the  examination.  Sir,  that  tribunal  we  knew 
would  be  composed  of  a  majority  of  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman's  friends  ;  we  knew  that  we  would  be  in 
the  small  minority  on  that  committee  ;  but  from 
the  facts  we  had  in  our  possession,  we  never  shrank 
for  a  moment  from  going  before  a  tribunal  com¬ 
posed  of  a  majority  of  our  opponents,  and  pledging 
ourselves  to  prove  the  truth  of  the  charges  we 
alleged.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  argued  a  long 
time  to  show  that  there  were  precedents.  Taking 
the  precedent  of  1873,  Sir  John  Macdonald  himself 
agreed  that  the  charges  then  made  should  be 
referred  to  a  committee  of  the  House,  and 
only  referred  them  to  a  Royal  Commission  after¬ 
wards  because  at  that  time  the  committees  of 
the  House  had  not  power  to  administer  an  oath. 
The  House  was  not  in  session,  and  the  committee 
had  no  power  to  administer  oaths  any  way.  There¬ 
fore  there  might  be  some  excuse,  under  those  circum¬ 
stances,  for  resorting  to  that,  although  not  in  my 
opinion.  But  to-day  we  have  the  power  to  ad¬ 
minister  oaths,  and  we  have  precedent  after  pre¬ 
cedent  for  adopting  the  course  that  the  Opposi¬ 
tion  propose.  Only  twelve  months  ago  when 
charges  just  as  serious,  affecting  the  character  of  a 
member,  as  high  as  the  Postmaster  General,  were 
preferred  in  this  House,  the  invariable  practice  of 
Parliament  was  followed  and  the  charges  referred 
to  a  parliamentary  committee.  The  Minister  of 
Justice  has  attempted  to  use  his  own  choice  ex¬ 
pression,  which  he  repeated  several  times  to-night, 
to  sneak  out  of  the  effect  of  that  precedent  by  say¬ 
ing  that  the  charges  made  last  year,  known  as  the 
Tarte-McGreevy  charges,  were  levelled  simply 
at  the  maladministration  of  public  moneys  in  a 
public  department.  He  knows  very  well  that 
not  only  were  such  charges  made,  but  that  charges 
of  personal  corruption  were  made  against  the 
Minister  involved,  and  the  Minister  of  Justice  did 
not  scruple  then  to  refer  them  to  a  committee,  and 
because  of  the  publicity  thus  given,  the  whole 
country  became  alive  with  the  disclosures  made 
before  that  committee,  and,  as  the  hon.  gentleman 
knows,  the  Government  was  shaken  to  its  founda¬ 
tions  by  the  revelations. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  Oh,  oh. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  “Oh,  oh!”  says  the  hon. 
gentleman.  Does  he  not  know  that  not  once,  but 
two  or  three  times,  the  existence  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  was  trembling  in  the  balance,  owing  to  the 
fact  that  independent  members  on  that  side  would 
not  support  such  corruption  any  longer  ?  He 
knows  it  well  ;  and  it  is  because  of  the  effect 
of  that  enquiry  before  that  parliamentary  com¬ 
mittee  that  he  resorts  to  this  subterfuge  to  avoid 
publicity,  and  attempts  to  throttle  the  charges 
made.  But  I  have  a  more  serious  charge  to  make 
against  the  hon.  gentleman  than  the  ■withdrawal 
of  these  charges  from  the  proper  tribunal  and 
their  reference  to  an  improper  tribunal.  The  hon. 
gentleman  says  he  did  not  hear  any  complaints 
made  as  to  the  personnel  of  this  commission.  It 
was  not  the  place  of  the  leader  of  the  Opposition 
or  any  of  those  who  took  the  ground  we  do  to 
refer  to  the  personnel  of  that  commission.  The 
Minister  of  Customs  was  entirely  wrong  when  he 
said  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  had  compli¬ 
mented  the  appointees  as  men  eminently  fit  for 
the  position.  The  leader  of  the  Opposition  ex¬ 


pressed  no  opinion  as  to  their  fitness  pro  or  con.  He 
expressly  said  he  would  not  express  any,  because 
he  did  not  think  the  reference  to  them  was  a  proper 
reference  at  all,  and  I  agree  with  him,  and  I  do  not 
think  any  reference  to  the  personnel  of  the  com¬ 
mission  has  been  heard  from  this  side.  But  the 
argument  made  use  of  by  my  hon.  friend  behind 
me  was  to  this  effect,  that  it  is  not  advisable,  in 
the  public  interest,  to  refer  political  matters  to  a 
judicial  tribunal,  that  it  is  impolitic  to  drag  the 
judges  down  into  the  squabbles  of  party,  and  he 
said,  if  you  do  drag  them  down  and  impose  upon 
them  the  trial  of  party  squabbles,  you  will  be  very 
apt  to  taint  the  ermine  with  suspicion  ;  and  I  agree 
with  the  hon.  gentleman.  Giving  the  judges  power 
to  try  whether  a  Privy  Councillor,  who  has  the 
power  to  promote  them  or  increase  their  salaries, 
has  been  guilty  of  a  high  crime  or  misdemeanour,  is 
a  very  hazardous  experiment.  I  say  nothing  per¬ 
sonal,  but  I  say  the  precedent  is  a  dangerous  one. 
I  say  you  are  taking  a  course  calculated  to  drag 
down  the  judiciary  from  the  high  and  independent 
position  it  is  essential  they  should  occupy  in  the 
administration  of  justice.  Now,  let  us  come  to  the 
more  serious  and  grave  charge  made  on  this  side. 
The  hon.  member  for  Ontario  (Edgar),  when  he 
preferred  his  charges  in  this  House,  did  so  in  lan¬ 
guage  so  plain  and  clear  that  a  school-boy  could  not 
help  understanding  it.  He  told  the  House  specifically 
that  the  Postmaster  General  was  a  member  of 
the  Construction  Company  formed  under  the  original 
chartered  company  and  that  as  a  member  of  that 
Construction  Company,  he  had  the  means  of  know¬ 
ing  and  he  actually  did  know  what  became  of  the 
subsidy  voted  by  Parliament.  My  hon.  friend 
told  you  from  his  place  in  this  House  that  he  did 
not  charge  that  this  money  was  paid  to  the  Post¬ 
master  General  by  either  the  original  company  or 
the  Construction  Company,  but  it  was  paid  by  other 
parties  acting  under  them  ;  and  you  have  gone 
deliberately  to  work  and  withdrawn  from  his 
charge  every  word  under  which  he  could  have 
proved  what  he  intended,  and  inserted  words  de¬ 
liberately  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  him  from 
proving  what  he  intended.  I  will  challenge  the 
attention  of  the  hon.  gentleman  a  moment  to  the 
fact  that  the  Minister  of  Justice,  with  all  his  ex¬ 
perience,  took  good  care,  while  making  general  state¬ 
ments,  to  avoid  reading  the  record.  He  did  not  read 
to  this  House  and  compare  the  original  charges 
made  by  the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario  with 
mutilated  charges  which  the  Minister  of  Justice 
prepared  and  moved.  He  did  not  do  it,  because  if 
he  had,  it  would  have  shown  clearly  to  the  House 
that  the  statement  he  made  that  the  charges  had 
only  been  mutilated  by  omitting  the  10th  section, 
which  had  reference  to  the  expenditure  of  the 
money  among  the  electoral  districts,  and  by 
omitting  the  words  “persons  interested  in  the 
company,”  was  not  correct,  and  that  those  w ere  not 
the  only  omissions  and  mutilations.  The  second 
charge,  which  my  hon.  friend  from  West  Ontario 
asked  should  be  referred  to  a  committee,  reads  as 
originally  framed  : 

“2.  Arrangements  were  entered  into  by  the  said  rail¬ 
way  company  whereby  the  expenditure  of  said  subsidies 
was  made  by  a  Construction  Company  through  or  in  con¬ 
junction  with  one  H.  J.  Beemer,  a  contractor,  and  the 
said  Beemer  and  those  who  assisted  him  in  financing  for 
the  said  railway  works,  received  the  benefit  of  the  said 
subsidies.” 

That  is  entirely  omitted.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman 
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explain  to  his  followers  why  he  deliberately  omit¬ 
ted  that  serious  charge  ?  He  has  not  done  so. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  have  done  so. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I.)  The  hon.  gentleman  will 
see  that  that  is  entirely  omitted.  Then  again  go 
to  section  4  : 

“  4.  That  the  said  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  was,  during  the 
whole,  or  the  greater  part  of  the  said  period,  one  of  the 
members  of  the  said  Construction  Company,  and  thus 
had  means  of  knowledge  of,  and  did  know  of  the  dealings 
with  thesaid  subsidies  and  their  destination  after  they 
were  paid  over  by  the  Government  to  the  said  railway 
company.” 

Why  was  that  omitted  ?  The  charge  is  specific 
that  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  did  know  what  became 
of  the  subsidies  after  they  passed  from  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  of  which  he  was  a  member,  to  the  railway 
company  and  the  Construction  Company,  of  which 
he  w  as  also  a  member.  That  is  one  of  the  most 
serious  charges  of  the  w'hole  indictment.  It  has 
been  wholly  omitted,  because  the  knowledge  on 
the  part  of  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  of  the  destination  of 
those  moneys  would  implicate  him  in  criminality  if 
proved.  Then  we  come  to  the  next  charge,  number 
5,  which  is  omitted  altogether  : 

“  5.  That  during  the  said  period  and  while  the  said  rail¬ 
way  was  being  constructed  in  part  by  means  of  said  sub¬ 
sidies,  the  said  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  corruptly  received  large 
sums  of  money  out  of  the  said  subsidies,  and  from  moneys 
raised  upon  the  credit  of  the  same,  and  from  parties 
beneficially  interested  in  the  same.” 

You  talk  about  vagueness.  Was  there  ever  a 
charge  or  indictment  framed  more  specifically  than 
that  ?  We  charge,  in  the  first  place,  that  Sir  A.  P. 
Caron  was  a  member  of  the  Government  which 
voted  the  subsidies  ;  and  in  the  second  place  that 
he  was  a  member  of  the  Construction  Company  and 
knew"  what  became  of  the  subsidies  after  they  were 
paid  over  by  the  Government ;  and  in  the  third 
place  that  he  personally  and  corruptly  received  the 
moneys — and  you  have  had  the  indecency  to  elim¬ 
inate  every  one  of  these  chai’ges  from  the  indict¬ 
ment.  The  corrupt  intent,  the  corrupt  receipt, 
the  foul  violation  of  public  trust,  the  corrupt 
knowledge — you  eliminate  them  all.  More  than 
that.  You  eliminate  the  fact  that  the  moneys 
were  corruptly  received  from  parties  beneficially 
interested  in  the  subsidies  and  from  moneys  raised 
on  the  existence  of  the  subsidies.  The  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  in  his  charge  told  you  point  blank  and  I 
think  he  wras  foolish  in  doiug  so  because  it  indi¬ 
cated  to  you  the  mode  in  which  you  wrere  to  change 
his  motion,  “  I  cannot  prove  that  there  wTas  a  con¬ 
spiracy  with  the  companies,  I  cannot  prove  that  the 
moneys  were  paid  to  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  by  one  or  the 
other  or  both  of  the  companies,  but  I  can  prove 
that  he,  being  a  member  of  the  Construction  Com¬ 
pany,  knew  what  became  of  the  moneys,  that  he 
personally  received  them,  and  that  he  had  a  per¬ 
sonal  knowledge  of  the  corrupt  use  of  them.” 
Where  is  a  word  of  that  hon.  member  to  palliate 
or  justify  or  excuse  such  conduct  as  this,  and  yet 
the  House  is  asked  to  believe  that  the  fragmentary 
charge  which  has  been  prepared  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  themselves  and  submitted  to  a  commission  of 
judges  chosen  by  themselves,  amounts  to  the  same 
as  the  charges  preferred  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Ontario.  Then,  further  on,  you  will  see  that  there 
has  been  a  design  and  an  improper  design  in  the 
manner  in  which  this  resolution  has  been  framed. 
W  by  do  I  say  there  has  been  an  improper  design  ? 
We  shall  see.  The  original  charges  are  first  set  out 
Mr.  Davies  (P.E.I.) 


in  full  in  the  resolution,  and  then  the  House  delib¬ 
erately  eliminated  three  principal  charges  from  it 
and  formed  a  newr  resolution  with  those  charges 
omitted,  and  in  the  last  section  they  refer,  not  to 
the  charges  preferred  by  the  hon.  member  for  West 
Ontario,  but  to  the  resolution  with  those  three  charges 
eliminated,  and  those  are  referred  to  the  judges  in 
specific  words.  “  What  w"e  refer  to  you,”  they 
say,  “are  charges  1.2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9  and  10.”  So, 
when  the  judges  read  the  commission,  and  see  the 
powers  they  possess,  they  will  see  that,  wdrile  three 
distinct  charges  were  originally  made  of  corrupt 
knowledge,  of  the  corrupt  receipt  of  money  by  the 
Minister  and  of  violation  of  public  trust  by  him,  the 
House  did  not  refer  those  three  charges  at  all,  and 
every  member  know's  that,  if  the  hon.  member  for 
West  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar)  went  into  that  court  and 
attempted  to  give  evidence  on  any  of  the  three 
charges  which  have  been  directly  eliminated,  the 
judges  would  say  :  “  We  have  no  jurisdiction  over 
this  matter,  it  is  perfectly  true  that  Mr.  Edgar  pre¬ 
ferred  this  charge,  but  the  House  of  Commons  struck 
it  out  and  did  not  refer  it  to  us,  and  how 
can  we  take  evidence  upon  it  ?  ”  It  is  plain, 
and,  for  fear  that  there  should  be  any  dispute,  the 
hon.  gentleman  incorporates  the  original  charge 
with  these  three  distinct  paragraphs  in  it  and  fol¬ 
low  s  that  with  his  resolution  with  the  three  para¬ 
graphs  omitted,  thus  directly  bringing  it  to  the 
cognizance  of  the  j  udges  that  they  have  no  j urisdiction 
over  those  three  charges — It  is  to  my  mind  as  plain 
as  noonday  that  there  has  been  on  some  one’s  part 
a  desire  to  thwart  and  burke  public  enquiry  and  to 
prevent  those  charges  being  investigated.  If  evi¬ 
dence  were  offered  to  show  that  Sir  A.  P.  Caron 
was  a  member  of  the  Construction  Company,  it 
would  be  ruled  out  as  not  being  contained  in  the 
charge.  If  evidence  were  offered  that  arrangements 
were  made  with  Beemer,  the  contractor,  it  would 
be  ruled  out.  If  evidence  were  offered  to  show  a 
corrupt  knowledge  on  the  part  of  Sir  A.  P.  Caron 
of  the  disposition  of  these  moneys  or  to  show  that 
a  receipt  was  given  by  him  for  part  of  these 
moneys,  that  would  be  ruled  (rut.  They  say  they 
broadened  the  charges.  Let  us  see.  I  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  paragraph  3  of  the  Government’s  amend¬ 
ment  : 

“  That,  during  the  sa,id  period,  and  while  the  Quebec 
and  Lake  St.  John  Railway  was  being  constructed  in  part 
by  means  of  said  subsidies,  the  said  Sir  A.  P.  Caron 
knowingly  aided  and  participated  in  diverting  the  said 
subsidies  from  the  purpose  for  which  they  were  granted.’' 

If  it  stopped  there,  it  would  be  all  right,  but  it 
goes  on  : 

“  By  receiving  for  election  purposes  from  the  said  rail¬ 
way  company  or  from  a  construction  company  formed  for 
the  construction  of  the  said  railway  or  from  one  H.  J. 
Beemer  as  manager  thereof  or  contractor  of  the  said 
railway,  large  sums  of  money.” 

The  member  for  West  Ontario  did  not  charge  that. 
You  know"  he  did  not  charge  that.  You  know  he 
said  he  could  not  prove  it.  He  said  the  money  was 
not  received  from  those  companies  or  from  Beemer 
but  from  other  parties  who  were  beneficially 
interested,  and  you  deliberately  eliminated  the 
words  “  parties  beneficially  interested  ”  in  order  to 
burke  the  enquiry.  A  stronger  attempt  to  throttle 
and  burke  a  charge  against  a  public  man  was  never 
known  in  the  history  of  Canada.  Then  it  goes  on, 
following  what  I  have  already  read  : 

“  And  did  further  knowingly  so  aid  and  participate 
by  obtaining  from  the  said  companies  or  one  of  them  the 
payment  out  of  said  subsidies.” 


3033 


[MAY  27,  1892.] 


3034 


No  such  charge  was  ever  made.  You  know  it  was 
not  made.  \  ou  have  made  it  out  of  whole  cloth. 
You  have  put  it  there  in  order  to  throw  dust  in 
the  eyes  of  the  people  and  to  make  the  people  be 
lieve  you  have  substantially  referred  to  the  judges 
charges  made  by  the  member  for  West  Ontario, 
and  to  deceive  the  people,  when  you  know  you 
have  not  referred  the  charges  at  all.  The  charges 
in  regard  to  the  Terniscouata  road  are  the  same. 
The  charge  1  distinctly  make  to-night  is  this,  that 
you  have  eliminated  the  main  portions  of  the 
accusation  charging  corrupt  knowledge  and  corrupt 
receipt  of  public  moneys,  that  you  have  deliberately 
omitted  the  words  which  enabled  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  to  prove  from  whom  the  moneys  were  received, 
the  manner  in  which  to  trace  out  where  the  rail¬ 
way  subsidies  went  when  they  left  the  original 
company.  They  did  not  go  into  Sir  A.  P.  Caron’s 
hands  from  the  original  companies  or  from  Mr. 
Beemer,  but  by  an  arrangement  made  by  Mr. 
Beemer  through  other  parties.  That  is  what  he 
says,  and  then  you  ask  credit  for  having  made  this 
reference  to  the  judges  of  the  land.  It  is  a  shame 
and  a  disgrace  to  Parliament.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man,  in  starting  out,  said  he  thought  he  could  have 
taken  a  point  of  order  that  this  resolution  was  not 
in  order,  but,  if  the  hon.  gentleman  had  read  care¬ 
fully  the  proceedings  of  the  House,  he  would  have 
seen  that  you  have  never  determined  upon  the 
charges  of  the  member  for  West  Ontario  at  all. 
Y’ou  have  introduced  a  new  resolution  altogether 
and  have  passed  upon  the  original  resolution  of 
Mr.  Edgar  with  a  rider,  but  have  never  passed 
upon  the  resolution  itself  introduced  by  him.  We 
challenge  you  here  to  go  before  a  committee  of 
your  own  choosing  if  you  dare,  and  the  member 
for  West  Ontario  tells  you  he  has  the  evidence  to 
prove  up  to  the  hilt  the  corrupt  knowledge,  the 
corrupt  payment,  the  corrupt  receipt,  the  violation 
of  the  public  trust  by  one  of  your  own  colleagues, 
a  member  of  the  Privy  Council  and  a  member  of 
the  Government,  and  you  dare  not  accept  the 
challenge.  You  will  go  to  the  country  and  say 
you  sent  those  charges  to  a  commission,  knowing 
that  you  have  not  the  pluck  to  do  it,  and  you 
know  that,  if  you  did,  your  Government  would  be 
shattered  to  the  four  winds  of  heaven  before  the 
committee  had  sat  a  week. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  Some  of  those  hon. 
gentlemen  who  are  disposed  to  be  jocular  may 
not  know  the  facts,  but  when  a  member  of  the 
House  makes  a  charge  of  this  kind,  he  should  have 
a  chance  to  prove  it.  Talk  about  political  coward¬ 
ice.  The  hon.  leader  of  the  Government  in  this 
House  talked  to-night  about  political  cowardice.  If 
there  ever  was  a  man  who  should  be  ashamed  to 
use  the  word,  it  is  the  hon.  gentleman  ;  it  is  the 
man  who  went  down  to  Halifax,  and  on  a  public 
platform  called  Heaven  to  witness  that  if  anybody 
would  bring  a  charge  against  a  member  of  the 
Government  or  a  member  of  the  House,  be  he  high 
or  low,  that  charge  should  be  investigated. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  You  would  like  to 
sneak  out  of  it. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  hon.  gentleman’s 
challenge  was  accepted,  a  charge  was  made  against 
His  own  colleague,  a  Privy  Councillor  who  sits  at 
his  own  board,  a  charge  as  serious  as  ever  was 
made  against  a  public  man,  that  he  perverted 


moneys  which  were  voted  by  this  Parliament,  that 
he  violated  his  public  trust,  that  he  obtained  mon¬ 
eys  voted  to  build  a  railway  and  used  them  for  the 
purposes  of  electoral  corruption  to  return  himself 
and  his  friends  to  power ;  and  the  very  man  who 
made  the  challenge,  who,  on  a  public  platform, 
called  upon  everybody  to  come  forward  with  the 
charges,  now  says  :  I  will  not  refer  your  charges  to 
a  committee,  but  I  will  make  a  new  charge  and 
refer  that.  Sir,  I  tell  him  to  his  face  there  never 
was  a  greater  exhibition  of  political  cowardice  in 
this  House  or  out  of  it,  and  I  do  not  think  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  friends  are  very  proud  of  him,  I  do  not 
think  they  are  very  proud  of  the  position  which  the 
Government  holds  in  this  case.  I  am  not  going  to 
discuss  the  precedents  which  have  been  cited  here, 
but  I  cannot  help  referring  to  a  statement  which 
the  hon.  gentleman  made.  He  says  :  I  have  now 
referred  this  charge  to  a  commission,  and  if  there 
is  an  atom  of  fair-play  in  the  soul  of  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  West  Ontario,  he  will  meet  the  accused  be¬ 
fore  these  commissioners.  What  a  valiant  chal¬ 
lenge  !  What  a  noble  man  he  is  !  He  wants  the 
hon.  member  for  West  Ontario  to  go  before  a  tri¬ 
bunal  that  the  man  charged  selects  for  himself,  and 
appoints  himself.  He  wants  him  to  prove,  not  the 
charge  which  he  made  himself,  but  the  emasculated 
charge,  emasculated  by  the  Postmaster  General 
himself  and  his  friends  in  such  a  way  as  to  enable 
them  to  escape  from  the  serious  responsibilities 
which  would  follow'  from  the  proof  of  the  charge 
preferred.  Sir,  it  is  a  burlesque  upon  justice  to 
ask  these  judges  to  sit  and  try  these  charges,  not 
being  the  charges  preferred ;  it  is  an  infringment 
upon  the  rights  of  this  House,  it  is  degrading  the 
judges  themselves,  it  is  trifling  with  the  powers, 
and  responsibilities  and  duties  of  the  members  of 
this  House,  and  it  is  practically  shielding  the  gentle¬ 
man  charged,  rightly  or  wrongly,  with  malversation 
in  office  and  a  gross  breach  of  public  trust. 

Mr.  WELDON.  It  occurred  to  very  many  mem¬ 
bers  on  this  side  of  the  House  when  we  had  the 
pleasure  this  afternoon  of  listening  to  the  leader  of 
the  Opposition  for  a  few  minutes,  that  beyond  all 
question  he  was  opening  again  and  anew  a  matter 
which  had  been  finally  closed  some  weeks  ago.  It 
occurred  to  more  than  one  of  us  that  it  would  be 
proper  to  take  a  point  of  order  and  have  a  ruling 
from  the  Chair,  for  the  reason  that  a  well-known 
rule  of  order  should  be  regarded,  the  well-known 
rule  that  when  Parliament  has  made  up  its  mind 
and  has  made  a  clear  declaration,  you  cannot 
again  open  up  that  matter  and  begin  a  new  dis¬ 
cussion  upon  it  during  the  same  session.  Now, 
there  can  be  no  doubt,  I  think  moderate  men  oppo¬ 
site  will  agree,  old  parliamentarians  will  agree, 
that  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  have  gone  beyond 
their  right  in  opening  up  this  matter,  and  bringing 
upon  the  House  this  afternoon  a  discussion  upon  a 
subject  which  was  decided  on  the  4th  of  May  last. 
The  proceedings  of  this  day  have  followed  a  motion 
made  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  which,  as  it  is 
written  on  the  Order  Paper,  asks  that  this  House 
do  approve  of  the  appointment  of  the  gentle¬ 
men  who  have  been  nominated  by  the  Administra¬ 
tion  as  judges  to  sit  upon  a  commission  to  take 
evidence  in  regard  to  charges  made  by  the  hon. 
member  for  West  Ontario.  Now,  the  authority  of 
the  House  to  deal  with  this  matter,  is  pursuant  to 
an  amendment  moved  by  the  hon.  member  for 
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North  Simcoe  at  the  close  of  that  memorable 
debate,  of  which  the  words  are  : 

“  That  the  name  of  the  said  commissioner  or  commis¬ 
sioners  be  submitted  to  the  approval  of  this  House  before 
his  or  their  appointment.” 

Whatever  power  we  have  in  this  matter  is  pursuant 
to  that  motion,  and  what  we  have  to  do  now  is  to 
say  whether  we  will  or  will  not  accept  those  whom 
the  Administration  have  nominated.  The  leader  of 
the  Opposition  said  he  would  not  speak  on  the  only 
question  which  was  properly  before  the  House,  but 
he  lias  chosen  to  speak  and  to  set  the  bad  example 
to  his  colleagues,  of  leading  the  discussion  over 
ground  which  had  weeks  ago  been  traversed.  I  regret 
that  some  members  on  this  side  did  not  formally  take 
the  point  of  order  and  have  a  ruling  from  the  Chair, 
for  it  is  true  that  we  can  in  this  occult  way,  by  a 
side  wind,  open  over  and  over  again  a  discussion 
which  we  thought  concluded,  open  up  matters  as 
to  which  the  House  has  made  up  its  mind  and  has 
given  a  declaration,  there  will  be  no  end  to  these 
discussions,  the  sessions  will  be  interminable,  and 
we  will  never  know  in  any  session  when  matters 
have  been  finally  disposed  of. 

I  have  but  few  words  indeed  to  say  upon  the 
merits  of  the  question.  There  are  two  separate 
and  distinct  statements  contained  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  made  by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition.  One 
is  that  the  charges  which  are  proposed  to  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  a  judicial  tribunal — not  to  be  finally 
dealt  with,  to  be  sure,  by  that  tribunal,  but  to 
be  finally  weighed,  and  measured,  and  dealt  with 
by  this  House — are  different  charges  from  those 
made  by  the  lion,  member  for  West  Ontario  when 
he  first  brought  this  matter  before  this  House. 
The  answer  has  been  given,  not  once,  nor  twice, 
but  three  times  or  more,  from  this  side  of  the 
House,  that  the  charges  differ  in  being  wider.  The 
hon.  member  for  Queen’s,  P.  E.  I.  (Mr.  Davies) 
has  given  some  specific  statements  of  matters  which 
in  his  mind  were  material  allegations  in  the  charges 
made  by  the  member  for  West  Ontario,  and  which 
he  says  cannot  be  established  under  the  reference 
that  will  be  made  to  the  Royal  Commission  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  amendment  of  the  Minister  of  Militia.  I 
took  as  rapidly  as  I  was  able  to  take  while  he  was 
speaking,  a  statement  of  two  or  three  of  the  more 
important  matters  which  he  said  were  of  the  essence 
of  the  charge,  and  which  the  tribunals  would  not 
be  able  to  hear  under  the  new  charges.  He  said 
that  it  was  an  important  matter  to  prove  that 
which  was  charged  by  the  member  for  West  On¬ 
tario,  namely,  that  the  Postmaster  General  was  a 
member  of  a  Construction  Company  in  this  Lake 
St.  John  Railway  matter.  I  grant  him  that  is  an 
important  statement  of  fact,  I  grant  him  that  is  an 
important  thing  to  prove,  but  I  would  like  to  know, 
in  the  name  of  all  the  rules  of  evidence  known  to 
English  law,  how  an  attempt  to  prove  that  could 
be  ruled  out  by  any  tribunal  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I. )  Because  it  was  charged 
in  the  indictment  preferred  in  this  House,  and 
directly  eliminated  from  the  charge  by  the  House. 

Mr.  WELDON.  What  in  the  world  have  these 
two  gentlemen  who  will  sit  on  this  commission,  to 
do  with  such  matters  of  ancient  history  ?  Let  the 
hon.  member  answer  me  that.  We  give  them  a 
distinct  reference,  we  put  before  them  distinct 
charges,  we  ask  them  to  take  evidence  and  report 
this  evidence.  They  know  what  we  refer  to  them. 
Mr.  Weldon. 


Mr.  DAVIES  (P. E.I.)  You  give  them  that,  but 
the  reference  does  not. 

Mr.  WELDON.  The  hon.  member  knows  a8 
well  as  I  know,  that  it  is  perfectly  competent  for 
them,  and  there  is  no  rule  of  evidence  known  to  the 
English  law  whereby  the  commissioners  can  exclude 
evidence  when  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  asks 
to  put  that  evidence  in,  proposing  to  show  that  the 
Postmaster  General  is  a  member  of  the  Construction 
Company. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P. E.I. )  They  can  only  take  evi¬ 
dence  on  the  charge  referred  to  them. 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  thought  the  hon.  member 
was  frank  and  candid  in  this  discussion,  but  I 
must  challenge  his  candour  when  he  gives  an 
answer  like  that. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P. E.I. )  I  said  they  could  only 
take  evidence  on  the  charges  specially  referred  to 
them. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  a  matter  of  evi¬ 
dence. 

Mr.  WELDON.  It  is  a  matter  of  evidence,  and 
they  have  abundant  opportunities  to  prove  their 
charges.  Now,  for  my  part,  I  find  it  very  difficult, 
as  the  hon.  member  for  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin)  said 
this  afternoon,  to  understand  what  some  of  these 
original  charges  mean.  For  example,  article  5 
contains,  if  I  understand  its  meaning  at  all,  the 
very  gravamen  of  the  Edgar  charges  ;  neverthe¬ 
less  that  clause  5  in  the  original  indictment  of 
the  member  for  West  Ontario  seemed  to  me 
to  be  extremely  difficult  to  understand.  It 
was  ambiguous,  and  there  are  other  hon.  mem¬ 
bers  who,  in  private  conversation,  were  un¬ 
able  to  agree  as  to  the  precise  meaning  of  the 
language.  Now,  if  they,  in  the  frankness  and 
freedom  of  private  discussion,  were  not  able  to 
agree  as  to  its  meaning,  was  it  a  fair  statement 
to  put  before  a  tribunal  as  an  indictment  of  a 
public  man  ?  Now,  the  charge  in  that  famous 
article  5,  that  the  Postmaster  General  had  cor¬ 
ruptly  received  certain  sums  of  money  from  cer¬ 
tain  sources,  meant  one  thing  or  another.  If 
it  meant  that,  which  is  the  extreme  mean¬ 
ing  of  that  phrase,  he  had  a  guilty  knowledge, 
then  to  be  sure  he  was  charged  with  a  high 
crime  and  misdemeanour,  one  of  the  gravest 
known  to  the  state.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the 
phrase  “corruptly  received”  meant  differently, 
that  he  had  received  money  not  in  view  of  a  cor¬ 
rupt  bargain,  past  or  future,  but  for  the  purpose 
of  political  corruption,  for  the  purpose  of  buying 
votes  subsequently,  it  was  a  phrase  of  a  very  dif¬ 
ferent  meaning.  I  submit  that  the  gravest  meaning 
that  can  be  put  on  it  is  contained  in  the  language 
of  the  new  charges,  and  that  the  lighter  meaning 
is  also  contained  in  the  new  charges,  and  there¬ 
fore  every  material  matter  which  Parliament 
is  bound  to  investigate  is  contained  in  these  new 
charges.  The  hon.  gentleman  read  article  3  of 
the  new  charges  by  piecemeal.  I  will  read  it  again 
in  full. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  read  every  word  of  it. 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  will  read  it  again  : 

“3.  That,  during  the  said  period,  and  while  the  Quebec 
and  Lake  St.  John  Railway  was  being  constructed  in  part 
by  means  of  said  subsidies,  the  said  Sir  A.  P.  Caron 
knowingly  aided  and  participated  in  diverting  the  said 
subsidies  from  the  purpose  for  which  they  were  granted, 
by  receiving,  for  election  purposes,  from  the  said  railway 
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company,  or  from  a  construction  company  formed  for  the 
construction  of  the  said  railway,  or  Irom  one  H.  J. 
Beemer,  as  manager  thereof,  or  contractor  of  the  said 
railway,  large  sums  of  money  out  of  the  said  subsidies, 
and  out  of  moneys  raised  upon  the  credit  of  the  same.” 

The  hon.  gentleman  said  those  words  were  not  in 
the  charge,  although  they  are  contained  in  it. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.  I.)  I  said  they  were  con¬ 
fined  to  receipts  from  the  company  or  from  Mr. 
Beemer. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  not  the 
point. 

Mr.  WELDON.  The  hon.  gentleman  said  there 
were  three  sources  from  which  money  had  been 
obtained  named  in  the  original  charges,  and  that 
two  had  been  eliminated.  I  knew  he  was  wrong 
and  I  found  he  was  wrong  on  referring  to  the  text. 
The  words  I  referred  to  are  in  the  new  charges, 
although  the  hon.  gentleman  said  they  were  not  : 

“  And  also,  during  the  said  period,  did  further  know¬ 
ingly  so  aid  and  participate  by  obtaining  from  the  said 
companies,  or  one  of  them,  the  payment  out  of  said  sub¬ 
sidies,  and  out  of  moneys  raised  by  the  said  companies, 
or  one  of  them,  on  the  Credit  of  the  same,  of  large  sums  of 
money  for  election  purposes,  and  to  aid  in  the  election  to 
the  House  of  Commons  ot  the  said  Sir  A.  P.  Caron,  and 
other  members  and  supporters  of  the  Government  of 
which  he  was  a  member.” 

That  charge  is  broad,  and  coupled  with  our  know¬ 
ledge  of  the  rules  of  evidence  that  must  be  applied 
in  trying  a  man  on  such  charges,  it  is  obvious  it 
will  cover  almost  all  the  ground  so  far  as  the  Lake 
St.  John  Railway  is  concerned,  covered  by  the 
original  charge.  But  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s 
(Mr.  Davies)  did  not  read  other  important  charges. 
If  the  hon.  gentleman  will  read  articles  7,  8  and  9  in 
the  new  charges  he  will  find  that  the  words  are  wide 
enough  to  cover  every  single  element  that  he  stated 
had  been  omitted.  In  his  concluding  remarks  he 
stated  that  in  the  original  indictment  it  is  charged 
that  the  Postmaster  General  had  improperly  ob¬ 
tained  money.  He  will  find  that  the  wording  of 
these  new  charges  is  wide  enough  to  include  that 
element.  Let  me  read  articles  7,  8  and  9  of  the 
amended  charges  : 

“7.  That  the  said  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  misappropriated 
public  money  for  the  purpose  of  corrupting  the  electors  of 
Canada,  to  wit,  a  portion  of  the  moneys  voted  as  subsidies 
as  hereinbefore  stated. 

*‘8.  That  the  Crown  having  been  advised  to  appropri¬ 
ate  large  sums  of  money  for  public  purposes,  to  wit,  the 
said  subsidies,  such  moneys,  or  a  portion  of  them,  were 
diverted  from  the  purposes  for  which  they  were  so  appro¬ 
priated,  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  for 
the  purpose  of  corrupting  the  electorate  in  certain  por¬ 
tions  of  Canada. 

“  9.  That  the  said  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  had  an  understand¬ 
ing,  when  the  said  subsidies  or  some  of  them  were  voted 
or  recommended,  with  one  or  more  of  the  railway  com¬ 
panies  participating  in  said  appropriations,  or  with  a 
person  or  persons  interested  in  said  appropriations,  that 
the  moneys  so  appropriated  by  Parliament,  or  portions  of 
them,  should  go  to  him.” 

These  are  almost  the  identical  words  which  the 
hon.  gentleman  said  were  not  in  the  new  charges. 
I  do  not  know  what  words  could  more  fully  describe 
the  very  allegations  which  the  hon.  gentleman  says 
have  been  omitted  from  the  charge.  His  first  point 
which  I  wish  in  the  strongest  way  to  disentangle 
and  disassociate  from  the  others,  is  that  \ve  have 
garbled  the  charges.  We  deny  that  charge.  We 
heard  those  hon.  gentlemen,  in  a  formal  motion, 
embody  ten  charges,  some  of  which  were  ambi¬ 
guous.  We  were  disputing  among  ourselves  as  to 
what  they  meant.  We  were  unwilling  that  any 


man  should  be  tried  on  phrases  that  possessed  a 
double  meaning.  We  listened  to  the  debate,  and 
we  heard  the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario  (Mr. 
Edgar),  the  leader  of  the  Opposition,  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Bothwell,  and  still  more  strongly  the  lion, 
member  for  South  Oxford,  declare  what  in  their 
opinion  these  charges  meant,  and  when  we  under¬ 
stood  their  meaning,  we  said  :  “  They  come  with 
one  set  of  vague  charges  to  be  referred  to  a  com¬ 
mittee,  and  if  they  cannot  prove  those  charges  in 
their  graver  meaning,  they  will  hark  back  and  say 
we  never  made  such  charges  as  are  now  suggested.” 
They  were  submitting  to  a  tribunal  of  this  House 
certain  charges,  which  they  might  claim  had  a 
narrow  meaning,  but  they  wereatthe  same  timesub- 
mitting  to  thepeopleof  the  country  other  and  graver 
charges,  and  we  have  simply  said  to  them:  “You  have 
appealed  topublic opinion  on  thesechargeswhichyou 
say  mean  so  and  so,  and  we  have  now  placed  that 
charge  before  a  judicial  tribunal.”  That  is  exactly 
what  the  amendment  means.  Hon.  gentlemen  op¬ 
posite  have  too  often  and  too  long  been  in  the  habit 
of  making  one  statement  here,  and  with  high  coloured 
speeches  have  distorted  it  elsewhere,  a  large  party  in 
tliis  country  would  believe  tlieirassertionsand  under 
stand  the  charges  as  interpreted  in  those  speeches. 
With  perfect  justice  we  now  say  :  You  must  not  go 
before  the  public  with  one  charge  and  appeal  to  the 
House  with  another  charge  ;  we  accept  your  own 
formal  charges,  as  defined  by  yourselves,  and  these 
will  be  investigated.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  come  now  to 
the  second  part  of  the  amendment — to  a  matter  en¬ 
tirely  distinct.  If  a  man,  knowing  nothing  of  Can¬ 
adian  politics,  were  sitting  in  the  gallery  of  thisHouse 
and  were  told  that  grave  charges  were  being  made 
against  a  Minister  of  the  Crown,  that  from  this  side 
of  the  House  a  motion  had  been  made  to  refer  them  to 
a  tribunal  consisting  of  two  judges  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  evidence  and  no 
more,  and  that  these  judges  would  hand  in  the  evi¬ 
dence  and  Parliament  would  then  deal  with  the  case 
as  it  thought  fit,  and  that  this  motion  was  met  by  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  with  a  counter-motion  to  the 
effect  that  these  charges  should  not  be  referred  to 
two  judges  but  to  a  committee  of  this  House,  he 
would  ask  himself  what  odds  does  it  make.  He 
would  ask  by  what  means  will  you  get  the  fairest 
trial  ?  Will  a  select  committee  of  5  or  7  7nembers 
take  the  evidence  more  fairly  than  two  judges  ?  We 
must  keep  in  mind  the  very  important  statement 
made  this  afternoon  by  the  Minister  of  Justice,  that, 
in  the  instructions  to  this  commission,  it  is  provided 
that  when  the  two  judges  differ  as  to  the  admissibi¬ 
lity  of  evidence,  the  evidence  shall  be  admitted.  Is 
it  according  to  common  sense  that  two  judges  will 
take  evidence  more  unfairly  than  a  committee  of 
this  House  ?  Who  appoint  the  Royal  Commission  ? 
The  Government  nominate  the  members,  the  House 
controls  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  and 
to-day  we  are  exercising  our  control.  The  control 
of  the  Government  over  this  commission  is  no  more 
and  no  less  and  no  different  from  the  control  of  the 
Government  over  a  committee  of  this  House.  Let 
us  look  at  this  matter  fairly.  In  what  manner 
can  the  colleagues  of  the  Postmaster  General 
influence  this  commission  ?  How  can  they  any 
more  taint  it  with  a  political  complexion  than 
a  committee  of  thisHouse  is  tainted  with  a  political 
complexion  ?  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  are  well 
aware  that  on  any  select  committee  a  majority  will 
be  of  our  party,  and  that  the  party  sympathies  of  a 
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committee  will  be  against  hon.  gentlemen  opposite. 
Can  it  be  urged  that  evidence  will  be  taken 
more  unfairly  by  the  judges  than  by  members 
of  this  House  ?  The  judges  possess  greater  skill, 
greater  learning,  and  calmer  temper  than  we 
possess,  and  they  will  take  the  evidence  more  fairly. 
They  will  take  the  evidence  more  fairly,  and  under 
all  considerations  of  justice,  of  convenience,  of 
lessening  the  expense,  and  of  not  keeping  the 
House  unduly  in  session  waiting  for  the  report  of 
its  committee,  the  tribunal  of  a  Royal  Com¬ 
mission  is  the  most  satisfactory.  I  do  not  know 
one  single  point  which  hon.  gentlemen  on  the 
other  side  have  made  in  favour  of  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  committee  that  could  not  more  strongly 
be  urged  in  favour  of  the  appointment  of  those 
judged  to  hear  the  evidence.  If  I  were  in  a  taunt¬ 
ing  spirit  I  could  congratulate  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  upon  their  conversion  to  a  belief  in  the 
impartiality  of  a  committee  of  the  House.  Last 
year  we  had  a  trial  of  a  Minister  of  the  Crown  and 
other  persons  by  a  parliamentary  committee,  and 
the  trial  went  on  for  three  or  four  months,  and  those 
of  us  who  were  members  of  that  committee  could 
not  at  all  events  be  reproached  with  indolence  ; 
yet  all  that  we,  the  members  of  that  tribunal 
received  after  four  months  labour  in  the  long  hot 
summer  here,  was  to  be  posted  by  Liberal  papers 
from  one  end  of  the  country  to  the  other  for  having 
brought  in  a  white  washing  report.  When,  I  ask, 
have  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  been  converted  to 
the  belief  in  the  fairness  of  a  trial  by  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  committee  ?  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  by 
their  own  intolerant  writings  in  their  party  news¬ 
papers,  and  by  their  injudicious  utterances  on 
the  stump  and  in  Parliament,  have  thrown 
so  much  discredit  upon  a  parliamentary  com¬ 
mittee,  that  to-day,  by  reason  cf  the  discredit  they 
have  heaped  upon  it,  it  has  not  the  authority  in  the 
country  that  it  should  have.  I  contend  that  you 
get  a  fairer  taking  of  the  evidence  before  a  com¬ 
mission  of  judges,  and  I  say  that  the  evidence 
taken  by  them  will  be — which  is  a  very  im¬ 
portant  matter  for  us  to  consider — more  gener¬ 
ally  accepted  in  this  country.  I  have  carefully 
followed  the  discussion  on  this  matter  in  the 
past  debate  to  which  I  cannot  refer,  and  the  dis¬ 
cussion  of  to-day  to  which  I  can  refer  ;  and  I  was 
struck  with  a  degree  of  confusion  which  seemed  to 
be  in  the  mind  of  the  hon.  member  for  Both  well 
(Mr.  Mills),  in  regard  to  this  matter  of  parliament¬ 
ary  trials  of  public  men.  There  was  the  most  per¬ 
fect  confusion  in  his  arguments.  I  will  not  say 
that  he  deliberately  misled  the  House,  but  he  has 
made  a  long  argument  hopelessly  confusing  the 
distinction,  which  is  the  essence  of  the  English  law, 
between  enquiry  by  a  committee  of  the  House  of 
Commons  and  a  parliamentary  trial  or  trial  by 
impeachment.  The  hon.  member’s  whole  argument 
is  as  empty  as  an  upturned  glass  in  that  respect. 
No  one  challenges  his  argument  as  to  the  power  of 
impeachment ;  but  it  is  an  argument  for  one-half  the 
Parliament — corresponding  to  the  Senate  in  this 
country — to  hear  and  try,  and  for  the  Commons  to 
go  on  and  accuse.  That  is  what  impeachment  is. 
That  is  the  kind  of  trial  by  which  man  after  man 
was  struck  down  in  the  cases  to  which  rpy  hon. 
friend  refers. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  My  hon.  friend  is  mis¬ 
taken.  There  was  not  a  trial  by  impeachment  in 
Mr.  Weldon. 


any  of  the  cases  to  which  I  referred  except  in  the 
case  of  Lord  Melville,  and  I  pointed  out,  that  be¬ 
fore  an  impeachment  could  take  place  at  all  that 
an  enquiry  must  be  had  if  the  facts  were  not  already 
known,  and  the  business  of  the  parliamentary 
committee  appointed  by  the  House  of  Commons  is 
to  obtain  possession  of  the  facts. 

Mr.  WELDON.  To  obtain  possession  of  the 
facts  in  order  to  go  on  with  the  impeachment. 
The  hon.  gentleman  spoke  of  cases  so  long  ago  as 
the  Duke  of  Suffolk,  and  of  Latimer. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  referred  to  the  rule 
that  was  established  in  the  time  of  Edward  III, 
which  is  still  a  part  of  the  law  of  Parliament,  and 
which  is  still  quoted  as  the  law  of  Parliament. 
The  hon.  gentleman  may  repudiate  it,  but  if  he 
will  examine  the  most  elementary  text-book  in  the 
library  he  will  find  it  was  so  recognized. 

Mr.  WELDON.  The  hon.  gentleman  has 
entertained  the  House  with  elementary  text¬ 
books  to  a  much  greater  length  than  I  propose  to 
do.  I  still  say  that  when  he  was  pointing  out  the 
power  of  Parliament  to  deal  with  cases  of  this  char¬ 
acter,  this  allusion  was  to  cases  of  impeachment. 
Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  have  not  yet  proved  that 
any  material  element  of  the  charges  which  this  House 
is  in  duty  bound  to  try  has  been  omitted  from  the 
Edgar  charges,  and  they  have  not  proved  that  the 
tribunal  to  which  I  refer  is  any  more  under  the 
control  of  the  Administration  than  the  tribunal 
which  they  seek.  But  they  themselves  have  dis¬ 
credited  the  tribunal  to  which  they  now  appeal, 
and,  therefore,  I  shall  for  one  vote  against  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  hon.  the  leader  of  the 
Opposition. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  had  no  intention  of  taking  part  in  this  debate, 
but  some  of  the  remarks  made  this  afternoon  by  the 
Minister  of  Customs  (Mr.  Chapleau)  lead  me  to  take 
the  floor.  The  hon.  Minister,  without  meaning  any 
one,  said  that  injustice  had  been  done  to  the  Hon. 
Judge  Routhier,  that  he  had  been  wrongly  accused 
of  having  improperly  conducted  the  enquiry  made 
from  1884  to  1887  on  the  affairs  of  the  North  Shore 
Railway.  The  Minister  of  Customs,  as  I  have 
just  said,  named  no  one  as  having  formulated  that 
accusation  against  this  magistrate,  but  as  I  am  the 
one  who  spoke  of  J udge  Routhier  in  connection 
with  that  investigation,  I  think  it  my  duty  to  at¬ 
tend  to  this  part  of  the  speech  of  the  hon.  Minis¬ 
ter  and  to  prove  that  I  was  right  in  speaking  as  I 
did.  I  am  ready  to  prove  that  what  I  said  in  the 
former  debate  is  true,  and  I  add  that  we  have  a 
right  to  recuse  this  judge  when  the  question 
is  of  holding  an  investigation  on  charges  similar  to 
those  which  were  brought  agaiust  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  party  in  1884.  There  is  one  thing  to  which  I 
wish  from  the  start  to  draw  the  attention  of  the 
House,  and  that  is  that  this  Hon.  Judge  Routhier, 
after  having  been  appointed  as  a  royal  commis¬ 
sioner,  could  only  report  some  four  years  after  his 
appointment.  I  say  that  a  judge  who  takes  four 
years  to  deliberate  about  a  case  like  this,  and  who 
takes  so  long  to  send  in  a  report  is  not  such  a  man 
as  the  House  should  entrust  with  the  duty  of  hold¬ 
ing  the  present  investigation.  I  say  he  is  not 
such  a  judge  as  it  behooves  us  to  call  upon  to 
investigate  as  grave  charges  as  these  brought 
against  the  Postmaster  General.  How  can  we 
believe  that  there  will  be  no  denial  of  justice  in 
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referring  the  charges  before  the  House  to  such  a 
man  ?  How  can  we  hope  for  justice  from  a  judge 
who  takes  four  years  to  make  up  his  mind  what 
to  do,  and  make  his  report?  From  the  experience 
of  the  past  we  cannot  hope  for  a  report  in  a  rea¬ 
sonable  time,  and  I  maintain  that  it  would  be  a 
denial  of  justice  to  appoint  him.  I  must  say  also, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  words  of  the  Minister  of 
Customs  do  not  exactly  reflect  the  view  which  I 
expressed  on  the  matter.  Here  is  what  I  said  : 

“  I  have  nothing  to  say  against  the  character  of  this 
distinguished  magistrate,  but  as  he  alone  had  the  carry¬ 
ing  out  of  the  enquiry,  without  the  help  of  a  counsel  for 
the  accusing  party,  and  as  he  naturally  did  not  know 
where  the  guilt  rested,  nor  what  witnesses  could  enlighten 
him,  he  simply  called  a  few  witnesses  designated  by  pub¬ 
lic  rumour,  and  there  was  the  end  of  it.  And  what  has 
been  the  result  of  this  enquiry?  ” 

In  concluding  my  remarks  I  also  added  : 

“  Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  that  the  Government  has  been 
afraid  to  have  the  truth  known,  they  bave  been  afraid 
of  the  revelation  of  turpitudes  such  as  came  to  light  dur¬ 
ing  the  late  investigations.  They  prefer  appointing  some 
safe  man  as  a  commissioner,  shut  him  inside  of  four  walls, 
and  let  him  sham  an  investigation  out  of  reach  of  the 
press  and  the  public  so  that  nothing  can  he  known.” 

These  are  the  charges  which  I  made  against  Judge 
Routhier.  Well,  I  hold  that  those  charges  are 
totally  proven,  when,  as  I  have  just  shown  to  the 
House,  this  magistrate  took  four  years  to  submit 
his  report  to  those  who  had  appointed  him  a  Royal 
Commissioner.  Morever,  I  find  in  his  report  an 
address  delivered  at  the  opening  of  the  proceedings 
of  the  investigation  by  the  Hon.  Judge  Routhier, 
and  in  this  address  I  find  the  proof  of  what  I 
have  said.  Indeed,  I  find  that  on  the  very  first 
day  his  intention  was  to  exclude  the  press,  to  gag 
it,  to  prevent  it  from  making  any  comment  on  his 
manner  of  holding  this  investigation,  on  the  evi¬ 
dence  heard  or  on  the  persons  incriminated.  I  say 
that  this  attitude  of  the  judge  showed  that  he 
had  no  intention  of  holding  a  serious  investigation, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  that  he  wanted  to  prevent 
the  truth  from  being  known,  that  he  wanted  the 
enquiry  to  be  pursued  behind  closed  doors.  Let 
me  read,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  words  of  his  opening 
address  : 

“  I  have,”  says  he,  “  no  objection — at  least  until  fur¬ 
ther  order — to  admit  the  public  and  the  newspaper 
reporters  to  the  sittings  of  this  commission. 

‘‘  But  in  order  that  it  should  not  become  an  obstacle  to 
our  proceedings,  I  desire  the  press  to  be  content  with 
reporting  faithfully  the  evidence  without  any  comment. 

“  I  would  consider  as  a  hindrance  to  the  work  under¬ 
taken  any  attacks  and  criticisms  directed  against  either 
the  commission  or  the  witnesses  or  against  persons  who 
may  be  incriminated  by  the  evidence.  Should  such  abuse 
take  place,  I  would  be  forced  to  deny  the  press  the 
admission  which  I  fain  grant  it  to-day.  It  is  when  the 
commission  shall  have  done  its  work  that  judgment  can 
he  passed  upon  it  and  upon  the  matters  entrusted  to  it.” 

Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  the  manner  in  which 
this  judge  proposed  to  proceed  while  being  a  com¬ 
missioner  to  enquire  into  charges  similar  to  those 
which  we  now  have  before  us.  I  accused  him  of 
having  wanted  to  keep  away  the  public,  to  deprive 
it  of  information  by  the  means  of  the  press  on  the 
proceedings  of  that  commission.  I  now  prove 
by  his  own  address  that  he  was  willing  enough 
that  the  press  be  admitted,  but  only  on  the  express 
condition  that  it  would  abstain  from  comments. 
He  practically  said  to  the  press  of  the  country  :  I 
will  admit  you  to  the  sittings  of  the  commission, 
but  on  the  condition  that  you  shall  pass  no  opinion 
on  what  goes  on  here,  that  is  to  say,  I  deny  you 
the  right  of  making  any  comment  either  on  me  or 
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the  witnesses  whom  I  will  call.  Is  this  not  a  de¬ 
nial  of  justice  ?  Is  this  not  acting  as  a  secret 
commission  would  do  ?  What  is  not  in  effect  a 
secret  commission  which  the  Quebec  Government 
meant  to  institute  by  means  of  this  man  ?  If  the 
contrary  is  claimed,  I  will  ask  why  the  press  was 
to  be  deprived  of  the  privilege  of  commenting 
on  this  public  business,  of  saying  how  things 
would  be  going  on,  of  informing  the  public 
regarding  the  persons  who  might  be  in¬ 
criminated  in  the  course  of  the  investigation 
of  the  charges  ?  I  say  that  evidently  the  Govern¬ 
ment  have  read  that  report,  and  that  they  have 
undoubtedly  acted  upon  the  record  of  this  magis¬ 
trate  in  choosing  him.  One  would  think  that  it  is 
because  the  Government  do  not  want  a  public  in¬ 
vestigation  that  they  have  selected  Judge  Routhier. 
The  Government  found  in  him  a  judge  well  dis¬ 
posed  to  meet  their  views  and  they  nominated 
him.  But  there  is  more.  They  have  evidently 
gone  over  that  report  of  Hon.  Judge  Routhier. 
They  have  seen  that  this  honourable  judge  has  laid 
down  legal  principles  which  completely  exonerate 
the  Postmaster  General,  and  they  said  to  them¬ 
selves  :  Here  is  a  man  who  is  perfectly  qualified  for 
the  position  of  Royal  Commissioner  ;  here  is  the  man 
we  want  to  pass  judgment  over  the  Postmaster 
General.  Here  is,  indeed,  one  of  the  statements 
made  by  Hon.  Judge  Routhier  in  opening  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  the  Royal  Commission  : 

_  “  Suppose  Mr.  S6n<jcal  did  subscribe  to  the  general  elec¬ 
tions  of  1881,  as  is  claimed,  I  see  no  necessary  connection 
between  such  subscription  and  the  vote  of  the  elected 
members  of  the  House  given  in  1882  in  favour  of  the  sale. 

“  In  order  to  establish  this  connection  it  would  be  neces¬ 
sary  that  from  the  time  of  the  elections  in  1881,  Mr. 
Sen^cal  should  have  intended  to  form  later  on  a  syndicate 
for  the  purchase  of  the  railway,  and  should  have  secured 
from  that  time  the  support  of  the  candidates  which 
should  have  been  promised  to  him  in  consideration  of  his 
subscription. 

“  Without  such  a  correlation  between  the  two  acts  and 
the  two  dates,  the  subscription  to  the  elections  of  1881 
could  not  be  considered  as  a  corruption  of  the  vote  given 
in  1882  by  the  elected  candidates. 

“Such  is  the  jurisprudence  established  in  the  matter 
of  controverted  elections.  The  vote  of  an  elector  in 
favour  of  a  candidate  is  not  vitiated  by  the  only  fact  that 
this  candidate  previously  did  a  good  turn  for  this  elector, 
or  procured  him  some  advantages,  without  any  reference 
to  an  election  to  come.  The  same  principles  should 
guide  us  here.  Otherwise  we  should  say  that  all  votes  of 
a  member  in  favour  of  the  Government  or  in  favour  of 
the  Opposition  is  corrupt  because  it  is  the  Ministers  or 
the  leaders  of  the  Opposition  who  have  contributed  to 
his  election  by  their  influence,  their  work  or  their  sub¬ 
scriptions  to  the  election  fund.” 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  What  is  that 
book  ? 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  The  proceed¬ 
ings  of  the  Royal  Commission  on  the  sale  of  the 
North  Shore  Railway. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  (Translation. )  What  page  ? 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  Page  8  of  the 
Commissioner's’  Report.  Before  considering  this 
finding  of  Hon.  Judge  Routhier,  I  will  take  the 
liberty  to  explain  briefly  the  course  followed  in 
this  investigation,  and  the  manner  in  which  he 
pursued  it.  In  1882  a  charge  had  been  made  by 
Mr.  Stephens,  of  Montreal,  to  the  effect  that  a 
great  number  of  Conservative  members  elected  to 
the  Quebec  Legislature  owed  their  election  to 
moneys  which  had  been  given  them  or  subscribed 
for  their  election  by  Mr.  Senecal,  then  Superin¬ 
tendent  of  the  North  Shore  Railway.  It  appears 
that  these  charges  made  in  1882  had  been  rejected 
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by  the  Assembly,  and  that  the  Minister  of  Customs 
(Mr.  Chapleau),  then  Premier  of  Quebec,  had  pre¬ 
vented  an  investigation  of  the  charges  formulated 
by  M  r.  Stephens.  It  also  appears  that  the  Minister 
of  Customs  still  holds  the  same  principles,  that  is, 
that  one  has  a  right  to  buy  counties  and  the  Province 
of  Quebec  en  bloc,  but  on  another  hand  Parliament 
or  the  Legislature  has  no  right  to  investigate  how  the 
elections  were  made  and  owing  to  what  means  the 
returned  members  occupy  their  seats.  I  see  that 
he  is  following  the  same  course  that  he  did  then. 
In  1884  this  hon.  Minister  had  ceased  to  be  Premier 
of  the  Province  of  Quebec,  and  I  believe  that  the 
present  President  of  the  Senate  (Mr.  Ross),  who 
was  Premier  at  that  time,  had  promised,  in  order  to 
reach  that  position,  that  an  enquiry  would  be  made 
into  all  the  charges  brought  in  connection  with  the 
North  Shore  Railway  Company.  And  at  the 
beginning  of  the  session  of  1884  the  Quebec  Govern¬ 
ment  promised  that  that  investigation  would  be 
held.  During  the  same  session,  in  1884,  Hon.  Mr. 
Joly  having  from  his  seat  in  the  House  renewed 
the  charges  formulated  by  Mr.  Stephens  in  1882,  the 
Government,  through  the  Attorney  General  (Mr. 
Taillon),  declared  that  the  Royal  Commission, 
which  was  to  be  Judge  Routhier,  would  see  to  the 
enquiry,  as  well  into  the  charges  made  by  Hon. 
Mr.  Joly.  I  find  on  page  1995  of  the  Debates  of 
the  Quebec  Legislature  of  1884,  Mr.  Taillon  saying  : 

“  Moreover,  the  Government  grants  more  than  is  re¬ 
quested  here.” 

That  is  to  say,  that  the  Government  wanted  to  go 
further  than  was  requested  by  the  Hon.  Mr.  Joly. 
I  also  find  that  another  Quebec  Minister,  Hon.  Mr. 
Lynch,  spoke  as  follows  (page  1404)  : — 

“  The  province  is  to  know  the  whole  history  of  this  rail¬ 
way,  not  only  the  end  but  also  the  beginning,  and  the 
middle.  It  will  be  made,  not  with  the  aim  of  stigmatizing 
this  or  that  man,  but  I  may  say,  as  a  Minister  addressing 
this  House,  and  the  people  of  the  country,  I  desire  to 
know  whether  there  was  any  fault  anywhere.  I  know  of 
none  personally.  And  if  I  had  known  of  any  I  would  not 
now  occupy  the  position  I  hold  to-day,  Who  more  than  I 
is  interested  in  knowing  the  truth  ?  I  desire  to  know  if 
it  is  true  that  Mr.  S^necal  has  spent  large  sums  in  the 
elections  of  1881.  I  do  not  know  it.” 

So  we  find  the  Government  saying,  in  1884  :  We  are 
going  to  allow  an  enquiry  into  the  accusations 
formulated  by  Mr.  Joly,  we  are  going  to  appoint  a 
Royal  Commission  to  enquire  into  all  the  facts  re¬ 
lating  to  these  accusations,  and,  therefore,  it  is 
useless  to  refer  the  matter  to  a  special  committee 
of  the  House.  Well,  what  did  we  see,  Mr.  Speaker? 
At  the  very  opening  of  the  Royal  Commission,  we 
find  Hon.  Judge  Routhier  using  the  following 
language : — 

“  But  there  are  other  accusations  which  my  commission 
would  not  admit  of  going  into.  One  of  them,  formulated 
by  Mr.  White,  is  in  the  following  terms :  4  That  L.  A. 
S6n6cal  rewarded  the  Conservative  party  for  having  sold 
him  the  eastern  section  of  the  road  on  conditions  ruinous 
to  the  province,  and  that  he  gave  to  Sir  Hector  Langevin 
$100,000,  and  other  sums,  the  amounts  of  which  were 
spent  in  favour  of  the  cand  idates  of  th  e  Conservative  party 
in  the  general  elections  for  the  House  of  Commons  of 
Canada  in  the  month  of  June,  1882.  *  *  ** 

44  Two  other  accusations,  which  in  reality  are  but  one, 
cannot  find  place  within  the  limits  defined  by  mycommis- 
sion,  as  they  are  formulated.  They  refer  to  the  general 
provincial  election  of  1881,  and  allege  that  Mr.  L.  A. 
S6n6cal  subscribed,  at  that  time,  certain  moneys  for  the 
election  of  ministerial  candidates,  who,  subsequently,  in 
1882,  voted  for  the  sale  of  the  railway.” 

Thus,  here  is  Hon.  Judge  Routhier,  who  doubtless 
had  read  the  speech  of  Hon.  Mr.  Taillon,  and  who 
says  :  Those  accusations  are  not  specific  ;  they  are 
Mr.  Brodeur. 


not  especially  mentioned  in  my  commission  ;  I  re¬ 
fuse  to  investigate  those  charges.  Well,  we  find 
ourselves  to-day  in  the  same  position  as  our  friends 
of  Quebec  in  1884.  We  have  formulated  exceed¬ 
ingly  serious  charges.  The  Government  answer  : 
“It  is  not  necessary  to  refer  these  charges  to  a 
special  committee  ;  the  Royal  Commission  will  en¬ 
quire  into  all  those  things,  it  will  see  whether  these 
charges  are  well  founded  or  not.”  And  when  the 
Royal  Commission  is  called  to  hold  an  enquiry  into 
these  accusations  it  will  say  :  “I  have  not  the 
right  to  go  into  that.  ”  Hon.  Judge  Routhier,  in  his 
opening  address,  decided  from  the  first  what  ques- 
tionshe  would  have  to  examine,  “Suppose,”  said  he, 
“  that  Mr.  Senecal  should  have  subscribed  for  the 
elections,  should  have  bought  counties  wholesale, 
should  have  practised  corruption,  should  have 
bought  up  the  whole  provincial  representation,  we 
have  nothing  to  do  with  that,  there  is  no  harm  in 
it.”  Now,  we  are  charging,  to-day,  the  Postmaster 
General  with  having  spent  money  illegally  in  the 
elections,  with  having  bought  a  part  of  the  repre¬ 
sentation  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  by  means  of 
that  money,  and  we  are  asked  to  refer  the  investi¬ 
gation  of  these  charges  to  a  judge  who  has  already 
decided  that  such  accusations  could  not  hold.  I 
understand  that  when  one  goes  before  a  tribunal 
one  has  a  right  to  refuse  judges  who  have  already 
pronounced  on  the  matter  at  issue.  Now,  we  see 
that  Judge  Routhier  has  already  pronounced  on 
the  question.  Secondly,  it  is  almost  certain- — 
at  least  experience  is  there  to  show  it — that 
we  will  not  have  any  report  for  three  or 
four  years,  and  that  finally  this  judge  will 
look  upon  the  charges  as  he  did  in  1884,  and  will 
say  they  are  not  founded.  I  believe  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  instead  of  showing  this  cowardice — I  use 
this  word  so  often  used  to-night — and  giving  this 
work  to  judges,  should  say  frankly  to  the  House 
that  they  do  not  want  an  enquiry.  I  have  charged 
Hon.  Judge  Routhier  with  wanting  to  say  that  it 
was  not  necessary  for  counsels  to  appear  before  the 
commission,  and  conduct  the  investigation  in  order 
to  find  the  guilty.  I  find  a  statement  to  that  effect 
in  the  report  from  which  I  have  quoted.  However, 
it  was  perfectly  well  known  that  the  majority  of 
the  facts  which  were  the  subject-matter  of  the  in¬ 
vestigation  of  1884,  were  unknown  to  him,  as  they 
had  occurred  during  his  absence  in  Europe.  He 
therefore  had  no  personal  knowledge  of  these  facts, 
and  yet  when  counsels  presented  themselves  before 
him  to  help  him  in  his  work,  to  find  out  the  truth, 
to  lay  hold  of  the  guilty,  he  declared  that  he  needed 
none.  Here  is  what  he  says  in  his  report : 

“  It  has  been  claimed  also  that  the  Government  should 
have  had  before  the  commission,  a  serious,  experienced 
counsel  to  represent  the  public  interest  and  prepare  the 
case. 

“  Several  answers  are  to  be  made  to  this  criticism. 

“  First,  it  will  not  be  held,  I  presume,  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  should  have  selected  this  counsel  among  their  op¬ 
ponents  :  and  on  another  hand  they  would  have  exposed 
themselves  to  a  fair  criticism  in  choosing  this  counsel 
amongst  their  friends,  since  in  reality  the  Government 
themselves  are  among  the  accused  before  the  commis¬ 
sion. 

“It  may  perhaps  be  said  then  that  the  Government 
should  have  taken  this  counsel  from  among  the  few  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  bar  who  take  no  part  in  the  political  struggles ; 
but  suppose  the  counsel  be  absolutely  indifferent  to  poli¬ 
tics,  he  would  nevertheless  have  had  to  act  according  to 
instructions.  In  reality  it  would  have  been  the  Govern¬ 
ment  themselves,  through  their  counsel,  who  would  have 
prepared  the  case  in  which  they  were  to  be  tried,  and 
would  have  circumscribed  the  field  of  the  investigation. 
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It  seems  to  me  that  such  a  proceeding  would  have  been 
open  to  many  attacks,  and  would  not  have  been  wise. 

“  In  the  second  place,  if  the  Government  had  been  re¬ 
presented  by  a  counsel  before  the  commission,  there  is 
round  to  believe  that  the  Opposition,  through  their  leader, 
Ion.  Mr.  Mercier,  would  have  claimed  equal  right  of 
representation  as  accusers.  Likewise,  and  with  no  less 
reason,  the  former  Ministers,  such  as  the  Hon.  Messrs. 
Boucherville,  Joly  and  Chapleau,  against  every  one  of 
whom  were  accusations  into  which  I  have  had  to  enquire, 
could  have  appointed  a  counsel  for  their  defence  before 
the  commission.  It  goes  without  saying  that  Mr.  S6n£cal, 
who  was  really  the  principal  party  accused,  could  have 
claimed  the  same  privi  ege,  and  1  would  in  justice  have 
had  to  grant  it  to  him. 

“Now,  I  ask,  when  would  a  commission  so  organized 
have  seen  the  end  of  its  labour?  Of  how  many  volumes 
would  the  report  of  a  commission  so  conducted  have  been 
composed  ?  Can  any  idea  be  formed  of  the  expense  it 
would  have  involved?  ” 

Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  it  not  reasonable  to  believe 
and  say,  from  the  experience  gained  in  an  investi¬ 
gation  like  that,  where  so  many  facts  were  to  be 
put  before  the  public,  and  where  the  accusing  party 
should  have  been  represented  by  counsel,  which 
the  commissioner  refused,  saying  that  he  alone  was 
able  to  conduct  this  investigation  and  to  decide 
how  the  guilty  should  be  detected,  is  it  not  reason¬ 
able  to  believe  and  say  that  the  Government  were 
inspired  by  an  altogether  different  motive  than  that 
of  making  the  truth  known,  when  they  made  the 
choice  of  this  judge  to  enquire  into  the  charges 
made  by  the  lion,  member  for  West  Ontario  (Mr. 
Edgar)  ?  This  conviction  is  still  strengthened  when 
I  consider  the  manner  in  which  he  conducted  the 
investigation  so  as  to  prevent  the  Government  and 
the  party  who  supported  them  in  Quebec  to  fall 
under  the  public  contempt.  Indeed  what 
did  we  see  when  he  examined  Mr.  Senecal, 
the  principal  party  implicated  in  the  affair  ? 
Mr.  Senecal  answered  evasively  the  question  put 
to  him  ;  he  was  content  to  say  that  there  was  no 
special  understanding  between  him  and  the  Con¬ 
servative  candidates  in  1881.  After  an  answer  so 
evasive,  so  beclouded,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  judge 
to  learn  the  truth,  to  endeavour  to  find  out  if 
moneys  had  been  given  to  secure  the  elections  of 
those  candidates.  Nothing  of  that  was  done,  Mr. 
Speaker.  He  was  content  with  such  an  unsatis¬ 
factory  answer.  I  do  not  want  now  to  make  a 
crime  of  this  against  him.  I  understand  that  he 
had  no  interest  in  the  case.  I  do  not  say  either 
that  he  wanted  to  prevent  the  truth  from  being 
known.  Only  it  seems  evident  to  me  that  he  did 
not  know  the  case  sufficiently  to  conduct  it  himself, 
and  that  consequently  we  are  not  to  hope  that  in 
the  investigation  which  is  now  to  take  place,  we 
will  get  due  latitude  and  satisfaction.  I  wish  it  to 
be  well  understood  that  I  do  not  especially  speak 
against  Judge  Routhier,  but  that  it  is  against  the 
system  itself  that  I  raise  my  voice.  I  hold  that  a 
judge  who  is  not  familiar  with  a  whole  case  needs 
a  serious  and  able  counsel  to  inform  him.  If  we 
cannot  have  all  the  required  latitude  in  this  investi¬ 
gation,  I  do  not  see  how  this  House  could  consent 
to  refer  this  matter  to  such  a  Royal  Commission  as 
is  proposed  by  the  Government.  As  it  was  said  by 
the  speakers  who  took  the  floor  before  me,  the 
charges  against  the  Postmaster  General  were 
altered  and  changed  by  the  Government.  It  was 
said  that  those  charges  were  not  definite  enough, 
that  they  were  too  vague,  and  after  having  heard 
the  speeches  which  were  pronounced  on  this  side 
of  the  House,  the  Government  decided  to  grant  an 
■enquiry.  But  what  do  we  see  ?  The  enquiry  is 


to  be  held,  not  into  the  charges  made  by  the  hon. 
member  for  West  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar),  but  into 
accusations  framed  by  the  friends  of  the  accused. 
Unfortunately,  that  is  what  is  to  happen.  The 
hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  observed 
with  much  reason  that  one  of  the  most  important 
accusations  had  been  eliminated,  namely,  that  the 
Postmaster  General  was  a  member  of  a  con¬ 
struction  company  having  a  contract  with 
the  Government.  I  myself  have  called  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  importance  of  such  a  charge.  Indeed, 
we  find  in  the  Act  concerning  the  independence 
of  Parliament  that  a  member  cannot  be  a  member 
of  a  company  having  a  contract  with  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  If  the  charge  such  as  made  by  the  hon. 
member  for  West  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar)  was  proven, 
the  accused  Minister  would  be  liable  to  expulsion 
from  the  House.  Why  was  this  charge  done  away 
with  ?  The  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon) 
said  that  the  truth  of  these  charges  could  be  proven 
before  the  commission,  and  that  the  latter  could 
not  refuse  to  hear  evidence  on  that  point.  How 
can  a  member  who  knows,  I  have  no  doubt,  the 
rules  of  evidence,  say  that  the  commission  will 
have  the  power  of  hearing  such  evidence  when  the 
Government  took  care  of  eliminating  this  charge  ? 
The  hon.  member  fully  knows  that  the  Royal  Com¬ 
mission  will  refuse  to  allow  this  evidence  to  be  pro¬ 
duced.  If  we  say  to  the  commission  that  Sir  A. 
P.  Caron  was  a  member  of  the  construction  com¬ 
pany,  that  he  consequently  knew  where  the  money 
had  gone,  the  commissioner  will  say  :  We  have 
nothing  to  do  with  that ;  that  charge  was  struck 
off  ;  how  can  we  enquire  into  that  ?  I  believe  the 
commissioner  will  be  perfectly  justified  in  that. 
And  from  that  I  conclude  that  we  will  not  have  a 
satisfactory  investigation.  The  pretension  of  the 
hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  is,  therefore, 
untenable.  I  do  not  wish  to  dwell  any  longer  on  this 
question.  I  believe  I  have  sufficiently  established 
that  Hon.  Judge  Routhier,  in  view  of  his  course  in 
connection  with  the  investigation  of  which  I  spoke, 
in  view  of  his  refusal  to  enquire  into  facts  which 
the  Ministers  who  had  appointed  him  had  permitted 
him  to  investigate — is  not  a  competent  man  to  sit 
on  a  Royal  Commission  similar  to  that  appointed 
in  1884.  This  hon.  judge  having  denied  the  press 
the  right  to  make  the  public  acquainted  with  the 
proceedings  of  the  commission,  and  forbidden  any 
comments  on  the  evidence  and  persons  incrim¬ 
inated,  I  repeat  it,  this  judge  is  not  competent  to 
be  a  member  of  such  a  commission.  But  there  is 
still  more.  On  similar  charges  as  are  made  to-day, 
this  gentleman  has  declared  himself  unwilling  to 
admit  such  charges  as  well  founded,  even  if  they 
were  proven.  We,  therefore,  have  the  right  o 
excusing  him,  and  I  believe  that  the  House 
should  not  accept  him  as  a  judge  in  the  matter. 
As  to  Hon.  Judge  Tait,  I  have  absolutely  nothing 
to  say  against  the  respectability  of  this  magistrate. 
He  is  certainly  one  of  the  most  upright  judges  we 
have  in  the  District  of  Montreal.  But  there  is  a 
circumstance  of  a  particular  nature,  of  which  I  will 
take  the  liberty  of  reminding  the  House.  For 
many  years  this  hon.  judge  was  the  partner  of  the 
present  Prime  Minister.  He  owes  him  the  position 
he  occupies,  and  consequently,  I  think  it  would 
have  been  a  duty  for  this  magistrate  to  refuse 
taking  part  in  this  investigation.  Why  draw  back 
the  judges  into  the  political  arena  ?  Why  pull  them 
down  from  the  exalted  position  they  occupy  unto 
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the  level  of  politics  ?  Why  degrade  the  bench  in 
forcing  upon  it  the  doings  of  politics  ?  Have  we  not 
had  enough  of  that  in  the  recent  enquiries  made  in 
Quebec  ?  Was  it  not  enough  to  have  judges  vilified 
— and  often  justly  so — for  leaving  the  bench  in  order 
to  take  a  hand  in  the  fights  of  the  Conservative 
party  ?  I  hope  we  have  had  enough  of  such  a 
spectacle.  If  the  Government  were  anxious  to  see 
the  administration  of  justice  keep  to  its  dignity 
and  integrity,  they  would  never  permit  judges 
to  come  down  into  the  political  arena  and  preside 
over  commissions  of  this  character.  It  is  in  the 
interest  of  politics  and  of  the  country  itself  that 
such  charges  be  ventilated  before  a  regular  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  House.  I  repeat  it :  I  think  it 
a  mistake  to  appoint  judges  on  commissions  like 
this.  And  I  hope  that  for  these  reasons  the 
Government  will  allow  a  genuine  investigating 
commission  to  be  appointed,  composed  of  members 
of  this  House;  instead  of  referring  these  charges  to 
judges  already  committed  on  the  question,  and  who 
have  declared  such  charges  absolutely  meaningless. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  did  not  intend  to  address 
the  House  on  this  important  question  until  I  heard 
some  of  the  remarks  which  have  been  made  by  lion, 
gentlemen  opposite.  Now,  while  it  is  within  the 
duty  of  Parliament  to  thoroughly  investigate  the 
charges  made  against  the  hon.  Postmaster  General, 
I  do  not  see  how  we  can,  in  justice  to  the  country, 
and  in  justice  to  the  constituencies  that  sent  us 
here,  refuse  to  take  up  and  thoroughly  investigate 
these  charges.  The  Minister  of  Justice  proposes 
to  refer  them  to  a  Royal  Commission.  During  the 
last  few  years,  we  have  had  some  experience  of 
trying  charges  before  committees  of  this  House, 
and  I  think  the  success  which  has  attended  the 
labours  of  those  committees  has  been  such  as  to  war¬ 
rant  us  in  continuing  the  same  course.  The  hon. 
Minister  of  Justice,  shortly  after  he  became  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  House,  was  called  upon  to  prosecute  a 
charge  against  the  then  member  for  Lincoln.  That 
committee  discharged  its  duty  so  efficiently  that 
the  member  accused  was  expelled  from  the  House. 
Then,  a  charge  was  made  against  the  late  hon. 
member  for  Quebec  West,  and  a  committee  of  this 
House  investigated  that  charge  so  thoroughly,  and 
lam  quite  sure  to  the  entire  satisfaction  of  the  people 
of  this  country,  that  he  was  expelled  from  this 
House.  Then,  we  had  a  charge  made  against  the 
late  hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works,  which  a  com¬ 
mittee  of  this  House  investigated,  the  result  of  which 
was  that  that  hon.  gentleman  suffered  to  such  an 
extent  that  he  considered  it  his  duty  to  retire 
from  the  Government.  I  think  that  all  these  expe¬ 
riences  would  warrant  us  in  believing  that  the  best 
and  most  efficient  enquiry  would  be  obtained  be¬ 
fore  a  committee  of  this  House  rather  than  by  a 
Royal  Commission.  I  was  amused  at  the  efforts 
made  by  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon) 
to  show  that  all  the  charges  made  by  the  hon. 
member  for  West  Ontario  were  embodied  in  the 
amended  charges  brought  forward  by  the  hon.  Min¬ 
ister  of  Militia.  There  was  one  charge,  however,  that 
was  completely  eliminated,  that  is  charge  10,  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  bribery  of  at  least  21  constituencies  with 
money  secured  from  different  sources  stated.  Not 
a  vestige  of  that  charge  is  found  in  the  amended 
charges.  The  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  said  that 
the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario  would  be  guilty 
of  cowardice  if  he  refused  to  appear  before  that 
Mr.  Brodeur. 


commission  and  declined  to  prove  his  charges.  I 
would  like  to  know,  in  the  position  of  the  matter 
as  it  now  stands  before  this  House,  whether  it  is 
the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario  who  prefers  the 
charges  or  the  hon.  Minister  of  Militia.  The  hon. 
member  for  West  Ontario  made  certain  charges 
against  the  hon.  Postmaster  General,  but  the  hon. 
Minister  of  Militia  chose  to  take  the  business 
out  of  his  hands,  and  brought  in  amendments 
which  almost  entirely  altered  the  whole 
case.  These  amendments  were  adopted,  and  the 
hon.  Minister  of  Militia  now  becomes  virtually  the 
prosecuting  member  ;  and  the  duty  will  devolve 
upon  him  to  appear  before  the  commission  and  to 
see  that  those  charges,  as  he  amended  them  and 
presented  them  to  this  House,  are  properly  prose¬ 
cuted  before  that  commission.  We  have  the  names 
of  two  judges  submitted  to  us  for  approval  as  the 
commission.  If  we  had  a  committee  of  this  House, 
that  committee  would  not  be  drawn  from  one  side 
of  the  House  only,  but  there  would  be  upon  it  mem¬ 
bers  from  both  sides  ;  whereas  these  two  judges  are 
from  one  political  party  only.  They  were  both 
Conservatives,  and  were  undoubtedly  hand-in-glove 
with  the  Postmaster  General  prior  to  the  time  they 
wenton  the  bench,  andtheyare  nodoubtin  sympathy 
with  hon.  gentlemen  opposite.  Therefore  that  will 
be  a  one-sided  tribunal.  But  suppose  one  of  those 
judges  should  refuse  to  act.  We  have  no  assurance 
to-night  that  they  have  given  their  consent  to  act. 
They  may  have  done  so,  but  the  Minister  of  Justice 
has  not  assured  the  House  that  they  have.  Suppose 
one  should  refuse  to  act,  the  taking  of  the  evidence 
would  be  hung  up  for  another  year  until  Parliament 
met  again,  when  another  could  be  appointed.  Sup¬ 
pose  again  that  one  of  those  judges  should  die,  the 
whole  proceedings  would  be  hung  up  for  a  year 
until  another  man  could  be  appointed  to  take 
his  place.  There  is  also  to  be  considered  that 
after  the  commission  is  appointed  the  hon.  Post¬ 
master  General  will  of  course  remain  in  the 
Cabinet,  an  adviser  of  the  Crown  and  a  member  of 
this  House,  until  such  time  as  the  evidence  is  re¬ 
ported  to  this  House  and  this  House  takes  action 
upon  it.  In  the  case  of  Sir  Hector  Langevin,  it 
was  thought  prudent,  whether  he  did  it  of  his  own 
will  or  whether  it  was  urged  upon  him,  that  he 
should  resign  his  position  in  the  Cabinet  during 
the  time  that  investigation  was  in  progress.  But 
under  the  present  arrangement  the  hon.  Postmaster 
General  will  remain  a  member  of  the  Cabinet  to  ad¬ 
vise  and  generally  direct  the  investigation  going  on  ; 
because  in  reality  it  is  not  merely  the  Postmaster 
General  who  is  on  his  trial,  but  the  whole  Cabinet. 
The  fact  is  that  during  the  last  four  or  five  years, 
at  one  time  or  another,  we  have  had  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  on  the  political  gridiron.  No  less  than 
three  members  of  the  House,  one  a  Minister  of  the 
Crown  and  the  others  prominent  supporters  of  the 
Government,  have  been  deprived  of  their  positions 
in  the  House.  It  was  one  plunge  out  of  one  pool 
of  political  corruption  into  another  from  time  to 
time  and  session  to  session  ;  and  every  year  it  is 
evidently  getting  worse.  Now,  the  hon.  Postmaster 
General  says  that  his  hands  are  clean,  and  we  are 
bound  to  accept  that  statement  from  him  until 
such  times  as  a  committee  of  this  House  has  care¬ 
fully  investigated  the  charge  that  lies  at  his  door. 
If  after  that  thorough  investigation  the  committee 
reports  that  the  statement  made  by  him,  that  he  is 
free  of  any  guilt,  is  correct,  the  hon.  gentleman 
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will  be  freed  from  the  charge  that  now  hangs 
over  his  head.  If  the  hon.  gentleman’s  hands  are 
clean,  the  Government  should  give  him  an  imme¬ 
diate  opportunity  to  prove  it  before  a  committee 
of  this  House.  I  do  not  think  this  leaving  the 
matter  to  a  Royal  Commission  will  at  all  satisfy 
the  country.  I  am  satisfied  that  a  large  majority 
of  the  people  of  this  Dominion  will  look  upon 
this  proceeding  as  nothing  short  of  a  farce. 
Suppose  that  the  judges  report  to  this  House 
the  evidence,  and  suppose  that  on  the  evidence 
reported  the  House  should  declare  that  the 
Postmaster  General  is  not  guilty.  Suppose  a 
committee  of  the  House  should  declare  that 
the  Postmaster  General  is  not  guilty,  I  would 
like  to  know  if  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  are  under 
the  impression  that  the  people  of  this  country 
would  be  prepared  to  accept  a  verdict  of  that  kind. 

I  do  not  think  they  would.  When  they  took  the 
two  judges  from  the  hon.  gentleman’s  own  prov¬ 
ince,  personal  friends  of  his  own,  1  would  like  to 
know  if,  in  doing  so,  the  Government  thought  that 
no  other  province  was  interested  in  this  matter  but 
the  Province  of  Quebec.  Is  it  not  a  matter  of  vital 
interest  to  the  whole  Dominion?  If  it  is,  why  not 
have  a  judge  taken  from  each  province,  or  why  not 
have  a  percentage  on  the  commission  taken  from 
'the  ranks  of  the  Opposition?  It  will  appear  to  the 
people  of  this  country  as  a  farce,  and  an  intended 
farce,  when  you  take  the  two  judges  from  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  own  province,  personal  friends  of  his, 
the  creatures  of  the  Cabinet  of  which  he  is  a  member 
and  looking  forward  to  higher  positions  on  the 
bench  possibly,  for  the  services  they  may  render 
under  this  commission.  We  have  seen  such  things 
in  the  past,  and  may  see  a  repetition  of  them  in  the 
future.  It  is  quite  clear  that  the  Minister  of 
Justice  and  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  are  afraid  of 
committees,  and  I  do  not  much  wonder  at  it.  The 
experience  of  the  Minister  of  Justice,  since  he  be¬ 
came  a  member  of  this  House,  of  investigations 
by  committees  is  not  calculated  to  reassure  him. 
Every  committee  of  this  House  which  has  sat  upon 
a  member  on  that  side  or  a  Minister  of  the  Crown, 
has  proved  a  sufficient  number  of  the  charges  ad¬ 
vanced  to  expel  the  accused  from  the  House  or 
compel  the  Government  to  remove  him  from  the 
Cabinet.  I  would  respectfully  refer  the  Minister 
of  Justice  to  the  cartoon  in  Grip  last  week,  which, 
I  think,  fairly  illustrates  this  whole  question.  It 
shows  clearly  the  position  the  Postmaster  General 
occupies,  and  that  occupied  by  the  judges  who  are 
to  try  him,  and  also  the  position  in  which  the  pro¬ 
secuting  attorney  stands.  I  would  like  to  know  if 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  expect  that  Mr.  Edgar 
will  dance  attendance  on  the  Royal  Commission 
from  Quebec  to  Montreal  and  possibly  Toronto,  or 
one  cannot  tell  where,  within  the  limits  of  the 
Dominion,  all  summer,  at  his  own  personal  cost  ? 
It  is  neither  fair  nor  reasonable  to  expect  he 
will  consent  to  do  anything  of  the  kind. 
Were  the  investigation  held  here,  and  Par¬ 
liament  should  be  the  highest  and  best  tri¬ 
bunal  to  judge  of  its  own  purity  and  of  what  is 
right,  my  hon.  friend  from  South  Ontario  would 
not  be  put  to  the  expense  of  securing  prosecuting 
attorneys  to  appear  before  the  commission,  and  the 
country  would  besides  be  saved  the  cost  which  will 
attend  this  investigation  before  the  Royal  Commis¬ 
sion.  Those  judges  will  not  work  for  nothing.  The 
witnesses  who  appear  before  them  will  have  to  be 


paid,  besides  all  the  legal  talent  employed  on  both 
sides,  whereas  before  a  parliamentary  committee, 
the  counsel  on  each  side  would  be  voluntarily  sup¬ 
plied  by  the  House,  and  the  cost  would  be  little  to 
the  country  compared  with  what  it  will  be  under 
this  commission.  It  is  much  to  be  regretted  that 
the  Government  should  deem  it  necessary  to  take 
the  course  they  asked  the  House  to  consent  to. 
Had  we  gone  into  the  investigation  when  the  charges 
were  first  made,  the  probability  is  that  by  this  time 
all  the  evidence  would  be  concluded.  I  have  no  doubt 
my  hon.  friend  from  West  Ontario  would  have  pro¬ 
duced  his  evidence  with  very  little  delay,  the  duty 
relegated  to  this  commission  of  taking  the  evidence 
would  have  been  finished,  and  we  would  have  all 
the  information  in  our  hands  and  be  able  to  dispose 
of  the  matter  this  session.  When  the  question  was 
first  brought  before  the  House,  the  Minister  of 
Justice  intimated  that  it  was  his  intention  to 
ask  his  followers  to  vote  it  down  altogether  with¬ 
out  any  reference  whatever.  His  speech  on  that 
occasion  clearly  indicated  that  he  had  no  intention 
whatever  of  appointing  a  Royal  Commission.  He 
poohpoohed  the  whole  thing,  and  called  upon  his 
followers  to  vote  it  down  ;  but  after  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  papers — a  very  respectable  wing  of  them — 
as  well  as  the  Reform  papers  had  discussed  the 
question,  the  Minister  of  Justice,  like  the  darkey’s 
coon,  came  down.  He  found  it  would  not  do  to  take 
the  high-handed  course  he  indicated.  He  found, 
when  he  felt  the  pulse  of  the  Dominion,  that  the 
people  nor  their  representatives  would  not  tolerate 
these  charges  being  allowed  to  drop  without  any 
investigation,  and  the  result  was  that,  as  the  best 
wray  out  of  the  difficulty,  he  asked  the  House  to  con¬ 
sent  to  a  reference  to  a  Royal  Commission.  I  am 
quite  sure  that  the  Government  could  have  found 
among  the  judges  in  Ontario,  some  who  could  very 
creditably  discharge  this  duty,  and  at  least  one 
could  have  been  named  for  that  province,  but  they 
preferred  taking  the  two  from  Quebec.  That  will 
be  looked  upon  as  a  one-sided  investigation,  how¬ 
ever  it  may  turn  out,  and  the  people  will  not  be 
satisfied,  and  it  is  quite  clear  that  when  that  Royal 
Commission  comes  to  take  the  evidence,  it  will  take 
it  under  all  the  rules  and  restrictionsf  ollowed  in  courts 
of  law.  We  know  pretty  well  what  they  amount 
to.  We  can  easily  understand  that  if  a  judge  or 
commissioner  is  disposed  to  favour  a  party,  it  is  a 
very  easy  matter  to  choke  off  evidence  b}7  raising 
technicalities.  We  are  quite  cognizant  how  objec¬ 
tions  are  raised  in  the  courts  and  rulings  asked  for 
in  matters  of  procedure,  and  v7e  know  perfectly 
well  that  judges,  in  many  cases,  overrule  certain 
questions  and  proceedings  which  they  do  not  con¬ 
sider  within  the  exercise  of  the  rights  of  any 
prosecution  or  defending  attorney.  Now7,  if  an 
investigation  of  this  kind  is  going  to  be  hampered 
in  this  way,  the  probabilities  are  that  the  very 
limited  evidence  which  will  be  submitted  to  this 
House  afterwards  will  not  enable  this  House  to 
come  to  an  independent  decision,  and  we  may  have 
next  session  the  very  same  discussion  over  again, 
which  v7e  have  had  this  session,  and  may  have  a 
determination  on  the  part  of  the  Opposition  to 
press  the  reference  of  the  whole  question  to  a 
committee  of  this  House  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
evidence.  I  should  not  be  at  all  surprised  at  that. 
We  have  heard  the  voice  of  the  Minister  of  Customs 
to-night  for  the  first  time  during  this  session.  I 
am  not  at  all  surprised  that  he  should  oppose  the 
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investigation  before  committees,  whether  an 
ordinary  standing  committee  or  a  special  com¬ 
mittee.  Last  year  he  went  through  a  course  of 
investigation  himself  before  the  Public  Ac¬ 
counts  Committee  during  two  weeks,  and 
he  only  escaped  by  the  skin  of  his  teeth. 
From  time  to  time  exposures  were  made  with  re¬ 
gard  to  the  manner  in  which  the  affairs  of  his  own 
department  were  conducted,  which  proved  very 
clearly  that  there  were  a  number  of  irregularities 
and  that,  if  he  was  not  aware  of  them,  he  was  not 
fit  to  preside  over  any  department.  I  do  not 
wonder  that  he  chooses  this  opportunity  to  raise 
his  voice  in  opposition  to  a  parliamentary  commit¬ 
tee,  because  he  has  a  very  vivid  recollection  of  the 
searching  investigation  to  which  he  was  subjected 
last  session.  I  was  rather  amused  at  the  reference 
to  the  resolution  of  the  4th  May.  Hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  stated  that  that  of  itself  was  a  pre¬ 
cedent  for  the  course  which  is  now  being  adopted. 
Surely  a  resolution  of  that  kind  cannot  become 
a  precedent  until  it  is  acted  upon,  and  so  far  that 
resolution  is  stillborn.  No  investigation  has  taken 
place  yet,  and  it  is  no  precedent.  We  were  opposed 
to  it,  and  we  are  still  opposed  to  the  Royal  Com¬ 
mission  on  the  ground  that  the  House  is  abnegat¬ 
ing  its  rights  and  casting  off  its  responsibilities. 
We  have  a  criminal  Bill  before  us.  Suppose  we 
decided  to  refer  that  to  a  commission,  and  we 
might  as  well  do  that  as  this,  though  it  is  not  so 
serious  a  matter.  It  is  our  duty  to  give  our  time 
to  the  consideration  of  the  matters  which  come 
within  our  sphere,  and  past  experience  proves 
clearly  that  charges  of  the  character  laid  at  the  door 
of  the  Postmaster  General  are  one  of  those  matters 
which  every  member  should  give  close  attention  to. 
Those  charges  should  be  at  once  investigated.  It 
is  no  matter  to  trifle  with.  I  do  not  say  that  the 
hon.  gentleman  is  guilty.  I  do  not  know  whether 
he  is  or  not.  He  says  he  is  not,  and  we  are 
willing  to  give  him  the  benefit  of  the  doubt,  but 
the  House  should  at  once  proceed  to  investigate 
the  matter  and  come  to  an  intelligent  conclusion. 
Royal  Commissions  are  not  likely  to  come  to  better 
or  more  unanimous  decisions  upon  a  matter  of  this 
kind  than  a  committee  of  this  House  is.  A  Royal 
Commission  which  sat  in  Quebec  recently  did  not 
come  to  a  unanimous  decision,  one  of  the  judges 
holding  that  the  charges  against  Mr.  Mercier  were 
not  proven,  while  the  other  two  considered  they 
were,  though  not  to  the  full  extent.  The  hon. 
member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  said  that  a  com¬ 
mittee  of  this  House  last  session  was  pronounced 
by  members  of  the  Opposition  to  be  a  whitewash¬ 
ing  committee.  The  hon.  gentleman  should  be 
aware  that  it  was  so  pronounced  by  some  of  the 
Conservative  journals,  and  if  he  takes  the  most 
absolutely  independent  papers,  which  are  not  Tory 
or  Reform,  he  will  find  that  they  called  that  com¬ 
mittee  a  whitewashing  committee.  The  Toronto 
Mail  pronounced  it  a  whitewashing  committee,  and 
surely  he  will  not  say  that  the  Mail  is  a  Reform 
journal  or  controlled  by  members  on  this  side  of 
the  House,  as  some  hon.  gentlemen  say  the  Globe 
is,  but  incorrectly. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  What  makes  you  think  the 
Mail  a  Tory  journal. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  did  not  say  it  was  ;  I  said 
it  was  an  independent  paper.  We  have  a  vivid 
recollection  of  some  duties  performed  by  a  judge 
Mr.  McMullen. 


recently.  We  have  the  pitiable  and  unfortunate, 
and  I  may  say  disgraceful  exhibition  of  some 
duties  performed  by  Judge  Elliott  in  the  city  of 
London.  Will  any  one  say  that  he  has  not  shown 
himself  to  be  a  partisan  ?  It  is  a  wonder  that  the 
Government  did  not  associate  him  in  this  commis¬ 
sion.  He  would  have  been  admirably  suited  to 
their  purpose,  because  no  doubt  he  would  have 
brought  in  a  report  just  such  as  they  wanted.  The 
report  he  brought  in  in  the  London  election  shows 
that  he  would  be  prepared  to  bring  in  any  report 
suitable  to  the  party  to  which  he  belongs  and  of 
which  he  is  a  pronounced  admirer.  I  was  rather 
amused  by  the  remarks  of  my  hon.  friend  from 
Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin),  and  certainly,  in  all  my 
experience  in  this  House,  I  never  knew  a  member 
who  could  descend  from  the  sublime  to  the  ridicu¬ 
lous  as  my  hon.  friend  can  and  as  he  did  to-night. 
He  evidently  got  into  a  tight  place,  but  it  is  amus¬ 
ing  to  notice  the  difference  between  his  tone  now 
and  that  of  last  year.  Last  year  some  charges  were 
made  against  the  Minister  of  the  Interior,  and  he 
was  talking  about  anonymous  letters  and  charges. 
We  know  that  last  year  the  hon.  gentleman  said 
some  very  hard  things  about  the  Minister  of  the 
Interior.  We  do  not  know  how  it  is  that  his 
mouth  has  been  closed,  and  he  is  so  ready  to  defend 
the  cause  of  the  Government  in  a  case  of  this  kind, 
but  I  think  it  may  be  due  to  what  is  shown  by  the 
Auditor  General’s  Report,  that  the  Regina  Leader 
and  the  hon.  gentleman  drew  last  year  $8,504.35 
from  the  public  treasury.  I  suppose  that  explains 
the  fact  that  the  hon.  gentleman  is  coming  so 
rapidly  into  line,  and  that  he  is  willing  now  to 
stand  by  the  Government  in  the  present  crisis. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER,  Order. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  The  hon.  member  for  Assini¬ 
boia  said  something  with  regard  to  the  hon.  member 
for  West  Ontario  employing  the  talented  barrister 
of  Toronto,  the  Hon.  Mr.  Blake.  I  dare  say  that 
Mr.  Blake  would  very  admirably  discharge  the 
duties  of  prosecuting  attorney.  He  has  discharged 
duties  of  a  similar  kind  before,  and  if  he  were  in 
this  House  I  am  sure  he  would  wake  up  the  echoes 
by  his  denunciation  of  the  course  that  has  been 
adopted  by  the  Government  with  regard  to  this 
question.  He  would  undoubtedly  point  out  in  very 
plain  language  the  scandalous  exhibition  we  have 
seen  and  the  degradation  that  has  overtaken  this  coun¬ 
try,  hy  this  House  abnegating,  session  after  session, 
the  duties  that  properly  devolve  upon  it  to  investi¬ 
gate  matters  of  this  kind.  I  do  most  sincerely  de¬ 
plore  the  evident  descent  in  the  dignity,  I  might 
almost  say,  of  this  House,  that  has  been  taken 
place  during  the  last  ten  years.  Why,  Sir,  this 
country  would  not  stand  ten  years  ago  the  course 
that  has  been  adopted  by  the  Government  on  this 
occasion.  But  the  people  have  become  accustomed 
to  this  kind  of  thing,  and  are  disposed,  perhaps,  to 
shut  their  eyes  and  their  ears  in  the  hope  that 
matters  will  get  better.  But  I  think  they  are  be¬ 
coming  disgusted  with  the  manner  in  which  public 
affairs  are  being  discharged  by  the  Government  of 
this  country,  and  the  way  that  public  money  is 
being  squandered  and  scattered  in  all  directions.  I 
am  exceedingly  sorry  we  were  not  allowed  to  bring 
this  matter  before  a  committee  of  this  House.  We 
could  not  only  have  saved  a  very  large  amount  of 
money,  but  we  could  have  made  a  thorough  inves¬ 
tigation.  I  have  not  the  slightest  doubt  that  if  a 
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committee  had  been  granted,  the  experience  of  the 
past  would  have  been  repeated,  and  in  all  proba¬ 
bility  the  same  treatment  that  was  meted  out  to 
Mr.  Rykert,  and  to  Mr.  McGreevy,  and  to  the 
hon.  member  for  Three  Rivers  (Sir  Hector  Lange- 
vin)  would  have  fallen  to  the  lot  of  the  Postmaster 
General.  I  do  not  wish  that  it  would,  not  by  any 
means.  I  should  earnestly  hope  that  the  member 
for  West  Ontario  would  fail ;  I  should  be  rejoiced, 
for  the  credit  of  the  country  and  for  the  credit  of 
the  Government,  if  he  failed  in  proving  his  charges, 
but  I  am  afraid  he  would  not.  I  am  rather  dis¬ 
posed  to  think,  from  the  evidence  that  we  have  in 
the  Globe  from  day  to  day,  and  the  vouchers  that 
have  been  published  showing  the  disposition  of  this 
fund,  that  the  charges  that  have  been  made  are 
only  too  true.  After  seeing  these  vouchers  that 
are  being  published  from  day  to  day,  it  is  a  matter 
of  surprise  to  me  that  men  occupying  a  dignified 
position  in  this  House  and  in  this  country,  can 
face  the  public  of  this  Dominion  and  still  retain  a 
seat  in  this  House. 


Ministerial. 


Pairs  : 


Mr.  Prior.  Mr. 

Mr.  Ross  (Lisgar),  Mr. 

Mr.  Dugas,  Mr. 

Mr.  McKay,  Mr. 

Mr.  Hearn,  Mr. 

Mr.  Stairs,  Mr. 

Mr.  White  (Cardwell),  Mr. 

Mr.  Bergin,  Mr. 

Mr.  Joncas,  Mr. 

Mr.  Corby,  Mr. 

Mr.  Cleveland,  Mr. 

Mr.  Girouard  (Jacq.  Cartier), Mr. 

Mr.  Grandbois,  Mr. 

Mr.  Bergeron,  Mr. 

Mr.  Gillies,  Mr. 

Mr.  Wood  (Westmoreland),  Mr. 

Mr.  Coats  worth,  Mr. 

Amendment  negatived. 

Main  motion  agreed  to, 
reversed. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  The  hon.  member  for  North 
Oxford  (Mr.  Sutherland)  has  not  voted. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  I  have  paired. 


Opposition. 

Edgar, 

Watson, 

Bruneau, 

Forbes, 

Choquette, 

McGregor, 

Gillmor, 

Macdonald  (Huron), 
Fauvel, 

Gibson, 

Carroll, 

Pr6fontaine, 

Guay, 

Sutherland, 

Mulock, 

Welsh, 

Allan. 


on  the  same  division 


House  divided  on  amendment  of  Mr.  Laurier  : 

Yeas  : 


ADJOURNMENT— CANADA  AND  NEW¬ 
FOUNDLAND-WRIT  FOR  PONTIAC. 


Messieurs 


Armstrong, 

Laurier, 

Bain  (Wentworth), 

Leduc, 

Beausoleil, 

McMillan  (Huron), 

Beith, 

McMullen, 

Mills  (Botnwell), 

Bowers, 

Brodeur, 

Paterson  (Brant), 

Christie, 

Perry, 

Proulx, 

Colter, 

Davies, 

Rider, 

Dawson, 

Rinfret, 

Devlin. 

Rowand, 

Edwards, 

Sanborn, 

Flint, 

Scriver, 

Fraser, 

Semple, 

Geoffrion, 

Somerville,  and 

Innes, 

Vaillancourt.— 32. 

Nays: 

Messieurs 

Adams, 

Lipp6, 

Bain  (Soulanges), 

Macdonald  (King’s), 

Baker, 

Macdonell  (Algoma), 

Barnard, 

Mackintosh, 

Bennett, 

McAlister, 

Boyle, 

McDonald  (Victoria), 

Cameron, 

McDougald  (Pictou), 

Cargill, 

McLennan, 

Carignan, 

McLeod, 

Carling, 

McMillan  (Vaudreuil), 

Chapleau, 

McNeill, 

Cochrane, 

Madill, 

Costigan, 

Mara, 

Curran , 

Masson, 

Daly, 

Mills  (Annapolis), 

Davin, 

Montague, 

Davis, 

Ouimet, 

Desjardins  (L’Islet), 

Patterson  (Colchester), 

Dewdney, 

Patterson  (Huron), 

Dickey, 

Pridham, 

Dupont, 

Putnam, 

Earle, 

Reid, 

Fairbairn, 

Robillard, 

Ferguson  (Leeds  and  Gren.),  Rosamond, 

Ferguson  (Renfrew), 

Ross  (Dundas), 

Foster, 

Simard, 

Frechette. 

Skinner, 

Girouard  (Two  Mountains),  Smith  (Ontario), 

Gordon, 

Sproule, 

Guillet, 

Taylor, 

Haggart, 

Temple, 

Hazen, 

Thompson  (Sir  John), 

Henderson, 

Tupper, 

Hughes, 

Turcotte, 

Hutchins, 

Tyrwhitt, 

Ingram, 

Wallace, 

Kaulbach, 

Weldon, 

Kirkpatrick, 

Wilson,  and 

Langevin  (Sir  Hector), 
LaRivi&re, 

Wood  (Brockville).— 7y. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  In  moving  the  ad¬ 
journment  of  the  House,  I  may  mention,  in  con¬ 
sequence  of  the  subject  having  been  asked  about 
on  two  or  three  occasions,  that  in  the  Newfound¬ 
land  Gazette  to-day  a  notice  is  inserted  that  the 
extra  duties  on  Canadian  products  levied  under 
the  Inland  Revenue  Act  of  1891  will  not  be  col¬ 
lected,  and  a  notice  has  been  given  by  telegraph 
by  the  Newfoundland  Government  to  its  officials, 
to  grant  bait  licenses  to  Dominion  fishermen  on  the 
same  terms  as  to  Newfoundland  fishermen,  giving 
similar  bonds.  The  Government  of  Canada,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  respecting  the  Duties  of 
Customs,  has  therefore  removed  by  proclamation 
to-day  the  duties  on  fish  and  fish  products  from 
N  ewf  oundland. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman  par¬ 
don  me  for  calling  his  attention  to  the  fact,  which  I 
have  learned  to-day,  that  the  writ  for  the  election  in 
the  County  of  Pontiac  has  not  been  issued  and  I 
understand  that  even  the  returning  officer  has  not 
been  appointed  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  surprised  to 
hear  that,  because  I  was  informed  that  it  had  been 
issued  last  Monday  or  Tuesday. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  understand,  in  point  of  fact, 
that  it  has  not  been. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  will  make  enquiry, 
and  if  it  has  not  been  issued,  it  will  be  issued  to¬ 
morrow. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  11.50 
p.  m. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Monday,  30th  May,  1892. 
The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 
Prayers. 

FISHERY  REGULATIONS. 

Mr.  FRASER  asked,  Have  the  Government  re¬ 
ceived  any  petitions  from  the  County  of  Guysborough 
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regarding  the  new  fishery  regulations  ?  Do  the 
Government  intend  to  alter  these  regulations  ? 

Mr.  TUPPER.  There  was  a  petition  received 
from  the  County  of  Guysborough,  touching  the  new 
fishery  regulations,  with  respect  to  lifting  mackerel 
nets,  and  the  Government  does  not  intend  to  alter 
the  regulations.  I  might  add  that  the  petitioners 
have  misapprehended  considerably  the  scope  of  the 
new  regulations  referred  to,  and  I  think  the  expla¬ 
nation  will  go  a  long  way  to  satisfy  them. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  In  what  way  did  they 
misapprehend  it  ? 

Mr.  TUPPER.  As  to  the  mackerel  nets  set 
outside  the  limits  off  the  shore.  There  is  no 
intention  of  interfering  with  them  in  the  slightest. 

I.  C.  R.— ACQUISITION  BY  A  COMPANY. 

Mr.  FREMONT  asked,  Whether,  in  view  of 
the  large  and  annually  increasing  deficits  in  the 
working  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  which  have 
become  a  heavy  drain  upon  the  revenue  of  the 
Dominion,  the  Government  would  be  disposed  to 
give  that  railway  to  a  responsible  company,  which 
would,  in  consideration  thereof,  build  a  railway 
bridge  over  the  St.  Lawrence  at  Quebec,  build  a 
short  line  between  Edmundston  and  Moncton,  and 
run  the  road  in  such  a  manner  as  to  comply  with 
all  the  military  requirements  of  the  Imperial 
Government,  and  afford  all  reasonable  accommoda¬ 
tion  for  the  business  of  the  several  provinces 
through  which  it  runs  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  may  say  there  has  been  no 
proposition  in  this  direction  made  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

WRIT  FOR  FRONTENAC. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  A  vacancy  having  occurred  in 
the  representation  of  the  electoral  district  of  Front- 
enac  by  the  acceptance  of  an  office  of  emolument 
under  the  Crown,  namely,  the  office  of  Lieutenant 
Governor  of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  by  the  Hon. 
George  A.  Kirkpatrick,  I  have  accordingly  issued 
my  warrant  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery 
to  issue  a  new  writ  of  election  for  the  said  electoral 
district. 

QUESTION  OF  PRIVILEGE. 

Mr.  PATTERSON  (Huron).  I  wish  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  House  to  the  remarks  made  by  the 
hon.  member  for  West  Lambton  (Mr.  Lister)  on 
the  19th  inst.,  in  my  absence,  in  which  there  is 
the  following  personal  reference  to  me  : — 

“  Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  you  sent  your  Secretary 
of  State  up  there  to  handle  the  boodle,  we  carried  the 
constituency  of  North  Perth.  We  know  when  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  goes  what  influence  he  carries  with  him,  and 
he  did  not  go  up  there  this  time  without  the  necessary 
influence,  but  in  spite  of  all  that  influence  we  have 
carried  North  Perth;  we  carried  it  by  an  increased  major¬ 
ity  notwithstanding  all  the  efforts  put  forth,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  little  subscriptions  you  got  from  certain 
senators  in  the  other  Chamber  to  take  into  North  Perth. 
I  suppose  it  is  understood  that  these  things  are  all  secret, 
that  the  outside  public  know  nothing  about  it.  But  there 
is  a  little  bird  that  whispers  the  secret,  and  notwithstand¬ 
ing  all  the  efforts  you  put  forth,  an  honest  man  has  been 
elected  there  to-day.” 

In  reply,  I  wish  to  say  that  I  never  in  my  life  took 
money  for  election  purposes  or  corrupt  purposes  of 
any  kind  into  any  constituency  in  Ontario,  that  I 
Mr.  Fraser. 


did  not  take  one  dollar  into  North  Perth,  that  I  was 
never  entrusted  with  any  subscriptions  raised  in  the 
Senate  Chamber  or  elsewhere  to  be  sent  to  that 
constituency,  and  that,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
the  hon.  gentleman  had  no  justification  whatever 
for  referring  to  me  in  the  terms  he  considered  him¬ 
self  at  liberty  to  use. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  suppose  I  have  the  right  to  say 
something  in  answer  to  the  hon.  gentleman  ? 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  There  is  nothing  before  the 
House. 

Mr.  LISTER.  There  is  a  charge  made  here  that 
I  unjustifiably  attacked  the  hon.  Secretary  of  State 
in  his  absence.  I  suppose,  as  the  House  has  al¬ 
lowed  the  hon.  gentleman  to  make  his  statement, 
I  will  be  given  the  right  to  answer. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  It  would  be  very  inconvenient 
that  discussions  should  be  allowed  to  take  place 
without  any  motion  being  before  the  Chair.  The 
House  has  on  many  occasions  allowed  members  to 
correct  statements  made  regarding  them  ;  but  I  do 
not  think  a  discussion  would  be  in  order  without 
anything  being  before  the  House.  It  would  not 
only  be  an  inconvenience,  but  would  lead  to 
trouble. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  move  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Mr.  LISTER.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  had  taken 
the  trouble  to  look  over  the  rest  of  the  debate  that 
took  place  during  the  all-night  sitting,  he  would 
have  found  that  the  Minister  of  Finance  made 
statements  more  utterly  indefensible  than  any  which 
he  can  pretend  to  say  I  made,  and  he  has  not 
attempted  to  formulate  them  in  any  way.  I  desire 
to  say  to  the  Secretary  of  State  that,  in  the  state¬ 
ment  I  made  there,  I  did  not  intend  that  the 
meaning  should  be  conveyed  that  he  himself 
gathered  the  money,  or  that  he  himself  spent 
the  money  in  the  constituency,  but  I  assert 
here,  and,  if  the  Government  will  give  me  a  com¬ 
mittee,  I  think  I  can  establish,  that  not  only  in 
North  Perth  but  in  other  counties  in  which  the 
Secretary  of  State  was  conducting  elections  or 
assisting  in  elections,  large  sums  of  money  were 
spent  in  the  interests  of  the  Conservative  party  in 
order  to  carry  those  counties  for  the  Conservative 
candidate.  I  think  any  hon.  gentleman  here 
will  give  the  Secretary  of  State  more  credit 
for  sagacity  and  prudence  than  to  imagine 
that  he  would  personally  collect  the  money 
or  would  expend  it  individually  to  bribe 
those  constituencies.  We  know  very  well  that 
money  has  been  spent  and  spent  in  large  sums,  and 
that  the  Conservative  Association  of  the  Province 
of  Ontario,  of  which  the  hon.  gentleman  was  the 
chief  for  several  months  at  all  events,  had  gathered 
together  a  very  lai'ge  fund,  and  that  that  fund  was 
spent  very  liberally  during  the  bye-elections  that 
have  just  taken  place.  My  hon.  friend  went  into 
West  Huron.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman  pretend  to 
say  that  large  sums  of  money  were  not  spent  in 
West  Huron,  or  the  public  men  who  got  on  the 
platform  there  did  not  state  that,  if  the  people 
wanted  various  things  they  were  clamouring  for,  the 
dredging  of  the  harbour  and  other  things  they 
wanted  from  the  Government,  they  would  have  to 
support  the  Conservative  candidate  ? 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Who  was  it  made  that 
statement  ? 
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Mr.  LISTER.  I  do  not  say  you  made  it. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  W  ho  was  it? 

Mr.  LISTER.  Any  number  of  people  made  it- 
About  50  people  invaded  that  riding.  There  were 
Mr.  Moore  and  Mr.  Boyd  and  other  gentlemen  who 
did  not  seem  to  have  any  business  there  except 
travelling  through  the  riding.  It  was  the  common 
talk  on  the  streets  that,  if  West  Huron  wanted 
favours  from  the  Government,  they  must  return  a 
supporter  of  the  Government,  and  in  the  press  of 
that  day  it  is  clearly  stated. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Who  was  it  who  made  the 
statement  on  the  platform  ? 

Mr.  LISTER.  Of  course  it  cannot  be  expected 
that  the  lion,  gentleman  would  make  any  such 
statement.  Of  course  he  did  not  in  the  County  of 
Haldimand  promise  any  post  office  or  a  bridge  over 
the  canal.  None  of  these  things  were  done  in 
Haldimand,  and  of  course  the  hon.  gentleman 
would  not  go  into  West  Huron  to  make  such  pro¬ 
mises.  Of  course  the  hon.  gentleman  did  not  sign 
that  proclamation  which  was  brought  to  bear  on  the 
electorate  of  the  County  of  Haldimand,  and  there¬ 
fore  it  would  not  be  possible  for  me  to  charge  him 
with  going  into  the  County  of  Huron  and  making 
those  promises.  But  he  will  find  the  press  of  the 
county  holding  it  out  that,  if  the  people  wanted 
favours  from  the  Government,  they  must  return  a 
Government  supporter.  I  think  that  took  place  only 
a  day  before  the  election.  I  assert  here  that  money 
was  spent  corruptly  in  West  Huron,  and  in 
Monck,  and  in  Northumberland,  and  in  Prince 
Edward,  in  the  interests  of  the  Conservative  party. 
I  never  intended  to  say  that  the  Secretary  of 
State  either  collected  the  money  or  paid  it  himself. 
He  was  the  president  of  the  Conservative  union  be¬ 
fore  he  became  a  member  of  this  Government.  I 
say  that  union  had  a  large  fund,  and  that  fund  was 
used  corruptly  to  carry  elections  in  this  country. 
No  one  would  say  that  the  hon.  gentleman,  the 
•general  of  the  forces,  the  captain  of  the  company 
that  went  into  those  counties  would  do  that  work 
himself.  It  is  well  known  that  there  are  other  men 
to  do  the  work,  and  it  was  done  in  these  counties 
to  which  1  have  referred  and  also  in  North  Perth 
and  in  South  Perth.  We  have  seen  the  letter 
signed  by  Mr.  Ingram’s  brother  in  which  lie  says 
that  “  R.  Bet.  has  not  arrived. ”  What  did  that 
mean?  Where  did  the  money  come  from?  What 
was  that  but  money  to  carry  the  elections  one  way 
or  the  other  ?  In  Whst  Huron  it  was  stated 
that  South  Perth  would  lie  carried  at  any  cost. 
•South  Perth  was  carried,  and  we  have  evidence,  I 
think,  that  will  show  that  it  was  carried  by  the 
most  corrupt  means. 

Mr.  PATTERSON  (Huron).  I  am  not  going  to 
indulge  in  the  vague,  vituperative  recrimination  of 
the  hon.  gentleman  who  has  just  sat  down.  Com¬ 
ing  from  the  same  section  of  the  country  as  myself, 
and  professing  for  me  the  private  friendship  which 
he  does,  I  thought  it  very  much  out  of  place  for  him 
to  attack  me  in  my  absence.  I  only  repeat  that  he 
is  entirely  inaccurate  in  every  charge  he  has  made 
against  me.  As  to  the  Liberal-Conservative  union, 
I  am  prepared  to  submit  their  receipts  and  expen¬ 
ditures  to  the  leader  of  the  Opposition,  or  to  any 
member  from  Ontario  whom  he  may  name.  ,Not 
one  dollar  was  spent  corruptly  of  the  money  col¬ 
lected  by  that  association,  and,  when  the  leader 


of  the  Opposition  sees  how  we  stand  financially, 
he  will  see  how  different  the  facts  are  from  what 
has  been  stated  in  the  speech  we  have  listened  to  by 
the  hon.  gentleman  who  has  just  sat  down  (Mr. 
Lister).  West  Huron  is  now  before  the  courts, 
and  the  other  ridings  referred  to  are  before  the 
election  courts,  and  when  these  cases  come  to 
trial  it  will  be  seen  what  foundation  there  is  for 
the  charges  made  by  the  hon.  gentleman.  I  might 
make  use  of  the  tu  quoque  argument  and  refer 
to  the  tournaments  which  we  have  had  in  the 
courts  during  the  last  twelve  months  with  the 
hon.  gentleman’s  party,  but  I  rose  only  in  self- 
defence,  and  not  to  attack  the  hon.  gentleman.  I 
leave  him  to  his  own  sense  of  honour.  He  has 
retracted  every  charge  he  has  made  against  me, 
but  he  has  thrown  out  innuendoes,  suggestions  and 
hints  in  regard  to  things  of  which  he  can  have  no 
personal  knowledge,  and  about  matters  which  will 
have  shortly  to  be  decided  by  two  judges  of  the 
Superior  Court  of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  The 
public  will  then  be  able  to  judge  of  the  accuracy 
or  inaccuracy  of  the  hon.  gentleman’s  statements.  . 
Meantime,  I  repeat  that  I  have  no  knowledge  of 
the  truthfulness  of  any  statement  made  in  this 
printed  copy  of  Hansard  by  the  hon.  gentleman, 
or  of  any  charge  which  he  has  made  in  the  remarks 
he  has  just  addressed  to  the  House.  So  far  as  I 
am  concerned,  knowing  that  his  friends  will  have 
full  opportunity  of  dealing  with  me  in  the  cases  of 
West  Huron,  South  Perth,  Monck  or  any  other 
constituency  that  he  has  named,  I  am  prepared  to 
leave  my  defence  to  another  time,  because  I  know 
that,  no  matter  what  is  said  upon  this  side  of  the 
House,  the  spirit  which  the  hon.  member  has 
aroused  on  the  other  side  of  the  House  renders  it 
impossible  that  any  opponent  can  receive  justice 
at  their  hands  in  this  House. 

Mr.  GUILLET.  I  wish  to  say  a  word  in  reply 
to  the  remarks  of  the  hon.  membei  for  West  Lamb- 
ton  in  regard  to  West  Northumberland.  I  deny 
the  foul  slander  he  has  thrown  across  the  House. 
If  there  was  ever  a  pure  election  conducted  by  the 
Conservative  party,  it  was  the  last  election  in  that 
riding.  We  unseated  the  Liberal  member  for  that 
riding  for  acts  of  the  grossest  corruption  and  per¬ 
sonation  on  the  part  of  his  supporters  during  the 
election  of  1891.  They  did  not  dare  to  protest  the 
last  election,  because  they  were  afraid  of  being  ex¬ 
posed,  but  we  were  not  afraid  of  a  protest.  We 
knew  we  had  conducted  the  election  honestly.  Of 
course  there  was  a  good  deal  of  money  expended, 
because  an  enormous  number  of  meetings  were 
held,  and  the  legitimate  expenses  were  very  large. 
That  election  contest  was  conducted  by  the  Con¬ 
servative  party  solely  upon  the  policy  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  but  we  had  to  meet  with  gross 
corruption  on  the  other  side,  and  with  a  great 
number  of  personations.  A  gang  of  person- 
ators  was  organized  in  Toronto  by  the  notorious 
Preston  and  sent  through  the  riding,  and  a  large 
number  of  these  got  in  votes.  We  have  two  of 
them  in  gaol  now.  We  have  proof  that  the  local 
wire-pullers  of  the  Opposition  acted  in  collusion 
with  the  Liberal  party  in  the  acts  of  corruption  of 
which  that  party  was  guilty.  I  say  that  it  comes 
with  ill  grace  for  the  hon.  member  to  charge  us 
with  corruption  in  view  of  the  notorious  violations 
of  the  law,  and  the  gross  acts  of  corruption  of 
which  his  party  was  guilty.  We  know  that  they 
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obtained  a  large  number  of  tickets  from  the  Grand 
Trunk  ;  I  do  not  know  how  they  were  obtained, 
but  I  know  they  were  obtained  by  Preston,  and  if 
they  were  paid  for,  they  constituted  an  illegitimate 
expenditure  and  a  violation  of  the  election  law. 
They  not  only  infringed  the  election  law  by  this 
bringing  voters  into  the  riding,  but  by  paralyzing 
the  local  voters  with  liquor.  We  have  discovered 
all  these  things,  and  they  will  be  attended  to  in  due 
time  ;  but  I  deny  in  the  inost  positive  manner  the 
charge  that  the  election  in  West  Northumberland 
was  conducted  improperly  on  the  part  of  the  Con¬ 
servative  party. 

Motion  to  adjourn  negatived. 

COAL  OIL. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron)  (for  Mr.  Campbell) 
moved  for  : 

Return  showing  the  quantity  of  coal  oil,  and  also  kero¬ 
sene  oil,  imported  for  consumption  in  Canada  from 
the  1st  day  of  July,  1891,  up  to  the  1st  day  of  May,  1892. 
Also,  the  amount  of  duty  collected  on  the  same. 

He  said  :  The  coal  oil  question  has  now  become 
one  of  great  importance,  and  we  hear  much  about 
it  in  election  times.  The  people  complain  of  the 
excessive  price  of  coal  oil  in  this  country  compared 
with  the  price  of  that  article  on  the  other  side  of 
the  line.  As  a  large  amount  of  coal  oil  is  used  in 
this  country,  more  particularly  by  the  working 
classes  and  the  farmers,  and  as  the  residents  in 
towns  and  cities  have  resorted  largely  to  electric 
and  gas  light,  therefore  a  large  additional  expendi¬ 
ture  falls  upon  the  poorer  classes  of  this  country 
who  use  coal  oil.  I  am  not  opposed  to  the  National 
Policy  in  respect  to  coal  oil,  because  free  trade  in 
oil  would  be  unjust  to  the  oil  men  ;  but  I  am  op¬ 
posed  to  the  excessive  duty  of  over  100  per  cent  in 
favour  of  the  coal  oil  interest,  because  this  enables 
them  to  control  the  whole  industry,  and  gives  them 
a  monopoly  in  the  industry  of  refining  oil.  Wrhen 
we  consider  the  quantity  of  oil  used  in  this  coun¬ 
try,  the  excessive  duty  becomes  a  very  heavy  bur¬ 
den  upon  those  who  use  coal  oil. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  would  like  to  draw  attention 
to  the  rule  with  regard  to  an  hon.  member  moving 
a  motion  which  stands  in  the  name  of  another  mem¬ 
ber.  The  rule  is  as  follows  : — 

“  A  member  may  not  propose  a  motion  in  the  absence 
of  another  who  has  placed  it  upon  the  Notice  Paper,  except 
with  the  general  consent  of  the  House.  Merely  formal 
motions  for  the  adoption  of  reports  or  for  certain  papers 
to  which  there  is  no  objection,  are  frequently  permitted  to 
be  made,  but  all  motions  involving  discussion  must  be  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  member  in  whose  name  they  appear  on  the 
paper.” 

Mr.  LAURIER.  No  objection  has  been  taken. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  thought  it  well  to  draw  at¬ 
tention  to  the  rule,  so  that  the  House  may  know 
what  the  rule  is.  If  the  House  desires  the  discus¬ 
sion  to  go  on,  I  have  no  objection. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  This  being  the 
last  private  members’  day,  I  thought  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  not  object  to  my  moving  this  motion, 
especially  since  the  hon.  member  for  Kent  (Mr. 
Campbell)  is  absent.  He  requested  me, in  his  absence, 
to  move  if  for  him,  and  as  it  is  a  question  of  consid¬ 
erable  importance,  I  hope  the  Government  will 
permit  me  to  proceed  with  it.  However,  I  will  sit 
down  and  hear  what  the  leader  of  the  House  has  to 
say.  I  suppose  silence  gives  consent.  Well,  as  I 
Mr.  Guillet. 


was  about  to  remark,  I  consider  that  the  refiners  of 
Canada  have  a  monopoly  in  the  industry  of  refining 
oil,  and  this  monopoly  imposes  a  much  higher  price 
upon  that  article  than  they  would  be  able  to  do  if 
the  duty  was  reduced  considerably.  The  duty  now 
is  cents  per  gallon.  We  imported  in  1890-91, 
5,070,000  gallons,  according  to  the  Trade  and  Navi¬ 
gation  Returns,  upon  which  we  collected  $365,000. 
Now,  it  would  be  supposed,  at  first  glance,  that 
.$365,000  was  the  amount  of  duty  paid,  but  that  is 
not  the  fact.  The  duty  on  coal  oil  is  74  cents  per  gal¬ 
lon,  then  there  is  1  cent  for  inspection,  and  1 
cent  rate  on  barrel,  which  makes  94  cents  protective 
duty  on  coal  oil  in  favour  of  the  refiners  of  Canada. 
That  amount  comes  to  $466,000  between  the  duty 
direct  and  payment  for  inspection  and  duty  on 
barrels.  Coal  oil  is  imported  from  the  other  side 
by  wholesale  dealers.  They  are  supposed  to  make 
their  price  on  the  cost  of  the  article,  together  with 
the  duty  and  other  charges.  The  profit  of  the 
wholesale  importer,  20  per  cent,  which  is  the 
ordinary  price  charged,  w  ill  amount,  on  a  total 
duty  and  charges  of  $466,440,  to  $93,288,  which 
would  make  the  duty  and  the  increased  price, 
by  reason  of  the  duty,  before  it  leaves  the  hands  of 
the  wholesale  importer,  $559,728.  The  oil  passes 
from  the  wholesaleman  to  small  dealers,  and  they, 
of  course,  place  on  an  average  40  per  cent  of  profit 
on  the  article,  owing  to  the  difficulty  of  keeping 
oil,  and  the  heavy  insurance  involved.  40  per 
cent  on  $559,728  gives  $223,728,  wdiich  will  be 
charged  as  profit  on  the  original  duty  and  the  profit 
of  the  wholesale  merchant,  which  would  make  the 
total,  by  reason  of  the  duty,  $783,639,  or  nearly 
15^  cents  per  gallon.  Suppose  the  duty  was 
wholly  removed,  the  account  w’ould  stand  thus  : 
The  original  cost  of  No.  1  w  hite  American  oil  at 
the  present  time  is  7  cents  per  gallon  in  Buffalo. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  Is  that  wine  gallon  or  imper¬ 
ial  gallon  ? 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  Imperial  gallon. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  No. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  Tt  is  not  wine 
gallon,  which  is  somewhat  less  than  imperial. 
Placing  the  profit  of  the  importer  at  20  per  cent, 
the  cost  would  be  increased  by  1  '4  cent,  and  giving 
the  small  dealers  40  per  cent  profit,  as  I  did  in  the 
other  case,  it  would  amount  to  3  4  cents,  wdiich 
would  place  the  cost  to  the  retailers  at  1 1  *8  cents 
per  gallon,  if  the  duty  were  removed.  If  you  add 
11 '8  cents  to  15'4  cents,  the  exact  figures  in  the 
other  case,  you  get  27 '2  as  the  price  of  American 
oil  sold  in  the  Canadian  market.  It  will  thus  be 
seen  that  my  calculation  is  perfectly  connect,  be¬ 
cause  from  27  cents  to  30  cents  per  gallon  is  the 
price  of  American  oil  at  retail  in  the  Canadian 
market.  Some  accounts  put  in  by  the  Government 
showed  that  American  oil  cost  them  30  cents  per 
gallon.  Let  me  give  another  calculation.  It  will 
thus  be  seen  that  the  increased  cost  of  imported 
oil  is  $783,639  by  reason  of  the  duty.  How  much 
do  we  increase  the  price  of  oil  refined  in  Canada 
by  reason  of  the  increased  price  which  the 
duty  enables  the  Canadian  manufacturers  to  put 
on  as  an  extra  price  by  reason  of  this  duty 
by  which  they  are  protected  ?  The  Canadian 
people  consume  about  15,000,000  gallons  of  coal 
oil,  10,000,000  gallons  of  Canadian  in  addition  to 
5,000,000  imported.  The  wholesale  price  of  Cana¬ 
dian  oil  at  the  present  time  is  about  11^  cents,  or 
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rather  it  was  12  cents  when  I  obtained  the  quo¬ 
tation.  Supposing  the  duty  were  reduced,  we 
would  at  least  bring  Canadian  oil  down  to  the 
same  price  as  American  oil.  We  would,  there¬ 
fore,  obtain  it  at  7  cents  per  gallon  wholesale,  if 
we  could  obtain  American  oil  for  7  cents  in  Ameri¬ 
can  markets;  that  is  to  say,  we  would  obtain 
Canadian  oil  at  7  cents  per  gallon  at  most — which 
would  be  a  saving  of  5  cents  a  gallon  under  reci¬ 
procity.  The  total  cost  of  the  10,000,000  gal¬ 
lons  of  Canadian  oil  in  the  wholesale  market 
would  be  81,200,000.  I  exclude  from  this  cal¬ 
culation  the  wholesale  merchants,  because 
Canadian  retailers  generally  deal  direct  with 
Canadian  refineries,  and  the  middlemen  do 
not  appear  so  much  as  dealers  in  the  Cana¬ 
dian  article  as  they  do  with  respect  to  Ameri¬ 
can  oil.  Taking  40  per  cent  profit  to  retailers 
on  this  sum  of  $1,200,000,  we  have  $480,000 
as  the  increased  price  of  the  oil,  by  reason  of  the 
duty,  which  is  given  to  the  Canadian  refiners 
as  a  protection.  This  brings  the  selling  price  up 
to  $1,680,000.  If  the  price  of  Canadian  oil  were 
to  fall  to  7  cents,  the  price  of  American  oil,  the 
total  amount  at  wholesale  price  and  40  per  cent 
profit,  would  be  $980,000,  as  compared  with  $1,- 
680,000,  or  a  saving  to  the  Canadian  people  on 
Canadian  oil  alone  of  $700,000.  Adding  that  $700,- 
000  to  $783,639,  which  is  the  amount  paid  as  duty 
and  inspection,  and  duty  on  barrels  and  profits 
charged  on  the  duty  by  the  Canadian  con¬ 
sumer  on  imported  oil,  we  have  a  total  amount 
as  the  result  of  the  duty  of  $1,473,639.  We 
will  be  met  with  the  argument  that  this  large  duty 
is  necessary  to  sustain  and  develop  the  oil  industry 
in  Canada.  A  few  words,  therefore,  in  regard  to 
that  industry  will  be  in  order.  In  1881  the  refin¬ 
eries  of  Canada  employed  379  men.  According  to 
the  last  census  bulletin,  No.  8,  the  oil  refineries 
of  Canada,  numbering  20,  employed  270  men, 
or  after  ten  years  of  protection,  109  less  than 
in  1881.  Again,  it  would  pay  the  Canadian 
people  to  superannuate  every  man  who  is  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  refining  business  in  this  country, 
What  would  be  the  cost  ?  We  have  270  men  to 
deal  with.  The  average  wages  of  mechanics  in 
cities  and  towns  in  1889  was  $447.  So  these  270 
men  would  earn  $120,690  a  year.  Suppose  the 
country  undertook,  in  addition  to  superannuating 
the  men,  to  buy  up  all  the  tools  and  machinery  in 
those  refineries.  According  to  the  last  census 
bulletin,  the  value  of  machinery  and  tools  in  those 
refineries  was  $516,510.  Further,  it  would  pay 
the  country  to  pension  every  one  of  the  refiners  at 
$10, 000  each.  There  are  20  refineries,  and  accord¬ 
ingly  the  sum  required  would  be  $200,000.  The 
total  cost,  first,  of  superannuating  the  men ;  second, 
of  purchasing  the  machinery  and  tools  of  the  refin¬ 
eries  ;  and  third,  of  superannuating  every  refiner, 
would  be  $836,200,  or  a  saving  of  $647,439.  No 
hon.  gentleman  on  either  side  of  the  House  can 
fail  to  see  the  fallacy  of  protecting  an  industry 
which  collects  from  the  people  such  a  large  sum  of 
money  as  does  the  coal  oil  industry,  and,  as  I  said 
at  the  beginning  of  my  remarks,  although  I  am 
favourable  to  extending  to  these  men  a  reasonable 
protection,  it  is  wrong,  I  think,  in  the  interest  of 
the  consuming  population  of  this  country,  to  extend 
to  the  refiners  a  protection  of  100  or  125  per  cent. 
I  believe  that  the  Government  should  take  this 
matter  into  their  serious  consideration,  and  deter¬ 


mine  whether  the  oil  refiners  of  this  country  should 
receive  more  protection  than  the  average  manufac¬ 
turers  in  the  other  districts  in  Canada.  If  the 
Government  should  come  to  the  conclusion  to  re¬ 
duce  the  duty  on  coal  oil,  they  will  be  doing  what 
is  largely  in  the  interests  of  the  people  who  are 
obliged  to  use  a  large  quantity  of  coal  oil  every 
year.  It  is  an  article  of  prime  necessity,  it  is  not 
an  article  of  luxury,  it  must  be  used  by  the  masses 
of  the  people,  and  it  should  therefore  be  placed  at 
their  disposal  at  as  cheap  a  price  as  possible.  It 
was  stated  in  the  House  last  year  that  the  lower¬ 
ing  of  the  duty  on  sugar  removed  a  burden  of 
taxation  off  the  shoulders  of  the  people.  The 
result  of  that  very  good  act  on  the  part  of  the 
Government  was  that  the  price  of  sugar  fell  in  the 
market,  and  the  consuming  public  were  able  to  buy 
it  cheaper.  In  the  same  way,  if  the  Government 
should  reduce  the  duty  on  coal  oil  from  7y 
to,  say,  5  cents  a  gallon,  it  would  relieve  the 
people  of  at  least  one-third  of  the  burden  which 
they  are  now  obliged  to  bear  in  this  matter.  I  am 
quite  sure  that  if  the  duty  were  lessened  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  country  would  receive  a  corresponding 
bepefit.  It  was  for  that  reason  that  I  moved  for 
these  papers,  so  that  we  may  learn  whether  as 
large  a  quantity  of  coal  oil  is  imported  as  before, 
and  also  for  the  reason  that  the  matter  may  be 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Government.  I 
hope  they  will  consider  this  question — not  upon 
the  basis  of  free  trade,  because  I  do  not  contend 
that  coal  oil  should  be  put  upon  the  free  list ;  for 
so  long  as  we  have  the  National  Policy  in  this 
country  it  is  only  right  and  just  and  equitable, 
that  protection  should  be  given  to  the  oil  producers 
as  well  as  to  every  other  industry,  along  the  lines 
of  justice.  I,  therefore,  trust  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  will  try  to  see  their  way  clear  to  reduce  the 
duty  upon  coal  oil  to  5  cents  a  gallon. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

EDUCATION  AND  LANGUAGES  IN  THE 
NORTH-WEST  TERRITORIES. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG  moved  : 

That  it  is  expedient  that  power  be  given  to  the  Legisla¬ 
tive  Assembly  of  the  North-West  Territories,  after  the 
next  general  election  of  members  of  said  Assembly,  to 
deal  with  all  matters  pertaining  to  education  and  the  use 
of  dual  languages  in  the  courts  and  in  the  proceedings  of 
the  said  Assembly  ;  providing,  however,  that  no  school 
section,  as  at  present  constituted,  shall  be  interfered  with 
without  the  consent  of  the  parties  composing  such  section. 

He  said  :  Mr.  Speaker,  in  moving  this  resolution, 
I  wish  to  say  that  I  am  not  moving  it  for  any  party 
or  any  set  of  men.  I  consulted  no  one  in  preparing 
the  resolution,  and  I  have  not  been  asked  by  any 
member  of  this  House  to  move  it.  I  have  taken 
this  action  altogether  upon  my  own  responsibility. 
It  may  be  asked  :  Why  not  let  the  matter  rest  ? 
Sir,  the  matter  will  not  rest.  It  is  one  of  those 
questions  that,  like  Banquo’s  ghost,  will  not  down, 
and  session  after  session  we  have  to  meet  it,  and  it 
is  neither  the  part  of  good  statesmanship  nor  of 
sound  public  policy  to  leave  the  question  in  abey¬ 
ance.  I  do  think  that  there  is  surely  some  way 
in  which  the  question  can  be  satisfactorily  settled 
and  set  at  rest  forever.  In  moving  this  resolution 
I  may  say  that  I  am  not  tied  down  to  its  terms, 
because  any  just  and  honourable  and  fair  means  of 
settling  the  difficulty  by  whomsoever  moved  will 
have  my  hearty  support.  In  the  resolution  it  will 
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be  seen  that  I  take  the  ground  that  the  matter 
should  be  left  altogether  to  the  people  themselves  to 
settle.  That  is  the  ground  that  I  have  always  taken, 
and  I  am  confirmed  in  this  view  of  the  case  by 
the  opinion  of  my  hon.  friend  the  member  for 
Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin).  Two  years  ago,  when 
the  question  of  the  dual  languages  was  before  the 
House,  that  hon.  gentleman  moved  an  amendment 
to  the  Bill  to  leave  the  matter  entirely  in  the  hands 
of  the  people  of  the  North-West  Territories.  I 
approved  of  his  amendment  and  I  intended  to  vote 
for  it  if  it  had  been  reached  ;  and,  Sir,  what  was 
good  in  the  case  of  the  dual  languages,  I  believe 
would  be  equally  good  in  the  case  of  separate 
schools,  and  that  the  only  sound  policy  is  to  leave 
the  matter  for  the  people  of  the  North-West  to 
deal  with.  There  is  another  matter  introduced  in 
this  resolution,  and  that  is  that  the  school  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  North-West  as  at  present  constituted 
shall  not  be  interfered  with  without  the  consent 
of  the  parties  composing  the  section.  The  reason 
that  I  was  induced  to  admit  that  clause  in  the 
resolution  was  because  a  friend  of  mine  pleaded 
that  certain  parties  had  established  school  sections 
there  on  the  strength  of  the  law  as  it  at  present 
stands,  that  in  that  way  a  sort  of  vested  right  had 
accrued,  and  that  it  was  unfair  to  interfere  with 
these  rights.  I  agreed  with  him  in  that,  and  I 
consented  to  allow  that  clause  to  be  inserted  in 
the  resolution.  I  know  that  there  are  some  emin¬ 
ent  men  in  this  House  and  out  of  it  who  do  not 
hold  the  doctrine  of  provincial  rights.  I  remem¬ 
ber  that  two  years  ago  the  hon.  member  for  North 
•Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  speaking  in  the  city  of 
Montreal,  made  use  of  the  following  language  : — 

“  We  are  told  that  the  Liberal  party  has  always  taken 
for  their  motto,  that  no  matter  what  the  Local  Legisla¬ 
tures  may  do,  so  long  as  they  act  strictly  within  their 
power,  the  Dominion  authorities  would  not  exercise  any 
interference.  In  other  words,  we  have  forced  upon  us  by 
the  introduction  of  such  a  policy,  the  pernicious  doctrine 
of  States  Rights  :  a  principle  which  has  been  crushed  out 
in  the  United  States  by  the  most  gigantic  war  which  the 
•country  has  ever  witnessed.” 

Now,  Sir,  knowing  the  intelligence  of  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  and  his  knowledge  of  constitutional  history, 
it  is  hard  to  believe  that  he  was  perfectly  sincere 
when  he  made  that  assertion.  What  are  the  facts  ? 
In  the  rebellion  there  was  only  one  single  question 
of  state  rights  at  issue.  It  had  been  held  from  very 
early  times  by  eminent  jurists  in  the  United  States, 
and  amongst  others  by  Jefferson  and  Calhoun,  that 
as  the  states  had  come  into  the  federation  as 
independent  states,  they  retained  to  themselves 
the  right  to  secede  for  cause  if  they  saw  tit.  The 
great  question  at  issue,  then,  was  whether  one 
or  more  states  had  the  right  to  secede.  The  south¬ 
ern  States  contended  that  they  had  the  right  and 
acted  upon  it  ;  the  northern  States  contended  that 
they  had  not  the  right,  and  determined  to  prevent 
them  acting  upon  it  ;  and  the  question  was 
settled,  not  by  an  appeal  to  reason,  law  or 
equity,  but  simply  by  the  largest  battalions 
and  the  heaviest  artillery  ;  and  the  question  of 
right  or  wrong  remains  unsettled  to  the  present 
day.  But  what  I  want  to  insist  upon  is  this,  that 
not  another  single  state  right  was  ever  called  in 
question  ;  and  if  there  is  one  part  of  public  policy 
more  than  another  which  the  people  of  the  United 
States  are  united  in  supporting,  it  is  the  doctrine 
of  state  rights.  If  those  rights  were  to  be  infring¬ 
ed,  north  and  south  alike  would  be  determined  to 
Mr.  Armstrong. 


maintain  them,  and  would  fight  to  the  death 
rather  than  allow  them  to  be  sacrificed.  And,  Sir, 
they  are  wise  in  doing  so.  Extended  over  a  large 
area  of  country,  with  different  interests  and  with 
different  questions  coming  before  them,  they  can 
only  hope  to  maintain  the  union  by  a  strict  adher¬ 
ence  to  the  doctrine  of  state  rights.  And,  Sir,  is 
this  principle  less  important  in  the  country  in  which 
we  dwell  ?  We  occupy  an  enormous  extent  of  terri¬ 
tory  ;  our  country  is  peopled  by  different  races, 
with  different  feelings,  religions  and  interests  ;  and 
if  we  are  going  to  be  a  united  and  prosper¬ 
ous  people,  I  believe  we  can  only  be  so  by  a 
strict  adherence  to  the  doctrine  of  provincial 
rights.  Now,  Sir,  I  wish  at  the  outset  to 
point  out  that  I  do  not  ask  that  either  the  lan¬ 
guage  or  the  schools  of  the  people  in  the  North-West 
shall  be  in  any  way  interfered  with.  When  we 
speak  about  separate  schools,  we  are  apt  to  think 
of  schools  established  by  people  of  the  Catholic 
faith  ;  but  if  you  look  at  the  Act  under  which 
those  schools  were  established,  you  will  find  that 
the  same  provision  is  made  for  every  religious  de¬ 
nomination  ;  and  is  it  not  a  fact  that  we  have 
schools  for  at  least  four  different  religious  denomi¬ 
nations  in  the  North-West,  each  one  of  which  re¬ 
ceives  public  support  ?  Again,  I  say  I  have  no  in¬ 
tention  whatever  of  interfering  with  either  the 
separate  schools  or  the  language.  All  I  ask  is  that 
the  people  of  the  North-West  shall  have  the  power 
to  settle  that  matter,  which  rightfully  belongs  to 
them,  for  themselves.  I  may  here  say,  Mr. 
.Speaker,  that  I  was  one  of  those  who  opposed  the 
establishment  of  separate  schools  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario  when  that  was  first  agitated,  and  I  did 
it  because  I  was  in  favour  of  a  uniform  public 
school  system.  I  believe  that  it  was  for  the  ad¬ 
vantage  of  the  country  that  such  a  system  should 
be  established  and  maintained.  However,  when 
once  the  law  gave  permission  for  the  establishment 
of  separate  schools,  and  when  once  they  were  es¬ 
tablished  by  law,  from  that  day  to  this  I 
have  done,  in  my  own  humble  way,  every¬ 
thing  that  lay  in  my  power  to  make  those 
schools  as  efficient  as  possible.  If  they  had 
to  exist  it  was  the  part  of  good  policy, 
the  part  of  justice  and  right,  to  make  them 
just  as  efficient  as  they  could  possibly  be  made.  I 
am  free  to  confess  that  the  law  has  not  worked  the 
great  harm  in  Ontario  that  was  anticipated  from 
it.  I  believe  that  in  towns  and  cities  it  has  done 
no  harm  at  all ;  in  the  rural  districts  the  only  harm 
it  has  done  has  been  that  it  has  compelled  the 
people  to  maintain  two  weak  schools  instead  of  one 
strong  one  ;  and  in  the  public  schools  of  Ontario,  so 
far  from  the  rights  of  any  religious  body  being 
interfered  with,  those  rights  have  been  strictly 
respected,  with  the  result  that  the  majority  of  the 
children  of  Catholic  parents  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  attend  the  public  schools  to-day.  I  know 
that  it  is  objected  that  some  religious  denomina¬ 
tions  wish  to  have  religious  teaching  in  the  public 
schools,  and  maintain  that  that  can  only  be  had 
from  denominational  school  sections.  Perhaps,  Sir, 
I  am  not  able  sufficiently  to  appreciate  that  objec¬ 
tion.  Many  members  in  this  House  know  that  I 
am  one  of  those  who  do  not  believe  that  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  state  to  teach  religion  at  all — that  that 
duty  devolves  upon  the  churches.  Now,  what 
I  want  to  point  out  is  that  the  public  schools 
of  our  country  are  from  the  foundation  tp  the 
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topmost  stone  altogether  state  institutions.  The 
school  section  is  formed  under  laws  enacted 
hy  the  state  ;  the  school-house  is  built  by  men 
amenable  to  the  state  ;  the  money  to  pay  for  the 
building  is  collected  by  the  state,  and  is  paid  over 
to  the  contractors  by  the  state.  The  teachers  in 
our  public  schools  are  men  and  women  examined 
with  regard  to  their  fitness  for  the  position  by 
men  appointed  by  the  state,  under  rules  prescribed 
by  the  state  ;  they  are  appointed  to  their  positions 
by  the  state,  and  their  salaries  are  paid  out  of 
money  collected  by  the  state,  under  pains  and  pen¬ 
alties  imposed  by  the  state.  So  that  from  the  top 
to  the  bottom  our  public  schools  are  simply  and 
solely  state  institutions ;  and  holding,  as  I  do,  that 
it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  state  to  teach  religion,  I 
am  opposed  to  establishing  a  public  school  for  that 
purpose  by  the  state.  Some  may  be  inclined  to 
ask  if  I  am  opposed  to  religious  teaching  altogether 
in  the  schools.  Well,  there  is  one  form  of  it  that 
you  cannot  prevent.  I  happen  to  have  had  oppor¬ 
tunities  of  becoming  acquainted  with  a  great  many 
of  the  teachers,  both  male  and  female,  in  our  own 
Province  of  Ontario,  and  I  say  deliberately  that  I 
do  not  believe  that  a  better  class  of  men  and  women 
exists  in  the  country ;  and  if  any  one,  manorwoman, 
who  accepts  the  position  of  public  school  teacher  is 
under  the  influence  of  true  religion,  they  will  teach 
that  religion  whether  they  are  compelled  by  the 
law  to  do  it  or  not.  They  will  teach  it,  not  in 
dogmas  or  in  set  lessons  given  to  the  scholars,  but 
they  will  teach  it  by  giving  good  advice,  by  restrain¬ 
ing  the  evil  they  see  and  encouraging  the  good,  and, 
most  strongly  and  most  powerfully  of  all,  by  the 
example  they  will  set  to  the  scholars.  Unfortu¬ 
nately,  our  teachers  are  not  all  of  that  class  or 
character  ;  and  I  ask  hon.  gentlemen  here  who  have 
children,  if  there  is  a  teacher  in  their  section  who 
scoffs  or  laughs  at  religion,  whether  they  want  such 
a  teacher  to  teach  religion  to  their  children  ?  If  they 
do,  I  call  only  say  for  myself,  Heaven  save  my  child¬ 
ren  from  such  religious  teaching.  I  have  another 
objection  to  separate  schools,  and  it  has  always  been 
a  very  strong  one,  although  you  may,  if  you  wish, 
call  it  a  sentimental  objection.  I  happen  to  have  a 
few  people  of  the  Roman  Catholic  faith  in  my  riding, 
and  they  happen  to  live  in  my  own  township  and 
to  be  my  own  neighbours  ;  and  I  say  that  no  better 
neighbours  any  man  need  wish  for — good,  honest, 
upright  people,  ready  to  perform  all  the  duties  of 
neighbourhood  and  citizenship.  I  say  again  no 
better  class  of  people  could  a  man  wish  to  live 
amongst.  But  the  point  I  want  to  make  is  this.  Their 
children  are  just  as  good  as  mine,  and  I  hope  mine  are 
as  good  as  theirs,  and  I  do  not  want  to  see  a  wall  of 
separation  built  up  between  them.  I  do  not  want 
the  implication  to  exist  that  there  is  some  disabil¬ 
ity,  either  on  the  one  side  or  the  other,  or  some 
reason  why  they*should  not  associate  together.  I 
do  not  want  it  to  be  inferred  that  one  side  is,  in 
some  way  or  other,  not  the  equal  of  the  other,  and 
that  they  cannot  be  allowed  to  grow  up  and  be 
educated  together.  No  ;  I  want  them  to  grow  up 
together,  to  become  acquainted  with  one  another, 
to  understand  each  other’s  feelings  and  aspirations, 
to  be  prepared,  when  they  go  out,  to  take  their 
place  in  governing  the  country,  to  be  able  to  see 
eye  to  eye,  and  to  live  together  in  harmony  for  the 
well-being  of  their  common  country.  That  is  the 
strongest  objection  I  have  to  separate  schools.  And 
now  with  regard  to  the  question  of  dual  languages. 


I  wish  to  say  at  the  outset  that  I  have  not  the 
slightest  sympathy  with,  but,  on  the  contrary,  hold 
in  utter  abomination  the  idea  that  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  majority  of  this  country  to  stamp  out  the 
language  of  the  minority.  That,  I  believe,  would 
be  neither  good  policy  nor  good  statesmanship. 
Nor  do  I  believe  that  mixed  races  are  any 
source  of  weakness  to  the  country.  On  the 
contrary,  I  consider  them  a  source  of  strength. 
I  need  only  point  to  the  mother  country,  to 
Great  Britain  ;  and  where,  I  ask,  is  there  a 
country  in  which  the  people  are  of  more  mixed 
blood  ?  Had  the  attempt  been  made  which  it 
was  sought  to  make  two  or  three  years  ago  here, 
to  stamp  out  in  England  the  language  and  institu¬ 
tions  of  the  conquered,  would  the  English  people 
occupy  the  place  they  do  to-day  ?  Suppose  that 
Norman  William,  when  he  conquered  the  Anglo- 
Saxons,  determined,  as  some  very  advanced  legisla¬ 
tors  of  the  present  day  want  to  determine,  that  it 
was  expedient,  in  the  interests  of  the  national 
unity  of  the  country,  that  there  should  be  unity  of 
language  among  the  people,  and  endeavoured  to 
stamp  out  the  Anglo-Saxon,  do  you  think  he  would 
have  succeeded?  Norman  William  was  not  such  a 
fool  as  to  try  it.  He  knew  these  things  were  under 
the  operation  of  natural  laws  more  potent  than 
any  human  laws,  and  was  perfectly  willing  to  leave 
these  laws  to  their  own  operation.  And  what  is 
the  result  to-day  ?  Why,  the  very  language  we 
use  in  this  House  and  in  which  the  majority  of  us 
express  our  views  is  not  the  language  of  any  one 
people  in  the  British  Isles.  As  a  learned  philologist 
said,  while  the  Anglo-Saxon  may  be  considered  as 
the  foundation  and  the  inortar  that  connects  the 
fabric  together,  yet  the  fabric  itself  is  built  up  of 
contributions  from  almost  every  language,  ancient 
and  modern  ;  and  if  the  attempt  had  been  made  to 
make  any  one  of  these  languages  permanent,  do 
you  think  for  a  moment  that  Britain  would  have 
been  the  country  she  is  to-day  ?  I  remember, 
two  years  ago,  when  my  hon.  friend  from  North 
Bruce  (Mr.  McNeill)  was  speaking  on  this  question, 
that  he  instanced  the  people  in  the  north  of  Scot¬ 
land  as  an  example  of  the  necessity  for  unity  of 
language  ;  and  I  may  say  here,  and  I  think  the 
House  will  agree  with  me’,  the  great  vigour,  intel¬ 
lectual  activity  and  the  push  and  perseverance  of 
the  people  of  Great  Britain  to-day  is  largely  due  to 
the  fact  that  they  are  a  people  of  mixed  blood. 
Any  one  who  has  studied  the  laws  of  heredity 
knows  that  the  kingly  men  and  queenly  women 
have  in  all  days  been  the  result  of  the  union  of 
different  but  cognate  races.  We  find  it  has  had 
that  effect  in  Great  Britain  and  wherever  else  such 
a  state  of  things  has  existed.  The  hon.  member 
for  North  Bruce  instanced  the  case  of  the  high¬ 
landers  of  Scotland  and  the  feuds  which  existed 
between  them  and  the  people  of  the  lowlands,  and 
he  said  if  they  had  all  spoken  the  one  tongue  these 
feuds  would  not  have  existed.  Now,  I  have  always 
a  great  respect  for  my  hon.  friend,  because  I  know 
he  is  thoroughly  honest,  but  I  must  take  the  liberty 
of  differing  from  him  in  the  conclusion  he  drew. 

I  am  very  doubtful  if  any  such  result  would  have 
followed  the  speaking  of  the  same  language.  Why, 
at  that  time  when  the  bitterest  feuds  existed  and 
the  hottest  fighting  was  going  on  between  the  two 
peoples,  the  very  same  thing  was  taking  place  be¬ 
tween  the  south  of  Scotland  and  the  north  of  Eng¬ 
land,  where  the  people  spoke  the  same  tongue.  But 
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suppose  we  grant  for  a  moment  that  it  would  have 
been  better  had  the  people  in  the  north  of  Scot¬ 
land  spoken  the  same  language  as  the  people  in  the 
lowlands,  in  the  south  of  Scotland,  could  you 
have  compelled  them  to  do  so  ?  Suppose  we  had 
had  then  some  very  wise  legislators,  men  of 
advanced  liberal  opinions,  who  thought  it  was  ex¬ 
pedient,  in  the  interests  of  the  national  unity  of 
the  country,  that  there  should  be  community  of 
language  among  the  people  of  Scotland,  and  sup¬ 
pose  they  had  tried  to  compel  these  people  in  the 
north  of  Scotland  to  speak  the  language  of  the 
south,  do  you  think  for  a  moment  they  would 
have  succeeded  ?  I  know  something  of  these  people, 
having  lived  amongst  them  all  my  days  on  most 
intimate  terms  with  them,  and  I  know  that  had 
you  attempted  anything  of  the  sort,  you  would 
never  have  been  successful.  You  might  have  cut 
them  to  pieces,  inch  by  inch,  you  might  have  made 
a  desert  and  called  it  peace,  but  you  never  could 
have  compelled  them  to  give  up  their  language. 
And  why  should  such  an  attempt  ever  be  made 
with  any  people  ?  Sir,  it  is  a  God-given  birthright, 
the  language  a  man  or  a  woman  speaks,  the  lan¬ 
guage  they  learned  at  their  mother’s  knee ;  and  no 
state  or  no  man  has  the  right  to  attempt  to  stamp 
it  out.  Are  you  to  suppose  for  a  moment  that  our 
French-speaking  neighbours  of  the  Province  of 
Quebec  and  other  parts  of  the  Dominion 
are  less  tenacious  of  their  national  rights 
than  the  people  of  the  north  of  Scotland  ? 
No,  I  believe  that  they  feel  as  strongly  the  rights 
which  they  enjoy,  that  they  have  the  same  senti¬ 
ments  these  people  have,  and  will  resist  to  the 
death  every  attempt  to  suppress  their  language.  I 
believe  it  would  be  the  most  foolish,  the  most 
suicidal  thing  for  the  country,  the  most  arbitrary 
thing  any  country  ever  attempted,  to  try  to  stamp 
out  their  language.  I  do  not  wish  to  detain  the 
House  any  longer.  I  say  again  I  believe  it  is  the 
part  of  good  statesmanship  and  sound  policy  to  try 
and  find  a  solution  of  this  question,  and  I  say  that, 
if  we  are  honestly  desirous  to  do  it,  we  can 
succeed.  We  have  rather  a  difficult  country  here 
to  govern,  separated  one  part  from  the  other  by 
thousands  of  miles,  with  different  interests  to 
conciliate,  different  races  to  work  with,  different 
languages  amongst  us — all  these  things  are,  perhaps, 
hinderances  in  the  way  of  governing  the  country, 
but  I  believe,  Mrhen  we  meet  these  in  an  enlight¬ 
ened,  honest  and  intelligent  spirit,  there  is  no 
danger  that  we  shall  not  succeed.  If  we  appljT  to 
others  the  golden  rule  to  do  to  them  what  we  wish 
to  be  done  to  ourselves,  to  put  ourselves  in  their 
places,  and  to  try  to  see  how  it  would  be  if  we 
looked  at  it  from  their  standpoint,  and  to  deal 
with  them  accordingly,  it  will  make  us  a  contented 
and  a  prosperous  country. 

Mr.  W  ALL  ACE.  I  am  sorry  the  hon.  member 
for  Middlesex  (Mr.  Armstrong),  when  making  this 
motion,  has  limited  it  as  he  has  done.  If  the 
principles  he  has  avowed  in  his  speech  are  correct, 
his  resolution  does  not  bear  out  that  speech,  but  is 
rather  contradictory.  I  think  that  this  clause  in 
his  resolution  : 

“  Providing,  however,  that  no  school  section,  as  at 
present  constituted,  shall  be  interfered  with  without  the 
consent  of  the  parties  composing  such  section  ” — 

is  one  which  will  lead  to  difficulties  of  very  many 
kinds,  that  will  cause  legislation  to  be  very  difficult 
to  enact  and  will  defeat  the  very  object  he  pro- 
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poses  in  the  speech  we  have  just  listened  to.  I 
think  the  time  has  come  in  the  North-West  when 
they  may  safely  be  given  all  those  powers  which 
have  been  given  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  other 
provinces,  and  more  especially  with  reference  to 
this  question  of  education.  We  have  in  those 
Territories  a  people  who  are  certainly  not  inferior 
to  their  brethren  in  the  other  provinces  of  the 
Dominion.  They  are  largely  the  pick  of  the  older 
provinces,  the  enterprising  young  men  who  have 
gone  from  the  other  provinces,  have  built  up  homes 
there,  intend  to  reside  there,  and  during  the 
few  years  they  have  been  there  have  given 
exhibitions  of  energy  and  intelligence  which  are 
the  pride  and  admiration  of  Canadians  of  every 
part  of  this  Dominion.  It  is  not  right  to  limit  the 
power  of  these  men  to  regulate  their  local  affairs, 
and  the  matters  relating  to  education  which  every 
province  in  the  Dominion  exercises  fully,  barring 
those  restrictions  which  have  been  ,  placed  upon 
those  matters  in  Ontario  and  Quebec,  restrictions 
which  many  of  us  in  Ontario,  not  only  Protestants, 
but  many  members  of  the  Roman  Catholic  church, 
regret,  that  these  separate  schools  have  been 
established  and  confirmed  in  our  province.  The 
right  to  deal  with  education  is  one  that  the  Con¬ 
federation  Act  specifically  gives  to  the  various 
Local  Legislatures.  They  are  now  laying  the  foun¬ 
dation  of  their  educational  system  in  the  North- 
West.  Powers  that  may  be  properly  exercised 
some  years  hence  may  be  a  good  deal  more  safely 
and  properly  given,  I  believe,  to  those  Territories 
to-day.  They  are  laying  the  foundations  of  their 
educational  system,  but  if  certain  restrictions  are 
placed  upon  their  powers,  then,  after  a  larger 
population  has  gone  in  there  and  they  have  perhaps 
been  established  in  separate  provinces  or  given  the 
complete  powers  of  Local  Legislatures,  this  question 
which  might  now  be  settled  without  diffi¬ 
culty,  will  cause  discord  and  disunion  as  it 
is  causing  to-day  in  the  Province  of  Mani¬ 
toba.  I  think  this  Parliament  at  this  time 
will  be  doing  a  wise  act  in  handing  over  the 
complete  powers  in  regard  to  education  to  the  North- 
West  Assembly.  W e  need  have  no  fear  that  the 
North-West  Assembly  will  not  legislate  wisely  and 
well.  They  are  interested.  We  cannot  say  that 
we  only  have  the  interest  of  the  North-West  at 
heart.  The  men  who  are  living  there,  who  are 
devising  schemes  for  the  opening  up  of  that  country, 
have  a  deeper  and  more  intelligent  interest  and  a 
wider  knowledge  of  these  matters  than  we  have 
here,  representing  every  portion  of  the  Dominion. 
We  will  therefore  be  doing  our  duty,  we  will  have 
the  blessings  of  people  yet  unborn,  if  we  give  the 
full  powers  in  regard  to  educational  matters  to  the 
Legislature  of  the  North-West  Territories.  Then, 
with  reference  to  the  question  of  the  language,  two 
years  ago  we  passed  a  resolution  which  was  con¬ 
sidered  a  compromise  measure,  but  was  endorsed 
very  heartily  by  members  of  this  House.  That  was 
.  brought  into  force  by  legislation  during  the  last 
session.  I  think  that  legislation,  though  not  going 
as  far  as  I  would  wish  to  go  myself,  was  in  the  right 
direction,  and,  as  it  was  a  compromise  measure 
largely  meeting  the  views  of  those  who  think  as  I 
do,  it  received  no  opposition  from  us.  I  think  per¬ 
haps  that  clause  might  have  been  left  as  it 
was.  It  was  a  compromise,  it  was  answering  the 
purpose,  because  I  think  the  question  of  the  lan¬ 
guage  under  the  recent  legislation  will  solve 
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itself.  If  it  is  the  interest  of  the  people  that  it 
should  survive,  it  will  survive  ;  if  it  is  their  inter¬ 
est  in  the  North  West  that  it  should  die  out  and 
become  obsolete,  it  will  become  obsolete,  and  I 
think  that  might  have  been  allowed  to  stand  on 
the  Statute-book  as  it  is  now.  But,  in  regard  to 
the  other  matter,  I  feel  more  strongly  than  ever 
that  we  will  be  making  a  great  mistake  if  we  re¬ 
fuse  now,  when  the  opportunity  occurs,  to  enact 
legislation  in  regard  to  education  in  the  North- 
West  Territories,  which  will  settle  difficulties 
which  will  otherwise  inevitably  arise,  which  will 
cause  heart-burnings,  trouble  and  disagreement  in 
the  North-West,  and  I,  therefore,  move  that  all  the 
words  after  “  That  ”  in  the  motion  be  omitted  and 
the  following  inserted  : — 

In  the  opinion  of  this  House,  the  Legislative  Assem¬ 
bly  of  the  North-West  Territories  should  be  empowered 
to  deal  with  all  matters  relating  to  education  in  the  said 
Territories. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  desire  to  say  a  few  words 
upon  this  very  important  question.  It  has  been 
several  times  before  Parliament ;  on  several  oc¬ 
casions  we  have  discussed  the  whole  question  with 
regard  to  the  dual  language  in  the  North-West, 
and  also  in  regard  to  separate  schools.  Now,  for 
many  years  back  the  cfuestion  of  separate  schools, 
not  only  in  the  North-West  but  in  some  of  the 
Maritime  Provinces,  has  caused  a  great  deal  of 
strife  and  bitterness,  and  has  given  considerable 
trouble  to  the  Government,  and  to  members  of 
Parliament  generally  in  dealing  with  it.  For  my 
part,  had  I  been  in  the  House  at  the  time  the 
North-West  Act  was  passed,  I  do  not  think  I 
would  have  given  my  sanction  to  a  full-fledged 
system  of  separate  schools  being  established  in 
that  country.  My  impression  is  that  under  the 
circumstances  it  was  imprudent.  At  the  same 
time,  we  know  well  that  in  Ontario  where 
separate  schools  have  been  in  existence  for  many 
years,  the  Catholic  population  of  that  province,  as 
was  stated  by  the  lion,  gentleman  who  moved  this 
motion,  have  not  taken  advantage  of  that  system 
in  many  cases,  and  we  find  that  they  are  sending 
their  children  in  increased  numbers  to  the  common 
schools.  Now,  I  do  not  think  that  it  is  an  easy  mat¬ 
ter  to  wipe  out  by  law  anything  that  w'as  looked 
upon  as  a  privilege  by  a  certain  class  of  the  commun¬ 
ity  ;  I  have  never  read,  in  fact,  where  such  a  privi¬ 
lege  has  been  abolished  by  arbitrary  enactment  of  this 
kind.  People  belonging  to  the  Catholic  faith  have 
certain  conscientious  convictions  of  their  own ;  they 
claim  that  it  is  their  right  and  their  duty  to  give 
their  children  a  certain  amount  of  religious  educa¬ 
tion  in  connection  with  secular  education.  I  do 
not  wish  for  a  moment  to  challenge  their  convic¬ 
tions  upon  that  point.  The  fact  of  the  matter 
is,  in  my  humble  opinion,  we  are  going  too  far  at 
the  present  day,  in  our  educational  institutions,  in 
the  direction  of  secularism.  I  differ  from  my  hon. 
friend  who  made  this  motion,  in  that  I  believe  that 
if  we  had  a  little  more  religious  instruction  in  our 
common  schools,  it  would  be  better  for  our  rising 
population.  Now,  with  regard  to  those  schools  in 
the  North-West,  as  I  said  before,  it  may  possibly 
have  been  an  error  to  encourage  their  establish¬ 
ment  ;  at  the  same  time,  they  are  there.  While  I 
am  willing  to  consent  to  the  full  exercise  of  all 
powers  by  any  province  that  are  duly  exercised  by 
other  provinces,  at  the  same  time  there  is  no  rule 
without  its  exception,  and  if  any  exception  at  all 


should  be  made  to  this  rule,  it  should  be  to  protect 
the  conscientious  convictions  of  a  minority.  Now, 
these  schools  have  been  established  there,  and  while 
I  would  have  preferred  to  see  a  partly  common  school 
system  established,  I  would  rather  a  thousand  times 
have  separate  schools  than  to  drive  out  religious 
teaching  altogether  from  these  schools.  I  would 
favour  such  a  curriculum  in  our  common  schools  as 
would  allow  every  class  to  take  advantage  of  them. 
If  our  Catholic  people  object  to  their  children 
attending  such  a  school,  I  would  rather  a  thousand 
times  consent  to  separate  schools  than  to  abolish 
religious  teaching  altogether.  That  is  my  view 
with  regard  to  separate  schools.  Now,  I  am  quite 
willing,  as  I  said  before,  to  coax  our  Catholic 
friends  out  of  the  use  of  these  schools,  and  to  in¬ 
duce  them  to  come  in  with  the  rest  of  the  com¬ 
munity  and  educate  their  children  along  with  ours. 
If  they  are  not  willing,  however,  to  do  so,  if  they 
claim,  as  they  have  a  right  to  do,  the  privilege  of 
educating  their  children  in  their  own  schools  and 
teaching  them  certain  dogmas  of  their  own  church, 
I  do  not  wish  for  a  moment  to  deprive  them  of  that 
right.  I  would  claim  that  right  myself,  and  am 
willing  to  accord  it  to  them.  Now,  let  us  look  at 
the  condition  of  things  in  some  of  the  states  that 
have  been  referred  to  by  my  hon.  friend.  I  think 
the  school  population  of  the  State  of  New  York  is 
about  800,000  between  the  ages  of  five  and  sixteen. 
I  have  heard  it  stated  on  good  authority  that  200,- 
000  of  these  children  never  attend  a  Sabbath  school, 
never  receive  any  religious  instruction  in  the 
family,  and,  perhaps,  never  hear  the  word  God 
mentioned  unless  in  profanity.  Now,  these  parents 
have  no  desire  to  send  their  children  to  a  Sabbath 
school  or  to  any  place  where  they  would  get 
religious  instruction.  Would  it  not  be  a 
hundred  times  better  if  these  children  got  a 
sprinkling  of  religious  instruction  in  the  common 
school  rather  than  none  at  all  ?  What  a  magnifi¬ 
cent  regiment  for  his  Satanic  Majesty  to  have 
such  a  large  number  of  children  in  one  state  from 
among  whom  to  get  recruits  for  murderers,  for 
thieves,  for  robbers  and  for  suicides — for  that  is 
the  result  of  a  secular  education,  if  we  are  to  trust 
the  public  prints  of  the  United  States.  I  think  it 
is  better,  in  my  opinion,  that  we  should  even 
consent  to  a  separate  school  system  than  that 
we  should  have  no  religion  taught  in  the  schools  at 
all.  We  have  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  a  model 
school  system,  which  is  lauded  throughout  the 
British  Empire,  and  has  been  referred  to  in  other 
countries  as  well.  Those,  even,  who  have  differed 
with  the  men  who  established  that  system,  have 
taken  the  opportunity  on  several  occasions  to 
praise  our  school  system  in  Ontario.  We  have  in 
that  province  separate  schools  ;  they  are  under 
the  same  inspection  as  our  common  schools.  The 
teachers  in  those  schools  must  receive  their  certifi¬ 
cates  at  the  hands  of  the  same  examiners  as  those 
who  teach  in  the  Protestant  schools.  They  have 
got  to  conduct  the  schools  much  in  the  same  way 
as  the  other  schools  are  conducted  ;  but  they  are 
allowed  certain  privileges  in  the  teaching  of  the 
Catholic  catechism,  I  presume,  and  other  things  that 
are  recognized  as  necessary  by  the  Catholic  Church. 
That  is  about  the  only  difference  between  the 
separate  schools  and  the  common  schools,  so  far  as 
I  can  learn.  Now,  we  are  getting  along  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Ontario  without  any  particular  friction.  I 
know  that  in  the  town  in  which  I  live  myself,  there 
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was  sometime  ago  a  separate  school,  but  there  is 
none  to-day.  The  reason  is  that  the  Catholic  people 
in  that  section  decided  that  their  children  would, 
perhaps,  get  a  better  education  in  our  common 
schools  ;  at  least  they  decided  to  take  advantage  of 
the  privileges  that  were  offered  them,  and  they  have 
virtually  dropped  their  separate  schools  and  are 
now  sending  their  children  to  our  common  schools, 
and  I  hear  of  no  complaint.  Now,  I  have  not  the 
slightest  doubt  that  if  an  agitation  had  been  got  up 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  to  take  from  these  people 
the  right  to  have  separate  schools,  the  probabilities 
are  that  we  would  have  a  separate  school  in  my 
town  to-day.  Wherever  you  force  by  legislation 
people  to  part  with  a  privilege,  then  you  generally 
find  they  resent  that  action.  I  understand  that 
in  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia  there  is  no  separate 
school  system.  I  should  like  to  know  if  separate 
schools  are  not  established  there  ?  I  am  informed 
that  such  is  the  case.  I  raise  no  objection  to  giving 
the  people  that  privilege  if  they  want  it.  I  think  the 
people  of  Nova  Scotia  are  acting  wisely  in  given 
the  Catholics  that  privilege  if  they  ask  for  it  as 
their  conscientious  right,  because  it  is  not  right  to 
trample  on  the  eoncientious  convictions  of  any 
class.  A  few  words  with  respect  to  the  dual 
language.  My  reason  for  voting  for  the  Bill  intro¬ 
duced  by  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr. 
McCarthy)  was  in  order  to  reach  the  question  of 
the  dual  language.  I  do  not  wish  for  one  moment 
to  interfere  with  the  right  of  any  man  to  use  any 
language  that  is  his  birthright,  that  has  been  used 
by  him  from  infancy.  I  do  not  think  the  remarks 
of  the  hon.  member  were  at  all  in  point  on  this 
question.  I  do  not  think  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  in  his  Bill  to  declare 
that  no  man  should  be  allowed  to  speak  French  ;  I 
think  the  only  intention  was  to  prevent  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  having  all  proceedings  published  in  French 
and  English.  I  have  been  led  to  understand  that 
this  is  the  law  now.  For  example,  if  a  subpoena 
was  issued  to  a  man,  under  the  present  terms  of 
the  North-West  Act  he  would  have  the  right  to 
demand  that  it  be  served  on  him  printed  in  English 
and  French.  I  do  not  think  that  is  necessary. 
There  are  only  1,500  people  in  the  North-West 
whose  language. is  French.  For  the  sake  of  that 
number,  I  do  not  think  it  is  right  that  we  should 
be  put  to  the  expense  of  printing  the  entire  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  the  North-West  Council  and  all  legal 
documents  both  in  English  and  French.  Moreover, 
very  great  difficulty  might  arise  sometimes.  If 
we  permit  the  proceedings  in  court  to  be  con¬ 
ducted  in  either  language,  I  can  easily  imagine 
that  a  lawyer  might  commence  to  address 
an  English  jury  in  the  French  language, 
and  it  would  be  very  awkward  if  they  did  not 
understand  what  he  said.  I  do  not  think  it  is 
necessary  that  we  should  continue  that  system. 
While  I  am  willing  to  allow  the  people  in  the 
North-West  the  right  to  use  their  own  language 
in  their  own  families,  and  the  right  to  have  inter¬ 
preters  in  court  if  they  cannot  speak  English,  it  is 
absurd  to  continue  the  present  condition  of  things 
and  publish  all  proceedings  in  the  North-West 
Council  in  both  languages  when  there  is  such  a 
very  limited  French  population  there.  When  the 
North- WTest  Act  was  passed  it  was  perhaps  thought 
that  there  might  be  a  very  large  influx  of  popula¬ 
tion  from  the  Province  of  Quebec  or  from  France 
itself,  but  this  has  not  proved  to  be  the  case,  and 
Mr.  McMullen. 


in  fact  a  great  many  of  the  people  from  Quebec  go 
across  to  the  United  States  instead  of  to  our  Cana¬ 
dian  North-West.  If  the  French -Canadians  poured 
in  in  very  large  numbers  and  claimed  the  right  to 
use  their  language  in  the  courts  and  in  general  pro¬ 
ceedings,  I  would  not  deny  it  to  them,  but  to  go  to 
this  expense  for  the  sake  of  1,500  people  is  absurd. 
For  this  reason,  I  am  willing  to  vote  to  eliminate 
the  French  language.'  and  at  the  same  time  I  am 
ready  to  grant  the  North-West  every  provincial 
right  to  which  the  people  are  fairly  entitled. 
But  in  regard  to  the  proposal  to  abolish  schools 
which  have  been  established  there,  and  main¬ 
tained  by  people  who  may  have  gone  there  for  the 
purpose  of  taking  advantage  of  them,  I  cannot 
consent  to  wipe  out  these  schools  by  a  ma¬ 
jority  vote  unless  the  people  were  disposed  to 
part  with  the  privilege  they  now  enjoy.  Of  course 
we  have  Protestant  schools  of  several  denomina¬ 
tions  there.  I  believe  there  are  Methodist  schools, 
and  I  understand  a  deputation  came  down  here 
and  waited  on  the  Government  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  a  grant  for  a  school,  perhaps  for  an  In¬ 
dian  school.  There  are  also  Presbyterian  and 
Baptist  schools.  It  is  not  necessary  that  all  these 
different  schools  should  exist.  There  is  no  con¬ 
scientious  conviction  on  the  part  of  the  Presby¬ 
terian  which  forbids  him  sending  his  child  to  either 
Methodist  or  Baptist  schools.  I  think  all  the  Pro¬ 
testant  denominations  can  well  unite  on  the  common 
school  system  in  the  NorthAVest.  I  am  satisfied 
we  can  do  that  as  well  there  as  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  I  would  endeavour  to  make  the  system 
as  acceptable  as  possible  to  our  Catholic  friends,  in 
the  hope  that  they  will  take  advantage  of  it  instead 
of  persisting  in  opening  separate  schools  ;  but  to 
pass  legislation  to  give  the  majority  power  to  com¬ 
pel  the  Catholics  to  avail  themselves  of  this  system 
is  not  a  proper  mode  of  reaching  the  desired  end, 
and  I  do  not  think  the  end  desired  by  the  hon. 
member  for  West  York  (Mr.  Wallace)  will  be 
gained  in  this  way.  These  are  my  views  with 
respect  to  separate  schools,  and  also  with  respect  to 
the  dual  language. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  I  have  listened,  with  consider¬ 
able  amazement,  to  the  doctrine  which  has  been 
given  to  the  House  by  the  hon.  gentleman  who  has 
just  resumed  his  seat.  To  be  perfectly  candid,  I 
must  say  that  I  could  not  imderstand  altogether 
what  the  hon.  gentleman  stated.  He  spoke  on  the 
question  of  education  in  the  North-West,  and  he 
gave  his  own  views.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  does 
not  seem  to  understand  that  this,  in  the  Catholic 
faith,  is  a  matter  of  principle.  The  hon.  member 
for  West  Middlesex  introduced  a  motion  and  said 
at  the  beginning  of  his  remarks  that  he  did  not 
want  to  interfere  with  the  French  language  or  the 
separate  school  system  in  the  North-West.  As  he 
warmed  lip  and  proceeded  with  the  subject  he  soon 
did  away  with  the  separate  school  system  there. 
He  said  that  there  had  been  opposition  also  to  the 
system  of  separate  schools  being  introduced  into 
the  Province  of  Ontario.  I  ask  the  hon.  gentleman 
how,  having  had  an  experience  of  the  system  of 
separate  schools  in  Ontario,  he  has  any  more  reason 
than  his  fellow-citizens  of  that  province  to  feel  dis¬ 
satisfied  with  the  result  of  the  experience  of  these 
schools  ?  Only  a  few  years  ago  a  battle  was  waged 
in  Ontario  on  the  lines  of  this  question,  and 
we  well  remember  the  cries  then  put  for- 
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ward.  We  well  remember  the  arguments  used 
in  order  to  defeat  what  to-day  is  a  benefit  in  this 
province,  as  well  as  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  the 
separate  school  system,  and  no  doubt  the  hon. 
gentleman  on  that  occasion  was  obliged  to  confess 
that  the  separate  school  system  in  Ontario  was  a 
success.  At  all  events,  if  he  did  not  by  his  speech 
and  vote  make  that  confession,  I  am  happy  to  say 
that  the  Protestant  population  of  the  greatest 
province  of  this  Dominion  declared  that  the  separ¬ 
ate  school  system  of  Ontario  was  a  success.  The 
hon.  gentleman  wants  no  religious  teaching  in 
the  schools.  What  does  he  want  ?  Does  he  invite 
the  godless  school  ?  He  has  to  choose  between  the 
religious  school  and  the  godless  school.  If  he  wants 
the  religious  school,  believing  in  his  own  views,  he 
will  want  the  Protestant  school.  If  he  doos  not 
want  the  religious  school,  he  is  confronted  with  the 
godless  school ;  and  as  this  is  a  religious  country 
and  we  have  to  deal  with  Christian  people,  I  think 
they  will  not  have  the  godless  school.  We  know 
what  has  been  the  experience  of  the  godless  school 
in  more  than  one  country.  We  know  that  the  god¬ 
less  school  and  godless  philosophy  did  about  as 
much  mischief  during  the  last  century  in  the  old 
world  as  war,  pestilence  and  famine.  It  must  be 
understood  that  with  us  as  Catholics  it  is 
a  principle  that  we  must  have  our  Catholic 
schools.  We  are  face  to  face  with  that  problem. 
If  the  hon.  gentleman  wants  the  religious  school 
and  the  Protestant  school,  we  have  no  objections 
to  offer.  The  Protestant  is  proud  of  his  faith. 
He  is  ready  to  defend  it  against  all  attacks,  he  is 
ready  on  all  occasions  to  stand  up  for  it,  and  he 
would  scorn  us,  and  justly  too,  if  we  were  to  inter¬ 
fere  with  his  rights.  Why  not  let  it  be  done  to  us 
as  we  are  willing  it  should  be  done  to  them  ?  Do 
we  interfere  with  their  rights  ?  Look  at  things  as 
they  exist  in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  There,  Sir, 
and  proud  I  feel  to  say  it,  the  minority  is  treated 
with  justice,  and  -is  treated  more  liberally  than 
even  the  minority  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  since 
grants  are  made  in  Quebec  for  the  cause  of  superior 
education  which  are  not  made  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman,  after  the  ex¬ 
perience  we  have  had  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  of 
these  separate  schools,  say  that  the  system  is  a 
failure  ?  The  late  Hon.  Thomas  White,  if  I 
remember  well,  himself  admitted  that  the  minority 
was  treated  with  exceptional  fairness,  and  Sir 
William  Dawson,  President  of  McGill  University, 
who  was  at  least  as  good  a  champion  of  Protestant¬ 
ism,  and  at  least  as  sturdy  and  solid  an  exponent 
of  Protestant  thought  as  the  hon.  member  for  South 
Middlesex  (Mr.  Armstrong),  or  as  the  hon.  member 
for  York  (Mr.  Wallace),  or  as  the  hon.  member  for 
North  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen),  was  also  ready 
to  confess  that  the  Protestants  of  the  Province  of 
Quebec  had  nothing  to  complain  of,  and  had  in  fact 
received  the  fullest  measure  of  justice  from  their 
Catholic  fellow-countrymen.  We  have  already 
since  the  beginning  of  this  session  voted  large  sums 
of  money  to  open  up  the  North-West  Territories. 
What  does  the  hon.  member  for  Middlesex  (Mr. 
Armstrong)  propose  by  his  motion,  and  what  does 
the  hon.  member  for  West  York  (Mr.  Wallace) 
propose  by  his  amendment  ?  The  latter  proposes 
to  tell  the  Catholic  people  of  the  Province  of  Que¬ 
bec  that  to  the  North-West  they  must  not  go. 
That  is  his  proposal. 
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Mr.  McMULLEN.  No,  no. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  The  hon.  member  for  Welling¬ 
ton  says  “  no,  no.  What  does  he  understand  in 
the  matter  ?  The  proposal  of  this  motion,  and  of 
this  amendment  is  to  tell  Catholics,  that  in  the 
North-West  Territories  the  same  law  will  be 
invoked  in  a  year  or  two  as  was  applied  by  Mr. 
Green  way  in  the  Province  of  Manitoba,  and  will  it 
be  contended  for  a  moment  that  that  act  of  ad¬ 
ministration  on  the  part  of  Air.  Green  way  has 
promoted  increase  of  population  or  increase  of 
good  feeling  among  the  people  of  Manitoba  ? 
That  law  is  yet  before  the  courts.  A  decision  has 
been  rendered  against  it  here  in  the  Supreme  Court, 
and  I  express  the  hope  that  that  decision  will  be 
confirmed  by  the  Privy  Council  in  England,  and 
that  fair-play  will  be  extended  to  the  Catholic 
population  of  Manitoba.  Sir,  adopt  this  motion 
before  the  House,  pass  a  law  denying  to  the  Catholic 
population  of  the  North-West  the  schools  which 
they  ask,  and  to  which  they  are  entitled,  and  you 
will  tell  the  Catholic  people  in  every  province  of 
this  Dominion,  that  to  the  North-West  they  must 
not  go,  because  steps  have  been  taken  to  prevent 
them  living  there.  \  ou  go  across  the  ocean  and  you 
ask  foryourimmigrantsfor  this  country.  You  expend 
large  sums  of  money  to  bring  them  here ;  but,  Sir,  if 
you  adopt  this  motion,  you  will  refuse  to  our 
young  men  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  the  right  of 
entering  into  these  Territories.  What  right  have 
we  to  do  these  things  ?  To  our  Catholic  people 
that  great  domain  was  given  by  Providence  just  as 
much  as  it  was  to  any  other  portion  of  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  Canada.  I  shall  certainly  vote  against  the 
proposal  of  the  hon.  member  for  South  Alid- 
dlesex  (Mr.  Armstrong)  ;  I  shall  certainly  with 
pride  and  happiness  vote  against  the  amendment 
proposed  by  the  member  for  West  York  (Mr. 
V  allace),  because  J  believe  in  conscience  that 
because  I  am  a  Catholic  I  should  no  more  be 
trampled  upon,  than  my  rights  should  be  no  more 
sacrificed,  and  my  privileges  should  be  respected 
as  much  as  those  of  any  other  man  of  any  religion 
in  this  Dominion.  I  know,  Sir,  that  there  has  been 
charged  against  me  in  connection  with  the  motion 
I  am  about  to  make,  that  because  the  other  day  I 
voted  against  the  Bill  introduced  by  the  member 
for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  AlcCarthy),  I  am  not  in 
favour  of  Canadian  Home  Rule.  It  is  false.  It  is 
not  the  case. 

Air.  SPEAKER.  Order.  The  hon.  gentleman 
cannot  discuss  a  motion  that  is  not  before  the 
House. 

Air.  DEVLIN.  I  am  not  discussing  it,  Air.  Speaker. 

I  am  just  putting  myself  right  with  regard  to  the 
statement  that  has  been  made  against  me  in  con¬ 
nection  with  my  vote  against  the  motion  introduced 
the  other  day  by  the  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Air. 
AlcCarthy).  V  ell,  Sir,  all  I  ask  for  my  co-religi¬ 
onists  in  the  North-West  is  the  same  treatment 
which  is  accorded  to  the  Protestants  of  the  Prov¬ 
ince  of  Quebec,  and  which  the  Catholics  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario  enjoy.  I  believe  that  by  voting 
down  the  motions  which  are  presently  before  the 
House  Ave  will  be  acting  in  the  interests  of  the 
honour  and  the  peace  of  Canada,  and  I  believe, 
furthermore,  that  by  following  out  this  course  we 
will  be  laying  the  foundations  of  making  the  North- 
West  contented,  of  making  it  the  seat  in  future  of 
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large  cities  and  large  centres  of  population,  where 
the  tiller  of  the  soil  may  work  peacefully,  success¬ 
fully  with  honour  and  advantage  to  our  common 
country. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  desire  to  say 
first,  Sir,  that  you  were  in  error  in  naming  me  as 
the  seconder  of  the  motion  now  lief  ore  the  House. 
I  did  not  consent  to  second  the  motion,  but  I  did 
not  dissent  from  your  connecting  my  name  with  it 
becauseof  my  desire  to  be  courteous  to  my  neighbour, 
the  hon.  member  for  South  Middlesex  (Mr.  Arm¬ 
strong).  I  am  not  in  favour  of  this  motion  in  Jill 
its  details.  So  far  as  the  part  relating  to  the  dual 
language  is  concerned  it  expresses  my  views  ;  views 
which  I  took  the  liberty  of  giving  to  the  House 
when  the  motion  relating  to  that  question  was  before 
us  at  a  previous  session  of  this  House.  I  then 
expressed  my  sympathy  with  the  motion  of  the 
hon.  member  for  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin),  which 
was  to  the  effect  that  the  question  of  languages 
should  be  left  to  the  decision  of  the  people  of  the 
Territories  ;  but  so  far  as  the  question  of  separate 
schools  is  concerned  I  take  a  somewhat  different 
view.  Allusion  has  been  made  by  several  hon. 
gentlemen  to  the  position  held  by  the  Protestant 
minority  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  in  relation  to 
their  school  system.  I  am  one  of  that  Protestant 
minority,  and  I  am  here  to  express  my  concurrence 
in  the  statement  already  made,  that  the  Protestant 
minority  in  that  province  has  been  treated  since 
Confederation,  with  perfect  fairness  and  with  full 
liberality  by  the  Roman  Catholic  majority.  The 
Protestants  of  that  province  could  not  live  there  were 
they  not  accorded  the  privileges  in  regard  to  the  edu- 
cationof  theirchildren  which  theynowenjoy.  Hold¬ 
ing  the  views  which  Roman  Catholics  do  conscienti¬ 
ously  hold,  and  they  being  largely  in  the  majority, 
if  we  had  a  common  school  system  there,  and  but 
one  school  where  all  religious  tenets  would  be 
taught,  the  Protestants  would  not  and  could  not 
possibly  accept  it.  This  being  the  case,  and  it 
being  the  fact  that  we  have  been,  as  I  have  said, 
treated  with  perfect  fairness  and  perfect  liberality 
in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  I  do  not  see  how 
Protestants,  taking  a  proper  view  of  this  question, 
can  fail  to  consent  to  extend  to  their  Roman 
Catholic  fellow-citizens  the  same  privileges  which 
they  enjoy  themselves.  I  cannot  give  my  support 
to  a  proposition  which  would  deprive  the  Roman 
Catholic  population  of  the  North-West  from  the 
enjoyment  of  the  privileges  which  the  Protestants 
of  the  Province  of  Quebec  have  enjoyed  and  do 
enjoy,  and  I  believe  will  continue  to  enjoy  in  the 
future.  I  cannot  consent  to  give  my  support  to  a 
motion  which  at  some  time  or  other — if  it  would 
not  have  that  immediate  effect — would  compel  the 
Roman  Catholics  of  the  North-West  to  either 
allow  their  children  to  grow  up  in  ignorance,  or  to 
send  them  to  schools  which  it  would  be  a  violation 
of  their  religious  convictions  to  send  them  to. 
Therefore,  I  am  opposed  to  a  portion  of  the  motion 
of  my  hon.  friend  from  South  Middlesex,  and  I  am 
also  opposed  to  the  amendment  moved  by  the  hon. 
member  for  West  York. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  wish  to  say  just 
one  word  upon  this  question.  Two  years  ago,  when 
the  lion,  member  for  North  Simcoe(Mr.  McCarthy) 
introduced  a  Bill  in  regard  to  separate  schools  and 
the  dual  languages,  my  intention  was  to  vote  for 
the  Bill.  Afterwards  an  amendment  was  adopted, 
Mr.  Devlin. 


which  I  called  a  compromising  amendment,  and 
against  which  I  voted,  and  the  Bill  was  not  reached 
to  vote  on.  I  said  then,  as  I  say  now,  that  this  is  a 
question  which  the  Parliament  of  Canada  must 
face,  either  to-day  or  some  day  in  the  near  future, 
and  we  might  as  well  look  it  fairly  and  squarely  in 
the  face,  and  decide  now  what  is  best  to  be  done. 
The  North-West  Territories  will  soon  Ije  a  province. 
They  have  now  very  largely  the  powers  of  a  pro¬ 
vince.  The  people  who  live  in  the  Territories  have 
gone  there  for  the  purpose  of  working  out  their 
future  destiny,  and  making  the  very  best  they  can 
of  the  circumstances  in  which  they  are  placed  ; 
and  I  think  we  would  be  derelict  in  our  duty  if  we 
did  not  give  them  control  over  their  own  affairs, 
and  say  to  them  :  You  can  have  separate  schools  if 
you  please,  or  a  national  school  system  if  j  on 
please,  and  you  can  have  both  languages  if  you 
please,  or  only  one — decide  for  yourselves.  That 
is  a  question  which  this  Parliament  must  face  ; 
and  I  cannot,  for  the  life  of  me,  understand  how 
those  who  have  been  for  years  talking  of  pro¬ 
vincial  rights,  and  declaring  that  the  provinces 
should  have  full  and  complete  control  over  matters 
of  a  local  character,  can  vote  against  giving  the 
people  of  the  North- West  power  to  say  what 
form  of  language  or  what  kind  of  schools  they 
will  have.  If  their  future  is  to  be  in  their  own 
hands,  they  must  have  power  to  work  out  that 
future  ;  but  if  we  place  burdens  upon  them,  I 
think  there  will  be  in  the  future  a  great  deal  more 
trouble  excited  by  these  questions  than  there  is  at 
the  present  time.  Therefore  the  sooner  we  put  the 
question  right  the  better.  At  present  the  country 
is  new,  there  are  not  a  great  many  people  there, 
and  the  majority  will  be  disposed  to  be  fair  to  the 
minority.  They  might  consider  it  in  their  interest 
to  continue  the  present  condition  of  affairs  ;  but  if 
the  majority  should  decide  against  separate  schools 
or  the  dual  languages,  then  the  responsibility  will 
rest  upon  that  majority,  and  will  be  taken  from 
our  shoulders  ;  and  these  sectarian  questions,  which 
cause  so  much  irritation  and  unpleasant  feeling, 
will  be  removed  from  this  Parliament.  I  am 
satisfied  that  the  Roman  Catholics  in  the  North- 
West  will  have  nothing  to  complain  of  if  we 
take  this  course,  for  I  believe  that  the  majority 
there  will  be  just  as  favourable  to  giving  them  their 
rights  as  the  majority  in  this  Parliament.  That  is 
the  reason  which  leads  me  to  favour  the  amendment 
which  has  been  moved  ;  and  while  I  support  that 
amendment,  I  say  to  the  people  of  the  North-West  : 
This  is  a  question  entirely  of  a  local  character  which 
you  have  to  settle  ;  on  your  shoulders  rests  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  working  out  your  own  destiny,  and 
you  have  the  right  to  say  whether  you  will  have 
separate  schools  and  the  dual  languages  or  not.  I 
hold  that  that  is  the  fair  way  to  dispose  of  this 
question,  and  I  feel  assured,  though  I  am  not  a 
prophet  nor  the  son  of  one,  that  the  members  of 
this  House  will  have  to  come  to  that  conclusion 
before  they  are  five  years  older. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  not 
be  disposed  to  interpose  at  this  stage  of  the  debate 
but  for  the  fact  that,  owing  to  the  order  passed  on 
Friday  last,  this  discussion  must  come  to  a  vote 
before  six  o’clock  to-day,  as  it  cannot  be  resumed 
this  session. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Oh,  yes. 
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Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  thought  there  was  au 
intimation  given  by  the  lion,  leader  of  the  House 
that  the  remnant  of  this  day  which  is  left  to  us  is 
to  be  taken  from  us.  Well,  Sir,  I  agree  most 
heartily  with  the  sentiment  that  has  fallen  from 
the  lion,  gentleman  who  has  just  resumed  his  seat, 
a  sentiment  which  found  utterance  in  the  beginning 
of  this  debate,  in  the  speech  of  the  hon.  gentleman 
who  moved  the  resolution — that  this  matter  must 
be  faced,  that  it  will  not  down  ;  and  it  is  in  the 
interest  of  all  of  us,  seeing  how  unfortunately  the 
question  excites  both  racial  and  religious  feelings 
and  prejudices,  that  at  the  earliest  possible  moment 
we  should  face  it,  deal  with  it,  and  determine  it. 
Now,  we  have  given  to  the  North-West  Assembly 
already  very  large  powers.  With  the  exception, 
perhaps,  of  the  control  of  money,  which  I  hope  at 
an  early  day  will  also  be  granted  to  them,  they 
have  almost  all  the  powers  of  a  provincial  assembly. 
That  being  so,  those  who  in  this  House  have 
declared  that  they  are  not  to  have  the  full  power 
and  control  in  the  matter  of  education,  have  at  least 
the  responsibility  resting  upon  them  of  showing 
why  the  authority  of  the  North-West  Assembly 
should  be  limited  in  that  regard.  \\  e  know  per¬ 
fectly  well  that  it  is  in  accordance  with  the  spirit 
of  the  federal  system  under  which  this  Dominion  is 
governed,  that  the  subject  of  education  is  one  of 
local  concern  ;  and  while  I  do  not  go  the  length,  and 
have  never  gone  the  length  of  saying  that  in  no  case, 
in  the  general  interest  of  the  Dominion,  should  this 
Parliament  or  this  Government  interfere  in  matters 
which  in  a  narrow  sense  are  of  local  concern,  I  hold  as 
strongly  as  any  hon.  member  on  the  floor  of  this 
Parliament  that  in  ordinary  cases,  within  the  scope 
of  our  legislation,  local  matters  should  be  dealt 
with  by  the  local  bodies  and  the  local  assemblies. 
Now,  Sir,  if  that  be  accepted  as  a  preliminary  doc¬ 
trine,  I  want  to  know  why  it  is  that  in  the  matter 
of  education  this  Parliament  undertakes  to  say 
that  the  North-West  Assembly  shall  not  have  the 
full  control  ?  I  want  to  know  why  it  was  that 
years  and  years  ago,  long  before  the  North-West 
was  settled,  this  House  enacted  as  one  of  the  organic 
laws  regulating  to  the  North-West  Territories 
that  they  should  not  have  full,  absolute  and  un¬ 
limited  power  in  the  matter  of  education  ?  I  have 
never  heard  any  answer  given  to  that  question.  I  have 
never  heard  any  suggestion  offered  why  it  was  that 
the  North- Y\  est  should  not  have  the  same  liberty 
that  the  other  provinces  have,  all  except  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Ontario  and  Province  of  Quebec  ;  and  we 
know  the  special  reason  which  existed  in  the  case 
of  those  provinces.  I  have  heard  it  said,  forsooth  : 
M  ait  till  we  grant  them  full  autonomy  ;  wait  till 
we  create  different  provinces  in  the  North-West ; 
and  when  we  create  different  provinces  there,  and 
endow  them  with  full  provincial  powers,  then  it  will 
be  time  enough  togi  ve  them  full  authority  to  deal  with 
education.  Why  should  you  deny  them  the  right  to 
consider  and  to  deal  with  the  question  of  education? 

I  can  perfectly  well  understand  the  feelings  which 
act  uate  my  Roman  Catholicfellow-citizens.  I  respect 
their  feelings  and  views ;  and  if  it  were  advisable  in 
this  country  to  give  effect  to  their  views,  I  should  not 
be  heard  saying  anything  against  them.  But  I  am 
unable  to  see  the  fair-play  on  the  part  of  Roman 
Catholics,  who  believe,  and  I  respect  their  belief,  j 
that  no  education  is  complete  unless  accompanied 
by  religious  teaching,  in  denying  to  the  other  1 


religious  bodies,  many  of  whom  hold  the  same 
views,  equal  justice  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  We  do  not  deny  to  Protestants 
the  right  to  have  separate  schools. 

Mr.  McCARTHY.  Practically  you  do.  Take 
the  Province  of  Ontario.  There  is  a  public  school 
system  there  and  a  separate  school  system  for  the 
Roman  Catholics.  Now  take  the  Protestants  of  my 
church,  many  of  whom  would  desire  to  see  their 
children  taught  in  their  schools  the  tenets  of  their 
faith  as  the  Roman  Catholics  are  taught  theirs  in 
the  separate  schools  ;  they  are  not  given  the  privilege 
of  having  separate  schools.  However,  I  do  not  desire 
to  enter  into  a  discussion  of  that  here,  but,  speaking 
for  my  own  province,  I  must  say  I  would  like  to 
see  the  power  given  that  province  to  deal  with  the 
school  question  as  other  provinces  deal  with  it ;  and 
should  the  majority  in  that  province  think  it  would 
be  better  that  we  should  have  a  system  of  education 
free  altogether  from  religious  teaching,  I  should 
desire  their  view  should  prevail.  I  respect  the 
views  put  forward  by  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen),  and  realize  that  there 
is  a  great  deal  in  what  he  has  said  with  regard 
to  secular  education,  but  I  hold  that  the  provinces 
should  be  allowed  to  work  out  this  matter  for 
themselves.  They  are  the  parties  most  competent 
to  deal  with  it  ;  and  I  would  like  to  know  why  it 
is  this  Parliament  undertakes  to  say  to  the  people 
of  the  North-West  that  in  any  ordinance  they  may 
make  regarding  education,  they  must  always  enact 
there  may  be  a  separate  school  in  every  locality  in 
that  country.  I  think  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon 
those  who  desire  to  control  the  power  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  North-West  in  that  direction,  and  I  am 
prepared  to  listen  with  every  attention  to  any  argu¬ 
ment  in  support  of  that  restriction  and  limitation. 
Therefore  I  am  in  favour  of  the  motion  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  has  brought  forward,  that  power  should  be 
given  the  Legislative*  Assembly  of  the  North-West 
Territories  to  deal  with  all  matters  pertaining  to 
education,  but  am  not  in  favour  of  his  limitation 
that  no  school  section  shall  be  interfered  with 
■without  the  consent  of  the  parties  composing  it.  It 
is  an  insult  to  the  North-West  to  say  to  them  : 
You  must  keep  perpetually  these  schools,  scattered 
here  and  there,  as  separate  schools  unless  the  par¬ 
ticular  locality  consents  to  the  legislative  body 
dealing  with  the  matter.  Let  us  trust  them,  let 
us  give  them  full  power  to  deal  with  the  matter 
themselves.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  is  sincere  in  his 
views  of  provincial  rights,  he  will  not  have  any 
reason  for  regretting  the  trust  he  will  repose  in 
the  people  of  the  North-West  in  this  or  any 
other  respect.  I  did  not  move  in  this  matter  when 
I  brought  forward  the  question  of  dual  language 
two  years  ago,  and  the  reason  I  did  not  was 
this:  I  have  not  altered  my  opinions  in  the  slightest 
respecting  it,  but  I  felt  we  ought  to  have  an  appeal 
from  the  people  of  the  North-West,  I  felt  that  we 
ought  to  have  a  representation  from  their  Assembly 
before  interfering  in  a  matter  which  I  believe  to 
be  so  absolutely  of  local  concern.  If  they  were 
satisfied  with  the  law  as  it  exists,  it  would  be  un¬ 
necessary  and  mischievous  to  bring  forward  any 
motion  in  this  Parliament  respecting  it.  But  we 
know  that  they  have  petitioned  this  House  to 
free  them  from  the  restrictions  imposed,  and  give 
them  power  to  deal  with  the  school  system  as  they 
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think  proper.  This  has  been  twice  represented 
here,  once  in  the  form  of  a  petition  and  again  in 
the  form  of  a  resolution  by  which  the  people  of  the 
North-West  desires  to  remind  the  Parliament  of 
Canada  that  they  already  asked  for  interference  in 
that  regard.  When  we  reflect  that  the  people  of 
the  North-West  are  rapidly  attaining  the  position, 
as  regard  population,  of  some  of  our  smaller 
provinces,  I  ask  the  members  from  Prince  Edward 
Island  :  On  what  grounds  do  you  venture  to 
say  to  the  people  of  the  North-West  that  they 
are  not  as  competent  to  deal  with  this  school 
question  as  you  are  ?  I  ask  my  hon.  friends  from 
British  Columbia  why  they  are  not  willing  to  al¬ 
low  the  people  of  the  North-West  to  deal  with 
their  own  schools.  In  all  probability,  in  the  next 
ten  years,  the  people  of  the  North-West  will  out¬ 
number  both  the  provinces  of  British  Colum¬ 
bia  and  Prince  Edward  Island,  which,  I  do  not 
suppose,  would  be  willing  to  part  with  their  power  as 
regards  education,  or  consider  any  interference  with 
it  by  this  Parliament  as  other  than  a  gross  outrage  on 
their  liberties  and  rights,  yet  they  are  unwilling 
that  the  North-West  Territories  should  have  the 
same  right.  It  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  discuss 
the  question  in  any  other  respect.  I  do  not  pre- 
siime  to  say  what  the  people  of  the  North-West 
will  do,  but  all  I  ask  for  them  is  liberty  to  do  what 
they  consider  is  proper  and  right.  I  do  not  enter 
into  the  discussion  as  to  whether  there  ought  or 
ought  not  to  be  separate  schools.  I  think,  to  say 
the  least,  it  would  be  injudicious  to  bring  on  the 
floor  of  Parliament  a  discussion  as  to  the  merits  of 
either  system  ;  but  I  want  the  House  to  under¬ 
stand  that  as  long  as  that  enactment  remains  on  the 
Statute-book,  so  long  do  we  compel  the  North-West 
to  have  separate  schools.  I  want  every  member  to 
realize  the  responsibility  that  he  is  taking  in  that 
regard.  In  his  own  province  he  may  be  content 
there  should  be  no  separate  schools  ;  but  when 
dealing  with  the  North-West,  where  there  is  no 
large  population,  and  from  which  there  is  no  large 
representation  here,  he  considers  this  question  as  a 
matter  of  no  consequence.  But  he  is  responsible 
to  the  whole  people  for  saying  there  should  be  sep¬ 
arate  schools  there,  although  he  must  admit  this  is 
a  matter  with  which  it  would  be  far  better  to  leave 
the  local  authorities  to  deal.  Now,  as  to  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  dual  language,  I  do  not  accept  the  advice 
put  forward  by  any  of  the  hon.  gentlemen  who  so 
far  have  addressed  us.  I  trust  I  have  grown  wiser 
a  little  since  my  last  effort,  and  I  do  not  desire  to 
excite,  in  this  discussion,  the  same  feelings  that 
were  aroused  on  a  former  occasion.  Not  that  I  do 
not  hold  as  scrongly  to  the  views  I  held  then,  not 
that  I  do  not  think  it  would  be  in  the  interests  of 
all  the  people  of  this  Dominion  if  we  spoke  the  one 
language  and  believed  in  the  one  theory  of  govern¬ 
ment,  and  so  on.  I  do  not  at  all  retract  my  opinion 
in  that  regard  ;  but  I  quite  realize  this,  that  my 
hon.  friends  from  Quebec  took  the  motion  I  made, 
which  did  not  name  the  Province  of  Quebec  but 
only  affected  the  North-West  Territories,  as  an 
attack  upon  what  they  regard  as  an  institution 
they  pride  themselves  upon  possessing  in  that 
province.  We  are  dealing  now  with  the  North- 
West,  with  that  great  country  which,  before  many 
years,  m  ill  overshadow  the  eastern  part  of  the  Domin¬ 
ion,  with  this  territory  which,  before  many  years,  will 
be  the  heart  of  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  and  we  are 
laying  the  foundations  there  of  several  great  states. 

Mr.  McCarthy. 


Now,  is  there  an  hon.  gentleman  in  Parliament 
who  believes  that,  if  he  had  to  formulate  a  constitu¬ 
tion  for  that  country,  he  would  lay  down  as  a  part 
of  its  laws,  as  the  foundation  of  its  existence,  that 
the  people  should  speak  two  separate  tongues  ? 
That  is  the  problem  we  have  to  deal  with  there. 
It  is  not  the  question  of  the  Province  of  Quebec. 
It  is  not  the  rights  that  have  grown  up  in  regard 
to  the  Province  of  Quebec,  but  we  are  now  dealing 
with  another  part  of  the  great  Dominion  of  Canada, 
and  what  I  want  to  know  is,  is  it  wise  or  prudent, 
or  statesmanlike  that  we  should,  in  establishing 
the  North-West  Territories,  at  once  say  there  are 
to  be  two  races  holding  an  equality  before  the  law 
and  that  we  desire  not  their  assimilation,  not  their 
amalgamation,  but  their  perpetuation  as  two  dis¬ 
tinctive  races,  just  as  they  are  unfortunately  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec  at  the  present  moment.  I  am 
not  dealing  at  all  with  the  loyalty  of  the  French 
Canadian.  I  am  not  dealing  from  that  point  of 
view,  but  I  am  simply  dealing  with  the  wisdom  or 
prudence  of  our  saying  that,  in  a  country  where  it 
is  the  interest  of  all  that  we  should  be  united  and 
should  form  one  nationality,  we  should  lay  down 
the  rule  that  there  shall  be  two  languages  and 
consequently  the  two  racial  distinctions  and  the 
cleavage  which  has  existed  unhappily  in  other  parts 
of  this  Dominion. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  Unhappily? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Y7es,  I  say  to  my  hon.  friend, 
unhappily.  I  think  he  will  agree  with  me,  not  least, 
amongst  the  hon.  gentlemen  who  share  his  views, 
that  it  would  be  better  for  all  of  us  if  we  all  spoke 
English  or  if  we  all  spoke  French. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  Let  all  speak  French. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  En  Francais. 

3 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  My  hon.  friend  has  me  at  a 
disadvantage  there.  I  think  my  hon.  friends,  if 
they  thought  this  matter  out  for  themselves,  if  they 
did  not  allow  themslves  to  be  swayed  by  their  pas¬ 
sions,  would  think  as  I  do.  The  proposition  which 
I  intend  to  submit  to  the  House  as  an  amendment 
to  the  resolution  is  in  accordance  with  the  view 
that  we  here  should  deal  with  this  question  of  lan¬ 
guage.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  local  concern  that 
Germans,  for  instance,  should  go  into  our  provinces 
and  decide  that  the  German  tongue  should  hold 
sway.  Surely  no  one  will  say  that  a  matter  of  that 
kind  partakes  of  local  concern.  I  repeat  what  I 
have  said  on  other  occasions  that,  if  there  is  any¬ 
thing  more  important  than  another  in  the  formation 
of  national  character,  it  is  the  question  of  language, 
and  that  is  a  question  for  this  Parliament,  having 
assumed  the  positiotf  of  the  mother  of  several 
states.  We  are  establishing  states  in  the  North- 
West,  and  in  that  sense  we  are  an  imperial 
power,  and  it  is  for  us  to  say,  and  we  have  in  fact 
said,  that,  with  the  exception  of  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  when  we  got  our  charter,  the  English 
language  was  to  be  the  language  of  the  people  of 
this  country.  We  have  said  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec  both  languages  might  prevail.  We  said 
in  this  Parliament,  at  that  time  largely  represented 
by  a  large  proportion  relatively  of  the  French 
Canadian  race,  that  the  two  languages  should  hold 
equal  rank,  but  with  regard  to  the  other  Provinces, 
New  Brunswick,  Nova  Scotia,  British  Columbia 
when  she  afterwards  came  in,  and  Prince  Edward 
Island,  there  is  no  such  rule  existing,  and  as  the 
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foundation  of  our  system  we  have  it  that  the 
English  tongue  is  to  prevail.  Then  why  have  the 
two  languages  in  the  North-West,  and  least  of 
all  why  have  them  in  the  way  in  which  they  are 
left  by  the  so-called  compromise  amendment  ? 
Formerly  it  was  permitted  to  the  people  in  their 
Legislative  Assembly  to  speak  in  both  languages. 
It  was  enacted  that  the  records  of  that  Assenffily 
should  be  recorded  in  both  languages,  that  the 
proceedings  of  the  court  should  be  in  both  languages, 
and  that  the  laws  should  be  published  in  both 
languages.  A  so-called  compromise  was  made,  but 
whom  was  the  compromise  made  between  ?  Perhaps 
my  hon.  friend  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  could 
tell,  perhaps  my  hon.  friends  on  this  side  could 
tell  also  ;  but  did  any  person  making  that  com¬ 
promise  represent  or  profess  to  represent  the 
North-West?  There  is  my  hon.  friend,  for  in¬ 
stance,  from  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin).  Is  that  part 
of  the  bargain  he  made  on  behalf  of  the  North- 
West  ?  The  political  leaders  on  either  side  of  the 
House,  anxious  to  get  rid  of  a  difficult  question, 
politically  speaking,  thought  this  was  a  compro¬ 
mise  which  might  be  agreed  upon,  but  I  should 
like  to  know  who  were  the  parties  who  made  that 
compromise,  and  why  it  should  be  regarded  as 
sacred?  What  does  it  effect  ?  What  benefit  has 
been  derived  from  the  compromise  ?  We  gave  the 
people  of  the  North-' West  power  to  say  they 
should  not  speak  both  languages  in  the  Legislative 
Assembly  ?  What  do  they  do  ?  Like  practical 
men  they  said  :  You  can  speak  in  any  language  you 
please,  and,  if  one  or  two  gentlemen  there  who 
speak  French  are  fools  enough  to  address  in  that 
language  the  great  body  who  speak  English,  the} 
will  soon  drop  that,  finding  that  they  would  take 
nothing  by  their  eloquence.  As  to  their  proceed¬ 
ings,  however,  they  are  only  to  be  recorded  in  one 
language.  There  again  as  practical  men — and  it 
shows  what  practical  men  will  do — they  say  the 
mischief  is  not  in  the  language  in  which  the  people 
speak,  because  no  one  pretends  that  there  should 
be  any  interference  with  the  sacred  right  of  speak¬ 
ing  in  any  language  a  man  chooses,  but  in 
pursuing  in  our  system  a  duality  of  language, .  if 
we  believe,  as  I  believe,  that  it  is  against  the  best 
interests  of  our  political  system.  Then  they  dealt 
with  it  as  practical  men  and  said  the  proceedings 
of  the  Assembly  should  only  be  recorded  in  one 
tongue,  and  that  is  English.  But  we  did  not 
settle  the  question.  The  mischief  to  be  got  rid  of, 
the  difficulty  to  be  obviated  is  not  because  a  few 
people  there  speak  French,  but  because  we  are  en¬ 
couraging  in  the  North-West  a  system  of  duality 
of  i  ■ace  by  holding  out  the  two  languages  as  taking 
equal  rank  and  holding  equal  sway  in  all  proceed¬ 
ings.  Then  take  the  courts.  One  of  the  hon. 
gentlemen  pointed  out  the  practical  mischief  which 
arose  from  having  the  two  languages  in  the  courts, 
and  there  is  a  great  deal  to  be  said  as  to  the  practical 
view  of  the  matter.  But  I  am  dealing  with  it  on 
higher  grounds.  I  am  not  dealing  with  this  from 
any  antipathy  to  any  race  in  this  Dominion,  but 
on  the  higher  ground  that  it  is  to  the  interest  of 
us  all  to  prevent  any  question  of  that  kind  arising 
in  the  future,  and  to  have  it  perfectly  understood 
at  the  outset  that  the  English  tongue  is  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  people  of  this  Dominion.  It  is  better 
for  all  parties  to  realize  that  at  the  earliest  moment. 
Why  should  the  subject  be  remitted  to  the  people  of 
the  North- W  est  ?  If  I  merely  looked  at  this  from  the 


practical  point  of  view',  it  would  not  make  the 
slightest  difference.  If  we  give  the  North-West 
Assembly  the  power  suggested  by  this  resolution, 
they  will  decidedly  exercise  that  power  and  repeal 
that  law,  but  why  should  we  hand  that  over  to 
them  ?  We  are  responsible  here  for  imposing  that 
law  ;  surely  we  are  the  proper  parties  here,  if  we 
believe  it  is  not  right,  to  remove  it.  Why  should 
we  cast  that  as  a  bone  of  contention  among  the 
people  of  the  North-West  ?  Why  should  not  this 
Parliament,  treating  it  as  a  matter  of  imperial  im¬ 
portance,  in  the  sense  in  which  I  use  that  term, 
remove  from  the  Statute-book  that  law  which  this 
Parliament  so  unnecessarily  put  upon  it,  and  do 
away  writh  the  distinction  which  exists  in  regard  to 
the  North-West  and  not  in  regard  to  any  of  the 
rest  of  the  Dominion,  that  there  are  to  be  the  two 
languages  there  ?  Without  occupying  the  time  of 
the  House  upon  a  subject  in  regard  to  which  my 
views  are  pretty  well  known,  I  desire  to  move  an 
amendment  in  order  to  put  my  views  on  record  in 
a  formal  way.  I  accept  what  my  hon.  friend  from 
West  York  (Mr.  Wallace)  has  moved  as  far  as  the 
schools  are  concerned.  I  do  not  accept  either  the 
motion  or  the  amendment,  so  far  as  the  language 
is  concerned.  I  say  that  here  is  the  proper  place 
for  us  to  settle  this  question  of  language,  and  there¬ 
fore  I  move  : — 

That  all  after  the  word  “That,”  in  the  original  motion 
and  the  proposed  amendment,  be  erased,  and  that  the 
following  be  substituted  instead  therefor: — 

“It  is  expedient  that  the  limitation  and  restriction  upon 
the  authority  of  the  Assembly  of  the  North-West  Territo¬ 
ries  in  the  matter  of  education,  and  the  enactments 
respecting  the  use  of  the  French  language  in  the  courts 
and  the  compulsory  publication  of  its  ordinances  in  that 
tongue,  should  be  repealed.” 

It  will  be  seen  that  I  move  simply  that  the  restric¬ 
tion  should  be  repealed,  leaving  with  them  the 
power  which  they  have  now  on  the  subject  of 
education,  as  it  stands  to-day,  but  that  on  the 
subject  of  language,  that  enactment  shall  be  elimi¬ 
nated  from  our  Statute-book. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  It  is  not  my  purpose 
to  support  any  one  of  the  motions  in  your  hands.  I 
shall  endeavour  to  address  myself  to  the  observa¬ 
tions  with  which  the  hon.  member  for  North  Sim- 
coe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  closed  his  speech.  The  hon. 
gentleman  has  expressed  himself  as  holding  the 
doctrine  enunciated  by  him  two  years  ago  in  this 
House.  Sir,  I  entertain  to-day  the  same  views  I 
expressed  then,  and  for  the  same  reasons  that  I 
opposed  this  proposition  then,  I  oppose  the  pro¬ 
position  which  he  now  submits.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  has  said  that  the  question  of  the  dual  language 
in  the  North-West  Territories  is  a  national  ques¬ 
tion,  whereas  the  establishment  of  public  schools 
is  purely  a  local  matter  ;  and  he  is  in  favour  of 
what  he  calls  the  principle  of  Local  Government  in 
the  Territories,  but  he  is  in  favour  at  the  same  time 
of  disregarding  that  principle  so  far  as  the  use  of 
the  French  language  in  the  Territories  is  concerned. 
Now,  Sir,  we  may  learn  something  from  what  has 
transpired  elsewhere  where  the  people  are  of 
different  nationalities.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  of 
the  opinion  that  it  is  highly  desirable  there  should 
be  no  language  spoken  in  this  country  but  one,  and 
in  his  opinion  it  wrould  be  best  if  that  language  wrere 
the  English  language  ;  but  it  would  be  better  that 
we  should  all  speak  French  than  that,  some 
of  us  should  speak  French  and  some  English.  I 
do  not  hold  to  that  view'  at  all.  I  am  dis- 
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posed  to  maintain  my  rights  to  speak  the  English 
tongue,  whether  in  Parliament  or  out  of  Parlia¬ 
ment,  and  I  am  disposed  to  concede  to  my  French 
fellow-countrymen  the  same  privilege  that  I  claim 
for  myself,  of  expressing  themselves  in  that  lan¬ 
guage  which  they  believe  will  best  serve  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  conveying  their  thoughts  and  presenting 
their  views  on  all  questions,  whether  those  ques¬ 
tions  be  public  or  private.  The  hon.  gentleman 
ought  to  remember  that  we  have  in  Canada  up¬ 
wards  of  one  million  people  who  speak  the  French 
language.  They  have  in  Great  Britain  upwards  of 
one  million  people  who  speak  the  Welsh,  and  they 
have  been  in  contact  with  an  English-speaking 
population  out  of  all  proportion  larger  than  the 
English  population  as  compared  with  the  French 
in  Canada  ;  yet  after  a  period  of  several  hundred 
years,  the  people  within  the  limits  of  Wales  still 
speak  the  Welsh  language,  and  the  Welsh  language 
is  used  in  all  local  matters,  whether  they  relate  to 
political  or  social  affairs,  in  a  more  marked  degree 
than  it  was  used  a  hundred  years  ago.  If  we  look 
at  our  neighbours  across  the  border  we  find  that 
when  Louisiana  was  acquired  by  the  United 
States,  the  French  language  was  spoken,  and  the 
Government  so  far  from  interfering  with  the  use  of 
the  French,  allowed  the  people  to  speak  either,  as 
they  saw  proper,  and  it  is  only  some  12  or  15  years 
ago  that  the  French  language  ceased  to  be  used  as 
a  public  language  in  the  State  of  Louisiana.  If  we 
look,  again,  at  the  territory  that  was  acquired  from 
Mexico  in  1844,  and  a  portion  of  which  was  convert¬ 
ed  into  the  State  of  California,  we  find  that  the 
Spanish  language  was  spoken  in  the  southern  part 
of  the  state  and  used  as  an  official  language  amongst 
that  section  of  the  population  that  could  only  speak 
Spanish,  until,  I  think,  1876.  And  when  you  go 
into  some  of  the  northern  states  to-day,  where 
the  population  is  largely  Norwegian,  I  believe  that 
the  Norwegian  language  is  spoken  in  the  schools, 
that  Norwegian  teachers  are  employed,  and  that 
Norwegian  books  are  used,  simply  because  the 
children  have  but  a  short  period  of  time  to  spend 
in  the  public  schools,  and  unless  they  are  permitted 
to  do  that,  the  recent  comers  from  the  northern 
portion  of  Europe  would  be  unable  to  give  their 
children  an  effective  education  at  all.  Now,  the 
people  of  the  United  States  have  so  far  proceeded 
upon  the  assumption  that  the  question  of  the 
unification  of  the  population  and  their  use  of  their 
own  language,  or  of  the  English  language,  is  a 
matter  which  will  regulate  itself  if  it  is  left  alone. 
I  have  no  doubt  that  that  will  be  the  case  with  re¬ 
gard  to  the  North-West  Territories.  If  there  is  a  large 
influx  of  French  population  therefrom  the  Province 
.  of  Quebec,  they  will  carry  the  French  language  with 
them,  and  it  will  be  perpetuated  for  an  indefinite 
period.  If  but  a  small  number  go,  and  if  they  dif¬ 
fuse  themselves  among  the  other  portions  of  the 
population,  then  they  will,  in  the  course  of  a  few 
years,  cease  to  speak  French,  because  the  use  of  a 
language  is  a  matter  of  convenience,  and  whether 
the  people  use  the  one  or  the  other,  will  depend 
entirely  upon  the  solution  that  convenience  gives  to 
the  question.  I  should  think  that  Canada  has 
difficulties  enough  without  undertaking  to  put  for¬ 
ward  any  active  exertion,  as  it  seems  to  me  is  being 
done  here,  for  the  purpose  of  creating  new,  or  of 
reviving  old  difficulties.  So  far  as  the  North-West 
Territories  are  concerned,  if  you  were  to  provoke 
a  contest  between  two-fifths  of  the  population 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


and  the  other  three-fifths  over  the  subject  of 
language,  I  do  not  think  you  would  do  much  to 
promote  immigration  into  the  North-West  Terri¬ 
tories  ;  on  the  contrary  every  effort  put  forward  in 
that  direction  would  lead  to  strife,  and  to  the  division 
of  the  country  on  the  basis  of  race,  and  serious 
mischiefs  would  ensue,  because  you  would  neutral¬ 
ize  the  energies  of  the  population  by  directing 
them  into  abnormal  and  perverted  channels. 
I  am  not  going  to  say  more  on  the  subject  of 
language.  I  do  not  think  it  is  a  matter  calling  for 
very  much  discussion.  I  believe  the  experience  of 
civilizedmeneverywhere  lias  been  thesame,  thatthis 
is  aquestion  with  which  no  Government  can  effectu¬ 
ally  deal,  and  every  attempt  to  deal  with  it  will 
only  effect  serious  injury  on  the  population.  I 
should  like  to  know  what  has  been  held  out  to 
every  person  where  civilization  exists  to-day  as  one 
of  the  strongest  evidences  of  the  despotism,  of  the 
barbarism  of  Russia,  but  her  treatment  of  Poland, 
her  attempt  to  force  the  Russian  language  on  the 
Polish  people.  And  when  England  a  few  years 
ago  entered  into  a  discussion  with  Denmark  to  pre¬ 
vent  a  conflict  between  Denmark  on  the  one  side 
and  Austria  and  Prussia  on  the  other,  she  pressed 
on  the  Government  of  Denmark  not  to  attempt  to 
force  the  use  of  the  Danish  language  on  those  pro¬ 
vinces  in  which  the  German  language  was  spoken, 
and  they  pointed  out  in  that  correspondence  what 
an  unfavourable  impression  on  the  public  mind  of 
the  world  Denmark  would  make  if  she  undertook 
to  deal  with  her  subjects  in  Schleswig-Holstein  in 
the  way  she  had  attempted.  That  is  not  simply 
the  opinion  of  Great  Britain  alone.  It  is  the 
opinion  on  which  civilized  men  and  statesmen  have 
acted  everywhere  except  where  despotic  government 
exists,  as  that  which  exists  in  Russia.  But  I  pass 
away  from  this  subject  of  language,  because  there 
are  a  number  of  hon.  gentlemen  who  are  interested 
in  the  question,  and  I  have  no  doubt  it  will  be  dis¬ 
cussed  by  them,  and  I  turn  my  attention,  and  I 
invite  the  attention  of  the  House,  to  the  view 
which  has  been  expressed  on  sovereign  rights,  the 
rights  of  self-government,  by  the  hon.  member  for 
North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  as  applying  to  the 
people  of  the  North-West  Territories.  Let  us  look 
for  a  moment  at  the  subject  of  the  British  North 
America  Act.  Those  peopffi  as  a  community  have 
had  no  voice  in  the  distribution  of  power,  no  saying 
as  to  what  powers  should  be  allotted  to  the  Federal 
Government  or  what  powers  should  be  allotted  to 
the  Governments  of  the  different  provinces.  That 
is  aquestion  which  was  settled  not  by  them,  but  a 
question  that  was  settled  for  them.  It  was  the 
public  men  who  took  part  in  the  formation  of  the 
constitution  who  determined  that  question,  not 
merely  for  the  provinces  which  as  corporations 
under  the  British  North  America  Act  were  united, 
but  for  all  those  political  corporations  that  became 
provinces  under  the  Act  for  all  time  to  come.  I  do 
not  understand  this  doctrine  of  sovereign  rights,  of 
1  ocal  self-government  as  it  has  been  put  forward  by  the 
hon.  gentleman.  I  understand  that  where  a  central 
Government  holds  a  large  extent  of  territory  on 
its  own  account  over  which  it  exercised  sovereign 
jurisdiction,  it  determines  not  merely  what  shall  be 
the  extent  of  its  own  authority,  but  it  determines 
all  questions  of  general  policy  in  the  constitution  of 
the  union  between  itself  and  the  provinces.  Let  us 
look,  for  instance,  at  the  question  as  shown  in  the 
history  of  the  United  States.  For  instance,  the 
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constitution  of  the  United  States  was  not  framed 
by  40  states  ;  it  was  framed  by  13.  All  the  states 
that  came  in  subsequently  had  no  voice  in  deter¬ 
mining  the  extent  of  their  local  authority  ;  they 
had  it  determined  for  them.  It  was  determined  by 
those  who  first  instituted  the  Government.  If  you 
adopt  the  other  view,  that  put  forward  by  the  hon. 
member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  you 
would  have  no  such  thing  as  a  permanent  govern¬ 
ment  at  all.  Why  should  the  people  who  are  rot 
ting  in  the  churchyards  of  the  Province  of  Ontario 
and  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  who  framed  the 
constitution  30  years  ago,  determine  for  us  what 
these  constitutions  shall  be?  There  is  such  a 
thing  as  continuity  in  government,  and  the  people 
who  go  into  a  territory  go  there  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  the  character  of  the  Local  Government, 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  constitrrtion,  shall 
be  such  as  the  central  Government,  that  exercises 
the  sovereign  authority  in  the  first  instance, 
shall  determine  for  it.  That  is  as  I  understand 
the  constitution.  That  is  the  doctrine  recognized 
in  the  constitution  of  the  neighbouring  republic. 
What  does  that  constitution  say  ?  It  says  that 
each  state  shall  have  a  republican  form  of  gov¬ 
ernment.  Can  ::he  state  determine  that  the 
government  shall  be  some  other  form  ?  Can  the 
state  determine  to  adopt  a  form  of  government 
incompatible  with  the  constitution  ?  No.  The 
powers  of  the  state  depend  on  the  constitution 
given  by  the  original  thirteen  states.  They  made 
the  constitution  in  the  first  instance,  and  the  other 
states  that  have  come  in  subsequently  took  that 
constitution  in  accordance  with  those  provisions, 
subject  to  be  altered  only  in  the  way  the  constitu¬ 
tion,  as  framed  by  the  original  thirteen  states  or 
by  the  people  of  those  states,  provides.  I  hold  in 
my  hand  Mr.  Cooley’s  book  on  “  The  American 
Constitution,”  and  I  wish  to  read  a  paragraph  from 
that  work  with  respect  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States  over  the  government  of  the  terri¬ 
tories,  and  hon.  gentlemen  will  see  that  this  doc¬ 
trine  of  squatter’s  sovereignty  which  has  been  put 
forward  here  to-day  has  never  found  a  place  in  the 
government  of  the  territories  of  the  United  States 
— or  at  all  events  it  found  a  place  but  for  a  moment 
of  time,  which  led  to  a  civil  war,  and  which  was 
superseded  by  the  results  of  that  war.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  have  power  to  make  all 
needful  rules  and  regulations  respecting  the 
territories.  That  is  the  power  we  possess.  That 
is  the  power  which  we  used  when  we  formed  the 
North-West  Territories.  How  far  we  should  re¬ 
tain  the  government  in  our  hands,  how  far  we 
should  entrust  the  government  to  the  people  of  the 
territories  was  a  matter  of  expediency,  a  matter  to 
be  determined  by  experience  and  by  local  circum¬ 
stances.  If  this  doctrine  is  to  be  applied  to  a 
territory,  it  is  equally  applicable  to  a  municipality, 
and  yet  we  do  not  recognize  it  with  respect  to  any 
municipality.  In  a  province,  is  a  city,  or  township, 
or  town  permitted  to  determine  the  extent  of  its 
own  power  or  the  character  of  its  municipal  insti¬ 
tutions  for  itself  ?  Can  we  determine  for  each  city, 
town  or  township  these  powers  ?  Let  us  see  what 
is  said  on  this  matter  by  Mr.  Cooley.  He  says  : 

“  It  is  no  doubt  most  consistent  with  the  general  theory 
of  republican  institutions  that  the  people  everywhere 
should  be  allowed  self-government ;  but  it  has  never  been 
deemed  a  matter  of  right  that  a  local  community  should 
be  suffered  to  lay  the  foundation  of  institutions,  and  erect 
a  structure  of  government  thereon,  without  the  guidance 


and  restraint  of  a  superior  authority.  Even  in  the  older 
states,  where  society  is  most  homogeneous  and  has  fewest 
of  the  elements  of  disquiet  and  disorder,  the  state  reserves 
to  itself  the  right  to  shape  municipal  institutions;  and 
towns  and  cities  are  only  formed  under  its  direction,  and 
according  to  the  rules,  and  within  the  limits  the  state  pre¬ 
scribes.  With  still  less  reason  could  the  settlers  in  new 
territories  be  suffered  to  exercise  sovereign  powers. 
The  practice  of  the  Government,  originating  before  the 
adoption  of  the  constitution,  has  been  for  Congre=s  to 
establish  governments  for  the  territories;  and  whether 
the  jurisdiction  over  the  district  has  been  acquired  from 
the  states,  or  by  treaty  with  a  foreign  power,  Congress 
has  unquestionably  full  power  to  govern  it,  and  the 
people,  except  as  Congress  shall  provide  therefor,  are  not 
of  right  entitled  to  participate  in  political  authority,  until 
the  territory  becomes  a  state.  Meanwhile  they  are  in  a 
condition  of  temporary  pupilage  and  dependence  ;  and 
while  Congress  will  be  expected  to  recognize  the  principle 
of  self-government  to  such  extent  as  may  seem  wise,  its 
discretion  alone  can  constitute  the  measure  by  which  the 
participation  of  the  people  can  be  determined.” 

That  is  the  American  rule.  It  is  the  rule  which 
experience  points  out  to  be  necessary.  These  hon. 
gentlemen  insist  that  before  the  territory  pos¬ 
sesses  any  of  these  organic  elements  which  are 
necessary  to  the  constitution  of  a  province  and  a 
successful  working  of  parliamentary  government, 
that  it  shall  have  all  the  rights  and  powers  of  a 
province.  Experience  in  the  neighbouring  republic 
has  not  induced  them  to  possess  that  view.  Their 
experience  has  been  much  longer  than  ours,  and  I 
think  it  would  be  a  great  mistake  on  our  part  to 
adopt  any  view  like  that.  Some  hon.  gentlemen 
have  said  here  that  this  is  a  question  of  state 
rights,  and  they  have  referred  to  the  question  of 
state  rights  that  was  settled  by  the  civil  war  in 
the  neighbouring  republic.  Why,  Sir,  there  is  no 
question  of  state  rights  here,  and  there  is  no  party 
advocating  anything  approaching  the  doctrine  of 
state  rights  in  Canada.  The  doctrine  of  state 
rights  in  the  United  States  was  that  each  state  is 
sovereign  ;  not  sovereign  simply  as  to  the  extent 
of  its  authority,  but  absolutely  sovereign  over  all 
the  powers  vested  in  either  Congress  or  the  state. 
It  was  said  that  Congress  was  simply  an  assembly 
of  ambassadors  acting  under  instructions  Loin  the 
sovereign  state,  and  that  the  state  being  sovereign 
had  a  right  to  insist  upon  withdrawal,  just  the 
same  as  if  the  great  sovereign  power’s  of  Europe 
were  represented  in  a  congress  of  ambassadors, 
and  were  not  satisfied  with  what  was  being 
done,  they  could  instruct  their  representatives  to 
withdraw  and  to  repudiate  the  whole  arrangement. 
That  is  a  doctrine  that  has  never  found  support  in 
the  courts  of  the  United  States,  or  by  a  majority 
in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  ;  and  the 
men  anxious  for  the  perpetuation  of  slavery  were 
in  favour  of  such  a  doctrine.  I  would  like  to 
know  whether  any  hon.  gentleman  would  say 
that  the  Territories  should  have  the  right,  in  the 
exercise  of  self-government,  to  establish  slavery  ? 
Would  a  territory  in  the  exercise  of  its  right  of 
self-government  have  a  right  to  admit  the  Mormon 
population  from  Utah  ?  Suppose  you  had  a  majority 
of  people  coming  to  a  territory  from  the  State  of 
Utah,  who  insisted  upon  legalizing  polygamy, 
would  you  permit  them  to  exercise  that  power  and 
to  legislate  with  regard  to  domestic  matters  of  that 
kind  ?  Of  course  you  would  not.  You  would  repud¬ 
iate  such  a  claim  at  once,  and  you  would  say  that 
such  a  power  would  be  beyond  the  limits  of  the  local 
constitution.  You  would  not  listen  for  a  moment 
to  the  proposition,  that  these  people,  not  having 
been  parties  to  the  original  compact,  were  not  bound 
by  it,  and  before  they  came  in  they  had  a  right  to 
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discuss  the  question  how  much  of  the  British  North 
America  Act  they  would  recognize  as  binding  upon 
them.  The  peopleof  this  Dominionsitting  here,  as  a 
matter  of  public  policy  will  determine  how  far  they 
will  recognize  the  principle  of  separate  schools  and 
how  far  they  will  not,  in  the  establishment  of  gov¬ 
ernments  in  the  Territories.  A  few  years  ago  they 
thought  it  was  expedient,  looking  at  what  tran¬ 
spired  in  Ontario  and  Quebec,  as  these  were  the 
larger  provinces  of  the  Dominion  and  represented 
the  greater  portion  of  the  population,  to  give  effect 
in  the  Territories  to  the  terms  of  settlement  that 
lias  been  arrived  at  as  a  solution  of  the  educational 
question  in  these  provinces.  Whether  wise  or 
unwise,  that  was  done.  What  reason  is  there  at 
this  moment  for  altering  it  ?  Has  there  been  any 
great  grievance  sprung  up?  Has  any  practical  mis¬ 
chief  grown  out  of  it  ?  I  do  not  think  so,  and  I 
think,  looking  at  how  extremely  sensitive  a  large 
portion  of  the  population  of  this  country  is  upon 
this  question,  that  instead  of  it  being  a  wise  course 
to  undertake  to  force  upon  the  attention  of  this 
House  the  consideration  of  this  question  at  the 
present  time ;  it  is  an  extremely  mischievous 
course.  It  is  one  not  in  the  public  interest  and  one 
that  certainly  cannot  promote  harmony  and  the 
well-being  of  the  population  of  the  Territories.  Sir, 
the  hon.  gentleman,  if  he  will  take  the  trouble  of 
examining  into  the  solution  of  this  question  and  the 
results  elsewhere,  will  find  that  the  course  taken  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  on  the  whole  produced  the 
most  satisfactory  results  on  this  continent  on  the 
educational  question.  I  do  not  think  that  he  should 
come  here  simply  as  a  political  theorist  to  advocate 
views  of  abstract  political  philosophy  and  under¬ 
take  to  shape  them  into  law.  We  ought  to  look  at 
practical  results,  we  ought  to  look  at  the  character 
of  our  population,  we  ought  to  look  not  merely  on 
what  we  believe  would  in  the  abstract  be  best  for 
every  person,  but  we  ought  to  look  to  the  prejudices 
of  the  people  as  well  as  to  their  principles  in  so  far 
as  we  can  avoid  every  ground  of  friction  and  of 
irritation.  So  far  as  Ontario  is  concerned  she  has 
recognized  the  principle  of  separate  schools.  She 
has  given  to  the  Protestant  minority  and  to  the 
Homan  Catholic  population  where  they  demand  it, 
the  privilege  of  establishing  a  separate  school. 
That  has  not  been  done  in  the  various  states  of  the 
Union  ;  and  I  wish  to  call  the  attention  of  the  House 
to  the  fact  that  to-day  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
there  is  a  smaller  percentage  of  the  Catholic 
population  in  the  separate  schools  than  there  is 
in  the  State  of  New  York  in  the  parish  schools 
where  there  is  no  provision  made  for  a  separate 
system.  There  is  a  smaller  percentage  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  population  in  Ontario  in  the  separate 
schools  than  there  is  in  the  parish  schools  of  the 
State  of  Michigan  where  they  have  no  separate 
school  system.  What  is  the  practical  working 
out  of  the  Michigan  system?  It  is  this  :  When  the 
Roman  Catholic  community  is  dissatisfied,  or  strong 
enough,  they  organize  themselves  voluntarily  into 
a  parish  school.  They  employ  their  own  teacher, 
and  there  is  no  public  supervision  over  that  teacher. 
If  the  people  are  poor  the  chances  are  that  the 
teacher  will  be  a  person  of  rather  inferior  educa¬ 
tion,  and  the  instruction  given  in  these  parish 
schools  is  altogether  inferior  to  that  given  in  the 
separate  schools  of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  In 
Ontario  you  have  to-day  practically  the  same  class 
of  teachers  possessing  the  same  qualifications  in 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


the  separate  schools  that  you  have  in  the  public 
schools.  They  undergo  a  public  examination,  they 
receive  certificates  in  the  same  way,  and  since  the 
Catholic  population  has  been  given  representation 
on  the  High  School  Boards,  a  large  number  of  the 
children  are  attending  these  High  Schools.  They 
are  receiving  their  education,  they  are  being  em¬ 
ployed  as  teachers,  and  in  many  cases  they  are  not 
giving  encouragement  to  the  establishment  of  sepa¬ 
rate  schools  where  the  public  schools  give  to  the 
Roman  Catholic  population  adequate  protection. 
I  say,  Sir,  there  is  no  public  school  system  on  this 
continent  producing  more  satisfactory  results,  and 
being  worked  out  with  less  friction  than  the  school 
system  of  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

It  being  six  o’clock,  the  Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

INTERCOLONIAL  RAILWAY— ACCIDENT 
AT  NEW  GLASGOW. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Before  proceeding  to  the  Orders 
of  the  Day,  I  desire  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
Government  to  a  matter  of  considerable  importance 
to  a  portion  of  the  county  from  which  I  come.  On 
last  Tuesday  a  serious  accident  occurred  on  George 
street,  in  the  town  of  New  Glasgow,  which  is 
crossed  by  the  railway.  There  is  a  flagman  at 
that  point,  and  an  excellent  man  he  is,  who  per¬ 
forms  his  duty  well ;  but  there  is  a  very  large  traffic 
on  the  street,  many  people  passing  continually. 
An  old  gentleman,  a  very  respectable  resident  of 
the  town,  was  killed  on  the  track.  The  flagman 
was  there,  but  the  old  gentleman  was  a  little  deaf. 
Several  accidents  have  occurred  at  the  same  point, 
two  or  three  of  them  almost  fatal,  during  the  past 
year.  I  want  to  call  the  attention  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  the  finding  of  the  jury  at  the  inquest, 
which  was  as  follows  : — 

“  We  find  that  the  deceased,  John  McNeil,  came  to  his 
death  by  being  accidentally  struck  by  a  train  while  cross¬ 
ing  the  railway  at  George  street.  No  blame  attaches  to 
the  flagman  or  train  hands.  The  jury  would  strongly 
recommend  that  gates  be  placed  at  George  street  crossing, 
as  the  evidence  submitted  shows  the  urgent  necessity  for 
some  improvement  upon  the  present  system  of  guarding 
the  crossing.” 

That  is  the  finding  of  a  jury  composed  of  leading 
citizens  of  the  town  of  New  Glasgow,  and  I  have 
to  ask  the  Government  to  look  at  once  into  this 
matter,  which  is  one  of  very  great  importance  to 
the  people  there,  particularly  as  a  large  number  of 
children  belonging  to  the  eastern  part  of  the  town 
have  to  cross  the  track  morning,  noon  and  after¬ 
noon  going  to  and  from  school.  I  hope  the  Govern¬ 
ment  will  at  once  have  placed  there  the  regular 
apparatus  used  in  towns.  •  There  will  be  no  addi¬ 
tional  expense,  as  the  flagman  who  is  there  now,  a 
very  capable  man,  can  attend  to  it. 

Mr.  McDOUGALD  (Pictou).  I  quite  agree  with 
the  observations  made  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Guysborough.  I  have  to  corroborate  the  statement  he 
has  made  as  to  the  importance  of  the  traffic  at  that 
point,  and  I  hope  the  Government  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Railways  will  give  their  immediate  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  matter.  The  verdict  of  the  jury  urges 
the  necessity  of  placing  gates  at  this  crossing.  I  do 
not  know  that  that  would  have  prevented  the 
lamentable  accident  that  occurred,  but  I  am  cer¬ 
tain  that  the  construction  of  gates  there  will  be  the 
means  of  providing  against  accidents  in  the  future. 
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Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  will  bring  this  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  attention  of  the  Minister  of  Railways 
as  soon  as  possible,  and  I  am  sure  that  everything 
will  be  done  that  is  possible  to  avoid  such  deplor¬ 
able  accidents  in  the  future. 

ENQUIRIES  FOR  RETURNS. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Government  when  the  return  in  reference  to  the 
number  and  cost  of  Royal  Commissions  will  be 
brought  down  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  I  told  the 
lion,  gentleman  that  on  Monday  last  I  would  either 
have  the  return  or  some  answer  to  his  question, 
and  the  return  was  given  to  me  to  be  laid  on  the 
Table  on  that  day  ;  but  I  found  that  it  was  inac¬ 
curate  in  some  respects,  and  had  to  be  corrected. 
As  soon  as  that  is  done  it  will  be  brought  down. 
It  included  charges  that  did  not  refer  to  Royal 
Commissions  at  all. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  As  to  the  other  return  in 
reference  to  elections  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  made  enquiry  about 
that,  and  I  am  told  that  no  such  return  was  ever 
ordered. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  It  was  ordered  by  the 
House  last  session. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  was  told  that  was 
not  so,  but  I  will  ascertain  whether  it  was  or  not. 
If  it  was,  the  order  does  not  seem  to  have  reached 
the  proper  department,  for  they  know  nothing 
about  it. 

THE  LIEUTENANT  GOVERNOR  OF  PRINCE 
EDWARD  ISLAND. 


OBSERVANCE  OF  THE  LORD’S  DAY. 

Mr.  CHARLTON  moved  that  the  House  resolve 
itself  into  Committee  on  Bill  (No.  2)  to  secure  the 
better  observance  of  the  Lord’s  Day,  commonly 
called  Sunday.  He  said  :  As  a  number  of  the 
members  of  the  House  have  been  engaged  in  cele¬ 
brating,  in  a  social  and  friendly  way,  the  elevation 
of  a  member  from  the  ranks  of  this  House  to  the 
position  of  Lieutenant  Governor  of  Ontario,  and 
are  in  a  pleasant  frame  of  mind,  I  hope  I  may  ask 
to-night  for  the  courtesy  of  the  consideration  at 
least  in  committee  of  the  provisions  of  this  Bill. 
The  Bill,  I  need  hardly  say,  was  assassinated  or 
strangled  in  committee  a  few  nights  ago,  and  sub¬ 
sequently,  by  the  courtesy  of  the  House,  it  was 
restored  to  its  position  on  the  Order  Paper.  The 
friends  of  the  Bill  may,  I  think,  claim  consideration 
for  it  in  committee  for  two  reasons.  One  is  the 
significant  fact  that  the  leader  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  been  kind  enough  to  intimate  that 
one  of  the  provisions  of  the  Bill  would  be  accepted 
by  him  in  a  modified  form.  Another  reason  is  that 
the  Bill  is  advocated  by  a  very  large  and  very 
respectable  portion  of  the  population  of  Canada. 
It  is  endorsed  by  various  church  courts,  including 
the  General  Assembly  of  the  Presbyterian  Church, 
the  General  Conference  of  the  Methodist  Church, 
the  Synods  of  the  Church  of  England,  the  Church 
Courts  of  the  Baptist  Church,  and  various  other 
religious  bodies  ;  and  whether  it  meets  with  the 
acceptance  and  support  of  the  great  majority  of  the 
people  of  Canada,  it  certainly  is  a  measure  which 
is  entitled  to  the  courtesy  of  the  consideration  of 
this  House  in  committee.  I,  therefore,  move  that 
the  House  now'  resolve  itself  into  Committee  to 
consider  the  Bill. 


Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I. )  The  lion,  leader  of  the 
House  intimated  to  me  the  other  day  that  he  would 
be  prepared  at  the  beginning  of  this  week  to  make 
a  statement  in  reference  to  the  intended  action  of 
the  Government  in  regard  to  the  Bill  reserved  by 
the  Lieutenant  Governor  of  Prince  Edward  Island. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  did  make  that 
statement  to  the  lion,  gentleman,  and  I  received  on 
Saturday  a  letter  from  His  Honour  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  containing  some  explanations  on  the  sub¬ 
ject.  When  the  lion,  member  for  Queen’s  last 
brought  the  subject  to  the  notice  of  the  House,  I 
understood  from  him  that  the  matter  was  very 
urgent,  inasmuch  as  in  the  ordinary  course  a 
general  election  would  take  place  in  that  province 
some  time  during  the  present  summer. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.  I. )  Within  the  year. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  And  with  that  under¬ 
standing  I  felt  that  a  statement  on  the  subject 
should  be  made  as  quickly  as  possible.  I  am  now 
informed  that  the  time  for  the  general  election 
will  not  be  reached  until,  I  think,  1894,  at  any  rate 
not  before  the  spring  of  1893,  and  the  Bill  contains 
no  provision  which  wrould  anticipate  that  event. 
If  such  be  the  case,  I  would  prefer  not  to  enter 
into  the  subject  until  after  the  session,  when  it 
can  be  taken  up  and  considered  carefully. 

Mr.  DAVIES (P. E.I.)  I  will  take  an  opportunity 
of-  referring  again  to  the  letter  of  the  Attorney 
General,  and  I  may  again  bring  the  matter  to  the 
attention  of  the  hon.  gentleman.  I  know  that  he 
considered  it  urgent. 


House  divided  on  motion  of  Mr.  Charlton  : 

Yeas  : 

Messieurs 
Laurier, 


Allan, 

Armstrong, 

Bain  (Wentworth), 
Beith, 

Bennett, 

Bowell, 

Bowman, 

Boyle, 

Brown, 

Cameron, 

Carling, 

Caron  (Sir  Adolphe), 
Cartwright  (Sir  Richard) , 
Casey, 

Charlton, 

Choquette, 

Christie, 

Coatsworth, 

Cochrane, 

Cockburn, 

Colter, 

Craig, 

Daly, 

Davies, 

Davin, 

Dawson, 

Featherston, 


Ferguson  (Leeds  and  G  rend, Somerville, 


Lowell, 

Macdonald  (King’s), 
Macdonald  (Winnipeg), 
McAlister, 

McCarthy, 

McDougald  (Pictou), 
McLennan, 

McLeod, 

McMillan  (Huron), 
McMullen, 

Mills  (Annapolis), 

Mills  (Bothwell), 
Montague, 

O’Brien, 

Paterson  (Brant), 
Patterson  (Colchester), 
Perry, 

Pridham, 

Putnam, 

Rider, 

-Roorne, 

Rosamond, 

Rowand, 

Sc  river, 

Semple, 

Smith  (Ontario), 


Flint, 
Foster, 
Fraser, 
Gibson, 
Gillmor, 
Henderson, 
Hodgins, 
Ingram, 
Innes, 
Kaulbach, 
Landerkin, 


Sproule, 

Stairs, 

Stevenson, 

Sutherland, 

Taylor, 

Temple, 

Thompson  (Sir  John), 
Welsh, 

Wilson , 

Wood  (Brockville).— 77. 
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Nays  : 
Messieurs 


Adams, 

Amyot, 

Bain  (Soulanges), 

Barnard, 

B^chard, 

Bergeron, 

Bourassa, 

Brodeur, 

Carroll, 

Chapleau, 

Costigan, 

Davis, 

Denison, 

Desjardins  (Hochelaga), 
Desjardins  (L’Islet), 
Devlin, 

Dewdney, 

Dickey, 

Dugas, 

Dupont, 

Earle,  t 

Fremont, 

Geoffrion, 

Gillies, 

Girouard  (Two  Mountains), 


Godbout, 

Gordon, 

Grandbois, 

Haggart, 

Hughes, 

La  Riviere, 

Leduc, 

Legris, 

Macdonell  (Algoma), 
Maclean  (York), 

McKay, 

Madill, 

Monet, 

North  rup, 

Ouimet, 

Proulx, 

Rinfret, 

Robillard, 

Tisdale, 

Tupper, 

Turcotte, 

Tyrwhitt, 

Vaillancourt, 

Wallace, 

White  (Cardwell). — 50. 

into 


Motion  agreed  to,  and  House  resolved  itself 
Committee. 

(In  the  Committee.) 


On  section  1, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  have  had  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  committee  to  this  clause  more  than 
once,  contending  that  it  is  inexpedient  for  this  Par¬ 
liament  to  undertake  to  deal,  as  a  part  of  the  crim¬ 
inal  law,  with  what  hours  men  should  go  to  work 
on  a  paper  to  be  published  on  Monday,  and  I  will 
not  repeat  my  remarks.  The  various  features  of 
this  clause  have  been  brought  to  notice,  and  it  has 
been  pointed  out  that  there  is  power  in  any  Prov¬ 
incial  Legislature  to  prohibit  the  publication  of  a 
newspaper  on  Sunday,  and  that  the  time  fixed  in 
this  Bill  for  going  to  work  on  a  Monday  paper  is 
entirely  arbitrary,  without  any  foundation  in  the 
principle  which  regulates  Sunday  observance  from  a 
religious  point  of  view.  I,  therefore,  propose  to 
take  the  sense  of  the  committee  by  moving  that 
the  first  clause  be  struck  out. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  With  reference  to  the  posi¬ 
tion  taken  by  the  Minister  of  Justice,  it  may  be 
true  that  the  provision  with  regard  to  hours  allowed 
for  work  upon  a  Monday  morning  paper  is  an 
arbitrary  provision.  It  would  have  been,  I  am  free 
to  admit,  more  consonant  with  the  principles  of 
Sunday  observance  to  have  entirely  prohibited 
work  on  newspapers  on  the  evening  of  the  Sabbath, 
blit  it  was  held  that  such  work,  to  a  limited  extent, 
came  within  the  limits  of  works  of  necessity.  Of 
course  it  is  necessary  to  perform  various  kinds  of 
labour  upon  the  Lord’s  Day  ;  the  sick  must  be 
taken  care  of,  food  must  be  prepared,  and  other 
works  of  necessity  may  be  performed  in  accordance 
with  the  spirit  of  the  Divine  law  ;  and  a  full  consi¬ 
deration  of  this  question  led  the  committee  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  a  certain  amount  of  labour  was  necessary 
in  the  preparation  for  the  Monday  morning  issue 
of  a  newspaper.  The  committee  concluded  that  if 
the  employes  were  allowed  to  begin  work  at  nine 
o’clock  in  the  evening,  thus  permitting  their 
attendance  at  Divine  worship,  they  could  perform 
the  work  necessary  to  get  out  the  paper  in  time. 
However,  I  suppose  we  must  bow  to  the  decision 
of  the  Minister  of  Justice  in  this  matter,  if  he  holds 
that  this  provision  comes  more  properly  within  the 
purview  of  provincial  legislation  ;  but  nevertheless 
Mr.  Charlton. 


I  deem  it  proper  to  submit  the  matter  to  the  House 
and  let  the  committee  decide. 

Mr.  O’BRIEN.  I  have  had  some  little  experience 
in  the  publication  of  newspapers  ;  and  while  it  is 
proper  that  the  publisher  of  a  newspaper  which 
comes  out  on  Monday,  should  be  allowed  to  have 
the  small  amount  of  work  required  to  be  done  on 
the  Sunday,  done  during  that  day,  and  while  that 
is  a  matter  which  should  be  regulated  by  the  con¬ 
venience  of  the  persons  engaged  in  the  trade  rather 
than  by  the  public  at  large,  yet  the  distinction  be¬ 
tween  that  and  the  publication  of  a  Sunday  news¬ 
paper  is  very  decided  and  distinct,  because  the 
latter  must  necessarily  involve  a  large  amount  of 
work  upon  the  Sunday.  I  certainly  shall  oppose 
any  motion  which  has  the  effect  of  supporting  the 
publication  of  a  Sunday  newspaper  ;  and  I  shall 
vote  for  the  clause  as  it  stands  because  I  think  the 
publication  of  a  Sunday  newspaper  is  altogether 
unnecessary  and  uncalled  for  by  any  considerations 
of  a  social,  political,  or  any  other  nature.  This 
is  altogether  independent  and  apart  from  the 
publication  of  a  Monday  paper.  That  may  involve 
of  necessity  a  certain  amount  of  work  being  done 
on  the  Sunday,  and  is  a  matter  for  consideration 
between  the  publisher  and  his  employes  ;  but  the 
publication  of  a  paper  on  Sunday  involves  the  ne¬ 
cessity  of  work  upon  that  day,  and  compels  the 
publisher  to  order  his  employes  to  work  then, 
whether  they  will  or  not,  bringing  them  within  the 
class  of  employes  to  whom  I  have  referred  upon  a 
previous  occasion  in  this  connection  when  I  spoke 
of  the  employes  on  Government  railways  and 
canals.  A  printer  will  have  the  option  of  saying 
whether  he  will  work  or  not  on  a  Sunday  when 
employed  on  a  newspaper  published  on  the  Monday, 
but  in  the  case  of  a  paper  published  on  the  Sunday 
he  has  no  option.  Therefore,  I  entirely  oppose  the 
publication  of  a  Sunday  newspaper.  It  is  entirely 
unnecessary  in  the  general  interests  of  the  commu¬ 
nity,  and  it  forces  an  obligation  on  the  employe 
whether  he  will  or  not.  That,  therefore,  is  a  subject 
in  which  he  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  law. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  I  certainly  cannot  think  that  this 
committee  will  for  a  moment  consent  to  the  passing 
of  this  clause.  To  begin  with  it  is  utterly  illogical : 

“  Whoever  shall  on  the  Lord’s  Day,  either  as  pro¬ 
prietor,  publisher  or  master,  engage  in  the  printing,  pub¬ 
lishing  or  delivering  of  a  newspaper,  journal  or  periodical 
*  *  *  provided,  however,  that  necessary  work  may  be 
performed  after  nine  o’clock  in  the  evening  of  the  Lord’s 
Day  for  the  facilitating  the  publishing  on  the  Monday 
morning  of  the  issue  of  any  daily  paper.” 

So  that  what  my  hon.  friend  wants  to  do  is  to 
characterize  work  done  at  8  o’clock  on  the  Sunday 
as  a  crime  while  the  same  work  is  perfectly  lawful 
if  done  an  hour  and  five  minutes  later.  The  thing 
is  absurd.  A  point  may  be  made  against  the  pub¬ 
lication  of  a  newspaper,  as  a  Sunday  paper,  that  in 
a  country  like  Ontario,  where  there  is  a  strong  sense 
of  the  necessity  of  the  observance  of  the  Lord’s  Day, 
it  may  be  very  offensive  to  large  numbers  of  people 
to  have  boys  running  about,  as  they  are  in  New 
York,  Chicago  and  elsewhere,  selling  papers. 
The  general  sentiment  of  Ontario  is  that  people 
should  go  respectably  to  church  and  attend  to 
their  religious  duties  on  that  day,  and  they 
do  not  want  to  have  men  hawking  newspapers  in 
the  hotels  and  elsewhere.  Therefore  a  man  sitting 
in  a  House  like  this  should  give  some  weight  to  that 
feeling  ;  but  when  we  once  agree  that  a  newspaper 
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should  be  got  ready  at  any  time  on  the  Lord’s  Day 
for  publication  on  the  Monday  morning,  to  say  that 
it  is  a  misdemeanour  to  do  that  at  8  o’clock 
which  it  would  be  all  right  to  do  at  nine  is  a  piece 
of  folly.  All  that  my  hon.  friend  really  wants  is 
that  certain  outward  decencies  shall  be  observed  ; 
and  I  can  easily  fancy  that  it  would  be  an  outrage 
to  the  conscience  of  a  man  like  himself  to  see  men 
at  work  setting  type  on  a  Sunday.  I  believe  the 
late  Hon.  George  Brown,  when  he  published  the 
Globe ,  and  his  office  was  one  that  could  be  inspected 
by  the  public,  and  who  was  a  pillar  of  the  Presby¬ 
terian  Church,  had  the  windows  of  his  office  all 
pasted  up  with  newspapers  on  that  day,  so  that  the 
people  going  to  church  could  not  see  his  men  at 
work. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  That# is  a  slander. 

Mr.  I)AVIN.  It  is  not ;  I  know  what  I  am  talk¬ 
ing  about. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  I  know,  too. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  The  hon.  gentleman  does  not  know 
what  he  is  talking  about  when  he  talks  like  that. 
He  knows  well  that  ever  since  the  Globe  has  been  a 
daily  paper  the  men  have  worked  in  that  office  on 
Sundays,  and  I  know  it  would  have  been  very  of¬ 
fensive  to  the  late  Hon.  George  Brown  if  people 
going  to  church  had  been  able  to  look  into  his  office 
and  see  his  men  at  work.  I  say  more  than  that,  I 
say  that  his  doing  that,  instead  of  being  a  piece  of 
hypocrisy,  would  have  been  a  decent  yielding  to  the 
sentiment  of  the  community  in  which  he  lived,  be¬ 
cause  he  must  have  known  that,  though  he  had  his 
men  at  work  on  the  paper  on  the  Sunday,  there 
were  strong  puritanical  elements  in  the  community 
that  would  be  outraged  if  they  were  aware  that 
people  were  working  on  the  Sunday  on  the  paper 
which  they  would  comfortably  unfold  at  their  7  or 
8  o’clock  breakfast  on  Monday  morning,  when  they 
read  the  news  which  had  been  telegraphed  and  set 
up  the  previous  day.  I  voted  for  the  second  read¬ 
ing  of  the  Bill,  because,  on  principle.  I  am  in  favour 
of  a  decent  observance  of  the  Lord’s  Day,  but  what 
decent  observance  of  that  day  have  we  as  legislators 
here  to  ask  ?  Have  we  to  ask  that  our  observance  of 
the  Lord’s  Day  shall  be  enforced  on  other  people  as  far 
as  their  private  action  is  concerned  ?  We  have  no 
authority  to  provide  here  that  men  shall  so  act  that 
their  souls  shall  be  saved.  What  we  have  to  deal 
with  are  questions  which  concern  the  decent  order¬ 
ing  of  the  community  for  which  we  make  laws.  If 
a  man  prints  his  paper  all  day  on  Sunday,  if  he  has 
his  men  working  all  day  on  Sunday,  we  have  noth¬ 
ing  to  do  with  it,  and  it  is  no  offence  and  should  be 
no  offence  against  the  laws  of  the  country,  but  it 
would  be  a  different  thing  if  he  engages  in  his  busi¬ 
ness  in  any  way  which  would  prove  offensive  to  the 
tender  consciences  of  a  certain  portion  of  the  com¬ 
munity,  because  nothing,  I  suppose,  can  be  more 
consonant  to  a  wise  view  of  legislation  than  that  the 
religious  sentiment  of  every  member  of  a  commun¬ 
ity  is  to  be  respected  and  should  not  be  unnecessar¬ 
ily  offended.  So  I  say  the  thing  is,  to  begin  with, 
stamped  with  absurdity,  to  make  that  a  misde¬ 
meanour  at  1  minute  to  9  which  is  all  right  2 
minutes  after  9.  That  is  drawing  it  very  fine  on 
the  part  of  my  hon.  friend  from  Norfolk  (Mr. 
Charlton.)  I  hope  the  committee  will  not  listen  to 
such  an  absurd  clause. 


Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  hon.  gentleman  has 
laboured  hard  to  excite  himself  and  to  make  that 
ridiculous  which  is  very  plain  and  very  commend¬ 
able.  He  talks  childish  nonsense  when  he  speaks 
of  that  as  being  lawful  after  9  which  is  not  lawful 
before.  We  know  that  that  which  it  is  lawful  to 
do  at  5  minutes  after  12  is  not  lawful  5  minutes 
before  12. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  That  is  a  very  different  thing. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  There  must  be  an  hour 
fixed.  The  principle  is  that  unnecessary  work 
shall  not  be  done  on  the  Lord’s  Day.  It  is  believed 
that  a  large  number  of  the  people  of  the  Dominion 
are  opposed  to  Sunday  newspapers.  They  think 
that  they  are  unnecessary,  and  that  their  publica¬ 
tion  on  that  day  is  an  offence  against  the  rule  of 
the  Christian  religion,  and  this  section  simply  pro¬ 
vides  that  no  newspaper  shall  be  published  on  the 
Lord’s  Day,  but  a  proviso  is  added  that  the  work 
necessary  for  the  Monday  paper,  after  the  services 
are  over,  after  the  day  is  practically  over,  shall  be 
allowed.  If  9  o’clock  is  too  early,  make  it  10,  but 
do  not  talk  childish  nonsense.  Either  alter  the 
hour  or  strike  the  proviso  out  altogether  if  you 
think  you  can  publish  your  Monday  morning  paper 
by  beginning  at  12  o’clock.  The  section  is  fairly 
well  drawn  and  is  intended  to  prevent  the  publica¬ 
tion  of  Sunday  newspapers. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  We  have  two  things  to 
consider  here,  what  legislation  is  necessary  and  by 
whom.  Now,  so  far  as  the  first  clause  of  this  Bill 
is  concerned,  I  do  not  know  how  it  is  in  all  the 
provinces,  but  in  Ontario  we  have  dealt  with  it. 
Any  one  who  will  turn  up  the  statutes  of  Ontario 
will  see  that  Sunday  observance  is  one  of  the 
subjects  upon  which  legislation  has  been  had,  on 
the  ground  that  it  is  a  matter  of  police  legislation, 
that  it  is  a  civil  right  coming  within  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  provinces  under  the  92nd  section  of  the 
British  North  America  Act.  This  Bill  provides 
that  there  shall  be  immunity  after  the  hour  of 
9  o’clock  on  Sunday  evening  to  engage  in  news¬ 
paper  work,  and  that  is  treated  as  a  work  of 
necessity.  I  do  not  know  upon  what  ground  it  is 
treated  as  a  work  of  necessity.  Suppose  men  com¬ 
menced  to  work  at  12  o’clock,  it  is  true  that  they 
could  not  get  the  paper  out  as  early  as  if  they 
commenced  at  9,  but  if  there  is  any  excuse  for- 
violating  the  last  three  hours  of  the  Sunday  because 
you  cannot  catch  the  4  o’clock  mail  on  Monday 
morning  and  if  you  do  not  catch  that  mail  your 
newspaper  will  not  reach  your  subscribers  until  a 
few  hours  later  than  if  you  were  allowed  to  use 
the  last  three  hours  of  Sunday  for  this  particular- 
work,  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  reason  for- 
fixing  an  hour  at  all.  In  the  Act  of  Ontario  there 
is  no  such  exception.  The  law  is  stricter  in  this 
respect  than  my  hon.  friend  from  North  Norfolk 
(Mr.  Charlton)  proposes  to  make  this  Bill,  and  I 
would  like  to  know,  if  you  pass  this  Bill,  which  is 
to  govern  ?  Is  it  the  law  of  Ontario  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Orrtario,  or  this  statute  ?  Suppose  a  news¬ 
paper  man  undertook  to  set  type  after  church  orr 
a  Sunday  evening  arrd  some  orre  who  regarded  it  as 
an  offensive  proceeding  brought  him  up  before  the 
police  magistrate,  and  he  should  plead  this  statute, 
does  any  one  suppose  this  would  protect  him  against 
punishment  under  the  statute  of  Ontario  ?  I  do 
not  think  so.  I  think  the  question  is  one  of  civil 
rights,  regulated  by  the  provincial  law,  and  I  do 
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not  think  that  by  simply  declaring  it  a  misdemean¬ 
our  and  thus  trying  to  bring  it  within  the  purview 
of  a  department  of  law  in  which  it  has  not  been 
previously  placed,  you  can  prevent  its  being  a 
matter  of  civil  right.  There  are  certain  things  with 
which  the  provinces  cannot  deal  with.  They  can¬ 
not  say  whether  the  officers  of  the  Dominion  Gov¬ 
ernment  shall  be  employed  on  Sunday  or  not, 
whether  the  canals  shall  be  kept  open  on  Sunday 
or  not,  whether  the  post  offices  shall  be  kept  open 
in  Sunday  or  not,  whether  the  Government  railways 
shall  be  run  on  Sunday  or  not.  These  are  all  .under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Government  here,  and  these 
are  all  proper  matters  to  be  considered  by 
this  House,  and  if  my  hon.  friend  proposes 
legislation  on  these  subjects,  they  are  all, 
in  my  opinion,  within  our  jurisdiction.  Let 
us,  in  undertaking  to  deal  with  this  subject, 
consider  what  belongs  to  this  House.  I  do  not 
think  we  ought  to  assume  that  other  governments 
will  not  discharge  their  duties,  that  the  people  in 
the  provinces  who  sent  us  here  for  the  purpose  of 
acting  within  the  provisions  of  the  constitution, 
and  who  elect  men  in  the  various  provinces  to 
legislate  on  the  subjects  that  have  been  assigned  by 
the  constitution  to  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the 
provinces,  will  not  discharge  their  duty.  I  do  not 
think  we  are  called  upon  to  exercise  a  fatherly 
oversight,  a  paternal  care,  with  regard  to  the  matters 
that  fall  within  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the 
provinces.  Let  us  leave  to  them  to  deal  with  what 
belongs  to  them  ;  let  them  be  responsible  to  the  peo¬ 
ple.  If  they  fail  in  the  discharge  of  any  duty 
that  the  constitution  has  imposed  upon  them,  let 
us  be  content  with  the  proper  discharge  of  the 
duties  that  the  constitution  has  assigned  to  us. 
Now,  it  is  for  us  to  say  whether  the  post  offices 
shall  be  kept  open  on  Sunday,  it  is  for  us  to  say 
whether  the  canals  shall  be  kept  open  on  Sunday, 
it  is  for  us  to  say  whether  the  public 
offices  of  the  Government  of  Canada  shall  be  kept 
open  on  Sunday,  it  is  for  us  to  say  whether  Govern¬ 
ment  railways,  or  railways  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  House,  shall  run  on  Sunday.  These  are 
subjects  that  belong  to  us,  and  they  might  be  dealt 
with,  I  apprehend,  as  matters  of  departmental 
regulation  so  far  as  they  are  under  the  control  of 
the  departments,  or  they  might  be  dealt  with  by 
legislation  in  this  House.  My  hon.  friend  pro¬ 
poses,  in  the  second  clause  of  his  Bill,  and  in  the 
third  clause,  and  in  some  others,  to  deal  with  these 
subjects  that  properly  come  within  our  jurisdiction  ; 
and  if  the  House  is  disposed  seriously  to  consider 
this  subject,  if  it  thinks  there  are  abuses  that 
ought  to  be  corrected,  if  there  are  men  employed 
in  the  public  service  that  have  not  an  opportunity 
of  observing  Sunday  as  they  desire  to  observe  it,  as 
they  think  it  ought  to  be  observed  ;  let  us  consider 
their  conscientious  scruples,  let  us  consider  what 
the  public  thinks  is  necessary  for  the  decent  and 
orderly  observance  of  Sunday.  Let  us  look  at  this 
matter  as  a  Christian  community  are  disposed  to 
regard  it  ;  but  let  us,  in  dealing  with  this  subject, 
confine  ourselves  to  those  matters  which  are 
properly  within  our  jurisdiction,  and  if  we  dis¬ 
charge  these,  I  think  we  will  do  all  the 
public  have  a  right  to  expect  from  our  hands.  If 
there  are  provinces  that  have  not  legislated  on 
this  subject  as  some  members  of  this  House 
desire — I  do  not  know  how  that  may  be,  it  may,  or 
it  may  not  be  so — they  must  address  themselves,  it 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


seems  to  me,  under  our  constitutional  system,  to 
the  legislatures  of  those  provinces  to  deal  with  the 
matter  in  the  way  that  they  think  best.  They 
must  seek  to  elect  men  to  those  legislatures  who 
will  carry  out  their  views,  and  if  they  fail  in  that, 
then  the  matter  must  so  rest.  It  is  not  a  part  of 
our  duty  to  undertake  to  usurp  authority,  simply 
because  we  feel  that  those  duties  are  not  properly 
discharged  by  somebody  else.  I  think  there  are 
matters  here  that  ought  to  be  seriously  considered 
by  us,  and  we  ought  to  seek  to  meet  the  public 
wishes  and  expectations  so  far  as  we  can  ;  but  with 
regard  to  those  matters  that  are  in  other  hands, 
surely  we  ought  to  let  them  alone,  and  let  them 
remain  in  the  hands  in  which  the  constitution  has 
placed  them. 

Mr.  CH4RLT0N-  The  position  taken  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  with  regard 
to  the  first  section  of  this  Bill,  and  which  amounts 
substantially  to  the  assertion  that  this  House  has 
no  jurisdiction  in  the  matter,  is  one  to  which  I 
cannot  agree.  It  is  true  that  this  matter  might  be 
legislated  upon  by  the  Provincial  Legislatures.  Each 
Provincial  Legislature  in  this  Dominion  might 
make  laws  with  regard  to  the  publication  of  Sun¬ 
day  newspapers,  and  it  is  perfectly  within  their 
jurisdiction  to  do  so.  But  it  does  not  follow  from 
that  admission  that  this  House  has  no  power  in  the 
matter,  that  the  Dominion,  of  Canada  has  no  power 
with  reference  to  matters  pertaining  to  the  publi¬ 
cation  and  circulation  of  literature  in  this  Dominion. 
This  Parliament  has  control  over  the  copyright ;  it 
is  the  only  source  of  power  for  making  regula¬ 
tions  with  regard  to  the  transmission  of  litera¬ 
ture  or  printed  matter  through  the  mails  ;  it 
is  the  only  power  that  can  prescribe  what  class 
of  literature  shall  not  be  transported  through  the 
mails  ;  it  is  the  only  power  that  can  provide 
with  regard  to  the  importation  of  books  and  news¬ 
papers  into  this  Dominion  ;  and  taking  these  facts 
into  consideration  I  believe  that  the  power  rests 
more  properly  with  the  Dominion  Government 
than  with  the  Provincial  Governments  as  regards 
regulations  concerning  the  publication  of  news¬ 
papers  upon  the  Lord’s  Day.  If  we  are  to  have  laws 
with  regard  to  this  matter  at  all,  it  scarcely  needs 
argument  to  prove  that  great  advantage  would 
result  by  having  a  uniform  rule  throughout  the 
Dominion.  If  one  province  has  a  law  differing  in 
character  from  the  law  of  another  province,  it  can 
easily  be  seen  that  difficulties  will  arise,  collisions 
will  occur,  that  would  not  occur  in  the  case  of  a 
uniform  law. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  What  difficulties  would 
arise  ? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  There  may  be  a  Sunday 
newspaper  published  in  Montreal,  and  the  publish¬ 
er  may  claim  that  he  has  a  right  to  circulate  his 
newspaper  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  he  may 
claim  that  it  is  an  infringement  upon  his  privilege 
as  a  citizen  of  the  province  where  he  is  acting  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  law  of  that 
province,  to  debar  him  from  exercising  the  same 
privilege  in  a  neighbouring  province.  It  is  easy  to 
see  that  in  the  matter  of  newspapers,  collisions 
would  arise  by  reason  of  the  different  laws  prevail¬ 
ing  in  the  several  provinces.  So  much  for  the 
question  of  our  power  with  relation  to  this  matter. 
Now,  I  am  free  to  admit  that  this  provision 
with  regard  to  work  on  Sunday  evening  on 
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a  Monday  morning  paper,  is  one  that  did 
not  meet  with  my  approval,  and  it  was 
inserted  by  the  committee  as  a  concession  to  that 
sentiment  which  considered  this  Bill  as  unduly 
harsh  and  severe  in  its  provisions.  I  am  perfectly 
willing  to  admit  that  the  provision  would  be  more 
consonant  with  the  Divine  law,  would  be  more 
logical  in  itself,  if  it  permitted  no  Sunday  work 
whatever.  I  am  perfectly  willing,  therefore,  to 
strike  out  this  proviso  ;  I  am  not  only  willing  but 
exceedingly  anxious  it  should  be  done.  I  am  quite 
willing  to  meet  the  views  of  my  hon.  friend  from 
West  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin).  I  recognize  the 
force  of  his  objection.  I  am  willing  to  meet,  in 
this  respect,  the  views  of  my  hon.  friend  from 
Bothwell.  I  can  realize  the  force  of  the  objection 
he  I'aised  when  he  says  that  there  may  be  a  law  in 
the  Dominion  differing  in  character  from  a  law  of 
a  province  ;  and  that  the  law  of  a  province  could 
entirely  prohibit  labour  of  this  character,  while 
the  law  of  the  Dominion  might  allow  such  labour, 
and  consequently  there  would  be  collision.  I,  there¬ 
fore,  beg  to  move  that  this  clause  be  amended  by 
striking  out  the  words  : 

Provided,  however,  that  necessary  office  work  maybe 
performed  after  9  o’clock  in  the  evening  of  the  Lord’s 
Day  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  publication  of  the 
Monday  morning  issue  of  any  daily  newspaper. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  I  do  not  deny  that  as  soon  as  we 
say  that  such  and  such  a  thing  will  be  a  misde¬ 
meanour,  we  have  jurisdiction  in  that  matter.  We 
may  pass  a  law  to  make  it  a  misdemeanour  if  a  man 
looks  at  the  moon.  As  soon  as  we  say  that  a  thing 
is  a  crime  or  an  indictable  offence,  that  thing  falls 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Parliament,  but 
should  we  create  a  misdemeanour  and  assume  juris¬ 
diction  without  necessity  ?  I  do  not  think  so.  If  we 
make  conflicting  laws  upon  subjects  which  are 
within  the  domain  of  the  Local  Legislatures,  we 
will  be  mixing  up  things  without  any  good  result. 
I  ask,  what  is  the  object  of  the  hon.  gentleman  in 
pressing  this  special  clause,  when  he  is  told  that  all 
the  Local  Legislatures  have  passed  laws  with  regard 
to  this  matter  ?  Is  it  his  object  to  attach  his  name 
to  some  Bill  whereby  he  may  be  regarded  as  a  most 
serious  Christian  ?  I  wonder  if  his  constituents 
sent  him  here  to  promote  legislation  of  this  kind  ? 
In  the  Province  of  Quebec  we  keep  the  laws  when 
passed,  but  generally  we  adopt  the  best  possible 
mode  of  keeping  Sunday — each  one  keeps  it  accord¬ 
ing  to  his  own  conscience.  We  do  not  allow  any  one 
to  preach  to  us  on  that  matter.  When  we  want 
some  instructions  about  conscience  we  look  to  the 
directors  of  our  consciences  and  to  our  own  studies. 
We  have  laws  passed  by  the  Provincial  Legisla¬ 
tures,  and  I  do  not  see  that  any  good  object  will 
be  attained  by  enacting  the  present  Bill.  It  is  clear 
that  if  we  do  not  make  the  Sunday  work  in  a  print¬ 
ing  office  a  misdemeanour,  we  have  no  jurisdiction. 
Section  91  of  the  British  North  America  Act  gives 
us  jurisdiction  respecting  the  criminal  law.  Sec¬ 
tion  92  gives  exchisive  power  to  Provincial  Legis¬ 
latures  o\  er  municipal  institutions  and  local  works. 
Surely  this  is  a  local  work — working  in  a  news¬ 
paper  establishment.  The  hon.  gentleman  must 
know  that  Local  Legislatures  have  passed  laws  for 
the  maintenance  of  good  order  in  all  manufactur¬ 
ing  establishments  and  places  where  a  large  number 
of  people  are  employed.  Now  the  hon.  member 
for  North  Norfolk  (Mr.  Charlton)  wants  to  impose 
on  British  Columbia,  Quebec  and  the  Maritime 


Provinces  his  views  of  municipal  regulations  and 
the  maintenance  of  order.  This  is  not  fair.  When 
we  entered  Confederation  we  were  assured  that  all 
these  municipal  affairs  would  be  left  under  the 
control  of  each  province,  and  to-day  it  is  a  breach 
of  the  good  faith  which  was  pledged,  to  try  and 
legislate  in  this  direction.  We  now  want  to  instruct 
the  police  of  Montreal  and  Quebec  in  what  way  they 
should  keep  orderwithin  their  respective  cities.  We 
want  to  force  on  the  people  of  the  Dominion  views 
respecting  the  management  of  their  local  affairs. 
The  hon.  member  for  North  Norfolk  may  be  the 
best  example  to  be  found  within  his  church,  but 
when  a  large  body  of  the  people  of  this  Dominion 
do  not  believe  as  he  does,  by  what  right  should  he 
impose,  by  legislation,  his  views  on  others  ?  I  take 
the  Jews,  who  are  very  numerous  in  our  province 
and  other  parts  of  the  Dominion.  The  Lord's  Day 
for  them  is  Saturday.  By  what  right  does  the  hon. 
gentleman  prevent  them  from  working  on  Sunday  ? 
Where  does  he  find  in  his  Bible,  or  religious  books, 
any  right  to  impose  his  views  on  that  class  of  the 
community  ?  When  we  seek  to  enforce  religion  by 
legislation  we  commit  a  great  mistake,  and  by 
enacting  too  much  legislation  we  will  embarrass  the 
whole  Dominion,  and  we  should  avoid  legislation 
on  subjects  which  we  were  not  sent  here  to  deal 
with.  A  committee  has  been  sitting  for  a  long  time 
on  the  Criminal  Code,  and  all  manner  of  possible  and 
impossible  crimes  have  been  sought  out,  and  yet 
we  are  now  proposing  to  complicate  that  codifica¬ 
tion  of  our  laws'  by  introducing  more  new 
offences.  The  exclusive  powers  of  Provincial  Legis¬ 
latures  under  the  BritishNorth  America  Act  include  : 

“  (10.)  Local  works  and  undertakings  other  than  such  as 
are  of  the  following  classes:  (a)  Lines  of  steam  or  other 
ships,  railways,  canals,  telegraphs  and  other  works  and 
undertakings  connecting  the  provinces  with  any  other  or 
others  of  the  provinces,  or  extending  beyond  the  limits 
of  the  province ;  (6)  Lines  of  steamships  between  the 
provinces  and  any  British  or  foreign  country  ;  (c)  Such 
works  as.  although  wholly  situate  within  the  province, 
are  before  or  after  their  execution  declared  by  the  Par¬ 
liament  of  Canada  to  be  for  the  general  advantage  of 
Canada  ,  or  for  the  advantage  of  two  or  more  of  the  pro¬ 
vinces.” 

All  other  local  works  are  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Local  Legislatures.  If  there  was  any  great 
abuse  existing,  if  in  certain  of  the  provinces  the 
people  were  not  behaving  properly  on  Sunday, 
then  I  would'  be  ready  to  declare  in  this  Parlia¬ 
ment  that  the  time  had  arrived  to  create  certain 
acts  a  misdemeanour.  But  to-day  there  is  no 
trouble  that  I  know  of.  In  the  Province  of  Quebec 
I  do  not  know  of  a  single  complaint  regarding  a 
newspaper  working  on  Sunday.  I  know,  indeed, 
that  some  religious  papers  have,  with  the  permis¬ 
sion  of  the  authorities,  worked  on  Sunday,  and  I 
do  not  see  any  harm  whatever,  in  doing  so. 
Perhaps  it  is  better  to  work  in  that  way  than  to 
oblige  people  to  do  nothing  on  Sunday,  because 
when  you  do  nothing  ostensibly,  the  people  do 
wrong  in  secret.  I  believe  we  should  not  encourage 
puritanism.  We  should  heboid  enough  to  tell  the 
people  that  they  can  follow  their  consciences  in 
this  free  country.  We  must  respect  the  religious 
opiniou  of  every  one.  Under  these  circumstances 
I  claim  we  should  not  assume  that  we  have  the 
power  to  create  a  misdemeanour  as  is  proposed,  and 
thus  bring  the  subject  within  our  jurisdiction.  The 
time  has  not  arrived  for  such  action,  and  circum¬ 
stances  do  not  demand  it,  and  so  long  as  we  do  not 
create  as  a  misdemeanour  working  in  a  newspaper 
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office  on  Sunday,  then  we  have  no  jurisdiction.  I 
move  that  the  committee  rise. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  I  want  to  point  out  why  I  can¬ 
not  agree  with  the  hon.  member  for  North  Nor¬ 
folk  (Mr.  Charlton)  when  he  states  he  will  strike 
out  the  proviso  in  order  to  comply  with  my  wishes. 
The  hon.  gentleman  I  suppose  has  read  Mr.  Spur¬ 
geon’s  sermons  and  the  sermons  of  Ur.  Talmage. 
These  sermons  are  reported  on  Sunday,  and  indeed 
the  sermons  of  all  leading  preachers  are  reported 
on  that  day.  What  is  the  difference  between  news¬ 
paper  work  done  by  reporters  on  Sunday  and 'that 
done  by  compositors  ?  Is  there  any  difference  ? 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  My  hon.  friend  says  there  is  a 
decided  difference.  He  seems  to  be  in  the  same 
position  as  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr. 
Davies).  The  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  denounced 
childish  excitement,  and  proceeded  to  exemplify 
what  he  denounced.  He  argued  that  I  was  very 
illogical,  because  I  objected  Co  an  arbitrary  hour, 
and  he  said  there  must  be  an  arbitrary  hour.  Cer¬ 
tainly  there  must  be  an  hour  to  conclude  the  Lord’s 
Day  ;  but  it  is  not  arbitrary,  it  is  the  conclusion  of 
the  day,  12  o’clock.  I  may  say  that  the  proviso — 
but  he  has  abandoned  it,  and  it  is  only  in  reply  to 
the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  that  I  refer  to  it— 
the  proviso  I  say  is  as  ridiculous  as  a  pious  Roman 
Catholic  would  be  who  would  say  on  a  Friday  :  I 
intend  to  observe  the  rules  of  my  church  and  not 
eat  meat,  but  I  think  I  will  have  half  a  mutton 
chop  ;  I  should  feel  that  if  I  "had  eaten  a 
whole  mutton  chop  my  immortal  soul  would 
be  imperilled,  but  I  think  I  will  have  half  a 
mutton  chop  and  that  will  be  all  right.  My 
hon.  friend  from  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  who  referred 
to  childishness,  is  yet  so  childish  himself  that  he 
says  there  must  be  an  arbitrary  hour  at  which  to 
commence  work  on  the  Sabbath,  and  he  declared 
that  I  was  very  ridiculous  because  I  pointed  out 
that  it  was  an  utter  absurdity  to  make  that  a  mis¬ 
demeanour  at  live  minutes  to  9  o’clock  on  Sunday 
which  would  not  be  a  misdemeanour  at  five  minutes 
past  9.  I  cannot  vote  for  this  clause  even  if 
this  amendment  were  to  be  adopted,  because,  as  I 
say,  all  over  this  country,  and  all  over  England, 
wherever  there  is  an  eminent  preacher,  a  repoi'ter, 
who  is  one  of  a  staff  of  a  newspaper,  takes  down 
what  is  said  and  transcribes  it,  and  that  work  is  as 
purely  newspaper  work  as  the  composition. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  It  is  a  work  of  necessity. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  My  hon.  friend  says  it  is  a  work 
of  necessity,  and  let  me  ask  him  is  it  not  a  work 
of  necessity  to  do  the  typesetting  at  7  o’clock 
on  Sunday  evening  in  order  to  get  the  newspaper 
out  ? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  No. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  The  hon.  gentleman  says  “no,” 
but,  nevertheless,  I  must  believe  that  there  is  no  dif  ¬ 
ference  in  principle  between  the  work  of  the 
reporter  and  the  work  of  the  compositor. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  am  surprised  at  the  re¬ 
marks  of  my  hon.  friend  from  Assiniboia  (Mr. 
Davin).  He  knows  perfectly  well  that  the  religious 
world  benefits  largely  from  the  reporting  of  the 
sermons  he  refers  to. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  And  from  the  compositors  who 
set  them  up. 

Mr.  Amyot. 


Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  would  like  to  ask  how  the 
report  of  these  sermons  can  be  taken  in  any  other 
way  than  when  they  are  delivered.  If  they  are 
spoken  on  Sunday,  how  could  they  be  reported  on 
Monday,  Tuesday  or  Wednesday  or  any  other  day 
of  the  week.  The  religious  world  has  benefited 
immensely  in  the  past  by  the  reporting  of  the  ser¬ 
mons  of  such  eminent  men  as  Mr.  Talmage,  or  the 
late  Mr.  Spurgeon.  As  I  said  before,  these  sermons 
are  a  necessity  in  the  interests  of  the  religious 
world,  and  the  reporting  of  them  on  Sunday,  the 
day  on  which  they  are  spoken  and  the  only  day  on 
which  they  can  be  reported,  is  sanctioned  by  the 
several  religious  denominations. 

Mr.  DENISON.  One  reason  I  had  for  voting 
against  going  into  committee  on  the  Bill,  was  that 
I  believed  it  deals  with  matters  over  which  the 
Local  Legislatures  have  control,  and  that  I  believe 
some  clauses  of  it  at  all  events  should  be  taken  up 
by  the  Provincial  Government  of  Ontario,  and  by 
other  Provincial  Legislatures.  We  have  had  for 
some  time  past  a  Detroit  and  a  Buffalo  Sunday 
paper  sold  in  the  streets  of  Toronto.  Before  that 
I  do  not  think  there  was  any  wish  on  the  part  of 
the  people  of  Toronto  for  a  Sunday  paper,  but  the 
fact  of  these  foreign  Sunday  papers  being  sold  in 
our  streets  was  I  have  no  doubt  the  reason  of  an 
attempt  being  made,  which  I  believe  is  persisted 
in,  to  have  a  paper  published  in  Toronto  on  Sunday. 
I  think  that  the  Sunday  paper  is  not  necessary  or 
desirable,  therefore  I  will  support  this  clause. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  trust  that  the  motion  of  the 
hon.  member  for  Bellechasse  (Mr.  Amyot)  will  not 
prevail.  I  think  that  it  might  be  perhaps  sufficient 
for  us  at  the  present  time  to  drop  this  particular 
clause  for  the  reasons  pointed  out  by  the  Minister 
of  Justice.  I  do  not  pretend  to  set  my  opinion 
against  his  as  to  whether  or  not  this  clause  may  not 
be  perfectly  consistent  with  the  legislation  of  the 
various  provinces,  but  let  us  vote  upon  that  ques¬ 
tion.  Having  decided  by  such  a  large  vote  that  we 
should  consider  this  matter  let  us  not  by  voting  for 
the  motion  of  the  hon.  member  for  Bellechasse  (Mr. 
Amyot)  shelve  it  altogether.  If  it  is  a  question 
worthy  of  our  consideration — and  I  submit  it  is 
much  more  worthy  of  consideration  so  far  as  our 
powers  go  than  hundreds  of  other  questions  we 
consider  here — then  let  us  not  attempt  to  play  with 
the  matter  and  simply  say  that  we  shall  now  cease 
discussing  the  question  altogether.  Let  us  ask 
ourselves  :  Is  there  anything  in  this  Bill  that  comes 
within  the  powers  of  this  Parliament  and  which  it 
is  necessary  for  us  to  pass  ?  I  was  struck  on  a  for¬ 
mer  occasion  when  discussing  this  Bill  by  the 
remarks  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  Muskoka 
(Mr.  O’Brien)  and  I  thoroughly  sympathize  with  him, 
because  I  believe  there  is  much  in  this  Bill  that 
lies  within  our  powers  to  legislate  upon.  For  my¬ 
self,  perhaps  I  am  not  as  strict  a  Sabbatarian  as  I 
should  be,  and  I  agree  that  we  have  no  right  to 
legislate  upon  religious  matters,  but  I  do  say  that 
while  we  cannot  pass  any  legislation  whereby  a  man 
should  be  made  to  do  or  not  to  do  what  he  sees  fit 
on  the  Lord’s  Day,  yet  we  should  come  to  the  as¬ 
sistance  of  our  fellow  men,  and  legislate  that  no 
man  should  be  compelled  to  work  against  his  will 
on  the  Lord’s  Day.  That,  I  believe,  is  perfectly 
within  our  province.  Let  us  decide  whether  men 
who  have  to  depend  for  their  livelihood  upon  Gov¬ 
ernment  works  or  on  railways  shall  not  be  compelled 
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to  work  on  the  Lord’s  Day,  unless  they  want  to. 
Let  us  come  to  the  assistance  of  our  fellow  men 
who  are  often  in  the  position  of  not  wanting  to 
work  on  the  Lord’s  Day,  and  yet  arc  compelled  to 
work  against  their  conscience.  Let  us  address  our¬ 
selves  as  men  to  this  legislation,  if  there  is  any¬ 
thing  in  it  that  we  are  empowered  to  pass,  and  do 
not  let  us  shelve  it  by  the  subterfuge  of  voting  for 
the  motion  that  the  committee  should  rise. 

Mr.  WHITE  (Cardwell).  Mr.  Chairman,  as  one 
having  some  practical  experience  of  the  working  of 
a  daily  newspaper,  I  desire  to  say  a  word  or  two 
on  the  clause  of  the  Bill  which  is  now  under  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  committee.  Perhaps  my  lion, 
friend  from  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen)  will  per¬ 
mit  me  to  let  him  into  a  professional  secret.  He 
wants  to  know  how  it  is  that  sermons  of  Mr. 
Talmage  or  of  the  late  Mr.  Spurgeon,  or  any 
other  eminent  pulpit  orator,  can  be  published 
unless  they  are  reported  on  the  Sunday  morning.  I 
may  tell  the  hon.  gentleman  that  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  these  sermons  are  prepared,  not  days,  but 
weeks  in  advance,  and  that  Mr.  Talmage  may  take 
a  summer  vacation,  travelling  through  Egypt  and 
the  Hoi}’  Land,  but  yet  his  Sunday  sermon  appears 
regularly  every  Monday  morning  in  dozens  and 
dozens  of  newspapers  throughout  this  country. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  It  is  the  way  of  all  great 
men.  The  Stratford  speech  of  the  hon.  member 
for  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin)  was  the  same. 

Mr.  WHITE  (Cardwell).  Exactly.  I  am  quite 
willing  to  believe  that  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Norfolk  (Mr.  Charlton)  in  asking  that  the  proviso  be 
left  out  from  this  clause  has  had  it  in  view  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  publication  of  Monday  morning  papers  as 
it  has  hitherto  been  carried  on,  and  that  what  he 
desires  to  exclude  is  the  Sunday  morning  paper.  I 
have  not  a  word  to  say  on  this  latter  point.  If  it 
is  the  sense  of  the  House  that  there  should  be  no 
Sunday  morning  papers  I  am  perfectly  willing  to 
fall  in  with  that  view.  But  I  would  point  out  to 
the  hon.  gentleman  that  in  eliminating  the  proviso, 
unless  I  read  improperly  the  language  of  that 
clause,  he  has  made  the  case  of  the  Monday  morning 
paper  worse  even  than  it  was  under  the  clause  as 
originally  drafted  in  the  Bill.  He  proposes,  as  the 
clause  is  printed  in  this  Bill,  to  allow  those  engaged 
in  the  publication  of  the  Monday  morning  paper  at 
least  three  hours  work  on  what  is  commonly  called 
Sunday.  If  he  strikes  out  the  proviso,  he  does  not  give 
us  even  the  three  hours,  and  we  are  compelled  to 
cease  work  at  12  o’clock  on  Saturday  night, 
and  begin  work  again  at  one  minute  after  12 
on  Monday  morning,  for  the  publication  of  Monday 
morning’s  paper.  Let  me  mention  the  case  of  the 
newspaper  with  which  I  am  connected,  the  Mont¬ 
real  Gazette.  When  we  took  hold  of  that"  paper 
twenty-two  years  ago,  it  was  the  practice  to  close 
the  forms,  that  is,  to  cease  composition,  at  2  or 
3  o’clock  on  Sunday  morning,  and  then  go  to 
press  and  complete  the  printing  of  Monday  morn¬ 
ing's  paper,  so  as  to  avoid  Sunday  work  and  to  give 
the  compositors  and  the  other  employes  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  keep  the  Sabbath  day.  We  considered, 
however,  that  it  practically  made  no  difference,  so 
far  as  the  observance  of  the  Sabbath  day  was  con¬ 
cerned,  whether  we  took  five  hours  on  Sunday 
morning  or  five  hours  on  Sunday  night  ;  but  there 
was  this  disadvantage  in  the  old  practice,  that  we 
lost  twenty-four  hours  of  news  for  the  Monday 


morning’s  paper ;  so  that  insteadof  breakingtheSab- 
bath  on  Sunday  morning,  we  broke  itonSundaynight 
for  the  benefit  of  our  readers.  1  venture  to  say 
that  the  hon.  member  for  Norfolk  has  been  break¬ 
ing  the  Sabbath  for  years  by  reading  Monday 
morning’s  paper.  If  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
adopts  this  Bill  without  the  proviso,  it  will  place  a 
large  premium  on  the  publication  of  the  evening 
papers.  Some  hon.  gentlemen  on  the  other  side 
spoke  of  compulsory  work  on  Sundays.  Any  man 
who  knows  anything  of  the  publication  of  a  morn¬ 
ing  paper  knows  than  in  addition  to  the  regular 
staff  of  compositors,  there  are  always  about  a  print¬ 
ing  office  a  certain  number  of  substitutes  ;  “  subs  ” 
is  the  ordinary  term.  No  compositor  is  compelled 
to  work  if  he  desires  not  to  work.  There  are  sub¬ 
stitute  printers  always  available  for  the  vacant 
frame  if  the  man  to  whom  it  belongs  does  not  turn 
up,  or  has  conscientious  scruples.  If  he  chooses  he 
need  only  work  five  days  in  the  week,  and  give  the 
sixth  day  to  a  “sub.”  Now,  do  you  mean  to  tell 
me  that  if  I  write  an  editorial  article  on  Sunday 
afternoon,  I  w'ould  come  under  the  provisions  of 
this  Bill  ? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  No,  you  would  not. 

Mr.  WHITE  (Cardwell).  Well,  I  do  not  know 
what  the  legal  interpretation  of  this  section  may  be. 
I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  broad  enough  to  relieve 
an  editor  or  a  reporter  from  penalties  for  working 
on  Sunday  or  not  ;  but  I  say  that  it  ought  to  be 
broad  enough  to  do  so.  We  may  receive  during 
Sunday  morning  important  dispatches  which  call 
for  comment,  and  we  must  write  that  comment  in 
the  course  of  Sunday,  because  our  copy  must  be 
supplied  to  the  compositor  by  7  o’clock  in  the 
evening.  That  is  the  ordinary  rule  ;  and  if  the 
terms  of  this  section  cover,  as  they  seem  to  do, 
the  publication  of  a  newspaper  in  its  broadest 
sense,  the  sense  that  would,  I  suppose,  hold  the 
company  who  are  advertised  at  the  foot  of  the  last 
column  of  every  newspaper  as  the  legal  publishers, 
no  man  having  a  proprietory  interest  in  a  news¬ 
paper  could  venture  to  engage  in  the  w  ork  of  that 
newspaper  during  that  day.  I  am  bound  to  say  from 
my  experience  of  the  working  of  a  daily  newspaper 
that  it  is  utterly  impossible  to  confine  the  men  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  publication  of  such  a  newspaper  to  any 
particular  hours  of  the  day.  You  can  prevent  the 
publication  of  a  Sunday  newspaper,  and  if  that  is 
the  sense  of  the  committee  I  am  entirely  with  it ; 
but  so  far  as  the  production  of  a  Monday  morning 
newspaper  is  concerned,  if  it  is  going  to  be  a 
newspaper  abreast  of  the  times,  and  if  you  are  not 
going  to  place  a  premium  on  the  evening  news¬ 
paper,  you  must  give  those  engaged  on  it  as  much 
latitude  as  they  now  enjoy.  The  clause  as  at  pre¬ 
sent  printed  gives  us  three  hours  permission  to 
break  the  Lord’s  Day,  but  if  you  strike  out  the 
proviso,  what  I  am  afraid  of  is  that  wre  cannot 
break  it  at  all — we  wrould  have  no  latitude  at  all. 
If  the  object  of  the  clause  is  to  prevent  the  publica¬ 
tion  of  a  Sunday  newspaper,  and  I  have  not  a 
word  to  say  against  that,  it  ought  to  be  redrafted. 
But  if  it  is  intended  to  aim  at  the  Monday  morning 
newspaper,  I  am  totally  opposed  to  it. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  In  reply  to  what  the  hon. 
gentleman  said  in  reference  to  my  statement  in 
regard  to  reports  of  sermons  preached  on  Sunday 
by  Spurgeon  and  Talmage,  I  wish  to  say  that  he 
may  be  correct  in  regard  to  Talmage,  but  I  know 


3103 


[COMMONS] 


3104 


he  is  not  correct  in  regard  to  Spurgeon.  I  have 
been  in  Spurgeon’s  church  and  heard  him  preach 
and  I  know  that  his  sermons  were  taken  down  ; 
but  if  the  hon.  gentleman  had  read  his  sermons,  he 
would  know  that  his  first  work  on  Monday  was  to 
correct  the  sermons  which  he  had  preached  on 
Sunday. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  This  will  not  extend 
to  that  case. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  object 
of  this  section  is  to  prevent  the  publication  of 
newspapers  on  Sunday  ;  and  if  its  meaning  in  'that 
respect  is  not  clear,  let  it  be  amended  to  make  it 
clear  :  but  do  not  oppose  the  clause  generally.  The 
question  is,  does  this  Parliament  think  it  best  that 
newspapers  shall  be  published  on  Sunday  ?  Not¬ 
withstanding  the  point  raised  by  the  hon.  member 
for  Both  well  my  opinion  is  that  we  have  the  right 
and  the  power  to  legislate  in  reference  to  this 
matter,  and  if  I  had  time  I  think  I  could  convince 
him  that  such  is  the  case.  The  section  may  not  be 
worded  exactly  as  it  ought  to  be,  but  I  would  not 
like  the  Parliament  of  Canada  to  seem  to  favour 
Sunday  newspapers  by  voting  it  down.  The  objec¬ 
tion  has  been  made,  particularly  by  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Cardwell,  that  this  will  interfere  with  the 
publication  of  the  Monday  morning’s  paper.  I 
understand  that  the  mover  of  the  Bill  inserted  the 
proviso  in  deference  to  that  objection.  In  some 
cases  it  seems  absolutely  necessary  that  work  should 
be  done  on  Sunday,  but  Sunday  work  should  be 
confined  entirely  to  those  cases  ;  and  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  proviso  meets  those  cases.  But  I 
would  not  care  to  see  Parliament  vote  down  the 
section,  for  no  one  has  come  forward  yet  and  said 
that  it  was  right  and  proper  that  newspapers 
should  be  published  on  Sunday  in  Canada,  as  they 
are  in  various  cities. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  It  seems  to  me  the  object  the  hon. 
member  for  North  Norfolk  has  in  view  is  amply  met, 
so  far  as  the  Province  of  Ontario  is  concerned.  The 
point  put  by  the  hon.  member  for  Both  well  struck  me 
as  being  very  pertinent — that,  looking  at  this  law, 
there  can  be  no  necessity  for  our  legislating  on 
this  particular  question  as  regards  Ontario,  even 
with  respect  to  the  selling  of  a  Sunday  newspaper. 
If  you  look  at  the  first  clause  of  chapter  203  of 
the  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Ontario  you  will  find 
it  reads  as  follows  : — 

‘‘It  is  not  lawful  for  any  merchant,  tradesman,  artifi¬ 
cer,  mechanic,  workman,  labourer  or  other  person  what¬ 
soever,  on  the  Lord’s  Day,  to  sell  or  publish  or  expose  or 
offer  for  sale  or  to  purchase  any  goods.” 

Mow,  I  take  it  a  newspaper  is  goods  if  you  go  on 
the  market  and  sell  it,  just  as  much  as  any  other 
commodity.  The  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  shakes 
his  head. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  I  say  it  would  be  a  very 
nice  point. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  I  do  not  think  it  is.  The  clause 
continues  :  ‘  ‘  Chattels  or  other  personal  property.  ” 
I  think  that  covers  it,  if  the  words  44  goods  and 
chattels  ”  do  not,  ‘ 4  or  any  real  estate  whatsoever, 
or  to  do  or  exercise  any  labour  ”  certainly  does.  I 
suppose  that  would  bring  the  hon.  member  for 
Cardwell  within  the  purview  of  this  law  if  he  wrote 
an  editorial  on  Sunday  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
as  “  work  or  in  any  ordinary  calling.”  It  then 
exempts  the  carrying  of  Her  Majesty’s  mail,  either 
by  land  or  water,  or  postal  contract,  or  the  selling 
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of  drugs  and  medicines  and  other  works  of  necessity 
and  works  of  charity.  These  are  the  only  excep¬ 
tions  to  the  performance  of  labour  on  the  Lord’s 
Day.  If  these  very  objectionable  newspapers,  to 
which  the  hon.  member  for  Toronto  has  just  re¬ 
ferred,  Detroit  Sun  and  World,  or  any  paper  of  that 
character,  are  brought  into  the  country,  their  sale 
should  be  tabooed.  Probably  if  they  were  brought 
under  the  notice  <4  the  Minister  of  Customs,  he 
might  confiscate  them  under  the  clause  forbidding 
the  introduction  of  immoral  literature.  One  thing  is 
quite  certain  :  the  illustrations  in  those  papers,  the 
character  of  their  work,  the  reports  of  police  courts 
and  other  literature  of  that  description,  certainly 
should  be  brought  within  the  law  so  as  to  prevent 
their  circulation.  Now,  I  take  it  under  this  clause, 
if  any  person  in  the  town  of  Windsor,  or  in  any  of 
the  border  towns,  or  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  were  to 
arrest  the  newsdealers  who  deal  in  those  goods  and 
sell  them  on  Sunday,  or  probably  any  other  day  they 
could  be  punished  under  this  law  which  imposes  a* 
penalty  of  $400.  This  law  goes  a  long  way  beyond 
the  mere  sale  of  the  goods,  chattels  or  personal  pro¬ 
perty.  Political  meetings  are  proh  ibited  on  Sunday. 
Profane  swearing,  games,  amusements,  hunting,  and 
shooting,  and  fishing,  and  bathing  in  improper 
places  are  also  prohibited.  Then  Sunday  excursions 
are  equally  prohibited,  and  there  is  a  penalty  im¬ 
posed  of  $400  for  the  commission  of  each  of  those 
offences,  so  that,  as  far  as  Ontario  is  concerned, 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  provisions  are  quite  ample 
to  meet  the  case  to  which  the  hon.  member  for 
Norfolk  calls  the  attention  of  this  House  and  con¬ 
cerning  which  he  desires  legislation.  If  he  desires 
to  apply  all  the  penalties  provided  in  this  clause  to 
all  other  sections  of  the  Dominion,  that  is  another 
point  altogether.  I  shall  leave  the  constitutional 
lawyers  to  discuss  the  question  as  to  whether  we 
have  the  power  to  make  a  law  Imre  which  would 
contravene  the  provincial  law,  or  leave  the 
two  laws  upon  our  Statute-books  and  then  let 
the  Province  of  Ontario  and  the  Dominion  fight 
the  matter  out  as  to  which  has  the  right  to 
deal  with  the  question.  I  am  fully  in  accord  with 
the  sentiments  uttered  regarding  the  circulation 
of  the  newspapers  to  w  hich  I  have  referred,  as  I 
think  they  have  a  demoralizing  effect  ;  but  I  am 
also  of  opinion  that  the  hon.  member  for  North  Nor¬ 
folk  has  for  his  object,  if  I  understand  the  purport 
of  his  Bill,  to  make  provision  for  the  observance  of 
the  Lord’s  Day  in  accord  with  the  doctrine  laid 
down  in  the  Scriptures,  therefore  I  dissent  in  toto 
from  the  remarks  of  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s 
when  he  says  that  this  Parliament  has  the  right  to 
say  that  the  Sunday  shall  end  at  9  o’clock.  If 
I  understand  what  is  meant  by  the  Sabbath  day,  it 
is  an  ordinary  day  of  24  hours.  The  hon. 
member  for  Queens  sa^s  it  is  childish  to 
argue  that  it  would  be  a  misdemeanour  to  do 
certain  work  5  minutes  before  9,  while  5 
minutes  after  9  it  would  be  quite  legal  and 
religious  to  do.  I  am  fully  in  accord  with  the 
views  of  the  member  for  Assiniboia  on  this  point. 
I  deny  the  right  of  this  Parliament  to  say  that 
the  Sunday  shall  end  at  9  o’clock.  The  hon. 
member  for  South  Oxford,  wTho  is  in  the  habit 
generally  of  taking  others  to  task  when  they 
use  expressions  he  thinks  they  should  not  use 
in  addressing  their  fellow  members,  must  have 
been  asleep  when  he  heard  the  improper  lan¬ 
guage  used  by  the  hon.  gentleman  on  his  right. 
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(Mr.  Davies)  when  he  said  my  lion,  friend  from 
Assiniboia  was  childish  and  puerile  in  his  manner 
of  treating  this  question.  That  may  be  a  less 
offensive  mode  of  giving  expression  to  an 
opinion  as  to  what  is  considered  childish  than  I  used 
the  other  night,  when  I  was  taken  to  task  for  having 
designated  the  interpretation  put  upon  my  language 
as  very  improper  and  beneath  the  dignity  of  the 
position  I  hold.  But  lam  prepared  to  admit  that  any 
language  of  that  kind  is  not  beneath  the  dignity  of 
the  hon.  gentleman  who  sits  opposite.  However, 
this  is  a  serious  subject,  and  I  leave  the  constitu¬ 
tional  lawyers  to  discuss  the  point  I  have  men¬ 
tioned.  I  may  say  I  am  not  so  fully  in  accord  with 
my  lion,  friend  from  Cardwell  as  to  the  absolute 
necessity  of  Sunday  work,  even  on  a  daily  news¬ 
paper.  If  it  be  a  necessity  for  the  existence  of 
man,  physically  or  intellectually,  that  he  should 
have  a  newspaper  on  his  breakfast  table  on  Monday 
morning,  well  and  good.  But  I  am  not  willing  to 
admit  the  necessity  of  doing  certain  work  on  Sun¬ 
day  in  order  that  his  appetite,  whether  intellectual 
or  otherwise,  may  be  fed  on  a  Monday.  Then 
comes  the  question  as  to  what  constitutes  a  work  of 
necessity.  Is  it  necessary  for  our  existence  that 
we  should  have  a  newspaper  on  Monday  morning? 
I  do  not  believe  it  is.  Neither  is  it  necessary  that 
we  should  have  these  sermons  to  which  my  hon. 
friend  refers  reported  on  Sunday,  for  the  reporting 
of  them  is  just  as  much  labour,  and  indeed  far 
more  so  than  some  other  labour.  It  is  certainly 
arduous  labour  for  a  reporter  to  sit  down  and 
report  a  rapidly  delivered  sermon,  such  sermons, 
for  instance,  as  I  have  heard  preached  in 
the  Tabernacle  in  London  by  the  reverend  gentle¬ 
man  to  whom  my  hon.  friend  refers.  But  the 
great  majority  of  sermons  published  regularly 
on  the  Monday — and  my  own  personal  experience 
in  this  is  in  accord  with  the  statement  made  by 
the  hon.  member  for  Cardwell — are  prepared  not 
only  the  day  before  but  weeks  before.  Why,  in 
the  town  in  which  I  live  sermons  were  printed  in  the 
paper  on  Saturday  while  the  reverend  gentleman 
who  gave  birth  to  them  was  spending  the  summer 
on  the  continent  of  Europe.  He  had  prepared 
them,  they  were  stereotyped,  and  sent  all  over  the 
country  and  published.  There  may  be  other  sermons 
which  are  reported  in  the  way  stated  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Wellington.  There  may  be  others  in 
which  reporting  takes  place  as  stated  by  the 
member  for  North  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen), but 
that  is  not  a  work  of  necessity.  If  it  is  a  work  of 
necessity  to  have  the  sermons  reported  on  Sunday 
and  printed  for  Monday  morning,  what  reason  can 
there  be  for  not  having  a  newspaper  published  for 
Sunday  reading  ?  Take  the  Christian  Guardian  and 
other  religious  papers.  You  see  no  politics  in  them 
and  nothing  but  what  is  of  a  religious  character. 
There  are  the  papers  of  the  Anglican  and  the 
Presbyterian  and  the  Methodist  and  the  Baptist 
and  the  other  bodies,  these  papers  form  the  Sunday 
reading  in  half  the  homes  of  Ontario.  As  long  as 
the  papers  are  of  that  character,  there  can  be  no 
harm  in  them.  Coming  back  to  the  point  to  which  I 
called  the  attention  of  the  committee,  I  cannot- 
conceive,  as  far  as  Ontario  is  concerned,  that  there 
is  any  necessity  whatever  for  the  passage  of  the 
clause  before  the  House. 

Mr.  COATSWORTH.  If  we  pass  this  clause 
at  all,  I  think  we  ought  to  pass  it  as  it  is  printed. 
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I  have  been  surprised  at  some  of  the  arguments  in 
regard  to  the  fixing  of  a  time.  In  all  our  laws  we 
have  arbitrary  times  fixed.  For  instance,  a  man 
can  get  a  glass  of  liquor  in  Toronto  legally  and 
lawfully  at  1  minute  to  7  on  Saturday  evening, 
but  no  saloon  keeper  is  authorized  to  sell  after  7 
o  clock,  and  if  he  does  so  he  commits  a  misde¬ 
meanour.  A  bailiff  can  distrain  on  me  between  sun¬ 
rise  and  sunset,  but  if  he  attempts  to  do  so  before 
the  one  or  after  the  other,  he  is  liable  as  a 
trespasser. 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  Can  he  do  it  on  Sunday  ? 

Mr.  COATSWORTH.  Certainly  not,  because 
the  law  says  he  is  not  to  do  it.  An  argument  of  the 
kind  brought  forward  as  to  the  fixing  of  hours  is 
open  to  the  charge  of  childishness,  though  I  would 
not  like  to  make  that  charge  as  so  many  hon. 
gentlemen  have  offered  that  argument.  Take  the 
question  of  burglary.  A  man  may  enter  my  house 
at  1  minute  before  6  o'clock  in  the  morning,  and  be 
guilty  of  burglary,  whereas,  if  he  does  it  1  minute 
after  6  it  is  a  different  and  a  much  lighter  offence. 
So  we  do  fix  the  time  arbitrarily  for  all  classes  of 
offences.  I  am  sorry  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Norfolk  (Mr.  Charlton)  has  proposed  a  change 
in  the  clause.  Though  there  is  no  doubt,  as  the 
Minister  of  Militia  says,  that  the  law  in  Ontario 
is  that  no  work  shall  be  done  before  12  o’clock  ; 
we  know  that  that  law  is  winked  at  and  that  there 
is  not  a  daily  newspaper  in  Ontario  on  which  work 
is  not  done  on  Sunday  evenings  from  8  or  9  o’clock 
until  the  paper  issues.  We  should  take  a  prac¬ 
tical  view  of  this  matter  and  allow  the  necessary 
work  to  be  done.  My  own  conviction  is  that  a 
Monday  morning  paper  is  a  necessity.  We  have 
to  take  into  consideration  not  only  the  absolute 
necessity,  but  the  necessity  arising  from  our  sur¬ 
roundings,  our  business  and  other  surroundings, 
and  I  think  we  are  forced  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  Monday  morning  newspaper  is  a  neces¬ 
sity,  and  that  the  work  required  on  the  Sabbath 
evening  to  prepare  it  for  issue  is  a  work  of 
necessity.  While  I  am  favourable  to  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  the  Bill  on  the  whole  for  two  reasons, 
not  only  to  have  the  Sunday  preserved  as  the 
Christian  day  of  rest,  but  also  to  have  it  preserved 
as  a  day  of  rest  for  our  workingmen,  I  am  inclined 
to  think  that  the  hon.  member  ought  to  abandon 
the  first  clause.  Suppose  a  newspaper  man  put  his 
men  to  work  on  Sunday  evening,  he  is  free  from 
any  penalty  under  this  measure,  whereas  under  the 
law  of  Ontario  he  is  liable  to  a  penalty  if  he  com¬ 
mences  work  before  12  o’clock  on  Sunday  night, 
and  I  think  it  would  be  unfortunate  to 
have  a  conflict  of  law  of  that  kind.  If  the 
Province  of  Ontario  chooses  to  wink  at  that 
law  and  to  allow  newspaper  men  to  start  working 
at  8  or  9  o’clock  on  Sunday  it  is  no  concern  of  ours, 
but  it  would  be  unfortunate  for  us  to  come  into 
direct  conflict  with  the  provincial  law,  and  perhaps 
it  might  result  in  an  appeal  to  the  Privy  Council 
and  to  our  law  being  set  aside.  I  am  so  im¬ 
pressed  with  the  arguments  which  have  been  ad¬ 
duced  that  this  is  a  matter  for  provincial  legisla¬ 
tion  that  I  think  we  ought  not  to  pass  this  clause. 
However,  I  am  in  favour  of  the  general  principle  of 
the  Bill.  I  think  my  hon.  friend  from  Guysborough 
(Mr.  Fraser)  put  the  matter  very  nicely  when  he 
said  that  we  have  not  only  to  look  at  this  question 
as  Christian  people  desirous  to  preserve  the  sano- 
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tity  of  the  Lord’s  Day,  but  also  as  protectors  of  the 
rights  of  workingmen,  and,  if  we  place  them  in  the 
way  of  working  on  the  Lord’s  Day,  we  are  offering 
them  a  temptation  and  are  also  offering  temptation 
to  their  employers  to  use  their  services.  The  result 
in  the  United  States  has  been  that  Sunday  is  no 
longer  Sunday.  It  is  a  day  of  work  and  not  a  day 
of  rest.  It  is  a  day  when  men  are  compelled  to 
work  for  fear  of  losing  their  situations.  For  these 
reasons  I  am  in  favour  of  the  principle  of  the  Bill, 
and,  although  I  think  my  hon.  friend  should  with¬ 
draw  this  clause,  still,  rather  than  see  the.  Bill 
thrown  out,  I  would  vote  for  it  as  it  stands. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  I  am  opposed  to  this  clause 
and  to  some  others  in  this  Bill.  If  the  promoter  of 
the  Bill  has  based  his  demand  for  such  a  measure 
simply  upon  the  ground  of  religious  principle,  I  am 
Sony  I  have  to  tell  him  that  I  do  not  recognize  his 
mission  as  an  apostle  of  religion.  If  it  is  to  be  a 
matter  merely  of  Christian  zeal  or  of  virtue,  it 
should  be  canvassed  outside  of  this  House  and 
by  other  means.  I  object  to  transforming  Par¬ 
liament  into  a  pulpit.  I  say  we  are  not  to  be 
dragooned  to  church  or  to  be  dragooned  into 
heaven.  I  do  not  want  to  be  forced  into  the 
path  of  Christian  life  by  an  Act  of  Parliament. 
If  this  is  the  principle  at  the  foundation  of  this 
Bill,  ihis  is  not  the  place  for  it.  We  have  men 
who  have  received  a  mission  to  teach  us,  and  it  is 
not  in  Parliament  that  this  should  be  taught.  There 
is  a  ground  upon  which  such  legislation  might  be 
demanded,  that  is,  on  the  ground  of  not  toler¬ 
ating  on  the  Lord’s  Day  of  practices  which 
might  be  obnoxious  or  offensive  to  other  people. 
I  do  not  admit  that  this  would  be  reasonable. 
But  if  it  is  so,  it  is  a  question  of  municipal  law.  If 
it  is  a.  nuisance  to  publish  a  paper  where  some  people 
would  be  offended  by  it,  the  nuisance  must  be  put 
down  by  municipal  authority.  As  my  hon.  friend 
has  said,  it  might  be  a  question  affecting  the  relations 
between  labourers  and  employers,  and  there  might 
be  a  question  of  a  contract  entered  into  between  an 
employer  and  a  labourer.  Then  the  question  comes, 
whohas  the  right  to  regulate  that?  A  labour  contract 
is  essentially  a  civil  right,  and  must  be  regulated  by 
the  Provincial  Legislatures  and  not  by  this  Parlia¬ 
ment.  In  theprovince  from  which  I  come  everybody 
knows  that  the  views  entertained  by  the  majority 
concerning  the  observance  of  the  Sabbath,  are  not 
the  same  as  those  entertained  by  the  minority  of 
the  population.  Still,  we  have  no  dispute  over 
that  subject  in  our  province  ;  the  people  of  differ¬ 
ent  creeds  live  together  in  harmony,  notwithstand¬ 
ing  those  differences ;  but  if  any  legislation  was  to 
be  had  on  that  subject,  it  would  have  to  come 
from  the  Provincial  Legislature.  We  arrange  these 
matters  ourselves,  and  I  do  not  want  the  majority 
of  the  province  from  which  I  come  to  be  subjected  to 
special  legislation  by  this  Parliament  on  matters  re¬ 
garding  which  it  has  no  right  to  legislate.  It  is  true 
we  can  decide  by  an  Act  of  this  Parliament  that 
it  is  a  crime  to  smoke  in  the  street  on  Sunday,  but 
sensible  people  would  not  think  of  passing  such  an 
Act.  This  Parliament  might  make  it  a  misde¬ 
meanour  to  have  an  excursion  on  Sunday, or  to  ride 
in  a  carriage  on  Sunday  ;  we  might  make  it  a  mis¬ 
demeanour  to  sing  on  Sunday,  or  to  play  a  piano; 
we  might  do  so,  but  we  shall  not  do  so.  A  great 
deal  is  being  done  in  my  province  towards  concil¬ 
iating  the  feelings  of  the  minority  on  this  question. 

Mr.  Coatsworth. 


For  instance,  the  bishops  of  the  church’to  which  I 
belong  have  forbidden  a  very  old  custom,  that  of 
holding  public  meetings  on  Sunday  for  political 
purposes  during  elections.  Some  of  our  bishops 
have  forbidden  this  custom  in  deference  to  the 
sentiments  of  a  portion  of  the  population.  For  the 
reasons  I  have  stated  before,  I  am  opposed  to  this 
Bill,  and  I  think  the  subject  should  be  left  to  be 
dealt  with  by  the  Provincial  Legislatures. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  I  cannot  allow'  one  statement 
of  the  Minister  of  Customs  to  pass  without  remark. 
The  hon.  gentleman  says  that  the  bishops  of  his 
church  have  forbidden  the  holding  of  public  meet¬ 
ings  at  church  doors  on  Sunday,  in  deference  to  the 
viewrs  of  the  surrounding  Protestant  population. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  Yes. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  I  do  not  agree  with  him  at  all. 
Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  I  know  it. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  I  think  they  w'ere  actuated  by 
higher  motives  than  that.  I  believe  that  they  for¬ 
bade  the  holding  of  those  meetings  because  they 
considered  the  custom  was  injurious  to  the  morals 
of  their  people.  How  can  the  hon.  gentleman  re¬ 
concile  his  statement  with  the  fact  that  this  com¬ 
mand  on  the  part  of  the  bishop  has  taken  effect  in 
portions  of  the  province  W'here  there  is  no  Protest¬ 
ant  population  whatever,  in  the  district  of  Quebec, 
notably,  to  a  greater  extent  than  in  the  district  of 
Montreal  ? 

Mr.  AMYOT.  I  beg  your  pardon. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  I  am  confident  that  I  am 
correct  on  this  point,  and  that  the  hon.  gentleman 
is  wrong.  I  believe  that  the  dignitaries  of  the 
Catholic  church  saw'  that  loose  views  prevailed 
among  some  of  their  people  with  regard  to  the 
observance  of  the  Sabbath,  and  they  used  their 
powerful  and  beneficent  influence  in  the  right 
direction.  That  is  all  I  have  to  say  on  that  point. 
Nowr,  I  would  call  attention  to  the  first  clause  of 
the  Bill.  I  confess  that  I  feel  very  strongly  on  the 
question  of  the  publication  of  Sunday  new  spapers. 
I  would  not  for  a  moment  set  up  my  opinion  on 
the  constitittional  point  against  that  of  men 
learned  in  the  law  who  have  spoken  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  ;  but  it  is  evident  that  there  is  a  conflict  of 
opinion  with  regard  to  this  matter  among  those 
who  are  best  qualified  to  judge  on  the  floor  of  this 
House.  I  am  convinced  that  if  there  be  provin¬ 
cial  legislation  with  regard  to  this  question,  it  is 
either  insufficient  or  the  legislation  is  not  en¬ 
forced,  and  there  is  room  for  action  on  the 
part  of  this  House.  It  seems  to  me 
that  it  is  competent  for  this  body,  within 
constitutional  lines,  at  all  events,  to  legislate 
for  the  prevention  of  any  great  and  general  demo¬ 
ralization  on  the  part  of  the  people.  My  belief  is 
that  one  of  the  greatest  causes  of  the  demoralization 
of  certain  classes  of  the  people  in  the  United  States, 
that  has  taken  place  of  late  years,  has  been  the 
publication  of  Sunday  newspapers.  I  have  passed  a 
good  many  Sundays  in  large  cities  of  the  United 
States  within  the  last  two  or  three  years,  and  I 
have  seen  enough  to  convince  me  that  the  circulation 
of  Sunday  newspapers  has  led  largely  to  a  neglect 
of  the  proper  observance  of  the  Sabbath  day ;  and 
more  than  that,  it  has  led  to  positive  demoraliza¬ 
tion.  I  have  not  read  those  newspapers  very  exten¬ 
sively,  I  confess  ;  I  would  not  do  it,  I  would  consider 
myself  degraded  by  doing  so.  But  I  have  looked 
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into  them  enough  to  be  satisfied  that  they  contain 
matter  which  is  not  only  unfit  for  the  perusal  of 
the  rising  generation  on  week-days,  but  specially 
unfit  for  their  perusal  on  the  Sabbath  day.  This 
demoralization  in  the  large  cities  of  the  United 
States  has  gone  to  such  an  extent  that  I  consider 
it  very  important,  in  the  best  interests  of  this 
Dominion,  to  prevent  the  publication  of  Sunday 
newspapers  obtaining  a  footing  in  this  country  as 
it  has  obtained  a  footing  in  the  neighbouring 
republic. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  I  must  tell  my  lion,  friend  that 
he  is  wrongly  informed  about  the  prohibition  to 
hold  political  meetings  on  Sunday.  In  the  diocese 
of  Quebec  they  are  not  forbidden,  and  we  hold 
them  every  Sunday  in  election  times.  I  may  tell 
my  lion,  friend  that  if  there  was  anything  intrin¬ 
sically  wrong  or  immoral  in  holding  political  meet¬ 
ings  on  Sunday,  they  would  be  forbidden  in  the 
diocese  of  Quebec  as  well  as  in  every  other  diocese. 
That  fact  goes  to  conoborate  what  the  Minister 
of  Customs  has  said,  that  in  the  diocese  of  Mon¬ 
treal,  where  the  Protestant  element  is  considera¬ 
ble,  political  meetings  on  Sunday  have  been  abo¬ 
lished  out  of  deference  to  Protestant  sentiment. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  They  are  abolished  in  Three 
Rivers. 

Motion  that  committee  rise,  negatived  :  Yeas, 
29  ;  nays,  35. 

Section  1,  negatived  :  Yeas,  29;  nays,  56. 

On  section  2, 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  place  in  your  hands,  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  following  amendment  prepared 
by  the  Minister  of  Justice,  which  it  is  understood 
meets  the  views  entertained  by  him.  While  I 
would  prefer  the  section  as  it  stands,  I  recognize 
the  necessity  of  taking  not  what  I  would  desire  to 
get,  but  what  I  can  get  in  connection  with  this 
legislation,  and  if  the  Minister  of  Justice  does  not 
see  fit  to  permit  the  whole  section  as  it  stands  to 
pass,  or  rather  give  his  sanction  to  the  passage  of 
the  section,  I  will  be  content,  if  it  is  the  sense  of 
the  committee,  to  accept  the  amendment,  rather 
than  obtain  nothing  at  all.  The  amendment  is  as 
follows  : — 

1.  No  canal  belonging  to  the  Government  of  Canada 
shall  be  operated  for  traffic  on  Sunday  except  from  the 
hour  of  midnight  on  Saturday  to  6  o’clock  in  the  morn¬ 
ing  of  Sunday,  and  from  and  after  the  hour  of  9  o’clock 
at  night  on  Sunday. 

2.  In  the  case  of  urgent  necessity,  arising  from  the 
pressure  of  business  caused  by  an  interruption  of  traffic 
or  by  the  approach  of  the  close  of  navigation,  the  forego¬ 
ing  provision  may,  from  time  to  time,  be  suspended  or 
varied  by  Order  of  the  Governor  General  in  Council, 
but  no  such  Order  in  Council  shall  continue  in  force  for  a 
longer  period  than  four  weeks  from  the  making  thereof. 

Amendment  agreed  to. 

On  section  3, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  have  no  doubt  the 
railway  business  is  one  in  which  Sunday  is  trans¬ 
gressed  very  frequently  without  any  great  neces¬ 
sity.  I  have  no  doubt  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
shunting  and  work  of  that  kind  done  which  might 
be  avoided  ;  but  it  seems  to  me  that  any  clause  of 
this  kind  should  be  very  carefully  considered  by 
those  who  are  well  acquainted  with  railway  work, 
and  framed  in  a  way  different  from  this  section. 
The  section  prohibits  in  a  very  ambiguous  way  this 
kind  of  railway  work.  The  section  reads  : 
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Any  railway  superintendent,  traffic  manager  or  per¬ 
son,  by  virtue  of  whose  authority  and  command  railway 
cars  or  trains  are  on  the  Lord’s  Day  loaded  at  any  railway 
station  in  Canada,  or  despatched  trom  such  station  when 
loaded,  or  permitted  to  continue  a  journey  (except  in  the 
case  of  live  stock  and  perishable  goods)  with  Canadian 
local  freight.” 

I  do  not  pretend  to  be  a  railway  man,  but  I  can¬ 
not  derive  any  meaning  from  these  words.  The 
words  are  not  ‘  ‘  trains  having  live  stock  on  board 
or  perishable  goods,”  but  “  except  in  the  case  of 
live  stock  and  perishable  goods.”  We  have  not 
made  any  previous  mention  of  live  stock  or  perish¬ 
able  goods.  I  presume  the  language  means  trains 
loaded  with  live  stock.  The  section  does  not  say 
whether  one  head  of  stock  is  sufficient  to  enable  a 
train  to  go  through,  or  that  a  train  cannot  be  run 
without  a  certain  number  of  live  stock  on  board. 
This  should  be  defined.  Again,  what  is  Canadian 
local  freight.  Each  railway  manager  understands 
what  is  local  freight  on  his  own  road,  but  there  is  no 
means  of  defining  what  local  freight  is  as  regards  all 
the  railways.  What  is  local  freight  on  one  road  is 
not  considered  such  on  another.  The  section  further 
says  : 

“  Or  any  personas  aforesaid  who  directs  local  passenger 
trains  to  be  run  on  the  Lord’s  Day  (except  one  milk 
train).” 

I  have  asked  railway  people  what  they  would  con¬ 
sider  a  milk  train,  and  each  of  them  has  given  me 
a  different  interpretation  of  what  it  may  be.  But 
if  it  is  a  train  having  milk  on  board  simply,  or  a 
train  having  one  can  of  milk  on  board,  or  a  train 
supplying  one  locality  with  milk,  it  will  be  very 
easy  to  avoid  coming  within  the  section,  which 
will  amount  to  no  prohibition  whatever.  A  man¬ 
ager  who  wants  to  run  a  train  will  have  enough 
milk  on  beard  to  do  so.  The  section  continues  : 

“  Any  such  special  trains  as  are  necessary  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  conveying  medical  aid  and  means  of  relief  in 
cases  of  accident,  or  to  persons  injured  or  afflicted  with 
sickness  or  of  conveying  persons  to  visit  dying  relations, 
or  for  the  purpose  of  conveying  the  means  for  extinguish¬ 
ing  fire  to  places  requiring  such  assistance  or  for  other 
acts  of  assistance  or  mercy.” 

Is  it  sufficient  that  there  should  be  some  person  on 
board  a  railway  train  who  is  going  to  convey  medi¬ 
cal  aid  or  to  visit  a  dying  relation ;  or  does  it 
mean  that  all  persons  are  prohibited  from  riding  in 
trains  except  persons  who  have  that  charitable 
mission  on  hand  ?  Then  again  it  says  : 

“  For  the  purpose  of  conveying  medical  aid  and  means  of 
relief  in  cases  of  accident,  or  to  persons  injured  or  afflicted 
with  sickness,  or  of  conveying  persons  to  visit  dying  rela¬ 
tives,  or  for  the  purpose  of  conveying  the  means  for  extin¬ 
guishing  fire  to  places  requiring  such  assistance,  or  for 
other  acts  of  necessity  and  mercy,  or  directs  empty  cars 
to  be  moved  from  station  to  station  within  the  territory 
of  Canada, — shall  be  deemed  to  be  guilty  of  a  misde¬ 
meanour  ;  but  through  passenger  trains  each  way,  with 
their  necessary  connections,  shall  be  permitted  by  any 
trunk  line  of  Canada.” 

I  do  not  know  what  distinction  can  be  instituted 
as  to  what  a  trunk  line  is,  but  there  is  a  greater 
difficulty  still  in  defining  what  through  passenger 
trains  are,  because  on  each  railway  they  are  differ¬ 
ent.  One  could  understand  for  instance  that  a  train 
running  from  Montreal  to  Mile  End  would  not  be 
a  through  train,  but  would  a  train  running  from 
Montreal  to  Ottawa,  on  the  Canadian  Pacific  Rail¬ 
way,  be  a  through  train?  I  do  not  know  whether 
it  is  or  not,  but  on  some  railways  it  would  be.  I 
suppose  that  on  a  railway  running  from  the  Pacific 
to  the  Atlantic  a  train  must  run  all  the  way  in 
order  to  have  the  right  to  run  on  Sunday.  1  think 
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that  a  through  passenger  train  might,  perhaps,  on 
some  railways,. be  one  which  would  run  to  more  than 
one  station.  Then  we  come  to  sub-section  2,  which 
says  : 

“  At  such  time  as  the  laws  of  the  United  States  shall 
make  corresponding  provision,  no  through  freight  in 
transit  from  one  point  on  the  frontier  of  the  United 
States  to  some  other  point  on  the  said  frontier,  shall  be 
allowed  to  pass  over  Canadian  roads  on  the  Lord’s  Day, 
except  live  stock  and  perishable  goods.” 

It  would  be  a  matter  for  proof  what  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  would  be  whenever  a  prosecution 
would  take  place.  When  we  want  to  adopt  a  pro¬ 
vision  like  that,  it  is  unusually  provided  that  the 
law  shall  be  proclaimed  when  the  Governor  in 
Council  is  informed  that  the  laws  are  passed  in 
the  foreign  states  referred  to.  The  Bill  says  that  this 
law  shall  come  into  force  whenever  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  make  corresponding  provision,  but 
one  does  not  know  whether  that  refers  to  the  law  of 
Congress  or  to  the  law  of  particular  states.  For  in¬ 
stance,  from  New  York  into  Canada  there  might  be 
a  through  freight  train  prohibited  or  allowed.  I 
think  that  that  subject  requires  careful  and  artistic 
drafting,  which  can  only  be  done  on  consultation 
with  experts,  and  after  a  very  careful  considera¬ 
tion.  It  would  be  better,  considering  that  it  is  a 
quarter  past  1 1  o’clock,  for  the  committee  to  rise  and 
report  progress  and  ask  leave  to  sit  again,  and  the 
hon.  gentleman  who  has  the  Bill  in  hand  can  in 
the  meantime  consider  carefully  what  improvement 
he  can  make  in  this.  For  my  part,  and  I  presume 
I  speak  for  a  large  number  of  the  members  of  the 
House,  we  would  be  willing  to  adopt  the  provi¬ 
sion  to  prevent  a  good  deal  of  the  ordinary,  and, 
what  seems  for  Sunday,  unnecessary  labour  of 
shunting  and  moving  cars  and  freight.  But  to 
adopt  a  clause  with  that  end  in  view,  which  is  so 
loosely  framed  as  this,  would  simply  be  to  make 
a  dead  letter.  I,  therefore,  move  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  rise  and  report  progress. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  suppose  I  may  be  permitted 
to  make  a  few  remarks  in  reply  to  the  objections 
taken  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  to  section  3  of 
this  Bill.  It  is  very  true  as  observed  by  the 
Minister  of  Justice  that  this  is  a  section  of  very 
great  importance,  one  requiring  very  great  care 
indeed  as  to  the  phraseology  of  the  Bill,  and  re¬ 
quiring  consultation  with  railway  experts  in  order 
that  no  mistakes  shall  be  made  in  the  provisions 
contained  in  the  section.  That  is  exactly  what  we 
have  done.  The  committee  had  upon  it  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  railway  interests,  and  the  managers  of 
all  the  principal  railways  in  this  country  were  con¬ 
sulted  in  reference  to  this  section  ;  and  a  consider¬ 
able  portion  of  this  section,  that  portion  of  it  which 
the  Minister  of  Justice  criticises  most  unfavourably, 
was  actually  suggested  and  the  words  drafted  by 
the  then  manager  of  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway,  Sir 
Joseph  Hickson.  I  believe  that  the  section,  as  it 
now  stands,  is  satisfactory  to  the  railway  managers 
of  this  country,  and  the  onty  objections  which  have 
been  raised  against  it  are  objections  raised  by  those 
who  desire  to  curtail  Sunday  labour  on  rail¬ 
ways,  the  objection  being  that  the  provisions 
of  the  section  were  altogether  too  liberal  with  re¬ 
gard  to  Sunday  traffic.  The  hon.  gentleman  raises 
the  objection  that  this  Bill  will  permit  the  running 
of  trains  provided  they  put  one  car  on  with  milk, 
or  that  they  put  one  or  two  animals  on  the  train, 
or  that  there  is  a  doctor  on  board  going  somewhere 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


to  render  assistance  in  case  of  an  accident.  The 
language  of  the  Bill  refers  to  special  trains  run  for 
the  purpose  of  works  of  mercy.  It  does  not  refer 
to  regular  trains,  but  the  special  trains  rendered 
necessary  by  an  emergency  such  as  a  conflagration 
in  a  town,  or  in  case  of  a  railway  accident,  or  some 
catastrophe  that  required  special  exertions  to  be 
made.  That  portion  of  the  Bill  was  drafted  by  Sir 
Joseph  Hickson  himself.  The  hon.  gentleman  says 
he  does  not  understand  what  a  through  train  is, 
but  railway  men  understand  what  it  is.  A  through 
train  is  a  train  that  makes  connection  at  the  other 
end  of  the  road  in  a  foreign  country  or  in  Canada. 
A  train  from  the  Suspension  Bridge  in  New  York 
to  Windsor,  connecting  at  one  end  with  the  New 
York  Centralandon  the  other  end  with  the  Michigan 
Central,  is  a  through  train. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  A  train  from  Halifax  to 
Vancouver. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  A  train  from  Halifax  to 
Vancouver  would  be  a  through  train.  It  would 
make  connection  with  the  steamer.  A  train  from 
Montreal  to  Ottawa  would  be  a  local  train.  The 
Bill  allows  the  necessary  communication  to  be  made 
with  through  passenger  trains.  The  condition  of 
railway  travel  was  taken  into"  consideration  by  the 
committee,  and  it  was  found  to  be  utterly  impos¬ 
sible  to  limit  a  road  in  its  operations  in  such  a  way 
as  to  prevent  the  running  of  through  trains  on 
Sunday  provided  those  competing  lines  in  the 
United  States  were  allowed  to  run  Sunday  trains,  , 
and  it  was  found  necessary  to  allow  these  roads 
the  privilege  of  running  Sunday  trains  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  their  foreign  business,  in  order  that  they 
can  compete  with  other  lines. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  Would  not  that  be  a  sin  on  Sun¬ 
day  ? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  It  was  a  work  of  necessity, 
because  you  could  not  adopt  a  law  that  would  ruin 
the  railways  in  their  business. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  They  should  not  make  money  on 
Sundays. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  The  committee  were  obliged 
to  recognize  the  necessity  of  this.  They  could  not 
adopt  the  strict  requirements  of  the  Jewish 
Sabbath.  They  were  dealing  with  this  question  as 
a  civ  il  question.  They  were  endeavouring  to  secure 
their  civil  rights  to  the  people  of  this  country  who 
desired  to  have  Sabbath  rest  and  Christian  privi¬ 
leges,  and  they  were  not  dealing  with  this  question 
on  a  religious  basis  at  all.  The  American  lines  are 
carrying  freight  from  Chicago,  St.  Louis,  and 
various  western  points  to  the  seaboard,  and  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  and  Grand  Trunk  connect 
with  all  the  Vanderbilt  lines,  the  Baltimore  and 
Ohio  and  the  Pennsylvania  Central  system.  If  w’e 
were  to  make  a  provision  that  prevented  the  Grand 
Trunk  Railway  or  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway 
from  forwarding  their  freight  received  from 
American  connections  on  the  Lord’s  Day,  we  would 
place  them  at  a  disadvantage  that  would  be  ruinous 
in  competition  with  the  American  lines.  But  we 
can  make  provision  with  regard  to  local  freight, 
and  I  contend  that  we  ought  to  make  that  pro¬ 
vision.  We  found  that  we  cannot  make  a  provision 
with  regard  to  this  through  traffic  until  there  is  a 
corresponding  provision  made  in  the  American  law. 
The  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  says  that  we  do  not 
provide  whether  it  shall  be  the  law  of  the  States  or 
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the  law  of  the  United  States.  It  says  the  laws  of 
the  United  States — not  any  particular  state,  but 
the  United  States.  Railway  traffic  is  controlled 
by  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  which  has 
appointed  an  interstate  commission  for  that  pur¬ 
pose,  and  we  can  make  no  provision  applicable  to 
our  roads  that  will  not  be  consonant  with  the 
provisions  of  the  American  law  without  putting 
our  railways  at  a  disadvantage.  It  was  the  desire 
of  the  managers  that  that  should  not  be  done,  and 
we  have  carefully  guarded,  so  far  as  we  could,  the 
interests  of  the  railway  companies  ;  and  I  believe 
that  we  have  a  Bill  which  meets  with  their  approval, 
because  it  has  been  before  the  House  for  three  ses¬ 
sions,  and,  so  far  as  I  am  aware,  it  has  never- 
received  any  unfavourable  criticisms  from  any 
railway  manager  in  Canada.  The  provision  in 
regard  to  perishable  goods  and  live  stock  is,  I  think, 
clear  enough.  It  might  be  well  to  say,  “  except  in 
the  case  of  car  loads  ” ;  but  live  stock  is  only  shipped 
in  car  loads.  I  am  quite  ready  to  admit  that  the 
clause  is  of  such  importance  that  it  should  be  care¬ 
fully  sifted,  and  I  am  not  disposed  to  say  that  the 
position  taken  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  is  entirely 
out  of  the  way.  Perhaps  we  are  not  prepared  to 
say  at  this  moment  whether  the  section  should  re¬ 
ceive  the  saction  of  the  committee  or  not,  but  I 
believe  that  it  is  not  liable  to  the  objections  which 
the  Iron.  Minister  of  Justice  supposes. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  somewhat  misunderstood  my  point.  He 
understood  me  to  contend  that  the  term  “through 
trairr  ”  was  not  understood  by  railway  men.  My 
point  was  that  each  railway  man  understood  it  as 
applicable  to  his  own  railway.  This  clause,  as  the 
hon.  gentleman  explained  to  us,  was  drawn  by  the 
manager  or  the  president  of  the  Grand  Trunk  Rail¬ 
way  Company,  and  he  drew  it  in  a  way  which  he 
could  not  object  to.  No  doubt  all  his  trains  that 
run  on  Sunday  are  through  trains  in  that  sense  ; 
but  what  would  be  through  trains  on  the  Grand 
Trunk  would  not  be  through  trains  on  a  great 
many  other  railways,  and  on  many  of  those  rail¬ 
ways  trains  that  would  be  defined  by  Sir  Joseph 
Hickson  as  through  trains  never  run  at  all.  There 
are  many  through  trains  that  do  not  run  into  a 
foreign  country  or  connect  with  a  steamer.  There 
are  many  railways  only  40  miles,  or  80  or  100  or 
200  miles  long,  which  run  through  trains,  but  they 
would  not  be  through  trains  in  that  sense.  As 
regards  the  second  provision,  that  certain  things 
shall  happen  when  the  United  States  law  shall  pro¬ 
vide  certain  things,  I  merely  mentioned  to  the  hon. 
gentleman,  as  a  precaution,  that  the  State  of  New 
\ork,  for  instance,  might  some  day  provide  that 
through  trains  should  not  run  on  Sunday,  and  his 
view  would  be  that  we  should  stop  them  in  Canada. 
The  hon.  gentleman  says  that  it  means  the  federal 
laws  of  the  United  States.  But  there  never  will 
be  a  law  of  Congress  forbidding  the  running  of  a 
train  on  Sunday,  because  Congress  has  not  power 
to  pass  it.  It  has  power  to  regulate  trade  and 
commerce  by  the  running  of  trains  through  dif¬ 
ferent  states,  but  it  has  no  power  to  make  any¬ 
thing  a  crime  or  an  offence  except  in  regard  to 
regulating  trade  and  commerce.  But  if  the  proviso 
satisfies  the  hon.  gentleman,  I  have  no  objection  to 
it.  The  hon.  gentleman  tells  us  that  the  section 
has  been  framed  by  persons  skilled  in  railway 
matters  ;  but  it  may  be  that,  in  addition,  it  re¬ 


quires  to  be  drafted  from  a  legal  point  of  view,  so 
that  it  will  not  be  capable  of  misinterpretation  or 
of  being  entirely  set  at  naught  ;  and  the  difficulty 
that  occurs  to  my  mind  with  regard  to  the  advice 
which  the  hon.  gentleman  has  taken,  is  that  he  has 
been  advised  by  a  gentleman  who  has  been  im¬ 
pressed  with  this  clause  in  a  way  that  will  suit  one 
railway  in  Canada  or  perhaps  two,  but  may  not 
suit  the  others.  However,  it  is  for  the  committee 
to  say. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  progress. 
RETURN  ORDERED. 

Copy  of  all  correspondence,  papers  and  reports  relating 
to  the  investigation  into  the  conduct  of  William  Prosser, 
fishery  overseer  for  the  district  fronting  the  County  of 
Essex,  on  Lake  Erie,  and  his  dismissal  from  office. — (Mr. 
Allan.) 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  1 1.30 
p.m. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Tuesday,  31st  May,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 
Prayers  . 

EXPERIMENTAL  FARM. 

Mr.  FREMONT.  Before  the  Orders  of  the  Day 
are  proceeded  with,  I  would  call  the  attention  of 
the  Government  to  the  fact  that  there  was  an  Order 
of  the  House  dated  the  20th  March,  for  some 
papers  respecting  the  Experimental  Farm  which 
are  not  yet  produced.  They  relate  especially  to 
the  French  correspondence  of  that  department. 
Since  that  time,  I  have  received  several  letters 
complaining  of  the  same  irregularity  in  the  French 
correspondence,  and  I  think  those  papers  should  be 
brought  down  as  soon  as  possible.  I  have  received 
since  several  letters  and  complaints,  and  amongst 
them  a  letter  from  a  party  in  the  district  of  Quebec 
stating  that  he  wrote  to  the  department  and  re¬ 
ceived  no  reply  until  five  weeks  had  elapsed.  This 
is  not  the  way  in  which  to  treat  French  correspon¬ 
dents  who  want  to  get  information. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  This  morning  I  received  a 
letter  from  a  priest  in  my  county  stating  that 
many  times  he  has  asked  for  information  and 
bulletins,  and  he  has  never  received  an  answer, 
and  he  asks  me  if  anything  can  be  done.  I  am  told 
that  the  Seminary  of  Quebec  have  asked  for  copies 
of  papers  from  that  farm  and  have  not  received 
any  answer.  I  do  not  know  what  the  reason  is, 
but  this  morning  I  received  about  the  tenth  letter 
on  that  subject  within  two  or  three  weeks.  No 
satisfaction  whatever  can  be  got  from  this  depart¬ 
ment.  There  must  be  something  Avrong,  and  I 
hope  the  Minister  will  see  that  some  man  will  be 
appointed  who  understands  French  and  can  write 
in  French,  so  that  he  will  be  able  to  answer  these 
communications  promptly. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  As  soon  as  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  at  rives  I  will  ask  him  what 
is  the  cause  of  the  delay.  On  the  day  that  the 
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motion  was  passed  the  Minister  assured  me  that 
there  was  a  French-speaking  gentleman  from  the 
Province  of  Quebec  appointed  to  attend  to  the 
correspondence  from  that  province,  and  there  has 
been  another  person  appointed  since  to  that  staff 
who  is  perfectly  efficient  in  French  and  in  English, 
so  that  no  further  delay  is  likely  to  occur  from 
that  cause. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  I  am  told  that  there  is  a 
gentleman  there  who  understands  French,  but  he  has 
not  the  time  to  look  after  the  correspondence.  If 
there  is  another  one  he  cannot  be  there  very  often 
because  of  the  many  complaints  we  have  had,  and 
this  gentleman  is  supposed  to  be  employed  to  show 
people  about  the  farm. 

QUEBEC  JUDGES’  TRAVELLING  EXPENSES. 

Mr.  FLINT.  When  are  we  likely  to  have  the 
returns  as  to  the  travelling  expenses  of  the  judges 
in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  which  were  ordered  some 
time  ago  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  cannot  say  that  it  will 
be  very  soon,  because  communication  has  had  to  be 
made  with  every  judge  in  the  province. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  It  ought  to  appear  on  the 
returns. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  No  ;  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  requires  more  details  than  appear  in  the  re¬ 
turns.  They  have  been  asked  for,  but,  if  there  are 
any  particular  items  which  the  hon.  gentleman 
desires  to  have  in  the  meantime,  if  he  will  send  me 
a  memorandum,  I  will  see  that  they  are  brought 
down. 

ISSUE  OF  WRITS  FOR  ELECTIONS. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  At  a  very  early  period 
of  the  session,  I  moved  for  a  return  as  to  the  bye- 
elections,  the  period  when  the  warrants  were 
issued,  the  time  that  elapsed  before  the  issue  of 
the  writs,  and  the  cause  of  the  delay.  There  was 
laid  on  the  Table  shortly  after  that  motion  was 
made  a  return  showing  the  period  when  the 
warrants  were  issued,  but,  up  to  this  hour,  there 
has  been  no  return  showing  the  period  that  elapsed 
between  the  issue  of  the  warrants  and  the  issue  of 
the  writs,  and,  although  I  have  frequently  brought 
the  matter  to  the  attention  of  the  House  and  have 
been  promised  that  the  return  should  be  made 
without  delay,  up  to  this  moment  the  information 
has  not  been  given. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  Secretary  of 
State  is  looking  after  that  matter  personally,  and 
he  will  be  in  the  House  in  a  few  moments. 

THE  WRIT  FOR  PONTIAC. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Has  the  writ  for  Pontiac  been 
issued  ?  I  understood  from  the  hon.  gentleman  on 
Friday  that  the  writ  had  been  issued,  but  now  I 
understand  it  was  only  issued  yesterday. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Saturday. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Can  the  hon.  gentleman  tell  me 
from  memory  who  is  the  returning  officer  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  know  the 
name,  but  the  date  is  the  date  I  mentioned  on 
Friday  evening,  the  21st  June. 

Sir  John  Thompson. 


THE  WRIT  FOR  FRONTENAC. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Has  the  writ  for  Frontenac 
been  issued  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes,  and  nomination 
will  be  on  the  10th  June. 

FARMER  DELEGATES’  REPORT. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  I  want  to  say  to  the 
Minister  of  Justice  that  he  promised  that  the 
report  of  the  British  delegates  of  the  tenant  far¬ 
mers  would  in  all  likelihood  be  laid  upon  the  Table 
last  week,  but  it  has  not  yet  been  brought  down. 
When  may  we  expect  to  get  it  ?  I  have  had  several 
communications  from  my  constituents,  asking  me 
to  procure  copies  of  it  as  soon  as  possible. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  presume  the  hon. 
gentleman  refers  to  the  Farm  Delegates  to  the 
Maritime  Provinces  ? 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  Yes. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  reports  have  been 
received,  and  there  is  no  objection  to  bringing  them 
down.  I  will  lay  them  on  the  Table  in  a  day  or 
two,  if  the  motion  be  adopted  that  they  be  brought 
down. 

REPRESENTATION  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF 
COMMONS. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  second  reading 
of  Bill  (No.  76)  to  readjust  the  representation  in 
the  House  of  Commons. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Apart  from  the  dispositions  of 
this  Bill,  to  which  it  must  be  my  unpleasant  duty 
to  allude  presently,  the  very  fact  that  this  measure 
has  been  postponed  and  put  off  until,  I  may  say, 
the  dying  hours  of  the  session,  is  in  itself  sufficient 
to  deserve  the  most  severe  censure  of  this  House. 
We  are  now  entering  the  13th  week  of  the  session, 
and  to-day  for  the  first  time  this  Bill  is  brought  up 
for  discussion.  Parliament  was  opened  on  the  25th 
February,  and  this  measure  was  announced  in  the 
Speech  from  the  Throne.  It  should  even  then  have 
been  ready  when  Parliament  was  convened,  but  it 
was  not  until  the  29th  day  of  April  that  the 
measure  was  introduced,  that  is  to  say,  more  than 
two  months  after  it  had  been  announced.  Now, 
on  the  31st  day  of  May,  when  Parliament  has  been 
in  session  for  over  three  months,  and  when  proro¬ 
gation  ought  to  be  within  sight,  the  Bill  is  now 
called  up  for  the  second  reading.  This  procras¬ 
tination,  whatever  the  cause  may  be,  whether  it 
be  negligence  or  design,  is  unpardonable  and  most 
culpable.  I  protest,  and  I  believe  the  House  ought 
to  support  me  in  protesting,  against  this  system, 
for  system  it  is.  It  cannot  be  called  negligence,  after 
so  many  repetitions  of  delay.  I  protest  against  this 
system  too  long  indulged  in  by  this  Government,  of 
delaying  their  most  important  legislation  until  the 
last  days  of  the  session  when  members  are  naturally 
anxious  to  get  away  to  their  own  business.  Sir,  as 
everybody  knows,  this  House  is  not  recruited  from 
a  privileged  class.  The  members  of  this  House  are 
not  men  of  leisure  ;  they  are  mostly,  if  not  all, 
engaged  of  necessity  in  the  actual  pursuits  of  life, 
and  there  are  few  of  them  who  can  be,  without  great 
prejudice,  removed  from  their  active  spheres  of 
occupation  for  so  long  a  period  at  a  time.  Now,  how¬ 
ever,  whatever  may  be  the  inconvenience,  the  cost, 
the  sacrifice,  this  measure  has  to  be  debated,  dis- 
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cussed,  canvassed,  with  all  the  attention  that  its 
importance  deserves.  Coming  now  to  the  measure 
itself,  the  House  will  remember  that  when  the  hon. 
gentleman  introduced  it  three  or  four  weeks  ago, 
he  stated  that  it  would  be  found  on  examination  to 
fair  and  impartial  to  all  parties,  and  that  to  it 
could  not  be  applied  the  odious  term  of  gerry¬ 
mander.  For  my  part,  I  must  say  I  received  this 
statement  with  mixed  feelings  of  gratification  and 
diffidence,  hoping  that  perhaps  the  hon.  gentleman 
would  find  it  possible  to  be  as  good  as  his  word  and 
shake  himself  free  of  the  unsavoury  traditions  at¬ 
taching  to  Hills  of  this  kind,  but  at  the  same  time 
fearing  that  perhaps  the  weight  of  those  tradi¬ 
tions  would  overbear  his  professed  good  intentions, 
and  by  them  curbed  to  the  ground.  The  hon. 
gentleman  had  not  proceeded  very  far  before 
my  hopes  began  to  weaver,  and  they  soon  vanished 
completely.  As  the  hon.  gentleman  proceeded 
in  his  speech  and  came  to  those  portions  of 
the  Province  of  Quebec  with  which  I  am 
personally  familiar,  it  became  evident  to  me,  either 
that  the  hon.  gentleman  meant  to  be  supremely 
sarcastic,  or  that  he  was  not  the  author  of  the 
measure  which  he  had  introduced  ;  and  that  in  the 
midst  of  his  labours  he  had  not  had  time  to  give  it 
all  the  care  and  the  attention  which  were  necessary 
to  enable  him  to  see  what  the  consequences  of  such 
an  enactment  would  be.  But  now,  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  has  had  time  to  consider  his  measure,  and  if 
to-day  he  does  not  recall  the  words  of  encomium 
which  he  passed  upon  it  at  first,  I  am  sure  that 
even  yet  he  has  not  given  the  attention  to  that 
measure  which  he  ought  to  have  done,  as  otherwise 
I  am  sure  he  would  refuse  to  have  anything  to  do 
with  it.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  gives  it  the 
authority  of  his  name,  although  I  think  I  do  him  no 
injustice  if  I  say  that  it  is  not  altogether  his  pro¬ 
duction.  I  think  I  am  within  the  limits  of  truth 
when  I  say  that  this  measure,  in  so  far,  at  all  events, 
as  the  Province  of  Quebec  is  concerned,  is  not  his 
own  production.  It  is  an  open  secret  that,  in  so  far 
as  the  Province  of  Quebec  is  concerned,  this  mea¬ 
sure  was  incubated  in  a  committee  room  in  another 
branch  of  the  Legislature,  where  it  was  prepared 
by  twro  or  three  legislators  more  particularly 
interested,  a  fact  which  I  am  sure  is  not  of  a 
nature  to  impress  any  one  with  its  fairness.  But  if 
the  hon.  gentleman  was  in  earnest  when  he  spoke 
as  he  did,  he  must  have  been  greatly  surprised  at 
the  comments  of  the  press  upon  that  measure 
which  he  pronounced  to  be  fair  and  equitable  to 
all  parties.  I  will  not  speak  of  the  comments  of 
the  Liberal  press,  because  in  this  country  party 
lines  are  so  tightly  drawn  that,  perhaps,  a  man  may 
rightly  object  to  be  judged  by  the  comments  of  his 
opponents  in  the  press  ;  but  if  the  hon.  gentleman 
was  in  earnest  when  he  spoke,  he  must  have  been 
greatly  shocked  at  the  comments  of  the  independent 
press.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  aware  that  the 
independent  press  of  the  country,  with  scarcely  an 
exception,  has  been  unanimous  in  condemning  that 
measure  which  he  pronounced  fair  and  equitable 
to  all  parties.  It  has  been  condemned  by  the 
Toronto  Mail,  it  has  been  condemned  by  the 
Montreal  Star,  it  has  been  condemned  by  the 
Montreal  Witness,  and  it  has  been  condemned  by 
the  Ottawa  Eoening  Journal.  Sir,  if  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  was  in  earnest  he  must  have  been  surprised, 
not  only  at  the  comments  of  the  independent  press, 
but  at  the  comments  of  the  press  of  his  own  party. 


The  measure,  forsooth,  received  the  sympathy  and 
the  endorsation  of  the  press  of  his  own  party,  not, 
however,  because  in  the  estimation  of  that  press, 
the  measure  was  fair  and  equitable  to  all  parties, 
but  because,  to  use  a  well-known  phrase,  it  was 
another  measure  to  dish  the  Grits  with.  Let  me 
recall  to  the  House  the  language  used  by  one  of  the 
ministerialorgansof theGovernment.  TlieHamilton 
Spectator,  speaking  of  the  measure,  used  the  follow¬ 
ing  language  : — 

“  Reformers  raise  the  cry  that  the  reapportionment  is  a 
gerrymander,  and  announce  their  intention  to  block  the 
wheels  of  legislation,  unless  it  should  be  so  changed  as  to 
give  them  an  advantage.  If  they  take  that  course  we 
earnestly  recommend  Mr.  Abbott  to  make  it  a  gerryman¬ 
der,  and  to  secure  a  party  advantage  wherever  it  is 
possible  to  do  so.” 

The  Liberal  party  want  no  advantage.  We  claim 
here  nothing  but  fair-play  and  justice,  nothing 
more  and  nothing  less.  As  to  Mr.  Abbott,  it  was 
quite  useless  for  the  organ  to  tender  him  this 
advice,  because  Mr.  Abbott,  or  Sir  John  Abbott, 
as  I  should  call  him,  was  quite  up  to  the  level  of 
his  organ,  and  the  measure  which  has  been  intro¬ 
duced  secures  an  advantage  for  his  party  wherever 
it  is  possible  to  secure  an  advantage,  or  at  all 
events  wherever  it  was  possible  to  secure  a  sweet 
morsel  out  of  the  general  hodge-podge.  Indeed,  I 
have  been  told,  and  I  have  reason  to  believe,  that 
we  have  been  saved  redistribution  in  the  Province 
of  Quebec  simply  because  it  was  not  possible  for 
all  friends  of  the  Government  to  agree  as  to  who 
should  be  sacrificed,  otherwise  the  district  of  the 
city  of  Quebec  would  have  been  rearranged  as  is 
proposed  with  respect  to  the  district  of  Montreal. 
Sir,  this  measure,  which  the  Minister  of  Justice 
has  professed  to  declare  to  be  fair  and  equitable,  I 
denounce  to  the  House  to-day,  and  in  doing  so 
I  place  myself  in  the  judgment- of  the.  House,  as  an 
infamous  attack  on  the  minority,  and  I  declare  it 
to  be  an  unmanly  scheme  in  order  to  obtain  by 
legislation  for  the  Conservative  party  seats  which 
they  would  not  be  able  to  obtain  by  any  other 
method.  To  characterize  it  as  it  should  be  char¬ 
acterized,  there  is  no  other  term  to  apply  to  it  but 
the  term  from  which  the  hon.  Minister  himself  re¬ 
coiled,  and  to  call  it  an  odious  gerrymander,  and 
nothing  else.  In  the  discussion  of  this  measure,  I 
may  say  at  once  that  so  far  as  the  details  are  con¬ 
cerned,  I  shall  confine  myself  to  the  Province  of 
Quebec.  Some  other  hon.  members  on  this  side  of 
the  House,  who  are  more  familiar  than  myself  with 
the  other  provinces,  will  deal  with  the  details  of 
the  measure  in  so  far  as  they  affect  their  own  pro¬ 
vinces.  In  so  far  as  the  Province  of  Quebec 
is  concerned,  and  I  may  say  for  that  matter 
in  so  far  as  Ontario  is  concerned,  there  is  ab¬ 
solutely  no  raison  d’etre  for  this  Bill.  There  is 
a  raison  detre ,  there  is  a  legal  necessity  for 
this  Bill  in  some  of  the  other  provinces,  in 
New  Brunswick,  Nova  Scotia,  Prince  Edward 
Island  and  Manitoba,  because  there,  under  the 
terms  of  the  constitution,  the  representation  has  to 
be  remodelled  in  consequence  of  the  census.  The 
representation  of  the  Maritime  Provinces  has  to  be 
decreased,  the  representation  of  Manitoba  has  to 
be  increased,  and  therefore,  so  far  as  these  four 
provinces  are  concerned  there  is  a  raison  d’etre, 
a  legal  necessity  for  the  measure.  But  in  so 
far  as  the  Province  of  Quebec  is  concerned, 
and  in  so  far  as  the  Province  of  Ontario 
is  concerned,  there  is  no  legal  necessity  whatever 
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for  this  measure,  because  according  to  the  census 
the  Province  of  Ontario  was  to  remain  as  at  pre¬ 
sent  in  regard  to  its  representation  ;  and  so  far  as 
the  Province  of  Quebec  is  concerned,  1  submit  that 
the  only  reason  which  has  been  given  for  redistri¬ 
buting  Quebec  is  not  a  tenable  one.  The  only  rea¬ 
son  given  for  redistributing  Quebec  is  the  alleged 
necessity  of  increasing  the  representation  of  Mon¬ 
treal.  I  am  not  prepared  to  admit  for  my  part 
that  Montreal  is  at  all  entitled  to  increased  repre¬ 
sentation.  It  is  admitted  generally,  it  is  admitted 
specifically  in  this  Bill,  that  there  is  to  be  a  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  representation  of  urban  popula¬ 
tions  and  the  representation  of  rural  populations. 
That  object  is  obvious.  Urban  populations  are 
represented  generally  to  a  greater  degree  than  are 
rural  populations,  because  urban  populations  gene¬ 
rally  furnish  to  rural  populations  many  of  their 
members.  Take  the  city  of  Montreal.  According 
to  the  last  census,  the  city  of  Montreal  had  a  total 
population  of  180,000.  The  County  of  Hochelaga, 
which  to  some  extent  forms  part  of  Montreal,  has 
a  population  of  82,000  souls  ;  so  the  total  urban 
population  which  may  be  called  the  population  of 
Montreal  is  262,000  souls.  There  are,  for  the 
County  of  Hochelaga  and  the  city  of  Montreal, 
sitting  on  the  floor  of  this  House  four 
members,  or  one  member  for  65,000  souls.  It  has 
been  stated  on  the  floor  of  this  House  by  the  hon. 
gentleman  who  introduced  this  measure  that  the 
unit  of  population  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  was 
22,800.  The  unit  of  population  in  Montreal  under 
this  Bill  is  not  22,800  ;  but  as  Montreal  and  Ho¬ 
chelaga  are  given  seven  members,  there  will  be  one 
member  to  every  37,000  souls.  The  Bill  itself, 
therefore,  acknowledges  that  the  unit  of  population 
which  is  said  to  be  the  proper  and  legal  unit  for 
rural  populations,  is  not  admitted  in  the  Bill  itself 
for  the  city  of  Montreal.  And  there  is  reason  for 
it.  The  city  of  Montreal  is  represented  on  the 
floor  of  this  House  in  other  constituencies.  It  is 
represented  in  this  House  by  no  less  than  thirteen 
of  its  citizens.  Montreal  is  not  represented  simply 
by  its  own  members.  It  is  represented  by  Sir 
Donald  Smith,  member  for  Montreal  West  ;  Mr. 
Curran,  member  for  Montreal  Centre  ;  Mr.  Lepine, 
member  for  Montreal  East  ;  Mr.  Desjardins, 
member  for  Hochelaga  ;  Hon.  Mr.  Chapleau, mem¬ 
ber  for  Terrebonne  ;  Hon.  Mr.  Ouimet,  member 
for  Laval ;  Mr.  Bergeron,  member  for  Beauharnois  ; 
Mr.  Beausoleil,  member  for  Berthier  ;  Mr.  Prefon- 
taine,  member  for  Chambly  ;  Mr.  Girouard,  mem¬ 
ber  for  Jacques  Cartier  ;  Mr.  Brodeur,  member  for 
Rouville  ;  Mr.  Pelletier,  member  for  Laprairie  ; 
Mr.  White,  member  for  Cardwell.  Now,  in 
the  face  of  these  facts  I  have  reason  to  repeat 
that  the  city  of  Montreal  does  not  speak  on  the 
floor  of  this  House  simply  by  the  three  members 
who  have  been  elected  within  its  precincts,  but  it 
has  thirteen  of  its  citizens  to  speak  in  its  behalf.  I 
do  not  complain  of  the  fact  whatever.  I  hope  we 
shall  never  come  to  the  American  system  under 
which  no  man  can  be  elected  unless  he  is  a  resident 
of  the  electoral  district  which  he  is  ambitious  to 
represent.  But  I  do  say  this,  that  so  long  as  the 
urban  population  of  Montreal  continues  to  supply 
the  rural  constituencies  with  members  at  this  rate, 
there  is  no  reason  whatever  why  Montreal  should 
be  more  largely  represented  than  it  is  at  the  pre¬ 
sent  time.  But  there  is  something  more.  Suppos¬ 
ing  that  Montreal  was  entitled  to  a  larger  number 
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than  its  present  representation  on  the  floor  of  this 
House,  the  proposition  which  I  submit  to  the 
House,  and  it  is  the  cardinal  proposition  to  which 
I  call  the  attention  of  both  sides  of  the  House,  so 
that  if  Montreal  is  entitled  to  larger  representation 
than  at  present,  and  as  the  Province  of  Quebec  is 
confined  to  65  members  and  no  more  under  the 
terms  of  the  Constitutional  Act,  then  the  changes 
which  must  take  place  in  consequence  of  the 
increased  representation  of  Montreal  ought  to 
be  such  as  to  leave  the  equilibrium  existing 
now  between  party  and  party  the  same  after 
redistribution  as  now.  The  proposition  I  lay 
down  is,  that  under  this  Bill  one  party  should 
not  gain  an  advantage  over  the  other.  What  I* 
charge  against  this  measure,  what  I  have  already 
stated  against  it  is  this,  that  under  the  pretense  of 
giving  the  city  of  Montreal  a  larger  representation 
than  it  has  to-day,  the  Government  have  taken  a 
most  unfair  advantage  of  their  opponents.  The 
Government  appear  to  be  willing  to  secure  the 
advantage  of  securing  several  seats  by  the  arrange¬ 
ment  proposed  in  the  Bill.  If  hon.  members  will 
look  at  the  measure  they  will  see  that  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec  25  constituencies  are  reconstituted. 
These  25  are  the  following: — Montreal  West, 
Montreal  Centre,  Montreal  East,  Laval,  L’As- 
somption,  Joliette,  Montcalm,  Berthier,  Jacques 
Cartier,  Chateauguay,  Laprairie,  St.  John’s, 
Iberville,  Rouville,  Chambly,  St.  Hyacinthe, 
Bagot,  Richelieu,  Yamaska,  Verchkres,  Napier- 
ville,  Hochelaga,  Three  Rivers,  St.  Maurice, 
and  Ottawa.  Mark  you,  out  of  these  25  constitu¬ 
encies  which  are  reconstituted  under  this  Bill,  the 
Government  carried  at  the  last  election  12  and  the 
Opposition  carried  13  seats,  and  accordingly  upon 
the  floor  of  this  House  those  constituencies  are 
represented  by  12  members  on  the  ministerial 
side  and  13  members  supporting  the  Opposition. 
The  ministerial  constituencies  are  the  following 
Montreal  West,  Montreal  Centre,  Montreal  East, 
Laval,  Joliette,  Montcalm,  Jacques  Cartier,  La¬ 
prairie,  Bagot,  Hochelaga,  Three  Rivers,  and  St. 
Maurice,  total  12.  The  constituencies  held  by  the 
Opposition  are  L’Assomption, Berthier,  Chateau¬ 
guay,  St.  John’s,  Iberville,  Rouville,  Chambly,  St. 
Hyacinthe,  Richelieu,  Yamaska,  Vercheres,  Nap- 
ierville,  and  Ottawa— 13.  Or,  in  these  25  constitu¬ 
encies,  the  Opposition  hold  a  majority  of  one,  and 
now,  Sir,  by  the  result  of  this  Bill  which  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  the  House  ;  this  Bill  which  it  is  impossi¬ 
ble  to  characterize  by  any  other  term  than  an 
odious  gerrymander,  this  minority  of  one  to  the 
Government  is  converted  into  a  majority  of  five  to 
the  Government,  or  a  net  gain  of  seven  seats. 
These  are  the  figures,  and  taking  the  figures  just 
as  they  were  at  the  last  polling  day,  and  supposing 
the  votation  to  Ire  the  same  as  last  time,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  have  under  the  new  Bill  :  In  the 
city  of  Montreal  ;  the  division  of  St.  Mary’s  with 
a  majority  of  over  500,  the  division  of  St.  James 
with  a  majority  of  100,  the  division  of  St.  Law¬ 
rence  with  a  majority  of  1,000,  the  division  of  St. 
Antoine  with  a  majority  of  2,000,  and  the  division 
of  Ste.  Anne  with  a  majority  of  1,200  ;  the  division 
of  Hochelaga  east  with  the  majority  of  381,  the 
division  of  Hochelaga  west  with  a  majority  of  678, 
Laval  with  a  majority  of  648,  Joliette  with  a  major¬ 
ity  of  278,  Montcalm  with  a  majority  of  over  500, 
Jacques  Cartier  with  a  majority  of  556,  Laprairie 
with  a  majority  of  151,  Chambly  with  a  majority 
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of  10$,  Bagot  with  a  majority  of  248,  and  Three 
Rivers  and  St.  Maurice  with  a  majority  of  345. 
Under  this  same  Bill,  the  Opposition  would  have  on 
their  side  L’Assomption  with  a  majority  of  41, 
Berthier  with  a  majority  of  194,  Cluiteauguay  with 
a  majority  of  240,  St.  John’s  and  Iberville  with  a 
majority  of  712,  Rouville  with  a  majority  of  700, 
St.  Hyacinthe  with  a  majority  of  230, Richelieu  with 
a  majority  of  415,  Yamaska  with  a  majority  of  195, 
Ottawa  North  with  a  majority  of  84,  and  Ottawa 
South  with  a  majority  of  330.  Now,  Sir,  we  will 
be  told  as  a  justification  for  this  Bill  :  “  What  can 
you  complain  of  under  these  figures  ?  The  principle 
laid  down  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  when  he  intro¬ 
duced  this  measure,  was  that  the  object  of  recon¬ 
structing  these  constituencies  was  to  bring  them  up 
to  the  standard  of  22,800  souls,  and  if  in  constit  uting 
theseeounties  they  were  brought  up  to  that  standard, 
it  would  be  a  fact  which  could  not  be  objected 
to."  But,  Sir,  I  call  the  attention  of  the  House  to 
the  fact  that,  although  the  Minister  of  Justice 
stated  on  the  floor  of  Parliament  when  he  intro¬ 
duced  this  measure  that  the  object  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  revising  the  constituencies  was  to  bring 
them  up  to  the  unit  of  22,800,  yet  there  is  not  a 
single  one  of  these  counties  where  this  proposition 
has  been  carried  out.  There  is  not  one  which  has 
been  brought  up  to  the  standard  which  was  men¬ 
tioned  by  the  Minister  of  Justice.  I  will  pass  over 
the  city  constituencies  which  do  not  come  within 
the  rule  of  the  unit  of  population,  and  I  will  review 
the  rural  constituencies ;  and  first  of  all  d  tout 
seigneur ,  tout  honneur ,  as  we  say  in  French,  1 
will  take  the  County  of  Laval,  which  is  repre¬ 
sented  by  my  hon.  friend  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works.  The  population  of  Laval  according  to  the 
last  census  was  9,436,  and  by  the  Bill  the  County 
of  Laval  is  to  receive  from  the  County  of  Hoche- 
laga  five  parishes,  namely,  Sault  an  Recollet,  St. 
Joseph  de  la  Riviere  des  Prairies,  St.  Leonard  de 
Port  Maurice,  Longue  Pointe  and  Pointe  aux 
Trembles,  and  this  will  bring  the  population 
of  the  County  of  Laval  to  a  unit  of — what, 
Sir?  Of  22,800?  Far  from  it.  Not  to  the 
unit  of  22,800,  but  to  a  total  of  16,504.  That 
is  to  say,  the  County  of  Laval,  instead  of  be¬ 
ing  brought  up  to  the  standard  of  22,800,  lacks 
6,000  souls  of  that  number.  But,  Sir,  there  is  an¬ 
other  difference  and  there  is  another  result  from 
that  arrangement  of  figures.  My  hon.  friend,  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works,  had  a  very  substantial 
majority  at  the  last  election.  It  has  always  been 
supposed  that  the  County  of  Laval  was  very  safe 
for  the  Conservative  party. ;  but  Shakespeare  has 
said  somewhere,  “  Uneasy  lies  the  head  that  wears 
a  crown.  ”  My  hon.  friend  from  Laval  is  now 
crowned  king  of  the  district  of  Montreal,  if  I  mis¬ 
take  not,  and  his  head  is  apparently  uneasy  under 
the  crown  which  he  wears,  because  he  was  not  sat¬ 
isfied  with  the  majority  of  534  which  anybody 
would  think  sufficient,  but  he  has  increased  it  by 
this  little  manipulation  to  a  majority  of  645. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Where  do  you  find  that?  Iam 
glad  to  hear  it,  but  it  is  the  first  time  I  knew  it. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  It  may  be  the  first  time  our 
friend  has  considered  it,  but  if  he  looks  through  the 
blue-book  he  will  probably  find  that  it  is  correct.  I 
must  say,  however,  that  the  figures  are  not  mine, 
but  they  have  been  supplied  to  me  by  my  hon. 
friend  behind  me. 


Mr.  OUIMET.  You  had  better  look  it  up  your¬ 
self. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Very  well.  We  are  only 
commencing  this  discussion  to-day  and  we  will 
have  occasion  to  review  these  figures  again.  Will 
the  hon.  gentleman  be  kind  enough  to  tell  me, then, 
what  will  be  the  result  of  the  change  that  has 
taken  place  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  You  do  not  know.  If  the 
hon.  gentleman  does  not  know  he  had  better  not 
speak,  or  he  had  better  wait  until  he  does  know- 
before  lie  speaks. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  If  I  speak  from  the  figures  of 
the  last  election  I  would  be  50  behind. 

Mr.  ERODE  UR.  No,  you  would  be  600. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Behind  ? 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  No,  ahead. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  We  will  see  about  that. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  hon.  gentleman  takes 
issue  on  the  fact,  and  I  wrill  be  glad  to  settle  that 
with  him  before  the  debate  is  over.  Now-,  Sir,  I 
will  take  another  county,  and  in  this  county  I 
have  verified  the  figures  myself.  The  population 
of  the  County  of  Joliette  last  census  was  22,921, 
and  I  am  sure  the  hon.  gentleman  will  not  dispute 
that.  Now,  22,921  is  as  near  the  unit  as  a  popula¬ 
tion  can  wrell  be.  Although  this  county  has  the 
unit  of  population  required  by  the  hon.  gentleman 
wdio  introduced  the  measure,  yet  the  parish  of  St. 
Paul  is  removed  from  the  County  of  Joliette,  and 
thereby  the  population  of  that  county  is  decreased 
to  21,436,  so  that  at  the  very  outset,  instead  of 
bringing  the  population  of  the  County  of  Joliette 
up  to  the  required  unit,  the  difference  which  is 
made  puts  it  farther  away  from  the  unit  than  be¬ 
fore.  But,  Sir,  there  is  an  operation  which  is  per¬ 
formed  by  this  change  in  the  population  of  the 
County  of  Joliette,  and  upon  this  I  challenge  the 
contradiction  of  the  hon.  gentleman.  By  taking 
away  the  parish  of  St.  Paul  from  the  County  of 
Joliette,  the  majority  of  the  lion,  gentleman  who 
now  represents  the  county,  and  wdio  was  elected 
by  60  majority  last  election,  is  increased  to  a  total 
of  278.  Before  the  last  election  the  county 
had  been  held  by  the  Liberals,  but  in  order  to 
carry  it  for  the  Government  a  promise  was 
made  of  a  railway  through  the  parish  of  St. 
Jean  de  Matha,  arid  with  the  promise  of  a  railway 
and  other  devices,  the  county  was  carried  by  60 
majority,  which  is  not  a  very  large  figure.  Now, 
the  parish  of  St.  Paul,  in  the  County  of  Joliette, 
which  gave  to  the  Liberal  candidate  218  majority 
— I  may  say  that  the  parish  has  been  a  Liberal 
parish  for  fifty  years  past,  and  has  never  wavered 
in  its  allegiance  to  the  Liberal  party — the  removing 
of  that  parish  from  the  County  of  Joliette  increases 
the  majority  of  the  sitting  member,  according  to 
the  returns  of  last  election,  to  the  figure  of  278. 
Nowr,  what  becomes  of  the  parish  of  St.  Paul  under 
this  Bill  ?  The  parish  of  St.  Paul  is  added  to  the 
County  of  Montcalm.  Probably  it  may  be  said 
that  the  object  of  doing  this  is  to  bring  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  Montcalm  to  the  unit  of  22,800.  Let  us  see 
if  that  is  the  case.  The  population  of  Montcalm, 
according  to  the  census,  is  12,131,  and  by  the  addi¬ 
tion  of  the  parish  of  St.  Paul,  it  is  brought  to  the 
figure  of  13,616,  that  is  to  say,  9,000  short  of  the 
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unit  of  22,800.  I  pass  next  to  the  County  of 
L’Assomption,  which  has  always  been  an  uncertain 
county,  carried  sometimes  by  the  Conservatives 
and  sometimes  by  the  Liberals.  The  Liberals 
have  held  it  since  1887.  Mr.  Gauthier,  the 
gentleman  elected  last  time,  carried  it  by  a  major¬ 
ity  of  78.  The  population  of  L’Assomption  is  13,- 
674.  The  parish  of  Berthier  is  taken  from  the 
County  of  Berthier  and  added  to  L’Assomption, 
bringing  its  population  up  to  14,661,  very  far  yet 
from  the  unit ;  but  the  majority  of  Mr.  Gauthier 
is  thereby  reduced  to  the  figure  of  41.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  population  of  Berthier,  which 
according  to  the  census  was  19,836,  is  reduced  to 
18,849,  and  the  majority  of  my  hon.  friend  who 
represents  that  county  is  increased  from  157  to  194. 
Now,  I  pass  to  the  County  of  Jacques  Cartier, 
which  had  a  population  of  13,832.  From  the 
County  of  Hochelaga  five  parishes  are  taken  and 
added  to  the  County  of  Jacques  Cartier,  giving  it 
a  population  of  19,482,  still  3,000  from  the  unit ; 
but  this  brings  the  majority  of  my  hon.  friend  who 
represents  that  county  to  the  figure  of  556,  a  pretty 
fair  figure  to  start  an  election  with.  Now  let  us 
come  to  Laprairie.  By  the  census  that  county  had 
a  population  of  10,800 ;  but  three  parishes  are 
added  to  Laprairie — Ste.  Philomene  and  Chateau- 
guay  from  Chateauguay,  bringing  the  population 
up  to  15,184. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  With  the  post  office. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Yes,  and  a  post  office. 
Though  there  was  a  promise  of  a  post  office,  it  was 
not  considered  enough  to  carry  the  county.  The 
hon.  gentleman  who  carried  it  last  time  for  the 
Conservative  party,  carried  it  by  only  54  ;  but 
with  the  addition  of  these  Conservative  parishes 
from  Napierville  and  Chateauguay,  his  majority  is 
increased  to  151,  with  the  post  office  besides.  The 
County  of  Chateauguay  is  rather  strangely  dealt 
with.  Four  parishes  are  added  from  Napierville  — 
St.  Edouard,  St.  Cyprien,  St.  Remi,  and  St.  Patrice 
de  Sherrington  ;  but  two  parishes  are  taken  from 
Chateauguay — Ste.  Philomene  and  Chateauguay. 
If  thes<f*two  parishes  had  been  left  in  Chateauguay, 
they  would  have  brought  the  population  of  the 
county  to  something  over  22,000,  just  about  the 
unit,  whereas  now  it  is  only  19,681.  But  these 
parishes  were  needed  in  the  County  of  Laprairie. 
The  counties  of  St.  John’s  and  Iberville  are 
united.  St.  John’s  had  a  population  of  12,282, 
and  Iberville  a  population  of  11,893,  that  is  a 
united  population  of  24,175.  But  there  is  a 
curious  feature  about  this.  The  parish  of  Lacolle 
has  apparently  been  forgotten  ;  what  has  become 
of  it  is  a  secret  of  the  gods.  By  the  map  it  is  a 
part  of  the  County  of  St.  John’s,  but  if  we  look 
for  it  in  the  Bill  we  cannot  find  it.  It  seems  to  be 
transferred  to  the  County  of  Missisquoi,  where  it 
may  perhaps  do  some  service  for  my  hon.  friend 
who  represents  that  county. 

Mr.  BAKER.  It  will  come  to  the  front  by 
and  by. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  And  the  post  office,  too. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Yes,  and  the  post  office,  too. 
The  County  of  Rouville  has  been  very  curiously 
dealt  with  also.  Five  municipalities  have  been 
withdrawn  from  it: — Marieville,  Richelieu  Village, 
Ste.  Angele,  Ste.  Marie  de  Monnoir  and  St.  Mathias. 
But  there  is  added  to  it  from  Bagot  the  parishes  of 
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St.  Dominique  and  St.  Pie  ;  from  Verch&res  the 
parish  of  Belceil,  and  from  St.  Hyacinthe,  the  parish 
of  Ste.  Marie  Magdeleine.  This  brings  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  Rouville  to  the  figure  of  18,789,  and  the 
majority  of  my  hon.  friend  who  now  represents 
that  county  so  worthily,  to  no  less  than  700.  It  was 
at  one  time  said  that  the  Grits  were  hived  in 
Ontario.  This  time  it  is  the  Rouges  who  are 
hived  in  the  Province  of  Quebec. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  You  are  complaining  that  the 
Conservatives  are  hived  also. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  was  not  complaining  of  it.  I 
was  just  showing  how  it  worked. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  You  complain  in  both  ways. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Now  I  come  to  Chambly, 
which  is  now  represented  in  the  interests  of  the 
Liberal  party.  By  the  census  it  had  a  population  of 
1 1,704.  Two  parishes  are  added  from  Y^ercheres — 
Varennes  and  Ste.  Julie,  and  four  from  Rouville — 
Richelieu,  Marieville,  Ste.  Marie  de  Monnoir  and 
Ste.  Angele.  This  brings  the  population  up  to 
19,882,  3,000  below  the  unit ;  but  it  converts  the 
majority  of  87  of  my  hon.  friend  into  a  Conservative 
majority  of  108.  St.  Hyacinthe,  which  had  a 
population  of  21,433,  has  been  deprived  of  Ste. 
Marie  Magdeleine,  and  has  had  added  to  it  the 
parishes  of  St.  Antoine  and  St.  Marc  from  Ver¬ 
dures,  giving  it  a  population  of  22,868  ;  but  the 
majority  is  reduced  by  just  one-half,  from  500  to 
250.  Now  I  come  to  the  County  of  Bagot,  which 
seems  to  carry  off  the  palm  from  all  others.  It  had 
a  population  of  21,695  by  the  census.  Two  Liberal 
parishes,  St.  Dominique  and  St.  Pie,  are  withdrawn 
from  it ;  one  parish,  St.  Marcel,  is  added  from 
Richelieu  ;  and  two  parishes,  St.  Guillaume  and  St. 
Bonaventure  from  Drummond,  making  the  popula¬ 
tion  21,655.  This  is  a  reduction  of  40  in  the  popula¬ 
tion, but  it  hasthe  effect  of  increasing  the  majority  of 
53,  by  which  the  hon.  gentleman  who  now  repre¬ 
sents  the  county  holds  his  seat,  to  no  less  than  248, 
a  verj7  substantial  figure.  With  regard  to  Riche¬ 
lieu,  I  have  nothing  particular  to  say,  beyond  men¬ 
tioning  the  fact  that  its  Liberal  majority  is  increas¬ 
ed  to  about  400.  In  Yamaska,  the  Liberal  major¬ 
ity  is  increased  from  170  to  195.  Three  Rivers 
and  St.  Maurice  are  united — Three  Rivers  with  a 
population  of  8,834  and  St.  Maurice  with  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  12,267,  making  a  united  population  of  21,101. 
The  County  of  Ottawa  is  divided  into  two.  It  has 
a  population  of  64,000  souls,  and  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  told  us  when  he  introduced  this  measure  that 
the  object  of  the  division  was  to  create  two  ridings- 
with  a  population  of  32,000  each.  Now,  let  us  see 
how  that  is  carried  out.  Ottawa  North  will  have 
how  many?  32,000?  No,  but  17,329.  Ottawa 
South  will  have  how  many  ?  Not  32,000,  but  17,- 
000.  The  majority  in  Ottawa  North  will  be  only 
84,  whereas  in  Ottawa  South  it  will  be  330.  There 
may  be  a  hope  of  carrying  Ottawa  North  for  the 
Conservative  party,  while  there  is  such  a  narrow 
majority,  and  especially  while  the  country  is 
so  new  and  has  such  an  unsettled  population. 
The  result  of  this  Bill  is  to  turn  the  majority  of 
one  against  the  Government  to-day  to  a  majority 
of  five  in  their  favour.  Will  any  one  tell  me  that 
the  ministerial  professions  which  were  made  here 
have  been  realized  ?  Will  any  one  suppose  that 
the  object  of  this  redistribution  was  to  bring  those 
constituencies  to  an  average  of  22,800  souls  each  ?' 
There  can  have  been  no  such  intention.  There  is. 
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not  one  instance  where  the  average  is  reached  by 
the  remodelling  which  has  taken  place.  There  can 
be  but  one  object,  and  that  is  the  sinister  object  of 
gaining  to  the  Conservatives  constituencies  which 
they  do  not  hold  to-day  or  hold  by  very  precarious 
tenure.  And  if  there  could  be  any  doubt  whatever 
as  to  the  sinister  object  of  the  Government,  if  there 
could  be  any  doubt  as  to  their  intention  to  take  an 
unfair  advantage  of  their  opponents  and  stab  them 
in  the  back,  let  me  call  the  attention  of  the  House 
to  the  comments  which  are  to  be  found  in  the  chief 
organ  of  the  Government  in  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
La  Minerve.  This  Bill  was  introduced  on  the  29th 
of  April,  and  on  the  22nd  of  May  La  Minerve , 
among  other  comments  on  special  subjects  had 
this  : 

“The  Liberals  of  St.  Hyacinthe  have  lost  their  cheer¬ 
fulness,  but  on  the  other  hand  Mr.  Brodeur  looks  upon 
the  future  with  confidence.” 

This  is  very  plain.  The  Liberals  of  St.  Hyacinthe 
have  lost  their  cheerfulness — why  ?  Because  their 
majority  has  by  this  measure  been  reduced  to  one- 
half  of  what  it  was,  whereas  the  County  of  Rou- 
ville,  represented  by  Mr.  Brodeur,  has  been  made 
a  Rouge  hive.  Then  passing  to  Chambly,  this  paper 
says  : 

“Mr.  Pr4fontaine  thinks  he  will  run  for  some  other 
constituency  besides  that  which  he  represents  to-day.” 

What  is  the  inference  ?  It  is  very  plain.  By  the 
Bill  which  had  been  introduced  two  days  before, 
the  Liberal  majority  of  Chambly  had  been  turned 
into  a  Conservative  majority  of  150.  This  clause 
of  the  law  is  simply  adding  insult  to  injury  and 
shows  the  spirit  in  which  this  measure  was  con¬ 
ceived.  It  was  designed  by  its  authors  to  swamp 
their  opponents ;  and  in  a  moment  of  unguarded 
frankness  the  whole  truth  came  to  light,  as  I  have 
just  shown.  I  do  not  propose  to  discuss  the  details 
of  this  Bill.  I  do  not  propose  to  go  into  any  other 
province,  but  some  of  my  friends  will  follow  me  and 
show  how  their  provinces  are  affected  ;  and  every¬ 
where  it  will  be  seen  that  the  spirit  is  precisely  the 
same.  Everywhere  it  will  be  seen  that  the  spirit  of  un¬ 
fairness  and  injustice  prevails.  Now,  no  criticism 
would  be  complete  which,  while  it  shows  the  defection 
of  the  Bill,  would  not  show,  at  the  same  time,  the 
true  principles  which  ought  to  be  applied  in  a 
measure  of  this  kind,  not  only  on  this  occasion, 
but  on  all  similar  occasions.  Sir,  it  is  a  cardinal 
feature  of  British  institutions  that  we  have  repre¬ 
sentation  by  population.  That  principle  was  not 
obtained  in  this  country  without,  as  everybody 
knows,  great  agitation,  an  agitation  which,  I  am 
sure,  the  veterans  of  former  struggles  keep  in 
memory.  According  to  our  constitution,  every 
province  is  to  be  represented  in  proportion  to  its 
numerical  strength,  and  the  proportion  of  the  other 
provinces  is  determined  by  that  of  the  pivot  prov¬ 
ince,  the  Province  of  Quebec,  whose  representation 
of  65  members  cannot  be  departed  from.  This  Bill 
has  for  its  ostensible  object  the  carrying  out  of  that 
feature  of  the  constitution  which  requires  that, 
after  every  census,  the  representation  should  be 
apportioned  again  according  to  the  movement  of 
the  census.  I  may  here  remark  that  this  Bill  is  a 
very  suggestive  comment  upon  what  was  known  as 
the  National  Policy — aname  which  at  one  time  com¬ 
manded  some  respect  in  the  provinces  and  evoked 
some  enthusiasm  among  lion,  gentlemen  on  the  other 
side.  Then  it  filled  their  mouths  with  praise,  but  to¬ 
day  they  no  longer  pronounce  it  with  the  same  gusto. 


By  this  Bill  the  Government  has  declared  to  the 
world  that,  after  twelve  years  of  the  National 
Policy,  the  population  of  Ontario  remains  what  it 
was  and  its  representation  remains  unchanged, 
whereas  the  population  of  New  Brunswick  has 
decreased,  and  its  representation  has  decreased, 
owing  to  this  policy.  The  population  of  Nova 
Scotia  has  likewise  decreased  and  its  representa¬ 
tion  is  lessened  by  one  ;  the  representation  of  New 
Brunswick  is  lowered  by  two,  and  that  of  Prince 
Edward  Island  by  one.  Should  this  state  of  things 
continue  for  another  decade,  the  veterans  of  former 
days  who  fought  for  representation  by  population 
will  have  cause  to  regret  the  success  of  their 
efforts,  because  it  would  have  been  better  for  their 
provinces  had  their  representation  remained  sta¬ 
tionary.  But  whether  the  population  of  this 
country  increase  or  decrease,  it  is  a  necessity  after 
each  census  that  the  representation  of  the  different 
provinces  must  be  remodelled  according  to  their 
population  ;  and  what  I  submit  to  the  House  is 
this,  that  this  redistribution  should  not  take 
place  according  to  the  whim  or  the  fancy 
or  the  selfishness  or  arbitrariness  of  the 
majority,  whatever  may  be  that  majority,  but 
that  it  should  be  carried  on  on  fixed,  determined, 
well  understood  principles,  to  be  applied  on  this 
and  all  other  similar  occasions.  In  some  quarters 
the  suggestion  has  been  made  that  the  duty  of  re¬ 
distribution  should  be  referred  to  a  commission  of 
judges  specially  appointed  ;  in  other  words,  that 
Parliament  should  divest  itself  of  its  powers  in  this 
most  important  particular.  Sir,  I  am  bound  to  say 
at  once  that  this  is  a  proposition  which  my  friends 
and  I  would  not  favour  either  upon  this  or  any  other 
subject.  I  am  bound  to  say  that  we  would  not  en¬ 
trust  to  any  this  duty  and  privilege  which  properly 
belongs  to  Parliament.  Moreover,  this  proposition 
implies  a  singular  want  of  confidence  in  parliamen¬ 
tary  institutions.  It  implies  that  in  a  matter  of 
this  kind  the  majority  would  never  be  able  to  rise 
above  the  low  temptation  of  strengthening  themselves 
at  the  expense  of  their  opponents.  I  am  sorry  to 
say  that  there  is  some  ground  in  our  history  for 
such  a  conclusion  ;but,  on  the  other  hand,  Iamhappy 
to  say  also  that  the  motherland  affords  an  example 
where  the  majority,  composed,  I  am  still  more  satis¬ 
fied  to  say,  of  the  Liberal  party  showed  itself  equal 
to  the  highest  conception  of  equity  and  justice  upon 
such  an  occasion ;  and  the  majority  in  this 
country  are  charged  with  having  on  similar  occa¬ 
sions  abused  their  power,  still  the  conclusion  to 
which  I  and  my  friends  come  to  is,  not  that  Parlia¬ 
ment  should  on  that  account  deprive  itself  of  its 
power,  not  that  a  sound  principle  should  be  de¬ 
parted  from,  but  rather  that  we  should  appeal  to 
the  majority  to  rise  to  a  nobler  conception  of  their 
duty  and  do  in  the  country  what  the  majority 
composed  of  the  Liberal  party  did  in  Great  Britain. 
On  this  side  we  are  not  disposed,  even  with  this 
glaring  abuse  of  the  power  of  the  majority,  to 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  Parliament  should 
divest  itself  of  its  rights  and  privileges.  We  stand 
by  the  principle  that  the  inherent  power  of  Parlia¬ 
ment  must  on  all  occasions  be  exercised  by  Parlia¬ 
ment  itself.  In  Great  Britain  on  only  one  occasion 
has  Parliament  divested  itself  of  one  of  its  inherent 
powers,  namely,  the  trial  of  controverted  elections  ; 
but  there  were  obvious  reasons  for  taking  that 
course.  In  the  matter  of  controverted  elections, 
the  law  was  not  the  common  law  but  the  statute 
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law  ;  it  was  a  statute  enacted  by  Parliament  ;  and 
the  contest  of  rival  claimants  in  such  a 
matter  is  just  as  much  a  judicial  contest 
as  any  other  controversy  between  party  and 
party  ;  and,  therefore,  it  was  quite  proper 
that  contest  should  be  judicially  adjudicated  upon. 
But  apart  from  this  judicial  question,  if  it  were 
admitted  that  there  may  be  questions  as  to  the 
solution  of  which  Parliament  can  be  conveniently, 
superseded  by  another  body,  that  would  be,  I  think, 
fatal  to  parliamentary  institutions  ;  and,  moreover, 
I  may  say  that,  if  a  majority  of  Parliament  cannot 
be  trusted  to  do  justice  in  a  matter  of  this  kind,  to 
refer  the  matter  to  a  commission  would  be  begging 
the  question  and  not  solving  it,  because  what  would 
happen  ?  If  the  majority  of  Parliament  could  not 
lie  trusted  to  do  justice  in  such  a  case,  the  commis¬ 
sion  would  be  appointed  by  the  same  men  who, 
according  to  that,  could  not  be  trusted  to  do  right. 
The  commissioners  would  be  stamped  with  their 
own  image,  swayed  by  their  own  spirit,  and  no 
greater  justice  could  be  expected  from  the  commis¬ 
sioners  than  from  the  body  that  appointed  them. 
No,  we  stand  upon  the  authority  of  Parliament 
itself,  but  we  submit  that,  while  Parliament  should 
exercise  that  power  it  should  be  exercised  in  a  spirit 
of  moderation,  fairness,  equity  and  justice,  after 
the  precedent  we  find  in  the  mother  country. 
Similar  questions  have  come  up  in  the  Imperial 
Parliament,  but  there  the  solution  has 
been  very  different  from  what  it  has  been  here. 
In  1884  the  Government  of  Mr.  Gladstone  intro¬ 
duced  a  measure  to  extend  the  franchise  to  a  large 
class  of  Her  Majesty’s  subjects  that  had  hitherto 
been  deprived  of  it.  It  was  then  estimated  that 
two  million  electors  would  be  added  to  the  roll. 
It  was  anticipated  that  a  large  proportion  of  those 
would  be  on  the  Liberal  side.*  It  was  generally 
admitted  that  there  would  be  such  a  disproportion 
between  the  voting  power  of  the  existing  constitu¬ 
encies  that  redistribution  should  take  place,  and 
at  the  same  time  the  Conservative  party,  then  in 
Opposition,  expressed  the  dread  lest  perhaps  the 
Government  of  Mr.  Gladstone  might  introduce  into 
England  the  system  which  has  become  well  known 
in  American  history  and  which  has  introduced  a 
new  word  into  the  English  language  with  which  we 
are  very  familiar  here.  But  Mr.  Gladstone  not 
only  repudiated  that,  but  he  took  an  early  oppor¬ 
tunity  on  the  floor  of  Parliament  to  hold  it  up  to 
the  scorn  of  the  country  in  language  which  can  be 
web  quoted  to  this  House.  He  said  : 

“  I  am  bound  to  say  that  I  proceed  upon  this  principle 
and  basis — that  it  is  absolutely  impossible  to  construct 
any  large  measure  of  redistribution,  in  my  opinion,  which 
shall  not  be  a  measure  favourable  on  the  whole  to  popular 
liberty.  I  am  sorry  that  in  a  great  and  august  Assembly 
ingenuity  has  been  exercised  to  import  from  across  the 
Atlantic  words  which  belong  to  the  vocabulary  of  slang. 
I  shall  not  recite  any  of  these  words  ;  but  I  do  think  that 
the  standard  of  parliamentary  language  is  not  unimport¬ 
ant  and  there  is  an  increasing  necessity  for  paying  atten¬ 
tion  to  it.  I  frankly  own  I  can  conceive  making  a  small 
measure  of  redistribution  which  shall  be  a  surreptitious 
and  dishonest  measure;  but  if  the  measure  be  a  large 
one — I  do  not  know  what  human  ingenuity  can  accom¬ 
plish. .  I  am  sure  that  no  ingenuity  which  I  can  command 
or  which  my  colleagues  can  command,  could  by  any  pos¬ 
sibility  enable  us  to  produce  such  a  measure  other  than 
favourable  to  the  general  liberties  of  the  people.  There¬ 
fore,  it  is  our  desire  to  approach  the  subject  in  a  large 
and  comprehensive  spirit.” 

These  words  of  Mr.  Gladstone  weie  not  pronounced 
upon  the  Redistribution  Bill,  but  on  the  second 
reading  of  the  Representation  Bill,  and  then  he 
Mr.  Laurier. 


approached  the  subject  of  the  redistribution  and 
stated  that  on  the  subject  of  the  franchise  there 
were  between  one  party  and  the  other  vital  differ¬ 
ences  which  could  not  be  reconciled,  but,  as  far  as 
redistribution  was  concerned,  it  was  advisable  that 
both  parties  should  concur  in  framing  a  Bill,  and 
should  agree  upon  the  principles  and  the  disposi¬ 
tions  of  that  measure.  Let  me  quote  again  his 
language  on  that  occasion  : 

“  But  this  question  of  redistribution,  however,  from  its 
complexity,  is  necessarily  more  open  to  variety  ;  and  for¬ 
tunately,  as  it  is  much  less  a  subject  of  vital  difference 
between  the  respective  parties,  we  desire,  and  we  not 
only  desire,  but  we  feel  that  we  should  endeavour  if  pos¬ 
sible— and  I  cannot  say  yet  whether  it  will  be  possible — 
to  make  the  measure  of  redistribution  what,  unfortun¬ 
ately,  we  could  not  make  the  measure  with  regard  to  the 
franchise,  the  work,  not  merely  of  the  majority  of  the 
House,  but  one  which  should  receive  the  approval  of  the 
House  at  large.  I  do  not  say  it  will  be  possible  to  attain 
that  aim  ;  but  I  do  say  it  is  our  duty  to  strive  to  attain  it, 
and  not  only  our  duty,  but  it  will  be  our  satisfaction  to 
strive  for  it ;  and  if  we  are  able  to  carry  the  great  mass 
of  opinion  in  this  House  without  reference  to  party  differ¬ 
ences,  I  can  only  say  that  it  will  heighten  the  satisfac¬ 
tion  with  which  we  shall  regard  the  consummation  of  a 
great  work.” 

Now,  this  language  of  Mr.  Gladstone  will  be  more 
appreciated  and  better  understood  if  I  remind  the 
House  that  at  the  very  time  when  Mr.  Gladstone 
was  using  that  language,  on  the  6th  November, 
1884,  he  had  made  overtures  to  the  leaders  of  the 
Conservative  party  to  join  with  him  in  framing  a 
Redistribution  Bill.  In  corroboration  of  the  state¬ 
ment  I  now  make,  I  will  quote  from  a  book  entitled 
“  The  Life,  Letters  and  Diaries  of  Sir  Stafford 
Northcote”  by  Andrew  Lang,  at  page  205,  of  which 
there  is  this  extract  : 

“  On  Sunday,  October  26,  Lord  Norton  came  to  me  with 
a  letter  which  he  had  received  from  Gladstone,  referring 
to  a  conversation  they  had  at  Grillion’s  in  July  or  August, 
when  Gladstone  had  asked  him  what  it  was  that  the 
Conservatives  wanted, — if  it  was  that  the  urban  element 
should  be  kept  as  much  as  possible  out  of  the  counties,  he 
(Gladstone)  agreed  with  us.  Gladstone  had  now  noticed 
some  expressions  of  Carnarvon’s  at  some  public  meeting, 
and  taking  a  hint  from  them,  he  suggested  some  kind  of 
intermediaries  who  might  draw  the  scheme  of  redistribu¬ 
tion.  This  had  brought  Adderley  (Lord  Norton)  to  town 
in  a  hurry,  and  it  was  obvious  that  Mr,  Gladstone 
expected  him,  for  we  were  all  three  in  the  Chapel  Royal, 
and  I  observed  some  significant  glances  as  he  saw  Norton 
come  up  to  speak  to  me.” 

Now,  you  have  it  here,  according  to  the  testimony 
of  Sir  Stafford  Northcote,  that  Mr.  Gladstone  made 
overtures  to  the  leaders  of  the  Conservative  party 
to  have  their  concurrence  in  the  framing  of  a  Redis¬ 
tribution  Bill.  One  would  imagine  that  offer  would 
be  readily  accepted  by  the  Conservative  party,  but 
such  is  the  spirit  of  fairness  in  England  that  Lord 
Salisbury  and  Sir  Stafford  Northcote  would  not 
consent  to  tire  negotiations  unless  they  were  assured 
that  their  hands  would  be  perfectly  free  in  the  de¬ 
bate,  and  it  was  only  on  that  assurance,  given  by 
Mr.  Gladstone,  that  they  consented.  Let  me  quote 
the  language  of  Lord  Salisbury,  who  referred  to  the 
whole  subject  when  the  Redistribution  Bill  was  in¬ 
troduced  into  the  House  of  Lords  on  the  18th  Nov¬ 
ember.  After  having  stated  the  overtures  made  by 
Mr.  Gladstone,  and  the  objection  that  he  made  that 
he  wras  not  sure  whether  his  hands  would  be  free  or 
not,  he  continued  as  follows 

“I  requested  an  bon.  gentleman — a  relative  of  mine, 
Mr-  Balfour — to  communicate  with  members  of  Her 
Majesty’s  Government  in  ‘another  place’  in  order  to 
ascertain  whether  my  interpretation  of  the  noble  Earl’s 
language  was  correct,  and  whether  an  entire  surrender  of 
our  liberty  with  respect  to  the  Franchise  Bill  was  a  condi- 
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tion  precedent  to  any  consultation  as  to  details  of  the 
Redistribution  Bill.” 

Then  lie  goes  on  to  tell  what  passed  between  Mr. 
Balfour  and  the  members  of  the  Government,  the 
enquiry  made  by  Mr.  Balfour  to  the  members  of 
the  Government  as  to  whether  the  hands  of  the 
Opposition  would  be  free  with  regard  to  the 
Representation  Bill,  and  the  Government  answered 
through  Lord  Hartington,  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Glad¬ 
stone,  as  follows  : — 

V  We  should  l'eceive  a  request  for  consultation  in  a 
spirit  of  trust,  and,  assuming  that  the  intention  was  to 
come  to  an  agreement,  should  not  ask  for  an  adequate 
assurance  beforehand.” 

Then  Lord  Salisbury  continued  as  follows  : — 

“  Of  course,  the  importance  of  that  statement  it  is  im¬ 
possible  to  exaggerate.  According  to  it,  it  is  now  pos¬ 
sible  tor  us  to  go  into  communication  with  Her  Majesty’s 
government  with  respect  to  the  details  of  the  Redistribu¬ 
tion  Bill.” 

And  he  concludes  his  speech  in  the  following 
language,  which  I  commend  to  the  attention  of  the 
House : — 

“  Now,  my  Lords,  I  have  nothing  further  at  this  pre¬ 
sent  moment  to  say,  except  that  I  have  welcomed  with 
very  great  satisfaction  the  disposition  which  Her  Majesty’s 
(TOyernment  have  shown  to  meet  this  House  in  a  manner 
which  they  justly  conceive  as  agreeable  to  the  position 
which  they  have  taken  up,  and  yet  which  fully  satisfies 
the  requirements  which  we  haye  made.  I  only  earnestly 
hope  that  our  communications  will  commence  at  a  suffi¬ 
ciently  early  period,  and  that  in  conducting  them  the 
Government  wdl  remember  and  act  up  to  the  full  spirit 
of  that  winch  they  said  last  night,  namely,  that  the  diffi¬ 
culty,  if  it  arose,  would  not  arise  from  their  side.” 

Now,  upon  this  proposition  made  by  Mr.  Gladstone 
to  the  leader  of  the  Opposition,  several  conferences 
took  place,  and  at  last  the  details  of  the  Bill  were 
settled  between  the  two  parties.  In  confirmation 
of  what  I  say,  I  will  refer  hon.  members  to  a  well- 
known  book,  the  Annual  Register  of  1884,  page 
252.  After  speaking  of  the  overtures  for  negotia¬ 
tions  made  by  the  Government  to  the  leaders  of 
the  Opposition,  the  book  goes  on  to  say  : 

During  the  next  fortnight,  the  process  of  arrangement 
was  steadily  pursued,  Lord  Salisbury  and  Sir  Stafford 
.Northcote  attended  the  meetings  of  the  Cabinet,  and 
conducted  the  negotiations  with  the  specially  selected 
delegates  of  that  body.” 

Now,  what  I  have  to  say  upon  this  occasion  is  that 
the  course  which  was  followed  in  England  should 
be  followed  in  Canada.  What  we  ask  is  that  the 
spirit  of  fair-play  which  induced  Mr.  Gladstone,  ‘ 
upon  a  matter  of  this  kind,  to  appeal  to  his  oppo-  i 
nents  to  assist  in  framing  a  fair  and  equitable  mea¬ 
sure,  should  be  followed  in  this  country.  What  we  1 
propose  is  that  this  measure  of  redistribution  should  ' 
be  framed  by  a  committee  appointed  in  the  same  i 
manner  as  the  standing  committees  of  this  House. 
At  the  opening  of  every  session  the  leaders  of  both  1 
parties,  under  the  sanction  of  the  House,  meet  and  5 
appoint  the  standing  committees.  This  rule  is  1 
invariably  followed,  and  we  propose  that  it  be  fol-  i 
lowed  in  respect  to  this  measure.  This  was  the 
principle  followed  in  England  by  Mr.  Gladstone, 
and  accepted  by  Lord  Salisbury,  and  this  is  the  ' 
principle  which  I  propose  to  this  House.  Before  I  ] 
sit  down  I  will  move  this  amendment :  1 

That  all  the  words  after  “That”  in  the  said  motion  be  ' 
onjitP e<v  .and  the  following  be  inserted  instead  thereof : —  f 
that  Bill  No.  76,  an  Act  to  readjust  the  Representa-  s 
tion  m  the  House  of  Commons,  be  referred  to  a  confer¬ 
ence  or  committee  to  be  composed  of  both  political  parties 
to  agree  upon  the  lines  or  principles  on  which  a  redistri-  1 
bution  Bill  should  be  drawn.”  t 


1  Sir,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  proposition  involved  in 
this  amendment  ought  to  commend  itself  to  the 
judgment  of  every  man  in  this  House  who  cherishes 
!  British  precedents,  British  institutions,  and  above 
all,  British  fair-play.  1  he  periodical  redistribu¬ 
tion  of  seats  in  this  House  is  a  standing  order  of 
our  constitution.  It  is  not  a  matter  as  to  which 
the  Government  are  free  to  act,  which  they  can  re¬ 
pudiate  or  which  they  can  accept  ;  if  it  were  so,  it. 
would  be  open  to  each  party  to  deal  with  it  in  a 
manner  best  suited  to  its  own  interests,  in  the  con¬ 
ception  which  both  parties  hold  of  their  own  rights. 
But  it  is  not  such  a  matter.  The  Government  in 
introducing  this  Bill  are  simply  carrying  out  an 
organic  disposition  of  constitutional  law,  and  we 
submit  that  it  would  be  a  monstrous  consequence 
if,  when  the  Government  are  carrying  out  an 
organic  disposition  of  the  constitutional  law,  they 
were  to  carry  it  out  in  such  a  way  as  to  steal  an 
advantage  over  their  opponents.  What  I  propose 
to  the  sense  of  justice  to  every  man  in  this  House 
is  that  this  application  of  the  law  should  be  made 
in  such  a  manner  that  both  parties  shall  remain 
with  the  same  advantages  they  now  possess.  Now, 
how  is  such  a  redistribution  to  be  effected,  I  want 
to  know  ?  By  a  conference  of  both  parties  which 
would  be  entrusted  with  drawing  a  Bill.  How 
could  that  end  be  better  gained  than  by  following 
the  example  of  moderation,  justice  and  fair-play 
which  was  given  by  the  Parliamentof  Great  Britain  ?' 
Sir,  we  believe  in  constitutional  government.  Itisnot 
perfection,  I  grant,  but  it  has  made  the  mother  land 
what  it  is  to  day.  We  have  applied  it  to  our  own 
country,  and  we  do  so  with  great  pride  and  a  great 
flourish  of  loyal  trumpets.  We  believe  in  consti¬ 
tutional  government;  but,  Sir,  a  constitutional 
government  which  has  been  the  most  perfect  in¬ 
strument  of  freedom  yet  devised  among  men,  would 
be  nothing  but  an  instrument  of  despotism,  if  it 
were  not  carried  out  in  the  spirit  of  justice  fol¬ 
lowed  in  Great  Britain.  The  Government  in  this 
House  profess  to  be  strong  ;  they  assert  that  their 
policy  is  popular,  they  assert  that  the  population 
of  Canada  is  with  them.  Sir,  if  they  are  sincere, 
if  they  believe  the  population  of  the  country  is 
with  them,  if  they  believe  their  policy  is  popular, 
why  should  they  fear  to  meet  their  opponents  in  a 
fair  field  ?  I  am  not  here  to  claim  any  privileges 
from  the  majority  of  this  House,  but  I  am  here  to 
stand  up  for  the  rights  of  the  minority.  Sir,  the 
majority  of  the  people  must  rule.  That  is  fair, 
that  is  proper,  that  is  lawful,  and  what  we  want  is 
that  the  voice  of  the  minority  may  be  heard,  un¬ 
shackled,  untrammelled,  and  unfettered  by  the 
ingenious  and  cunning  devices  of  a  majority  in  this 
House.  We  want  the  voice  of  the  people  to  be 
heard  when  it  is  expressed  according  to  the  con¬ 
science  of  every  man,  and  when  it  has  been  so 
heard,  be  it  for  us  or  against  us,  we  shall  loyally 
abide  by  it. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  been 
very  eloquent  indeed,  more  especially  in  the  latter 
part  of  his  speech,  but  I  cannot  say  that  he  has 
been  as  practical  as  he  has  been  eloquent.  It  is  all 
very  well  to  advocate  an  adherence  to  the  practice 
of  the  British  Parliament,  to  cite  what  has  been 
said  by  the  great  men  on  the  other  side  of  the 
Atlantic,  and  to  suggest  a  remedy,  which  is  no 
remedy,  in  my  opinion, and  to  come  down  and  say  that 
this  Bill  ought  to  be  referred  to  a  select  committee 
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of  the  House.  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  must  say  that 
there  is  nothing  in  the  proposition  which  commends 
itself  to  me.  I  say  that  if  the  discussion  on  this 
Bill  is  carried  on  in  the  same  spirit  on  the  other 
side  of  the  House  as  we  intend  to  carry  it  on  this 
side  of  the  House,  there  would  be  no  advantage  to 
be  gained  in  referring  this  Bill  to  a  select  committee 
of  five  or  more.  Allow  me  to  suggest  this,  that  if  the 
discussion  is  conducted  in  the  fair  spirit  which  we 
intend  to  display,  this  Bill  will  be  dealt  with  in 
a  much  shorter  time  than  if  a  select  committee  were 
sent  to  Room  42  or  43,  where  two  or  three  members 
could  keep  us  for  at  least  six  months.  The 
majority  of  this  House  will  deal  with  it  in 
a  fair  spirit,  as  the  Government  has  shown  in 
the  preparation  of  the  Bill.  It  is  a  very  poor  reward 
to  those  who  have  spent  their  time  and  labour  to 
do  more  than  justice  to  the  Opposition,  even  at  the 
risk  of  meeting  with  the  reproaches  of  our  own 
supporters  in  this  House,  to  be  told  by  the  leader 
of  the  Opposition  that  there  is  nothing  but  trea¬ 
chery  in  this  Bill  and  that  it  exhibits  a  violent  de¬ 
sire  to  obtain  an  undue  advantage  at  the  next  elec¬ 
tions.  I  observe  some  lion,  members  laughing  ;  but 
I  knowT  in  their  inner  hearts  they  fully  appreciate 
and  believe  what  I  now  say.  This  Bill  gives  them 
greater  advantages,  if  we  may  judge  of  the  future 
by  the  past,  than  they  are  entitled  to  ;  and  I  am 
going  to  prove  it.  The  leader  of  the  Opposition 
may  wax  eloquent  when  he  declares  that  he  desires 
nothing  but  the  free,  untrammelled  expression 
of  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  people  ;  but  I  will 
show  him  that  from  the  beginning,  whenever  the 
party  of  lion,  gentlemen  opposite  have  governed 
this  country,  they  have  never  done  it  with  a  ma¬ 
jority.  Take  only  the  last  election,  and  if  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  want  further  figures  we  will 
furnish  them  with  as  many  more  as  they  desire, 
and  investigate  the  returns  of  the  Province  of  Que¬ 
bec.  The  figures  showed  that  the  Conservative 
majorities  in  that  province  in  1892  was  14,333  votes 
and  the  Liberal  majorities  10,463,  and  38  Liberals 
were  returned  to  represent  the  Liberal  electors  while 
27  alone  represented  the  Conservatives  of  the  pro¬ 
vince.  According  to  the  number  of  the  electors  we 
were  entitled  to  a  reversal  of  the  representation  in 
this  House.  We  were  entitled  to  38  members, 
while  the  Liberals,  who  are  now  saying  we  only 
want  to  obtain  a  majority  by  treachery,  ought  to 
have  sent  here  from  the  Province  of  Quebec  only 
27  members  ;  but  instead  of  the  Conservatives 
returning  a  majority  of  11  members  to  support 
the  Conservative  Government,  the  Opposition 
with  a  minority  of  3,870  votes  sent  a  majority 
of  11  members.  We  are  ready  to  meet  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  in  every  way,  and  I  say  it 
to  our  friends,  who  might  believe  there  is  some¬ 
thing  in  the  eloquent  speech  of  the  leader  of 
the  Opposition,  which  appeared  to  come  from  his 
heart,  that  there  is  nothing  in  it,  and  what  we 
have  done  has  been  done  in  fairness  and  in  justice, 
and  if  we  have  obtained  any  advantage,  which  I 
deny,  we  have  at  least  done  nothing  than  regain 
the  advantage  that  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  had 
obtained  unduly  over  us.  The  leader  of  the  Oppo¬ 
sition  has  reproached  the  Government  with  having 
brought  down  this  measure  in  the  last  hours  of  the 
session.  I  hope  we  are  in  the  dying  hours  of  the 
session,  and  a  good  many  members  entertain  the 
same  hope  ;  and  I  repeat  that  if  this  Bill  is  discussed 
with  fairness  on  both  sides,  at  all  events  with  the 
Mr.  Ouimet. 


fairness  we  intend  to  display,  these  dying  hours 
will  not  be  very  long  and  we  will  all  soon  return 
to  our  homes  and  resume  our  respective 
occupations.  Every  one  knows  that  in  order  to 
prepare  this  Bill  we  required  the  census  returns. 
When  did  we  obtain  them— how  many  days  before 
this  Bill  was  submitted  to  this  House  ?  Hardly  a 
fortnight.  The  Government  worked  hard  in  order 
no  to  be  open  even  to  the  criticism  of  the  indepen¬ 
dent  press,  that  independent  press  whose  comments 
I  have  read  with  a  great  deal  of  attention.  But  it 
only  finds  fault  ;  and  it  is  so  easy  to  make  a  good 
reputation  for  yourself  when  one  has  only  to  find 
fault  with  others.  When  the  independent  press 
found  fault,  it  ought  to  have  done  what  the  leader 
of  the  Opposition  himself  ought  to  have  done,  to 
suggest  the  principles  on  which  this  Bill  ought  to 
have  been  drawn,  different  from  the  way  in  which 
it  has  been  drawn.  I  caught  the  hon.  leader  of 
the  Opposition  in  the  contradiction.  While  he  was 
talking  of  “  hiving  ”  the  Liberals  he  accused  me  of 
having  hived  the  Conservatives  in  my  own  consti¬ 
tuency,  when  the  only  difference  will  be  one  against 
me  of  about  50  votes,  that  is  if  my  electors  do  not 
change  their  opinions,  and  I  am  not  ready  to  charge 
that  the  result  of  this  Bill  will  be  that  if  this 
Government  were  to  do  anything  wrong  the  electors 
still  would  not  change  their  opinions.  We  have  had 
experience  in  this  regard,  and  that  not  so  very 
long  ago.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  will  remem¬ 
ber  1878.  Did  not  the  electors  change  their 
opinions  when  they  left  the  Liberals,  who  oc¬ 
cupied  the  Treasury  benches  with  a  majority  of 
78,  in  opposition  with  a  minority  of  85?  It  is  a 
very  poor  compliment  for  the  leader  of  the  Oppo¬ 
sition  to  pay  to  the  independent  electors,  to  those 
independent  electors  in  whom  he  trusts  so  faith¬ 
fully,  to  express  fears  that  the  men  who  profess 
Liberalism  at  the  last  election  will  vote  Conserva¬ 
tive  at  the  next  election.  At  all  events,  the  elec¬ 
tors  of  his  province  have  shown  themselves  not  to 
be  made  of  that  stuff',  and  having  voted  Mr.  Mer- 
cier,  his  bosom  friend,  into  power  by  a  majority 
of  27,  two  years  afterwards  they  returned  Mr. 
DeBoueherville  by  a  still  larger  majority.  This 
Dominion  Government  does  not  depend  for  its 
maintenance  in  power  on  this  Bill,  which  the  hon. 
gentleman  designates  a  gerrymander  Bill;  but  this 
Government  depends  on  its  own  deeds,  its  own 
policy,  the  merits  of  its  members  and  the  merits 
of  its  supporters,  and  nothing  else  will  maintain 
us  in  office  if  we  are  going  to  be  here  after  the  next 
election.  I  am  tired  of  hearing  this  nonsense 
talked  about  the  corrupt  Conservatives  and  the 
great  and  virtuous  Liberal  party,  when  we  know 
very  well  what  the  members  of  the  Liberal 
party  are,  what  they  have  done  in  the  past, 
and  what  they  proved  to  be  when  in  power, 
not  only  here  but  elsewhere.  I  repeat  that 
the  Bill  has  been  prepared  by  the  Government 
with  a  view  to  causing  the  least  dissatisfaction 
possible,  as  well  amongst  our  friends  as  amongst 
our  opponents,  and  also  to  make  the  least 
changes  possible ;  but  at  the  same  time  with  a 
view  of  remedying  certain  discrepancies  in  the 
populations  of  certain  counties.  I  think  I  will  be 
able  to  explain  and  to  prove  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  House  that  we  have  in  good  faith  carried  out 
that  principle  with  regard  to  the  Province  of  Que¬ 
bec  ;  and  that  we  have  carried  it  out  with  the 
greatest  fairness,  not  only  to  our  friends  but  to  our 
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opponents  as  well.  If  lion,  gentlemen  opposite 
have  so  many  things  to  complain  of  as  they  pre¬ 
tend,  let  them  show  where  their  grievances  are.  Do 
they  want  every  constituency  in  the  province  to  be 
composed  of  a  unit  of  population  22,800? 

Some  lion.  MEMBERS.  No. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  If  they  want  that  we  are  ready 
to  give  it  to  them.  Do  they  want  the  discrepancy 
to  continue  as  in  my  county,  for  instance,  which 
had  a  population  of  something  over  9,000  souls  ?  If 
they  do,  let  them  say  so.  I  repeat  again  that  the 
Government  have  acted  in  the  preparation  of  this 
Bill  in  a  spirit  of  good  faith,  and  with  the  intention 
of  doing  justice  to  all.  Was  it  possible  for  us  to 
shut  our  eyes  to  the  fact  that  the  County  of  Ottawa 
with  a  population  of  64,000  had  only  one  member  ? 
It  was  not.  The  lion,  leader  of  the  Opposition  has 
said  that  the  division  of  the  County  of  Ottawa  has 
not  been  fairly  made.  I  think  the  lion,  gentleman 
has  no  ground  for  that  pretension,  because  accord¬ 
ing  to  my  mind  the  proposed  division  is  fair  and 
just,  and  if  he  can  show  me  by  any  reasonable  ar¬ 
gument  that  it  is  not  fair,  I  pledge  myself  that  for 
my  part  I  will  endeavour  to  change  the  proposed 
division  of  that  county.  The  County  of  Ottawa 
went  Liberal  in  the  last  election,  and  if  you  w  ill 
take  the  returns  at  that  election  for  T>oth  parts  of 
the  county  as  now  proposed  to  be  divided,  you  will 
find  that  they  represent  a  Liberal  majority  in  both 
ridings.  What  interest  could  the  Government 
have  in  dividing  the  county,  so  that  according 
to  the  returns  of  the  last  election  it  would  again 
elect  two  opponents  of  the  Government  ?  Surely 
there  is  no  injustice  in  that.  I  hope,  however, 
that  the  County  of  Ottawa  will  see  that  they  have 
been  badly  represented  by  their  present  represent¬ 
ative,  and  that  they  will  learn  that  if  they  want 
to  stand  in  line  with  the  true  national  policy  of 
this  country  they  should  elect  two  Conservatives 
next  time.  However,  the  issue  will  be  fought  here 
as  elsewhere  on  the  merits  and  demerits  of  the 
Government  and  on  nothing  else.  I  am  ready  to 
admit  the  figures  given  by  the  lion,  gentleman, 
when  he  says  that  in  one  division  of  the  county  the 
population  will  be  17,000  and  in  the  other  47,000. 
The  hon.  gentleman  at  present  representing  the 
County  of  Ottawa  (Mr.  Devlin)  came  to  my  office 
the  other  day.  I  think  he  came  very  reluctantly, 
and  although  I  may  be  deceived  and  do  not  want 
to  insinuate  anything,  I  suspect  that  he  would 
rather  have  the  county  remain  as  it  is  now  pro¬ 
posed  in  this  Bill.  We  are  ready  to  give  fair-play 
in  this  matter,  and  fair-play  has  been  given  to  the 
satisfaction,  I  believe,  of  every  reasonable 
man.  The  County  of  Ottawra  is  divided  length¬ 
wise  in  order  to  facilitate  a  more  easy 
and  natural  division  ten  years  hence.  There 
is  no  doubt  that  in  ten  years  the  County  of 
Ottawa  will  be  entitled  to  three  members,  and  in 
the  division  which  will  take  place  then,  it  will  be 
only  a  question  of  drawing  a  line  from  the  Ottawa 
River  to  the  line  now  dividing  the  northern  and 
southern  parts  of  the  county.  That  was  the  reason 
why  the  proposed  division  was  made,  and  I  may  say 
that  it  was  made  on  the  strength  of  suggestions  com¬ 
ing  from  both  friends  and  foes  of  the  Government. 
If  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  want  to  have  that  county 
divided  in  any  other  way,  let  them  say  so,  and  they 
may  get  their  wish.  Now  with  reference  to  the 
County  of  Hochelaga.  Do  hon.  gentlemen  op¬ 


posite  think  that  it  was  fair-play  to  have  that 
county,  with  a  population  of  80,000  persons,  re¬ 
presented  by  only  one  member  ?  I  maintain  that 
it  was  entitled  to  increased  representation,  and  I 
think  any  just  and  reasonable  man  will  agree  with 
me  in  that.  The  rural  portions  of  the  County  of 
Hochelaga  have  been  detached  at  each  end,  and 
one  portion  added  to  the  County  of  Jacques  Car- 
tier  to  which  it  was  contiguous,  and  the  other  por¬ 
tion  to  the  County  of  Laval,  leaving  the  remaining 
portion  of  Hochelaga  to  be  divided  into  two 
counties  with  an  average  population  of  35,000 
each.  W  hat  can  hon.  gentlemen  complain  of  in 
that  division  ?  Hochelaga  has  been  represented  by 
men  of  great  renown  in  the  Liberal  party.  Have 
the  successors  of  Sir  A.  A.  Dorion  degenerated  so 
far,  and  become  so  much  ashamed  of  the  bad  figure 
they  cut  when  they  were  opposed  by  my  hon. 
friend  the  present  representative  of  the  county 
(Mr.  Desjardins),  that  they  are  afraid  to  face  the 
people  of  Hochelaga  on  their  political  programme  ? 
It  was  for  years  an  out-and-out  Liberal  constituency, 
and  if  it  is  not  a  Liberal  constituency  to-day  it  is 
because  the  people  have  confidence  in  the  policy  of 
the  Conservative  party.  We  depend  on  our  poli¬ 
tical  programme  to  carry  the  elections,  and  neither 
in  Hochelaga  or  elsewhere  do  we  need  a  gerrymander 
to  remain  in  power  as  the  representatives  of  the 
people  of  this  country.  Our  desire  and  our 
ambition  is  to  appeal  to  a  patriotic  people 
desiring  the  prosperity  of  their  country,  and 
we  believe  that  on  that  appeal  we  will  succeed. 
According  to  the  reasoning  of  the  hon.  leader  of 
the  Opposition,  the  city  of  Montreal  is  represented 
by  gentlemen  representing  adjoining  counties  who 
reside  there.  We  say,  let  the  adjoining  counties 
be  represented.  Are  we  going  to  transfer  the  sur¬ 
plus  population,  in  order  to  give  the  southern  part 
of  the  province,  that  is,  that  part  south  of  the 
Island  of  Montreal,  more  than  its  proper  repre¬ 
sentation  ?  I  say  we  shall  give  it  what  it  is  en¬ 
titled  to,  and  no  more.  The  southern  counties, 
from  Huntingdon  on  the  west  to  Nicolet  on  the 
east,  are  now  represented  by  13  members,  while 
their  population  would  not  entitle  them  to  10 
members  ;  but  we  leave  them  11  members.  I 
think  they  ought  to  be  satisfied.  Having  to  pro¬ 
vide  an  additional  member  for  Ottawa  County,  an 
additional  member  for  Hochelaga,  and  two  addi¬ 
tional  members  for  the  city  of  Montreal,  we  had  to 
take  these  members  from  somewhere ;  and,  to  be  fair, 
were  we  obliged  to  take  them  altogether  from  Conser¬ 
vative  counties?  We  gave  our  hon.  friends  an  addi¬ 
tional  Liberal  member  for  Ottawa  County  ;  and  we 
gave  them  a  chance  of  having  an  additional  Liberal 
member  for  Hochelaga.  We  did  more  ;  we  joined 
together  St.  Maurice  and  Three  Rivers,  two  Con¬ 
servative  counties,  and  in  so  doing  removed  one 
Conservative  member  from  amongst  us.  Were  we 
obliged  to  take  all  the  new  members  from  our  own 
counties  ?  I  say  no,  we  were  not  in  justice  ;  and 
our  hon.  friends  are  not  entitled  to  it,  unless  the 
hon.  leader  of  the  Opposition  is  ready  to  say  that 
he  wishes  to  come  here  as  he  came  in  1891,  having 
a  large  minority  of  the  votes  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  and  a  large  majority  of  the  representatives. 
That  is  what  they  want,  Mr.  Speaker  ;  there  is 
nothing  else,  and  they  cannot  show  anything  else. 
Then,  we  join  Iberville  and  St.  John’s.  Hon.  gentle¬ 
men  complain  that  we  have  left  out  Lacolle  ;  but 
Lacolle,  as  its  name  in  French  implies,  will 
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have  to  be  stuck  somewhere,  and  we  will  stick  it, 
I  hope  in  the  fairest  way,  to  the  county  to  which 
it  naturally  belongs,  that  is,  the  County  of  Alissis- 
quoi. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  As  to  the  County  of  Laprairie, 
my  hon.  friend  expended  a  great  deal  of  eloquence 
in  speaking  of  the  great  gain  that  my  hon.  friend 
Mr.  Pelletier  had  achieved,  by  getting  into  his 
county  the  parishes  of  Chateauguay  and  Ste.  Philo- 
mene. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  And  St.  Michel  Archange. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Well,  in  Chateauguay  there 
was  a  majority  of  one  for  Mr.  Brown,  the  present 
member.  In  Ste.  Philomene  there  was  a  difference 
of  four.  In  St.  Michel  Archange  I  think  it  was 
twenty-four. 

Mr.  MONET.  It  was  106. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  So  much  the  better  for  my  hon. 
friend.  I  would  not  like  to  throw  upon  some  other 
person's  shoulders  the  responsibility  for  the  great 
crime  of  having  prepared  this  arrangement.  I  may 
just  as  well  inform  my  hon.  friend,  in  order  to  pre¬ 
vent  him  striking  as  far  as  the  Senate  with  his 
sword,  that  I  was  the  author  of'  that  iniquity. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  You  do  not  boast  of  it. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  do  boast  of  it.  I  looked  at 
the  map,  and  I  tried  to  take  the  best  counties  pos¬ 
sible.  Now,  coming  to  Chambly,  we  have  added 
to  it  parishes  in  which  large  Liberal  majorities 
have  existed  for  a  great  many  years.  Of  course  it 
was  only  fair  that  we  should  balance  that  gain  of 
our  hon.  friends  by  adding  some  of  our  own. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  hon.  gentleman  may  say 
“  hear,  hear.”  The  only  balance  he  wants  to  have  is 
a  minority  of  the  votes  and  a  majority  of  the  re¬ 
presentatives.  That  is  the  kind  of  justice  he  thinks 
ought  to  be  carried  out  in  this  Canada  of  ours — 
give  the  Grits  the  majority  of  the  representatives 
and  the  sweets  of  office,  although  they  are  repre¬ 
senting  only  a  minority  of  the  voters  of  the  country. 
Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  very  glad  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  agreed  that  the  division  of  Richelieu  was 
fair  enough  ;  he  said  he  had  nothing  to  say  against 
it.  As  to  the  County  of  Bagot,  I  do  not  think  my 
hon.  friend  who  represents  it  has  achieved  any 
gain  by  having  the  two  parishes  from  Drummond 
and  Arthabaska.  If  he  had,  he  would  have  had  only 
what  he  deserved.  As  to  the  Couuty  of  Rouville, 
my  hon.  friend  from  that  county  must  be  happy  ; 
but  he  will  never  be  happy  on  that  side  of  the 
House  ;  the  heaven  for  him  is  here.  Now,  when  the 
hon.  leader  of  the  Opposition  concluded  his  speech, 
he  gave  us  the  precedent  of  what  had  been  done  in 
England.  I  had  expected  that  he  would  have  kept 
nearer  home.  I  had  expected  that  he  would 
perhaps  have  suggested,  as  some  of  his  friends  in  the 
press  have  suggested,  that  we  ought  to  have  a  com¬ 
mission  of  judges.  But  no;  the  judges  have  a  very 
bad  reputation  on  that  sid^  of  the  House,  and  all 
justice  has  a  very  bad  reputation  there.  When  I 
saw  that  he  did  not  suggest  the  judges,  I  thought  he 
would  have  gone  for  a  precedent  to  the  great  empire 
province,  that  model  of  Canada,  I  thought  that  that 
great  and  pious  man  would  have  been  brought  in 
and  exhibited  for  our  veneration  and  imitation.  I 
had  expected  that  Sir  Oliver  Mowat  would  have 
Mr.  Ouimet. 


been  called  in,  and  we  would  have  been  told  how 
wrong  we  were  not  to  profit  by  his  example.  But 
lie  thought  the  precedent  would  be  too  inviting  for 
us  ;  he  always  distrusts  our  virtue.  He  believes 
that  the  Conservative  party  are  too  great  parti¬ 
sans  of  fairness  and  justice  to  their  opponents  not 
to  follow  the  example  of  the  one  who,  in  every¬ 
thing  else,  lie  is  ready  to  uphold  as  a  model  of 
virtue.  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  this  Bill  is 
not  open  to  criticism.  I  am  not  prepared  to  say 
that  something  else  should  not  have  been  done,  and 
I  believe  that  if  fair  amendments  be  proposed,  we 
would  be  disposed  to  take  them  into  consideration 
and  perhaps  accept  them  if  they  were  really  fair 
and  reasonable.  I  say  that  frankly,  but  I  hold 
that  it  is  unfair  on  the  part  of  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  not  to  give  us  the  credit  of  having  acted 
on  principles  of  justice  in  order  to  avoid  throwing 
the  country  into  agitation,  and  in  order  to  make 
the  changes  in  the  fairest  manner  possible.  We 
have  done  this,  not  with  a  view  of  depriving  these 
gentlemen  of  their  majorities,  but  to  make  the 
situation  at  the  next  elections  as  fair  to  them  as  we 
could  expect  them  to  be  for  us,  and  I  hope  the 
result  of  the  next  elections  will  show  this. 

Air.  LAURIER.  I  rise  to  a  personal  explana¬ 
tion.  The  h$>n.  gentleman  challenged  the  figures 
I  gave  a  moment  ago  as  to  the  result  of  the  redis¬ 
tribution  in  his  own  county,  when  I  stated  he 
would  gain  111  votes,  which  would  bring  his  majority 
to  645.  I  have  gone  over  the  book,  and  I  reassert  my 
statement,  and  defy  the  hon.  gentleman  to  con¬ 
tradict  it. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  They  do  not  amount  to  any¬ 
thing,  and  therefore  I  did  not  take  the  trouble  of 
going  into  these  figures.  I  may  inform  the  hon. 
gentleman,  however,  that  I  expect  to  be  re-elected 
by  the  same  majority. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  hon.  gentleman  should 
not  have  contradicted  me  as  he  did. 

Air.  OUIMET.  Just  contradict  the  3,870 
majority  we  had  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  at  the 
last  election  with  11  members  in  minority. 

Air.  CHARLTON.  The  party  opposite,  respon¬ 
sible  for  this  Bill,  is  a  party  which  prides  itself 
upon  its  loyalty  to  British  connection,  its  reverence 
for  British  precedents,  and  its  desire  to  administer 
the  affairs  of  the  country  according  to  British 
customs.  If  it  be  honest  in  these  professions,  I  am 
unable  to  understand  why  the  proposition  made 
by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  should  not  at  once 
be  accepted.  We  have  had  placed  before  us  by 
my  hon.  friend  a  statement  of  the  proceed¬ 
ings  in  the  Imperial  Parliament  upon  the 
occasion  of  the  redistribution  in  the  year 
1884-85.  He  gave  us  an  account  of  the  course 
pursued  by  the  party  then  in  power  and  by  the 
Opposition,  and  we  learn  that  the  Hon.  Air.  Glad¬ 
stone  did  listen  to  the  proposition  made  by  the 
Opposition,  that  they  should  be  taken  into  the 
confidence  of  the  Government  in  a  matter  of  so 
great  importance  affecting  the  welfare  of  the  whole 
country  ;  and  the  course  taken  by  Air.  Gladstone 
was  eminently  creditable  to  himself,  and  one  which 
avoided  friction  and  disturbance  and  secured  the 
passage  of  a  Redistribution  Bill  satisfactory  to  all 
parties  and  in  the  interests  of  the  country  at  large. 
Now,  the  Government,  in  my  opinion,  are  not  acting 
in  that  spirit  to-day  in  dealing  with  a  similar 
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measure.  So  far  from  copying  British  precedents, 
they  have  gone  to  another  source.  They  are  follow¬ 
ing  in  the  footsteps  of  predecessors,  not  in  the 
mother  land,  but  in  a  neighbouring  nation,  and 
directly  in  the  line  of  operations  that  can  only  be 
criticised  as  the  minimum  bonum  of  political  rascal¬ 
ity.  I  refer  to  the  system  of  American  gerrymander, 
and  shall  refer,  before  I  am  done,  at  some  length 
to  the  character  and  fruits  of  that  system  and  the 
resemblance  which  our  own  system  bears  to  it.  I 
will,  however,  make  a  few  remarks,  before  entering 
this  branch  of  my  subject,  in  answer  to  statements 
made  by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works.  That  hon. 
gentleman  raised  the  objection  to  the  reference  of 
this  question  to  a  joint  committee,  that  it  would 
cause  a  great  loss  of  time.  He  said  that  such  a 
committee  would  consume  six  months  in  the 
consideration  of  the  question,  but  that  the 
majority  here  would  dispose  of  it  speedily. 
I  think  I  may  assure  the  hon.  gentleman  that 
a  joint  committee  of  the  leaders  of  both  sides, 
meeting  for  the  purpose  of  arriving  at  a  fair 
conclusion,  would  speedily  reach  such  a  conclusion, 
but  if  the  attempt  be  made  by  the  majority  here  to 
settle  this  question,  despite  the  feelings  and  inter¬ 
ests  and  protests  of  the  minority,  the  time  con¬ 
sumed  by  the  joint  committee  for  the  purpose  of 
arriving  at  a  fair  decision  will  be  exhausted  many 
times  over  by  that  consumed  by  the  majority  in 
pressing  upon  the  minority  a  measure  against  which 
we  protest.  The  hon.  gentleman,  in  reply  to  the 
charge  that  this  measure  is  introduced  in  tlie  dying 
hours  of  the  House,  says  that  he  hopes  the  charge 
is  true,  and  that  he  is  very  glad  we  are  near  the  end 
of  the  session.  Well,  we  are  very  near  what  should 
be  the  end  of  the  session,  and  we  protest  against 
the  introduction  of  a  measure  which  should  have 
been  introduced  and  considered  weeks  ago,  and 
the  consideration  of  which  requires  much  time. 
We  protest  against  its  introduction  now,  chiefly  for 
the  reason  that  a  fair  and  full  consideration  can 
only  be  given  it  at  the  expense  of  great  personal 
inconvenience  and  loss  to  the  members  of  the 
Opposition  as  well  as  hon.  members  opposite,  and 
that  should  the  Bill  receive  fair  and  full  considera¬ 
tion  it  must  prolong  the  session  far  beyond  the 
time  it  should  occupy.  He  tells  us  there  is  a  reason 
for  the  Bill  being  introduced  so  late,  and  that 
reason  is  that  the  census  returns  on  which  it  was 
founded  were  only  received  a  fortnight  before  it 
was  introduced.  Does  the  hon.  gentleman  pretend 
to  tell  us,  when  he  informs  us  that  he  is  the  father 
ot  this  measure  and  the  maker  of  this  Bill— and  he 
is  like  the  man  who,  it  is  reported,  was  a  self-made 
man  and  worshipped  his  maker,  he  evidently  wor¬ 
ships  the  work  of  his  hands  or  admires  it  very 
greatly, — does  he  pretend  to  say  that  he  was  only 
two  weeks  considering  the  details  of  this  Bill  before 
it  was  introduced  in  this  House,  that  only  two 
weeks  elapsed  after  the  census  returns  came  in 
before  this  Bill  was  prepared  ?  The  House  can¬ 
not  accept  such  a  statement.  Did  we  not  discuss 
the  census  returns  lastyear  ?  Did  we  not  in  August, 
1891,  have  all  the  information  which  was  necessary 
to  found  a  Redistribution  Bill  upon  ?  It  is  absurd 
to  state  that  the  Government  had  the 

information  only  two  weeks  before  the  Bill 
was  introduced.  The  Government  could  have 
had  the  information  nine  months  ago.  They  have 
had  ample  time,  but  the  circumstances  remind  me 
of  the  Redistribution  Bill  of  1882,  which  was  intro- 
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dueed  in  the  same  way  late  in  the  session,  a  Bill  of 
a  most  scandalous  character,  which  was  introduced 
into  the  House  and  pressed  through  the  House 
without  time  being  given  for  Parliament  to  consi¬ 
der  its  features.  In  that,  one  of  the  greatest 
crimes  was  perpetrated  in  this  House,  and  it  was 
a  successful  perpetration  of  a  crime. 

The  hon.  gentleman  informs  us  that  the  party  in 
power  do  not  depend  upon  a  gerrymander  Bill  for 
success.  Well,  hitherto  they  have  depended  upon 
political  methods  the  reverse  of  fair  and  honest  for 
success.  Ever  since  I  have  had  any  knowledge  of 
their  operations  since  1878,  every  measure  they  have 
introduced  has  been  designed  in  such  a  way  as  to 
secure  success.  That  was  the  character  of  the 
gerrymander  Bill  of  1882,  that  was  the  character 
of  the  Franchise  Bill  of  1885,  and  that  is  the  cha¬ 
racter  of  the  Bill  introduced  now.  It  is  designed 
to  secure  political  success  and  political  advantages, 
and  our  hon.  friends  on  the  opposite  side  of  the 
House  are  still  unable  to  see  why  we  should  complain 
because  they  propose  to  secure  such  advantages  as 
come  in  in  a  measure  of  this  kind,  because  they  are 
the  party  in  power.  The  hon.  gentleman  tells  us 
he  is  tired  of  hearing  about  Conservative  sins.  I 
should  think  he  would  be.  He  asks  what  we  did 
when  in  power.  We  gave  this  country  an  honest 
government,  we  gave  it  an  economical  government, 
we  reduced  the  controllable  expenditure  by  $1,- 
700,000,  we  only  increased  the  gross  expenditure 
by  something  less  than  $1,000,000,  we  were  obliged 
to  incur  public  debts  to  the  extent  of  about 
$35,000,000  in  carrying  out  obligations  which  had 
been  incurred  by  the  predecessors  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  but  the  Mackenzie  Government  only  in¬ 
curred  $90,000  of  its  own  volition  ;  and  if  the  hon. 
gentleman  desired  to  discuss  this  point,  I  might  go 
on  to  show  the  honest  and  economical  record  of  the 
Mackenzie  Government,  a  record  which  was  deserv¬ 
ing  of  the  confidence  of  the  people  of  Canada.  The 
hon.  gentleman  is  tired  of  hearing  of  Conservative 
sins.  It  is  time  the  country  heard  more  of  them. 
We  cannot  cease  to  talk  about  them  because  it  hap¬ 
pens  to  be  distasteful  to  the  hon.  gentleman.  We  have 
to  make  the  country  acquainted  with  them  and  with 
the  reasons  why  these  gentlemen  are  unworthy  of 
public  confidence.  W e  have  to  inform  the  country 
of  the  manner  in  which  these  gentlemen  have 
neglected  to  discharge  their  duty.  It  is  the  worst 
Government  that  ever  existed  in  this  country.  It 
is  the  worst  Government  that  ever  existed  upon 
this  continent.  We  have  to  inform  the  people  on 
that  subject.  It  is  true  that  it  is  not  in  the  line  of 
this  Bill  to  discuss  these  questions,  but  if  the  hon. 
gentleman  is  tired  of  hearing  of  Conservative  sins, 
his  fatigue  will  be  very  much  increased  before  we  are 
through.  He  tells  us  that  Ottawa  County  is  fairly 
divided,  and  in  speaking  of  it  possibly  he  throws 
out  an  olive  branch  when  he  says  that  he  is  ready 
to  make  the  matter  right  if  the  division  is  not  a 
fair  one,  and  that,  if  fair  amendments  are  proposed, 
they  will  be  considered.  We  are  glad  to  hear 
that,  of  course. 

Mr.  DA  YIN.  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  If  that  is  the  spirit  that 
actuates  the  Government,  and  my  hon.  friend  from 
Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin)says  “hear,  hear”  to  it,  let 
us  have  a  conference  on  the  matter.  These  ques¬ 
tions  can  be  better  arranged,  and  can  be  arranged 
in  a  very  short  time  by  a  few  leaders  on  each  side 
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meeting  together,  than  by  any  general  desultory 
discussion  in  the  House.  If  the  Government  desire 
to  do  what  is  fair  and  just,  let  them  adopt  the  pre¬ 
cedent  of  the  Imperial  Parliament  in  1884,  and  let 
the  leaders  of  the  Government  and  the  leading 
members  of  the  Opposition  meet  and  state  their 
views.  Let  the  Opposition  state  their  grievances, 
and  let  the  Government  meet  them.  That  is  the 
way  to  put  the  Bill  on  a  fair  basis,  but  if  they 
refuse  to  do  that,  we  are  justified  in  assuming  that 
the  assertion  of  my  hon.  friend  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works  is  one  which  we  may  take  with  a  con¬ 
siderable  allowance.  If  they  refuse  that  consultti- 
tion  between  the  leaders,  we  must  assume  that 
they  intend  to  press  the  Bill  through,  and  that, 
if  the  Bill  contains  unfair  and  improper  pro¬ 
visions,  they  intend  to  stand  by  them.  We  can 
assure  them  that,  if  the  proposition  to  deal  fairly 
with  the  Bill  is  not  met,  the  battle  upon  this 
will  not  be  settled  as  soon  as  a  conference  might 
be,  at  all  events.  The  hon.  gentleman  tells  us  that 
the  Grits  want  the  majority  in  this  House  based 
upon  the  minority  of  votes,  and  that  it  is  that  de¬ 
sire  on  the  part  of  the  Grits  that  the  Government 
party  intend  to  resist.  The  Government  displayed 
its  cunning  in  there  distribution  of  Ontario  in  1882, 
when,  althougli-the  popular  vote  in  that  province 
gave  a  majority  very  small  one  way  or  the  other, 
by  the  manipulation  of  the  gerrymander  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  secured  two  seats  to  one  for  the  Liberals 
in  that  province,  and  while  in  the  last  general  elec¬ 
tion  the  Liberals  had  a  majority  of  5,000  of  the 
popular  vote  in  that  province,  they  have  barely  34 
representatives  out  of  92  at  this  time. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  You  are  giving  the  bye- 
elections  in  one  case  and  the  general  election  in 
another. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  The  bye-elections  were 
brought  on  one  after  the  other,  and  a  horde  of 
boodlers  were  let  loose  in  those  counties. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  That  is  no  answer. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Did  not  the  hon.  gentleman 
refer  to  the  bye-elections,  and  shall  I  not  be  allowed 
to  refer  to  the  grounds  on  which  they  were  carried, 
to  the  wholesale  and  retail  bribery  which  took 
place,  bribery  from  the  promise  of  a  railway  sub¬ 
sidy  to  the  purchase  of  an  individual  voter,  to 
elections  which  took  place  one  after  another  and 
counties  which  were  bought  out  in  detail  ?  That 
explains  the  result  in  the  bye-elections. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  You  have  not  answered  my 
question,  though. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Perhaps  I  did  not  hear  it. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  I  asked  the  hon.  gentleman 
whether  he  "was  not  giving  the  general  election 
figures  so  far  as  the  popular  vote  was  concerned, 
and  not  giving  the  bye-election  results  so  far  as  the 
representation  in  this  House  was  concerned. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  was  giving  the  general 
election  figures  so  far  as  the  popular  vote  of  the 
majority  was  concerned. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Then  you  have  given  the 
representation  in  the  House  according  to  the  gene¬ 
ral  election. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  stated  at  the  same  time 
that  the  Liberal  representation  in  this  House  is 
about  34  seats. 

Mr.  Charlton. 


Mr.  MONTAGUE.  What  was  it  after  the  gen¬ 
eral  election? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  will  take  the  trouble  to 
look  up  the  returns,  and  inform  my  hon.  friend  to¬ 
morrow.  I  have  not  made  out  the  returns  on  that 
basis. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  A  majority 
of  8,000  in  the  popular  vote,  and  a  deficiency  of 
four  in  the  majority  here. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  That  has  nothing  whatever 
to  do  with  the  bye-elections. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
to  discuss  a  proposition  to  adopt  the  British  method, 
and  we  stand  up  here  to-day  to  protest  against  the 
American  method.  The  American  method  has 
been  adopted  in  this  respect,  and  although  the 
party  on  the  opposite  side  are  sticklers  for  loyalty, 
are  in  favour  of  British  connection,  and  go  for 
Imperial  Federation,  it  is  the  party  that  bor¬ 
rowed  their  fiscal  system  from  the  United  States, 
it  is  the  party  that  has  borrowed  its  political 
methods  from  the  United  States,  it  is  the  party 
that  has  borrowed  its  principles  with  regard 
to  Redistribution  Bills  from  the  United  States. 
I  propose  briefly  to  point  out  some  of  the  antece¬ 
dents  of  the  gentlemen  of  whom  hon.  members 
opposite  are  slavish  imitators.  I  want  to  show 
what  was  the  origin  of  this  system,  I  want  to  show 
what  have  been  the  fruits  of  this  system,  I  want 
to  show  what  kind  of  political  assassination  it  is 
that  these  gentlemen  have  perpetrated  once  and  are 
about  to  perpetrate  again  ;  I  want  to  show  the 
whole  drift  of  this  astounding  scheme  of  political 
rascality  that  has  been  perpetrated  in  the  United 
States,  and  has  been  copied  in  this  country. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  Before  the  hon.  gentleman  passes 
away  from  that  part  of  his  discourse,  would  he 
kindly  allow  me  to  ask  him  a  question.  When  he 
refers  to  precedents  in  England,  when  he  refers  to 
Mr.  Gladstone’s  generosity  in  consulting  with  Lord 
Salisbury  about  his  Redistribution  Bill,  does  my 
hon.  friend  recollect  that  Mr.  Gladstone  was  com¬ 
pelled  to  do  so,  that  the  House  of  Lords  refused  to 
pass  his  Franchise  Bill  until  he  had  disclosed  some¬ 
thing  about  the  Redistribution  Bill  ? 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  No,  no. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  Who  says  no. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  say  no. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  Then  I  say  my  hon.  friend  is,  as 
usual,  entirely  mistaken  as  to  the  faces.  I  say  it 

is  a  matter  of  notorious  historv. 

«/ 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  The  hon.  member  for  Bruce 
must  remember  that  he  cannot  interrupt  the  hon. 
member  who  is  speaking. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  will  give  the  floor  to  the 
hon.  gentleman  for  a  few  minutes,  if  he  wishes  to 
relieve  his  mind.  Mr,  Speaker,  whatever  may  have 
been  the  circumstances  that  attended  the  nego¬ 
tiations  between  Sir  Stafford  Nortlicote  and  Lord 
Salisbury  on  the  one  hand,  and  Mr.  Gladstone  and 
his  colleagues  on  the  other  hand,  the  fact  is  patent 
to  this  House  and  to  the  world  that  the  consulta¬ 
tion  was  held,  and  if  Mr.  Gladstone  at  first  pre¬ 
pared  a  Bill  and  refused  to  couple  with  it  the 
Franchise  Bill,  if  there  were  divergencies  of  opinion 
as  to  the  propriety  of  putting  these  two  Bills  to¬ 
gether,  it  has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the 
question  as  to  whether  Mr.  Gladstone  did  consult 
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with  the  Opposition,  as  to  whether  the  leaders  of 
the  two  sides  did  or  did  not  meet  together  ;  it  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  question  as  to  what  led 
them  to  hold  a  consultation  that  resulted  in  a 
Redistribution  Bill  that  was  mutually  satisfactory 
to  both  sides  of  the  House.  The  fact  we  placed 
before  the  House  is  that  such  a  consultation  was 
held  by  Mr.  Gladstone  and  his  colleagues  with  the 
leaders  of  the  Opposition,  that  it  was  held  at  the 
suggestion  or,  if  you  choose  to  say  so,  at  the  demand 
of  the  Conservative  Opposition  in  the  House  of 
Commons  and  the  House  of  Lords  ;  the  fact  remains 
that  the  result  of  the  consultation  was  a  fair  and 
honest  Bill,  an  open  Bill,  the  provisions  of  which 
were  known  to  both  parties,  the  provisions  of  which 
were  discussed  by  both  parties,  the  provisions  of 
which  were  settled  upon  a  basis  satisfactory  to  both 
parties.  It  is  that  precedent  that  we  propose  to 
adopt  to-day.  Now,  I  will  proceed  to  the  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  question  that  I  was  about  to  enter  upon 
when  interrupted  by  my  hon.  friend  from  North 
Bruce.  \\  e  have  a  term  frequently  used  here — 
gerry  mander - 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  "We  all  know  the  history 
of  it. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Perhaps  we  know  a  little 
more  about  it.  There  was  a  public  man  in  the 
United  States  who  was  a  signer  of  the  Declaration 
of  Independence,  named  Elbridge  Gerry,  who 
became  governor  of  the  State  of  Massachusetts. 
He  was  an  anti-federalist  and  he  secured  notoriety, 
not  because  of  good  antecedents  in  connection  with 
the  revolutionary  struggle,  not  because  he  was  a 
signer  of  the  Declaration  of  Independence,  but  he 
secured  notoriety  from  an  astounding  piece  of  poli¬ 
tical  rascality,  and  through  that  he  was  condemned 
to  everlasting  fame  in  the  rogues’  gallery.  His 
party  in  Massachusetts,  in  the  year  1811  perpe¬ 
trated  the  first  “  Gerrymander”  ;  it  was  not  then 
called  “Gerrymander.”  They  cut  up  the  counties 
and  the  districts  of  the  state  in  such  a  way  as  to 
secure  an  unfair  political  advantage,  and  the  name 
Gerrymander  originated  in  a  cut  of  a  district  com¬ 
posed  of  part  of  the  counties  of  Worcester  and 
Essex  being  displayed  which  only  needed  the  addi¬ 
tion  of  wings  and  a  beak  to  make  it  look  very  much 
like  a  vulture  or  a  bird  of  prey  ;  and  the  artist, 
Gilbert  Stuart,  proposed  to  call  it  salaman¬ 
der,  but  Mr.  Russell,  the  conductor  of  a  paper 
named  the  Columbia  Sentinel,  said  :  No,  call  it  ger¬ 
rymander.  So  the  name  of  the  author  of  the  Bill 
was  made  to  apply  to  the  Bill  itself,  and  to  the 
principle  then  first  adopted  in  that  Redistribution 
Bill  for  the  State  of  Massachusetts.  Now,  what 
was  the  result  of  that  Bill,  this  shining  example 
that  has  been  followed  once  by  hon.  gentlemen  op¬ 
posite,  and  which  they  are  endeavouring  to  follow 
again  though,  perhaps,  in  a  somewhat  less  objec¬ 
tionable  manner  ?  The  anti-federalists  polled  50,166 
votes;  the  federalists  polled  51,766.  The  federal¬ 
ists  had  a  majority  of  over  1,600  votes,  but  the 
anti-federalists  secured  29  senators,  and  the  feder¬ 
alists  secured  11.  By  the  provisions  of  that  gerry¬ 
mander  it  took  1,730  votes  to  elect  an  anti-feder¬ 
alist  senator,  and  it  took  4,706  votes  to  elect  a 
federalist  senator  ;  or  it  took  2 '63  times  as  many 
votes  to  elect  a  senator  on  one  side  as  it  did  on  the 
other.  The  51,766  voters  were  placed  at  a  disad¬ 
vantage  as  compared  with  the  50,166,  to  the  extent 
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of  being  represented  by  eleven  senators  while  the 
others  were  represented  by  twenty-nine. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Which  province  was  that 
in  ? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  That  was  in  the  State  of 
Massachusetts,  your  great  prototype,  which  your 
gerrymander  example  comes  from.  Now,  Sir,  this 
of  course,  was  a  great  triumph  of  political  villiny 
— there  is  no  use  in  using  soft  expressions — it  was 
a  triumph  of  political  villainy,  it  was  a  system 
utterly  subversive  of  the  spirit  of  representative 
institutions,  and  the  followers  of  these  old-time 
political  assassins  have  the  example  before  them 
of  a  very  brilliant  success,  an  example  where  50,- 
000  votes  elected  twenty -nine  senators  and  51,000 
only  elected  eleven.  The  thing  was  very  well  done, 
it  was  a  fine  piece  of  work,  it  was  hardly  exceeded 
by  the  Canadian  gerrymander  of  1882.  Although 
the  work  of  the  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  may  not 
have  been  quite  as  artistic  as  the  work  done  under 
Elbridge  Gerry  and  some  other  subsequent  ex¬ 
amples  we  meet  with  in  other  states,  it  has  been 
equally  diabolical.  I  do  not  know,  if  we  had  not 
had  this  practice  verbalized  by  calling  it  gerry¬ 
mander,  we  might  not  have  called  it  Macdonald- 
mander,  or  named  it  after  some  one  on  the  Govern¬ 
ment  benches  at  the  present  moment.  The  gerry¬ 
mander  consisted  of  what  ?  It  consisted  of  dividing 
up  counties  and  districts,  grouping  localities 
without  reference  to  their  contiguity  or  their 
natural  affinity,  but  solely  with  respect  to  mass¬ 
ing  the  voters  in  such  a  way  as  to  secure 
political  advantage  to  the  party  in  power.  It  was 
just  as  perfect  in  1812  as  it  was  in  this  country  in 
1882.  There  have  been  a  great  many  examples  of 
gerrymander,  and  I  will  point  to  a  few  of  them  for 
the  benefit  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  to  show 
how  great  the  effect  may  be.  Take  Ohio.  That 
state  has  had  five  gerrymanders  between  1880  and 
1890,  and  I  want  to  show  what  the  results  of  the 
gerrymanders  were,  what  a  curious  .#rt  of  maps 
their  ridings  must  have  been,  and  what  curious  re¬ 
sults  were  produced  by  the  mathematical  skill  of 
political  manipulators.  The  first  gerrymander  was 
a  Republican  one,  in  1880.  Under  the  distribu¬ 
tion  then  made  the  Republican  vote,  50 -09  of  the 
whole,  elected  75  per  cent  of  the  congressmen, 
while  the  Democratic,  47 ‘08  of  the  whole,  secured  a 
representation  of  only  25  per  cent.  It  took  an 
average  Democratic  vote  of  68,114  for  a  congress¬ 
man,  as  against  an  average  Republican  vote  of 
24,203  for  a  congressman,  or  nearly  three  times 
as  many  votes  were  required  of  Democrats  as  of 
Republicans  for  a  member  under  the  provisions 
of  the  gerrymander.  This  was  fine  work,  and 
this  kind  of  work  in  Ohio  made  free  insti¬ 
tutions  a  mockery.  It  was  the  work  of  poli¬ 
tical  thugs ;  there  was  nothing  honourable  or 
decent  about  it,  and  it  was  subversive  of  popular 
liberty  and  was  contrary  to  every  principle  of  just¬ 
ice.  The  next  gerrymander  was  made  by  the 
Democratic  party  in  *1882.  They  arranged  matters 
so  that  while  the  Republican  vote,  46 ‘09  of  the 
whole  vote,  secured  38  per  cent  of  the  congressmen, 
the  Democratic  vote,  50  '03  of  the  whole,  obtained 
62  per  cent  of  the  congressmen.  But  this  result 
was  not  entirely  satisfactory  to  the  Democrats, 
because  they  had  not  been  so  successful  as  the 
Republicans  were  in  their  gerrymander  of  1880, 
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and  accordingly  they  proceeded  to  another  gerry¬ 
mander  in  1884.  They  unintentionally  came 
nearer  doing  justice.  Under  this  gerrymander  the 
Republican  vote,  50  ’07  of  the  whole,  gave  them  a 
representation  in  Congress  of  47 '06  of  the  whole 
state  representation,  while  the  Democratic  vote,  48 
per  cent  of  the  whole,  gave  them  a  representation 
of  52  per  cent.  The  Republicans  then  came  into 
power  in  the  State  Legislature,  and  they  proceeded 
to  make  a  gerrymander  in  1886,  and  they  did  their 
work  very  well.  Under  it  the  Republican  vote, 
48 ’05  per  cent  of  the  whole,  gave  them  71  "04  of 
representation  by  congressmen,  against  the  Dem¬ 
ocratic  vote,  46 ‘09  of  the  whole,  which  gave 
them  a  representation  of  28 '06.  The  Repub¬ 
lican  votes  required  for  a  congressman  were 
22,404,  while  the  Democratic  votes  required  were 
54,273.  The  election  of  1888  was  had  on  the  same 
distribution.  The  Republicans  were  pretty  well 
satisfied  with  their  success  and  they  did  not  make 
another  gerrymander.  In  18S8  they  reached  high 
water  mark.  The  Republican  vote,  49 ’07  of  the 
whole,  gave  76.02  of  the  whole  congressional 
representation,  while  the  Democratic  vote,  47 '02 
of  the  whole,  secured  them  only  23 '08  per  cent  of 
congressmen.  Only  26,022  Republican  votes  were 
required  for  a  congressman,  while  of  Democratic 
votes  79,128  were  required.  Then  the  Democratic 
party  made  a  gerrymander  in  1890,  and  this  was 
the  fifth  gerrymander.  Under  it  the  Republican 
vote,  49  per  cent  of  the  whole,  secured  33 '03  of 
the  congressional  representation,  while  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  vote,  47 '05,  secured  66 '07  of  the  congress¬ 
men.  No  less  than  51,803  Republican  votes  were 
needed  to  elect  a  congressman,  as  [against  25,109 
Democratic  votes,  or  2  to  1.  This  Democratic 
Gerrymander  Bill  in  1890  introduced  a  new  feature, 
one  which  had,  however,  been  adopted  in  this 
country  before  that  time.  An  attempt  was  made 
to  shut  out  of  public  life  a  prominent  man.  The 
district  represented  by  Congressman  McKinley, 
who  was  fleeted  at  the  previous  election  by 
about  2,000  majority,  was  gerrymandered  in  such 
a  way  that  he  was  defeated.  The  Democrats  did 
not  absolutely  wipe  out  the  district,  as  was  done 
by  the  Conservatives  here  in  the  case  of  the  con¬ 
stituency  represented  by  my  hon.  friend  to  my 
right  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright),  but  they  gerry¬ 
mandered  it  to  such  an  extent  that  they  drove 
him  from  Congress  ;  and  that  is  one  sample  of 
the  rascality  perpetrated  under  this  system.  I 
cite  this  state,  Ohio,  as  an  instance,  but  there  are 
other  states  that  have  been  subject  to  the  opera - 
ations  of  this  iniquitous  system.  During  those 
ten  years  on  no  less  than  five  occasions  each  party 
endeavoured  to  surpass  the  political  villainy  of 
the  other.  It  was  good  mathematical  exercise  ; 
the  maps  were  good  patterns  for  crazy-quilts,  and 
the  Cretan  labyrinth  was  outshone.  But  the  whole 
system  is  one  entirely  inconsistent  with  popular 
government ;  it  is  a  principle  that  no  decent 
Government  ought  to  adopt ;  it  is  a  system  that 
cannot  be  defended  ;  it  is  a  system  that  honest 
men  on  either  side  of  the  House  ought  not  to 
defend,  and  any  man  who  does  defend  such  a 
system  surrenders  every  semblance  of  political 
honesty  and  his  manhood  as  well. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  How  about  the  Ontario 
gerrymander  ? 

Mr.  Charlton. 


Mr.  CHARLTON.  The  Ontario  Government 
never  perpetrated  such  a  gerrymander  as  that  we 
are  talking  of  to-day.  Political  liberty  and  mor¬ 
ality  cannot  exist  under  such  a  system,  and  the 
apathy  that  exists  in  this  country,  the  dead  public 
conscience,  is  due  to  the  wholesale  perpetration  of 
those  political  rascalities  that  have  been  copied 
from  the  United  States,  and  the  Liberal  party  to¬ 
day  makes  its  demand  in  this  House,  that  the  evil 
example  shall  cease  to  govern  us,  that  we  now 
drop  this  example  we  have  been  following,  and 
copy  the  honest,  wholesome  and  healthy  example 
furnished  in  the  precedents  of  the  Imperial  Par¬ 
liament.  That  is  simply  what  the  motion  of  my 
hon.  friend  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  amounts 
to.  It  is  a  motion  which  will  commend  itself  to 
the  good  sense  and  honesty  of  this  country.  It 
may  be  voted  down  in  this  House,  but  if  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  does  reject  this  proposition,  it  does  so  at 
its  peril,  and  it  will  bring  down  on  its  own  head 
consequences  that  they  are  not  likely,  if  they  could 
foresee  them,  to  invite.  The  only  contribution  we 
have  made  to  the  gerrymander  literature  or  phrases 
is  the  one  originated  during  the  last  gerrymander  of 
1882,  when  we  originated  the  phrase  “  hiving  the 
Grits.”  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  “  hived  the 
Grits  ”  in  such  a  way  that  while  we  had  almost 
an  equal  number  of  votes  with  the  Conservative 
partly  we  had  only  one  representative  as  against 
two  Conservative  representatives  ;  and  under  the 
operation  of  that  Gerrymander  Act  of  1882  that 
disparity,  although  it  has  not  been  so  great  on  all 
occasions,  has  continued  to  exist.  The  operation 
of  the  Act  has  been  to  deprive  one  class  of  the  pop¬ 
ulation  of  equal  political  rights  as  against  another 
class,  two  Conservatives  exercising  power  equal  to 
three  Liberals.  The  proportion  is  as  great  as  that, 
if  not  greater,  and  it  has  so  continued  ever  since 
the  Bill  was  passed.  The  measure  was  designed  to 
secure  that  feature.  It  was  a  piece  of  political  ass¬ 
assination  so  far  as  the  interests  of  one  of  the  great 
parties  was  concerned  ;  it  was  a  piece  of  rascality, 
I  can  characterize  it  by  no  other  words,  most  de¬ 
grading  to  this  country,  and  leading  to  a  state  of 
things  which  lias  created  two  systems  of  ethics,  one 
for  private  life  and  one  for  public  life,  and  the  system 
of  ethics  for  public  life  is  no  system  of  ethics  at  all. 
The  gerrymander  made  and  successfully  made,  the 
crime  perpetrated  in  1882,  is  again  attempted  to  be 
carried  out  with  respect  to  the  Province  of  Quebec; 
not  I  grant  you  so  flagrant  or  glaring  a  violation 
of  public  rights,  but  still  an  outrage  upon  public 
rights  is  attempted  to  be  perpetrated  in  Quebec, 
and  an  outrage  in  a  lesser  degree  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  The  Government  are  seeking  through 
this  Bill  to  secure  a  marked  political  advantage. 
They  are  seeking  practically  to  secure  an  unfair 
advantage  amounting  anywhere  from  7  to  9  seats. 
They  are  not  entitled  to  that  advantage.  It  is  a 
violation  of  the  principles  of  justice  ;  it  is  a  viola¬ 
tion  of  the  principles  of  representative  institutions, 
and  it  is  an  Act  calculated  to  sap  the  foundations 
of  the  liberties  of  the  people.  The  whole  system 
is  un-British,  and  I  wish  to  read  a  few  remarks 
from  an  English  Tory  writer  bearing  upon  this 
question.  I  am  sure  they  will  be  received  with 
great  favour  by  gentlemen  on  the  opposite  side,  and 
I  think  some  of  our  candid  friends  opposite  will  see 
the  force  of  the  statements  made  by  this  gentleman 
referring  to  the  last  Redistribution  Bill  in  England. 
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This  article  I  find  in  the  Quarterly  Review  for  1885. 
I  shall  not  trouble  the  House  with  very  copious 
extracts  from  it,  but  I  will  read  a  few.  The  writer 
says  : 

“  Nevertheless  the  common  instinct  was  sound  and 
just.” 

What  was  the  common  instinct  ?  The  common  in¬ 
stinct  was  that  one  party  should  not  frame  a  Redis¬ 
tribution  Bill  securing  an  unfair  advantage  and 
press  that  Bill  through  by  virtue  of  a  party  major¬ 
ity,  without  first  consulting  the  other  party  as  to 
the  principles  of  the  Bill  : 

“  Nevertheless,  the  common  instinct  was  sound  and 
just.  Compromise  was  wise  and  necessary.  When  we 
last  wrote,  the  political  storm  had  reached  an  alarming 
height.  When  Parliament  met,  the  uneasiness  of  men 
who  had  been,  or  feared  to  be,  driven  further  and  faster 
than  they  willed,  rapidly  made  itself  felt.  Men  of  sense 
and  candour,  conscious!  that  the  quarrel  had  been  pushed 
to  needless  and  dangerous  extremes,  found  the  same  tem¬ 
per  prevalent  among  their  opponents.  Many  of  our 
readers  must  remember  the  frequent  conversations  with 
anxious  friends,  or  staunch  political  opponents,  in  which 
the  same  expression  was  repeated  almost  in  the  same 
words.  If  only  the  leaders  could  be  brought  together 
in  a  room  ?  They  are  English  gentlemen  ;  they  respect 
and  should  be  able  to  trust  one  another.  There  is  nothing 
they  could  not  settle  in  an  hour’s  confidential  conversa¬ 
tion.” 

Was  that  writer  mistaken  that  the  people  placed 
so  much  confidence  upon  the  leaders  of  both  parties 
as  gentlemen,  that  if  they  were  brought  together 
in  a  spirit  of  fairness  and  impartiality  they  would 
do  what  was  right  and  just,  and  settle  the  matter 
in  an  hour’s  conversation  ?  The  desire  exists  here 
that  the  leaders  of  those  two  parties  should  meet 
together  to  settle  this  vexed  question  which 
troubles  the  country  and  threatens  evil  to  the 
country.  If  the  leaders  of  those  two  parties  could 
meet  together,  at  least  no  harm  would  result,  for 
they  could  find  out  at  all  events  whether  they 
could  agree  or  not,  and  if  they  could  not  agree  we 
would  be  no  further  from  the  solution  of  the  ques¬ 
tion  than  we  are  at  the  present  moment.  This 
writer  goes  on  : 

“There  are  reasons  which  render  the  occurrence  of  an 
amicable  discussion  a  loyal  understanding  on  any  subject 
especially  seasonable.  The  presence  of  an  anti-English 
faction  in  the  House  of  Commons,  still  more  the  objects, 
the  methods,  and  the  quality  of  its  adhereuts— -the  rise  of 
a  new  and  prominent,  if  not  numerous  Radical  school, 
whose  parliamentary  manners  and  political  morality,  not 
to  say  its  social  and  economic  ethics,  might  have  been 
imported  from  Washington.” 

Sir,  these  words  of  this  Tory  writer  in  the  Quart¬ 
erly  Review  would  apply  with  special  force  and 
appropriateness  to  the  gentlemen  who  are  now  press¬ 
ing  this  Gerrymander  Bill.  He  could  say  very 
properly  that  their  political  morality  and  their 
social  and  economic  ethics  might  have  been  imported 
from  Washington .  — 

“  Nor  could  there  be  a  more  fitting  subject  of  compro¬ 
mise,  so  that  the  compromise  be  on  both  sides  honest, 
open  and  loyal,  directed  not  to  immediate  party  advant¬ 
age  but  to  ultimate  national  ends,  to  the  preservation, 
under  new  conditions  and  by  new  methods,  of  the  imme¬ 
morial  spirit  and  character  of  our  representative  system.” 

What  was  the  object  to  be  aimed  at  that  was 
worthy  the  attention  of  these  men  ?  Was  it  of  no 
importance  that  the  immemorial  spirit  and  char¬ 
acter  of  the  representative  system  in  England  should 
be  preserved  ?  Is  it  of  no  importance  that  the  im¬ 
memorial  character  and  spirit  of  British  represent¬ 
ative  institutions  should  be  preserved  in  this 
Dominion  of  Canada  ?  Should  we  pause  to  consider 
whether  it  is  better  for  us  to  adopt  the  rascally 


American  method  calculated  to  subvert  popular 
liberty,  the  pawn  of  political  gamblers,  the  weapon 
of  political  assassins,  the  means  by  which  men  who 
would  subvert  the  liberties  of  the  people  for  political 
gain  would  adopt  ?  I  ask,  is  it  better  for  us  to  pur¬ 
sue  this  policy,  or  should  we  not  pause  and  consider 
whether  it  is  not  better  to  preserve  the  immemorial 
spirit  and  character  of  our  representative  institu¬ 
tions  ?  This  writer  goes  on  to  say  : 

“  The  concurrence  of  the  Opposition  has  paralysed  the 
resistance  of  the  threatened  interests,  and  rendered  it 
possible,  as  it  was  not  possible  even  in  that  flood  tide  of 
enthusiasm  to  disregard  all  reckoning  of  votes,  and  to 
frame  the  measure  with  a  single  view  to  the  future  inter¬ 
ests  and  present  convictions  of  the  country.” 

What  does  lie  mean  by  this?  It  looks  to  me  “  that 
the  concurrence  of  the  Opposition  ”  means  that  an 
invitation  to  consider  the  matter  on  the  part  of  the 
Government  had  been  accepted  by  the  Opposition. 
The  writer  continues  : 

“  But  this  negative  assistance,  great  as  it  is,  not  the 
whole,  is,  perhaps,  the  least  part  of  the  service  rendered 
to  the  scheme  and  to  the  country  by  the  chiefs  of  Opposi¬ 
tion.  Nor  have  they  merely  safeguai’ded  the  claims  of 
the  Tory  party,  or  confined  themselves  to  securing  the 
adequate  representation  of  permanent  Conservative  in¬ 
terests  and  Conservative  elements  of  national  thought. 
The  clearness  and  consistency  given  to  the  chief  features 
as  evidently  show  Lord  Salisbury’s  hand  as  the  weakness 
and  deviations  from  principle  of  which  we  shall  have  to 
speak  betray,  by  their  party  tendency  and  class  charac¬ 
ter,  the  original  authorship  of  the  scheme.  Compelled 
by  his  position  to  speak  with  reserve,  while  as  yet  the 
ministerial  plan  was  undisclosed,  Lord  Salisbury’s  bent 
was  never  concealed,  and  the  breadth  and  boldness  of  his 
views  startled  the  weak  or  cautious  among  his  followers 
less  than  they  surprised  and  confounded  enemies  wont 
persistently  to  misconceive  and  misrepresent  him.  The 
Radical  press  has  chosen,  in  the  teeth  of  his  well-known 
views  on  social  questions,  in  spite  of  his  whole  character 
and  career,  to  regard  him  as  the  champion  and  embodi¬ 
ment  of  the  stolid,  immovable,  if  not  reactionary  Toryism 
of  bygone  days.  The  blindness  and  bitterness  of  party 
could  hardly  have  been  more  signally  or  more 
absurdly  exemplified.  Lord  Salisbury’s  administration 
of  India  and  the  Foreign  Office — an  administration  where¬ 
in  masterly  skill  and  grasp  of  facts  were,  till  the  Midlothian 
campaign,  recognized  and  admired  even  by  opponents — 
did  not  exhibit  more  signally  than  his  parliamentary 
speeches  the  practical  tone  and  temper  of  his  statesman¬ 
ship,  his  appreciation  of  the  spirit  and  tendencies  of  the 
age  with  which  it  was  his  to  deal.  It  is  a  new  and  striking 
evidence  of  his  force  of  character,  that  a  scheme  of  redis¬ 
tribution  not  prepared  by  him  yet  bears  so  clearly  the 
impress  of  his  mind,  of  his  lofty  point  of  view,  his  breadth 
of  survey  and  boldness  in  action.  Few  other  Tory  leaders 
have  grasped  the  truth  so  apparent  to  Radical  tacticians, 
that,  in  a  constitutional  settlement,  finality,  consistency, 
completeness,  is  the  paramount  intei'est  of  conservatism ; 
that  the  pi'eservation  of  anomalies  and  grievances  afford¬ 
ing  ground  for  renewed  agitation, redounds  to  the  advan¬ 
tage  of  radicalism  alone.  The  time  has  passed  when 
resistence  to  democracy  was  a  practical  policy.  To  a  force 
so  novel,  so  gigantic,  so  irresistible,  the  checks  and 
balances  of  old  would  be  applied  in  vain.  Guarantees 
of  stability,  securities  for  the  safe  and  steady  working  of 
our  constitutional  machinei’y,  the  future  strength  of  Con¬ 
servative  pi’inci pies  and  policy,  must  be  sought  iix  demo¬ 
cracy  itself.  IfLoi’d  Salisbury’s  frankness  of  utterance 
failed  to  disarm  suspicion,  his  confessed  ability  should 
have  dispelled  the  favourite  radical  conception  of  his 
policy.  He  is  the  last  man  to  dream  of  crippling  or  fetter¬ 
ing,  by  complicated  arrangements  or  studied  artifice,  the 
giant  power  to  which  the  dooi-s  of  the  constitution  have 
once  been  opened,  of  binding  the  Titan’s  limbs  in  a  net- 
woi'k  of  Lilliputian  packthread.  Of  this  norfsense,  at 
least,  we  may  hope  to  have  heal’d  the  last.  The  statesman 
who  recommends  to  the  Toiy  party  the  acceptance  of  the 
present  scheme  of  redistribution  must  be  confessed,  even 
by  the  ingrained,  invetei’ate  credulity  of  Radical  distrust, 
to  have  accepted  once  for  all  the  Democratic  principle  : 
to  trust  the  rights  of  property,  the  maintenance  of  order, 
the  equitable  adjustment  of  public  burdens,  the  national 
honour,  the  integrity  of  the  Empire,  all  the  cherished 
aims  of  his  order  and  his  party,  to  the  common  sense,  the 
justice  and  the  honesty  ot  the  people.” 
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Now,  Sir,  all  we  ask  of  the  Government  is  to  go 
forward  in  the  spirit  of  honesty,  common  sense  and 
justice.  We  ask  them  to  remember  the  weighty 
words  of  this  writer,  when  he  says  that  the  pre¬ 
servation  of  anomalies  and  grievances,  affording 
ground  for  renewed  agitation,  redounds  to  the 
advantage  of  radicalism  alone.  If  we  are  to  establish 
the  institutions  of  this  Dominion  on  firm  founda¬ 
tions,  so  that  they  will  endure,  we  must  abandon 
the  courses  which  have  been  followed  by  this 
Government.  We  must  abandon  such  outrages  on 
popular  justice  as  the  Franchise  Bill ;  we  must 
abandon  these  evil  American  examples  ;  the  party 
in  power  must  cease  to  attempt  to  wrest  an 
advantage  from  their  adversaries  by  an  unfair 
application  of  the  powers  which  they  possess. 
They  must  meet  the  overtures  of  the  Opposition  in 
a  spirit  of  fairness,  and  they  must  recognize  that 
the  great  people  of  this  Dominion  are  not  created 
for  the  advantage  of  mere  politicians  and  political 
tricksters ;  but  that  the  rights  of  the  people  are  a 
sacred  heritage,,  placed  in  the  hands  of  these  men, 
and  that  they  should  be  guarded  by  them  as  a 
sacred  trust. 

It  being  six  o’clock,  the  Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  It  was  not  my  intention  to  have 
spoken  at  this  stage  of  the  debate  ;  but  inasmuch 
as  reference  was  made  by  the  hon.  Minister  of 
Public  Works  to  the  county  which  I  represent  in 
this  House,  I  think  it  is  proper  that  I  should  place 
before  the  House  my  position  regarding  that 
matter.  The  hon.  gentleman  said  that  I  had  gone 
to  him  reluctantly,  and  I  presixme  with  advice  re¬ 
garding  the  division  of  the  County  of  Ottawa. 
Now,  it  is  but  fair  that  I  should  give  my  version 
of  what  transpired  in  connection  with  that  visit  of 
mine  to  the  hon.  gentleman,  and  if  I  am  wrong  I 
am  perfectly  willing  that  he  should  correct  me. 
The  facts  are  these  :  Last  week  a  public  meeting 
was  called  in  the  village  of  St.  Andre  Avelin  in 
the  lower  end  of  the  County  of  Ottawa.  To  this 
meeting  were  invited  the  mayors  of  the  various 
surrounding  municipalities,  and  the  electors  of 
that  portion  of  the  county.  I  also  went  there  and 
spoke.  The  object  of  the  meeting  was  to  protest 
against  the  proposed  division  of  the  county, 
that  is,  against  the  line  as  it  is  proposed 
to  be  drawn.  The  meeting  was  not  called 
by  the  Liberal  party  of  the  county  or 

by  any  member  of  the  Liberal  party.  It 

was  called  by  Conservatives,  and  leading  Con¬ 
servatives  at  that,  in  the  lower  end  of  the  county. 
I  do  not  deny  that  Liberals  were  present  and  that 
Liberals  spoke  at  that  meeting ;  but  the  fact  is, 
that  the  meeting  was  called  by  prominent  Conser¬ 
vatives  in  the  lower  end  of  Ottawa  County.  Certain 
resolutions  were  adopted  by  the  meeting,  and  dele¬ 
gates,  I  believe,  were  instructed  to  present  those 
resolutions  to  the  Government.  The  delegates,  to 
the  number  of  about  ten,  came  to  Ottawa  on  Friday 
morning  in  order  to  interview  the  Government. 
They  obtained  that  interview  on  Friday  evening, 
when  they  were  received  by  the  hon.  Minister  of 
Public  Works  and  the  hon.  Minister  of  Customs. 
I  was  invited  by  them  to  accompany  them  as  the 
representative  of  the  county.  I  did  not  accept  the 
invitation  reluctantly  ;  I  accepted  it  cheerfully.  I 
Mr.  Charlton. 


did  not  see  why  I  should  feel  any  reluctance  about 
going  to  the  Minister  of  Public  Works.  He  is  an 
officer,  not  of  his  own  party  only,  but  of  all  parties 
in  this  country,  and  I  think  as  a  Canadian  and  as 
a  member  of  this  House,  I  have  as  much  right  to 
approach  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  as  any 
member  on  his  own  side.  Especially  I  had  no 
reason  to  fear  the  hon.  gentleman,  who,  though  he 
may  inspire  the  regiment  on  his  own  side  with 
fear  and  dread,  does  not  inspire  the  regi¬ 
ment  on  this  side  with  any  such  feelings.  W e  went 
to  the  hon.  gentleman’s  office.  He  received  us. 
there,  and  the  object  of  the  delegation  was  stated 
by  the  mayor  of  the  town  of  St.  Andre,  who  is  not 
a  Liberal  but  a  Conservative.  Others  followed,  and 
then  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  asked  me  for  an 
expression  of  my  views.  I  candidly  confess  that  I 
found  it  strange  he  should  do  so  at  the  time,  as  I 
do  not  think  he  was  very  anxious  to  carry  out  my 
views,  since  he  had  never  consulted  me  up  to  that 
moment  regarding  the  division  he  proposed  to  make 
of  the  county  I  represented.  I  found  it  strange, 
therefore,  that  before  he  had  received  all  the  views 
of  the  delegates  he  should  have  asked  for  mine.  At 
the  moment  I  declined  to  give  my  opinion,  as  I 
thought,  out  of  courtesy  to  the  other  gentlemen 
present,  they  should  be  heard  first,  and  I  also 
thought  that  the  gentleman  who  had  contested  the 
county  with  me  at  the  last  general  election  and  who 
was  present,  should  also  be  heard  before  me.  He 
said  that  the  division  proposed  was  one  according 
to  his  own  heart  ;  and,  after  he  had  spoken,  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  again  asked  me  for  my 
views,  which  I  gave.  I  said  I  was  not  in 
favour  of  the  division  as  proposed  ;  I  said 
that  I  was  as  anxious  as  any  hon.  member  repre¬ 
senting  a  county  whose  population  exceeds  50,000 
or  60,000,  to  obtain  increased  representation,  and 
I  am  sincerely  anxious  that  we  should  obtain  it. 
At  all  events  these  are  the  facts  which  occurred  at 
this  meeting,  and  I  made  no  other  visit  to  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  office  regarding  this  proposed  division. 
The  protest  came  as  strongly  from  the  party  to 
which  the  Minister  belongs  and  perhaps  more 
strongly  than  it  did  from  the  party  to  which  1  be¬ 
long.  There  were  reasons  for  that,  which  were 
expressed  on  that  occasion,  and  which  I  could  re¬ 
peat  again  ;  but  before  doing  so,  it  may  be  well  to 
understand  exactly  how  the  figures  of  population 
stand  in  the  County  of  Ottawa.  At  the  last  census 
the  population  was  49,432  ;  last  year  it  reached 
the  figure  of  64,056  according  to  the  census.  Con¬ 
sequently  it  would  not  only  be  desirable  but 
natural  that  increased  representation  should  be 
given  to  the  County  of  Ottawa.  Now,  what  we 
asked  for  was  that  instead  of  having  two  repre¬ 
sentatives,  we  should,  in  view  of  the  vast  and 
important  interests  of  the  county  be  given  three 
representatives.  Sir,  the  line  is  drawn  from 
east  to  west,  and  there  are  reasons  which  in  my 
opinion  and  in  that  of  others  who  have  approached 
the  Minister  should  have  guided  him  in  drawing 
that  line  in  a  different  sense.  Equality  of  popula¬ 
tion  is  not  obtained  by  drawing  the  fine  from  east 
to  west,  and  I  think  the  line  was  drawn  wildly, 
because  when  this  Bill  was  read  the  first  time  in 
this  House  the  Minister  of  Justice  said  that  that 
division  of  the  county  w  ould  give  a  population  of 
32,000  in  the  north  and  32,000  in  the  south.  No 
doubt  when  the  line  was  drawn,  the  opinion  did 
exist  that  such  would  be  the  population  of  each 
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division,  but  when  we  come  to  examine  the  figures 
we  find  that  such  is  not  the  case.  In  the  first  place 
on  the  north  side,  the  population  will  be  much  less 
and  will  cover  a  much  larger  territory  than  on  the 
south  side.  I  may  just  as  well  give  the  figures. 
The  population  of  North  Ottawa  will  be  17,329  and 
that  of  South  Ottawa  will  be  49,727,  the  total 
population  of  the  county  being  64,056,  so  that  if 
the  object  was  toobtain equality  of  population  in  the 
two  divisions,  then  that  object  has  not  been  attained. 
Now  it  is  said  that  the  interests  of  the  south 
are  entirely  different  from  those  of  the  north  por¬ 
tion  of  this  division.  There  is  a  great  deal  of  truth 
in  that  remark.  One  of  the  principles  by  which 
the  Government  were  moved  in  making  this  divi¬ 
sion,  if  I  understood  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
coi'rectly,  was  the  fact  that  the  northern  portion  is 
the  portion  in  which  the  field  of  colonization  is 
considerable,  and  reference  was  made,  at  the  meet¬ 
ing  to  which  I  have  referred,  by  the  Minister  of 
Public  YY  orks  to  the  .fact  that  it  was  proposed  to 
construct  a  line  of  railway  through  that  portion, 
that  in  fact  this  road,  the  Great  Northern,  was  under 
construction,  and  that  as  soon  as  it  was  completed 
that  portion  of  the  county  would  be  rapidly  deve¬ 
loped.  But  what,  Sir,  are  the  facts  ?  This  very 
morning,  in  the  Committee  of  Railways  and  Canals, 
a  Bill  presented  by  this  company  contained  the 
prayer  that  the  time  for  the  construction  of  a  large 
portion  ot  this  road  and  especially  for  its  comple¬ 
tion  should  be  extended  to  ten  years,  Mark  you, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  limit  is  generally,  if  not 
invariably,  five  years  ;  and  the  Minister  of  Cus¬ 
toms,  when  the  committee  said  this  exten¬ 
sion  should  not  be  given  but  that  five  only 
should  be  given,  said  that  the  company  certainly 
would  have  to  come  back  again  and  ask  for  another 
extension.  I  do  not  dispute  that.  I  agree  with 
the  Minister  of  Customs  that  the  railway  will  not 
be  completed  in  ten  years,  because  the  mineral 
resources  of  that  section  are  not  sufficiently  deve¬ 
loped  yet  to  warrant  the  construction  of  the  road  in 
order  to  make  it  a  paying  institution.  So  that, 
according  to  the  promotors  themselves,  this  road 
will  not  be  completed  within  ten  years,  and  they 
no  doubt  will  come  back  for  another  extension  of 
time  and  obtain  it,  and  again  repeat  their  prayer. 

I  hope  the  population  in  that  section  will  increase 
rapidly  and  that  there  will  be  every  reason  to 
induce  the  promoters  to  go  on  with  their  work. 
The  road  is  indeed  much  needed,  and  will  no  doubt 
bring  about  rapid  development  of  that  portion  of 
the  country  ;  but  there  is  no  reason  why  the 
division  of  the  county  now  should  be  affected 
by  the  fact  that  this  road  is  to  be  constructed. 

I  hold  that  the  line  should  be  drawn  not  from  the 
east  to  the  west  but  from  the  north  to  the  south, 
and  that  for  many  reasons.  In  the  first  place,  by 
drawing  a  line  from  the  east  to  the  west  you  will 
virtually  make  two  counties  in  the  north,  although 
they  will  only  contain  a  population  of  about  17,000. 
Why  ?  Let  us  suppose  that  an  elector  in  the  town¬ 
ship  of  Joly,  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  north 
county,  should  desire  to  visit  his  representative  who 
might  reside  in  the  village  of  Maniwaki.  Is  there 
any  direct  road  by  which  he  can  reach  Maniwaki 
from  the  section  in  which  he  lives  ?  No,  he  has  to 
go  down  to  the  Ottawa  River  and  to  go  up  to  Hull 
and  then  to  drive  100  miles  up  the  country.  Of 
course,  when  the  Gatineau  Valley  Railway  is  com¬ 
pleted,  he  will  be  able  to  travel  the  last  portion 


more  comfortably  than  he  can  to-day.  In  dividing 
the  eastern  portion  of  the  north  county  from  the 
west,  you  have  a  country  which  is  unsettled  and 
untraversed,  you  have  the  valley  of  the  Gatineau, 
the  valley  of  the  Lievre,  and  the  valley  of  the 
Petite  Nation.  There  are  settlements  in  those 
valleys  and  there  are  charming  and  picturesque 
spots  to  be  found  in  them,  but  between  those  settle¬ 
ments  there  are  districts  through  which  roads 
have  not  yet  been  constructed,  and  I  know  it 
because  I  had  to  go  through  a  great  deal  of 
that  country  myself.  I  willingly  admit  the  diffi¬ 
culties  which  exist  as  to  the  division  of  this 
county,  but  after  drawing  a  line  from  the  east  to 
the  west,  where  will  the  chef-lieu  exist  for  the 
northern  county  ?  Let  us  suppose  that  it  will  be 
at  the  village  of  Gracefield  or  at  the  village  of 
Maniwaki.  Then  an  elector  in  the  eastern  portion 
of  the  north  county  has  to  go  through  that  por¬ 
tion,  to  traverse  the  whole  of  south  Ottawa  and 
to  go  back  to  his  own  county  in  order  to  reach  his 
chef -lieu.  The  interests  of  the  valley  of  the 

Gatineau  are  different  from  the  interests  of  the 
valley  of  the  Lievre.  The  people  in  the  northern 
portion  of  that  county  have  their  dealings  with 
the  people  of  the  southern  portion.  That  is  their 
natural  market,  and  their  road  of  travel,  and  that 
does  not  require  them  to  cross  the  country.  So 
this  division,  not  being  based  on  equality  of  popu¬ 
lation,  not  promoting  the  interests  of  the  two 
sections  of  the  county,  is  an  unnatural  division. 
The  hon.  gentleman  was  kind  enough  to  say,  and  I 
thank  him  for  saying  so,  that  the  drawing  of  the 
line  as  he  draws  it  will  mean  that  the  Liberal  party 
will  have  two  representatives.  Then  he  abandons 
the  County  of  Ottawa.  Then  he  concedes  that  the 
County  of  Ottawa  has  gone  back  on  the  policy  of  the 
Government  now  and  for  good.  I  hope  so.  I  trust 
it  will  remain  true  to  the  allegiance  it  now 
professes,  but  still  the  Aylmer  Gazette,  which  is  an 
organ  supporting  the  Government  and  receiving 
considerable  patronage  from  the  Government,  ex¬ 
pressed  its  delight  when  this  line  was  drawn  and 
expressed  the  hope  there  would  be  two  supporters 
of  the  Government  as  a  result  of  this  division.  It 
is  strange  that  we  should  find  this  expression  of 
opinion  in  an  organ  which  is  supposed  to  know  the 
feelings  of  the  people  of  this  county.  What  are 
the  facts  ?  That  county  sent  to  this  House  a  sup¬ 
porter  of  the  Government  for  nearly  30  years,  and  a 
supporter  who  invariably  came  here  elected  by  a 
very  large  majority.  His  last  majority  was  over 
800.  On  previous  occasions  it  exceeded  the  figure 
of  1,500,  and  for  the  first  time  in  a  period  of  30 
years,  for  the  first  time  since  Confederation,  on  the 
5th  of  March,  1891,  the  County  of  Ottawa  pro¬ 
nounced  against  the  policy  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  Because  of  the  verdict  given  on  that 
occasion,  the  hon.  gentleman  no  doubt  expects  that 
a  similar  verdict  will  be  given  on  future  occa¬ 
sions.  I  hope  so.  To  conclude  the  few  remarks 
I  have  made,  I  will  say  that  what  we  held  out 
for  was  three  members.  We  have  not  been  granted 
three  members  but  have  only  been  given  two.  In 
view  of  this,  we  have  asked  and  we  now  ask  that 
the  line  of  divison  should  be  fairly  and  justly 
drawn.  We  have  pointed  out  that  the  interests  of 
the  various  sections  are  different  and  that  by  draw¬ 
ing  the  line  from  north  to  south  these  sections 
could  be  much  better  represented.  In  view  of  these 
facts,  I  think  the  hon.  the  Minister  of  Public 
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Works,  who  seems  to  have  charge  of  this  measure, 
ought  to  have  given  Ottawa  County  some  tender 
consideration,  and  that  he  will  do  well  to  accept 
the  suggestion,  particularly  as  he  said  that,  if  we 
had  any  reasonable  suggestion  to  make,  he  would 
accept  it.  He  would  do  well  to  accept  the  sugges¬ 
tion  made  not  only  by  myself,  but  by  prominent 
friends  of  his  own,  men  who  have  supported  him 
on  all  occasions,  to  draw  the  line  from  north  to 
south.  My  object  in  rising  was  simply  to  state 
that  I  had  not  gone  reluctantly  to  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman’s  office,  but  that  I  had  gone  there  with 
others  because  I  thought  it  my  duty.  I  then  stated 
the  position  I  intended  to  take  on  this  subject,  and 
I  have  every  reason  to  believe  that,  if  the  Minister 
is  seriously  desirous  of  carrying  out  what  he  says 
he  is,  the  east  and  west  line  will  be  obliterated  and 
a  just  division  will  be  made  giving  the  county 
representation  by  population  as  it  should  have. 

Mr.  LAVERGNE.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Speaker, 
owing  to  the  importance  of  the  subject  which  is 
before  us,  I  think  it  my  duty  to  use  the  language 
more  familiar  to  me.  From  the  declaration  which 
the  hon.  Minister  made  this  afternoon  he  takes 
upon  himself  the  responsibility  of  the  measure  now 
before  the  House.  I  admit  that  for  some  legisla¬ 
tion,  as  the  fiscal  policy,  for  instance,  recipro¬ 
city  or  protection,  or  some  other  great  questions 
of  similar  nature,  I  understand,  I  say,  that  we  may 
not  always  be  of  one  mind  ;  that  we  may  honestly 
differ  in  opinion.  I  understand,  for  instance,  that 
a  man  who  lives  in  a  town  or  citj  is  interested  in 
seeing  the  population  of  that  town  or  city  increase. 
As  a  resident  of  such  town  I  understand  that  he 
may  wish  for  a  protective  tariff,  if  he  thinks  such 
favourable  to  the  development  of  the  town.  I 
must  admit  that  such  questions  are  so  much 
debated  in  many  countries  of  this  continent  and  in 
Europe,  that  we  could  not  accuse  him  of  dishonesty 
or  of  a  lack  of  sincerity  for  not  agreeing  with  us 
on  that  question.  The  same  may  be  said  of  many 
other  questions.  But  on  the  one  which  is  now 
before  us,  I  would  be  astonished  if  we  could  not 
come  to  an  understanding.  However,  if  we  con¬ 
sider  the  nature,  the  provisions  of  this  measure 
as  presented,  it  seems  to  me  that  we  are 
threatened  of  being  unable  to  agree.  As  the  hon. 
leader  of  the  Opposition  said,  this  measure  has 
been  severely  criticised  by  the  Independent  and 
the  Liberal  press,  and  even  by  a  large  number  of 
Conservative  papers  in  the  country.  And  if  its 
general  lines  are  examined,  it  is  easy  to  see 
its  iniquity.  Without  going  any  further  for 
an  example  I  take  my  own  county  —  and 
this  is  to  some  extent  what  induced  me  to 
take  a  part  in  this  debate — the  County  of 
Drummond  and  Arthabaska.  Its  population 
is  43,923.  Therefore,  according  to  the  stan¬ 
dard  or  unit  consequent  upon  the  last  census, 
namely,  22,800,  that  county  has  a  population 
which  should  entitle  it  to  two  representatives  in  this 
Parliament.  In  order  to  put  the  question  under 
better  light,  I  may  establish  a  comparison  between 
the  County  of  Drummond  and  Arthabaska  and  the 
Counties  of  Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil.  With  its 
population  of  44,000  souls,  the  County  of  Drum¬ 
mond  and  Arthabaska  is  only  given  one  represen¬ 
tative.  Now,  the  two  Counties  of  Soulanges  and 
Vaudreuil  have  an  aggregate  population  of  20,000 
inhabitants  only,  and  are  granted  two  representa- 
Mr.  Devlin. 


tives  ;  that  is  to  say,  the  County  of  Vaudreuil  will 
have  four  times  the  representation  of  Drummond 
and  Arthabaska.  And  Soulanges  likewise.  I  do 
not  mean  to  say  that  we  can  divide  the  counties 
perfectly,  and  give  22,800  souls  to  every  electoral 
district.  Such  a  task  could  not  be  done  without 
parceling  and  changing  the  natural  divisions  of  the 
counties.  But  I  think  that  the  present  measure 
does  not  bear  the  character  of  justice  ;  and  if  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  was  sincere  this  after¬ 
noon  when  he  said  that  he  would  be  willing  to 
listen  to  reasonable  suggestions  ;  if  he  wishes  Wo 
be  just,  he  will  see,  among  other  things  to  be 
modified  in  the  measure,  that  the  County  of 
Drummond  and  Arthabaska,  which  is  really  com¬ 
posed  of  two  large  counties,  and  which  has  only  one 
representative,  has  not  the  representation  which  it 
should  have,  especially  in  face  of  the  comparison 
which  I  just  made.  I  ask  any  man  with  a  sense 
of  justice  and  sincerity,  if  he  can  say  that  there  is 
any  show  of  justice  in  the  fact  that  40,000  inha¬ 
bitants  will  be  represented ‘here  by  a  single  man 
while  20,000  will  be  represented  there  by  two  ? 
I  allow  a  great  difference  between  rural  colleges 
and  those  of  the  towns  ;  but  I  say  that  we  can 
fairly  compare  Drummond  and  Arthabaska  with 
Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil.  The  County  of  Drum¬ 
mond  and  Arthabaska  forms  two  electoral  colleges 
in  connection  with  the  Provincial  Legislature,  two 
registration  divisions,  two  municipal  counties  and 
two  judicial  counties.  Therefore,  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
is  a  union  of  two  separate  counties,  the  interests  of 
which  are  distinct,  even  for  judicial  purposes. 
Vaudreuil  and  Soulanges  are  absolutely  in  the  same 
position.  Vaudreuil  is  a  distinct  registration 
division  from  Soulanges.  The  same  thing  obtains 
for  municipal  and  judicial  purposes.  It  is  also  a 
separate  county  from  Soulanges  for  the  purpose  of 
representation  in  the  Provincial  Legislature.  There¬ 
fore,  I  say  that  there  was  no  intention  of  justice  in 
the  framing  of  this  measure,  or  if  such  intention 
existed,  the  Bill  was  prepared  very  thoughtlessly. 
Now,  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  having  mani¬ 
fested  the  intention  of  accepting  fair  suggestions 
offered  in  good  faith,  will,  if  he  truly  is  animated 
by  such  intention,  join  the  two  Counties  of  Sou¬ 
langes  and  Vaudreuil  and  give  them  only  one 
representative  in  this  House,  and  will  divide  the 
County  of  Drummond  and  Arthabaska,  and  give 
two  representatives  to  its  40,000  inhabitants.  In 
the  city  of  Montreal,  it  is  true,  are  found  electoral 
colleges  of  more  than  40,000  souls  ;  the  division 
of  the  County  of  Ottawa,  such  as  proposed,  will 
give  one  of  its  sections  47,000  souls  ;  but  suppose 
these  people  are  not  sufficiently  represented,  it  is  not 
a  reason  why  the  same  evil  should  be  repeated  else¬ 
where.  As  the  hon.  Minister  said  that  he  would  be 
ready  to  accept  any  reasonable  suggestion,  I  see  no 
reason  why  the  County  of  Ottawa  should  not  be  made 
so  as  to  give  each  of  the  divisions  an  equal  number  of 
people,  that  is  to  say  some  32,000  souls  for  each 
division,  which  would  be  much  more  equitable 
than  putting  17,000  people  in  one  and  47,000  in 
the  other.  Before  proceeding  further  I  must  point 
out  another  ground  of  comparison  between  the 
Counties  of  Vaudreuil  and  Soulanges  and  the 
County  of  Drummond  and  Arthabaska.  Vaudreuil 
and  Soulanges  are  two  old  counties  where  every 
census  found  a  new  decrease  of  population,  espe¬ 
cially  the  last.  The  last  statistics  show  a  decrease 
of  682  for  Vaudreuil,  and  612  for  Soulanges,  while 
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during  the  last  decade  the  County  of  Drummond 
and  Arthabaska  added  0,503  to  the  number  of  its 
inhabitants.  There  are  in  the  latter  county  large 
tracts  of  land  still  unoccupied,  which  gives  us  the 
hope  of  a  further  increase  for  the  next  decade.  It 
might  also  be  stated  that  in  all  probability  the 
population  of  the  old  Counties  of  Soulanges  and 
\  audreuil  will  keep  decreasing.  So,  Mr.  Speaker, 
these  two  counties,  the  population  of  which  is  only 
20,000  souls,  have  undergone  a  decrease  of  1,200 
during  the  last  decade,  while  the  County  of  Drum¬ 
mond  and  Arthabaska,  with  a  population  of  44,000 
souls, ^  has^  increased  by  '6,500  during  the  same 
period.  Now,  since  it  is  thought  proper  to  modify 
the  electoral  divisions  of  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
without,  however,  changing  the  number  of  repre¬ 
sentatives  from  that  province,  the  conclusion  will 
easily  be  reached  that  the  two  Counties  of  Vaudreuil 
and  Soulanges,  with  a  population  of  20,000,  decreas¬ 
ing  every  day,  should  be  united  into  one  county 
for  purposes  of  representation,  while  the  County  of 
Drummond  and  Arthabaska,  which  has  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  44,000,  which  increased  by  6,500  during 
the  last  decade,  should  have  two  representatives. 
I  protest  against  this  mode  of  legislating  on  a 
subject  of  this  importance.  Now,  in  order  to  be 
in  a  position  to  answer  that  a  diminution  of  the 
population  of  Drummond  and  Arthabaska  is  pro¬ 
vided  for,  two  parishes  are  proposed  to  be  taken 
from  the  county,  St.  Guillaume  d’Upton  and  St. 
Bonaventure  d’Upton.  In  this  case,  if  it  is  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  who  is  to  be  credited 
with  the  suggestion  concerning  those  two  parishes, 
he  will  surely  allow  me  to  tell  him  that  he  should 
have  sought  better  information.  This  feature  of 
the  scheme  is  altogether  extraordinary.  The 
County  of  Bagot  has  already,  according  to  the  last 
census,  a  population  of  21,695,  that  is  to  say,  it  is 
up  to  the  standard  in  the  matter  of  population. 
Therefore,  there  is  no  reason  to  make  such  an  ad¬ 
dition,  while  part  of  the  County  of  Bagot  is  taken 
from  it  and  put  someu  here  else.  The  least  that 
can  be  said  about  this,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  this  is 
pretty  clumsy  work.  If  what  I  will  call  the  na¬ 
tural  connections  and  associations  had  been  regard¬ 
ed,  these  two  parishes  of  St.  Guillaume  d’Upton 
and  St.  Bonaventure  d’Upton  would  have 
been  annexed  to  the  County  of  Yamaska.  This 
county  now  comprises  the  parishes  of  St.  Guil¬ 
laume  and  St.  Bonaventure  for  the  purposes  of 
representation  in  the  Provincial  Legislature  of 
Quebec.  These  parishes  are  also  part  of  that 
county  for  registration  and  judiciary  as  well  as 
municipal  purposes.  The  fact  is  that  they  belong  to 
the  County  of  Yamaska  for  all  purposes  other  than 
representation  in  this  House.  These  two  parishes 
have  a  combined  population  of  4,000  inhabitants, 
which  is  the  exact  figure  of  the  census  of  1891. 
Now,  the  County  of  \  amaska  according  to  the  same 
census  has  now  a  population  of  16,058,  the  annexa¬ 
tion  of  these  two  parishes  to  it,  would  give  that 
county  a  population  of  about  20,100.  This  would 
bring  the  county  closer  to  the  unit  mentioned  by 
the  Minister  of  Justice.  From  that  I  may  say  that 
the  Government  have  lacked  discernment  in  making 
their  proposed  changes.  But,  thanks  to  the  good 
intentions  evinced  by  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  this  afternoon,  I  trust  that  this  will  be 
remedied.  If  he  wants  to  keep  his  promise,  if  he 
really  wants  to  do  justice  to  everybody,  he  will  con¬ 
sent  to  have  these  two  parishes  annexed  to  the 


County  of  1  amaska.  What  I  have  j  ust  said  of  the  pari- 
■  shes  of  St.  Guillaume  and  St.  Bonaventure  applies 
equally  to  other  changes,  proposed.  I  might  say  as 
much,  for  instance,  about  the  County  of  Ottawa. 
There  are  also  the  united  Counties  of  Chicoutimi  and 
Saguenay,  which  form  a  large  electoral  district  and 
which  could  be  divided.  There  are  on  the  other  hand 
several  other  counties  which  could  be  united.  I 
regret  to  say  that  the  county  represented  by  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  is  also  one  of  these  small 
counties.  But  I  beg  him  to  believe  that  there  is 
nothing  personal  in  my  remarks.  Laval  and  Jac¬ 
ques  Cartier  are  two  small  electoral  districts.  This 
anomaly  made  itself  felt  to  such  a  degree  that  cer¬ 
tain  changes  were  made  to  increase  the  population  of 
these  counties.  It  would  have  been  much  wiser, 
instead,  to  make  these  two  little  counties  into  one 
which  would  have  had  the  required  population. 

1  he  Government  has  not  been  wanting  in  sugges¬ 
tions.  The  Conservative  press  itself  has  made  some, 
which,  had  they  been  adopted,  would  have  been 
an  improvement  on  the  measure  now  submitted. 
Allow  me  also,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  try  this  task  of 
making  suggestions  to  the  Government.  I  believe 
that  an  equitable  adjustment  of  representation  can 
lie  brought  about  having  due  regard  for  the  natural 
connections  and  association  to  which  I  have  just 
referred.  Justice  can  be  done  to  the  interests  at 
stake  without  very  many  changes.  Let  us  begin  by 
the  western  part  of  the  province.  If  we  do  not 
want  many  changes,  the  thing  can  easily  be  done 
without  injustice  to  any.  Let  us  take  the  County 
of  Ottawa.  Instead  of  being  divided  as  proposed  in 
the  Bill,  it  should  be  in  such  a  manner  as  to  give 
each  of  the  electoral  districts  a  population  about 
equal,  while  it  is  the  contrary  which  is  done.  The 
division  adopted  for  the  County  of  Ottawa  is  not 
based  on  the  present  population,  the  contingencies 
of  the  future  seeming  to  be  drawn  upon  for  its 
justification.  Are  we  here  to  make  laws  which  will 
only  be  just  and  equitable  in  ten  years  from  now  ? 
Since  the  constitution  provides  for  a  redistribution 
every  ten  years,  why  should  we  be  told  that  what 
is  proposed  to-day,  if  not  just  as  to  equilibrium  in 
population  now,  will  be  so  in  ten  years  from  now  ? 
Moving  eastward  what  counties  should  we  find  to 
readjust  ?  We  find  Vaudreuil  and  Soulanges. 
These  counties  should  be  united,  for  they  have  not 
the  standard  population.  The  fact  is  that  in 
studying  this  Bill,  one  is  tempted  to  believe  that 
the  Government  think  themselves  sure  of  a  majority 
in  these  two  counties.  But  I  think  they  are  mistaken ; 
the  Government  cannot  depend  upon  these  two  elec¬ 
toral  districts,  for  they  have  belonged  as  often  to  the 
Liberal  as  to  the  Conservative  party.  Both 
returned,  at  the  last  general  elections,  members 
who  opposed  the  Government.  If  since  the  ver¬ 
dict  of  these  counties  has  been  reversed,  it  is  not 
a  proof  that  it  will  not  be  so  again  at  the  next 
general  elections.  It  is  well  known  that  in  bye- 
elections  the  chances  of  success  for  the  Government 
are  much  better  than  at  a  general  election.  There¬ 
fore  it  is  not  from  a  motive  of  party  interest  that  I 
advocate  the  ■  union  of  these  two  counties,  for,  in 
my  opinion,  we  have  as  much  chance  as  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  carrying  them  in  a  general  election. 
We  must  be  guided  not  by  party  interest  but  by 
our  sense  of  justice  and  equity.  As  the  Minister 
of  Public  Works  assured  us  this  afternoon  that  lie 
would  accept  any  reasonable  changes  which  would 
be  offered,  I  suggest  him  this  one,  which  I  can 
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assure  him  I  do  without  any  idea  of  political 
interest.  My  suggestion  is  only  made  in  the 
interest  of  justice,  for  ^ve  do  not  mean  to  act  with 
party  interests  in  view.  I  now  reach  the  city  of 
Montreal.  It  has  been  thought  that  the  number 
of  representatives  of  that  city  should  be  increased 
by  two,  and  that  the  representation  of  the  County 
of  Hochelaga  should  be  doubled.  I  am  not  ready 
to  go  into  the  details  of  that  part  of  the  measure 
and  discuss  the  manner  in  which  these  changes 
should  be  made.  But  I  will  ask  why  is  the  County 
of  Hochelaga  treated  as  it  is  proposed  ?  Why  hot 
instead  make  only  one  county  of  the  Counties  of 
Jacques  Cartier  and  Laval.  I  was  very  much  sur¬ 
prised  to  hear  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  say  that, 
suppose  the  Conservative  party  was  to  gain  some¬ 
thing  by  this  Bill,  there  would  not  be  much  harm. 
Would  it  not  be,  said  the  Minister,  but  a  compen¬ 
sation  for  the  unjust  gains  made  by  the  Liberals  in 
the  past.  I  protest  with  all  my  strength  against 
these  words.  I  fail  to  see  in  what  the  Libei’als 
committed  the  injustice  which  the  Minister  speaks 
of.  There  has  never  been  but  one  distribution  of 
seats  for  the  Province  of  Quebec.  No  redistribu¬ 
tion  has  taken  place  since  Confederation.  More¬ 
over,  I  do  not  know  of  the  Liberals  being  in  power 
at  the  time  of  any  of  the  censuses  which  were  made 
since  Confederation.  In  1871,  in  1881  and  in  1891, 
there  were  censuses  taken,  but  the  Liberal  party 
was  not  in  power  then.  How  could  it  be  guilty  of 
the  injustices  spoken  by  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works?  The  Counties  of  Jacques  Cartier  and  La¬ 
val  should  be  united.  I  fully  expect  that  some 
small  counties  of  the  south  shore,  represented  by 
our  political  friends,  will  have  to  be  united.  These 
counties,  the  population  of  which  is  not  enough  to 
justify  their  distinct  existence,  will  disappear.  It 
is  just  and  we  shall  not  complain.  Thus  there  will 
disappear  a  county  which  for  a  great  number  of 
years  returned  a  Liberal.  I  regret  it  for  the  mem¬ 
ber  who  suffers  by  it,  but  I  understand  that  it  is 
necessary.  Only,  I  say  that  the  same  thing  should 
be  done  to  the  friends  of  the  Government  as  is  done 
to  us.  I  know  that  this  change  is  unavoidable, 
and  we  must  submit  ;  but  the  same  should  be 
done  also  on  the  ministerial  side.  I,  therefore,  say 
that  the  amendment  proposed  by  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  is  entirely  justified,  and  its  adoption 
desirable,  so  that,  by  means  of  mutual  concessions, 
we  may  reach  the  proper  application  of  certain 
principles  embodied  in  the  Bill.  Now,  I  admit,  for 
a  moment,  that  Montreal  should  have  a  right  to  five 
representatives  and  Hochelaga  to  two. 

Mr.  OUTMET.  (Translation.)  Why  not  four? 

Mr.  LAVERGNE.  (Translation.)  You  do  not 
propose  four  ;  and  the  reason  is  that  Hochelaga  is 
a  town.  Montreal  is  the  largest  city  in  Canada.  It 
is  admitted  that  it  is  a  principle  of  the  Government 
in  this  measure,  that  the  cities  must  not  get  the 
same  representation  as  the  rural  counties.  Besides, 
as  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  remarked,  Montreal 
counts  thirteen  resident  members  of  Parliament. 
Hochelaga  would  be  entitled  to  four  representa¬ 
tives,  if  it  was  to  be  considered  as  a  rural  district, 
but  it  is  largely  composed  of  the  population  of 
Montreal.  Indeed  Hochelaga  and  St.  Jean  Baptiste 
are  wards  of  that  city.  There  is  another  reason 
besides.  It  is  much  easier  to  call  the  electors  of  a 
town  together,  and  to  watch  their  interest,  the  ter¬ 
ritory  being  so  much  smaller,  say  two  or  three 
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miles  square,  while  a  county  like  mine  is  about 
one  hundred  miles  long.  But  I  leave  to  others 
the  care  of  discussing  how  the  city  of  Montreal 
and  the  County  of  Hochelaga  should  be  divided, 
and  I  say  that  we  should,  as  much  as  possible, 
have  regard  for  the  county  limits,  and  for 
that  reason  Laval  and  Jacques  Cartier  should 
be  united.  If  that  was  done,  there  would  be 
only  to  group  four  other  counties  by  twos  in 
order  to  provide  for  the  required  increase  in  the 
representation  of  Montreal.  For  this,  let  us  take, 
for  instance,  four  counties  south  of  Montreal.  We 
fall  among  counties  represented  by  Liberals.  Make 
one  of  St  Johns  and  Iberville ;  one  of  Napier- 
ville  and  Laprairie.  You  would  see  that  each  of 
these  two  newly  united  counties  would  have  the 
standard  population.  Let  us  see,  for  instance, 
the  following  populations  :  Laprairie,  10,900  ; 
Napierville,  10,101  ;  St  John,  12,282;  Iberville, 
11,893;  Chambly,  11,754;  Verch&res,  12,257. 
Here  are,  Mr.  Speaker,  four  or  five  adjoining  coun¬ 
ties  which  can  furnish  new  electoral  districts.  Let 
four  of  these  counties  be  made  into  two  new  elec¬ 
toral  districts  ;  the  municipal  limits,  the  natural 
association  in  these  counties  would  be  respected 
and  justice  done,  while  Montreal  would  thereby 
be  provided  with  two  more  representatives.  As  to 
the  County  of  Drummond  and  Arthabaska,  I  ask 
nothing  more  than  its  division.  This  could  be  pro¬ 
vided  for  by  the  union  of  Three  Rivers  and  St. 
Maurice,  which  is  proposed  by  the  Government. 
The  aggregate  population  of  these  two  counties 
is  only  about  20,000.  Let  Drummond  and  Artha¬ 
baska  be  divided,  and  the  proposed  measure  be 
limited  to  these  changes.  I  think  no  other  would 
be  necessai’y  in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  The  public 
opinion  would  be  perfectly  satisfied.  Now,  would 
the  Liberal  party  gain  anything  by  this  change 
which  would  wipe  off  on  the  south  of  Montreal 
two  Liberal  counties?  I  do  not  think  it.  As 
to  Vaudreuil  and  Soulanges,  my  opinion  is  that 
the  Government  has  nothing  to  gain  by  not  uniting 
them,  Those  counties  may  just  as  well  be  Liberal 
as  Conservative  next  election.  It  would  be  an 
equitable  act  to  join  them.  But  what  are  we  told 
by  the  press  ?  What  are  we  told  by  our  Conserva¬ 
tive  colleagues  in  this  House  ?  We  are  told  that 
we  ought  to  be  very  well  pleased  ;  that  we  could 
be  made  to  fare  much  worse.  This  is  the  only  de¬ 
fence  made  of  this  measure.  “  You  had  better 
accept  it  in  good  grace,”  they  say,  “for  we  could 
ill-treat  you  much  more.”  Such  is  the  spirit  of 
justice  which  seems  to  animate  them.  I  am  pleased 
to  believe  that  such  is  not  the  spirit  which  guided 
the  Minister  responsible  for  this  measure,  and  I 
accept  in  all  sincerity  his  word  for  it.  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  that  he  would  not  so  gratuitously  volunteer 
his  word,  as  he  did  this  afternoon,  if  his  intention 
was  not  honest.  I  hope  that  he  will  accept  this 
suggestion  which  I  offer.  I  say  that  the  whole  gain 
will  be  for  the  Conservative  party.  We  have  not 
the  slightest  hope  of  having  a  Liberal  returned  in 
any  division  of  Montreal,  owing  to  the  fiscal  policy 
of  the  Government.  I  say  that  with  the  enormous 
majorities  given  the  Conservatives  at  the  last  elec¬ 
tions,  all  the  probabilities  are  that  the  new  Mont¬ 
real  divisions  will  return  Conservatives.  It  is  also 
probable,  if  we  judge  from  the  majority  obtained 
by  my  hon.  friend  for  Hochelaga  (Mr.  Des¬ 
jardins)  that  by  dividing  his  county  in  two 
we  give  an  additional  supporter  to  the  Gov- 
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ernment.  Therefore,  the  proposition  which  we 
make  to-day  is  not  unjust,  for  if  the  Bill 
is  modified  as  suggested  by  us,  the  Government 
will  gain  three  or  four  supporters.  I  hope  the  hon. 
Minister  will  see  his  errors.  The  trend  is  now  to 
modify  the  map  so  that  from  six  counties  on  the 
south  shore  of  the  St.  Lawrence,  which  return  five 
Liberals  and  a  Conservative,  there  will  in  the 
future  be  returned  one  Liberal  and  five  Conserva¬ 
tives.  I  choose  to  believe  that  no  bad  intention 
dictated  such  changes,  especially  after  the  state¬ 
ments  of  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  who  volun¬ 
teered  to  promise  justice.  I  might  say  that  he 
was  somewhat  lead  to  it  by  the  leader  of  the  Oppo¬ 
sition,  but  the  Minister  made  advances.  We  accept 
these  advances  and  are  satisfied  with  burying  the 
tomahawk. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (Hochelaga).  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  LAVERGNE.  (Translation.)  It  is  probable 
that  if  the  hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works  was  will¬ 
ing  to  accept  the  suggestions  we  have  to  make — 
and  they  are  very  modest— the  debate  would  be 
very  short.  I  will  say  no  more  on  the  question, 
and  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  Minister  of  Public 
W  orks  will  adopt  most  of  the  modifications  which 
I  have  had  the  honour  to  suggest. 

Mr.  PERRY.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  fathers 
of  this  youngster  are  inclined  to  disown  it,  as  they 
seem  to  be  very  much  disinclined  to  defend  it. 

I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  so  deformed  that 
they  are  ashamed  to  defend  it.  The  only  gentle¬ 
man  on  the  other  side  who  had  the  hardihood  to 
stand  by  it  is  the  Minister  of  Public  Works.  I 
notice,  since  he  got  to  be  a  Minister  of  the  Crown, 
his  patience  is  short.  I  think  if  I  occupied  one 
of  the  Treasury  benches,  at  a  salary  of  $7,000 
or  $8,000  a  year,  I  would  always  be  in  good 
humour  and  ready  to  stand  up  and  defend  my 
Bills.  Now,  this  youngster  is  harmless  so  far,  but 
the  moment  it  receives  the  Royal  Assent  it  will 
become  very  mischievous.  It  has  been  shown  by 
the  leader  of  the  Opposition,  and  by  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Province  of  Quebec,  that  the  gerry¬ 
mander  proposed  will  be  very  unjust  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec.  However,  I  will  not  speak  of 
Quebec,  but  of  my  own  province.  I  was  under 
the  impression  that  the  Government  would  allow 
Prince  Edward  Island  to  escape  ;  I  was  under  the 
impression  that  their  vengeance  would  not  be 
thrown  across  the  Straits  of  Northumberland  to 
the  little  Island  of  Prince  Edward.  But,  Sir,  we 
could  not  escape.  That  gerrymander  is  going  as 
far  as  Prince  Edward  Island.  I  suppose  Prince 
Edward  Island  is  not  entitled  to  any  more  than  five 
members,  as  the  result  of  the  census  of  1891, 
but  why  should  the  Government,  in  framing 
that  Bill,  tamper  with  the  old  county  lines  ? 
In  Prince  Edward  Island  we  have  only  three 
counties — Prince,  Queens  and  King’s.  Now, 
these  lines  were  established  something  like  a 
century  and  a  quarter  ago  ;  the  people  have 
got  used  to  those  counties,  and  I  think,  if  the 
Government  had  given  the  subject  one  moment’s 
consideration,  they  would  not  have  passed  the 
county  lines.  But  they  have  done  so  ;  they  have 
gerrymandered  the  Island  into  five  ridings.  The 
first  riding  is  West  Prince.  Now,  West  Prince, 
by  the  proposed  Bill,  is  supposed  to  contain  lots 
1  to  16  inclusive,  and  the  remainder  of  Prince 
C  ounty  is  to  be  called  East  Riding,  with  three 


townships  from  Queen’s  County  attached  thereto, 
townships  29,  30  and  67.  Now  the  reason  why 
this  was  done  is  very  obvious.  By  the  proposed 
arrangement  a  Liberal  member  is  safe  for  West 
Prince  with  a  majority  of  something  like  400  or 
500  electors.  The  remainder  of  Prince  County  is 
called  East  Prince,  and  having  these  three  town¬ 
ships  attached  to  it,  the  Liberals  will  be  left  in  a 
considerable  minority,  thereby  giving  a  fair  chance 
to  a  Conservative  candidate  to  be  returned  to  sup¬ 
port  the  present  Government.  According  to  that 
arrangement,  instead  of  Prince  County,  as  at  pre¬ 
sent,  being  able  to  send  two  members  here  to  re¬ 
present  the  Opposition,  it  will  only  send  one 
to  represent  the  Opposition  and  one  to  repre¬ 
sent  the  Government.  Well,  had  they  even 
taken  lots  20  and  21  of  Queen’s  County  and  added 
them  to  Prince  County,  it  would  not  have  been  so 
bad  ;  even  if  they  had  left  lot  15  in  the  West  Riding 
of  Prince  County,  it  would  not  have  been  so  bad. 
But  we  know  very  well  who  is  at  the  bottom  of  this 
thing.  I  am  well  aware  that  a  certain  gentleman 
from  the  Island  came  here  three  or  four  weeks  ago, 
and  I  am  told  very  confidentially  that  at  his  dicta¬ 
tion  the  Government  thought  proper  to  divide  the 
counties  so  as  to  suit  his  views  and  give  him  a 
chance  at  the  next  election.  Well,  Sir,  in  Queen’s 
County  it  is  the  same  way.  It  is  to  be  divided  into 
Y\  est  Queen’s  and  East  Queen’s,  and  by  taking 
three  townships  from  King’s  County  lower  down 
and  adding  them  to  East  Queen’s,  a  Liberal  will 
have  no  chance  there.  Therefore  Queen’s  County, 
in  the  room  of  returning  two  Opposition  members, 
under  this  arrangement  will  return  one  Liberal  and 
one  Conservative.  Then  we  come  to  King’s  County. 

I  suppose  one  of  my  friends  from  King’s  County  is 
sure  of  being  returned  there,  I  do  not  know  how 
the  two  sitting  members  are  going  to  settle  it  be¬ 
tween  them,  whether  they  will  draw  lots  or  fight  it 
out.  Now,  Prince  County  has  a  population  of 
nearly  37,000.  Supposing  the  county  was  divided 
into  two,  each  riding  would  have  a  population 
of  very  nearly  18,000.  Now,  that  is  nearer  the 
unit  than  a  great  many  of  the  counties  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec  will  contain  under  the  present 
arrangement.  If  you  divide  Queen’s  County  in  two, 
you  will  have  an  ample  population,  something  like 
22,000  in  each  riding.  By  that  arrangement,  the 
people  will  be  left  in  their  respective  counties 
where  they  have  been  for  years.  These  lines  were 
established  in  1787,  I  think,  anti  ever  since  then 
the  people  have  known  their  lines.  The  people  of 
Prince  County  do  all  their  municipal  duties  and 
their  law  business  in  the  shire  town  of  Summer- 
side,  the  capital  of  the  county.  The  people  of 
Queen’s  do  their  business  in  Charlottetown,  and 
the  people  of  King’s  County  do  their  business  in 
Georgetown,  the  capital  of  King’s  County.  By 
the  present  arrangement,  three  townships  of 
Queen’s  will  be  dragged  over  to  Prince,  and  the 
three  townships  of  King’s  will  be  dragged  into 
Queen’s,  which,  I  think,  is  very  unfair.  Now,  this 
Bill  has  not  been  approved  of  by  the  press.  With 
the  exception  of  a  few  Conservative  papers  like  The 
Empire ,  the  press  has  denounced  this  Bill.  I  am 
sure  the  Minister  of  Justice  cannot  be  ignorant  of 
the  fact  that  the  press  has  denounced  this  scheme. 
It  has  been  denounced  as  an  unjust  measure  by  the 
independent  press,  and  I  am  sure  that  many  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  in  their  conscience  do  not  ap¬ 
prove  of  the  measure.  Why,  Sir,  1  am  getting 
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letters  every  day,  not  only  from  my  own  constitu¬ 
ents,  but  from  all  parts  of  the  province,  I  may  say, 
denouncing  the  measure,  and  from  Conservatives  as 
well  as  Liberals.  The  Bill  ought  to  be  framed  not  to  suit 
the  interests  of  one  man  or  one  party,  but  it  ought 
to  be  framed  in  such  a  way  as  to  do  justice  to  both 
parties.  At  present  Prince  Edward  Island  is  re¬ 
presented  by  four  Liberals  and  two  Conservatives ; 
in  the  last  Parliament  it  was  represented  by  six 
Liberals.  The  reason  why  two  Conservatives  got 
in  at  the  last  election  is  not  for  me  to  say.  Under 
the  new  arrangement  the  Government  expect  that 
the  Island  will  return  three  Conservatives  and  only 
two  Liberals  ;  that  is  their  idea.  Well,  Sir,  I 
think  it  is  very  unfair.  I  think  that  if  the  House 
adopted  the  amendment  of  the  leader  of  the  Oppo¬ 
sition  we  might  expect  justice.  Why  is  the  Oppo¬ 
sition  not  to  be  consulted  ?  Have  the  Government 
become  so  powerful  and  so  wise  that  they  can  frame 
a  measure  of  this  kind  without  consulting  the  Op¬ 
position  ?  How  is  it  that  not  one  of  them  has  the 
hardihood  to  come  forward  and  defend  the  measure 
now  before  this  House,  with  the  exception  of  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  ?  It  is  a  most  ridiculous 
position  for  the  Government  to  occupy — to  in¬ 
troduce  a  Bill  at  the  eleventh  hour  and  then  refuse 
to  defend  it.  What  has  the  Government  been 
doing  all  this  time  ?  We  are  now  in  the  fourth 
month  of  the  session,  yet  this  Bill  has  only  come 
up  to-day  for  its  second  reading.  Why  was  the 
Bill  not  introduced  before  ?  I  am  sure  the  census 
has  been  completed  almost  12  months,  bulletins 
have  been  issued  from  week  to  week,  and  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  have  been  prepared  to  introduce 
a  measure  of  such  importance  long  ago  in  order  to 
afford  full  time  for  consideration  by  the  House.  I 
admire  the  principle  embodied  in  the  amendment 
proposed  by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition.  If  this 
wTas  a  measure  affecting  only  the  Conservative 
party  in  the  Dominion,  there  was  no  reason  why  it 
should  not  pass  without  delay,  but  it  affects  the 
Liberal  party  as  well,  and  although  the  Opposi¬ 
tion  may  be  small  in  number  in  this  House  it  repre¬ 
sents  a  large  number  of  the  electors,  very  nearly 
one-half  the  tax-payers  of  this  country.  The  Island 
might  have  escaped  being  dealt  with  by  this  Bill. 
During  the  next  ten  years,  if  the  National  Policy 
should  be  rescinded,  the  population  of  the  Island 
might  increase,  and  would  be  still  entitled  to  six 
members.  Its  representation  ought,  at  all  events, 
to  be  allowed  to  remain  as  at  present  for  a  few  years 
longer.  It  is  rather  unpatriotic  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  go  to  the  Island  at  all,  but  when  they  de¬ 
cided  to  do  so  for  the  purpose  of  gerrymander¬ 
ing  it,  they  should  at  least  not  have  at¬ 
tempted  to  alter  county  lines,  for  this  will 
create  dissatisfaction  among  the  whole  people. 
The  inhabitants  know  the  present  county  lines, 
they  are  prepared  to  abide  by  them,  and  they  are 
not  prepared  to  submit  to  the  gerrymander  which 
the  Government  propose./  If  they  submit,  it  will 
be  because  they  are  overcome  by  force,  but  they 
will  remain  discontented,  and  this  state  of  feeling 
should  not  prevail.  We'  should  legislate  here  to 
make  the  people  happy  and  contented  and  to  im¬ 
prove  their  condition.  If  Prince  County  was 
divided,  and  there  were  two  districts  created, 
18,000  people  would  be  in  one  and  the  balance  in 
the  other.  Although  it  would  not  be  quite  up  to 
the  unit  required,  still  it  would  be  nearly  so.  If 
Queen’s  County  were  divided  across  and  Charlotte- 
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town  were  divided,  you  would  have  a  fair  repre¬ 
sentation  for  two  members.  If  you  take  King’s 
County  by  itself,  without  disturbing  the  county 
lines,  you  would  only  have  2,000  or  3,000  more 
people  than  the  number  of  voters  required  for  each 
member,  according  to  the  unit  in  Quebec.  The 
Government  have  not,  however,  thought  proper  to 
adopt  this  course,  but  they  have  interfered  with  the 
county  lines,  and  they  have  done  this  without 
consulting  any  one,  except  one  or  two  persons, 
in  the  Island.  I  dare  say  this  has  been 
done  ;  but  the  results  will  not  be  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  people.  The  gentlemen  who  have 
whispered  in  the  Government’s  ears  and  have 
induced  them  to  take  the  present  course  have  not 
represented  the  wishes  of  the  people  of  the  Island, 
and  the  two  members  who  represent  the  Govern¬ 
ment  side  in  the  Island  do  not  represent  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  tax-payers.  I  merely  desire  on  this  oc¬ 
casion  to  enter  my  protest  against  the  injustice  the 
Government  is  about  to  perpetrate  on  the  people  of 
the  province  from  which  I  come,  and  it  would  be 
improper  and  ungenerous,  and  I  would  be  derelict 
in  the  performance  of  my  duty  if  I  did  not  rise  and 
protest  against  the  injustice  which  is  being  per¬ 
petrated  on  our  people.  I  intend  to  vote  for  the 
amendment  introduced  by  the  leader  of  the  Oppo¬ 
sition,  and  when  the  House  goes  into  committee,  I 
shall  be  pi*epared  to  support  a  proposition  to  amend 
the  Bill  by  leaving  the  county  lines  as  they  are,  and 
divide  the  counties  as  far  as  possible  so  that  the 
population  shall  be  fairly  represented  as  regards 
numbers  ;  and  no  doubt  the  Government,  when  they 
have  considered  the  matter  carefully,  may  come  to 
their  senses  and  yet  do  what  is  right. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  Before  the  question  comes 
to  a  vote  I  wish  to  say  a  few  words  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  now  before  the  House,  and  in  doing  so  I  have 
no  intention  of  indulging  in  denunciation.  The 
House  will  bear  me  out  when  I  say  that  that  is  not 
my  usual  habit,  and  that  it  is  only  when  I  get  a 
little  provoked  I  indulge  in  anything  of  the  sort. 
The  measure  before  the  House,  to  which  the 
motion  made  by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  is  an 
amendment,  professes  to  be  one  to  equalize  the 
representation  of  the  various  provinces.  Under  the 
Act  of  Confederation  it  is  provided  that  this  duty 
shall  be  done  once  every  ten  years.  I  submit  at  the 
outset  that  the  measure  before  the  House,  which 
professes  to  be  a  just  measure  for  equalizing  the 
representation,  does  not  do  anything  of  the  kind  ; 
and  I  go  further,  and  say  that,  in  view  of  all  the 
facts  connected  with  the  rearrangement,  it  is 
impossible  to  come  to  any  other  conclusion  than 
that  there  is  an  unfair  and  ulterior  object  in  view. 
In  proof  of  this,  we  do  not  need  to  go  further  than 
the  adjoining  county  to  the  one  in  which  we  are 
now.  The  House  is  aware  that  it  is  proposed  to 
take  one  township  from  Russell  and  join  it  to  the 
County  of  Prescott.  There  is  an  inequality,  but  the 
proposed  change  does  not  remedy  it  in  any  degree. 
There  is  an  adjoining  county,  Carleton,  that  is  below 
the  required  unit,  and  it  would  have  been  very  easy  to 
have  arranged  it  so  that  something  like  fairness  might 
have  been  secured  without  doing  any  serious 
injustice.  The  figures  according  to  the  census  are 
as  follows  :  Carleton  has  21,749  people,  below  the 
unit  required.  The  County  of  Prescott  has  24,173 
souls,  or  2,000  above  the  number  required  ;  and  it 
is  proposed  to  increase  that  glaring  inequality  by 
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adding  to  Frescott  the  township  of  Clarence.  The 
County  of  Russell,  in  which  Clarence  is  situated, 
has,  according  to  the  last  census,  31,643  souls.  Let 
us  see  how  the  relative  numbers  will  stand  according 
to  the-  proposed  change.  Russell  will  then  have 
26,000  odd,  while  Prescott  will  have  a  population 
of  28,952  ;  so  the  Government  proposal  is  only 
shifting  the  difficulty  from  one  county  to  another. 
It  does  not  equalize  it  in  any  respect.  The  County 
of  Carleton  which  lies  alongside  both  of  these 
counties  Had,  I  think  in  1882,  the  two  townships 
of  Gloucester  and  Osgoode  taken  from  it  and  added 
to  the  County  of  Russell  in  order  as  it  was  said  to 
equalize  the  population.  Whether  Carleton  was 
made  too  small  then,  or  whether  it  has  become  too 
small  since,  I  do  not  know,  but  the  fact  remains 
that  its  population  is  only  21,749  which  is  a  good 
many  below  the  unit  required.  Let  us  see  how  easy 
an  arrangement  could  have  been  made  to  equalize 
this.  Suppose,  instead  of  taking  Clarence  from 
Russell  and  adding  it  on  to  Prescott,  Osgoode 
had  been  taken  from  the  County  of  Russell 
and  added  to  the  County  of  Carleton  to  which 
it  belongs,  you  would  have  had  a  fair  equalization. 
The  numbers  would  then  have  stood  :  Carleton, 
with  the  addition  of  Osgoode,  26,607 ;  and 
Russell  less  the  township  of  Osgoode,  26,864, 
or  very  nearly  the  same.  Then  Prescott,  as  it 
stands  now,  would  have  had  24,943,  while  with 
Clarence  added,  it  has  28,952,  or  6,000  more  than 
the  number  required.  Why,  Sir,  is  this  gross 
iniquity  being  perpertrated  ?  We  are  told  chat  the 
measure  is  fair  and  equitable,  and  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  no  ulterior  object  in  view;  but,  Sir,  it  will 
be  utterly  impossible  to  convince  disinterested 
judges  that  the  thing  was  done  for  any  other  pur¬ 
pose  than  to  endeavour  to  leave  our  friend,  the 
member  for  Russell  (Mr.  Edwards),  at  home.  Let 
us  take  another  instance  of  this  gerrymander.  It 
is  proposed  to  take  London  West,  another  munici¬ 
pality,  and  add  it  to  the  city  of  London.  It  is 
proposed  to  go  across  the  River  Thames  for  this 
purpose.  I  suppose  that  the  House  is  aware  that 
there  are  two  of  the  wards  proper  of  the  city  of 
London  that  are  not  in  it  for  electoral  purposes. 
The  Fifth  Ward  belongs  to  East  Middlesex,  and 
the  Sixth  Ward  belongs  to  South  Middlesex,  and 
in  order,  as  it  is  claimed,  to  equalize  East 
Middlesex  and  the  city  of  London,  instead  of 
taking  the  Fifth  Ward  and  adding  it  to  the  city 
of  London  to  which  it  belongs,  it  is  proposed  to  go 
across  the  River  Thames  out  of  the  city  and  to  take 
in  another  municipality  and  add  that  to  the  city  of 
London.  Let  us  see  how  the  figures  stand  there. 
The  city  of  London,  according  to  the  last  census, 
has  22,281  population,  or  just  about  the  number  re¬ 
quired  by  the  standard.  East  Middlesex,  I  admit, 
has  25,569,  or  about  3,000  more  than  the  number 
required,  but  just  alongside  these  two  municipali¬ 
ties  lies  the  riding  of  South  Middlesex  which  has 
only  18,806.  Now,  Sir,  if  any  change  were  to  be 
made  why  was  the  addition  made  to  the  city  of 
London,  which  is  large  enough  now,  and  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  East  Middlesex  still  left  too  large  ?  If  the 
Government  wanted  to  make  a  fair  and  honest  equi- 
lization,  it  was  the  simplest  matter  under  the  sun 
to  do,  because  London  West  lies  just  as  near  to 
South  Middlesex  as  it  does  to  the  city  of  London, 
and  the  population  of  South  Middlesex  is  much  be¬ 
low  the  number  required.  The  simple  and  honest 
way  would  have  been  to  attach  London  West  to 


the  riding  of  South  Middlesex.  If  that  had  been 
done  the  population  of  the  three  constituencies 
would  have  been  as  follows  :  South  Middlesex,  with 
London  West  added,  20,721  ;  London  City,  22,281, 
and  East  Middlesex,  with  London  West  taken 
from  it,  23,654.  So  that  they  would  have  been 
fairly  equalized.  Now,  Sir,  why  was  this  not  done  ? 
Again  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  it  will  be  utterly 
impossible  to  convince  honest  and  intelligent  judges 
that  the  division  proposed  in  this  Bill  was  done  for 
any  other  purpose  than  simply  to  confirm  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  in  Charles  Hyman’s  place. 
The  amendment  proposed  by  the  leader  of  the 
Opposition  asks  that  both  sides  of  the  House  should 
be  consulted  in  such  a  serious  matter  as  this.  It 
is  a  matter  affecting  both  sides,  both  sides  are 
equally  interested  in  it,  and  it  is  not,  I  submit,  fair 
and  honest  that  one  side  should  make  an  arrange¬ 
ment  to  suit  themselves  by  which  they  have  all  the 
advantage,  and  by  which  they  set  the  other  side 
at  defiance.  I  was  sorry  to  hear  the  leader  of  the 
Opposition  to-day  object  to  the  principle  of  leaving 
this  matter  to  the  judges,  but  I  sincerely  hope  that 
the  leader  of  the  Government  in  this  House  will 
take  this  question  into  serious  consideration  and 
decide  to  leave  the  redistribution  to  the  judges  of 
the  Supreme  Court.  That  arrangement  would,  I 
believe,  give  satisfaction  to  all  parties  in  this  coun¬ 
try.  I  know  that  it  would  give  satisfaction  to  me, 
and  I  am  willing  to  take  the  risk,  if  those  judges 
so  think,  of  having  my  constituency  wiped  out  of 
existence  if  we  can  only  get  at  a  fair  and  honest 
redistribution.  These  five  judges  of  the  Supreme 
Court  are  men  from  the  different  provinces.  They 
know  the  situation  of  the  provinces  and  they  have 
time  to  devote  to  the  matter,  and  by  taking  a  map 
and  laying  it  down  in  their  office,  in  a  few  hours  with 
the  aid  of  the  census  returns,  they  could  and  would 
make  a  fair  and  honest  redistribution  and  one,  I 
believe,  that  would  suit  all  parties.  I  trust  that 
the  leader  of  the  Government,  instead  of  persisting 
in  this  measure,  will  appoint  these  judges  to  make 
the  redistribution  as  the  Confederation  Act  gives 
them  power  to  do.  I  submit  that  neither  the 
members  of  the  Government  nor  those  who  support 
them  can  afford  to  pass  a  measure  of  this  kind.  I 
need  not' tell  hon.  gentlemen  that  we  are  making- 
history  here,  and  that  the  deeds  we  are  doing  now 
are  left  upon  record.  I  ask  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
if  they  wish  their  names  to  go  down  to  posterity 
as  the  perpetrators  of  an  unjust  and  unreasonable 
act  ?  I  say  that  neither  the  gentlemen  who  occupy 
seats  on  the  Treasury  benches,  nor  any  other  party 
in  this  House,  can  afford  to  pass  an  unjust  measure 
in  this  Parliament.  Speaking  for  myself  I  would 
rather  step  out  of  this  House,  and  from  this  day 
to  the  day  of  my  death  get  my  living  honestly  by 
digging  ditches,  than  leave  my  name  tainted  by 
any  unjust  act  that  would  cause  my  descendants 
to  blush.  The  Minister  of  Public  Works  gave 
us  a  speech  this  afternoon  and  it  was 
refreshing  to  hear  from  him,  because  it  seems 
that  our  friends  on  the  other  side  are  either  afraid 
or  ashamed  to  defend  this  Bill.  The  Minister  of 
Public  Works  had  no  such  scruples.  He  defended 
it  and  he  did  it  in  a  bold,  open,  manly  way,  and  I 
admire  him  for  it.  He  claimed  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  had  no  ulterior  object  in  view,  and  that  they 
did  not  think  at  all  how  the  Bill  was  going  to  affect 
them  in  the  constituencies,  or  in  the  matter  of  their 
support  in  this  House.  He  said  that  they  were 
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actuated  altogether  by  high  and  noble  principles. 
He  claimed  what  was  perfectly  true,  that  the 
Government  was  strong  enough  to  act  upon  such 
principles.  Well,  I  can  almost  fancy  the  lion, 
gentleman  at  the  council  board  admonishing  his 
friends  to  act  in  such  a  manner.  He  could  point 
out  that  they  would  fight  under  the  Franchise  Act, 
which  is  just  now  beginning  to  get  in  its  fine  work, 
that  by  it  they  had  secured  a  few  constituencies, 
that  by  becoming  familiar  with  the  running  of  the 
machine,  they  had  it  in  their  power  to  secure  a  great 
many  more,  and  that,  therefore,  they  could  afford 
to  give  a  fair,  honourable  and  manly  redistribution. 
Again,  he  could  urge  on  the  Government 
that  by  the  Gerrymander  Act  of  1882  they  had 
seemed  to  themselves  a  great  deal  of  support. 
For  instance,  in  the  County  of  Middlesex,  in  the 
general  election  of  1891,  there  was  a  majority  of 
over  1,100  votes  polled  against  the  Government 
candidates  ;  and  yet,  Sir,  of  the  four  members  from 
that  county,  I  am  the  only  solitary  one  who  votes 
on  this  side  of  the  House,  while  the  Government, 
with  1,100  majority  against  them,  have  three 
supporters  from  that  county.  The  lion,  gentleman 
could  point  to  such  facts  as  these,  and  could  say  to 
the  Government,  we  are  strong  enough  to  afford  to 
do  the  fair  and  reasonable  thing  with  the  Opposition 
in  this  case.  He  could  also  point  out  that  the 
members  of  the  Red  Parlour  had  come  down  hand¬ 
somely,  that  by  the  funds  they  had  provided,  the 
Government  had  carried  a  great  many  elections, 
and  that  the  same  means  could  be  used  in  the 
future  ;  and  that  was  another  reason  why  they 
could  afford  to  do  the  fair  and  reasonable  thing. 
Then,  he  might  have  pointed  out  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  had  reinstated  the  officials  who  had  been 
suspended  last  year  for  doing  things  that  were  a 
little  crooked,  and  that  there  was  no  danger  of 
their  peaching.  The  same  lion,  gentleman  could 
point  to  the  fate  of  the  Haggart  charges  as  proof 
that  they  had  a  majority  sufficient  to  vote  down 
anything  of  that  kind,  and  that,  therefore, 
they  could  afford  to  do  the  fair  and  manly  thing. 
He  could  also  claim  that  they  had  so  gerryman¬ 
dered  the  Caron  charges  that  the  lion,  gentleman 
who  first  brought  them  forward  would  not  know 
them  if  he  saw  them  again,  and  that  no  man  would 
be  foolish  enough  to  try  and  prove  them  ;  and  he 
could  point  out  that  having  got  rid  of  that  diffi¬ 
culty,  the  Government  could  afford  to  do  the  fair 
and  honourable  thing  in  this  case.  Then  the  lion, 
gentleman  treated  us  to  another  view  of  the  case. 
He  hinted  in  a  gentle  way,  and  with  a  great  deal 
of  courtesy,  that  if  we  on  this  side  of  the  House 
did  not  like  the  measure  as  it  was,  maj7  be  we 
would  get  enough  of  it.  That  is  the  plea  of  the 
highwayman,  when  he  tells  the  poor  man  whom  he 
has  robbed  of  his  money  that  if  he  does  not  hold 
his  tongue  and  take  it  peaceably,  he  will  blow  his 
brains  out.  We  on  this  side  of  the  House  do  not 
appreciate  arguments  of  that  kind,  and  what  is 
more,  we  do  not  fear  them  either  ;  no  such  tactics 
will  prevent  us  doing  our  duty  to  the  country. 
And  now,  let  me  just  point  out  the  source 
from  which  the  Government  have  derived 
their  inspiration.  We  hear  a  great  deal  about 
loyalty  to  the  old  flag  and  the  old  land.  Sir,  I 
share  in  that  feeling  ;  but  the  strange  thing  to  me 
is  that  whenever  the  Government  go  to  the  old 
land  for  precedents,  they  always  go  for  those  pre¬ 
cedents  which  suit  themselves  ;  and  when  they 
Mr.  Armstrong. 


want  to  do  anything  unjust,  when  they  want  to 
inaugurate  a  policy  which  is  going  'to  be  hurtful  to 
the  country  but  subservient  of  their  own  ends,  then 
they  go  for  precedents  to  the  United  States.  This 
gerrymander  is  from  beginning  to  end  a  Yankee 
institution.  It  was  started  there  and  has  been  per¬ 
petuated  there,  and  as  the  Government  imitated 
the  Americans  in  their  tariff  policy,  so  they  have 
imitated  them  in  their  gerrymander  policy.  There¬ 
fore,  I  say  again  that  the  Government  and  the 
House  cannot  afford  to  do  anything  so  disreputable 
to  the  country.  Strong  as  they  are,  they  cannot 
afford  to  secure  support  by  any  such  means,  and  I 
hope  that  the  leader  of  the  Government  will  look 
at  the  matter  in  that  light,  and  decide  to  give  us  a 
fair  and  honest  equalization. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  does  not  seem  to  be  on  the  other  side  of  the 
House  any  member  with  the  pluck  to  attempt  the 
defence  of  the  iniquitous  and  cynical  law  proposed 
by  the  Minister  of  Justice.  It  is  to  be  regretted 
that  none  of  these  gentlemen  has  the  courage  of 
asserting  before  the  country  the  reason  which  will 
make  him  vote  for  this  measure  by  the  Government. 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  lion,  members  on  the 
Ministerial  side,  when  occasion  offers,  should 
express  their  views  on  the  questions  which  come 
up  in  this  House  ;  and,  when  such  a  complicated 
measure  as  this  is  before  us,  it  should  be  reasonable 
to  expect  that  they  would  have  the  courage  to 
explain  the  position  which  they  intend  to  take  in 
the  matter.  But  I  understand  why  they  do  not 
want  to  state  the  grounds  on  which  they  will  rest 
their  vote.  They  would  be  forced  to  defend  a 
measure  which  is  indefensible  ;  and  not  being  able 
to  find  a  single  plausible  reason  for  the  vote  they 
are  to  give,  they  have  not  the  courage  to  explain 
this  vote.  I  refer  principally  to  the  hon.  members 
for  the  Province  of  Quebec,  to  those  who  are  the 
authors  of  the  proposed  gerrymandering  of  that 
province.  I  refer  to  the  members  who  have  manu¬ 
factured  counties  for  themselves,  who  have  built 
up  majorities  for  themselves,  and  who  have  not  the 
courage  to  rise  and  defend  their  work.  Since  these 
hon.  gentlemen  are  not  able  to  give  a  single  good 
reason  in  justification  of  their  vote,  we  shall  con¬ 
tinue  the  discussion  anyhow  ;  we  shall  try  and 
show  them  that  the  injustice  which  they  plan 
against  us  is  grievous,  and  I  hope  that  the  light  of 
the  discussion  will  help  them  to  understand  that 
this  Bill  must  be  amended,  and  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  proposed  by  th<?  leader  of  the  Opposition 
should  be  adopted.  This  amendment  proposes  to 
refer  the  Bill  to  a  committee  composed  of 
members  taken  from  both  sides  of  the  House,  in  or¬ 
der  to  give  justice  and  fair-play  to  the  Liberal 
party  which  has  not  been  consulted  in  the  prepara¬ 
tion  of  this  measure.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  a  little 
equity  and  justice  had  been  used,  a  few  members 
of  the  Liberal  party  would  have  been  consulted 
regarding  this  scheme  of  readjustment.  But  on 
the  contrary  the  Avork  was  done  in  the  dark.  And 
more.  This  profound  gerrymandering  has  not 
been  done  by  members  of  the  Go\Ternment,  but  by 
irresponsible  members,  by  senators  Avhose  only 
work  is  done  only  in  the  interest  of  their  party,  by 
persons  \vho  haA^e  been  put  into  positions  for  serArices 
rendered  their  party,  and  who  in  return  for  Avhat 
the  Conservative  party  does  for  them,  haA^e  planned 
the  wiping  out  of  the  Liberal  party  in  the  Province 
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of  Quebec.  But,  Mr.  Speaker,  they  are  deluding 
themselves.  I  trust  that  the  people  of  the  Province 
of  Quebec  which  they  want  to  rob— I  make  bold 
to  use  the  expression — which  they  want  to  prevent 
from  being  equitably  represented  in  this  House, 
will  understand  that  if  is  their  duty  not  to  support 
so  iniquitous  a  measure.  Another  reason  why  the 
Disposition  of  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  should 
>e  accepted,  is  that  we  are  not  in  a  position,  from 
the  documents  which  have  been  produced  in  the 
House,  to  discuss  this  question.  Indeed,  the  map 
accompanying  the  Bill  is  entirely  erroneous  and 
false.  I  am  not  afraid  of  making  this  charge 
against  the  Government.  They  put  before  the 
House  in  order  to  mislead  it,  a  map  which  is  entire¬ 
ly  false,  which  does  not  show  the  true  boundaries 
intended  to  be  given  to  the  counties.  I  say  that  it 
is  an  indignity,  a  flagrant  injustice  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  ask  us  to  discuss  a  measure  on  documents 
which  are  false.  I  believe  that  the  Minister  of 
Justice  does  not  know  that  this  map  is 
false,  and  I  have  enough  confidence  in  his 
spirit  of  justice  to  believe  that  when  it  shall 
be  pointed  out  to  him  that  it  does  not  show  the 
true  boundaries  of  the  counties,  he  will  see  that 
the  discussion  of  the  Bill  is  postponed  until  he  fur¬ 
nishes,  either  to  the  committee  to  be  appointed  or 
to  the  House — a  correct  map.  Thus,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  will  show  the  Government  that  for  the  County  of 
Laprairie  this  map  is  false.  W  as  it  the  intention  to 
deceive  the  members  of  this  House  by  furnishing 
them  with  an  incorrect  map  ?  As  represented  on 
this  map  the  County  of  Laprairie  would  comprise 
the  parishes  of  St.  Edouard  and  Sherrington,  while 
by  the  proposed  Bill  these  parishes  are  not  a  part  of 
Laprairie,  but  of  Cliateauguay  instead.  The  County 
of  Missisquoi  is  represented  on  the  map  as  compris¬ 
ing  the  parish  of  Lacolle.  Now,  in  the  Bill,  this 
parish  is  nowhere  mentioned.  At  all  events,  it 
should  be  supposed  to  be  a  part  of  the  old  county 
to  which  it  belonged,  St.  John.  The  parish  of 
St.  Cyprien  is,  according  to  the  Bill,  to  be  in  the 
County  of  Cliateauguay,  while  on  the  map  it  is  put 
into  St.  John’s.  The  map  ought  to  show  the  parishes 
of  St.  Cyprien,  St.  Edouard,  St.  Patrick  of  Sher¬ 
rington,  as  belonging  to  the  County  of  Chateau- 
guay,  because  the  Bill  makes  them  a  part  of  that 
county.  I  say  that  not  a  single  member  would 
vote  for  this  measure,  if  the  map  furnished  the 
House  by  the  Government  showed  the  real  bounda¬ 
ries  intended  to  be  given  to  the  electoral  districts. 
Nevertheless,  the  Government  moves  the  second 
reading  of  the  Bill  on  documents  and  a  map  falsely 
representing  the  situation.  Now,  for  the  County 
of  Chambly.  According  to  tlm  map,  the  parish  of 
Notre  Dame  de  Bonsecours  would  be  a  part  of 
Chambly,  but  the  Bill  puts  it  into  the  County  of 
Rouville.  If  this  map  had  been  made  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  facts,  if  this  map  gave  a  just  idea  of 
the  new  electoral  districts  as  proposed  by  the 
Government,  if  it  did  not  contain  numerous  errors, 
if,  in  a  word,  it  were  not  false,  I  say  that  not  one 
member  would  have  the  courage  to  vote  for  the 
measure.  The  same  inaccuracy  is  to  be  met  with 
in  regard  to  the  County  of  Aouville.  A  parish  has 
been  excluded,  according  to  the  map,  which  should 
have  been  put  in  according  to  the  Bill.  If  we  ex¬ 
amine  the  boundaries  of  the  parishes,  as  shown  by 
the  map,  it  will  be  seen  that  they  are  erroneously 
indicated.  There  is  not  one  parish  the  boundaries 
of  which  are  correctly  shown.  The  electoral  dis¬ 


trict  of  St.  Hyacinthe,  which  is  composed  of  ten 
parishes,  I  believe,  is  falsely  indicated  on  the  map. 
Of  these  ten  parishes,  seven  are  wrongly  given. 
As  to  the  County  of  Rouville,  the  inaccuracies 
which  are  found  on  the  map  are  still  more  numer¬ 
ous.  One  of  the  parishes  is  not  shown.  I  have  al¬ 
ready  pointed  out  the  inaccuracies  of  the  map  as  to 
the  Counties  of  Cliateauguay  and  Laprairie.  In  the 
County  of  Laprairie,  the  parish  of  St.  Edouard  is 
wrongly  described.  Hie  same  obtains  in  regard  to 
the  County  of  Montcalm.  The  parish  of  St.  Paul, 
which  is  removed  from  the  County  of  Joliette  and 
annexed  to  the  C  ounty  of  Montcalm,  is  verv  wrong¬ 
ly  described  ;  the  description  given  of  it  is  not  in 
accordance  with  the  facts.  I  could  go  on  pointing 
out  the  inaccuracies  of  this  map  for  quite  awhile 
yet ;  but,  perhaps,  it  would  be  abusing  the  patience 
of  those  who  do  me  the  honour  to  listen  to  my  re¬ 
marks.  I  regret  that  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
is  not  at  his  seat.  YY  ere  he  here,  I  would  tell  him 
that  lie  ought  to  have  furnished  the  House  with  a 
bond  fide  map  representing  exactly  the  new  elec¬ 
toral  districts.  I  believe,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  it 
would  be  a  grave  mistake  to  increase,  as  is  pro¬ 
posed,  the  representation  of  the  city  of  Montreal. 
To-day  that  city  has  in  the  House  and  Senate 
many  more  representatives  than  it  has  a  right  to 
have.  It  will  be  admitted  that  a  member,  a  citizen  of 
Montreal,  although  a  representative  of  a  rural 
district,  is  none  the  less  devoted  to  the  interests  of 
the  city  Where  he  lives.  But,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
especially  in  the  matter  of  senators  that  Montreal 
can  be  shown  as  having  a  proportion  of  influence 
much  larger  than  it  should  have.  The  senators 
have  in  Parliament  a  large  share  of  influence,  and 
this  influence  plays  a  great  part  in  the  legislation 
of  the  country.  The  Province  of  Quebec  has,  under 
the  constitution,  the  right  of  being  represented  by 
24  senators  :  12  for  the  district  of  Quebec,  and 

12  for  that  of  Montreal.  Now,  of  these  12  senators 
for  the  district  of  Montreal,  7  live  in  the  city  of 
Montreal,  that  is  to  say,  7  have  interests  absolutely 
identical  to  those  of  that  city,  and  must  work  to 
promote  those  interests.  Already  the  disproportion 
is  too  large  between  the  influence  exercised  by  the 
city  of  Montreal,  and  that  which  ought  to  be  the 
legitimate  share  of  the  rural  country  which  sur¬ 
rounds  it.  Instead  of  having  ten  senators  to  repre¬ 
sent  the  rural  counties  of  the  district  of  Montreal, 
we  have  only  five,  while  the  city  of  Montreal, 
which  should  have  only  two  or  three,  has  seven. 
Montreal  is  also  represented  in  a  large  measure  by 
the  representatives  of  rural  counties  who  live  with¬ 
in  its  limits.  Does  not  all  this  give  it  enough 
influence  without  increasing  its  representation  ? 
As  to  its  representation  in  the  House  of  Commons, 
we  find  that  the  city”  of  Montreal  is  more  that 
adequately  represented.  Thirteen  or  fourteen 
members  of  this  House  are  from  the  city  of 
Montreal.  Of  course  it  is  the  duty  of  these  to 
reflect  t He  opinion  of  their  counties,  but  we 
must  not  forget  either  that,  through  the  influence 
of  its  papers  and  of  its  commercial  relations, 
Montreal  shapes  to  a  certain  extent  the  opinion  of 
the  neighbouring  rural  counties.  Thus  the  rural 
counties  are  deprived  of  their  due  share  of  repre¬ 
sentation.  Besides,  the  seeming  discrimination 
against  Montreal  in  the  matter  of  representation, 
existed  as  well  in  1871  and  1881.  And  yet  no 
change  was  then  proposed.  Why  should  not  these 
precedents  be  respected  to-day?  Oil,  the  reason  is 
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very  simple.  The  Conservatives  walk  from  iniquity 
to  iniquity,  from  baseness  to  baseness,  and  they 
will  continue  to  do  so  until  they  have  reached  the 
bottom  of  the  hill.  In  a  few  years,  we  must  expect 
that  they  will  try  to  have  a  law  passed  to  prevent 
Liberals  from  sitting  in  this  House.  Now  the  hon. 
member  for  Laval,  the  Minister  of  Public  Works, 
has  claimed  that  the  division  of  the  counties  was 
equitably  made.  It  is  not  necessary  to  make  a 
long  examination  of  the  facts  to  show  until  evident 
that  this  measure  is  one  of  the  most  unjust. 
Neither  is  it  based  on  the  principle  of  equity  set 
forth  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  when  he  presented 
the  bill.  Thus,  we  see,  as  it  is  explained  by  the 
preamble  of  the  Bill,  that  it  was  necessitated  : 

“  By  reason  of  the  existence  of  great  inequalities  in  the 
respective  populations  of  certain  electoral  districts  in  the 
other  provinces  of  Canada” 

Thus,  as  is  seen,  the  ground  upon  which  the 
Government  justify  the  changes  in  the  boundaries 
of  the  counties,  is  the  inequality  of  population. 
Well,  why  not  then  have  followed  for  the  district 
of  Quebec,  the  principle  applied  for  the  district  of 
Montreal  ?  Since  this  inequality  is  still  greater  in 
the  district  of  Quebec,  there  ought  to  have 
been  a  change  of  boundaries  for  the  counties 
of  that  district.  For  instance,  Quebec  West, 
which  has  only  a  population  of  9,000,  has  not  been 
touched.  It  will  still  have  the  right  to  send  a 
representative  to  this  House.  Is  this  not  an  out¬ 
rage  when  counties  of  15,000,  20,000  and  22,000 
inhabitants  are  changed  in  the  district  of  Montreal  ? 
Since  the  necessity  for  this  Bill  rests  on  the  ground  of 
inequality,  why  has  not  the  anomaly  been  removed 
in  that  division  of  the  district  of  Quebec  ?  Again 
in  the  district  of  Quebec  I  see  Montmorency,  with 
a  population  of  12,000,  Montmagny  with  14,000, 
L’lslet  with  13,000.  And  there  are  a  great  num¬ 
ber  of  other  coixnties  there  which  have  not  as 
much  population  as  the  counties  which  are  to  be 
overhauled  in  the  district  of  Montreal.  But 
my  opinion  is  that  there  should  be  no  changes  in 
the  Province  of  Quebec,  since  there  is  nothing  in 
the  law  which  requires  any.  We  are  bound  to 
have  sixty-five  electoral  districts.  We  have  them. 
Why  now  change  the  boundaries  of  counties,  which 
have  existed  ever  since  1854?  These  changes  are 
only  made  with  a  political  end  in  view.  If  a  spirit 
of  justice  had  obtained,  it  would  have  prevented 
this  gerrymandering  of  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
and  the  Government  would  have  gained  by  it  in 
public  opinion.  Now  let  us  examine  the  opinion 
expressed  by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  when 
he  said  that  the  Liberal  party,  although  having  a 
majority  in  the  representation,  represents  but  a 
minority  of  the  votes  of  the  province.  I  believe 
that  there  again  he  was  mistaken,  as  he  was  mis¬ 
taken  this  afternoon  with  regard  to  the  majority 
that  his  county  will  give  him  in  the  future.  Had 
he  wished  to  be  just,  he  would  have  seen  that  this 
difference  comes  exclusively  from  the  figure  of  the 
population  of  the  city  of  Montreal.  We  know  that 
at  the  last  elections  that  city  declared  in  favour  of 
the  Government.  W e  know  that  in  certain  divisions 
of  that  city  the  Conservative  party  had  enormous 
majorities,  for  the  reason  that  these  divisions  were 
entirely  under  the  control  of  combines  and  trusts. 
We  naturally  had  then  to  expect  overwhelming 
defeats  there.  The  hon.  Minister  has  also  con¬ 
tended  that  the  people  of  the  Province  of  Quebec 
were  extremely  changeable.  I  do  not  know  where 
Mr.  Brodeur. 


he  gets  his  ground  for  such  an  assertion,  for  on  the 
contrary  the  Province  of  Quebec  is  rather  set.  If 
anywhere  the  population  has  a  tendency  to  change, 
it  is  rather  in  the  rest  of  the  Dominion.  However, 
if  the  people  of  Quebec  are  changeable  why,  then, 
change  the  boundaries  of  the  counties,  for  it  is  pos¬ 
sible  that  the  divisions  that  have  not  the  required 
population,  may  have  it  in  five  or  six  years  from 
now.  Then  why  throw  these  divisions  into  confu¬ 
sion  by  changing  to-day  their  boundaries  ?  The 
Minister  of  Public  Works  said  amongst  other 
things  that  the  County  of  Ottawa  as  divided  will 
send  to  the  House  an  additional  member  favourable 
to  the  Liberal  party.  I  believe,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
the  hon.  Minister  knows  too  well  the  state  of  things 
in  the  northern  part  of  the  County  of  Ottawa  which 
is  to  form  the  new  electoral  division  not  to  knoxv 
the  influence  which  would  decide  the  fate  of  a  Lib¬ 
eral  candidate  there.  No,  it  cannot  be  said  that 
this  new  division  will  give  an  additional  represen¬ 
tative  to  our  party.  The  northern  part  of  the 
County  of  Ottawa  is  under  the  control  of  the  Gov- 
ment  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  in  this  sense,  that 
much  has  to  be  done  there  for  colonization.  The 
people  are  poor,  and  they  depend  upon  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  which  has  in  its  power  to  give  them  coloniz¬ 
ation  roads  These  people  having  to  count  with 
the  Conservative  Government  of  Quebec,  can  it  be 
seriously  contended  that  under  such  circumstances, 
this  new  electoral  division  is  to  give  the  Liberal 
party  an  additional  representative  ?  The  authors 
of  the  Bill  knew  as  well  as  I  do,  that 
it  was  an  acquisition  for  them,  and  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  was  not  serious 
when  he  said  the  contrary.  Let  us  take  now  the 
county  of  Joliette.  There  was  a  county  where  we 
had  good  chances  of  electing  one  of  our  men,  where 
there  was  a  good  fighting  ground.  Without  any 
reason  whatever,  the  boundaries  of  the  county  are 
changed,  a  parish  is  taken  away,  and  thrown  into 
the  County  of  Montcalm.  With  this  change,  I  consi¬ 
der  the  county  as  taken  away  from  the  Liberal 
party.  Why  this  gerrymandering  ?  The  Conser¬ 
vative  party  is  then  afraid  of  the  electors  ?  Is  the 
Government  and  their  party  afraid  that  the  charges 
of  boodling  which  gather  against  them  may  crush 
their  Cabinet  ?  It  is  an  act  of  cowardice  on  the 
part  of  the  Government.  Had  these  people  any 
dignity  they  would  not  commit  such  an  act. 
The  County  of  L’Assomption  is  also  the  object  of 
the  Government’s  solicitude.  This  county,  which 
was  represented  by  one  of  our  friends,  who  has  to 
run  anew,  is  considered  as  a  doubtful  county.  In 
the  last  provincial  elections  we  were  beaten  there 
by  a  majority  of  200  votes.  It  would  seem 
from  this  result  that  this  county  should  be 
considered  as  safe  enough  for  our  opponents,  how¬ 
ever  they  are  not  brave  enough  to  face  the  county 
as  it  is  ;  they  must  go  and  annex  to  it  Conservative 
parishes  from  the  second  next  county.  It  is  said 
that  it  is  in  order  to  equalize  the  population  of  differ¬ 
ent  counties  that  this  measure  is  presented.  Never¬ 
theless,  it  has  been  shown  that  in  the  County  of 
Ottawa  they  put  40,000  people  in  one  division,  and 
17,000  in  the  other.  In  the  County  of  Joliette 
there  was,  according  to  the  last  census,  22,981 
souls,  precisely  the  figure  of  the  unit.  However, 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  parish  of  St.  Paul,  with  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  1,485,  is  taken  away  from  this  county 
the  population  of  which  is  reduced  to  21,436. 
Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  the  County  of  L’As- 


3169 


[MAY  31,  1892.] 


3170 


somption,  which  has  a  population  of  13,674.  A 
parish  is  added  to  it  from  the  County  of  Berthier 
with  a  population  of  987.  W  hat  is  the  sense,  in 
view  of  the  equalization  of  the  population,  to  make 
this  addition  of  987  souls  ?  This  is  a  county,  the 
population  of  which  has  decreased  during  the  last 
decade,  and  will  continue  to  do  so  if  the  policy  of 
the  Government  does  not  change.  Why  make 
only  this  small  change,  and  be  under  the  necessity 
of  going  at  it  again  in  ten  years?  Really,  Mr. 
Speaker,  what  can  we  think  of  all  this,  except  that 
they  are  afraid  to  take  their  chances  in  this  county 
as  it  now  is  ?  They  have  not  the  pluck  to  meet 
the  electors,  and  have  thought  it  more  prudent 
to  add  to  the  county  a  Conservative  parish.  I 
hope,  however,  that  L’Assomption  will  remain 
faithful  to  the  Liberal  party  and  that  Mr.  Gauthier 
will  be  returned  again.  The  population  of  the 
County  of  Berthier  is  19,836,  and  therefore  does 
not  reach  the  unit  of  22,800.  Nevertheless  a 
parish  of  98J  inhabitants  is  taken  away  from  that 
county.  Why  this  ?  Here  again,  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  reason  is  easy  to  find.  They  want  to  carry 
L’Assomption,  and  to  that  end  they  detached  a 
part  of  Berthier  and  added  it  to  L’Assomption. 
No\v,  we  have  Chateauguay  with  a  population  of 
13,864.  By  detaching  two  parishes  from  this 
county  and  adding  other  parishes  to  it,  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  19,681  is  reached.  Why  proceed  in  this 
manner  ?  Why  take  away  parishes  which  have 
formed  a  part  of  it  from  time  immemorial,  and  add 
others?  Why  remove,  amongst  others,  the  very 
parish  which  gives  its  name  to  the  county,  the 
very  parish  of  Chateauguay  ?  Why  not,  instead 
of  annexing  these  parishes  to  Laprairie,  unite 
the  Counties  of  Napierville  and  Laprairie,  the 
aggregate  population  of  which  is  about  20,000 
only  ?  If  changes  are  absolutely  necessary, 
which  I  do  not  admit,  however,  these  two  coun¬ 
ties  might  have  been  united.  But  I  am  coming  to 
the  Counties  of  St.  John  and  Iberville.  I  find  it 
strange  that  these  two  counties,  which  are  divided 
by  a  river  of  five  or  six  arpents  in  width  are  united 
by  the  Bill,  when  in  the  same  district  of  Montreal 
the  Counties  of  Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil,  which, 
were  they  united,  would  have  but  a  population  of 
20,000,  and  which  are  not  parted  by  a  river,  are 
left  apart.  Why  not  have  joined  these  two  coun¬ 
ties  ?  Here  is  the  proof  of  the  iniquity  with  which 
the  Government  treat  their  opponents.  The  reason 
why  the  Government  have  not  united  Soulanges 
and  Vaudreuil  into  a  single  county  is,  that  they 
are  represented  by  two  Conservatives,  and  the 
reasQn  why  they  have  joined  St.  John  and  Iber¬ 
ville,  is  that  they  are  represented  by  two  Liberals. 

It  is  low,  exceedingly  low  on  the  part  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  what  they  do  with  regard  to  Iberville 
and  St.  John.  Our  old  friend,  the  member  for  St. 
Jean  (Mr.  Bourassa)  has  represented  this  county 
ever  since  1854.  The  Government  have  never 
been  able  to  defeat  him.  They  find  no  other  way 
to  get  him  out  of  political  'life,  than  to  juggle 
away  his  county.  I  say  it  is  an  iniquity,  and  I 
am  not  surprised  that  the  hon.  members  of  the 
right  have  not  the  face  to  rise  and  defend  such  a 
piece  of  cowardice. 


Some  hon.  M  EMBERS.  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  And  I  now  come 
to  the  County  of  Bagot.  Here  is  a  county  which 
must  have  given  a  good  deal  of  care  to  the  de- 
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signer  of  this  movement.  Really  his  name  deserves- 
to  pass  to  posterity.  And  I  believe  that  the  debate 
will  not  close  before  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
reveals  his  name. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  It  is  a  privileged 
county  with  that  of  Rouville. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  It  is  a  privi¬ 
leged  county  as  that  of  Rouville.  Well,  I  will 
quote  from  a  celebrated  Roman  poet :  ‘ 4  Timea 
Danaos  et  clona  ferentes,”  I  fear  the  Greeks  even 
when  they  bring  me  presents.  They  know  that 
the  Government  are  not  able  even  to-day  to  carry 
an  election  in  the  County  of  Rouville,  for  their 
standard-bearer  has  now  disappeared.  He  has 
been  found  a  situation.  He  has  been  given  his 
piece  of  bread.  And  now  that  no  victory  is  to  be 
hoped  for,  they  hive  in  the  county  all  the  Liberal 
parishes  of  the  vicinity.  The  Minister  of  Public 
Works  ought  to  blush  for  the  work  he  has  done 
there.  The  County  of  Rouville  and  the  five  neigh¬ 
bouring  counties,  viz.  :  Iberville,  Chambly,  St. 
Hyacinthe,  Vercheres  and  Bagot  were  represented 
by  five  Liberals  and  one  Conservative.  Well, 
what  has  he  done  with  these  counties  ?  He  has 
wiped  out  two,  and  of  the  four  others  he  attempted 
to  make  three  Conservative  and  one  Liberal.  And 
that  is  what  he  calls  privileged  counties.  The  hon. 
Minister  is  not  particular  on  this  point.  He  made 
for  himself  also  a  privileged  county.  However,  he 
declares  that  his  aim  is  to  equalize  the  representa¬ 
tion  of  the  Province  of  Quebec.  And  when  the 
unit  of  population  is  22,800,  he  makes  himself  a 
county  of  barely  16,000.  Why  did  he  not  make 
his  county  22,000  ?  Can  he  say  ?  Would  it  be, 
perchance,  that  it  would  cost  him  too  much  money 
to  be  elected?  VS  hy  make  his  county  only  16,000 
when  Drummond  and  Arthabaska  are  left  with 
43,000  ?  The  hon.  gentleman  is  a  brave  one.  You 
will  see.  He  had  534  votes  of  majority  at  the  last 
election  ;  but  that  was  not  enough.  He  gave  him¬ 
self  111  more.  But  let  me  return  to  my  friend 
from  Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont).  I  would  be  very  much 
surprised  if  he  were  not  the  author  of  this  Bill,  as 
far  as  his  county  is  concerned.  I  believe  that 
he  has  fixed  things  to  suit  his  requirements. 
There  were  two  parishes  which  did  not  set  well  on 
his  stomach.  These  two  parishes  were  hostile,  and 
every  time  he  showed  himself  there,  they  brewed 
bad  blood  in  him.  When  he  saw  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  intended  to  change  the  boundaries  of  the 
counties,  he  said  to  himself  :  That  is  good,  and  I 
am  going  to  try  to  get  rid  of  these  parishes.  He 
had  a  county  with  about  the  unit  of.  population, 
namely,  21,655  ;  he,  therefore,  first  proceeded  to 
rid  himself  of  the  parishes  which  disagreed  with 
him,  and  after  having  thus  got  rid  of  his  parishes 
which  soured  on  him,  he  remained  with  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  21,695.  It  was  a  tour  de  force,  and  I  believe 
the  hon.  Minister  would  be  wrong  in  not  giving  the 
author’s  name,  so  that  when  the  Government  have 
some  future  gerrymandering  to  do,  they  may  avail 
themselves  of  his  services. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation. )  How  polite  he  is. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  I  do  not  know 
that  I  am  using  impolite  language.  The  Minister 
of  Public  Works,  before  calling  his  opponents  un¬ 
civil,  might  consider  the  conduct  of  his  friend,  the 
Minister  of  Customs  (Mr.  Chapleau),  who  was 
accusing  me  the  other  day  of  speaking  of  things 
which  I  did  not  know  about.  I  believe  that  the 
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Minister  of  Public  Works  is  wrong  in  calling  me 
impolite,  and  that  lie  had  better  remember  the 
words  he  used  himself  this  afternoon.  He  would 
see  they  are  more  uncivil  than  mine.  Besides,  I 
am  only  using  strong  language  against  a  Bill  that 
neither  he  nor  his  friends  dare  defend.  Now, 
where  the  author  of  the  Bill  revealed  himself  a 
great  man,  if  not  altogether  as  great  as  the  author 
of  the  Bagot  chapter,  it  is  in  the  matter  of  the 
County  of  Chambly.  At  the  last  elections  this 
county  returned  a  Liberal  with  a  majority  of  83. 
It  is  not  so  very  much,  but  the  Government  asked 
themselves  if  they  could  not  get  rid  of  him. 
It  was  then  that  was  imagined  the  scheme  of  tak¬ 
ing  two  parishes  from  the  County  of  Vercheres  and 
annexing  them  to  the  County  of  Chambly.  And 
then  crossing  the  Richelieu  River  to  go  and  get 
from  Rouville  four  Conservative  parishes.  Here 
are  two  parishes  divided  by  an  unnavigable  river, 
which  for  the  entire  length  of  the  Counties  of  Rou¬ 
ville  and  Chambly,  is  but  a  succession  of  rapids 
impossible  to  cross.  Thus  there  is  no  communica¬ 
tion.  But  what  do  they  care  for  such  difficulties, 
if  they  can  only  kill  politically  the  member  for 
that  county  ?  But  just  here  is  a  very  interesting 
detail  which  throws  light  on  the  thought  of  the 
Government.  There  are  five  parishes  on  that  side 
of  the  river.  They  take  the  first,  but  leave  the 
second.  Was  it  of  too  Liberal  a  complexion  ?  It 
might  well  be  so.  Then  they  take  the  third,  the 
fourth  and  the  fifth.  Had  the  Government  fur¬ 
nished  a  map  showing  exactly  the  situation,  not 
one  member  would  have  voted  for  such  a  measure. 
Not  only  are  these  counties  divided  by  an  unnavi¬ 
gable  river,  but  they  are  also  by  parishes  which 
have  no  connection  with  them.  I  now  come  to  the 
County  of  Vercheres.  Although  the  Minister  of 
Customs  has  refused  to  assume  the  paternity  of 
this  Bill,  and  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  has 
accepted  the  whole  responsibility  for  it,  I  believe, 
however,  that  the  Minister  of  Customs  must  stand 
for  something  in  the  part  of  it  which  concerns  Ver¬ 
cheres.  If  I  am  to  trust  a  piece  of  poetry  which 
has  just  come  to  me,  the  Minister  of  Customs  is  not 
altogether  a  stranger  to  the  wiping  out  of  the  County 
of  Vercheres.  A  man  wdiose  profession  is  law,  who 
is  even,  if  you  please,  a  substitute  of  the  Attorney 
General  in  Montreal,  and  who  is  no  other  than 
Mr.  J.  L.  Archambault,  Q.C.,  has  addressed  the 
following  verses  to  the  Minister  of  Customs.  As 
this  practical  effusion  would  be  in  danger  of  being 
lost  to  posterity  if  it  was  left  to  the  fate  of  the 
newspapers,  I  will  quote  them  to  the  House  so  that 
they  may  live  in  the  Debates  and  reach  future 
generations.  This  poem  sports  the  title,  The  Gerry - 
mandery ,  a  political  Epistle- Eleyy,  dedicated  to  my 
friend  Hon.  J.  A .  Chapleau : 

Je  vous  6cris,  monsieur  le  ministre  des  douanes, 

Pour  dire  :  de  la  loi  redoutez  les  arcanes. 

Le  bill  que  vous  nommez  redistribution, 

Pour  un  petit  peuple  est  terrible  invention. 

De  nos  comtes  la  carte  est  certes  bien  difforme  ; 

Mais  je  Grains  le  budget  etla  grande  reforme. 

De  la  mesure  on  croit  que  vous  etes  l’auteur  : 

I  was  right  in  saying  that  the  Minister  of  Cus¬ 
toms  was  no  stranger  to  this  Bill. 

Je  m’en  plains,  comme  fait  bien  plus  d’un  eiecteur. 

Pour  un  gouvernement  c’est  chose  tres  commode, 

Tous  les  dix  ans  changer  les  us  et  puis  la  mode. 

Vous  taillez,  mutilez  dans  les  antiques  droits. 

Here  is  a  man  who  feels  free  and  easy  with  law. — 
Mr.  Brodeur. 


Et,  sans  rougir,  je  dis  en  superbes  endroits. 

Tenez,  voici  le  cas :  C’est  un  beau  nom,  Vercheres  ; 

Now  comes  the  time  for  pathos  : 

Un  peuple  l’adore  en  ses  esperances  cheres. 

Dans  ces  lieux  fut  6Ju  notre  illustre  Cartier, 

L’homme  “  franc  et  sans  dol,”  mais  pas  du  tout  rentier. 
La  chose  est  6crite  aux  pages  de  notre  histoire  ; 

Ce  vaillant  y  lutta,  conservant  la  victoire. 

Plus  tard,  de  votre  aile  effleurant  ce  chateau-fort, 
Vous  prouvates  au  moins  que  vous  6tiez  un  fort. 

Fou  de  votre  destin,  je  mordis  a  la  pomme, 

Qu’aime  tant  Geoflfrion c’est  ainsi  qu’on  le  nomme — 
Est-ce  ma  faute  a  moi,  si,  dans  ce  her  comt6, 

Riche  en  bons  candidats,  je  ne  suis  depute. 

This  man  evidently  was  aspiring  to  the  repre¬ 
sentation  of  this  county.  — 

L’heure  allait  tot  sonner  ou  l’antique  esp6rance 
Des  glorieux  vaincus  briserait  la  souifrance. 

Helas  1  on  a  tout  pris,  et  par  tristes  lambeaux, 

Se  morcelle  un  nom  crier,  en  colleges  moins  beaux. 

Je  vous  le  dis,  monsieur,  cette  loi  est  bien  dure, 

C’est  robuste  parti,  qu’un  parti  qui  l’endure. 

Fils  de  la  liberty,  je  promets  sur  1’honneur, 

Venger  votre  drapeau  et  le  grand  d£shonneur. 

And  this  is  signed,  J.  L.  Archambault,  C.  R.  The 
C.  R.  stands  for  the  French,  for  Q.  C.  I  feel  sorry 
that  the  Government  should  have  remained 
obdurate  after  such  an  appeal.  I  think  that  the 
Ministers  should  have  put  before  the  House  this 
epistle-elegy,  for  I  fancy  it  is  a  rare  occurrence 
that  poetry  be  the  language  of  those  who  lay  claims 
before  the  Government.  It  furnished  an  occasion 
to  prove  to  posterity  that  wTe  have  among  our 
people  poets  who  can  reach  a  rare  height,  the  height 
of  ridiculousness.  I  ask  myself  why  the  Minister 
of  Customs  wants  to  wipe  out  this  County  of 
V ercheres  ?  Is  it  because  he  has  been  beaten  there 
by  Mr.  Geoffrion,  who  has  represented  this 
county  for  so  many  years  ?  Does  he  want  to 
avenge  the  defeat  he  experienced  in  that  county  ? 
I  am  tempted  to  believe  it,  since  his  friend,  Mr.  J. 
L.  Archambault  says  so  too.  Before  concluding  my 
remarks,  I  take  the  liberty  to  remind  my  hon. 
friends  from  the  Province  of  Quebec,  that  by 
voting  this  Bill  they  will  sanction  another  injustice, 
much  greater  than  that  committed  against  our 
friends  of  the  Province  of  Quebec.  I  hope  that 
they  will  not  vote  for  this  Bill,  and  that  they  will 
not  consummate  the  measure  of  iniquity  dealt  to 
our  fellow-countrymen  of  Russell  and  Prescott. 
These  two  counties  are  to-day  represented  in  the 
Legislature  of  Ontario  by  two  French  Canadians. 
In  the  Federal  Parliament  they  are  represented  by 
a  French  Canadian  and  an  English  Canadian. 
Owing  to  the  influence  of  the  French  Canadians  in 
the  County  of  Russell,  they  can  not  only  control 
the  vote  of  that  county,  but  they  can  have  one  of 
their  own  returned.  The  Minister  of  Justice 
declared  the  other  day  that  he  intended  to 
take  from  Russell  five  or  six  thousand  French 
Canadians  who  are  there  and  hive  them  in  the 
County  of  Prescott.  This  is  another  iniquity.  It  is 
intended  to  reduce  the  influence  of  the  French 
Canadians  in  Ontario.  Are  we  not  already  ex¬ 
posed  enough  to  the  fanaticism  of  the  friends  of  the 
Government  in  that  province  that  the  French 
Canadian  population  of  certain  counties  should  be 
further  deprived  of  representation  in  Parliament  ? 
The  Minister  of  Railways  and  Canals  declared  the 
other  day  to  a  delegation  from  that  district,  that 
this  change  had  been  made  at  his  instigation.  So 
averse  is  he  to  us  that  he  would  hive  in  a  single 
county  all  our  French  Canadian  friends,  in  order 
to  deprive  them  of  their  influence.  There  is  no 
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other  reason  for  that  change,  and  it  is  the  very  one 
that  was  given  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  when  he 
presented  the  Bill.  Well,  you  French  Canadian 
Conservatives  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  who  have 
pledged  yourselves  by  writing,  according  to  rumour 
to  vote  in  favour  of  this  measure,  to  support  all  the 
iniquities  it  contains,  remember  at  least  this  scheme 
to  rob  us  of  the  County  of  Russell  ;  this  scheme 
to  deprive  the  French  element  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  of  a  county  which  now  belongs  to  it.  Why 
not  as  well  make  a  single  electoral  college  of  all  the 
French  Canadians  of  the  province  ?  Why  not  take 
all  those  of  Essex,  and  the  others  disseminated 
throughout  the  province,  and  hive  them  also  in 
this  County  of  Prescott  ?  I  hope  that  the  Conser¬ 
vatives  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  who  perhaps  at 
first  did  not  realize  this  iniquity,  will  think  twice 
before  voting  unmurmuringly  in  favour  of  the  mea¬ 
sure  now  before  us.  I  do  not  intend  to  speak 
longer.  They  say  on  the  other  side  of  the 
House  that  it  is  useless  to  discuss  the  matter 
since  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  has  answered 
all  that  has  been  said.  But  there  is  one  fact  that 
had  not  been  put  before  the  House  when  the  hon. 
Minister  spoke,  and  consequently  he  cannot  have 
explained  it.  As  the  hon.  Minister  was  not  here 
when  I  referred  to  it  a  moment  ago,  I  am  going  to 
bring  it  to  his  notice  now.  I  mean  to  call  his 
attention  to  the  fact  that  the  map  put  upon  the 
Table  of  the  House  is  false.  There  are  in  it  counties 
wrongly  indicated.  There  are  parishes  shown  as 
belonging  to  one  county  while  they  belong  to 
another,  and  it  is  from  this  false  and  erroneous 
map  that  the  Government  want  us  to  vote  this 
Bill.  I  will  ask  the  hon.  Minister  if  it  is  not  true 
that  this  map  is  false. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  This  is  certainly 
not  true. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  It  seems  as  if 
the  hon.  Minister  had  never  studied  this  question. 
It  will  be  with  this  denial  as  it  was  with  his  remarks 
about  his  county.  I  am  going  to  prove  to  him  that 
this  map  is  false.  I  am  going  to  proceed  by  order. 
We  will  take  the  County  of  Laprairie.  I  think 
that  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  before  belying 
me  in  this  House,  would  do  better  to  study  his  own 
measure  as  he  should.  By  the  Bill  which  he  has 
fathered,  the  hon.  Minister  declares  that  the 
electoral  district  of  Laprairie  will  be  composed  of 
the  villages  of  Laprairie  and  Sault  St.  Louis,  and  of 
the  parishes  of  Laprairie,  St.  Constant,  St.  Isidore, 
St.  J acques- le - M incur,  St.  Phillippe,  St.  Michel 
Archange,  St.  Joachim  de  Chateauguay  and  Ste. 
Philom&ne.  Now  I  am  going  to  show  him  that 
Sherrington  is  put  on  the  map  as  going  to  belong 
to  County  of  Laprairie.  The  hon.  Minister,  per¬ 
haps,  does  not  know  that. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  I  know  nothing 
of  it. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation. )  Then  why  do  you 
give  me  the  lie  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
time  to  call  the  hon.  gentleman  to  order.  I  am  not 
responsible  for  this  map,  and  if  any  error  has  been 
made,  it  seems  that  the  hon.  member  should 
be  polite  enough  to  indicate  what  those  errors  are, 
and  we  will  see  that  they  are  corrected. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  That  is  precisely 
what  I  am  doing  now. 
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Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  Yes,  but  it  is  quite 
a  different  thing  to  say  that  there  is  an  error  and 
to  say  that  it  is  a  Minister  who  has  made  it. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  (Translation.)  That  is  not  what 
he  said  at  all.  The  lion,  member  said  that  the  map 
was  false,  and  the  hon.  Minister  answered  that  that 
was  not  true. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  He  attributed  it 
to  me. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  I  said  that  I  would 
show  that  the  map  is  false,  and  while  I  was  show- 
ing  it,  the  hon.  Minister,  very  politely — oh,  he  is  very 
polite  ! — said  I  was  not  telling  the  truth.  Although 
I  am  but  a  young  member,  having  had  but  one  year 
of  experience  in  this  House,  the  hon.  Minister 
should  have  the  decency  at  least  to  find  out  if  what 
I  say  is  true  or  false,  before  giving  me  the  lie.  I 
am  going  to  continue  pointing  out  the  errors  con¬ 
tained  in  this  map,  and  I  hope  to  succeed  in  con¬ 
vincing  the  Government  and  their  friends,  that  they 
must  put  off  the  second  reading  of  this  bill,  or  give 
us  a  map  which  is  not  a  network  of  misrepresenta¬ 
tions.  The  parish  of  St.  Edouard  is  indicated  as 
in  Laprairie.  Now  the  Bill  puts  this  parish  in 
Chateauguay.  I  denounce  this  to  the  Minister  of 
Public  W  orks,  and  I  believe  that  he  will  admit  with 
me,  that  we  have  been  deceived  by  the  employes 
who  have  prepared  the  map.  The  parish  of  St. 
Cyprien  according  to  the  bill  is  in  the  County  of 
Chateauguay,  According  to  the  map  we  find  it  in 
the  County  of  St.  John.  The  parish  of  Notre  Dame 
de  Bonsecours  is  included  by  the  Bill  in  the  County  of 
Rouville.  However  the  map  furnished  to  the  House, 
shows  it  in  Chambly.  There  are  also  grave  errors 
in  connection  with  the  County  of  St.  Hyacinthe. 
Moreover  the  boundaries  of  the  parishes  are  not 
given  correctly.  And  I  find  these  errors  in  almost 
every  county.  After  this  I  hope  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works  will  withdraw  the  accusation  which, 
he  made  against  me,  and  that  he  will  admit  that  I 
was  right  in  saying  that  the  Government  had  not 
put  before  the  House  a  map  which  showed  accu¬ 
rately  the  changes  proposed  by  the  Bill. 

Mr.  BECH  ARD.  My  constituency  being  affected 
by  this  Bill,  I  wish  to  make  a  few  remarks  with  re¬ 
gard  to  it.  The  scheme  propounded  is  an  admirable 
one,  and  I  cannot  help  admiring  the  inventive  genius 
which  has  given  it  birth.  Indeed  the  great  Machia- 
velli  himself,  that  great  master  in  trickery,  could 
hardly  have  done  better ;  but  before  I  proceed  to  speak 
upon  the  measure  itself,  I  must  express  my  regrets 
that  it  should  have  been  brought  before  Parliament 
at  so  late  a  period  of  the  session.  We  have  been 
here  now  more  than  three  months,  which  is  the 
usual  duration  of  a  session,  and  yet  this  is  the  first 
time  we  are  called  upon  to  discuss  this  important 
measure.  I  notice  that  during  the  session  the 
Government  have  presented  to  Parliament  three  or 
four  very  important  measures, but  with  theexception 
of  the  criminal  code,  about  one-half  of  which  has 
been  discussed,  this  is  the  first  of  these  important 
measures  we  have  begun  to  consider.  I  know  that 
the  occupation  of  Ministers  of  the  Crown  are 
numerous  and  important,  but,  really,  I  think  their 
measures  should  be  prepared  during  the  recess. 
They  are  here  at  the  seat  of  Government  the 
whole  year,  with  the  exception  of  a  few  wreeks 
during  which  they  take  a  reasonable  holiday, 
and  I  think  the  rest  of  the  time  ought  to  be 
sufficient  to  allow  them  to  see  to  the  different 
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acts  of  administration  required  in  the  different 
departments,  and  to  prepare  at  least  the  import¬ 
ant  measures  which  they  intend  to  submit  to  Par¬ 
liament  the  coming  session.  For  at  least  six 
weeks  from  the  beginning  of  the  session  we  were 
here  without  seeing  any  of  those  important  meas¬ 
ures  to  which  I  have  alluded,  and  I  repeat  it  is  to 
be  regretted  that  we  should  have  to  examine  a 
measure  of  so  great  importance  as  this  at  a  time 
when  this  House  ought  to  be  prorogued.  Now, 
Sir,  this  measure  is  needed,  in  so  far  as  the  pro¬ 
vinces  are  concerned  where  the  increase  of  popula¬ 
tion  entitles  them  by  law  to  an  increased  represen¬ 
tation,  and  it  is  also  needed  in  so  far  as  the  pro¬ 
vinces  are  concerned  where  the  decrease  of  popula¬ 
tion  subjects  them  to  a  reduction  of  representa¬ 
tion  ;  but  in  so  far  as  the  Province  of  Quebec  is 
concerned  I  fail  to  see  its  necessity.  In  that  pro¬ 
vince,  as  we  all  know7,  the  number  of  representa¬ 
tives  cannot  be  changed.  Under  the  British  North 
America  Act  it  is  fixed  at  65,  and  must  remain  at 
that  figure.  Therefore,  I  cannot  see  the  urgent 
necessity  of  changing  the  limits  of  its  constitu¬ 
encies.  If  the  Government  had  contemplated 
a  general  reform  in  the  limits  of  constituencies  in 
the  Province  of  Quebec,  I  could  understand  there 
being  some  reason  for  that,  because  we  know  that 
there  are  in  that  province  constituencies  which 
have  a  population  far  exceeding  the  unit  required 
for  each  county,  while  there  are  others  in  which 
the  population  is  far  below  the  requisite  unit.  But 
by  this  Bill  I  see  that  the  object  of  the  Government 
is  mainly  to  give  an  increased  representation  to  the 
city  of  Montreal.  Well,  my  hon.  friend,  the  leader 
of  the  Opposition,  has  given  a  very  good  reason 
why  the  representation  of  that  city  should  not  be 
increased,  for  it  cannot  be  increased  excepting  at  the 
expense  of  the  rural  districts.  He  has  truly  said 
that  the  city  of  Montreal  is  represented  in  this 
House,  not  only  by  the  three  members  which  it 
elects  but  also  by  nearly  ten  other  gentlemen  who 
reside  in  that  city,  and  have  been  elected  by  rural 
districts.  Suppose  that  some  of  the  interests  of  the 
people  of  Montreal  or  its  suburbs  were  discussed  in 
this  House,  does  any  one  believe  that  each  one  of 
those  gentlemen  residing  in  Montreal,  and  having 
seats  in  this  House  for  rural  districts,  would  not  be 
prepared  to  defend  the  interests  of  the  population 
of  that  city  where  they  reside  and  have  their 
interests?  If  we  had  adopted  the  principle 
that  no  man  should  represent  a  constituency 
who  did  not  reside  in  it,  I  could  conceive 
there  being  stronger  reasons  to  increase  the  repre¬ 
sentation  of  Montreal  on  account  of  its  large 
population  ;  but,  as  matters  stand  to-day,  there  is 
no  reason  or  necessity  for  creating  new  electoral 
divisions  in  that  city,  because  it  is  practically  well 
represented,  not  only  by  the  members  it  returns, 
but  also  by  those  other  gentlemen  who  reside  and 
have  their  interests  there  and  are  returned  by 
rural  districts.  Besides,  in  a  large  city,  where 
the  population  is  concentrated,  it  is  a  very  easy 
matter,  during  an  election,  for  a  candidate  to  meet 
his  constituents,  within  a  couple  of  hours’  notice, 
and  give  them  his  views,  whilst  in  the  rural  dis¬ 
tricts  candidates  are  obliged  to  travel  long  distances 
in  order  to  visit  the  different  localities  in  their  con¬ 
stituencies.  Sir,  in  a  city  like  Montreal  the 
people,  being  concentrated,  have  more  means  to 
receive  education  and  information,  they  have 
easier  access  to  the  newspapers  and  all  the  other 
Mr.  Bechard. 


sources  of  information  concerning  their  inter¬ 
ests  than  have  the  people  in  rural  districts  ; 
and  I  hold  that  the  higher  the  degree  of 
education  in  a  community,  the  smaller  its  need 
for  representation  in  Parliament.  Now,  I  come 
to  the  County  of  Hochelaga  which  is  composed 
for  the  most  part  of  the  suburban  population 
of  Montreal,  and  I  say  that  population  is  as  well 
represented  by  the  gentlemen  residing  in  Montreal 
and  representing  other  districts  as  is  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  the  city.  The  County  of  Ottawa  could  have 
been  left  alone  as  well  as  other  constituencies  in 
the  Province  of  Quebec  which  have  a  very  large 
population,  and  the  limits  of  which  are  not  at  all 
disturbed  by  this  Bill.  Look  at  the  Counties  of 
Chicoutimi  and  Saguenay  with  a  population  of 
38,281,  Drummond  and  Arthabaska  with  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  43,923,  the  County  of  Beauce  with  over 
33,000  souls,  and  there  are  other  counties  with  a 
population  far  exceeding  the  ratio  required  to  form 
a  constituency.  It  is  true  that  the  County  of  Ot¬ 
tawa  has  perhaps  the  largest  population  of  all  the 
rural  districts  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  but  I 
think  it  could  have  been  left  alone  as  well  as  other 
counties  which,  though  having  a  less  population, 
have  yet  a  population  far  too  large  to  have  only 
one  representative  in  this  House.  But  the  hon. 
the  Minister  of  Public  Works  told  us  that  he  was 
inclined  to  accept  propositions  or  suggestions  if 
they  were  reasonable.  I  will  avail  myself  on  this 
occasion  of  those  good  dispositions  on  his 
part  and  will  take  the  liberty  of  making  a  few 
suggestions.  Admit  that  the  County  of  Ottawa, 
on  account  of  its  very  large  population,  should  have 
an  increase  of  one  representative  in  this  House, 
the  hon.  Minister  could  have  very  easily  adjusted 
this  matter,  he  could  have  very  easily  settled  that 
question  by  simply  uniting  the  two  constituencies 
of  Vaudreuil  and  Soulanges.  These  two  counties 
united  would  have  a  population  of  only  20,411, 
which  is  still  within  the  unit  required.  Why  has 
not  the  hon.  gentleman  done  this  ?  I  would  not 
like  to  make  a  malign  insinuation,  but  I  venture  to 
think  that,  if  these  two  counties  were  represented  in 
this  House  by  Liberals,  the  union  would  have  cer¬ 
tainly  taken  place.  The  hon.  gentleman,  instead  of 
doing  that,  has  determined  to  provide  for  four  new 
constituencies  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  but,  as  the 
number  of  representatives  in  Quebec  can  neither  be 
increased  nor  decreased,  he  can  provide  for  these  four 
new  constituencies  only  by  some  changes  and  by  the 
suppression  of  four  other  constituencies.  The  hon. 
Minister  has  thought  proper  to  cross  the  St.  Law¬ 
rence  River  in  order  to  effect  his  object,  and  to  go  to 
the  southern  portion  of  the  province  which  has  al¬ 
ways  been  considered  as  the  Liberal  stronghold.  He 
went  first  to  the  County  of  Napierville,  and  dismem¬ 
bered  it,  throwing  one  part  into  the  County  of  Cha- 
teauguay  and  the  other  part  into  the  County  of  La- 
prairie.  Why  did  not  the  hon.  Minister  simply  unite 
the  counties  of  Napierville  and  Laprairie  together 
without  dismembering  the  County  of  Napierville  ? 
Those  two  counties  united  would  have  had  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  21,001  souls,  which  is  still  within  the 
proportion  required  by  law  to  constitute  a  county. 
If  he  had  done  that,  since  he  was  determined  to 
find  four  new  constituencies  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  perhaps  there  would  not  be  much  reason 
for  discontent.  There  is  some  affinity  existing 
between  the  different  constituencies  of  old  munici¬ 
palities.  The  electors  are  accustomed  to  fight  their 
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electoral  battles  together,  and  to  throw  one  part  of 
a  county  on  the  one  side  and  another  part  on  the 
other  side,  with  municipalities  with  whom  they 
have  previously  had  hardly  any  relations,  seems  a 
harsh  proceeding.  \\  hen  the  lion,  gentleman  spoke 
on  the  introduction  of  the  Bill,  he  said,  in  regard 
to  the  County  of  Napierville,  that  the  reason  for  its 
suppression  was  that,  this  county  having  the 
smallest  population  of  all  the  counties  adjacent  to 
it,  it  was  chosen  to  be  suppressed.  I  regret  that 
the  Minister  has  not  thought  proper  to  be  logical 
and  apply  the  same  rule  with  regard  to  Chambly 
and  ercheres.  Chambly  has  a  smaller  population 
than  Vereh&res,  and,  on  the  grounds  alleged  in 
reference  to  Napierville,  the  lion,  gentleman  should 
have  suppressed  Chambly  and  preserved  Vercheres. 
In  this  case  the  lion,  gentleman  could  have  avoided 
destroying  the  old  County  of  V ercheres,  which  has 
been  represeneed  by  so  great  a  politician  as  the  late 
Sir  George  E.  Cartier,  the  lion,  gentleman’s  former 
leader,  one  of  his  political  idols,  and  a  county 
which  is  so  well  represented  in  this  House  by  my 
lion,  friend  the  present  incumbent  of  the  seat,  a 
man  who  is  loved  and  respected  by  every  one  who 
knows  him,  and  who  has  been  a  Minister  of  the 
Crown.  I  think  it  was  a  harsh  thing  to  do,  to  ex¬ 
pose  that  old  veteran  in  politics  to  be  deprived  of 
that  constituency  in  the  next  Parliament.  I  am 
sure  that  my  lion,  friend,  if  he  desires  to  continue 
in  public  life,  could  easily  find  a  county  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec  where  he  could  be  elected,  but 
I  am  sure  also  he  would  refuse  to  take  the  place  of 
any  of  his  friends.  Sir,  these  two  counties  could 
have  been  easily  united,  and,  if  they  were  united, 
their  population  would  only  amount  to  23,961. 
It  is  a  little  beyond  the  unit,  only  1,000,  but  this 
could  have  been  easily  settled  by  taking  one  or 
two  parishes  from  the  County  of  Chambly  and 
throwing  them  into  the  County  of  Laprairie.  By 
this  plan  the  lion,  gentleman  would  have  avoided 
creating  the  discontent  which  he  has  caused  in  those 
constituencies  which  have  been  dismembered. 
He  would  have  united  them,  it  is  true,  with  the 
neighbouring  counties,  but  at  least  he  would  have 
kept  together  the  old  municipalities  which  had 
hitherto  constituted  those  counties.  I  repeat,  it 
seems  cruel  to  have  dismembered  and  quartered  the 
County  of  Vercheres,  for  in  effect  it  has  been  di¬ 
vided  into  four  parts,  one  going  to  Chambly,  one 
going  to  Richelieu,  another  going  to  St.  Hyacinthe 
—  I  do  not  know  for  what  reason — and  another  par¬ 
ish  going  to  Rouville.  The  county  of  my  lion,  friend 
has  been  quartered.  Really  this  is  too  cruel  a 
treatment  for  an  old  and  patriotic  county.  My 
lion,  friend  could  have  well  avoided  that  extreme 
measure.  Now'  if  he  had  united  Soulanges  and 
\  audreuil,  Napierville  and  Laprairie,  Vercheres 
and  Chambly,  along  with  the  union  he  has  made 
of  Three  Rivers  and  St.  Maurice,  he  would  have 
completed  his  scheme  without  creating  so  much 
discontent  and  without  suppressing  entirely  whole 
constituencies.  But  he  has  chosen  the  latter  course, 
and  has  created  thereby  much  discontent,  not  only 
among  his  opponents,  but  among  his  own  political 
friends.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  thought  fit  to 
unite  Iberville  and  St.  John’s.  Iberville  is  the  con¬ 
stituency  which  I  have  had  the  honour  to  represent 
in  this  House  for  nearly  25  years.  It  is  true  that  the 
population  of  Iberville  has  deci’eased  considerably ; 
in  St.  John's  it  is  about  the  same  as  it  was  ten  or 
twenty  years  ago.  In  Iberville,  I  find  that  in 


1871  the  population  v'as  15,450  ;  in  1881  it  was 
14,459  ;  in  1891  the  population  has  fallen  to 
11,930.  It  has  been  decimated  by  emigration.  It  is 
w  ithin  the  last  decade  that  that  noble  constituency 
has  suffered  the  greatest  loss  in  population.  Sir, 
the  policy  which  has  increased  the  population  of 
Montreal,  which  has  attracted  people  there,  has 
had  quite  an  opposite  effect  in  the  rural  districts. 
W  hile  the  policy  of  the  Government  has  increased 
the  population  of  Montreal  and  of  other  manufac¬ 
turing  cities,  it  has  had  the  effect  of  reducing  the 
population  in  the  rural  districts,  and  driving  it  out  to  a 
foreign  country.  Now,  according  to  the  hon.  gen- 
tlernan’s  scheme,  theunionof  theCountiesof  Iberville 
and  St.  John’s  will  give  a  population  of  21,396.  I  had 
expected  at  first  that  the  parish  of  Lacolle  would 
remain  in  the  County  of  St.  John’s,  but  the  expla¬ 
nation  given  by  the  Minister  this  afternoon  shows 
that  the  plan  is  in  conformity  with  the  map  which 
has  been  prepared,  as  I  see  that  Lacolle  wdll  be 
annexed  to  the  County  of  Missisquoi.  Whether 
the  people  of  Lacolle  will  be  satisfied  with  this 
arrangement  I  cannot  tell,  but  I  know  very  w'ell 
that  people  living  in  other  parts  of  the  dis¬ 
trict  are  not  satisfied.  I  can  tell  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  that  even  some  of  their  most  influential 
friends  in  the  County  of  St.  John’s  are  totally 
disgusted  with  this  arrangement.  Now,  Sir, 
permit  me  to  read  a  short  article  published  by  the 
News  and  Eastern  Townships  Advocate,  of  St. 
John’s.  This  is  a  Conservative  paper,  and  has 
always  been  a  staunch  supporter  of  the  Conservative 
Government.  This  number  of  the  paper  has  been 
sent  to  me  with  an  article  marked  in  ink  so  as  to 
attract  my  attention,  probably  with  the  expecta¬ 
tion  that  I  would  make  use  of  the  article  during 
this  debate.  Here  is  wdiat  it  says  with  regard  to 
the  union  of  the  two  counties  : 

“  The  Redistribution  Bill  involves  a  burning  question 
which  will  soon  engage  the  attention  of  Parliament.  The 
representation  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  is  fixed  at  65, 
and  this  is  the  basis  of  representation  in  other  provinces. 
But  in  this  province  itself  changes  are  demanded,  because 
of  the  abnormal  growth  of  some  constituencies,  and  the 
dwindling  down  of. others.  Montreal,  for  instance,  with 
its  200,000  population,  has  only  three  members,  while 
Laval,  in  contradistinction,  with  9,000,  and  other  counties 
with  12,000.  and  14,000,  each  elects  its  member.  No 
doubt  this  inequality  should  be  remedied,  but  why  all 
eyes  should  be  turned  to  St.John’s  as  the  first  victim,  is 
what  we  fail  to  understand.  St.  John’s  is  neither  the 
smallest  nor  the  most  insignificant  county  in  the  pro¬ 
vince.  It  is  the  centre  of  a  prosperous  agricultural  dis¬ 
trict,  and  its  capital  town  is  tne  headquarters  of  a  large 
and  growing  commerce,  far  in  excess  of  such  counties  as 
Vercheres,  Laprairie,  Laval,  Yamaska,  Bagot  or  Napier¬ 
ville.  The  latter  county  might  be  divided  up  between 
St.  John’s,  Chambly  and  La  prairie,  but  to  hitch  St.  John’s 
and  Iberville  together  would  be  the  height  of  absurdity. 
St.  John’s  and  Iberville  are  both  important  and  distinctive 
counties,  and  are  separated  by  a  broad  navigable  river, 
and  the  proposition  to  unite  them  for  electoral  purposes 
cannot  be  defended  on  political  or  geographical  lines.” 

Now,  in  addition  to  this,  I  can  tell  the  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  that  a  few  days  ago  I  had  an 
opportunity  of  meeting  some  of  the  best  and 
most  influential  friends  of  this  Government  in  St. 

J ohn’s,  and  they  told  me  that  they  disliked 
exceedingly  the  present  arrangement  so  far  as 
their  county  was  concerned.  I  can  well  under¬ 
stand  that.  The  Conservative  party  in  the  County 
of  St.  John’s  have  always  been  unsuccessful  in 
political  struggles.  That  county  has  been  repre¬ 
sented  for  the  last  thirty-eight  years  without  inter¬ 
ruption  by  my  venerable  friend  from  St.  John’s  (Mr. 
Bourassa).  His  great  popularity  has  always  pre- 
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vented  his  opponents  from  being  victorious  over 
him,  but  I  have  no  doubt  that  those  Conservatives 
in  that  constituency  who  have  political  aspirations 
are  only  waiting  the  moment  when  my  hon.  friend 
shall  retire  from  public  life  to  try  their  chances 
again,  as  they  hope  that,  he  having  disappeared, 
their  chances  will  be  greater.  But  by  the  union 
of  St.  John’s  and  Iberville  they  can  make  no 
stand.  They  will  have  to  encounter,  besides 
the  majority  of  200  or  300  Liberals  in  St.  John’s, 
the  regular  majority  of  at  least  500  in  Iberville. 
Therefore,  by  this  new  arrangement  a  constitu¬ 
ency  is  created  which  will  give  the  Liberal  party 
a  majority  of  between  700  and  800.  It  is  true 
that  the  Bill  has  the  effect  of  suppressing  one  Lib¬ 
eral  in  that  part  of  the  province,  but  it  will  also 
have  the  effect  of  discouraging  the  friends  of  the 
Government  in  those  two  constituencies,  and  not¬ 
ably  in  St.  John’s.  The  Conservatives  could  not 
hope  to  carry  Iberville,  because  in  other  years  on 
more  than  one  occasion  their  candidates  have  lost 
their  deposits  when  they  attempted  to  defeat  the 
Liberal  candidates.  But  when  the  present  member 
for  St.  John’s,  he  who  has  represented  that  con¬ 
stituency  so  long  and  so  worthily  in  Parliament, 
has  disappeared  from  public  life,  Conservatives 
there  might  have  some  hope  for  success  in  the 
struggle,  provided  a  strong  Conservative  candidate 
can  be  brought  out.  But  this  arrangement  will 
completely  discourage  them.  They  know  they 
cannot  make  a  very  serious  struggle,  and  I  can 
well  understand  their  discontent  and  disappoint¬ 
ment.  In  Iberville  we  should  have  far  prefer¬ 
red  to  remain  as  we  are  ;  but  as  we  are  Liberals 
there,  I  do  not  suppose  that  our  voice  will  have 
much  influence  with  the  majority  in  this  House,  or 
that  we  will  be  able  to  change  the  proposal  of  the 
Government  with  regard  to  the  union  of  the  two 
counties.  But  if  the  Conservatives  in  that  part 
of  the  country,  in  St.  John’s  and  Iberville,  are  dis¬ 
contented  with  the  projected  arrangement,  of  course 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  will  well  understand 
that  the  Liberals  are  far  from  being  satisfied. 
They  have  strong  reasons  as  a  political  party  to  be 
dissatisfied,  because  it  deprives  the  party  of  one 
representative  in  this  House.  I  could  not  com¬ 
plain  much  of  a  new  arrangement  if  the  system  had 
been  carried  out  through  all  the  Province  of  Que¬ 
bec.  I  know  there  are  constituencies  in  that  pro¬ 
vince  which  are  far  from  having  the  requisite 
number  of  population  to  entitle  them  to  a  re¬ 
presentative  in  this  House,  but  if  it  had  been  a 
general  reform,  a  general  rearrangement  of  the 
different  counties,  other  arrangements  might  have 
been  made  regarding  my  county  and  St.  John’s, 
which  would  have  been  more  acceptable  than  those 
now  proposed.  But  the  Minister  of  Public  Works, 
having  found  the  four  constituencies  which  he 
needed  in  Quebec  in  order  to  give  increased  repre¬ 
sentation  in  Montreal,  Hochelaga  and  Ottawa,  I 
ask  why  was  he  not  satisfied  to  rest  there  ?  The 
hon.  Minister  insisted  on  this  point,  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  had  no  intention  to  be  unfair  and  unjust 
to  their  political  opponents.  I  shall  be  happy 
to  think  the  hon.  gentleman  was  in  earnest,  but 
I  ask  what  reason  was  there  to  interfere  with 
the  limits  of  the  County  of  Rouville  ?  What 
reason  was  there  to  interfere  with  the  limits  of  the 
County  of  Bagot  ?  What  reason  was  there  to  take 
one  parish  from  Joliette  and  put  it  in  the  County 
of  Montcalm  ?  What  reason  was  there  to  take  one 
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parish  from  Berthier  and  throw  it  into  the  County  of 
L’Assomption  ?  If  the  hon.  gentleman  did  not 
want  to  be  unfair  to  his  political  opponents,  I  ask 
him  for  what  reason  he  interfered  with  the  limits 
of  these  old  constituencies  ?  He  had  provided  his 
four  constituencies  by  the  union  of  St.  John’s  and 
Iberville,  of  Three  Rivers  and  St.  Maurice,  by 
the  suppression  of  Napierville,  and  also  the 
suppression  of  Vercheres  and  why  was  he  not 
satisfied  ?  .  Inasmuch  as  this  Bill  does  not  interfere 
with  a  large  number  of  the  counties  of  Quebec, 
and  inasmuch  as  this  measure  is  not  a  general 
measure  of  redistribution  from  one  end  of  the 
province  to  the  other,  why  does  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  interfere  with  these  counties  to  which  I 
have  just  alluded  and  disturb  their  limits  ?  In 
Rouville  the  friends  of  the  Government  are  as  dis¬ 
contented  as  they  are  in  St.  John’s.  I  live  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  Rouville,  I  vote  there  at 
election  time,  I  know  the  people,  and  I  am  well 
aware  that  some  of  them  are  enraged  with  this 
Bill.  This  county  has  been  for  many  years  a  Con¬ 
servative  county.  The  Government  have  in  that 
constituency  devoted  friends  who  have  worked  and 
struggled  for  years  in  support  of  the  Conservative 
party,  and  they  now  declare  that  they  have  not 
been  considered.  There  was  a  gentleman  who 
was  highly  respected,  and  he  deserves  it, 
in  the  ranks  of  the  Conservative  party,  Mr. 
Gigault.  He  carried  the  county.  The  county 
had  been  Liberal  for  some  years,  it  turned 
Conservative,  and  it  has  become  Liberal  again 
during  the  last  few  years.  Mr.  Gigault  was 
for  years  the  representative  of  the  county  in  this 
House  and  the  leader  of  the  Conservative  party 
in  Rouville.  I  venture  to  say  that  if  Mr.  Gigault 
was  still  in  a  position  to  be  a  candidate  at  the  next 
election,  if  he  had  not  accepted  an  office  under  the 
Local  Government  at  Quebec  and  still  resided 
among  his  old  constituents,  the  county  would  not 
have  been  touched  and  the  present  limits  of  the 
constituency  would  not  have  been  interfered  with. 
But,  although  Mr.  Gigault  has  gone  out  of  political 
life,  all  the  Conservatives  in  the  county  are  surely 
not  dead.  There  were  Conservatives  there  before 
Mr.  Gigault,  men  who  worked  for  the  party  during 
more  years  than  did  Mr.  Gigault,  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment  have  cast  into  insignificance  their  political 
aspirations.  I  know  men  there  Conservatives  who 
had  been  elected  representatives  of  that  county  in  the 
Canadian  Parliamentbefore  Confederation, and  since 
Confederation  in  the  Provincial  Parliament.  What 
aspirations  for  parliamentary  honours  can  these 
men  entertain  when  they  find  their  strongest  Con¬ 
servative  municipalities  thrown  into  the  County  of 
Chambly,  where  they  are  hardly  known  ?  The  par¬ 
ish  of  St.  Mary  and  the  parish  of  Ste.  Angele,  with 
also  the  parish  of  Richelieu,  Conservative  strong¬ 
holds,  are  thrown  into  the  County  of  Chambly.  Ste. 
Marie  de  Monnoir  is  the  shire  town  of  the  County 
of  Rouville,  and  it  is  thrown  into  the  County 
of  Chambly.  Poor  County  of  Rouville,  it  has  been 
beheaded.  It  appears  to  me  that  those  who 
prepared  this  Bill  thought  that  after  Mr.  Gigault 
had  retired,  there  were  no  Conservatives  remain¬ 
ing  there  who  were  worthy  of  being  noticed.  It 
seems  that  those  Conservatives  who  remain  in  Rou¬ 
ville  and  have  legitimate  aspirations  for  parliamen¬ 
tary  honours  do  not  deserve  the  consideration,  even 
the  attention,  of  this  Government.  It  is  a  poor  com¬ 
pliment  paid  to  faithful  friends  and  a  poor  reward 
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for  their  long  services.  I  repeat  again,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  I  do  not  see  the  reason  why  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works,  having  provided  his  four  constituen¬ 
cies,  which  hesaysheneedstogiveincreased  represen¬ 
tation  to  some  parts  of  the  Province  of  Quebec,  has 
chosen  to  interfere  with  the  old  limits  of  Rouville. 
I  cannot  see  any  better  reason  for  his  interference 
with  the  County  of  Bagot.  My  hon.  friend  from 
Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont),  whom  I  very  highly  respect, 
and  with  whom  personally,  I  have  very  friendly 
relations,  is  quite  able  to  hold  his  position  in  the 
county  as  it  is  to-day.  It  is  true  that  at  the  last 
election  he  had  a  very  hard  battle  to  fight ;  probably 
the  hardest  he  ever  encountered,  and  that  his  ma¬ 
jority  was  reduced,  but  that  was  not  due  to 
his  personal  unpopularity,  but  rather  to  the 
sound  policy  preached  by  his  opponents  and 
which  the  people  wished  to  adopt.  What  is  the 
reason,  I  ask,  which  induced  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  to  interfere  with  the  Counties  of  L’Assomp- 
tion,  Berthier  and  St.  Hyacinthe  ?  I  cannot  find 
a  reason  for  it,  but  I  will  take  the  liberty  of 
expressing  my  opinion,  and  I  hope  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  will  not  take  offence  at  what  I 
say.  I  venture  to  state  that  the  only  reason  for 
this  interference  is  the  wish  on  the  part  of  the 
Government  to  secure  a  political  advantage  over 
their  opponents.  There  can  be  no  other  reason, 
There  is  not  an  honest  man  in  this  House — 
a  man  having  any  conscience,  who  will  pretend 
to  deny  that  this  reason  is  not  as  I  have  stated. 
What  have  this  Government  to  fear  in  their  strong 
position  in  this  House  ?  They  have  a  majority  of 
over  sixty.  They  pretend  that  their  policy  has 
been  supported  by  the  people  for  years  and  years, 
and  they  contend  that  it  will  continue  to  be  sup¬ 
ported,  although  they  are  no  more  blind  to  the 
fact  than  we  are  that  our  people  are  leaving  our 
country  by  thousands  and  tens  of  thousands,  and 
are  taking  up  their  abode  in  a  foreign  country. 
However,  the  Government  will  not  admit  that  this 
is  the  result  of  their  fiscal  policy.  They  pretend 
that  their  policy  is  the  soundest  which  can 
be  maintained  for  the  prosperity  of  this  country, 
and  if  such  is  their  conviction,  what  have 
they  to  fear?  They  have  under  their  control 
all  the  elements  which  tend  to  cause  them  to 
succeed  over  their  opponents.  They  have  the  con¬ 
trol  over  the  electoral  lists,  and  the  revising  bar¬ 
risters  are  their  friends.  I  do  not  mean  to  insinu¬ 
ate  anything  wrong  in  the  conduct  of  all  those  revis¬ 
ing  barristers.  I  know,  Sir,  that  in  my  constituency 
the  revising  officer  is  a  most  honourable  man,  and 
who  would  not  willingly  consent  to  do  what  he 
would  consider  to  be  a  fraud.  But  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  they  are  all  like  him.  Others  might  not 
be  quite  so  scrupulous.  At  all  events  the  revising 
barristers  have  been  chosen  from  amongst  their 
own  friends  and  they  have  nothing  to  fear  from 
that  quarter.  The  Government  have  the  control 
of  the  printing  of  the  voters’  lists  here  in  the  city 
of  Ottawa.  They  have  at  their  command  the 
prestige  of  patronage  which  is  always  so  attrac¬ 
tive  in  times  of  elections  toaconsiderabenumberof 
electors  who  are  always  expecting  to  succeed  in 
getting  something  profitable  from  the  party  in  power. 
They  have  at  their  command  the  large  subscriptions 
made  in  their  favour  by  the  manufacturers  of  this 
country,  the  few  and  happy  monopolists  which  their 
fiscal  policy  has  created,  and  by  the  large  contrac¬ 
tors  of  public  works  and  by  jobbers  of  all 
kinds.  They  have  those  moneys  at  their  disposal, 


while  we  in  the  cold  region  of  Opposition,  the 
region  of  poverty  in  the  time  of  election  as  hon. 
gentlemen  know,  have  to  contend  against  all  that 
power.  What  need  have  the  Government  to  fear  in 
the  face  of  all  this,  and  why  should  they  by  this  Bill 
take  an  unjust  and  unfair  precaution  to  secure  a 
party  advantage  ?  This  measure  has  been  intro¬ 
duced  to  the  House  by  the  Minister  of  Justice,  but 
I  do  not  believe  that  he  was  the  author  of  it.  I 
would  be  much  surprised  if  he  were,  after  the 
opinion  which  has  been  formed  of  him  in  this 
House.  I  would  be  much  surprised  if  he  were  the 
author  of  this  Bill,  and  if  he  knew  what  are  the  natu¬ 
ral  limits  of  the  constituencies  which  are  affected 
by  it.  If  he  were  the  author  of  this  Bill  I  believe  that 
he  would  be  more  properly  called  the  Minister  of 
‘  ‘  Injustice  ”  than  the  Minister  of  Justice.  The  M  bl¬ 
ister  of  Public  Works,  as  I  understand,  assumed  the 
responsibility  of  this  measure,  but  perhaps 
the  information  which  I  have  received  is  not 
far  from  the  truth,  and  that  is  that  this 
Bill  has  been  prepared  by  gentlemen  representing 
the  Province  of  Quebec  in  the  other  Chamber  of 
this  Parliament,  and  who,  perhaps,  are  not  very 
scrupulous  as  to  giving  fair-play  or  justice.  I  be¬ 
lieve,  Sir,  that  this  method  of  the  Government  try¬ 
ing  to  secure  a  political  advantage  in  the  apportion¬ 
ment  of  the  constituencies  should  be  disregarded. 
We  must  not  forget  that  the  present  limits  of  these 
constituencies  were  made  about  40  years  ago  by 
men  who  created  these  counties  by  giving  them 
what  were,  at  the  time,  the  most  natural  limits, 
and  without  any  regard  to  party  politics  at  all. 
This  noble  example  should  have  been  followed  to¬ 
day.  The  present  attempt  of  securing  a  party  ad¬ 
vantage  in  apportioning  the  electoral  districts  is 
altogether  unfair  and  unjust,  and  it  may  provoke 
reprisals  which  will  be  regretted  in  the  future.  The 
power  of  governing  the  country  is  the  property  of 
no  man  and  of  no  party.  If  I  conceive  correctly 
the  theory  of  representative  government  it  rests 
upon  the  free  expression  of  the  will  of  the  people  ; 
and  any  man  or  any  political  party  that  resorts  to 
means  which  have  the  effect  of  stifling  the  expres¬ 
sion  of  the  free  will  even  of  the  slightest  portion  of 
the  people,  violates  the  principles  which  lie  at  the 
very  foundation  of  our  representative  institutions. 
By  such  attempts  to  secure  political  advantage, 
you  discourage  and  disgust  many  honest  and 
moderate  men  with  politics.  You  discourage  the 
hopes  of  young  men  full  of  talent,  but  deprived  in 
most  cases  of  the  means  which  seem  to  be  requisite 
in  this  country  to  fight  a  hard  battle,  and  you 
inculcate  in  the  young  generation  notions  of  a 
subversive  character.  A  measure  of  this  kind 
diminishes  the  authority  which  our  constitutional 
system  should  exercise  over  the  minds  of  the 
people.  Instead  of  provoking  in  the  young  genera¬ 
tion  the  love  of  their  hearts  and  the  admiration 
of  their  minds  for  our  representative  system,  it 
tends  to  bring  them  to  regard  it  with  indifference, 
if  not  with  utter  contempt.  For  these  reasons  I 
support  the  amendment  proposed  by  the  leader  of 
the  Opposition. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE  moved  the  adjournment  of 
the  debate. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  debate  adjourned. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  aiid  House  adjourned  at  12.10 
a.m.  (Wednesday). 
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HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Wednesday,  1st  June,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

NEW  MEMBER. 

Mr.  SPEAKER  informed  the  House  that  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  had  received  from  the  Clerk  of 
the  Crown  in  Chancery  a  certificate  of  the  election 
and  return  of  James  Nicol  Grieve,  Esq.,  for  the 
Electoral  District  of  North  Riding  of  the  County  of 
Perth. 

MEMBER  INTRODUCED. 

James  Nicol  Grieve,  Esq.,  Member  for  the  Electoral 
District  of  North  Perth  ;  introduced  by  the  Hon.  Mr.  Lau- 
rier  and  Mr.  Paterson  (Brant). 

MANITOBA  AND  ASSINIBOIA  GRAND 
JUNCTION  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

Mr.  DAVIN  moved  that  Bill  (No.  88),  to  incor¬ 
porate  the  Manitoba  and  Assiniboia  Grand  Junction 
Railway  Company,  be  now  read  the  first  time. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  Bill  read  the  first  time. 

Mr.  DAYIN  moved  that  as  no  petition  has  been 
presented  to  this  House  for  the  said  Bill,  it  be  re¬ 
ferred,  under  the  54th  Rule,  to  the  Committee  on 
Standing  Orders  and  Private  Bills. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Will  the  lion,  gentleman  give 
some  explanation  of  this  Bill  ? 

Mr.  DAYIN.  The  Bill  provides  for  an  extension 
of  the  charter  of  the  Manitoba  and  Assiniboia 
Grand  Junction  Railway  Company,  so  as  to  allow 
them  to  enter  Winnipeg.  Last  year  the  Bill  was 
passed  enabling  a  railway  to  be  run  from  Regina  to 
a  point  in  Manitoba,  and  now  it  is  desired  to 
extend  that  so  that  it  can  run  into  Winnipeg. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

DOMINION  LANDS. 

Order  called  for  introduction  of  Bill  to  amend  the 
Dominion  Lands  Act, — 

Mr.  DAYIN.  When  I  put  this  notice  on  the 
Paper,  the  Government  measure  bearing  the  same 
name  had  been  dropped.  I  immediately  put  this 
Bill  on  the  Paper,  but  I  subsequently  learned  that 
the  Government  Bill  had  been  dropped  in  error, 
and  contrary  to  the  wishes  of  any  member  of  the 
Government.  It  had  been  mistaken  for  another 
Bill,  and  was  dropped.  The  provisions  of  this 
Bill  are  embodied  in  the  measure  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  introduced  and  which  passed  its  first 
reading  last  week  ;  therefore  1  wish  no  longer  to 
press  this  Bill. 

ROUTE  OF  THE  RIMOUSKI. 

Mr.  FRASER  asked,  Do  the  Government  intend 
to  make  any  changes  in  the  route  of  the  Rimouski 
in  the  Counties  of  Inverness,  Guysborough  and 
Richmond,  during  the  present  season  ?  If  so,  what 
will  they  be  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  hon.  gentleman’s 
question  relates  to  the  route  for  the  steamer 
Mr.  Bechard. 


Rimouski.  I  am  informed  that  the  arrangement 
made  is  that  the  route  should  be,  until  further 
notice  :  Port  Mulgrave  to  Guysborough,  once  a 
week  ;  Port  Mulgrave  to  Arichat  and  Canso,  twice 
a  week ;  Port  Mulgrave  to  Port  Hood,  twice  a 
week. 

DEEPENING  THE  STE.  SAULT  MARIE 

CANAL. 

Mr.  CHARLTON  (for  Mr.  Mulock)  asked,  1. 
Who  was  the  lowest  tenderer  for  the  contract 
for  deepening  and  forming  the  upper  entrance 
to  the  Sault  Ste.  Marie  Canal  ?  2.  What  was  the 
estimated  amount  of  such  tender  ?  3.  To  whom 

was  such  contract  let  ?  4.  What  was  the  estimated 
amount  of  such  contract  price  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  lowest  tenderer  for  the 
upper  section  of  the  Sault  Ste.  Marie  Canal  was 
$231,049.  The  contract  was  awarded  to  W.  A. 
Allan  and  S.  H.  Fleming,  the  amount  of  the  con¬ 
tract  price  being  $325,926.  The  lowest  tenderer, 
Mr.  Nicholson,  wrote  to  the  department  positively 
refusing  to  do  the  work  for  which  he  had  tendered, 
unless  he  was  awarded  both  sections,  and  his 
tender  for  the  other  section  was  a  great  deal  higher 
than  tenders  sent  in  by  other  parties. 

LEASE  BETWEEN  THE  GOVERNMENT  AND 
Messrs.  McCarthy,  of  sorel. 

Mr.  BRUNEAU  (Translation)  asked,  1.  Whether 
there  is  any  lease  between  the  Government  of 
Canada  and  Messrs.  John  and  Daniel  McCarthy, 
of  Sorel,  for  the  land  now  occupied  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  at  St.  Joseph  de  Sorel  ?  2.  What  is  the 
rental  ?  3.  What  is  the  term  of  the  lease  ?  4.  Is 

it  the  intention  of  the  Government  to  renew  the 
lease  ?  If  not,  why  not  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  In  answer  to 
the  hon.  member,  I  have  the  honour  to  state  that 
there  is  a  lease  between  the  Government  and 
Messrs.  McCarthy,  of  Sorel,  for  the  grounds  and 
shops  occupied  by  the  Government  at  St.  Joseph 
de  Sorel.  The  rental  is  $1,600  per  year.  The 
lease  will  expire  on  4th  August  next.  It  is  not 
probable  that  the  Government  will  require  the 
grounds  after  the  4th  August,  the  date  on  which 
the  lease  will  expire. 

HULL  POST  OFFICE. 

Mr.  DEVLIN  asked,  Whether  it  is  the  inten¬ 
tion  of  the  Government  to  issue  an  order  to  have 
the  Hull  Post  Office  open  on  Sundays  between  the 
hours  of  12  and  1  o’clock  ? 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  Only  one  application 
has  been  made  to  the  department.  As  no  serious 
inconvenience  appears  to  result  from  keeping  the 
Hull  Post  Office  closed  on  Sunday,  and  as  no 
representations  on  the  subject,  except  the  one 
already  mentioned,  has  been  made  to  the  depart¬ 
ment  by  the  citizens,  there  does  not  seem  to  be  any 
good  reason  why  the  postmaster  should  be  called 
upon  to  keep  that  office  open  for  the  time  men¬ 
tioned. 

OUTWARD-BOUND  MAILS. 

Mr.  CHARLTON  asked,  Whether  the  Post 
Office  Department  despatches  a  mail  train  from 
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Point  Levis  on  Sunday  afternoon,  to  connect  with 
the  outward-bound  mail  steamer  at  Rimouski? 
Does  the  Post  Office  Department  despatch  a  Euro¬ 
pean  mail  from  Quebec  by  the  outward-bound  mail 
steamer  on  Sunday  ? 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  A  mail  train  leaves  Levis 
on  Sunday  afternoon  for  Rimouski,  conveying  the 
European  mails  which  leave  Toronto  by  train  on 
Saturday  evening  and  reach  Montreal  and  Quebec 
on  Sunday.  A  European  mail  is  despatched  from 
Quebec  by  the  outward-bound  mail  steamer  on 
Sunday. 

EXPERIMENTAL  FARM  REPORTS. 

Mr.  FREMONT.  Before  the  Orders  of  the  Day 
were  called  yesterday,  I  brought  before  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Government  the  fact  that  a  certain  re¬ 
port  respecting  the  Experimental  Farm  asked  by 
an  Order  of  the  House,  had  not  been  brought  down. 
I  regretted  that  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  was 
not  present  in  the  House  at  that  moment.  I  have 
since  had  the  pleasure  of  meeting  the  Minister,  and 
he  has  expressed  a  desire  to  reply  to  the  remarks  I 
made,  and  to  give  the  reasons  why  the  report  has 
not  yet  been  brought  down.  It  is  only  fair  that  I 
should  give  this  opportunity  to  the  Minister  to 
reply  to  the  remarks  I  made. 

Mr.  CARLING.  As  I  was  not  in  the  House 
yesterday  afternoon  when  the  hon.  gentleman  made 
Iiis  remarks,  I  shall  feel  very  much  obliged  to  him 
if  he  will  repeat  what  he  stated  on  that  occasion 
yesterday. 

Mr.  FREMONT.  My  remarks  were  to  the  effect 
that  by  an  Order  of  the  House  passed  in  March 
last - 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  draw'  the  attention  of  the 
House,  as  I  did  last  session,  to  the  inconvenience 
of  opening  up  a  discussion  at  this  stage  of  the  pro¬ 
ceedings.  Of  course  the  hon.  member  has  the  right 
to  put  any  question  to  the  Government,  but  he  has 
no  right  to  discuss  the  question. 

ELECTION  STATISTICS. 

Mr.  PATTERSON  (Huron).  In  reply  to  an  en¬ 
quiry  made  yesterday  by  the  hon.  member  for 
South  Grey  (Mr.  Landerkin)  as  to  the  votes  polled 
at  the  last  general  election,  a  return  wras  prepared 
last  session,  and  if  it  has  not  already  been  furnished 
to  members,  it  can  be  obtained  at  the  distribution 
office. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  The  statistics  are  not  fur¬ 
nished  as  fully  as  the  Order  of  the  House  requires. 
The  return  in  question  was  from  the  Clerk  of  the 
Crown  in  Chancery,  and  the  information  contained 
therein  is  not  so  full  as  that  required  by  the  Order 
of  the  House. 

Mr.  PATTERSON  (Huron).  I  will  look  up  the 
Order  granted  last  session,  and  I  will  see  it  is  fully 
complied  with. 

RAILWAY  STATISTICS. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  call  the  attention  of  the 
Government  to  the  fact  that  no  railway  statistics 
have  been  submitted  for  this  year,  or  for  last 
year.  I  should  like  to  know  why  the  ordinary 
statements  of  railway  statistics  have  not  been  fur¬ 


nished  to  Parliament.  Is  it  because  the  returns 
were  not  made  to  the  department  in  time  to  be 
printed  for  the  use  of  the  House  ?  When  may  we 
expect  these  statistics  to  be  presented  to  the 
House,  and  what  progress  has  been  made  in  regard 
to  their  preparation  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  will  make  enquiries  in  re¬ 
gard  to  the  matter. 

WRITS  FOR  BYE-ELECTIONS. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  beg  to  again  remind 
the  Government  that  ^we  have  not  yet  had  laid 
before  us  the  report  showing  the  reasons  for  the 
delay  between  the  issue  of  the  Speaker’s  warrant 
and  the  issue  of  the  writs  at  the  bye-elections.  I 
think  that  a  return  was  moved  for  early  in  March, 
but  it  has  not  yet  boen  brought  down. 

Mr.  PATTERSON  (Huron).  I  will  bring  down 
the  information  at  once.  A  partial  return  was 
made  to  the  House  from  one  department,  and  part 
of  the  information  had  to  be  obtained  from  the 
Printing  Department,  namely,  statistics  as  to  when 
the  returns  were  received  there  and  when  they 
were  printed.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  find  there 
was  really  no  delay.  So  far  as  the  return  is  con¬ 
cerned,  I  will  have  it  brought  down  at  once. 

REDISTRIBUTION  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF 
COMMONS. 

House  resumed  adjourned  debate  on  the  proposed 
motion  of  Sir  John  Thompson:  ‘‘That  Bill  (No. 
76)  to  readjust  the  representation  in  the  House  of 
Commons,  be  read  a  second  time  and  the  motion 
of  Mr.  Laurier  in  amendment  thereto. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  Mr. 
Speaker,  one  must  be  well  impressed  with  the 
importance  of  one’s  duty,  and  fully  decided  to  do 
this  duty,  to  take  the  floor  during  this  debate. 
But  the  Liberal  party,  always  faithful,  always 
ready  to  defend  the  rights  of  the  people,  will  not 
falter  in  its  task,  and  notwithstanding  the  over¬ 
powering  heat  of  the  day,  we  will  continue  to  fight 
the  Conservative  party,  which  despair  drives 
behind  its  last  entrenchments.  Since  the  begin- 
ing  of  this  debate,  a  singular  fact  must  have  struck 
those  who  followed  it  :  I  mean  the  strange  atti¬ 
tude  of  the  members  of  the  Right.  It  is  evident, 
from  the  silence  which  they  have  kept  until  now, 
that  they  are  obeying  strict  orders  from  the 
Government.  Hence  the  silence  of  these  gentle¬ 
men,  and  their  muteness  in  the  face  of  our  just 
and  sober-minded  arraignment  of  their  policy. 
We  must  not  forget  the  rumour  which  has  been 
abroad  for  the  last  few  days  and  which  seems  to  be 
well  enough  founded,  if  I  may  judge  by  what  has 
taken  place,  namely,  that  these  gentlemen  have 
pledged  themselves  to  the  Government  to  vote  this 
measure  and  vote  it  too  withoitt  even  saying  a 
word  in  its  defence.  It  is  whispered  that  the 
Government  exacted  from  their  friends,  a  formal 
and  written  pledge  to  vote  for  this  measure  at  all 
costs.  The  truth  of  this  seems  to  be  shown  by  the 
debate  of  last  night,  and  by  the  strange  attitude 
of  these  gentlemen,  who  should  have  taken  the 
floor  and  endeavoured  to  attenuate  the  disastrous 
effects  which  will  be  the  outcome  of  this  measure. 
This  Bill  was  introduced  at  a  very  late  period  of 
the  session,  and  that  with  the  object  of  preventing 
the  Opposition  from  discussing  the  measure  in  all 
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its  bearings,  as  it  is  their  duty  to  do.  Although 
the  Minister  of  Public  Works  has  said  that 
the  Bill  was  presented  within  the  two  weeks 
which  followed  the  reception  of  the  statistics  on 
which  it  was  based — I  mean  the  data  of  the  last 
census — I  could  not  be  convinced,  for  I  remember 
that  as  early  as  last  year  we  debated  over  the 
figures  of  that  census,  and  it  was  known  then  that 
the  country,  instead  of  progressing,  had  gone  back. 
Consequently,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  Government 
have  no  other  reason  than  this  to  give  us  in  justi¬ 
fication  of  their  delay  in  presenting  this  Bill,  they 
cannot  expect  to  meet  approval.  It  seems  to  be 
evident  that  if  this  Bill  has  been  so  long  delayed, 
it  was  because  of  the  hope  that  the  eagerness  for 
the  prorogation  of  the  House  would  cause  it  to  be 
hastily  adopted.  It  seems  to  me  that  a  measure  of 
this  importance  should  have  been  one  of  the  first 
to  be  introduced  in  the  session.  Had  it  been  sub¬ 
mitted  to  its,  say  during  the  first  five  or  six  weeks 
of  the  session,  while  we  had  next  to  nothing  to  do, 
we  could  have  discussed  it  without  haste  or  fatigue. 
We  could  have  come  to  an  understanding,  and  put 
upon  the  Statute-book  an  equitable  enactment, 
which  would  have  given  satisfaction  to  the  public. 
I  must  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  this  measure  does 
not  affect  me  personally.  It  has,  doubtless,  been 
thought  that  there  was  nothing  to  do  that  could 
change  the  verdict  of  my  electors,  and  that  it  was 
better  not  to  attempt  anything  in  that  direction. 
It  is  true  that  all  means  have  already  been  tried  to 
defeat  me.  The  money  from  the  Quebec  Harbour 
works  could  not  insure  the  success  of  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  candidate  in  Montmagny.  The  Franchise  Bill 
has  also  been  tried.  But  all  these  attempts  have 
convinced  our  opponents  that  we  had  better  be  left 
alone.  If  I  speak,  therefore,  it  is  not  from  a 
personal  interest,  but  to  protest  against  the 
iniquity  committed  by  the  Government  to  the 
detriment  of  our  friends  in  the  region  of  Montreal. 
If  the  Government  could  with  impunity  present 
and  cause  to  be  adopted  a  Bill  the  object  of  which 
be  to  deprive  the  popular  voice  from  free  expression ; 
if  the  Government  could  with  the  approbation  of 
public  opinion  take  one  county  from  its  opponents 
by  means  of  such  a  measure,  they  might  as  well 
propose  at  once  a  Bill  to  declare  that  their  friends 
are  elected  for  ten  years  or  permanently.  These 
gentlemen  know  very  well  that  if  they  had  come 
to  fight  us  squarely  before  the  people,  they  know 
very  well,  I  say,  that  if  they  had  not  employed 
corruption,  as  they  always  did,  they  would  never 
have  reached  power,  or  if  they  had  accidentally 
reached  it  once  they  would  not  have  kept  it  long. 
We  have  been  told — it  is  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  who  has  used  the  argument — that  while  the 
Liberals  have  a  majority  of  the  representatives  for 
one  province,  this  majority  only  represent  a  minority 
of  votes.  This  is  true  to  a  certain  extent.  But  if 
you  deduct  the  majority  given  by  the  city  of  Mont¬ 
real  and  by  Hochelaga  from  the  total  Conservative 
vote  of  the  province,  you  will  see,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  the  Liberals  have  then  a  majority  of  3,336. 
Therefore,  aside  of  the  centre  which  comprises 
Montreal  and  Hochelaga,  the  province  gives  us  a 
majority.  We  have  with  us  the  farmers,  while  the 
Government  have  a  majority  in  the  workingmen’s 
centres,  which  are  ruled  by  the  influence  of  the 
combines.  The  combines  control  the  workingmen, 
and  the  Government  is  under  the  control  of  the 
combines.  It  is,  therefore,  easy  to  explain  the  ma- 
Mr.  Choquette. 


jority  boasted  of  by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works. 
In  the  fact  that  I  have  just  pointed  out  to  the 
House  I  find  the  most  formal  condemnation  possible 
of  the  policy  of  the  Government.  Moreover,  this  Bill 
itself  will  show  that  the  country,  instead  of  having 
prospered,  has  marched  to  ruin.  Indeed  from  215 
members  that  we  are  to-day,  we  are  to  be  re¬ 
duced  to  213  in  the  future,  because  the  popu¬ 
lation,  instead  of  increasing,  has  decreased.  How 
is  it  that  with  mines  of  inexhaustible  rich¬ 
ness,  a  most  excellent  soil,  an  immense  network  of 
railways  and  superb  water  routes  ;  in  a  word,  with 
resources  of  all  kinds,  how  is  it  that  the  country 
has  not  prospered,  and  that  to  our  mortification 
we  find  that  the  popvdation  is  decreasing.  How  is 
it  that  in  the  County  of  Montmagny,  for  instance, 
where  the  land  is  so  beautiful,  and  where  we  have 
so  many  advantages,  the  population,  instead  of  in¬ 
creasing,  has  decreased  by  4,156,  through  the  de¬ 
parture  of  those  who  have  gone  to  earn  their  bread 
in  the  United  States  ?  If  the  policy  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  was  so  favourable  to  our  interests,  would  we 
have  such  a  state  of  things  ?  The  Conservatives 
boast  of  their  election  successes.  What  means  have 
they  used  to  attain  and  keep  themselves  in  power,, 
no  true  and  honest  programme  ?  I  am  going  to 
show  them,  Mr.  Speaker.  When  the  Conservatives 
invented  the  National  Policy,  and  we  were  oppos¬ 
ing  it  as  a  policy  of  disguised  taxation,  the  late 
Prime  Minister  telegraphed  to  his  friends  that  it 
was  not  true.  Nevertheless  who  can  deny  to-day 
that  we  were  right  then  ?  In  1882  again,  in  order  to 
maintain  themselves  in  power,  the  Conservatives 
made  a  gerrymandering  of  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
and  succeeded  in  a  certain  measure  in  controlling 
districts  represented  until  then  by  Liberals. 
Thanks  to  that  iniquitous  measure,  the  Government 
were  enabled  to  come  back  with  a  majority.  In  1887, 
have  these  gentlemen  gone  to  the  electors  with  a 
frank  and  honest  policy  ?  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  they 
again  resorted  to  a  course  condemned  by  honest  peo¬ 
ple.  They  took  the  control  of  the  voters  lists,  and  they 
intrusted  their  preparation  in  every  county  to  their 
most  fanatical  partisan.  He  was  told  :  Prepare  the 
voters  lists,  but  do  not  forget  that  we  want  to  carry 
the  elections.  In  spite  of  that  the  Liberal  party 
again  made  a  most  creditable  showing.  Thanks  to 
the  public  contractors,  and  the  voters  lists  pre¬ 
pared  by  their  friends,  the  Government  were  able  to 
secure  a  small  majority.  In  1891,  the  Conservatives, 
convinced  that  the  gerrymandering  of  1882  and  the 
voters  lists  of  1887,  would  not  be  sufficient  again 
to  secure  them  a  majority,  resorted  to  one  of  their 
old  tactics.  We  had  adopted  the  platform  of  reci¬ 
procity  with  the  United  States.  The  Conservative 
party,  this  party  so  strong,  so  powerful,  stole  our 
policy  and  with  the  help  of  money  from  the  Quebec 
Harbour  works,  and  of  subscriptions  from  the  Lake 
St.  John  Railway  Company  and  others,  they  suc¬ 
ceeded  in  coming  back  to  the  House  with  a  majority 
of  fifteen.  I  have  mentioned  the  subscriptions  of 
the  railway  companies,  it  is  true  these  are  denied, 
but  such  denials  are  not  worth  much.  You  still  hear 
in  the  pockets  of  these  gentlemen  the  jingle  of 
the  rolls  of  gold  coming  from  those  subscriptions. 
These  denials  are  not  worth  more  than  those  which 
were  made  last  year  under  oath  by  an  ex-Minister, 
who  swore  he  had  received  money  from  no  one  for 
his  election  and.  those  of  his  political  friends,  while 
to-day  the  proof  is  before  us,  that  his  hands  had 
been  full  of  such  money. 
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More  than  that.  Let  us  open  the  newspapers 
and  we  find  autograph  letters  of  members  of  the 
House,  of  ex- Ministers,  which  contradict  the 
sworn  evidence  given  by  them  before  a  committee 
of  this  House.  Is  it  surprising  that  with  all  the 
great  manufacturers  at  their  back,  with  all 
these  shiftings  of  policies,  these  changes  of 
political  colours  and  garments  at  every  election, 
the  Conservative  party  have  succeeded  in  keeping 
themselves  at  the  helm  of  affairs  ?  To-day  again 
for  the  purpose  of  keeping  themselves  in  power, 
they  resort  to  this  Redistribution  Bill,  this  most 
iniquituous  measure.  As  the  leader  of  the  Oppo¬ 
sition  was  saying,  Montreal  has  really  thirteen 
representatives  on  the  floor  of  this  House.  Mon¬ 
treal  is  enough  represented  here.  Any  increase  of 
representation  for  it  will  be  to  the  detriment  of  the 
rural  districts.  Let  us  take,  if  you  wish,  a  house 
in  Montreal  containing  ten  families,  that  is  to  say 
about  sixty  persons.  Have  those  sixty  persons 
more  interest  in  the  administration  of  public  affairs 
than  a  single  farmer’s  family  who  own  a  hundred 
or  two  hundred  acres  in  the  country  ?  Assuredly 
not.  By  means  of  protection  established  in  the 
interest  of  the  towns,  taxes  are  exacted  from  the 
agricultural  classes  for  the  benefit  of  a  few  manu¬ 
facturers,  who  in  return  subscribe  largely  to  the 
election  fund  by  which  the  Conservative  party  is 
hept  in  power.  The  Minister  of  Public  Works  said 
in  his  speech  yesterday,  I  am  tired  of  the  boasting 
of  honesty  by  the  Liberal  party.  It  is  quite  possible 
that  the  purity  of  the  Liberal  party,  that  the  fact 
that  the  Liberals  can  show  clean  hands  to  the 
electors,  is  as  annoying  to  the  hon.  Minister,  as 
the  spectre  of  Conservative  corruption.  The  Lib¬ 
eral  party  has  not,  as  he  and  his  friends  have,  mil¬ 
lions  at  its  disposal  for  the  election  of  its  candidates. 
We  have  only  our  principles  by  which  to  carry  our 
elections,  but  we  are  not  afraid  of  showing  our 
colours  to  the  electors.  Now,  if  an  equitable 
redistribution  of  electoral  colleges  had  been  con¬ 
templated  the  Government  could  have  followed 
the  example  set  in  England  by  Mr.  Gladstone. 
Of  a  hundred  counties  which  had  to  be  done 
away  with,  Mr.  Gladstone  threw  out  fifty  Lib¬ 
eral,  forty-six  Conservative  and  four  doubtful. 
That  is  to  say,  he  pruned  off  more  freely  from 
his  party  than  from  the  Conservative.  There 
is  the  example  of  a  true  Liberal  mind,  ani¬ 
mated  by  a  spirit  of  justice.  There  is  the  example 
of  a  man  who  does  not  shrink  from  showing  him¬ 
self  before  the  country  on  the  simple  merits  of  his 
political  principles.  Is  another  example  wanted 
of  an  equitable  redistribution?  Let  us  find  it  in 
our  own  country.  It  is  Mr.  Mercier  who  wall  give 
it  to  us.  What  did  Mr.  Mercier  do  ?  He  had  to 
increase  by  eight  the  number  of  representatives  of 
Quebec.  It  was  on  the  eve  of  the  general  elections 
in  his  province.  Did  he  improve  this  circumstance 
to  remove  from  the  Liberal  counties  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  parties  which  could  endanger  his  Liberal 
friends  at  the  elections  ?  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  he  did 
nothing  of  the  kind.  He  simply  separated  Rich¬ 
mond  from  Wolfe ;  he  separated  Drummond  from 
Arthabaska  ;  he  did  the  same  with  Chicoutimi  and 
Saguenay.  He  did  not  try  to  juggle  the  electorate. 
He  made  no  attempt  to  make  for  himself  a  factious 
majority  by  altering  the  county  boundaries.  Well, 
I  invite  the  Government  to  follow  his  example,  and 
do  the  same.  The  Minister  of  Public  Works,  with 
accents  of  frankness,  has  made  a  statement  for 


which  I  will  feel  grateful  when  he  proves  to  me  by 
acts  that  he  was  sincere  in  making  it.  He  invited 
us  to  advise  the  Government,  to  make  suggestions 
or  amendments  to  this  Bill,  assuring  us  that  he 
would  receive  them  with  pleasure.  The  first  advice 
that  I  would  have  to  give  him  would  be  to  leave 
the  province  of  Quebec  as  it  is.  I  do  not  see  why 
the  limits  of  the  counties  should  be  changed,  since 
under  the  constitution  the  number  of  the  members 
cannot  be.  There  is  no  reason  for  such  a  change, 
except  for  the  object  of  insuring  success  for  a  cer¬ 
tain  number  of  Conservatives.  For  the  Province  of 
Ontario  either,  there  is  no  reason  for  this  measure, 
since  there  isno  increaseof  representation  toprovide 
for  in  that  province,  the  population  not  having 
increased,  owing  to  the  policy  of  the  Government 
which  drives  away  the  inhabitants  from  the  coun¬ 
try.  As  to  my  own  county,  it  was  not  altered 
because  there  were  nothing  but  Liberals  to  add  to 
it,  and  I  have  already  enough.  The  policy  of  the 
Government  is  thoroughly  detested  below  Quebec, 
and  instead  of  a  few  counties  which  the  Govern¬ 
ment  succeeded  in  carrying,  at  the  last  elections, 
they  will  not  get  one  in  the  future.  I  do  not  see 
why  the  House  is  asked  to  take  up  its  time  dis¬ 
cussing  changes  so  useless,  if  not  absolutely  bad. 
Let  the  counties  be  left  as  they  are.  In  the  other 
provinces,  from  what  I  am  told,  the  proposed 
changes  are  not  as  bad  as  they  are  here.  The  Min¬ 
ister  of  Public  Works  therefore,  should  take  my 
advice,  and  give  up  that  part  of  the  Bill  which 
refers  to  the  province  of  Quebec. 

Now,  should  that  advice  not  be  accepted,  let  us 
see  what  amendments  could  be  made  to  the  Bill. 
The  Minister  of  Public  Works  said  that  without 
increasing  the  representation  of  the  province,  he 
wanted  to  redistribute  it  in  fairness  and  reason, 
and  for  that  purpose,  it  was  necessary  to  provide 
for  four  displacements  of  representation.  This  can 
be  easily  done  without  displacing  the  boundaries  of 
the  counties.  He  only  has  to  unite  Soulanges  and 
Vaudreuil,  St.  Jean  and  Iberville,  Vercheres  and 
Chambly,  St.  Maurice  and  Three  Rivers.  This 
would  give  the  four  seats  required,  and  would  take 
from  both  parties  in  the  same  proportion.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  will  be  wholly  the  Conservatives  that 
will  gain  by  the  new  seats,  for  in  all  probability,  it 
will  be  friends  of  the  Government  that  Montreal 
and  Hochelaga  will  return.  The  great  manufac¬ 
turers  of  that  city  are  interested  in  having  the 
policy  of  the  Government  maintained,  and  they  will 
do  all  in  their  power  to  have  it  so.  The  Government 
have  supporters  in  the  two  new  members  from 
Montreal  and  that  of  Hochelaga.  Perhaps  they 
will  also  succeed  in  carrying  the  new  division  of 
Ottawa,  although  I  have  every  reason  to  believe 
that  my  hon.  friend  the  present  member  for  that 
county,  with  his  devotion  to  his  party,  and  his 
zeal  for  the  good  cause,  would  not  hesitate  to  go 
and  carry  this  new  division.  At  all  events  the 
Government  are  certain  of  a  gain  of  two  at  least  by 
this  arrangement  which  we  are  ready  to  accept. 
We  give  them  three  assured  seats,  and  perhaps  a 
fourth  one  ;  surely  this  proves  that  we  are  not 
grasping.  We  might  still  improve  on  that  perhaps 
by  uniting  Rimouski  and  Tetniscouata,  and  making 
three  ridings  out  of  that  territory.  Jacques  Cartier 
and  Laval  could  also  be  united,  and  Drummond  and 
Arthabaska  given  two  seats.  I  know  that  the  hon. 
member  for  the  latter  is  capable  of  continuing  to 
represent  worthily  the  interests  of  this  large  divi- 
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sion.  But  as  he  told  us  last  night,  Drummond  and 
Arthabaska  have  a  population  which  entitles  them 
to  another  representative.  From  a  political  point 
of  view  the  party  changes  should  be  the  same,  since 
as  it  is,  the  county  is  represented  in  Quebec  by  a 
Conservative,  and  at  Ottawa  by  a  Liberal.  If 
justice  and  good  faith  were  to  be  considered,  there 
would  be  no  hesitation  in  accepting  the  suggestion 
which  I  am  giving  now.  With  these  changes  the 
measure  before  us  would  be  equitable,  fair  and 
reasonable.  By  the  measure,  such  as  proposed,  the 
Government  strike  our  friends  and  save  their  own. 
They  strike  one  of  the  veterans  of  our  politics,  my 
hon.  friend  for  St.  Jean  (Mr.  Bourassa).  This 
venerable  member  entered  public  life  with  the 
creation  of  his  county,  and  he  will  disappear 
from  amongst  us  with  its  disappearance  from  the 
map  of  our  province.  His  opponents  have  never 
been  able  to  dislodge  him  from  the  stronghold  which 
he  always  held  for  his  party,  notwithstanding  the 
money  and  corruption  employed  to  defeat  him.  My 
hon.  friend  will  have  the  honour  of  dying  under  the 
folds  of  an  ever- victorious  flag.  The  political  death 
is  also  planned  of  the  hon.  member  for  Vercheres 
(Mr.  Geoffrion)  who  caused  the  late  great  chief  of 
the  Conservative  party  to  bite  the  dust  in  a  me¬ 
morable  campaign,  and  later  treated  to  the  same 
fate  the  hon.  Minister  of  Customs.  I  will  conclude 
my  remarks,  Mr.  Speaker,  by  reasserting  that  this 
measure  is  an  iniquitous  one,  and  we  may  not  have 
to  look  far  into  the  future  to  see  just  retribution 
overtake  its  authors.  Already  the  lion,  member 
for  Rouville  (Mr.  Brodeur)  has  quoted  us  the  wail¬ 
ings  of  a  Conservative  poet  over  their  fate.  And 
where  elegy  finds  a  place  the  tombstone  is  in  sight. 
I  do  not  intend  to  tax  the  attention  of  the  House 
any  longer.  However,  I  wish  to  answer  a  remark 
which  was  made  here.  The  hon.  member  for 
Drummond  and  Arthabaska  (Mr.  Lavergne)  alluded 
to  it  last  night.  The  Minister  of  Public  Works,  as 
well  as  of  the  Conservative  members  of  this  House, 
and  certain  newspapers  of  their  party,  such  as  the 
Hamilton  Spectator  and  the  Montreal  Gazette  have 
said,  “It  is  true  that  we  are  not  tender  to  you,  but 
you  ought  to  be  glad,  for  we  might  treat  you  much 
worse.  ”  This  is  very  much  like  saying  to  a  traveller 
who  has  been  waylaid  in  the  woods  and  robbed  of 
his  purse,  “  You  should  be  very  glad,  for  your  life 
might  be  taken  as  well.  ”  Well,  we  are  robbed  of 
our  political  possessions  when  robbed  of  our  elec¬ 
tors.  Many  of  us  even  have  our  lives  taken, 
since  our  counties  are  wiped  out.  We  ask 
for  no  favours,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  not  in  the 
habit  of  bending  the  knee  to  any  one.  ButAvemay 
well  say  that  this  Bill  is  an  iniquity  when  it  is 
condemned  by  the  independent  press  of  the  coun¬ 
try.  This  measure,  we  hope,  will  soon  receive  its 
condemnation  at  the  hand  of  the  electors,  as  well 
as  all  the  other  bad  measures  of  the  Government. 
Their  majority  is  sufficient  to  perpetrate  this  ini¬ 
quity.  But  when  Ave  reproach  the  hon.  gentlemen 
of  the  Right  with  remaining  silent,  with  not  de¬ 
fending  the  measure,  when  we  say  to  them  :  Are 
you  afraid,  should  you  try  to  defend  the  measure, 
that  your  conscience  might  speak  and  in  spite  of 
you  condemn  it  instead  ?  We  are  answered  as  by 
the  hon.  member  for  Hochelaga( Mr.  Desjaridns)last 
night,  “  We  do  not  speak,  Ave  will  answer  you  by 
our  vote.”  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  the  last, 
the  supreme  argument  of  the  gentlemen  of  the 
Right — the  vote.  But  it  is  neither  an  intelligent 
Mr.  Choquette. 


nor  an  honest  argument,  it  is  not  the  argument 
of  a  member  who  is  sure  to  be  approved  in  his 
county.  It  is  such  an  argument  as  the  veriest 
imbecile  can  give  as  well  as  the  most  intelligent 
man.  I  say  then— when  I  hear  the  lion,  member 
for  Hochelaga  say  that  they  will  answer  by  their 
votes — that  is  cowardice,  since  they  refuse  to  de¬ 
fend  this  measure,  and  only  find  courage  for  raising 
their  hats  when  the  vote  is  taken.  I  will  conclude 
by  saying  that  I  have  ahvays  understood  that 
responsible  government  rests  upon  the  free  expres¬ 
sion  of  the  electors  vote.  We,  the  Liberals,  cling 
to  the  principle  of  the  responsible  government. 
Histoiw  is  full  of  the  struggles  which  the  Liberal 
party  of  this  country  has  gone  through  in  its  be¬ 
half.  But  we  abhor  government  resting  on,  and 
upheld  by  such  violence  as  the  Franchise  Bill  and 
the  one  before  the  House.  Responsible  govern¬ 
ment,  as  I  have  just  said,  rests  on  the  expression, 
the  free,  frank  and  honest  expression  of  the 
people’s  will.  Let  us  be  condemned  or  absolved 
by  the  electorate,  we  will  fain  submit.  But  never 
shall  we  bow  down  before  such  iniquitous  meas¬ 
ures  as  I  have  just  denounced. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  hon.  leader  of  the  Opposition,  when  moving  an 
amendment  yesterday  to  refer  this  measure  to  a 
select  committee,  expressed  his  hope  that  both 
parties  in  this  House  might  agree  to  submit  a 
Redistribution  Bill  which  might  be  gratifying  to 
every  one.  I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  since  the 
inception  of  this  debate,  his  political  friends  have 
shown  to  him,  with  the  utmost  evidence,  that  it  is 
impossible  to  agree  and  frame  a  measure  which 
might  be  gratifying  to  every  one.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man,  when  stating  his  view  thatshould  this  measure 
be  referred  to  a  select  committee  composed  of  mem¬ 
bers  of  both  sides  of  this  House,  we  could  arrive  to 
the  making  of  a  measure  acceptable  to  both  parties, 
was  stating  a  wrong  view  and  one  impossible  to 
carry  out.  One  might  as  well  search  after  the 
philosopher’s  stone  which  man  with  a  disordered 
brain  and  middling  capacity  have  been  pursuing 
without  avail  and  which,  for  centuries,  they  have 
been  trying  to  find  out  without  ever  succeeding.  I 
do  not  intend  to  sajr  that  the  hon.  leader  of  the 
Opposition  is  a  man  with  a  disordered  brain  or  a 
middling  capacity,  or  that  his  friends  must  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  such,  but  I  say  that  the  mode  suggested 
does  not  bear  discussion.  These  gentlemen,  by 
trying  to  refer  this  measure  to  a  select  committee, 
want  to  foment  discord  among  the  deputation  and 
among  the  people  by  an  unwholesome  agitation.  It 
is  not  a  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  to  gratifying 
every  one  ;  I  consider  that  to  be  an  impossibility  ; 
it  is  a  question  as  to  doing  justice  to  the  majority 
of  the  voters  of  this  country,  and  I  think  that  once 
justice  will  be  done  to  the  majority,  this  House  will 
not  have  to  fear  any  criticism  from  the  public 
sentiment.  What  is  to  be  done,  Mr.  Speaker,  to 
reach  the  object  in  view,  that  is  to  say,  to  do  justice 
to  the  majority  in  this  country  ?  We  must  by  all 
means  adjust  the  counties  so  that  the  majority 
could  send  here  a  majority  of  the  representatives, 
and  the  existing  state  of  things  does  not  answer  so 
desirable  a  purpose.  Owing  to  the  electoral  dis¬ 
tricts  as  they  now  stand,  the  Liberal  party,  with  a 
minority  of  the  popular  vote,  have  a  majority  of 
the  members  of  this  House,  as  shown  by  the  hon.  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works.  The  hon.  member 
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for  Montmagny  stated  that  Mr.  Mercier,  when 
doing  justice  to  certain  too  large  counties, 
did  not  touch  the  very  limits  of  the  counties. 
True,  Mr.  Speaker,  Mr.  Mercier  did  not  touch 
the  limits  of  the  counties,  and  that  for  a 
good  reason,  those  limits  being  such  that  the 
Liberal  party  enjoy  so  much  advantage  that  they 
cannot  wish  for  more.  Mr.  Mercier  and  his  friends 
felt  that  they  ought  not  to  change  in  any  way  these 
limits,  and  that  it  was  a  good  deal  better  to  estab¬ 
lish  new  electoral  districts.  But  the  great  obstacle 
which  the  Government  had  to  contend  with  here, 
was  to  readjust  the  counties  so  as  to  do  justice  to 
the  majority.  If  we  are  to  judge  of  the  exigencies 
of  our  lion,  friends  of  the  Opposition  side  by  their 
speeches,  we  must  admit,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  it  is 
impossible  to  agree  with  them  in  the  redistribution 
of  the  counties  of  the  Province  of  Quebec,  accord¬ 
ing  to  a  sound  and  fair  principle.  What  do  these 
hon.  gentlemen  ask  for  ?  We  have  heard  the  jeer¬ 
ing  member  for  Drummond  and  Arthabaska  sub¬ 
mitting  to  the  Government  that  they  should  unite 
the  Counties  of  Soulanges  and  Vaudreuiland  divide, 
as  far  as  the  federal  representation  is  concerned, 
the  Counties  of  Drummond  and  Arthabaska.  On 
the  other  hand,  we  have  heard  the  eloquent  speech 
of  my  hon.  and  sympathetic  friend,  the  member 
for  Iberville,  in  which  he,  too,  advised  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  his  piece  of  advice  is  that  his  county 
should  not  be  made  one  with  that  of  St.  Johns. 
Another  hon.  member  told  us  that  we  should  not 
dismember  the  County  of  Verch^res  on  account  of 
the  member  who  represents  that  electoral  district 
being  an  old  warrior.  So  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  should 
the  Government  be  willing  to  abide  by  these  ad¬ 
vices,  they  would  remove,  section  after  section,  the 
whole  of  their  Bill  from  the  first  to  the  last  line. 
These  hon.  gentlemen  remind  me  of  what  the  Hon. 
Thomas  D’Arcy  McGee  said  once  :  They  are  like 
these  ambitious  bowmen  who  are  never  satisfied 
till  they  have  made  a  bud’s  eye. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  Aimed  at 
the  black  and  killed  the  white. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  The  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  on  the  Opposition  side  admit  that  the  Con¬ 
servative  party  have  a  majority  of  the  popular 
vote,  and  still  they  contend,  as  did  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Montmagny,  that  they  have  in  their  favour 
that  popular  majority  after  having  performed  the 
delicate  operation  of  cutting  off  the  immense  Con¬ 
servative  majorities  given  in  the  city  of  Montreal  and 
the  County  of  Hochelaga.  In  order  to  make  for 
themselves  a  popular  majority,  they  are  compelled 
to  cut  off  the  majorities  given  in  the  most  wealthy 
centres  of  the  Government,  in  those  districts  where 
the  labouring  classes  and  the  manufacturers  are  the 
most  prosperous,  and  where  the  farmers  find  the 
best  market  that  is  to  be  found  on  the  American 
continent  for  the  sale  of  their  products.  The 
hon.  member  for  Montmagny  wants  to  remove 
Montreal  and  Hochelaga  from  the  electoral  map 
of  the  province ;  that  is  what  he  is  aiming 
at.  Exorbitant  as  this  contention  be,  I  must 
say  that  it  is  only  by  way  of  exception  that 
his  party  had  a  majority  in  the  remainder  of  the 
province  at  the  last  general  elections,  and  that  up 
to  that  time  the  Liberal  party  had  always  been  in 
the  lowest  minority,  as  well  in  the  rural  parts  of 
the  province  as  in  the  towns.  Now,  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  hon.  gentleman  has  as  yet  submitted  to  the 


Government  no  argument  worth  anything,  why 
they  should  either  drop  their  Redistribution  Bill  or 
accept  important  amendments.  Their  grievances, 
as  far  as  the  Province  of  Quebec  is  concerned,  may 
be  summed  up  as  follows: — They  say:  “The 
present  limits  of  the  counties  are  perfect,  we  want 
them  to  stand  as  they  are.”  Why  do  they  want 
them  to  stand  as  they  are  ?  It  is  because,  with  a 
minority  of  votes  in  the  province,  they  can  have  a 
majority  of  representatives  in  this  House.  It  is 
through  this  that  at  the  last  federal  elections  they 
returned  a  majority  of  eleven  of  their  party  here, 
whilst  the  Conservative  party  should  have  been 
entitled  to  that  majority.  It  is  no  wonder  for  me, 
in  the  present  circumstance,  that  the  liberal 
party  should  stick  to  the  rights  of  the  minorities. 
It  is  no  wonder  for  me  that  they  should  assume  to 
be  the  advocates  of  the  rights  of  the  minorities, 
for  if  they  ever  ruled  the  country,  it  was  only 
through  a  minority  of  the  votes  or  through  more  or 
less  suspicious  combinations  that  they  succeeded. 
They  urge  as  an  obstacle  in  the  way  of  the  present 
redistribution  that  certain  electoral  constituencies 
are  cut  in  two  by  rivers,  or  again  that  certain 
places  have  no  business  relations  with  other  places 
that  are  annexed  to  them.  But  what,  I  should 
like  to  ask,  have  commercial  and  municipal  re¬ 
lations  to  do  with  the  political  readjustment  of  the 
counties  ?  Do  these  hon.  gentlemen  wish  to 
mix  up  politics  with  commercial  affairs  ?  Many 
a  time  before  the  people  and  the  commercial  cor¬ 
porations,  we  have  heard  the  leading  men  amongst 
the  liberals  proclaiming  as  a  maxim  that  politics 
were  not  to  be  mixed  up  with  business.  Should  a 
county  be  cut  in  two  by  a  river,  the  electors  will 
not  be  compelled  to  cross  the  river  in  order  to  go 
and  cast  their  votes  ;  they  will  cast  them  as  they 
did  in  the  past.  The  important  thing  to  do — is 
that  the  readjustment  be  made  so  that  the  major¬ 
ity  of  the  electors  can  send  here  a  majority  of  re¬ 
presentatives,  in  order  that  their  rights  might  be 
recognized.  The  hon.  gentlemen  on  the  Opposition 
side  have  come  to  dote  upon  the  geographical 
symmetry  of  the  counties  as  soon  as  they  found  out 
that  by  fairly  redistributing  the  counties  of  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  the  interests  of  the  ma¬ 
jority  would  predominate.  According  to  the 
theory  of  my  hon.  friend  from  Montmagny  (Mr. 
Choquette),  whom  I  now  see  laughing,  the  statu 
quo  should  be  preserved.  I  will  just  show  him 
that  the  preserving  of  the  statu  quo  would  mean  a 
crying  injustice  to  the  majority  of  the  electors  of 
the  Province  of  Quebec.  The  Liberals  in  this  House 
were  incensed  yesterday  at  the  hon.  the  Minister 
of  Public  Works  saying  that  the  present  division 
had  given  undue  advantages  to  the  Liberal  party 
at  the  last  elections  in  the  Province  of  Quebec. 
They  clamoured  against  such  a  statement,  for  they 
said  :  We  never  had  an  opportunity  of  changing 
the  electoral  constituencies  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec  ;  these  constituencies  were  settled  prior  to 
the  union  and  we  never  had  anything  to  do  with 
the  adjustment  of  the  electoral  constituencies.  My 
hon.  friend  must  know  that  this  state  of  things  can 
no  longer  stand,  and  that  if  the  Government  are 
willing  to  do  justice  to  the  majority,  they  must  at 
once  set  themselves  to  a  new  redistribution,  since 
the  imperfection  pointed  out  by  the  hon.  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  has  been  evidenced.  My 
hon.  friends  on  the  other  side  must  understand 
that  if  they  are  not  guilty  of  the  past  redistribu- 
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tion,  they  are  guilty  of  opposing  justice  being  done 
to  the  majority.  One  of  these  hon.  gentlemen 
made  a  relation  of  the  redistribution  of  electoral 
constituencies  in  the  States  of  New  England.  I 
cannot  see  what  interest  this  relation  may  have  to 
the  Conservative  party  ;  for  we  are  not  looking  to 
the  United  States  for  examples  in  point  of  electoral 
system  ;  we  are  trying  to  frame  properly  and  so  as 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  our  own  country,  a 
system  of  adjustment  that  will  be  fair  to  our  people. 
The  hon.  member  for  Rouville  (Mr.  Brodeur),  in  a 
fit  of  passion,  feigned  rather  than  real,  for  I  am 
sure  no  man  is  better  gratified  than  he,  in  as  much 
as  he  will  have  to  represent  a  liberal  stronghold, 
in  a  fit  of  feigned  passion,  through  which  he  dis¬ 
guised  his  pleasure,  exclaimed  that  this  was  an 
iniquitous  measure  brought  up  by  an  impudent  gov¬ 
ernment. 

Mr.  RINFRET.  (Translation.)  You  must  be 
gratified,  since  you  will  have  a  Conservative 
stronghold. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  Since  I  am  gra¬ 
tified,  I  am  not  complaining  of  the  measure  which 
makes  me  feel  so  ;  why  does  not  the  hon.  member 
for  Rouville  do  as  I  do?  Why  is  he  not  open 
enough  to  speak  out  his  whole  mind  ?  It  is  because 
that  might  injure  his  friends.  The  hon.  leader  of 
the  Opposition  and  his  friends  stated  that  Mr. 
Gladstone,  when  redistributing  the  seats  in  the 
English  Parliament,  did  not  proceed  as  this  Gov¬ 
ernment  did,  but  brought  his  measure  before  a 
select  committee,  composed  of  members  of  both 
sides  of  the  House.  They  forgot  to  tell  us  that 
Mr.  Gladstone  had  given  no  notice  of  his  measure 
to  the  members  of  the  Opposition,  but  had  forced 
it  through  the  House  of  Commons,  just  as  he  did 
with  all  the  other  ministerial  measures.  It  was 
only  when  in  the  House  of  Lords,  where  he  stood 
in  a  minority,  and  when  hemmed  in,  so  to  speak, 
in  what  the  English  people  call  a  dead-lock,  that  he 
agreed  to  a  select  committee,  composed  of  his  poli¬ 
tical  friends  and  opponents  and  allowed  his  measure 
to  be  altered  by  that  committee.  As  I  stated  a 
moment  ago,  the  hon.  gentlemen  on  this  side  of  the 
House  pretend  to  be  scandalized  and  take  all  to 
themselves  the  title  of  advocates  of  the  rights  of  the 
minority.  They  are  not  the  sole  supporters  of  the 
rights  of  minorities,  we  are  as  devoted  as  they  are 
to  the  vindication  of  those  rights,  but  we  do  not 
feel  that  the  minority  should  dictate  to  the  majority, 
for  that  would  be  the  upsetting  of  the  parliamentary 
system  which  we  now  enjoy.  If  my  hon.  friends 
of  the  Opposition  only  had  a  political  platform, 
they  would  not  trouble  themselves  with  any 
endeavour  to  rule  the  majority,  when  they  are 
only  a  minority.  The  hon  member  for  Mont- 
magny  took  another  vengeance  of  the  protective 
system  which  has  so  much  injured  his  party. 
He  again  repeated  that  if  his  county  was  depopu¬ 
lating  it  was  due  to  the  protective  policy  of  the 
Government,  If  I  take  into  account  these  speeches, 
I  fear  they  are  not  foreign  to  this  depopulation  ; 
for  he  pictures  in  such  gloomy  language  the  condi¬ 
tion  of  our  country  and  in  such  glowing  language 
that  of  the  United  States  that  his  electors  must  be 
tempted  to  go  there  and  try  to  better  their  fortunes. 
Do  these  people  who  desert  their  country  to  go  and 
settle  in  the  United  States,  go  there  with  a  view  to 
engage  in  farming  operations  or  to  work  in  the 
factories  ?  Now,  should  you,  as  I  contend — and  no 
Mr.  Dupont. 


man  can  reasonably  deny  that  the  French-Canadians 
who  leave  for  the  United  States  do  so  with  the 
intent  of  finding  some  work  in  the  factories  of  that 
country — shut  our  manufactures  by  a  policy  of 
free  trade,  you  would  see  the  Canadians  leaving  us 
in  greater  numbers  to  go  and  settle  in  the  United 
States.  As  a  result  of  this  exodus,  our  rural  dis¬ 
tricts  would  lose  more  of  their  population  than 
before,  for  our  farmers  would  have  no  more  markets 
where  to  sell  their  products.  Therefore,  should 
this  evil  policy  ever  come  to  prevail,  our  people 
would  leave  us  in  still  greater  numbers  on  their 
way  to  the  United  States.  I  was  rather  surprised 
to  hear  the  hon.  member  for  Rouville  (Mr.  Brodeur) 
stating  that  Montreal  was  controlled  by  monopolies, 
that  the  electors  of  that  great  city  were  unworthy 
of  the  use  of  their  voting  power,  that  they  had  not 
sufficient  independence  to  do  so,  that  they  had  no 
opinion.  It  was  paying  a  poor  compliment  to  the 
people  of  Montreal  and  the  hon.  member  thereby 
expressed  a  poor  opinion  of  his  fellow  citizens.  I 
was  surprised  to  hear  him  paying  the  same  compli¬ 
ment  to  the  new  Ottawa  district.  I  do  not  know 
whether  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  (Mr.  Devlin) 
was  much  flattered  by  the  language  of  his  colleague 
from  Rouville  (Mr.  Brodeur)  when  he  contended  that 
that  part  of  the  Ottawa  County  was  a  quantite  ne- 
(jligeable  whenever  a  Conservative  Government  held 
the  reins  of  power  in  Quebec.  The  hon.  member 
for  Rouville  (Mr.  Brodeur)  stated  that  the  electors 
of  the  Ottawa  County  were  too  much  in  need  of  the 
Government  to  cast  an  honest  and  independent 
vote.  They  urge,  moreover,  against  us  that  the  city 
of  Montreal  and  the  County  of  Hochelaga  have  too 
many  representatives  and  that  the  representation  of 
the  rural  districts  is  cut  down  for  the  benefit  of  the 
towns.  Behold  here  the  policy  of  the  members  of 
the  Opposition  :  to  promote  jealousies  between  city 
and  country  people  ;  to  try  and  make  them  believe 
that  they  have  conflicting  interests  when  it  is  plain 
that  the  interests  of  the  workmen,  of  the  traders 
and  of  the  farmers  are  alike  ;  when  the  rural 
districts  are  furthering  the  prosperity  of  the  towns 
by  supplying  them  with  their  products,  just  as  the 
towns  are  helping  the  rural  districts  by  selling  to 
them  trade  articles.  My  hon.  friend  from  Rouville 
(Mr.  Brodeur)  charged  the  Government  with  cowar¬ 
dice  as  he  alleged  that  by  annexing  a  Conservative 
parish  to  the  County  of  Chambly,  they  made  it  a 
Conservative  connty,  and  that  they  did  likewise  by 
taking  from  the  county  of  Berthier  and  adding  to 
that  of  L’Assomption.  At  the  local  elections  the 
Conservatives  had  a  majority  of  278  votes  in  that 
county.  The  hon.  gentleman  ought  to  understand, 
unless  he  be  willing  to  prefer  false  and  wanton 
charges  and  to  slander  those  of  his  colleagues  who 
occupy  seats  on  the  Treasury  benches,  that  hon. 
gentleman,  I  say,  ought  to  have  understood  and 
accepted  the  explanations  offered  by  the  hon.  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  which  were  so  much  to 
the  point.  The  hon.  Minister  stated  that  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  the  County  of  L’Assomption  being  less  than 
that  of  the  neighbouring  counties,  it  was  proper  to 
annex  to  io  the  parish  of  Lavaltrie.  The  same 
thing  may  be  said  of  Montcalm  whose  population  is 
far  less  than  that  of  Joliette.  And  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  on  this  side  of  the  House  who  can  but  boast  in 
this  House  and  be  defeated  by  the  electors,  when 
they  appear  before  these,  rise  here  and  state  that 
they  are  not  afraid  of  the  Conservative  party  ;  they 
are  known  to  be  gallant,  when  far  from  the  battle- 
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field.  Prior  to  each  general  election,  the  lion, 
member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright) 
was  heard  saying  to  his  Conservative  colleagues  in 
this  House  :  (five  us  general  elections,  and  you 
will  see  what  will  happen  ;  you  will  be  defeated  by 
the  Liberal  party  as  never  you  were  before.  The 
Liberals  are  intelligent  men,  I  admit  they  are. 

Mr.  RINFRET.  (Translation.)  You  are  very 
kind. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  But  when  be¬ 
fore  the  people  they  have  nothing  to  offer  them  as 
a  substitute  for  the  protective  system,  and  the 
people,  wiser  than  they,  are  unwilling  to  burn 
their  house  previous  to  the  Liberal  party  offering 
them  at  least  a  shelter.  My  hon.  friend  from  Rou- 
ville  contends  that  the  Bill  of  redistribution  is 
grounded  on  no  principle,  for,  says  he,  if  it  was 
gounded  on  the  principle  of  population,  for  in¬ 
stance,  the  redistribution  would  have  been  general 
and  the  Government  would  have  dealt  with  the 
Quebec  district.  I  must  say  that  the  Bill  is  de¬ 
fective  in  one  respect.  I  submit  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  should  have  made  a  general  redistribution  of 
the  whole  Province  of  Quebec  in  order  to  do  justice 
not  only  to  a  section  but  to  the  -whole  Province  ; 
and  I  will  show  that  through  the  keeping  of  the 
old  distribution  in  the  Quebec  district  the  Liberals 
still  enjoy  undue  advantages.  I  trust*  however, 
that  the  Government,  during  this  debate,  will  do 
justice  to  our  friends  of  the  Quebec  district,  since 
the  hon.  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  promised 
to  accept  any  amendment  likely  to  improve  his 
measure.  I  hope  now  to  show'  that  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  on  this  side  wrongly  complain  of  this  Bill. 
W  e  will  not  take  their  life  after  having  taken  their 
purse,  as  stated  by  the  hon.  member  for  Mont- 
magny,  for  I  think  they  hold  nearly  as  much  to 
their  purse  as  to  their  life.  As  regards  even  the 
Montreal  district,  this  Bill  does  not  do  full  justice 
to  the  Conservative  party.  I  only  accept  this 
measure  as  an  improvement  on  the  old  division  of 
the  counties  of  the  province ;  I  am  not  so  much  exact¬ 
ing  as  my  hon.  friends  on  this  side,  but  1  trust  that 
should  it  be  shown  to  the  Government  that  injustices 
are  wrought  to  the  Quebec  district  by  the  keeping  of 
the  existing  divisions,  they  will  be  willing  to  remedy 
that.  I  contend  that  by  exposing  a  province  to 
be  ruled  by  a  political  party  which  stands  in  a 
minority  in  such  a  province,  an  injustice  is  wrought 
which  calls  for  an  immediate  redress.  Such  is  the 
case  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  ;  and  yet,  see  how 
the  Liberals  wince  against  the  half  measure  of 
justice  the  Government  grant  to  the  Conservatives 
of  that  province.  After  laying  before  the  House 
the  figures  showing  that  our  friends,  the  Liberals, 
have  always  been  in  a  minority  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  I  shall  have  shown  that  when  they  wrere 
called  to  the  management  of  public  affairs,  either 
in  Quebec  or  here,  it  wras  only  through  coalition 
with  some  portions  of  the  Conservative  party,  by 
making  them  promises  which  they  never  kept,  or 
through  the  existing  division  of  the  counties  which 
enabled  them  to  have  a  majority  not  of  the  popu¬ 
lar  votes,  but  of  representatives  in  this  House. 
Let  me  give  the  history  of  that  party  as  far  back 
as  1878.  At  that  time  a  couj)  d'etat  was  done  by 
a  liberal  Governor.  Thanks  to  that  coujj  d'itat 
the  Joly  Government  came  into  power,  where  it 
kept  itself  for  18  or  20  months,  although  not 
supported  by  a  popular  majority.  I  am  not 


the  only  one  to  say  so ;  Mr.  Speaker,  you 
shall  hear  the  same  statement  forthcoming  from 
the  very  mouth  of  a  liberal,  for  I  am  not  looking 
for  authorities  in  my  own  party  ;  it  w'as  said  by 
Mr.  Barthe,  one  of  the  editors  of  the  newspaper 
L'Electeur ,  of  Quebec.  In  1890,  this  gentleman 
gave  a  lecture,  in  Montreal,  to  an  audience  com¬ 
posed  of  his  political  friends,  and  here  is  what  he 
told  them.  The  subject-matter  of  that  lecture 
was  the  scrutin  de  liste  and  he  w'as  reviewing,  in 
support  of  his  theory,  the  various  elections  that 
took  place,  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  for  a  num¬ 
ber  of  years.  Mr.  Barthe  said  : 

“  I  now  come  to  a  point  specially  interesting  to  the 
Conservatives.  Should  there  be  any,  amongst  those  who 
do  me  the  honour  to  listen  to  me,  who  were  Conservatives 
in  1878  and  are  still  so,  I  warn  them  to  open  their  ears.” 

I  myself  warn  my  hon.  friends,  the  Liberals,  to 
open  their  ears  and  listen  to  what  one  of  their  poli¬ 
tical  friends  said  : 

“  It  will  be  shown  to  them  that  the  change,  of  which  I 
am  presently  the  humble  advocate,  is  not  a  Liberal  con¬ 
trivance,  as  they  might  be  led  to  suppose,  and  that  our 
opponents  are  as  much  interested  in  calling  for  it  with 
all  the  might  of  their  wishes.  Moreover,  that  succession 
of  facts  which  I  am  now  stating  calls  for  a  higher  consi¬ 
deration  than  that  from  a  party  standpoint ;  they  are 
good  things  to  know,  tor  they  are  true  and  truth  can 
never  be  too  much  widespread. 

“There  never  were,  amongst  u»,  closer  elections 
throughout  the  province  than  those  of  1878.  The  contest 
was  general ;  there  were  only  five  unanimous  elections. 
60  counties  were  called  upon  to  vote  and  gave  a  total  of 
137,023  votes,  of  which  69,696  were  Conservative  and 
67,327  Liberal.  However,  30  Conservatives  and  30  Liberals 
were  elected  in  these  60  counties.  Therefore,  when  I  say 
that  our  electoral  system  is  fraught  with  injustice,  I  am 
saying  what  is  true  for  the  Conservatives  as  well  as  for 
the  Liberals,  since  our  opponents  had  a  hard  experience 
of  it.  _  In  1878,  a  popular  majority  of  2,369  votes  gave  them 
a  tie  instead  of  a  majority,  in  the  Legislative  Assembly. 
It  was  owing  to  the  unanimous  elections  that  they  were 
one  vote  behind,  they  had  two  of  them  and  the  Liberals 
three.” 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  1878,  with  a  minority  of  the 
popular  vote,  the  Liberal  party  ruled  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec,  although  our  party  was  supported 
by  a  majority  of  the  electors.  The  Liberal  party 
had  the  support  of  a  majority  of  the  representa¬ 
tives  and  that  was  enough.  To  what  was  that  due  ? 
Simply  to  the  wrong  distribution  of  the  counties  to 
which  we  are  now  called  upon  by  the  Government 
to  remedy.  What  were  the  results  for  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec  of  the  coming  into  power  of  the 
Joly  Government  in  1878?  The  representatives  of 
the  Province  of  Quebec  are  now  aware  that  from 
that  day  dates  the  decline  of  our  province.  Had  it 
not  been  for  the  coining  into  power  of  that  Govern¬ 
ment  the  troubles  we  experienced  would  not  have 
happened.  I  repeat  it  is  from  that  day  that  dates 
the  financial  decline  of  the  Province  of  Quebec. 
And  the  result  was  that  once  the  door  open,  Mr. 
Mercier  in  his  turn  came  into  power  in  1887, 
through  the  support  of  a  portion  of  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  party  who  are  now  disabused  as  regards  their 
reckoning  of  the  Liberals.  Now,  you  see,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  deplorable  result  of  that  wrong  dis¬ 
tribution  of  the  counties,  a  distribution  inconsis¬ 
tent  with  the  rules  of  justice  since  it  enables  a 
minority  to  rule  the  majority.  It  was  through  it 
that  we  had  as  rulers  men  who  allowed  themselves 
•to  be  swayed  by  boodlers,  thus  causing  the  ruin  of 
the  Province  of  Quebec.  It  will,  perhaps,  take 
several  years  to  come  to  undo  the  wrong  that  has 
been  done,  irrespective  of  the  sacrifices  the  people 
will  no  doubt  have  to  task  themselves  with.  Such 
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was  the  result  of  a  wrong  distribution  of  the  elec¬ 
toral  seats,  a  distribution  which  is  not  doing 
justice  to  the  majority.  Let  us  now  come  to 
the  federal  elections  of  1882,  what  do  we 
find  ?  In  1882,  and  I  remind  the  hon.  member 
for  Montmagny  (Mr.  Choquette)  of  that  fact,  his 
party  was  not  helped  by  Mr.  Mercier  since  this 
gentleman  was  not  into  power,  and  if,  in  1887,  the 
Liberal  party  happened  to  get  a  slight  majority  in 
the  rural  districts,  it  was  due  to  the  alliance  of 
the  National  Conservatives  with  the  Liberals,  of 
those  National  Conservatives  who  were  deceived  and 
were  promised  a  policy  which  was  never  carried 
out.  If,  in  1887,  the  Liberal  party  succeeded  in 
getting  a  very  small  gain,  they  owed  it  to  the 
assistance  of  Mr.  Mercier  and  the  activity  of  Mr. 
L.  P.  Pelletier.  In  1882,  the  Liberal  party  were 
not  into  power  in  Quebec,  power  which  they  regret 
so  much  having  lost.  What  was  the  result  of  the 
elections  held  during  that  year  ?  We  had  amajority 
in  53  counties,  forming  a  popular  majority  of  23,193 
votes.  The  Liberals  had  a  majority  in  12  counties, 
formingapopularmajority  of  only  2,258  votes.  What, 
I  enquire  from  my  hon.  friend  the  member  for  Mont¬ 
magny  (Mr.  Choquette)  was  the  Liberal  majority 
in  the  rural  districts?  Suppose  we  divide  the  Liberal 
majority  by  the  number  of  members  returned,  we 
find  that  instead  of  having  12  members,  the  Liberal 
party  should  have  had  5  only.  However,  12  of  them 
came  here  and  sat  in  this  House  and  voted  against 
a  policy  which  had  received  the  support  of  a  great 
majority  of  the  popular  vote.  Let  us  now  come 
down  to  1887,  and  we  will  use  the  figures  voted  by 
Mr.  Barthe.  I  did  not  take  the  trouble  to  ascer¬ 
tain  them,  but  he  owns  that  our  party  had  a  popular 
majority.  79,176  electors  voted  for  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  policy,  whilst  the  Liberal  party  only  had 
79,108  votes.  We  retained  a  majority  of  the  votes 
notwithstanding  the  alliance  of  the  Conservative 
Nationals  with  the  Liberals.  Let  us  now  come  to 
1891.  The  hon.  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  gave 
yesterday  a  correct  statement  of  the  votes  polled  in 

1891.  He  has  shown  that  we  should  have  had  38 
members,  whilst  it  is  the  Liberal  party  that  had 
them.  Let  us  now  come  to  the  elections  held,  in 

1892,  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  subsequent  to  the 
falling  down  of  the  Mercier  Government.  Accord¬ 
ing  to  the  figures  I  have  gathered,  of  63  elections 
where  there  was  a  contest,  the  Liberal  party  won 
20  and  the  Conservatives  the  balance.  Under  the 
number  of  votes  cast  and  the  majorities  received 
by  the  candidates  of  both  parties,  the  Liberal 
party  are  entitled  to  11  members  only,  including 
the  independent  members.  If  we  consider  the 
total  majorities  received  by  the  candidates  of  both 
parties,  we  find  that  they  average  306  votes  for 
each  member,  which  would  give  9  Liberals  and  54 
Conservatives.  Under  this  estimate,  the  Liberal 
party  would  be  represented  by  11  members  in  the 
Quebec  Legislature,  while  they  have  now  20. 
Under  these  circumstances,  it  is  not  to  be  wondered 
at  that  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  and  his  friends 
should  make  any  shift  to  try  and  keep  the  existing 
system.  The  hon.  members  on  this  side  pointed 
out  to  this  House  some  editorials  published  in  cer¬ 
tain  so-called  independent  newspapers,  urging  us 
at  the  same  time  to  accept  their  opinion,  which  is 
adverse  to  this  Bill  and  goes  to  say  that  its  sole 
object  is  to  favour  a  political  party  ;  that  from  this 
day  forth  the  hon.  the  Minister  of  Justice  is  no 
longer  entitled  to  that  enviable  character  for  equity 

Mr.  Dupont. 


and  justice  which  these  independent  newspapers 
were  pleased  to  possess  him  with.  When  this 
so-called  independent  press  contended  that  the 
Minister  of  Justice  had  fallen  from  his  pedestal 
the  very  day  he  brought  up  this  measure, 
these  newspapers  were  allowing  themselves  to  be 
guilty  towards  him  of  a  denial  of  justice,  for 
through  this  Bill  the  hon.  Minister  is  going  to  do  a 
tardy  justice  to  the  electorate.  But  this  redistri¬ 
bution  ought  to  go  further.  Should  the  Govern¬ 
ment  be  willing  to  accept  amendments  that  will 
complete  their  measure,  they  would,  perhaps,  not 
suit  our  friends  the  Liberals  ;  they  will  certainly 
not  please  these  so-called  independent  newspapers, 
such  as  the  Mail  and  the  Star,  which  never  miss  an 
opportunity  of  slandering  some  one,  but  they  will 
have  only  done  their  duty.  This  Bill  is  certainly  a 
measure  which  will  have  for  its  effect  to  assure  the 
reign  of  liberty  in  our  country.  I  know,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  several  of  my  colleagues  in  this 
House  see  with  regret  the  time  coming  when  they 
will  have  to  part  with  electors  with  whom  they 
were  up  to  now  in  constant  relations  ;  who,  for 
more  than  thirty  years,  have  fought  the  political 
battles  at  their  side.  More  than  any  one  else,  I 
understand  the  feeling  of  regret  with  which  we  see 
our  political  friends  finding  their  way  into  another 
electoral  constituency,  my  own  county  being 
affected  by  this  Bill.  I  myself  have  political 
friends  devoted  to  me  and  to  the  Conservative 
party  who  will  be  withdrawn  from  my  electoral 
constituency  should  this  Bill  pass  as  it  now  stands. 
I  regret  the  gallant  co-operation  of  these  soldiers 
of  the  Conservative  party ;  but  this  leads  me 
to  believe  that  my  hon.  friend  from  Rouville, 
who  is  now  so  much  pleased,  will  not  be  so  when 
he  will  have  to  fight  against  them.  He  will  then 
understand  that  there  are  men  devoted  to  their 
country  in  the  parishes  of  St.  Pie  and  St.  Domi¬ 
nique.  He  will  not  be  as  cheerful  as  he  is  now 
when  he  will  have  to  meet  these  gentlemen  during  an 
election  contest.  Mr.  Speaker,  when  public  inter¬ 
est  calls  for  sacrifices  such  as  these,  we  must  not 
hesitate,  and  it  behooves  a  true  citizen  to  make 
them  cheerfully.  If  I  see  with  regret  a  certain 
number  of  my  electors  leaving  the  County  of  Bagot 
to  be  annexed  to  that  of  Rouville,  I  still  hope  that 
they  will  continue  to  fight  as  they  did  in  the  past, 
the  good  battles,  and  I  expect  from  my  political 
friends  living  in  the  parishes  which  happen  to  be 
annexed  to  the  County  of  Bagot  the  devotion 
which  those  of  St.  Pie  and  St.  Dominique  never 
measured  to  me. 

Mr,  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  Speak  of  your 
political  opponents  in  those  parishes. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  I  hope  that  the 
citizens  of  the  parishes  which  will  henceforth  form 
part  of  the  County  of  Rouville,  will  gallantly  fight 
the  good  battles  and  that  they  will  continue  to 
support  with  all  their  might  the  sound  policy. 
Notwithstanding  the  endeavours  of  the  hon.  leader 
of  the  Opposition  to  sow  the  tare  of  division  in  the 
parishes  which  happen  to  be  withdrawn  from  one 
county  and  annexed  to  another  by  this  measure, 
I  hope  that  these  endeavours  will  be  unavailing. 
If  the  hon.  leader  of  the  Opposition  has  no  policy 
to  offer  to  his  political  friends  and  to  the  people  of 
this  country,  he  will  hardly  succeed  in  rallying  a 
majority  around  him.  I  will  now  draw  to  a  close 
these  remarks  which  were  more  protracted  than  I 
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intended,  inasmuch  as  I  allowed  myself  to  be  led 
away  by  the  multiplicity  of  subjects  discussed  by 
the  speakers  who  preceded  me.  The  fact  is  I  had 
to  answer  to  several  speeches  made  on  this  side  of 
the  House,  and  the  tone  of  which,  as  regards 
several  of  them,  went  outside  the  parliamentary 
courtesies.  I  cannot  apply  that  remark  to  my  lion, 
friend  the  member  for  Iberville  (Mr.  Bechard)  who 
spoke  with  that  courtesy  to  which  he  is  used. 

Mr.  RINFRET.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  listened  with  pleasure  to  the  remarks  of 
the  hon.  member  for  Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont).  At 
moments  he  spoke  with  real  eloquence.  His  joy 
animated  his  welcome  to  the  Conservative  parishes 
which  will  in  the  future  be  part  of  his  county.  It 
also  permeated  the  would-be  touching  adieux  he 
made  to  the  Liberal  parishes  which  in  the  future 
will  vote  with  the  County  of  Rouville.  His  words 
were  more  intended  to  be  affecting  than  they  were 
sincere.  In  his  speech  he  touched  upon  several 
subjects  which  have  little  to  do  with  the  Bill  before 
us.  Often  he  wandered  from  the  path  of  discussion 
to  gather  here  and  there  flowers  on  his  way.  He 
told  us  that  the  speeches  from  my  hon.  friend  from 
Montmagny  (Mr.  Choquette)  were  the  cause  of  the 
emigration  of  the  electors  of  Montmagny  to  the 
United  States.  In  that  case  how  would  it  do  for 
the  Government  to  pay  the  hon.  member  for  Bagot 
(Mr.  Dupont)  to  go  to  Montmagny  to  fight  the  evil 
effects  of  the  speeches  of  its  representative  ?  He 
might  even  be  sent  into  most  of  the  counties  of  the 
Province  of  Quebec  and  try  his  hand  at  encourag¬ 
ing  our  people  to  remain  in  the  country.  But  the 
speeches  he  has  made  up  to  this  time,  I  must  say, 
are  hardly  calculated  to  prevent  the  emigration  of 
our  countrymen.  Should  the  speech  which  he 
made  to-night  be  distributed  in  his  county  it 
would  hardly  do  much  good.  The  hon.  member 
undertook  the  defence  of  the  city  of  Montreal, 
which  has,  however,  thirteen  or  fourteen  repre¬ 
sentatives  in  this  House  able  to  speak  in  its  behalf. 
It  is  strange,  to  say  the  least,  to  see  him  make 
himself  the  champion  of  the  interests  of  Montreal, 
when  they  are  entirely  in  opposition  to  those  of  the 
rural  counties.  All  his  speech  rests  on  an  argument 
which  had  already  been  used  by  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works.  He  told  us  that  the  Liberals  were 
in  a  minority  in  the  province  although  in  majority 
in  the  House.  This  is  a  bond  Jide  argument,  the 
most  serious  to  be  found  in  his  speech. 

I  have  not  verified  the  figures  which  he 
gave  us,  but  I  trust  enough  in  his  honesty  to 
believe  his  word.  Only  I  will  say  in  answer  to  this 
argument,  that,  at  the  last  general  elections,  the 
Liberal  organization  was  such,  as  to  direct  our 
efforts  especially  upon  the  doubtful  counties, 
which  we,  for  the  most  part,  carried.  We  made 
those  elections  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  in  forma 
pauperis  ;  and  consequently  we  had  to  neglect  the 
Conservative  strongholds,  which  we  only  went 
through  the  form  of  contesting.  These  are  the 
divisions  which  rolled  up  the  majority  spoken  of  by 
the  hon.  member.  In  that  lies  the  explanation  of 
the  seeming  anomaly  pointed  out  by  him.  I  must 
congratulate  him  for  having  had  the  courage  to  un¬ 
dertake  the  defence  of  this  measure.  We  were 
beginning  to  believe  that  not  a  single  member  on 
the  right  would  have  the  pluck  to  do  so.  I  con¬ 
gratulate  him,  for  he  is  the  most  valiant  of  the 
crew.  But  he  knows  the  reward  of  courage,  as  he 
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has  already  received  it.  Much  could  be  said  of 
that  courage,  as  well  'as  of  that  of  his  chief,  the 
Minister  of  Public  W  orks.  It  is  easy  for  these- 
gentlemen  to  challenge  us  to  meet  them  in  election 
campaigns,  when  they  shape  the  counties  at  their 
own  sweet  will.  My  intention  is  not  to  attack 
especially  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  nor  the 
hon.  member  for  Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont).  The  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Public  Works  has  assumed  the  responsibility 
of  the  measure,  and  claims  its  paternity.  He  is 
not  the  originator  of  the  main  idea  of  this  Bill* 
which  is  to  keep  in  power,  by  fair  means  or  foul.’ 
This  idea  is  as  old  as  the  party  itself.  What  has 
been  the  guiding  idea  of  these  gentlemen  during 
the  fourteen  years  that  I  have  occupied  a  seat  in 
this  House  ?  To  keep  themselves  in  power  by  any 
means.  This  measure  is  in  idea  the  exact  and 
faithful  copy  of  that  which  was  presented  in 
1882,  and  by  which  the  counties  were  mani¬ 
pulated  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  with  the 
object  of  building  up  a  majority.  The  hon. 
member  for  Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont)  told  us  that 
we  had  been  beaten  by  immense  majorities,  it  is 
true,  Mr.  Speaker,  for  they  had  done  so  much 
blowing  over  the  construction  of  the  Canadian 
Pacific,  that  they  succeeded  in  deceiving  a  large 
proportion  of  the  electorate.  It  must  not  be  for¬ 
gotten  either  that  we  had  gone  out  of  power  at  the 
end  of  a  terrible  crisis,  which  was  sent  by  Provi¬ 
dence,  and  not  due,  as  was  said,  to  bad  govern¬ 
ment  by  the  party.  The  subsidence  of  the  crisis 
has  given  a  revival  of  popularity  to  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  party,  which  claimed  for  its  policy  the  credit 
of  the  new  impetus  experienced  in  commercial 
affairs  in  Canada.  Notwithstanding  that,  so  little 
courage  had  this  party  that  they  did  not  dare  to 
go  to  the  electors,  without  taking  advantage  of  a 
re  manipulation  of  counties  in  Ontario  which  would 
secure  them  ten  or  twelve  more  seats.  But  they 
had  reckoned  without  their  host,  for  the  feeling  of 
irritation  in  Ontario  was  so  strong  that  the  people 
defeated  them  in  several  of  the  districts  which  they 
had  counted  on  securing.  At  the  elections  of  1887 
the  Conservative  party  imagined  another  means  by 
which  still  to  over-reach  the  popular  confidence 
which  they  had  lost.  They  took  in  hand  the  making 
of  the  voters’  lists,  by  officers,  partisans  of  the 
Government,  and  completely  under  their  control. 
At  every  election  since  1878,  such  means  have  been 
resorted  to  to  carry  the  elections.  In  1891  the 
Government  again  controlled  the  elections  by  the 
appointment  of  returning  officers.  The  influence 
exercised  by  these  officers  is  well  known.  They 
themselves  appoint  the  deputy  returning  officers 
who  preside  over  the  summing  up  of  the  votes.  At 
the  next  coming  election  the  Government  will  have 
for  themselves  the  benefit  of  the  measure  which 
they  are  presenting  to-day.  I  oppose  this  Bill  for 
two  reasons.  The  first  is,  that  it  does  not  deal 
justly  with  the  minority  in  this  House  ;  the  second 
is,  that  it  does  not  render  justice  to  the  electors. 
The  majority  of  this  House,  however  powerful 
it  may  be,  has  certainly  not  the  right  to  oppress 
the  minority.  On  the  contrary,  it  owes  it  a  certain 
deference  which  it  refuses  to-day.  Let  a  member 
belong  to  the  majority  or  to  the  minority  in  the 
House  he  always  represents  here  the  majority  of 
the  electors  of  his  county.  Consequently  all  denial 
of  justice  by  the  majority  towards  a  member  or 
political  party  in  the  House,  is  a  denial  of  justice 
towards  the  electors.  If  the  majority  had  shown 
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ordinary  fairness  or  even  courtesy,  it  would  never 
have  presented  this  Bill  without  consulting  the 
minority  in  some  way.  There  was  a  very  easy 
way  to  do  so.  It  was  to  do  for  this  measure  what 
has  been  done  with  the  Bill  of  the  lion,  member 
for  Bellechase.  The  question  could  have  been  sub¬ 
mitted  to  a  committee  composed  of  the  principal 
members  on  both  sides  of  the  House,  for  them  to 
settle  upon  a  principle  whereon  to  base  the  mea¬ 
sure.  I  understand  that  the  Executive  could  not 
forego  the  right  to  divide  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
but  this  division  should  have  been  made  according 
to  a  principle  determined  in  advance,  which  should 
serve  as  a  basis  to  all  future  redistributions.  Not 
only  has  the  Opposition  not  been  consulted,  but  it 
is  a  known  fact  that  each  of  the  members  of  the 
right  has  been  free  to  build  up  for  himself  his  own 
county.  Each  has  been  allowed  to  reinforce  his 
■county,  if  too  weak,  in  order  to  make  the  election 
sure.  The  manner  in  which  this  Bill  has  been  pre¬ 
pared  explains  the  shocking  outrages  that  have 
been  denounced  by  the  member  for  Rouville  and 
the  other  lion,  members  who  have  spoken  before 
me.  It  explains  why  the  Counties  of  Soulanges 
and  Vaudreuil  remain  as  they  were,  with  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  less  than  ten  thousand  souls  in  each. 
The  present  representatives  of  those  counties, 
wdio  are  friends  of  the  Government,  have 
used  all  their  strength  to  oppose  any  change 
which  would  affect  them.  It  explains  also  the 
changes  made  in  Bagot,  where  Liberal  parishes 
have  been  taken  away  and  replaced  by  Conserva¬ 
tive  parishes,  although  this  county  had  the  required 
population,  and  there  was  consequently  no  neces¬ 
sity  of  altering  it.  As  I  said  before,  I  oppose  this 
Biii  because  it  is  not  just  to  the  electors.  Loyaltj^ 
to  the  rights  of  the  electorate  is  the  fundamental 
basis  of  British  institutions.  There  has  been  much 
said  in  praise  of  the  English  parliamentary  system. 
I  am  one  of  its  admirers.  But  its  superiority  over 
all  other  forms  of  government,  rests  on  one  essen¬ 
tial  :  that  it  be  in  the  hands  of  a  wise  people,  like 
British  people.  As  soon  as  the  working  of  constitu¬ 
tional  principles  is  trusted  to  a  law  which  does  not 
respect  the  rights  of  the  electors,  the  rights  of  the 
people,  this  system,  excellent  in  itself,  may  become 
worse  than  Ctesarism.  Can  it  be  said  that  the 
rights  of  the  electors  are  respected  in  this  country, 
when  the  Government  in  a  general  election  seize 
upon  the  electors’  lists  ;  when  in  another  general 
election  they  appoint  the  returning  officers  at  their 
will ;  and  when  they  can  in  the  most  unjust  and 
arbitrary  manner,  manipulate  the  electoral  divi¬ 
sions,  so  as  to  build  up  majorities  for  themselves  ? 
Every  member  occupying  a  seat  here  has  been 
elected  on  a  certain  political  ticket.  He  represents 
a  certain  number  of  electors,  who  have  a  right  to 
judge  him,  that  is  to  say,  who  constitute  a  kind  of 
jury  to  pronounce  whether  he  has  well  or  ill  ful¬ 
filled  his  trust.  The  moment  you  change  the 
boundaries  of  counties  on  such  a  large  scale  as  you 
propose  to  do  to-day — affecting  twenty  or  twenty- 
five  counties  in  a  single  province — how  will  you 
expect  that  the  electors  can  exercise  their  privilege, 
if  those  whom  they  have  sent  here  cease  to  represent 
them  ?  Let  us  take  for  example  the  hon.  member  for 
Rouville.  In  spite  of  all  his  zeal  he  might  now  occa¬ 
sionally  indulge  in  somelittle  negligence  in  the  House 
without  being  brought  to  book.  On  the  other  hand, 
my  hon.  friend  from  Bagot  maybe  calculating,  per¬ 
haps,  to  indulge  in  some  himself,  since  he  takes  the 
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trouble  of  building  himself  up  a  safe  majority  of 
300.  There  are,  again,  other  members,  such  as  the 
members  for  Vercheres,  St.  John  and  Three  Rivers, 
whose  doom  is  already  sealed.  These  members 
may  be  models  of  virtue,  as  my  old  friend  of  St. 
John  (Mr.  Bourassa),  or  again, the  member  for  Ver¬ 
cheres  (Mr.  Geoffrion).  They  cannot  return  to 
their  jury  to  be  judged,  since  their  counties  are  to 
be  struck  off  by  the  present  measure.  The  Minister 
of  Public  Works  showed  himself,  in  his  speech  of 
yesterday,  an  excellent  heart  indeed,  in  spite  of  the 
bad  measure  he  fathered.  He  gave  us  some  conso¬ 
lation.  He  told  us  we  might  hope  for  some  sudden 
change  of  public  opinion  such  as  has  taken  place  in 
the  Province  of  Quebec  in  the  last  ten  years.  I  must 
say,  that  in  the  role  of  consoler,  my  hon.  friend  is 
truly  sublime.  But  if  we  take  things  as  they  are 
we  must  admit  that  the  effective  changes  in  public 
opinion  are  slow  to  come  about,  and  that  it  will 
take  a  long  while  for  the  Liberal  party  to  regain 
what  it  is  going  to  lose.  The  gerrymandering 
which  took  place  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  in  1882 
inflicted  upon  us  wounds  that  have  not  yet  healed 
over.  Let  us  hope  that  the  wounds  which  are  dealt 
us  to-day  may  heal  sooner,  considering  that  of  late 
years  public  opinion  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  has 
been,  at  last,  more  partial  to  the  Liberal  party. 
Within  a  few  years,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  political 
struggles  seem  to  have  taken  the  Province  of  Que¬ 
bec  for  their  special  ground.  In  1882  the  gerry¬ 
mandering  was  done  in  Ontario,  because  the  chief 
of  the  Liberal  party  then  belonged  to  that  pro¬ 
vince.  It  seemed  that  the  Conservative  party  had 
resolved  to  ruin  him  in  his  province.  The  war 
that  was  then  waged  against  Mr.  Blake  is  now 
directed  against  the  present  leader  of  the  Opposi¬ 
tion.  It  has  been  clamoured  everywhere  that  the 
Province  of  Quebec  was  the  most  corrupt  of  the 
whole  Dominion,  and  that  there  the  most  money 
was  wanted  for  the  elections.  The  reason  is  easy 
to  find.  It  is  because  fiercer  war  was  waged  there. 
Notwithstanding  the  desperation  of  this  war,  the 
Conservative  party  finds  to-day  that  we  are  gain¬ 
ing  ground  from  one  election  to  another,  and  they 
resolved  to  stop  our  progress  by  brutal  force,  if 
necessary,  by  wiping  out  the  counties  that  we  have 
gained.  I  hope  the  Conservative  party  may  not 
consummate  that  injustice, and  that  the  people  may 
energetically  condemn  it  if  it  is  perpetrated.  I 
hope  that  public  sentiment  w ill  be  strong  enough 
to  baffle  our  opponents  in  the  course.  I  hope  that 
in  the  counties  thus  juggled  with,  the  people  will 
not  give  their  support  to  the  ministerial  candi¬ 
dates,  and  that  the  majority  of  those  counties  will 
remain  faithful  to  us  as  in  the  past.  I  hope  that 
the  people  will  condemn  the  invasion  thus  made 
upon  their  municipal  rights,  for  this  interference  is 
pregnant  with  dangerous  consequences.  The 
House  must  know  that  our  population  is  stead¬ 
fastly  attached  to  its  municipal  organization.  We 
have  a  provincial  autonomy.  Enough  has  been 
said  about  it  to  show  our  attachment  to  it.  The 
same  obtains  for  the  municipal  autonomy.  There 
are  interests  to  be  cared  for  which  are  of  the  whole 
country.  And  to  these  the  people  of  the  province 
attach  the  highest  value.  It  frequently  happens 
that  men  are  chosen  to  represent  their  fellow- 
citizens  in  Parliament  simply  on  the  ground  of 
their  success  in  management  of  municipal  affairs. 
I  hope  that  the  Conservative  party  will  perceive 
that  it  is  a  mistake  to  dismember  counties  as  they 
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are  doing,  and  that  they  will  retrace  their  steps. 
If  not,  I  hope  that  the  people  of  the  country  will 
avenge  the  outrage  of  which  the  Liberal  party  is 
to-day  the  victim,  and  that  they  will  give  us  in  the 
future  as  generous  a  support  as  in  the  past. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (L’lslet).  Mr.  Speaker, 
since  this  debate  was  resumed  this  afternoon,  all 
the  lion,  gentlemen  who  have  spoken  on  the  other 
side  of  the  House  have  taunted  us  with  not  having 
had  the  courage  to  come  to  the  rescue  of  the  hon. 
Minister  of  Public  Works,  who  declared  yesterday 
that  he  was  more  particularly  responsible  for  the 
measure  now  before  the  House.  I  may  tell  my 
hon.  friends  opposite  that  they  are  entirely  mis¬ 
taken  in  thinking  this.  It  is  true  that  yesterday 
we  allowed  them  the  whole  time,  but  this  was  for 
the  very  good  and  simple  reason  that  the  Bill  we 
are  now  discussing  is  so  good  and  so  fair,  that  we 
consider  it  requires  no  defence  on  our  part.  More¬ 
over,  we  could  not  see  how  it  could  be  fairly  or  reason¬ 
ably  criticised,  and  of  course  in  order  that  we  might 
answer  the  arguments  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
we  had  to  wait  to  know  what  they  had  to  say. 
jSTow,  we  have  heard  them  speaking  for  several 
hours,  we  know  a  little  of  their  grievances,  and 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  will  find  that  there  are 
many  on  this  side  of  the  House  able  and  ready  to 
defend  the  action  of  the  Government  in  this  mat¬ 
ter.  On  this  subject,  as  on  any  other,  I  will  speak 
my  mind  openly,  and  there  will  be  no  misunder¬ 
standing  whatever  about  what  I  mean  and  as  to 
what  are  my  opinions.  Let  me  at  the  outset  of 
my  remarks  declare  that  I  entirely  approve  of  the 
principle  of  the  measure  before  the  House,  and  I 
believe  that  I  will  be  able  to  give  good  reasons  to 
show  that  it  is  a  just  measure  ;  reasons  which  may 
not  convince  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  but  which  I 
feel  sure  will  convince  sensible  and  reasonable  men 
not  swayed,  as  they  are,  by  party  prejudices. 
»So  thoroughly  do  I  approve  of  the  principle  of  the 
Bill  that  my  only  regret  is  that  the  Government 
has  not  thought  fit  to  give  a  larger  application  to 
the  principle. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  You  only  partially  approve  of 
it,  then  ? 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (L’Islet).  I  speak  with  sin¬ 
cerity  and  honesty,  because  it  is  better  that  our 
opinions  should  be  well  known  in  this  House  and 
in  the  country,  and  I  repeat  that  I  am  in  favour  of 
the  principle  of  the  Bill,  but  that,  for  my  part,  I 
would  have  preferred  a  larger  and  a  broader  appli¬ 
cation  of  that  principle.  Why,  Sir,  would  I  have 
preferred  a  larger  application  of  the  principle  ? 
Here  is  my  answer  :  I  ask  any  reasonable  man, 
and  I  hope  there  are  a  large  number  of  them  amongst 
our  friends  opposite,  if  they  can  for  a  few  moments 
try  and  disengage  their  minds  from  party  bias, 
party  prejudices  and  party  aspirations.  What  are 
the  facts  i  The  present  limits  of  the  constituencies 
in  the  Province  of  Quebec  were  fixed  in  the  year 
1851,  which  is  41  years  ago.  The  measure  now  be¬ 
fore  the  House  will  take  effect  only  at  the  next 
general  elections,  and,  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
events,  if  there  is  no  ministerial  crisis — and  it  is 
not  likely  there  will  be — the  next  general  election 
will  be  held  in  1895,  so  that  the  present  limits  of 
the  constituencies  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  will 
have  then  lasted  44  years.  Now,  I  appeal  to  the 
good  sense  of  my  hon.  friends  opposite,  and  I  ask 
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if  it  is  not  a  fact  that,  during  the  last  41  years,  there 
has  been  a  complete  change,  not  only  with  regard  to 
the  population,  but  also  with  regard  to  the  commer¬ 
cial,  agricultural  and  industrial  interests  of  the  sev¬ 
eral  counties?  I  was  strongly  of  the  opinion,  and  I 
have  expressed  that  opinion  on  every  available  oc¬ 
casion  during  the  last  year — the  Parliament  of 
Canada  being  in  duty  bound  by  the  British  North 
America  Act  to  have  a  new  Bill  redistributing  the 
representation  between  the  different  provinces — I 
was  strongly  of  opinion,  I  say,  that  the  time  had 
arrived  when  a  general  measure  of  redistribution 
foi'  the  Province  of  Quebec  should  be  laid  before 
this  Parliament  and  made  the  law  of  the  land. 
1  his  is  my  opinion,  and  it  has  been  the  more 
strongly  confirmed  by  what  I  have  heard  from  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite.  Before  I  answer  the  different 
arguments  made  by  members  on  the  other  side,  I 
will  first  give  to  the  House  the  reasons  why  I 
thought  that  the  time  had  arrived  for  this  general 
measure  of  redistribution,  and  I  will  also  have  the 
courage— notwithstanding  the  taunt  that  has  been 
made  by  the  hon.  member  for  Lotbini^re  (Mr. 
Rinfret)  and  the  hon.  member  for  Montmagny 
(Mr.  Choquette) — to  defend  this  Bill  and  to  say 
that  it  is  a  just  measure.  It  is  a  fair  measure,  it 
is  a  reasonable  measure,  but  I  am  sorry  to  say  that 
it  only  partially  corrects  the  very  grave  injustice 
under  which  the  Province  of  Quebec  has  been 
labouring^  for  30  years  past.  This  I  am  able  to 
prove.  Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  speak  as  a 
party  man  here. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Hear,  hear.  Oh,  no. 
Mr.  DESJARDINS  (L’lslet).  No,  I  do  not. 

Sir  J OHN  THOMPSON.  They  cannot  under¬ 
stand  that. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (L’lslet).  The  hon.  Minister 
of  Justice  has  truly  remarked  that,  perhaps,  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  cannot  understand  that  a  mem¬ 
ber  can  speak  in  this  House,  not  as  a  party  man, 
but  as  a  citizen  and  as  a  member  of  Parliament 
understanding  his  duty  and  decided  to  do  his  duty. 

I  repeat,  Sir,  that  I  do  not  speak  as  a  party  man, 
but  I  want  to  speak  as  a  sensible  and  a  reasonable 
man,  and  I  also  appeal  to  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
not  to  consider  this  question  from  a  party  point  of 
view.  That,  unfortunately,  is  not  the  spirit  which 
has  actuated  them  during  this  debate,  and  which  is 
likely  to  actuate  them  to  its  close  ;  but  I  ask  them 
now  to  come  to  the  consideration  of  the  question 
without  any  party  bias  or  prejudice.  Let  us  go 
into  a  few  figures  bearing  on  this  subject.  I  have 
said  that  the  present  limits  of  the  counties  of  the 
Province  of  Quebec  were  settled  in  1851,  and  at 
that  time,  everything  considered,  it  was  thought  a 
pretty  fair  measure.  Since  that,  however,  the  pro¬ 
vince  has  developed,  and,  of  course,  that  progress, 
com  mercially,  agriculturally  and  industrially,  has  not 
been  f  elt  in  an  equal  degree  by  all  parts  of  the  province. 
The  population  of  the  city  of  Montreal,  by  the 
census  of  1851,  was  57,715.  The  County  of  Hoche- 
laga,  which  is  now  only  an  extension  of  the  city  of 
Montreal,  had  only  a  few  thousand  inhabitants.  I 
suppose  that  in  the  County  of  Hoehelaga  and  the 
city  of  Montreal  together  the  population,  all  told, 
was  between  65,000  and  68,000.  In  1891,  the  city 
of  Montreal  and  the  County  of  Hoehelaga  had  a 
combined  population  of  263,706.  The  average 
yearly  increase  is  from  8,000  to  10,000.  So  that  to¬ 
day,  at  the  moment  I  speak,  there  are  within  the 
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limits  of  the  four  electoral  divisions  of  Montreal  and 
Hochelaga  at  least  275,000  people.  That  is  the  in¬ 
crease  with  regard  to  the  population.  At  the  same 
time  the  commercial  and  industrial  interests  of 
Montreal  have  multiplied  more  than  ten-fold,  and 
capital  has  increased  by  tens  of  millions  and  tens 
of  millions.  And  now,  Mr.  Speaker,  where  is  the 
reasonable  man  who  will  pretend  to  say  that  the 
great  commercial  city  of  Montreal  to-day  should  be 
left  with  the  same  representation  which  wTas  allotted 
to  it  41  years  ago  ?  I  do  not  think  any  one  in  the 
House  will  take  such  a  completely  nonsensical 
position  as  that. 

It  being  six  o’clock,  the  Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

IN  COMMITTEE— THIRD  READINGS. 

Bill  (No.  83)  respecting  the  Chignecto  Marine 
Transport  Railway  Company  (Limited). — (Mr. 
Dickey. ) 

Bill  (No.  86)  to  incorporate  the  Buckingham  and 
Lievre  River  Railway  Company. — (Mr.  Curran.) 

Bill  (No.  87)  respecting  the  Montreal  and  Lake 
Maskinonge  Railway  Company. — (Mr.  Beausoleil. ) 

REPRESENTATION  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF 
COMMONS. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (LTslet).  When  you  left 
the  Chair  at  six  o’clock,  Mr.  Speaker,  after  a  feAV 
preliminary  remarks  I  intended  to  show  the  reasons 
which,  I  think,  make  it  imperative  upon  the 
Government  and,  I  may  add,  the  Parliament  of 
Canada,  to  adopt  the  measure  for  the  redistribution 
of  the  limits  of  counties  in  the  Province  of  Quebec 
and  elsewhere  which  is  now  submitted  to  the  House. 
Before  going  into  the  figures,  I  will  summarize  in 
a  very  few  words  the  principles  I  have  laid  down, 
and  which  I  think  should  guide  us  in  this  matter. 
I  said  first  that  I  entirely  approve  of  the  principle 
of  the  Bill,  and  I  added,  speaking  openly  my  mind, 
that  I  was  of  opinion  that,  under  the  circumstances 
and  all  things  considered,  it  would  have  been  bet¬ 
ter  to  have  made  a  larger  application  of  this  princi¬ 
ple.  I  called  the  attention  of  the  House  seriously 
to  this  very  important  point,  certainly  one  of 
the  most  important  to  be  considered  in  this  debate: 
that  the  present  limits  of  the  counties  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec  have  been  so  arranged  and  so  de¬ 
cided  upon  in  1851,  that  is  41  years  ago.  I  called 
the  attention  of  the  House  to  this  point,  that  since 
that  time  Canada  has  wonderfully  developed,  that 
the  Province  of  Quebec  has  developed  a  great  deal, 
that  the  increase  of  population  and  of  wealth  has 
not  been  going  on  equally  in  the  different  sections 
of  the  province,  so  that  the  basis  upon  which  the 
limitation  of  counties  took  place  in  1851  has  been 
altogether  altered.  It  has  been  gradually  altered 
ever  since  1851,  and  gradually  and  rapidly  the 
consequence  has  been  that  politically  the  electors 
of  the  Province  of  Quebec  have  really  suffered  an 
ever-increasing  injustice  and  unfairness  for  the 
last  30  years.  I  added  that,  having  given  what  I 
consider  full  consideration  to  the  question,  I  per¬ 
sonally,  not  at  all  looking  at  the  question  from  any 
party  point  of  view,  wanted  to  impress  this  very 
strongly  on  the  minds  of  my  hon.  friends  opposite, 
though  I  do  not  know  whether  or  not  I  will  suc¬ 
ceed  in  convincing  them  that  I  am  not  speaking  as 
Mr.  Desjardins  (LTslet). 


a  party  man,  but  I  honestly  and  sincerely  do  so, 
and  I  ask  my  friends  to  believe  that  I  do  so. 
As,  according  to  the  law  of  the  land,  our  constitu¬ 
tion,  the  British  North  America  Act,  given  us  by 
the  Imperial  Parliament,  the  sovereign  authority 
in  Canada  as  in  England,  the  Government  of 
Canada  was  in  duty  bound  to  propose  to  the  House 
to  adopt  a  measure  redistributing  the  representa¬ 
tion  of  the  several  provinces,  I  think  it  was  a  good, 
and  fair,  and  just  opportunity  to  make  a  general 
redistribution  of  the  limits  of  the  counties  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec  on  such  a  basis  as  would  guar¬ 
antee  to  that  province,  that  for  at  least  20  or  30 
years  it  would  not  be  necessary  to  disturb  those 
limits.  This  is  my  point  of  view,  and  I  will  say 
that  I  consider  that  the  general  redistribution  of 
seats  should  take  place  as  seldom  as  possible,  but, 
when  necessity  makes  it  an  imperative  duty  on 
Parliament  to  do  so,  Parliament  should  face  its 
duty  with  courage,  not  minding  party  prejudices 
or  fanaticism,  and  should  so  fix  the  limits  of  coun¬ 
ties  that  it  would  not  be  necessary  to  alter  them 
every  10  years.  I  was  convinced,  and  I  am  still 
convinced,  that  it  would  have  been  easy  to  frame 
such  a  general  measure  for  the  Province  of  Quebec 
which  would  have  given  complete  justice  to  both 
parties,  which  would  have  given  justice  to  the 
electoral  body  of  the  province  as  a  whole,  which 
would  have  given  justice  to  the  entire  Dominion, 
and  so  far  as  the  Province  of  Quebec  is 
concerned,  the  constitution  fixing  at  65  the  num¬ 
ber  of  its  representatives,  this  basis  should 
have  been  made  so  broad  and  well  defined  that  it 
should  have  taken  at  least  thirty  years  before  it 
would  have  been  again  necessary  to  alter  those  limits. 
Of  course,  with  further  development  of  population 
and  wealth,  with  further  consequent  displacements 
of  political  power  in  the  different  constitu¬ 
encies,  I  understand  that  it  would  have  been 
necessary  later  on  to  reconsider  those  limits 
in  any  case,  but  my  object  would  have  been  to  so 
frame  this  basis  as  to  postpone  for  as  long  a  time 
as  possible  the  reconsideration  of  this  question. 
The  Bill,  as  I  have  said,  does  not  go  so  far.  I  sin¬ 
cerely  regret  it.  I  speak  with  sincerity,  but 
though  the  Bill  is  not  as  broad  as  I  would  have 
liked  it  to  be,  I  still  think  it  is  my  duty  to  defend 
and  support  it,  and  the  principle  upon  which  it  is 
based,  expressing  the  hope  that  during  this  debate, 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  having  insisted,  after  the 
kind  words  spoken  to  them  by  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works,  that  the  Government  should  con¬ 
sider  their  suggestions,  we  may  also  on  this  side  of 
the  House  ask  that  the  Government  may  consider 
some  of  our  suggestions  and  wishes,  and  perhaps, 
some  amendments  may  be  made  to  the  Bill.  At 
all  events,  on  this  motion  for  the  second  reading, 
and  the  amendment  to  it  which  are  before  the 
House,  all  we  have  to  do  so  far  is  to  consider  the 
measure  as  a  whole,  and  to  consider  the  principle 
of  the  Bill,  and  we  will  later  on  investigate  the 
details  of  the  Bill  in  committee.  Before  going  into 
the  figures  which  I  will  ask  the  kind  permission  of 
the  House  to  submit,  I  will  express  my  views  in  a 
few  words  with  regard  to  the  principle  which  is 
embodied  in  the  Bill,  and  which  I  think  should  be 
applied  in  the  country  when  the  question  of  dis¬ 
tribution  of  seats  has  to  be  considered.  I  will  say 
openly  and  frankly  that  I  am  in  favour  of  as  gen¬ 
eral  as  possible  an  application  of  the  principle  of 
representation  by  population,  but  I  do  not  con- 
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aider  that  as  an  absolute  principle,  that  the  limits 
of  the  counties  should  be  set  down  solely  in  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  principle  of  population,  that  we 
should  frame  a  measure  giving  so  many  representa¬ 
tives  to  a  province  or  of  the  whole  Dominion  simply 
based  on  the  division  of  the  total  population. 
I  am  not  in  favour  of  an  absolute  application  of  the 
principle,  because  there  are  many  other  important 
considerations  to  be  looked  after  which  I  am  just 
going  to  mention,  and,  moreover,  it  is  impossible  to 
make  a  complete  application  of  the  principle  of 
population.  \\  hy  ?  Because  in  all  countries  in 
the  world,  and  especially  in  a  large  and  new 
country  like  Canada,  the  population  increasing 
over  a  vast  extent  of  territory,  if  you  were 
to  simply  divide  the  population  of  Canada  by 
the  number  of  representatives  required,  the 
House  would  be  composed  of  so  many  mem¬ 
bers  each  representing,  say,  23,000  people.  Well 
and  good.  You  would  declare  by  law  that 
every  representative  sitting  in  the  House  of  Com¬ 
mons  should  represent  a  population  of  23,000.  But 
the  very  next  day  after  you  have  passed  the  law, 
that  basis  would  be  displaced  by  the  movement  of 
population,  and  day  after  day  you  would  see  some 
constituencies,  perhaps,  decreasing  in  population 
and  running  below  the  standard,  and  others  rising 
andgoingfar beyond thestandard.  Solconsider that 
it  is  impossible  to  make  a  complete  application  of 
the  principle.  I  say,  moreover,  that  we  must  not 
only  look  at  the  question  of  population.  In  a 
homogeneous  country,  where  the  population  is  all 
of  the  same  race  and  creed,  it  would  be  easier  to 
apply  the  principle,  but  I  find  a  great  difficulty  in 
applying  the  principle  in  a  mixed  community  like 
that  of  Canada,  where  you  have  a  variety  of  religious 
creeds,  and  where  you  have,  and  perhaps  will  have 
for  all  time  to  come,  or  at  least  for  many  centuries, 
a  variety  of  races.  And  it  becomes  imperative 
upon  the  Parliament  of  Canada,  in  fixing  the  limits 
of  the  constituencies,  to  take  into  consideration  the 
past  traditions  of  the  creeds  and  races  in  this 
country ;  because  if  you  applied  the  principle  of 
population  to  the  extreme  limit,  you  might  go  so 
far  as  to  do  a  serious  injustice  to  some  creed  or 
race.  Another  important  consideration  not  to  be 
forgotten  is  this.  We  have  to  take  into  considera¬ 
tion  the  geographical  conditions  of  the  country. 
Our  friends  opposite — and  I  will  have  to 
consider  this  point  in  reply  to  some  of  their  argu¬ 
ments— have  tried  to  make  a  great  point  against 
one  of  the  clauses  of  the  Bill  which  provides  for 
the  union  of  two  counties  which  are  divided  by  a 
very  narrow  river.  For  my  part,  I  will  say  at 
once  that  I  do  not  see  any  serious  objection  against 
this  provision  ;  but  I  admit  that  upon  the  whole, 
in  a  larg6  country  like  Canada,  with  so  vast  an 
extent  of  territory,  you  have  to  consider  somewhat 
the  geographical  question.  We  have  large  rivers  ; 

I  am  proud  to  say  that  we  have,  if  not  the  largest, 
at  least  the  finest  river  in  the  whole  world — the  St. 
Lawrence.  We  have  large  lakes  in  the  old  Pro¬ 
vinces  of  Canada,  and  also  in  Manitoba  and  the 
North-West  Territories.  Some  sections  of  the 
country  are  divided  by  mountain  ranges.  Of 
course,  all  these  things  have  to  be  taken  into  con¬ 
sideration.  Moreover,  you  must  not  forget  that 
we  cannot  apply  the  principle  of  population  rigor¬ 
ously,  because  in  several  of  the  counties  we  have  a 
sparse  population  over  a  large  extent  of  territorv  ; 
and  of  course  you  are  bound  to  consider  not  only 


the  number  of  the  population  in  those  counties, 
but  also  the  extent  of  the  territory  of  those  counties. 
But,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  a  further  exception  to 
the  rule  of  applying  the  principle  of  population.  It 
is  my  opinion  that  representativegovernment  means, 
not  representation  by  population  altogether,  not  re¬ 
presentation  according  to  the  number  of  heads,  but  it 
also  means  representation  of  interests.  In  fixing 
the  limits  of  counties  we  have  to  consider,  besides 
population,  the  varied  interests  of  the  country  ; 
first,  the  agricultural  interest,  and  secondly  the 
interests  of  capital,  of  manufactures,  of  commerce, 
of  finance  and  the  fishing  and  mining  interests  ;  all 
these  different  interests  have  to  be  taken  into  con¬ 
sideration  in  our  system  of  parliamentary  govern¬ 
ment.  The  first  protection  given  to  these  varied 
interests  is  provided  by  the  Franchise  Act  itself, 
by  the  determination  of  what  the  franchise  shall 
be.  But  this  protection  must  also  be  completed 
by  a  well  defined  system  governing  the  limits  of 
counties.  It  is  after  all  those  considerations,  how¬ 
ever  favourably  I  may  view  the  application  of  the 
principle  of  population  where  there  are  no  causes  to 
interfere  with  it,  that  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  it  is  our  duty  as  a  Parliament  to  take  into 
consideration  all  these  other  points.  Now,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  will  give  you  a  case  exactly  in  point. 
I  will  go  into  the  city  where  I  have  the  honour  and 
the  happiness  to  reside,  to  find  a  case  in  point  where 
you  cannot  apply  the  principle  of  representation 
by  population.  Take  the  city  of  Quebec.  The 
population  of  the  city  of  Quebec  is  a  little  over 
(53,000.  As  our  average  is  a  little  less  than  23,000 
as  a  basis  of  representation,  this  would  give  about 
three  members,  the  present  number,  as  the  repre¬ 
sentation  to  which  Quebec  is  entitled.  On  that 
basis  three  members  should  represent  (59,000,  which 
is  but  little  more  that  the  population  of  the  city  of 
Quebec.  Now  look  at  the  divisions  of  that  city. 
You  have  over  36,000  of  population  in  Quebec 
East,  which  constituency  is  so  worthily  repre¬ 
sented  in  this  House  by  my  hon.  friend  the  leader 
of  the  Opposition.  In  Quebec  Centre,  you  have  a 
population,  if  I  remember  rightly,  of  a  little  over 
17,000  ;  and  in  Quebec  West  you  have  a  population 
of  only  9,000  and  a  few  hundred  ;  so  that  the 
population  of  Quebec  West  is  only  about  one-fourth 
the  population  of  Quebec  East.  Now,  taking  the 
circumstances  of  that  city  into  consideration,  can 
we  alter,  as  far  as  Quebec  West  is  concerned,  the 
representation  of  that  constituency  ?  I  answer  no. 
Why  ?  Because  when  the  present  divisions  of 
Quebec  were  settled  41  years  ago,  the  circum¬ 
stances  which  determined  those  limits  apply  as 
strongly  to-day  as  they  did  then.  The  division  of 
Quebec  West  at  that  time  was  composed  by  a  large 
majority  of  English-speaking  electors.  It  so  happens 
that  in  the  city  of  Quebec  a  very  large  percentage 
of  the  capital,  of  the  commerce,  of  the  banking,  and 
of  the  industrial  interests,  are  in  the  hands  of,  and 
controlled  by,  the  English-speaking  minority.  The 
English-speaking  minority  in  Quebec  West  is  com¬ 
posed  of  English,  a  few  Scotch,  and  a  larger  num¬ 
ber  of  Irish.  Now,  although  the  relative  numbers 
of  the  races  have  changed,  it  is  still  our  duty  so  to 
define  the  limits  of  the  constituencies  of  Quebec  so 
that  the  English-speaking  minority,  and,  I  may  say, 
the  English  interest,  controlling  the  capital  and 
commerce  of  Quebec  to  so  large  a  degree,  should 
be  represented  in  this  House  at  least  by  one  mem¬ 
ber  out  of  the  three.  I  desire  to  submit  for  the 
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consideration  of  the  House  a  fair  proposition.  What 
would  be  the  consequence  if  Parliament  altered  the 
division  of  Quebec  West  ?  It  could  be  easily  done, 
and  perhaps  I  may  be,  later  on,  reproached  for  the 
words  I  am  about  to  utter,  but  since  I  entered  pub¬ 
lic  life  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that,  in  view 
of  all  considerations,  first  as  an  elector  and  then  as 
a  member  of  Parliament  and  politician,  the  only 
course  to  follow  is  the  straight  one,  without 
fear  of  consequences.  Whatever  reproach  may 
subsequently  be  cast  at  me  I  care  not,  and  it 
will  not  prevent  the  utterance  of  my  views_, 
for  I  never  feared  to  face  prejudice.  We  could 
alter  the  limits  of  Quebec  West  so  that  the 
English-speaking  minority  would  be  swamped  by 
the  French-Canadian  vote — and  it  could  be  very 
easily  done.  The  lion,  member  for  Quebec  East 
(Mr.  Laurier)  would  not  agree  to  such  a  change, 
because  his  sense  of  justice  would  prevent  him 
concurring  in  such  an  act,  but  he  would  have  only 
to  approve  of  the  transfer  of  one-third  of  Quebec 
East  to  Quebec  West  and  the  thing  is  done,  for 
there  would  be  three  Erench-Canadian  votes  to  one 
English  vote,  and  then  no  longer  would  any 
English-speaking  member  be  elected  by  Quebec 
West.  This  we  cannot  do,  because  it  would  be 
unfair  and  unjust,  and  it  would  deprive  the 
English-speaking  minority  of  a  seat  in  the  city  of 
Quebec,  which  is  their  due  representation  in  this 
House,  and  against  such  a  proposal  I  would  fight 
myself,  because  I  desire  to  render  justice  to  the 
English-speaking  minority  in  the  city  of  Quebec, 
as  I  wish  to  render  justice  to  them  in  the  province, 
and  as  I  hope  that  we,  the  French-Canadian 
minority  in  the  Dominion,  will  receive  fair-play 
and  justice  from  the  English-speaking  majority  in 
this  country.  Under  the  arrangement  existing  for 
the  last  fifteen  years  the  equilibrium  between  the 
various  interests  has  not  been  maintained,  but 
it  has  been  gradually  breaking  down,  so  much 
so  that  to-day  a  glaring  injustice  prevails,  and 
it  is  this  injustice  which  I  wish  Parliament  to 
correct.  The  Bill  now  under  consideration  cor¬ 
rects,  in  a  large  degree,  this  injustice,  and  for 
that  reason  I  give  it  my  approval.  I  wish  the 
Bill  to  go  further  and  remedy  the  whole  injustice. 
I  hope  it  may  be  amended  so  as  to  grant  our  pro¬ 
vince  a  larger  share  of  justice  than  it  now  secures, 
but,  at  all  events,  if  we  cannot  arrive  at  a  fair  un¬ 
derstanding  to  so  amend  the  Bill,  I,  for  my  part, 
taking  into  consideration  the  very  important  fact 
that  a  large  part  of  the  injustice  is  corrected,  will 
support  the  Bill  to  the  end  with  all  my  enei’gy  and 
to  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  and  I  will  do  so  not 
as  a  party  man  but  as  a  citizen  of  Canada  and  as  a 
responsible  member  of  the  Parliament  of  this  Dom¬ 
inion.  Quotations  of  figures  do  not  afford  very 
good  entertainment,  but  I  desire  to  present  a  few 
statistics  to  the  House,  and  I  hope  hon.  members 
will  bear  with  me  in  doing  so.  I  wish  to  support 
the  views  which  I  honestly  entertain,  and  although 
I  do  not  wish  to  impose  my  views  on  any  one,  it 
is  my  duty  to  express  them  and  to  take  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  them,  and  then  I  consider  I  shall  have 
done  my  duty.  The  leader  of  the  Opposition  will, 
perhaps,  allow  me,  although  I  am  a  much  younger 
member  of  the  House  than  himself,  to  reply  to  some 
of  the  arguments  he  addressed  to  the  House  yester¬ 
day.  If  I  understood  the  hon.  gentleman  rightly, 
he  first  laid  down  the  principle  that,  according  to 
the  British  North  America  Act,  the  Government 
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were  only  bound  to  rearrange  the  representa¬ 
tion  in  provinces  where  a  decrease  or  increase 
of  representation  was  a  necessity.  I  differ  with 
the  hon.  gentleman  on  that  point  ;  and  why  ?  It  is 
true  that  the  number  of  representatives  of  the 
Province  of  Quebec  is  limited  by  the  constitution 
to  65.  It  is  also  true  that  the  result  of  the  last 
census  of  1891,  so  far  as  the  Province  of  Ontario 
is  concerned,  is  to  leave  that  province  with  the 
same  number  of  representatives  as  it  has  possessed 
during  the  last  ten  years,  92  members.  Hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  opposite  have  tried  to  score  a  point  against  the 
National  Policy  in  this  way.  They  have  stated 
that  the  fact  that  the  Province  of  Ontario  has  not 
the  right  to  increase  its  members  shows  that  the 
National  Policy  is  a  failure,  that  indeed  this  is 
another  proof  of  the  failure  of  that  policy. 
Of  course  we  cannot  all  see  through  the 
same  spectacles,  and  my  political  convictions 
and  training  have  not  accustomed  me  to 
look  at  the  policy  of  the  country  through 
the  spectacles  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite.  So 
it  is  in  this  case.  I  cannot  see  that  the  fact  that 
the  Province  of  Ontario  cannot  claim  an  increase 
of  representation  shows  the  failure  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Policy.  In  my  humble  opinion,  it  show’s 
this :  that  the  representation  of  Ontario  being 
based  upon  the  representation  of  Quebec,  and  the 
Province  of  Quebec  having,  owing  to  the  National 
Policy,  especially  observable  in  the  great  centre 
of  population,  Montreal,  increased  relatively  in 
larger  proportion  than  in  former  decades,  it  so  hap¬ 
pens  that  Ontario  is  not  entitled  to  a  further  in¬ 
crease  of  representation.  But  it  does  not  show 
that  the  National  Policy  has  been  a  failure.  The 
leader  of  the  Opposition  laid  down  as  his  first  prin¬ 
ciple  that  no  changes  should  be  made  in  the  Pro¬ 
vinces  of  Ontario  and  Quebec.  I  differ  from  him 
on  this  point.  The  law  makes  it  obligatory  for  the 
Government  to  change  the  representation  of  the 
provinces  which  have  to  suffer  a  decrease  of  repre¬ 
sentation,  and  of  the  provinces  which  are  entitled 
to  an  increase.  The  British  North  America  Act 
has  no  provision  to  make  it  obligatory  on  Parlia¬ 
ment  to  alter  the  existing  limits  of  counties  in 
the  Provinces  of  Ontario  and  Quebec,  but  the 
fact  of  the  changes  which  I  have  indicated  hav¬ 
ing  taken  place  during  the  last  forty  years,  has 
made  it  the  duty  of  the  Government  and  the  duty 
of  Parliament  to  make  a  redistribution  of  seats. 
My  remarks  apply  more  particularly  to  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec,  but  I  will  have  a  few  words  also 
to  say  with  regard  to  the  Province  of  Ontario,  be¬ 
cause  my  hon.  friends  from  Ontario  on  both  sides 
of  the  House,  of  course,  recognize  the  right  of 
every  member  of  Parliament,  from  whichever  pi'o- 
vince  he  comes,  to  consider  this  question  from  the 
standpoint  of  his  duty  to  the  whole  Dominion,  and 
not  exclusively  in  relation  to  the  particu¬ 
lar  district  or  province  from  which  he  may 
come.  I  trust  the  leader  of  the  Opposition 
will  allow  me  to  dissent  from  the  opinion  he 
has  expressed,  that  we  should  not  increase  the  re¬ 
presentation  of  the  urban  population  and  decrease 
the  representation  of  the  rural  population.  I  con¬ 
tend  that  our  duty  as  a  Parliament  is  to  provide 
that  both  the  urban  and  rural  population  shall  be 
proportionately,  adequately  and  fairly  represented. 
If  I  rightly  understood  the  leader  of  ti  e  Opposi¬ 
tion,  he  is  of  opinion  that  under  the  present  system 
of  representation  the  rural  and  urban  population 
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are  now  fairly  and  adequately  represented.  I  do 
not  think  so.  Although  I  have  the  honour  to  re¬ 
present  a  rural  county,  and  have  no  personal  inter¬ 
est  in  the  matter,  but  only  the  good  of  my  country 
at  heart,  altogether  outside  of  any  party  consider¬ 
ation,  I  maintain  that  if  there  is  an  injustice  exist¬ 
ing  to-day,  it  is  an  injustice  existing  against  the 
urban  population.  If  my  recollection  of  the  recent 
past  is  correct,  the  hon.  the  leader  of  the  Opposi¬ 
tion  is  in  complete  contradiction  of  himself 
on  this  question.  Two  or  three  years  ago,  when 
I  had  the  honour  to  have  a  seat  in  the  Que¬ 
bec  Legislature,  there  was  a  law  proposed  by 
the  Mercier  Government  which  was  not  exactly 
to  redistribute  the  seats,  but  to  increase  the 
number  of  representatives,  and  one  of  the  prin¬ 
cipal  objects  of  the  Bill  was  to  give  increased 
representation  to  the  large  city  of  Montreal  and 
also  to  the  city  of  Quebec.  I  believe  that  the  hon. 
leader  of  the  Opposition  has  been  a  staunch  friend 
of  the  Mercier  Government  ever  since.  During  the 
elections  of  1890  he  supported  the  Mercier  Govern¬ 
ment  with  all  his  political  influence,  and  with  all 
his  talent  and  eloquence.  He  paid  me  the  very 
high  honour,  and  he  will  remember  the  fact,  of  com¬ 
ing  down  to  the  county  where  I  was  fighting  the 
battle  for  my  party,  or  rather  for  my  province  and 
my  country  at  the  time.  The  hon.  gentleman  came 
there  to  support  with  his  eloquence  my  opponent, 
the  Hon.  Charles  Langelier.  If  I  am  not  mistaken, 
I  had  something  to  say  on  the  platform  that  day 
condemning  the  measure  of  the  Mercier  Government 
increasing  the  representation,  but  the  hon.  leader 
of  the  Opposition  never  condemned  this  policy  of 
the  Mercier  Government,  but  approved  of  it  as  of 
everything  else  they  did  then. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Did  the  Mercier  Government 
limit  the  rural  constituencies  ? 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (L'lslet).  They  did  not  de¬ 
crease  the  rural  constituencies,  but  they  increased 
the  total  representation,  and  I  will  explain  that 
matter  just  now.  I  wish  first  to  point  to  what  I 
consider  the  inconsistency  of  the  leader  of  the  Op¬ 
position,  who  at  that  time  approved  of  the  increase 
in  the  representation  of  the  larger  cities,  but  who, 
to  my  very  great  surprise,  now  declares  that  he  is 
altogether  against  increasing  the  representation  of 
the  larger  cities.  In  the  Quebec  Legislature  I  voted 
against  this  Bill  of  the  Mercier  Government,  be¬ 
cause  it  provided  for  the  increase  of  the  number  of 
members,  but  if  the  Mercier  Government  had  pro¬ 
posed  a  measure  not  increasing  the  number  of 
members  from  65  to  73,  and  so  altering  the 
limits,  I  would  have  considered  the  question 
with  more  approbation.  I  expressed  then  the 
opinion,  which  I  repeat  here  to-day,  with  re¬ 
gard  to  the  increasing  of  the  representation  of 
the  larger  cities,  and  I  say  that  I  consider 
that  the  Provincial  Legislature  being  charged 
more  particularly  by  the  British  North  America 
Act  with  the  pi’otection  of  agricultural  inter¬ 
ests  ;  if  there  was  a  point  to  be  made  against 
the  increase  of  the  representation  of  the  large 
cities,  it  was  to  be  made  in  the  Local  Legis¬ 
lature,  where  I  thought,  and  where  I  think 
still,  that  the  rural  population  should  have  a 
larger  representation  proportionately,  because  the 
Local  Governments  are  more  particularly  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  protection  of  the  great  national 
industry  of  agriculture.  But  if  there  was  a  Par¬ 


liament  in  which  an  increased  representation  should 
be  given  to  the  large  cities,  it  was  the  Dominion 
Parliament.  That  is  the  opinion  I  expressed  in 
Quebec,  and  which  I  repeat  here  to-night  ;  and 
why  ?  Because  it  is  true  that  under  our  federal 
system  the  Local  Legislatures  have  been  wisely 
authorized  to  supervise  and  protect  specially  the 
agricultural  interests  ;  and  the  Parliament  of  Can¬ 
ada  particularly  charged  with  the  superintendence 
and  protection  of  the  commercial,  the  industrial 
and  the  banking  interests  of  the  Dominion  ;  and  as 
these  large  interests  are  naturally  concentrated  in 
the  large  cities,  I  think  it  is  only  right,  fair  and 
just  that  those  cities  should  have  as  large  a  repre¬ 
sentation  as  possible  for  the  protection  of  those  great 
interests.  That  is  the  stand  I  took  in  the  Province 
of  Quebec  in  discussing  the  Bill  of  the  Mercier 
Government,  and  I  think  I  am  quite  consistent  in 
advocating  the  same  principle  in  this  House  to¬ 
night.  Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  cite  a  few  figures. 
I  have  already  mentioned  that  the  city  of  Quebec, 
according  to  its  population,  is  entitled  to  three 
members.  The  city  of  Montreal  and  the  County 
of  Hochelaga,  by  a  strict  application  of  the  same 
principle  of  representation  by  population,  would 
be  entitled  to  14  members  four  years  hence,  at  the 
next  general  elections.  But  I  say  that  consi¬ 
dering  the  varied  interests  I  have  mentioned,  14 
members  for  the  city  of  Montreal  and  the  County 
of  Hochelaga  would  be  too  many.  The  average 
would  be  against  the  rural  population.  But  what 
does  the  Bill  provide  ?  It  provides  that  the  city  of 
Montreal  and  the  County  of  Hochelaga,  instead  of 
having  14  members,  the  number  they  would  be  en¬ 
titled  to,  should  be  granted  only  seven,  or  half  the 
number  to  which  they  would  be  entitled  according 
to  the  strict  rule  of  population.  So  far  as  we  can 
learn,  the  city  of  Montreal  and  the  County 
of  Hochelaga  are  very  well  satisfied  with  the 
arrangement ;  they  do  not  ask  for  more  ;  and  are  we 
who  represent  the  rural  constituencies  going  to 
deny  them  this  small  increase  in  representation  ?  I 
say  no,  because  that  would  be  unjust.  Looking  at 
the  question  solely  from  the  point  of  view  of  popu¬ 
lation — and  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  will  admit,  if 
they  are  sincere,  that  there  are  two  sides  of  the 
question — I  ask  in  the  name  of  what  justice,  what 
common  sense,  what  fairness,  my  hon.  friend  the 
member  for  Montreal  East  (Mr.  Lepine)  should 
have  imposed  upon  him  the  duty  of  representing 
in  this  House  to-day  at  least  100,000  souls,  whilst 
on  the  other  side  of  the  House,  and  even  on  this 
side,  there  are  scores  of  members  like  myself 
representing  9,000,  10,000,  11,000,  12,000  or  13,- 
000  ?  In  the  name  of  what  justice,  I  ask,  is  our 
hon.  friend  from  Hochelaga  (Mr.  Desjardins)  to 
have  imposed  upon  him  the  responsible  duty  of 
representing  in  this  House  to-day  85,000  people, 
when  scores  of  members,  I  repeat,  like  myself, 
represent  only  about  12,000  or  13,000  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  No  business  here. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (L’lslet).  How  no  business 
here  ?  I  do  not  understand  the  objection  of  the 
hon.  member.  The  citizens  of  Montreal  and  Hoch¬ 
elaga  do  not  ask  for  an  average  representation  by 
population  ;  they  ask  only  half  the  number  ;  and 
are  we  going  to  deny  them  this  measure  of  justice  ? 
For  my  part  I  am  not  willing  to  do  so,  though  I 
represent  a  county  in  the  district  of  Quebec.  Now, 
Mr.  Speaker,  my  purpose  and  desire  is  not  at  all 
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to  consider  this  question  from  a  party  point  of 
view  ;  and  if  I  do  so  now  for  a  moment,  it  is  only 
to  answer  the  arguments  of  hon.  gentlemen  oppo¬ 
site,  to  show  how  far  they  are  wrong  when  they 
contend  that  the  Bill  now  before  the  House  is  un¬ 
just  to  them  as  a  political  party.  Now,  if  there  is 
any  unfairness  in  the  Bill  with  reference  to  poli¬ 
tical  parties,  I  affirm  that  it  is  against  the  Conser¬ 
vative  party,  and  I  will  prove  it.  I  ask  the 
House  to  bear  with  me  while  I  give  a  few 
figures,  which  are  very  important  ones.  Look¬ 
ing  at  the  question  from  the  point  of  view  of 
political  parties,  we  have  the  division  of  Mont¬ 
real  East  represented  in  this  House  by  my 
hon.  friend,  Mr.  Lepine.  According  to  the  census 
of  last  year  Montreal  East  had  a  population  of 
92,079  and  18,730  electors ;  and  to-day  100,000 
people  at  least  are  represented  in  this  House  by  one 
Conservative  member.  Now  let  us  look  for  a  moment 
at  the  other  side  of  the  shield,  and  what  do  we 
find  ?  We  find  that  the  County  of  Chambly,  repre¬ 
sented  here  by  my  good  friend,  Mr.  Prefontaine, 
had  a  population,  according  to  the  census  of  1891, 
of  11,704,  and  3,006  electors.  The  County  of  Ver- 
cheres,  represented  by  my  esteemed  friend  Mr. 
Geofirion,  had  a  population  of  12,257  and  2,695 
electors.  The  County  of  Rouville,  1'epresented  by 
my  kind  and  amiable  friend,  Mr.  Brodeur,  has  a 
population  of  16,019  and  3,631  electors.  The 
County  of  St.  John,  represented  by  our  old  and 
esteemed  friend,  Mr.  Bourassa,  has  a  population  of 
12,282  and  2,725  electors.  Iberville,  represented 
by  my  esteemed  friend,  Mr.  Bechard,  had  a 
population  of  11,895  and  2,544  electors.  Napier- 
ville,  represented  by  Mr.  Monet,  had  10,102  of  a 
population  and  2,047  electors.  Chateauguay  had 
13,865  people  and  3,482  electors.  What  is  the 
result  ?  Those  seven  counties  had  a  total  population 
in  1891  of  88,124.  Now,  I  know  that  my  hon. 
friends  opposite  are  too  intelligent  and  reasonable 
to  deny  the  proposition  I  am  about  to  make.  I 
would  ask  them,  in  the  name  of  common  fairness 
and  justice,  looking  at  the  question  only  from  a 
political  point  of  view,  whether  it  is  right  that  a 
population  of  92,079  should  have  a  repi'esentation  of 
only  one  member,  a  Conservative,  while  a  population 
of  88,124,  or  3,955  less,  has  a  representation  of 
seven  members.  There,  Sir,  you  have  unfairness  and 
injustice,  and,  though  it  is  not  for  this  object 
it  has  been  introduced,  this  Bill  will  remedy  this 
injustice  to  some  extent.  Let  me  take  the 
case  of  Hochelaga,  represented  by  my  namesake 
in  this  House.  The  population  of  Hochelaga  in 
1891  was  81,011.  The  population  of  Rouville, 
St,  John,  Iberville,  Napierville,  Chambly  and 
Vercheres  amounts  to  74,259,  or  6,752  less  than 
that  of  the  County  of  Hochelaga  ;  yet  those  coun¬ 
ties  are  represented  in  this  House  by  six  Liberal 
members,  while  the  County  of  Hochelaga,  with  its 
81,011  population,  has  only  one  representative. 
And  this  injustice  is  becoming  increased  to  such  an 
extent,  that  we  must  remedy  it  at  once,  or  we  will 
fail  in  our  duty  towards  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
towards  the  constituencies  mentioned,  and  towards 
the  Dominion  at  large.  We  would  be  recreant  to 
our  trust,  if  we  allowed  ourselves  to  be  influenced 
by  the  prejudices  which  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
will  raise  against  us,  and  fail  to  have  the  courage  to 
pass  this  measure.  If  you  add  the  two  consti¬ 
tuencies  of  Montreal  East  and  Hochelaga  together, 
you  have  a  total  population  of  173,090  and  of 
Mr.  Desjardins  (L’lslet). 


33,323  electors.  Let  us  then  look  at  the  other 
side  of  the  shield.  I  have  given  you  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  seven  Liberal  constituencies  in  the  Province 
of  Quebec.  To  these  I  will  add  the  population  of 
the  following  counties  : — Huntingdon,  14,385  and 
3,766  electors  ;  L’Assomption,  13,744  and  about 
3,000  electors  ;  Maskinonge  17,830  and  3,229 
electors  ;  Quebec  Centre,  17,649  and  2,558  elect¬ 
ors  ;  Berthier,  19,839  and  4,161  electors,  giving 
a  total  population  of  171,571,  or  1,519  less 
than  the  combined  population  of  Montreal  East 
and  Hochelaga.  And  these  two  Conservative  divi¬ 
sions  are  represented  by  only  two  members,  while 
the  twelve  counties  mentioned,  with  a  smaller 
population,  are  represented  by  twelve  Liberal 
members — two  against  twelve.  Where,  then,  is  the 
unfairness  ?  Is  it  not  under  the  present  system  ? 
And  is  it  not  our  duty  to  pass  this  Bill  and  correct 
this  discrepancy  ?  If  I  call  the  attention  of  the 
House  to  these  figures,  it  is  because  I  feel  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  do  so  in  order  to  correct  the  false  argument 
of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  who  should  have  taken 
the  trouble  to  look  at  the  figures  before  describ¬ 
ing  this  measure,  which  will  render  justice  to  the 
electorate  as  a  whole,  as  one  framed  to  destroy  the 
aspirations  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  and  benefit 
this  side.  Of  course  the  figures  I  have  given  are 
those  of  the  census  of  1891,  according  to  which  the 
two  counties  of  Hochelaga  and  Montreal  East  had 
a  larger  population  then  by  1,519  than  the  twelve 
counties  I  have  mentioned  combined.  But  we  know 
very  well  that  while  to-day  these  constituencies 
show  no  increase  of  population,  the  population  of 
Montreal  and  Hochelaga  has  at  least  increased 
since  last  year  by  10,000  people,  so  that  the  differ¬ 
ence  is  at  least  11,000  instead  of  1,519.  I  must 
ask  the  indulgence  of  the  House,  while  I  go  on  to 
another  point  of  comparison.  The  three  divisions 
of  Montreal  had  in  1891,  the  following  population  : 
Montreal  Centre,  28,122  ;  Montreal  East,  92,079  ; 
Montreal  West,  62,494  ;  or  a  total  of  182,695.  Add 
Hochelaga  County,  which  is  only  an  extension  of 
Montreal,  minus  a  few  thousand  of  rural  popula¬ 
tion,  and  you  have  for  these  four  divisions  a  total 
population  of  263,706  ;  and  these  four  divisions  are 
represented  by  four  Conservative  members,  who  were 
elected  in  1891  by  a  total  majority  of  nearly  5,000. 
Let  us  once  more  look  at  the  other  side  of  the 
shield.  Add  to  the  population  of  the  twelve  mentioned 
Liberal  counties,  171,571,  the  following  counties  : 
Argenteuil,  15,163;  Dorchester,  19,042  ;  Stanstead, 
18,072  ;  Montmagny,  14,724  ;  Quebec  County, 
19,504,  and  we  have  a  total  population  for  these 
seventeen  Liberal  constituencies,  of  258,076,  while 
that  of  the  four  Conservative  divisions  of  Montreal 
and  Hochelaga  amounts  to  263,706,  so  that 
we  have  four  Conservative  members  represent¬ 
ing  a  population  of  263,706  against  seventeen  Lib¬ 
eral  members  representing  a  population  of  258,076. 
Once  more  I  call  the  attention  of  hon.  members  to 
the  fact  that  the  figures  given  for  the  population  of 
Montreal  and  Hochelaga  are  those  of  1891.  The 
total  is  263,706,  but  I  have  no  doubt,  and  the  gen¬ 
tlemen  from  those  counties  will  bear  me  out,  that 
to-day  the  population  of  those  four  divisions  is  at 
least  275,000.  So  you  have  to-day  a  diflerentee  of 
population  of  17,000  in  favour  of  the  four  Conserva¬ 
tive  divisions  of  Montreal,  and  yet  you  have  only  four 
Conservative  members  against  seventeen  Liberal 
members,  as  I  have  pointed  out.  If  any  one  should 
complain,  is  it  not  the  Conservative  members,  the 
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friends  of  the  Government  ?  Hon.  gentlemen  op¬ 
posite  have  no  right  to  complain.  They  have  pro¬ 
fited  by  this  unfairness  and  injustice  for  twenty 
years,  and  they  will  profit  by  it  for  four  years  more. 
Is  that  not  sufficient,  and  are  we  in  duty  bound  here, 
as  Conservative  members,  to  be  so  lenient,  to  be  so 
courteous,  are  we  bound  to  be  so  stupid,  I  will  say, 
as  to  allow  these  gentlemen  to  have  the  advantage 
of  this  unfairness  for  another  ten  years  ?  If  we 
were  to  do  this,  they  would  be  the  first  in  the  coun¬ 
try  to  laugh  at  us,  and  we  do  not  want  to  be  laughed 
at. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  V  ill  the  lion,  gentleman 
allow  me  to  ask  hira^a  question?  How  is  he  going 
to  remedy  the  difference  between  the  Counties  of 
Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil,  which  have  two  repre¬ 
sentatives  with  a  population  of  only  20,415,  and 
the  Counties  of  Drummond  and  Arthabaska  that 
have  only  one  member,  with  a  population  of  43,- 
127  ?  What  are  we  going  to  do  with  that  ? 

Mr.  CURRAN.  They  are  suburbs  of  Montreal. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  (Mr.  Choquette)  has  spoken.  Does  he  want 
to  speak  again  ? 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  No  ;  I  simply  put  a  ques¬ 
tion  to  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (L'lslet).  If  my  hon.  friend 
from  Montmagny  (Mr.  Choquette)  will  have  a 
little  patience,  I  am  coming  to  that  point  later  on. 
Now,  I  want  to  call  the  attention  of  the  House  to 
this.  To-day,  in  considering  this  Bill,  in  voting 
and  passing  this  measure,  we  are  not  legislating 
for  the  present,  but  we  will  be  legislating  for  the 
next  ten  years,  counting  four  years  hence.  The 
status  quo  will  be  maintained  until  the  next  general 
election,  as  provided  by  the  British  North  America 
Act.  I  have  already  shown  the  extraordinary 
discrepancy  which  exists  now  between  the  Con¬ 
servative  divisions  of  Montreal  and  Hochelaga  and 
seventeen  Liberal  divisions  which  I  have  enumer¬ 
ated,  but  what  will  be  the  discrepancy  four  years 
hence  if  this  Parliament  runs  its  full  term?  We 
know  that  these  Liberal  constituencies  will  barely 
do  more  than  hold  their  own,  but  with  my  faith  in 
the  future  of  the  great  city  of  Montreal,  I  have 
no  doubt  that  four  or  five  years  hence  the  combined 
divisions  of  Montreal  and  Hochelaga  will  have  a 
population  of  at  least  310,000,  so  that  then,  if  you 
look  from  the  point  of  view  of  political  parties  and 
their  relative  strength  and  their  relative  repre¬ 
sentation  in  this  House,  supposing  that  every  one 
of  these  divisions  should  persevere  in  its  present 
political  views,  four  years  hence  the  four  divisions 
of  Montreal  and  Hochelaga,  under  the  present  sys¬ 
tem,  would  be  represented  by  only  four  Conserv¬ 
ative  members,  though  having  a  larger  population 
than  twenty  constituencies  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec  returning  Liberal  members  Will  you  tell 
me,  if  we  allowed  the  system  to  go  on  longer,  we 
would  not  be  doing  a  glaring  injustice,  not  only  in 
regard  to  representation  by  population,  not  only  in 
regard  to  the  representation  of  the  various  in¬ 
terests  I  have  spoken  of,  but  also  in  regard  to  the 
proper,  the  fair,  the  just  representation  of  the 
political  feelings  of  the  population  ?  Those  who 
would  profit  by  it  would  be  my  hon.  friends  oppo¬ 
site,  and  I  understand,  so  far  as  it  goes,  the  outcry 
they  make.  I  understand  that  they  are  a  little 
afraid  of  the  consequences.  But  what  of  it  ?  Can 


it  be  helped  ?  Why  will  they  not  admit  that  this 
is  only  a  half  measure,  that  it  is  only  correcting 
half  the  injustice  ;  but,  as  we  are  satisfied  with  it, 
let  them  bear  the  other  half  and  be  content  with  it 
also.  I  go  a  little  further,  and  I  say  that  the  pre¬ 
sent  alterations  will  remain  for  ten  years.  In  due 
course  of  time,  if  we  have  no  very  serious  crisis  in  our 
political  history  for  the  next  decade,  the  general 
election  of  1901  will  take  place  under  the  Bill  as  now 
framed,  and  then,  if  you  were  to  have  left  Montreal 
and  Hochelaga  as  they  are  now,  there  is  no  doubt 
in  my  mind  that  the  great  city  of  Montreal  and 
suburbs  will  have  a  total  population  of  at  least 
375,000. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (Hochelaga).  More  than 
that. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (L’lslet).  Yes,  more  than 
that  I  am  sure.  Then  they  would  have  a  right  to 
only  four  members,  while  they  would  have  a  popu¬ 
lation  equal  to  the  population  of  25  constituencies 
returning  Liberals  to  this  House.  Would  this  be 
reasonable  or  fair  ?  The  unfairness  would  be 
altogether  against  the  Conservative  party,  and  I 
may  say  that  I  am  convinced  that  ten  years  hence 
the  population  of  Montreal  will  be  at  least  375,000. 
My  hon.  friend  from  Hochelaga  (Mr.  Desjardins) 
said  “more,  ”  and  I  am  sure  he  is  right.  I  might 
repeat  the  opinion  expressed  to  me  by  a  man  who 
is  certainly  the  most  qualified  in  the  Dominion  of 
Canada  to  express  an  opinion  as  to  the  future 
population  of  the  city  of  Montreal,  Mr.  Van  Horne, 
the  president  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway 
Company,  who  in  an  interesting  conversation  I  had 
with  him — and  the  interest  of  the  conversation  lay 
altogether  in  what  he  told  me — said  that  if 
the  citizens  of  Montreal  were  true  to  themselves, 
if  the  citizens  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  were  true 
to  themselves,  if  the  citizens  of  Canada  were  true 
to  themselves,  he  had  not  the  slightest  doubt  that 
the  population  of  Montreal  could  be  increased 
in  the  next  twenty  years  to  about  a  million  people. 

I  wish  it  to  be  well  understood  that  if  I  have  con¬ 
sidered  it  my  duty  to  go  into  figures  at  such  length, 
it  is  only  for  the  purpose  of  giving  a  peremptory 
answer  to  the  arguments  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  ; 
but  not  at  all  from  a  party  point  of  view,  because 
I  insist  that  I  do  not  want  to  consider  the  question 
from  a  party  point  of  view.  Now,  the  leader  of 
the  Opposition  having  expressed  the  opinion  that 
the  representation  of  the  great  cities  should  not  be 
increased,  I  ask  this  House,  I  ask  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  I  ask  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  if  they 
approve  of  the  kind  of  fairness  and  justice  which 
the  leader  of  the  Opposition  would  mete  out  to 
those  large  cities  ?  I  repeat  that  I  desire  to  look  at 
this  question,  not  from  a  party  point  of  view,  but 
in  view  of  the  varied  interests  of  commerce,  of 
finance,  of  industry,  of  manufactures  and  of  agri¬ 
culture  ;  and  by  giving  to  the  city  of  Montreal  and 
the  County  of  Hochelaga  an  increased  represen¬ 
tation,  which  is  only  one-half  the  number  to  which 
they  would  be  entitled  according  to  population,  we 
are  giving  to  that  section  of  the  Dominion  a  fair 
and  just  representation,  aside  from  the  represen¬ 
tation  of  the  agricultural  interests,  which  are 
already  sufficiently  provided.  The  leader  of  the 
Opposition  says  that  so  far  as  Montreal  is  concerned, 
its  interests  are  practically  sufficiently  represented 
already,  because  a  number  of  gentlemen  residing  in 
Montreal  represent  rural  constituencies.  There  is 


3219 


[COMMONS] 


3220 


something  in  that  argument,  I  admit,  and  it  is  for 
this  reason  that  we  give  Montreal  only  one-half  the 
number  of  members  to  which  she  would  be  entitled 
on  the  basis  of  population.  At  all  events,  this 
measure  will  diminish  the  inconvenience  now  suf¬ 
fered  by  those  gentlemen  residing  in  Montreal  who 
represent  rural  constituencies,  because  some  of 
them,  no  doubt,  will  be  able  to  get  seats  hereafter 
in  the  city  itself.  My  hon.  friend  from  Montreal 
Centre  (Mr.  Curran)  remarks  to  me  that  if  we  were 
to  apply  the  principle  enunciated  by  the  leader  of 
the  Opposition,  we  would  consider  that  the  city  of 
Ottawa  is  represented  by  about  fifteen  members, 
because  there  are  thirteen  members  of  this  House 
living  in  Ottawa,  who  represent  other  constitu¬ 
encies.  For  all  these  reasons,  I  consider  it  is  an 
imperative  duty  for  me  to  support  this  measure  ; 
and  I  will  go  further  and  ask  the  Government  to 
take  into  serious  consideration  the  question  of 
applying  the  principle  of  the  Bill  to  the  whole 
Province  of  Quebec. 

Mr.  LAURIE  R.  To  the  County  of  L’lslet  ? 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (LTslet).  No,  that  is  not 
my  point  of  view  at  all,  because  I  will  say  honestly 
that  I  am  representing  to-day  a  county  of  a  little 
over  13,000  of  population.  It  is  a  pretty  close 
county.  Since  I  have  been  in  political  life  I  have 
been  accustomed  to  run  close  constituencies,  but  I 
have  generally  succeeded  in  inducing  the  electors 
to  elect  me.  I  was  defeated  only  once,  when  the 
leader  of  the  Opposition  came  down  to  fight  against 
me  in  favour  of  his  friend,  which  it  was  his  perfect 
right  to  do. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  You  were  elected. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (LTslet).  I  was  elected  the 
next  time. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Then  I  went  twice. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (LTslet).  Yes,  the  hon. 
gentleman  came  twice,  and  I  will  tell  you  the  re¬ 
sult.  The  first  time  he  came  it  was  in  the  local 
election  of  1890.  I  had  a  very  hard  fight.  I  had 
to  fight  against  a  prospective  Minister  in  the  Mer- 
cier  Government,  and  the  Mercier  Government  con¬ 
sidered  me  very  obnoxious  to  them,  and  they  called 
upon  my  hon.  friend  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  to 
come  down  and  fight  against  me,  and  he  came.  I 
cordially  welcomed  him  to  my  county.  We  had  a 
large  meeting  at  St.  John,  on  the  Island  of  Orleans; 
at  least  4,000  people  attended  from  Quebec  and  the 
surrounding  parishes  ;  we  had  one  of  the  largest 
meetings  I  ever  saw.  My  hon.  friend  the  leader  t)f 
the  Opposition  spoke  at  length,  and  as  usual  with 
great  eloquence,  but  I  am  bound  to  say  that  with 
all  his  eloquence  and  his  exertions  against  me,  I 
would  still  have  been  elected  if  my  opponent  had 
not  been  backed  by  over  $16,000  of  boodle.  Just 
two  days  after  my  defeat  in  the  local  election,  I  was 
called  upon  by  the  electors  of  the  same  county  to  run 
as  candidate  for  the  House  of  Commons  in  Mont¬ 
morency,  in  1890.  At  first  I  refused,  but  at  last 
I  yielded  to  the  solicitations  of  my  friends, 
together  with  those  of  a  large  number  of  the  polit¬ 
ical  friends  of  the  leader  of  the  Opposition.  He  has 
a  good  memory ;  he  know*s  how  hard  it  was  for  him 
to  get  his  own  friends  to  decide  to  fight  against 
me  on  that  occasion.  He  thought,  of  course,  that  as 
he  believed  he  had  been  largely  instrumental  in  my 
defeat  in  the  local  election,  he  could  defeat  me 
again  in  the  bye-election  five  weeks  later  on.  But 
Mr.  Desjardins  (LTslet). 


this  time  he  was  unfortunate,  and  the  memory  of 
the  event  must  be  sorrowful  to  him.  He  drove 
down  in  a  fine  carriage  to  Chateau  Richer,  expect¬ 
ing  to  go  back  triumphantly,  but  instead  it  was  I 
who  went  back  triumphantly  as  the  elected  mem¬ 
ber  for  Montmorency.  Now,  so  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  having,  as  I  said,  the  honour  to  represent 
a  county  of  only  about  13,000  of  a  population,  from 
my  pointof  view,  I  wouldnotpress  for  an  increased 
population.  If  there  were  a  larger  population  I 
would  have  much  more  work  in  running  a  cam¬ 
paign.  We  would  have  to  hold  as  many  meetings 
as  there  are  parishes,  and  we  would  have  about 
double  the  trouble  we  have  now.  The  last  time,  I 
went  down  at  the  call  of  my  friends  in  the  county 
who,  for  the  fourth  time,  called  upon  me  to  run  as 
a  candidate.  I  went  down,  and  perhaps  my  hon. 
friend  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  has  a  sad  re¬ 
membrance  of  the  fact  that,  after  a  hard  fight,  I 
succeeded  in  redeeming  the  constituency  of  LTslet 
which  had  remained  against  us  for  nineteen  years. 
There  is  in  this  political  history  of  mine  this  satis¬ 
factory  point,  that  Mr.  P.  B.  Casgrain,  against 
whom  I  fought  last  year,  as  soon  as  the  scandalous- 
conduct  of  Mr.  Mercier  and  his  associates  became 
known,  left  the  party  with  which  he  was  associated 
in  Quebec  politics,  and  we  went  down  and  fought 
the  battle  together. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  And  he  was  beaten. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (LTslet).  As  a  matter  of 
fact  he  was  not  beaten.  It  was  a  point  decided 
by  law  ;  but  I  know  that  if  it  had  not  been  for  the 
negligence  of  a  few  returning  officers  as  regards 
placing  their  initials  to  the  ballots,  Mr.  Casgrain 
would  have  been  elected.  At  all  events  it  is  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  local  concern,  and  I  need  not  enlarge  upon  it. 
We  have  already  heard  so  much,  and  I  am  satisfied 
as  the  debate  proceeds  we  shall  hear  still  more, 
from  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  in  regard  to  this 
question,  which  they  discussed  from  their  party 
standpoint  and  nothing  else.  We  cannot  expect 
them  to  consider  the  question  outside  of  party  con¬ 
siderations.  All  those  who  are  acquainted  with 
the  political  history  of  the  Province  of  Quebec 
must  fail  to  understand  how  hon.  gentlemen  oppo¬ 
site  can  make  the  claim  which  they  have  submitted 
to  this  House,  that  Quebec  is  a  Liberal  province.  I 
can  affirm  that  Quebec  is  a  Conservative  province. 
The  feelings  of  the  people  are  Conservative,  and 
when  I  say  Conservative  I  do  not  mean  the  people 
are  in  favour  of  any  reactionary  or  arbitrary  prin¬ 
ciple,  but  they  are  in  favour  of  true  conservatism, 
which  I  hold  to  be  also  true  liberalism,  because 
true  conservatism  is  nothing  else  than  the  harmo¬ 
nious  Avorking  of  free  political  institutions  accord¬ 
ing  to  sound  principles  of  morals  and  public  order. 
The  feelings  of  Quebec  are  Conservative,  and  if  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  succeeded,  during  a  few  years,, 
in  securing  a  little  party  ad\*antage,  it  has  been 
only  under  very  peculiar  circumstances,  which  are 
Avell  known.  Looking  at  the  history  of  the  pro- 
Afince  from  a  political  point  of  view,  and  I  will  not 
go  back  further  than  Confederation,  is  it  not  a  fact 
that  in  1867,  in  the  great  struggle  which  occurred 
after  the  adoption  of  the  system  of  Confederation, 
the  Province  of  Quebec  returned  a  verj^  large  ma¬ 
jority  of  Conser\Tatives  to  the  House  of  Commons? 
Is  it  not  a  fact  also  that  in  1872  that  province 
returned  to  this  House  a  large  Conser\Tative  ma¬ 
jority  ?  Is  it  not  a  fact  that,  notAvithstanding  the 
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discouraging  circumstances  of  the  political  struggle 
of  1874,  the  Conservative  party  held  its  own  in 
Quebec,  and  very  soon  afterwards  redeemed  a 
great  part  of  its  former  majority  in  the  bye-elec¬ 
tions  between  1874  and  1878?  Is  it  not  a  fact 
that  the  returns  of  the  general  elections  show  that 
in  1878  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  were  almost  swept 
from  the  province,  which  returned  a  Conservative 
majority  of  35  ?  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  in  188*2  we 
secured  about  the  same  majority  ;  and  in  vain  did 
the  leader  of  the  Opposition  shoulder  his  Saskatche¬ 
wan  musket  after  the  Xorth-West  Rebellion,  and 
in  vain  did  he  and  Mr.  Mercier  and  his  other 
friends,  after  the  political  excitement  of  1885  and 
'86,  appeal  to  the  people  of  Quebec  in  1887,  for  the 
province  under  those  very  difficult  and  trying  cir¬ 
cumstances  again  returned  a  majority  of  Conserva¬ 
tives,  which  majority  wras  greatly  increased  during 
the  bye-elections.  At  the  last  election  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  boasted  of  the  greatest  triumph  they 
had  secured  during  the  last  25  years.  They  ob¬ 
tained  a  majority  of  a  few  votes  in  this  House. 
Rut,  as  has  been  shown,  the  Liberal  members  from 
the  Province  of  Quebec  actually  represented  the 
minority  of  the  electors.  Since  then,  and  I  cal) 
the  attention  of  the  House  and  the  country  to  this 
fact,  on  account  of  the  scandalous  disclosures  that 
have  been  made,  wre  are  placed  in  possession  of  the 
causes  of  this  partial  success  of  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  \\  hich  scandals  ? 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (LTslet).  The  scandals 
connected  with  the  Baie  des  Chaleurs  Railway  and 
the  other  scandals,  which  were  not  unknown  to 
many  hon.  gentlemen  opposite. 

Mr.  DELISLE.  The  St.  John  Railway  Com¬ 
pany  subsidy. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (LTslet).  If  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  wishes  to  address  the  House  he  can  do  so  by 
and  by. 

Mr.  DESLISLE.  Certainly. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (LTslet).  The  bye-elections 
have  already  commenced  to  return  our  party  to  its 
former  position.  We  have  not  lost  a  single  seat, 
but  we  have  won  two  seats.  What  has  occurred 
since  ?  This  House  and  the  Province  of  Quebec 
have  had  the  proud  satisfaction  of  observing  three 
hon.  members  who  supported  the  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  last  session  take  the  patriotic  stand  of 
supporting  this  Government,  thus  altering  the 
relative  position  of  parties  in  this  House  by  six, 
and  they  have  adopted  this  course  because  they 
understood  what  were  the  real  feelings  of  the 
province  ;  and  I  have  only  to  call  attention  to  the 
speech  of  the  hon.  member  for  Bellechase  (Mr. 
Amyot)  in  which  he  explained  the  reasons  why  he 
separated  himself  from  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
and  returned  to  his  former  allegiance  to  the  Con¬ 
servative  party,  for  which  he  had  fought  so  many 
noble  battles.  If  I  travel  beyond  the  Province 
of  Quebec  and  call  attention  to  the  results  of 
the  bye-elections  in  Ontario,  they  will  appear 
surprising.  Speaking  of  Ontario,  I  desire  to 
say  a  word  in  regard  to  Toronto.  I  consider  that 
instead  of  one,  two  more  members  should  have 
been  given  to  Toronto,  on  the  principle  I  have 
enunciated  with  regard  to  Montreal.  I  need  not 
enlarge,  but  I  only  mention  this  because  I  want 
the  same  principle  to  be  applied  all  over  the  Dom¬ 


inion.  In  answering  once  more  to  the  howls  of 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  I  may  say  that  from  a 
knowledge  of  the  past  history  of  the  Province  of 
Quebec  and  of  the  feelings  of  the  people,  I  have  no 
hesitation  in  affirming  that  ina  regular  political  fight 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  cannot  rely  on  more  than 
20  constituencies,  and  we  have  a  safe  majority  of 
25.  We  can  challenge  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
and  say  that  it  an  election  occurred  to-morrow  the 
Conservatives  could  return  to  this  House  their 
regular  majority  of  at  least  25.  I  quite  understand 
why  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  and  his  friends 
are  fighting  so  hard  against  this  Bill,  and  I  will 
make  them  a  proposition.  Will  they  accept  the 
principle  of  representation  by  population  being 
applied  to  the  whole  Province  of  Quebec  as  far  as 
possible  ?  I  can  tell  them  that  under  the  present 
Bill,  they  can  carry  20  constituencies,  but  if  the 
province  were  divided  according  to  population  they 
could  not  carry  more  than  12  or  15,  and  I  speak 
of  what  I  know.  I  know  the  past  record  of  the 
leader  of  the  Opposition,  and  I  have  no  doubt  that 
on  principle  he  is  in  favour  of  representation  by  popu¬ 
lation  as  far  as  it  can  be  applied,  but  if  he  does  not 
speak  in  favour  of  that  now,  it  is  because  he  knows 
well  what  would  be  the  political  consequences  for 
his  party  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  if  that  principle 
were  adopted.  I  repeat  that  under  the  present 
limits  of  the  constituencies  which  exist  for  41  years 
the  injustice  is  against  the  Conservative  party,  and 
the  injustice  will  remain  largely  against  the  Con¬ 
servative  party  under  the  present  Bill,  but  it  will 
be  modified.  If  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  do  not 
accept  of  a  larger  measure  it  is  because  they  under¬ 
stand  very  well  what  would  be  the  consequence  of 
tha^;  for  them,  and  so  they  wish  to  maintain  as  far 
as  possible  the  existing  injustice  to  the  Conserva¬ 
tives.  My  hon.  friend  the  leader  of  the  Opposition 
has  been  altogether  mistaken  in  the  precedent  he 
has  quoted  in  reference  to  the  course  followed  by 
the  Right  Hon.  Mr.  Gladstone  in  the  matter  of  the 
Redistribution  Bill  in  England.  The  real  facts  of 
that  case  are  these  :  Several  years  ago  when  Mr. 
Gladstone  was  Prime  Minister  of  England  he  de¬ 
cided  on  an  Electoral  Franchise  Bill  increasing  the 
number  of  electors  by  over  2,000,000.  This  Bill 
was  to  be  followed  by  the  redistribution  of  the  seats 
in  the  United  Kingdom.  Mr.  Gladstone  carried 
his  Bill  through  the  Imperial  House  of  Commons| 
but  when  it  came  to  the  House  of  Lords  where  the 
Liberals  were  in  the  minority,  the  lords  would  not 
pass  the  Franchise  Bill  until  the  Gladstone  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  say  what  was  to  be  their  Redistri¬ 
bution  Bill.  Mr.  Gladstone  would  not  make  known 
his  policy  with  regard  to  the  Redistribution  Bill, 
and  the  consequence,  was  that  the  Franchise  Bill 
was  thrown  out  by  the  House  of  Lords. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  was  postponed. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  was  defeated. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (LTslet).  It  was  practically 
defeated,  and  it  dropped  by  prorogation.  Mr. 
Gladstone  had  only  two  alternatives  open  to 
him,  either  to  bow  to  the  wish  of  the  House  of 
Lords  to  let  Parliament  know  what  was  his  policy 
about  redistribution,  or  to  take  the  extreme  mea¬ 
sure  of  advising  Her  Majesty  to  create  a  sufficient 
number  of  new  peers  to  swamp  the  majority  against 
his  Franchise  Bill  in  the  House  of  Lords.  Mr. 
Gladstone  recoiled  from  the  danger  of  the  prece¬ 
dent  of  creating  such  a  large  number  of  peers,  and 
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he  waited  until  the  next  session  to  reintroduce 
the  Franchise  Bill,  and  then  he  came  to  the  ar¬ 
rangement  mentioned  by  the  leader  of  the  Oppo¬ 
sition  with  regard  to  the  Redistribution  Bill  which 
settled  the  difficulty.  The  difficulty  arose  out  of 
the  conflict  between  the  House  of  Commons  and 
the  House  of  Lords,  and  it  M  as  settled,  not  at  all 
as  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  wished  this  House 
to  understand  because  of  the  kind  disposition  of 
Mr.  Gladstone,  and  out  of  a  spirit  of  fairness  to 
his  opponents  in  asking  them  to  meet  him  half 
Mray  in  order  to  lay  down  the  basis  of  the  Redis¬ 
tribution  Bill.  These  are  historical  facts,  and  I 
will  not  accuse  my  lion,  friend  the  leader  of  the 
Opposition  of  having  misstated  them  intentionally. 
It  M’as  my  duty,  however,  to  shoMr  what  M^ere  the 
real  facts  connected  with  the  precedent  he  quoted'to 
the  House.  I  am  decidedly  opposed  to  the  amendment 
of  the  lion,  gentleman,  and  if  the  Government  of 
Canada  were  to  accept  such  an  amendment  it 
would  be  an  act  of  M’eakness,  and  it  would  be  con¬ 
trary  to  their  duty,  because  under  the  British  North 
America  Act  the  duty  is  imposed  on  the  advisers  of 
the  CroM’n  to  submit  to  this  House  a  Bill  for  the  redis¬ 
tribution  of  seats  betMreen  the  provinces.  They  are 
bound  to  do  so  on  their  ministerial  responsibility, 
and  they  stake  their  existence  as  a  Government 
upon  the  measure  which  they  ask  this  House  to 
accept.  If  Parliament  does  not  accept  the  Bill 
they  propose,  they  have  to  boM’  to  its  decision  and 
either  to  resign  or  appeal  to  the  people.  This  is 
the  true  constitutional  doctrine,  and  I  am  too 
much  a  partisan  of  responsible  government  not  to 
ask  the  Government  to  stand  bv  their  measure,  to 
stand  by  their  responsibility,  and  to  allow  this 
House  and  the  country  to  judge  of  the  measure  by 
which  they  propose  to  settle  this  important  ques¬ 
tion.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sorry  to  have  taken  up 
so  much  of  the  time  of  the  House,  but  I  M’ished  to 
explain  my  vieMs  as  frankly,  as  honestly  and  as 
sincerely  as  a  man  can.  I  trust  that  I  have  said 
nothing  offensive  to  my  hon.  friends  opposite.  This 
is  a  very  important  question,  and  I  hope  that  after 
due  consideration  from  the  Parliament  of  Canada, 
it  will  be  so  settled  that  for  the  next  ten  years  and 
more  we  will  have  a  fair,  a  just,  and  a  more  adequate 
representation  of  the  population  and  the  varied 
interests  of  the  Dominion  of  Canada  in  the  House 
of  Commons. 

Mr.  MONET  (Translation).  I  beg  the  pardon 
of  the  hon.  member  for  L’lslet  (Mr.  Desjardins)  for 
undertaking  to  ansM^er  his  speech  instead  of  leav¬ 
ing  the  task  to  some  orator  more  able  and  more 
worthy.  Besides,  the  task  will  be  as  disagreeable 
for  me  as  for  him,  for  the  hon.  member  for  L’lslet 
repeatedly  asserted  that  what  he  M-ould  say  would 
be  sensible  and  not  at  all  dictated  by  party  spirit, 
inferring  by  that  that  wffioever  did  not  share  his 
opinion,  wdioever,  either  before  or  after  his  speech, 
differed  from  him,  either  Mrere  lacking  in  sense  or 
were  partisans.  If  the  hon.  member  remembers 
having  been  young,  he  will  know  that  it  is  very 
embarrassing,  very  intimidating  to  be  treated  as  a 
fool  before  even  having  open  the  mouth  to  speak. 
I  knew  that  the  hon.  member  for  L’lslet,  as  a  pro¬ 
tectionist  M  as  inclined  to  favour  monopolizing  ; 
but  I  had  no  idea  that  he  aspired  to  the  monopoly 
of  common  sense,  intelligence,  wfisdom  and  inde¬ 
pendence.  His  speech  furnished  him  an  occasion 
of  treating  us  to  his  autobiography.  It  was  an 
Mr.  Desjardins  (L’lslet). 


expensive  treat,  but  a  very  useless  one,  for  we 
already  knew  his  political  history  ;  M  e  knew  the 
rdle  he  played  in  Quebec,  we  had  folloM'ed  the  poli¬ 
tical  events,  and  I  do  not  know  that  since  he  is  in 
Ottawa  he  has  much  altered  his  course  in  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  independence.  He  M  ent  G>  a  great  deal  of 
labour  to  make  a  two  or  three  hours'  speech  to  show 
that  there  Mras  no  need  of  speaking  in  favour 
of  a  measure  which  commended  itself  by  so  much 
justice,  fairness  and  common  sense.  That  is 
something  more  than  independent  zeal  in  a 
member.  The  hon.  member,  in  order  to  explain 
to  what  degree  his  intelligence  overtoMrers 
that  of  those  Mrho  would  answer  him,  told  us  that 
the  reason  why  the  Government  side  did  not  think 
proper  to  debate  the  measure  was  because  it  Mras 
so  clear  and  so  just.  HoMever,  he  showed  us  that 
he  did  not  believe  the  first  word  of  his  own  speech, 
since  he  inflicted  upon  us  an  oration  of  two  hours 
and  a  half  on  top  of  that  from  the  hon.  member  for 
Bagot,  M'lio  surely  would  have  justified  the  Bill, 
had  it  been  justifiable.  Who  are  those  who,  until 
now,  have  thought  fit  to  defend  the  Governement 
on  this  measure?  First,  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works,  m  Iio  says  he  is  the  father  of  the  Bill.  His 
evidence  is  interested,  for  it  is  knoMrn  that  every 
father  likes  to  pass  off  his  child  for  a  fine  specimen 
of  humanity,  hoMever  misshapen  it  might  be.  Who 
spoke  after  him?  The  hon.  member  for  Bagot. 
And  if  this  Bill  is  not  his  child,  it  should  surely  be 
his  god-child.  At  all  events,  the  member  for  Bagot 
M  ill  take  much  comfort  in  it,  for  it  is  to  build  him 
a  Conservative  stronghold.  As  to  the  member  for 
L’lslet,  he  has  not  had  his  measure  of  favour  in  the 
Bill,  and  his  speech  M'as  overshadowed  with  disap¬ 
pointment  and  spite.  Every  iiomt  and  again  he 
would  say,  I  approve  the  measure  before  the 
House,  but  I  wish  it  more  complete.  And  Mrhy  ? 
Because  there  is  a  wee  bit  of  a  County  of  L’lslet, 
and  that  bit  of  a  County  of  L’lslet,  Mdiich  has 
not  alMays  been  faithful  to  the  Conservative 
party,  should,  in  order  to  become  a  safe  harbour 
for  the  present  hon.  member,  be  gerrymandered 
by  the  annexation  of  a  feMr  Conservative  parishes, 
which  would  make  victories  forever  sure.  We 
have  not  heard  many  speeches  from  the  other 
side  of  the  House,  but  all  were  in  favour  of  the 
measure.  I  have  only  heard  one  recrimination, 
not  in  the  course  of  this  debate,  but  on  the  occasion 
of  the  discussion  concerning  the  Postmaster  Gene¬ 
ral.  This  recrimination  came  from  the  member  for 
St.  Maurice  (Mr.  Desaulniers)  Mdio  then  called  the 
Bill  a  political  massacre.  I  do  not  knoM'  Mrhat  is  the 
matter  with  him,  he  has  become  mute  noMr  and 
does  not  open  his  mouth  in  defence  of  his  county, 
which  is  threatened  M’ith  destruction,  and  I  suppose 
that  he  M  ill  fall  in  behind  the  others.  Really,  the 
position  of  the  Conservatives  Mffio  are  interfered 
with  by  this  Bill,  the  conduct  of  those  M  ho  are  to 
vote  their  own  humiliation,  their  omii  ruin, 
reminds  me  of  those  ancient  victims  of  the  Roman 
circus  Mrho  were  made  to  say  on  their  M  ay  to  death, 
“  Caesar,  Me  M'ho  are  going  to  die,  greet  thee.” 
Well,  we  Liberals  have  not  as  much  self-abnegation 
as  the  Conservatives,  and  if  it  is  true  that  we  are 
marching  to  our  political  death,  the  bow  Mre  shall 
make  to  the  Government  Mill  certainly  not  be  as 
profound  — I  M  as  going  to  say  as  low — as  those  of 
the  members  for  St.  Maurice  and  L’lslet.  At  the 
second  reading  of  a  Bill,  it  is  the  practice  to  discuss 
its  principles  rather  than  its  details,  but  the  leader 
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of  the  Opposition  asks  that  this  Bill  be  referred  to  a 
committee  composed  of  members  from  both  sides 
of  the  House.  Now  to  prove  that  this  is  more  just 
according  to  constitutional  principles  than  the 
position  taken  by  the  Conservative  party,  it  seems 
to  me  that  it  is  not  out  of  place  to  enter  into  the 
details  of  the  Bill,  and  show  that  it  is  not  as  good  as 
it  would  be,  were  it  the  result  of  an  understanding 
between  the  two  parties.  Besides,  the  hon.  members 
for  Bagot  and  L’lslet  have  done  so,  and  I  will  follow 
them  on  that  ground.  I  must  do  the  hon.  member 
for  L'Islet  this  justice.  He  has  not  put  in  all  the 
time  of  his  speech  in  giving  his  autobiography,  he 
has  also  expounded  the  principles  on  which  this 
Bill  should  rest.  This  Bill  should  be  the  outcome 
of  the  due  consideration,  first,  of  the  figures  of  the 
population,  secondly,  of  the  commercial  interests, 
and  finally,  of  the  geographical  position  of  the 
counties.  I  hope,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  after  the  few 
figures  and  the  few  examples  of  redistribution 
which  I  am  going  to  put  before  the  House,  the 
hon.  member  will  see  that  the  Bill  is  completely,  or 
at  least  very  largely  in  conflict  with  the  very  prin¬ 
ciples  which  he  would  like  to  see  preside  at  the 
framing  of  such  a  Bill.  The  standard  figure  of 
population,  taken  as  a  unit  of  representation,  is 
22,800.  Well,  out  of  sixty-five  counties,  forty-four 
are  under  this  figure,  and  twenty-one  are  over  it. 
Of  the  forty-four  counties  having  less  than  the 
standard  of  population,  only  three  have  been 
affected  by  this  Bill.  They  are  Jacques  Cartier, 
Laval  and  Richelieu.  If  it  has  been  the  intention 
to  follow  the  principle  of  representation  by  popu¬ 
lation,  the  aim  has  been  missed  ;  the  principle  has 
not  been  carried  out.  As  to  the  twenty-one  divi¬ 
sions  the  population  of  which  is  above  the  standard, 
how  many  are  there,  Mr.  Speaker,  of  which  the 
population  has  been  reduced  ?  There  are  four ; 
two  in  Montreal,  one  in  Hochelaga  and  one  in 
Ottawa.  So  that  out  of  twenty-one  electoral  dis¬ 
tricts  having  a  right  to  this  grand  measure  of 
justice,  to  this  measure  represented  to  us  almost 
as  one  of  humanity,  four  only  will  be  benefited, 
and  the  great  majority  of  these  counties  will 
be  allowed  to  continue  their  existence  under 
this  crying  injustice.  The  evil  will  continue  to 
obtain,  and  this  measure  of  justice  so  grand,  so  neces¬ 
sary,  so  pressing,  will  be  dealt  to  four  districts  only 
out  of  twenty-one.  Why  so,  Mr.  Speaker  ?  Because 
these  other  districts  are  partly  represented  by 
Liberals,  and  if  they  were  touched,  there  would  be 
some  risk  of  affecting  the  Government.  From  all 
this  I  am  quite  justified  in  saying,  that  this  prin¬ 
ciple  is  completely  wanting  in  the  measure.  I  will 
not  speak  of  the  commercial  interests.  It  is  known 
that  Montreal  alone  represents  the  greatest  sum  of 
such  interests.  But  on  another  hand,  there  is  no  deny¬ 
ing  the  argument  which  has  already  been  brought 
forth  during  this  debate,  namely,  that  among  the 
members  here  representing  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
thirteen  reside  in  the  city  of  Montreal  itself,  and 
that  it  counts  amongst  its  citizens,  seven  senators 
who  all  take  part  in  public  legislation  and  can,  as 
they  do  when  occasion  offers,  take  the  interests  of 
the  city  of  Montreal.  Among  the  members  repre¬ 
senting  the  rural  counties,  there  are  even  aldermen 
of  the  city  of  Montreal.  Thus,  the  hon.  members 
for  Berthier  and  Chambly  are  also  members  of  the 
municipal  council  of  that  city.  Can  it  be  said  that 
if  the  commercial  interests  of  that  city  were 
threatened,  these  hon.  gentlemen  would  not  be 


standard-bearers  of  the  cause  of  Montreal,  and  can 
it  be  said  that  they  would  not  do  all  in  their  power 
to  promote  it  ?  Therefore,  I  can  justly  say  that 
that  city  is  as  well  represented  as  it  should  be, 
and  I  would  not  be  surprised  if  after  the  adoption 
of  this  Bill,  the  rural  counties  should  in  the  future 
refuse  to  accept  as  candidates  any  coining  from  the 
cities.  The  thing  has  already  been  mooted  in  the 
County  of  Napierville.  At  the  last  provincial 
elections  there  we  had  a  Montreal  candi¬ 
date,  and  it  was  said  :  Let  us  have  for  the 
country  candidates  from  the  country.  You 
Montrealers  want  to  centralize  everything  in  Mont¬ 
real.  The  consequence  is  that  the  young  profes¬ 
sional  men,  who  intend  to  devote  themselves  to 
politics,  will  have  to  stay  at  home,  and  that  the 
country  will  have  to  do  without  representatives 
who  could  render  real  services.  If  we  were  to  rest 
the  representation  on  the  figure  of  the  population 
there  are  seventeen  counties  which  would  be 
entitled  to  a  larger  representation.  I  am  going 
to  name  them,  so  as  to  show  that  if  nothing  is 
done  for  those  counties,  it  is  that  the  majority  in 
them  is  Liberal,  at  least  such  is  the  reason  for 
most  of  them.  Terrebonne,  represented  by  the 
Minister  of  Customs,  has  a  population  of  25,128 
Shefford,  26,263  ;  Temiscouata,  25,698  ;  Portneuf, 
25,813  ;  Levis,  25,995  ;  Gaspe,  26,875  ;  Nicolet,. 
28,735  ;  Champlain,  29,267  ;  Richmond  and  Wolfe, 
31,347;  Rimouski,  33,430  ;  Beauce,  37,222.  Here 
is  a  figure  imposing  enough,  and  this  county  should 
have  attracted  the  attention  of  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works.  Why  has  he  not  granted  an  addi¬ 
tional  representative  to  that  county  ?  Why  has  he 
not  at  leart  lightened  for  the  present  member  the 
weight  of  the  population  of  this  county  ?  I  do  not 
advocate  a  gerrymandering,  but  you  ought  to  have 
applied  the  principle  in  the  name  of  which  you 
defend  this  measure.  If  there  is  a  county  which 
has  attracted  the  attention  of  the  Government,  it 
is  surely  Beauce.  Chicoutimi  and  Saguenay  have  a 
population  of  38,281  ;  Drummond  and  Arthabaska, 
43,923  ;  the  city  of  Quebec,  63,090  ;  Ottawa,. 
64,056  ;  Hochelaga,  80,998  ;  Montreal,  182,695. 
Now  we  are  told  by  way  of  consolation  that  the 
County  of  Ottawa  is  to  have  a  new  representative. 
This  county  is  represented  by  a  Liberal,  but  the 
effect  of  the  new  division  will  certainly  be  to  make 
our  party  lose  it.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  certainly  an 
occasion  to  say  with  the  Latin  poet,  Timeo  Danaos 
et  dona  ferentes — “  I  fear  the  Greeks,  even  when 
they  bring  me  presents.  ”  In  fact,  if  such  a  bizarre 
line  of  division  was  adopted  for  this  county,  it  was 
in  order  that  this  new  electoral  division  should  be 
secured.  The  Minister  of  Public  Works  has  owned 
as  much  by  saying,  that  perhaps  this  division  is 
not  in  accordance  with  justice  nowr,  but  that  it 
will  be  in  ten  years  from  now,  If  there  is  a  Re¬ 
distribution  Bill  every  ten  years,  why  not  make  this 
one  in  accordance  with  the  present  requirements  of 
justice  ?  It  seems  to  me  evident  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  have  taken  their  measures,  that  a  Conserva¬ 
tive  should  come  out  of  this  new  division,  and  that 
is  the  reason  why  an  additional  representative  has 
been  allowed  to  the  County  of  Ottawa.  It  has  also 
been  said  that  the  division  of  Three  Rivers  is 
added  to  the  County  of  St.  Maurice,  and  that 
thereby  the  Government  will  lose  a  Conservative 
supporter.  This  sacrifice  is  not  altogether  a  piece 
of  self-denial  on  the  part  of  our  opponents.  I 
believe  that  in  making  it  the  future  has  been  fore^ 
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seen,  and  they  saw  that  Three  Rivers  could  very 
well  slip  out  of  their  hands.  The  disclosures  of 
the  Globe  have  no  doubt  revealed  but  little  to  the 
Conservatives.  But  they  have  much  enlightened 
us,  who  did  not  know  what  had  happened.  Our 
opponents  knew  long  before  we  did  the  substance 
of  those  disclosures.  They  knew  they  would  be 
made  one  day  or  another,  and  it  was  better  to  take 
precautions  in  advance.  Under  the  circumstances, 
be  it  the  present  member  of  this  division,  or 
another  candidate  who  may  stand  an  election 
in  Three  Rivers,  it  will  be  a  comfort  to 
him  to  get  the  benefit  of  the  Conservative 
majority  of  St.  Maurice  to  keep  a  Liberal  out. 
This  is  not  a  gratuitous  supposition.  The  fact  is 
that  there  can  only  be  two  reasons  for  this  union. 
If  it  be  not  a  party  motive  which  dictated  this 
step,  it  must  have  been  taken  in  consideration  of 
the  population.  If  this  last  reason  is  to  be  credited 
for  this  change,  why  did  it  not  obtain  as  well  in 
the  matter  of  the  Counties  of  Soulanges  and  Vau¬ 
dreuil?  These  two  counties,  if  united,  would  only 
have  an  aggregate  population  of  20,400.  The 
Counties  of  Three  Rivers  and  St.  Maurice  have  a 
united  population  of  21,000,  Soulanges  and  Vau¬ 
dreuil,  which  should  also  be  united,  are  left  apart, 
and  why  ?  The  reason  is  that  while  in  the  case  of 
Three  Rivers  and  St.  Maurice  it  is  expected  that 
Three  Rivers  will  be  lost,  the  Government  are  cer¬ 
tain  of  keeping  Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil,  which 
they  hold  now.  My  hon.  friend  for  L’lslet,  who 
boasts  of  being  so  fair,  so  honest,  has  not  spoken  of 
Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil.  And  when  my  hon. 
friend  from  Montmagny  asked  him  about  these  two 
bounties,  he  told  him  that  he  would  answer  him 
later  on.  The  member  for  L’lslet,  who  can  make 
a  two- hour  speech,  however,  made  no  answer. 
The  question  still  remains  unanswered.  No  one 
could  rise  after  him  and  defend  intelligently  this 
act  of  partiality  in  favour  of  Soulanges  and  Vau¬ 
dreuil.  If  we  now  pass  on  to  the  details  of  the 
Bill,  we  find  them  still  more  revolting  than  the 
ensemble.  The  hon.  member  for  L’lslet  has  shown 
but  little  care  for  the  details.  He  has  not  spoken 
to  us  about  St.  Hyacinthe,  the  Liberal  stronghold 
to-day,  where  my  hon.  friend  was  elected  by 
a  majority  of  496,  and  which  will  probably 
return  a  Conservative  at  the  next  general  elections. 
Was  it  with  a  view  to  equalizing  the  population 
that  the  Government  remodelled  St.  Hyacinthe  ? 
Certainly  not,  for  the  population  is  barely  raised  by 
an  insignificant  figure.  The  intention  was  to 
change  a  Liberal  majority  into  a  Conservative 
majority.  Instead  of  adding  purely  and  simply 
some  parishes  to  St.  Hyacinthe,  they  detached 
from  it  Liberal  parishes  which  they  annexed  to 
their  counties  and  added  Conservative  instead. 
The  same  thing  was  done  in  Bagot.  I  do  not 
wonder  that  the  member  for  this  county  has  made 
on  this  question  his  greatest  speech  yet.  He  could 
well  afford  to  be  eloquent.  Forsooth,  this  Bill  is 
building  him  a  Conservative  stronghold.  I  will 
hot  say,  as  the  hon.  member  for  Rouville  did,  that 
the  member  for  Bagot  is  a  marvellous  equilibrist, 
but  I  will  say  that  he  must  be  strong  at  chess  or 
checkers,  since  that  in  those  games  the  value  of 
the  pieces  depends  upon  their  position  on  the  board. 
He  took  Liberal  parishes  from  his  county  and  put 
them  in  the  County  of  Rouville.  In  exchange  he 
took  in  two  Conservative  parishes.  It  was  a  sim¬ 
ple  transposition.  It  was  not  a  matter  of  increas- 
Mr.  Monet. 


ing  the  population,  since  it  decreased  it  by  forty. 
It  is  less  than  that  of  St.  Hyacinthe.  Why  this 
partisanship?  The  hon.  member  for  Bagot  is  in  his 
seat,  can  he  explain  it  ?  These  details  are  revolting. 
They  prove  the  partisan  spirit  which  moved  the 
Government  in  the  framing  of  this  Bill,  and  the 
cynicism  of  those  who  defend  it.  The  hon.  member 
for  L'lslet  told  us  that  the  city  of  Quebec  could 
not  suffer  from  the  present  Bill.  The  city  counts 
63,000  souls,  divided  into  three  ridings.  Two  of 
these  ridings  have  a  population  of  more  than 
26,000  each,  and  the  third — represented  here  by 
a  Conservative  —  has  only  9,000.  The  reason 
given  by  the  member  for  L’lslet  is  that  the 
riding  of  Quebec  West,  which  has  only  9,000 
souls,  is  partly  composed  of  Irish  and  Scotch, 
and  that  there  exists  an  understanding  by 
which  an  Englishman  is  to  be  returned  there. 
I  do  not  wish  to  reproach  him  with  his 
eminently  courteous  attitude  towards  the  Scotch, 
Irish  or  English  of  our  province,  but  I  will 
take  the  same  position  and  will  ask  him  a  question. 
He  said  :  If  a  clause  of  this  Bill  should  provide  for 
a  new  delimitation  of  Quebec  West,  so  as  to  frustrate 
the  English  population  of  its  right  to  an  English 
representative,  I  would  oppose  this  Bill.  Well,  I 
am  going  to  point  out  an  identical  case  in  my 
district.  The  County  of  Chateauguay,  represented 
here  by  my  friend  Mr.  Brown,  is  one  where  nearly 
half  of  the  population  is  English  while  the  rest  is 
French-Canadian.  There  was  an  understanding 
reached  by  the  electors  of  this  county,  under  which 
an  English  member  would  be  returned  to  one  of 
the  Parliaments,  and  a  French  member  to  the  other. 
Now,  to-day,  by  the  transposition  of  four  French 
parishes  from  Napierville  into  this  county,  the 
English  minority  is  swamped.  This  is  certainly  an 
injustice  to  the  English  minority,  according  to  the 
hon.  member  for  L’lslet,  and  he  must  oppose  this 
Bill  with  all  his  strength  as  he  bound  himself  to  do 
should  there  be  in  it  any  clause  frustrating  the 
rights  of  the  English  minority.  As  I  said  in  the 
beginning,  it  is  only  Liberals  who  have  protested 
against  tliis  Bill  in  this  House.  Outside,  there  is 
the  independent  press  who  also  opposed  it.  The 
Star,  an  important  paper,  said  that  the  Bill  was  so 
odious  that  the  Governor  General  should  prevent 
its  passage.  The  News,  from  which  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  from  Iberville  read  an  extract  in  his  speech  last 
night,  says  in  substance  the  same  thing.  But  the 
protestations  of  the  press  will  not  be  sufficient  to 
stop  the  Government  in  the  course  they  are 
pursuing.  And  I  fully  think  that  this  Bill 
having  met  with  no  condemnation  from  the  Con¬ 
servative  party,  will  *  pass  as  it  is.  I  myself 
went  to  the  parish  of  St.  Michel  Archange,  which 
is  thrown  into  Laprairie,  and  enquired  from  the 
electors  if  they  were  glad  of  the  change.  They 
answered  that  they  were.  They  will  always  carry 
their  elections  now,  they  told  me,  while  before 
they  were  always  sure  to  lose.  Here  is  certainly 
the  principle  which  presided  over  the  creation  of 
this  Bill.  The  mother  sense  of  the  people  owns  it 
up  more  ingenuously  than  the  Minister  of  Public 
W orks,  but  it  is  none  the  less  true.  They  added 
that  this  would  render  elections  less  frequent  ; 
there  would  not  be  so  much  discussion,  so  much 
opposition.  The  Liberals,  in  the  counties  where 
they  have  been  hived,  would  henceforth  return 
their  men  by  acclamation,  and  it  would  be  the  same 
with  the  Conservatives  in  the  counties  made  safe 
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for  them.  Is  this  a  desirable  result?  Is  opposition 
less  useful  in  the  counties  than  in  the  House  ?  Is 
not  light  born  of  discussion,  from  the  meeting  of 
ideas  ?  Is  not  truth  better  brought  out  through 
contradictory  debates?  Now,  if  as  a  result  of  this 
juggling  of  counties  there  is  no  more  discussion,  I 
say  it  will  be  a  deplorable  state  of  things,  which 
will  for  ever  discourage  young  men  and  make  them 
shun  politics.  The  precedent  which  is  established 
to-day  holds,  perhaps,  terrible  retaliations  against 
the  Conservative  party.  The  precedent  can  be 
repeated  every  ten  years.  Who  is  the  imbecile — 
I  have  no  hesitation  in  using  the  word — who  in  the 
future  will  leave  his  practice  to  enter  politics  when 
he  knows  that  on  a  given  day  the  party  in  power 
will  disturb  the  boundaries  of  his  county  and  send 
him  back  to  private  life  ?  The  hon.  members  ought 
to  have  thought  of  this  before  to-day.  I  then  enter 
a  protest  against  this  Bill  in  the  name  of  my  county 
and  in  the  name  of  the  youth  of  the  country, 
for  it  seems  to  me  I  have  yet  a  right  to  speak  in  its 
name.  I  would  like  to  have  had  preserved  the 
name  of  Napierville,  which  has  its  historical  sou¬ 
venirs,  especially  in  the  light  of  popular  liberties. 
There  is  there  a  little  corner  of  land  that  was  bathed 
with  the  blood  of  the  patriots  of  1837  and  1838. 
This  county  has  also  been  represented  by  our  late 
illustrious  chief,  Sir  Antoine  Aime  Dorion,  and  it 
seems  to  me  that  it  would  not  have  been  improper 
if  this  county,  marked  by  such  events  and  by  such 
men,  should  have  seen  its  name  kept  by  the  side 
of  that  of  Chateauguay.  I  also  like  to  see  the 
name  of  Chateauguay  preserved,  for  it  recalls  one 
of  the  finest  faits  d’armes  in  the  history  of  Canada. 
It  is  there  that  the  French-Canadians  fought  for  the 
English  Crown.  I  do  not  know  whether  those  who 
thus  fought  were  Conservatives  or  Liberals  ;  at  all 
events  they  showed  themselves  loyal  to  the  British 
Empire  by  saving  one  of  its  finest  colonies  from  the 
hands  of  the  Americans.  I  would  like  to  see  the 
name  of  Napierville  added  to  that  of  Chateauguay, 
but  what  I  would  like  above  all  is  that  there  be  no 
change  at  all. 

% 

Mr.  LEDUC.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Speaker,  al¬ 
though  the  county  I  represent  is  not  affected  by 
this  measure,  I  think  it  my  duty,  however,  to 
address  the  House  for  the  purpose  of  protesting 
against  the  brutal  force  which  is  used  in  the  effect¬ 
ing  of  an  Act  such  as  the  one  it  is  proposed  to 
effect,  the  results  of  which  will  be  disastrous,  in 
the  first  place  for  the  Opposition,  which  they  are 
trying  to  render  powerless,  and  also  for  the  people 
whom  they  are  trying  to  silence  so  as  to  prevent 
them  from  deciding  on  the  action  of  those  who  have 
in  hand  the  key  of  the  public  treasury.  These 
gentlemen  are  afraid  to  lose  these  little  enjoyments, 
so  sweet  when  one  is  in  power,  but  which  are  so 
much  regretted  when  one  is  taken  to  the  cold 
shades  of  the  Opposition.  For  my  part  I  consider, 
and  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying,  that  this  mea¬ 
sure,  with  which  shall  ever  be  connected  the  name 
of  the  hon.  the  Minister  of  Justice,  not  to  his 
honour,  is  a  breach,  if  not  of  the  letter,  at  least  of 
the  spirit  of  the  constitution.  It  has  solely  for  its 
object  the  winning  of  a  party  advantage,  not  the 
wish  to  do  justice  to  the  electorate.  Under  the 
oonstitution  of  our  country,  the  representation  of 
the  various  provinces  of  the  Dominion  must  be  pro¬ 
portioned  to  their  population  in  connection  with 
that  of  the  Province  of  Quebec.  It  follows  that 


should  that  proportion  no  longer  exist,  as  regards 
one  of  the  provinces,  after  the  taking  of  the  census, 
a  redistribution  is  becoming  necessary  in  that 
province,  but  as  regards  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
which  is  used  as  a  basis,  any#increase  or  decrease 
in  the  number  of  its  members  being  precluded,  it 
does  not  follow  that,  after  the  taking  of  each 
census,  there  should  be  a  redistribution  of  the 
electoral  seats.  The  same  thing  may  be  said  of  the 
other  provinces  when  their  population  has  under¬ 
gone  no  change  with  respect  to  that  of  the  Province 
of  Quebec.  However,  although  a  redistribution  is 
not  necessary  as  regards  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
we  are  willing  to  admit  that  the  principle  of  a 
just  proportion  could  be  applied  as  well  to  the 
representation  of  the  counties  as  to  that  of  the 
provinces,  and  for  my,  part,  I  would  have 
been  the  first  to  congratulate  the  hon.  the 
Minister  of  Justice,  should  he  have  submit¬ 
ted  to  us  a  measure  readjusting  the  population 
of  the  various  counties  and  removing  the  existing 
disproportions.  But  we  are  unable  to  congratulate 
him  when,  through  a  glance  on  this  Bill,  we  find 
that  this  disproportion  will  continue  to  exist  as 
well  after  as  before  its  adoption.  But,  say  the 
hon.  gentlemen  on  the  other  side,  there  was  a 
grand  matter  of  justice  that  required  to  be  settled. 
Ihe  city  of  Montreal  was  entitled  to  an  increase  in 
the  number  of  its  members.  At  first  sight  the  grant¬ 
ing  of  this  increase  was  seen  fair,  but  if  it  is  consi¬ 
dered  that  twelve  members  at  least  representing 
rural  districts  are  living  in  Montreal  and  have 
thereby  interests  closely  connected  with  those  of 
that  great  city,  one  must  admit  the  unwiseness  of 
dismembering  the  rural  counties  to  the  benefit  of 
that  city.  Be  that  as  it  may  for  the  sake  of  argu¬ 
ment,  we  will  admit  that  such  an  increase  is  pro¬ 
per,  well,  then,  I  will  ask  the  hon.  gentleman  on 
the  opposite  :  Is  that  increase  granted  to  Montreal 
and  to  the  County  of  Hochelaga  calculated  to  war¬ 
rant  and  render  necessary  all  the  intended  changes 
in  the  district  of  Montreal?  Should  the  hon.  the 
Minister  of  Justice  have  acted  bond  Jide,  should  he 
have  cared  only  to  do  justice  to  whom  justice  was 
to  be  done,  he  could  have  found  a  plainer  way  to 
remove  in  the  district  of  Montreal  the  three  coun¬ 
ties  which  it  is  intended  to  annex  to  the  island  of 
that  name.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  uniting  of  the 
Counties  of  Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil,  Three  Rivers 
and  St.  Maurice,  St.  John’s  and  Iberville  would 
have  offered  a  very  acceptable  scheme  and  one 
which  should  have  been  highly  satisfactory  to  both 
parties.  The  Opposition  should  have  had  nothing  to 
say,  for  the  choice  would  have  been  equal  on  both 
sides  as  there  were  united  two  Liberal  counties, 
two  Conservative  counties  and  two  very  doubtful 
counties.  But,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  would  not  satiate 
our  friends  on  the  other  side  ;  it  was  too  tempting 
a  circumstance  ;  it  was  a  too  easy  thing  to  take  an 
advantage  on  their  opponents.  It  was  simply  a 
question  of  gaining  ground  on  the  Liberal  party,  and 
the  Minister  of  Justice  has  shown  himself  to  be  a 
good  weather  prophet  in  this  circumstance.  He 
found  out  that  the  protection  policy  preached  for 
a  dozen  of  years  was  losing  ground  in  the  rural  dis¬ 
trict  ;  he  dreaded  to  see,  at  any  moment,  the  peo¬ 
ple  in  their  wrath  coming  and  pulling  down  the 
governmental  structure  built  at  much  expense,  and 
he  became  aware  that,  should  he  again  attempt  to 
get  over  the  electoral  storm  on  board  this  old  vessel 
which  had  nearly  sunk  during  her  last  trip,  he  had 
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to  examine,  carefully  search  for  the  danger¬ 
ous  rocks  and  try  to  find  out  a  shorter 
way  to  reach  shore,  and  so,  in  his  great 
wisdom,  he  devised  this  marvellous  scheme 
for  the  dividing,  the  parcelling  out  of  the  counties, 
so  as  to  enable  the  hon.  gentlemen  on  the  other 
side  to  again  man  this  old  vessel,  which  was  leak¬ 
ing  on  all  sides,  with  the  prospects  of  a  successful 
trip.  I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  a  single  glance 
at  the  Bill  is  sufficient  to  make  any  one  feel  satis¬ 
fied  that  the  Government  simply  consulted  the 
interests  of  their  party.  They  began  by  framing 
for  themselves  three  nice  counties  in  the  island  of 
Montreal.  They  contend  that  it  is  only  fair  that 
the  representation  of  the  city  of  Montreal  should 
be  increased.  That  city  is  sufficiently  represented. 
I  gave  the  reason  why.  Montreal  is  a  manufactur¬ 
ing  centre,  and  the  Government  know  that  in 
manufacturing  centres  the  protective  system  is  in 
favour.  They,  therefore,  estimated  that  these  three 
new  counties  in  the  island  of  Montreal  would  be  an 
addition  to  the  Conservative  party.  Three  coun¬ 
ties  to  the  south  of  Montreal  must  be  removed,  as 
they  are  not  willing  to  accept  the  ministerial  policy. 
Now  is  the  time  for  the  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
who  represent  neighbouring  counties  to  divide  the 
spoils  between  themselves.  Now  is  the  time  for 
them  to  supply  themselves  a  little  so  as  to  agree¬ 
ably  spend  the  winter.  As  there  were  many  ex¬ 
igencies  in  the  dividing  of  the  spoils,  the  man  of 
genius  who  framed  this  Bill  said  to  them :  Should 
we  not  find  enough  in  these  three  counties  to  sat¬ 
isfy  ourselves,  we  will  look  elsewhere.  I  cannot 
conclude  my  remarks  without  throwing  a  glance 
at  some  of  the  counties  that  were  favoured  by  this 
dividing  of  the  spoils.  And  first  of  all,  here  is 
Laprairie.  This  county,  which  had  once  the  mis¬ 
fortune  to  be  wanting  in  its  loyalty  to  the  party, 
which  for  several  years  belonged  to  the  Liberal 
party,  was  taken  away  from  them  by  the  present 
member,  at  the  last  general  election,  I  do  not  know 
by  what  coincidence  ;  and  since  then  the  Govern¬ 
ment  were  seen  caring  in  every  way  for  the  hon. 
member  who  gave  them  that  county.  Some  time  ago 
there  was  a  protracted  debate  in  this  House  with 
respect  to  an  expensive  post  office  which  is  being 
erected  there.  The  Government  now  grant  to  this 
member  150  votes  so  that  he  may  protect  himself 
in  future  elections.  The  Government  have  also 
thrown  a  covetous  eye  on  the  County  of  Chambly. 
The  result  of  the  last  local  election  led  them 
to  believe  that  that  county  was  rife  for  be¬ 
coming  a  loyal  county.  Finding  that  that  county 
was  represented  here  by  a  Liberal  member,  a  for¬ 
midable  opponent  in  political  contests,  they  took 
the  means  to  transfer  to  Chambly  a  large  Conser¬ 
vative  vote.  Through  all  that,  the  Government 
did  not  forget  the  enormous  services  rendered 
by  the  member  for  Bagot.  His  services  were 
worthy  of  a  reward,  and  so  the  Government,  in 
their  kindness,  said  to  him:  You  have  so  well 
served  us  for  a  good  many  years  that  we  cannot  do 
otherwise  than  invite  you  to  a  seat  at  our  table,  in 
order  that  you  may  taste  the  succulent  things  that 
are  served.  Some  years  ago,  it  is  true,  in  a  diffi¬ 
cult  circumstance,  you  happened  to  commit  a  slight 
error,  but  since  you  have  shown  yourself  to  be 
weak  and  humble  in  your  heart,  and  we  are  going 
to  give  you  a,  worldly  kingdom.  Therefore,  200 
Conservative  votes  were  transferred  to  the 
County  of  Bagot.  They  could  not  forgive  the 
Mr.  Leduc. 


County  of  St.  Hyacinth e  for  always  returning 
Liberal  members  since  the  Union.  St.  Hyacinthe 
is  a  manufacturing  centre  and  they  feared  that, 
should  it  be  allowed  to  remain  Liberal,  it  might  be 
used  elsewhere  as  a  model  object  in  the  course  of 
discussion.  They  feared  it  might  be  cited  as  an 
example  and  the  neighbouring  counties  told  :  See, 
here  is  a  manufacturing  centre  where  the  protec¬ 
tive  policy  should  be  promoted,  and  still  proprietors 
and  masters  favour  the  principles  of  the  Liberal 
party.  They  wanted  St.  Hyacinthe  to  be  punished 
for  its  audacity  in  continuing  to  claim  markets  for 
its  products.  And  that  is  why  means  were  taken 
to  politically  make  away  with  the  member  for  that 
county.  The  County  of  Joliette  is  also,  under  the 
circumstances,  worthy  of  our  attention.  At  the 
last  elections,  they  succeeded  in  inducing  it  to  re¬ 
turn  a  Conservative  member  by  pledging  them¬ 
selves  to  build  a  short  railway,  and  as  the  Govern¬ 
ment  seem  to  hesitate  to  carry  out  their  promises 
as  regards  the  railway,  they  thought  proper,  the 
present  member  having  been  returned  with  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  about  sixty  votes  only,  to  remove  from 
that  county  a  parish  which  gave  a  Liberal  majority 
of  two  hundred  votes.  Through  this  readjustment;, 
should  the  railway  promised  not  be  built,  the 
member  for  that  county  will  be  in  a  position  to 
secure  at  any  rate  his  re-election.  But,  say  these 
gentlemen,  it  is  true  that  in  those  counties  we 
have  certain  party  advantages,  but  on  the  other 
hand  there  is  a  compensation,  for  we  are  annexing 
the  County  of  St.  Maurice  to  Three  Rivers,  which  is 
removing  a  Conservative.  But  Three  Rivers  gives  a 
large  Liberal  vote  and  the  return  of  a  member  of 
the  Opposition  there,  at  the  next  general  elections, 
was  amongst  the  possibilities.  The  Government 
were  themselves  in  doubt  as  to  their  future 
success  in  that  riding,  and  therefore  I  think  it  is  a 
very  poor  compensation  for  the  gains  which  the 
Conservatives  are  making  at  our  expense.  And 
then,  we  find  by  the  letters  published  in  the  Toron¬ 
to  Globe  that  elections  were  enormously  expensive 
in  Three  Rivers.  By  uniting  St.  Maurice  and 
Three  Rivers,  the  Government  saved  their  own 
money.  They  will  thus  be  able  to  apply  the  grea¬ 
ter  part  of  the  money  which  was  spent  in  this 
riding  to  the  winning  over  of  three  or  four  neigh¬ 
bouring  counties.  I  only  referred  so  far  to  this 
measure  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  we,  French-Cana- 
dians,  ought  to  throw  a  glance  at  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  I  was  much  pleased  to  hear  the  hon. 
member  for  L’lslet  stating  that  for  his  part,  he 
would  oppose  any  change  that  might  result  in  an 
interference  with  rights  of  the  minority  in  Quebec 
West  riding,  that  he  would  oppose  any  measure 
likely  to  deal  improperly  with  the  English  minority 
in  that  riding.  Russell  County  has  a  French-Cana- 
dian  population  worthy  of  our  protection.  Russell 
has  a  population  of  30,000  and  Prescott  about  27,- 
000.  By  this  measure  the  Government  decide  to 
take  all  the  French  population  of  Russell  and  to  put 
it  in  the  County  of  Prescott  for  the  purpose  of 
hiving  all  the  French  influence  in  Ontario  in  a 
single  electoral  riding.  Under  the  rule  laid  down  by 
the  hon.  member  for  L’lslet,  if  it  should  be  wrong 
to  change  the  limits  of  Quebec  West  which  has  only 
a  population  of  9, 000 souls,  because  itmight  interfere 
with  the  rights  of  the  English  minority,  how  much 
worse  it  would  be  to  change  the  limits  of  two 
counties  which  have  more  than  the  required  popula- 
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tion,  when  such  a  change  would  consummate  a  gross 
injustice  against  the  French  minority.  It  seems  to 
me  we  have  a  right  to  rely  on  the  assistance  of  the 
gentlemen  opposite  for  the  removal  of  this  clause. 
Unfortunately  afterallthe  iniquities  they  committed 
themselves  to  since  the  l>eginning  of  this  session,  we 
are  much  in  doubt  as  to  their  willingness  to  let  their 
chain  fall  in  order  to  come  and  help  us  in  the 
changing  of  the  rights  of  our  Ontario  compatriots. 
We  hope,  however,  that  the  hon.  member  for  L’Islet 
at  least,  after  the  statement  he  made,  will  lend  us  a 
helping  hand  to  obtain  the  removal  of  the  most 
iniquitous  clause  of  this  Kill. 

Mr.  O’BRIEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  propose 
to  say  one  word  on  the  merits  of  the  general  ques¬ 
tion  now  before  the  House,  but  only  to  refer  to  the 
amendment  which  is  supposed  to  be  under  discus¬ 
sion,  and  to  point  out  one  or  two  reasons  why  I 
think  that  amendment  ought  not  to  prevail.  No 
subject  could  be  discussed  here  of  much  greater 
importance  than  that  of  the  representation  of  the 
people  in  this  Parliament,  and  I  am  somewhat  sur¬ 
prised  that  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  should  waste 
so  much  ammunition  in  skirmishing  over  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  is  historically  inaccurate  and  logically 
incorrect,  for  which  the  hon.  leader  of  the  Opposi¬ 
tion  himself  has  shown  no  foundation  in  the  speech 
he  has  made  in  its  support.  The  hon.  gentleman, 
having  told  us  that  we  ought  to  accept  his  amend¬ 
ment  because  it  is  based  on  the  practice  of  the  Bri¬ 
tish  Parliament,  ought  to  have  given  us  all  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  connected  with  the  events  of  1884  and 
1885  to  which  he  alluded.  What  he  has  told  us  is 
simply  that  a  conference  was  held  between  the 
leaders  of  the  different  parties.  That,  however, 
was  the  least  part  of  the  whole  business.  What 
this  House  should  consider,  if  they  regard  this  as 
a  precedent  at  all,  is  the  fact  that  a  basis  was 
laid  down  for  the  proceedings  which  took  place. 
But  neither  the  hon.  gentleman,  in  his  resolu¬ 
tion  or  in  his  speech,  nor  any  one  of  his  sup¬ 
porters  who  followed  him  in  this  debate  for  so 
many  hours,  has  made  a  single  proposal  as  to 
the  basis  on  which  the  conference  he  proposes 
should  act ;  and  surely  it  is  just  as  well  that  we 
should  discuss  the  subject  in  the  House  as  to  send 
it  to  five  men  representing  the  two  parties  and 
meeting  together  without  any  proposition  before 
them,  or  any  basis  on  which  they  could  possibly 
arrive  at  any  better  conclusion.  The  most  import¬ 
ant  fact  in  the  events  of  1884  and  .  1885  was  not 
the  conference  between  the  leaders  of  the  different 
parties,  but  the  instructions  given  to  the  commis¬ 
sioners  by  whom  the  arrangement  was  ultimately 
cat  ried  out.  The  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr. 
Mills),  I  see,  looks  dissent ;  but  I  say  that  the 
really  important  part  of  those  events,  and  what  this 
House  might  fairly  take  into  consideration  as  a 
basis  of  action  in  this  matter,  were  the  instructions 
given  to  those  commissioners  as  the  basis  of  re¬ 
presentation  ;  but  the  hon.  gentleman,  so  far  from 
adopting  that  principle,  has  repudiated  it,  be¬ 
cause  he  says  he  will  not  have  commissioners 
at  all.  He  says  that  we  should  follow  Brit¬ 
ish  practice,  and  when  he  attempts  to  em¬ 
body  it  in  a  resolution,  he  repudiates  what 
took  place  in  British  practice.  His  resolution  is 
historically  inaccurate  ;  it  means  nothing  ;  and  if 
carried  into  effect,  it  can  do  nothing  ;  and  neither 
the  hon.  gentleman  nor  any  of  his  supporters,  so  far 
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as  I  could  follow,  have  touched  the  real  basis  of  the 
question.  They  have  pointed  out  little  defects  in 
the  details  of  the  measure  ;  but  not  one  has  pointed 
out  its  real  defects  ;  it  is  a  mere  waste  of  time  and 
obstruction  for  hon.  gentlemen  to  carry  on  a  long 
debate  on  a  motion  which  means  nothing  and  says 
nothing,  and  which,  if  carried  into  effect,  could  do 
nothing.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  was  honest  in  his 
professed  desire  to  induce  us  to  vote  on  a  resolution 
based  on  British  practice,  he  should  not  have  left 
out  the  main  feature  of  that  practice,  he  should  not 
have  repudiated  it  in  his  speech.  He  should  not 
profess  to  give  us  a  resolution  based  on  British 
practice,  and  leave  out  of  it  everything  that  makes 
it  of  any  value  whatever.  The  hon.  gentleman,  in 
laying  this  important  proposition  before  us,  is 
surely  not  going  to  confine  himself  to  pointing  out 
whether  one  county  or  another  is  fairly  dealt  with 
in  the  Province  of  Quebec  or  the  Province  of  Ontario. 
The  hon.  gentleman  is  the  leader  of  agreatparty,  and 
he  should  surely  give  us  some  idea  of  the  basis  on  which 
he  proposes  that  we  should  deal  with  the  question. 
Surely  he  does  not  wish  this  House  to  be  misled 
by  what.  I  must,  with  all  respect,  call  a  mere  catch¬ 
penny  resolution,  professedly  based  on  British  pre¬ 
cedent  when  there  is  no  British  precedent  about  it. 
As  the  hon.  member  from  L’lslet  (Mr.  Desjar¬ 
dins)  has  pointed  out,  the  conference  which  took 
place  in  England  was  a  mere  political  accident  ;  it 
was  simply  the  result  of  the  political  circumstances 
of  the  time  ;  and  the  hon.  leader  of  the  Opposition 
is  hardly  dealing  honestly  with  this  House  by 
asking  us  to  vote  for  a  motion  which  he  wishes 
established  as  a  precedent,  when  in  reality  he 
knocks  away  the  principal  support  on  which  such 
a  resolution  should  be  based.  If  he  had  told  us 
the  instructions  which  had  been  given  to  the  com¬ 
missioners,  he  would  have  given  us  something  valu¬ 
able — something  which  would  have  formed  the  real 
basis  of  a  Bill  for  the  representation  of  the  people 
in  this  Parliament.  But  he  has  failed  to  do  so.  I 
say,  therefore,  that  this  resolution  is  a  meaningless 
one.  More  than  that,  it  is  a  misleading  one.  It 
is  an  attempt  to  place  the  members  of  this  House 
in  the  position  of  voting  against  a  British  prece¬ 
dent  when  in  reality  there  is  no  British  precedent 
at  all,  neither  in  the  terms  of  the  resolution  itself 
nor  in  the  arguments  by  which  it  is  supported.  I 
have  no  intention  of  entering  into  a  discussion  of 
the  measure,  but  I  am  somewhat  disappointed  that 
in  the  many  speeches  we  have  had,  none  of  the  hon. 
gentlemen  on  the  other  side  of  the  House  have  said 
one  word  in  support  of  the  amendment  moved  by 
their  leader,  nor  advanced  anything  to  show  us 
why  this  Bill  is  really  objectionable,  except  in 
some  unimportant  details. 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  intend 
to  take  up  the  time  of  the  House  at  any  great 
length  ;  but  I  desire  to  refer  to  one  case  at  least 
which,  I  think,  will  prove  conclusively  that  a 
question  of  this  kind  should  not  be  settled  by  one 
political  party,  but  should  be  disposed  of  in  some 
other  way  ;  and  I  think  the  amendment  before 
the  House,  proposing  that  the  basis  for  the  read¬ 
justment  should  be  arrived  at  by  reference  to  a  com¬ 
mittee  of  members  from  both  sides  of  the  House,  is  a 
very  fair  proposition.  The  case  to  which  I  will  refer 
shows  very  clearly  that  into  this  proposed  redistri¬ 
bution  politics  and  partisanship  have  entered,  and 
that  the  rights  of  the  people  have  not  been  fairly* 
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considered.  The  particular  case  to  which  I  refer 
is  that  of  the  county  which  I  have  the  honour  to 
represent  — the  County  of  Russell.  To  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  it  appears  that  there  is  a  mountain  which 
must  he  disposed  of,  and,  by  removing  the 
mountain  from  the  County  of  Russell  and  plac¬ 
ing  it  in  the  County  of  Prescott,  that  matters 
are  improved,  but  they  are  not  improved  at  all. 
The  mountain  still  exists,  but  it  is  in  Pres¬ 
cott  instead  of  in  Russell.  At  the  taking  of  the 
last  census,  the  population  of  Russell  was  31,643, 
and  that  of  Prescott  24,173,  and  the  proposition 
made  in  the  Bill  before  the  House  is  that  the  town¬ 
ship  of  Clarence  and  the  village  of  Rockland,  con¬ 
taining  a  population  of  6,244,  shall  be  taken  from 
Russell  and  given  to  Prescott.  The  effect  of  this 
would  be  that  the  population  of  Prescott  would  be 
30,417  and  that  of  Russell  25,399.  I  think  the  case 
is  so  plain  as  to  require  no  argument  at  all  to  show 
conclusively  that  this  is  done  for  one  purpose,  and 
one  purpose  alone,  and  that  purpose  is  to  legislate 
myself  out  of  Parliament.  The  statement  was  made 
after  the  bye-election  in  1888  by  my  opponent,  that 
if  they  could  not  beat  me  in  any  other  way  they 
would  beat  me  by  placing  the  tow  nship  of  Clarence 
in  the  County  of  Prescott.  I  thought  that  was 
simply  talk,  and  never  believed  such  an  iniquity 
would  be  perpetrated  by  any  political  party.  I 
heard  the  statement  several  times  since,  but  did 
not  believe  it,  for,  I  must  say  frankly,  I  had  more 
confidence  in  the  gentlemen  who  occupy  seats  on 
the  other  side  than  to  believe  they  would  do  this  ; 
and  I  believe  still  that  there  is  too  much  honour 
among  a  large  number  of  them  to  permit  of  such 
an  injustice  being  done  to  an  opponent.  Now, 
I  will  just  give  the  House  the  position  of  a  fewr  of 
the  counties  immediately  adjacent  to  the  County  of 
Russell.  The  County  of  Glengarry  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  24,476,  very  near  the  unit.  The  adjoining 
County  of  Dundas  has  a  population  of  20,132,  while 
the  County  of  Prescott  has  a  population  of  25,000. 
It  was  not  to  be  thought  of  for  a  moment  that  one 
of  the  townships  of  Russell  should  be  added  to  the 
County  of  Dundas  ;  and  why  ?  For  the  simple  reason 
that  the  County  of  Dundas  would  then  be  a  Liberal 
county.  That  is  the  reason,  and  no  other.  The 
County  of  Stormont,  adjoining  the  County  of 
Dundas,  has  a  population  of  27,158.  There  is  no 
suggestion  that  an  adjustment  shall  take  place 
between  the  County  of  Dundas  and  the  County  of 
Stormont,  for  the  simple  reason  that  these  two 
counties  are  represented  by  two  Conservatives. 
Now,  we  will  take  North  Leeds  and  Grenville, 
which  also  touch  the  south-west  portion  of  the 
County  of  Russell.  The  population  of  North 
Leeds  is  13,523,  and  that  of  South  Grenville 
12,931,  while  Brockville  has  a  population  of  15,855. 
Thus  there  are  three  counties  in  immediate  succes¬ 
sion  southward  from  the  County  of  Russell  having 
a  smaller  population,  yet  the  adjustment  is  made 
by  giving  to  Prescott,  which  is  already  larger  than 
the  unit,  a  township  belonging  to  the  County  of 
Russell.  And  let  me  here  say  that  I  understand 
that  the  statement  has  been  made  that  the  town- 
ship  of  Clarence  is  really  in  the  County  of  Prescott. 
I  desire  to  state  that  such  is  not  the  case.  The 
township  of  Clarence  is  one  of.  the  townships  of 
the  municipality  of  Russell.  It  is  true  that  Pres¬ 
cott  and  Russell  are  united  for  municipal  purposes, 
but  the  counties  are  separate  and  distinct  in  every 
other  way. 

Mr.  Edwards. 


Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Have  they  one  county 
council  ? 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  Yes.  I  will  just  refer  to  a 
few  other  counties  in  the  more  western  part  of 
the  province,  to  show  that  redistribution  is  not  the 
purpose  of  this  Bill.  The  County  of  Kent  has  a 
population  of  31,433.  The  population  of  South 
Essex  is  24,022,  and  of  North  Essex  31,523.  The 
discrepancy  between  the  two  ridings  of  Essex  is 
as  nearly  as  possible  the  same  as  the  discrepancy 
between  the  Counties  of  Prescott  and  Russell,  but 
it  did  not  occur  to  those  framing  this  Bill  that  it 
was  necessary  at  all  to  adjust  those  two  ridings. 
And  wThy  ?  Because  no  political  effect  could  take 
place  by  so  doing.  East  Simcoe  has  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  35,801,  North  Simcoe  28,206,  and  South 
Simcoe  20,827,  and  again  in  this  instance  redistri¬ 
bution  was  not  thought  of,  simply  because  it  would 
have  no  political  effect.  I  will  just  give  you  one 
more  instance,  and  that  is  the  case  of  the  city  of 
Ottawa.  Ottawa  has  a  population  of  37,281. 
Rideau  ward  of  that  city  is  a  portion  of  the 
County  of  Russell  for  electoral  purposes  and  has 
a  population  of  1,673,  and  while  I  am  not  sug¬ 
gesting  for  one  moment  that  the  County  of  Russell 
should  be  disturbed  in  any  way,  yet  if  justice 
and  fair-play  were  sought,  the  simple  giving  of  the 
village  of  New  Edinburgh  to  the  city,  to  which  it 
properly  belongs,  would  be  a  better  adjustment  than 
what  has  been  suggested.  I  will  not  take  up  the 
time  of  the  House  longer,  but  I  will  say  this,  and 
I  will  say  it  frankly,  that  I  do  not  believe  for  one 
moment  that  this  portion  of  the  Bill  before  the 
House  ever  originated  with  the  Government.  I 
believe  it  originated  with  a  few  ambitious  gentle¬ 
men  living  in  the  County  of  Russell,  who  desire  to 
represent  that  county,  and  after  having  had  two  or 
three  hard  fights  they  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  it  is  a  very  difficult  task.  I  will  say  frankly 
that  to  me  it  is  a  very  great  sacrifice  to  be  in  this 
House.  It  is  a  very  great  injury  to  che  business 
of  which  I  am  one  of  the  proprietors  and  the 
manager.  My  desire  is  not  to  be  here,  because  the 
sacrifice  is  one  too  great  for  me  to  make  ;  but, 
Mr.  Speaker,  if  it  is  suggested  that  I  shall 
be  legislated  out  of  the  House  in  the  manner 
proposed,  I  will  leave  it  to  the  balance  of  the 
County  of  Russell  to  say  whether  I  shall  be  re¬ 
turned  or  not.  And  while  there  are  Conservatives, 
and  many  Conservatives,  in  the  County  of  Russell, 
yet  they  are  men  who  will  not  for  one  moment 
endure  such  an  iniquity  as  that  proposed.  If  the 
Government  performs  such  an  iniquity,  as  far  as  I 
am  concerned  I  will  leave  it  to  the  people  of  Russell 
to  say  whether  they  will  endorse  such  a  measure, 
and  I  believe  in  my  heart  that  they  will  do  nothing 
of  the  kind.  I  do  not  stand  up  here  to  say  for  a 
moment  that  I  control  a  single  vote  except  my  own, 
but  I  have  confidence  in  the  people  of  Russell,  and, 
while  not  ignoring  for  a  moment  the  township 
which  gave  me  birth,  the  township  in  which  my 
property  is,  and  the  township  which  I  heartily  love, 
at  the  same  time,  if  the  great  injustice  is  done  that 
township  by  placing  it  in  another  county,  I  firmly 
believe  that  the  balance  of  the  County  of  Russell 
will  resent  the  suggested  iniquity.  In  the  course 
of  the  introduction  of  this  Bill,  the  leader  of  the 
Government  in  this  House  gave  two  reasons  for  the 
proposed  change,  the  first  being  readjustment,  and 
the  next  that  it  would  be  more  in  harmony  with 
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the  feeling  of  the  people  of  Clarence  to  com¬ 
pose  a  part  of  the  County  of  Prescott  than  to  re¬ 
main  as  they  are  to-day.  Let  me  say  that,  while 
the  township  of  Clarence  is  composed  of  a  French 
population  and  an  English  population,  at  the  same 
time  no  such  idea  has  ever  crept  into  the  mind  of  a 
single  man  living  in  that  township.  The  very  best 
feeling  exists  among  all  classes  and  all  creeds  in  the 
county,  and,  if  this  injustice  is  done,  a  very  great 
feeling  of  resentment  will  be  entertained  among  the 
very  people  who  are  supposed  to  be  pleased  by 
making  such  a  change.  So  far  as  that  is  concerned, 
I  hope  I  may  be  pardoned  for  saying  that  it  seems 
that  some  excuse  had  to  be  given,  and  it  was  thought 
that  that  would  be  a  very  good  excuse,  but  it  will 
not  be  so  accepted  by  the  people  of  the  constitu¬ 
ency. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  debate. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  debate  adjourned. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  11.35 
p.m. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Thursday,  2nd  June,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

REPORT. 

Annual  Report  of  the  Department  of  Fisheries. — 
(Mr.  Tupper.) 

CUSTOMS  OFFICER  EDMOND  TRUDELLE. 

Mr.  AMYOT  asked,  Whether  there  is  in  the 
Custom  House  at  Quebec  an  official  named  Edmond 
Triulelle  ?  How  many  years  has  he  been  there, 
and  what  is  his  salary  ?  Are  the  Government 
satisfied  as  to  his  services  ?  What  has  been  the 
amount  of  his  expenses  in  making  the  several 
seizures  of  liquor  effected  by  him,  and  has  the 
amount  of  the  said  expenses  been  repaid  to  the 
Government  out  of  the  moneys  derived  from  such 
seizures  !  W  hat  are  the  articles  seized  by  him 
since  1st  May,  1890  ? 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  There  is  such  an  officer  as 
Edmond  Trudelle  in  the  Custom  House  at  Quebec. 
He  has  been  appointed,  I  think,  for  about  15  years, 
as  the  Civil  Service  list  will  show.  If  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  were  not  satisfied  with  his  services  he 
would  not  be  in  the  service.  His  expenses  in  the 
seizure  on  the  date  mentioned  is  between  $390  and 
^>400.  He  has  effected  over  25  seizures.  These 
expenses  will  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
seizures,  as  is  done  in  every  case.  If  a  motion  is 
made  the  articles  seized  by  him  will  be  given  to  the 
House,  but  they  cover  three  or  four  pages  of  fools¬ 
cap  and  would  be  too  long  to  read  in  an  answer  to 
a  question.  With  the  exception  of  186  barrels  of 
whiskey  which  he  seized  the  others  are  all  small 
seizures. 
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EXPORT  OF  APPLES. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Annapi  ’is)  asked,  1.  Is  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  aware  that  apples  are  being  exported  from 
Canada  in  barrels  of  different  sizes,  and  not  in 
compliance  with  section  18  of  the  Weights  and 
Measures  Act,  to  the  injury  of  certain  portions  of 
the  Dominion,  the  apple  trade  of  which  complies 
with  the  Act  ?  2.  If  so,  has  the  Government  in¬ 
stituted  any  proceedings  to  enforce  the  law  ?  3. 
Does  the  Government  intend  to  introduce  legisla¬ 
tion  prohibiting  the  exportation  from  Canada  of 
apples  except  in  barrels  of  the  statutory  dimen¬ 
sions  ?  4.  Does  the  Government  intend  to  bring 
apples  within  the  purview  of  the  Inspection  Act* 
making  the  barrels  as  well  as  the  apples  subiect  to 
such  official  inspection  ? 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  1.  The  Government  has  re- 
cei\  ed  information,  through  the  hon.  member  for 
Annapolis,  that  apples  are  packed  and  exported  in 
barrels  not  in  accordance  with  the  law.  2.  No 
proceedings  have  been  instituted.  3.  The  present 
law  provides  that  apples  shall  only  be  put  up  in 
barrels  of  certain  dimensions.  4.  It  is  the  inten¬ 
tion  to  add  apples  to  the  schedule  of  articles  in 
the  Inspection  Act  subject  to  inspection,  and  it 
will  be  the  duty  of  the  inspector  to  see  that  the 
barrel  is  in  accordance  with  the  Act. 

RIVIERE  DU  LOUP  POST  OFFICE— CLAIMS 
FROM  THE  WORKMEN. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE  (translation)  asked,  1. 
Whether  the  Government  are  aware  that  several 
workmen  who  have  worked  on  the  post  office 
building  at  Riviere  du  Loup,  have  not  been  paid  as 
yet?  2.  Whether  the  Government  are  themselves 
going  to  pay  these  workmen,  or  to  see  that  they 
are  paid  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  The  Government 
received  several  claims  from  the  sub-contractors 
and  other  persons,  for  work  done  and  material 
furnished  for  the  Fraservile  Post  Office.  The 
department  is  examining  these  claims  previous  to 
settlement  with  the  contractor.  I  cannot  say  at 
present  which  of  these  claims  will  be  paid. 

COMMISSIONS  ON  CUSTOMS  SEIZURES. 

Mr.  McMLLLEN  asked,  Whether  the  statement 
made  in  the  Montreal  Herald  of  the  26th  instant  is 
true,  to  the  effect  that  “  Various  rumours  are  flying 
as  to  the  action  of  the  Government  concerning  the 
Commissioner’s  recommendation  that  Parliament 
should  look  into  the  immense  sums  paid  one  official 
for  his  commission  on  seizures.  In  regard  to  this 
the  statement  is  made  that  sometime  since,  two 
check  clerks,  one  named  Russell,  were  engaged  for 
three  weeks,  not  in  checking  entries  for  the  Domi¬ 
nion  Appraiser,  but  in  special  work  for  the  late 
Accountant.  For  these  three  weeks  they  drew 
their  Civil  Service  salary,  but  did  not  do  their  re¬ 
gular  work,  which  was  left  undone.  They  received 
extra  pay  from  the  then  Accountant,  for  the  work 
they  did  to  enable  him  to  make  seizures,  and  it  was 
not  until  the  Board  of  Appraisers  took  cognizance 
of  the  matter  that  the  regular  entries  were  attend¬ 
ed  to.”  If  so,  has  any  action  been  taken  in  the 
matter  ? 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  I  have  noticed  no  rumours 
applying  to  the  case  mentioned,  and,  not  having 
seen  them,  I  have  taken  no  cognizance  of  the  matter. 
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VISIT  OF  MINISTERS  TO  WASHINGTON. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Before  the  Orders  of  the  Day 
are  called,  I  would  ask  the  attention  of  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Justice  to  the  fact  that  there  is  a  statement 
in  the  press  that  two  members  of  the  Government 
left  yesterday  for  Washington  on  important 
public  business.  I  would  ask  the  leader  of  the 
House  to  state  if  this  is  true,  and  what  is  the 
nature  of  the  business  of  his  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  line  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  statement  is 
correct.  I  noticed  in  this  morning’s  Citizen  an  fex- 
planation  of  the  visit,  and  that  statement  is  sub¬ 
stantially  correct  also. 

RETURN— ROYAL  COMMISSIONS. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Before  the  Orders  of  the 
Day  are  called,  I  wish  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
House  to  a  return  which  was  brought  down  yes¬ 
terday  by  the  Secretary  of  State.  It  was  a  return 
showing  the  number  of  Royal  Commissions  issued 
in  each  and  every  year  since  Confederation,  and  by 
whom  issued,  together  with  the  subjects  enquired 
into,  and  the  cost  of  each  commission  and  the  total 
cost  of  all.  For  one  commission  appointed  19th 
August,  1876,  the  cost  is  set  down  at  $150,069.56. 
I  see  by  the  Public  Accounts  for  that  year  that  the 
total  cost  of  that  commission  was  $13,632.12.  I 
think  that  this  return  should  be  inspected  again 
by  the  department,  because  it  shows  that  ten  or 
fifteen  times  the  amount  was  spent  on  that  com¬ 
mission  which  the  Public  Accounts  show  to  have 
been  spent. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  What  was  the  subject 
of  the  commission  ? 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  The  management  of  the 
Indian  lands  in  British  Columbia. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  will  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  State  to  the  matter  and 
see  which  is  correct,  but  I  would  suppose  at  the 
moment  that  the  larger  figure  must  be  erroneous. 

REPRESENTATION  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF 
COMMONS. 

House  resumed  adjourned  debate  on  motion 
of  Sir  John  Thompson  :  “  That  Bill  (No.  76)  to  re¬ 
adjust  the  representation  in  the  House  of  Commons, 
be  read  the  second  time  and  the  motion  of  Mr. 
Laurier  in  amendment  thereto. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I. )  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  not 
my  intention  to  continue  the  debate  on  the  lines  of 
minute  criticism  of  „  the  different  sections  of  the 
Bill,  the  second  reading  of  which  is  now  proposed 
to  the  House.  Rather  I  would  invite  the  attention 
of  the  House  more  especially  to  the  alternative  pro¬ 
position  contained  in  the  amendment  of  my  hon. 
leader,  and  the  discussion  of  that  proposition  does 
not  necessarily,  I  take  it,  involve  the  discussion  of 
the  minute  details  of  the  Bill  itself,  although,  of 
course,  such  discussion  would  be  perfectly  in  order. 
For  my  purpose  I  propose  to  confine  my  remarks 
almost  entirely  to  the  amendment,  and  as  its  pur¬ 
port  and  meaning  appear  to  have  been  very  much 
misunderstood  by  some  gentlemen  opposite,  parti¬ 
cularly  by  the  hon.  member  for  Muskoka  (Mr. 
O’Brien)  who  spoke  last  night,  I  invite  the  atten- 
Mr.  Chapleau. 


tion  of  the  House  for  a  moment  to  its  wording. 
The  resolution  proposed  : 

“That  the  said  Bill  be  not  now  read  the  second  time, 
but  that  it  be  referred  to  a  conference  or  committee,  to  be 
composed  of  both  political  parties,  to  agree  upon  the 
lines  or  principles  on  which  a  Redistribution  Bill  should 
be  drawn.” 

My  hon.  friend  did  not  suggest  whether  it  was 
prudent  or  not  to  leave  the  details  of  a  Redistri- 
!  bution  Bill  to  a  committee  ;  that  was  a  matter  to 
be  considered  hereafter.  He  merely  proposed 
that  the  lines  or  principles  which  should  govern 
in  drawing  a  Bill  of  that  kind  should  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  a  committee  of  this  House.  The  hon. 
member  for  Muskoka  (Mr.  O’Brien)  last  night 
expressed  his  regret  that  my  hon.  friend  had 
declined  to  delegate  to  a  commission  of  judges 
the  powers  which  he  asks  in  this  resolution  that 
Parliament  should  itself  exercise.  I  have  no  hesi¬ 
tation  in  saying  that  a  little  reflection  will  con¬ 
vince  the  hon.  gentleman  that  it  would  be  highly 
improper  and  also  highly  unconstitutional  to  refer 
it  to  a  commission  of  judges  or  anybody  else  to 
determine  the  principles  and  the  lines  on  which  a 
Bill  should  be  drawn.  That  duty  is  one  which 
under  the  British  North  America  Act  devolves  on 
this  Parliament,  and  that  duty  this  Parliament 
cannot  delegate — not  should  not,  but  cannot  dele¬ 
gate — to  any  commission  of  judges  or  to  anybody  else, 
and  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  if  the  hon. 
gentleman  gives  the  matter  a  moment’s  reflection, 
he  will  see  that  that  criticism  of  his  on  the  reso¬ 
lution  was  e^ltirely  unjust  and  unfounded.  Now, 
I  beg  to  submit  to  the  House  that  the  resolution 
now  before  it  is  inherently  sound  and  fair — that  it  is 
a  proposition  which  has  for  its  authority  a  very  high 
British  constitutional  precedent,  and  one  which 
follows  strictly  the  legal  lines  of  the  constitution  ; 
and  it  will  be  necessary  for  this  House,  if  the  view 
which  I  take  of  the  British  North  America  Act 
is  correct,  to  adopt  either  this  resolution  or  a 
similar  one,  and  to  determine  for  itself,  either  by 
this  committee  or  by  one  better  suited  to  the  pur¬ 
pose,  the  lines  and  principles  on  which  the  Bill 
should  be  drawn.  I  shall  have  this  afternoon  to 
challenge  the  right  of  this  House,  after  having 
fixed  the  lines  and  principles  on  which  the  Bill 
shall  be  drawn,  to  apply  those  lines  and  principles 
itself.  I  think  it  will  be  found  by  an  examination 
of  the  constitution,  that  that  is  not  the  duty  of 
the  House.  After  it  has  fixed  the  lines  and  deter¬ 
mined  the  principles  on  which  the  redistribu¬ 
tion  shall  take  place,  and  has  determined 
the  time  when  the  redistribution  shall  come 
into  effect,  then  its  duty  is  to  refer  the  mechanical 
application  of  those  principles  to  a  commission  or 
other  authority  outside  of  this  House.  Upon  the 
first  proposition  which  I  submit  I  wish  to  say  a 
word  or  two.  I  say  that  this  resolution,  apart  from 
precedents  and  constitutional  law  altogether,  is  in¬ 
herently  sound  and  fair,  and  should  commend  itself 
to  the  better  judgment  of  hon.  gentlemen  on  both 
sides.  Sir,  the  machinery  to  have  themselves  fairly 
represented  in  Parliament  is  vital  to  the  people  of 
the  country  ;  there  is  no  mistake  about  that.  Our 
laws  may  be  good  or  may  be  bad  ;  but  if  the  people 
have  the  machinery  by  which  they  cati  elect  men 
fairly  to  represent  them,  then  they  have  the  repeal 
of  bad  laws  or  the  enactment  of  good  laws  in  their 
own  hands,  and  have  nothing  to  complain  of.  I  for 
one,  Sir,  am  a  great  stickler  for  administrative  re- 
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sponsibility.  I  believe  in  the  Administration  taking 
the  responsibility  of  introducing  to  Parliament  all 
measures  aftecting  the  well-being  of  the  people. 
Put  when  you  are  rebuilding  as  it  were  the 
foundation  stones  upon  which  our  whole  con¬ 
stitutional  system  rests,  it  may  not  be  com¬ 
pulsory,  but  it  is  eminently  desirable,  that  in 
doing  so  you  should  legislate  on  lines  which 
approve  themselves  to  both  historical  parties 
in  the  state.  Experience  has  shown  to  us  that 
if  the  dominant  party  for  the  time  being,  when 
legislating  on  a  matter  affecting  the  very  founda¬ 
tions  of  representative  government,  ignore  the  ex¬ 
istence  of  their  opponents  and  say,  we  will  arbi¬ 
trarily  proceed  to  decide  in  this  way  or  that  way, 
the  result  lias  been  and  may  be  again  almost  to 
annihilate  one  of  those  parties  ;  and  when  the 
party  which  is  excluded  for  the  time  being  happens 
by  a  combination  of  accidents  to  be  returned  to 
power,  that  party  will  be,  perforce,  driven  to  adopt 
the  same  unjust  and  unfair  system,  and  will  intro¬ 
duce  another  Redistribution  Bill,  not  founded  on 
justice  or  on  the  lines  of  the  constitution,  and  in¬ 
tended  to  give  the  people  a  fair  means  of  represen¬ 
tation,  but  intended  to  promote  the  interests  of 
the  dominant  party  alone.  Now,  I  submit  that 
this  is  not  what  this  House  should  desire,  or  what 
the  well-being  of  the  state  should  demand.  We 
should,  I  say,  insist,  when  we  are  rebuilding  the 
foundations  of  our  representative  institutions, 
that  those  foundations  shall  be  based  on  just  and 
equitable  principles.  I  think  that  will  be  con¬ 
ceded  by  all  parties  ;  and  what  is  the  proposition 
of  my  lion,  friend  ?  Is  it  fair  or  just  ?  He  says  : 
Let  us  appoint  a  committee  of  this  House,  com¬ 
posed  as  such  committees  always  are,  of  a  majority 
of  Government  supporters,  let  that  committee  sit 
down  together  and  discuss  this  matter,  and  agree  if 
possible— not  on  what  the  details  should  be,  not 
that  this  township  or  that  should  be  taken  out  of 
one  division  and  placed  in  another — nothing  of  the 
kind  ;  but  agree  on  the  principles  on  which  the 
Redistribution  Bill  should  be  based  ;  and  after 
they  have  agreed,  let  them  submit  their  agreement 
to  the  House  of  Commons  and  the  Senate,  and  let 
that  agreement  be  passed  into  law.  After  you 
have  agreed  that  certain  lines  or  principles  shall  be 
adopted,  which  shall  be  just  to  the  people,  and  give 
a  fair  representation  to  all  parties  in  the  state,  the 
application  of  those  principles  to  the  different  con¬ 
stituencies  is  a  matter  of  detail ;  and  I  will  invite 
the  House  to  consider  what  the  constitution  pro¬ 
vides  as  to  how  those  principles  shall  be  applied. 

1  say,  secondly,  that  the  proposition  which  my  hon. 
friend  has  asked  this  House  to  endorse  is  one  hav¬ 
ing  a  very  high  historical  precedent.  The  hon. 
gentleman  who  spoke  last  night  referred  to  the 
e  vents  of  1884,  when  Mr.  Gladstone  introduced  his 
Franchise  Bill  confeiTingupon  two  millions  of  people 
in  Great  Britain  the  franchise  which  they  had  not 
before.  After  being  introduced  I  believe  that  Bill 
passed  the  House  of  Commons,  but  not  the  House 
of  Lords,  and  it  was  held  over  until  the  following 
session,  when  it  was  again  passed  in  the  House  of 
Commons  and  then  went  to  the  House  of  Lords  ; 
and  what  took  place?  Negotiations  were  entered 
upon  between  the  leader's  of  thetworespectiveparties 
to  see  whether  it  was  possible  to  agree  upon  a 
basis  on  which  a  Redistribution  Bill  could  be  intro¬ 
duced.  Now,  I  do  not  want  to  give  my  own  state¬ 
ment  of  the  facts  in  connection  with  that  transac¬ 


tion.  It  is  desirable  that  there  should  be  no  dis¬ 
pute  as  to  what  the  precedent  is,  whatever  it  may 
be  ;  I  am  not  going  to  weaken  my  case  by  over¬ 
stating  it,  nor  is  it  necessary  that  I  should  do  so. 
I  shall  place  the  facts  before  the  House,  and  then  I 
shall  appeal  to  them  whether  that  British  prece¬ 
dent  is  not  one  in  every  way  applicable  to  our  case, 
having  very  beneficial  results  in  its  train,  and  one 
which  the  Parliament  of  Canada  should  follow  as 
closely  as  possible.  I  would  call  the  attention  of 
the  House  to  the  facts  as  detailed  in  the  A  nnual 
Register  of  1884,  a  book  of  no  mean  authority  ;  and 
before  reading  it  I  will  premise  that  at  the  time  of 
which  I  am  about  to  speak,  the  Franchise  Bill  had 
passed  the  House  of  Commons  and  was  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  and  the  Redistribution  Bill  was 
about  being  introduced  into  the  Commons.  It  was 
contended  by  the  Conservative  party  in  England 
that  it  would  be  unjust  to  ask  them  to  pass  that 
Franchise  Bill  until  they  thoroughly  understood 
what  the  Redistribution  Bill  was  to  be.  They 
said  :  If  you  get  us  to  pass  this  Bill,  you  may  not 
introduce  the  Redistribution  Bill  at  all,  or  you  may 
introduce  such  a  one  as  we  will  not  accept ;  and, 
having  passed  the  Franchise  Bill,  you  will  go  to  the 
country  and  have  the  benefit  of  the  new  franchise 
applied  to  the  old  constituencies.  That  was  a 
reasonable  objection  on  the  face,  and  the  record 
goes  on  to  say  : 

u  When  therefore,  on  the  day  before  (17th  November) 
that  appointed  for  the  second  reading  of  the  Franchise 
Bui.  Lord  Granville  r9se  to  make  a  proposal  on  the  part 
ot  the  Government,  it  was  at  once  understood  that  a 
means  had  been  found  of  solving  the  difficulty  which  had 
hitherto  barred  the  way  to  a  complete  understanding.” 

Lord  Granville  went  on  to  state  : 

“  Without  sacrificing  their  object,  the  Government 
could  not  come  to  any  understanding  unless  they  received 
an  assurance  that  the  Franchise  Bill  should  pass  at  an 
early  date,  during  that  session  ;  but  if  they  received  that 
assurance,  they  would  be  prepared  to  make  the  main 
provisions  of  a  Redistribution  Bill,  or  even  a  draft  of  a 
Bill  drawn  in  accordance  with  the  plan  already  sketched 
by  Mr.  Gladstone,  the  subject  of  friendly  communi¬ 
cations.” 

Mr.  Gladstone,  on  the  same  day,  in  the  House  of 
Commons,  made  a  similar  st  atement,  adding  that : 

“  On  receiving  an  adequate  assurance  that  the  Franchise 
Bill  would  be  passed  in  the  course  of  that  session,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  be  willing  to  make  the  main  provisions  of 
their  Redistribution  Bill  the  subject  of  friendly  communi¬ 
cation,  and  would  undertake  to  move  its  second  reading 
simultaneously  with  the  committee  or  some  subsequent 
stage  of  the  Franchise  Bill  in  the  Lords.” 

The  Register,  continuing  its  account,  says  : 

“The  process  by  which  this  understanding  was  arrived 
at  was  fully  described  by  the  'Times ,  according  to  which 
journal  the  Government  received  an  assurance  that  the 
Conservative  leaders  would,  prior  to  the  second  reading 
of  the  Franchise  Bill,  intimate  their  willingness  to  dis¬ 
cuss  the  Redistribution  Bill  with  the  Government.” 

Mr.  DAYIN.  Is  that  November  the  18th? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  This  was  November  17th. 
On  the  18th,  the  following  day,  Lord  Salisbury  made 
the  following  statement  in  the  House  of  Lords,  on 
the  motion  to  read  the  Bill  a  second  time  : — 

“The  progress  of  the  negotiations  was  further  explained 
by  Lord  Salisbury,  who,  referring  to  what  had  passed  on 
the  previous  day,  said  that  at  first  he  was  not  altogether 
satisfied  with  Earl  Granville’s  remarks.  He  drew  from 
them — no  doubt  inaccurately — the  conclusion  that  pre¬ 
viously  to  any  communication  or  consultation  between 
the  two  sides  on  the  Redistribution  Bill,  the  Opposition 
should  undertake  that  the  Franchise  Bill  should  be  passed 
into  law  before  the  close  of  the  year.  He  need  not  dwell 
on  the  objections  to  such  an  arrangement,  as  by  it  the 
Opposition  would  be  parting  with  their  liberty,  and  might 
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afterwards  find  that,  through  no  fault  of  theirs  and  no 
fault  of  the  Government  ,  the  end  they  had  in  view  could 
not  be  gained.  He  had  spoken  to  some  friends  in  the 
other  House,  and  finding  that  they  had  not  understood 
Mr.  Gladstone  as  he  had  understood  the  Secretary  for 
Foreign  Affairs,  he  requested  his  relative,  Mr.  Balfour,  to 
enter  into  communication  with  the  Government.  The 
result  was  a  statement  by  the  Marquess  of  Hartington 
that  the  Government  would  receive  in  trust  a  communi¬ 
cation  from  the  Opposition  that  they  would  go  into  con¬ 
sultation  on  the  Redistribution  Bill  and  would  not  ask  for 
the  assurance  as  to  the  passing  of  the  Franchise  Bill  as  a 
preliminary  to  such  a  consultation.  It  was  impossible  to 
exaggerate  the  importance  of  that  explanation.  The  Oppo¬ 
sition  could  now  enter  into  communication  with  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  on  the  subject  of  the  Redistribution  Bill.*  If 
they  came  to  an  agreement  as  to  that  Bill,  they  were  to 
give  an  assurance  that  the  Franchise  Bill  should  pass. 
If  they  did  not,  they  would  be  just  where  they  were  at 
present.  But  he  did  not  think  that  there  was  a  likelihood 
of  no  agreement  being  come  to,  because  the  Opposition 
would  reciprocate  the  spirit  of  trust  in  which  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  receive  their  request  for  communications.” 

Here  was  the  great  leader  of  a  great  party,  not 
asking  that  the  matter  should  be  discussed  and 
decided  across  the  floor  of  the  House,  but  that 
friendly  communication  should  take  place  between 
both  leaders  before  the  terms  of  the  Redistribution 
Bill  should  be  agreed  to.  And  why  ?  In  order 
that  something  like  fair-play  and  justice,  and  not 
party  advantage,  should  be  secured.  Then  the 
Register  continues  the  account,  as  my  hon.  friend, 
the  leader  of  the  Opposition,  gave  it,  and  he  was 
accused  of  not  telling  the  whole  story  : 

“  During  the  next  fortnight  the  process  of  arrangement 
was  steadily  pursued.  Lord  Salisbury  and  Sir  Stafford 
Northcote  attended  the  meetings  of  the  Cabinet  and  con¬ 
ducted  negotiations  with  the  specially  elected  delegates 
of  that  body.” 

That  is  the  very  proposition,  or  one  very  closely 
akin  to  it,  which  my  hon  friend  has  embodied  in 
his  resolution  : 

‘‘ Naturally  there  were  rumours  of  misunderstandings 
more  or  less  serious,  but  as  time  wore  on,  from  the  public 
utterances  of  those  in  a  position  to  know  the  whole  facts, 
that  the  basis  of  the  compromise  was  never  in  jeopardy 
and  that  the  ultimate  decision  on  all  questions  of  detail 
would  have  to  be  left  to  Parliament.  The  Government, 
throughout  the  preliminary  negotiations,  showed  no  desire 
to  extort  any  direct  pledge  from  the  Opposition  as  to  the 
passing  of  the  Franchise  Bill,  until  the  Opposition  leaders 
had  satisfied  themselves  that  the  Redistribution  Bill  would 
be  drawn  upon  lines  of  which  they  could  approve.” 

That  is  plain  enough,  and  now  let  us  look  at  the 
concluding  part  of  the  record  : 

“  At  length,  says  the  Register,  after  a  week’s  adjourn¬ 
ment  both  Houses  reassembled,  and  Mr.  Gladstone,  in 
a  very  brief  speech,  altogether  without  rhetorical  display 
and  sympathetic  enthusiasm,  presented  to  the  House  of 
Commons  the  result  of  the  negotiations,  and  moved  for 
leave  to  bring  in  a  Billdealing  with  the  most  crucial  party 
rights  and  susceptibilities  which  had  been  settled  outside 
the  arena  of  parliamentary  conflict.  Taking  the  scheme 
as  published  in  the  Standard  as  a  fair  expression  of  the 
views  of  the  Cabinet,  when  a  desperate  struggle  seemed 
inevitable,  it  appeared  that  the  Bill,  as  unfolded  by  Mr. 
Gladstone,  had  been  broadened  and  rendered  a  more  per¬ 
manent  measure  under  the  influence  of  Lord  Salisbury.” 

Then  follows  the  leading  provisions  of  the  Bill,  the 
details  of  which  would  not  be  interesting  to  the 
House  and  are  not  applicable  to  the  present  dis¬ 
cussion.  The  Register  winds  up  its  account  as 
follows 

“  In  conclusion  Mr.  Gladstone  announced  that  a  bound¬ 
ary  commission  had  been  appointed,  consisting  of  Sir  J. 
Lambert,  Mr.  Pelham,  Sir  F.  Sandford.Mr.  J.  J.  Henley, 
Colonel  Owen  Jones,  and  Major  H.  Tulloch,  which  was 
already  at  work  and  would  complete  its  labours  in  a  couple 
of  months.” 

There  is  the  whole  story.  Certain  principles  on 
which  the  Redistribution  Bill  should  be  based  were 
proposed  by  Mr.  Gladstone.  He  invited  his  great 
Mr.  Davies  (P.E.I. ) 


opponent  to  a  conference,  they  sat  in  conference 
from  day  to  day  with  their  lieutenants  on  both 
sides,  Lord  Salisbury  broadened  the  measure  to 
suit  the  interests  of  his  party  and  what  he  con¬ 
ceived  to  be  the  wants  and  requirements  of  the 
country,  and  eventually  the  Bill,  which  threatened 
at  one  time  to  involve  a  dead-lock,  was  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  House  as  the  joint  product  of 
both  political  parties  of  the  state,  and  passed 
into  law.  The  principles  which  were  to  be  the 
guiding  principles  of  the  Bill  were  agreed  to  by 
the  joint  committee  of  both  parties,  and  a 
commission,  consisting  of  the  names  I  have  read 
was  appointed  to  apply  the  principles  agreed  to 
between  the  two  parties  so  that  both  should  have 
fair-play.  The  application  of  the  principles  was 
almost  mechanical  ;  the  great  question  was,  what 
principles  should  be  applied  ;  and  my  hon.  friend 
has  asked,  not  whether  you  are  going  to  take  a 
township  from  one  county  and  put  it  somewhere 
else,  not  whether  you  are  going  to  gerrymander 
this1  district  or  the  other,  but  that  the  leaders  of 
both  sides  shoidd  come  together  and  see  if  they  can 
agree  on  fair  and  just  principles  on  which  to  frame 
a  bill,  and  then  present  their  conclusions  to  the 
House  for  its  adoption,  and  if  necessary,  as  I  think 
it  is,  have  an  authority  outside  the  House  to  apply 
those  principles  to  the  country  at  large.  I  submit, 
therefore,  that  the  proposal  before  the  House  of 
the  leader  of  the  Opposition  is  inherently  sound 
and  fair.  I  submit,  also,  that  it  is  following  in  the 
lines  of  the  great  historic  precedent  set  by  the  two 
great  leaders  of  the  two  great  parties  in  Britain 
to-day  ;  I  submit,  further,  that  the  precedent 
so  set  has  been  followed  by  the  best  results 
in  English  politics  ;  and  lastly  I  submit  that 
the  course  the  Government  is  taking  to-day, 
following  the  precedent  of  1882,  which  produced 
in  Canada  the  very  bitterest  consequences,  which 
intensified  party  feeling  and  almost  annihilated  in 
one  of  the  great  provinces  one  of  our  political 
parties,  will  be  equally  productive  of  evil  fruits  ; 
whereas  if  we  adopt  the  more  statesman-like  and 
fair  proposal  of  my  hon.  friend  and  give  both 
parties  their  share  in  the  adjustment  of  the  founda¬ 
tion  stones  on  which  government  has  to  rest,  we 
will  be  doing  what  is  in  the  interest  of  the  whole 
country.  More  than  that,  I  invite  the  attention  of 
the  House  to  this  proposition,  that  the  Bill  before 
us  is,  in  my  humble  opinion  at  least,  directly 
opposed  to  the  constitutional  provisions  of  the 
British  North  America  Act.  I  invite  the  attention 
of  the  House  to  that  Act.  On  reading  the  section  to 
which  I  refer,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  framers  of  the 
Act  never  intended  that  the  redistribution  of  seats 
should  be  entrusted  to  the  dominant  party  for  the 
time  being.  They  foresaw  what  might  result  and 
they  provided  that,  while  the  House  of  Commons 
and  the  Senate  together,  acting  as  the  Parliament 
of  Canada,  with  the  concurrence  of  His  Excellency, 
should  agree  upon  the  lines  of  the  redistribution, 
after  they  had  agreed  upon  the  principles  upon 
which  the  distribution  should  take  place,  the 
application  of  that  distribution  should  be  relegated 
to  a  third  party,  to  some  one  outside  of  them. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  How  did  they  do  this  in 
Ontario  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  am  not  sufficiently 
conversant  with  the  facts  to  say  what  they  did  in 
Ontario.  If  one  province  or  another  has  done 
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wrongly,  does  the  hon.  gentleman  suggest  that  we 
should  follow  their  example  ?  I  understand  that 
he  says  a  wrong  was  done  there  and  therefore 
a  wrong  should  be  done  here.  I  ask  the  House  to 
take  a  higher  view  of  their  responsibilities,  and  I 
say  that  the  Imperial  Parliament  determined,  in 
passing  the  law,  that  not  only  should  the  lines  and 
principles  be  laid  down,  but  that  at  every  decen¬ 
nial  census  you  should  make  a  change  in  these  lines 
and  principles  to  suit  the  changed  conditions  of  the 
country.  The  Act  does  not  say  that  the  Parliament 
shall  lay  down  what  for  all  time  shall  be  the  lines 
and  principles  to  be  followed,  but  that  Parliament, 
after  every  decennial  census,  shall  lay  down  those 
lines  and  principles.  Let  me  call  the  attention  of 
the  House  to  the  section  on  which  I  base  my  argu¬ 
ment.  When  the  Quebec  resolutions  were  passed, 
this  was  not  in  the  resolutions.  The  resolutions 
provided  that  the  Legislatures  of  each  province 
should,  after  each  decennial  census,  readjust  its  own 
boundaries.  Rightly  or  wrongly,  and  I  think 
rightly,  the  Imperial  Parliament  thought  the  basis 
on  which  redistribution  should  take  place  should 
be  left  to  the  Parliament  of  Canada  instead  of  to 
the  Local  Legislatures,  and  they  inserted  the  fol¬ 
lowing  paragraph  : — 

“  On  the  completion  of  the  census  in  the  year  1871,  and 
of  each  subsequent  decennial  census,  the  representation 
of  the  four  provinces  shall  be  readjusted  by  such  author¬ 
ity,  and  in  such  a  manner  and  at  such  a  time  as  the,  Par¬ 
liament  of  Canada,  from  time  to  time,  provides.” 

So  that  the  Parliament  of  Canada  have  to  provide 
three  things.  They  have  to  provide  an  authority 
that  shall  deal  with  the  readjustment  on  the  prin¬ 
ciples  they  have  laid  down.  They  have  to  provide 
the  principles  which  shall  guide  the  redistribution, 
and  they  have  to  decide  the  time  when  the  read¬ 
justment  is  to  go  into  operation.  Parliament  is 
not  to  do  that  itself.  It  is  expressly  stated  that 
the  redistribution  shall  be  made  by  such  authority 
as  Parliament  itself  shall  provide.  It  is  true  that 
we  have  the  control  of  the  manner  in  which  the 
redistribution  shall  take  place  and  can  lay  down 
the  rules.  You  can  say  if  it  shall  be  based  abso¬ 
lutely  on  population,  or  you  can  adopt  any  principle 
which  is  fair  and  just  in  your  opinion,  but  you 
cannot  take  a  different  line  and  an  unfair  one, 
you  cannot  take  a  district  here  and  a  district 
there,  and  cut  and  carve  them  in  order  to  meet 
party  exigencies.  If  you  choose  to  legislate  out¬ 
side  the  lines  of  legislation  which  the  Imperial 
Parliament  has  imposed  you  will  be  going  beyond 
your  powers.  I  invite  the  attention  of  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen,  to  the  result  of  this.  I  do  not  care  whether 
the  mechanical  work  is  referred  to  a  committee  of 
this  House  or  to  an  outside  authority.  They  will 
be  bound  by  the  lines  which  you  lay  down.  Those 
lines  which  you  lay  down  should  be  a  matter  of  which 
you  are  perfectly  seized,  and  should  secure  the 
people  against  arbitrary  action  on  the  part  of  one 
or  the  other  party,  and  should  prevent  the  domin¬ 
ant  majority  so  legislating  that  their  opponents 
shall  be  practically  annihilated.  We  saw  a  case 
the  other  day  when  the  Wisconsin  Legislature 
tried  to  carry  a  Gerrymander  Bill  against  the 
will  of  the  minority.  But  there  was  a  written 
constitution,  and  the  courts  held  that  they 
could  not  legislate  outside  the  lines  of  the 
constitution,  and  that  such  legislation  was  ultra 
virtu.  You  have  no  more  right  to  cut  and 
carve  up  my  district  than  the  Provincial  Legis¬ 


lature  of  Prince  Edward  Island  has.  You  have 
a  right  to  determine  that  the  readjustment  shall 
be  based  on  a  principle  which  may  be  applied 
to  the  whole  country,  but  to  take  three  town¬ 
ships  from  King’s  and  put  them  into  Queen’s, 
and  to  take  three  from  Queen’s  and  to  put  them 
into  another  county  is  not  according  to  the  rule 
under  which  redistribution  should  take  place. 
The  limitation  has  been  placed  upon  your  powers 
by  the  Imperial  Parliament  in  language  so  clear 
that  it  cannot  be  misunderstood.  If  you  are  to  go 
on  in  the  way  you  are  now  going  on,  you  are  forc¬ 
ing  the  Liberal  party  to  take  the  same  course 
against  you  if  they  should  come  into  power.  In 
that  case,  they  must  gerrymander.  I)o  you 
imagine  that  you  are  to  remain  in  power 
for  ever  by  passing  these  gerrymanders  ?  You 
must  lay  down  your  principles,  you  must  appoint 
your  authority,  you  must  fix  your  time,  and 
when  the  authority  to  whom  you  have  referred 
the  application  of  the  principles  carries  them  out, 
then  Parliament  enacts  them  into  law.  Now,  Sir, 
it  is  said  by  some  that  there  must  be  an  inherent 
power  in  Parliament  to  do  this.  I  deny  it.  This 
Parliament  is  the  creation  of  an  Imperial  statute, 
it  is  bound  by  the  limitations  expressed  in  the 
statute,  it  has  no  power  to  legislate  in  defiance  of 
or  beyond  or  inconsistent  with  any  of  the  limita¬ 
tions  in  that  statute.  This  Parliament  attempted 
once  to  do  that.  This  Parliament,  in  1873,  I 
think,  passed  what  is  called  the  Oaths  Act, 
authorizing  committees  of  this  House  to  adminis¬ 
ter  oaths.  Objections  of  a  constitutional  character 
were  raised  to  the  passage  of  that  Act.  It  was 
referred ,to  the  Crown  law  officers  in  England,  and 
the  Crown  law  officers  gave  an  opinion  that  the 
Act  was  ultra  vires  because  it  was  inconsistent 
with  one  of  the  limitations  of  the  British  North 
America  Act.  They  did  not  go  any  further.  They 
only  said  this  Act  was  ultra  vires  because  it  was 
inconsistent  with  the  limitations  of  section  so  and 
so.  Then,  in  1869  or  1870,  the  Province  of 
Ontario  attempted  to  legislate  with  reference 
to  the  powers  of  the  Ontario  Legislature,  at¬ 
tempted  to  legislate  in  the  direction  of  giving 
that  Legislature  all  the  powers  which  the  Im¬ 
perial  Parliament  of  Great  Britaiu  had.  That 
Act  was  referred  to  the  Crown  law  officers  in 
England,  and  they  gave  an  opinion  that  the  Act  was 
ultra  vires  because  it  was  inconsistent  with  the 
provisions  of  section  92  of  the  British  North 
America  Act.  What  is  the  underlying  principle 
of  both  those  opinions  ?  That  the  British  North 
America  Act  has  laid  down  certain  principles 
which  are  to  govern,  and  certain  limitations 
which  are  to  control  the  legislation  of  this  Parlia¬ 
ment.  We  can,  within  the  boundaries  of  those 
limitations,  legislate  when,  where,  and  how  we 
please,  but  if  we  overstep  those  limitations,  or 
legislate  in  any  manner  inconsistent  with  those 
limitations,  our  legislation  is  ultra  vires.  Now 
apply  that  reasoning  to  this  case.  YTou  have  no 
authority  arbitrarily  to  cut  and  carve  as  you 
please.  The  law  does  not  give  it  to  you,  a  limita¬ 
tion  has  been  placed  upon  your  power.  It  does  not 
say  you  “may”  do  so  and  so,  but  yoii  “shall.” 
The  imperative  is  used,  and  you  “  shall  ”  do  so  not 
once  for  all,  but  from  time  to  time,  after  each 
decennial  census  you  shall  readjust,  by  such 
authority,  and  in  such  manner,  and  over  such 
time,  as  Parliament  provides.  There  is  no  limita- 
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tion  upon  the  lines  which  you  may  prescribe 
as  the  guide  of  the  authority  you  may  ap¬ 
point.  But  you  must  lay  down  lines  ;  you  cannot 
act  arbitrarily ;  you  cannot  say  that  a  shall  be 
placed  in  b,  that  b  shall  be  placed  in  c,  or  that  c 
shall  be  divided  into  two  parts.  Your  principle 
must  be  applicable  to  all  the  provinces.  It  must 
ensure  that  justice  shall  be  done  to  all  parts  of 
each  province,  it  must  carry  out  the  spirit  and  the 
intent  of  the  British  North  America  Act.  I  invite 
the  hon.  gentleman’s  attention  to  this.  My  hon. 
friend’s  motion  is  based  exactly  upon  that  section 
of  the  constitution.  He  says  :  Let  us  come 
together  now  and  agree  upon  these  lines,  and  when 
we  have  agreed  upon  the  lines,  and  upon  the  man¬ 
ner,  then  let  us  legislate  and  enact  the  law,  and 
when  we  have  carried  the  principles  into  law,  let 
us  appoint  the  authorities  who  are  to  apply  the 
principles  to  the  condition  of  the  country,  and 
carry  them  out.  I  say  that  in  principle,  and  from 
historic  precedents,  and  by  the  legal  construction 
of  the  British  North  America  Act,  this  proposition 
of  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  is  one  which  I  think 
must  commend  itself  to  the  minds,  at  any  rate,  of 
the  legal  members  of  the  House.  I  cannot  see, 
based  as  it  is  upon  justice  and  equity,  how  it  can 
fail  to  commend  itself  not  only  to  the  sense  of  fair- 
play,  but  to  the  common  sense  of  all  the  members 
of  the  House. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  do  not  desire  to  give  a 
silent  vote  on  this  question.  I  think  it  is  one  of 
too  much  importance  for  me  to  record  my  vote 
without  entering  my  verbal  protest  against  this 
measure.  It  is  not  the  first  Bill  of  this  character 
that  has  been  introduced  in  the  House  since  I  have 
been  a  member.  In  1871  a  Redistribution  of  Seats 
Bill  was  brought  before  the  House.  It  was  then 
passed  and  carried  into  effect.  Ten  years  after 
that  time,  another  Bill  of  a  similar  character  was 
passed  in  this  House.  That  Bill  changed,  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  some  55  seats.  The  provisions 
of  that  Bill,  although  ostensibly  made  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  equalizing  population,  were  carried  out 
more  particularly  for  the  purpose  of  gaining 
strength  to  the  party  who  proposed  the  Bill.  Up 
to  the  present  time  no  effort  has  been  made  to 
touch  the  Province  of  Quebec.  By  the  provisions 
of  the  British  North  America  Act  it  would  appear 
as  if  no  changes  were  contemplated  by  the  authors 
of  Confederation  with  reference  to  that  province. 
It  is  true  that  when  the  leader  of  the  Conservative 
party  in  Quebec  was  in  the  House,  Sir  George  E. 
Cartier,  he  spared  the  Province  of  Quebec.  He 
was  a  gentleman  that  was  supposed  to  be  true  to  the 
interests  of  the  Province  of  Quebec,  he  was  supposed 
to  be  true  to  the  traditions  of  that  province,  and  he 
allowed  the  constituencies  to  remain  as  the  British 
North  America  Act  decided  they  should  remain. 
During  his  time  in  the  House  no  change  was  made 
or  contemplated,  I  presume.  While  he  lived  the 
province  was  allowed  to  remain  as  it  then  was. 
Neither  did  Sir  John  A.  Macdonald  introduce  any 
change  in  his  Act  in  reference  to  the  Province  of 
Quebec.  He  allowed  the  constituencies  to  remain 
as  they  were  after  Confederation.  Sir  George  E. 
Cartier  has  passed  away,  Sir  John  A.  Macdonald 
w  bas  passed  away,  and  a  short  time  afterwards  we 
find  that  those  who  have  come  after  them  and  who 
control  the  Province  of  Quebec,  without  respecting 
the  traditions,  or  the  wishes,  or  the  aspirations  of 
Mr.  Davies  (P.E.I.) 


that  province,  without  being  guided  by  the  illus¬ 
trious  name  of  Sir  George  E.  Car  tier,  nor  controlled 
by  the  Right  Hon.  Sir  John  A.  Macdonald — no 
sooner  have  those  leaders  departed  from  the  scene, 
than  we  see  those  who  succeed  them  in  that  pro¬ 
vince  and  in  this  House,  cut,  and  mutilate,  and 
transform  the  counties  in  that  province  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  render  them  scarcely  recognizable  by 
the  people  living  in  that  province.  The  changes 
proposed  are  great,  the  changes  proposed  are 
nefarious.  It  would  look  more  like  the  work  of  a 
brigand  than  the  work  of  a  statesman,  so  far  as  the 
Act  applies  to  the  Province  of  Quebec.  The 
object  of  the  Act  is  said  to  be  equalization, 
but  the  Act  has  failed  to  carry  out,  in  almost 
a  single  county,  the  principle  of  equalization. 
Then,  leaving  the  Province  of  Quebec  and  coming 
to  the  Province  of  Ontario,  we  find  a  change  has 
been  made  in  the  County  of  Russell.  Justification 
cannot  be  given  for  that  change.  It  is  true  the 
Minister  of  Justice  told  us  when  he  introduced  this 
Bill  that  there  were  a  large  number  of  French 
people  in  the  township  of  Clarence  and  they  would 
be  more  at  home  and  more  in  harmony  with  their 
friends  in  the  County  of  Prescott,  and  hence  they 
were  placed  there.  It  did  look  to  me  as  if  the 
Minister  of  Justice  was  trying  to  “hive ’’the  French, 
as  if  lie  had  not  as  much  confidence  in  the  French 
when  they  were  allowed  to  mingle  with  other  people 
in  the  counties  to  which  they  geographically  belong. 
The  Minister  of  Railways  says  the  change  was  done 
merely  for  purposes  of  equalization.  The  County  of 
Prescott  had  25,000  people  according  to  the  last 
census  ;  the  County  of  Russell  had  31,000.  The 
equalization  the  Government  effect  is  to  give  Pres¬ 
cott  a  population  of  31,000  and  Russell  a  population 
of  25,000.  That  is  what  the  Minister  of  Railways  told 
the  deputation  was  the  only  object  the  Government 
had  in  view  when  they  proposed  this  change  by  the 
Bill.  I  do  not  wonder  the  deputation  was  sur¬ 
prised  when  the  hon.  gentleman  made  that  statement 
to  them  ;  I  felt  surprised,  because  in  equalizing  the 
population  different  changes  from  that  proposed  were 
necessary.  If  there  had  been  a  desire  to  secure 
equalization  it  could  have  been  very  easily  accomp¬ 
lished  by  adding  to  Ottawa  that  portion  of  Ottawa 
which  now  lies  in  Russell  and  which  belongs  to  the 
city,  and  this  would  have  affected  materially  the 
equalization  of  the  population  in  those  counties. 
Taking  six  or  seven  counties  in  Ontario,  it  will  be 
seen  that  they  are  very  far  below  the  unit  of  popu¬ 
lation.  Leeds  and  Grenville  has  a  population  of 
13,523,  North  Leeds  has  a  population  of  22,451, 
Lennox  14,902,  Frontenac  13,445,  Grenville  South 
12,931,  Brock ville  15,855,  or  in  all  those  six  coun¬ 
ties  a  population  of  only  93,107.  When  the  prin¬ 
ciple  which  was  enunciated  by  the  Government, 
that  this  change  was  made  in  the  County  of  Russell 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  equalization,  is  calmly 
considered,  is  it  not  surprising  that  the  Government 
should  make  that  admission  when  so  close  at  hand 
were  six  counties  where  the  unit  of  population  was 
not  reached  by  a  single  one  of  them,  and  where  the 
population  of  the  six  gave  an  average  of  only 
15,000  people  to  each  member?  I  wonder  very 
much  that  the  Minister  of  Railways  stated  that 
this  change  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  equaliza¬ 
tion,  when  he  had  those  six  examples  lying  to 
the  west  in  a  range  of  counties  along  the  river. 
It  appears  to  me  very  strange  indeed  that  this 
reason  should  be  assigned  when  there  were 
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those  instances  where  equalization  might  have 
been  carried  out.  Why  were  changes  not  made 
in  those  six  counties  ?  Why  was  it  desirable 
to  equalize  the  population  in  the  counties  of  Pres¬ 
cott  and  Russell,  and  undesirable  to  disturb  those 
six  counties  I  have  named  ?  Need  I  tell  this  House 
the  reason  ;  is  it  necessary  when  it  is  so  apparent  ? 
Those  counties  I  have  named  are  represented  in 
this  House  by  supporters  of  the  Government.  They 
could  not  add  to  or  take  from  those  counties  with¬ 
out  imperilling  the  political  existence  of  those  mem¬ 
bers,  and  when  the  Government  were  framing  this 
Bill,  which  they  profess  is  so  fair  and  so  straight¬ 
forward,  with  a  view  to  equalizing  the  population, 
it  was  wonderful  how  anxious  they  were  to  equal¬ 
ize  the  population  in  the  Counties  of  Prescott  and 
Russell  and  to  allow  the  population  to  remain  with¬ 
out  being  disturbed  in  those  other  counties.  Then 
going  westward  to  the  city  of  London,  I  find  the 
Government  have  left  two  wards  belonging  to  the 
city  out  in  the  county  and  have  taken  one  town 
that  belongs  to  the  county  and  added  it  to  the  city. 
The  two  wards  they  left  out  gave  a  Reform  major¬ 
ity,  and  the  ward  they  took  in  gave  a  Conservative 
majority. 

Mr.  CARLING.  The  lion,  gentleman  is  not 
stating  the  actual  facts.  The  two  wards  did  not 
give  a  Reform  majority. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Did  London  East  not  give 
a  Reform  majority  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  No,  it  gave  a  Conservative 
majority. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  What  did  London  South 
do  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  It  gave  a  Conservative  majority. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Where  have  you  left  them  ? 

Air.  CARLING.  Where  they  were. 

Air.  LANDERKIN.  Where  were  they  ? 

Air.  CARLING.  In  the  county. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  London  South,  I  am  told 
by  the  lion,  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills),  gave 
100  Reform  majority. 

Air.  CARLING.  The  lion,  gentleman  who  con¬ 
tested  South  Middlesex  last  time  informed  me  that 
the  portion  of  the  riding  which  is  now  London 
South  gave  31  Conservative  majority. 

Air.  A1ILLS  (Bothwell).  No. 

Mr.  CARLING.  I  had  it  from  the  gentleman 
who  ran  at  the  last  election,  and  he  is  my  authority. 

Air.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  lion,  member  for 
South  Middlesex  can  tell  you  better. 

Mr.  CARLING.  I  do  not  know  that  he  can. 

Air.  LANDERKIN.  In  order  to  settle  the 
matter,  I  will  refer  to  the  book. 

Air.  ROOME.  London  South  is  divided  into 
several  polling  divisions,  ar.d  not  into  municipal¬ 
ities,  and  therefore  you  cannot  find  the  return  in 
the  book. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  cannot  find  it  just  now, 
but  I  was  informed  as  I  said,  and  the  Minister  has 
made  his  statement  of  the  matter.  Am  I  not  cor¬ 
rect  in  stating  that  the  municipality  of  London 
West  is  taken  into  the  city  by  the  Bill  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  Yes. 


Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  understand  that  gives 
a  Conservative  majority. 

Air.  CARLING.  Yes. 

Air.  LANDERKIN.  What  justification  can 
there  be,  except  a  political  justification,  for  leaving 
wards  out  of  the  city  that  belong  to  the  city,  and 
taking  wards  into  the  city  that  belong  to  the 
county  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  Does  the  lion,  gentleman  wish 
me  to  answer  ? 

Air.  LANDERKIN.  Yes. 

Air.  CARLING.  I  may  state  to  the  lion,  gentle¬ 
man  that  London  East  has  a  population  of  nearly 
6,000  people,  and  the  County  of  blast  Middlesex  has 
a  population  of  something  over  19,000,  and  London 
28,000;  but  by  taking  London  West,  with  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  1,900,  from  East  Middlesex  and  adding 
it  to  the  city,  it  nearly  equalizes  the  populations 
of  East  Aliddlesex  and  the  city  of  London. 

Air.  LANDERKIN.  It  is  very  desirable  the 
population  should  be  equalized  there,  because  the 
city  of  London  has  only  one  member,  and  the 
present  population  of  London  is  in  the  neighbour¬ 
hood  of  22,281 .  That  is  up  to  the  unit  of  popu¬ 
lation  now. 

Air.  CARLING.  East  Middlesex  has  26,000. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  And  the  three 
other  Aliddlesexes,  how  much  are  they  ? 

Air.  CARLING.  I  cannot  say  for  North  Mid¬ 
dlesex,  but  I  think  South  Aliddlesex  has  between 
16,000  and  19,000. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  My  statement  hardly  agrees 
with  the  statement  of  the  hon.  Minister,  and  that 
is,  that  London  South  gave  Air.  Armstrong  93 
majority. 

Air.  CARLING.  I  have  it  from  the  gentleman 
who  contested  the  riding  with  Air.  Armstrong,  that 
in  that  particular  locality  which  now  is  London 
South,  taken  from  Westminster  township,  that  it 
gave  him  a  majority  of  31. 

Air.  A1ILLS  (Bothwell).  My  hon.  friend  will  see 
that  is  impossible,  because  Air.  Armstrong  had  a 
majority  in  every  polling  division  of  the  whole 
township,  including  London  South,  except  one. 

Air.  CARLING.  I  have  the  information  from 
Air.  Chisholm,  who  contested  the  riding  with  Mr. 
Armstrong. 

Air.  LANDERKIN.  I  have  the  return  here  of  the 
vote  cast  for  Air.  Armstrong  and  Mr.  Chisholm,  and 
I  see  in  every  division  except  one,  Mr.  Armstrong 
had  a  majority.  I  will  just  read  the  returns.  Poll 
No.  17,  Armstrong  106,  Chisholm  45  ;  No.  18,  Arm¬ 
strong  116,  Chisholm  36;  No.  19,  Armstrong  116, 
Chisholm  78  ;  No.  20,  Armstrong  171,  Chisholm 
114  ;  No.  21,  Armstrong  44,  Chisholm  37  ;  No.  22, 
Armstrong  69,  Chisholm  44  ;  No.  23,  Armstrong 
48,  Chisholm  58.  This  is  the  first  instance  where 
he  got  a  majority  in  all  these  divisions.  Poll  No. 
24,  Armstrong  84,  Chisholm  61  ;  No.  25,  Armstrong 
117,  Chisholm  21  ;  No.  26,  Armstrong  84,  Chisholm 
89.  All  the  majorities  that  lie  got  were  five  in  that 
place  and  ten  in  the  other,  and  Mr.  Armstrong 
must  have  had  in  that  township  I  should  say  two  or 
three  hundred  majority.  That  township  includes 
London  South. 

Air.  CARLING.  The  boundaries  of  London  South 
were  divided  a  year  or  a  year  and  a  half  ago  into 
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the  city,  and  what  is  stated  to  me  by  Mr.  Chisholm 
according  to  the  boundaries  that  were  divided  by 
the  city  and  by  the  township,  is,  that  there  was  ac¬ 
tually  a  majority  of  31  inside  of  the  village  of  Lon¬ 
don  South.  You  are  speaking  of  the  township  of 
Westminster. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  am  speaking  of  the 
village  of  London  South,  which  is  in  Westminster. 
I  have  read  the  returns  of  all  the  wards  in  West¬ 
minster,  and  it  does  not  bear  out  the  statement 
that  the  hon.  Minister  says  Mr.  Chisholm  made  to 
him.  It  establishes  the  correctness  of  the  state¬ 
ment  I  have  made,  that  these  parts  that  were 
favourable  to  the  Reform  candidate  were  left  out 
and  the  one  that  was  unfavourable  to  him  was  put 
in  the  city.  It  shows  that  the  statement  I  made  is 
correct,  that  this  was  not  done  so  much  for  equali¬ 
zation  as  to  increase  the  vote  that  favours  my  hon. 
friend. 

Mr.  CARLING.  I  may  say  that  if  London 
South  had  been  taken  from  South  Middlesex  and 
ad  led  to  the  city,  South  Middlesex  would  have  a 
population  of  14,000,  and  London  a  population  of 
something  like  26,000  or  27,000. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  How  can  the  Minister 
reconcile  that  to  the  fact  that  Leeds  and  Grenville 
have  a  population  of  only  13,000?  If  this  is  going 
to  be  defended  on  the  ground  of  equalization  the 
hon.  gentleman  had  better  get  some  other  argument. 

Mr.  CARLING.  The  hon.  gentleman  refers  to 
what  was  done  in  London,  and  I  am  explaining 
exactly  how  the  matter  stands. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  You  have  explained  how 
the  matter  does  not  exactly  stand,  and  I  am 
explaining  how  the  matter  does  stand,  and  I  am 
borne  out  by  the  blue-books. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  am  sure  the  House  must  see 
how  inconvenient  it  is  to  carry  on  this  cross-tire  of 
conversation  from  one  side  of  the  House  to  the 
other.  I  would  suggest  that  the  hon.  member  be 
permitted  to  conclude  his  speech. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  According  to  the  blue- 
book  we  find  that  changes  were  made  there  which 
will  perhaps  render  it  not  necessary  to  take  into 
consideration  the  votes  of  the  appealed  men,  and 
that  these  changes  are  calculated  to  strengthen  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture.  It  is  very  gratifying  to 
the  Minister  of  Agriculture  to  be  so  much  appre¬ 
ciated  by  his  colleagues  that  they  have  to  streng¬ 
then  him  when  he  his  getting  weak.  It  is  very 
good  policy  on  their  part,  particularly  as  they  have 
no  other  gentleman  on  that  side  of  the  House  to 
take  the  Minister’s  place.  It  must,  however,  be 
very  mortifying  to  some  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  to 
know  that  there  is  no  other  gentleman  amongst 
them  who  understands  so  much  about  agriculture 
as  my  hon.  friend  the  present  Minister,  and 
if  he  cannot  hold  his  seat  without  having 
London  South  added,  why  give  him  London  South. 
If  he  has  to  have  London  East  thrown  out,  let  it 
be  thrown  out  ;  anything  so  long  as  the  interests 
of  agriculture  in  this  country  are  not  to  be  neg¬ 
lected.  But  it  appears  to  me  that  my  hon.  friend’s 
agricultural  pursuits  have  been  pointed  in  the 
direction  of  the  cultivation  of  votes  there,  rather 
than  of  agricultural  products.  This  Bill  will  indi¬ 
cate  that  that  is  what  has  been  done,  and  that  is 
what  has  been  the  result  of  the  changes  that  have 
been  made  in  the  city  of  London.  If  you  look  at 
Mr.  Landerkin. 


Bruce  you  will  see  the  change  that  was  made  there 
in  order  to  equalize.  Port  Elgin  is  left  where  it 
geographically  belongs,  and  if  you  look  at  Port 
Elgin  you  will  find  that  by  it  being  taken  from 
North  Bruce  and  added  to  West  Bruce,  it  makes 
the  same  difference  between  the  two  ridings  as 
exist  at  the  present  time.  West  Bruce  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  20,710  ;  add  Port  Elgin,  with  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  1,659,  to  that,  and  you  give  West 
Bruce  a  population  of  22,377.  In  North  Bruce, 
which  has  a  population  of  22,531,  you  take  from 
it  the  population  of  Port  Elgin  which  makes 
it  20,872,  or  just  exactly  the  same  size  as 
West  Bruce  is  now.  It  appears  that  Port  Elgin 
gave  a  majority  against  my  hon.'  friend  who  repre¬ 
sents  that  county,  and  the  consequence  has  been  that 
Port  Elgin  has  been  shifted  and  vanished.  Had  the 
Government  wanted  to  do  whatwas  right  in  the  mat¬ 
ter,  and  if  they  had  added  the  township  of  Saugeento 
North  Bruce  and  allowed  Port  Elgin  to  go  to  West 
Bruce, there  wouldhave  been  a  division  ongeograph- 
ical  lines,  and  it  would  have  preserved  the  equal¬ 
ization  of  the  population.  But  what  is  the  use  of 
telling  us  that  this  Bill  is  introduced  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  equalizing  the  population  ?  What  is  the 
burning  necessity  for  an  equalization  of  population  ? 
The  necessity  is  rather  for  an  increase  in  the  vote 
that  supports  the  Government.  It  is  a  sad  thing 
that  in  this  age  of  the  world  a  Government  can 
take  a  township  from  one  riding  and  put  it  into 
another  and  expect  the  people  there  to  vote  as  they 
are  told.  That  is  something  which  makes  a  Redis¬ 
tribution  Bill  in  this  House  a  very  painful  thing  to 
those  who  love  this  country,  who  have  lived  here 
all  their  lives,  to  think  that  people  can  be  pitch- 
forked  from  one  riding  to  another,  and  cheerfully 
and  passively  obey  the  masters  who  so  use  them  to 
serve  their  political  ends.  If  you  examine  this  Bill 
from  one  end  to  the  other,  you  cannot  defend  it  on 
the  ground  of  equalization.  That  need  not  be 
attempted,  because  it  cannot  be  done.  It  has 
not  been  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  equal¬ 
ization  ;  it  has  been  introduced  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  keeping  the  Government  party  in 
power.  The  very  conception  of  an  Act  like  this, 
to  perpetuate  any  party  in  power,  is  beneath  the 
dignity  of  British  institutions  ;  it  is  subversive  of 
our  rights  and  destructive  of  our  liberties,  and 
should  not  be  permitted  in  a  British  House  of  Com¬ 
mons  under  the  old  flag  of  England.  We  sometimes 
hear  hon.  gentlemen  say  that  they  love  the  old  flag, 
and  the  next  moment  they  will  support  a  cowardly 
measure  to  trail  the  old  flag  through  the  mire. 
Britons  are  not  cowards,  and  a  party  who  profess 
to  uphold  the  old  flag  should  not  resort  to  any  cow¬ 
ardly  measures  to  keep  themselves  in  power.  We 
should  have  fair-play  in  this  Parliament,  and  any 
party  that  holds  power  should  do  so  by  the  will  of 
the  people,  and  not  by  carrying  through  this  House 
an  unmanly  and  un-British  measure.  They  should 
not  one  day  glory  in  the  British  institutions,  and 
the  next  day  introduce  a  measure  contrary  to  all 
British  precedents,  for  the  purpose  of  keeping 
themselves  in  power.  I  think  the  Government 
should  consider  whether  it  would  not  be  in  the 
interest  of  this  country,  in  the  interest  of  political 
morality,  and  in  the  interest  of  everything  that  the 
people  should  hold  dear,  that  they  should  abandon 
this  measui’e  and  adopt  the  British  method  of 
arranging  the  constituencies.  I  think  it  is  time 
that  the  Government  should  adopt  very  differ- 
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ent  tactics.  It  must  be  painful  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  think  that  after  all  the  glamour  they 
have  thrown  around  their  policy,  they  are  afraid 
to  go  before  the  people  on  the  merits  of  the  policy 
which  they  have  been  carrying  out  for  the  last  few 
years.  Everywhere  and  every  day  we  have  seen 
the  Government,  having  lost  confidence  in  their 
policy,  striving  to  carry  through  this  House  mea¬ 
sures  calculated  to  give  them  the  place  which  they 
have  forfeited  in  the  confidence  of  the  people  of 
this  country.  I  hope  the  Government  will  recon¬ 
sider  this  matter  and  withdraw  this  Bill,  and  de¬ 
cide  upon  taking  a  British  course.  Because  you 
have  the  power  you  think  you  can  cut  up  the  con¬ 
stituencies  just  as  you  like,  and  you  think  you  will 
get  the  people  to  vote  for  you  and  keep  you  in 
power  wherever  you  chose  to  put  them.  Is  it  not 
a  spectacle,  indeed,  to  find  men  who  profess  to  love 
the  old  Hag  and  to  be  British  in  their  institutions, 
introducing  a  measure  to  deprive  of  their  seats  in 
this  House  those  who  do  not  see  as  they  do  ?  Let 
the  Government  be  honest,  and  let  them  say  that 
they  have  introduced  this  measure  for  the  purpose 
of  keeping  themselves  in  power.  I  would  like 
them  very  much  better  if  they  did  that  than  I  do 
when  they  are  trying  to  bolster  up  the  mea¬ 
sure  by  professing  that  it  is  for  the  purpose 
of  equalizing  the  representation.  When  they  do 
that  it  strikes  me  that  there  is  a  little  hypocrisy  in 
them.  There  are  some  members  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  who  do  not  make  professions  of  any  kind, 
and  I  think  I  like  them  better  than  the  others.  We 
are  going  to  gerrymander  you  in  order  to  keep 
ourselves  in  power  ;  we  are  ashamed  of  our  legisla¬ 
tion,  and  we  know  that  we  shall  be  defeated  in 
the  country  unless  we  adopt  some  means  to  keep 
ourselves  in  power ;  we  know  that  by  the  old 
gerrymander  we  hold  ten  seats  in  Ontario  ;  we 
have  ten  members  by  the  throat  who  are  obliged 
to  support  us  ;  if  they  do  not,  we  will  gerrymander 
them  back  ;  and  now  we  are  going  to  make  an 
effort  to  get  ten  or  twelve  seats  more.  That  is  the 
position  of  the  Government,  and  if  they  would 
come  down  and  say  that  that  is  the  avowed  object 
in  introducing  this  measure,  I  would  give 
them  a  great  deal  more  credit  and  a  great  deal 
more  support  than  I  usually  accord  to  them.  I 
would  like  very  much  if  the  Government  would 
follow  British  models.  I  would  like  the  suggestion 
made  by  the  hon.  leader  of  the  Opposition  to  be 
carried  out  by  the  Government.  I  would  like  the 
Government  to  say  :  We  are  British  in  our  instincts 
and  we  are  going  to  follow  British  models ; 
we  have  discarded  the  system  that  we  copied 
from  the  United  States ;  we  can  stand  up  on 
the  platform  and  say  we  are  British,  we  have 
abandoned  the  Yankee  methods  which  have 
kept  us .  in  power  for  the  last  twenty  years. 
Let  the  Government  say  :  We  are  going  to  follow 
British  institutions  after  this  ;  and  when  they 
shout,  Hurrah  for  the  old  flag,  let  them  mean  it. 
Let  them  be  true  to  British  institutions  ;  and  if 
they  should  be,  we  will  have  no  more  Gerrymander 
Bills.  I  believe  the  Government  would  have  almost 
as  good  a  chance  to  keep  themselves  in  office  if  they 
would  only  act  honestly  in  their  other  legislation, 
but  there  is  the  trouble.  One  thing  brings  on 
another.  If  you  secure  power  by  dishonest  means, 
you  have  to  act  dishonestly  after  you  get  in.  You 
cannot  introduce  a  policy  dishonest  in  its  inception, 
which  will  not  lead  to  dishonesty  afterwards.  If 


we  are  to  have  an  honest  Government,  let  us  have 
it  at  once.  The  time  has  come  when  the  people 
must  clamour  for  legislation  ;  and  mark  my  words, 
if  you  have  honesty  in  the  Administration  you  will 
have  its  consequences  felt  throughout  the  country. 
If  we  have  seen  what  we  all  deplore  very  much, 
the  slow  growth  and  progress  of  the  Dominion  in 
the  last  ten  years,  if  we  see  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  our  best  citizens  driven  away 
from  the  country,  very  much  of  that  is  due 
to  the  corrupt  practices  of  the  Government  in  the 
past  ten  years.  Let  the  Government  reverse  their 
course,  let  them  withdraw  this  Bill  and  have  it  re¬ 
arranged  on  a  proper  basis,  and  have  it  carried 
through  on  that  basis,  and  then  there  will  be  some 
hope  that  the  future  of  the  country  will  be  less 
cloudy  than  it  has  been  in  the  past.  The  first  thing 
the  Government  know,  they  will  have  to  introduce 
a  Bill  to  readjust  the  seats  in  the  House.  They  are 
under  great  difficulty  at  present  with  reference  to 
the  redistribution  of  seats  in  the  House.  A  seat 
became  vacant  the  other  day,  and  I  understand 
that  rival  claims  were  made  for  it  on  that  side.  I 
believe  there  has  been  a  regular  battle  of  the  Boyne 
over  that  seat,  and  I  do  not  know  whether  the  forces 
of  William  or  James  carried  the  day.  I  do  not 
know  whether  the  sons  of  William  stand  by  their 
motto  “No  surrender  ;  ”  but  we  all  know  that  in  a 
few  days,  in  all  probability,  the  Minister  of  Justice 
will  have  to  put  another  clause  in  this  Bill  to  read¬ 
just  the  seats  in  the  House  in  order  to  keep  in 
harmony  some  of  his  followers  who  were  gerry¬ 
mandered  into  the  House. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  was  in  hopes  that 
before  there  should  be  occasion  for  me  to  ad¬ 
dress  the  House,  something  more  would  have  been 
said  by  our  hon.  friends  opposite  on  what  may  be 
considered  the  principle  of  the  Bill,  or  at  any  rate, 
the  principle  on  which  it  should  be  dealt  with,  so 
that  whatever  one  had  to  say  at  this  stage  of  the 
debate  on  questions  of  principle  might  be  said.  I 
have  been  somewhat  disappointed  to  find  that  the 
discussion,  which  has  been  very  extended,  has  been 
mainly  on  the  details  of  the  measure,  and  indeed  has 
been  such  a  discussion  as  is  rarely  heard  on  the 
second  reading  of  a  Bill,  but  is  generally  reserved 
for  consideration  by  the  committee  of  the  whole.  I 
propose  this  afternoon  not  to  ask  the  attention  of 
the  House  to  the  details  of  the  Bill,  because  I  am 
perfectly  aware  that  should  the  Bill  be  read  the 
second  time  and  be  referred  to  the  committee  of  the 
whole  House,  every  point  to  which  attention  has 
been  drawn  in  this  debate  will  be  urged  again  in 
committee,  where  the  answer  can,  perhaps,  be  given 
more  effectively  and  its  application  be  better  ob¬ 
served  than  at  this  stage  when  many  of  the 
details  are  confused  with  the  general  debate.  I 
propose,  therefore,  with  the  permission  of  the  House, 
merely  to  consider  those  points  which  particularly 
are  applicable  to  the  second  reading  of  the  Bill,  and 
shall  have  further  opportunity  of  dealing  with  the 
others  at  another  stage.  I  repeat  what  I  said 
when  I  had  the  honour  to  introduce  the  Bill,  and 
what  was  received  then,  I  observed,  in  a  very 
sceptical  way  by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition, 
and  what  was  denounced  by  him  when  I  moved 
the  second  reading,  namely,  that  this  Bill  was 
introduced  in  the  discharge  of  our  duty  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  taking  of  the  census,  which 
calls  for  a  change  in  the  representation  of  the 
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various  provinces  ;  that  it  was  not  introduced,  or 
pressed  with  any  design  to  secure  a  party  advan¬ 
tage,  and  I  affirm  that  in  the  most  distinct  manner 
notwithstanding  the  denial  which  has  been  given 
to  it  by  my  hon.  friend  the  leader  of  the  Opposition, 
and  notwithstanding  the  challenges  which  have 
■been  made  as  to  the  various  details  of  the  measure. 
As  my  hon.  friend  from  L’Islet  (Mr.  Desjardins) 
pointed  out  to  the  House  yesterday,  if  we  had 
chosen  to  pursue  even  the  principle  of  readjustment 
by  population,  we  could  have  made,  with  regard 
to  each  of  the  provinces,  a  measure  in  which  the 
application  of  the  principle  would  have  been  far 
wider  than  it  is,  and  which  would  have  secured  to 
us  eminent  party  advantages.  We  have  been  guided, 
-Sir,  by  the  principle  almost  exclusively — and  where 
we  have  acted  on  any  other  principle  that  will 
be  explained  when  we  come  to  the  details — that  we 
•should  only  interfere  with  the  representation  in 
those  districts  where  additional  representation  for 
increased  population  had  to  be  provided.  As  for 
example  in  the  city  of  Montreal  and  in  Hochelaga, 
where  the  growth  of  population  has  been  immense 
since  the  last  redistribution  affecting  those  constitu¬ 
encies,  additional  representation  has,  in  our  opinion, 
to  be  provided  to  give  the  increased  population 
fair  representation  in  this  House.  We  have,  there¬ 
fore,  dealt  with  the  constituencies  in  the  district  of 
Montreal,  and  have  left,  for  the  present  at  least 
undealt  with  other  districts  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  in  which  the  application  of  the  principle  of 
readjustment  by  population  would  have  given  this 
Government  a  very  great  numerical  advantage  in  the 
representation.  And  soas  regards  the  Province  of  Ont¬ 
ario.  Ithinkthereis  some  force  in  the  observations  of 
the  hon.  gentleman,  the  leader  of  the  Opposition,  as 
regards  representation  in  the  large  centres  of  popula¬ 
tion.  I  agree,  and  the  Bill  is  framed  upon  that  prin¬ 
ciple,  that  cities,  especially  metropolitan  cities,  as 
Montreal  and  Toronto  may  be  considered,  are  not 
entitled  to  the  full  measure  of  representation  which 
their  population  would  seem  to  indicate,  not  only 
because,  as  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  has  said, 
these  cities  are  in  natural  course  represented,  in 
addition  to  those  members  whom  they  send  here, 
by  other  members  elected  by  other  constituencies 
but  whose  residences  are  there,  whose  interests 
are  to  a  great  extent  there,  and  whose  knowdedge 
of  those  cities  is  as  intimate  as  that  of  their  im¬ 
mediate  representatives,  but  for  this  further  reason 
that  the  public,  in  great  centres  like  these,  is  more 
alive  to  political  questions,  and  political  feeling  there 
is  more  vigorous  and  more  likely  to  receive  prompt 
expression  than  in  rural  districts.  But,  never¬ 
theless,  the  claims  of  these  cities  are  not  to  be 
entirely  ignored.  The  principle  is  not  to  be  recog¬ 
nized  that  they  are  entitled  to  no  representation, 
because  there  are  living  in  them  representa¬ 
tives  of  other  constituencies.  In  the  argument 
made  by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  in  that 
direction,  I  agree  in  so  far  as  to  admit  that  there 
should  be  a  reduction  of  the  representation  that 
population  would  give,  but  not  that  the  representa¬ 
tion  of  those  cities,  if  their  growth  is  as  rapid  as  the 
growth  of  Montreal  and  Toronto  has  been,  should 
be  entirely  ignored  and  not  increased,  while  the 
representation  of  rural  constituencies  is  main¬ 
tained  at  its  former  status,  notwithstanding  their 
population  may  have  declined.  Proceeding  upon 
that  principle,  we  have  recognized  the  fact  that 
Montreal,  Toronto  and  Hochelaga  are  entitled  to 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


further  representation,  and  it  was  necessary  to 
provide  for  this,  and  wre  have  provided  for  it  with¬ 
out  departing  from  the  principle  of  population, 
and  on  no  principle'  which  secures  a  political 
advantage  to  us  other  than  the  political  advantage 
which  will  accrue  from  having  large  bodies  of  peo¬ 
ple  receiving  their  proper  representation  in  this 
House.  The  Bill,  therefore,  coming  before  the 
House  in  that  way,  is  met  by  an  amendment  which 
seems  to  me  to  be  an  extraordinary  one  to  proceed 
from  gentlemen  who  claim  that  we  should  act  upon 
precedents,  and  above  all  from  gentlemen  who 
claim  to  believe  in  British  precedents.  We  have 
it  proposed  in  a  vague  way,  for  I  understand  the 
resolution  as  a  very  vague  one,  that  the  Bill 
shall  not  be  read  the  second  time  now  but  shall  be 
referred  to  a  conference  or  a  committee  to  be 
composed  of  both  political  parties,  to  agree  upon 
the  lines  and  principles  upon  which  a  Redistribution 
Bill  should  be  drawn.  I  have  never  heard,  and 
certainly  we  have  not  heard  in  this  debate,  a 
precedent  for  Parliament  declining  to  legislate  until 
two  political  parties  have  agreed  as  to  what  the 
line  of  legislation  should  be.  We  have  not  heard  in 
this  debate  of  any  case  in  parliamentary  procedure 
in  which  a  Bill  was  made  subject  to  agreement 
between  two  political  parties.  I  have  never  heard 
of  a  resolution  the  meaning  and  intent  of  which 
was  that  there  should  be  no  recognition  of  any 
independence  in  Parliatnent,  but  that  the  two 
political  parties,  whether  they  include  the  vast 
majority  of  the  members  of  the  House,  or  whether, 
standing  outside  of  them,  there  is  a  large  inde¬ 
pendent  body  of  gentlemen,  should  undertake  to 
dictate  what  should  be  the  line  of  a  Redistribu¬ 
tion  Bill,  and  that  the  responsibility  should  be 
the  responsibility  of  two  political  parties  and 
not  the  responsibility  of  an  Administration  before 
Parliament.  Let  me  call  the  attention  of  the 
House  likewise  to  the  fact  that  this  is  the  first 
instance — I  think  I  may  claim  it  to  be  the  first 
instance,  for  I  have  been  able  to  find  no  prece¬ 
dent  for  it — when  before  the  second  reading, 
a  Bill  has  been  reached  it  has  been  proposed 
to  refer  it  to  a  Select  Committee  to  draft  it 
over  again.  The  practice  of  referring  a  Bill 
after  the  second  reading  either  to  a  Committee 
of  the  Whole  or  to  a  select  committee  is  familiar. 
But  this  is  a  refusal  to  read  the  Bill  a  second  time 
and  a  proposal  to  refer  it  to  a  committee  to  be  re¬ 
framed.  There  has  been  a  strong  claim  made  on  the 
part  of  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  on  the  ground 
of  British  precedent — not  to  refuse  to  read  the 
Bill  a  second  time  and  refer  it  first  to  a  select  com¬ 
mittee  or  conference,  because  he  could  not  find  that 
that  course  had  been  taken  in  any  Legislature  in 
the  world — but  he  claimed  that  a  precedent  was 
found  for  a  conference  between  the  two  parties  in 
regard  to  a  Redisti  ibution  Bill.  I  say  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  did  not  state  the  ai’gument  to  the  House 
in  the  way  which  was  justified  by  the  so-called  pre¬ 
cedent.  He  spoke  of  it  as  a  recognized  principle  in 
British  practice  that  a  Redistribution  Bill  should  not 
be  dealt  with  unless  after  a  conference  of  the  politi¬ 
cal  parties.  We  had  that  elaborated  by  a  reference 
to  the  fact  that  we  need  not  despair  of  arriving 
at  a  fair  measure  of  redistribution,  and  that  we 
need  not  even  refer  it  to  a  special  commission 
of  judges,  because  in  the  history  of  the  Brit¬ 
ish  Parliament  there  was  a  principle  estab¬ 
lished  which  illustrated  the  free  play  of  British 
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institutions  and  the  magnificent  operation  of  the 
British  system  of  fair-play.  The  hon.  member  for 
Queen's  (Mr.  Davies)  this  afternoon  asserted  that 
this  was  as  sacred  a  business  as  the  relaying  of  the 
foundation  stones  of  the  constitution,  and  this 
work  was  never  to  be  touched  by  the  sacrilegious 
hands  of  politicians  from  one  side  of  the  House,  but 
should  be  done  by  both  sides  in  common,  although 
in  a  conference  there  must  be  a  majority  from  one 
side,  and  that  majority  must  eventually  prevail. 
When  we  look  at  what  the  precedent  which  has 
been  referred  to  is,  the  House  will  see  that  I  am 
justified  in  saying  that  there  is  no  precedent  in 
British  history  which  establishes  that  there  ought 
to  be  a  political  conference  as  to  the  lines  on 
which  a  Redistribution  Bill  should  be  framed 
or  submitted  to  Parliament.  The  precedent  my 
hon.  friends  have  referred  to  is  one  of  many#in 
British  history,  where  attempts  have  been  made 
to  get  out  of  a  (lead-lock  between  parties 
or  between  the  two  Houses.  The  subject  of  distribu¬ 
tion  has  been  often  dealt  writh  there.  My  hon. 
friends  know  that  the  Redistribution  Bill  which 
has  been  referred  to  as  having  been  passed  in  1885, 
was  not  the  first  one  passed  there.  When  was 
that  sacred  principle  established  ?  Was  it  violated 
in  preceding  measures  for  the  redistribution  of  the 
seats  in  the  House  of  Commons?  No,  Sir,  but,  in 
the  course  of  redistribution  measures,  through  a 
long  series  of  years,  a  time  occurred  within  the  last 
seven  years,  when  the  Government  found  themselves 
utterly  unable  to  pass  a  measure  without  the  assent 
of  their  opponents,  Mr.  Gladstone,  who  commanded 
a  large  majority  in  the  House  of  Commons, 
who  had  passed  through  that  House,  as  my  hon. 
friend  from  LTslet  (Mr.  Desjardins)  stated  last 
night,  a  measure  for  the  enfranchisement  of 
2,000,000  of  electors,  but  found  wffien  that  measure 
went  to  the  House  of  Lords,  that  Lord  Salisbury  held 
the  pass  by  reason  of  the  great  majority  he  had  in 
the  House  of  Lords,  and,  when  that  measure  came 
there,  the  House  of  Lords  adopted  this  resolution  : 

“  That  this  House,  while  prepared  to  concur  in  a  well 
considered  and  complete  scheme  for  the  extension  of  the 
franchise,  does  not  think  it  right  to  assent  to  the  second 
reading  of  a  Bill  having  for  its  object  a  fundamental 
change  in  the  constitution  of  the  electoral  body  of  the 
United  Kingdom,  but  which  is  not  accompanied  by  provi¬ 
sions  for  so  apportioning  the  right  to  return  members  as 
to  ensure  a  true  and  fair  representation  of  the  people,  or 
by  any  security  in  the  proposals  of  the  Government  that 
the  present  Bill  shall  not  come  into  operation  except  as 
part  of  an  entire  scheme.” 

The  hon.  member  for  Botlvwell  (Mr.  Mills)  last 
night  challenged  the  statement  of  my  hon.  friend 
from  LTslet  that  the  House  of  Lords  had  defeated 
the  Bill,  but  that  resolution  put  an  end  to  it  as 
decidedly  as  would  the  six  months’  hoist,  be¬ 
cause  prorogation  followed  and  the  Bill  was  lost. 
Afterwards  there  were  great  popular  demonstra¬ 
tions  in  favour  of  the  extension  of  the  franchise, 
and  in  favour  of  curbing  the  action  of  the  House  of 
Lords  by  the  creation  of  a  number  of  new  peers. 
Happily  Mr.  Gladstone  hesitated  before  taking 
that  step,  and  preferred  to  ask  a  conference  with 
the  opponents  without  whose  help  he  not  only  could 
not  pass  the  redistribution  measure,  but  could  not 
pass  his  Bill  for  the  enfranchisement  of  the  two 
millions  of  new  voters.  Having  had  a  conference  to 
remove  the  difficulties  of  the  dead-lock,  the  result 
was  a  scheme  for  redistribution  which  he  proposed 
to  his  opponents.  He  made  the  concessions  which 
they  demanded  and  those  conferences  occurred, 


not  in  the  progress  of  the  Redistribution  Bill, 
but  for  the  purpose  of  securing,  as  far  as  he 
could,  the  passing  of  his  Franchise  Bill.  So  far 
as  he  was  concerned  he  had  not  submitted,  and  did 
not  propose  to  submit,  to  his  opponents  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  principles  on  which  Redistribution 
should  be  based,  as  adopting  a  new  practice  in 
British  legislation,  as  adopting  the  principle  that  the 
relaying  of  the  foundation  stones  should  not  be  un¬ 
dertaken  by  political  hands,  but  for  the  purpose  of 
getting  the  promise  of  his  opponents  to  allow  the 
passage  of  his  Bill  for  the  extension  of  the  franchise. 
The  stipulations  that  were  exacted  from  him  w’ere 
stipulations  that  he  was  obliged  to  concede  in  order 
to  secure  not  only  the  passage  of  his  redistribution 
Bill,  but  primarily  the  Bill  for  the  extension  of 
the  franchise.  Now,  hon.  gentlemen  who  have 
discussed  this  question  must  surely  have  realized 
that  before  a  political  conference  such  as  my 
hon.  friend  suggests,  or  even  a  committee,  can  do  its 
work  efficiently,  some  principle  must  be  laid  down 
to  guide  these  authorities,  to  indicate  the  will  of 
the  House  to  the  conference,  or  to  the  select  com¬ 
mittee.  My  hon.  friend  from  Muskoka  (Mr. 
O’Brien)  took  that  point  well  last  night,  but  I 
must  go  a  step  farther  than  he  did.  I  am  unable 
to  agree  with  him  that  the  Opposition  have  not 
put  forward  a  principle  as  a  basis  upon  which  the 
conference  or  the  committee  must  proceed  to 
act.  I  must  admit  that  the  leader  of  the  Op¬ 
position  has  stated  a  principle,  and  he  has  stated 
that  principle,  I  presume,  for  the  purpose  of 
indicating  how  he  thinks  the  conference  or  the 
l  committee  should  proceed  to  act,  and  he  has  stated 
that  principle  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  the 
House  to  assent  to  the  political  conference  before 
the  Bill  shall  proceed.  But  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
principle  is  one  that  we  can  never  agree  to  in  this 
House  ;  I  think  that  the  House  on  reflection  can¬ 
not  agree  to  it,  and  if  I  can  show,  as  I  think  I  can 
within  the  next  flve  minutes,  that  this  principle  is 
one  that  cannot  be  accepted  by  Parliament,  and 
ought  not  to  be  agreed  to,  the  foundation  of  his 
argument  in  favour  of  the  conference  or  in  favour 
of  the  committee  falls  away.  The  principle  which 
the  hon.  gentleman  laid  down  as  the  one  which 
must  guide  the  deliberations  of  the  conference  or 
the  committee,  is  this :  that  the  equilibrium  between 
the  two  parties  in  the  country  existing  at  the 
present  time,  must  be  maintained.  Sir,  I  say  that 
no  more  false  principle  can  lie  at  the  basis  of  any 
measure  for  redistribution,  or  any  measure  for  the 
extension  of  the  franchise.  What  political  party 
in  this  country  has  a  vested  right  in  the  equili¬ 
brium  of  parties?  If  it  be  a  fact  that  in  one 
province  a  great  majority  of  the  voters  stand  on 
one  side  and  a  large  majority  of  the  representa¬ 
tives  on  the  other,  what  right  has  my  hon.  friend 
to  claim  that  the  equilibrium  shall  not  be  dis¬ 
turbed  ?  What  right  has  he  to  say  that  the  force 
and  weight,  and  representation  of  political  parties 
as  they  are  now  ranged,  facing  each  other,  shall 
override  all  other  rights  to  representation  on  the 
part  of  the  people?  I  should  say  that  whenever  a 
Redistribution  Bill  is  brought  forwrard,  and  when¬ 
ever  such  a  Bill  is  discussed  by  a  political  confer¬ 
ence,  the  first  object  the  members  should  set  before 
them  ought  to  be  that  the  distribution  should  be 
fair,  that  it  should  interfere  as  little  as  possible 
with  the  existing  lines,  and  should  not  interfere 
with  these  except  where  some  serious  occasion 
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calls  for  it,  but  that  when  a  serious  occasion 
does  call  for  it,  the  change  should  be  car¬ 
ried  out  without  regard  to  the  effect  on 
either  political  party,  or  on  the  equilibrium  of 
the  parties.  Therefore,  Sir,  I  am  quite  un¬ 
able  to  agree  with  the  lion,  gentleman  that  there 
should  be  a  conference  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
out  that  principle,  or  that  the  Bill  should  be  based 
upon  any  principle  of  that  character.  The  lion, 
gentleman  has  reminded  us,  and  I  admit  it,  that 
there  has  been  a  good  deal  said  in  the  press 
against  the  Bill.  I  regret,  of  course,  that  we 
are  not  able  to  secure  the  co-operation  and  the 
approval  of  the  independent  press,  as  I  am  sorry 
to  act  without  the  approval  of  any  section  of 
the  press  of  the  country.  It  is  much  more  agree¬ 
able  to  act  in  concert  with  that  strong  exponent  of 
public  opinion,  and  that  strong  influence  in  mould¬ 
ing  public  opinion  ;  but  since  the  Bill  was  read  the 
first  time  in  the  House,  after  making  a  careful 
study  of  the  comments  which  have  been  made  upon 
it  by  the  press  from  which  the  hon.  gentleman 
read  extracts,  I  have  been  much  encouraged  to  go 
forward  with  this  Bill  by  finding  that,  strongly  as 
it  has  been  discussed  from  many  quarters,  I  have 
yet  to  find  a  statement  in  anyone  of  those  journals 
of  what  it  is  that  is  wrong,  or  what  it  is  that  is 
defective  in  this  Bill.  You  can  find  in  a  number 
of  those  journals  general  expression  of  disapproval, 
general  expression  of  a  suspicion  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  was  seeking  a  political  advantage,  but  I  only 
find,  even  in  the  partisan  press  opposed  to  us — with 
the  exception  of  such  comments  as  have  been  made 
upon  details  like  the  case  of  Clarence,  which,  as  I 
said  before,  we  will  discuss  by  and  by — I  only  find 
these  general  expressions  of  disapproval  which  I 
have  mentioned.  Take  the  question  of  the  distri¬ 
bution  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  ;  I  only  find,  even 
in  the  partisan  press  opposed  to  us,  one  statement 
of  complaint  as  to  an  injustice,  and  that  was  a 
statement  which  was  as  grossly  false  as  any  carica¬ 
ture  could  be.  But  if  you  will  take  the  general 
run  of  the  papers  which  my  hon.  friend  has  read 
from,  those  of  them  which  are  entitled  to  the  res¬ 
pect  of  the  House,  you  will  find  that  while  there  is 
a  characterization  of  the  measure  as  one  calculated 
to  strengthen  the  Government,  there  is  nothing  to 
indicate  that  there  has  been  a  careful  study  of  the 
Bill,  nor  is  there  any  attempt  to  point  out  what  is 
said  to  be  defective.  Now,  I  propose  to  say  a  word 
or  two  with  regard  to  the  argument  which  was  pre¬ 
sented  this  afterdoon  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Queen’s,  P.E.I.  (Mr.  Davies).  In  1872  the  House 
passed,  under  precisely  the  same  circumstances,  a 
Redistribution  Bill  ;  in  1882  we  passed  another 
Act,  and  that  Bill  was  as  keenly  fought  as  any 
measure  was  ever  fought  in  this  House,  and  fought 
by  men  as  of  great  intellect  as  any  men  who  sit  in 
this  House  now.  I  presume  that  the  views  which 
gentlemen  on  both  side  of  the  House  have 
taken  upon  this  subject  for  a  quarter  of  a 
century,  and  upon  which  they  have  agreed 
for  a  quarter  of  a  century,  may  safely7  guide 
the  House  in  its  decision  this  afternoon,  as 
to  whether  this  Bill  may  be  read  a  second  time  or 
not.  But  if  we  had  not  the  precedents  of  1872 
and  1882,  and  the  consensus  of  opinion  on  those 
occasions,  in  my  humble  judgment  the  effect  and 
meaning  of  the  constitution  giving  us  the  fullest 
control  over  this  subject,  are  abundantly  clear.  I 
shall  not  undertake  to  state  in  any  dogmatic  way, 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


as  I  am  sometimes  accused  of  doing,  what  the  law 
is  or  what  it  is  not  ;  but  I  beg  the  House  to  assume 
at  the  outset  that  in  making  the  argument  which  I 
am  about  to  make,  I  am  putting  it  forward  simply 
as  my  own  views  of  the  meaning  of  the  constitu¬ 
tion,  leaving  other  hon.  members  to  form  their  own 
opinion  as  to  whether  I  am  right  or  not.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  agree  with  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s 
(Mr.  Davies)  that  it  is  incorrect  to  speak  of  the 
inherent  powers  of  this  Parliament,  because  this 
Parliament  is  the  creation  of  statute.  But,  Sir,  we 
have  a  clause  in  our  constitution  which  gives  us  the 
equivalent  of  the  inherent  powers  possessed  by  other 
assemblies.  When  this  Parliament  was  created,  un¬ 
like  other  creations  of  statutes,  it  was  not  given  a 
limited  and  narrow  authority  which  had  to  be  drawn 
from  the  statute  itself,  but  in  lieu  of  the  inherent 
p<*wer  possessed  by  other  Parliaments,  we  have 
section  91  of  the  Act,  which  says  that  this  Parlia¬ 
ment  may  make  laws  for  the  peace,  order  and  good 
government  of  Canada,  in  relation  to  all  matters 
not  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects  assigned 
exclusively  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  provinces. 
I  only  state  this  as  a  reminder  for  those  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  who  are  not  versed  in  legal  mat¬ 
ters,  that  this  section  plainly  gives  to  this  Parlia¬ 
ment  all  powers  in  relation  to  tne  government  of 
Canada,  “for  the  peace,  order  and  good  govern¬ 
ment  of  Canada,”  which  are  not  given  expressly  to 
the  Legislatures,  and  that  while,  as  regards  the 
Legislatures,  we  must  look  to  this  Act  to  find  their 
powers,  we  have  all  the  powers  given  to  us  except 
those  given  to  the  other  bodies.  That  clearly  in¬ 
cludes  the  power  of  dealing  with  the  representa¬ 
tion  of  the  country7  in  this  House,  and  the  corol¬ 
lary  as  regards  the  provincial  constitutions  is 
the  gift  of  power  to  Provincial  Legislatures  to 
alter  their  constitution,  under  which  those  Legis¬ 
latures  have  sometimes  abolished  one  Chamber, 
and  sometimes  increased  and  sometimes  decreased 
the  number  of  members  who  sat  in  one  Chamber  or 
the  other.  The  hon.  gentleman’s  argument  at  the 
outset  would  present  this  anomaly  in  the  consti¬ 
tution  :  that  while  a  Provincial  Legislature  may 
deal  with  that  subject,  can  redistribute,  can  in¬ 
crease  and  can  diminish,  this  Parliament  has  not 
that  power,  notwithstanding  there  is  express 
authority  given  to  the  Provincial  Legislature, 
and  all  other  authority.  But  there  are  other 
indications  in  the  constitution  itself  which  seem  to 
me  to  recognize  plainly  that  that  is  our  power,  that 
it  was  always  intended  to  be  our  power.  For 
example,  section  40  provides  how  the  electoral 
districts  of  the  country  shall  be  at  the  coming  into 
force  of  the  Act,  not  for  the  purpose  of  making 
them  perpetual,  but  with  these  important  words  at 
the  beginning  :  “  until  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
otherwise  provides.”  What  is  the  meaning  and 
significance  of  the  expression  :  “  until  the  Parlia¬ 
ment  of  Canada  otherwise  provides.”  I  must  admit 
these  words  mean  until  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
otherwise  provides,  in  accordance  with  this  Act, 
because  we  get  all  our  power  from  this  Act,  and  I 
say  the  expression  means  until  the  Parliament  of 
Canada  otherwise  provides  in  pursuance  of  its 
authority  to  make  laws  for  the  peace,  order  and 
good  government  of  Canada.  The  hon.  gentleman’s 
argument  gives  a  more  restricted  meaning  to  the 
expression.  Are  we  to  put  the  more  restricted  or  a 
wider  meaning  on  the  term  :  “until  the  Parliament 
of  Canada  otherwise  provides  ”  ?  Does  it  mean  that 
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the  power  is  restricted  by  section  51,  or  does  it 
mean  “  until  the  Parliament  of  Canada  otherwise 
provides  ”  in  pursuance  of  its  undoubted  authority 
under  the  general  provisions  of  the  Act?  We  have 
that  expression  occurring  elsewhere,  as  for  example, 
in  section  41  : 

.‘‘Until  the  Parliament  of  Canada  otherwise  provides, 
all  laws  in  torce  in  the  several  provinces  at  tne  union 
relative  to  the  following  matters  or  any  of  them,  namely, 
tne  qualifications  and  disqualifications  of  persons  to  be 
elected,”— 

and  so  on,  shall  continue  in  force,  and  also  the  laws 
relating  to  the  trial  of  controverted  elections. 
1  hen  it  follows  from  the  lion,  gentleman  s  argument 
that  the  phrase,  “  until  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
otherwise  provides,”  in  section  40  has  one  meaning 
and  in  section  41  it  has  another  meaning.  The 
laws  relating  to  the  conduct  of  elections  and  the 
trial  of  controverted  elections  may  be  changed  from 
year  to  year,  from  session  to  session,  by  this  Parlia¬ 
ment,  but  the  hon.  gentleman  thinks  that  legislation 
can  take  place  only  once  in  every  ten  years  in 
regard  to  the  distribution  of  seats,  although  that  is 
not  expressly  stated.  Then,  again,  in  section  47 
there  is  another  example  of  the  use  of  the  words 
“  until  the  Parliament  of  Canada  otherwise  pro¬ 
vides,  ’  for  the  case  of  the  absence  of  the  Speaker 
from  the  Chair  for  forty -eight  consecutive  hours, 
provision  is  made  for  the  adjourmentof  the  House  ; 
but  there  can  be  no  dispute  whatever  that  the 
Parliament  of  Canada  may  at  any  time  provide 
another  measure  with  respect  to  that  subject. 
When  we  come  to  section  51,  on  which  the  hon. 
gentleman  based  his  argument,  we  come  to  a  section 
which,  I  contend,  is  not  a  section  framed  for  the 
purpose  of  conferring  power  upon  this  Parliament 
to  redistribute  the  seats,  but  a  section  compelling 
Parliament  to  do  it  after  the  completion  of  each 
decennial  census.  Section  51  is  not  an  enabling 
section,  because  we  had  the  ability  before  ;  it  is  not 
a  disabling  section,  because  certainly,  before  we  are 
to  conclude  that  it  takes  away  from  us  powers 
which  are  given  to  us  by  section  91,  we  must  find 
express  words  that  do  so.  If  by  section  91  of  the 
Act  we  have  all  powers  given  to  us  in  relation  to 
passing  laws  for  the  peace,  order  and  good  govern¬ 
ment  of  Canada,  we  are  not  to  interpret  the  Act 
or  any  part  of  it  as  taking  away  any  fraction  of 
that  power  unless  we  find  words  which  can  receive 
no  other  interpretation.  But  the  obvious  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  section  51  is  that  it  shall  be  the  plain  duty 
of  this  Parliament  at  the  end  of  every  decennial 
census  to  readjust  the  representation,  and  then  it 
goes  on  to  say  “  by  such  authority,  in  such  maimer 
and  for  such  time  as  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
from  time  to  time  shall  provide.”  If  my  view  of 
section  51  is  correct,  that  it  is  not  a  section  under 
which  we  derive  our  general  or  specific  power  over 
this  subject,  then  all  ambiguity  is  removed,  and 
it  simply  enables  us  to  do  that  work  which  is 
enjoined  on  us  and  made  compulsory  by  that  sec¬ 
tion  at  the  close  of  every  decennial  census,  by 
some  other  authority,  if  we  please,  as  for  example, 
by  the  Provincial  Legislatures  or  otherwise.  But 
the  hon.  gentleman,  in  order  to  give  effect  to  the 
paraphrase  which  he  made  of  the  section,  as  to  set¬ 
tling  a  principle  not  permitting  a  majority  to  take 
advantage  of  a  minority, and  all  that  class  of  expres¬ 
sions  which  he  used,  gave,  as  his  own  argument  im¬ 
plied,  a  very  vague  and  obscure  meaning  of  the 
words  relating  to  “  such  authority,  and  in  such  a 


manner  and  for  such  time  as  Parliament  shall 
establish.”  I  repeat  very  shortly  what  I  have  said 
on  the  construction  of  section  51.  I  contend  we 
had  the  power  before  section  51  and  outside  of  it 
altogether  ;  that  we  are  not  to  interpret  section  51 
as  taking  away  from  the  general  power  or  making 
any  repugnance  in  the  Act,  and  that,  above  all,  the 
section  is  not  to  receive  that  construction  unless  that 
construction  is  plain  and  necessary.  But  if  it 
were  intended  by  the  Parliament  that  passed  this 
statute  that,  although  we  should  have  the  power  to 

increase  the  number  of  members  of  this  House _ 

and  that  is  another  point  against  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man’s  argument,  that  there  is  power  given  to  in¬ 
crease  the  numbers  of  the  House  from  time  to  time, 
provided  the  proportion  of  representation  is  not 
disturbed  as  laid  down  by  the  Act — the  question 
of  redistribution  is  something  we  are  prohibited 
from  doing,  there  is  not  in  the  whole  Act 
from  beginning  to  end  a  single  negative  provision 
as  regards  the  right  of  this  Parliament  to  do  that 
work.  But  the  construction  of  the  whole  Act,  un¬ 
less  the  hon.  gentleman  is  to  read  into  that  section 
which  applies  solely  to  the  decennial  census, unless 
the  hon.  gentleman  is  to  read  into  that  section  nega¬ 
tive  words  which  are  not  there,  comes  to  this  :  That 
while  this  Parliament  may  redistribute  at  the  term 
of  every  Parliament,  or  from  year  to  year  even, 
yet  when  it  comes  to  the  decennial  term  we  have  not 
the  power  to  redistribute  the  seats  at  all.  Then 
to  go  one  step  further,  we  should  reach  this  absurd¬ 
ity,  that  while  this  year  in  consequence 
of  the  decennial  census  having  taken  place, 
the  redistribution  must  be  made  by  some  other  au¬ 
thority  than  ourselves,  yet  next  year  in  the  exer¬ 
cise  of  our  general  powers,  we  could  repeal  their 
work  and  redistribute  over  again  according  to  our 
own  will.  It  seems  to  me,  Sir,  that  the  many 
wise  and  learned  men  who  have  considered  this 
subject  in  past  years,  and  who  have  struggled  here 
over  the  principles  and  the  details  of  redistribution 
Bills,  have  not  been  so  blind  as  not  to  see  a  defect 
like  that  in  their  work,  if  such  a  defect  existed. 
The  construction  which  I  have  ventured  to  put 
upon  the  Act  with  very  great  confidence  indeed,  is 
the  construction  it  has  received  in  times  past,  and  it 
appears  to  me  that  it  is  the  construction  that  the 
House  ought  to  act  upon,  and  which  eventually 
will  be  sustained  as  the  sound  and  proper  construc¬ 
tion,  and  as  the  only  construction  which  is  consis¬ 
tent  with  the  general  powers  which  have  been  given 
to  the  House  over  this  subject.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
trust  that  my  reasons  for  refraining  from  discuss¬ 
ing  in  detail  the  objections  which  have  been  taken 
to  this  Bill  will  not  be  misunderstood  by  the  House. 
We  neither  undervalue  them  nor  are  we  unable  to 
meet  them,  but  we  think  we  have  not  reached  that 
stage  in  the  progress  of  this  Bill  when  it  is  suit¬ 
able  or  convenient  to  discuss  these  matters.  At  any 
rate  we  are  confident  that  when  the  details 
shall  be  reached,  we  shall  have  occasion,  and  be 
obliged  to  meet  then  the  arguments  which  hon. 
gentlemen  have  put  forth  with  so  much  force  as  re¬ 
gards  some  of  the  provisions  of  the  measure. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  not 
my  purpose,  no  more  than  it  has  been  that  of  the 
hon.  leader  of  the  House,  to  enter  into  a  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  details  of  the  measure  now  before  us, 
but  I  shall  endeavour  to  point  out  the  grounds  upon 
which  I  think  the  motion  of  my  hon.  friend  ought 
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to  be  supported,  and  I  shall  endeavour  to  point 
out  the  grounds  upon  which  I  think  the  House 
should  proceed  in  determining  what  ought  to  be  the 
principles  governing  the  redistribution  of  the  seats 
in  Parliament.  I  shall  point  out  also  the  reasons 
why  the  constitution  placed  upon  this  House  the  re¬ 
strictions  to  which  my  hon.  friend  from  Queen’s  (Mr. 
Davies)  has  referred  this  afternoon.  I  shall  not  at 
this  moment  enter  into  a  discussion  of  that  legal 
question  further  than  to  say,  that  if  I  rightly  under¬ 
stood  the  Minister  of  Justice  he  admits  that  so  far 
as  section  51  of  the  British  North  America  Act  is 
concerned,  it  has  been  rightly  interpreted  by*  my 
hon.  friend  from  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies) - 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  beg  your  pardon. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  understood  the  hon. 
gentleman  to  say  that  there  was  power  in  this 
House  derived  from  the  provisions  of  the  British 
North  America  Act  to.  legislate  upon  the  subject 
of  the  redistribution  of  seats  outside  of  that  section, 
and  that  it  was  open  to  Parliament  to  exercise 
these  general  powers  which  it  possessed  from  other 
portions  of  the  Act,  or  it  might  proceed  under  the 
provisions  of  this  section  to  which  I  refer.  If  I 
misunderstood  the  hon.  gentleman  I  will  give  way 
at  this  moment,  if  he  will  correct  my  misapprehen¬ 
sion. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  was  totally  unable 
to  agree  with  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr. 
Davies)  as  to  his  construction  of  the  Act.  I  con¬ 
tended  that  our  powers  over  this  subject  were 
amply  provided  for  by  other  sections,  and  that  the 
function  of  section  51  was  to  make  it  obligatory 
upon  this  Parliament  to  redistribute  at  the  decen¬ 
nial  period  ;  and  to  make  it  plain  even  though,  per¬ 
haps,  legislation  upon  that  subject  was  not  neces¬ 
sary,  that  we  might  delegate  our  authority  in  that 
regard.  I  am  quite  aware,  of  course,  that  the  ex¬ 
pression  “  delegation  ”  may  be  inapplicable  and  that 
the  word  has  been  improperly  used  as  to  any  measure 
by  which  Parliament  deputes  some  other  authority 
with  regard  to  details  and  all  that.  It  has  been 
said  likewise  that  no  express  words  are  necessary 
to  confer  that  power.  In  this  the  express  words 
with  regard  to  the  other  authority  are  inserted, 
but  not  inserted  in  the  clause  from  which  we  de¬ 
rive  our  powers  over  this  subject,  and  only  in  sec¬ 
tion  51  as  indicating  .generally  in  what  way  we 
may  proceed. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  Minister  con¬ 
tends  that  this  51st  section  delegates  to  the  Parlia¬ 
ment  of  Canada  the  power  to  proceed  to  the  work 
of  the  redistribution  of  seats  through  other  instru¬ 
mentalities  than  the  twTo  Houses  of  Parliament  and 
the  assent  of  the  Crown.  The  hon.  Minister  knows 
well  that  it  has  been  again  and  again  decided  that 
under  our  constitutional  system,  in  all  the  English 
colonies  to  the  extent  of  the  authority  they  are  en¬ 
trusted  with,  they  have  sovereign  powers  and  are 
capable  of  delegating,  in  consequence  of  these  sove¬ 
reign  powers,  the  exercise  of  any  one  of  the  powers 
with  which  they  are  entrusted  ;  and  under  that 
construction  it  is  clear  that  this  section  of  the 
British  North  America  Act  would  be  altogether  un¬ 
necessary.  But,  Sir,  as  I  said  at  the  outset,  I  am 
not  going  to  argue  this  question  at  the  present 
moment.  I  purpose  looking  at  some  of  the  features 
of  the  Bill,  and  at  some  of  the  principles  which  I 
think  ought  to  govern  any  Act  of  redistribution. 
I  agree  with  what  the  hon.  Minister  has  said,  that 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


Parliament  ought  not  to  consider  simply  what  will 
be  the  effect  of  a  proper  system  of  redistribution 
of  seats  upon  this  or  that  party.  I  admit  that  at 
the  outset.  I  have  never  contended  for  any 
such  proposition  ;  but  what  I  think  has  been 
a  marked  feature  of  this  discussion  on  the 
ministerial  side,  both  in  the  speech  made  by 
the  Minister  of  Public  Works  and  the 
speech  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  L’lslet 
(Mr.  Desjardins),  has  been  this — that  the  principal 
object  of  the  Bill,  at  all  events  so  far  as  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec  is  concerned,  has  been  to  rectify 
a  wrong  that  has  hitherto  been  done  to  the  Con¬ 
servative  party.  It  was  contended  by  these  hon. 
gentlemen  that  a  wrong  was  done  at  the  time  the 
Act  of  Confederation  was  adopted,  a  wrong  was 
done  again  in  1872,  a  wrong  was  done  in  1882,  in 
that  changes  had  not  been  made  that  ought  to  have 
been  made  then,  and  the  hon.  member  says, — we  did 
not  touch  the  Counties  of  Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil 
because  these  are  simply  suburbs  of  Montreal,  and 
they  have  returned  Conservative  representatives, 
and  in  that  way  they,  to  some  extent,  com¬ 
pensate  us  for  the  inadequate  representation  that 
has  been  given  to  the  city  of  Montreal.  The  hon. 
member  said  that  the  Liberal  majority  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec  was  only  10,463,  that  the  Con¬ 
servative  majority  was  14,333,  and  that  one  duty 
that  devolved  upon  Parliament  in  the  redistribu¬ 
tion,  was  to  see  that  the  party  having  the  larger 
majority  in  the  province  should  have  the  larger 
majority  in  the  House,  and  so  the  Government 
specially  set  to  work  in  the  preparation  of  this 
Bill,  to  accomplish  the  object  which  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  said  he  had  in  view. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  beg  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
pardon.  I  never  said  anything  of  the  kind. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  will  show  that  I  am 
not  misrepresenting  the  hon.  gentleman.  Then, 
the  hon.  member  for  L’lslet  (Mr.  Desjardins)  told 
us  last  night  that  he  proposed  to  do  this  work  so 
effectually  that  for  the  next  quarter  of  a  century 
it  would  not  be  necessary  to  do  it  again.  While  I 
admit  that  to  secure  special  representation  for  this 
party  or  that  is  not  the  primary  object  of  a  repre¬ 
sentation  Bill,  I  contend  that  it  is  no  portion  of 
the  Bill  to  make  provision  that  those  who  at  the 
time  are  by  an  unjust  distribution  put  in  a 
minority  shall  have  assigned  to  them  for  the 
next  ten  years  the  privilege  of  simply  voting 
for  defeated  candidates.  That  is  what  the 
hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works  and  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  L’lslet  informed  the  House  was  the  privi¬ 
lege  which  they  proposed  to  accord  to  the  Opposi¬ 
tion  under  what  they  regarded  as  a  British 
constitution.  I  maintain  that  the  redistribu¬ 
tion  ought  to  proceed  on  certain  lines  in  confor¬ 
mity  with  certain  principles.  It  may  not  secure 
to  each  party  in  every  locality  representation 
according  to  its  exact  strength  ;  but  it  gives  to  the 
party  that  is  unduly  represented  in  one  place  an 
under-representation  somewhere  else.  If  you  act  on 
some  uniform  and  settled  rule,  regardless  of  party, 
then  you  have  the  principle  of  compensation  that 
Mr.  Bright  referred  to  as  always  operating  to  cor¬ 
rect  those  theoretical  defects  which  may  be  pointed 
out  in  any  practical  measure  which  can  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  Parliament ;  and  the  objection  I  make 
to  the  speeches  which  those  two  hon.  gentlemen 
addressed  to  the  House  is  that  they  took  certain 
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localities  which  seemed  to  favour  the  representation 
which  they  contended  for,  and  they  omitted  alto¬ 
gether  those  compensating  localities  which  oper¬ 
ated  in  the  opposite  direction.  Now,  I  complain 
that  this  is  a  measure  for  packing  the  House  of 
C  onnnons.  It  is  not  a  measure  for  securing  fair 
representation  ;  and  if  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice 
adheres  to  the  declaration  which  lie  has  made  to¬ 
day,  and  is  prepared  to  secure  a  fair  representa¬ 
tion  to  the  people  of  Canada,  then  I  venture  to  say 
that  the  defects  of  this  measure  will  be  made  so 
clear  to  his  mind  that  it  will  be  utterly  impossible 
for  him  to  continue  to  give  it  his  support.  We 
are  not  asking  that  there  shall  be,  as  the  hon. 
member  for  L  Islet  said,  unfair  representation  given 
to  the  Reform  party  in  this  House  ;  we  are  not 
asking  that  if  we  are  in  a  minority  in  the  country 
we  shall  be  given  a  majority  of  the  seats  ;  we  are 
simply  asking  that  there  shall  be  such  a  plan  of  re¬ 
presentation  adopted  that  the  preponderating 
political  opinion  of  the  country  may  possess  a 
prevailing  influence  in  Parliament ;  beyond 
that  we  are  not  asking  the  House  to  go. 
M  e  are  opposing  this  measure  simply  because  it 
does  undertake  to  accomplish  in  the  interests  of 
the  Administration  and  of  those  who  support  them, 
that  object  which  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  has 
said  ought  never  to  be  the  aim  of  a  measure  of  this 
character.  The  advocates  of  this  measure  have 
again  and  again  asserted  that  the  changes  made  in 
the  electoral  districts  in  the  Province  of  Quebec 
were  changes  by  which  the  electoral  districts  were 
made  more  equal.  Sir,  that  is  a  matter  of  no  con¬ 
sequence.  In  my  opinion  it  is  a  matter  of  no  im¬ 
portance  at  all  to  establish  numerical  equality  in 
the  populations  of  the  different  districts.  What 
we  say  is  this  :  that  hon.  gentlemen,  while  profes- 
sedly  aiming  at  that,  have  undertaken  to  secure  an 
entirely  different  object.  Take  the  district  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec  which  has  been  so  mutilated 
and  carved  and  changed,  where  hon.  gentlemen 
admit  the  majority  of  the  electoral  vote  is  markedly 
in  favour  of  those  who  sit  on  this  side  of  the 
House  ;  and  yet  that  district  has  been  cut  and 
carved  in  such  a  way  that  with  the  vote  that  was 
gi\  en  at  the  last  general  election  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  would  secure  three  out  of  four  seats  where 
they  have  at  the  present  time,  I  believe,  but  one 
seat  out  of  five. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  What  district  is  that  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  am  speaking  of  that 
part  of  the  Montreal  district  in  which  important 
changes  have  been  made  in  the  boundaries  of  consti¬ 
tuencies.  I  am  pointing  out  that  what  the  hon.  Min¬ 
ister  of  Justice  says  ought  not  to  receive  paramount 
consideration,  is  the  one  thing  that  has  been  care¬ 
fully  considered  by  the  gentlemen  who  have  been 
entrusted  with  the  distribution  of  the  seats  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec.  Therefore  I  say  that  that  can¬ 
not  be  a  properly  considered  scheme  or  a  just  scheme 
which  undertakes  to  impose  disabilities  upon  the 
proper  expression  of  the  public  opinion,  and  which 
prevents  public  opinion  having  its  due  weight  in  the 
representation  of  the  people  in  Parliament.  While 
I  am  in  favour  of  a  general  scheme  of  representation, 
one  which  is  not  merely  applicable  to  the  country 
at  the  present  moment,  but  which  will  be  applicable 
to  this  country  for  all  time,  I  am  opposed  alto¬ 
gether  to  the  division  of  the  people  of  this  country 
in  a  Redistribution  Bill  into  privileged  and  non- 


privileged  classes.  I  am  opposed  to  putting  the 
Liberal  party  in  this  country  in  the  position  in 
winch  the  slaves  were  put  by  the  constitution  of 
the  United  States  prior  to  the  abolition  of  slavery 
when  five  negroes  were  counted  equal  to  three  white 
men.  lhat  is  a  principle  which  I  do  not  want  to 
see  applied  under  a  British  constitutional  system 
to  the  representation  of  a  party  in  Parliament.  I 
am  under  the  impression  that,  man  for  man,  the 
members  of  the  Liberal  party,  and  the  voters  of  this 
country  who  adhere  to  Liberal  views,  are  not  in¬ 
terior  to  those  who  belong  to  the  other  side  I 
am  not  claiming  superiority  tor  them,  I  am  simply 
claiming  equality,  and  I  say  this  measure  bears 
upon  its  face  the  evidence  that  it  has  been  carefully 
considered  in  the  interests  of  one  party,  that  it  has 
been  framed  to  promote  unduly  the  interests  of 
that  party,  and  with  that  object  alone.  Everything 
else  is  a  mere  pretext  intended  to  conceal  as  far 
as  possible  the  deformity  of  the  measure  When 
the  Minister  of  Justice  says  that  the  strength  of 
parties  ought  not  to  be  considered  in  the  matter  of 
redistribution,  but  that  you  ought  to  work  on  a 
general  plan,  I  accept  that  proposition.  But  what 
is  the  general  plan  put  forward  in  this  case?  Is 
there  a  preservation  of  county  boundaries  ’  Is 
there  a  creation  of  ridings  ?  Where  a  county 
has  a  larger  number  than  should  be  represented 
by  one  member,  is  there  a  correction  of  this 
by  a  division  into  ridings  ?  That  was  the  plan 
agreed  upon  by  both  sides  of  the  House  in 
lo/L,  but  that  has  not  been  followed  in  this  mea- 
sure.  Is  this  an  attempt  to  equalize  the  electoral 

C^SXriC^‘S  '  a^*  Why>  you  have  the  County 

ot  Ottawa  with  64,000,  a  county  sufficiently  popul¬ 
ous  to  have  three  members.  But  two  are  given 
to  it.  I  admit  that  territory  ought  to  be  taken 
into  consideration  in  the  division  of  a  county  as 
well  as  numbers.  It  may  not  have  the  same  weight 
but  it  ought  to  have  some  weight.  The  County  of 
Ottawa  is  a  very  large  county  containing  64,000. 
How  do  you  deal  with  it?  You  create  one  riding  of 
1  /  ,000  people  and  another  of  47,000,  a  number  so 
laige  that  it  is  more  than  sufficient  for  two  repre¬ 
sentatives.  Why  are  three  members  not  given  to 
Ottawa  ?  Why  was  not  this  southern  section  of 
Ottawa  divided  into  two  constituencies  ?  Why 
have  you  not  two  constituencies  of  23,500  each 
instead  of  one  constituency  of  47,000  ?  The  hon. 
gentleman  says  :  Oh,  you  would  then  give  the  Re¬ 
form  party  additional  representation.  That  is  the 
trouble.  Why  were  not  Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil 
united  ?  Together  they  are  20,000,  not  the  unit  of 
one  constituency  ;  but  each  returns  a  supporter  of 
the  other  side  ;  and  so  at  every  step,  when  you 
undertake  to  analyse  the  Bill,  you  see  what  is  the 
principle  which  governs  the  conduct  of  those  who 
prepared  this  measure  of  redistribution.  Then  the 
hon.  gentleman  said  he  would  not  consider  the  details. 

He  referred  to  the  case  of  Clarence  which  was  taken 
off  the  County  of  Russell  and  put  into  the  County 
of  Prescott.  Why  was  that  done  ?  What  idea  en¬ 
tered  into  the  minds  of  those  who  prepared  this 
measme  to  convince  them  that  it  was  necessary  to 
take  the  township  of  Clarence  out  of  the  County  of 
Russell  and  put  it  into  the  County  of  Prescott  ?  The 
hon.  gentleman  saw  that  Prescott  had  a  large  Lib¬ 
eral  majority  ;  he  saw  that  at  the  last  general  elec¬ 
tion  the  return  of  a  Liberal  for  Russell  depended 
upon  the  township  of  Clarence.  Now,  the  town¬ 
ship  of  Clarence  gave  at  the  last  election  a  Liberal 
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majority  of  495,  and  that  township  is  taken  off  the 
County  of  Russell  to  which  it  belongs  and  is  put  into 
the  County  of  Prescott.  Did  the  equalization  of 
population  require  this  ?  Upon  what  principle  was  it 
done  ?  What  are  the  motives  which  actuated  those 
who  made  this  change  ?  If  you  assume  that  they 
were  ready  to  hopelessly  abandon  Prescott  and  to 
try  and  secure  Russell  for  the  Conservative  party, 
you  have  the  explanation  ;  and  if  you  throw  away 
this  explanation,  you  have  none  at  all.  There  is 
no  hypothesis  on  which  this  change  can  be  ac¬ 
counted  for  except  the  one  I  have  mentioned. 
Then  let  us  look  at  the  constituency  of  London. 
Now,  there  are  two  wards  in  London  not  included 
in  the  city  by  this  Bill.  They  ought  to  be  included, 
and  I  shall  discuss  that  feature  of  the  Bill  in  a  few 
moments.  London  South  contains  a  majority  of 
100  Liberals,  and  London  East  is  slightly  Conser¬ 
vative,  but  it  largely  depends  upon  the  personal 
■strength  of  the  two  candidates  as  to  whether  you 
will  have  a  Liberal  or  Conservative  majority  in 
that  ward.  What  is  done  ?  Both  of  these  wards 
Lave  been  left  out  of  the  city,  and  the  village  of 
London  West,  which  polled  last  winter  231  Conser¬ 
vatives  and  78  Liberals,  giving  a  majority  of  153 
to  the  Conservative  party,  is  taken  into  the  city  of 
London. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  What  is  the  history  of 
that  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
asks  the  history.  If  it  is  necessary,  I  will  go  into 
the  discussion  further,  but  I  wish  to  call  attention 
to  this  fact,  that  the  city  of  London  contains  two 
wards  which  are  left  out  for  representation  pur¬ 
poses,  and  that  the  village  of  London  West,  where 
there  was  a  Conservative  majority  of  153,  is  taken 
out  of  East  Middlesex,  from  which  it  can  be  well 
spared  without  destroying  the  Conservative  char¬ 
acter  of  that  constituency,  and  is  put  into  the  city 
to  make  the  seat  of  my  hon.  friend  the  Minister  of 
Agriculture  secure.  Is  there  any  room  to  doubt  the 
ground  upon  which  this  division  has  taken  place  ? 
Is  there  any  room  to  doubt  the  ground  upon 
which  those  who  prepared  that  portion  of  the  Bill 
relating  to  the  Province  of  Ontario,  proceeded  ? 
Well,  in  the  face  of  such  facts  as  these,  it  is 
rather  extraordinary  that  the  leader  of  the  House 
should  stand  up  here  and  tell  us  that  political 
consideration  ought  to  be  left  out  of  view  in  the 
preparation  of  the  Redistribution  Bill.  I  call  his 
attention  to  the  fact  that  no  Bill  could  more 
widely  depart  from  the  principles  he  has  enunci¬ 
ated  than  the  Bill  he  has  submitted  to  this  House. 

It  being  six  o’clock,  the  Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  When  the  House  rose 
at  six  o’clock,  I  was  pointing  out  that  the  rule  laid 
down  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  as  one  which  ought 
to  be  observed  in  the  preparation  of  a  measure 
of  this  sort  was  one  which  was  systematically 
disregarded  in  this  measure,  and  I  referred  to 
the  proceeding  in  the  County  of  Russell,  and  to 
the  proceeding  in  the  city  of  London  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  Now,  if  we  draw  a  meridian 
line  at  Toronto,  we  will  find  that  east  of  that  line 
the  Province  of  Ontario  is  in  a  very  considerable 
degree  over-represented,  and  that  Toronto  and  the 
western  division  of  the  province  has  not  adequate 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


representation.  It  is  also  a  fact  worthy  to  be  borne 
in  mind  that  the  western  portion  of  the  province  is 
largely  represented  in  this  House  by  Reformers,  and 
the  eastern  portion  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  is 
largely  represented  by  supporters  of  the  Adminis¬ 
tration.  Now,  in  the  readjustment  of  the  repre¬ 
sentation  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  the  proper 
course,  whatever  system  might  have  been  adopted, 
would  have  been  to  have  withdrawn  representa¬ 
tion  from  that  section  of  the  province  which 
is  over-represented  and  to  have  conferred 
the  representation  obtained  in  this  way 
upon  those  sections  of  the  province  that  are 
inadequately  represented.  But  that  is  not  done  by 
this  Bill.  The  provisions  of  this  Bill  take  away 
from  that  portion  of  the  province  west  of  the  city 
of  Toronto  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  represen¬ 
tation  to  the  city  of  Toronto  and  the  Algoma 
district.  I  am  not  contending  that  the  Algoma 
district,  or  the  section  of  Algoma  upon  which  it  is 
proposed  to  confer  another  representative,  is  not 
entitled  to  it.  I  think  it  is.  I  am  not  contending 
that  the  city  of  Toronto  is  not  entitled  to  another 
representative.  I  think  it  is.  But  these  repre¬ 
sentatives  ought  to  have  been  provided  by  a  union  of 
constituencies  in  that  section  of  the  province  that  is 
at  the  present  time  more  than  adequately  repre¬ 
sented.  The  Government,  by  this  Bill,  have  gone 
into  the  Niagara  district  and  taken  away  two  of  its 
representatives.  They  have  altered  the  representa¬ 
tion  by  what  they  have  done  there.  The  complaints 
which  we  made  against  the  Bill  of  1882,  which 
was  vicious  in  the  method  of  distribution,  which 
was  grossly  unjust  in  what  it  aimed  at  by  its 
provisions,  have  not  been  corrected  by  this  Bill, 
but  those  mischiefs  have  rather  been  intensified  by 
its  provisions.  If  you  look  at  the  present  division 
and  at  the  vote  that  was  given  in  that  province  in 
the  recent  elections,  you  will  find  that  Welland  has  a 
Reform  majority  now  of  447,  and  under  the  new 
arrangement  will  have  a  majority  of  376.  Lincoln 
and  Niagara  have  a  Reform  majority  of  48. 
They  will  have  under  this  proposed  system  a  Re¬ 
form  majority  of  670.  Haldimand  and  Monck  have 
a  Conservative  majority  of  78,  and  under  this 
arrangement  they  will  have  325.  South  Went¬ 
worth,  whose  representative  here  now  was  returned 
by  a  majority  of  one,  will  under  this  arrange¬ 
ment  give  a  majority  of  131.  The  majority 
in  South  Norfolk  was  412,  by  the  new  arrange¬ 
ment  it  will  be  459.  In  North  Brant  there  was  a 
Reform  majority  of  1,116,  and  under  the  new 
arrangement  it  will  be  1,466.  Two  counties  dis¬ 
appear,  one  Conservative  and  one  Reform,  it  is 
said,  but  any  one  who  will  look  at  these  figures  will 
see  that  the  opportunity  of  carrying  any  one  of 
these  border  counties  in  which  the  Reformers 
had  very  nearly  half  the  vote,  and  in  which 
the  public  opinion  is  moving  in  the  direction  of 
the  Reform  policy  is  altogether  taken  away  from 
that  party.  The  attempt  is  to  give  to  each  of 
these  constituencies  a  fixed  political  character,  and 
this  arrangement  is  made  to  the  advantage  of  the 
Administration.  This  fact  must  be  borne  in  mind. 
You  have  wiped  out  two  constituencies  in  which 
you  say  you  have  dealt  equally  with  the  two  par¬ 
ties,  one  being  Reform  and  the  other  Conservative, 
but  when  you  say  that  will  not  be  the  character 
of  the  representation  you  create ;  you  give  to 
Toronto  an  additional  representative  and  you 
give  to  a  new  district  which  will  be  largely  under 
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the  control  of  the  Administration  or  under  the  in¬ 
fluence  of  the  Government,  which  must  necessarily 
he  \  ery  great  there,  an  additional  representative 
also.  What  the  Government  should  have  done 
was  to  look  to  the  sparsely-populated  section  to 
the  east,  to  have  united  those  constituencies  which 
are  altogether  below  the  unit,  and  to  have  left  the 
west  with  at  least  the  representation  it  now  pos¬ 
sesses.  Why  was  that  not  done  ?  Simply  because  in 
this  arrangement,  as  in  the  case  of  the  city  of 
London,  as  in  the  case  of  North  Bruce,  as  in  the 
case  of  the  County  of  Russell,  there  is  an  attempt  to 
legislate  with  a  view  to  the  general  election,  to  legis¬ 
late  a  party  into  power  whether  that  party  can  com¬ 
mand  a  majority  of  the  electors  or  not,  and  to  legis¬ 
late  their  political  opponents  out  of  office  whether 
they  can  command  a  majority  of  the  electors  or 
"w  hether  they  fail  to  do  so.  And  this  is  not  confined 
to  the  Pro\  ince  of  Ontario.  The  same  principle, 
as  I  previously  stated,  applies  to  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  and  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  declared 
that  this  was  the  object  they  had  in  view,  and  the 
hon.  gentleman  referred  again  and  again  with 
particularity  to  the  political  complexion  of  every 
one  of  those  parishes  that  were  transferred  from 
one  constituency  to  another.  All  the  manipulations 
which  were  had  were  manipulations  had  with  a 
special  a  iew  to  the  interests  of  party.  Let  me  read 
an  extract  or  two  from  the  speech  of  the  hon. 
gentleman,  so  that  the  House  may  see  that  I  am  not 
misrepresenting  his  statement  when  he  came  to  the 
defence  of  this  measure : 


•“Now,  coming  to  Chambly,  we  have  added  to  it 
parishes  in  which  large  Liberal  majorities  have  existed 
tor  a  great  many  years.  Of  course,  it  was  only  fair  that 
we  should  balance  that  gain  of  our  hon.  friends  by  adding 
some  of  our  own.” 

And  so  the  hon.  gentleman  intimates  frankly  that 
the  object  was  to  take  away  the  representation 
from  certain  constituencies  that  were  Liberal,  to 
hive  the  Liberals  in  certain  parishes  by  putting 
them  in  other  constituencies  where  they  could  do 
no  harm,  and  that  this  representation  which  was 
taken  away  from  a  particular  district  of  Quebec 
was  to  be  given  to  another  district  of  Quebec  of  a 
wholly  different  political  complexion,  and  that  for 
the  purpose,  as  the  hon.  gentleman  said,  of  giving 
to  them  a  representation  in  Parliament  in  propor¬ 
tion  to  their  strength.  Then,  again,  he  said  : 

}}  e  have  done  this,  not  with  a  view  of  depriving  these 
gentlemen  of  their  majorities,  but  to  make  the  situation 
at  the  next  election  as  fair  to  them  as  we  could  expect 
them  to  be  for  us,  and  I  hope  the  result  of  the  next  elec¬ 
tions  will  show  this.” 

And  so  the  hon.  gentleman  figured  in  the  pre¬ 
paration  of  this  Bill  with  a  view  to  the  next 
election.  He  took  into  consideration  the  exact 
strength  of  the  two  parties  in  each  parish, 
and  he  combined  them  in  such  a  way  as  to  con¬ 
vert  a  district  of  Quebec  in  which  the  Liberal 
Pa.rty  have  all  along  had  a  majority  into  a  dis¬ 
trict  in  which,  in  spite  of  that  majority,  his 
friends  will  be  able  to  send  to  the  support  of  the 
Administration  a  much  larger  delegation  than  they 
have  ever  been  able  to  send  in  the  past.  That  is 
the  argument  of  the  hon.  gentleman.  The  hon. 
gentleman,  in  undertaking  to  show  how  it  was 
necessary  to  even  up  these  things  in  that  dis¬ 
trict,  because  its  population  was  not  up  to  the 
umt  of  representation,  overlooked  the  fact  that 
the  Counties  of  Drummond  and  Arthabaska,  that 
returns  a  Liberal  to  this  House,  and  returned  a 
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Liberal  in  the  last  Parliament,  has  44,000  of  a 
population,  a  population  as  large  as  that  which  is 
required  for  the  return  of  two  members  to  this 
House  ;  and  that  another  hon.  gentleman  sitting 
in  this  House  on  the  Liberal  side  represents  a 
population  of  64,000,  a  population  large  enough  to 
return  three  representatives  to  Parliament.  Now 
the  hon.  gentleman  ought  to  have  taken  these 
into  consideration  as  well  as  the  population  of 
Montreal.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  does  not  do 
that,  and  he  undertakes  to  compensate  the  party 
.  r  'v  iat  considers  their  large  population 
m  Montreal  by  keeping  two  counties  side  by  side 
that  are  together  entitled  to  one  representative 
in  place  of  two,  and  to  keep  two  Liberal  counties, 
that  according  to  their  population  are  entitled 
to  fi\  e  representatives,  with  three  hereafter,  that 
have  up  to  this  time  had  but  two.  Wherever  we 
look  we  find  the  hon.  gentleman  has  in  this  Bill 
proceeded  upon  precisely  the  same  lines.  I  under¬ 
stand  from  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s,  P.  E.I., 
(Mr.  Davies)  that  whereas  by  the  last  vote  the 
Liberal  party  had  a  majority  in  the  Island,  hon. 
gentlemen  have  divided  the  Island  by  this  Bill 
into  five  constituencies  in  such  a  way  that  that  vote 
would  give  to  the  Government  three  supporters  out 
of  five.  Well,  I  am  not  going  to  discuss  this  matter 
further  than  simply  to  mention  these  facts,  and  to 
point  out  the  uniform  character  of  this  measure. 
Fiom  the  Pacific  through  to  the  Atlantic  Ocean  it 
beais  exactly  the  same  features.  Wherever  you 
go  this  mark  is  upon  it ;  and  while  the  Minister  of 
Justice  says  that  we  ought  not  to  consider  the 
stiength  of  parties  in  the  present  House  when  we 
are  preparing  a  measure  of  this  sort,  every  provision 
of  the  Bill,  every  alteration  in  the  present  consti¬ 
tuencies  of  the  country,  shows  that  that  has  been 
the  paramount  consideration  of  the  members  of 
kh®  Administration  who  prepared  this  measure. 
Sir,  it  has  been  well  said  by  Dougald  Stewart 
in  his  lectures  on  philosophy,  that  if  a  num¬ 
ber  of  boys  were  standing  under  an  apple 
tree,  and  a  stranger  were  passing  by,  and 
one  of  them  were  to  hit  him  with  an  apple,  he 
might  plead  it  was  an  accident,  that  it  was  not  a 
matter  of  design  ;  but  if  every  one  of  the  score  of 
boys  that  were  standing  there,  succeeded  in  hitting 
him,  it  would  be  very  difficult  to  persuade  the 
sti  anger  that  they  did  not  intend  to  do  what  ac¬ 
tually  did  happen.  Now,  Sir,  if  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  were  to  succeed  in  pointing  out  that  there 
was  but  one  feature  of  this  measure  of  the  character 
which  I  hatre  indicated,  he  might  persuade  the 
country  that  that  was  a  mere  accident,  that  it 
was  not  designed  to  give  to  the  Government,  or  to 
the  supporters  of  the  Government,  any  advantage 
in  the  preparation  of  this  measure.  But  when  every 
provision  of  the  measure,  when  every  locality 
l  eferred  to  in  this  measure,  when  every  constitu¬ 
ency  created,  or  altered,  or  modified  by  this  measure 
bears  upon  its  face  features  indicating  that  the 
Government  are  to  derive  an  advantage  from  it, 
supposing  public  opinion  to  remain  what  it  is  now, 
there  can  be  no  two  opinions  on  the  subject  that 
what  is  contained  in  the  measure  is  not  a  matter  of 
accident,  it  is  a  matter  of  design.  Now,  Sir,  there 
are  certain  principles  which,  it  seems  to  me,  ought 
to  be  considered  in  the  preparation  of  a  measure  of 
this  sort.  We  ought  to  bear  in  mind  that  our  system 
of  Go\  eminent  is  not  like  that  of  the  neighbouring 
republic ;  it  is  in  form,  and  it  ought  to  be  in  spirit 
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and  in  practice,  the  English  parliamentary  system. 
The  English  constitution  is  a  somewhat  delicate 
machine;  it  is  not  an  artificial  contrivance.  A  great 
deal  of  it  is  a  matter  of  growth,  and  its  character¬ 
istics  are  characteristics  found  in  our  constitution 
no  less  than  that  of  the  mother  country.  We  have 
not  only  legal  rules  governing  our  conduct  under 
the  constitution,  but  we  have  also  conventions,  and 
these  conventions  are  not  less  important,  are  not 
less  necessary,  to  the  proper  working  of  the  govern¬ 
mental  and  parliamentary  machine,  than  the  legal 
provisions.  Now,  under  the  English  system  there 
never  has  been  an  attempt  to  carve  the  constitu¬ 
encies  out  into  equal  electoral  districts  ;  there  never 
has  been  any  contention  that  Parliament  is  com¬ 
posed  of  two  parties  each  of  which  represents  a 
series  of  political  propositions  determined  upon 
beforehand  in  convention,  and  which  members 
have  been  elected  to  try  and  carry  into  effect. 
Each  party  may  have  a  policy,  but  there  are  a 
hundred  things  that  Parliament  is  called  upon  to 
do  outside  of  mere  party  questions.  There  are  a 
great  many  vital  forces  operating  upon  Parliament 
which  are  necessary  to  its  healthy  action,  and  any  at¬ 
tempt  todestroy  them,  any  attemptto  get  rid  of  them 
will  change  the  character  of  our  constitution,  and 
will  necessarily  change  its  character  for  the  worse. 
We  never  vote  in  this  country  on  abstract  propo¬ 
sitions.  There  are  a  hundred  things  influencing 
the  conduct  of  the  electors  besides  the  more  pro¬ 
minent  questions  upon  which  parties  are  divided. 
Why,  the  personal  popularity  of  the  candidate,  his 
long  experience,  his  ability,  are  all  taken  into 
consideration  by  the  electors,  and  it  not  infre¬ 
quently  happens  that  the  man  who  receives  the 
majority  of  votes  may  be  one  with  whose  views 
on  important  public  questions  the  majority  of  his 
constituents  do  not  entirely  agree  ;  but  in  spite  of 
those  differences  of  opinion  they  nevertheless  sup¬ 
port  him.  So  that  the  fitness  of  the  man,  and  his 
relations  to  his  constituents  and  his  relations  to 
the  constituency,  are  matters  that  are  always 
taken  into  consideration.  Now,  these  are  some 
of  the  numerous  and  important  influences  that 
operate  upon  Parliament,  and  upon  the  con¬ 
stitution  of  Parliament,  under  our  representative 
system,  and  these  have  little  or  no  place  under 
the  constitutional  system  found  in  the  neigh¬ 
bouring  republic.  Sir,  one  of  the  advantages  that 
grows  out  of  the  permanency  of  this  constitution, 
is  that  you  frequently  have  a  very  considerable 
number  of  men  who  remain  for  a  long  time  in  public 
life  ;  you  do  not  have  a  new  man  with  every  election. 
You  have  at  a  general  election  no  doubt  very  many 
changes,  but  these  changes  after  all  do  not  produce 
the  mistakes  and  blunders  that  would  certainly  take 
place  in  the  conduct  of  public  affairs  if  you  had  on 
every  occasion  nearly  the  whole  representation  of 
the  people  in  Parliament  composed  of  men  without 
parliamentary  experience.  You  have  sitting  in 
Parliament  under  the  English  system  leading  public 
men  for  half  a  century.  They  acquire  great  personal 
influence,  their  experience  entitles  them  to  possess 
that  influence,  and  they  exercise  it,  however  much 
you  may  disagree  with  their  policy  on  the 
Questions  that  are  for  the  hour  before  the  House, 
on  the  whole  in  the  public  interest  and  for  the 
benefit  of  the  nation.  I  should  like  to  see  in  this 
country  as  far  as  our  circumstances  will  permit, 
this  feature  of  the  English  system  preserved.  I 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


believe  it  is  one  of  the  most  important  features  of 
that  system,  and  the  representation  in  the  Execu¬ 
tive,  important  as  it  is,  is  not  more  important,  not 
more  advantageous  than  that  continuity  in  public 
life  which  the  English  parliamentary  system 
affords.  When  you  undertake  to  change  con¬ 
stituencies  every  ten  years,  and  you  cut  and  carve 
them  up  and  disarrange  the  boundaries,  you  de¬ 
stroy  this  feature  of  personal  and  historic  conti¬ 
nuity  which  is  to  be  found  in  public  life  under 
the  English  parliamentary  system.  But  you  do 
more  than  that.  You  destroy  the  historic  con¬ 
tinuity  that  exists  between  a  constituency  and  its 
representatives  in  the  past.  I  have  no  doubt  what¬ 
ever,  and  I  think  every  one  who  has  given  any 
attention  to  the  English  parliamentary  system  will 
say,  that  able  men,  men  of  great  ability  and  of  large 
parliamentary  experience  who  have  represented  a 
constituency,  although  they  may  be  dead  and  gone, 
do  not  cease  to  exercise  a  healthy  and  invigorating 
influence  on  the  constituency  after  they  have  de¬ 
parted.  The  constituency  has  a  certain  pride  in  its 
historic  past  that  tends  not  a  little  to  secure  to  it 
a  better  representation  than  it  would  possess  under 
other  circumstances.  If  you  look  at  the  American 
system  you  will  find  that  the  degeneracy  in  public 
life  in  a  large  degree  dates  from  the  period  when 
obliteration  of  the  municipal  boundaries  began  and 
measures  were  introduced  for  creating  equal  elec¬ 
toral  districts.  I  leave  out  of  sight  altogether  the 
frauds  which  have  been  committed  under  that 
system,  and  the  fact  that  frequently  the  minority 
have  secured  a  majority  of  the  representatives  by 
the  character  of  the  divisions.  No  matter  how  fair 
those  divisions  are  made,  the  effect  of  that  system 
is  to  destroy  anything  like  continuity  in  public 
life.  Take,  for  instance,  the  municipality  in  which 
the  representative  resides.  It  may  be  taken  out  of 
the  community  with  whom  he  has  been  in  contact  all 
his  public  life,  and  it  may  be  placed  in  an  adjoining 
constituency,  where  some  local  parties  will  possess 
a  greater  degree  of  influence  than  he  himself  pos¬ 
sesses,  and  so  he  is  superseded.  He  ceases  longer  to 
be  a  representative,  and  just  as  be  was  superseded 
by  another,  so  that  other,  with  the  next  change  in 
the  boundaries  of  the  constituency,  is  himself  put 
out  of  the  Legislature  and  a  new  man  is  introduced 
in  his  place.  In  my  opinion  it  is  of  very  great 
importance  that  you  should  preserve  municipal 
boundaries.  The  people  in  a  county  act  together 
as  jurymen,  they  are  brought  into  contact  with 
each  other  in  the  administration  of  justice  and  in 
their  municipal  government,  and  in  their  agricul¬ 
tural  associations.  There  are  a  hundred  ways  in 
which  they  intermingle  and  become  personally  asso¬ 
ciated  with  each  other.  Every  man  knows  who  is 
the  strongest,  most  prominent  and  most  able  man 
in  the  county  in  which  he  lives,  and  so  the  men  best 
qualified  to  come  to  the  front  are  the  men  who  for  the 
most  part  do  so.  But  if  you  take  one  township  from 
one  constituency  and  put  it  into  another  constitu¬ 
ency  for  electoral  purposes,  the  men  who  belong  to 
that  township  meet  with  those  with  whom  they  never 
meet  except  when  there  is  a  federal  election,  and  I 
want  to  know  what  chance  a  man  living  in  such  a 
municipality  has  of  being  nominated  for  Parliament 
as  against  some  one  in  that  section  in  which  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  municipalities  are  found. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Is  that  not  an  argument 
against  all  change  ? 
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Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Certainly  it  is  not.  If 
constituencies  always  remained  equal,  there  would 
be  a  reason  against  changing  them,  but  if  you 
divide  a  county  that  is  entitled  to  two  representa¬ 
tives  into  ridings,  still  the  men  who  act  together 
are  those  who  were  together  for  all  other  purposes. 
Each  section  possesses  all  the  qualities  possessed  by 
the  whole  constituency  before  ;  it  is  not  in  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  a  constituency  made  up  of  fragments  of 
various  municipalities.  It  stands  in  a  wholly  dif¬ 
ferent  position,  and  you  have  in  that  arrangement 
the  opportunity  of  preserving  county  boundaries, 
of  distinguishing,  where  the  population  is  adequate, 
between  the  urban  and  rural  populations,  a  basis 
for  distribution  that  is  the  proper  one,  one  founded 
on  sound,  political  considerations,  one  which  recog¬ 
nizes  the  social  organization  of  the  community,  and 
it  does  not  appear  as  a  mere  mechanical  contriv  ance, 
as  has  been  the  case  since  1882.  And  you  have 
further  this  feature,  that,  whenever  a  census  is 
taken,  every  man  in  the  country  who  is  capable  of 
reading  knows  which  portions  of  the  Dominion  will  be 
entitled  to  additional  representation.  This  is  a  plan 
upon  which  representation  may  be  fairly  carried 
out,  this  is  a  plan  by  which  you  preserve  the  con¬ 
tinuity  of  the  constituency,  this  is  a  plan  which 
places  it  out  of  the  power  of  the  Administration,  if 
it  is  not  already  put  out  of  their  power  by  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  constitution,  to  alter  and  change  the 
constituencies  to  the  advantage  of  one  party  or  to 
the  detriment  of  the  other  party.  There  is  another 
point  which  is  important,  and  it  is  that  there 
should  be  single  constituencies.  It  is  not  proper 
to  have  two  constituencies  united  into  one.  In 
the  first  place,  it  is  extremely  inconvenient.  In 
the  case  of  a  bye-election  in  this  city,  why 
should  a  candidate  be  called  upon  to  ask  the 
suffrages  practically  of  two  constituencies  in  order 
to  obtain  a  seat  in  Parliament  ?  The  same  may  be 
said  of  Pictou,  Halifax  and  Hamilton,  as  well  as  of 
Ottawa.  All  these  constituencies  ought  to  be  divided, 
and  in  no  case  should  there  be  two  representatives 
for  the  same  constituency.  If  you  have  a  division 
you  increase  the  opportunity  to  each  party  of  elect¬ 
ing  its  candidate.  Let  us  suppose  in  this  instance 
one  party  had  a  majority  of  20  or  50  in  the 
whole  city.  If  we  divided  the  city,  the 
majority  may  be  found  in  one  constituency. 
It  might  be  found  that  the  party  who  had  a  major¬ 
ity  of  50  in  the  whole  city,  had  a  majority  of  100 
in  one- half  the  city,  and  was  in  the  minority  of 
50  in  the  other  half.  Is  it  not  better  and  fairer, 
when  parties  are  equally  divided,  that  they  each 
should  have  an  opportunity  of  returning  one,  than 
that  a  majority  of  one  should  have  an  opportunity 
of  returning  two  ?  We  ask  in  this  matter  that  the 
plan  of  representation  should  be  a  matter  of 
conference  between  the  two  sides  of  the  House. 
That  is  a  reasonable  proposition,  and  that  is  the 
plan  which  was  adopted  in  England  in  1884. 

1  here  has  been  an  attempt  made  by  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  on  the  other  side  of  the  House  to  show  how 
this  fact  cameabout,  butthereisno  denying  the  fact 
itself.  Some  hon.  gentlemen  have  said  that  it  was 
because  the  House  of  Lords  refused  to  let  the  Re¬ 
presentation  Bill  go  through.  The  House  of  Lords 
opposed  the  Representation  Bill,  and  they  postponed 
it,  but  Lord  Salisbury  said  in  a  speech,  and  I  am 
using  his  own  words  :  We  did  not  defeat  the  Bill,  we 
did  not  vote  against  the  second  reading  of  the  Bill. 

W  e  postponed  its  consideration,  we  had  not  yet 


determined  whether  we  should,  support  or  oppose 
it,  nor  could  we,  until  we  knew  whether  the  Gov- 
ernment  were  to  give  us  a  fair  Redistribution  Bill  or 
not.  Lord  Salisbury  had  a  majority  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  but  it  was  not  necessary  to  create  new  peers  to 
carry  that  measure  through.  The  Government  never 
for  a  moment  considered  the  propriety  of  thatcourse. 
There  was  considerable  talk  of  revolutionary 
changes  in  the  constitution  of  the  House  of  Lords, 
there  were  strong  remonstrances  made  against  the 
powers  of  an  hereditary  peerage,  but  the  Govern¬ 
ment  knew  right  well  that  if  they  chose  to  dissolve 
Parliament  they  would  carry  the  country  by  an 
overwhelming  majority,  and  that  if  they  carried 
the  country  the  resistance  of  the  House  of  Lords 
would  cease.  That  was  said  over  and  over  again, 
and  lam  sure  my  hon.  friend  from  North  Simcoe 
(Mr.  McCarthy)  who  can  call  to  mind  the  discus¬ 
sions  which  took  place  in  England  at  that  time, 
will  remember  well  that  there  was  no  doubt  what¬ 
ever  that  if  there  was  an  appeal  to  the  constituent 
body  the  Franchise  Bill  would  be  carried.  It  was 
rather  with  a  view  of  saving  the  House  of  Lords 
than  of  carrying  the  Redistribution  Bill  that  the 
Government  gave  their  consent  to  the  moderate 
plan  of  conferring  with  the  other  side  and  agreeing 
upon  a  basis  of  distribution.  So  far  as  we  can  know 
there  was  no  indication  or  intention  to  depart  widely 
from  the  position  which  the  Government  ultimately 
agreed  to  in  the  conference  with  their  opponents,  but 
there  is  the  fact  that  a  conference  took  place,  that 
the  party  which  had  a  majority  of  120  in  the  Eng¬ 
lish  House  of  Commons  agreed  to  a  confer¬ 
ence  with  their  political  opponents,  and  submitted  a 
measure  which  their  political  opponents  accepted 
as  reasonable.  Did  the  Imperial  Government  say 
what  the  Minister  of  Justice  said  here  to-day  :  We 
are  responsible  for  the  legislation  and  we  will  not 
allow  the  minority  to  have  a  voice  in  this  matter, 
we  will  not  enter  into  a  discussion  with  them.  That 
was  not  the  position  taken  in  England.  The  dis¬ 
cussion  took  place,  the  basis  of  agreement  was 
arrived  at,  and  that  basis  of  agreement  was  arri\  ed 
at* outside  of  Parliament  and  not  by  discussion 
upon  the  floor  of  the  House.  The  measure  was 
submitted  to  Parliament  after  the  leaders  of  the 
two  parties  had  agreed  to  it.  The  hon.  Minister 
of  Justice  said  to-day  that  there  is  no  precedent 
for  the  course  which  my  hon.  friend  is  proposing 
in  this  resolution.  I  maintain  that  the  proceedings 
of  the  Government  in  England  in  1884  was  a  pre¬ 
cedent  in  point.  The  English  Government  entered 
into  a  conference  with  their  political  opponents  on 
the  character  of  a  measure  which  they  were  to  sub¬ 
mit  to  Parliament,  and  to  assume  the  responsibility 
for,  and  that  was  done  prior  to  the  submission  of 
the  Bill  to  Parliament  for  discussion.  Why,  Sir, 
it  is  not  an  unusual  thing,  even  in  this  country,  to 
take  that  course  upon  a  measure  which  the  Govern¬ 
ment  themselves  had  declared  their  opinion  to 
Parliament  upon.  Take,  for  instance,  the  Insolvency 
Act.  Some  years  ago,  the  Prime  Minister  of  the 
day,  Sir  John  A.  Macdonald,  said  that  wre  ought 
to  have  an  insolvency  law,  and  he  asked  to  have  a 
conference  between  the  various  parties  upon  the 
subject,  some  of  whom  were  favourable  and  some 
opposed  to  that  measure.  The  Government  did 
not  assume  the  responsibility  of  bringing  down  the 
Bill,  but  they  asked  that  the  feelings  and  opinions 
of  interested  parties  should  be  ascertained,  and  the 
present  Prime  Minister,  I  believe,  was  chairman  of 
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that  committee.  They  made  a  report  to  the  House 
and  that  subject  was  dealt  with  by  the  House,  the 
Government  assuming  the  responsibility  of  support¬ 
ing  the  measure  as  a  Government  measure.  It  was 
not  prepared  by  the  Government,  it  was  not  intro¬ 
duced  by  the  Government,  it  was  made  the  subject  of 
conference,  it  was  discussed  and  considered,  and  it 
was  submitted  to  Parliament  by  the  Administration. 
Now,  my  hon.  friend  from  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies) 
has  introduced  to  the  consideration  of  Parliament 
the  provisions  of  the  British  North  America  Act 
which  in  his  opinion  and  in  mine,  are  inconsistent 
with  the  legislation  now  proposed.  1  think  that  he  is 
entirely  right  in  his  contention  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  no  authority  to  propose  a  measure  of  this 
sort,  and  that  Parliament  has  not  the  right  to  legis¬ 
late  upon  this  subject  in  this  way.  The  Minister 
of  Justice  has  pointed  out  that  this  question  is  one 
upon  which  the  House  has  already  acted.  He  says 
that  in  1872,  and  again  in  1882,  Parliament  legis¬ 
lated  upon  the  subject.  Well,  all  I  have  to  say 
is  that  the  provisions  of  the  law  were  not  brought 
before  this  House  then.  The  question  was 
not  made  the  subject  of  discussion.  The  par¬ 
ticular  provisions  of  section  51  were  not  considered, 
and  I  do  not  think  that  we  are  in  the  slightest 
degree  bound  by  the  want  of  attention  on  the  part 
of  Parliament  on  two  previous  occasions.  In  the 
case  of  the  Queen  vs.  the  Inhabitants  of  Houghton, 
which  is  reported,  I  think,  in  the  first  volume 
of  Ellis  and  Blackburn,  Lord  Campbell  said 
that  Parliament  may  mistake  the  character  of 
a  measure,  and  that  in  the  preamble  of  a  Bill,  it 
may  recite  as  law  that  which  is  not  law  at  all,  and 
the  mere  recitation  of  a  mistaken  view  of  the  law 
will  not  make  it  law.  And  so,  in  this  case,  Parlia¬ 
ment,  acting  on  a  mistaken  construction  of  that 
provision  of  the  Act,  wfill  not  make  that  mistaken 
view  of  the  law  a  correct  view,  will  not  give 
them  a  power  which  they  did  not  possess  in  1882. 
We  are  just  as  free  to  consider  the  question  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  Parliament  over  this  subject  as  we 
were  in  1872.  The  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  says 
that  the  Local  Legislatures  have  this  power,  and 
that  it  is  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  this  Parlia¬ 
ment  would  be  placed  in  a  less  favourable  position. 
Well,  Sir,  I  do  not  take  that  view.  In  look¬ 
ing  at  the  articles  of  Confederation  which  were 
adopted  prior  to  the  Union,  I  find  that  by 
the  23rd  article  it  was  agreed  that  the 
Legislature  of  each  province  should  divide  such 
province  into  a  certain  number  of  constituencies 
and  define  the  boundaries  of  those  constituencies. 
That  seemed  to  be  the  plan.  There  was  some  dis¬ 
trust  as  to  the  use  which  Parliament  might  make 
of  its  power  ;  and  if  the  hon.  gentleman  will  look 
at  the  discussions  which  took  place  on  Confedera¬ 
tion,  he  will  find  the  view  expressed  that  you 
might  hive  the  French  ;  you  might  divide  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec  in  such  a  way  that  the  English- 
speaking  section  would  have  a  majority  of  the  re¬ 
presentatives  on  the  floor  of  this  House.  You 
might,  from  jealousy  of  the  rapid  growth  of  a 
particular  province,  so  divide  its  constituencies  as 
to  prevent  an  adequate  expression  of  its  opinion  in 
consequence  of  its  increased  population.  To  guard 
against  such  contingencies,  it  was  proposed  in  the 
first  instance,  that  the  Legislatures  of  the  different 
provinces  should  divide  the  provinces  into  con¬ 
stituencies  for  the  Dominion  Parliament.  That, 
however,  was  abandoned  before  the  delegates  went 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


to  England  ;  and  when  the  British  North  America 
Act  was  framed  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  into 
effect  the  articles  of  Confederation — the  Quebec 
resolutions  which  were  agreed  upon — this  51st 
section  was  substituted  for  them.  What  does  it 
say  ?  It  says  : 

“  On  the  completion  of  the  census  in  the  year  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  seventy-one,  and  of  each 
subsequent  decennial  census,  the  representation  of  the 
four  provinces  shall  be  readjusted  by  such  authority,  in 
such  a  manner,  and  from  such  time  as  the  Parliament  of 
Canada  from  time  to  time  provides.” 

That  is  clear.  It  does  not  say  that  there  is  an 
additional  way  or  that  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
may  do  so-and-so  ;  it  does  not  say  that  there  is  an 
implied  or  expressed  power  in  the  Parliament  of 
Canada  to  act  in  some  other  way.  It  provides 
this  specific  way,  and  I  contend,  and  I  shall 
endeavour  to  establish,  that  this  is  the  only  way 
provided  by  the  constitution  for  altering  the  repre¬ 
sentation  in  this  House.  There  is  power  to  do 
what  ?  For  this  House  to  readjust,  by  such 
authority,  in  such  a  manner,  and  from  such  time 
as  the  Parliament  of  Canada  from  time  to  time 
provides,  the  representation  in  Parliament.  You 
may  create  an  authority,  and  you  may  give  it 
instructions.  You  cannot  give  it  discretionary 
power,  because  the  Act  says  it  must  act  in  such  a 
manner  as  you  point  out.  You  must  point  out 
some  plan  ;  you  must  devise  some  scheme  ;  you 
must  say  that  there  must  be  equal  electoral  dis¬ 
tricts,  or  that  the  county  boundaries  shall  be 
respected.  Because  you  are  bound  to  provide  some 
plan,  and  you  are  bound  to  provide  an  authority 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  that  plan  into  effect. 
Now,  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  referred  to  the 
40th  section  of  this  Act.  What  does  the  40th 
section  s&y  ?  It  says  : 

“  Until  the  Parliament  of  Canada  otherwise  provides, 
Ontario,  Quebec,  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick  shall 
have  such  and  such  a  number  of  representatives.” 

“Until  the  Parliament  of  Canada  otherwiseprovides” 
— provides  how  ?  In  what  way  ?  Arbitrarily?  No, 
Sir,  provides  in  the  way  pointed  out  in  section  51. 
It  is  authorized  to  provide  in  that  way  ;  it  is  not 
authorized  to  provide  in  any  other  way.  Now, 
there  is  no  rule  of  constitutional  authority  better 
settled  than  this,  that  you  cannot  set  up  an  implied 
power  as  against  an  expressed  one  ;  you  cannot,  as 
a  matter  of  inference  or  implication,  maintain  that 
there  exists  a  power  that  will  in  effect  vary  or 
nullify  or  render  useless  an  expressed  power. 
An  implied  power  has  its  origin  in  necessity, 
and  springs  from  some  power  expressed.  That 
is  stated  over  and  over  again  in  the  authorities. 
Now,  Sir,  there  is  not  in  this  Parliament  any  in¬ 
herent  power,  the  hon.  Minister  admits,  because 
this  Government  and  Parliament  are  wholly  the 
creation  of  a  statute.  At  the  same  time  there 
exists  under  a  certain  statute,  just  as  there  exists 
under  the  common  law,  certain  implied  powers. 
They  are  powers  b}7  implication— powers  the  ex¬ 
istence  of  which  are  to  be  established  in  a  par¬ 
ticular  way  ;  they  are  to  be  established  by  showing 
that  they  are  necessary  to  the  proper  exercise 
of  the  granted  power.  Unless  you  can  show 
that  you  must  fail.  Now,  I  will  take  one  case, 
which  has  been  decided  by  the  Judicial  Committee 
of  the  Privy  Council,  the  case  of  Doyle  vs.  Fal¬ 
coner,  in  which  the  Legislature  of  one  of  the  colo¬ 
nies  maintained  that  it  had  the  inherent  power  to 
arrest  and  punish  for  contempt.  Let  me  read  a 


3277 


[JUNE  2,  1892.] 


3278 


portion  of  the  judgment  of  the  Privy  Council  given 
by  Sir  James  Colville  in  that  case.  I  might  refer 
to  others  which  are  stronger,  but  the  Reports  con¬ 
taining  them  are  not  in  the  library  here.  He  says  : 

“  It  may  be  said  that  the  dignity  of  an  assembly  exer¬ 
cising  supreme  legislative  authority  in  a  colony,  however 
small,  and  the  importance  of  its  functions,  require  more 
efficient  protection  than  that  which  has  just  been  indi¬ 
cated  ;  that  it  is  unseemly  or  inconvenient  to  subject  the 
proceedings  of  such  a  body  to  examination  by  the  local 
tribunals  ;  and  that  it  is  but  reasonable  to  concede  to  it  a 
power  which  belongs  to  every  inferior  court  of  record. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  may  be  urged,  with  at  least  equal 
force,  that  the  power  contended  for  is  of  a  high  and 
peculiar  character  :  that  it  is  derogation  of  the  liberty  of 
the  subject  and  cai'ries  with  the  anomaly  of  making 
those  who  exercise  it  judges  in  their  own  cause,  and 
judges  from  whom  there  is  no  appeal ;  and  that  it  may  be 
safely  entrusted  to  magistrates,  who  would  all  be  per¬ 
sonally  responsible  for  any  abuse  of  it  to  some  higher 
authority,  it  might  be  very  dangerous  in  the  hands  of  a 
body  which,  from  its  very  constitution,  is  practically 
irresponsible.  Their  Lordships,  however,  are  not  at 
liberty  to  deal  with  considerations  of  this  kind.  There 
may  or  may  not  be  good  reasons  for  giving  by  express 
grant  to  such  an  assembly  as  this,  privileges  beyond 
those  which  are  legally  and  essentially  incident  to  it.” 

He  says  further  : 

‘‘That  extraordinary  privileges  of  this  kind,  when 
regularly  acquired,  will  be  duly  recognized  here,  is  shown 
by  the  recent  case  of  Dill  vs.  Murphy.  But  their  Lordships, 
sitting  as  a  court  of  justice,  have  to  consider  not  what 
privileges  the  House  of  Assembly  of  Dominica  ought  to 
have  but  what  by  law  it  has.  In  order  to  establish  that 
the  particular  power  claimed  is  one  of  those  privileges, 
the  appellants  must  show  that  it  is  essential  to  the  exist¬ 
ence  ot  the  assembly,  an  incident  sine  quo  res  ipsa  esse 
non  potest.  Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  not 
such  an  incident.” 

That  is  the  rule.  It  is  the  rule  that  the  power  must 
be  a  necessary  incident  to  the  exercise  of  the  power 
which  is  granted.  There  is  a  power  granted  here. 
W  e  are  entitled  to  have  a  House  of  Commons  ;  it 
has  to  be  elected  every  5  years,  if  not  sooner 
dissolved.  It  is  based  upon  population  as  between 
the  provinces.  Then  there  must  be  a  redistribu¬ 
tion  of  seats.  If  there  were  no  provision  for  a 
redistribution  of  seats,  certainly  the  power  would 
be  here,  and  be  here  upon  the  principle  that  we 
have  a  grant  of  powers,  and  this  is  a  necessary 
incident  to  carry  that  grant  into  effect  ;•  but 
when  the  constitution  itself  does  prescribe  the 
rule  by  which  that  grant  is  to  be  exercised,  when 
it  prescribes  how  that  power  is  to  be  carried  into 
effect,  when  it  tells  you  that  there  is  to  be  a 
redistribution  of  seats  by  a  tribunal  created  by 
you,  and  acting  under  instructions  from  you, 
in  which  you  prescribe  the  manner  and  the  time 
it  must  be  followed,  and  all  the  more  because  by 
it  we  have  protection  against  the  very  abuses  we 
complain  of  in  this  Bill.  There  is  a  special  provi¬ 
sion  in  the  law  for  the  exercise  of  this  power,  and 
I  deny  altogether  that  it  is  or  can  be  implied  in 
the  grant  which  the  hon.  gentleman  has  mentioned. 
It  has  been  said  by  a  very  high  authority  in  the 
United  States  as  well  as  in  the  United  Kingdom 
that  you  cannot  claim  as  an  incident  of  an  express 
grant  what  is  an  express  grant  already  in  some 
other  way.  I  will  refer  to  two  cases  in  the  United 
States  decided  by  Chief  Justice  Marshall  where 
this  rule  is  laid  down.  In  the  one — McCulloch  vs. 
Maryland — he  says  this  : 

“  Take  for  example  the  power  to  establish  post  offices 
and  post  roads.” 

That  is  the  power  granted,  there  is  nothing  further 
said  in  the  constitution  with  regard  to  the  author¬ 
ity  of  Congress  on  that  subject  beyond  what  is  I 


contained  in  those  words.  Chief  Justice  Mar¬ 
shall  says  : 

“This  power  is  executed  by  the  single  act  of  making  the 
establishment.  But  from  this  has  been  inferred  the  power 
and  duty  of  carrying  the  mailbag  along  the  post  road, 
trom  one  post  office  to  another.  And  from  this  implied 
power  has  again  been  inlerred  the  right  to  punish  those 
who  steal  letters  from  the  post  office  or  rob  the  mail.  It 
may  be  said,  with  some  plausibility,  that  the  right  to  carry 
the  mail,  and  to  punish  those  who  rob  it,  is  not  indispens¬ 
ably  necessary  to  the  establishment  of  a  post  office  and 
post  road.  This  right  is  indeed  essential  to  the  beneficial 
exercise  of  the  power,  but  not  indispensably  necessary 
to  its  existence.  So  of  the  punishment  of  the  crimes  of 
suealrn?  or  frdsifying  the  record  or  process  of  a  court  of 
the  United  States  or  of  perjury  in  such  court.  To  punish 
these  offences  is  certainly  conducive  to  the  due  adminis¬ 
tration  ot  justice.  But  courts  may  exist,  and  may  decide 
the  causes  brought  before  them,  though  such  crimes 
escape  punishment.” 

And  so  he  points  out  that  whatever  is  necessary  to 
the  due  exercise  of  a  power  is  an  implied  power,  is 
an  incident  to  the  power  so  granted  ;  and  so  in 
another  case,  the  case  of  Anderson  against  Dunn, 
which  was  a  case  of  privilege  raised  in  Congress, 
Chief  Justice  Marshall  says  : 

“It  is  true  that  such  a  power,  if  it  exists,  must  be 
derived  from  implication,  and  the  genius  and  spirit  of 
our  institutions  are  hostile  to  the  exercise  of  implied 
powers.  Had  the  faculties  of  men  been  competent  to  the 
framing  of  a  system  of  Government  which  would  have 
left  nothing  to  implication,  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  the 
effort  would  have  been  made  by  the  framers  of  the  con¬ 
stitution.  What  is  the  fact?  There  is  not  in  the  whole  of 
that  admirable  instrument  a  grant  of  powers  which  does 
not  draw  after  it  others,  not  expressed,  but  vital  to  their 
exercise,  not  substantive  and  independent,  indeed,  but 
auxiliary  and  subordinate.” 

Now,  that  is  the  rule.  Is  this  power  of  legislating, 
as  the  hon.  Minister  proposes  in  this  case,  vital  to 
the  exercise  of  this  power  of  distribution  ?  Why, 
the  very  section  which  I  have  read  shows  that  it  is 
not.  Parliament  may  give  to  Quebec  more  than 
65  members,  there  is  no  provision  that  it  may 
give  less,  yet  the  hon.  gentleman,  if  his  argument 
were  a  good  argument,  would,  notwithstanding 
that  provision,  imply  that  this  Parliament  might 
increase  or  diminish  the  representation  at  Quebec. 
If  the  power  is  implied,  it  is  a  power  that  may  be 
exercised  independent  of  these  sections,  but  I  say 
that  the  power  here  is  an  expressed  grant,  and  you 
cannot  set  up  as  incidental  to  any  other  power  a 
power  in  opposition  to  the  grant.  The  grant  is 
that :  ( 

“  On  the  completion  of  the  census  in  the  year  1871,  and 
on  each  subsequent  decennial  census,  the  representation 
of  the  four  provinces  shall  be  readjusted  by  such  authority 
and  in  such  a  manner  and  at  such  a  time  as  the  Parlia¬ 
ment  of  Canada  from  time  to  time  provides.” 

That  is  the  way  in  which  you  are  to  exercise  this 
power.  There  is  the  express  provision,  these  are 
the  directions  given,  and  this  Parliament  is  required 
to  act  in  consonance  with  these  directions  and  in 
conformity  with  this  grant.  It  has  no  right  to  go 
outside  of  the  grant.  If  the  contention  of  the 
Minister  were  a  sound  one,  notwithstanding  the 
grant  was  given  to  create  courts  for  the  better 
administration  of  the  laws  of  Canada,  the  Parlia¬ 
ment  of  Canada  might  constitute  itself  into  a  court 
and  undertake  the  administration  of  justice.  I  say 
that  the  Parliament  of  Canada  cannot  do  so.  All  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  show  that  the  administration 
of  justice  is  to  be  vested  in  another  tribunal.  It  is 
provided  in  this  constitution  that  representation 
in  the  Parliament  of  Canada  of  the  provinces  can 
only  be  based  upon  population.  I  say,  looking  at 
this  last  provision,  that  it  is  for  the  purpose  of 
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protecting  each  particular  province  against  the 
effects  of  a  possible  combination  hostile  to  it,  and 
that  which  protects  the  provinces  also  gives  protec¬ 
tion  to  the  political  party.  I  do  not  know  that  party 
matters  were  kept  in  sight  at  all  in  this  provision. 
I  suppose  what  was  aimed  at  was  the  protection  of 
the  provinces  against  injustice,  against  oppres¬ 
sion  by  the  abuse  of  the  power  of  redistribu¬ 
ting  the  seats  ;  and  to  prevent  that  abuse,  you 
are  called  upon  to  constitute  an  authority,  but 
that  authority  is  not  entrusted  with  any  discretion. 
You  are  to  give  that  authority  instructions  to  act 
in  the  manner  and  at  the  time  you  decided.  That 
is  the  provision  of  the  law  ;  and  I  think  it  is  per¬ 
fectly  clear  that  it  is  in  the  public  interest,  as  it  is  in 
the  interest  cf  good  government  for  all  time  to 
come  that  this  power  should  not  be  exercised  by 
the  Parliament  of  Canada  otherwise  than  in  the  way 
marked  out  by  the  British  North  America  Act,  and 
I  have  no  doubt  that  this  Parliament  has  no  other 
power  and  no  other  way  of  redistributing  seats 
than  in  the  way  pointed  out  by  the  Act.  It  has  the 
power  to  alter  and  make  revision  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  law  and  in  that  way 
alone  ;  and  if  Parliament  gives  effect  to  that  view 
of  the  constitution,  which  I  believe  is  the  correct 
view,  then  the  country  will  be  protected  against 
those  abuses  which  occurred  in  the  Redistribution 
Bill  of  1882,  and  which  are  to  be  intensified  in  the 
Bill  now  before  the  House. 

Mr.  DA  YIN.  I  shall  trouble  the  House  but  a 
very  brief  time  while  I  explain  the  vote  I  intend  to 
give  on  the  motion  and  amendment  that  are  now 
before  the  House.  The  Bill  is  an  agreeable  disap¬ 
pointment  to  me  and  to  a  great  many  others,  and  I 
think,  if  they  would  confess  it,  is  also  an  agreeable  dis¬ 
appointment  to  the  hon.  gentlemen  who  have  criti¬ 
cised  it  for  two  or  three  days  past.  I  think  there  has 
been  in  the  minds  of  gentlemen  outside  of  this  House, 
in  the  minds  of  publicists  and  in  the  minds  of  hon. 
members  of  this  House  on  both  sides,  a  great  miscon¬ 
ception  as  to  the  character  of  the  Bill.  The  Bill  has 
been  criticised  very  acutely  and  with  great  vehe¬ 
mence  at  times,  but  so  far — and  this  applies  to  the 
speech  of  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  as  well  as  to 
the  speeches  of  those  who  came  after  him — the 
criticism  has  been  mainly  of  that  character,  as  the 
Minister  of  Justice  pointed  out,  which  might  more 
properly  be  made  in  committee.  That  remark 
has  this  exception,  although  it  is  probably  hardly 
an  exception.  The  main  argument  which  has 
been  used  against  the  Bill,  until  the  hon. 
member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  spoke  this  after¬ 
noon,  and  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills) 
who  spoke  just  now,  is  not  that  it  does  not  lay 
down  principles  of  action,  principles  that  both  sides 
of  the  House  could  agree  to,  but  hon.  gentlemen 
have  assailed  it  because  they  said  it  gave  an  undue 
advantage  to  the  Conservative  party.  That  is  the 
main  ground  of  assault  by  one  member  after 
another.  But  I  had  the  pleasure  of  listening  to  the 
hon.  member  for  Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont)  last  evening, 
and  he  showed  that  in  regard  to  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  which  is  the  only  Province  about  which 
there  was  any  serious  apprehension,  so  far 
from  this  measure  being  an  undesirable  one, 
instead  of  its  being  a  harsh  measure  so  far  as 
the  Liberal  party  are  concerned,  if  the  principle 
which  has  been  attributed  to  the  Government  of 
trying  to  make  a  party  advantage  out  of  this  Bill 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


had  been  acted  on,  the  redistribution  might  have 
been  carried  to  the  Quebec  district,  and  the 
result  would  have  been  very  much  more  serious 
so  far  as  the  Liberal  party  is  concerned.  Now, 
Sir,  I  entirely  hold  that  we  should  approach  a 
measure  like  this  dealing  with  the  redistribution 
of  seats  at  eacli  decennial  census  without  regard  to 
party  one  way  or  the  other.  I  hold  that  we  ought 
to  have  fixed  principles  of  action,  and  I  only  wish 
that  we  could  have  done  what  was  done  in  England, 
that  we  could  have  principles  laid  down  to  guide,  the 
authority  if  you  like,  which  some  contend  is  con¬ 
templated  by  the  51st  section  of  the  British  North 
America  Act,  to  have  principles  to  guide  such  an 
authority  as  were  contained  in  the  instructions 
given  to  the  Boundary  Commissioners  in  England 
in  1884,  and  let  those  persons,  without  regard  to 
party  one  way  or  the  other,  decide  what  are  the 
bounds  of  the  electoral  districts.  I  have  before  me 
the  report  of  the  Boundary  Commission,  and  the 
directions  given  to  them  are  such  as  would  cer¬ 
tainly  commend  themselves  to  any  fair-minded  man. 
In  the  first  place  the  commissioners  were  : 

“  To  examine  the  survey  maps  of  the  Ordnance  Depart¬ 
ment  and  determine  from  them  and  other  documents  in 
the  possession  of  that  department  and  of  the  Local 
Government  Board,  and  from  other  available  informa¬ 
tion,  the  boundaries  to  be  assigned  to  the  several  divi¬ 
sions  of  each  county  to  be  divided.  In  forming  the 
divisions  care  must  be  taken  in  all  those  cases  where 
there  are  populous  localities  of  an  ui’ban  character  to 
include  them  in  one  and  the  same  division,  unless  this 
cannot  be  done  without  producing  grave  inconvenience, 
and  involving  boundaries  of  a  very  irregular  and  objec¬ 
tionable  character.  Subject  to  this  important  rule,  each 
division  should  be  as  compact  as  possible  with  respect  to 
geographical  position,  and  should  be  based  upon  well- 
known  existing  areas,  such  as  petty  sessional  divisions,  or 
other  areas  consisting  of  an  aggregate  of  parishes.” 

Now,  in  1882,  I  happened  to  fight  in  the  County 
of  Norfolk  I  think  for  two  months  against  the  lion, 
member  who  sits  here  for  North  Norfolk,  and  I 
remember  that  I  did  not  like  the  Bill  that  had  been 
passed  in  that  year  by  my  own  party,  and  I  would 
never  deal  with  it,  and  the  persons  who  would 
call  out,  when  I  concluded  my  speech,  “  What 
about  the  Gerrymander  Bill  ?  ”  W  ere  not  the  Reform  - 
ers  but  the  Conservatives  in  that  riding,  and  some 
of  them  wrere  very  angry.  For  instance,  some  were 
brought  in  from  Oxford  to  the  County  of  Norfolk, 
and  w  hat  occurred  ?  We  squeezed  the  hon.  member 
for  North  Norfolk  (Mr.  Charlton)  in  that  portion 
of  the  county  which  was  supposed  to  be  his  strong¬ 
hold.  His  majority  was  brought  down  there,  but 
where  we  expected  a  very  large  vote  we  got  a  very 
small  one  because  the  men  who  had  been  brought 
in  from  their  old  associations  were  angry  and  refused 
to  vote  for  the  Conservative  party.  So  it  does  not 
alwrays  follow  that  a  party  wfill  gain  from  a  gerry¬ 
mander.  When  I  went  to  see  w  hether  this  principle 
of  compactness  had  been  complied  witli  in  Quebec — 
and  I  got  one  of  my  hon.  friends  from  Quebec  to  go 
over  the  map  writh  me — I  was  w'ell  pleased  to  observe 
that  the  principle  of  compactness  had  been  main¬ 
tained.  I  had  before  my  mind  at  the  time  the  dis¬ 
torted  and  monstrous  constituencies  which  w  ere 
carved  out  of  Ontario  by  Mr.  Mowrat. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Oh. 

Mr.  DAYIN.  Hon.  gentlemen  say  “oh.”  They 
do  not  like  to  hear  that,  but  they  can  make  night 
hideous  here  for  a  week  denouncing  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  Bill  which  I  say  is  an  agreeable  disap¬ 
pointment  to  those  of  us  who  expected  a  Bill  like 
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that  of  1882,  and  find  instead  that  we  have  a  mod¬ 
erate  Hill  and  one  that,  although  it  may  not  go  on 
all  fours  with  the  principles  I  should  like  to  see 
obtain  with  regard  to  these  redistribution  measures, 
still  can  be  substantially  regarded  as  bearing  out 
the  promise  made  by  the  Minister  of  Justice.  The 
directions  to  the  boundary  commissioners  go  on  : 

“  Each  division  will  be  named  from  some  important 
town  or  place  within  it,  preference  being  given  to  any 
merged  borough  or  boroughs,  or  when  it  consists  wholly 
or  mainly  of  some  well  known  area,  from  that  area. 
When  the  divisions  have  thus  been  provisionally  deter¬ 
mined,  public  notice  must  be  given  of  their  contents  by 
advertisement  in  one  or  more  local  newspapers,  and  a  day 
and  place  appointed  for  the  attendance  of  one  of  the 
members  of  the  commission  or  an  assistant  commissioner 
at  some  principal  town  in  the  county  to  hear  any  objec¬ 
tions  to  the  proposed  constitution  of  the  divisions  and 
receive  proposals  for  their  alteration.” 

That,  I  think,  is  a  very  just  arrangement,  and  I 
am  calling  attention  to  all  this  now,  not  because 
I  am  pressing  its  adoption  on  the  Government, 
for  that  is  now  too  late,  but  in  the  hope 
that  some  arrangement  may  be  made  in  the  future 
so  that  we  may  come  to  such  a  fixed  arrangement 
that  henceforth  the  people  of  the  country  may 
always  know  what  they  may  expect,  and  on  what 
lines  the  Government  will  proceed.  Similar  princi¬ 
ples  are  laid  down  in  regard  to  boroughs.  Now,  let 
me  say  this,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I  listened  with  great 
attention  and  much  political  edification  to  the 
admirable  speech  made  last  night — not  the  briefest 
speecli  I  ever  heard  in  my  life,  but  still  the  admir¬ 
able  speech  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  L’lslet 
(Mr.  Desjardins).  He  went  over  the  whole  subject, 
and  he  showed  that  he  was  master  of  it,  and  it  was 
a  most  instructive  speech.  Nevertheless  my  hon. 
friend  laid  down  some  principles  that  I  certainly 
do  not  agree  with.  He  argued,  for  instance,  that 
where  you  have  a  population  in  a  town  or  a  city, 
and  you  have  a  number  of  counties,  say  20  counties 
— I  remember  that  was  one  of  the  cases  he  took — 
and  these  20  counties  will  aggregate  the  same  popu¬ 
lation  as  a  city  or  a  town,  he  seemed  to  argue  that 
the  town  should  have  nearly  the  same  representa¬ 
tion  as  these  20  constituencies.  Sir,  it  has  never 
been  the  principle  in  the  English  constitution  to  re¬ 
present  heads,  nor  is  it,  as  he  contended,  a  principle 
in  the  history  of  English  political  life,  to  represent 
interests  ;  the  real  principle  is  the  representation 
of  communities.  I  have  a  great  deal  of  sympathy 
with  what  fell  from  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell 
(Mr.  Mills)  that  we  ought  to  try  and  preserve  as 
much  as  possible  the  arrangement  of  the  county 
bounds,  the  historical  county  feeling  in  the  people. 

I  hold  that  is  an  important  thing,  and  as  I  say,  I 
found  in  1882,  in  Norfolk,  the  greatest  possible 
irritation  amongst  the  Conservatives  that  had  been 
brought  from  Oxford  into  Norfolk,  because  they 
had  been  taken  from  their  old  associations, removed 
from  their  moorings,  from  amongst  their  old  friends, 
and  they  resented  it  in  the  manner  I  have  described. 
Now  the  illustrious  man  whom  we  all  mourn  in 
this  House,  laid  down,  in  1872,  principles  that  I 
am  sorry  were  not  adhered  to  in  1882.  I  believe 
the  result  would  have  been  practically  the  same. 

It  is  only  the  other  day  that  that  great  man  sat 
amongst  us,  and  I  have  no  doubt  that  hon.  gentle¬ 
men,  whether  they  were  accustomed  to  hear  him 
here,  or  only  know  him  as  a  great  name,  will  not 
be  unwilling  to  hear  the  principles  that  he  laid 
down  in  1872  : 


“  With  respect  to  rural  constituencies,  the  desire  of  the 
Government  has  been  to  preserve  the  representations  for 
counties  and  sub-divisions  of  counties  as  much  as  possible. 
It  is  considered  objectionable  to  make  representation  a 
mere  geographical  term.  It  is  desired,  as  much  as  pos¬ 
sible,  to  keep  the  representation  within  the  county,  so 
that  each  county  that  is  a  municipality  in  Ontario  should 
be  represented,  and,  if  it  becomes  large  enough,  to  divide 
it  into  ridings.  That  principle  is  carried  out  in  the  sug¬ 
gestion  I  am  about  to  make.” 

And  he  goes  on  to  show  in  detail  the  importance  of 
having  men  grow  up  in  their  counties,  become 
members  of  the  county  council,  engage  in  its  muni¬ 
cipal  affairs,  become  attached  to  their  county,  be¬ 
come  known  to  the  people  of  that  county,  and,  by 
and  by,  if  they  aspire  to  Parliament,  if  they  as¬ 
pire  to  serve  their  country  in  a  larger  sphere,  their 
fellow-countymen  will  know  who  they  are  and 
will  be  ready  to  give  them  their  support.  Now, 
there  is  an  hon.  friend  of  mine  in  this  House  who 
has  taken  the  trouble  to  go  over  the  bounds 
of  the  constituencies  as  they  were  when  we 
came  into  Confederation,  and  he  can  show, 
as  I  hope  he  will  be  heard  in  this  debate, 
that  if  there  had  been  no  tampering  whatever  with 
the  bounds  of  the  constituencies,  so  far  as  the  poli¬ 
tical  result  goes,  it  would  be  very  much  as  it  is. 
Now,  Sir,  at  the  risk  of  hearing  “  oh  ”  again  cried 
out  over  here,  I  say,  when  one  party  does  a  wrong, 
another  party  is  apt  to  follow  in  its  wake  ;  and  in 
effect  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  almost  threatens 
something  like  that  to-night,  although  I  think 
without  any  reason.  I  think  this  Bill  is,  on  the 
whole,  a  moderate  measure.  I  expected  the  attack 
on  this  measure  would  be  full  of  force  and  storm  ;  I 
expected  to  hear  the  roar  of  cannon  and  the  thunder¬ 
ing  of  catapults  ;  but  instead  of  that  I  have  only 
heard  comparatively  mild  criticisms,  and  the  reason 
is  that  the  measure  does  not  invite  the  sort  of  attack 
that  we  expected  to  hear,  and  which  would  only  be 
forcible  and  effective  if  the  measure  had  been  such  as 
the  papers  and  the  people,  Conservative  and  Liberal 
throughout  the  country  have  been  led  to  believe  it  was. 
But,  Sir,  if  Mr.  Mowat — it  is  a  horrible  thing  to  think 
of — if  Mr.  Mowat  had  not  gerrymandered,  he  would 
probably  not  be  Sir  Oliver  Mowat  to-day  ;  and  to 
cjuote  the  language  of  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Norfolk  (Mr.  Charlton) — for  it  is  not  my  language — 
I  would  not  stoop  to  anything  so  cruel  as  that — 
if  Mr.  Mowat  had  not  become  a  political  assassin, 
he  would  never  have  worn  a  star.  But,  Sir,  can 
you  blame  men  from  Ontario,  can  you  blame 
members  from  Ontario,  for  what  they  did  in  1882, 
and  the  way  they  felt  at  that  time  ?  My 
hon.  friend  the  member  for  Haldimand  (Mr. 
Montague)  has  got  several  maps  of  constituencies 
made  by  Mr.  Mowat,  now  Sir  Oliver,  and  if  these 
were  sent  to  the  World’s  Exposition  and  there 
exhibited,  I  will  venture  to  say  that  the  people 
would  flock  around  them  like  bees  around  a  sugar 
barrel,  to  see  the  curious,  and  complex,  and  dis¬ 
torted  lines  of  those  gerrymandered  constituencies 
in  Ontario. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  Name  them  ? 

Mr.  DAVIN.  They  are  too  numerous  to  name. 
Now,  I  will  only  briefly  deal  with  the  argument  that 
there  is  an  English  precedent.  I  think  that  the  hon. 
member  for  L’lslet  and  the  hon.  and  learned  Min¬ 
ister  of  Justice  have  settled  that.  But  what  can 
there  be  of  reason  in  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell 
(Mr.  Mills)  saying  there  is  an  English  precedent 
for  this  ?  Has  any  man  ever  risen  up  in  the  Eng- 
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lish  Parliament  to  refer  a  Redistribution  Bill  to  a 
select  committee  as  he  proposes  ?  All  that  was 
done,  as  the  Minister  of  J  ustice  explained  here  to¬ 
night,  was  to  get  rid  of  a  dead-lock.  There  was  a 
conference  between  the  leaders  on  both  sides,  and 
there  was  a  joint  agreement.  But  what  did  Mr. 
Goschen  say  about  that  joint  agreement  ?  What  did 
other  hon.  members  say  about  it  ?  They  said  :  We 
hope  the  fact  that  there  is  a  joint  agreement  be¬ 
tween  leading  members  on  each  side  of  the  House, 
is  not  going  to  destroy  the  independence  of  mem¬ 
bers  of  Parliament  when  they  go  into  committee  on 
this  most  important  measure.  So  I  say  here,  that 
if  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  and  the  leader  of  the 
Government  and  one  or  two  others  from  each  side, 
were  to  meet  together  and  come  to  an  agreement, 
it  would  be  open  to  this  House,  and  properly  so, 
to  repudiate  that  agreement  if  they  liked,  because 
on  this  House  must  rest  the  responsibility  of  deal¬ 
ing  with  this  measure. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  I  suppose  my  hon.  friend  agrees 
with  me,  but  I  do  not  see  how,  if  he  agrees 
with  that  position,  he  can  maintain  the  highly 
technical  argument  that  he  went  into  with  regard 
to  the  51st  clause.  Now,  I  will  speak  with  great 
diffidence  about  the  51st  clause  because,  after  the 
argument  made  by  the  Minister  of  Justice,  by  a 
great  lawyer,  it  would  be  an  impertinence  on  my 
part  if  I  were  to  try  to  deal  with  that  question 
again.  But  as  my  hon.  friend  has  made  an  argu¬ 
ment  about  it,  and  as  I  think  there  are  perhaps 
some  points  that  may  properly  be  dwelt  on,  I  will, 
with  the  indulgence  of  the  House,  say  a  few  words 
about  section  51.  I  want  to  point  out  one  thing 
about  it.  You  had  in  1872  and  1882  this  same  kind 
of  question  in  Parliament,  and  you  had  sitting 
where  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills) 
sits  now  the  most  distinguished  man  his  party 
has  produced  and  one  of  the  greatest  lawyers 
in  Canada,  Edward  Blake.  You  will  read  his 
speeches  in  1872  and  1882  in  vain  to  find  him 
taking  a  point  about  this  section  51.  Considering 
the  legal  acumen  of  Mr.  Blake,  that  from  the  char¬ 
acter  of  his  mind  to  take  a  point  of  this  sort 
was  exactly  the  thing  he  would  be  inost  apt  to  do, 
I  think  the  people  of  Canada  will  come  to  the  con¬ 
clusion  that  when  he  sat  there  and  never  thought 
of  raising  it,  although  it  has  now  been  raised 
by  able  men,  by  lawyers  too,  but  still  not  Edward 
Blake,  that  fact  will  have  some  influence  with  the 
great  Liberal  party  throughout  Canada,  and  will 
probably  mollify  the  indignation  of  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen).  The  hon. 
member  lays  down  the  proposition  that  you  can¬ 
not  set  up  an  implied  power  against  an  express 
power.  With  deference  to  the  hon.  member  I  would 
say,  although  I  am  not  so  skilled  in  interpreting 
statutes  as  he  is,  still  I  know  something  about  the 
English  language,  that  we  are  not  dealing  with 
implied  power.  Take  section  40  to  which  the 
hon.  and,  learned  gentleman  referred.  It  says  : 
“  Until  the  Parliament  of  Canada  otherwise  pro¬ 
vides,  Ontario,  Quebec,  Nova  Scotia  and  New 
Brunswick  and  so  on.”  That  is  not  an  implied 
power,  it  is  an  express  power  given  to  Parliament. 
Again  in  section  41  we  finds  the  words  :  “  Until 
Parliament  otherwise  provides,  all  the  laws  in 
force  in  the  several  provinces  at  the  time  of  the 
union  relative  to  the  following  matters,  &c.” 

Mr.  Davin. 


Again,  as  the  Minister  of  Justice  pointed  out,  in 
section  47  the  same  words  are  used,  and  I  say  it 
again  with  deference,  because  my  life  during  recent 
years  has  been  devoted  to  politics  and  literature 
and  my  legal  studies  may  be  rusty,  but  I  understand 
the  English  language,  that  we  are  not  dealing  with 
an  implied  power,  but  with  an  express  power. 
Again,  with  great  deference  to  the  hon.  member  for 
Bothwell,  I  never  heard  in  my  life,  and  I  have  been 
attending  Parliaments  for  twenty-five  years,  an 
analogy  drawn  between  a  Parliament  and  a  man 
entrusted  with  power  by  a  legal  instrument.  I 
confess,  and  I  say  it  unwillingly,  that  when  the 
hon.  member  for  Bothwell  read  those  cases,  I  did 
not  think  they  were  very  much  in  point.  Let  me 
read  section  51  : 

“  On  the  completion  of  the  census  in  the  year  1871,  and. 
of  each  subsequent  decennial  census,  the  representation 
of  the  four  provinces  shall  be  readjusted  by  such  authority,, 
in  such  a  manner  and  from  such  time  as  the  Parliament 
of  Canada  from  time  to  time  provides,  subject  and  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  following  rules.” 

I  ask  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  what  is  his 
authority  ?  Hon.  gentlemen  of  the  Opposition  have 
provided  us  with  the  authority — it  is  the  committee 
referred  to  by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition,  a  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  House. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  No. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  I  thought  it  was.  Have  yoit 
changed  your  mind  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  No.  Does  the  hon.. 
gentleman  want  me  to  answer  him  ? 

Mr.  DAVIN.  Yes. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  object  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  or  conference  is  to  determine  the  manner  in 
which  we  shall  deal  with  this  subject.  To  deter¬ 
mine  on  the  policy  is  the  object  of  the  committee, 
and  then  the  House  will  create  an  authority  to 
carry  that  policy  into  effect. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  I  think  it  will  be  admitted  that 
those  hon.  gentlemen  have  only  come  to  the  light 
of  reason  very  recently,  because  when  the  leader 
of  the  Opposition  moved  his  amendment  to  refer 
this  matter  to  a  select  committee,  he  had  no  idea 
then  whatever  of  any  authority,  or  we  should  have 
had  that  point  in  the  hon.  gentleman’s  speech. 
The  authority  clearly  in  their  minds  was  that  of  a 
committee. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  Cannot  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  do  all  that  a  committee  of  five,  six  or  ten 
men  can  do  ?  What  is  to  prevent  hon.  members  in 
Committee  of  the  Whole  proposing  before  members 
of  the  House,  who  constitute  the  proper  party  to 
deal  with  this  matter,  the  rules  on  which,  in  their 
opinion,  the  Bill  should  deal  with  this  subject? 
When  the  different  clauses  come  up,  they  can  do- 
so.  Reverting  to  section  51,  I  shall  be  very  glad, 
even  for  my  legal  instruction,  to  have  it  pointed 
out  by  some  subsequent  speaker  how  my  reasoning 
is  at  fault.  What  is  to  prevent  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  being  the  authority  to  deal  with  this 
matter  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.  I.)  The  House  of  Commons 
is  not  Parliament ;  it  is  Parliament  that  creates  the 
authority. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  Suppose  a  certain  number  of 
members  of  this  House  were  appointed  a  committee, 
would  they  have  any  power  or  virtue  that  the 
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whole  of  the  House  in  committee  does  not  possess  ? 
For  my  part  I  will  say — and  again  I  almost  scruple 
to  presume  to  give  an  opinion  like  this — that  the 
fact  that  we  have  the  power  to  create  an  authority 
presupposes  a  power  in  ourselves  that  we  can 
exercise,  and,  I  contend  (I  may  be  out  in  my 
interpretation  and  reasoning,  but  if  I  have  any 
memory  of  what  were  formerly  considered  to  be 
true  principles  I  think  it  is  a  correct  position 
which  I  occupy)  that  this  House  having  the  power 
to  create  an  authority  can  itself  do  what  the  au¬ 
thority  it  might  create  could  do.  I  cannot  under¬ 
stand  how  in  the  ordinary  affairs  of  life  action  be¬ 
tween  attorney  and  client,  a  man  or  body  that  has 
power  to  create  an  authority,  to  do  anything,  can¬ 
not  himself  or  itself  do  it.  The  lion,  the  Minister 
of  Public  Works  made  a  speech  which  struck  me 
as  a  very  forcible  piece  of  debating,  and  at  the  close 
of  his  speech  he  said  : 

“  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  this  Bill  is  not  open  to 
criticism.  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  something  else 
should  not  have  been  done,  and  I  believe  that  if  fair 
amendments  be  proposed,  we  would  be  disposed  to  take 
them  into  consideration  and  perhaps  accept  them  if  they 
were  really  fair  and  reasonable.  I  say  that  frankly,  but  I 
hold  that  it  is  unfair  on  the  part  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
not  to  give  us  the  credit  of  haying  acted  on  principles  of 
justice  in  order  to  avoid  throwing  the  country  into  agita¬ 
tion,  and  in  order  to  make  the  changes  in  the  fairest  man¬ 
ner  possible.” 

Now,  Sir,  when  the  Minister  who  tells  you  that  he 
was  practically  in  charge  of  the  Quebec  portion  of 
this  Bill  makes  a  statement  like  that  it  ought  to  be 
frankly  received,  and  when  as  we  find  from  the 
splendid  speech  made  last  night  by  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont)  and  from  the  speech 
madeby  the  hon.  member  for  L'Islet(Mr.  Desjardins), 
that  possibly  looking  at  the  spirit  that  might  pre¬ 
vail  in  strict  partisans  either  Conservative  or  Liberal, 
the  hon.  gentlemen  on  the  Treasury  benches  may 
say  with  Warren  Hastings,  when  he  talked  about 
what  he  had  done  :  If  you  had  known  my  oppor¬ 
tunities  you  would  have  been  amazed  by  my  moder¬ 
ation.  ” 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  That  was  Clive. 

Mr.  DAYTIN.  Yes,  I  am  glad  to  be  corrected  by 
my  hon.  friend  from  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills).  Since 
I  have  been  in  this  House,  my  hon.  friend  has 
tried  to  correct  me  again  and  again,  but  he  was 
always  wrong,  so  that  I  am  glad  he  is  right  for 
once.  Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  hold  that  when  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  makes  a  statement  like 
that,  the  hon.  gentlemen  ought  to  be  ready  at  once 
to  go  into  Committee  of  the  Whole,  and  to  give  up 
denouncing  this  Bill  in  language  and  criticism  that 
would  only  apply  appropriately  to  what  is  done  in 
committee.  For  my  part  they  may  be  perfectly 
certain,  and  I  know  it  is  true  of  other  gentlemen 
who  support  the  Government,  that  if  they  make 
fair  and  reasonable  pioposals,  we  will  be  ready  to 
consider  their  proposals,  not  from  a  partisan  point 
of  view,  but  from  a  point  of  view  having  regard  to 
the  general  good  feeling  and  advantage  of  the 
country.  I  should  like  very  much  if  we  could 
devise  some  means  of  avoiding,  at  each  decennial 
census,  the  possibility  of  what  took  place  in 
1882.  I  should  even  like  to  avoid  what  is 
taking  place  at  this  time,  namely,  that  when 
the  Government  have  prepared  a  measure  against 
which  so  little  can  be  said  of  a  reasonable  charac¬ 
ter,  yet  that  throughout  the  country  there  should 
be  a  widespread  impression  that  something  very  J 


wrong  had  been  done.  It  is  a  bad  thing  that 
throughout  this  country  people  should  think 
that  a  Government  composed  of  men  whom 
they  should  honour  would  proceed  to  create  a  mea¬ 
sure,  actuated  not  by  principles  of  justice,  which 
are  the  only  principles  that  can  properly  underlie 
legislation  and  give  it  sanction,  but  actuated 
solely  and  wholly  by  party  motives.  We  do  not 
know  how  this  Bill  is  to  emerge  from  committee, 
but  I  have  no  doubt  the  Government  will  meet  the 
Opposition  in  the  spirit  of  the  words  of  the  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Public  Works.  I  say,  regarding  the  measure 
broadly,  that  the  country  is  at  the  present  minute 
under  a  misconception  of  its  character  ;  and,  hav¬ 
ing  looked  at  the  measure  and  having  heard  the 
statements  concerning  it,  I  rejoice  to  find  that  it 
is  probably  a  measure  more  fair,  more  just,  less 
leaning  towards  party,  less  interfering  with  the 
proper  bounds  of  constituencies,  and  less  antagon¬ 
istic  to  those  principles  which  should  guide  a  redis¬ 
tribution  than  any  measure  that  would  come  from 
any  other  Government  having  a  party  character.  I 
believe  that  the  people  of  this  country,  when  they 
understand  the  Bill  thoroughly,  will  come  to  that 
conclusion  too.  Why,  Sir,  I  should  astonish  this 
House  if  I  were  to  repeat  what  an  hon.  member 
of  the  Liberal  party  said  here  in  my  hearing,  as 
to  what  would  happen  if  they  were  to  get  into 
office  before  the  decennial  census  came.  Then,  he 
said,  there  would  be  such  a  gerrymander  that  a 
Conservative  success  would  never  be  in  sight  again. 
Hon.  gentlemen  in  the  Opposition  cannot  dare 
to  say  that  that  is  a  wrong  imputation  levelled 
at  them,  and  for  this  reason :  High  as  one  after 
another  of  them  stands ;  supreme  the  niche  as 
one  after  another  occupies  in  the  temple  of  the 
Liberal  party  ;  there  is  a  niche  above  it  all  where 
Saint  Oliver  Mowat  reposes.  He  is  the  great 
politician,  he  is  the  embodiment  of  all  that  is 
virtuous  in  Presbyterian  humanity,  but  yet  this 
immaculate  Grit  gave  such  a  gerrymander  as  was 
never  perpetrated  by  any  man  aspiring  to  the  rank 
of  a  statesman.  You  could  hardly  believe  he  would 
do  it.  It  reminds  me  of  a  story  the  old  Puritan 
tells.  He  relates  that  when  Elisha  met  the  great 
Israelitish  captain,  he  looked  at  him  steadfastly  in 
the  face  and  wept,  and  the  great  Israelitish  cap¬ 
tain  said  :  Why  doth  my  lord  weep  ?  And 
Elisha  answered  :  Because  I  foresee  what  evil  you 
will  bring  on  this  people.  You  will  rip  up  their 
mothers,  you  will  destroy  their  children,  you  will 
dash  them  to  the  flags.  You  will  destroy  the 
country,  and  he  gave  a  fearful  description  of  the 
devastation  he  would  bring  on  Israel.  The  cap¬ 
tain  said  :  Is  thy  servant  a  dog  that  I  should  do 
this  thing  ?  But  the  old  Puritan  says  the  dog 
did  it  after  all.  So,  Sir,  except  by  experience  we 
never  could  have  known  what  Sir  Oliver  Mowat 
would  have  done  ; — but  the  dog  did  it  after  all. 

I  say  that  when  this  moderate  measure  is  under¬ 
stood  by  the  country,  all  the  attacks  we  have  had 
in  the  Liberal  press  and  here,  too,  will  act  as 
boomerangs  on  the  Liberal  party,  and  when  these 
gentlemen  assume  tones  of  virtuous  indignation 
we  cannot  but  remember  that  the  very  best  and 
choicest  specimen  of  virtue  amongst  the  whole 
lot  did  perpetrate  the  gerrymander  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  It  would  be  impossible  for 
me  to  follow  the  hon.  gentleman  who  has  just  taken 
his  seat  in  all  his  wild  ramblings  for  the  last  half 
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hour.  I  assume  that  the  speech  which  he  has  de¬ 
livered  to-night  is  similar  to  the  speech  which  he 
was  to  have  delivered  in  the  city  of  Stratford,  but 
which  for  some  unfortunate  reason,  over  which  he 
had  no  control,  was  never  delivered.  I  believe  that 
the  lion,  gentleman  was  sent  out  that  night  to  a  place 
called  St.  Bridget’s  school-house,  and  although  the 
meeting  had  been  advertised  for  two  or  three  weeks 
and  it  was  announced  that  the  great  orator  of  As- 
siniboia  would  be  there  to  deliver  one  of  his  power¬ 
ful  addresses,  yet  only  three  persons  attended 
altogether,  and  so  the  public  were  saved  the  inflic¬ 
tion  of  the  speech  he  intended  to  deliver. 

Mr.  DAVIN  Yes,  but  I  spoke  at  Bornholm  and 
I  raised  the  Conservative  majority  there. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  I  believe  that  our  Conserva¬ 
tive  friends  in  Stratford  say  that  if  Davin  had 
never  come  np  there  at  all  they  would  have  had  a 
chance  to  carry  that  county,  but  the  moment  he 
came  there  he  killed  their  chances  for  ever,  and  they 
do  not  want  the  Conservative  party  ever  to  send 
him  back  to  Stratford  again,  or  anywhere  in  North 
Perth.  The  hon.  gentleman  started  out  fairly  in 
his  speech.  I  thought  he  was  going  to  support  the 
amendment  moved  by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition, 
but  it  is  characteristic  of  his  speeches  that  you 
never  know  where  they  are  going  to  end,  because 
he  will  start  out  in  one  way  and  then  he  will  cut 
across  the  line  to  the  other  side,  and  then  he  will 
be  back  again  to  where  he  started,  and  when  he 
conies  to  vote  it  is  ten  chances  to  one,  that  his 
vote  will  be  in  contradiction  to  what  he  is  talking 
about.  That  has  been  his  course  in  the  House.  Yrou 
never  can  tell,  by  listening  to  a  speech  delivered 
by  the  hon.  gentleman,  how  his  vote  is  going  to  be 
recorded,  i  suppose  it  is  just  as  the  whim  takes 
him  at  the  time.  He  started  out  by  saying  that  he 
would  have  been  glad  if  this  matter  had  been 
left  to  commissioners,  as  was  done  in  the  case  of  the 
boundary  award,  in  order  that  a  fair  and  equitable 
arrangement  might  be  arrived  at.  That  I  think  is 
just  in  the  line  of  the  amendment  before  the  House, 
and  it  seems  to  me  that  is  a  fair  way  of  dealing 
with  the  subject.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  after  a 
while  got  off  the  track  again,  and  got  back  to  his 
old  line,  and  then  he  devoted  a  good  deal  of  his 
time  to  abusing  Sir  Oliver  Mowat  and  his  gerry¬ 
mander  in  Ontario.  Now,  it  does  not  matter  much 
to  this  House  whether  Sir  Oliver  Mowat  gerry¬ 
mandered  the  counties  or  not  ;  that  is  no  justifica¬ 
tion  for  onr  doing  something  equally  bad.  But  the 
hon.  gentleman,  when  asked  to  mention  one  solitary 
instance  in  which  Sir  Oliver  Mowat  gerrymandered 
in  Ontario,  was  unable  to  do  so,  and  he  cannot  do 
it.  It  is  easy  for  hon.  gentlemen  to  get  up  here 
and  make  assertions  that  the  Province  of  Ontario 
was  gerrymandered  and  the  constituencies  contorted 
in  every  possible  direction  ;  but  when  you  pin  them 
down  to  the  facts  and  challenge  them  to  name  a 
case,  they  are  silent  as  dumb  dogs. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  What  about  Toronto  ? 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  I  do  not  think  that  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  one  single  instance  can  be 
mentioned  in  which  county  lines  have  been  dis¬ 
turbed.  It  is  true,  some  of  the  constituencies  have 
a  very  irregular  shape  ;  but  that  could  not  be 
avoided  because,  as  any  hon.  gentleman  who  looks 
at  the  map  will  see,  the  c  onstituencies  as  they  were 
laid  out  at  Confederation  were  in  a  very  irregular 
shape,  and  it  would  be  quite  impossible  to  so 
Mr,  Campbell. 


arrange  those  counties  as  to  put  them  into  a  regular 
or  compact  shape.  The  only  case  in  which  county 
lines  may  have  been  interfered  with  was  where 
an  incorporated  town  lay  on  the  boundary  between 
two  counties,  in  which  case  the  incorporated  town 
was  placed  in  one  county  or  the  other.  I  think  the 
only  exception  to  that  was  the  village  of  Stouff- 
ville,  in  the  County  of  York,  which  was  allowed 
to  remain  as  it  was  before,  divided  between  two 
counties.  That  was  done  because  the  people  of  that 
village  petitioned  to  the  Local  Legislature  asking 
that  it  should  be  done  ;  and  I  believe  that  when 
the  next  redistribution  of  seats  takes  place 
that  anomaly  will  be  done  away  with,  and 
the  whole  village  will  be  placed  in  one  county 
or  the  other.  But  I  do  not  think  any  man  can 
show  where  the  redistribution  of  seats  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  was  not  made  on  a  fair  and 
well-defined  plan.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  when 
the  general  election  took  place  in  1883,  after 
the  redistribution  of  seats,  a  majority  of  the  con¬ 
stituencies  which  had  been  redistributed  returned 
Conservatives  to  the  Local  Legislature,  showing 
that  the  distribution  as  it  was  carried  out  was 
more  favourable  to  the  Conservative  party  than  to 
the  Reform  party.  Under  these  circumstances,  I 
think  it  is  very  unfair  for  the  hon.  member  for 
Assiniboia  or  any  body  else  in  this  House  to  get 
up  and  fling  out  broadcast  mean,  contemptible  and 
unworthy  statements  against  a  man  who  has  held 
the  confidence  of  the  people  of  Ontario  so  long  as 
Sir  Oliver  Mowat  has  done  ;  and  it  would  be  well 
for  the  hon.  member  to  emulate  the  Christian 
statesman  of  the  Province  of  Ontar  io.  If  his  actions 
were  patterned  after  those  of  that  Christian  states¬ 
man,  it  would  be  better  for  him  and  for  this 
country.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  also  stated  that 
after  listening  to  the  able  speech  delivered  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont)  he  was  con¬ 
vinced  that  this  measure  was  not  as  bad  as  it  was 
said  to  be.  Well,  the  hon.  gentleman’s  paper  at 
all  events  has  denounced  this  Redistribution  Bill  in 
no  unmeasured  terms.  He  has  denounced  it  and 
advised  the  Government,  in  the  interest  of  justice, 
to  withdraw  the  Bill,  holding  that  it  was  an  unfair 
measure,  and  that  it  ought  not  to  receive  the 
sanction  of  this  House.  But  to-night  he  has 
received  new  light  on  the  subject. 

Mr.  DAYIN.  I  did  not  say  that.  Where  did  I 
say  it  should  be  withdrawn  ? 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  I  presume  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  will  not  go  back  on  the  organ  which  re¬ 
presents  his  views.  I  believe  the  Regina  Leader, 
which  receives  some  $6,000  or  $7,000  a  year  in 
subsidies  from  the  Dominion  Government,  is  the 
hon.  gentleman’s  organ,  and  it  speaks  pretty 
plainly  on  this  question.  I  will  read  an  extract 
from  this  paper,  published  on  23rd  May. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Oh,  that  is  a  week  ago. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Well,  it  shows  what  the  hon- 
gentleman’s  views  then  were.  He  says  : 

“  The  Redistribution  Bill  in  its  present  shape  is  encoun¬ 
tering  some  hostilities  in  other  quarters  than  the  Opposi¬ 
tion.  British  Columbia  is  not  satisfied,  a  protest  has  gone 
up  from  Lincoln,  the  Conservatives  of  Quebec  district  are 
asking  for  concessions,  and  the  Maritime  Provinces  are 
showing  more  or  less  discontent.  With  a  little  modifi¬ 
cation,  the  Bill  might  be  a  very  good  one,  but  we  hope  the 
Government  will  consider  the  advice  contained  in  the 
Leader  of  the  lfith  inst,  where  we  said  :  The  true  course 
is  to  drop  the  Bill  and  pass  an  Act  creating  an  impartial 
tribunal  which  shall  on  well-understood  principles  redis- 
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tribute  the  seat?  after  every  census.  The  Government  is 
strong,  as  we  pointed  it  out  then,  but  its  strength  is  a  rea¬ 
son  which  on  several  grounds  should  impel  it  to  take  a 
course  that  will  commend  itself  to  the  justice  of  the 
country.” 

Mr.  DA"\  IX.  I  understand  the  hon.  gentleman 
to  attribute  that  to  me.  I  never  suggested  it,  I 
never  wrote  it,  I  never  saw  it  in  manuscript,  and 
had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  it. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  It  is  an  editorial  in  yoitr 
own  organ,  and  I  would  advise  you,  if  the  organ 
does  not  reflect  your  views  on  this  question,  to  re¬ 
pudiate  it.  It  is  awkward  for  an  hon.  member  to 
have  an  organ  and  to  have  that  organ  calling  on 
the  Government  to  drop  the  Bill,  declaring  that 
the  Bill  is  an  unfair  one,  and  that  the  matter  should 
be  referred  to  an  impartial  tribunal,  and  then  have 
the  hon.  member  himself  get  up  and  advocate 
another  cause.  But  as  I  have  said,  you  can  never 
tell  where  this  gentleman  is.  He  has  been  on  two 
or  three  sides  to-night.  He  started  out  by  saying 
he  was  sorry  that  the  matter  had  not  been  left  to  a 
commission,  and  he  wound  up  by  saying,  with 
reference  to  the  Gerrymander  Bill  of  1882  and  his 
experience  in  Norfolk,  that  he  wished  the  same 
state  of  affairs  could  be  avoided  which  existed  in  1882. 
He  saw  the  effects  of  that  Bill  in  1882;  and  I  tell  you, 
Sir,  there  was  not  a  man  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
who  would  not  blush  for  shame  to  attempt  to  defend 
that  iniquitous  measure.  It  was  such  a  measure 
that  I  do  not  wonder  the  honest  electors  showed 
their  resentment  in  many  instances  by  returning 
the  men  whom  it  was  designed  to  crush.  The  hon. 
gentleman  wound  up,  as  I  have  said,  after  being 
on  two  or  three  sides,  with  the  wish  that  this  state 
of  affairs  which  existed  in  1882  might  be  avoided, 
and  that  a  system  could  be  devised  which  would 
be  fair  and  just  to  the  whole  country.  That  is 
just  what  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  is  propos¬ 
ing  by  this  amendment.  No  fairer  system  could  be 
proposed  than  that  the  leaders  of  the  two  political 
parties  should  meet  together  and  discuss  the  meas¬ 
ure.  We  have  many  precedents  for  this.  When 
this  House  meets  for  the  first  time,  we  strike  our 
committees  and  see  that  in  every  committee  both 
sides  are  represented,  and  how  much  fairer  would 
it  not  be  for  the  two  political  parties  to  meet  to¬ 
gether  and  decide  upon  the  terms  and  conditions 
and  procedure  to  be  adopted  in  redistributing  the 
seats.  By  such  means,  neither  party  would  be 
given  the  advantage,  and  neither  party  should 
have  the  advantage.  We  ought  to  have  a  fair, 
honest,  practical  measure  which  would  give  a  pro¬ 
per  representation  to  bot  h  parties,  according  to  their 
numbers.  That  is  one  reason  why  I  believe  this 
measure  should  be  referred  to  a  committee  of  both 
political  parties.  No  man  can  say  this  is  a  fair 
measure.  There  is  no  justification  for  it  at  all.  In 
the  first  place  I  do  not  think  there  should  be  any 
redistribution  of  seats  in  Ontario  or  Quebec, 
because  neither  is  entitled  to  any  extra  members. 
So  far  as  the  other  provinces  are  concerned,  it  is 
necessary  there  should  be  redistribution,  but  I 
think  it  would  have  been  better  had  the  measure 
been  confined  to  those  provinces.  So  far  as  Ontario 
and  Quebec  are  concerned  and  some  of  the  other 
provinces,  I  submit  that  this  measure  is  a  most  un¬ 
just  one  ;  and  for  that  reason  I  support  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  refer  it  to  both  political  parties,  in  order 
that  some  scheme  may  be  devised  by  which  a  more 
just  measure  may  be  brought  about.  No  one  look¬ 
ing  at  the  Bill  can  fail  to  admit  that  it  was  con¬ 


ceived  in  iniquity  ;  no  one  can  fail  to  admit  that 
its  sole  purpose  is  to  legislate  into  this  House  a 
number  of  Conservative  members  who  cannot  get 
their  seats  in  any  other  way  and  to  keep  out  a  lot  of 
Reform  members  who  cannot  be  kept  out  in  any 
other  way.  A  measure  designed  for  that  purpose 
is  not  in  the  interests  of  the  country,  and  should  be 
opposed  by  every  true  lover  of  his  country  and  by 
every  man  who  has  a  spark  of  honour  or  manliness 
about  him.  Take  the  cases  that  have  been  referred 
to.  Is  there  any  possible  justification  for  this 
iniquitous  measure  which  proposes  to  take  a  town¬ 
ship  from  the  County  of  Russell  and  give  it  to 
Prescott  ?  There  is  no  possible  justification  for  it. 
There  are  many  cases  to  show  the  unfairness  of  this 
measure,  but  I  will  only  recite  the  following.  I 
take  eight  counties  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  re¬ 
presented  by  Conservatives  and  eight  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Ontario  represented  by  Reformers,  and 
what  is  the  result?  These  are  the  Conservative 
counties  : 

Population. 


Lennox  .  14,902 

Brockville . 15,855 

Prince  Edward .  18,892 

Frontenac .  13,145 

Grenville  South  .  12,931 

Leeds  and  Grenville .  13,523 

Northumberland  West  .  14,947 

Peterborough  West .  15,808 


Now,  you  wfill  see  that  in  these  eight  counties 
represented  by  Conservative  members,  the  total 
population  is  only  120,313,  or  an  average  of  15,038. 
These  eight  counties  return  eight  members  on  the 
Conservative  side,  and  their  average  population  is 
7,962  less  than  the  unit.  Now  take  eight  counties 
in  Ontario  which  return  Reformers  : 

Population. 


North  Essex .  31,532 

South  Essex .  24,032 

Kent.... .  31,434 

Bothwell.  ... .  25,595 

North  Oxford .  .  26,131 

North  York .  26,909 

North  Waterloo .  25,325 

South  Waterloo .  25,148 


Those  eight  counties  return  eight  Reformers  to  this 
House.  Their  total  population  is  216,087  souls, 
and  an  average,  of  27,011  each.  So  that  we  have,  on 
the  one  hand,  eight  Conservatives,  each  represent¬ 
ing  only  15,038  souls,  and  eight  Reformers  each 
representing  27,011  souls,  and  in  this  Redistribu¬ 
tion  Bill  there  is  no  provision  made  for  changing 
the  state  of  affairs  at  all.  It  is  therefore  a  most 
unjust  measure,  which  should  not  go  to  the  second 
reading,  but  be  referred  to  a  committee  to  see  if 
some  modification  cannot  be  made  of  this  injustice. 
We  might  go  further  and  take  other  counties 
which  have  been  interfered  with  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  What  is  the  reason  that  they  have  taken 
the  County  of  North  Wentworth  and  wiped  it  out 
by  amalgamating  it  with  another  county  and  allow 
Grenville  South  with  12,031  to  remain  as  it  is? 
simply  because  South  Grenville  returns  to  this 
House  a  supporter  of  this  Administration  while  the 
other  county  returns  an  opponent  of  this  Admin¬ 
istration.  They  have  interfered  with  the  boun¬ 
daries  of  counties  in  the  Niagara  district  and  have 
jumped  from  Niagara  district  to  the  extreme 
eastern  section  of  Ontario,  allowing  all  these  little 
counties  to  remain,  such  as  Lennox.  Brockville, 
Prince  Edward,  Frontenac,  South  Grenville,  Leeds 
and  Grenville  and  West  Peterborough.  Then  they 
jump  all  the  way  to  the  County  of  Russell  and 
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think,  by  taking  a  township  from  that  county  and 
adding  it  to  Prescott,  they  will  defeat  the  lion, 
member  who  now  represents  Russell.  So  far  as 
the  Province  of  Ontario  is  concerned,  I  do  not  think 
the  measure  is  a  fair  one  at  all,  and  it  ought 
not  to  go  to  the  second  reading.  We  know  that, 
although  the  Conservatives  have  nearly  three- 
fourths  of  the  representatives  here  from  that  pro¬ 
vince,  the  Reformers  hold  a  majority  of  the  popular 
vote  outside  of  Toronto.  That  is  not  fair  or  just. 
Take  the  County  of  Middlesex,  for  example,  which 
returns  four  members  to  this  House.  The  popular 
vote  of  that  county  would  give  a  majority  of  600 
to  the  Reformers,  and  yet  out  of  the  four  members 
three  are  Conservatives  and  only  one  is  a  Reformer, 
because  the  province  has  been  gerrymandered  out 
of  all  shape  and  reason  in  order  to  legislate  into 
this  House  members  who  could  never  get  here  in 
any  other  way.  That  is  very  unfair  and  is  not  in 
the  interest  of  the  province  or  of  the  Dominion. 
Then  take  the  Province  of  Quebec,  and,  though  I 
do  not  know  that  as  well  as  I  do  Ontario,  I  can  see 
that  the  same  injustice  exists  there  as  exists  in 
Ontario,  and  I  wonder  that  the  hon.  member  for 
Assiniboia  (Mr.  l)avin)  who  has  just  come  into  the 
House,  did  not  look  up  this  matter  a  little  more, 
because  I  am  sure,  with  his  great  ability  and  his 
love  of  fair-play,  if  he  had  carefully  studied  and 
examined  this  matter  for  himself  instead  of  taking 
the  hearsay  of  some  one  else  for  it,  he  would  have 
adhered  to  the  just  and  fair  decision  he  came  to  a 
few  days  ago,  when  he  demanded  that  this  Bill 
should  be  withdrawn  and  referred  to  a  just  tribunal. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  I  rise  to  a  point  of  order.  I  never 
made  a  statement  of  the  sort. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  I  think  the  best  thing  the 
hon.  gentleman  can  do  is  to  refer  the  difference 
between  himself  and  his  editor  to  a  tribunal.  You 
know  the  old  saying  :  A  house  divided  against  it¬ 
self  will  go  to  the  wall.  In  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
I  find  that  a  very  great  injustice  exists.  I  will 
take  seven  counties  that  return  Conservatives  to 
this  House,  and  seven  counties  that  return  Re¬ 
formers.  Take  the  seven  counties  that  return 
Conservatives  :  Quebec  West,  with  a  population  of 
9,241  ;  Vaudreuil,  10,803  ;  Soulanges,  9,608  ; 
Brome,  14,709;  Montcalm,  12,131  ;  Montmorency, 
12,309  ;  L’lslet,  13,822,  or  a  total  population  of 
82,623,  an  average  of  11,803,  which  is  only  about 
half  of  what  the  unit  should  be  which  amounts  to 
about  22,900.  Now  take  the  seven  counties  which 
are  represented  by  Reformers  :  We  have  Quebec 
East  with  a  population  of  36,200  ;  Ottawa  North, 
32,000  ;  Ottawa  South,  32,000 — although  that  is  not 
the  population  as  given  under  the  new  Bill,  but 
represents  the  total  population  of  64,000 ; 
Drummond  and  Arthabaska,  43,923  ;  Beauce, 
36,222  ;  Levis,  25,995  ;  Nicolet,  28,735  ;  or  a  total 
in  those  seven  counties  of  235,075  against  82,623  in 
the  seven  counties  that  return  Conservatives.  The 
average  in  the  Liberal  counties  is  33,582,  and  in  the 
Conservative  constituencies  11,803.  The  seven 
Liberal  counties  have  about  three  times  as  much 
population  as  the  seven  counties  which  re¬ 
turn  Conservatives.  I  submit  to  you  that 
there  can  be  no  justification  for  allowing  such  a 
state  of  affairs  as  that  to  exist.  It  is  manifestly 
unjust  to  the  whole  Dominion,  and  especially  to 
those  counties  where  there  is  such  a  large  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  people  represented  by  so  few.  In  refer- 
Mr.  Campbell. 


ring  this  matter  now  to  a  commission  or  to  a  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  leaders  of  both  sides  of  the  House, 
this  anomaly  would  be  removed,  and  we  would 
arrive  at  a  fair  basis  which  would  be  just  to  both 
sides  of  the  House.  I  think  that  the  amendment 
is  one  which  should  commend  itself  to  every  fair 
and  honourable  man  in  this  House.  I  am  sure  no 
one  can  desire  that  an  injustice  should  be  done. 
The  Conservatives  have  a  large  majority  in  this 
House  and  they  should  be  not  only  just  but  gen¬ 
erous,  and  I  think  it  is  a  cowardly  thing  on  their 
part  now  to  try  and  gerrymander  the  province  and 
the  counties  so  that  they  will  have  the  advantage 
at  the  next  election.  If  there  is  any  manliness 
about  them,  any  fairness  or  honour  about  them, 
they  will  not  perpetrate  a  scheme  like  this,  which 
will  tend  to  deprive  a  large  number  of  the  people 
of  this  Dominion  of  their  just  representation  in 
this  House.  Surely  if  the  Government  cannot 
stand  upon  its  merits  and  appeal  to  the  people  upon 
its  acts  and  the  measures  it  has  carried  in  this 
House  for  four  or  five  years  past,  if  these  acts  and 
measures  do  not  commend  themselves  to  the  good 
feeling  of  the  people,  that  Government  ought  to  go 
to  the  wall  and  give  place  to  one  that  will  pass  mea¬ 
sures  which  will  commend  themselves  to  the  people. 
Now,  the  history  of  the  two  political  parties  in 
this  country  has  not,  in  my  humble  opinion,  been 
to  the  credit  of  the  present  Government  and  the 
party.  I  say  that  the  Conservative  party  to-day 
are  only  carrying  out  the  policy  and  system  they 
have  pursued  for  many  long  years.  W e  know  that 
to  the  gerrymander  of  1882,  eight  or  ten  hon.  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House  owe  their  seats,  and  through 
the  Franchise  Bill,  the  appointment  of  returning 
officers,  with  the  aid  and  influence  of  the  Red  Par¬ 
lour  and  the  reptile  fund,  they  have  succeeded  in 
retaining  their  hold  on  this  country.  I  was  sur¬ 
prised  at  the  member  for  LTslet  (Mr.  Desjardins) 
last  night,  when  he  tried  to  impress  upon  this 
House  that  the  Province  of  Quebec  was  a  Conser¬ 
vative  province.  He  said  that  in  1887,  and  during 
all  the  bye-elections  in  that  province  until  the  gen¬ 
eral  election  of  1891,  the  Conservative  party  had 
always  been  able  to  carry  a  majority  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  from  that  province.  Why,  Sir,  in  face  of  the 
revelations  that  are  being  made  from  day  to  day  in 
one  of  the  public  journals  of  this  country,  is  it  a 
wonder  that  the  Conservatives  got  a  majority  from 
the  Province  of  Quebec  ?  In  my  opinion  the  won¬ 
der  is,  not  that  they  secured  a  majority  in  that 
province,  but  that  we  ever  elected  a  single  man 
in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  and  in  my  opinion  it 
speaks  volumes  for  the  honour  and  integrity  of  the 
people  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  in  that  they  with¬ 
stood  the  corruption,  and  the  bribery,  and  the 
boodle,  and  all  the  influences  that  were  brought  to 
bear  upon  them  to  induce  them  to  vote  against  their 
consciences.  We  have  from  day  to  day,  in  one  of 
the  leading  organs  of  this  country,  the  most 
scandalous  exposures  of  the  way  in  which  bribery 
and  corruption  were  carried  on  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec  during  the  election  of  1887.  I  may  say 
that  although  an  hon.  member  of  this  House  has 
been  charged  with  per j  uiy  by  one  of  the  leading 
organs  of  the  country,  charged  openly  and  above 
board  with  perjury,  one  of  the  gravest  crimes  with 
which  a  man  can  be  charged  in  this  country,  yet 
that  hon.  gentleman  is  obliged  to  sit  day  after  day 
in  his  seat  and  dare  not  say  one  word,  dare  not  get 
up  and  bring  an  action  against  that  paper.  And 


3293 


[JUNE  2,  1892.] 


3294 


there  is  the  hon.  Postmaster  General  whose 
signature  is  coming  out  every  day,  “  Please  pay  to 
so  and  so  8.1(H)  for  legal  expenses  in  such  and  such 
a  county.”  And  yet  a  few  weeks  ago  when 
charges  were  made  against  him,  although  he  said 
there  was  not  a  word  of  truth  in  them,  he  was  not 
bold  enough,  he  was  not  manly  enough,  to  go 
before  a  committe  in  which  his  own  friends  would 
have  a  great  majority - 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  Question  ;  question. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  I  am  on  the  question.  You 
don’t  like  that,  perhaps,  but  during  this  discussion 
you  may  hear  more  of  it  than  you  desire.  I  say 
that  the  majority  which  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
have  secured  from  the  Province  of  Quebec,  is 
largely  owing  to  the  fact  that  enormous  sums  of 
money  have  been  spent  in  every  election  I  believe, 
at  all  events,  in  one  that  we  know  of,  to  return 
supporters  of  those  gentlemen.  We  know  that 
not  only  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  but  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Ontario  likewise  the  same  system  is  carried 
on.  Why,  what  was  stated  by  the  hon.  member 
for  Lambton  (Mr.  Lister)  last  year?  When  he 
asked  for  a  committee  to  investigate  certain  charges 
he  stated  that  not  only  the  present  Minister  of 
Railways  was  in  the  soup,  but  another  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  who  stands  high  at  the  bar  in  the  city  of 
Toronto,  was  also  implicated  to  a  very  great  extent. 
And,  Sir,  although  that  hon.  gentleman  pretends 
to  be  a  very  honourable  man,  and  has  often  ex¬ 
pressed  himself  eloquently  here  upon  various  ques¬ 
tions,  yet  when  the  vote  was  taken,  he  quietly  got 
up  and  without  saying  one  word  he  voted  down 
that  resolution,  because  he  felt  convinced  in 
his  own  mind  that  the  accusations  would 
be  sustained  and  the  charges  proved  against 
him.  Sir,  I  wonder  that  the  hon.  member 
for  L’lslet  last  night  should  have  dared  to  make 
the  statement  he  did.  I  think  that  he  ought 
rather  to  be  ashamed  of  such  a  statement  as  that 
the  Province  of  Quebec  was  a  Conservative  pro¬ 
vince.  Sir,  I  believe  that  if  the  electors  of  this 
Dominion  could  poll  their  votes  without  any  influ¬ 
ence,  without  any  Gerrymander  Bills,  without  any 
bribery,  or  any  boodle,  or  any  restrictions  being 
placed  upon  them  by  the  Franchise  Bill,  nine- 
tenths  of  the  representatives  in  this  Chamber 
would  be  on  this  side  of  the  House.  I  think 
sufficiently  has  been  said  by  gentlemen  on  this  side 
of  the  House  to  induce  the  House  to  support  the 
amendment  which  has  been  proposed,  and  very 
little  has  been  said  against  it.  We  all  expected 
that  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr. 
McCarthy)  would  have  given  us  his  views  upon 
that  question.  A  legal  point  was  raised  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  British  North  America  Act ;  I  am  not 
sufficiently  posted  on  that  point  to  enter  upon  a 
discussion,  but  I  could  not  help  but  notice  the 
peculiar  manner  in  which  the  member  for  Assini- 
boia  (Mr.  Davin)  took  upon  that  question.  There 
is  one  beauty  about  him,  and  that  is  that  he  is  never 
afraid  to  tackle  any  question.  Let  it  be  a  legal  point, 
or  a  philosophical  point,  or  a  constitutional  point,  or 
matrimonial  point,  or  anything  else,  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  is  always  ready  to  stand  in  the  breach.  But, 
while  professing  a  certain  measure  of  independence, 
he  always  lands  on  one  side.  Now,  the  member  for 
Assiniboia  took  the  point  that,  because  clause  51 
was  not  objected  to  by  the  Hon.  Mr.  Blake,  whom 
we  all  admit  is  one  of  the  brightest  and  ablest 


minds  in  the  Dominion,  therefore  there  was  noth¬ 
ing  in  it.  But  I  do  not  understand  that  in  1872, 
or  1882,  that  point  ever  came  up,  and  it  is  just 
possible  that  the  Hon.  Mr.  Blake  never  gave  his 
attention  to  that  particular  point.  But  it  does 
not  matter  whether  he  did  or  not.  It  is  right  and 
proper  for  us  now  to  raise  the  point  and  discuss  it, 
and  I  certainly  expected  that  the  hon.  member  for 
Jsorth  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  and  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Grey  (Mr.  Masson),  and  the  hon.  member 
for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon),  who  is  well  known 
to  be  one  of  the  greatest  constitutional  law¬ 
yers  in  the  Dominion,  and  whose  views  upon 
this  subject  would  be  of  great  weight  and  of 
great  assistance  to  us,  would  have  spoken.  When 
a  legal  point  comes  up  we  look  to  these  legal 
minds  to  enlighten  us,  and  I  hope  before  the  debate 
closes  we  shall  have  the  pleasure  of  hearing  those 
hon.  gentlemen  give  their  views  upon  this  particu¬ 
lar  point.  I  consider  it  is  a  very  important  one, 
and  one  that  should  receive  the  attention  of  the 
House.  If  it  is  true,  as  is  contended  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  and  the  hon. 
member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies),  that  we  have  no 
right  to  pass  this  Bill,  that  in  fact  the  Bills  passed 
in  1872  and  1882  were  illegal,  it  is  high  time  the 
point  was  settled  before  we  go  further.  Under 
these  circumstances  it  is  the  bound en  duty  of  the 
House  to  adopt  the  amendment  moved  by  the 
leader  of  the  Opposition,  which  is  one  that  will 
commend  itself  to  the  people  of  the  whole  country. 
It  is  in  these  words  : 

“  That  all  the  words  after  ‘  That  ’  in  the  said  motion  be 
omitted,  and  the  following  be  inserted  instead  thereof:— 

.  That  Bill  No.  76,  an  Act  to  readjust  the  Representation 
in  the  House  of  Commons,  be  referred  to  a  conference  or 
committee  to  be  composed  of  both  political  parties  to 
agree  upon  the  lines  or  principles  on  which  a  redistribu¬ 
tion  Bill  should  be  drawn.’” 

That  is  a  fair  proposition,  and  is  one  that  ought  to 
commend  itself  to  every  one.  It  does  not  propose 
any  advantage  to  either  side.  It  is  simply  that  a 
conference,  a  committee  composed  of  both  poli¬ 
tical  parties,  should  agree  on  the  principles  upon 
which  a  Redistribution  Bill  should  be  brought  in. 
There  are  many  principles  to  be  considered.  In 
my  opinion,  county  lines  should  not  be  interfered 
with.  Again,  it  is  questionable  whether  we  should 
give  every  23,000  people  a  representative.  Some 
people  hold  that  the  cities  of  Toronto  and  Mont¬ 
real  should  not  be  represented  so  fully  as  the  rural 
districts.  I  quite  agree  with  that  view.  Take, 
for  instance,  Montreal,  although  it  has  a  very  large 
population,  there  are  no  less  than  thirteen  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House  who  live  there.  It  is  true  they 
represent  counties  outside  the  city,  but  at  the  same 
time  they  have  an  interest  in  the  city  and  will 
watch  that  the  interests,  rights  and  privileges  of 
Montreal  arenotinjuriouslyaffected,  and  therefore  I 
think  that  if  Montreal  had  been  allowed  to 
remain  as  at  present,  with  three  members,  this 
would  have  been  the  proper  course.  When  we 
take  counties  40,  60,  100  or  200  miles  long  by  40, 
60  or  probably  100  wide,  they  should  be  repre¬ 
sented  by  members,  although  their  population 
may  not  be  up  to  the  required  standard.  For 
these  reasons,  and  for  other  reasons  that  have  been 
advanced,  I  think  it  is  highly  proper  that  this  Bill 
should  be  referred  to  a  committee  which  should 
decide  the  lines  and  principles  that  should  be 
adopted,  and  I  believe,  if  they  do  so,  the  advice 
tendered  by  the  Regina  Leader  will  be  acted  upon, 
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that  this  Bill  will  be  withdrawn,  and  one  will  be 
presented  to  the  House  that  will  deal  fairly, 
honestly  and  justly  with  the  people  of  this 
Dominion. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  I  do  not  intend  to  occupy  the 
time  of  the  House  for  more  than  a  few  moments, 
as  I  have  no  intention  of  making  a  speech  on  this 
question,  but  I  wish  to  say  a  word  with  respect  to 
a  statement  I  made  in  my  place  the  day  before 
yesterday,  and  which  was  contradicted  by  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite.  I  stated  : 

“  When  he  refers  to  precedents  in  England,  when  he 
refers  to  Mr.  Gladstone’s  generosity  in  consulting  ‘with 
Lord  Salisbury  about  his  Redistribution  Bill,  does  my  hon. 
friend  recollect  that  Mr.  Gladstone  was  compelled  to  do 
so,  that  the  House  of  Lords  refused  to  pass  his  Franchise 
Bill  until  he  had  disclosed  something  about  the  Redistri¬ 
bution  Bill  ?” 

I  was  interrupted  by  cries  of  “no,  no,”  and  I  asked 
who  says  “no.”  The  hon.  member  for  Bothwell 
said,  “  I  said  no.”  I  then  said  : 

“  Then  I  say  my  hon.  friend  is,  as  usual,  entirely  mis¬ 
taken  as  to  the  facts.  I  say  it  is  a  matter  of  notorious 
history.” 

In  regard  to  that  statement  I  wish  to  quote  a  pass¬ 
age  from  the  Imperial  Hansard ,  which  I  think  will 
make  it  sufficiently  clear  that  what  I  said  was  cor¬ 
rect.  When  the  hon.  member  with  great  gravity 
calls  attention  to  the  manner  in  which  they  were 
in  the  habit  of  dealing  with  questions  of  this  kind 
in  England,  and  asserts  that  Mr.  Gladstone,  the  leader 
of  the  Liberal  party,  had  in  a  spirit  of  generosity  ap¬ 
proached  his  opponents  and  consulted  them  with 
respect  to  the  Redistribution  Bill,  I  wish  to  invite 
his  attention  to  what  the  facts  were.  Mr.  Glad¬ 
stone  introduced  the  Franchise  Bill,  which  enfran¬ 
chised  2,000,000  of  voters,  there  then  being 
about  3,000,000  voters  in  England  ;  so  he  added 
2,000,000  voters  to  3,000,000  already  existing. 
He  did  not  accompany  that  Franchise  Bill  with 
a  Redistribution  Bill,  as  had  been  the  invariable 
custom  in  England  previously.  When  he  intro¬ 
duced  his  Bill  in  the  House  of  Commons,  excep¬ 
tion  was  taken  to  the  fact  that  a  Redistribution 
Bill  was  not  introduced,  and  it  was  stated  that  it 
was  impossible  to  deal  with  the  Franchise  Bill 
without  knowing  what  the  Redistribution  Bill  was 
to  be.  Mr.  Gladstone  refused  to  introduce  a  Re¬ 
distribution  Bill,  alleging  there  was  not  time  for 
it.  The  majority  at  the  back  of  the  Government 
forced  the  Franchise  Bill  through  the  House  of 
Commons.  It  came  up  to  the  House  of  Lords,  and 
Lord  Cairns  moved  an  amendment,  to  which  refer¬ 
ence  has  been  made  to-day  by  the  leader  of  the 
House,  to  the  effect  that  the  Franchise  Bill  should 
not  be  passed  by  the  House  of  Lords  until  a  Redis¬ 
tribution  Bill  was  before  them,  and  he  pointed 
out,  in  the  course  of  his  remarks,  what  the  result 
would  be  if  a  Franchise  Bill  were  passed  first  with¬ 
out  any  reference  to  a  Redistribution  Bill.  He 
said  : 

“  A  Redistribution  Bill  may  be  brought  in.  It  is  not 
likely  to  please  everybody;  and  suppose  it  does  not  satis¬ 
fy  those  who  are  not  supporters  of  the  Government,  what 
will  be  the  consequence?  Was  there  ever  before  an 
engine  of  this  kind  put  into  the  hands  of  a  Government  ? 
The  parties  say  :  ‘  We  do  not  like  this  Redistribution  Bill.’ 
The  Government  say  :  ‘  You  must  either  take  it  or  leave 
it;  if  you  do  not  take  it  you  leave  the  election  to  the 
new  electors  without  any  redistribution  at  all.’  Is  that 
a  course  which  it  is  fair  to.  take  towards  Parliament — to 
call  upon  Parliament  to  legislate  under  duress.” 

This  was  the  generosity  of  Mr.  Gladstone.  Lord 
Cairns  had  previously  pointed  out  what  the  result 
Mr.  Campbell. 


would  be  in  case  a  Redistribution  Bill  were  not 
brought  in  before  the  elections  took  place,  and  he 
said  that  at  the  time  of  the  introduction  of  the  pre¬ 
vious  Reform  Bill  Lord  Beaconsfield,  then  Mr. 
Disraeli,  had  made  this  calculation,  that  there 
would  be  1,750,000  county  voters  returning  187 
members  and  1,250,000  borough  voters  returning 
297  members.  So  that  would  be  the  effect  of  hold¬ 
ing  elections  without  the  introduction  of  a  Redis¬ 
tribution  Bill.  Lord  Cadogan,  in  referring  to  the 
matter  at  a  later  period,  said  that,  briefly,  the 
principles  which  were  then  enunciated  (that  is  by 
the  House  of  Lords  when  supporting  Lord  Cairns’s 
resolution)  were  that  redistribution  must  accom¬ 
pany  extension  of  the  franchise,  and  no  Franchise 
Bill  could  otherwise  be  passed  ;  and,  further  on  re¬ 
peats  that  their  lordships  had  decided  they  would 
not  allow  the  Franchise  Bill  to  pass  until  they  knew 
the  provisions  of  the  Redistribution  Bill  and  what 
the  effect  would  be  at  the  general  elections.  He 
goes  on  to  quote  a  passage  from  the  great  leader  of 
the  great  Liberal  party,  and  I  wish  to  call  the 
attention  of  my  hon.  friend  the  leader  of  the 
Opposition  to  what  Lord  Cadogan  quoted  from 
Mr.  Gladstone  : 

.“  The  right  hon.  gentleman  in  addressing  his  support¬ 
ers  last  week  said  :  4  The  passing  of  a  Redistribution  Bill 
is  impossible  this  session.  And  there  is  no  mode,  I 
venture  to  tell  you,  in  which  a  majority  in  the  House  of 
Commons  though  you  be— you  can  carry  a  Redistribution 
Bill  through  the  House  of  Commons  unless  the  House  of 
Commons  and  the  Conservative  party  in  that  House  has 
a  motive  for  allowing  its  progress.’  The  object  of  this 
was  to. show  that  unless  the  Prime  Minister  had  these 
two  millions  newly  enfranchised,  but  undistributed  voters 
to  hold  in  terrorism  over  the  heads  of  members  of  the 
House  of  Commons,  he  would  find  it  impossible  to  pass  a 
Redistribution  Bill.  It  was  therefore  acknowledged  by 
the  Prime  Minister  that  the  withholding  of  redistribution 
was  not  done  to  expedite  reform  generally,  but  as  a 
deliberate  plan  to  enable  him  to  force  Parliament  to 
accept  whatever  Redistribution  Bill  it  may  be  his  plea¬ 
sure  to  present.” 

Lord  Salisbury,  in  referring  to  the  matter  and  in 
referring  to  the  reasons  which  induced  the  House 
of  Lords  to  refuse  to  pass  the  Franchise  Bill  with¬ 
out  the  Redistribution  Bill,  said  : 

“  The  Conservative  party  would  be  in  the  position  that 
they  would  be  obliged  to  accept  the  Redistribution  Bill 
whatever  it  might  be,  because  if  they  did  not  accept  it, 
the  Government  would  be  able  to  go  to  the  electors  on 
the  Franchise  Bill  without  redistribution  at  all.” 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Just  as  we  are. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  We  are  not  speaking  of  “just  as 
we  are  ”  at  all.  The  difference  between  a  thickly 
populated  country  such  as  England,  and  between 
a  country  such  as  Canada,  is  enormous,  as  the  hon. 
gentleman  knows.  In  the  counties  in  England, 
the  meaning  of  passing  a  Franchise  Bill  of  this 
kind  was  to  throw  thousands  of  urban  votes  upon 
the  rural  constituencies.  We  have  nothing  of  that 
kind  here  at  all,  and  moreover  that  is  quite  beside 
the  question.  The  question  is  :  As  to  whether  or 
not  Mr.  Gladstone  was  following  a  generous  policy 
in  regard  to  this  matter,  or  whether  he  was  forced 
to  do  it  ? 

Mr.  LAURIER.  According  to  all  that,  but  for 
the  tactics  resorted  to  by  Lord  Salisbury,  the  Con¬ 
servative  party  in  England  would  be  forced  to 
accept  whatever  redistribution  was  forced  upon 
them,  just  as  the  Liberal  party  are  forced  to  do 
here. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  Not  by  reason  of  their  being 
forced,  as  hon.  gentlemen  are,  at  all,  but 
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by  reason  of  the  duress  held  over  them 
by  the  passage  of  a  Franchise  Bill  which  had 
enfranchised  nearly  two  million  voters.  The  House 
°f  Lords  continued  its  opposition  and  refused  to 
allow  the  Bill  to  pass,  and  eventually  when  Mr. 
Gladstone  found  it  was  impossible  to  have  his  Bill 
passed  in  any  other  way,  he  proposed  the  com- 
piomise  of  a  consultation  with  his  opponents  to 
which  my  hon.  friend  has  referred.  That  is  rather 
a  different  condition  of  things,  from  what  my  hon. 
friend  in  his  speech  the  other  day  led  us  to  sup¬ 
pose  were  the  facts.  But  my  hon.  friend  from 
Both  well  (Mr.  Mills)  enters  into  the  controversy 
and  he  endeavours  to  give  us  new  light  upon  the 
subject  to-night,  and  he  tells  us  that  the  reason 
of  this  consultation  was  a  kindly  interest  on 
the  part  of  Mr.  Gladstone  for  ‘the  House  of 
Lords,  and  he  says  that  in  point  of  fact  the  House 
of  Lords  had  been  opposing  the  Franchise 
Bill,  and  that  the  people  of  the  country  were 
very  much  incensed  at  the  House  of  Lords,  and 
that  it  was  in  order  to  save  them  from  the  result 
of  an  election  in  which  they  would  be  punished  by 
the  country,  that  this  proposal  was  made.  Great 
as  my  surprise  was  yesterday,  when  I  was  contra¬ 
dicted  when  I  said  that  Mr.  Gladstone  had  done 
this  because  the  House  of  Lords  had  refused  to 
pass  his  Redistribution  Bill  ;  if  it  were  possible, 
my  astonishment  was  greater  to-night  when  I 
heard  my  hon.  friend  from  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills) 
make  that  extraordinary  statement. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  My  hon.  friend  yester¬ 
day  did  not  use  the  word  “  refused  ”  ;  he  used  the 
word  “rejected.” 

Mr.  McNEILL.  I  have  the  Hansard  here.  I 
find  that  I  said  :  “  The  House  of  Lords  refused  to 
pass  the  Franchise  Bill  until  they  knew  something 
about  the  Redistribution  Bill.”  My  hon.  friend 
from  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills),  as  I  told  him  yester¬ 
day,  was  entirely  astray  as  usual  as  to  his  facts. 
If  it  is  conceivable  he  is  still  more  astray  as  to  his 
facts  to-night.  I  am  surprised  that  an  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  ho  lays  such  store  by  his  knowledge  with 
regard  to  constitutional  questions  should  be  so 
utterly  ignorant  as  to  the  facts  in  reference  to  what 
was  described  by  Lord  Shaftesbury  as  the  greatest 
constitutional  crisis  in  the  history  of  England  since 
1832.  Lord  Shaftesbury  said  :  “  That  he  had  re¬ 
membered  and  had  passed  through  the  crisis  in  1832, 


which  we  are  threatened.  We  do  not  shrink  from  bowing 
*  Tf  -of-th,e  Pe°Ple,  whatever  the  opinion  may 

be.  it  it  is  their  judgment  that  there  should  be  enfran¬ 
chisement  with  redistribution,  I  should  be  verv  much 
surprised,  but  I  should  not  attempt  to  dispute  their  decis- 
But  now  that  the  people  have  in  no  real  sense  been 
consulted,  when  they  had,  at  the  last  general  election 
no  notion  of  what  was  coming  upon  them,  I  feel  that  we 
are  bound,  as  guardians  of  their  interests,  to  call  upon 
the  Government  to  appeal  to  the  people,  and  by  the 
result  of  that  appeal  we  will  abide.” 

The  hon.  gentleman  for  Bothwell  says  the  House 
of  Lor  ds  did  not  ask  an  appeal  to  the  people  at  all 
and  did  not  want  it.  Why,  Sir,  if  lie  had  known 
anything  at  all  about  the  matter,  he  would  have 
known  that  one  of  the  accusations  brought  against 
the  House  of  Lords  was,  that  they  were  trying  to 
foice  a  general  election.  The  statement  was  made 
on  every  platform  that  the  House  of  Lords  were 
exceeding  their  constitutional  privileges  and  dicta¬ 
ting  to  Her  Majesty  as  to  when  she  should  dissolve 
1  arliament.  The  hon.  gentleman  says  that  there 
was  a  great  fear  that  the  House  of  Lords  would  be 
swept  away  by  public  opinion.  He  ought  to  know 
that  while  there  were  public  meetings  held  in  Eng¬ 
land  denunciatory  of  the  conduct  of  the  House  of 
Lords  in  reference  to  this  matter,  which  were  at¬ 
tended  by  twenties  of  thousands  of  people  ;  yet 
there  were  public  meetings  comprising  as  many  as 
one  hundred  thousand  people  to  support  the  action 
of  the  House  of  Lords.  The  hon.  member  for  Both¬ 
well  dissents.  Was  there  not  such  a  meeting  ?  Was 
it  not  stated  in  the  Times  and  other  leading  journals 
of  England  that  in  the  great  public  grounds  at  Man¬ 
chester  there  were  a  hundred  thousand  people  sup¬ 
porting  the  position  taken  by  the  House  of  Lords  ’ 
And  this  meeting  was  addressed  by  Lord  Salisbury. 

I  he  hon.  gentleman  shakes  his  head  ;  he  does  not 
remember  about  that  either,  I  suppose ;  but  never¬ 
theless  it  is  the  fact ;  and  when  my  hon.  friend 
again  contradicts  me  in  regard  to  matters  of  fact 
as  he  did  the  other  day,  I  hope  he  will  be  a  little 
better  informed  than  he  has  been  on  this  matter. 

House  divided  on  amendment  of  Mr.  Laurier  : 

iJnS?16  S^id  ^I1  be  n°t  now  read  the  second  time,  but 
^  r re,f • }-°  “conference  or  committee  to  be  com¬ 

posed  of  both  political  parties  to  agree  upon  the  lines  or 
principles  on  which  a  Redistribution  Bill  should  be  drawn 


and  that  this  was  even  a  greater  crisis  than  that.  ” 
My  hon.  friend,  speaking  of  a  notorious  matter  of 
history  of  that  kind,  actually  tells  us  that  the 
desire  on  the  part  of  the  Liberal  party  at  that  time 
in  England  was  to  save  the  House  of  Lords  from  a 
general  election. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  did  not  say  so. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  W  hat  did  he  say  ?  He  said 
that  it  was  because  the  House  of  Lords  had  not 
passed  the  Franchise  Bill,  and  that  it  was  because 
the  Government  did  not  wish  the  House  of  Lords 
should  suffer  the  consequence,  as  the  country  was 
indignant  at  the  House  of  Lords.  What  are  the 
facts?  The  facts  were  that  the  House  of  Lords 
had  been  asking  to  go  to  the  country.  The  hon. 
gentleman  shakes  his  head  again.  Now,  I  will  give 
the  hon.  gentleman  chapter  and  verse  for  it.  Here 
is  what  Lord  Salisbury  said  : 

“In  the  presence  of  such  vast  proposals  we  appeal  to 
the  people.  We  have  no  fear  of  the  humiliation  with 
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Nays  : 
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Macdonald  (King’s), 

Baker, 

Macdonald  (Winnipeg), 

Barnard, 

Macdonell  (Algoma), 

Bennett, 

Mackintosh, 

Bergeron, 

Maclean  (York), 

Bergin, 

McAlister, 

Boyle, 

McCarthy, 

Burnham, 

McDougald  (Pictou), 

Cameron, 

McDougall  (Cape  Breton), 

Cargill, 

McKay, 

Carignan, 

McLennan, 

Carling, 

McLeod, 

Carpenter, 

McMillan  (Vaudreuil), 

Caron  (Sir  Adolphe), 

McNeill, 

Chapleau, 

Madill, 

Cleveland, 

Mara, 

Coatsworth, 

Masson, 

Cochrane, 

Miller, 

Cockburn. 

Mills  (Annapolis), 

Corbould, 

Moncrieff, 

Corby, 

Northrup, 

Costigan, 

O’Brien, 

Curran, 

Ouimet, 

Daly, 

Patterson  (Colchester), 

Davin, 

Patterson  (Huron), 

Davis, 

Pope, 

Denison, 

Pridham, 

Desjardins  (Hochelaga), 

Putman, 

Desjardins  L’lslet), 

Reid, 

Dewdney, 

Robillard. 

Dickey, 

Roome, 

Dugas, 

Rosamond, 

Dupont, 

Ross  (Dundas), 

Dyer, 

Ross  (Lisgar), 

Earle,  ( 

Rye  km  an, 

Fairbairn, 

Simard, 

Frechette, 

Smith  (Ontario), 

Gillies, 

Sproule, 

Gordon, 

Stairs, 

Grandbois, 

Stevenson, 

Guillet, 

Temple, 

Haggart, 

Thompson  (Sir  John), 

Hazen, 

Tisdale, 

Hearn, 

Tupper, 

Henderson, 

Turcotte, 

Hodgins, 

Tyrwhitt, 

Hughes, 

Wallace, 

Hutchins, 

Weldon, 

Ingram, 

White  (Cardwell), 

Joncas, 

White  (Shelburne), 

Ivaulbach, 

Wilmot, 

Langevin  (Sir  Hector), 

Wilson, 

LaRiviere, 

Lupine, 

Wrood  (Brockville).— 109. 

Pairs  : 

Ministerial. 

Opposition. 

Col.  Prior, 

Mr.  Edgar, 

Mr.  Gillmor, 

Mr.  Foster, 

Mr.  Bowell, 

Mr.  Lister, 

Mr.  Taylor, 

Mr.  Sutherland, 

Mr.  Montague, 

Mr.  Mulock, 

Mr.  Girouard  (Jac.  Cartier),  Mr.  Pr6fontaine, 

Mr.  McDonald  (Victoria), 

Mr.  Fauvel, 

Mr.  McKeen, 

Mr.  Borden, 

Mr.  Craig, 

Mr.  Forbes, 

Mr.  Burns, 

Mr.  Gibson, 

Mr.  Marshall, 

Mr.  Landerkin, 

Mr.  Pelletier, 

Mr.  Charlton, 

Mr.  Ives. 

Mr.  Delisle. 

Amendment  negatived. 


Mr.  MCCARTHY  moved  the  adjournment  of  the 
debate. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  debate  adjourned. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  11.30 
p.m. 

Mr.  McNeill. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Friday,  3rd  June,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

REPORT. 

Annual  Report  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior, 
for  year  ending  30th  June,  1891. — (Mr.  Dewdney.) 

FIRST  READINGS. 

Bill  (No.  93)  respecting  the  Midland  Railway  of 
Canada. — (Mr.  Tisdale.) 

Bill  (No.  90)  to  amend  the  Patent  Act  and  Acts 
amending  the  same  (from  the  Senate). — (Mr. 
Carling. ) 

DIVORCE  BILLS. 

Mr.  TISDALE  moved  first  reading  of  Bill 
(No.  92)  for  the  relief  of  Hattie  Adele  Harrison 
(from  the  Senate). 

Motion  agreed  to  on  a  division. 

Mr.  TISDALE  moved  first  reading  of  B.  ll(No.  91) 
for  the  relief  of  James  Wright  (from  the  Senate). 

Motion  agreed  to  on  a  division. 

o 

THE  VOTERS’  LIST  OF  1891. 

Mr.  PATTERSON  (Huron)  moved  second  read¬ 
ing  of  Bill  (No.  67)  respecting  the  Voters’ lists  of 
1891. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  This  Bill  contains  only  two 
provisions,  one  to  give  validity  to  what  we  may 
presume  to  be  an  informality  with  regard  to  the 
printing  of  the  lists,  and  the  other  to  dispense 
with  the  annual  revision.  I  have  no  opposition  to 
offer  to  those  two  provisions  ;  but  I  would  suggest 
to  the  hon.  gentleman  whether,  instead  of  dis¬ 
pensing  with  the  revision  of  the  lists  year  after 
year,  it  would  not  be  more  advisable  to  abolish  the 
Act  altogether.  Nothing,  in  my  judgment,  can 
better  show'  how  utterly  wanting  in  proper  results  this 
Act  is,  than  the  fact  that  year  after  year  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  have  to  pass  this  legislation,  and  dare  not 
put  the  Act  into  operation.  This  Act  was  passed 
in  the  year  1885  ;  we  had  a  revision  in  1886,  an¬ 
other  in  1889,  and  another  in  1891  ;  and  as  to  the 
other  years,  the  Government  did  as  they  are  doing 
now — they  asked  authority  from  Parliament  not 
to  apply  the  law.  No  greater  confession  that  the 
Act  is  weak  and  mischievous  could,  it  seems  to  me, 
have  been  given,  and  though  I  will  not  press  the 
question  this  year,  I  hope  that  next  year  he  wfill 
see  his  way  to  repeal  the  Act  altogether. 

Mr.  PATTERSON  (Huron).  I  have  only  to  say, 
in  reply  to  the  hon.  leader  of  the  Opposition,  as  I 
announced  to  the  House  when  this  measure  was 
introduced,  that  it  is  the  intention  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  introduce  such  legislation  next  session  as 
shall  tend  to  a  simplification  of  this  Act  and  a  re¬ 
duction  of  the  expenses  in  connection  with  its  en¬ 
forcement. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothw'ell).  I  do  not  propose  to 
object  to  the  second  reading  of  the  Bill ;  but  when 
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it  goes  into  committee  I  propose  moving  an 
amendment  to  the  second  clause,  to  except  the 
city  of  London  from  its  operation.  The  lion, 
gentleman  who  moves  the  Bill  is  aware  that  there 
are  250  odd  names  upon  the  list  of  London  that 
e\  ery  one  admits  are  not  there  by  virtue  of  any 
qualification  they  possess. 

Mr.  CARLING.  That  is  not  so. 

Mi.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Well,  I  am  stating 
"w  hat  I  believe  to  be  so.  Their  qualification  was 
enquired  into  by  the  revising  officer,  and  he 
ordered  those  names  to  be  struck  off  the  list. 
lhe\  v  ere  restored  to  the  list  by  the  county  judge 
solely  upon  the  ground,  as  everyone  knows  who 
has  examined  his  judgment,  that  the  notice  given 
by  the  parties  complaining  was  not  such  a  notice 
as  the  law  required.  Therefore,  it  seems  to  me 
ttyat  it  would  be  a  monstrous  thing  under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  for  this  House  to  interfere  with  the 
ordinal y  operation  of  the  law,  and  to  retain  upon 
the  list  so  large  a  number  of  names  that  ought  not 
to  have  found  a  place  there. 


Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  wish  to 
state  to  the  House  that  I  have  been  informed  that 
if  clause  1  of  this  Act  is  passed  in  its  present 
form,  without  any  qualification,  it  will  undoubt¬ 
edly  affect  one  or  two  election  cases  now  before  the 
courts.  I  am  informed  that  a  ground  of  objection 
to  one  or  two  elections  which  are  now  in  dispute  is 
that  these  formalities  wrere  not  complied  w  ith,  that 
the  list  was  not  properly  returned,  and  is  invalid 
cilia  illegal.  I  assume  that  the  hon.  Secretary  of 
State  has  no  intention  of  violently  interfering  with 
the  ordinary  course  of  the  law  by  promoting  ex 
post  facto  legislation  for  the  purpose  of  destroying 
the  claim  of  any  suitor  now  before  the  courts  to 
annul  an  election  by  reason  of  an  infraction  of  the 
law,  and  that  he  will  not  object  to  allow  a  pro¬ 
viso  to  be  inserted  to  maintain  the  rights  of  all  the 
parties  before  the  courts.  I  think  we  should  be 
gi\  en  to  understand,  before  the  second  reading 
takes  place,  that  no  such  intention  lurks  under  this 
clause. 

Mr.  PATTERSON  (Huron).  I  am  not  aware  of 
anj  such  case,  but  when  we  go  into  committee  we 
w  ill  consider  the  hon.  gentleman’s  suggestion. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  Bill  read  the  second  time. 

DOMINION  LANDS  ACT. 

Bill  (No.  89)  to  amend  the  Dominion  Lands  Act 
and  amendments  thereto  was  read  the  second  time, 
and  House  resolved  itself  into  Committee. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

On  section  1, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  object  of  repeal- 
ing  clause  1  /  is  to  do  away  with  the  absolute  pro¬ 
vision  which  exists  now  that  the  Territories  when 
surveyed  shall  be  laid  out  in  blocks  of  four  town¬ 
ships  each.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  has  been  found 
in  many  cases  impossible,  and  in  nearly  all  cases 
exceedingly  inconvenient,  to  comply  with  that  pro¬ 
vision,  and  as  a  matter  of  fact  strict  compliance 
w  ith  it  has  never  been  found  practicable.  It  is 
proposed  to  strike  out  that  clause,  and  leave  the 
matter  optional. 

10Ur 


On  section  2, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  only  alteration 
made  in  that  is  to  enable  triangulation  surveys 
now  being  made  on  the  mountains  to  be  made  use  of 
tor  the  purpose  of  the  surveys  of  the  department. 
In  tiie  Rocky  Mountains,  surveys  in  the  ordinary 
way  are  not  practicable,  and  a  system  of  triangula- 
tioii  surveys  is  now  being  carried  on  which  will  be 
applied  to  the  lands  mentioned  in  this  section. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  can  understand  how 
his  ti  langulation  shall  lie  carried  on  in  prominent 
points  in  a  mountain  district,  but  this  refers  to 
lands  surrendered  by  the  Indians  to  the  late  Earl 
of  Selkirk  in  the  Red  River  and  Assiniboia  dis¬ 
tricts.  These  seem  to  me  to  be  in  the  limits  of  the 
old  section  of  the  country,  which  was  in  the  hands 
of  _  the  Hudson  Bay  Company  and  their  factors 
prior  to  its  acquisition  by  Canada. 


Mr.  DEWDNEY.  Up  to  line  2.3  is  the  old  sec¬ 
tion  in  the  old  Act.  This  is  to  allow  fractional 
pieces  of  land,  which  are  often  found  after  a  survey, 
particularly  in  this  part  of  the  country  where  the 
river  lots  are  laid  off,  to  be  surveyed  so  as  to  be 
described  in  the  regular  way. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
\\  ill  see  that  the  new  part  of  the  section,  as  it  is 
worded,  is  governed  by  what  precedes,  and  that 
if  the  intention  is  to  give  power  to  employ  this 
system  of  survey  to  the  mountainous  district  far 
west,  the  whole  section  ought  to  be  recast.  I  have 
not  had  an  opportunity  of  examining  it  very  closely, 
out  it  strikes  me  in  this  way.  The  first  part  says  : 

Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  prevent  the 
lancl  upon  the  Red  and  Assiniboine  Rivers,  surrendered 
by  the  Indians  to  the  late  Earl  of  Selkirk,  from  being  laid 
out  in  such  a  manner  as  is  necessar y,” — 

And  so  on.  It  seems  to  me  that  what  follows  : 
“Or  to  prevent  the  lands  in  the  mountainous 
regions  5  that  is  the  mountainous  regions  of  the 
district  already  referred  to— and  that  is  not  what 
the  hon.  gentleman  means. 

Mr.  DEM  DNE\ .  We  might  add  the  mountain¬ 
ous  regions  in  the  North-West  Territories  and  the 
railway  belt. 

Mi.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  is  drawn  in  a  very 
cumbersome  way. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  “To  prevent  Dominion 
lands  in  the  mountainous  region  and  where  the 
ordinary  mode  of  survey  is  impracticable.  ” 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  is  all  one  sentence. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  will  show  the  lion, 
gentleman  what  the  philosophy  of  the  clause  is. 
The  preceding  sections  in  the  original  Act  down  to 
section  20  contain  the  provisions  as  to  how  surveys 
shall  lie  made  and  lots  laid  out,  and  section  21, 
which  we  here  remodel,  is  the  one  providing  for  all 
exceptions.  There  are,  first,  the  exception  for  land 
upon  the  Red  and  Assiniboine  Rivers  surrendered 
by  the  Indians  to  the  late  Earl  of  Selkirk  ;  then 
fractional  sections  or  lands  bordering  on  any  river 
or  lake  or  other  watercourse  or  on  a  public  road  ; 
and  then  as  to  lands  lying  in  the  mountainous  dis¬ 
tricts. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  There  ought  to  be  some 
word  inserted  in  line  20:  “Upon  the  Red  and 
Assiniboine  Rivers  or  subdivisions  of,  or  such  sub¬ 
divisions  of  fractional  sections  or  lands  bordering  as 
above,  or  other  lots  or  wood  lots  per  patent,”  and 
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so  on.  All  these  expressions  would  seem  to  refer 
to  what  precedes  in  this  same  section,  and  it  seems 
to  me  there  ought  to  be  words  inserted  to  give  it 
wider  scope  than  any  proper  construction  of  the 
phraseology  would  give  it. 

►Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  might  word  it: 
‘  ‘  To  prevent  any  Dominion  lands  in  the  mountainous 
regions.” 

Section,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

On  section  3, 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  seems  to  me  that 
this  is  rather  a  harsh  provision.  In  the  beginning 
of  this  section  it  reads  : 

“  But  such  pre-emption  right,  if  not  exercised  and  pay¬ 
ment  made  within  six  months  after  the  settler  becomes 
entitled  to  claim  a  patent  under  his  homestead  entry, 
shall  be  forfeited.” 

The  man  may  reside  upon  the  property,  and  at  the 
end  of  the  three  years  he  may  have  performed  all 
the  duties  required  of  him  and  may  have  become 
entitled  to  his  patent,  but,  if  he  does  not  pay  for 
the  pre-emption  of  160  acres  within  six  months 
after  that,  he  is  to  forfeit  that  pre-emption.  That 
seems  to  me  a  great  hardship.  If  th&  Government 
secured  him  as  a  settler,  and  he  has  completed  the 
act  of  settlement,  on  the  completion  of  that  he  is 
good  for  the  amount  of  his  liability  on  the  pre¬ 
emption,  and  he  ought  not  to  be  required  to  make 
payment  within  six  months  under  the  penalty  of 
forfeiture  of  the  160  acres. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  That  is  a  part  of  the  old 
clause.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  that  has  not  been  the 
practice. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  ought  not  to  be  the 
law. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  agree  with  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  that  it  ought  not  to  be  the  law,  but  I  know  of 
no  case  where  a  pre-emption  has  been  cancelled  in 
accordance  with  that. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  words  of  the  sec¬ 
tion  are  :  “shall  be  forfeited.”  The  Minister  can¬ 
not  be  discharging  his  duty,  if  that  be  the  law  and 
the  land  is  not  forfeited  under  those  conditions. 
The  better  thing  is  to  make  the  law  conform  with 
justice. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  That  question  has  been  rais¬ 
ed,  and  the  land  commissioner  has  pressed  that 
upon  me  and  upon  my  predecessor,  and  I  should 
not  object  to  see  that  erased.  The  object  of  the 
new  portion  of  the  clause  is  to  relieve  a  settler  who 
has  a  second  homestead  and  pre-emption  from 
being  compelled  to  build  a  second  dwelling  house, 
which  would  be  a  rather  foolish  regulation  to  en¬ 
force,  but  the  clause  imposes  upon  the  settler  the 
burden  of  performing  a  little  larger  cultivation 
than  was  required  under  the  old  law.  As  to  this 
section,  the  clause  might  be  made  to  read  ‘  ‘  may 
be  forfeited.” 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  There  should  be  some 
reasonable  time  given,  because  a  party  who  takes 
a  homestead  has  to  put  up  buildings  and  performed 
settlement  duties,  and  got  his  team,  and  has  done  a 
number  of  things  before  he  can  earn  any  money  from 
his  produce  to  make  this  payment.  He  will  hardly 
earn  any  money  for  three  years,  and  it  will  take  four 
or  five  years  before  he  will  be  able  to  obtain  enough 
to  let  him  live.  The  Government  might  charge  him 
interest  on  the  arrears.  The  rule  which  prevailed  in 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


Ontario  many  years  ago  was  that  the  Government 
charged  a  reasonable  amount  of  interest  on  the  pay¬ 
ments  which  were  in  arrear,  but  the  lands  were  con¬ 
sidered  a  sufficient  security  for  the  payment.  Here 
you  are  putting  arbitrary  power  in  the  hands  of  a 
Minister,  because  all  the  settlers  may  not  be  on  the 
same  footing,  and  some  of  the  agents  may  not  be  of 
the  same  character  as  others,  some  may  be  harsher 
than  others,  and  I  think  it  would  be  sufficient  if 
the  Government  provided  that  payment  should  be 
made  within  five  years  after  the  homestead  patent 
has  been  obtained,  and  then  that  interest  shall  be 
charged  on  the  payments  in  arrear.  I  know  of 
lands  in  Ontario  where  the  payments  were  not 
made  for  twenty  years  after  they  became  due,  but 
the  lands  were  not  confiscated,  because  they  were 
considered  to  be  ample  security  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment  were  fully  protected  against  actual  loss.  I 
think  the  settlers  in  this  case  should  be  dealt  with 
in  a  similar  way. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  entire  abrogation  of  the  right  of  forfeiture 
would  be  rather  a  serious  step  to  take.  There  are 
certain  duties  imposed  on  those  who  take  up  lands. 
One  is  the  payment  of  money  by  a  certain  time, 
and  the  Act  gives  six  months  grace  after  that  time 
has  expired.  I  think  it  should  meet  all  objections 
to  say  that  the  right  may  be  forfeited  or  shall  be 
liable  to  forfeiture  instead  of  shall  be  forfeited, 
otherwise  there  are  no  means  of  compulsion.  The 
hon.  gentleman  speaks  of  entries  made  under  pro¬ 
vincial  systems  under  which  settlers  were  allowed 
to  be  a  long  time  in  arrear,  and  it  is  true  that  some 
of  them  paid  and  some  even  with  interest,  but  in 
the  meantime  the  province  has  a  right  to  put  the 
settler  off,  and  he  is  there  only  on  sufferance,  and 
that  is  what  we  want  here.  If  six  months  is  too 
short,  it  may  be  made  longer,  but  the  right  of  the 
settler  should  cease  afterwards  unless  the  Minister 
sees  that  the  reasons  he  gives  are  sufficient. 

Mr.  MASSON.  Reference  has  been  made  to 
the  practice  in  Ontario  with  reference  to  similar 
cases,  where  free  grants  are  given  along  some  of 
the  roads  and  pre-emption  for  the  adjoiningoOacres. 
That  is  the  statement  of  the  hon.  member  for  Both¬ 
well  (Mr.  Mills).  I  understand  a  longer  period, 
three  years,  is  given.  But  there  always  was,  even 
in  the  ticket  that  the  settler  receives  setting  forth 
his  rights,  a  notice  of  forfeiture  if  he  did  not  com¬ 
ply  within  the  time.  I  know  a  case  where  parties 
have  applied  to  purchase  the  pre-empted  right 
where  the  settler  was  in  arrear,  and  the  practice  in 
Ontario  then  was  to  give  the  pre-emptor  notice  to 
pay  up  within  a  short  time,  otherwise  his  pre-emp¬ 
tion  right  would  be  forfeited.  That,  I  think,  is 
the  practice,  but  I  am  speaking  from  memory.  I 
think  the  Act  provided  a  term  of  forfeiture  much 
the  same  as  the  section  before  us.  It  is  only  a 
matter  of  practice.  I  think  that  six  months  is  too 
short  a  period,  and  I  would  suggest  that  it  be  made 
a  year,  or  six  months  after  notice. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  There  ought  to  be  five 
years.  Take  any  young  man  going  in  from  Ont¬ 
ario  to  the  North-West  Territories;  all  that  he  will 
earn,  not  only  during  the  period  which  he  has  to 
acquire  a  homestead,  but  for  at  least  as  long  a 
period  thereafter,  is  taken  in  providing  himself 
with  the  necessary  farm  outfit.  You  do  not  want 
to  take  his  money  from  him  and  cripple  him  just 
at  a  period  when  it  is  most  important  that  he 
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should  retain  in  his  possession  everything  that  he 
can  earn  beyond  what  is  necessary  to  enable  him 
to  live.  If  I  remember  rightly,  in  nearly  all  the 
western  states  a  period  of  five  years  is  given 
before  the  law  enforces  payment.  Now,  if  we  are 
going  to  do  anything  here  with  regard  to  pre¬ 
emption,  you  ought  to  give  some  time  to  the 
settler  to  put  himself  in  a  condition  of  comparative 
prosperity  before  you  undertake  to  call  upon  him 
to  pay  for  his  pre-emption.  But  here  you  make 
pre-emption  payable  at  the  very  moment  that  he 
has  earned  his  homestead.  Now,  I  say  that  is  a 
great  hardship.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  Minister 
whether  he  has  found  it  possible  in  the  case  of  1 
per  cent  of  all  the  settlers  in  the  North-West 
Territories  to  secure  compliance  with  this  Act? 
I  do  not  believe  he  has.  Then  why  put  upon 
the  Statute-book  a  law  which  puts  the  posses¬ 
sion  of  his  pre-emption  land  at  the  absolute 
mercy  of  the  department.  That  is  not  the  con¬ 
dition  of  things  you  desire,  and  it  is  not  a  condition 
of  things  that  suits  the  settler.  No  man  on  land 
on  which  he  desires  to  acquire  his  property,  wants 
to  hold  his  rights  to  those  lands  at  the  sufferance  of  a 
Minister  of  the  Crown,  or  of  anybody  else  ;  and 
if  you  fix  a  period  that  he  shall  pay,  not  within  six 
months  after,  but  within  five  years  after,  you  would 
adopt  a  very  much  more  reasonable  rule.  I  venture 
to  say  that  if  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  you  take 
the  lands  that  were  sold  by  the  Crown  to  the 
settlers,  a  period  of  ten  years  is  much  more  near 
the  average  than  a  period  of  five  years.  I  would 
like  the  Minister  to  say  whether  he  thinks  that 
settlers  who  are  five  years  in  arrears  have  in  any 
considerable  number  paid  for  those  pre-emption 
lands  ;  and  if  that  lie  so,  judging  from  experience, 
you  will  see  that  no  such  rule  as  you  lay  down  here 
can  be  enforced,  nor  ought  you  to  try  to  enforce  it. 
Give  the  settler  a  chance  for  his  living,  and  he  will 
make  a  better  and  more  contented  settler,  and  he 
will  have  more  heart  to  promote  his  own  material 
well-being,  than  if  you  undertake  to  cramp  him  up 
in  this  way. 

Mr.  DALY.  The  anomaly  in  the  clause  under 
discussion,  it  seems  to  me,  is  that  it  is  imperative. 
In  no  case  in  my  experience  has  the  Government 
ever  enforced  this  term  of  payment.  The  simple 
fact  that  the  Minister  has  given  time,  shows  that 
he  was  not  acting  within  the  true  scope  of  the  Act. 
This  Act  says  that  it  “  shall  ”  be  forfeited.  That 
being  the  law,  he  would  have  no  right  to  use  that 
discretion,  but  that  discretion  has  been  used. 
Now,  in  the  first  place,  the  homesteader  must  per¬ 
form  his  duties  within  three  years,  that  gives  him 
three  years’  time  for  the  payment  of  his  pre-emp¬ 
tion,  and  by  that  time  he  is  in  a  pretty  good  con¬ 
dition.  The  change  I  would  suggest  is  that  the 
word  “  shall  ”  be  struck  out  and  the  word  “  may  ” 
be  put  in,  making  it  permissive  ;  and  instead  of 
saying  that  payment  shall  be  made  within  six 
months  after  the  settler  becomes  entitled  to  the 
claim,  say  the  payment  shall  be  paid  within  two 
years.  That  would  give  him  five  years  from  the 
date  he  gets  the  homestead  entry  within  which  he 
would  be  able  to  pay  it. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  time  is  too  short. 

Mr.  DALY.  There  must  be  a  time  fixed.  If 
you  do  not  fix  a  limit  he  could  go  on  and  cultivate 
the  whole  160  acres,  and  possibly  at  the  end  of 
five  years  abandon  it  altogether.  Such  things  have 


happened.  I  would  suggest  that  the  word  “  shall” 
and  the  words  “  six  months  ”be  struck  out,  insert¬ 
ing  the  word  “may ’’for  the  word  “  shall  ”  and 
“two  years”  instead  of  “six  months.” 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  look  upon  the  whole 
provision  as  an  exceedingly  objectionable  provision. 
In  the  first  place,  the  time  is  too  short  for  an 
actual  settler  to  comply  with  the  terms  and  pay 
the  money  into  the  department  within  six  months. 
It  is  well  known  that  settlers  who  go  into  that 
country  usually  require  all  the  means  they  have, 
and  it  will  take  them  some  time,  in  the  cultivation 
of  the  soil,  to  earn  sufficiently  to  enable  them  to 
meet  their  ordinary  wants  and  then  pay  the  amount 
that  they  are  required  to  pay  to  the  Government. 
Another  very  objectionable  feature  is  this :  it  keeps 
the  settler  entirely  under  the  thumb  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior.  When  my  lion,  friend,  who 
has  just  addressed  the  House,  goes  around  to  con- 
vass,  the  probabilities  are  that  a  number  of  these 
people,  when  he  will  approach  for  their  votes,  will 
say  :  Well,  Mr.  Daly,  my  land  is  in  arrears  to  the 
Government,  the  time  for  paying  the  money  into 
the  department  is  expired,  and  I  am  exceedingly 
anxious  to  know  whether  they  are  going  to  urge 
me  or  not.  My  hon.  friend  can  turn  round  and 
say  :  Never  mind,  I  will  make  it  all  right  for  you. 
That  gives  him  a  iiowerful  argument  with  the 
settler  to  secure  his  support.  Now,  we  do  not 
want  semi-landlordism  like  that  in  the  North- 
West.  We  want  the  settlers  in  that  country  to  be 
independent  in  the  exercise  of  their  franchise,  at 
liberty  to  vote  for  or  against  the  Government,  just 
as  they  please.  In  order  to  place  them  in  that 
position  you  should  give  them  time  to  pay  the 
amount  that  they  are  required  to  pay.  I  am  quite 
willing  that  these  words:  “shall  be  forfeited,” 
should  be  erased  and  replaced  by  “  shall  bear  in¬ 
terest  at  a  reasonable  rate.” 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  It  does  bear  interest  any¬ 
way. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Then  there  is  no  necessity 
for  the  word ->“  forfeit,”  that  should  be  struck  out. 
My  hon.  friend  has  referred  to  the  system  in 
Ontario.  My  hon.  friend  from  Grey  (Mr.  Masson) 
says  that  in  some  cases  people  have  been  ejected, 
their  rights  have  been  interfered  with  by  others 
buying.  I  do  not  know  in  my  long  experience  of 
thirty  years,  and  coming  in  contact  with  people  for 
whom  I  have  handled  Crown  lands,  one  case  where 
a  man’s  right  was  sold  out  over  his  head  and  given 
to  another  man.  I  have  heard  of  some  cases  where 
timber  lands  were  taken  ;  people  occupying  those 
timber  lands  were  taking  away  valuable  timber, 
and  in  those  cases  they  were  called  upon  to  pay  be¬ 
fore  they  were  allowed  to  strip  the  land  of  its 
value.  But  where  the  intrinsic  value  was  in  the 
land  itself,  I  have  not  known  of  a  single  case  where 
men  were  interfered  with  and  for  lack  of  making 
payments  had  to  leave  the  land.  This  provision 
should  be  recast,  so  that  the  actual  settler  would  be 
placed  in  an  independent  position.  He  should  be 
simply  required  to  live  on  the  land  for  six  months. 
After  making  his  entry  he  should  be  compelled  to 
erect  a  house  within  six  months,  but  the  payment 
for  the  land  should  be  extended  over  5,  6  or  10  years 
at  moderate  interest.  That  is  the  principle  adopted 
with  Ontario,  and  the  Minister  of  the  Interior 
should  apply  it  to  the  North-West.  There  is  another 
feature  to  which  I  desire  to  call  attention.  Section 
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b  provides  that  the  settler  must  prove  to  the  satis¬ 
faction  of  the  land  commissioner  or  his  chief  clerk 
the  fact  that  he  has  performed  those  particular  du¬ 
ties.  I  understand  we  have  homestead  inspectors 
in  the  North-West,  who  are  engaged  in  examining 
these  lands.  Why  should  a  settler  be  compelled 
to  travel  30  or  50  miles  for  the  purpose  of  appear¬ 
ing  before  the  land  commissioner  or  his  chief 
clerk,  when  he  might  make  the  necessary  proof  be¬ 
fore  a  homestead  inspector  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  When  a  settler  makes  appli¬ 
cation  for  a  patent  a  homestead  inspector  is  sent? 
and  on  his  report  the  local  agent  of  the  land  office 
reports  whether  the  settler  is  entitled  to  his  patent 
or  not.  It  is  the  homestead  inspector  who  makes 
the  report. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Why,  then,  does  the  clause 
provide  that  the  settler  must  satisfy  the  land  agent 
or  his  chief  clerk  ?  It  should  be  sufficient  to 
satisfy  “the  duly  authorized  agent  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.”  The  other  clause  with  respect  to  the  in¬ 
dependence  of  the  settler  as  to  payments  to  the 
Government  should  be  so  arranged  that  the  pay¬ 
ments  would  be  extended  for  at  least  five  years, 
with  interest,  so  that  the  settler  should  not  be 
placed  under  the  thumb  of  any  Government,  be¬ 
cause  it  is  unfair  to  subject  him  to  threats  of  eject¬ 
ment,  from  year  to  year. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  I  think  the  motives  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen)  are  excel¬ 
lent,  and  I  sympathize  with  them  ;  but  I  want  to 
point  out  to  him  an  inconvenience  that  would 
arise  from  having  his  suggestion  acted  on.  The 
hon.  member  wants  to  have  a  man  who  gets  a 
patent  granted  five  years  within  which  to  pay  for 
his  pre-emption.  Is  that  so  ? 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  This  clause  provides  that 
where  a  man  takes  a  pre-emption  he  has  six  months 
within  which  to  become  a  settler. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  No.  I  thought  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  did  not  exactly  tmderstand  the  matter  ;  and, 
in  fact,  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills) 
was,  I  rather  think — although  I  know  he  thor¬ 
oughly  understands  the  question — rather  mixed, 
certainly  he  was  so  in  speaking  of  settler  and  pre- 
emptor  in  the  United  States.  What  happens  is 
this.  When  a  man  settles  and  fulfils  the  condi¬ 
tions  for  getting  a  patent,  which  takes  three  years, 
there  is  a  provision  that  after  six  months  from  that 
time  he  shall  be  bound  to  pay  for  this  pre-emption 
or  forfeit  his  right.  I  understand  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Botlrwell  (Mr.  Mills)  suggests  that  the  set¬ 
tler  should  have  five  years  to  pay  for  the  pre¬ 
emption — that  there  should  be  no  forfeiture  if  he 
did  not  pay  it  for  five  years.  That,  I  understand, 
is  what  the  hon.  member  for  Wellington  (Mr. 
McMullen)  also  desires.  I  wish  to  point  out  what 
would  happen,  and  what  this  clause  has  prevented 
in  the  past  and  is  intended  to  prevent.  A  man 
gets  a  patent  for  his  homestead.  It  has  unfortu¬ 
nately  happened  both  in  Manitoba  and  the  North- 
West,  not  very  frequently,  but  too  frequently 
for  our  object  in  settling  that  country,  that  a  man 
enters  and  gets  the  patent,  and  •  having  got  the 
patent  removes  from  the  country,  and  does  not 
cultivate  the  land,  and  is  not  a  farmer  at  all.  He 
has  fulfilled  the  conditions  to  get  a  patent,  with¬ 
out  having  any  intention  of  farming,  but  practically 
tohold  160  acresfor  speculativepurposes.  He  secures 
Mr.  McMullen. 


his  entry  for  a  quarter  section  that  he  thinks  a 
railway  coming  along,  or  a  town  spreading  towards 
it,  or  some  future  contingency  happening  will  make 
valuable.  Take  that  man  ;  and  if  you  had  not  such 
a  clause  as  this,  and  if  five  years  must  elapse  before 
he  forfeited  his  right  to  the  pre-emption  if  he  did  not 
pay,  he  would  simply  pay  the  interest  for  five  years, 
which  he  could  send  to  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  and  although  a  good  settler  might  come  in, 
this  man,  who  was  improperly  holding  the  land, 
contrary  to  the  spirit  whatever  may  be  the  letter 
of  the  Act,  could  continue  to  do  so.  He  could  pay 
the  interest  on  the  amount,  whether  $400  or  $450  as 
the  case  might  be,  to  the  Department  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior,  and  although  the  Minister  might  see  that  a 
great  evil  was  being  done  so  far  as  that  pre-emption 
was  concerned,  and  very  great  evil  would  be  done 
if  these  cases  were  numerous,  he  could  laugh  at  the 
Minister  and  claim  the  right  to  that  pre-emption, 
and  then  if  his  railway  came  along  and  the  land 
was  made  valuable,  at  the  end  of  the  five  years  he 
could  pay  the  amount,  sell  the  land  and  pocket  the 
balance.  I  may  say  that  this  clause  has  never 
worked  any  evil  in  practice  .in  the  North-West, 
and  it  is  rather  late  in  the  day  to  change  it  now. 
Very  few  people,  comparatively,  would  be  affected 
by  it.  Pre-emption  has  for  some  time  been  abolished, 
and  the  political  evil  which  the  hon.  member  for 
Wellington  fears,  I  do  not  think  has  appeared 
either  in  Manitoba  or  the  North-West.  What 
might  be  done,  if  the  Government  wish  to 
meet  the  views  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Bothwell  and  the  hon.  member  for  Wellington 
would  be  to  enact  what  has  been  the  prac¬ 
tice.  What  has  been  the  practice  is  this.  If  a 
man  secured  a  patent  and  became  entitled  to  a 
pre-emption  and  he  could  not  pay  for  it  when  the 
time  came,  he  wrote  to  the  Commissioner  of  Domin¬ 
ion  Lands.  The  commissioner  enquired  into  the 
circumstances,  and  if  he  found  the  applicant  to  be 
a  bond  fide  settler,  working  his  homestead  and 
determined  to  pay  for  the  pre-emption,  and  showing 
himself  to  be  a  man  who  was  likely  to  pay,  he  was 
never  disturbed,  interest  only  was  demanded  from 
him,  and  the  payment  of  the  price  has  been  post¬ 
poned  from  year  to  year  in  several  cases  where  the 
men  were  unable  to  pay  for  their  pre-emptions.  If 
it  is  desirable  to  meet  the  wishes  of  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills),  an  amendment  could 
be  made  to  the  effect  that  the  first  payment,  a 
fraction  of  the  whole  amount,  might  be  required 
six  months  after  the  man  obtained  his  patent,  and 
liability  to  forfeiture  if  he  did  not  pay  that  fraction, 
and  so  on,  from  year  to  year.  You  may  take  an 
eighth,  or  any  fraction  you  like  as  the  unit  to  go  on, 
but  provided  you  have  it  that  the  man  shall  forfeit 
if  he  is  not  paying  regularly  every  year  I  do 
not  see  that  any  harm  would  accrue,  because 
practically  that  is  what  has  been  done.  There 
is  a  kind  of  irregularity,  I  grant  yon,  but  it 
is  not  a  very  serious  one ;  there  is  a  kind 
of  irregularity  in  having  the  practice  in  the 
department  contrary  to  the  letter  of  the  law.  Up 
to  the  present,  no  harm  has  come  of  it,  but  I  think 
it  might  not  be  amiss  to  meet  the  suggestion  of  the 
member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills),  and  provide  that 
if  a  certain  portion  of  the  whole  of  the  pre¬ 
emption  was  not  paid  then  it  should  be  forfeited. 
I  rather  think  that  my  hon.  friend  from  Welling¬ 
ton  (Mr.  McMullen)  was  mixing  up  the  settler  and 
the  pre-emptor  when  he  spoke  about  the  man  go- 
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ing  in  wanting  all  the  money.  They  do  not 
have  all  the  burden  placed  upon  them,  and  all 
they  have  to  do  is  to  pay  $10.  They  enter  for  160 
acres,  they  cultivate  that  for  three  years,  and  in 
very'  many  cases  at  the  end  of  that  three  years  they 
have  actually  made  money  enough  to  make  the 
first  payment  on  their  pre-emption,  and  they  have 
done  it  from  year  to  year.  It  would  never  do  if 
you  gave  them  five  years  to  pay,  so  that  within 
those  five  years  the  land  never  could  be  forfeited 
whether  they  paid  any  instalment  or  not.  The  re¬ 
sult  might  be  as  I  say,  that  a  man  would  get  hold 
of  a  pre-emption,  and  keep  it  idle  for  five  years, 
and  the  hands  of  the  Minister  of  the  Interior 
would  be  tied.  I  shall  not  certainly  object  if 
the  Minister  of  the  Interior  can  see  his  way  to 
make  an  amendment  providing  that  at  the  end  of 
six  months  a  fractional  portion  of  the  whole 
amount  due  on  the  pre-emption,  shall  be  paid,  and 
if  not  paid,  forfeited,  and  so  on  from  year  to  year. 
That  is  practically  what  has  been  done. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  There  is  a  great  deal  in  what 
has  been  said  by'  the  lion,  member  for  West  Assin- 
iboia  (Mr.  Davin),  and  a  great  number  of  pre-emp¬ 
tions  are  to-day  in  the  position  which  he  mentions. 
I  have  had  petitions  from  the  board  of  trade  of  dif¬ 
ferent  towns  asking  that  the  pre-emptions  which 
are  held  in  the  manner  indicated  might  be  thrown 
open  for  settlement.  That  has  occurred  specially 
in  the  cases  of  lands  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of 
towns,  where  they  are  anxious,  of  course,  to  see  as 
much  settlement  as  possible.  I  am  anxious  to  ac¬ 
cede  to  any  proposition  which  would  be  an  assist¬ 
ance  to  the  settler  without  doing  injury  to  the 
Government  or  to  the  country.  With  regard  to 
the  discretion  given  in  the  Land  Act  I  perfectly 
agree  with  what  has  been  said  by  the  lion,  member 
for  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen).  From  my  own 
experience  I  feel  the  less  discretion  the  Minister 
has  the  better,  and  I  would  much  sooner  see  that 
whatever  was  done  should  have  finality  about  it’, 
without  leaving  a  discretion  to  the  Minister,  which 
necessarily  places  him  in  a  false  position.  I  think 
that  very  likely  we  might  agree  upon  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  this,  which  will  only  affect  those  who  have 
already'  taken  up  their  pre-emptions,  because  pre¬ 
emptions  are  done  away  with,  and  a  great  number 
have  voluntarily  thrown  them  up.  It  depends  up¬ 
on  the  ambition  of  the  man,  of  course,  whether  he 
throws  up  his  pre-emption  or  not,  but  there  are 
some  who  do  wish  to  retain  them,  and  especially 
those  who  have  looked  upon  the  property'  they  have 
resided  alongside  for  several  years  and  have  had 
their  stock  upon  it,  and  made  certain  improve¬ 
ments.  I  shall  be  glad  to  accept  any  suggestion 
that  will  place  these  people  in  a  better  condition 
than  they  are  in  to-day.  I  think,  perhaps,  we 
might  allow  this  section  to  remain  over,  and  con¬ 
sider  an  amendment  which  would  meet  the  case 
before  we  get  into  committee  again. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  this  would  be 
desirable,  but  I  want  to  say  a  word  before  we  leave 
this  matter,  especially  as  I  suggested  that  the 
word  “shall”  should  be  turned  into  “may.”  I 
do  not  think,  on  second  thought,  that  this  would 
be  at  all  wise,  because  if  it  comes  to  the  mere  right 
of  forfeiture  being  vested  in  the  Government,  the 
question  remains,  what  procedure*  shall  be  taken 
to  enforce  that  right.  In  all  probability  an  action 
at  law  would  be  necessary  to  establish  our  right  to 


forfeiture.  What  I  would  prefer  in  that  regard  is, 
to  say  that  it  shall  be  forfeited  but  subject  to  the 
right  of  the  Minister  to  extend  the  time  to  a  period 
not  exceeding  a  year.  The  settler  can  then  show 
cause  and  agree  to  pay  interest  on  the  Minister  ex 
tending  it.  As  regards  the  question  of  political  in 
fluence  and  all  that,  I  think  there  is  very  little  in 
it,  because  the  rights  of  a  settler  are  pretty  strong 
as  regards  the  forfeiture  of  land  which  he  is  actually 
in  possession  of,  and  the  amendment  suggested  by 
the  hon.  member  for  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen), 
after  all,  puts  him  equally  at  the  discretion  of  the 
department,  because  it  merely  extends  the  time,  and 
says  that  after  five  years  the  settler  shall  be  in  that 
same  position  which  he  would  be  in  after  six  months 
now.  We  must  be  careful,  it  strikes  me,  in  this  mat¬ 
ter,  because  these  lands  are  not  taxable  by  the 
municipalities  until  the  patent  is  taken  out,  and 
we  must  not  hold  out  an  inducement  to  people  to 
delay  taking  up  their  patents  in  order  to  avoid 
taxes.  If  you  give  a  man  five  years  to  take  up  his 
patent  of  pre-emption,  the  very  class  of  persons 
whom  my  hon.  friend  from  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin) 
refers  to,  and  who  are  well  able  to  pay,  will  never 
pay  until  the  five  years  period  has  expired,  in  order 
to  avoid  taxation,  and  we  would  give  them  a  means 
to  escape  taxation.  I  think,  therefore,  that  there 
should  be  an  absolute  forfeiture,  subject  to  the 
right  to  extend  the  time  in  the  case  of  settlers  who 
are  needy  and  who  have  done  all  that  can  reason¬ 
ably  be  expected  from  them.  There  should  be 
power  to  extend  for  a  reasonable  time,  not  exceed¬ 
ing  a  year.  The  hon.  member  for  Wellington  (Mr. 
McMullen)  reminds  us  that  there  are  no  cases  in 
Ontario  of  actual  settlers  who  have  made  improve¬ 
ments  being  sold  out  in  favour  of  any  persons 
applying  over  their  heads.  I  do  not  suppose  there 
are  any  such  cases  in  any  of  the  provinces,  unless 
it  has  been  done  through  some  inadvertence. 

Mr.  LAURI ER.  There  are. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  never  heard  of  any 
in  my  own  province,  although  there  are  settlers  on 
land  there  for  sixty  years  without  taking  out  their 
titles.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  admit  this,  I  sup¬ 
pose  :  that  in  many  cases  the  Provincial  Govern¬ 
ment  is  able  to  collect  the  arrears,  and  sometimes 
the  interest,  by  telling  the  settler  that  an  applica¬ 
tion  has  been  made  for  the  title  by  somebody  else.  . 
That  would  not  be  available  to  this  Government  at 
all  unless  we  are  able  to  tell  such  settlers  :  Your 
right  to  the  property  has  expired,  we  have  a  right 
to  put  you  off.  You  have  no  title  to  it,  and  there¬ 
fore  you  must  pay  up  or  you  will  be  ejected  or 
the  land  given  to  some  one  else.  Having  that 
to  hold  over  the  occupant  the  Government  can 
avoid  the  very  disagreeable  alternative  of  selling  the 
property  over  his  head,  by  compelling  him  to  pay 
if  he  is  able  to  pay  but  unwilling.  If  you  have  not 
that  right,  if  the  pre-emptor  knows  he  has  five 
years  in  which  he  can  hold  the  Government  land 
and  simply  pay  interest,  we  shall  have  no  collections 
made  until  the  end  of  that  five  years.  The  pay¬ 
ment  of  interest  is  a  very  difficult  thing  to  enforce, 
and,  generally  speaking,  the  man  who  falls  into  ar¬ 
rears  with  the  principal  falls  into  arrears  with  his 
interest  quite  as  readily,  and  the  result  would  be 
that  we  should  be  simply  heaping  up  arrears  without 
any  advantage  at  all.  It  seems  to  me  from  what  little 
I  know  of  it,  that  there  would  be  no  objection  uj 
extending  the  time.  This  would  have  the  san. 
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effect  as  if  we  made  “  shall  ”  “  may,”  and  would 
avoid  the  necessity  of  having  a  lawsuit  in  order  to 
establish  the  right  of  forfeiture. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  hardly  understand 
the  contention  of  the  Minister  that  until  the  patent 
is  issued  no  taxation  can  be  imposed. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  the  fact. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Botliwell).  Well,  that  need  not  be 
so.  In  the  Province  of  Ontario,  for  instance,  lands 
are  taxed  from  the  time  they  are  taken  possession 
of  by  the  settlers,  and  the  fact  that  the  title  is 
still  in  the  Crown  does  not  prevent  the  municipal¬ 
ities  imposing  taxes.  If  they  can  find  any  personal 
property  on  these  lands  that  property  will  be 
sold  for  the  taxation,  and  if  they  can  find  no  such 
the  interest  of  the  party  in  the  land  may  be  sold, 
but  that  sale  of  the  interest  of  the  party  does  not  in 
any  way  affect  the  amount  to  which  the  Crown  is 
entitled  ;  and  if  that  be  not  the  rule  adopted  in  the 
North-West  Territories,  I  see  no  reason  why  it 
should  not  be.  Is  it  not  possible  that  the  lion. 
Minister  may  be  mistaken  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  not  only  per¬ 
fectly  clear  as  to  that,  but  we  have  asserted  the 
right  that  the  lands  not  patented  should  be  exempt. 
Otherwise  the  lands  would  be  torn  from  the  Crown 
every  day  by  squatters  going  in  and  making  im¬ 
provements,  and  failing  to  pay  the  taxes,  and  the 
lands  then  being  sold  out.  In  the  Province  of 
Ontario  we  distinctly  deny  the  right  of  anybody  to 
sell  Dominion  lands  under  process. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  They  could  be  sold 
subject  to  the  right  of  the  Crown. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Not  as  to  Dominion 
lands.  I  presume  there  is  legislation  as  to  provin¬ 
cial  lands  rendering  the  settler  liable  to  taxation. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  That  is  to  some  extent 
the  rule.  For  instance,  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
under  the  municipal  law  relating  to  ditches  and 
watercourses,  certain  lands  were  drained,  and  it 
was  found  that  other  lands  on  either  side  could 
not  be  dealt  with  without  the  drain  being  carried 
through  certain  Indian  lands,  which  thus  became 
subject  to  taxation. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  People  are  sometimes 
taxed  and  pay,  but  I  am  speaking  of  the  right. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  am  speaking  of  the 
right.  Where  land  is  sold  for  taxes,  the  right  of 
the  Crown  is  not  diminished,  and  the  person  who 
buys,  buys  subject  to  that  right  ;  and  if  that  rule 
is  not  applied  in  the  North-West  Territories,  it 
seems  to  me  that  there  is  a  serious  defect  in  the 
Government  of  those  Territories  and  an  obstacle 
put  in  the  way  of  municipal  taxation.  Then,  with 
regard  to  the  period,  I  think  six  months  is  too 
short.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  fixed  it  at  a  year, 
I  think  that  would  be  still  far  too  short 
a  period.  I  am  sure  that  if  the  hon.  Minister 
obtains  information  from  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  he  will  find  that  although  this  provision 
is  very  stringent,  and  the  time  fixed  is  very  short, 
yet  the  department  has  not  succeeded  in  enforcing 
the  law,  simply  from  the  fact  that  the  settler  who 
goes  in  without  a  considerable  sum  of  money  in  his 
possession  will  be  utterly  unable  in  nineteen  cases 
out  of  twenty  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the 
law.  If  he  were  to  undertake  to  make  the 
payment  it  would  leave  him  without  resources 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


profitably  to  cultivate  the  land  of  which  he 
is  seeking  to  acquire  the  homestead.  In  the 
case  mentioned  by  the  hon.  member  for  West 
Assiniboia,  if  a  man  requires  a  homestead  and  holds 
it  for  speculative  purposes,  and  deserts  it  the 
moment  he  acquires  the  title,  the  pre-emption 
lands  incident  to  that  lot  might  very  well  be  for¬ 
feited  by  the  Government,  and  held  for  public  sale. 
You  might  make  a  provision  of  that  sort  in  the 
public  interest  ;  but  such  a  person  stands  in  a 
wholly  different  position  from  the  ordinary  settler 
who  continues  in  possession  of  his  homestead,  and 
perhaps  wishes  to  obtain  possession  for  his  sons  of 
the  pre-emption  lot  immediately  adjoining.  I  say 
that  the  period  suggested  by  one  hon.  member  from 
Manitoba,  two  years,  would  certainly  be  as  short  a 
period  as  the  Government  should  put  upon  the 
Statute-book,  with  any  hope  of  its  being  complied 
with.  Even  that  period  I  think  will  be  found  very 
short,  and  I  would  like  the  Minister  of  the  Interior 
to  say  now,  after  settlement  has  been  going  on  in 
Manitoba  and  the  North-West  Territories  for 
twenty  years,  what  percentage  of  those  who  hold 
pre-emption  lands  have  paid  for  them.  Is  there  30 
per  cent  at  the  present  time  paid,  or  anything 
like  it  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  do  not  think  there  is. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  that  is  suffi¬ 
cient  to  show  the  House  that  what  I  am  contend¬ 
ing  for  is  well  founded  ;  and  what  advantage  does 
the  Government  derive  from  putting  on  the  Statute- 
book  a  legal  provision  which  is  altogether  unen¬ 
forceable  ?  You  should  adopt  some  mean  time,  and 
I  think  five  years  is  as  short  a  period  as  you  could 
easily  enforce  in  the  majority  of  instances.  If  you 
take  any  shorter  period,  you  impress  on  the  settler’s 
mind  the  idea  that  the  provision  does  not  mean 
anything,  and  that  he  can  wait  just  as  long  as  lie 
pleases.  But  if  you  want  a  provision  which  you 
expect  to  enforce  where  there  is  not  reasonable 
excuse  for  non-payment,  you  will  fix  a  very  much 
longer  period  than  has  been  named  by  ail)*  hon. 
gentleman  on  the  other  side  of  the  House.  I  would 
like  to  see  on  the  Statute-book  a  provision  which 
would  give  the  settler  a  reasonable  opportunity  of 
making  the  money  on  his  homestead  with  which  to 
pay  for  his  pre-emption,  and  if  you  fix  a  short 
period  you  do  not  accomplish  that  object. 

Mr.  ROSS  (Lisgar).  I  do  not  think  there  is  any 
need  of  laying  this  section  over.  I  think  that  two 
years,  as  suggested  by  the  hon.  member  for  Selkirk, 
is  a  sufficiently  long  time.  Ido  not  think  that  the 
honest  and  industrious  settler  would  wish  any 
longer  time.  In  my  part  of  the  country,  there  are 
several  cases  entirely  similar  to  those  mentioned  by 
the  hon.  member  for  West  Assiniboia.  Then,  we 
ha.ve  in  Manitoba,  as  in  other  counfries,  the  lazy, 
shiftless  settler,  who  takes  up  a  homestead  and  also  a 
pre-emption  simply  as  a  speculator,  and  when  he  can 
get  the  opportunity  secures  his  patent  for  his  home¬ 
stead  and  mortgages  it,  and  keeps  his  pre-emption 
idle.  The  industrious  settler  in  the  neighbourhood 
is  very  anxious  to  have  that  pre-emption  improved 
upon,  and  if  it  were  thrown  open  to  actual  settlers 
who  would  go  upon  it  and  improve  it,  it  would  be 
more  in  the  interest  of  the  industrious  settler  than 
to  have  it  left  in  the  hands  of  a  man  who  will  do 
nothing  with  it  for  a  number  of  years.  There  is 
another  reason  why  the  period  should  not  be  more 
than  two  years  ;  in  fact,  I  think  one  year  would  be 
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long  enough.  It  is  because  this  section  does  not 
refer  to  future  settlers  or  those  going  in  at  the  pre¬ 
sent  time,  but  only  to  past  settlers.  There  are  no 
pre-emptions  now,  and  the  section  refers  only  to 
those  who  have  in  past  years  taken  up  pre-emption 
rights. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  It  strikes  me,  in  listening 
to  the  discussion,  that  perhaps  the  interest  of  the 
public  and  the  interest  of  the  settler  would  be 
secured  if  the  provision  were  made  that  the  settler 
should  have  three  years  or  five  years  in  which  to 
pay,  subject  to  occupation  and  cultivation  of  the 
pre-emption,  and  make  the  land  liable  to  taxation. 
And  if  you  choose,  make  the  condition  that  interest 
on  instalments  should  be  paid  annually.  These 
are  matters  to  be  considered.  If  the  settler 
is  a  bond  jide,  honest,  settler,  if  he  has  taken 
his  homestead  and  complied  with  the  conditions  of 
a  settler  and  secured  his  patent,  his  right  to  an 
extension  of  time  should  receive  every  considera¬ 
tion,  as  I  have  no  doubt  it  has  in  the  past,  and  this 
provision  would  meet  the  case. 

Mr.  DALY .  A  good  deal  of  discussion  might 
have  been  avoided  if  there  had  been  a  proper  un¬ 
derstanding  of  the  Dominion  Lands  Act  by  those 
who  took  part  in  the  discussion.  ,  The  only  thing 
that  can  be  possibly  wrong  in  the  section  is  that 
the  word  “  shall  ”  is  there.  In  the  past  the  Minister 
of  the  Interior  used  a  discretion  which  the  law  did 
not  give  him.  The  law  provides  that  if  a  man  does 
not  pay  his  pre-emption  within  six  months,  it  shall 
be  forfeited,  but  the  Minister  of  the  Interior  has 
not  enforced  that  law,  time  has  been  given  to  num¬ 
bers  of  these  men,  so  that  up  to  the  present  there 
are  thousands  of  dollars  owing  to  the  Government 
by  men  who  have  not  paid  for  their  pre-emption  in 
the  six  months  according  to  the  Act.  The  number 
of  people  who  will  be  affected  by  the  Act,  as  it 
stands  to-day,  is  very  small  indeed.  In  the  first 
place  pre-emptions  have  been  done  away  with  ; 
in  the  second  place,  if  hon.  gentlemen  will 
read  the  clause  b  they  will  see  it  provides  that  : 

“  Y\  here  a  settler  has  had  a  homestead  and  pre¬ 
emption  entry,  and  has  obtained  a  patent  for  his 
homestead  in  time  to  entitle  him  to  make  a  second 
homestead  entry,  and  has  been  permitted  to  make  a 
second  homestead  entry  for  the  quarter  section 
which  was  previously  his  pre-emption,  he  shall  be 
entitled  to  a  patent  under  such  second  homestead 
entry."  So  that  those  who  are  entitled  to  a  second 
homestead  can  second  homestead  their  pre-emption, 
doing  away  with  any  necessity  for  their  paying  for 
it,  and  the  man  who  has  made  a  homestead  entry 
after  the  pre-emptions  were  done  away  with,  can 
buy  160  acres  contiguous  to  his  homestead  at  $3 
an  acre.  Pre-emptions  having  been  done  away 
with,  it  seems  to  me  that  there  are  very  few  people 
who  can  be  affected. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  Minister  says  70 
per  cent. 

Mr.  DALY.  These  men  have  homesteaded  their 
pre-emptions.  They  have  got  over  the  difficulty  of 
having  to  pay  for  them  by  homesteading  them,  so 
that  the  class  affected  by  this. cannot  be  very  many. 
All  that  is  necessary  is  to  do  away  with  the  exist¬ 
ing  anomaly  or  else  extend  the  time  to  a  longer 
period,  say  even  two  years,  and  then  let  there  be 
finality.  Either  do  that  or  leave  the  clause  as 
it  is. 


Mr.  DA  YIN.  With  regard  to  what  my  hon. 
friend  from  Bothwell  suggests  as  to  the  municipal¬ 
ities  in  the  North-West  collecting  the  school 
money  from  pre-emptions,  I  should  like  to  point 
out  to  him  that  what  this  would  do  would  be  to 
make  the  Department  of  the  Interior  a  tax  col¬ 
lector.  Take  these  school  sections  and  municipal¬ 
ities,  and  what  would  happen  ?  Suppose  a  man 
owns  a  section  and  has  it  for  five  years.  He  is  not 
there,  and  certain  taxes  are  levied  against  him. 
There  is  the  open  prairie  ;  how  are  you  going  to 
collect  them  ?  They  will  be  filed  as  Jliens  on  his 
pre-emption,  that  is  if  they  are  to  be  effective  at  all 
in  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  and  they  cannot 
be  got  until  five  years  have  passed.  What  happens  ? 
At  the  end  of  five  years,  the  man  does  not  think  of 
paying  his  pre-emption.  If  he  had  to  buy  it,  he 
would  have  to  pay  the  full  amount  together  with 
the  claims  that  are  accumulated  on  the  part  of  the 
school  sections  or  municipalities,  if  municipalities 
exist,  and  which  are  of  record  in  the  Department 
of  the  Interior.  Y  ery  well ;  the  man  goes  away, 
but  these  claims  are  against  the  quarter  section. 
In  comes  a  settler  and  he  finds  $50  or  $60  against 
a  section.  He  wants  to  enter  for  it ;  and  I  may  tell 
you  this,  that  those  settlers  who  come  in  and  find 
they  have  to  pay  for  a  double  inspection  of  can¬ 
celled  lands  will  grumble  very  hard  at  having 
to  pay  the  extra  $10.  Even  when  there  are 
improvements  on  a  quarter  section,  such  as  a 
settler’s  shack  or  other  improvement,  and  the 
inspector  reports  them  to  be  worth  from  $10  to 
$20,  the  settler  grumbles  very  much  at  being 
called  on  to  pay  for  them  ;  and  this  additional 
tax  would  be  a  very  inconvenient  and  vexatious 
matter  to  deal  with.  With  reference  to  the  word 
“  shall,”  I  do  not  see  any  inconvenience  about  it, 
and  I  will  tell  you  why.  The  Minister  of  the 
Interior  has  always  been,  and  will  always  be,  in 
this  position  :  that  while  he  would  be  able  to 
oust  the  man  if  he  thought  he  was  trifling 
with  the  department,  it?  is  within  his  discretion  to 
sell  the  160  acres  to  any  one  for  the  amount  the 
homesteader  and  pre-emptor  would  have  to  pay. 
So  that,  although  there  has  been  the  word  “shall” 
in  the  Act,  the  Minister  of  the  Interior  in  the  past 
has  not  been  breaking  the  law.  All  that  he  has 
done  is  this  :  He  has  held  the  lands  ;  there  they 
are  ;  other  persons  enter,  and  he  has  said  :  We 
will  sell  this  pre-emption,  which  we  have  a  right 
to  do  to  any  one  for  that  matter,  but  we  will  sell 
it  to  this  man  in  preference  if  he  will  pay  the 
money,  and  when  there  is  a  probability  of  his  doing 
it  no  inconvenience  can  arise.  I  agree  with  the 
hon.  member  for  Lisgar  that  this  clause,  as  it  ifc, 
is  a  very  good  clause.  I  think  my  hon.  friends 
know  that  I  have  never  been  backward  in  standing 
up  for  the  settler,  and  if  I  thought  he  was  in  any 
way  hampered  by  this  clause  you  may  be  certain, 
Sir,  that  I  would  fight  very  hard  against  it.  On 
the  contrary,  I  think  it  is  admirably  drawn  up  and 
thoroughly  satisfactory. 

Mr.  MASSON.  Reference  has  been  made  to  the 
propriety  of  taxing  the  Dominion  lands.  I  will 
not  attempt  to  advise  hon.  gentlemen  from  the 
North-West  and  Manitoba,  who  have  had  ex¬ 
perience  of  the  law  as  it  at  present  exists,  but  I 
know  that  in  Ontario  we  have  always  taxed  settlers’ 
or  locatees’  interests  in  lands  from  the  time  of  the 
purchase  or  location,  both  as  regards  our  pro- 
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vincial  lands  and  our  Indian  lands.  The  question 
arose  in  our  courts  some  time  ago  as  to  the  legality 
of  the  sale  of  unpatented  Indian  lands,  in  the  case 
of  Church  and  Fenton,  which  went  to  the  Supreme 
Court,  and  though  the  sale  of  that  land  was  under 
circumstances  that  did  not  exactly  decide  the 
point,  the  court  upheld  the  right  to  tax  and 
declared  in  favour  of  the  purchaser  under  the 
tax-deed.  Doubt  being  thrown  upon  it  by  that 
case,  and  the  question  arising  in  the  Indian  De¬ 
partment,  an  amendment  to  the  Indian  Act  was 
made  in  1888  or  1889,  following  almost  %the 
language  of  the  Provincial  Lands  Act,  author¬ 
izing  the  Superintendent  General  to  receive  the 
tax-deed  from  the  municipality  as  the  transfer  of 
the  locatees’  or  purchasers’  interest  in  the  lands 
thereby  sold.  With  a  slight  break  of  about  two 
years,  or  less  than  two  years,  when  the  Superin¬ 
tendent  General,  owing  to  the  doubt  that  this  case 
had  given  rise  to,  held  his  hand,  these  deeds  have 
always  been  acknowledged  and  received,  and  the 
few  refused  during  that  period  was  received  under 
that  Act  which  provided  for  the  receiving  of  them, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  six  months  in 
which  they  were  to  be  filed,  had  lapsed. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Perhaps  I  expressed 
myself  unfortunately  in  saying  that  these  lands 
cannot  be  taxed.  The  lands  cannot  be  taxed,  but 
the  interest  of  the  settler  can  be  taxed.  The  land 
cannot  be  sold.  I  have  not  the  slightest  doubt  that 
the  land  cannot  be  sold  in  the  North-West  Terri¬ 
tories.  There  can  be  no  question  about  it,  because 
the  foundation  of  the  title  there,  under  the  Torrens 
system,  is  the  patent.  If  a  purchaser  walks  in  with 
a  tax-deed  it  cannot  be  received,  because  there  is  no 
title.  The  patent  is  the  foundation  of  the  whole 
matter,  and  no  land  can  be  placed  on  the  register 
until  the  registrar  finds  that  there  is  a  title. 

On  section  5, 

Mr.  DENISON  moved  in  amendment : 

That  line  26  be  amended  b?  striking  out  all  after  the 
word  “for”  and  adding  “  periods  not  exceeding  sixty 
years.” 

That  is  following  the  rule  in  New  Brunswick  and> 
I  think,  in  Nova  Scotia  also. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Suppose  a  man  gets  a 
lease  for  twenty  years,  may  he  next  day  go  to  the 
office  and  get  an  extension  ? 

Sir  JOPIN  THOMPSON.  No,  it  must  be  after 
the  term.  I  think  the  lease  should  not  be  longer 
than  twenty  years. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  twenty  years 
is  quite  long  enough. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes;  as  we  want  to 
prevent  these  people  holding  the  land  for  purposes 
of  speculation.  As  to  the  Park,  the  provisions 
under  the  present  Act  are  very  vague,  being  simply 
provisions  that  there  may  be  leases  for  building 
purposes,  and  licenses  of  occupation  for  taking  min¬ 
erals,  but  a  license  of  occupation  is  too  weak  an  in¬ 
strument  to  justify  expenditure  in  the  development 
and  equipment  of  a  mine,  so  that  I  think  it  may 
be  wise  to  give  these  people  twenty  years,  with  a 
renewable  right  for  forty  years  more. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Would  you  give  it  for  only 
one  renewal  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  the  practice 
elsewhere  is  to  give  the  lease  for  twenty  years  and 
then  to  renew  it  for  forty  years. 

Mr.  Masson. 


Mr.  LAURIER.  Then  what  happens  at  the  end 

of  sixty  years  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Then  the  property  re¬ 
verts  to  the  Crown. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  twenty  years 
would  be  enough. 

Mr.  DENISON  In  New  Brunswick  it  is  re¬ 
newable  up  to  eighty  years, and  I  believe  that  is  the 
case  in  Nova  Scotia.  They  have  had  experience 
there,  and  it  would  be  difficult  to  get  capitalists  to 
put  money  into  the  development  of  a  mine  when 
at  the  end  of  twenty  years  they  would  be  left  out  in 
the  cold,  but  if  they  could  then  get  the  lease  re¬ 
newed  for  a  further  term  of  twenty  years,  and  then  for 
other  terms  of  twenty  years,  not  to  exceed  in  the  whole 
eighty  years,  it  would  bean  inducement  to  capitalists 
to  come  in  and  develop  mines. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  think  the  time  is  long 
enough.  Does  this  contemplate  the  power  of  the 
Governor  in  Council  to  fix  the  royalties  to  be 
paid  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  They  are  to  be  fixed  in  the 
discretion  of  the  Governor  in  Council  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  That  is  a  very  important 
matter,  but  I  suppose  we  may  trust  the  Governor 
in  Council  not  to  make  the  conditions  so  onerous 
as  to  prevent  development.  There  is  no  feature  of 
mining  operations  more  likely  to  deter  miners  from 
going  in  than  the  system  of  royalties.  As  a  member 
of  the  Mining  Commission  of  Ontario,  I  found  it 
was  a  very  doubtful  policy,  and  if  a  sale  in  fee- 
simple  could  be  made  it  would  be  better.  If  sales 
were  made  in  that  way,  they  might  be  made  with 
conditions  as  to  development.  For  instance,  in 
the  mineral  regions  of  the  United  States  where 
claims  are  made,  the  claims  are  staked  off  and  are 
registered,  and  certain  sums  are  paid  to  hold  the 
claim.  These  claims  are  held  upon  certain  condi¬ 
tions,  which  embrace  conditions  as  to  development, 
and  unless  the  development  is  proceeded  with  to  a 
certain  extent,  and  in  a  certain  way,  and  a  certain 
amount  expended  as  provided  by  law,  then  these 
claims  revert  to  the  United  States  Government, 
and  they  might  here  revert  to  the  Crown,  if  con¬ 
ditions  as  to  development  were  made.  It  is  worthy 
of  consideration  whether  a  policy  of  this  kind 
would  not  be  better  calculated  to  develop  our  min¬ 
eral  resources  than  the  policy  contemplated  here 
of  charging  royalties.  I  do  not  express  any  opinion 
about  it,  but  I  throw  out  the  suggestion  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Government.  We  are  now  on 
the  threshold  of  mineral  developments  in  our 
country,  and  it  is  important  to  lay  the  foundations 
of  our  policy  properly  and  in  such  a  way  as  to 
secure  the  development  of  these  mines  and  the 
advancement  of  the  interest  of  the  country. 

Mr.  DENISON.  I  would  suggest  that  we  put 
it  for  a  further  period  not  exceeding  eighty  years. 
This  is  an  addition  of  twenty  years  to  his  original 
lease. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  seems  to  me  that  if 
this  is  found  a  profitable  business,  sufficient  to 
warrant  people  to  invest  capital  in  it,  they  would 
not  object  to  the  words  “  twenty  years”  in  the 
second  provision,  and  if  it  is  found  to  be  in  the 
public  interest  to  have  a  further  extension,  there 
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cnight  to  be  no  objection  to  a  further  extension, 
possibly  forty  years  in  all.  That  ought  to  be  a 
sufficiently  long  period  of  time. 

Mr.  DENISON.  We  want  to  put  our  people  in 
a  position  of  being  certain  about  it.  Here  they 
would  be  sure  of  having  it  renewed  every  twenty 
years  up  to  a  period  of  eighty  years  ;  they  would 
know  where  they  were.  If  you  make  it  only 
twenty  years,  a  capitalist  could  not  be  sure  that 
the  Government  would  not  refuse  to  let  him  renew. 
It  would  stop  people  putting  in  extensive 
machinery  to  develop  the  mines. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  The  idea  is  to  make  it  equal  to 
a  freehold,  but  the  temporary  leases  from  time  to 
time  give  the  Government  a  control,  so  that  as 
these  mines  are  developed  in  value,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  can  impose  conditions  in  regard  to  them.  To 
put  it  for  a  less  time  than  eighty  years  altogether, 
would  not  be  prudent,  if  these  mines  increase  in 
value.  I  would  suggest  to  the  hon.  gentleman 
that  his  amendment'  read  :  “  Renewable  in  the 
discretion  of  the  Governor  in  Council  from  time  to 
time  for  further  periods  not  exceeding  in  the  whole 
sixty  years.  That  would  make  it  plain  it  was 
not  to  be  one  term  of  sixty  years,  and  it  would 
give  the  Government  still  more  control. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  is  all  very  well  to 
have  a  twenty-year  period  in  the  first  instance. 
But  supposing  this  proves  to  be  a  district  extremely 
wealthy  in  minerals,  and  you  let  for  a  moderate 
period  of  twenty  years  a  section  to  a  party,  you 
will  be  tied  during  the  whole  twenty  years  with 
regard  to  any  further  applications  within  that 
same  district,  because  you  could  hardly  charge  a 
very  high  rate  to  one  party,  and  a  very  low  rate 
to  another.  When  you  fix  a  period  of  twenty 
years  in  the  first  instance,  every  subsequent  period 
ought  to  be  for  a  much  shorter  time,  otherwise  the 
royalty  that  the  country  may  expect  from  such  a 
policy  might  be  very  seriously  restricted.  If  you 
said  ten  years  it  would  be  quite  long  enough. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  are  two  objects 
to  be  kept  in  view  :  One  is  not  to  make  the  leases 
so  short  that  capitalists  would  be  afraid  to  invest 
libei'ally  ;  the  other  is  to  take  care  that  when  a 
lease  expires,  we  shall  have  an  opportunity  t6  re¬ 
vise  the  terms  of  them  from  time  to  time.  Those 
who  are  acquainted  with  the  wishes  of  capitalists  will 
know  better  than  I  as  to  whether  twenty  years 
would  be  too  short  a  time,  but  that  is  the  time  in 
the  different  provinces  :  they  are  made  renewable 
I  think  for  a  period  of  twenty  years,  and  all  the 
terms  are  revisable  at  the  end  of  that  period. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  think  in  the  case  of  a 
lease  made  for  twenty  years,  at  the  expiration  of 
that  time  the  Government  and  public  will  be  in 
possession  of  pretty  good  information  as  to  the 
value  and  richness  of  the  mineral  district.  I  do 
not  think  the  danger  my  hon.  friend  from  Bothwell 
(Mr.  Mills)  apprehends  is  likely  to  occur,  in  refer¬ 
ence  to  making  a  renewal  of  twenty  years.  As  the 
Minister  of  Justice  says,  we  must  give  inducements 
to  capitalists.  In  many  kinds  of  mining  it  is  likely 
a  lease  of  ten  years  would  be  rather  short,  it  would 
be  so  short  that  capitalists  would  hardly  care  to 
increase  their  plant  and  extend  their  operations.  I 
think  the  motion  of  the  member  for  South  Norfolk 
(Mr.  Tisdale)  is  all  right,  as  it  makes  two  more 


terms  of  twenty  years,  to  cover  the  period  contem¬ 
plated  by  the  law,  or  sixty  years  in  all. 

On  section  6, 

Mr.  DEW  DNEY.  At  present  the  control  of 
the  highway  is  vested  in  the  Lieutenant  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  the  North-West  Territories.  In 
some  sections  of  the  country  it  is  impossible  to 
utilize  roads  laid  out  under  the  present  system,  es¬ 
pecially  in  broken  townships.  This  section  is  to 
give  some  process  by  which  roads  can  be  opened, 
closed  and  repaired  in  these  inaccessible  parts.  In 
the  mountain  country  this  difficulty  is  cropping  up 
very  frequently,  and  at  present  there  are  no  means 
by  which  it  can  be  surmounted. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Would  it  not  be  proper  to 
make  a  provision  to  guard  the  rights  of  those 
whose  property  might  be  seriously  affected  by  clos¬ 
ing  up  roads  ?  If  the  value  of  a  man’s  property 
depended  on  public  patronage,  for  example,  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  might  close  up  the  highway 
and  thus  destroy  the  property,  and  no  indemnity 
is  provided  for  injury  that  might  be  sustained  by 
such  action. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  Lieutenant  Gov¬ 
ernor  is  not  the  proper  officer  to  be  vested  with 
this  authority.  In  Ontario,  the  municipal  council 
and  the  county  council  have  power  to  close  up  a 
road  and  open  another.  They  may  hand  over  the 
road  closed  to  the  party  owning  the  contiguous 
property  through  whose  lands  the  new  road  may 
be  laid  out,  and  whose  lands  may  be  expropriated 
for  road  purposes.  I  can  see  that,  while  no  diffi¬ 
culty  would  arise  where  there  are  no  settlements, 
and  where  the  title  to  the  property  is  still  vested 
in  the  Crown,  it  is  a  rather  extraordinary  and  arbi¬ 
trary  provision  to  give  the  Lieutenant  Governor  of 
the  North-West  Territories  power  to  close  roads 
and  vary  their  direction,  and  he  could  not  vary 
the  direction  without  entering  lands  of  private 
owners.  It  is  a  very  large  power  to  vest  in  an  ex¬ 
ecutive  officer.  In  the  case  of  county  councils, 
this  power  is  placed  in  the  hands  of  parties  who 
have  been  elected  to  their  positions  by  those  whose 
property  is  affected.  1  can  well  understand  that 
it  may  become  necessary  to  vary  the  direction  of 
the  road  in  consequence  of  bluffs  or  watercourses, 
but  the  authority  should  be  vested  in  some  local 
authority  deriving  its  existence  from  the  people 
whose  property  is  affected.  It  is  going  a  long  way 
to  sell  property  to  the  settlers  of  the  country,  to 
part  with  the  title  of  the  Crown,  and  then  for  the 
representative  of  the  Crown  to  be  vested  with  the 
power  of  confiscation,  because  that  is  what  it 
means.  It  is  a  very  extensive  power,  it  is  an  arbi¬ 
trary  power,  and  it  is  one  that  should  not  be  placed 
in  the  hands  of  Her  Majesty’s  representative. 

Mr.  DALY.  The  idea  is  that  where  there  are  no 
municipalities  in  the  North-West  then  the  power 
shall  be  vested  in  the  Lieutenant  Governor.  Where 
municipalities  exist  that  power  has  already  been 
given,  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor,  to  the  munici¬ 
palities.  By  the  ordinances  of  the  North- West  the 
power  to  close  roads  is  vested  in  municipalities,  but 
where  there  are  no  municipalities  then  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  give  the  poAver  to  the  Lieutenant  Go\rernor 
which  the  municipalities  othenvise  enjoy. 

Mr.  MILLS  (BothAvell).  That  is  not  what  is 
stated  in  the  section.  It  is  a  proper  power  to  give 
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to  the  Government  or  the  Legislature,  but  not  to 
the  Lieutenant  Governor. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  think  any 
particular  object  is  gained  by  vesting  the  power  in 
any  particular  authority.  The  object  is  simply  to 
enable  old  roads  to  be  closed  and  new  ones  made, 
without  saying  by  what  authority,  whether  by  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  spending  money  there, 
by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  or  by  any  other  author¬ 
ity.  The  fix’s t  line  of  the  section  might,  therefore, 
be  omitted  :  “  The  Lieutenant  Goverixor  of  the 
N  orth-  West  Territories.  ” 

X 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  You  have  already,  by 
previous  legislation,  given  control  over  the  roads  to 
the  North-West  Legislature.  This  should  be 
amended  to  conform  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Act. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  thought  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  point  was  that  he  objected  to  the 
authority  being  vested  in  the  Lieutenant  Governor, 
and  that  it  -would  be  met  by  leaving  it  to  any  com¬ 
petent  authority. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  jurisdiction  and 
power  should  rest  with  the  Assembly, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  might  add  the 
word  “assembly”  after  “  Lieutenant  Governor.” 

On  section  7, 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  the  Interior  to  what  extent  projects  for 
constructing  irrigation  canals  have  been  entered 
on  in  the  North-West,  and  to  what  extent  develop¬ 
ments  of  that  kind  have  been  made  ?  It  is  a 
matter  of  very  great  interest. 

Mi\  DEWDNEY.  Up  to  the  present  time 
almost  no  operations  have  taken  place  and  no 
canals  have  been  built.  One  or  two  small  ditches 
have  been  made  in  small  fields,  but  no  irrigation 
to  any  extent  has  been  carried  on.  It  is  probably 
fortunate  that  such  has  been  the  case,  because  I 
think  that  before  any  of  these  operations  are  enter¬ 
ed  upon  the  Government  ought  to  be  very  careful 
to  have  a  thorough  survey  as  to  what  operations 
should  be  carried  on  in  this  respect.  There  has  been, 
as  the  hon.  gentleman  knows,  a  gi’eat  deal  of  diffi¬ 
culty  in  California  and  many  of  the  states,  because 
a  proper  survey  of  the  country  for  the  purpose  of 
irrigation  had  not  been  made  before  the  water  was 
taken  out  of  its  regular  channels.  Several  appli¬ 
cations  had  been  made  to  proceed  with  iri'igation 
in  the  North-West.  A  very  large  scheme  is  in 
contemplation  in  southern  Alberta  which  would 
cover  a  country  of  some  150  miles,  and  the  parties 
who  are  interested  are  very  anxious  to  enter  upon 
•  the  work.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  remember  that 
in  the  Alberta  Railway  Bill  a  provision  was  incorpor¬ 
ated  prohibiting  them  going  on  wit  h  the  work,  except 
with  the  consent  of  the  Governor  General  in  Coun¬ 
cil.  I  think  myself  that  the  Government  should 
be  vei'y  careful,  befoi'e  any  extensive  scheme  of 
irrigation  is  carried  on,  to  see  that  a  thorough  sur¬ 
vey  of  the  country  should  be  taken  in  order  to 
prevent  complications  in  the  future. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  may  say  that  I  am  very 
glad  to  hear  that  the  Government  are  awake  to  the 
inxpoi’tance  of  this  question.  As  the  Minister  of 
the  Interior  very  correctly  says,  great  difficulties 
have  arisen  in  California,  Utah,  Arizona  and  New 
Mexico  in  consequence  of  the  want  of  forethought, 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


and  the  promotion  of  a  haphazard  system  of  irriga¬ 
tion  which  is  interfering  with  private  rights,  and 
will  probably  render  it  necessary  in  the  future  for 
the  Government  to  incur  large  expense  to  rectify 
mistakes  already  made.  If  our  Government,  as 
seems  to  be  the  case,  is  awake  to  the  necessity  of 
forethought  in  this  very  important  matter  it  will 
in  the  end  be  beneficial  to  the  country. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  pi’ogress. 

THE  CRIMINAL  CODE. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on 
Bills  (No.  7)  respecting  the  Criminal  Law  and 
(No.  21)  for  the  suppression  of  obscene  litei'ature 
and  to  provide  for  the  punishment  of  certain 
immoral  and  criminal  practices. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

On  section  247, 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Is  it  intended  to  make  a 
person  liable  to  imprisonment  for  life  if  he  removes 
a  fence  along  a  railway  line  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  If  he  does  it  with 
intent  to  injure  or  endanger  the  safety  of  any 
person  travelling  on  the  railway.  The  intent  must 
be  proved. 

Mr.  FLINT.  The  section  is  open  to  this  objec¬ 
tion,  that  you  are  making  a  crime  punishable  by 
imprisonment  for  life,  under  clause  b,  which  else¬ 
where  is  included  in  minor  offences.  Why  should 
it  be  any  more  serious  offence  to  throw  a  brick  at  a 
person  in  a  railway  train  than  in  a  carriage  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  These  special  penalties 
are  provided  in  cases  where  detection  is  difficult 
and  sei’ious  injury  more  likely  to  be  inflicted.  A 
brick  thrown  into  the  window  of  a  railway  cai’riage 
is  much  more  likely  to  do  serious  harm  than  a  brick 
thrown  into  the  window  of  an  ordinary  carriage  or 
at  a  person  walking,  and  it  is  certainly  much 
moi'e  difficult  to  detect  the  offender  ;  and  the  speed 
with  which  a  railway  train  travels,  rendering  de¬ 
tection  difficult,  is  a  temptation  to  mischievous 
persons  to  throw  missiles  and  inflict  perhaps  serious 
injury. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  I  took  the  same  view  in  the 
committee  as  the  hon.  member  for  Yarmouth  takes, 
that  you  make  a  boy  who  throws  a  stone  at  a  traiix 
liable  to  imprisonment  for  life.  Would  the  hon. 
Minister  see  any  objection  to  striking  out  the 
words  “  to  injure  or”  and  leave  the  offence  punish¬ 
able  by  imprisonment  for  life  only  where  there  is 
intent  to  endanger  the  safety  of  people  on  the 
train  ?  There  is  a  great  distinction  between  an  act 
which  will  endanger  the  safety  of  the  train  itself 
and  the  passengers  and  the  mere  attack  upon  a  per¬ 
son  in  a  train.  No  doubt  under  the  English  decision 
in  the  case  of  Regina  vs.  Rooke  reported  in  Foster 
and  Finlayson,  this  would  apply  to  a  train  standing 
still  at  a  station..  Thus,  if  after  a  heated  political 
meeting  or  anything  of  that  sort,  a  crowd  follows  a 
man,  and  when  he  is  seated  in  the  train,  a  stone  is 
thrown  at  him,  the  person  throwing  it  is  liable  to 
imprisonment  for  life,  while  if  the  party  assaulted 
were  standing  in  the  station  the  person  who  threw 
the  stone  would  only  be  liable  for  assault. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  see  much  reason 
against  making  the  amendment  proposed.  It 
would  be  entirely  destructive  of  the  usefulness 
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of  the  section,  as  in  every  case  it  would  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  show  the  intention  to  derail  the  train,  or 
knock  a  person  off  it,  or  in  some  other  way  endanger 
safety.  Every  enactment  of  criminal  law  provides 
a  heavy  punishment  for  that  class  of  offence,  and 
there  is  the  saving  provision  that  one  day’s  impri¬ 
sonment  shall  answer  the  purposes  of  the  section. 
No  one  can  suppose  that  in  the  case  suggested  by 
my  hon.  friend  the  maximum  would  apply  ;  but 
the  question  is  whether  there  is  not  any  case  pos¬ 
sible  in  this  class  which  would  not  justify  impri¬ 
sonment  for  life.  I  propose  that  we  shall  say  at 
line  32  “upon  any  engine,  tender,  carriage  or 
truck,  used  and  in  motion  upon  any  railway.” 

Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock,  the 
Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

IN  COMMITTEE— THIRD  READING. 

Bill  (No.  82)  respecting  the  Montreal  and  West¬ 
ern  Railway  Company. — (Mr.  Desjardins,  Hoche- 
laga. ) 

SECOND  READING. 

Bill  (No.  88)  to  amend  an  Act  to  incorporate  the 
Manitoba  and  Assiniboia  Grand  J unction  Railway 
Company. — (Mr.  Davin.) 

THE  CRIMINAL  CODE. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on 
Bill  (No.  7)  respecting  the  Criminal  Law. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

On  section  275, 

Mr.  FRASER.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman  ex¬ 
plain  sub-section  4  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  object  of  sub¬ 
section  4  is  to  keep  the  enactment  within  our  juris¬ 
diction.  In  the  early  words  of  the  clause  we  speak 
of  marriages  in  any  part  of  the.  world.  Of  course, 
Canada  being  a  colony,  this  Parliament  can  only 
legislate  for  offences  committed  in  Canada,  and 
therefore  in  order  to  restrain  the  preceding  words, 
and  restrict  them  to  our  own  jurisdiction,  we  say  : 

“  4.  No  person  shall  be  liable  to  be  convicted  of  bigamy 
in  respect  of  having  gone  through  a  form  of  marriage  in  a 
place  not  in  Canada,  unless  such  person,  being  a  British 
subject  resident  in  Canada,  leaves  Canada  with  intent  to 
go  through  such  form  of  marriage.” 

In  such  case  we  make  it  an  offence  to  leave  Canada 
for  the  purpose  of  committing  that  offence  in 
another  part  of  the  world,  that  being  the  full 
extent  of  our  power. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Could  a  citizen  of  Canada  visit 
a  foreign  country  and  go  through  such  form  of  mar¬ 
riage  and  return  here,  and  not  come  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  Canada  for  purposes  of  prosecution  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Does  the  Minister  say  that  Par¬ 
liament  would  have  no  power  in  such  a  case  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes.  We  are  follow¬ 
ing,  in  that  respect,  the  decision  given  with  respect 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Australian  Parliament, 
that  although  the  words  used  extended  beyond  the 
territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  Parliament,  the  Par¬ 


liament  had  no  authority  and  its  legislation  must 
be  confined  to  its  jurisdiction  and  interpreted  ac¬ 
cordingly.  While  it  is  morally  the  same  offence  to 
commit  bigamy  outside  our  jurisdiction,  all  we  can 
do  is  to  punish  any  person  who  leaves  this  country 
for  the  purpose  of  committing  it. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  have  the  idea  in  my  mind,  al¬ 
though  I  am  not  quite  sure  about  it,  that  in  Eng¬ 
land  such  cases  have  been  dealt  with.  Would  not 
an  enactment  of  the  English  Parliament  have  effect 
here  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes,  but  it  has  not 
legislated  in  that  manner. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Then,  practically,  there  would 
be  no  redress  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  would  be  no 
criminal  liability. 

On  section  278, 

Mr.  FRASER.  It  appears  not  to  be  made  an 
offence  for  a  man  to  live  with  a  woman  who  is  not 
married.  This  appears  to  be  one-sided  legislation. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  not  intended  to 
include  that  class  of  moral  offences.  I  may  state 
the  history  of  this  section.  It  was  inserted  the 
first  time  three  years  ago,  when  an  attempt  was 
made  to  put  down  offences  connected  with  Mor- 
monism  and  plural  marriages,  and  after  consider¬ 
ing  the  laws  of  every  state  in  the  United  States 
which  attempted  to  deal  with  that  question,  we 
found  that  that  was  the  best  way  we  could  express 
it,  and  the  section  received  very  careful  attention 
from  lawyers  on  both  sides  of  the  House.  I  am 
aware  that  the  attention  of  members  has  been 
called  to  the  class  of  cases  mentioned  by  the  hon. 
memberforGuysborough,  but  we  havenotintroduced 
that  class  into  this  Bill,  and  it  is  questionable 
whether  we  should  make  that  a  crime. 

On  section  285, 

Mr.  DAYIN.  I  would  like  to  call  the  attention 
of  the  Minister  of  Justice  to  the  length  to  which 
this  section  goes  in  defining  a  defamatory  libel.  I 
am  aware  that  there  are  decisions  that  would  justify 
making  “  irony  ”  or  “  insinuations  ”  libellous,  but 
I  am  inclined  to  think  that  very  great  injustice 
might  sometimes  be  done  if  we  were  to  place  in  the 
statute  this  definition  of  libel.  Suppose  an  ironical 
article,  a  skit  we  will  say,  is  written  in  a  newspaper, 
and  an  indictment  is  laid,  and  the  judge  does  what 
I  actually  have  seen  a  judge  do  ;  simply  read  the 
law  to  the  jury  and  says,  that  is  the  law  ;  then  any 
jury  having  this  definition  of  libel  placed  before  it 
would  bring  in  a  verdict  against  the  accused,  al¬ 
though  from  the  point  of  view  of  practical  life,  and 
the  efficiency  of  journalism,  the  verdict  would 
be  an  outrageous  one.  I  can  easily  understand  an 
insinuating  article  or  an  ironical  article  being  so 
written  that  it  would  be  libellous,  and  then  it  would 
be  for  the  judge  to  explain  the  matter  to  the  jury. 
There  are  cases  where  an  ironical  article  has  been 
held  to  be  libellous.  For  instance,  Grip  which  is  a 
powerful  and  very  useful  element  in  our  political 
and  social  life  ;  Grip,  every  week  of  his  life  is  guilty 
of  libel  within  this  section. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  do  not  think  he  is.  Grip 
does  not  want  to  insult,  and  that  is  the  element  of 
the  libel.  He  is  ironical  but  not  insulting. 
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Mr.  DAVIN.  I  am  afraid  that  this  section  is 
drawing  the  loop  too  closely  altogether  around 
the  neck  of  the  journalists.  In  fact,  it  provides 
too  many  loops  into  which  the  journalist  may 
intrude  his  head,  and  I  do  not  want  to  have  him 
conduct  his  very  important  business - 

Mr.  FRASER.  You  are  out  of  journalism  now, 
and  you  need  not  care. 

Mr.  DAYIN.  I  am  in  a  sense  out  of  it,  but  if  I 
were  wholly  out  of  it  there  would  be  the  more  reason 
why  I  should  take  an  interest  in  that  profession  to 
which  I  did  belong. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  this  is  an  exact  rendering  of  the 
present  law,  and  I  am  sure  that  the  hon.  gentleman 
will  realize  that  it  Mill  not  be  less  subject  to 
interpretation,  and  less  subject  to  proper  admin¬ 
istration  in  practice,  than  the  common  law  is 
now,  notwithstanding  that  it  is  embodied  in 
a  statute.  All  these  provisions  of  a  statute  which 
merely  state  the  common  law  are  interpreted  as 
making  no  new  law,  but  as  mere  statements  of  the 
existing  law,  and  are  interpreted  precisely  as  if 
they  formed  part  of  the  decision  of  the'  courts.  I 
think  that  my  hon.  friend  is  mistaken  in  assuming 
that  the  definition  makes  irony  libel.  It  merely 
embodies  the  principle  that  an  ironical  statement 
may  be  a  libel,  and  so  it  may.  But  in  order  to  be  so, 
it  must  be  ironical  matter  published  without  legal 
justification  or  excuse,  and  likely  to  injure  the  re¬ 
putation  of  a  person  and  expose  him  to  hatred, 
contempt  and  ridicule.  Then,  notwithstanding 
that  it  may  be  satirical  and  likely  to  create 
humour,  it  is  libellous.  If  the  hon.  gentleman 
will  glance  at  the  other  clauses  he  will  find  how 
well  the  statutory  provisions  as  well  as  the  com¬ 
mon  law  protect  bond  Jicle  journalism.  For  example, 
there  are  the  various  sections  about  fair  reports, 
and  so  on,  and  then  we  come  down  to  fair  discus¬ 
sion  under  sections  292,  293,  294,  295  and  296.  I 
think  all  these  sections  supply  what  the  common 
law  provides. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  although  I  did 
not  agree  altogether  with  my  hon.  friend  from 
Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin)  in  the  application  which 
he  gave  of  the  principle  which  he  laid  down  so  far 
as  Grip  is  concerned,  because  in  the  production  of 
Grip  the  element  of  malice  is  absent,  and  that  is 
what  makes  the  libel,  yet  it  seems  to  me  that  this 
definition  goes  altogether  too  far.  I  do  not  dispute 
the  statement  made  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  that 
it  may  be  a  fair  exposition  of  what  the  common 
law  is,  but  if  you  take  it  from  the  common  law  and 
incorporate  it  in  the  statute  it  ceases  to  be  the 
common  law  and  becomes  statutory  law,  and  is 
deprived  of  the  element  of  elasticity  which  is  so 
useful  in  the  common  law.  I  have  already  impress¬ 
ed  the  objection  on  the  Minister  that  many  of  these 
definitions  had  better  be  left  to  the  common  law 
rather  than  be  incorporated  in  the  Statute-book. 
In  this  case  if  you  include  irony  as  the  con¬ 
stituent  part  of  libel,  I  fear  that  many  a  man 
might  be  perhaps  subject  to  prosecution  who  had 
no  intention  of  injuring  his  neighbour  but  of  sim¬ 
ply  creating  a  little  merriment  at  the  expense  of 
somebody.  That  would  be  an  indictable  offence,  and 
the  line  would  be  very  sharply  drawn  on  account  of 
jury  this  definition.  I  believe  it  should  be  left  to  the 
to  say  whether  the  defendant  intended  to  wound 
the  feelings  or  simply  to  create  a  little  amusement. 

Mr.  Davin. 


Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  Irony  is  not  a  libel  in  itself, 
but  you  may  commit  a  libel  by  irony.  You  may 
commit  a  very  serious  libel  by  writing  in  an 
ironical  way. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Nothing  is  libellous  here  ex¬ 
cept  with  regard  to  the  intention  in  which  it  is 
done.  Irony  becomes  a  libel  if  it  produces  a  cer¬ 
tain  effect. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  may  be  an 
ironical  suggestion  that  a  man  has  stolen  a  leg  of 
lamb.  It  may  be  irony,  but  if  it  is  published 
with  the  intention  of  exposing  him  to  hatred  and 
insult  it  would  lie  a  libel.  There  is  no  design  in 
the  Act  to  so  draw  the  mesh  that  it  would  catch 
our  friends  the  journalists.  Taking  it  altogether, 
I  think  that  so  far  as  journalism  is  concerned,  the 
law  of  libel  is  a  very  clumsy  machine,  and  is  prac¬ 
tically  a  dead  letter.  These  provisions  are  for  the 
purpose  of  protecting  reputations,  not  so  much 
against  the  press,  because  the  press  has  grown 
stronger  than  the  law  of  libel,  but  for  the  purpose 
of  protecting  them  against  libels  of  other  kinds. 

Mr.  FRASER.  If  the  hon.  Minister  would 
withdraw  the  latter  part,  the  irony  would  be 
clearer. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  Suppose  I  were  addressing  a 
public  meeting,  and  in  reply  to  some  atrocious 
attacks  made  on  me,  I  should  turn  around  and  say  : 
I  do  not  refer  to  this  man — he  is  a  gentleman. 

Mr.  FRASER.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  would 
say  that  of  some  of  his  opponents,  he  would  be 
telling  the  truth. 

On  section  286, 

Mr.  DICKEY.  There  is  an  innovation  here 
which  I  suppose  is  intended,  that  is,  the  addition 
of  the  words  “  by  the  person  defamed.” 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  It  is  not  a  publication  now' 
to  write  a  letter. 

Mr.  DAYIN.  Is  not  this  clause  intended  to 
meet  that  form  of  defamation  in  which  a  libeller 
writes  a  letter  to  the  person  intended  to  be  libelled  ? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  That  is  not  a  libel.  It  needs 
publication  to  make  it  a  libel. 

Mr.  DAYIN.  I  should  think  that  that  ought  to 
be  made  libellous. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Showing  it  to  anybody  else 
would  be  libel.  For  instance,  putting  it  on  a  post 
card  so  that  others  may  see  it  would  constitute 
publication,  but  putting  it  in  a  sealed  envelope  and 
sending  it  to  a  person  is  not  publication. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  But  showing  the  libel  to  the 
person  himself  is  publication. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  There  must  be  some  other 
person  present. 

Mr.  WELDON.  The  essence  of  the  offence  is 
that  it  is  conducive  to  a  breach  of  the  peace,  and 
jt  should  be  made  libellous. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  I  rather  incline  to  the  view  of 
the  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  that  it 
should  be  made  a  libel,  and  I  wish  to  draw  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  committee  to  the  fact  that  it  is  a 
change  in  the  common  law,  so  that  we  may  under¬ 
stand  what  we  are  doing.  It  has  all  the  elements 
of,  and  should  be  made  a  libel. 
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On  section  289, 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  suppose  that  this  will  cover 
a  statement  made  of  a  member  of  the  House  of 
Commons  ? 

Sir  JOHN  T  HOMPSON.  This  is  to  protect  the 
right  of  petition. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Suppose  there  was  a  gross  libel 
on  a  member  of  Parliament  or  a  Minister  in  the 
petition  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  must  be  good 
faith.  & 

Mr.  FRASER.  Should  any  person  be  allowed 
to  be  a  judge  of  good  faith  in  publishing  what  is 
defamatory  of  a  member  contained  in  a  petition  to 
the  House  V 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  sufficiently 
protected  by  the  rules  of  all  these  bodies  restrict¬ 
ing  the  receiving  of  petitions  within  reasonable 
bounds.  A  petition  will  not  be  received  if  defama¬ 
tory  and  not  in  good  faith,  but  if  it  be  such  a 
petition  that  a  legislative  body  would  receive  it, 
and  the  subject  would  have  the  right  to  present  it, 
it  is  protected. 

Mr.  FRASER.  The  libel  would  still  be  pub¬ 
lished,  and  under  this  clause  you  would  protect  the 
person  even  if  it  were  not  received.  Provided  it 
were  a  very  libellous  petition,  the  House  would 
protect  itself  by  not  allowing  it  to  be  read,  but 
there  would  lie  publication  as  certain  parties  would 
see  it,  yet  the  party  making  the  libel  would  be 
protected  by  this  section. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  No,  that  would  be  a 
libel  and  punishable  as  such.  All  that  would  be 
necessary  would  be  to  allege  that  it  was  published  to 
somebody  else.  As  it  was  not  received  by  the  legis¬ 
lative  body,  no  harm  was  done  by  attempting  to 
publish  it  there,  but  if  anybody  else  saw  the  con¬ 
tents  there  would  be  publication. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Therefore  if  a  petition  is  sent  to 
myself  containing  a  libel  upon  another  member,  it 
would  not  be  considered  a  libel,  and  the  party  would 
be  protected  under  this  section  even  though  I  saw 
it. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  hon.  gentleman 
himself  would  not  be  guilty  of  publishing  the  libel 
by  presenting  the  petition  to  the  House,  and  that 
is  a  necessary  protection. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Would  the  party  who  put  the 
libel  in  the  petition  be  protected  ? 

Sir  JOHN  1  HOMPSON.  No,  because  it  would 
be  a  question  of  publication  ;  and  it  merely  says  no 
one  commits  the  offence  by  publishing  to  the  Senate 
or  the  House  of  Commons.  The  same  clause  is  in 
the  English  Bill  in  relation  to  either  House  of  Par¬ 
liament  :  “  Defamatory  matter  contained  in  a  peti¬ 
tion  to  either  House  or  published  by  order  or  under 
the  authority  of  the  House.” 

On  section  294, 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  would  suggest  to  the  Minis¬ 
ter  that  this  clause  goes  very  far.  There  could  be 
no  objection  in  regard  to  seeking  remedy  for  a 
public  wrong,  but  it  is  another  matter  altogether 
ixi  regard  to  a  private  wrong.  By  this,  power  is 
given  to  any  party  who  thinks  he  suffers  a  private 
wrong  to  bring  it  before  the  public  if  he  thinks  he 
will  thereby  obtain  a  remedy  which  the  offending 
party  would  then  be  disposed  to  give  him.  If  a 


man  owes  a  debt  and  is  not  willing  to  pay,  the 
creditor  may  think  that  by  adopting  this  means  he 
can  force  payment.  I  do  not  think  this  should  be 
encouraged. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  quite  true  as 
far  as  the  general  law  of  libel  is  concerned,  but  we 
are  dealing  only  with  the  crime  of  libel.  If  a  man 
neglects  his  private  duties,  such  as  the  duty  of 
supporting  his  family,  and  is  criticised  severely  by 
the  press  for  that,  he  has  his  civil  remedy,  but  he 
cannot  bring  the  journalist  to  the  bar  of  justice  as 
a  criminal. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  If  a  wife  has  a  husband  who 
will  not  support  her,  by  this  she  can  expose  her 
domestic  troubles  before  the  public.  Surely  the 
lion,  gentleman  does  not  believe  that  public  morals 
will  be  advanced  in  that  way. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  hon.  gentleman 
forgets  the  qualification  that  the  person  has  a  civil 
remedy,  and  also  that  there  is  a  provision  : 

“If  the  defamatory  matter  is  believed  by  him  to  be 
true,  and  is  relevant  to  the  remedy  or  redress  sought,  and 
such  publishing  does  not  in  manner  or  extent  exceed 
what  is  reasonably  sufficient  for  the  occasion.” 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  great  objection  I  see  is  that 
this  empowers  anybody  who,  rightly  or  wrongly, 
has  a  grievance  of  a  private  nature  against  another 
to  bring  it  lief  ore  the  public  with  impunity. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Will  not  the  passage  of  this  go 
far  to  make  it  impossible  to  succeed  in  the  civil 
action  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  have  no  jurisdic¬ 
tion  in  regard  to  the  civil  action. 

Mr.  FRASER.  But  the  very  statement  will 
have  great  effect  with  a  jury. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  the  common  law 
now. 

On  section  322, 

Mr.  FLINT.  I  know  this  is  the  law  at  present, 
but  it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  giving  an  undue  signi¬ 
ficance  to  the  landlord’s  property  and  effects.  I 
think  landlords  have  privileges  enough  without 
that.  The  stealing  of  any  chattel  by  a  tenant  from 
a  landlord  should  be  no  more  serious  than  stealing 
from  any  other  person. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Make  the  penalty  four 
years  instead  of  seven. 

Mr.  FRASER.  By  what  rule  do  you  make  the 
stealing  of  $25  worth  of  property  twice  as  bad  as 
the  stealing  of  $24  worth  ?  Why  do  you  make  the 
punishment  so  out  of  proportion  in  this  case  to 
what  it  is  under  ordinary  circumstances  ? 

Mr.  MASSON.  It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that 
this  is  the  same  class  of  case  as  where  the  property 
of  a  person  is  put  into  possession  of  another  for  his 
use  and  to  be  returned.  The  tenant  is  in  the  same 
position  as  a  trustee.  He  is  let  into  possession  of 
the  landlord’s  property,  and  for  that  reason  we  have 
to  deal  with  it  separately.  A  banker,  or  account¬ 
ant,  or  agent  is  dealt  with  in  the  same  way.  This 
shows  that  the  taking  of  small  things  must  be 
treated  differently  from  the  taking  of  things  of  a 
higher  value  t  han  $25. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  All  this,  it  seems  to  me, 
might  have  been  dealt  with  by  a  single  provision 
instead  of  by  so  many. 
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On  section  328, 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  is  a  pretty  severe 
punishment  for  some  of  the  offences  mentioned 
here  to  imprison  one  in  the  penitentiary  for  five 
years  for  the  stealing  of  a  newspaper. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  for  stealing  a 
newspaper  from  the  mail,  and  the  mails  have  to  be 
kept  sacred  by  very  severe  penalties. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  From  the  mail,  I  sup¬ 
pose,  means  from  the  post  office  itself. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes,  everything  after 
it  once  reaches  the  post  office.  These  offences  are 
very  hard  to  detect.  They  are  committed  very 
frequently  by  persons  who  occupy  good  positions 
in  society,  who  have  friends  and  influence,  and  if 
we  allow  magistrates  or  judges  to  let  them  off 
leniently,  we  shall  have  very  light  sentences 
imposed.  Although  a  good  many  of  these  sentences 
are  reviewed,  they  are  only  reduced  in  cases  where 
there  is  reason  to  suppose  the  offence  is  the  first. 
But  generally  these  offences  have  only  been 
detected  after  a  long  course  of  crime  ;  and  although 
the  punishment  is  so  severe,  the  unfortunate  fact 
remains  that  in  the  penitentiaries  of  the  coimtry 
there  are  many  persons  who  formerly  occupied 
good  positions  in  society,  who  were  convicted  of 
stealing  from  the  mails. 

On  section  332, 

Mr.  DICKEY.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  Minister 
of  Justice  if  he  has  considered  the  advisability  of 
striking  out  the  words,  “over  and  above  the  value  of 
the  animal,  as  part  of  the  punishment  ?” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  have  not  personally. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  1  raised  the  question  in  the  com¬ 
mittee.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  magistrate  or 
other  tribunal  who  tries  the  criminal  charge  is  not 
the  proper  tribunal  to  settle  the  value  of  the  animal, 
and  it  is  difficult  to  know  what  effect  it  will  have 
on  the  civil  action.  A  man  might  be  fined  $10, 
and  also  $50  as  the  value  of  tjhe  dog  stolen  by  him, 
and  the  owner  of  the  dog  might  value  it  at  $200 
and  sue  for  that  value  in  a  civil  court.  I  suppose 
this  means  that  the  magistrate  shall  include  the 
value  of  the  animal  in  the  fine.  It  seems  a  very 
unsatisfactory  method  of  punishing. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  presume  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  this  provision  does  not  affect  the 
civil  remedy.  It  is  altogether  a  fine  ;  but  the  object 
is  to  have  the  fine  something  over  the  value  of  the 
animal,  otherwise  the  person  stealing  it  might  make 
a  profit  by  paying  the  fine  and  keeping  the  animal. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Suppose  the  magistrate 
were  to  value  the  animal  at  $20,  and  the  owner 
brought  a  civil  action  and  were  awarded  $50,  would 
the  magistrate  be  compelled  to  modify  his  judg¬ 
ment  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  No,  there  is  no  re¬ 
view.  Of  course,  for  stealing  other  things  the  punish¬ 
ment  is  nearly  always  imprisonment ;  but  we  make 
the  stealing  of  a  dog,  bird,  beast  or  other  animal 
punishable  by  a  fine  or  a  month’s  imprisonment, 
and  therefore  we  must  be  careful  to  see  that  the 
fine  is  something  more  than  the  value  of  the  thing 
taken  ;  and,  generally  speaking,  in  my  experience, 
the  magistrate  applies  a  nominal  value,  which  he 
arrives  at  in  a  very  summary  way  in  order  to  comply 
with  the  provision  of  the  law. 

Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


Mr.  DICKEY.  I  have  never  had  occasion  to 
deal  with  this  provision,  but  I  know  that  inactions 
for  malicious  injury  to  property  under  the  Summary 
Convictions  Act,  the  valuation  of  the  damages 
generally  makes  it  very  difficult  to  get  a  conviction 
at  all. 

Mr.  FRASER.  And  sometimes  before  a  Superior 
Court  there  may  be  evidence  of  an  article  being 
very  valuable,  and  it  is  quite  fair  to  make  a  man 
pay  a  fine,  and  also  the  value  found  by  the  justice, 
when  he  is  liable  to  a  subsequent  action  at  civil  law, 
for  the  real  value  of  the  animal.  Why  not  give 
the  justice  a  greater  margin  to  impose  a  fine  with¬ 
out  reference  to  the  value,  and  leave  that  to  be 
found  by  the  civil  remedy  ? 

On  section  333, 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  When  does  a  person 
unlawfully  kill  a  pigeon  ?  In  shooting  at  a  pigeon 
match  ?  Where  is  this  defined  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Taking  pigeons  will 
be  a  theft  so  long  as  they  are  in  a  dove-cot  or  on 
their  owner's  land,  but  if  they  are  stolen  elsewhere, 
as,  for  instance,  on  the  highway  or  on  another  per¬ 
son’s  land,  they  are  taken  under  circumstances 
which  do  not  amount  to  theft.  This  would  not 
refer  to  pigeon  shooting,  because  that  would  not  be 
unlawful  killing,  as  the  person  who  gets  up  the 
match  provides  the  pigeons  and  allows  them  to  be 
killed.  F 

On  section  337, 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  in  these  sec¬ 
tions,  335  to  337,  the  punishment  is  altogether  out 
of  proportion  to  the  offence.  We  ought  not  to 
make  the  law  so  severe  as  to  turn  sympathy  in 
favour  of  the  offender  and  prevent  its  being  en¬ 
forced. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  They  are  only  maxi¬ 
mum. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  But  the  maximum  is  alto¬ 
gether  too  high.  I  would  not  put  in  the  power  of 
a  judge,  who  may  not  have  much  feeling,  to  send  a 
boy  up  for  seven  years  for  injury  done  to  a  tree  in 
the  park.  In  ninety-nine  cases  out  of  one  hundred, 
punishment  for  three  months  is  more  likely  to  be 
effective. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  have  no  objection  to 
reduce  that  and  make  it  five  years. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  That  is  too  high. 

Mr.  O’BRIEN.  Strike  out  the  third  sub-section 
altogether  of  section  337. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  You  may  have  boys, 
who  have  been  drinking,  who  will  undertake  to 
dare  each  other  to  commit  depredations — pull  out 
a  shrub  or  something  of  that  sort.  It  might  never 
happen  again,  it  possesses  no  criminal  character¬ 
istics  at  all,  yet  if  they  fall  into  the  hands  of  a 
severe  magistrate,  especially  one  who  may  have 
some  feeling  against  boys  on  account  of  some  de¬ 
predation  they  may  have  committed  on  him,  you 
put  it  in  his  power  to  ruin  them. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  for  the  third 
offence. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  punishment  in 
these  cases  is  out  of  all  proportion  to  the  character 
of  the  offence. 
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On  section  338, 

Mr.  O'BRIEN.  I  think  that  is  an  exclusively 
severe  clause.  \\  here  I  live, saw-logs  are  constantly 
drifting  on  the  lake,  no  one  looks  after  them,  and 
yet  if  any  one  picked  one  of  them  up,  though  it 
might  have  been  floating  for  three  years,  he  would 
be  liable  to  seven  years  in  the  penitentiary.  I 
think  this  is  a  most  monstrous  provision. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Very  often  on  the  lakes  the 
rafts  break  up,  and  there  is  a  class  of  men  along 
the  shores  who  pilfer  the  logs,  take  them  away, 
and  hide  them  in  the  woods  or  take  them  to  saw 
mills,  and  the  owners  find  this  very  hard.  These 
logs  are  very  valuable.  A  mast  is  sometimes 
worth  8100  or  more,  and  it  is  very  difficult  to 
guard  these  pieces  of  timber.  This  is  substantially 
the  same  provision  that  we  have  had,  and  I  do  not 
think  it  is  too  severe. 

Mi\  O’BRIEN.  Some  of  these  logs  are  not 
worth  50  cents.  Of  course,  one  can  understand 
under  certain  circumstances  that  this  would  be  a 
criminal  act,  but  it  is  monstrous  to  say  that  if  I 
found  a  log  floating  in  my  place  which,  perhaps, 
had  been  floating  for  three  years  and  picked  it  up, 
I  might  go  to  the  penitentiary  for  seven  years. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  know  that  very  fre¬ 
quently  along  the  shores  of  Lake  Erie  rafts  go  to 
pieces,  and  no  one  thinks  of  looking  up  the  logs. 
It  would  not  pay  the  proprietor  to  do  so.  If  he 
finds  that  a  number  have  gone  ashore  at  some 
particular  point,  he  may  try  to  sell  them  to  the 
farmer  on  whose  land  they  have  gone,  but  other¬ 
wise  they  may  lie  there  until  some  fisherman  is 
obliged  to  pile  them  up  and  burn  them  so  as  to 
clear  his  own  front  and  to  clear  his  fishing  ground, 
because  these  parties  would  not  pay  him  for  the 
injury  he  may  have  sustained.  It  might  be  well  to 
protect  them  for  a  time,  but  are  they  to  be  pro¬ 
tected  for  four  or  five  years  on  the  front  of  a  man’s 
property,  and  is  he  to  be  liable  to  the  penitentiary 
if  he  logs  them  up  and  burns  them  out  of  the  way  ? 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  Formerly  there  were  a  num¬ 
ber  of  small  mills  along  the  Ottawa  river  whose 
owners  made  it  a  business  to  pick  up  a  sufficient 
number  of  logs  to  supply  their  mills,  and,  if  they 
were  found  in  their  booms,  they  set  up  the  pretense 
that  they  had  floated  in  there  and  had  come  to 
their  possession  innocently.  This  had  become  such  a 
nuisance  and  prevailed  to  such  an  extent  that 
there  seemed  to  be  no  way  of  remedying  the 
evil  other  than  to  make  the  possession  of  these 
logs  punishable  in  this  way,  and,  in  1875, 
as  I  think  my  hon.  friend  from  Bothwell  (Mr. 
Mills)  will  remember,  the  possession  of  these  logs 
in  the  booms  was  made  a  criminal  offence,  the 
onus  of  proof  being  thrown  upon  the  party  in 
whose  possession  they  were  instead  of  lying  upon 
the  party  who  owned  the  logs  as  it  did  previously, 
as  to  the  unlawful  manner  in  which  they  had  come 
into  the  possession  of  the  party  with  whom  they 
were  found.  While,  perhaps,  the  penalty  is  a  little 
too  severe,  1  think  there  should  be  some  penalty. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Suppose  we  make  it 
three  years. 

Mr.  O'BRIEN.  There  should  be  some  condi¬ 
tions.  Supposing  they  are  found  in  a  boom  or  in 
a  pond,  then  it  is  all  right,  but  any  penalty  you 
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would  enforce  in  regard  to  the  possession  of  logs 
under  the  circumstances  I  have  mentioned,  on  the 
lake  by  which  I  live,  would  be  severe,  because 
those  logs  have  no  merchantable  value  whatever. 

On  section  365, 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  do  not 
object  to  severe  punishment  being  imposed  on  per¬ 
sons  who  have  committed  frauds,  but  still,  looking 
at  the  various  classes  of  undertakings  that  might 
come  under  this  section,  I  think  so  long  a  term  as 
seven  years  is  a  terrible  punishment  to  inflict. 
The  scope  of  this  section  is  wide,  and  the  temper 
of  the  judges  varies  enormously  in  dealing  with 
this  particular  class  of  offences.'  It  appears  to  me 
that  seven  years’  imprisonment  is  a  very  severe 
punishment  to  attach  to  the  issuing  of  a  highly- 
coloured  prospectus,  although  I  am  very  far  from 
approving  of  the  modes  and  schemes  that  a  great 
many  promoters  have  had  recourse  to.  These  cases, 
and  this  special  state  of  things  which  has  existed 
in  England,  have  been  before  the  minds  of  the 
parties  who  drew  the  section,  and  it  is  hardly 
applicable,  I  think,  to  any  great  extent  here. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  have  no  objection 
to  the  term  being  reduced,  if  it  is  thought  proper  ; 
but  this  has  been  the  law  for  a  good  while  here. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  remember  the  case 
where  Sir  Francis  Hincks  under  the  same  provision 
was  convicted,  but  the  law  was  felt  to  be  too  severe, 
and  it  was  believed  that  he  had  not  been  inten¬ 
tionally  guilty  of  fraudulent  intent  to  mislead  the 
public,  and  he  was  never  brought  up  for  sentence. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  conviction  was 
quashed  on  appeal. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  That  was  a 
very  peculiar  affair.  I  do  not  think  the  conviction 
was  exactly  quashed.  I  think  the  judges  set  it 
aside,  but  without  forcing  it.  I  think  it  was  rather 
evaded  than  quashed.  No  doubt  it  was  felt  at  the 
time  that  it  was  a  very  severe  punishment  which 
was  being  inflicted. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  will  make  it  five 
years. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  That  is,  of 
course,  the  maximum  sentence. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes. 

On  section  384, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  may  explain  that 
there  is  an  Imperial  statute  to  this  effect,  and  a 
request  was  made  by  Her  Majesty’s  Government 
two  or  three  years  ago  that  we  should  copy  the 
provisions  of  that  statute  in  order  to  prevent  the 
secretion  and  stealing  of  Her  Majesty’s  stores  con¬ 
taining  these  marks  ;  and  that  is  the  purpose  of 
this  and  the  next  six  sections. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  progress. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjourn¬ 
ment  of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  11.10 
p.m. 
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HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Monday,  6th  June,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

C.  P.  R.—  PAYMENTS,  P.  0.  AND  MILITIA 
SERVICES. 

Mr.  BORDEN  (for  Mr.  Flint)  asked,  What  was 
the  total  amount  paid  by  the  Dominion  Govern¬ 
ment  last  year  to  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway 
Company  for  the  transportation  of  mails,  militia 
stores,  or  other  stores  ? 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  The  amount  paid  by 
the  Government  to  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway 
Company  for  the  conveyance  of  mails  was 
$492,055. 15. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  The  amount  paid  to  the  Can¬ 
adian  Pacific  Railway  Company  by  the  Minister  of 
Militia  and  Defence  for  militia  transport  for  the 
fiscal  year  1890-91  was  $19,146.69.  This  includes 
transportation  of  officers  and  men  to  and  from  their 
annual  camps,  as  well  as  stores. 

Mr.  BORDEN  (for  Mr.  Flint)  asked,  What 
amount  of  subsidy  is  payable  to  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Steamship  Company  by  the  Dominion  Gov¬ 
ernment  as  subsidy  or  for  the  conveyance  of  mails  ? 
What  amount,  if  any,  is  paid  to  the  same  company 
annually  by  the  Imperial  Government  ? 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  The  amount  paid  by 
the  Government  has  been  as  I  have  stated.  We 
have  no  official  information  in  the  department  as 
to  what  the  Imperial  Government  pays. 

BUTTER  AND  CHEESE  INDUSTRY. 

Mr.  GUAY  (for  Mr.  Choquette)  asked, 
Whether  the  Government  are  aware  that  Messrs. 
E.  Senecal  et  Fils,  of  Montreal,  have  published  a 
“Manuel  de  l’Industrie  Laitikre,”  which  is  most 
highly  spoken  of  by  those  who  are  well  informed 
on  the  subject  of  the  butter  and  cheese  industry, 
and,  if  so,  is  it  their  intention  to  purchase  copies 
for  distribution  amongst  the  farmers? 

Mr.  CARLING.  The  Government  is  aware  of 
the  publication  mentioned,  and  Prof.  Robertson, 
the  Dairy  Commissioner,  has  examined  the  work, 
and  has  reported  that  most  of  its  matter  is  con¬ 
tained  either  in  the  Dairy  Commissioner’s  Reports 
or  in  the  Dairy  Bulletins  issued  from  time  to  time, 
and  that  it  is  not  desirable  to  purchase  copies  of  a 
book  containing  information  which  has  already 
been  published  in  thousands  of  copies  by  order  of 
Parliament. 

THE  GOVERNMENT  STEAMER  QUADRA. 

Mr.  CORBOULD  asked,  Whether  it  is  the 
intention  of  the  Government  to  hold  an  enquiry 
into  the  cause  of  the  accident  to  the  Government 
steamer  Quadra ,  at  Rose  Harbour,  on  the  14th 
May  ? 

Sir  J OHN  THOMPSON.  An  enquiry  has  been 
ordered. 

Sir  John  Thompson. 


MILITARY  DISTRICT  No.  9. 

Mr.  FRASER  asked,  Whether  Lieutenant  Col¬ 
onel  Worsley,  the  Deputy  Adjutant -General  of 
Military  district  No.  9,  and  Lieutenant  Colonel 
Murray,  Paymaster  and  District  Storekeeper  of 
the  same  district,  are  under  suspension  ?  If  so, 
when  suspended,  by  whom,  and  for  what  reason  ? 
Has  any  enquiry  into  such  suspension  been  made  ? 
Have  the  said  officers  received  any  pay  for  any 
part  of  the  period  since  they  were  relieved  from 
duty  by  suspension  ?  If  so,  what  amount  to  each, 
and  the  period  for  which  pay  was  granted  ? 

Mr.  BOWELL.  Lieutenant  Colonel  Murray 
was  suspended  on  the  9th  May,  1891,  by  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Militia  and  Defence,  upon  the  report  of  the 
Major-General  commanding  the  militia  of  an  en¬ 
quiry  held  by  him  into  certain  charges  preferred  by 
Lieutenant  Colonel  Worsley,  as  Deputy  Adjutant- 
General,  against  Lieutenant  Colonel  Murray,  on 
account  of  certain  irregularities  as  paymaster  of 
Military  District  No.  9.  Lieutenant  Colonel 
Worsley  was  suspended  on  the  9th  April,  1891,  by 
the  Major-General  commanding  the  militia,  as  the 
result  of  the  enquiry  held  by  him  into  the  above 
charges.  An  enquiry  was  held  by  the  Major-Gen¬ 
eral  commanding,  as  stated.  The  said  officers  re¬ 
ceived  pay  for  part  of  the  period  since  they  were 
relieved  from  duty  by  suspension.  The  amount 
paid  to  Lieutenant  Colonel  Worsley,  after  his  sus¬ 
pension,  was  $670.60,  namely,  his  salary  at  $1,700 
per  annum,  continued  up  to  the  31st  August,  1891. 
The  amount  paid  to  Lieutenant  Colonel  Murray, 
after  his  suspension,  was  $280.65,  namely,  his 
salary  at  $900  per  annum,  continued  up  to  the 
31st  August,  1891,  since  which  period  they  have 
not  been  paid  any  sum. 

MICHAEL  QUINN’S  DISMISSAL. 

Mr.  GUAY  (Translation)  moved  for  : 

Copies  of  all  correspondence  and  evidence,  and  reports 
respecting  and  connected  with  the  last  enquiry  held  at 
Levis,  in  the  matter  of  the  dismissal  of  Michael  Quinn, 
employ*?  in  the  workshops,  &c.,  at  Hadlow,  in  the  County 
of  L6vis. 

He  said  :  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  course  of  the  month 
of  March,  on  the  23rd,  I  had  the  honour  of  moving 
for  copies  of  the  evidence  given  in  an  enquiry  held 
in  the  month  of  February,  1892,  in  connection  with 
the  dismissal  of  Michael  Quinn,  an  employe  on  the 
Intercolonial  Railway,  in  the  workshops  at  Had¬ 
low,  Levis,  and  for  copies  of  all  correspondence 
with  Alfred  Drake,  chief  mechanical  engineer,  on 
the  same  railway,  at  Hadlow,  and  with  the  autho¬ 
rities  of  the  same  railway  at  Moncton,  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  dismissal  of  the  said  Michael  Quinn. 
When  I  had  the  honour  of  making  this  motion  the 
Minister  of  Railways  declared  that  he  had  no 
objection  to  produce  the  papers,  but  he  added  he 
wanted  to  say  from  the  start  that  the  dismissal  of 
Mr.  Quinn  was  for  drunkenness.  On  that  I  re¬ 
marked  to  the  hon.  Minister  that  the  cause  of  the 
dismissal  was  altogether  different,  that  it  was  un¬ 
known  to  the  department,  but  was  very  well 
known  in  Levis.  Indeed,  the  hon.  Minister,  a 
few  moments  later,  admitted  that  Mr.  Quinn  had 
not  been  found  guilty  of  drunkenness  at  the  en¬ 
quiry,  but  only  of  having  used  offensive  language 
to  his  chief.  Mr.  Quinn  had  been  employed  for 
twenty-five  or  twenty-six  years,  and  had  always 
been  considered  a  model  employe,  a  man  always 
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faithful  to  his  duty.  However,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
\v  as  assured  that  he  had  not  been  replaced,  and 
the  lion.  Minister  told  me  that  the  friends  of  Mr. 
Drake  had  asked  for  a  new  enquiry,  hoping  to 
prove  this  time  that  Mr.  Quinn  was  under  the 
influence  of  liquor,  and  that  Drake  was  not 
at  fault.  The  second  enquiry  has  taken  place 
since,  and  the  object  of  the  present  motion  is  to 
obtain  the  evidence  produced  at  this  enquiry. 
According  to  the  information  I  was  able  to  procure, 
the  same  things  were  proven  as  on  the  first  enquiry, 
namely,  that  Quinn  was  not  in  liquor  but  that  Drake 
was  a  recognized  drunkard,  and  a  man  who  gave  a 
very  bad  example  to  his  men.  Since  then,  Drake 
has  been  dismissed  for  drunkenness.  Such  is  the 
summing  up  of  the  statement  which  the  Minister 
of  Railways  and  Canals  made  in  answer  to  a  ques¬ 
tion  which  I  put  some  time  ago.  It  is  on  the  25th 
December  last  that  Mr.  Quinn  was  dismissed,  and 
he  has  not  been  reinstated  since,  although  he  had 
always  been  a  trustworthy  employe.  While  this 
respectable  father  of  a  family  is  still  waiting  for 
justice,  Drake,  the  man  found  guilty  of  the  offence 
of  which  he  had  accused  Mr.  Quinn,  is  found  in  the 
employ  of  the  Government  outside  of  the  Province 
of  Quebec.  I  think  it  is  Moncton  where  he  is  now. 
The  gratification  felt  at  the  news  of  Drake’s  dis¬ 
missal  as  chief  of  the  shops  at  Hadlow  was  general 
in  Levis,  in  Quebec,  and  on  the  whole  line  of  the 
Intercolonial  from  Levis  to  Riviere  du  Loup.  In- 
■deed  here  is  what  Le  Matin  had  to  say  about  it, 
the  C  onservative  newspaper  par  excellence ,  since 
it  is  gi\  en  as  the  organ  of  the  would-be  honest 
people’s  party  : 

“  The  papers  announce  the  dismissal  of  a  man  by  the 
name  ot  Drake,  the  foreman  of  the  Intercolonial  shops  at 
Hadlow,  Levis,  after  an  investigation  into  his  conduct  by 
the  authorities. 

“  It  will  be  a  great  relief  for  the  people  of  that  place, 
who  have  long  been  asking  for  this  act  of  justice.  Not 
only  was  Drake  unworthy  of  the  position  he  occupied,  but 
he  was  above  all  a  brutal  fanatic  who  publicly  insulted 
our  religion  and  our  race,  and  who  treated  the  French 
Canadian  employes  under  him  like  dogs. 

‘One  of  us  who  would  go  and  behave  in  that  manner  in 
an  English  province  would  be  kicked  out. 

“  Here  the  Canadians  endured  every  thing,  content  with 
making  known  their  complaints  and  asking  for  justice.  A 
poor  devil  who  took  a  glass  of  beer  was  dismissed,  while 
he,  besotted  with  drink,  would  beat  the  streets  in  plain 
daylight  and  insult  the  women  of  the  place.  And  it  took 
six  years  to  get  rid  of  him.  He  will  probably  be  called 
back  to  New  Brunswick,  where  he  may,  close  under  the 
eyes  of  his  masters,  continue  his  valuable  services  to  the 
Government.  For  those  fellows  are  never  dismissed. 
Ihereis  a  secret  thread  which  keeps  them.  This  is  the 
second  man  who  was  sent  there  from  Moncton  to  play  the 
same  game.  They  were  two  types  absolutely  akin.  The 
hrst  remained  at  the  head  of  the  Hadlow  shops  for  nearly 
fifteen  years.  It  took  the  members  of  the  county  ten  years 
^  him,  and  it  was  only  in  risking  his  seat  that 

Mr.  Lelleau  succeeded  at  last.  And  yet  his  misbehaviour 
was  notorious  and  a  cause  of  daily  scandal. 

The  next  day  after  his  dismissal  a  letter  from  Mr.  Pot- 
tinger  was  already  at  the  Department  of  Railways  recom¬ 
mending  the  famous  Drake  to  take  his  place.  He  came 
from  Moncton  to  take  charge  at  Hadlow.  And  yet  there 
was  there  a  man  by  the  name  of  Langlois,  who  was  a 
first-class  mechanic,  sober  and  industrious.  In  fact,  he 
was  the  one  who  did  the  work  at  Hadlow.  His  chief 
wou  d  content  himself  with  drawing  his  salary  and 
drinking.  All  the  strongest  recommendations  were  in¬ 
adequate  to  obtain  for  Langlois  what  belonged  to  him  in 
justice.  Discouraged  he  left  the  Intercolonial  service 
and  went  and  offered  his  services  to  another  road,  where 
they  were  promptly  accepted.  Now,  here  is  Drake  out  in 
his  turn. 

“We  are  going  to  wait  silently  for  the  third  specimen 
who  is  now  to  be  sent  up. 

“  But  true  as  the  sun  shines  over  our  heads,  if  he  re¬ 
sembles  the  others,  those  who  will  send  him  will  repent 
it.” 
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1  hese  are  words  from  Le  Matin ,  a  paper  which  will 
not  be  suspected  of  favouring  my  political  inter¬ 
ests  Unfortunately,  after  the  last  investigation, 
in  April,  Drake  was  maintained,  at  least  the  Monc¬ 
ton  authorities  kept  him  in  position  after  his  hav¬ 
ing  been  convicted  of  drunkenness,  and  after  it 
had  been  proven  by  two  witnesses— Caron  and 
Ramson,  two  employes  of  the  shops  at  Hadlow— 
that  he  had  promised  them  promotion  if  they  would 
swear  they  had  perjured  themselves  at  the  first  en- 
qinry.  N  otwithstanding  these  damning  revelations, 
Drake,  thanks  to  the  occult  influence  which  pro¬ 
tects  him,  was  maintained  until  the  1st  of  May  I 
am  not  accusing  the  Minister  of  Railways,  for  he 
does  not  seem  to  know  about  it,  and  I  am  pleas¬ 
ed  to  believe  that  he  does  not  know.  Now  do 
you  know  what  this  Drake  did,  Mr.  Speaker  ?  ’  He 
profited  by  his  being  kept  in  position  to  dismiss  all 
those  who  had  testified  against  him  at  the  first  enqui¬ 
ry.  Unfortunately,  the  fears  expressed  by  Le  Matin 
and  other  Conservative  papers,  among  which  Le 
( /uotidien ,  a  newspaper  supporting  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  unfortunately,  I  say,  these  fears  were  real¬ 
ized,  and  friends  of  mine,  not  political  friends,  but 
personal  friends,  wrote  to  rne  from  Levis  to  ask 
iy  whom  Drake  had  been  replaced.  I  put  a  ques¬ 
tion  to  the  Government  to  find  out  whether  Drake 
had  been  dismissed,  and  who  was  to  replace  him. 

I  le  lion.  Minister  answered  that  Drake  had  really 
been  dismissed,  and  that  he  would  be  replaced  by 
a  competent  man.  He  did  not  give  me  the  name 
of  the  new  man.  But  the  fears  of  Le  Matin  were 
realized  to  the  letter,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  the  same 
paper,  a  few  days  later,  announced  that  a  man  by 
the  name  of  Bob  Stevens  had  been  appointed  in 
Drake  s  place.  This  appointment  was  so  unpleasant 
that  a  number  of  Conservative  members  from  the 
district  of  Quebec,  driven  by  public  opinion,  called 
on  the  Minister  of  Railways,  or  the  Postmaster 
General,  who  represents  more  especially  the  district 
of  Quebec  in  the  Government,  to  protest  against 
the  appointment.  They  were  told  that  the  matter 
would  be  attended  to,  but  nothing  was  done,  and 
the  man  Bob  Stevens  is  still  at  his  post.  I  protest 
in  the  name  of  the  workingmen  of  Levis  against 
the  appointment  of  this  person.  He  may  be  cap¬ 
able  of  discharging  his  duties,  but  I  think  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  could  have  easily  found  among  their 
political  friends,  among  the  mechanics  who  work 
in  the  Hadlow  shops,  or  in  the  works  or  manufac¬ 
tories  of  Levis,  a  man,  qualified  in  every  respect  to 
take  the  place  of  Drake.  In  this  connection  this  is 
what  the  organ  of  the  Knights  of  Labour  of  Levis, 
Le  Travailleur,  was  saying  a  few  days  ago  about 
Drake’s  dismissal  and  the  appointment  of  his  suc¬ 
cessor  : 

Who  is  to  replace  him  ?  This  is  a  question  which  it 
is  not  our  province  to  solve.  Shall  it  be  an  individual  of 
the,  same  class  as  the  two  last  who  have  been  forced  to 
recede  before  public  contempt  ?  It  would  not  be  surpris¬ 
ing  alter  the  crying  injustice  already  committed  to  the 
detriment  ot  our  countrymen  in  connection  with  this 
position. 

“  We  will  not  carry  the  national  spirit  as  far  as  asking 
that  a  Irench-Canadian  be  appointed  to  this  position, 
although  it  belongs  to  us  by  right.  Besides,  should  we 
want  that,  all  our  efforts  in  that  direction  would  be  use* 
less,  tor  we  know  by  experience  whom  we  have  to  deal 
with. 

“  But  what  we  want,  what  we  have  a  right  to  exact,  is 
that  a  man  from  the  shops,  or  at  least  from  Levis,  be  ap- 
him  be  French-Canadian,  English  or  Irisn. 
What  we  want  is  that  he  be  notan  imported  one  from 
another  province,  one  of  those  men  whose  only  qualifica- 
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tion  and  recommendation  is  their  hatred  of  the  French 
Canadians . 

“  Thank  God,  there  are  in  Levis  and  in  Quebec,  employes 
able,  sober  and  intelligent,  either  English  or  French,  who 
can  fill  satisfactorily  to  all  a  place  of  trust  at  the  Hadlow 
works. 

“We  want  one  of  these  to  be  appointed. 

“  Let  justice  be  done.” 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  it  be  true  that  no  one  has  yet  been 
appointed  in  the  place  of  the  man  who  has  just 
been  dismissed,  I  hope  that  after  the  protests 
which  he  has  received  from  his  own  friends,  those 
which  are  to  be  found  in  the  press,  and  those  which 
I  now  give  voice  to  in  the  name  of  the  electors  of 
my  county,  I  hope,  I  say,  that  the  Minister  of 
Railways  will  accede  to  the  request  which  is  made 
to  him,  and  that  he  will  admit  that  it  is  perfectly 
reasonable  that  the  chief  of  the  Intercolonial 
works  at  Hadlow  be  chosen  among  the  numerous 
workmen  of  Levis.  And  this  is  all  the  more  reason¬ 
able  since  there  are  among  them  men  eminently 
qualified  to  fill  such  a  position.  I  hope  that  the 
Minister  of  Railways  will  be  good  enough  to  hasten 
to  put  before  the  House  the  documents  asked  for 
by  my  two  motions,  for,  by  the  way,  I  must  remark 
that  the  return  in  answer  to  my  first  motion, 
voted  in  March  last,  has  not  yet  been  brought 
down.  I  am  surprised  that  the  evidence  adduced 
at  the  first  enquiry  has  not  yet  been  put  before  the 
House,  for  it  does  not  make  a  very  large  file.  I 
hope,  once  more,  that  he  will  kindly  lose  no  time  in 
bringing  down  the  documents  moved  for,  that  is  to 
say,  the  evidence  taken  both  at  the  first  and  the 
last  enquiry  into  this  matter. 

Mr.  H^GGART.  There  can  be  no  possible  ob¬ 
jection  to  bringing  down  the  papers.  If  I  remem¬ 
ber  rightly  the  circumstances,  this  Michael  Quinn 
was  employed  in  one  of  the  workshops  at  Levis, 
and  for  some  alleged  insubordination  and  imperti¬ 
nent  remarks  to  his  foreman  he  was  dismissed  at 
the  time.  He  applied  afterwards  to  have  a  fur¬ 
ther  enquiry,  alleging  that  at  the  time  the  foreman 
spoke  to  him,  the  foreman  was  intoxicated  and  not 
in  a  fit  condition  to  take  charge  of  the  works. 
There  was  an  enquiry  ordered  into  the  conduct  of 
the  foreman,  it  was  found  that  the  allegations 
against  him  were  correct,  and  he  was  on  that  ac¬ 
count  discharged.  The  simple  reason  why  Quinn 
has  not  been  re-employed  is  that  there  has  been  a 
large  reduction  in  the  force  at  the  workshops  at 
Point  Levis. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

HOME  RULE  FOR  IRELAND. 

Mr.  DEVLIN  moved  : 

That,  in  the  opinion  of  this  House  of  Commons  of 
Canada,  the  time  has  arrived  when  a  substantial  measure, 
of  Home  Buie  should  be  granted  to  Ireland  ;  and  this 
House  expresses  the  hope  that  at  the  approaching  gen¬ 
eral  election  in  the  United  Kingdom,  a  majority  will  be 
returned  to  Parliament  pledged  to  enact  a  measure 
which,  while  safeguarding  the  unity  and  interests  of  the 
British  Empire,  will  satisfy  the  legitimate  and  national 
aspirations  of  the  Irish  people  by  granting  to  them  a  Par¬ 
liament  with  jurisdiction  over  all  matters  of  a  local 
character. 

He  said  :  Before  putting  this  motion  in  your  hands, 
Mr.  Speaker,  it  may  be  well  that  I  should  offer  a 
few  remarks  in  explanation  of  the  reasons  which 
have  induced  me  to  ask  the  House  to  concur  in  it. 
Since  it  has  appeared  upon  the  Paper,  it  has  been 
commented  upon  in  many  ways,  but  it  is  peculiarly 
gratifying  to  me  to  know  that  if  the  mover  has 
Mr.  Guay. 


been  severely  criticised,  if  my  course  has  been 
rather  severely  censured,  the  principle  involved  in 
the  motion  has  met  with  generous  treatment  and 
respect  in  nearly  every  paper  which  has  had  articles 
upon  this  question.  I  have  no  intention  of  dealing 
with  all  the  charges  made  against  myself  for  having 
introduced  this  resolution.  This  is  neither  the 
place  nor  the  time  to  do  so ;  but  I  may  say  I  have 
the  great  satisfaction  of  knowing  that  much  kind 
sympathy  has  been  expressed  in  favour  of  this 
resolution.  I  will  ask,  however,  the  House  to 
bear  with  me  an  instant  while  I  meet  one  or  two 
charges  which  I  think  it  is  my  duty  at  once  to 
repel.  I  have  been  charged  with  inconsistency  be¬ 
cause  I  thought  proper,  a  few  weeks  ago,  when  the 
hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  brought  up  his 
motion  in  this  House  concerning  education  and 
language  in  the  North-West,  to  vote  against  that 
motion,  and  then  thought  fit  to  place  the  resolution 
now  before  the  House  on  the  Notice  Paper.  I 
cannot  see  that  my  course  is  inconsistent.  We 
do  not  ask  for  our  people  in  the  North-West  any 
more  than  we  are  prepared  should  be  granted  to 
the  minority  in  the  country  specially  mentioned  in 
this  motion  ;  and  if  for  that  reason  I  am  not  a 
Home  Ruler,  all  I  can  say  is  that  there  are  only 
thirty-three  genuine  Home  Rulers  in  this  House. 
There  can  be  no  danger,  at  all  events,  with 
regard  to  the  rights  of  the  minority  in  Ireland,  in¬ 
asmuch  as  a  very  distinct  pledge  was  given  by  Mr. 
Gladstone  in  the  great  speech  delivered  by  him  at 
Nottingham  some  time  ago,  when  he  said  that  this 
settlement  would  be  carried  out  provided  nothing 
was  done  to  impair  the  unity  of  the  Empire,  but 
rather  to  strengthen  and  consolidate  it,  and  pro¬ 
vided  no  just  claim  of  the  minority  would  be 
neglected.  This  is  a  pretty  strong  pledge  ;  and  any¬ 
way  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  it  is  highly 
probable  that  the  rights  of  the  minority  in  that 
country  will  be  respected,  because  the  Government 
which  must  grant  this  right  to  Ireland  will  be  a 
Protestant  Government,  and  therefore  just  as  likely 
to  look  after  the  interests  of  the  minority  as  it  is 
possible  for  hon.  members  in  this  House  or  gentle¬ 
men  outside  to  look  after  the  same  interests. 
Again,  we  are  told  it  is  none  of  our  business,  and 
that  this  is  not  the  place  to  introduce  such  a 
motion.  Well,  if  this  argument  holds  to-day,  it 
must  have  been  good  ten  years  ago,  when  resolu¬ 
tions  similar  in  spirit  were  introduced  in  this 
House  by  the  hon.  Minister  of  Inland  Revenue.  I 
could  quote  from  the  speech  delivered  by  Mr. 
Gladstone  himself  a  few  years  ago,  in  which  he 
answered  this  very  argument  : 

“  If  anything  is  said  about  America,  we  are  asked 
‘  What  do  Americans  understand  about  English  affairs  V 
It  is  impertinent  on  their  part  to  interfere.  True,  we  Eng¬ 
lish  people  have  been  in  the  habit  of  interfering  with 
everybody’s  affairs,  but  that  is  a  totally  different  matter, 
and  it  is  obvious  according  to  their  account  that  they  have 
no  business  to  interfere  with  ours.” 

Sir,  this  is  a  matter  in  which,  if  we  have  not  the 
right  to  legislate,  we  have  the  right  at  all  events  to 
express  an  opinion.  Parliament,  it  was  said  the 
other  day  by  the  hon.  member  for  Central  Toronto, 
had  the  power  to  do  almost  anything  and  every¬ 
thing.  Has  Parliament  not  the  power  to  pass  a 
motion  of  sympathy,  which  is  all  I  am  asking 
Parliament  by  this  motion  to  do  ?  Why,  only  a  few 
weeks  ago  the  hon.  member  for  Bruce  (Mr.  McNeill) 
introduced  a  resolution  asking  us  to  consent  to 
certain  propositions  which  were  certainly  far  more 
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disturbing  in  their  relations  upon  trade  and  far 
more  reaching  than  the  one  now  before  the  Chair. 
He  asked  us  to  give  advice  to  England  in  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  her  trade  policy,  and  his  motion  received  con¬ 
siderable  support  in  this  House.  I  do  not  go  as  far 
as  the  hon.  gentleman,  but  merely  ask  the  House  to 
adopt  a  motion  of  sympathy.  Again,  Mr.  Speaker, 
it  is  \v*ell  to  remember  that  Parliament  already  pro¬ 
nounced  in  favour  of  Home  Rule  on  former  occasions, 
I  think  upon  three  occasions,  and  it  is  desirable, 
especially  at  this  moment,  to  deprive  the  opponents 
of  Home  Rule  of  any  pretext  for  asserting  that 
Canada’s  views  on  this  subject  have  changed.  If  I 
may  be  permitted,  I  would  like  to  call  the  attention 
of  the  House  to  an  event  which  occurred  a  few 
days  ago  in  the  city  of  Montreal,  at  a  meeting  of 
the  Grand  Orange  Lodge  of  British  America. 
W  ere  it  not  for  the  importance  of  this  meeting  and 
for  the  fact  that  members  of  this  House  were 
present — men  supposed  to  represent  the  views  of 
many  sections  of  the  community — it  might  not  be 
necessary  to  refer  at  any  length  to  the  resolution 
which  was  there  adopted.  That  resolution  read  as 
follows  : — 

the  Grand  Lodge  of  British  North  America* 
assembled  in  the  metropolitan  city  of  Montreal,  beg  leave 
to  express  our  heartfelt  sympathy  with  our  brethren  in 
Great  Britain  and  Ireland  in  their  determination  never  to 
surrender  the  civil  and  religious  liberty  of  their  brethren 
in  Ireland  to  the  tender  mercies  of  an  Irish  Parliament; 
and  to  assure  our  brethren  that  all  that  can  be  done  con¬ 
stitutionally  by  the  Orangemen  of  Canada  will  be  done  to 
assist  them  in  the  coming  struggle  ;  and  that  the  secretary 
be  instructed  to  forward  a  document  setting  forth  the 
above  views  to  the  Grand  Lodge  of  Ireland.” 

Attached  to  this  resolution  are  the  signatures  of 
several  members  of  Parliament,  and  others,  James 
Bennett,  Sam  Hughes,  J.  H.  Bell,  J.  M.  Morrison 
and  Rev.  \V .  Y\  alsli.  Now,  after  that  resolution 
was  adopted  the  Grand  Master  responded,  at  the 
banquet  which  took  place  shortly  afterwards,  to 
the  toast  of  the  Grand  Lodge  of  British  America ; 
and  since  the  sentiments  to  which  he  gave  utterance 
will  certainly  reach  the  country  and  people  affected 
by  the  motion  now  before  the  House,  this  is  an 
additional  reason  for  passing  a  motion  that  might 
perhaps  have  the  tendency  of  counteracting  some 
of  the  effects  of  the  views  then  expressed.  The 
remarks  of  the  hon.  member  for  West  York  (Mr. 
Y\  allace)  are  quoted  m  the  Toronto  Mail  as  fol¬ 
lows  : — 

'  Grand  Master  Clarke  Wallace,  M.P.,  responded  to  the 
n®xt  toast,  the  Grand  Lodge  of  British  America.  He 
thanked  the  Montreal  Orangemen  for  their  generous  hos¬ 
pitality.  This  gathering  was  the  more  significant  when 
they  recalled  past  events  in  this  city.  It  showed  that 
things  were  rapidly  changing  in  Canada.  Such  a  demon¬ 
stration  in  this  part  of  Canada  contradicted  the  assertion 
that  Oraugeism  was  not  going  ahead.  Look  at  the  North- 
VV  est  where  Louis  Riel  not  so  long  ago  held  full  sway,  and 
ochultz  and  Boulton  were  in  danger.  Riel  to-  day  filled  a 
felon  s  grave.  Bro.  Schultz  was  the  Governor,  and  Boulton, 
although  he  had  gone  wrong  politically  occupied  a  leading 
position.  Mr.  Abbott,  who  had  been  a  brother  when  he 
was  more  active,  had  become  Premier  of  the  Dominion.” 

Certainly  with  such  names  as  those  I  have  just 
mentioned  connected  with  the  movement  of  which 
I  have  spoken,  and  that  report  going  to  Ireland, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  harm  will  result  from 
the  passing  of  the  resolution  ;  and  especially  when 
we  find  the  name  of  the  Premier  of  Canada  men¬ 
tioned  at  their  banquet  as  one  of  their  members. 
It  has  been  said  that  the  moment  is  inopportune 
for  presenting  a  motion  of  this  kind.  If  it  is  in¬ 
opportune  now,  it  was  equally  inopportune  in  the 
year  188*2  to  have  introduced  the  former  resolu¬ 


tions.  If  the  election  which  is  to  decide  the  fate 
of  Home  Rule  for  Ireland  were  over,  certainly  it 
would  be  inopportune  to  pass  such  a  resolution.  If 
Ireland  had  been  granted  Home  Rule,  it  would  lie 
nonsense  to  introduce  a  motion  of  this  kind  and  it 
would  be  inopportune.  But  we  are  before  the 
election  which  is  to  decide  this  matter,  and  we  still 
find  that  the  desires  of  the  people  of  Ireland  have 
been  trampled  upon,  their  wishes  have  not  been 
respected,  they  are  to-day  in  the  same  position  as 
they  were  years  ago,  still  asking  and  still  rapping 
at^  the  door  of  the  British  Parliament  for  justice. 
YY  hat  would  we  think  of  the  man  who  had  in 
his  power  a  remedy  to  keep  away  death  but 
kept  that  remedy  in  his  own  hand  until  after  death 
had  occurred?  Afterwards  it  would  be  inopportune ; 
but  I  hold  tlmt  this  is  a  highly  opportune  moment 
for  the  Canadian  Parliament  to  express  an  opinion 
on  this  subject.  I  do  not  intend  to  enter  at  length 
into  the  objections  which  have  been  put  against 
Home  Rule.  They  have  been  considered  before,  and 
have  been  satisfactorily  dealt  with.  They  were  dealt 
with  in  the  great  debate  in  this  House  in  1882,  and, 
in  the  course  of  debates  which  afterwards  took 
place,  the  objections  to  granting  this  inestimable 
blessing,  this  just  right  to  the  people  of  Ireland 
have  been  met  time  and  time  again.  It  must  be 
remembered  that  there  never  was  a  proposition  to 
ameliorate  the  condition  of  the  masses  which  did 
not  meet  with  opposition.  There  is  no  difficulty 
in  finding  that  this  proposition  has  met  with 
opposition,  but  it  is  strange  that  it  should  have 
met  with  stronger  and  greater  objections  than  any 
other  measure  of  reform.  It  is  said  this  will  bring 
about  the  dismemberment  of  the  Empire.  The 
same  argument  was  used  in  regard  to  the  position 
of  Canada  before  1840.  It  was  said  that  if  respon¬ 
sible  government  were  granted  to  Canada,  it  would 
bringabout  the  dismemberment  of  the  Empire.  The 
people  who  advocated  the  granting  of  responsible 
government  at  that  time  were  denounced  as  trait¬ 
ors,  they  were  proclaimed  rebels,  and  a  price  was 
fixed  upon  the  heads  of  many  of  them.  ]  ask  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  to  go  outside  of  this  House  and 
see  a  statue  which  has  been  erected  to  the  memory 
of  a  gentleman  who  at  that  time  was  denounced  as 
a  rebel.  When  Canada  was  granted  what  he  and 
his  friends  had  insisted  upon  having,  the  people 
became  contented  and  satisfied,  and  is  there  a  race 
in  the  Empire  to-day  more  loyal  to  the  British  flag 
and  more  true  to  the  British  Empire  than  these 
same  people  who  for  years  were  refused  respon¬ 
sible  government  because,  it  was  said,  the  granting 
of  it  would  bring  about  the  dismemberment  of  the 
Empire  ?  That  statue  was  placed  there  by  this 
Parliament,  it  was  paid  for  by  the  money  of  this 
country,  and  was  erected  under  the  authority  of 
the  advisers  of  the  Crown  to  the  memory  of  the 
man  who  was  once  denounced  as  a  traitor,  but 
who,  when  he  saw  the  country  loyal  and  satisfied, 
stated,  as  we  are  informed,  that  it  would  yet  be 
found  that  the  last  gun  to  be  fired  in  behalf  of 
British  connection  would  be  by  a  French- Canadian. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  The  hon.  gentleman  may  laugh. 
Perhaps  he  would  not  be  so  ready  to  do  that. 
There  is  another  thing,  in  regard  to  which  I  will 
simply  point  to  a  few  figures  in  the  census  returns. 

Y\  e  are  told  that  the  territory  and  the  population 
of  Ireland  are  insufficient  to  enable  that  country  to 
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have  self-government.  Take  our  own  provinces. 
We  find  Manitoba  with  a  population  in  1881  of 
only  62,260,  and  it  was  then  possessed  of  respon¬ 
sible  government.  We  find  the  North-West 
Territories  with  a  population  to-day  of  about 
67,000,  and  still  they  have  responsible  government. 
We  find  responsible  government  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  wherever 
we  find  it  we  find  the  people  perfectly  satisfied, 
and  yet  it  is  said  that  a  people  numbering  about 
5,000,000  should  be  denied  what  is  given  here 
to  a  population  of  50,000.  Mr.  Blake,  in  his 
great  speech  in  1882,  gave  to  the  House  certain 
figures  which  were  startling  as  to  the  falling  off  in 
the  population  of  Ireland,  and  the  figures  of  to-day 
are  even  more  startling.  In  the  County  of  Louth 
in  1855,  the  population  was  128.000,  and  now  it  is 
only  71,000.  In  the  County  of  Wexford,  according 
to  the  census  returns  just  issued,  the  population  in 
1881  was  123,000,  while  to-day  it  is  only  111,000. 
Wicklow  shows  another  terrible  decrease  in  popu¬ 
lation,  and  so  on  with  regard  to  many  other 
counties.  If  we  had  similar  figures  to  quote  in 
regard  to  this  country,  we  would  be  startled. 
I  do  not  deny,  as  I  said  at  the  beginning,  that 
there  may  be  opposition  to  this  movement,  but  I 
think  it  is  highly  desirable  that  the  country  which 
is  intimately  allied  to  us  by  many  ties  which  it  is 
unnecessary  to  mention  here,  should  at  all  events 
be  put  upon  the  same  footing  as  we  are.  The  pre¬ 
sent  condition  cannot  last ;  it  is  wrong  that  it 
should  exist.  It  brings  misery  to  one  religion,  and 
it  brings  trouble  to  the  other.  It  gives  rise  to  the 
deadliest  and  most  irreconcilable  feelings,  and,  Sir, 
it  is  a  condition  that  under  the  free  sky  of  the 
British  Empire  should  not  exist.  I  have  read,  and 
I  believe,  that  when  British  feelings  and  aspira¬ 
tions  are  allowed  to  go  on  to  their  natural 
development,  unchecked  by  the  selfish  considera¬ 
tions  of  interested  classes,  they  always  move  in 
the  direction  of  freedom  and  justice.  Sir,  there  is 
another  point  which  it  is  well  to  refer  to  here.  It 
is  contended  that  the  Protestant  minority  in  the 
North  of  Ireland  would  be  oppressed.  Let  me 
quote  a  few  remarkable  words  uttered  by  Mr. 
Gladstone  a  couple  of  years  ago,  and  which  will 
go  far  to  remove  this  apprehension  : 

“  There  is,  I  believe,  in  the  great  non-conforming  body, 
that  same  deliberate  and  warm  welcome  to  the  broad 
principles  of  justice  and  humanity,  as  applied  to  Ireland 
as  there  was  when  those  principles  had  to  be  applied,  ten 
ears  ago,  to  Bulgaria  or  Afghanistan.  But  there  has 
een  some  holding  back  here  and  there  on  the  part  of  in¬ 
dividuals,  and,  as  far  as  I  can  learn,  that  has  been  due  to 
an  apprehension,  of  all  others  the  most  visionary,  although 
not  otherwise  than  respectable  in  itself,  if  there  were 
grounds  for  it.  That  ground  of  apprehension  is  described 
fairly  and  properly  as  a  visionary  apprehension,  and  it 
consists  in  the  idea  that  if  Home  Rule  should  be  passed 
for  Ireland,  the  Protestants  would  be  in  danger  of  perse¬ 
cution.  I  hope  we  are  not  here  again  shut  out  with  re¬ 
gard  to  history  and  experience.  The  candid  observer 
cannot  fail  to  be  struck  with  this  fact,  that  in  the  choice 
of  their  leaders,  both  in  the  last  century  and  since  1829, 
when  they  had  the  power  of  choosing  Roman  Catholic 
leaders  and  sending  them  to  Parliament  ,  the  Irish  people 
have  been  perfectly  impartial  as  between  Roman  Catholics 
and  Protestants.  W e  have  been  told  that  there  have  been 
great  cruelties  in  Ireland  at  certain  epochs  of  rebellion 
and  conflict.  Yes,  gentlemen,  there  have  been  ;  but  even 
here,  in  the  case  of  the  Irishman,  as  considered  and  com¬ 
pared  with  that  of  his  oppressor,  there  is  not  one  of  those 
rebellions  in  which, to  every  one  act  of  cruelty  on  the  part  of 
the  Irish  nation,  arising  from  an  insufferable  oppression, 
there  have  not  been  ten,  twenty,  and  even  fifty  such  acts 
committed  by  those  who  were  beating  them  down,  and 
who  have  kept  them  down.  There  is  this  remarkable  cir¬ 
cumstance,  that,  in  1798  and  1641,  the  saddest,  perhaps,  of 
Mr.  Devlin. 


these  occasions,  the  leaders  of  the  historical  nation  did  all 
they  could  to  mitigate  the  passions  of  the  people,  while 
unfortunately  it  is  well  known  that  officers  bearing  the 
British  Sovereign’s  commission,  Irish  gentry  serving  in 
the  yeomanry,  Irish  peers,  men  of  importance  and  author¬ 
ity,  who  could  have  done  much  to  mitigate  the  cruelty, 
instead  of  doing  so  urged  atrocities.  There  is  one  little 
incident  which  is  so  touching  and  so  striking  that  I  can 
not  help  referring  to  it.  It  is  not  so  much  knowq  as  it 
ought  to  be.  Our  memory  goes  back  to  the  time  of  the 
reign  of  Queen  Mary,  to  whose  name  we  sometimes  apply 
an  epithet  more  expressive  than  it  is  mild.  In  that  reign, 
as  you  very  well  know,  the  Protestants  formed  in  England 
a  very  powerful  party,  and  notwithstanding  that  they  did 
form  a  very  powerful  party,  they  were  subjected  to  very 
sanguinary  persecutions.  In  Ireland  there  was  not  a 
natural  and  spontaneous  growth  of  the  Reformation.  That 
is  an  historical  fact,  and  it  is  set  forth  in  no  better  way 
than  in  a  very  interesting  volume  by  a  Tory  judge,  and  an 
ex-chancellor  of  Ireland,  Mr.  Ball,  who  published  a  book 
on  the  Reformation  in  Ireland.  The  Reformation  in 
Ireland  was  imported.  The  Protestants  there  were  the 
merest  handful  of  people,  unable  to  cause  uneasiness  to 
the  Government  or  to  offer  the  least  resistance  to  their 
persecutors.  Under  these  circumstances  the  Irish  people 
themselves  were  possessed  of  powers  when  they  were  in 
unison  with  the  religion  of  the -Government  that  ruled  in 
England.  There  was  not  a  single  act  of  persecution  which 
disgraced  the  whole  of  those  years,  and  not  only  so,  but 
it  is  a  positive  and  absolute  fact  that  from  Chester  and 
Bristol,  the  two  British  ports  from  which  was  then  carried 
on  the  principal  communication  with  Ireland,  the  Pro¬ 
testants  in  England  fled  in  numbers  to  Ireland  because 
they  knew  that  the  public  spirit  and  public  feeling  in 
Ireland  would  make  them  safe  when  they  touched  that 
shore.” 

Now,  Sir,  the  motion  which  I  have  made  I  think 
will  commend  itself  to  the  sympathy  of  this  House. 
If  passed,  as  I  hope  it  will  pass,  I  have  no  doubt 
it  will  do  much  good.  It  will  certainly  help  to 
counteract  the  wrong  impressions  which  might  be 
formed  by  motions  such  as  the  one  which  I  quoted 
a  few  moments  ago,  which  was  passed  elsewhere, 
and  which  might  possibly  tend  to  convince  the 
people  of  Great  Britain  that  in  this  matter  the 
sympathy  of  the  Canadian  Parliament  had  changed. 
I  therefore  venture  to  move  the  resolution  which  I 
have  placed  in  your  hands. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  I  do  not  propose  to  take  up 
the  time  of  the  House  at  any  great  length  on  this 
matter.  The  hon.  gentleman  who  introduced  the 
resolution  has  expressed  the  reasons  which  have 
impelled  him  to  bring  it  forward.  I  would  call 
attention  to  the  previous  action  of  the  House  upon 
this  matter.  In  1882,  as  the  hon.  gentleman  men¬ 
tioned,  a  resolution  was  introduced  upon  this  sub¬ 
ject  by  Mr.  Costigan,  and  that  resolution  was  to 
the  effect : 

“That  an  Address  be  presented  to  Her  Majesty  sug¬ 
gesting  that  the  federal  system,  found  so  successful  in 
Canada,  should  be  applied  by  Great  Britain  for  the 
benefit  of  Ireland.” 

This  motion  was  carried  and  was  transmitted  to  the 
home  Government,  and  on  the  12th  June,  1882,  the 
Colonial  Secretary  replied  to  that  in  these  words  : 

“  I  have  received  and  laid  before  the  Queen  the  Address 
to  Her  Ma  jesty  from  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Commons 
of  Canada  in  Parliament  assembled,  which  was  transmit¬ 
ted  in  your  Lordship’s  despatch  of  the  16th  May.  I  am 
commanded  by  Her  Majesty  to  request  that  you  will  con¬ 
vey  to  the  Senate  and  House  of  Commons  Her  appreciation 
of  the  renewed  expression  of  their  unswerving  loyalty  and 
devotion  to  Her  Majesty’s  person  and  Government.  Her 
Majesty  will  always  gladly  receive  the  advice  of  the 
Parliament  of  Canada  on  all  matters  relating  to  the 
Dominion  and  the  administration  of  its  affairs  ;  but  with 
respect  to  the  questions  preferred  to  in  the  address,  Her 
Majesty  will,  in  accordance  with  the  constitution  of  this 
country,  have  regard  to  the  advice  of  the  Imperial  Parlia¬ 
ment  and  Ministers,  to  whom  all  matters  relating  to  the 
affairs  of  the  United  Kingdom  exclusively  appertain.” 

That  was  the  reply  to  the  first  resolution.  In  1886 
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another  resolution  was  moved  by  Mr.  Blake  which, 
as  amended  by  the  hon.  Mr.  Costigan,  was  also 
carried.  That  resolution  was  transmitted  to  the  High 
Commissioner  for  Canada  for  the  information  of 
the  House  of  Commons  of  the  United  Kingdom. 
Again,  in  1887,  a  resolution  was  introduced  into 
this  House  by  the  hon.  member  for  Montreal 
Centre  in  favour  of  Home  Rule,  and  copies  of  it, 
after  it  was  carried,  were  transmitted  to  Lord 
Salisbury,  Mr.  Gladstone  and  Mr.  Parnell.  I  am 
of  the  opinion  that  we  have  had  about  enough  of 
this  (piestion  in  this  House.  I  do  not  rise  for  the 
purpose  of  discussing  Home  Rule  at  all,  for  it  has 
been  discussed  three  times  in  this  Parliament  at 
great  length,  especially  after  the  answer  sent  by 
the  Colonial  Secretary  in  regard  to  this  Parliament 
attending  to  matters  within  its  jurisdiction,  and 
signifying  that  the  Imperial  Parliament  would 
attend  to  matters  within  its  jurisdiction,  for  that 
reply  ought  to  pretty  well  dispose  of  this  subject. 
But  if  the  hon.  gentleman  were  actuated  by  the 
serious  motives,  and  I  do  not  impugn  them,  which 
he  has  expressed,  if  he  were  a  wise  man  he  would 
be  guided  somewhat  by  his  friends  ;  and  I  propose 
on  this  ppint  to  read  an  extract  from,  I  suppose,  the 
most  powerful  advocate  of  Home  Rule  in  this  coun¬ 
try — I  allude  to  the  True  Witness  of  Montreal.  I 
suppose  it  will  not  be  denied,  even  by  the  mover  of 
this  resolution,  that  this  organ  is  one  that  speaks 
with  a  good  deal  of  authority  on  this  subject.  The 
extract  is  as  follows  : — 

“  Naturally  the  public  will  expect  from  an  Irish  Catho¬ 
lic  organ  like  the  True  Witness  an  expression  of  opinion 
on  the  subject.  We  fire  prepared  to  give  an  emphatic 
opinion.  It  is  to  the  effect  that  such  a  resolution  is  very 
untimely,  inopportune  and  dangerous  to  the  interest  of 
the  cause  it  purports  to  assist.  Thrice  already  have 
Home  Rule  resolutions  been  carried  in  the  Canadian 
House  of  Commons,  and  thrice  have  the  people  of  this 
Dominion  expressed  themselves  through  their  Parlia¬ 
mentary  representatives  in  favour  of  a  full  measure  of 
self-government  for  Ireland.  This  action  on  the  part  of 
the  young  member  for  Ottawa  County  tends  most  cer¬ 
tainly  to  jeopardize  the  beneficial  effects  of  the  former 
emphatic  resolutions.  A  defeat  to-day,  or  even  a  resolu¬ 
tion  carried  by  a  smaller  majority  than  the  former  ones, 
would  be  tantamount  to  an  expression  of  feeling  adverse 
to  the  Irish  cause.  If  the  public  is  rightly  informed  the 
mover  of  this  new  resolution  sprang  his  notice  of  motion 
upon  the  House  without  ever  having  consulted  any  of  his 
Irish  parliamentary  colleagues.  If  it  is  urged  that  he 
did  consult  with  the  Irish  members  of  his  own  party, 
then  it  would  seem  to  be  for  partisan  purposes  he  has 
taken  the  step,  and  for  the  sake  of  local  political  capital 
he  did  not  hesitate  to  risk  the  interests  of  a  cause 
too  sacred  to  every  serious  Irishman  to  be  made 
a  play-toy  or  shuttlecock.  If  he  did  not  consult  with 
any  of  the  Irish  members  of  the  House  of  Commons 
it  is,  to  say  the  least,  very  imprudent.  It  is  not  neces¬ 
sary  that  every  new  member— of  Irish  extraction 
—should  commence  his  career  with  a  display  of  Irish 
patriotism  and  a  set  speech,  whether  the  occasion  re- 
quires  them  or  not,  whether  his  action  was  judicious  or  in¬ 
judicious.  In  presence  of  recent  deplorable  events,  which 
each  one  in  his  own  sphere  is  striving  to  consign  to  obli¬ 
vion  ;  in  the  face  of  the  existing  divisions  at  home  and  the 
impending  election  :  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
peculiar  position  of  the  political  parties  to-day  at  Ottawa, 
it  is  highly  improper  and  exceedingly  unwise  for  a  man 
of  serious  judgment  to  spring  such  a  resolution  upon  the 
House.  There  are  other  ways  of  gaining  a  name,  and 
tame  bought  at  the  risk  of  a  country’s  cause  is  short-lived. 
No  resolution  passed  to-day  at  Ottawa  could  add  one  iota 
to  the  influence  of  the  resolutions  of  former  years,  but  if 
defeated,  or  even  passed  with  a  slim  majority,  it  would 
certainly  nullify  all  the  good  that  has  been  done. 

After  some  further  remarks  as  to  the  future  prospects 
of  the  Irish  Parliamentary  party,  the  editor  ot  the  True 
witness  concludes  as  follows:  ‘For  these  and  many 
other  reasons,  we  believe  the  member  for  Ottawa  County 
has  made  a  grave  mistake,  has  allowed  his  patriotic  zeal 
to  overcome  his  calm  judgment,  and  we  trust  he  will  be 


wise  enough  not  to  persevere  in  his  undertaking.  We 
,  repeat,  the  resolution  was  uncalled  for,  untimely  and 
emmently  menacing  to  the  cause  which,  next  to  that  of 
nis  taith,  an  Irishman  should  hold  most  sacred  and  invio¬ 
late.’  ” 

Upon  those  who  are  in  favour  of  Home  Rule  mea¬ 
sures,  surely  such  a  warning  as  this,  such  language 
couched  in  strong  and  still  moderate  terms  should 
have  some  effect.  I  do  not  propose  further  to  deal 
with  the  resolution  proposed  than  to  state,  in  addi¬ 
tion,  why  I  propose  to  move  the  amendment  which 
I  rose  to  submit  to  the  House.  I  have  always  held 
the  opinion,  and  I  still  stand  by  it,  that  in  Imper¬ 
ial  affairs  the  Imperial  Parliament  should  govern, 
and  that  we  should  not  interfere.  I  would  ask  the 
mover  of  the  resolution  how  he  would  feel,  and  how 
much  attention  he  would  pay,  if  the  Imperial  House 
of  Commons  passed  a  resolution,  and  forwarded  a 
copy  of  it  to  us,  with  a  view  to  influence  the  action 
of  this  Parliament  in  regard  to  some  subject  within 
its  control.  For  my  part — and  I  am  simply  ex¬ 
pressing  my  own  views  on  this  subject — I  have  al¬ 
ways  held  strong  opinions  on  this  subject.  I  am  a 
strong  believer  in  British  connection  and  British  in¬ 
stitutions,  but  I  am  equally  strong  in  maintaining 
the  opinion  that  the  Parliament  of  Canada  can  at¬ 
tend  to  its  own  affairs,  and  I  would  deplore,  and 
indeed  I  would  resent,  any  interference,  by  the 
Imperial  Parliament,  in  respect  to  affairs  within 
our  own  control.  I  believe,  therefore,  we  should 
allow  the  Imperial  Parliament  the  same  liberty. 
But  this  resolution  goes  a  step  further  than  any  of 
the  three  previous  resolutions  adopted  in  regard  to 
Home  Rule  as  regards  the  effect  intended  to  be 
secured,  and  that  is,  that  on  this  occasion  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  influence,  as  the  resolution  states  on  its 
face,  the  general  elections  now  approaching  for  the 
English  House  of  Commons.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  hon.  gentleman  wh#lt  he  would  think  if  the 
Imperial  Parliament  passed  a  resolution  to  affect 
general  elections  in  this  Dominion  ?  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  such  action  would  meet  with  the  approba¬ 
tion  of  the  people  of  this  country,  and  I  am  sure 
every  hon.  member  on  both  sides  of  this  House 
would  deem  it  to  be  uncalled  for,  and  would  pay 
the  same  attention  to  it  as  the  Home  Government 
did  when  Mr.  Gladstone’s  Colonial  Secretary  re¬ 
plied  to  the  first  resolution  passed  by  this  Parlia¬ 
ment  on  the  subject  of  Home  Rule.  As  regards 
my  individual  opinion,  had  this  resolution  not  con¬ 
tained  this  additional  allegation,  an  allegation 
intended  to  affect  if  possible  the  general  elections 
in  the  United  Kingdom,  the  resolution  is  uncalled 
for.  Without  occupying  the  time  of  the  House 
further,  I  move,  seconded  by  Mr.  Macdonald,  of 
Winnipeg,  the  following  amendment  : — 

That  all  the  words  after  the  word  “  That”  be  struck  out, 
and  the  following  inserted  instead  thereof  :  “  any  expres¬ 
sion  of  the  opinion  of  this  House  on  this  subject  being 
uncalled  for  at  the  present  time,  and  this  House  not  being 
desirous  of  expressing  any  views  as  to  the  approaching 
general  election  in  the  United  Kingdom,  the  Orders  of 
the  Day  be  now  proceeded  with.” 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  I  do  not  think  the  seconder  of 
the  amendment  is  in  the  House. 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  second  the  amendment. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  I  have  listened  with  con¬ 
siderable  pleasure  to  the  hon.  gentleman  who  has 
moved  the  amendment  to  the  motion  made  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Ottawa  County  (Mr.  Devlin),  and 
I  fail  to  see  that  he  has  given  any  good  and  suffi¬ 
cient  reason  why  the  motion  should  not  be  adopted. 
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He  first  referred  to  the  resolution  passed  in  1882, 
moved  by  the  Minister  of  Inland  Revenue,  and  also 
to  the  subsequent  motion  passed  in  1887,  and 
moved  by  the  lion,  member  for  Montreal  Centre, 
and  he  referred  to  the  reply  received  from  the 
"Home  Government  as  affording  a  reason  why  we 
should  not  again  approach  Her  Majesty  in  regard 
to  this  subject.  I  do  not  consider  that  is  any  rea¬ 
son  why  we  should  be  debarred  from  our  right  and 
privilege  of  addressing  the  Home  Government  on 
this  or  any  other  question.  This  House  has  in  fact 
created  a  precedent  for  a  motion  of  this  kind..  It 
is  only  a  week  or  so  ago  since  we  advised  Her 
Majesty’s  Government  upon  how  they  should  con¬ 
duct  their  fiscal  policy  in  England,  and  the  hon. 
member  for  South  Norfolk  (Mr.  Tisdale)  at  that 
time  supported  this  motion.  He  did  not  rise  in 
his  place  then  and  quote  the  reply  we  received 
from  the  Home  Government  upon  a  previous  ques¬ 
tion  why  we  should  not  adopt  the  resolution  re¬ 
ferred  to.  But  now,  because  it  does  not  suit 
his  political  views  that  the  present  motion 
should  be  adopted,  he  quotes  the  reply 
we  received  from  the  English  Government  to 
the  motions  passed  by  this  Parliament  in  1882 
and  1887.  For  my  pai't,  I  do  not  think  that  that 
is  any  reason  why  we  should  not  again  express  our 
views  upon  this  great  and  important  question. 
The  hon.  gentleman  from  South  Norfolk  (Mr. 
Tisdale)  also  thinks  that  my  hon.  friend  from 
Ottawa  (Mr.  Devlin)  should  have  consulted  his 
Irish  friends  in  the  House  of  Commons  before  he 
brought  forward  this  motion.  I  believe  that  it  is 
the  right  and  privilege  of  any  hon.  gentleman  in 
this  House,  of  his  own  accord,  and  with  or  without 
the  advice  and  consent  of  other  members,  to  place 
upon  the  Order  Paper  any  motion  that  he  thinks 
should  be  adopted  by  this  House.  Neither  do  I 
think  that  this  is  an  Irish  question  alone.  I  am 
not  an  Irishman  myself,  but  as  a  Canadian  and  as 
a  British  subject  I  can  feel  as  keenly  and  sympa¬ 
thize  as  fully  with  the  people  of  Ireland  in  their 
long  struggle  against  misrule  and  oppression,  as 
any  man  in  this  House.  This  is  a  question  that 
peculiarly  affects  not  only  Irishmen  but  Scotchmen 
and  Englishmen  and  every  man  interested  in  the 
unity  of  the  Empire  all  over  the  world.  We  have 
to  a  very  great  extent  felt  in  Canada  the  effects  of 
the  oppression  and  coercion  which  has  been  adopted 
by  the  British  Government  towards  their  fellow 
subjects  in  Ireland.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the 
great  stream  of  emigration  which  is  flowing  from 
that  beautiful  Isle  to  the  United  States  would 
tend  towards  this  Canada  of  ours  if  it  had  not  been 
for  that  feeling  of  anger  and  of  hatred  which  has 
sprung  up  against  the  British  colonies,  on 
account  of  the  oppression  and  misrule  that  have 
followed  the  policy  of  the  British  Government 
in  Ireland.  It  is  on  that  account  that  I  say  that 
we,  as  Canadians,  should  take  a  deep  interest  in 
this  question,  and  if  the  passage  of  such  a  resolu¬ 
tion  as  this  now  before  us  will  tend  in  any  small 
degree  to  remove  the  feeling  of  discontent  which 
exists  in  Ireland,  it  will  accomplish  a  great  deal  of 
good.  Now,  Sir,  as  has  been  stated,  various 
motions  have  been  passed  upon  this  question  at 
other  times  in  this  House,  and,  to  my  mind,  the 
present  time  is  most  opportune  that  we  should  pass 
a  resolution  such  as  this.  Before  I  pass  to  it, 
however,  I  wish  to  reply  to  some  remarks  of  my 
hon.  friend  from  South  Norfolk  (Mr.  Tisdale).  He 
Mr,  Campbell. 


quoted  largely  from  the  True,  Witness,  of  Montreal, 
a  Catholic  paper  which  I  believe  is  under  the  con¬ 
trol  of  the  hon.  member  for  Montreal  Centre  (Mr. 
Curran),  and  he  quotes  that  paper  as  an  exponent 
of  the  feelings  of  the  Irish  Catholics  of  this  Do¬ 
minion.  If  he  had  gone  a  little  further,  he  would 
have  seen  what  the  real  opinion  is  ;  if  he  had 
studied  the  question  a  little  more  fully,  if  he  had 
taken  up  the  United  Canada,  the  Kingston  Free¬ 
man,  the  Irish  Canadian,  the  Catholic  Record,  or 
the  Daily  Telegraph  of  Quebec,  which  voice  the 
opinions  of  Irish  Canadians  all  over  the  Dominion, 
or  even  if  he  had  consulted  the  Charlottetown 
Watchman  ;  all  these  papers,  I  believe,  hold  as 
high  a  position  and  take  as  high  a  stand  in  the 
Catholic  Church  as  the  little  True  Witness  of 
Montreal,  which  is  under  the  thumb  of  one  par¬ 
ticular  member  in  this  House. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  It  is  not  Curran-t  literature. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  No,  it  is  not  current  litera¬ 
ture.  So  far  as  the  expression  of  public  opinion  is 
concerned  as  voiced  by  the  organs  of  this  particular 
church,  the  preponderance  is  largely  in  favour  of 
the  motion  which  has  been  placed  in  your  hands, 
Mr.  Speaker,  by  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
County  (Mr.  Devlin).  I.  therefore,  think  that  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  made  no  point  in  referring  to  the 
article  in  the  True  Witness .  The  hon.  member  for 
South  Norfolk  (Mr.  Tisdale)  also  alleges  that  this 
motion  is  inopportune.  In  my  humble  opinion 
there  never  was  a  time  when  it  was  more  oppor¬ 
tune,  or  when  the  passing  of  this  resolution  would 
tend  to  accomplish  the  object  that  every  true  friend 
of  Ireland  has  in  view.  What  are  the  facts  ?  We 
know  that'  at  the  present  time  in  the  United 
Kingdom,  the  two  great  political  parties  are  being 
arrayed  in  the  order  of  battle  for  one  of 
the  most  desperate  political  struggles  that  has  ever 
taken  place  in  modern  times.  On  the  banners  of 
the  Liberal  party,  headed  and  led  by  the  grand 
old  statesman  whose  name  will  go  down  to  the 
ages  as  one  of  the  noblest  men  of  his  time ; 
on  the  banners  of  that  party  are  inscribed  the 
words  “  Home  Rule  for  Ireland,”  and  not  only 
Home  Rule  for  Ireland,  but  Home  Rule  for 
Scotland  and  England  as  well.  If  the  great 
Liberal  party  should  triumph  at  the  coming  elec¬ 
tions,  the  dream  of  every  true  lover  of  the  little 
Green  Isle  which  he  has  so  long  and  fondly 
cherished  would  be  realized  and  once  again  on 
College  Green  a  Parliament  will  be  assembled  to 
manage  the  local  affairs  of  Ireland,  and  in  its  train 
I  believe  it  will  bring  peace  and  contentment  to 
Ireland  and  unity  and  strength  to  the  British 
Empire.  We  must  not  forget  that  there  are 
powerful  forces  arrayed  against  the  Liberal  party 
in  England.  The  Conservative  party  headed  and 
led  by  Lord  Salisbury  is  strongly  entrenched  against 
this  just  policy.  On  their  banners  is  displayed  the 
old  policy  of  coercion  which  for  the  last  hundred 
years  has  done  so  much  to  crush  and  debase  and 
pauperize  the  Irish  people,  and  which  has  also  done 
so  much  to  weaken  the  unity  and  strength  of  the 
British  Empire,  and  if  that  policy  is  adopted  all 
hope  of  Home  Rule  for  Ireland  will  be  gone  for 
many  long  years  to  come.  Under  these  circum¬ 
stances  is  it  not  most  fitting  that  we,  the  people 
of  Canada,  who  have  for  so  many  years  enjoyed 
all  the  blessings  and  all  the  privileges  of  Home 
Rule,  should  at  this  particular  time  pronounce 
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our  opinion  when  our  voices  can  give  aid  and 
encouragement  to  those  who  are  struggling  for 
what  we  consider  as  right  and  in  the  best  interests 
of  the  British  Empire  ?  Why  should  we  not  now 
send  forth  our  voice  in  trumpet  sound  to  the  people 
of  England,  Ireland  and  Scotland  who  are  engaged 
in  this  great  struggle  against  all  the  force  and 
power  and  patronage  of  a  Government,  which  is 
strongly  entrenched,  with  every  loophole  guarded, 
every  weak  point  in  their  armour  protected,  and 
with  all  the  power  and  prestige  of  the  Treasury 
benches  at  their  back.  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
now  is  the  time,  if  ever,  and  that  our  action  to-day 
will  be  hailed  with  delight  by  those  who  need  our 
aid,  sympathy  and  encouragement.  It  is  for  these 
reasons  that  I  have  very  great  pleasure  in  seconding 
the  motion  of  my  lion,  friend  from  Ottawa  County 
(Mr.  Devlin).  I  hope  that  this  House  will  unanim¬ 
ously  pass  this  motion,  and  thus  give  what  aid  and 
encouragement  we  can  to  the  people  of  Ireland  and 
the  British  Empire. 

Mr.  \\  ALLACE.  I  have  listened  with  a  good 
deal  of  attention  to  the  mover  and  seconder  of  this 
resolution  to  find  out  what  reasons  they  had  for 
bringing  this  motion  before  the  Dominion  Parlia¬ 
ment,  and  Sir,  I  have  been  exceedingly  disap¬ 
pointed.  Y\  hen  we  remember  the  eloquence  and 
ability  with  which  the  late  hon.  leader  of  the 
Opposition,  the  Hon.  Edward  Blake,  brought  this 
question  before  the  Parliament  of  Canada,  when 
we  remember  the  eloquent  speeches  that  were 
made  in  favour  of  it  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Montreal  Centre  (Mr.  Curran)  and  by  the  hon. 
Minister  of  Inland  Revenue  in  days  gone  by,  and 
when  to-day  we  hear  these  milk-and-water  apolo¬ 
getic  speeches  from  the  hon.  mover  and  seconder 
of  the  motion,  we  cannot  fail  to  be  struck  by  the 
great  contrast  between  the  days  that  are  gone  and 
to-day.  Y\  hy,  Sir,  what  does  the  hon.  member 
for  Kent  (Mr.  Campbell)  say?  He  says  that  we 
should  adopt  this  resolution  even  in  the  face  of  the 
repulse  that  was  given  to  us  by  Mr.  Gladstone  ten 
years  ago  when  he  told  us  to  mind  our  own  busi¬ 
ness.  This  is  what  he  said  : 

“  Her  Majesty  will  always  gladly  receive  the  advice  of 
the  Parliament  of  Canada  on  Jail  matters  relating  to  the 
Dominion  and  the  administration  of  its  affairs  ;  but  with 
respect  to  the  questions  referred  to  in  the  Address,  Her 
Majesty  will,  in  accordance  with  the  constitution  of  this 
country,  have  regard  to  the  advice  of  the  Imperial  Par¬ 
liament  and  Ministers,  to^  whom  all  matters  relating  to 
the  affairs  of  the  United  Kingdom  exclusively  appertain.’’ 

Now,  the  hon.  gentleman  says  that  notwithstanding 
the  opinion  given  by  the  then  Premier  of  England, 
we  are  justified  in  still  obtruding  our  opinions  upon 
the  British  Parliament  on  questions  relating  to  the 
British  Empire  and  local  questions  to  be  decided 
by  them.  As  has  been  well  said  on  this  side  of  the 
House,  we  would  resent  the  interference  of  the 
British  Parliament  in  our  local  affairs,  and  therefore 
we  should  be  more  than  careful  how  we  obtrude 
our  opinions  upon  them  in  regard  to  matters  in 
which  we  have  no  direct  concern.  But  the  hon. 
member  for  Kent  tells  us  that  we  advised  Her 
Majesty's  Government  on  her  fiscal  policy  the 
other  day.  Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  was  that  a  fair  and 
candid  way  of  stating  the  fact  ?  We  did  not  do 
anything  of  the  kind.  We  did  not  advise  them 
how  they  should  regulate  their  fiscal  affairs,  but 
we  proposed  .reciprocal  trade  regulations  with  them, 
tnd  that  was  a  fair  proposition  for  one  portion  of 
he  Empire  to  make  to  another. 


Mr.  LANDERKIN.  What  advice  did  you  offer 
to  Montreal  ? 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  am  going  to  refer  to  that, 
and  I  am  not  going  to  go  back  on  the  advice  either. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Why  did  you  obtrude? 

Mr.  V  ALL  ACE.  It  was  not  a  case  of  the  Par¬ 
liament  of  Canada  obtruding  its  opinions.  We 
are  entitled,  as  individuals,  to  express  our  sympa¬ 
thies  with  individuals  on  the  other  side  of  the 
water,  and  we  did  so,  and  we  are  going  to  do  it 
again.  The  hon.  member  for  Kent,  as  well  as  the 
hon.  member  for  Ottawa  County,  said  that  we 
sympathized  with  the  struggles  of  the  people  of 
Ireland  against  misrule  and  oppression.  Why, 
Sir,  in  all  the  speeches  and  addresses  which  they 
have  delivered,  they  have  failed  to  point  out  one 
example  of  misrule  and  oppression  in  Ireland.  The 
hon.  member  for  Ottawa  County  went  back  to  1041, 
two  hundred  and  fifty-one  years  ago,  to  the  reign 
of  Queen  Anne,  to  find  cases  of  oppression;  but 
neither  the  mover  nor  the  seconder  of  the  resolu¬ 
tion  has  pointed  to  a  single  case  of  misrule  or  op¬ 
pression  of  the  people  of  Ireland.  The  people  of 
Ireland  are,  I  think,  as  well  governed  as  the 
people  of  any  other  portion  of  the  British  Islands. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  My  hon.  friend  is 
speaking  for  the  hon.  member  for  Montreal  Centre 
now. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  The  member  for  Montreal 
Centre  can  speak  for  himself. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  think  the  two  members  be¬ 
hind  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  need  somebody 
to  speak  for  them. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  I  am  quite  satisfied  with  the 
hon.  gentleman. 

Mr.  YY  ALLACE.  The  people  of  Ireland,  Isay,  are 
as  well  governed  as  the  people  of  any  other  portion  of 
the  British  Islands.  W  hy,  Sir,  take  the  land  ques¬ 
tion  there.  In  Canada,  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
if  a  tenant  does  not  pay  his  rent,  out  he  has  to  go. 
In  Ireland,  is  that  the  case  ?  No,  Sir.  There  the 
tenant  has  an  extended  time  for  paying  his  rent. 
More  than  that,  if  he  is  not  satisfied  with  the 
amount  of  the  rent  he  has  to  pay,,  he  can  bring  his 
case  before  the  Land  Court,  an  inexpensive  court, 
where  a  speedy  investigation  is  made,  and  justice 
is  done  to  all  parties. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  is  a  real  garden  of 
Eden. 

Mr.  V  ALLACE.  I  was  present  for  some  days 
at  these  land  courts — of  Ireland — and  I  saw  there 
allowance  made  for  improvements  which  had  been 
made  twenty  years  or  more  before.  In  Canada,  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  at  any  rate,  the  tenant  has 
no  such  redress  as  he  has  in  Ireland.  Then,  in  re¬ 
gard  to  other  questions,  the  present  British  Cabi¬ 
net  are  busily  engaged  in  redressing  grievances 
that  exist. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  You  said  there  were  none. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  The  hon.  gentleman  knows 
that  Parliaments  exist  for  the  purpose  of  redressing 
grievances  and  righting  wrongs.  The  Parliament 
of  the  British  Islands  have  been  more  than  willing 
to  redress  whatever  grievances  may  exist  in  Ire¬ 
land,  and  they  are  engaged  to-day  in  giving  that 
country  a  form  of  local  government — not  the  form 
advocated  by  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  County, 
but  a  form  of  local  government  almost  similar  to 
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the  form  that  is  being  adopted  for  England  and 
Scotland  ;  and,  Sir,  I  have  no  doubt  that  this 
form  of  government  will  ameliorate  the  condition 
of  affairs  in  Ireland,  because  it  gives  the  people  a 
more  complete  system  of  control  over  their  local 
affairs  ;  but,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  surprised — though 
I  am  not  so  much  surprised  either — at  the  lion, 
member  for  Ottawa  County  crying  out  to-day,  we 
want  Home  Rule  for  Ireland.  What  was  the 
attitude  of  the  hon.  gentleman  the  other  day  when 
we  wanted  a  little  more  Home  Rule  for  our  pro¬ 
vinces  in  the  North-West  Territories  ?  Did  he 
cry  out  for  Home  Rule  for  our  own  people  to  whom 
we  had  the  power  of  giving  that  privilege  ?  No, 
Sir,  I  think  the  records  will  show  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  voted  against  giving  Home  Rule  to  our 
own  people  in  the  Canadian  North-West.  That  is 
the  consistency  and  sincerity  of  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  We  want  to  give  them 
responsible  government  first. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  do  not  think  the  hon. 
gentleman  is  very  responsible  for  what  he  says.  I 
think  the  discussion  of  the  question  of  Home  Rule 
in  this  House  will  not  lead  to  any  practical  results 
in  the  old  country,  and  has  not  benefited  this 
Parliament  of  Canada  in  any  way.  Let  us  examine 
for  a  few  moments  what  is  asked  for  by  those 
people  on  the  other  side  who  are  demanding  Home 
Rule  for  Ireland.  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  (Mr. 
Devlin)  says  he  is  in  favour  of  sufficient  safeguards, 
which,  while  protecting  the  unity  and  the  interests 
of  the  Empire,  will  satisfy  the  legitimate  and 
national  interests  of  the  Irish  people  by  granting 
to  them  a  Parliament  with  jurisdiction  over  all 
matters  of  local  character.  But  that  is  not  what  is 
wanted  by  the  Parnellites  and  Home  Rulers.  That 
is  not  what  they  are  asking  to-day  or  what  they 
have  been  asking  for  during  many  years.  What 
does  Mr.  Parnell  himself  says  : 

“  Deprive  them  (the  landlords)  of  the  position  of  an 
English  garrison  in  Ireland,  and  then  the  last  knell  of 
English  power  and  government  in  Ireland  would  have 
been  sounded.  *  *  *  Let  us  see,  as  in  1782,  one  hundred 
thousand  swords,  both  Catholic  and  Protestant,  leaping 
from  their  scabbards,  and  *  *  *  it  will  not  be  a 

question  of  chicanery  or  of  acts  of  Parliament,  or  of 
anything  that  can  possibly  interfere  with  the  right  of  our 
own  people  to  make  their  own  laws  on  the  soil  of  Ireland.” 

And  in  that  celebrated  speech  which  Mr.  Parnell 
made  in  Cincinnati,  a  few  years  ago,  which  I  am 
aware  has  been  denied  but  which  has  been  proved 
by  its  publication  in  too  many  newspapers  both 
American  and  Irish,  to  be  successfully  denied, 
what  did  he  say  ?  He  was  speaking  there  to  a  large 
audience,  and  he  said  : 

“  With  your  help  in  keeping  our  people  alive  this 
winter,  I  feel  confident  we  shall  kill  the  Irish  landlord 
system.” 

They  were  allying  the  question  of  the  land  with 
the  question  of  the  freedom  of  Ireland  and  of  the 
government  of  Ireland.  And  than  he  said  : 

“  And  when  we  have  given  Ireland  to  the  people  of 
Ireland,  we  shall  have  laid  the  foundation  upon  which 
to  build  up  our  Irish  nation.  The  feudal-tenure  and  the 
rule  of  the  minority  have  been  the  corner-stone  of  English 
rule.  Pull  out  that  corner-stone,  break  it  up,  destroy  it, 
and  you  undermine  English  misgovernment,  and  let  us 
not  forget  that  that  is  the  ultimate  goal  at  which  all  we 
Irishmen  aim.  None  of  us— whether  we  are  in  America 
or  Ireland,  or  wherever  we  may  be— will  be  satisfied  until 
we  have  destroyed  the  last  link  which  keeps  Ireland  bound 
to  England.” 

That  was  a  speech  delivered  in  Cincinnati  in  1880, 
Mr.  Wallace. 


and  reported  both  in  the  Irish  and  American  news¬ 
papers.  Now,  that  is  the  position  taken  by  a 
gentleman  who  has  been  the  only  succesful  leader 
of  the  Irish  party  almost  during  the  present 
century — the  gentleman  who  accomplished  most  in 
uniting  the  various  elements  of  that  party  into  one 
whole.  What  does  he  further  say  ? 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  No  surrender. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  He  says  : 

“  You  must  never  forget  that  there  is  a  higher  cause 
than  even  the  land  for  the  people— that  we  have  a  nation¬ 
ality,  and  that  we  should  never  fail  to  ask  for  the  resto¬ 
ration  of  that  nationality — it  is  the  duty  of  every  man 
now  to  work  to  make  Ireland  a  nation  ;  and  when  I  say 
Ireland  a  nation,  I  mean  no  mockery  of  freedom,  I  mean 
Ireland  mistress  of  her  own  destiny.  Ireland  with  a  na¬ 
tional  army  to  guard  her  shores,  Ireland  with  a  national 
senate,  and  Ireland  with  a  national  government  that  will 
know  no  higher  authority  than  the  sovereign  will  of  the 
Irish  people.” 

I  think  I  have  demonstrated  by  these  remarks  that 
the  object  of  these  Home  Rulers  in  Ireland  is  one 
which  does  not  commend  itself  to  the  majority  of 
the  people  of  Canada.  If  this  resolution  were 
passed  by  this  Parliament  of  Canada,  it  would  not 
be  endorsed  by  the  majority  of  the  people  of  Can¬ 
ada  ?  I  think,  therefore,  it  would  be  better,  if  it 
be  necessary  for  us  to  pass  any  resolution,  to  pass 
a  resolution  to  help  those  men  in  Ireland  who,  six 
years  ago,  when  the  two  great  political  parties 
were  in  danger  of  surrendering  to  the  demands  of 
Home  Rulers,  stood  in  the  breach  and  brought  the 
British  nation  and  the  British  people  to  their  senses. 
I  say  again,  if  it  were  necessary  to  pass  a  resolution, 
we  should  pass  one  endorsing  the  principles  and 
the  policy  and  the  stand  made  by  these  men  in  the 
north  of  Ireland,  these  loyal  men  whose  principles 
have  not  changed,  who  to-day  are  the  same  as  they 
were  in  1866,  in  saying  they  will  never  give  up 
their  freedom,  never  give  up  that  property  they 
acquired  in  the  north  of  Ireland  and  those  princi¬ 
ples  they  have  enjoyed,  and  who  deny  the  right  of 
the  British  Parliament— not  to  govern  them  because 
they  request  the  British  Parliament  to  continue 
governing  them — but  they  deny  the  right  of  the 
British  Parliament  to  hand  them  over  practically 
to  a  foreign  Government  ;  and  that  party  has  left 
no  uncertain  sound  as  to  what  they  would  do  if, 
unfortunately,  Mr.  Gladstone  should  come  into 
power  and  carry  out  the  policy  he  has  outlined. 
Why,  Mr.  Dillon,  one  of  the  leaders  of  the  Home 
Rule  party,  said  not  very  long  ago  : 

“  It  is  a  struggle  to  undo  the  system  set  up  in  this 
country  by  William  and  Cromwell,  and  under  which  the 
Irish  people  have  toiled  for  nearly  two  hundred  years.  *  * 
When  we  come  out  of  the  struggle,  we  will  remember  who 
were  the  people’s  friends,  and  who  were  the  people’s 
enemies,  and  deal  out  our  reward  to  one  and  our  punish¬ 
ment  to  the  other.” 

What  does  that  mean?  It  means  that  if  these 
men  got  into  power  and  Home  Rule  for  Ireland 
were  passed,  they  would  remember  their  friends  as 
well  as  remember  their  enemies.  They  would  re¬ 
ward  the  one  and  punish  the  other. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  That  will  do. 

Mr.  CASEY.  That  is  never  done  anywhere. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  wouL 
observe  some  of  the  decencies  of  debate,  althoug 
that  may  be  something,  perhaps,  new  to  him,  > 
might  be  of  some  good. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  It  is  an  indecent  debate. 
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Mr.  W  ALL  ACE.  I  do  not  quite  approve  of  the 
amendment  moved  by  the  lion,  member  for  Norfolk 
(Mr.  Tisdale),  because  I  would  rather  vote  down 
by  a  straight  negative  vote  the  motion  which  has 
been  made.  I  do  not  think  the  motion  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Ottawa  was  made  with  very  great 
sincerity. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Order. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  would  prefer  to  follow, 
although  at  a  very  great  distance,  the  move  made 
by  the  hon.  member  for  North  Bruce  (Mr.  Me 
Neill),  who  brought  in  a  resolution  stirring  up 
every  portion  of  the  British  Empire,  making  us 
remember  that  we  are  all  members  of  the  one  great 
Confederation,  tending  to  bind  us  closer  together ; 
while  this  resolution,  if  adopted,  would  tend  to 
disintegrate  the  Empire,  would  possibly  create 
civil  war,  and  all  the  evils  in  its  train,  and  I,  there¬ 
fore,  hope  that  not  only  will  this  resolution  be 
voted  down,  as  I  am  sure  it  will  be  if  the  House 
gets  an  opportunity  of  doing  so,  but  that  the  policy 
declared  in  it  will  never  be  carried  out  in  any 
portion  of  the  British  Empire. 

Air.  CURRAN.  I  avail  myself  of  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  saying  a  few  words,  not  merely  on  the 
main  question,  which  has  been  brought  into  this 
House  by  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  (Air. 
Devlin),  but  on  the  amendment  that  has  been 
proposed  by  another  hon.  member,  and  the  speech 
which  has  just  been  delivered  by  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  who  has  just  now  resumed  his  seat,  "it  has 
been  stated  in  the  course  of  the  remarks  of  the 
seconder  of  this  resolution  that  I  was  the  pro¬ 
prietor  of  the  Montreal  True  Witness ,  or  at  all 
events  that  it  was  my  organ.  I  regret  very  much 
to  say  that  such  is  not  the  case.  I  wish  it  were 
my  organ.  I  should  be  pleased  to  have  an  organ, 
but  I  am  too  poor  to  enjoy  that  luxury,  and  at  the 
same  time  I  do  not  think  those  who  own  and  edit 
that  journal  will  be  at  all  obliged  to  those  who 
have  insinuated  that  the  paper  is  under  my  control 
n  any  way.  I  shall  reserve  what  I  have  to  say'  in 
regard  to  the  motion  that  has  been  introduced 
mtil  I  have  disposed  of  what  I  think  are  the 
objections  to  the  amendment  just  proposed.  The 
hon.  gentleman  has  told  us  that  we  have  no  right, 
ii  his  opinion,  to  interfere  in  subjects  of  this  kind. 

Ii  that  respect  he  differs  very  materially  from  the 
lste  right  hon.  leader  of  the  Government,  who, 
oi  more  than  one  occasion,  stated  as  his  opin- 
ioi  that  we  were  perfectly  justified  in  pass¬ 
ing  such  a  resolution,  and,  as  we  all  know,  if  any 
su«h  resolution  did  pass  through  this  House,  it 
was  through  the  influence  of  the  late  Right  Hon. 
SirJohn  A.  Alacdonald,  without  whose  influence 
suci  a  resolution  could  not  pass.  In  the  next  place 
he  v>ld  us  that  this  resolution  was  objectionable  in 
its  brm,  and  possibly,  if  I  had  had  anything  to  do 
wit!  the  drafting  of  it,  I  would  have  avoided  the 
objeition  to  which  he  alludes  ;  but,  as  the  greater 
cont.ins  the  less,  the  hon.  gentleman  will  see  at  a 
glams  that,  if  the  House  of  Commons  of  Canada  is 
of  opnion  that  a  substantial  measure  of  Home  Rule 
shorn!  be  granted  to  Ireland,  it  must  necessarily 
desirethat  those  who  are  in  favour  of  it  should  be 
in  theHouse  of  Commons,  because,  if  they  are  not 
there  b  vote  for  such  a  measure,  it  would  be  use¬ 
less  to  express  any  desire  for  it,  as  the  power  to 
pass  su  h  a  measure  would  be  absent.  I  think  the 
ground:  urged  by  my  hon.  friend  thus  lack  the 


force  they  otherwise  would  be  entitled  to.  But 
the  last  speaker,  in  the  coxirse  of  his  observations, 
told  us  that  Home  Rule  for  Ireland,  as  understood 
by  its  advocates,  is  virtually  separation  from  the 
Empire.  That  charge  has  been  made  and  refuted  over 
and  over  again.  It  is  useless  to  put  it  forward.  It 
is  merely  used  as  a  bugaboo  to  frighten  people  who 
have  no  sense,  and  to  my  mind  is  not  entertained 
seriously  even  by  those  who  are  most  ardently  op¬ 
posed  to  Home  Rule.  In  the  recent  campaign,  Mr. 
McCarthy,  who  is  the  leader  of  a  very  large  section 
of  the  Irish  party  in  the  old  country,  delivered  a 
most  remarkable  speech  at  Derry  in  which  he  laid 
down  what  are  the  views  of  the  Irish  party.  He 
said  : 

The  Irish  people  can  never  give  up  their  demand  for 
Home  Rule,  and  they  never  will  (cheers).  The  Irish 
people  know  that  the  prosperity  of  every  country  depends 
upon  its  power  of  managing  its  own  local  affairs.  Every¬ 
one  J^o  ^as  been  to  on.e  °f  our  great  colonies,  everyone 
who  has  been  to  the  United  States  of  America,  everyone 
who  has  been— as  my  friend  Mr.  Swift  MacNeill  has  been 
—to  the  self-governing  South  African  colonies,  well  knows 
that  in  proportion  as  you  give  intelligent  men  the  right  of 
controlling  and  managing  their  own  affairs  the  more  pros¬ 
perous  and  safe  and  happy  will  the  commonwealth  become 
(applause).  Now,  we  ask  nothing  more  for  ourselves  than 
LS  colonies  of'  Canada,  Australia  and 

South  Africa.  We  only  ask  the  right  to  manage  our  own 
affairs  ourselves  (cheers).  We  hear  occasionally,  or  at 
least  we  used  to  hear,  people  agitating  for  separation.  We 
used  to  be  told  :  ‘  You  Irish  Home  Rulers,  you  don’t  mean 
what  you  say ;  you  don’t  mean  Home  Rule  at  all,  but 
when  you  get  Home  Rule  you  will  go  in  for  separation  by 
civil  war.’  Well,  now,  can  anything  be  more  ridiculous 
than  to  say  thatlreland  would  like  separation  because  she 
had  got  the  grant  of  all  that  she  wished  to  possess — the 
right  to  manage  her  own  affairs  ?  Why  do  people  sepa¬ 
rate  l  AVhy  does  one  state  separate  from  another  state  ? 
Because  it  has  been  refused  its  just  demands  (applause). 
But  did  you  ever  hear  of  a  state  breaking  away  because  it 
had  got  all  it  wanted  ?  Demands  for  separation  come  when 
heme  government  is  denied,  not  when  it  is  granted. 
Why  is  it  that  our  American  colonies  broke  away 
from  us  and  that  the  Canadian  colonies  remain 
with  us?  Because,  through  the  stupidity  of  the 
(rovernment  then  in  power,  the  Americans  were  told  : 

You  shall  never  be  allowed  to  govern  yourselves, 
y°u  shall  be  governed  from  the  Parliament  in  AV est minster 
only.  Then  it  was  that  the  Americans  put'their  backs  to 
the  wall  and  said  :  ‘  If  you  don’t  allow  us  to  manage  our 
own  affairs  we  will  break  away  and  set  up  for  ourselves.  ’ 
And  they  did  so,  and  no.w  there  is  not  a  single  English¬ 
man  living  who  does  not  say  that  when  the  Americans 
found  that  they  could  not  get  Home  Rule  otherwise,  they 
were  right  to  obtain  it  by  force  of  arms  (applause).  Look; 
at  the  Canadians.  Why  the  Canadians  were  in  actual 
rebellion  against  this  country  because  they  were  denied 
the  right  of  home  government,  but.  the  Government,  the 
statesmen  of  the  day,  saw,  from  the  example  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Republic,  that  it  would  not  be  possible  to  hold  Cana¬ 
da  without  giving  it  self-government,  and  now  England 
has  not  a  more  loyal  set  of  people  on  the  globe  than  the 
successful  Canadians  who  have  obtained  liberty,  and  are 
now  managing  their  own  affairs  (applause).  You  deny  that 
liberty  to  one  people  you  give  unto  the  Canadians,  and 
they  settle  down  in  loyalty  to  the  Crown  and  Government 
of  this  country.  Those  who  deny  to  Ireland  Home  Rule, 
or  who  would  deny  it  if  they  could,  those  are  the  people 
who  are  treading  the  dangerous  ways  that  must  lead  to 
her  separation.  AVe  say  that  we  who  are  urging  on  the 
English  Parliament  to  give  us  Home  Rule,  we  are  the 
true  men  who  are  going  the  way  for  the  safe  and  lasting 
union  of  England,  Scotland,  Ireland  and  AArales(applause). 
Ihere  is  our  demand  explicitly  made.  There  is  our  full 
and  final  demand.  AVe  ask  our  right  to  manage  our  own 
affairs,  because  we  understand  them  best.  AVe  ask  of  the 
English  Parliament  nothing  more  than  that,  and  we  say 
if  they  give  us  that,  we  will  enter  into  a  union  of  brother- 
lood,  and  never  another  bitter  word  will  be  spoken  be¬ 
tween  Englishmen  and  Irishmen  on  national  questions.” 

That  is  the  statement  made  by  a  gentleman  res¬ 
pected  the  world  over  for  his  sincerity,  and  who  is 
mown  as  a  strong  constitutionalist.  It  is  an 
answer,  I  think,  to  the  statement  made  by  my  hon. 
riend  here,  who  has  sought  to  give  an  interpreta- 
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tion  to  the  words  of  Mr.  John  Dillon,  also  a  Con¬ 
stitutionalist,  a  gentleman  who  stands  high  in  the 
respect  of  all  parties  in  England,  when  he  says 
Mr.  Dillon  told  them  they  were  watching  what 
was  going  on  during  this  great  struggle,  and  they 
would  -reward  their  friends  and  punish  their 
enemies.  Now,  what  a  terrible  statement  to  make. 
Really,  my  hon.  friend  must  have  been  hard  pressed 
to  find  some  objectionable  speech,  when  he  had  to 
pick  out  words  that  might  have  been  spoken,  that 
have  been  spoken,  perhaps,  by  every  Canadian 
speaker  on  a  public  platform  in  behalf  of  constitu¬ 
tional  government.  Is  it  so  terrible  a  thing,  after  all, 
to  say  that  they  would  remember  their  friends  and 
their  enemies  ?  Does  that  mean  civil  war  ?  Un¬ 
less  my  hon.  friend  and  those  who  think  like  him, 
are  liable  to  take  fright  at  the  slightest  expression 
of  any  kind,  I  cannot  see  that  there  is  anything 
in  the  language  quoted,  supposing  it  to  be  abso¬ 
lutely  true,  that  can  possibly  give  colour  to  the 
statements  that  he  has  made  here  as  to  its  mean¬ 
ing.  Now,  the  hon.  gentleman  who  introduced 
this  resolution  has  spoken  about  former  resolutions 
that  were  introduced  into  this  House.  When  the 
hon.  Minister  of  Inland  Revenue  introduced  his 
resolution,  there  had  been,  from  one  end  of  this 
country  to  the  other,  a  demand  for  the  introduc¬ 
tion  of  such  a  motion  as  that.  When  the  hon. 
gentleman  made  his  motion  in  regard  to  Home 
Rule  the  hearts  of  the  people  here  and  elsewhere 
were  stirred  at  the  sight  of  men  being  incarcer¬ 
ated  without  even  a  charge  being  laid  against 
them,  mere  suspects,  and  that  motion  contained 
not  merely  a  demand  that  Home  Rule  should  be 
granted  to  Ireland,  but  that  those  who  were  im¬ 
prisoned  should  be  fairly  dealt  with.  The  words 
of  that  resolution  were  as  follows  : — 

“We,  Your  Majesty’s  most  dutiful  and  loyal  subjects, 
the  Commons  of  Canada,  in  Parliament  assembled,  desire 
most  earnestly,  in  our  own  name,  and  on  behalf  of  the 
people  whom  we  represent,  to  renew  the  expression  of  our 
unswerving  loyalty  and  devotion  to  Your  Majesty’s  per¬ 
son  and  Government. 

“1.  We  have  observed,  may  it  please  Your  Majesty, 
with  feelings  of  profound  regret  and  concern,  the  distress 
and  discontent  which  have  prevailed  for  some  time  among 
Your  Majesty’s  subjects  in  Ireland. 

“2.  We  would  respectfully  represent  to  Your  Majesty 
that  your  Irish  subjects  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada  are 
among  the  most  loyal,  most  prosperous  and  most  contented 
of  Your  Majesty’s  subjects. 

“3.  We  would  further  respectfully  represent  to  YTour 
Majesty  that  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  while  offering  the 
greatest  advantages  and  attractions  for  those  of  our  fellow- 
subjects  who  may  desire  to  make  their  homes  amongst  us, 
does  not  receive  that  proportion  of  emigrants  from  Ireland 
which  might  reasonably  be  expected  and  that  this  is  due, 
in  a  great  measure,  in  the  case  of  many  of  our  Irish  fellow- 
subjects  who  have  sought  foreign  homes,  to  their  feelings 
of  estrangement  towards  the  Imperial  Government. 

“4.  We  would  furthermost  respectfully  represent  to 
Your  Majesty,  that  in  the  interests  of  this,  your  loyal 
Dominion  and  of  the  entire  Empire,  it  is  extremely  to  be 
desired  that  Your  Majesty  may  not  be  deprived,  in  the 
development  of  Your  Majesty’s  possessions  on  this  conti¬ 
nent,  of  the  valuable  aid  of  those  of  Your  Majesty’s  Irish 
subjects  who  may  feel  disposed  to  leave  their  native  land 
to  seek  more  prosperous  homes. 

“  5.  We  desire  respectfully  to  suggest  to  Your  Majesty, 
that  Canada  and  its  inhabitants  have  prospered  exceed¬ 
ingly  under  a  federal  system,  allowing  to  each  province 
of  the  Dominion  considerable  powers  of  self-government, 
and  would  venture  to  express  a  hope  that  if  consisteut 
with  the  integrity  and  well-being  of  the  Empire,  and  if 
the  rights  and  status  of  the  minority  are  fully  protected 
and  secured,  sure  means  may  be  found  of  meeting  the 
expressed  desire  of  so  many  of  your  Irish  subjects  in  that 
regard,  so  that  Ireland  may  become  a  source  of  strength 
to  Your  Majesty’s  Empire.  a*d  that  Your  Majesty’s  Irish 
subjects  at  home  and  abroad  may  feel  the  same  pride  in 
the  greatness  of  Your  Majesty’s  Empire,  the  same  vene- 
Mr.  Curran. 


ration  for  the  justice  of  Your  Majesty’s  rule,  and  the  same 
devotion  to,  and  affection  for,  our  common  flag,  as  are  now 
felt  by  all  classes  of  Your  Majesty’s  loyal  subjects  in  this 
Dominion. 

“  6.  We  would  further  express  a  hope  that  the  time  has 
come  when  Your  Majesty’s  clemency  may,  without  injury 
to  the  interests  of  the  United  Kingdom,  be  extended  to 
those  persons  who  are  now  imprisoned  in  Ireland  charged 
with  political  offences  only,  and  the  inestimable  blessings 
of  personal  liberty  restored  to  them.’’ 

Well,  under  those  circumstances  that  resolution 
was  brought  in,  and  was  carried  unanimously. 
Matters  remained  there  for  some  years,  until  Mr. 
Gladstone,  then  Premier  of  England,  introduced 
his  Home  Rule  measure.  It  was  then  that  Mr. 
Blake  brought  in  another  motion,  and  that  motion, 
as  amended  by  the  Minister  of  Inland  Revenue, 
was  also  carried  by  a  large  majority.  But  those 
resolutions  had  not  any  particular  effect,  as  we  all 
know.  The  answer  that  was  transmitted  to  this 
Parliament  by  Lord  Kimberley,  the  Colonial  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State,  has  been  rehearsed  often  enough,  and 
there  is  no  necessity  for  referring  to  it  again.  In 
the  beginning  of  1887,  the  Government  of  Mr. 
Gladstone  having  been  defeated,  and  Lord  Salis¬ 
bury  and  those  who  surrounded  him  having  taken 
the  reins  of  power  into  their  hands,  it  was  sought 
to  impose  on  the  people  of  Ireland  a  new  Coercion 
Act,  and  the  people  of  Canada  from  one  end  of  the 
Dominion  to  the  other,  from  Halifax  to  Vancouver, 
in  every  great  city,  held  meetings,  with  the  mayors 
of  those  cities  presiding,  in  many  instances,  which 
meetings  protested  against  this  new  coercion  which 
was  then  sought  to  be  enforced  upon  the  Irish 
people.  One  of  the  largest  meetings  ever  held  in 
the  city  of  Montreal  was  convened  in  the  Queen!s 
Hall  there,  the  mayor  presiding,  and  upon  the  plat¬ 
form  were  several  of  the  most  influential  citizens. 
At  that  meeting  similar  resolutions  were  passed, 
and  another  resolution  was  carried  calling  upon  me, 
as  member  for  one  of  the  divisions  of  Montreal,  to 
introduce  a  similar  resolution  upon  the  floor  of  this 
House  ;  and  being  backed  up  as  I  was  by  public 
opinion  throughout  the  country,  I  proposed  a  reso 
lution  in  this  House,  which  I  will  read,  because  my 
lion,  friend  wdio  proposed  the  amendment  now  ia 
your  hands,  stated  that  it  goes  further  than  an/ 
former  resolution.  I  think  that  the  language  <>f 
the  resolution  I  proposed  against  coercion,  and  in 
favour  of  Home  Rule,  and  which  was  passed  ly 
this  House,  was  strong  enough  to  carry  conviction 
to  any  man’s  mind.  It  was  as  follows 

“  That  the  Parliament  of  Canada  in  the  year  1882  adopt¬ 
ed  a  humble  Address  to  Her  Most  Gracious  Majesty  he 
Queen,  expressing  the  hope  that  a  just  measure  of  Rane 
Rule  would  be  granted  to  the  people  of  Ireland:  and 

“  That  in  the  year  1886,  by  resolution  of  the  Housi  of 
Commons  the  sentiments  of  said  Address  to  Her  Yost 
Gracious  Majesty  were  earnestly  reiterated,  and  the  fiope 
again  expressed  that  a  measure  of  Home  Rule  satifac- 
tory  to  the  people  of  Ireland  would  be  passed  bj  the 
Imperial  Parliament  ;  and 

“  That  such  measure  of  Home  Rule  has  not  been  grant¬ 
ed  to  the  Irish  people,  but,  on  the  contrary,  theie  has 
been  introduced  to  the  Imperial  House  of  Commms  by 
Her  Majesty’s  Government,  a  Bill  enacting  the  most 
stringent  coercive  measures  for  Ireland,  by  whbh  the 
Irish  people  will  be  deprived  of  rights  most  deal  to  all 
British  subjects. 

“  That  this  House  lias  learned  with  profound  rgret  of 
the  introduction  into  the  Imperial  House  of  Comaons  of 
the  Coercion  Bill  above  mentioned,  and  protestsagainst 
its  adoption,  as  being  subversive  of  the  rights  and  iberties 
of  Her  Majesty’s  subjects  in  Ireland. 

“  That  this  House  again  expresses  the  hope  tbtt  there 
may  speedily  be  granted  to  Ireland  such  a  meisure  of 
Home  Rule  as  is  enjoyed  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada, 
which,  while  satisfying  the  national  aspirations  of  the 
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people  of  Ireland  for  self-government,  shall  also  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  integrity  ot  the  Empire  as  a,  whole. 

“  That  the  granting  of  Home  Rule  to  Ireland  will  fit¬ 
tingly  crown  the  already  glorious  reign  of  Her  Most 
Gracious  Majesty  as  a  constitutional  sovereign,  will  come 
with  special  appropriateness  in  this  Her  jubilee  year,  and 
if  possible  render  Her  Majesty  more  dear  to  the  hearts 
of  .Her  already  devoted  and  loyal  subjects. 

“  That  the  present  resolutions  be  forwarded  to  the 
Right  Hon.  the  Marquis  of  Salisbury,  Prime  Minister,  to 
the  Right  Hon.  W.  E.  Gladstone, M.P.,  and  Charles  Stewart 
Parnell,  M.P.” 

I  think  the  language  of  that  resolution  cannot  be 
misunderstood.  I  think  no  language  used  in  this 
House  can  go  any  further  than  that  language  in 
expressing  the  sentiments  of  the  people  of  Canada 
on  the  subject  of  Home  Rule.  I  will  say  further, 
that  all  the  more  significance  must  be  attached  to 
it  because  in  the  Dominion  elections  which  had  just 
preceded  its  passage,  there  had  been  throughout 
this  country  a  discussion  of  the  question  of  Home 
Rule  for  Ireland  on  almost  every  platform,  and 
the  members  of  this  House  here  assembled,  having 
carried  that  resolution,  the  only  thing  to  be  re¬ 
gretted  is  that  it  has  not  produced  the  desired 
effect  on  the  minds  of  those  to  whom  it  was  ad¬ 
dressed,  not  even  to  the  extent,  I  am  afraid,  of 
having  elicited  an  answer  in  reply  from  any  one  of 
them.  Rut  this  merely  goes  to  show  that  the  sen¬ 
timent  of  the  people  of  Canada,  represented  by 
their  members  here,  whenever  they  have  spoken, 
except  at  the  meeting  referred  to  by  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Ottawa  County  (Mr.  Devlin)  over  which 
the  hon.  member  for  West  York  (Mr.  Wallace) 
presided,  at  which  meeting  there  might  naturally 
be  expected  to  be  dissenting  voices  raised  against 
Home  Rule  for  Ireland,  has  been  practically  unani¬ 
mous  on  this  question.  Why,  there  is  no  more 
significance  as  regards  a  resolution  passed  at  the 
Grand  Orange  Lodge  Association  of  Canada  against 
Home  Rule  for  Ireland  than  there  would  be  in  a 
resolution  in  favour  of  Home  Rule  passed  by  a  Home 
Rule  League.  Every  one  knows,  both  in  Ireland 
and  Canada,  that  these  expressions  of  opinion  must 
be  expected  from  that  quarter.  But  we  hope  and 
we  believe  that,  if  Home  Rule  were  granted  to  Ire¬ 
land,  the  very  men  who  have  been  using  the  most 
forcible  language  against  the  movement,  the  very 
men  who  have  been  appealed  to  in  language  almost 
unparalleled  in  history,  would  feel  that  their  coun¬ 
try,  because  it  is  their  country  after  all,  would  be 
equally  benefited.  We  believe  that  ultimately 
they  will  see  everything  as  we  do,  and  be  ready  to 
walk  hand  in  hand  with  us.  When  that  day  comes 
and  Home  Rule  is  granted  to  Ireland,  as  it  must 
inevitably  come,  for  if  it  does  not  come  it  will  be 
through  the  fault  of  the  people  themselves  and  those 
with  whom  they  should  stand  shoulder  to  shoulder  in 
the  supreme  hour — when  that  day  comes,  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  north  of  Ireland  will  be  just  as  secure  in 
their  rights  as  the  Protestant  minority  of  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec  are  secure  in  their  rights 
to-day  in  that  overwhelmingly  Catholic  pro¬ 
vince.  I  have  no  fear  upon  that  subject. 

I  may  not  view  this  matter  exactly  in  the  same 
light  as  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  County,  I 
may  not  believe  as  he  does  that  this  is  an  opportune 
moment,  but  I  am  not  going  back  on  the  principle 
of  Home  Rule  on  that  account,  I  am  going  to  stand, 
as  I  have  always  stood,  by  this  cause  for  which  I 
have  fought  since  the  movement  was  initiated.  But 
I  will  take  this  opportunity  of  saying  that  I  was 
sorry  to  observe  in  one  of  the  newspapers  of  this 


city  an  attack  upon  Hon.  Edward  Murphy,  one  of 
the  senators  of  the  Dominion,  because  he  expressed 
the  opinion  that  it  was  inopportune  to  bring  this 
motion  forward  now,  and  attempt  to  enforce  again 
what  already  has  been  done  and  which  has  never 
been  cancelled  by  this  House.  That  paper  wished 
to  know  what  Senator  Murphy  had  ever  done  for 
the  Irish  cause.  He  commenced  the  first  move¬ 
ment  made  here  in  the  days  of  Isaac  Butt  to 
establish  Home  Rule,  and  the  first  £500  sterling  that 
ever  left  the  shores  of  America  was  sent  through  his 
agency,  and  collected  from  the  friends  of  Home  Rule 
in  days  when  Home  Rule  was  not  so  popular  as  it 
is  now.  From  the  days  of  repeal  under  O’Connell 
to  this  hour,  Senator  Murphy  has  been  the  truest 
and  wisest  and  most  self-sacrificing  friend  of  Ire¬ 
land  in  this  country.  Whilst  all  this  is  true, 
and  whilst  we  cannot  do  otherwise  than  ascribe 
the  best  motives  to  those  who  think  themselves 
justified  in  bringing  forward  a  measure  of  this 
kind,  there  is  an  opportunity  afforded,  and  I  will 
avail  myself  of  it,  to  state  in  this  House  what  I 
conceive  to  be  not  merely  the  motive  of  the  reso¬ 
lution,  but  to  arouse  the  friends  of  Home  Rule  as 
to  what  this  Home  Rule  question  means  at  the 
present  time,  and  the  reasons  why  it  should  receive 
the  hearty  support  of  our  fellow-countrymen. 
This  is  an  appeal  issued  by  the  National  Federa¬ 
tion  of  America  to  the  friends  of  Home  Rule  for 
Ireland.  It  says  : 

“  Fellow-Countrymen  and  Friends  of  Home  Rule.— After 
centuries  of  misrule  in  Ireland,  after  an  unbroken  line 
of  martyrs  have  yielded  up  their  lives  in  protest,  after 
enduring  every  form  of  persecution  that  could  be  in¬ 
flicted,  making  every  sacrifice  that  was  demanded, 
accepting  poverty  and  exile  rather  than  abandon  the 
hope  of  restored  nationality,  the  constancy,  loyalty  and 
fidelity  of  our  race  has  aroused  the  sympathy  of  the 
liberty-loving,  and  won  from  the  majority  of  the  British 
people  an  admission  of  our  claims  and  their  consent  to 
render  the  justice  long  denied.” 

That  does  not  sound  like  Avhat  the  hon.  member  for 
West  York  (Mr-  Wallace)  would  have  us  believe 
was  the  view  of  those  in  favour  of  separation.  The 
appeal  goes  on  to  say  : 

“  The  Tory  Government,  the  implacable  enemy  of  the 
Irish  people,  has  been  driven  finally  to  bay.  Advice's 
from  the  other  side  point  inevitably  to  an  early  dissolu¬ 
tion  of  Parliament.  The  general  election  following  im¬ 
mediately  will  decide  the  Home  Rule  question  for  our 
generation,  if  not  forever.  Friends  of  Ireland  in  Ame¬ 
rica,  will  you  aid  the  Irish  people  now?  Will  you  organize 
at  once  and  give  the  necessary  material  support  without 
which  the  battle  cannot  be  won  ? 

“  The  Tory  party  have  arranged  to  contest  every  seat 
in  Ireland,  to  impose  new  burdens  on  our  people,  know¬ 
ing  their  poverty.  Shall  the  sacrifices  and  devotion  of 
the  past  be  in  vain,  because  of  indifference  now  ?  Shall 
the  present  prove  recreant  to  the  past  ? 

“The  heavy  statutory  fees  must  be  deposited  when 
nominations  are  made.  The  necessary  funds  should  be 
in  our  treasurer’s  hands  before  the  dissolution  of  Parlia¬ 
ment,  in  order  to  be  available  at  once.  The  hour  for 
final  effort  is  upon  us.  Fellow-countrymen,  you  have 
pledged  your  support  to  this  contest  until  the  victory  was 
won.  The  purpose  and  the  lines  of  contest  have  not 
changed.  Never  in  the  history  of  the  long  struggle  has 
Ireland  gained  a  position  so  full  of  promise  as  the  pres¬ 
ent.  Avoidance  of  the  duty  you  owe  your  race  now 
under  any  pretence  is  desertion  in  face  of  the  enemy. 

“  The  hour  of  destiny  has  arrived  for  Ireland.  This  is  • 
‘  Ireland’s  Opportunity,’  and  to  nations  as  to  individuals 
such  opportunities  seldom  recur.  The  fate  of  the  Home 
Rule  question  rests  now  in  your  hands  ;  defeat  can  come 
only  through  the  apathy  of  professed  friends.  The  hour 
for  hesitation  and  discussion  is  passed.  To  work  1  To 
work  at  once  ! 

“  Send  on  your  individual  subscriptions  without  delay  ; 
organize  branches  of  the  Federation  where  none  exist  ; 
appoint  collecting  committees  ;  remember  that  on  every 
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man  will  rest  a  share  of  the  shame  of  defeat  or  the 
honour  of  victory.” 

That  is  the  live  question  at  this  moment.  We 
may  pass  this  resolution,  as  we  have  passed  other 
resolutions  which  have  expressed  our  sympathy  for 
Ireland,  our  sympathy  for  those  who  are  struggling 
for  the  cause  ;  but  I  would  have  hon.  gentlemen 
who  have  influence  with  their  friends  remember 
what  Mr.  Burns,  the  great  labour  agitator,  said  a 
short  time  ago.  During  the  great  labour  agitation 
in  England  the  friends  of  labour  in  Australia 
forwarded  £13,000  or  £14,000  to  enable  the  men  to 
carry  on  the  contest,  and  some  labour  organiza¬ 
tions  in  the  neighbouring  republic  sent  over  messages 
of  sympathy,  and  Mr.  Burns  declared  that  the 
resolutions  of  sympathy  were  all  very  well  but  it 
was  hard  cash  that  would  enable  the  men  to  con¬ 
tinue  their  resistance  in  the  struggle  in  which  they 
were  engaged.  In  the  general  election  which  is 
coming  on  now  it  may  be  very  well  to  have 
sympathy,  but  the  poor  men  have  to  fight  this 
battle,  and  the  poor  people  who  are  unable  to 
subscribe  the  necessary  legitimate  expenses  for 
furthering  the  cause,  would,  I  feel  sure,  be  more 
thankful  to  the  man  who  would  put  his  hand  in  his 
pocket  and  contribute  a  five  dollar  bill  to  help 
them  fight  the  battle  and  to  keep  up  the  necessary 
organization  until  the  last  hour,  than  if  you  send 
them  a  bushel  of  resolutions  of  sympathy.  Now, 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  great  point  in  dispute  and 
the  great  difficulty  in  regard  to  this  matter, 
as  it  occurs  to  the  friends  of  the  cause  in  America, 
is  unfortunately  the  disunion  which  exists  in  the 
ranks  of  the  Home  Rule  party  themselves.  We 
cannot  shut  our  eyes  to  the  fact,  we  would  be 
recreant  to  our  duty,  I  should  be  recreant  to  mine, 
I  feel,  if,  having  an  opportunity  of  speaking  on  the 
floor  of  this  Parliament  to-day — if  our  resolution 
be  worth  anything,  or  if  the  words  that  we  express 
are  worth  anything,  if  they  are  to  be  carried 
abroad — I  should  not  emphasize  my  opinion  and 
the  opinions  of  others  who  think  with  me,  that 
these  dissensions  must  soon  cease  if  the  people  are 
to  be  rallied  once  more  to  the  flag  that  we  love  so 
well.  We  all  know  that  since  last  we  had  this 
question  before  the  House,  the  great  leader  of  the 
Irish  people  has  disappeared  from  the  scene.  We 
all  remember  what  were  the  occurrences  which 
took  place  shortly  before  his  death.  Speaking  on 
the  floor  of  this  House  on  a  former  occasion,  and 
when  the  great  Irish  leader  was  under  the  cloud 
of  the  accusations  which  had  been  brought 
against  him  by  the  London  Times ,  I  made  bold  to 
prophesy  that  he  would  overcome  and  vanquish 
all  his  enemies,  as  he  did.  Unfortunately,  the  last 
hours  of  his  great  life  were  obscured,  and  dissen¬ 
sions  arose  amongst  his  people.  But  we  all  know  that 
while  the  people  of  Ireland  and  their  descendants 
the  world  over,  will  never,  never  forget  the  deep 
debt  of  gratitude  they  owe  to  Mr.  Parnell,  will  never 
forget  that  great  name  and  the  deeds  that  are  asso¬ 
ciated  witli  it,  yet  they  will  also  remember  that 
he  could  never  had  accomplished  what  he  did,  that 
he  could  never  have  carried  on  the  battle  so  success¬ 
fully,  that  he  could  never  have  won  over  a  Prime 
Minister  of  England  who  had  imprisoned  him  at 
one  time,  and  who  became  his  ally  later,  because 
his  cause  was  just,  and  he  was  unswerving  in 
pushing  it ;  whilst  we  cannot  forget  all  that  that 
great  leader  has  done,  we  must  also  remember  that 
he  never  could  have  accomplished  this  without  the 
Mr.  Curran. 


aid  and  the  assistance  of  the  men  who  surrounded 
him,  and  prominently  amongst  these  men  and  one 
who  gave  strength  to  the  party  and  hope  to  the 
people  who  supported  it,  was  Mr.  Justin  McCarthy. 
He  was  the  chosen  lieutenant  of  Charles  Stewart 
Parnell  himself,  and  a  greater  compliment  could 
not  be  paid  to  the  dead  patriot  in  his  grave  than 
that  the  people  should  rally  around  the  man  in 
whom  the  great  leader  himself  reposed  so  much 
confidence.  There  may  be  other  aspirants  to  the 
leadership  of  the  party,  but  there  could  be  no 
mistake  in  the  choice  made  by  Parnell  himself  in 
the  days  of  his  undisputed  leadership.  I  feel  that 
if  the  people  of  Ireland  will  only  join  under  Mr. 
Justin  McCarthy,  if  they  will  put  aside  their 
differences,  and  if  they  will  rally  around  the  one 
idea  of  Home  Rule  for  Ireland,  that  the  time  of 
their  triumph  is  not  far  distant.  As  the  hour  is 
fast  approaching,  Mr.  Speaker,  when  this  motion 
must,  under  the  rules  of  this  House,  be  ad¬ 
journed,  and  if  I  keep  on  this  debate  much 
longer,  I  may  preclude  others  from  speaking 
and  prevent  a  vote  from  being  taken  this 
afternoon  which  I  do  not  desire,  I  shall,  therefore, 
draw  these  few  remarks  to  a  close.  There  are 
many  other  points  upon  which  I  would  like  to 
touch,  but  time  will  not  permit.  I  cannot  fail, 
however,  to  remind  those  who  are  in  favour  of  the 
Irish  cause  that  the  venerable  and  patriotic  pre¬ 
late  of  Toronto,  has  consented  to  take  charge  of  a 
fund  in  aid  of  the  Irish  cause.  I  trust  that  the 
friends  of  Ireland  throughout  Canada  will  not  be 
discouraged,  and  will  not  be  disheartened  by  what 
has  taken  place  in  Ireland.  I  trust  that  their  hopes 
will  be  revived,  and  that  the  differences  which  in 
Ireland  have  caused  so  much  pain  and  anxiety, 
will  disappear.  I  trust  also  that  the  friends  of  the 
cause  will  send  material  aid  in  its  support  to  the 
fund  under  the  auspices  of  the  Archbishop  of 
Toronto.  For  my  part,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  must  say 
that  as  regards  the  triumph  of  one  political  party 
or  the  other  in  England,  it  matters  very  little  to 
me.  I  feel  as  Mr.  Justin  McCarthy  feels,  as  stated 
by  him  in  the  speech  which  he  delivered  at  Derry, 
that  no  matter  what  English  party  obtains  power 
in  Britain,  the  Irish  cause  must  triumph.  Even  at 
the  risk  of  detaining  the  House  a  few  moments 
longer  I  shall  venture  to  quote  from  this  speech  of 
Mr.  McCarthy  to  which  I  have  referred.  He  said  : 

“  Now,  since  last  I  addressed  a  great  political  meeting 
in  Derry,  many  strange,  unexpected  events,  many  events 
of  the  deepest  tragic  interest,  have  happened  since  last 
I  spoke  to  my  constituents  in  this  great  historic  city.  We 
have  had  since  that  time  the  close  of  a  superb  career. 
We  have  seen  a  great  man  pass  away  from  the  living 
politics  of  his  country,  and  pass  away  into  Irish  history, 
to  be  always  remembered  there.  I  can  never  speak  but 
with  admiration,  and  now  with  regret,  in  regard  to  the 
career  of  my  late  leader  and  friend — Mr.  Parnell ;  but, 
although  there  was  division  amongst  us,  although  we  lost 
one  of  the  greatest  leaders,  and  one  of  the  greatest  Irish¬ 
men  that  time  has  known,  yet,  I  am  bound  to  say  that 
neither  the  Irish  National  party,  nor  the  Irish  people 
were  even  at  that  moment  wholly  discouraged,  and  I  say 
that  even  at  that  moment,  the  most  profound  and  terrible 
in  that  tragedy,  they  never  lost  their  faith  and  confidence 
in  the  future  of  Ireland’s  cause.  We  stand  here  as  firm 
as  we  ever  were  in  support  of  that  cause,  and  we  stand 
here  as  free  and  independent  as  we  ever  were,  independ¬ 
ent  of  any  English  or  other  party  whatever — independ¬ 
ent  of  any  influence,  any  power,  but  the  will  and  com¬ 
mand  of  the  Irish  people.  We  take  our  orders  from  the 
Irish  people.  (Cheers.)  What  they  want  us  to  do,  that 
we  shall  do.  What  they  want  not  to  have  done,  that  our 
hands  will  never  do.  We  stand  for  ourselves  and  for 
our  cause  absolutely  and  entirely  independent.  If  any 
English  party  will  work  for  us  as  the  Liberal 
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party  is  now  working  for  us,  then  we  will  help 
that  party  to  fight  our  cause  and  to  win  it. 
Lut  we  stand  for  Ireland  first  and  last,  and  to  us  no 
English  party  is  of  any  aceount  whatever  but  the  party 
which  help  us  to  fight  with  the  Irish  band  and  to  win  the 
Irish  victory.  \\  e  will  accept  from  no  English  or  other 
party  any  measure  whatever  of  Home  Rule  that  is  not 
acceptable  to  the  whole  Irish  people.  We  put  that  beyond 
question  and  that  the  result  could  hardly  fail  all  other 
considerations,  and  we  say  more  than  that,  that  we  will 
not  pledge  (jurselves  until  we  have  had  a  chance  of  hear¬ 
ing  the  voice  and  knowing  the  judgment  of  the  Irish 
people  upon  a  particular  scheme  of  Horae  Rule,  until  we 
have  had  the  full  concurrence  and  assent  of  the  Irish 
people  to  the  scheme  of  Home  Rule.  We  will  give  you 
ot  course,  whatever  benefit  and  judgment  and  guidance 
we  can  give.  We  will  advise  you,  and  we  shall  also 
express  our  own  opinion  upon  the  principle  of  any  clause 
ot  any  measure.  I  believe  for  myself  that  we  shall  have 
from  the  Liberal  party  and  from  the  great  Liberal  leader. 
Mr.  Gladstone— I  believe  we  shall  have  a  measure  of 
Home  Rule  which  the  whole  Irish  nation  can  cordially 
accept.  Hut  when  that  measure  comes  to  us  we  will 
examine  it  as  closely  and  as  carefully  as  though  it 
came  from  any  other  Ministry  whatever — even  a  Tory 
Ministry  and  if  it  does  not  come  up  to  our  expec- 
*a  j  j1S  ai  ,  what  we  know  to  be  your  expectations 
and  demands,  no  sense  of  gratitude  for  good  intentions, 
no  sense  of  gratitude  for  former  services,  will  allow  us  to 
accept  or  assist  the  passage  of  any  measure  which  is  not 
cordially  accepted  by  the  whole  Irish  nation.  That  much 
I  lelt  bound  to  say  in  justice  to  myself  and  to  my  friends 
and  colleagues  generally,  to  make  you  assured  if  you  had 
the  least  doubt  on  the  question— and  I  don’t  believe  you 
have  that  your  national  interests  are  perfectly  safe  in 
the  hands  of  the  Irish  parliamentary  party.  So  on  every 
other  question,  the  land  question,  the  labour  question, 
anaTa‘‘  Questions  which  interest  the  Irish  community  and 
the  Irish  public,  as  a  whole,  we  shall  keep  your  interests 
in  mind  in  every  instance,  and  shall  try  as  far  as  possible 
to  act  in  perfect  accordance  with  the  express  wishes  of 
the  Insh  people.” 

Therefore  the  Irish  party  stands,  as  it  should 
stand,  independent  of  either  one  or  the  other  of 
the  great  English  parties.  That  party  is  grateful 
for  the  efforts  being  made  by  the  great  English 
leader  to-day,  and  are  satisfied  that  his  intentions 
aie  sincere.  But,  Mr.  Speaker,  far  from  desiring 
to  see  either  one  or  the  other  of  the  great  parties 
triumph  to  any  large  extent  in  the  forthcoming 
elections,  what  I  sincerely  hope  is  that  they  will 
be  so  evenly  balanced  that  the  power  between  them 
will  remain  with  the  Home  Rulers  themselves,  so 
that  they  will  secure  that  measure  of  Home  Rule 
for  which  they  are  striving,  that  measure  of  justice 
for  which  they  have  so  long  contended,  and  con¬ 
tended  unremittingly  ;  because  they  have  made  ad¬ 
vances  which  are  really  wonderful.  When  we  con- 
sidei  that  one  point  after  another  has  been  won  from 
a  Parliament  that  long  resisted  the  aspirations  of  the 
Irish  people,  and  when  we  look  at  what  has  been 
achieved  by  a  united  people,  led  as  they  have  been 
for  some  years  past,  I  say  that  great  and  rapid  strides 
have  been  made  in  the  cause  of  true  liberty.  All  that 
thej  want,  all  that  they  ask,  is  constitutional 
liberty.  1  hey  feel  and  they  know  that  the 
interests  of  the  Irish  people  are  bound  up  with  the 
Empire.  They  have  contributed  too  much  blood 
and  treasure,  too  much  of  their  energy  and  their 
genius  to  build  up  that  Empire,  to  sever  themselves 
from  it.  They  feel  that  that  Empire  is  as  much 
theirs  as  that  of  any  other  section,  no  matter  what 
the  claims  of  that  section  may  be.  We  are  all 
satisfied  that  in  the  early  future  there  will  be  a 
great  triumph  for  those  who  are  battling  on  con¬ 
stitutional  lines  for  constitutional  liberty,  and  I  say, 
God  grant  that  that  day  may  soon  come. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  shall  not 
occupy  more  time  than  is  absolutely  necessary  in 
order  to  make  plain  and  clear  the  views  which  I 


entertain  on  this  question.  It  is  impossible  to 
doubt  the  sincerity  of  my  hon.  friend  who  has  last 
addressed  the  House  on  this  question,  and  I  think 
it  does  him  infinite  credit  that,  notwithstanding 
thdt  the  matter  has  been  taken  out  of  his  hands  by 
the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  County  (Mr.  Devlin), 
lie  throws  his  influence  so  heartily  in  support  of 
the  resolution,  unwise  and  untimely  as  I  dare  say 
lie  thinks  it  is  to  ofler  it  at  the  present  time.  It 
is  quite  true  that  in  1882  we  did  here  unanimously 
pass  an  Address  to  the  Crown  in  favour  of  Home 
Rule.  I  remember  the  occasion,  I  remember  what 
led  up  to  it,  and  I  was  one  of  those  who  rather 
reluctantly  acquiesced  in  the  view  that  there 
should  go  from  the  Parliament  of  Canada  to  Her 
Majesty  a  unanimous  expression  in  favour  of  the 
a  ieA\  s  contained  in  that  Address.  After  receiving 
a  snub,  which  I  think  we  all  agree  was  well 
deserved,  after  being  told  by  Mr.  Gladstone,  who 
has  since  that  day  become  a  very  earnest  advocate 
Home  Rule,  that  we  had  better  mind  our  own 
business,  that  there  were  quite  sufficient  matters 
in  Canada  for  the  representatives  of  the  Canadian 
people  without  interfering  in  matters  which  did 
not  properly  belong  to  this  Parliament,  we  did 
again  reiterate  our  expression  of  opinion  ;  but  we 
did  not  do  so  quite  so  heartily  as  we  had  done  upon 
the  earlier  occasion  ;  and  the  third  time,  in  the 
year  1887,  at  the  time  when  the  English  Parlia¬ 
ment  pioposed  to  enact  the  Crimes  Bill,  we  again 
a  entured  to  express  the  opinion  that  the  course  nro- 
posed  in  the  Imperial  Parliament  Avas  exceedingly 
unwise.  YV  e  did  not,  however,  do  more  than  pass 
an  abstract  resolution,  and  we  directed  that  that 
should  be  sent  to  the  Prime  Minister,  Lord  Salis- 
bury,  to  Air.  Gladstone,  and  to  Air.  Parnell.  Well, 
8>ii ,  as  an  hon.  gentleman  has  said,  Ave  have  never 
leceived  the  courtesy  of  an  acknowledgment  of 
that  resolution,  not  even  from  Mr.  Parnell,  not 
even  from  Mr.  Gladstone,  much  less  from  Lord 
Salisbury.  So  that,  Ave  are  in  this  position,  that 
we  who  have  quite  sufficient  to  do  to  attend  to  our 
own  affairs,  have  chosen  to  step  out  of  our  course 
in  order  to  endea\rour  to  steer  the  course  of  the 
Imperial  Parliament  on  this  question.  On  the  last 
occasion,  I  ventured  to  move  an  amendment,  which, 
although  it  did  not  carry,  received  a  A'ery  large  sup¬ 
port,  and  which  I  think  ought  to  have  commended 
itself  to  the  judgmentof  this  House,  more  especially 
as  we  now  see  the  good  effects  which  have  followed 
from  the  passage  of  the  very  Crimes  Act  which  the 
mover  of  the  resolution  thought  we  ought  to 
denounce.  I  proposed  : 

“  That  this  House,  while  justly  jealous  of  any  interfer- 
e5??.in-r»e  local  affairs  of  Canada  within  the  jurisdiction 
ot  this  Parliament  or  of  the  Legislative  Assemblies  of  the 
several  Provinces  of  the  Dominion,  either  by  the  Imperial 
Parliament  or  other  legislative  body  of  the  British  Empire, 
cannot,  without  inviting  such  interference  fail  to  recog- 
nize  it  as  within  the  exclusive  right  of  the  Imperial  Par- 
liament  to  legislate  respecting  matters  solely  appertain- 
in!=.to  the  domestic  affairs  of  the  United  Kingdom  ;  than 
which  none  can  be  more  absolutely  of  local  concern  than 
the  due  and  proper  administration  of  the  law  within  the 
bounds  ot  Great  Britain  and  Ireland. 

‘  That,  therefore,  it  is  inexpedient  and  unwise  for  this 
Houseto  express  any  opinion  or  in  any  wise  to  interfere 
with  the  Imperial  Parliament  as  to  the  course  to  be 
adopted  by  it  respecting  the  Bill  now  before  the  House 
ot  Commons  for  the  amendment  of  the  Criminal  Law  and 
Procedure.” 

Four  years  haA'e  now  elapsed  since  that  law  was 
passed,  and  peace  and  prosperity  have  been  re¬ 
stored  to  Ireland ;  and  I  attribute  very  much  of  that 


3359 


[COMMONS] 


3360 


peace  and  prosperity  to  the  firm  and  wise  admin¬ 
istration  of  that  criminal  law  which  we  know  has 
been  many  cases  now  practically  withdrawn  from 
Ireland  by  the  proclamation  which  the  law  gave 
power  to  issue.  So  that  what  we,  thousands  of 
miles  away,  with  an  indifferent  knowledge  of  the 
subject,  ventured  to  condemn,  has  brought  about 
in  the  short  space  of  four  years  such  a  condition  of 
affairs  with  regard  to  crime  in  Ireland  as  is,  per¬ 
haps,  excelled  in  no  part  of  the  British  Empire 
to-day.  In  1882,  we  know  that  there  were  many 
and  great  grievances  under  which  the  Irish  people 
laboured ;  but  if  we  know  anything  at  all  about  the 
history  of  that  country,  we  know  that  to-day  there 
is  no  part  of  the  British  Empire— and  when  I  say 
the  British  Empire,  I  may  as  well  say  the  whole 
civilized  world — where  the  laws  are  so  just,  equit¬ 
able  and  merciful  in  the  great  matters  that  con¬ 
cern  the  Irish  people.  The  agrarian  laws  have 
been  amended,  and  they  are  now  such  as  I  am  satis¬ 
fied  no  Local  Legislature  in  this  Dominion  would  pass. 
The  tenant  obtains  by  mere  occupation  the  tenant 
right,  which  gives  him  an  interest  in  the  soil,  and 
his  failure  to  pay  his  rent,  his  failure  to  comply 
with  the  conditions  of  his  lease,  does  not  dis¬ 
possess  him  of  that  right.  That  right  remains  not¬ 
withstanding  his  previous  failings  in  other  respects  ; 
and  I  say,  if  you  will  watch  the  care  the  English 
Parliament  has  taken,  more  especially  during  the 
present  generation,  to  remove  the  grievances  un¬ 
der  which  the  Irish  people  labour,  it  would  be  a 
great  piece  of  impudence  on  our  part  to  venture  to 
say  that  course  has  been  unwise  or  imprudent. 
For  my  part,  I  am  wholly  opposed  to  the  resolu¬ 
tion  of  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa.  I  am  not  a 
believer  in  what  is  understood  as  Home  Rule.  I 
do  believe  that,  as  time  advances,  as  much  as  pos¬ 
sible  local  government  should  be  extended  to  Ire¬ 
land  ;  and  we  know  that  at  present  there  is  a  Bill, 
which  has  been  read  the  second  time  by  a  very 
large  majority,  placing  Ireland  in  almost  the  same 
position  with  regard  to  local  government  that 
England  and  Scotland  for  some  years  have  been 
in.  I  believe  in  that,  but  I  do  not  think  it  is  pos¬ 
sible  that  Ireland  can  be  put  in  the  same  position 
as  Canada.  I  do  not  think  that  she  can  be  granted 
the  right  to  make  her  own  tariff  and  laws 
in  that  respect  without  virtually  bringing 
about  the  dismemberment  of  the  Empire, 
causing  great  loss  to  Ireland  itself  and  reflecting 
great  loss  and  injury  to  the  rest  of  the  Empire,  of 
which  we  form  no  inconsiderable  part.  I  do  not 
know  either  what  the  hon.  gentleman  means  by 
Home  Rule.  We  know  what  Home  Rule,  as 
understood  by  Mr.  Redmond,  means,  for  he  has 
made  it  clear  and  distinct ;  we  know  that  Home 
Rule,  as  understood  by  Mr.  McCarthy,  is  an  echo 
of  Mr.  Redmond’s  views  ;  but,  up  to  this  moment, 
neither  Mr.  Gladstone  nor  any  responsible  member 
of  the  Liberal  party  has  said  that  they  have  ac¬ 
cepted  Home  Rule  in  the  sense  in  which  the  Irish 
leaders  of  the  Irish  factions  have  thought  proper 
to  state,  is  the  only  one  in  which  they  would  be 
prepared  to  accept  it.  Therefore,  even  if  I  knew 
what  the  hon.  gentleman  meant  in  that  regard,  it 
would  be  impossible  to  adopt  his  motion  in  favour 
of  Home  Rule,  but  I  am  equally  opposed  to  the 
amendment  of  the  hon.  member  for  Norfolk  (Mr. 
Tisdale).  I  do  not  want  to  postpone  this  vote  ;  I 
do  not  want  to  give  any  uncertain  vote  in  this 
matter.  I  want  it  to  be  distinctly  understood, 
Mr.  McCarthy. 


and  I  trust  there  is  a  majority  in  Parliament  who 
take  that  view,  that  we  are  not  going  to  insult 
Lord  Salisbury  and  fly  in  the  face  of  that  party 
and  administration  which,  during  the  last  few 
years,  has  certainly  been  of  great  advantage  and 
benefit  to  this  Dominion,  and  has  fought  out  battles 
and  preserved  our  rights.  I  am  not  going  to  make  any 
uncertain  sound  or  put  in  any  dilatory  plea  in  a 
matter  of  this  kind,  but  rather  am  I  prepared  here, 
when  the  question  comes  to  a  vote,  to  vote  that  the 
resolution  is  not  merely  inopportune  but  wrong.  I 
am  prepared  to  go  farther,  and  to  ask  this  Parlia¬ 
ment  to  undo,  so  far  as  it  can,  the  mischief  it  did 
in  1882  and  1886.  Having  seen  the  good  effects 
which  have  followed  wise  administration  and 
beneficial  amendment  of  the  law,  more  especially 
with  regard  to  agrarian  matters,  having  seen  the 
good  results  which  have  followed  the  material  aid 
given  by  the  British  people  to  the  distressed  dis¬ 
tricts  of  Ireland,  all  of  which  have  rendered  Mr. 
Balfour  the  most  popular  Irish  secretary  who  has 
ever  held  office— having  regard  to  all  these  things, 
I  am  prepared  to  say  that  I  was  wrong  in  1882  in 
agreeing  in  the  resolution  passed  that  session  and 
that  I  was  wrong  in  concurring  in  the  resolution  of 
1886  ;  I  am  prepared  to  say  that  I  doubt  the  wis¬ 
dom  of  the  course  we  then  took,  and  ask  this  Parlia¬ 
ment  to  express  the  opinion  that  that  course  was 
unwise,  unstatesmanlike,  and  wrong,  and  that  we 
should,  without  interference  on  our  part,  let  the 
British  people  manage  their  own  affairs  in  the 
way  that  to  them  seems  meet  and  proper. 
Ireland  is  not  unrepresented  in  the  British 
Parliament.  On  the  contrary,  she  is  over¬ 
represented  according  to  number.  Eighty  would 
be  her  full  number  according  to  population, 
and  she  has  a  representation  of  one  hundred  and 
one  members,  if  my  memory  serves  me  right.  She, 
therefore,  possesses  enormous  influence  in  the  coun¬ 
cils  of  that  Parliament.  My  hon.  friend  who  last 
spoke  says  he  hopes  the  Irish  contingent  will  hold 
the  balance  of  power.  That  would  not  be  the  first 
occasion  they  held  it.  We  know  they  forced  Mr. 
Gladstone  to  take  up  Home  Rule.  We  remember 
that  at  the  last  election  Mr.  Gladstone  asked  the 
English  people  to  give  him  such  a  majority  as  would 
render  him  independent  of  the  Irish  members,  say¬ 
ing  :  If  you  do  not  do  so,  I  do  not  think  the  virtue 
of  any  leader  is  sufficient  to  enable  him  to  with¬ 
stand  the  temptation  to  adopt  the  particular  policy 
these  members  may  be  in  favour  of.  He  was  pro¬ 
phetic,  he  spoke  with  almost  wonderful  prescience, 
and  in  his  own  person,  in  six  or  seven  months  after¬ 
wards,  he  adopted  the  very  policy  he  had  hitherto 
denounced,  because  he  had  not  the  support  of  the 
majority  irrespective  of  the  Irish  members. 
Now,  the  Irish  representation  constitutes  a  large 
body,  able  and  willing  to  fight  their  own  battles, 
and  who  have  fought  their  own  battles  and 
obtained,  I  was  going  to  say  by  their  course, 
but  that  would  be  unfair  to  Mr.  Balfour — but  to 
whom,  although  they  have  abused  him  in  every¬ 
thing,  he  has  granted  these  various  amendments 
and  changes  in  the  law  which  have  been  so  benefi¬ 
cial  and  advantageous  in  their  interests.  There¬ 
fore,  it  appears  to  me  we  would  be  unnecessarily 
going  out  of  our  way  in  attempting  to  interfere  in 
matters  which  do  not  concern  us  at  all.  If  it  were 
not  for  the  promise  I  made  my  hon.  friend  I  would 
say  a  few  words  more,  particularly  on  the  impro¬ 
priety  of  our  meddling  in  matters  which  do  not 
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concern  us.  I  do  not  pretend  that  there  may  not 
be  occasions  in  which  the  interests  of  this  country 
may  be  involved  in  any  legislation  either  of  Great 
Britain  or  some  of  the  sister  colonies,  and  where, 
therefore,  it  may  be  necessary  for  us  to  speak.  But 
I  say  that  in  connection  with  this  question,  which 
the  two  great  political  parties  are  now  going  to  tight 
out  in  that  country,  it  is  unwise,  imprudent  and 
unfair  that  we  should  interfere,  and,  therefore,  I 
beg  to  move,  in  amendment  to  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  : 

That  all  the  words  in  the  main  motion  after  the  word 

1  hat,  and  all  the  words  in  the  amendment  be  struck 
out,  and  the  following  inserted  instead  thereof:  “this 
House  is  of  opinion  that  it  ought  not  to  interfere  in  ques¬ 
tions  not  within  its  jurisdiction,  save  only  in  matters  of 
exceptional  and  extraordinary  character. 

“  That  the  question  of  Home  Rule  in  Ireland  being  one 
on  which  the  great  political  parties  in  Great  Britain  ana 
Ireland  are  divided,  is  a  matter  on  which  it  would  be 
inadvisable  for  this  House  to  take  sides. 

“  That  regard  being  had  to  the  peace  and  prosperity 
which  now  exists  in  Ireland,  owing  to  the  wise  and  firm 
administration  of  the  law,  the  beneficial  changes  which 
have  been  made  in  the  agrarian  laws  and  the  material 
aid  which  has  been  afforded  to  the  impoverished  portions 
ot  that  kingdom,  this  House  has  reason  to  doubt  the  wis¬ 
dom i  of  the  course  adopted  by  it  in  the  years  1882  and  1886, 
in  offering  to  advise  the  Imperial  Parliament  as  to  the 
course  it  should  take  with  reference  to  Ireland,  and  in 
expressing  an  opinion  as  to  the  wisdom  of  the  policy  in 
favour  of  Home  Rule  for  that  portion  of  the  United 
Kingdom.” 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  I  have  perhaps  been  identified 
as  closely  with  the  question  of  Home  Rule  before 
this  country  as  any  member  of  this  House,  and  I 
have  no  objection  that  my  hon.  friend  from  Ottawa 
should  make  any  motion  on  the  subject  before  this 
Parliament  which  he  may  think  fit.  I  moved  the 
resolution  in  1882,  according  to  the  expressed  views 
of  the  Irish  people  of  Canada,  views  that  were 
expressed  through  their  different  organizations.  At 
that  time  this  Parliament  received  the  proposition 
of  an  Address  to  Her  Majesty  very  kindly,  and  the 
resolution  was  passed  unanimously  by  this  Chamber 
and  with  only  six  dissenting  voices  in  the  Senate. 
In  1886,  I  was  asked  to  move  again  in  this  matter. 

I  asked  my  friends  who  approached  me  at  that  time 
if  they  thought  anything  would  be  accomplished  by 
bringing  the  question  before  the  House  again,  if 
they  thought  we  could  get  a  more  favourable  ex¬ 
pression  of  opinion  than  we  got  in  1882.  They  said  : 
No.  Then  I  said:  You  are  running  the  risk  of  doing 
an  injury  to  Home  Rule,  and  of  undoing  the  good 
which  has  already  been  done.  I  would  give  the  same 
advice  to  my  young  friend  who  has  moved  this  resolu¬ 
tion  now,  and  Isay  that  I  regret  that  he  or  the  friends 
who  advised  him  on  the  matter  thought  fit  to 
bring  this  before  the  House,  because  I  am  afraid 
that  the  vote  which  will  be  taken  will  be  used  across 
the  Atlantic  as  an  indication  of  a  reaction  from 
the  views  expressed  in  1882.  At  the  same  time  I 
say  that  the  principle  of  Home  Rule  is  there,  that 
the  principle  of  Home  Rule,  to  which  this  Parlia¬ 
ment  committed  itself  in  1882  so  completely, 
and  in  1886  so  strongly,  is  there,  no  matter 
how  my  hon.  friend  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Simcoe  may  feel  a  regret  for  the  generous  vote 
he  gave  on  that  occasion,  and  I  will  vote  for  the 
resolution  of  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  (Mr. 
Devlin).  I  have  every  confidence  that  this  resolu¬ 
tion  will  not  be  voted  down,  as  has  been  stated  by 
the  hon.  member  for  West  York  (Mr.  Wallace). 
That  hon.  gentleman  appeals  to  this  House  and 
attempts  to  justify  rebellion  in  the  old  country  if 
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HomeRule  should  be  carried.  Rebellion  by  whom? 
The  men  of  Ulster  ?  Why,  the  majority  of  the  men 
of  Lister  are  Home  Rulers,  and  these  people  speak 
only  for  the  minority  in  Ulster.  The  majority  of 
the  Ulster  people  are  speaking  and  working  in 
favour  of  HomeRule.  It  is  unfair  to  ask  the  people 
of  Canada  who  are  enjoying  the  blessings  which  we 
ask  for  our  unfortunate  countrymen  at  home,  to  vote 
down  such  a  resolution,  and  no  fair  man  here  can  fail 
to  give  an  expression  of  sympathy  in  favour  of  that 
system  of  Government  which  we  in  Canada  enjoy 
and  of  which  we  are  so  proud.  Why  should  we  not 
express  an  opinion  in  favour  of  that  system  ?  They 
talk  about  the  danger  of  handing  over  Ireland  to 
the  control  of  the  majority.  The  whole  history  of 
Ii  eland  shows  that  the  minority  have  been  the 
trusted  friends  of  the  majority.  They  have  been 
their  representatives  in  Parliament,  the  mayors  of 
their  cities,  members  of  their  corporations  and 
leaders  of  all  the  agitations.  It  is  Protestants  who 
have  been  the  leaders  of  the  agitations  of  Ireland, 
and  even  of  the  rebellions.  In  the  1 798  rebellion 
what  was  the  condition  of  the  country  ?  Mr.  Lecky, 
a  great  Unionist  writer,  quoting  the  remarks  of 
the  Duke  of  Portland,  said  : 

“  He  was  much  struck  with  the  fact  that  Protestant 
Ulster  was  the  most  disaffected  of  the  four  provinces- 
that  five-sixths  of  the  leaders  and  United  Irishmen  were 
Protestants  ;  that  Munster,  though  now  profoundly  dis¬ 
turbed,  had  shown  itself  perfectly  loyal  during  the 
French  expedition  at  the  end  of  1796  ;  that  Connaught, 
the  most  purely  Catholic  province  in  Ireland,  was  the  one 
province  which  was  still  almost  untainted.” 

W  hat  indication  is  there  in  the  old  country  that 
the  majority  professing  the  Catholic  faith  are  less 
loyal  to  the  Crown  than  the  minority  ?  At  least 
that  Catholic  majority  have  never  proclaimed 
openly  that  they  would  rebel  against  the  decision 
of  the  Parliament  of  the  country.  There  is  just 
one  more  point  to  which  I  want  to  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  House.  My  hon.  friend  from  West 
York  (Mr.  Wallace)  states  that,  while  we  have 
been  pleading  for  Home  Rule  and  the  sympathy  of 
this  Parliament  has  gone  out  in  favour  of  it,  not  a 
tittle  of  evidence  has  been  given  to  show  that  Ire¬ 
land  has  ever  been  misgoverned.  Why,  it  is  the 
admission  of  all  Governments,  Liberal  and  Conser¬ 
vative  alike,  that  Ireland  has  been  misgoverned  for 
centuries,  and  it  is  the  fact  that  both  political 
parties  in  the  old  country  have  been  endeavouring 
to  afford  a  remedy  for  these  evils  of  late  years! 
My  hon.  friend  drew  a  contrast  between  this 
discussion  and  that  which  took  place  in  this 
House  before;  and  said  how  tame  were  the 
speeches  of  the  mover  and  seconder  of  this  resolu¬ 
tion,  compared  with  the  speeches  of  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Bruce  and  others  when  this  matter  was  up 
before.  I  think  the  member  for  Montreal  Centre 
(Mr.  Curran)  must  have  satisfied  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man,  but,  if  there  is  any  lack  of  eloquence  in  this 
House  to  defend  this  measure,  I  can  assure  the  hon. 
gentleman  that  the  same  feeling,  the  same  hope  and 
the  same  longing  throughout  this  country  remains 
as  firm  as  ever  and  in  fact  are  increased  to-day.  I 
have  nothing  further  to  say  but  that,  this  motion 
being  before  the  House,  I  am  wedded  to  a  principle 
which  commands  my  best  and  deepest  sympathies, 
and  wherever  and  whenever  I  am  called  upon  to 
speak,  I  speak  as  a  Home  Ruler. 

Mr.  FRASER.  We  must  not  forget  that  there 
has  been  exhibited  here  to-day  a  marvellous  evolu¬ 
tion.  Not  long  ago  I  heard  in  this  House  gentle- 
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men  say  that  the  conclusion  of  this  Parliament  two 
or  three  days  before  was  of  such  binding  force  that 
we  ought  not  to  discuss  a  question  two  or  three 
days  afterwards,  and  yet  now  they  say  that  the 
decision  of  this  Parliament  years  ago  should  not 
bind  us  or  prevent  our  stultifying  ourselves.  I  am 
in  favour  of  the  resolution  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Ottawa  (Mr.  Devlin),  and  I  am  opposed  to  the 
amendment  of  the  hon.  member  for  South  Norfolk 
(Mr.  Tisdale).  That  is  a  miserable  way  of  attempt¬ 
ing  to  get  clear  of  it.  I  commend  the  hon.  member 
for  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  for  the  manly  stand  he 
has  taken,  though  he  is  wrong.  There  is  something 
manly  about  his  proposition,  but  I  do  object  to  a 
sneaky  way  of  dealing  with  these  matters.  Let  us 
treat  them  as  men. 

It  being  six  o’clock,  the  Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

SECOND  READINGS. 

Bill  (No.  91)  for  the  relief  of  James  Wright  (from 
the  Senate).— (Mr.  Tisdale.) 

Bill  (No.  92)  for  the  relief  of  Hattie  Adele  Har¬ 
rison  (from  the  Senate). — (Mr.  Tisdale.) 

Bill  (No.  93)  respecting  the  Midland  Railway  of 
Canada  (from  the  Senate). — (Mr.  Tisdale.) 

LORD’S  DAY  OBSERVANCE. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on 
Bill  (No.  2)  to  secure  the  better  observance  of  the 
Lord’s  Day,  commonly  called  Sunday. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

On  section  3, 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  have  a  recast  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  in  my  hand,  which  has  been  drafted  by  the 
Minister  of  Justice,  and  which  I  will  be  glad  to 
substitute  for  the  clause  as  it  at  present  stands  in 
the  Bill,  if  it  will  facilitate  the  passage  of  the  Bill. 
I  will  read  this  section  : 

“  Any  railway  superintendent,  manager,  officer,  or 
erson  by  whose  authority  or  order  any  railway  car  shall 
e  moved,  or  loaded,  or  despatched  from  any  station,  or 
permitted  to  continue  its  journey,  shall  be  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanour. 

“  Sub-section  2.  This  section'shall  not  apply  to  trains  (a) 
which  are  operated  for  the  purpose  of  making  connection 
with  railway  trains  running  in  the  United  States ;  (6) 
which  are  conveying  more  than  one  car  load  of  live 
stock  ;  (c)  which  are  being  run  over  the  whole  length  of 
the  line  on  which  they  are  being  operated :  ( d )  which  are 
operated  on  the  Lord’s  Day  solely  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  the  persons  transported  thereon  to  carry  on  some 
work  of  necessity  and  mercy  which  may  legally  be  per¬ 
formed  on  the  Lord’s  Day  :  ( e )  which  are  operated  for  the 
purpose  of  making  connection  with  some  steamship  about 
to  proceed  to  a  foreign  country.” 

The  redraft  of  the  section,  while  not  going  as  far 
as  I  could  desire,  is  a  concession  which  it  would  be 
folly  to  decline  to  accept,  and  which  I  propose  to 
accept.  I  do  not  know  whether  the  Minister  of 
Justice  has  carefully  scrutinized  this  Bill  and 
thoroughly  weighed  its  provisions  ;  and  so  I  will 
suggest  that  the  clause  which  reads  “  which  are 
being  run  over  the  whole  length  of  the  line  on 
which  they  are  being  operated,”  is  one  that  perhaps 
might  be  better  dropped  out,  because  I  fear  it  will 
enable  the  company  to  take  up  local  freight  and 
carrying  it  as  through  freight  on  the  Lord’s  Day. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Of  course  this  is  a 
subject  that  requires  the  very  careful  consideration 
Mr.  Fraser. 


of  the  committee,  and  I  will  state  my  view  in 
making  the  suggestion  I  did  to  the  hon.  member. 
It  appeared  to  me  that  there  was  great  difficulty 
in  arriving  at  a  correct  interpretation  of  sec¬ 
tion  3,  that  there  was  great  indefiniteness  as  to 
the  kind  of  trains  which  are  mentioned.  We  ought 
to  endeavour  to  be  sufficiently  precise  in  our  ex¬ 
pression  indicating  the  kind  of  trains  we  mean  ;  as 
for  instance,  that  clause  exempting  milk  trains, 
trains  with  live  stock  on  board,  through  trains  on 
trunk  lines,  and  trains  carrying  persons  for  the 
relief  of  those  afflicted  with  sickness,  and  for 
rescue  from  fire,  or  anything  of  that  kind.  Now, 
the  section  as  drafted  is  very  precise,  but  I  must 
admit  that  it  is  very  severe  upon  railways. 
However,  as  the  Bill  has  been  before  the 
House  for  two  sessions,  and  that  section  of 
it  has  been  fully  discussed,  and  public  atten¬ 
tion  has  been  called  to  it,  I  suppose  one  has  a 
right  to  presume  that  the  railway  authorities  of  the 
country,  as  they  have  said  nothing  against  it,  are 
prepared  to  accept  it  in  the  sense  which  the  hon. 
member  has  put  upon  it.  In  the  expi’ession 
“through  trains,”  no  doubt  the  word  “pass¬ 
enger”  ought  to  be  put  in  there,  and  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  interpretation  was  this  :  Trains  which 
connect  with  other  trains  in  a  foreign  country,  or 
trains  which  run  to  make  connection  with  a  steam¬ 
boat  going  to  a  foreign  country  ;  and  for  that  rea¬ 
son,  instead  of  using  the  expression  “  through 
passenger  trains  on  any  trunk  lines,”  I  thought 
we  should  endeavour  to  give  a  more  precise  defini¬ 
tion.  If  this  amendment  should  be  adopted,  the 
only  trains  which  woxild  be  permitted  to  run  on 
Sunday  would  be  trains  which  are  operated  for  the 
purpose  of  making  connection  with  railway  trains 
running  in  the  United  States — that  covers  foreign 
connections.  Trains  which  are  being  run  over  the 
whole  length  of  line  on  which  they  are  operated, 
are  passenger  trains. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  That  would  be  quite  satis¬ 
factory  if  we  defined  trains  so  as  to  prevent  them 
picking  up  local  freight. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Justice  if  he  recommends  this  section  to  the 
committee  ?  It  strikes  me  that  the  whole  of  this 
section  is  open  to  the  same  objection  as  the  first 
section,  that  is,  that  it  is  quite  within  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Legislature  of  Ontario,  or  the  bulk  of 
it ;  and  the  Legislature  of  Ontario  has  already 
shown  that  by  the  clauses  which  they  put  in  their 
Act  for  the  observance  of  the  Lord’s  Day.  If,  as  I 
understand  the  Minister  of  Justice,  he  wishes  this  to 
pass,  it  would  be  a  different  thing  ;  but  if  not,  cer¬ 
tainly,  according  to  my  view,  and  according  to  the 
clauses  of  the  Act  which  1  have  here,  the  Legisla¬ 
ture  of  Ontario  has  taken  possession  of  this  subject 
and  we  ought  to  relegate  it  to  them. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  may  possibly 
be.  I  do  not  advocate  the  measure  ;  it  is  in  the 
hands  of  the  House,  and  the  question  is  an  open 
one  entirely,  although  I  felt  called  upon  to  see  that 
the  Bill,  if  it  did  meet  the  approbation  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  was  expressed  in  language  which  would 
make  the  will  of  Parliament  effective.  The  first 
clause  is  the  one  relating  to  foreign  connections  ; 
the  second  relates  to  trains  which  are  run  over  the 
whole  length  of  the  line  on  which  they  are  being  ope¬ 
rated  for  passengers  as  express  trains.  That  is  an  en¬ 
deavour  to  meet  the  definition  of  a  through  passen- 
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ger  train  on  trunk  lines  ;  although  I  think  we  can 
hardly  coniine  the  legislation  to  trunk  lines,  be¬ 
cause  there  are  lines  which,  I  presume,  ought  to 
have  the  same  right  to  operate  a  through  train  as 
trunk  lines. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  That  will  be  permitted  on 
auy  line. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  “Trains  carrying 
more  than  one  car  load  of  live  stock  ”  obviates  the 
difficulty  of  defining  what  is  a  train  carrying  live 
stock  and  perishable  goods.  If  there  is  more  than 
a  car  load  of  live  stock,  I  presume  the  bond  fide*  of 
it  is  established  and  the  necessity  for  the  transit. 
Then  there  are  these  trains  which  are  operated  on 
the  Lord’s  Day  solely  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
persons  to  be  transported  in  cases  of  necessity  or 
mercy.  That  covers  cases  of  persons  going  to  ren¬ 
der  assistance  to  sick  people  or  conveying  means  of 
rescue  from  fire,  and  those  trains  which  are  oper¬ 
ated  for  the  purpose  of  making  connection  with 
steamships  about  to  proceed  to  a  foreign  country. 
This  Bill  will  absolutely  prevent  the  shunting  of 
trains,  and  I  understand  that  is  one  of  the  gnev- 
ances  aimed  at.  The  milk  trains  I  have  left  out, 
because  I  think,  if  there  is  really  an  intention  to 
pi  event  the  carriage  of  freight  and  even  supplies 
into  a  city,  a  train  carrying  milk  can  arrive  by 
midnight  of  Saturday.  I  presume  these  milk  trains 
all  run  through  portions  of  the  country  which  are 
•comparatively  near  to  large  cities,  and  the  milk 
supply  is  near  enough  to  enable  these  trains  to 
reach  their  destination  by  midnight  of  Saturday. 

Mr.  AMI  01.  I  should  like  to  ask  the  mover  of 
the  Bill  if  the  train  that  leaves  Quebec  at  1  o’clock 
on  Sunday  morning  for  Montreal  will  be  prohibited 
by  this  Bill  ? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Not  by  this  section.  Pas¬ 
senger  trains  will  be  allowed  to  run  over  the  whole 
length  of  the  line. 

Mr.  TISDALL.  By  a  statute  of  the  Ontario 
Legislature  the  question  of  operating  Sunday  trains 
and  steamboats  is  dealt  with  in  several  clauses.  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  lion,  gentleman,  as  I  am 
challenging  the  principle  of  this  section,  to  give,  if 
he  can,  an  explanation  of  the  law  which  will  satisfy 
me  that  I  am  wrong.  According  to  my  view,  and 
I  have  taken  some  trouble  to  examine  into  the  law, 
this  measure  should  not  deal  with  any  railway  but 
Government  railways,  such  as  the  intercolonial. 
The  legislation  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  is,  at  all 
events  on  this  subject,  quite  within  its  jurisdiction. 

It  does  not  matter  whether  the  railways  in  that 
province  are  through  or  local  lines.  Do  '  I  under¬ 
stand  the  lion,  gentleman  that  he  admits  the  On¬ 
tario  Legislature  has  jurisdiction  over  these  roads 
and  that  he  wishes  to  press  this  Bill  ? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  With  respect  to  the  point 
raised  by  the  hon.  member  for  South  Norfolk  (Mr. 
Tisdale)  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  province  with 
respect  to  railway  traffic,  I  suppose  it  must  be  ad¬ 
mitted  that  a  province  has  limited  jurisdiction 
ithin  its  own  boundaries.  The  Province  of 
Ontario,  for  instance,  has  enacted  a  lawq  which  was 
first  introduced  here  with  respect  to  excursion  trains. 
The  Bill  failed  to  pass  here,  and  the  member  in  the 
Ontario  Legislature  representing  the  constituency 
represented  in  this  House  by  the  Minister  of 
Militia,  introduced  the  Bill  in  the  Ontario  Assemblv 
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and  it  passed,  and  it  is  the  law  there.  That  law 
deals  with  the  question  of  excursion  trains  in 
Ontario.  I  apprehend,  however,  there  are  cer¬ 
tain  kinds  of  railway  traffic  within  the  limits  of 
Ontario  which  the  Legislature  could  scarcely  deal 
with,  traffic  of  a  national  character,  and  whatever 
may  be  the  powder  possessed  and  exercised  by  that 
province,  this  Bill  is  applicable  to  the  whole  Dom¬ 
inion,  and  it  is  eminently  necessary  and  desirable 
"  lien  regulating  railway  traffic  on  the  Lord’s  Day 
that  we  should  have  a  uniform  Dominion  lawr,  be¬ 
cause  our  railway  system  is  a  national  system,’  and 
the  traffic  is  nearly  all  of  that  kind  vTiich  applies 
to  a  considerable  number  of  provinces  and  is 
not  confined  to  a  single  province.  The  provis¬ 
ions  of  the  amendment  are  very  simple,  and 
they  are  very  liberal  with  regard  to  the  rail¬ 
ways.  They  scarcely  interfere  with  the  railways 
except  as  regards.  local  freight  traffic  and  the 
shunting  and  moving  of  trains.  Trains  are  per¬ 
mitted  to  run  on  any  line  which  connects  with  the 
United  States  lines,  or  with  any  steamboat  going 
to  a  foreign  country,  and  through  trains  are  per¬ 
mitted  over  the  entire  length  of  any  line,  whatever 
its  length  may  be  and  whether  it  makes  connection 
with  United  States  lines  or  with  a  steamship 
bound  for  a  foreign  port.  It  is  a  very  liberal 
amendment,  and  I  accept  it  as  being  a  long  step  in 
ad\ance,  and  one  which  wall  remove  the  most  ob¬ 
jectionable  features  of  the  Sunday  railway  traffic 
and  will  secure  to  a  very  large  portion  of  the  rail¬ 
way  employes  their  right  to  Sunday  rest.  It  is 
highly  desirable  that  legislation  with  respect  to 
this  subject  should  be  general  Dominion  legislation 
My  hon.  friend  from  South  Norfolk  will  readily 
see  that  to  have  one  law  in  Quebec,  another  in 
Ontai  io,  a  still  different  law  in  New  Brunswick, 
and  again  a  different  law  in  Nova  Scotia  would 
lead  to  confusion  and  collision  in  the  regulation  of 
railway  traffic.  Almost  all  our  railways  are  de¬ 
clared  to  be  Dominion  railways  and  railways  for 
the  general  purposes  of  the  Dominion,  and  tliere- 
foie  under  the  control  of  the  Dominion  Parlia¬ 
ment,  and  for  that  reason  it  is  highly  proper  that 
this  Parliament  should  step  in  and  exercise 
authority,  which  authority  the  companies’  charter 
invite  us  to  exercise  with  regard  to  the  manage - 
ment  of  these  railways.  I  hope  the  committee 
will  accept  the  amendment  drafted  by  the  Minister 
of  Justice,  which  will  be,  on  the  whole,  quite  ac¬ 
ceptable  to  those  wrho  are  in  favour  of  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  B0\\  ELL.  This  amendment  does  not  con¬ 
fine  its  limitation  to  the  Lord’s  Day.  W  hen  the 
hon.  member  for  North  Norfolk  (Mr.  Charlton) 
answered,  the  hon.  member  for  Bellechasse  (Mr. 
Amyot),  it  occurred  to  me  that  either  the  clause 
was  more  liberal  than  he  supposed,  or  that  he  did 
not  understand  the  hon.  member.  The  question 
put  was.  if  a  train  left  Quebec  at  1  o’clock  on 
Sunday  morning  to  proceed  to  Montreal,  would 
that  come  within  the  purview  of  this  resolution, 
and  the  hon.  gentleman’s  answer  was  “  no.”  That 
would  be  enabling  a  train  to  leave  any  station  in 
Canada  on  the  Lord’s  Day  and  to  terminate  its 
journey  on  the  Lord’s  Day.  Now,  if  that  be  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  object  I  must  confess  I  see  very  little 
leason  for  this  clause  in  the  Bill,  because  it  leaves  it 
open  for  the  railwrayr  companies  to  do  precisely  what 
they  are  doing  now. 
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Mr.  AMYOT.  This  is  a  most  important  section 
of  the  Bill.  It  is  a  new  clause  entirely  and  I  think 
we  are  entitled  to  have  at  least  one  day  to  examine 
it.  I  tried  to  study  the  amendment  but  it  was 
not  long  in  my  hands  because  every  one  seems  to 
want  to  examine  it.  For  the  two  minutes  I  have 
had  it  in  my  possession  it  lias  been  asked  for  five  or 
six  times,  and  it  has  been  impossible  for  me  to 
look  into  it  carefully.  I  think  that  this  matter 
should  be  postponed  so  that  we  will  have  a  chance 
to  see  what  we  are  expected  to  vote  upon.  It  is 
certain  that  we  are  going  to  diminish  the  privi¬ 
leges  of  the  travelling  public,  and  we  must  not  do 
that  blindly  or  inconsiderately.  I  ask  that  this 
amendment  be  printed  and  distributed  to  the 
House.  It  may  please  the  mover  of  the  Bill, 
but  it  is  not  fair  that  we  should  be  bound  by  it. 
The  hon.  gentleman  stated  in  reply  to  my  question 
that  the  section  would  not  prohibit  local  trains 
from  Quebec  to  Montreal  or  from  Montreal  to  Que¬ 
bec  on  Sunday ;  but  from  the  reading  of  the 
section  at  a  glance  I  do  not  understand  that 
to  be  the  case.  It  says  “  any  railway  superin¬ 
tendent,  manager,  officer  or  person  by  whose 
authority  or  order  any  railway  cars  shall  be  on  the 
Lord’s  Day  loaded  or  despatched  from  any  station 
or  permitted  to  continue  a  journey  shall  be  guilty 
of  a  misdemeanour,”  and  then  it  says  to  what  cases 
that  section  shall  not  apply.  I  do  not  see  that  a 
local  train  is  excepted  in  the  section,  and  if  it  is 
not  excepted  it  is  comprised  by  the  Bill  and  it  will 
be  a  misdemeanour  for  any  one  connected  with  the 
railway  to  have  a  train  moved  from  Quebec  to 
Montreal  or  Montreal  to  Quebec  on  Sundays.  The 
hon.  gentleman  says  it  does  not  prevent  that  train, 
but  from  the  terms  of  the  Bill  it  seems  to  prevent 
it.  Under  these  circumstances  I  ask  that  the 
clause  be  not  passed  now,  but  that  we  shall  have 
an  opportunity  of  studying  it  when  it  is  printed 
and  distributed. 


Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  just  want  to  make  an  ex¬ 
planation.  The  hon.  gentleman  asked  me  if  a  Sun¬ 
day  train  could  run  from  Quebec  to  Montreal  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Bill.  The  language  of  the 
section  is  “passenger  trains  which  are  being  run 
over  the  whole  length  of  the  line  on  which  they  are 
operated.”  The  question  is  whether  the  road  from 
Quebec  to  Montreal  is  a  line.  It  was  once  an  inde¬ 
pendent  line.  It  is  a  line  called  the  North  Shore 
Road. 


Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  No. 
Mr.  CHARLTON.  Yes. 


Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  It  is  part  of  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  presume  there  is  no  Sun¬ 
day  train  running  from  Quebec  to  Montreal,  but 
what  connects  with  the  train  on  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  Sometimes. 


Mr.  CHARLTON.  However,  I  hold  that  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Bill  the  old  North  Shore 
road  would  be  deemed  a  line,  because  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway,  although  it  may  absorb  a  great 
number  of  lines,  yet  the  old  Ontario  and  Quebec 
would  be  a  line,  and  the  road  from  Toronto  to 
Owen  Sound  would  be  a  line,  and  the  road  from 
Toronto  to  Windsor  would  be  a  line.  All  those 
are  separate  lines  of  railway  absorded  by  a  big 
corporation,  and  under  a  fair  interpretation  of  this 
Mr.  Bowell. 


section,  the  train  from  Quebec  to  Montreal  would 
be  a  train  running  over  the  entire  line,  and  would 
come  within  the  exceptions  of  this  Bill.  With  re¬ 
gard  to  the  request  made  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Bellechase  (Mr.  Amyot)  that  this  section  drafted 
by  the  Minister  of  Justice  should  be  laid  over  for 
further  consideration  ;  of  course  that  means  it 
shall  not  be  considered  this  session. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  No. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Yes,  it  means  that.  We  have 
had  this  Bill  before  the  House  for  two  sessions,  and 
we  have  had  that  section  3  before  the  House  for 
two  sessions,  and  any  person  who  is  acquainted 
with  section  3  can  at  a  glance  comprehend  the 
changes  made  by  the  Minister  of  J ustice  in  the  re¬ 
draft.  This  can  be  taken  into  consideration  by  the 
committee,  and  this  section  with  the  sub-section 
can  be  considered  and  fairly  understood  by  any  man 
of  average  comprehension,  and  I  believe  the  hon. 
member  for  Bellechasse  (Mr.  Amyot)  is  a  man  of 
that  kind. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  My  hon.  friend  himself  evi¬ 
dently  does  not  understand  the  section  thoroughly. 
The  train  between  Quebec  and  Montreal  is  essen¬ 
tially  a  local  train. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  At  St.  Martin’s  Junction  the  line 
from  Ottawa  to  Montreal  and  the  line  from  Quebec 
to  Montreal  join.  From  St.  Martin’s  Junction 
to  Montreal  it  will  be  two  railways,  and  if  this 
section  passes  it  will  be  pretty  well  mixed  up  there. 
It  will  require  a  special  provision  to  say  that  the 
line  from  Montreal  to  Quebec  including  both  points, 
will  not  fall  under  the  operation  of  the  law.  If 
this  law  is  only  intended  to  be  interpreted  by  the 
judges,  and  to  cause  many  lawsuits,  then  the  law¬ 
yers  might  take  another  view'  of  it.  In  that  event 
our  fees  as  lawyers  wfill  pay  us  very  well,  but  if  as 
legislators  we  want  to  pass  practical  laws  here,  there 
is  no  use  in  adopting  the  clause  as  it  now'  stands. 

Mr.  LANGE  LIER.  The  Bill  should  not  apply 
to  the  Province  of  Quebec  at  all.  We  knowr  how  to 
observe  the  Sunday  there. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  If  my  hon.  friend  w'ill  move  that 
I  will  second  it. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  My  hon.  friend  from  North 
Norfolk  (Mr.  Charlton),  in  his  reply  to  the  horn 
member  for  Bellechasse  (Mr.  Amyot),  furnished  a 
very  strong  argument  in  support  of  the  contention 
of  the  hon.  member  for  Bellechasse,  because  when 
the  hon.  member  for  North  Norfolk  was  asked  to 
explain  the  section,  he  explained  it  so  that  he' 
himself  raises  a  doubt  as  to  its  meaning.  If  the- 
hon.  gentleman  means  by  his  Bill  that  each  road 
which  has  a  different  name,  although  operated  by 
the  same  company,  shall  be  able  to  run  Sunday 
trains,  then  it  makes  the  Bill  very  different  from 
w'hat  he  evidently  intended.  I  know  that  in 
Ontario,  and  I  believe  in  Quebec  also,  all  these 
different  railways  are  operated  by  two  large 
corporations,  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  and  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway,  and  the  hon.  gentleman 
himself  shows  that  he  does  not  understand  the 
meaning  of  the  amendment  when  he  says  that 
Sunday  trains  could  be  run  over  different  portions, 
of  these  lines.  If  the  hon.  gentleman’s  explanation 
of  the  section  is  the  true  interpretation,  it  makes 
the  Bill  very  different,  indeed  ;  because  then,  I 
know,  in  Ontario  many  trains  could  be  run  on 
Sunday  which  are  not  run  now,  as  they  could  be  run 
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over  each  portion  of  the  road  with  a  different  name, 
although  operated  by  the  one  great  company.  I 
think  so  far  as  that  point  goes  it  is  a  very  grave 
reason  why  this  section  should  stand  over  for  con¬ 
sideration.  If  we  accept  the  admission  of  the  pro¬ 
moter  of  the  Bill  that  he  does  not  contend,  but 
what  the  Local  Legislatures  have  power  to  pass  this 
legislation,  then  in  my  opinion  it  is  not  necessary  to 
consider  the  amendment  at  any  length.  I  under¬ 
stand,  though  I  was  not  here,  that  clause  1  was 
rejected  on  that  principle.  I  understood  that  the 
committee  had  ruled  that  where  the  Provincial 
Legislatures  had  jurisdiction  over  Sabbath  obser¬ 
vance,  it  was  not  advisable  that  this  House  should 
interfere ;  and  I  believe  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
Parliament  was  questioned  by  some  lion,  gentle¬ 
men  whose  opinion  is  entitled  to  great  weight  in 
this  House.  Therefore,  my  criticism  of  this  clause 
w  ill  be  confined  to  that  view  of  the  case.  Even 
though  we  had  concurrent  jurisdiction  w'ith  the 
Local  Legislatures  over  this  subject,  I  maintain 
that  we  should  prefer  to  leave  it  to  be  dealt  with 
by  them.  I  speak  more  especially  for  the  Province 
of  Ontario,  from  which  I  come,  and  with  whose 
laws  and  habits  and  customs  I  am  more  conversant, 
when  I  say  that  the  hon.  gentleman  is  not  in  my 
opinion,  acting  in  consonance  with  the  feelings  of 
the  majority  of  the  people  when  he  wishes  us  to 
adopt  legislation  with  regard  to  Sunday  observance, 
over  which  that  province  has  jurisdiction.  I  am 
not  going  to  say  that  the  Local  Legislature  has 
passed  clauses  precisely  similar  to  this  ;  but  the 
hon.  gentleman  will  find  in  the  Sunday  Observance 
Act,  which  is  a  very  full  and  very  efficient  Act, 
clauses  with  regard  to  Sunday  excursions  by  rail 
and  by  steamboat.  Then,  let  me  call  the  attention 
of  the  committee  to  the  danger,  in  connection  with 
this  class  of  legislation  in  which  concurrent  juris¬ 
diction  is  claimed,  of  a  conflict  with  the  provinces, 
in  case  we  should  legislate  in  one  way  and  they  in 
another  ;  and  the  hon.  gentleman  proposes  to  make 
the  penalty  greater  than  it  is  made  by  the  province. 
However  strong  the  hon.  gentleman’s  zeal  in  this 
matter  is,  and  I  do  not  question  it,  we  as  legisla¬ 
tors  should  not  be  led  away  from  a  proper  discharge 
of  our  duties  under  the  constitution,  especially  in 
regard  to  penal  legislation  which  is  likely  to  pro- 
\  oke  a  conflict  of  this  sort.  In  the  Province  of 
Ontario  I  have  heard  no  expression  of  public  opin¬ 
ion  against  the  managers  of  the  railways  there  or 
any  widespread  desire,  since  the  provincial  laws 
have  been  passed,  for  such  stringent  legislation  as 
is  proposed  here.  If  the  laws  which  we  have  in  the 
Pio\  ince  of  Ontario  are  enforced,  there  are  ample 
pto\  isions  in  them  to  meet  the  cases  mentioned 
by  the  hon.  gentleman  in  charge  of  this 
Bill.  If  not,  those  provisions  should  be  made 
more  strict,  and  I  believe  that  if  amendments 
are  necessary  to  a  better  observance  of  the  Lord’s 
Day,  both  sides  of  that  House  would  be  willing — 
and  I  am  glad  that  in  this  matter  we  have  no  poli¬ 
tics  in  Ontario — to  adopt  them.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  v  ho  has  charge  of  this  Bill  has  a  brother  in 
that  legislature,  a  gentleman  who  feels  as  strongly 
on  the  subject  of  Sabbath  observance  as  the  hon. 
gentleman  himself,  and  who  I  am  sure  could  gain 
the  ear  of  the  Government,  and  the  Opposition  as 
well,  in  support  of  any  amending  legislation  that 
would  be  necessary  to  secure  the  better  observance 
of  the  Sabbath  day.  1  his  being  so,  I  would  urge 
the  hon.  gentleman  not  to  press  his  Bill  any  further. 


He  felt  rather  sore  that  it  had  not  a  chance  to  be 
considered  in  committee  on  a  previous  occasion  ; 
but  I  think  that  the  committee  has  already,  in 
clause  1,  affirmed  the  principle  that  whatever 
comes  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Local  Legisla¬ 
tures,  this  committee  desires  should  be  left  to  them. 
I  can  only  say,  as  I  said  before,  that  while  I  feel 
strongly  in  favour  of  proper  laws  for  the  observance 
of  the  Sabbath  day,  I  feel  equally  strongly  that 
should  be  left  to  the  different  provinces,  and  that  this 
Parliament  should  not  arrogate  to  itself  a  jurisdic¬ 
tion  that  does  not  properly  belong  to  it.  What  my 
own  province  may  desire  I  think  the  majority  in 
that  province  should  decide,  and  I  am  equally 
strong  in  saying  that  the  neighbouring  provinces, 
whether  on  the  Pacific  coast  or  on  the  Atlantic,  or 
wherever  they  may  be,  should  have  the  privilege  of 
legislating  on  this  question  according  to  the  ideas 
of  their  own  people.  I  do  think  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  would  serve  the  object  of  a  proper  ob¬ 
servance  of  the  Sabbath  day  fully  as  well  if  not 
better  by  leaving  the  subject  to  be  dealt  with  by 
the  Local  Legislatures,  instead  of  pressing  it  at  this 
time  and  in  this  way,  and  accepting  amendments 
of  one  sort  and  another  which  we  have  not  time  or 
opportunity  to  study.  But  my  principal  conten¬ 
tions  are  two — first,  that  the  committee  have  con¬ 
ceded  that  the  jurisdiction  is  with  the  provinces, 
and  that  we  should  leave  it  with  them,  and 
secondly,  that  though  we  have  jurisdiction  to  pass 
concurrent  legislation,  it  would  be  highly  undesir¬ 
able  for  us  to  pass  it,  because  it  would  lead  to  a 
conflict  between  the  provinces  and  the  Dominion  ; 
and  ajso,  with  regard  to  furthering  the  observance 
of  the  Lord’s  Day,  in  my  view  the  passage  of  the 
Bill  would  be  a  retrograde  step  instead  of  a  step 
forward. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  I  insist  on  my  objection,  and  it 
is  a  serious  one.  In  the  work  by  Bourinot,  page 
615,  it  is  said  : 

“  When  a  man  intends  to  move  an  important  amend¬ 
ment  in  Committee  of  the  Whole  to  a  Bill,  he  is  not  re¬ 
quired,  according  to  Canadian  practice,  to  give  notice  of 
such  amendment,  but  latterly  it  has  been  found  expedient 
in  many  cases  to  give  notice,  and  this  practice,  obviously 
so  convenient  and  useful,  is  gaining  ground  every  session.” 

Now,  we  are  asked  to  pass  a  general  act  disturbing 
an  existing  state  of  things  which  is  satisfactory  to 
-he  public.  I  have  tried  to  read  the  amendment, 
)ut  have  not  had  sufficient  time  to  do  so  ;  for  as 
soon  as  it  comes  to  me,  two  or  three  pages  come  to 
;ake  it  elsewhere.  Surely  the  hon.  member  will 
not  be  so  cruel  to  his  colleagues  as  to  ask  them  to 
vote  upon  an  amendment  to  such  an  important  law 
without  being  able  even  to  read  it.  Under  these 
circumstances,  I  do  not  think  we  should  break  in 
upon  a  practice  which  is  gaining  ground  every  ses¬ 
sion  ;  and  the  committee  should  not  proceed  now,  but 
theamendment  should  be  printed  for  fur  tlier  consider¬ 
ation.  Thehon.  mover  of  the  Bill  says  that  will  put  it 
over  till  next  year.  Then,  he  is  better  informed  of 
the  intention  of  the  Government  than  I  am.  Sup¬ 
pose  it  should  be  delayed,  it  is  better  that  it  should 
be  delayed  for  one  year  than  that  this  House  should 
pass  a  bad  law  this  year.  We  should  pass  good 
law's,  and  wre  must  not  be  made  responsible  for 
law's  which  wre  are  compelled  to  pass  without  being 
able  to  read  them.  If  it  was  a  Bill  of  less  import¬ 
ance,  dealing  with  small  matters  in  which  we  could 
trust  two  or  three  of  our  colleagues,  it  would  be  all 
right ;  but  in  this  matter  every  one  is  interested, 
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and  we  see  by  the  two  answers  given  by  the  mover 
that  he  himself  doubts  whether  the  Bill  will  apply 
to  the  railway  I  have  mentioned.  I  ask,  therefore, 
that  we  do  not  proceed  any  further  with  this  sec¬ 
tion  as  amended,  but  that  it  be  ordered  to  be 
printed. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  There  was  one  reason  given  by 
the  hon.  member  for  Norfolk  (Mr.  Charlton)  why 
this  Bill  should  pass,  which  does  not  strike  my 
mind  as  being  at  all  a  strong  one.  Being  only  a  lay¬ 
man,  I  may  not  have  the  correct  idea  of  it  that  some 
lawyers  in  the  House  have,  but  if  I  understood 
the  hon.  gentleman  aright  he  said  that  because 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  is  a  Government  railway, 
we  could  pass  a  law  here  to  control  the  actions  of 
men  who  are  operating  that  railway,  and  that 
because  other  railways  pass  from  one  province  to 
another  or  from  this  country  to  another,  legislation 
with  regard  to  them  in  this  matter  should  be 
passed  here.  I  do  not  take  that  view  of  the  case  at 
all.  If  I  understand  the  question  correctly,  it  is  a 
question  of  police  regulation  in  the  various  local¬ 
ities,  as  regards  the  observance  of  the  Sabbath, 
and  not  a  question  with  which  we  have  to  do. 
The  Revised  Statutes  of  Ontario  are  proof  that  that 
province,  at  any  rate,  believes  it  has  the  right  to 
make  laws  in  this  matter.  One  clause  of  the 
statute  regulating  Sunday  observance  prohibits 
selling  on  the  Sunday  or  the  doing  of  any  ordinary 
work  or  the  holding  of  a  political  meeting,  or  games 
and  amusements,  hunting  and  shooting,  fishing 
and  bathing,  and  Sunday  excursions  both  on 
railways  and  steamboats,  and  then  it  gives  the 
penalties  and  procedure.  This  statute,  therefore, 
covers  all  the  cases  provided  for  in  this  Bill,  and 
is  the  ordinary  police  regulation  in  the  province. 
The  hon.  member  for  North  Norfolk  (Mr.  Charl¬ 
ton)  admitted  that  the  provinces  had  the 
right  to  pass  these  police  regulations,  but  he  gave 
as  a  reason  Avhy  we  should  pass  additional  ones, 
that  this  Bill  would  apply  to  Government 
railways,  assuming,  therefore,  I  presume,  that 
the  police  regulations  published  by  Provincial 
Governments  would  not  apply  to  the  actions 
of  men  running  Government  railways.  I  hold 
the  view  that  they  would  apply  to  men’s  con¬ 
duct  who  work  on  any  railway  in  the  pro¬ 
vince,  whether  a  Government  railway,  or  a  provin¬ 
cial  railway,  or  any  railway  coming  from  an 
outside  province  or  country.  The  police  regula¬ 
tions  which  control  the  actions  of  people  in  a 
province  would  have  effect  just  the  same  on  a 
Government  railway  or  a  railway  from  a  foreign 
country  as  on  a  railway  wholly  in  the  province. 
There  w'ere  reasons  advanced  the  other  evening 
which  I  thought  were  neither  valid  nor  strong  why 
we  should  pass  this  law.  When  the  provincial  law 
was  cited  as  providing  a  penalty  for  the  violation 
of  the  Sabbath,  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Norfolk  (Mr.  Charlton)  said  the  non-observance  of 
this  law  was  winked  at,  and  it  was  not  enforced, 
and  he  gave  that  as  a  reason  why  we  should  pass  a 
law  here.  If  we  did,  who  would  enforce  it  ?  It 
would  be  the  provincial  authorities,  as  we  would 
not  constitute  anybody  with  power  to  enforce  it 
outside  of  those  who  have  the  enforcing  of 
provincial  law.  It  would  be  in  the  hands  of  the 
same  men,  and  if  they  winked  at  the  violation 
of  the  provincial  law  certainly  they  would  connive 
equally  at  the  non-observance  of  this  law  But 
Mr.  Amyot 


there  are  other  provinces  outside  of  Ontario,  the  hon. 
gentleman  says.  No  doubt  ;  but  if  one  province  has 
a  right  to  legislate  in  this  matter,  by  the  same 
parity  of  reasoning  the  other  provinces  have  equal¬ 
ly  the  right.  The  Province  of  Quebec  must  have 
the  same  right  to  pass  regulations  regarding  the 
conduct  of  men  on  the  Lord’s  day,  and  so  has 
every  other  province.  I  agree  with  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Bellechasse  (Mr.  Amyot)  that  this  is  too 
important  a  clause  to  pass  immediately  after  hear¬ 
ing  it  read.  I  must  say  I  have  not  seen  the  clause 
at  all  except  in  the  hands  of  other  members.  It  is 
a  rule  which  has  generally  obtained  in  this  House 
that  when  important  amendments  are  to  be  made 
to  a  Bill  in  the  committee  of  the  whole  House, 
notice  is  given  or  the  proposed  amendments  are 
printed  so  that  every  member  may  have  full  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  consider  them.  This  amendment  is  not 
printed  and  is  not  in  the  hands  of  members  gener 
ally,  and  therefore  cannot  receive  the  consideration 
its  importance  demands.  I  agree  with  the  hon. 
member  for  Bellechasse  (Mr.  Amyot)  that  this 
clause  ought  to  be  printed  so  that  we  may  be  able 
to  consider  it  before  being  asked  to  pass  it. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  see  that  among  the  exceptions 
made  by  the  Bill  are  included  passenger  trains 
which  are  being  run  over  the  whole  length  of  a 
line,  and  the  hon.  gentleman  explained  how  this 
would  apply  to  the  Sunday  trains  between  Mont¬ 
real  and  Quebec.  He  has  said  that  if  it  was  a 
whole  line,  a  distinct  line,  this  exception  would  not 
apply.  I  am  not  very  strong  in  casxustry,  and  I 
would  like  to  know  where  would  be  the  sin,  be¬ 
cause,  of  course,  the  object  the  hon.  gentleman 
has  in  view  is  to  prevent  the  community  at  large 
from  sinning  against  the  sanctity  of  the  Sabbath. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Not  at  all.  It  is  to  secure 
to  the  railway  hands  the  right  to  enjoy  the  Sab¬ 
bath. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  is  to  secure  them  a  holiday, 
then.  Why  should  he  not  have  a  holiday  during 
the  week  as  well  as  on  Sunday  ? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  He  may  have  religious  con¬ 
victions. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  And  besides,  all  the  hands 
might  go  to  morning  service  and  run  their  trains 
in  the  evening  without  exposing  themselves  to  any 
great  infraction  of  the  moral  law\  I  want  to 
ascertain  on  what  principle  of  morality  is  this  Bill 
to  be  enacted,  and  how  the  hon.  gentleman  is  going 
to  invoke  morality  and  religion  in  order  to  break 
up  the  existing  state  of  things  and  prevent  a  num¬ 
ber  of  very  honest  and  religious  people  who  live  out 
of  town  from  going  out  on  the  Saturday  afternoon 
and  coming  back  with  the  Sunday  train,  and  thus 
be  enabled  to  resume  their  work  early  Monday 
morning.  I  would  like  to  know  on  what  principle 
these  people  who  travel  during  the  summer,  by  the 
thousands,  on  that  line  should  be  deprived  of  the 
means  of  going  to  visit  their  families  on  the  Sun¬ 
day  and  perform  their  religious  duties  with  their 
families.  I  think  this  legislation  is  going  rather 
far  in  attempting  to  make  people  pious  or  religious. 
If  the  hon.  gentleman  were  to  co  nvince  me  that  it 
is  a  sin  to  do  one  of  these  things,  he  ought  to  pre¬ 
vent  every  one  of  them,  but,  with  his  admission 
that  it  is  not  a  sin,  I  think  the  whole  House,  if  they 
go  by  his  theology,  will  throw  out  the  Bill  without 
much  regret,  because  it  would  be  only  from  a 
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conscientious  point  of  view  that  we  could  defend 
this  Bill.  I  will  give  the  hon.  member  for  Belle¬ 
chasse  (Mr.  Amyot)  a  sure  remedy  for  the  whole 
Bill.  Section  9  reads  : 

“  This  Act  shall  not  extend  to  the  people  called  Indians 
when  it  conflicts  with  their  tribal  customs  or  rights.” 

We  might  cure  the  whole  thing  by  providing  that 
the  Bill  shall  not  apply  to  people  who  call  them¬ 
selves  Canucks  or  Indians. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  There  is  another  thing  which 
will  make  the  Bill  difficult  to  operate.  It  provides 
that  it  shall  not  apply  to  railways  which  run  in 
the  United  States  and  their  connections.  It  is  a 
well  known  fact  that  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway 
and  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  run  in  the  States, 
so  that,  if  we  understand  the  clause  properly,  those 
railways  are  exempted  from  the  operation  of  the 
law.  If  even  the  trains  which  connect  with  railways 
running  in  the  States  are  exempted,  surely  those 
railways  which  run  in  the  States  will  be  exempted. 
What  trains  will  remain  for  the  hon.  gentleman  ? 
Some  local  trains  not  even  running  from  one  pro¬ 
vince  to  another.  Surely  his  care  will  not  extend  to 
these.  Each  province  is  able  to  manage  that  itself. 
There  will  remain  about  ten  or  twelve  small  railways 
extending  from  one  county  to  the  other,  and  I  do 
not  see  the  use  of  the  Bill  in  regard  to  them.  I  will 
not  accept  the  suggestion  of  the  hon.  the  Minister 
of  Public  Works,  but  I  will  move  in  amendment 
to  add  that  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  trains 
running  in  the  Province  of  Quebec. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  I  think  the  hon.  gentleman 
should  now  alter  the  preamble  of  the  Bill.  When 
an  hon.  gentleman  in  charge  of  a  Bill  changes  the 
effect  of  it  by  such  a  statement  as  we  have  had,  we 
ought  to  know  what  we  are  legislating  about. 
M  hen  some  time  ago  I  moved  that  you  should 
leave  the  Chair,  the  hon.  gentleman  took  me 
severely  to  task  for  blocking  legislation  in  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  observance  of  the  Lord’s  Day,  and  he 
threatened  the  House  as  to  what  would  be  done  by 
the  people  who  were  behind  him  on  this  subject  of 
the  observance  of  the  Sabbath.  Yet  now  he  coolly 
tells  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  that  this  clause 
3  was  not  intended  to  promote  the  better  obser¬ 
vance  of  the  Sabbath,  but  to  protect  the  civil 
rights  of  railway  employes  and  give  them  a  holiday 
on  Sundays.  In  that  case  I  would  suggest  that 
the  title  should  be  changed  to  “A  Bill  for  the 
better  protection  of  the  civil  rights  of  railway  em¬ 
ployes  and  to  give  them  a  holiday  on  Sundays.” 

Mi**  AMYOT.  Have  any  of  these  employes  been 
petitioning  Parliament  to  protect  them  ? 

_  Mr.  TISDALE.  This  is  a  very  pertinent  ques¬ 
tion.  If  this  clause  is  intended  for  the  purpose 
the  hon.  gentleman  states,  he  should  put  it  in  a 
proper  Bill.  It  is  not  a  proper  clause  to  have  in  a 
Bill  to  secure  the  better  observance  of  the  Lord’s 
Day.  \\  e  might  legislate  on  different  principles 
in  that  case.  If  the  hon.  member  for  Bellechasse 
(Mr.  Amyot)  will  permit  me,  I  will  move  in  amend¬ 
ment  to  his  amendment  that  this- clause  of  the  Bill 
stand.  I  have  listened  to  the  hon.  gentlemen  who 
have  discussed  it,  but  I  have  not  been  able  to  see 
that  an  amendment  of  the  length  and  character  of 
that  proposed,  and  explained  in  the  different  ways 
in  which  it  has  been  attempted  to  be  explained  by 
the  promoter  of  the  Bill  is  one  we  should  be  asked 
to  pass  upon  without  having  an  opportunity  to  con¬ 
sider  it.  In  all  sincerity,  I  could  not  formany  idea 


of  what  the  clause  means,  as  to  what  class  of  rail¬ 
ways,  what  companies  or  what  portions  of  railways 
the  clause  applies  to,  and  I  do  not  think  it  would 
be  unreasonable  for  the  hon.  gentleman  to  allow 
this  clause  to  stand,  and  we  can  go  on  and  discuss 
the  other  clauses.  The  hon.  gentleman  may  say 
that  it  will  endanger  his  Bill.  I  do  not  know  that 
it  will,  as  no  doubt  he  will  have  another  opportunity, 
but  in  any  case  this  has  been  a  long  time  before 
Parliament  and  several  times  it  was  called  and 
allowed  to  stand  either  at  the  request  of  the 
hon.  gentleman  or  in  consequence  of  his  absence. 
I  do  not  wish  to  prevent  the  further  discussion  of 
the  rest  of  the  Bill,  I  think  for  the  present  it  is 
quite  reasonable  to  ask  him  to  allow  it  to  stand,  in 
view  of  his  having  accepted  that  most  important 
amendment  which  renders  it  impossible  forany  hon. 
gentleman  to  considerit  with  sufficient  care  to-night. 
He  could  have  cured  that,  if  he  had  seen  fit,  by 
giving  us  a  notice  ;  it  was  not  our  fault  that  he  did 
not  give  us  time.  Therefore  it  comes  with  bad 
grace  for  him  to  say  that  we  are  forcing  back  his 
Bill.  If  he  was  going  to  accept  such  an  important 
amendment  as  this,  why  did  he  not  give  us  notice 
and  let  us  have  a  chance  to  read  it  ?  I  do  not  wish 
to  impede  the  Bill  any  more  than  is  reasonable,  but 
I  do  think  that  we  should  have  an  opportunity  to 
study  the  substituted  clause  that  is  in  your  hands. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  The  hon.  gentleman 
cannot  move  that  clause  3  shall  stand,  because  it  is 
virtually  disposed  of  by  the  new  clause  moved  by 
the  promoter  of  the  Bill,  and  we  are  now  on  the 
new  third  clause. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  I  move  that  the  clause  and  the 
amendment  stand. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  It  cannot  be  done. 
The  only  thing  that  the  hon.  gentleman  can  do  is 
to  move  that  I  leave  the  Chair  and  report  progress, 
and  ask  leave  to  sit  again.  Clause  3  in  the  Bill  is 
struck  out,  raid  we  are  now  on  the  new  clause  3 
moved  by  the  promoter  of  the  Bill.  The  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Bellechasse  (Mr.  Amyot)  has  moved  an 
amendment  to  the  new  clause  3,  and  we  are  now  on 
that  amendment. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  The  great  care  and  anxiety 
of  the  member  for  South  Norfolk  that  provincial 
jurisdiction  shall  not  be  infringed  by  this  House,  is 
very  gratifying  to  me,  I  must  confess,  in  view  of 
some  things  that  have  happened  in  the  past ;  but  I 
have  no  hesitation  in  assuring  the  hon.  gentleman 
that  the  authority  of  this  House  is  not  to  be  trans¬ 
gressed  by  the  provisions  of  this  Bill.  In  propos¬ 
ing  to  deal  with  the  railway  question,  we  have  the 
authority  of  the  Minister  of  Justice  in  saying  that 
this  power  pertains  to  the  Dominion.  When  this 
Bill  was  reported  with  the  clauses — the  one  relat¬ 
ing  to  Sunday  newspapers,  the  one  relating  to 
traffic  on  canals,  the  one  relating  to  traffic  on  rail¬ 
ways,  and  the  fourth  relating  to  excursions — every 
constitutional  authority  in  this  House  pronounced 
the  opinion  that  the  Bill  came  exclusively  within 
the  domain  of  our  jurisdiction,  with  the  exception 
of  the  first  clause  with  regard  to  Sunday  news¬ 
papers.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  will  take  the  British 
North  America  Act  in  his  hands  and  read*the  powers 
defined  there  as  pertaining  to  the  Dominion  on  the 
one  hand,  and  pertaining  to  the  provinces  on  the 
other  hand,  he  will  find  that  the  second  sub-section 
of  section  91  which  defines  the  powers  pertaining 
to  the  Dominion,  says  that  the  Dominion  shall  ex- 
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ercise  power  to  regulate  trade  and  commerce  ;  trade 
and  commerce  is  a  subject  exclusively  in  the  hands 
of  this  Dominion  Parliament.  Now,  is  not  railway 
traffic  something  pertaining  to  trade  and  commerce 
and  is  it  not  possible  that  the  Provincial  Legisla- 
latures  may,  in  their  attempts  to  regulate  railway 
traffic,  infringe  upon  the  prerogatives  of  this  Dom¬ 
inion  Parliament  ?  But  whether  they  do  or  not, 
there  can  be  no  question  that  the  power  is  vested 
in  this  House  to  deal  with  every  question  pertain¬ 
ing  to  trade  and  commerce  as  regards  railway  traf¬ 
fic  or  traffic  of  any  other  kind  by  railway  or  by 
water.  That  power  is  exclusively  in  our  handsj 
and  all  the  points  raised  by  the  lion,  member  for 
South  Norfolk  in  regard  to  this  question  are  merely 
attempts  to  throw  dust  in  the  eyes  of  those  who 
wish  to  have  some  clear  view  as  to  what  powers  be¬ 
long  to  us  in  regard  to  the  matter. 

The  lion,  gentleman  says  that  if  I  had  wished  to 
place  the  House  in  possession  of  the  information  con¬ 
tained  in  this  amendment  I  ought  to  have  given 
notice  of  it  some  days  ago.  Sir,  I  presume  the  lion, 
gentleman  is  not  unaware  that  when  this  Bill  was 
under  discussion  eight  days  ago,  the  Minister  of  Jus¬ 
tice  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  railway  clause 
required  reconstruction,  and  gave  a  tacit  promise 
that  he  would  attend  to  that  matter.  The  amend¬ 
ment  in  your  hands  is  the  reconstruction  of  that  sec¬ 
tion  made  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  and  placed  in 
my  hands  to-day,  and  whoever  is  conversant  with 
this  section  3  of  the  Bill,  is  quite  capable  of  com¬ 
prehending  almost  at  a  glance  the  provisions  of 
that  amendment  which  is  in  your  hands.  It  varies 
slightly,  it  varies  essentially  in  some  respects,  but 
the  provisions  of  the  amendment  to  section  3  are 
easily  understood.  It  goes  on  to  define  that  the 
moving  of  cars  upon  railways  on  the  Lord’s  Day 
shall  be  prohibited  in  this  Dominion  except  under 
certain  circumstances,  and  I  will  point  out  what 
those  circumstances  are.  I  will  ask  the  lion,  mem¬ 
ber  for  South  Norfolk  (Mr.  Tisdale)  and  the  lion, 
member  for  Bellechasse  (Mr.  Amyot)  to  listen  to 
these  exceptions,  and  then  tell  me  whether  there  is 
anything  in  this  matter  that  their  minds  are  inca¬ 
pable  of  grasping  or  comprehending.  Section  3  of 
the  Bill  has  been  before  them  for  weeks,  and  if  they 
have  given  any  attention  to  the  subject,  they  know 
what  its  provisions  are.  Now,  the  enacting  clause 
is  as  follows  : — 

“  Any  railway  superintendent,  manager,  officer,  or  per¬ 
son  by  whose  authority  or  order  any  railway  car  shall  be, 
on  the  Lord’s  Day,  loaded,  or  moved,  or  dispatched  from 
any  station,  or  permitted  to  continue  a  journey,  shall  be 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanour.” 

That  is  the  enactment,  and  there  are  certain  ex¬ 
ceptions  to  the  provisions  of  that  enactment.  Let 
us  see  what  they  are,  and  I  will  ask  my  hon.  friends 
from  Bellechasse  and  South  Norfolk  to  endeavour 
to  comprehend  what  these  exceptions  are.  The 
first  exeption  is  in  the  case  of  any  trains  which  are 
operated  for  the  purpose  of  connecting  with  railway 
trains  running  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  AMI  OT.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  a  question.  The  Canadian  Pacific  Railway 
is  running  from  Montreal  to  New  York,  and  also 
from  Montreal  to  Boston — is  running  in  the  United 
States.  Is  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  included 
in  those  trains  running  in  the  United  States  ? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  When  this  Bill  was  under 
consideration  in  the  committee,  day  after  day,  all 
Mr.  Charlton. 


these  difficulties  were  met  and  considered  by  that 
committee. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  What  committee  ? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  The  special  committee  that 
reported  this  Bill  last  session. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  Let  us  speak  of  this  session.  I 
want  a  straight  answer  to  my  question,  I  want 
“yes  ”  or  “no”. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  am  going  to  give  the  hon- 
gentleman  a  straight  answer.  When  it  was  found, 
on  examining  this  question,  that  much  of  the  rail¬ 
way  business  of  some  roads  in  this  Dominion 
hinged  upon  their  connections  in  the  United  States, 
when  it  was  found  that  their  business  was  so  in¬ 
separably  connected  with  railway  business  in  the 
United  States  that  the  two  could  not  be  separated, 
when  it  was  found  that  the  operations  of  our  rail¬ 
way  system  and  their  connections  with  the  United 
States,  required  certain  things  to  be  done,  the 
committee  found  it  was  necessary  to  allow  the 
trunk  lines  in  Canada,  connecting  in  the  east  and 
the  west  with  American  through  trains,  to  run 
their  trains,  and  portions  of  their  trains,  as 
through  connections,  rather  than  sacrifice  their  in¬ 
terests  ;  it  was  found  necessary  to  grant  to  the 
railways  of  Canada  the  privilege  of  running  through 
passenger  trains  in  connection  with  their  American 
connections,  and  of  running  through  freight  trains  in 
connection  with  their  American  connections,  because 
if  that  was  not  allow  ed,  they  would  be  placed  at  a  dis¬ 
advantage  in  their  competition  with  American  lines. 
This  was  granted,  not  because  it  was  necessary  to 
the  securing  of  the  Sabbath  observance,  but  because 
it  was  a  work  of  necessity  to  save  the  railways 
from  ruin.  Many  of  the  railways  of  Canada  run 
in  competition  with  the  American  lines.  If  you  do 
not  grant  this  permission,  you  give  the  New  York 
Central,  the  Lake  Shore,  the  Pennsylvania,  the 
Baltimore  and  Ohio  and  all  American  lines  running 
from  the  seaboard  to  the  west  advantages  over  the 
trunk  lines  in  Canada  in  competing  for  passengers 
and  freight.  It  is  necessary  to  recognize  that  fact, 
and  it  is  recognized  in  this  provision  which  permits 
trains  to  run  which  make  connection  with  railways 
of  the  United  States.  Does  the  hon.  member  for 
Bellechasse  understand  that  ? 

Mr.  AMYOT.  It  is  no  answer  to  my  question. 
The  hon.  gentleman  will  have  to  give  me  an  answer. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  The  answer  is  given.  If  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  has  a  connection  in  the 
United  States,  if  it  runs  from  Windsor  to  Chicago, 
or  from  Montreal  to  Boston,  or  if  it  has  a  connec¬ 
tion  from  Sault  Ste.  Marie  to  Minneapolis,  in  each 
of  those  cases  it  has  a  connection  with  the  Ameri¬ 
can  system.  There  is  no  difference  between  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  as  a  Canadian  line  con¬ 
necting  with  an  American  road,  or  an  American 
branch  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  connecting 
with  an  American  line — these  both  stand  on  the 
same  footing.  Freight  carried  by  trains  thus  con¬ 
necting  with  the  American  system  of  road  will  be 
permitted  to  be  carried,  it  does  not  matter  what 
the  road  may  be.  That  matter  is  perfectly  plain. 
Sub-section  b  enables  passenger  trains  to  run  over 
the  whole  length  of  any  line  on  which  they  are  being 
operated,  passenger  express  trains.  The  M  mister  of 
Public  Works  was  unable  to  see  how  this  provision 
would  operate  in  regard  to  a  certain  trains  between 
Quebec  and  Montreal.  Is  that  a  line  on  which  the 
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train  in  question  is  operated  as  a  through  train  be¬ 
tween  two  points?  If  so,  the  train  will  have  a 
right  to  pass.  But  this  provision  does  not  give 
the  right  to  make  up  local  trains,  between  Quebec 
and  Montreal,  at  any  point,  but  the  train  can  be 
run  over  the  entire  line  on  which  it  is  being  oper¬ 
ated,  it  does  not  matter  whether  it  is  over  the  en¬ 
tire  Canadian  Pacific  system  or  not. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  What  does  the  lion,  gentleman 
call  a  through  train  ?  Am  I  to  understand  that 
when  a  train  passes  Three  Rivers,  the  first  impor¬ 
tant  place  between  Quebec  and  Montreal,  it  becomes 
a  through  train? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  If  there  is  a  line  extending 
from  Montreal  and  Quebec,  a  passenger  train  run  on 
that  line  and  operated  between  those  two  cities 
comes  within  the  provisions  of  this  Bill. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  That  line  is  only  part  of  the  Can¬ 
adian  Pacific  Railway  system. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  The  provision  does  not  con¬ 
template  that  a  train  must  start  from  Quebec  and 
go  to  Vancouver.  Sub-section  c  provides  with 
respect  to  live  stock,  that  unless  it  is  carried  in 
quantities  of  more  than  one  car  load,  the  train  can¬ 
not  be  started.  Sub-sectiou  cl  provides  with  re¬ 
spect  to  trains  operated  on  the  Lord’s  Day  solely  for 
the  purpose  of  enabling  the  persons  transported 
thereby  to  carry  on  some  work  of  necessity  or  mercy, 
which  may  be  lawfully  carrie'd  on  upon  the  Lord’s 
Day.  Sub- section  e  provides  an  exception  with 
respect  to  trains  connecting  with  steamships  bound 
for  foreign  ports.  These  are  the  exceptions  to  the 
provisions  of  this  Bill.  With  these  exceptions, 
Sunday  railway  traffic  is  not  permitted  for  reasons 
of  public  necessity,  not  because  it  is  right  to  do  the 
work  under  these  exceptions,  but  from  public  neces¬ 
sity  and  on  public  grounds  and  in  the  public  inter¬ 
ests  these  exceptions  are  grante^l.  It  was  found  in 
the  committee,  that  it  was  necessary  to  make  these 
exceptions,  that  they  were  practically  works  of 
necessity,  and  in  order  to  save  our  Canadian  roads 
from  being  ruined  in  competition  with  the  Amer¬ 
ican  lines  and  for  other  reasons  these  exceptions  to 
the  enacting  clauses  are  made.  The  Minister  of 
Public  Works  scarcely  did  me  justice  when  he 
asserted  that  I  did  not  take  the  ground  that  it  was 
desirable  to  secure  the  sanctity  of  the  Lord’s  Day, 
when  I  stated  that  the  Bill  did  not  contemplate  com¬ 
pelling  people  to  engage  in  religious  worship  or  reli¬ 
gious  observance,  but  that  the  Bill  was  of  the 
character  of  a  measure  to  secure  a  civil  right,  to 
secure  the  right  to  the  railway  employes  to  a  day 
of  rest,  to  a  civil  Sabbath,  to  secure  to  him  the 
right  to  attend  religious  worship  with  his  family, 
and  attend  as  a  Christian  man  Christian  ordinances 
if  he  wished  to  do  so.  The  object  of  the  Bill  is 
to  secure  to  the  toilers  of  this  land  their  Sabbath 
day’s  rest  with  all  its  privileges,  whatever  privileges 
they  may  consider  proper  to  exercise  on  that  day. 
This  is  not  primarily  a  religious  ordinance  or  a  reli¬ 
gious  law,  it  is  primarily  a  civil  law  to  secure  a 
civil  right.  Our  laws  guarantee  the  enjoyment  of 
life  and  liberty,  the  enjoyment  of  the  right  of  con¬ 
science,  the  enjoyment  of  the  right  to  worship 
God  as  a  man  pleases,  and  whether  a  Cath¬ 
olic,  Presbyterian,  Baptist  or  Methodist,  the 
law  protects  him  in  the  exercise  of  his 
religious  as  well  as  his  civil  rights  ;  and  this  Sab¬ 
bath  law  is  one  calculated  to  secure  him  the  free 
exercise  of  civil  rightsas  a  free  citizen  in  the  enjoy¬ 


ment  of  the  Lord’s  Day  as  a  day  of  rest  and  of 
Christian  privileges,  and  for  the  purpose  of  allowing 
a  man  to  attend  church  or  Sabbath  school  with  his 
family,  instead  of  being  dragged  from  home  and 
compelled  to  go  on  a  train  as  fireman,  brakesman  or 
conductor.  That  is  the  object  of  the  Bill,  and 
when  the  insinuation  is  made  that  I  do  not  take 
the  high  position  that  this  is  a  religious  law  to  com¬ 
pel  religious  observances,  but  say  it  is  a  law  to 
give  men  a  civil  and  not  a  religious  benefit,  it  is  not 
a  just  criticism.  It  is  a  law  to  secure  to  the  toiler 
his  civil  rights  to  enjoy  a  religious  day  and  the 
privileges  which  pertain  to  it,  if  he  wishes,  and  not 
compel  him  to  forego,  as  thousands  of  men  are  com¬ 
pelled  to  forego,  at  the  demand  of  capital,  the 
right  to  enjoy  the  Sabbath. 

The  hon.  Minister  said  the  men  might  take 
a  holiday  any  day  in  the  week.  Suppose  that; 
hon.  gentleman  was  a  Christian  man  and  worked 
on  a  railway,  had  a  family  and  desired  to 
enjoy  religious  usages  and  attend  church 
with  his  family  on  the  Sabbath,  and  it  was  said  to 
him  “  it  does  not  make  any  difference  whether  you 
have  a  holiday  on  Sunday,  so  we  will  give  you 
a  holiday  on  Thursday,” — would  that  suit  the 
hon.  gentleman’s  purpose  ?  Would  that  arrange¬ 
ment  give  him  his  rights  as  a  Christian  citizen  ; 
would  it  afford  him  his  Sabbath  day’s  rest  ?  No. 
The  great  majority  of  the  people  of  this  country 
believe  in  the  sanctity  of  the  Sabbath,  in  having 
the  privilege  of  enjoying  the  Sabbath,  and  they 
are  not  willing  to  allow  the  law  to  step  in  and  give 
them  some  other  day  and  compel  them  to  work  on 
the  Lord’s  Day.  It  would  be  a  violation  of  their 
consciences  and  of  their  rights. 

The  hon.  member  for  South  Norfolk  (Mr.  Tisdale) 
took  the  ground  that  the  provinces  of  this  Dominion 
by  their  enactments  can  dispose  of  this  whole  ques¬ 
tion,  that  it  is  not  only  unnecessary  for  the  Dominion 
Parliament  to  interfere  in  this  legislation,  but  it  is 
an  infringement  of  provincial  rights  for  this  Parlia¬ 
ment  to  attempt  to  legislate  in  any  respect  with  re¬ 
gard  to  traffic  on  railways.  I  hold  it  is  necessary  that 
the  Dominion  should  do  this,  that  it  is  necessary 
to  have  some  uniform  rule  and  practice  with  respect 
to  the  regulation  of  the  Sunday  traffic  on  our  rail¬ 
ways.  Our  railways  form  essentially  a  national 
system,  they  are  not  provincial  systems,  but  they 
are  all  connected  with  one  another  and  are  essen¬ 
tially  a  national  system,  and  as  the  constitution  of 
this  country  gives  the  Dominion  Parliament  the 
power  to  regulate  this  traffic,  jt  is  a  power 
which  should  be  exercised.  The  Dominion 
Parliament  is  given  control  over  trade  and  com¬ 
merce,  while  no  doubt  the  Provincial  Legisla¬ 
tures  are  permitted  to  exercise  police  regulations. 
Wherever  it  becomes  necessary  to  regulate  the 
shipping  of  this  country,  or  the  traffic  by  railway 
trains,  the  power  to  enforce  such  regulations  rests 
with  this  Parliament.  The  hon.  member  for  South 
Norfolk  (Mr.  Tisdale)  tells  us  that  we  had  better 
change  the  preamble  of  the  Bill.  I  have  no  object¬ 
ion  to  change  it,  but  what  is  wrong  with  it  ?  The 
preamble  has  the  word  “  religion”  in  it,  and  the 
hon.  gentleman  seems  to  have  a  great  horror  of  that 
word.  Well  it  is  an  innocent  word  here.  The 
preamble  says  “  it  is  desirable  in  the  interest  of 
religion,  morality  and  the  public  welfare  that  better 
provision  should  be  made  for  securing  the  observ¬ 
ance  of  the  first  day  of  the  week.”  Can  you  make 
any  law  of  that  kind  from  a  purely  civil  standpoint 
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that  is  not  in  the  interest  of  religion  as  well  as 
morality  and  public  order  ?  If  any  man  has  a  par¬ 
ticular  horror  for  the  word  religion  it  can,  if  neces¬ 
sary,  be  left  out  of  the  preamble.  I  have  no 
objection  to  expunge  the  word  religion  if  any  one 
has  scruples  about  leaving  it  in. 

Mr.  FERGUSON  (Leeds).  Nobody  ever  raised 
that  objection. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  It  has  been  raised  by  the 
member  for  South  Norfolk  (Mr.  Tisdale). 

Mr.  FERGUSON  (Leeds).  No,  he  did  not. 

Mr.  WOOD  (Brockville).  I  did  not  so  under¬ 
stand  it. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  He  did  not  want  the  pre¬ 
amble  to  state  that  it  was  in  the  interests  of  religion, 
and  if  that  is  not  his  objection  I  am  at  a  loss  to 
understand  what  it  is.  Let  me  point  out  that  all 
attempts  to  secure  Sunday  legislation  in  this  coun¬ 
try,  in  the  United  States,  in  Germany  and  in 
European  countries,  proceeds  on  the  assumption, 
not  that  the  law  should  compel  men  to  observe 
religious  rites  and  ceremonies,  but  the  object  of 
Sunday  laws  in  all  cases  is  to  secure  for  the  working¬ 
man  the  privilege  of  enjoying  the  Sunday  as  he 
pleases.  It  does  not  profess  to  say  to  him  whether 
he  shall  go  on  an  excursion,  or  whether  he  shall  go 
fishing  or  hunting,  but  the  law  says  he  shall  have 
Sunday  for  a  day  of  rest.  If  he  is  a  religious  man 
who  wants  to  go  to  church  the  law  secures  him  that 
right,  and  the  law  secures  to  him  that  needed  day 
of  rest  which  the  law  of  God  commands  him  to  ob¬ 
serve,  and  which  common  sense  and  experience 
says  is  necessary  for  the  laboiaring  man.  Whenever 
an  attempt  is  made  to  throw  discredit  upon  this 
movement,  upon  the  ground  that  it  is  a  reli¬ 
gious  movement  or  a  piece  of  bigotry  on 
the  part  of  some  religious  fanatic  for  the 
purpose  of  compelling  men  to  observe  some 
religious  rites,  there  is  not  the  slightest  foun¬ 
dation  for  that  assertion.  The  law  is  simply  a 
provision  for  securing  a  civil  day  of  rest,  that  the 
toiler  may  have  that  day  at  his  disposal,  that  the 
great  mass  of  the  people  can  be  brought  under  the 
influence  of  the  Christian  influence  that  are  seek¬ 
ing  them,  and  that  they  are  naturally  inclined  to 
seek,  but  which  the  regulations  compelling  them 
to  work  on  the  Lord’s  Day  prevent  them  enjoying. 
Can  there  be  a  greater  outrage  perpetrated  on  a 
Christian  man  and  a  free  citizen  than  to  say  that 
he  shall  not  attend  church,  that  he  shall  not  hear 
the  gospel  preached,  and  that  he  shall  not  go  to 
Sunday  school  with  his  children  ?  That  is  what  is 
done  in  a  country  where  the  law  does  not  step  in 
to  protect  that  man  in  the  enjoyment  of  his  civil 
right  and  the  enjoyment  of  the  Sabbath  as  a  day 
secured  to  him  for  Christian  observance.  This  Bill 
is  intended  to  minimize  the  railway  traffic  to  the 
utmost  extent  possible.  It  does  not  profess 
to  be  able  to  suppress  railway  traffic  under 
the  conditions  of  modern  civilization  and 
the  conditions  of  trade  between  this  country 
and  the  United  States  where  the  commercial 
interests  of  the  two  countries  are  inseparably 
blended.  It  is  impossible  to  cut  off  entirely  all 
railway  traffic  without  concurrent  legislation  in 
the  United  States  as  relating  to  international 
trade.  But  the  Bill  aims  at  putting  an  end  to 
local  traffic  which  is  under  our  control  as  far  as  it 
can  be  done  without  imperilling  the  interests  of 
Mr.  Charlton. 


our  own  railways  in  competition  with  railways  of  a 
foreign  state.  The  Bill  is  of  the  broadest  and  most 
liberal  character.  It  secures  a  civil  right  for  the 
labourers  of  this  country  just  so  far  as  it  can  be  done 
without  unduly  infringing  on  the  rights  and  interests 
of  the  moneyed  classes  whose  capital  is  invested 
in  the  railways.  It  does  appear  to  me  that  this 
amendment  is  so  plain  and  simple  that  the  House 
might  deal  with  it,  and  I  am  surprised  to  find  that 
the  hon.  member  for  South  Norfolk  (Mr.  Tisdale), 
and  the  hon.  member  for  Bellechasse  (Mr.  Amyot), 
have  no  confidence  in  the  Minister  of  Justice  who 
drafted  the  amendment  and  to  whose  party  they 
belong. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  Do  not  mind  that,  we  will  look 
after  that  ourselves. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Of  course  you  will.  The 
hon.  Minister  has  drafted  this  section,  and  I  may 
say  it  is  admirably  done.  The  only  objection  I 
have  to  it  is  that  it  is  too  broad  and  liberal  and 
does  not  go  far  enough,  but  I  am  disposed  to  accept 
what  little  I  can  get,  and  the  trouble  with  these 
hon.  gentlemen  is,  that  they  are  not  disposed  to 
allow  us  to  have  anything.  The  effect  of  postpon¬ 
ing  this  Bill  for  further  consideration  would  be  that 
we  would  not  reach  it  again  this  session.  It  has 
now  been  before  the  House  for  three  sessions  and 
should  be  understood  by  hon.  gentlemen.  If  the 
committee  discusses  it  section  after  section  and 
sub- section  after  sub-section  they  will  be  in  full 
possession  of  all  the  features  of  it.  Of  course  I  am 
in  the  hands  of  the  House,  but  it  does  appear  to  me 
that  we  should  now  proceed  to  consider  the  prin¬ 
ciples  of  the  Bill.  I  do  feel  that  the  attacks  as  to 
my  motives,  the  attacks  as  to  the  character  of  the 
Bill,  the  insinuations  that  it  was  a  piece  of  puri¬ 
tanical  legislation  introduced  here  by  a  fanatic  for 
the  purpose  of  depriving  men  of  their  civil  rights 
and  saying  that  they  shall  not  have  the  right  to  do 
this  or  that ;  these  attacks  have  no  foundation  in 
fact. 

Mr.  FERGUSON  (Leeds).  That  is  a  little  mora^ 
man  you  are  putting  up  yourself  to  knock  down. 
Nobody  said  that. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  It  was  said  by  the  Minister 
of  Public  Works,  and  it  was  said  by  other  members 
also  that  it  was  an  attempt  to  force  the  people  to 
be  religious  and  to  observe  the  sanctity  of  the 
Lord’s  Day.  The  observance  of  the  sanctity  of  the 
Lord’s  Day  is  purely  a  voluntary  matter  with  every 
man,  but  the  law  says  that  if  you  want  this  to  be  a 
holy  day  the  law  will  protect  you  in  your  right  to 
do  it.  It  simply  secures  the  citizen  the  right,  but 
it  leaves  him  a  voluntary  agent  to  exercise  that 
right  or  not  as  he  may  choose. 

I  repeat  that  we  have  had  the  declaration  of 
the  best  constitutional  lawyers  in  the  House, 
that  this  Parliament  has  jurisdiction  in  matters 
of  railway  traffic.  It  has  never  been  questioned 
before  to-night,  in  regard  to  sections  2,  3,  4,  of 
the  Bill,  and  the  only  section  upon  which  doubt 
was  raised  in  this  respect  was  section  1,  referring 
to  Sunday  newspapers.  I  trust  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  will  receive  a  candid  consideration  of  the 
House  now.  Let  it  be  considered,  and  if  after  con¬ 
sidering  the  amendment  section  after  section  and  sub¬ 
section  after  sub-section  it  is  felt  by  the  House  that 
it  would  be  immature  to  press  it,  then  let  it  rest 
there,  but  at  all  events  let  us  have  fair  and  candid 
consideration.  But  do  not  assume,  before  having  con- 
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sidered  it,  that  we  cannot  understand  it,  and  that  it 
ought  not  to  be  presented  in  the  shape  it  is  in  to¬ 
night. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  The  hon.  gentleman  who  is 
the  father  of  this  Bill  has  called  in  question  the 
grasping  power  of  my  intelligence,  and  the  intelli¬ 
gence  of  another  member.  Though  it  is  not 
exactly  the  question  before  us,  I  may  tell  him 
that,  whatever  may  be  the  grasping  power  of  my 
poor  intelligence,  I  have  not  yet  heard  from  his 
powerful,  educated  lips  the  answer,  yes  or  no,  to 
the  question  I  put.  The  question  is  :  Here  is 
the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway,  which  starts  from 
Quebec,  goes  to  Three  Rivers,  then  to  Montreal, 
and  then  to  New  Y’ork,  and  I  want  to  know  from 
the  hon.  gentleman  if  that  railway  is  one  of  those 
mentioned  as  being  operated  for  the  purpose  of 
making  connection  with  railway  trains  running  in 
the  States  ?  Is  that  railway  affected  by  his  Bill  ? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  will  answer  the  hon. 
gentleman  as  I  did  before.  I  said  distinctly  that 
a  Canadian  Pacific  train  or  a  Grand  Trunk  train 
from  Canada  passing  into  the  United  States  or 
connecting  with  one  of  its  own  trains  in  the 
United  States  was  on  precisely  the  same  footing, 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Bill,  as  if  it  connected 
with  a  foreign  road  ;  and  I  answer  yes,  it  has  a 
right  to  connect  with  its  own  trains  in  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  Then  the  train  from  Quebec  to 
Montreal  will  not  be  stopped  by  the  provisions  of 
this  Bill  ? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  My  opinion  is  that  it  comes 
within  the  provisions  of  this  clause  and  is  allow¬ 
ed  to  run. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  Then,  if  it  stops  at  Three  Rivers 
will  it  be  allowed  to  run  ? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  If  it  is  necessary  to  stop 
there. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  Then,  let  us  take  the  Grand 
Trunk,  the  Quebec  Central,  and  the  Intercolonial, 
which  connects  with  the  Grand  Trunk  ;  let  us  take 
the  Lake  St.  John  Railway,  the  Piles  Railway, 
the  Montmorency  Railway  ;  they  all  connect  with 
the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway,  and  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  runs  into  the  United  States;  so 
that  all  the  railways  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  are 
exempt  from  this  Bill,  accordingto  the  answer  given 
by  the  hon.  gentleman.  This  is  not  a  question  of 
brains  ;  it  is  a  question  of  law.  We  do  not  want  to 
put  the  country  into  a  nest  of  wasps  ;  \ve  want  the 
country  to  understand  the  law  we  are  going  to 
pass.  The  hon.  gentleman  surprises  me  very  much. 
He  comes  here  in  the  interest  of  society  and  he  wants 
a  law  passed  which  shall  compel  everybody  to  rest 
on  Sunday  ;  but  here  is  a  railway  owned  by  two  or 
three  people,  who  will  suffer  pecuniary  loss  if  their 
trains  do  not  run  on  Sunday,  and  for  the  sake  of  the 
wealth  of  those  two  or  three  people,  he  will  oblige  hun¬ 
dreds  of  poor  labourers  to  work  on  the  trains,  and  his 
great  principles  are  sacrificed.  Will  the  hon. 
gentleman  go  before  the  public  and  say  that  for 
the  sake  of  the  interests  of  two  or  three  great  and 
rich  proprietors  of  railways,  the  poor  working 
classes  were  deprived  of  their  Sunday’s  rest  ?  Why 
does  not  the  hon.  gentleman  apply  the  invariable 
rule  that  it  is  necessary  in  the  interest  of  society  that 
nobody  should  work  on  Sunday  ?  Let  there  be  no 
exception  whatever,  except  on  grounds  of  strict 


necessity  in  the  interest  of  morality  or  charity,  but 
not  for  the  object  of  putting  more  money  in  the 
pockets  of  two  or  three  individuals.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  finds  the  principle  very  good  when  it  pleases 
those  of  his  friends  who  may  be  rich.  There  is  an¬ 
other  thing  that  has  surprised  me.  What  is  the  rea¬ 
son  of  the  hon.  gentleman’s  respect  for  the  railways 
of  the  States  ?  The  United  States  may  have  their 
railways  running  on  Sundays,  but  we  must  stop 
ours  except  those  that  connect  with  the  railways 
in  the  States.  So  we  are  subservient  to  the  States  ; 
our  railways  are  servants  to  those  of  the  States. 
That  is  the  Bill  the  hon.  gentleman  wants  us  to 
pass  and  the  great  moral  principle  that  the  labourer 
is  entitled  to  rest  on  Sunday  disappears  when  the 
States  or  the  railways  of  the  States  are  interested. 
I  always  understood  that  the  moral  principles  of 
society  are  general,  and  cannot  be  departed  from 
for  pecuniary  interests.  The  hon.  gentleman  says 
that  the  law  provides  that  we  must  have  a  day  of 
rest  on  Sunday.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman  tell  me 
where  he  finds  that?  In  what  code?  In  what 
statute  ?  In  what  treaty  ?  I  understood  when  we 
joined  Confederation  that  the  religions  would 
continue  to  be  free  in  this  country,  provided  we 
committed  no  scandal  and  did  not  sin  against  the 
laws  of  nature.  Where  is  the  law  that  will  force 
me  to  observe  Sunday  as  the  Lord’s  Day  ?  The  hon. 
gentleman  says  it  is  the  first  day  of  the  week.  I 
understood  from  the  Bible  that  God  took  his  rest 
on  the  last  day  of  the  week.  Will  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  tell  me  by  what  right  he  changes  that  to  the 
first  day  ?  I  would  like  to  know  in  virtue  of  what 
statute,  treaty  or  old  parchment  he  has  the  right  to 
change  what  God  has  made  ?  Suppose  for  a  moment 
that  I  belonged  to  the  Hebrew  religion,  and  suppose 
I  were  rich — I  suppose  the  hon.  gentleman  would 
then  favour  me  by  the  Bill — suppose  he  tried  to 
compel  me  to  observe  Sunday,  and  I  would  say, 
my  conscience  tells  me  to  observe  Saturday  as  the 
Lord’s  Day.  In  such  a  case,  what  becomes  of  that 
provision  which  says  that  all  religions  shall  be 
free  in  this  country  ?  The  hon.  gentleman’s 
law  interferes  with  religion.  I  will  tell  the 
hon.  gentleman  frankly  the  position  of  us 
Catholics,  at  least  in  the  Province  of  Quebec. 
On  that  question  of  Sunday,  wre  always  follow 
what  our  bishops  and  our  church  tell  us 
to  do.  If  they  allow  us  to  go  on  a  pilgrimage  on 
Sunday,  we  go  if  it  pleases  us.  If,  on  Sunday 
morning,  our  crops  are  exposed  to  the  storms  and 
our  priest  tells  us  to  go  and  gather  them  in,  we  do 
so.  If  we  are  allowed  by  our  bishops  to  have  a 
little  fishing  excursion  on  a  Sunday  afternoon,  we 
take  advantage  of  it,  but  the  hon.  gentleman  wants 
to  punish  us  for  that.  Now,  trains  are  run  on 
Sunday  afternoons  to  enable  us  to  attend  this  Par¬ 
liament  in  the  beginning  of  the  week,  and  the  hon. 
gentleman  wants  to  forbid  that.  I  say  that 
his  measure  is  interfering  with  religion.  I  say  it 
is  in  violation  of  the  Act  of  Confederation  which 
guaranteed  to  every  one  the  practice  of  religion  as 
he  understands  it.  The  hon.  gentleman  says  that 
we  have  expressed  a  horror  of  the  word  “  religion.” 
Not  at  all,  but  we  might  easily  express  a  horror  of 
—  I  will  not  apply  the  term  to  the  hon.  gentleman 
—the  hypocrisy  of  those  who,  under  the  pretext  of 
religion,  want  to  throw  trouble  into  the  minds  of 
the  public.  I  say,  let  everybody  enjoy  the  Sunday 
in  peace,  in  the  way  he  thinks  best,  provided  he 
does  not  trouble  his  neighbour.  Let  everybody 
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practice  religion,  as  he  understands  it,  provided  he 
does  not  prevent  his  neighbour  doing  the  same. 
It  is  about  time  to  stop  bringing  on  every 
year  these  new  laws.  What  is  their  object  ? 
Who  is  complaining  ?  Some  old  women,  whom 
we  do  not  trouble  ;  the  public,  the  intelli¬ 
gent  public,  are  all  satisfied,  and  the  great  railway 
companies  always  give  one  day’s  rest  in  the  week  to 
their  men.  If  they  do  not  give  it  on  Sunday,  they 
give  it  on  Saturday  or  Monday.  Nobody  has  any 
complaint  to  make  except  those  fanatics  who  want 
to  force  people  to  act  as  they  act  and  think  as  they 
think.  I  say  this  sort  of  legislation  is  interfering 
with  the  right  of  every  one  to  practice  his  religion, 
and  is  useless  and  dangerous.  It  may  be  that  the 
grasp  of  my  poor  intelligence  is  not  sufficient  to 
reach  the  bottom  of  purity  and  sanctity  which  is 
to  be  found  in  this  Bill  ;  still  I  express  what  is  my 
conviction,  and  I  tell  the  hon.  gentleman  that 
w'hether  his  law  passes  or  not  he  will  not  find  one 
citizen  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  who  will  put  it  in 
force  and  prevent  the  public  doing  freely  what  is 
not  condemned  by  any  one  in  our  province  nor  by 
any  other  province.  We  have  no  need  in  this 
Dominion  for  these  men  of  narrow  ideas  who  en¬ 
deavour  to  excite  prejudices.  We  should  boldly 
tell  every  one  that  religion  is  free,  that  every  one 
is  allowed  to  worship  his  God  as  he  pleases,  and 
provided  he  does  not  interfere  with  his  neighbour 
he  may  go  on  according  to  the  dictates  of  his  cons- 
science  without  being  compelled  to  give  a  record 
of  his  acts  to  anybody.  The  hon.  gentleman 
speaks  of  Sunday  schools,  and  he  wants  a 
law  which  will  allow  everybody  to  go  to  Sunday 
school.  I  may  tell  him  that  there  are  Roman 
Catholics  in  this  Dominion  who  have  the 
greatest  possible  respect  for  the  Protestants  of  any 
church  whatever.  I  may  tell  him  that  there  are  a 
million  Catholics  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  who  do 
not  know  what  is  Sunday  school,  but  who  send 
their  children  every  day  in  the  W'eek,  during  ten 
or  eleven  months  in  the  year,  to  schools  where  they 
are  taught  their  religion,  and  on  a  Sunday  they 
go  to  mass  and  vespers.  They  learn  their  cate¬ 
chisms  in  the  schools,  and  their  priests  teach  it 
very  often  to  them  during  the  week  all  the  year 
long.  We  do  not  require  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
law,  but  we  want  the  hon.  gentleman  to  understand 
well  that  we  are  constituted  as  families  and  parishes, 
and  have  our  churches,  and  priests,  and  bishops,  and 
more  than  that,  a  pope,  and  we  go  by  them,  and  do 
not  trouble  our  neighbours  ;  and  in  return  we  want 
our  neighbours  not  to  bother  themselves  about  us. 
According  to  the  constitution,  whatever  may  be 
our  powers,  we  are  entitled  to  be  left  alone.  The 
hon.  gentleman  says  this  Rouse  has  jurisdiction. 
Of  course  we  have.  If  the  Parliament  of  Ottawa 
chooses  to  make  the  drinking  of  a  glass  of  water  an 
indictable  offence,  or  the  taking  of  a  piece  of  paper, 
it  can  do  so  and  bring  these  acts  under  its  jurisdic¬ 
tion.  But  should  we  do  that  ?  Have  not  the  pro¬ 
vinces  jurisdiction  themselves  to  legislate  upon  this 
question  and  to  transfer  if  they  like  to  the  muni¬ 
cipal  corporation  their  power  ?  And  have  the 
municipal  corporations  themselves  not  the  right  to 
make  all  the  regulations  necessary  for  the  observ¬ 
ance  of  the  Sabbath?  They  know  better  how 
to  legislate  in  this  matter  than  do  we,  and 
we  should  leave  it  to  them  who  knowing  the 
local  circumstances  can  better  than  us  regulate 
in  this  matter.  I  want  the  hon.  gentleman  to 
Mr.  Amyot. 


understand  well  the  reason  of  our  opposition 
here  to-day.  First  of  all,  that  Bill,  as  it  is, 
should  not  pass  now  because  of  the  unfortunate 
amendment  the  hon.  gentleman  has  prepared. 
Secondly,  I  put  the  question  to  the  hon. 
gentleman,  and  not  to  the  Minister  of  Justice, 
as  to  what  railways  the  Bill  would  apply  to  ?  He 
would  not  answer  at  first,  and  it  was  only  when  I 
reiterated  my  question  that  he  answered  that  it 
did  not  apply  to  many,  virtually  to  none  of  the  rail¬ 
ways  in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  If  that  is  so,  what 
is  the  use  of  the  law  ?  That  is  why  I  move  that  for 
the  Province  of  Quebec  this  section  will  not  apply. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  I  voted  against  this  Bill  once 
before  on  the  ground  that  I  thought  this  subject 
would  be  better  dealt  with  by  the  Local  Legislature, 
and  I  think  whether  we  consider  the  preamble  of 
the  Bill  as  a  necessary  part  of  it  or  not,  we  cannot 
overlook  the  fact  that  the  Bill  by  its  very  nature 
deals  with  religion.  The  very  address  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Bellechase  (Mr.  Amyot)  shows  that  it 
affects  religion  in  certain  portions  of  the  commun¬ 
ity.  Now,  I  am  satisfied  that  this  House  has  juris¬ 
diction  to  pass  this  law  ;  but  I  also  say  that  in  a 
country  like  this  where  we  have  one  French  and 
Catholic  province,  where  we  have  provinces  on  the 
Atlantic  coast  with  one  set  of  opinions,  and  pro¬ 
vinces  in  the  west  and  the  centre  and  on  the  Pacific 
coast  with  entirely  different  sets  of  opinions,  grow¬ 
ing  up  with  different  views  of  life  and  a  different 
outlook  altogether  on  this  question,  if  there  is 
one  subject  more  than  another  which  should 
be  left  to  be  dealt  with  by  the  different 
localities  it  is  the  question  affecting  religion. 
Therefore,  upon  all  questions  in  this  House  which 
affect  religion,  I  have,  as  far  as  I  have  been  able  to 
judge,  left  them  entirely  to  the  decision  of  the  local 
Parliaments.  I  do  not  think  this  clause,  in  its  pre¬ 
sent  shape,  is  very  Well  considered,  at  any  rate 
from  the  standpoint  of  Nova  Scotia.  I  will  take 
the  clause  so  far  as  it  relates  to  that  province,  and 
I  say  that  it  will  not  affect  Nova  Scotia  at  all. 
There  are  one  or  two  small  lines  in  Nova  Scotia  and 
trains  upon  those  will  not  be  affected  because  they 
will  run  the  whole  length  of  the  line.  I  presume 
the  hon.  gentleman  understands  that  Government 
railways,  the  Intercolonial  Railway  and  all  its  con¬ 
nections,  will  not  be  affected  by  this  Bill. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  believe  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  is  right  as  to  passenger  express  trains,  but  not 
as  to  freight  trains  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway. 
Most  of  the  traffic  is  in  freight,  and  this  Bill  does 
effectually  provide  for  minimizing  that  traffic. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  I  understand  that  no  statute  af¬ 
fects  the  Crown  unless  the  Crown  is  mentioned  in 
the  statute  itself.  The  section  of  this  Bill  which  re¬ 
fers  to  canals  uses  the  words  “  no  canal  belonging 
to  Canada,”  and  consequently  it  does  affect  the 
canals,  but  this  clause  does  not  affect  the  Crown  at 
all  and  the  Supreme  Court  has  decided  that  the 
Government  of  Canada  operating  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  is  the  Crown,  and  is  not  affected  by  hav¬ 
ing  assumed  the  functions  of  a  common  carrier.  I 
submit  to  the  Minister  of  Justice  whether  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  being  run  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Canada,  would  be  affected  by  a  statute 
which  does  not  name  the  Queen.  Assuming  that 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  is  affected,  however,  I 
would  point  out  that  there  is  a  train  which  leaves 
Halifax  on  Saturday  night  and  gets  to  St.  John  on 
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Sunday  morning,  and  if  that  line  is  affected  by  the 
Bill,  that  train  would  be  liable  to  the  penalties. 
The  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  train  runs  through 
to  St.  John  and  stops  there  on  Sunday.  The  train 
men  have  the  advantage  of  attending  their  religi¬ 
ous  exercises  on  the  Sunday  and  start  for  Montreal 
on  Sunday  evening.  That  train  would  come  with¬ 
in  the  provisions  of  this  Bill.  So  I  think  this  Bill 
is  very  ill-considered  as  to  its  practical  effect  upon 
the  train  service.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  said 
that  the  design  of  this  Bill  is  to  stop  local  traffic, 
and  I  think  that  is  its  design.  If  the  Parliament 
of  Canada  can  touch  any  railway  traffic,  it  is 
through  traffic.  If  the  Local  Legislatures  can 
touch  any  traffic,  it  is  local  traffic.  The  hon. 
gentleman  has  excepted  from  the  provisions  of  his 
Bill  all  the  through  lines  which  we  can  properly 
affect,  lines  connecting  with  the  United  States 
and  through  trains  running  over  the  whole  line. 

Mr.  CHARLTOX.  I  think  the  hon.  gentleman 
is  under  a  misapprehension  with  regard  to  the  lessen¬ 
ing  of  the  traffic.  His  contention  is  perhaps  true 
with  regard  to  express  trains,  but  it  is  not  in  regard 
to  freight  trains,  for  not  only  local  freight  traffic 
but  freight  traffic  throughout  the  whole  Dominion 
of  Canada  will  be  affected  by  this  Bill. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  The  hon.  gentleman  agrees  with 
me  that  he  has  deliberately  withdrawn  from  this 
measure  so  far  as  passenger  traffic  is  concerned  the 
only  trains  which  this  Parliament  should  act  upon, 
and  I  will  show  that  the  other  trains  are  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  local  parties.  I  contend  that  the 
trains  operated  by  the  Dominion  Government  and 
their  employes  are  outside  of  this  statute.  As  to 
other  trains,  I  do  not  see  the  slightest  difficulty  in 
the  local  parliaments  dealing  with  them.  If  the  Can¬ 
adian  Pacific  Railway  brings  a  train  into  Montreal 
on  the  Sunday,  its  employes  are  bound  by  the  pro¬ 
vincial  laws.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  franchise  con¬ 
ferred  by  this  Parliament  on  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  Company  which  would  exempt  it  from 
observing  the  local  laws  of  any  province,  or 
justify  it  in  violiating  police  regulations  of  any 
province  in  which  it  ran,  so  that,  as  to  any  com¬ 
panies  other  than  the  Government,  the  pro¬ 
vinces  can  deal  amply  with  this  subject,  the  mo¬ 
ment  the  train  comes  within  their  jurisdiction. 
The  hon.  gentleman  has  spoken  of  the  question  of 
freight.  He  says  this  is  not  a  question  of  religion 
purely.  It  is  partly  a  question  of  religion,  and  he 
said  that,  because  there  was  a  large  amount  of 
money  at  stake  in  trains  connecting  with  the 
United  States  railways,  he  was  willing  that  this 
law  should  be  violated,  that  whatever  sacred  rights 
were  involved  in  keeping  the  Sabbath  by  railway 
employes  or  others,  he  was  willing  for  a  certain 
sum  of  money  that  those  rights  should  be  disre¬ 
garded.  I  call  his  attention  to  the  fact  that  in  the 
North-West  there  are  numerous  crops  of  wheat 
and  other  produce  to  remove,  and  I  would  ask  him 
what  can  be  more  important,  if  this  question  of 
morality  and  religion  has  come  down  to  a  question 
of  how  much  money  is  necessary  to  violate  this 
law,  than  to  free  the  freight  traffic  of  the  Cana¬ 
dian  Pacific  Railway  and  allow  them  to  move  the 
enormous  crops  of  grain  which  grow  in  the  Terri¬ 
tories,  and  which  it  is  difficult  for  that  road  to 
handle.  If  the  Bill  passes  in  its  present  shape, 
every  freight  train  on  the  Canadian  Pacific  Rail¬ 
way  will  have  to  stop  at  12  o’clock  on  Saturday 


night,  wherever  it  may  happen  to  be,  at  Callander 
I  or  Port  Arthur  or  anywhere  else,  if  the  Bill  is  any¬ 
thing  more  than  a  sham,  and  all  the  grain  that  is 
seeking  an  outlet  to  the  European  markets  from 
1  the  great  North-West  will  have  to  stop  24  hours 
out  of  every  week.  I  would  ask  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  if  there  is  not  enough  money  in  this 
to  justify  another  violation  of  this  high  law  which 
he  is  trying  to  impose  upon  the  country,  and 
whether  he  would  not  add  another  sub-section 
exempting  through  freight  trains  from  the  North- 
West  of  Canada.  I  would  appeal  once  more  to  the 
Minister  of  Justice  for  his  opinion  whether  or  not 
this  clause  would  bind  the  Government  in  its  opera¬ 
tion  of  railways,  because,  unless  he  holds  a  very 
strong  opinion  to  the  contrary,  I  shall  remain  con¬ 
vinced  that  the  Government  are  not  affected  by 
this,  and  therefore  that  the  Bill  will  not  affect  the 
Provinces  of  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick  at  all, 
will  affect  very  slightly  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
and,  as  I  understand,  will  affect  only  the  western 
part  of  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  So  far  as  the  point 
goes  which  the  hon.  gentleman  has  raised,  the  Bill 
will  not  apply  to  the  Intercolonial  Railway  unless 
it  is  made  specially  to  apply.  I  do  not  know  any¬ 
thing  about  the  freight  management,  I  do  not  know 
that  any  freight  trains  run  on  Sunday  on  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  ;  but  express  trains  are  not 
run  to  as  great  an  extent  on  Sunday  as  this  Bill 
will  penpit  on  other  railways.  The  hon.  gentleman 
has  just  explained  that  the  train  which  leaves  on 
Saturday  night  stops  on  Sunday  morning  and 
remains  stationary  for  the  greater  part  of  Sunday, 
in  order  that  the  train  hands  may  avail  themselves 
of  any  Sunday  privileges  within  their  reach.  If  it 
were  a  company  road,  under  this  Bill,  it  could  run 
trains  the  whole  day,  because  these  trains  run  all 
the  way  through.  There  are  two  other  railway 
lines  in  Nova  Scotia,  each  of  them  between  80  to 
100  miles  in  length,  but  there  are  no  Sunday  trains 
run  on  this  road,  certainly  no  passenger  trains. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  I  would  not  trouble  the  com¬ 
mittee  with  any  more  remarks  had  not  the  hon. 
member  for  North  Norfolk  (Mr.  Charlton)  again 
misrepresented  me  in  regard  to  what  I  said  on  this 
Bill,  and  intimated  that  I  had  objected  to  religion 
being  in  the  preamble.  Now,  I  never  mentioned 
the  word  religion  in  any  shape  or  manner,  it  never 
passed  my  lips  to-night.  Probably  he  did  not  do 
it  intentionally,  but  he  got  so  warm  in  describing 
what  this  Bill  was  intended  to  do,  that  probably 
his  imagination  carried  him  away.  I  do  not 
think  the  Bill  goes  so  far  as  he  says  it  does,  but  if 
it  does  go  so  far  as  to  affect  the  civil  rights  of 
the  inhabitants  of  any  of  the  provinces,  certainly 
we  would  have  no  jurisdiction  at  all,  because  in 
the  British  North  America  Act,  property  and 
civil  rights  belong  to  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of 
the  Provincial  Legislatures.  I  do  not  think  he  was 
speaking  at  the  time  for  the  purpose  of  influencing 
the  members  of  this  House  ;  he  must  have  been 
speaking  to  be  reported.  But  I  do  not  like  to 
have  an  hon.  gentleman  say  that  I  said  things  I 
never  uttered  in  this  House,  and  particularly  any¬ 
thing  in  the  line  of  an  attack  upon  religion,  or  that 
I  said  anything  disrespectful  in  regard  to  religion 
at  all.  I  never  have  been  in  the  habit  of  doing 
that,  and  I  am  sure  I  did  not  do  it  to-night.  But 
the  hon.  gentleman  misrepresented  what  I  said  for 
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the  sake,  I  presume,  of  replying  to  it  in  the 
way  he  did.  In  regard  to  the  remarks  I 
offered  as  to  a  new  preamble  or  .title  to  the  Bill,  I 
simply  quoted  that  as  applicable  to  what  he  had 
just  said  to  the  Minister  of  Public  Works.  I 
was  simply  saying  that  he  was  abandoning  the 
name  of  his  Bill  in  claiming  that  the  Bill  was 
entirely  for  the  purpose  of  freeing  railway  em¬ 
ployes  from  work  on  the  Sabbath.  I  understand 
that  the  hon.  gentleman’s  Bill  was  founded  on 
certain  petitions  presented  to  this  House  last  year, 
praying  for  the  better  observance  of  the  Sabbath, 
but  they  said  nothing  about  the  civil  rights  of  in¬ 
dividuals  at  all.  Now,  I  agree  with  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Cumberland  (Mr.  Dickey)  and  with  the 
Minister  of  Justice  in  the  view  that  we  have  con¬ 
current  jurisdiction,  we  have  power  to  pass  this 
Bill,  being  for  the  purpose  that  its  preamble  ex¬ 
presses,  but  we  would  not  have  jurisdiction  if  it 
covered  some  of  the  things  that  the  member  for 
North  Norfolk  claimed  that  he  intended  to  cover 
by  the  Bill.  I  have  heard  no  word  from  any  hon. 
gentleman  who  has  criticised  this  Bill  that  would 
justify  the  hon.  gentleman  in  saying  that  they  were 
endeavouring  to  cast  any  reflection  on  religion, 
or  anything  connected  with  a  proper  obser¬ 
vance  of  the  Sabbath.  I  think  his  remarks 
were  entirely  uncalled  for,  and  as  he  men¬ 
tioned  my  name  specifically  in  that  connection, 
I  repudiate  them,  and  I  think  they  were  improper. 
I  leave  it  to  the  House  whether  I  have  not  been 
moderate  and  temperate,  but  decided,  in  my  opposi¬ 
tion  to  these  clauses  of  the  Bill.  Until  he  mentioned 
it  to-night,  I  was  not  aware  that  those  whom  he 
represents  were  not  satisfied  with  the  present  law 
regarding  the  observance  of  the  Sabbath  ;  and  I 
think  it  is  quite  commendable  for  any  hon.  gentle¬ 
man,  I  would  do  it  myself,  to  see  to  the  proper 
observance  of  the  Sabbath  by  proper  legislation. 
But  it  is  very  important,  in  my  opinion,  that  we  do 
not  encroach  on  the  domain  of  the  Local  Legisla¬ 
tures,  that  we  do  not  get  at  loggerheads  with  them 
in  connection  with  these  matters.  I  agree  that  we 
have  concurrent  jurisdiction  on  this  matter,  and  the 
only  question  is  whether  we  should  exercise  it  or 
not.  I  think  it  is  one  of  the  elements  of  the  free¬ 
dom  of  conscience,  of  the  liberty  of  the  subject,  of 
the  rights  of  property  and  of  a  proper  license  for 
legislation  in  regard  to  the  future  welfare  of  this 
Dominion  that  we  should  keep  these  lines  well  apart. 
We  should  proceed  on  broader  lines  in  our  legisla¬ 
tion  in  Dominion  affairs.  We  should  be  very  care¬ 
ful  not  to  allow  any  feeling  to  prevail  in  any  pro¬ 
vince  that  because  this  Parliament  is  the  greater 
body  it  is  taking  away  any  rights  which  belong  to 
the  provinces,  and  is  dealing  with  any  subject  on 
which  they  have  the  right  to  legislate.  The  dis¬ 
cussion  has  been  a  temperate  and  a  moderate  one  on 
the  whole,  but  I  object  to  being  attacked  twice  by 
the  hon.  gentleman  during  these  discussions,  the 
first  time  when  I  moved  that  the  committee  rise, 
and  again  to-night,  when  I  was  acting  temperately 
as  I  always  try  to  do,  and  was  enunciating  prin¬ 
ciples  which  should  be  enunciated,  and  such  attacks 
benefits  no  one  and  often  cause  discussion  to  be  not 
so  pleasant  as  otherwise  would  be  the  case.  I  am 
opposed  to  this  clause  and  to  all  the  other  clauses 
of  the  Bill  for  the  reasons  I  have  stated.  As  I  am 
not  in  order  in  moving  that  that  clause  stand,  I 
think  the  hon.  gentleman  should  allow  it  to  stand 
and  take  his  chance  with  respect  to  it  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Tisdale. 


He  can  do  this  by  consent,  otherwise  it  may  bring 
up  the  motion  that  the  committee  rise.  It  would 
even  give  a  better  chance  to  the  Bill  itself,  because 
it  is  questionable  whether  it  can  be  made  applicable 
to  some  of  the  provinces.  This  is  the  greater 
reason  why  delay  should  be  exercised,  when  it  is 
obvious  that  a  general  law  cannot  be  practically 
applied  to  some  of  the  provinces. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  I  think  that  the  effect  of  the 
discussion  which  has  occurred,  and  of  the  re¬ 
marks  addressed  to  the  committee  by  the  hon.  the 
introducer  of  this  Bill,  must  have  been  to  shatter 
an  idol  in  the  minds  of  many  who  listened  to  the 
hon.  gentleman’s  remarks.  Further  than  that,  I 
feel  satisfied  that  many  of  the  members  of  the  re¬ 
ligious  bodies  of  this  country,  who  have  been 
watching  this  Bill  with  great  interest,  will  also,  if 
they  read  and  follow  the  discussion  in  the  Hansard 
or  the  newspapers,  have  an  idol  shattered  in 
their  minds.  My  idea  was  that  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man,  in  making  this  motion,  was  actuated  by  high 
feelings  of  religious  conviction.  I  honoured  him 
for  entertaining  those  feelings,  as  did  members  of 
the  religious  bodies,  because  many  of  the  members 
of  those  bodies  wrote  letters,  individually,  and  as 
bodies,  asking  hon.  members,  if  possible,  to  give 
the  hon.  gentleman’s  Bill  a  hearty  support.  When 
such  letters  were  written  and  the  matter  was  con¬ 
sidered,  no  doubt  the  writers  were  perfectly  con¬ 
vinced  that  the  sole  purpose  which  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  had  in  mind,  was  the  carrying  out  of  the  strict 
observance  of  the  Sabbath  in  Canada,  and  that  the 
passage  of  this  legislation  would  have  the  effect  of 
causing  the  fourth  commandment  to  be  literally 
observed  from  one  end  of  the  Dominion  to  the  other. 
That  view  of  the  question  was  fully  borne  out  by  the 
preamble  of  the  Bill  which  the  hon.  gentleman  submit¬ 
ted.  That  preamble  said :  “  Whereas  it  is  desirable 
in  the  interests  of  religion  and  of  moralty  and  of  the 
public  welfare  that  better  provision  should  be  made 
for  securing  the  observance  of  the  first  day  of  the 
week,  hereafter  called  the  Lord’s  Day.  ”  The  whole 
object  of  the  Bill  appears  to  be  to  promote  the 
religious  and  the  moral  well-being  of  the  people. 
How  disappointing  it,  therefore,  must  be  to  many 
people  in  this  country  and  to  many  members  in 
this  House  to  find  that  the  hon.  gentleman  was  not 
actuated  by  a  high  sense  of  religious  conviction  and 
a  high  sense  of  religious  principle,  but  that  his  sole 
aim  was,  as  he  expressed  it  himself,  to  secure  a  day 
of  rest  for  a  certain  class  of  the  population,  brakes¬ 
men  and  others  employed  on  trains  on  the  Lord’s 
Day,  and  this  must  cause  a  feeling  of  great  dis¬ 
appointment  in  the  minds  of  the  religious  bodies 
who  are  interested  in  the  Bill  which  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  has  introduced.  But  when  we  go  further 
and  consider  that  the  hon.  Minister  instead  of 
acting  upon  principle,  for  if  he  acted  on  principle 
I  could  respect  him,  and  if  he  truly  believed  it 
was  wrong  to  pursue  any  kind  of  work  on  the 
Lord’s  Day,  that  the  command  to  do  no  manner 
of  work  should  be  strictly  and  literally  obeyed, 
I  could  respect  him  for  entertaining  that  opinion, 
should  have  introduced  into  this  clause  providing 
that  trains  should  not  run  on  the  Lord’s  Day,  ex¬ 
ceptions  wThich  make  it  actually  and  utterly  useless 
and  inoperative  so  far  as  Canada  is  concerned. 
What  are  the  features  of  the  Bill  which  make  it 
wholly  inoperative  ?  They  are  that  the  Bill  shall 
not  apply  to  through  passenger  trains,  and  that  it 
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shall  not  apply  to  trains  connecting  with  the  rail¬ 
ways  of  the  United  States.  I  ask  if  it  is  wrong  on 
principle  that  work  should  be  done  on  the  Lord’s 
Day,  judged  from  a  moral  and  religious  standpoint, 
what  can  justify  these  exceptions  in  the  present 
Bill  ?  It  is  sacrificing  principle  simply  to  material 
prosperity  and  material  well-being.  If  the  principle 
is  right,  then  it  is  the  duty  of  the  hon.  gentleman 
to  say  that  no  matter  how  great  the  loss  on  the 
country  may  be,  no  matter  how  great  the  loss  to 
individuals  may  be,  no  work  shall  be  done  on 
the  Lord’s  Day,  whether  it  interferes  with  the 
businessof  this  country  or  not.  That  would  be  the  con- 
sistent  course  for  the  hon.  gentleman  to  have  taken. 
I  would  have  admired  him,  although  I  did  not  agree 
with  a  position  of  that  kind  ;  but  it  is  utterly  at 
variance  with  such  principle  that  exception  should 
be  made  in  favour  of  through  passenger  trains  and 
also  in  favour  of  trains  connecting  with  United 
States  railways.  I  was  very  much  interested  in 
the  manner  in  which  the  hon.  member  for  Belle- 
chasse  (Mr.  Amyot)  catechised  the  promoter  of  the 
Bill,  who,  in  my  opinion,  failed  to  answer  the  ques¬ 
tion  put  to  him.  What  is  a  through  passenger 
train  ?  I  have  been  unable  to  gather  from  the  tenor 
of  this  debate  what  the  meaning  would  be  under 
this  Bill.  Would  it  be  a  train  running  from  Que¬ 
bec  to  Three  Rivers  ?  Or  would  it  be  one  running 
from  Quebec  to  Montreal  ?  There  is  no  definition 
of  a  through  train,  and  if  this  Bill  were  passed  in  its 
present  from,  it  would  lead  to  endless  difficulty  and 
litigation  if  it  was  ever  attempted  to  be  put  in  force 
which  I  doubt  very  much,  in  many  of  the  provin¬ 
ces  of  this  Dominion.  Does  a  through  train  mean 
a  train  running  from  one  end  of  the  line  to  the 
other  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  portion  is  all 
struck  out. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  If  that  portion  is  struck  out, 
there  are  now  the  words  used  “running  over  the 
whole  line  as  an  express.”  Take  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway :  what  is  the  whole  of  the  line  ? 
Would  it  mean  a  train  starting  from  Halifax  to 
Vancouver,  or  from  St.  John  to  Vancouver? 
Would  it  mean  a  train  starting  from  St.  John  to 
Montreal,  or  one  starting  from  Quebec  to  Montreal  ? 
Or,  taking  the  view  put  forward  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Bellechasse  (Mr.  Amyot),  with  respect 
to  lines  connecting  with  American  systems,  would 
all  the  branch  lines  connecting  with  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway,  which  connect  with  American 
lines,  be  exempted  by  the  operation  of  this  Bill  ? 
If  so,  the  Bill  would  be  utterly  useless  and  in¬ 
effectual.  But  if  the  hon.  gentleman  has  in  his 
mind  to  secure  a  day  of  rest  to  those  who  work  on 
those  trains,  then  the  hon.  gentleman  is  defeating, 
as  has  been  pointed  out  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Cumberland  (Mr.  Dickey),  the  very  object  he 
has  in  view.  The  hon.  member  for  Cumberland 
pointed  out  how  a  train  on  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  starts  from  Halifax  on  Saturday  and  runs 
to  St.  John,  arriving  on  Saturday  night  before 
midnight,  and  that  it  lies  over  at  St.  John  until 
Sunday  night  at  11  o’clock.  The  men  employed 
on  the  train  have  thus  the  opportimily  of  going  to 
church  and  performing  their  religious  duties  on 
Sunday.  What  would  be  the  effect  if  this  Bill  were 
in  force  ?  The  train  wouldrun  right  through,  instead 
of  stopping  at  St.  John,  where  the  trainmen  have 
an  opportunity  of  attending  religious  observances. 


It  would  go  right  on  through  St.  John  and  make 
no  stop,  because  under  this  Bill  it  could  not  leave 
again  on  Sunday  night,  and  so  these  train  hands 
would  be  employed  on  the  train  the  whole  Sunday, 
and  would  not  have  the  opportunity  they  have  at 
the  present  time  of  attending  church  and  observing 
their  religious  duties.  In  this  instance  which  I 
give  to  the  hon.  gentleman,  and  I  do  not  know  how 
he  can  answer  it,  instead  of  having  the  effect  of 
causing  the  Sabbath  to  be  a  day  of  rest  to  persons 
employed  on  the  train,  it  would  have  the  very 
contrary  effect  from  what  is  intended  by  the  hon. 
gentleman.  Apart  from  that  altogether,  and  com¬ 
ing  down  to  look  at  the  general  principle  and  spirit 
of  the  Bill,  I  think  that  whilst  the  great  bulk  of 
the  people  of  this  country  believe  in  the  proper 
observance  of  the  Sabbath,  yet  there  are  very  few 
who  would  approve  of  a  return  to  the  old  Blue 
Laws  which  were  in  force  in  Connecticut  and  others 
of  the  New  England  States  in  days  gone  by.  This 
question  in  itself  must  be  looked  at  from  a  rational 
standpoint.  I  would  ask  the  hon.  gentleman, 
if  in  a  city  like  Montreal,  there  is  on  Sunday 
afternoon  a  train  requiring  ten  or  twelve  hands 
to  operate,  but  which  takes  hundreds  of  people 
to  the  country  at  cheap  rates  and  enables 
them  to  lie  on  the  grass  or  under  the  trees,  or 
alongside  of  some  lake  or  river  ;  I  ask  him  if  that 
is  not  an  advantage  to  these  poor  people  who 
are  so  carried  away  from  the  dust  and  the  heat  and 
the  crowded  tenements  of  the  city,  and  if  they  are 
not  in  a  more  religious  frame  of  mind,  and  are  not 
better  able  to  conform  their  minds  to  admire  the 
works  of  the  Creator  and  giver  of  all  good 
things,  than  they  would  be  if  they  were  crowded 
in  the  streets  of  that  large  city,  uncomfort¬ 
able  and  unhappy  as  most  of  them  would  be. 
When  I  was  in  Montreal  one  hot  day  last  sum¬ 
mer— and  it  always  struck  me  forcibly  in  this 
connection — I  went  over  Mount  Royal  and  there 
under  the  trees  on  that  hot  afternoon,  I  saw 
in  all  directions  thousands  of  people,  many  of  them 
whole  families,  perhaps  a  labourer  or  a  mechanic 
with  his  wife  and  children  who  had  brought  their 
luncheons  out  with  them,  lying  under  the  trees  and 
quietly  and  reverently  enjoying  themselves  on  that 
Sabbath  day.  These  people  could  not  have  reached 
the  top  of  the  mountain  by  any  other  means  than 
the  little  cable  road  which  runs  up  and  down, 
because  the  wTalk  on  that  (hot  day  would  be  too 
great  for  the  children.  There  they  were  enjoying 
themselves  in  a  moderate,  temperate  and  rational 
manner.  It  struck  me  most  forcibly  that  from  the 
standpoint  of  a  broad  Christianity,  and  from  the 
standpoint  of  religion  these  people  were  better  there 
withtheirfamiliesenjoyingthecoolmountain  air  than 
they  would  have  been  in  a  narrow  street  of  the  city; 
and  thatalthough  one  or  two  men  might  have  been  em¬ 
ployed  to  operate  the  cable  road,  yet  they  were  doinga 
good  Christian  work  and  could  not  be  held  guilty 
of  desecrating  the  Sabbath  in  consequence  of  their 
acts.  So  far  as  the  Province  of  New  Brunswick  is 
concerned,  I  feel  that  we  have  no  necessity  for  this 
legislation.  The  people  of  that  province  are  a 
Sabbath-observing  and  a  church-going  people. 
They  go  to  their  churches  on  Sunday,  they  do  not 
go  in  for  sporting  or  any  improper  action,  on  the 
Sabbath  or  Lord’s  Day,  they  pass  it  in  a  proper 
manner,  and  I  feel  that  such  legislation  as  this  is 
not  called  for  and  not  asked  for  by  the  Province  of 
New  Brunswick.  I  further  say  that  any  legislation 
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that  may  be  necessary  in  order  to  prevent  the  dese¬ 
cration  of  the  Sabbath  day  is  found  amply  suffi¬ 
cient  now  on  the  Statute-book  passed  by  the 
the  Local  Legislature  of  the  Province  of  New 
Brunswick.  For  these  reasons,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
feel  called  upon  to  oppose  this  Bill,  which  the  hon. 
member  for  North  Norfolk  (Mr.  Charlton)  has  in¬ 
troduced  to  this  House. 

Mr.  COATSWORTH.  I  did  not  intend  to  speak 
on  this  Bill  to-night  as  I  spoke  the  other  evening, 
but  there  hav'e  been  so  many  speeches  upon  one 
side  of  the  question  that  it  might  be  interesting 
for  hon.  gentlemen  to  know  that  there  is  more 
than  one  member  who  is  disposed  to  support  the 
principle  of  the  Bill.  I  have  listened  with  a  great 
deal  of  interest  to  the  eloquent  and  forcible  speech 
of  my  hon.  friend  from  Bellechase  (Mr.  Amyot)  as 
well  as  to  the  other  speeches,  some  of  them  forci¬ 
ble  and  some  of  them  I  thought  taking  the  points 
not  quite  so  strongly.  I  am  sure  1  am  very  much 
gratified  to  hear  from  the  hon.  member  for  St. 
John  (Mr.  Hazen)  that  we  have  such  good  people 
in  the  Province  of  New  Brunswick  that  they  do 
not  need  any  Sabbath  legislation,  and  I  hope  they 
will  always  continue  to  be  so.  If  we  are  to  take 
the  remarks  of  my  hon.  friends  who  have  spoken, 
from  the  Province  of  Quebec  as  an  index,  I  am  sure 
that  the  people  of  that  province  will  hardly  need 
any  legislation  of  this  kind  either.  There  is,  how¬ 
ever,  a  principle  involved  in  this  Bill  that  I  think 
ought  not  to  be  overlooked.  I  do  not  agree  with 
many  of  the  arguments  that  have  been  advanced 
this  afternoon  as  to  what  the  real  principle  of  the 
Bill  is.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  principle  of  the 
Bill  is  two-fold,  and  that  we  ought  to  consider  very 
carefully  what  would  be  its  aim  and  object.  So  far  as 
the  preservation  of  the  Sabbath  as  a  day  of  rest  and  a 
day  which  we  ought  to  observe  in  religious  worship 
is  concerned,  there  is  but  one  opinion  about  that, 
and  there  is  no  doubt  in  our  minds  as  to  how  we 
ought  to  employ  the  Sabbath  day.  We  are  however 
well  aware  that  in  connection  with  the  business  of 
the  country  a  certain  amount  of  work  is  necessary, 
and  that  brings  out  the  other  point  in  the  Bill 
which  provides  for  the  protection  of  the  working¬ 
men.  I  am  disposed  to  think  that  a  great  deal  has 
been  said  about  that  which  does  not  apply  to  it 
very  forcibly.  For  my  own  part  I  do  not  think 
that  we  ought  to  try  to  force  religion  upon  any 
man.  As  some  hon.  gentlemen  have  said,  I  do  not 
think  we  can  take  any  man  to  Heaven  by  legisla¬ 
tion,  or  else  perhaps  we  ought  to  pass  a  Bill  to  send 
all  our  people  there.  I  do  not  think  the  principle 
of  this  Bill  which  protects  the  workingman  has 
received  fair  treatment  here  to-night  ;  not  that  I 
think  that  any  of  the  hon.  gentlemen  who  have 
spoken  would  be  intentionally  unfair  to  it,  but 
there  are  more  ways  than  one  of  looking  at  it.  We 
have  not  only  to  look  to  the  people  who  wish  to  be 
accommodated  on  the  railways,  but  we  have  also 
to  look  to  the  interests  of  the  men  who  are  working 
on  these  roads.  I  do  not  agree  with  the  hon. 
gentlemen  who  say  that  these  men  can  take 
their  rest  on  Saturday  or  Monday  or  any 
other  day,  because  it  is  the  Sunday  which 
is  observed  and  regarded  as  a  day  of  rest  by 
all  persons.  I  feel  sure  that  there  are  many  men 
who  are  compelled  to  work  on  the  Sabbath  day 
who  should  not  be  compelled  to  work  on  that  day, 
and  who  would  prefer  to  be  at  home  and  be  able  to 
Mr.  Hazen. 


go  to  church  with  their  families.  This  is  the  class 
of  men  that  the  principle  of  the  Bill  is  intended  to 
protect,  and  we  ought  to  be  careful  not  to  throw 
out  the  Bill  as  a  whole.  I  can  see  that  there  are 
difficulties  in  the  way  of  passing  the  measure,  but  we 
ought  to  be  careful  not  to  pronounce  against  the 
principle  altogether,  because  there  are  many  men 
who  are  compelled  to  work  on  railways  and  other 
works  on  Sunday,  who  ought  not  to  be  so  com¬ 
pelled,  and  who  would  not  be  so  compelled  if  we 
were  to  throw  around  them  the  proper  protection. 
I  do  not  agree  with  my  hon.  friends  who  take  the 
position  that  the  Bill  is  inconsistent  because  it  says 
that  some  trains  may  run  on  Sundays  and  other 
trains  may  not  run  on  Sunday.  I  do  not  think  that 
that  is  a  fair  position  to  take,  because  we  know 
there  are  many  things  necessary  to  be  done  on 
Sunday,  and  that  there  are  many  things  which  are 
done  on  Sixnday  which  are  not  necessary  to  be  done. 
We  have,  therefore,  to  take  a  reasonable  view  of  the 
situation.  We  have  an  enormous  railroad  traffic 
in  Canada,  we  have  got  to  keep  that  traffic 
up  to  a  certain  extent  as  well  on  Sunday  as  any 
other  day,  and  for  my  part  I  am  prepared  to  sup¬ 
port  the  exceptions  in  the  measure  so  far  as 
they  relate  to  the  necessary  traffic  in  order  to  keep 
up  the  volume  of  business  which  we  are  bound  to 
maintain,  and  which  I  say  is  a  necessity,  because  of 
all  the  relations  we  hold,  not  only  between  our¬ 
selves  but  with  regard  to  other  countries.  There 
is  no  question  in  my  mind  that  it  is  necessary  for 
us  to  have  a  certain  amount  of  railroad  traffic  on 
Sunday  ;  and  the  only  question  which  the  House 
is  called  upon  to  decide  is  the  volume  of  traffic 
which  is  necessary  on  Sunday  to  the  proper  carry¬ 
ing  on  of  our  business.  It  appears  to  me  that  we 
ought  to  draw  the  line  there.  There  is  no  doubt, 
as  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  said  the  other  night, 
that  there  is  a  great  deal  of  shunting  and  other 
unnecessary  work  done  by  the  railways  on  Sundays 
which  could  just  as  well  be  left  till  Monday,  and  I 
think  we  ought  to  stop  all  that  kind  of  work. 

Mr.  FERGUSON  (Leeds).  Who  is  the  judge  of 
the  necessity  ? 

Mr.  COATSWORTH.  At  the  present  time  we 
must  be  the  j  udges  of  the  necessity.  The  Bill  is  before 
us,  and  we  as  intelligent  men  know  what  work  is 
necessary  for  the  commerce  of  the  country.  There¬ 
fore  I  take  this  position,  that  any  works  on  the 
railroads  that  can  reasonably  be  stopped  on  the 
Sunday,  we  ought  to  stop,  not  only  in  the  interests 
of  religion,  the  sanctity  of  the  day,  but  for  the 
benefit  and  in  the  interests  of  the  workingmen  who 
are  compelled  unnecessarily  to  work  on  Sunday. 
I  would  take  exception  to  the  remarks  of  the  hon. 
member  for  St.  John  (Mr.  Hazen)  with  regard  to 
excursion  trains.  I  am  aware  that  there  are  manv 
people  who  are  glad  to  get  away  from  their  hot  and 
dusty  homes  on  Sunday.  I  am  aware  that  many 
are  so  tied  down  during  the  week  that  Sunday  is 
the  only  day  on  which  they  can  get  away  ;  and  I 
for  one  would  not  do  anything  to  prevent  a  man 
taking  his  family  out  to  the  parks  or  somewhere 
else  on  Sunday.  But  I  am  satisfied  that  it  is  not 
necessary  for  that  purpose  that  the  railway  trains 
should  run  on  Sunday.  I  believe  that  Montreal, 
St.  John,  and  other  cities  are  fully  provided  with 
parks  as  well  as  the  city  of  Toronto  ;  and  I  know 
that  in  Toronto  no  person  is  obliged  to  walk  more 
than  a  quarter  of  an  hour  to  reach  one  of  the  parks, 
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where  he  can  take  his  family  to  enjoy  themselves 
and  have  a  pic-nic,  if  they  want  one,  just  as  well 
as  lie  could  if  there  was  a  train  running  thirty  or 
forty  miles  out  of  the  city.  1  can  assure  you  that 
we  fought  this  question  out  in  Toronto  on  the  Sun¬ 
day  car  question  last  January,  and  it  was  decided 
that  even  the  street  cars  were  not  necessary  to 
take  the  people  to  the  parks  on  Sunday. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  Would  the  street  cars  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  this  Bill  ? 

Mr.  CO  ATS  WORTH.  No,  I  think  not.  I  am 
merely  mentioning  that  as  an  illustration. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  And  the  electric  cars  in  cities? 

Mr.  COATSWORTH.  I  think  not.  There  is 
another  point  I  would  like  to  speak  about,  and  it  is 
this.  Should  we  not  take  a  somewhat  inconsistent 
position  if  we  were  to  throw  out  this  clause  to¬ 
night  ?  The  other  evening,  when  the  Bill  came  up 
for  discussion,  we  threw  out  the  first  clause,  pos¬ 
sibly  properly  so,  although  I  did  not  vote  against 
it',  though  I  felt  that  it  was  liable  to  bring  us  into 
conflict  with  the  Local  Legislatures,  but  we  passed 
the  second  clause,  with  some  slight  amendments, 
which  reads  as  follows  : — 

“  No  canal  belonging  to  Canada  shall  be  open  for  traffic 
or  business  on  the  Lord’s  Day,  between  the  hours  of  six 
in  the  morning  and  ten  in  the  evening,  but  this  provision 
may  be  set  aside  by  Order  in  Council  after  the  15th  day  of 
October  in  each  year.”  . 

Now,  if  it  is  wrong  for  the  canals  to  work  on  Sun- 
dajq  and  I  suppose  I  have  a  right  to  assume,  from 
the  action  taken  by  the  committee  the  other  even¬ 
ing,  that  they  believe  that  those  who  work  on  the 
canals  should  be  allowed  to  go  to  church  and  have 
their  Sunday  rest,  it  is  equally  wrong  for  those 
employed  on  the  railways  to  be  compelled  to  work 
on  Sunday. 

Mr.  TISDALE,  But  the  Provincial  Legislatures 
have  no  jurisdiction  over  the  canals  as  they  have 
over  the  railways. 

Mr.  COATSWORTH.  I  have  some  doubt  about 
the  Provincial  Legislatures  having  jurisdiction  over 
railways  which  are  inter-provincial  lines  or  public 
works  for  the  general  advantage  of  Canada.  They 
would  not  have  a  right  to  interfere  with  them,  I 
think,  except  where  they  came  within  their  own 
province  ;  and,  as  we  the  other  night  passed  the 
clause  enacting  that  the  canals  should  be  closed 
between  certain  hours  on  Sunday,  the  same  argu¬ 
ment  applies  to  the  railroads.  Let  me  say  in  con¬ 
clusion — because  I  see  that  there  are  difficulties  in 
the  way — that  I  would  not  wish  my  remarks  to  be 
taken  as  applying  to  any  but  work  that  is  unneces¬ 
sary  on  the  railroads.  I  think  that  so  far  as  it  can 
be  done  consistently  with  our  commercial  interests 
and  the  interests  of  our  carrying  traffic,  we  ought 
to  prevent  all  works  on  the  railroads  on  Sunday, 
not  only  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  the  sacred¬ 
ness  and  sanctity  of  the  day,  but  for  the  purpose 
of  preventing  men  engaged  on  the  railways  being 
compelled  to  work  unnecessarily  on  that  day. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  Like  my  hon.  friend  from 
Toronto,  I  did  not  intend  to  speak  on  this  ques¬ 
tion  to-night.  However,  one  or  two  points  have 
been  raised  on  which  I  wish  to  say  a  word  or  two. 
The  first  point  was  raised  by  my  lion,  friend  from 
South  Norfolk.  He  found  fault  with  the  pre¬ 
amble  of  the  Bill.  So  do  I.  I  gave  notice  that  I 
intended  to  move,  when  it  came  before  the  com¬ 
mittee,  to  have  the  preamble  changed,  and  I  do  so 
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intend.  The  next  question  he  raised  was  the 
question  of  jurisdiction.  Now,  no  man  in  this 
House  feels  more  strongly  than  I  do  the  necessity 
of  leaving  to  the  Local  Legislatures  matters  of 
local  concern,  but  it  has  been  stated  in  this  House 
on  high  authority,  and  I  am  inclined  to  think  that 
the  statement  is  correct,  that  so  far  as  those  lines 
of  railway  are  concerned  which  have  been  declared 
by  this  House  to  be  for  the  general  advantage  of 
Canada,  the  Local  Legislatures  have  no  power 
over  them. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  The  hon.  promoter  of  the  Bill, 
when  I  asked  him  the  question  at  the  commence¬ 
ment  of  the  discdssion,  admitted  that  the  Local 
Legislature  and  this  House  had  concurrent  juris¬ 
diction. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  That  is  not  the  inform¬ 
ation  I  have  had,  and  I  think  I  have  had  it  on 
good  authority.  Now,  with  regard  to  the  clause 
now  before  the  House,  I  think  there  is  very  little 
in  it.  In  fact,  so  far  as  passenger  trains  are  con¬ 
cerned,  it  leaves  the  matter  in  a  worse  position 
than  it  is  in  now.  It  is  true,  I  have  not  had  an 
opportunity  of  reading  the  amendment,  but  I  have 
heard  it  read,  and  I  have  heard  the  answers  made 
by  the  hon.  promoter  of  the  Bill.  If  I  understood 
that  aright,  if  I  understood  the  amendment 
aright,  and  construction  he  put  upon  it,  it  just 
amounts  to  this  that  wherever  a  train  makes  up  on 
Sunday,  that  is  a  passenger  train,  at  one  end  of 
the  road  and  runs  to  the  other  end,  it  will  not 
infringe  upon  the  provisions  of  this  clause.  I  under¬ 
stood  the  hon.  gentleman  to  say  that  a  train  made  up 
at  Quebec  and  run  to  Montreal  did  not  come  under 
the  provisions  of  this  clause.  Well,  if  that  is 
correct,  I  submit  there  is  not  a  single  railway  in 
the  country  which  does  not  do  the  same  thing.  A 
train  may  be  made  up  in  the  city  of  London  and 
run  to  Hamilton  or  Toronto  or  Niagara  Falls,  or 
be  made  up  in  London  and  run  up  to  Kincardine, 
and  it  will  not  be  affected  by  this  clause,  and  the 
same  may  be  said  of  every  other  railwaj7  in  this 
country.  The  Intercolonial  Railway  has  been 
brought  up  as  a  case  in  point.  The  Minister  of 
Justice  said,  and  said  truly,  that  if  this  clause  be¬ 
came  law,  it  would  give  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
far  greater  powers  than  it  has  under  the  law  as  it 
stands.  I  have  been  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
on  a  Sunday  morning,  and  when  we  came  to  stop 
at  a  divisional  point,  we  did  not  start  until  late 
Monday  morning  ;  but  if  this  clause  becomes  law, 
and  the  construction  put  upon  it  is  correct,  it  will 
give  that  road  authority  to  run  every  hour  on 
Sundays. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  want  the 
hon.  gentleman  to  misunderstand  what  I  said  about 
the  Intercolonial  Railw’ay.  While  I  said  the  Bill 
did  not  apply  to  the  Intercolonial  Railway,  there 
is  no  restriction  now  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
as  to  running  trains  on  Sunday. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  Except  what  the  Govern¬ 
ment  themselves  impose,  and  as  far  as  I  can  learn 
the  Government  have  been  very  strict  in  seeing 
that  the  employes  have  their  Sundays  regularly. 
And  now  a  word  or  two  about  my  hon.  friend  from 
Bellechasse  (Mr.  Atnyot).  He  claims  the  right  to 
keep  the  Sabbath  in  his  own  way.  If  he  chooses 
to  go  to  church,  he  wants  to  have  the  right  to  go. 
If  he  chooses  to  go  and  lie  down  in  the  shade,  he 
wants  the  right  to  do  so.  He  claims  the  right  to 
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spend  Sunday  as  he  sees  fit  so  long  as  he  does  not 
interfere  with  his  neighbour.  I  agree  with  the 
hon.  gentleman,  and  whenever  my  vote  is  necessary 
to  secure  him  in  that  right  it  shall  be  given  cheer¬ 
fully.  I  claim  the  same  right,  and  I  believe  my 
friend  would  vote  as  cheerfully  as  I  would  in  his 
case  that  I  should  have  the  full  exercise  of  that 
right.  Now,  we  are  both  agreed  on  that  point. 
But  there  is  John  Brown,  and  John  Brown  has  the 
right  to  be  secured  as  effectually  in  the  enjoyment 
of  these  rights  as  my  hon.  friend  and  myself  ;  and 
if  John  Brown  is  in  a  position  where  another 
authority  steps  in  and  says  he  shall  not  enjoy  those 
rights,  those  who  have  the  power  to  secure  that 
right  to  him  should  not  fail  to  do  so.  If  John 
Brown  is  a  railway  employe,  and  the  railway  de¬ 
mands  that  he  shall  work  on  Sunday  and  not  be 
allowed  to  rest,  then  it  is  our  duty  to  step  in  and 
see  that  he  shall  have  the  enjoyment  of  his  rights. 
It  is  easy  to  say,  as  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
said,  that  Brown  may  take  another  day  for  a  holi¬ 
day,  but  it  is  not  at  all  likely  that  he  will  be 
allowed  that  privilege.  It  is  easy  for  any  one  to 
say  that  if  he  does  not  like  to  come  under  the 
rules  of  the  railway  and  obey  the  commands  given 
him,  he  has  the  privilege  of  stepping  down  and  out. 
But  it  is  quite  possible,  it  is  more  than  likely,  that 
John  Brown  is  the  head  of  a  family,  whose  bread 
and  butter  depend  on  his  retaining  his  situation, 
which  would  be  in  danger  if  he  dared  to  refuse  the 
demands  of  those  in  authority  over  him. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  John  Brown  is  satisfied  now. 
I  have  seen  him. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  If  he  is  satisfied  to  do  it, 
let  him  do  it,  but  if  he  is  not  satisfied,  then  those 
incur  a  frightful  responsibility  who  have  the  au¬ 
thority  to  secure  him  in  the  enjoyment  of  his 
rights  and  refuse  to  do  so.  That  is  the  sole  reason 
why  I  support  this  Bill.  I  hope  the  House  will 
pardon  me  if  I  just  read  a  few  sentences  to  show 
w  hat  John  Brown  thinks  about  it.  Some  years 
ago,  450  locomotive  engineers  on  the  New  York 
Central  Raihvay  sent  a  petition  to  the  manager  of 
that  road.  They  pointed  out  that  the  Sunday  run¬ 
ning  had  become  a  great  hardship.  They  said  : 

“  We  have  borne  this  grievance  patiently,  hoping 
every  succeeding  year  that  it  would  decrease.  We  are 
willing  to  submit  to  any  reasonable  privation,  mental  or 
physical,  to  assist  the  officers  of  your  company  to  achieve 
a  financial  triumph,  but,  after  a  long  and  weary  service, 
we  do  not  see  any  signs  of  relief,  and  we  are  forced  to 
come  to  you  with  our  trouble,  and  most  respectfully  ask 
you  to  relieve  us  from  Sunday  labour,  so  far  as  it  is  in 
your  power  to  do  so.  Our  objections  to  Sunday  labour 
are  : 

“  (1)  This  never  ending  labour  ruins  our  health  and 
prematurely  makes  us  feel  worn  out  like  old  men,  and  we 
are  sensible  of  our  inability  to  perform  our  duty  as  well 
when  we  work  to  excess. 

“  (2)  That  the  customs  of  all- civilized  countries,  as  well 
as  all  laws,  human  and  divine,  recognize  Sunday  as  a  day 
of  rest  and  recuperation  ;  and  notwithstanding  intervals 
of  rest  might  be  arranged  for  us  on  other  days  than  Sun¬ 
day,  we  feel  that  by  so  doing  we  would  be  forced  to 
exclude  ourselves  from  all  church,  family  and  social 
privileges  that  other  citizens  enjoy. 

“(3)  Nearly  all  of  the  undersigned  have  children  that 
they  desire  to  have  educated  in  everything  that  will  tend 
to  make  them  good  men  and  women,  and  we  cannot  help 
but  see  that  our  example  in  ignoring  the  Sabbath  day  has 
a  very  demoralizing  influence  upon  them. 

“  (4)  Because  we  believe  the  best  interests  of  the  com-i, 
pany  we  serve,  as  well  as  ours,  will  be  promoted  thereby, 
and  because  we  believe  locomotive  engineers  should 
occupy  as  high  social  and  religious  positions  as  men 
in  any  other  calling.  We  know  the  question  will  be 
considered :  How  can  this  Sunday  work  be  avoided 
with  the  immense  and  constantly  increasing  traffic? 
Mr.  Armstrong. 


We  have  watched  this  matter  for  the  past  twenty 
years.  We  have  seen  it  grow  from  its  infancy 
until  it  has  arrived  at  its  now  gigantic  proportions, 
from  one  train  on  the  Sabbath  until  we  now  have 
about  thirty  each  way;  and  we  do  not  hesitate  in  saying 
that  we  can  do  as  much  work  in  six  days  with  the  seventh 
for  rest,  and  is  now  done.  It  is  a  fact  observable  by  all 
connected  with  the  immediate  running  of  freight  trains 
that  on  Monday  freight  is  comparatively  light ;  Tuesday 
it  strengthens  a  little,  and  keeps  increasing  until 
Saturday,  and  Sundays  are  the  heaviest  of  the  week. 
The  objection  may  be  offered  that  if  your  lines  stop,  the 
receiving  points  from  other  roads  will  be  blocked  up.  In 
reply  we  would  most  respectfully  suggest,  that  when  the 
main  lines  do  not  run,  tributaries  would  only  be  too  glad 
to  follow  the  good  example.  The  question  might  also 
arise,  if  the  traffic  is  suspended  for  twenty-four  hours  will 
not  the  company  lose  one-seventh  of  its  profits  ?  In 
answer ,  we  will  pledge  our  experience,  health  and  strength 
that  at  the  end  of  the  year  our  employers  will  not  lose 
one  cent,  but,  on  the  contrary,  will  be  the  gainers  finan¬ 
cially.  Our  reasons  are  these :  At  present  the  duties  of 
your  locomotive  engineers  are  incessant,  day  after  day, 
night  succeeding  night,  Sunday  and  all,  rain  or  shine, 
with  all  the  fearful  inclemency  of  a  rigorous  winter  to 
contend  with,  the  great  strain  of  both  mental  and  physi¬ 
cal  faculties  constantly  employed  has  a  tendency  in  time  to 
impair  its  requisites  so  necessary  to  make  a  good  engineer. 
Troubled  in  mind,  jaded  and  worn  out  in  body,  the 
engineer  cannot  give  his  duties  the  attention  they  should 
have  in  order  to  best  advance  his  employer’s  interests. 
We  venture  to  say  not  on  this  broad  continent,  in  any 
branch  of  business  or  traffic,  can  be  found  any  class  in 
the  same  position  as  railroad  men.  They  are  severed 
from  associations  held  most  dear,  debarred  from  the 
opportunity  of  worship,  that  tribute  man  owes  to  his  God  ; 
witnessing  all  those  pleasures  accorded  to  others,  which 
are  the  only  oasis  in  the  desert  of  this  life,  and  with  no 

Srospect  of  relief.  We  ask  you  to  aid  us.  Give  us  the 
abbath  for  rest  after  our  week  of  laborious  labours,  and 
we  pledge  you  that,  with  a  system  invigorated  by  a  season 
of  repose,  by  a  brain  eased  and  cleared  by  hours  of  relax¬ 
ation,  we  can  go  to  work  with  more  energy,  more  mental 
and  physical  force,  and  can  and  will  accomplish  more 
work,  and  do  it  better,  if  possible,  in  six  days  than  we 
can  now  do  in  seven.  We  can  give  you  ten  days  in  six  if 
you  require  it,  if  we  can  only  look  forward  to  a  certain 
period  of  rest.  In  conclusion,  we  hope  and  trust  that,  in 
conjunction  with  other  gentlemen  of  the  trunk  lines 
leading  to  the  seaboard,  you  will  be  able  to  accomplish 
something  that  will  ameliorate  our  condition.” 

Such  is  the  cry  of  John  Brown,  and  it  is  the  duty 
of  those  in  authority,  those  in  whose  hands  legisla¬ 
tion  lies,  to  see  that  John  Brown  gets  his  rights. 
Now  let  us  see  what  a  railroad  man  says,  one  who 
long  was  president  of  the  Michigan  Central  Rail¬ 
way,  Mr.  Ledyard.  He  says  : 

“  There  is  no  question  as  to  the  desirability  of  prohib¬ 
iting  Sunday  work  on  railways.  The  la  w  of  nature,  to  say 
nothing  of  the  higher  law,  requires  that  men  should  have 
rest  one  day  in  seven.  Is  there  any  reason  why  a  rail¬ 
road  engineer  or  conductor  is  not  entitled  to  his  rest  as 
much  as  a  merchant  or  manufacturer?  I  do  not  believe 
at  the  end  of  the  year  the  loss  in  traffic  would  be  appreci¬ 
able  were  all  Sunday  work  stopped  ;  and  in  the  better 
morals  of  the  men,  the  railway  companies  would  be  abun¬ 
dantly  paid  for  doing  away  with  tne  work  on  this  day. 
Looking  at  the  question  from  either  a  moral  or  economi¬ 
cal  standpoint,  no  candid  person  can  uphold  the  running 
of  trains  on  Sunday.  What  is  there  in  the  essence  of  a 
railway  company  different  from  any  other  business  which 
will  require  an  exception  to  be  made  of  it  and  its  em¬ 
ployes  to  work  when  others  are  allowed  and  expected  to 
rest  ?  The  effect  of  this  constant  and  never-ending  work 
is  not  only  injurious  to  the  men  themselves  but  most  de¬ 
plorable  to  their  families.  If  it  is  true,  as  Lord  Bacon 
says,  that  a  man  who  has  a  family  has  given  a  hostage  to 
fortune,  it  is  equally  true  that  he  should  be  allowed  to 
live  at  least  part  of  his  time  with  those  for  whom  he  has 
to  care,  and  certainly  should  have  at  least  one  day  in 
every  seven,  which,  under  our  system  of  railway  labour, 
he  cannot  have,  to  devote  to  his  own  family  and  private 
matters.” 

So  that  not  only  the  men,  but  those  who  are  quali¬ 
fied  to  speak  for  the  railways  unite  in  declaring 
that  the  rest  of  one  day  in  seven  is  an  actual  phy¬ 
sical  necessity. 
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Mr.  DAVIN.  This  is  a  very  important  question 
and  there  are  other  members  who  would  like  to 
speak  on  it.  I  would  like  to  say  something  on  it 
myself,  and  I  beg  to  move  that  the  committee  rise 
and  report  progress. 

Mr.  BOM  ELL.  I  would  suggest  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  proposed  should  be  published  in  the  Votes 
and  Proceedings  so  that  every  member  may  be  able 
to  read  it.  For  myself  I  have  been  unable  to 
understand  its  import.  I  intended  to  ask  the  mover 
some  questions  in  regard  to  it.  From  what  he  said 
to  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  I  understood  that 
the  amendment  would  permit  a  line  30  miles  loim, 
running  from  Belleville  to  Madoc  village  or  El 
Dorado,  to  run  on  the  Sunday— the  thing  he  pro¬ 
fesses  to  desire  to  prevent— because  that  line  con¬ 
nects  with  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  and  the 
Grand  Trunk  Railway  connects  with  American 
roads,  or  would  enable  the  road  to  start  a  train 
from  Madoc  to  connect  with  the  Grand  Trunk  train 
from  Toronto  for  Prescott,  Kingston  or  any  other 
place  where  it  connects  with  the  American  roads, 
or  at  Montreal  where  it  connects  with  the  Vermont 
Central  for  Boston  or  New  York,  and  so  to  the 
westward  by  the  Niagara  Falls  route.  I  do  not 
know  that  it  is  necessary  to  pursue  the  discussion 
of  these  questions  to-night  ;  but,  if  the  motion  of 
the  lion,  member  for  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin)  is 
cai lied,  I  think  the  amendments  should  be  printec 
in  the  Votes  and  Proceedings  so  that  every  member 
may  be  able  to  read  them. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  suppose  the  motion  which 
had  been  made  by  the  member  for  West  Assiniboia 
<Mr.  Davin)  and  endorsed  by  the  Minister  of  Militia 
had  better  be  adopted  and  the  amendment  printed. 

I  may  make  what  is  almost  a  personal  explanation. 
The  House  is  aware  that  the  amendment  is  not  the 
clause  I  am  responsible  for,  and  I  am  quite  sure 
that  the  Minister  of  Justice  will  feel  highly  com¬ 
plimented  by  the  severe  criticism  the  amendment 
drafted  by  himself  has  received  from  his  friends  in 
the  House.  The  motive  which  actuates  me  is,  if  I 
cannot  get  what  I  want,  to  take  what  I  can  get. 
The  Minister  of  Justice,  in  drafting  this  amend¬ 
ment,  gave  something,  not  what  I  wanted,  but 
something  of  importance.  It  was  a  concession,  and 
I  was  willing  to  accept  it  if  I  could  not  get  more. 

I  am  not  responsible  for  the  amendment  in  the 
sense  of  its  giving  all  I  want,  but  I  accept  the 
amendment  and  the  concession  granted  thankfully 
if  I  can  get  no  more,  and  I  think  the  Minister  of 
Justice  has  treated  me  as  promoter  of  this  Bill 
with  extreme  courtesy  and  kindness.  He  granted 
in  the  section  as  to  canals  practically  what 
the  Bill  asked  for,  and  in  this  matter  he  has 
granted  an  important  concession.  It  is  true, 
as  the  Minister  of  Militia  says,  and  as  other  mem- 
bers  have  said,  that  the  lessening-  of  passenger 
traffic  will  be  slight,  the  diminution  of  that  traffic 
will  be  very  much  less  than  I  could  have  hoped 
for.  The  effect  of  the  amendment,  howrever,  will  be 
to^  curtail  the  freight  traffic.  It  recognizes  the 
principle  of  lessening  Sunday  traffic.  It  does  not 
go  as  far  as  I  desire,  but  it  recognizes  a  principle, 
it  grants  a  concession,  and  it  makes  a  material  step 
in  advance  with  reference  to  Sunday  legislation 
and  opens  the  way  for  more  mature  consideration 
of  this  matter  at  some  future  session.  For  that 
reason,  while  I  think  the  criticisms  indulged  in  by 
various  members  towards  myself  and  others  be¬ 


cause  we  do  not  go  on  high  religious  grounds,  al¬ 
leging  that  for  the  sake  of  money  wre  do  not  put  an 
end  to  through  traffic  with  American  lines,  and  so 
on,  are  very  unfair.  We  are  thankful  to  have  an 
important  concession  made,  even  if  it  does  not  go 
so  far  as  the  promoters  would  desire.  I  again 
thank  the  Minister  of  Justice  for  his  courtesy  and 
kindness  in  this  matter.  The  provision  which  he 
has  diafted,  and  wrhich  has  been  so  severely  criti¬ 
cised,  has  been  unjustly  criticised,  in  my  opinion. 
He  has  given  us  a  material  concession,  he  has  re¬ 
cognized  the  principle  and  given  us  a  standing,  and 
on  another  occasion  we  will  be  able  to  deliberate 
on  this  matter  more  at  our  leisure.  I  consent  to 
the  motion,  writh  the  understanding  that  the 
amendment  shall  be  printed  and  considered  by  the 
members. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  progress. 

vSii  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  11.15 
p.m. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Tuesday,  7th  June,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 
Prayers. 

NEGOTIATIONS  AT  WASHINGTON. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  notice  that  the  gentlemen 
wdio  went  some  time  ago  to  Washington  have  come 
back,  and  I  would  ask  if  it  is  the  intention  of  the 
Government  to  lay  on  the  Table  any  written  com¬ 
munications  which  passed  between  them  and  the 
Washington  Government  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  will  be  a  state¬ 
ment  made  to  the  House  in  the  course  of  a  few  days 
on  the  subject,  and  by  that  time  probably  there 
will  be  some  communications  to  submit  as  well. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  In  the  absence  of  the  Minister 
of  Marine  and  Fisheries,  who  is  in  charge  of  his 
department  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  Prime  Minister. 
RAILWAY  STATISTICS. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Minister  of  Railway s  if  he  could  answer  the  ques¬ 
tion  which  I  put  a  few  days  ago  and  which  he 
kindly  promised  to  enquire  into  with  regard  to  the 
annual  year  book  and  yearly  statistics.  When 
may  we  expect  them  to  be  laid  on  the  Table,  and 
what  is  the  cause  of  the  delay  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  delay  was  caused  by  the 
railway  companies,  not  making  their  returns  in 
proper  time.  However,  the  report  was  prepared 
and  put  in  the  hands  of  the  Queen’s  Printer  on  the 
19th  of  April  last. 

REPRESENTATION  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF 
COMMONS. 

House  resumed  adjourned  debate  on  the  proposed 
motion  of  Sir  John  Thompson  :  That  Bill  (No.  76), 
x>  readjust  the  representation  in  the  House  of 
Commons,  be  read  a  second  time. 
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Mr.  McCARTHY.  Ill  resuming  the  discussion 
upon  the  second  reading  of  the  Bill  for  the  purpose 
of  readjusting  representation  in  this  House,  I  desire, 
in  the  first  place,  to  state  why  I  felt  it  impossible 
to  vote  for  the  amendment  moved  by  the  hon. 
gentleman  who  leads  the  Opposition.  I  think  the 
amendment  was  of  that  character,  so  vague  and 
uncertain,  that  it  was  almost  impossible,  not  to  say 
impracticable  ;  and  although  it  was  based,  or 
purported  to  be  based,  upon  the  precedent  of  1884 
in  England,  when  the  great  scheme  of  redistribu¬ 
tion  took  place  with  the  concurrence  of  both 
political  parties,  nevertheless  I  think  the  hon. 
gentleman  moving  the  amendment  and  those 
who  supported  it  failed  to  observe  that  that 
conference  was  brought  about  at  the  instigation 
of  the  majority  and  was  not  imposed  upon  the 
majority  by  the  vote  of  either  House  of  Parliament. 
Now,  a  conference  necessarily  means,  in  a  matter 
of  that  kind,  that  it  is  the  act  of  both  parties.  It 
is  not  a  matter  that  can  be  forced,  say  by  one  party, 
even  a  majority,  upon  the  minority,  and  much  less 
of  course  would  it  be  possible  to  force  a  conference 
upon  the  majority  by  the  minority.  Therefore  the 
scheme  proposed  by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition 
seemed  to  me  impracticable,  though  I  do  not 
at  all  mean  to  say  that  if  the  majority 
had  thought  fit  to  follow  the  lines  laid 
down  at  that  period  in  England,  such  a 
course  would  have  been  unjust  or  undesirable.  But 
even  had  there  been  a  conference  in  that  way,  I 
do  not  see  what  practical  benefit  could  have 
resulted,  because  the  conference,  representing,  as  it 
was  suggested  it  should,  the  majority  and  the 
minority  according  to  numbers  in  this  House, 
would,  unless  they  agreed,  have  merely  reproduced 
the  scheme  of  the  majority.  It  would  merely  have 
reproduced  the  scheme  which  Government  have 
now  presented,  and  which  this  House,  representing 
in  the  same  way  the  same  proportion  of  numbers, 
will  ultimately  adopt.  We  have  seen  too  often 
that  matters,  not  perhaps  involving  as  this  does 
political  interests' — although  1  do  not  pretend 
to  say  that  this  oiight  to  involve  political 
interests  in  that  sense — are  decided  by  the 
majority.  Even  in  matters  affecting  privileges  and 
elections,  where  the  characters  of  members  of  the 
House  are  at  stake,  where  their  seats  are  in  ques¬ 
tion,  and  respecting  which,  if  ever  it  can  happen, 
there  ought  to  be  a  conference  irrespective  of  poli¬ 
tical  considerations,  we  have  seen,  with  regret  it 
may  be  said,  that  the  decision  arrived  at, — and 
arrived  at,  curiously  enough,  by  gentlemen  profess¬ 
ing  to  act  according  to  conscientious  convictions — 
represents  in  the  strongest  possible  way  the  political 
divisions  which  prevail  even  in  that  committee. 
Therefore,  I  do  not  think  any  good  purpose  could 
have  been  served  by  voting  for  the  resolution  which 
the  hon.  gentleman  proposed,  and  to  which  I  felt, 
for  this  and  other  reasons  which  I  need  not  dwell 
upon  now,  unable  to  give  my  consent.  I  was 
challenged  by  an  hon.  gentleman  who  spoke  late  in 
the  debate  as  to  my  opinion  on  the  legal  question 
presented  by  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (P.E.I.) 
(Mr.  Davies)  ;  and  although  I  do  not  suppose  that 
any  view  which  the  lawyers  of  this  House  may  ex¬ 
press  will  prevail  upon  the  majority  or  induce  a 
solitary  change  of  vote,  nevertheless  I  think  it  is  not 
unfair  that  I  should  have  been  asked,  being  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  legal  profession,  what  my  views  were,  and 
before  I  sit  down  I  will  state  what  conclusion  I  have 
Mr.  McCarthy. 


come  to.  I  think  it  will  be  found,  and  I  will  refer  to 
this  later  on,  that,  whatever  may  be  the  true  view 
to  take  of  that  particular  section  of  the  Act  of 
Parliament  cited  by  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s, 
it  does  afford,  if  this  House  is  invested  with  the 
power  this  Bill  presumes  it  has,  as  to  which  I  shall 
have  a  word  or  two  to  offer  before  I  close,  a  rule  for 
the  guidance  of  the  House.  If  this  House  has  the 
authority  and  the  power  to  make  for  itself  the 
division  which  the  statute  implies,  or  rather  expres¬ 
ses,  should  be  made  for  it  by  some  authority  con¬ 
stituted  by  the  House,  I  think  it  must  be  perfectly 
plain  to  us  all  that  we  should,  if  we  are  to  assume 
that  power,  act  upon  some  rule,  because,  adopting 
the  argument  for  the  moment — though  not  at  all 
saying  that  I  endorse  that  argument  of  the  hon. 
member  for  West  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin) — that  if 
we  have  the  power  to  constitute  the  authority,  we 
have  the  power  to  act  ourselves,  we  cannot,  in  that 
case,  free  ourselves  from  the  lines  on  which  that, 
authority  should  act.  Having  said  justso  much  upon 
that  point  at  the  moment,  I  propose  to  consider  the 
question  of  the  second  reading  of  this  Bill.  I  perfectly 
well  understand  that  of  course  the  details  of  the 
Bill  are  not  now  in  question,  but  that  it  is  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  the  measure  which  is  the  particular  subject 
of  discussion  on  this  occasion.  Nevertheless  in  a. 
measure  of  this  kind,  its  principle  depends  on  its; 
details,  and  if  we  are  to  find  the  principle  in  the 
Bill,  we  must  endeavour  to  find,  as  I  have  endea¬ 
voured  to  do,  upon  what  lines  the  Bill  has  been 
drawn.  Now,  it  has  been  urged  by  one  or  two 
gentlemen — I  think  the  leader  of  the  Opposition 
was  one  of  them— that  it  was  unnecessary  for  any 
redistribution  to  take  place  either  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario  or  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  because, 
there  being  no  increase  of  representation  in  the 
first-named  province  and  the  representation  always; 
remaining  the  same  in  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
there  was  no  necessity  for  a  redistribution  at  all.  I 
do  not  argue  that  a  redistribution  within  the  pro¬ 
vince  was  essential.  I  do  not  go  that  length  at  all, 
though  perhaps  it  would  not  be  a  very  great  strain¬ 
ing  of  the  statute  to  say  that  after  each  decennial 
census  there  should  be  not  only  a  redistribution  a& 
between  the  provinces,  but  within  the  provinces 
themselves.  Whatever  may  be  the  true  legal  view 
as  to  that,  I  do  not  at  all  agree  with  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  on  the  other  side  of  the  House  who  said 
there  ought  to  be  no  redistribution  in  either 
of  the  provinces  to  "which  I  have  referred. 
On  the  contrary,  I  think  we  have  only  to 
refer  to  the  condition  of  affairs  which  existed, 
and  which  still  exists,  to  satisfy  ourselves  that, 
if  a  redistribution  ever  is  necessary,  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  on  the  present  occasion.  In  order  to  show  how 
I  reach  that  conclusion,  I  must  enter  somewdiat  into 
detail.  I  shall  contend  by  and  by  that,  after  all,, 
the  true  basis  of  a  redistribution  is  equality  of  popu¬ 
lation  so  far  as  that  is  practicable,  and,  if  that  be 
the  view,  and  I  understand  that  that  is  the  conten¬ 
tion  in  departing  from  county  and  city  limits,  then 
it  is  capable,  I  think,  of  the  very  clearest  demonstra¬ 
tion  that  the  existing  condition  of  things  does  not 
satisfactorily  bring  about  or  act  upon  those  lines, 
that  if  county  limits  and  city  limits  are  to  be  dis¬ 
regarded,  then,  if  there  is  any  rule  which  is  to  be 
found  governing  the  present  condition  of  affairs,  it 
appears  to  me  it  can  be  only  the  rule  of  equality  of 
representation.  I  know  of  no  other,  I  believe  there 
is  no  other  justification,  I  believe  the  only  justi- 
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fication  ever  offered  for  the  Act  of  1882  was  that 
it  did  produce  more  fairly  than  by  adherence  to 
county  or  city  limits  an  equality  of  representa¬ 
tion.  Now,  the  unit  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  is, 
as  I  understand,  a  little  more  than  the  unit  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  That  is  im¬ 
possible.  It  must  be  precisely  the  same. 

Mr.  McCARTHY.  No,  it  is  not  impossible, 
because  there  may  be  a  certain  number  required 
additional  before  Ontario  becomes  entitled  to  an 
additional  member.  Of  course  it  is  merely  fractional. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  It  must  be 
very  small,  indeed. 

Air.  MCCARTHY .  I  think  the  hon.  gentleman 
will  not  find  it  so.  Y  ou  divide  the  population  by 
65,  and  when  you  ascertain  the  numeral  in  Quebec 
you  ascertain  the  number  for  Ontario  and  the 
other  provinces,  but  unless  they  exceed  that 
number  by  a  half  they  do  not  become  entitled  to 
an  additional  member.  I  believe  the  exact  figure 
for  Ontario  is  22,983,  so  that  the  numeral  may  be 
called  23,000,  and  I  understood  the  Minister  of 
Justice  to  say  that  the  divisor  obtained  from  the 
Province  of  Quebec  is  22,800.  Of  course,  the  dif¬ 
ference  is  merely  fractional.  If  that  be  so,  I  think 
the  first  matter  that  has  to  be  considered  is  what 
excess  beyond  that  would  be  an  unreasonable 
number  of  population  for  a  particular  division, 
and  what  number  below  that  would  be  an  unrea¬ 
sonable  shortage,  if  I  may  use  the  term,  for  a 
particular  division.  I  have  adopted,  though  I  do 
not  say  there  is  any  virtue  in  the  figures  I  have 
taken,  20  per  cent  in  excess  and  20  per  cent 
below  the  unit  as  being  a  fair  number  within 
which  the  constituencies  might  be  as  nearly  as 
possible  kept.  Beyond  that  I  would  say  there 
was  an  excess ;  below  that  I  would  say  the  con¬ 
stituency  had  too  small  a  population.  But  I  do 
not  at  all  mean  to  say  that  should  be  a  hard 
and  fast  rule.  It  would  be  governed  and  controlled 
by  other  circumstances.  I  merely  offer  it  as  one 
might  take  25  per  cent  or  15  per  cent  as  a  fair  basis 
in  order  to  judge  whether  there  ought  or  ought 
not  to  have  been  a  remodelling  of  the  constitu¬ 
encies  at  this  time.  I  find  this  result,  that,  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  with  which  I  propose  princi¬ 
pally  to  deal,  though  I  think  the  diminution  is  even 
greater  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  there  are  10 
constituencies  which  have  a  population  beyond  the 
unit  with  the  added  20  per  cent.  They  are  Toron¬ 
to  West,  with  a  population  of  73,832  ;  Toronto 
East,  43,564  ;  lY>rk  West,  41,863  ;  Algoma,  41,856; 
and  altogether  running  from  31,533  up  to  73,835  in 
excess,  not  merely  of  the  unit  but  of  the  unit  with 
20  per  cent  beyond  that,  which  would  be  27,600. 
Thus  there  are  10  constituencies  with  a  population 
of  118,000  souls  over  and  above  what,  if  population 
is  to  govern  in  any  sense,  they  ought  to  have. 
Taking  the  other  constituencies  in  that  province, 

I  find  there  are  no  less  than  21  constituencies  which 
fall  short  not  merely  of  the  unit  of  23,000  but  of 
that  less  20  per  cent,  or  18,400.  They  are  North 
Brant,  Brockville,  Cardwell,  West  Durham,  East 
Durham,  Fronteuac,  South  Grenville,  Haldimand, 
East  Hastings,  Leeds  and  Grenville,  Lennox, 
Middlesex  West,  Monck,  South  Norfolk,  North¬ 
umberland  South  Ontario,  Peel,  West  Peterborough, 
North  Victoria,  North  Wentworth  and  South 
Wentwoi'th.  So  we  find  that,  out  of  92  constitu¬ 


encies  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  no  less  than  31, 
or  more  than  one-third,  are  either  under -populated 
or  over-populated,  not  merely  as  to  the  unit  but  as 
to  the  unit  swelled  by  20  per  cent  in  the  one  event 
and  diminished  by  20  per  cent  in  the  other  calcu¬ 
lation.  That,  coupled  with  the  fact  that  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec  there  are  32  constituencies 
with  a  population  below  the  unit  and  13  with  a 
population  above  it,  establishes  the  propriety  of  a 
Bill  of  this  character.  That  is  not  the  ground  put 
forward  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  for  the  Bill, 
but  rather  that  there  were  such  gross  inequalities 
that  they  called  for  some  change  in  the  represen¬ 
tation,  and  that  it  was  by  reason  of  the  condition 
of  a  Toronto  on  the  one  hand  and  an  Algoma  on 
the  other  that  the  Bill  was  to  be  justified.  I  do 
not  agree  in  that  view.  I  say  the  condition  of 
affairs  required  a  much  more  sweeping  change  than 
the  present  Bill  proposes  to  make,  and  I  do  not 
agree  in  the  least  that  the  Bill,  falling  short  as  it 
does  of  dealing  with  anything  except  Toronto  as 
far  as  it  goes  and  Algoma  as  far  as  it  goes, 
at  all  answers  the  expectations  one  would 
naturally  have  formed  when  the  Government 
proposes  to  deal  with  this  important  question. 
But  I  think  it  does.  I  have  been  able,  if  my  figures 
are  right,  to  demonstrate  that  there  is  such  an 
inequality  of  population.  In  the  great  Provinces 
of  Ontario  and  Quebec  there  ought  to  have  been  a 
measure  of  distribution  of  seats  based  upon  a  much 
more  radical  plan  than  that  which  the  Government 
have  adopted.  Now,  let  me  see  what  the  Bill  does 
accomplish,  so  far  as  Ontario  is  concerned.  In  the 
first  place,  the  Bill  reduces  the  population  of 
Russell,  which  is  one  of  those  that  come  on  the 
list  of  over-populated  constituencies,  from  31,643 
to  25,399.  It  might  be  said  that  as  regards  popu¬ 
lation  merely  that  was  a  change  in  the  right  direc¬ 
tion.  Unfortunately,  whatever  benefits  are  to  be 
ascribed  to  that  change,  they  are  minimized  by  the 
fact  that  Prescott  is  put  back  in  place  of  Russell, 
and  has  a  population  of  30,417  ;  and  I  hardly  think 
it  will  be  seriously  contended  that  the  mere  object 
of  settling  the  population  of  Russell  by  reducing  it 
and  substituting  Prescott  for  it,  would  be  any 
justification  for  that  particular  change,  or  that 
particular  grievance  has  in  any  sense  been 
redressed.  Then  take  Algoma.  The  population 
of  Algoma,  given  by  the  census,  is  41,859,  and 
Algoma  is  divided ;  but  with  what  result  ?  I 
have  no  desire  here  to  attribute  motives  to 
my  friends  on  this  side  of  the  House,  and  I 
think  this  clause  of  the  Bill  must  be  merely  an  out¬ 
come  of  a  want  of  due  consideration,  or  else  we 
could  hardly  have  the  figures  which  I  am  told  now 
represent  the  proposed  electoral  district  of  Algoma. 
It  is  now  too  large,  we  all  admit  ;  the  representa¬ 
tion  ought  to  be  increased.  For  my  part  I  think 
the  proper  increase  for  Algoma  would  have  been 
attained  by  dividing  it  into  two  constituencies, 
and  by  giving  two  members  to  what  is  practically  ' 
a  province,  a  great  territory,  containing  41,856  in¬ 
habitants,  very  nearly  sufficient  to  make,  by  equal 
division,  two  counties  of  23,000  each.  But  the 
way  it  has  been  divided  is  to  leave  to  Algoma  no 
less  that  35,811,  and  certainly  that  does  not  im¬ 
prove  matters  on  the  basis  of  population.  Then 
Eastern  Algoma  is  to  be  tied  up  to  Nipissing,  and 
they  together  will  make  a  constituency  fair  enough 
so  far  as  population  is  concerned  ;  but  I  would  sug¬ 
gest  to  the  Government  that  the  district  of  Nipis- 
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sing,  representing  as  it  does,  and  as  we  hope  it  will 
even  more  largely,  a  mining  county,  should  have  a 
representative  of  its  own.  I  will  point  out  by  and 
by  that  the  true  rule  to  follow  is  not  merely  popu¬ 
lation,  but  interests  ;  I  do  not  mean  political  in¬ 
terests  ;  I  do  not  think  the  people  of  this  country 
ought  to  be  labelled  as  belonging  to  one  party  or 
the  other.  But  if  we  find  a  community  which 
has  a  commercial  business,  or  a  manufacturing  busi¬ 
ness,  or  a  mining  business,  these  interests  as  well 
as  the  agricultural  interests,  ought  to  be  repre¬ 
sented  on  the  floor  of  this  Parliament,  even  if  we 
depart  in  some  respects  from  the  principle  of  re¬ 
presentation  by  population.  Then,  Sir,  as  I  proceed 
further  with  an  examination  of  what  the  Bill  has 
accomplished,  I  find  that  it  gives  a  second  member 
to  West  Toronto.  Now,  I  have  my  own  views 
with  regard  to  the  representation  of  cities  ;  and 
they  are  not  at  all  in  accordance  with  those  which 
are  put  forward  by  the  leaders  on  either  side  of 
the  House.  On  that  subject  I  will  say  what  I 
have  to  say  later  on,  but  in  the  meantime  I  do 
not  think  anything  fair  has  been  accomplished 
towards  West  Toronto  with  its  population  of 
73,000.  I  agree  with  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell 
(Mr.  Mills)  that  the  principle  of  double  constitu¬ 
encies  is  one  that  ought  not  to  be  increased,  but  so 
far  as  possible,  it  ought  to  be  put  an  end  to.  I 
quite  agree  that  the  constituencies  ought  to  be 
single  in  every  point  of  view  ;  but  West  Toronto 
with  its  73,000  is  to  get  another  member,  so  if  we 
divide  that  into  two  constituencies,  they  wfill 
present  the  anomaly  of  having  36,000  of  a  popula¬ 
tion  each,  some  13,000  or  14,000  beyond  the  number 
which  they  ought  to  have.  Now,  that  is  what  is 
accomplished,  to  some  extent,  by  the  Bill  ;  but 
some  other  things  have  been  done  by  it.  I 
am  still  speaking,  it  must  be  remembered,  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario  only.  It  is  a  pretty  big  task 
to  master  even  the  geography  of  one’s  own  prov¬ 
ince,  because  the  townships  are  not  in  the  census 
list,  and  one  can  only  work  them  out  by  reference 
to  a  map,  and  I  have  not  attempted  to  do  that  in 
the  Province  of  Quebec.  But  in  this  Bill  we  find 
what  I  cannot  help  characterizing — I  do  not  wish 
to  use  strong  language,  but  I  think  I  am  justified 
in  calling  it- a  most  iniquitous  proposal  with  regard 
to  Russell,  that  of  taking  the  township  of  Clarence 
from  Russell  and  tacking  it  on  to  Prescott.  I  see 
no  justification  whatever  for  this  proposal ;  on  the 
contrary  I  believe  it  is  a  blot  upon  the  Bill  which 
I  trust  will  not  be  acceded  to  by  the  House,  no 
matter  what  the  fate  of  the  whole  Bill  may  be.  I 
see  no  justification,  no  pretense,  for  it.  Even  the 
great  object  of  hiving  the  French — which  ought  to 
be  a  tempting  thing  to  me — does  not  induce  me,  I 
must  confess,  to  support  this  proposal,  which  is,  as 
it  seems  to  me,  a  very  great  wrong.  I  believe  that 
what  the  hon.  gentleman  who  represents  Russell 
(Mr.  Edwards)  said  the  other  night,  will  take 
place,  and  that  if  this  Bill  is  carried  through  in 
that  way,  that  hon.  gentleman  will  come  -back  to 
this  House  the  next  time,  supported  by  a  sufficient 
number  of  independent  electors  of  the  County 
of  Russell,  although  shorn,  it  may  be,  of  the 
township  of  Clarence,  because  all  experience 
has  shown  that  people  will  not  consent  to 
be  gerrymandered  out  of  their  proper  and 
natural  affinities  without  resenting  it.  That  has 
been  our  experience  in  the  past  ten  years,  and  I 
think  that  will  be  found  to  be  our  experience  in  the 
Mr.  McCarthy. 


future.  Then  take  the  case  of  London.  Now,  Lon¬ 
don  is  too  small,  and  no  one  would  contend,  if  the 
population  of  London  had  still  remained  at  21,000 
as  it  was  ten  years  ago,  that  it  ought  to  have  been 
deprived  of  its  member.  The  municipality  of  the 
city  of  London  has  now  31,100,  and  nothing  could 
have  been  more  natural,  nothing  could  have  been 
more  proper,  than  that  the  district  of  the  city  of 
London  should  have  been  enlarged  to  its  present 
municipal  boundaries.  But  the  Bill  leaves  a  por¬ 
tion  of  the  city  of  London  out  in  the  county,  and 
takes  in  another  part  of  the  county,  adding  it  to 
London.  No  matter  what  the  object  may  be,  so 
far  as  I  am  informed,  there  is  really  no  political 
object  to  serve  ;  I  do  not  know  how  that  is.  The 
very  best  information  I  can  get  is  that  London 
would  have  been  just  as  much  strengthened  from  a 
Conservative  point  of  view  by  taking  the  district 
as  it  now  stands.  I  say,  no  matter  what  the  object 
may  be,  the  Government,  and  the  hon.  gentleman 
who  represents  the  city  of  London,  could  ill  afford 
to  have  made  or  tolerated  a  change  of  that  kind.  Now, 
that  is  what  the  Bill  has  done,  and  I  submit  that  it  is 
wholly  inadequate  as  a  measure  of  representation.  I 
fail  to  understand  what  the  principle  is  for  which  or 
against  which  I  am  now  expected  to  record  my 
vote.  Is  it  the  principle  of  equality  of  popula¬ 
tion  ?  I  do  not  find  it  in  the  Bill.  Is  it  the 
principle  of  adherence  to  the  county  or  city 
bounds  ?  That  is  not  covered  by  the  Bill  before  us. 
But  if  the  Bill  amends  the  Bill  of  1882,  I  take  the 
fair  reading  of  it  to  be  that  it  adopts  the  lines  of 
1882  when  not  requiring  amendment,  and  amend¬ 
ing  them  when  they  do  require  amendment. 
Virtually  we  are  endorsing  the  present  position  of 
affairs,  we  are  not  changing  them.  We  have  to 
look  at  the  law  as  it  stands,  and  the  change  that 
is  proposed,  in  order  to  arrive  at  a  conclusion  in 
regard  to  this  measure.  The  law  as  it  has  been 
since  1882,  and  as  it  is  proposed  to  be  continued 
for  another  ten  years,  does  not  in  the  slightest  de¬ 
gree  follow  city  or  county  limits.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  I  find  on  looking  at  the  Act  of  1882  these 
conditions  are  to  be  ascertained  from  it.  There 
are  electoral  districts,  four,  I  think,  which  are 
partly  in  three  different  counties — North  Brant, 
Cardwell,  Leeds  and  Grenville,  and  Monck. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  And  W^est  Middlesex. 

Mr.  McCARTHY.  The  hon.  member  for 
Bothwell,  who  is  more  familiar  than  I  am  with 
that  part  of  the  country,  says  West  Middlesex. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  And  North  Wellington. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Then  in  two  counties  there 
are  Addington,  Bothwell,  East  Elgin,  East  Grey 
and  North  Lanark,  two  of  the  Middlesexes  if  the 
thircl  is  in  three  counties,  North  Norfolk,  North 
Ontario,  West  Ontario,  North  Oxford,  Perth,  South 
Oxford,  South  Perth,  West  Peterborough,  Russell, 
East  Simcoe,  South  Simcoe,  Centre  Wellington, 
North  Wellington,  South  Waterloo,  East,  West 
and  North  York. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  And  West  Elgin. 

Mr.  McCARTHY.  I  have  endeavoured  to  give 
all  the  cases,  but  I  appear  not  to  have  been  quite 
successful  in  doing  so.  However,  it  is  quite 
apparent  that,  for  some  reason  or  other,  our 
counties  have  been  cut  up  and  parcelled  in  the  way 
I  have  endeavoured  to  indicate,  not  perhaps  with 
entire  exactness,  yet  with  substantial  accuracy. 
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That  being  so,  I  have  to  ask  again  :  is  there  any¬ 
thing  in  the  law  as  it  now  stands  which  affords 
a  basis  for  a  measure  other  than  representation  by 
population  ?  And  if  it  has  failed,  as  I  submit  it 
has  failed,  and  does  fail,  to  give  that  result,  it 
does  appear  to  me  that  the  Bill  does  not  by  any 
means  go  far  enough,  and  I  ask  that  it  should  go 
to  a  much  greater  length  in  order  to  accomplish 
that  end.  But  perhaps  it  may  be  said  :  You  have 
pointed  out  inexactness,  you  have  pointed  out 
inequalities,  you  have  pointed  out  various  objections ; 
but  it  is  one  thing  to  object,  and  it  is  another 
thing  to  construct.  Well,  Sir,  I  have  taken  the 
trouble  to  go  through  the  counties  of  the  province 
from  which  I  come,  I  have  gone  over  the 
province  county  by  county,  and  city  by 
city,  and  I  venture  to  say  that  I  can 
point  out  that,  even  on  the  question  of  population, 
a  much  greater  equality  can  be  obtained  by  adher¬ 
ence  to  the  county  lines  and  city  limits  than  is  to 
be  found  within  the  law  as  it  stands  at  present,  or 
the  law  as  it  is  proposed  to  be  amended.  Taking 
the  excess  in  the  one  case  on  that  principle,  and,  of 
course,  that  will  depend  very  much  upon  the  view 
the  House  will  take  in  regard  to  the  representation 
that  ought  to  be  given  to  the  cities,  I  have,  for  the 
sake  of  adopting  some  figures,  thought  that  Toronto 
should  have  its  full  and  fair  share  of  representation. 
By  and  by  I  will  give  the  House  my  reasons  in 
favour  of  that  proposition  ;  but  my  other  state¬ 
ments  must  be  regarded,  and  no  doubt  will  be  re¬ 
garded,  as  based  upon  the  statement  which  I  make 
with  respect  to  the  city  of  Toronto.  Giving  the 
city  of  Toronto,  therefore,  its  full  representation, 
there  would  not  be  more  than  nine  or  ten  counties 
with  an  excess  of  population,  the  largest  of  which 
would  be  Carleton  or  Wentworth,  and  the  city  of 
London,  and  none  of  them  would  be  so  excessive 
and  unequal  as  the  conditions  which  prevail  at 
present,  and  which  it  is  proposed  to  continue  by 
this  present  Bill.  The  number  I  find  will  be  ten. 
Then,  if  you  look  at  the  matter  from  the  other 
point  of  view,  the  constituencies  which  would 
have  less,  and  endeavouring  as  I  do  to  con¬ 
sider  them  without  reference  to  party  consid¬ 
erations  whatever,  I  find  there  would  not  be 
more  than  12  under  the  minimum — I  do  not  mean 
the  minimum  of  23,000,  but  the  minimum  of  20 
per  cent  below  23,000.  So  on  the  question  of 
population  we  have  this  result :  In  the  one  case 
there  is  at  present  a  proposal  to  continue  10  con¬ 
stituencies  very  largely  exceeding  the  maximum 
which  I  have  defined  ;  while  there  are  21  below. 
Of  the  21  below  it  is  proposed  to  merge  North 
Brant  and  Monck,  and  to  increase  Haldimand, 
South  Wentworth  and  North  Wentworth.  So  of 
the  21  below  the  number  becomes  16,  according  to 
the  scheme.  Practically  it  leaves  the  number 
about  as  it  is,  reducing  the  excess  in  the  case  of 
West  Toronto  from  73,000,  to  two  constituencies 
with  a  population  of  36,000.  So  on  the  one  hand 
we  have  10  above  and  21  below.  It  is  proposed  to 
leave  the  10  at  10  and  reduce  the  21  to  16,  but  the 
proposition  I  should  like  to  see  adopted,  namely, 
of  the  county  and  city  limits  being  followed,  would 
leave  us  with  but  12  below  and  about  the  same  num¬ 
ber  above.  So  in  the  matter  of  population  and 
equality  of  representation  there  is  much  to  be  said 
in  favour  of  adherence  to  county  and  city  limits. 
But,  Mr.  Speaker,  what  I  desire  to  contend  for 
is,  that  the  chief  principle  ought  to  be  repre¬ 


sentation  by  population,  that  that  ought  to 
be  qualified  by  a  full  and  fair  expression  of 
public  opinion  by  regard  being  had  to  com¬ 
munity  of  interests  existing  in  localities, 
and  also  by  some  regard  being  paid  to  what 
the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills) 
advocated  the  other  night  in  a  very  forcible  man¬ 
ner,  permanence  and  stability.  Why  should  there 
be  community  of  interests  ?  From  time  imme¬ 
morial  the  country  has  been  the  political  unit.  It 
was  so  prior  to  the  Reform  Bill  in  England  in  1832, 
it  has  continued  to  be  so  in  England  from  that  day 
to  the  present,  notwithstanding  the  changes  made  ; 
and  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  in  both  the  Pro¬ 
vinces  of  Quebec  and  Ontario,  and  I  understand  in 
the  Maritime  Provinces,  there  has  always  been 
representation  upon  the  basis  that  the  county  or 
city  is  the  political  unit.  I  believe  at  first  the 
franchise  was  conferred  on  the  county,  authorizing 
it  to  send  certain  representatives  to  Parliament — I 
think  that  was  the  earlier  history  ;  but  since  1832, 
Parliament  has  dealt  with  the  matter  by  its  own 
hands.  I  submit  that  no  good  reason  can  be  found 
for  the  departing  from  it.  I  do  not  mean  to  say 
you  can  find  anything  in  the  Mosaic  law,  or  even 
in  the  chrisl  ian  dispensation  in  favour  of  county 
lines  or  city  limits,  but  where  the  people  serve 
together  as  jurors,  act  together  in  political  matters, 
in  every  way  work  together  in  the  management  of 
their  local  affairs,  there  is  a  community  of  interests 
growing  up  between  them  which  should  not 
be  destroyed,  unless  there  is  some  controlling 
reason  which  offsets  these  other  considerations. 

I  know  no  possible  practical  benefit  of  dividing 
counties  or  adding  townships  to  counties.  I  know 
of  no  possible  advantage,  unless  it  be  the  one  of 
an  equality  of  representation,  which  I  have  en¬ 
deavoured  to  show  has  not  been  attained  by  the 
scheme  which  now  exists.  But  there  is  much  to 
be  said  also  in  favour  of  what  my  hon.  friend  from 
Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  said  about  permanence  and 
stability.  My  hon.  friend  has  spoken  on  that 
matter  much  better  than  I  could,  and  I  have  no 
desire  to  repeat  again  in  another  form  what  he  has 
said,  but  I  realized  its  importance  in  every  way. 
My  object  is  to  lay  down  a  rule.  As  I  stated  a 
moment  ago,  the  law  contemplates  that  this  should 
be  done  by  rule,  whether  it  is  done  by  an  authority 
constituted  by  this  Parliament  or  whether  it  is 
done  by  this  Parliament  itself.  The  section  of  the 
statute  says  : 

“  On  the  completion  of  the  census  in  the  year  1871,  and 
of  each  subsequent  decennial  census,  the  representation 
of  the  four  provinces  shall  be  readjusted  by  such  author¬ 
ity  in  such  manner  as  the  Parliament  of  Canada  from 
time  to  time  provides.” 

A  rule,  a  manner  of  readjustment  is  to  be  laid 
down,  and  I  do  not  care  what  that  rule  or  manner 
is,  it  is  a  matter  of  comparatively  little  conse¬ 
quence  ;  I  believe  substantial  justice  would  be  done 
to  all  the  great  interests  of  the  country  if  there  is 
a  rule.  Whether  we  follow  it,  or  appoint  some 
authority  to  work  out  the  details  ofthat  rule,  by  that 
rule  substantial  justice  should  be  done.  I  submit  to 
my  hon.  friends  on  this  side  of  the  House  who  may 
not,  perhaps,  think  that  the  argument  in  favour  of 
the  legal  proposition  put  forward  by  my  hon.  friend 
from  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  is  entitled  to  much  re¬ 
spect,  that  at  all  events  there  is  to  be  found  in 
that  section  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  a  clear  and 
unambiguous  condition  on  which  the  decennial  re- 
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distribution  is  to  take  place.  I  have  given  the 
matter  the  very  best  consideration  in  my  power, 
and  my  own  conviction  is  that  there  is  no  rule  by 
which  these  ends  can  be  so  well  attained  as  by 
adopting  county  and  city  limits.  I  have  demon¬ 
strated,  and  it  can  be  shown  with  perfect  satisfac¬ 
tion  to  every  impartial  mind,  that  substantial  equal¬ 
ity  of  representation  can  be  obtained  in  that  way. 
It  preserves  the  community  of  interests  which  ex¬ 
ists  in  localities,  it  enables  a  certain  permanence 
and  stability  to  be  maintained  and  worked  out, 
and  it  will  in  the  end  give  a  fair  and  full  expression 
of  public  opinion.  Whether  it  be  looked  at  from 
a  political  standpoint,  or  whether  it  be  looked 
upon  from  other  interests,  I  venture  to  say  that 
worked  out  on  any  fair  lines  it  will  give  the  results 
which  I  have  indicated.  Whether  we  follow  or  do 
not  follow  the  precedent  laid  down  in  England  in 
1884,  by  having  a  conference  I  think  that  we  will 
be  exceedingly  blind  if  we  do  not  look  and  ascertain 
the  principles  upon  which  that  redistribution  took 
place.  We  know  that  it  was  not  the  result  of  a 
party  victory,  we  know  that  it  was  the  deliberate 
action  of  both  political  parties  and  of  the  greatest 
men  in  each  political  party,  and  if  we  find  that 
they  have  laid  down  rules  which  we  know  have 
given  satisfaction  it  is  our  duty  to  consider  them 
carefully.  I  may  say  that  I  have  never  heard  a 
complaint  about  the  enormous  redistribution  which 
took  place  in  England  in  1885,  much  more  gigantic 
than  anything  we  ever  will  be  called  upon  to 
attempt  ;  I  never  heard  a  complaint  from  one 
party  or  the  other  with  reference  to  the  redis¬ 
tribution  of  seats  in  England,  Ireland  or  Scotland. 
Now,  what  were  their  rules  ?  As  the  House  knows, 
the  practical  work  of  the  redistribution  was  done 
by  boundary  commissioners  ;  and  if  we  have  the 
power,  I  agree  with  what  the  hon.  the  leader  of  the 
Opposition  said  in  his  opening  statement,  that  we 
ought  not  to  delegate  that  power,  because  in  this 
case  there  is  no  necessity  for  it.  I  submit  that  if 
my  hon.  friend  wrho  introduced  this  Bill  had  the 
time,  with  the  maps  of  the  provinces  and  the 
census  in  his  hands,  he  could  map  out  a  fair  scheme 
of  redistribution.  It  is  otherwise  in  England.  It 
would  be  utterly  impossible  in  England,  without 
going  upon  the  ground,  without  a  close  study  of 
ordnance  maps,  without  doing  what  the  boundary 
commissioners  were  called  upon  to  do,  to  practi¬ 
cally  work  out  a  scheme  of  redistribution  there. 
But  it  does  appear  to  me  we  ought  to  study  the 
principles  which  controlled  the  boundary  commis¬ 
sioners,  and  we  ought  to  see  whether  they  suit  us 
here,  and,  if  they  do,  we  ought  to  adopt  them. 
Now,  what  were  these  rules?  They  differed  with 
regard  to  counties  and  boroughs.  With  regard  to 
counties  the  instructions  were  that  in  forming  the 
divisions  the  population  of  the  several  divisions 
should  be  equalized  as  far  as  practicable.  There 
was  equality  of  population,  but  no  county  was  to 
be  divided  and  a  portion  put  into  an  adjoining 
county,  the  rule  being,  “  take  the  county  as  far  as 
practical ;  divide  that  county,  when  it  is  to  be  di¬ 
vided,  so  as  to  equalize  population.”  I  will  show, 
by  and  by,  that,  although  unequal  in  some  re¬ 
spects,  some  counties  being  much  larger  than 
others,  yet  the  whole  result  of  the  county  represen¬ 
tation  was  that  there  AYas  a  unit  obtained  which 
equalled  that  of  the  boroughs.  Then,  as  a  subject¬ 
ive  rule  to  the  one  I  have  mentioned,  which  is  the 
governing  one,  care  was  to  be  taken  that 
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where  there  were  populous  localities  of  an  urban 
character,  they  should  be  included  in  the  same 
division,  preserving,  as  much  as  possible,  the 
community  of  interests  in  the  electoral  body.  If 
in  a  division  of  a  county  there  was  a  certain  popu¬ 
lation  of  an  urban  character,  that  was  if  possible 
to  be  retained  within  the  division  and  not  to  be 
swamped  in  other  divisions  of  the  county.  Then 
this  rule  was  to  be  subject  to  this  further 
limitation  :  “  Unless  this  cannot  be  done  without 
producing  grave  inconvenience  and  involving 
boundaries  of  a  very  irregular  and  objectionable 
character.”  I  may  say  that  this  has  not  been  the 
guide  with  us,  because  the  boundaries  of  the  coun¬ 
ties  are  not  picturesque  ;  they  may  be  picturesque, 
but  they  certainly  are  not  practically  useful  as 
will  be  found  in  the  Bill  of  1882,  and  which  we  do 
not  propose  now  to  amend.  The  main  rules  laid 
down  in  England  in  1884,  were  :  first,  equality  of 
population,  and  secondly,  retaining  in  the  division 
any  particular  portion  of  the  population  which  was 
of  an  urban  chai'acter.  That  was  subject  to  the 
limitations  to  which  I  referred.  Then  there  were 
other  rules  :  “  Subject  to  this  rule  each  division 
should  be  as  compact  as  possible  with  respect  to 
geographical  position,”  should  be  based  upon  well- 
known  existing  areas,  parishes,  not  townships.  I 
suppose  area  was  a  more  comprehensive  word  than 
parish,  and  I  introduced  it  into  the  amendment 
I  intend  to  propose,  so  that  it  will  cover 
in  this  province  and  the  neighbouring  Province  of 
Quebec,  townships  and  other  divisions  which  would 
not  be  embraced  in  the  use  of  the  word  township. 
Then  it  should  be  based  on  well-known  existing 
areas.  In  some  instances  it  may  be  found  neces¬ 
sary  to  include  separate  parishes  ;  but  a  divisional 
boundary  must  never  be  allowed  to  intercept  a 
parish.  Then,  the  rule  with  regard  to  boroughs 
was  as  follows  : — 

“The  commissioners  will  therefore  take  the  necessary 
steps  for  satisfying  themselves  whether  or  not  there  are 
any  considerable  number  of  houses  beyond  the  boundaries, 
but  contiguous  thereto,  the  occupants  of  which,  either  from 
community  of  interests  with  the  borough  or  from  other 
circumstances,  form  part  of  the  same  town  population 
proper.  Any  alteration  should  be  consistent  with  well- 
established  limits,  such  as  parochial  or  other  similar  boun¬ 
daries.” 

Now,  Sir,  I  venture  to  say  that  these  rules,  based 
as  they  are,  not  on  a  political  victory  of  one  party 
or  the  other,  but  on  the  conclusion  arrived  at  by 
the  consensus  of  both  parties  as  to  what  was  fair 
and  just,  we  might  well  adopt,  more  especially  as 
the  statute  requires  that  we  should  adopt  some 
manner  or  principle  in  redistributing  the  seats  in  this 
House.  I  will  read  what  Lord  Salisbury  said  in 
the  dedate  in  the  House  of  Lords  on  the  subject. 
Speaking  on  the  9th  of  July,  1884,  he  said  : 

“  The  question  is,  how  is  political  power  to  be  so  dis¬ 
tributed  that  all  classes  may  receive  their  due  position  in 
the  state,  that  all  interests  may  be  respected,  that  a  true 
mirror  of  the  actual  numerical  condition  of  opinions  in 
this  country  may  be  introduced  within  the  walls  of  the 
other  House  of  Parliament,  that  minorities  may  be  able 
to  receive  that  just  power  of  expressing  their  opinions 
which  is  essential  to  the  just  protection  of  their  interests, 
and  which  belongs,  as  one  of  its  characteristics,  to  the 
first  idea  of  true  and  genuine  representation.” 

Now,  I  think  that  these  views,  which  I  commend 
to  the  consideration  of  the  House,  can  best  be 
attained  in  the  manner  in  which  I  have  endeavoured 
to  point  out.  The  political  unit  in  England  is 
53,500.  There  is,  I  believe,  a  general  impression 
prevailing  that  cities  are  not  represented  on  the 
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same  basis  as  counties.  That  is  a  mistake.  The 
unit  for  counties  and  the  unit  for  cities  are  practi¬ 
cally  identical.  The  population  of  all  the  cities  is 
added  up,  and  the  total  is  divided  by  the  unit  of 
53,700,  and  the  result  is  that  the  cities  as  a  whole 
are  represented  just  as  the  counties  are.  For 
instance,  taking  the  whole  United  Kingdom  the 
unit  of  division  in  the  counties  is  52,800  ; 
England  having  53,500,  Wales  48,400,  England  and 
Wales  together  53, 100,  Scotland  52,900,  and  Ireland 
52, 000.  If  you  compare  the  unit  for  the  whole 
United  Kingdom  with  the  unit  for  England,  Wales, 
Scotland  and  Ireland  separately,  you  will  find  that 
they  differ  very  little,  Wales  being  the  lowest  with 
48,400  and  England  the  highest  with  52,500.  Now, 
the  same  thing  will  be  found  with  regard  to 
boroughs,  which  are  equivalent  to  our  cities.  The 
unit  of  division  of  boroughs  in  England  is  53,500, 
in  Wales  40,000,  in  England  and  Wales  together 
52,900,  in  Scotland  53,800,  and  in  Ireland  47,300, 
the  unit  of  the  United  Kingdom  being  52,700, 
against  a  unit  for  the  counties  of  52,800. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  Is  not  the  unit  for  some  of  the 
boroughs,  notabty  London,  much  larger  than  that  ? 

Mr.  McCARTHY.  Of  course,  the  population  of 
some  of  the  boroughs  in  London  is  larger  ;  but  this 
unit  is  found  by  taking  the  population  of  all  the 
boroughs  together  and  dividing  it  by  this  unit  of 
52,  *00.  For  instance,  in  Liverpool  one  division 
has  70,905,  and  another,  the  Exchange  division, 
72,000  ;  in  Manchester  one  division  has  76,217. 
Then,  there  are  small  divisions, — Bedford,  with 
19,533;  Windsor,  with  19,082;  Whitehaven,  with 
19,295,  and  another  as  low  as  17,780.  I  believe  the 
minimum  was  15,000.  But  taking  the  cities  as  a 
whole,  they  secure  according  to  their  population  as 
many  representatives  as  the  counties  ;  that  is  what 
I  want  to  impress  on  the  House.  If  they  are  taken 
separately,  of  course  the  representation  of  the 
larger  cities  is  proportionately  less  than  that  of  the 
smaller  ;  but  taking  them  altogether  their  repre¬ 
sentation  is  equal  to  that  of  the  counties.  Well,  I 
said  that  I  believed  in  equality  of  representation. 

I  do  not  mean  to  say  by  any  means  that  we  should 
get  arithmetical  accuracy,  or  that  we  should  de¬ 
prive  an  old  city  of  its  representation  because  its 
population  has  fallen  largely  below  the  unit  ;  but  | 
I  am  unable  to  appreciate  the  argument  which 
says  that  the  people  of  the  cities  should  be 
represented  in  a  less  proportion  than  the 
people  of  the  counties.  That  argument  would 
apply  with  much  greater  force  to  a  citjT  like 
London  than  it  would  to  any  of  the  cities  in 
Canada.  We  are  told  that  in  both  Montreal  and 
Toronto  a  number  of  gentlemen  live  who  in  this 
House  represent  country  constituencies,  and  that 
they  are  here  not  merely  to  protect  the  constitu¬ 
encies  they  represent,  but  that  they  will  no  doubt 
protect  the  constituency  in  which  they  happen  to 
reside.  Well,  I  am  a  resident  of  the  city  of 
Toronto,  but  so  far  as  its  political  concerns  are  at 
stake,  I  am  quite  free  to  say  that  I  take  not  the 
slightest  interest  of  the  city  of  Toronto,  any  more 
than  I  do  of  the  city  of  Montreal.  I  leave  it  to 
my  hon.  friends  representing  Toronto,  three  of 
whom  are  sitting  in  this  House,  to  look  after  its 
interests  ;  and  I  think  that  perhaps  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  North  York  (Mr.  Mulock)  will  say  that  he 
feels  his  business  to  be  more  to  look  after  the  in¬ 
terests  of  North  York  than  those  of  the  city  of 


Toronto.  But  apply  this  same  argument  to  Lon¬ 
don,  which  I  suppose  has  5,000,(X)0  population. 
We  know  perfectly  well  that  the  Carleton  Club 
and  the  Reform  Club  in  many  cases  select  the 
candidates  for  the  counties  and  send  them 
there  ;  so  that  the  argument  would  have  more 
weight  in  England  than  it  has  here.  But 
here  we  want  to  have  our  cities  represented ; 
we  want  to  have  our  commercial  and  manufactur¬ 
ing  interests  as  well  as  our  agricultural  interests 
represented.  These  we  are  building  up  in  this 
country,  some  gentlemen  will  say,  at  the  expense  of 
the  agricultural  interests.  But  if  we  take  our 
census  returns,  we  find  that  the  cities  are  the  only 
places  that  have  increased  in  population,  and  they 
have  increased  very  largely,  I  think  about  40  per 
cent  ;  and  I  think  that  the  various  interests  which 
have  induced  the  people  to  leave  the  country  and 
go  to  the  cities  should  be  represented  on  the  floor 
of  this  Parliament,  whether  they  are  commercial, 
mechanical,  or  whatever  they  may  be.  Nor  need 
this  in  the  slightest  degree  alarm  the  agricultural 
element  of  our  population  ;  because  if  you  give  all 
the  cities  their  full  quota  of  representation,  it  will 
not  amount  to  more  than  32  members  all  told.  This 
would  entitle  the  city  of  Ottawa  to  two  members, 
as  at  present  ;  Kingston,  though  below  the  unit, 
would  have  one  member  ;  Hamilton,  although  its 
population  is  a  little  beyond  46,000,  would  have 
two  members ;  London  would  be  entitled  to  one 
member,  although  its  population  is  31,000.  Mon¬ 
treal,  I  will  not  speak  of,  because  if  I  spoke  of 
giving  it  its  fair  representation,  I  am  afraid  I  would 
be  trenching  on  dangerous  ground  ;  but  I  fail  to 
understand  why  the  great  city  of  Montreal,  with 
its  large  commercial  and  manufacturing  interests, 
should  not  be  fully  and  adequately  represented  in 
this  House.  I  think  Montreal  and  Toronto  are  the 
only  cities  that  would  be  more  fully  represented 
than  they  are  now.  But  not  only  is  there  that  un¬ 
fortunate  condition  of  things,  but  in  the  case 
of  the  city  of  Toronto,  you  find  that  two 
portions  of  the  city  are  attached  to  portions 
of  the  county.  I  think  East  York  is  partly  made 
up  of  two  of  the  old  wards  of  the  city,  and  West 
York  is  also  partly  made  up  of  one  of  the  wards 
of  Toronto.  Now,  if  the  theorv  which  found 
favour  in  England  is  admitted  to  be  the  proper 
one,  the  representation  of  the  cities  should  not  be 
neutralized  in  this  way.  Nothing  can  be  more 
out  of  line  with  the  theory  upon  which  the  true 
representation  of  the  people  ought  to  take  place 
than  the  system  which  attaches  to  a  portion  of 
Toronto  a  portion  of  the  county.  Either  the  city 
neutralizes  the  county,  as  I  believe  happened  at 
the  last  election  in  East  York,  or  the  county 
neutralizes  the  city,  though  they  may  sometimes 
agree,  as  I  think  they  did  at  West  York,  for  I 
think  the  hon.  gentleman  who  comes  from  West 
York  had  a  very  large  majority  both  in  the  county 
and  city.  But  the  tendency  is,  leaving  out  for  a 
moment  the  question  of  politics,  for  the  opposing 
interests  to  neutralize  and  destroy  each  other. 
For  all  these  reasons  I  feel  that  the  Bill  ought  not 
to  be  read  a  second  time  on  this  occasion.  I  think 
that  we  ought  now  to  recognize  that  the  Bill  does 
not  produce  any  satisfactory  results.  I  think  it 
is  quite  clear  from  what  I  have  said,  that 
the  Bill  does  not  secure  equality  of  population, 
which  is  its  only  supposed  merit.  The  Bill  ignores 
community  of  interests  absolutely,  and  without  the 
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slightest  pretense  dislocates  all  the  interests  which 
have  hitherto  bound  people  together  in  public  life 
and  kept  them  together  in  public  life  for  years. 
It  disregards  geographical  compactness  ;  and  we 
have  constituencies  formed  in  such  a  manner  that 
they  are  only  to  be  excelled  by  those  which  the 
hon.  member  for  West  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin) 
described  to  us  the  other  night  in  his  graphic  way  as 
being  the  result  of  Sir  Oliver  Mowat’s  gerrymander. 
They  are,  perhaps,  not  up  to  those,  but  are  not  very 
far  behind.  They  certainly  do  not  commend  them¬ 
selves  to  any  one  as  representing  what  might  be 
called  geographical  compactness  ;  and  if  you  (To 
not  base  your  system  on  some  lines,  there  may  be 
great  injustice  done.  Take  the  county  which  I 
have  the  honour  to  represent,  the  largest  in  the 
province,  and  that  county,  if  geographical  com¬ 
pactness  be  disregarded,  may  be  so  manipulated 
as  to  inflict  serious  injustice  on  those  political  inte¬ 
rests  which  after  all  are  dear  to  some  of  us  in  this 
House.  But  if  you  observe  geographic  rl  compact¬ 
ness  and  limit  the  constituencies  to  their  county 
limits  at  the  time  of  Confederation,  having 
regard  to  community  of  interests  and  inequal¬ 
ity  of  population,  I  venture  to  say  it  will  be 
almost  impossible  that  injustice  can  be  done  to 
either  one  political  party  or  the  other.  On  the 
contrary,  I  think  their  political  interests  will  have 
full  and  fair  representation  on  the  floor  of  this 
House.  Now,  I  want  to  know  why  at  this  stage  we 
should  not  do  what  is  right.  Perhaps  it  will  be 
said  that  I  was  as  deep  a  sinner  as  any  of  them  in 
1882.  My  hon.  friend  beside  me  (Mr.  Bowell)  says 
I  was  a  bigger  sinner.  I  can  only  say  that,  if  so,  at 
all  events  I  have  the  merit  of  not  persisting  in  my 
iniquity.  I  am  not  going  to  apologize  for  my  act 
in  1882,  or  to  do  more  than  say  that  I  fully  realize 
by  this  time  that  in  every  sense,  party  and  political, 
that  act  was  a  gross  mistake.  I  venture  to  say  that 
the  party  to  which  I  have  the  honour  to  belong 
gained  nothing  by  it.  I  venture  to  say  that  it  has 
had  the  effect  of  attaching  to  the  party  the  stigma 
of  having  done  what  was  wrong,  and  enabling  Sir 
Oliver  Mowat  in  the  Local  House  to  do  what  was 
wrong  with  the  sanction  of  public  opinion.  I 
venture  to  say  that  this  House,  with  two- 
thirds  supporting  the  Government,  can  do 
what  is  right.  Now  is  the  time  to  do 
what  is  right ;  and  if  this  House  does  what  is  right 
on  this  occasion,  I  believe  it  will  be  impossible 
for  any  party — even  for  my  hon.  friends  opposite  in 
whom  I  have  not  as  such  confidence  as  I  have  in 
the  party  I  support — should  the  occasion  arise,  to 
do  what  is  wrong.  But  I  agree  in  what  the  hon. 
member  for  Queen’s  said,  that  if  they  ever  get  the 
chance  they  will  be  perfectly  justified  in  introduc¬ 
ing  such  a  gerrymander  as  will  keep  us  out,  so  far 
as  they  can,  from  political  life  for  twenty  years, 
They  will  be  perfectly  justified  in  doing  that.  I 
mean  to  say  that  if  we  continue  the  system  which 
exists,  we  cannot  expect,  when  the  other  side  get 
in,  as  they  may,  that  they  will  do  otherwise. 
Surely  it  cannot  be  that  we  have  the  right  to  cut 
iip  the  constituencies  in  order  to  gain  party  advan¬ 
tages,  and  howl  at  the  other  side,  when  they  get  in, 
for  doing  the  same.  Why,  they  did  it  in  Ontario, 
and  with  all  his  eloquence  in  denouncing  them  on 
the  floor  of  Parliament,  Mr.  Meredith  was  unable 
to  gain  the  ear  of  the  public,  because  the  answer 
was  the  tu  quoque  argument,  not  a  strong  argument 
but  a  complete  answer,  and  one  which  prevented  the 
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public  ear  being  gained.  This  Government,  with 
two-thirds  of  the  House  at  its  back,  has  no  reason  to 
do  wrong.  We  are  taunted  by  being  told  that  we 
are  a  party  of  English  traditions,  and  I  glory  in 
that  ;  but  we  are  not  showing  our  faith  in  English 
traditions  when  we  copy  that  most  infamous  system 
which  prevails  on  the  other  side  of  the  line. 
Neither  in  1832,  nor  in  1867,  nor  again  in  1884  did 
either  political  party  seek  to  gain  the  advantage  by 
the  means  which  we  have  learned  to  describe,  from 
the  name  of  its  author,  a  governor  of  Massachusetts, 
on  the  other  side  of  the  line,  as  the  Gerrymander 
Act.  For  my  part,  I  do  not  wish  to  have  attached, 
to  the  party  to  which  I  belong  the  stigma  of  having 
desired  to  gain  political  advantage  by  means  of 
that  kind  ;  and  therefore  I  will  move,  when  I  have 
said  a  word  or  two  on  the  legal  question,  the  reso¬ 
lution  of  which  I  have  given  notice.  Now,  on  that 
legal  question,  as  I  have  already  said,  I  do  not  at 
all  suppose  that  any  legal  argument  in  this  House 
will  induce  any  one  gentleman  to  change  his  vote 
or  alter  perhaps  his  opinion.  It  is  difficult  some¬ 
times  for  judges,  men  who  have  given  up  their 
whole  life  to  the  study  of  legal  questions,  to  decide 
nice  legal  principles  and  points  which  from  time  to 
time  present  themselves,  and  it  is  not  to  be  expect¬ 
ed  of  a  popular  body  of  this  kind  that  it  could 
arrive  at  a  conclusion  satisfactory  to  themselves 
or  the  country  on  a  question  of  this  kind. 
But  of  course  this  question  can  be  decided.  There 
is  no  doubt  about  it.  If  the  view  put  forward  by 
my  hon.  friend  from  Queen’s,  P.E.I.  (Mr.  Davies) 
is  correct,  it  can  be  solved  and  settled  by  the  courts. 
We  are  undoubtedly  working  under  a  written  con¬ 
stitution,  and,  if  we  are  transgressing  our  powers, 
our  acts  are  ultra  vires  and  are  not  effective  for  any 
purpose  whatsoever.  I  would,  therefore,  suggest 
that  it  might  be  well  that  so  important  a  question 
as  this  should  be  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court 
before  this  Bill  becomes  operative.  It  would  be 
easy  to  provide  that  the  Bill  should  not  come  into 
operation  until  it  was  brought  into  force  by  Royal 
proclamation,  and  under  the  Supreme  Court  Act  it 
might  be  submitted  to  the  Supreme  Court  for  deci¬ 
sion,  otherwise  the  Bill  might  be  found  to  be  be¬ 
yond  the  power  of  Parliament,  and  the  whole  of 
our  labour  would  go  for  nothing,  possibly  after 
exciting  some  bitter  and  hostile  feelings.  The  best 
opinion  I  can  form  upon  it  is  that  the  powers  of 
this  Parliament  in  regard  to  itself  are  not  to  be 
found,  as  my  hon.  friend  the  Minister  of  Justice 
suggested,  in  the  91st  clause.  If  the  powers  are  to 
be  found  in  the  91st  clause,  which  confers  general 
authority  to  make  laws  for  the  peace,  order 
and  good  government  of  Canada,  it  •vrould  be  quite 
\innecessary  to  have  included  the  special  provisions 
found  from  clause  41  up  to  clause  52.  Rather  is  it  clear 
that  we  must  find  our  authority  to  alter  the  con¬ 
stitution  of  either  this  or  the  other  House  of  Par¬ 
liament  in  clauses  altogether  apart  and  different 
from  the  91st  clause,  which  gives  us  general  power 
in  matters  of  ordinary  legislation.  W e  cannot,  for 
instance,  abolish  our  Senate.  It  is  said  that  it  is 
curious  that  we  have  not  the  same  powers  as  the 
local  bodies.  They  can,  and  they  have  abolished 
their  second  Chamber,  but  we  have  no  such  au¬ 
thority.  We  cannot  decrease  the  number  of  mem¬ 
bers  in  this  House.  The  Local  Legislatures  can. 
We  can  by  a  special  provision  increase  the  number 
of  members,  but  it  is  because  express  provision  is 
made  for  that  purpose.  I  take  it  that  we  cannot 
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alter  our  quorum.  It  is  *20,  and  it  must  remain  20. 
It  is  one  of  the  fixed  lines  of  the  constitution  so 
far  as  regards  this  House.  That  being  so,  we  have 
to  look  and  see  within  those  various  clauses  what 
our  powers  are  as  to  the  alteration  of  the  House  of 
Commons.  Clause  40  says  : 

“  Until  the  Parliament  of  Canada  otherwise  provides, 
Ontario,  Quebec,  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick  shall, 
for  the  purposes  of  the  election  of  members  to  serve  in 
the  House  of  Commons,  be  divided  into  electoral  districts 
as  follows.” 

“  Until  it  otherwise  provides.”  There  is  no  express 
power,  it  will  be  seen,  there,  but  there  is  implied 
power,  because  “until  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
otherwise  provides  ”  plainly  imports  that  we  may 
provide  otherwise,  and  therefore,  as  my  hon. 
friend  from  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  very  properly 
put  it,  that  standing  alone  would  give  us  power  to 
increase  or  decrease,  to  alter  the  distribution  of 
seats,  and  in  fact  would  give  us  almost  unlimited 
power,  but,  notwithstanding  that,  it  is  plain  that 
we  cannot  decrease  the  number  of  our  members. 
We  can  increase  the  number,  but  why  ?  Because 
by  another  clause  there  is  power  given  us  to 
increase.  Read  clause  40  and  clause  52  together. 
Clause  52  says : 

“  The  number  of  members  of  the  House  of  Commons 
may  be  from  time  to  time  increased  by  the  Parliament  of 
Canada,  provided  the  proportion  of  representation  of  the 
provinces  prescribed  by  this  Act  is  not  thereby  disturbed.” 

If  it  was  not  for  clause  52,  we  would  have  the 
power  not  only  to  increase  but  to  decrease,  but  as 
clause  52  merely  gives  us  power  to  increase,  it  is 
plain  that  the  implied  authority  which  would 
have  arisen  under  clause  40,  is  limited  by  the 
power  and  authority  merely  to  increase.  So,  in 
dealing  with  the  question  of  redistribution,  if  there 
was  nothing  to  be  found  but  the  power  to  redistri¬ 
bute  given  in  clause  40,  there  would  be  power  to 
do  as  we  thought  fit  in  regard  to  that,  but  the  Act 
goes  on  to  say  that  : 

“  On  the  completion  of  the  census  in  the  year  1871,  and 
°f  e*lch  subsequent  decennial  census,  the  representation 
of  the  four  provinces  shall  be  readjusted  by  such  authority, 
in  such  a  manner,  and  from  such  time  as  the  Parliament 
of  Canada  from  time  to  time  provides,  subject  and  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  following  rules,” 

W  e  get  here  the  explanation  of  the  power  which  is 
given  to  us  by  clause  40.  We  are  not  at  liberty, 
therefore,  to  imply  more  than  is  expressed,  espe¬ 
cially  when  that  would  be  at  variance  with  the 
expressed  authority  given.  I  have  looked  into  some 
of  the  best  constitutional  works  on  that  subject, 
and  this  is  a  question  which  has  engaged  the  best 
constitutional  writers  on  the  other  side  of  the  line 
because  their  powers  are  largely  implied,  though 
perhaps  they  may  be  said  to  some  extent  to  be 
expressed,  because  it  is  provided  that  any  power 
necessary  and  convenient  for  the  exercise  of  the 
powers  conferred  is  to  be  exercised,  but  all  the 
authorities  agree  that  that  provision  is  unneces¬ 
sary.  It  appears  to  me,  though  on  this  matter  I 
suppose  it  is  natural  that  the  House  should  take 
the  law  from  my  hon.  friend  the  Minister  of  Justice, 
that  it  will  be  found  that  the  view  put  forward  by 
the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  is  the 
correct  one.  It  is,  of  course,  very  extraordinary 
that  the  late  Sir  John  Macdonald,  who  was 
present  at  the  London  conference,  and  other 
gentlemen  on  the  floor  of  Parliament  failed  to 
take  note  of  this,  in  1872,  and  that  it  was 
never  suggested  by  the  fathers  of  Confedera-  , 


tion,  and  other  able  and  distinguished  men 
in  the  House,  that  this  was  the  true  reading. 
Nevertheless,  we  cannot,  by  taking  power  to  our¬ 
selves  in  1872  or  1882,  enlarge  our  jurisdiction.  Is 
it  to  be  found  in  this  Act  ?  We  have  no  inherent 
authority.  We  are  a  statutory  Parliament  with 
defined  powers,  and  within  the  four  corners  of  our 
charter  we  must  look  for  authority  to  legislate  as  we 
propose.  On  the  whole,  I  believe  we  will  all  agree 
—I  know  it  has  been  the  aspiration  of  my  friends 
in  local  affairs  and  that  Mr.  Meredith  has  ex¬ 
pressed  it  frequently — that  some  independent 
body  should  do  this  work  for  us.  I  hope,  if  we  have 
the  power,  we  will  be  equal  to  it,  and  will  be  able 
to  lay  down  rules  fair  and  equitable  not  only  in 
regard  to  this  redistribution,  but  to  guide  in 
future  the  redistributions  which  will  take  place. 
If  it  should  be  found  that  we  have  not  the  autho¬ 
rity  and  power,  perhaps  a  just  result  would  be 
arrived  at,  leaving  it  to  this  Parliament  to  say 
what-  the  rule  should  be,  whether  county  lines 
or  equal  constituencies  should  be  adopted,  and  I 
think  perhaps  a  happy  result  may  be  attained  and 
one  which  we  would  all  in  future  feel  happy  to 
have  adopted.  I,  therefore,  conclude  by  moving  : 

That  the  said  Bill  be  not  now  read  a  second  time,  but 
that  it  be  resolved,  that  the  distribution  of  seats  of  the 
members  of  this  House  should,  so  far  as  practicable,  be 
based  on  equality  of  population,  due  regard  being  had  to 
the  community  of  interests  existing  in  localities,  a  full 
and  fair  expression  of  public  opinion  and  the  permanence 
and  stability  of  constituencies. 

That  the  most  effectual  way  of  accomplishing  these 
ends  is  to  assume  county  and  city  boundaries  as  the  nat¬ 
ural  limits  of  electoral  districts,  with  equitable  divisions 
thereof  constituted  with  compactness  as  regards  geograpb  - 
ical  position,  and  based  on  well-known  existing  areas 
where  the  population  entitles  the  city  or  county  to  two  or 
more  representatives. 

That  the  system  now  prevailing,  and  proposed  to  be 
continued  by  the  said  Bill,  fails  to  secure  equality  of  pop¬ 
ulation,  ignores  community  of  interests,  disregards  geo- 
graphical  compactness,  renders  stability  impossible,  and 
is  liable  to  gross  abuse  in  affording  opportunities  in  the 
arrangement  of  electoral  districts  for  promoting  party 
aims  and  obtaining  party  advantages  regardless  of  the 
considerations  which  ought  to  determine  the  settlement 
of  the  representation  of  the  people  in  this  House. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  I  rise  for  the  purpose,  chiefly, 
of  discussing  the  legal  question  which  was  raised 
by  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s,  P.E.I.  (Mr.  Davies) 
and  which  has  been  referred  to  by  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy).  I  regard  it  as  an 
extremely  interesting  and  important  point,  and  I 
do  not  agree  with  the  hon.  member  for  Simcoe  that 
discussion  upon  it  in  this  House  is  useless.  Indeed, 
notwithstanding  my  respect  for  those  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  who  have  discussed  it  on  the  other  side,  I 
think  a  full  discussion  of  the  point  in  this  House 
would  cause  the  difficulty  to  vanish  entirely. 
More  especially  is  this  discussion  necessary  when 
the  hon.  member  for  Simcoe  has  suggested  a  refer¬ 
ence  of  this  question  to  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada,  which  would  involve  a  delay  in  the  coming 
into  force  of  this  Act.  I  do  not  think  any  hon. 
gentleman  in  this  House  would  be  glad  to  find  that 
the  construction  which  the  hon.  member  for 
Queen’s  has  put  upon  that  section  51  of  the  British 
North  America  Act  is  a  correct  construction.  It 
is  either  a  limitation  of  our  powers  or  it  is  not. 

If  it  is  not,  it  is  of  no  importance  whatever  ;  but 
if  those  words  in  that  section,  “shall  be  re¬ 
adjusted  by  such  authority  in  such  a  manner  and 
at  such  a  time  ”  are  intended  as  a  limitation  upon 
our  powers,  we  must  feel  that  the  British  Parlia- 
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ment,  when  it  was  giving  sovereign  powers  to 
Canada,  had  some  distrust  of  the  Parliament  which 
it  was  creating,  and  that  it  proposed  deliberately 
to  rob  us  of  a  sovereign  power  which  is  possessed 
by  the  legislature  of  every  other  country  enjoying 
constitutional  government.  Therefore  I  say  at  the 
outset  that  every  member  of  this  House  would  be  sorry 
to  be  driven  to  the  conclusion  that  our  powers  are 
limited  in  the  way  that  has  been  described.  Now, 
I  will  state  shortly  to  the  House  my  construction 
of  this  section  51,  and  I  invite  the  attention  of  those 
who  consider  this  question  of  importance.  My 
contention  is  that  section  51  simply  regulates  the 
representation  of  the  different  provinces  as  a  whole, 
that  is  to  say,  it  secures  within  the  Dominion  the 
state  right  of  the  various  provinces,  and  says  that 
so  far  as  the  total  representation  of  each  particular 
province  is  concerned,  it  shall  be  fixed  according  to 
certain  rules.  Now,  when  the  hon.  member  for 
Queen’s  stated  that  this  limitation  was  put  into  the 
British  North  America  Act  by  the  British  Parlia¬ 
ment  at  the  suggestion  of  those  Canadians  who 
framed  the  resolution  on  which  this  Act  was  founded, 
I  think  it  is  fair  to  ask  where  that  idea  came  from. 
It  is  clear  that  at  that  time  there  was  no  idea  that 
the  redistribution  of  seats  in  England  was  to  be 
delegated  to  any  power  outside  Parliament.  In 
the  year  1867,  the  very  year  when  this  Act  was 
passed,  there  was  a  Reform  Bill  before  the  House 
of  Commons  in  England  ;  that  Reform  Bill,  and  the 
accompanying  Redistribution  Bill,  were  dealt  with 
by  Parliament  itself  directly,  without  the  interposi¬ 
tion  of  any  other  authority  or  commission  ;  so  that 
in  England  at  that  date  there  was  no  practice,  nor, 
as  far  as  we  know,  was  there  any  theory  of  delega¬ 
ting  the  power  of  distributing  the  constituencies 
represented  in  the  House  of  Commons.  Now,  it  is 
quite  clear  that  there  was  no  such  idea  in  Canada  ; 
it  is  quite  clear  that  the  gentlemen  who  framed 
the  Quebec  resolutions  never  meant  that  the  dis¬ 
tribution  of  seats  was  to  be  performed  by  any  other 
authority  than  that  of  Parliament  itself,  although 
I  do  not  say  that  their  intention  will  have  any 
legal  effect  upon  the  construction  of  the  Act.  I 
propose  to  read  one  or  two  of  the  deliverances  of 
men  who  framed  the  Quebec  resolutions.  In  the 
Confederation  Debates,  the  late  Premier,  Sir  John 
A.  Macdonald,  discussed  this  very  question,  and 
now  when  this  point  is  being  raised,  it  is  extremely 
interesting  to  look  back  and  see  what  view  that 
statesman,  then  fresh  from  framing  the  resolutions, 
with  every  detail  still  in  his  mind,  took  regarding 
the  construction  of  this  clause  51,  or  the  corres¬ 
ponding  clause  in  the  Quebec  resolutions.  We  find 
that  in  the  Confederation  Debates,  at  page  39,  Sir 
John  A.  Macdonald,  then  John  A.  Macdonald,  ex¬ 
pressed  himself  as  follows  : — 

“A  good  deal  of  misapprehension  has  arisen  from  the 
accidental  omission  of  some  words  from  the  24th  resolu¬ 
tion.” 

Resolution  24  is  the  Quebec  resolution  which  deals 
with  the  distribution  of  seats,  and  is  analogous  to 
section  51  of  the  British  North  America  Act. — 

“  It  is  thought  that  by  it  the  Local  Legislatures  were  to 
have  the  power  of  arranging  hereafter  and  from  time  to 
time  of  readjusting  the  different  constituencies  and  set¬ 
tling  the  size  and  boundaries  of  the  various  electoral  dis¬ 
tricts.  The  meaning  of  the  resolution  is  simply  this,  that 
for  the  first  General  Parliament  the  arrangement  of  con¬ 
stituencies  shall  be  made  by  the  existing  Local  Legisla¬ 
tures  ;  that  in  Canada,  for  instance,  the  present  Canadian 
Parliament  shall  arrange  what  are  to  be  the  constitu¬ 
encies  of  Upper  Canada,  and  to  make  such  changes  as  may 
Mr.  Dickey. 


be  necessary  in  arranging  for  the  17  additional  members 
given  to  it  by  the  constitution,  and  that  it  may  also  if  it 
sees  fit  alter  the  boundaries  of  the  existing  constituencies 
of  Lower  Canada.  In  short,  this  Parliament  shall  settle 
what  shall  be  the  different  constituencies  electing  mem¬ 
bers  to  the  first  Federal  Parliament.  And  so  in  the  other 
provinces,  the  legislatures  of  which  will  fix  the  limits  of 
their  several  constituencies  in  the  session  in  which  they 
adopt  the  new  constitution.  *  *  *  It  would  evi¬ 
dently  be  improper  to  leave  to  the  Local  Legislature  the 
power  to  alter  the  constituencies  sending  members  to 
the  General  Legislature  after  the  General  Legislature 
shall  have  been  called  into  existence.  Were  this  the 
case  a  member  of  the  General  Legislature  might  find 
himself  ousted  from  his  seat  by  an  alteration  of  his  con¬ 
stituency  by  the  Local  Legislature  in  his  section.  No, 
after  the  General  Parliament  meets,  in  order  that  it  may 
have  full  control  of  its  own  legislation  and  be  assured  of 
its  position,  it  must  have  full  power  of  arranging  and  re¬ 
arranging  the  electoral  limits  of  its  constituencies  as  it 
pleases,  such  being  one  of  the  powers^essentially  necessary 
to  such  a  legislature.” 

It  is,  therefore,  quite  evident  that  Sir  John  Mac¬ 
donald  at  that  time  claimed  as  a  sovereign  right  for 
this  Parliament  the  right  to  regulate  its  own  con¬ 
stituencies.  During  the  same  debate,  at  page  85, 
Hon.  George  Brown  said  : 

“It  has  also  been  objected  that  though  the  resolution 
provided  that  the  existing  Parliament  of  Canada  shall 
establish  the  electoral  districts  for  the  first  organization 
of  the  Federal  Parliament,  they  do  not  determine  in 
whose  hands  the  duty  of  distributing  any  additional  mem¬ 
bers  is  to  be  vested.  No  doubt  on  this  head  need  exist  ; 
the  Federal  Parliament  will,  of  course,  have  full  power  to 
regulate  all  arrangements  for  the  election  of  its  own 
members.” 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I.)  Those  speeches  were 
made  on  the  Quebec  resolutions  and  before  the 
Imperial  Act  was  passed. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  They  were  made  on  the  Quebec 
resolutions  and  before  the  Imperial  Act  W'as  passed. 
Every  hon.  member  who  looks  at  the  question 
fairly  will  admit  that  if  such  a  radical  change  was 
proposed  to  be  introduced  into  the  constitution 
as  is  contended  for  here,  if  it  was  proposed  to 
delegate  this  power  to  some  other  authority,  the 
gentlemen  discussing  and  explaining  these  ques¬ 
tions  before  Parliament  would  undoubtedly  have 
alluded  to  it.  They  would  undoubtedly  have 
explained  what  the  authority  was,  and  the  circum¬ 
stances  under  which  it  would  be  exercised.  The 
hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  has  said 
that  these  remarks  were  made  on  the  Quebec 
resolutions.  I  admit  it.  If  you  come  to  the 
British  North  America  Act  itself,  we  find  that  the 
only  debates  to  which  we  can  refer  are  those 
which  occurred  in  the  English  Parliament.  On 
moving  the  second  reading  of  the  Act  in  the 
House  of  Lords  Lord  Carnarvon  made  a  state¬ 
ment  which  has  an  important  bearing  on  these 
clauses.  In  section  51  it  will  be  observed  that  the 
principle  of  representation  by  population  is  ap¬ 
plied,  and  upon  that  head  Lord  Carnarvon  said  : 

“The  principle  on  which  the  House  of  Commons  is 
founded  is  that  of  a  representation  in  accordance  with 
population.  It  will  not  be  indeed  a  representation  of 
mere  numbers  distributed  equally  in  electoral  districts, 
but  *  *  *  each  province  will  have  its  own  number  of 
representatives  in  proportion  to  its  own  population.” 

If  section  51  applies  at  all,  it  establishes  represen¬ 
tation  by  population.  Accordingly,  the  statement 
of  Lord  Carnarvon,  that  representation  by  popula¬ 
tion  was  not  contemplated  by  the  British  North 
America  Act  so  far  as  distribution  in  electoral  divi¬ 
sions  was  concerned,  shows  that  so  far  as  that 
noble  earl  was  concerned  he  did  not  understand 
section  51  to  apply  to  the  distribution  of  seats 
within  the  provinces  themselves,  but  only  to  the 
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provinces  as  a  whole.  That  is  the  only  deliverance 
I  have  been  able  to  find  in  the  debates  of  the 
English  Parliament  on  the  passage  of  the  Act,  be¬ 
cause  it  was  passed  without  very  much  discussion. 
Coming  to  the  first  Redistribution  Bill  in  this 
House,  it  has  struck  the  lion,  member  for  Simcoe 
(Mr.  McCarthy),  and  it  must  strike  every  hon. 
gentleman  who  approaches  the  consideration  of  the 
subject,  that  it  is  a  most  extraordinary  circumstance 
that  those  able  men  who  were  the  framers  of  Con¬ 
federation  and  who  were  familiar  with  this  Act 
should  not  have  known  in  1872  and  1882  that  they 
were  misconstruing  the  Act.  I  believe  the  hon. 
member  for  Both  well  (Mr.  Mills)  was  one  of  the 
members  of  the  House  in  1872,  during  the  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  Redistribution  Bill,  and  it  is  extraor¬ 
dinary  that  the  point  now  raised  did  not  strike 
him  at  that  time.  There  was  some  discussion  on 
that  measure  which  is  relevant  to  this  question. 
Hon.  Alexander  Mackenzie,  at  page  200  of  the 
Debates  of  1872,  spoke  as  follows  : — 

“He  would  say  that  the  Bill  set  at  defiance  the  prin- 
cmle  of  representation  by  population  adopted  at  the  time 
of  the  Union.  It  might  be  said  that  that  was  adopted 
with  reference  to  the  provinces  only.  While  that  was 
true  he  contended  that  it  was  still  intended  to  apply  to 
the  different  sections.”  * 

There  Mr.  Mackenzie  admitted  that  the  British 
North  America  Act  established  the  doctrine  of  repre¬ 
sentation  by  population  only  so  far  as  the  provinces 
were  concerned  as  a  whole,  and  all  he  contended 
for  was  that  that  principle,  as  the  hon.  member  for 
Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  contended  in  one  part  of 
his  address  in  regard  to  section  51,  should  be 
carried  through  the  electoral  districts,  but  he 
admitted  distinctly  that  so  far  as  he  understood 
the  Act  the  doctrine  of  representation  by  popula¬ 
tion  was  not  set  up  for  the  different  constituencies. 
At  page  202  Mr.  Mackenzie  also  said  : 

“  That  principle  was  recognized  at  the  Union.  It  was 
specially  provided  at  the  time  of  the  Union  that  while 
Lower  Canada  should  remain  stationary  with  65  members 
the  same  relation  should  be  established  between  Quebec 
and  the  other  provinces  as  to  members  in  this  House,  as 
existed  under  the  census  of  1861.  While  the  Bill  com¬ 
plied  with  the  letter  of  the  Act  of  Union  by  giving  addi¬ 
tional  representation  it  did  not  meet  the  anticipations  of 
those  who  had  so  long  advocated  that  members  should  be 
taken  into  consideration  in  this  House.” 

This  statement  shows  clearly  that  Mr.  Mackenzie 
understood  section  51  to  refer  only  to  the  provinces 
as  a  whole.  I  think,  on  a  fair  consideration  of 
these  statements  made  at  the  time  the  Quebec 
resolutions  were  passed,  made  at  the  time  the 
British  North  America  Act  was  passed,  made  at 
the  time  the  first  Redistribution  Bill  was  before 
this  House,  these  utterances  must  all  be  proved  to 
be  inaccurate  before  an  hon.  member  decides  that 
the  framers  of  Confederation  were  all  mistaken  in 
their  contention.  This  position  has  been  followed 
up  by  the  action  of  Parliament  on  two  occasions, 
in  1872  and  1882,  and  because  I  feel  I  have  this 
history  behind  me,  I  have  the  less  delicacy  in 
meeting  the  arguments  of  such  leading  constitu¬ 
tional  authorities  as  the  hon.  member  for  Simcoe 
(Mr.  McCarthy), and  the  hon.  member  for  Bothvvell 
(Mr.  Mills),  and  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr. 
Davies)  as  well.  Now,  I  think  these  considerations 
show,  to  use  a  philosophical  expression,  a  'priori , 
there  is  a  very  strbng  presumption  against  this 
construction  being  correct.  There  is  a  very  strong 
presumption  against  this  eleventh  hour  discovery 
being  a  correct  construction  of  the  Act,  and  i 


believe  that  that  a  priori  presumption  will  be  found 
to  be  perfectly  correct.  The  hon.  gentleman  from 
Queen's  (Mr.  Davies)  has  arrived  at  this  conclusion 
under  circumstances  that  are  eminently  unfavour¬ 
able  to  reaching  a  fair  conclusion  on  a  point  of  law. 
He  has  arrived  at  this  conclusion  under  the  circum¬ 
stance  of  strong  political  debate,  and  strong  politi¬ 
cal  feeling.  He  lias  taken  this  Act  to  discover  the 
means  of  defeating  the  present  Bill,  and  not  in  that 
calm  frame  of  mind  that  is  conducive  to  arriving  at 
a  fair  conclusion.  It  may  be  said  that  I  am  in  the 
same  frame  of  mind,  and  I  admit  I  am  open  to  that 
retort ;  but  I  think  that  other  members  of  the 
House  who  are  not  like  the  hon.  member  from 
Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  and  myself,  when  they  are 
able  to  consider  the  argument  upon  this  question, 
will  find  not  very  much  difficulty  in  settling  it.  I 
will  turn  to  the  narrower  and  the  legal  construc¬ 
tion  of  sections  51  and  40.  I  would  like  to  direct 
the  attention  of  the  House  to  section  51,  first,  and 
in  doing  so  I  would  like  to  strike  out  altogether 
from  the  consideration  of  the  House  the  words  “by 
such  authority  ”  and  all  that  follow  to  the  end  of 
the  section.  In  other  words,  strike  out  the  words 
that  gave  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr. 
Davies)  his  difficulty,  because  the  great  question  is, 
not  whether  that  difficulty  exists  or  not  but  what 
that  difficulty  applies  to.  My  contention  is  that 
the  difficulty  of  how  to  construe  these  words,  “by 
such  authority  ”  applies  only  to  the  readjustment 
of  the  total  representation  of  each  province.  In 
1867  when  this  Act  was  passed,  it  is  a  matter 
of  history  that  there  were  strong  contentions 
between  the  Province  of  Quebec  and  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  There  was  also  con¬ 
siderable  reluctance  on  the  part  of  the  Maritime 
Provinces  to  enter  into  the  Union,  and  all  the  pro¬ 
vinces  stipulated  for  what  is  known  in  the  United 
States  as  state  rights.  They  stipulated,  in  the  first 
place,  that  they  should  have  certain  representation 
in  the  Senate,  and  they  stipulated  secondly  that 
they  should  have  certain  fixed  proportionate  repre¬ 
sentation  in  the  House  of  Commons.  In  the  Senate 
that  was  settled  by  a  fixed  number,  because  it  was 
not  variable,  but  in  the  House  of  Commons,  owing 
to  the  fluctuation  of  population  from  time  to  time, 
it,  of  course,  was  absolutely  necessary  to  provide  a 
sliding  scale  which  would  do  for  all  time  to  come. 
In  accordance  with  the  wish  of  the  various  pro¬ 
vinces  the  Act  prescribed  that  that  sliding  scale 
should  always  be  on  a  fixed  ratio,  that  a  certain 
unit  should  be  taken  for  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
and  that  the  rest  of  the  provinces  should  be  repre¬ 
sented  in  a  like  proportion.  Now,  Sir,  the  object 
of  that  provision  is  very  evident.  It  is  that  each 
province  should  have  a  fair  representation,  that 
afterwards  the  smaller  provinces  should  be  left  to 
the  mercy  of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  or  even  of  the 
Provinces  of  Ontario  and  Quebec  together,  and  their 
representation  reduced.  Therefore,  before  they 
would  enter  into  this  compact,  they  required  that 
a  certain  ratio  of  this  representation  should  be  se¬ 
cured  to  them.  I  may  say  that  that  very  evi¬ 
dent  proposition  throws  a  great  deal  of  light 
upon  some  of  the  observations  of  the  hon.  member 
from  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy).  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  instanced  how  inferior  our  powers  were  to  the 
Local  Legislatures  in  this  regard.  He  said  :  We 
cannot  abolish  the  Senate  ;  and  I  ask  why  can  we 
not  abolish  the  Senate,  when  the  Local  Legislatures 
can  abolish  the  legislative  councils  ?  It  is  simply 
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for  the  reason  that  the  Senate  is  there  as  the 
guardian  of  the  smaller  provinces  of  the  Dominion. 
It  is  a  matter  of  indifference  whether  the  legislative 
councils  of  the  different  provinces  exist  or  not. 
The  compact  that  we  were  making  then  had  no  re¬ 
ference  to  the  internal  affairs  of  the  provinces. 
They  were  willing  to  allow  the  provinces  to  deal 
with  the  legislative  councils,  with  the  members  of 
the  legislative  assemblies,  and  with  all  these  mat¬ 
ters  because  they  were  communities  who  knew  one 
another.  But  in  joining  together,  the  central  Par¬ 
liament  was  prevented  from  interfering  with 
anything  that  would  infringe  upon  the  rights  .of 
the  different  provinces.  It  is  the  same  with  regard 
to  increasing  the  number  of  members  of  Parliament. 
We  cannot  decrease  the  number  in  each  province, 
for  the  same  reason,  namely,  to  preserve  the  state 
rights  to  the  various  provinces  in  the  Dominion. 
I  would  like  now  to  direct  attention  to  the  particu¬ 
lar  wording  of  section  51,  which  says  : 

“  On  the  completion  of  each  decennial  census  the  re¬ 
presentation  of  the  four  provinces  shall  be  readjusted.” 

I  ask  any  hon.  gentleman  in  this  House  to  say,  if 
the  British  Parliament  meant  by  that  the  repre¬ 
sentation  of  the  different  constituencies,  they  would 
have  used  that  language,  ‘  ‘  the  representation  of  the 
four  provinces.  ”  According  to  the  natural  con¬ 
struction  of  the  words  that  means  the  represen¬ 
tation  of  the  provinces  as  a  whole  ; — the  represen¬ 
tation  of  Nova  Scotia  shall  be  so  many  members, 
the  representation  of  Ontario  shall  be  so  many 
members,  and  that  was  simply  fixing  the  represen¬ 
tation  of  the  provinces  as  a  whole.  If  you  needed 
any  further  argument  to  support  that  contention 
you  will  find  this:  “  If  section  51  regulates  the 
distribution  of  constituencies  in  the  various  pro¬ 
vinces,  you  will  find  that  the  five  rules  that  follow 
section  51  are  of  no  use  whatever,  and  cannot 
possibly  be  applied  to  a  redistribution  within  the 
provinces.”  The  words  are  entirely  applicable  to 
the  representation  of  the  provinces  as  a  whole. 
They  cover  the  whole  ground  in  that  respect  while 
they  are  of  no  use  whatever,  when  you  come  to 
deal  with  the  question  of  the  representation  so  far 
as  the  different  constituencies  are  concerned. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  What  is  the  meaning 
of  sub-section  5  ? 

Mr.  DICKEY.  “Such  readjustment  shall  not 
take  effect  until  the  termination  of  the  then  exist¬ 
ing  Parliament.”  That  means  the  readjustment 
of  the  number  of  members  representing  each  pro¬ 
vince. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  That  is  not  a  readjust¬ 
ment  at  all. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  The  hon.  gentleman  may  say  it 
is  not,  but  he  will  find  a  good  deal  of  difficulty  in 
maintaining  that  by  argument.  I  will  invite  the 
hon.  gentleman  to  take  up  section  52,  and  to  read 
it  in  the  light  of  ordinary  English  and  common 
sense  : 

“  The  number  of  members  in  the  House  of  Commons 
may  from  time  to  time  be  increased  by  the  Parliament  of 
Canada,  provided  that  the  proportion  of  the  representa¬ 
tion  of  the  provinces  described  by  this  Act  is  not  thereby 
disturbed.” 

What  does  the  phrase  “  representation  of  the  pro¬ 
vinces  ”  mean  there  ?  Does  it  mean  the  different 
constituencies  within  the  provinces  ;  does  not  that 
mean  the  total  representation  of  each  province  ? 
Does  it  not  mean  that  if  you  increase  the  numbers, 
Mr.  Dickey. 


you  must  alter  the  representation  of  the  provinces  ? 
Is  that  capable  of  any  other  construction  than  the 
representation  of  the  provinces  as  between  them¬ 
selves,  so  as  preserve  their  state  rights,  or  their 
local  authority  within  themselves  ?  Now,  some 
liecht  is  thrown  upon  this  question,  although  I  ad¬ 
mit  that  from  a  legal  point  of  view  it  is  not  rele¬ 
vant,  by  the  Quebec  resolutions  themselves  ;  and. 
if  the  Quebec  resolutions  had  been  embodied  direct¬ 
ly  in  the  British  North  America  Act,  there  would 
be  a  great  deal  more  in  the  contention  of  the  hon. 
gentleman  opposite  ;  but  as  a  matter  of  fact,  they 
were  not.  Section  17  of  the  Quebec  resolutions 
says  that  the  basis  of  representation  in  the  House 
of  Commons  is  to  be  population.  If  that  section 
had  found  its  way  into  the  British  North  Amer¬ 
ica  Act  there  would  be  some  basis  for  the  conten¬ 
tion  that  the  representation  should  be  on  the  same 
principle  in  electoral  districts  as  it  is  between  the 
different  provinces  ;  but  it  was  deliberately  left 
out.  In  the  Quebec  resolutions  the  divisions 
which  are  referred  to  in  the  British  North  Amer¬ 
ica  Act  as  provinces  are  referred  to  as  sections  ; 
and  for  the  purpose  of  throwing  light  on  this  ques¬ 
tion,  I  will  read  the  10th  section  of  the  Quebec 
resolutions  :  • 

“  Immediately  after  each  decennial  census  represent¬ 
ation  for  each  section  in  the  House  of  Commons  is  to  be 
readjusted  on  the  basis  of  population.” 

Those  sections  being  Upper  Canada, Lower  Canada, 
Nova  Scotia,  New  Brunswick,  and  Prince  Edward 
Island  ;  and  each  is  given  its  own  number  of  re¬ 
presentatives.  The  use  of  the  word  section,  which 
is  serviceable  for  this  purpose,  is  peculiar,  showing 
that  there  was  no  reference  whatever  to  any  other 
than  political  arrangement ;  it  removes  the  idea 
suggested  by  the  word  provinces  contained  in  the 
British  North  America  Act,  and  renders  the  distinc¬ 
tion  more  clear  than  the  Act  does.  Now,  Sir,  the 
hon.  member  for  Bothwell  asks  what  I  make  of  the 
word  readjusted.  I  understand  the  word  readjusted 
to  mean  readjustment  of  the  total  representation  of 
the  different  provinces  as  between  themselves,  as 
to-day  we  readjust  the  representation  of  New 
Brunswick  and  the  representation  of  Nova  Scotia 
by  reducing  it  on  account  of  the  relative  decrease 
of  population  in  those  provinces.  But,  Sir,  why 
need  we  seek  for  trouble  or  difficulty  in  this  matter, 
because,  on  the  one  hand,  section  51  covers  the 
whole  ground  with  regard  to  the  representation  of 
the  provinces,  each  being  considered  as  a  section 
of  the  whole,  and  on  the  other  hand,  section 
40  deals  with  this  very  question  of  electoral 
districts.  It  says  that  until  the  Parliament 
of  Canada  otherwise  provides,  these  provinces 
shall  be,  for  the  purposes  of  the  election 
of  members  to  the  House  of  Commons  of  Can¬ 
ada,  divided  into  electoral  districts  ;  and  then 
it  gives  the  electoral  districts.  What  does  that 
mean  ?  It  means  that  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
has  the  authority  now,  and  the  British  Parliament 
intended  it  to  have  the  authority,  to  provide  for  a 
change  in  the  electoral  districts.  That  phrase, 
“  until  the  Parliament  of  Canada  otherwise  pro¬ 
vides,”  is  used  in  various  other  sections.  For 
instance,  section  41  says  :  Until  the  Parliament  of 
Canada  otherwise  provides,  all  laws  regarding  the 
disqualification  of  members  and  various  other  mat¬ 
ters,  shall  apply.  Section  41  says  :  Until  the 
Parliament  of  Canada  otherwise  provides,  the 
House  may  elect  one  of  its  members  as  Speaker.  So 
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that  either  one  of  two  things  must  be  the  case — 
either  that  phrase,  until  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
otherwise  provides,  confers  on  us  the  power  of 
dealing  with  this  subject,  or  it  assumes  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  that  power  as  an  inherent  power  in  a  body 
such  as  this  House  ;  and  whatever  view  you  take, 
under  section  40,  this  Parliament  has  the  right  to 
deal  with  these  electoral  districts.  Now,  it  will  be 
said,  as  the  lion,  member  for  North  Simcoe  said, 
you  must  read  these  sections  together,  that  is  to 
say  sections  40  and  51.  In  some  cases  the  in¬ 
tention  is  that  sections  should  be  read  together. 
For  instance,  the  37th  section  provides  that  the 
House  of  Commons  shall,  “subject  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act,”  consist  of  so  many  members. 
So  that  if  the  British  Parliament  meant  in  section 
40  to  refer  us  to  section  51,  it  would  have  done  so 
by  using  the  words  used  in  section  37,  “  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,”  or  “subject  to  the 
provisions  of  section  51.”  Now,  I  shall  not  detain 
the  House  at  any  greater  length.  My  contention 
is  that  section  51  was  intended  to  reserve  the  state 
rights  as  between  the  provinces,  and  that  the  words 
of  that  section  are  fully  and  amply  satisfied  by 
a.PPlying  them  only  to  that  power  ;  and  that  sec¬ 
tion  40  gives  us  all  the  power  to  deal  with  electoral 
districts,  and  that  those  words  are  fully  and  amply 
satisfied  by  that  construction.  That  is  a  harmonious 
construction  of  the  Act,  it  is  a  construction  which 
maintains  the  power  of  this  House  to  deal  directly 
with  its  own  representation,  it  is  a  construction  which 
involves  us  in  no  difficulty  and  one  which,  I  submit, 
any  court  will  adopt.  But  I  have  not  the  slightest 
fear  that  this  question  will  ever  go  to  the  courts. 
Now,  one  more  illustration.  If  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  are  right,  if  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s 
is  right,  they  must  contend  that  this  House  could  not 
pass  an  Act  to  cut  off  a  township  from  one  consti¬ 
tuency  and  add  it  to  another.  If  they  hold  that  at  the 
decennial  period  this  Parliament  has  no  rights  in  the 
matter  of  redistribution,  although  obliged  to  re¬ 
distribute  every  decennial  period,  since  readjusting 
includes  redistribution,  they  must  hold  that  this 
Parliament  in  the  plenitude  of  its  power  could 
not  say  next  year — without  regard  to  the  census, 
without  regard  to  the  representation  of  the  pro¬ 
vinces,  but  simply  to  meet  some  particular  diffi¬ 
culty  which  arose,  say  in  the  Province  of  Nova 
Scotia — we  will  take  one  district  in  the  County  of 
Cumberland  and  put  it  in  the  County  of  Col¬ 
chester.  Their  contention  goes  so  far  that  an  Act 
for  that  single  purpose  would  be  ultra  vires  this 
House  simply  because  the  British  Parliament  had 
not  sufficient  confidence  in  this  House  to  trust  it 
with  the  distribution  of  seats  without  filtering  the 
decision  of  the  House  through  some  outside 
medium.  I  do  not  believe  any  such  forced  and  in¬ 
convenient  construction  is  necessary,  in  order  to  get 
at  the  meaning  of  the  British  North  America  Act. 
Jsow,  as  to  the  resolution  which  the  hon.  member 
for  Simcoe  has  offered  to  this  House,  I  shall  not 
say  very  much.  It  seems  to  me  to  involve  three 
principles.  In  the  first  place,  the  maintenance  of  the 
city  and  county  boundaries  ;  in  the  next  place,  the 
doctrine  of  single  constituencies  ;  and  in  the  third 
place,  the  equality  of  population.  I  notice  that, 
towards  the  close  of  his  resolution,  the  hon. 
gentleman  says  that  the  system  prevailing  now 
and  proposed  to  be  continued  fails  to  secure  equality 
of  population,  disregards  geographical  compactness, 
and  so  on.  Still,  I  think  we  are  entitled  to  hold 


the  hon.  gentleman  responsible,  as  indeed  he 
admitted  himself  to  be  responsible  very  largely,  for 
this  state  of  affairs.  In  the  year  1882,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  had  a  majority,  I  believe,  of  about  70.  They 
had  then  this  two-thirds  majority  which  the  hon. 
gentleman  thinks  is  such  a  convenient  thing  when 
hon.  gentlemen  want  to  act  upon  just  and  right  and 
proper  principles.  The  Bill  of  1892,  so  far  as  I 
know,  has  not  very  grossly  violated  the  principles 
the  hon.  gentleman  has  laid  down.  I  must  say 
that  the  Act  which  was  offered  to  the  House  in 
1882  was  a  very  much  better  subject  for  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  criticism  and  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
good  feeling  than  the  present  Bill,  because  I  do 
think  that  at  least  it  argues  a  very  great  change 
of  heart  in  a  gentleman  who  could  swallow  the  Act 
of  1882  to  strain  at  the  present  Bill.  The  hon. 
gentleman  says  his  stomach  is  not  so  good  now.  I 
am  sorry  to  hear  that  after  swallowing  such  a 
severe  dose  as  he  did  in  1882,  he  is  not  capable  of 
taking  the  dose  in  this  Bill. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  think  you  make  a  little 
face  yourself  at  it. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  I  must  say,  although  perhaps 
this  is  irrelevant,  that  the  Act  of  1882  does  not 
commend  itself  very  strongly  to  my  judgment.  I 
do  not  know,  but  I  suppose  I  would  have  followed 
the  hon.  gentleman  from  Simcoe,  if  I  had  been  here 
in  supporting  the  Act  ;  but  looking  at  it  through 
the  vista  of  years,  it  seems  to  me  a  very  objection¬ 
able  Act.  Certainly  it  is  oue  which  called  for  the 
application  of  the  principles  the  hon.  gentleman 
has  enunciated  here,  if  they  were  ever  to  be  applied, 
but  the  difficulty  is  this,  that  these  principles  were 
presented  to  the  House  by  the  Hon.  Edward  Blake, 
the  leader  of  the  Opposition,  and  were  discussed  by 
him  in  a  very  able  and  lengthy  speech,  and  then 
they  did  not  convert  the  hon.  member  for 
Simcoe.  After  reciting  the  statements  of  Sir  John 
Macdonald  when  introducing  the  Bill  of  1872,  and 
adhering  to  the  doctrine  of  maintaining  the  county 
boundaries,  the  resolution  of  Mr.  Blake  concludes  : 

“  That  the  old  principle  of  observing,  as  far  as  possible 
the  limits  of  the  municipal  counties  in  adjusting  the  par¬ 
liamentary  representation,  is  sound  and  should  be  followed 
in  the  said  Bill  for  the  reason  so  given  by  Sir  John  A. 
Macdonald,  and  approved  by  Parliament,  and  also” - 

This  is  almost  identical  with  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
resolution ;  I  think  the  hon.  member  for  Simcoe 
must  have  borrowed  some  expressions  from  this 
resolution. 

— “  because  it  affords  some  safeguard  against  the  abuse 
of  power  by  the  party  in  office  to  adjust  the  representation 
unfairly  towards  their  opponents.  That  the  said  Bill  is 
framed  in  utter  violation  and  total  disregard  of  the  said 
principle,  since  it  takes  away  territory  from  the  municipal 
counties  for  electoral  purposes  and  conjoins  for  electoral 
purposes  territories  having  no  municipal  county  relations 
with  each  other  in  a  very  large  proportion  of  the  con¬ 
stituencies  of  Ontario ;  while,  at  the  same  time,  it  does  not 
effect  the  proposed  object  of  equalizing  the  population  of 
the  electoral  districts.” 

And  the  hon.  member  for  Simcoe  had  not  a  word 
to  say  on  behalf  of  that  resolution.  He  did  not 
then  agree  at  all  in  the  doctrine  enunciated  in  that 
resolution.  I  do  not  knowr  that  we  can  get  at  the 
secretof  the  hon.  gentleman’s  action  at  thattime,  but 
at  any  rate  it  is  true  that  on  the  9th  of  May,  1882, 
the  constituency  of  the  hon.  gentleman  himself 
was  attacked  by  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  as 
being  one  that  took  two  townships  out  of  another 
county  altogether,  and  the  hon.  member  for  Simcoe 
defended  that  ardently  as  perfectly  right. 
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Mr.  MCCARTHY.  So  it  was  quite  right. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  I  am  glad  that  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  still  maintains  his  view,  but  I  think  if  there 
are  exceptions  to  the  principle  which  he  is  laying 
down — and  I  do  not  suppose  they  are  all  to  be  met 
in  the  County  of  Siincoe — he  should  have  mentioned 
some  of  these  exceptions  and  given  us  the  princi¬ 
ples  on  which  exceptions  can  be  made  to  the  rule 
laid  down  in  his  resolution.  There  were  other 
resolutions  moved,  notably  one  with  regard  to  the 
County  of  Wentworth.  Mr.  Rymal,  then  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  this  House,  moved  a  resolution,  which  I 
shall  not  read  to  the  House,  but  which  showed  that 
the  County  of  W entworth  was  hacked  up  in  such  a 
manner  that  to  form  the  County  of  Monck  there 
were  three  counties  dismembered,  and  he  explained 
that  in  a  long  and  clear  speech.  Yet  I  find  that 
the  hon.  member  for  Siincoe  on  that  occasion  voted 
That  the  hacking  up  of  this  constituency  was  quite 
a  proper  and  reasonable  thing. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Do  you  approve  of  it? 

Mr.  DICKEY.  I  have  already  given  my  views 
of  the  Bill  of  1882.  I  quite  admit  that  any  hon. 
gentleman  not  only  has  the  right  but  is  bound  to 
change  his  mind  if  the  conviction  that  he  was 
wrong  is  borne  in  upon  him,  but  I  should  have 
liked  a  little  explanation  from  the  hon.  member  for 
Simcoe  as  to  how  and  when  this  light  occurred  to 
him.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  a  supporter  of  the 
Government.  He  has,  L  believe,  a  very  strong 
opinion  as  to  the  tendencies  of  the  trade  policy  of 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite.  He  fears  that  will  imperil 
our  connection  with  Great  Britain.  He  mav  be 
wrong  in  that,  but  it  seems  to  me  very  unfortunate 
that  having  those  strong  opinions  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  has  chosen  to  stake  the  existence  of  the 
Government  upon  the  resolution  he  now  lays 
before  the  House.  The  hon.  gentleman  might 
have  suggested  this  resolution  earlier  in  the  session. 
I  will  not  do  him  the  discredit  of  saying  that  this 
amendment  expresses  an  idea  which  has  occurred 
to  him  within  the  last  two  or  three  days.  Since 
he  is  going  back  upon  his  record  of  1882,  I  assume 
that  his  present  view  is  a  result  of  long  and  mature 
thought,  and  as  a  member  of  the  Government 
party  I  have  not  one  word  to  say  against  him  for 
opposing  the  Government.  But  I  say  that,  as  a  mem¬ 
ber  supporting  the  Government,  it  would  not  have 
been  out  of  .place  had  the  hon.  gentleman  offered 
this  amendment  as  a  resolution,  earlier  in  the  ses¬ 
sion,  under  notices  of  motion.  It  would  not  then 
have  assumed  as  serious  an  aspect  as  it  does  now, 
and  might  have  done  some  good,  because  then  the 
scheme  was  still  under  consideration,  and  the  in¬ 
struction  of  this  House  might  have  been  of  some 
service  to  the  Government.  The  hon.  gentleman 
might,  therefore,  have  done  some  good  then  by  mov¬ 
ing  this  resolution  as  a  notice  of  motion.  It  seems 
to  me,  although  that  is  only  my  opinion,  that  the 
hon.  gentleman,  while  exercising  his  undoubted 
privilege,  has  done  that  in  rather  an  unfortunate 
way,  in  so  far  as  public  confidence  is  concerned, 
because  he  has  waited  until  the  wrong  was  done, 
if  wrong  there  be — 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  is  not  done  yet. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  I  am  speaking  of  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Simcoe  as  a  member  of  the  Conservative 
party,  and  my  remarks  do  not  apply  to  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite. 

Mr.  Dickey. 


Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  And  they  must  take 
whatever  the  Government  offers. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  Mot  at  all. 

Mr.  COCHRANE.  You’ll  have  to  take  it,  too. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  entirely 
wrong,  and  when  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell 
shows  some  disregard  himself  of  party  ties  and 
votes  according  to  liis  own  convictions - 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  do. 

Mr.  DICKEY— I  shall  be  quite  ready  to  accept 
advice  from  him  on  the  question  before  the  House. 
Now,  as  to  the  merits  of  the  resolution  I  shall  not 
say  much.  I  observe  that  the  British  North  America 
Act  did  not  adopt  the  county  as  the  unit.  The 
British  North  America  Act  varied  the  county  lines 
in  several  cases,  both  in  regard  to  towns  and  in  re¬ 
gard  to  counties,  so  that,  if  we  go  back  to  our  own 
charter,  we  find  that  the  principle  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  wishes  us  to  adopt  now  was  not  adopted  when 
both  parties  met  and  discussed  this  question.  The 
hon.  gentleman  spoke  only  of  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
and  quite  rightly,  because  that  is  the  only  one  with 
which  he  can  be  very  familiar.  Taking  the  principle 
of  maintaining  county  boundaries  and  the  principle 
of  equality  of  representation,  I  think  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  will  admit  that  these  are  conflicting  principles, 
that  it  is  difficult  to  maintain  the  county  boundaries 
and  at  the  same  time  to  get  equality  of  population. 
I  will  take  the  Province  of  New  Brunswick.  New 
Brunswick  has  14  members.  It  has  14  counties  and 
one  city.  The  County  of  Restigouche  and  some 
other  counties  have -about  8,000  or  9,000  people, 
while  the  County  of  Westmoreland  has,  I  believe, 
about  42,000.  So,  if  the  hon.  gentleman  took  the 
Province  of  New  Brunswick  and  endeavoured  to 
apply  his  principles  to  it,  he  would  have  to  give  up 
either  the  one  or  the  other,  either  his  county  boun- 
aries,  or  the  equality  of  population.  I  assume  that 
the  hon.  gentleman  would  give  up  his  county  bound- 
daries  because  he  said  the  equality  of  representation 
was  the  proper,  and  should  be  the  ruling,  principle. 
So  far  as  I  am  concerned — and  I  suppose  it  is  a  high 
Tory  doctrine  to  enunciate — I  am  not  enamoured 
of  the  application  of  mathematics  in  these  matters. 
I  do  not  believe  there  is  any  sovereign  virtue  in 
counting  a  certain  number  of  heads  to  make  up  a 
constituency.  I  a.m  even  so  reactionary  as  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  there  is  a  great  deal  to  be  said  in  favour 
of  having  constituencies  of  unequal  size.  I  believe 
this  House  should  consist  of  men  representing  every 
class  and  every  interest  in  the  country,  and  it  is 
obvious  that  a  city  requires  a  different  kind  of  re¬ 
presentative  from  a  county.  I  think  it  gives  a 
character  and  an  individuality  to  this  House  when 
some  members  are  representing  large  and  some  are 
representing  small  constituencies.  I  do  not  mean 
to  lay  that  down  as  a  principle.  I  am  not  con¬ 
cerned  whether  it  is  logical  or  not,  but,  looking  at 
the  authority  of  this  House,  1  do  not  believe  that 
authority  is  weakened  or  that  the  country  suffers 
because  one  constituency  may  be  a  little  smaller 
or  even  a  very  great  deal  smaller  than  another. 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  resolution  of  the  hon. 
gentleman  from  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  comes 
too  late  in  the  day.  If  he  had  moved  this  ten  years 
ago,  it  might  be  a  matter  for  serious  consideration, 
but  the  mere  statement  that  it  involves  changing 
almost  every  constituency  in  the  Province  of  Ont¬ 
ario  is  sufficient  to  show  that,  if  it  were  acted 
upon,  it  would  interfere  more  than  any  other 
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scheme  v\  ith  vested  interests.  These  constituen¬ 
cies  which  were  established  in  188*2  have  been 
those  which  have  been  used  in  various  general 
elections.  They  have  been  found  to  be^fairly 
roughly  useful.  The  people  have  become  accus- 
tomeu  to  them,  cIikI,  if  there  is  any  unit  of  popu- 
lation,  I  w  ould  rather  take  these  extraordinarily 
shaped  constituencies  as  they  are,  and  if  we  are  to 
preserve  anything,  I  would  endeavour  to  preserve 
the  status  quo.  For  my  own  part,  I  shall  look  upon 
this  bill  when  it  comes  into  committee,  if  it  ever 
gets  there,  in  this  light — how  far  does  it  reason¬ 
ably  and  fairly  allow  the  status  quo  to  rest  ’  Is 
there  anything  in  this  Bill  which  unfairly  disturbs 
the  status  quo  t  I  should  certainly  regret  if  the 
(to\  ernmeut  vveie  to  undertake  any  such  scheme 
as  the  hon.  gentleman  s  resolution  would  involve, 
of  reorganizing  the  whole  representation  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario  and  the  Province  of  Nova 
Scotia  as  well. 


Mr-  ^^-VIES  (P.E.I.)  There  is  no  occasion  for 
lemodelling  Nova  Scotia  or  the  Maritime  Provinces 
at  all,  because  the  county  lines  are  maintained. 

.^f1 '  PACKET .  I  am  also  strongly  impressed 
\\  ith  this  opinion,  that  the  real  safeguard  of  the 
minority  in  this  Parliament  is  the  justice  and  gooc 
sense  and  fair-play  of  the  majority.  If  this  resolu¬ 
tion  were  adopted  to-day,  and  that  principle  were 
laid  down,  I  do  not  pretend  to  know  much  about 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  but  I  will  guarantee  that 
I  can  take  a  map  of  that  province  and  a  census 
book,  and  while  maintaining  county  boundaries 
and  coming  as  fairly  within  that  resolution  as  you 
like,  I  will  gerrymander  the  Province  of  Ontario  so 
as  to  wipe  out  a  dozen  Liberals.  I  certainly  could 
gerrymander  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia  under 
the  same  conditions.  Rules  are  very  well  to  have, 
but  the  only  real  safeguard  is  the  justice  of  the 
Assembly  that  administers  those  rules.  So  far  as  I 
am  concerned,  when  this  Bill  is  read  the  second 
time,  if  it  is,  I  propose  to  consider  it  fairly  in  the 
light  of  that  proposition,  and,  if  the  Bill  is  based 
upon  fair-play,  if  it  is  substantially  a  fair  and 
reasonable  one,  I  cannot  allow  any  resolution  like 
this,  coming  up  as  it  does,  to  prevent  my  voting 
for  the  second  reading  or  to  induce  me  to  withdraw 
my  confidence  from  the  general  policy  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  which  has  not  in  the  slightest  degree  been 
shaken  by  anything  I  have  seen  in  the  present  Bill. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTW  RIGHT.  I  entirely  en¬ 
dorse  the  opinion  expressed  by  the  hon.  gentleman 
who  has  just  taken  his  seat  (Mr.  Dickey),  that  there 
is  not  the  slightest  likelihood  that  anything  the 
Government  can  do,  or  will  do,  will  break  his  party 
allegiance.  We  have  no  reason  to  expect  it,  we 
did  not  expect  it.  But  I  think  the  hon.  gentleman 
has  scarcely  dealt,  with  the  fairness  which  might 
be  expected  from  him,  with  the  hon.  member  for 
North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  in  making  it  a 
special  charge  against  that  hon.  gentleman  that  be¬ 
cause  ten  years  ago,  when  he  was  a  much  younger 
member  of  the  House  than  he  is  to-day,  when  he 
had  very  little  practical  experience  of  the  working 
of  these  Gerrymander  Acts— for  it  may  be  remem 
bered  that  the  Gerrymander  Act  of  1882  was  the 
first  of  those  infamies  which  have  disgraced  the 
history  of  Canada— I  say  it  is  very  little  to  the  dis¬ 
credit  of  the  hon.  member  for  Simcoe  that  after  ten 
>  ears  of  experience  of  the  working  of  such  a  measure, 
lie  should  have  come  to  the  conclusion  at  which  he 
108 


has  arrived  to-day.  It  is,  I  think,  very  much  to 
his  credit  that  having  arrived  at  that  conclusion 
He  has  had  the  moral  courage  to  avow  that  change 
ot  conviction,  and  to  lay  down  the  principles  on 
which  as  a  matter  of  fair-play  and  equity,  such  a 
Redistribution  Bill  should  be  framed.  Now  Sir 
I  am  not  going  to  enter  into  the  legal  argument 
u  Inch  has  been  discussed  between  the  hon 
member  for  North  Simcoe  and  the  hon 
member  for  Cumberland  (Mr.  Dickey)  further 
than  to  say  a  few  words.  I  was  myself  a  member 
of  the  Legislative  Assembly  of  the  Provinces  of 
Quebec  and  Ontario  in  which  this  scheme  of  Con¬ 
federation  was  inaugurated,  and  I  may  recall  to  the 
minds  of  hon.  members  of  this  House  that  the 
a  prion  argument  which  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
addressed  to  this  House,  as  opposed  to  the  argu¬ 
ment  oi  my  hon.  friend  beside  me  (Mr.  Davies) 
has  no  value  or  weight,  for  this  simple  reason  :  It 
is  well  known  that  the  resolutions  which  were 
passed  by  the  four  provinces,  and  which,  in  my 
judgment,  ought  to  have  been  much  more  faith¬ 
fully  followed  than  they  were  by  the  London 
conference,  were  altered  by  the  Imperial  Par¬ 
liament  at  the  suggestion  of  that  London  confer¬ 
ence,  and  notably  the  particular  resolution  having 
reference  to  the  distribution  of  seats  in  Par 
Lament  was  altered  by  the  Imperial  author¬ 
ities  at  the  instance  of  the  gentlemen  who 
met  together  in  London.  Therefore,  I  submit  to 
the  House,  and  to  the  hon.  gentleman  himself,  that 
part  of  his  argument  which  is  based  on  speeches 
made  by  the  late  Sir  John  A.  Macdonald,  or  by 
Mr.  Mackenzie,  or  by  any  other  man  who  took 
part  m  that  debate,  is  entirely  beside  the  ques¬ 
tion,  because  they  were  dealing  with  a  set  of 
resolutions  which  were  not  afterwards  embodied 
in  the  Imperial  statute.  However,  I  desire  to  ad¬ 
dress  myself  more  particularly  to  another  aspect  of 
this  important  question  than  that  which  has  been 
dealt  with  by  the  hon.  member  from  Simcoe.  But 
before  I  proceed  to  that,  I  may  be  allowed  to  men¬ 
tion  to  the  hon.  member  for  Simcoe  that  I  think,  in 
one  trifling  matter  of  no  great  importance  with 
respect  to  which  I  interrupted  him,  he  will  find 
that  the  actual  unit  of  population  between  the 
Maritime  Provinces  and  between  Ontario  and 
Quebec  at  any  rate,  differs  so  infinitesimally 
from  the  absolute  unit,  that  it  is  hardly  worth 
taking  into  account.  I  find  by  actual  division 
that  the  true  unit  of  population  for  the  Province 
of  Quebec  amounts  to  22,901  souls;  I  find  that 
on  the  readjusted  scale,  giving  39  members  to 
the  880,000  people  who  inhabit  the  Maritime 
Prov  inces,  the  actual  unit  of  population  for  those 
39  members  amounts  to  22,896,  being  exactly 
fiv  e  below  that  from  Quebec.  In  our  own  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Ontario  the  exact  unit  of  population  is  22,- 
966,  being  a  difference  of  65,  rather  less  than  one- 
quarter  of  one  per  cent;  and  I  think  the  hon. 
gentleman  will  agree  with  me  that  under  those  cir¬ 
cumstances  I  vv  as  not  altogether  incorrect  in  stating 
that  there  was  practically  no  difference  whatever 
in  the  unit  of  the  population  that  prevails  in  all 
the  major  provinces.  One  thing  more  I  would  say, 
and  that  is  on  the  legal  question.  I  listened  with 
great  attention  to  the  reply  made  by  the  Minister 
of  Justice  to  my  hon.  friend  beside  me  me,  and 
without  presuming  to  discuss  these  legal  subtleties, 

I  think  that  those  who  followed  the  speech  of  the 
hon.  Minister  of  Justice  will  agree  with  me  in  say- 
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ing  that  after  all  said  and  done  the  main  argument 
which  that  learned  gentleman  found  it  possible  to 
advance  against  the  contention  of  my  hon.  friend, 
was  mainly  this,  that  on  two  previous  occasions  a 
similar  distribution  Act  had  been  allowed  to  become 
law  without  that  objection  being  taken.  Well, 
Sir,  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  that  fact  may  not 
raise  some  small  presumption  as  against  the  correct¬ 
ness  of  the  argument  of  my  hon.  friend  ;  but  those 
who,  like  myself,  although  not  lawyers,  have  had 
occasion  to  pay  a  great  manj-  lawyers’  bills,  will 
know  that  there  is  scarcely  one  thing  more  certain 
than  the  glorious  uncertainty  of  legal  decisions, 
and  that  it  is  a  matter  within  the  knowledge  of 
every  one,  layman  as  well  as  lawyer,  that  new 
points  are  continually  being  taken  with  respect  to 
statutes  of  various  kinds,  and  that  it  is  no  answer 
whatever  to  a  legal  argument  to  say  that  a  particu¬ 
lar  point  taken  as  to  the  construction  of  a  statute 
has  not  been  taken  already.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
that  it  is  a  great  misfortune  that  the  Government 
did  not  see  lit  to  introduce  this  Bill  at  a  much 
earlier  period  of  the  session.  Although  we  have 
departed  very  widely  from  English  traditions  in 
this  and  in  other  ways,  and  although  we  have 
allowed  ourselves  to  be  very  greatly  imposed  upon 
by  the  Government  of  the  day,  for  these  many 
years  back,  in  their  conduct  of  public  affairs,  I 
take  it  that  every  man  who  has  paid  the  slightest 
attention  to  constitutional  principles  will  agree 
with  me  that  when  a  Government  have  impor¬ 
tant  measures  to  introduce  to  Parliament,  when 
those  measures  have  been  announced  from  the 
Throne,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Government  at 
a  very  early  day,  even  if  they  do  not  see  fit  to 
proceed  to  the  second  reading,  to  place  their 
measures  in  full  detail  in  the  hands  of  Parliament 
for  the  express  purpose  that  their  measures,  as  well 
as  their  conduct  in  the  past,  may  be  considered  and 
criticised  by  Parliament  at  the  time  when  Parlia¬ 
ment  is  able  and  free  to  do  so,  before  we  are  called 
upon  to  grant  supplies.  The  statement  of  the 
Government’s  policy,  and  the  examination  of  the 
Government’s  conduct,  are  things  that,  in  every 
well  regulated  parliamentary  assembly,  should  pre¬ 
cede  the  granting  of  supplies  for  carrying  on 
the  Government  duringthe  succeedingyear.  In  this, 
as  in  many  other  things,  the  Government  have  for 
many  years  back,  deliberately  and  systematically 
disregarded  the  wholesome  traditions  of  the  mother 
country  ;  they  have  continually  postponed  consider¬ 
ation  of  the '  most  important  measures  that  can 
affect  the  community,  until  the  very  last  possible 
period  within  which  they  can  introduce  them  to 
Parliament,  with  the  two-fold  result  of  very  un¬ 
necessarily  prolonging  the  duration  of  the  session, 
and  of  preventing  the  full  discussion  which  measures 
of  that  importance  deserve.  Now,  Sir,  speaking 
for  myself  alone,  and  in  no  way  desiring  to  commit 
any  of  my  hon.  friends  on  this  side  of  the  House  to 
the  proposition,  I  will  say  that  for  my  part,  in 
common  with  many  persons  who  have  bestowed  a 
good  deal  of  attention  on  these  subjects,  I  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  practical  working 
under  our  system  of  our  representative  institutions  in 
Canada,  are  very  faulty.  I  do  not  pretend  to  say 
that  it  may  not  be  found  on  examination  to  be  on 
the  whole  the  lesser  of  two  evils,  but  I  say  that 
circumstances  have  so  changed  since  the  intro¬ 
duction  of  our  present  form  of  representative 
government,  that  very  grave  evils  indeed  have 
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developed  in  the  course  of  time,  and  that,  had 
this  Bill  been  introduced  at  an  earlier  season,  we  might 
with  very  great  advantage  to  ourselves,  and  with 
great  advantage  to  the  commonwealth,  have  bestow¬ 
ed  a  certain  portion  of  our  time,  at  any  rate,  in  exami¬ 
ning  the  evils  which  no  doubt  exist,  and  in  en¬ 
deavouring  to  ascertain  whether  they  could  be 
remedied  in  any  way.  Sir,  there  was  one  state¬ 
ment  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe 
(Mr.  McCarthy)  which  I  for  my  part  heartily 
endorse,  and  that  is  this,  that  not  merely  in  the 
Parliament  of  Canada,  but  in  the  various  legisla¬ 
tive  assemblies  throughout  this  Dominion  there 
has  not  been  to  my  knowledge  for  many  years  one 
single  general  election  which  has  resulted  in  the 
Opposition  for  the  time  being  fairly  represented  in 
Parliament  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  votes 
they  control  in  the  country.  That  has  been  trace¬ 
able  to  causes  to  which  I  will  advert  a  little  later 
on  with  respect  to  the  present  Opposition  sitting 
in  this  Parliament,  not  merely  on  the  present 
occasion,  but  in  the  case  of  the  elections  of  1878, 
of  the  elections  of  1882,  of  the  elections  of  1887, 
and  of  the  elections  of  1891.  Sir,  one  result  of 
our  present  system  is  that  worked  as  it  is,  existing 
as  it  is,  it  is  a  system  which  offers  a  positive  prem¬ 
ium  to  all  kinds  of  unfair  means  of  obtaining  a  par¬ 
liamentary  majority  as  contradistinguished  from  a 
real  majority  in  the  country  ;  that  its  tendency  is 
to  cause  the  party  in  power  to  have  recourse  to 
every  species  of  unfair  expedients,  and  notably  to 
these  two — it  tends  to  induce  them  to  perpetuate 
their  majority  by  all  sorts  of  legalized  fraud,  whether 
it  takes  the  shape  of  fraudulent  Franchise  Bills  or 
whether  it  takes  the  shape  of  fraudulent  Gerry¬ 
mander  Acts  and  Distribution  Acts,  like  the  Act  of 
1882  and  the  present  Bill  we  are  now  discussing,  and 
it  further  offers  a  very  high  premium  indeed  to  the 
use  of  corrupt  means  of  various  kinds  for  the  purpose 
of  influencing  the  several  constituencies.  I  am  sorry 
to  have  to  say  so,  but  every  hon.  member  here  if  he 
would  speak  the  truth  as  he  knows  the  facts  to 
exist,  must  admit  that  I  am  stating  a  most  lament¬ 
able  but  at  the  same  time  a  most  certain  truth 
when  I  say  that,  as  regards  the  215  constituencies 
of  this  Dominion,  with  the  exception  of  a  very  small 
percentage,  the  balance  of  power  under  our  system 
is  practically  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  most  cor¬ 
rupt  section  of  the  community.  I  make  this  state¬ 
ment  advisedly,  as  I  make  it  with  very  great  regret, 
but  it  is  so  ;  and  to  all  intents  and  purposes  the 
only  practical  difficulty  which  stands  in  the 
way  of  the  party  possessing  the  reins  of  power, 
and  having  at  their  disposal  sufficient  sums  of 
money,  is  simply  the  difficulty  of  bringing  these 
corrupt  means  into  direct  and  actual  contact  with 
the  great  mass  of  the  electors.  Were  that  mechan¬ 
ical  difficulty,  as  I  might  almost  call  it,  overcome, 
then  I  have  no  doubt  whatever  that  the  Opposition 
in  this  country  would  be  practically  exterminated 
at  any  general  election  that  might  take  place.  It 
is  a  danger  which  we  know  is  continually  increas¬ 
ing.  It  has  increased,  it  is  increasing,  and  most 
assuredly  it  should  be  diminished,  and  it  is  the 
necessity  of  obtaining  the  requisite  funds  to  carry 
out  that  process  of  corruption  that  has  been  at  the 
basis  of  all  those  infamous  rascalities  which  were  in 
part  revealed  by  the  investigations  of  last  session, 
and  which  has  brought  into  existence  the  “reptile 
fund,”  the  details  of  which  are  now  being  daily  and 
hourly  displayed  to  the  gaze  of  the  people  of  Canada, 
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and,  I  am  sorry  to  say,  of  every  country  that  takes 
an  interest  in  this  Dominion.  It  is  the  need  of  ob¬ 
taining  that  money  which  has  ledtothe  introduction 
of  this  systematic  and  organized  corruption  into 
our  political  affairs,  and  of  the  attempt  thereby  to 
take  absolute  possession  of  this  country. 

It  being  six  o’clock,  the  Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Mr.  Speaker, 
"v\  hen  the  House  rose  I  had  been  expressing  my 
own  individual  personal  conviction  that  it  would 
be  almost  indispensable  to  us,  if  we  desire  to  avoid 
Gerrymander  Acts  in  future,  introduced  by  either 
party  in  politics,  that  we  should  consider,  and 
•consider  very  seriously,  whether  it  was  not  pos¬ 
sible  for  us  to  remove  the  temptation  and  the 
cause.  As  I  have  said,  I  am  giving  on  this  occa¬ 
sion  my  own  personal  conviction  only,  and  I  desire 
to  be  understood  as  in  no  respect  expressing  the 
opinion  of  anybody  but  my  individual  self.  I  am 
■firmly  convinced,  after  an  experience  of  a  good 
many  years  of  political  life  in  Canada,  that  there 
is  no  chance  whatever  of  our  doing  away  with  the 
attempts  which  will  be  made  from  time  to  time  to 
attain  an  unfair  advantage  over  either  political 
party  by  means  of  Acts  like  the  present,  unless  we 
succeed  in  removing  the  temptation  which  is  the 
main  cause  for  their  introduction.  As  regards  the 
motion  of  the  hon.  member  for  Simcoe  (Mr.  Me 
Carthy),  while  I  entirely  approve  of  almost  all, 
and  perhaps  I  may  say  of  all,  the  statements 
which  it  contains,  although  not  entirely  of  all  the 
arguments  upon  which  the  hon.  gentleman  sup¬ 
ported  it,  I  myself  still  record  my  belief  that  at  the 
utmost  it  would  only  mitigate  and  not  completely 
remove  the  evil.  I  am  convinced,  for  my  part, 
that  until  some  sort  of  system  is  devised  by  which 
the  respective  political  parties  are  enable  to  secure 
in  Parliament  a  proportionate  representation,  near- 
ly,  if  not  absolutely  in  proportion  to  the  number 
of  voters  whom  they  represent  in  the  country ;  I 
am  convinced  I  repeat  that  we  will  from  time  to  time 
have  a  repetition  of  these  measures  presented  to  us. 
Now,  Sir,  we  have  not  had  any  difficulty  whatever, 
and  we  never  have  had  any  difficulty,  under  our 
federal  system  in  providing  for  the  perfect  propor¬ 
tionate  representation  of  the  several  provinces  on 
the  floor  of  Parliament ;  and,  as  every  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  knows,  we  have  completely  solved  the  problem 
of  giving  each  party  in  proportion  to  its  parlia¬ 
mentary  representation  perfect  proportionate 
representation  on  the  several  committees  into 
which  this  House  is  divided.  But  as  regards 
the  far  more  important  problem,  the  problem  on 
the  proper  solution  of  which  I  for  one  am  disposed 
to  believe  that  the  success  of  parliamentary  govern¬ 
ment  in  the  future  is  likely  to  depend  ;  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  giving  to  each  political  party  a  fair  repre¬ 
sentation  on  the  floor  of  Parliament,  neither  we, 
nor  any  other  English-speaking  people  that  I  kuow 
of,  have  made  any  progress  whatever  for  at  least 
one  hundred  years.  In  point  of  fact  I  am  rather 
inclined  to  think  we  have  retrograded,  not  in 
theory  but  in  practice,  and  that  the  old 
Parliaments  in  some  important  respects  did  afford 
a  fairer  and  better  proportionate  representation 
than  is  practicable  under  our  present  system.  More 
than  that,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  in  Canada,  at 
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the  present  time,  the  progress  of  events  is  causing 
the  evil  to  increase  and  intensify,  and  that  if  we 
go  on  as  we  have  been  going,  before  many  years  we 
Mull  see  even  worse  evils  than  those  which  were  ad¬ 
mirably  well  depicted  by  my  hon.  friend  the  mem¬ 
ber  for  North  Norfolk  (Mr.  Charlton)  as  having 
occurred  in  the  United  States  under  the  operation 
of  the  several  Gerrymander  Acts  that  have,  from 
time  to  time,  been  put  in  force  there,  and  by  which, 
as  that  hon.  gentleman  well  showed,  it  is  not  only 
possible,  but  it  is  a  matter  of  constant  occurrence, 
that  the  minority  control  the  larger  proportion  of 
the  representation  in  the  several  assemblies,  or,  at 
any  rate,  that  a  very  small  majority’  are  able  to  se¬ 
cure  for  themselves  a  wholly  disproportionate  repre¬ 
sentation  in  their  several  assemblies.  Now,  Sir,  as 
regards  our  own  Province  of  Ontario,  I  have  no 
hesitation  whatever  in  saying  that,  so  far  as  regards 
its  parliamentary  representation  in  this  House,  for 
the  last  12  years  at  least,  it  has  been  based  on  de¬ 
liberate  fraud,  and  that  during  these  12  years,  at  no 
time  whatever,  when  the  Parliament  has  been  in 
session,  have  the  Opposition  enjoyed  anything  in 
the  slightest  degree  equivalent  to  the  representation 
that  they  were  fairly  entitled  to  had  their  members 
at  all  represented  the  number  of  votes  that  they 
had  actually  polled  in  the  several  electoral  contests. 

I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  it  is  possible  to 
remedy  this  state  of  things  entirely,  but  I  do  be¬ 
lieve  that  it  is  possible  to  introduce  a  system  of 
proportionate  representation  which  will  go  very  far 
indeed  to  get  rid  of  the  two-fold  evils  that  I  have 
pointed  out :  the  evil  of  direct  corruption  of  a  large 
proportion  of  the  electorate,  and  the  evil  of  legisla¬ 
tive  fraud,  either  carried  out  through  the  medium 
of  Franchise  Bills  or  of  Gerrymander  Acts  such  as 
the  present.  I  am  well  aware  of  the  numerous 
technical  difficulties  which  have  presented  them¬ 
selves  in  the  consideration  of  this  extremely  import¬ 
ant  question,  and  I  am  also  aware  of  the  real 
though  unexpressed  conviction  which  has  probably^ 
rendered  parties  on  both  sides  of  the  House  indis¬ 
posed  to  consider  the  question.  I  know  very  well, 
.Sir,  that  no  system  of  proportionate  representation 
could  be  introduced,  if  effective,  which  will  not  be 
more  or  less  inimical  to  our  present  system  of 
party  government,  and  I  believe  that  it  is  very 
largely  for  that  reason  that  we  have  seen  so  few 
attempts  to  grapple  with  this  great  question. 
However,  that  I  admit  is  a  question  which  might 
have  been  better  discussed  had  this  measure 
been  introduced  at  an  earlier  period  of  the 
session,  and  my  special  business  to-night  is  not 
so  much  to  deal  with  the  theoretical  aspect 
of  the  question  as  to  examine  the  scheme  which 
has  been  submitted  to  us,  and  to  consider  how  far 
it  is  one  which  deserves  the  support  of  Parliament 
or  the  censure  which  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  has,  in  myr  opinion,  very 
justly  bestowed  upon  it.  I  do  not  propose  to  deal 
with  the  question  of  the  redistribution,  so-called, 
about  to  be  attempted  in  the  Province  of  Quebec. 
That  has  been  done  far  more  fully  than  I  could 
pretend  to  do  it  by  my  hon.  friend  beside  me  (Mr. 
Laurier)  and  his  colleagues  from  that  province. 
But  I  will  take  this  occasion  to  say  to  the  Conser¬ 
vative  members  from  the  Province  of  Ontario,  that 
if  they  choose  to  consent  to  see  one  of  the  great 
parties  in  Quebec  practically^  wiped  out,  they7  wil 
find,  and  that  before  they  are  very  many7  y7ears 
older,  that  they  have  been  fashioning  a  scourge  fo 
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their  own  backs,  and  that  they  will  see  very  great 
cause  to  regret  in  process  of  time  that  they 
have  lent  their  aid  to  allow  one  particular 
party  in  Quebec  to  obtain  practically  absolute 
control.  However,  Sir,  be  that  as  it  may, 

I  propose  as  I  have  said,  to  deal  more  particu¬ 
larly  with  the  case  of  my  own  Province  of 
Ontario.  I  hold  that  the  scheme  which  is  sub¬ 
mitted  to  us  is  objectionable  in  two  distinct  ways. 
In  the  first  place,  everybody  knows,  and  practically 
everybody  admits  to-day,  that  a  most  gross  in¬ 
justice  was  perpetrated  on  the  Reform  party  of 
Ontario  by  the  Gerrymander  Act  of  1882 ;  and  I 
confess,  Sir,  that  it  was  with  some  considerable 
surprise  that  I  heard  the  hon.  member  for  Cumber¬ 
land  (Mr.  Dickey)  condemn  the  Gerrymander  Act 
of  1882,  which  as  you  well  know  was  chiefly  appli¬ 
cable  to  Ontario,  and  at  the  same  time  condemn 
the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  for  entertaining 
the  same  opinion  as  himself,  while  he  was  not  pre¬ 
pared  to  raise  his  little  finger  to  amend  the  very 
injustice  he  complained  of.  Under  that  Act,  as  is 
well  known,  every  canon  which  can  be  laid  down 
for  the  proper  formation  of  a  Redistribution  Bill, 
was  completely  set  aside.  Pretty  nearly  every  county 
boundary  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  was  dislo¬ 
cated  ;  a  number  of  hives  were  created  for  the 
express  and  dishonourable  purpose  of  depriving  a 
large  proportion  of  the  people  of  their  rightful 
share  in  the  representation  of  Parliament ;  some 
54  ridings,  I  think,  were  altered  on  the  alleged 
pretense  of  assigning  four  new  seats  to  the  Province 
of  Ontario  ;  and,  as  far  as  legislative  enactment 
could  do  it,  provision  was  made  that  at  all  hazards 
and  under  all  circumstances  the  Conservative  party, 
even  if  in  absolute  minority  of  votes,  should  main¬ 
tain  a  clear  majority  in  Parliament.  How  well 
that  nefarious  scheme  succeeded,  all  of  us  know 
'  who  paid  any  attention  to  the  electoral  returns  of 
the  general  election  of  1891.  Sir,  I  have  in  my 
possession  an  official  document,  issued  from  the 
Government  Department  of  Agriculture,  and 
signed  by  the  chief  statistician  of  that  department, 
in  which  it  is  on  record  that  while  the  Reform 
party  in  the  general  election  of  1891  obtained  an 
absolute  majority  to  the  extent  of  7,200  of  the  total 
votes  polled  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  nevertheless 
they  were  in  a  minority  of  4,  having  only  44  seats  in 
Parliamentagainst  48  held  by  their  opponents.  That 
last  case  was  perhaps  the  grossest,  although,  as  I 
have  said,  the  general  elections  of  1882  and  the 
general  elections  of  1887,  so  far  at  least  as  the 
Province  of  Ontario  was  concerned,  were  carried 
by  a  deliberate  legislative  fraud.  One  of  the 
complaints,  and  a  very  just  complaint,  which  we 
make  as  regards  this  present  measure  is  that  it 
makes  not  the  slightest  pretense  to  remedy  the 
wrong  then  done.  That  in  itself  is  bad  enough. 
That  in  itself  is  proof  that  these  hon.  gentlemen 
have  in  no  way  repented-  of  the  evil  then  done. 
But,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  much  worse  when, 
after  having,  as  I  have  said,  altered  the 
boundaries  of  54  out  of  92  constituencies 
in  1882,  for  the  purpose  of  granting  four  addi¬ 
tional  seats  to  the  Province  of  Ontario,  the 
Government  now  proceed  to  aggravate  the  in¬ 
jury.  Sir,  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  has 
treated  of  one  branch  of  the  injustice  which  has 
been  done  to  the  several  constituencies,  and  I  will 
not,  therefore,  attempt  to  go  over  the  lines  which  he 
has  followed.  But  I  want  to  call  the  attention  of 
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the  members  for  Ontario,  and  more  particularly 
the  attention  of  those  who  hail  from  the  western 
part  of  the  province,  to  the  very  grave  injustice 
which  is  being  done  to  the  richest  and  most  import¬ 
ant  division  of  our  province.  Now,  Sir,  in  Ontario 
our  territory  is  naturally  divided,  as  one  may  say, 
into  three  great  groups.  There  is,  first  of  all,  the 
group  of  constituencies  which  lie  east  of  Toronto,  or 
rather  east  of  the  County  of  York  ;  there  is,  next, 
the  central  or  metropolitan  group,  composed  of 
Toronto  and  the  three  ridings  of  York  ;  and  there 
is,  in  the  third  place,  the  great  western  group  con¬ 
taining  the  several  constituencies  which  lie  west 
of  Toronto  and  the  County  of  York.  Now,  I  call 
your  particular  attention,  Sir,  to  certain  important 
facts  affecting  these  divisions  which  I  think  will  go 
very  far  to  convince  every  member  in  this  House, 
although  it  may  not  perhaps  influence  the  votes  of 
very  many  of  them,  that  this  wholeBill,  sofaratany 
rate  as  Ontario  is  concerned ,  is  based  on  the  gravest 
and  grossest  injustice.  I  take  first  that  great  group 
which  lies  west  of  the  County  of  York.  The  total 
population  of  the  constituencies  composing  that 
group  amounts  to  1,184,865  souls,  who  are  at 
present  represented  by  51  members.  Now,  any¬ 
body  can  see  for  himself  that  that  1,184,000  people 
possess  precisely  the  number  of  members  to  which 
they  are  entitled  on  the  principle  of  numerical  re¬ 
presentation.  We  turn  next  to  the  central  group, 
composed  of  the  three  ridings  of  Toronto  and  the 
three  ridings  of  York.  That  contains  241,327 
people,  and  is  at  present  represented  by  six  mem¬ 
bers,  being,  as  has  been  frequently  stated  both  by 
the  Minister  of  Justice  and  from  this  side  of  the 
House,  too  few  in  proportion  to  their  numbers. 
But,  Sir,  when  you  come  to  the  eastern  group,  com¬ 
prising  those  constituencies  which  lie  east  of  the 
County  of  York,  you  find  a  total  population  of 
688,283  souls  with  35  members,  being  nearly  20  per 
cent  more  than  they  are  entitled  to  on  any 
principle  of  equitable  numerical  representation. 
Now,  having  these  three  great  groups  before 
him,  what  would  an  honest  Minister,  what 
would  an  honest  man,  have  done  ?  Sir,  I  say  that 
the  last  thing  any  honest  Government  or  any  honest 
Minister  would  have  proposed  under  such  cir¬ 
cumstances  would  have  been  to  deprive  the  west, 
which  has  rather  less  to-day  than  its  fair  number 
of  representatives,  of  a  member  for  the  purpose  of 
increasing  the  representation  of  the  centre  ;  and  to 
let  the  east,  which  possesses  a  very  considerable 
number  more  than  it  has  any  right  to  possess,  go 
absolutely  free.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  that  a  palpable 
and  gross  injustice,  and  I  call  the  special  attention 
of  the  Minister  of  Justice  to  it,  inasmuch  as  he 
has  declared  time  and  again  that  his  individual 
object,  at  any  rate,  is  to  have  a  measure  which 
shall  commend  itself  to  all  fair-minded  men.  Now, 
Sir,  let  us  analyse  a  little  further  what  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  propose  to  do.  As  I  have  stated,  the 
unit  of  representation  for  the  whole  Dominion 
practically  is  22,900.  The  eastern  group  has  688,- 
000  souls  and  35  members ;  consequently,  its 
total  average  is  barely  19,700  for  the  entire  35 
seats ;  that  is  to  say,  it  has  3,200  souls  below 
the  average  unit,  and  it  has  3,500  below  the 
average  of  the  51  eastern  constituencies.  Taking 
them  collectively,  it  is  at  least  112,000  below  its 
fair  number  ;  and  if  you  divide  688,000  by  22,900, 
you  will  find  that  the  eastern  section  of  Ontario 
to-day  is  only  fairly  entitled  to  30  members 
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instead  ol  35 ;  while  if  you  analyse  the  western 
section,  you  will  find  that  the  average  is  23,200, 
being  at  least  300  per  county  in  excess  of  its  fair 
proportion  and  being  collectively  over  15,000  in 
excess.  Now,  if  we  review  the  eastern  group  fur¬ 
ther,  we  will  find  that  of  the  entire  35  constituen¬ 
cies  of  which  it  is  composed,  barely  five  out  of  the 
35  are  in  excess  of  the  number  which  entitles  them 
to  a  representative.  We  find  that  30  of  the 
35  are  absolutely  below;  and  that  there  may 
be  no  dispute  about  the  matter,  I  have  pre¬ 
pared  a  list  showing  the  identical  constituencies, 
and  also— which  is  important — the  extent  to  which 
they  fall  below  the  unit  of  representation.  I  find, 
in  the  first  place,  that  Brockville  has  a  population 
of  15,850,  and  that  Brockville  is  therefore  7,045 
below  the  unit ;  Carleton,  with  a  population  of 
21,746,  is  1,151  below  the  unit ;  Dundas,  with 
a  population  of  20,132,  is  2,768  below  the  unit: 
East  Durham,  population  17,053,  is  5,847  below 
the  unit ;  Y\  est  Durham,  15,375,  is  7,525  below 
the  unit  ;  Frontenac,  13,495,  is  9,455  below  the 
unit  ;  Glengarry,  22,447,  approximates  closely, 
being  only  453  beiow  the  unit ;  South  Grenville, 
12,931,  is ^9, 969  below  the  unit  ;  East  Hastings, 
av ith  18,053,  is  4,84^  beloAv  ;  North  Hastings  is 
almost  up  to  the  unit,  lacking  only  687  ;  West 
Hastings,  with  18,963,  is  3,937  below  the  unit ; 
Kingston,  with  19,264,  falls  short  by  3,636 ;  North 
Lanark,  with  19,265,  is  short  by  J,635 ;  South 
Lanark,  with  19,864,  is  short  by  3,036  ;  North 
Leeds  and  Grenville,  with  13,523,  is  short  by 
9,377 ;  Lennox,  with  14,902,  is  short  by  7,998; 
West  Northumberland,  with  a  population  of  14,947, 
is  short  by  7,953;  North  Ontario,  with  21,380,  is 
short  by  1,620  ;  South  Ontario,  with  18,371,  is 
4,529  short.  The  two  ridings  of  Ottawa  collec¬ 
tively  amount  to  37,281,  and  consequently  fall 
short  by  8,519  of  the  number  that  would  entitle 
them  to.  two  members.  YY  est  Peterborough,  with 
15,808,  is  short  by  7,092.  Prince  Edward,  with  a 
population  of  18,892,  is  short  by  4,008.  North 
Victoria,  with  16,849,  is  short  by  6,051  ;  and  South 
Victoria,  with  20,455,  is  short  by  2,455.  Now, 
the  House  will  note  that  of  these  30  consti¬ 
tuencies,  barely  six  come  within  1,000  of  the  unit 
of  representation,  16  are  4,000  and  over  below 
the  unit,  and  nine  are  7,000  and  upwards  below 
the  unit  of  representation.  It  is  scarcely  neces- 
sary,  I  think,  for  any  one  to  do  more  than  peruse 
those  figures  in  order  to  see  that  there  is  not  the 
slightest  or  the  faintest  justification  for  the  asser¬ 
tion  made  yesterday  by  the  Minister  of  Justice,  or 
by  certain  of  his  supporters  here  or  elseAvhere,  that 
the  object  which  the  Government  had  in  view 
was  to  equalize  the  representation  according  to 
population.  If  we  turn  to  the  western  group,  we 
tiud  that  out  of  51  ridings,  27  are  in  excess  of 
the  unit  of  representation.  Sir,  I  think  that  that 
simple  statement,  that  of  the  tAvo  great  groups, 
fiom  one  or  the  other  of  AA’hich  any  additional 
repi  esentation  that  might  be  required  by  Toronto 
oi  Algoma  was  to  be  taken — I  say  that  the  simple 
statement  that  of  the  eastern  group  all  but  five  are 
far  below  the  mark  and  of  the  Avestern  group 
27  are  in  excess,  alone  would  show  eA’ery  fair- 
minded  man  ho\\r  utterly  unjust  and  unreason¬ 
able  is  the  proposition  of  the  Government  to 
depiive  V  est  Ontario  of  one  member  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  giving  it  to  those  constituencies  whose 
population  they  say  entitles  them  to  extra 


representation.  On  every  principle  that  can  be 
conceived,  whether  you  have  regard  to  the  con- 
A-enience  of  uniting  one  or  more  counties 
together,  whether  you  haAre  regard  to  the 
distribution  of  the  population,  whether  you  ha\Te 
regard  to  the  wealth  and  tax- paying  qualities  of 
the  population— on  every  conceivable  principle 
any  members  that  it  may  be  necessary  to  give  the 
central  group  in  order  to  afford  it  such  representa¬ 
tion  as  it  may  be  entitled  to,  should,  if  you 
disturb  the  representation  at  all,  in  all  fairness 
and  justice,  be  taken  from  the  eastern  group, 
whose  population  is  at  present  nearly  20  per¬ 
cent  beloAv  the  figure  required  to  entitle  it  to 
its  present  representation,  and  not  take  it  from 
the  Avestern  group,  which  at  present  has  barely 
the  representation  to  which  its  population  en¬ 
titles  it,  taken  collect ively.  Noav,  I  do  not  con¬ 
ceive  it  desirable,  any  more  than  the  Minister  of 
Justice  does,  to  spend  any  time  on  Avhat  I  may  call 
the  minor  iniquities  of  this  measure,  particularly 
as  they  have  already  been  brought  to  light  by 
several  other  lion,  gentlemen.  But  I  will  simply 
say  this,  that  neither  with  regard  to  Russell,  or 
Bruce,  or  London,  or  Huron,  has  any  one  argu¬ 
ment  been  advanced  to  justify  the  Avifful 
tampering  with  these  several  constituencies. 
Now,  you  will  observe  that,  so  far  as  re¬ 
gards  Ontario,  eA’ery  conceivable  principle  which 
has  been  alluded  to  on  either  side  in  this  debate 
appears  to  ha\re  been  A’iolated.  You  ignore  the 
proportion  between  the  sections ;  you  utterly  ignore 
the  absolute  population  of  the  Avestern  and  the 
eastern  groups  ;  you  utterly  ignore  the  several 
county  boundaries  ;  and  under  what  pretext  is  this 
done  ?  Do  the  hon.  gentlemen  pretend  to  tell  us 
that  it  is  impossible  for  them  to  alloAv  my  friend 
from  North  Wentworth  to  retain  his  seat  because, 
forsooth,  North  W  entworth  barely  contains  a  po¬ 
pulation  of  14,591,  while  at  the  same  time  these 
virtuous  individuals  can  see  no  harm  AvhateA’er  in 
Frontenac  with  13,445  being  left  undisturbed,— 
while  it  appears  to  them  A’ery  meet,  right,'  and 
proper  that  South  Grenville,  with  12,931,  should 
continue  to  send  a  representative  to  Parliament, — 
while  they  can  see  no  harm  in  North  Grenville, 
Avith  13,523  people,  having  a  representative  here  as 
heretofore,  while,  in  the  case  of  the  County  of 
Lennox,  they  consider  that  14,902  people  must 
on  no  account  be  disturbed,  although  it 
grieves  them  beyond  bearing  that  14,591  should 
send  a  representative  to  Parliament  ?  Sir,  we 
must  go  further  if  we  desire  to  find  out  what 
motive  has  influenced  these  hon.  gentlemen 
in  the  distribution  that  they  propose  to  us  as  far 
as  the  ProA’ince  of  Ontario  is  concerned,  and  a 
study  of  the  electoral  returns  will,  I  think,  convince 
the  dullest  on  either  side  of  the  House  that  the 
Government  in  one  respect  Avere  well  advised  when 
they  refused  to  lay  their  sacrilegious  hand  on  the 
ark  of  the  covenant,  the  eastern  part  of  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Ontario.  I  find  on  examination  that,  out 
of  the  35  constituencies  which  now  return  repre- 
sentatHes  to  this  House  east  of  Toronto,  30  return 
supporters  of  the  Government,  and  5  return  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Opposition.  I  turn  to  the  other  side  of 
the  picture,  and  I  find  that,  out  of  the  western 
section  of  Ontario  which  to-day  returns  51  mem¬ 
bers,  the  Liberals  hold  27  seats.  Need  I  say  more 
to  explain  to  my  hon.  friends  or  to  explain  to  the 
people  of  Avestern  Ontario  why  it  has  been  found 
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absolutely  indispensable  to  cut  and  carve  the 
boundary  lines  of  half  a  dozen  constituencies  in 
western  Ontario  while  not  a  finger  is  held  up  to 
touch  a  constituency  east  of  Toronto,  with  the 
single  exception  of  Russell  and  Prescott? 

Mr.  MADILL.  How  did  these  constituencies 
stand  after  the  gerrymander  of  1882  ? 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  My  recollec¬ 
tion  is  that  they  returned  six-sevenths  supporters 
of  Sir  John  Macdonald,  as  you  will  find  on  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  general  election  returns  for  1882. 

Mr.  MADILL.  No,  it  was.  the  other  way. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  No,' it  was 
not.  I  happen  to  have  been  a  member  of  Parlia¬ 
ment  at  that  date  and  I  am  quite  aware  what  the 
returns  showed. 

Mr.  MADILL.  Ontario  went  Reform  then. 

Sir  RICHARD  CART  WRIGHT.  Ontario  might 
have  gone  Reform  had  not  the  Reform  party 
been  deprived  of  six  or  eight  of  the  represen¬ 
tatives  it  was  entitled  to  in  consequence  of  the 
gerrymander.  Now,  I  desire  to  refer  for  a  moment 
or  two  to  the  principles  which  have  been  laid  down 
by  the  Minister  of  Justice.  He  was  good  enough 
to  tell  us  that  this  Bill  was  introduced  in  discharge 
of  his  duty  after  the  taking  of  the  census.  He 
said  : 

“  It  was  not  introduced,  nor  is  it  pressed  with  any  design 
to  secure  a  party  advantage  ” - 

As  he  has  shown  in  the  manner  in  which  he  has 
dealt  with  the  representation  in  these  two  pro¬ 
vinces — 

— “  and  I  affirm  in  the  most  distinct  manner,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  denial  which  has  been  given  to  it  by  my  hon. 
friend  the  leader  of  the  Opposition,  and  notwithstanding 
the  challenges  which  have  been  made  as  to  the  various 
details  of  the  measure.” 

And  he  goes  on  to  say  : 

“  We  have  been  guided,  Sir,  by  the  principle  almost 
exclusively — and  where  we  have  acted  on  any  other 
principle  that  will  be  explained  when  we  come  to  the 
details — that  we  should  only  interfere  with  the  represen¬ 
tation  in  those  districts  where  additional  representation 
for  increased  population  has  to  be  provided.” 

Sir,  I  think  the  facts  I  have  given  to  the  House 
serve  as  a  most  admirable  commentary  on  how 
these  two  excellent  sentiments  have  been  carried 
into  practice  by  that  hon.  gentleman.  We  are  not 
surprised  at  such  statements  and  we  are  not  sur¬ 
prised  at  such  results.  Certainly  none  of  us  has 
occasion  to  be  surprised  who  remembers  the  loud 
and  fervent  declarations  made  by  that  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  in  public  a  few  months  ago,  as  to  the  mode  in 
which  he  and  his  leader  proposed  to  deal  with  any 
charge  preferred  against  any  member  of  Parlia¬ 
ment  or  any  colleague  of  theirs,  and  the  method  in 
which  they  have  recently  redeemed  their  pledges. 
The  men  who  courted  and  defied  investigation,  but, 
when  a  proposal  was  made  for  that  investigation, 
saw  fit  to  w  ipe  out  the  only  tribunal  before  which 
the  Opposition  had  any  chance  of  being  repre¬ 
sented,  and  to  allow  the  criminal  not  only  to  choose 
his  own  judges  but  to  draw  his  own  indictment,  are 
not  men  from  whom  it  is  surprising  to  find  a  similar 
result  of  the  promises  they  made  to  us  in  regard  to 
this  Distribution  Bill.  As  I  have  stated,  I  do  not 
deem  it  desirable,  in  view''  of  the  fact  that  we 
shall  be  shortly  called  upon  to  deal  with  the  de¬ 
tails  of  this  measure  in  committee,  to  do  more  than 
I  have  done,  that  is,  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
House  to  the  gross  and  manifest  injustice  which  is 
Sir  Richard  Cartwright. 


being  perpetrated  by  this  measure  on  the  two  great 
divisions  of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  Let  any  hon. 
gentleman  who  pleases  take  the  two  sections  of  the- 
province,  the  section  west  of  Toronto  and  the 
section  east  of  Toronto,  let  him  from  the  census 
returns  verify  the  figures  I  have  given,  and  say  for 
himself  on  the  floor  of  this  House  or  elsewhere  if 
there  is  any  possible  rule  by  wThich  he  can  justify 
taking  a  member  or  two  members  from  that  section, 
of  the  province  which  is  to-day  under-represented 
rather  than  taking  them  from  that  section  of 
the  province  which,  as  I  have  shown,  has  20  per 
cent  less  population  than  it  has  representation  in 
this  House,  other  than  the  fact  that  in  the  one 
section  six-sevenths  of  the  representatives  support 
the  Government  and  in  the  other  a  decided  majority 
support  my  hon.  friend.  That  and  nothing  else 
is  the  reason  and  the  cause  which  has  led 
the  Government  to  introduce  the  measure  we  are 
now  discussing,  and  that,  as  has  been  shown  by 
the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy) 
time  and  again,  if  hon.  gentlemen  have  any  regard 
for  their  own  character  and  reputation,  ought  to- 
induce  them  to  pause,  and,  wholly  apart  from  the 
legal  difficulties  which  have  been  suggested,  to 
content  themselves  at  this  period  of  the  session 
with  dealing  with  those  provinces  only  which, 
under  the  British  North  America  Act,  may  require 
to  have  their  representation  adjusted,  relieving  in 
the  meantime  the  members  from  Ontario  and 
Quebec  from  the  necessity  of  discussing  a  measure, 
which,  as  far  as  those  two  provinces  at  any  rate  are 
concerned — in  regard  to  the  others  I  am  not 
qualified  to  speak — is  as  unjust,  as  iniquitous,  as 
unfair  in  practice  if  not  in  principle  as  any  one  of 
the  Gerrymander  Acts  which  have  been  perpetrated 
in  the  adjacent  republic  from  which  those  hon. 
gentlemen  seem  to  have  drawn  their  inspiration, 
and  which  in  that  country  have  drawn  down  on  the 
authors  time  and  again  judicial  reproof  and 
judicial  correction  in  such  states  as  were  able, 
fortunately  for  themselves,  to  invoke  the  protection 
of  the  courts  against  the  perpetration  of  a  wrong 
like  this  by  the  majority  upon  the  minority  of  the 
representatives. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  shall  endeavour  as  much  as 
possible  to  confine  myself  to  the  principle  which 
has  been  enunciated  in  this  Bill,  and  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  has  been  moved  by  the  leader  of  the 
Opposition.  My  hon.  friend  from  Simcoe  (Mr. 
McCarthy)  accuses  the  Government  of  a  great- 
many  things  in  the  Bill  which  they  have  intro¬ 
duced  ;  many  of  them  are  sins  of  commission,  but 
more  are  sins  of  omission.  He  seems  to  think 
that  no  principle  underlies  the  Bill,  that  it  is  one 
which  cannot  commend  itself  to  this  House.  I 
failed  to  hear  a  single  remark  in  reference  to  redis¬ 
tribution  in  New  Brunswick,  in  Nova  Scotia,  in 
Prince  Edward  Island,  in  Manitoba  or  the  North- 
West  Territories.  There  has  not  been  a  single 
objection  to  the  details  of  the  Bill  with  reference 
to  these  provinces.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  give 
as  a  reason  for  not  going  into  the  details  of  the 
Bill,  that  the  Bill  could  not  be  understood,  but  I 
have  not  heard  a  single  remark  with  reference  to 
the  redistribution  in  those  provinces  I  have  named. 
The  whole  complaint  has  been  with  reference  to 
the  redistribution  in  Ontario  and  Quebec.  I  am 
not  able,  perhaps,  to  discuss  the  legal  question,  or 
the  meaning  of  the  British  North  America  Act ; 
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it  has  already  been  more  ably  discussed  than  I  can 
possibly  do  it.  It  was  a  duty  incumbent  upon  the 
Government  under  the  40th  section  of  the  British 
North  America  Act,  to  bring  down  a  Bill  of  redis¬ 
tribution  ;  and  that  Act  gives  to  the  Government 
all  necessary  powers  to  do  so.  The  hon.  member 
for  Queen's,  Prince  Edward  Island,  says  that  under 
the  51st  clause  of  this  Act  we  have  no  such  power. 
I  do  not  pretend  to  be  able  to  draw  the  nice  legal 
distinctions  that  are  drawn  by  some  hon.  gentle¬ 
men.  That  clause  says : 

“  The  representation  of  the  four  provinces  shall  be  re¬ 
adjusted  by  such  authority,  and  in  such  a  manner,  and 
at  such  a  time,  as  the  Parliament  of  Canada,  from  time 
to  time,  provides.” 

They  say  that  is  a  limitation  of  the  powers  given 
in  the  40th  section  of  the  Act.  I  do  not  think 
that  it  is  anything  of  the  kind  ;  according  to  my 
understanding  the  words  do  not  convey  any  limi¬ 
tation  of  the  power  of  this  Parliament,  as  given 
under  the  40th  section,  to  bring  in  a  Redistribution 
Bill.  Eminent  lawyers  in  this  House  are  of  the 
opinion,  and  I  believe  their  opinion  is  correct,  that 
when  full  power  is  given  it  would  be  unnecessary 
to  use  these  words,  because  if  we  have  the  power 
we  can  delegate  it  to  such  authority  as  we  think 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  Act.  I  mean  to  say  that  this  is  simply 
an  explanatory  clause ;  it  gives  the  Govern¬ 
ment  not  only  full  power  to  redistribute  the 
representation,  but  in  an  explanatory  clause  it 
says  that  it  may  be  done  by  such  authority, 
and  in  such  a  manner,  and  from  such  time,  as  the 
Parliament  of  Canada  shall  think  proper.  That 
is  not  a  limitation  of  our  power,  it  is  merely 
explanatory  of  it.  It  says  further  that  the  Par¬ 
liament  of  this  country  may  delegate  the  power 
to  judges  if  they  like,  they  may  delegate  the  power 
to  the  provinces  if  they  like,  and  they  may  exercise 
the  power  themselves.  I  think  there  is  not  the 
slightest  doubt  that  under  the  British  North  Am¬ 
erica  Act  we  have  this  power.  However,  this 
question  has  never  been  raised  before  during  the 
last  twenty  years.  I  have  been  in  Parliament 
since  1872,  and  I  never  heard  any  member  in  this 
House  raise  a  question  that  this  authority  was  not 
vested  in  Parliament  itself.  However,  we  thought 
we  had  the  power,  we  thought  the  constitution  was 
mandatory  upon  us  to  bring  in  a  Bill  for  redistri¬ 
buting  the  representation.  How  did  we  proceed  ? 
There  were  two  ways  in  which  we  might  proceed. 
Under  the  census  which  was  taken  last  year,  we 
found  that  Quebec  and  Ontario  were  not  entitled 
to  an  increased  representation ;  that  New  Brunswick 
had  lost  some  members,  that  Nova  Scotia  had  lost 
some  members,  and  Prince  Edward  Island  had  lost 
some  members,  and  that  Manitoba,  from  an  increase 
in  population,  was  entitled  to  increased  representa¬ 
tion.  There  were  two  plans  open  to  us  of  securing 
the  object  of  redistribution.  One  was  to  leave  the 
Maritime  Provinces  with  the  representation  they 
had,  and  to  give  increased  representation  according 
to  their  numbers  to  Quebec,  Ontario  and  the  North - 
M  est  Territories.  It  was  thought  desirable  to 
retain  the  number  that  Quebec  has  always  had,  and 
to  retain  the  number  that  Ontario  has  now.  Then 
we  decided  to  redistribute  the  seats  in  the  fairest 
possible  manner,  according  to  our  opinion,  with  the 
least  interference  with  the  constituencies  as  they 
are  at  present.  The  plan  we  adopted  was  to  divide 
the  provinces  to  cover  the  very  principle  that  the 


hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cart- 
u  right)  has  laid  down  ;  but  instead  of  dividing  the 
Province  of  Ontario  into  three  sections,  we  divided 
it  into  two  sections,  making  the  division  line  be- 
ween  York  and  Peel,  moving  the  line  northward  to 
the  Georgian  Bay.  In  that  division  the  eastern 
part  of  Ontario  has  46  members  as  at  present,  and 
the  western  part  has  also  46  members  as  at  present. 
The  population  of  western  Ontario  is  1,018,695, 
the  population  of  eastern  Ontario,  according  to 
that  division,  is  1,097,844. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Do  you  in¬ 
clude  Algoma  in  eastern  Ontario  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  We  divided  it  on  a  line 
between  Peel  and  York,  following  up  the  Georgian 
Bay,  and  leaving  Algoma  in  eastern  Ontario, 
each  side  of  that  line  having  46  members.  In  that 
division  the  east  has  over  80,000  more  poulation 
than  the  west.  In  order  to  give  to  the  populous 
city  of  Toronto,  to  Algoma,  which  has  increased 
so  largely  in  population,  and  to  Nipissing  which 
sent  no  representative  to  this  House,  we  decided 
to  give  those  sections  two  additional  members. 
W  here  were  those  two  members  to  be  taken  so 
that  we  might  make  a  fair  redistribution  under  the 
Bill  ?  Were  they  not  to  be  taken  from  the  west¬ 
ern  portion  of  Ontario  ?  As  the  eastern  portion 
exceeded  the  western  portion  by  over  80,000,  we 
gave  one  of  the  two  members  to  Toronto,  and  the 
other  to  a  portion  of  Algoma,  along  with  the  Nip¬ 
issing  district,  which  had  15,000  people  and  was 
unrepresented.  Is  that  not  following  the  lines 
suggested  by  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford, 
and  was  not  that  a  fair  way  of  dividing  the  repre¬ 
sentation  ?  I  have  failed  to  hear  from  any  hon. 
gentleman  any  word  of  complaint  that  the  rear¬ 
rangement  we  have  made  in  the  Niagara  Peninsula 
was  not  entirely  fair,  and  I  have  heard  no  sugges¬ 
tion  that  any  arrangement  could  be  made  in  that 
section  of  the  country  which  would  be  better  or 
fairer,  even  from  a  political  point  of  view,  than  the 
one  we  have  made  in  this  Bill.  Now,  suppose  we 
adopted  the  suggestion  in  the  amendment  of  the 
hon.  member  forSimcoe,  what  would  be  the  result? 
A  gerrymander  of  the  very  worst  form.  We  would 
be  obliged  to  change  every  one  of  the  ninety -two 
constituencies  of  Ontario  except  eighteen.  As  the 
hon.  member  for  Cumberland  (Mr.  Dickey)  well 
said  :  Lay  down  the  county  lines,  lay  down  the 
principle  of  representation  by  population,  and 
under  the  last  census  I  will  perform  a  gerrymander 
which  would  bring  even  a  blush  of  shame  to  the  hon. 
member  for  Simcoe.  The  policy  adopted  is  one 
which  interferes  as  little  as  possible  with  bound¬ 
aries  of  the  electoral  districts  as  they  at  present 
exist.  There  have  only  been  two  charges  in  the 
line  of  gerrymandering  made  against  the  Bill  intro¬ 
duced  by  the  Minister  of  Justice.  One  of  these  is 
the  charge  that  we  have  gerrymandered  the  County 
of  Prescott  and  the  County  of  Russell.  Let  us 
look  at  the  facts,  and  when  I  have  given  the 
figures  let  hon.  members  consider  whether  any 
iniquity  was  perpetrated  in  either  of  those  two 
places.  The  population  of  Prescott,  according  to 
the  last  census,  was  24,173.  By  adding  Rockland 
and  the  village  of  Clarence  it  is  increased  to  30,417. 
The  population  of  the  electoral  district  of  Russell 
was,  according  to  the  last  census,  31,643,  and 
separating  the  township  of  Clarence  and  the  village 
of  Rockland  it  became  25,399.  Let  us  go  further. 
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Let  us  see  the  vote  cast  in  Prescott  and  Russell 
during  1891.  The  total  vote  polled  in  Russell  was 
6,678  and  in  Prescott  4,406.  Take  the  united  vote 
in  Rockland  and  Clarence,  numbering  1,162,  from 
the  vote  in  Russell,  and  add  it  to  Prescott,  and 
the  result  will  be  that  one  county  will  have  5,516 
votes  and  the  other  5,568.  Take  the  voters’  list  for 
this  year  and  see  whether  the  division  is  not  a  fair 
one.  The  revised  list  in  Russell  shows  7,544  votes, 
in  Prescott  4,344  votes,  or  a  majority  in  Russell  of 
3,200  votes.  Is  that  a  fair  division  of  the  two  places, 
both  of  them  in  the  same  municipality  and  in  the 
same  judicial  district  ?  One  would  think  we  wer6 
tearing  them  from  the  judicial  district,  from  the 
county  to  which  they  were  united,  and  that  we 
were  perpetrating,  according  to  the  hon.  member 
for  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  one  of  the  most  glaring 
acts  of  gerrymandering  ever  perpetrated  in  any 
country  in  the  world.  According  to  this  statement, 
the  vote  in  Russell  exceeds  the  vote  in  Prescott, 
according  to  the  Bill,  by  over  449  votes.  Where isthe 
injustice  done  in  the  subdivision  of  one  part  of  the 
Counties  of  Prescott  and  Russell  when,  after  the 
division,  Russell  will  have  nearly  500  more  votes 
than  Prescott  ?  Surely  there  is  no  injustice  done 
in  that  case.  Then  we  come  to  North  and  South 
Renfrew.  Head,  Clara  and  Maria  are  taken  from 
North  Renfrew,  but  they  give  only  50  votes 
altogether.  At  the  last  election  you,  Mr.  Speaker, 
polled  13  votes  and  your  opponent  23  votes  ;  so 
that  is  a  difference  of  only  10  votes.  Is  it  for 
political  purposes  or  to  assist  our  friends  that  this 
division  is  made  ?  Then  look  at  Scugog,  the  island 
which  has  been  changed  from  one  riding  of  Ontario 
to  another  to  which  it  naturally  belonged  ;  but  in 
regard  to  that  change  there  is  only  a  difference, 
when  it  is  looked  at  politically,  of  7  votes. 
The  Government  could  have  no  object  in  carrying 
out  this  change.  Thus  from  York  to  Russell 
there  has  been  no  objection  taken  to  the  Bill, 
except  as  regards  the  addition  of  a  certain  number 
of  votes  to  the  city  of  London.  That  could  not 
have  been  done  for  a  political  object,  because  if  we 
had  added  any  of  the  suburbs  of  London  it  would 
have  given  to  our  friends  in  that  city  more  votes 
than  they  will  obtain  under  the  present  Bill. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  No. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Any  of  the  divisions  we 
might  add  would  give  that  result,  and  so  there  is 
no  political  significance  in  that  change.  Then  the 
hon.  gentleman  talked  about  the  gerrymandering 
of  Bruce.  What  has  been  done  ?  Port  Elgin, 
which  is  separated  by  a  few  miles  from  the  county 
in  which  it  is  at  present,  is  added  to  the  county 
to  which  it  properly  belongs.  There  can  be  no 
objection  to  that  change  ;  indeed  I  have  not  heard 
any  hon.  gentleman  suggest  that  any  wrong  has 
been  done  in  that  regard.  The  only  wrong-doing 
charged  is  with  respect  to  Russell  and  Prescott, 
and  the  addition  of  certain  votes  to  the  city  of 
London — a  change  which  has  no  political  signifi¬ 
cance,  because  as  I  have  said,  if  any  of  the  outly¬ 
ing  municipalities  were  added  to  the  city  it  would 
give  a  greater  Conservative  majority  than  the 
present  Bill. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  understand  the  hon. 
gentleman  to  contend  that  Rat  Portage  and  Port 
Arthur  are  in  the  eastern  division  of  Ontario  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  What  I  said  was  this,  that  I 
divided  Ontario  so  that  one-half  of  the  92  con- 
Mr.  Haooart. 


stituencies  would  lie  on  one  side  and  the  other  Half 
on  the  other  side,  and  I  placed  the  dividing  line 
between  York  and  Peel  and  ran  it  up  Georgian 
Bay,  and  I  added  Algoma  to  the  east.  That  made 
46  constituencies  on  each  side. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Then  Rat  Portage  is  in 
the  eastern  division  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  is,  for  the  purposes  of  my 
calculation.  I  ask  hon.  members  if  it  is  not  a  fair 
division  ?  How  could  you  divide  it  in  any  other 
way  so  as  to  place  46  constituencies  on  each  side  ? 
Let  us  next  look  at  the  Niagara  peninsula.  It  has 
been  suggested  that  we  gain  a  political  advantage 
in  the  distribution  made  there.  Have  we  not  taken 
from  our  friends  a  sure  Conservative  constituency, 
and  is  not  the  result  a  loss  of  one  on  each  side?  We 
shall  obtain  one  additional  member  in  Toronto, 
which  probably  will  return  a  supporter  of  the  Con¬ 
servative  party,  and  every  one  knows  that  the 
County  of  Ottawa  will  give  a  supporter  to  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite.  Thus  it  appears  that  we  have 
been  carrying  into  effect  the  very  doctrine  laid 
down  by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  that  any  div¬ 
ision  made  should  have  no  political  significance  and 
that  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  should  be  considered 
in  the  distribution.  Whether  that  is  a  correct 
doctrine  or  not  we  have  followed  it.  That  is  the 
whole  case  in  regard  to  Ontario,  and  I  have  not 
heard  a  suggestion  from  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
that  it  is  not  a  fair  division,  that  it  has  not 
been  carried  out  on  the  proper  principle,  and 
I  have  not  heard,  nor  do  I  believe  there  can 
be  adduced,  any  suggestion  by  which  redistri¬ 
bution  can  lie  better  carried  out  than  it 
has  been  carried  out  in  the  present  Bill,  provided 
a  member  is  given  to  Toronto  and  also  to  Lake 
Nipissing  district,  and  thus  secure  equality  of 
representation  between  the  east  and  the  west. 
We  have  endeavoured  to  lay  down  this  principle 
and  carry  it  out— that  we  should  disturb  as  little 
as  possible  electoral  districts  as  they  at  present 
exist.  We  have  done  so  as  little  as  possible,  and 
I  maintain  that  this  is  as  fair  a  Redistribution  Bill 
as  any  conference  of  political  parties  could  agree 
to,  or  as  could  be  prepared  by  any  plan  proposed 
by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite.  If  the  Bill  was 
drawn  as  the  hon.  member  for  Simcoe  proposes, 
if  it  was  founded  on  the  principle  of  redistribution 
according  to  county  lines,  what  effect  would  it 
have  on  the  House  ?  It  would  have  been  attacked 
by  every  member  of  the  Opposition  on  the  ground 
that  70  odd  constituencies  would  be  changed  in 
Ontario,  though  a  dozen  of  those  hon.  gentlemen 
were  wiped  out  at  the  last  election  and  replaced 
by  a  dozen  of  our  friends  here.  Would  it  be 
possible  to  introduce  a  Bill  framed  on  the  lines 
proposed  by  the  hon.  gentleman  ?  Such  a  scheme 
of  redistribution  would  receive  the  execrations 
of  hon.  gentlemen  on  both  sides  of  the  House. 
The  principle  that  we  introduced  is,  I  think,  the 
right  one.  The  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe 
(Mr.  McCarthy)  supported  the  Redistribution  Bill 
of  1882,  and  his  amendment  is  as  much  a  reflection 
upon  himself  as  upon  any  member  in  this  House. 
No  member  of  the  House  and  no  supporter  of  the 
Government  had  the  same  influence  outside  of  the 
Ministry  that  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe 
had,  and  if  the  Redistribution  Bill  assumed  the  lines 
which  it  did  in  1882,  there  is  no  member  in  the 
House  more  responsible  for  it  than  the  hon.  gentle- 
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man  who  is  now  casting  stones  at  his  own  work. 
The  lion,  gentleman  seemed  1o  blame  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  this  country  of  which  ho  professes  to  be 
a  supporter,  because  this  Bill  was  not  introducec 
earlier  in  the  session,  when  his  proposition  woulc 
have  been  announced.  I  would  remind  him  that 
it  was  due  to  the  party  of  which  he  considers  him¬ 
self  a  leader  in  this  country,  that  we  should  have 
had  sufficient  notice  of  what  the  intention  of  the 
lion,  gentleman  was,  but  at  the  last  moment  he 
sprung  upon  the  House  a  want  of  confidence  motion 
against  the  Government  who  were  doing  the  best 
they  possibly  could  to  introduce  a  Bill  which 
would  be  acceptable  and  fair  to  all  parties.  I  have 
confined  my  remarks  solely  to  the  Province  of  Ontario. 
The  accusations  against  the  redistribution  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec  have  been  fully  argued  and  the 
view  of  the  Government  set  forth  by  my  lion, 
friend  the  Minister  of  Public  Works.  As  to  the 
details  of  the  Bill  which  will  be  gone  into  more 
fully  in  committee,  I  shall  be  prepared  to  defend 
every  portion  of  it,  and  to  show  to  my  friends  and 
to  the  country  that  the  Bill  now  before  us  is  as 
fair  a  measure  as  could  possibly  be  introduced  con¬ 
sidering  the  onus  thrown  upon  us  by  the  British 
North  America  Act  to  have  a  redistribution  after 
every  decennial  census.  I  need  not  weary  the 
House  as  to  the  details  of  the  rearrangement  of  the 
Niagara  district,  but  I  can  show  that  the  popu¬ 
lation  is  as  nearly  as  possible  equalized,  and  that 
it  is  more  fair  than  the  lines  of  population  as  re¬ 
arranged  by  Mr.  Mowat.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
say  that  politically  it  is  as  fair  a  redistribution  as 
possibly  could  be  done  in  that  section  of  the  country, 
and  I  therefore  need  not  enter  into  the  question. 

I  think  the  Government  is  entitled  to  praise  rather 
than  to  fault-finding  by  some  of  its  own  supporters. 
It  is  enough  for  those  parties  who  are  on  the 
opposite  side  to  abuse  us.  We  are  not  deserving 
of  any  abuse  from  either  side  of  the  House,  because 
every  fair-minded  man  in  the  House-,  and  every 
fair-minded  man  in  the  country,  when  the  details 
come  to  be  looked  into,  will  find  that  it  is  an 
honourable  Bill  and  as  impartial  a  Bill  as  we  could 
possibly  propose  under  the  directions  which  are 
given  us  in  the  British  North  America  Act. 

Mr.  CASEY.  The  appeal  of  the  lion,  gentleman 
who  has  just  sat  down  has  been  very  pathetic.  He 
has  told  us  that  the  Opposition  to  the  Bill  has  not 
come  from  the  opponents  of  the  Government  but 
from  his  own  side  of  the  House,  and  he  has  stated 
in  so  many  words  that  it  was  a  very  mean  thing 
that  anybody  on  his  own  side  shouid  oppose  the 
Government.  I  cannot  agree  with  him  in  that, 
because  I  claim  freedom  of  speech  and  freedom  of 
action  for  the  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr. 
McCarthy)  as  well  as  for  any  other  member  in  the 
House.  The  hon.  Minister  of  Railways  has  told 
us  that  this  is  as  fair  a  Bill  as  could  be  expected 
from  him  and  his  friends,  and  in  that  I  agree  with 
him  because  I  have  not  much  faith  in  the  fairness 
of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite.  The  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  Minister  of  Railways  and  the  member  for 
North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  is  that  the  Minister 
thinks  that  the  Government  can  be  trusted  to 
fairly  distribute  the  constituencies,  while  the  hon. 
member  thinks  that  no  political  party  can  be 
trusted  to  fairly  mark  out  the  boundaries  of  politi¬ 
cal  divisions.  I  believe  that  no  political  party  can 
be  trusted  with  this  power,  and  I  would  hardly 


trust  myself.  I  maintain  that  some  plan  should  be 
devised  which  will  not  leave  it  in  the  power  of  either 
party  to  tinker  with  the  representation  in  this  House 
of  Commons.  Before  we  get  through  this  debate, 
which  will  probably  be  a  considerable  time  yet,  I 
hope  to  have  something  to  lay  before  the  House  with 
regard  to  the  abolition  of  the  geographical  divisions 
of  constituencies  which  I  do  not  believe  should 
exist.  I  would  not  trust  the  party  on  the  other- 
side  of  the  House,  or  scarcely  my  own  party  to  say 
what  the  boundaries  of  these  ridings  shoukfbe,  and 
far  that  reason  I  have  great  pleasure  in  supporting 
the  independent  and  manly  and  correct  motion,  as 
far  as  my  judgment  goes,  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy).  I  commend  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  for  his  independence  in  bringing  forward  a 
motion  which  he  must  know  will  be  opposed  by  the 
great  majority  of  his  party  friends.  They  have 
felt  that  they  have  it  in  their  power  to  divide  this 
country  into  electoral  districts  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
return  a  majority  in  their  favour,  and  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  has  declared  that  this  unjust  power  should 
be  taken  out  of  their  hands.  Now,  I  fully  agree  in 
the  main  proposition  which  is  comprised  in  this 
resolution,  namely,  that  the  majority  of  this  House 
should  not  pick  up  a  deadly  weapon  to  kill  their 
opponents  in  this  manner.  The  hon.  gentleman 
knows  that  I  have  opposed  him  before  now  ;  but 
whether  I  have  opposed  him  or  followed  him,  on 
this  occasion  I  think  I  can  not  only  follow  him,  but 
I  can  appreciate  the  honesty  and  uprightness  of  his 
purpose  in  proposing  that  the  great  majority  of 
this  House  should  not  pick  up  a  slung-shot  to  knock 
the  other  side  silly. 

Mr.  O’BRIEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  before  addressing 
myself  to  the  question  now  under  discussion,  I  have 
a  word  or  two  to  say  to  the  hon.  member  for  Cum¬ 
berland  (Mr.  Dickey).  That  hon.  gentleman,  in 
one  part  of  his  remarks,  charged  the  hon.  member 
for  North  Simcoe  with  something  which,  translated 
into  plain  English,  was  very  like  treachery  to  the 
party  of  which  he  is  a  member. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  O’BRIEN.  I  assume  from  that  encouraging 
“hear,  hear, ’’that  the  sentiment  is  applauded  by  the 
gentleman  who  uttered  it.  He  is  also  accused  of 
laving  sprung  this  motion  on  the  Government 
without  giving  them  any  notice  of  his  intention, 
and  without  communicating  to  them  his  objections 
;o  the  Bill  which  they  had  introduced.  Now,  Sir, 

I  am  not  going  to  say  a  word  in  defence  of  the  hon. 
member  for  North  Simcoe  ;  he  is  perfectly  able  to 
take  his  own  part  here  or  elsewhere.  But  I  wish 
;o  say  this,  that  any  reflection  upon  him  as  the 
mover  of  that  resolution,  applies  with  equal  force 
;o  myself  as  its  seconder  and  supporter. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  O’BRIEN.  I  thank  the  hon.  member  for 
Haldimand for  that  “hear,  hear,”  for  I  understand 
exactly  what  it  means.  Now,  taking  to  myself,  as 
I  am  justified  in  doing  and  bound  to  do,  the  charge 
made  by  the  hon.  member  for  Cumberland,  I  say 
that  as  soon  as  I  became  aware  of  the  nature  of  this 
Bill  and  of  the  course  the  Government  proposed  to 
pursue  with  regard  to  it,  I  took  the  very  first  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  acquainting  the  hon.  gentleman  at  the 
head  of  the  Government  with  my  objections  to  it, 
and  my  intention  of  opposing  it.  So  that  that 
charge  falls  to  the  ground. 
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Mr.  MONTAGUE.  You  were  willing  to  lose  one 
of  your  townships,  were  you  not  ? 

Mr.  O’BRIEN.  When  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
heard  what  I  have  to  say,  perhaps  he  will  not  be 
quite  so  free  with  his  interruptions.  With  regard 
to  the  more  serious  charge,  which  is  that  a  member 
supporting  the  Government,  and  professing  general 
confidence  in  them,  had  placed  himself  in  opposi¬ 
tion  to  them  and  virtually  moved  a  vote  of  want 
of  confidence  in  them,  I  desire  to  say  that  I  was 
not  a  member  of  the  House  in  1882  when  the 
Redistribution  Bill  of  that  year  was  passed.  I  am 
therefore  in  no  sense  responsible  for  that  measure. 
But  I  go  further  :  I  say  that  when  I  had  an  opport¬ 
unity  on  one  occasion  in  this  building  of  expressing 
an  opinion  to  those  engaged  in  drawing  up  that 
Act,  I  told  them  that  I  utterly  disapproved  of  it 
and  of  the  principle  on  which  it  was  based  ;  and  I 
have  never  hesitated  on  any  occasion  to  say  that 
I  was  entirely  opposed  to  the  Redistribution  Bill 
of  1882.  I  am  therefore  perfectly  consistent  in  my 
opposition  to  the  present  Bill,  which  is  simply  an 
extension  of  the  previous  measure.  With  regard  to 
the  question  of  confidence  in  the  Government,  I 
have  had  the  misfortune  to  be  opposed  to  them  on 
several  matters  and  on  several  occasions  ;  but  I 
have  had  the  advantage  of  being  in  this  position, 
that  having  foreseen  that  a  difference  would  arise 
between  us  on  those  questions,  I  came  to  this 
House  with  the  guarantee  of  my  constituents  that 
if  I  took  that  course,  they  would  support  me 
in  so  doing.  I  came  here  perfectly  independent 
with  regard  to  those  questions, — not  only  inde¬ 
pendent,  but  obliged  to  take  a  certain  course  with 
regard  to  them,  which  course  I  have  never  hesitated 
to  take.  Now,  if  it  is  to  be  understood  as  a  doc¬ 
trine  of  the  hon.  gentlemen  sitting  on  the  Treasury 
benches  that  no  man  can  hold  an  independent  view 
or  take  an  independent  course  in  this  House 
without  being  charged  with  treachery  to  his  party, 
especially  after  he  has  used  reasonable  means  to 
inlorm  his  leaders  of  the  course  he  intends  to  pur¬ 
sue,  all  I  have  to  say  is  that  if  that  is  treachery  to 
the  Conservative  party,  and  if  the  view  taken  by 
the  hon.  member  for  Cumberland  is  endorsed  by 
the  hon.  gentlemen  on  the  Treasury  benches,  while 
it  is  not  in  their  power  to  take  from  me  my  Con¬ 
servative  principles,  which  are  based  on  something 
better  than  personal  considerations,  yet  if  they 
choose  for  that  reason  to  read  me  out  of  their  ranks, 
they  are  welcome  to  do  it,  and  the  sooner  they  do 
it  the  better.  I  am  not  going  to  be  tied  hand  and 
foot  by  any  measure  which  the  Government  choose 
to  introduce,  and  which  was  not  specially  under 
consideration  when  the  last  election  took  place. 
Being  a  supporter  of  the  trade  policy  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  I  was  elected  as  one  of  their  supporters  ; 
but  I  was  not  elected  to  be  a  supporter  of  a  measure 
such  as  that  now  before  the  House,  either  with 
regard  to  its  principle  or  want  of  principle,  or  its 
details.  I  was  not  sent  here,  so  far  as  legislative 
action  can  do  it,  to  vote  a  member  out  of  this 
House. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  That  is  not  done. 

Mr.  O’BRIEN.  The  hon.  member  for  Haldi- 
mand  is  very  ready  with  his  interruptions.  He  is 
one  of  those  who  to-day  know  that  this  Bill  sacri¬ 
fices  two  of  the  members  of  western  Ontario  for 
purposes  which  I  will  not  attempt  to  characterize. 
But  I  tell  him  and  all  who  take  his  course,  that 
Mr.  O’Brien. 


they  will  find  it  very  difficult  to  justify  themselves 
when  they  go  back  to  their  constituents. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  The  member  for  Haldimand 
does  not  sacrifice  any  more  than  you  do. 

Mr.  O’BRIEN.  I  was  unwilling  to  take  these 
personal  remarks. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Don’t  make  them,  then. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  I  think  the  hon.  member  for 
Muskoka  might  be  allowed  to  continue  his  remarks 
without  interruptions. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Oh,  oh. 

Mr.  O’BRIEN.  I  am  not  at  all  uneasy  about  the 
interruptions,  especially  from  the  quarter  from 
which  they  come.  I  was  going  to  say  that  I  would 
not  have  ventured  to  obtrude  these  personal  re¬ 
marks  but  for  the  language  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Cumberland,  which,  I  think,  justified  what  I  have 
said  ;  I  could  not  have  said  less  under  the  circum¬ 
stances.  Now,  with  regard  to  the  measure  which 
we  are  discussing,  the  best  that  has  been  said  on  its 
behalf  was  said  the  other  night  by  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  West  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin);  and  the  best 
that  he  could  say  for  it  was  that  it  was  not  as  bad 
as  it  might  have  been.  Now,  Sir,  I  for  one  do  not 
come  here  to  make  myself  responsible  for  legisla¬ 
tion  for  which  the  best  that  can  be  said  is  that  it  is 
not  as  bad  as  it  might  have  been  ;  and  I  will  take 
this  opportunity  of  saying,  even  though  the  remark 
may  not  be  pleasant  to  some  hon.  gentlemen  on  this 
side  of  the  House,  that  the  insolent  threats  which 
have  been  made,  insolent  I  deliberately  call  them, 
by  persons  and  papers  undertaking  to  speak  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  Conservative  party,  that  if  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  were  not  prepared  to  take  this 
measure  they  had  better  look  out  that  they  do  not 
get  a  very  much  worse  one.  That  was  an  insolent 
threat,  unworthy  of  the  great  party  such  as  I 
would  like  to  see  and  believe  the  Conservative 
party  to  be.  Now,  Sir,  we  have  in  the  re¬ 
solution  before  us  something  wrhich  enables 
us  to  discuss,  apart  from  political  considerations, 
the  principles  upon  which  the  representation 
of  our  people  should  be  based.  And  I  do  not 
think  that  a  much  more  important  question  could 
very  well  come  before  us.  The  Minister  of  Rail¬ 
ways,  in  discussing  this  question  just  now,  based 
his  whole  argument  upon  the  assumption  that  the 
arrangement  of  the  constituencies  under  the  Act 
of  1882  wras  something  that  should  be  accepted  as 
good  in  itself.  If  his  premises  were  true,  I  should 
have  very  little  fault  to  find  with  his  conclusion. 
If  the  arrangement  of  1882  were  fair  and  just  to  all 
parties,  if  it  w7ere  one  that  fulfilled  the  conditions 
which  every  one  will  admit  properly  belong  to  a 
Bill  of  this  character,  I  think  it  would  be  hardly 
wTorth  while  to  discuss  the  principle  upon  which 
that  hon.  gentleman  dilated.  But  if  that  measure 
was  of  an  entirely  opposite  character  ;  if,  so  far 
from  being  based  upon  any  principles  upon  which 
such  a  Bill  should  be  based,  it  violated  every  one 
of  them  ;  if  it  not  only  set  aside  all  idea  of  muni¬ 
cipal  boundaries — and  in  that  respect  I  may  say 
that  when  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  was 
charged  with  being  inconsistent  in  his  course  now 
compared  with  that  of  1882,  he  w7as  not  any  more  so 
than  the  late  Sir  J ohn  Macdonald  was  in  his  course  in 
1882  compared  w7ith  his  declarations  of  1872,  so 
that  the  charge  of  inconsistency  throw'll  upon  the 
hon.  member  for  Simcoe,  falls  upon  shoulders- 
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of  an  altogether  different  character.  We  are  dis¬ 
cussing,  I  say,  this  question,  as  to  the  principles 
on  which  respresentation  should  be  based,  and  I 
say  that  the  principle,  or  rather  the  want  of  prin¬ 
ciple  upon  which  it  was  being  based  in  1882  and 
upon  which  it  is  based  on  this  Bill,  is  what  this 
House  should  not  accept,  what  it  should  never  have 
accepted,  and  what  it  should  have  reversed  at  the 
earliest  possible  opportunity,  and  I  think  it  is  very 
much  to  be  regretted  that  the  Government,  strong 
as  it  is  in  the  confidence  of  this  House,  strong  as  it 

is,  or  at  any  rate  strong  as  it  has  been,  in  the  con¬ 
fidence  of  the  country,  and  strong  as  it  would  re¬ 
main  in  the  confidence  of  the  country  if  its  ac¬ 
tions  in  the  future  justify  that  confidence  as  they 
have,  I  must  admit,  with  some  few  exceptions, 
justified  it  in  the  past — do  not  take  the  opportunity 
to  bring  down  a  measure  which  would  place  the 
representation  of  the  people  on  such  a  basis  that 
no  one  hereafter  would  venture  to  interfere  with 

it.  Hon.  gentlemen  on  this  side  seem  altogether 
to  have  become  oblivious  of  the  fact  that  there  is 
such  a  thing  as  public  opinion.  They  think,  so 
long  as  they  can  satisfy  the  interests  of  their  party, 
that  is  all  they  need  consider,  but  I  think  that  is 
even  from  a  party  point  of  view  an  exceedingly 
short-sighted  policy.  No  party  can  possibly  exist 
and  retain  the  confidence  of  the  country,  no  matter 
how  clever  its  leading  may  be,  no  matter  how  able 
in  general  respects  its  policy  may  be,  unless  that 
policy  is  based  on  principles  of  justice  and 
reason,  and  there  is  no  man,  except  the  most 
violent  partisan,  who  will  venture  to  say  in  his 
calm  moments  that  the  Bill  of  1882  is  one  which 
ought  to  be  regarded  as  finality  in  settling  the  basis 
of  the  representation  of  the  country.  If  the  basis 
established  by  that  Act  is  not  a  proper  basis — and 
its  inequalities  have  already  been  so  fully  shown 
that  it  is  hardly  worth  while  further  to  dilate  upon 
it — let  us  see  by  what  means  we  can  ascertain  what 
ought  to  be  a  fair  basis  of  representation.  We  want 
to  a  rrive  by  the  resolution  now  before  us,  at  equality 
of  representation  as  nearly  as  possible.  Now,  I  quite 
agree  with  the  hon.  member  for  Cumberland  (Mr. 
Dickey)  that  political  wisdom  is  not  based  upon 
the  counting  of  heads  or  noses  or  votes.  I  think 
that  the  essential  principle  of  representation  by 
population  should  be  modified  by  a  variety  of  other 
considerations,  considerations  which  that  resolution 
in  your  hand,  Sir,  very  fully  and,  I  think,  clearly 
sets  out.  One  of  these  is  community  of  interests, 
to  which  reference  has  already  been  made,  and  to 
which  I  need  not  further  allude  ;  another  is  stability 
and  unity  of  representation.  Now,  in  the  Bill  under 
discussion  these  things  cannot  by  any  possibility 
be  arrived  at.  It  is  impossible,  if  we  once  begin 
the  system  of  cutting  and  carving  constituencies 
here  and  there — even  if  we  do  it  with  the  honest 
desire  to  obtain  equality  of  representation — to 
achieve  the  result  desired.  We  are  continually 
altering  the  boundaries  of  constituencies,  we  are 
continually  changing  the  interests  of  the  people, 
and  no  human  ingenuity  can  avoid  wrong  and  in¬ 
justice.  Then  how  are  we  to  arrive  at  a  different 
settlement  ?  We  can  by  no  better  means  arrive  at 
a  solution  of  the  problem  than  by  the  means  sug¬ 
gested  in  the  resolution — that  is  county  boun¬ 
daries.  A  number  of  hon.  gentlemen  on  this  side 
are  very  fond,  and  properly  fond,  of  declaring 
their  regard  for  British  precedent,  and  I  hope  we 
will  always  be  able  with  justice  to  claim  that  this 


House  has  a  regard  for  British  constitutional  prac¬ 
tice  and  precedent.  Now,  if  there  is  any  one 
principle  upon  which  the  English  system  is  founded 
and  upon  which  it  has  been  based,  going  back  to 
time  of  the  Anglo-Saxon,  it  is  the  principle  of  re¬ 
presentation  by  counties.  At  every  period  in  Eng¬ 
lish  history,  that  has  been  the  basis.  Was  it  ever 
heard  of  at  any  period  in  English  history,  from  the 
earliest  times  down  to  the  latest — for  the  sake  of 
equality  of  representation orany  otherpurpose— that 
the  boundaries  of  counties  were  interfered  with.  No 
matter  how  great  even  the  difference  of  population 
might  be,  they  always  adhere  to  their  county  boun¬ 
daries.  There  is  a  striking  instance  of  that  in  the  last 
Representation  Bill.  Although  it  is  perfectly  true 
that  the  commissioners  appointed  to  work  out  the 
details  of  that  Bill  were  advised  to  adhere  as  much 
as  possible  to  equality  of  representation,  yet  when 
they  came  to  counties  which  were  too  large  for  one 
and  not  large  enough  for  two  members,  they  made 
no  change  in  the  boundary.  Take,  for  instance, 
the  County  of  Westmoreland.  The  whole  popula- 
lation  of  that  county  was  very  little  more  than  the 
average  of  population  of  the  county  adjacent  to  it, 
yet  they  did  not  disturb  the  County  of  Westmore¬ 
land,  but  gave  it  two  members  although  it  gave  each 
member  only  a  population  of  32,000.  So  that  while 
these  commissioners  were  acting  on  their  instruc¬ 
tions  to  regard  as  closely  as  possible  equality  of 
population,  yet  still  they  never  departed  from  the 
principle  of  county  boundaries.  I  do  not  mean  to 
say  that  there  is  anything  sacred  in  municipal 
boundaries,  but  unless  we  have  some  established 
rules  to  go  by  there  is  no  possibility  of  avoiding 
the  errors  which  must  necessarily  arrive  under  the 
present  system.  Can  anyone  suggest  a  better  system 
than  the  county  boundary  ?  I  care  comparatively 
little  what  principle  you  do  adopt,  provided 
you  adopt  some  principle  on  which  to  base  repre¬ 
sentation — some  principle  by  which  you  can  obtain 
the  objects  properly  set  forth  in  that  resolution,  and 
which  will  prevent  a  dominant  majority  stifling 
public  opinion  in  order  to  serve  party  interests. 
Those  who  find  fault  with  this  resolution,  and  who 
admit  the  principles  on  which  representation  ought 
to  be  based,  being  unwilling  to  accept  the  basis 
suggested  there,  are  bound  to  suggest  a  better  one, 
something  equally  good.  Has  any  one  suggested 
anything  equally  good  ?  Has  the  Minister  of 
Railways,  who  has  spoken  on  behalf  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  suggested  anything  at  all  ?  No,  he 
simply  says  that  in  1882,  by  virtue  of  the 
majority  we  had  in  this  House,  we  arranged  the 
constituencies  according  to  a  plan  that  suited  our¬ 
selves,  and  that  being  established  we  are  deter¬ 
mined  to  adhere  to  it.  Well,  that  is  a  very  bas¬ 
tard  sort  of  conservatism.  Because  ten  years 
ago  we  established  something  that  was  radically 
wrong  in  itself,  now  we  are  to  adhere  to  it.  If 
that  is  a  conservatism,  it  is  a  sort  of  conservatism 
I  should  be  very  unwilling  to  subscribe  to.  I  con¬ 
cern  myself  very  little  as  to  the  details  of  the 
Bill,  but  it  might  be  worth  while  to  point  out  that 
while  it  professes  to  equalize  representation,  it 
comes  very  far  short  of  what  a  Bill  ought  to  pro¬ 
vide  if  it  is  intended  to  equalize  the  representa¬ 
tion.  Why  should  the  East  Riding  of  Simcoe  be  left 
with  a  population  of  35,000,  while  there  are  half  a 
dozen  constituencies  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  pro¬ 
vince  that  have  a  population  under  15,000  ?  There 
are  many  other  cases,  which,  though  perhaps  not 
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equally  forcible,  require  attention  quite  as  much  as 
Toronto  does.  This  Bill,  then,  utterly  fails  to 
attain  the  object  it  professes  to  have  in  view.  As 
I  remarked  with  regard  to  the  Bill  of  1882,  it  is 
based  on  no  principle  and  it  violates  every  princi¬ 
ple,  and  yet  it  is  astonishing  and  really  touching 
to  witness  the  anxiety  shown  by  the  Government 
to  equalize  the  representation  in  one  particular 
case.  Why,  in  the  name  of  all  that  is  sensible,  is 
the  County  of  Russell  singled  out  ?  While  East 
-Simcoe  is  left  with  a  population  of  35,000  and 
North  Ontario  with  less  than  20,000,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  must  travel  down  to  the  extreme  east  of  the 
province  in  order  to  equalize  the  representation 
between  Prescott  and  Russell.  That  is  a  very 
extraordinary  and  a  very  touching  illustration  of 
adherence  to  principle.  It  is  to  be  regretted  that 
the  Minister  did  not  equalize  the  representation  in 
some  more  glaring  cases.  One  cannot  help  suspect¬ 
ing  that  there  is  some  reason  other  than  meets  the 
eye  for  this  course,  some  reason  which  the  Minister 
did  not  state  to  the  House  in  the  remarks  he  made  a 
little  while  ago.  In  fact,  though  it  may  be  a  secret, 
it  is  perfectly  well  known  why  the  Minister,  leaving 
unredressed  these  inequalities  that  I  have  referred 
to,  travelled  down  to  pick  out  the  County  of  Rus¬ 
sell  and  to  do  justice  there  which  he  failed  to  do  in 
so  many  other  places.  Hon.  gentlemen  are  very 
fond  of  appealing  to  British  practice.  There  is  one 
thing  that  the  British  people  have  generally  tried 
to  do.  One  must  go  a  long  way  back  to  find  in¬ 
stances  of  tyranny  and  injustice  on  the  part  of  ma¬ 
jorities.  The  British  people  have  generally  tried 
to  secure  a  fair  and  full  expression  of  opinion.  In¬ 
stead  of  doing  that,  and  adopting  a  measure  to 
attain  that  object,  this  Government  have  intro¬ 
duced  a  measure  to  prevent  the  people  from  doing 
it.  Instead  of  following  British  precedents  and 
British  practice,  they  have  adopted  the  very  worst 
feature  of  the  American  system.  I  am  astonished 
that  lion,  gentlemen,  after  all  we  have  heard  from 
them  of  British  practice  and  British  precedents, 
will  attempt  to  justify  a  proceeding  which  is  utter¬ 
ly  at  variance  with  every  one  of  them.  Any  one 
who  is  acquainted  with  English  parliamentary 
history  and  English  parliamentary  practice  cannot 
fail  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that,  though  we  claim 
to  be  democratic  as  compared  with  England,  those 
who  sit  on  these  benches  are  comparatively  the 
veriest  slaves  to  party  and  slaves  to  the  executive. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  O’BRIEN.  Some  hon.  gentlemen  who 
ridicule  that  statement  have  not  paid  much  atten¬ 
tion  to  English  parliamentary  practice.  Any  one 
who  does  know  anything  of  English  parliamentary 
history  knows  that  things  are  done  session  after 
session  in  this  House  by  virtue  of  a  majority  which 
would  never  be  tolerated  in  the  English  House  of 
Commons,  which  no  English  Minister  would  dare 
to  do,  but  which  hon.  gentlemen  here  dare  to  do, 
confident  that  whatever  they  do  will  be  condoned 
because  otherwise  the  Government  might  be  in 
danger.  I  say  it  would  be  better  for  the  Conser¬ 
vative  party  and  better  for  the  country  if  they 
allowed  the  Government  to  go  out  of  power  for 
twenty  years  to  come  than  to  maintain  them  in 
office  by  acting  in  variance  with  the  best  principles 
and  the  best  traditions  of  English  parliamentary 
history.  The  hon.  the  Minister  of  Public  Works, 
I  can  easily  understand,  makes  very  merry  over 
Mr.  O’Bkien. 


my  remark.  I  can  quite  understand  that,  to  a 
gentleman  of  his  ideas,  what  I  have  said  may  be 
the  subject  of  ridicule.  I  think  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  has  a  very  poor  appreciation  of  his  position  as 
a  Minister  of  the  Crown.  I  think  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  knows  little  of  English  practice  and  English 
precedents  and  English  constitutional  history, 
judging  by  his  own  actions  and  by  the 
policy  he  has  supported  and  pursued,  but, 
if  he  did  know  a  little  more,  I  do  not 
think  he  would  have  followed  the  course  he  has. 
For  my  own  part,  I  think  I  have  expressed  with 
sufficient  clearness  the  reasons  why  I  oppose  this 
Bill  and  support  the  amendment.  I  support  the 
amendment  because  it  lays  down  the  principle  upon 
which  the  House  ought  to  act.  I  oppose  the  Bill 
because  it  is  based  upon  a  want  of  principle,  upon 
rules  upon  which  this  House  ought  not  to  act,  and 
although  it  may  be  unpalatable  for  some  members 
to  retrace  their  steps  and  go  back  on  the  doctrine 
laid  down  by  their  leader  in  1882,  it  would  infini¬ 
tely  strengthen  them  in  the  country  and  in  public 
opinion,  to  which  they  pay  very  little  regard,  and 
I  think,  instead  of  weakening  them,  it  would 
strengthen  them  in  the  country.  They  have  suffi¬ 
cient  experience  from  their  knowledge  of  what 
took  place  after  the  elections  of  1882  that  people  do 
bitterly  resent  being  taken  from  one  county  to 
another.  The  carefully  laid  plans  of  1882,  like 
many  other  plans  of  men  and  mice,  went  vastly  agee, 
and  many  a  constituency  which  had  been  carefully 
arranged  to  return  a  Conservative,  though  it  had  a 
majority  of  Conservative  votes,  turned  round 
and  returned  an  opponent  of  the  Administration.  I 
have  very  little  faith  as  to  the  results  expected 
from  any  system  of  gerrymader.  It  matters  little, 
though,  whether  these  results  are  attained  or  not. 
It  is  the  principle  which  is  at  issue.  It  is  the 
injustice  which  is  done  to  the  minority.  The 
minority  has  surely  some  rights.  It  has  its  fair 
rights,  according  to  the  expressed  opinions  of  the 
people,  to  be  represented  in  this  House,  and  for 
a  majority  to  attempt  by  legislation  to  prevent  that 
expression  of  opinion  is  an  act  of  tyranny  just  as 
much  when  perpetrated  by  a  majority  in  this  House 
as  if  it  were  perpetrated  by  any  individual  despot 
who  ever  lived.  At  the  risk  of  incurring  what  I 
know  by  bitter  experience  is  not  very  pleasing,  at 
the  risk  of  that  sort  of  treatment  which  more  than 
once  I  have  been  made  to  feel  in  this  House,  I  sup¬ 
port  this  motion,  because  I  believe  it  to  be  a  right 
motion.  I  say  that  I  am  entirely  free  from  the 
charge  which  was  made  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Cumberland  (Mr.  Dickey)  of  having  acted  in  a 
manner  unbecoming  my  party  allegiance,  because 
at  the  earliest  possible  opportunity  I  gave  the 
leader  of  the  Administration  distinctly  to  under¬ 
stand  that  1  should  be  opposed  to  this  measure.  I 
do  not  admit  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  the 
Minister  of  Railways,  by  which  it  appears  that 
the  gentlemen  on  the  Treasury  benches  expect 
absolute  and  unswerving  obedience  to  their 
behests,  no  matter  what  they  may  be.  The  hon. 
gentleman  said  it  was  bad  enough  to  be  opposed  by 
hon.  gentlemen  of  the  Opposition,  but  surely  they 
had  a  right  to  expect  implicit  obedience  from  hon. 
gentlemen  on  their  own  side  of  the  House.  Now, 
Sir,  if  that  is  the  doctrine  upheld  by  the  hon. 
gentlemen  on  the  Treasury  benches,  then  I  am 
glad  to  have  this  opportunity  of  expressing  my  en¬ 
tire  dissent  from  it.  I  was  elected  as  a  free  repre- 
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sentative  of  the  people.  I  was  not  sent  here,  as  I 
have  heard  many  hon.  gentlemen  say  they  were 
sent  here,  to  support  the  Government ;  I  was  sent 
here  to  support  a  policy,  the  policy  which  was  in 
question  at  the  time  of  my  election,  and  I  have 
supported  it  in  this  House.  But  I  was  not  sent 
here  to  support  a  measure,  and  I  am  eure  my  con¬ 
stituents  will  sustain  me  in  refusing  to  give  assent 
to  a  measure,  which  I‘  think  they  will  agree  with 
me  in  saying  is  in  every  sense  and  every  particular 
a  bad  one.  If  my  course  in  this  respect  disentitles 
me  to  the  position  of  a  supporter  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  I  must  humbly  take  the  consequences  ;  but 
the  moment  that  is  intimated  to  me,  I  shall  then 
know  what  course  it  will  be  becoming  for  me  to  take, 
having  regard  to  my  own  dignity  as  a  member  of 
this  House,  and  having  regard  to  the  interests  of 
my  constituents. 

Mr.  MASSON.  I  will  not  occupy  much  time  of 
the  House  in  replying  to  a  few  of  the  remarks 
which  have  fallen  from  the  hon.  gentleman  who  has 
just  taken  his  seat.  The  hon.  gentleman  waxed  indig¬ 
nant  that  people  should  charge  him  with  treason  to 
his  party  because  he  chose  to  differ  from  the  lead¬ 
ers  of  the  party  in  some  few  particulars.  I  would 
be  very  sorry  to  say  that  any  member  of  this  House 
was  so  tied  up  by  party  allegiance  that  he  would 
be  unable  to  express  his  own  opinion,  even  to  the 
extent  of  voting  against  his  party.  But  while  the 
hon.  gentleman  waxed  warm  and  wrathy  over  the 
treatment  he  had  received,  he  gives  to  all  the 
other  supporters  of  the  Government,  not  by  any 
means  a  curtain  lecture,  but  a  scolding  for  their 
allegiance  to  their  party.  He  charges  them  with 
political  corruption,  he  charges  them  with  gross 
outrages  on  public  opinion,  and  he  charges  them 
with  a  great  many  other  offences,  and  uses  such 
hard  names  that  one  would  almost  be  led  to  believe 
he  had  been  under  the  tutelage  of  the  hon.  member 
for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  who  has 
a  special  license  for  hard  words.  Without 
attempting  to  follow  the  hon.  gentleman,  I  would 
refer  briefly  to  some  of  the  reasons  which  he  gave 
for  supporting  the  amendment.  First,  he  says  he 
supports  the  amendment  because  it  lays  down  a 
principle.  What  principle  does  it  lay  down  that 
is  new  to  this  House  ?  There  is  not  one  that 
has  not  already  been  advocated  in  the  various 
redistribution  measures.  He  has  gathered  to¬ 
gether  a  number  of  expressions,  a  number  of 
rules,  which  if  attempted  to  be  followed  would  be 
found  to  be  inconsistent.  Has  the  hon.  gentleman 
ever  considered  how  his  various  rules  would  work 
out?  He  does  not  give  us  any  example  of  how* 
they  would  work  out ;  he  does  not  point  out  any 
of  the  iniquities  of  the  Bill  he  is  condemning, 
but  in  general  terms  he  condemns  the  Bill  and  in 
general  terms  he  supports  the  amendment.  Now, 
Sir,  I  think  that  members  who  owe  allegiance  to  a 
party  require  something  more  than  mere  plati¬ 
tudes  to  induce  them  to  support  a  motion  which 
is  moved  as  a  direct  want  of  confidence  in  the 
Government.  There  is  no  gainsaying  the  fact 
that  it  is  an  absolute  and  unqualified  motion  of 
want  of  confidence.  Now,  the  question  before  the 
House  is  the  adoption  of  a  Bill  for  the  readjust¬ 
ment  of  provincial  representation,  rendered  neces¬ 
sary  by  our  constitution,  a  Bill  that,  at  the  same 
time,  attempts  to  equalize  representation  within 
the  provinces,  and  in  doing  so  corrects  the  most  : 


glaring  discrepancies  between  the  maximum  and 
1  minimum  representation  ;  a  Bill  that  is  definite 
'  *in<*  niir  in  its  terms,  and  interferes  with  existing 
boundaries  as  little  as  possible.  The  hon.  gentle- 
man  says  that  it  disregards  public  opinion.  Now, 
I  claim  to  have  some  regard  for  public  opin¬ 
ion  , .  I  claim  also  to  have  some  knowledge  of 
public  opinion,  and  I  believe  if  there  is  one'thing 
on  which  public  opinion  speaks  out  strongly, 
it  is  that  the  existing  boundaries  of  the  constituen¬ 
cies  should  be  left  undisturbed  as  far  as  possible  in 
this  redistribution.  Now,  we  have  certain  boun¬ 
daries,  not  created  yesterday,  not  even  created  last 
year,  but  created  ten  years  ago,  on  which  there 
ha\  e  been  at  least  three  elections  in  every  constitu¬ 
ency.  These  boundaries  must  be  considered  as  ex¬ 
isting  boundaries,  and  they  are  boundaries  that 
every  Redistribution  Act  must  respect  as  much  as 
possible.  I  believe  that  public  opinion  requires  us 
to  respect  them.  I  believe  that  public  opinion  re¬ 
quires  us  to  redistribute  the  representation  without 
interfering  with  them  except  where  it  is  absolutely 
necessary,  Now,  Sir,  the  amendment  suggests 
certain  rules,  rules,  as  I  have  said  before,  that  are 
inconsistent  with  each  other,  and  cannot  possibly 
equalize  the  population  in  most  cases  without  inter¬ 
fering  w  ith  boundaries.  The  amendment  is  imprac¬ 
ticable  in  its  execution,  and  as  the  hon.  gentleman 
who  moved  the  amendment  said  in  reference  to  law 
generally,  it  is  gloriously  uncertain,  and  it  is  beauti¬ 
fully  indefinite.  Besides  that,  it  destroys  the 
existing  boundaries  of  nine-tenths  of  the  constitu¬ 
encies  in  the  province  it  refers  to.  How  would  it 
be  possible  to  work  it  out  without  changing  almost 
every  constituency  in  the  province?  Here  we 
ha\  e  11  above  and  20  below  the  margin  he 
gi\  es  us  ;  that  is,  he  takes  the  unit  of 
23,000,  in  round  numbers,  and  from  that  he 
says  he  is  willing  to  deduct  20  per  cent,  or  he  is 
w  filing  to  add  20  per  cent.  Now,  let  us  see  just 
how  far  that  one  latitude  might  extend.  Deduct  20 
per  cent  from  23,000  and  you  wifi  have  only 
18,400  ;  add  20  per  cent  to  23,000,  and  you  w  ill 
haA  e  27,600,  or  between  his  maximum  and  his 
minimum  you  wifi  have  9,200.  Now,  that  is  a  very 
large  latitude,  and  even  with  that  latitude  he  would 
have  to  change,  as  I  say,  nearly  nine -tenths  of  all 
the  existing  boundaries  throughout  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  Then  when  you  bring  into  action  his 
next  rule  regarding  the  observance  of  county  and 
city  boundaries,  these  two  rules  together  are  so 
cumulative  in  their  disturbing  influences  that  they 
w  ould  lea\  e  hardly  one  constituency  in  the  southern 
or  western  portion  of  Ontario  undisturbed  and  I  do 
not  think  they  would  leave  one  constituency  in  the 
south  -western  portions  of  Ontario  undisturbed. 
Tinier  the  proposal  in  regard  to  city  and  county 
boundaries  Toronto  would  receive  its  full  represen¬ 
tation,  eight  members,  wdiich  would  have  to  be 
gathered  from  other  portions  of  Ontario  ;  and  this 
would  prove  another  disturbing  element,  and  in 
fact  it  w7ould  be  difficult  to  say  where  the  disturbing 
influence  would  end.  So  if  we  w'ere  to  adopt  the 
rules  laid  down  by  the  hon.  member  for  Simcoe, 
the  rules  so  vigorously  supported  by  the  hon. 
gentleman  who  has  just  spoken  (Mr.  O’Brien), 
the  rules  which  that  hon.  gentleman  condemns 
in  such  unmeasured  terms  other  hon.  members 
supporting  the  Government  for  not  adopting 
instead  of  obeying  public  opinion  and  altering  as 
few  boundaries  as  possible,  wre  would  have  license 
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to  change  every  boundary  in  Ontario.  The  hon. 
gentleman  said  he  was  disapproving  of  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  the  Bill  in  supporting  the  amendment,  not 
as  stated  by  the  hon.  gentleman  who  moved  it  and  by 
hon.  gentlemen  who  have  supported  it,  but  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  the  Bill  as  gathered  from  the  details.  He 
•carefully  avoided  giving  us  the  details  of  the  mea¬ 
sure  he  suggested,  otherwise  I  am  afraid  the  prin¬ 
ciple  therein  involved  would  be  subjected  to  very 
severe  criticism.  The  hon.  gentleman  did  not 
favour  discussing  details,  but  he  was  prepared  to 
gather  from  a  few  of  the  details  the  principle  of  the 
Bill,  to  the  second  reading  of  which  he  declared 
himself  to  be  opposed.  The  hon.  gentleman  wants 
a  Bill  prepared  on  the  principle  of  equalization  of 
population.  Has  not  that  been  an  element  in  every 
Redistribution  Bill  passed  in  this  Dominion  Parlia¬ 
ment  ?  Has  it  not  been  claimed  to  be  at  least  the 
basis  of  every  Bill  of  redistribution  passed  in  any  of 
the  provinces,  as,  for  instance,  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  where,  I  think,  most  people  will  admit 
some  very  iniquitous  changes  were  carried  out  ? 
With  county  boundaries  and  with  a  margin  of  9,000 
to  come  and  go  upon,  what  sort  of  a  gerrymander 
might  not  be  worked  in  any  of  the  counties,  aided 
By  drawing  in,  where  necessary,  a  few  county 
boundaries  to  help  out  the  scheme.  But  it  is 
urged  that  there  must  be  geographical  compactness. 
Fault  has  not  been  found  with  the  present  state  of 
affairs  in  this  regard,  except  in  a  few  instances. 
The  ridings  in  Ontario,  and  I  speak  of  them  more 
particularly,  are  geographically  compact.  I  sup¬ 
pose  the  County  of  Wellington  which  is  divided 
the  long  way  intsead  of  the  short  way,  giving  long 
narrow  constituencies  instead  of  short  and  wide 
ones,  may  be  an  exception ;  but  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  surely  cannot  complain  because  they  at 
present  hold  the  three  constituences  of  that  county, 
whereas  were  it  divided  the  other  way,  they  could 
not  possibly  hold  more  than  two.  I  do  not  for  a 
moment  propose  to  enter  at  any  length  into  the 
details  of  the  measure  ;  but  as  a  few  items  have 
been  mentioned,  from  which  hon.  gentlemen  have 
attempted  to  draw  the  spirit  of  the  measure,  I 
crave  leave  to  refer  to  a  few  of  them.  The  change 
made  in  Prescott  and  Russell  has  been  stigmatized 
by  the  mover  of  the  amendment  as  a  most  iniquit¬ 
ous  proposal.  Why  so  ?  It  agrees  with  his  rule — 
it  does  not  disturb  county  boundaries.  Prescott 
and  Russell  have  been  one  county  since  my  earliest 
recollection,  and  I  doubt  if  they  were  ever  anything 
else.  From  my  earliest  boyhood  they  have  been 
one  county,  with  one  county  town,  with  one  set  of 
municipal  institutions,  with  one  judicial  district, 
and  one  in  all  except  the  double  name.  Different 
political  constituencies  they  were.  But  here  you 
have  one  county,  and  within  it  one  constituency  hav¬ 
ing?, 470  inhabitants  more  than  another  constituency 
and  it  is  quite  within  the  hon.  gentleman’s  rule  to 
equalize  the  population  without  interfering  with 
county  lines.  There  are  no  county  boundaries  to 
interfere  with,  because  they  are  one  county  and 
one  community.  But  by  taking  one  township 
from  the  greater  of  these  constituencies  and  adding 
it  to  the  other  you  reduce  the  difference  from  7,470 
to  4,680,  advancing  towards  equalization  by  2,800 
souls.  There  is  an  equalization  of  population  with¬ 
in  county  boundaries,  and  as  the  Minister  of  Rail¬ 
ways  has  shown,  if  you  take  the  votes  cast,  the 
equalization  appears  to  be  greater  still.  Moreover, 
this  change  is  not  interfering  with  the  community 
Mr.  Masson. 


of  interests,  which  it  has  been  claimed  we  should  re¬ 
gard.  I  understand,  that  the  township  transferred 
is  principally  a  French  township,  and  that  the 
people  of  the  constituency  affected  are  principally 
French,  that  the  constituency  from  which  it  is  being 
detached  is  mainly  English  ;  so  that  a  community 
of  interests  is  being  fostered  in  harmony  with  the 
views  of  hon.  gentlemen.  We  have,  therefore,  an 
example  of  what  the  hon.  mover  of  the  amendment 
calls  a  most  iniquitous  proposal  directly  within  the 
lines  of  his  own  rule.  I  do  not  wish  to  raise  any 
feeling  between  the  rural  districts  and  the  city, 
but  I  consider  it  a  very  extreme  proposal  to  say 
that  at  one  bound  you  should  place  Toronto  on  an 
equal  footing  by  population  with  the  rural  districts, 
when  it  has  for  years  occupied  a  different  position. 
I  agree  with  the  Bill  so  far  as  it  goes  in  that  direc¬ 
tion,  but  we  should  not  make  any  such  radical 
change.  It  is  not  in  the  interest  of  the  public  that 
such  a  radical  change  should  be  made.  It  intro¬ 
duces  too  many  disturbing  influences,  and  where 
you  wish  to  obviate  inconsistency  and  want  to 
reduce  the  maximum  and  raise  the  minimum,  let 
it  be  done  gradually,  and  let  not  advantage  be 
taken  of  the  fact  that  the  Government  controls  two- 
thirds  of  the  members  of  the  House.  Let  not  ad¬ 
vantage  be  taken  of  this  position  to  adopt  some 
new  set  of  rules  and  apply  them  in  such  a  manner 
that  they  would  disturb  every  constituency  in  the 
province,  or  in  all  the  provinces,  for  such  is  not 
called  for  by  public  opinion,  and  indeed  public 
opinion  would  condemn  it.  Another  detail  men¬ 
tioned  by  an  hon.  member  who  has  addressed  the 
House  was  with  respect  to  Port  Elgin.  That  was 
evidently  a  mistake  in  the  Act  of  1882— an  over¬ 
sight  no  doubt.  Looking  up  the  debate  I  find  that 
it  was  introduced  at  the  suggestion  of  an  hon. 
member  opposite.  The  hon.  member  who  made 
that  proposal  evidently  did  not  know  the  geo¬ 
graphical  position  of  Port  Elgin,  otherwise  he 
would  not  have  made  the  suggestion,  because  it 
was  at  least  two  miles  distant  from  the  consti¬ 
tuency  to  which  it  was  attached.  There  is 
such  a  glaring  inconsistency  here  that  it  is 
only  just  to  change  it,  and  this  is  done  with 
that  object.  It  really  goes  towards  equalizing  the 
population  of  these  two  constituencies,  and  although 
that  change  was  mentioned  as  being  rather  pecu¬ 
liar,  I  do  not  see,  nor  do  I  think  any  fair  man  can 
see,  that  fault  is  to  be  found  with  it.  The  hon. 
member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  stated 
that  East  Grey  was  one  of  the  places  where  county 
boundaries  were  interfered  with.  What  are  the 
facts  ?  A  constituency  was  framed  entirely  in 
Grey  when  the  township  of  Melancthon  was  a  part, 
and  no  unimportant  part  of  that  constituency,  but 
the  Local  Government  chose  to  make  a  new  county 
there.  Is  this  House  to  change  the  boundaries  of 
a  constituency  on  every  change  that  is  made  by 
the  Local  Government  ?  Why,  there  is  hardly  a 
Local  Parliament  which  passes  without  a  new 
county  being  applied  for  or  some  change  being 
made.  Are  we  to  follow  every  change  they 
choose  to  make  in  Ontario,  or  are  we  to  respect  the 
boundaries  of  counties  as  they  have  been  laid  down 
here  for  years  ?  I  say  that  this  example  is  one 
which  shows  that  county  boundaries  are  not  by 
any  means  the  sacred  thing  we  are  told  they 
ought  to  be  considered.  Now,  as  to  the  legal 
question.  Perhaps  being  a  member  of  the  legal 
profession  I  might  be  excused  were  I  to  occu- 
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py  the  time  of  the  House  on  that  point, 
hut  considering  the  able  manner  in  which  it 
has  been  presented  on  both  sides,  I  will  not  deal 
with  it,  further  than  to  say  that  when  the 
•question  was  first  brought  to  my  attention,  on  look¬ 
ing  at  the  Act  I  could  not  see  that  the  suggested 
difficulty  existed.  I  then  thought  at  first  glance 
that  it  did  not  apply  to  redistribution  within  the 
provinces,  but  that  it  referred  to  the  adjustment  of 
the  provincial  representation,  and  I  must  say  that 
having  listened  to  the  arguments  of  the  hon.  mem 
her  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  and  the 
hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  as  well  as 
other  hon.  gentlemen,  I  have  found  nothing  to 
change  my  opinion  in  that  respect.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  from  the  able  argument  presented  to  this 
House  to-day  by  the  member  for  Cumberland  (Mr. 
Dickey),  I  have  seen  great  reasons  to  adhere  to  my 
first  opinion,  and  to  believe  that  the  expression  as 
used  in  section  51  of  the  British  North  America 
Act  refers  to  the  provincial  readjustment  rendered 
necessary  by  change  in  the  population  as  a  whole, 
and  that  the  power  for  redistribution  in  the  pro¬ 
vinces  themselves  comes  from  an  entirely  different 
clause.  For  these  reasons,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can  see 
nothing  in  the  amendment  which  justify  me  in 
voting  for  it  or  in  voting  against  the  Government 
measure.  I  see  nothing  in  the  Bill  itself  to  call 
forth  my  opposition.  It  was  not  claimed,  and  it 
never  has  been  claimed  that  this  Bill  is  perfect,  and 
I  would  refer  hon.  gentlemen  to  the  words  of  the  hon. 
Minister  of  Public  Works  where  he  stated  frankly 
to  the  House  that  he  invited  criticism  and  invited 
amendments,  and  that  they  would  be  considered, 
and  if  fair  adopted.  With  a  Bill  introduced  on 
such  a  promise,  wherein  can  it  be  charged  that  it  is 
so  grossly  iniquitous  that  party  allegiance  should 
be  severed  on  account  of  it  ?  No  doubt  objections 
will  arise  to  the  measure  from  different  standpoints, 
and  it  would  be  impossible  for  one  mind  or  one  set 
of  minds  to  frame  a  Bill  of  this  kind  that  would  be 
acceptable  to  every  member  of  this  House.  It  would 
be  impossible  to  frame  such  a  measure  as  would  be 
acceptable  in  all  its  details  to  all  the  members  even 
on  this  side  of  the  House.  But  it  is  open  for 
amendments  to  be  proposed  and  considered,  and 
ne  ha\  e  the  frank  assurance  that  if  they  are  fair 
they  will  be  adopted.  The  details  of  the  measure 
"  regard  to  the  Province  of  Quebec  have  been 
ably  and  I  think  satisfactorily  explained  by  hon. 
gentlemen  on  this  side  of  the  House  who  are  ac¬ 
quainted  with  the  various  constituencies,  and  as  we 
have  not  heard  much  dispute  about  the  other  pro\ 
inces,  I  do  not  propose  to  enter  upon  this  branch 
of  the  subject.  Before  closing  I  would  refer  to  the 
remarks  of  my  hon.  friend  from  Muskoka  (Mr. 


and  they  have  been  constantly  changed.  They 
difier  from  the  English  counties  which  have  centu¬ 
ries  of  age  to  give  weight  to  their  existence,  and 
which  on  account  of  their  antiquity  are  entitled  to 
fai  greater  respect  than  are  the  county  boundaries 
in  this  province.  Forthe  reasons  stated,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  see  no  objections  to  the  principle  of  this  Bill,  and 
if  any  objections  in  detail  are  given  I  will  be  ready 
to  consider  them  upon  their  merits  when  the  House 
goes  into  committee.  As  to  the  amendment  I  shall 
certainly  vote  against  it.  Although  the  various 
expressions  in  it,  are  reasonable  as  taken  indivi¬ 
dually,  they  are,  when  taken  collectively,  indefinite, 
inconsistent  with  themselves,  and  impracticable  in 
execution,  and  it  "would  be  impossible  to  carry 
them  out  without  destroying  a  large  percentage  of 
the  present  existing  boundaries  of  constituencies 
in  Canada. 


O  Brien)  where  he  charged  a  number  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  on  this  side  of  the  House  with  not  having  read 
English  precedents  or  studied  English  practice.  There 
is  a  possibility  of  laying  too  much  weight  on  Eng¬ 
lish  practice  and  precedents,  and  I  think  the  hon. 
gentleman  has  laid  a  little  too  much  stress  upon  the 
county  boundaries  in  Canada,  especially  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  as  compared  with  the  county 
boundaries  in  England.  I  believe  that  the  county 
ooundaries  have  been  more  stationary  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec  than  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  but  so  far  as  the  latter  province  is 
concerned  we  cannot  look  upon  them  as  perma 
nent  in  any  respect,  because  they  are  liable  to  be 
changed  at  any  session  of  the  Local  Legislature, 


.  Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Mr.  Speaker,  I  no¬ 
ticed  amongst  the  last  remarks  of  the  hon.  member 
for  Grey  (Mr.  Masson)  that  he  stated  that  the  Bill 
as  introduced  by  the  Government  was  not  one  that 
they  were  entirely  wedded  to,  that  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works  had  suggested  that  he  would  be  glad 
to  hear  any  amendment,  and  that  if  anything 
better  could  be  proposed  he  would  be  quite  willing 
to  entertain  it.  I  think  the  hon.  Minister  of 
J ustice  spoke  somewhat  in  the  same  direction,  and 
it  seemed  a  proper  tone  to  assume,  and  members 
of  the  House  at  least  desire  to  attribute  sincerity 
to  the  utterance  of  Ministers,  and  those  who  have 
been  in  the  habit  of  following  them  I  suppose  are 
confident  that  hon.  gentlemen  on  the  Treasury 
benches  are  sincere  when  they  speak.  I  presume 
that  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  thought 
that  they  were  sincere  when  they  asked  that 
amendments  should  be  offered  and  changes  sug¬ 
gested  ;  and  believing  that  they  were  sincere  and 
that  it  was  in  the  line  of  his  duty,  he  has  offered 
this  amendment,  when  lo  and  behold,  he  is  denoun¬ 
ced  as  little  less  than  a  traitor,  and  all  the  names 
that  can  be  thought  of  are  applied  to  him.  We  are 
rather  at  a  loss  to  understand  this,  and  I  fancy  that 
the  hon.  member  for  Simcoe  is  rather  at  a  loss  to 
reconcile  the  candid  request  for  amendments  and 
suggestions  with  the  vials  of  wrath  which  have 
been  poured  out  upon  him  for  taking  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  at  their  word.  Now,  while  I  am  not  pre¬ 
pared  to  agree  with  all  that  the  mover  of  the 
amendment  said  with  reference  to  the  representa¬ 
tion  of  city  populations  and  as  to  some  other 
points,  I  think  he  is  not  insisting,  as  he  said  he 
did  not  insist,  on  any  hard  and  fast  lines.  He  is 
laying  down  what  he  conceives  would  be  a  proper 
principle  upon  which  to  Base  this  measure,  and  he 
gave  the  House  clearly  to  understand  that  while 
they  might  adopt  the  principle  of  maintaining 
municipal  lines,  and  while  they  could  not  have  any 
other  equality  of  representation  than  the  municipal 
bounds  would  afford,  he  would  allow  a  certain 
margin,  and  if  the  population  exceeded  that  margin, 
two  members  could  be  given  to  the  county,  while 
if  it  was  under  that  margin  one  member  should  be 
given.  That  margin,  the  hon.  gentleman  who  has 
just  sat  down  has  said,  would  amount  to  about 
9,000,  and  he  says,  give  him  that  9,000  to  play  upon 
and  he  could  produce  a  gerrymander  Bill  that 
would  astonish  you.  Now,  if  I  understand  the 
amendment  aright,  the  9,000,  if  that  is  the  correct 
number,  is  not  to  be  used  in  that  way  at  all.  It 
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is  no  part  of  the  scheme  of  the  hon.  member 
for  North  Simcoe,  as  I  understand  it,  that 
there  may  be  a  division  of  a  county  into  two 
ridings,  one  of  which  may  have  9,000  more  popula¬ 
tion  than  the  other  ;  and  the  hon.  member  never 
uttered  a  word  to  justify  any  such  construction 
being  placed  upon  his  amendment.  On  the  contrary 
I  understand  that  if  a  county  has  a  large  enough 
population  to  entitle  it  to  two  members,  the  division 
should  be  made  as  eqiially  and  as  equitably  as  it 
can  be  made,  regard  being  had  to  well-defined 
areas,  geographical  lines,  and  as  township  lines, 
and  so  forth.  Yet  we  are  told  by  the  hon.  Minister 
of  Railways  that  if  this  amendment  were  adopted 
and  the  county  lines  were  to  be  maintained,  with 
the  necessary  information  under  'his  hand,  he  could 
bring  in  a  gerrymander  Bill  that  would  arouse 
astonishment  in  the  country.  Is  that  the  principle 
followed  by  the  Minister  of  Railways  when  he  in¬ 
troduces  a  measure  of  this  kind — that  it  should 
produce  results  favourable  to  one  of  the  political 
parties  of  the  country  ?  If  so,  I  understand  that 
the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  does  not  give 
his  adhesion  to  a  principle  of  that  kind.  He  pro¬ 
poses  that  a  division  should  be  made  irrespective 
of  its  application  to  existing  political  parties — that 
it  should  be  done  on  well-defined  and  equitable 
grounds  ;  and  his  resolution  commends  itself  to  my 
favour  because  it  goes  in  the  direction  of  rectifying 
iniquities  that  were  perpetrated  by  the  Bill  of 
1882.  Sir,  is  there  any  attempt  made  in  the  present 
Bill  to  remedy  the  injustice  that  was  done  then  ? 
No  ;  on  the  contrary  it  aggravates  the  evil  ;  it 
goes  in  the  same  direction,  and  the  only  defence 
urged  by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  is,  not  that  it 
does  not  aggravate  the  iniquity  of  their  proceedings 
in  1882;  but  they  say,  if  we  had  more  time,  we 
could  commit  even  greater  iniquities  than  those. 
That  is  the  only  defence  which  they  have  offered. 
The  resolution  of  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Simcoe  at  any  rate  lays  down  a  principle  by  which 
you  may  be  guided  ;  but  what  is  the  principle  laid 
down  by  the  Government  for  their  measure  ?  They 
have  been  asked  for  it  time  and  again ;  but  no  one  has 
given  it  and  no  one  can  give  it.  Will  they  say  it  has 
reference  to  the  equalization  of  population  ?  Why, 
they  know  that  the  census  returns,  showing  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  the  different  ridings  which  are  not  touched 
by  the  Bill,  would  give  the  lie  to  any  assertion  of 
that  kind.  Do  they  say  it  has  reference  to  main¬ 
taining  county  lines  ?  They  know  that  it  has  not, 
but  that  on  the  contrary  it  destroys  county  lines. 
Will  they  say  that  it  is  to  equalize  the  strength  of 
the  political  parties  ?  No,  with  all  their  hardihood 
they  dare  not  do  that,  because  their  Bill  is  founded 
on  the  principle  of  giving  unfair  and  unjust 
advantages  to  one  of  the  political  parties  in  this 
country,  and  I  believe  they  know  it,  and  I  believe 
that  is  the  design  of  the  Bill.  If  there  be  any 
other  principles  in  the  Bill,  let  them  state  them. 
They  justify  some  of  the  minor  details  of  their 
Bill,  such  as  the  outrage  perpetrated  in  the  County 
of  Russell,  which  the  last  speaker  undertook  to 
defend,  saying  that  it  equalizes  the  population  ? 
Is  that  the  reason  that  change  was  made  in  the 
County  of  Russell,  I  ask  the  hon.  member  ?  If  that 
was  the  reason,  and  it  was  necessary  to  do  it,  I  ask 
him  how  he  justifies  jumping  over  half-a-dozen  con¬ 
stituencies  between  the  Niagara  Peninsula  and 
the  County  of  Russell,  where  far  greater  discrepan¬ 
cies  exist.  I  ask  him  how  it  came  to  pass  that 
Mr.  Paterson  (Brant.) 


Northumberland,  where  if  I  mistake  not  there  are 
22,000  in  one  riding  and  16,000  in  another,  was 
passed  over  ?  Why  did  he  pass  ever  Leeds  and 
Grenville,  which  are  short  of  the  unit  ?  Why  pass 
by  Lennox  ?  Why  pass  Frontenac  ?  Why  pass 
Brockville  ?  I  cannot  enumerate  them  all.  The 
hon.  gentleman  says  they  are  united  for  judicial 
and  municipal  purposes.  If  I  mistake  not  North¬ 
umberland  and  Durham  are  united  for  municipal 
purposes,  and'  if  he  adds  the  population  of  those 
counties,  he  will  find  that  they  contain  only  about 
72,000  people,  entitling  them  to  three  members, 
whereas  they  have  four.  When  he  was  so  anxious 
to  remedy  these  discrepancies  and  remove  these 
anomalies  and  injustices,  I  ask  him  why  all  these 
ridings  were  overlooked  ?  Why  they  go  to  western 
Ontario,  which  is  under-represented  in  the  House 
at  the  present  time,  and  wipe  out  a  seat  there,  and 
leave  untouched  eastern  Ontario,  which  taken  as 
a  whole  is  some  thousands  short  of  the  unit  of 
representation  in  each  of  the  ridings  ?  Why 
this  wholesale  neglect  of  all  that  is  right  and 
just,  when  hon.  gentlemen  are  so  anxious  to 
equalize  the  population  that  they  must  do  it 
in  the  Counties  of  Russell  and  Prescott  ? 
It  is  worse  than  useless,  it  is  a  wonder  men  would 
have  the  hardihood  to  stand  up  in  the  House  and 
attempt  for  one  moment  to  justify,  on  any  princi¬ 
ple  whatever,  that  change  in  Prescott  and  Russell, 
leaving  all  the  intermediate  counties  that  are  short 
or  over  untouched,  on  the  ground  that  they  did 
this  in  the  interests  of  the  country  and  because  it 
was  necessary  to  be  done.  Why,  take  the  figures 
given  by  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford,  and 
what  do  they  show  ?  Do  they  not  show  plainly 
that  the  division  he  had  made  was  one  which 
would  commend  itself  to  the  judgment  of  every 
fair-minded  man,  as  far  as  the  representation  of 
the  different  parts  of  Ontario  is  concerned.  Are 
not  the  lines  that  he  drew,  lines  that  would  com¬ 
mend  themselves  to  the  judgment  of  right-think¬ 
ing  men?  Was  not  his  reasoning  such  as  ought  to 
commend  itself  to  the  judgment  of  reasonable  men? 
Yet  the  Minister  of  Railways  rises  and  says  that 
the  division  made  by  my  hon.  friend  from  South 
Oxford  is  not  a  right  division,  and  he  proceeds  to 
make  a  division,  and  by  his  division  he  found  that 
the  population  was  just  about  as  large  in  eastern  as 
it  was  in  western  Ontario.  How  did  he  arrive  at 
this  ?  He  arrived  at  this  result  by  putting  To¬ 
ronto  and  Algoma  into  eastern  Ontario.  Hon. 
gentlemen  on  this  side,  and  I  dare  say  the  hon. 
member  for  North  Simcoe  as  well,  are  under  the 
impression  that  Algoma  lies  rather  west  of  Ontario 
instead  of  east ;  but  it  appears  we  are  all  wrong  in 
our  geography.  And  gentlemen  going  to  British 
Columbia  and  Manitoba,  passing  through  Toronto, 
when  asked  where  they  are  going,  will  reply  that 
they  are  going  east.  There  was  an  idea  that  Mani¬ 
toba  lay  somewhere  west  of  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
that  Rat  Portage  is  150  miles  or  something  like  that 
just  east  of  Manitoba,  but  Rat  Portage,  according 
to  the  division  of  the  Minister  of  Railways,  is  in 
eastern  Ontario.  And  so  by  putting  Algoma  and 
Rat  Portage  and  Thunder  Bay  into  eastern  Ont¬ 
ario,  he  has  equalized  the  population,  and  men  are 
very  unfair,  he  says,  who  cannot  be  satisfied  with 
an  arrangement  of  that  kind.  And  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  and  the  hon. 
member  for  Muskoka  (Mr.  O’Brien)  especially  are 
men  who  are  to  be  scolded.  I  do  not  know  whether 
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they  will  be  read  out  of  the  party  or  not  because 
they  have  been  unable  to  bring  their  ideas  of  geo¬ 
graphy  down  to  the  level  of  the  ideas  propounded 
and  acted  upon  by  the  Minister  of  Railways. 
Why,  the  very  speech  of  the  Minister  of  Rail¬ 
ways  is  enough  to  convince  any  one  of  the 
iniquity  of  this  measure.  When  men  are  forced  to 
defend  a  measure  of  that  kind  with  such  arguments 
I  ask  how  any  intelligent  man  in  this  House  can 
fail  to  see  in  that  very  fact  how  unjust  this  measure 

is.  Fault  has  been  found  with  the  hon.  member 
for  North  Siincoe  because  one  of  the  effects  of  his 
amendment  would  be  to  remedy  the  gerrymander 
of  1882,  as  far  as  Ontario  was  concerned.  That 
ought  to  commend  itself  to  every  one.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  measure  does  not  propose  it.  What  it 
proposes  to  do  is  to  make  that  gerrymander  wrorse 
again.  After  the  Bill  of  1882  was  passed,  there 
was  not  a  man  who  could  be  found  to  get  on  a 
public  platform  in  Ontario  and  have  the  cheek  to 
defend  it.  It  was  denounced  by  all  lovers  of  jus¬ 
tice  and  British  fair-play  as  a  cowardly  and  mean 
act,  done  by  a  Government  with  a  majority  at  its 
back  which  would  yield  implicit  obedience  to  every 
command,  no  matter  how  unreasonable  and  dis¬ 
honourable.  Fault  is  found  with  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man,  and  he  is  denounced  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Cumberland,  because  he  was  in  the  House  at  the 
time  that  Act  was  passed  and  gave  his  adhesion  to 

it.  But  the  rebuke  of  that  gentleman  came  with 
very  bad  effect,  since  he  candidly  admitted  that, 
having  seen  that  Act  in  operation,  and  viewing  it 
through  the  lapse  of  years  he  could  not  help  com¬ 
ing  to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  unjust.  Yet  he 
has  denounced  the  hon.  member  for  Simcoe  as 
taking  an  unworthy  position  by  the  amendment 
he  has  moved,  and  has  sought  to  read  him 
a  lecture,  standing  on  the  high  platform  of  the 
party  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  who  will  not  per¬ 
mit  any  deviation  from  what  is  laid  down  by  the 
Government.  He  attempted  to  read  the  hon. 
member  for  North  Simcoe  a  lecture,  but  if  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  were  listening  to  him  so  were 
gentlemen  on  this  side,  and  tens  of  thousands  of 
Canadians,  through  the  instrumentality  of  the 
press,  will  read  his  words  and  will  be  able  to  judge 
the  conduct  of  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe 
and  the  stand  he  took  in  comparison  with  the  stand 
taken  by  the  hon.  member  for  Cumberland.  What 
does  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  say  ?  He 
says  an  injustice  was  done,  which  I  see  now,  and  I 
do  not  propose  to  go  further,  I  do  not  propose  to 
have  greater  injustice  committed.  My  idea  is  not 
to  go  any  further  in  that  direction,  but  to  undo  the 
evil  and  the  injustice  we  did  in  1882.  And  what 
did  the  hon.  member  for  Cumberland  say  ?  He 
said  :  I  was  not  in  the  House  in  1882,  but  1  sup¬ 
pose  if  I  had  been  I  would  have  supported  that 
act  too,  but  I  never  thought  it  was  a  fair  and  just 
act.  That  is  the  hon.  gentleman’s  statement.  He 
did  rise  and  say  that  he  knew  a  certain  act  was 
unjust  and  iniquitous,  but  when  a  measure  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  remedy  that,  he  will  sacrifice  all  the 
honour,  which  ought  to  compel  a  man  to  remedy 
an  injustice,  and  he  says  :  Though  I  know  it  is  un¬ 
just,  I  will  sustain  it  and  I  go  further,  I  willbe  the 
instrument,  I  will  be  the  lash  which  the  Ministry  will 
use  to  lash  the  man  who  had  the  honour  and  the 
manhood  to  say  that  he  will  rectify  what  is  wrong 
when  he  finds  it  is  wrong.  That  is  the  position  of 
the  hon.  gentleman  who  lectured  the  member  for 
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North  Siincoe.  I  think  the  latter  need  not  care 
much  for  a  castigation  coming  from  such  a  source. 
Sir,  it  is  the  duty  of  every  member  of  this  House, 
in  legislating  on  a  measure  of  this  kind,  to  legis¬ 
late  on  some  principle,  and  that  principle  ought  to 
be  one  embodying  something  like  fairness  and  de¬ 
cency.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  know  that  the 
present  electoral  boundaries  of  Ontario,  as  arranged 
in  1882,  are  a  violation  of  all  that  is  fair  and  just 
and  right,  and  they  know  that  if  there  were  a  re¬ 
turn  to  county  lines  and  if  a  division  were  made  in 
a  fair  and  equitable  way,  as  proposed  in  the 
amendment  of  the  hon.  member  for  Simcoe,  it 
would  meet  with  the  approval  of  the  people.  They 
know  that  their  late  leader,  in  1872,  laid  that 
down  as  the  correct  principle,  they  know  that  it 
was  violated  in  something  like  54  instances  in 
1882,  and  yet  they  will  not  listen  to  a  proposition 
to  remedy  any  of  the  injustice  done  then,  but  on 
the  contrary,  they  introduce  a  Bill  in  which  they 
intend  to  perpetrate  the  same  injustice  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec  and  to  add  to  the  injustice  they 
did  in  Ontario  at  that  time.  The  principle  of  legis¬ 
lation  ought  to  be  that  there  should  be  fair  expres¬ 
sion  given  to  the  voice  of  the  people  of  this  country 
in  selecting  their  representative  in  Parliament. 
The  majority  in  power  should  not  use  its  power  to 
enact  legislation  that  will  give  them  undue  advan¬ 
tages,  undue  facilities  to  stifle  the  free  voice  of  the 
people,  and  I  charge  upon  this  Bill  introduced  by 
the  Government  a  continuation  and  enlargement  of 
the  principle  of  that  Act  which  is  now  the  law  in 
Ontario  at  present,  an  Act  designedly  seeking  to 
give  to  a  minority  of  the  people  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario  the  power  to  send  a  majority  of  represen¬ 
tatives  to  this  House.  It  is  a  wrong  principle.  The 
hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  has  told  you  that, 
according  to  the  figures  of  the  Government  statis¬ 
tician  after  the  last  general  election  in  1891,  the 
Liberals  had  7,000  majority  of  the  popular  vote 
while  they  were  in  minority  of  four  in  this  House. 
That  was  the  effect  in  part  of  their  Gerrymander 
Bill  of  1882,  and  yet,  because  a  gentleman  proposes 
a  resolution  which  will  remove  that  iniquity  in  part, 
he  is  denounced,  and  a  Bill  which  is  designed  to  ex¬ 
tend  that  principle  of  injustice  and  to  accentuate  it 
is  spoken  of  with  approval,  while  upon  the  heads  of 
those  who  are  in  favour  of  what  is  manly  and  fair 
is  brought  down  the  reproach  of  the  Ministers 
and  some  of  their  supporters.  I  need  not  go  into  the 
details  of  this  measure.  They  have  been  explained 
already.  There  is  no  principle  on  which  you  can 
j  ustify  this  Bill  except  the  principle  of  gi  ving  political 
advantage  to  the  party  in  power.  If  there  be  any 
principle,  let  them  say  what  it  is.  The  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  at  all  events 
lays  down  a  principle,  but  the  Government  have 
not  laid  down  a  principle  because  the  only  principle 
upon  which  this  measure  has  been  brought  into  the 
House  is  to  secure  an  advantage  to  the  Conservative 
party  and  to  give  them  an  undue  advantage  in 
future  elections.  It  is  certainly  not  introduced 
with  a  view  to  equalizing  the  population.  Take  it 
how  you  will,  you  will  see  that  that  is  not  the  case. 

If  you  divide  the  province  into  districts,  if  you  take 
it  with  reference  to  the  ridings  in  order  to  see  how 
they  stand  as  to  population,  you  will  find  that  the 
argument  of  equalizing  the  population  will  not  hold 
for  a  moment.  It  cannot  be  said  that  this  measure 
is  rectifying  the  injustice  which  was  done  in  regard 
to  geographical  limits,  because  it  proposes  to  add 
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to  the  iniquity  which  was  perpetrated  in  Ontario 
in  1882  in  that  respect,  and  it  also  proposes  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec  to  destroy  old  existing  county 
lines  and  to  produce  a  state  of  things  in  that  prov¬ 
ince  somewhat  similar  to  what  the  Act  of  1882 
produced  in  Ontario,  It  does  not  matter  to  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  that  one  of  the  results  of 
their  unfair  attempt  to  stifle  public  opinion  was 
that  there  were  enough  honourable  minded 
independent  Conservatives  and  independent  men 
to  nullify  their  iniquity  in  part.  The  intention 
was  there,  and  it  may  be  that  the  same  intention 
now  on  the  part  of  the  Government  in  the  intro¬ 
duction  of  this  Bill  may  be  defeated,  but  it  will  be 
no  extenuation  of  their  guilt  if  they  find  some  of 
their  opponents  returned  to  this  House  from  Que¬ 
bec,  if  there  are  sufficient  independent  men  in  those 
counties  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  which  are  thus 
disfigured  to  return  men  who  will  not  hesitate  to 
vote  against  the  Government  which  has  passed  such 
a  measure  as  this.  It  is  hard  to  see  wThat  can  be 
said  in  favour  of  a  Bill  which  no  one  defends,  or 
what  can  be  said  by  those  hon.  gentlemen  in  refer¬ 
ence  to  an  amendment  which  at  least  this  has  this 
to  commend  it,  that  it  is  an  honest  attempt  to  arrive 
at  a  conclusion  as  to  the  principle  upon  which  the 
distribution  of  electoral  districts  may  take  place  on  a 
fair  and  honourable  basis.  I  give  the  hon.  member 
credit  that  that  is  his  desire,  and  I  shall  be  glad  to 
support  it,  and  I  would  like  to  see  enough  inde¬ 
pendence  in  this  House  to  lead  Conservative  hon. 
members  to  say  :  We  will  adopt  some  system  which 
can  be  justified  before  honourable  men,  that  we  will 
not  be  ashamed  of  supporting,  and  we  will  have  an 
equitable  distribution  and  a  fair  fight,  and  we  will 
not  try  to  entrench  any  party  in  power  by  legisla¬ 
tive  means  which  will  not  express  the  will  of  the 
people  if  the  will  of  the  people  was  allow  ed  to  be 
openly  and  unfetteredly  expressed. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  hon.  gentleman  who  has 
just  taken  his  seat  has  stated,  in  unmeasured 
terms,  his  surprise  at  the  measure  which  is  now 
before  the  House  being  opposed  by  a  Government 
supporter.  Coming  from  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
I  have  no  doubt  the  hon.  gentleman  is  surprised, 
a  province  where  the  Local  Government  have 
always  been  supported  by  their  supporters,  no 
matter  how  bad  their  measures  might  be.  As  to 
the  Bill  and  the  amendment,  I  must  confess  that 
the  hon.  gentlemen  view  them  with  very  mixed 
feelings.  Several,  Sir,  who  have  spoken  on  your 
left  have  professed  to  be  rather  gratified  at  the 
Bill  becoming  law,  because  they  say  there  will  be 
such  an  upheaval  of  public  opinion  that  they  will 
be  transferred  to  the  Treasury  benches.  But  some 
who  are  older  in  these  matters  seem  to  think  this 
will  have  the  effect  of  keeping  them  still  in  the  posi¬ 
tion  they  have  so  long  held.  One  point  they  all  seem 
to  agree  upon,  and  that  is  to  denounce  not  only  the 
Government  and  their  supporters  in  the  House,  but 
the  Conservative  press  and  the  Conservative  party 
throughout  the  Dominion.  If  denunciation  were 
proof  and  if  abuse  were  evidence,  the  Conservative 
party  would  have  long  ago  been  plunged  to  a  depth 
lower  than  that  which  Lucifer  occupied.  But, 
in  addition  to  their  long  record  of  abuse,  they  have 
established  this,  that  they  have  been  in  power  in  the 
Local  Legislature,  and  were  in  power  from  1873  to 
1878,  and  their  attempts  to  legislate,  to  give  full 
and  fair  expression  to  public  opinion  have  not  been 
Mr.  Paterson  (Brant). 


to  their  credit.  I  am  not  going  to  refer  to  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  because  I  am  not  conversant 
with  that  portion  of  the  Dominion,  but  I  believe 
the  hon.  gentlemen  from  that  province  would  pre¬ 
fer  any  number  of  Bills  of  this  kind  to  the  sharp¬ 
shooters  wrho  have  gone  on  ahead  of  them  in  the 
shape  of  the  Mercier  party.  Little  can  be  said 
about  the  Redistribution  Bill  of  1872.  From  1873 
to  1878,  those  hon.  gentlemen  held  possession  of 
the  Treasury  benches,  and  they  tried  their  ’prentice 
hand  on  redistribution.  The  riding  of  Centre 
Wellington  had  been  carried  by  a  Conservative, 
and  they  proposed  to  add  to  North  Wellington, 
which  had  a  population  of  30,000,  5,000  more  from 
the  centre  riding,  and  then,  as  Centre  Wellington 
would  be  diminished,  they  proposed  to  take  two 
townships  from  South  Wellington,  so  that  if  the 
Bill  had  gone  into  effect,  the  northern  riding  would 
have  had  35,000  inhabitants,  and  the  south  only 
14,000,  and  that  is  a  fair  sample  of  what  they  would 
if  they  could  arrange  the  constituencies  as  they 
chose.  The  Bill  of  1882  was  before  the  electors  in 
the  general  elections  of  1882,  in  1887  and  in  1891,  and 
the  fact  that  the  Bill  received  the  endorsation  of 
a  large  majority  of  the  popular  vote  in  the  whole 
Dominion,  I  think  gives  the  Government  an 
additional  reason  for  passing  this  Bill.  Now,  the 
hon.  gentlemen  are  in  this  position,  that  they  are 
not  in  power  to-day,  and  therefore  they  can  only 
promise  what  they  would  do  if  they  were  in  power. 
I  presume  it  is  only  a  fair  test  to  take  what  has 
been  done  by  their  friends  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  as  a  guide  of  what  they  would  do  in  the 
whole  Dominion  if  they  had  an  opportunity.  Now, 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  it  is  a  conceded  fact  that 
the  Provincial  Legislature  has  no  constitutional 
right  to  make  a  redistribution  at  any  time  ;  they 
have  not  been  bound  by  census  returns,  nor  by 
any  stated  periods  at  which  they  should  make  such 
a  division ;  but  they  have  from  time  to  time  pro¬ 
fited  by  the  party  advantages  which  the  opportu¬ 
nity  gave  them.  The  hon.  gentlemen  say  that  the 
proposition  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Simcoe  is  right.  I  agree  with  the  member  for 
North  Simcoe  that  it  would  be  fair  and  proper  if 
all  the  ridings  throughout  the  Dominion  could  have 
the  same  basis  of  population  ;  but  there  are  many 
difficulties,  which  must  be  borne  in  mind,  before 
that  could  be  accomplished,  difficulties  which 
have  been  pointed  out,  and  which  I  need  not 
traverse  again.  It  must  also  be  borne  in  mind 
that  in  olden  times  what  are  now  small  constituen¬ 
cies,  were  then  large  constituencies,  and  it  is 
a  case,  I  presume,  of  their  taking  their  turn  in 
their  order.  Now,  what  has  been  done  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  by  that  model  legislator,  Sir 
Oliver  Mowat  ?  These  hon.  gentlemen,  when  they 
are  driven  from  post  to  pillar,  when  they  are 
taunted  with  the  corruption  of  their  party  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  disavow  all  connection  with 
their  party  friends  in  that  province,  and  they  say  : 
Look  to  Ontario,  and  to  Ontario  alone  ;  take  the 
Reform  party  there  as  our  criterion  and  our  guide. 
Now,  taking  the  figures  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
what  do  we  find  ?  I  will  take  a  list  of  ten  coun¬ 
ties,  namely,  Algoma  West,  North  Brant,  Nipis- 
sing,  West  Simcoe,  Carleton,  Cardwell,  Frontenac, 
West  Northumberland,  South  Lanark,  and  North 
Wentworth,  which  together  polled  in  the  last 
election  a  total  number  of  21,576  votes.  Then  in 
the  ridings  of  Hamilton,  West  Kent,  Ottawa, 
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North  1 6rth,  East  Middlesex,  \\  est  L^mbton, 
South  Essex,  Lennox,  South  Ontario,  and  Welland 
there  were  polled  53,238  votes.  Now,  taking  ten 
as  a  divisor,  that  being  the  number  of  counties,  we 
nnd  in  the  first  group  there  is  an  average  number 
of  2,157  votes  polled,  and  in  the  latter  the 
average  vote  polled  was  5,323.  Now,  if  the  lion, 
gentlemen  are  honest,  if  they  are  consistent,  do 
they  think  it  is  right  that  ten  ridings  in  the  Prov- 
ince  of  Ontario  should  have  ail  average  number  of 
electors  of  5,323,  while  the  other  ten  should 
only  have  2, 157  ?  I  am  bound  to  say  not  one 
of  those  hon.  gentlemen  has  ever  denounced 
on  the  public  platform  the  scheme  of  Sir  Oliver 
Mowat  in  the  readjustment  of  the  constituencies 
in  Ontario.  But,  Sir,  this  is  done  designedly,  it  is 
<  one  foi  a  purpose,  in  that,  while  there  are  certain 
seats  with  a  very  small  number  of  votes,  there  are 
Conservative  seats  with  a  very  large  number  ; 
and  I  piopose  to  take  another  group  of  ridings 
.North  Brant  polled  1,835  votes  at  the  last  election¬ 
's^!113'  West  polled  1,513;  Nipissing,  1,310; 
S  eHington  West,  2,684  ;  East  Wellington,  2,665  ; 
o' -to*  ^  entworth,  2,650;  West  Northumberland, 
2,013;  or  a  total  of  15,170  votes  polled  in  those 
ridings.  Now,  if  we  take  seven  more  ridings 
which  returned  Liberal-Conservatives,  we  find  °a 
total  of  36,748  votes  ;  so  that  while  the  seven  Con¬ 
servatives  represent  36,748  votes,  seven  Reformers 
represent  only  15,170  votes  ;  yet  the  hon.  gentle- 
nien  do  not  say  that  this  is  wrong.  They  say  that 
is  right,  and  all  honour  and  glory  to  Mr.  Mowat  for 
conniving  at  a  scheme  that  gerrymanders  consti¬ 
tuencies  in  this  way,  subverting  the  rights  of  the 
people  and  trampling  them  under  foot.  I  will  be 
bound  to  say  that  none  of  the  hon.  gentlemen 
have  ever  denounced  these  iniquities,  and  this  is  what 
they  would  do  if  the  opportunity  was  afforded 
t  lem  here.  I  find  that  in  the  amendment  moved  by 
the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills),  when  the 
Bill  of  1882  was  under  discussion,  he  asked  that  the 
principles  of  justice  and  fair-play  should  be  observed. 
vSurely  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  does  not  con¬ 
tend  that  it  is  right  that  36,748  voters  should  be 
represented  by  seven  men,  while  15,170  other  voters 
should  also  be  represented  by  seven  men.  If  that 
is  the  hon.  gentleman’s  idea  of  the  principles  of 
justice  and  fair-play  as  represented  by  Mr.  Mowat’s 
arrangement  of  the  constituencies  in  Ontario,  what 
a  gigantic  scheme  he  would  formulate  for  the  whole 
Dominion.  But  the  then  leader  of  the  Opposition, 
the  Hon.  Mr.  Blake,  went  even  further,  and  he  laid 
down  the  principle  that  the  new  seats  should  be 
assigned,  so  far  as  possible,  to  those  places  where 
there  was  the  greatest  discrepancies  in  the  popula- 
tion.  Now,  let  us  take  the  city  of  Hamilton  in 
which,  at  the  last  general  election,  there  were  polled 
o,  136  votes.  Now,  the  city  of  Hamilton  was  justly 
entitled  to  two  representatives,  but  what  did 
the  friends  of  these  hon.  gentlemen  do?  They 
would  not  concede  to  Hamilton  the  represen¬ 
tation  that  the  city  was  entitled  to  on  the 
principles  of  justice  and  fair-play ;  but  they 
gave  to  the  two  Brants,  with  only  5,325 
votes,  two  representatives.  Now,  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  who  has  just  resumed  his  seat,  I  will  be  bound 
to  say,  never  raised  his  voice  against  that  iniquity, 
but  to-night  he  rises  and  cries  out  in  the  most  dole¬ 
ful  strain  that  this  Bill  is  most  iniquitous.  The  hon. 
gentleman  should  be  consistent,  he  should  be  honest, 
but  I  think  that  consistency  is  a  jewel  that  you  will 


never  find  conspicuous  about  his  record.  Take  the 
city  of  Toronto.  We  know  the  position  that  city 
stands  in  to-day,  under  the  iniquitous  act  of  our 
Local  Legislature.  The  Conservatives  only  have  an 
opportunity  there  of  electing  two  members,  and  the 
hon.  gentlemen  know  that  if  the  electors  of  that 
city  were  permitted  to  vote,  as  they  would  like,  if 
that  city  were  divided  into  three  divisions  as  it  is 
div  ided  for  Dominion  elections,  the  Reformers  would 
not  be  able  to  return  a  single  member.  They  know 
that.  J 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  They  did  the  other  day. 

,  BENNETT.  Why,  don’t  they  know  that 
Mr.  Mowat  himself  was  driven  out  of  the  eitv  of 
oronto  by  the  popular  vote  ?  and  don’t  they  know 
that  he  never  dared  go  back  again  for  re-election 
but  he  sought  for  refuge  in  Oxford  ? 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Would  the  hon. 
gentleman  excuse  me  for  asking  a  question.  He  has 
alluded  to  the  County  of  Brant.  Perhaps  he  knows 
how  Mr.  Mowat  has  arranged  it.  Can  he  mention 
any  of  the  divisions  in  the  County  of  Brant  ?  Can 
he  pick  out  any  townships  in  the  County  of  Brant 
and  put  them  together  geographically,  that  would 
not  return  a  supporter  of  Mr.  Mowat  ? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  will  come  to  that  matter  in 
a  moment.  Now  let  us  take  some  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  that  have  been  brought  up  from  time  to 
time  in  the  Local  House,  where  the  Opposition 
thei  e  have  asked  that  this  principle  of  fair-play 
should  be  accorded  to  them,  and  where  they  have 
also  asked  that  the  population  should  be  equalized. 
Take  North  Ontario,  which  showed  a  population 
28,434,  and  South  Ontario,  which  showed  a  po¬ 
pulation  of  30,378.  Unfortunately,  North  Ontario 
had  returned  a  Conservative  member,  and  as  a 
consequence  Mr.  Mowat  thought  that  equalization 
should  be  made  perfect,  and  so  he  changed  them 
round  and  made  the  south  riding  contain  28  000 
and  the  north  riding,  21,000,  making  almost  as  bad 
an  inequality  as  existed  before,  and  doing  it  simply 
for  the  purpose  of  depriving  the  Conservatives 
of  the  seat  that  they  then  held  in  the  House. 
What  did  they  do  in  Kingston  ?  They  knew  that 
tune  and  time  again  the  electors  had  returned  to 
the  Local  Legislature  a  Conservative,  and  so  they 
went  outside  of  the  city  and  took  from  Frontenac, 
which  was  irredeemably  conservative,  one  or  two 
townships  with  the  vain  hope  that  they  would  be 
able  to  defeat  the  member.  So,  too,  when  they 
came  to  Addington.  Finding  that  Frontenac  was 
strongly  Conservative,  and  that  it  was  impossible 
to  win  it  from  the  Opposition,  and  that  Addington 
w  as  a  v  ery  close  constituency,  he  took  certain  town¬ 
ships  from  Addington  and  added  them  to  Frontenac 
with  the  hope  of  being  able  to  defeat  the  Conser¬ 
vative  member.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  has  dwelt 
on  the  fact  that  Mr.  Mowat  has  never  seen  fit  to 
infringe  on  county  boundaries.  I  grant  he  has  not 
done  so,  although  I  have  reason  to  believe  that  it 
has  been  done  in  one  or  two  cases.  But  Mr.  Mowat 
knows  there  are  other  ways  of  shuffling,  and 
some  of  the  artful  manipulators  at  cards  in  his 
Cabinet  saw  ways  to  cut  and  carve  the  constituencies 
And  this  is  how  he  did  it.  Take  the  County  of 
Simcoe.  It  returned  a  Conservative  in  the  southern 
di\  ision.  The  eastern  division  had  returned  a 
Reformer  by  15  majority.  The  western  division  had 
returned  a  Reformer  by  1 7  majority.  By  their  little 
manoeuvring  Mr.  Mowat  succeeded  in  holding  the 
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two  ridings,  although  the  chances  were,  judging 
by  the  signs  of  the  times,  that  he  would  lose 
both  of  them,  because  since  then,  notwithstanding 
this  gerrymander,  we  have  succeeded  in  win¬ 
ning  one  of  them.  He  changed  the  whole  riding 
and  he  carved  it  into  such  a  shape  as  to  resemble 
nothing  in  the  heavens  above  or  in  the  earth 
beneath,  or  in  the  waters  under  the  earth,  and 
the  result  has  been  that  they  have  succeeded 
in  making  one  of  the  Simcoes  irredeemably 
Grit,  and  thereby  holding  it,  whereas  had  they 
followed  the  old  principles  which  had  prevailed  for 
years  and  in  view  of  all  the  old  associations,  the 
Grits  would  not  have  succeeded,  to-day,  in  holding 
one  of  the  Simcoes.  We  will  now  turn  to  Huron. 
That  county,  at  the  time  of  the  first  redistribution, 
which  gave  that  county  three  seats,  was  divided  in 
this  way  :  They  split  up  three  townships,  so  that 
men  who  polled  their  municipal  votes  found  that 
when  the  election  came  round  the  whole  system 
had  been  trampled  under  foot  with  the  result  that 
they  carved  up  the  townships  of  Turnberry,  Gode¬ 
rich  and  Hullett.  What  was  the  result  of  that  dis¬ 
tribution  ?  The  result  was  this,  that  by  dividing 
three  different  townships,  the  Local  Government 
succeeded  in  holding  the  three  seats,  while,  had 
they  permitted  the  township  of  Hnllett  to  again  go 
into  East  Huron  or  West  Huron,  they  would 
have  lost  one  of  the  seats.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  says  it  is  unfair  to  detach  a  township  from  a 
neighbouring  riding  or  county  ;  but  they  say  it  is 
perfectly  fair  to  split  a  township  into  any  shape  you 
like  in  order  to  accomplish  some  object  you  desire. 
Going  into  W ellington,  what  do  we  find  ?  We  find 
that  the  Conservatives  had  succeeded  in  returning 
the  member  for  the  northern  division.  That  was 
considered  a  most  iniquitous  act,  I  presume  by  the 
Local  Administration,  and  forthwith  they  proceeded 
to  cut  up  and  carve  the  constituency,  and  no  doubt 
the  hon.  member  for  North  Wellington  (Mr. 
McMullen),  despite  his  protestations  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Bill,  smiled  at  that  action  and  thought 
it  was  a  most  excellent  joke  ;  and  so  they  succeeded 
in  carving  and  cutting  up  North  Wellington  so 
as  to  return  a  Reformer,  whereas  if  the  old  lines 
and  principles  had  been  maintained,  the  Conserva¬ 
tives  would  have  had  a  fair  share  of  the  represen¬ 
tation.  Going  to  South  Victoria,  what  do  we  find  ? 
The  boundaries  of  the  county  for  the  Local  House 
and  for  the  Dominion  House  were  identical  and 
had  existed  since  1867,  and  it  only  fair  and  right 
that  after  that  redistribution  had  been  made,  after 
it  was  found  to  work  satisfactorily  so  many  years, 
the  boundaries  should  have  been  retained.  But  what 
did  the  Local  Government  do?  Finding  the  seat  held 
by  a  Conservative  in  the  south  riding  and  that  it 
was  likely  to  be  held  by  the  Conservative  party  for 
years,  as  it  had  been  held  in  Dominion  elections,  and 
knowing  that  the  north  riding  was  irredeemably 
Conservative,  Mr.  Mowat  carved  up  the  whole  of 
Victoria  so  that  his  party  succeeded  in  returning 
one  Reformer.  That  may  be  fair  and  honest,  but 
are  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  prepared  to  endorse  such 
a  measure  ?  The  result  was  that,  while  we  formerly 
held  the  south  riding  of  Victoria  we  have  lost  it, 
and  the  result  was  brought  about  altogether  by 
this  shuffling  and  carving  of  the  constituency. 
What  is  the  result  of  the  gross  total  of  the  changes 
affected  in  these  ridings  I  have  taken  into  consider¬ 
ation  ?  The  result  is  this  :  If  the  old  lines  had 
been  observed,  there  would  have  been  returned 
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one  Conservative  in  Huron,  one  in  Wellington, 
three  in  Simcoe  and  two  in  Victoria,  while  the 
Reformers  would  have  returned  two  in  Wellington, 
and  two  in  Huron.  But  Mr.  Mowat  so  transformed 
the  riding  as  to  secure  eight  supporters,  while  the 
Conservatives  are  compelled  to  be  satisfied  with 
only  three  representatives  in  the  Local  Legislature. 
What  is  the  result  ?  It  is  that  whereas  if  an  honest 
vote  of  the  electors  was  taken,  there  would  be  a 
Conservative  majority  of  three,  by  this  infamous 
rearrangement  of  the  constituencies  Mr.  Mowat 
succeeded  in  securing  five  majority.  If  Reformers 
would  do  that  in  the  Local  House,  what  would 
they  do  here  ? 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Worse. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  If  they  should  try  their 
’prentice  hand  in  Dominion  affairs  as  they  did  in 
Wellington,  where  they  were  prepared  to  make  a 
riding  with  35,000  people  and  another  with  14,000, 
it  is  only  fair  to  infer  that,  with  the  long  experience 
they  have  had  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  they 
would  cut  and  carve  the  Dominion  constituencies 
in  such  a  way  that  the  Conservative  vote  would 
never  be  heard  of  in  the  whole  of  Canada.  As  re¬ 
gards  the  principle  of  the  Bill  under  discussion,  I 
have  nothing  to  add  to  what  has  been  said  by  hon. 
gentlemen  who  have  spoken  on  the  Government 
side.  It  is  true,  perhaps,  that  some  trifling  objec¬ 
tions  to  various  details  may  be  made  to  the  Bill, 
but  I  contend  that  every  Bill  is  framed  by  the 
Government  rather  in  the  interests  and  advantage 
of  their  supporters  than  in  the  interests  and  advan¬ 
tage  of  their  opponents,  and  in  this  country,  where 
party  politics  run  so  high,  and  where  party  lines 
are  so  tightly  drawn,  would  it  not  be  absurd  for 
the  Government  to  concede  to  the  Opposition  after 
what  they  have  done  towards  the  Conservative 
party  in  Ontario.  At  the  elections  of  1887,  there 
was  a  popular  majority  of  only  300  votes  in  Ontario 
for  the  Mowat  Administration,  and  yet  by  their 
infamous  gerrymander  they  succeeded  in  securing 
20  or  22  of  a  majority.  It  is  all  very  well  for 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  while  in  opposition  to 
make  profession  and  to  make  promises,  but 
so  far  as  regards  the  Bill  now  before  the  House,  I 
propose  to  support  it.  As  regards  the  amendment 
of  the  hon.  member  for  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  I 
must  say  that,  considering  all  the  changes  that 
would  be  involved  in  carrying  out  that  plan,  con¬ 
sidering  all  the  other  opportunities  afforded  to  the 
predominating  party  to  make  a  gerrymander  much 
worse  than  this,  if  this  can  be  termed  a  gerry¬ 
mander,  it  is  better  to  follow  the  lines  suggested 
by  the  Bill,  taking  as  the  basis  the  old  redistri¬ 
bution  ;  and  as  the  Government  in  the  past  have 
been  sustained  in  the  stand  they  have  taken  on 
these  redistribution  measures,  they  will  be  again 
endorsed  by  the  electors  when  the  time  comes  for 
appealing  to  them.  As  regards  the  opposition  given 
to  the  Bill,  I  presume  it  is  quite  within  the  right 
and  province  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  to  offer 
that  opposition.  I  do  not  envy  them  or  doubt  their 
right,  but  I  believe,  as  in  the  past,  the  electors  of 
the  Dominion  have  seen  fit  to  endorse  the  Redis¬ 
tribution  Bills,  because  they  have  gone  to  form 
part  of  the  general  policy  of  the  Government,  so  do  I 
believe  they  will  endorse  this  measure  of  represen¬ 
tation  when  an  appeal  is  made  to  them. 

Mr.  WELDON.  Before  the  vote  is  taken  on 
the  amendment  of  the  hon.  member  for  Simcoe 
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(Mr.  McCarthy),  I  should  like  to  address  a  few 
words  to  the  House,  and  having  regard  to  the  late¬ 
ness  of  the  hour  I  shall  endeavour  to  make  them 
somewhat  brief.  The  point  taken  by  the  lion, 
member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  under  section  51 
of  the  British  North  America  Act  has  been  spoken 
to  by  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills), 
and  on  this  side  of  the  House  by  the  hon.  members 
for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  and  for  Cumber¬ 
land  (Mr.  Dickey),  and  with  reference  to  that  point 
I  wish  to  say  a  few  brief  words.  The  hon.  member 
from  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  argued  this  question 
skilfully  when  the  attention  of  Parliament  was 
first  called  to  it,  and  he  contended  that  certain 
peculiar  words  under  section  51  made  it  clear  that 
whatever  power  Parliament  had  in  the  matter  of 
altering  the  boundaries  of  electoral  districts  within 
the  provinces,  was  to  be  exercised  by  some  inter¬ 
mediary  authority.  The  words  of  section  51  are  : 

“The  representation  of  the  four  provinces  shall  be  re¬ 
adjusted  by  such  authority,  in  such  a  manner,  and  from 
such  time  as  the  Parliament  of  Canada  from  time  to  time 
provides,  subject  and  according  to  the  following  rules.” 

I  confess  that  when  I  heard  the  argument  first 
made  by  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr. 
Davies)  it  was  new  to  me,  and  I  was  struck  with 
the  skill  and  ingenuity  with  which  he  presented  it, 
and  for  the  moment  found  myself  somewhat  at  a 
loss  to  interpret  rightly  that  section.  But,  having 
had  the  very  great  advantage  of  hearing  the  argu¬ 
ments  of  so  many  hon.  members,  and  having  proper 
respect  for  the  great  legal  acumen  and  ability  of 
the  hon.  members  for  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  and 
Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills),  and  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies),  I 
am  entirely  at  a  loss  to  follow  them  and  to  accept 
their  explanations,  for  reasons  which  I  will  state  to 
the  House  with  the  greatest  brevity.  The  hon. 
member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  reads  section  51 
as  dealing  with  two  separate  and  distinct  matters, 
which  for  convenience  we  may  designate  by  two 
separate  and  distinct  names.  There  is  the  matter 
of  readjustment  made  every  ten  years  after  the 
census  is  taken,  as  between  province  and  province, 
and  determining  how  many  members  shall  be 
allotted  to  each  province  ;  a  power  that  is  the 
outgrowth  of  our  federal  system,  closely  related  to 
that  which  the  American  States  exercise  when 
their  census  is  taken  in  determining  how  many 
members  shall  go  to  Congress  from  the  several 
states  of  the  union.  For  convenience,  let  us 
call  this  “readjustment.”  The  duty  is  cast 
upon  us  of  making  this  readjustment,  and  we  have 
no  choice  in  that  regard,  because  the  words  of  the 
Act  are  that  we  shall  do  so  after  the  census  is 
taken.  Let  us  for  convenience  sake  use  the  word 
“  redistribution  ”  to  describe  the  alteration  of  the 
boundaries  of  counties,  or  the  alteration  of  the 
boundaries  of  electoral  districts  within  the  prov¬ 
inces,  an  undertaking  that  is  not  the  outgrowth  of 
our  federal  system,  that  is  in  no  way  connected 
with  the  federal  system.,  which  it  is  competent  for 
us  to  make  any  year,  and  the  like  of  which  the 
English  Parliament  has  made  three  times  during 
the  present  century.  Let.  us  call  that  alteration 
of  boundaries  a  redistribution.  Now,  the  argument 
of  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  is  that 
section  51  casts  upon  this  Parliament  the  duty 
every  ten  years,  after  the  census  is  taken,  of 
making  first  the  readjustment  as  between  province 
and  province  which  at  the  present  time  means  for 
New  Brunswick  fourteen  members,  for  Nova  Scotia 


twenty,  for  Prince  Edward  Island  five,  for  the  old 
Provinces  of  Canada  65  and  92  respectively,  and 
for  Manitoba  seven  members  and  so  on.  The  hon. 
member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  holds  further¬ 
more,  that  in  this  section  there  is  the  additional 
power  granted  of  altering  the  boundaries  of  electoral 
districts  within  a  province.  In  that  matter  I  fail  to 
follow  the  argument  of  the  hon.  gentleman,  ami  I 
am  persuaded  from  the  argument  of  my  hon.  friend 
from  Cumberland  (Mr.  Dickey) that  this  section  does 
not,  and  that  this  section  cannot  apply  to  both 
powers.  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  deals  with  the 
matter  of  readjustment,  that  it  does  not  deal  with 
the  matter  of  redistribution,  that  it  confines  itself 
exclusively  to  determining  how  many  members 
shall  represent  each  province  in  this  Federal  Parlia¬ 
ment,  and  that  it  does  not  in  any  way  touch  the 
question  as  to  what  are  the  districts  from  which 
the  members  from  New  Brunswick  or  any  other 
province  must  come.  I  am  not  now  pretending  to 
state  a  new  argument,  because  this  question  has 
been  conclusively  argued  in  my  opinion  by  the 
Minister  of  Justice  and  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Cumberland  (Mr.  Dickey)  ;  but  I  base  my  opinion 
upon  the  fact,  already  given  in  the  argument  of 
these  gentlemen,  that  we  have  attached  to  section 
51,  certain  rules  in  the  nature  of  limitations  which 
indicate  how  the  power  granted  is  to  be  exercised, 
and  those  rules  are  of  a  nature  which  do  not  in  any 
way  apply  to  redistribution  but  which  do  admirably 
apply  to  readjustment.  They  are  arithmetical  rules 
and  they  cannot  be  very  easily  figured  out.  There  is 
first  the  statement  of  fact  that  Quebec  has  65  mem¬ 
bers,  then  there  is  the  rule  of  three  :  for  example  as 
the  population  of  Quebec  is  to  the  population  of 
New  Brunswick,  so  is  65  to  the  number  of  mem¬ 
bers  in  New  Brunswick.  Then  there  is  the  modi¬ 
fication  ;  that  if  the  fourth  term  of  the  proportion 
contains  a  whole  number  and  a  fraction  less  than 
the  half,  then  it  shall  be  that  number,  and  if  that 
fourth  term  be  a  whole  number,  and  a  fraction  more 
than  one-half,  then  it  shall  be  one  more  than  the 
whole  number.  Then  there  is  a  fourth  rule ;  if 
the  ratio  as  between  the  populations  of 
New  Brunswick  and  Canada  in  the  present 
census,  as  compared  with  the  ratio  between 
the  population  of  New  Brunswick  and  the  whole 
population  of  Canada  ten  years  ago,  has  shrunk 
by  a  certain  percentage,  then  the  rules  above  work 
without  hinderance?  But  if  the  latter  ratio  has 
shrunk  by  5  per  cent  or  less  then  the  rule 
given  above  does  not  apply.  These  are  elaborate 
rules  that  can  be  applied  only  by  persons  skilled  in 
arithmetic,  they  are  somewhat  troublesome  rules  I 
admit— but  they  help  you  to  work  out  the  idea  of 
readjustment.  They  have  no  use,  and  no  possible 
significance  if  you  are  devoting  yourself  to  the 
work  of  redistribution.  Therefore,  these  words  of 
limitation  which  help  you  to  carry  out  the  power 
given  under  this  section  are  only  significant  when 
applied  to  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  “  readjust¬ 
ment,”  and  they  have  as  I  said,  no  significance  at 
all  when  applied  to  the  exercise  of  the  power  of 
“redistribution.”  Mainly  for  that  reason  I  am 
drawn  to  the  conclusion  that  the  position  taken  by 
the  Minister  of  Justice  and  my  hon.  friend  from 
Cumberland  (Mr.  Dickey)  is  the  sound  constitu¬ 
tional  position.  I  agree  with  my  hon.  friend  from 
Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  that  clause  40  glances  at, 
but  does  not  expressly  confer,  the  power  of 
redistribution,  and  if  it  does  not  the  case 
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would  present  no  difficulties.  My  hon.  friend 
from  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  interrupted  my 
hon.  friend  from  Cumberland  (Mr.  Dickey) 
when  he  was  speaking,  and  asked,  what  about 
clause  5  of  section  51.  I  hold  that  clause  5  presents 
no  difficulty  whatever.  It  says  “  such  readjust¬ 
ment  cannot  take  effect  until  the  termination  of 
the  then  existing  Parliament.”  Let  me  explain 
what  I  understand  that  rul^  to  be  introduced  for. 
In  the  constitution  we  are  familiar  with  English 
usage,  we  follow  their  example,  we  know  the  rule 
pursued  in  England  in  1832,  and  again  in  1867, 
and  again  in  1884.  According  to  the  English  rule 
when  each  of  those  Bills  was  carried,  the  House  was 
promptly  dissolved  and  a  new  election  brought  on. 
It  was  expected  that  some  parties  familiar  with 
English  usage  would  propose  to  observe  the  Eng¬ 
lish  rule  in  Canada  after  the  union  of  the  pro¬ 
vinces,  and,  therefore,  in  order  to  make  it  not  neces¬ 
sary  to  dissolve  the  House  immediately  after  a  Bill 
like  this  was  carried,  the  sensible  proviso  was  put 
in,  that  this  readjustment  should  not  take  effect 
until  the  termination  of  the  then  existing  Parlia¬ 
ment.  That  explains  to  me  the  meaning  of  the  5th 
clause  under  section  51. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Under  that  construc¬ 
tion,  will  my  hon.  friend  state  what  meaning  he 
attaches  to  the  word  “manner”  in  the  first  part  of 
the  section  ? 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  confess  that  though  having 
looked  very  carefully  at  the  language  of  the  Act,  I 
do  not  find  it  easy  to  give  any  exact  meaning  to 
these  words.  I  acknowledge  the  difficulty,  but  if 
the  hon.  gentleman  will  solve  the  difficulty  pointed 
out  by  my  hon.  friend  from  Cumberland  to-day  and 
by  the  Minister  of  Justice  the  other  day,  and  show 
what  possible  relevancy  there  is  in  these  rules 
attached  to  section  51,  if  the  first  part  of  the  sec¬ 
tion  bears  the  meaning  assigned  to  it  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Queen’s,  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell 
and  tlie  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe,  then  I  will 
undertake  to  interpret  more  clearly  the  meaning  of 
the  words  of  this  section.  I  must  say  that  the 
section  seems  to  be  loosely  drafted.  I  looked  at 
the  statutes  constituting  New  South  Wales  and 
Victoria,  which  had  been  passed  by  the  same  Par¬ 
liament  before  the  British  North  America  Act  was 
passed,  to  see  if  I  could  find  the  model  on  which  it 
was  drafted.  I  found  that  New  South  Wales  had 
been  given  ample  power  to  redistribute  the  con¬ 
stituencies.  But,  even  if  there  had  been  no  section 
40,  and  no  section  91,  there  would  be  no  shadow  of 
a  doubt  about  the  competency  of  the  Parliament  of 
Canada  to  go  on  and  redistribute  after  it  had  re¬ 
adjusted  the  constituencies.  Take  the  case  of 
1871  ;  the  rule  of  three  wasapplied  on  that  occasion. 
The  census  had  been  taken  ;  Quebec  had  its  65 
members  ;  Ontario  was  discovered  to  be  entitled  to 
six  additional  members,  or  88  in  all.  Are  we  to 
suppose  that  our  hands  would  be  tied,  and  that  we 
would  be  unable  to  place  in  Ontario  the  additional 
members  ?  Even  if  no  express  powers  had  been 
given  in  the  Act,  we  would  have  to  apply  the  rule 
of  common  sense  to  the  Act  and  discover 
the  power.  The  case  would  present  no  difficulty, 
because  there  must  be  such  a  power,  an  implied 
power  after  these  members  had  been  assigned  to 
Ontario  by  the  rule  of  three,  to  place  them.  For 
these  reasons,  given  so  briefly — it  would  not  be 
courtesy  to  say  that  I  have  no  doubt  of  the  incor- 
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rectness  of  an  opinion  expressed  by  gentlemen  who 
have  forgotten  more  law  than  I  ever  knew  ;  but  if 
it  were  not  for  the  opinion  expressed  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Queen’s,  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell, 
and  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  I  would 
have  very  little  doubt  about  the  soundness  of  the 
view  expressed  by  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  and 
the  hon.  member  for  Cumberland  on  this  point. 
Now,  I  desire  to  say  a  word  or  two  about  the  other 
aspect  of  the  Bill.  I  am  one  of  those  members 
who  came  into  this  House  at  the  beginning  of  the 
last  Parliament,  five  years  after  the  famous  redis¬ 
tribution  of  1882  was  carried.  Our  hon.  friends 
across  the  House  say  that  it  is  a  cheap  and  easy 
form  of  virtue  to  stand  up  here  and  say  that  we  do 
not  like  the  Act  of  1882,  when  we  do  not  take  the 
next  logical  step  and  try  to  undo  that  wrong.  I 
agree  with  what  the  hon.  member  for  Cumberland 
says  in  regard  to  that.  Although  a  lower  province 
member,  I  deemed  it  my  duty  to  look  at  the 
statutes  of  old  Canada,  as  well  as  at  the  statutes  of 
1872  and  1882,  and  also  at  the  election  returns  and 
the  census,  to  take  a  map  of  Ontario  in  order  to  find 
out  by  patient  study,  and  by  the  assistance  of 
some  experts,  what  the  merits  of  the  Bill  of  1882 
exactly  were  ;  and  I  am  free  to  say  here  and  now, 
after  having  reconstructed  the  old  political  map  of 
1867,  and  having  gone  over  the  counties  of  Ontario 
one  by  one  as  they  were  then  defined  by  the  Bri¬ 
tish  North  America  Act,  and  having  compared  the 
old  map  with  the  map  of  1882- -having  found  in 
some  cases  townships  scattered  like  flocks  of  birds 
upon  which  the  dogs  had  pounced,  one  being  here 
and  another  there,  so  that  it  was  hard  to  find  them 
and  replace  them  in  their  old  positions — after  this 
study,  I  am  free  and  frank  in  saying  that  I  think 
the  Redistribution  Act  of  1882  was  one  that 
reflected  very  little  credit  upon  the  Parliament  of 
Canada  that  passed  it.  But  what  is  our  duty  now  ? 
Three  elections  have  been  held  on  the  basis  of  that 
Act — that  of  1882,  that  of  1887,  and  that  of  1891  ; 
and  I  have  figures  here  for  which  I*  feel  able  to 
vouch,  because  they  have  been  prepared  with  great 
care  from  two  independent  calculations  made  by 
different  parties  ;  and  whether  the  Act  of  1882  was 
fair  or  unfair,  they  show  that  in  that  part  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario  where  the  most  changes  were 
made  and  where  there  was  the  greatest  complaint 
and  the  greatest  reason  to  complain,  that  is  the 
western  part  of  the  province — I  mean  the  penin¬ 
sula  bounded  by  the  Georgian  Bay,  Lake  Huron 
and  Lake  Erie,  described  as  the  hon.  Minister  of 
Railways  described  it,  being  west  of  a  line 
run  between  the  Counties  of  York  and  Peel 
and  projected  northward  to  Nottawasaga  Bay — in 
this  district  you  will  have,  not  approximately,  but 
exactly  one-half  of  the  population  of  Ontario, 
which  was  represented  by  47  members.  Now,  let 
me  give  you  some  figures  to  prove  that  whether 
the  redistribution  of  1882  was  fair  or  unfair,  the 
Liberal  voters  in  that  part  of  the  province  have 
more  representatives  in  this  House  than  they  are 
entitled  to  by  number.  These  figures  will  show 
that  the  Bill  of  1882  was  not  effective,  and  did  not 
succeed  in  doing  its  work.  In  south-western  Ontario 
in  the  last  election  190,607  votes  were  cast ;  and 
without  tiring  the  House  with  these  elaborate  cal¬ 
culations,  I  may  state  the  general  result,  that  tak¬ 
ing  into  account  the  bye-elections,  that  district  is 
represented  in  this  House  by  26  Liberals  and  20 
Conservatives  ;  but  if  the  members  of  the  respec- 
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tive  parties  had  borne  the  same  ratio  as  the  votes, 
there  would  have  been  24  Liberals  and  22  Con¬ 
servatives.  Therefore  I  say  that  the  Redistribu¬ 
tion  Act  of  1882,  in  its  operation  in  that  part  of 
Ontario  where  the  readjustment  was  supposed  to 
have  been  made  most  unfairly  to  its  opponents, 
has  not  been  effective  in  giving  to  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  party  a  voting  power  in  this  House  in  excess 
of,  or  even  equal  to,  its  voting  power  in  the 
country. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Has  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  any  figures  as  to  the  representation  which  the 
Liberal  party  ought  to  have  in  the  House  in  pro¬ 
portion  to  the  votes  cast  in  the  section  east  of  To¬ 
ronto  ? 

Mr.  WELDON.  The  hon.  member  can  very 
easily  ascertain  that  for  himself  by  subtraction 
from  the  figures  I  have  given. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Has  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  no  idea  ? 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  have,  because  Imadethecalcu" 
lation,  but  I  have  not  the  figures  before  me,  but  I  know 
that  the  number  of  Conservative  members  in  the 
northern  and  eastern  section  of  the  province  is  in 
excess  of  the  voting  power  of  Conservative  electors. 
I  know  that.  But  this  is  my  argument :  If  the 
Act  of  1882  was  unfair,  as  1  think  it  was,  it  brought 
at  all  events  punishment  on  those  who  perpetrated 
it  for  their  unfairness.  And  that  is  the  reason 
why,  as  practical  men,  it  would  be  better  for 
us  to  put  our  feet  upon  the  basis  we  have,  al¬ 
though  I  feel  a  wrong  was  done  in  establishing 
that  basis,  rather  than  attempt  to  right  that  wrong, 
because,  if  the  figures  I  gave  are  true,  in  the  dis¬ 
tricts  where  most  complaint  was  made  the  party 
which  that  act  was  intended  to  benefit  suffered. 
Time  has  righted  the  wrong,  and  there  is  no  need 
for  us  to  undertake  to  do  now  what  time  has  done 
already.  Is  it  not  therefore  a  common-sense  pro¬ 
posal  to  ask  Parliament  now  to  take  things  as  we 
find  them  and  to  put  our  feet  upon  the  platform 
we  find  built,  and  see  if  we  cannot  lay  down  some 
sound  rule  of  practicethat  willprevent  the  abuse  of 
power  in  the  future?  The  hon.  gentleman  who 
leads  the  Opposition  is  certainly  not  surpassed  by 
any  member  of  this  House  in  the  courtesy  and 
guarded  language  he  uses  in  debate  ;  and  when  I 
heard  that  hon.  gentleman,  who  always  seemed  the 
very  flower  of  courtesy  to  those  opposed  to  him, 
say  that  this  Act  was  an  infamous  attack  by  the 
majority  on  the  minority,  an  attempt  to  stab  the 
minority,  I  confess  that  I  felt  stunned  and 
wounded  ;  and  if  he  could  convince  me  that  his 
language  was  merited,  I  would  give  my  vote 
against  this  measure.  If  it  be  true  that  this  Bill 
is  an  attempt  to  stab  the  minority  in  the  back,  I 
am  one  of  many  who  will  take  care  that  no  such 
infamous  attempt  by  the  majority  to  beat  out  the 
brains  of  their  foes  by  Act  of  Parliament  will  be 
successful  here.  But  are  we  not,  said  the  hon. 
member  for  South  Brant,  to  undo  the  wrong  we 
have  done?  Suppose  we  repeal  the  Act  of  1882 
and  go  back  to  the  status  quo  of  1872,  which  is 
practically  the  status  quo  of  Confederation — if  we 
could  now,  as  reasonable  men,  discard  altogether 
the  changes  made  in  1882,  that  would  be  going 
back  to  a  sound  basis.  But  can  we  do  it  ?  Would 
it  be  wise  to  undertake  to  do  it  ?  Is  it  not  a  more 
proper  suggestion  that  we  should  put  our  feet  upon 
the  basis  of  Ontario,  divided  into  districts  as  she 


stands,  with  her  present  boundaries,  and  try  and 
take  care  that  some  sound  rule  is  laid  down  to 
guide  us  in  dealing  with  this  Bill. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Why  not  leave  all 
Ontario  as  she  is  ?  You  are  making  changes  in 
Russell. 

Mr.  WELDON.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  will  hear 
me,  and  I  will  be  pretty  brief,  he  will  catch  my 
point  before  1  have  done.  Well,  what  is  the  most 
reasonable  method  ?  The  leader  of  the  Opposition 
proposed  the  other  night  a  conference  of  leading 
members  on  either  side  of  the  House.  I  must  con¬ 
fess  that  is  a  proposal  repugnant  to  my  opinions  of 
parliamentary  government.  Many  hon.  members 
on  this  side  have  suggested  an  impartial  tribunal, 
and  the  suggestion  has  had  a  charm  for  me,  if  we 
can  only  discover  that  tribunal.  It  is  certainly  a 
(dangerous  power  to  place  in  the  hands  of  any  party 
every  ten  years  to  pass  an  Act  of  Parliament  which 
has  so  great  potency  of  mischief.  But  if  we  sug¬ 
gest  the  judges,  we  are  met  by  the  difficulty  the 
hon.  members  for  Guysborough  and  Yarmouth  set 
up  the  other  night,  when  I  was  arguing  for  a  com¬ 
mission  of  three  judges,  that  we  would  be  throwing 
upon  the  judges,  who  have  already  quite  enough 
political  duties  to  do,  other  political  duties,  and 
this  might  excite  suspicion  and  bring  the  judiciary 
into  disrepute.  The  duty  is  one  which  we  must  exer¬ 
cise  ourselves  in  the  best  way  we  know  how.  If  we 
cannot  succeed  in  getting  a  good ,  sound  and  fair  set  fcle- 
ment  by  the  agency  of  some  commission,  some  inde¬ 
pendent  authority,  I  agree  with  the  hon.  memberfor 
Sirncoe  that  we  must  have  some  sound,  safe  basis 
on  which  to  act,  and  my  notion  would  be  not 
to  disturb  the  boundaries  of  some  55  constitu¬ 
encies,  as  that  would  not  seem  to  me  to  be  pract¬ 
ical,  common-sense  politics,  but  to  keep  the  basis 
we  have.  I  would  like,  if  it  had  been  possible,  to 
spare  the  County  of  Monck  ;  I  would  ha  ve  liked  to 
respect  its  boundaries.  I  would  be  sorry  to  see  disap¬ 
pear  from  his  House  my  hon.  friends  from  Monck 
and  Wentworth.  I  would  like  very  much,  if  it 
were  possible,  that  these  old  districts  should  be 
maintained,  and  that  in  making  our  changes  we 
should  respect  county  lines  and  leave  old  districts 
untouched.  Where  we  have  tw7o  small  districts,  I 
would  let  them  stand  as  one  county,  not  paying 
too  much  regard  to  arithmetical  equality.  I  re¬ 
member  the  wrords  of  Mr.  Burke  when  he  spoke  of 
this  “low  minded  inquisition  of  numbers/’  Ido 
not  prize  the  arithmetical  equality  of  constituencies 
as  being  of  the  first  importance.  It  is  not  a  model 
system  wdiere  the  constituencies  are  cut  up  like  the 
squares  on  checker  boards.  It  seems  to  me  a  matter 
of  no  great  concern  that  you  should  have  one  county 
of  30,000  and  another  of  15,000.  but  what  is  import¬ 
ant  is  that  all  the  lumber,  mining,  manufacturing, 
and  commercial  interests  and  the  greatest  of  all, 
the  farming  interest,  should  be  fully  and  pro¬ 
perly  represented.  It  does  not  seem  to  me  a 
matter  of  importance  that  the  counties  should  all 
number  something  between  20,000  to  30,000  popu¬ 
lation,  but  it  seems  to  me  very  advisable,  as  the 
hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  argued  so 
convincingly,  that  we  should  have  our  constituencies 
fixed  and  stable,  that  we  should  cultivate  in  this 
country  that  proper  pride  in  their  county  traditions 
w’hich  the  people  in  the  old  country  take  in  their 
own  historic  boundaries.  We  know  with  w'hat 
pride  the  people  of  Bucks  look  upon  their  county 
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as  being  that  which  John  Hampton  represented, 
and  we  know  how  proud  the  people  of  the  consti¬ 
tuency  which  the  great  Edmund  Burke  represented 
are  of  that  fact,  and  with  what  wholesome  pride 
the  people  of  the  various  counties  in  the  mother 
country  point  to  the  noble  traditions  of  their  coun¬ 
ties.  I  can  understand  the  feelings  of  people  who 
say  :  My  father  and  grandfather  have  voted  here, 
and  I  would  like  my  children  to  follow  in  our  steps, 
and  vote  in  the  same  old  constituency,  keeping  the 
old  name.  You  may  call  that  sentiment  if  you 
will,  but  it  is  a  wholesome,  strong  feeling,  which 
we  ought  to  do  a  great  deal  to  preserve.  Further¬ 
more  by  adhering  to  these  constituencies  as  we 
find  them  to-day,  by  retaining  the  present  bound¬ 
ary  lines,  we  put  it  out  of  the  power  of  any  admi¬ 
nistration  to  do  two-thirds  of  the  mischief  which 
an  unfair  and  dishonest  administration  is  capable 
of  doing.  That  is  a  strong  argument  in  favour  of 
this  rule.  It  is  a  rule  which  compels  a  party  to  a 
reasonable  and  measurable  degree  of  fairness  in  the 
exercise  of  its  discretion.  I  have  said  nothing  about 
our  provinces  in  the  east,  for  we  have  nothing  to 
complain  of. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  Do  not  include  Prince 
Edward  Island. 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  will  except  that,  because  I 
know  nothing  about  the  districts  there. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  is  the  worst  gerry¬ 
mandered  place  in  the  whole  Dominion. 

Mr.  WELDON.  From  information  I  have  had> 
it  is  precisely  the  opposite. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  You  have  broken  every 
county  line  there. 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  can  only  give  the  information 
I  got,  not  only  from  members  from  the  Island 
here,  but  from  friends  of  mine  on  the  Island  for 
whose  notions  of  fair-play  I  have  the  greatest  re¬ 
spect.  I,  however,  do  not  pretend  to  speak  on  that 
question.  In  our  own  province,  we  have  nothing 
to  complain  of.  In  the  Provinces  of  New  Brunswick 
and  Nova  Scotia  there  are  great  disparities  of 
population,  but  the  Government  have  left  inviolate 
every  county  line.  When  districts  were  too  small, 
they  lumped  up  the  counties  and  it  seems  to  me 
fair  to  ask  why  that  excellent  rule  pursued  in 
1867,  1872,  1882,  and  1892  in  the  east  should  not 
be  a  good  rule  in  the  west.  The  lion,  member 
for  Brant  asked  me  as  to  the  details.  I  have  very 
little  to  say  about  the  details  of  the  measure. 
V  hen  the  Bill  conies  to  committee,  I  will  have  the 
opportunity  of  hearing  the  arguments  and  express¬ 
ing  my  opinion.  There  are  details  of  the  Bill 
which  it  strikes  me  are  not  founded  on  any  princi¬ 
ple,  and  unless  I  am  convinced  to  the  contrary  I 
must  exercise  the  liberty  of  opinion  and  in  com¬ 
mittee  use  my  right  to  vote  against  those  details. 
On  the  other  hand,  if  facts,  are  brought  before  me 
which  I  do  not  know  now,  my  mind  may  be 
changed. 

Mr.  BORDEN.  I  would  ask  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  if  those  details  do  not  involve  principles. 

Mr.  WELDON.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  not 
a  convenient  stage  at  which  to  enter  into  details. 
It  is  better  to  deal  with  the  general  principle.  I 
forgot  one  point  of  my  argument  which  I  desire  to 
emphasize  before  sitting  down.  The  fact  that  we 
do  not  feel  free  to  cast  upon  some  outside  party, 
upon  some  commission,  the  duty  of  deciding  as  to 
Mr.  Weldon. 


these  boundaries,  seems  to  me  a  reason  for  the  ex¬ 
ercise  of  greater  liberty  in  this  House.  Therefore, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  resent  the  warmth  with  which  the 
Minister  of  Railways  rebuked  the  member  for 
North  Simcoe.  If  we  are  competently  to  exercise 
the  undoubted  right  which  members  must  exercise 
in  a  free  Parliament,  seeing  that  the  temptations 
to  an  abuse  of  power  are  exceptionally  great  in  such 
a  Bill  as  this  now  before  us,  the  House  must  claim 
an  exceptional  degree  of  liberty  of  opinion,  and 
liberty  of  action  in  this  regard.  I  do  not  think  it 
necessary  to  pledge  myself  as  to  what  course  I  will 
take  in  committee,  but  I  would  like  to  see  this  ex¬ 
cellent  idea  of  the  preservation  of  county  bound¬ 
aries  more  largely  carried  out  than  it  is  in  this  Bill. 

Mr.  FLINT  moved  the  adjournment  of  the 
debate. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  This  is  the  first  opportunity 
I  have  had  of  making  a  personal  explanation,  and 
I  avail  myself  of  it  with  a  view  of  putting  before 
the  House  an  answer  which  I  think  will  be  satis¬ 
factory  to  every  fair-minded  man  as  to  the  course 
which  I  took  which  has  been  so  unfairly  dealt 
with  by  the  hon.  gentleman  who  is  now  Minister  of 
Railways,  and  by  the  subordinate  gentleman  who, 
I  suppose  by  direction  of  some  member  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  undertook  to  read  me  a  lecture  as  to  the 
course  I  ought  to  take  in  this  House.  Sir,  I  do 
belong  to  the  Conservative  party.  I  was  elected  to 
support  the  general  policy  of  the  Government,  but 
it  was  on  the  distinct  understanding  that  I  should 
take  such  a  course  as  I  did  in  the  previous  Parlia¬ 
ment  as  a  free  and  independent  member  of  this 
House  ;  but,  recognizing  my  position  as  a  member 
of  the  party,  I  called  this  to  the  notice  not  of  the 
Minister  of  Railways,  because  I  have  not  fallen  so 
low  as  to  recognize  him  as  my  chief,  but  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  whom  I  do  recognize  as  my  leader,  the  course 
which  I  thought  should  be  taken  in  reference  to  this 
Bill,  I  waited  upon  the  First  Minister  and  put  before 
him  fully  and  frankly  the  course  which  I  thought 
ought  to  be  taken.  Under  those  circumstances, 
I  think  I  have  done  all  that  in  party  allegiance  I 
was  called  upon  to  do.  I  do  not  understand  any 
principle  which  calls  upon  me  to  adopt  and  support 
every  Act  which  the  Government  in  whose  general 
policy  I  agree  chooses  to  introduce,  but  I  did  take 
the  course  of  informing  the  leader  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  whose  party  I  am  a  follower,  of  my  opposi¬ 
tion  to  this  measure.  I  thought  I  should  make  this 
statement  at  the  earliest  possible  moment,  and  I 
hope  that  in  the  minds  of  all  fair-minded  members 
of  this  House,  it  will  excuse  me  from  the  accusa¬ 
tions  which  have  been  made  against  me. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  I'  do  not  intend  to  trouble  the 
House  on  this  subject,  but  I  was  challenged  the 
other  night  by  the  hon.  member  for  Kent  (Mr. 
Campbell)  and  by  another  member  behind  me  when 
I  declared  that  counties  had  been  distorted  and 
disfigured  by  the  Prime  Minister  of  Ontario.  My 
hon.  friend  from  East  Simcoe  (Mr.  Bennett),  who 
has  made  a  speech  to-night  so  forcible  and  of  so 
much  promise,  has  entirely  vindicated  the  position 
I  took  up  then,  but  as,  when  I  am  challenged, 
coming  from  a  fighting  family,  I  am  always 
ready  to  respond  to  the  hostile  invitation,  I 
have  prepared  myself  for  the  hon.  member  who 
was  behind  me  and  who  defied  me  to  show  a  single 
case  where  any  county  had  been  in  the  least  dis¬ 
figured  by  that  pink  of  political  perfection  who  pre- 
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sides  over  the  political  destinies  of  Ontario.  I  have 
taken  a  county,  and  incidentally  I  may  say  it 
will  bear  on  an  argument  which  has  been  used  in 
this  debate.  The  argument  has  been  used  in  favour 
of  confining  the  redistribution  within  county  lines, 
and  I  must  say,  from  whatever  point  of  view  you 
regard  the  argument,  when  you  take  it  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  context  of  the  speeches  of  the  lion, 
gentlemen,  it  is  amusing  in  its  grotesque  absurdity. 
Take  the  lion,  gentleman  from  South  Oxford  (Sir 
Richard  Cartwright).  He  was  arguing  in  favour 
of  adhering  to  county  lines,  and  he  gave  you  a 
whole  list  of  constituencies  which  he  said  fell  so 
far  below  the  unit  that  I  suppose  he  argued  it  was 
a  perfect  scandal,  and  my  lion,  and  learned  friend 
from  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  and  other  hon. 
gentlemen  have  argued  in  favour  of  equality  of 
population  and  then  in  favour  of  redistribution 
within  county  lines.  How  can  you  do  that  ?  If 
you  are  going  to  have  equality  of  population,  and 
the  counties  will  not  furnish  the  population  to 
come  up  to  your  unit,  how  in  the  name  of  all 
that  is  reasonable  can  you  have  county  lines 
and  at  the  same  time  equality  of  population  ? 
You  have  to  break  up  the  county  lines  if  you 
are  to  have  the  equality  of  population.  I  en¬ 
tirely  agree  with  the  spirit  and  letter  of  some 
of  the  language  which  has  fallen  from  my  hon. 
friend  from  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon).  In  matters 
dealing  with  the  life  of  a  nation,  which  is  not  a 
thing  to  be  weighed  in  your  scales  and  measured 
by  your  rules  and  totted  up  in  your  sums,  the 
thing  we  want  in  the  matrix  of  a  representative 
is  what  will  give  us  the  best  representative 
here.  The  best  representative  here  would  be  that 
which  would  combine  the  largest  number  of  able 
and  patriotic  men,  men  fit  to  deal  with  the  varied 
interests  of  the  country,  men  who  would  represent 
all  its  interests,  its  mining  interests,  its  farming  in¬ 
terests,  its  manufacturing  interests,  its  mechanical 
interests,  its  artistic  interests,  all  the  life  of  a  na¬ 
tion  ;  that  would  be  a  mirror  of  its  life  ;  and  if,  by 
having  a  constituency  of  10,000  here  and  a  consti¬ 
tuency  of  70,000  elsewhere,  you  could  secure  that, 
what  would  you  think  of  the  political  pedant - 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Do  not  get  mad. 

Mr.  DA  YIN.  I  will  not  get  mad.  I  do  not 
come  from  the  clan  McGregor  which  I  am  told  has 
contributed  to  madhouses  a  larger  proportion  of 
inmates  than  any  family  that  ever  existed.  I  say 
that  for  a  man  to  weigh  these  things  in  little 
scales  and  deal  with  them  arithmatically,  is  a  piece 
of  political  pedantry.  Now  I  recognize  that  there 
are  hon.  gentlemen  in  this  House  whose  education 
is  somewhat  defective,  and  I  delight  not  merqjy  in 
appealing  to  their  ears,  but  also  to  their  eyes,  to 
give  them  object  lessons,  so  as  gradually  to  nurse 
them  in  their  political  education,  and  I  have  here 
for  the  benefit  of  the  great  Reform  party  some  maps 
which  I  intend  to  show  them.  But  I  will  reserve 
that,  because  there  is  another  challenge  I  want  to 
reply  to.  For  six  years  the  statement  has  been 
made  in  this  House,  and  was  made  again  the  other 
night  by  the  hon.  member  for  Kent  (Mr.  Camp¬ 
bell),  that  the  Regina  Leader,  of  which  I  was  at 
one  time  sole  proprietor,  and  of  which  I  happen  to 
be  principal  proprietor  now,  has  received,  I  suppose 
in  the  shape  of  work  from  the  Dominion  Govern¬ 
ment,  some  $6, 000.  Now  I  have  no  doubt  those 


gentlemen  believe  that.  This  is  what  the  hon. 
member  for  Kent  says  : 

“  I  presume  that  the  hon.  gentleman  will  not  go  back 
on  the  organ  which  represents  his  views.  I  believe  the 
Regina  Leader,  which  receives  some  $6,000  to  $7,000  a  year 
in  subsidies  from  the  Dominion  Government,  is  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  organ,  and  it  speaks  pretty  plainly  on  this 
question.  I  will  read  an  extract  from  this  paper,  published 
the  23rd  of  May. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Regina  Leader  has  never  received 
any  work  from  the  Dominion  Government  other 
than,  I  think,  on  two  occasions,  when  there  were 
some  election  papers  printed,  and  I  have  been 
informed  by  Mr.  Young,  the  manager  of  the  paper, 
that  on  each  occasion  the  office  lost  by  the  transac¬ 
tion,  and  found  great  difficulty  in  getting  its  money. 
The  work  that  those  sums  in  the  Public  Accounts 
represent  neither  the  Minister  of  Justice,  nor  Sir 
John  Abbott,  nor  any  member  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  could  control  the  giving  of  ;  they  have  nothing 
whatever  to  do  with  giving  the  work.  The  work  is 
given  by  the  Local  Government.  It  happens  to  appear 
in  the  Public  Accounts  of  the  Dominion,  because 
you  keep  our  accounts  ;  we  are  technically  under 
your  control ;  but  the  Government  of  the  Dominion 
has  nothing  to  do  with  giving  that  work,  has  never 
attempted  to  control  it,  and  could  not  control  it. 
The  Minister  of  Justice,  who  leads  this  House  ; 
Mr.  Abbott,  who  is  Prime  Minister,  could  neither 
of  them  say  to  the  Local  Government  there,  that 
the  printing  of  the  Ordinances,  or  the  printing  of 
the  forms,  should  be  given  to  this,  that  or  the 
other  office.  They  have  never  tried,  and  if  they  tried 
they  could  not  do  it.  Besides  that,  most  of  these 
things  are  given  out  by  tender,  and  if  you  look  at 
the  Public  Accounts  you  will  find  that  other  news¬ 
papers  in  the  Territories  have  got  work  from  the 
Local  Government  ;  and  if  the  bulk  of  the  work 
has  been  done  by  the  Regina  Leader,  it  is  because  the 
Regina  Leader's  office  has  a  large  plant,  and  has 
been  the  only  office  in  the  Territories  that  could 
have  done  the  work.  I  have  scrupled  to  take 
up  the  time  of  this  House  with  the  private  affairs 
of  that  company.  I  intended  to  treat  the  remarks 
of  the  hon.  member  with  scorn,  as  I  have  treated 
these  remarks  for  6  years.  There  are  no  words  of 
Alexander  Pope  I  admire  more  than  those  magnifi¬ 
cent  lines  : 

“  For  ten  years  slandered  did  I  once  reply? 

Ten  thousand  suns  went  down  on  Dunstan’s  lie :  ” 

and  for  that  matter  I  would  have  allowed  20,000  suns 
to  go  down  on  the  witticims,  the  admirable  humour, 
of  those  gentlemen,  that  consists  in  exuding  re¬ 
marks  of  this  sort  without  any  foundation  in  fact. 
But,  some  friends  of  mine  who  belong  to  the  Con¬ 
servative  party,  told  me  they  were  under  the 
impression  that  these  statements,  namely,  that  the 
Regina  Leader  office  had  been  patronized  by  the 
Dominion  Government,  were  true,  and  when  I  told 
them  that  there  was  not  a  tittle  of  truth  in  the 
statements,  they  said  I  ought  to  make  that  clear. 
I  may  say  here  that  I  have  now  been  six  years  a 
member  of  this  House,  and  one  W'ord  to  any  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Government  of  Canada  about  any  private 
affairs  of  mine,  directly  or  indirectly,  never  passed 
my  lips  or  escaped  from  my  pen.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  thinks,  probably,  that  he  is  a  dangerous  cus¬ 
tomer  in  debate,  a  powerful  man,  but  if  I  wrere  to 
stoop  to  that  sort  of  attack  perhaps  I  could  round 
on  him. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  I  guess  he  is  not  afraid. 


3475 


[COMMONS] 


3476 


Mr.  DAVIN.  My  hon.  friend  guesses  he  is  not 
afraid.  Well,  suppose  I  am  afraid  ;  there  are 
some  things  you  may  squelch,  but  the  best  thing  is 
to  let  them  run  away.  Now,  I  was  proceeding  to 
make  an  illustration.  I  meant  to  illustrate  that 
the  best  thing  that  can  be  done  by  any  party  in 
power,  or  out  of  power,  for  that  matter,  is  to 
do  right  ;  and  because  “  right  is  right  to  do 
right  were  wisdom  in  the  scorn  of  conse¬ 
quence.”  I  say  that  in  the  end  I  believe,  for  a 
party  as  well  as  for  a  man,  that  it  will  pay  best. 
But  whether  it  pays  best  or  not,  I  re-echo  those 
glorious  words  that  Tennyson  puts  into  a  very 
sacred  mouth,  indeed,  that  to  do  right  in  scorn  of 
consequence  is  the  best  thing.  But  I  will  illustrate 
by  referring  to  Mr.  Mowat ;  and  I  may  say  here 
that  there  is  a  dreadful  lesson  connected  with 
the  career  of  that  same  Sir  Oliver,  although  hon. 
gentlemen  do  not  seem  to  appreciate  it.  Has 
the  fact  that  he  gerrymandered,  and  tinkered,  and 
bedevilled  those  constituences,  had  the  least 
effect  in  the  regard  which  the  great  Reform 
party  in  Ontario  have  for  him?  Not  an  iota. 
After  perpetrating  that  iniquity,  he  dressed  him¬ 
self  up  the  next  Sunday  in  his  black  suit,  put  on  his 
polished  hat,  and  went  to  church,  and  appearded, 
as  I  say,  the  pink  of  Presbyterian  and  political 
respectability.  Now,  I  wish  to  illustrate  by  the 
South  Riding  of  Bruce.  In  Mr.  Mowat’s  gerry¬ 
mander  of  1885,  that  riding  consisted  of  the  Town¬ 
ships  of  Brant,  Carrick,  Culross  and  Kinloss,  the 
town  of  Walkerton  and  the  villages  of  Lucknow 
and  Teeswater.  I  think  I  may  say  literally  as  well 
as  figuratively  that  I  hope  the  patriotic  sentiment 
of  the  Reform  party  will  properly  respond  in 
admiration  of  Sir  Oliver’s  handiwork.  So  careful 
am  I  of  the  lynx  eyes  around  me  that  I  have 
verified  all  the  drawings  or  maps.  I  am  not 
like  the  leader  of  the  Opposition,  who  when  cor¬ 
nered  the  other  day  by  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works,  was,  obliged  to  say  that  the  figures  Avere 
furnished  by  somebody  else.  The  Act  says  : 

“  The  Centre  Riding  of  Bruce  shall  consist  of  the  Town¬ 
ships  of  Greenock,  Kincardine,  Elderslie  and  Huron,  the 
town  of  Kincardine  and  the  village  of  Paisley  and 
Chesley.” 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Will  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  give  me  the  map  of  the  adjoining  constitu¬ 
ency  so  that  I  may  see  how  they  fit. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  I  intend  to  auction  off  these  maps, 
and  no  doubt  they  will  fetch  a  high  price,  and  I 
intend  to  get  some  Reform  money.  Although  there 
is  some  laughter,  I  am  engaged  in  a  much  more 
serious  work  than  indulging  the  childish  desire  to 
put  a  puzzle  together,  as  is  the  wish  of  my  hon. 
friend.  I  grant  the  hon.  gentleman  may  be  think¬ 
ing  of  his  childhood  when  he  put  puzzles  together, 
biit  as  it  is  12.25  a.m.  and  as  Horace  says  that 
nothing  prevents  our  being  wise  and  laughing  at  the 
same  time,  we  can  laugh  and  do  a  little  statesman¬ 
ship  of  the  higher  order.  The  Act  says  : 

“The  West  Riding  shall  consist  of  the  Townships  of 
Ashfield,  Wawanosh  (east  and  west)  Corlborne  and  that 
part  of  Hullett  which  lies  west  of  the  road  called  the  Guard 
road,  and  that  part  of  the  Township  of  Goderich  north  of 
the  said  Huron  road  and  ‘cut  line,’  and  the  towns  of 
Goderich  and  Clinton,  and  the  villages  of  Blyth  and 
Wigham.” 

Now  this  is  a  map  of  West  Simcoe.  We  now  come 
to  Wellington,  where  you  have  a  county  completely 
gerrymandered,  and  it  bears  out  the  proposition 
laid  down  by  the  Minister  of  Raihvays  that  you 
Mr.  Davin. 


can  take  the  county  boundaries  and  carry  out 
gerrymanders  within  them,  that  you  can  still  have 
your  figures  of  antic  shape  and  also  work  a  party 
advantage  or  disad\rantage.  Here  is  a  map  of 
West  Wellington.  Here  is  a  map  of  South  Wel¬ 
lington.  Here  is  a  map  of  East  Wellington.  The 
Act  says  : 

“  The  County  of  Wellington  shall  be  divided  into  three 
ridings  to  be  called  respectively  the  south  riding,  the  east 
riding  and  the  west  riding.  The  south  riding  shall  con¬ 
sist  of  the  townships  of  Guelph,  Puslinch,  Pilkington  and 
Eramosa  and  the  city  of  Guelph.  The  east  riding  shall 
consist  of  the  townships  of  Arthur,  Nichol,  Erin,  West 
Garafraxa  and  West  Luthur,  the  town  of  Mount  Forrest 
and  the  villages  of  Erin,  Fergus  and  Elora.” 

One  of  the  reasons  I  may  tell  my  hon.  friend  of  the 
Opposition  why  that  riding  looks  so  dreadful  is 
because  Erin  Avent  into  rebellion  at  being  united 
with  anything  so  utterly  wanting  in  the  aesthetic 
as  this  combination. 

“  The  west  riding  shall  consist  of  the  townships  Minto, 
Maryborough  and  Peel,  the  town  of  Palmerston,  and  the 
villages  of  Harriston,  Arthur,  Clifford  and  Drayton.” 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  defy  the  hon.  gentleman 
to  divide  the  county  so  as  to  make  the  population 
more  equal. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  I  could  not  very  well  hear  what 
the  hon.  gentleman  said,  but  it  is  quite  clear  to  me 
that  at  this  moment  he  is  gerrymandered  himself. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Yes,  and  I  am  here. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  Let  me  say  a  word  in  regard  tb 
the  question  that  has  been  much  discussed,  and 
not  too  much  discussed,  and  on  Avhich  so  much  light 
has  been  shed  by  one  lawyer  after  another,  great 
light  haA'ing  been  shed  by  the  admirable  speeches 
of  the  hon.  member  for  Cumberland  and  the  hon. 
member  for  Albert.  The  hon.  member  for  Cum¬ 
berland  quoted  the  utterances  of  the  Fathers  of 
Confederation,  and  although  I  grant  that  those 
utterances  do  not  control  the  interpretation  of  this 
statute,  and  in  fact  they  could  not  be  quoted  in 
dealing  Avith  the  statute  in  a  court  of  justice,  never¬ 
theless  they  have  moral  weight.  Here  is  a  report 
of  Avhat  Sir  John  Macdonald  said  a  year  after  the 
utterances  that  have  just  been  quoted  by  my  hon. 
friend.  He  quoted  the  speech  made  by  Sir  John 
Macdonald  in  1865.  In  1866  in  this  House  the 
question  was  brought  up  by  Hon.  Mr.  Brown. 
Speaking  with  respect  to  the  distribution  of  seats 
Mr.  Brown  asked  : 

“  Was  it  the  intention  of  the  Government  to  place  its 
control  in  the  hands  of  the  local  or  the  general  govern¬ 
ment  ? 

“  Hon.  J.  A.  Macdonald  stated  that  the  general  parlia¬ 
ment  would  determine  the  distribution  of  any  future  in¬ 
crease  of  representation  in  the  general  legislature.” 

I  amf  not  going  of  course  to  labour  that  now,  which 
I  believe  has  been  pretty  well  dealt  with,  and  I 
think  that  that  completes  the  part  of  the  discus¬ 
sion  under  this  head.  As  bearing  a  little  also  on 
the  subject  that  we  are  discussing  here  to  night, 
let  me  quote  that  great  man  further.  He  says  : 

“  By  the  system  in  Canada  the  people  had  every  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  electing  men  whom  they  knew,  men  who  had 
been  trained  in  the  municipal  system  and  who  were  capa¬ 
ble  and  qualified  for  the  high  duties  of  a  representative. 
It  seemed  to  him  that  in  an  old  countrv  the  periodical 
redistribution  of  seats  Avould  be  undesirable,  but  in  anew 
country  like  this,  or  the  United  States,  it  was  necessary 
on  account  of  the  rapid  increase  of  the  population.” 

He  says  this  in  conclusion,  and  I  would  commend 
it  to  my  hon.  friend  the  leader  of  the  Opposition 
and  to  all  his  folloAvers  around  : 
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“  He  hoped  that  all  the  old  party  lines  would  be  swept 
away  by  the  confederation  of  British  North  America.” 

I  think  myself  that  we  might  almost  sweep  away 
the  party  lines,  ancl  that  all  these  hon.  gentlemen 
in  the  opposition  after  the  discussions  here,  and 
after  what  has  taken  place  for  so  many  years,  and 
after  seeing  the  success  of  the  policy  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  I  think  that  they  might  come  quietly  into 
the  fold  and  afterwards  we  could  meet  and  have 
no  party  discussions  here  at  all.  I  have  read  the 
speech  of  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  on  this  ques¬ 
tion  several  times,  and  he  will  be  surprised  to  know 
that  I  would  not  ask  better  material  for  making  a 
speech  in  favour  of  this  Redistribution  Bill  than  is 
supplied  by  the  figures  which  he  gave  to  the  House. 
I  do  not  know  that  anybody  has  stated  that  there 
was  a  principle  in  this  Bill,  and  I  may  tell  you 
that  when  I  read  it  at  first,  I  did  not  think  that 
there  was  any  principle  in  it,  but  I  have  been 
studying  the  Bill,  and  it  seems  to  me  the  principle 
of  it  is  this  :  not  to  disturb  constituencies  in  any 
part  of  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  except  where  it 
was  absolutely  necessary  in  order  to  make  the  re¬ 
distribution.  In  this  direction  they  had  to  deal 
with  Toronto,  Montreal  and  Hochelaga,  and  what 
had  to  be  done  in  order  to  meet  the  demand  for  in¬ 
creased  representation,  the  Government  have 
done  to  the  best  of  their  ability,  and  with 
the  least  disturbance  they  could  to  existing 
arrangements.  That  would  seem  to  me  to 
be  the  principle  of  the  Bill,  and  if  that  is  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  it,  then  it  is  a  good  principle  and  it  is  a 
principle  not  inconsistent  even  with  the  motion 
of  my  hon.  friend  from  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy).  I 
am  not  going  to  say  one  word  against  the  mem¬ 
ber  for  Simcoe  for  taking  an  independent 
course  on  this  matter.  I  do  not  think  it  is  a 
■wrong  thing  for  the  member  of  any  party, 
Reform  or  Conservative,  to  take  an  independent 
course.  Why  Sir,  when  we  become  politicians 
we  do  not  take  our  consciences  and  throw 
them  to  the  dogs.  We  ought  to  obey  our  con¬ 
sciences,  and  when  my  hon.  and  learned  friend,  as 
I  have  no  doubt  he  does,  conscientiously  takes  a 
certain  view  he  has  no  other  course  open  to  him 
than  to  announce  it.  Even  supposing  the  view  he 
takes  had  only  come  recently  to  him,  he  is  in  duty 
bound  to  express  his  honest  conviction.  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  would  be  a  disastrous  day  for  this 
House,  and  a  disastrous  day  for  Canadian  politi¬ 
cal  manhood,  if  the  time  should  ever  arrive  that 
the  members  of  this  House  universally  would 
shrink  from  expressing  their  honest  thoughts  be¬ 
cause  of  the  party  muzzle.  I  echo  here  the  langu¬ 
age  put  into  the  mouth  of  his  hero  by  the  greatest 
writer  of  all  time,  the  greatest  poet  that  Greece 
produced. 

“  Who  thinks  the  thing  he  dares  not  tell 
My  soul  abhors  him  as  the  gates  of  Hell.” 

I  say  that  the  hon.  and  learned  member  for  Simcoe 
(Mr.  McCarthy)  taking  the  view  he  did,  had  no 
other  course  open  to  him  ;  but,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  must 
say,  because  my  hon.  friend  is  an  able  man  ;  I  must 
say  about  the  speech  that  he  made  in  support  of 
that  course,  that  I  do  not  think  either  the  wisdom 
of  the  course  or  the  cogency  of  the  speech  were 
consonant  with  his  capacity,  with  his  past  achieve¬ 
ments,  and  with  his  reputation  in  this  country.  I 
could  not  help  smiling  when  I  saw  the  political 
enemies  of  twenty  years  hob-nobbing  across  the 
House  ;  when  I  saw  the  stern  member  for  South 


Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  smiling  on  the  rigid 
conservatism  of  the  member  for  Simcoe  (Mr.  Me 
Carthy)  I  could  not  help  thinking  of  what  Lord 
Byron  says  in  his  “  Vision  of  Judgment  ”  when  he 
is  describing  the  meeting  between  the  Archangel 
Michael  and  the  Devil. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  Which  is  the  devil  ? 

Mr.  DAVIN.  I  will  leave  that  to  you  to  find 
out ;  I  will  leave  him  in  his  own  place.  I  want 
to  make  converts  here  to-night.  I  am  always 
anxious  to  make  converts  ;  I  do  not  care  where 
the  devil  is,  but  I  intend  to  remain  a  staunch 
Conservative  and  I  want  to  run  against  that  gentle¬ 
man  as  little  as  I  can.  Now  to  resume — Byron 
pictures  the  two  meeting  on  somewhat  neutral 
ground,  and  they  met  with  a  certain  courtesy,  and 
the  great  poet  says,  and  this  would  admirably  de¬ 
scribe  the  somewhat  strained  cordiality  between  the 
member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  and  the 
member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright) : 

“  They  did  not  kiss  ; 

Yet  still  between  his  darkness  and  his  brightness 

There  passed  a  mutual  glance  of  great  politeness.” 

I  could  not  help  thinking  of  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  when 
I  saw  the  stern  orbs  of  the  member  for  South  Ox¬ 
ford  light  up  with  a  flame  of  courtesy  as  he  glanced 
across  the  floor  at  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Simcoe.  But  absit  omen.  I  thought  it  a  bad  omen 
for  my  hon.  friend  from  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy) 
that  he  should  merit  the  disastrous  eulogy  of  the 
member  for  South  Oxford.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  repeat 
what  I  said  when  I  spoke  in  the  early  part  of  this 
debate.  I  say  that  this  measure  is  not  a  gerry¬ 
mander  in  the  sense  that  the  measure  of  1882  was.  I 
say  that  above  all  it  is  not  an  approach  to  that 
odious  thing,  which  as  we  have  seen  has  been  im¬ 
mortalized  by  Sir  Oliver  Mowat.  I  will  not  at  this 
late  hour  weary  the  House  with  the  figures  quoted 
by  the  hon.  the  leader  of  the  Opposition,  but  if  you 
take  the  constituencies,  you  will  find  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  mentions  one  constituency  after  another 
that  was  very  much  below  the  unit,  and  he  tells 
you  that  the  Government  measure  adds  to  the  popu¬ 
lation  in  those  constituencies.  And  now  what  is 
his  comment  ?  Oh,  he  says  the  Bill  does  not  bring 
it  up  to  the  full  amount  of  the  unit  ;  but  if  it  does 
not,  it  approaches  it,  and  leaves  you,  from  the 
point  of  view  of  population,  a  better  constituency 
than  was  there  before. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Does  that  apply  to  Bagot  ? 

Mr.  DAVIN.  Bagot  may  be  an  exception  ;  but 
as  my  hon.  friend  has  mentioned  that  case  I  think 
I  shall  have  to  deal  with  one  or  two  others.  I 
know  that  anybody  on  the  Treasury  benches  sup¬ 
porting  this  Bill,  might  take  that  speech  of  the 
hon.  leader  of  the  Opposition,  all  except  that  part 
where  he  fell  into  the  Slough  of  Despond  in  regard 
to  English  precedents,  and  use  it  in  support  of  the 
measure.  The  hon.  gentleman  commits  a  well- 
known  rhetorical  fallacy  when  he  states  what  is 
done  by  the  Bill  and  although  what  is  done,  so  far 
as  the  figures  show,  really  appears  to  be  a  good 
thing  proceeds  to  say  :  “  this  is  dreadful,”  but 
he  does  not  show  what  is  dreadful  about  it.  The 
hon.  member,  for  instance,  takes  Montcalm.  He 
says  : 

“  The  population  of  Montcalm,  according  to  the  census, 
is  12,131,  and  by  the  addition  of  the  parish  of  St.  Paul,  it 
is  brought  to  the  figure  of  13,616,  that  is  to  say,  9,000  short 
of  the  unit  of  22,800. 
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But  still  it  is  improved,  and  probably  it  could 
not  be  further  improved  without  a  more  general 
arrangement  and  derangement  of  the  constituencies. 
Then,  he  says  : 

“  The  population  of  L’Assomption  is  13,674.  The  parish 
of  Berthier  is  taken  from  the  County  of  Berthier  and 
added  to  L’Assomption,  bringing  its  population  up  to 
14,661,  very  far  yet  from  the  unit.” 

But  still,  is  not  the  constituency  improved  ?  In 
seme  cases  you  may  point  out  that  a  few  Conserva¬ 
tives  are  added  here  or  a  few  Liberals  there.  That 
was  inevitable.  I  defy  any  man,  however  ingenious 
to  frame  a  redistribution  at  all,  which  will  not  add 
some  votes  to  either  of  the  political  parties  ;  and 
as  the  hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works  pointed  out, 
the  hon.  leader  of  the  Opposition  complained  in 
some  cases  that  Liberals  were  added,  and  in  others 
that  Conservatives  were  added.  But  I  repeat,  the 
measure  is  one  which,  as  the  hon.  Minister  of 
Justice  stated  has  not  the  character  of  a  gerry¬ 
mander  ;  and  when  we  go  into  committee,  I  echo 
what  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  has  said,  that  if  a 
man  on  this  side  points  out  a  wrong  done,  an  error 
committed,  an  undesirable  move  made,  I  will 
support  him  in  redressing  the  wrong,  in  correcting 
the  error,  in  getting  rid  of  the  undesirable  move, 
and  in  making  this  moderate  redistribution  as  use¬ 
ful,  as  effective,  as  fair  and  as  desirable  as  we  all 
would  wish  it  to  be. 

Motion  (Mr.  Flint)  agreed  to,  and  debate  ad¬ 
journed. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjourn¬ 
ment  of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to;  and  House  adjourned  at  12.45 
a.m.  (Wednesday). 

HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Wednesday,  8th  June,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

WINDING-UP  ACT  AMENDMENT. 

Mr.  MONCRIEFF  moved  for  leave  to  introduce 
Bill  (No.  94)  to  amend  the  Winding-up  Act.  He 
said  :  In  working  out  the  winding-up  of  incorpor¬ 
ated  companies,  and  notably  in  the  instance  of  banks, 
difficulties  have  been  found  in  regard  to  the  disposi¬ 
tion  of  papers  which  have  been  delivered  to  the 
liquidator  after  he  has  performed  his  duty.  A  case 
recently  occurred  in  regard  to  the  Central  Bank. 
The  first  clause  follows  very  closely  on  the  lines  of 
section  155  of  the  English  Companies  Act  of  1882, 
which  provides  that  these  papers  shall  be  subject  to 
the  order  of  the  court,  and  this  Bill  says  that  after 
the  affairs  of  the  company  have  been  wound  up,  the 
books  and  papers  of  the  institution  shall  be  deposited 
as  the  court  may  direct.  The  Bill  also  deals  with 
another  class  of  difficulties  which  have  presented 
themselves  in  the  same  matter.  At  the  end  of  the 
liquidation  there  are  some  odds  and  ends,  or  small 
matters,  which  require  the  liquidation  proceedings 
to  be  carried  on  and  increase  the  expenses,  and  it  is 
proposed  that,  when  the  estate  has  been  practically 
wound  up  by  the  liquidator,  the  court  may  discharge 
the  liquidator  and  close  up  these  small  matters  by 
ts  own  officers. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  Bill  read  the  first  time. 

Mr.  Davin. 


CARETAKER  OF  WOODSTOCK,  N.  B.} 
DOMINION  BUILDING. 

Mr.  COLTER  asked,  Whether  any  successor  has 
been  appointed  to  the  position  of  caretaker  of 
the  Dominion  building  at  Woodstock,  N.  B., 
lately  held  by  Richard  Maxstead,  deceased  ?  If  so, 
who  and  when  ?  If  not,  why  not  ?  What  is  the 
salary  attached  to  that  office  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  William  Kennedy  has  been  act¬ 
ing  as  caretaker  since  the  27th  February,  1891,  at 
the  salary  of  $400  a  year. 

C.  P.  R.— NORTH  SHORE  SECTION. 

Mr.  FREMONT  asked,  On  what  date  did  the 
Government  execute  a  deed  of  agreement  in  pursu¬ 
ance  of  the  Act  passed  during  last  session,  intituled : 
“  An  Act  respecting  the  North  Shore  section  of  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  ”  ?  Under  the  said  agree¬ 
ment,  what  improvements  and  other  works  are  to 
be  executed  during  the  present  summer  ;  or  what 
proportion  of  the  said  works  is  to  be  carried  out 
now  ?  Is  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Company 
bound  to  report  to  the  Government,  from  time  to 
time,  as  to  the  execution  of  the  works,  and  at  what 
dates  ?  What  security  has  the  Government  taken 
under  the  said  deed  of  agreement  for  the  immediate 
execution  of  the  works  and  improvements  mentioned 
in  the  said  deed  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  date  of  agreement  is  22nd 
December,  1891.  The  work  to  be  undertaken  is 
the  providing  of  sleeping  cars,  day  coaches,  bag¬ 
gage,  mail  and  express  cars,  locomotives  and  freight 
cars,  involving  an  outlay  of  $350,000.  The  improve¬ 
ments  on  the  whole  line  from  St.  Martin’s  Junc¬ 
tion  to  the  city  of  Quebec,  to  bring  the  road  up  to 
the  highest  standard  of  the  other  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  sections,  including  additional  accom¬ 
modation  for  passengers  at  nearly  every  station, 
increased  space  for  handling  freight,  the  lengthening 
of  platforms  and  sidings,  the  furnishing  of  new  sid¬ 
ings,  the  substitution  of  iron  for  wooden  bridges, 
and  the  following  specific  works  1st.  In  the  city 
of  Quebec — A  grain  elevator,  a  flour  shed,  such 
local  improvements  and  facilities  as  are  necessary 
for  handling  the  traffic  of  that  city.  2nd.  In  Three 
Rivers — A  grain  elevator.  Improvements  over  the 
loop  line,  improvements  over  Piles  Branch  involv¬ 
ing  an  outlay  of  about  $300,000,  making  a  total  of 
$650,000  to  be  expended,  which,  added  totheamount 
already  expended,  $339,174.66,  makes  $989,174.66, 
of  which  at  least  $200,000  shall  be  expended  during 
the  year  ending  1st  April,  1893,  an  aggregate  of  at 
least  $350,000  to  end  of  year  1st  April,  1894,  an 
aggregate  of  at  least  $500,000  to  end  of  year  1st 
April,  1895,  and  an  aggregate  of  $650,000  to  end 
of  year  1st  April,  1896.  No,  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  Company  are  not  bound  to  report  to  the 
Government  from  time  to  time  as  to  the  execution 
of  the  works,  but  no  doubt  they  will  in  their  own 
interests  do  so  ;  but  I  shall  send  an  engineer  over 
the  works  about  the  end  of  each  of  the  periods 
named  to  see  that  the  agreement  has  been  carried 
out.  The  Government  hold  the  obligation  of  the 
company  to  carry  out  the  works. 

REPRESENTATION  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF 
COMMONS. 

House  resumed  adjourned  debate  on  the  proposed 
motion  of  Sir  John  Thompson  :  That  Bill  (No.  76) 
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to  readjust  the  representation  in  the  House  of  Com¬ 
mons,  be  read  a  second  time  ;  and  the  motion  of  Mr. 
McCarthy  in  amendment  thereto. 

Mr.  FLINT.  I  do  not  propose  to  occupy  the 
time  of  the  House  at  any  great  length  in  the  observ¬ 
ations  I  shall  make  in  regard  to  the  Bill,  and  in 
regard  to  the  amendment  moved  by  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy).  I  shall 
endeavour  to  allude  briefly  to  the  position  assumed 
by  that  hon.  gentleman,  and  others  on  that  side  of 
the  House  who  support  his  views,  as  to  the  proper 
course  in  dealing  with  this  Bill.  I  think  from  the 
temper  and  tone  of  the  discussion  on  both  sides  of 
the  House,  there  theoretically  exists  among  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite,  and  there  practically  exists 
among  hon.  gentlemen  on  this  side  of  the  House,  a 
strong  opinion  that  the  principle  of  gerrymander 
as  usually  understood,  that  is,  of  arranging  the 
seats  in  any  legislative  body  with  a  view  to  party 
success,  or  to  dividing  the  opposing  party  by  means 
of  arranging  the  boundaries  of  electoral  districts, is 
very  strongly  condemned.  It  requires  no  argument 
to  justify  the  strongest  condemnation  of  legislation 
based  upon  any  such  lines.  It  must  be  condemned 
by  the  first  instincts  of  every  honest  or  honourable 
man ;  it  must  be  strongly  condemned  by  all  who  have 
in  view  the  general  interests  of  the  country  from 
a  large  political  stand-point.  In  the  first  place  it 
demoralizes  and  debases  Parliament,  it  demoralizes 
and  debases  the  electors  throughout  the  country, 
and  the  result  of  it  misrepresents  the  wishes  and 
interests  of  the  people  who  are  to  be  affected 
by  legislation,  and  it  leads  naturally,  from  the 
very  constitution  of  our  common  human  nature, 
to  reaction  and  reprisals  on  the  part  of  those  who 
are  thus  treated,  when  they  come  to  be  in  a  major¬ 
ity.  The  only  argument  I  have  heard  in  this 
House  at  all  supporting  the  reasonableness  of 
what  has  been  claimed  to  be  on  this  side  of  the 
House,  at  any  rate,  the  gerrymandering  tendencies 
of  the  Bill  now  before  us,  has  been  that  the  Legis¬ 
lature  of  Ontario,  while  under  the  control  of  a 
political  leader  who  upon  Dominion  questions  fa¬ 
vours  the  general  principles  of  the  Opposition  in  this 
House,  has  done  something  equally  as  bad,  if  not 
worse,  than  what  has  been  claimed  by  the  Oppo¬ 
sition  for  the  present  Bill,  and  its  predecessor  of 
1882,  in  regard  to  Dominion  elections.  Now,  it 
requires  no  argument  whatever  to  show  that 
admitting  to  the  fullest  extent  the  monstrous 
character  claimed  for  the  distribution  of  seats  by 
the  Government  of  Ontario,  it  is  no  excuse  for 
the  application  of  the  same  so-called  abominable 
principle  to  redistributing  the  seats  for  the  elec¬ 
tion  of  representatives  to  this  House.  As  one 
residing  outside  the  Province  of  Ontario,  which 
was  affected  by  that  measure,  but  not  intimately 
acquainted  with  the  details  of  the  discussion  that 
took  place  upon  the  redistribution  of  seats  by  the 
Legislature  of  Ontario,  I  have  listened  with  a 
great  deal  of  attention  and  care  to  all  that  has  been 
said  by  way  of  attack  upon  Sir  Oliver  Mowat’s 
so-called  gerrymander  Bill,  to  see  upon  what 
ground  the  charge  could  fairly  be  made  against 
him,  that  he  had  applied  this  outrageous,  this  inde¬ 
fensible,  this  abominable  principle,  to  the  redistri¬ 
bution  of  seats  in  the  Legislature  of  Ontario  ;  but  I 
have  failed  entirely  to  hear  anything  beyond  general 
observations  and  general  denunciation  of  that  Bill. 
It  is  true  that  last  evening  we  were  highly  amused, 


and  to  some  degree  instructed,  those  of  us  who 
came  from  other  provinces,  by  the  amusing  cartoons 
presented  to  us  by  the  hon.  member  for  West 
Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin).  Assuming  the  correctness 
of  those  pictures,  assuming  that  fhey  portray  the 
shapes  of  the  constituencies  referred  to,  surely  no 
argument  could  be  derived  from  them,  because  if 
you  displaced  many  of  the  counties  in  the  Province 
of  Nova  Scotia,  New  Brunswick,  or  Quebec,  from 
the  surrounding  districts,  from  the  water- 
stretches  by  which  they  may  be  surrounded,  the 
lakes  or  rivers,  and  give  a  picture  of  them 
upon  a  full  sheet  of  paper,  many  of  them, 
as  regards  mere  shape,  would  look  almost  as 
absurd  and  ridiculous  as  some  of  the  pictures 
given  by  the  member  for  West  Assiniboia.  Take 
even  many  of  the  counties  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario  as  arranged  at  the  time  of  Confederation, 
and  previous  to  the  passage  of  any  of  these  Bills 
distributing  the  seats  ;  take,  at  least,  the  main 
counties  themselves,  and  in  a  map  by  themselves, 
many  of  them  are  very  curiously  shaped,  some  of 
them  are  long  drawn  out,  with  extraordinary 
protuberances  in  various  portions  of  them,  and  they 
would  look  to  the  eye  of  a  casual  observer,  without 
explanation,  as  most  extraordinary  shapes  for  con¬ 
stituencies  to  represent.  But  we  require  some 
proofs  that  the  gerrymandering  principle,  the 
improper  and  imfair,  the  wicked  principle  I  may 
call  it,  of  arranging  the  outlines  of  constituencies  for 
the  purpose  of  hiving  one  party,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  another  undue  advantages,  was 
carried  out  in  that  arrangement.  These  proofs  have 
not  been  brought  before  us,  and  if  they  were 
brought  before  us,  I  contend  it  would  be  entirely 
apart  from  any  proper  discussion  in  this  House,  for 
us  to  occupy  time  in  refuting  them.  I  think  it 
would  be  entirely  unfair  to  hon.  members  from 
other  provinces  to  have  a  lengthy  discussion  in 
regard  to  the  advisability,  or  the  wisdom,  or 
the  fairness,  of  the  arrangement  existing  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario — at  any  rate,  I  understand  that 
the  Premier  of  Ontario,  and  his  supporters  did  not 
go  beyond  county  lines,  that  one  of  the  principles, 
at  any  rate,  laid  down  in  the  resolution  of  the 
member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  was 
strictly  complied  with.  I  understand  that  not¬ 
withstanding  the  criticisms  that  have  been  made 
against  that  arrangement  of  seats,  the  constitu¬ 
encies  substantially  represent  about  the  same 
number  of  population,  and  that  where  some  of  the 
changes  were  made  which  are  most  open  to  criticism 
on  the  part  of  persons  not  familiar  with  the 
localities,  many  of  those  changes  were  inade  at  the 
request  and  solicitation  of  the  electorate  themselves, 
who,  for  certain  local  reasons,  desired  these  changes 
to  be  made.  However,  whether  this  is  true  or 
otherwise,  I  contend  that  it  bears,  to  a  very  tri¬ 
fling  extent,  upon  the  merits  of  the  subject  now 
before  the  House.  Let  us  assume  to  the  fullest 
extent  you  please,  that  the  redistribution  of  seats 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  might  be  characterized 
by  these  strong  adjectives  that  have  been  used 
against  it  by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  yet  it  will 
be  no  sort  of  an  excuse,  but  rather  an  aggravation 
of  the  offence,  that  they  should  apply  the  same 
principle  they  have  so  denounced  to  an  arrange¬ 
ment  of  the  constituencies  for  the  House  of 
Commons  of  Canada.  It  amounts  to  this,  that 
because  one  party  in  a  local  sphere  has  done 
that  which  was  abstractly  improper,  it  is  a 
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complete  justification  for  the  majority  of  this  House 
to  go  them  a  great  deal  better,  and  apply  the  same 
■wrong  principle  to  the  representation  of  the  people 
in  the  House  of  Commons.  But  a  study  of  the  Bill 
before  the  House  has  convinced,  not  only  the  gen¬ 
tlemen  upon  this  side  of  the  House,  but  some  of  the 
most  far-sighted  and  most  experienced  and  most 
upright  and  honourable  of  the  hon.  gentlemen  on 
the  other  side  of  the  House,  as  to  its  substantial  in¬ 
equity,  as  to  the  entire  lack  of  any  guiding  principle 
upon  which  the  Bill  was  framed.  We  look  through 
it  in  vain  to  discover  where  any  rule  has  been  ap¬ 
plied  to  all  the  constituencies  which  are  thus 're¬ 
arranged.  I  think  the  Government  of  the  country, 
I  think  the  majority  who  come  before  this  House 
with  so  important  a  measure  as  this,  should  be  able 
to  lay,  fairly  and  explicitly,  before  the  House  and 
before  the  country,  the  leading  principles  by  which 
they  were  guided  in  making  this  rearrangement. 
This  Bill  certainly  cannot  be  said  to  be  based  upon 
population  ;  the  Bill  cannot  certainly  claim  to  have 
been  framed  with  any  regard  to  the  voting  powers 
of  the  various  constituencies,  nor  with  regard  to  the 
convenience  of  the  electorate  in  the  various  consti¬ 
tuencies,  but  one  province  seems  to  have  been  ar¬ 
ranged  upon  one  basis,  another  upon  another,  and 
several  upon  no  particular  basis  whatever  except  that 
of  gaining  a  mere  temporary  and  forced  majority  for 
the  party  in  power,  by  the  application  of  their  power 
as  a  majority  to  rearranging  the  constituencies. 
The  manner  in  which  this  has  been  brought  for¬ 
ward  has  led  to  a  discussion  upon  an  important 
principle,  which  it  seems  is  now  for  the  first  time 
brought  prominently  to  the  attention  of  the  House 
and  the  country,  and  that  is  the  power  of  this  Par¬ 
liament  in  connection  with  its  dealings  with  the 
arrangement  of  the  seats.  The  hon.  member  for 
Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies),  in  a  speech  which  was  received 
with  a  great  deal  of  interest,  and  in  some  quarters 
with  a  great  deal  of  surprise,  raised  the  question 
which  it  appears  has  not  been  raised  during  the 
lengthy  discussion  of  the  two  previous  redistribu¬ 
tions.  The  fact  that  that  question  was  not  raised 
previously  has  been  brought  forward  as  a  powerful 
and  conclusive  argument  that  there  is  nothing  in 
the  contention  of  that  hon.  gentleman.  Now,  if  we 
are  to  assume  this  is  at  all  a  fair  argument,  then 
we  must  assume  that  no  new  argument  of  any  kind 
in  regard  to  principles  which  have  previously  been 
established  is  of  any  validity,  simply  because  it 
was  not  previously  discovered.  This  argument  has 
been  brought  up  in  connection  with  almost  every 
political,  religious  and  scientific  question  from  the 
beginning  of  history.  I  presume  those  who  first 
advocated  the  reasonableness  and  the  scientific 
truth  of  the  fact  that  the  globe  on  which  we  live 
revolves  upon  its  axis  in  a  certain  definite  space 
of  time,  and  that  it  was  spherical  in  its  shape, 
were  received  by  a  large  number  of  able  men  of  the 
day  with  the  same  argument.  They  would  say  :  Do 
you  suppose  such  an  important  truth  would  so  long 
have  escaped  the  attention  of  philosophers  and 
divines  and  scientists  ?  Thus  with  one  swoop,  one 
indignant  expression  of  their  confidence  in  the  past 
and  utter  distrust  of  the  discovery  of  the  present, 
they  would  do  away  with  that  grand  argument 
which  is  now  universally  accepted.  So  when  my 
hon.  friend  brought  forward  his  argument  based  on 
the  British  North  America  Act,  that  this  House 
did  not  have  the  power  to  directly  deal  with  the 
subject  in  the  manner  now  proposed,  he  was  met 
Mr.  Flint. 


in  very  much  the  same  fashion.  Hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  said  :  Do  you  suppose  there  is  any  truth  in 
this  argument,  when  such  distinguished  statesmen 
as  the  one  who  recently  led  the  Government,  and 
the  previous  leader  of  the  Opposition,  who  is  not 
now  a  member  of  the  House,  had  overlooked  this 
argument,  which  has  now  been  brought  forward  by 
men  who  do  not  claim  perhaps  to  be  of  equal  ex¬ 
perience  or  equal  intellectual  capacity.  The  mere 
statement  of  such  an  argument  is  sufficient  to  refute 
it.  The  mere  argument  as  to  whether  it  was  pre¬ 
viously  discovered  or  presented  can  certainly  have 
no  merit  whatever  as  an  argument  against  the 
reasonableness  or  truthfulness  or  substantial  char- 
actor  of  the  argument  itself.  We  have  had  a  very 
ingenious  argument  from  the  Minister  of  Justice, 
whose  position  and  experience  are  such  as  to  give 
more  weight  to  his  words  than  words  of  exactly 
the  same  bearing  from  almost  every  other  hon. 
gentleman  opposite  would  carry,  in  which  he  held, 
and  he  claimed  the  support  of  his  followers  upon 
the  holding,  that  the  clause  relating  to  this  subject, 
the  4  ‘representation  of  the  four  provinces  shall  be 
readjusted  by  such  authority,  in  such  manner  and 
from  such  time  as  the  Parliament  of  Canada  from 
time  to  time  provides,”  is  permissive  and  not  im¬ 
perative  upon  this  Legislature.  That  is  the  furthest 
point  to  which  the  Minister  of  Justice  went,  in  a 
somewhat  brief,  and  I  venture  to  say,  perfunctory 
argument  on  this  matter.  He  was  followed  upon 
the  same  side  of  the  House  by  two  hon.  members 
from  the  Maritime  Provinces,  each  of  whom  took 
a  different  view  of  this  question.  They  held,  and 
they  followed  the  hon.  Minister  in  that  particular, 
that  the  question  of  readjustment  is  settled  in 
clause  51  of  the  British  North  America  Act,  and 
that  it  applies  simply  to  the  provinces  as  a  whole, 
and  it  did  not  apply  to  the  distribution  or  arrange¬ 
ment  of  boundaries  and  electoral  districts  within 
each  of  the  several  provinces.  There  seemed,  at 
the  first  blush,  to  be  something  in  the  argument 
as  stated  by  the  hon.  member  for  Cumberland 
(Mr.  Dickey),  but  when  it  was  extended  in 
the  ingenious  speech  of  the  hon.  member  for  Albert 
(Mr.  Weldon),  the  argument  was  not  strengthened. 
The  hon.  member  for  Albert,  in  a  very  laboured 
and  ingenious  way,  endeavoured  to  impress  on  the 
House  that  there  was  a  subtle  distinction  between 
the  term  “readjustment  ”  and  the  term  “  redistri¬ 
bution,”  that  while  readjustment  applied  to  the 
settlement  of  the  number  of  seats  to  each  province 
under  the  British  North  America  Act,  redistribu¬ 
tion  meant  the  arrangement  of  the  electoral  dis¬ 
tricts  within  each  province.  If  the  hon.  gentleman 
had  the  whole  world  of  philosophy  and  philology  in 
which  to  roam  in  order  to  gather  arguments  to  sup¬ 
port  this  contention,  he  might  possibly  make  some¬ 
thing  of  it ;  j  but  when  I  call  the  attention  of  the 
House  to  the  fact  that  the  word  “  redistribution  ” 
is  not  used  throughout  the  British  North  America 
Act,  and  that  the  term  is  a  modern  one,  the  argu¬ 
ment  based  on  these  ingenious  definitions  must 
entirely  fall  to  the  ground.  Readjustment,  there¬ 
fore,  means  all  that  is  included  in  the  signification 
in  the  term  redistribution,  and  when  the  word 
“readjustment”  is  used  in  the  British  North 
America  Act,  it  must  be  held  to  include  the  term 
redistribution  in  its  fullest  and  completest  sense. 
The  only  clauses  of  the  British  North  America  Act 
which  deal  with  this  important  subject,  or  which 
have  been  brought  forward  during  this  discussion 
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as  dealing  with  this  important  subject,  are  clauses 
91,  40  and  51.  Clause  91  was  quoted  by  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Justice  as  to  some  extent  limiting  the  sig¬ 
nification  of  clauses  40  and  51.  That  clause  reads, 
so  far  as  its  application  by  the  Minister  of  Justice 
goes,  as  follows  : — 

“  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Queen,  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Commons, 
to  make  laws  for  the  peace,  order  and  good  government 
of  Canada  in  relation  to  all'matters  not  coming  within  the 
classes  of  subjects  by  this  Act  assigned  exclusively  to 
the  legislatures  of  the  provinces;  and  for  greater  cer¬ 
tainty,  but  not  so  as  to  restrict  the  generality  of  the  fore¬ 
going  terms  of  this  section,  it  is  declared  tnat,  notwith¬ 
standing  anything  in  this  Act,  the  exclusive  legislative 
authority  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada  extends  to  all 
matters  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects  next  here¬ 
inafter  enumerated.” 

Then  follows  a  schedule  of  29  classes  of  subjects 
on  which  this  Parliament  may  legislate  or  make 
laws  for  the  peace,  order  and  good  government  of 
Canada,  not  one  of  which  classes  of  subjects  is  the 
subject  of  readjustment  or  redistribution  or  the 
arrangement  of  the  electoral  districts  of  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  in  the  House  of  Commons.  Had  the 
list  of  29  subjects  alluded  to  or  included  the  read¬ 
justment  or  adjustment  or  redistribution  or  dis¬ 
tribution  of  seats,  then  no  doubt  the  argument  of 
the  Minister  of  Justice  would  have  been  perfectly 
conclusive.  But  unfortunately  for  his  argument, 
as  was  pointed  out  in  the  clearest  and  most  cogent 
manner  by  the  lion,  member  for  Simcoe  (Mr. 
McCarthy),  an  hon.  gentleman  whose  reputation  as 
a  legal  luminary  is  exceedingly  high,  and  deserv¬ 
edly  so,  throughout  the  whole  of  the  Dominion, 
the  powers  of  Parliament  as  described  in  section 
59,  not  only  did  not  in  so  many  words  include  the 
power  of  distributing  the  seats,  but  by  implication 
they  are  excluded  in  consequence  of  the  fact  that 
the  subject  of  the  distribution  or  readjustment  of 
the  seats  is  fully  and  amply  and  completely  dealt 
with  by  other  clauses  of  the  British  North  America 
Act.  Clause  40  gives  it  in  this  way  : 

”  Until  the  Parliament  of  Canada  otherwise  provides 
the  province  ”  (we  will  say  of  Ontario)  “  shall  be  divided 
into  certain  electoral  districts,” 

a  complete  list  of  which  is  given  in  the  schedule 
of  the  Act.  Clause  51  then  provides  in  what  way 
these  electoral  districts  shall  be  readjusted  after 
the  taking  of  the  census.  Now,  there  was  a  long 
discussion  during  the  passage  of  the  resolution, 
accepting  the  results  of  the  Quebec  conference,  in 
the  old  Parliament  of  Canada,  and  I  will  call  the 
attention  of  the  House  to  the  manner  in  which 
this  subject  was  discussed,  and  the  terms  that 
were  used  in  that  discussion  by  the  founders  of 
the  constitution,  by  the  fathers  of  Confederation. 

I  would  call  attention  to  the  manner  by  which  they 
dealt  with  this  very  subject  and  the  views  they 
held  in  relation  to  it,  and  which  to  a  large  degree 
must  be  the  light  by  which  we  ought  to  be  guided 
during  our  study  of  the  significance  of  clause  51 
and  clause  40.  The  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr. 
W  eldon),  although  he  had  made  a  very  careful 
study  of  clause  51,  was  obliged  to  admit,  in  answer 
to  a  question  of  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr. 
Mills),  that  there  were  phrases  in  clause  51  that  he 
could  not  reconcile  to  his  argument,  and  which  he 
did  not  profess  to  clearly  understand.  Conse¬ 
quently,  we  must  have  the  light  of  the  language  of 
the  founders  of  Confederation  upon  the  signifi¬ 
cance  of  these  terms,  and  what  is  more,  as  to  the 
substantial  meanings  of  the  terms  and  their  views 


as  to  how  the  representation  of  the  people  should 
be  arranged  from  time  to  time  in  the  House  of 
Commons.  The  original  Act,  from  which  the 
British  North  America  Act  was  afterwards  pre¬ 
pared,  states  as  follows  in  clause  23  : — 

“  The  Legislature  of  each  province  shall  divide  such 
province  into  the  proper  number  of  constituencies  and 
define  the  boundaries  of  each  of  them.” 

It  will  be  noticed  that  the  word  “  distribution  ” 
or  the  word  “readjustment”  is  not  used  in  this 
clause.  The  number  of  representatives  to  which 
the  province  was  entitled  was  clearly  defined  in 
the  same  manner  substantially  as  was  subsequently 
defined  by  the  British  North  America  Act ;  but 
the  method  of  distributing  the  seats  within  each 
province  was  not  defined  in  this  clause.  Now,  in 
the  discussion  upon  this  clause  in  the  Parliament 
of  Canada  the  late  Sir  John  Macdonald  referred  to 
it  in  these  terms  : 

“  A  good  deal  of  misapprehension  has  arisen  from  the 
accidental  omission  of  some  words  in  the  25th  resolution.” 

I  think  he  must  have  meant  the  23rd  resolution, 
because  the  23rd  was  evidently  the  one  intended. 

‘‘It  was  thought  that  by  it  the  Local  Legislatures  were 
to  have  the  power  of  arranging  hereafter,  and  from  time 
to  time  of  readjusting,  the  different  constituencies,  and 
settling  the  size  and  boundaries  of  the  various  electoral 
districts.” 

The  House  will  kindly  observe  that  the  Attorney 
General  of  that  day  used  the  word  “  readjusting  ” 
to  mean  dividing  the  provinces  and  defining  the 
boundaries  of  each  constituency.  It  is  as  plain  as 
could  be  that  that  experienced  man,  speaking  with 
great  definiteness  upon  a  subject  which  he 
thoroughly  understood,  intended  to  mean  by  the 
word  “readjustment”  the  division  of  the  provinces 
into  and  defining  the  boundaries  of  the  electoral  con¬ 
stituencies  in  the  province,  and  when  afterwards 
the  very  word  “  readjustment  ”  turns  up  .in  the 
British  North  America  Act,  no  doubt  under  the 
instruction  and  direct  advice  of  that  gentleman 
who  was  chairman  of  the  conference  in  London,  it 
was  done  with  the  intention  of  explaining  away 
the  loose  expression  of  clause  23.  The  meaning  of 
the  resolution  he  says  is  simply  this  : 

“  That  for  the  first  general  Parliament,  the  arrangement 
of  constituencies  shall  be  made  by  the  existing  Local 
Legislatures  ;  that  in  Canada,  for  instance,  the  present 
Canadian  Parliament  shall  arrange  what  are  to  be  tb  e  con¬ 
stituencies  of  Upper  Canada,  and  to  make  such  changes 
as  may  be  necessary  in  arranging  for  the  seventeen  addi¬ 
tional  members  given  to  it  by  the  constitution  ;  and  that 
it  may  also,  if  it  sees  fit,  alter  the  boundaries  of  the 
existing  constituencies  of  Lower  Canada.” 

In  order  to  emphasize  still  more  strongly  this  view, 
let  me  call  attention  to  a  few  words  of  the  Hon. 
George  Brown,  who  was  an  earnest  advocate  of 
the  Quebec  scheme,  and  in  his  extraordinarily  able 
and  thorough  argument  upon  this  subject  in  the 
same  debate  he  says  : 

“  To  this  proposed  constitution  of  the  Lower  Chamber, 

I  have  heard  only  two  objections.  It  has  been  alleged 
that  until  after  the  census  of  1871,  the  number  of  members 
is  to  remain  as  at  present ;  but  this  is  a  mistake.  Upper 
Canada  is  to  receive  from  the  start  82  representatives,  and 
Lower  Canada  65 ;  and  whatever  increase  the  census  of 
1871  may  establish  will  then  be  adjusted, 

“  It  has  also  been  objected  that  though  the  resolutions 
provided  that  the  existing  Parliament  of  Canada  shall 
establish  the  electoral  divisions  for  the  first  organization 
of  the  Federal  Parliament,  they  do  not  determine  in  whose 
hands  the  duty  of  distributing  any  additional  members  is 
to  be  vested.  No  doubt  on  this  head  need  exist;  the 
Federal  Parliament  will  of  course  have  full  power  to  regu¬ 
late  all  arrangements  for  the  election  of  its  own  mem¬ 
bers.” 
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Although  he  was  dealing  directly  with  this  subject, 
and  although  the  position  that  he  took  is  sustained 
by  the  change  of  verbiage  as  it  afterwards  appeared 
in  the  British  North  America  Act,  you  will  notice 
that  that  statesman  used  the  words  “will  have  full 
power  to  regulate  all  the  arrangeinents.  ”  In  other 
words,  there  is  nothing  in  the  speech  of  either  Sir 
John  Macdonald  or  the  speech  of  the  Hon.  George 
Brown  to  indicate  that  Parliament  should  not  hand 
over  the  authority,  or,  was  not  to  hold  within  its 
jurisdiction  the  power  to  hand  over  the  authority 
to  rearrange  that  matter  by  the  Parliament  of 
Canada.  Later  there  was  a  speech  on  the  same 
subject  by  the  Hon.  Mr.  Dunkin,  who  pointed  out 
the  difficulty  which  was  afterwards  sought  to  be 
remedied,  and  was  to  a  certain  degree  remedied  by 
the  British  North  America  Act.  He  said  : 

“  A  delightful  ambiguity  is  found,  too,  upon  the  point  as 
to  who  will  make  the  future  apportionments  of  the  consti¬ 
tuencies.  The  leader  of  the  Government,  in  explaining 
the  scheme,  the  other  night,  admitted  that  the  decennial 
revisions  of  our  representations  of  districts  are  really  not 
to  be  left  to  the  Local  Legislatures,  but  are  to  be  dealt 
with  altogether  by  the  Federal  Legislature.” 

Now,  this  seems  to  be  all  that  I  can  find  as  to  the 
discussion  on  this  subject  by  the  Parliament  of 
Canada  in  dealing  with  the  results  of  the  Quebec 
conference  which  preceded  the  British  North 
America  Act,  and  it  amounted  to  this  :  That,  as 
complained  by  Sir  John  Macdonald,  owing  to  the 
dropping  of  a  word  or  two  which  has  not  yet  been 
supplied,  we  are  left  in  doubt  as  to  what  the  words 
are  which  are  accidentally  omitted  in  clause  23. 
The  original  intention  of  the  founders  of  the  Que¬ 
bec  scheme  was  that  the  Local  Legislatures  should 
divide  the  provinces  into  constituencies  and  define 
the  boundaries  ;  and  the  signification  of  their  phrase 
was  expressed  both  by  Sir  John  Macdonald  and  the 
Hon.  Mr.  Brown  by  the  use  of  the  word  adjust  for 
the  word  readjust.  When  the  delegates  had  the 
scheme  rearranged  by  the  statute  draftsmen  in 
England,  a  rearrangement  which  was  much  needed, 
and  the  wisdom  of  which  was  proved  by  the  subse¬ 
quent  history  of  the  British  North  America  Act  in 
the  courts,  that  clause  turned  up  in  this  shape  : 
That  until  the  Parliament  of  Canada  otherwise  pro  • 
vides,  the  constituencies  shall  be  divided  according 
to  the  provisions  of  the  British  North  America  Act, 
and  after  the  census  the  representation  of  the 
four  provinces  shall  be  readjusted  by  such  authority, 
in  such  manner  and  from  such  time  as  the  Parlia¬ 
ment  of  Canada  from  time  to  time  provides, 
subject  to  certain  rules.  Now,  had  it  been  intend¬ 
ed  clearly  to  prevent  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
handing  over  to  the  Local  Legislatures  the  power 
and  authority  to  define  the  electoral  districts  and 
to  distribute  the  boundaries,  I  contend  that  it 
would  have  been  so  provided  in  clear  and  explicit 
language,  and  the  road  to  that  course  would  not 
have  been  left  open  as  it  has  been  by  the  phrase¬ 
ology  of  the  Act.  Now,  it  will  be  remembered  that 
at  the  formation  of  the  union  there  were  a  great 
many  conflicting  interests.  There  was,  particular¬ 
ly  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  a  strong  determina¬ 
tion  that  the  rights  of  the  minority  should  be 
strictly  protected  and  guarded,  in  order  to  prevent 
the  majority  imposing  on  the  minority  any  rules  or 
laws  which  might  be  contrary  to  their  feelings  or 
interests.  Therefore,  in  regard  to  the  representa¬ 
tion  in  Parliament,  it  was  deemed  necessary  that 
the  road  should  be  left  open  to  the  Local  Legisla¬ 
ture  or  some  other  authority  to  redistribute  the 
Mr.  Flint. 


constituencies  in  each  province,  and  the  meaning  of 
the  word  redistribution  is  included  in  the  signifi¬ 
cation  of  the  word  readjustment.  We  know  also 
that  the  smaller  provinces  were  coming  into  the 
union  with  a  certain  amount  of  fear  and 
trembling,  if  not  with  decided  reluctance  ;  and 
some  of  the  Maritime  Provinces  would  not 
have  come  into  the  union  at  all  but  for  the 
strong  assurance  that  their  rights  and  interests, 
and  even  their  prejudices,  would  be  respected. 
We  have  those  feelings  shown  in  the  conference  in 
London  ;  and  we  have  the  unbroken  policy  of  Eng¬ 
lish  statesmen  and  the  English  Parliament  that 
such  a  matter  as  the  arrangement  of  seats  and  the 
distribution  of  the  powers  of  Parliament,  by  means 
of  electoral  divisions  should  be  kept  as  much  as 
possible  out  of  the  political  arena.  Take  the  his¬ 
tory  of  reform  in  England,  and  what  do  you  find  ? 
In  1832,  after  the  passage  of  the  Reform  Bill  of 
1832,  the  distribution  of  constituencies  and  the 
defining  of  boundaries,  was  arranged  by  a  boundary 
commission,  formed  under  a  separate  Act  passed 
through  Parliament  after  a  most  severe  discussion, 
and  on  principles  which  are  outlined  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe.  In  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  principles  laid  down  by  Parliament, 
the  most  careful  technical  instructions  were  given 
to  the  commissioners,  so  that  the  rules  laid  down  by 
Parliament  should  be  carried  out  entirely  free  from 
political  bias,  in  order  to  avoid  the  very  impro¬ 
priety  of  which  we  now  complain,  and  of  which 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  profess  to  agree  with  us 
in  complaining,  in  order  that  the  powers  placed  in 
the  hands  of  a  political  party  should  not  be  used  in 
any  respect  to  promote  party  advantage.  In  1867 
another  Reform  Bill  was  passed  through  Parliament, 
and,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  under  the  auspices  of  a 
Conservative  regime  ;  and  there  we  find  that  the 
rules  and  principles  for  the  arrangement  of  the 
boundaries  of  the  various  constituencies  were 
handed  over,  not  to  the  Government,  but  to  an 
impartial  technical  commission  appointed  by  the 
boundaries  Act  of  1867,  the  arrangement  to  be 
afterwards  confirmed,  of  course,  by  Parliament, 
after  full  and  free  discussion  ;  and  that  arrange¬ 
ment  became  the  basis  of  the  representation  which 
was  again  altered  in  1884.  Therefore,  we  have  to 
support  our  view  of  the  clause  which  has  been  so 
much  discussed,  not  only  the  fact  that  the  states¬ 
men  who  formed  the  Confederation  held  the  signi¬ 
fication  of  the  term  readjustment  to  include  not 
merely  the  number  of  the  representatives  from 
each  province  as  a  whole,  but  the  arrangement  of 
the  seats  within  each  province  ;  but  we  have  the 
grave  anxiety  on  the  part  of  the  Province  of  Quebec 
and  the  smaller  provinces  that  their  rights  should 
be  protected  by  any  legislation  establishing  that 
constitution  :  and  then  we  have  the  traditions  and 
principles  of  the  British  Parliament  that  matters  of 
this  kind  should  not  be  settled  by  party  votes 
in  the  legislature,  but  by  some  impartial  tribunal. 
Now,  I  am  aware  that  it  has  been  contended  with 
a  great  deal  of  ingenuity  that  the  authority  men¬ 
tioned  in  the  British  North  America  Act  is  only  to 
be  invoked  to  determine  the  number  of  representa¬ 
tives  to  which  each  province  is  entitled,  a  position 
which  I  think  can  no  longer  be  maintained.  But 
assuming  for  the  sake  of  argument  that  there  is 
something  in  that  position,  assuming  that  the  hon. 
member  for  Cumberland  has  discovered  the  key  to 
the  apparent  mystery  which  we  are  endeavouring  to 
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unlock,  I  ask,  have  the  Government  who  are  bring¬ 
ing  in  this  Bill  acted  on  that  principle,  or  do  they 
propose  to  act  on  that  principle  in  any  way  what¬ 
ever?  If  so,  by  what  authority  has  Parliament 
provided  that  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia  should 
have  20  members  instead  of  21  ?  Has  Parliament 
provided  that  the  Province  of  New  Brunswick 
should  have  16  members  instead  of  18?  Has  Parlia¬ 
ment  provided  that  the  other  provinces  in  the  west 
should  have  a  greater  number  of  members  ?  Has 
Parliament  provided  an  alteration  in  the  represen¬ 
tation  of  the  Province  of  Prince  Edward  Island  ? 
The  change  in  the  numbers  of  representatives 
from  these  various  provinces  has  been  settled, 
not  by  any  authority  provided  by  this  Parliament, 
but  by  the  British  North  America  Act  itself, 
especially  by  the  section  which  follows  that 
providing  that  Quebec  shall  have  65  members. 
It  was  arranged  that  a  certain  unit  was  to  be 
established,  and  according  as  that  unit  is  divisible 
among  the  population  of  the  province,  the  number 
of  representatives  to  which  they  are  entitled  is 
arranged.  Therefore,  taking  hon.  gentlemen  on  their 
own  ground,  I  contend  that  the  Government  has 
violated  this  provision  of  the  Act  in  endeavour¬ 
ing  to  settle  the  number  of  representatives  from 
these  provinces,  and  that  this  Parliament,  if  it 
goes  on  and  arranges  by  statute,  without  pre¬ 
viously  providing  some  authority  to  settle  this 
matter,  is  also  violating  this  clause.  I  presume 
that  the  time  is  not  far  distant  when  this  very 
grave  and  important  matter,  which  must,  if  decided 
adversely  to  the  view  held  by  hon.  gentlemen  on 
the  other  side  of  the  House,  affect  not  only  the 
seat  of  every  hon.  gentleman  who  will  sit  here 
after  the  next  general  election,  but  will  provisionally 
affect  every  item  of  legislation  which  may  follow, 
will  receive  judicial  determination  at  the  hands  of 
the  highest  court  in  this  country,  and  perhaps  by 
the  highest  court  in  the  mother  country.  In  antici¬ 
pation  of  that,  it  perhaps  will  be  out  of  place  for 
the  legal  gentlemen  of  this  House  to  further  take 
up  time  in  expressing  their  various  views.  But 
there  can  be  no  doubt  after  the  prominence 
given  this  point  in  the  discussion  by  the  able 
speech  of  the  hon.  member  for  Simcoe,  that 
nothing  will  satisfy  the  people  of  the  Dominion 
generally,  as  regards  their  safety  from  any  legisla¬ 
tion  which  may  follow  the  next  general  election, 
except  a  judicial  determination  of  this  important 
point.  I  consider,  therefore,  that  responsibility  is 
thrown  upon  the  Government  and  the  majority 
here  not  to  remain  satisfied  with  the  perfunctory 
settlement  of  the  question  which  they  propose  by 
this  Bill,  but  to  take  steps  in  the  near  future  to 
have  it  settled  beyond  all  question  by  the  court 
which  the  people  of  this  country  look  up  to  with 
veneration  and  regard.  The  remark  was  made  in 
this  discussion  by  the  Minister  of  Railways  that  he 
had  not  heard  any  objection  to  the  details  of  the 
Bill  from  other  provinces  than  Ontario  and  Quebec  ; 
and  in  speaking  briefly  upon  the  subject  of  redis¬ 
tribution  as  arranged  in  the  Province  of  Nova 
Scotia,  I  do  not  desire  to  say  that  the  idea  of  a 
gerrymander  was  present  in  that  arrangement.  In 
fact,  as  far  as  my  province  is  concerned,  I  think  it 
is  conspicuously  absent,  because  there  is  only  one 
change  made,  and  that  does  not  lead  in  this  im¬ 
proper  direction  which  is  properly  condemned  upon 
both  sides  of  the  House.  The  only  change  made, 
then,  is  the  uniting  of  the  Counties  of  Queen’s  and 
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Shelburne  into  one  electoral  district,  and  I  desire, 
not  on  the  principle  of  opposing  a  gerrymander,  but 
on  the  principle  of  objecting  to  the  lack  of  princi¬ 
ple,  to  the  utter  abnegation  of  all  rule  or  principle, 
to  protest,  on  behalf  of  the  people  of  the  counties 
mentioned,  against  this  arrangement.  Probably  we 
will  have  an  opportunity  later,  when  in  committee, 
to  discuss  more  fully  its  bearings,  but,  at  the  same 
time,  I  think  that  this  measure,  in  its  details,  far 
from  being  satisfactory  to  the  people  of  Nova 
Scotia,  and  of  the  Maritime  Provinces  generally, 
has  no  backing  to  support  it.  The  County  of 
Queen’s  is  one  of  the  old  counties  in  the  Province  of 
Nova  Scotia.  It  covers  a  large  area,  it  has  great 
resources,  and  has,  perhaps,  as  great  a  future  be¬ 
fore  it  as  any  of  the  counties  in  that  province.  It 
has  certainly  a  small  population,  so  has  the  County 
of  Shelburne,  and  if  the  population  were  entirely 
insignificant  so  that  it  would  be  absurd  to  give  it  a 
separate  representative,  perhaps  something  might 
be  said  in  favour  of  the  amalgamation  of  the  two 
counties  into  one.  But  Queen’s  has  a  population  of 
10,000,  and  is  to  be  united  with  Shelburne  which 
has  a  population  of  14,000,  so  that  by  the  union  we 
have  one  district  with  a  population  considerably 
above  the  unit.  At  the  same  time,  there  is  left  in 
IS  ova  Scotia  the  County  of  Victoria,  with  the  small 
population  of  12,000,  which  yet  has  one  represent¬ 
ative.  Richmond,  with  a  population  of  14,000, 
retains  one  representative.  Then,  going  to  the 
Province  of  New  Brunswick,  the  County  of 
Restigouche,  with  a  population  of  8,300,  has 
one  representative,  and  the  County  of  Albert, 
with  10,900,  has  one  representative  ;  yet  the 
Counties  of  Queen’s  and  Shelburne  are  united,  and 
this  is  one  instance  of  the  anomalies  in  the  Bill. 
In  the  Province  of  Quebec,  we  have  a  number  of 
counties,  such  as  Vaudreuil,  Soulanges,  Quebec 
West,  Montmorency,  Montcalm,  L’lslet,  and  in 
Ontario  we  have  Frontenac,  Leeds  and  Grenville, 
Lennox,  West  Northumberland,  WTest  Peterborough 
and  Peel,  all  of  which  counties  are  much  below  the 
unit  of  population,  and  yet  they  retain  to  the 
fullest  extent  their  old  representation.  Now,  I 
contend  that  since  the  County  of  Shelburne  lias 
had  one  representative  ever  since  Confederation, 
for  its  15,000  population,  it  is  an  injustice  and  an 
outrage  to  take  away  from  it  the  representative  it 
had,  when  the  Government  leave  representatives 
to  so  many  other  constituencies  with  a  smaller 
population.  The  rearrangement  could  have  been 
made  much  more  consonant  with  the  principle  laid 
down  by  the  hon.  member  for  Simcoe,  that  is  by 
keeping  as  nearly  as  possible  the  solidarity  of  the 
old  counties,  and  still  continuing  to  them  the 
representation  to  which  they  are  entitled,  and  have 
always  enjoyed.  Take  the  Province  of  Nova 
Scotia  under  the  present  rearrangement.  We  find 
that  while  that  province,  as  a  whole,  is  very  evenly 
distributed,  about  22,000  to  each  member,  yet  if 
we  separate  Cape  Breton  from  the  rest  of  the  pro¬ 
vince,  we  find  that  that  Island,  under  the  present 
arrangement,  has  a  unit  of  representation  of 
about  17,355,  showing  that  under  the  present 
arrangement  the  Island  of  Cape  Breton  has  a  much 
larger  representation  proportionately  in  this  House 
than  the  rest  of  Nova  Scotia  ;  and  I  think  if  the 
idea  was  to  equalize  or  come  any  way  near  equaliz¬ 
ing  the  population  as  a  basis  of  representation, 
our  hon.  friends  should  have  at  any  rate  gone  to 
the  Island  of  Cape  Breton  and  reduced  the  repre- 
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.sentation  there  by  one  representative,  leaving  the 
rest  of  the  province  as  it  was.  The  proportion  of 
^representation  to  each  county  would  then  have  been 
much  more  evenly  divided  than  it  is  under  this 
.scheme.  It  may  be  said  that  this  was  difficult  to  do. 
The  County  of  Cape  Breton  has  two  representatives, 
and  has  only  a  population  of  34,000  for  these  two. 
Well,  I  do  not  desire  that  the  representation  of  any 
particular  county  should  be  reduced,  but  I  contend, 
when  we  consider  the  fact  that  throughout  the 
Dominion,  in  many  places,  there  are  constituencies 
having  a  larger  population  than  Cape  Breton  and 
which  are  yet  allowed  but  one  representative,  I 
think  the  Government  would  have  dealt  more  justly 
with  the  province  at  large  and  created  less  friction 
Lad  they  taken  a  representative  from  the  Island 
and  County  of  Cape  Breton.  At  any  rate,  I  do  not 
think  it  was  wise  to  have,  for  the  first  time 
in  the  history  of  the  Confederation  as  the 
iresult  of  twenty-five  years’  progress  and 
prosperity,  these  gentlemen  claiming  that  the 
'County  of  Queen’s  should  be  united  with  that  of 
the  County  of  Shelburne,  and  that  the  County  of 
.'Shelburne  should  find  itself  denuded  of  at  least 
one-half  of  the  representation  it  has  hitherto  had. 
Passing  to  New  Brunswick,  perhaps  there  is  not 
much  to  object  to  on  the  principle  of  a  gerry¬ 
mander,  yet  I  think,  when  we  get  into  committee, 
objections  can  be  shown  with  regard  to  the  arrange¬ 
ment  in  that  province.  I  think  a  little  more  careful 
.-study  might  have  enabled  hon.  gentlemen  to  have 
arranged  the  representation  of  the  Province  of  New 
Brunswick  more  in  accordance  with  sound  princi¬ 
ples,  but,  as  that  is  a  matter  of  detail,  I  will  dis¬ 
miss  it  at  a  later  stage  when  a  more  lengthened 
-discussion  on  the  points  involved  may  more  pro¬ 
perly  take  place.  I  will  not  comment  at  any 
length  upon  the  redistribution  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec  and  the  Province  of  Ontario,  after  the  very 
able  observations  which  have  been  made  by  hon. 
gentlemen  representing  both  of  these  provinces, 
but  I  have  failed,  in  listening  to  the  defence  made 
for  this  measure  on  the  other  side  of  the  House,  to 
find  upon  what  principle  the  rearrangement  has 
been  made  in  either  of  those  provinces.  Yesterday, 
for  the  first  time,  we  had  the  introduction  of  a 
new  principle  by  the  Minister  of  Railways  and 
an  hon.  member  for  one  of  the  Simcoes.  They 
brought  in  the  question  of  the  proportion  of 
votes.  Are  we  to  have  all  our  calculations  re¬ 
arranged  on  the  basis  of  votes  ?  The  House 
should  be  slow  to  adopt  such  a  principle.  Are 
A'otes  to  rule,  or  is  the  population  to  rule  ?  If 
population  is  to  rule,  I  should  like  to  know  how 
any  of  the  anomalies  which  exist  have  been 
remedied  by  this  Bill.  Prescott  had  a  population 
of  24,000  under  the  old  system,  and  under  the  new 
will  have  30,000.  The  electoral  district  of  Russell 
had  a  population  of  31,600  under  the  old  system, 
and  will  have  25,399  uncler  the  new.  The  utterly 
indefensible  character  of  this  rearrangement  has 
been  so  clearly  pointed  out  by  almost  every  speaker 
on  each  side  of  the  House,  and  at  all  events  by  the 
.hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy), 
that  I  need  not  further  refer  to  it.  We  find  here 
the  abnegation  of  every  principle  which  should 
urge  this  legislature  to  rearrange  a  constituency. 
The  reason  given  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  was 
that  the  electors  of  the  township  of  Clarence  would 
feel  more  at  home  in  the  County  of  Prescott  than 
in  the  County  of  Russell,  but  they  have  themselves, 
Mr.  Flint. 


by  one  of  the  most  complete  protests  which 
ever  came  before  Parliament  or  its  committees, 
protested  against  the  change.  They  have  stated  by 
their  petition,  and  by  their  voice,  and  by  their 
representative  on  the  floor  of  this  House  their 
objection  to  this  change.  Under  these  circumstan¬ 
ces,  what  shred  of  reason  or  what  tatter  remains 
for  taking  Clarence  from  Russell  and  adding  it  to 
Prescott  against  the  will  of  the  people  ?  If  the 
Government  had  equalized  the  vote,  something 
might  have  been  said  in  favour  of  it,  but  they  have 
left  in  the  County  of  Russell  a  portion  of  a  large 
city  which  it  would  be  entirely  in  accord  with  the 
amendment  which  I  intend  to  support  to  have  placed 
in  the  city  of  Ottawa.  Why  dismember  the  city 
of  Ottawa  and  take  out  a  large  number  of  electors 
and  place  them  in  the  County  of  Russell,  and  take 
another  number  of  electors  out  of  the  County  of 
Russell  and  place  them  in  the  County  of  Prescott  ? 
I  regret  to  be  obliged  to  say  that  no  other  reason 
can  be  given  but  that  which  is  to  be  derived  from 
a  consideration  of  the  election  returns.  We  find 
that  this  township  gave  the  hon.  gentleman  who 
represents  the  county  such  a  majority  as  to  ensure 
him  his  election.  There  is  no  doubt  that  those 
who  instigated  this  had  no  other  object  than  to 
affect  an  election,  but  I  am  glad  to  know  that 
there  is  spirit  in  the  people  of  this  country,  there 
is  a  feeling  in  favour  of  fair-play  and  a  desire  for 
honest  fight,  which  will  react  upon  the  men  who 
have  endeavoured  in  an  underhand  way  to  deprive 
these  people  of  their  share  of  political  power.  I 
believe  that  among  the  men  who  support  the  Con¬ 
servative  party  in  the  district  of  Russell,  hon. 
gentlemen  will  find  such  an  amount  of  indignation 
that  this  well-iaid  scheme  will  come  to  naught. 
There  is  also  great  complaint  as  to  the  rearrange¬ 
ment  of  the  County  of  Ottawa.  It  will  be  pointed 
out  in  the  committee  that  not  only  is  the  popula¬ 
tion  not  equally  divided,  but  that  county  lines  have 
been  so  drawn  as  to  give  one  district  a  population  over 
50  per  cent  larger  than  the  population  left  in  the 
other,  and  that  a  great  many  local  hindrances  are 
placed  in  the  way  of  the  electors  at  each  end  of 
the  two  counties.  The  electoral  district  of  Lin¬ 
coln  and  Niagara  has  been  rearranged,  and  the 
electoral  district  of  Welland  also.  In  some  of 
these  there  may  be  possibly  some  local  reasons 
with  which  a  representative  from  another  province 
would  not  be  familiar.  He  would  not  know  that 
the  reasons  for  making  the  change  were  based  on 
political  considerations.  I  think  the  principle 
which  is  laid  down  not  only  in  the  resolution 
which  has  already  been  voted  down,  but  in  the 
amendment  which  is  before  the  House,  should 
meet  the  approval  and  support  of  every  fair- 
minded  man,  and  of  every  one  who  is  desirous  of 
seeing  the  representation  of  the  people  in  this 
House  established  on  such  principles  that  no 
charge  of  unfairness,  dishonesty  or  underhanded 
dealing  can  be  made  against  the  ruling  party. 
Unless  it  is  settled  on  this  basis,  it  will  never  be 
settled,  for  the  people  of  this  country  will  never 
settle  down  to  undergo  injustice  from  any 
party.  A  day  of  vengeance  will  come,  and, 
whether  reprisals  are  indulged  in  or  not,  a 
large  number  of  the  most  honourable  and  intelligent 
of  our  public  citizens  will  become  disgusted  with 
public  life  and  will  withdraw  themselves  from  pub¬ 
lic  affairs,  and  the  tone  of  Parliament  will  be  re¬ 
duced  as  its  ability  to  protect  the  rights  of  the 
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people  will  be  reduced,  and  we  will  be  contributing 
to  the  downward  course  which  many  of  us  have 
seen  to  be  approaching  for  some  time,  if  we  deal 
with  this  question  in  the  wrong  direction.  We  find 
a  Franchise  Act  which  is  expensive,  which  is  cum¬ 
bersome,  and  which  has  been  susceptible,  in  the 
hands  of  wicked  men,  of  men  who  look  solely  to 
political  influence  for  their  reward,  and  who  are 
anxious  solely  to  advance  the  interest  of  the  party 
with  which  they  are  identified,  of  giving  them  a 
power  altogether  disproportionate  to  the  influence 
which  they  ought  to  exercise  in  the  country.  We 
find  the  resources  of  the  country  squandered  in  order 
to  corrupt  the  people,  and  add  to  these  evils  a  per¬ 
sistent  series  of  gerrymander  Acts  after  the  recur¬ 
rence  of  each  census,  and  the  time  is  very  near  when 
the  honest  people,  the  people  of  this  country  upon 
whose  shoulders  the  burden  of  legislation,  or,  at 
any  rate,  the  burden  of  political  action,  ought 
to  rest,  will  withdraw  themselves  entirely  from 
the  consideration  of  public  affairs,  and  when 
the  welfare  and  the  resources  and  the  legislative 
interests  of  this  country  will  be  left  in  the  hands 
of  the  corrupt  classes,  and  then  ruin  cannot  be  far 
away.  I  think  if  the  Government  had  consented 
to  draw  up  a  series  of  carefully  considered  rules, 
in  consultation  with  hon.  members  of  experience 
who  hold  a  different  political  view  from  what  they 
<lo,  had  they  placed  the  carrying  out  of  the  details 
of  a  redistribution  in  the  hands  of  a  high  and 
impartial  authority,  not  moved  by  any  political 
bias,  we  would  then  have  such  a  redistribution 
as  would  have  given  confidence  to  men  of  both 
political  parties  throughout  the  countrjq  and 
would  have  added  to  the  regard  and  affection 
with  which  the  people  view  their  political  insti¬ 
tutions,  and  would  have  made  a  reality  of  those 
British  institutions  which  we  profess  to  venerate  ; 
and  that  the  flag  of  England,  which  we  are  all 
proud  of,  and  which  is  invoked  too  often  to  justify 
intolerance  and  injustice,  would  then  have  floated 
over  a  really  freely  governed  people.  I  think  that 
the  principles  which  underlie  this  amendment  are 
so  sound,  so  just,  and  so  equitable,  that  the  rejection 
of  them  will  be  a  disaster  to  this  Parliament,  and 
a  disaster  to  the  people  of  this  country. 

Mr.  HUGHES.  In  addressing  a  feAv  remarks  to 
the  House  on  this  redistribution  measure,  I  shall 
■endeavour  to  confine  myself  to  the  question  as 
closely  as  possible.  We  are  treated  on  every  oc¬ 
casion  when  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  address  the 
House,  to  the  same  old  story  of  purity  in  elections. 
They  are  the  only  party,  they  are  the  only  per¬ 
sons,  in  whom  purity  is  to  be  found,  and  therefore 
they  are  for  ever  impugning  the  honour  of  their  op¬ 
ponents.  Now,  Sir,  let  us  examine  this  Redistribu¬ 
tion  Bill.  In  the  first  place,  what  is  the  object  of 
a  Redistribution  Bill  ?  It  is  to  equalize  the  popula¬ 
tion  on  the  basis  laid  down  under  our  constitution. 
Let  me  make  this  remark  on  the  points  which  were 
brought  out  by  the  legal  lights  of  the  Opposition  : 

I  do  not  wish  to  say  anything  adverse  to  the  legal 
learning  of  this  House,  but  I  do  say  that  if  the  legal 
ability  shown  in  the  elucidation  of  constitutional 
law  as  exhibited  by  members  of  the  Opposition  is 
to  be  taken  as  a  type  of  the  legal  knowledge  of  this 
House  as  a  whole,  then  I  think  the  House  should 
be  pitied  rather  than  congratulated.  Statements 
have  fallen  from  the  speakers  upon  the  constitu¬ 
tional  points  under  discussion,  that  are  certainly 
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very  wide  of  the  mark,  and  do  not  call  for  any 
comment  on  my  part.  The  Redistribution  Bill  in  the 
present  instance,  so  far  as  Ontario  is  concerned,  has 
touched  very  light  on  the  constituencies.  In  one  or  two 
places  additional  representation  has  been  given 
where  the  population  was  altogether  too  large,  and 
the  same  number  of  members  of  necessity  had  to  be 
taken  from  other  localities.  That,  I  think,  has  been 
done  with  as  little  change  in  the  redistribution  as 
possible.  In  the  amendment  proposed  by  the 
member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  we  find 
he  laid  down  two  rules,  which  he  says  should 
guide  us  in  making  a  redistribution  ;  one  is  that 
county  boundaries  should  be  observed,  and  the 
other  is  that  equality  of  population  should  be 
taken  into  consideration.  Now,  he  has  failed,  so 
far  as  I  could  learn,  to  show  wherein  the  present 
Redistribution  Bill  does  not  meet  both  these  re¬ 
quirements.  It  is  true,  the  population  is  not  ac¬ 
curately  equalized  ;  it  is  not  possible  to  equalize 
it ;  but  that  a  fair  attempt  has  been  made  to  equal¬ 
ize  it  without  disturbing  the  boundaries  of  too 
many  of  the  ridings,  no  one  will  deny.  The 
county  boundaries  have,  to  a  fair  extent,  been 
observed.  We  find  that  the  present  bounds  of  the 
city  of  Toronto  are  recognized  ;  we  find  that  the 
county  boundaries  of  Welland,  Haldimand,  Lin¬ 
coln  and  other  counties  in  the  Niagara  Peninsula, 
are  recognized  as  far  as  it  was  at  all  possible 
in  the  peculiar  grouping  of  the  population  of 
these  places.  Where  we  find  that  a  change 
has  been  made,  as  in  the  Counties  of  Prescott 
and  Russell,  it  is  confined  entirely  within 
the  two  counties,  because  the  two  counties  are 
one  municipality ;  therefore  there  is  no  viola¬ 
tion  of  his  principle  in  those  places.  Were 
county  boundaries  to  be  observed  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario,  the  change  would  be  so  sweeping  that 
those  gentlemen,  in  place  of  detaining  the  House 
some  few  weeks  in  obstructing  this  measure,  would 
detain  it  for  a  twelvemonth  with  pessimistic 
cries  as  to  the  injustice  of  the  measure.  I  was 
not  in  the  House  when  the  Act  of  1882  was  passed. 
Hon.  gentlemen  on  both  sides  of  the  House  have 
condemned  that  measure,  but  I  have  failed  to  hear 
one  solitary  argument  advanced  by  any  hon. 
member  to  show  that'  that  Redistribution  Act  of 
1882  was  not  what  it  should  be.  They  have  simply 
given  us  their  opinion  that  it  was  not  judicious,  but 
without  giving  any  facts  to  back  up  their  opinion. 
It  is  an  impossibility  to  redistribute  a  province  and 
add  four  new  members,  as  was  done  in  1882  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  without  changing  the  bound¬ 
aries  of  constituencies.  In  other  words,  take  any 
checker-board  with  88  squares  in  it,  and  change 
those  88  to  92,  and  there  must  be  considerable 
changes  made  upon  the  board.  Now,-  our  hon. 
friend  from  Muskoka  (Mr.  O’Brien)  has  referred  to 
the  British  practice  in  these  matters  of  redis¬ 
tribution,  and  he  has  left  the  impression  that 
the  ideas  as  advanced  by  the  member  for  Simcoe, 
and  endorsed  by  himself,  are  carried  out  in 
British  practice.  Now,  I  will  take  the  liberty  of 
showing  the  House  what  the  last  redistribution 
Act  of  the  British  Parliament  has  accomplished. 
It  has  given  23  members  to  23  constituencies,  and 
each  of  those  constituencies  has  a  population  of 
les3  than  20,000  ;  some  of  them  a  population  as 
low  as  15,000.  It  gives  seven  constituencies  seven 
members,  and  each  of  those  constituencies  has  a 
population  of  from  85,000  to  90,000.  It  gives  eight 
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constituencies  to  eight  members,  each  constituency 
having  a  population  varying  from  20,000  to  25,000. 
It  gives  24  members  to  19  constituencies,  each  one 
having  a  population  of  from  25,000  to  30,000  per 
member.  It  gives  five  constituencies  to  five  mem¬ 
bers,  each  constituency  having  a  population  exceed¬ 
ing  30,000.  It  gives  32  members  to  30  constituen¬ 
cies,  each  member  representing  a  population  of 
between  70,000  and  75,000.  It  gives  12  mem¬ 
bers  to  11  constituencies,  each  member  represent¬ 
ing  a  population  of  from  70,000  to  80,000.  It  gives 
nine  members  to  nine  constituencies,  each  consti¬ 
tuency  having  a  population  of  between  80,000  and 
85,000.  Thus  we  find  in  Great  Britain,  taking  the 
precedent  laid  down  by  the  member  for  Muskoka, 
a  diversity  in  the  representation,  varying  on  the 
one  hand  from  a  constituency  of  15,000  population, 
to  one  on  the  other  hand  with  a  population  of 
90,000.  Were  we  to  go  into  the  details  and 
examine  the  boundaries  of  constituencies  in 
Great  Britain,  we  would  find  that  a  much 
greater  latitude  has  been  allowed  in  the  redis¬ 
tribution  of  seats  in  Great  Britain,  than  is 
at  all  proposed  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada. 
I  would  take  exception  here  to  the  propriety  of 
observing  the  provincial  county  boundaries  in  a 
Dominion  redistribution  measure.  We  find  these 
counties  are  established  for  purely  provincial  pur¬ 
poses,  for  educational,  municipal,  taxation,  judi¬ 
cial  purposes,  and  other  matters  pertaining  purely 
to  the  county,  such  as  the  management  of  bridges 
and  roads.  In  counties  it  is  absolutely  necessary 
that  there  should  be  county  representation,  in 
order  that  when  matters  pertaining  to  these 
counties  come  before  the  Provincial  Assembly  the 
members  representing  the  particular  districts 
should  be  able  to  represent  a  district  or  county, 
and  they  should  not  overlap.  But  how  do  we 
find  it  in  Ontario  ?  In  that  province,  from  which 
all  the  wisdom  of  the  Reform  party  is  supposed 
to  come,  and  to  which  all  Reformers  point,  there 
are  instance  after  instance  in  which  county  boun¬ 
daries  overlap,  in  which  municipalities  have  been 
cut  up  and  divided,  and  where  the  rule  laid  down 
by  the  hon.  gentlemen  of  the  Opposition  has  not 
been  observed. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Name,  name. 

Mr.  HUGHES.  Take  the  Counties  of  Lincoln 
and  Haldimand  and  the  riding  of  Bothwell,  which 
is  represented  here  by  a  member  who  has  a  good 
deal  to  say  on  these  matters  ;  and  then  there  is 
Cardwell  and  Addington  and  Frontenac  and  one 
of  the  Brants — all  of  these  have  overlapping 
municipal  boundaries.  In  the  Dominion  Parlia¬ 
ment  it  is  essential  that  these  provincial  matters 
should  not  be  introduced.  What  has  been  one 
of  the  chief  cries  of  the  Opposition  in  the  past  ? 
That  the  Tories  in  the  Dominion  House  introduced 
provincial  affairs  and  took  part  in  provincial  elec¬ 
tions.  In  order  as  far  as  possible  to  completely 
separate  provincial  and  Dominion  politics,  statutes 
were  enacted  years  ago  by  which  a  representative 
could  not  sit  both  in  a  Provincial  Parliament  and 
the  Dominion  Parliament  ;  in  other  words,  that  so 
far  as  legislation  could  bring  it  about,  the  politics 
of  the  provinces  were  separated  from  those  of  the 
Dominion.  If  we  were  to  observe  county  boun¬ 
daries  in  regard  to  representation  in  the  Dominion 
Parliament,  the  same  township,  district  and  county 
organization  would  be  used  for  both  provincial  and 
Mr.  Hughes. 


Dominion  political  contests.  But,  under  the  sys¬ 
tem  of  redistribution  in  the  Dominion,  county 
boundaries  are  not  necessarily  recognized,  and 
these  local  organizations  of  a  purely  pro¬ 
vincial  character  do  not  come  into  play, 
and  the  people  look  upon  Dominion  poli¬ 
tics  from  a  broad,  national  view-point  and  separ¬ 
ate  them  from  the  politics  of  the  provinces  or 
counties.  What  is  there  that  comes  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  House  that  affects  the  counties 
— as  affording  a  reason  why  a  county  boundary 
should  of  necessity  be  recognized  in  a  Dominion 
redistribution  measure  ?  Post  offices,  lighthouses, 
railways  and  canals,  weights  and  measures  and  all 
such  matters  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Do¬ 
minion,  but  with  them  county  boundaries  have 
nothing  whatever  to  do.  So  in  these  respects  there 
isno  necessity  for  having  county  boundariesobserved. 
As  to  the  equalization  of  population :  as  far  as  prac¬ 
ticable,  it  certainly  would  be  advisable  that  the 
population  should  be  equalized  ;  but  it  is  quite 
evident  that  the  number  of  the  electors  in  new  dis¬ 
tricts  will  be  greater  proportionately  than  in  old 
settled  districts.  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying 
that  a  rural  district,  especially  one  covering  a 
large  area,  is  entitled  to  a  representative  for  a. 
smaller  unit  of  population  than  a  city.  This  is 
carried  out  in  the  old  country,  and  is  also  recog¬ 
nized  here,  as  it  is  in  almost  every  country  where 
responsible  government  exists  on  the  basis  of  repre¬ 
sentative  institutions.  Redistribution  in  the 
Dominion  is  carried  out  more  equitably  than 
redistribution  has  been  carried  out  in  Ontario. 
I  have  here  the  complete  figures,  but  they  have 
already  been  quoted.  They  show,  among  other 
facts,  that  North  Brant,  represented  here  by  the 
hon.  gentleman  who  spoke  at  length  last  night, 
has  a  population ,  under  the  provincial  redistribution , 
of  11,000,  while  South  Brant  has  a  population  of 
19,000.  Yet  that  hon.  gentleman  endeavoured  to 
show  that  this  House  is  unfair  in  its  treatment  of 
the  district,  because  the  present  Bill  does  not 
equalize  the  population,  although  his  own  party  in 
their  redistribution  measure  made  the  enormous 
difference  of  11,000  and  19,000  in  adjacent  consti¬ 
tuencies.  Both  these  are  represented  by  Grits. 
We  find  that  Brockville,  with  17,724,  returned  a. 
Grit ;  Lincoln,  with  26,408,  returned  a  Tory  ;  Mid¬ 
dlesex  East,  with  26,710,  returned  a  Tory  ;  Monck, 
with  15,800,  returned  a  Grit  ;  North  Perth,  with 
29,560,  returned  a  Tory  ;  West  Peterborough,  with 
15,211,  returned  a  Grit ;  Welland,  with  26,152, 
returned  a  Tory  ;  Wentworth  South,  with  14,993, 
returned  a  Grit ;  Toronto,  which  gives  overwhelm¬ 
ing  Conservative  majorities,  with  a  population  of 
180,000,  returned  a  Tory,  for  it  has  only  one  seat  in 
the  legislature  under  the  Mowat  redistribution 
Act.  Yet  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  come  here 
and  endeavour  to  persuade  the  country  that 
the  Redistribution  Bill  of  the  Liberal-Conser¬ 
vative  party  does  not  deal  fairly  with  the 
constituencies.  It  does  one  good  to  hear  the 
hon.  member  for  Muskoka  (Mr.  O’Brien)  and  the 
hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy) 
express  their  penitence.  The  sight  almost  reminds 
one  of  the  latest  fashion  in  religious  circles  where 
we  find  reformed  renegades  expressing  regret  for 
their  past  careers  and  promising  they  are  going 
to  live  better  lives  for  the  future.  It  is  also  very 
refreshing  to  hear  the  hon.  member  for  Muskoka 
boast  of  his  independence  ;  but  in  my  little  experi- 
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ence  I  have  never  yet  seen  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
independence  exhibited  until  the  hon  member  for 
North  Simcoe  pulled  the  string,  and  then  he  sud¬ 
denly  became  independent.  We  should  like  to  see 
a  little  ebullition  of  independence  on  other  occasions 
when  his  leader  did  not  pull  the  wires.  As  the 
hon.  member  for  Assiuiboia  (Mr.  Davin)  pointed 
out,  it  was  really  refreshing  to  see  the  members  of 
the  Opposition  pat  the  hon.  member  for  North 
♦Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  on  the  back,  smooth  him 
down  and  tell  him  what  a  nice  fellow  he  was  ;  but 
by  endorsing  the  hon.  gentleman’s  proposal  those 
bon.  gentlemen  are  condemning  their  leader  in 
Ontario;  if  they  support  the  policy  advocated  by 
the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy), 
they  must  of  necessity  condemn  the  policy  laid  down 
by  Sir  Oliver  Mowat.  The  charge  has  been  made  in 
this  House  on  more  than  one  occasion  that  at  the  last 
general  election  held  for  the  Dominion  Parliament 
the  Reform  party  had  a  majority  of  the  popular  votes 
■cast.  I  have  taken  the  trouble  togothrough  the  whole 
list  of  the  elections,  and  wherever  two  Conserva¬ 
tives  contested  a  riding,  as  in  Carleton,  and  wher¬ 
ever  two  Reformers  contested  a  riding,  as  in  West 
Ontario,  I  have  referred  back  to  the  previous  elec¬ 
tions  when  a  Conservative  Mas  opposed  by  a  Re¬ 
former,  and  I  find,  on  the  basis  of  that  calculation, 
44,712  votes  "were  cast  for  the  Conservatives  in 
Ontario  and  42,891  for  the  Grits,  or  a  Conservative 
majority  of  1,821.  Or  a  majority  of  1,821  for  the 
Province  of  Ontario  with  only  a  very  small  major¬ 
ity  of  three  or  four  members  in  the  House.  The 
figures  are  given  here  by  constituencies.  We  also 
heard  these  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  boast  of  their 
majority  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  in  the  provin¬ 
cial  election,  but  I  have  here  a  statement  made 
officially  in  the  Ontario  Legislature  on  the  11th 
of  March,  1891,  which  shows  that  although  the 
Government  of  Sir  Oliver  Mowat  has  a  majority  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  of  28  or  30  members,  it  is 
due  not  to  the  votes  of  the  people,  but  to  the 
.gerrymander  by  the  Government.  We  find,  sum¬ 
marizing  the  official  figures,  that  the  total  vote  cast 
against  the  Reform  Government  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  last  election  amounted  to  168,445,  and  the 
total  vote  for  the  Government  162,803,  scattered 
votes  1,474,  or  a  total  majority  against  the  Reform 
Government  of  the  popular  vote  of  upwards  of 
5,600.  Therefore,  Sir  Oliver  Mowat  and  his  Gov¬ 
ernment  hold  office  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  to¬ 
day,  although  there  is  a  popular  vote  of  upwards 
of  5,000  against  them,  and  they  hold  office  only  on 
account  of  the  gerrymander  of  the  constituencies 
in  that  province.  These  figures  M'ere  given  on 
the  floor  of  the  Ontario  Legislature  and  they 
■were  not  contradicted.  No  figures  were  adduced 
to  disprove  them  and  they  are  here  in  the  public 
prints  to-day,  and  they  cannot  be  very  well  denied. 
This  statement  also  gives  the  total  vote  for  Toronto, 
and  deducting  Mr.  Clarke’s  and  Mr.  Bell’s  vote  from 
the  one  side,  and  Mr.  Macdonald’s  vote  from  the 
other,  that  is  to  say  the  second  candidate  in  each 
case,  the  figures  stand  for  the  Province  of  Ontario  : 
Total  vote  for  the  Conservative  Government,  158, - 
$02 ;  total  vote  for  the  Reform  party  in  the  pro¬ 
vince,  157,454,  or  still  a  popular  majority  against 
the  Reform  Government  of  the  Province  of  Ontario 
of  1,458,  and  yet  they  occupy  the  Treasury  benches 
and  have  a  majority  of  upwards  of  twenty  mem¬ 
bers  on  account  of  their  infamous  gerrymander. 
Now,  in  the  Dominion  Parliament,  as  I  have  shown, 


the  Liberal-Conservative  party  had  a  majority  in 
Ontario  of  about  2,000  in  the  last  general  election, 
although  it  only  gave  the  party  a  majority  of 
four  seats,  I  think,  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 
However,  I  am  pleased  to  state  that  as  a  result 
of  the  bye-elections,  the  lists  having  been  revised 
and  the  rising  young  men  of  Canada  having  been 
enrolled  as  voters,  we  find  that  the  popular  vote 
for  the  Government  has  largely  been  increased, 
and  that  it  now  exceeds  nine  or  ten  thousand. 
The  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  took 
occasion  yesterday  in  his  reference  to  the  Redis¬ 
tribution  Act  of  1882  to  complain  of  the  state  of 
some  of  the  constituencies.  Well,  I  have  here  a 
map  which  is  scarcely  so  artistically  drawn  as 
the  one  presented  to  the  House  last  night  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin),  but  it 
will  show  the  extraordinary  shape  of  some  of  the 
ridings  for  the  Ontario  Legislature.  The  county  in 
the  centre  Mrith  the  indescribable  outline  represents 
East  Wellington.  It  is  hung  in  the  middle,  and  is 
almost  cut  in  two,  and  yet  hon.  gentlemen  in  the 
Opposition  do  not  go  into  a  rage  over  the  shape  of 
that  riding.  Alongside  of  it  is  West  Wellington, 
and  as  a  gentleman  pointed  out  the  other  day,  you 
have  to  step  across  a  corner  about  an  inch  wide  to 
get  from  the  northern  part  of  the  riding  to  the 
southern  part.  Hon.  gentlemen  can  also  see  the 
fantastic  shape  of  South  Waterloo.  That  the  House 
may  properly  appreciate  how  South  Waterloo  is 
doctored  up  and  to  what  extreme  these  purists  of 
the  Liberal  party  will  go  to  gerrymander  a  county, 

I  shall  read  you  a  description  of  the  County  of 
Waterloo  from  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Ontario, 
and  you  will  notice  that,  not  content  with  dividing 
the  municipalities,  they  even  divide  lots,  and  in 
some  places  where  there  is  a  good  old  Tory  with 
four  or  five  sons,  they  draw  a  line  around  his  lot 
and  hedge  him  off  into  another  riding  in  order  that 
he  may  not  do  any  injury  by  his  vote  to  the  Reform 
party.  This  is  the  description  of  the  count}  from 
the  Act  itself  : 

“  The  said  northerly  portion  of  the  township  of 
Waterloo  shall  include  and  consist  of  that  part  of  the 
said  township  lying  within  the  following  limits,  that  is 
to.say  :  Commencing  at  the  south-west  angle  of  lot  num¬ 
ber  forty-six  in  the  said  township  ;  thence  easterly  along 
the  southerly  limits  of  the  said  lot,  and  of  the  lots  num¬ 
bers .  forty-seven,  forty-eight,  fifty,  fifty-one  and  fifty- 
three,  and  the  prolongation  thereof,  to  the  middle  of  the 
Grand  River  :  thence  along  the  middle  of  the  said  river, 
against  the  stream  to  the  prolongation  of  the  limit  be¬ 
tween  lots  numbers  one  hundred  and  thirteen  and  one 
hundred  and  fourteen,  and  along  the  prolongation  of  the 
limit  between  the  said  lots  numbers  one  hundred  and 
thirteen  and  one  hundred  and  fourteen,  and  along  the 
limits  between  the  said  lots  numbers  one  hundred  and 
thirteen  and  one  hundred  and  fourteen,  northerly  and 
easterly,  to  the  westerly  limits  of  lot  one  hundred  and 
seven  ;  thence  along  the  westerly  limits  of  the  said  lot 
number  one  hundred  and  seven,  northerly  to  the  northerly 
limits  thereof ;  thence  along  the  northerly  limits  of  the  said 
lot  number  one  hundred  and  seven,  and  of  lots  numbers  one 
hundred  and  six,  eighty-four  and  ninety-six,  easterly  to 
the  easterly  boundary  of  the  said  capital  township  ; 
thence  along  the  easterly,  northerly  and  westerly 
boundaries  of  the  said  township,  in  a  northerly,  westerly 
and  southerly  direction,  respectively,  to  the  place  of  be¬ 
ginning  ;  and  the  said  southerly  portion  of  the  said 
township  of  Waterloo  shall  include  and  consist  of  all 
the  remaining  part  of  the  said  township.” 

You  will  notice  that  lots  49  and  52,  as  well  as  other 
lots  which  happen  to  be  occupied  by  Tories,  are 
omitted  so  as  to  make  the  gerrymander  complete. 
That  will  give  hon.  gentlemen  an  idea  of  how  the 
Reform  party  in  Ontario,  where  they  have  the 
power,  gerrymander  the  constituencies.  Our  hon. 
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friend  from  Brant  (Mr.  Paterson)  last  night  took 
the  hon.  Minister  of  Railways  to  task  about  his 
geography,  and  I  will  now  present  to  the  House 
from  the  official  map  a  representation  of  what  is 
called  North  Brant  in  the  Ontario  Legislature.  I 
would  respectfully  remind  the  hon.  member  for 
Brant  (Mr.  Paterson)  that  when  he  undertakes  to 
criticise  thegeography  of  the  Minister  of  Railways,  he 
had  better  look  a  little  nearer  home,  and  I  find  that 
his  Government  in  Ontario  evidently  made  amistake 
in  calling  this  riding  North  Brant  because  it 
takes  in  the  whole  southern  part  of  the  county. 
When  the  hon.  member  for  Brant  (Mr.  Paterson) 
supported  the  hon.  member  for  Simcoe  (Mr.  Me 
Carthy)  in  his  amendment,  he  was  passing  a  vote 
of  censure  upon  himself,  because  he  was  the  man  who 
carried  out  the  redistribution  in  reference  to  the 
County  of  Brant  at  the  time.  I  would  also  point 
out  that  in  one  riding  of  Brant  the  population 
is  only  11,000  and  the  population  of  the  other 
riding  is  19,000,  and  consequently  that  neither 
in  reference  to  municipal  boundaries  nor  to  equali¬ 
zation  of  population  is  the  hon.  member  sincere 
in  his  statements  before  this  House.  There 
are  other  ridings  here  which  I  would  point 
out  to  show  the  iniquity  of  their  gerrymander. 
Here  is  the  County  of  Bruce  ;  here  is  the  County 
of  Simcoe,  in  which,  as  an  old  veteran  told  me  the 
other  day,  you  are  obliged  to  go  from  the  north 
part  of  the  riding  to  the  south  part  by  a  bridge  over 
a  river.  Here  is  North  Ontario,  gerrymandered  out 
of  all  recognition.  I  can  point  also  to  the  iniquity 
of  their  gerrymander  in  the  County  of  Victoria, 
whence  I  have  the  honour  to  come.  Formerly  that 
county  was  divided  for  local  purposes  into  the 
north  riding  and  the  south  riding.  The  Liberal 
Conservative  party  held  the  north  riding,  and  were 
likely  to  hold  it,  and  they  came  within  seven  or 
eight  votes  of  carrying  the  south  riding.  That 
was  coming  a  little  too  close  for  the  party  of  purity, 
who  consequently  brought  in  a  gerrymander,  and 
fixed  both  ridings  so  as  to  give  good  majorities. 
They  attached  the  arable  lands  of  part  of  the 
south  riding  to  the  rocky,  barren  regions  of  the 
north,  uniting  townships  that  had  no  community  of 
interests  at  all.  Wherever  you  look  in  the  Prov¬ 
ince  of  Ontario,  you  will  find  evidences  of  the 
insincerity  of  that  party  in  regard  to  redistribution. 
I  thank  the  House  for  their  attention. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  have  no  intention  of  follow¬ 
ing  my  hon.  friend  who  has  just  taken  his  seat, 
further  than  to  reply  briefly  to  some  of  the  asser¬ 
tions  he  has  made.  He  has  stated  that  the  Hon. 
Oliver  Mowat,  the  Premier  of  Ontario,  has  made 
many  invasions  of  county  boundaries  in  that  pro¬ 
vince.  I  deny  that  statement,  and  I  challenge  the 
hon.  gentleman  now  to  show  one  single  instance  in 
which  a  county  boundary  has  been  invaded  by  any 
Act  which  the  Hon.  Oliver  Mowat  has  passed  for 
the  readjustment  of  constituencies. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  He  destroyed  township  bound¬ 
aries,  let  alone  county  boundaries. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  No. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  Yes,  both  in  Brant - 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  say  that  there  is  not  a 
single  case  in  which  the  Hon.  Mr.  Mowat  has  in¬ 
vaded  county  boundaries.  If  there  are  any  such 
cases,  they  existed  before  Mr.  Mowat  became 
Premier,  and  they  have  been  left  as  they  were. 

Mr.  Hughes. 


My  hon.  friend  has  mentioned  Waterloo.  Will  he 
dare  to  say  that  the  formation  of  Waterloo  was 
made  by  Mr.  Mowat  ?  He  will  not  dare  to  say  so. 

Mr.  HUGHES.  It  was  made  under  the  rule  of 
Mr.  Mowat. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  There  never  was  an  altera¬ 
tion  of  the  County  of  Waterloo  by  Mr.  Mowat. 
That  constituency  remains  as  it  was  when  Mr. 
Mowat  came  into  power.  Yet  the  hon.  gentleman 
tries  to  show  to  people  in  this  House  who  do  not 
know  what  was  done  that  Mr.  Mowat  gerrymand¬ 
ered,  and  he  is  trying  to  make  an  impression  on  the 
House  that  is  not  true  ;  and  if  he  did  not  know  it, 
he  ought  to  have  known  it.  I  say  it  is  unfair.  I 
am  not  here  for  the  purpose  of  defending  Mr.  Mowat 
or  his  Redistribution  Act.  I  do  not  know  very  much 
about  the  changes  that  were  made,  but  I  know  this  : 
that  there  is  no  case  in  which  county  boundaries 
have  been  broken  by  any  Redistribution  Bill  that 
Mr.  Mowat  has  introduced.  Now,  my  hon.  friend 
from  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin)  last  night  drew  the 
attention  of  the  committee  to  the  County  of  Welling¬ 
ton.  If  any  hon.  member  of  this  House  will  take 
a  map  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  and  look  at  the 
County  of  Wellington,  he  will  come  to  the  conclu¬ 
sion  that  it  is  the  balance  left  after  the  garment 
has  been  cut.  It  looks  as  if  all  the  counties  around 
it  were  cut  off,  and  it  were  left  as  the  balance.  It 
is  the  most  peculiarly  shaped  county  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario,  and  I  defy  any  man  to  form  three 
constituencies  out  of  that  county  without  making 
them  very  awkward  in  shape ;  it  is  impossible. 
Now,  I  admit  that  there  have  been  changes 
made  in  the  County  of  Wellington,  but  they 
were  not  made  for  a  political  purpose.  I  have 
lived  in  that  county  for  thirty  years,  and  I  know 
whereof  I  speak.  I  will  give  the  House  the  reason  the 
change  was  made  there.  Do  hon.  gentlemen  profess 
to  say  that  the  County  of  Wellington  would  have 
returned  a  supporter  of  Mr.  Meredith  if  the  change 
had  not  been  made  ?  That  county  never  returned 
an  opponent  of  Mr.  Mowat  but  once,  and  that  was 
when  two  Grits  were  running  against  one  Tory. 
I  contend  that  if  my  hon.  friend  or  Mr.  Mere¬ 
dith  had  the  full  opportunity  of  gerrymandering 
Wellington  in  any  shape  they  chose,  it  would  be 
impossible  to  form  one  constituency  out  of  the 
county  which  would  return  a  member  in  opposition 
to  Mr.  Mowat.  On  the  one  occasion  when  the 
Conservative  was  elected,  there  had  been  an  agita¬ 
tion  for  the  creation  of  a  new  county,  and  deputa¬ 
tions  were  sent  to  Mr.  Mowat  from  two  towns  to- 
urge  that  the  formation  of  the  new  county  should 
be  made  at  once.  Each  of  these  towns  had  its  own 
map  of  the  division  which  it  wanted,  and  there 
was  great  rivalry  between  them  ;  and  one  man 
who  was  supposed  to  have  committed  himself 
against  one  of  those  places  only  got  four 
votes  there,  whereas  his  opponent  got  about  200. 
The  votes  were  not  cast  according  to  the  political 
complexion  of  the  place  as  shown  on  previous  occa¬ 
sions,  but  owing  to  this  man’s  supposed  hostility 
to  the  change  the  town  wanted.  In  that  way  he 
was  defeated.  Now,  these  two  towns  have  been 
placed  in  separate  ridings, so  that  the  same  difficulty 
cannnot  occur  again.  That  is  the  only  occasion 
on  which  a  man  was  elected  from  that  county  in 
opposition  to  Mr.  Mowat.  He  has  tried  to  make 
out  that  at  the  last  general  election  the  Tories  or 
the  Conservatives  held  the  majority  in  the  Pro- 
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vince  of  Ontario,  and  he  showed  some  figures  to 
the  House.  I  would  recommend  the  hon.  member 
for  Victoria  (Mr. Hughes),  before  he  again  risks  his 
reputation  in  this  House  by  submitting  his  ridic¬ 
ulous  figures,  to  try  and  present  something  sensible 
and  give  some  evidence  that  he  is  able  to  deal  in 
figures  with  some  degree  of  accuracy.  He  said  there 
were  forty-four  thousand  who  voted  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Ontario  last  year  for  the  one  party  and 
forty-eight  thousand  for  the  other. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  One  hundred  and  forty-four 
thousand. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  The  hon.  gentleman  gave 
forty -four  thousand  and  forty-eight  thousand. 
Now.  we  have  before  us  the  statistics  furnished  by 
Mr.  Johnson,  the  Government  statistician,  and  I 
think  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  should  be  willing  to 
accept  those  figures.  Mr.  Johnson  says  that  the 
Government,  at  the  last  general  election  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  obtained  171,505  votes  and 
the  Opposition  178,871  votes,  so  that  there  was  an 
opposition  majority  of  7,276  votes,  yet  the  repre¬ 
sentation  from  Ontario  in  this  House  is  about  36 
members  on  the  Opposition  side  to  56  on  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  side.  Now,  my  hon.  friends  may  resort 
to  their  peculiar  method  of  figuring  up  and  figuring 
down,  which  we  have  seen  practised  with  such 
effect  in  letting  the  work  on  the  Kingston-  docks, 
but  we  do  not  want  any  more  of  this  figuring  up 
and  down  particularly  in  connection  with  matters 
of  this  kind.  My  hon.  friend  has  figured  up  and  down, 
and  made  such  a  muddle  of  the  whole  business, 
that  I  would  advise  him  to  begin  again  and  go  over 
his  figures,  because  he  is  all  astray.  Now  I  shall 
attempt  to  say  something  in  reply  to  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Albert  who  addressed  the  House  last  night. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  hon. 
gentleman  one  question.  In  ascertaining  the  rela¬ 
tive  strength  of  the  two  parties  in  Ontario  and  the 
relative  votes  taken,  do  you  not  take  the  strength 
of  the  parties  as  they  are  now,  counting  the  Con¬ 
servatives,  as  their  number  appeared  after  the  last 
bye-elections  took  place,  and  taking  the  vote  as 
given  before  the  bye-elections  ? 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  take  the  statistician’s 
figures  which  have  been  presented  to  this  House, 
which  I  think  ought  to  be  accepted  by  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite,  and  I  leave  my  question  to  be 
answered  by  my  hon.  friend.  If  he  is  not  prepared 
to  accept  these  figures,  he  had '  better  explain  to 
this  House  his  system  of  figuring  up  and  down, 
and  he  might  bring  about  a  new  condition  of 
things. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  I  only  want  to  draw  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  hon.  gentleman  to  this - 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Order. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  Does  the  hon.  gentleman  in¬ 
tentionally  wish  to  misrepresent  me  ? 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Have  I  the  floor,  Mr. 
Speaker,  or  has  the  hon.  gentleman  got  it  ? 

Mr.  SPROULE.  Evidently  the  hon.  gentleman 
wants  to  misrepresent  me. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  would  like  to  know  what 
seat  the  hon.  gentleman  occupies,  whether  on  the 
front  row  or  one  of  the  rows  behind,  or  what  con¬ 
stituency  he  represents  in  this  House,  as  he  seems 
to  change  his  place  very  often  ? 


Mr.  SPROULE.  That  argument  is  quite  as 
strong  as  the  one  the  hon.  gentleman  has  been 
using. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  wish  to  say  a  few  words 
with  regard  to  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr. 
Weldon).  He  suggested  that  he  found  himself  at 
a  loss  to  interpret  the  clause  to  which  the  attention 
of  the  House  had  been  called  by  the  hon.  member 
for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies).  I  have  noticed  the  con- 
duct  and  the  actions  of  the  hon.  member  for  Albert 
in  the  past.  From  the  time  he  came  to  this  House 
in  1887  down  to  the  present,  he  has  tried  to  secure 
for  himself  a  kind  of  dignified  position  ;  lie  has 
tried  to  act,  as  it  were,  as  the  censor  of  all  that  is 
done  on  this  side  of  the  House,  and  to  constitute 
himself  the  balance-wheel  of  the  Tory  party  on  that 
side.  I  notice  that  whenever  technical,  legal 
questions  come  up  he  gives  them  a  great  deal  of 
attention,  and  puts  on  a  very  solemn  and  earnest 
face,  but  after  criticising  all  the  points  raised,  he 
generally  comes  out  in  support  of  the  Government 
— he  always  votes  Tory.  Now,  he  said  that  when 
this  question  came  up  it  bothered  him  wonderfully. 
He  could  not  see  his  way  out  of  it.  Of  course  he 
could  not  see  at  all  that  he  would  be  right  in 
taking  the  course  dictated  by  my  hon.  friend  from 
Queen’s.  No,  that  would  not  suit,  because  it  would 
put  him  into  the  Opposition,  and  he  laboured  very 
hard  to  bring  himself  in  accord  with  the  Minister 
of  Justice.  And  after  labouring  very  arduously  and 
earnestly  in  order  to  achieve  that  result,  he  gave 
deliverance  yesterday  in  this  House  to  what  he  had 
conceived.  And  what  was  the  result  of  his  deliber¬ 
ations  ?  After  arguing  the  question  first  on  the  one 
hand,  and  then  on  the  other  hand  ;  after  appearing 
to  balance  the  whole  weight  of  argument  so  nicely, 
first  to  the  right  and  then  to  the  left,  he  made  up 
his  mind  in  closing  that  the  Minister  of  Justice  was 
aboutright.  Thatis  theconclusionhewantedtocome 
to,  and  the  great  difficulty  he  had  was  to  find  a  suffi¬ 
cient  argument  to  enable  him  to  come  to  it  with 
some  degree  of  plausibility.  There  was  no  desire 
to  convince  his  own  mind,  but  still  he  says  he  is 
yet  open  to  conviction.  He  told  us  yesterday  that 
he  is  yet  willing  to  be  convinced,  but  I  would  like 
to  see  the  man  in  this  House  who  could  convince 
him.  Then  he  said  that  in  the  committee  he  was 
still  open  to  review  the  clauses  in  detail,  and  if 
there  was  any  particularly  objectionable  clause 
pointed  out  to  him  he  was  prepared  to  look  into  it. 
That  hon.  gentleman  also  gave  us  some  figures. 
He  went  through  the  Province  of  Ontario,  being 
anxious  to  compile  a  little  statement  of  his  own  to 
justify,  if  he  could,  his  own  view  and  show  if  possi¬ 
ble  that  the  divisions  made  in  Ontario  were  after 
all  pretty  fairly  correct.  And  he,  too,  drew  a  line. 
He  was  a  little  more  careful  than  the  Minister  of 
Railways,  but  still  he  travelled  a  long  way  to  get 
his  centre  line,  and  he  put  the  city  of  Hamil¬ 
ton  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  Then  he  went  on  to  settle  what 
he  conceived  to  be  the  western  portion,  and 
after  he  had  figured  up  the  whole  thing 
he  came  to  the  conclusion  that  we  had  not  very 
much  to  complain  of.  He  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  Reformers  were  pretty  fairly  represented 
in  this  House.  But  what  is  the  fact  ?  We  know 
perfectly  well  that  the  figures  he  has  given  to  this 
House,  for  I  am  sure  others  have  gone  over  them 
as  well  as  myself,  do  not  represent  the  actual  re- 
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suit.  I  have  taken  down  every  vote  polled  in  every 
constituency,  both  on  the  Reform  side  and  on  the 
Conservative  side,  and  I  find  that  the  Reform  vote 
polled  was  177,522,  and  the  Conservative  vote  176, - 
471,  or  1,051  less  Conservative  votes  than  Reform. 
How  are  these  votes  represented  in  this  House  ? 
We  have  36  Reformers  and  56  Conservatives  from 
the  Province  of  Ontario.  Divide  that  up,  and  you 
find  that  you  have  very  nearly  5,000  votes  to  every 
Reform  representative  in  this  House,  and  3,151 
Conservative  votes  for  every  Conservative  repre¬ 
sentative,  and  still  my  lion,  friend  from  Albert 
laboured  very  hard  to  tone  that  down,  and  if  pos¬ 
sible  overcome  that  difficulty.  He  overcame  it  to 
satisfy  himself,  and  endeavoured  to  present  the 
figures  in  such  a  way  as  to  dispel  any  suspicion 
that  a  wrong  had  been  done  by  the  gerrymander 
effected  in  that  province,  and  he  felt  he  had  accom¬ 
plished  a  great  deal  when  he  presented  the  state¬ 
ment  he  did.  Now,  I  want  to  say  a  few  words  with 
regard  to  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simeoe.  I 
think  he  deserves  a  great  deal  of  credit  for  having 
brought  forward  the  resolution  he  did.  I  think  he 
has  shown  himself  to  be  possessed  of  a  spirit  of 
fairness,  manliness  and  statesmanship  very  much 
to  be  admired  ;  and  if  we  had  more  independent 
men  in  this  House  we  would  have  more  action  in 
accord  with  the  course  taken  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Simeoe,  than  we  have  witnessed  for  the 
last  ten  years.  If  he  was  looking  for  a  judgeship 
or  seeking  a  place  in  the  Cabinet,  it  is  not  very 
likely  he  would  have  brought  in  the  amendment  he 
has.  No,  he  would  know  very  well  that  he  was 
almost  putting  an  end  to  his  political  existence  or 
to  any  hope  of  getting  a  position  of  that  kind.  I 
am  satisfied  that  the  hon.  gentleman  occupies  such 
a  distinguished  position  at  the  bar  that  a  Cabinet 
position  or  a  judgeship  would  be  no  temptation  to 
him,  and  in  that  respect  he  is  not  in  the  same 
position  as  my  hon.  friend  from  Albert  (Mr. 
Weldon).  No  doubt  that  hon.  gentleman  is  look¬ 
ing  forward  to  becoming  a  Cabinet  Minister,  and 
it  is  possible  that  he  might  take  an  independent 
position  if  his  desire  in  that  direction  is  not  com¬ 
plied  with  in  a  few  years.  But  the  member  for 
North  Simeoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  is  not  looking  for  a 
Cabinet  position  or  a  judgeship,  he  takes  an  inde¬ 
pendent  stand,  and  he  has  pronounced  in  plain 
terms  in  his  amendment  what  he  thinks  of  the  whole 
of  this  Bill.  The  hon.  member  for  Cumberland 
(Mr.  Dickey),  in  his  remarks  on  that  amendment, 
found  fault  with  the  hon.  member  for  North  Sim¬ 
eoe  (Mr.  McCarthy).  He  said  his  amendment  was 
too  late,  that  he  had  not  expressed  his  views  in 
time,  that  he  had  not  made  known  those  views  so 
as  to  enable  the  Government  to  comply  with  them 
if  they  thought  tit.  I  think  the  hon.  member  for 
Simeoe,  in  replying  to  that  statement,  completely 
flattened  out  the  member  for  Cumberland,  because 
he  stated  that  the  moment  he  became  aware  this 
Bill  was  to  be  presented  to  Parliament,  he  took  the 
earliest  opportunity  of  waiting  on  the  First  Minis¬ 
ter  and  making  known  the  objections  he  had  to  the 
Bill,  and  telling  him  in  plain  terms  his  objection  to 
the  continuation  of  the  gerrymander  system.  So 
the  Government  were  aware  of  it  and  were  cogniz¬ 
ant  that  the  hon.  member  would  not  submit  quietly 
and  accept  the  change  the  Government  were  about 
to  propose.  The  Minister  of  Justice,  when  he  in¬ 
troduced  the  Bill,  asked  us  not  to  call  it  a  gerry¬ 
mander,  and  said  he  hoped  that  no  one  on  this  side 
Mr.  McMullen. 


of  the  House  would  be  so  unkind  as  to  give  it  that 
name  ;  but  I  challenge  the  hon.  Minister  to  show 
where,  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  he  could  have 
obliterated  two  constituencies  such  as  North  Went¬ 
worth  and  Monck,  and  utilized  so  well,  in  his  own 
interests,  the  fragments  of  those  two  constituencies. 
In  the  case  of  Monck  he  adds  to  the  constituency 
represented  by  the  hon.  member  for  Haldimand  a 
township  that  will  secure  that  county  to  him  or 
his  successor.  Another  township  is  added  to  South 
Norfolk  to  strengthen  the  position  of  the  hon. 
gentleman  who  sits  for  that  riding,  and  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  the  townships,  which  are  and  likely  will 
remain  Grit,  are  added  to  the  County  of  Lincoln 
to  increase  my  hon.  friend’s  majority  from  400  or 
500  to  800  or  900.  These  townships  are  politically 
buried  with  their  friends  in  the  County  of  Lincoln. 
The  County  of  Frontenac  has  two  or  three  hundred 
less  population  than  Monck.  If  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  were  to  obliterate  Frontenac,  where  would  he 
put  the  townships  that  now  compose  it  ?  He  would 
have  to  put  them  in  counties  which  are  now  repre¬ 
sented  by  friends  of  his  own  and  are  politically 
safe  at  present,  so  he  leaves  them  as  they  are  ;  and 
other  counties  in  the  same  district,  such  as  Brock- 
ville  and  Renfrew,  which  are  far  below  the  mini¬ 
mum,  because  the  fragments  of  which  they  are 
composed  could  not  be  so  distributed  as  to  benefit 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  ;  but  he  takes  a  county  in 
the  west,  and  pitchforks  the  municipalities  back¬ 
wards  and  forwards  to  make  Haldimand  and  South 
Norfolk  sure,  and  to  bury  the  balance  with  the 
other  Grits  in  the  County  of  Lincoln,  where  they 
are  not  wanted  at  all.  Then  take  North  Went¬ 
worth.  The  hon.  gentleman  takes  that  county 
and  obliterates  it.  He  says  he  obliterates  one 
Tory  and  one  Reform  constituency,  but  he  uses 
the  fragments  of  both  counties  that  are  wiped 
out  to  strengthen  his  Conservative  friends  in 
both  cases.  He  adds  Dundas  to  South  Went¬ 
worth,  which  is  represented  here  by  a  gentleman 
who  was  elected  by  one  of  a  majority,  which  is  a 
very  dangerous  majority,  in  order  to  make  him 
safe.  The  balance  of  the  riding  is  added  to  North 
Brant, so  that  my  hon.  friend,  who  has  a  majority  of 
1,100  or  1,200  there,  will  have  a  majority  of  1,500 
or  1,600.  These  townships  are  buried  with  the 
Grits  of  North  Brant,  where  their  influence  can¬ 
not  be  felt,  because  they  will  have  the  satisfaction 
of  only  returning  one  member.  I  ask  any  hon. 
gentleman  to  point  out  one  constituency  that  he 
could  obliterate  and  make  better  use  of  than  has 
been  made  of  North  W  entworth  and  Monck  in 
the  distribution  of  the  municipalities  of  which 
those  constituencies  were  composed.  Yet  the 
Minister  of  Justice  says  we  must  not  call  it  a 
gerrymander.  Any  man  who  will  investigate  the 
changes  which  have  been  made  must  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  this  bears  all  the  evidence  of  a  well- 
devised  scheme  of  gerrymander,  so  far  as  it  goes. 
The  press  says  it  might  be  worse.  We  admit  that. 
You  might  go  on  and  make  as  big  a  gerrymander 
as  you  did  in  1882,  but  gerrymanders  do  not 
always  carry  out  their  intended  ends.  All  the 
constituencies  which  were  changed  in  1882  with 
the  intention  of  enabling  them  to  be  represented 
by  Conservatives  are  not  represented  by  Conserva¬ 
tives.  They  gerrymandered  my  riding  by  adding 
the  township  of  Wallace  to  it  out  of  Perth.  I 
have  carried  that  riding  three  times  since,  and 
now  the  township  of  Wallace  is  worse  wanted  in 
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North  Perth  than  in  North  Wellington.  I  dare 
say  if  they  had  brass  enough  to  introduce  an 
amendment  to  that  particular  section,  they  would 
jut  back  Wallace  into  North  Perth  in  order  to 
>eat  my  hon.  friend,  but  I  do  not  think  they  dare 
to  do  it.  That  would  be  gerrymandering  it  back 
.  again  where  it  was.  I  contend  that  a  number  of 
changes  have  been  made  that  have  not  resulted  as 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  declared  they  would 
result.  Now,  the  hon.  Minister  of  Railways  had 
something  to  say  about  this  question.  He  told  us 
that  there  had  been  no  objection  made  at  all  to  the 
redistribution  proposed  by  this  Bill.  I  wonder 
where  the  hon.  gentleman’s  eyes  have  been.  Has 
he  not  been  reading  the  public  press  of  this  country  ? 
Has  he  not  seen  that  the  newspapers  have  declared 
in  most  pronounced  terms  in  opposition  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  gerrymander  ?  If  he  gets  outside  the  Empire 
and  reads  any  other  Conservative  papers  in  this 
country,  he  will  find  that  with  few  exceptions  they 
have  declared  that  it  is  an  unjust  Bill,  and  nothing 
but  a  gerrymander.  Still,  the  hon.  gentleman 
says  he  has  not  seen  any  objection  to  the  Bill.  Then 
with  regard  to  the  legal  question  raised  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Queen’s,  P.E.I.  (Mr.  Davies) 
he  answered  it  by  saying:  Well,  we  had  a  re¬ 
adjustment  in  1872,  and  we  had  another  in  18S2, 
and  during  these  twenty  years  this  Act  has  been  in¬ 
terpreted  in  a  way  that  enabled  us  to  make  the  read¬ 
justment,  and  it  is  too  late  in  the  day  to  raise 
an  objection  to  that  particular  clause.  Sir,  I  con¬ 
tend  that  the  fact  that  it  has  been  so  interpreted 
for  twenty  years  is  no  logical  argument  why  we 
should  allow  the  error  to  continue.  1  cannot  un¬ 
derstand  such  an  argument,  and  I  was  surprised  to 
hear  it  fall  from  the  lips  of  a  Minister  of  the  Crown. 
Again,  he  said  that  they  had  done  the  best  they 
could  in  the  readjustment  proposed  by  this  Bill. 
Well,  so  they  have,  and  from  their  own  standpoint 
it  is  admirably  good.  As  I  said  before,  he  has  used 
the  obliteration  of  these  two  counties  to  the  very 
best  advantage,  and  when  he  said  they  had  done 
the  best  they  could,  I  am  quite  sure  that  he  meant 
it.  He  talked  of  his  own  province.  We  are,  of 
course,  compelled  to  recognize  the  hon.  gentleman 
as  the  leader  of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  No  doubt 
he  occupies  that  position.  He  talked  of  his  own 
province,  and  talked  very  flippantly  in  regard  to 
the  changes  that  have  been  made  in  the  represen¬ 
tation  sent  to  this  House.  I  am  glad  to  notice  that 
there  are  some  members  at  least  who  are  not  will¬ 
ing  to  recognize  him  as  the  Conservative  leader  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario.  I  do  not  know  that  it  is 
any  great  credit  to  the  Conservative  party  of  that 
province  that  they  have  no  better  material  out  of 
which  to  make  a  leader,  than  the  Minister  of  Rail¬ 
ways.  Now,  I  want  to  draw  attention  to  the  case  of 
EastSimcoe.  That  riding  has  35,000  of  a  population ; 
Russell,  as  I  understand,  has  31,000.  How  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  opposite  can  justify  leaving  East  Simcoe  as 
it  is  with  35,000,  without  readjusting  it,  and  coming 
down  to  Russell  with  31,000  and  readjust  it,  is  a 
mystery  to  me,  if  it  is  not  done  with  a  desire  to 
gerrymander.  As  has  already  been  stated,  the 
township  of  Clarence,  which  gave  a  large  majority 
to  the  hon.  member  representing  Russell  (Mr. 
Edwards),  has  been  put  into  Prescott  undoubtedly 
for  a  plain  purpose.  Why  was  that  done  ?  Simply 
because  there  was  a  hope  that  he  might  be  defeated 
if  Clarence  was  put  into  Prescott,  and  that  move 
has  been  made  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  that 


hon.  gentleman,  and  is  a  gerrymander  on  its  face. 
Then  the  Minister  went  on  to  say  something  about 
public  opinion  requiring  them  to  respect  the 
boundaries  of  the  present  ridings.  I  have  not  seen 
any  evidence  whatever  that  public  opinion  has 
spoken  out  regarding  the  present  arrangement  of 
the  ridings  of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  The  fact  of 
the  matter  is  that  at  the  time  of  the  redistribution 
in  1882  public  opinion  was  most  pronounced  in 
opposition  to  the  changes  then  made.  I  see  it  has 
been  stated  on  that  side  that  it  is  impossible  to 
preserve  county  boundaries.  The  hon.  member  for 
North  Simcoe  showed  last  night  that  if  you  pre¬ 
served  the  county  boundaries  and  gave  increased 
representation  to  counties  where  they  were  entitled 
to  it  by  increased  population,  you  would  have  a 
better  and  more  equitable  representation  on  the 
floor  of  this  House  than  you  will  have  by 
changes  now  proposed.  It  wras  shown  that 
nine-tenths  of  the  counties  have  been  broken 
up  in  order  to  bring  about  the  condition  of 
things  we  have  in  Ontario,  that  the  lines  of  nine- 
tenths  of  the  counties  have  been  interfered  with. 
My  hon.  friend  from  Victoria  (Mr.  Hughes)  said 
that  counties  and  county  formations  were  some¬ 
thing  that  belonged  to  the  Local  Legislature.  I  do 
not  know  but  one  instance  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  in  twenty  years,  where  a  new'  county  has 
been  formed  ;  that  is  the  County  of  Dufferin,  which 
was  made  into  a  new  county  some  ten  or  fifteen 
years  ago,  but  there  has  been  no  other  case  of  a 
new  county  being  formed.  There  have  been  addi¬ 
tions  made  to  constituencies  where  villages  became 
incorporated,  or  w'here  towns  became  incorporated  ; 
they  have  in  some  cases  been  added  to  one  or  other 
of  the  counties  of  which  they  formed  part ;  but  in 
no  other  cases  have  counties  been  interfered  with. 
He  said  we  had  nothing  to  do  with  counties  in  this 
Chamber.  Why,  Sir,  we  appoint  the  judges  for 
those  counties.  Those  counties  are  used  for  judicial 
purposes  as  well  as  municipal  purposes,  and  we 
appoint  the  judges,  and  I  would  like  to  know'  if  we 
are  not,  therefore,  interested  in  the  formation 
of  the  counties.  Another  point  I  w'ill  mention, 
is,  that  when  wre  were  readjusting  the  representa¬ 
tion  wre  should  have  made  all  single  constituencies. 
Wherever  it  wras  convenient  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  keep  double  constituencies  so  that  they 
could  elect  two  men  of  the  same  political  stripe 
to  support  themselves,  they  have  kept  these  con¬ 
stituencies  in  existence.  Now,  what  excuse  w'as 
there,  for  instance,  in  the  case  of  Toronto  West  ? 
Why  is  Toronto  West  kept  as  one  constituency  ? 
Simply  because  if  they  divided  it  into  two  consti¬ 
tuencies  the  probabilities  are  that  one  of  them  w'ould 
elect  a  Liberal  member,  and  in  order  to  prevent  a 
disaster  of  that  kind,  West  Toronto  is  left  as  it  is, 
and  is  given  two  members.  The  hon.  member  for 
Simcoe  advocated  that  Toronto  should  have  its  full 
share  of  representation.  I  did  not  for  a  moment 
challenge  that  statement  ;  I  think  it  is  quite  right 
that  it  should.  Of  course,  Toronto  has  a  great 
many  members  residing  in  the  city  who  represent 
outside  constituencies.  But  it  is  rather  singular 
that  although  Toronto  has  three  representatives  in 
this  House,  who  must  have  been  fully  aware  of  the 
readjustment  that  has  taken  place,  not  one  of  those 
hon.  gentlemen  had  manliness  enough  to  get  up  in 
this  House  and  demand  that  Toronto  should  get 
its  full  representation  ;  it  remained  to  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  North  Simcoe,  who  represents  an  outside 
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riding,  to  demand  that  Toronto  should  get  its  full 
representation.  That  fact  shows  the  measure  of 
independence  that  is  exercised  by  those  hon.  gentle¬ 
men.  Now  we  come  to  the  case  of  London.  The 
hon.  gentleman  who  now  sits  for  London  (Mr. 
Carling)  has  been  a  representative  of  that  constitu¬ 
ency  for  a  great  many  years.  A  portion  of  that 
constituency  was  taken  off  the  city  of  London  some 
years  ago  in  order  to  enable  him  to  retain  his 
seat,  that  particular  portion  gave  a  Reform  major¬ 
ity.  In  order  to  lessen  the  difficulties  that  he  had 
to  contend  with  in  getting  elected,  that  portion  of 
the  constituency  was  struck  off.  Now,  Sir,  by  the 
results  of  the  revision  of  the  list,  and  by  the  assist¬ 
ance  of  the  judge,  he  has  managed  to  hold  the 
seat,  with  a  registered  majority  of  the  electors  in 
opposition  to  him.  But  to  provide  for  future  elec¬ 
tions  the  village  of  London  West  is  added  to  Lon¬ 
don,  although  it  does  not  belong  to  it,  and  wards 
which  properly  belong  to  the  city  are  left  out  be¬ 
cause  they  are  not  of  the  proper  political  complex¬ 
ion.  If  that  does  not  show  a  barefaced  intention 
to  gerrymander,  I  do  not  know  what  would  prove 
it.  If  London  does  not  contain  at  the  present 
time  sufficient  population  to  entitle  it  to  a  mem¬ 
ber,  why  in  the  name  of  common  sense  should  the 
Government  go  outside  of  the  corporation  and  add 
London  West  ?  Why  should  they  not  have  added 
a  portion  of  the  city  which  properly  belongs  to  it  ? 
But  if  this  were  done,  the  hon.  gentleman  who 
now  sits  for  London  could  not  be  elected,  so  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  leave  out  a  portion  which  pro¬ 
perly  belongs  to  the  city  and  add  London  West, 
which  is  outside,  and  this  is  done  to  assist  the  hon. 
gentleman  in  securing  the  seat  he  now  holds.  The 
statement  made  last  night  by  the  hon.  member 
for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  clearly 
shows  the  principles  on  which  redistribu¬ 
tion  is  conducted  in  England.  That  system  is 
practically  the  principle  of  representation  by  popu¬ 
lation.  The  hon.  gentleman  showed  that  the 
constituencies  were  divided  so  as  to  give  about 
equal  population  to  each,  and  every  effort  was  made 
to  carry  out  a  readjustment  there  so  as  to  secure 
community  of  interests  and  geographical  bounda¬ 
ries,  and  to  meet  the  approbation  of  the  people 
themselves.  If  you  compare  the  manner  in  which 
Ontario  is  divided  the  contrast  presented  is  a 
striking  one.  For  example,  in  Middlesex  there  is 
a  Reform  majority  of  1,100,  and  that  majority  is 
represented  by  only  one  Reformer  in  this  House. 
That  is  a  most  scandalous  condition  of  affairs.  If 
that  does  not  clearly  evidence  the  result  of  the 
gerrymander  of  1882,  I  do  not  know  what  does.  I 
was  amused  with  the  remarks  of  the  hon.  member 
for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  with  respect  to  the  gerry¬ 
mander  of  1882.  He  declared  that  if  he  had  been 
in  this  House  at  the  time  he  would  have  opposed 
that  Bill,  that  he  did  not  consider  it  a  just  Act. 
But  the  hon.  gentleman  did  not  think  we  should 
touch  the  Act  now,  for  to  interfere  with  it  might 
do  harm,  it  would  disturb  present  arrangements. 
I  should  like  to  ask  the  hon.  gentleman  if  he  had  a 
farm,  and  as  a  consequence  of  a  survey  made  he 
was  compelled  to  surrender  three  acres,  and  on  a 
survey  being  made  ten  years  afterwards  it  was 
found  that  he  was  entitled  to  those  three  acres, 
would  he  be  willing  to  accept  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  person  who  had  acquired  the  land,  that 
no  change  should  not  be  made,  for  it  woiild  disturb 
the  present  boundaries,  that  the  fences  had  been  put 
Mr.  McMullen. 


up,  and  that  those  three  acres  were  under  cultiva¬ 
tion  ?  The  hon.  gentleman  would  refuse  to  do  so, 
and  he  would  demand  the  restoration  of  his  three 
acres.  But  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  many 
constituencies  in  Ontario  have  been  by  the  read¬ 
justment  measure  of  1882  deprived  of  their  privi¬ 
leges,  the  hon.  gentleman  is  prepared  to  say  that  the  ' 
provisions  of  that  Act  should  not  be  interfered 
with,  and  that,  if  they  were  touched,  harm  would 
be  done.  I  notice  a  very  respectable  gathering  of 
divines  which  met  in  the  western  portion  of 
Ontario  a  short  time  ago,  in  dealing  with  the  poli¬ 
tical  corruption  and  the  scandals  and  abuses  that 
were  exposed  last  session,  and  also  dealing  with 
the  representation  of  the  people,  declared  that  in* 
looking  at  the  constituencies,  especially  in  Ontario, 
it  appeared  as  if  they  had  been  laid  out  by  chain, 
lightning.  The  hon.  member  for  Cumberland  last 
night,  in  order  to  strengthen  the  position  of  the 
Government,  quoted  from  the  speeches  of  the 
framers  of  the  British  North  America  Act,  quotecl 
from  the  utterances  of  Sir  John  Macdonald  and  the- 
Hon.  George  Brown,  and  endeavoured  to  show  that 
because  those  hon.  gentlemen  had  made  statements 
that  would  to  a  certain  extent  justify  the  conclu¬ 
sion  at  which  the  Government  arrive,  they  con¬ 
firmed  the  position  taken  by  the  Minister  of 
Justice.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  entirely  omitted 
to  state  that  all  those  resolutions  on  which 
the  speeches  were  delivered  were  changed 
after  the  delegation  went  to  London.  The  hon.. 
member  for  Cumberland  also  challenged  the  action 
of  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr. 
McCarthy)  as  being  too  late.  The  hon.  member 
for  North  Simcoe,  however,  showed  that,  at  the 
earliest  opportunity,  he  had  taken  the  objection, 
and  had  laid  the  matter  before  the  First  Minister. 
That  completely  answered  the  charge  that  it  was 
too  late  to  bring  forward  the  motion  which  the^  / 
hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  has  submitted  to>. 
the  House.  A  careful  perusal  of  the  Bill  would 
satisfy  everybody  that  the  changes  proposed  were 
for  the  purpose  of  strengthening  hon.  gentlemen  in. 
the  positions  they  now  occupy  ;  but  one  would 
imagine  they  could  afford  to  be  generous,  and  yet,, 
although  as  a  result  of  the  bye-elections,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  have  a  majority  of  sixty  at  their  back,, 
they  have  so  little  confidence  in  the  principles  they" 
advocate  and  the  policy  they  support,  that  they 
are  prepared  to  gerrymander  the  ridings  in  order 
to  secure  a  verdict  at  the  elections.  If  they  were 
willing  to  meet  us  fairly  before  the  people  on  the 
great  national  questions  which  divide  the  two- 
parties,  we  would  be  quite  willing  to  quietly  accept 
the  verdict ;  but  they  are  not  willing  to  do  so,  but 
they  want  to  place  the  constituencies  in  such- 
a  shape  that  the  political  complexion  of  the- 
majority  will  favour  the  present  Government. 
Where  they  could  get  a  few  townships  of  Grits 
who  could  not  be  brought  into  line  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  they  hive  them  together  and  give  them  one 
representative  by  themselves.  We  cannot  afford 
to  have  a  perpetuation  of  the  gerrymander  in 
Canada.  I  do  give  the  hon.  member  for  North. 
Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  credit  for  the  manly  course 
he  has  pursued  by  which  he  possibly  jeopardizes 
his  connection  with  his  party  to  which  he  has  be¬ 
longed  for  twenty  years.  He  has  openly  and 
frankly  and  honourably  pointed  out  what  he  con¬ 
siders  to  be  a  gross  injustice  under  the  proposed 
Bill.  While  it  has  been  my  privilege  to  sit  in  this 
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Parliament  for  ten  years,  I  have  not  had  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  on  many  occasions  of  agreeing  with  the 
hon.  gentleman,  but  perhaps  that  is  because  I  am 
not  so  well  posted  on  public  questions  and  inter¬ 
national  differences  as  he  may  be.  At  the  same 
time,  I  must  express  my  gratification  that  we  have 
at  least  two  members  in  this  House  who  have  inde¬ 
pendence  enough  to  frankly  express  their  opinion 
on  important  public  questions  without  fearing  to 
risk  their  connection  with  the  party  they  support. 
I  do  not  for  a  moment  exonerate  either  one  party 
or  the  other  as  being  free  from  excessive  party  al¬ 
legiance,  but  I  am  sorry  than  we  have  not  more  men 
of  the  same  stamp  in  this  House.  I  admit  that  we 
all  too  much  inclined  to  be  absolutely  attached  to 
party,  and  until  such  time  as  we  are  prepared  to 
act  more  in  accord  with  what  we  believe  to  be  the 
best  interests  of  our  country  irrespective  of  party, 
I  do  not  believe  that  the  future  prosperity  of  the 
country  will  be  so  well  advanced.  I  trust  that  the 
exaihple  of  the  hon.  gentlemen  I  referred  to  will 
be  followed  by  many  Canadians  in  this  House  and 
outside  of  it.  The  hon.  member  from  East  Simcoe 
(Mr.  Bennett)  stated  that  when  the  Reform  party 
were  in  power  they  perpetrated  the  crime  of  gerry¬ 
mander.  I  have  no  knowledge  that  when  the  Mac¬ 
kenzie  Government  was  in  office  he  brought  in  any 
measure  that  could  be  characterized  as  a  gerrymander 
Act.  There  was  one  case  where  a  gerrymander 
had  been  previously  perpetrated  and  a  motion  was 
made  to  restore  the  township  to  the  riding  to 
which  it  properly  belonged.  That  is  the  only 
occasion  I  ever  heard  of  in  which  the  Mackenzie 
Government  made  an  attempt  to  perpetrate 
what  might  be  called  even  by  his  opponents 
a  gerrymander.  From  its  inception  down  to  the 
resent  time  the  gerrymander  in  this  country  is  to 
e  attributed  to  hon.  gentlemen  opposite.  Theyim- 
ported  the  pup,  if  I  may  say  so,  from  the  United  States 
and  they  have  nurtured  it  until  it  has  grown  up  to  be  a 
considerable  size.  The  hon.  member  from  Simcoe 
(Mr.  Bennett)  said  that  the  Mackenzie  Govern¬ 
ment  had  never  done  anything  for  the  country. 
Let  me  remind  him  briefly  that  they  gave  us  the 
elections  throughout  Canada  all  on  one  day,  they 
gave  us  the  ballot,  because  we  never  had  a  proper 
ballot  in  this  country  until  the  Mackenzie  Govern¬ 
ment  came  into  power,  they  gave  us  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  returning  officers  by  Act  of  Parliament  ; 
but  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  when  they  came  into 
power  repealed  that  Act,  and  took  the  returning 
officers  under  their  own  control,  as  the  result  of 
which  we  have  had  men  sitting  in  this  House  who 
represented  the  minority  instead  of  the  majority 
of  their  constituents.  The  legislation  I  have  re¬ 
ferred  to,  as  passed  by  the  Mackenzie  Government, 
has  received  the  thanks  and  endorsation  of  the  people 
of  this  country.  The  hon.  gentlemen  also  com¬ 
plained  that  the  Mowat  Government  had  made  a 
change  in  the  constituency  of  Kingston,  but  I 
would  like  to  ask  him  how  it  would  be  possible  to 
add  to  the  city  of  Kingston  a  sufficient 
number  to  entitle  it  to  representation  in  the 
Local  Legislature  without  making  the  addition 
which  they  did  ?  They  did  not  interfere  with 
county  boundaries  but  they  added  out  of  the  county 
to  which  Kingston  belongs  for  judicial  purposes  in 
order  to  give  it  the  required  population.  I  can  tell 
the  hon.  gentleman  also  that  the  townships  which 
were  divided,  were  divided  at  the  request  of  the 
people  who  live  in  them  because  there  was  a  centre 


road  which  went  through  the  townships  and  was  a 
convenient  boundary.  They  desired  that  one  side 
should  belong  to  one  riding  and  one  side  to  another, 
and  in  compliance  with  the  unanimous  request  of 
the  people,  these  lots  were  divided  and  put  partly 
in  one  riding  and  partly  in  another.  But  let  us 
take  some  of  the  changes  which  are  proposed  under 
the  Bill  we  are  now  considering.  Let  us  look,  for 
instance,  at  the  Province  of  Quebec.  Hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  claim  that  it  is  the  intention  of  the 
Bill  that  when  a  readjustment  is  made  it  should  be 
made  with  a  view  of  equalizing  population.  Now, 
if  the  readjustment  of  population  was  the  object, 
and  if  the  object  was  not  to  gerrymander  I  would 
like  to  know  how  it  is  that  he  leaves  Quebec 
West  untouched  with  a  population  of  9,241  ; 
Soulanges,  9,612  ;  Vaudreuil,  10,803  ;  Montcalm, 
12,132;  Montmorency,  12,511;  Brome,  14,711; 
L’lslet,  13,822 ;  Beauce,  37,221  ;  Drummond  and 
Arthabaska,  43,927  ;  Quebec  East,  36,200 ; 
Rimouski,  33,436  ;  Nicolet,  28,473.  In  the  city  of 
Quebec  we  find  one  constituency  of  9,241,  and 
another  of  36,200,  and  a  third  of  17,649.  Nothing 
could  be  easier  than  to  rearrange  the  city  so  that 
each  division  would  have  a  population  of  about 
21,000.  But  the  result  might  be  a  loss  instead  of 
a  gain  to  the  Government.  The  County  of  Ottawa, 
again,  is  divided  so  that  one  riding  will  have  a 
population  of  17,329,  and  the  other  a  population 
of  44,000.  On  the  other  hand,  where  a  party 
advantage  could  be  gained  the  Government  made 
changes  which  were  not  required  for  the  purpose 
of  equalizing  population.  The  County  of  Bagot, 
according  to  the  census,  had  a  population  of’ 
21,965,  so  near  the  average  that  it  was  not  worth 
while  to  interfere  with  it.  But  it  was  very  exten¬ 
sively  rearranged.  The  Liberal  parishes,  St. 
Dominique  and  St.  Pie,  were  withdrawn  from  it ; 
one  parish,  St.  Marcel,  was  added  from  Richelieu, 
and  two  parishes,  St.  Guillaume  and  St.  Bonaven- 
ture,  from  Drummond,  making  the  population 
21,665.  This  was  a  reduction  of  40  in  the  popula¬ 
tion,  but  it  had  the  effect  of  increasing  the  major¬ 
ity  of  53,  by  which  the  sitting  member  held  the 
seat,  to  248.  The  population  of  Joliette  is 
reduced  from  22,921  to  21,436.  It  was  really 
about  right,  but  they  had  to  reduce  it  to 
21,436,  a  change  which  removes  it  farther 
from  the  unit  instead  of  bringing  it  nearer.  Then, 
the  population  of  Montcalm  is  increased  from  12, - 
131  to  13,616,  so  that  it  still  falls  9,000  short  of 
the  unit  of  22,000.  Now,  such  a  redistribution  of 
the  population  amongst  the  several  constituencies 
of  the  Province  of  Quebec  as  that,  is  something 
which  requires  an  hon.  gentleman  like  the  hon. 
Minister  of  Public  Works  to  justify.  He  has  said 
that  after  we  got  into  committee — we  are  not  there 
yet,  and  we  are  making  very  little  progress  in  that 
direction — if  there  are  any  reasonable  suggestions 
to  be  offered,  he  is  willing  to  accept  them.  Well, 
Sir,  that  is  the  old  fable  of  the  spider  and  the  fly. 
He  would  like  to  get  us  in  that  position,  but  we 
are  not  there  yet.  He  has  explained  the  changes 
in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  and  he  has  en¬ 
deavoured  to  satisfy  his  conscience  in  regard 
to  them.  He  has  tried  to  show  that  after 
all  it  is  the  best  arrangement  that  could  be  made. 
But  if  we  ever  reach  the  committee,  we  will  ask 
the  Minister  of  Public  Works  to  point  out  how  he 
considers  it  a  desirable  readjustment  to  reduce  the 
population  of  one  riding  by  40  by  taking  out  dis- 
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tricts  that  are  Reform  and  putting  in  districts  that 
are  Conservative,  and  in  that  way  obtaining  a  Con¬ 
servative  majority  of  248.  Now,  as  he  says  that 
he  will  listen  to  suggestions  of  improvement,  I 
would  like  to  suggest  to  him  the  advisability  of  letting 
that  county  remain  as  it  was,  and  I  will  ask  the 
lion,  member  for  Albert  to  second  me  in  that.  That 
lion,  gentleman  says  that  no  alterations  should  be 
made  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  because  the  con¬ 
stituencies  in  that  province  have  been  in  existence 
for  ten  years.  Well,  this  county  in  its  present 
form  has  been  in  existence  much  longer  than  that, 
and  it  has  elected  Conservatives  as  well  as  Reform¬ 
ers,  and  I  will  ask  the  lion,  member  for  Albert  to 
assist  me  in  urging  on  the  Government  the  pro¬ 
priety  of  leaving  that  county  as  it  is.  Now,  com¬ 
ing  to  the  Province  of  Ontario,  if  we  look  at  the 
population  of  the  different  districts  of  that  province, 
we  must  come  to  the  conclusion  that  no  reasonable 
and  earnest  effort  has  been  made  to  redistribute 
the  representation  on  the  basis  of  population.  The 
very  reverse  is  the  case.  The  Government  started 
with  the  idea  of  a  gerrymander  in  their  eye,  they 
kept  that  idea  before  them,  and  they  have  it  still 
there,  and  they  are  going  to  press  the  Bill  through 
on  that  line  without  any  regard  whatever  to  the 
population  of  each  district.  For  instance,  Brock- 
ville  has  15,855,  Cardwell  15,382,  West  Durham 
.15,375,  Frontenac  13,445,  Leeds  and  Grenville  13,- 
523,  Lennox  14,902,  West  Northumberland  14,947, 
West  Peterborough  15,808,  Peel  15,472,  all  several 
thousands  below  the  unit.  Then  if  we  take  those 
constituencies  in  which  the  population  exceeds  the 
unit,  we  have  North  Essex  with  31,523,  Kent  with 
31,434,  East  Simcoe  with  35,801,  East  York  with 
35,152  and  West  York  with  41,863.  Not  one  of 
these  constituencies  has  been  disturbed  ;  they  are 
all  left  in  their  present  position,  and  yet  we  are 
asked  to  accept  this  measure  as  a  just  one,  on  the 
ground  that  it  does  not  disturb  old  lines. 

It  being  six  o’clock,  the  Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

IN  COMMITTEE— THIRD  READINGS. 

Bill  (No.  68)  to  revive  and  amend  the  Acts 
respecting  the  Ottawa,  Waddington  and  New 
York  Railway  and  Bridge  Company. — (Mr.  Ross, 
Dundas. ) 

Bill  (No.  88)  to  amend  an  Act  to  incorporate  the 
Manitoba  and  Assiniboia  Grand  Junction  Railway 
Company  (from  the  Senate). — (Mr.  Davin.) 

REPRESENTATION  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF 
COMMONS. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  When  you  left  the  Chair, 
Sir,  at  6  o’clock,  I  was  pointing  out  some  of  the 
objectionable  features  connected  with  the  proposed 
readjustment.  I  pointed  out  the  fact  that  while 
professedly  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Government 
to  comply  with  the  statute  in  the  matter  of  readjust¬ 
ment,  which  is  supposed  to  take  place  at  the  end 
of  every  ten  years,  in  the  case  of  the  Bill  before  us 
they  have  failed  completely  to  carry  out  the  spirit 
of  that  Act.  I  have  shown  that  in  many  cases 
constituencies  far  below  the  unit  of  population  are 
left  untouched  while  others  far  in  excess  of  the 
unit  are  equally  not  interfered  with  ;  and  I  have 
Mr.  McMullen. 


shown  also  that  in  the  cases  of  those  constituencies 
which  have  been  interfered  with,  that  was  done 
evidently  for  a  purpose.  Even  in  the  case  of  Rus¬ 
sell  County,  it  is  patent  to  any  person  who  will 
glance  at  the  political  complexion  of  the  munici¬ 
pality  intended  to  be  removed  from  that  county 
into  the  County  of  Prescott,  that  the  change  made 
there  is  made  with  a  purpose.  Now,  I  contend 
that  it  ought  to  be  the  intention  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  carry  out  the  idea  which  was  in  the  minds 
of  those  who  framed  our  constitution,  and  that  was 
that  at  the  end  of  every  ten  years  a  properly  con¬ 
stituted  authority  should  readjust  the  representa¬ 
tion.  It  is  highly  desirable  that  such  a  readjustment 
should  take  place.  It  is  utterly  futile  togrant  people 
the  exercise  of  the  franchise  if  you  do  not  at  the 
same  time  grant  them  the  right  to  the  full  exercise  of 
that  franchise  so  that  they  will  be  properly  repre¬ 
sented  in  this  House.  There  is  no  justification  for 
giving  one  man  in  one  constituency  two  and  a  half 
or  three  times  as  much  voting  power  as  you  give 
another  man  in  another  constituency.  For  instance, 
take  the  riding  of  East  Simcoe  where  you  have  a 
population  of  35,000,  and  then  take  the  riding  of 
Frontenac  with  a  population  of  something  like 
13,000.  The  man  who  exercises  the  franchise  in 
Frontenac  has  virtually  two  and  a  half  times  the 
voting  power  of  the  one  who  votes  in  East  Simcoe, 
The  less  the  population  in  a  riding,  the  greater 
power  lias  each  voter  in  sending  men  here.  That 
is  unjust.  I  cannot  understand  on  what  principle 
ridings  far  below  the  unit  should  have  the  same 
franchise  as  those  whose  population  is  far  above  it. 
I  would  draw  the  attention  of  the  House  to  the 
very  important  statement  made  upon  this  point 
by  the  Right  Hon.  John  Bright.  At  the  time  of 
the  extension  of  the  franchise  in  England,  a  letter 
was  addressed  to  him  drawing  his  attention  to 
some  features  of  that  proposed  change,  and  in  his 
reply  he  clearly  indicated  what  would  be  the 
result  of  the  extension  of  the  franchise,  if  the 
formations  of  constituencies  remained  as  they  were. 
He  said  : 

“The  franchise  itself  gives  no  real  power,  unless  ac¬ 
companied  by  the  right  on  the  part  of  all  the  possessors  of 
it  to  elect  something  like  an  equal  number  of  representa¬ 
tives.  I  could  easily  frame  a  Bill  which  would  give  ‘  uni¬ 
versal  suffrage’  in  its  widest  sense,  and  which  would 
affirm  more  strongly  than  ever  the  supremacy  of  the 
English  oligarchy  over  the  English  people.  If  your  great 
city,  with  its  great  constituency,  is  only  to  send  two 
men  to  Parliament,  while  an  equal  population  and  pro¬ 
perty  in  some  other  part  of  the  Kingdom  is  to  send  twenty 
men  to  Parliament,  then,  Isay,  your  franchise  is  of  little 
avail.” 

These  are  statesman-like  sentiments.  These  are 
the  ideas  of  a  man  who  occupied  a  very  distin¬ 
guished  position  in  the  English  House  of  Commons 
and  whose  life  is  noted  in  the  history  of  that  coun¬ 
try  for  fairness,  patriotism  and  political  honesty, 
and  he  clearly  indicates  what  will  be  the  result 
where  the  exercise  of  the  franchise  is  virtually 
thwarted  by  an  unjust  redistribution  of  the  consti¬ 
tuencies.  In  that  case,  he  says,  the  franchise  is 
null  or  nearly  so.  Now,  I  hold  that  if  we  are  to 
place  the  entire  electorate  of  this  Dominion  on  an 
equal  footing,  and  that  should  be  the  intention  of 
the  Bill,  the  constituencies  should  be  readjusted  so 
as  to  give  as  nearly  as  possible  the  same  number  of 
electors  to  each  constituency,  and  by  so  doing  you 
would  at  least  accomplish  one  intended  feature 
of  the  Bill,  even  if  you  did  not  obtain  a  gerry¬ 
mander.  But  we  have  not  done  that,  and  we 
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are  not  acting  up  at  all  to  the  spirit  of  the 
Act  of  Confederation  in  the  Bill  which  has  been 
introduced.  This  Bill  has  no  doubt  been  introduced 
merely  to  comply  with  the  intention  of  the  Act  as 
to  a  readjustment  every  ten  years,  and  does  not 
carry  out  by  any  means  the  spirit  of  the  Act  as 
originally  intended.  There  have  been  some  very 
discourteous  and  uncomplhnentary  remarks  made 
with  regard  to  the  change  in  the  views  of  the  hon. 
member  for  North  Simcoe.  He  has  been  character¬ 
ized  as  having  deserted  to  some  extent  his  party 
in  having  refused  to  endorse  the  views  which  he 
held  in  1882  when  the  last  Gerrymander  Act  was 
passed.  Well,  as  I  have  said  before,  such  changes 
are  desirable.  We  are  glad  to  see  men  of  inde¬ 
pendent  mind  prepared  to  take  the  stand  the  hon. 
gentleman  has  taken  ;  and  if  you  review  the  history 
of  England,  you  will  find  that  the  greatest  men  in 
that  country  have  been  found  on  different  sides  on 
different  occasions.  You  will  find  that  Mr.  Glad¬ 
stone  has  not  always  been  in  accord  with  the  party 
of  which  he  is  the  great  chief,  nor  yet  has  he 
always  differed  with  the  Conservative  party,  for 
sometimes  his  views  were  in  unison  with  theirs  on 
great  questions  ;  and  it  is  right  that  men  who  are 
looking  forward  to  the  development  and  progress 
of  their  country,  should  hold  themselves  so  loosely 
attached  to  party  as  to  be  able  to  sever  that 
connection  for  a  moment  when  they  consider 
that  the  interests  of  their  country  and  the  progress 
and  prosperity  and  well-being  of  the  people 
demand  such  action  on  their  part.  Our  hon. 
friend  from  Victoria  (Mr.  Hughes)  criticised  the 
action  of  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe 
(Mr.  McCarthy)  in  moving  this  resolution  as 
being  inconsistent,  but  it  is  not  so  many  years 
ago  that  the  hon.  member  for  Victoria  was  himself 
a  supporter  of  the  Hon.  Oliver  Mowat,  Attorney 
General  of  Ontario,  w'hose  actions  he  was  criticis¬ 
ing  this  afternoon.  He  himself  has  made  a  decided 
change.  I  do  not  know  if  it  is  simply  for  the  sake 
of  change,  but  he  is  not  where  he  used  to  be.  He 
is  on  the  Conservative  side  now  and  he  used  to  be 
a  very  loud-mouthed  follower  of  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral  of  Ontario,  and  supported  his  gerrymander,  as 
he  calls  it.  The  Minister  of  Public  Works  is  not 
in  his  place,  but  I  shall  not  on  that  account  refuse 
to  point  out  what,  in  my  opinion,  are  the  inconsis¬ 
tencies  in  his  case.  It  is  evident  that  he  has  made 
a  persistent  effort  to  gerrymander  Quebec.  That 
province  has  not  been  submitted  to  a  gerrymander 
before.  It  has  been  under  control  of  men  who  have 
refused  to  submit  it  to  this  wild-cat  scheme  ef  gerry¬ 
mander.  I  do  not  think  Sir  George  Cartier  ever 
proposed  such  a  thing,  or  that  he  would  tolerate  it 
if  he  were  alive  to-day,  or  that  any  other  prominent 
man  from  that  province  would  have  tolerated 
the  ridiculous  exhibition  we  have  before  us  now. 
It  is  left  to  the  hon.  member  for  Laval 
(Mr.  Ouimet)  to  champion  the  gerrymander  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec.  He  is  determined  to  protect 
himself.  He  has  added  to  the  strength  of  his  own 
constituency.  He  has  not  forgotten  No.  1.  He 
realizes  that  his  political  career  is  now  very  im¬ 
portant  to  him.  There  is  an  annuity  added  to  it 
which  has  a  very  tempting  aspect,  and  to  secure 
for  himself  a  perpetual  seat  for  Laval  he  has  added 
considerably  to  the  political  complexion  of  that 
riding,  and  counts  upon  being  returned  as  long  as 
he  chooses  to  run  there.  We  know  that  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  gerrymandered  the  ridings  in  Ontario  for  their 


own  advantage,  but  the  people  were  so  indignant 
that  they  resented  the  attempts  to  carve  out  a 
home  for  themselves.  Take  the  case  of  East  Bruce. 
The  then  sitting  member  looked  upon  his  position 
as  secure  for  life.  Mr.  Shaw  thought  he  would 
be  returned  with  500  or  600  majority,  but 
the  people  were  so  indignant  at  the  cowardly 
act  he  had  been  a  party  to  in  throwing  out  and 
putting  in  townships  in  order  to  make  a  home 
for  himself,  that  they  threw  himout,  andhenevergot 
back  to  this  House.  Many  others  were  treated  in  the 
same  way.  If  we  go  over  the  constituencies  thatwere 
gerrymandered  in  order  to  keep  them  in  shape  for 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  we  find  many  that  are  not 
now  represented  here  by  friends  of  the  Government. 
East  Huron  was  gerrymandered  for  that  purpose, 
but  it  sends  a  Reformer  to  this  House.  My  own 
constituency  was  badly  gerrymandered  in  order 
that  it  might  send  a  supporter  of  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite,  but  they  have  not  had  the  pleasure  of 
seeing  one  here  for  ten  years  past.  North  Perth 
was  gerrymandered  to  secure  the  return  of  a  Con¬ 
servative,  and  is  represented  by  a  Reformer.  South 
Grey  was  gerrymandered  with  the  expectation  that 
my  esteemed  friend  here  would  be  turned  out,  but 
the  indignation  and  determination  of  those  who 
made  up  their  minds  to  resent  the  unsightly  exhi¬ 
bition  made  of  the  constituency  was  so  great  that 
the  other  side  have  not  had  a  shadow  of  a  chance. 
Peel  was  gerrymandered  and  it  is  represented  by  a 
Reformer.  North  Brant  was  gerrymandered  and 
it  is  now  represented  by  a  Reformer.  North  York 
was  gerrymandered,  but  it  is  not  now  represented 
by  a  supporter  of  the  Government.  Kent  was 
gerrymandered. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman  tell 
us  when  Peel  was  gerrymandered  ? 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  In  1882,  and  it  was  repre¬ 
sented  by  a  Conservative  part  of  the  time  since, 
but  not  now. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  There  was  not  a  solitary 
change  made  in  Peel  in  1 882. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  There  was  a  township  de¬ 
ducted  from  Peel  when  Cardwell  was  formed. 
Cardwell  was  carved  out  in  order  to  elect  the  Hon. 
John  Hillyard  Cameron,  and  two  Reform  townships 
were  taken  out  of  Peel  for  that  purpose,  but  the 
result  is  that  Peel  is  now  represented  by  a  Reformer. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  Cardwell  was  one  of  the  new 
constituencies  formed  at  the  time  of  Confederation 
with  the  consent  of  both  political  parties,  and  there 
has  been  no  change  in  it  since  except  under  the 
infamous  gerrymander  of  Oliver  Mowat  a  few  years 
ago. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Cardwell  was  carved  out  in 
1872  to  make  a  seat  for  the  Hon.  John  Hillyard 
Cameron. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  It  was  formed  at  Confedera¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  It  was  carved  out  in  1872, 
and  was  made  a  safe  constituency  for  any  supporter 
of  the  Government.  The  Hon.  Mr.  White  was 
elected  to  that  constituency  for  which  his  son  now 
sits,  for  whom  I  entertain  the  highest  respect,  I  do 
not  care  on  which  side  he  may  be.  I  do  not  say  a 
word  against  the  ability,  standing  and  character  of 
those  men,  but  I  find  fault  with  the  system.  A 
Reform  township  was  taken  from  Peel  and  put  into 
Cardwell,  and  yet  Mr.  Fleming,  a  Reformer,  sat  for 
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Peel  from  1882  tol887,  from  1887  to  1892  it  was 
represented  by  a  Conservative,  and  now  again  it  has 
a  Reform  member.  Bothwell  has  been  gerryman¬ 
dered,  but  my  hon.  friend  who  sits  to  the  right  of 
our  leader  has  held  that  seat  for  many  years,  and  I 
have  no  doubt  will  continue  to  d6  so.  Now,  I  con¬ 
tend  that  a  gerrymander  does  not  always  accomp¬ 
lish  the  ends  the  hon.  gentlemen  have  had  in  view, 
i  Sometimes  they  overdo  it.  The  best  way,  the  proper 
way,  the  honest  way,  is  to  make  a  fair  and  equit¬ 
able  division  of  the  ridings  as  to  population,  as  to 
community  of  interests  and  geographically.  Take 
my  riding,  for  instance.  It  is  about  15  miles  .wide 
and  70  miles  long.  It  is  in  three  counties, 
the  County  of  Perth,  the  County  of  Welling¬ 
ton  and  the  County  of  Dufferin.  I  say  it 
is  a  plain  violation  of  justice  and  equity  that 
ridings  should  be  so  shaped  and  so  adjusted  as  to 
present  the  unsightly  appearance  that  they  do 
when  you  look  at  the  map.  Now,  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  North  Bruce  (Mr.  McNeill)  drew  attention 
to  the  course  adopted  in  England  with  regard 
to  the  redistribution  that  took  place  in  that 
country  in  1884,  and  he  pointed  out  that  the  Op¬ 
position  had  combined  their  forces  to  prevent  the 
Bill  passing,  and  owing  to  the  result  of  that  per¬ 
sistent  effort  on  their  part,  the  Government  were 
•compelled  to  meet  the  Opposition  and  to  make 
their  redistribution  measure  more  acceptable  to 
Lord  Salisbury,  and  eventually  it  became  law.  I 
think  the  Minister  of  Justice  in  his  remarks,  rather 
indicated  that  that  course  was  adopted  as  a  result 
of  the  opposition  that  was  presented  to  that  Bill 
when  it  was  first  brought  before  the  House.  Well, 
that  is  an  encouragement  to  us  ;  it  virtually  says 
to  us  that  if  our  opposition  is  continued,  if  we 
persist  in  demanding  that  this  Bill  shall  be  shorn 
of  some  of  its  objectionable  features,  we  shall 
succeed  in  gaining  our  end.  Now,  I  think  the 
Government  should  accept  the  suggestion  that  has 
been  made  by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition.  There 
is  no  evidence  that  the  present  readjustment, 
as  it  relates  to  Ontario  and  Quebec,  meets  with 
the  spirit  of  the  Act.  It  is  clear  that  if  we 
are  to  have  a  law  properly  adjusting  the  repre¬ 
sentation,  the  Bill  now  before  the  House  does 
not  effect  that  end,  and  I  contend  that  if  the 
Government  are  disposed  to  do  what  is  fair,  and 
to  do  what  is  right,  they  should  accept  the  pro¬ 
position  of  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  and  come 
to  something  like  a  reasonable  understanding. 
Now,  with  regard  to  the  constitutional  question 
that  has  been  raised,  I  do  not  for  a  moment  pretend 
to  be  able  to  grasp  the  legal  difficulty  that  has 
been  presented  by  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s, 
P.E.I.  (Mr.  Davies).  Notwithstanding  the  laboured 
effort  of  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon), 
who  boxed  the  compass  from  all  sides  to  find  a 
loophole  that  would  enable  him  to  get  out  of  the 
dilemma,  I  think  it  is  quite  clear  there  is  more  in 
this  difficulty  than  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  are 
disposed  to  admit.  I  have  not  the  slightest  doubt 
that  if  this  legislation  is  pushed  through  the 
House,  it  will  result  in  bringing  the  whole  question 
before  the  courts,  and  that  ultimately  it  will  be 
found  that  the  point  raised  and  the  principle  laid 
down  by  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s,  are  correct. 
In  face  of  all  these  things,  I  think  the  Govern¬ 
ment  should  willingly  consider  some  of  the  pro¬ 
positions  that  have  been  presented,  particularly 
that  presented  by  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Mr.  McMullen. 


Simcoe,  and  recast  this  whole  measure,  eliminat¬ 
ing  the  objectionable  gerrymander  features,  and 
adjusting  the  whole  measure  in  accordance 
with  justice  and  fair-play.  They  ought  to  be 
willing  to  go  before  the  country  without  shackling 
their  opponents  as  they  are  trying  to  do  by  the 
provisions  of  this  Bill.  They  occupy  the  Treasury 
benches,  they  have  all  the  advantages  that  gives 
them  ;  they  have  in  their  hands  the  expenditure  of 
all  public  money,  and  they  do  not  make  any  bones 
about  making  promises  in  all  directions.  We  have 
evidences  of  that  in  the  construction  of  post  offices, 
in  dredging  improvements,  in  harbour  improve¬ 
ments,  and  in  railway  bonuses.  These  things  have 
all  been  held  out  as  inducements  to  the  people  to 
support  the  Government  during  the  recent  bye- 
elections.  Now,  with  all  these  advantages  which 
they  will  enjoy  when  the  general  election  comes, 
surely  they  ought  to  be  satisfied  with  making  a 
Redistribution  Bill  more  in  accordance  with 
justice  and  fair-play.  We  know  that  some  of  the 
Government  supporters  are  dissatisfied  with  this 
Bill,  but  notwithstanding  its  objectionable  features 
I  fear  that  the  bulk  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  are 
so  closely  allied  to  party  that  the  probabilities  are 
that,  with  the  exception  of  one  or  two,  they  will 
all  stay  where  they  are.  They  have  come  to  this 
conclusion,  I  presume,  that  if  they  do  not  hang 
together,  they  will  hang  separately,  and  I  fancy 
that  they  are  bound  to  hang  together,  because  hang¬ 
ing  together  is  the  only  possible  hope  of  political 
life.  Now,  Sir,  I  have  endeavoured  to  point  out 
some  of  the  objectionable  features  of  this  Bill  which 
bear  all  the  evidences  of  a  gerrymander.  I  think 
if  the  Minister  of  Justice,  when  he  presented  it  to 
the  House,  really  believed  that  it  was  not  intended 
to  be  a  gerrymander,  by  this  time,  if  his  ears  have 
been  opened  to  the  evidence  presented,  he  must 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  whoever  led  him  into 
the  idea  that  it  is  an  honest  and  fair  measure,  and 
free  from  the  characteristics  of  a  gerrymander,  must 
have  misled  and  deceived  him.  Under  these  cir¬ 
cumstances,  and  in  justice  to  himself  and  the  country 
and  to  the  liberties  and  rights  of  the  people  of  this 
Dominion,  he  should  see  now  that  this  Bill  ought 
to  be  withdrawn,  and  another  measure  presented 
showing  more  evidences  of  justice,  one  that  would 
be  submitted  to  a  competent  authority  to  carry  out, 
and  I  think  that  course  would  be  more  in  accord 
with  the  principles  of  free  government  and  the 
rights  of  the  people,  than  the  measure  which  is  now 
before  the  House. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  In  continuing  this  debate,  I 
would  like  to  say  a  few  words  with  reference  to 
some  statements  which  have  been  made  by  the 
hon.  member  for  North  Wellington  (Mr.  McMul¬ 
len),  who  has  just  taken  his  seat  ;  it  is  with  regard 
to  the  veracity  of  a  statement  which,  whether 
made  from  memory  or  otherwise,  is  calcidated  to 
leave  a  wrong  impression  upon  this  House  and 
upon  the  country.  When  it  is  shown  that  the 
hon.  gentleman  is  entirely  astray  in  his  contention 
in  regard  to  the  Counties  of  Cardwell  and  Peel,  it 
will  be  understood  then  how  much  weight  should 
be  attached  to  the  arguments  which  he  addressed 
to  the  House  from  that  standpoint.  The  hon. 
gentleman  said  that  the  County  of  Peel  had  been 
redistributed  for  the  purpose  of  putting  in  a  Con¬ 
servative.  It  is  true,  he  said,  that  they  did  elect 
a  Conservative,  but  it  was  a  Reformer  who  now 


3517 


[JUNE  8,  1892.] 


3518 


represented  that  riding.  My  hon.  friend  from 
West  York  (Mr.  Wallace)  reminded  him  that  no 
change  had  been  made  in  the  County  of  Peel  since 
Confederation.  The  hon.  member  for  North  Wel¬ 
lington  flatly  contradicted  that.  I  have  before  me 
the  Confederation  Act,  in  which  I  And  that  the 
County  of  Peel,  as  then  laid  down,  consisted  of  the 
townships  of  Chinguacousy, Toronto,  and  the  Gore  of 
Toronto,  and  the  villages  of  Brampton  and  Streets- 
ville.  I  have  here  the  returns  of  the  election  which  was 
held  under  the  redistribution  of  1882,  and  I  find 
there  that  the  County  of  Peel  consisted  of  Chin¬ 
guacousy,  Toronto  township,  Streetsville  village, 
the  Gore  of  Toronto,  Grahamsville,  Castlemore — 
exactly  the  same  constituency  as  was  laid  down 
-at  Confederation,  as  the  hon.  member  for  West 
\  ork  said,  there  has  been  no  change  made.  Surely 
the  hon.  member  for  North  Wellington  (Mr.  Me 
Mullen)  should  be  manly  enough  to  admit  that  he 
was  wrong,  or  that  he  did  not  obtain  the  correct 
information,  when  he  addressed  his  argument  to 
the  House.  I  next  take  Cardwell,  and  the  hon. 
gentleman  was  equally  emphatic  with  respect  to 
that  constituency.  But  Cardwell  has  remained 
for  federal  purposes  as  it  was  since  Confederation. 
In  the  British  North  America  Act  I  find  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : — 

“The  County  of  Cardwell  to  consist  of  the  townships  of 
Albion  and  Caledon  (taken  from  the  County  of  Peel)  and 
the  townships  of  Adjala  and  Monro  (taken  from  the 
•County  of  Simcoe).” 

I  find  at  the  last  election,  which  was  held  under 
the  Redistribution  Act  of  1882,  the  constituency 
consisted  of  Albion,  Caledon,  Adjala  and  Monro, 
exactly  the  same  municipalities  that  constituted 
the  constituency  at  first.  No  change  has  been 
made,  although  the  hon.  member  contended  a 
■change  was  made  for  Hon.  John  Hilly ard  Cameron 
before  his  election,  and  that  was  in  1872.  Surely 
the  hon.  gentleman  should  be  more  careful  in  the 
data  on  which  he  based  arguments  addressed  to 
this  House  and  the  country,  especially  when  he 
condemned  the  hon.  member  for  North  Victoria 
(Mr.  Hughes)  because  he  did  not  agree  with  that 
hon.  gentleman  as  to  the  accuracy  of  certain  state¬ 
ments.  I  was  rather  amused  at  the  eulogy  passed 
on  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  by  the  hon. 
member  for  North  Wellington.  I  thought  at  the 
time  of  the  very  trenchant  piece  written  by  “Fanny 
Fern  ”  on  receiving  some  praise  from  a  woman. 
She  wrote  :  “  Praise  from  a  woman  !  •  What  have 
I  done  to  be  treated  thus  ?  I  will  immediately  go 
to  a  shooting  gallery  and  commence  practice.”  I 
thought  after  hearing  the  eulogies  of  the  hon. 
member  for  V  ellington,  and  after  reading  the  very 
interesting  letters  in  which  he  condemned  him 
in  very  vigorous  language  a  few  years  ago, 
not  only  with  respect  to  his  ability  and 
honesty  but  also  with  regard  to  his  political 
astuteness,  and  yet  to-night,  because  he  was  able 
to  obtain  a  grain  of  comfort  from  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  from  North  Simcoe  by  his  condemnation 
of  the  principle  laid  down  by  the  Government 
in  this  Bill,  he  turned  around  and  bespattered 
him  with  praise,  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Simcoe  would  feel  alarmed  at  the  situation  and 
naturally  come  to  the  conclusion  that  politics 
sometimes  brings  us  strange  bedfellows.  The  hon. 
member  for  North  Wellington,  as  well  as  other 
hon.  gentlemen,  offered  several  reasons  why  the 
Bill  should  be  condemned.  I  will  refer  to  a  few 


of  these.  The  Bill  is  copdemned,  first,  because  it 
is  drawn  by  the  Government  and  the  country  is 
mapped  out  by  the  Government — the  properly 
constituted  authority,  if  I  correctly  interpret  the 
British  North  America  Act,  and  it  will  be  the 
fourth  time  they  have  done  this  duty  when  the 
present  Bill  is  passed.  The  leader  of  the  Opposi¬ 
tion  stated  that  a  committee  of  members  of  both 
sides  of  the  House  should  be  appointed  to  perform 
this  work.  But  if  we  ask  whether  this  would 
meet  the  views  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  we  find 
that  such  would  not  be  the  case,  and  that  a  differ¬ 
ence  prevails.  The  hon.  member  for  Middlesex 
(Mr.  Armstrong)  declares  that  a  commission  of 
judges  should  be  appointed  to  map  out  the  country, 
and  if  that  were  done  the  Opposition  would  accept 
it  as  a  fair  redistribution.  But  the  leader  of 
the  Opposition  entirely  dissented  from  that  view 
and  said  that  Parliament  was  entitled  to  retain 
that  power  in  its  own  hands.  One  would  naturally 
be  inclined  to  ask  whether  if  a  commission  of 
judges  were  appointed,  that  body  would  give  satis¬ 
faction.  The  judges  have  been  engaged  in  trying 
controverted  elections,  but  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
have  declared  they  were  the  creatures  of  the 
Government,  and  were  incapable  of  doing  right, 
and  further,  that  members  of  the  Opposition  did 
not  secure  justice  before  the  judges.  Then  again, 
we  have  had  the  judges  acting  as  revising  officers, 
and  again  they  have  been  held  to  work  into  the 
hands  of  the  Government  and  to  be  the  creatures 
of  the  Government,  because  they  happened  to  have 
been  appointed  by  the  Government.  While  a  com¬ 
mission  would  be  satisfactory  to  the  hon.  member 
for  Middlesex,  it  would  not  satisfy  the  leader  of 
the  Opposition  and  other  hon.  gentlemen  opposite, 
and  had  the  Government  seen  fit  to  propose  a  com¬ 
mission  to  do  this  work,  I  am  bound  to  say  that  as 
much  objection  would  have  been  raised  to  them  as 
was  raised  when  they  were  appointed  revising 
officers.  The  hon.  member  for  North  Norfolk 
(Mr.  Charlton)  said  that  when  the  country  was 
mapped  out  in  1882,  it  was  done  simply  for  the 
purpose  of  strengthening  the  Conservative  party, 
that  there  was  displayed  a  total  disregard  for 
equality  of  population,  for  county  boundaries,  for 
community  of  interests  and  for  everything  else 
except  for  political  advantage.  He  said  the  result 
was  that  after  the  last  election  there  was  a 
popular  majority  of  over  7,000  votes  with  the  Re¬ 
form  party  in  Ontario,  andyetthe  Conservativeparty 
had  over  26  majority  of  members.  The  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  North  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen)  repeated 
the  same  argument.  I  asked  the  hon.  gentleman 
if  he  had  made  the  calculation  with  respect  to  the 
comparative  strength  of  the  political  parties  after 
the  bye-elections  or, before,  and  he  said  the  figures 
were  taken  from  the  census.  The  census  was  given 
to  us  before  the  bye-elections  took  place,  and  there¬ 
fore  his  statement  was  that  in  Ontario,  before  the 
bye-elections,  the  Reformers  had  a  popular  ma¬ 
jority  of  over  7,000,  and  they  were  yet  in  a 
minority  of  26  members.  How  unfair  such  a 
statement  is.  The  hon.  gentleman  knew  that  at 
that  time  the  Conservatives  had  only  a  majority  of 
4  from  Ontario,  and  it  was  by  the  “  bye-elections  ” 
increased  to  26.  The  popular  vote  was  not  the  same 
after  the  bye-elections,  as  before,  and  whatever  was 
the  popular  vote  before,  the  fact  remained  that  after 
those  elections  the  popular  vote  was  in  favour  of  the 
Conservative  party.  I  have  here  a  recapitulation  of 
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the  vote,  and  I  challenge  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
to  show  any  error,  for  I  have  endeavoured  to  verify 
the  statement.  What  does  it  prove  ?  That  in¬ 
stead  of  the  popular  majority  being  with  the 
Reform  party,  the  Reform  party  obtained  aggre¬ 
gate  majorities  of  13,691,  while  the  Conservative 
aggregate  majority  was  19,085;  or,  in  other  words, 
a  popular  majority  of  between  4,000  and  5,000 
over  the  Reformers. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  What  are  you  reading 
from  ? 

Mr.  SPROULE.  I  am  reading  from  a  compila¬ 
tion  published  in  the  Montreal  Gazette.  Before  the 
hon.  gentleman  ventures  to  challenge  the  correct¬ 
ness  of  it,  I  may  say  I  have  endeavoured  to  verify 
it  for  myself,  and  so  far  as  my  investigation  goes, 
it  is  absolutely  correct,  with  the  exception  of  East 
York  and  Perth,  which  will  make  a  change  of  not 
over  100  votes. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  My  majority  is  entered 
there  as  21.  My  majority  was  550,  and  if  the 
whole  vote  recorded  against  the  Government  were 
put  down,  the  majority  is  over  1,600. 

Mr.  WHITE  (Cardwell).  Precisely  the  same 
argument  would  apply  to  the  case  of  West 
Middlesex. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  West  Middlesex  was 
exactly  the  same.  There  was  a  great  majority 
against  the  Government,  but  it  was  divided. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  The  other  night  the  member 
for  South  Middlesex  (Mr.  Armstrong)  made  the 
startling  statement  that  while  the  Middlesexes  sent 
four  representatives  to  this  House,  three  of  whom 
were  Conservatives,  yet  there  was  a  majority  of 
over  1,100  for  the  Reformers.  How  did  he  make 
that  out?  I  can  tell  him.  In  one  constituency 
three  members  happened  to  run,  and  he  took 
the  vote  polled  for  the  one  member  repre¬ 
senting  the  Government  and  the  aggregate  vote 
polled  for  the  other  two,  and  he  counted  these 
votes  as  opposed  to  the  Government.  Does  not 
every  one  know  that  when  three  candidates  contest 
a  riding,  each  man  will  have  his  own  individual 
friends  although  they  may  both  belong  to  the  one 
party  ?  The  influence  of  one  of  the  candidates  will 
draw  some  votes  from  the  other  party,  although 
he  may  belong  to  the  other  side  of  politics.  If  it 
were  a  straight  party  fight  between  a  supporter  of 
the  Government  and  a  supporter  of  the  Opposition 
the  vote  would  be  entirely  different  from  what  it 
is.  The  argument  is  unfair,  and  it  surprised  me 
coming  as  it  did  from  the  member  for  Middlesex 
(Mr.  Armstrong),  because  he  always  impressed  me 
with  the  idea  that  he  desired  to  be  fair 
and  just  in  his  actions.  I  know  that  a 
candidate’s  personal  popularity  and  his  social 
standing  will  induce  many  voters  to  break  their 
party  allegiance  and  vote  for  him  when  there 
are  three  candidates  in  the  field,  as  many  of  the 
electors  may  believe  that  the  man  of  their  choice 
will  have  a  chance  to  get  in.  Although  the  man 
they  support  may  profess  to  be  an  independent,  yet 
many  voters  who  support  him  are  satisfied  that  he 
will  support  the  Government  just  as  well  as  the 
candidate  who  is  represented  as  the  Government 
nominee.  Hon.  gentlemen  on  the  other  side  when 
making  up  the  popular  majority  vote,  where  three 
or  more  candidates  ran,  counted  the  vote  polled  for 
the  Government  candidates  on  that  side  and  then 
Mr.  Sprotjle. 


added  the  votes  polled  for  all  the  other  candidates 
together,  and  used  them  as  the  correct  vote  polled 
against  the  Government.  That  is  not  fair  nor  is  it 
correct.  Where  two  or  more  candidates  run  in 
opposition  to  the  straight  Government  candidate, 
one  or  both  may  be  independent,  or  announce  them¬ 
selves  as  independents,  therefore  they  get  a  con¬ 
siderable  vote  which  would  otherwise  be  polled  by 
the  Government  candidate,  in  the  event  of  a 
straight  run  between  a  Government  and  an  Opposi¬ 
tion  candidate.  The  argument  of  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen)  is  most 
unfair  when  he  says  that  there  are  in  this 
House  a  majority  of  26  Conservatives  from  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Ontario,  although  there  were  7,000  more 
Reform  votes  cast  than  Conservative  votes.  The 
hon.  gentleman  takes  the  votes  before  the  bye-elec¬ 
tions  took  place,  when  there  was  a  much  smaller 
popular  vote  for  the  Conservatives  and  a  much 
smaller  Conservative  majority  in  this  House,  but  he 
takes  the  majority  of  the  members  in  this  House 
after  the  bye-elections  while  he  still  adheres  to  the 
popular  majority  before  the  bye-elections,  which  is 
entirely  unfair  and  unjust. 

Mr.  McMULLEX.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  quite 
mistaken.  I  took  the  figures  submitted  by  Mr. 
Johnson  the  statistician  and  nothing  else. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  That  is  exactly  what  I  said. 
Does  not  the  hon.  gentleman  know  that  the  figures 
given  by  Mr.  Johnson  were  before  the  bye-elections 
took  place,  and  that  they  do  not  refer  at  all  to  the 
popular  majority  in  the  country  or  to  the  majority 
of  members  in  this  House  after  the  bye-elections  ? 
When  I  asked  the  hon.  gentleman  if  he  was  not 
aware  that  this  was  the  fact,  he  answered  me  in 
what  I  considered  an  offensive  and  childish  way, 
and  asked  what  seat  does  the  member  for  East 
Grey  occupy  in  the  House. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Does  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  admit  that  these  figures  are  correct  as  to  the 
general  election  ? 

Mr.  SPROULE.  I  do  not.  I  do  say  that  the 
hon.  gentlemen  are  making  an  unfair  and  entirely 
inaccurate  calculation  in  order  to  support  their 
contention.  They  say  they  have  a  majority  of  the 
popular  vote  now,  when  they  know  that  the  reverse 
is  the  case.  Hon.  members  opposite  have  drawn 
a  comparison  between  the  Redistribution  Bill  of  Sir 
Oliver  Mowat  and  the  present  Bill,  and  also  be¬ 
tween  the  Redistribution  Bill  of  1882  and  the  Bill  of 
1892.  If  I  remember  aright  the  arguments  advanc¬ 
ed  by  the  Reformers  on  the  Redistribution  Bill  of 
1882,  were  largely  to  the  effect  that  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  party  had  gone  all  over  the  country  and 
changed  constituencies  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
two  or  three  more  representatives  to  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  If  my  memory  is  correct,  the  Hon.  Mr. 
Blake,  or  Sir  Richard  Cartwright,  then  asked  the 
Government  :  Why  did  you  require  to  go  all  over 
the  country  to  add  two  members,  while  I  could  do 
it  without  disturbing  more  than  three  or  four 
constituencies  at  most,  and  make  a  fairer  Bill  than 
you  have  presented  now.  The  hon.  gentlemen  on 
the  opposite  side  of  the  House  then  asked  why  the 
Government  disturbed  the  boundaries  of  counties 
which  should  be  stable  and  which  should  not  be 
changed  ?  Well,  the  Government  have  carried  out 
that  idea  to-day,  and  they  have  only  disturbed  the 
boundaries  of  a  few  counties.  It  is  their  evident 
intention  now  to  make  as  few  changes  as  possible 
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in  Ontario,  and  to  disturb  the  constituencies  as 
little  as  possible.  It  was  said  that  three  elections 
had  taken  place  since  the  last  Redistribution  Bill, 
that  the  people  had  become  accustomed  to  the  new 
arrangement  of  the  counties,  that  they  felt  at  home 
under  the  present  condition  of  things,  and  that  it 
would  be  unwise  to  make  any  more  changes  than 
were  absolutely  necessary.  It  is  for  that  reason,  I 
presume,  that  few  changes  are  made  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  the  Bill  now  before  the  House.  It  was 
evidently  their  intention  to  give  equality  of  repre¬ 
sentation  without  disturbing  boundaries  except 
where  absolutely  necessary  and  at  tlie  same  time  to 
provide  for  the  shifting  population  from  one  part 
of  the  country  to  another,  as  in  the  city  of  Toronto 
i where  the  people  from  the  rural  districts  are  mov¬ 
ing  into  the  city  and  increasing  the  population  to 
such  an  extent  as  to  entitle  them  to  increased  repre¬ 
sentation,  or  where  the  people  are  moving  to  Mus- 
koka  or  Algoma  and  thereby  entitling  that  district 
to  additional  representation.  To-day  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  blame  the  Government  because  they 
did  not  make  more  changes,  and  redistribute  the 
whole  country  as  they  did  in  1882,  while  in  1882  they 
blamed  the  Government  for  changing  a  number  of 
constituencies.  Is  it  not,  therefore,  plain  that  no 
act  done  by  the  Administration  will  satisfy  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  ?  Had  the  Government  made 
more  changes  it  undoubtedly  would  have  been 
contended  by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  that 
every  change  which  was  made  was  not  for  the  legi¬ 
timate  purpose  of  equalizing  the  population  or 
giving  representation  where  representation  did  not 
exist,  but  that  it  was  for  political  purposes.  It  is 
quite  clear,  therefore,  I  repeat,  that  no  matter  what 
the  Government  may  do,  or  no  matter  how  fair 
they  may  act,  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  will  still  be 
ready  to  complain.  I  was  surprised  at  the  action 
of  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCar¬ 
thy)  in  proposing  the  motion  which  he  did,  and  I 
was  equally  surprised  at  the  argument  he  used  in 
favour  of  it.  I  was  a  member  of  the  House  when 
the  Redistribution  Bill  was  proposed  in  1882 ;  I 
was  younger  than  I  am  to-day,  and  I  had  a  very 
strong  conviction  that  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  was  a  very  able  and  a 
very  intelligent  man,  and  a  very  astute  politician, 
and  when  he  laid  down  the  premises  upon  which 
the  Redistribution  Bill  of  1882  was  based,  I  was 
quite  willing  to  pin  my  faith  on  the  reasons  which 
he  gave  in  favour  of  it.  I  regret  to  find  that  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  now  changed  his  views  altogether. 
When  have  the  scales  fallen  from  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man’s  eyes  that  he  now  sees  a  different  light  ? 
Had  he  not  come  to  the  years  of  maturity  then  ? 
Was  he  unable  to  see  then  that  the  measure  he 
supported  so  strongly  and  advocated  so  warmly  as 
a  fair  measure,  was  only  a  gerrymander,  as  he  de¬ 
scribes  it  to-day  ?  And  yet  he  was  one  of  the  men 
who  supported  that  gerrymander  and  helped  to 
carry  it  out.  I  say  it  is  a  most  humiliating  posi¬ 
tion  for  the  hon.  gentleman  to  be  found  in  to-day  ; 
because  the  country  must  come  to  one  of  two  con¬ 
clusions  with  regard  to  him — either  that  he  was 
very  defective  in  the  intelligence  necessary  to  make 
him  a  good  representative  of  the  people,  or  that  he 
was  defective  in  integrity,  and  came  here  to  sanc¬ 
tion  a  thing  which  he  knew  to  be  wrong.  Which 
horn  of  the  dilemma  will  he  be  placed  on  to-day  ? 

I  say  that  the  country  will  put  him  on  one  or  the 
other.  That  is  the  unenviable  position  the  hon. 
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gentleman  occupies  to-day.  I  thought  that  an 
old  parliamentarian  like  him,  a  man  of  high 
standing,  of  acknowledged  ability,  of  great  legal 
acumen,  was  almost  impossible  to  be  wrong  ;  and 
when  I  found  him  defending  the  Redistribution 
Act  of  1882,  it  was  enough  to  satisfy  me  that  it 
was  right,  and  I  defended  it  on  the  same  ground. 
But  I  regret  to  find  that  he  has  changed  his 
opinion,  and  he  has  given  various  reasons  why  he 
ha,s  changed.  One  is,  that  in  framing  a  Redis¬ 
tribution  Bill,  we  ought  to  be  bound  by  some 
principle.  I  thought  the  Redistribution  Bill  of  1882 
was  framed  on  a  principle,  that  of  representation 
by  population,  as  near  as  municipal  and  county 
boundaries  would  allow.  But  the  hon.  gentleman 
has  undertaken  to  prove  that  that  was  not  the  case, 
and  he  goes  on  to  give  us  what  he  calls  his  remedy 
for  the  inequalities  that  exist.  I  am  not  going  into 
the  details  of  his  scheme,  because  he  has  not  given 
us  the  advantage  of  them  ;  but  after  he  has  worked 
out  his  scheme,  what  is  the  sum  total  of  his  con¬ 
clusions  ?  According  to  the  Bill  of  1882,  which  he 
says  was  an  iniquitous  Bill,  he  found  that  21  con¬ 
stituencies  were  below  the  unit  that  should  guide 
us  in  redistributing  the  constituencies,  with  the 
addition  of  20  per  cent,  and  there  were  10  above 
the  unit.  But  under  the  present  Bill  the  constitu¬ 
encies  below  the  unit  are  reduced  from  21  to  10,  so 
that  there  are  now  only  26  constituencies  above  or 
below  the  unit.  Now,  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
rearranged  these  constituencies  according  to  his 
own  plan,  and  he  finds  that  there  would  be  12 
constituencies  above  and  12  below,  making  in  all 
24,  or  a  difference  of  two  between  his  scheme  and 
that  of  the  Government.  Now,  would  he,  for 
the  purpose  of  changing  two  constituencies,  be 
justified  in  keeping  people  here  all  summer  while 
rearranging  the  constituencies  all  over  the  country, 
to  suit  the  hon.  gentleman’s  particular  views, 
which  we  may  fairly  judge  were  as  sound  in  1882 
as  they  are  to-day  ?  That  is  the  only  virtue  which 
the  hon.  gentleman  claims  for  his  scheme,  that  it 
would  make  two  constituencies  a  little  nearer  the 
unit  than  the  present  Bill ;  but  surely  the  hon. 
gentleman  does  not  contend  that  it  is  a  sufficiently 
strong  argument  to  justify  us  in  changing  the 
whole  country.  Now,  the  hon.  member  for  South 
Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  said  that  it  was 
patent  that  the  Bill  of  1882  was  proposed  in  the 
first  place  for  political  purposes,  to  strengthen  the 
Conservative  party,  to  send  as  many  supporters 
of  the  Government  to  this  House  as  possible  ;  and 
then  he  said  it  was  so  nicely  arranged  that  the 
whole  country  east  of  Toronto  had  sent  only  three 
representatives  to  this  House  to  support  the  Oppo¬ 
sition.  Now,  if  every  constituency  east  of  Toronto 
except  three  has  gone  against  the  Opposition,  surely 
no  rearrangement,  no  matter  even  if  made  by  hon. 
gentlemen  themselves,  could  increase  their  number 
very  much  ;  and  that  is  an  evidence  that  the  Bill  of 
1882  was  not  an  unfair  one.  If  we  had  found  a  large 
number  of  Reformers  hived  together  here  and 
there,  and  the  two  parties  almost  equal  in  other 
constituencies,  we  might  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  Bill  was  an  unfair  one ;  but  what 
are  the  majorities  of  these  three  members 
One  is  150,  the  other  a  little  over  500, 
and  it  was  not  possible  to  tell  what  the  major¬ 
ity  of  the  third  one  was,  because  there  were 
three  candidates  running.  But  the  very  fact  that 
only  three  constituencies  sent  supporters  of  the 
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Opposition  under  the  old  plan  is  an  evidence  that 
that  was  not  owing  to  the  redistribution.  After 
the  Redistribution  Bill  of  1882  was  passed,  an 
election  took  place,  and  instead  of  the  Opposition 
winning  only  three  seats  in  Eastern  Ontario,  they 
carried  Lennox,  Prescott,  Russell,  South  Ontario, 
North  Victoria,  East  Hastings,  West  Durham  and 
Addington.  So  that  it  was  not  a  gerrymander 
which  so  reduced  the  numbers  of  the  Opposition  in 
the  last  election.  There  was  no  change  in  the  con¬ 
stituencies  between  the  first  election  and  the 
second  election  ;  but  there  was  an  appeal  to  the 
people  on  the  respective  policies  of  the  two  parties; 
and  on  the  strength  of  the  policy  of  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  party  and  the  weakness  of  the  policy  of  the 
Reform  party,  these  men  were  left  at  home,  until 
to-day  there  are  in  this  House  only  three  men 
representing  the  Opposition  from  the  constituencies 
east  of  Toronto.  That  was  due  to  the  fact  that  the 
people  had  lost  confidence  in  the  Opposition  and  in 
their  policy,  which  was  not  suited  to  the  wants  of  the 
country.  The  hon.  member  for  South  Brant  (Mr. 
Paterson)  said  the  other  night  that  when  the  lion, 
member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  divided  the 
country  to  show  that  the  population  in  the  south¬ 
western  part  of  Ontario  was  the  same  as  that  in 
the  eastern  part,  and  the  number  of  representa¬ 
tives  from  the  south-western  part  was  the  same  as 
the  number  from  the  eastern  part,  he  was  not 
making  a  fair  division,  because  he  had  run  the 
dividing  line  between  York  and  Peel  and  up  to 
the  Georgian  Bay.  The  hon.  member  for  South 
Oxford  said  he  had  taken  the  great  and  populous 
city  of  Toronto  and  added  it  to  the  east  for  the 
purpose  of  making  up  the  population,  and  then  he 
had  gone  and  taken  Algoma,  which  is  not  yet 
settled  up,  and  added  that  to  the  eastern  district 
also.  Now,  could  anything  be  fairer?  Having 
included  the  populous  city  of  Toronto,  surely  the 
district  that  was  short  of  population  should  also 
be  included,  because  one  would  neutralize  the 
other.  If  my  hon.  friend  had  taken  Algoma  and 
put  it  in  the  western  district  and  had  put  Toronto 
in  the  east,  there  would  have  been  ground  for 
saying  that  lie  was  unfair  ;  but  he  did  the  reverse, 
showing  his  disposition  to  be  fair,  and  having 
done  that  he  found  the  number  of  representatives 
to  be  about  the  same.  I  think  his  argument  was  a 
sound  one,  and  it  will  go  a  long  way  to  convince 
the  people  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  that  there  is 
nothing  but  a  fair  disposition  on  the  part  of  the 
Government  in  redistributing  the  Province  of 
Ontario  as  they  have  done.  The  hon.  member  for 
North  Simcoe  gives  the  reasons  why  he  supports 
this  new  measure  of  his.  Fii’st,  he  says,  I  want 
equality  of  numbers.  This  thing  must  be  done  on 
some  principle,  he  says,  and  I  am  very  anxious  to 
have  this  principle  of  equality  of  numbers  estab¬ 
lished.  Then,  he  says,  he  wants  community  of 
interests,  and  he  also  wants  the  county  boundaries 
retained.  Further,  he  requires  the  various  classes 
represented,  and  after  that  he  wants  equalization 
of  the  constituencies.  But,  is  not  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  aware  that  each  one  of  these  principles  must 
necessarily  destroy  the  other?  If  he  will  have 
equality  of  numbers,  what  is  going  to  become  of  his 
county  boundaries  ?  If  he  will  have  county 
boundaries,  he  must  destroy  community  of  inter¬ 
ests  ;  and  if  he  would  have  the  various  classes 
represented,  he  would  destroy  the  equaliza¬ 
tion  of  the  constituencies.  In  fact,  the  very  thing 
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he  is  suggesting  is  to  root  up  the  community 
of  interests  which  has  existed  for  the  last  ten 
years,  under  the  present  arrangement,  and  which 
the  Government  propose  to  continue  in  the  future. 
Is  it  not  plain  that  the  hon.  gentleman  is  entirely 
inconsistent,  in  trying  to  arrive  at  such  contradic¬ 
tory  results  ?  Take  his  calculation  with  reference 
to  equality  of  numbers,  and  what  has  he  succeeded 
in  doing  ?  He  has  succeeded  simply,  according  to 
his  own  figures,  in  arranging  for  twelve  consti¬ 
tuencies  above  and  twelve  below  the  unit  of  repre¬ 
sentation,  making  in  all  twenty-four,  while  the 
Government  have  made  it  twenty-six,  or  simply  a 
difference  of  two  between  his  scheme  and  that  of 
the  Government.  Coming  down  to  particulars,  take, 
for  example,  my  own  riding  in  Grey,  and  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  riding  in  Simcoe.  Osprey  and  Col- 
lingwood  townships,  in  the  eastern  part  of  my 
riding,  do  their  business  with  the  town  of  Col- 
lingwood  in  the  hon.  gentleman’s  riding.  The 
two  localities  are  united  by  community  of  in¬ 
terests,  they  are  united  in  business,  educational, 
church  and  social  telations  ;  and  therefore  if  we 
are  to  observe  community  of  interests,  the  hon. 
gentleman  must  cross  the  line  and  take  part  of 
my  constituency  and  add  it  to  his  own,  and  on  the 
same  principle  we  would  have  to  take  out  part  of 
East  Simcoe  and  hand  it  over  to  Muskoka.  I  could 
go  over  the  different  parts  of  Ontario  which  I  know 
very  well,  and  if  the  community  of  interests  are 
to  be  the  guide,  I  could  start  in  and  help  the  hon. 
gentleman  to  work  out  his  plan,  and  he  would 
see  that  it  is  impossible  to  do  it  without  con¬ 
stantly  crossing  the  county  lines.  Now,  with 
regard  to  equality  of  population,  let  us  see  how 
that  principle  would  work.  The  hon.  gentleman 
gives  us  as  the  unit  of  representation  22,900  for 
each  constituency.  Take  the  County  of  E&sex, 
which  has  only  14,000  ;  what  would  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  do  with  that  ?  He  will  not  cross  the  county 
line,  because  he  wants  to  retain  the  county  boun¬ 
dary,  and  therefore  he  would  have  to  give  it  one 
representative,  but  his  principle  of  equality  of  popu¬ 
lation  would  not  be  carried  out.  Take  the  County 
of  Dundas,  with  a  population  of  31,000.  It  has 
more  than  enough  for  one  member  but  not  enough 
for  two.  If  he  wants  to  carry  out  the  principle  of 
equality  of  population,  he  would  have  to  take  the 
excess  over  22,900  and  add  it  to  another  constitu¬ 
ency,  and  thus  destroy  his  county  boundary,  for 
the  balance  left,  being  only  7,000  or  8,000,  wouldnot 
be  sufficient  to  entitle  it  to  another  representative. 
Take  the  County  of  Norfolk,  which  has  37,000  of  a 
population,  not  enough  for  two  but  too  many  for  one. 
Take  Haldimand  and  its  16,000,  that  does  not  come 
up  to  the  unit  he  would  like  to  have,  and  yet  if  he 
is  to  keep  within  county  boundaries  he  must  give 
a  representative  to  Haldimand.  The  County  of 
Monck  has  only  15,000,  and  if  he  will  not  cross  the 
county  lines,  he  must  give  Monck  a  representative. 
And  so  in  every  instance,  it  is  utterly  impossible  to 
carry  out  his  principle.  Take  Botlrwell  with  its 
47,000,  and  Huron  with  its  58,000,  too  many  for 
two  and  not  enough  for  three,  and  he  must  cross 
the  county  lines  or  destroy  the  principle  he  has 
laid  down  of  equality  of  numbers  and  county 
boundaries.  Take  Cardwell,  which  has  only  15,000 
of  a  population,  but  is  entitled  to  a  member.  Peel 
has  only  15,000,  but  as  we  must  not  cross  the  county 
lines,  it  must  have  a  representative  although  it  is 
far  below  the  unit  the  hon.  gentleman  has  given  us. 
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Take  the  County  of  Ontario,  which  has  too  large  a 
population  for  two  but  not  enough  for  three  mem¬ 
bers.  Durham  has  32,000,  more  than  enough  for 
one  representative,  but  not  enough  for  two. 
Northumberland  has  30,000,  more  than  enough  for 
one,  but  not  enough  for  two.  Lennox  has  only 
14, (XX),  and  if  the  lion,  gentleman  will  not  cross 
the  county  line,  he  must  give  it  a  member. 
I  need  not  weary  the  House  with  all  these 
particulars,  but  looking  carefully  over  the  cen¬ 
sus  returns,  showing  the  population  of  the  various 
counties,  in  my  opinion  the  discrepancy,  as  regards 
the  representation  by  population  or  the  unit  of 
numbers,  would  be  much  greater  if  we  carried  out 
the  principle  enunciated  by  the  hon.  member  for 
North  Simcoe  than  the  principle  which  obtains  to¬ 
day-  It  would  be  utterly  impossible  to  keep  with¬ 
in  county  boundaries  and  at  the  same  time  pre¬ 
serve  anything  like  equality  of  numbers.  Then 
with  regard  to  community  of  interests,  I  have  given 
one  or  two  illustrations  quite  sufficient  to  satisfy 
me  that  it  is  utterly  impossible  to  preserve  com¬ 
munity  of  interest  and  county  boundaries.  It  has 
always  been  a  mystery  to  me  why  hon.  gentlemen 
are  so  much  wedded  to  county  boundaries  as  re¬ 
gards  representation  in  this  House.  If  this  were  a 
Provincial  Legislature,  which  had  the  making  of 
laws  to  govern  municipalities  and  townships  and 
county  councils  and  all  the  operations  of  municipal 
government,  with  regard  to  court  houses,  gaols, 
registrars,  sheriffs,  I  could  understand  why  we 
should  insist  on  retaining  county  boundaries.  But 
we  have  to  deal,  not  with  these  subjects,  but  with 
another  class  of  subjects  altogether.  We  have  to 
deal  with  navigation,  trade  and  commerce,  criminal 
law,  the  development  of  the  country  by  the  build¬ 
ing  of  railways,  and  canals,  and  harbours,  and  other 
public  works,  and  with  everything  that  tends  to 
the  benefit  of  the  country  at  large,  and 
these  matters  have  nothing  whatever  to  do  with 
county  boundaries.  There  is  nothing  in  the  situa¬ 
tion  to  justify  the  contention  that  we  should  keep 
as  sacred  the  county  boundaries.  Why  should  not 
a  man  represent  two  or  three  counties  as  ^vell  as 
one  ?  The  interests  with  which  he  has  to  deal  here 
are  those  which  affect  the  country  at  large,  and  he 
is  not  sent  here  to  attend  to  municipal  interests. 
The  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  said  he  would 
go  further  and  have  class  representation,  and  lie 
gave  us  an  illustration  of  this  theory.  He  said  : 
There  is  the  Nipissing  district,  which  is  settled 
by  miners,  and  we  ought  to  have  here  a  represen¬ 
tative  of  the  mining  class.  Toronto,  he  said,  is 
growing  rapidly,  and  there  ought  to  be  representa¬ 
tion  here  of  the  various  interests  in  the  great  cities 
as  well  as  the  rural  districts  of  the  country.  When 
men  change*  from  one  locality  to  another,  when 
they  leave  the  rural  districts  for  the  city,  they 
belong  to  another  class  and  ought  to  have  another 
class  of  representatives.  Well,  that  may  be  kept 
in  view  fairly,  but  it  would  be  unwise  to  adopt  it 
as  a  cardinal  principle  in  the  redistribution  of  seats 
in  this  country.  That  would  be  adopting  class 
x'epresentation  too  early.  There  is  not  that  condi¬ 
tion  of  things  in  this  country  which  would  justify 
us  in  doing  that.  The  hon.  gentleman  pointed  to 
England,  and  said  that  there  the  county  boundaries 
were  always  respected.  But  in  England’  the  counties 
are  historic,  they  have  had  the  same  boundaries  for 
centuries,  whereas  in  this  country  our  changing 
and  shifting  population  necessitates  changes  every 


year,  if  we  are  to  have  anything  like  equality  in 
representation.  Such  changes  in  population  are 
not  to  be  found  in  the  old  country.  Then  the  hon. 
member  for  North  Simcoe  tells  us  that  we  ought  to 
follow  the  precedent  established  by  the  English 
House  of  Commons  and  appoint  a  commission  to 
redistribute  our  seats.  But  what  did  he  tell  us  in 
the  next  breath  ?  He  told  us  that  the  commission 
made  their  arrangement  upon,  a  sliding  scale  of 
population,  from  8,000  to  75,000,  so  that  while  some 
constituencies  had  only  8,000  of  a  population  others 
had  75,000.  Surely  that  is  worse  than  the  con¬ 
dition  in  Canada  to-day;  and  although  the  redis¬ 
tribution  of  seats  in  England  was  arranged  by  both 
political  parties,  the  equality  of  representation  was 
not  regarded  as  much  as  it  is  in  the  Redistribution 
Bill  proposed  by  the  Government.  There  is  no 
argument  in  that  to  justify  the  contention  that  we 
should  abandon  the  principle  w'e  have  adopted  in 
the  past  and  adopt  the  English  precedent  because 
wre  want  equality  of  numbers.  They  have  not 
equality  of  numbers.  In  a  great  country  like 
England,  where  they  have  their  Birmingham  and 
their  Sheffield,  and  their  universities  represented, 
and  their  manufacturing  class  represented,  and  their 
labouring  classes  and  artisans  represented,  no  doubt 
that  should  weigh  to  some  extent  with  the  princi¬ 
ple  of  representation,  but  that  will  not  hold  force 
to  the  same  extent  in  this  country.  Our  popula¬ 
tion  is  a  common  population.  It  represents  perhaps 
to-day  one  class  and  to-morrow  another  class. 
There  is  not  the  same  nice  division  between  classes. 
We  have  not  the  manufacturing  class  so  clearly 
defined,  or  the  artisan  class,  or  the  literary  class  to 
the  same  extent  or  the  divisions  as  clearly  or 
sharply  drawn  as  they  are  in  England,  Ireland  and 
Scotland,  so  we  would  not  be  justified  in  follow¬ 
ing  the  precedent  they  have  laid  down  for  the 
redistribution  of  seats,  and  the  argument  of  the 
hon.  member  for  Muskoka  (Mr.  O’Brien)  on  that 
subject  is  unjust  and  unfair,  and  it  is  still  more 
unfair  on  the  part  of  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  because  I  should  think  he 
would  be  better  posted  in  English  practice  than  the 
other  is,  and  it  was  most  unjustifiable  on  his  part 
to  use  such  an  argument.  What  are  the  merits  of 
this  Bill  ?  It  has  the  merits  of  stability  which  the 
hon.  members  opposite  have  always  been  pleading 
for.  We  have  disturbed  as  few  constituencies  as 
possible  having  regard  to  the  shifting  population 
and  to  the  increases  which  have  taken  place 
in  the  city  of  Toronto  and  Algoma  and  Mus¬ 
koka.  I  speak  of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  which 
I  know  better  than  the  other  provinces,  and 
I  have  heard  very  little  said  against  the  provi¬ 
sions  for  Manitoba,  British  Columbia  or  the 
Maritime  Provinces,  so  that  I  suppose  the  Bill  is 
unobjectionable  in  regard  to  them.  We  know 
that  the  varying  changes  of  men’s  minds  make 
them  return  Conservatives  at  one  election  where 
they  returned  Reformers  in  the  previous  election. 
It  is  largely  owing  to  the  action  of  the  different 
parties,  and  it  is  not  proper  to  say  that  because 
;here  are  26  more  Conservatives  from  the  Province 
of  Ontario  in  this  Parliament  than  there  are  Reform¬ 
ers,  it  is  owingto  the  redistribution  of  seats,  because 
in  the  last  election  there  was  not  such  a  proportion. 
In  the  last  Parliament  many  seats  were  represented 
by  Reformers  which  are  now  represented  by  Con¬ 
servatives  and  seats  were  represented  by  Conserv¬ 
atives  which  are  now  represented  by  Reformers. 
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Men  have  changed  their  minds  as  to  the  political 
parties  and  the  principles  they  are  carrying  out. 
In  the  next  place  when  changes  are  made,  they  are 
made  for  the  purpose,  as  much  as  possible,  of  equal¬ 
izing  the  population.  Hon.  gentlemen  say  that 
this  has  not  equalized  the  population,  but  the  hon. 
member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  says  it 
beiiefits  at  least  six  constituencies  in  that  regard. 
That  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction,  and  I  think 
the  Government  and  the  party  are  entitled  to  credit 
for  it,  and  it  should  not  be  said  that  their  only 
object  was  to  strengthen  themselves  in  this  House. 
Then  the  Bill  provides  for  increased  representation 
where  the  increased  settlement  demands  it  by  the 
change  in  the  population.  Toronto  has  so  much 
changed  that  it  would  be  unfair  not  to  say  that 
she  is  entitled  to  more  representation.  I  agree 
with  some  hon.  gentlemen  that  cities  should  not 
have  representation  in  proportion  to  their  popu¬ 
lation  as  the  rural  constituencies  have.  The  hon. 
member  for  North  Simcoe  says  they  should,  and 
those  who  represent  rural  constituencies  but  live 
in  Toronto  are  not  representatives  for  the  city.  I 
think  I  have  seen,  where  conflicting  interests  came 
up  between  the  rural  constituencies  and  the  cities 
of  Toronto  and  Montreal,  these  members  taking 
the  side  of  the  city  in  which  they  live  instead  of 
the  rural  constituency  they  represented.  I,  there¬ 
fore,  say  that  the  cities  are  not  entitled  to  so  many 
representatives  in  proportion  as  the  rural  constitu¬ 
encies  are.  Then  the  Bill  provides  increased  re¬ 
presentation  for  classes  where  people  have  changed 
their  pursuits.  They  have  left  the  country  and 
come  to  the  cities  and,  therefore,  we  have  a  city 
representative  to  represent  a  different  class.  That 
is  carrying  out  the  principle  laid  down  by  the  hon. 
member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  and  he 
ought  to  give  the  Government  credit  for  doing  it. 
View  it  from  whatever  standpoint  you  like, 
whether  from  the  point  of  equality  of  population, 
community  of  interests,  the  classes  which  should 
be  represented  in  this  House  and  in  this  new 
country,  I  say  an  unbiased  mind  must  admit  that 
the  Redistribution  Bill  submitted  to  us  is  a  very  fair 
one.  There  is  another  reason  for  not  makingagreat 
changeto-day.  If  the  Government  went  all  over  the 
country  and  redistributed  it  according  to  the 
measures  introduced  in  1882,  I  would  probably  be 
representing  a  portion  of  the  country  I  never  repre¬ 
sented  before,  and  would  have  to  appeal  to  that  at 
the  next  election.  If  you  change  the  representa¬ 
tion  of  the  whole  of  the  country,  you, should  have 
a  dissolution  of  Parliament.  Every  redistribution 
that  has  taken  place  in  Canada  up  to  the  present 
time  has  been  followed  by  a  dissolution  and  an 
appeal  to  the  country.  In  the  last  two  years  we 
have  been  engaged  in  an  election  contest  to  a  great 
extent,  and  the  agitation  over  election  contests  has 
to  a  large  degree  prevented  the  business  of  the 
country  being  carried  on  in  the  same  amicable 
manner  it  otherwise  would  be.  The  party  in 
power  to-day  are  fresh  from  the  country  with  a 
large  majority  at  their  back  showing  that  they  have 
the  confidence  of  the  people.  If  the  country  were 
redistributed  all  over,  there  should  in  all  fairness 
be  a  dissolution,  but  the  Government  would  not  be 
justified  in  dissolving  the  House  at  present. 
Hon.  gentlemen  will  contend  that  under  the  British 
North  America  Act  there  would  be  no  reason 
for  a  dissolution,  but  if  we  follow  precedents, 
which  are  so  dear  to  the  legal  mind,  there  is 
Mr.  Sproule. 


no  other  course  open  to  us.  If  there  was  no 
dissolution,  we  would  have  a  state  of  chaos  all 
over  the  country  amongst  the  members  in  regard 
to  the  constituencies  they  represent  now  and 
those  they  would  represent  in  the  future,  the  class 
of  men  who  sent  them  to  Parliament  at  the  last 
election,  and  the  class  they  would  appeal  to  on  the 
next  occasion,  which  would  create  an  amount  of 
confusion  which  could  neither  be  justified  nor  con¬ 
doned.  If  the  Government  had  taken  such  a 
course,  I  believe  there  is  not  a  member  of  the 
Opposition  who  would  not  have  condemned  them 
in  the  most  unmeasured  terms.  If  they  had  made 
the  distribution  as  hon.  gentleman  say  i  hey  should, 
they  would  have  held  it  up  as  an  instance  of  con¬ 
fusion  which  should  not  have  existed.  I  say  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  have  been  to  blame  had  they  made 
the  extensive  changes  that  hon.  gentlemen  claim 
they  should  have  made.  I  hold  it  would  have  been 
wrong  for  them  to  make  those  changes  and  appeal 
to  the  country.  I  say  that  in  the  present  state  of 
affairs,  coming  fresh  from  the  country,  and  having 
the  confidence  of  the  people,  it  would  be  unwise  to- 
disturb  the  condition  of  things  in  the  country  by  a 
dissolution  of  the  House  and  an  appeal  to  the. 
country  again.  Now,  in  view  of  all  these  things,  I 
must  say  that  I  am  firmly  convinced  that  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Government  have  made  the  best  possi¬ 
ble  redistribution  they  could  make.  They  have 
made  one  that  is  fair  and  equitable  to  all 
parties  in  this  House  and  country,  one  that  can 
be  justified  both  in  this  House  and  in  the 
country.  I  do  think,  that  if  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  were  more  disposed  to  be  fair  towards  the 
Government,  they  would  at  least  say  that  in  these 
constituencies  which  have  not  been  disturbed,  the 
Government  did  at  least  one  good  thing,  they  did 
not  create  an  agitation  when  there  was  no  necessity 
for  it ;  they  did  not  change  the  alliances  of  the 
people  where  there  was  no  necessity.  I  can  see  no 
reason  for  supporting  the  amendment  of  the  member 
for  North  Simcoe,  and  I  see  every  reason  for 
supporting  the  Billas  presented  by  the  Government. 
If  the  member  for  North  Simcoe  is  consistent  and 
intelligent  now,  he  was  inconsistent  and  not  intelli¬ 
gent  in  1882.  I  say  if  he  is  candid  now,  he  was- 
uncandid  then.  If  he  has  changed  his  mind  now, 
I  would  like  to  know  upon  what  ground  he  has, 
changed  it.  The  flimsy  ground  he  has  given  us 
does  not  justify  the  radical  change  he  proposes. 
Taking  everything  into  consideration,  I  feel  per¬ 
fectly  satisfied  to  stand  by  the  Government  on  this, 
measure,  as  I  believe  it  is  a  fair  one  with  regard  to- 
the  distribution  of  representation,  with  regard  to- 
the  equalization  of  population,  and  it  can  be  de¬ 
fended  not  only  in  this  House,  but  on  every  hust¬ 
ings  throughout  the  country  ;  and  I  shall  have 
great  pleasure  in  supporting  it. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  Before  I  enter 
upon  a  discussion  of  the  question  proper,  I  want  to- 
make  a  few  remarks  in  regard  to  some  speeches  I 
have  heard  this  afternoon.  The  hon.  member  for 
North  Victoria  (Mr.  Hughes)  spoke  for  about  an 
hour  finding  fault  with  the  so-called  gerryman¬ 
der  of  the  Local  Government,  and  I  thought  that 
the  speech  was  far  better  fitted  for  the  Local  Legis¬ 
lature  than  for  the  Parliament  of  Canada.  If  he 
has  fault  to  find  with  the  Local  Government,  he 
should  seek  election  for  the  Local  Legislature  and. 
make  that  speech  there,  and  if  in  his  opinion  the 
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Hon.  Oliver  Mowat  and  his  Government  did 
wrong,  it  was  there  he  should  have  expressed  his 
condemnation.  He  presented  to  this  House  a  plan 
showing  the  outlines  of  some  of  the  constituencies 
that  he  said  were  gerrymandered  by  Mr.  Mowat. 
I  could  not  see  the  plan  very  distinctly,  but  I  do 
not  think  the  outlines  were  very  distinctly 
marked  on  the  map  ;  in  fact  I  thought  that  the 
outlines  must  have  been  made  by  coal  oil.  Now, 
Sir,  there  was  a  gentleman  living  in  the  city  of 
Toronto  a  few  'years  ago,  by  the  name  of  Mr. 
Samuel  Hughes.  At  that  time,  I  understand,  he 
was  a  supporter  of  the  Hon.  Oliver  Mowat  and  his 
Government,  and  I  am  told  that  he  was  an  applicant 
for  a  position  under  that  Government,  and  had  actu¬ 
ally  gone  to  several  parties  in  the  city  of  Toronto  to 
get  them  to  use  their  influence  in  his  behalf  on  the 
grounds  that  he  was  a  supporter  of  that  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  position  to  which  he  aspired,  I  under¬ 
stand,  was  that  of  inspector  of  schools  ;  and  failing 
to  obtain  that  position  he  had  wandered  away  from 
the  city  of  Toronto  to  another  place.  A  few  years 
ago  there  was  a  gentleman  in  the  city  of  Toronto 
by  the  name  of  Mr.  Samuel  Hughes,  and  he  rode  a 
very  spirited  white  charger  on  a  certain  day  when 
they  were  bestowing  honours  on  the  Hon.  Oliver 
Mowat,  after  returning  from  England  where  he  had 
gained  a  victory  over  the  late  Premier  of  Canada  in 
some  contested  question  that  was  before  the  English 
Privy  Council.  I  understand  that  this  Mr.  Samuel 
Hughes  discharged  his  duty  that  day  with  great 
honour  to  himself,  and  led  his  section  of  the  pro¬ 
cession  like  a  thorough  military  man.  I  understand 
that  on  account  of  disappointments  Mr.  Samuel 
Hughes  wandered  down  east  and  north,  and  finally 
took  up  his  abode  in  a  place  called  North  Victoria, 
He  purchased  a  paper  there  which  happened  to  be 
a  Tory  paper,  and  probably  expecting  more 
patronage  from  that  side  of  politics  than  from 
the  side  he  had  formerly  espoused,  he  turned 
over  and  forget  his  esteem  and  affection  for 
the  old  leader  he  had  followed  upon  the  white 
charger  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  and  went  over  to 
the  enemy  of  that  party.  I  understand,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  that  gentleman  supported  the  Hon. 
Oliver  Mowat  at  the  time  that  this  so-6alled  Gerry¬ 
mander  Act  was  passed  by  the  Local  Legislature, 
and,  of  course,  he  knew  of  all  the  iniquities  which 
he  now  says  were  in  that  Act,  but  at  that  time  he 
looked  upon  it,  of  course,  as  proper  and  just  in  the 
interest  of  the  country.  I  do  not  know  whether  it 
was  from  conviction  of  soul  that  he  looked  upon  it 
as  being  just,  or  with  the  expectation  that  by  sup¬ 
porting  it  he  could  wield  more  influence  on  his  own 
behalf.  Now,  I  understand  that  a  gentleman  of 
that  name — and  some  people  are  so  hard-hearted 
as  to  say  that  it  is  the  same  individual — he  who 
is  now  representing  North  Victoria  and  whp  per¬ 
formed  those  acrobatic  manoeuvres  that  I  have 
described.  However,  the  lion,  member  for  North 
\  ictoria  is  here,  and  if  I  am  wrong  in  my  sugges¬ 
tion  he  has  the  opportunity  of  setting  me  right. 
Of  course  if  I  am  right,  he  will,  like  a  wise  man, 
say  nothing  at  all  about  it.  Now,  I  want  to  say  a 
few  words  with  regard  to  the  lion,  gentleman  who 
spoke  last  (Mr.  Sproule).  He  started  out  with 
admonishing  the  hon.  member  for  North  Wellington 
(Mr.  McMullen),  and  said  that  a  man  like  him 
who  was  always  finding  fault,  should  lie  very 
careful  in  regard  to  the  figures  and  so-called  facts 
that  he  placed  before  the  House.  He  pointed  out 


that  he  had  made  two  or  three  mistakes.  Well, 
we  are  all  liable  to  mistakes,  and  I  do  not 
think  that  any  hon.  gentleman  in  this  House  is 
more  liable  to  mistakes  than  that  hon.  gentleman 
who  was  uttering  the  warning.  Indeed  while  he 
was  speaking,  I  had  no  doubt  in  my  own  mind  that 
before  he  sat  down  I  should  be  able  to  detect  in  him 
some  radical  mistake.  I  have  the  facts  here  so 
patent  that  I  am  sure  my  good  honest  Tory  friend, 
whom  I  had  the  honour  the  other  day  of  calling  a 
Tory,  will  acknowledge  he  made  mistakes.  What 
were  the  mistakes  ?  He  stated  there  were  several 
counties  whose  population  was  so  small  that  it  was 
impossible  to  divide  them  upon  county  lilies.  The 
hon.  gentleman  started  with  Norfolk.  He  said  : 
there  is  the  County  of  Norfolk  with  a  population  of 
37,180,  and  if  you  were  to  give  two  members  to 
that  county,  the  population  would  be  vastly  below 
the  unit.  Did  not  the  hon.  gentleman  know  he  was 
not  giving  the  County  of  Norfolk  at  all,  that  he 
was  giving  the  population  of  the  north  and  the 
south  riding  and  calling  them  the  County  of 
Norfolk. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  I  gave  the  counties  as  given  in 
the  census  returns. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  No.  The  hon. 
gentleman  must  exercise  more  care  than  he  is  do¬ 
ing,  especially  when  he  is  one  of  those  who  advises 
others  to  be  be  careful.  People  who  are  not  always 
ready  to  give  advice  to  others  are  sometimes  ex¬ 
cused  for  their  mistakes,  but  those  who  are  ready 
to  find  fault  must  be  careful  they  do  not  commit 
errors  themselves,  otherwise  they  place  themselves 
in  an  awkward  position  before  this  House.  The 
hon.  gentleman  wall  find  that  the  population  of 
the  County  of  Norfolk  is  30,992.  Then  the  hon. 
gentleman  said  :  there  is  the  County  of  Kent  with 
a  population  of  31,434.  Did  not  the  hon.  gentleman 
know  that  that  was  the  population  of  the  district 
or  riding  of  Kent,  and  that  the  population  of  Kent 
was  5$,  701  ?  Then  again  with  respect  to  Haldi- 
mand,  the  hon.  gentleman  said  the  county  had 
a  population  of  only  16,308,  so  small  that  it  was 
not  entitled  to  one  member.  Did  not  tjie  hon. 
gentleman  know  that  he  was  giving  the  population 
of  the  district  or  riding  ?  The  population  of  the 
county  was  23,401,  which  would  just  entitle  it  to 
one  member.  Then  the  hon.  gentleman  said  the 
County  of  Monck  had  a  population  of  15,315. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  I  quoted  from  the  census  re¬ 
turns  under  the  heading  of  counties.  I  will  send 
the  book  over  to  the  hon.  gentleman. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  It  does  not  give 
the  counties.  Does  the  lion,  gentleman  for  one 
moment  say  that  the  population  of  Kent  as  a 
county  is  only  31,434? 

Mr.  SPROULE.  I  say  it  is  55,000. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  It  is  58,701. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  I  will  send  the  book  over  and 
the  hon.  gentleman  can  see  it  for  himself.  Will  the 
hon.  gentleman  read  from  the  book  and  say  if  the 
column  is  not  headed  “  counties.” 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  is  electoral  divisions. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  It  is  electoral 
districts.  I  am  now  going  to  point  out  a  number  of 
errors  which  the  hon.  gentleman  has  committed, 
and  the  only  way  the  hon.  gentleman  can  excuse 
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his  errors  is  to  admit  them,  express  his  regret  and 
say  he  will  not  lecture  any  one  else.  The  hon.  gent¬ 
leman  can  see  plainly  that  15,315  is  the  population 
of  the  district  of  Monck,  and  not  of  the  county  of 
Monck.  Who  ever  heard  of  the  County  of  Monck  ? 
There  is  no  such  county  in  existence  in  Ontario.  It 
is  a  riding  or  district  for  representative  purposes 
and  has  no  municipal  organization  within  its  bound- 
daries  ;  and,  therefore,  if  the  County  of  Monck  was 
placed  in  the  book,  it  is  evident  that  the  person 
who  so  entered  it  did  not  understand.  The  hon. 
gentleman  said  the  County  of  Bothwell  had  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  25,955.  Whoever  heard  of  the  County 
of  Bothwell  ?  There  is  no  such  county  in  Ontario. 
The  district  is  composed  of  part  of  Kent.  Then, 
again,  the  hon.  gentleman  said  the  County  of 
Cardwell  had  a  population  of  15,000.  Cardwell  is 
not  a  county  ;  it  is  a  district  for  representative 
purposes,  and  it  has  no  municipal  organization  as 
a  county.  It  thus  appears  that  the  hon.  gentleman 
made  seven  consecutive  mistakes  one  after  the 
other,  and  these  were  made  by  an  hon.  member 
whose  first  sentence  in  his  speech  was  a  warning  to 
others  to  avoid  errors.  I  hope  this  will  teach  the 
hon.  gentleman  a  lesson  to  be  more  careful  in 
future,  and  to  be  more  careful  to  understand  these 
matters.  The  hon.  gentleman  attacked  one  of  the 
leading  supporters  of  the  Government,  the  hon. 
member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  who  is 
a  man  of  good  sterling  judgment.  We  may  not 
always  see  as  he  sees,  but  it  is  certain  that  he  has 
displayed  a  good  deal  of  independence  lately  when 
he  declared  that  he  was  not  in  accord  with  the 
political  principles  of  those  with  whom  he  generally 
votes,  and  when  hetold  the  hon.  Minister  of  Railways 
and  Canals  in  this  House  that  he  would  not  degrade 
himself  by  recognizing  him  as  his  leader,  that  action 
shows  independence.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  who 
has  just  spoken  said  he  had  no  confidence  in  a  mem¬ 
ber  who  in  1882  did  one  thing  and  in  1892  another. 
Does  the  hon.  gentleman  remember  what  the  late 
Sir  John  Macdonald  said,  in  1872,  that  the  bound¬ 
aries  of  counties  should  be  preserved  ;  and  yet  Sir 
John  Macdonald  when  head  of  the  Government  in 
1882,  cut  and  carved  the  various  counties  in  such  a 
fashion  that  they  could  hardly  be  recognized  by 
those  who  were  best  accpiainted  with  them  ?  If 
the  hon.  gentleman  has  no  confidence  in  the  re¬ 
presentative  for  North  Simcoe  because  he  changes 
his  views  and  becomes  wiser  and  better  as  he  grows 
older,  how  can  he  have  had  confidence  in  Sir  John 
Macdonald  because  he  changed  his  mind  from  one 
year  to  another  ?  The  hon.  gentleman  was  mistaken 
also  in  regard  to  the  majorities  the  respective  parties 
obtained  at  the  last  general  elections.  I  am  afraid 
the  hon.  member  is  too  apt  to  take  up  the  Gazette 
or  Empire,  or  some  other  Tory  paper,  and  extract 
therefrom  the  figures  along  the  lines  of  his  own 
thought.  I  have  gone  to  the  trouble  of  compiling 
a  statement  from  the  records  submitted  to  Parlia¬ 
ment  of  the  elections  in  Ontario.  I  ascertained 
the  majorities  contained  in  each  particular  elec¬ 
tion,  and  in  order  to  correct  them  up  to  the  present 
time,  I  went  over  them  with  the  returns  from  the 
bye-elections,  and  changed  the  majorities  so  as  to 
give  them  to  the  side  deserving  them.  I  am  in 
possession  of  all  the  figures  from  the  beginning  to 
the  end  for  each  county,  with  the  majorities  given 
to  the  respective  candidates.  If  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  thinks  I  am  wrong,  I  will  hand  over  the 
figures  and  allow  him  to  examine  them  for  himself. 

Mr.  Macdonald  (Huron). 


He  is  not  very  far  astray  in  regard  to  the  Liberal 
majority.  He  said  that  the  aggregate  Liberal 
majority  is  13,238,  and  the  result  of  my  investiga¬ 
tion  from  the  original  records  makes  it  13,614. 
We  are  not  the  same,  however,  in  regard  to  the 
majorities  of  the  Conservative  party.  He  said 
the  Conservative  party  had  an  aggregate  major¬ 
ity  of  19,000,  whereas  the  aggregate  majority 
of  the  Conservatives  was  16,961,  as  worked 
out  by  myself,  and  there  is  no  mistake  in  that, 
unless  it  happens  to  be  in  the  addition  of  the 
figures,  which  I  do  not  think  is  the  case.  That 
leaves  a  majority  for  the  Conservative  party  of 
4,367  according  to  the  last  returns,  including  the 
bye-elections.  I  also  went  over  the  records  and 
found  that  the  total  vote  in  Ontario  was  not  44,000 
for  one  party  and  48,000  for  the  other,  which 
was  a  mistake  made  by  the  hon.  member  for 
North  Victoria  (Mr.  Hughes),  but  I  found  that 
one  party  polled  186,000,  and  that  the  other  party 
polled  182,000,  in  round  numbers.  Now,  how  do 
we  stand  in  the  House  with  186,000  votes  for  the 
Conservatives  as  compared  with  182,000  votes  for 
the  Liberals  ?  We  should  be  represented  in  the 
House  in  the  same  proportion,  provided  the  Lib¬ 
erals  had  the  same  chance  as  the  Conservatives  of 
expressing  their  opinions  at  the  polls.  If  that 
were  the  case  the  Liberals  would  be  represented 
here  by  45  members  and  a  fraction  over,  and  the 
Conservatives  by  46  members  and  a  little  over. 
But  what  are  the  conditions  now  ?  The  Liberals 
are  represented  in  this  House  by  33  members  and 
the  Conservative  members  by  59,  or  a  difference  of 
26  members  on  a  majority  of  4,000  votes  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  Here  the  Liberal  party  is 
represented  by  33  members  with  182,000  votes,  and 
the  Conservative  party  has  26  members  for  4,000 
extra  votes. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  How  do  you  make  that 
out  ? 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  Forinstance  186,000 
votes  give  the  Conservatives  59  members,  and 
182,000  votes  give  the  Liberals  33  members.  The 
difference  between  the  two  is  4,000  and  you  have 
26  majority  on  that  4,000  votes.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  any  gentleman  in  this  House  or  in  the  country 
say  that  we  are  properly  distributed  in  the  various 
electoral  districts  in  this  country  if  such  are  the 
facts  ?  I  avow  to  you,  and  I  believe  it  to  be  cor¬ 
rect,  that  the  principle  of  gerrymandering  the 
country  as  was  done  in  1882,  and  as  is  sought  to  be 
done  in  1892  is  an  infringement  and  violation  of 
the  representative  system  of  our  Government.  It 
deprives  the  people  of  their  rights,  just  exactly  as 
much  as  if  they  never  had  the  power  of  sending 
representatives  to  this  Parliament,  because  it  takes 
them  from  one  section  of  a  riding  and  hives  them 
in,  so  that  their  votes  are  completely  neutralized. 
The  result  is  that  a  majority  of  26  members  are 
given  to  the  Conservative  party  in  this  House  from 
Ontario  not  by  the  vote  or  by  the  will  of  the  people, 
but  by  an  iniquitous  gerrymander  Act.  The  Conser¬ 
vative  party  in  this  House  has  a  member  for  every 
3,150  Conservative  votes  polled,  while  the  Liberal 
party  has  only  one  representative  for  every  5,550 
Liberal  votes  polled.  In  the  face  of  these  facts,  on 
which  I  challenge  contradiction,  I  ask  the  members 
of  this  House,  and  I  ask  the  people  of  the  country 
from  my  position  in  Parliament,  if  such  a  system  is 
not  iniquitous  in  the  extreme,  and  if  it  is  not  such 
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a  system  as  should  be  repealed  and  replaced  by  one 
more  in  the  interests  of  the  country  ? 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  I  know  the  hon.  gentleman  does 
not  want  to  be  unfair  ?  I  would  like  to  ask  him 
how  he  deals  with  the  figures  in  South  Leeds 
where  both  the  candidates  declared  themselves  in 
favour  of  the  Government. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  And  Mr. 
Turner  in  favour  of  the  trade  policy  of  the  Opposi¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  No. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  And  got  the 
Liberal  vote  on  that  score. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  I  got  a  good  deal  myself. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  The  few  votes 
which  might  go  one  way  or  the  other  in  the  County 
of  Leeds  would  not  change  the  general  effect  of  the 
figures  I  have  given.  As  one  of  the  Simcoes  sent 
a  member  here  by  acclamation,  I  was  so  fair  as  to 
allow  a  majority  of  1,000  in  order  to  arrive  at  the 
truth  as  nearly  as  I  could.  Without  that  1,000 
votes,  the  Conservative  party  would  only  have 
3,300  majority  instead  of  4,300.  The  representa¬ 
tion  of  figures  which  I  have  made  on  this  occasion, 
anti  the  inferences  I  have  drawn,  are  as  true  as 
anything  that  has  been  said  in  this  House  for  a 
month. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  Would  the  hon.  gentleman 
give  us  the  figures  for  the  County  of  Carleton, 
Ontario  ?  * 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  have  three  sheets 
of  figures  here  and  I  will  pass  them  over  to  the  hon. 
gentleman.  As  they  are  so  long  I  do  not  wish  to 
read  them,  and  I  suppose  they  will  not  go  in 
Hansard. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  It  will  not  be  much  trouble 
to  read  over  two  counties. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  Make  up  the  figures 
yourself  and  make  a  speech. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  What  about  Carleton  County  ? 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  is  very  anxious  to  disturb  me  when  he  cannot 
contradict  my  statement. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  have  asked  a  proper  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  Sit  down  now,  I 
have  got  the  floor. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  evi¬ 
dently  afraid  to  answer  the  question. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  will  have  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  Speaker  to  a  disturber,  and 
probably  he  will  call  the  Serjeant-at-arms  to  put 
you  out. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  If  you  are  afraid  to  give  the 
figures  it  is  easy  to  understand  the  value  of  your 
argument. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  It  has  been  said 
by  some  of  the  speakers  that  a  redistribution  along 
the  lines  of  preserving  the  county  boundaries  in¬ 
violate  would  not  be  so  fair  as  the  present  system. 
Now,  anything  that  is  not  so  fair  as  the  present 
system  I  would  really  like  to  see.  The  gerry¬ 
mander  of  1882  was  conceived  in  iniquity  and 


brought  forth  in  sin,  and  was  placed  on  the 
shoulders  of  the  people  of  this  country  with  the 
object  of  gaining  for  the  Conservative  party  all  the 
political  strength  possible.  When  I  say  that,  I 
speak  advisedly,  for  I  know  what  took  place  in 
certain  sections  of  the  country.  I  know  that  the 
Government  acted  upon  the  suggestions  of  the 
Conservative  party  in  the  county  in  which  1  reside, 
with  the  view  of  securing  as  large  a  majority  in 
the  divisions  of  that  county  as  they  possibly  could. 
Let»me  give  you  a  history  of  that.  When  the 
Gerrymander  Bill  of  1882  was  introduced,  it 
divided  our  county  into  three  ridings,  the  south, 
the  centre  and  the  north.  The  Conservatives  in  the 
county  called  a  convention,  which  met  in  the  town 
of  Wingham  for  the  purpose  of  considering  whether 
that  division  was  favourable  to  the  Conservative 
party ;  and  after  due  deliberation,  in  which  the  sense 
of  every  persqn  who  understood  the  condition  of  the 
municipalities  constituting  those  ridings,  they  came 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  hon.  member  who  then 
represented  the  county,  and  was  supposed  to  com¬ 
municate  suggestions  to  the  leader  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  for  the  framing  of  the  Bill,  did  not  understand 
the  constituencies  as  well  as  some  others.  They 
there,  in  convention  assembled,  framed  a  division 
of  the  County  of  Huron  ;  and  a  gentleman  who  had 
been  at  that  convention  came  to  me  and  told  me 
that  the  convention  had  resolved  to  suggest  to  the 
leader  of  the  Government  a  division  of  the  county 
into  a  south  riding,  an  east  riding  and  a  west  riding 
and  gave  me  the  various  municipalities  that  were 
to  constitute  each  riding.  A  deputation  was  sent 
from  the  convention  to  interview  the  Government 
on  the  subject,  and  when  the  Bill  was  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole,  they  secured  the  change  which 
they  desired,  the  result  of  which  was  to  give  them, 
as  they  supposed,  larger  majorities  in  the  east  and 
west  than  they  would  have  in  the  centre  and  north. 
Does  not  that  circumstance  show  that  that  Bill  was 
not  a  just  and  equitable  division,  but  was  framed 
to  secure  to  the  Conservative  party  as  much  political 
power  as  possible  ?  The  County  of  Huron  at  that 
time  contained  a  population  of  about  70,000,  which 
would  entitle  it  to  three  members  according  to  the 
unit ;  but  what  did  the  Government  do  ?  To  assist 
the  Conservatives  in  North  Middlesex,  they  added 
to  that  constituency  two  municipalities  from  the 
County  of  Huron,  which  together  gave  a  Conserva¬ 
tive  majority,  and  they  took  out  another  township 
which  gave  a  Conservative  majority  and  added  it  to 
South  Perth.  Was  that  done  because  the  County 
of  Perth  had  not  sufficient  population  to  constitute 
two  ridings  ?  Not  at  all.  They  took  from  the 
County  of  Perth  the  townships  of  North  and  South 
Easthope,  which  gave  a  Liberal  majority  of  about 
700,  and  put  them  in  North  Oxford,  which  had 
already  a  Liberal  majority  of  about  1,000;  and 
they  contorted  the  shape  of  North  Oxford  in  such  a 
way  as  to  make  it  like  a  chimney  or  a  cupola  built 
on  a  rectangular  figure.  Now,  does  any  person  here 
profess  to  be  so  blind  or  stupid  as  not  to  see  a  party 
object  in  the  whole  thing?  From  North  Perth  they 
toolt  away  Wallace  Township,  and  who  has  not 
heard  of  it  as  one  of  the  greatest  Tory  townships 
in  that  part  of  the  country  ?  Who  has  not  heard 
of  the  Wallace  lambs  ?  It  was  a  municipality  into 
which  a  Reformer  could  hardly  go  with  the  cer¬ 
tainty  of  getting  out  again  with  his  head  safe  ; 
and  they  put  that  in  North  Wellington  in  the  hope 
of  preventing  a  Reformer  being  returned  there, 
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though  of  course  they  did  not  succeed.  But  in  all  this 
you  can  see  plainly  that  the  object  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  was  to  secure  power  by  legislation  instead  of 
by  the  voice  of  the  people.  Now,  I  want  to  give 
you  the  result  that  would  follow  from  a  redistribu¬ 
tion  preserving  the  county  boundaries.  I  am  going 
to  give  my  own  view  of  that,  and  I  am  going 
to  show  that  it  would  produce  a  much  more  equit¬ 
able  distribution,  in  regard  to  equality  of  popu¬ 
lation,  community  of  interest  and  permanence 
than  aiiy  measure  that  has  been  put  on  the 
Statute-book  of  this  country.  The  following  gives 
the  name  of  the  county,  the  population,  the  num¬ 
ber  of  members  to  which  it  would  be  entitled,  and 
the  unit  of  representation  for  the  riding : — 


Number. 

County. 

Popula¬ 

tion. 

Number  of 
members. 

Unit  of  re¬ 
presenta¬ 
tion. 

1 

Brant . 

24,945 

1 

24,945 

2 

Bruce . 

64,594 

3 

21,531 

3 

Duffer  in . . 

20,138 

1 

20,138 

4 

Essex . . . 

55,545 

2 

27,773 

5 

Elgin . 

43,549 

2 

21,775 

•6 

Grey . 

71,094 

3 

23,698 

i 

Huron . 

66,781 

3 

22,260 

8 

Halton . 

21,987 

1 

21,987 

9 

Haldimand . 

23,451 

1 

23,451 

10 

Kent . 

58,701 

3 

19,567 

11 

Lambton . 

57,918 

3 

19,306 

12 

Lincoln . 

3  ',079 

1 

30,079 

13 

Middlesex . 

64,458 

3 

21,486 

14 

Norfolk . 

30,992 

1 

30,992 

15 

Oxford . 

49,849 

2 

24,925 

16 

Peel . 

24,134 

1 

24,134 

17 

Perth . 

53,728 

2 

26,864 

18 

Simcoe . 

82,733 

4 

20,683 

19 

Wellington  . . 

59,568 

3 

19,856 

20 

Welland . . 

30,610 

1 

30,610 

21 

Waterloo . 

50,279 

2 

25,189 

22 

Wentworth . 

29,869 

1 

29.869 

23 

York . 

82,713 

4 

20,678 

1,096,715 

48 

Now,  those  23  counties  that  I  have  already  men¬ 
tioned,  which  lie  west  of  the  city  of  Toronto,  repre¬ 
sent  a  population  of  1,096,715.  The  total  number  of 
members  would  be  48,  and  the  average  unit  of  repre¬ 
sentation  would  be  22,848,  and  as  the  average  unit 
for  the  whole  Dominion  is  22,461,  you  will  see  that 
the  average  in  the  counties  west  of  Toronto  should  be 
so  arranged  as  to  make  the  unit  nearer  the  uniform 
unit  than  it  is  at  present.  Now  this  is  a  fact  to 
which  I  want  particularly  to  draw  attention,  that 
the  section  of  our  country  west  of  Toronto  has  not 
such  a  large  representation,  according  to  popula¬ 
tion,  as  the  section  east  of  Toronto.  The  unit 
west  of  Toronto  is  23,085,  including  the  cities, 
with  the  exception  of  Toronto,  allowing  it  to  stand 
between  the  two,  and  the  unit  of  representation 
east  of  Toronto  is  19,600,  showing  that  the  part 
west  of  Toronto  is  less  highly  represented  than  the 
part  east  of  Toronto,  and  yet  the  Government, 
when  giving  the  two  additional  members,  one  to 
Toronto  and  one  to  East  Algoma,  instead  of  taking 
them  from  the  portion  east  of  Toronto,  as  they 
should,  have  taken  them  from  the  western  portion 
already  insufficiently  represented.  This  division  1 
have  given  with  regard  to  the  counties  west  of  the  city 
of  Toronto  will  take  from  the  western  portion  one 
Mr.  Macdonald  (Huron). 


member.  Now,  I  will  give  you  the  counties  and 
the  divisions  east  of  Toronto  : 


Number. 

Counties. 

Popula¬ 

tion. 

Number  of 

members. 

Unit  of  re¬ 

presenta¬ 

tion. 

1 

Carleton . . . 

37,512 

2 

18,756 

2 

Cornwall  and  Stormont . 

27,128 

1 

27,128 

3 

Durham . 

32,428 

2 

16,214 

4 

Dun  das  . 

20,132 

1 

20,132 

5 

Frontenac . 

26,746 

1 

26,746 

6 

Grenville . 

21,613 

1 

21,613 

7 

Glengarry . . 

22,447 

1 

22,447 

8 

Hastings . 

58,386 

3 

19,462 

9 

Hali  burton . . 

5,000 

10 

Lanark . 

37,732 

2 

18,866 

11 

Lennox  and  Addington  . 

24,952 

1 

24,952 

12 

Leeds . 

34,475 

2 

17.287 

13 

Northumberland . 

36,136 

2 

18,068 

14 

Ontario . 

44,678 

2 

22,339 

15 

Peterborough . 

36,410 

2 

18,205 

16 

Prescott . 

24,173 

1 

24,173 

17 

Prince  Edward . 

18,892 

1 

18,892 

18 

Russell . . 

18,289 

1 

18,289 

19 

Renfrew . . 

46,702 

2 

23,351 

20 

Victoria . 

32,991 

2 

16,496 

606,823 

30 

Now,  it  will  be  noticeable  that  the  unit  of  repre' 
sentation  east  of  Toronto  is  much  smaller  than  that 
west  of  Toronto,  and  it  will  emphasize  the  fact 
which  I  have  already  mentioned  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  actually  took  away  two  members  ffom  the  por¬ 
tion  west  of  Toronto  notwithstanding  their  know¬ 
ledge  of  that  fact.  Now,  all  these  counties,  thirty 
in  number,  represent  a  population  of  606,823  and 
return  thirty  members,  and  therefore  the  average 
unit  of  representation  east  of  Toronto  is  20,227  as 
compared  with  22,848  west  of  Toronto.  The  aver¬ 
age  east  and  west  would  be  21,537,  which  is  very 
near  the  unit  of  the  Dominion  22,461.  I  wrant  to 
show  you  next  how  the  cities,  in  my  opinion, 
should  be  redistributed.  Toronto  contains  a 
population  of  181,228  and  would  be  entitled  to 
live  members,  because  I  think,  considering  the 
large  population  and  the  community  of  interests  in 
that  city,  36,244  is  not  too  low  as  a  unit  of  repre¬ 
sentation.  Hamilton,  with  its  population  of  48,- 
980,  would  have  two  reprentatives,  or  a  unit  of 
24,490.  London,  whose  population  is  31,977,  would 
be  entitled  to  one  member  as  at  present,  but  would 
be  differently  bounded.  Kingston,  with  19,264, 
would  have  one  member  as  now.  Ottawa  contains 
within  its  municipal  boundaries  44,154,  and  would 
be  entitled  to  two  members,  making  a  unit  of.  repre¬ 
sentation  of  22,077.  Now,  the  total  city  popula¬ 
tion  is  325,595,  which  would  give  a  unit  for  the 
eleven  city  representatives  of  29,599,  as  compared 
with  21,537,  the  unit  of  representation  in  the  rural 
districts,  and  I  think  that.would  be  a  fair  repre¬ 
sentation.  Another  argument  has  been  made  here 
on  both  sides  of  the  House,  and  that  is  that  cities 
send  out  men  to  represent  rural  constituencies,  and 
therefore  their  influence  is  largely  used  on  behalf 
of  the  cities  in  which  they  live.  Now,  if  rural 
constituencies  are  desirous  to  send  to  cities  to 
get  representatives,  and  if  these  representatives 
look  after  the  interests  of  the  cities  rather  than  of 
their  own  constituencies,  it  would  be  a  lesson  to 
the  constituencies,  to  select  their  representatives 
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from  among  their  own  inhabitants.  My  experience 
has  been  that  the  members  living  in  cities  who 
represent  county  districts,  do  in  fact  represent  the 
rural  districts  rather  than  the  cities,  and,  therefore, 
I  do  not  think  there  is  any  weight  in  the  argument 
that  these  men  drawn  from  the  cities  represent 
the  cities  as  well  as  the  rural  districts.  Now,  Al- 
goma  and  Nipissing  have  a  population  of  54,878, 
and  are  entitled  to  two  members,  which  would  give 
them  a  little  over  the  unit,  namely,  27,489.  Muskoka 
has  26,515,  and  will  be  entitled  to  one,  as  it  is 
now.  Now,  this  makes  a  total  of  92  members, 
east  of  Toronto  loses  two,  and  west  of  Toronto 
loses  one,  according  to  this  division.  Two  of 
these  I  would  give  to  the  city  of  Toronto  ami 
one  to  East  Algoma.  Now  we  have  taken 
two  from  the  east  and  one  from  the  west,  which 
equalizes  the  population  on  both  sides  better  than 
the  present  system.  I  have  another  comparison 
which  I  want  to  give  you.  I  will  give  you  the  per¬ 
centages  of  the  high  ridings  under  the  method  I 
have  placed  before  the  House,  and  under  the  pre¬ 
sent  method.  According  to  the  present  system  we 
have  49  districts  west  of  Toronto,  and  according 
to  the  plan  which  I  have  laid  before  you,  we  have 
48  ridings  west  of  Toronto.  Now,  I  have  selected 
all  these  that  were  above  25,000  in  number  in  both 
cases,  and  those  that  are  under  20,000  in  both  cases 
and  compared  them  with  this  result.  I  find  that 
according  to  the  present  method  we  have  four  dis¬ 
tricts  west  of  Toronto  under  16,000,  or  8  per  cent  of 
the  whole  ;  while  under  the  system  that  I  have  just 
laid  before  the  House,  we  have  none  under  16,000. 
According  to  the  present  system  we  have  seven  dis¬ 
tricts  under  18,000  west  of  Toronto,  or  14  per  cent, 
and  according  to  the  system  that  I  have  laid  before 
you,  we  have  none.  We  have  14  under  the  present 
method  under  20,000,  or  27  per  cent  of  the  whole, 
and  under  the  system  that  I  have  placed  before 
you,  we  have  only  3,  or  6  per  cent  of  the  whole. 
Under  the  present  system  we  have  27  west  of 
Toronto  having  over  23,000,  or  55  per  cent  of  the 
whole,  and  according  to  the  system  I  have  laid 
before  you  we  have  only  11  over  23,000,  or  23  per 
cent.  Under  the  present  system  we  have  16 
over  25,000,  or  33  per  cent  of  the  whole,  and 
under  the  system  of  preserving  county  boundaries, 
we  have  only  6  over  25,000,  or  12  per  cent.  Now, 
take  those  east  of  Toronto.  That  division  contains 

32  districts  under  the  present  system.  We  have 
8  counties  under  16,000,  or  25  percent  of  the  whole, 
and  under  the  system  of  preserving  county  boun¬ 
daries,  we  have  none  under  16,000  east  of  Toronto. 
YS  e  have  8  under  18,000  east  of  Toronto  under  the 
present  system,  or  25  per  cent,  but  under  the  other 
system  we  have  only  3  under  18,000,  or  10  per  cent 
of  the  whole.  We  have  17  under  20,000  according 
to  the  present  system  east  of  Toronto,  or  52  per 
cent  of  the  whole  ;  under  the  system  I  have  placed 
before  the  House  we  have  only  10  under  20,000,  or 

33  per  cent  of  the  whole.  Under  the  present  system 
we  have  6over23,000eastof  Toronto, or  16percentof 
the  whole,  and  under  the  other  system  we  have  only 
5  over  23,000,  or  15  per  cent  of  the  whole.  West 
of  Toronto,  under  the  present  system,  we  have  two 
over  25,000  or  6  per  cent  of  the  whole,  and  in  the 
east  we  have  two  over  25,000.  Now,  those  figures 
certainly  prove  that  in  whatever  way  you  consider 
the  divisions  by  counties,  we  can  make  far  more  of 
an  equitable  distribution  of  the  population,  one 
that  will  enable  them  to  express  their  opinion  in  an 


election,  better  and  freer  than  they  do  under  the 
present  system.  There  is  another  advantage  which 
I  wish  to  point  out  under  this  system.  There  are 
21  counties  which  require  no  division  at  all,  which 
will  not  admit  of  gerrymandering,  and  therefore 
exclude  the  iniquitous  transactions  of  a  dishonest 
Government,  whether  that  Government  be  Tory  or 
Reform.  If  the  county  boundaries  are  preserved, 
then  they  cannot  be  touched,  because  they  require 
no  division,  and  only  a  great  excess  of  population 
or  a  great  reduction  of  population,  will  require  a 
redistribution  in  that  county.  Therefore  22  counties 
may  be  said  to  be  permanent.  Then  there  are  17 
counties  that  only  require  division,  therefore 
the  gerrymandering  must  be  confined  to  one  divi¬ 
sion,  and  when  confined  within  the  limits  of  the 
county  boundaries,  unjust  carving  can  be  easily  dis¬ 
cerned  by  the  people  living  in  the  locality,  and  the 
dishonest  transaction  will  be  discovered  much  more 
easily  than  if  the  county  boundaries  are  broken. 
Then  there  are  eleven  counties  that  require  two  or 
more  representatives,  and  the  whole  dishonesty  of  a 
Government,  let  it  be  Liberal  or  Tory,  will  have  to  be 
exercised  upon  eleven  counties  only,  and  in  that  re¬ 
spect  they  are  confined  within  a  smaller  limit  in 
gerrymandering  than  under  the  present  system. 
Now,  looking  at  the  matter  from  beginning  to  end 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  Government  should  with¬ 
draw  their  present  Bill  and  make  a  general  redis¬ 
tribution  of  the  whole  country,  based  upon  the 
principle  here  submitted.  I  understand  that 
an  lion,  gentleman  from  one  of  the  eastern  pro¬ 
vinces  here  last  night — I  diacl  not  the  honour  of 
hearing  him — said  that  he  was  opposed  to  the 
Gerrymander  Bill  passed  in  1882,  because  he  did 
not  believe  that  it  was  just  or  right.  But  now 
that  it  has  gone  into  effect,  and  has  been  in 
effect  for  10  years,  I  think  it  is  better  not  to  dis¬ 
turb  it.  The  lion,  gentleman  gets  credit  for  being 
a  philosopher,  he  is  a  constitutional  lawyer,  at 
least,  and  he  cannot  be  a  constitutional  law¬ 
yer  unless  he  is  a  good  thinker,  and  accord¬ 
ingly  he  should  come  down  to  hard-pan  and 
decide  this  case  on  its  merits.  He  would  not 
decide  in  this  way  if  it  were  in  a  court  of 
law.  If  an  injury  was  done  to  a  man  ten  years 
ago,  and  if  it  was  not  beyond  the  power  of  the 
court  to  take  cognizance  of  it,  he  would  declare 
that  it  did  not  matter  whether  the  injury  was 
done  ten  or  twenty  years  ago,  it  should  be  removed 
at  the  earliest  possible  moment.  And  so  if  an  in¬ 
jury  was  perpetrated  in  1882  by  the  iniquitous 
Gerrymander  Bill,  the  hon.  gentleman  should  be 
one  of  those  to  say,  not  that  he  would  have  opposed 
the  Bill  if  he  had  been  in  this  House,  but  that  now 
he  was  here  he  was  responsible,  not  only  to  his 
constituents,  but  to  his  own  judgment  and  con¬ 
science,  and  he  would  endeavour  to  strike  from  the 
Statute-book  that  law  which  he  had  acknowledged 
publicly  was  contrary  to  the  interests  of  the  people. 
That  is  the  position  the  hon.  gentleman  should 
take.  I  am  sure,  on  second  thought,  it  will  be 
considered  that  that  is  the  position  every  honour¬ 
able  man  should  occupy,  no  matter  to  what  politi¬ 
cal  party  he  belongs,  and  seek  to  have  this  wrong 
remedied,  especially  by  those  who  admitted  that  a 
wrong  had  been  perpetrated.  We,  the  Liberals, 
are  not  responsible  for  that  wrong.  We  have 
suffered  under  that  wrong,  to  a  great  extent, 
politically.  The  party  who  placed  it  on  the 
Statute-book  are  responsible  for  it ;  they  have  that 
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wrong  resting  on  their  shoulders,  and  they 
feel  it,  even  although  they  may  not  express 
their  opinions.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  have 
now  the  power  to  remedy  that  wrong  and  place 
the  Liberals  in  a  fair  position.  Unless  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  opposite  do  so,  they  are  equally  as  unjust 
as  the  men  who  voted  for  the  Bill  of  1882,  for  they 
seek  to  continue  that  wrong  on  the  people.  It 
does  not  shield  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  to  say  that 
they  are  not  responsible  for  the  Act  of  1882.  They 
are  responsible  for  the  enactments  of  their  party, 
and  they  now  have  an  opportunity  to  remedy  what 
is  generally  considered  as  an  injustice  on  the. Lib¬ 
eral  party,  and  hon.  gentlemen  can  bring  in¬ 
fluence  to  bear  on  the  Government  to  make  them 
withdraw  this  Bill  and  take  proper  steps  to  redis¬ 
tribute  the  various  constituencies  along  the  lines 
of  justice  which  I  have  laid  down.  I  desire  now  to 
refer  to  a  few  of  the  changes  which  the  present  Bill 
proposes.  The  hon.  member  for  East  Grey  (Mr. 
Sproule)  said  that  we  were  complaining  that  there 
was  no  fundamental  principle  on  which  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  were  taking  action.  We  did  complain, 
and  we  have  a  right  to  complain  of  this,  until  the 
Government  shall  lay  down  some  general  principle 
on  which  the  redistribution  shall  be  carried  out. 
In  the  present  Bill  the  Government  cut  and  carved 
the  constituencies  in  every  direction  on  the  same 
ground  as  in  1882  without  regard  to  any  principle 
whatever,  except  that  of  gaining  additional  sup¬ 
port.  On  what  principle  do  they  take  Clarence  from 
Russell  and  add  it  to  Prescott  ?  Can  any  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  give  any  reason  to  justify  that  alteration  ? 
Can  it  be  said  that  it  is  to  equalize  population? 
It  will  only  do  so  to  the  extent  of  100  people. 
The  Government  knew  very  well  that  if  the  proper 
boimdaries  were  given  to  the  city  of  Ottawa,  and 
if  New  Edinburgh,  which  is  a  part  of  the  city  of 
Ottawa,  were  added  to  the  city,  the  population  of 
the  city  would  not  be  increased  beyond  what  was 
necessary  to  give  it  two  members,  and  at  the  same 
time  the  population  of  Russell  would  be  equalized 
more  than  it  is  equalized  by  the  present  measure. 
But  the  intention  of  the  Government  was  to  destroy 
Mr.  Edwards  in  his  campaign  in  Russell.  Any  boy 
who  is  ignorant  of  politics  can  see  that  is  the 
Government’s  intention.  What  is  the  intention  of 
the  Government  in  taking  Port  Elgin  from  its  pre¬ 
sent  connection  ?  Was  it  because  they  saw  they 
had  made  an  error  in  1882  ?  Was  that  the  only 
error  made  in  that  year  ?  It  was  simply  for  this 
reason.  The  hon.  gentleman  who  now  represents 
North  Bruce  had  at  the  last  election  a  majority  of 
only  30  votes — he  was  coming  very  near  to  the 
$dge  of  losing  the  constituency.  He  went  to  the 
Government  and  said  :  I  have  only  a  majority  of 
30,  and  it  is  not  sufficiently  large  to  make  me 
secure  in  that  constituency  ;  there  is  the  town  of 
Port  Elgin  lying  adjacent  which  gave  a  Grit 
majority  of  88,  and  if  you  take  that  from  its 
present  connection  and  give  it  to  West  Bruce, 
which  has  a  Liberal  majority  of  1,000,  you  do  that 
riding  no  harm,  but  you  do  me  great  good. 
I  ask  any  hon.  gentleman  with  an  ounce  of  a  sense 
of  justice,  if  you  can  justly  come  to  the  conchision  to 
perpetrate  on  the  Liberal  party  a  wrong  and  injustice. 
If  this  injustice  goes  much  further,  I  warrant 
that  the  Liberal  party  will  take  some  steps  to 
vindicate  their  rights  and  secure  fair  representa¬ 
tion  in  the  Parliament  of  Canada.  They  are  not  to 
be  trampled  upon  with  impunity  from  year  to  year  ; 
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the  opponents  of  the  Liberal  party  are  not  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  legislated  into  this  House,  and  let  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  rest  assured  that  this  measure, 
like  a  boomerang,  will  recoil  on  their  own  heads- 
and  destroy  their  power.  What  was  the  object  in 
gerrymandering  the  Niagara  Peninsula?  Is  it  not 
apparent  in  every  line  of  the  Bill  dealing  with  this 
matter  that  it  was  drawn  to  make  political  capital? 
Have  not  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  “  hived  ”  a  con¬ 
stituency  which  they  knew  they  could  not  redeem? 
They  knew  that  the  hon.  member  to  my  left  was 
so  firmly  entrenched  in  the  affections  of  the  people 
of  Niagara  and  Lincoln  that  they  could  not  defeat 
him,  and  the  result  was  they  determined  to  make 
Welland  strong  by  taking  part  of  it  and  “  hiving  ” 
Lincoln  and  Niagara  and  adding  a  portion  of  Monck 
to  W elland  to  strengthen  that  riding.  The  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  who  went  up  and  down  the  country  making 
political  speeches  of  a  questionable  character  on 
various  platforms  wanted  his  position  made 
strong  and  a  portion  of  Monck  was  added  to  Hal- 
dimand  to  make  that  hon.  gentleman  safe.  Hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  thought  he  had  spent  suffi¬ 
cient  money  in  running  elections  during  the 
last  five  years,  and  so  they  said  :  Go  out  and 
do  all  you  possibly  can  for  us  and  we  will 
strengthen  your  constituency  and  make  you 
perfectly  safe.  Is  it  not  as  plain  as  the  sun  at 
noonday  that  this  was  the  object  ?  If  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  had  any  shame  about  them  they 
should  be  abashed  at  the  injustice  perpetrated 
upon  the  people.  Then  the  constituency  of  North 
Wentworth  has  been  wiped  out.  What  was  the 
reason  ?  A  large  portion  of  that  constituency  was 
added  to  one  of  the  Brants,  which  already  gives  a 
majority  to  the  Liberal  candidate  of  over  1,200 
votes,  and  the  Conservative  portion  of  the  con¬ 
stituency  has  been  added  to  South  Went¬ 
worth,  which  now  returned  a  Conservative  by 
only  one  majority.  Is  not  the  object  of  the 
Governmeiit  plain  there  again  ?  I  could  go  over 
one  constituency  after  the  other,  and  prove  beyond 
a  doubt  to  the  judgment  of  any  impartial  man  that 
the  Bill  has  been  a  perpetrated  iniquity  from  be¬ 
ginning  to  end,  and,  as  I  said  before,  it  was  con¬ 
ceived  in  iniquity  and  brought  forth  in  sin.  I  tell 
these  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  that  they  will  not 
gain  in  the  long  run  from  this  gerrymander. 
Many  of  the  Conservative  voters  of  this  country 
are  honest  men,  and  have  large  hearts  in 
their  breasts  when  they  leave  politics  aside, 
and  they  will  resent  this  iniquitous  conduct 
on  the  part  of  the  Government.  The  people 
are  long-suffering,  but  they  will  not  suffer 
much  longer,  and  will  heap  judgment  on  the 
heads  of  those  who  are  ashamed  to  defend  this 
Bill.  Was  there  any  Government  supporter  to¬ 
night  to  defend  the  Bill  ?  Did  the  hon.  member 
for  North  Victoria  (Mr.  Hughes)  seek  to  defend  the 
Bill?  No;  but  he  sought  to  justify  the  Bill  by 
quoting,  as  he  supposed,  the  errors  of  another  man 
not  in  this  Parliament  at  all. 

Mr.  HUGHES.  He  did  defend  the  Bill. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  On  what  principle 
did  you  defend  it  ?  You  could  not  defend  it  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  intended  to  equalize  popula¬ 
tion,  you  could  not  defend  it  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  to  preserve  county  boundaries  and  you  did  not 
venture  to  defend  it  on  the  ground  that  it  was  just. 
We  see  that  some  hon.  members  who  always  sup- 
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port  the  Government  had  to  dissent  on  conscien¬ 
tious  grounds  from  this  Bill  against  the  wishes 
of  their  party.  What  did  the  lion,  member  for 
North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  ever  a  Conservative, 
say  with  regard  to  this  Bill  and  that  of  18S2  ?  He 
points  out  his  objections  to  them  as  expressed  in 
his  amendment,  and  it  is  a  very  good  one,  that  these 
redistributions  do  not  secure  equality  of  population, 
that  they  ignore  community  of  interests,  that 
they  disregard  geographical  compactness  and  ren¬ 
der  stability  impossible,  and  that  they  afford  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  arrange  districts  for  party  ends.  There 
is  the  opinion  of  the  most  gifted  man  amongst  you, 
and  a  man  who  has  as  much  judgment  and  as  much 
sense  as  any  man  who  sits  on  the  Treasury  benches. 
I  repeat  that  the  Bill  has  been  framed  with  the 
object  of  gaining  party  influence  and  party 
advantages,  and,  therefore,  I  have  much  satisfaction 
in  supporting  the  amendment.  I  trust  that  many 
members  on  the  other  side  of  the  House  will  rise  to 
protest  against  this  unjust  and  unfair  measure,  but  I 
am  afraid  we  will  only  find  two  or  three  gentlemen 
opposite  who  prefer  the  interests  of  their  country 
to  the  interests  of  party. 

Mr.  HUGHES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  make  a 
personal  explanation.  In  my  address  this  after¬ 
noon,  I  managed  to  pick  up  a  wrong  sheet  and  in 
stating  the  vote  as  given  for  the  Liberal-Conserva¬ 
tive  party — I  have  the  ridings  here  one  by  one  of 
the  total  vote  of  the  last  general  election — I  made 
an  error.  I  find  the  Liberal- Conservative  party 
polled  180,357  votes  in  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
while  the  Beform  party  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
polled  178,332  votes,  a  majority  of  2,035  for  the 
Liberal-Conservative  party  on  the  basis  I  explained 
this  afternoon. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  thank  the  hon. 
gentleman  for  corroborating  me.  Our  figures  are 
substantially  the  same  now,  so  that  the  inferences 
and  the  argument  I  drew  from  the  figures  are 
perfectly  correct. 

Mr.  HUGHES.  During  the  course  of  the  debate 
this  afternoon  I  am  informed  that  the  member  for 
North  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen)  took  occasion 
to  inform  the  House  that  I  had  at  one  time  voted 
with  the  Reform  party.  That  is  true.  He  stated 
also,  I  believe,  that  I  supported  the  gerrymander  of 
the  Mowat  Government.  That  is  not  true.  The 
gentleman  from  Huron  (Mr.  Macdonald) — I  do  not 
know  whether  I  can  call  him  an  hon.  gentleman, 
but  I  suppose  under  the  rules  of  the  House  I  am 
obliged  to  call  him — the  hon.  gentleman  from 
Huron,  although  I  doubt  if  there  is  any  gentleman 
in  the  House  who  would  have  accepted  the 
priming — at  all  events  this  hon.  gentleman  has 
referred  to  me  in  the  House  this  afternoon.  I  saw 
seated  in  the  gallery  a  noted  Fenian  from  Toronto, 
and  I  presume  in  keeping  with  the  saying  that  we 
find  certain  persons  in  certain  company,  that  this 
gentleman  was  priming  the  hon.  gentleman  from 
Huron. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  Is  it  in  order, 
Mr.  Speaker,  for  him  to  say  that  he  saw  a  Fenian 
in  the  gallery  of  this  House  ?  I  think  he  ought  to 
have  called  attention  to  it  and  have  him  put  out. 

Mr.  HUGHES.  I  say - 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Name,  name. 

Mr.  HUGHES.  He  is  a  friend  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Norfolk. 


Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Name,  name# 

Mr.  HUGHES.  This  member  for  Huron - 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Name,  name. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  rise  to  a  point  of  order, 
Mr.  Speaker.  1  would  wish  your  ruling  as  to 
whether  you  consider  this  a  personal  explanation. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  have  waited  to  see  what 
point  the  hon.  member  for  North  Victoria  (Mr. 
Hughes)  was  coming  to.  I  think  the  correction  of 
the  figures  he  gave  this  afternoon  was  certainly  in 
order,  but  if  the  hon.  gentleman  continues  the  dis¬ 
cussion  on  the  line  he  is  now  proceeding  on,  I  think 
he  will  not  be  in  order. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  move  the  adjournment  of 
the  House. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  that  is  hardly 
necessary.  I  presume  the  hon.  member  will  be  at 
liberty  to  make  a  personal  explanation  touching 
the  reference  of  the  hon.  member  for  Huron  (Mr. 
Macdonald)  to  his  political  conduct. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  The  rule  is  as  follows : — 

“  No  member  may  speak  twice  to  a  question  except  in 
explanation  of  a  material  part  of  his  speech  in  which  he 
may  have  been  misconceived,  but  then  he  is  not  to  intro¬ 
duce  new  matter.” 

Mr.  WALLACE.  Did  not  the  hon.  member  for 
North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  speak  in  the  same 
strain  last  night  ? 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  The  member  for  North  Simcoe^ 
was  speaking  to  the  adjournment  of  the  debate. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  move  the  adjournment  of 
the  House. 

Mr.  HUGHES.  In  the  address  delivered  to  this 
House  by  the  hon.  member  for  East  Huron  (Mr. 
Macdonald)  that  hon.  gentleman  stated  that  on  the 
occasion  of  the  Mowat  procession  in  the  city  of 
Toronto,  on  the  return  of  the  Hon.  Oliver  Mowat 
from  arguing  the  question  of  the  boundaries  of  On¬ 
tario  before  the  Privy  Council,  that  I  rode  a  white 
charger.  I  regret  exceedingly  to  have  to  say  that 
the  statement  made  by  the  hon.  gentleman  is  not 
true  in  any  one  particular.  I  never  bestrode  a 
white  charger  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  nor  any 
other  kind  of  a  charger.  I  neither  directly  nor 
indirectly  took  any  part  in  that  procession.  In. 
fact,  on  that  day  I  was  engaged  in  my  occupation 
as  the  English  master  in  the  Collegiate  Institute. 
I  merely  went  out  at  noon  to  see  the  procession 
pass  along  the  streets,  where  I  saw  a  number  of  my 
friends.  The  hon.  gentleman  stated  also  that  I  had 
applied  for  a  position  to  the  Reform  Government  in 
the  city  of  Toronto.  I  neither  directly  nor  in¬ 
directly  applied  for  a  position  to  the  Reform  Govern¬ 
ment  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  nor  to  any  other 
Reform  Government.  A  number  of  my  friends  in 
the  Reform  party — and  I  have  a  large  number  of 
friends,  and  respectable  friends,  in  that  party,  I 
would  ask  the  hon.  member  for  Huron  to  remem¬ 
ber — did  endeavour  to  get  me  to  take  a  position  in 
connection  with  the  educational  affairs  of  the  pro¬ 
vince  ;  and  I  may  say  here  that  the  Minister  of 
Education  asked  me  to  submit  to  him  the  names  of 
a  number  of  the  principal  educationists  in  the  city  in 
my  favour  ;  but  I  point  blank  refused  to  use  any 
political  influence.  I  said  that  if  I  accepted  the 
position,  I  would  accept  it  as  a  non-political  posi¬ 
tion  altogether.  I  may  say  that  on  nine  different 
occasions  I  had  educational  positions  offered  to  me 
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in  Ontario  by  the  Reform  Government  of  that 
province. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  You  should  not 
be  so  hard  upon  them,  then. 

Mr.  HUGHES.  I  am  not  hard  upon  the  respect¬ 
able  members  of  the  party.  I  may  state  that 
Dr.  McLaughlin,  the  late  Reform  member  in  the 
Local  House  for  West  Durham,  and  H.  W.  Burk, 
my  father-in-law,  who  occupied  a  seat  in  this 
House  as  a  Reform  member  for  a  number  of  years, 
both  requested  me  to  apply  for  a  position  to  the 
Reform  Government  ;  but  they  spoke  for  me. 
The  Minister  of  Education  then  wrote  to  me  ask¬ 
ing  me  to  submit  those  names  ;  and  I  wrote  a 
letter  to  him  stating  that  in  conformity  with  his 
wishes  I  submitted  the  names  of  the  gentle¬ 
men  referred  to.  Now,  the  hon.  gentleman 
stated  that  I  had  left  the  Reform  party 
for  that  reason.  Sir,  as  far  back  as  1876  I  severed 
my  connection  with  the  Reform  party.  The  last 
vote  I  gave  to  that  party  was  given  in  that  year. 
I  saw  that  the  Reform  party  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  in  place  of  adhering  to  the  old  Reform 
principles,  which  made  the  party  an  honour  to  the 
province  had  departed  from  those  principles  and 
sold  themselves.  I  could  tell  the  hon.  gentleman 
of  the  contract  that  was  made  with  the  Irish 
Roman  Catholic  League  of  the  Province  of  Ontario 
whereby  certain  offices,  and  judicial  offices  too,  in 
that  province  were  bartered  away  to  certain  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Irish  Catholic  League,  in  violation  of  the 
old  principles  of  the  Reform  party.  I  as  a  young 
Canadian  point  blank  refused  to  remain  in  such  a 
party.  When  I  found  how  Archbishop  Lynch  of 
the  city  of  Toronto  ran  the  education  affairs  of  the 
province,  not  only  those  of  the  Roman  Catholic 
schools,  but  also  those  of  the  public  schools,  I  drew 
the  line  there,  and  dissented  from  any  such 
doctrine.  1  withdrew  from  the  Reform  party  when 
I  saw  that  party  led  by  such  men  as  the  present 
hon.  member  for  South  Oxford.  In  1878,  when  he 
was  defeated  for  Lennox,  and  when  I  read  the  mes¬ 
sage  which  came  asking  that  the  constituency  of 
West  Durham  should  be  opened  for  that  hon. 
gentleman,  and  when  I  saw  that  he  was  still  to  be 
foisted  on  the  party  as  one  of  its  leaders,  whatever 
little  friendship  I  had  left  for  the  party  was  taken 
away  from  that  time.  Now,  if  hon.  gentlemen 
wish  anything  further,  possibly  we  could  give  them 
the  details  of  the  sale  by  the  Reform  party  of 
Ontario  of  the  school  book  monopoly,  and  the  in¬ 
trigue  between  the  Reform  party  and  the  Toronto 
Globe  about  the  sale  of  the  Nelson  stock.  If  they 
want  any  more  of  these  particulars,  possibly  they 
may  get  them.  As  a  young  Canadian,  I  felt  bound 
to  leave  that  party  ;  and  I  tell  the  Conservative 
leaders  to-day  that  just  as  soon  as  they  depart  from 
the  principles,  which  form  the  planks  of  their  plat¬ 
form,  and  which  make  that  party  the  party  of  pro¬ 
gress,  as  the  Reform  party  deserted  the  old  Reform 
principles  just  so  soon  shall  I  stand  to  my  prin¬ 
ciples  and  sever  my  connection  with  them.  When 
I  saw  such  men  as  the  Fenian  who  sat  in  the 
gallery  to-night - - 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Name,  name. 

Mr.  HUGHES.  When  I  saw  such  men  as  that 
leading  and  engineering  the  affairs  of  the  Reform 
party  in  Ontario - 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Name,  name. 

Mr.  Hughes. 


Mr.  HUGHES.  You  do  not  need  the  name. 
When  I  saw  such  men  brought  to  the  forefront  in 
the  Reform  party  of  Ontario,  then  I  thought  it  was 
time  for  honest  men  to  get  out  of  the  crowd.  It  is 
true  that  I  did  purchase  a  paper  in  the  town  of 
Lindsay,  and  I  am  pleased  to  say  that  the  result 
has  been  that  the  Liberal- Conservative  party  in  the 
County  of  Victoria  to-day  stand  firmly  rooted  there, 
having  a  majority  of  228  in  South  Victoria  and 
239  in  North  Victoria,  and  that,  too,  in  spite 
of  the  petty  personal  pei’secutions  with  which  these 
men  have  followed  me  in  that  riding.  If  ever  a  man 
has  been  persecuted,  I  am  that  man.  I  have  been 
slandered,  shot  at,  waylaid,  partly  burned  out,  and 
threatened  with  almost  every  injury  that  these 
villains  could  threaten  me  with.  But  the  vindica¬ 
tion  came  on  the  11th  day  of  last  February,  when 
the  loyal  people  of  North  Victoria  returned  me  at 
the  head  of  the  poll  with  239  majority  ;  and  if  an 
election  occurred  again,  that  majority  would  be 
more  than  doubled.  With  these  explanations  I  will 
take  my  seat. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  As  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  has  spent  five  or  ten  minutes  in  licking  me, 
I  may  be  allowed  a  few  words  in  reply.  You  will 
remember,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  1  did  not  say  that 
the  Mr.  Samuel  Hughes  of  whom  I  spoke  was  the 
person  who  represented  North  Victoria  in  this 
House.  I  said  that  there  was  a  gentleman  in  the 
city  of  Toronto  of  that  name  a  few  years  ago  who 
was  a  supporter  of  the  Ontario  Government,  and 
who  went  to  the  friends  of  that  Government  with 
the  view  of  getting  a  situation  under  it — not  in  the 
city  of  Toronto,  but,  according  to  the  views  he  set 
forth,  in  a  place  which  could  be  carved  out  of  a 
part  of  Durham,  where  he  thought  he  could  be 
made  an  inspector  of  schools. 

Mr.  HUGHES.  The  Government  has  nothing 
to  do  with  that.  You  are  only  showing  your 
ignorance. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  Ancl  one  of  the 
parties  to  whom  he  went  was  the  gentleman  called 
the  Fenian  in  the  gallery.  I  am  not  required  to  give 
the  name  of  the  so-called  Fenian  ;  but  he  was  the 
identical  gentleman  to  whom  that  Mr.  Samuel 
Hughes  went  and  said  :  I  would  like  to  get  this 
position.  It  is  alleged  that  he  said  :  You  have  a 
great  deal  of  influence  with  the  Government,  and  I 
have  always  been  a  supporter  of  the  Mowat  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  I  think  you  might  do  me  a  good 
service  in  getting  me  that  position.  To-night 
he  wants  to  point  out  to  the  House  the  ini¬ 
quity  of  the  Globe,  but  on  this  former  occasion  he 
went  to  one  of  the  directors  of  the  Globe  in  order 
to  secure  his  influence  to  get  a  position,  and  having 
failed  to  get  the  position  for  him,  both  these  gen¬ 
tlemen  have  become  Fenians  in  his  eyes.  That  is 
what  Mr.  Samuel  Hughes  of  Toronto  did,  and 
some  people  are  so  cruel  as  to  say  that  he  is 
identical  with  the  gentleman  who  has  a  seat  in 
this  House,  and  the  hon.  member  has  not  denied 
that.  Now,  I  do  not  think  he  has  made  anything 
at  all  out  of  calling  a  man  in  the  gallery  a  Fenian, 
and  I  must  say  that  to  compare  the  so-called  Fenian 
in  the  gallery  with  the  hon.  gentleman  would  be  to 
cast  a  grave  reflection  on  the  former.  That  is  my 
opinion  ;  and  I  think  it  is  out  of  order  and  entirely 
wrong  for  a  member  of  this  House  to  look  up  to 
the  gallery  and  select  any  man  in  his  mind  out  of  it, 
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and  then  rise  and  publicly  say  to  the  Speaker  that 
he  sees  a  Fenian  in  the  gallery. 

Mr.  HUGHES.  I  wish  to  make  a  personal  ex¬ 
planation.  There  is  not  a  word  of  truth  in  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  lion,  gentleman,  for  the  reason  that  it 
is  the  county  council  and  not  the  Government  of 
Ontario  which  has  anything  to  do  with  the 
appointing  of  school  inspectors,  and  if  the  hon. 
gentleman  knew  anything  of  school  boards  in 
Ontario  he  would  not  have  made  the  statement  he 
did. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  can  endorse  every  word 
said  by  the  hon.  member  for  Huron.  I  have  been 
informed  myself  that  there  was  a  gentleman  in  the 
city  of  Toronto  of  the  name  of  Hughes  who  had 
been  worrying  and  annoying  certain  influential 
persons  in  the  Ontario  Government  to  obtain  for 
him  a  position  there.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  gone 
so  far  as  to  tell  us  that  he  was  offered  nine  positions 
under  the  Ontario  Government.  I  understand  that 
one  of  the  positions  was  that  of  chief  doorkeeper, 
and  he  refused  that  ;  the  next  position  was  that  of 
first  messenger,  salary  $250  a  year,  and  he  would 
not  take  that. 

Mr.  HUGHES.  Too  clever. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  do  not  know  whether  these 
are  some  of  the  positions  the  hon.  gentleman  says 
he  was  offered,  but  I  may  say  that  I  have  sat  in 
this  House  ten  years,  and  have  never  yet  known  of 
a  member  of  this  House  honoured  with  the  represen¬ 
tation  of  a  county  to  get  up  and  openly  insult  the 
entire  audience  in  the  gallery  by  declaring  there 
was  a  Fenian  among  them.  In  justice  to  those 
gentlemen  who  are  seated  in  the  gallery,  the  hon. 
gentleman  ought  to  honestly  and  straightforward¬ 
ly  say  to  whom  he  refers.  Why  does  he  not  get 
up  like  a  man  and  say  to  whom  he  is  calling  the 
attention  of  the  House  as  a  Fenian  in  the  gallery? 
Evidently  he  is  full  of  spleen  against  some  person 
who  is  in  the  gallery  to-night ;  and  I  dare  say  if 
he  were  outside  he  would  not  venture  to  say  what 
he  has  said  inside.  If  he  were  outside,  he  would 
not  for  a  moment  insinuate  to  any  one  that  he  was 
a  Fenian,  because  had  he  the  courage  to  do  so,  we 
would  not  now  find  him  sheltering  himself  behind 
the  protection  given  to  members  of  this  House. 
Running  no  risks,  he  does  the  cowardly  act  of 
stigmatizing  a  listener  in  the  gallery  as  a  Fenian. 

Mr.  HUGHES.  What  I  said  in  the  House  I 
have  said,  and  am  prepared  again  to  say  outside  ; 
and  you  and  the  Fenian  both  know  it. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Order. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  contend  that  he  has  neither 
done  himself  nor  this  House,  in  which  he  has  now 
a  seat,  any  credit  by  making  such  a  gratuitous  and' 
insulting  allusion  to  any  of  the  audience  in  the 
gallery. . 

Motion  to  adjourn  negatived. 

Mr.  COATSWORTH.  <  Had  the  hon.  member 
for  Huron  been  here  last  night,  I  do  not  think  he 
would  have  referred  to-day  in  the  way  he  did  to 
the  remarks  made  by  my  hon.  friend  from  Albert 
(Mr.  Weldon).  I  had  the  pleasure  of  listening  to 
those  remarks,  and  I  am  sure  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
comments  on  them  were  very  unfair,  because  the 
hon.  member  for  Albert  based  his  support  of  the 
present  position  of  the  constituencies  on  the  fact 
that  if  any  wrong  had  been  done,  time  had  righted 


it,  and  that  the  constituencies,  as  they  are,  are 
fairly  and  reasonably  well  constituted.  So  far  as 
I  am  personally  concerned,  I  would  like  if  possible 
to  narrow  down  the  scope  of  the  debate.  We  have 
had  the  subject  before  us  discussed  in  every  aspect. 
\\  e  have  travelled  through  every  constituency,  and 
have  numbered,  I  think,  all  the  people  in  all  the 
constituencies  from  one  end  of  Ontario  to  the  other  ; 
and  I  desire  to  confine  the  few  remarks  I  purpose 
making  more  particularly  to  the  amendment  which 
has  been  proposed  by  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Simcoe  and  to  the  principles  he  laid  down  in  support 
of  that  amendment.  I  must  say  that  I  am  unable 
to  agree  with  him  in  the  principles  he  has  enunci¬ 
ated.  These  principles  were  two  in  number,  as  far 
as  redistribution  was  concerned.  First,  that  our 
redistribution  ought  to  be  based  on  a  unit  of  popu¬ 
lation,  adopted  regardless  of  all  other  features,  and 
in  the  next  place,  that  in  fixing  the  territorial  limits 
of  constituencies  we  ought  to  be  governed  by  the 
county  and  municipal  boundaries,  as  they  exist  at 
present.  I  do  not  agree  that  we  should  take  popu¬ 
lation  entirely  as  a  basis.  No  doubt  that  is,  to  a 
large  extent,  the  basis  given  to  us  to  work  upon, 
and  cannot  be  lost  sight  of  in  determining  the 
number  of  representatives  we  should  have  in  this 
House  ;  but  at  the  same  time  I  do  not  think — and 
I  suppose  in  making  this  statement,  I  am  treading 
on  somewhat  dangerous  ground— that  districts* 
such  as  the  great  cities,  whe?e  population  is  so 
thickly  centred,  are  entitled  to  the  same  represen¬ 
tation,  according  to  population,  as  the  rural  dis¬ 
tricts.  We  know  that  if  the  cities  were  to  receive 
their  fair  share  of  representation  based  upon  popu¬ 
lation,  they  would  be  over  represented,  while  the 
rural  constituencies  would  be  rather  under  repre¬ 
sented.  I  was  a  little  surprised  to  find  that  the 
hon.  gentleman,  when  moving  his  amendment,  was 
not  at  all  borne  out  in  his  unit  of  population  by  the 
analysis  he  made  of  the  representation  of  the  con¬ 
stituencies  under  the  Redistribution  Bill  in  Great 
Britain,  because  we  find,  according  to  that  analysis, 
that  some  of  the  constituencies  went  down  so  low  as 
16,000  or  thereabouts  while  others  went  up  to  about 
80,000.  So  that  while  there  may  have  been  a  unit  of 
population  taken  as  a  model,  at  the  same  time  that 
model  was  not  strictly  adhered  to,  and  I  do  not 
think  that  is  a  good  illustration  of  the  principle  he 
was  trying  to  enunciate.  There  is  no  doubt  that 
in  fixing  our  representation  so  far  as  the  number  of 
representatives  is  concerned,  we  have  to  take  into 
consideration  the  various  interests  that  are  involved. 
We  have  to  take  into  consideration  the  population, 
the  territorial  limitations,  the  commercial  interests, 
the  agricultural  interests  ;  and  it  appears  to  me 
that  on  a  fair  consideration  of  the  argument  of  the 
hon.  gentleman  who  moved  the  amendment,  to 
take  a  unit  of  population  and  fix  upon  that  arbi¬ 
trarily  in  regulating  the  number  of  representatives, 
is  entirely  to  overlook  the  other  interests  that  are 
involved.  I  feel  disposed  to  agree  with  my  hon.  friend 
from  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  I  think  it  was,  who 
said  that  he  did  not  feel  it  made  so  much  difference 
how  many  persons  there  were  in  a  constituency,  so 
long  as  we  have  the  different  interests  of  the  various 
constituencies  fairly  represented  in  this  House.  8o 
far  as  the  municipal  boundaries  are  concerned,  I 
do  not  feel  disposed  to  agree  with  the  mover  of  the 
amendment.  It  does  not  occur  to  me  that, 
looking  at  the  matter  from  a  federal  stand¬ 
point,  we  ought  to  endeavour  to  observe  those 
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-county  limitations  which  in  ordinary  affairs 
and  in  municipal  affairs,  divide  the  different  con¬ 
stituencies.  We  have  to  take  into  consideration, 
in  fixing  the  limits  of  constituencies,  not  merely 
the  township  lines,  not  merely  the  concession  lines, 
not  merely  the  county  lines  ;  but  I  think  we  ought 
to  endeavour  to  instil  into  the  people  of  this  coun¬ 
try,  so  far  as  we  can,  in  the  division  of  the  consti¬ 
tuencies,  the  broad  spirit  of  nationality  which  is  so 
essential  in  the  people  of  such  a  great  country  as 
•ours.  There  are  many  of  us  who,  in  the  exercise 
of  our  profession,  have  had  to  do  -with  the  number¬ 
less  law-suits  and  difficulties  which  arise  between 
municipal  divisions,  and  that  is  one  reason  why  we 
should  try  to  adopt  a  broader  basis  of  representa¬ 
tion  in  the  constituencies.  There  are  difficulties 
arising  between  these  municipal  boundaries,  the 
effect  of  which  may  be  entirely  done  away  with  if 
we  divide  our  federal  constituencies  upon  a  broader 
basis,  overlooking,  to  a  certain  extent,  municipal 
boundaries,  if  necessary.  I  think  we  ought  to  try 
to  inculcate  into  the  people  of  our  country  more  of 
a  cosmopolitan  spirit  than  the  idea  that  each  man 
should  be  in  his  own  township,  not  only  for  muni¬ 
cipal  and  local  purposes,  but  also  for  Dominion  pur¬ 
poses.  W e  should  endeavour  to  teach  the  people 
that  wre  are  not  to  look  at  our  federal  affairs,  from 
a  municipal  standpoint,  and  I  think  there  is  too 
much  tendency  to  4°  that.  If  we  teach  the  people 
of  this  country  that  their  constituencies  must  be 
divided  up  according  to  townships  and  counties, 
we  are  perpetuating  between  the  townships  and 
the  counties  all  the  divisions  and  the  local  prejudices 
that  have  existed  heretofore.  Therefore,  I  think  it 
is  a  mistake  to  lay  down  the  principle  of  dividing 
up  our  constituencies  according  to  township 
boundaries,  or  according  to  any  municipal  bound¬ 
aries.  I  think  the  majority  of  the  House  will  agree 
with  me  that  it  is  better  that  we  should  divide 
them  up  in  some  cases.  I  was  surprised  to  hear  an 
hon.  gentleman  lay  down  the  principle  that  there 
ought  to  be  a  concentration  of  interests  in  a  con¬ 
stituency.  Now,  I  agree  with  that  in  one  sense  ; 
there  should  be  a  concentration  of  interests  wher¬ 
ever  it  suits  our  interests  that  there  should  be  ;  but 
wherever  we  are  looking  at  the  matter  from  a 
federal  point  of  view,  we  want  to  follow  a  broader 
principle,  we  want  in  some  cases  to  sever  interests, 
and  we  want  in  other  cases  to  unite  interests  that 
may  be  naturally  severed.  Now,  one  of  the  argu¬ 
ments  brought  forward  in  support  of  county,  and 
city,  and  municipal  boundaries,  was  this,  and  I 
think  it  is  an  illustration  which  might  fairly  be 
used  to  emphasize  the  point  I  want  to  bring  out  ; 
the  principle  was  laid  down  that  a  part  of  a 
county  and  a  part  of  a  city  should  not  be  united 
together.  I  may  be  wrong,  but  it  strikes  me 
that  is  a  wrong  principle  to  adopt.  One  of 
the  difficulties  we  have  to  contend  with  at  present 
is  that  our  commercial  interests  are  pulling  against 
the  agricultural  interests,  and  the  agricultural 
interests  are  pulling  against  the  commercial  inte¬ 
rests.  Now,  what  is  the  effect  of  uniting  a  portion 
of  a  city  and  a  portion  of  a  county  ?  Is  it  not  at 
once  to  bring  these  people  into  common  sympathy 
with  each  other,  in  other  words,  to  bring  the  com¬ 
mercial  interests  into  sympathy  with  the  agricul¬ 
tural  interests  and  the  agricultural  into  sympathy 
with  the  commercial  ?  I  use  that  merely  as  one 
illustration  to  show  that  it  is  advisable  that  certain 
interests,  which  may  be  naturally  severed,  had 
Mr.  Coatsworth. 


better  be  united  together  for  federal  purposes, with 
a  view  of  promoting  harmony  betw  een  the  different 
classes  of  the  community.  In  regard  to  the  fairness 
of  the  Bill  before  the  House,  I  suppose  I  may  be 
one  of  those  who,  if  there  was  any  ground  of  com¬ 
plaint,  might  fairly  complain,  because  my  constitu¬ 
ency  now  has  a  population  of  over  43,000.  Now,  I 
have  this  to  say,  that  in  a  constituency  where  vve 
probably  have  as  many  active  politicians  as  any 
other  constituency  in  Canada— — - 

Mr.  COCKBURN.  What’s  that  ? 

Mr.  COATSWORTH— unless  I  except  Centre 
Toronto — I  have  not  heard  a  solitary  word  of 
complaint  from  my  constituents  against  this  Bill, 
although  if  we  adopted  the  principle  of  fixing 
the  number  of  representatives  according  to  the 
unit  of  population,  we  would,  at  least,  have  one  or 
two  more  Conservative  members  from  the  city  of 
Toronto.  I  think  that  is  a  strong  argument  to 
show  that  the  Government  was  fair  in  drawing  up 
this  Bill,  for  if  they  had  wanted  to  increase  the 
number  of  Conservative  members  from  Toronto, 
they  had  only  to  give  another  seat  to  my  constitu¬ 
ency  ;  because  I  think  we  can  guarantee  them  that 
as  long  as  they  continue  their  present  trade  policy, 
and  as  long  as  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  persist  in 
the  policy  they  have  pursued,  we  will  always 
return  Conservative  members  to  this  House.  Now, 
an  hon.  member  who  spoke  to-night  made  a  great 
point  of  the  fact  that  West  Toronto  was  not 
divided  into  twro  constituencies.  I  may  say,  and  I 
have  the  authority  of  the  member  for  West  Toronto 
for  saying  it,  that  so  far  as  he  is  personally  concerned 
it  would  make  no  difference  whether  the  constitu¬ 
ency  were  divided  or  not.  Out  of  86  polling  divi¬ 
sions  a  Conservative  majority  is  given  in  all  of  them 
excepting  about  six,  so  I  do  not  think  it  makes  any 
difference  to  the  member  for  West  Toronto  wdiether 
the  constituency  is  divided  diagonally,  lengthways 
or  crossways,  because  there  will  be  two  Conserva¬ 
tives  returned.  Moreover,  it  can  be  of  no  advant¬ 
age  to  the  Government  whether  two  members  are 
given  to  the  riding  or  whether  it  is  divided 
into  two  ridings.  A  word  or  two  in  regard 
to  the  necessity  of  the  changes  proposed. 
It  appears  to  me  that  the  Government  have  pro¬ 
ceeded  on  a  very  wise  principle,  not  only  in  restrain¬ 
ing  from  meddling  with  constituencies  where  it  was 
not  necessary  they  should  be  disturbed,  but  also  in 
carrying  out  the  changes  made.  From  the  speeches 
of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  I  think  any  fair  and 
reasonable  person  would  be  convinced  that  the 
Government  have  done  the  very  best  that  could 
possibly  be  done  under  the  circumstances  in  regard 
to  this  Redistribution  Bill.  It  was  essential  that 
some  changes  should  be  made  in  Ontario.  It  was 
not  necessary  that  very  many  changes  should  be 
made,  and  we  find  the  Government  have  proceeded 
on  the  very  wise  and  wholesome  principle  that  where 
it  was  not  necessary  to  make  changes  they  have 
not  made  them,  and  they  have  only  made  such 
changes  as  are  necessary  in  order  to  equalize  the 
distribution  to  the  extent  necessary  to  provide  for 
the  proper  representation  in  places  that  had  to  re¬ 
ceive  increased  representation.  Apptying  the 
principle  of  this  amendment  to  the  present  state  of 
affairs,  what  would  be  the  effect  of  it  ?  We  would 
have  to  divide  up  the  whole  of  Ontario,  to  redistri¬ 
bute  the  whole  of  the  province.  What  would  be 
the  effect  ?  Much  has  been  said  about  stability  of 
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constituencies,  about  retaining  boundary  lines,  about 
preserving  old  traditions  of  constituencies,  yet  in 
the  same  breath  hon.  gentlemen  brought  forward  a 
proposition  to  redivide  the  whole  province  within 
county  lines,  as  if  they  were  binding  on  us  any  more 
than  any  other  lines.  It  would  be  the  height  of  ab¬ 
surdity  for  the  Government  to  undertake  at  the  pre¬ 
sent  time  to  redivide  the  constituencies  according  to 
county  or  municipal  boundaries.  The  best  evidence 
of  that  is  this  :  The  constituencies  do  not  attach 
so  much  importance  to  their  township  or  county 
boundaries  as  they  attach  to  the  boundaries  of  their 
constituencies  ;  so  that  the  policy  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  always  should  be  as  far  as  possible  to  pre¬ 
serve  constituencies  intact,  not  to  disturb  the 
boundaries  of  the  constituencies.  Suppose  the 
boundaries  of  the  constituencies  were  disturbed,  that 
the  whole  of  Ontario  were  redistributed  and  for  that 
matter  if  any  other  provinces  were  redistributed, 
we  must  bear  in  mind  that  this  would  have  to  be 
gone  over  every  ten  years  as  the  population  varied, 
mid  the  stability  which  hon.  gentlemen  talk  about, 
the  traditions  of  boundary  lines  for  which  they  are 
pleading  and  all  the  other  traditions  and  hallucina¬ 
tions  in  connection  with  the  boundaries  would  be 
entirely  dissipated  every  ten  years.  Any  con¬ 
stituency  where  the  population  filled  up  to  any 
extent  would  have  to  be  redivided  at  the  end  of 
that  time.  A  constituency  which  might  be  deci¬ 
mated  would  have  to  be  attached  to  or  divided 
with  other  constituencies.  So  I  believe  the  very 
policy  to  which  the  hon.  gentlemen  pretend  to 
attach  so  much  importance,  that  is  as  to  the 
stability  of  boundary  lines  or  constituencies,  would 
entirely  be  lost  sight  of  if  the  amendment  were 
carried  and  constituencies  were  divided  according 
to  the  county  boundaries.  It  is  an  old  principle  o! 
law  and  a  principle  of  common  sense  that  w  lie  re 
there  is  no  necessity  for  change  we  should  let  things 
remain  as  they  are,  and  I  think  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  have  entirely  failed  to  convince  the 
House  that  there  is  any  nefcessity  for  any  change, 
beyond  the  provisions  contained  in  the  present  Bill, 
and  they  have  failed  to  convince  us  also  that  the 
•changes  proposed  in  the  Bill  are  unnecessary.  I  do 
not  suppose  it  would  be  possible  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  satisfy  hon.  gentlemen  opposite.  I  have 
not  been  sufficiently  long  in  Parliament  to  find 
them  satisfied  with  any  measure  of  importance 
brought  in  by  the  Government.  I  feel  reasonably 
certain  that  if  no  Redistribution  Bill  had  been 
brought  in  by  theGovernment,  those  hon.  gentlemen 
would  have  been  as  loud  in  their  complaints  as  they 
are  respectingthe  Bill  brought  forward.  I  feelreason- 
ably  certain  also  that  if  theGovernment  had  adopted 
county  and  municipal  lines,  and  the  stability  of  coh- 
stituencies  as  they  demand  it  had  been  observed, 
they  would  have  attacked  the  measure  as  viciously 
as  they  now  do.  I  do  not  suppose  we  can  satisfy  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  ;  but  I  am  free  to  say  that  the 
best  evidence  of  the  virtue  of  the  Bill  is  that  their 
own  arguments  go  to  prove  that  the  Government 
have  done  nothing  but  what  is  right,  and  the  Bill 
ought  to  pass.  I  trust  therefore  in  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  question,  which  has  been  gone  into  so 
much  in  detail,  we  will  be  able  to  narrow'  the  dis¬ 
cussion  down  to  the  proper  limit,  and  that  is  the 
basis  on  which  redistribution  ought  to  be  made. 
Let  us  fight  it  out  on  that  line.  Let  us  leave  out 
these  calculations  which  were  useful  and  proper 
but  which  we  have  obtained  to  the  full  now,  and 


narrow  ourselves  down  to  the  question,  and  I  feel 
assured  that  any  reasonable  man  will  be  convinced 
that  we  are  proceeding  upon  the  right  basis  and  the 
Bill  should  be  read  a  second  time. 

Mr.  SEMPLE.  The  hon.  member  for  East 
Simcoe  and  the  hon.  member  for  Assiniboia  devoted 
considerable  time  last  evening  to  the  County  of 
Y\  ellington,  and  an  attempt  was  made  to  show' 
that  Conservatives  had  been  gerrymandered  out  of 
a  member  owing  to  the  action  of  the  Reform  party 
in  Ontario.  The  first  named  hon.  gentleman  was 
correct  in  his  statement  that  a  Conservative  had 
been  elected  at  one  time  there.  Mr.  Ferrier  was 
elected  on  one  occasion,  on  account  of  two  Reform¬ 
ers  running  and  one  Conservative,  and  Mr.  Me 
Gowan  was  elected  on  account  of  local  jealousies 
arising  from  two  villages  endeavouring  to  secure  the 
location  of  the  county  town.  I  desire  to  present 
to  the  House  the  facts  and  figures  respecting  the 
County  of  Wellington.  I  will  take  the  figures  of 
the  last  local  election  and  the  Dominion  election, 
and  I  wfill  show  that  if  Wellington  is  erected  into 
three  electoral  destricts  it  will  be  impossible  to 
return  a  Conservative  for  the  county.  I  took  the 
figures  myself  this  morning  in  order  that  they 
should  be  correct  and  reliable,  and  I  shall  quote 
them  to  the  House  : 

South  Riding  of  Wellington— 

Guelph  City.. . . .  10,539 

(xuelph  Township .  2,464 

Eramosa .  3  118 

Pufhnch  .  3,615 

Pilkmgton .  1,664 

21,400 


West  Riding  of  Wellington— 

Harriston . 1,687 

Palmerston .  2.007 

Drayton .  793 

Arthur .  1,296 

Clillord .  634 

PeeL . . .  4,255 

Maryborough .  3,543 

Mmto .  3,639 

17,859 


East  Riding  of  Wellington— 

Arthur .  3,224 

West  Luther .  2,112 

West  Garafraxa .  3,045 

Nicol .  2,057 

Erin...... .  4,048 

Mount  Forest .  3,639 

Fergus .  1,599 

Elora .  1,304 

Erin  Village .  594 

21,622 


That  gives  the  population  of  South  Wellington  at 
21,400,  West  Wellington  17,859  and  East  Wel- 
ington  21,622.  The  majority  in  South  Wellington 
or  the  Liberal  candidate  wras  652,  the  majority  in 
2ast  Wellington  for  the  Liberal  candidate  459,  and 
the  majority  in  West  Wellington  for  the  Liberal 
candidate  306,  making  a  total  Liberal  majority  in 
the  County  of  Wellington  of  1,417.  This  shows  con¬ 
clusively  the  composition  of  that  county,  and  if  we 
:able  it  also  in  regard  to  the  election  for  the  House 
of  Commons  in  the  municipal  boundaries,  it  would 
give,  by  the  last  election  returns,  Mr.  Lines  a  major¬ 
ity  of  376,  Mr.  McMullen  a  majority  of  535,  and  a 
majority  of  651  for  myself,  making  in  all  a  Reform 
majority  of  1,562  in  the  municipal  boundaries  of 
die  County  of  Wellington.  It  is  apparent  from  the 
urge  majority  for  the  Reformers  that  the  Conser- 
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vatives  were  not  gerrymandered  out  of  any  of  their 
rights,  nor  did  it  hurt  any  Conservative  candidate 
in  that  riding.  More  than  that,  when  the  redis¬ 
tribution  took  place  in  Wellington  there  were 
three  Reform  members  for  the  county.  The  County 
of  Wellington  is  a  very  irregular  county  in  shape, 
and  when  it  is  divided  into  three  it  has  still  that 
irregular  appearance,  but  from  the  figures  I  have 
given  it  appears  at  once  that  the  population  is  very 
evenly  proportioned.  It  was  to  be  hoped  from  the 
speech  of  the  Minister  of  Justice  when  he  intro¬ 
duced  this  Bill,  that  the  very  reasonable  proposal 
made  by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  would .  be 
acted  upon.  That  hon.  gentleman  suggested  that 
wTe  should  have  a  conference  to  see  if  there  could 
not  be  an  arrangement  entered  into  in  an  amicable 
way  which  would  give  justice  and  satisfaction  to 
all  parties.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  appears  from  what 
we  have  heard  that  there  has  been  no  serious  objec¬ 
tion  offered  to  the  cities  receiving  increased  repre¬ 
sentation.  It  was  a  fairly  reasonable  proposition 
on  account  of  their  increased  population,  and  we 
know  from  experience  that  the  cities  have  gone 
Conservative.  In  former  years,  before  the  National 
Policy  was  introduced,  Toronto  used  to  send  some¬ 
times  a  Liberal  and  sometimes  a  Conservative,  but 
anybody  who  studies  the  National  Policy  knows 
that  it  benefits  the  cities  and  hurts  the  country 
districts.  For  that  reason  the  cities  have  gone 
Conservative,  while  the  agricultural  portion  of  the 
country  has  gone  Reform,  and  would  go  more 
Reform  were  it  not  for  the  gerrymander  of  Ontario 
iii  1882.  As  I  said  before,  there  is  not  much  fault 
to  be  found  with  parts  of  the  Redistribution  Bill, 
as  far  as  Ontario  is  concerned,  but  there  are  other 
parts  of  the  Bill  which  are  very  unjust.  There  are 
only  two  seats  necessary  to  be  taken  from  a  cer¬ 
tain  part  of  the  province  in  order  to  give  an  extra 
representative  to  Toronto  and  another  to  Algoma, 
and  had  the  Government  wished  to  act  fairly,  and 
taken  away  one  member  from  the  electoral  dis¬ 
trict  of  Monck  and  another  by  putting  North 
and  South  Grenville  together,  which  have  only 
a  population  of  26,000,  no  injustice  would  have 
been  done.  They  need  not  have  interfered  with 
the  County  of  Russell  where  there  is  a  very 
unfair  gerrymander,  nor  with  the  city  of  London 
which  is  also  a  peculiar  transaction.  If  the  sugges¬ 
tion  I  have  made  had  been  carried  out  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  have  been  acting  in  accordance  with 
British  precedents,  and  would  have  given  fair-play 
to  both  parties.  We  have  heard  a  good  deal  about 
redistribution  in  Great  Britain,  but  one  thing  we 
know  for  a  certainty  is  that  there  was  a  consulta¬ 
tion  on  the  matter  between  the  leading  men  of  the 
two  great  political  parties,  and  that  both  sides 
were  satisfied  with  the  scheme  of  redistribution 
proposed.  We  have  often  heard  of  British  fair- 
play,  and  British  fair-play  was  illustrated  in  that 
case.  I  will  now  read,  Mr.  Speaker,  an  extract 
from  the  Toronto  Telegram,  an  independent  Con¬ 
servative  paper,  which  is  important  as  bearing  on 
the  proposed  redistribution  which  we  are  now  con¬ 
sidering,  it  says  : 

“  Has  the  Dominion  Government  for  the  past  year  been 
such  as  to  promote  patriotism  ?  Much  might  be  over¬ 
looked  in  a  ministry  fighting  for  its  life,  but  the  dominant 
faction  has  saddened  the  heart  of  every  true  Canadian.. 
Not  the  Opposition  merely,  but  the  whole  country  has 
been  Avronged  by  the  Government’s,  every  crime.  Will 
those  London  Grits  who  have  been  swindled  out  of  one  of 
the  most  sacred  rights  of  British  citizenship  be  likely  to 
join  hands  with  swindlers  in  honouring  the  country  that  ' 
Mr.  Semple. 


is  the  mother  of  us  all  ?  Will  the  Grits  who  are  to  be 
outraged  by  one  of  the  meanest  gerrymanders  on  record, 
fall  into  line  with  their  Conservative  fellow-countrymen 
and  shout  for  the  nation  in  which  partisan  bigotry  is  mak¬ 
ing  parliamentary  government  a  farce  ?” 

If  the  Liberals  of  this  country  are  taxed  as  other 
citizens  they  should  have  an  equal  chance  to  send 
their  representatives  to  this  Parliament.  It  has 
been  said  that  the  present  gerrymander  is  not  as 
bad  as  the  last,  but  to  show  the  effects  of  the  last 
gerrymander,  let  us  take  the  Counties  of  Middle¬ 
sex  and  Bruce.  In  Middlesex,  so  far  as  I  can 
learn,  the  parties  are  nearly  evenly  divided.  In 
Bruce  there  is  a  Reform  majority  of  about  850  ; 
and  yet  from  those  counties  there  are  five  Con¬ 
servative  members  and  only  two  Liberals.  We  can 
see  from  that  the  reason  why  the  Government  have 
such  strength  in  this  House.  Now,  a  suggestion  that 
I  would  like  to  see  carried  out  is  that  the  leader 
of  the  Government  and  the  leader  of  the  Opposi¬ 
tion  should  meet  together  and  try  to  agree,  upon  an 
amicable  arrangement.  It  would  save  trouble,  and 
would  enable  us  to  go  home  and  attend  to  our  oavii 
business  instead  of  prolonging  this  discussion.  As 
was  said  by  a  member  of  the  English  House  of 
Commons,  “I  am  proud  to  be  an  obstructionist 
to  bad  legislation,”  and  I  think  a  member 
of  this  House  cannot  more  particularly  serve  the 
country  than  by  obstructing  wrong-doing.  As  the 
arrangement  suggested  has  not  been  carried  out,  the 
next  best  thing  is  the  motion  of  the  hon.  member 
for  North  Simcoe.  The  principle  he  proposes  Avas 
carried  out  in  the  redistribution  of  1872,  satisfac¬ 
torily  to  both  parties.  The  then  leader  of  the  Go¬ 
vernment,  Sir  John  Macdonald  stated  that  where 
there  was  only  population  enough  in  a  county  for 
one  member  he  allowed  one  member  ;  where  a 
county  was  sufficiently  populous  he  allowed  it  two 
members,  and  if  it  had  enough  population  for  three 
members,  he  gave  it  three  members  ;  and  in  no 
case  was  this  rule  departed  from,  except  in  the 
cases  of  Cardwell  and  M onck.  He  gave  good  reasons 
for  that  policy.  He  said  it  often  happened  that 
some  individual,  with  good  executive  ability, 
was  put  in  the  township  council,  and  if  he  served 
the  people  wrell  there,  they  made  him  one  of  the 
reeves  in  the  county  council,  and  after  that  advanc¬ 
ed  him  still  further  and  made  him  a  member  of 
Parliament.  Now,  there  are  indications  that  the 
decay  of  this  country  commenced  after  the  introduc¬ 
tion  of  the  Gerrymander  Bill  of  1882.  There  is  no 
doubt,  when  one  takes  up  the  report  of  the  Deputy 
Minister  of  Agriculture  and  the  report  of  the  census 
commissionner,  that  he  finds  signs  that  this  young 
country,  sad  to  say,  is  suffering  decay.  We 
learn  from  that  report  that  886,000  immigrants 
were  brought  into  this  country  at  a  cost  of  nearly 
$3,000,000  in  the  last  ten  years,  while  the  census 
reveals  the  alarming  fact  that  the  increase  of  the 
population  in  that  time  was  only  504,000  ;  so  that 
there  are  382,000  people  less  in  the  country  now 
than  there  were  in  1881,  to  say  nothing  of  the 
natural  increase.  While  the  little  children  and  those 
who  are  growing  up  are  here,  the  men  and  women 
have  left  to  swell  the  population  of  the  United 
States.  Every  person  who  lives  in  the  rural  districts 
knows  how  many  are  going  away.  It  is  true,  many 
go  to  Manitoba  and  the  North-West  Territories, 
and  if  that  was  all  we  have  to  complain  of,  the  case 
would  not  be  so  bad  ;  bnt  when  the  people  are  not 
in  this  country,  we  know  they  must  be  somewhere 
else,  and  this  state  of  things  has  been  brought  about 
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by  the  trade  and  unjust  policy  of  the  Government 
and  by  the  injustice  that  has  been  practised  upon  the 
people.  We  are  endeavouring  to  induce  people  to 
come  to  this  country  by  spending  large  sums  on 
immigration ;  but  vve  can  fancy  an  intelligent 
man  in  the  old  country,  a  man  who  reads  in 
the  papers  of  the  doings  here,  meeting  an  immi¬ 
gration  agent,  and  the  man  in  the  old  country 
telling  him  :  We  do  not  want  to  go  to  such  a 
place,  where  we  understand,  as  the  result  of  the 
Gerrymanders,  Franchise  Bills,  Printing  Bureaus, 
and  in  some  cases  the  interposition  of  a  judge,  mem¬ 
bers  are  legislated  into  Parliament.  Some  of  these 
people  might  say  :  We  read  in  the  history  of  old 
England  how  many  people  left  England  because 
they  did  not  receive  their  just  rights,  and  went  to 
the  United  States  to  help  to  build  up  that  country, 
and  we  do  not  want  to  be  deprived  of  the  freedom 
that  should  be  accorded  to  every  citizen.  I  think 
it  is  well  that  we  should  ponder  over  this  cjuestion, 
and  if  we  want  to  build  up  this  country  and  make 
it  a  great  and  glorious  nation,  it  must  be  built 
upon  the  foundation  stones  of  justice ;  no  other 
foundation  will  stand.  The  Fal  hers  of  Confedera¬ 
tion,  when  they  met,  passed  in  review  the  history 
of  this  country,  and  they  considered  that  it 
would  make  great  progress  in  the  future,  but 
they  have  been  disappointed.  They  considered 
the  noble  resources  of  our  country,  its  rich 
agricultural  lands,  its  fisheries,  its  minerals, 
and  everything  that  can  enrich  a  country, 
and  concluded  from  these  that  very  rapid  pro¬ 
gress  would  be  made  by  Canada.  But  I  have 
shown  what  progress  it  has  made;  and  if  the 
present  state  of  things  continues,  it  will  go  from 
bad  to  worse.  Looking  at  the  census,  I  find  that 
the  population  of  the  county  I  represent  increased 
by  1,280  from  1871  to  1881,  while  from  1881  to 
1891  there  was  a  decrease  of  3,420.  This  shows, 
that  the  people  are  leaving  the  country,  and  if 
anything  can  be  done  to  stop  the  exodus  it  will 
certainly  be  a  blessing.  With  regard  to  this  Redis¬ 
tribution  Bill,  or  gerrymander,  I  am  glad  to  see 
that  the  independent  papers  of  the  country  are 
opposed  to  it.  The  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  told  us 
that  there  was  a  great  deal  said  about  opposition, 
but  that  nothing  was  specified.  I  think  if  he  had 
read  carefully,  he  would  have  found  that  a  good 
deal  has  been  said  and  written  on  the  subject.  I 
have  here  an  extract  from  the  Hamilton  Spectator, 
which  is  a  warm  supporter  of  the  Government,  and 
which  says  : 

“  We  regret  that  Ministers  have  not  seen  their  way  to 
the  adoption  of  a  radical  change  in  the  appointment  of 
representatives.  The  re  is  but  one  absolutely  just  and  fair 
way.  of  managing  this  business,  and  when  justice  is 
attainable,  anything  short  of  it  is  unpardonable.  When 
great  interests  are  at  stake  it  is  more  to  make  haste  slowly 
and  to  be  sure  of  one  step  before  another  is  ventured 
upon.  But  in  this  matter  there  is  no  need  to  go  cautiously, 
no  interest  would  be  disturbed,  and  no  confusion  caused 
by  making  constituencies  substantially  equal,  and  by 
having  their  boundaries  defined  by  a  bench  of  impartial 
judges.  That  could  be  done,  justice  would  be  secured  by 
it,  and  the  Government  is  so  strong  that  it  could  well 
afford  to  adopt  the  measure.  W e  believe  that  an  equitable 
division  of  the  county  into  districts  as  nea  rly  equal  as 
possible,  would  not  lose  a  single  Conservative  seat,  and 
it  is  better  to  be  right  than  to  gain  a  party  advantage, 
even  were  party  advantages  gained  by  the  periodical  re¬ 
arrangement  of  the  constituencies.” 

No  one  doubts  that  the  Hamilton  Spectator  is  a 
Government  organ. 

.  Mr.  McKAY.  What  is  the  date  of  that  article  ? 
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'  Mr-  SEMPLE.  I  did  not  take  the  date  down, 

1  but  I  copied  the  article  out  of  the  paper  in  the 
1  library.  Now,  I  wish  to  read  another  extract.  It 
is  from  an  address  delivered  in  the  month  of 
February  last  by  the  venerable  Mr.  Douglas  of 
Montreal,  who  is  well  known  as  a  great  moral  re¬ 
former  and  bulwark  in  the  Methodist  church.  He 
said  further  : 

.  “  We  are  in  sympathy  with  all  who  would  maintain  the 
integrity  of  our  Dominion,  I  want  to  live  and  die  under 
the  old  flag,  not  because  it  is  the  ensign  of  royalties  and 
feudal  aristocracies, but  because  it  is  the  most* benign  en¬ 
sign  that  this  night  floats  over  the  continents  and  isles  of 
the  sea.  With  one-sixteenth  of  the  habitable  globe  for  our 
heritage,  I  believe  we  have  a  national  destiny  ;  but,  Sir, 
having  said  this  much,  we  declare  our  antagonism  to' 
every  outcome  that  threatens  the  high  moral  life  and  in¬ 
tegrity  of  the  land,  that  moral  life  and  integrity  by  our 
constitution  is  entrusted  to  responsible  advisers  of  the 
Crown,  and  I  say  that  no  calamity  is  greater  than  for  a 
people  to  lose  confidence  in  the  character  and  leadership 
of  those  that  hold  high  political  office,  since  it  threatens 
the  foundation  principles  and  life  of  the  nation.  Only  a 
few  days  ago  it  was  my  lot  to  listen  to  Dr.  Bourinot  as  he 
expounded  the  superiority  of  responsible  government  in 
Canada  as  contrasted  with  the  federal  constitution  of  the 
United  States.  I  will  own,  Sir,  as  I  thought  of  the  men 
our  responsible  government  had  brought  to  the  front  that 
his  argument  was  most  unfortunate  iudging  by  the 
empirical  results  both  in  Ottawa  and  Quebec.  Before  the 
high  morals  of  Harrison,  Wanamaker,  Tracey,  and  the 
late  William  Windom,  what  Canadian  does  not  bow  his 
head  in  humiliation  and  shame  when  he  thinks  of  the 
specimens  of  leadership  which  our  country  at  this  hour 
presents.” 

Speaking  of  the  Minister  of  J ustice,  he  indeed  said 
something  in  his  praise,  because  last  session  that 
hon.  gentleman  introduced  a  Bill  for  the  protection 
of  those  ’who  have  often  been  the  victims  of 
betrayers  and  seducers,  but  while  the  reverend 
gentleman  said  that  he  could  not  help  alluding  to 
the  remarks  made  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  at 
Almonte,  with  reference  to  which  he  said  : 

“  Never  did  a  statesman  utter  a  more  unworthy  speech 
than  that  gentleman’s  Almonte  address, when  he  condoned 
dishonesties  by  charging  on  the  British  Administration  a 
deeper  corruption,  since  he  must  have  known  that  one  of 
the  greatest  lawyers  of  his  age  when  convicted  of  nepotism 
and  fraud  was  frowned  out  of  society  and  died  self-exiled 
in  a  foreign  land.  Would  that  we  could  frown  out  of  this 
Dominion  all  men  of  kindred  criminalities.” 

He  made  another  comparison.  He  also  compared 
Chief  J  ustice  Dorion  with  Mr.  Mercier.  Well,  the 
people  in  Quebec  have  judged  Mr.  Mercier,  and 
have  hurled  him  from  the  high  position  which  he 
occupied.  Dr.  Douglas  also  made  a  comparison  be¬ 
tween  the  Hon.  George  Brown  and  the  present 
Minister  of  Railways,  and  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  public  men  in  this  country  have  undergone 
considerable  decay.  I  am  sorry  to  add  that  there 
is  also  decay  in  the  electorate.  There  is  not  the 
least  doubt,  from  the  revelations  of  last  session, 
that  if  the  electorate  had  not  been  badly  deceived, 
there  would  have  been  a  great  change  in  the  repre¬ 
sentation  of  this  House.  We  cannot  say  for  cer¬ 
tainty,  but  if  we  can  judge  the  present  by  the  past, 
the  amount  spent  in  the  different  constituencies 
must  have  been  no  inconsiderable  one.  We  have 
reason  to  know  that  30  or  40  canvassers,  with 
their  carpet  bags  in  their  hands,  went  into  the 
different  ridings,  and  we  know  that  the  bye-elec¬ 
tions  come  off  one  by  one  so  as  to  enable  these 
men  to  concentrate  themselves  in  each  constitu¬ 
ency  in  turn,  and  the  effective  way  in  which  they 
did  their  work  shows  decay  in  public  opinion. 
Some  gentlemen  here  made  unworthy  remarks 
last  evening  about  Sir  Oliver  Mowat.  I  am  very 
glad  he  has  not  to  come  to  this  House  to  ask  a  cer- 
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tificate  of  character  from  those  who  were  trying  to 
traduce  him.  His  character  is  well  established, 
not  only  in  this  country  but  in  the  United  States 
and  Great  Britain,  and  in  every  country  where  good 
government  is  known.  His  management  of  the 
Crown  lands  and  public  works  is  a  sufficient  guaran¬ 
tee  of  his  honesty.  We  do  not  expect  that  any  man 
should  be  perfect,  and  that  everything  should  be 
done  that  ought  to  lie  done,  but  when  we  find  an 
honest  administration,  and  that  justice  is  done, 
we  can  forgive  a  great  deal.  Mr.  Meredith,  the 
leader  of  the  Local  Opposition,  no  doubt  did  not 
like  Mr.  Mowat’s  Redistribution  Bill,  but  he  had 
before  praised  the  Redistribution  Bill  of  this 
Government  in  1882,  and  had  to  submit  to  the  Re¬ 
distribution  Bill  of  the  Reform  party.  And  besides, 
that  measure  of  the  Local  Government  kept  within 
the  county  boundaries,  as  1  understand  it,  and  that 
being  the  case  there  could  be  no  complaint ;  and,  I 
am  very  sure,  that  if  these  boundaries  were  applied 
to  the  representation  in  this  House,  the  people 
would  be  much  more  equitably  represented  than 
they  are  to-day.  We  will  be  willing  to  receive  the 
verdict  of  the  people  on  those  lines.  Now,  with 
reference  to  the  redistribution  in  the  County  of 
Russell.  It  is  well  known  the  hon.  member  that 
represents  that  county  so  ably  was  on  one  occa¬ 
sion  defeated,  but  at  the  next  election  was  again 
returned.  The  love  the  people  have  for  him,  on 
account  of  his  known  character,  integrity  and 
justice,  has  made  the  township  of  Clarence  nearly 
solid  for  him,  and  the  Government  thought  that  the 
only  way  to  drive  him  out  of  political  life  was  to 
gerrymander  him  out  of  the  riding.  I  hope  that  even 
now  when  we  get  into  committee,  this  rule  that 
has  been  laid  down  will  not  apply  to  Russell. 
Now,  we  have  heard  it  said  that  it  is  a  re¬ 
proach  for  a  man  to  change  his  opinion  on  a 
political  question.  I  dissent  from  that  view  I 
think  when  a  man  is  wrong,  and  has  the  moral 
courage  to  change,  it  is  so  much  to  his  credit.  Now, 
I  consider  that  redistribution  should  be  made 
without  the  slightest  respect  to  politics.  When 
we  see  St.  John’s  and  Iberville,  with  24,000, 
brought  together  to  make  a  county,  and  Three 
Rivers  and  St.  Maurice,  with  20,000  or  21,000, 
brought  together  to  make  a  county,  why  not 
apply  the  same  rule  to  Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil, 
which  would  have  about  21,000  ?  The  hon. 
Minister  of  Public  Works  wished  to  justify  his 
conduct  in  giving  two  members  to  Ottawa  County. 
Who  disputed  that?  Who  said  it  was  wrong  ? 
We  find  out  what  his  idea  of  justice  is  when 
he  divides  Ottawa  County  in  such  a  way  that 
one  member  will  represent  47,000  and  the  other 
about  15,000,  so  that  one  man  in  one  part  of  the 
county  is  as  good  as  three  in  the  other  part.  These 
things  might  exist  if  there  was  no  change,  but 
when  a  change  is  made  why  not  make  the  popu¬ 
lation  as  nearly  as  possible  equal  ?  Why  did  the 
Government  not  do  justice  to  Northumberland  West 
and  Northumberland  East  ?  The  one  has  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  22,000  and  the  other  14,000  or  15,000.  Why 
did  he  not  apply  that  rule  to  those  counties  if  he 
wanted  to  do  justice  ?  In  my  humble  opinion  we 
ought  to  have  a  Redistribution  Bill  based  upon  hon¬ 
esty  and  justice,  and  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  no  country  that  has  not  that  foundation  will 
be  prosperous,  and  the  sooner  we  come  to  under¬ 
stand  that  and  act  upon  it,  the  better  it  will  be  for 
.all  concerned. 

Mr.  Semple. 


Mr.  BOYLE  moved  the  adjournment  of  the  de¬ 
bate. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  debate  adjourned. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  12.20 
a. m.  (Thursday). 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Thursday,  9th  June,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

MUTUAL  LOAN  AND  BUILDING  SOCIETY. 

Mr.  BEAUSOLEIL  moved  that  the  fourth 
report  of  the  Select  Standing  Committee  on  Bank¬ 
ing  and  Commerce,  be  referred  back  to  the  said 
committee  for  further  consideration  and  report. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Will  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  explain  ? 

Mr.  BEAUSOLEIL.  Some  time  ago  a  Bill  was 
introduced  into  this  House  and  referred  to  the 
Banking  and  Commerce  Committee,  to  incorporate 
a  Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Society,  having  its 
principal  office  in  the  city  of  Montreal.  It  was  an 
ordinary  Bill  for  incorporation  of  a  building  society 
upon  the  mutual  principle,  and  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Commerce.  Yester¬ 
day  that  committee  made  a  report  to  this  House 
refusing  to  recommend  the  passage  of  the  Bill,  not 
on  account  of  anything  objectionable  in  the  Bill 
itself,  but  because  the  committee  was  opposed  to 
incorporating  any  building  society  on  the  mutual 
plan.  The  report  is  printed  in  the  Votes  and  Pro¬ 
ceedings  of  yesterday,  and  reads  as  follows  : — 

“  The  committee  have  under  consideration  Bill  No.  55 
to  amalgamate  the  National  Mutual  Loan  and  Building 
Society  of  Montreal  and  the  National  Mutual  Loan  and 
Building  Society  of  Hamilton  under  the  name  of  ‘  The 
National  Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Society,’  and  have 
agreed  to  report  the  preamble  thereof  not  proven,  be¬ 
cause  the  committee  is  opposed  to  granting  special  incor¬ 
poration  to  Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Societies.” 

If  I  am  in  order  in  referring  to  what  took  place  in 
the  committee,  I  may  say  that  the  discussion  was 
not  upon  any  of  the  details  of  the  Bill.  The  Bill 
was  presented  to  the  committee  in  an  amended 
form,  and  printed  in  an  amended  form,  and  was  for 
the  object  simply  of  incorporating  the  Mutual  Loan 
and  Building  Society  of  Canada,  as  it  was  named 
by  the  committee.  The  petition  asked  for  two 
different  things  ;  first,  for  power  to  amalgamate 
with  the  National  Society,  and,  in  the  second 
place,  to  obtain  a  Bill  of  incorporation  giving 
Dominion  rights  under  a  Dominion  charter.  The 
first  part  of  the  Bill  regarding  the  amalgamation, 
was  struck  out  altogether,  and  did  not  form  part  of 
the  printed  Bill  as  proposed  to  be  amended.  The 
only  thing  before  the  committee  was  the  incorpora¬ 
tion  of  the  Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Society,  and 
the  only  reason  why  this  Bill  was  not  reported 
favourably  to  the  House,  was  because  the  com¬ 
mittee  was  opposed  in  principle  to  incorporating 
any  mutual  loan  and  building  society.  I  may  say 
that  I  do  not  think  the  question  has  been  treated 
on  its  merits,  and  full  opportunity  was  not 


3557 


[JUNE  9,  1802.] 


'  3558 


given  to  the  promoters  of  the  Bill  to  be 
heard  in  its  defence.  One  of  the  officials 
of  the  Finance  Department  came  before  the 
committee,  and  made  strong  objections  to  the  Bill, 
or  rather  to  the  prospectus  of  the  company  started 
in  Montreal  under  the  name  of  the  Mutual  Loan 
and  Building  Society.  The  document  he  presented 
was  not  communicated  to  the  promoters  of  the  Bill, 
it  came  upon  them  suddenly,  and  they  were  not  in 
a  position  to  refute  the  statements  contained  in 
that  document  ;  consequently  the  promoters  of  the 
Bill  were  taken  by  surprise,  and  were  at  a  disad¬ 
vantage  in  trying  to  show  the  committee  the  rea¬ 
sons  why  they  wanted  to  be  incorporated,  and 
were  not  at  the  moment  able  to  show  that  the  state¬ 
ments  contained  in  the  document  were  not  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  facts.  I  make  this  motion  to  refer  the 
Bill  back  to  the  committee  in  order  that  the  pro¬ 
moters  of  the  Bill  may  be  heard  in  their  defence, 
and  may  have  an  opportunity  of  confuting  the  state¬ 
ments  contained  in  the  document  submitted  by 
the  officer  in  the  Finance  Department.  I  hope  no 
objection  will  be  raised  to  this  motion,  which  will 
only  be  doing  justice  to  the  interested  parties. 
The  committee  is  not  busy  ;  there  is  only  one  other 
Bill  before  the  committee,  and  there  is  plenty  of 
opportunity  and  plenty  of  time  to  give  the  Bill 
full  and  fair  consideration  on  its  merits. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  asking 
the  House  to  do  what  is,  as  a  rule,  an  unusual  thing, 
and  an  inconvenient  thing.  The  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Commerce  is  a  carefully  selected 
committee  from  both  sides  of  the  House,  and  is,  in 
every  way,  I  should  think,  capable  of  dealing  with 
the  matters  which  come  before  it.  This  Bill  of 
which  the  hon.  gentleman  speaks,  has  been  before 
that  committee  for  several  weeks,  in  one  form  or 
another,  and  at  a  meeting  of  which  due  notice  had 
been  given,  the  matter  was  brought  up  for  final 
decision.  I  was  not  present  at  that  meeting,  but  I 
am  informed  that  the  committee  discussed  the 
question  for  about  two  hours  ;  the  discussion  was 
almost  entirely  with  reference  to  the  principle  of 
the  Bill,  and  the  committee  finally  came  to  the 
conclusion  to  report  adversely  to  the  Bill.  I  do 
not  think  the  hon.  gentleman  has  given  any  strong 
or  cogent  reasons  which  should  lead  the  House  to 
send  back  to  that  committee  a  Bill  upon  which  it 
has  reported,  and  it  would  be  manifestly  a  very 
great  inconvenience  if  these  battles  had  to'be  fought 
over  again  and  again.  I  do  not  see  how  we  can 
accept  the  hon.  gentleman’s  motion. 

Mr.  DA\  IES  (P.E.I. )  There  is  a  great  deal  in 
what  the  Finance  Minister  says,  no  doubt.  The 
Bill  did  come  before  the  proper  committee  and  re¬ 
ceived  a  certain  amount  of  consideration,  and 
I  take  it  that  if  the  committee  had  imported  to  the 
House  adversely  on  any  details  of  the  Bill  itself, 
perhaps  the  House  would  not  be  disposed  to  pursue 
the  matter  any  further.  But  the  lion,  gentleman 
will  see  that  the  committee  has  not  so  reported  ; 
the  committee  have  reported  in  favour  of  adopting 
a  very  important  principle,  and  that  is  that  no  Bill 
of  this  character  should  receive  approval  at  the 
hands  of  the  committee — not  that  this  particular 
Bill  is  bad  in  itself,  or  that  its  provisions  should  not 
be  adopted,  but  that  no  Bill  having  for  its  object 
the  incorporation  of  similar  societies,  should  be 
passed.  1  wish  to  bring  to  the  notice  of  the  hon. 
gentleman  the  fact  that  the  division  was  a  close 
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one,  only  19  to  15,  and  the  proportion  of  members 
present  was  very  small  ;  and  it  is  just  worthy  of 
consideration  whether  the  House  should  commit 
itself  to  the  adoption  of  that  very  important  prin¬ 
ciple,  unless  they  are  satisfied  that  the  whole  body 
of  the  Banking  and  Commerce  Committee  had  a 
fair  opportunity  of  passing  an  opinion  upon  it.  I 
suppose  that  if  the  whole  body  of  the  Banking  and 
Commerce  Committee  had  so  recommended^  the 
House  would  perhaps  not  have  felt  disposed  to 
interfere  again,  but  the  number  present  was  not 
large.  There  is  something  to  be  said  as  to  the  fact 
that  the  committee  were  very  largely  influenced 
by  a  report  made  by  the  Inspector  of  Insurance  ; 
perhaps  the  committee  were  carried  away  for  the 
time  being  by  that  report.  It  was  a  very  strong 
report,  and  my  hon.  friend  says  if  he  had  had 
further  time  he  would  have  been  able  to  present  a 
better  answer  to  it  than  on  the  spur  of  the  moment 
he  was  able  to  present.  For  these  reasons,  I  submit 
that  his  application  is  worthy  of  consideration. 

Mr.  WOOD  (Westmoreland).  I  do  not  wish  to 
enter  into  any  lengthy  discussion,  but  I  can  hardly 
accept  what  the  last  speaker  has  said  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  consideration  given  to  this  Bill.  I 
think  the  number  present  in  the  committee  was  a 
very  fair  number,  a  full  average  attendance,  and 
the  Bill  was  very  thoroughly  and  carefully  con¬ 
sidered.  I  noticed  that  the  members  present  re¬ 
mained  more  quiet,  and  remained  in  the  committee 
for  a  longer  period  than  is  usually  the  case  ;  indeed, 
nearly  the  whole  of  the  members  present  remained 
from  the  opening  to  the  close,  something  over  two 
hours.  I  have  no  objection  to  the  Bill  being  dis¬ 
cussed  in  committee  again,  but  I  consider  the  view 
taken  by  the  Minister  of  Finance  is  the  correct 
one,  that  it  will  establish  a  very  bad  precedent. 
It  v  ill  be  difficult  to  arrive  at  any  final  decision  in 
matters  of  this  kind  if  they  are  referred  back  for  a 
second  discussion,  and  I  do  not  think  they  should 
be,  unless  for  some  very  important  reason,  which  I 
have  not  heard  given  on  this  occasion. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Every  member  of  the  House  is 
aware  that  this  motion  is  not  without  precedent  ; 
on  the  contrary,  is  has  been  adopted  again  and 
again.  The  practice  may  not  be  without  incon¬ 
venience,  but  my  hon.  friend  from  Berthier  (Mr. 
Beausoleil)  has  given  a  reason  which  should  com¬ 
mend  itself  to  the  judgment  of  the  House.  It  is 
manifest  from  the  explanations  given  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  was  strongly  impressed  by  the  report  made 
by  the  officer  of  the  department,  it  is  apparent 
that  the  decision  arrived  at  by  the  committee  was 
largely  based  on  that  report.  My  hon.  friend 
behind  me  states  that  the  promoters  of  the  Bill 
had  no  opportunity  to  discuss  that  document.  A 
general  rule  is  applied  by  that  report,  which  may 
be  a  good  rule  or  not,  but  if  the  promoters  had  no 
opportunity  to  discuss  that  document,  it  is  import¬ 
ant  to  them,  without  referring  to  the  general 
principle,  that  they  should  have  the  privilege  of 
again  going  before  the  committee  and  advancing 
what  reasons  they  can  in  support  of  their  views, 
as  they  might  be  able  to  show  that  this  rule  did 
not  apply  to  their  case.  The  promoters  were  not 
present  and  had  no  opportunity  to  be  heard,  and, 
without  creating  a  precedent,  it  would  be  only  fair 
they  should  be  allowed  to  state  the  reasons  why  in 
their  opinion  the  Bill  should  be  adopted. 
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Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Although  it  may  not  be 
without  precedent,  it  is  obvious  that  cause  should 
be  shown  for  the  adoption  of  such  a  course  as  is 
suggested  in  any  case,  so  that  the  House  might  not, 
merely  on  the  application  of  a  company  based 
on  dissatisfaction  with  a  report  of  that  committee, 
order  the  matter  to  be  reinvestigated  ;  and,  in 
fact,  unless  some  special  reasons  were  assigned,  I 
should  suppose  the  Order  of  the  House  that  the 
Bill  be  referred  back  would  imply  to  the  committee 
that  the  Bill  ought  to  be  passed.  I  think  such  a 
course  should  never  be  adopted  unless  some  one  is 
taken  by  surprise  or  has  something  new  to  urge.  >1 
was  unfortunately  not  able  to  attend  the  meeting 
of  the  committee,  but  I  am  informed  these  are  the 
facts  :  That  the  managers  and  promoters  were 
there  and  were  fully  heard  on  the  report,  and 
made  no  request  for  any  postponement.  If  these 
are  the  facts,  I  think  it  should  be  shown  they  have 
something  new  to  urge,  and  the  Bill  should  not  be 
referred  back  to  the  committee,  simply  in  order 
that  they  may  be  heard  again. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  do  not  think  the 
House  commits  itself  to  the  principle  of  the  Bill  by 
asking  that  it  be  referred  back  to  the  committee, 
unless  the  House  gives  instructions  to  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  I  do  not  understand  the  House  was 
asked  to  give  any  instructions  to  the  committee. 
There  are  two  views  from  which  the  House  may 
consider  the  question  now  before  it.  The  one  is 
the  rights  of  the  parties  who  are  asking  for  a  refer¬ 
ence  of  this  Bill  to  the  committee,  and  the  other 
is  the  extent  to  which  the  House  shall  commit 
itself  to  the  policy  upon  which  the  committee 
acted,  and  which  was  to  some  extent  embodied  in 
the  report  of  the  inspector.  The  statement  in  that 
report,  which  I  think  largely  influenced themajority 
of  the  committee  was  that  the  prospectuses  issued 
by  societies  of  this  sort  or  companies  of  this  kind 
represented  to  the  public  that  very  large  profits 
were  made  on  the  moneys  invested,  and  this 
statement  enticed  persons  to  become  members 
of  such  societies  who  would  not  otherwise  join. 
But  this  objection  would  lie  against  every  society 
engaged  in  business  by  which  very  large  profits 
were  made  or  claimed  to  be  possible.  I  think 
it  would  be  well  that  the  committee  should 
consider  more  fully  the  principle  embodied  in  that 
report  and  the  policy  upon  which  they  acted,  before 
the  House  commits  itself  to  that  view.  There  are 
two  sides  to  the  question,  and  it  would  be  well  if 
the  subject  were  further  considered  before  action 
was  taken.  I  cannot  very  well  see  if  a  similar 
society  were  to  come  before  us  next  year  asking  for 
an  Act  of  incorporation,  how  we  could  grant  it  in 
face  of  the  action  taken  now,  and  before  we  decide 
to  exclude  all  companies  of  this  sort  from  incor¬ 
poration,  the  subject  is  deserving  of  more  consider¬ 
ation  than  the  hurried  consideration  the  committee 
gave  it  yesterday  upon  this  Bill.  I  do  not  see  that 
the  House  commits  itself  one  way  or  the  other  by 
referring  this  Bill  back  to  the  committee  for  further 
consideration.  The  subject  requires  the  very 
fullest  deliberation,  because  whatever  is  done  upon 
this  matter  will  largely  influence  the  action  of 
Parliament  on  all  similar  applications  hereafter. 

Mr.  McKAY.  I  do  not  see  any  good  can  be 
accomplished  by  referring  this  Bill  back  to  the 
committee.  When  it  was  before  the  committee 
yesterday  it  was  discussed  very  fully.  Several 
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gentlemen  interested  in  it  placed  their  views  before 
the  committee  very  fully,  and,  not  only  so,  but 
there  was  quite  a  large  attendance  at  the  meeting. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  There  were  34  members 
present  out  of  1 12. 

Mr.  McKAY.  There  were  more  than  an  average 
attendance.  After  the  report  of  the  Inspector  of 
Insurance,  no  other  conclusion  could  be  arrived  at 
than  the  one  reached.  The  promoters  of  the  Bill 
and  the  inspector  of  the  company  placed  all  matters 
fully  before  the  committee,  and,  no  matter  how 
much  it  might  be  discussed  further,  no  other  con¬ 
clusion  could  be  arrrived  at.  The  Bill  has  been 
before  the  committee  two  months,  every  member 
of  the  committee  knew  it  was  coming  up,  and  I 
fail  to  see  that  any  other  result  could  be  arrived  at 
by  referring  back  the  Bill  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  It  would  be  very  unfair 
for  the  House  to  refuse  the  motion  of  my  hon. 
friend  for  this  reference.  He  has  stated  that  the 
promoters  were  taken  by  surprise,  and,  further,  the 
adoption  of  a  definite  principle  with  respect  to 
these  associations  would  not  be  fair.  It  is  not 
accurate  to  say  that  there  was  an  average  attend¬ 
ance  at  the  committee,  or  anything  like  it.  I 
have  seen  more  than  three  times  the  number 
at  a  meeting,  and  it  would  be  very  unfair 
under  the  circumstances  and  after  the  state¬ 
ment  made  by  my  hon.  friend  that  the  parties 
were  taken  by  surprise,  if  the  reference  were  re¬ 
fused.  I  think  the  custom  is  not  fair,  either  to  the 
committee  or  to  the  parties  interested  in  legislation, 
that  an  officer  should  submit  a  report  of  this  kind 
without  giving  notice  to  the  parties  interested.  It 
is  not  customary  in  the  case  of  any  other  matters 
which  come  before  this  House.  It  would  be  better 
that  the  practice  should  be  that  the  report  should 
go  to  the  solicitor  or  person  interested  on  the  other 
side,  and  that  he  might  have  an  opportunity  of 
being  prepared  at  least  to  answer  the  statement  in 
it  before  the  committee.  It  is  not  fair-play  that, 
under  the  circumstances,  the  House  should  refuse 
to  refer  this  report  back  to  the  committee.  For  myself 
personally,  I  would  not  say  that  I  would  support 
the  principle  of  the  Bill  in  committee,  or  the  prin¬ 
ciple  that  has  been  reported  against  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  but  it  is  only  fair  that  the  parties  interested 
should  have  an  opportunity  of  explaining  their 
views. 

kSir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  promoters  of  this 
particular  Bill  have  heard  the  report  made  by  the 
officer  of  the  Government  to  the  committee.  If  the 
parties  interested  had  not  an  opportunity  of  hear¬ 
ing  the  report,  or  being  present  at  the  committee,  it 
would  be  quite  a  different  thing. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  These  gentlemen  repre¬ 
sent  to  the  House  that  they  were  not  properly  pre¬ 
pared  to  discuss  this  question. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  They  could  have 
asked  for  a  postponement. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  would  represent  this  to  the 
hon.  gentleman.  It  appears  that  this  report  had 
not  been  communicated  to  the  parties  interested 
beforehand,  and  it  would  occur  to  anybody  that 
they  were  not  in  a  position  to  discuss  it  as  if  they 
had  received  notice.  Of  course  upon  the  spur  of 
the  moment  they  discussed  it,  believing  it  was  in 
their  interest  to  do  so,  but  no  doubt  they  would 
have  acted  more  wisely  if  they  had  asked  for  delay. 
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It  seems  to  me  it  would  be  only  fair  to  give  them 
the  opportunity  they  ask  for  of  considering  the 
matter  and  preparing  their  views  on  it. 

Sir  -JOHN  THOMPSON.  They  have  a  local 
charter  in  the  meantime. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  would  call 
the  attention  of  the  Minister  of  Justice  to  the  fact 
that  the  reason  given  by  the  committee  does  un¬ 
doubtedly  involve  the  admission  of  an  unfortunate 
principle.  They  do  not  say  that  they  disapprove 
of  granting  this  charter  by  reason  of  any  special 
objection  they  have  to  the  National  Mutual  Loan 
and  Building  Society  ;  but  they  say  they  have 
agreed  to  report  the  preamble  thereof  not  proven, 
because  the  committee  is  opposed  to  granting 
special  incorporation  to  mutual  loan  and  building 
societies.  If  that  report  is  accepted  by  this  House, 
until  it  is  formally  reversed,  it  undoubtedly  binds 
this  House,  I  think,  not  to  allow  special  incorpora¬ 
tion  to  any  mutual  loan  or  building  society.  That 
may  be  right  or  it  may  be  wrong,  but,  as  the 
Minister  of  Justice  will  see,  it  very  distinctly  lays 
down  a  principle  which  is  applicable  to  all  this 
class  of  societies.  Now,  thirty-four  individual 
members  of  this  House — unless  the  matter  has  been 
specially  delegated  to  them— cannot  be  said  to  be 
entitled  to  bind  the  House,  nor  is  it  prudent  that 
they  should  deal  with  this  class  of  questions  with¬ 
out  'v  ery  special  considerations,  and  without  its 
being  known  that  a  special  question  of  that  kind  is 
likely  to  come  up.  The  hon.  gentleman  knows 
that  very  little  more  than  one-third  of  the  members 
were  present  on  that  occasion.  It  appears  to  me, 
Sir,  that  the  report  does  clearly  constitute  an  im¬ 
portant  rule,  binding  on  the  House. 

Mr.  YY  OOD  (Brockville).  I  for  one  would  be 
quite  prepared  to  abide  by  that  rule.  At  all  events, 

I  would  be  quite  prepared  to  respect  the  report  of 
the  committee,  to  the  extent  that  we  would  not 
reverse  it  here,  as  I  think  we  would  be  practically 
doing  if  we  were  to  send  the  report  back  for  recon¬ 
sideration.  Perhaps  I  may  not  have  heard  the 
hon,  gentleman  distinctly,  but  I  certainly  have  not 
heard  any  good  or  sufficient  reason  ;  I  may  say  I 
have  heard  no  reason  at  all,  which  would  justify  us 
in  sending  this  report  back  to  the  committee  for 
reconsideration.  The  hon.  member  for  North 
Oxford  (Mr.  Sutherland)  said  that  the  committee 
were  taken  by  surprise.  That  in  itself  might  be  a 
sufficient  reason  if  he  had  stated  the  circumstances 
under  which  the  committee  were  so  taken  by 
surprise,  but  if  it  were  simply  the  quoting  from  the 
report  of  the  inspector - 

Mr.  STj  THERLAND.  The  hon.  member  mis¬ 
understood  me.  I  said  the  parties  promoting  the 
Bill  were  taken  by  surprise,  and  had  no  notice  of 
this  report  until  it  was  read  before  the  committee 

Mr.  YY  OOD  (Brockville).  Then  they  were  not 
ready  with  their  case,  and  yet  it  had  been  a  long 
time  before  the  committee.  They  should  have  been 
prepared  there  to  meet  any  arguments  that  might 
be  adduced  in  that  report  in  opposition  to  the  Bill 
itself.  I  submit  to  the  House  that  we  should  fol¬ 
low  the  principle  of  not  interfeiing  with  the  reports 
of  committees  where  the  Bills  in  question,  or  the 
principles  involved,  had  been  carefully  considered, 
because  that  would  lay  down  a  precedent  which 
would  enable  every  person  disappointed  with  the 
report  on  a  Bill  from  so  important  a  committee  as 


the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Commerce,  to  move 
on  every  occasion  to  have  it  referred  back  to  the 
committee.  If  you  have  no  better  reason  to  ad¬ 
vance  in  support  of  such  a  motion  as  that  now 
proposed,  I  cannot  see  for  the  life  of  me,  how  you 
can  prevent  any  report  of  any  committee  from 
being  sent  back,  on  the  mere  motion  of  any  mem¬ 
ber  who  wishes  to  have  it  sent  back. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  There  is  a  very 
important  distinction.  If  the  committee  had  exam¬ 
ined  this  Bill  and  disapproved  of  the  Bill  per  se,  1 
would  hesitate  a  great  deal  about  supporting  a 
motion  to  refer  it  back.  But  that  is  not  the  case. 
They  expressly  state,  by  implication  at  least,  that 
they  do  not  care  whether  the  Bill  itself  is  good  or 
bad,  but  they  disapprove  of  the  whole  class  of 
societies  of  which  this  forms  one.  It  is  an  import¬ 
ant  question,  and  it  would  do  very  little  harm  to 
have  it  thoroughly  threshed  out.  My  hon.  friend 
from  North  Oxford  (Mr.  Sutherland)  stated  that 
the  promoters  of  the  Bill  had  no  expectation  of 
being  called  upon  to  deal  with  the  question  raised, 
and  all  thej^  expected  to  have  to  deal  with  were 
the  individual  circumstances  pertinent  to  that 
particular  charter. 

Mr.  YY  OOD  (Brockville).  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  very  first  thing  that  would  suggest  itself  to  the 
promoters  of  the  Bill  would  have  been  the  question 
of  jurisdiction. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  It  is  not  a 
question  of  jurisdiction  ;  it  is  a  question  of  expe¬ 
diency. 

Mr.  \\  OOD  (Brockville).  Expediency,  I  should 
have  said. 

Mr.  BEAUSOLEIL.  If  the  Bill  had  been  before 
the  committee  for  a  long  time,  it  was  not  the  fault 
of  the  promoters.  They  came  twice  to  Ottawa  be¬ 
fore  the  Banking  and  Commerce  Committee,  but 
the  committee  was  not  prepared  to  hear  them,  and 
it  was  postponed  for  one  reason  or  another  ;  once 
because  the  House  was  going  to  adjourn,  and  an¬ 
other  time  because  the  committee  were  not  ready. 
The  interested  parties  were  never  informed  that 
there  would  be  any  opposition  to  the  Bill  in  its 
present  shape.  They  were  informed  that  if  amal¬ 
gamation  was  intended  there  would  be  opposition  ; 
but  that  part  of  the  Bill  was  withdrawn.  They 
were  not  expecting  opposition  on  that  point,  and  it 
was  a  surprise  to  everybody,  to  the  members  of  the 
committee  as  well  as  to  the  promoters  of  the  Bill, 
that  one  of  the  officers  of  the  Finance  Department 
should  come  before  the  committee  with  a  long 
statement  covering  several  pages  of  closely  type¬ 
written  matter,  with  figures  and  considerations 
of  which  they  never  had  heard  anything,  and 
spring  it  upon  the  committee,  and  have  a 
vote  taken  upon  the  influence  of  that  state¬ 
ment  which  we  had  no  opportunity  to  see  or  dis¬ 
cuss,  and  consequently  no  opportunity  to  refute. 
The  parties  interested  in  this  Bill  purpose  to  extend 
their  operations  all  over  the  Dominion  under  a 
Dominion  charter,  and  they  are  prepared  to  show 
that  this  report  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  facts, 
and  they  wish  an  opportunity  of  going  before  the 
committee  to  do  so.  Therefore,  as  a  member  of  this 
House,  I  would  ask  that  the  committee  be  requested 
further  to  consider  the  question  of  incorporating 
the  National  Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Society. 
To  refuse  to  send  the  report  back  will  be  equivalent 
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to  excluding  this  particular  class  of  companies  from 
coming  before  this  Parliament  for  a  Dominion 
charter  ;  it  will  be  a  declaration  by  this  Parliament 
that  such  companies  will  be  prohibited  in  the 
Dominion  of  Canada.  I  do  not  believe  this  House 
is  prepared  to  take  that  position,  and  I  have  heard 
no  reason  adduced  why  it  should  do  so,  or  why  at 
a  moment’s  notice  it  should,  on  a  recommendation 
of  a  minority  of  the  committee,  reject  a  Bill  which 
is  entitled  to  better  consideration  than  it  has 
received.  I  believe  that  perfectly  satisfactory  and 
sufficient  reasons  have  been  given  why  the  House 
should  send  this  Bill  back  to  the  committee  for 
further  consideration.  It  lias  not  been  examined 
in  any  of  its  clauses.  None  of  the  powers  asked 
for  are  exorbitant  or  more  than  have  been  granted 
to  other  companies,  and  it  is  only  fair  and  just  that 
it  should  receive  the  ordinary  courtesy  and  fair  con¬ 
sideration  which  is  always  given  by  this  House  to 
any  Bill  presented  to  it. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  In  the  committee  I  expressed 
myself  in  favour  of  giving  this  Bill  a  hearing,  and 
I  am  still  of  that  opinion.  At  the  same  time,  I  do 
not  think  this  House  should,  except  in  very  excep¬ 
tional  circumstances,  review  the  action  of  a  com¬ 
mittee,  and  therefore  I  do  not  propose  to  support 
the  motion  to  recommit  the  Bill.  I  say  this,  so  that 
when  the  Bill  comes  up  again  next  session,  as  I 
suppose  it  will,  I  shall  not  be  held  as  having  voted 
against  the  principle  of  the  Bill. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  As  one  of  those  who  voted 
with  the  majority,  I  may  say  that  my  position  is 
somewhat  similar  to  that  of  the  hon.  gentleman 
who  has  just  taken  his  seat.  If  it  were  proper  to 
refer  to  what  took  place  in  the  committee,  I  might 
say  that  the  report  on  which  the  committee  are 
said  to  have  acted,  is  not  strictly  correct.  It  was 
brought  forward  as  an  amendment  to  the  report  as 
first  written,  and  was  passed  when  there  was  a 
good  deal  of  confusion,  and  when  a  good  many  of 
those  who  had  taken  part  in  the  deliberations  of 
the  committee  had  left  the  room.  I  myself  was 
opposed  to  the  adoption  of  the  report  in  the  form 
in  which  it  came  before  the  House. 

House  divided  on  motion  of  Mr.  Beausoleil : 


Yeas  : 
Messieurs 


Allan, 

Girouard  (Two  Mountains), 

Bain  (Wentworth), 

Godbout, 

Beausoleil, 

Grieve, 

B6chard, 

Guay, 

Beith, 

Landerkin, 

Bernier, 

Laurier, 

Borden, 

Lavergne, 

Bourassa, 

Leduc, 

Bowers, 

Legris, 

Brown, 

Lister, 

Bruneau, 

Livingston, 

Campbell, 

Lowell, 

Carroll, 

Macdonald  (Huron), 

Cartwright  (Sir  Richard), 

McGregor, 

Charlton, 

McMillan  (Huron), 

Choquette, 

McMullen, 

Christie, 

Mignault, 

Colter, 

Mills  (Bothwell), 

Davies, 

Dawson, 

Paterson  (Brant), 

Rider, 

Devlin, 

Rinfret, 

Dupont, 

Sanborn, 

Featherston, 

Semple, 

Flint, 

Somerville, 

Geoffrion, 

Sutherland, 

Gibson, 

Gillmor, 

Mr.  Beausoleil. 

Teo.— 53. 

Nays  : 
Messieurs 


Arnyot, 

Baird, 

Bennett, 

Bergin, 

Bowell, 

Boyle, 

Burnham, 

Cameron, 

Cargill, 

Carignan, 

Carling, 

Carpenter, 

Caron  (Sir  Adolphe), 
Cleveland, 

Coatsworth, 

Cochrane, 

Cockburn, 

Corbould, 

Costigan, 

Daly, 

Davin, 

Davis, 

Denison, 

Desaulniers, 

Dewdney, 

Dickey, 

Dugas, 

Dyer, 

Earle,  * 

Fairbairn , 

Ferguson  (Leeds  &  Gren.), 
Ferguson  (Renfrew), 
Foster, 

Frechette, 

Gillies, 

Grandbois, 

Guillet, 

Haggart, 

Hazen, 

Hearn, 

Henderson, 

Hodgins, 

Hughes, 

Ingram, 

Joneas, 

Kaulbach, 

Kenny, 

Langevin  (Sir  Hector), 
Motion  negatived. 


Macdonald  (King’s), 
Macdonald  (Winnipeg), 
Macdonell  (Algoma),, 
Mackintosh, 

McAlister, 

McDougald  (Pictou), 
McKay, 

McLean  (King’s), 
McLennan, 

McNeill, 

Madill, 

Mara, 

Masson, 

Metcalfe, 

Miller, 

Mills  (Annapolis), 
Moncrieff, 

Montague, 

Northrup, 

Patterson  (Colchester), 
Patterson  (Huron), 
Pridham, 

Putnam, 

Reid, 

Robillard, 

Roome, 

Rosamond, 

Rowan, 

Ryckman, 

Simard, 

Smith  (Ontario), 

Sproule, 

Stairs, 

Stevenson, 

Taylor, 

Thompson  (Sir  John), 
Tisdale, 

Turcotte, 

Tyrwhitt, 

Wallace, 

Weldon, 

Welsh, 

White  (Cardwell), 

White  (Shelburne), 

Wilmot, 

Wilson, 

Wood  (Brockville), 

Wood  (Westmoreland). — 96'. 


PRIVATE  BILLS. 

Mr.  DENISON  moved  : 

That  the  time  for  receiving  reports  from  the  Private 
Bills  Committee  be  extended  to  Friday,  the  17th  June,  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendation  of  the  Select  Stand¬ 
ing  Committee  on  Miscellaneous  Private  Bills. 

Motion  agreed  to. 


ST.  MAURICE  PUBLIC  WORKS. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN  asked,  Whether  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Public  Works  has  been  negotiating  with 
any  parties  in  Three  Rivers,  or  elsewhere,  for 
leasing  or  farming  out  the  public  works,  booms, 
slides,  &c.,  on  the  St.  Maurice?  If  so,  who  are  the 
parties,  and  what  has  been  the  decision  arrived  at  ?' 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Propositions  have  been  made  to. 
the  department  for  the  lease  of  the  property  men¬ 
tioned,  but  no  decision  has  been  arrived  at. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Who  are  the  parties  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  One  is  Mr.  Gagnon  and  the 
other  is  Mr.  Baptist. 

BUSINESS  OF  THE  HOUSE. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  : 

That  Government  Orders  have  precedence  next  after 
“  Questions  put  by  Members,”  on  Mondays  during  the 
remainder  of  this  session. 
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He  said  :  I  think  the  House  will  agree  with  me 
that  for  many  sessions  past  the  opportunities  for 
bringing  forward  private  business  have  not  been 
anything  like  so  great  as  they  have  been  this  year. 
The  Notices  of  Motion  have  been  repeatedly  gone 
through,  the  Public  Bills  and  Orders  have  been 
gone  through  on  two  or  three  occasions,  and  in 
addition  to  that  the  Bills  which  are  before  the 
House  on  Government  Orders  are  such  as  to  require 
every  moment  the  House  can  give  to  them  if  pro¬ 
rogation  is  to  take  place  at  anything  like  a  reason¬ 
able  time  before  midsummer.  I  think  the  diligence 
with  which  the  House  has  proceeded  with  business 
this  session  justifies  me  in  asking  that  Mondays 
shall  be  given  for  Government  business  for  the 
remainder  of  the  session. 

Mr.  I-AURIER.  I  would  have  hoped  that  this 
motion  would  not  have  come  up  at  this  period.  As 
the  hon.  gentleman  is  aware,  there  are  still  on  the 
Order  Paper  for  next  Monday  no  less  than  three 
important  measures  which  should  receive  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  House.  Moreover,  this  is  a  motion 
which  only  comes  at  a  time  when  prorogation  is 
almost  within  sight,  and  I  am  sorry  to  say  that  the 
blessed  day  is  not  yet  at  all  visible  to  the  naked 
eye.  I  may  say  that  I  understood  the  lion,  gentle¬ 
man  to  have  told  us  some  few  days  ago  that  there 
were  still  measures  to  come  from  the  Government. 
I  do  not  deny  that  opportunities  have  been  ample 
this  session  for  members  of  the  House  generally  to 
present  their  own  measures  and  views,  but  the  hon. 
gentleman  will  not  deny  that  the  Government  have 
had  as  many  opport  unities  to  bring  on  their  motions, 
and  if  I  understood  the  hon.  gentleman  correctly 
some  few  days  ago,  the  Government  have  still  other 
measures  to  bring  down. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  not  aware  of  any 
measures  to  be  brought  down  except  the  Supple¬ 
mentary  Estimates. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  put  the  question  the  other 
day  to  the  hon.  gentleman  with  regard  to  the  mission 
at  Washington,  and  I  understood  him  to  say  he  had 
other  measures  to  bring  down. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  said  that  a  state¬ 
ment  would  be  made  and  communications  laid  on 
the  Table. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  I  would  like  to  know  if  the  hon. 
gentleman  will  give  us  a  day  to  consider  the  motion 
that  I  had  the  honour  to  move  last  Monday  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  have  no  power  to 
give  the  hon.  gentleman  a  day  for  that  purpose. 
Even  if  next  Monday  were  not  taken,  he  could  not 
except  that  it  would  be  reached,  because  there  are 
two  important  Bills,  which  will  require  very  full  con¬ 
sideration,  standing  before  his  motion,  and  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  that  there  is  a  motion  which  will  certainly 
take  more  than  one  day,  if  it  be  reached,  and  that  is 
the  motion  in  regard  to  the  North-West  Territories. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  Before  this  motion  is  carried,  I 
beg  leave  to  state  that  I  have  on  the  Notice  Paper 
a  resolution  which  I  will  take  the  first  opportunity 
of  moving  on  some  occasion  when  going  into  Supply, 
as  I  would  like  to  have  action  taken  on  the  subject. 
The  resolution  is  to  the  effect  that  it  is  expedient 
the  Government  should  provide  an  official  inspec¬ 
tion  of  cheese  and  butter. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  understand,  then,  from  the 
hon.  gentleman,  that  the  Government  have  nothing 


more  to  bring  except  the  Supplementary  Esti¬ 
mates  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Nothing  that  I  am 
aware  of  at  present. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  That  applies  to  the  question 
of  railway  subsidies?  Nothing  further  in  that  line  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  My  colleague  has  just 
reminded  me  that  there  may  be  resolutions  on  that 
subject. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  That  is  very 
inexpedient. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

THE  CENSUS  RETURNS. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Before  the 
Orders  of  the  Day  are  called,  I  would  ask  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  whether  he  can  inform  me 
at  what  date  the  census  bulletin  giving  the  birth¬ 
places  of  the  people  is  likely  to  be  laid  before  us  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  It  is  now  in  type  and  expected 
in  a  few  days — early  in  the  week,  if  not  before. 

BRITISH  FARMER  DELEGATES’  REPORT. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  Minister  of  Justice  if  we  are  to  have  another 
opportunity  to  move  for  the  production  of  the 
report  of  the  British  Farmer  Delegates,  Messrs. 
McQueen  and  Davey,  on  the  Maritime  Provinces  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  If  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  will  make  his  motion  to-morrow,  when  motions 
are  called,  I  will  ask  the  consent  of  the  House  to 
have  it  adopted  in  order  that  the  papers  may  be 
laid  on  the  Table. 

REPRESENTATION  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF 
COMMONS. 

House  resumed  adjourned  debate  on  the  proposed 
motion  of  Sir  John  Thompson  :  “  That  Bill  (No.  76) 
to  readjust  the  Representation  in  the  House  of 
Commons,  be  read  a  second  time  ;  ”  and  the  motion 
of  Mr.  McCarthy  in  amendment  thereto. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  I  do  not  rise  for  the  purpose  of 
discussing  the  elaborate  legal  problem  which  was 
presented  to  this  House  the  other  day  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies),  and  which  has 
received  the  very  able  consideration  of  the  legal 
authorities  in  this  House.  Nor  is  it  my  intention 
to  endeavour  to  prove  that  the  scheme  submitted 
by  the  Government  is  the  best  which  could  possi¬ 
bly  be  devised  under  any  circumstances.  It  is  my 
purpose  to  consider  the  scheme  briefly,  as  I  do  not 
wish  to  occupy  at  any  great  length  the  time  of  this 
House,  and  also  to  compare  it  with  the  scheme  pro¬ 
pounded  by  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  in 
his  amendment.  The  preamble  of  that  amendment 
reads  as  follows  : — 

“  That  the  said  Bill  be  not  now  read  a  second  time,  but 
that  it  be  resolved, that  the  distribution  of  seats  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House  should,  so  far  as- practicable,  be  based  on 
equality  of  population,  due  regard  being  had  to  the  com¬ 
munity  of  interests  existing  in  localities,  a  full  and  fair 
expression  of  public  opinion,  and  the  permanence  and 
stability  of  constituencies.” 

I  may  say  that  I  agree  in  toto  with  every  proposi¬ 
tion  propounded  in  that  preamble.  I  agree  that 
the  distribution  of  seats  of  the  members  of  this 
House  should,  so  far  as  practicable,  be  based  on 
equality  of  population,  due  regard  being  had  to  the 
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community  of  interests  existing  in  localities,  a  full 
and  fair  expression  of  public  opinion,  and  the  per¬ 
manence  and  stability  of  constituencies.  I  will  go 
further  and  say  that  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  no 
Government,  no  Parliament,  no  body  of  men  how¬ 
ever  powerful,  would  be  justified  in  making  use  of 
their  power  and  majority  for  the  purpose  of  going 
outside  these  well  defined  limitations  in  the  redis¬ 
tribution  of  the  people’s  representation.  But,  Sir, 
after  reciting  the  preamble,  the  hon.  gentleman  in 
his  amendment,  goes  on  to  say  : 

“That  the  most  effectual  way  of  accomplishing  these 
ends  is  to  assume  county  and  city  boundaries  as  the 
natural  limits  of  electoral  districts,  with  equitable  divi¬ 
sions  thereof,  constituted  with  compactness  as  regards 
geographical  position,  and  based  on  well-known  existing 
areas  where  the  population  entitles  the  city  or  county  to 
two  or  more  representatives.” 

If  this  is  intended  to  be  read  as  being  in  favour  of 
allowing  the  cities  their  full  quota  of  representa¬ 
tion  according  to  population,  I  am  to  the  fullest 
extent  also  in  favour  of  that  proposition.  I  can  see 
no  reason  why  an  elector  residing  within  the  bounds 
of  a  city  should  in  any  way  be  placed  at  a 
disadvantage  or  be  considered  to  occupy  an  inferior 
position  to  one  residing  in  a  rural  constituency.  I 
say  the  recognition  of  the  principle  of  inequality 
iu  that  respect  would  work  evil  between  our  urban 
and  rural  populations.  The  organizations  which 
exist  so  largely  in  cities,  known  as  trade  unions, 
bodies  of  artisans,  and  labouring  men,  would 
very  quickly  recognize  this  distinction,  would 
very  quickly  realize  that  they  were  not 
placed  in  the  same  position  with  regard  to 
electoral  freedom  as  their  neighbours  who 
might  reside  outside  city  boundaries.  I  have 
listened  with  a  great  deal  of  attention  and 
care  to  the  observations  which  have  been  made,  not 
only  by  gentlemen  on  the  opposite  side  of  the 
House,  but  also  of  gentlemen  on  this  side  of  the 
House,  regarding  the  present  representation  of 
cities.  They  have  told  us  that,  in  consequence  of 
the  rural  constituencies  being  represented  in  this 
House  largely  by  gentlemen  whose  residences  are 
in  the  cities,  therefore  the  cities  are  indirectly  re¬ 
presented  now  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  give  them 
their  full  legal  or  nominal  quota  of  representatives 
in  this  House.  I  can  see  no  good  sound  argument 
in  that,  because,  if  that  is  conceded,  the  rural  con¬ 
stituencies  will  on  their  behalf  begin  to  think 
whether  they  are  not  deceived  in  the  quality  of 
their  representatives,  when  they  have  given  them 
a  brief,  so  to  speak,  to  represent  them  on  the  floor 
of  this  House,  and  find  it  implied  by  speeches  made 
here  that  these  gentlemen  are  not  true  to  the  obli¬ 
gation  they  have  undertaken,  but  that,  instead  of 
representing  the  constituencies  they  are  elected  to 
represent,  they  allow  them  to  fall  into  the  back¬ 
ground  and  give  their  attention  to  the  cities 
where  their  property  lies  or  where  they  may 
reside.  The  first  result  of  that  would  be 
that  the  rural  constituencies  would  reject  the 
candidates  who  resided  in  the  cities,  and  the  effect 
would  be  injurious  to  the  quality  of  this  House, 
because  we  are  prepared  to  admit  that  on  both 
sides  gentlemen  sit  in  this  House  whose  residence 
is  in  cities,  but  whose  constituency  is  outside,  and 
whose  presence  here  is  an  honour,  an  advantage, 
and  an  ornament  to  the  House,  and  a  benefit  to 
the  country.  It  would  be  reactionary  for  us  to 
curtail  the  power  of  the  expression  of  public 
opinion  in  that  direction  on  the  floor  of  Parlia- 
Mr.  Boyle. 


ment.  We  have  always  admitted  the  principle  of 
non-residence.  It  is  not  necessary  for  the  exercise 
of  the  franchise  that  the  voter  should  reside  in  the 
constituency  in  which  he  votes.  He  may  reside 
outside  the  country  altogether,  but,  because  he  has 
a  certain  interest  in  the  constituency,  the  laws  of 
the  country  will  allow  him  to  exercise  his  franchise 
therein.  Why  should  a  stigma  be  put  on  those 
gentlemen  who  live  in  cities  and  represent  rural 
constituencies  ?  I  think  this  Bill  might  have  given 
to  the  cities  their  full  quota  of  representation  in 
this  House.  But,  if  reasons  have  been  assigned  by 
a  few  gentlemen  on  this  side  of  the  House  for  not 
giving  cities  the  full  representation,  the 
greater  burden  of  that  argument  has  come 
from  the  other  side.  We  heard  the  leader  of 
the  Opposition  and  other  hon.  gentlemen  re¬ 
ferring  at  length  to  this  matter  ;  but  without 
being  uncharitable  or  wishing  to  ascribe  motives,  I 
could  not  help  thinking  that  those  hon.  gentlemen 
had  other  reasons  than  those  they  stated  for  not 
desiring  the  full  representation  of  cities  in  this 
Parliament.  During  the  recent  election  we  know 
that  the  hon.  gentleman  went  through  the  length 
and  breadth  of  this  land  and  addressed  large  audi¬ 
ences.  The  leader  of  the  Opposition  went  to  Mon¬ 
treal  and  Toronto,  and  spoke  to  immense  audiences. 
He  wooed  them  with  honeyed  words  and  specious 
arguments,  and  endeavoured  to  influence  them  with 
that  charm  of  manner  which  is  almost  an  argument 
in  itself.  But  he  did  not  get  the  city  constituencies. 
They  would  have  none  of  him.  They  rejected  his 
candidates  and  the  candidates  of  his  party  by  large 
majorities,  and  now,  if  he  proposes  to  put  more 
power  in  the  rural  constituencies  than  in  the  cities 
as  to  their  representation  in  Parliament,  he  may 
have  more  reasons  than  one  for  the  course  he  is 
adopting.  Having  said  this  much,  I  have  to  draw 
a  distinction.  I  am  entirely  opposed  to  the  limi¬ 
tation  of  county  and  city  boundaries.  I  say  that 
such  a  restriction  is  absurd  and  useless,  that  there 
is  no  necessity  whatever  for  interfering 
with  the  exercise  of  the  cardinal  principle 
laid  down  in  the  preamble,  namely,  equality  of  re¬ 
presentation.  We  are  told  that  is  the  English 
practice.  That  may  be  the  case.  The  English 
people  may  see  the  reason  for  confining  the  repre¬ 
sentation  to  counties  on  the  one  hand  and  cities  on 
the  other,  but,  though  yielding  to  no  man  in  this 
House  in  my  loyalty  to  Great  Britain  and  to  its  insti¬ 
tutions,  I  do  not  think  I  am  called  upon  to  follow 
slavishly  every  principle  and  every  practice  which 
is  adopted  there.  This  is  one  custom  which, in  this 
country,  would  be  more  honoured  in  the  breach 
than  in  the  observance.  It  may  be  advisable  to  do 
this  in  certain  instances,  but,  if  all  the  other  cir¬ 
cumstances  which  go  to  makeup  representation  are 
involved,  it  will  not  stop  there.  You  have  one  con¬ 
stituency  with  a  population  of  32,000  or  33,000,  and 
another  with  a  population  of  18,000.  As  a  nation,  we 
are  too  much  isolated  now.  We  have  our  provincial 
isolation.  We  are  known  as  British  Columbians,  and 
Manitobans,  and  Nova  Scotians,  and  Ontarians,  and 
Quebeckers,  while  we  ought  to  be  known  simply  as 
Canadians.  The  principle  of  the  British  North  Am¬ 
erica  Act,  which  is  our  constitution,  may  be  respon¬ 
sible  for  that,  but  I  do  not  think  our  differences  stop 
there.  Nationally  we  are  known  as  Germans,  Scotch, 
English,  Irish,  French,  and  almost  everything  but 
Canadians.  Some  people,  with  a  little  more  senti¬ 
ment  or  feeling  than  others,  call  themselves,  English- 
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Canadians,  or  Irish -Canadians, or  French-Canadians, 
as  the  case  may  be,  but  we  have  not  yet  arrived  at 
the  point  where  we  call  ourselves  simply  Cana¬ 
dians.  I  was  surprised  to  hear  that  this  province 
has  apparently  been  divided  again,  and  is  now 
known  as  eastern  Ontario  and  western  Ontario. 
This  sectional  idea,  if  carried  out,  might  be  fatal 
to  the  life  of  this  Dominion.  We  should  endeavour 
to  develop  a  broader  sentiment  than  that.  We 
should  feel  that  we  are  not  local  or  sectional  but 
cosmopolitan,  and  that  here  we  are  laying  the 
foundations  of  a  nation,  that  we  have  interests 
interwoven  with  other  provinces,  that  we  here  in 
Ontario  are  concerned  for  the  interests  of  Manitoba 
or  British  Columbia,  and  they  are  concerned  for  oiir 
interests,  and  no  good  results  can  be  expected 
from  keeping  up  the  boundaries  which  separate  one 
province  from  another  or  one  county  from  another. 
But  there  are  other  even  more  practicable  objec¬ 
tions  to  the  scheme  propounded  by  the  member  for 
North  Simcoe.  Hon.  gentlemen  will  bear  in  mind 
that  the  representation  of  the  different  provinces  is 
arbitrary  ;  according  to  the  Confederation  Act  the 
Province  of  Quebec  is  limited  to  Go  members,  and 
that  becomes  the  relative  proportion  of  representa¬ 
tion  for  all  the  other  provinces  ;  therefore  the  re¬ 
presentation  for  the  Province  of  Ontario  is  limited 
to  92.  But  with  this  arbitrary  figure  as  the  number 
which  shall  represent  the  Province  of  Ontario  on 
the  floor  of  this  House,  we  have  to  enter  into  con¬ 
sideration  with  an  intangible  quantity,  and  we 
have  to  divide  that  uncertain  sum  by  the  figure  of 
92  to  make  it  come  out  exactly  equal.  Granted 
that  it  is  possible  now  in  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
and  that  a  fairly  equal  basis  of  representation  can 
be  obtained  by  it,  it  does  not  follow  that  in  ten 
years  from  now,  when  the  representation  will  have 
to  be  readjusted  again,  the  same  effect  might  be 
produced.  The  representation  from  Ontario  then 
might  be  96,  and  the  figure  might  not  come  out 
exactly  equal.  But  this  can  be  more  fully  empha¬ 
sized  by  reference  to  the  Province  of  Quebec,  which 
has  Go  representatives,  and  has  had  that  number 
since  the  beginning  of  Confederation,  and  for 
almost  time  immemorial  prior  to  that,  and  where 
this  principle  of  confining  the  representation 
to  county  boundaries  has  had  its  fullest  play 
and  exercise.  In  that  province,  of  the  Go  repre¬ 
sentatives,  59  represent  county  constituencies,  and 
6  represent  city  constituencies.  The  hou.  member 
for  North  Simcoe,  in  elaborating  his  scheme,  said 
there  would  have  to  be  some  elasticity  connected 
with  it,  and  he  said  he  would  be  willing  to  grant  a 
margin  of  20  per  cent  either  way  ;  that  a  constitu¬ 
ency  falling  20  per  cent  below  the  unit,  might  be 
entitled  to  its  full  representation,  while,  on  the 
other  hand,  if  it  went  20  per  cent  above  the  unit, 
and  no  more,  it  could  not  obtain  any  additional 
representation.  The  effect  of  this,  as  stated  by  my 
lion,  friend  from  North  Grey  (Mr.  Masson)  the 
other  night,  would  be  to  make  the  minimum 
18,400,  I  think,  and  the  maximum  27,600,  or  a 
difference  of  50  per  cent,  a  pretty  wide  margin 
indeed.  Now,  to  work  this  out  as  he  stated  it 
should  be  worked  out  to  give  it  the  fullest  play,  I 
find  that  additional  representatives  would  have  to 
be  given  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  as  follows  :  the 
County  of  Beauce,  with  37,222  population,  one  new 
member  ;  to  the  constituency  of  Chicoutimi  and 
Saguenay,  with  38,281  population,  one  new  mem¬ 
ber  ;  to  the  constituency  of  Drummond  and  Artha- 


baska,  with  a  population  of  43,923,  one  new  mem¬ 
ber  ;  to  the  County  of  Hochelaga,  with  a  population 
of  80,988,  two  new  members  :  to  the  County  of  Ot¬ 
tawa,  with  a  population  of  64,056, two  new  members ; 
and  to  the  city  of  Montreal,  with  a  population  of 
216,650,  six  new  members,  making  in  all  13  new 
representatives  in  that  province.  But  the  repre¬ 
sentation  is  to  remain  as  it  is  at  present,  with  65 
members  ;  therefore  there  are  54  counties  in  which 
these  13  are  to  be  taken,  leaving  41  counties  which 
will  have  to  be  readjusted  in  order  to  secure  these 
13  new  representatives.  Now,  I  have  gone  over 
the  map  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  with  some  care  : 
I  have  also  taken  the  census  of  the  population  of 
the  different  constituencies,  and,  irrespective  of 
any  party  advantage — because  I  contend  that 
should  not  have  any  play  in  this  matter — for  the. 
purpose  of  working  out  that  scheme  honestly  and 
fairly,  I  have  endeavoured  to  see  what  result  could 
be  accomplished  by  it.  I  have  added  the  Counties 
of  Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil  together,  with  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  20,41 1,  and  that  would  give  one  represen¬ 
tative  to  supply  one  of  the  vacancies  which  have 
been  created.  I  would  give  one  member  to  the 
Counties  of  Montcalm  and  L’Assomption,  with  a 
united  population  of  25,805,  and  that  would  leave 
another  representative  to  fill  a  vacancy.  Next,  I 
would  put  Napierville  and  Laprairie,  with  a  united 
population  of  21,001,  together  and  this  would  give 
one  more  representative  for  the  purpose  of  filling  a 
vacancy.  Next,  I  wrouldadd  Chambly  and  Yerohe- 
res  together,  with  a  total  population  of  23,961,  and 
another  member  would  be  set  at  large  for  the  purpose 
of  filling  a  vacancy.  Then,  I  would  add  St.  Maurice 
and  Three  Rivers  together,  with  a  total  population 
of  21,401,  and  this  would  set  at  liberty  another 
representative  to  fill  another  vacancy.  Now,  if  I 
have  added  up  the  figures  correctly,  I  find  six 
members  that  could  be  taken  out  of  the  Province 
of  Quebec  for  the  purpose  of  filling  13  vacancies 
under  the  scheme  propounded  by  the  member  for 
North  Simcoe.  But  if  we  go  a  little  further  and 
make  the  margin  still  wider,  giving  more  elasti¬ 
city  to  the  scheme,  and  say  that  a  margin  of  30 
per  cent  be  given  instead  of  20  per  cent,  which 
will  make  a  difference  between  the  minimum  and 
maximum  of  nearly  100  per  cent,  still  the  scheme 
cannot  be  accomplished.  UndeV  that  rule  we  could 
add  the  Counties  of  Chateauguay  and  Huntingdon, 
with  a  united  population  of  27,666,  by  which  one 
more  vacancy  could  be  created.  Then  we  could 
add  the  Counties  of  Napierville  and  Rouville,  with 
a  united  population  of  27,905,  by  which  another 
vacancy  could  be  filled  ;  and  the  Counties  of  LTslet 
and  Montmagny,  with  a  population  of  28,548,  by 
which  another  vacancy  could  be  filled  ;  making,  in 
all,  nine,  and  that  is  the  most  that  could  be  accom¬ 
plished  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  under  the 
scheme  proposed  by  the  member  for  North  Simcoe. 
So  I  say  there  is  no  possibility  of  working  that  out 
as  applied  to  the  Province  of  Quebec,  and  I  am 
confident  that  the  same  difficulties  would  arise  if 
we  attempted  to  apply  it  to  the  other  provinces 
as  well.  I  now  come  to  consider  the  politi¬ 
cal  effect  of  the  scheme  submitted  to  the  House 
by  the  leader  of  the  Government,  and  the  effect 
of  the  other  scheme  submitted  by  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  lion,  member  for  North  Simcoe. 

I  must  say  that,  after  considering  the  scheme 
carefully,  I  am  unable  to  see  that  there  is  any 
political  advantage  to  be  gained,  or  that  any 
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has  been  sought,  by  the  Government  in  the  Bill  now 
before  us.  It  is  -true,  that  by  a  process  of  skilful 
argument,  an  apparent  injustice  may  be  shown  to 
exist  in  certain  localities,  but  the  advocate  who 
would  put  that  forward  and  who  would  endeavour 
to  show  an  injustice  by  that  means,  would  care¬ 
fully  suppress  the  fact  that  in  some  other  localities 
a  disadvantage  will  be  the  result  to  the  party.  But 
if  the  advantages  and  disadvantages  are  put 
together,  if  the  one  is  balanced  against  the  other, 
it  will  be  seen,  I  think,  that  no  political  advantage 
can  accrue  to  the  party  in  power  in  consecptence  of 
the  scheme  which  has  been  propounded  by  the 
leader  of  the  Government.  The  Minister  of  Public 
Works,  the  other  night,  in  his  able  speech  upon 
this  question  as  regards  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
stated  that  in  the  last  election  in  1891,  38  Liberals 
were  returned  to  this  House  and  27  Conservatives  ; 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  3,870  more  votes 
were  polled  by  the  Conservatives  than  by  the 
Liberal  candidates.  Although  the  Liberal  party  had 
a  majority  from  the  Province  of  Quebec  of  1 1  in 
this  House,  yet  the  Conservatives  had  a  majority 
of  3,870  in  the  popular  vote.  I  want  to  stop  right 
here,  and  suppose  for  a  moment  that  the  Liberal 
party  were  in  power  to-day  and  the  responsibility 
devolved  upon  them  of  redistributing  the  constitu¬ 
encies  in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  According  to 
the  well-known  tenets  of  the  Reform  party,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  principles  they  have  laid  down  in 
regard  to  representation,  they  would  feel  them¬ 
selves  bound  to  frilly  apply  and  give  effect  to  the 
preponderating  political  sentiment  in  Quebec.  It 
would  be  the  duty  of  the  leader  of  the  Government, 
the  present  leader  of  the  Opposition,  and  those  be¬ 
hind  him,  to  propound  a  scheme  which  would 
honestly  and  fairly  carry  out  the  views  they  advo¬ 
cated  in  opposition  and  give  full  effect  to  the  pre¬ 
ponderating  sentiment  in  that  province.  In  order 
to  do  that,  they  would  have  not  only  to  bring 
the  Conservative  representation  of  Quebec  up  to  a  line 
which  would  put  it  on  all-fours  with  the  Liberal  party 
in  this  House,  but  they  would  have  to  go  even  be¬ 
yond  tjiat ;  they  would  havetoextinguishthe  adven¬ 
titious  majority  they  now  have  from  that  province, 
amounting,  on  the  basis  of  the  last  general  election, 
to  1 1 ,  and  they  would  have  to  give  full  force  and 
effect  to  the  3,870  majority  which  the  Conservatives 
obtained  in  that  election  over  and  above  the  votes 
polled  by  the  other  party.  The  effect  would 
be  this  :  allowing  a  majority  of  387  for  those 
brought  into  political  existence  in  consequence, 
there  would  be  10  members  added  to  the  Conser¬ 
vative  side  from  the  Province  of  Quebec.  So  that 
the  position  as  it  would  stand  after  the  Liberal 
party  had  got  through  redistribution  would  be,  if 
they  acted  fairly  and  honestly  according  to  their 
present  views,  that  the  Conservatives  would  have 

10  majority  in  this  House  from  Quebec  instead  of 

11  minority  as  at  present.  Now,  I  will  occupy  a 
few  moments  in  speaking  of  the  political  advant¬ 
ages  that  may  accrue  to  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
and  I  want  to  say  a  word  right  here  in  regard  to 
the  views  expressed  by  the  independent  press.  I 
have  the  greatest  respect  for  the  utterances  of  the 
press  of  this  Dominion.  On  the  whole  I  think  it  is 
a  credit  to  us,  and  that  the  newspapers  speak  manly 
and  fairly  and  exhibit  a  measure  of  independence 
and  ability  which  are  creditable  to  themselves  and 
a  great  advantage  to  the  people,  and  also  furnish 
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an  important  guide  to  the  representatives  of  the 
people  on  the  floor  of  this  House.  But  I  cannot 
but  believe  that  the  press  called  the  independent 
press,  newspapers  which  affect  to  belong  to  neither 
political  party,  but  speak  what  they  think  right, 
have  been  greatly  misled  in  the  text  which  gave 
existence  to  the  lectures  which  they  have  assumed 
to  deliver  to  the  representatives  of  the  people  in 
this  House.  A  report  has  got  into  circulation,  I 
do  not  know  where,  by  whom  or  how,  that  the 
statistician,  Mr.  George  Johnson,  said,  shortly 
after  the  general  election,  that,  notwithstanding 
the  majority  which  the  Conservatives  obtained  in 
Parliament,  the  Liberals  had  a  popular  majority  in 
Ontario  to  the  extent  of  about  7,000  votes.  Those 
newspapers  took  up  that  statement  without  going 
to  the  trouble,  which  I  hold  they  were  bound  to 
do,  to  consider  whether  it  was  correct  or  notr 
whether  there  was  any  foundation  for  the  statement 
or  not.  They  assumed  it  was  correct,  and  thereupon 
they  read  to  the  Conservatives  a  good  many  well- 
meant  homilies  on  their  duty  to  the  people  in  con¬ 
sequence  of  this  gross  inequality  between  the  pop¬ 
ular  vote  and  its  representation  on  the  floor  of  this 
House.  And  that  was  not  all.  The  usually  well- 
informed  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills),  who- 
led  in  the  debate  on  the  first  reading  of  the  Bill, 
repeated  that  statement.  It  was  repeated  further 
on  by  the  members  for  North  Norfolk,  South  Brant 
and  North  Wellington;  in  fact,  that  statement 
seemed  to  hold  good  in  all  the  speeches  made  by 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  until  the  hon.  member 
for  East  Huron  gave  the  statement  its  quietus, 
because  that  hon.  gentleman  had  honestly  dis¬ 
charged  his  duty  by  going  to  the  public  returns 
and  discovering  for  himself  that,  instead  of  the 
Reform  party  having  a  majority  of  7,000  in  the 
general  elections,  the  Conservative  party  had, 
including  the  bye-elections,  a  majority  of  upwards 
of  4,000. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  No. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Your  own  side  admitted 
that. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Not  at  all ;  I  have  all 
the  figures  here. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  The  hon.  member  for  East 
Huron  admitted  it. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  I  will  leave  the  member  for  Both¬ 
well  and  the  member  for  East  Huron  to  fight  the 
matter  out  between  themselves.  I  have  my  own 
figures,  and  I  will  not  depend  on  another’s  state¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  collected  all  the 
figures  of  the  general  election  and  corrected  them 
by  the  results  of  the  bye-elections,  making  the 
changes  necessary. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  I  give  credit  to  the  hon.  member 
for  East  Huron  (Mr.  Macdonald)forhavingof  hisown 
motion  gone  over  the  returns  and  prepared  his  own 
figures.  I  am  bound  to  say  they  are  on  the  whole 
fair,  although  they  do  not  quite  come  up  to  the 
maximum  of  my  figures,  still  the  difference  is  not 
serious,  and  they  show  he  was  actuated  by  a  fair 
and  honest  intention  in  collecting  these  figures. 
But  if  the  hon.  member  for  East  Huron  was  on 
the  whole  fair  in  his  calculation  as  to  the  aggregate 
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of  the  popular  majority  of  the  Conservative  party 
at  the  general  elections  and  the  bye-elections,  I 
wholly  dissent  from  the  conclusion  he  attempted  to 
deduce  from  it.  He  told  the  House,  if  I  remember 
rightly,  that  the  Conservatives  polled  a  gross  vote 
in  Ontario  of  182,000  and  the  Liberals  178,000. 
Am  I  correct  ? 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  186,000  Conser¬ 
vatives  and  182,000  Liberals,  leaving  out  the  odd 
numbers. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  186,000  votes  polled  by  the  Con¬ 
servatives  and  182,000  polled  by  the  Liberals,  gives 
a  majority  of  4,000  to  the  Conservatives.  If  that 
gross  vote  had  received  a  proper  expression  on  the 
floor  of  this  House  the  Conservatives  would  have 
returned  46  and  a  half  members  and  the  Liberals 
45  and  a  half. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  You  have  a  good  many 
half  members  now. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  No  quarters. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  There  were  fractions  in  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  figures.  The  hon.  gentleman  came  to 
this  remarkable  conclusion  :  That  the  Government, 
in  consequence  of  those  figures,  would  be  entitled 
to  a  majority  of  one  in  this  House  from  Ontario, 
which  he  said  was  the  result  of  the  1882  gerry¬ 
mander.  The  absurdity  of  the  calculation  will  be 
apparent  when  I  state  that  this  one  member  would 
have  4,000  majority  at  his  back  in  consequence  of 
this  figuring  by  the  hon.  member  for  East  Huron,  or 
sufficient  to  give  28  members  an  average  majority  of 
between  150  and  160.  That  is  to  say,  that  the  major¬ 
ity  of  the  Conservative  members  would  run  on  all 
fours  with  the  majority  of  the  Liberal  members  up 
to  32,  which  is  the  full  number  of  the  Liberal  mem¬ 
bers  from  Ontario,  and  there  would  still  remain  an 
average  majority  for  the  additional  28  Conservative 
members  from  this  province  of  between  150  and  160. 
If  the  hon.  gentleman  will  take  the  trouble  to  look 
at  the  returns  of  the  elections  in  Ontario  from  time 
to  time,  he  will  find  that  the  popular  majority  has 
sometimes  been  less  than  5  per  cent,  even  less  than 
4  per  cent,  and  yet,  although  the  popular  majority 
was  so  small,  that  majority  was  reflected  on  the 
floor  of  the  Provincial  Legislature  to  the  extent  of 
35  per  cent,  or  even  50  per  cent,  majority. 
That  is  the  inevitable  result  of  representation  under 
our  system  of  government.  If  the  hon.  gentleman 
were  to  take  the  result  of  any  of  the  English  elec¬ 
tions  and  examine  the  returns  in  the  same  way,  he 
would  find  in  some  cases  that  the  dominant  party 
did  not  carry  the  elections  by  more  than  2  per  cent 
majority,  yet  it  was  represented  by  150  or  200  ma¬ 
jority  on  the  floor  of  the  British  Parliament.  Mr. 
Speaker,  agentleman  of  distinction,  who  occupieda 
very  prominent  place  on  the  floor  of  this  House  some 
years  ago — I  refer  to  the  Hon.  Mr.  Blake— made  a 
series  of  speeches  shortly  after  the  general  election 
of  1874,  when  he  was  then  occupying  somewhat  the 
position  of  the  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr. 
McCarthy)  now,  a  sort  of  governmental  free  lance. 
He  made  speeches  in  Auroraand  in  some  other  places, 
and  he  took  occasion  there  to  refer  to  the  represen¬ 
tation  on  the  floor  of  Parliament  as  compared  with 
the  votes  given  by  the  respective  political  parties 
in  the  general  elections.  He  stated  that  the  country 
after  the  general  election  of  1874was  astounded  at  the 


overwhelming  victory  which  the  Reform  party  had 
achieved  in  this  election,  that  the  Conservative 
party  was  considered  to  have  been  almost  annihil¬ 
ated,  that  the  Mackenzie  Government  had  been 
sustained  with  a  majority  of  nearly  100  members, 
and  that  only  about  60  Conservatives  had  been 
elected  all  over  the  Dominion,  while  the  Liberals  or 
Reformers,  as  they  were  called  that  day,  had  a  repre¬ 
sentation  of  about  150  members.  Then  he  under¬ 
took  to  dissect  the  figures,  and  he  educed  the 
remarkable  fact  that,  notwithstanding  theenormous 
majority  the  Mackenzie  Government  had  on  the 
floor  of  Parliament,  yet  out  of  every  nineteen  votes 
polled,  only  ten  went  to  the  Liberals  while  nine 
went  to  the  Conservatives,  and  that  if  these  had 
had  their  proper  play,  instead  of  a  majority  of 
nearly  100  on  the  floor  of  Parliament,  the  Mackenzie 
Government  would  only  have  had  a  majority  of  ten 
or  twelve  members  and  not  a  working  majority 
at  all.  The  Hon.  Mr.  Blake  in  his  Aurora  speech 
elaborated  this  remarkable  circumstance  in  the 
result  of  the  election  still  further.  Speaking  upon 
representation  and  upon*  the  methods  which  pre¬ 
vailed  in  this  country,  he  said,  referring  to  the 
elections  of  1867  in  Nova  Scotia  : 

“  Coming  nearer  home,  for  perhaps  our  Tory  friends 
will  object  to  my  taking  illustrations  from  across  the 
line,  in  Nova  Scotia,  in  the  year  1867,  there  was  a  bitterly 
fought  contest  on  the  question  of  union  or  anti-union. 
The  result  was  that  only  Mr.  Tupper  was  returned  from 
the  whole  province,  and  that  by  a  very  narrow  majority, 
as  a  representative  of  the  union  sentiment.  1  have 
analysed  the  statistics  of  that  election,  and  I  find  that 
the  real  strength  exhibited  at  the  polls  would  have  given, 
as  nearly  as  I  can  estimate,  seven  to  the  union  side  #  in¬ 
stead  of  one,  and  only  twelve  to  the  small  anti-unionists,, 
instead  of  eighteen.  Take  Nova  Scotia  again  in  1874, 
the  returns  gave  nineteen  to  the  Government,  one  Inde¬ 
pendent,  and  one  Opposition — Mr.  Tupper  again.  I  will 
give  him  the  independent  man  into  the  bargain,  because- 
I  think  he  belongs  to  that  quarter.  The  popular  vote 
on  that  occasion  would,  as  nearly  as  I  can  judge,  have- 
given  eight  out  of  the  twenty-one  to  that  side  instead 
of  two,  and  but  thirteen  to  the  Government  instead  of 
nineteen.  Our  principle  of  government  is  that  the 
majority  must  decide.” 

Again,  he  says,  later  on  : 

“  In  the  late  election  of  1874,  the  popular  voice,  al¬ 
though  very  strongly  in  favour  of  the  Government,  was 
by  no  means  so  decided  as  the  returns  showed.  And  be¬ 
sides  this,  178  votes  turned  the  other  way  would  have 
changed  eight  seats,  making  a  difference  of  sixteen  on  a 
division.  Little  more  than  double  that  number  would 
have  changed  16  seats,  or  32  on  a  division,  and  this  is  a 
province  where  200,000  votes  would,  if  all  the  elections 
were  contested,  have  been  polled.” 

I  have  occupied  more  of  the  attention  of  the  House 
than  I  intended,  and  I  will  not  quote  further  in 
this  direction.  Some  few  weeks  ago  another  of  the 
independent  papers,  the  Montreal  Star,  referred  to 
the  position  of  parties  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
and  stated  that  there  were  eleven  constituencies 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  with  an  aggregate 
Liberal  majority  as  registered  at  the  last  general 
election  of  11,000  votes.  Now,  Sir,  that  statement 
is  not  strictly  correct.  There  are  not  eleven  con¬ 
stituencies  which  will  count  up  11,000  majority* 
but  even  if  it  were  true,  and  if  that  newspaper  wished 
to  be  entirely  fair,  it  should  have  stated  also  what 
were  the  aggregate  majorities  in  eleven  of  the 
strongest  constituencies  in  that  province.  That 
extract  from  the  Star  was  copied  into  the  rest  of 
the  so-called  independent  papers,  and  was  made 
the  foundation  of  reflections  upon  the  course  of  the 
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Government  in  this  Redistribution  Bill.  I  have 
here,  Sir,  the  figures  of  the  eleven  constituencies 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  which  gave  the  highest 
Liberal  majority,  and  I  will  compare  them  with 
the  eleven  constituencies  which  gave  the  largest 
Conservative  majority,  The  following  is  the  result 
of  that  comparison  : — 


Liberal 

Constituencies. 

Ma¬ 

jority 

Conservative 

Constituencies. 

Ma¬ 

jority 

North  Oxford . 

1,534 

West  Toronto . 

1,757 

North  Brant . 

1,116 

Ea.st,  Toronto . 

1,464 

"West  Ontario . 

999 

Carleton,  1887 . 

i;085 

W o st  Brnee . 

93U 

South  Simn oft . 

1,060 

South  Huron . 

855 

West  York  . . 

806 

North  Essex . 

849 

South  Lanark . 

630 

South  Oxford . 

734 

East  Lambton . 

566 

West  Elgin . 

682 

East  Middlesex ...... 

548 

South  Middlesex . 

624 

Centre  Toronto . 

502 

West  Lambton . 

598 

Ottawa  (as  two) . 

1,083 

Bothwell . 

550. 

Total  majority  for  11 

Total  majority  for  11 

Liberal  constituen- 

Conservative  con- 

cies . 

9,471 

stituencies . 

9,501 

I  have  given  the  hon.  gentleman  for  West  Ontario 
the  full  benefit  of  his  majority,  although  I  under¬ 
stand  there  were  two  Liberals  running.  I  also 
give  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  the  full  benefit 
of  his  majority.  In  Carleton  there  was  no  party 
election,  and  I  took  the  figures  for  1887,  as  also  in 
South  Simcoe,  Ottawa  I  count  for  this  purpose  as 
one  constituency,  because  it  is  one  of  the  dual  con¬ 
stituencies,  and  it  would  not  be  fair  to  take  two 
majorities.  I  contend  that  the  reflections  which 
the  Montreal  Star  and  the  other  independent  news¬ 
papers  undertake  to  cast  upon  the  Government,  in 
consequence  of  treating  the  single  undivided  fact 
as  to  the  Liberal  majorities,  altogether  disappear 
when  the  Conservative  majorities  are  placed  along¬ 
side  of  it.  But,  .Sir,  it  occurred  to  me  that  I  might 
carry  the  analysis  a  little  further,  and  I  therefore 
took  up  the  next  eleven  Liberal  constituencies  as 
represented  in  this  House,  and  compared  them 
with  the  majorities  in  the  next  eleven  highest  Con¬ 
servative  constituencies,  with  the  following  re¬ 
sult: — 


Liberal _ 
Constituencies. 

Ma¬ 

jority 

Conservative 

Constituencies. 

Ma¬ 

jority 

South  Brant . 

542 

Ea,st  Elgin . 

495 

Rent . 

476 

S>ont,h  TJpnfYpw  . 

444 

North  Norfolk . 

468 

Halton . 

440 

Bussell . 

413 

Algoma  . 

438 

South  Wellington. . . . 

376 

East  Hastings . 

422 

North  York . 

363 

South  Norfolk. 

412 

South  Waterloo  . . 

312 

West  Middlesex . 

410 

East  Huron . 

308 

West  Ha, stings  .... 

360 

Prescott . 

269 

(Tien  era,  rrv. 

327 

Welland . 

267 

Hamilton  (as  two).. . 

654 

Lincoln . 

232 

Total  majority  for  11 

Total  majority  for  11 

Liberal  constituen- 

Conservative  con- 

cies . 

4,026 

stitneneies 

4,412 

But,  Sir,  I  did  not  let  the  comparison  stop  there, 
but  I  thought  I  would  run  over  the  remaining  10 
Mr.  Boyle. 


constituencies,  comparing  them  with  10  Conserva¬ 
tive  constituencies,  and  the  result  was  as  follows  : — 


Liberal 

Constituencies. 

Ma¬ 

jority 

Conservative 

Constituencies. 

Ma¬ 

jority 

North  Wentworth. . . . 

200 

North  Lanark . 

430 

West  Tin rh am . 

198 

Mon  ek  . 

327 

North  Wellington  ... 

186 

North  Simcoe . 

296 

Centre  Wellington  ..  . 

156 

Cardwell  . 

248 

Peel . 

132 

North  Onta.rio . 

254 

North  Perth . 

87 

North  Grev . 

247 

North  Waterloo . 

85 

Ea  st  York . 

240 

South  Essex . 

57 

North  Victoria  — 

239 

Addington . 

61 

E.  Northumberland. 

236 

South  Grey . . . . . 

3 

West  Peterborough.. 

232 

Total  for  10 . 

1,165 

Total  for  10 . 

2,749 

Now,  comparing  the  32  constituencies  represented 
by  Liberal  members  with  the  32  represented  by  Con¬ 
servative  members,  we  find  a  total  Liberal  majority 
of  14,662,  and  a  total  Conservative  majority  of  16, - 
652.  We  have  besides  28  constituencies  represented 
in  this  House  by  Conservative  members  by  an  aggre¬ 
gate  majority  of  2,629.  The  average  majority  of 
the  Liberal  members  sent  to  this  House  from  Ontario 
was  458,  and  the  average  majority  of  the  Conser¬ 
vative  members,  321.  The  argument  which  I  wish 
to  deduce  from  these  figures  is  this  :  that  whether 
the  Act  of  1882  redistributing  the  constituencies 
was  intended  to  injure  the  Liberal  party  or  not,  it 
had  not  the  effect,  or  the  inflow  and  outflow  of 
population  in  the  constituencies  tended  :o  correct 
any  effect  which  that  Act  might  have  had  in  that 
respect  ;  so  that  when  the  electorate  came  to  be 
appealed  to  in  1891  it  was  in  a  practically  fair  con¬ 
stituency  as  between  the  two  parties.  Now,  a  good 
deal  of  reference  has  been  made  in  this  House  to 
the  Ontario  gerrymander.  Whether  the  Ontario 
gerrymander  was  right  or  wrong  does  not  concern 
this  House.  I  would  not  defend  the  leaders  of 
the  Conservative  party  in  this  House  in  bringing  in 
a  Redistribution  Bill  which  would  be  unfair  to  our 
opponents,  because,  forsooth.  Sir  Oliver  Mowat  and 
his  friends  treated  the  Conservatives  of  our  pro¬ 
vince  in  that  way.  I  say  that  is  no  argument  at 
all.  We  should  do  right,  be  the  result  what  it 
may.  But  it  comes  with  poor  grace  from  those 
gentlemen  who  have  all  along  defended  Sir  Oliver 
Mowat’s  wrong-doing,  to  lecture  us  and  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  the  Bill  now  before  us.  I  say,  too, 
that  the  particular  shape  of  the  constituencies, 
whether  they  are  regular  or  irregular,  is  a  matter 
of  minor  consequence.  I  care  not  whether  the  con¬ 
stituency  which  I  happen  to  represent  is  square, 
circular  or  oblong,  or  whether  it  is  irregular  in 
shape,  if  it  meets  the  requirements  of  the  parties 
and  affords  conveniences  to  the  electorate,  to  regis¬ 
ter  their  votes,  and  if  it  is  one  in  which  an  inter¬ 
change  of  ideas  can  be  obtained,  and  in  which 
speakers  can  enlighten  the  electors  on  public  ques¬ 
tions.  It  is  a  matter  of  entire  indifference  to  me 
what  the  peculiar  shape  of  the  constituency  may 
be  ;  I  consider  that  of  minor  importance.  Sir,  in 
common  with  other  representatives,  I  could  not 
help  being  struck  at  the  remarks  made  yesterday 
complimenting  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe 
(Mr.  McCarthy)  and  the  hon.  member  for 
Muskoka  (Mr.  O’Brien)  upon  the  indepen¬ 
dent  stand  they  have  taken  on  this  question, 
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and  at  the  fulsome  adulations  they  received.  I  do 
not  know  whether  those  lion,  gentlemen  felt  more 
honoured  or  more  grieved  at  those  complimentary 
references  ;  but,  Sir,  assuming  that  they  are  sincere 
and  well  meant,  and  that  those  honourable  and 
independent  gentlemen  have  taken  them  in  the 
best  spirit,  I  with  them  am  disposed  to  rejoice  for 
this  reason,  that  those  two  hon.  gentlemen,  in  com¬ 
mon  with  myself  and  in  common  with  other  mem¬ 
bers  on  this  side  of  the  House,  have  been  held  up 
to  the  contumely  and  scorn  and  abusive  epithets  of 
hon.  gentlemen  on  the  other  side  of  the  House  for 
the  stand  we  have  taken  on  questions  which  have 
come  before  this  Parliament  this  session  and  in 
previous  sessions.  We  have  been  told,  in  conse¬ 
quence  of  certain  votes  which  we  have  given,  on  the 
Judge  Elliott  charges  and  the  Caron  charges,  that 
we  were  a  servile  majority  and  a  brute  force,  that 
we  had  no  independence,  that  we  were  all  that 
members  should  not  be  and  were  nothing  of  what 
members  should  be.  But  it  seems  that  forgiveness 
is  easy  to  be  obtained  from  hon.  gentlemen  opposite. 
We  have  only  to  be  independent  now  and  then, 
we  have  only  occasionally  to  administer  a  stab  to 
our  party  leaders,  and  all  our  past  sins  will  be  for¬ 
gotten,  open  arms  will  be  held  out  to  us  from  the 
other  side,  and  we  shall  be  welcomed  to  their  fold. 
I  congratulate  those  hon.  gentlemen  on  their 
forgiving  spirit,  and  I  hope  that  they  will  dis¬ 
play  it  to  us  as  well  as  to  the  hon.  member 
for  North  Simcoe  and  the  hon.  member  for 
Muskoka.  In  conclusion,  I  may  say  that  I  have 
not  discussed  the  details  of  this  measure.  I  am 
somewhat  personally  concerned  in  those  details,  as 
they  affect  the  constituency  which  Ihavethe  honour 
to  represent.  I  would  be  glad  if  it  could  be  so 
arranged  that  the  constituency  of  Monck,  which 
has  existed  since  Confederation,  and  which  with  the 
exception  of  two  sessions  has  given  an  unswerving 
support  to  the  Conservative  party  in  this  House, 
could  be  maintained  as  at  present ;  but.  Sir,  if  in 
the  public  interest  it  is  necessary  that  that  con¬ 
stituency  should  disappear  from  the  representation 
in  this  House,  and  that  the  townships  which  now 
make  it  up  should  be  divided  between  my  hon. 
friend  from  Lincoln,  who  I  am  sure  is  not  sorry 
to  receive  them,  and  my  hon.  friend  from  Haldi- 
mand,  and  if  it  should  happen  in  consequence  that 
I  shall  have  to  disappear  from  Parliament,  it  is  a 
matter  of  minor  consequence.  I  ask  the  House  to 
pardon  me  for  having  spoken  at  such  length  on  this 
occasion,  which  is  the  first  on  which  I  have  ad¬ 
dressed  it  this  session. 

Mr.  BAIN  (Wentworth).  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can 
sympathize  with  the  feeling  of  my  hon.  friend  in 
his  concluding  remarks.  If  the  Bill,  as  presented 
to  the  House  by  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  is 
carried  through  in  its  entirety,  as  some  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  say  it  will  be,  after  the  next  general  election 
my  friend,  the  leader  of  the  Ontario  contingent  will 
have  his  belt  decorated  with  our  political  scalps,  and 
the  constituencies  we  represent  will  have  ceased  to 
exist.  But  there  is  this  difference :  The  hon. 
member  for  Monck  is  led  up  to  the  political  slaughter 
by  his  own  friends  ;  they  have  sacrificed  him  of 
their  own  free  will  and  pleasure,  and  it  remains  to 
be  seen  how  the  Conservatives  in  the  riding  I  form¬ 
erly  represented  will  appreciate  the  position  in 
which  they  find  themselves  with  regard  to  the 
political  future  of  the  new  constituency  of  either 


Wentworth  or  Brant.  But,  aside  from  this  per¬ 
sonal  question,  the  matter  before  us  to-night  is  one 
of  considerable  importance  to  the  electorate  of  the 
Dominion  at  large.  These  periodical  difficulties 
in  connection  with  the  redistribution  of  constit  li¬ 
enees  occur,  under  our  system  of  administration, 
at  regular  intervals,  once  every  ten  years  ;  but, 
I  think,  taking  the  history  of  our  young 
Dominion  in  connection  with  redistribution, 
it  does  seem  to  me  that  there  are  features 
in  this  measure  which  must  be  exceedingly 
discouraging  to  every  lover  of  Canada.  I  reci¬ 
procate  the  expressions  of  sympathy  with  regard 
to  building  up  a  Canadian  nationality  on  this 
northern  part  of  the  continent,  as  expressed  by  my 
hon.  friend  from  Monck.  I  believe  the  sooner  we 
can  consolidate  ourselves  into  one  great  Dominion 
and  forget  our  provincial  and  local  associations, 
the  better  it  will  be  for  the  future  of  this  country. 
But  we  have  certain  local  peculiarities  and  circum¬ 
stances,  which,  while  we  are  Canadians,  we  utterly 
refuse  to  ignore  ;  and  while  I  yield  to  no  man  in 
respect  and  regard  for  the  mother  country  with 
which  we  are  associated  and  for  the  Dominion  we 
are  striving  to  build  up,  I  cannot  forget  that  I  owe 
certain  allegiance  also  to  my  own  province  and 
county.  Now,  if  you  look  back  to  1872,  when 
the  first  redistribution  of  constituencies  was  made, 
we  find  that  in  the  Province  of  Nova-  Scotia 
the  increase  of  population  entitled  it  to  two 
additional  members.  We  find  also  that  New 
Brunswick  had  increased  in  population,  and  was 
entitled  to  one  additional  member.  Ontario  like¬ 
wise  had  grown  to  such  an  extent,  on  the  basis 
furnished  by  the  Province  of  Quebec  as  the  unit  of 
population,  that  she  was  entitled  to  six  additional 
members,  while  the  new  territories  of  Manitoba 
and  British  Columbia,  for  which  special  provision 
was  made  when  they  were  admitted  into  Confedera¬ 
tion,  had  not  as  yet  grown  to  that  extent  which 
would  entitle  them  to  any  additional  representation. 
From  1867  to  1872  was  a  period  of  substantial 
growth,  although  a  short  one.  Coming  down  to 
1882,  when  the  next  census  was  taken,  we  find 
that  notwithstanding  it  was  the  period  character¬ 
ized  as  blue-ruin  by  our  hon.  friends  opposite,  not¬ 
withstanding  it  was  the  period  of  soup  kitchens, 
notwithstanding  it  was  the  period  when  the  people 
were  fleeing  from  this  country  as  if  a  plague  followed 
them,  as  they  declared,  yet  during  that  period  the 
eastern  provinces  of  this  Dominion  were  able  to  re¬ 
tain  their  representation  compared  with  the  unit  in 
Quebec,  and  the  Province  of  Ontario  had  so  far  grown 
that  she  was  entitled  to  four  new  members,  and 
the  Province  of  Manitoba  gained  one  member — and 
that  was  in  the  period  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  are 
in  the  habit  of  describing  as  the  gloomiest  days  of 
Canada’s  political  existence.  We  come  down  then 
to  the  present  census  taken  last  year,  on  the  basis 
of  which  the  hon.  leader  of  this  House  presents  to 
us  a  Redistribution  Bill,  and  for  the  first  time  in 
the  history  of  the  Dominion  we  find  that  Canada, 
has  not  been  able  to  hold  her  own.  We  find  that 
the  eastern  provinces  have  lost  four  representa¬ 
tives,  that  Ontario  simply  holds  her  own,  and  that 
the  great  west,  where  we  have  spent  money  so 
freely  to  encourage  settlement,  is  only  entitled  to  two 
additional  members,  both  for  the  Province  of  Mani¬ 
toba.  Now,  I  do  not  care  what  the  political  creed  or 
complexion  of  the  individual  may  be,  who  looks 
these  facts  in  the  face,  I  say  it  is  a  bitter  condem- 
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nation  of  the  policy  pursued  by  the  Government. 
They  have  failed  utterly  and  dismally  to  fulfil  the 
promises  they  held  out  to  the  people  when  they 
were  entrusted  with  power  in  1878  ;  and  for  the 
first  time  in  the  history  of  this  Dominion,  and 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  we  have  paid  out  iii 
hard  cash  from  the  treasury  of  this  Dominion  $62,- 
000,000  to  build  up  that  great  continental  railway 
and  develop  the  resources  of  our  great  North-West, 
and  notwithstanding  that  we  have  in  addition  given 
46,500,000  acres  of  land  free  to  that  railway  and  to 
aid  in  the  construction  of  branch  lines  to  open  up  the 
country  and  induce  settlers  to  make  their  homes 
in  our  virgin  territories  of  the  North-West, — not¬ 
withstanding  all  this,  after  ten  years  of  this  expe¬ 
rience  we  have  the  humiliating  result  that  only 
sufficient  population  has  been  directed  to  these 
broad  and  fertile  prairies  to  warrant  our  giving  two 
more  representatives  to  the  Province  of  Manitoba. 
I  say  that  is  not  a  satisfactory  exhibit,  and  it  goes 
to  prove  that  these  gentlemen  have  utterly  failed 
to  advance  the  interests  of  this  Dominion  by  their 
policy  as  they  proposed  to  do.  It  seems  to  me, 
with  due  respect  to  my  hon.  friend  who  has  just 
precededme,  that  insteadof  its  being  a  fair  and  equita- 
ble  distribution  of  representation,  this  Bill  is  an  at¬ 
tempt  to  secure  if  possible  a  majority  of  representa¬ 
tives  by  means  of  a  minority  of  votes.  Thehon.  gen¬ 
tleman  gave  us  long  tables  of  figures  to  show  the 
relative  position  of  a  certain  portion  of  the  con¬ 
stituencies  at  the  last  election.  Sir,  I  point  him 
to  the  one  simple  set  of  figures  which  he  must 
admit  to  be  correct,  and  which  were  presented  by 
the  hon.  member  for  East  Huron  last  evening. 
Now,  stripped  of  all  these  extra  decorations  and 
■embellishments,  what  do  .these  figures  indicate  ? 
Simply  this,  that  taking  into  account  all  the  bye- 
•elections  held  since  the  general  election  of  1891  down 
to  the  present  time  in  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
in  round  numbers  the  Conservatives  polled  186,000, 
and  the  Liberals  182,000  votes,  or  4,000  less. 
The  Conservatives,  with  a  vote  of  186,000,  have 
59  members  in  this  House,  while,  with  a  vote  cast 
■of  182,000,  the  Liberals  have  just  33  members  from 
the  Province  of  Ontario.  To  put  it  in  simple  plain 
English,  if  these  figures  were  equally  distributed, 
•one  Conservative  member  in  this  House  represents 
3,150  votes,  while  the  Liberals  had  to  cast  5,550 
votes  before  they  got  one  representative  here. 
Gentlemen  opposite  admit  that  this  statement  is 
substantially  correct.  That  is  a  satisfactory  and 
irrefutable  reply  to  all  the  fancy  figures  which  we 
have  heard  of,  dealing  with  the  representation  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  this  includes  all  the 
•cities  and  the  large  majorities  in  those  cities  which 
the  Conservatives  are  so  fond  of  boasting  are  so 
solidly  with  them.  Under  these  circumstances,  I 
ask  any  thinking  man  if  the  effort  of  the  late 
great  leader  of  the  Conservative  party  was 
not  fairly  successful,  as  expressed  by  himself, 
when  he  said  that  the  Act  of  1882  was  intended 
to  hive  the  Grits.  My  friend  says  the  dis¬ 
tribution  now  is  made  on  a  fair  and  equitable 
basis,  and  is  done  with  a  purpose  of  securing 
a  representation  of  the  electors  without  regard 
to  their  political  complexion.  Sir,  they  may  make 
this  statement,  but  the  moment  they  proceed  to 
examine  the  details,  their  evidence  will  be  refuted 
by  the  facts  as  presented  by  themselves.  Now, 
with  respect  to  the  resolution  presented  to  the 
House  in  amendment  to  the  Bill  introduced  by  the 
Mr.  Bain  (Wentworth). 


Minister  of  Justice,  I  want  to  say  one  word.  These 
gentlemen  have  been  all  this  time  arguing  as  if  the 
Opposition  were  the  responsible  parties  for  this 
resolution.  I  want  to  remind  hon.  gentlemen  that 
that  proposition  does  not  emanate  from  our  side  of 
the  House,  but  is  presented  by  a  member  who  is 
recognized  to  be  a  supporter  of  the  Government,  by 
a  member  whom  my  friend  sneered  at  because  he 
had  independence  enough  to  say  that  he  thought 
the  line  of  policy  pursued  by  the  Government  was 
not  correct.  It  was  no  statement  made  by  an 
opponent  of  the  Government  in  reciting  that  reso¬ 
lution,  but  it  was  by  a  supporter  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  who  presented  to  the  House  this  statement 
respecting  the  measure  brought  down  by  his  own 
political  leader  : 

“  That  the  system  now  prevailing  and  proposed  to  be 
continued  by  the  said  Biff  fails  to  secure  equality  of  popu¬ 
lation,  ignores  community  of  interests,  disregards  geogra¬ 
phical  compactness,  renders  stability  impossible,  and  is 
liable  to  gross  abuse  in  affording  opportunities  in  the 
arrangement  of  electoral  districts  for  promoting  party 
aims  and  obtaining  party  advantages  regardless  of  the 
considerations  which  ought  to  determine  the  settlement 
of  the  representation  of  the  people  in  this  House.” 

Sir,  that  statement  is  not  made  by  a  member  of 
the  Opposition,  but  by  a  gentleman  who  is  recog¬ 
nized  as  a  supporter  of  the  policy  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  his  seconder  has  never  been  recognized 
as  belonging  to  this  side  of  the  House.  Under 
these  circumstances,  where  do  all  their  statements 
come  in  when  they  have  presented  to  us  long 
statements  showing  the  cruel  injustice  of  the 
Mowat  Act  in  Ontario  ?  This  indictment  of  their 
policy  is  made  by  one  of  themselves,  and  when 
they  taunt  him  with  supporting  the  Distribution 
Bill  of  1882,  and  say  he  must  have  got  new  light 
on  this  question,  I  ask  you  if  you  can  recall  any 
member  of  any  standing  on  that  side  of  the  House 
of  prolonged  political  experience  who  has  not  in 
one  form  or  another  expressed  his  opinion  that  the 
Act  of  1882  was  not  one  that  reflected  any  credit 
on  the  Government  that  introduced  it  ?  It  was 
left  to  two  new  members  of  this  House,  with 
limited  political  experience — my  friend  from  North 
Victoria  (Mr.  Hughes)  and  my  friend  from  East 
Simcoe  (Mr.  Bennett) — neither  of  whom  have  had 
much  experience  in  dealing  with  these  issues,  and 
one  of  whom  at  least  appears  occasionally  to  have 
been  afflicted  with  visions  of  Fenians  that  have 
disturbed  his  rest,  when  he  was  on  the  high  road 
to  promotion  and  advancement.  In  substantiation 
of  my  position  as  to  this  motion  of  the  hon.  member 
for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  let  me  call 
attention  to  the  words  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Cumberland : 

“  I  must  say,  although  perhaps  this  is  irrevelant,  that 
the  Act  of  1882  does  not  commend  itself  very  strongly  to 
my  judgment.  I  do  not  know,  but  I  suppose  I  would 
have  followed  the  hon.  gentleman  from  Simcoe ,  if  I  had 
been  here,  in  supporting  the  Act;  but  looking  at  it  through 
the  vista  of  years,  it  seems  to  me  a  very  objectionable 
Act.” 

There  is  a  statement  of  another  supporter  of  the 
Government.  When  he  had  a  vista  of  ten  years  to 
look  back  through,  and  when  he  took  into  account 

the  circumstances  in  connection  with  the  redistri- 

• 

bution  of  the  constituencies  in  the  Province  of  Ont¬ 
ario,  he  thought  it  was  a  very  objectionable  Act. 
A  little  further  on,  I  find  that  the  hon.  memberfor 
Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  was  discussing  the  same 
question;  and  how  did  it  occur  to  him,  after  taking 
an  impartial  view  of-  the  question  and  ransacking 
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the  map  of  Ontario,  to  find  what  had  been  done 
when  he  was  absent  from  the  House  ?  He  says  : 

“  Although  a  lower  province  member,  I  deemed  it  my 
•duty  to  look  at  the  old  statutes  of  old  Canada,  as  well  as 
the  statutes  of  1872  and  1882.  and  also  at  the  election  re¬ 
turns  and  the  census,  to  take  a  map  of  Ontario  in  order 
to  find  out  by  patient  study,  and  by  the  assistance  of  some 
experts,  what  the  merits  of  the  Bill  of  1882  exactly  were  ; 
and  I  am  free  to  say  here  and  now,  after  having  recon¬ 
structed  the  old  political  map  of  1867,  and  having  gone 
over  the  counties  of  Ontario  one  by  one  as  they  were  then 
defined  by  the  British  North  America  Act,  and  having 
compared  the  old  map  with  the  map  of  1882 — having 
found  in  some  cases  townships  scattered  like  flocks  of 
birds  upon  which  the  dogs  had  pounced,  one  being  here 
and  another  one  there,  so  that  it  was  hard  to  find  them 
mid  replace  them  in  their  old  positions— after  this  study, 
I  am  free  and  frank  in  saying  that  I  think  the  Redistri¬ 
bution  Act  of  1882  was  oue  that  reflected  very  little  credit 
upon  the  Parliament  of  Canada  that  passed  it.” 

These  are  not  the  words  of  an  opponent  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  but  of  a  gentleman  who,  after  a  patient 
•examination,  was  compelled  to  express  himself  in 
that  way.  These  gentlemen  recede  from  their  posi¬ 
tion,  when  found  to  be  untenable,  by  saying  that 
they  have  hadthree  elections  sincethe  extraordinary 
distribution  of  constituencies  in  Ontario,  and  that 
it  would  now  be  an  additional  aggravation  to  change 
those  constituencies  and  bring  them  back  to  county 
boundaries.  I  commend  to  these  gentlemen  the 
unanswerable  statement  presented  by  my  hon.  friend 
from  East  Huron  (Mr.  Macdonald)  last  evening, 
when  he  reconstructed  those  counties  on  their 
municipal  and  judicial  basis,  when  he  brought  the 
populations  together  into  their  relative  positions, 
•and in  spiteof  the  sharp  criticismsof  my  hon.  friends 
•opposite  who  declared  that  he  had  wandered  from 
the  question,  he  was  able  to  show  incontrovertibly 
that  there  would  be  a  much  evener  representation 
by  taking  the  county  boundaries  as  proposed  by 
the  hon.  mover  of  this  amendment.  Now,  let  me 
draw  the  attention  of  the  House  to  one  or  two  more 
facts.  I  do  not  propose  to  present  the  House  with 
long  columns  of  figui'es,  you  have  been  overloaded 
with  these  already  ;  but  I  want  to  draw  your  atten¬ 
tion,  at  the  risk  of  being  called  local  and  pro¬ 
vincial  in  my  sentiments,  to  the  position  of  the 
eastern  and  western  portions  of  Ontario  as  relatively 
represented.  We  find  that  including  Toronto, 
York,  and  the  districts  east  of  that  territory,  that 
altogether  41  members  have  their  unit  of  represen¬ 
tation  of  about  22,700  ;  while  west  of  Toronto, 
giving  that  eastern  district  the  advantage  of  the 
city  of  Toronto  and  the  population  centred  in  the 
County  of  York,  we  find  that  the  unit  of  popula¬ 
tion  for  51  members  is  23,200,  or  500  more  on  the 
average  ;  and  yet,  with  a  view  to  equalize  the 
population  and  to  give  Toronto  and  Algoma  the 
additional  representation  that  we  all  concede  they 
should  have,  it  is  necessary  to  make  that  dispro¬ 
portion  still  greater  by  taking  the  two  additional 
members  out  of  the  western  portion  of  that  terri¬ 
tory  instead  of  the  eastern.  Is  there  not  a  secret 
reason  for  this  besides  the  representation  of  popu¬ 
lation,  as  presented  by  the  hon.  member  for  Monck  ? 
Is  there  not  a  strong  reason  in  the  fact  that 
Toronto  and  that  territory  eastward  sends  here  35 
members  to  support  the  Government  and  Only  six 
to  support  the  Opposition?  And  does  not  this 
afford  a  strong  reason  why  this  redistribution  was 
taken  on  the  lines  that  were  presented  to  this 
House,  instead  of  taking  it  where  the  population 
was  smallest  and  where  the  constituencies  had  less 
population  ?  But  we  have  been  told  that  so  far  as 
the  press  of  the  country  was  concerned,  they  did 


not  find  very  much  fault  with  this  arrangement,  and 
as  far  as  the  unfavourable  criticisms  of  the  indepen¬ 
dent  press  is  concerned,  my  hon.  friend  endeavoured 
to  account  for  it  by  saying  they  were  loaded  up  the 
wrong  way  by  certain  friendly  connections  and 
associations  that  led  them  to  criticise  the  action  of 
the  Government  unfairly.  Now,  with  respect  to 
the  statements  of  the  great  organ  of  the  Conserv¬ 
ative  party  in  Toronto,  the  Empire,  I  presume  that 
no  one  in  Canada  looks  to  that  journal  for  an  ex¬ 
pression  of  political  sentiment,  but  people  simply 
look  to  it  as  the  mouthpiece  of  the  Government  of 
the  day,  and  it  speaks  exactly  as  the  Government 
tells  it  to  speak,  it  was  created  for  that  purpose, 
and  it  simply,  carefully,  regularly  and  systemati¬ 
cally  fulfils  that  vocation.  Let  me  draw  your 
attention  to  the  editorial  utterances  of  one  or  two 
other  Conservative  journals  who  have  never  failed 
to  stand  by  the  Government  on  behalf  of  their  po¬ 
licy,  but  journals  who  feel  at  the  same  time  that 
this  Redistribution  Bill  called  for  animadversion. 
I  presume  there  is  no  gentleman  here  from  the 
western  part  of  Ontario  who  will  dispute  my  word 
when  I  say  that  the  Hamilton  Spectator  has  been, 
above  all  other  journals,  the  one  that  has  always 
been  found  standing  up  manfully  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  its  policy.  Let  me  draw  your  attention 
to  an  editorial  that  appeared  in  that  paper  on  the 
2nd  of  May,  three  or  four  days  after  the  Bill  was 
presented  to  this  House  : 

“We  regret  that  Ministers  have  not  seen  their  way  to 
the  adoption  of  a  radical  change  in  the  appointment  of 
representatives.  There  is  but  one  absolutely  just  and  fair 
way  of  managing  this  business,  and  when  justice  is  attain¬ 
able  anything  short  of  it  is  unpardonable.  When  great 
interests  are  at  stake  it  is  wise  to  make  haste  slowly  and 
to  be  sure  of  one  step  before  another  is  ventured  upon. 
But  in  this  matter  there  is  no  need  to  go  cautiously.  No 
interest  would  be  disturbed  and  no  confusion  would  be 
caused  by  making  the  constituencies  substantially  equal 
and  by  having  their  boundaries  defined  by  a  bench  of  im¬ 
partial  judges.  That  could  be  done,  justice  would  be 
secured  by  it,  and  the  Government  is  so  strong  that  it 
could  well  afford  to  adopt  the  measure.  We  believe  that 
an  equitable  division  of  the  country  into  districts  as 
nearly  equal  as  possible  would  not  lose  a  single  Conser¬ 
vative  seat,  and  it  is  better  to  be  right  than  to  gain  a  party 
advantage  even  if  party  advantage  were  gained  by  the 
periodical  rearrangement  of  the  constituencies.” 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  hon. 
gentleman  if  he  has  read  the  other  references  in 
the  Spectator  to  the  Bill ;  and  I  would  also  like  to 
ask  him  if  he  agrees  with  the  proposition  of  the 
Hamilton  Spectator  ? 

Mr.  BAIN  (Wentworth).  With  respect  to  the 
further  atterances  of  the  Spectator,  I  will  give  him 
one  more. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Give  the  balance  of  them. 

Mr.  BAIN  (Wentworth).  Three  or  four  days 
afterwards,  speaking  of  an  article  that  appeared  in 
the  Guelph  Mercury  that  was  substantially  on  the 
same  line  as  those  presented  to  the  House  by  the 
hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cart¬ 
wright)  with  respect  to  the  unequal  representation 
of  Ontario  east  and  west  of  Toronto,  the  Spectator 
again  took  occasion  to  make  these  remarks  : 

“  When  our  Government  shall  decide  that  all  constitu¬ 
encies  shall  be  as  nearly  equal  in  population  as  circum¬ 
stances  will  permit,  and  shall  authorize  an  impartial 
tribunal  to  fix  the  boundaries  of  constituencies,  com¬ 
plaints  like  that  refered  to  will  no  longer  be  posible.” 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  not 
answered  my  question. 
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Mr.  BAIN  (Wentworth).  My  h on.  friend  asked 
me  if  I  endorsed  the  Spectator's  statements.  I  do 
not  know  that  I  am  called  upon  to  endorse  the 
Spectator's  statements,  but  I  say  that  here  is  a 
journal  that  has  never  been  known  to  stagger  in  its 
support  of  the  Government,  and  yet  this  measure 
was  so  strong  that  the  Spectator  was  not  able  to 
stomach  it,  and  it  gave  utterance  to  these  senti¬ 
ments  three  or  four  days  after  the  Bill  was  pre¬ 
sented.  I  shall  have  occasion  later  on  to  refer  to 
some  of  the  local  peculiarities  that  were  imme¬ 
diately  under  the  observation  of  that  journal, 
that  justified  the  action  and  the  language  that 
we  express.  In  the  meantime  I  quote  it  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  that  even  amongst  the 
supporters  of  the  Government  there  is  an  opinion 
that  this  thing  was  being  run  on  lines  that  wrere  not 
in  the  interest  of  good  government  in  this  country, 
that  it  was  being  run  on  lines  that  must  inevitably, 
as  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  said,  continue 
a  system  that  in  itself  was  vicious,  that  must  un¬ 
dermine  our  representative  system,  and  that  im¬ 
mediately  leads  down  to  the  very  worst  possible 
position  taken  by  American  politicians  in  thus 
taking  a  political  advantage  of  each  other  every 
time  they  get  an  opportunity  to  rearrange  consti¬ 
tuencies.  But,  turning  to  another  journal  in  the 
immediate  locality,  though  only  a  local  journal, 
which  has  never  wavered  in  its  attachment  to  the 
Conservative  party,  I  desire  to  make  a  quotation 
from  the  Conservative  organ  in  Dundas,  the  Star. 
In  its  first  issue  after  the  Redistribution  Bill  was 
brought  down,  it  published  this  statement  : 

“  A  plan,  say  of  Ontario,  might  be  prepared  showing  the 
present  constituencies,  their  area,  chief  towns,  popula¬ 
tion  and  number  of  voters  by  townships.  Then  after  the 
next  census  the  changes  in  population  should  be  noted 
on  the  map,  and  the  whole  submitted  to  a  committee  of 
judges  or  some  non-political  body  with  instructions  to 
show  how  in  their  judgment  the  representation  might  be 
most  fairly  distributed.  Then  Parliament  could  confirm 
this  finding  by  an  Act.” 

I  do  not  quote  these  utterances  as  a  specific  remedy 
for  the  difficulty  that  exists,  but  I  present  them  as 
the  utterances  of  Conservative  journals  which  feel 
that  the  present  system  is  leading  them  where 
they  do  not  want  to  follow.  A  good  deal  of  criti¬ 
cism  has  been  indulged  in  by  some  hon.  members 
with  reference  to  the  fact  that  the  hon.  member  for 
North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  thought  fit  to  change 
his  position  on  this  question  as  compared  with  his 
position  ten  years  ago  ;  and  I  think  when  he  and 
the  member  for  Muskoka  (Mr.  O’Brien)  come  to  ex¬ 
ercise  that  indulgence  and  forgiveness  we  have  oc¬ 
casionally  to  exercise  to  others,  the  forgetfulness 
they  will  be  called  upon  to  exercise  will  have  to  be 
in  a  much  higher  degree  towards  their  own  political 
friends  for  the  severe  and  bitter  criticisms  that  have 
been  indulged  in  with  respect  to  their  actions, 
rather  than  the  criticisms  of  the  Opposition  towards 
their  conduct  on  other  questions  on  which  we  fail 
to  agree.  If  men  within  the  ranks  of  political  party 
are  not  to  be  allowed  sometimes  to  express  their 
sentiments  without  being  set  upon  by  their  own 
friends  as  we  have  seen  in  this  Chamber,  in  a  man¬ 
ner  which  was  in  the  highest  degree  discreditable 
to  the  members  who  made  those  attacks,  then  the 
sooner  Parliament  is  sent  home  and  the  Ministers 
are  authorized  to  transact  its  business  the  better  it 
will  be  for  this  country.  If  there  is  to  be  no  inde¬ 
pendent  thought  or  action  inside  of  political 
lines,  if  hon.  gentlemen  seeing  after  ex- 
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perience  of  ten  years  of  a  certain  line  of 
conduct,  that  it  was  wrong,  and  rise  in  this 
House  and  present  a  remedy,  are  to  be  submitted 
to  sneers,  not  administered  to  them  privately,  but 
across  the  floor  of  this  Chamber,  then  the  party 
lash  is  being  administered  in  a  fashion  that  is  dis¬ 
creditable  in  the  highest  degree  to  the  independent 
thought  and  action  of  the  supporters  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  If,  as  the  Spectator  said,  “  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  strong  enough  to  do  right,”  why  do  their 
supporters  visit  such  dire  criticism  upon  their 
friends?  But  those  criticisms  do  not  fall  alone  on 
the  hon.  memberfor  North  Simcoe  and  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Muskoka.  Those  hon.  gentlemen  are  per¬ 
fectly  able  to  take  care  of  themselves,  and  I  do  not 
intend  to  waste  any  time  dealing  with  the  position 
they  have  taken  ;  but  I  want  to  read  for  the  edifica¬ 
tion  of  hon.  members  a  short  extract  from  the 
speech  delivered  by  their  late  political  leader  Sir 
John  Macdonald  wdien  he  brought  dowm  his  Redis¬ 
tribution  Bill  in  1872.  On  that  occasion  he  held 
the  same  views  and  feelings  with  respect  to  the- 
nature  of  the  representation  as  regards  counties, 
throughout  the  various  provinces  of  the  Dominion, 
as  are  held  by  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe.. 
These  are  the  words  which  the  right  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  used  in  introducing  his  Bill  : 

“  The  desire  of  the  Government  has  been  to  preserve  the- 
representation  for  counties  and  sub-divisions  of  counties  as 
much  as  possible.  It  is  considered  objectionable  to  make- 
representation  a  mere  geographical  term.  It  is  desired 
as  much  as  possible  to  kept  the  representation  within  the 
county,  so  that  each  county  that  is  a  municipality  of 
Ontario  should  be  represented,  and  if  it  becomes  large 
enough  divide  it  into  two  ladings.  That  principle  is  car¬ 
ried  out  in  the  suggestions  I  am  about  to  make.  Our 
municipal  system  gives  an  admirable  opportunity  to  con¬ 
stituencies  to  select  men  for  their  deserts. 

****** 

The  great  advantage  of  selecting  men  whose  ability  has 
been  tried  1  in  municipal  matters  is  lost  by  cutting  off  a 
portion  of  two  separate  counties  and  adding  them  together 
for  electoral  purposes  only.  These  portions  so  cut  off  have 
no  common  interest — they  do  not  meet  together — and  they 
have  no  common  feeling  except  that  once  in  five  years 
they  go  to  the  polls  in  their  own  township  to  vote  for  a 
man  who  may  be  known  in  one  section  and  not  in  another.”' 

Then  the  right  hon.  gentleman  goes  on  to  say  that 
in  the  cases  of  only  three  counties,  Bothwell,  Monck 
and  Cardwell,  had  that  rule  been  broken  in  1867, 
and  he  did  not  think  on  the  whole  the  experiment 
had  proved  a  successful  one.  As  showing  the  view 
he  held  of  the  result  of  the  present  system  now  in 
operation,  the  right  hon.  gentleman’s  language 
uttered  in  advance  of  the  present  condition  of 
things  is  interesting,  and  I  desire  to  draw  attention 
to  one  remark  he  made  use  of  on  1st  June,  1872,. 
during  the  discussion  of  this  question.  In  speaking 
of  the  distribution  that  set  aside  county  boundaries 
and  lines,  he  said  : 

“  It  lends  to  the  introduction  and.  development  of  the  • 
American  system  of  caucuses  by  which  wire-pullers  take 
adventurers  for  their  political  ability  only  and  not  from : 
any  personal  respect  for  them.  So  that  as  much  as 
possible  from  any  point  of  view  it  is  advisable  that 
counties  should  refuse  men  whom  they  do  not  know,  and 
when  the  repi’esentation  is  increased  it  should  be  by  sub¬ 
dividing  the  counties  into  ridings.” 

Those  were  the  sentiments  of  the  late  leader  of  the 
great  Conservative  party,  uttered  in  1872.  He 
saw  fit,  for  reasons  of  his  own,  to  change  that 
policy  ten  years  afterwards.  But  if  there  is  any 
force  in  the  slanders  that  have  been  hurled  at  the 
mover  and  seconder  of  this  amendment,  it  applies 
with  equal  propriety  to  their  great  political  leader 
whom  they  so  much  profess  to  honour  and  worship.. . 
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In  the  course  of  the  discussion  of  this  subject  last 
evening,  the  member  for  East  Toronto  (Mr.  Coats- 
worth)  presented  another  line  of  argument  in  de¬ 
fence  of  the  present  system.  This  was,  practically, 
that  the  population  should  not  entirely  be  the 
basis  of  representation.  I  agree  with  the  hon. 
member  in  that  regard,  and  if  I  understood  the 
mover  of  the  amendment,  in  his  opinion,  uniform 
representation  of  the  various  constituencies,  rural 
and  city,  was  not  desirable.  I  believe  those  hon. 
gentlemen  who  are  now  complaining  because  a 
movement  has  been  made  in  favour  of  uniform  re¬ 
presentation  by  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe 
(Mr.  McCarthy),  if  they  live  for  another  ten  years, 
and  the  exigencies  of  that  political  party  require 
it,  will  find  that  if  the  population  continues  to 
leave  the  rural  districts  and  go  to  the  cities  or, 
do  worse,  go  to  the  great  republic  south  of  us, 
when  the  next  gerrymander  comes  up,  you  will 
find  them  supporting  uniform  representation  of 
the  cities  and  the  rural  districts  to  enable  the  party 
to  again  secure  additional  representation  in  the 
section  which  they  believe  will  be  favourable  to 
their  views,  and  we  shall  have  those  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  forgetting  all  their  criticisms  of  to-day  and 
quietly  swallowing  themselves,  if  the  people  leave 
them  as  their  representatives  so  long.  The  argu¬ 
ment  made  by  the  lion,  member  for  East  Toronto 
(Mr.  Coatsworth)  was  that  he  believed  that  con¬ 
stituencies  should  have  a  mixed  representation, 
that  it  was  undesirable  to  put  municipalities  and 
counties  together  which  had  been  accustomed  to 
work  together,  because  they  were  likely  to  get  into 
lawsuits  and  get  into  trouble  with  each  other,  and 
that  he  thought  it  was  desirable  that  they  should 
be  mixed.  Well,  I  suppose  to  have  two  or  three 
townships  of  a  district,  such,  for  example,  as  out¬ 
side  of  Toronto,  attached  to  the  city  of  Toronto, 
so  that  the  Conservative  vote  of  Toronto  could 
overbalance  the  Liberal  vote  in  the  townships,  would 
be  to  the  hon.  gentleman  a  very  satisfactory  mode  of 
representation.  I  submit  that  the  difficulty  that  will 
be  found  to  exist  with  the  lack  of  a  community 
of  interest,  as  expressed  by  the  member  for  North 
Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  will  prevent  that  class  of 
constituencies  from  ever  working  harmoniously 
together,  and  I  believe  that  unless  where  there  are 
strong  reasons  why  the  Government  should  keep 
these  connections  together,  such  as  in  the  city  of 
London  and  in  the  outskirts  of  the  city  of  Toronto, 
it  will  be  found  that  all  these  constituencies  will 
be  ultimately  separated.  Why,  the  argument  that 
has  been  presented  in  this  House  with  respect  to 
the  small  constituency  of  Quebec  West  was  one 
that  would  have  no  force  if  that  small  minority 
was  not  allowed,  in  a  certain  degree,  to  rank  by 
itself,  without  being  swamped  by  a  large  majority 
of  votes  that  could  be  attached  to  it  from  a  popu¬ 
lation  entirely  different  in  feeling,  and  in  language, 
and  in  associations.  The  same  difficulty  applies  to 
the  city  of  Montreal.  Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will 
dwell  for  a  few  moments  on  the  question  more  par¬ 
ticularly  of  the  readjustment  of  constituencies  in 
my  own  locality  and  district,  the  Peninsula  of 
Niagara,  where  the  Government  in  their  wisdom 
have  seen  fit  to  blot  out  two  constituencies,  Monck 
and  North  Wentworth,  for  the  purpose  of  secur¬ 
ing  one  representative  for  the  city  of  Toronto 
and  one  additional  representative  for  Algoma. 
As  I  remarked  before,  if  you  look  at  the  char¬ 
acter  of  these  constituencies  and  their  former 
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population,  they  certainly  were  not  over-re¬ 
presented,  compared  with  the  eastern  portion  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario.  Lincoln  and  Niagara 
had  *21,800  of  a  population  under  the  old  arrange¬ 
ment,  and  under  the  new  adjustment  it  was  in¬ 
creased  to  25,700.  Welland,  which  had  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  25,000,  is  increased  to  nearly  27,000.  Monck 
and  Haldimand,  one  with  a  population  of  15,300, 
and  the  other  16,300,  under  the  new  arrangement 
have  21,475.  South  Wentworth,  which  under  the 
old  arrangement  had  16,770,  and  North  Went¬ 
worth,  which  had  14,591,  are  redistributed,  so  that 
Brant  is  increased  to  21,000,  and  South  Went¬ 
worth,  after  taking  off  a  population  of  between  two 
and  three  thousand,  added  to  the  city  of  Hamilton, 
will  probably  aggregate  a  population  of  24,500. 
Now,  Sir,  in  so  far  as  these  adjustments  are 
concerned,  you  will  observe  that  at  least  three 
of  them  out  of  the  five  have  been  pushed 
away  above  the  unit  of  representation,  while 
a  large  proportion  of  the  constituencies  of  eastern 
Ontario  have  been  left  far  below  that  unit. 
I  feel,  under  these  circumstances,  that  this  dis¬ 
tribution  has  not  been  made  for  the  purpose  of 
equalizing  the  representation,  but  that  it  has  been 
made  for  a  different  purpose.  Turning  to  the 
statement  with  respect  to  the  readjustment  of  my 
own  county,  allow  me  to  quote  from  the  local 
Conservative  organ  what  its  views  on  that  question 
are.  On  the  5th  May,  the  Dundas  Star  wrote  : 

“  It  seems  that  the  present  changes  in  Wentworth  ai-e 
genuine  surprises  and  not  pleasant  ones  to  the  leading 
Conservatives  in  the  north  riding.  North  Wentworth  for 
many  years  before  Confederation  returned  a  member,  now 
it  is  to  be  practically  disfranchised.  It  seems  hard  that 
this  old,  wealthy  and  educated  constituency  should  be 
blotted  out,  and  it  is  to  be  hoped  that  better  counsels  will 
prevail.  Beverly  is  to  be  virtually  disfranchised,  though 
they  are  Grits  out  there.  This  is  not  right.  They  are 
entitled  to  representation,  and  the  advance  of  education 
should,  no  doubt,  if  they  are  fairly  treated,  lead  them  to 
modify  their  political  views.” 

It  goes  on  further  to  say  : 

“Some  wire-pulling  politicians  have  gotten  up  this  game 
on  the  quiet  and  most  certainly  they  will  find  they  have 
made  a  mistake.  *  *  *  The  north  and  south  ridings  even 
without  Beverly  will  never  work  in  real  harmony.” 

It  being  six  o’clock,  the  Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

Mr.  BAIN  (Wentworth).  Mr.  Speaker,  in  dis¬ 
cussing  the  Redistribution  Act  of  1882,  the  Hon. 
Mr.  Blake  made  use  of  this  language  : 

“You  may  by  your  Act  transfer  territory  and  men’s 
bodies;  you  will  not  transfer  their  minds  or  opinions. 
They  will  vote  in  another  locality,  but  they  may  vote  in 
another  way.” 

I  think,  Sir,  the  history  of  the  redistribution  affect¬ 
ing  the  County  of  Wentworth  is  a  striking  illus¬ 
tration  of  that  remark.  The  history  of  that  county 
reaches  back  into  the  early  days  when  the  munici¬ 
pal  headquarters  of  the  old  Gore  district  occupied 
the  present  site  of  the  county  buildings  of  the 
County  of  W’entworth.  It  reaches  back  for  a 
period  of  75  years  ;  and  up  to  the  time  of  the 
redistribution  of  1882  the  south  riding  of  Went- 
worth  had  been  continuously  represented  by  a 
Liberal  for  at  least  45  years.  At  that  time  it  had 
a  population  of  between  15,000  and  16,000.  One 
large  municipality,  Ancaster,  running  down  within 
a  mile  and-a-half  of  the  site  of  the  county  building, 
was  detached  from  the  County  of  Wentworth  and 
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attached,  along  with  a  municipality  from  the 
County  of  Oxford,  to  the  north  riding  of 
Brant,  with  this  result,  that  it  extended 
across  the  country  for  forty  or  fifty  miles  in 
a  north-westerly  direction,  with  an  average  width 
of  only  one  municipality,  varying  from  eight  to  ten 
miles  across.  To  counterbalance  that  change,  two 
townships  were  taken  from  the  County  of  Lincoln 
at  the  other  end  of  the  riding  and  attached  to 
South  Wentworth.  The  total  result  was  simply 
an  increase  of  a  few  hundreds  in  the  population  ; 
but  it  was  supposed  to  have  materially  changed  the 
complexion  of  the  riding — the  riding  which  for  so 
long  a  period  had  been  held  with  varying  majorities 
by  the  Liberal  party,  and  which  had  historic 
associations  reaching  back  to  that  early  period 
when  it  had  within  it  the  town  which  competed 
with  York  for  the  location  of  the  first  public  build- 
*  ings  of  the  Province  of  Upper  Canada  ;  and  yet 
these  associations  were  ruthlessly  set  aside,  and 
this  municipality  was  withdrawn  from  the  centre 
of  the  riding,  and  removed  with  other  municipali¬ 
ties  to  where  it  had  no  connection  or  association. 
What  was  the  result  ?  At  the  first  general  election 
immediately  after  that  change,  we  found  that  the 
people  felt  so  disgusted  at  these  operations  that 
they  returned  a  Liberal  as  their  representative, 
notwithstanding  that  the  municipalities  as  put 
together  showed  a  Conservative  majority.  The  pre¬ 
sent  Conservative  representative  has  been  since 
twice  elected,  the  last  time  by  a  majority  of 
only  one.  It  became  evident  that  the  redis¬ 
tribution  had  not  been  a  success  from  a  politi¬ 
cal  stand-point.  But  what  were  its  results  in 
the  adjoining  County  of  Brant.  Let  me  re¬ 
fer  to  them  just  for  a  moment  in  passing.  The  two 
constituencies  in  that  county  had  been  closely  con¬ 
tested  from  year  to  year  ;  but  the  north  riding  of 
Brant  was  made,  by  the  operation  of  the  Gerry¬ 
mander  Act,  what  the  late  leader  of  this  House 
called  a  Grit  hive ;  and  so  hopelessly  were  the 
Grits  hived  there  that  in  the  three  elections  the 
Conservative  candidate  forfeited  his  deposit,  not 
being  able  to  get  within  statutory  reach  of  the 
Liberal  candidate.  What  was  the  result  in  the 
south  riding  ?  Sir,  we  remember  that  two  town¬ 
ships  having  a  Liberal  majority  of  about  300,  were 
taken  from  that  riding,  and  a  Conservative  town¬ 
ship  with  a  large  Conservative  majority  was  added 
to  it  avowedly  for  the  purpose  of  wiping  out  of 
political  existence  the  present  Liberal  representative 
of  South  Brant.  But,  Sir,  it  did  not  accomplish  that 
result.  The  people  had  their  relative  positions 
changed,  but  the  Government  were  not  able  to  en¬ 
force  the  idea  of  changing  their  votes,  and  the  re¬ 
sult  was  that  their  old  representative  was  re¬ 
turned.  Before  the  next  general  election  came  the 
Franchise  Act  was  passed,  and  the  Indian  popula¬ 
tion  were  enfranchised,  with  the  object  of  so  read¬ 
justing  South  Brant  as  to  make  it  a  Conservative 
riding.  Again  they  failed  in  their  effort,  and  again 
the  old  representative  for  South  Brant  was  return¬ 
ed  to  take  his  place  in  this  House  as  of  yore.  Under 
these  circumstances  what  has  the  present  readjust¬ 
ment  to  recommend  it  ?  One  leading  township — 
Beverly  —is  detached  from  its  old  associations  and 
attached  to  North  Brant,  and  a  Liberal  majority 
of  350  is  thus  taken  from  North  Wentworth  and 
added  to  that  constituency.  As  the  editor  of  the 
Conservative  journal  in  Dundas  said,  in  speaking  of 
this  matter,  these  men  were  literally  disfranchised 
Mr.  Bain  (Wentworth). 


because  it  was  patent  beforehand  that  their  votes 
would  not  count,  and  it  was  a  matter  of  no  conse¬ 
quence  whether  they  went  to  the  polls  or  not.  But 
what  is  the  position  of  the  remaining  portion  of  the 
riding  of  North  Went  worth  ?  Turning  back  to  the 
history  of  that  riding  we  find  that  Wentworth  be¬ 
came  an  independent  county  in  1853,  and  from  the 
time  of  the  first  general  election  immediately  suc¬ 
ceeding  for  the  last  35  years  the  north  riding  of 
Wentworth  has  been  steadily  and  continuously 
Liberal,  with  majorities  fluctuating  all  the 
way  from  two  up  to  two  hundred  ;  but  stead¬ 
ily  the  banner  of  Reform  has  been  maintained 
in  that  riding,  and  the  Conservative  element, 
with  a  persistency  which  does  them  credit, 
have  never  flinched  in  the  fight,  and  have  never 
failed  to  come  to  the  front  under  any  and  all  cir¬ 
cumstances.  The  leading  Conservative  element  of 
that  riding  is  centred  in  the  town  of  Dundas.  In 
1875  that  town  was  a  thriving  place,  and  was 
known  as  one  of  the  leading  manufacturing  towns 
of  the  western  portion  of  Ontario,  with  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  over  4,000  and  with  over  20  manufacturing 
industries.  Through  all  these  years  that  town  has 
steadily  continued  its  attachment  to  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  cause.  As  far  back  as  I  can  remember  that 
town  has  been  popularly  known  as  a  Tory  hole  ; 
and  I  can  testify  that  from  the  time  I  came  to  take 
an  interest  in  the  politics  of  that  riding  it  has 
thoroughly  deserved  that  reputation.  It  has  stood 
well  and  honestty  by  the  political  party  which  has 
so  long  administered  the  affairs  of  this  country  ; 
and  I  say  that  to-day  it  deserves  a  better  fate  than 
to  be  used  as  a  stop-gap  to  keep  the  Tory 
majority  in  South  Wentworth.  Sir,  it  is  upon  that 
town  that  this  redistribution  depends  for  its 
success  in  maintaining  the  Conservative  cause 
in  the  south  riding.  I  would  have  wished 
to  see  that  town  gain  its  full  share  of 
the  blessings  of  the  National  Policy  it  has  so 
steadily  supported  ;  but  the  misfortune  is  that, 
under  the  operation  of  that  policy,  its  population 
has  steadily  decreased  until  from  having  been 
4,000,  it  has  gone  down  to  3,500,  and  the  last 
municipal  census  shows  that  the  decrease  is  still 
going  on.  Our  cotton  mills  that  gave  the  town  a 
reputation  at  an  early  day — for  who  did  not  know 
of  the  Dundas  cotton  over  the  length  and  breadth 
of  the  country — are  now  under  the  control  of  a 
combine,  and  for  the  last  fifteen  months  have  been 
standing  idle,  and  a  large  proportion  of  the 
machinery  has  been  taken  out  of  the  mills  and 
carried  away.  Our  screw  factory  has  gone,  and 
we  have  lost  the  reputation  we  formerly  sus¬ 
tained  as  a  manufacturing  centre  for  machinery 
and  engines  and  heavy  castings.  But,  Sir,  we 
have  still  half  a  dozen  energetic  manufacturers 
in  the  town,  we  still  get  three  meals  a  day,  and 
we  still  propose  to  live  under  any  and  every  cir¬ 
cumstance.  It  is,  however,  solely  due  to  the 
persistence  and  the  quality  of  the  men  who  admin¬ 
ister  those  institutions,  and  their  perseverance, 
that  we  are  able  still  to  maintain  our  existence; 
and  I  say  I  deeply  regret  that  to-day  the  town 
should  find  itself  placed  in  this  position,  as  the 
political  organ  of  the  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
stated,  of  being  simply  counted  out  of  any  chance 
to  weigh  in  the  counsels  of  the  constituency. 
I  agree  in  the  sentiment  of  the  journal  representing 
the  Government,  that  it  is  a  matter  of  regret  that 
a  constituency  with  these  historic  associations, 
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with  its  manufacturing  establishments,  with  its 
pluck  and  enterprise, — and  I  must  say,  although  the 
manufacturers  are  my  political  opponents,  I  should 
scorn  to  do  anything  else  than  pay  a  just  tribute 
to  the  courage  they  have  displayed  and  their 
business  capacity  in  the  face  of  tlie  heavy  odds 
against  them  caused  by  the  centralization  which 
has  grown  up  under  the  operations  of  the  National 
Policy.  I  say  it  is  a  matter  of  regret  to  myself 
that  the  constituency  should  be  so  heated,  and 
that  these  men,  who  deserve  better  at  the  hands 
of  the  Government,  should  be  forced  to  that  humil¬ 
iating  position.  To  come  back  to  the  amendment 
before  the  House,  although  it  has  not  emanated  from 
my  political  friends,  although  it  has  been  presented 
by  a  supporter  of  the  Government,  yet  I  feel  it  con¬ 
tains  a  good  deal  which  will  commend  itself  to 
the  consideration  of  every  thinking  citizen  and  of 
every  one  who  wishes  well  for  the  people  of  this 
Dominion.  Y\  ith  respect  to  the  equality  of 
population  and  of  representation,  I  think  that 
with  the  explanations  which  have  been  given 
by  the  mover  of  that  amendment,  I  can 
endorse  it  to  this  extent,  that  it  comes  nearer 
to  giving  us  equal  representation  than  the  scheme 
presented  by  the  Government,  and  for  that  rea¬ 
son,  while  I  am  distinctly  not  in  favour  of  mak¬ 
ing  the  unit  of  representation  the  same  for  the 
centres  of  population  as  for  the  more  scattered 
rural  districts,  yet  I  believe  it  will  commend 
itself  to  the  community  rather  than  the  scheme 
presented  to  us  by  the  Government.  There  can 
be  no  question  that  instead  of  tearing  townships 
from  one  another,  as  the  Bill  of  1882  did  and  as 
the  present  Bill  continues  to  do,  the  community  of 
interest  which  is  proposed  in  this  amendment,  by 
which  constituencies  are  brought  together  that 
have  mutual  interests,  is  preferable  to  the  scheme 
suggested  by  the  leader  of  the  House  ;  and  the 
preservation  of  the  boundaries  of  the  counties  and 
cities  for  electoral  purposes  is  also  an  object  that 
must  commend  itself  to  every  thinking  individual 
as  being  in  the  direction  of  preventing  systematic 
cutting  and  redistribution  of  municipalities,  not 
with  a  view  to  the  community  of  interest  or  the  equit¬ 
able  distribution  of  population,  but  rather  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  a  political  advantage  for  the 
party  in  power.  Now,  .Sir,  I  do  not  care  what  poli¬ 
tical  party  controls  the  business  of  this  country, 
it  must  be  plain  to  every  thinking  man  that  no  one 
political  party  can  for  ever  be  in  control  of  the  bus¬ 
iness  of  the  country.  It  is  a  very  long  lane  which 
has  no  turning,  and  if  hon.  gentlemen  will  insist 
on  passing  this  Act  they  can  only  expect  to  pro¬ 
voke  retaliation  from  their  political  opponents  ; 
and  it  is  for  those  reasons,  doubtless,  that  the  or¬ 
gans  of  the  Government  in  Hamilton  and  its  vicin¬ 
ity,  looking  over  the  resixlts  of  the  redistribution  of 
1882,  and  looking  at  the  Bill  now  before  us,  have 
expressed  themselves  in  favour  of  some  independent 
mode  of  redistribution  which  would  take  the  matter 
out  of  the  arena  of  active  politics  and  secure  to  the 
constituencies  an  equitable  distribution,  without  re¬ 
gard  to  political  complexion.  It  is  for  these  reasons 
that,  although  this  amendment  is  moved  by  a  sup¬ 
porter  of  the  Government,  I  feel  it  is  entitled  to  my 
support.  One  word  as  to  the  circumstances  sur¬ 
rounding  this  question.  Our  hon.  friends  opposite 
are  never  tired  of  talking  about  the  glorious  old  flag 
and  British  fair-play  and  justice  and  equity,  but 
I  have  observed  that  they  have  never,  in  my 
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political  experience,  appealed  directly  to  the  country 
on  their  policy  without  beforehand  by  some  pro¬ 
cess  or  other,  having  endeavoured  to  take  some 
advantage  of  their  political  opponents  and  having 
handicapped  them  by  some  of  the  various  processes 
with  which  they  are  so  familiar  ;  and  thus  taken 
an  unfair  advantage,  then  invite  their  political 
opponents  to  take  the  field.  I  believe  in  British 
fair-play.  I  believe  in  a  fair  field  and  a  clear 
contest,  and  let  the  men  who  can  present  the  best 
arguments,  let  those  who  can  appeal  most  fairly 
to  the  electorate,  secure  the  confidence  of  the 
people,  but  a  scheme  like  this  which  handicaps  your 
opponents,  a  scheme  which,  while  you  fill  your 
mouth  with  appeals  about  the  old  flag  and  British 
fair-play,  is  one  of  the  meanest  and  smallest  and 
most  contemptible  to  be  found  in  the  American 
system  of  taking  advantage  of  political  opponents, 
is  not  British,  and  I  hope  it  never  will  be  Canadian 
fair-play. 

Mr.  COCKBURN.  After  the  long,  protracted 
debate  which  has  been  held,  and  so  ably  held,  on 
this  question  of  redistribution,  I  feel  that  in  rising 
to  address  the  House  for  a  few  moments,  I  can 
hope  to  bring  but  few  facts  of  a  novel  character 
to  your  notice.  However,  in  view  of  the  state¬ 
ment  made  the  other  evening  with  reference  to  the 
city  of  Toronto,  I  feel  that  if  I  were  to  remain 
silent,  my  silence  might  be  misconstrued,  and 
therefore  I  venture  to  trespass  for  a  few  minutes 
upon  the  patience  of  the  House.  My  fellow  mem¬ 
ber  -who  has  the  honour  to  represent  East  Toronto 
(Mr.  Coatsworth)  told  us  last  evening  that  he 
had  no  complaint  to  make  of  the  Redistribution 
Bill,  and  that,  as  far  as  he  knew,  the  city  of  Tor¬ 
onto  itself  was  satisfied.  I  have  no  doubt  that  he 
is  correct  in  saying  that,  in  as  far  as  he  is  person¬ 
ally  concerned,  he  has  no  complaint  to  make  ;  but 
I  may  state,  as  representing  one  part  of  Toronto, 
that  there  have  been  complaints  made  to  me  on  the 
ground  that  due  representation  has  not  been  given 
to  a  city  of  such  great  growth  and  of  such  great  im¬ 
portance  in  the  Dominion  as  the  city  of  Toronto. 
We  have  only  to  bear  in  mind  that  we  are  dealing 
with  a  city  with  nearly  $20,000,000  of  foreign 
commerce,  and  whose  growth  in  population,  whose 
growth  in  wealth,  in  commerce,  in  art  and  in  every¬ 
thing  which  tends  to  mark  a  true  growth,  is  a 
matter  of  marvel.  I  find,  on  looking  at  the  figures 
in  connection  with  the  city  of  Toronto,  that  we  are 
left  there  with  one  member  for  the  east  with  a 
population  of  48,564,  one  for  the  centre  with  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  26,682,  and  two  members  to  represent  a 
population  of  nearly  74,000  in  the  west.  This  is  not 
the  whole  population  of  Toronto,  which  amounts, 
according  to  the  census  returns,  to  181,220,  and,  if 
we  are  to  be  guided  by  numerical  factors  in  determin¬ 
ing  the  amount  of  representation  to  be  granted  to 
the  various  electoral  divisions,  I  think  I  am  right 
in  claiming  that  Toronto  should  have  at  least  eight 
members.  Of  course,  I  know  that  part  of  Toronto 
is  joined  to  East  York  electorate  to  which  the  city 
has  contributed  17,639,  and  part  to  West  York  to 
which  the  city  gives  12,657.  I  know  that  the  feel¬ 
ing  of  the  people  whom  I  represent  is  that  it  would 
be  well  to  separate  the  city  and  its  interests  and 
to  keep  them  altogether  apart  from  the  outlying 
district.  It  may  be  that  an  arrangement  of  that 
kind  might  involve  the  loss  of  a  seat  to  the 
Conservative  party,  but  I  have  no  doubt  that 
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an  arrangement  could  be  made  by  which  every 
fairness  would  be  shown  to,  both  parties  in  this 
House.  The  population  of  Toronto  in  fact  is  about 
one-twelfth  of  the  whole  population  of  Ontario, 
and  with  the  three  Yorks  added  amounts  to  241,- 
317,  which  would  bring  us  up  to  a  population 
which  would  entitle  us  to  at  least  10  members. 
W  e  are  told  that,  as  theie  aie  six  oi  seven 
members  of  Parliament  resident  in  Toronto,  who 
represent  outside  constituencies,  this  is  a  benefit 
which  accrues  to  the  city  and  ought  to  be 
considered.  That  may  be  so,  but  we  are  told 
by  the  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy^ 
that  he  is  a  resident  of  Toronto,  but,  so  far  as 
its  political  concerns  are  involved,  he  takes  no 
more  interest  in  Toronto  than  he  does  in  Montreal, 
and  I  know  that,  during  the  whole  of  my  career  in 
Parliament,  it  has  never  occurred  to  myself  or  to 
any  other  member  from  Toronto  to  look  to  the 
member  for  North  Simcoe,  or  to  the  member  for 
East  York,  or  to  the  member  for  West  Ontario, 
or  to  any  other  member  representing  a  rural  con¬ 
stituency  but  residing  in  Toronto,  to  solicit  his 
interest  in  any  matter  in  which  the  city  was 
concerned.  In  fact,  we  felt  that  we  would  be 
treading  on  delicate  ground  if  we  asked  them  to 
help  us,  and  they  might  probably  feel  compelled  to 
refrain  from  giving  us  the  assistance  we  required 
if  we  asked  for  it.  The  growth  of  the  cities  during 
the  last  eight  years  has  amounted  to  about  40  per 
cent,  and  the  numerous  and  weighty  interests  which 
urged  people  to  leave  the  country  and  take  up 
their  abode  in  the  city  of  Toronto  require  consider¬ 
ation  and  due  representation.  I  believe  the  whole 
increase  during  the  last  ten  years  in  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  the  Dominion  is  only  1 1  per  cent,  and  in 
Ontario,  apart  from  the  cities,  it  is  only  8  per 
cent,  but  the  increase  in  the  cities  is  40  per  cent, 
and  therefore,  if  we  are  going  to  take  a  numerical 
factor  in  determining  the  representation,  it  is  clear 
that  the  cities  are  entitled  to  a  corresponding 
largely  increased  representation.  If  I  wanted  any¬ 
thing  to  prove  that  the  Government  were  not 
actuated  by  selfish  party  motives  in  this  Bill,  it 
would  be  the  fact  they  have  withheld  the  just 
amount  of  representation  from  the  cities  of  Toronto 
and  Montreal,  for,  if  there  were  any  two  con¬ 
stituencies  in  which,  by  increasing  the  representa¬ 
tion,  they  would  have  been  able  to  increase  the 
vote  of  the  Conservative  party,  it  would  be  in  those 
two  cities.  I  take  it  as  clear,  then,  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  in  seeking  to  distribute  the  electoral 
voting  power,  have  considered  what  was  best  for  the 
whole  country,  for,  if  they  had  the  desire  to  mani¬ 
pulate  this  matter  for  their  own  party  benefit,  they 
had  before  them  these  two  cities  to  which  they  might 
have  added  six  or  seven  or  eight  members  and  so  have 
materially  strengthened  their  hands.  They  have 
refrained  from  doing  so.  In  the  amendment  which 
has  been  brought  forward  by  the  hon.  member  for 
North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  strong  representa¬ 
tions  have  been  made  with  reference  to  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  preserving  city  and  county  boundaries, 
and  equality  of  population.  These  two  factors 
are  of  a  conflicting  character.  It  is  impossible 
that  the  county  should  remain  with  the  same 
amount  of  population.  It  must  increase  or  de¬ 
crease,  and  it  is  therefore  impossible  to  gauge 
the  representation  by  the  mere  population  in  the 
county.  We  have  been  pointed  to  England  as  the 
country  from  which  we  might  draw  our  experience. 
Mr.  Cockburx. 


We  have  been  told  by  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  that  there  is  no  complaint 
there  as  to  the  redistribution  that  was  made  in 
1885.  We  have  been  told  that  it  was  the  de¬ 
liberate  combined  action  of  the  greatest  men 
in  each  political  party,  and,  if  we  find  they 
have  laid  down  rules  which  we  know  have  given 
satisfaction,  it  is  our  duty  to  follow  their  example. 
If  the  principle  M  ould  suit  us,  we  are  told  that 
we  should  adopt  it  here.  The  great  points  men¬ 
tioned  were  that  this  Act  M'ould  secure  equality  of 
population,  and  M'ith  this  object  in  view  and  looking 
to  old  England  as  a  country  from  which  I  should 
receive  some  information,  I  have  looked  through 
Whitaker’s  Almanac  in  order  to  test  the  accuracy 
of  the  statement.  We  have  been  told  that  the 
unit  of  population  for  representation  in  all  the 
cities  in  England  is  52,700,  and  in  the  counties 
52,800,  so  that  we  may  consider  the  unit  practi¬ 
cally  the  same.  This  is  intended  to  provide  that 
the  cities  shall  secure  as  many  representatives  in 
proportion  as  the  counties.  Let  us  look  at  the 
result.  The  hon.  gentleman  tells  us  that  the 
House  should  appreciate  the  fact  that  the  cities 
should  be  represented  in  no  less  proportion  than 
the  counties.  We  in  this  country  have  established 
in  our  minds  23,000  as  a  factor  by  which  we  are  to 
determine  the  population  to  be  allotted  to  each 
electoral  district.  Let  us  apply  that  principle 
to  the  House  of  Commons  in  England,  and  see 
how  it  would  work.  The  whole  population  of  the 
cities  is  added  and  then  divided  by  52,700,  pro¬ 
ducing,  therefore,  so  many  electoral  districts,  and 
according  to  our  theory  each  of  those  districts 
would  approach  as  nearly  as  possible  to  that 
figure.  I  find,  hoM'ever,  the  greatest  possible 
diversity  in  the  representation  in  England.  What 
we  did  was  simply  this  :  We  determined  the  number 
of  members  for  each  province  by  dividing  the  num¬ 
ber  of  inhabitants  by  the  23,000  factor,  and  after 
that  we  wished  to  go  further  and  divide  the  pro¬ 
vinces  again  into  electoral  districts  according  to  this 
23,000  factor.  Now,  in  England  they  never  went 
that  length.  They  simply  took  the  factor  of 
52,000  or  53,000,  and  fotmd  how7  many  electoral  dis¬ 
tricts  were  to  be  represented,  and  then  they  pro¬ 
ceeded,  not  merely  to  count  heads,  but  to  consider 
how  the  interests  of  the  various  cities  and  counties 
could  be  best  represented.  It  did  not,  apparently, 
enter  into  their  minds  to  consider  merely  the  num¬ 
ber  of  persons  who  may  be  resident  in  a  particular 
district  ;  what  they  wanted  above  all  things  was 
to  represent  the  interests  of  the  various  divisions. 
Accordingly,  looking  to  the  cities,  we  find  the  city 
of  Boston  with  one  member  for  3,134  voters  ;  Lon¬ 
don  city,  with  two  members  for  32,000  voters,  an 
average  of  16,000  each  ;  twro  for  Blackburn,  with 
17,685,  or  an  average  of  8,800  ;  one  for  the  city  of 
Cambridge,  with  6,955  ;  one  for  Colchester,  M'ith 
4,596  ;  one  for  Croydon,  with  14,295  ;  one  for 
Deptford,  with  12,053  ;  one  for  Durham,  M'ith  only 
2,298  voters  ;  and  one  for  Kilkenny,  with  only 
1 ,639  voters.  Then  if  we  turn  to  the  Tower  Hamlets 
and  see  how  they  have  divided  them  in  the  County  of 
Middlesex,  MTe  find  Whitechapel,  with  5,705  voters, 
— here  are  places  all  lying  contiguous  ; — Stepney, 
6,633  ;  St.  George,  3,613  ;  Poplar,  10,013  ;  Mile 
End,  5,759;  Limehouse,  6,545 ;  Bow  and  Brom¬ 
ley,  9,531.  I  think  the  figures  I  have  read  to 
the  House  M'ill  convince  every  member  that  there 
was  no  attempt  on  the  part  of  this  eommis- 
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sion  to  divide  the  population  of  England,  Scotland, 
W ales  or  Ireland  many  such  way  as  has  been  pro¬ 
posed  in  this  House,  namely,  by  taking  the  factor 
of  23,000  and  applying  it  to  the  counties,  or  to  the 
cities ;  all  they  used  this  factor  for  was  to  determine 
how  many  representatives  should  be  given  to  the 
counties  and  how  many  should  be  given  to  the  cities, 
just  as  we  determine  how  many  we  shall  allot  to 
each  province.  They  did  for  the  counties  what  we  do 
for  the  provinces,  and  after  that  they  seem  to  have 
been  given  carte  blanche ,  and  they  went  on,  not  to 
represent  numbers,  but  to  represent  mainly  inter¬ 
ests,  and  you  will  see  from  these  figures  how  varied 
indeed  are  those  interests,  and  how  careful,  ap¬ 
parently,  they  were  to  represent  them.  The  aver¬ 
age  number  of  votes  for  each  one  of  the  670  mem¬ 
bers  of  Parliament  is,  I  think,  9,927,  and  still  we 
find  Kilkenny,  with  a  member  for  1,639  voters,  and 
Durham  with  a  member  for  2,200.  In  the  counties 
we  find  the  same  discrepancy.  In  the  Ayr  district 
we  find  6,149  votes  ;  in  Ayrshire  North,  we  have 
1 1,880  votes,  and  in  the  southern  division,  14,752 
votes  ;  in  Berwickshire,  only  5,633  votes  ;  in 
Wiltshire,  a  little  more  than  half,  3,159  votes; 
whereas,  when  we  go  to  Dumbartonshire,  we  find 
11,298  votes  for  one  member,  and  in  Peebles  and 
Selkirk  combined,  only  3,423  votes.  Well,  Sir,  I 
think  these  facts  are  sufficient  to  show  that  we 
need  not  go  to  England  for  a  guide  so  long  as 
we  keep  in  our  heads  what  we  are  going  to  have 
numerically  in  each  county  or  in  each  city,  and 
then  divide  it  again  according  to  that  same  num¬ 
ber.  It  is  interests  which  must  be  represented, 
not  merely  numbers.  Now,  when  I  apply  this  rule 
to  the  Bill  before  the  House,  I  find,  as  was  stated 
by  the  Minister  of  Railways,  and  also  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon), that  a  line  drawn 
between  Peel  and  York  north  to  the  Georgian  Bay, 
dividing  our  population  into  two  parts,  the  one- 
half  west  of  Toronto  will  have  one-half  the  mem¬ 
bers,  or  46  seats,  and  26  of  these  seats  are  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  Liberal  party,  and  20  by  Conserva¬ 
tives.  We  find,  too,  that  if  we  looked  to  the 
voting  power  simply,  the  Liberals  would  have 
24  and  the  Conservatives  22.  I  say,  if  I  'i 
were  looking  simply  to  the  number  of  votes,  ' 
or  looking  to  the  interests  of  the  people  there,  ■ 
I  find  that  would  be  a  fair  division.  Now,  i 
with  reference  to  the  other  half,  looking  to  the  1 
population  which  is  there,  it  seems  to  be  about  as  j 
fair  a  division  as  we  can  make.  I  am  not  speak-  < 
ing  at  present  of  the  various  little  manipulations,  < 
if  we  choose  to  call  them  so,  that  have  taken  place  1 
to  bring  about  those  changes  ;  I  am  taking  the  1 
matter  as  a  whole.  YY  hen  we  go  into  committee  I  i 
am  perfectly  prepared  to  reserve  to  myself  the  ] 
right  of  dealing  with  these  questions  individually,  ; 
and  while  I  may  approve  of  the  Bill  before  the  f 
House  on  the  whole,  it  does  not  follow  that  I  do  i 
not  reserve  to  myself,  and  I  do  reserve  to  myself,  the  £ 
right  of  judging  each  particular  case.  Apart  from  1 
the  disadvantages  I  have  pointed  out,  of  following  t 
the  rule  of  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe,  it  < 
must  be  noticed  at  the  same  time,  that  his  amend-  t 
ment  would  make  a  change  of  some  74  out  of  92  i 
constituencies  in  Ontario,  and  of  some  41  out  of  65  a 
in  Quebec.  He  himself  is  conscious  that  this  num-  1 
erical  ratio  he  wishes  to  establish  is  an  iinpossi-  t 
bility  ;  accordingly  we  find  that  he  reserves  to  him-  c 
self  a  sliding  scale  of  some  9,200  voters  to  move  1 
up  and  down  from  the  one  side  to  the  other,  £ 


or  some  40  per  cent.  It  is  a  rather  damaging 
comment  on  his  new  proposal,  that  he  should 
find  it  necessary  to  reserve  so  broad  a  sliding  scale. 
I  think  it  would  have  been  better,  under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances,  if  he  had  abandoned  that  scale  and 
fallen  more  into  the  lines  I  have  explained 
as  those  adopted  in  the  representation  for  the  House 
of  Commons  in  England.  Now,  Sir,  a  proposal 
has  been  made  that  we  should  hold  a  conference  in 
this  matter.  I  cannot  understand  a  Government 
so  abdicating  its  powers  as  to  hand  over  to  the  Op¬ 
position,  or  to  others,  a  responsibility  which  must 
rest  upon  themselves,  and  which  they  must  assume 
for  themselves  solely.  Naturally  enough,  if  we  did 
have  a  committee  composed  of  leading  members  of 
the  Opposition  and  of  the  Government  side,  the  re¬ 
sult  would  be  that,  commanding  as  the  Government 
do  two-thirds  of  the  members  of  this  House,  more 
or  less,  the}7  would  see  that  in  the  constitution  of 
that  committee  they  were  properly  represented,  and 
I  fear  the  inevitable  result  would'be  that  at  the  end 
of  the  conference  we  should  have  the  usual  minority 
and  majority  reports,  or  the  committee  would  re¬ 
port  that  they  were  unable  to  come  to  any  conclu¬ 
sion  and  must  refer  the  matter  back  to  the  House. 
While  I  do  not  at  all  consider  the  Bill  a  perfect 
Bill,  I  cannot  help  remembering  that  three  elections 
have  taken  place  since  the  supposed  gerrymander  of 
1 882  was  made.  With  that  gerrymander  I  had  nothing 
to  do,  I  have  not  even  looked  into  it  particularly 
to  ascertain  whether  it  was  worthy  of  the  execra¬ 
tions  which  have  been  hurled  upon  it  ;  but  all  I 
know  is  this,  that  as  a  strong  point  has  been  made 
by  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  of 
the  necessity  of  the  continuity  of  the  same  bodies 
as  electoral  factors,  and  that  inasmuch  as  for  ten 
years,  nearly  one-half  of  the  time  we  have  been 
confederated  together  as  a  Dominion  have  elapsed, 
and  during  those  years  three  elections  have  been  con¬ 
ducted  under  this  gerrymander,  I  think  perhaps  it 
would  be  in  the  interest  of  all  that  we  should 
accept  this  as  it  is,  and  in  committee  see  if  we 
cannot  do  that  which  justice,  good  sense  and  fair- 
play  on  the  part  of  the  majority  would  dictate.  I 
‘am  fully  conscious  that  it  seems  utterly  impossible  to/ 
lay  down  any  clear,  definite  rule  by  which  to  carry 
out  a  redistribution.  In  the  end  we  must  depend 
on  the  good  sense,  the  fairness,  the  British  sense  of 
fair-play  to  guide  us,  and  I  can  only  assure  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  that  when  we  come  to  a  dis¬ 
cussion  of  this  matter  in  committee  they  will  find 
on  this  side  of  the  House  a  disposition  to  deal 
fairly  with  them.  I  do  not  say  that  in  the  end 
they  will  admit  they  have  been  fairly  dealt  with  ; 
it  is  almost  impossible,  meeting  as  we  are  with 
political  views  opposed  to  each  other,  to  come  to 
anything  like  a  greatly  unanimous  conclusion  that 
fair-play  has  been  meted  out.  There  is  an  old  Latin 
proverb,  Quod  volumus  jubemus, — when  we  wish 
anything  we  unconsciously  bring  ourselves  to  be¬ 
lieve  it.  But  at  the  same  time  I  think,  in  view  of 
the  circumstance  that  we  have  met  together  to  try 
and  settle  a  very  difficult  question,  it  would  be  well 
that  we  should  introduce  less  of  the  personal  ele¬ 
ment  into  the  discussion.  I  am  sorry  to  say  that 
words  have  been  thrown  from  the  other  side  of  the 
House  addressed  to  members  on  this  side  to  the 
effect  that  they  must  yield  implicit  obedience  to 
commands  no  matter  how  unreasonable  and  dis¬ 
honourable  they  may  be.  Only  the  other  evening 
a  leading  member  of  the  Opposition  taunted  the 
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hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  by  stat¬ 
ing  that  he  was  not  free  to  give  an  opinion 
on  this  matter,  that  the  only  man  who  was  free 
to  give  an  opinion  wras  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Simcoe,  as  he  looked  for  no  judgeship  and  no  posi¬ 
tion  under  Government.  It  would  be  well  that  we 
should  try  and  discuss  these  matters  entirely  on 
their  merits  and  leave  personal  considerations  en¬ 
tirely  out  of  account,  and  while  I  ask  both 
parties  to  unite  in  this  feeling  and  to  observe 
those  ordinary  courtesies  that  gentlemen  should 
observe  to  one  another,  I  at  the  same  time  would 
like  to  see  it  more  fully  felt  on  both  sides  of  the 
House  that  members  of  both  parties,  while  observ¬ 
ing  the  lines  within  which  party  government  is 
carried  on,  should  be  left  free  to  express  their 
opinions.  Although  I  differ  from  the  hon.  mem¬ 
bers  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  and  from 
the  hon.  member  for  Muskoka  (Mr.  O’Brien)  in 
regard  to  the  position  they  have  taken,  at  the  same 
time  I  am  prepared  to  acknowledge  they  have  done 
so  in  a  manly  way,  they  have  done  so  after  due  de¬ 
liberation  and  after  they  thought  at  all  events  they 
had  consulted  as  fully  as  they  could  be  expected  to 
consult  with  those  who  are  their  leaders  in  this 
Hoixse.  I  think  we  should,  especially  in  this  mat¬ 
ter  above  all  others,  where  we  must  give  and  take, 
try  to  allow  each  other  full  latitude  of  opinion  and 
expression.  I  believe  both  sides  of  the  House  are 
anxious  to  arrive  at  a  fair  and  honourable  conclusion. 
We  have  had  from  the  leaders  of  both  sides  an  ex¬ 
ample  set  of  gentlemanly  courtesy  and  a  desire  to 
say  nothing  that  could  arouse  angry  feelings. 
While  it  is  necessary  that  both  parties  should  hold 
freely  and  honourably  to  the  expression  of  their 
views,  there  is  no  reason  why  we  should  not  observe 
one  towards  another  the. courtesies  which  as  gen¬ 
tlemen  we  are  obliged  to  acknowledge.  I  do  not 
think  there  is  any  other  point  on  which  I  desire  to 
trouble  the  House  at  this  late  stage  of  the  debate. 
I  wish  particularly,  however,  to  draw  attention  to 
the  position  in  which  I  think  the  city  of  Toronto  has 
been  placed,  and  to  express  the  hope  that  when  we 
come  into  committee  some  means  will  be  found  of 
acknowledging  in  a  fitting  way,  the  great  growth 
of  that  city  and  its  great  importance,  the  import¬ 
ance  which  must  attach  to  it  on  account  of  its  vast 
influence  as  a  commercial,  educational  and  manu¬ 
facturing  centre,  so  as  to  remove  from  the  minds  of 
the  people  any  thought  or  feeling  that  because 
they  happen  to  be  residents  of  Toronto  they  should 
be  discriminated  against,  and  any  one  coming  to 
Toronto  from  the  outlying  districts  or  any  part  of 
the  Dominion  should  not  feel  that  his  franchise  as 
a  free  man  has  been  diminished  by  his  admission 
as  a  citizen  of  Toronto,  but,  on  the  contrary,  that 
higher  opportunities  have  been  given  him  of  enjoy¬ 
ing  more  fully  the  rights  of  citizenship  in  a  common 
country. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  In  rising  to  address 
the  House,  I  must  say  at  the  outset  that  I  agree  with 
the  sentiments  that  have  fallen  from  the  lips  of 
the  member  from  Centre  Toronto  to  the  effect 
that  wre  ought  to  extend  to  each  other  com¬ 
mon  courtesies  in  conducting  this  debate.  I  dis¬ 
agree,  however,  with  the  hon.  gentleman  in 
his  opinion  that  the  Bill  is  a  fairer  redistribu¬ 
tion  than  that  proposed  by  adopting  the  amend¬ 
ment  now  before  the  House,  in  favour  of  county 
boundaries.  The  first  cpiestion  I  will  take  up  is 
Mr.  Cockburn. 


one  that  really  does  not  affect  this  debate,  but 
as  statements  have  been  made  with  respect  to 
the  gerrymander  that  took  place  in  Ontario  by  Sir 
Oliver  Mowat,  and  as  the  hon.  member  for  East 
Simcoe  (Mr.  Bennett)  specially  mentioned  the  town¬ 
ship  in  which  I  live,  and  the  riding  I  represent,  I 
want  to  put  the  matter  straight.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  stated  that  if  in  the  gerrymander  the  town¬ 
ship  of  Hullett  had  not  been  divided  but  had  been 
left  in  either  East  or  West  Huron,  the  Government 
of  Ontario  would  have  lost  a  seat.  That  is  not 
correct.  While  I  admit  that  the  Ontario  Govern¬ 
ment  split  up  three  townships  of  the  riding,  and  I 
would  rather  have  seen  township  lines  followed, 
yet  with  the  lines  adopted,  one  of  the  neatest  divi¬ 
sions  possible  was  made.  They  cut  the  county 
from  east  to  west  by  drawing  a  straight  line  along 
the  old  Huron  road,  leaving  all  south  of  the 
road  in  South  Huron.  They  cut  the  remaining  por¬ 
tion  from  north  to  south,  following  a  leading 
gravel  road,  right  up  the  township  of  Hullett. 
It  was  stated  that  if  the  whole  of  the  townsliip'of 
Hullett  had  been  either  in  the  east  or  west  riding 
the  Conservatives  would  have  gained  a  representa¬ 
tive,  but  let  me  point  out  that  in  the  east  riding  of 
Huron  there  was  a  Liberal  majority  of  500  at  the 
last  election,  and  in  the  east  part  of  Hullett 
there  were  113  votes  cast  for  the  Conservative  party 
and  265  for  the  Reform  party  ;  giving  a  majority 
of  152  Reform  votes  cast  in  the  east  part  of 
the  township  of  Hullett.  Even  if  that  150  votes 
had  been  taken  from  the  majority  that  the  east 
riding  of  Huron  gave  to  its  representative,  he 
wTould  still  have  a  majority  of  348  votes.  When 
we  come  to  the  west  riding  of  Huron  we  find  that 
in  the  west  part  of  the  township  of  Hullett,  there 
were  70  Conservative  votes  polled  and  112  Reform 
votes,  giving  a  majority  of  42  in  favour  of  the  Re¬ 
form  candidate.  Now,  the  Reform  candidate  in 
the  west  riding  had  a  majority  of  1 12,  so  that  if  we 
take  the  42  majority  obtained  by  the  Reformers  in 
the  west  part  of  Hullett,  it  would  still  leave  him  a 
majority  of  70  votes.  Therefore,  in  the  last  election 
it  would  have  been  an  impossibility  to  have  affected 
the  election  to  any  extent.  Lest  one  election 
should  not  give  sufficient  data,  I  have  gone  back  to 
the  elections  of  1886,  and  I  find  that  the 
representative  for  East  Huron  had  a  majority  of 
438.  The  west  part  of  Hullett  gave  a  majority  of 
45  for  the  Reform  candidate,  so  that  taking  45 
from  the  433,  it  would  still  leave  a  Reform  majority 
of  388,  independent  of  the  township  of  Hullett.  In 
the  east  part  of  the  township  of  Hullett  there  were 
115  Reform  majority,  so  that  that  w'ould  have  left 
something  like  290  majority  for  Mr.  Gibson  in  the 
election  before  the  last.  The  statement  is  utterly 
unfounded  that  the  gerrymander  of  the  County  of 
Huron  by  the  Mowat  Government  secured  them  an 
extra  member  there.  I  believe  that  the  redistribu¬ 
tion  by  the  Local  Government  in  the  County  of 
Huron  is  as  equal  as  it  possible  could  be.  The 
population  of  the  east  riding  is  26,248,  of  the  south 
riding,  26,478,  and  of  the  w^est  riding,  25,234.  The 
number  of  votes  on  the  voters’  lists  in  each  of  these 
ridings  is  as  follows  :  In  the  east  riding,  5,559  ;  in 
the  south  riding,  6,190  ;  and  in  the  west  riding, 
6,029,  so  that  whether  you  take  Huron  numerically 
or  geographically,  or  according  to  the  number  of 
votes  upon  the  voters’  list,  a  fairer  distribution 
could  not  have  taken  place.  I  think  this  will  be 
sufficient  once  for  all  to  show  that  the  statement  is 
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utterly  without  foundation,  that  had  the  township 
of  Hullett  been  put  either  into  West  Huron  or  into 
East  Huron  it  would  have  lost  a  seat  for  the  Reform 
party.  We  have  heard  it  stated  here  time  and  time 
again  that  the  present  proposed  distribution  of 
seats  is  as  just  and  as  equal  as  it  is  possible  to 
make  it,  and  that  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  at 
least  we  have  very  little  to  complain  of. 
But,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  say  that  we  have  a  great 
deal  to  complain  of,  and  it  has  been  admitted  by 
some  members  on  the  other  side,  that  the  gerry¬ 
mander  which  took  place  in  188*2  was  unjust  to 
the  Province  of  Ontario.  I  hold  that  it  was  un¬ 
just,  and  that  it  still  continues  to  have  its  influence 
down  to  the  present  time,  and  I  shall  attempt 
to  show  in  my  own  county,  and  in  one  or  two 
counties  adjoining  my  own  couuty,  what  effect 
that  gerrymander  has  had  upon  the  representation 
of  these  counties.  Take  the  vote  that  was  cast  in 
Bruce  County  in  1878,  and  we  And  that  in  North 
Bruce  there  was  a  Reform  majority  of  156,  and  in 
South  Bruce  there  was  a  Conservative  majority 
of  75  ;  but  when  we  come  to  the  gerrymander  of 
1882,  we  find  that  they  gave  North  Bruce  a  major¬ 
ity  of  331,  and  although  they  did  give  that  major¬ 
ity  in  1882,  it  has  been  steadily  decreasing  down 
to  the  present  time,  until  at  last  election  it  only 
gave  a  Conservative  majority  of  30.  If  it  had 
been  a  Conservative  majority  of  88  instead  of 
a  Reform  majority,  the  town  of  Port  Elgin 
would  not  have  been  removed  out  of  the  north 
riding  of  Bruce  and  put  into  the  west  riding. 
There  is  not  the  least  doubt  in  my  mind  that  see¬ 
ing  that  the  majority  for  the  member  of  North 
Bruce  has  steadily  been  decreasing,  the  present 
movement  to  take  the  village  of  Port  Elgin  with 
a  Reform  majority  of  88,  and  place  it  in  the 
west  riding,  was  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  the 
sitting  member.  A  strong  proof  of  that  is,  that 
in  the  Bill  now  before  the  House  the  Government 
cannot  show  where  any  such  action  has  taken 
place  to  take  a  majority  of  Reformers  from  a  Con¬ 
servative  riding  and  place  them  for  the  benefit  o? 
a  Reformer  who  has  a  very  small  majority.  It 
is  very  strange  if  this  is  an  honest,  just  and  an 
equal  distribution,  that  the  Government  have  not 
been  able  to  show  a  single  instance  where  they 
have  assisted  a  member  of  the  Reform  party  to 
retain  his  seat.  In  the  distribution  of  1882,  East 
Bruce  got  a  Conservative  majority  of  518  and 
North  Bruce  a  Conservative  majority  of  331,  while 
West  Bruce  got  a  Reform  majority  of  933.  That 
left  a  total  Reform  majority  of  84  votes  in  the 
County  of  Bruce,  which  is  a  sure  proof  that  if  the 
county  had  not  been  gerrymandered  there  would 
be  two  Reformers  and  only  one  Conservative  in  that 
county.  But  on  account  of  the  action  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  there  is  not  the  least  doubt  that  the  County 
of  Bruce  has  held  two  seats  in  this  House  down  to 
the  last  general  election,  when  that  Reform  major¬ 
ity  of  518  in  East  Bruce  was  turned  into  a  minor¬ 
ity  of  114.  Let  me  say  that  if  it  had  not  been  for 
the  gerrymander,  even  the  bye-election  would  not 
have  returned  the  present  sitting  member  for  the 
east  riding  of  Bruce.  The  County  of  Bruce  at  the 
present  time  has  a  population  of  64,604,  which 
would  give  something  like  22,000  in  each  of  the 
three  ridings.  The  County  of  Huron  has  always  given 
a  large  Reform  majority,  and  from  Confederation 
down  to  the  present  time  in  the  Local  House  there 
has  been  only  one  Conservative  member  returned. 


In  North  Huron,  in  1878,  there  was  a  Conservative 
majority  of  84  ;  in  Centre  Huron,  a  Refonn  major¬ 
ity  of  361  ;  and  in  South  Huron,  a  Reform  majority 
of  165.  When  we  add  these  up,  we  find  that  the 
County  of  Huron  had  a  total  Reform  majority  of 
452.  But  by  means  of  the  gerrymander  of  1882  the 
Conservative  majority  in  East  Huron  was  increased 
from  84  to  152 ;  Centre  Huron  was  legislated  out 
of  existence  altogether  ;  West  Huron  was  given  a 
Conservative  majority  of  93  ;  while  South  Huron 
was  left  with  a  majority  of  677.  That  Act  not 
only  gerrymandered  the  Count}  of  Huron,  but  it 
took  from  it  a  number  of  municipalities  which 
naturally  belonged  to  that  county.  The  township 
of  Osborne,  with  a  Conservative  majority,  was 
taken  from  Huron  and  put  into  South  Perth.  The 
township  of  Stephen  and  the  town  of  Exeter,  with 
a  Conservative  majority,  were  taken  from  South 
Huron  and  put  into  North  Middlesex,  thus,  as  Sir 
John  Macdonald  said,  hiving  the  Grits  in  South 
Huron.  I  suppose  I  am  the  last  man  in  the  County 
of  Huron  who  should  find  fault  with  that  gerry¬ 
mander,  because  it  is  to  that  I  owe  my  position  as 
a  member  of  this  House  ;  but  for  that,  in  all  likeli¬ 
hood  I  would  not  be  here.  But  the  reason  I  did 
not  approve  of  the  Act  was  that  it  did  not  do 
justice  to  the  County  of  Huron  as  a  whole. 
We  know  that  the  County  of  Middlesex,  by 
means  of  that  Act,  was  given  four  members, 
while  the  County  of  Huron  was  given  only  three. 
This  was  an  injustice,  because  the  County  of  Huron 
had  a  population,  at  that  time,  of  76,526,  or  2,600 
more  than  the  County  of  Middlesex,  so  that  if  an 
extra  member  should  have  been  given  to  either 
county,  that  extra  member  should  have  been  given 
to  Huron  and  not  to  Middlesex  ;  but  it  did  not  suit 
the  purpose  of  the  Government  to  do  that.  But  I 
find  that  the  population  of  the  County  of  Huron, 
in  the  10  years  from  18S1  to  1891,  has  fallen  from 
76,526  to  66,781.  I  was  somewhat  astonished  last 
night  when  I  heard  the  hon.  member  for  East  Grey 
(Mr.  Sproule)  state  that  the  County  of  Huron  had 
a  population  of  58,000,  which  was  too  many  for  two 
members  and  not  enough  for  three  ;  and  he  had  to 
cross  county  lines  and  destroy  the  principle  he  him¬ 
self  laid  down  of  securing  equality  of  numbers  and 
maintaining  county  boundaries.  This  was  said  in 
answer  to  my  hon.  friend  from  East  Huron  (Mr. 
Macdonald),  who  showed  that  the  County  of  Huron 
would  be  entitled  to  three  members.  But  the  hon. 
member  for  East  Grey,  in  dealing  with  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  the  different  counties,  was  dealing  with 
something  of  which  he  seemed  to  be  perfectly  igno¬ 
rant,  because  the  County  of  Huron,  instead  of  having 
a  population  of  only  58,000,  has  a  population  of  66,- 
781 .  My  hon.  friend  forgot  that  in  the  gerrymander 
of  1882,  the  Government  saw  fit  to  take  away  from 
the  County  of  Huron  the  township  of  Stephen  with 
a  population  of  4,271,  the  township  of  Osborne 
with  a  population  of  2,529,  and  the  town  of  Exeter 
with  a  population  of  1,809,  or  in  all  8,609.  Under 
the  present  redistribution,  if  the  County  of  Huron 
had  received  that  justice  to  which  it  was  entitled, 
these  municipalities  would  have  been  brought 
back  and  placed  within  the  county  boundaries  ; 
and  even  then  the  population  of  the  county  would 
have  been  1,100  less  in  1891  than  it  was  in  1881. 
When  the  redistribution  of  the  County  of  Huron 
was  taken  up  in  1882,  it  was  first  brought  into  the 
House  on  the  11th  of  May;  but  I  suppose  the 
Government  in  the  meantime  received  some  com- 
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munication  from  their  friends  in  the  county,  and  it 
was  held  over.  As  stated  by  my  hon.  friend  from 
East  Huron,  a  delegation  came  down  from  the 
county,  with  the  county  gerrymandered  in  the 
very  best  interest  of  the  Conservative  party  ;  and 
yet  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  tell  us  that  that  was 
a  just  measure.  I  say  that  a  more  barefaced  ger¬ 
rymander,  designed  to  give  the  Government  an 
undue  representation  according  to  the  population  in 
the  County  of  Huron,  never  was  perpetrated.  Now, 
let  us  look  at  the  County  of  Perth.  •  In  1878  North 
Perth  had  a,  Conservative  majority  of  83,  while 
South  Perth  had  a  Reform  majority  of  77.  But 
the  Government  took  the  township  of  Osborne, 
with  a  Conservative  majority,  out  of  Huron  and 
put  it  in  South  Perth  ;  and  they  took  South  East- 
hope,  with  a  large  Reform  majority,  away  from 
South  Perth  and  placed  it  in  North  Oxford,  and  in 
that  way  left  South  Perth  with  a  Conservative 
majority  of  154,  whereas  it  ought  to  have  had  a 
Reform  majority.  If  county  lines  had  been  main¬ 
tained  with  regard  to  South  Perth,  if  the  township 
of  South  Easthope  had  been  retained  there,  and 
the  township  of  Osborne  had  been  put  back  into 
the  County  of  Huron,  Mr.  Trow  would  to-day  be 
occupying  his  seat  in  this  House  by  a  handsome 
majority  ;  and  it  was  owing  to  that  gerrymander 
that  the  Government  were  able  to  carry  South 
Perth  even  in  the  bye-election.  Now,  with  regard 
to  North  Perth,  we  find  that  they  put  the  town¬ 
ship  of  Wallace,  with  a  Conservative  majority  of 
64,  into  the  County  of  Wellington.  They  passed 
over  South  Perth  and  took  North  Easthope, 
with  a  Reform  majority  of  289,  and  added  it  to 
North  Oxford,  which  had  a  majority  of  903  ; 
thus  taking  out  of  Perth,  North  Easthope  and 
South  Easthope  with  Reform  majorities  amount¬ 
ing  to  482  and  adding  them  to  North  Oxford  where 
there  was  already  about  1,000  of  a  majority.  So 
that  both  North  Perth  and  South  Perth  would  have 
been  represented  by  Reformers  after  the  redistri¬ 
bution  of  1882,  if  that  had  been  based  on  the  lines 
laid  down  by  the  amendment  introduced  by  the 
hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe.  Perth  to-day  has 
a  population  of  51,700,  so  that  there  would  be  some¬ 
thing  like  26,000  in  each  of  the  ridings  of  that 
county,  provided  a  redistribution  were  made  on  the 
basis  of  boundary  lines.  But  nothwith standing 
the  gerrymander,  even  in  North  Perth  there  was 
a  Reform  majority  of  71  at  the  general  election  ; 
and  at  the  bye-election,  in  spite  of  all  the  Govern¬ 
ment  could  put  forth  in  men,  money  and  undue 
influences  of  every  description,  the  north  riding 
of  Perth  gave  a  Reform  majority  of  7S.  And 
let  me  say  here,  that  had  the  bye-elections 
been  held,  as  they  ought  to  have  been,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  spirit  of  our  election  law,  on  the  one  day, 
the  Government  would  not  have  come  back  with 
as  many  ridings  in  their  favour  as  they  have. 
Perth  has  a  Reform  majority  of  508,  so  that  it 
would  be  an  impossibility,  with  a  fair  distribution, 
for  the  Government  to  elect  a  representative  in 
Perth.  Just  let  me  apply  this  general  principle 
which  I  have  mentioned.  Here  are  88  of  a  Re¬ 
form  majority  taken  out  of  North  Bruce  and 
put  into  West  Bruce  without  any  apparent  pur¬ 
pose  except  to  assist  a  political  supporter  of  the 
Government,  because  it  does  not  in  any  way 
equalize  the  population,  and  I  am  perfectly  posi¬ 
tive  that  if  the  majority  had  been  a  Conservative 
one  there  would  have  been  no  question  about 
Mr.  McMillan  (Huron). 


removing  it  out  of  the  county.  Take  London  : 
they  have  put  West  London  with  a  Conservative 
majority  of  113  into  the  city  of  London,  in  order 
to  help  the  Minister  of  Agriculture ;  and  then, 
notwithstanding  all  that  the  Minister  of  Railways 
has  said  in  defending  the  action  of  the  Government 
in  taking  the  township  of  Clarence,  with  its  Liberal 
majority  of  478,  out  of  the  County  of  Russell  and 
putting  it  into  the  County  of  Prescott,  there  is  not 
the  least  doubt  that  if  Clarence  had  given  a  Con¬ 
servative  majority,  it  would  have  been  allowed  to 
remain  where  it  is.  I  am  perfectly  convinced  that 
the  system  embodied  in  the  amendment,  as  has 
been  explained  beyond  successful  contradiction  by 
the  hon.  member  for  East  Huron,  would  give  a 
greater  equality  of  representation  and  likely  to  be 
a  more  permanent  arrangement  than  the  Bill 
before  the  House.  The  Government  say  that 
had  they  made  a  regular  redistribution  of  the 
Dominion,  they  would  have  had  to  disturb  over  70 
seats  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  The  Minister  of 
Justice,  when  he  mentioned  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
said  that  there  wTas  a  large  number  of  voters  on 
the  one  hand,  and  a  small  number  of  representa¬ 
tives  on  the  other  hand,  and  asked,  should  the 
Government  not  make  a  redistribution  in  order  to 
remedy  that.  Well,  let  them  apply  the  same 
principle  to  the  Province  of  Ontario  to-day,  and 
then  instead  of  having  53  members  as  they  have, 
with  26  of  them  representing  4,000  voters  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  they  would  have  but  a 
majority  of  two  from  that  province,  if  justice 
were  done  and  an  equal  distribution  made.  It  is 
all  very  well  to  talk  about  the  justice  of  the  re¬ 
distribution,  but  the  Government  know  well  that 
if  they  made  a  proper  redistribution  of  Ontario, 
they  would  no  longer  be  able  to  boast,  notwith¬ 
standing  all  their  other  advantages,  that  they  had 
carried  the  country  and  largely  increased  their 
majority.  And  I  state  fearlessly,  if  it  had  not 
been  for  money  and  other  undue  influences,  it 
would  have  been  an  utter  impossibility  for  the 
Government  to  have  captured  the  country  in 
the  way  they  did  in  the  bye-elections.  Besides  the 
Gerrymander  Act,  what  has  the  Government  at 
their  control  to  aid  them  in  carrying  the  elections  ? 
In  the  first  place,  they  have  the  Franchise  Act 
with  the  influence  of  the  revising  barristers  in 
the  strongly  Conservative  and  equally  balanced 
ridings  in  their  favour.  But  let  me  say  here 
I  am  happily  situated  myself  as  far  as  that  is 
concerned,  and  have  no  cause  of  complaint,  because 
I  believe  the  revising  barrister,  the  judge  of  the 
County  of  Huron,  would  not,  even  if  placed  in  a 
Conservative  riding,  do  anything  not  in  accord  with 
strict  justice.  I  believe  that  every  time  he  re¬ 
vised  the  list  he  saw  that  justice  was  done  between 
the  parties,  and  had  every  individual  who  lie  be¬ 
lieved  had  a  right  to  be  placed  on  the  voters’  list, 
entered  there.  But  I  am  sorry  to  say  there  are 
other  ridings  in  Huron  of  whose  revising  officers  I 
cannot  make  the  same  statement.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  have  the  influence  of  railway  subsidies.  Why, 
there  was  a  promise  made,  or  at  least  it  was  put 
into  the  public  prints  in  the  west  riding  of  Huron, 
that  a  subsidy  would  be  given  for  a  branch  of  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  to  go  from  Wingham  dow  n 
to  Port  Albert  or  perhaps  to  Goderich.  There  is 
no  other  means  the  Government  have  which  is  so 
effective  in  carrying  elections  as  the  promising 
of  public  improvements  and  railway  subsidies, 
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which  is  a  more  wholesale  system  of  bribery  and 
corruption  than  the  mere  purchase  of  a  few  votes 
at  85  or  810  apiece.  Then  there  are  the  harbours 
and  other  public  works.  They  promised  in  the 
west  riding  of  Huron  that  both  the  Goderich  har¬ 
bour  and  the  Port  Albert  harbour  would  undergo 
repairs,  and  this  promise  no  doubt  had  influence 
to  a  certain  extent  in  the  riding,  although 
1  believe  to  a  very  small  extent.  Then  there 
are  the  public  buildings,  post  offices  and  custom 
houses,  which  the  Government  have  been  in  the 
habit  of  promising  to  the  different  constituencies, 
and  which  promises  they  have  carried  out  in  some 
instances  and  in  other  instances  they  have  not. 
Still  all  this  is  done  on  the  eve  of  elections  with 
the  view  of  influencing  the  election  in  those  rid¬ 
ings.  Then  they  have  the  influence  of  large  railway 
corporations  getting  subsidies  from  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  of  large  manufacturing  establishments 
receiving  heavy  benefits  from  the  National  Policy, 
and  we  know  they  have  the  influence  of  the  wealthy 
contractors  who  are  in  the  habit  of  getting  Govern¬ 
ment  contracts.  A  good  deal  has  been  said  about 
the  public  press.  Let  me  state  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  a  powerful  press  at  their  back,  what  we 
may  call  a  subsidized  press.  Let  me  go  over  just 
a  few  of  the  items  of  payments  to  that  press  last 
year  by  the  Government  for  advertising  and  print¬ 
ing.  Take  the  Halifax  Herald,  which  gets  an  income 
of  810,637  from  this  source.  The  Calgary  Herald 
gets  82,650,  the  Montreal  Gazette  87,163,  the 
Moncton  Times  813,581,  the  Quebec  Chronicle  83,- 
174,  the  Toronto  Empire  84,726,  the  Toronto 
World  8L083,  and  the  Regina  Leader  86,672. 
Yet,  notwithstanding  all  those  advantages,  the 
Government  are  afraid  to  allow  a  fair  redis¬ 
tribution  of  the  seats  lest  it  should  weaken  their 
position;  and  I  believe  they  know  well  that  if  a 
fair  redistribution  were  made  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  and  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  and  in  the 
other  provinces,  and  if  a  fair  Franchise  Bill  were 
before  the  people,  which  would  not  give  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  all  the  advantages  they  have  at  present, 
the  Government  would  come  back  to  this  House 
with  a  very  small  majority,  when  the  opportunity 
presented  itself  to  the  people  to  pronounce  their 
verdict,  if  it  did  not  actually  suffer  a  severe  defeat. 
The  Minister  of  Justice  told  us  that  when  the  Bill 
came  before  the  House,  it  would  be  taken  up 
clause  by  clause  and  fairly  considered  ;  but  the 
Minister  of  Railways  and  Canals  came  out  bald- 
headed  and  told  us  they  were  prepared  to  defend 
the  Bill  in  every  particular,  that  it  was  a  just  Bill 
in  every  particular,  and  I  believe  in  saying  this 
he  spoke  the  true  sentiments  of  his  party.  Some  of 
the  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  have  admitted  that 
injustice  has  been  done  Ontario.  The  hon.  member 
for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  admitted  that  Ontario  had 
been  badly  treated  by  the  Government  in  the  Redis¬ 
tribution  Bill  of  1882,  buthesaidhebelievedthattime 
had  remedied  the  evil.  I  have  lived  in  Ontario 
for  the  last  forty-eight  years,  and  I  say  the  gerry¬ 
mander  of  1882  has  not  been  remedied,  as  the 
Gov  eminent  well  know.  In  that  province  there  is 
a  large  number  of  seats  that  could  not  be  held  by 
the  Government  but  for  the  infamous  gerrymander 
of  1882.  We  have  been  told  to-night  that  the 
members  upon  each  side  of  the  House  ought  to  have 
full  liberty  to  express  their  opinions  as  to  the  re¬ 
distribution  without  having  the  finger  of  scorn 
pointed  at  them  or  any  slur  of  disapproval  being 


thrown  at  them,  but,  when  the  Minister  of  Rail¬ 
ways  and  Canals  was  addressing  the  House,  he 
stated  it  was  enough  for  the  Opposition  to  be  find¬ 
ing  fault,  but  that  supportei's  of  the  Government 
ought  not  to  be  finding  fault  with  a  Government 
Bill,  which  amounted  to  saying  that  the  independ¬ 
ent  Conservative  members  ought  not  to  express 
their  opinion.  I  am  glad  to  find  that  there  are 
life-long  Conservatives,  who,  I  believe,  will  remain 
Conservatives,  who  have  sufficient  honesty  and  in¬ 
dependence  to  show  their  disapproval  of  the  action 
of  the  Government,  and  who,  I  believe,  will  record 
their  votes  accordingly.  I  believe  we  have  far  too  much 
on  both  sides  of  following  party  for  party’s  sake. 
I  believe  that  we  should  only  support  the  party  as 
our  conscience  will  direct  us  and  the  interests  of 
the  country  will  warrant,  and  when  the  Government 
or  the  Opposition  take  a  step  beyond  that,  it  is  our 
duty  to  give  our  reasons  for  not  following  the  party 
to  which  we  have  given  our  adhesion.  I  have  been 
very  much  astonished  at  the  remarks  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Toronto  East  (Mr.  Coatsworth).  He 
lays  down  a  principle  I  have  never  heard  laid  down 
before,  the  principle  that  where  there  is  a  part  of  a 
city  and  a  part  of  a  county  united  for  electoral  pur¬ 
poses  they  ought  to  continue  united  because  their 
interests  are  pulling  against  one  another,  and  their 
continued  union  may  assimilate  them.  He  says  : 

“There  should  be  a  concentration  of  interests  wherever 
it  suits  our  interests  that  there  should  be.” 

What  interests  does  he  mean  by  “  our  interests  ”  ? 
He  means  the  Conservative  interests  ;  but  wherever 
it  suits  the  Reform  interest,  it  is  a  different  thing. 
That  is  the  argument  of  the  hon.  gentleman,  and 
he  goes  on  to  say  : 

“  Wherever  we  are  looking  at  the  matter  from  a  federal 
point  of  view,  we  want  to  follow  a  broader  principle,  we 
want  in  some  cases  to  sever  interests,  and  we  want  in 
other  cases  to  unite  interests  that  may  be  naturally 
severed.  Now,  one  of  the  arguments  brought  forward  in 
support  of  county,  and  city,  and  municipal  boundaries, 
was  this,  and  I  think  it  an  illustration  which  might 
fairly  be  used  to  emphasize  the  point  I  want  to  bring  out ; 
the  principle  was  laid  down  that  a  part  of  a  county  and  a 
part  of  a  city  should  not  be  united  together.  I  may  be 
wrbng,  but  it  strikes  me  that  is  a  wrong  principle  to 
adopt.  One  of  the  difficulties  we  have  to  contend  with  at 
present  is  that  our  commercial  interests  are  pulling 
against  the  agricultural  interests,  and  the  agricultural  in¬ 
terests  are  pulling  against  the  commercial  interests. 
Now,  what  is  the  effect  of  uniting  a  portion  of  a  city  and  a 
portion  of  a  county?  Is  it  not  at  once  to  bring  these  peo¬ 
ple  into  common  sympathy  with  each  other,  in  other 
words,  to  bring  the  commercial  interests  into  sympathy 
with  agricultural  interests?  ” 

The  effect  of  such  a  system  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  has  been  that  wherever  there  is  a  part  of 
a  county  in  which  there  is  a  majority  of  Reformers 
united  with  a  part  of  a  city,  as  a  rule  the  city  re¬ 
turns  a  Conservative  member  and  the  Reformers 
lose  their  votes,  and  I  suppose  that  is  what  the 
hon.  gentleman  would  like  to  see.  No  good  will 
ever  come  out  of  keeping  county  municipalities  and 
city  divisions  united  in  one.  They  should  be  al¬ 
ways  separate.  Even  in  municipal  affairs,  I  have 
always  found,  and  I  have  many  years’  experience 
of  municipal  affairs  in  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
that,  when  a  township  and  a  village  are  united, 
there  is  never  peace  until  the  village  becomes  in¬ 
corporated  and  is  separated  from  the  .township, 
and  I  believe  it  is  the  same  with  respect  to  cities 
and  to  parts  of  counties.  In  Ontario  we  have  no¬ 
thing  to  fear  if  the  Government  would  make  a  fair 
redistribution,  and  I  hold  this  is  not  a  fair  position 
for  the  Government  to  take.  They  have  had  two 
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opportunities  to  deal  fairly  with  this  matter.  The 
member  for  Centre  Toronto  (Mr.  Cockburn)  stated 
that  a  committee  composed  of  members  from  both 
sides  of  the  House  might  meet'and  disagree,  and  so 
the  matter  would  be  referred  back  to  the  House. 
It  is  seldom  that  a  committee  of  that  kind  dis¬ 
agrees  so  far,  and  I  have  full  confidence  that  a 
committee  would  have  come  to  a  satisfactory  con¬ 
clusion.  However,  I  believe  the  true  system  is 
adopted  in  the  motion  now  before  the  House— to 
preserve  the  county  and  city  boundaries.  Had 
county  boundaries  been  adopted  ten  years  ago 
scarcely  any  change  would  have  been  necessary 
now.  It  would  have  been  only  in  isolated  cases. 
I  think  the  resolution  before  the  House  will  com¬ 
mend  itself  to  the  judgment  of  every  fair-minded, 
honest  man  who  gives  it  a  fair,  unbiassed  examina¬ 
tion.  Let  them  look  carefully  over  the  array  of 
figures  given  by  the  hon.  member  for  East  Huron 
(Mr.  Macdonald),  and  if  those  are  taken  up  in  an 
unprejudiced  manner  I  believe  even  the  Govern¬ 
ment  themselves  would  admit  that  it  is  a  fair  pro¬ 
position  to  respect  the  city  and  county  limits  all 
over  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  I  believe  that 
will  also  be  true  in  regard  to  the  Province  of 
Quebec.  The  member  for  East  Grey  (Mr.  Sproule) 
tried  to  show  in  his  own  way  that  the  redistribu¬ 
tion  on  county  lines  would  be  very  unjust,  but 
he  admitted  that  my  hon.  friend’s  argument  was 
correct,  because  he  did  not  take  county  lines 
but  polling  districts  to  make  his  calculations  upon. 
I  hold  that  the  redistribution  ought  to  be  made 
permanent  as  far  as  possible,  and  there  is  no  other 
system  on  which  a  permanent  redistribution  can 
take  place  than  the  observance  of  county  and  city 
boundaries.  All  over  the  Province  of  Ontario  there 
is  no  sympathy  in  a  riding,  part  of  which  is  in  a 
city  and  part  in  a  county,  between  the  electors 
who  are  inside  and  those  who  are  outside  the  city 
limits.  I  ask  any  member  of  the  Government  to 
show  where  in  this  Bill  any  action  has  taken  place 
to  assist  a  member  of  the  Reform  party  when  he 
has  been  in  a  tight  place,  as  they  tried  to  knock 
out  the  member  for  Russell,  to  assist  the  member 
for  London  and  to  assist  the  member  for  North 
Bruce.  It  is  strange,  if  fair-play  is  all  that  is  in¬ 
tended,  that  all  the  advantage  should  be  on  one 
side.  It  shows  conclusively  that  the  intention 
was  to  assist  the  Government  party.  I  hold  that 
the  gerrymander  of  1882  is  intensified  as  far  as  the 
Province  of  Ontario  is  concerned,  by  the  present 
measure,  because  all  the  evils  we  have  suffered 
under  since  1882  are  continued  and  they  are  ag¬ 
gravated  by  the  distribution  in  the  Bill  now  before 
the  House. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  I  had  not  intended  to  make 
any  remarks  during  the  course  of  this  debate  ;  I 
was  with  held  somewhat  from  doing  so  by  a  feeling 
of  delicacy,  inasmuch  as  the  Bill  affects  my  own 
constituency.  But  one  or  two  matters  have  occurred 
during  the  course  of  the  debate  which  lead  me  to 
think  that  it  would  be  scarcely  right  if  I  did  not 
say  a  word  or  two.  So  far  as  my  hon.  friend  is 
concerned  who  has  just  addressed  the  House  (Mr. 
McMillan,  Huron)  I  must  say  that  I  have  received 
a  good  deal  of  instruction  from  his  remarks.  I 
have  learned  from  him  for  the  first  time  that  the 
majority  in  the  North  Riding  of  Bruce  in  the  Dom¬ 
inion  elections  of  1882,  was  331.  He  draws  a 
conclusion  from  that ;  he  tells  us  that  that  major- 
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ity  has  been  reduced  to  30.  Well,  that  would  be 
a  startling  reduction,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  unfortuna¬ 
tely  for  the  hon.  gentleman’s  facts,  and  for  the  ar¬ 
gument  which  he  has  founded  upon  them, 
the  majority  was  not  331,  but  it  was 
under  90.  When  he  says  that  the  majority  has 
steadily  decreased  ever  since,  I  must  say  again  that 
he  is  mistaken  in  his  facts,  because  at  the  next 
election  the  majority  had  not  decreased  below  the 
figures  in  1882,  but  had  increased  from  under  90  to 
113.  So  if  we  are  to  judge  of  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
speech  by  these  samples  of  his  alleged  facts,  I  am 
afraid  we  cannot  pay  very  much  respect  to  the 
conclusions  at  which  he  has  arrived.  When  my 
hon.  friend  speaks  of  a  gerrymander  in  the  County 
of  Bruce  made  by  the  Dominion  authorities  in  1882, 
I  think  he  speaks  of  something  which,  with  one 
exception,  it  is  impossible  for  him  or  for  any  one 
else  to  substantiate.  I  defy  any  hon.  member  of 
this  House,  or  any  reasonable  man,  to  take  a  map 
of  the  County  of  Bruce  and  suggest  to  me  a  division 
of  that  county  which,  so  far  as  geographical  distri¬ 
butions  and  population  are  concerned,  would  he 
more  admirable  than  the  division  which  was  made 
in  1882. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  Will  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  allow  me  to  make  a  correction  ?  In  the  election 
of  1878,  there  was  a  majority  of  331  in  North 
Bruce. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  I  am  astonished  at  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man.  The  hon.  gentleman  knows  that  the  riding 
of  North  Bruce  to  which  he  refers  now,  is  not  the 
riding  of  North  Bruce  to-day  at  all.  The  riding  of 
North  Bruce  then  included  the  townships  of  Bruce 
and  Saugeen,  and  they  are  not  in  that  riding  to-day. 
Yet  the  hon.  gentleman  has  the  audacity  to  get  up 
in  this  House  and  make  a  comparison  between  the 
old  riding  and  the  present  riding,  and  the  majorities 
in  the  two  ridings,  in  an  endeavour  to  mislead  this 
House — I  do  not  wish  to  say  that,  but  at  all  events,, 
the  hon.  gentleman  has  made  a  comparison  which 
is  altogether  misleading  ;  I  presume  he  would  not 
have  made  it  had  he  been  better  accpiainted  with 
the  facts.  But,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  about  saying, 
when  the  hon.  gentleman  interrupted  me,  that  I 
defied  the  hon.  gentleman  or  any  one  else  to  suggest 
a  division  of  the  County  of  Bruce  which,  either  as 
to  geographical  distribution  or  as  to  population, 
could  be  a  more  admirable  division  than  the  one 
which  was  made  in  1882.  When  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  talks  of  a  gerrymander,  I  think  he  is  confusing 
the  action  of  Sir  Oliver  Mowat  with  the  action  of 
the  Dominion  authorities  in  1882.  If  you  want  to 
find  a  gerrymander  of  a  county,  you  may  look 
at  the  division  of  the  County  of  Bruce  which 
was  made  by  Mr.  Mowat  a  short  time  ago,  and 
there  you  will  see  a  county  gerrymandered.  I 
was  not  in  the  House  the  other  day,  and  had  not 
the  privilege  of  hearing  the  brilliant  speech  of  the 
hon.  member  for  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin),  but  I  be¬ 
lieve  he  showed  the  House  something  about  that 
gerrymander.  Now,  what  was  done  by  the  Dom¬ 
inion  authorities  in  the  arrangement  that  was  made 
of  the  County  of  Bruce  ?  The  lake  townships  were 
left  by  the  lake  altogether  ;  the  northern  town¬ 
ships  were  left  together,  and  the  eastern  townships 
were  left  together.  It  so  happens  that  the  town¬ 
ships  by  the  lake,  Saugeen,  Bruce,  Kincardine  and 
Huron,  are  Reform  townships  ;  the  Reformers  hap¬ 
pen  to  dwell  together  there  en  masse,  and  they 
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were  left  there.  Now,  it  is  said  they  were  hived. 
I  say  they  were  not  hived  ;  you  cannot  make  use  of 
such  an  expression  where  the  existing  condition  of 
tilings  is  not  altered.  They  were  not  hived,  they 
hived  themselves  there.  But  what  Sir  Oliver  Mowat 
did  was  not  to  hive  the  Grits,  but  to  swarm  the 
Grits  over  the  county — if  you  choose  to  use  the  ex¬ 
pression  “  Grit. Sir  Oliver  Mowat  took  a  town¬ 
ship  from  the  west  and  put  it  along  with  other 
townships  which  were  not  connected  with  it  in  any 
way — picked  up  a  township  here  and  there  over 
the  county  so  as  to  swarm  his  friends  and  enable 
their  votes  to  tell  where,  geographically,  they 
ought  not  to  have  told  at  all.  Now,  that  is  what  I 
call  gerrymandering.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
been  very  much  struck  with  one  matter 
in  connection  with  this  discussion.  I  am 
(piite  sure  that  hon.  gentlemen  on  either  side  of 
the  House  are,  on  the  whole,  desirous  of  arriving 
at  some  arrangement  which  is  fair.  The  more  one 
listens  to  the  discussion  that  is  proceeding  in  this 
House,  the  more  one  is  forced  to  the  conclusion 
that  neither  political  party,  if  they  have  the  con¬ 
trol  of  this  matter  in  their  own  hands  entirely  ,  will 
ever  do  what  is  fair.  As  soon  as  our  friends  on 
the  opposite  side  of  the  House  come  into  power, 
they  will  say  they  have  been  horribly  ill-treated 
by  their  opponents,  and  they  will  proceed  to  do 
what  they  think  is  fair,  and  what  we  will  think  is 
very  unfair.  Then,  after  that  has  been  done,  as 
soon  as  the  Conservative  party  come  into  power 
again,  they  will  say  :  We  will  be  even  with  our 
friends,  and  we  will  do  what  we  think  is  fair.  So 
the  thing  will  go  on  as  it  has  been  going  on,  and 
each  party  will  have  a  grievance  against  the  other 
party  with  reference  to  this  matter.  Now,  so  long 
as  the  existing  condition  of  things  continues,  each 
party  will  be  actuated  by  political  motives  in  the 
division  of  the  constituencies.  I  think  it  is  far 
better  for  us  to  look  this  thing  squarely  in  the  face 
and  not  deceive  ourselves.  I  am  quite  sure 
that  neither  party  when  in  power  leaves  out 
of  view  entirely  the  political  consideration  in 
redistributing  the  representation,  and  I  think 
it  would  be  very  unreasonable,  under  the  exist¬ 
ing  condition  of  things  to  expect  them  to  do 
so.  If  they  have  got  the  redistribution  of  seats 
in  their  own  hands,  and  if  there  be  two  divisions 
which  are  each  of  them  fairly  good,  it  is  only 
natural,  it  is  only  reasonable,  to  expect  that  the 
party  in  power  will  choose  that  one  which  suits 
themselves  best  ;  and  so  long  as  they  do  not  go 
beyond  what  is  right  and  fair,  I  think  they  are  not 
blameworthy  in  so  doing.  But  who  is  to  decide 
what  is  right  and  fair  ?  It  is  the  party  in  power 
at  the  time,  and  is  it  according  to  human  nature, 
and  is  it  according  to  political  nature,  that  they 
should  be  the  best  judges  of  what  is  right  and  fair  ? 
I  think  not  ;  and,  therefore,  so  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  it  seems  to  me  that  we  are  forced  to  the 
conclusion  that  some  kind  of  tribunal  ought  to  be 
found  which  would  take  this  matter  out  of  the 
hands  of  the  political  parties  of  the  day.  I  recol¬ 
lect  very  well  what  occurred  in  my  own  constitu¬ 
ency  many  years  ago,  when  I  was  a  very  young 
hand  in  politics,  and  I  dare  say  it  is  within  the 
recollection  of  some  hon.  members  in  this  House. 
There  were  at  the  time  that  this  distribution  of 
Bruce,  of  which  I  have  been  speaking,  was  made,  two 
possible  arrangementsof  the  north  riding.  We  might 
easily  have  had  the  township  of  Saugeen  in  the  north 
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riding  or  it  might  have  been  left  out  ;  it  might 
have  been  placed  either  in  the  west  or  the  north. 
I  recollect  very  well  at  that  time  that  we,  Con¬ 
servatives,  in  that  constituency,  thought  it  right  to 
call  the  attention  of  our  friends  at  Ottawa  to  the 
fact  that  the  leaving  of  the  township  of  Saugeen  in 
North  Bruce  would  have  a  political  influence 
injurious  to  the  Conservative  party  in  that 
constituency.  I  think  that  in  doing  so  we 
were  perfectly  justified.  I  thought  then,  and  I 
think  still,  that,  irrespective  of  political  consider¬ 
ations  altogether,  the  placing  of  the  township  of 
Saugeen  in  the  west  riding  was  the  proper  course 
to  pursue  ;  but  I  think  that  in  addition,  we  were 
perfectly  justified  in  calling  the  attention  of  the 
Government  to  the  fact  that,  from  a  political  point 
of  view,  it  would  be  beneficial.  Such  considerations 
will  always  have  force  and  always  operate  on  the 
minds  of  politicians  when  such  distributions  are 
made.  As  to  the  proposal  of  the  leader  of  the  Oppo¬ 
sition,  however  favourably  one  might  be  inclined 
to  regard  it,  and  for  my  part,  so  far  as  my  humble 
ability  was  concerned  I  turned  the  matter  over  in 
my  mind  as  carefully  and  thoughtfully  as  I  could, 
I  have  failed  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
course  proposed  would  help  us  much  out  of  our 
difficulty.  It  seemed  to  me  that  the  party  in 
power  would  have  the  majority,  and  we  would  be 
face  to  face  with  such  a  condition  of  things  as  we- 
had  in  this  Parliament  during  last  session,  when 
we  had  a  committee  of  partisans,  so  to  speak* 
although  I  believe  both  sides  were  trying  to  do 
what  was  right  and  to  the  best  of  their  ability  to 
arrive  at  what  was  fair  and  just,  still  we  had  the 
report  of  the  committee  argued  on  both  sides  with 
heat,  and  it  was  simply  the  report  of  the  majority 
which  prevailed. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Does  the  hon.  gentleman  con¬ 
tend  that  we  cannot  do  what  they  have  done  in 
England  ? 

Mr.  McNEILL.  The  hon.  gentleman  asks  if  we 
cannot  do  what  they  have  done  in  England.  I  do- 
not  think  they  have  done  in  England  exactly  as  the. 
hon.  gentleman  proposed,  and  it  is  not  quite  a  sound 
position  he  has  taken  up  on  this  occasion.  I  think 
we  are  not  situated  here  quite  as  they  are  in  Eng¬ 
land.  They  have  never  been  in  the  habit  in  Eng¬ 
land  of  dealing  with  the  constituencies  as  friends  of 
the  hon.  gentleman’s  friends,  Sir  Oliver  Mowat  and 
his  Government,  dealt  with  the  constituencies  in 
Ontario.  I  will  not  refer  to  my  friends  ;  I  will 
not  say  they  have  ever  done  anything  wrong  in  this 
matter — they  may  have  done  so.  But,  at  all 
events,  a  different  system  has  prevailed  in  this, 
country  from  anything  that  ever  prevailed  in  Eng¬ 
land,  and  political  parties  have  got  into  the  habit 
here  of  dealing  with  these  matters  in  a  way  per¬ 
fectly  distinct  from  anything  which  obtained  in 
England,  and,  therefore,  I  do  not  think  we  can 
expect  to  apply  the  English  system  to  a  condition 
of  things  altogether  different  from  that  which 
obtained  there.  I  think  we  require  to  get  a  tribunal 
which  is  independent  of  politics  ;  we  want  a  tri¬ 
bunal  which  will  take  this  matter  up  and  deal 
with  it  in  such  a  manner  that  both  the  public  and 
members  of  this  House  will  have  confidence  in 
its  decision.  I  was  not  in  the  House  when 
the  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr.  W  eldon)  dealt  with 
this  matter,  but  he  told  me  afterwards  what  lie 
had  said  with  respect  to  it.  I  had  some  conver- 
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sation  with  him,  in  which  I  suggested  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  a  commission  composed  of  our  judges  ; 
but  he  was  opposed  to  that  suggestion  and  brought 
forward  a  very  formidable  and  strong  objection, 
namely,  that  as  our  judges  have  so  much  political 
work  thrown  on  them  at  present,  a  danger  would 
arise  if  more  work  were  thrown  upon  them  lest, 
however  fairly  they  might  discharge  their  duties, 
they  might  be  discredited  in  the  eyes  of  the  public. 
That  is  undoubtedly  a  grave  and  serious  objection, 
but  whether  it  is  sufficiently  grave  and  serious  to 
overweigh  the  objections  to  any  other  scheme  that 
may  he  proposed,  I  am  not  prepared  to  *say. 
Johnson  was  in  the  habit  of  saying  that  objection 
might  be  taken  to  a  vacuum  and  to  a  plenum,  but 
one  or  other  must  be  true.  It  is  not  suffi¬ 
cient  -to  take  objection,  but  it  must  be  shown 
that  there  is  more  serious  objection  to  one  proposal 
than  to  another  proposal  submitted.  But  if  it  be 
that  we  are  afraid  to  trust  our  judges  or  that 
we  are  afraid  of  discrediting  them,  then  let  us  secure 
the  services  of  judges  from  some  other  part  of  the 
Empire,  who  would  not  be  in  any  way  under  suspicion 
in  the  minds  of  the  people  in  regard  to  this  matter. 
Let  us,  at  all  events,  secure  such  a  tribunal  as  will 
remove  the  difficulties  that  at  present  exist  and 
command  the  confidence  of  the  people.  I  do  not 
wish  to  offer  further  remarks  on  that  part  of  the 
subject ;  but  I  should  like,  as  we  have  been  refer¬ 
ring  to  English  precedents,  to  refer  to  a  remark 
which  fell  from  the  leader  of  the  Opposition,  and 
which  has  been  taken  up  by  one  or  two  lion,  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  with  respect  to  the  precedent  I 
quoted  here  some  time  ago.  When  the  lion, 
gentleman  based  his  proposal  on  the  assumption 
that  Mr.  Gladstone  had  acted  with  great  generosity, 
and  the  Liberal  party  in  England  had  acted 
generously,  I  called  his  attention  to  the  fact  that  Avas 
not  so,  and  that  they  had  been  forced  to  adopt  the 
course  they  did  adopt  by  reason  of  the  action  of 
the  House  of  Lords.  It  has  been  said — the  lion, 
gentleman  I  think  said  something  of  the  kind  him¬ 
self,  and  some  other  lion,  gentlemen  have  quoted 
it — that  perhaps  that  would  afford  some  precedent 
for  obstruction  on  the  part  of  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite,  and  for  an  attempt  on  their  part  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  passage  of  this  Bill  through  this  House. 

Mr.  LAUKIER.  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  The  hon.  gentleman  says  “  hear, 
hear.  ”  The  hon.  gentleman  will  surely  not  say  that 
an}7  precedent  is  established  therefor  such  a  course. 
The  minority  of  the  House  of  Commons  did  not 
strain  their  constitutional  authority  in  any  way, 
but  the  minority,  as  under  the  British  constitution 
the  minority  must  do  if  Government  is  to  be 
possible,  bowed  to  the  decision  of  the  majority,  and 
the  Bill  passed  through  the  House.  The  Bill  went 
up  to  the  House  of  Lords  and  the  minority  in  that 
House  bowed  to  the  decision  of  the  majority,  as 
they  ought  to  do.  The  House  of  Lords  had  a  consti¬ 
tutional  right  to  say  :  We  will  not  allow  this  Bill  to 
pass  ;  we  believe  it  to  be  a  Bill  not  in  the  interests  of 
the  country  ;  and  they  exercise  their  constitutional 
right.  That  is  no  precedent  for  the  minority  en¬ 
deavouring  to  exercise  the  constitutional  right  of 
the  majority.  Allowing  the  minority  full  credit  for 
the  most  patriotic  motives,  still  it  is  cpiite  clear, 
that  if  they  determine  that  whenever  they  think 
a  measure  is  not  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
country  they  will  obstruct  that  measure  ; 
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parliamentary  government  must  come  to  an 
end  at  once.  If  they  can  do  that  in  one  case 
they  can  do  it  in  another  case.  Wliat  would  the 
result  of  that  be  ?  The  result  would  be  that  the 
proceedings  of  this  House  would  be  made  ridicul¬ 
ous,  and  that  the  House  would  be  condemned  by 
public  opinion  just  as  it  was  in  1885.  I  recollect 
very  well  when  1  returned  home  in  1885  hearing  an 
outcry  about  the  conduct  of  this  House,  because  of 
the  obstruction  that  occurred  here.  I  am  not 
speaking  of  an  outcry  by  Conservatives  on  account 
of  what  was  done  by  Reformers  in  this  House, 
but  I  am  speaking  of  an  outcry  by  independent  men 
who  were  not  party  men  at  all,  and  who  said  that 
the  House  of  Commons  should  be  able  to  conduct 
its  business  better  than  it  had  done.  If  such 
intentional  obstruction  were  resorted  to,  and  if  it, 
was  decided  not  to  allow  public  business  to  be 
transacted,  the  result  would  be  that  whichever 
party  was  in  power  would  be  compelled  to  resort 
to  the  cloture,  and  for  my  part  that  is  a  mode  of  pro¬ 
cedure  that  I  should  be  very  sorry  to  see  introduced 
in  this  House.  Not  that  the  cloture  has  worked  ill  in 
England,  for  I  was  told  the  other  day  by  a  Radical 
member  of  the  Imperial  Parliament  who  was  over 
here,  that  he  believed  the  cloture  worked  well 
in  the  English  House  of  Commons,  but  as  my 
hon.  friend  knows,  the  condition  of  parties  in 
England  is  different  from  what  it  is  here,  as  party 
lines  are  not  so  hard  drawn  there.  I  would  be 
exceedingly  sorry  for  my  part  that  whichever  party 
were  in  power  it  should  be  forced  to  adopt  the 
cloture,  but,  of  course,  if  the  minority  of  either 
party  make  up  their  mind  to  obstruct  business, 
and  make  up  their  minds  that  they  and  not  the 
majority  will  rule  contrary  to  the  constitution, 
then  it  is  the  only  thing  that  can  be  done.  Other¬ 
wise  public  business  must  come  to.  a  standstill,  and 
the  government  of  the  country  would  be  an  impos¬ 
sibility.  However,  I  have  no  doubt  that  my  hon. 
friend  has  no  such  idea  in  his  mind  as  unconstitu¬ 
tional  obstruction. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothvvell).  Unconstitutional  legis¬ 
lation  is  quite  proper,  however. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  My  hon.  friend  cannot  say  that 
any  one  thinks  that  unconstitutional  legislation  is 
proper.  Unconstitutional  legislation  must  always 
be  improper  as  my  hon.  friend  knows,  and  if  the 
party  in  power  adopts  unconstitutional  methods 
they  must  be  punished  for  it  by  their  masters,  the 
people.  That  is  the  only  resort  and  that  is  all 
we  can  hope  for. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Suppose  you  take  away 
from  the  people  the  power  of  punishing,  and  that 
is  what  you  propose  to  do. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  I  am  just  coming  to  that  matter. 
My  hon.  friend  is  referring  to  the  Redistribution 
Bill,  and  I  have  just  been  proposing  something 
which,  at  all  events,  would  put  that  objection  of 
my  hon.  friend  altogether  to  one  side,  but  I  do  not 
see  that  my  hon.  friend  seemed  to  fall  in  with  that 
at  all.  I  cannot  help  having  a  little  suspicion  in 
my  mind  that  my  hon.  friend  the  hon.  member  for 
Bothwell  is  looking  forward  to  the  time  when  he 
will  get  a  chance  to  do  something,  and  that  he 
does  not  want  a  tribunal  which  will  take  it 
altogether  out  of  his  power  to  do  so.  I  hope  that 
is  not  the  case,  but  I  am  a  little  afraid  that  he 
thinks  himself  hardly  conscious  of  it  perhaps.  These 
fellows  have  had  the  opportunity  too  long,  and  our 
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time  will  come,  but  if  they  give  the  power  to  an 
independent  tribunal  our  time  will  never  come. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  would  ask  the  lion, 
gentleman,  whether  he  proposes  to  constitute  a 
tribunal  under  section  51  ? 

Mr.  McNEILL.  I  am  not  prepared  to  bandy 
legal  phrases  with  my  hon.  friend.  I  do  not  say 
anything  about  section  51  at  all.  I  will  leave  that 
to  those  who  are  better  able  to  discuss  it  than  I  am. 
I  am  speaking  on  broader  issues  than  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  section  51  or  section  52  either.  Before  pass¬ 
ing  away  altogether  from  this  matter  I  would  like 
to  make  one  remark  with  regard  to  this  village  of 
Port  Elgin,  of  which  we  have  heard  so  much,  and 
which  my  hon.  friend  from  Huron  (Mr.  McMillan) 
seemed  to  think  it  was  such  an  improper  thing  to 
interfere  with.  That,  I  do  think,  is  another  ex¬ 
ample  of  how  hard  it  is  for  men  who  are  influenced 
by  party  considerations  to  take  a  fair  view  of  any 
political  question.  The  facts  with  regard  to  the 
village  of  Port  Elgin  are  these  :  Port  Elgin  is  in 
the  township  of  Saugeen,  and  is  miles  away  from 
the  north  riding  of  Bruce,  entirely  surrounded  by 
foreign  territory,  and  the  riding  of  North  Bruce  has 
the  larger  population  of  the  two  ridings.  I  quite 
admit — and  I  do  not  conceal  the  matter  for  a  mo¬ 
ment — that  I  am  very  glad  to  get  rid  of  Port  Elgin, 
vejy  largely  because  there  is  a  majority  against  me 
there.  I  ask  my  hon.  friend  the  leader  of  the  Op¬ 
position,  who  is  a  fair-minded  man,  whether  it  is 
right  and  proper  that  I  should  be  forced  to  go  five 
miles  out  of  my  constituency  into  a  foreign  terri¬ 
tory  and  take  a  village  belonging  to  my  friend  from 
the  west  riding  of  Bruce  to  give  a  majority  of  88 
against  me.  I  do  not  think  it  is  fair,  and  I  think 
that  any  hon.  gentleman  who  argues  in  favour  of 
Port  Elgin  being  left  in  North  Bruce  is  arguing  in 
favour  of  a  gerrymander. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Let  us  wipe  out  all  the  blem¬ 
ishes  of  the  Act  of  1882. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  We  will  do  it  by  degrees. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Let  us  leave  the  hon. 
gentleman's  case  to  the  last  then,  and  perhaps  he 
will  be  more  anxious  to  act  upon  his  promise. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  We  will  take  it  as  it  stands. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  a  vil¬ 
lainy  it  must  have  been  in  1882  to  put  Port  Elgin 
where  it  is  now  ? 

Mr.  McNEILL.  I  think  my  hoii.  friend  had 
better  have  a  consultation  with  his  hon.  friend 
from  South  Brant  (Mr.  Paterson)  about  that.  I 
think  he  was  the  author  of  that  iniquity.  It  was 
he  who  made  the  proposal,  I  believe. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  It  was  upon  my 
motion  I  believe  it  was  put  in  there,  but  my  mo¬ 
tion  was  immediately  followed  as  the  House  knows, 
with  another  motion  to  put  the  township  of  Sau¬ 
geen,  in  which  it  is,  into  the  north  riding  of  Bruce, 
but  the  hon.  gentleman’s  friends  said  “no,  no,” 
and  would  not  do  that. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  The  hon.  gentleman  moved  for 
the  village  of  Port  Elgin  by  itself. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  And  immediately 
followed  it  by  moving  in  reference  to  the  town¬ 
ship  it  was  in.  The  hon.  gentleman’s  friends  con¬ 
sented  to  Port  Elgin,  and  the  motion  was  followed  by 
one  in  regard  to  the  township  of  Saugeen  in  which 
it  was,  but  they  refused  to  consent  to  that. 


Mr.  McNEILL.  What  I  want  to  call  my  hon. 
friend’s  attention  to  is,  that  he  moved  the  village 
of  Port  Elgin  should  be  put  in  North  Bruce,  irre¬ 
spective  of  the  township  of  Saugeen. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  My  motion  was  fol¬ 
lowed  by  that. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  Do  I  understand  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  moved  that  the  village  of  Port 
Elgin  should  be  put  in,  in  order  that  afterwards  he 
might  move  that  the  township  of  Saugeen  might 
be  put  in  ? 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Precisely. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  Well,  I  wonder  at  the  innocence 
of  my  hon.  friend  that  he  should  think  that  Sir 
John  Macdonald  was  such  a  foolish  bird  as  to  be 
caught  with  a  little  pinch  of  salt  on  his  tail  in  that 
way.  I  hardly  expected  that  from  my  hon.  friend. 
As  our  friends  on  the  other  side  of  the  line  would 
say,  I  think  that  is  altogether  too  thin. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  That  is  the  fact  as 
the  records  will  show. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  I  will  pass  away  from  that  par¬ 
ticular  subject  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  just  wish  to  say 
now  that  during  the  course  of  this  debate  I  person¬ 
ally  have  been  very  much  pained  by  one  or  two, 
observations  that  I  have  heard  let  fall  from  mem¬ 
bers  on  my  own  side  of  the  House,  for  whom  I  have 
the  greatest  respect.  I  think  that  it  cannot  be 
altogether  charged  against  hon.  members  on  either 
side  of  the  House  that  they  err  very  much  in 
the  direction  of  too  much  independence.  I  do  not 
think  that  is  a  charge  that  can  very  fairly  be 
laid  against  the  members  of  the  Canadian  House  of 
Commons  on  either  side.  I  do  not  think  it  can  be 
fairly  alleged  against  them  that  they  are  not  suffi¬ 
ciently  amenable  to  party  discipline  on  the  one  side 
or  the  other.  On  the  contrary,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
sorry  to  say  that  it  seems  to  me  very  often  that, 
hon.  members  on  both  sides  are  expected,  when 
they  come  down  here,  to  merge  their  individuality 
altogether  in  their  party.  Hon.  members  are 
expected,  it  would  seem,  to  abandon  their 
liberty  of  conscience  and  their  right  of  private, 
judgment,  to  give  up  their  rights  as  free 
men— as  soon  as  they  enter  the  legislative  halls  of 
their  country.  Now,  for  my  part  I  do  not  believe 
that  that  is  a  good  or  a  wholesome  thing.  I  think, 
we  should  be  the  better  of  a  little  more  indepen¬ 
dence  ;  and  I  think  it  would  be  well  for  the  coun¬ 
try  if  we  had  a  little  more  independence  on  both 
sides  of  this  House.  When  I  came  down  here  it 
was  not  my  intention  to  give  up  my  independent 
liberty  of  action  and  of  judgment.  Iam  as  strongly 
impressed  with  the  absolute  necessity  of  party 
discipline  as  any  man  can  be — party  discipline 
within  reasonable  bounds  ;  but  party  discipline  is. 
one  thing  and  party  slavery  is  another  thing  ;  and 
for  my  part  I  have  not  come  down  here  to  be  the 
slave  of  any  man  or  of  any  party.  I  feel  that  it  is 
necessary  that  I  should  waive  my  own  personal 
opinion  in  very  many  cases,  and  I  am  willing  to  da 
that ;  but  there  are  cases  when  I  feel  that  I  cannot 
do  so  properly,  and  in  those  cases  I  do  not  intend 
to  do  so.  I  was  brought  out  by  a  convention  in 
1891,  and  I  took  occasion  at  the  time  of  my  nomi¬ 
nation  to  say  to  my  friends  that  I  would  either 
come  down  here  as  a  free  man  or  not  at  ’  all,  and 
that  is  the  position  in  which  I  stand  here  to-night. 
Now,  I  think  I  am  as  good  a  Conservative  as  any 
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man  in  Canada.  I  am  perhaps  a  little  more  than  a 
Conservative  ;  I  rather  think  I  am  a  Tory. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  We  all  think  that. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  And  the  worst  or  the  best  of 
it  is  the  older  I  grow  the  more  of  a  Tory  I  get.  But 
I  do  not  think  that  Conservative  principles  consist 
simply  in  registering  the  decrees  of  any  man  or 
any  body  of  men,  whether  they  be  a  Government 
or  a  caucus.  If  it  were  so,  hon.  gentlemen  op¬ 
posite  would  be  as  good  Conservatives  as  I  am.  I 
do  not  believe  that  it  is  a  Conservative  principle 
to  be  prepared  to  vote  to-day  that  Louis  Riel 
should  be  hanged  and  to-morrow  that  he  should 
not  be  hanged  ;  but  that  is  what  party  discipline 
in  this  country  sometimes  leads  to.  Now,  if  men  are 
expected  to  do  this  down  here,  they  are  not  expec¬ 
ted  to  do  it  by  the  people  of  Canada ;  I  am  sure 
they  are  not  by  the  people  of  Ontario.  I  am  quite 
sure  that  the  people  of  Ontario  do  not  want  their 
representatives  to  do  that,  and  if  they  did  I  should 
not  want  to  become  one  of  their  representatives, 
however  highly  I  value  and  esteem  the  honour 
they  have  conferred  on  me  by  appointing  me  as 
one.  I  am  sure,  furthermore,  that  such  a  condition 
of  things  is  far  from  being  in  the  interest  of  the 
Dominion  of  Canada,  and  I  am  also  sure  that  it  is 
far  from  being  in  the  interest  of  either  party.  If 
there  is  one  thing  more  than  another  which 
is  destructive  of  a  party  it  is  that  the 
members  of  that  party  should  abjectly  follow  their 
leaders  without  venturing  to  express  an  opinion  of 
their  own  different  from  the  opinions  of  those  whom 
they  follow.  Now,  I  have  heard  a  good  deal  of 
discussion  inside  of  the  House  and  outside  of  the 
House  with  regard  to  this  matter,  and  perhaps  I 
have  spoken  rather  strongly  upon  the  subject 
myself.  I  want,  with  the  permission  of  this  House, 
to  support  what  I  have  said  by  an  authority.  I 
want  to  show  this  House  that  there  are  men  who 
are  considered  not  very  bad  party  men  who  have 
at  times  taken  a  course  somewhat  different  from 
the  course  of  their  leaders.  I  am  going  to  read 
from  the  English  Hansard  from  a  debate  which 
took  place  on  Mr.  Disraeli’s  Reform  Bill  in  1867. 
The  gentleman  whose  words  I  am  about  to  read 
was  a  leading  member  of  the  House  of  Commons  at 
that  time  on  the  Conservative  side.  He  says  that 
he  understands  that  it  was  supposed  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  that  he  and  his  friends  were  going  to  divide 
the  House  on  the  third  reading,  and  he  says  he  will 
not  do  so,  but  he  asks  why  ?  Not,  he  says,  because 
he  is  unwilling  to  move  against  the  third  reading, 
to  move  what  would  be  considered  here  as  a  vote 
of  want  of  confidence  in  the  Government,  or  because 
he  was  in  any  way  abandoning  his  opposition  to 
the  Bill  ;  he  says  : 

“  I  certainly  shall  not  press  the  House  to  divide 
upon  the  question  whether  the  Bill  shall  be  read  a  third 
time  ;  I  hope  that  in  so  saying  I  shall  not  for  one  moment 
be  supposed  to  shrink  from  the  opposition  which  I  have 
offered  to  this  Bill,  but  that  it  will  be  understood  that  I 
simply  wished  to  consult  the  convenience  of  the  House.” 

Because  he  said  that  the  House  had  made  up  its 
mind,  and  it  would  be  a  mere  waste  of  time.  Then 
he  goes  on  to  say  : 

“  I,  for  one,  deeply  regret  that  the  Conservative  party 
should  have  committed  themselves  to  such  a  course  ;  I 
regret  that  I  should  be  precluded  from  following  any  line 
of  policy  which  they  may  pursue.  Against  that  course, 
however,  on  which  they  have  now  entered  I  deem  it  ui5r 
duty  to  protest,  because  I  wish,  whatever  may  happen  in 
the  future,  to  record  my  own  deep  and  strong  feeling  on 
this  subject.  I  desire  to  protest,  in  the  most  earnest 
Mr.  McNeill. 


language  which  I  am  capable  of  using,  against  the  poli¬ 
tical  morality  on  which  the  manoeuvres  of  this  year  have 
been  based.  If  you  borrow  your  political  ethics  from  the 
ethics  of  the  political  adventures,  you  may  depend  upon 
it  the  whole  of  your  representative  institutions  will 
crumble  beneath  your  feet.  *  * 

I  entreat  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  not  to  believe  that  my 
feelings  on  this  subject  are  dictated  simply  by  my  hostility 
to  this  particular  measure,  though  I  object  to  it  most 
strongly,  as  the  House  is  aware.  But,  even  if  I  took  a 
contrary  view,  if  I  deemed  it  to  be  most  advantageous,  I 
still  should  deeply  regret  that  the  position  of  the  Executive 
should  have  been  so  degraded  as  it  has  been  in  the  present 
session  ;  I  should  deeply  regret  to  find  that  the  House  of 
Commons  has  applauded  a  policy  of  legerdemain  ;  and  I 
should,  above  all  things,  regret  that  this  great  gift  to  the 
people,  if  gift  you  think  it,  should  have  been  purchased 
at  the  cost  of  a  political  betrayal  which  has  no  parallel  in 
our  parliamentary  annals,  which  strikes  at  the  root  of  all 
that  mutual  confidence  which  is  the  very  soul  of  our  party 
government,  and  on  which  only  the  strength  and  freedom 
of  our  representative  institutions  can  be  sustained.” 

I  think  that  this  is  a  pretty  strong  criticism  on  the 
actions  of  his  friends  by  that  hon.  member  of  the 
House  of  Commons,  and  that  hon.  member  is  now 
Prime  Minister  of  England. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  shall  ask  the  attention  of  the 
House  only  for  a  few  moments  while  I  proceed  to 
controvert  certain  statements  made  by  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  on  the  other  side  in  this  debate.  Many  of  these 
hon.  gentlemen  who  have  spoken  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  of  the  hon.  member  for  North  Sim- 
coe,  and  availed  themselves  of  the  opportunity  to 
criticise  what  they  are  pleased  to  term  Mr.  Mowat’s 
Gerrymander  Act  of  1885.  Sir,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  in  1882  the  Conservative  party,  led 
by  Sir  John  Macdonald,  passed  the  most  infamous 
Act  for  the  purpose  of  perpetuating  his  party  in 
power  that  was  ever  passed  by  any  party — not  even 
excepting  the  Gerrymander  Acts  of  the  United 
States — notwithstanding  that  fact,  during  the  elec¬ 
tions  of  1887,  when  the  Conservative  party  was  re¬ 
proached  with  that  legislation,  they  retorted  on 
every  occasion  that  bad  as  that  Act  was,  what 
they  were  pleased  to  term  “the  Mowat Gerryman¬ 
der”  in  1885  was  infinitely  worse.  And  whenever 
the  question  of  redistribution  has  arisen  in  this 
House  hon.  gentlemen  have  been  found  on  the  other 
side  ready  to  urge  the  excuse  that  no  matter  how 
bad  the  actions  of  this  Government  may  be,  Sir 
Oliver  Mowat’s  Act  of  1885  was  worse  than  any¬ 
thing  the  Conservative  party  in  this  House  has 
ever  attempted  to  do.  Now  I  do  not  propose  to 
discuss  at  all  the  constitutionality  of  the  measure 
under  discussion.  I  will  content  myself  with  saying 
that  upon  the  reading  of  the  British  North  America 
Act  there  can  be,  in  my  view,  no  two  opinions 
that  this  House  had  no  power  to  pass  the  Bill  in 
its  present  shape.  I  do  not  pretend  to  criticise 
at  all  the  constitution  of  the  counties  as  proposed 
in  this  Bill.  Sir,  that  has  been  criticised  by  hon. 
members  on  this  side,  and  it  has  been  defended  by 
hon.  gentlemen  upon  the  other  side  ;  but  what  I 
want  to  point  out  is  the  grossly  inaccurate  state¬ 
ment,  to  put  it  no  stronger,  made  by  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  who  have  thought  proper  to  assail  the  legis¬ 
lation  of  Sir  Oliver  Mowat  in  1885  :  and  after  hear¬ 
ing  those  statements.  I  can  only  conclude  that  the 
hon.  gentlemen  who  made  them  were  either  en¬ 
tirely  ignorant  of  what  they  were  talking  about  or 
else  they  made  them  wilfully  with  intent  to  de¬ 
ceive  this  House  and  the  country.  Sir,  no  doubt 
when  the  elections  come  on  again,  no  doubt  when 
this  House  is  again  dissolved  and  we  can  again 
appeal  to  the  people,  the  matter  we  are  discussing 
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here  to-night,  and  which  we  have  been  discussing 
"for  so  many  days,  will  be  an  active  factor  in  those 
elections.  No  doubt  the  Government  will  lie  as¬ 
sailed  again,  and  no  doubt  the  Government  sup¬ 
porters  will  seek  to  defend  this  legislation  by 
saying  that  although  it  may  not  be  perfect,  al¬ 
though  it  may  be  bad  in  some  respects,  still  Sir 
•Oliver  Mowat  and  his  Government  and  Parliament 
were  infinitely  greater  sinners.  For  the  purpose, 
therefore,  our  enabling  our  friends,  who  may  not 
have  given  this  matter  any  consideration,  I  conceive 
it  my  duty  to  the  party  to  lay  fairly  and  fully  be¬ 
fore  this  Legislature  and  the  country  the  true  facts 
concerning  the  alleged  Gerrymander  Act,  an  Act 
which  was  instead  a  real  redistribution  of  Ontario 
in  1885.  I  will  call  the  attention  of  lion,  gentle¬ 
men  to  the  fact  that  out  of  all  the  Ontario  con¬ 
stituencies  there  were  39  reconstructed  in  1885.  I 
would  call  the  attention  also  of  the  House  to  the 
fact  that  that  Bill  M  as  introduced  in  March,  1885, 
that  it  passed  through  the  various  stages  without 
any  apparent  discussion,  as  far  as  I  can  gather 
from  the  record,  or,  at  all  events,  M’ithout  any 
lengthy  discussion,  and  that  it  became  law  on  the 
27th  of  March  1885. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  There  were  a  number  of 
amendments  proposed. 

Mr.  LISTER.  There  were  a  large  number  of 
amendments  on  the  third  reading.  The  Bill  was 
introduced,  read  the  first  time,  and  referred  to  a 
'committee,  and  some  amendments  M’ere  made  in 
‘Committee.  The  amendments  u’ere  concurred  in, 
and  the  Bill  M'as  read  a  second  time  oil  the  23rd  of 
March.  So  that,  as  far  as  I  have  been  able  to 
ascertain,  there  M  as  very  little  discussion  on  the 
matter,  the  Opposition  having  been  content  writh 
•offering  certain  amendments  which  wTere  voted 
down,  one  after  the  other,  and  the  Bill  became  lawr 
on  the  day  of  its  third  reading. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  You  cannot  have  read  the 
discussion. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  have  read  the  discussion. 
There  M’as  very  little  discussion  indeed. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  There  Mras  a  very  great  deal 
of  discussion,  and  a  very  great  deal  of  bitter  dis¬ 
cussion. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  beg  my  lion,  friend’s  pardon. 
Hom-  could  there  possibly  have  been  very  much  dis¬ 
cussed  in  one  sitting  and  with  eighty  odd  members 
in  the  House  ?  Nomt,  what  u*as  this  Bill,  and  what 
were  its  principles  ?  The  framers  of  the  Bill  in¬ 
troduced  in  the  Ontario  Legislature  in  1885  had 
four  objeets  in  view.  First,  to  increase  the  aggre¬ 
gate  membership  as  little  as  possible  ;  second,  in 
no  case  to  break  down  county  boundaries  ;  third, 
to  equalize  population,  and  in  the  fourth  place,  it 
was  so  drawn  as  not  to  destroy  the  seats  of  leading 
members  of  the  Opposition. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Hear,  hear, 

Mr.  LISTER.  So  as  not  to  destroy  the  seats  of 
leading  members  of  the  Opposition.  By  this  Bill 
but  two  members  were  placed  in  a  minority,  Mr. 
Ermatinger  of  West  Elgin,  by  St.  Thomas  being 
removed  from  the  east  to  the  u'est  riding,  and  Col. 
Gray  of  West  York,  who  was  placed  in  a  minority 
of  three  votes.  That  was  the  effect  of  Mr.  Mowat’s 
Bill  of  1885,  that  it  placed  only  two  of  his  oppo¬ 
nents  in  a  minority.  The  unit  of  representation 
laid  doM  n  by  the  Bill  was  21,366  persons.  Now*, 


having  stated  that  the  purpose  of  the  Bill  was  to 
increase  the  aggregate  membership  as  little  as 
possible,  in  no  case  to  break  down  county  bound¬ 
aries,  and  it  M’as  in  the  direction  of  equalizing  the 
population,  I  will  point  out  how  these  particular  39 
constituencies  stood  up  to  the  passing  of  the  Redis¬ 
tribution  Act  of  1885.  There  M’as  Algoma  M’hich 
shoM-ed  a  population  in  1871  of  5,007  ;  South 
Bruce,  39,803 ;  North  Bruce,  25,536 ;  Cornwall, 
9,904;  Stormont,  13,294;  South  Leeds,  18,325; 
Leeds  and  Grenville,  12,929;  Grenville,  13,526; 
Brockville,  16,395;  West  Simcoe,  26,120;  East 
Simcoe,  24,118;  South  Simcoe,  17,355;  Cardwell, 
17,993;  Peel,  16,387  ;  South  Brant,  21,975  ;  North 
Brant,  11,894;  Dufferin,  20,536;  Addington,  23,- 
470;  Frontenac,  14,993;  Kingston,  14,091;  West 
Wellington,  24,978;  Centre  Wellington,  19,640; 
South  Wellington,  20,279;  East  Grey,  23,781  ; 
North  Grey,  25,631  ;  South  Grey,  21,127;  East 
Elgin,  27,473  ;  West  Elgin,  14,888  ;  East  York, 
23,312  ;  West  York,  18,884  ;  North  Essex,  25,659; 
South  Essex,  21,303  ;  North  Ontario,  28,434 ; 
South  Ontario,  20,378 ;  South  Victoria,  20,813 ; 
North  Victoria,  13,799  ;  London  City,  19,746 ; 
Middlesex  East,  30,600 ;  North  Perth,  32,915  ; 
South  Perth,  20,778.  I  would  call  the  attention  of 
hon.  gentlemen  to  the  fact  that  Cormvall  was 
wiped  out  and  South  Leeds  Mras  M’iped  out  under 
the  Bill  of  1885. 

Mr.  V  OOD  (Brockville).  The  hon.  gentleman 
is  mistaken  in  regard  to  South  Leeds.  Does  he 
mean  South  Grenville  ? 

Mr.  LISTER.  No ;  South  Leeds.  According 
to  the  new^  Bill,  and  upon  the  basis  of  the  census  of 
1881,  the  population  would  be  as  folloM’s  :  Algoma 
was  divided  into  east  and  wrest  with  a  population 
of  20,320  ;  South  Bruce  had  a  population  of  23,394; 
North  Bruce,  20,196;  Centre  Bruce,  21,628;  Stor¬ 
mont,  including  Cornwall,  23,198  ;  Leeds,  20,759; 
Grenville,  22,741  ;  Brockville,  that  is  the  electoral 
district  including  part  of  the  County  of  Leeds, 
17,724;  Vest  Simcoe,  20,134;  East  Simcoe, 
20,382  ;  Centre  Simcoe.  South  Simcoe  being  wiped 
out,  17,406;  Cardwell,  22,357;  Peel,  21,697; 
South  Brant,  19,084;  North  Brant,  14,785  ; 
Dufferin,  22,086 ;  Addington,  16,605  ;  Frontenac, 
16,385  ;  Kingston  City,  with  Portsmouth  and 
Kingston  Township,  forming  the  electoral  district 
of  Kingston,  19,564;  West  Wellington,  18,892; 
Centre  Wellington,  22,218 ;  South  Wellington, 
22,237  ;  East  Grey,  24,522;  North  Grey,  21,488  ; 
South  Grey,  24,529  ;  East  Elgin,  19,848  ;  West 
Elgin,  22,580  ;  East  York,  15,996  ;  West  York, 
15,762. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  LISTER.  What  are  you  “  hear- hearing  ” 
about  ? 

Mr.  V  ALLACE.  It  was  3,000  below  the  unit 
before,  and  Mr.  Mowat  makes  it  6,000  less  than 
the  unit. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  under¬ 
stands,  as  no  doubt  he  does,  what  M’as  done  in  the 
Yorks,  he  might  explain  it. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Explain  it  yourself. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  I  am  only  asking  a  question. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  Are  you  leading  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  now  ? 
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Mr.  MONTAGUE.  I  am  very  far  below  the 
leaders  of  the  Government. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  We  all  know  that. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  But  I  am  far  above  the  hon. 
gentleman  who  has  just  spoken,  and  I  believe  I 
have  the  right  to  ask  a  question  in  the  House. 

Mr.  LISTER,  No  doubt,  but  it  is  sometimes 
impertinent  to  ask  questions. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  Hon.  gentlemen  must  address 
the  Chair. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Those  two  hon.  gentlemen  oppo¬ 
site  seem  to  think  it  their  duty  to  interrupt.  I 
think  there  can  be  no  two  opinions  about  it  ;  on 
almost  every  occasion  that  hon.  gentlemen  have 
spoken  on  this  side,  you  interrupted  them  by  ask¬ 
ing  questions. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  I  rise  to  a  question  of  privi¬ 
lege.  I  have  not  interrupted  this  House,  and  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  stated,  if  it  is  parliamentary  to 
say  so,  what  is  absolutely  untrue,  as  hon.  gentlemen 
on  both  sides  of  the  House  will  testify. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  Order.  If  I  may  be  permitted 
to  make  a  suggestion,  I  would  say  that  I  think  it 
is  competent  for  a  member  to  ask  a  question,  but 
the  member  who  has  the  floor  need  not  answer  it, 
the  interruption  certainly  ought  not  to  be  continued 
if  the  hon.  member  w’ho  has  the  floor  does  not  de¬ 
sire  to  answer  the  question. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  call  your  attention  to  the 
fact  that  there  was  no  interruption  further  than 
the  words  “  hear,  hear  ”  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Haldimand  (Mr.  Montague).  Then  the  member 
for  Lambton  asked,  “what  is  ‘  hear,  hear’  about?” 
and  when  the  member  for  Haldimand  got  up  and 
told  him,  that  put  him  in  a  worse  corner  than  ever. 

Mr.  LISTER.  That  very  cultured  individual 
from  West  York  (Mr.  Wallace) - 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  Order.  This  is  the  rule : . 
“  When  a  member  is  speaking  no  member  shall  in¬ 
terrupt  him  except  to  order.” 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  rule  appears  to  be  very  clear, 
although  I  have  been  in  order,  and  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  has  not.  I  think  now  he  ought  to  take  back 
his  statement,  it  was  entirely  unparliamentary. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  I  rise  to  call  attention  to 
the  fact  that  the  hon.  gentleman  who  rose  to  tell 
us  all  about  Mr.  Mowat’s  gerrymander,  refused  to 
answer  a  simple  question. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  made  a  statement  charging  the 
hon.  gentleman  with  having  interrupted  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  on  this  side  of  the  House  on  various  occa¬ 
sions  during  the  debate,  and  I  think  that  charge 
can  be  testified  to  by  any  hon.  gentleman  here. 
During  the  whole  debate  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
taken  opportunities  of  interrupting  by  asking  what 
he  calls  questions. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  I  rise  again  to  a  question  of 
privilege.  I  think  the  hon.  gentlemen  who  are  on 
the  other  side  of  the  House,  from  his  leader  down, 
will  say  that  I  have  not  interrupted.  They  will 
rise,  if  I  am  stating  what  is  untrue. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Now,  I  was  going  on  to  say  when  I 
was  interrupted,  entirely  contrary  to  the  rules  of 
this  House,  without  any  justification  at  all,  by  a 
gentleman  who,  evidently,  has  the  facts  in  his 
possession  that  he  professes  to  want  to  get  from 
Mr.  I>ister. 


me — I  was  going  to  say  that  North  Essex  had  a. 
population  of  23,653  ;  South  Essex,  23,303  ;  North 
Ontario,  20,917  ;  South  Ontario,  27,895  ;  West 
Ontario,  18,289 ;  East  Victoria,  16,323.  The 
Victorias  were  changed  from  South  Victoria, 
which  has  20,813,  to  West  Victoria,  with  18,218  ; 
and  from  North  Victoria,  with  13,799,  to  East 
Victoria,  with  16,323.  London  City,  23,636  ;  East 
Middlesex,  26,710  ;  North  Perth,  29,500  ;  South 
Perth,  24,123.  Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  these  39  con¬ 
stituencies  were  affected  by  Mr.  Mowat’s  Act  of 
1885,  and  I  say  here,  that  in  not  one  of  these  con¬ 
stituencies  have  the  county  boundaries  been  de¬ 
parted  from.  Mr.  Mowat  did  just  what  is 
proposed  to  be  done  in  this  House,  namely,  he 
decided  that  the  boundaries  of  the  constituencies 
should  remain  inviolate,  and  that  the  repre¬ 
sentation  should  be  by  ridings  within  those  county 
boundaries.  Not  only  that,  but  by  looking  over 
the  statement  of  the  population  I  have  given  as 
the  counties  existed  up  to  the  time  this  redistribu¬ 
tion  took  place,  hon.  gentlemen  will  recognize  that 
it  was  only  for  the  purpose  of  equalizing  the  popu¬ 
lation  in  the  several  constituencies  that  a  redistri¬ 
bution  was  made,  and  they  cannot  fail  to  see  that 
under  the  Bill  passed  in  1885  the  population  of 
these  constituencies  was  equalized.  Hon.  gentle¬ 
men  may  say,  for  example,  that  North  Ontario  had 
only  a  population  of  20,917  ;  while  South  Ontario 
was  given  a  population  of  27,895.  But  it  must  not 
be  forgotten  that  South  Ontario,  the  constituency 
as  it  was,  was  only  about  twelve  or  thirteen  miles, 
deep,  it  was  densely  populated,  and  certain  vil¬ 
lages  in  that  vicinity  made  a  more  compact  riding 
by  placing  them  in  the  south  ;  while  the  north  rid¬ 
ing  of  Ontario  was  something  like  sixty  miles  in 
length,  with  more  than  a  probability  that  by  the 
next  ten  years,  when  the  next  census  shall  be  taken, 
there  would  be  a  population  equal  to,  if  not  more 
than,  the  population  given  by  the  Bill  for  the 
south  riding  of  Ontario.  Then  one  hon.  gentleman 
talked  about  the  County  of  Waterloo.  He  pointed 
out  that  by  the  Bill  of  Mr.  Mowat  the  County  of 
Waterloo  was  cut  up  so  as  to  put  particular  lots  that 
had  Liberals  living  on  them,  into  the  south  riding, 
and  place  other  lots  that  had  Conservatives  living 
upon  them,  into  the  north  riding.  What  nonsense, 
what  utter  ignorance  of  facts  the  hon.  gentleman 
displayed  when  he  made  that  statement  !  Does  he 
not  know  that  the  County  of  Waterloo  has  not  been 
changed  for  years  and  years,  that  it  was  just  as  it 
is  now  at  Confederation,  and  that  the  identical 
ridings  of  the  Waterloos  for  this  House  are  the 
same  as  they  are  for  the  Local  Legislature  ?  Yet 
they  will  have  the  temerity,  the  audacity,  to  get 
up  in  this  House  and  blazon  it  forth  to  the  country,, 
that  the  Local  Legislature  have,  for  vile  party 
purposes,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  a  major¬ 
ity,  as 7the  hon.  gentlemen  are  now  trying  to 
do  in  this  House,  legislated  so  as  to  continue  them¬ 
selves  in  power. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  I  think  the  hon.  gentleman 
misunderstood  my  hon.  friend.  It  was  one  of  the 
Hurons  that  was  divided. 

Mr.  LISTER.  It  is  Waterloo  in  the  report. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  I  mean  to  say  that  one  of  the 
'  Hurons  was  divided. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  hon.  member  for  North 
Victoria  (Mr.  Hughes)  was  speaking  of  the 
Waterloos,  and  he  read  a  description  of  the  pro- 
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perty,  lie  gave  it  as  an  extract,  it  is  placed  in  the 
report  as  an  extract,  and  I  say  here  that  Waterloo 
has  not  been  changed  for  forty  years.  I  say, 
moreover,  that  the  ridings  are  the  same  for  the 
Dominion  as  they  are  for  the  Local,  and  if  it  was 
wrong  in  the  one  case  it  was  wrong  in  the  other. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  I  say  that  Huron  was  so  divided. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  am  not  speaking  of  Huron,  I 
am  speaking  of  Waterloo.  In  answer  to  the  hon. 
gentleman  I  say  that  so  far  as  Huron  is  concerned, 
the  county  lines  were  never  disturbed. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  But  the  lots  were  divided. 

Mr.  LISTER.  County  boundaries  were  never 
disturbed.  \\  hat  do  you  do  ?  You  take  pieces  out 
of  two  or  three  counties  which  vote  adversely  to 
you  and  place  them  in  one  section  and  call  it  a 
county,  and  in  that  way  you  secure  two  or  three 
seats.  Can  you  point  out  in  the  Act  of  the  Local 
Legistature  of  Ontario  respecting  the  redistribution 
of  seats  anything  so  monstrous,  outrageous  and 
improper  as  the  Gerrymander  Bill  you  have  before 
this  House  to-day,  mild  as  it  is  ? 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  Yes. 

Mr.  LISTER.  But  this  is  nothing  compared  with 
the  Bill  of  1882.  It  is,  however,  a  gerrymander ; 
members  of  your  own  party  stigmatize  it  as  a 
gerrymander. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  When  ? 

Mr.  LISTER.  In  this  debate,  and  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  are  particularly  careful  to  say  that  they 
reserve  to  themselves  to  do  what  is  right  in  com¬ 
mittee.  That  is  an  admission  on  their  part  that  the 
Bill  as  presented  is  not  right  and  is  not  fair. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  I  do  not  quite  understand  what 
reference  the  hon.  gentleman  made  to  South  Leeds. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Did  you  hear  Mr.  Speaker  read 
the  rule  ? 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  I  know  the  hon.  gentleman  does 
not  want  to  be  unfair.  I  think  he  made  a  mistake 
in  regard  to  South  Leeds.  I  have  known  it  during 
■  the  last  30  years,  and  it  has  never  been  gerry¬ 
mandered  either  by  the  Dominion  Parliament  or 
the  Provincial  Legislature. 

Mr.  LISTER.  There  is  no  South  Leeds,  but 
there  is  the  County  of  Leeds  and  Leeds  and  Gren¬ 
ville. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  Leeds  has  been  a  constituency 
for  30  years  to  my  knowledge. 

Mr.  LISTER.  South  Leeds  is  not  a  constituency 
in  the  Local  House  ;  it  is  Leeds.  If  you  look  at 
the  Revised  Statutes  of  1887,  you  will  find  there 
is  no  South  Leeds,  but  there  is  the  County  of  Leeds, 
the  electoral  district  of  Brockville,  and  the  County 
of  Grenville.  It  was  formerly  South  Leeds,  the 
County  of  Leeds  and  Grenville,  County  of  Gren¬ 
ville  and  County  of  Brockville,  previous  to  1885.  I 
stated,  when  I  commenced,  that  I  intended  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  House  to  the  statute  passed  by 
Mr.  Mowat  in  1885,  that  I  did  not  intend  to  enter 
into  a  discussion  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  this 
Bill,  that  I  did  not  intend  to  criticise  its  details, 
but  I  desired  to  answer  the  charge  made  against 
the  Local  Legislature  so  far  as  gerrymandering 
the  province  was  concerned,  and  to  show 
that  the  charge  was  not  true  in  fact.  I 
stated  at  the  outset  that  Mr.  Mowat  laid  down 
well-defined  principles  on  introducing  his  measure, 
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namely,  that  county  boundaries  should  be  strictly 
observed,  that  the  increase  in  the  aggregate  mem¬ 
bership  should  be  as  small  as  possible,  that  it 
should  be  taken  in  the  direction  of  equalizing  the 
population.  I  have  shown  all  these  facts.  I  have 
sought  to  point  out  to  hon.  gentlemen  that,  in 
order  to  equalize  population  in  some  places,  it  was 
necessary  to  divide  townships  ;  but  in  no  case  was 
a  township  made  part  of  a  riding  to  which  it  was 
not  adjacent.  I  defy  any  hon.  gentleman  to  go 
over  the  whole  of  the  Mowat  Act  and  find  such 
cases  as  can  be  found  in  the  Act  of  1882  of  this 
House,  where  the  framers  of  the  Bill  went  outside 
of  the  ridings  into  other  municipalities  and  took 
towns  and  municipalities  and  made  them  parts  of 
ridings  to  which  they  did  not  naturally  belong.  No 
case  can  be  brought  forward  of  violation  of  bound¬ 
ary  lines.  The  whole  legislation  was  in  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  equalizing  the  population,  and  it  was  a 
measure  that  was  fair  to  the  Opposition  in  the 
Local  House.  Moreover,  the  independent  press  of 
that  day,  whose  good-will  the  Minister  of  Justice 
is  so  anxious  to  secure,  declared  the  measure  to  be 
a  fair  one  in  every  respect  and  fair  to  the  Opposi¬ 
tion.  The  fact  that  the  Bill  was  not  discussed  at 
length,  that  the  only  amendments  moved  were 
amendments  for  the  purpose  of  taking  out  one 
township  and  placing  it  here  or  there,  cannot  be 
construed  as  arguments  against,  the  Bill.  The  result 
of  the  legislation  shows  that  the  population  was 
nearly  equalized,  that  county  boundaries  were  not 
disturbed,  that  it  was  a  fair  measure,  as  fair  a 
measure  probably  as  any  set  of  men  could  pass, 
fair  to  the  Government  and  to  the  Opposition  and 
approved  by  the  independent  press  of  the  country. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  I  do  not  rise  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  making  a  speech.  Unfortunately  I  seem  to 
have  brought  down  upon  myself  the  wrath  of  the 
exceedingly  heroic  and  brave  member  for  Lambton 
(Mr.  Lister),  who  rose  with  considerable  assurance 
for  the  purpose  of  defending,  as  the  champion  of 
Air.  Mowat,  the  legislation  of  which  Air.  Alowat  was 
guilty— I  use  the  word  advisedly — in  the  Legisla¬ 
ture  of  Ontario.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  declared 
that  the  measure  was  a  fair  one,  justifiable  in  every 
particular,  and  such  a  one  as  any  honest  man  could 
not  criticise  either  in  this  Legislature  or  in  the 
Legislature  of  Ontario.  I  do  not  intend  to  deal  to¬ 
night  with  the  iniquities  of  that  Bill  in  extenso  ; 
but  if  the  hon.  gentleman  who  rose  to  defend 
the  Bill  knows  anything  about  it  and  desires  to 
give  the  House  information  and  to  deal  fairly  with 
the  House  and  the  country  and  as  between  man 
and  man,  I  submit  that  he  should  not  refuse  to 
answer  me  two  or  three  questions,  posing  as  he  did 
as  the  brave  and  heroic  defender  of  Air.  Mowat  in 
this  Parliament.  All  I  ask  him  to  do — and  the 
House,  I  am  sure,  will  give  him  the  opportunity 
of  answering — is  to  give  explanations  and  justi¬ 
fication  for  two  or  three  instances  I  will  give  him. 
If  he  cannot  justify  Air.  Alowat ’s  action,  he  either 
must  admit  he  rose  here  for  the  purpose  of  mis¬ 
leading  the  House,  or  that  he  rose  here  without 
the  information  which  he  should  possess  when  he 
said  he  was  able  and  willing  to  defend  Air.  Alowat’s 
act  in  the  Ontario  Legislature.  I  asked  the  hon. 
gentleman  a  question  about  the  Yorks,  and  the 
hon.  gentleman  said  I  had  the  information  and  I 
had  no  right  to  ask  him  for  it,  and  he  hid  behind 
a  rule  of  the  House,  just  as  a  hero  hides  behind  a 
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haystack  when  some  one  arrives  with  a  shotgun — 
in  order  to  avoid  answering  he  hid  behind  your 
ruling,  Mr.  Speaker,  which,  of  course,  was  a  just 
one — that  I  had  no  right  to  interrupt  an  hon. 
gentleman  in  this  House.  I  gave  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  the  figures,  and  I  asked  him  for  an  answer. 
I  ask  him  for  a  reason.  Was  it  either  for  the 
purpose  of  equalizing  the  population,  or  for  the 
preservation  of  county  lines,  or  for  the  purpose  of 
dealing  fairly  between  the  parties  ?  Was  it  upon 
one  or  other,  or  all  of  these  grounds  Mr.  Mowat 
interfered  with  the  constituency  of  West  York  ? 
The  population  of  West  York  under  the  old  regirpe 
was  17,984. 

Mr.  LISTER.  You  are  wrong. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  I  am  not  wrong,  except 
perhaps  by  two  or  three  units.  I  am  right  as  re¬ 
gards  the  hundreds  or  thousands.  The  population 
•of  East  York  was  23,312.  The  average  constituency 
of  Toronto  was  about  28,000,  supposing  that  Mr. 
Mowat’s  third  member,  under  the  minority  repre¬ 
sentation,  had  a  right  to  be  classed  as  a  member 
for  Toronto  in  the  Ontario  Legislature.  W hat  did 
Mr.  Mowat  do  ?  Does  the  hon.  member  for  Lamb- 
ton  know  ?  I  pause  for  an  answer. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Do  not  play  theatrical. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  I  am  afraid  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  rose  without  possessing  a  proper  knowledge 
of  the  facts  to  justify  Mr.  Mowat.  What  Mr. 
Mowat  did  was  this  :  he  found,  unfortunately,  that 
the  constituency  of  West  York  had  persisted  in 
giving  a  small  majority  to  the  Conservatives  in  the 
general  election  which  preceded  the  Gerrymander 
Act.  He  found  that  it  had  given  in  the  last  gen¬ 
eral  election  a  majority  of  19  for  Col.  Grey,  and 
what  did  he  do  ?  He  of  course  acted  according  to 
the  rules  of  justice  and  fair-play  which  have  been 
laid  down  by  my  hon.  friend  from  West  Lambton 
(Mr.  Lister)  !  No,  Sir,  he  did  the  very  opposite  to 
equalizing  population,  but  he  did  equalize  politics. 
He  took  away  the  growing  town  of  Parkdale  with 
a  population  of  1,170  and  he  added  it  to  the  city 
of  Toronto  whose  average  was  already  28,000,  while 
the  population  of  West  York  was  less  than  18,000. 
He  took  away  part  of  the  majority  of  the  Conser¬ 
vative  party  of  West  York,  but  that  did  not  suffice. 
He  took  away  also  the  village  of  Richmond  Hill 
and  he  added  it  to  East  York  whose  population 
was  already  23,000.  He  left  the  constituency  of 
West  York  with  a  population  of  15,974,  but  he 
made  it  Grit  in  the  Legislature  of  Ontario  by  equal¬ 
izing  it  from  17,000  to  15,000,  while  the  city  of 
Toronto  had  a  very  large  average  and  while  the 
constituency  of  East  York  had  a  population  of 
about  24,000  or  25,000  when  he  had  done  his  equal¬ 
ization.  I  ask  now  upon  what  ground  will  the 
member  for  West  Lambton  (Mr.  Lister)  justify  this, 
and  I  pause  for  an  answer.  If  the  hon.  gentleman 
answers  that,  I  trust,  Sir,  you  will  give  me  an  op¬ 
portunity  of  asking  him  to  justify  several  other 
similar  instances.  My  friend  from  Bothwell  (Mr. 
Mills)  says  “  oh,  oh.”  That  is  very  well.  My  friend 
from  Bothwell  does  not  like  to  hear  these  facts, 
because  my  friend  from  Bothwell  said  sometime 
ago,  that  it  was  nonsense  to  say  that  Mr.  Mowat’s 
Act  was  a  gerrymander.  I  ask  my  hon.  friend  from 
Lambton  (Mr.  Lister)  how  he  justifies  that  division 
■of  the  Yorks  ? 

Mr.  Montague. 


Mr.  LISTER.  Do  not  go  on  playing  the  thea¬ 
trical.  You  have  got  the  figures  there,  have  you 
not  ? 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon. 
gentleman  must  admit  that  he  has  misrepresented 
matters  to  the  House. 

Mr.  LISTER.  1  have  done  nothing  of  the  kind. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Thank  you.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  is  now  the  esteemed  and  polite  gentleman  from 
W est  Lambton,  while  I  am  the  uncultured  interrupter 
who  deserves  your  condemnation.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rose  with  that  one  instance,  but  I  will  give  the 
hon.  gentleman  half  a  dozen  more  if  he  will  ex- 
plain  that  one.  He  rose  to  explain  that  Mr. 
Mowat  had  redistributed  the  constituencies  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  for  the  purpose  of  equalizing 
population.  Is  York  redistributed  on  the  basis  of 
equalization  of  population  ? 

Mr.  LISTER.  Yes,  Sir. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  The  hon.  gentleman  says 
yes.  Then,  Mr.  Speaker,  having  reduced  a  con¬ 
stituency  which  had  18,000,  and  added  what  had 
been  taken  from  that  to  a  constituency  that  had 
already  23,000  population,  if  the  hon.  gentleman 
calls  that  equalization,  and  says  that  that  was  the 
basis  upon  which  Mr.  Mowat  did  it,  I  leave  the 
lion,  gentleman  and  Mr.  Mowat  to  the  intelligence 
of  this  House  on  both  sides,  because  there  is  no 
answer  for  one  or  the  other. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Nineteen  of  a  majority  ;  that  is 
all  that  he  has  against  Mowat’s  Bill. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Is  that  the  answer  of  the 
hon.  member  for  West  Lambton  (Mr.  Lister)  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  That  is  what  you  say 
in  your  speech. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  I  did  not  rise  for  the 
purpose  of  making  a  speech,  and  I  shall  not  do  so. 
The  member  for  Bothwell  with  all  his  philosophy, 
the  member  for  Lambton  with  all  his  heroism,  have 
both  failed  to  offer  any  justification  of  the  act  to 
which  I  have  referred.  If  they  will  attempt  it,  I 
will  give  them  a  dozen  more  just  as  difficult. 

Mr.  MACKINTOSH.  Mr.  Speaker,  perhaps  I 
may  be  allowed  now,  as  the  hon.  gentlemen  have 
settled  their  differences,  to  offer  a  few  remarks  to 
the  House  for  the  first  time  this  session.  I  have 
listened  with  great  interest  throughout  this  long 
debate,  which  I  hope  will  terminate  to-night,  to 
the  various  speeches  delivered  by  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  on  both  sides  of  the  House.  It  appears  now 
that  we  are  going  to  enter  into  Ontario  poli¬ 
tics,  and  as  my  hon.  friend  from  Lambton  (Mr. 
Lister)  has  introduced  that  question,  I  shall  before 
I  close  my  remarks  refer  to  the  fact  that  instead  of 
the  hon.  gentleman  dealing  with  the  question  of 
Mr.  Mowat’s  gerrymander  of  Ontario  in  1885,  he 
should  have  commenced  with  the  gerrymander  of 
1874,  and  not  have  passed  over  the  record  of  ten 
years.  I  rise  more  particularly  to  speak  of  the 
adjacent  County  of  Russell,  and  my  connection 
with  it  as  a  candidate  in  one  election.  I  was  not 
in  the  House  when  the  hon.  member  for  Russell 
(Mr.  Edwards)  spoke  the  other  night,  but  my 
attention  was  called  to  the  report  of  his  speech  in 
the  Official  Debates  and  I  find  that  on  the  1st  of 
June  he  stated  : 
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“  The  statement  was  made  in  the  bye-election  of  1888  by 
my  opponents  that  if  they  could  not  beat  me  in  any  other 
way  they  would  beat  me  by  placing  the  township  of  Clar¬ 
ence  in  the  County  of  Prescott.” 

I  observe  my  lion,  friend  is  present,  and  will  ask 
liim  the  question  now  ;  whether  directly  or  indi¬ 
rectly  he  ever  heard  me  stating  this,  or  whether  I 
ever  addressed  any  such  language  to  the  electors  of 
Russell  or  to  him  personally  ? 

Mr.  RDM  ARDS.  I  am  credibly  informed  by 
highly  respected  citizens  of  Ottawa  that  the  hon. 
member  for  the  City  of  Ottawa  immediately  after 
the  bye-election  in  1888,  made  the  statement 
openly  in  the  Russell  House  in  Ottawa. 

Mr.  MACKINTOSH.  Is  that  the  evidence 
upon  which  my  hon.  friend  stands  up  in  this 
House  and  condemns  me,  in  my  absence  ?  Is  that 
the  evidence  he  has  to  bring  to  convince  this  House 
of  the  tiuth  of  this  statement,  when  I  now  give  it 
a  flat  denial,  and  state  that  I  never  on  any  occasion 
used  such  language?  I  heard  it  mentioned  fre¬ 
quently  ;  and  as  my  hon.  friend  was  known  to  be 
liot-tempeied  and  a  thin-skinned  man,  a  great 
many  electors  used  to  say  it,  in  order  to  tease  him 
during  the  election  of  1888.  I  do  not  wonder  at 
the  hon.  gentleman  making  such  a  charge  against 
me,  because  it  is  on  a  par  with  the  treatment  I 
received  from  him  in  the  County  of  Russel 
during  the  election.  In  one  of  his  town¬ 
ships,  it  appeared  a  man  named  McIntosh  had 
been  there  and  swindled  the  electors  out  of 
some  hay,  and  an  elector  told  me  that  he 
waited  on  the  hon.  member  for  Russell  and  he 
asked  him  if  I  was  the  man.  What  was  the  un 
generous  answer  of  the  hon.  member  ?  This  :  I  do 
not  think  so,  but  it  might  have  been  his  brother 
The  hon.  member  for  Russell  (Mr.  Edwards) 
laughs,  but  I  tell  him  it  is  no  laughing  matter,  and 
I  legiet  that  he  does  so.  That  is  the  treatment 
I  received  in  the  County  of  Russell  so  far  as 
the  hon.  gentleman  was  concerned.  Now,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  take  this  opportunity  of  stating'  that 
neither  directly  nor  indirectly  have  I  addressed  a 
member  of  Parliament  or  any  of  the  Ministers  with 
reference  to  the  change  made  in  the  County  of 
Russell.  The  hon.  gentleman  knows  himself  that 
he  is  the  one  who  did  more  to  gerrymander  that 
county  than  any  man  in  this  House.  He  knows 
that  he  got  the  municipality  of  Rockland  incorpor¬ 
ated  by  the  Government  Act  ;  that  lie  formed 
his  own  official  machinery  there,  and  that  he  sent 
his  representative  to  Prescott  who  assisted  in 
strengthening  the  municipalities  which  bound 
Clarence  and  Rockland  to  the  united  Counties  of 
Russell  and  Prescott.  Then  the  hon.  gentleman 
turns  about  in  this  House  and  insinuates  that  I  in 
1888,  four  years  ago,  said  to  some  one  in  Ottawa, 
that  I  would  have  this  done  ;  while  at  the  same 
time  I  can  now  appeal  to  any  Minister  of  the 
Clown,  and  ask  that  ^linister  whoever  he  may 
be,  whether  directly  or  indirectly  1  mentioned  the 
subject  to  him.  The 'lion,  member  for  Russell  went 
on  to  say  : 


“  The  township  of  Clarence  is  one  of  the  townships  of 
the  municipality  of  Russell.”  , 

The  hon.  gentleman  knows  that  Clarence  is  in  the 
judicial  district  of  the  County  of  Prescott.  He 
knows  that  Rockland  is  there,  and  yet  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  comes  to  this  House  and  endeavours  to  make 
hon.  members  believe  that  I  had  assisted  in  doino- 
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a  great  wrong,  whereas  he  has  no  proof  -  whatever 
of  the  fact.  To-night,  instead  of  standing  up  like 
an  hon.  gentleman  should  and  saying  that  he  is  sat¬ 
isfied  w  it  h  my  statement,  he  claims  that  a  man  in  Ot¬ 
tawa  said  so.  The  hon.  gentleman  can  always  get  a 
man  in  Ottawa  to  say  whatever  he  pleases.  No  doubt 
the  hon.  gentleman  would  be  quite  willing  to  see 
the  tow  nsliips  of  Osgoode  and  Gloucester  placed  in 
another  county ;  but  those  townships  are  where  they 
were  45  years  ago  when  the  gentleman  who  was 
afterwards  Chief  J ustice  Draper  represented  it ;  they 
have  always  been  in  the  County  of  Russell. 
Neither  directly  nor  indirectly  have  I  attempted 
to  have  any  change  made  in  that  county;  but 
I  have  perfect  faith  in  my  leader’s  judgment 
and  in  the  general  policy  of  the  Government, 
and  I  say  that  I  ought  not  to  withdraw'  my 
support  from  the  hon.  gentlemen  who  occupy 
the  Treasury  benches  because  they  have  taken 
the  towmship  of  Clarence  from  one  constituency  and 
included  it  in  another.  Now,  we  have  heard  a 
great  deal  about  the  redistribution,  and  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  have  referred  to  the  honest  Redistri¬ 
bution  of  18/2.  W  hy,  these  hon.  gentlemen  never 
ceased  to  denounce  that  redistribution.  The  Toronto 
Globe  at  that  time  said  : 

•  \‘.0ui\?wn  convictions  are  that  the  intense  feeling  of 
indignation  at  the  recent  proceedings  of  Sir  John  Mac- 
donaid  s  Government,  the  disgust  that  this  endeavour  to 
detraud  the  country  of  an  effective  representation  will 
excite,  will  give  enormous  strength  to  our  cause  ;  defeat 
this  gerrymandering  and  cause  the  arts  and  craf  t  of  a  too 
cunning  schemer  to  recoil  on  himself.” 

\  et  a  few  years  afterwards,  on  the  occasion  of  the 
Redistribution  Bill  of  1882,  Mr.  Blake,  then  leader 
of  the  Reform  party,  moved  an  amendment,  in 
which  occurred  these  words  : 

That  on  the  occasion  of  the  readjustment  of  1872  the 
soundness  of  the  said  plan  of  observing  the  municipal 
council  organization  and  the  evil  consequences  of  a 
departure  therefrom,  were  recognized  by  Parliament.” 

And  at  that  very  time,  after  condemning  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  1872,  lion,  gentlemen  opposite  turned 
around,  and  were  perfectly  willing  to  adopt  the 
policy  then  carried  out.  On  that  subject,  in  1882, 
Sir  J ohn  Macdonald  said  : 

The  same  objections  were  taken  to  the  Bill  in  1872  as 
weie  taken  to  the  Bill  m!882 and  with  just  as  little  reason. 
Ihe  same  charges  were  brought  ten  years  ago  as  now.  but, 
notwithstanding  the  fact,  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  are  so 
convinced  that  we  acted  justly  in  that  readjustment  that 
they  are  anxious  to  adhere  to  it.” 


they  are  anxious  to  adhere  to  it 
Now-,  my  hon.  friend  from  West  Lambton  (Mr. 
Lister)  has  introduced  the  subject  of  the  Ontario 
redistribution.  He  sees  nothing  wrong  in  it,  but 
suppressed  the  fact  that  there  was  a  gerrymander 
in  Ontario  in  1874,  to  which  Sir  John  Macdonald 
called  the  attention  of  the  House.  He  said  that 
ffie  Liberals  of  Ontario  had  virtually  sacrificed  the 
great  principle  of  representation  by  population,  and 
that  they  must  bear  the  responsibility  of  having- 
done  so.  These  were  the  words  of  the  great  leader 
of  the  Conservative  party  : 

I  did  not  hear  his  (the  leader  of  the  Opposition’s)  in¬ 
dignant  tones  ringing  either  on  the  stump  or  platform  or 
elsewhere  against  the  legislation  in  that  province,  and  if 
.he  principle  which  I  laid  down  in  1872  is  to  be  destroyed 
the  blame  rests  there  and  not  with  us.” 

Lon.  gentlemen  opposite  know  that  their  party  in 
Ontario  who  are  defended  by  the  hon.  member  for 
W  est  Lambton,  were  the  first  to  introduce  the 
gerrymandering  system  ;  and  yet  they  turn  around 
and  skip  ten  or  eleven  years  for  the  purpose  of 
deceiving  members  of  this  House  who  are  not 
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thoroughly  acquainted  with  the  facts.  Now,  I  have 
always  held,  and  still  hold,  with  regard  to  the  On¬ 
tario  gerrymander,  that  it  is  intimately  connected 
with  the  Dominion  Parliament.  The  Local  Gov¬ 
ernment  were  inimical  to  the  Dominion  Govern¬ 
ment,  while  at  the  same  time  the  Liberal  party  laid 
down  the  principle  that  there  should  be  neither 
hostility  nor  alliance  between  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  Local  Government ;  and  yet  we 
have  seen  the  local  Ministers  on  the  stump  oppos¬ 
ing  the  Conservative  candidates  and  doing  all  they 
could  to  put  the  Dominion  Liberal  party  into  power. 
When  it  comes  to  the  question  of  fact,  I  can  show.by 
indubitable  evidence,  that  from  the  time  lion,  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  occupied  the  Treasury  benches,  they 
connived  with  Mr.  Mowat,  and  did  everything  in 
their  power  to  assist  their  friends  in  the  Local  Legis¬ 
lature  to  keep  themselves  in  power.  Why,  look  at 
the  record.  In  1874  the  gerrymander  took  place  in 
Ontario.  Was  Mr.  Mowat  then  allowed  to  do  as 
he  wanted  ?  The  Hon.  D.  A.  Macdonald,  who  sat 
on  the  Treasury  benches  in  Ottawa,  and  who  was  a 
friend  of  the  member  for  P>othwell  and  of  other 
members  whom  I  see  present,  wrote  Mr.  Mowat : 

“  We  are  all  doing  the  very  best  we  can  for  you.” 

Mr.  Grant,  then  supporting  Mr.  Mowat,  wrote  to 
the  Hon.  D.  A.  Macdonald — with  reference  to  the 
Redistribution  Bill  : 

“  The  measure  would  have  been  brought  down  before 
the  House,  before  we  would  have  known  the  intention  of 
the  Government,  had  you  not  interfered.” 

And  yet  with  that  evidence  before  the  country  hon. 
gentlemen  tell  us  that  we  have  no  right  to  try  to 
justify  what  has  been  done  here  by  referring  to  what 
has  been  done  in  the  Province  of  Ontario ;  and  in  the 
last  stage  of  the  debate  the  hon.  member  for  West 
Lambton  enters  upon  an  elaborate  defence  of 
Mr.  Mowat.  I  further  desire  to  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  House  to  what  I  consider  a  gerry¬ 
mander,  and  I  will  connect  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
directly  with  it.  I  will  show  that  notwithstanding 
the  protest  of  Sir  John  Macdonald,  and  while 
a  case  was  pending  in  court,  they  were  willing  to 
defeat  justice  and  put  a  man  who  was  guilty  of 
corrupt  practices  beyond  the  reach  of  justice 
by  adding  260  Reform  votes  to  his  county. 
The  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  no  doubt  re¬ 
members  the  case  of  Mr.  Cameron,  who  formerly 
represented  South  Huron  in  this  House.  In  1874 
Mr.  Cameron  introduced  a  Bill  to  amend  the  Act 
35  Victoria,  chapter  13,  by  detaching  the  town¬ 
ship  of  Tuckersmith  from  the  centre  riding  and 
annexing  it  to  the  south  riding  of  the  County  of 
Huron.  The  population  of  Huron  in  1872  was 
66,000.  The  population  of  North  Huron  was  21,- 
862,  Centre  Huron  22,791,  and  South  Huron  21,512. 
Mr.  Cameron  ran  for  the  south  riding  and  was 
elected  by  36.  The  election  was  protested.  He 
then  brought  in  the  Bill  taking  Tuckersmith  from 
the  Centre,  and  adding  it  to  South  Huron,  making 
the  redistribution  as  follows:  North  Huron  21,- 
862,  South  Huron  25,211,  and  Centre  Huron 
19,000.  The  writ  had  been  postponed  in  1874,  so 
that  the  Centre  Huron  Reformers  might  have  a 
hand  in  ;  but  the  Senate  threw  out  the  Tucker¬ 
smith  Bill.  Mr.  Rymal  at  that  time  said  : 

“  I  will  vote  for  the  Bill,  for  I  want  to  give  Mr.  Cam¬ 
eron  a  chance  to  come  back  to  Parliament  again  if  un¬ 
seated,” 

Mr.  Mackintosh. 


And  yet  these  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  to-day  de¬ 
nounce  the  Government  because  they  bring  in  a 
Redistribution  Bill,  while  they  themselves  did 
not  hesitate  to  endorse  a  dark  and  danger¬ 
ous  innovation  on  the  constitution  than  was  ever 
offered  by  a  Conservative  Government  in  this 
House.  What  was  the  result  ?  That  Bill  passed 
this  House  almost  unanimously,  the  Opposition 
being  very  weak  at  that  time.  Sir  John  Mac¬ 
donald  protested.  He  said  : 

“  By  the  British  North  America  Act  of  1867  there  was  to 
be  a  readjustment  of  representation,  once  in  ten  years. 
That  principle  should  be  carried  out  rigidly,  and  the  time 
of  Parliament  ought  not  to  be  taken  up  by  bills  of  indivi¬ 
dual  members,  whenever  the  bounds  of  their  constituen¬ 
cies  did  not  happen  to  suit  them.  It  would  be  a  very  un¬ 
fortunate  thing,  if  this  practice  was  going  to  obtain.  All 
parties  were  interested  in  the  maintenance  of  the  consti¬ 
tution  and  this  innovation  should  be  resisted,” 

Mr.  Doriou,  the  late  lamented  chief  justice,  then 
Minister  of  Justice,  said  : 

“  We  approve  of  the  measure,  we  do  not  resist  it.” 

And  Sir  John  Macdonald  replied  : 

“  I  am  very  sorry  to  hear  it,  because  I  think  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  readjustment  every  ten  years  is  one  which  will 
commend  itself  to  the  majority  of  members  in  this  House. 
The  spirit  of  fair-play  to  the  constitution  demands  that 
this  principle  should  be  rigidly  adhered  to.” 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
hon.  gentleman,  when  the  redistribution  took  place 
in  1872,  if  Mr.  Cameron  and  others  did  not  complain 
of  Tuckersmith  being  taken  into  the  centre  of  the 
riding,  and  did  not  Mr.  Rymal  produce  in  the 
House  a  map  showing  that  that  was  altogether  out 
of  its  proper  place,  and  destroyed  the  symmetry  of  the 
riding,  and  did  not  Mr.  Cameron  in  1874  propose 
the  very  thing  that  he  proposed  in  1872,  and  pro¬ 
posed  it  to  correct  the  gerrymander  that  was  made  ? 

Mr.  MACKINTOSH.  The  hon.  gentleman,  I 
believe,  is  strictly  correct.  But  at  the  same  time  he  was 
perfectly  willing  that  an  unconstitutional  thing 
should  be  done,  and  sat  in  his  seat  without  pro¬ 
testing.  Mr.  Cameron  did  not  mind  the  symmetry 
of  his  constituency.  It  Avas  his  own  symmetry  he 
was  after.  He  knew  perfectly  well,  and  the  hon. 
gentleman  knows,  that  when  the  Senate  threw  that 
Bill  out,  he  dare  not  go  back,  and  the  present  Premier 
of  Manitoba  was  elected  by  acclamation.  Although 
theMinister  of  Justice  approved  ofthe Bill,  Justices 
Hagarty,  Gwynne  and  Galt,  in  giving  judgment  in 
the  case  against  Mr.  Cameron,  said  : 

“  There  are  strong  grounds  for  thinking  that  the  re¬ 
spondent  (Malcolm  Colin  Cameron,  ex-M.P.  for  South 
Huron)  was  guilty  of  personal  bribery,  and  had  the 
learned  judge  who  tried  the  case  and  who  unseated  him, 
found  the  respondent  guilty  of  personal  bribery,  we  should 
have  sustained  the  judgment.” 

And  yet  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  plead  to-night 
that  because  the  resolution  was  introduced  by 
Mr.  Camerou  in  1872,  and  because  redistribu¬ 
tion  had  taken  place  and  an  election  had  taken 
place,  they  were  perfectly  justified  in  trying  to 
save  their  supporter  by  passing  an  illegal  Bill. 
Now,  my  hon.  friend  from  Lambton  endeavoured 
to  show  that  by  the  redistribution  of  1885  there 
was  equalization  of  population.  I  am  endeavour¬ 
ing  to  show  that  the  hon.  gentleman  has  glossed 
over  the  facts,  and  has  skipped  nine  or  ten  years 
for  the  purpose  of  establishing  that  Sir  John  Mac¬ 
donald  was  the  first  to  introduce  a  Gerrymander 
Bill.  What  do  I  find  ?  Look  at  that  very  gerry¬ 
mander  in  1874.  We  have  : 
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Muskoka . 

Cornwall . 

Algoina  . 

Brockville. . . 
Elgin.  West.. 
Stormont 
Brant.  North 
Monck . . 


5,000 

7.000 

3,000 

13,000 

12,000 

11,000 

11,000 

15,000 


Total,  77,000  for  eight  members,  or  one  member 
for  every  9,655  voters,  of  these  lion,  gentlemen  re¬ 
presenting  those  constituencies  supporting  Mr. 
Mowat.  Let  us  see  what  was  done,  under  Mr. 
Mowat's  redistribution,  to  the  unfortunate  Con¬ 
servatives  who  represented  twice  the  number  of 
votes.  Here  is  how  the  Conservative  constituencies 
were  treated : — 


Toronto,  East. 
Toronto,  West 

Ottawa . . 

Bussell . 

Carleton . 

London  . . 

Dufferin . 


31,000 

25,000 

25,000 

20,000 

21,000 

10,000 

10,000 


Total,  154,000  for  the  seven  members,  or  each  Con¬ 
servative  member  represented  22,000  votes.  The 
Bill  was  therefore  evidently  framed  on  the  principle 
that  one  Reformer  was  entitled  to  more  represent¬ 
ation  than  two  Conservatives  ;  yet  my  lion,  friend 
perfectly  justified  that  because  it  was  done  by  a 
Liberal  Government.  What  have  they  done  to  the 
Island  of  Prince  Edward  ?  Why,  they  have  intro¬ 
duced  a  Bill  there,  where  they  have  a  majority  of 
one  and  perhaps  not  even  one,  making  it  necessary 
to  have  a  two-thirds  majority  to  change  the  gerry¬ 
mander  they  have  introduced. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  No,  the  Bill  the  lion, 
gentleman  speaks  of  is  a  Bill  for  the  abolition  of 
the  Legislative  Council,  and  the  council  made  the 
stipulation,  which  the  lion,  gentleman  knows  well 
is  only  morally  and  not  legally  binding,  that  the 
qualification  of  voters  cannot  be  changed  except  by 
a  two-thirds  majority. 


Mr.  MACKINTOSH.  I  am  quite  aware  it  is 
morally  and  not  legally  binding,  but  at  the  same 
time  the  lion,  gentleman  knows  it  occurred. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  has  nothing  to  do 
with  gerrymander. 


Mr.  MACKINTOSH.  There  can  be  no  change 
without  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the  House,  never  mind 
whether  the  Legislative  Council  is  abolished  or  not. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  has  nothing  to  do 
with  gerrymander. 


Mr.  MACKINTOSH.  It  has  not  only  to  do  with 
gerrymander,  but  is  straining  the  constitution  to 
perpetuate  something  they  have  no  right  to  do,  for 
the  reservation  may  be  considered  applicable  to 
the  Redistribution  Bill. 


Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  is  a  mere  matter  of 
abolishing  the  upper  House. 

Mr.  MACKINTOSH.  I  heard  the  lion,  member 
for  South  Huron  to-night  grieving  over  the  fact 
that  there  had  been  a  gerrymander  in  1882  ;  he 
wound  up  by  telling  the  House  that  he  would  never 
have  been  in  Parliament  had  it  not  occurred.  I 
think  it  was  very  ungrateful  of  him.  He  not  only 
got  a  seat,  but  he  overlooked  informing  the  House 
that,  although  elected  as  a  farmer,  he  handed  the 
seat  over  to  the  ex-Finance  Minister,  the  present 
member  for  South  Oxford,  who,  after  utilizing, 
surrendered  it  again  to  the  present  member.  The 
hon.  member  for  South  Oxford,  who  never  permits 


an  opportunity  to  pass  which  enables  him  to  insult 
supporters  of  the  Government,  in  his  speech  re¬ 
cently  says  : 

“  But  I  do  believe  that  it  is  possible  to  produce  a  system 
of  proportionate  representation  which  will  go  very  far 
indeed  to  get  rid  of  the  two-fold  evil  that  I  have  pointed 
out ;  the  evil  of  direct  corruption  of  a  large  proportion  of 
the  electorate,  and  the  evil  of  legislative  fraud  either 
carried  out  through  the  medium  of  Franchise  Bills  or  of 
Gerrymander  Acts  such  as  the  present.  I  am  sorry  to  have 
to  say,  but  every  hon.  member  here  if  he  would  speak  the 
truth  as  he  knows  the  facts  to  exist,  must  admit  that  I  am 
stating  a  most  lamentable  but  at  the  same  time  a  most 
certain  truth,  when  I  say  that,  as  regards  the  215  constitu¬ 
encies,  with  the  exception  of  a  very  small  percentage,  the 
balance  of  power  under  our  system  is  practically  placed  in- 
the  hands  of  the  most  corrupt  section  of  the  community. 
I  make  this  statement  advisedly.” 

The  hon.  gentleman  was  in  power  once  himself  and 
has  a  record  in  the  chronicles  of  the  country,  and 
when  the  hon.  gentleman  makes  charges  of  corrup¬ 
tion  in  constituencies,  he  forgets  that  some  seventy 
Liberal  seats  were  protested  throughout  the  Domin¬ 
ion  after  the  election  of  1891,  and  that  in  nearly 
every  instance,  where  the  cases  came  to  trial,  the  Grit 
scalp  of  which  the  hon.  member  for  South  Huron 
spoke  wasatthe  beltofthe  Conservative  party.  The 
hon.  gentleman  knows  that  we  came  here  last  year 
with  a  majority  of  25  or  27,  and  he  knows  that  the 
great  electorate,  after  having  heard  his  policy  ex¬ 
plained  to  them  for  twelve  months,  repudiated  that 
policy,  and  despite  the  fact  that  we  had  lost  our  great 
leader,  sustained  the  Government  by  an  increased 
majority  of  about  30  ;  giving  the  present  Admin¬ 
istration  fully  60  majority.  That  is  a  pretty  good 
evidence  of  the  faith  the  people  have  in  this  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  of  their  appreciation  of  the  charges  of 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite.  When  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  talks  of  corruption,  he  seems  to  forget  that 
there  was  once  a  Liberal  party  in  power.  On  every 
opportunity  he  condemns  the  Conservative  party 
in  unstinted  terms.  He  never  has  a  generous  word 
to  say  of  them.  He  is  never  guilty  of  a  generous 
action  towards  them  ;  he  continually  belittles  the 
country  and  bewails  its  condition,  and  has  never  a 
patriotic  word  to  say  for  it,  so  long  as  he  is  out  of 
office.  Now,  I  want  to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that 
I  have  shown  that  the  Liberal  party,  when  in  power, 
were  as  willing  to  pass  Gerrymander  Bills  as  they 
now  are  to  apologize  for  Sir  Oliver  Mowat’s  Gerry¬ 
mander  Bill.  I  will  show  now  that  they  used  the 
money  of  the  Crown  and  of  the  people  to  carry  elec¬ 
tions,  instead  of  dealing  with  contractors,  although 
perhaps  a  bank  president  might  be  considered  a  con¬ 
tractor.  Hon.  gentlemen  will  remember  the  cele¬ 
brated  case  of  South  Ontario  where  a  bank  president 
was  put  in  the  witness-box  and  the  Finance  Minister 
of  Canada  was  called  upon  to  give  his  evidence.  The 
bank  president  had  to  admit  that  he  entered  into  a 
corrupt  bargain  with  the  Finance  Minister  who 
promised  him  large  sums  of  money,  the  deposits  of 
the  Dominion  of  Canada,  if  he  would  use  the  influ¬ 
ence  of  the  bank  to  carry  certain  elections.  W  hen 
the  trial  took  place,  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  examined  the  bank  presid¬ 
ent  as  follows  : — 

“  Q.  Had  you  an  interview  with  the  Finance  Minister 
before  that  circular  was  written?— A.  I  had  an  interview 
on  the  8th  December,  1873.” 

Before  even  the  Governor  General  knew  that  there 
was  to  be  a  dissolution,  the  Finance  Minister  ap¬ 
proached  the  bank  president  and  discussed  this 
matter.  — 
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“  Q.  Are  you  in  the  habit  of  issuing  untruthful  circulars 
to  influence  the  electors  ;  or  do  you  try  to  keep  within  the 
bounds  of  truth  ?— A.  I  am  not  conscious  of  issuing  an 
untruthful  circular. 

“  Q.  In  this  circular  you  say:  Because  if  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  sustained,  I  will  be  able  through  them  to  get 
justice  for  our  party  in  needful  appointments  and  other¬ 
wise.  Because  if  they  are  sustained  our  bank  and  other 
Ontario  banks  (throughout  the  country)  will  have  the  use 
of  the  Government  surplus  until  required.  You  had  some 
warrant  for  saying  that,  of  course?— A.  I  believed  we 
would  have  justice  done  us. 

“  Q.  You  see  what  you  say  here.  If  you  had  not 
believed  it  you  would  not  have  said  so  ? — A.  I  had  reason 
for  saying  what  I  said. 

“  Q.  That  if  the  Government  were  sustained  you  would 
have  the  Government  deposits  ? — A.  More  equally  divided. 

“  Q.  From  whom  did  you  get  that  ?— A.  From  a  number 
of  gentlemen.  I  went  to  Mi'.  Cartwright,  and  he  swore. 

“  Q,  Never  mind  what  he  swore.  Swear  tor  yourself 
and  not  for  Mr.  Cartwright? — A.  Well,  I  swear  I  was  told 
by  Mr.  Cartwright. 

“  Q.  By  whom?— A.  By  Mr.  Cartwright. 

“  Q.  What  did  he  tell  you? — A.  He  told  me  that  if  the 
Government  was  sustained  the  banks  would  get  a  fair 
quota  of  the  surplus,  if  they  were  sustained.” 

I  believe  the  Mr.  Cartwright  here  referred  to  is 
the  same  gentleman  who  was  afterwards  knighted 
for  his  financial  services  to  the  country.  The  evi¬ 
dence  was  that  this  bank  president  was  to  use  the 
influence  of  this  bank  in  North  and  South  Ontario 
and  East  and  West  Durham,  and  he  used  that  in¬ 
fluence  so  effectually  that  he  carried  the  four 
counties  for  the  Government.  We  will  see  what 
the  result  was  and  where  the  reptile  fund  came  in. 
The  bank  president  was  asked  : 

“  Q.  You  don’t  remember  bragging  of  that  when  they 
came  to  congratulate  you,  and  that  you  got  over  thirty 
from  the  other  side? — A.  I  think  there  were  more  than 
that. 

“  Q.  How  many  ? — A.  One  hundred. 

“Where? — A.  In  South  Ontario.  I  think  I  was  the 
means  of  getting  gentlemen  who  had  sufficient  influence 
to  secure  100  votes  that  night. 

“  Q.  What  was  the  influence  you  brought  to  bear  upon 
them  ?  Are  you  an  eloquent  man  ? — No. 

“  Q.  You  are  not  eloquent;  then  what  influence  did 
you  bring  to  bear  ? — A.  It  was  not  money,  anyway. 

“  Q.  Well,  what  was  it?— A.  Oh,  a  sort  of  mesmerism.” 

Let  us  see  what  the  mesmeric  influence  was,  and 
what  followed.  The  deposits  in  the  banks  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  and  the  deposits  in  the  Ontario 
Bank  were  as  follows  in  the  years  specified  : — 


Deposits  in  _  Deposits  in 

Banks  in  Ontario.  Ontario  Bank. 

1873—  31st  December,  $  797,000  $180,500 

1874—  30th  June .  801,000  396,800 

1874 —  31st  December..  1,024,000  507,400 

1875—  30th  June .  821,000  411,000 

1875—  31st.  December.  981,000  428,000 

1876 —  30th  June .  738,000  395,000 

1876— 31st  December.  518,000  209,500 


The  Ontario  Bank  had  a  capital  of  $3,000,000.  The 
other  banks  in  Ontario  had  at  that  period,  a  capital 
of  $13,000,000.  So  that  the  Ontario  Bank’s  share  of 
the  Government  deposits  would  have  been  in  a  legiti¬ 
mate  division,  about  20  per  cent  of  the  whole.  It 
was  22  per  cent  on  the  31st  December,  1S73,  but 
in  compliance  with  the  agreement  it  rose  to  48  per 
cent  on  the  30th  June,  1874,  and  touched  nearly 
50  per  cent  on  the  31st  December,  slightly  exceed¬ 
ing  50  per  cent  on  the  30tli  June,  1875,  and  reached 
nearly  54  per  cent  on  the  30th  June,  1876.  Here 
we  have  evidence  sworn  to  in  a  court  of  law,  that 
the  Finance  Minister  entered  into  a  corrupt  bargain 
with  a  bank  president  and  used  the  deposits  of  the 
people,  at  a  time  when  the  country  was  suffering 
tribulation,  and  depositing  that  money  without 
interest,  and  managing  to  obtain  four  members 
to  support  his  Government  as  a  consequence  ; 

Mr.  Mackintosh. 


yet  that  hon.  gentleman  rises  here  and  charges 
the  Conservative  party  with  having  been  guilty 
of  every  species  of  corruption,  though  such  a 
large  number  of  the  supporters  of  the  Opposition 
were  found  guilty  of  corruption  after  the  last  elec¬ 
tion,  and  they  stand  here  to-day  a  dishonoured 
and  disgruntled  party  ;  while  behind  the  Minister  of 
Justice  is  a  phalanx  of  members  who,  while  willing 
to  express  their  independent  opinion  when  occasion 
calls  for  it,  have  confidence  in  the  policy  which  they 
are  endeavouring  to  work  out  and  which  Sir  John 
Macdonald,  our  lamented  leader,  bequeathed  to  us. 
The  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard 
Cartwright)  figured  out  the  Province  of  Ontario  in 
groups.  I  am  glad  that  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
do  not  look  so  much  to  the  equalization  of  popula¬ 
tion  as  to  the  representation  of  all  classes,  and  fur¬ 
thermore  feel  that  the  area  of  territory  should  be 
taken  into  consideration.  If  you  take  from  the 
Niagara  peninsula  to  Essex,  you  find  a  very  large 
territory  running  north  as  far  as  Huron  returning 
31  members.  Then  if  you  take  the  district  from 
Kingston  to  Prescott  and  north  to  Renfrew  up  the 
line  of  Nipissing,  you  find  a  much  larger  area  re¬ 
presented  by  21  members,  having  a  total  popula¬ 
tion  of  426,000,  giving  each  constituency  an  average 
of  21,000  people.  Therefore,  I  say,  as  far  as  this 
district  is  concerned,  it  is  the  evident  desire  to  re¬ 
duce  the  strength  of  the  Conservative  party  which 
makes  hon.  gentlemen  so  anxious  to  sacrifice  hon. 
members  in  eastern  Ontario  under  the  guise  of  the 
interests  of  the  country  ;  they  should  say  at  once 
it  is  for  the  interests  of  the  Liberal  party. 
We  have  Kingston,  with  1  member  ;  Ottawa,  2  ; 
Cornwall,  1  ;  Prescott,  1  ;  Glengarry,  1  ;  Russell, 
1  ;  Dundas,  1  ;  Carleton,  1  ;  Leeds  and  Grenville, 
1  ;  Grenville,  1  ;  Lanark,  2 ;  Leeds  South,  1  ; 
Renfrew,  2;  Frontenac,  1;  Addington,  1;  Lennox, 
1  ;  and  Brockville,  1  ;  or  a  total  of  21  seats  with 
an  area  of  about  one-fifth  larger  than  the  district 
in  Western  Ontario  that  has  31  members.  There  we 
have  the  County  of  Essex,  with  2  members  ;  Kent, 
1  ;  Bothwell,  1 ;  Lambton,  2;  Elgin,  2;  London  and 
Middlesex,  4  ;  Norfolk,  2,  Haldimand,  1  ;  Monck, 

1  ;  Lincoln,  1  ;  Wentworth,  2;  Brant,  2;  Oxford, 

2  ;  Perth,  2 ;  Huron,  3  ;  Waterloo,  2  ;  Welland,  1  ; 
or  a  total  of  31  members.  I  submit,  so  far  as 
Eastern  Ontario  is  concerned,  while  it  was  deprived 
of  one  member  at  the  last  census,  it  would  be  most 
unfair  at  this  time,  to  ask  that  seats  should  be 
taken  away  from  hon.  members  who  have  sat  here 
so  long  while  the  population  shows  an  average  of 
21,000  to  every  seat.  Now,  Sir,  the  hon.  member 
for  Queen’s,  P.E.I.  (Mr.  Davies),  after  the  subject 
of  redistribution  had  been  discussed  for  twenty 
years,  appears  as  a  Columbus,  having  made  a  new 
discovery  in  the  constitution.  I  do  not  think  it 
will  amount  to  much,  because  I  think  the  common 
sense  of  the  House,  and  even  the  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite,  are  perfectly  satisfied  with  the  interpre¬ 
tation  of  the  constitution  that  has  prevailed  in  the 
past.  I  promised  to  refrain  from  making  a 
speech.  I  arose  to  make  certain  statements,  and 
I  have  made  them.  I  say  that  this  scheme  of 
gerrymandering  counties  was  first  originated  by 
the  Liberal  party,  because  their  own  leader  moved 
in  1882  that  the  principle  of  the  redistribution  of 
1872  should  be  adopted  by  this  House  ;  hence, 
they  must  take  the  onus  of  originating  this  gerry¬ 
mander  principle,  and  we  can  judge,  were  it  in 
their  power,  what  would  be  done  to-night.  The  hon 
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gentleman  opposite  (Mr.  Mills)  shakes  his  head. 
He  has  a  logical  mind,  and  when  he  comes  down  to 
hard  facts  he  will  admit  that  I  am  right.  He  knows 
that  Sir  John  Macdonald  stated  in  this  House  :  The 
Liberals  of  Ontario  have  broken  the  principle,  and  if 
my  followers  wish  to  do  the  same,  the  Liberals  must 
take  the  consequences.  The  hon.  gentleman  heard 
Sir  John  A.  Macdonald  say  that,  and  he  knows  it 
to  be  a  fact.  Now,  so  fas  as  the  County  of  Russell 
is  concerned,  I  want  to  say  this,  that  I  desire  no 
friend  of  mine,  in  this  House  or  out  of  it,  to  imag¬ 
ine  for  a  moment  that  I  ever  interfered  with  that 
matter  before  that  Government.  The  city  of  Otta¬ 
wa  was  changed,  and  if  I  never  spoke  another 
syllable  I  can  say  this  :  Not  alone  in  the  matter  of 
Russell,  but  in  the  city  of  Ottawa,  I  was  not  aware 
what  the  constituency  was  going  to  be,  how  it 
was  to  be  formed  or  what  changes  made.  I  did 
not  ask  the  Government  their  intentions  ;  I  was 
just  as  indifferent  as  to  what  kind  of  a  redistribu¬ 
tion  they  were  about  to  make  in  those  constituencies 
as  I  am  now  whether  1  remain  in  Parliament  or 
not.  Therefore  I  felt  keenly  when  I  heard  my 
hon.  friend  from  Russell  (Mr.  Edwards)  make  a 
personal  attack  upon  me.  He  might  at  least  have 
come  to  me  personally  and  asked  if  what  he  had 
heard  was  true.  The  hon.  gentleman  could  at  least 
have  shown  me  the  courtesy  that  I  have  always 
manifested  towards  him  during  the  election  con¬ 
tests  that  we  have  fought.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  at  least  should  have  obtained  evidence  upon 
which  to  base  his  charge  before  getting  up 
in  this  House  and  making  it.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  said  in  his  speech  that  he  heard  that 
his  opponents  boasted  in  1888.  I  asked  him  where 
he  got  his  information.  He  says  :  A  man  told  me 
the  other  day.  I  challenge  the  hon.  gentleman  to 
prove  that  I  have  had  anything  to  do  with 
the  County  of  Russell  except  being  defeated 
there.  As  far  as  I  am  concerned  in  the  city  of 
Ottawa,  although  several  thousand  people  have 
been  added  to  the  constituency,  from  districts  in 
which  I  have  never  addressed  meetings,  yet  I 
would  be  just  as  willing  to  submit  my  claims  there 
as  I  would  be  to-morrow  in  the  County  of  Russell. 
But  when  I  see  a  township  gerrymandered  by  the 
influence  of  the  sitting  member,  when  I  see  a 
township  yielding  one  vote  for  every  three  of 
population,  counting  men,  women  and  children, 
when  I  know  the  methods  adopted  by  him  in 
that  township,  does  the  hon.  gentleman  expect 
me  to  get  up  and  shed  crocodile  tears  over 
what  has  happened  ?  The  hon.  gentleman  says  he 
has  great  sympathy  for  the  people  in  the  county. 
Then  why  does  he  complain  ?  He  will  have  a 
smaller  county.  He  will  have  the  opportunity  of 
selecting  either  Prescott  or  Russell  ;  he  will  have 
two  counties  to  bow  down  at  this  shrine  as  a 
representative  statesman.  So  far  as  the  redistribu¬ 
tion  itself  is  concerned,  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
declare  that  it  is  going  to  be  disastrous  to  the 
Liberal  party,  and  in  the  next  breath  they  say  it  is 
going  to  help  the  Liberals. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  We  do  not  propose  to 
do  evil  that  good  may  come. 

Mr.  MACKINTOSH.  Then  if  you  had  not  done 
that,  if  that  had  not  been  your  policy,  you  would 
have  been  in  power  now.  You  did  not  do  evil, 
that  good  might  come,  but  you  were  perfectly 
willing  to  do  it  in  order  that  good  to  your  party 


might  come.  The  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford 
said  the  other  night  that  they  have  never  had  a 
fair  election.  I  think  the  election  of  1874  was  a 
pretty  fair  one,  when  they  had  bank  presidents 
helping  them,  and  a  provincial  treasury  at  their 
backs,  and  the  result  of  1878  should  teach  him  that 
electors  in  Canada  vote  according  to  their  con¬ 
sciences.  My  hon.  friend  (Mr.  Mills)  came  into  the 
Government  late,  or  perhaps  the  Government 
might  not  have  fallen  so  quickly.  At  any  rate,  they 
kept  the  member  for  South  Oxford  there,  and  the 
only  thing  they  got  was  a  miserable  and  undone 
country,  and  he  got  a  title.  I  shall  say  nothing, 
more.  I  only  desire  to  express  the  hope  that  the 
hon.  member  for  Russell,  after  hearing  mv  state- 
ment,  will  accept  it  as  the  gospel  truth  that  it  is. 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  In  the  course  of  the  few  re¬ 
marks  I  intended  to  address  to  the  House  on  the 
amendment  now  before  it,  I  did  not  intend  to  deal 
with  any  personal  matter  I  have  had  the  honour 
of  a  seat  in  the  House  for  six  sessions,  during 
which  time  I  have  never  had  a  controversy  with 
any  member  of  it.  But  it  appears  to  ine,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  two  defeats  which  the  hon. 
member  for  Ottawa  (Mr.  Mackintosh)  suffered 
in  the  County  of  Russell,  still  rankle  in  his  heart, 
and  to-night  he  has  taken  occasion  to  get  up  and 
make  a  personal  attack  upon  myself.  Well,  Sir,  I 
have  no  scrap  book.  Perhaps  if  I  had  a  lot  of 
scraps  to  read  to  the  House,  I  might  speak  at  as 
great  a  length  as  he  has  done.  In  the  course  of  his 
speech  he  referred  to  some  case  that  was  in  court  a 
few  years  ago. 

Mr.  MACKINTOSH.  What  case  ?  I  never  re¬ 
ferred  to  a  case  in  court  at  all. 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  But  he  was  reading  evidence. 

Mr.  MACKINTOSH.  When,  to-night  ? 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  Yes,  to-night. 

Mr.  MACKINTOSH.  I  was  referring  to  a  case 
in  South  Ontario.  I  was  not  referring  to  the  18 
men  that  were  disqualified. 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  Never  mind,  I  am  speaking 
now.  Before  I  get  through  I  will  refer  to  two 
other  cases  which  came  into  court  in  which  my 
hon.  friend  did  not  figure  handsomely.  In  the 
beginning  of  his  remarks  he  spoke  of  some  man  by 
the  name  of  Mackintosh  who  had  bought  wood  and 
hay  in  the  township  of  Clarence. 

Mr.  MACKINTOSH.  I  did  not  say  a  word 
about  wood. 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  Never  mind,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
is  part  of  his  campaign  speech  in  the  County  of  Rus¬ 
sell.  The  whole  thing  is  a  manufacture  of  his  own. 

I  never  heard  of  a  purchaser  of  the  name  of  Mackin¬ 
tosh  in  the  County  of  Russell,  until  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  came  there.  But  he  is  one  of  those  gentle¬ 
men  wTho  is  always  being  stabbed  in  the  back  and 
is  always  looking  for  sympathy,  and  he  is  doing  it 
now.  I  never  heard  of  the  case  except  from  him¬ 
self. 

Mr.  MACKINTOSH.  I  accept  the  apology. 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  But  I  heard  it  from  himself 
a  great  many  times  during  the  contest  in  Russell. 
In  the  next  place,  the  hon.  gentleman  stated  that 
through  my  instrumentality  the  County  of  Russell 
was  now  being  gerrymandered  for  the  very  great 
offence  that  the  village  of  Rockland  became  incor¬ 
porated.  Is  that  any  offence  ?  The  hon.  gentleman 
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further  stated  that  it  was  incorporated  by  the 
Mowat  Government.  If  it  was  incorporated  by 
that  Government,  was  it  a  crime  ?  It  was  incor¬ 
porated  under  the  general  Act  by  the  county 
council,  and  in  no  other  way.  We  have  heard 
several  excuses  for  gerrymandering  Russell,  but 
this  is  the  latest  excuse,  and  it  is  a  very  trivial 
excuse  indeed.  The  lion,  gentleman  also  referred 
to  the  fact  that  Prescott  and  Russell  were  united 
for  judicial  purposes.  That  is  true.  It  is  also  true 
that  we  have  a  united  county  council.  That  does 
not  militate  against  the  fact  that  Russell  is  a  per¬ 
fectly  independent  county  by  itself.  We  have  xa 
county  town,  we  have  our  agricultural  society  and 
all  other  matters  perfectly  independent  of  the 
County  of  Prescott,  and  it  was  simply  a  question 
of  economy  in  the  matter  of  our  county  buildings 
and  so  forth  that  we  have  continued  in  our  present 
position.  Is  that  not  the  case  in  several  other  coun¬ 
ties?  For  example:  Dundas,  Stormont  and  Glengarry 
are  united  for  municipal  affairs,  but  are  separate 
and  distinct  counties.  Later  on  the  lion,  gentleman 
made  the  statement  that  I  would  be  perfectly  will¬ 
ing  to  see  Osgoode  and  Gloucester  joined  to  Carle- 
ton.  I  never  made  that  statement,  and  I 
would  not  be  willing  that  they  should  be  united 
to  that  county.  It  is  true  that  Russell  as  it 
is  to-day,  if  this  Act  does  not  go  into  effect, 
will  still  remain  as  it  was  when  Chief  Justice 
Draper  represented  it  in  Parliament.  In  the  course 
of  the  few  remarks  I  addresssd  to  the  House  the 
other  day,  I  stated  what  I  believed  would  be  the 
right  course  to  pursue.  I  did  not  refer  at  any  time 
to  a  desire  on  my  part  that  Gloucester  or  Osgoode 
should  be  removed  from  the  County  of  Russell.  On 
the  contrary,  I  should  be  opposed  to  any  such  scheme. 
I  am  very  strongly  opposed  to  Clarence  being  placed 
in  the  County  of  Prescott.  When  the  leader  of  the 
House  introduced  this  measure  he  gave  two  reasons 
for  placing  Clarence  in  Prescott  :  one  was  that  it 
would  equalize  the  population  ;  and  the  second  was 
that  the  people  of  Clarence  would  be  more  in 
harmony  with  the  people  of  Prescott  than  with 
the  people  of  Russell.  During  the  course  of 
the  speech  delivered  by  the  Minister  of  Railways 
a  few  days  ago  he  showed,  just  as  I  have 
shown,  that  equalization  does  not  take  place ; 
but  in  order  to  make  another  excuse,  he  said  the 
vote  of  Prescott  was  very  much  smaller  than  the 
vote  of  Russell,  and  there  were  fewer  voters  on  the 
voters’  lists.  Is  it  the  fault  of  the  people  of  Russell 
if  the  people  of  Prescott  do  not  place  their  names 
on  the  voters’  lists  ?  I  have  always  understood  that 
representation  by  population  was  the  basis  of  the 
present  system,  and  that  the  vote  was  not  to  be 
taken  into  account,  but  the  population.  This  was 
simply  another  very  flimsy  excuse  put  forward. 
But  we  have  heard  the  crowning  statement  to-night, 
that  because  the  people  of  Rockland  choose  to  have 
the  village  incorporated,  it  should  be  gerrymand¬ 
ered  out  of  Russell  into  Prescott.  I  went  to  Rock¬ 
land  twenty  years  ago  when  there  was  only  one 
house  in  the  place.  To-day,  there  is  a  population 
of  1,700  with  200  to  300  houses,  and  a  very  large 
business  is  carried  on.  In  the  estimation  of  the 
lion,  member  for  Ottawa  (Mr.  Mackintosh)  that  is 
a  crime,  and  the  people  should  be  punished  for 
building  up  a  large  industry  there.  It  is  true  that 
the  other  night  I  said  that  my  opponent  in  1888 
made  a  statement  that  if  they  could  not  beat  me  in 
Russell  in  any  other  way,  they  would  put  Clarence 
Mr.  Edwtae,ds. 


into  Prescott.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  denied  it 
to-night. 

Mr.  MACKINTOSH.  Will  you  accept  it  ? 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  I  am  obliged  to  accept  any 
apology  made  ;  but  I  will  just  say  this,  that  after 
that  memorable  fight,  the  hon.  gentleman’s  paper 
for  a  whole  week  abused  the  people  of  Clarence, 
and  I  thorough^  and  honestly  believe  that  the 
hon.  gentleman  was  in  such  a  state  of  mind  that  he 
does  not  recollect  any  statement  he  made  about  that 
at  time. 

Mr.  MACKINTOSH.  Does  the  hon.  gentleman 
accept  my  statement,  that  I  did  not  say  anything 
of  the  kind  to  which  he  refers? 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  I  am  obliged  to  accept  the 
statement. 

Mr.  MACKINTOSH.  No,  he  is  not  obliged  to 
do  so  ;  this  is  not  the  stump,  but  Parliament,  and 
we  are  among  gentlemen. 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  I  am  afraid  the  evidence  is 
too  strong.  That  statement  was  made  not  only  by 
one  person  but  by  several  persons,  and  1  thoroughly 
believe  to-day  that  it  alone  is  the  foundation  for 
the  attempted  gerrymander  of  the  township  of 
Clarence  into  Prescott.  I  do  not  desire  for  one 
moment  that  Osgoode  or  Gloucester  should  be 
placed  in  Carleton,  and  I  know  that  would  be  the 
effect  if  this  amendment  were  carried,  but  I  believe 
we  should  have  some  definite  principle  on  which 
readjustment  should  take  place,  and  that  it  should 
not  be  left  to  any  political  party.  This  is  a  fair 
and  equitable  way  in  which  it  can  be  done, 
and  even  if  in  carrying  it  out  I  should  be  injured, 
I  w'ould  accept  the  injury  without  complaining. 
During  the  course  of  the  speech  of  the  mover  of 
this  amendment  I  understood  him  to  say  that  if 
this  gerrymander  went  into  effect,  that  he  would 
not  blame  the  Liberal  party  when  their  time  came 
if  they  resented  by  imposing  a  very  much  more 
severe  gerrymander  upon  the  people  of  this  coun¬ 
try.  To  that  statement,  and  that  statement  alone 
in  his  speech,  do  I  take  exception.  No  matter 
howr  infamous  an  Act  is  perpetrated  upon  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  this  country  by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  it 
is  no  justification  for  a  wrong  from  this  side  of  the 
House.  I  have  had  the  honour  of  a  seat  in  this 
House  for  six  years,  and  during  the  course  of  that 
time  the  answer  to  almost  every  attack  that  is 
made  here  is,  that  some  one  else  did  the  same 
thing  many  years  ago.  We  hear  a  great  deal  of 
ancient  history  in  this  House.  Such  is  no  answer  ; 
two  wrongs  do  not  make  a  right ;  and  to  a  practi¬ 
cal  business  man  who  has  been  accustomed  to  do 
business  in  a  business  way,  I  must  say  that  I 
consider  it  a  great  wrong  to  offer  such  nonsensical 
arguments  as  are  used  in  this  House  on  very  many 
occasions,  and  by  which  the  time  of  Parliament 
is  taken  up  and  the  money  of  the  people  wasted. 
This  question  has  been  dealt  with  in  a  general 
way  by  several  hon.  gentlemen,  and  I  shall  not 
enter  into  that  discussion,  but  I  must  repeat  that 
I  do  think  the  Government  made  a  very  great 
flight  when  they  soared  all  the  wxay  from  the 
Niagara  district  dowrn  to  the  County  of  Russell  to 
gerrymander  the  township  of  Clarence.  I  firmly 
and  honestly  believe  that  wras  done  for  one  reason 
and  one  reason  alone,  namely,  that  some  years  ago 
the  people  of  that  township  were  strongly  Conser¬ 
vative,  but  to-day  they  are  strongly  Liberal.  Are 
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these  people  to  he  punished  now  because  they 
claim  the  right  to  exercise  their  honest  convic¬ 
tions?  If  that  is  the  system  what  would  be  the 
effect  ?  Let  the  people  change  their  convictions  as 
they  may,  yet  the  Government  in  power  has  it 
within  its  jurisdiction  to  say  that  the  opinions  of 
the  people  of  this  country  shall  have  no  effect,  and 
that  they  shall  maintain  themselves  in  power 
contrary  to  the  wishes  of  the  people.  We  all 
cherish  and  love  responsible  government.  But 
out  of  responsible  government  at  least  one  evil 
springs,  and  that  is  the  evil  of  the  antagonism 
of  party.  We  have  altogether  too  much  partyism 
for  the  good  of  the  country.  If  lion,  gentlemen 
came  here  with  the  sole  and  only  motive  of  legis¬ 
lating  in  the  best  interests  of  the  country  and  not 
in  the  interests  of  party,  it  would  be  very  much 
better  for  our  welfare  and  prosperity.  1  believe 
firmly  and  honestly  that  the  best  thing  that  could 
occur  for  this  country  in  order  to  wipe  out  the  politi¬ 
cal  evils  that  have  been  perpetrated  for  many  years 
past,  would  be  a  reasonably  frequent  succession  of 
changes  of  Government.  If  lion,  gentlemen  came 
here  with  but  one  motive,  and  that  to  legislate  in 
the  interests  of  the  country  and  never  mind  those 
who  are  running  after  them  for  favoritism  and  so 
forth,  it  would  be  a  grand  thing.  Let  us  have 
everything  fairly  and  squarely  done,  and  I  believe 
that  under  the  present  condition  of  this  country, 
no  political  party  could  remain  in  power  for  any 
length  of  time.  To-night  the  question  of  redistri¬ 
bution  in  Ontario  has  been  referred  to.  Is  that 
any  of  our  business  in  this  House  ? 

Mr.  MACKINTOSH.  Ask  the  member  for 
West  Lambton  (Mr.  Lister),  he  introduced  it. 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  I  do  not  care  whether  it 
conies  from  this  side  or  that  side,  we  have  nothing 
to  do  with  that  question.  This  is  the  Dominion 
Parliament,  and  our  business  is  to  legislate  for  the 
Dominion,  and  if  Sir  Oliver  Mowat,  in  introducing 
his  redistribution,  pretends  for  one  moment  to  per¬ 
petrate  such  an  injustice  as  is  suggested  on  this 
occasion,  I  say  that  Mr.  Mowat  should  receive  the 
condemnation  of  Ontario.  I  wish  now  to  briefly 
refer  to  the  proposed  division  of  the  County  of 
Ottawa,  with  which  county  I  am  acquainted.  So 
far  as  that  county  is  concerned,  I  do  not  know, 
nor  would  I  pretend  to  say,  that  any  political 
advantage  will  result  from  the  position  in  which 
the  two  ridings  of  Ottawa  County  would  be  placed. 
I  do  think,  however,  that  the  proposed  division 
would  be  very  inconvenient  and  unfair,  and  I  will 
give  you  my  reasons  for  so  saying.  The  County  of 
Ottawa  is  a  large  county,  it  extends  about 
100  miles  north;  there  are  three  large  rivei’s 
running  northward  through  that  county,  and 
between  each  of  these  rivers  tliex’e  is  a  height 
of  land  which  is  not  populated.  There  are 
no  roads  running  east  and  west,  the  com¬ 
munication  between  the  people  being  all  from  north 
to  south  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  county.  I 
take  this  opportunity  of  suggesting  to  the  Govern- 
ment  that  the  proposed  division  would  be  most 
inconvenient  in  every  respect.  For  instance  if  a 
man  living  in  the  north-east  portion  of  the  county 
wanted  to  see  his  member  who  might  live  in  the 
north-west  section,  he  would  have  to  tx’avel  100 
miles  to  the  front,  and  fifty  or  sixty  miles  along 
the  river,  and  a  hundred  miles  north.  It  would  be 
inconvenient  in  every  l'espect,  and  I  think  the  divi¬ 


sion  is  one  that  will  never  be  satisfactory  to  the 
people  of  the  county.  I  do  not  speak  as  to  the 
political  aspect  of  the  case,  but  when  the  matter 
comes  up  in  committee  I  may  refer  to  it  again.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  will  not  take  up  the  time  of  the  House 
any  longer,  and  possibly  1  would  not  have  spoken 
at  all  but  for  the  remarks  of  my  lion,  friend  from 
the  city  of  Ottawa  (Mr.  Mackintosh).  1  have  not 
referred  as  I  might  have  to  the  case  in  court  in 
which  he  figured,  nor  have  I  referred  to  the  high- 
kicking  to  which  he  gave  testimony  himself. 

Mr.  CHRISTIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  not  my 
intention  at  this  late  hour  to  occupy  the  time  of 
the  House  more  than  a  few  moments,  but  I  cannot 
allow  this  measure  to  pass  without  a  word  of  con¬ 
demnation.  I  simply  desire  very  briefly  to  record 
my  protest  against  this  odious  gerrymander.  I 
must  say  that  I  regret  somewhat  to  be  obliged  to 
use  a  strong  expression,  but  I  feel  that  it  is  scarce¬ 
ly  possible  to  use  language  too  strong  to  denounce 
the  iniquity  of  this  measure.  I  have  examined  this 
Bill  with  some  care,  and  I  have  failed  to  discover 
in  it  any  regard  to  justice  or  fair-play,  any  regard 
to  representation  by  population,  or  to  the  preserva¬ 
tion  of  county  lines,  orany  regard  to  the  convenience, 
the  iixterests  or  the  wishes  of  the  people.  It  appears 
to  me  that  the  only  aim  has  been  to  serve  party 
interests,  to  wipe  out  as  many  Liberal  constitu¬ 
encies  as  possible.  The  whole  measure  appears  to 
me  to  be  a  gross  violation  of  all  the  prin¬ 
ciples  which  should  govern  a  Redistribution 
Bill.  It  is  true,  we  have  been  told  again 
and  again  that  this  is  a  fair  and  honest  nxea- 
sure.  I  should  like  to  accept  these  statements 
as  made  in  good  faith  ;  but  actions  speak  louder 
than  words  ;  and  if  we  examine  the  details  of  this 
Bill,  we  shall  be  forced  to  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  these  kind  words  have  been  spoken  either  in 
jest  or  in  irony.  Let  us  look  just  for  a  moment  at 
the  adjoining  County  of  Russell,  to  which  the  pre- 
vioixs  speaker  has  been  referring.  We  see  a  Libei’al 
township  lopped  off  there,  and  thrown  into  the  ad¬ 
joining  county  ;  and  by  that  simple  operation  a 
Liberal  constituency  is  converted  into  a  Conserva¬ 
tive  one,  and  an  lion,  member  is  decapitated.  We 
know  that  that  is  done  contrary  to  the  wishes  and 
the  remonstrances  of  the  people,  and  the  only  effect 
of  it  is  to  transfer  the  excess  of  population  from 
Russell  to  Prescott.  Again,  if  we  look  at  the  ad¬ 
joining  County  of  Ottawa,  we  find  that  that  county 
is  divided  into  two  divisions,  one  with  a  population 
of  17,000  and  the  other  with  a  population  of  47,000. 
There  is  no  regard  there  to  representation  by  popula¬ 
tion.  But  that  is  not  all  ;  the  division  is 
made  from  east  to  west,  conti'ary  to  the  wishes,  the 
interest  or  the  convenience  of  the  people.  The 
people  have  remonsti’ated  by  public  meeting,  by 
x’esolution  and  by  their  representatives  in  this  House  ; 
but  their  representations  have  been  ignored  and 
trampled  under  foot.  I  think  it  is  scarcely  possible 
to  find  a  more  glaring  violation  of  the  principles 
that  should  govern  a  fair  and  honest  Redistribution 
Bill.  Let  us  look  a  little  further  east.  We  see  the 
Counties  of  Vaudreuil  and  Soulanges,  with  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  about  20,000,  left  intact  and  undisturbed. 
Now,  I  have  no  fault  to  find  with  that,  for  I  have 
no  wish  to  see  the  representation  of  the  rural  con¬ 
stituencies  diminished.  But  what  I  find  fault  with 
is  that  the  same  rule  is  not  applied  to  St.  John’s  and 
Iberville,  two  Liberal  constituencies,  which  are 
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united,  one  member  being  wiped  out.  My  conten¬ 
tion  is  that  the  same  rule  should  be  applied  to 
Liberal  constituencies  as  to  Conservative  constituen¬ 
cies  ;  there  should  not  be  one  ruleforoneandanother 
rule  for  the  other.  Again,  if  we  turn  to  Chambly  and 
Vercheres,  we  shall  find  greater  iniquities  and 
greater  abominations  still.  The  County  of  Ver¬ 
cheres  is  wiped  out  as  with  a  besom  of  destruction. 
The  hon.  member  who  has  long  represented  that 
county  and  has  been  an  honour  to  this  House,  is  to 
be  decapitated.  Chambly,  another  Liberal  con¬ 
stituency,  has  had  patch  after  patch  added  to  it. 
One  patch  was  not  sufficient  to  make  it  a  safe  Con¬ 
servative  seat,  so  three  or  four  were  added.  It  is 
not  surprising  that  one  of  our  city  papers  should 
suggest  that  the  map  of  that  constituency  should  be 
sent  to  Chicago  as  an  exhibition  of  Canadian  politi¬ 
cal  infamy.  Now,  I  do  not  intend  to  refer  to  any 
others.  I  have  mentioned  only  two  or  three  to 
prove  the  statement  with  which  I  began.  I 
do  feel  that  the  rural  constituencies  have 
been  unfairly  and  hardly  dealt  with.  For  many 
yeass  they  have  been  robbed  and  fleeced  by 
the  operation  of  the  National  Policy  for  the 
benefit  of  combines  and  monopolies  in  the  cities  ; 
their  population  has  been  diminished  ;  their  pro¬ 
perty  has  depreciated  in  value ;  population  has 
been  driven  away,  some  to  the  cities  and  manufac¬ 
turing  centres  and  others  to  the  United  States  ;  and 
now,  to  cap  the  climax,  they  are  to  be  deprived 
and  robbed  of  their  political  rights.  Representa¬ 
tion  of  the  country  is  to  be  reduced,  and  represen¬ 
tation  of  the  manufacturing  centres,  where  the 
combines  and  monopolies  have  full  sway,  is  to  be 
increased.  Now,  this  measure  is,  I  think,  enough 
to  arouse  the  indignation  of  every  fair-minded 
man  on  either  side  of  this  House.  The  injustice  is 
so  obvious  that  not  only  the  Liberal  press,  but  the 
independent  press  have  unanimously  condemned 
this  measure  ;  and  not  only  the  press,  but  we  see 
gentlemen  on  the  Government  side  of  the  House 
rising  in  their  places  and  expressing  their  disap¬ 
proval  of  it.  Their  sense  of  justice  and  of  British 
fair-play  was  so  great  that  they  were  forced  not 
only  to  condemn  the  measure,  but  to  suggest  a 
remedy,  which  would  present  such  gross  injustice 
being  done.  Now,  I  do  hope  that  those  gentlemen 
in  the  manly,  noble  stand  they  have  taken,  will  be 
followed  by  others.  But  be  that  as  it  may,  I  for 
one  shall  have  pleasure  in  recording  my  vote  for 
once  in  favour  of  a  motion  brought  forward  by  a 
supporter  of  the  Government,  because  while  I 
would  not  like  to  pledge  myself  to  all  its  details,  I 
believe  that  it  is  a  good  one.  I  only  regret  that 
we  do  not  often  have  good  measures  brought  for¬ 
ward  from  the  other  side  of  the  House.  If  we  had 
I  for  one  would  have  pleasure  in  supporting  them. 
I  will  not  further  trespass  on  the  time  of  the 
House,  but  will  close  by  thanking  the  House  for 
its  patient  hearing. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  The  hon.  member 
for  North  Bruce  said  that  if  all  my  arguments  were 
as  false  as  the  statement  I  made  with  respect  to 
the  gerrymander  which  took  place  in  1882,  they 
were  not  much  to  be  depended  on.  The  state¬ 
ment  I  made  was  this,  that  according  to  the  gerry¬ 
mander  of  North  Bruce  in  1882,  based  on  the  elec¬ 
tion  returns  of  1878,  there  was  a  Conservative 
majority  of  331.  I  have  gone  over  the  figures  and 
verified  them  since  I  made  the  statement,  and  wish 
to  put  myself  right  before  the  House. 

Mr.  Christie. 


House  divided  on  amendment  of  Mr.  McCarthy  : 

Yeas  : 

Messieurs 


Allan, 

Bain  (Wentworth), 
Beausoleil, 

B6chard, 

Beith, 

Bernier, 

Borden, 

Bourassa, 

Bowers, 

Brown, 

Bruneau, 

Carroll, 

Cartwright  (Sir  Richard) 
Casey, 

Charlton, 

Choquette, 

Christie, 

Colter, 

Davies, 

Dawson, 

Devlin, 

Edgar, 

Edwards, 

Featherston, 

Flint, 

Geoffrion, 

Gibson, 

Gillmor, 

Godbout, 

Grieve, 

Guay, 


Innes, 

Landerkin, 

Langelier, 

Laurier, 

navergne, 

Leduc, 

Legris, 

Lister, 

Livingston, 

Lowell, 

Macdonald  (Huron) 
McCarthy, 

,  McGregor, 

McMillan  (Huron), 

McMullen, 

Mignault, 

Mills  (Bothwell), 
Mulock, 

O’Brien, 

Paterson  (Brant), 
Perry, 

Proulx, 

Rider, 

Rinfret, 

Rowand, 

Sanborn, 

Scriver, 

Semple, 

Somerville, 

Sutherland, 

Yeo. — 62. 

Nays  : 


Messieurs 


Adams, 

Amyot, 

Bain  (Soulanges), 

Baird, 

Baker, 

Bennett, 

Bergeron, 

Bergin, 

Bowell, 

Boyle, 

Burnham, 

Burns, 

Cameron, 

Cargill, 

Carignan, 

Carling, 

Carpenter, 

Caron  (Sir  Adolphe), 
Chapleau, 

Cleveland, 

Coatsworth, 

Cockburn, 

Corbould, 

Costigan, 

Curran, 

Daly, 

Davin, 

Davis, 

Denison, 

Desaulniers, 

Desjardins  (Hochelaga), 
Dewdney, 

Dickey, 

Dugas, 

Dupont, 

Dyer, 

Earle, 

Fairbairn, 

Ferguson  (Leeds  andGren. 
Ferguson  (Renfrew), 
Foster, 

Frechette, 

Gillies, 

Grandbois. 

Guillet, 

Haggart, 

Hazen, 

Hearn, 

Henderson, 

HodginSi 

Hughes, 

Hutchins, 

Ingram, 

Joncas, 

Kaulbach, 


Kenny, 

Lange vin  (Sir  Hector), 
Lippe, 

Macdonald  (King’s), 
Macdonald  (Winnipeg), 
Macdonell  (Algorna), 
Mackintosh, 

McAlister, 

McDougald  (Pictou), 
McKay, 

McLean  (King’s), 
McLennan, 

McLeod, 

McNeill, 

Madill, 

Mara, 

Masson, 

Metcalfe. 

Miller, 

Mills  (Annapolis), 
Moncrieff, 

Montague, 

Northrup, 

Ouimet, 

Patterson  (Colchester), 
Patterson  (Huron), 
Pelletier, 

Pridham, 

Putnam, 

Reid, 

Robillard, 

Roome, 

Rosamond, 

Ross  (Dundas), 

Ross  (Lisgar), 

Ryckman, 

Simard, 

Smith  (Ontario), 
),Sproule, 

Stairs, 

Stevenson, 

Taylor, 

Temple, 

Thompson  (Sir  John), 
Tisdale, 

Turcotte, 

Tyrwhitt, 

Wallace, 

Weldon, 

White  (Cardwell), 

White  (Shelburne), 
Wilmot, 

Wilson, 

Wood  (Brockville).— 109. 
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Pairs : 

-1/ in  titer  ia  l.  (hypos  it  io  n. 

Mr-  Tnpnor,  Mr.  Fraser, 

Mr.  McMillan  (Vaudreuil),  Mr.  Brodeur, 

Mr.  Girouard(Two  Mount.), Mr.  Fremont, 

Mr.  McDougall  (C.  Breton),  Mr.  Forbes, 

Mr.  Wood  (Westmoreland),  Mr.  Welsh, 

Mr.  Cochrane,  Mr.  Bowman, 

Mr.  Gordon,  Mr.  Campbell, 

Mr.  Craig,  Mr.  Vaillancourt, 

Mr.  Lupine,  Mr.  Delisle, 

Mr.  Desjardins  (L’Islet),  Mr.  Monet, 

Mr.  Girouard  (Jac.  Cartier),  Mr.  Pr^fontaine, 

Mr.  Corby,  Mr.  Armstrong, 

Amendment  negatived. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  The  lion,  member  for  Jacques 
Cartier  has  not  voted. 

Mr.  GIROUARD.  I  have  paired  with  the  hon. 
member  for  Chambly. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE  moved  the  adjournment  of 
the  debate. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  debate  adjourned. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  1.10 
a. m.  (Friday). 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Friday,  10th  June,  1S92. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

REPORTS  OF  BRITISH  FARM  DELEGATES. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron)  moved  for  : 

Copies  of  the  reports  of  the  British  farm  delegates, 
Messrs.  McQueen  and  Davey,  respecting  the  Maritime 
Provinces. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  the  hon.  gentleman  having  postponed  his 
motion,  I  ask  the  House  to  adopt  it. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

CRIMINAL  CODE. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on 
Bill  (No.  7)  respecting  the  Criminal  Law  and  (No. 
21)  for  the  suppression  of  obscene  literature  and  to 
provide  for  the  punishment  of  certain  immoral  and 
criminal  practices. 

On  section  423, 

Mr.  1)AV  IES  (P.E.I.)  I  do  not  think  this  sec¬ 
tion  has  been  very  well  considered.  I  fail  to  appre¬ 
ciate  the  reason  for  the  distinctions  in  the  punish¬ 
ments  awarded.  For  instance,  take  sub-section  {v) 
which  was  amended  by  leaving  out  the  word 
“  accountable  the  man  who  forges  “any  account¬ 
able  receipt  or  acknowledgment  of  the  deposit, 
receipt  or  delivery  of  money  or  goods,”  is  liable  to 
imprisonment  for  life,  whereas  for  somewhat  simi¬ 
lar  offences  he  is  liable  to  14  years’  imprisonment 
or  to  7  years’  imprisonment,  although  at  first  blush 
the  latter  offences  appear  to  be  just  as  deserving 
of  great  punishment. 


Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  is  a  theory  for 
it  all,  and  that  is,  that  the  heavier  punishment  fox- 
life  shall  attach  specially  to  the  forgery  of  those 
documents  which  are  likely  to  be  used  fraudulently 
in  commerce  ;  as  for  instance,  bills  of  lading,  bills  of 
exchange,  bank  bills,  transfer  of  stocks  and  com¬ 
pany  stocks,  exchange  bills,  and  everything  of  that 
kind  pertaining  to  money  ;  and  it  is  on  that  prin¬ 
ciple  an  accountable  receipt,  being  a  thing  that  is 
transferable,  and  likely  to  be  transferred,  has  a 
special  penalty  attached  to  it.  I  think  we  ought 
either  to  restore  the  word  “accountable”  or  else 
put  the  offence  in  the  other  list. 

On  section  42S, 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  An  alarm  may  be  a. 
very  pi-oper  thing  in  some  cases. 

Mr.  MASSON.  Several  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  expressed  very  sti*ong  opinions  that  some 
punishment  should  be  provided  for  the  sending  of 
these  false  telegrams,  even  where  the  intention  was 
to  alarm  only.  At  pi-esent  there  seems  to  be  no 
means  of  reaching  criminally  persons  who  do  so, 
and  if  no  financial  in jui-y  is  done  there  is  no  civil 
remedy. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  I  think  the  word  “let¬ 
ter”  ought  to  be  put  in  there  after  the  word  “tele¬ 
gram.  ’  I  cannot  see  any  difference  between  send¬ 
ing  a  false  alarm  in  a  letter  and  in  a  telegram. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Very  well;  make 
it  so. 

On  section  429, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  This  is  a  very  serious 
section  and  likely  to  give  rise  to  trouble.  During 
an  experience  of  many  yeai-s’  px*actising  at  the  bar  I 
have  heard  hundreds  of  people  allege  that  they 
signed  documents  understanding  them  to  be  differ¬ 
ent  from  what  they  turned  out  to  be,  and  even 
going  further  and  saying  they  were  misrepresented. 
For  instance,  a  man  comes  to  a  lawyer’s  office  and 
the  lawyer  reads  perhaps  a  lengthy  document  ta 
him,  and  he  is  so  impatient  to  sign  that  he  signs 
it,  but  he  afterwards  says  he  understood  it  to 
be  different  from  what  it  really  was.  This  is  a 
serious  section  and  might  be  the  means  of  ruining 
a  man. 

Mr.  MASSON.  The  intention  was  to  provide 
for  cases  where  these  fraudulent  agents  go  to  the 
country  and  induce  people  to  sign  documents 
which  may  perhaps  turn  out  afterwards  to  be  a 
promissory  note  or  an  order  for  goods,  or  some¬ 
thing  different  from  what  the  person  supposed  lie 
was  signing.  It  is  very  difficult  to  meet  that  class 
of  cases. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  a  change  in  the 
law,  and  I  am  inclined  to  agree  with  the  hon. 
member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  that  it  is  a  little 
dangerous.  I  feel  inclined  to  drop  the  section. 

Section  dropped. 

On  section  433, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Are  we  not  importing 
pln-ases  which  apply  in  England  but  do  not  apply 
here  ?  Do  we  make  any  special  paper  here  for 
exchequer  bills  and  so  forth  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  issue  exchequer 
bills  in  London  now  for  temporary  loans.  It  is  very 
likely  that  fx-om  time  to  time  exchequer  bill  paper- 
will  be  used  here  for  that  purpose. 
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Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I.)  I  take  it  that  the  object 
of  this  section  is  to  prevent  a  special  kind  of  paper 
being  used  for  other  purposes,  and  that  special  kind 
of  paper  is  not  made  here. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Our  exchequer  bills 
are  made  on  paper  expressly  prepared  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Yes,  but  you  do  not 
make  a  special  kind  of  paper  such  as  they  do  for 
Bank  of  England  notes,  the  manufacture  of  which 
is  prohibited. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  paper  is  prepar¬ 
ed  expressly  in  England  for  that  purpose..  We  do 
not  use  exchequer  bills  much,  it  is  true,  but  we 
want  that  same  protection  here  that  they  have 
in  England. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Until  you  manufacture 
or  use  that  special  class  of  paper  here,  you  are 
making  this  an  offence  by  anticipation. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  will  let  sections 
433  and  434  stand. 

Sections  postponed. 

On  section  436, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  There  are  two  distinct 
offences  here.  It  seems  to  me  that  imprisonment 
for  life  is  a  very  severe  penalty  for  merely  injuring 
a  register. 

Mr.  MASSON.  That  may  be  a  very  serious 
matter.  There  was  an  important  case  in  Ontario 
not  long  ago,  which  hinged  on  the  proof  that  a  cer¬ 
tain  party  was  married  at  a  certain  time.  The  re¬ 
gister  was  produced  but  there  was  an  erasure  in  it, 
and  it  was  claimed  that  it  was  the  names  of  the 
parties  married  had  been  erased. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  doubt  if  this  section 
•covers  that. 

Mr.  MASSON.  Yes,  it  says :  defaces  or  injures. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  think  it  would  be  bet¬ 
ter  to  make  provision  for  the  erasure  to  meet  such 
cases  as  the  lion,  gentleman  has  pointed  out,  but 
it  seems  to  me  the  punishment  for  a  mere  injury 
is  excessive. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  This  is  the  wording 
of  the  present  section  and  the  same  penalty. 

Mr.  MASSON.  I  would  suggest  that  the  words 
be  inserted  in  clause  a:  “or  makes  any  erasure 
therein.  ” 

Section,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

On  section  456, 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Would  the  Minister  say  what 
precedent  there  is  for  imposing  such  an  extreme 
penalty  as  imprisonment  for  life  for  the  personation 
of  any  person  with  a  fraudulent  intent  to  obtain 
property  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  authority  for  it 
is  a  similar  provision  in  the  draft  code  of  1880,  from 
'which  this  was  taken. 

Mr.  M  ULOCK.  It  startles  one  at  first. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Is  it  not  right  ? 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  only  case  of  the  kind  I  can 
think  of  at  present  is  the  Tichborne  case,  in  which 
the  accused  was  sentenced  to  fourteen  years  im¬ 
prisonment,  and  I  cannot  conceive  of  an  offence  of 
this  character  more  serious  than  that  was. 

Sir  John  Thompson. 


Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  If  you  think  the 
penalty  too  great,  I  have  no  objection  to  making  it 
fourteen  years. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  There  are  words  in  the 
code  as  reported  by  the  commissioners  which  are 
omitted  here.  It  says  :  “  who  falsely  and  deceit¬ 
fully  personates.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  In  the  Bill  of  1880 
those  words  do  not  appear ;  and  the  committee 
generally  followed  the  Bill  of  1880  in  preference  to 
the  original  draft,  because  it  was  the  second 
thought  on  the  subject. 

Section,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock,  the 
Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

IN  COMMITTEE -THIRD  READINGS. 

Bill  (No.  91)  for  the  relief  of  James  Wright. — 
(Mr.  Tisdale.) — (On  a  division.) 

Bill  (No.  92)  for  the  relief  of  Hattie  Adele  Har¬ 
rison.  ) — (Mr.  Tisdale. ) — (On  a  division. ) 

CRIMIMAL  CODE. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on 
Bill  (No.  7)  respecting  the  Criminal  Law,  &c. 

On  section  484, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  This  section  has  to  be 
read,  of  course,  in  connection  with  480,  but  I  see 
this  difficulty.  Supposing  two  men  have  an  interest 
in  some  wood,  and  one  of  them  burns  his  share. 
Afterwards  he  has  a  dispute  with  his  partner,  who 
prosecutes  him  for  the  burning.  The  third  para¬ 
graph  of  480  says  : 

“  Where  the  offence  consists  in  an  injury  to  anything  in 
which  the  offender  has  an  interest,  the  existence  of  such 
interest,  if  partial,  shall  not  prevent  his  act  being  an 
offence.” 

Under  this,  the  fact  that  the  burning  was  not  done 
with  intent  to  defraud  could  not  be  pleaded. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  But  you  must  read 
in  connection  with  this  the  second  paragraph  of 
clause  480,  which  says  : 

”  Nothing  shall  be  an  offence  under  any  provision  con¬ 
tained  in  this  part  unless  it  is  done  without  legal  justifi¬ 
cation  or  excuse,  and  without  colour  of  right.” 

On  section  486, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Does  municipal  cover 
civic? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes,  by  the  definition, 
municipality  includes  city,  town  or  village. 

On  section  491, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  question  is  whether 
this  is  sound  in  principle  and  whether  you  should 
not  apply  it  to  any  carrier  by  land  or  water.  For 
instance,  if  I  send  a  quantity  of  goods  to  the 
Maritime  Provinces  by  steamboat,  they  ought  at 
least  to  be  in  the  same  position  as  if  sent  by  rail. 
I  would  suggest  that  the  clause  be  broad  enough 
to  cover  any  common  carrier.  I  know  that  in 
England  they  have  constantly  legislated  in  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  docks  in  order  to  punish  those  who 
break  into  packages.  In  Montreal  and  in  our 
large  rising  cities  the  offence  is  more  likely  to  be 
committed  when  loading  goods  on  a  steamboat 
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than  when  on  a  train.  I  would  suggest  that  the 
section  be  made  to  cover  any  common  carrier, 
railway  or  ship. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  will  insert  after 
the  word  “  railway”  the  words,  “  or  in  any  ware¬ 
house,  ship  or  vessel.” 

On  section  504, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  A  year  or  two  ago,  I 
was  present  at  a  prosecution  brought  against  a 
mortgagor,  who  after  the  term  had  expired  and 
the  mortgage  had  been  foreclosed,  and  just  before 
he  was  ejected,  moved  the  building  off  the  pre¬ 
mises.  The  building  constituted  the  chief  part  of 
the  value,  being  worth  about  $2,000,  while  the 
land  alone  was  not  wortli  more  than  $1,000.  The 
mortgagee  prosecuted  him  under  this  section,  but 
the  judge,  the  late  Judge  Peters,  who  was  a  very 
eminent  judge  in  our  part  of  the  country,  ruled 
that  the  section  did  not  apply,  and  the  man  got 
clear. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  suppose  because  it 
was  not  a  case  of  tenancy. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  judge  held  that  the 
man  was  not  a  tenant  according  to  this  section  ;  so 
that  according  to  his  ruling,  a  man  might  give  a 
mortgage  on  a  house  and  premises  of  which  the 
house  was  the  chief  part  of  the  value,  and  just  be¬ 
fore  the  jury  gave  a  verdict  against  him,  he  might 
move  the  house  off,  and  there  would  be  no  way  of 
punishing  him  criminally. 

Mr.  MASSON.  Was  the  house  attached  to  the 
soil  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  is  hard  to  say  when  a 
house  is  attached  to  the  soil  in  this  country. 

Mr.  MASSON.  We  generally  have  a  clause  in 
our  mortgages  creating  the  mortgagor  a  tenant  at 
will  in  case  of  default. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  We  have  the  same,  but 
the  judge  held  that  that  was  put  in  merely  for  the 
purpose  of  the  mortgage,  and  that  the  man  was  not 
a  tenant  in  the  ordinary  sense.  It  seems  to  me 
that  this  clause  ought  to  apply  to  mortgagors  hold¬ 
ing  over  after  the  mortgage  is  foreclosed. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  do  not  see  why  there 
should  be  any  difference  made  between  a  mortgage 
which  has  not  run  out  and  one  that  has.  It  seems 
to  me  that  the  offence  is  the  same,  no  matter  when 
the  building  is  removed. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Until  there  is  default 
made  in  the  principal  or  interest,  the  mortgagee  has 
no  right  to  enter  ;  but  after  default  is  made  he  is  the 
owner.  It  may  take  him  some  time  to  obtain  pos¬ 
session,  and  in  the  meantime  while  he  is  getting  a 
writ  of  ejectment,  the  mortgagor  may  move  the 
building  off. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  mortgagee  is  the 
owner  all  along.  He  has  the  legal  estate. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  While  he  has  the  legal 
estate  it  is  limited  by  the  proviso  that  until  default 
is  made  he  shall  not  have  the  right  of  possession. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  cannot  see  any  differ¬ 
ence  between  a  mortgage  that  has  not  run  out  and 
one  that  has  ;  the  legal  estate  is  in  the  mortgagee. 
The  question  is  whether  the  offence  is  serious 
enough  to  justify  punishing  it  criminally,  or  whether 
the  parties  should  not  look  for  a  remedy  to  the 
civil  law. 


Mr.  MASSON.  They  would  have  a  civil  remedy 
by  an  injunction,  but  while  that  is  being  obtained 
the  man  may  move  out. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  might  let  the 
.clause  stand. 

Section  postponed. 

On  section  507, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  do  not  think  this  sec¬ 
tion  ought  to  pass  in  its  present  form. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  provides  punish¬ 
ment  for  destroying  a  boundary  fence. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  In  my  experience,  men 
are  constantly  disputing  about  their  fences.  A  man 
says  :  Your  fence  is  encroaching  on  me  10  feet,  and 
he  throws  it  off.  That  is  a  civil  offence. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  only  an  offence 
under  this  section  when  he  does  it  without  colour 
of  right.  The  question  is  whether  there  ought  not 
to  be  a  punishment  for  wilfully  destroying  the 
fence  of  another  without  any  colour  of  right. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  do  not  read  it  in  that 
way. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Is  it  contended  that 
when  a  man  undertakes  to  put  up  a  boundary  fence 
between  his  property  and  another,  but  places  it  not 
upon  the  line,  but  upon  another’s  property,  that  he 
shall  have  the  right  to  keep  that  fence  up  until  by 
some  legal  proceeding  it  is  removed  ?  I  think  that 
would  be  putting  the  man  against  whom  the  wrong 
has  been  done  to  unnecessary  trouble.  If  he  under¬ 
takes  to  remove  the  fence  it  seems  to  me  that  he 
does  so  or  ought  to  do  so  at  the  peril  of  being  liable 
in  case  the  fence  is  found  upon  the  boundary 
because  if  it  were  found  upon  his  property  he 
ought  not  to  be  liable.  If  “  A  ”  erects  a  fence  pur¬ 
porting  to  be  a  boundary  between  himself  and  “  B,” 
and  erects  it  upon  the  property  of  “  B,”  “  B”  ought 
to  be  at  liberty  to  take  it  down  without  committing 
an  offence.  But  if  he  has  placed  it  in  the  proper 
position,  and  “  B  ”  tears  it  down,  “  B  ”  commits  an 
offence  and  ought  to  be  made  liable. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Is  not  that  the  effect 
of  it  when  you  take  into  consideration  section  480  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  My  trouble  lies  in  the 
construction  of  section  480.  If  he  pulls  down  a 
fence,  &c. ,  under  bond  fide  colour  of  right,  whether  it 
turns  out  in  the  long  run  that  he  was  justified  or 
not,  he  should  not  be  liable  to  criminal  prosecution. 
I  think  we  are  all  agreed  on  that.  I  think  that  sub¬ 
section  2  is  so  worded  that  he  must  have  legal  jus¬ 
tification,  or  he  his  liable  criminally  whether  he 
has  colour  of  right  or  not,  because  the  wrord  “  and  ” 
is  used  instead  of  “  or.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  If  the  word  “or” 
were  used  he  would  be  liable  if  he  failed  to  have 
both.  But  this  is  an  excepting  section.  Legal 
justification  and  colour  of  right  must  both  be  absent 
in  order  to  make  him  liable. 

On  section  508, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Do  you  mean  by  this  to 
imply  that  a  stipendiary  or  other  magistrate  has 
the  power  to  award  $5,  plus  the  injury  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  There  is  a  great  difference 
of  opinion  about  that.  When  you  add  the  fine  and 
the  amount  and  the  man  is  sued  again  he  pays  the 
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same  judgment  twice.  Why  should  you  limit  the 
amount  to  $5  when  a  man  destroys  a  tree  on  the 
street  ?  I  have  known  of  a  case  where  a  man  de¬ 
liberately  cut  a  valuable  tree  down  where  it  had 
been  planted  by  the  city,  and  my  recollection  of 
the  statute  was  that  the  limit  was  $20. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  statute  says  $5. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  would  like  to  see  that 
put  up  to  $25. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  have  no  objection 
at  all. 

On  section  509, 

Mr.  CASEY.  I  think  you  are  far  too  severe 
Here  you  punish  a  man  who  destroys  or  damages, 
with  intent  to  destroy,  any  vegetable  production 
growing  in  any  garden,  Suppose  a  man  destroys  a 
cucumber,  don’t  you  think  you  are  punishing  him 
too  severely  ?  I  think  this  is  a  little  too  much  of 
a  good  thing. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  it  is  too  much 
cucumber. 

Mr.  CASEY.  It  is  not  right  that  the  clause 
should  be  expressed  in  these  words — that  a  man 
destroying  any  vegetable  production,  anything  at 
all  growing  in  a  garden,  must  be  fined.  It  might 
be  a  blade  of  grass.  Suppose  you  stepped  on  a 
blade  of  grass,  would  that  be  destroying  a  vege¬ 
table  production  ? 

Committee  rose  and  reported  progress. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjourn¬ 
ment  of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at 
10.50  p.m. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Monday,  13th  June,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 
Prayers  . 

JOINT  COMMITTEE  ON  PRINTING. 

Mr.  BERGIN  moved  the  adoption  of  the  Eighth 
Report  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  the  Printing  of 
Parliament. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  have  to  ask  that 
this  shall  stand.  It  involves  an  increase  of  salary, 
and  I  think  a  change  in  the  grade  of  a  clerk,  and  it 
is  not  of  that  class  of  reports  which  are  usually 
adopted  on  the  recommendation  of  a  committee. 

LT.  COL.  WORSLEY  AND  LT.  COL.  MURRAY. 

Mr.  FLINT  asked,  Whether  any  report  or  re¬ 
commendation  has  been  made  by  the  Major  General 
Commanding  as  to  the  dismissal  from,  or  the  reten¬ 
tion  in  office,  of  Lt.  Col.  Worsley  and  Lt.  Col. 
Murray  ?  If  so,  what  is  the  nature  of  such  report 
or  recommendation,  and  is  it  the  intention  of  the 
Gov  ernment  to  act  upon  it  ? 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  The  Major  General  Commanding 
did  make  a  report  setting  forth  the  result  of  his  in¬ 
vestigation,  but  made  no  recommendation  as  to  the 
dismissal  from  or  retention  in  office  of  Lt.  Col. 

Mr.  Davies  (P.E.I.) 


Worsley  and  Lt.  Col.  Murray.  The  final  discussion 
of  this  report  is  still  under  the  consideration  of  the 
Government. 

SAVINGS  BANK  AT  ST.  JOHN. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE  asked,  1.  Whether  James 
Robinson,  of  the  Dominion  Savings  Bank,  St.  John, 
has  been  superannuated  ?  If  so,  what  allowance  is 
made  him  ?  2.  Has  H.  D.  McLeod  been  appointed 
to  a  position  in  the  savings  bank  at  St.  John  ?  If 
so,  at  what  salary  ?  3.  What  is  Mr.  McLeod’s  age, 
and  has  he  passed  the  Civil  Service  examination  as 
required  by  law  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  James  Robinson,  of  the  Domin¬ 
ion  Savings  Bank,  St.  John,  has  been  superannuated. 
His  allowance  is  $418  a  year.  Mr.  McLeod  has 
been  appointed  to  a  position  in  the  St.  John  Savings 
Bank  at  a  salai’y  of  $1,100.  I  don’t  know  Mr.  Me 
Leod’s  age.  He  has  not  passed  the  Civil  Service 
examination.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  not  quite  cor¬ 
rect  in  stating  the  fact  in  the  latter  part  of  the 
third  question. 

SESSION  OF  THE  QUEBEC  LEGISLATURE. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE  asked,  1.  Whether  the 
Government  is  aware  that,  contrary  to  clause  86  of 
the  British  North  America  Act  of  1867,  no  session 
of  the  Legislature  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  was 
held  between  the  30th  December,  1890,  and  the 
26th  April  last  (1892),  ie.,  that  more  than  twelve 
months  have  intervened  between  the  last  sitting  of 
the  Quebec  Legislature  in  1890  and  the  first  sitting 
of  the  session  now  in  progress  ?  Whether  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  have  had  any  correspondence  with  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  of  Quebec  on  the  subject  ? 
If  so,  whether  the  Government  are  ready  to  lay 
the  correspondence  before  Parliament  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  understand  that 
some  twelve  months  did  elapse,  but  there  has  been 
no  communication  between  the  two  Governments 
on  the  subject. 

CRIMINAL  CODE. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on 
Bill  (No.  7)  respecting  the  Criminal  Law'  and  Bill 
(No.  21)  for  the  suppression  of  obscene  literature 
and  to  provide  for  the  suppression  of  certain  im¬ 
moral  and  criminal  practices. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

On  section  516, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I  )  There  is  no  definition  of 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  in  the  English 
code  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  not. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Of  course,  it  is  very  hard 
to  give  a  definition  which  would  carry  out  what 
every  one  desires,  and  what  would  not  involve  re¬ 
strictions  upon  trades  unions.  This  definition  seems 
to  be  rather  fair  on  its  face,  but  after  all  I  question 
w  hether  it  would  not  be  better  to  leave  the  matter 
to  the  common  law.  The  existing  law  lays  it 
down  that  the  purposes  of  any  trade  union  shall 
not,  by  reason  merely  that  they  are  in  restraint  of 
trade,  be  deemed  to  be  unlawful,  which  practically 
protects  them  from  being  prosecuted  ;  but  for  that 
wre  substitute  the  next  section  which  provides  that 
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the  purposes  of  a  trade  union  are  not,  by  reason 
merely  that  they  are  in  restraint  of  trade,  unlaw¬ 
ful. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  understand  the 
effect  of  that  to  be  the  same.  It  does  not  make 
lawful  what  may  be  done  by  a  trade  union  in  other 
respects  ;  for  example,  conspiracy  to  commit 
such  an  offence  as  doing  bodily  harm.  It  seems  to 
me  that  so  little  is  included  in  the  definition  that 
it  is  harmless,  and  it  is  convenient  to  retain  it.  It 
only  defines  what  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade 
is,  and  the  next  section,  instead  of  saying  that  this 
shall  not  extend  to  trades  unions,  provides  that  the 
purposes  of  a  trade  union  are  not  unlawful  within 
the  meaning  of  the  definition. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Is  not  that  an  improper 
term  to  use  ?  Because  a  trade  union  is  not  a  per¬ 
manent  body.  It  may  exist  to-day,  and  cease  to 
exist  to-morrow.  It  would  be  better  to  use  a 
phrase  which  would  define  bodies  which  M  ould 
exist  for  all  time. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Perhaps  that  is  so.  I 
think  the  hon.  member  for  West  York  (Mr. 
Wallace)  -wishes  to  move  to  change  the  law,  and 
we  had  better  allow  some  of  these  sections  to 
stand. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P. E.I. )  I  suppose  the  provisions 
of  the  Trades  Unions  Act  have  been  incorporated 
into  the  present  criminal  code  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes. 

On  section  534, 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Is  this  section  neces¬ 
sary  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes.  The  latest 
practice  is  to  suspend  the  civil  remedy  until  the 
criminal  case  is  heard. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  rule  is  perfectly 
intelligible  in  England  where  the  one  Legislature 
deals  with  civil  and  criminal  matters.  Here,  how¬ 
ever,  where  the  Local  Legislature  may  deal  with 
civil  matters  and  the  Federal  Parliament  with 
criminal  matters,  I  think  we  cannot  insert  such  a 
clause  except  it  refers  to  civil  rights  arising  out  of 
Dominion  legislation,  such  as  bills  of  exchange, 
&e. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  it  may  re¬ 
quire  legislation  by  both  the  Federal  and  Provincial 
Legislatures.  At  any  rate  we  had  better  pass  it 
and  let  the  Local  Legislatures  supplement  it.  It 
will  be  giving  our  assent  to  such  legislation. 

On  section  540, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  may  explain  briefly 
that  an  attempt  was  made  very  earnestly  by  the 
committee  to  ascertain  exactly  what  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  quarter  session  is,  and  to  adhere  to  that, 
except  in  the  line  which  I  will  now  mention.  The 
committee  thought  it  well  to  make  it  clear  that 
that  court  has  not  and  a  county  court  judge  has  not 
jurisdiction,  and  therefore  only  Superior  Court 
judges  shall  try  the  following  offences  : — Treason, 
sedition,  libel,  murder  and  attempt  to  murder, 
piracy,  judicial  corruption,  official  corruption, 
frauds  on  the  Government,  selling  of  offices,  escape 
and  rescues,  rape  and  attempt  at  rape,  trade  com¬ 
binations,  and  conspiracies  to  accomplish  these 
crimes.  These  offences  are  nearly  all  outside  of 
that  jurisdiction  now,  in  some  of  the  provinces  I 


completely  so  ;  but  the  others  mentioned,  such  as 
selling  offices,  frauds  on  the  Government,  official 
corruption  and  trade  combinations,  we  thought 
should  be  removed  from  that  jurisdiction  °on 
principle.  The  sessions  of  the  peace,  although 
presided  over  by  County  Court  judges,  only  had 
jurisdiction  originally,  under  the  Statute  of  Ed¬ 
ward  III.,  in  matters  relating  to  breaches  of  the 
peace  ;  but  their  jurisdiction  gradually  became 
enlarged  by  statute.  But  we  removed  from  it 
some  of  these  minor  offences,  because  they  partake 
to  some  extent  of  a  political  character,  and  they 
certainly  have  not  to  do  with  the  preserva¬ 
tion  of  the  peace.  On  these  lines,  the 
conclusion  arrived  at  by  the  committee  seemed 
to  satisfy  the  gentlemen  from  all  the  provinces. 

On  section  544, 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Is  not  this  changing 
the  law  to  some  extent  ?  \\  e  may  proceed  against 
a  judge  at  present  either  by  address  of  the  two 
Houses  of  Parliament  to  the  Governor  General,  or 
institute  criminal  proceedings  by  writ  of  scire 
facias.  In  the  latter  case,  why  should  the  inter¬ 
vention  of  the  Attorney  General  of  Canada  be  neces¬ 
sary  ?  You  do  not  ask  his  intervention  in  ordinary 
criminal  cases. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  In  many  of  the  cases 
we  make  the  intervention  of  the  Provincial  Attorney 
General  necessary  as  between  subject  and  subject ; 
and  I  think,  as  regards  an  officer  of  this  kind,  it  is 
our  duty  to  protect  him  from  vindictive  prosecu¬ 
tion,  and  we  should  have  something  to  say  as  to 
-whether  the  prosecution  shall  be  carried  on. ' 

Mr.  LAURIER.  This  applies  to  judges  ap¬ 
pointed  by  this  Government  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  about  judges  appointed 
by  provincial  judgments,  such  as  city  recorders? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  He  could  not  be  pro¬ 
secuted  for  the  crime  of  judicial  corruption  without 
leave  of  the  Attorney  General  of  Canada. 

On  section  546, 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  Attorney  General  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Attorney  General  of 
the  provinces.  It  is  so  stated  in  definitions  at  be¬ 
ginning  of  Bill. 

On  section  547, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Prosecutions  in  Eng¬ 
land  are  very  often  carried  on  vexatiously  by  single 
seamen  or  some  other  irresponsible  parties,  which 
delay  the  sailing  of  the  vessels,  and  that  is  a  matter  of 
vast  importance,  for  the  purpose  of  making  the 
prosecution,  in  England  the  consent  of  the  Board 
of  Trade  is  required.  As  the  officers  of  the  Minister 
of  Marine  examine  into  the  seaworthiness  of  ves¬ 
sels,  it  is  but  fair  they  should  be  notified  before  any 
such  prosecution  is  taken. 

On  section  552, 

Mr.  DAT  IES  (P. E.I. )  This  section  proposes  a 
very  extraordinary  change  in  what  has  hitherto 
been  considered  the  law.  1  thought  certain  par¬ 
ticular  crimes  had  been  selected  and  authority 
given  to  any  one  to  arrest  a  person  charged  -with 
committing  any  of  those  crimes,  because  of  their 
serious  character,  and  also  because  the  parties 
might  have  the  opportunity  to  escape.  I  find,  how- 
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ever,  in  this  section  nearly  every  crime  in  the 
calendar  is  inserted,  and  we  are  now  committing 
authority  to  any  one  to  arrest  a  man  without  a 
warrant.  Strangers  under  these  circumstances 
might  be  very  seriously  injured.  I  might  be  pass¬ 
ing  through  Montreal,  and  a  man  might  come  to 
me  and  say  :  I  arrest  you  for  such  and  such  a 
crime, — although  he  had  no  warrant.  Perhaps  the 
hon.  gentleman  will  allow  the  section  to  stand, 
until  I  have  an  opportunity  to  read  the  report  of 
the  commissioners  that  prepared  the  section, 
and  ascertain  the  reasons  why  the  commis¬ 
sioners  recommended  such  a  serious  altera¬ 
tion  in  the  existing  criminal  law  practice. 
It  strikes  me  at  first  blush,  as  entirely  opposed  to 
my  ideas  of  British  liberty,  and  opposed  to  every 
conception  I  had  of  the  rights  of  the  citizen  that 
he  could  not  be  arrested  for  any  odious  crime  un¬ 
less  a  warrant  were  issued  after  information 
properly  taken,  or  unless  caught  in  flagrante 
delicto.  I  would  be  very  sorry  to  vote  for  the 
section  as  it  stands  without  a  little  more  research 
or  information.  I  would  ask  the  hon.  gentleman 
not  to  press  it  now. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Of  course  I  cannot 
refuse  that  request,  but  I  may  explain  at  the  out¬ 
set  that  we  understand  this  to  be  the  existing  law, 
not  as  laid  down  in  any  statute,  but  the  grave 
offences  which  are  laid  down  for  which  an  arrest 
may  be  made  are  felonies  now,  and  inasmuch  as  we 
ai’e  abolishing  the  distinction  between  felonies  and 
misdemeanours,  we  must  mention  all  these  things 
which  we  intend  to  have  the  characteristics  of 
felonies  as  regards  arrest.  That  is  the  reason  they 
are  stated  here. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  I  do  not  think  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  citizen  to  arrest  another  for  an  offence 
unless  the  felony  is  committed  in  his  presence. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  fact  of  a  felony 
having  been  committed  is  justification,  and  under 
other  clauses  of  the  Bill  we  have  provided  for 
protection  in  case  there  was  good  reason  for 
believing  that  a  felony  had  been  committed.  You 
will  find  on  examination  that  there  is  the  right  to 
arrest. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Is  not  that  confound¬ 
ing  the  power  of  an  officer  and  the  power  of  a 
private  citizen? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  No.  We  will  let  the 
clause  stand  for  the  present. 

Section  postponed. 

On  sections  555,  556,  557, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  These  sections  we  are 
now  coming  to  are  of  a  very  important  character, 
as  they  allow  magistrates  to  open  up  preliminary 
enquiries.  I  have  a  memorandum  prepared  here 
from  a  magistrate  of  experience  in  my  own  province 
in  which  with  respect  to  these  sections,  he  says  : 

“  I  fear  it  will  prove  an  engine  of  much  wrong  to  many 
innocent  people.  With  such  a  power  any  ignorant  de¬ 
signing  magistrate  can  at  any  moment  destroy  the  char¬ 
acter  of  the  most  virtuous  man  in  the  land.  Without  his 
knowledge  and  without  one  of  the  many  safeguards  pro¬ 
tecting  him  from  malicious  prosecution,  any  person  may 
forever  be  placed  under  possibly  the  vilest  suspicion,  as 
the  result  of  such  an  investigation  ending  in  nothing.  I 
see  no  use  in  it.  No  sensible  man  to-day  expects  that  at 
magisterial  examinations,  information  is  obtained;  that 
is  gotten  before,  by  detectives  and  intelligent  constables  ; 
only  put  in  shape  before  the  magistrates.  If  this  is  to  be 
law,  guard  its  exercise  somewhat.  At  least  require  that 
the  Provincial  Attorney  General  shall  alone  have  power 
Mr.  Davies  (P.E.I.) 


to  authorize  such  an  investigation  ;  for,  if  the  Provincial 
Treasury  has  to  bear  the  expense  of  the  enquiry,  the 
Crown  Law  Officer  in  the  province  should  surely  be  con¬ 
sulted  before  they  are  incurred.” 

This  is  the  suggestion  of  a  stipendiary  magistrate 
who  has  great  experience,  and  who  has  been  for 
twenty  years  trying  these  cases,  and  I  thought  I 
would  read  his  memorandum  to  the  Minister. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON,  I  think  he  is  referring 
^o  some  other  clause. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  He  is  referring  to  pre¬ 
liminary  enquiries,  and  I  believe  he  refers  to  sec¬ 
tion  557  especially. 

On  section  560, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  This  is  the  section  to 
which  my  hon.  friend’s  correspondent  refers  ;  but 
his  objection  is  to  the  Bill  as  it  was  introduced  last 
session. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  was  written  in  March 
last. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  In  this  Bill  we  have 
required  the  assent  of  the  Attorney  General  to  be 
given. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  must  say  that  this 
clause  does  not  commend  itself  to  my  judgment. 
It  enables  every  magistrate  in  the  country  to  con¬ 
stitute  himself  an  inquisitorial  tribunal,  with 
powers  not  only  at  variance  with  those  we  have 
heretofore  thought  fit  to  confer  upon  magistrates, 
but  in  direct  violation  of  what  we  consider  is  a 
safeguard  which  should  be  thrown  around  incrim¬ 
inated  persons.  Of  course  there  is  a  safeguard  in 
the  first  part  of  the  section,  namely,  that  the  in¬ 
quisition  cannot  be  started  without  the  consent  of 
the  Attorney  General,  but  in  times  of  excitement 
that  consent  may  be  obtained  without  sufficient 
cause,  and  a  man  subjected  to  an  inquiry  as  to 
whether  he  committed  a  crime  without  any  affi¬ 
davit  having  been  made  by  any  one  that  there  was 
good  cause  for  suspicion.  He  is  put  upon  oath  and 
examined  in  the  same  way  as  in  Paris,  and  if  he 
neglects  to  appear  or  refuses  to  take  the  oath  put 
to  him  he  is  to  be  punished.  Heretofore  we  have 
acted  on  the  assumption  that  a  man  is  innocent  until 
proved  guilty.  I  acknowledge  that  that  idea 
has  been  stretched  very  far,  perhaps  too  far  in  the 
interests  of  criminals,  but  it  is  a  very  great  safe¬ 
guard  against  men  being  tortured  to  death  by  being 
dragged  before  these  tribunals  and  subjected  to 
these  cross-examinations.  The  only  safeguard  is 
the  necessity  of  acquiring  the  Attorney  General’s 
consent,  but  that  consent  may  be  given  hastily 
against  political  foes  or  in  fifty  different  ways,  and 
an  honest  man,  with  good  reputation,  and  his  family 
too,  may  be  subjected  to  the  most  excruciating 
torture  by  being  dragged  before  a  tribunal  and 
questioned  regarding  any  crime.  I  question  whether 
the  evil  sure  to  follow  will  not  be  greater  than  any 
possible  good  to  be  derived  from  introducing  the 
section.  It  is  obnoxious  to  me,  as  a  student  of 
British  law,  and  unless  it  can  be  shown  that  there 
are  certain  circumstances  existing  in  our  popula¬ 
tion,  either  civic  or  rural,  which  requires  more 
stringent  measures  than  the  present  law,  I  should 
be  opposed  to  the  extension  of  magisterial  powers. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  At  present  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  the  Fire  Commissioners  issue  summons  to 
any  person  they  please  in  connection  with  any  in¬ 
quiry  into  any  fire,  and  this  is  done  under  special 
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Act.  I  he  first  party  summoned  is  generally  the 
person  suspected,  and  he  has  to  give  full  detail 
without  any  consent  from  the  Attorney  General. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  The  safety  of  the  people 
is  the  supreme  law,  and  you  may  justify  this 
power  given  to  the  Fire  Commissioners  under  that 
maxim,  but  how  can  you  justify  the  application  of 
that  principle  to  every  conceivable  crime  ?  There 
are  many  offences  a  man  would  shrink  from  being 
charged  with  even,  and  the  notoriety  of  the  charge 
in  small  communities  would  leave  a  perpetual  stain 
on  his  character. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  will  drop  that 
section. 

Section  dropped. 

On  section  561, 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  My  hon.  friend  from 
Prince  Edward  Island  suggests  whether  Prince 
Edward  Island  is  not  land  beyond  the  seas.  Under 
the  Treaty  of  Paris,  there  was  a  distinction  made 
between  rights  and  liberties,  and  the  question  of 
fishing  in  the  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence  was  treated 
as  a  right. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Our  territory  goes 
outside  Prince  Edward  Island.  All  inside  the 
Straits  of  Northumberland  is  in  our  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  In  the  correspondence 
between  John  Quincy  Adams  and  the  British 
Minister,  the  British  Minister  points  out  that 
what  is  within  the  jurisdiction  is  treated  as  a 
liberty  and  what  is  outside  is  treated  as  a  right, 
and  the  matter  of  fishing  in  the  gulf  is  a  right  and, 
not  a  liberty,  which  would  make  the  gulf  a  part  of 
the  high  seas. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON,  Not  the  Straits  of 
Northumberland  where  you  can  shoot  across  and 
float  across. 

Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock  the 
Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

NEW  MEMBER. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  have  the  honour  to  inform 
the  House  that  the  Clerk  of  the  House  has  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery, 
a  certificate  of  the  election  and  return  of  Hiram 
A.  Calvin,  Esq.,  for  the  Electoral  District  of 
Frontenac. 

REPRESENTATION  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  COM¬ 
MONS. 

House  resumed  adjourned  debate  on  the  proposed 
motion  of  Sir  John  Thompson  :  That  Bill  (No.  76) 
to  readjust  the  representation  in  the  House  of 
Commons,  be  read  a  second  time. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  Before  the  motion  is  put 
to  the  House,  I  desire  to  say  a  few  words  on  the 
Bill.  It  has  been  my  lot  to  represent  one  of  the 
hives  which  was  created  by  the  Gerrymander 
Bill  of  18S2.  I  remember  well  going  to  bed  one 
night  in  the  township  of  Ancaster,  a  portion  of 
the  old  Reform  riding  of  South  Wentworth,  and 
waking  up  next  morning  in  the  north  riding 
of  Brant,  owing  to  the  passing  of  that  Act.  By 
that  Act  South  Wentworth  was  intended  to  be 
made  a  Conservative  constituency.  That  con¬ 
stituency  had  been  represented  continuously  by  a 


Reformer  for  over  forty  years,  although  closely 
contested  elections  had  been  held  there  on  every 
occasion  when  an  appeal  had  been  made  to  the 
electors.  It  was  what  might  properly  be  called  a 
fighting  riding,  the  Conservatives  having  an  equal 
chance  with  the  Liberals  to  return  a  representative. 
But  by  the  Gerrymander  Act  of  1882,  it  was  created 
into  what  the  Government  and  the  Conservatives  of 
that  section  supposed  would  be  a  Conservative  con¬ 
stituency  by  removing  the  township  of  Ancaster, 
which  gave  Reform  majorities  of  from  350  to 
400  from  that  riding,  and  placing  it  in  North 
Brant.  Now,  North  Brant,  as  constituted  by 
that  Act,  and  as  it  exists  at  the  present  time,  is 

composed  of  portions  of  three  electoral  districts _ 

the  township  of  Ancaster  from  South  Wentworth, 
the  townships  of  Dumfries  and  East  Brantford  from 
the  County  of  Brant,  and  the  township  of  Blenheim 
from  the  County  of  Oxford.  It  also  takes  in  a  por¬ 
tion  of  the  city  of  Brantford,  because  during  the 
past  two  years  a  portion  of  the  township  of  Brant¬ 
ford  has  been  taken  into  the  city  limits.  The  inten¬ 
tion  no  doubt  was  to  secure  a  supporter  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  from  South  Wentworth.  In  the  election  of 
1882  this  was  not  accomplished  ;  but  since  that 
time  the  feeling  which  was  engendered  by  the 
passing  of  the  Act  of  1882  has  somewhat  died  out, 
and  in  the  last  two  Parliaments  that  constituency 
has  been  represented  by  a  Conservative.  Now,  it  is 
well  known  that  when  the  Conservatives  in  1882 
passed  that  Act,  they  forgot  all  the  pledges  and 
promises  and  protestations  which  had  been  made 
by  their  leader  in  1872,  who  at  that  time  declared 
himself  to  be  in  favour  of  maintaining  the  county 
boundaries,  for  reasons  which  he  then  gave,  and 
which  I  do  not  need  to  refer  to  at  any  length  now. 

I  will  just  say  that  to  my  mind  his  reasons  were 
conclusive.  By  maintaining  the  county  lines, 
the  young  men  growing  up  in  the  counties  and 
taking  part  m  municipal  politics,  gradually  worked 
themsel\  es  to  the  front,  until  they  were  selected 
to  represent  their  counties  in  the  Local  and 
Dominion  Parliaments,  and  I  think  that  is  a  good 
thing  to  encourage.  The  hon.  member  for  Monck 
(Mr.  Boyle)  spoke  the  other  night  about  there 
being  Conservative  hives  as  well  as  Grit  hives,  and 
he  gave  a  long  list  showing  that  certain  Conserva¬ 
tive  constituencies  returned  their  members  by  very 
large  majorities,  in  some  cases  by  larger  majorities 
than  the  Reformers  received  in  Grit  hives.  This 
is  true,  but  it  is  not  true  in  the  sense  in  which  the 
hon.  member  for  Monck  would  lead  this  House  to 
take  it ;  because  the  Grit  hives  were  created  for  a 
certain  purpose.  They  were  created  not  only  for 
the  purpose  of  preventing  the  election  of  Liberals 
in  certain  constituencies  from  which  Liberal  votes 
were  taken,  but  for  the  purpose  of  creating  dissen¬ 
sion  in  the  ranks  of  the  Liberal  party.  No  doubt 
the  leader  of  the  Conservative  party  thought  that 
if  he  could  hive  the  Grits  in  constituencies  with 
majorities  running  from  600  to  1,500,  there  would 
be  found  ambitious  men  in  those  ridings,  so  that 
three  or  four  Liberals  would  run,  and  it  might  be 
possible  to  squeeze  in  a  Conservative  between 
them.  But  the  Conservative  hives  were  not 
created  by  Act  of  Parliament.  Who  can  say  that 
the  County  of  Carleton,  where  there  is  a  Con¬ 
servative  majority  of  probably  800  or  900, 
was  created  by  Act  of  Parliament  ?  I  ask  any 
member  of  this  House,  I  do  not  care  who  he  is, 
to  point  to  a  single  Conservative  constituency 
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in  this  Dominion  which  was  created  by  taking 
parts  from  other  constituencies  in  order  to  hive 
the  Conservatives  together.  Therefore  the  whole 
argument  of  the  hon.  member  for  Monck  falls  to 
the  ground,  having  no  substantial  foundation. 
Now,  I  had  the  pleasure  of  voting  for  the  amend¬ 
ment  proposed  by  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy).  It  is  not  often  that  I 
have  had  occasion  to  agree  with  propositions  made 
by  that  hon.  gentleman  in  this  House,  but  on  this 
occasion  I  entirely  agreed  with  his  amendment.  I 
think  it  would  be  in  the  interest  of  the  people  of 
this  country,  and  in  the  interest  of  common  justice 
that  this  Parliament  should  pass  an  Act  bringing 
the  constituencies  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  within 
county  bounds  as  they  formerly  were,  and  for 
that  reason  I  supported  the  amendment  of  the  hon. 
member  for  North  Simcoe.  Now,  a  great  deal  of 
fault  has  been  found  by  some  supporters  of  the 
Government  with  the  course  pursued  by  that  lion, 
member,  but  I  fancy  that  if  there  were  more  inde¬ 
pendent-minded  men  in  this  House  than  are  to  be 
found  here  at  present,  we  should  probably  be 
found  passing  legislation  of  greater  benefit  to 
the  people  of  this  country  than  what  has  been 
passed  during  the  last  twelve  or  fourteen  years, 
much  of  which  has  been  forced  through, 
not  because  the  members  supporting  the  Govern¬ 
ment  agreed  that  it  was  devised  in  the  in¬ 
terests  of  the  people,  but  because  they  Avere  sup¬ 
porting  the  Government,  and  were  forced  to  come 
to  the  assistance  of  their  masters  and  vote  those 
measures  through.  Time  and  again,  during  the 
last  ten  years,  since  I  have  had  the  honour  of  a  seat 
here,  Conservative  members  have  spoken  to  me  pri¬ 
vately,  and  have  said  that  they  agreed  with  the 
members  of  the  Opposition  in  denouncing  such  legis¬ 
lation,  but  that  they  must  support  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  which  they  were  sent  here  to  support  ,  and  that 
they  would  not  be  fulfilling  their  pledges  if  they 
did  not  do  so.  I  say  this  is  carrying  party  spirit 
too  far  altogether,  and  the  Dominion  of  Can¬ 
ada  ought  to  hail  with  pleasure  the  appearance  in 
this  House  of  some  independent  men  who  will  dare 
to  do  right  even  though  tliej7  have  been  elected  to 
support  the  Government.  Besides  the  lion,  member 
for  North  Simcoe,  we  had  the  hon.  member  for 
Muskoka  (Mr.  O'Brien)  showing  an  independent 
spirit ;  but  he  was  placed  under  the  lash  by  some 
of  the  supporters  of  the  Government  for  having 
taken  the  course  he  did  ;  and  even  the  hon.  member 
for  Centre  Toronto  (Mr.  Cockburn),  in  the  speech 
which  he  delivered  here  the  other  night,  could  not 
find  any  justification  for  the  gerrymander  of  1882  ; 
and  it  is  a  remarkable  fact  that  throughout  this 
debate,  which  has  extended  over  a  good  many 
days,  not  a  single  member  of  the  Government,  not 
a  single  supporter  of  the  Government  of  any  im¬ 
portance  has  ventured,  in  any  way  whatever,  to 
endeavour  to  justify  the  gerrymander  of  1882.  It 
is  true  there  are  two  new  members  ay  ho  came  in 
during  this  session,  who  made  that  attempt  and 
declared  it  was  all  right  ;  but  I  fancy,  after  they 
liaAre  a  little  more  parliamentary  experience,  they 
will  find  that  it  is  not  ahvays  judicious  to  make 
such  rash  statements.  I  refer  to  the  hon.  member 
for  North  Victoria  (Mr.  Hughes)  and  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  East  Simcoe  (Mr.  Bennett).  The  hon. 
member  for  North  Victoria  ought  to  hesitate  and 
weigh  more  carefully  Avhat  he  is  going  to  say  be¬ 
fore  setting  up  as  a  censor  of  the  legal  ability  of 
Mr.  SOMER\TILLE.  • 


the  Opposition.  He  showed  a  great  deal  of  rash¬ 
ness,  not  only  rashness,  but  a  great  deal  of  indec¬ 
ency,  in  referring  as  he  did  to  the  legal  ability  of 
the  members  of  the  Opposition.  He  settled  the 
Avliole  constitutional  question  in  one  sentence,  and 
I  Avill  quote  what  he  said  : 

“  I  do  not  wish  to  say  anything  adverse  to  the  legal 
learning  of  this  House,  but  I  do  say  that  if  the  legal  abil¬ 
ity  shown  in  the  elucidation  of  constitutional  law,  as  ex¬ 
hibited  by  members  of  the  Opposition,  is  to  be  taken  as  a 
type  of  the  legal  knowledge  of  this  House  as  a  Avhole,tlien 
I  think  the  House  should  be  pitied  rather  than  congratu¬ 
lated.  Statements  have  fallen  from  the  speeches  upon 
the  constitutional  points  under  discussion  that  are  cer¬ 
tainly  very  wide  of  the  mark,  and  do  not  call  for  any  com¬ 
ment  on  my  part.” 

This  is  the  mature  judgment  of  the  gentleman  who 
has  been  sent  here  to  set  right  the  Opposition  in 
their  legal  opinion.  Furthermore,  he  set  himself  up 
to  put  right  a  legal  gentleman  of  the  Avell-known 
ability  and  talents  of  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy).  He  told  that  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  that  he  did  not  know  anything  about  laAV,  and 
that  if  he  wished  to  learn  anything  on  that  subject 
lie  would  have  to  take  a  seat  at  the  desk  of  the 
Victoria  Warder  ;  and  I  might  add,  to  shoAV  the 
character  of  this  gentleman  who  edits  that  paper 
and  represents  North  Victoria,  that  Avhenever,  in 
the  columns  of  his  paper,  he  has  occasion  to 
speak  of  Roman  Catholics — avIio,  as  an  im¬ 
portant,  and  influential,  and  intelligent  class  of 
people,  are  entitled  to  the  respect  of  their  felloAV- 
citizens — he  refuses  to  ghre  them  the  capital  letter, 
but  prints  Roman  Catholics  in  loAver  case — r  and  c. 
And  this  is  the  gentleman  who  comes  here  to  teach 
laAV  to  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr. 
McCarthy)  and  the  legal  gentlemen  Avho  occupy 
seats  in  the  Opposition.  With  regard  to  the  legal 
point  raised  by  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s,  P.  E.I. , 
(Mr.  Davies)  I  wish  to  refer  to  a  statement  made 
in  one  of  our  city  papers  last  Friday.  The  point 
raised  by  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  is  admitted 
to  lie  an  important  one.  I  am  not  going  to  offer 
any.  opinion  witli  regard  to  it  myself,  because  I  do 
not  consider  that  is  Avithin  my  competence,  but  I 
Avish  to  quote  a  letter  published  in  one  of  our  city 
papers  on  that  subject  by  one  of  the  fathers  of  Con¬ 
federation,  one  who  is  a  living  witness  of  what 
took  place  at  the  forming  of  Confederation,  and 
avIio  therefore  is  the  best  authority  as  to  the 
intentions  of  the  framers  of  the  British  North 
America  Act  Avith  regard  to  this  question  of  repre¬ 
sentation.  This  gentleman  says  : 

“  Can  the  Canadian  Parliament  assume  and  exercise  a 
poAver  which  is  expressly  conferred  upon  another  and 
different  authority  ? 

“  Is  not  the  Canadian  Parliament  a  statutory  body 
whose  powers  and  functions  are  limited  by  the  terms  and 
conditions  specified  in  the  statute  ? 

“  Assuming  the  affirmative  as  to  this  point,  let  us  ex¬ 
amine  textually  the  words  of  the  section  : 

“  Sec.  51.  On  the  completion  of  the  census  in  the  year 
1871,  and  of  each  subsequent  decennial  census,  the  repre¬ 
sentation  of  the  four  provinces  shall  be  readjusted  by  such 
authority,  in  such  manner,  and  from  such  time,  as  the 
Parliament  of  Canada  from  time  to  time  provides,  subject 
and  according  to  the  following  rules. 

“  These  ‘  rules  ’  are  five  in  number  and  need  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  construing  the  principal  clause. 

“  Your  correspondent  submits  that  the  obvious  meaning 
and  purpose  of  the  framers  of  the  British  North  America 
Act.  1867,  Avas  to  provide  a  special  ‘  authority  ’  outside  of 
Parliament,  for  the  decennial  readjustment  of  the  repre¬ 
sentation.  They  had  heard  of  the  detestable  fraud,  the 
‘  gerrymander,’  and  desired  to  exclude  it  if  possible  from 
our  new  Dominion.  The  pretense  that  the  framers  of 
section  51  intended  by  the  words,  ‘  shall  be  readjusted  by 
such  authority,  in  such  manner,  and  from  such  time,  as 
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the  Parliament  of  Canada  provides  ’  meant  or  can  be  con¬ 
strued  to  mean,  that  Parliament  need  not  provide  any 
‘authority,’  nor  specify  the  ‘manner,’  nor  limit  the 

time,  but  may  ignore  the  fundamental  law  and  usurp 
the  function  for  itself,  is  an  insult  to  their  intelligence 
and  a  dishonour  to  their  memory. 

Neither  the  language  nor  the  obvious  purpose  of  clause 
51  inhibits  members  of  Parliament,  either  alone  or  asso¬ 
ciated  with  eminent  citizens,  from  composing  such 
authority. 

“Parliament  is  authorized  to  provide  the  ‘authority’ 
but  not  to  usurp  the  function  itself.” 

Then,  the  editor  of  the  Free  Press ,  speaking  of  an 
interview  he  had  with  the  writer  of  the  letter  I 
have  just  quoted,  says  that  the  writer  intimated  to 
him  as  follows  : — 

“  I  can  now  recall  with  perfect  clearness  the  discussion 
whicii  took  place  between  the  delegates  about  this  matter 
when  we  were  in  London.  We  desired  to  prevent  the 
importation  of  the  odious  and  anti-British  gerrymander¬ 
ing  system  into  the  Dominion  from  the  United  States, 
and  to  prevent  a  parliamentary  majority  from  strength¬ 
ening  itself  by  cutting  and  carving  constituencies.  Sir 
John  Macdonald  thought  the  restriction  unnecessary,  but 
others  believed  otherwise.  Of  course  the  question  as  to 
what  our  intentions  were  is  of  little  account  if  the  words 
ol  the  statute  dp  not  mean  what  we  intended  they  should, 
but  my  opinion  is  that  we  accomplished  what  we  intended, 
and  that  Parliament  cannot  override  or  ignore  a  plain 
provision  of  the  statute,  even  if  such  a  proceeding  has 
been  acquiesced  in  before.” 

As  I  have  said,  I  do  not  propose  to  discuss  this 
question,  but  wish  to  place  on  record  the  opinion 
of  this  gentleman  who  took  part  in  the  conference 
held  in  London  .and  is  a  living  witness  as  to  the 
intention  of  the  framers  of  the  British  North 
America  Act.  Now,  the  Minister  of  Justice,  when 
introducing  his  Bill,  claimed  it  was  not  a  gerry- 
mander.  1  think  the  discussion  which  has  taken 
place  since  then  must  have  convinced  the  House 
that  it  is  indeed  a  gerrymander.  It  is  true  that, 
so  far  as  Ontario  is  concerned,  the  gerrymander  of 
1892,  if  it  should  become  law,  will  not  be  as  bad  as 
the  gerrymander  of  1882,  because  then  the  Govern¬ 
ment  cut  and  carved  up  some  fifty-four  constitu¬ 
encies  in  order  that  they  might  secure  a  larger 
representation  than  they  otherwise  could  have 
obtained.  In  this  gerrymander  they  have  not  done 
so  badly  by  Ontario  for  the  simple  reason  that  they 
had  not  power  to  do  it,  because  the  gerrymander 
of  1882  had  effectually  stopped  them  from  doing 
as  much  injury  as  they  could  have  done  if  that 
gerr}  mander  had  not  been  passed  ;  and  it  has  been 
correctly  stated  that  the  best  that  can  be  said  for 
this  measure  is  that  it  is  not  as  bad  as  it  might 
have  been.  Sir,  the  Government  have  passed  over 
Ontario  with  a  slight  gerrymander  this  year,  and 
they  have  confined  their  attention  principly  to  the 
Province  of  Quebec.  They  have  done  for  the 
Province  of  Quebec  just  what  they  did  for  the 
Province  of  Ontario  in  1882.  Now,  the  Minister 
of  Railways  gave  us  a  statement  of  the  plan  on 
which  the  redistribution  which  has  been  introduced 
by  the  Government,  was  based  when  the  Bill  was 
brought  in.  He  said  : 

“  But  instead  of  dividing  the  Province  of  Ontario  into 
three  sections,  we  divided  it  into  two  sections,  making 
the  division  line  between  York  and  Peel,  moving  the  line 
northward  to  the  Georgian  Bay.  In  that  division  the 
eastern  part  of  Ontario  has  4b  members  as  at  present,  and 
the  western  part  has  also  46  members  as  at  present.  The 
population  of  western  Ontario  is  1,018,695,  the  population 
of  eastern  Ontario,  according  to  that  division,  is  1,097,844. 
M  e  divided  it  on  a  line  between  Peel  and  York,  following 
up  the  Georgian  Bay,  and  leaving  Algoma  in  eastern 
Ontario,  each  side  of  that  line  having  46  members.  In 
that  division  the  east  has  over  80,000  more  population  than 
the  west.  In  oi-cler  to  give  to  the  populous  city  of  Toronto, 
to  Algoma  which  has  increased  so  largely  in  population, 
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and  to  ISipissing  which  sent  no  representative  to  this 
House,  we  decided  to  give  those  sections  two  additional 
members.  \\  here  were  those  two  members  to  be  taken 
might  make  a  fair  redistribution  under  the 
•  W  ere  they  not  to  be  taken  from  the  western  portion 
ot  Untario  As  the  eastern  portion  exceeded  the  western 
portion  by  over  80,009,  we  gave  one  of  the  two  members  to 
ioronto,  and  the  other  to  a  portion  of  Algoma,  along  with 
the  JNipissing  district,  which  had  15,000  people  and  was 
unrepresented.” 

Now,  it  has  already  been  pointed  out  that  in  mak‘ 
ing  this  division  the  Minister  of  Railways  had  to 
travel  all  the  way  from  the  boundary  line  between 
the  County  of  Y  ork  and  the  County  of  Peel,  up 
through  the  Georgian  Bay  until  he  reached  Rat 
Portage,  700  miles  west  of  the  line  which  lie  struck 
between  the  County  of  Peel  and  the  County  of 
York  ;  and  he  declared  that  in  dealing  out  justice 
to  the  people  of  Ontario  he  must  place  Rat  Port- 
age,  which  is  within  a  few  hundred  miles  of  the 
city  of  Winnipeg,  and  700  miles  west  of  the  city  of 
Toronto,  in  the  eastern  division  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  ask 
any  sensible  man  how  it  is  possible  for  the  Minister 
of  Railways  to  justify  any  such  proceeding  as  this  ? 
How  can  he  justify  the  statement  he  made  that  in 
making  his  division  lie  took  in  Rat  Portage,  the 
whole  district  of  Algoma,  the  populous  city  of 
Toronto  and  the  County  of  Y  ork,  in  order  to  strike 
a  line  between  eastern  and  western  Ontario?  I 
think  that  line  was  made,  not  for  the  purpose  of 
equalizing  the  population  and  to  give  representation 
as  it  ought  to  be  given,  but  that  line  was  struck  in 
order  that  he  might  have  a  pretense  to  justify  him 
in  blotting  out  a  constituency  in  western  Ontario 
so  as  to  give  an  extra  member  for  the  city  of 
Toronto.  Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the  division 
which  was  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  South 
Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  was  an  honest 
division,  and  one  which  commends  itself  fairly 
to  the  members  of  this  House  and  to  the 
country.  He  divided  Ontario  in  this  way  :  He 
stated  that  Ontario  is  naturally  divided  into 
three  groups  :  first,  west  of  the  County  of  York, 
with  a  population  of  1,184,865,  which  group  is 
represented  by  51  members,  just  about  the  num¬ 
ber  they  are  entitled  to  on  the  basis  of  population  ; 
the  central  group,  comprising  the  three  ridings  of 
Toronto  and  the  three  ridings  of  York,  containing 
a  population  of  241,327.  This  group  has  six  mem¬ 
bers,  which  is  admitted  to  be  too  small  a  repre¬ 
sentation.  The  third  group  comprises  eastern 
Ontario,  lying  east  of  the  County  of  York,  with  a 
total  population  of  688,283,  having  35  members, 
being  nearly  20  per  cent  more  than  they  are  en¬ 
titled  to  on  the  basis  of  population.  Why,  then, 
should  the  Government,  by  this  account,  go  to 
western  Ontario  and  blot  out  a  constituency  to  get 
an  extra  member  for  the  central  group  ?  The  unit 
of  representation  for  the  Dominion  is  22,900.  The 
total  population  of  the  eastern  group  is  688,283, 
total  average  barely  19,700  for  the  35  seats,  that 
is  3,500  below  the  average  unit,  and  3,500 
below  the  average  of  the  51  western  con¬ 
stituencies.  This  shows,  when  worked  out, 
that  eastern  Ontario  is  really  entitled  to 
only  30  instead  of  35.  Take  some  of  the 
figures  as  shown  by  the  last  census.  Brockville 
has  a  population  of  15,850,  and  is  therefore  7,045 
below  the  unit  ;  Carleton  has  a  population  of 
21,746,  and  is  1,151  below  the  unit  ;  Dundas,  with 
a  population  of  20,132,  is  2,768  below  the  unit  ; 
East  Durham,  population  17,053,  is  5,847  below  the 
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unit  ;  West  Durham,  15,375,  is  7,525  below  the 
unit  ;  Frontenac,  13,495,  is  9,455  below  the  unit  ; 
Glengarry,  22,447,  and  is  453  below  the  unit  ; 
South  Grenville,  12,931,  is  9,969  below  the  unit  ; 
East  Hastings,  with  18,053,  is  4,847  below  ; 
West  Hastings,  with  18,963,  is  3,937  below  the 
unit  ;  Kingston,  with  19,264,  is  3,636  below  ; 
North  Lanark,  with  19,265,  is  3,635  below  ;  South 
Lanark,  with  19,864,  is  3,036  below  ;  North  Leeds 
and  Grenville,  with  13,523,  is  9,377  below  ;  Lennox, 
with  14,902,  is  7,998  below  ;  West  Northumber¬ 
land,  with  a  population  of  14,947,  is  7,953  below  ; 
North  Ontario,  with  21,380,  is  below  the  unit 
1,620  ;  South  Ontario,  with  18,371,  is  4,529  below. 
The  two  ridings  of  Ottawa  are  8,519  below  the 
number  required  for  two  members.  West  Peter¬ 
borough,  with  15,808,  is  7,092  below  the  unit. 
Prince  Edward,  with  a  population  of  18,892,  is 
4,008  below.  North  Victoria,  with  16,849,  is 
6,051  below  ;  and  South  Victoria,  with  20,455, 
is  2,455  below  the  unit.  Now,  this  shows 
conclusively  that  if  the  Government  desired 
to  do  justice  to  the  eastern  and  western  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  they  should  have 
taken  this  extra  member  which  they  wish  to  give 
to  the  city  of  Toronto  out  of  the  eastern  section, 
instead  of  the  western  section  ;  and  the  only  rea¬ 
son  I  can  imagine  that  actuated  them  was  their 
desire  not  to  disturb  those  constituencies  east  of 
Toronto,  because  by  so  doing  they  would  interfere 
with  the  Conservative  representation  which  they 
have  from  those  ridings  in  this  House  ;  and  they 
thought  if  they  could  work  up  the  constituencies 
in  the  Niagara  Peninsula  to  suit  their  purposes 
better,  they  would  do  so,  and  by  this  Bill  they 
have  done  so.  Now,  while  it  is  a  fact  that  no  hon. 
gentleman  on  that  side  of  the  House  has  offered 
any  justification  whatever  for  the  gerrymander  of 
1882,  still  they  have  claimed  that  they  are  no 
worse  in  this  matter  than  was  the  Hon.  Sir 
Oliver  Mowat  iii  introducing  his  gerrymander 
Bill  into  the  Local  House.  Now,  I  think  after  the 
speech  which  was  made  in  this  House  by  the  mem¬ 
ber  for  West  Lambton  (Mr  Lister)  the  other  night, 
it  must  be  concluded  by  those  who  are  desirous  of 
arriving  at  an  honest  conclusion,  that  when  the  Hon. 
Oliver  Mowat  redistributed  the  constituencies  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  he  did  not  commit  a  gerryman¬ 
der  ;  he  did  not  invade  a  single  county  boundary. 
He  never  interfered  with  a  single  county  line.  It 
is  true  that  in  readjusting  the  representation  he 
was  compelled  to  place  two  Conservatives  in  a 
minority,  Mr.  Ermatinger  of  one  of  the  Elgins  and 
Col.  Grey  of  West  York,  who  was  put  in  a 
minority  of  three.  This  is  the  extent  of  the  so- 
called  gerrymander  of  which  Mr.  Mowat  was 
guilty,  and  the  members  who  supported  this  Gov¬ 
ernment  have  based  their  whole  argument  on  the 
statement  that  as  Mr.  Mowat  did  this  thing,  there¬ 
fore  this  Government  is  justified  in  doing  likewise. 
That  is  a  nice  argument  to  present.  Are  we  sent 
here  for  the  purpose  of  following  the  example  of 
any  members  of  a  Local  Legislature  ?  We  are  sent 
here  for  the  purpose  of  doing  justice  to  the  electors 
of  the  whole  Dominion,  not  to  follow  the  example 
of  any  of  the  Local  Legislatures.  I  was  rather 
amused  at  the  conduct  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Haldimand  (Mr.  Montague), who  persisted  in  inter¬ 
rupting  the  member  for  West  Lambton  (Mr. 
Lister)  when  he  was  making  a  speech  on  this  ques¬ 
tion.  I  do  not  wonder  at  the  irritability  displayed 
Mr.  Somerville. 


by  the  hon.  member  for  Haldimand —  I  am  sorry  he 
is  not  here,  but  he  can  afterwards  see  the  remarks 
I  make — I  do  not  wonder  that  that  hon.  gentleman 
felt  a  little  annoyed  that  the  hon.  member  for 
Lambton  knocked  the  props  from  under  the  feet 
of  those  who  were  advancing  this  theory  in 
order  to  justify  the  gerrymander  now  being 
enacted  by  this  House,  and  also  the  gerrymander 
of  1882.  The  hon.  member  for  Haldimand  no 
doubt  had  something  to  do  with  the  creation  of 
that  portion  of  this  Bill  which  gerrymanders  the 
Niagara  district,  and  in  criticising  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  West  Lambton,  he  addressed  him  in  iron¬ 
ical  terms  as  the  heroic  and  brave  member  for 
Lambton,  and  he  said  he  had  hidden  behind  a  rule 
of  the  House,  just  as  a  hero  hides  behind  a  hay¬ 
stack  when  some  one  arrives  with  a  shotgun.  Now, 
where  has  the  hon.  member  for  Haldimand  been 
found  in  past  times  ?  He  has  been  found  hiding 
behind  a  grant  which  was  made  by  this  House, 
and  which  cannot  be  justified  by  any  member  in  it, 
for  the  erection  of  a  bridge  over  the  Grand  River. 
He  got  a  vote  of  $10,000  for  the  construction  of  a 
local  work  in  order  that  he  might  be  able  to  secure 
his  return  for  that  constituency.  The  gallant  and 
heroic  and  brave  member  for  Haldimand  hid  behind 
the  abutments  of  the  Yrork  bridge  when  the  electors 
came  up  with  their  little  shotguns  at  the  election 
which  succeeded  the  vote  of  money.  There  was 
something  else  he  hid  behind.  He  obtained  a  post 
office  for  the  village  of  Cayuga,  and  he  hid  behind 
the  post  office.  These  are  the  influences  which  are 
brought  to  bear  by  the  hon.  member  for  Haldi¬ 
mand  for  the  purpose  of  securing  his  election. 
Then  there  was  another  little  incident  which  may 
be  referred  to  in  the  history  of  the  political  career 
of  that  hon.  gentleman.  He  is  the  author  of  a  very 
remarkable  document,  and  I  should  like  to  place  it 
on  the  records  of  the  House.  It  was  used  to  as¬ 
sist  in  securing  the  Indian  votes  after  the  passage 
of  the  Franchise  Act  in  1885.  This  was  the  cir¬ 
cular  issued  : 

“  To  the  Indians, — The  Queen  has  always  loved  her  dear, 
loyal  subjects,  the  Indians.  She  wants  them  to  be  good 
men  and  women,  and  she  wants  them  to  live  on  the  land 
they  have,  and  she  expects  in  a  little  while,  if  her  great 
chief,  John  A.,  gets  into  Government  again,  to  be  very 
kind  to  the  Indians,  and  to  make  them  very  happy.  She 
wants  them  to  go  and  vote,  and  all  vote  for  Dr.  Montague, 
who- is  the  Queen’s  agent.  He  is  their  friend,  and  by  vot¬ 
ing  for  him  every  one  of  the  Indians  will  please  Queen 
Victoria.” 

This  very  brave  member  for  Haldimand  got  behind 
a  woman’s  petticoat,  got  behind  the  petticoat  of 
Queen  Victoria — and  if  this  is  not  a  forgery  I  want 
to  know  what  a  forgery  is.  It  may  be  said  that 
the  hon.  gentleman  was  not  the  author  of  this 
proclamation  to  the  Indians.  An  enquiry  was  made 
before  the  courts  as  to  the  authenticity  of  this  re¬ 
markable  proclamation  which  was  printed  and  cir¬ 
culated  among  the  Indians,  when  this  evidence  was 
placed  on  record  : 

“  Dr.  Montague  sworn  :  I  recognize  circular ;  think  I  saw 
it  the  first  time  the  day  before  the  elections,  and  can 
almost  swear  it  was  the  first  time  I  saw  it.” 

He  was  not  quite  sure,  but  he  would  almost  swear 
it  was  the  first  time  he  saw  it.  Under  cross-exami¬ 
nation  his  memory  was  refreshed  and  he  said  : 

“  It  was  on  the  Sunday  before  the  polling  day  that 
circular  was  written.” 

He  began  to  see  a  little  more  light.  Then,  under- 
more  severe  cross-examination,  he  said  : 
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I  wrote part  of  the  circular ;  Ido  not  think  I  wrote 
more  than  half  of  it.  I  was  aware  on  election  day  that 
they  were  distributed.” 

This  is  the  evidence  given  in  a  court  of  justice  as  to 
the  conduct  of  this  man  who  criticised  the  conduct 
of  the  member  for  West  Lambton  and  told  him  he 
got  behind  a  straw  stack  when  a  shotgun  was 
pointed  at  him.  Then  further  on  during  the  trial 
R.  W.  Mutclimor  was  sworn,  and  he  said  : 

“  hr*  Montague  wrote  it  and  I  dictated  it.” 

Now,  I  think  the  lion,  member  for  Haldimand  was 
the  last  man  in  this  House  to  accuse  a  member  of 
getting  behind  a  straw  stack  when  a  shotgun  was 
pointed  at  him.  \\  ith  respect  to  the  gerrymander 
of  the  Niagara  Peninsula,  this  Bill  has  cut  and 
carved  no  less  than  eight  constituencies  and  placed 
the  fragments  where  they  will  do  the  most  good 
to  the  1  ory  party.  Let  us  look  at  the  figures  as 
furnished  by  the  last  election  returns  and  compare 
them  with  the  new  constituencies  formed  under 
this  gerrymander.  Welland  at  the  last  election 
gave  447  Reform  majority  ;  under  the  new  Act 
it  will  give  367  Reform  majority.  Lincoln  and 
Niagara  at  the  last  election  gave  48  Reform 
majority  ;  the  Grits  are  now  “hived  ”  there,  and 
there  will  be  670  Reform  majority.  Haldimand 
and  Monck  gave  78  Conservative  majority,  and 
now  the  brave  member  for  Haldimand,  if  he  happens 
to  be  the  candidate  of  the  Conservative  party,  will 
secure,  or  he  thinks  he  will  secure  by  this  gerry¬ 
mander,  a  Conservative  majority  of  325.  South 
Norfolk,  which  was  Tory  before,  has  been  made 
more  Tory  still,  in  order  to  make  the  seat  safe  for 
the  present  member,  who  will  have  an  increased 
majority  by  the  addition  of  a  township  which 
gives  a  Conservative  majority.  The  constituen¬ 
cies  of  North  Wentworth  and  Monck  are 
wiped  out.  North  Brant  at  the  last  election 
gave  a  Reform  majority  of  1,116,  and  under 
tills  Act  by  the  addition  of  the  township  of 
Beverley  the  Reform  majority  will  be  1,466. 

I  may  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  there  can  be  no 
doubt  whatever  that  the  motives  which  actuated 
the  Government  in  the  formation  of  this  Bill  were 
such  as  were  dictated  by  a  desire  to  promote  the 
welfare  of  their  own  supporters,  but  I  must  say 
that  in  some  of  the  constituencies  the  Conserva¬ 
tives  are  not  at  all  pleased  with  this  readjustment 
which  is  proposed  by  the  Bill.  I  was  home  not 
long  ago,  and  I  had  a  conversation  with  a  gentle¬ 
man  who  was  the  Conservative  candidate  in  North 
M  entworth  in  the  last  election,  and  he  told  me 
that  he  did  not  know  a  man  in  the  Conservative 
party  in  old  North  Wentworth  who  was  satisfied 
with  this  gerrymander.  He  condemned  it  in  out¬ 
spoken  terms,  and  he  said  he  had  not  been  con¬ 
sulted,  and  he  did  not  know  of  any  Conservative 
in  that  constituency  who  had  been  consulted,  about 
it.  The  Conservative  organ  of  the  town  of  Dundas, 
which  is  situated  in  that  constituency,  declared 
against  the  gerrymander,  so  that  the  Government 
have  done  this  work  in  North  Wentworth  without 
consulting  their  friends,  and  their  friends  are  very 
much  dissatisfied  with  it.  I  do  not  wish  to 
pity  the  Conservatives  of  the  portion  of  North 
Wentworth  which  is  added  on  to  North  Brant, 
— I  refer  to  the  good  old  township  of  Beverley, 
which  always  gives  a  handsome  Reform  majority 
— but  the  Conservatives  in  that  township  are  cer¬ 
tainly  placed  in  a  pitiable  position  by  this  gerry¬ 
mander.  They  have  no  power  at  all  in  elections, 


for  the  simple  reason  that  their  vote  will  not  count, 
as  they  are  placed  in  a  constituency  which  is  over¬ 
whelmingly  Liberal.  I  have  some  respect  for  the 
good  old  Tories  of  the  township  of  Beverley  where  I 
worked  in  election  campaigns  for  25  years,  and  I 
know  that  they  will  feel  sorely  grieved  at  this 
gerrymander  of  their  constituency.  Then  the  Con¬ 
servatives  in  Dundas  and  in  East  and  West  Flam- 
borough  are  undoubtedly-  displeased  by  this  Act 
which  the  Government  are  seeking  to  place  upon  the 
Statute-book.  Furthermore,  I  would  just  say 
with  reference  to  the  me’mber  for  North  Wentworth 
(Mr.  Bain),  who  has  represented  that  constituency 
so  well  and  so  ably  for  the  last  twenty  years  in 
this  Parliament,  a  gentleman  who  has  done  justice 
to  his  constituents,  no  matter  what  the  complexion 
of  their  politics  may  be,  a  gentleman  who  is 
respected  by  Conservatives  and  Liberals  alike, 
throughout  the  whole  length  and  breadth  of 
North  Wentworth  ;  I  say  that  the  Government 
ought  to  have  shown  more  respect  for  that  well- 
tried  public  servant  than  to  seek  to  legislate  him 
out  of  his  seat  by  this  Act  of  Parliament.  Why, 
Mr.  Speaker,  did  the  Government  resort  to  this  ? 
The  hon.  member  has  fought  many  a  valiant  fight 
in  North  A  entworth,  and  he  has  triumphed  in  every 
case,  sometimes  with  a  very  small  majority — I 
remember  one  time  he  was  elected  by  only  two 
majority — North  Wentworth  has  always  been  a 
fighting  constituency,  and  the  Conservatives  there 
have  always  had  the  idea  that  they  would  succeed 
in  winning  that  constituency  for  the  Government. 
They  have  fought  persistently  and  well,  and  they 
deserve  credit  for  doing  so,  because  undoubtedly 
many  of  them  are  actuated  by  the  principle  which 
they  believe  to  be  correct.  But  in  order  to  get  rid 
of  the  hon.  member  for  Wentworth  (Mr.  Bain),  a 
useful  and  industrious  member  of  this  House,  the 
Government  now  propose  to  pass  an  Act  of  Parlia¬ 
ment  to  get  rid  of  him,  and  to  wipe  out  his 
constituency.  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  there  is 
no.  justice  in  this.  Allow  me  to  present 
to  this  House  a  map  of  the  new  constituency 
as  proposed  by  this  gerrymander.  Here  is  South 
Wentworth  as  the  Bill  provides  for  it,  and  here  is 
the  part  of  the  riding,  the  townships  of  East  and 
West  Flamborough  and  the  town  of  Dundas  which 
they  propose  to  annex  to  old  South  Wentworth. 
You  will  observe  that  the  city  of  Hamilton  inter¬ 
venes  between  the  part  which  is  now  joined  on  to  the 
old  portion  of  the  south  riding  of  Wentworth  ;  and 
the  townships  of  East  and  West  Flamborough  and 
the  town  of  Dundas  are  now,  according  to  this  Bill, 
made  to  belong  to  #South  Wentworth,  so  that  you 
cannot  get  from  one  portion  of  the  riding  to  the 
other  without  passing  through  the  city  of  Hamilton, 
or  the  township  of  Ancaster,  which  is  a  portion  of 
the  north  riding  of  Brant.  The  riding  is  discon¬ 
nected  altogether,  and  I  do  not  think  ridings  ought 
to  be  formed  in  that  shape  so  that  there  is  really 
no  community  of  interest  existing  between  the 
different  parts  of  the  constituency,  as  has  been 
referred  to  by  several  hon.  gentlemen  during  this 
debate. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  They  would  have 
to  cross  the  bay. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  Yes,  they  would  have  to 
cross  the  bay  or  go  around  by  the  lake  to  get  from 
one  part  of  the  constituency  to  the  other.  Now,  I 
do  not  think  there  can  be  any  justification  what- 
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ever  for  the  conduct  of  the  Government  in  dealing 
with  the  city  of  London  as  they  have  done.  They 
have  taken  a  portion  of  another  constituency  alto¬ 
gether  and  gerrymandered  it  into  the  electoral  dis¬ 
trict  of  the  city  of  London,  while  they  have  refused 
to  take  in  certain  wards  which  belong  to  the  city 
of  London.  There  can  be  no  justification  for  this 
kind  of  conduct  at  all,  nor  can  there  be  any  justifi¬ 
cation  for  the  gerrymander  proposed  to  be  perpe¬ 
trated  in  the  County  of  Russell.  I  believe  that 
every  fair-minded  man  will  condemn  the  taking  of 
the  township  of  Clarence  from  the  County  of  Rus¬ 
sell  and  placing  it  in  Prescott.  It  is  evident  to  me, 
and  it  must  be  evident  to  every  man  in  this  House, 
that  these  additions  have  been  made  to  the  city  of 
London,  and  that  this  gerrymander  has  been  per¬ 
petrated  in  the  County  of  Russell  for  the  purpose 
of  benefiting  the  supporters  of  the  Government. 
As  to  the  effect  of  the  gerrymander  in  Quebec,  I 
have  not  much  to  say.  I  take  the  figures  of  the 
respected  leader  of  the  Opposition,  who  affirms  that 
if  passed,  the  Bill  will  cause  a  clear  gain  of  seven 
seats  fior  the  Government.  It  is  proposed,  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  as  was  done  in  1882  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  to  hive  the  Grits  and  to  make 
Conservative  constituencies  more  solid  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  I  have  a  couple  of  maps  here  which  will 
show  the  shapes  of  the  counties  after  the  gerry¬ 
mander  in  Quebec,  and  which  I  think  may  be  inter¬ 
esting  to  hon.  gentlemen.  Here  is  a  map  of  the 
electoral  district  of  Bagot.  Now,  that  is  a  beauty. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  is  an  anchor. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  It  is  the  anchor  by  which 
the  Government  have  tried  to  keep  hold  of  that 
constituency  and  to  make  it  sure  for  the  Conserva¬ 
tives.  Bagot  is  slightly  Tory  now,  but  by  this 
gerrymander  it  is  made  strong  Tory,  and  as  any  one 
will  observe  by  looking  at  this  map  it  is  certainly 
a  beautiful  and  picturesque  constituency.  This 
section  here  which  I  point  to,  is  a  horn  14  miles 
long  and  5  miles  wide,  and  here  is  another  horn 
three  miles  long  and  three  wide. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  That  is  a  hard  horn. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  Yes,  it  is  a  very  hard  horn. 
Now,  here  is  the  constituency  of  Rouville.  This  is 
of  all  the  gerrymanders  the  most  extraordinary, 
and  I  would  like  the  Minister  of  Finance  to  tell  me 
what  that  looks  like. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  Unicorn  and  Lion. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  It’s  a  grasshopper. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  You  can  see  a  horn  here 
22  miles  long  and  4  miles  wide,  and  right  in  the 
centre  is  the  constituency  of  St.  Hyacinthe  with 
an  opening  of  5  miles  wide  at  the  top.  I  think, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  can  very  truly  say  in  this  House  as 
was  said  with  regard  to  a  similar  map  which  was 
produced  in  1882,  that  it  would  be  no  sin  for  any 
one  to  fall  down  and  worship  it,  because  it  bears 
not  the  likeness  of  anything  in  the  heavens  above, 
nor  on  the  earth  beneath,  nor  in  the  waters  under 
the  earth.  I  think  that  this  would  made  a  splendid 
tombstone  or  crown  of  glory  for  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works.  I  think  he  ought  to  have  something 
constructed  for  himself  in  that  shape,  so  that  he 
might  perpetuate  his  memory  as  the  most  efficient 
and  most  accomplished  gerrymanderer  that  this 
country  ever  produced.  Now,  that  constituency 
was  put  into  that  shape  for  the  purpose  of  making  it 
a  Grit  hive,  and  there  is  now  there  a  supposed  majority 
Mr.  Somerville. 


of  about  1,000  in  favour  of  the  Liberal  party. 
Now,  I  think  the  exhibitions  which  I  have  given 
showing  the  construction  of  these  constituencies, 
will  satisfy  any  member  of  this  House  that  the 
gentlemen  engaged  in  constructing  this  gerryman¬ 
der  had  no  regard  for  decency  when  they  cut  and 
carved  the  counties  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  into 
such  shapes.  But  the  present  attempt  on  the  part 
of  the  Government  to  benefit  themselves  by  read¬ 
justment  of  the  constituencies  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario  and  the  Province  of  Quebec  is  just  another 
exhibition  of  the  methods  which  they  have  put 
into  force  ever  since  they  came  into  power  in  1878. 
They  secured  power  in  1878  by  deceiving  the  elec¬ 
tors  of  the  entire  Dominion.  They  invented  the 
celebrated  N.  P.  They  told  the  manufacturers 
that  they  were  going  to  make  them  rich  ;  they 
told  the  artisans  and  mechanics  that  they  were 
going  to  increase  their  wages  and  give  them 
steady  employment  ;  they  told  the  farmers  that 
they  were  going  to  create  a  home  market  for  all  the 
products  of  the  farm  and  the  garden.  But  this 
policy  has  been  a  lamentable  failure.  The 
census  recently  taken  shows  that  the  N.  P. 
has  utterly  failed  to  fulfil  the  promises  made 
by  the  Government.  Wages  have  not  been 
increased,  but  have  been  almost  everywhere  re¬ 
duced  ;  mechanics  have  been  idle.  In  the  city  of 
Hamilton,  for  the  last  four  months,  there  has  been 
a  strike  of  the  moulders,  and  scores  of  families 
have  been  compelled  to  leave  that  city  because  the 
master  founders  reduced  their  wages,  and  the  men 
would  not  submit  to  it.  The  same  thing  has  been 
going  on  all  over  the  country.  In  the  town  of 
Pundas,  where  I  live,  wages  .have  been  reduced 
time  and  again,  and  as  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Wentworth  said,  many  factories  there  have  been 
either  closed  up  or  have  moved  away.  Our  great 
cotton  factory  in  1878  employed  500  hands,  and 
had  orders  ahead  for  six  months,  and  was  paying 
high  wages  ;  but  when  the  N.  P.  came  into  force, 
competition  entered  the  field  and  a  large  amount 
of  capital  was  put  into  other  cotton  mills,  and 
wages  had  to  be  cut  down  and  the  men’s  time 
reduced,  until  in  time  the  mill  was  obliged  to 
close  down  altogether.  The  consequence  was  that 
this  factory,  which  had  cost  .$800,000,  was  sold 
last  fall  for  $152,000. 

Mr.  McKAY.  Can  the  hon.  gentleman  name 
any  particular  trade  or  occupation  in  which  wages 
have  been  reduced  in  past  years  ? 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  ThefoundrymeninHamil- 
ton.  The  strike  going  on  there  now  is  in  consequence 
of  a  reduction  in  wages  which  the  bosses  proposed 
to  make.  Before  the  N.  P.  was  introduced,  there 
were  five  or  six  sewing  machine  factories  in  opera¬ 
tion  in  Hamilton,  and  they  were  sending  machines 
to  all  parts  of  the  civilized  world,  as  well  as  occupy¬ 
ing  the  market  here.  What  is  the  case  to-day  ? 
There  is  not  a  serving  machine  factory  in  operation 
in  Hamilton.  Then  there  was  a  clock  factory  in 
Hamilton,  and  lots  of  other  establishments,  which 
have  been  closed  up  ;  so  that  the  N.  P.  has  not 
been  a  blessing  to  the  mechanics  and  labourers  of 
that  city.  The  Ontario  cotton  mill  had  to  go  into 
liquidation  and  has  been  sold  out  to  the  combine 
which  controls  nearly  all  the  cotton  mills  of  the 
Dominion  of  Canada.  The  N.  P.  has  been  disastrous 
to  the  workingmen,  and  has  been  the  means  of 
establishing  combines  all  over  the  country.  We 
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have  the  sugar  combine,  the  salt  combine,  the  coal 
oil  combine,  the  binder  twine  combine  and  the 
cotton  combine.  When  a  child  comes  into  the  world, 
its  swaddling  clothes  are  under  the  control  of  the 
combine,  and  when  he  departs  this  life  he  is  also 
subjected  to  the  combine.  A  man  cannot  even 
be  buried  in  this  country  without  being 

subject  to  the  taxation  put  upon  him  by  these 
combines,  which  have  been  built  up  and  fostered 
by  the  N.  P.  ;  and  what  makes  the  matter 
all  the  more  lamentable,  is  the  fact  that 
during  the  past  ten  or  twelve  years  we  have  been 
paying  out  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  to 
bring  immigrants  from  the  continent  of  Europe  to 
settle  up  our  country  ;  while  the  census  returns 
show  conclusively  that  we  have  not  retained  one 
single  immigrant,  so  far  as  numbers  are  concerned, 
and  have  not  held  one-half  of  the  natural  increase 
of  population.  Why,  I  should  think  the  Minister 
of  Finance  and  every  supporter  of  his  would 
refuse  to  lay  claim  to  any  credit  for  the  N.  P. 
in  time  to  come.  The  Government  have  never 
fought  a  fair  fight  since  they  deceived  the  people 
in  1878.  They  have  always  tried  to  legislate  them¬ 
selves  into  power.  They  have  on  every  occasion 
acted  like  the  gambler  who  plays  with  loaded 
dice  or  marked  cards.  What  did  they  do  in  1882? 
They  were  not  satisfied  themselves  with  the 
N.  P. ,  and  Sir  Leonard  Tilley  told  the 
country  that  if  the  Government  were  only  sus¬ 
tained  in  the  election,  there  were  $2,000,000  of 
foreign  capital  waiting  to  come  into  the  coun¬ 
try  to  be  invested  in  manufactures.  At  the 
same  time,  losing  faith,  as  they  did  to  some 
extent,  in  the  N.  P. ,  they  passed  their  in¬ 
famous  Gerrymander  Act.  They  put  their  hands 
at  the  throats  of  some  of  the  most  impor¬ 
tant  members  of  the  Opposition  in  this  House. 
They  did  not  fight  fair.  They  tied  the  hands  and 
feet  of  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  ;  they  gerry¬ 
mandered  such  constituencies  as  South  Brant, 
Bothwell,  Norfolk — 54  altogether.  Was  that  done 
in  the  interests  of  the  people  of  this  country  ?  No 
Sir,  it  was  done  for  the  purpose  of  securing  for  the 
Government  of  the  day  an  undue  advantage  over 
the  Liberals  of  this  country,  and  they  did  in  some 
cases  succeed  in  securing  this  advantage  ;  and  it  is 
no  wonder  that  at  this  day  no  man  can  be  found 
on  the  Government  side  of  the  House  to  justify 
the  gerrymander  of  1882.  But  that  was  not 
enough  to  satisfy  them.  They  changed  the  method  of 
appointing  returning  officers,  and  took  it  into  their 
own  hands,  so  that  they  might  appoint  partisans  of 
their  own.  We  found  the  celebrated  Jim  Stephens 
appointed  returning  officer  for  Bothwell  and  re¬ 
turning  John  J.  Hawkins  to  represent  the  seat  in 
this  House  for  a  session  and  a  half,  although  he 
had  no  more  right  to  be  here  than  the  doorkeeper 
of  the  House,  and  preventing  thepresent  memberfor 
Bothwell  occupying  the  seat  to  which  he  was  entitled. 
This  was  one  of  the  results  of  taking  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  returning  officers  into  their  own  hands. 
Then  we  had  another  case,  that  of  a  gentleman 
who  sat  in  this  House  for  Queen’s,  N.  B.  by 
the  grace  of  his  returning  officer.  And  these  are 
not  the  only  cases  in  which  the  Government  obtained 
an  advantage  by  taking  the  power  into  their  own 
hands  of  appointing  returning  officers.  In  1885 
they  obtained  another  unfair  and  unjust  advantage 
over  the  Liberals,  by  passing  their  infamous  Fran¬ 
chise  Act.  That  Act  has  been  condemned,  not 


only  by  the  Liberals  but  by  scores  of  gentlemen 
who  sit  on  the  Government  benches.  Take  the 
opinion  of  these  gentleman  privately,  and  they  will 
tell  you  they  would  be  glad  if  this  Franchise  Act 
were  repealed,  for  the  simple  reason  that  it  is  too 
expensive.  Why  is  it  that  at  the  last  elections  we 
had  no  revision  but  held  the  elections  on  the  revised 
lists  of  two  years  previously  ?  The  reason  is  the 
Government  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Act 
was  too  expensive  to  operate  continuously,  and  they 
set  aside  its  operation  so  that  the  expense  might 
be  reduced.  But  the  Franchise  Bill  introduced  in 
1885  was  amended  and  improved  immensely  during 
the  long  session  which  took  place,  when  the  Libe¬ 
rals  on  this  side  of  the  House  fought  a  gallant 
battle  in  favour  of  liberty  in  this  country.  Why, 
under  that  Bill  as  introduced,  all  the  savages  of 
the  western  plains,  Piapot  and  his  braves,  Slap- 
him-on-the-back,  and  all  the  cutthroat  heroes  of 
the  Minnesota  massacres  were  to  be  given  the  right 
to  vote  ;  yet  the  Government  sought  to  pass  such 
a  measure,  and  would  have  passed  it  but  for  the 
determined  opposition  we  made.  Then  there  was 
the  revising  barrister  clause  which  gave  him  ab¬ 
solute  power,  although  he  need  not  be  a  judge,  to 
declare  who  should  or  should  not  be  on  the  voters’ 
list.  We  all  remember  the  scenes  which  took  place 
during  the  passage  of  the  Act.  We  can  all  re¬ 
member  the  long  sitting  from  Thursday  at  3  o’clock 
until  midnight  the  following  Saturday.  I  fancy 
the  Finance  Minister  remembers  well  when  the 
order  went  forth  from  the  Prime  Minister  that 
there  was  to  be  no  speaking  on  that  side,  and  they 
sought  to  wear  out  the  members  of  the  Opposition 
who  where  fighting  for  the  freedom  of  the  people. 
I  remember  well  seeing  the  Finance  Minister 
coming  into  this  House  with  his  pillow  and  placing 
it  in  his  chair  in  order  that  he  might  lie  back  and 
sleep  while  the  Liberals  were  fighting  for  the  cause 
of  freedom  ;  and  I  remember  well  other  members 
of  the  House  following  his  example.  This  was 
just  another  exhibition  of  a  desire  on  the  part 
of  the  Government  to  take  an  undue  advantage  of 
their  opponents.  Then  in  1891  what  did  they  do  ? 
Uid  they  go  fairly  before  the  people  and  stand  or 
fall  upon  their  policy  ?  Not  a  bit  of  it.  They 
had  no  special  legislation  introduced  the  preceding 
session  like  the  Gerrymander  Act  or  the  Franchise 
Act,  but  instead  they  adopted  the  Liberal  platform 
to  a  certain  extent,  and  declared  themselves  in 
favour  of  reciprocity  with  the  United  States  in 
order  to  deceive  the  electorate.  By  so  doing  they 
got  back  into  power,  and  we  all  know  the  result  of 
their  negotiations.  We  know  that  they  were  not 
sincere  when  they  made  those  professions  and  had 
no  intention  whatever  of  seeking  to  obtain  recipro¬ 
city.  Then  they  had  other  means  of  securing  sup¬ 
port.  All  the  legislation  which  has  been  enacted 
by  them  since  they  came  into  power  in  1878  has 
been  with  the  object  solely  of  strengthening  them¬ 
selves.  In  1884  they  established  one  of  the  most 
pernicious  systems  ever  brought  into  effect  in  any 
country,  namely,  the  granting  of  bonuses  for  the 
building  of  local  railways.  It  is  beyond  question 
that  every  other  man  almost  who  sat  upon  the 
Government  benches  had  some  interest,  directly  or 
indirectly,  in  some  railway  charter  granted  by 
this  House.  We  all  remember  that  one  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  for  Toronto  declared  in  the  Railway  Committee 
that  in  manipulating  a  railway  charter  he  took  care 
to  see  that  there  was  something  left  for  “  the  boy, 
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and  I  have  no  doubt  that  all  the  boys  who  were 
interested  in  similar  charters  got  something  out 
of  them.  In  1884,  the  number  of  railways  subsid¬ 
ized  by  this  Government  amounted  to  06  and  the 
subsidies  voted  amounted  to  $11,053,807.  This 
does  not  include  the  special  subsidies  granted  to 
the  Canada  Central,  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway 
main  line,  the  Escjuimalt  Railway,  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  extension  to  Quebec,  the  Quebec 
Government  line  (the  North  Shore  line)  from 
Ottawa  to  Quebec,  the  Atlantic  and  North-West¬ 
ern  Railway,  the  Chignecto  Marine  Transport 
Railway,  the  Western  Counties  Railway  (Anna¬ 
polis  to  Rigby).  The  total  amount  contracted  for 
was  $11,053,807.  and  the  amount  paid  on  these 
subsidies  up  to  latest  date  of  official  Government 
return,  30th  June,  1891,  was  $9,536,692.34.  The 
subsidies  to  railways  subsidized  by  the  Dominion 
Government  and  not  yet  placed  under  contract 
amount  to  $3,365,900,  and  the  total  amount  of  sub¬ 
sidies  voted  for  railways  since  1884  amounts  to  $14,- 
419,707.  The  land  subsidies  are  as  follows  Total 
number  of  acres  granted,  53,036,333  ;  deduct  land 
grant  to  Canadian  Pacific  Railway,  25,000,000  acres, 
showing  a  total  number  of  acres  granted  to  other 
railways  28,036,333  since  1884.  I  contend  that  the 
influence  exercised  by  the  Government  in  grant¬ 
ing  charters  to  members  of  this  House  was  a  perni¬ 
cious  influence.  It  was  not  a  method  of  legislation 
which  would  commend  itself  to  any  one,  because  the 
Government  thereby  controlled  the  members  of  this 
House  who  expected  to  profit  by  these  railway 
charters,  and  I  could  point  out  instances  where 
members  have  profited  by  them  to  an  enormous 
extent.  I  say,  therefore,  that  this  was  an  undue, 
an  unfair,  and  an  unjust  influence.  Then  another 
method  the  Government  have  extensively  used  is 
the  erection  of  public  buildings. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  should  like  to  ascertain  what 
bearing  this  discussion  has  upon  the  Redistribu¬ 
tion  Bill. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  I  say  that  this  motion 
ought  not  to  carry,  that  the  Governement  ought  to 
be  defeated,  and  1  have,  therefore,  I  think,  a  right 
to  refer  to  these  matters.  I  will  not  detain  the 
House  much  longer. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  hope  the  hon.  gentleman  will 
endeavour  to  confine  himself  as  closely  as  possible 
to  the  subject  before  the  House.  If  the  statement 
he  is  making  has  any  bearing  on  the  question,  I 
would  be  glad  to  know  it. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  I  am  trying  to  show  the 
influence  the  Government  has  exercised  in  order  to 
secure  their  position  in  this  House.  Here  is  a 
statement  which  I  will  read  : 

EXPENDED  ON  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS. 

. $  442,394 

.  507,949 

.  544,032 

.  '675,260 

.  1,291,963 

.  1.030,988 

.  117,346 

. .  1,029,859 

.  ....  969,263 

.  1,072,312 

.  808,509 

$8J89,875 


Now,  I  will  point  to  only  two  instances  in  which  this 
money  has  not  been  expended  in  the  interest  of  the 
Mr.  Somerville. 


public,  but  in  order  to  maintain  this  Government  in 
place  and  in  power  ;  I  refer  in  the  first  place  to  the 
case  of  Peterborough.  It  is  well  known,  and  has  not 
been  disputed,  that  the  Government,  when  they 
decided  to  purchase  a  lot  upon  which  to  erect  the 
public  buildings  in  the  town  of  Peterborough,  rather 
than  create  any  division  in  the  ranks  of  the  Con¬ 
servative  party  in  that  town,  when  they  found 
they  could  not  get  them  to  agree  upon  one  site,  they 
actually  bought  two  sites,  and  erected  two  public 
buildings  within  a  stone’s  throw  of  each  other.  This 
is  the  way  public  money  has  been  squandered  in 
order  to  consolidate  the  Conservative  party.  Then 
we  had  a  discussion  with  regard  to  the  Laprairie 
post  office  the  other  night. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  The  hon.  member  cannot  refer 
to  a  former  discussion. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  I  will  not  refer  to  that 
debate  ;  I  will  just  say  that  in  the  county  which  I 
represent,  there  are  eight  or  ten  villages  which 
afford  a  post  office  revenue  of  from  $600  to  $1,000, 
and  that  are  better  entitled  to  a  post  office  than 
the  town  of  Laprairie,  which  has  got  a  $16,000  post 
office.  You  can  take  any  county  in  western 
Ontario  represented  by  a  Liberal,  and  I  will  guar¬ 
antee  you  can  find  from  ten  to  twelve  towns  and 
villages  in  each  county  that  give  twice,  in  some  cases 
four  times,  and  even  thirty  times,  more  post  office 
revenue,  than  the  village  of  Laprairie,  and  still 
they  do  not  get  a  post  office.  The  reason  is  that 
these  public  buildings  have  been  erected,  not  in 
the  interest  of  the  people,  but  in  order  to  sustain 
the  Government  in  their  places  on  the  Treasury 
benches.  Now,  before  I  close  I  wish  to  refer  to 
the  revelations  which  took  place  during  the  last 
session,  in  which  it  was  shown  that  an  enormous 
amountof  corruption  prevailed  in  the  administration 
of  the  Public  Works  Department  of  this  country, 
and  that  public  money  had  been  used  to  buy  up  con¬ 
stituencies  in  order  that  the  Government  might  re¬ 
tain  their  places  on  the  Treasury  benches.  We 
know  the  revelations  which  took  place  in  the  Tarte- 
McGreevy  investigation ;  and  then  we  had  a 
Minister  of  the  Crown,  the  then  Secretary  of 
State,  declaring  in  the  Public  Accounts  Com¬ 
mittee  that  he  believed  it  was  right  that  con¬ 
tractors  with  the  Government  should  make  dona¬ 
tions  to  the  party  in  power  in  order  to  help 
them  carry  the  elections.  The  Government  have 
not  only  had  an  opportunity  of  drawing  upon 
these  contractors  for  money  out  of  which  this 
country  has  been  defrauded,  but  they  have  had 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  to  work  their 
elections  which  they  obtained  from  the  manu¬ 
facturers  and  the  monopolists  of  this  country.  I 
will  also  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  during 
this  session  of  Parliament  a  motion  was  made  by 
the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar), 
asking  that  an  investigation  should  take  place 
into  certain  charges  against  the  Postmaster  Gene¬ 
ral.  He  said  he  was  prepared  to  prove  that  a 
large  amount  of  limney  had  been  expended  in 
certain  sections  of  the  Province  of  Quebec. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  Order.  I  draw  the  attention 
of  the  hon.  member  to  the  fact  that  he  cannot 
refer  to  a  former  discussion  that  has  taken  place 
this  session.  Surely  it  is  enough  to  travel  back 
to  1882,  and  over  the  record  since  then,  without 
violating  the  rule  by  referring  to  discussions  that 
have  taken  place  this  session. 


1880. 

1881. 

1882. 

1883. 

1884. 

1885. 

1886. 

1887. 

1888. 

1889. 

1890. 


3665 


[JUNE  13,  1802.] 


3666 


Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  did 
not  think  I  was  transgressing  the  rules  when  I 
referred  to  these  matters  ;  of  course  I  am  desirous 
of  abiding  by  your  ruling.  But  I  would  just  say, 
that  taking  into  consideration  all  the  influences 
which  have  been  brought  to  bear  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  day  in  the  elections  which  have  taken 
place  since  18S7,  I  have  often  wondered  how  it  is 
that  the  Liberal  leader  in  this  House  could  possibly 
have  even  the  following  he  has  at  the  present  time, 
when  we  consider  the  influences  which  have  been 
brought  to  bear  in  order  to  secure  the  return  of 
supporters  to  the  Government,  influences  which  1 
do  not  think  can  be  justified  before  the  people  of 
this  country.  I  sometimes  begin  to  wonder  if  we 
really  have  responsible  government  in  this  coun¬ 
try  ;  if  we  have  responsible  government  at  all,  we 
have  had  the  worst  form  of  it  administered  in  this 
country  for  the  last  fourteen  years.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  may  possibly  carry  this  Bill.  No  doubt  it  has 
been  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  strengthening 
themselves,  as  I  have  indicated  that  they  have 
attempted  by  legislation  to  strengthen  themselves 
during  the  last  twelve  or  fourteen  years.  I  believe 
that  the  time  must  come  when  the  people  of  this 
country  will  awake  to  a  sense  of  their  duty,  when 
they  will  call  for  a  greater  exercise  of  political  hon¬ 
esty  and  morality  than  has beenexhibitedforthe  last 
twelve  years,  and  then  I  am  satisfied  that  the  rule 
of  the  present  Government  will  come  to  a  sudden 
termination.  Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  inasmuch  as  the 
House  has  decided  that  they  will  not  return  to 
the  old  county  boundary  lines  by  voting  down  the 
motion  of  the  member  for  North  Siincoe,  and  act¬ 
ing  on  the  principle  that  half  a  loaf  is  better  than 
no  bread,  I  beg  to  move  : 

That  the  said  Bill  be  not  now  read  the  second  time, 
but  that  it  be  resolved,  that  in  the  opinion  of  this  House 
the-  readjustment  of  the  representation  of  the  people  in 
Parliament  should  for  the  present  be  confined  to  those 
provinces  where  it  is  rendered  necessary  by  the  recent 
census. 

Mr.  ALLAN.  I  have  no  desire  to  occupy  the 
time  of  the  House  at  any  length,  but  as  the  ques¬ 
tion  is  one  of  great  importance,  involving  changes 
in  the  representation  of  this  House,  and  contem¬ 
plating  changes  in  the  position  of  the  parties  in 
this  country,  I  think  it  my  duty  to  say  at  least  a 
few  words.  I  think  it  is  a  matter  of  great  regret 
that  the  Government  has  seen  fit,  at  what  should 
have  been  a  late  period  in  the  session,  to  bring 
down  a  Bill  of  this  important  character.  This 
Bill  was  not  introduced  until  we  were  nearing  the 
end  of  three  months  of  session.  Business  men  have 
been  kept  two  or  three  weeks  in  this  House  discuss¬ 
ing  a  measure  that  should  have  been  presented  at 
an  earlier  period  of  this  session.  No  reason  what¬ 
ever  has  been  given  by  the  Government  for  not 
bringing  down  this  measure  at  an  earlier  day,  un¬ 
less  it  is  the  reason  given  by  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works,  which  was  simply  no  reason  at  all,  that 
the  census  returns  were  not  down.  We  all  know 
that  the  returns  showing  the  population  of  the 
various  electoral  districts  were  before  this  House 
at  the  close  of  last  session.  I  think  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  in  withholding  this  Bill  from  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  House  until  the  twelfth  week  of  the 
session,  are  highly  censurable.  They  surely  could 
not  have  expected  that  a  Bill  of  this  importance,  one 
that  has  evoked  so  much  discussion  throughout  this 
country  in  the  public  press,  one  that  had  evoked 


so  much  opposition  everywhere,  would  not  meet 
with  the  strongest  possible  opposition  in  this 
House,  and  that  the  Opposition  here  would  hurry 
over  it  and  refuse  to  discuss  every  detail.  It  is 
the  bovfnden  duty  of  the  Opposition  to  discuss  it 
fully,  even  at  the  expense  of  very  great  conveni¬ 
ence  and  loss  to  members,  and  it  is  their  bounden 
duty  to  offer  all  possible  opposition  to  every  ob¬ 
jectionable  feature  of  the  scheme  proposed.  The 
object  of  this  Bill  cannot  be  disguised.  It  is  true 
that  Parliament  has  to  make  a  rearrangement 
every  ten  years,  it  is  mandatory  as  regards  the  re¬ 
spective  rights  of  the  provinces,  and  the  changes 
in  our  population  on  this  occasion  require  that 
additional  representation  be  given  to  one  or  two 
of  the  cities.  But  this  matter  might  have  been 
brought  before  the  House  and  discussed  at  a  much 
earlier  period,  and  members  would  have  been  en¬ 
abled  to  have  returned  to  their  homes  in  reason¬ 
able  season,  for  most  of  the  members  are  either 
professional  or  business  men  and  very  serious  loss 
is  incurred  by  them  from  being  detained  here  at 
this  late  period.  It  wasintimated  some  time  ago 
that  this  Bill  would  be  very  simple  in  its  provis¬ 
ions,  that  it  would  not  be  a  Gerrymander  Bill,  but 
that  it  would  be  one  acceptable  to  both  parties. 
The  Minister  of  Public  Works  stated  in  his  speech 
that  the  Opposition  should  be  thankful  for  this 
Bill,  that  the  Government  had  done  everything 
in  their  power  to  make  it  equitable  and  just. 
What  is  the  opinion  of  the  public  press,  and  the 
independent  press  without  exception  ?  The  Toronto 
Mail  characterizes  the  Bill  as  an  outrage,  and 
says  that  if  this  proposition  was  submitted  to  the 
British  Parliament  it  would  not  be  allowed  to  pass, 
that  the  Opposition  would  use  every  weapon  within 
their  reach  to  defeat  it,  that  public  meetings  would 
be  held  throughout  England  and  the  Government, 
no  matter  how  strong,  would  be  forced  to  withdraw 
the  measure.  The  Toronto  Teleg)'am,  Ottawa 
Journal.  Montreal  Star,  Toronto  News,  and  every 
newspaper  in  this  country  of  independent  proclivi¬ 
ties  has  denounced  this  Bill.  It  is  unnecessary  to 
enter  into  the  details  of  this  outrageous  measure  ; 
sufficient  time  has  been  occupied  in  discussing  those 
details  and  pointing  out  the  iniquitous  character  of 
the  Bill,  and  those  criticisms  havenotbeen  answered 
by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite.  No  defence  whatever 
has  been  made  to  the  readjustment  of  the  Counties 
of  Russell  and  Prescott.  The  readjustment  pro¬ 
posed  makes  very  little  advance  in  equalizing  the 
population,  and  the  very  fact  that  no  counties  are 
touched  from  Russell  to  Toronto  shows  that  the 
Government  had  one  object,  and  one  object  only,  in 
view,  to  secure  a  seat  by  the  redistribution  of  Russell. 
Otheroutragescouldbepointedoutin  Ontario.  Take 
the  city  of  London.  Surely  this  House  has  been  de¬ 
graded  far  enough  in  order  to  give  a  seat  to  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Agriculture.  He  has  had  every  check  and 
safeguard  thrown  around  him  in  order  to  secure  that 
seat,  and  it  is  now  proposed  to  rearrange  the  city 
on  the  pretense  of  equalizing  the  population,  when, 
on  lookingat  the  neighbouring  Counties  of  South  and 
East  Middlesex,  it  is  apparent  that  a  greater  dis¬ 
parity  exists  than  between  the  city  of  London  and 
the  division  proposed  to  be  taken  in.  An  equali¬ 
zation  in  that  matter  is  a  perfect  absurdity.  The 
intention  is  to  make,  if  possible,  that  seat  secure 
for  the  Minister  of  Agriculture,  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  if  they  intend  to  carry  on  that  sort  of  thing, 
might  as  well  bring  down  a  measure  appointing 
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that  hon.  gentleman  to  his  seat  for  ten  years, 
instead  of  going  through  the  farce  of  elections.  A 
majority  was  given  against  that  hon.  gentleman, 
as  every  one  knows,  and  he  owes  his  seat  to  the 
action  of  a  revising  barrister.  Not  satisfied  with 
that,  he  comes  to  this  House  and  asks  that  the  con¬ 
stituency  be  rearranged  in  order  to  secure  him  his 
seat  when  he  goes  back  again.  Reference  has 
been  made  to  other  portions  of  Ontario  ;  but  it  is 
not  necessary  that  I  should  occupy  the  time  in 
pointing  out  the  iniquitous  changes.  As  to  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  it  is  admitted  on  every  hand 
that  the  object  of  this  Bill  is  to  take  from  the 
Liberal  party  at  least  eight  or  ten  seats.  That  is 
the  general  feature  of  the  Bill.  Its  purpose  can¬ 
not  be  concealed  ;  every  person  fully  understands 
it  ;  the  independent  press  of  the  country  have 
spoken  out  in  no  uncertain  tone  respecting  it.  To 
enter  further  into  details  is  not  my  intention.  My 
principal  purpose  on  rising  is  to  answer  some  of 
the  statements  made  with  reference  to  a  redistribu¬ 
tion  which  was  proposed  elsewhere.  I  refer  to 
the  Ontario  Legislature.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
have  failed  to  justify  the  Bill  now  before  the  House, 
in  any  way.  They  simply  have  showed  that  it  is 
not  based  on  any  lines  or  any  policy,  but  they  have 
gone  to  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  have  declared 
that  the  Bill  passed  there  was  of  a  more  iniquitous 
character  than  that  proposed  to  be  passed  in  this 
House.  I  wish  to  allude  to  some  of  the  statements 
made  in  that  respect.  The  hon.  member  for  North 
Victoria  (Mr.  Hughes),  speaking  of  the  Redistri¬ 
bution  Bill  in  Ontario,  said  : 

“  I  have  here  a  statement  made  officially  in  the  Ontario 
Legislature  on  the  11th  of  March,  1891,  which  shows  that 
although  the  Government  of  Sir  Oliver  Mowat  has  a 
majority  on  the  floor  of  the  House  of  28  or  30,  it  is  not 
due  to  the  votes  of  the  people,  but  to  the  gerrymander  of 
the  Government.  We  find,  summarizing  the  official 
figures,  that  the  total  vote  cast  against  the  Reform  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  last  election 
amounted  to  168, 445, and  the  total  vote  for  the  Government 
162, 803, scattered  votes  1,474, or  a  total  majority  against  the 
Reform  Government  of  the  popular  vote  of  upwards  of 
5,600.  Therefore,  Sir  Oliver  Mowat  and  his  Government 
hold  office  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  to-day,  although 
there  is  a  popular  vote  of  upwards  of  5,000  against  them, 
and  they  hold  office  only  on  account  of  the  gerrymander 
of  the  constituencies  in  that  province.  These  figures 
were  given  on  the  floor  of  the  Ontario  Legislature,  and 
they  were  not  contradicted.  No  figures  were  adduced  to 
disprove  them  and  they  are  here  in  prblic  prints  to-day, 
and  they  cannot  he  very  well  denied.  This  statement  also 

gives  the  total  vote  for  Toronto,  and  deducting  Mr. 

larke’s  and  Mr.  Bell’s  vote  from  the  one  side  and  Mr. 
Macdonald’s  vote  from  the  other, that  is  to  say, the  second 
candidate  in  each  case,  the  figures  stand  for  the  Province 
of  Ontario:  Total  vote  for  the  Conservative  Government, 
158,902;  total  vote  for  the  Reform  party  in  the  province, 
157,454,  or  still  a  popular  majority  against  the  Reform 
Government  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  of  1,458,  and  yet 
they  occupy  the  Treasury  benches  and  have  a  ma  jority 
of  upwards  of  twenty  members  on  account  of  their  in¬ 
famous  gerrymander.” 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  here  is  a  distinct  and  positive 
declaration.  It  is  surrounded  by  such  circum¬ 
stances  that  I  have  no  doubt  the  hon.  gentleman 
did  make  most  of  the  members  of  this  House  believe 
that  his  statement  was  correct,  when  he  claimed 
that  the  Government  of  Mr.  Mowat  was  largely  in 
the  minority  in  that  province,  and  when  he  stated 
that  the  assertion  was  made  in  the  Parliament  of 
Ontario,  giving  these  figures  officially,  as  he  said, 
that  no  one  was  able  to  deny  it,  that  it  never  had 
been  denied,  and  that  it  could  not  be  contradicted. 
These  statements  are  of  a  very  positive  character, 
and  if  they  were  true  it  would  look  very  much 
Mr.  Allan. 


like  as  if  the  Ontario  Government  were  guilty  of 
the  charges  made.  I  knew  something  of  the  result 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  when  I  heard  the 
lion,  gentleman  make  these  statements  I  was  quite 
satisfied  that  they  were  in  every  particular  inac¬ 
curate.  Since  then  I  have  taken  occasion  to  look 
into  the  matter.  As  to  the  official  statement  which 
he  says  was  made,  I  think  I  am  correct  in  saying 
that  there  never  has  been  any  such  official  state¬ 
ment  made  to  the  Ontario  Legislature.  It  was 
hinted  by  one  hon.  member  of  that  body  that  he 
had  such  a  statement  showing  that  the  Government 
were  in  the  minority  of  the  vote  in  that  province, 
and  in  a  jeering  way  the  gentleman  was  brought  to 
give  some  of  his  figures,  but  he  did  not  finish  them 
and  no  complete  statement  was  ever  submitted  to 
that  House.  I  will  read  you  the  report  of  the  dis¬ 
cussion  that  took  place  at  that  time.  The  report 
of  the  Globe  of  the  12th  of  March  says  : 

“  Mr.  Clarke  seemed  about  to  conclude,  when  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Public  Works,  amid  laughter  from  the  Min¬ 
isterialists,  called  for  the  figures  about  the  popular  vote. 
The  member  for  Toronto,  returning  to  that  subject,  said 
he  could  not  understand  how  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Works  could  make  out  that  the  Government  had  received 
a  ma  jority  of  the  votes  cast  of 15,000.  Taking  Toronto, there 
was  a  popular  majority  for  the  Conservatives  of  5,642.  He 
was  proceeding  to  explain  how  he  arrived  at  these  figures, 
and  had  said,  if  you  deduct  the  vote  cast  for  myself,  the 
vote  cast  for  my  colleague,  Mr.  E.  F.  Clarke,  and  if  you 
deduct  the  vote  cast  for  Mr.  Armour, — he  had  arrived  at. 
this  point  in  his  explanation  when  he  was  disconcerted  by 
ironical  laughter  from  the  Hon.  Mr.  Fraser  and  members 
of  the  House.  It  was  not  given  for  the  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite,  Mr.  Clarke  declared,  and  Mr.  Fraser  retorted 
that  Mr.  Armour’s  vote  had  not  been  given  for  the  Oppo¬ 
sition.  If  you  take  it  that  way,  Mr.  Fraser  continued, 
there  is  the  whole  of  East  Durham  for  you. 

“  Mr.  CLARKE  resumed :  In  Ontario,  there  had  been 
158,902  votes  cast  for  the  Opposition,  and  157,444  for  the 
Government,  so  that  there  had  been  a  popular  majority 
against  the  Government  of  1,458.  (Opposition  applause.) 

“  Hon.  Mr.  FRASER.  Where  did  you  put  East  Dur¬ 
ham  ?  I  suppose  you  claim  the  whole  vote. 

“  Mr.  MEREDITH.  It  was  all  against  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

“  Mr.  CLARKE.  Was  it  given  for  the  Government? 

“  Hon.  Mr.  FRASER.  We  want  to  know  where  you  put 
it. 

“  Mr.  CLARKE.  I  will  tell  you  more  than  you  want  to 
know. 

“  Hon.  Mr.  FRASER,  Ask  the  hon.  member  for  East 
Durham.  (Opposition  cries  of  Order.) 

“  Hon.  Mr.  FRASER  (persisting  in  being  heard).  Will 
the  hon.  member  for  Toronto  answer  me  a  question? 

“  Mr.  CLARKE  said  he  would  not,  but  he  would  tell  the 
hon.  Commissioner  of  Public  Works  about  East  Durham. 
In  that  constituency  there  had  been  2,600  votes  cast 
against  the  Government. 

“  Hon.  Mr.  FRASER.  That  is  the  total  vote  cast, is  it? 

“  Mr.  CLARKE.  Yes.  (Ironical  laughter  from  the 
Ministerial  benches,  and  Opposition  applause.) 

“  Hon.  Mr.  FRASER.  Where  did  you  put  Grenville  ? 

“  Mr.  CLARKE.  I  will  leave  to  the  hon.  member  for 
Grenville  to  answer  for  himself. 

“  Hon.  Mr.  FRASER.  The  hon.  member  for  Grenville 
will  say  that  he  got  the  entire  vote  of  the  Liberal  party. 

“  Mr.  CLARKE.  He  did  not  get  it. 

“  Hon.  Mr.  FRASER.  Well,  ask  the  hon.  member  him¬ 
self. 

“  Mr.  CLARKE  said  that  he  would  not  proceed  further 
with  the  figures  he  had  prepared,  but  would  give  the 
statement  to  the  public  press. 

41  Hon.  Mr.  FRASER.  And  let  the  public  press  laugh 
at  it. 

“  Mr.  CLARKE  repeated  his  contention  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  have  not  a  popular  majority,  and  although  the 
Opposition  could  not  say  they  had  received  a  popular 
majority,  yet  it  was  true,  he  said,  that  a  popular  majority 
had  been  cast  against  the  Government.” 
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Now,  that  is  the  so-called  official  statement  to  which 
reference  has  been  made,  and  yet  we  have  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  hon.  member  for  North  Victoria  (Mr. 
Hughes)  that  an  official  statement  giving  these  facts 
and  figures  had  been  submitted  to  the  Ontario 
Legislature  and  that  they  had  not  been  denied. 
The  statement  was  never  submitted,  a  few  figures 
were  given  and  the  whole  thing  was  laughed  out  of 
the  House.  Now,  Sir,  I  have  taken  the  pains  to  look 
into  the  question  of  the  popular  vote  in  Ontario, 
and  I  think  I  will  be  able  to  inform  the  House  as 
to  the  truth  on  the  matter.  They  claim  in  this 
statement  that  there  are  no  Liberals  in  Cardwell, 
that  there  are  no  Liberals  in  the  County  of  Carleton, 
that  there  are  no  Liberals  in  the  County  of  Durham, 
that  there  are  no  Liberals  in  the  County  of  Gren¬ 
ville  ;  and  we  give  the  Opposition  in  Ontario 
the  majority  vote  in  those  ridings  amounting 
to  5,724,  while  we  would  certainly  on  any  fair 
calculation  be  entitled  to  a  minority  vote.  But 
giving  them  that  vote,  and  deducting  it  from 
the  popular  vote  received  by  the  Liberal  party 
which  was  172,076,  as  I  will  soon  show,  it  still 
leaves  the  Liberal  Government  in  Ontario  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  over  8,000.  If  we  were  to  take  the  minority 
vote  in  these  ridings  I  have  mentioned,  and  to  which 
we  are  fairly  entitled,  the  popular  majority  of  the 
Liberal  party  at  the  last  election  was  12,944,  and 
in  that  calculation  we  make  no  allowance  for  the 
difference  of  the  majority  of  the  County  of  Oxford 
over  that  of  the  city  of  London.  In  the  return 
published  in  the  Empire  both  the  elections  of  the 
leader  of  the  Opposition  and  the  leader  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  which  were  by  acclamation,  were  treated 
as  an  even  vote,  and,  for  the  purpose  of  this  state¬ 
ment,  I  have  treated  it  in  the  same  way,  although 
by  taking  the  preceding  election  the  actual  differ¬ 
ence  in  the  majority  of  the  two  constituencies  is 
between  500  and  600  in  favour  of  Mr.  Mowat. 
Therefore,  on  a  fair  calculation,  the  Government  of 
Ontario  had  apopular  majority  of  over  13, 000 people. 
But  giving  the  Conservatives  their  contention  that 
there  are  no  Reformers  in  East  Durham,  we  know 
that  the  Conservative  member  who  represents  that 
constituency  in  the  Commons — and  the  party  for 
the  Commons  is  much  stronger  usually  than  in  the 
Local — only  obtained  his  seat  by  about  100  major¬ 
ity,  or  Cardwell  or  East  Durham  or  Grenville  the 
Government  had  a  popular  majority  of  over  8,000. 
Now,  Sir,  the  statement  of  the  Empire  was  never 
submitted  to  the  Local  Legislature.  As  I  have  shown 
from  the  debate  which  I  have  read,  it  was  simply 
laughed  out  of  the  House  as  being  utterly  ridicul¬ 
ous.  The  hon.  member  was  asked  :  What  did  you  do 
with  the  vote  in  East  Durham  ?  It  was  well  known 
that  the  member  there  was  returned  principally  by 
Liberal  votes  ;  and  in  Grenville,  where  two  Con¬ 
servatives  ran,  the  one  supported  by  the  Liberals 
was  elected.  In  all  these  constituencies  the  minor¬ 
ity  vote  amounted  to  4,777.  Now,  that  statement 
omits  the  leaders  on  both  side,  who  were  elected 
by  acclamation  ;  assumes  the  total  vote  cast  in  the 
four  Counties  of  Cardwell,  Carleton,  East  Durham 
and  Grenville  to  be  Conservative,  and  counts  the 
total  vote  for  them  ;  takes  the  vote  at  the  previous 
election  cast  in  North  Hastings  for  Mr.  Wood,  who 
was  elected  by  acclamation  ;  in  Toronto  counts 
the  votes  cast  for  E.  F.  Clarke,  H.  E.  Clarke, 
Bell  and  Moses  to  the  Conservative  side,  just  as 
the  Empire  stated,  while  the  votes  cast  for  Tait, 
McDougall  and  Armour  are  counted  for  the  Liberal 


side.  But  even  on  that  one-sided  aspect,  the  result 
when  the  respective  columns  of  figures  are  added, 
does  not  sustain  the  hon.  member’s  statement. 
Taking  the  figures  in  detail  as  presented  by  Mr. 
Clarke,  crediting  the  Opposition  with  the  majority 
vote  as  cast  in  the  four  constituencies  : 


Majority  Vote. 

Minority  Vote. 

Cardwell . 

1,183 

1,138 

Carleton . 

1,145 

1,136 

Durham,  East . 

1,784 

1,304 

Grenville . 

1,611 

1,199 

In  all . 

5,724 

4,777 

Not  counting  the  minority  vote  at  all,  which  cer¬ 
tainly  ought  to  be  credited  to  the  Government, 
and  adding  the  vote  cast  in  1886  in  London  and 
North  Oxford  in  the  contest  of  the  two  leaders  the 
net  result  is  : 


Total  vote  cast  for  the  Government . . .  170,736 

do  against  do  .  162,569 


With  the  minority  vote  above  of 


8,167 

4,777 

12,944 


In  the  statment  of  the  Empire  the  vote  cast  for 
Moses,  the  temperance  candidate,  is  put  down 
to  the  Conservatives.  The  Government  would 
be  entitled  to  part  of  the  votes  cast  for  Moses 
in  Toronto,  but  in  this  calculation  we  take  no 
account  of  that.  And  yet  in  the  face  of  this 
statement,  an  hon.  member  of  this  House  will  state, 
and  perhaps  members  from  the  other  provinces 
believed  it,  that  Mowat  was  guilty  of  a  gross 
gerrymander,  that  he  is  in  power  to-day  through 
that  gerrymander,  and  that  although  he  has  a 
large  majority  of  the  representatives  he  is  in  the 
minority  in  the  country,  and  to  back  his  statement 
he  says  that  an  official  statement  was  made  to  the 
Legislature  of  Ontario  and  was  not  denied.  That 
was  the  position  he  took  ;  certainly  he  made  a 
very  plausible  story  ;  and  I  thought  that  about 
the  best  thing  I  could  do  would  be  to  look  this 
matter  up  and  answer  the  statement.  If  the  dis¬ 
cussion  had  gone  on  in  the  Legislature  of  Ontario  it 
would  have  been  answered ;  but  it  was  not  discussed, 
because  it  was  not  thought  worth  while,  it  was 
only  laughed  at.  Now,  I  think  I  have  disposed 
of  the  question  of  the  popular  majority  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  Mr.  Mowat  simply  swept 
that  province,  and  there  have  been  no  arguments 
adduced  to  show  that  in  arranging  the  constitu¬ 
encies,  in  which  he  confined  himself  entirely  to 
county  lines,  that  he  gerrymandered  the  constitu¬ 
encies.  To  show  that  that  is  the  case  I  have  only 
to  advert  to  the  statements  various  hon.  gentlemen 
have  made.  If  there  were  good  grounds  for  making 
those  statements,  it  would  not  be  necessary  for  any 
hon.  gentleman  to  make  statements  to  this  House 
which  are  untrue.  Dealing  with  this  question,  the 
hon.  member  for  North  Victoria  (Mr.  Hughes)  says  : 

“  In  that  province,  from  which  all  the  wisdom  of  the 
Reform  party  is  supposed  to  come,  and  to  which  all  Refor¬ 
mers  point,  there  is  instance  alter  instance  in  which 
county  boundaries  overlap,  and  where  the  rule  laid  down 
by  the  hon.  gentlemen  of  the  Opposition  has  not  been  ob¬ 
served.” 
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He  does  not  say  that  Mr.  Mowat  cut  up  those  con¬ 
stituencies,  but  I  think  he  intended  the  House  to 
believe  that  Mr.  Mowat  did  so.  What  we  say  is 
that  in  no  instance  has  the  Government  of  the  Hon. 
Oliver  Mowat  departed  from  county  lines,  and  that 
is  met  by  the  hon.  member  for  North  Victoria  say¬ 
ing  that  there  were  many  instances  in  which  county 
lines  overlapped,  clearly  intending  the  House  to 
believe  that  Mr.  Mowat  had  cut  up  those  constitu¬ 
encies.  He  says  further  : 

“  Take  the  Counties  of  Lincoln,  Haldimand  and  Botli- 
well,  which  is  represented  here  by  a  member  who  has  a 
good  deal  to  say  on  these  matters.” 

In  the  County  of  Lincoln  there  has  been  no  inter¬ 
ference  with  county  lines.  In  Haldimand  we  know' 
that  at  the  time  of  Confederation  there  was  a 
township  taken  from  that  county  by  Sir  John 
Macdonald  and  added  to  Monck,  but  that  was 
done  with  the  consent  of  all  parties.  The  inten¬ 
tion  of  the  hon.  gentleman  was  to  lead  the  House 
to  believe  that  the  instances  he  gave  were  instances 
in  which  Mr.  Mowat  had  cut  and  carved  the  con¬ 
stituencies.  Then,  the  riding  of  Both  well  v'as' 
created  at  the  time  of  Confederation,  and  it  has 
been  abolished  by  Mr.  Mowat.  There  is  no  riding  of 
Botlnvellfor  local  purposes, and  yet  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  wrould  have  the  House  believe  that  Mr.  Mowat 
had  gerrymandered  it.  He  dealt  with  the  County 
of  Waterloo,  and  even  went  on  to  read  the  Act. 
I  do  not  know,  I  have  not  examined  that  Act,  but 
I  presume  that  in  the  introduction  of  a  newr  Act  it 
is  necessary,  perhaps,  to  give  a  description  of  the 
county  bounds,  whether  it  is  an  old  or  a  new'  Act. 
I  do  not  know.  Waterloo  has  not  been  interfered 
with,  and  yet  he  devoted  a  large  portion  of  his 
speech  to  the  County  of  Waterloo,  and  wTas  cheered 
vociferously  by  hon.  members  opposite.  What 
does  he  say  : 

“  The  hon.  gentleman  can  also  see  that  the  House  may 
properly  appreciate  how  South  Waterloo  is  doctored  up 
and  to  what  extreme  these  purists  of  the  Liberal  party 
will  go  to  gerrymander  a  county,  I  shall  read  you  a  de¬ 
scription  of  the  County  of  Waterloo  from  the  Revised 
Statutes  of  Ontario,  and  you  will  notice  that,  not  content 
with  dividing  the  municipalities,  they  even  divide  lots, 
and  in  some  places  where  there  is  a  good  old  Tory  with 
four  or  five  sons,  they  drew  a  line  around  his  lot  and 
hedged  him  off  into  another  riding  in  order  that  he  may 
not  do  any  injury  by  his  vote  to  the  Reform  party.” 

He  reads  you  the  Act.  Certainly,  under  those  cir¬ 
cumstances,  every  one  would  be  inclined  to  believe 
him.  But  when  I  tell  you  that  the  county  bounds 
of  Waterloo  have  not  been  interfered  with  but  are 
the  same,  and  that  there  has  been  no  such  cutting 
and  carving,  leaving  out  a  Tory  here  and  a  Re¬ 
former  there,  as  the  hon.  gentleman  described,  I 
would  like  to  know'  what  credence  is  to  be  given 
his  statements.  One  might  presume  that  he  has 
fallen  into  error,  but  it  is  not  only  one  statement, 
but  one  statement  he  makes  after  another,  every 
one  of  which  is  wrong.  In  his  references  to  all 
these  counties,  North  Brant,  Haldimand,  Lincoln 
and  Bothwrell,  he  was  wrong.  Even  if  the  Govern¬ 
ment  had  made  those  boundaries  of  Waterleo,  what 
did  it  mean  ?  Simply  that  the  Grand  River  cuts 
through,  and  forms  the  boundary  of  Waterloo.  I 
have  answered  almost  every  statement  of  the  hon. 
gentleman  with  reference  to  the  so-called  gerry¬ 
mander  of  the  Hon.  Mr.  Mowat,  taking  my  figures 
from  the  Empire.  They  have  (Clark’s  statement) 
juggled  with  the  large  vote  in  the  city  of  Toronto, 
taking  5,000  from  one  side  and  putting  it  on  to  the 
Mr.  Allan. 


other,  and  have  made  other  extraordinary  calcula¬ 
tions.  Why,  on  the  same  basis  I  could  showr  that 
the  Mowat  Administration  w'as  returned  by  a 
popular  majority  of  30,000.  The  hon.  member  for 
East  Simcoe  (Mr.  Bennett)  also  dealt  with  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  Mowat  gerrymander,  only  he  was  not 
quite  so  positive  or  extravagant  in  his  statements 
as  the  hon.  member  for  North  Victoria.  He, 
however,  made  some  very  sweeping  assertions 
w'hich  were  cheered  by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite. 
He  said  : 

“  I  will  take  a  list  of  ten  counties,  namely,  Algoma 
West,  North  Brant,  Nipissing,  West  Simcoe,  Carleton, 
Cardwell,  Frontenac,  West  Northumberland,  South 
Lanark,  and  North  Wentworth,  which  together  polled  in 
the  last  election  a  total  number  of  21,576  votes.  Then  in 
the  ridings  of  Hamilton,  West  Kent,  Ottawa,  North  Perth, 
East  Middlesex,  West  Lambton,  South  Essex,  Lennox, 
South  Ontario  and  Welland  there  were  polled 53,238  votes. 
Now,  taking  ten  as  a  divisor,  that  being  the  number  of 
counties,  we  find  in  the  first  batch  there  is  an  average 
number  of  2,157  votes  polled,  and  in  the  latter  lot  the 
average  vote  polled  was  5,323.  Now,  if  the  hon,  gentlemen 
are  honest,  if  they  are  consistent,  do  they  think  it  is 
right  that  ten  ridings  in  the  Pi’ovince  of  Ontario  should 
have  an  average  number  of  electors  of  5,323,  while  the 
other  ten  should  only  have  2,157  ?  I  am  bound  to  say  not 
one  of  those  hon.  gentlemen  has  ever  denounced  on  the 
public  platform  the  scheme  of  Sir  Oliver  Mowat  in  the 
readjustment  of  the  constituencies  in  Ontario.” 

No  other  inference  can  be  placed  on  that  statement 
than  that  he  intended  this  House  to  believe  that 
the  Government  of  the  Hon.  Mr.  Mowat  had  grossly 
gerrymandered  those  ten  constituencies.  Well, 
just  examine  into  his  complaint  and  see  what  it 
amounts  to.  He  has  taken  some  constituencies  that 
polled  the  largest  Liberal  vote,  Hamilton,  Ottawa, 
also  South  Essex  and  South  Ontario.  He  does  not 
state  the  population  of  these  places.  Perhaps  some 
may  have  returned  their  members  by  acclamation, 
and  in  that  case  he  may  think  there  were  no  votes, 
judging  by  the  way  he  reasons  out  other  questions  ; 
but  his  complaint  is  that  these  Liberal  constituen¬ 
cies  have  cast  more  votes,  double  the  number,  than 
those  Conservative  constituencies  in  the  other 
group.  He  placed  that  argument  to  the  House  in 
such  a  way  as  to  lead  this  House  to  believe  that  it 
was  a  gross  gerrymander.  Why,  if  there  was  any 
wrong  done  in  those  Liberal  constituencies,  it  was 
not  to  the  Conservatives  but  to  the  Liberals.  It  was 
not  pretended  in  the  Ontario  House  that  an  equili¬ 
brium,  or  anything  approaching  it,  could  be  secured 
in  the  constituencies,  but  their  contention  was  that 
when  they  moved  in  the  direction  of  changing  the 
constituencies,  it  should  be  in  the  direction  of 
equalizing  them,  and  I  want  to  point  out  further 
the  tactics  to  which  the  hon.  gentleman  resorted. 
He  takes  the  district  of  Nipissing,  a  new  district, 
which  a  few"  years  ago  had  a  small  number  of  votes, 
but  which  is  rapidly  increasing  and  has  now  a  large 
population,  and  he  puts  that  down  to  the  discredit 
of  Mr.  Mowat.  I  can  tell  him  that  Nipissing  was 
given  a  representative  in  the  House  by  the  unani¬ 
mous  consent  of  the  Local  Legislature,  both  parties 
supporting  the  proposition.  I  can  say  the  same  of 
Algoma  when  it  vras  given  two  members,  and  also 
of  Muskoka,  the  three  others  he  has  in  this  list 
and  in  which  he  sought  to  prove  that  a  gross  gerry¬ 
mander  was  perpetrated  by  the  Hon.  Mr.  Mowat, 
He  alluded  further  in  his  speech  to  tov'nships  in 
West  Huron  and  in  East  Huron.  That  matter  I 
have  looked  up  and  it  has  been  fully  answered  by 
the  hon.  member  for  East  Huron  (Mr.  Macdonald). 
In  the  division  of  these  constituencies  there  was  no 
gerrymander,  because  their  political  complexion 


3673 


[JUNE  13,  1892.] 


3674 


was  not  altered,  and  the  result  after  the  elections 
was  just  the  same  as  in  the  previous  elections. 
That  caii  be  proved,  I  think  it  is  in  Hansard, 
if  not,  it  can  be  put  there.  I  say,  that  taking 
the  votes  of  those  constituencies  previously  and 
since,  their  political  complexion  has  not  been 
altered.  The  other  night,  when  the  lion,  member 
for  Lambton  (Mr.  Lister)  brought  up  this  matter, 
the  only  thing  we  heard  from  the  other  side  was 
the  case  of  West  York  ;  the  hon.  member  for 
Haldimand  (Mr.  Montague)  came  forward  and  pro¬ 
pounded  what  he  called  the  infamous  gerrymander 
of  West  York,  by  the  Hon.  Oliver  Mowat.  Now, 
what  are  the  facts  ?  He  said  that  Parkdale  was 
taken  from  W  est  York  and  added  to  East  York  ; 
so  it  was  ;  but  it  equalized  the  population  of  those 
two  constituencies.  The  hon.  gentleman  spoke  of 
it  as  an  iniquitous  device  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Mowat 
to  secure  an  advantage  in  West  York,  yet  there 
was  not  a  single  objection  made  to  it  in  the  Local 
Legislature.  The  only  amendment  proposed  was 
as  to  the  village  of  Richmond  Hill.  That  change 
in  West  YTork  did  equalize  the  population  of  the 
two  constituencies.  He  stated  that  the  unit  of 
representation  had  been  reduced.  Why,  if  there 
were  to  be  any  small  constituencies  at  all — and 
they  were  not  so  very  small — it  is  quite  reasonable 
to  leave  the  constituencies  near  the  city  of  To¬ 
ronto,  that  was  likely  to  receive  the  overflow  from 
the  population  of  that  city  in  a  few  years.  By  the 
changing  of  those  two  constituencies  Col.  Grey, 
the  member  for'  West  YTork,  was  only  left  in  a 
minority  of  three  votes  ;  and  yet  that  change  was 
put  forward  in  this  House  as  an  infamous  gerry¬ 
mander  and  a  set  off  to  the  scheme  before  this 
House — such  cases  as  Clarence  and  others.  When 
the  hon.  member  for  Lambton  was  speaking 
with  reference  to  Waterloo,  they  felt  that  some 
terrible  mistake  had  been  made.  They  had  made  ex¬ 
travagant  statements  about  Waterloo.  The  member 
for  South  Norfolk  (Mr.  Tisdale)  saw  the  difficulty, 
and  he  said  that  they  had  gerrymandered  Huron. 
The  hon.  member  for  Huron  (Mr.  McMillan)  has 
answered  that  statement  very  fully.  I  think  I 
have  touched  upon  every  item  in  reference  to  the 
Mowat  gerrymander  that  has  so  far  been  raised  in 
this  House.  It  is  impossible,  of  course,  to  rearrange 
constituencies  in  such  a  way  that  no  possible  objec¬ 
tion  can  be  made,  we  do  not  expect  that  ;  but  if 
the  Government  would  bring  down  a  scheme  such 
as  the  Hon.  Mr.  Mowat  has  brought  dowm  twice, 
the  Opposition  here  would  do  as  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  Opposition  did  in  the  Local  Legislature  ;  we 
put  the  whole  thing  through  without  rising  as  they 
did  there.  But  the  Opposition  in  this  House 
knowing  that  the  Government  are  seeking  the 
political  death  of  some  of  our  friends,  desire  to 
show  their  friends  from  the  Lower  Provinces  that 
the  Government  of  the  Hon.  Oliver  Mowat  “the 
sanctified  Mowat,”  in  the  sneering  language  of 
some  hon.  members  opposite,  did  not  commit  a 
gerrymander.  Whoever  says  he  did,  says  that 
which  is  untrue.  It  cannot  be  expected  that  in  a 
rearrangement  of  the  constituencies,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  power  would  not  in  some  cases  have  the 
advantage,  but  I  can  show  that  in  the  redistribu¬ 
tion  of  1874  by  Mr.  Mowat,  he  actually  gave  the 
advantage  to  the  Conservatives.  That  question 
was  raised  by  the  member  for  Ottawa  City  (Mr. 
Mackintosh)  the  other  night.  He  took  up  Corn¬ 
wall  and  said  there  was  a  Conservative  riding 


which  this  Government  left  untouched — as  if  it 
were  an  injustice  to  the  Conservatives.  He  said  : 

“  What  do  I  find?  Look  at  the  gerrymander  of  1874. 
We  have  Muskoka,  5,000;  Cornwall,  7,000;  Algoma, 
3,000  ;  Brockville,  13,000  ;  Elgin  West,  12,000  ;  Stormont, 
11,000;  North  Brant,  11,000;  and  Monck,  15,000.” 

Then  he  compares  Toronto  with  these  small  con¬ 
stituencies  of  1874,  and  says  that  was  the  gerry¬ 
mander  of  Hon.  Oliver  Mowat.  Why,  Sir,  the 
Hon.  Oliver  Mowat  did  not  touch  Cornwall  in 
1874.  That  had  been  one  of  the  oldest  constituen¬ 
cies  in  the  country,  and  it  was  not  until  Cornwall 
was  abolished  in  this  House  that  Mr.  Mowat  inter¬ 
fered  with  Cornwall,  and  when  he  did  interfere 
he  was  strenuously  opposed  by  the  Opposition.  Yet 
the  hon.  member  for  the  city  of  Ottawa  brings  that 
up  as  a  serious  charge  against  Mr.  Mowat.  Then  in. 
Muskoka,  the  representative  of  that  county  is  a  Con¬ 
servative,  as  is  also  the  representative  of  West  Elgin, 
to  which  was  added  St.  Thomas.  In  1 885  he  changed 
that  constituency  by  adding  St.  Thomas  to  West 
Elgin,  and  I  can  show  by  the  utterances  of  the 
member  for  that  constituency  that  he  predicted 
they  would  lose  West  Elgin,  who  protested 
against  it,  as  giving  a  political  advantage  to  the  Con¬ 
servative  party.  But  St.  Thomas  was  added  to  West 
Elgin,  and  it  is  now  represented  in  that  House 
by  a  Conservative.  Nipissing  is  represented 
as  polling  a  very  small  vote,  but  Nipissing  was- 
given  a  representative  by  the  united  support 
of  two  parties  in  the  Local  Legislature,  yet 
a  Conservative  member  rises  up  in  this  House 
and  says  that  the  Government  of  Mr.  Mowat  gave, 
a  representative  to  a  constituency  having  only 
1,500  votes.  I  say  that  when  the  Mowat  Govern¬ 
ment  gave  them  that  representative  he  was  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  whole  House.  Then  Algoma  is  put, 
down  here.  Does  any  one  pretend  to  say  that  a. 
country  equal  almost  in  size  to  a  province,  was  not 
entitled  to  one  representative  ?  Mr.  Mowat  recog¬ 
nizing  thegrowth  of  Port  Arthur,  Kaministiquia  and 
other  places,  gave  Algoma  a  representative,  and  he 
was  supported  unanimously  in  the  Local  Legisla¬ 
ture  ;  yet  hon.  gentlemen  oppposite  complain  that 
Algoma  is  represented,  while  Toronto  City  is  un¬ 
represented.  My  opinion  in  reference  to  cities  is* 
that  the  representation  should  be  much  greater 
than  that  of  rural  constituencies.  In  coxrnection 
with  city  representation,  I  may  mention  one  other- 
matter  tlrat  occurs  to  me  at  the  present  time.  The 
member  for  East  Simcoe  (Mr.  Bennett)  made  an  in¬ 
vidious  comparison  between  the  city  of  Hamilton; 
and  some  other  ridings.  It  was  represented  to 
this  House  as  an  injury  to  the  Conservative  party. 

I  desire  to  read  the  speech  delivered  by  Mr.  Gibson,, 
now  the  Provincial  Secretary  of  the  Ontario  Gov¬ 
ernment,  in  regard  to  this  matter.  It  was  as  fol¬ 
lows  : — 

“  Mr.  Gibson  thought  cities  were  deserving  of  their  full 
share  of  representation.  While  the  hon.  member  for 
London  (Mr.  Meredith)  spoke  in  favour  of  urban  popula¬ 
tion  generally  he  did  not  call  attention  particularly  to  the 
treatment  which  Hamilton  was  receiving  by  this  Bill. 
The  population  of  that  city  was  now  in  excess  of  40,000  and 
it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that,  while  rural  constituencies 
were  growing  slowly,  Hamilton  was  growing  rapidly.  The 
representation  it  had  might  be  sufficient  now,  but  in  ten 
years  hence  it  would  have  50,000  or  60,000  of  a  population 
and  it  would  be  unjust  to  give  it  only  one  representative. 
He  did  not  object  to  the  additional  members  given  in  Al¬ 
goma  and  the  other  constituencies,  but  he  did  complain 
that  a  place  like  Hamilton  should  be  represented  by  a 
single  representative.  He  had  a  right  to  complain  and  he 
did  complain.  A  city  which  had  returned  a  supporter  of 
a  Liberal  Government  from  the  time  of  Confederation  as 
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Hamilton  had  done  ought,  on  political  grounds,  to  have 
had  an  additional  member.  He  simply  rose  to  give  notice 
that  at  another  stage  of  the  Bill  he  would  move  an  amend¬ 
ment  proposing  another  representative. 

“  The  Bill  was  all  right  so  far  as  it  went,  and  in  support 
of  this  he  referred  to  the  shock  which  the  Ottawa  gerry¬ 
mander  had  caused,  while  this  Bill  had  been  favourably 
received  in  the  country, 

“  Once  more  he  expressed  regret  that  he  had  been  called 
upon  to  speak  as  he  had,  but  he  certainly  could  not  have 
done  otherwise  than  enter  a  plea  for  another  member  for 
Hamilton.” 

Yet  the  hon.  member  for  East  Simcoe  (Mr.  Bennett) 
stated  in  his  place  in  this  House,  and,  by  arrange¬ 
ment  of  the  figures  with  other  ridings,  represented 
this  as  a  grievance  from  which  the  Conservative 
party  suffered.  It  wras  a  fair  question  for  argu¬ 
ment  whether  Hamilton  should  have  another 
-representative  or  not ;  but,  at'  all  events,  no  injustice 
was  done  the  Conservative  party,  and  all  the  cheers 
given  to  the  hon.  gentleman  when  he  made  those 
utterances  were  due,  I  think,  to  the  belief  that  he 
had  made  out  a  case  that  the  Mowat  Administration 
had  gerrymandered  the  constituencies.  I  have 
touched  on  every  point  that  so  far  has  been  alluded 
to  in  regard  to  the  gerrymander  of  Ontario.  I 
have  pointed  out  that  instead  of  the  Liberals  being 
in  a  minority  of  5,000,  as  alleged  by  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  North  Victoria  (Mr.  Hughes),  on  any  fair 
«,nd  reasonable  calculation  the  majority  is  12,900, 
making  a  difference  between  the  two  calculations  of 
17,000.  I  have  pointed  out  the  manner  in  which 
the  calculation  which  appeared  in  the  Toronto 
Empire  of  11th  March,  1890,  was  made  up,  so  that 
hon.  gentlemen  can  see  at  once  the  fraudulent 
character  of  that  statement.  A  number  of 
counties  were  given,  and  their  entire  vote  put 
down  to  the  credit  of  the  Conservative  party,  and 
the  vote  of  Toronto  w7as  juggled  with  in  such  a  way 
;as  to  make  a  very  great  difference  there.  I  have  no 
doubt,  whatever,  that  the  figures  I  have  given  are 
correct.  If  any  one  will  go  over  the  additions  of 
the  Empire’s  figures  they  will  find  that  the  figures 
do  not  add,  and  that  they  are  simply  a  mass  of 
figures  put  together  for  the  purpose  of  deceiving 
the  people.  As  regards  the  discussion  in  the 
Local  Legislature  :  I  read  the  report  of  the  de¬ 
bate  from  which  hon.  members  can  see  that  the 
matter  referred  to  was  actually  laughed  out  of 
the  House.  My  object  in  rising  was  simply  to 
answer  some  of  the  statements  that  have  been 
made  in  regard  to  this  so-called  infamous  gerry¬ 
mander  of  Ontario.  Whether  I  have  succeeded  or 
not,  I  will  leave  the  House  to  judge.  My  figures 
I  think  cannot  be  disputed.  I  am  prepared  to 
give  them  more  fully  on  another  occasion,  and  set 
them  out  in  detail.  I  null  take  the  figures  as  given 
in  the  Empire ,  but  I  count  the  minority  votes  in 
the  constituencies  to  make  12,900,  but  giving  them 
the  minority  vote  there  can  be  no  question  that, 
even  according  to  the  Empire’s  statement,  Mr. 
Mowat’s  Government  was  returned  by  over  8,000 
popular  majority. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  So  much  has  been  said  during 
this  debate  respecting  the  unit  of  population,  I 
think  it  is  about  time  to  ascertain  what  the  unit  of 
population  really  is,  for  I  understand  the  unit  of 
population  is  found  by  taking  the  number  of  mem¬ 
bers  to  which  the  Province  of  Quebec  is  entitled, 
that  number  being  fixed  at  65  by  the  British  North 
America  Act,  and  dividing  the  population  of  Quebec 
by  it  and  the  result  is  the  unit  of  representation. 
The  unit  is  then  used  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
Mr.  Allan, 


the  number  of  members  to  wdiich  the  other  provinces 
are  entitled.  I  do  not  think  it  was  intended  that 
the  population  of  the  electoral  district  should  be 
exactly  equal  to  this  unit  of  representation.  Had 
that  been  the  intention,  I  think  the  framers  of  the 
British  North  America  Act  would  have  seen  to  it 
that  the  electoral  districts  were  laid  out  at  that 
time  having  an  equal  population.  It  was  not  so, 
and  therefore  I  do  not  believe  that  it  is  necessary 
that  each  electoral  district  should  be  equal  in  popu¬ 
lation.  The  principle  underlying  the  laying  out  of 
the  electoral  districts  was  community  of  interests. 
Under  our  system  of  self-government  our  counties 
are  really  little  connnomvealths  within  themselves, 
perfect  in  a  large  degree,  having  their  own  county 
courts,  county  school  system,  and  county  municipal 
organization.  They  have  community  of  interests, 
they  have  intimate  trade  relations  wdth  each 
other,  municipal  affairs  drawing  them  together, 
and  a  resident  of  a  county  is  able  more  intel¬ 
ligently  to  represent  the  interest  of  that  county 
than  lie  could  a  district  composed  of  parts  of 
different  counties.  It  might  of  course  be  necessary 
to  divide  a  county  so  as  to  form  two  or  more 
ridings.  When  such  division  is  necessary,  each 
riding  I  believe  should  be  as  equal  as  may  be  in 
popidation  ;  but  no  county  should  be  divided 
unless  it  is  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  redistribut¬ 
ing  the  representation  so  that  the  province  should 
have  its  full  complement  of  members,  and  certainly 
no  township  should  be  taken  from  a  county  and 
attached  to  an  adjoining  riding  simply  for  the 
purpose  of  equalizing  the  population  in  the  different 
districts.  I  think  a  member  in  this  House  could 
represent  his  county  more  intelligently,  although 
it  might  be  a  populous  county,  than  a  very 
much  smaller  district  composed  of  townships 
culled  from  the  surrounding  counties.  I  do  not 
wish  it  to  be  understood,  however,  that  I  advocate 
the  exclusion  from  this  House  of  those  who  might 
find  it  impossible  to  win  a  seat  in  Parliament 
for  the  electoral  district  in  which  they  happen  to 
reside.  The  principle  of  residence  in  his  riding  of 
the  representative  of  the  riding  would  exclude 
from  this  House  many  men  whose  services  to  the 
country  have  proved  most  valuable,  and  indeed  if 
this  principle  were  adopted,  this  House  wrould 
lose  its  most  brilliant  lights.  But  a  non-resi¬ 
dent  can  more  intelligently  represent  a  district 
composed  of  a  county  than  one  composed  of 
parts  of  several  counties,  because  he  will  be  able 
through  his  associations  to  obtain  more  accurate 
information  respecting  the  county  than  he  could 
obtain  if  the  electoral  district  were  composed  of 
parts  of  several  counties  ;  he  will  be  more  likely 
to  harmonize  with  the  judgment  of  his  constituents 
as  he  would  be  possessed  of  information  on  which 
to  base  his  opinion  of  the  needs  of  the  riding.  The 
hon.  member  for  South  Essex  (Mr.  Allan)  has 
spoken  with  respect  to  the  representation  of  cities. 
I  do  not  think  cities  such  as  Toronto  or  Montreal 
are  entitled  to  have  as  many  representatives  as 
the  unit  of  population  would  give  them.  Those 
cities  are  highly  organized  communities.  They 
have  influential  boards  of  trade  existing  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  the  wants  of  those  cities, 
and  in  meeting  those  wants.  They  have  an  influential 
press  which  is  also  able  to  ascertain  the  wants  of 
those  cities  and  press  them  on  public  notice.  The 
press  can  influence  public  opinion  to  such  a  degree 
as  to  force  the  Government  to  recognize  the 
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wants  of  these  cities.  Rural  constituencies  have 
none  of  these  means  of  impressing  this  House  ; 
they  are  not  in  possession  of  such  means,  and  there¬ 
fore  the  representation  of  rural  constituencies  I 
think  should  be  larger  in  proportion  than  that  of 
swell  cities  as  Toronto  and  Montreal.  In  the  sub¬ 
division  of  counties,  however,  I  think  that  the 
ridings  into  which  a  county  is  divided  should  be  as 
nearly  as  possible  equal  in  population,  and  this  was 
the  principle  underlying  the  Redistribution  Rill  of 
Sir  Oliver  Mowat  of  which  we  have  heard  so  much 
during  this  debate.  As  to  Sir  Oliver  Mowat  per¬ 
sonally  lie  needs  no  person  here  to  stand  up  for 
him.  Wherever  his  name  is  mentioned  it  is  re¬ 
cognized  as  that  of  an  honest  man  and  as  a  man  who 
is  in  fact  a  Christian  statesman.  It  is  in  this  House, 
however,  that  we  have  to  listen  to  taunts  and  to 
hear  him  sneered  at  as  “a  Christian  statesman,” 
and  branded  as  a  follower  of  the  infamous  “Gerry.” 
The  press,— I  won’t  say  controlled  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  but  supporting  the  Government  in  this 
city  alludes  to  Sir  Oliver  Mowat  in  this  strain. 
Speaking  of  his  Redistribution  Bill  on  the  25th  of 
March  last,  the  editor  of  that  paper  sayrs  : 

“  A  bolder  outrage  was  never  committed  upon  repre¬ 
sentative  institutions  than  this  shameless  larceny ;  nor 
is  it  much  consolation  to  reflect  that  it  was  the  work  of  a 
Christian  statesman,  in  all  probability  engaged  at  the 
same  time  in  an  under-study  of  Paley.’  ” 

Such  taunts  as  these  fall  very  lightly*  upon  Sir 
Oliver  Mowat’s  shoulders.  He  is  a  man  whose  re¬ 
putation  in  the  country  is  too  well  founded  to  be 
effected  by  such  silly  attacks  as  these.  His  admi¬ 
nistration  of  affairs  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  suf¬ 
ficiently  testifies  to  his  worth  and  ability  as  a  states¬ 
man.  His  unsullied  public  life,  his  uprightness  of 
character,  and  his  absolute  integrity*,  give  the  lie  to 
these  slanderers  who  would  fain  have  y*ou  believe 
that  he  is  as  they  are.  The  lion,  member  for  East 
Simcoe  (Mr.  Bennett)  in  his  speech  the  other  even¬ 
ing  made  some  very  vague  charges  with  reference 
to  the  Redistribution  Bill  of  Sir  Oliver  Mowat.  If 
his  statements  in  reference  to  the  western  portion 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario  are  as  inaccurate  as  his 
statements  were  in  reference  to  the  redistribution 
of  the  seats  in  Kingston,  Frontenac  and  Addington, 
then  he  did  not  make  a  single  correct  statement  in 
the  whole  of  his  speech.  He  said  that  Frontenac 
was  irredeemably  Conservative,  that  Kingston  was 
to  be  captured  by*  adding  townships  taken  from 
Frontenac,  and  that  Addington  was  to  be  redeemed 
by  relieving  it  of  several  townships  with  a  Conserva¬ 
tive  majority  and  adding  them  to  the  County  of 
Frontenac.  The  lion,  gentleman  did  not  tell  the 
House  that  the  riding  of  Addington  embraces  thir¬ 
teen  of  the  townships  of  the  County  of  Frontenac, 
and  that  the  three  townships  which  were  to  be 
taken  from  the  district  of  Addington,  belong  to 
Frontenac,  and  were  simply  to  be  taken  from  one 
electoral  division  and  placed  in  another.  The  old 
district  of  Frontenac,  Lennox  and  Addington,  with 
Kingston,  had  been  divided  into  four  electoral  dis¬ 
tricts,  having  a  population,  in  1881,  as  follows  : — 
Kingston,  14,091  ;  Frontenac,  14,993 ;  Lennox, 
16,314  ;  Addington,  23,470.  The  proposition  was 
to  equalize  the  population  of  these  districts  as 
nearly  as  possible,  and,  at  the  same  time,  some¬ 
what  reduce  the  enormous  area  of  the  riding  of 
Addington.  Addington  had  eighteen  townships, 
and  it  was  proposed  to  take  three  of  these  off,  add¬ 
ing  them  to  Frontenac,  and  making  eight  townships 


m  the  riding  of  Frontenac.  Kingston  had  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  14,091,  and  it  was  proposed  to  add  Kings¬ 
ton  township  with  a  population  of  3,739,  and  Ports¬ 
mouth  village  with  a  population  of  1,734,  makiim 
the  population  of  the  district,  19,564.  Frontenac, 
after  losing  Kingston  and  Portsmouth  village,  had 
its  population  reduced  to  9,520,  and  to  this  it  was 
proposed  to  add  Portland,  Loughborough  and  Bed¬ 
ford,  three  townships  belongingTo  the  county,  and 
ths/t  increased  the  population  of  Frontenac 
to  16,385.  1  he  population  of  Addington,  amount¬ 

ing  to  23,470,  it  was  proposed  to  reduce 
by  relieving  it  of  three  townships,  having  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  6,865,  leaving  the  population  of  Adding¬ 
ton  16,605,  and  after  this  redistribution  or  so-called 
gerrymander  the  population  stood  :  Lennox, 
16,314  ;  Frontenac,  16,385  ;  Addington,  16,605  ; 
Kingston,  19,564.  Now  that  was  equalizing  the 
population  as  near  as  may  be,  and  giving  the  cityr 
of  Kingston  rather  a  larger  population  than  the 
rural  constituencies.  As  to  the  political  effect  of 
these  changes,  it  is  said  that  Frontenac  was  irre¬ 
deemably  Conservative,  and  that  the  hope  was  to 
capture  Kingston  and  redeem  Addington.  I  find 
that  in  1891,  Mr.  Smith  the  sitting  member  for 
the  County  of  Frontenac,  had  a  majority  of  98. 
1  he  three  townships  of  Portland,  Loughborough  and 
Bedford,  which  had  been  added,  gave  him  89  of 
this  majority,  leaving  him  a  majority  of  9  only*, 
with  the  Township  of  Kingston  and  the  village  of 
Portsmouth  to  hear  from,  and  the  later  two  gave  a 
Liberal  majority  of  41,  showing  that  the  county 
as  it  was  before  the  redistribution,  polled  in  the 
last  election  32  of  a  Liberal  majority.  Had  it  not 
been  for  this  redistribution  of  seats  which  has  been 
so  condemned  here,  Sir  Oliver  Mowat  would  have 
had  a  supporter  from  Frontenac  to-day,  and  Mr. 
H.  T.  Shibley  would  have  been  the  representative 
instead  of  Mr.  Hugh  Smith.  So  much  for  the 
Ontario  Redistribution  Bill.  In  the  Redis¬ 
tribution  Bill  passed  in  this  House  in  1882, 

I  believe  that  this  Parliament  abandoned  principle 
and  sought  only  party  interests.  That  fact  has 
been  conceded  by  so  many  hon.  members  on  the 
other  side  of  the  House  that  it  is  hardly  necessary 
to  reiterate  it.  That  measure  respected  neither 
county*  lines  nor  community*  of  interests,  nor  did  it 
seek  to  equalize  population.  It  is  a  Bill  which 
certainly  cannot  be  justified.  It  was  a  bad  Bill ; 
and  this  House,  having  placed  upon  the  Statute- 
book  a  bad  law  which  ought  to  be  repealed,  if 
this  House  neglects  now  to  repeal  it,  it  is 
equally  guilty  with  the  Parliament  of  1S82  for 
having  placed  that  law  upon  the  Statute-book.  I 
will  speak  with  reference  to  the  St.  Lawrence  and 
Ottawa  group  of  counties,  as  they*  lie  more  in  my* 
own  neighbourhood,  and  with  them  I  am  much 
more  familiar  than  with  other  parts  of  the  pro¬ 
vince.  I  find  that  Smith’s  Falls  was  taken  out  of 
the  County  of  Lanark  and  added  to  the  County  of 
Leeds  and  Grenville,  which  county*  was  divided  into 
four  electoral  districts — Leeds  South,  Brockville, 
Leeds  and  Grenville,  and  Grenville  South — and  by* 
a  very  curious  coincidence,  of  course,  returning  Con¬ 
servative  members  to  this  House.  Lanark,  to  make 
up  for  the  loss  of  Smith’s  Falls,  had  two  townships 
taken  out  of  the  County  of  Carleton  and  added  to  it. 

1  lie  county  so  formed  was  then  divided,  and  under 
this  arrangement  they*  succeeded  in  returning  two 
Conservatives.  To  Russell  County  they  added 
part  of  the  city*  of  Ottawa  and  two  townships  from 
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Carleton  in  the  vain  hope  of  swamping  the  Liberal 
majority  in  Russell.  As  that  was  not  accomplish¬ 
ed,  it  is  now  proposed  to  relieve  the  County  of 
Russell  of  the  township  of  Clarence,  one  of  the  four 
township  divisions  of  the  original  County  of  Rus¬ 
sel,  and  place  it  in  the  adjoining  County  of  Pres¬ 
cott,  leaving  part  of  the  city  of  Otta.wa  and  the 
two  townships  of  Carleton  still  attached.  This  is 
a  proposal  which  meets  with  scant  commendation 
from  the  supporters  of  the  Government.  We  have 
yet  to  hear  any  person  on  the  opposite  side  of  the 
House  who  says  that  it  is  one  based  upon  principles 
of  justice  or  fair-play.  It  is  certainly  not  for  .the 
purpose  of  equalizing  the  population,  because  we 
find  that  Russell  has  now  a  population  of 
31,643,  and  Prescott  a  population  of  24,173,  and 
after  the  proposed  rearrangement,  Prescott 
will  have  30,417,  and  Russell  25,399.  The 
group  of  counties  of  which  I  am  speaking 
are  not  nearly  equal  in  population,  nor  has  any 
attempt  been  made  either  m  previous  Acts  or  in 
the  present  one  to  make  them  so.  The  present 
population  of  these  districts  is  as  follows  :  Russell, 
31,643  ;  Cornwall  and  Stormont,  27,158  ;  Prescott, 
24,173;  Addington,  24,151:  South  Renfrew,  23,- 
972 ;  North  Renfrew,  23,005  ;  Glengarry,  22,477  ; 
Leeds  South,  22,451  ;  Carleton,  21,749  ;  Dundas, 
20,132;  South  Lanark,  19,864;  North  Lanark, 
19,265;  Kingston,  19,264;  Ottawa,  37,281,  with 
two  members  each  representing  18,640  ;  Brock- 
ville,  15,855  ;  Lennox,  14,902  ;  Leeds  and  Gren¬ 
ville,  13,523  ;  Frontenac,  13,445  ;  Grenville  South, 
12,931.  Now,  the  application  of  the  principle  of 
the  non-disturbance  of  county  lines  might  cost 
some  of  us  our  seats.  I  am  one  of  those  whose 
seat  might  be  disturbed,  and  my  dawning  ambition 
nipped  in  the  bud,  and  I  might  be  left  without  a 
seat.  But  so  it  be,  if  it  is  in  the  public  interest, 
and  I  believe  it  is  in  the  public  interest.  The 
riding  which  I  represent  is  formed  of  13 
townships  of  Frontenac  and  8  townships  of 
Lennox  and  Addington.  By  all  means  let  the 
principle  of  county  boundaries  prevail,  and  I  will 
take  my  chances,  if  my  ambition  lead  me  to  seek 
a  seat  in  this  House  for  one  or  other  of  the  consti¬ 
tuencies  then  formed.  I  would  certainly  not  stand 
in  the  way  of  a  reform  which  I  believe  to  be  for  the 
public  interest.  I  will  show  that  by  adopting  this 
righteous  principle  we  would  come  much  nearer  the 
unit  of  population  in  this  district  than  we  are  at  the 
present  time.  The  difference,  instead  of  being 
12,000  and  31,000  as  at  present,  would  be  very 
much  less.  By  adding  the  townships  in  Addington 
to  the  townships  forming  Lennox,  the  district  of 
Lennox  and  Addington  would  have  24,752. 
Restoring  to  Frontenac  the  townships  now  in 
Addington,  the  population  of  Frontenac  would  be 
27,746,  from  which  might  be  taken  the  village  of 
Portsmouth,  really  a  suburb  of  Kingston,  1,974, 
leaving  25,772  in  Frontenac.  Kingston  with  its 
Portsmouth  suburb  added  would  have  21,238. 
The  County  of  Leeds,  by  taking  away  Yonge 
and  Escott  Front,  would  have  a  population 
of  19,594.  Brockville,  by  adding  South  Elmsley, 
now  in  Leeds  and  Grenville,  and  Yonge  and  Escott 
Front,  now  in  Leeds,  would  have  19,689.  Gren¬ 
ville  South,  by  restoring  to  it  the  townships  of 
Wolford,  Oxford  and  South  Gower,  now  in  Leeds 
and  Grenville  would  have  21,613  ;  Dundas,  as  at 
present,  would  have  20,132;  Cornwall  and  Stor¬ 
mont,  as  at  present,  would  have  27,158;  Glengarry 
Mr.  Dawson. 


as  at  present,  would  have  22,447  ;  Prescott,  as  at 
present,  would  have  24,173  ;  Russell,  relieved  of 
New  Edinburgh,  and  the  townships  of  Glou¬ 
cester  and  Osgoode,  would  have  18,289 ;  the 
city  of  Ottawa,  with  the  addition  of  the  part  of 
the  city  now  in  Russell,  would  have  38,954,  which 
should  be  divided  into  two  ridings  averaging  a 
population  of  19,477  each ;  Carleton,  with  the 
townships  of  Gloucester,  Osgoode,  Fitzroy  and 
Huntley  restored  to  it,  would  have  38,692,  which 
divided  as  equally  as  possible  would  give  Carleton 
two  ridings  with  an  average  population  of  19,346 
each  ;  South  Lanark,  with  Smith’s  Falls,  now  in 
Leeds  and  Grenville,  restored,  and  North 
Lanark  relieved  of  Fitzroy  and  Huntley  would 
together  have  37,731,  which  divided  as  equally 
as  possible  would  give  two  ridings  with  an  average 
population  of  18,865.  North  Renfrew  undisturbed 
would  have  23,005  ;  and  South  Renfrew  undis¬ 
turbed  would  have  23,972.  In  the  St.  Lawrence 
and  Ottawa  group,  if  the  principle  of  forming  elec¬ 
toral  districts  without  disturbing  county  lines  were 
carried  out,  the  population  would  be  as  follows  : 
Cornwall  and  Stormont,  27,158  ;  Frontenac, 
25,772 ;  Lennox  and  Addington,  24,752  ;  Pres¬ 
cott,  24,173  ;  South  Renfrew,  23,972  ;  North 
Renfrew,  23,005  ;  Glengarry,  22,447  ;  Grenville, 
21,613  ;  Kingston,  21,238  ;  Dundas,  20,132  ; 
Brockville,  19,689;  Leeds,  19,594;  Ottawa, 
38,954,  giving  two  ridings  with  an  average  popula¬ 
tion  in  each  of  19,477  ;  Carleton,  38,692,  giving 
two  ridings  with  an  average  population  in  each  of 
19,346  ;  Lanark,  37,731,  giving  two  ridings  with  an 
average  population  in  each  of  18,865;  Russell,  18,289. 
The  difference  in  population  would  be  from  27,000 
to  18,000  as  against  a  difference  at  present 
of  31,600  to  12,900.  The  hon.  members  for 
the  Province  of  Quebec  who  have  spoken 
so  far,  have  ably  dealt  with  the  redistribution  in 
so  far  as  it  affects  that  province.  I  will  not  take 
up  the  time  of  the  House  by  dwelling  on  the  ini¬ 
quities  of  that  part  of  the  measure.  They  have 
been  ably  set  forth  by  the  hon.  member  for  South 
Brant.  A  more  absurd  carving  of  the  counties  has 
never  been  perpetrated,  not  even  in  the  Act  of 
1882.  The  absurd  shape  of  many  of  the  constitu¬ 
encies  must  surely  show  even  the  most  unthinking 
of  the  electors,  if  there  are  any  such,  that  some¬ 
thing  is  intended  by  this  redistribution  of  seats, 
apart  from  the  alleged  desire  of  the  Government  to 
equalize  the  population  or  to  deal  out  even-handed 
justice  between  the  two  great  parties  of  this 
country.  I  will  not  dwell  upon  the  Bill  so  far 
as  it  affects  the  Province  of  Quebec.  Then  the 
little  sea-girt  Isle  has  able  advocates  in  this 
House,  who  will  be  able  to  show  the  gross 
iniquity  contemplated  by  it  there,  how  the  people 
there  are  to  be  cheated  out  of  their  rights  and  out 
of  their  power  to  express  their  convictions  as  to 
how  this  country  ought  to  be  governed.  The 
county  lines  have  been  violated  there,  and  the  con¬ 
stituencies  thrown  into  a  shape  utterly  .unrecogniz¬ 
able  and  like  to  nothing  that  is  in  the  heavens 
above  or  the  earth  beneath.  The  western  portion 
of  Ontario  has  been  spoken  of  by  many  members 
here  better  acquainted  with  that  section  than  I  am, 
and  I  am  sure  that  the  redistribution,  so  far  as  it 
affects  the  Niagara  peninsula,  has  been  shown  to 
be  iniquitous  and  intended  solely  in  the  interest  of 
party.  I  think  we  are  justified  in  alluding  to  the 
Redistribution  Act  of  1882.  If  that  measure  was 
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a  bad  one,  if  it  was  an  unjustifiable  one,  if,  having 
become  law,  it  is  not  in  the  interest  of  the  people, 
it  ought  to  be  repealed  ;  and  if  we  neglect  to 
repeal  it  we  are  as  guilty  as  those  who  are 
responsible  for  passing  it.  But  if  it  is  the  deter¬ 
mination  of  the  House  not  to  disturb  the  work 
that  was  done  in  1882,  if  it  is  their  determina¬ 
tion  not  to  form  electoral  districts  in  accordance 
with  county  boundaries  and  community  of  inter¬ 
ests — and  the  other  evening  we  were  told  by  a 
large  majority  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the 
Government  to  adopt  that  principle — then  I  believe 
we  should  leave  the  seats  as  they  are  at  present 
in  Ontario  and  Quebec,  and  that  the  Bill  should 
only  touch  those  provinces  in  which  the  recent 
census  shows  it  to  be  necessary  to  redistribute  the 
seats.  I,  therefore,  support  the  amendment  now 
before  the  House,  and  believe  that,  should  it  carry, 
the  session  will  be  considerably  shortened,  and  we 
will,  before  many  weeks,  be  able  to  return  to  our 
duties  ;  but  if  it  is  the  determination  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  press  this  Bill  at  all  hazards,  all  we  can 
do  is  to  stand  up  here  for  the  interests  of  the 
people.  YV  e  believe  that  legislation  should  be  in 
the  interests  of  the  people  as  a  whole,  and  not  of 
any  one  party,  and  that  it  is  a  wanton  misuse  of 
power  to  pass  legislation  introduced  and  pressed 
by  the  Government  for  the  sole  purpose  of  keeping 
themselves  in  office.  Let  them  re-form  the  con¬ 
stituencies  in  a  more  equitable  way,  so  that  this 
scheme  of  legislating  themselves  into  office  may  be 
done  away  with  ;  let  them  then  go  to  the  people, 
and  if  their  policy  be  approved  we  must  bow  to 
the  will  of  the  people.  But  as  it  is,  the  fact 
that  lion,  gentlemen  opposite  are  in  power  is  no 
proof  that  they  are  in  accord  with  the  will  of  the 
people.  I  believe  that  defective  legislation  should 
be  remedied  ;  I  believe  that  the  law,  as  it  stands 
now,  should  be  repealed,  and  a  measure  introduced 
in  accord  with  the  spirit  of  fair-play  and  equal 
justice  to  all,  but  if  the  Government  are  determined 
not  to  introduce  such  a  measure,  let  them  leave  the 
Provinces  of  Quebec  and  Ontario  alone,  and  for 
that  reason  I  support  the  amendment  before  the 
House. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Botliwell)  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  debate. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  debate  adjourned. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to ;  and  House  adjourned  at 
11.10  p.m. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Tuesday,  14th  June,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

CONTROVERTED  ELECTION. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  have  the  honour  to  inform 
the  House  that  I  have  received  from  Mr.  Justice 
Taschereau  and  Mr.  Justice  Gill,  two  of  the  judges 
appointed  for  the  trial  of  election  petitions,  a  cer¬ 
tificate  and  report  relating  to  the  election  for  the 
electoral  district  of  Laprairie,  by  which  the  elec- 
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tion  petition  is  dismissed  and  the  sitting  member 
declared  duly  elected. 

REPRESENTATION  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF 
COMMONS. 

House  resumed  adjourned  debate  on  the  proposed 
motion  of  Sir  John  Thompson  :  That  Bill  (No.  70) 
to  readjust  the  representation  in  the  House  of 
Commons,  be  read  a  second  time  ;  and  the  motion  of 
Mr.  Somerville  in  amendment  thereto. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Botliwell).  Mr.  Speaker,  the  House 
has  not  yet  adopted  the  principle  of  the  Bill  before 
us,  and  I  again  invite  the  attention  of  lion,  gentle¬ 
men  who  have  heretofore  been  disposed  to  give 
their  support  to  this  measure,  to  the  consideration 
of  some  of  its  provisions.  Before  I  proceed  to  refer 
to  what  I  consider  the  objectionable  features  of 
the  Bill,  permit  me  to  say  a  word  or  two  with  re¬ 
gard  to  the  observations  addressed  to  the  House 
by  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr. 
McCarthy)  in  reference  to  the  amendment  which 
my  hon.  friend  proposed  at  an  earlier  period  of 
this  discussion.  The  hon.  member  for  North  Sim¬ 
coe  stated  that  he  opposed  the  motion  for  a  confer¬ 
ence  because  he  did  not  think  that  it  was  a  matter 
that  ought  to  originate  with  the  minority  in  Par¬ 
liament,  stating  that  the  conference  which  took 
place  in  England  in  1884  had  its  origin  with  the 
majority,  and  that  it  was  not  possible  for  a  major¬ 
ity  to  force  such  a  conference  upon  the  minority, 
much  less  for  a  minority  to  force  such  a  conference 
upon  the  majority  in  the  House.  In  that,  I  quite 
agree  with  the  hon.  gentleman.  If  adopted  at  all, 
it  must  be  a  matter  of  mutual  arrangement,  to 
ascertain,  by  conversation  and  discussion  in  an  unoffi¬ 
cial  and  informal  way,  whether  it  is  possible  to 
find  a  common  basis  of  agreement ;  and  whether 
the  proposition  originates  on  this  side  of  the  House 
or  on  that  is  a  matter  of  no  consequence.  What 
the  House  was  called  upon  to  consider,  when  that 
motion  was  before  it,  was  whether  it  was  a  proper 
thing  about  which  a  conference  should  be  had.  In 
my  opinion  it  was,  and  it  did  not  matter  with  which 
side  of  the  House  the  conference  originated.  The 
character  of  the  conference,  its  propriety  or  im¬ 
portance,  did  not  depend  upon  whether  it  originated 
with  the  Government  or  with  the  Opposition.  It 
depended  upon  the  principle  itself;  Sir,  under  the 
English  parliamentary  system  there  are  two  im¬ 
portant  functions  performed  by  Parliament,  which 
I  have  observed,  in  the  discussion  which  has  taken 
place  in  this  House  on  this  measure,  have  been 
frequently  confused  with  each  other.  The  one  is 
the  function  which  the  Parliament  of  the  United 
Kingdom  has  to  perform  as  a  constituent  body  ; 
the  other  is  the  function  which  it  has  to  perform  as 
a  legislative  body.  Now,  these  are  wholly  distinct. 
In  some  countries,  under  their  constitutions,  it  is  the 
practice  to  confer  the  powers  of  a  constituent  as¬ 
sembly  on  one  body  and  the  powers  of  a  legislative 
assembly  on  another  ;  but  under  the  English  parlia¬ 
mentary  system,  both  functions  are  performed  by 
Parliament.  Nevertheless,  they  are  distinct  in  their 
character,  and  it  is  important  in  the  consideration 
of  a  measure  of  this  kind,  which  pertains  rather  to 
die  constituent  than  to  the  legislative  functions  of 
Parliament,  that  this  distinction  should  be  observ¬ 
ed.  There  is  a  difference,  too,  to  some  extent  in 
the  procedure.  If  you  look  at  the  historical  growth 
of  the  English  constitutional  system,  you  will  find, 
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as  M.  Boutmy  has  observed  in  his  admirable  work 
on  English  constitutional  law,  that  the  constitu¬ 
tion  is  made  up  of  documents  of  four  distinct 
characters,  derived  from  four  different  sources. 
The  one  class  may  be  denominated  treaties,  such 
as  the  understandings  which  took  place  between 
England  and  Scotland  with  a  view  of  bringing 
about  a  union  between  the  two  countries  ;  and  the 
Aots  passed  by  the  Legislatures  of  both  are  in  the 
nature  of  treaties.  Then  again,  in  the  case  of  the 
union  between  England  and  Ireland,  the  Acts  of 
Parliament  passed  in  the  respective  Legislatures  by 
which  that  union  was  consummated,  are  in  the 
nature  of  treaties.  They  do  not  differ,  except*  in 
their  form,  from  the  treaty  obligations  which  are 
entered  into  between  independent  states,  which 
remain  separate  after  those  obligations  are  perfected. 
Then  there  are  treaty  provisions,  such  as  the  Statute 
of  Rutland  passed  after  the  conquest  of  Wales. 
It  is  true,  Wales  had  not  a  voice,  as  an  independent 
country  would  have,  in  entering  into  engagements 
with  the  Kings  of  England,  yet  that  statute, 
which  formed  a  permanent  part  of  a  plan  of  govern¬ 
ment  and  marked  out  the  policy  to  be  pursued  by  the 
Government  of  England  in  dealing  with  Wales,  as  an 
integral  part  of  that  country,  was  in  the  nature  of  a 
treaty.  It  was  a  condition  imposed  upon  the  con¬ 
quered  by  the  conquering  party,  and  marked  the 
limits  within  which  the  conqueror  was  to  exercise 
the  rights  pertaining  to  him  as  such.  Then  there  is 
another  class  of  provisions  in  the  English  constitu- 
tionalsystem,  which  may  be  designated  as  compacts. 
These  have  arisen  from  time  to  time  for  the  enforce¬ 
ment  of  the  customary  law  of  the  constitution  ; 
disputes  have  arisen  between  different  departments 
of  Government,  and  between  the  sovereign  and  the 
Parliament,  and  these  compacts  are  the  result  or 
settlement  of  these  disputes  ;  and  they  determine 
the  rights  and  the  powers  under  the  constitution  as 
they  are  to  be  understood  by  both  parties  from  that 
time  forward.  They  are  usually  limitations  upon 
the  Royal  power.  The  Great  Charter  is  one,  the 
Petition  of  Right  is  another,  the  Declaration  of 
Rights,  the  Act  of  Settlement — all  these  are  acts 
which  may  be  regarded  as  compacts  between 
the  sovereign  on  one  side  or  one  department  of 
Government,  and  the  two  Houses  of  Parliament  upon 
the  other.  Then  there  are  besides  these,  compacts 
between  the  parent  state  and  dependencies,  as  for 
instance  when  the  Parliament  of  England  has  de¬ 
clared  it  will  not  in  the  future  impose  a  tax  upon 
the  colonies.  These  are  compacts  or  solemn  pro¬ 
mises  made  by  the  superior  body,  but  which  the 
superior  body  is  obliged  to  observe  and  the  failure 
to  observe  which  will  morally — ethically,  as  Lord 
Salisbury  would  say — release  the  colony,  as  a  matter 
of  right,  from  its  obligation  to  obey  the  superior 
authority  of  the  parent  state.  Whatever  it  may  do  in 
that  way  afterwards  is  a  matter  of  prudence  rather 
than  a  matter  of  moral  obligation.  There  are  other 
compacts,  as  for  instance  the  establishment  of  par¬ 
liamentary  government  in  the  colonies.  These 
may  not  be  in  the  form  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  at 
all.  They  may  be  by  an  Order  in  Council,  they  may 
result  from  the  regulation  or  policy  of  a  particular 
department  of  Government ;  but  when  they 
are  once  recognized,  they  become  a  part  of  the 
constitutional  law  of  the  Empire,  and  are  as  much 
to  be  regarded  as  if  they  had  been  enacted  by  a 
body  superior  to  all  those  which  are  to  be  bound 
by  them.  Now,  that  is  a  rule,  I  think,  which  is 
Mr.  Mills  (Both well). 


well  recognized,  and  it  is  because  the  English  sys¬ 
tem  is  in  a  large  degree  a  system  of  government  by 
understandings  and  by  forbearance,  that  respect  is 
due  to  all  those  provisions,  which  might,  as  a  mere 
matter  of  technical  law,  be  repealed  or  abrogated 
or  amended  or  changed  by  the  Imperial  Parliament 
itself.  But  there  are,  besides  the  legal  powers 
possessed  by  Parliament,  the  conventional  regula¬ 
tions,  which  are  as  much  entitled  to  respect,  and 
which  are  as  binding  upon  the  Imperial  Par¬ 
liament  as  if  they  had  been  enacted  by  some  con¬ 
vention  of  the  nation  at  large,  and  placed  beyond 
the  control  of  the  Imperial  authority.  There  are 
in  the  English  constitutional  system  a  great  many 
things  which  ought  not  to  be  disregarded.  Any 
one  who  will  look  at  the  history  of  English  parlia¬ 
mentary  government  in  the  United  Kingdom  will 
be  struck  with  the  very  great  and  salutary  in¬ 
fluence  which  the  two  great  universities  of  England 
have  exercised  over  public  life.  Those  institutions, 
in  which  men  of  different  parties,  men  holding 
widely  diverse  public  opinions  are  trained,  where 
the  men  who  are  to  lead  rival  parties  are  in  their 
youth  associated,  have  done  not  a  little  to  hold  the 
people  of  England  together,  and  have  controlled 
the  acerbity  which  would  otherwise  grow  up 
between  parties  in  the  heat  of  party  conflict.  They 
tend  not  a  little  to  keep  men  together,  who  would 
otherwise  be  perhaps  arrayed,  not  simply  in  poli¬ 
tical,  but  in  military  hostility.  I  am  in  favour  of 
the  English  parliamentary  system.  I  am  in 
favour  of  that,  not  simply  in  form,  but  in  spirit  ; 
and  it  is  because  I  see  that  this  measure  is  intended 
to  depart  widely  from  the  spirit  of  the  English 
parliamentary  system  and  from  what  you  may  con¬ 
sider  as  English  parliamentary  life,  that  I  deprecate 
it  and  ask  the  members  of  this  House  to  reconsider 
what  has  been  said  in  opposition  to  the  measure 
before  undertaking  to  give  it  their  support.  We 
departed  very  widely  from  this  system  in  1882.  We 
radically  changed  the  constitution  and  the  political 
life  of  one  province,  an  important  province  of  this 
Dominion,  the  largest  province  of  Confederation, 
and  now  you  are  about  to  intensify  the  wrong  that 
was  done  ten  years  ago  in  that  province,  and  you 
are  proposing  to  extend  that  wrong  to  the  next 
most  important  and  most  influential  province  in 
this  Confederation.  I  say  that  it  is  impossible  such 
a  thing  can  be  done  without  doing  serious  mischief. 
This  is  an  act  not  simply  of  legislation,  not  simply 
of  mistaken  politics,  but  it  is,  in  my  opinion,  an  act 
of  hostility  to  the  English  system  of  parliamentary 
government,  and  I  ask  the  House,  before  it  takes 
the  serious  step  of  approving  of  this  measure  by 
reading  it  the  second  time,  to  consider  whither 
we  are  drifting  in  this  proposed  legislation. 
There  are  legitimate  spheres  of  party  war¬ 
fare,  there  are  legitimate  matters  on  which  parties 
may  be  divided,  but  when  parties  divide  upon 
measures  vitally  affecting  the  constitution,  it  is  not 
merely  a  difference  of  party  or  policy,  it  is  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  revolution.  We  are  entering  upon  a  phase  of 
revolution  here.  I  do  not  know,  if  this  measure  is 
adopted,  what  may  be  the  consequences  ;  but  I  ask 
hon.  gentlemen  who  are  disposed  to  support  it,  seri¬ 
ously  to  consider  its  provisions,  and  I  tell  them  that  in 
my  opinion  it  will  be  absolutely  impossible  to 
maintain  this  union  if  this  policy  of  hostility,  if 
this  attempt  on  the  part  of  one  great  party  in  the 
state  to  make  war  on  the  other  party  in  the  state 
be  persevered  in.  While  you  may  begin  the  con- 
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test  by  an  intellectual  fight  in  Parliament,  it  is 
very  likely  to  grow  to  something  far  more  serious 
than  what  the  lion,  gentlemen  suppose  it  will  when 
they  seek  to  establish  the  permanent  supremacy  of 
one  party  over  the  other  in  the  Government  of  the 
country.  That  is  what  is  proposed.  Now,  let  me 
say  this,  that  when  you  look  at  questions  of  party 
government,  I  admit  that  in  everything  affecting 
departmental  administration  it  is  the  function  of 
Ministers  of  the  Crown  to  propose  to  this  House 
such  legislation  as  they  deem  necessary  to  improve 
the  efficiency  of  the  various  departments  of  the 
Government  of  which  they  are  in  charge,  but  in 
everything  outside  of  that,  in  the  ordinary  sphere 
of  legislation,  thematter  is  in  thehandsof  theHouse. 
The  questions,  under  a  healthy  system  of  parlia¬ 
mentary  government  are  open  questions,  and  it  is 
not  only  for  every  gentleman,  whether  he  belongs 
to  one  party  or  to  the  other,  to  adopt  such  a  line 
as  his  judgment  approves  of,  but  it  is  for  every 
gentleman  on  the  Treasury  benches  to  take  what¬ 
ever  line  he  may  think  necessary  in  regard  to  these 
measures.  But  there  are  a  class  of  measures  that 
do  not  fall  within  the  lines  of  party  policy  or 
party  divisions  at  all,  and  those  are  questions 
affecting  the  constitution  itself.  This  is  not  a 
measure  of  governmental  policy,  constitutionally 
speaking.  The  law  imposes  a  duty  on  Parliament 
after  every  decennial  census ;  that  duty  devolves 
upon  the  House  to  equalize  the  representation  ;  it 
is  not  a  question  which  the  Government  may  bring 
forward  or  may  withhold  ;  it  is  a  duty  not  devolv¬ 
ing  upon  the  Administration,  but  upon  Parliament, 
and  it  is  for  Parliament  to  say  what  legislation 
shall  be  had  in  accordance  with  the  principles  and 
the  spirit  of  the  constitution,  and  in  accordance 
with  the  spirit  and  principles  of  the  English  par¬ 
liamentary  system.  \Ye  have  at  the  very  forefront 
of  our  British  orth  America  Act,  a  declaration  that 
it  is  desirable  to  establish  a  federal  union  of  the 
provinces  that  will  be,  in  principle,  similar  to 
the  Government  of  the  United  Kingdom.  That 
alludes,  not  to  the  character  of  the  union,  because 
the  union  is  altogether  different,  it  is  radically 
different,  but  it  alludes  to  the  constitution  of  the 
Executive,  it  alludes  to  all  those  modes  of  procedure 
which  are  recognized  as  proper  under  the  English 
parliamentary  system.  What  is  it  that  you  adopt  as 
the  law  of  Parliament,  as  the  rights  and  privileges 
of  this  House  and  the  members  of  this  House  ? 
You  adopt  the  lex  pari  lament  ii  of  the  Parliament 
at  Westminster.  That  is  what  you  have  done,  and 
you  have  so  far  introduced  the  law  of  Parliament 
of  the  United  Kingdom  as  the  law  of  Parliament  in 
this  country.  Do  you  stop  there?  No,  in  every 
change  of  your  constitution,  in  every  act  that  belongs 
to  a  constituent  assembly  as  distinct  from  a  legislative 
assembly,  you  are  supposed  to  follow  out  the  practice 
principles,  and  the  spirit  of  the  system  which  pre¬ 
vails  in  the  mother  country,  and,  unless  you  do  that, 
you  do  not  preserve  the  life  of  parliamentary 
government  here  and  you  cannot  preserve  the  life  of 
parliamentary  government  in  this  country.  Let  me 
say  a  word  or  two  in  regard  to  an  observation  which 
has  been  made  in  reference  to  the  representation  in 
cities.  I  do  not  myself  think  that  large  cities  are  en¬ 
titled  to  full  representation  according  to  population, 
for  reasons  which  have  been  recognized  by  public 
men  and  by  public  writers  in  the  United  Kingdom, 
and,  although  I  supported  the  amendment  of  the  lion, 
member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  I  am 
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not  supposed  to  adopt  every  minute  detail  which 
that  motion  embraced.  Its  large  and  general 
features  I  accept,  and  I  recognize,  subject  to  other 
considerations  which  I  shall  mention,  the  propriety 
of  making  the  electoral  districts  approximately 
equal.  But  with  regard  to  large  cities  the  rule  is 
somewhat  different.  The  larger  cities  of  this 
Dominion,  like  the  larger  cities  in  other  countries 
where  there  are  no  legal  impediments  put  in  the 
way,  not  only  elect  those  who  are  residents  of  the 
city  to  represent  themselves,  but  supply  a  large 
number  of  representatives  to  outlying  districts.  It 
has  been  said  here  that  in  this  matter  these  repre¬ 
sentatives  in  no  sense  represent  the  city,  that  the 
outlying  districts  are  not  obliged  to  have  them, 
that  they  might  elect  other  representatives,  and 
that  they  leave  to  the  members  for  the  cities  every¬ 
thing  pertaining  to  the  special  interest  of  the  cities. 
I  do  not  accept  that  statement.  I  have  no  doubt 
that  those  who  make  it  make  it  with  unquestioned 
sincerity,  but  I  beg  to  say  that,  whenever  a  special 
measure  is  introduced  affecting  the  interests  of  the 
city,  while  those  who  are  its  special  representa¬ 
tives  are  supposed  to  be  the  foremost  in  promoting 
that  measure,  every  member  who  is  a  resident  of 
the  city,  although  he  may  represent  another  consti¬ 
tuency  on  the  floor  of  this  House,  is  not  indifferent 
to  the  interests  of  (that  constituency,  but  on  the 
contrary  feels  a  lively  interest  in  everything  which 
concerns  it.  Thus  the  city  has  on  the  floor  of  Par¬ 
liament  a  strength  and  influence  beyond  that  which 
its  own  representatives  proper  could  give  it.  Let 
me  read  a  sentence  or  two  from  a  speech  made  by 
Mr.  Gladstone  in  1884  in  which  he  refers  to  this 
subject  : 

“  l  am  certainly  disposed  to  admit  that  very  large  and 
closely  concentrated  populations  need  not  have  quite  so 
high  a  proportional  share  in  the  representation  of  the 
country  as  rural  and  dispersed  populations,  because  the 
actual  political  power  in  these  concentrated  masses  is 
sharper,  quicker  and  more  vehement.” 

I  take  that  to  be  a  sound  proposition.  Any  one’s 
observation  will  convince  him  that  it  is  true,  and, 
that  being  so,  if  you  undertake  to  give  representa¬ 
tion  to  every  city  to  the  full  in  proportion  to  its 
population,  if  it  be  a  large  city  you  will  unduly 
increase  its  influence  beyond  that  of  any  other 
section  of  equal  population  in  the  country.  Sup¬ 
pose  Montreal  were  represented  by  nine  members 
and  Toronto  by  eight,  seventeen  in  all,  is  it  not  obvious 
that  these  cities  would  have  under  ordinary  circum¬ 
stances  absolute  control,  if  they  chose  to  combine, 
over  any  Administration  that  it  was  possible  or 
probable  could  be  established  ?  That  being  so,  I 
think  you  unduly  represent  those  cities  if  you  repre¬ 
sent  them  to  the  full  measure  to  which  they  would 
be  entitled  according  to  population.  This  feature 
was  observed  in  England.  It  is  true,  as  was  stated 
by  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr. 
McCarthy),  that  there  was  taken  into  consideration 
there  the  aggregate  population  of  the  boroughs, 
that  the  same  unit  was  used  in  determining  the 
representation  of  the  boroughs  as  the  representa¬ 
tion  of  the  rural  districts.  That  unit  was  something 
like  54,000  people.  But  there  were  a  great  many 
borough  constituencies  between  the  population  of 
15,000  and  54,000.  All  that  were  over  15,000  were 
allowed  to  remain,  so  that  you  have  in  the  United 
Kingdom  a  large  number  of  borough  constituencies 
with  a  population  between  15,000  and  54,000,  and 
the  result  is  that,  having  given  them  a  member 
through  having  a  population  below  the  average 
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unit,  you  will  find  that,  when  the  larger  city 
constituencies  are  dealt  with,  they  are  as  much 
above  the  unit  which  was  taken  as  the  average  for 
a  borough  constituency.  My  lion,  friend  from 
Albert  (Mr.  Weldon),  in  discussing  the  question, 
said  that  the  measure  of  1882  was  a  very  bad 
measure.  I  agree  with  him  in  that,  and  I  thank 
him  for  his  candid  admission.  But  I  was  disap¬ 
pointed  that,  after  he  made  that  admission,  he 
expressed  himself  as  being  unwilling  to  undo  the 
wrong  that  had  been  done.  A  wrong  had  been 
done,  there  is  no  question  about  that.  The  whole 
principle  of  historical  continuity  was  broken  in 
upon  was  invaded.  Constituencies  were  cut  adrift 
from  their  moorings,  and  in  fact  anything  like  a 
permanent  relation  beyond  ten  years  between  the 
member  and  the  constituency,  could  not  well  be 
established.  My  hon.  friend  admitted  that  the 
principle  was  vicious,  that  it  was  unjustifiable,  but 
lie  was  not  willing  to  follow  up  his  convictions  by 
the  logical  consequence  which  flows  from  them, 
that  is,  to  undo  the  mischief  that  had  been  done, 
to  retrace  our  steps,  and  to  get  back  again  to  a 
proper  and  healthful  basis.  Then  there  was  the 
hon.  member  for  Cumberland  (Mr.  Dickey)  ;  he 
said  that  he  disapproved  of  the  Bill,  that  he 
had  examined  it,  and  there  was  nothing  in  it  that 
he  could  approve  of.  He  admitted  that  it  was  bad, 
he  admitted  that  the  principle  on  which  Parlia¬ 
ment  had  proceeded  was  vicious,  and  yet  he  de¬ 
clared  that  were  he  in  the  House  at  the  time  in  all 
probability  he  would  have  supported  the  measure — 
bad  as  it  was,  that  he  would  have  preferred  his 
fealty  to  his  party  under  those  circumstances  to 
fidelity  to  his  convictions.  Well,  Sir,  I  very  much 
regret  that  observation  ;  I  very  much  regret  that 
the  hon.  gentleman,  after  admitting  that  the  mea¬ 
sure  is  bad,  is  not  prepared  to  undo  the  wrong  that 
has  been  done,  that  he  is  not  prepared  to  insist 
that  justice  shall  be  paramount  to  every  other  con¬ 
sideration,  and  that  justice  shall  be  done  to  the 
Province  of  Ontario  and  to  the  electors  of  Ontario 
in  dealing  with  the  subject  of  redistribution.  Then, 
Sir,  there  was  the  hon.  member  for  Centre  Toronto 
(Mr.  Cockburn).  The  hon.  member  said  that  a 
wrong  had  been  done  in  1882,  but  he  thought  that 
while  we  were  not  to  go  further  in  that  wrong 
direction,  we  ought  to  stand  upon  that  as  a  found¬ 
ation,  and  that  for  the  future  we  should  treat  the 
Act  of  1882  as  permanent. 

Mr.  COCKBURN.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman 
excuse  me  till  I  put  him  right  ?  I  did  not  say  that 
a  gross  wrong  had  been  done  in  1882  ;  but  I  took 
the  ground  that  if  a  wrong  had  been  done  in  1882, 
that  as  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  was  so 
anxious  to  have  continuity  in  public  life,  and  as 
we  had  had  this  continuity  in  public  life  during 
the  last  three  general  elections,  being  during  one- 
half  of  our  national  existence  since  Confederation, 
I  thought  under  the  circumstances  it  was  better  to 
accept  that  platform  as  it  has  existed  for  ten  years, 
and  not  to  disturb  this  continuity  of  which  my  hon. 
friend  was  so  much  enamoured  ;  and  that  if  there 
were  any  blunders  in  the  measure  we  could  rectify 
them  in  committee.  Nay,  more  ;  I  said  that  I  held 
myself  perfectly  free  to  act  on  each  case  as  it  came 
up  ;  but  I  never  took  the  ground  that  a  gross  out¬ 
rage  had  been  perpetrated  in  1882,  as  the  member 
for  Bothwell  has  now  misrepresented. 

Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Well,  the  hon.  member 
is  further  afield  than  I  supposed  him.  The  hon. 
member,  however,  still  contends  that  the  principle 
of  historic  continuity  is  an  important  principle  in  par¬ 
liamentary  government.  The  hon.  gentleman  will 
have  to  make  a  motion  to  have  that  portion  of  his 
speech  struck  out  of  the  Debates  before  he  can  lay 
down  any  other  doctrine  now.  The  hon.  gentleman 
said  just  what  I  have  attributed  to  him,  that  we  must 
start  from  the  measure  of  1882  as  a  basis  for  per¬ 
manency.  The  hon.  gentleman  says  there  have 
been  ten  years  of  this.  What  is  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man’s  notion  of  the  life  of  a  state  ?  Is  the  life  of  a 
state  to  be  measured  by  ten,  or  twenty,  or  by  fifty 
years?  Why,  Sir,  I  suppose  that  if  we  were  to 
adopt  the  principle  of  continuity  and  permanency 
we  must  have  something  approaching  to  perman¬ 
ency  in  the  constituencies,  and  we  cannot  have  per¬ 
manency  in  the  constituencies  where  you  do  an  in¬ 
justice  so  gross  that  it  would  justify  resistance. 
The  hon.  gentleman  says  that  the  English  parlia¬ 
mentary  system  is  representative  of  interests.  I 
think  the  hon.  gentleman  is  mistaken.  Interests 
are,  perhaps,  incidentally  represented,  but  the  basis 
of  English  representation  is  the  division  into  borough 
and  rural  constituencies.  The  permanency  of 
county  divisions,  in  so  far  as  the  growth  of  cities 
will  permit  them  to  be  permanent,  is  sought 
to  be  maintained,  because  the  county  is  the 
unit,  and  the  county  always  must  be  the  unit 
if  any  regard  is  to  be  had  to  the  proper  principles 
of  historical  continuity.  When  it  was  contended, 
during  the  passage  of  the  Reform  Bill  in  1832, 
that  the  principle  of  the  representation  of  interests 
should  be  regarded,  there  was  a  declaration  made 
then  by  a  very  distinguished  member  of  the  House 
of  Commons  that  if  you  were  to  have  representa¬ 
tion  of  interests,  care  should  be  taken  that  no  in¬ 
terest  should  be  sufficiently  powerful  to  control 
the  action  of  Parliament.  Now,  every  one  will  see 
that  where  the  great  mass  of  our  population  are  a 
rural  population  engaged  in  the  pursuit  of  agricul¬ 
ture,  there  can  be  no  such  a  division  of  Parliament 
by  a  representation  of  interests  as  to  prevent  the 
agricultural  interest,  if  it  chooses,  to  assert  its 
supremacy  and  to  maintain  that  supremacy  in  Par¬ 
liament,  and  there  can  be  nothing  approaching  a 
representation  of  interests  as  the  hon.  gentleman 
has  delineated.  The  hon.  member  for  North  Bruce 
(Mr.  McNeill),  in  the  speech  which  he  addressed 
to  the  House  on  this  subject,  complained  that  there 
was  a  disposition  shown  on  this  side  not  to  sub¬ 
mit  to  government  by  majority.  The  hon. 
gentleman  said  that  the  majority  ought  to 
govern,  and  that  we  were  seeking  to  render 
parliamentary  government  impossible  by  the 
course  we  were  pursuing  with  regard  to  this  mea¬ 
sure.  What  the  hon.  gentleman  said  with  regard 
to  government  by  majority,  is  right  and  proper  as 
it  applies  to  ordinary  legislation  ;  but  there  are 
circumstances  when  a  minority  cannot  yield  to  a 
majority.  Everything  depends  upon  the  object 
that  the  majority  have  in  view,  whether  it  is  in 
accord  with  the  original  compact  which  lies  at  the 
very  foundation  of  the  state,  upon  which  the  state 
itself  reposes,  and  without  regard  to  which  the 
state  cannot  possibly  exist.  When  these  principles 
are  invaded  and  disregarded,  then  the  observations 
of  the  hon.  gentleman  on  that  subject  can  have  no 
meaning.  Let  me  read,  for  the  information  of  the 
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lion,  gentleman,  an  extract  from  a  speech  made  by 
Lord  Salisbury  on  the  0th  May  last,  and  addressed 
to  the  Primrose  League.  I  do  not  at  all  agree  with 
the  application  of  these  observations  that  were  made 
by  Lord  Salisbury  in  that  speech  ;  I  think  they 
were  altogether  misapplied  ;  but  as  to  the  sound¬ 
ness  of  the  abstract  propositions  themselves,  as  to 
the  force  of  the  constitutional  doctrine  which  he 
enunciated,  I  think  that  the  lion,  gentleman  will 
not  be  disposed  to  question  it.  Now,  Lord  Salis¬ 
bury  in  that  speech  said  this  : 

a  J01’y»  7et  I  cannot  accept  in  all  their  width 
these  doctrines  of  unrestricted  passive  obedience.  I  be- 
1*®' ve  that  the  title  both  of  Kings  and  of  Parliaments  to  the 
obedience  of  their  subjects  is  that  these  Kings  and  Parlia¬ 
ments  should  observe  the  fundamental  laws  and  funda¬ 
mental  understandings  of  the  compact  by  which  they  rule. 
Parliament  has  the  right  to  govern  the  people  of  Ulster. 
It  has  not  a  right  to  sell  them  into  slaverj7;  and  I  do  not 
believe  in  the  unlimited,  the  unrestricted  power  of  Par¬ 
liament,  any  more  than  I  do  in  the  unrestricted  power  of 
Kings.  Parliaments,  like  Kings,  may  take  a  course  which, 
while  it  is  technically  within  the  legal  limits  of  their 
attribution,  yet  is  entirely  at  variance  and  in  conflict  with 
the  understanding  of  the  institutions  by  which  they  rule. 
James  II  forgot  that  law.  He  stepped  outside  his  attri¬ 
butions.  He  stepped  outside  the  limits  of  the  spirit  of  the 
constitution,  and  we  know  how  the  people  of  Ulster  met 
him.  If  a  similar  abuse  of  power,  be  it  on  the  part  of  a 
Parliament,  or  on  the  part  of  a  King,  should  ever  occur  at 
any  future  time,  I  do  not  believe  that  the  people  of  Ulster 
have  lost  their  sturdy  love  of  freedom  or  their  detestation 
of  arbitrary  power.  But  these  things  are  decided,  not  on 
ethical  considerations,  which  are  difficult  to  apply  to  such 
a  question.  They  are  usually  decided  by  the  considera¬ 
tion  whether  the  resistance  is  likely  to  succeed.” 

This  is  the  doctrine  of  revolution  as  reserved  by 
the  principles  of  the  constitution,  reaffirmed  and 
clearly  set  out  by  the  Prime  Minister  of  England. 
Does  the  hon.  member  for  North  Bruce  (Mr. 
McNeill)  repudiate  these  doctrines  ?  Does  the  hon. 
gentleman  undertake  to  say  that  they  are  not 
sound,  that  these  are  revolutionary  principles, 
that  this  is  a  speech  emanating  from  one  who  is 
sowing  the  seeds  of  discord  and  propagating  prin¬ 
ciples  of  treason  amongst  the  people  of  the  United 
Kingdom  ?  My  hon.  friend  will  not  go  that  far. 
He  may  entirely  agree  with  Lord  Salisbury ;  I  do 
not.  I  think  his  doctrines  altogether  misapplied  ;  but 
as  to  the  soundness  of  the  constitutional  doctrine, 
and  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  doctrine  when  a 
fitting  case  arises,  when  Parliament  disregards  its 
powers  and  instead  of  using  them  for  the  public 
good  undertakes  to  employ  them  for  the  purpose 
of  establishing  the  ascendancy  of  a  party,  when  it 
is  using  those  powers  for  an  altogether  improper 
purpose  there  can  be  no  two  opinions  ;  and  so  the 
hon.  gentleman  will  see  that  whether  we  ought  to 
listen  to  the  doctrine  he  preached  to  us  the  other 
day  depends  wholly  on  the  character  of  the  mea¬ 
sure  we  have  before  us.  When  that  is  not  a 
measure  of  legislation,  but  when  it  is  a  measure  of 
injustice,  introduced  as  in  this  Bill  by  the  leaders 
of  a  majority  for  the  purpose  of  tying  hand  and 
foot  not  only  the  minority  in  this  House,  but  tying 
hand  and  foot  the  electors  of  this  country  and 
preventing  the  expression  of  public  opinion  except 
in  oils  way,  then  there  is  sucli  gross  abuse  that  it 
is  net  only  our  right,  but  it  is  our  duty,  to  avail 
ourselves  of  all  means  which  the  constitution  has 
placed  at  our  disposal  for  the  purpose  of  prevent¬ 
ing  soimproper  a  measure  ever  becoming  a  portion 
of  the  law  of  this  country7.  That  is  my  contention, 
and  those  are  the  doctrines  which  have  been  laid 
down  in  the  speech  from  which  I  have  read  an  ex¬ 
tract  delivered  byr  Lord  Salisbury.  It  is  quite  true 


that  Lord  Salisbury  overlooked  the  fact  that  Ireland 
at  one  time  had  an  independent  Parliament ;  that  it 
had  delegated  away  its  authority  to  the  United 
Kingdom  without  giving  the  people  an  opportunity 
of  saying  whether  they  approved  of  it  or  not  ;  and  if 
his  doctrines  were  applied  to  the  Union  Act  of 
1800  between  Ireland  and  the  United  Kingdom  it 
would  scatter  its  provisions  to  the  fourwinds  of 
Heaven.  There  is  no  question  as  to  that.  The 
revolutionary  rule  laid  down  is  a  proper  rule  of 
law  ;  the  only  question  is  as  to  the  propriety 
of  its  application.  Sir,  the  hon.  member  for  East 
Toronto  (Mr.  Coatsworth)  addressed  to  this 
House  a  very  extraordinary  speech.  He  said  we  have 
recommended  to  us  here  the  propriety7  of  adopting 
the  counties  as  permanent  divisions  of  the  terri¬ 
tories  of  the  various  provinces,  and  the  h6n.  gentle¬ 
man  said  we  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  counties  or 
as  regards  the  minor  municipalities,  that  they  are 
provincial  divisions,  and  it  is  very  well  for  the  Local 
Legislatures  to  take  those  into  consideration  when 
they  are  dividing  up  the  provinces  for  provincial 
objects,  but  the  Parliament  of  Canada  has  only  to 
deal  with  the  provinces  as  a  unit.  I  do  not  admit 
this  doctrine  at  all.  Under  the  English  parlia¬ 
mentary  system,  as  Mr.  Palgraves  says  in  his  work, 
“  The  English  Commonwealth,”  the  municipal  divi¬ 
sions  are  older  than  the  United  Kingdom.  The 
United  Kingdom  is  not  itself  a  unit  subdivided  into 
municipalities,  but  it  is  an  aggregation  of  those 
municipalities  which  previously  existed,  combined 
into  a  state.  There  is  such  a  thing  as  the  organic 
life  of  a  state  ;  and  what  I  am  pressing  on  the 
attention  of  this  House  is  the  propriety7  of 
preserving  that  organic  life  in  that  state  with 
which  we  have  to  deal,  Canada.  There  are 
the  minor  municipalities,  there  are  county  muni¬ 
cipalities,  there  are  the  provinces.  The  provinces 
are  built  up  by  an  aggregation  of  those  minor  muni¬ 
cipalities,  and  the  Dominion  of  Canada  is  a  state 
resulting  from  the  union  of  these  provinces,  and 
you  can  never  carry  out  your  constitutional  system 
satisfactorily  if  you  undertake  to  divide  this  Do¬ 
minion  on  any  other  lines  than  those  by  which 
it  is  subdivided  under  our  constitutional  system. 
You  have  the  provinces,  and  the  counties,  and  the 
cities,  and  then  the  minor  municipalities,  and  all 
these  must  be  respected,  if  you  are  to  get  anything 
like  historical  continuity,  if  you  are  to  preserve 
the  political  organism  of  that  state  designated 
Canada.  Sir,  let  me  read  a  sentence  from  a  speech 
made  by  Lord  Carnarvon  when  he  was  introducing 
this  measure,  the  British  North  America  Act,  to 
the  consideration  of  the  House  of  Lords.  He 
said,  speaking  of  the  House  of  Commons  of  Canada  : 

“  The  House  of  Commons  will  not  indeed  be  the  repre¬ 
sentation  of  mere  numbers  distributed  equally  in  electoral 
districts  ;  but  whilst  population  is  made  the  basis  of  re¬ 
presentation,  each  province  will  have  its  own  number  of 
representatives  in  proportion  to  its  own  population.” 

The  principle  recognized  in  our  constitution  is  not 
equal  electoral  districts,  it  is  representation  between 
the  provinces,  as  provinces  in  this  House,  in  propor¬ 
tion  to  population.  If  there  had  been  a  desire  to 
establish  the  principle  of  equal  electoral  districts 
there  was  no  necessity  of  alluding  to  provinces  at 
all,  because  if  you  were  to  divide  the  Dominion  of 
Canada  into  districts  of  equal  population,  each 
province  would  have  representation  by  population. 
But  it  was  in  order  to  give  to  each  province  repre¬ 
sentation  by7  population,  and  to  leave  the  districts 
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to  be  made  such  as  local  circumstances  required, 
that  we  have  a  provision  in  our  constitution  in  the 
form  in  which  it  stands.  One  hon.  gentleman  has 
referred  to  the  gerrymandering  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario  by  Mr.  Mowat.  Well,  that  subject  has 
been  discussed  and  I  need  not  allude  to  it,  and 
even  if  it  has  not  been  discussed  I  do  not  think  it 
necessary  that  I  should  now  allude  to  it.  I  am  not 
called  upon  here  to  discuss  the  propriety  or  impro¬ 
priety  of  the  course  taken  by  the  Prime  Minister 
or  by  the  Legislature  in  Ontario  or  in  any  other 
province  of  this  Dominion,  any  more  than  I  am  in 
respect  to  the  states  of  the  United  States  on  .the 
Gulf  of  Mexico.  We  have  nothing  to  do  with  that 
here.  As  a  voter  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  I  may 
use  my  influence  to  secure  a  fair  division,  and 
I  may  use  my  influence  against  any  Government 
or  against  any  party  undertaking  to  make  an 
unfair  division.  There  is  the  proper  place  for  me 
to  discuss  that  question,  and  what  I  have  to  do 
here  is  to  consider  the  propriety  of  the  plan  of  re¬ 
presentation  that  is  submitted  to  this  House.  We 
are  not  called  upon  to  travel  outside  of  our  own 
case.  We  are  not  called  upon  to  consider  it,  with 
a  view  of  censuring  or  of  approving  what  has  been 
done  elsewhere,  except  in  so  far  as  we  intend  that 
it  shall  afford  a  proper  guide  to  us  that  will  throw 
light  upon  the  question  with  which  we  are  called 
upon  to  deal.  Now,  Sir,  I  do  not  admit  that  what 
the  members  of  the  Local  Legislature  may  do  shall 
have  any  control  over  us  here.  What  we  are  called 
upon  to  consider  here  is  the  measure  before  us.  I 
am  called  upon  to  consider  that  measure  upon  its 
merits,  and  if  hon.  gentlemen  are  adopting  a  pro¬ 
per  measure,  let  it  be  defended  upon  its  merits  and 
show  that  it  is  one  demanded  in  the  public  inter¬ 
est.  let  it  be  shown  that  it  is  the  best  division 
and  one  calculated  to  secure  to  this  House  from 
every  possible  point  of  view  the  best  representation 
that  can  be  had  for  the  people  of  Canada  on  the 
floor-of  Parliament.  It  is  from  that  point  of  view 
that  I  endeavoured,  when  I  addressed  the  House  be¬ 
fore,  and  that  I  am  endeavouring  to-day  to  discuss 
this  question.  I  am  not  appealing  to  the  party  in¬ 
terests  or  to  the  party  prejudices  of  hon.  gentlemen 
on  this  side  of  the  House  or  that.  I  appeal  to 
hon.  gentlemen’s  love  of  the  English  constitutional 
system,  and  I  am  asking  them  to  give  to  that  par¬ 
liamentary  system  a  fair  trial  upon  this  continent. 
I  say  to  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  that,  in  1882, 
you  departed  radically  from  that  system,  you  are 
not  giving  that  system  a  fair  trial,  you  are  not 
adopting  a  policy  that  is  calculated  to  secure  in 
this  House  the  fairest  representation  of  the  people 
of  this  country,  and  until  you  do  return  to  the  rule 
laid  down  in  1872  by  the  hon.  gentlemen  who  then  led 
that  side  of  the  House,  you  cannot  have  permanency 
and  you  cannot  safely  ignore  the  rights  of  those 
whose  rights  have  been  invaded.  I  am  speaking, 
Sir,  not  merely  of  the  Liberal  party  who  have  been 
wronged  by  the  measure  of  1882,  but  I  am  speaking 
of  the  whole  of  the  country  that  has  been  wronged 
by  the  adoption  of  a  measure  tha  t  is  calculated  to 
degrade  political  life  here,  that  is  calculated  to  en¬ 
gender  political  bitterness  and  to  make  public  life 
more  disagreeable  than  it  otherwise  would  be,  dis¬ 
agreeable  though  it  may  be  at  the  best.  One  hon. 
gentleman  told  us  that  if  we  adopted  the  principle 
that  has  been  enunciated  from  this  side  of  the  House 
it  would  be  necessary  to  change  74  constituencies. 
Ido  notcarehowmanyit  may  benecessary  to  change. 

Mr.  Mills  (Both well). 


I  do  not  care  though  it  were  necessary  to  change 
every  constituency  in  this  country ;  what  I  ask  is, 
that  we  shall  get  back  to  a  proper  basis,  and  that 
basis  was  the  one  laid  down  in  1872.  In  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Ontario  alone,  by  the  measure  of  1882, 
there  were  changed  55  constituencies.  Is  it  for  an 
hon.  gentleman  who  took  part  in  the  support  of 
that  measure  and  who  insisted  upon  making  these 
changes,  to  say  that  now,  a  measure  that  is  to  be 
extended  to  the  whole  Dominion  and  to  place  mat¬ 
ters  upon  a  satisfactory  basis,  will  change  19 
constituencies  more.  Well,  I  do  not  care  to  argue 
that  question  further  because  the  hon.  gentleman 
will  see  that  the  process  is  a  very  simple  one.  Why, 
I  will  venture  to  say  that  if  we  agree  upon  a  rule, 
it  would  be  possible  for  the  gentlemen  on  that  side 
of  the  House  who  sit  on  the  Treasury  benches,  and 
it  would  be  possible  for  half  a  dozen  gentlemen  on 
this  side  of  the  House  to  meet  in  committee  and  to 
agree  within  twenty-four  hours  as  to  every  change 
that  was  required  between  the  Atlantic  and  the 
Pacific  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada.  The  hon. 
member  for  Cumberland  (Mr.  Dickey)  said,  in  dis¬ 
cussing  the  constitutional  question  as  to  the  extent 
of  our  power  to  deal  with  this  subject,  that  it 
would  show  distrust  in  Parliament  if  any  such 
limitation  existed  upon  our  powers.  Why,  Sir, 
every  constitutional  check,  every  constitutional 
guarantee,  found  in  any  plan  of  government,  in 
that  sense  shows  distrust.  People  who  have  re¬ 
gard  for  their  privileges,  and  who  wish  to  maintain 
their  rights,  generally  take  an  interest  in  the 
adoption  of  these  precautions  which  reason  and 
experience  show'  to  be  necessary  for  the 
protection  of  their  liberties.  The  federal  system 
is  from  beginning  to  end  a  system  of  checks  and 
guarantees,  and,  that  being  so,  you  cannot  attack 
the  principle  of  limitations  without  attacking  the 
whole  system.  We  have  on  that  side  of  the  House 
two  view's  presented  to  us  as  to  the  provisions  of 
the  constitution  in  this  particular — the  one  enun¬ 
ciated  by  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice,  and  the 
other  by  the  hon.  member  for  Cumberland  (Mr. 
Dickey).  The  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  maintained 
that  under  the  91st  section  the  power  to  legislate 
for  the  peace,  order  and  good  government  of 
Canada  conferred  upon  us  the  power  to  legislate 
upon  this  subject  ;  that  it  was  from  that  section 
that  we  derived  our  pow'ers,  and  that  the  51st 
section  of  the  Act,  while  it  enabled  us  to  proceed 
in  another  way,  did  not  impose  upon  us  the  duty 
of  proceeding  in  the  way  that  that  section  pro¬ 
vided.  Let  us  say  with  regard  to  this  argument 
that  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice,  it  seems  to 
me,  has  overlooked  altogether  that  section  91 
makes  provision  for  ordinary  legislative  power. 
Section  91  does  not  deal  with  this  Parliament  as 
a  constituent  body.  It  does  not  confer  upon 
this  House  any  constituent  power.  From  the  be- 
ginningLo  the  end,  section  91  deals  solely  with  the 
ordinary  legislative  functions  of  Parliament,  and 
with  the  ordinary  legislative  functions  of  Parlia¬ 
ment  alone.  The  constituent  powers  that  are  con¬ 
ferred  upon  this  House  are  conferred  under  other 
sections,  and  they  are  extremely  limited,  and  limit¬ 
ed  for  this  reason,  that  this  Dominion  is  the  result 
of  a  compact.  In.,  the  creation  of  that  com¬ 
pact  it  was  necessary  to  put  very  great  restric¬ 
tions  upon  any  constituent  power  which  the  Parlia¬ 
ment  of  Canada  might  be  vested  with.  Let  me 
read  a  short  extract  from  the  speech  made  ly  Lord 
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Carnarvon,  which  points  out  very  strongly  the 
origin  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada.  He  says  : 

“The  Conference  of  Charlottetown  was  adjourned  to 
Quebec,  and  there  in  the  month  of  October  those  resolu¬ 
tions  were  drawn  up  which  have  since  become  famous 
under  the  name  of  the  Quebec  resolutions,  and  which, 
with  some  slight  changes,  form  the  basis  of  the  measure 
which  I  have  now  the  honour  to  submit  to  Parliament. 
To  those  resolutions  all  the  British  provinces  in  North 
America  were,  as  I  have  said,  consenting  parties,  and  the 
measure  founded  upon  them  must  be  accepted  as  a  treaty 
of  union.” 

And  so,  when  separate  and  distinct  political  com¬ 
munities  enter  into  an  arrangement  by  which  for 
certain  purposes  they  are  to  become  one  com¬ 
munity,  it  is  very  important  that  the  terms  of  the 
union  should  be  carefully  set  out,  and  that  the 
state  created  by  that  union  should  not  be  departed 
from  in  a  way  that  would  seriously  interfere  with 
any  of  the  rights  or  conditions  which  were  terms 
precedent  to  the  union.  In  section  41  of  the  British 
North- America  Act,  we  shall  see  some  of  the  con¬ 
stituent  powers  of  this  Parliament.  Section  91 
deals  only  with  legislative  powers,  and  in  no  sense 
deals  with  any  constituent  functions.  Section  41 
says  that  until  the  Parliament  of  Canada  otherwise 
provide,  all  laws  which  at  the  union  relative  to  the 
qualifications  and  disqualifications  of  persons  to  be 
elected  or  to  sit  or  vote  as  members  of  the  Assembly 
of  Canada,  the  qualifications  or  disqualifications  of 
voters,  and  so  forth,  shall  be  the  law  until  it  is  altered 
by  the  Parliament  of  Canada.  Then  our  power 
to  deal  with  the  question  of  the  franchise  is 
not  provided  for  in  section  91,  but  in  another 
section  ;  and  so  with  regard  to  every  provision  of 
a  constituent  character.  If  you  look  at  section  92, 
you  will  find  that  the  very  first  provision  there  is 
one  conferring  upon  the  Local  Legislature  the  powers 
of  a  constituent  assembly,  namely,  the  amendment 
from  time  to  time,  notwithstanding  anything  in 
this  Act,  of  the  constitution  of  the  province,  ex¬ 
cept  as  regards  the  office  of  Lieutenant  Governor. 
VTon  have  no  provision  of  that  sort  in  section  91, 
lOthing  approaching  it — why  ?  Because  the  powers 
ffiich  remained  to  each  province  were  under  con- 
’ol  of  the  province  as  they  were  before  the  Union, 
ecause  the  province,  in  altering  its  constitution 

any  of  these  particulars,  thus  exercising  the 
nctionsof  a  constituent  assembly,  was  not  injuring 
ly  of  the  other  members  of  the  confederacy.  But 
tat  rule  does  not  apply  to  this  Parliament,  upon 
vich  restrictions  are  imposed  with  regard  to  its 
cistituent  functions  which  do  not  exist  with  refer¬ 
ee  to  the  Legislature  of  any  province.  Thus  you 
fil  that  in  section  17  it  is  provided  that  there  shall 
bout  one  Parliament  for  Canada.  This  is  really  a 
filiation  on  your  powers  of  delegation.  You  can- 
lndelegate  to  any  other  body  any  of  the  powers 
gin  to  you  in  section  91  ;  you  cannot  call  into 
ex  ence  any  municipal  body  as  the  Local  Legisla¬ 
te  can.  They  have  power  to  delegate  to  the 
mucipal  bodies  any  portion  of  their  functions. 
Bu,his  Parliament  cannot  do  so,  because  it  is  said 
in  stion  17  that  there  shall  be  but  one  Parliament. 
Wl-ever  we  examine  the  Act,  we  find  restrictions 
imped  upon  this  Parliament  which  do  not  exist 
in  t  case  of  the  Local  Legislatures.  There  is  a 
profion  that  there  shall  be  yearly  sessions  of  this 
Parlment,  that  more  than  twelve  months  shall 
not  tervene  between  one  session  and  another. 
Thei  is  a  provision  creating  the  Senate  for  the 
protfion  of  sectional  interests,  as  Lord  Carnar 


von  said.  Section  37  defines  the  House  of  Commons, 
providing  how  many  members  shall  come  from  each 
province,  and  in  that  respect  gives  effect  to  what 
had  been  already  agreed  upon.  It  carries  out  in  this 
respect  the  terms  of  the  treaty  to  which  the  various 
provinces  were  parties  before  this  Act  became  law. 
Then,  it  is  said  in  section  40  that  until  the  Parlia¬ 
ment  of  Canada  otherwise  provides,  Ontario,  Que¬ 
bec,  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick  shall  have 
a  certain  number  of  members.  Well,  we  have 
pointed  out  on  this  side  of  the  House  how  the  Par¬ 
liament  of  Canada  might  otherwise  provide.  It 
must  provide  in  accordance  with  section  51,  and 
not  otherwise  ;  it  cannot  provide  in  any  other  way. 
Then,  in  section  48,  we  are  told  that  at  least  20 
members  are  necessary  to  form  a  quorum  of  the 
House  of  Commons.  I  apprehend  that  we  could  in¬ 
crease  our  quorum  to  forty  if  we  thought  proper, 
but  we  could  not  make  it  less  than  20.  So,  under 
section  52,  we  might  increase  the  number  of  mem¬ 
bers  for  Quebec  and  the  other  provinces,  regulating 
the  representation  by  population  ;  but  we  could 
not  diminish  the  number.  So  you  will  find  every¬ 
where  throughout  the  Act  the  constituent  powers 
of  this  Parliament  are  defined  and  limited  as  to  how 
they  are  to  be  exercised  ;  but  the  legislative  powers 
are  unrestricted,  except  where  they  are  limited  by  the 
exclusive  grant  of  legislative  powers  to  another 
body.  Now,  let  us  look  at  section  51.  The  hon. 
member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  and  the  hon. 
member  for  Cumberland  (Mr.  Dickey)  told  us  that 
that  section  had  reference  to  the  readjustment  of  the 
representation  of  the  different  provinces,  and  not  to 
redistribution — it  wasnot  in  regard  to  redistribution 
but  to  readjustment.  Now,  there  is  but  one  meaning 
to  readjustment,  and  that  is  redistribution  ;  there 
is  no  way  of  giving  effect  to  readjustment  except  by 
redistribution.  Until  the  number  of  districts  is 
marked  out,  you  have  no  readjustment.  It  is  not 
readjustment  to  say  that  Ontario  is  entitled  to  92, 
and  Quebec  to  65.  The  meaning  of  readjustment 
is  the  location  of  the  members  you  grant,  and  this 
is  shown  not  only  by  a  proper  construction  of  the 
Act,  but  by  the  very  terms  and  provisions  of  the 
Quebec  resolutions,  upon  which  the  Act  itself  is 
based.  Let  me  read  a  few  of  these  sections. 
Article  17  provides  for  the  number  of  members  for 
each  province.  Article  18  says  : 

“  Until  the  official  census  of  1871  has  been  made  up, 
there  shall  be  no  change  in  the  number  of  representatives 
from  the  several  sections.” 

Article  19  says  : 

Immediately  after  the  completion  of  the  census  of 
1871,  and  immediately  after  every  decennial  census  there¬ 
after,  the  representation  from  each  section  in  the  House 
of  Commons  shall  be  readjusted  on  the  basis  of  popula¬ 
tion.” 

How  readjusted  ?  Readjusted  by  stating  that 
there  shall  be  92  members  in  Ontario  and  65 
in  Quebec  ?  Not  at  all.  Readjusted  by  saying 
where  the  92  in  Ontario  are  to  be  placed,  the 
districts  from  which  the  election  is  to  take  place, 
and  until  the  constituencies  are  defined  there  is  no 
readjustment.  I  will  not  detain  the  House  by 
reading  all  the  sections,  but  the  further  reading  of 
them  shows,  because  they  are  embraced  in  this 
section  51,  that  the  provisions  of  this  section  51 
are  all  contained  in  those  articles.  Now,  let  me 
call  attention  in  the  first  place  to  the  earlier  portion 
of  this  section  : 

‘On  the  completion  of  the  census  in  the  year  1871,  and 
of  each  subsequent  decennial  census,  the  representation 
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of  the  four  provinces  shall  be  readjusted  by  such  author¬ 
ity,  in  such  manner,  and  from  such  time  as  the  Parlia¬ 
ment  of  Canada  from  time  to  time  provides.” 

Now,  what  is  this  readjustment  which  is  to  take 
place  after  every  census  ?  Is  it  to  ascertain  the 
number  of  members  to  which  each  province  is  en¬ 
titled  and  nothing  more  ?  Why,  the  manner  of 
doing  that  is  marked  out  in  this  same  section  a 
little  further  on,  and  there  is  no  necessity  to  in¬ 
struct  a  body  of  men  to  ascertain  it.  And  that  is 
contradicted  by  sub-section  5  : 

“  Such  readjustment  shall  not  take  effect.” 

What  is  the  meaning  of  these  words  :  “  shall* not 
take  effect.”  Do  they  mean  that  there  shall  be  no 
Act  passed  ?  What  is  the  meaning  of  giving  effect 
to  the  readjustment  ?  Why,  the  words  following 
in  that  sub-section,  “until  the  termination  of  the 
then  existing  Parliament  ”  show  that  the  taking  of 
effect  is  the  dissolution  of  Parliament  and  the  elec¬ 
tion  thereon.  Now,  there  cannot  be  an  election  on 
a  readjustment  in  the  sense  my  lion,  friend  men¬ 
tions.  Let  me  read  the  section  : 

“  Such  readjustment  shall  not  take  effect  until  the 
termination  of  the  then  existing  Parliament.” 

If  my  lion,  friend  is  right  in  his  contention  that 
readjustment  simply  means  the  determination  of 
the  number  of  members  to  be  elected  by  each  pro¬ 
vince,  then  by  the  words  “take  effect”  would  be 
meant  the  legislation  to  follow  from  that,  but  that 
is  clearly  shown  not  to  be  the  meaning,  because  it 
says  it  shall  not  take  effect  until  the  termination  of 
the  then  existing  Parliament.  It  is  as  clear  as 
noonday  that  the  taking  effect  means  the  election 
that  follows  upon  the  dissolution  or  the  readjust¬ 
ment.  The  hon.  gentleman  cannot  say  that  the 
legislation  shall  not  be  had  until  after  the  dissolu¬ 
tion,  for  that  would  be  nonsense,  then  the  taking 
of  effect  must  mean  something  else,  and  that 
other  meaning  is  that  there  shall  be  no  election  or 
need  not  be.  “  Such  readjustment  shall  not  take 
effect  until  the  termination  of  the  then  existing 
Parliament.”  There  is  no  word  of  redistribution, 
from  the  beginning  to  the  end  of  this  Act,  in  the 
sense  in  which  the  hon.  gentleman  uses  the  expres¬ 
sion.  The  word  “readjustment”  is  used,  and  used 
to  mean  that  legislation  which  is  necessary  to  give 
effect  to  the  actual  representation  required  upon 
the  census  being  taken.  Now,  at  this  moment 
where  is  the  body  that  has  to  ascertain 
the  number  of  members  to  which  each 
province  is  entitled  ?  Why,  we  ascertain  that 
fact  ourselves.  We  are  to  determine  the  manner 
in  which  this  distribution  is  to  be  applied,  and  we 
are  to  create  the  body  to  whom  instructions  may 
be  given  ;  and  where  do  we  get  the  idea  embodied 
in  this  ?  Why,  from  the  English  Parliament  in 
1832,  in  1867,  and  in  1884.  On  each  occasion  pro¬ 
vision  was  made  for  the  creation  of  a  commission, 
an  authority,  to  whom  instruction  was  given  deter¬ 
mining  the  manner  in  which  the  constituencies  were 
to  be  created.  Parliament  determined  the  manner, 
and  the  commission  gave  effect  to  that  determina¬ 
tion  of  Parliament  in  a  report  which  was  made  to 
Parliament.  When  we  look  at  the  English  practice, 
when  we  see  what  has  been  done  in  England  on 
three  different  occasions  within  this  century,  and 
when  we  look  at  the  provisions  of  this  Act  and  the 
provisions  of  the  Quebec  resolutions  which  this  Act 
embodied,  we  see  exactly  what  the  Act  was  int  ended 
to  mean.  If  there  was  any  doubt  in  the  words  of 
Mr,  Mills  (Bothwell). 


the  Act  itself,  and  I  do  not  see  that  there  is  or 
ought  to  be,  then  the  surrounding  circumstances, 
looking  at  what  was  done  in  England,  show  us  what 
was  the  authority  it  was  intended  to  create  and  what 
were  the  functions  that  authority  was  intended  to 
perform,  the  manner  in  which  these  functions  were 
to  be  performed,  whether  you  shall  have  equal  elect¬ 
oral  districts  or  counties  as  the  basis  of  redistribu¬ 
tion.  That  is  a  matter  which  you  are  to  determine 
by  instructions  to  your  authority  ;  and  when  the 
authority  is  created,  and  when  you  determine  the 
manner  and  time,  then  they  may  report  to  you, 
and  you  may  legislate  with  the  view  of  giving  effect 
to  what  they  have  done.  That,  I  take  it,  is  -what 
is  intended  by  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  I  main¬ 
tain,  therefore,  that  there  can  be  no  readjustment 
except  by  redistribution.  The  readjustment  is  the 
act  of  redistribution,  and  until  there  is  redistribu¬ 
tion  there  is  no  readjustment  ;  and  you  are  not  to 
give  effect  to  that  readjustment  until  the  close  of 
Parliament.  How  do  you  give  effect  to  it  after  the 
close  of  Parliament  ?  By  having  an  election  upon 
the  readjustment.  If  the  readjustment  was  not 
the  redistribution,  then  these  words  would  ha!Ve  no 
meaning.  As  they  are,  I  think  they  are  perfectly  clear, 
and  they  show  why  the  readjustment  is  to  take  place 
and  the  manner  in  which  it  is  to  be  brought  about. 
I  have  just  a  word  or  two  more  to  say  to  show  why 
we  cannot  take  the  gerrymander  of  1882  as  the  basis 
for  future  action.  It  seems  to  me,  if  we  are  to 
have  anything  like  permanency,  we  must  have  the 
counties  as  the  basis  of  representation.  If  a  county 
grows  in  population  during  10  years  so  as  to  entitle 
it  to  an  additional  member,  then  it  is  the  whole 
county  which  is  divided;  and  the  increased  popula¬ 
tion,  not  in  some  one  part  but  in  the  whole  county, 
becomes  the  unit  for  another  representative.  But 
if  you  were  to  undertake  to  make  the  divisions  of 
1882  thebasis,  you  could  only  have  permanency  upon 
the  assumption  that  a  division  was  not  to  have 
another  member  at  all  until  it  has  a  sufficient 
population  to  entitle  it  to  another.  I  take  the 
case  of  the  County  of  Simcoe.  That  county  at  this 
moment  is  entitled  by  population  to  another  re 
presentative,  and  it  is  not  fairly  dealt  with  unles 
it  is  given  another,  but  if  you  were  to  tak' 
some  one  of  the  divisions  of  Simcoe  as  the  basil 
how  are  you  going  to  determine  where  the  ne- 
representative  is  to  be  placed  ?  You  unite  tl 
three  counties  and  divide  the  three  into  four.  Tl 
unit  is  the  county,  it  is  not  the  electoral  divisit 
or  the  riding.  But,  if  you  take  the  division  f 
1882,  of  any  one  of  the  constituencies,  you  have  ) 
proper  basis  because,  except  perhaps  in  the  cityf 
Toronto,  there  is  not  a  single  division  tit 
has  grown  to  such  an  extent  as  to  entfe 
it  to  an  additional  member,  and  you  have  o 
means  of  applying  the  provisions  of  the  Brijh 
North  America  Act  which  authoiize  you  to  givto 
each  province  a  representation  in  proportion  t(ts 
numbers.  That  representation  may  be  scatted 
over  20  counties  or  divisions.  Are  you  goin  to 
put  the  whole  20  into  one  and  redivide  them. to 
21  ?  Every  one  will  see  who  considers  the  sulct 
for  a  moment  Yhat  there  is  no  proper  basior 
permanency,  and  no  proper  principle  for  rediyion 
unless  you  treat  the  county  as  a  unit  which  m  be 
divided  into  ridings,  two  when  necessary,  ree 
when  necessary,  four  when  necessary,  and  so 
doing  you  will  give  to  the  province  a  fairrepjen- 
tation  without  a  serious  disturbance  of  the  vious 


3697 


[JUNE  14,  1892.] 


3698 


constituencies.  Every  one  will  know  when  the 
census  is  taken  what  particular  portion  of  each 
province  will  be  entitled  to  the  additional  repre¬ 
sentation.  It  will  be  as  well  known  out  of  Parlia¬ 
ment  as  in  Parliament.  The  act  of  Parliament  will 
be  a  mere  matter  of  form.  Whether  you  accept 
our  interpretation  or  act  upon  your  own,  no  injust¬ 
ice  will  be  done  and  something  like  historical 
continuity  in  the  several  constituencies  will  be 
preserved.  I  trust  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  will 
not  be  disposed  to  press  by  a  mechanical  majority 
the  provisions  of  this  measure  upon  the  House 
with  a  view  of  securing  their  adoption  as  law.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  measure  is  arbitrary,  it  is 
unjust,  it  is  framed  in  the  interests  of  a  party  and 
not  in  the  public  interest,  and  it  is  a  serious  blow 
at  British  parliamentary  government  in  the  Dom¬ 
inion  of  Canada. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  I  am  very  loth  to  inter¬ 
vene  before  the  vote  is  taken  upon  the  resolution, 
but  I  cannot  allow  the  debate  to  close  without  call¬ 
ing  attention  to  the  provisions  of  the  Bill,  more  es¬ 
pecially  as  they  affect  the  province  from  which  I 
come.  I  promise  the  House  that  my  observations 
will  not  be  directed  to  the  readjustments  in  the 
Provinces  of  Quebec  and  Ontario,  which  have  been 
so  thoroughly  discussed  by  the  hon.  gentlemen  who 
have  preceded  me  with  personal  knowledge  of  the 
facts,  and,  therefore,  with  more  perspicuity  and  luci¬ 
dity  than  I  could  hope  to  do.  In  justice,  however,  to 
my  hon.  friends  opposite  who  have  referred  to  the  con¬ 
stitutional  argument  I  advanced  the  other  day,  I  think 
I  should  refer  to  that  question  before  referring  to  the 
details  of  the  measure  as  to  the  Province  of  Prince 
Edward  Island.  The  Minister  of  Justice,  in  replying 
to  that  contention,  agreed  substantially  wit  lithe  first 
proposition  which  we  advanced,  namely,  that  this 
Parliament  has  no  inherent  power  to  legislate  upon 
this  subject,  but  that  its  powers  are  to  be  found  in 
and  are  controlled  by  the  British  North  America 
Act.  Starting  with  that  proposition,  both  sides  of 
the  House  have  to  ascertain  from  the  words  of  that 
Act,  and  not  by  comparison  with  other  bodies 
having  inherent  powers,  how  far  we  are  to  go  and 
where  we  are  to  stop.  It  is  also  agreed  by  the 
Minister  of  Justice,  if  I  understood  his  argu¬ 
ment  correctly,  that  section  51  would  justify 
the  construction  we  contend  for,  and  that  a 
plan  of  readjustment  based  on  that  construction 
would  be  strictly  legal  and  within  the  terms  of  the 
Act ;  but  that  hon.  gentleman  went  on  to  contend 
two  things,  first,  that  a  construction  had  been  to 
some  extent  placed  upon  that  section  by  the  action 
of  Parliament  in  1872  and  1882,  and  that  this 
House  would  be  largely  guided  in  coming  to  a  con¬ 
clusion  as  to  the  construction  of  the  section  by 
the  construction  placed  upon  it  by  those  previous 
Parliaments.  I  do  not  wish  to  underrate  any 
importance  which  any  hon.  gentleman  may  give  to 
an  argument  of  that  kind.  To  my  mind  it  has  not 
very  great  weight.  I  would  be  prepared  to  con¬ 
test  the  proposition  that  the  construction  put  on  a 
section  of  the  constitutional  Act  by  one  Parliament 
necessarily  binds  a  subsequent  Parliament,  or  that 
it  is  in  any  sense  or  way  a  controlling  construction. 

I  would  be  prepared  to  give  reasonable  weight  to 
that  construction,  especially  if  attention  had  been 
called  to  it  in  the  previous  Parliament,  but  the 
action  of  the  Parliaments  in  1872  and  1882  was 
taken,  not  in  view  of  the  contention  now  before  the 


House,  but  in  view  of  a  general  feeling  which  ex¬ 
isted  and  was  not  challenged,  that  Parliament  had 
these  unlimited  powers.  The  Minister  of  Justice 
then  found  himself  driven  to  look  at  other  parts 
of  the  Act,  and  he  came  to  the  conclusion — hastily, 
I  think  ;  at  all  events  it  is  one  in  which  his  legal 
confreres  have  not  supported  him  — that  such 
powers  as  we  are  attempting  to  exercise  could  be 
found  under  the  91st  section,  under  the  general 
power  given  to  Parliament  to  legislate  for  the 
peace,  order  and  good  government  of  Canada.  My 
hon.  friend  from  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  and  the  hon. 
gentleman  from  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy) 
have,  I  think,  effectually  disposed  of  that  argu¬ 
ment,  because  they  have  shown  that  the  powers  we 
are  attempting  to  exercise  come  to  us  by  virtue  of 
specific  clauses  of  the  British  North  America  Act, 
and,  if  we  attempt  to  exercise  specific  powers 
under  specific  provisions  of  the  Act,  we  cannot 
revert  to  a  general  section  and  say  that  the  general 
section  controls  the  specific  powers  given  under  a 
specific  section.  That  was  tacitly  assented  to  by  the 
hon.  gentleman  from  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  and  the 
hon.  gentleman  from  Cumberland  (Mr.  Dickey). 
They  did  not  attempt  to  say  that  the  argument  of 
the  Minister  of  Justice  was  one  which  would  find 
favour  in  a  court  of  law.  These  powers  are  given 
to  us  by  the  specific  sections,  and  the  general 
words  used  with  reference  to  powers  of  legislation 
enumerated  and  others  akin  to  them  cannot  over¬ 
ride  the  specific  words  of  the  section  under  which 
we  derive  these  powers.  But  the  hon.  gentleman 
from  Cumberland  and  the  hon.  gentleman  from 
Albert  submitted  to  the  House  that  there  was  an¬ 
other  construction  which  this  section  would  bear, 
and  they  submitted  with  a  good  deal  of  ingenuity  an 
argument  which  would  relieve  us  of  our  difficulty , and 
it  amounted  to  this  :that  this  section  related  entirely 
to  state  rights,  that  it  entirely  related  to  the 
readjustment  between  the  provinces  qua  the  pro¬ 
vinces,  and  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  division  of 
the  districts.  The  first  thing  that  struck  my  mind 
when  that  argument  was  presented  was  that  that 
could  not  be  true  because  the  readjustment  of  the 
representation  as  between  the  provinces  is  not  a 
matter  which  is  in  any  sense  or  way  left  to  the 
discretion  of  Parliament,  because  the  readjustment 
as  between  the  provinces — the  number  that  Quebec 
shall  have  and  the  number  that  the  other  provinces 
each  shall  have — is  a  matter  arbitrarily  fixed  by 
the  sub-sections  of  the  section  under  discussion. 
The  broad  words  we  are  discussing  are  contained  in 
the  main  branch  of  the  section  which  declares  that 
such  distribution  shall  take  place  under  such 
authority,  in  such  manner  and  at  such  time  as 
Parliament  shall  determine,  necessarily  implying  a 
large  and  unlimited  discretion  on  the  part  of  Parlia¬ 
ment  of  the  principles  under  which  the  distribution 
is  to  be  made.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  will  not  con¬ 
tend  that  there  is  any  discretion  given  to  this  Parlia¬ 
ment  as  to  the  number  of  representatives  which  Que¬ 
bec  shall  have,  or  which  any  other  province  shall 
have.  That  is  arbitrarily  fixed  by  the  sub-section, 
and  therefore  he  is  driven  to  this  position,  that  to 
maintain  his  argument  he  must  omit  the  words,  or 
fail  to  give  any  meaning  to  the  words,  which  are 
the  most  important  words  of  the  section,  namely, 

“  In  such  manner  as  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
provides.”  I  admit  that  he  was  very  frank  and 
honest  in  that,  for,  when  an  hon.  gentleman  on 
this  side  challenged  him,  “  What  meaning  do  you 


3699 


[COMMONS] 


3700 


give  to  these  words?  ”  he  said,  “  For  the  moment  I 
am  unable  to  give  any  meaning.”  Now,  I  want  to 
submit  this  to  the  hon.  gentleman,  that  if  there  are 
two  constructions  of  a  statute,  one  of  which  in¬ 
volves  the  omission  of  the  important  words  in  that 
statute,  and  one  of  which  is  consistent  with  the 
maintenance  of  those  words,  which  construction 
must  prevail  ?  That  which  is  consistent  with  giv¬ 
ing  effect  to  every  word  in  the  statute.  That  is  a 
canon  of  construction  which  the  hon.  gentleman 
must  recognize  as  correct,  and  which  we  all  apply 
every  day  to  the  construction  of  statutes.  Now,  if 
his  construction  necessarily  involves  the  excision  of 
the  most  important  words  of  this  section,  he  must 
give  it  up  and  adopt  the  construction  which  gives 
effect  to  every  word  in  the  section.  W ell,  that  would 
seem  to  me  to  dispose  of  it,  but  I  want  to  point  out  to 
him — repeating  my  argument,  for  we  jury  lawyers 
are  very  apt  to  do  that — that  while  the  construc¬ 
tion  he  contends  for  cannot  be  true,  inasmuch  as 
the  readjustment  between  the  provinces  and  the 
fixing  of  the  numbers  are  arbitrarily  provided  by  the 
five  sub-sections  of  the  Act,  the  main  sub-section 
of  the  Act  which  we  are  discussing,  gives,  we  all 
agree,  an  unlimited  discretion  to  Parliament  to 
determine  the  manner  in  which  the  readjustment 
shall  take  place.  There  is  no  limitation  as  to  the 
discretion  Parliament  shall  exercise  with  reference 
to  the  manner  in  which  they  may  determine  this 
readjustment  shall  take  place.  You  have  abso¬ 
lutely  unlimited  power.  You  may  declare  that  it 
may  be  by  population  ;  you  may  declare  that  it 
shall  be  by  the  boundaries  of  townships  or  the 
boundaries  of  counties ;  you  may  lay  down  any 
proposition  you  like,  but  that  proposition  must  be 
a  general  one  and  affect  all  the  provinces,  and  not 
an  arbitrary  one  affecting  only  one  province. 
That  is  the  underlying  principle  of  the  section. 
Now,  the  hon.  gentleman  sees  that  the  Imperial 
Parliament,  when  they  intended  to  confer  that 
discretion,  used  words  which  do  not  admit  of  any 
other  construction:  “in  the  manner  which  Par¬ 
liament  shall  provide  so  that  you  are  directed 
and  enjoined  to  exercise  a  discretion,  but  you  are 
not  enjoined,  or  directed,  or  allowed — if  the  hon. 
gentleman  will  permit  me  to  use  the  word— 
to  exercise  discretion  as  to  the  number  of  members 
which  each  province  shall  have.  That  is  arbitrarily 
fixed.  Therefore  these  words  cannot  refer  to  that, 
they  must  refer  to  something  else  ;  and,  therefore, 
if  this  section  is  open  to  two  constructions,  one  of 
whicn  necessarily  compels  you  to  omit  the  most 
important  words  of  the  section,  and  the  other  gives 
effect  to  them,  which  construction  would  the  hon. 
gentleman,  as  a  laAvyer,  adopt  ?  I  know  that  his 
answer  will  be  the  latter  if  given  as  a  lawyer,  pure 
and  simple.  Now,  there  is  another  point  that  I  think 
must  have  some  weight  with  other  minds  as  it  has 
had  some  weight  with  mine.  When  I  came  to  look 
at  the  section  for  which  this  is  substituted,  what  did 
I  find  ?  I  found  it  was  substituted  for  a  section  pro¬ 
viding  for  a  readjustment  of  the  boundaries  of  the 
districts  which  members  were  to  represent.  The 
original  Quebec  resolutions  provided  that  those 
boundaries  should  be  readjusted  by  the  several 
provinces.  That  was  taken  away.  I  do  not  want 
to  go  over  this  argument  again. 

Mr.  WELDON.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  will  refer 
to  Cartwright’s  Annotations  he  wijl  find  he  makes 
that  rule  23  refer  to  an  entirely  different  matter. 
Mr.  Davies  (P.E.I. ) 


He  takes  a  different  view  altogether  from  that  of 
the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  I  did  not  see  the  com¬ 
ments  which  the  hon.  gentleman  says  are  made  by 
that  text  writer.  I  am  referring  to  the  language 
itself.  I  do  not  see  that  it  can  bear  any  doubt. 
Section  24  reads  as  follows  : — 

“  The  Legislature  of  each  province  shall  divide  such  pro¬ 
vince  into  the  proper  number  of  constituencies  and  define 
the  boundaries  of  each  of  them.” 

I  do  not  care  what  anybody  says,  that  is  as  plain 
as  the  noonday  sun  to  me.  There  may  be  doubts 
about  section  51,  as  my  hon.  friend  and  his  associ¬ 
ates  differ  from  me,  but  there  can  be  no  doubt 
about  the  meaning  of  section  23  :  “  The  Legislature 
of  each  province  shall  divide  such  province  into 
the  proper  number  of  constituencies  and  define  the 
boundaries.” 

Mr.  DICKEY.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  hon. 
gentleman  if  that  does  not  satisfy  him  that  at  the 
time  the  Quebec  resolutions  were  under  discussion, 
there  was  a  particular  definition  of  the  redistribu¬ 
tion  of  seats  between  the  different  sections  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  No,  it  satisfies  me  that  the 
intention  of  the  framers  of  the  Quebec  resolutions 
was  to  relegate  to  the  different  provinces  a  certain 
right  which  prevented  them  from  being  swamped, 
prevented  their  rights  from  being  invaded.  I  think 
the  object  was  to  give  Quebec,  for  instance,  a 
power  which  she  would  hold  in  her  own  hands  to 
prevent  the  dominant  majority  here  from  overrid¬ 
ing  her  rights.  I  think  that  is  the  object,  myself. 
Then  the  other  section  provided  for  a  readjust¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  The  terms  readjustment  and  re¬ 
distribution  were  quite  distinct  at  that  time  in  the 
Quebec  resolutions. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  hon.  gentleman  uses 
the  terms  “  readjustment  and  redistribution,”  but 
there  is  no  such  word  as  redistribution  used  in  either 
Act  ;  that  is  a  new  phrase  which  was  not  used  then. 

Mr.  WELDON.  Used  for  convenience  now,  that 
is  all. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Yes,  used  for  convenience 
now.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  is  aware  that  the 
number  of  members  each  province  was  to  send  to 
Parliament  was  always  fixed  by  a  hard  and  fast 
mathematical  rule.  My  argument  to  the  House  is 
this,  that  there  is  no  discretion  vested  in  this 
Parliament  as  to  the  number  of  members  which  shall 
represent  Quebec  or  represent  Ontario.  That  is  fixed 
by  an  arbitrary  rule  with  mathematical  precision 
contained  in  certain  sub-sections  of  this  Act,  so  that 
no  words  implying  discretion  in  this  Parliament 
can  apply  to  that.  That  is  my  argument,  right  or 
wrong,  and  I  tried  to  enforce  it  by  saying  that  this 
substituted  section  which  does  give  discretion  to 
this  Parliament  to  readjust  the  boundaries  of 
districts,  is  substituted  for  a  section  which  vested 
that  same  power  in  a  Provincial  Legislature.  Now, 
that  is  the  whole  argument.  My  learned  friend 
besides  me  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  has  so  thoroughly 
and  so  exhaustively  covered  the  ground  this  after¬ 
noon  that  many  of  my  notes  upon  that  branch  of 
the  case  are  unnecessary,  and  I  feel  I  would  be 
merely  repeating,  in  weaker  language,  the  argu¬ 
ment  he  has  used.  But  I  will  submit  this  :  It 
does  seem  to  me,  and  I  say  it  with  all  deference, 
that  if  I  am  right  as  to  the  mere  meaning  of 
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the  word  readjust,  then  it  bears  a  clearer  meaning 
when  applied  to  the  boundaries  of  the  districts 
than  when  used  with  reference  to  the  redis¬ 
tributing  the  number  of  members  amongst  the 
several  provinces.  For  instance,  it  seems  to  me, 
and  I  concur  in  the  argument  which  the  hon. 
member  for  Bothwell  presented,  that  readjustment 
necessarily  involves  redistribution.  You  cannot 
take  away  or  add  to  the  number  of  members  for 
any  province  without  readjusting  the  boundaries  of 
the  districts  in  that  province.  Applying  the  argu¬ 
ment  to  what  you  are  doing  here  to-day,  you  are 
taking  away  some  seats  from  New  Brunswick. 
How  do  you  do  it  ?  You  do  it  by  readjusting  the 
boundaries  of  the  existing  districts.  You  are  taking 
away  one  from  Nova  Scotia.  How  do  you  do  it  ?  By 
combining  two  districts  together,  Queen’s  and  Shel¬ 
burne.  So  that  readjustment  necessarily  involves 
redistribution.  To  my  mind  it  does  seem  tome  almost 
conclusive.  When  I  come  to  find  out  the  reasons 
why  it  should  be  so,  I  am  perfectly  satisfied  in  my 
own  mind  that  must  have  been  the  intention  of  the 
Imperial  Parliament,  because  I  say  experience  has 
shown,  and  the  confessions  which  have  fallen  from 
the  lips  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  justify  me  in 
saying,  that  if  we  have  this  power  we  have  mis¬ 
used  it  so  much  in  the  past  that  we  ought  never  to 
have  had  it.  The  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr. 
Weldon),  the  hon.  member  for  Cumberland  (Mr. 
Dickey),  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr. 
McCarthy),  and  others  admit  that  this  gerrymander 
of  1882  was  akin  to  an  infamous  measure,  and  they 
cannot  and  will  not  justify  it.  I  do  not  think  it 
was  ever  intended  that  a  dominant  majority  in  this 
House  should  have  the  power  to  legislate  away  the 
rights  of  a  minority  in  any  one  province,  and  if 
you  have  the  power  you  contend  for  now,  you  can 
do  that.  Now,  I  want  to  say  a  word  or  two  about 
the  important  resolution  before  the  House.  That 
resolution  asks  the  House  to  affirm  the  proposition 
that  the  adjustment  to  be  made  after  the  census  of 
1891  should  be  confined  to  those  provinces  where 
it  is  rendered  actually  necessary  by  the  increase  or 
loss  of  population.  I  understand  that  this  House 
does  not  want  to  interfere  more  than  is  absolutely 
necessary  with  existing  boundaries  and  the  repre¬ 
sentation  of  Ontario  and  Quebec.  If  it  is  necessary 
to  take  a  member  away  from  Nova  Scotia,  New 
Brunswick  or  Prince  Edward  Island,  and  give  one 
to  another  place,  let  that  be  done  ;  but  beyond 
what  is  absolutely  necessary,  let  us  stay  our  hand. 
Do  you  want  to  raise  the  heartburnings  which 
prevailed  after  the  last  decennial  census  ?  Do  you 
want  to  have  this  country  for  the  next  year  or  two 
thrown  into  a  state  of  agitation  and  turmoil  on 
account  of  the  alleged  infamous  gerrymander  which 
is  being  attempted  here  ?  Do  you  want  Parliament 
to  sit  here  week  after  week  and  month  after  month 
during  this  summer  arguing  and  fightings  against 
that  which  it  is  not  essential  should  be  carried  ? 
Surely  we  have  sat  here  long  enough  ?  Let  its  dis¬ 
charge  our  duties  as  far  as  they  are  essential,  and 
then  let  us  go  to  our  homes.  Passing  from  these 
generalities,  I  desire  to  say  that  while  I  assented 
to  the  motion  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  I  wish  to  guard  myself 
against  the  charge  that  I  agreed  in  the  arguments 
by  which  he  supported  it.  I  would  not  have 
made  this  remark  but  for  an  observation 
that  fell  from  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell 
(Mr.  Mills).  I  did  not  understand  the  motion 


of  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  ab¬ 
solutely  to  involve  representation  by  population. 
There  were  other  interests  which  checked  and 
guarded  it,  and  I  accepted  the  resolution  in 
the  sense  that  it  was  to  be  a  factor,  but  not  by  any 
means  the  controlling  factor,  in  representation. 
If  the  principle  of  representation  by  population 
were  rigidly  applied,  it  would  bring  us  (town  to 
mathematical  precision  and  residential  representa¬ 
tion.  Mathematical  precision  is  not  desirable,  and 
I  am  sure  the  majority  of  the  House  will  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  residential  representation  is  desirable. 
They  have  tried  that  system  in  the  United  States 
— the  principle  under  which  the  representative  of 
a  congressional  district  must  reside  in  that  district. 
I  do  not  think  it  has  been  attended  by  good  results 
in  the  States,  and  I  am  sure  it  would  be  unsatis¬ 
factory  when  applied  to  the  peculiar  circumstances 
of  this  country.  For  that  reason,  if  for  no  other, 
I  am  opposed  to  the  application  of  the  principle  of 
representation  by  population  in  its  integrity.  I 
now  desire  to  call  the  attention  of  the  House  to 
the  Province  of  Prince  Edward  Island.  The  hon. 
member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  when  he  spoke 
the  other  night  was  under  the  impression  that 
county  boundaries  were  not  being  overridden,  but 
privately  the  hon.  gentleman  mentioned  to  me 
that  he  had  been  in  error. 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  was  under  a  misapprehension. 
I  am  glad  to  make  this  acknowledgement  publicly. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  From  my  local  know¬ 
ledge  I  was  aware  the  hon.  gentleman  was  in  error. 
We  have  in  the  Maritime  Provinces  a  system  of 
dual  representation.  The  City  and  County  of 
Halifax  has  two  members,  the  City  and  County  of 
St.  John  has  two  members,  the  County  of  Pictou 
has  two  members,  King’s,  Queen’s  and  Prince 
counties,  in  Prince  Edward  Island,  are  respec¬ 
tively  represented  by  two  members,  and  the 
County  of  Cape  Breton  has  two  members.  Are 
you  going  to  alter  that  principle  or  not?  If  so,  why 
alter  it  as  regards  Prince  Edward  Island,  and  not 
with  regard  to  the  other  provinces  ?  I  am  perfectly 
willing  that  Parliament  should  adopt  the  principle 
of  allowing  only  one  man  for  each  district,  but  I 
want  the  principle  applied  all  around.  I  do  not 
think  it  is  fair  to  single  out  one  province  and  with¬ 
draw  dual  representation  from  it,  and  retain  it  in 
adjacent  provinces  almost  within  sight.  There  are 
two  members  for  the  County  of  Pictou,  which  is 
within  sight  of  the  Island,  two  for  Cape  Breton, 
which  is  within  four  hours’  sail,  and  also  two  for 
Halifax  and  two  for  St.  John.  It  may  be  right  or 
wrong  to  make  this  change,  but  if  applied  to  the 
Island  it  should  be  applied  to  these  other  provinces. 
Let  us  adopt  some  system,  but  do  not  let  us  carve 
up  provinces  for  party  interests.  What  are  the 
facts  in  regard  to  Prince  Edward  Island  ?  I  submit 
that  in  regard  to  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick 
you  have  maintained  county  lines  everywhere. 
When  it  is  desired  to  take  away  a  member  from 
New  Brunswick,  Queen’s  and  Sunbury  are  amal¬ 
gamated.  When  it  is  desired  to  take  away  a 
member  from  Nova  Scotia,  Queen’s  and  Shelburne 
are  amalgamated.  County  lines  are  respected  in 
every  instance.  But  in  Prince  Edward  Island 
county  lines  are  violated  in  every  particular. 
Over  120  years  have  elapsed  since  those  counties 
were  first  surveyed  and  laid  out,  and  those  bound¬ 
aries  established  and  recognized.  For  100  years 
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the  Legislature  has  been  established,  and  the 
people  have  recognized  these  county  lines  as  well- 
known  boundary  marks,  and  the  different  local 
districts  in  each  county  have  been  controlled  by 
the  county  boundaries.  There  were  five  districts 
in  each  county  sending  members  to  the  Local 
Legislature,  and  when,  30  years  ago,  the  Island 
adopted  the  principle  of  an  elective  Legislative 
Council  they  adhered  to  county  boundaries  still, 
and  subdivided  the  counties  into  ridings,  but 
county  boundaries  were  adhered  to  throughout  in 
the  election  of  members  both  for  the  Legislative  As¬ 
sembly  and  for  the  Legislative  Council.  The  people 
of  Queen’s  have  been  accustomed  to  act  together 
in  all  matters  relating  to  political  life,  and 
their  local  districts  were  well  recognized  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  county  boundaries,  and  when  the  dis¬ 
tricts  were  laid  out  for  the  Legislative  Council  they 
grouped  two  local  districts  for  the  House  of  As¬ 
sembly  together.  This  was  well  understood  and 
had  a  good  effect.  What  is  proposed  under  this 
Bill  ?  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  have  taken  Prince 
County  and  divided  it  into  two  parts,  and  have  taken 
three  large  townships  from  Queen’s  and  put  them 
into  East  Prince.  Why  ?  The  population  of  the 
counties  do  not  justify  it.  No  rule  is  being  car¬ 
ried  out  with  a  view  to  placing  the  number  of  the 
population  according  to  any  well-known  unit.  I 
call  the  attention  of  the  House,  and  I  am  not  going 
to  speak  beyond  the  Maritime  Provinces,  to  the 
very  great  discrepancy  between  the  populations  of 
the  different  counties  of  Nova  Scotia  and  New 
Brunswick,  but  no  one  is  contending  for  a  moment 
that  the  fact  that  such  large  discrepancies  exist 
justifies  a  change  in  county  boundaries.  This  prin¬ 
ciple  has  never  been  applied  to  Nova  Scotia  and 
New  Brunswick,  and  why  should  it  be  applied  to 
Prince  Edward  Island  ?  In  Westmoreland  there  are 
41,478  people  ;  in  Restigouche,  8,309;  in  Albert, 
10,971.  No  one  contends  that  we  should  divide 
Westmoreland  and  add  a  portion  of  it  to  Albert  in 
order  to  equalize  the  population  and  representation. 
This  is  not  being  done  in  Nova  Scotia.  On 
what  principle  are  we  proceeding  ?  In  many  of  the 
counties,  such  for  example  as  York,  Westmor¬ 
land,  Northumberland,"  Gloucester  and  St.  John 
City  and  County  the  population  is  largely  in  excess 
of  the  unit  ;  but  I  have  not  heard  any  one  say  that 
the  counties  should  be  divided  into  districts  of 
smaller  or  larger  size  so  as  to  equalize  the  popula¬ 
tion.  The  same  condition  of  things  prevails  in 
Nova  Scotia.  There  are  34,000  in  Pictou,  25,000 
in  Inverness,  34,000  in  Cape  Breton,  71,000  in 
Halifax,  27,000  in  Colchester,  24,000  in  Cumber¬ 
land,  and  other  counties  have  from  10,000  to 
15,000  beyond  the  unit  ;  but  you  do  not  suggest  to 
break  up  all  the  old  historical  county  lines  and  the 
political  continuity  which  has  existed  for  a  century 
in  those  counties.  This,  however,  is  done  with 
respect  to  Prince  Edward  Island.  What  do  we 
find  in  that  Island  ?  There  is  a  population  which 
enables  you  to  dispose  of  this  question  very  easily.  If 
you  want  to  apply  to  Prince  Edward  Island  the 
same  principle  as  you  are  applying  to  Nova  Scotia 
and  New  Brunswick,  why  not  give  King’s  County 
a  member  without  taking  any  township  from  her 
and  leave  the  other  two  counties  as  they  are  with 
a  double  representation  ?  That,  I  think,  would 
please  all  parties.  King’s  County  has  4,000  of  a 
population  above  the  unit,  and  why  break  it  up, 
when  you  have  counties  in  Nova  Scotia  and  New 
Mr.  Davies  (P.E.I.) 


Brunswick  with  10,000  and  7,000  above  the  unit, 
and  when  it  never  struck  you  that  when  they  were 
that  many  above  the  unit  you  should  break  the 
counties  up?  I  maintain  that  King’s  County  should 
remain  as  it  is.  Take  a  member  from  it,  but  leave 
it  alone,  and  let  the  other  counties  remain  as  they 
are.  If  you  insist  upon  applying  to  Prince  Edward 
Island,  principles  which  you  do  not  apply  any¬ 
where  else,  divide  the  counties  east  or  west,  or  north 
or  south,  or  divide  them  as  you  like,  but  maintain 
the  county  lines.  I  have  no  doubt  that  this  division 
of  constituencies  has  not  been  prepared  by  any  gen¬ 
tleman  in  this  House.  My  local  knowledge  enables 
me  to  state  to  the  House  that  is  has  been  prepared 
by  some  one  who  has  a  local  knowledge  and  that  it 
has  been  prepared  for  the  reason  and  the  purpose 
of  endeavouring  to  gerrymander  myself  and  Mr. 
Y eo  out  of  this  House.  There  is  no  other  possible 
combination  of  townships  which  human  ingenuity 
could  suggest  which  could  possibly  make  the  divi¬ 
sions  so  that  they  would  have  a  chance  of  gerryman¬ 
dering  us  out  of  our  seats.  They  have  divided  Prince 
County  and  taken  three  large  townships  from 
Queen’s  and  placed  them  in  East  Prince,  and  why 
have  they  done  this  ?  Prince  County  if  divided  up 
would  leave  two  ridings  each  of  which  W'ould  come 
very  near  the  unit,  they  are  within  twenty  per  cent 
of  the  unit.  Why  not  leave  the  county  alone  and 
divide  it  into  two,  and  if  you  want  to  have  a  further 
political  advantage  take  it  and  we  will  discuss  that 
with  you.  Take  Queen’s  County  and  divide  it  up,  and 
you  have  two  ridings  with  about  twenty  per  cent  each 
abovetheunit,  butleavethecountylinesalone.  Then 
you  have  King’s  County  with  three  or  four  thou¬ 
sand  above  the  unit  and  let  it  have  one  member. 
You  have  taken  three  townships  out  of  Queen’s 
and  placed  it  in  Prince,  and  then  you  have  taken 
three  townships  out  of  King’s  and  placed  them  in 
East  Queen’s.  I  know'  why  that  was  done.  There 
were  128  majority  for  our  Conservative  friends  there, 
and  you  think  that  by  this  you  will  overwhelm  your 
humble  servant  here.  You  have  not  done  justice 
even  in  dividing  the  counties.  The  counties  are 
divided  into  five  electoral  districts,  and  if  you  had 
kept  to  the  electoral  district  boundaries  there 
would  be  some  guide  to  go  by,  because  then  you 
would  be  keeping  to  what  is  known  as  the  Legisla¬ 
tive  Council  districts  which  elect  members  to  the 
Local  House.  But  you  have  gone  and  taken  from 
the  West  Riding  of  Queen’s,  township  24  which 
belongs  to  it  geographically,  which  belongs  to  it 
politically,  and  in  which  it  has  been  voting  for 
over  half  a  century,  and  you  have  put  it  in  East 
Queen’s.  Why  have  you  done  this  ?  It  is  because 
that  towmship  had  200  of  a  Conservative  majority, 
and  it  is  necessary  to  take  200  Conservative  votes 
from  West  Queen’s,  and  128  from  King’s  County 
in  order  to  gerrymander  your  humble  servant  out 
of  parliamentary  existence.  I  am  not  so  thoroughly 
enamoured  of  party  life  that  I  care  so  par¬ 
ticularly  about  that,'  I  suppose  I  will  make  a 
fight  over  it,  even  though  you  do  carry  this  Bill  ; 
but  I  say  it  bears  gross  injustice  upon  its  face,  and 
it  is  a  violation  of  every  principle  you  have  applied 
to  the  other  provinces.  It  is  the  introduction  for 
the  first  time  into  the  Maritime  Provinces  of  the 
gerrymander,  and  it  will  bear  bitter  fruits  in  the 
future.  It  must  be  known  that  human  nature  pre¬ 
vails  in  the  Liberal  party  and  that  if  you  gerrymander 
them  down  there,  and  they  come  into  power,  they 
must  retort.  Is  it  worth  while  for  the  sake  of  the 
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paltry  political  advantage  of  legislating  me  out  of 
this  House,  to  ignore  principles  which  you  have 
adopted  heretofore  with  regard  to  all  the  other 
provinces,  and  to  introduce  the  thin  end  of  the 
wedge  of  this  accursed  gerrymander  in  the  Lower 
Provinces,  for  such  a  pitiful  object  as  to  put  one 
member  out  of  this  House.  I  do  not  know  what 
may  be  the  result.  You  may  fail  in  your  object.  I 
have  not  heretofore  been  of  those  who  shrunk  be¬ 
fore  a  contest  because  it  was  an  unequal  one.  I 
have  carried  a  great  many  elections  in  that  county, 
both  in  the  Local  and  Dominion  contests,  and  if 
forced  to  it  I  will  try  my  faith  again,  and  I  will 
have  sufficient  faith  in  the  justice  which  lies  deep 
in  the  hearts  of  the  electors  of  Queen's  County  that 
they  will  not  see  me  wronged. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (King’s,  P.E.I.)  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  listened  with  a  good  deal  of  attention  to  the 
remarks  made  by  the  lion,  gentleman  from  Queen’s 
(Mr.  Davies)  and  I  am  certainly  very  much  sur¬ 
prised  at  the  position  he  takes  with  respect  to  the 
proposed  divisions  of  Prince  Edward  Island.  He 
has  told  us  in  the  course  of  his  remarks  that  we 
have  introduced  for  the  first  time  into  the  Lower 
Provinces  the  principle  of  gerrymander,  but  I 
venture  to  say  that  when  the  members  of  this 
House  and  the  people  of  the  country  understand 
the  position  that  the  hon.  gentleman  himself  and 
his  political  friends  have  taken  in  Prince  Edward 
Island  in  gerrymandering  that  province  in  the 
interest  of  themselves  and  their  friends  in  the  Local 
Government,  they  will  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  is  not 
correct  when  he  says  that  this  is  the  first  time  that 
the  principles  of  gerrymander  were  introduced  into 
the  I|Ower  Provinces. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Do  two  wrongs  make  a 
right  ? 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (King’s,  P.  E.  I. )  I  do  not  in¬ 
tend  to  argue,  Sir,  that  because  the  hon.  member  for 
Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  and  his  party  do  a  wrong,  that 
we  should  do  another.  I contendthat  the  subdivision 
of  Prince  Edward  Island  under  the  Bill  before  the 
H5use  is  the  only  just  and  reasonable  measure  that 
could  be  introduced  under  the  circumstances.  We 
find  that  under  the  census  recently  taken  Prince 
Edward  Island  had  to  lose  one  of  its  represent¬ 
atives,  and  in  order  that  the  number  should  be 
reduced  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies) 
says  :  Why  not  do  as  they  have  done  in  Nova 
Scotia,  amalgamate  two  counties  ;  why  not  apply 
the  same  rule  to  Prince  Edward  Island  that  you 
have  done  to  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick  ? 
That  could  not  be  done  in  Prince  Edward  Island, 
because  we  had  no  small  constituencies  that  could 
be  doubled  up  as  can  easily  be  done  in  the  case  of 
Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick.  The  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  is  quite  willing  that 
one  of  the  members  for  King’s  County  should  be 
legislated  out  of  his  seat  to  make  room  for  him, 
forsooth,  or  for  some  of  his  friends.  That  is  a  very 
plausible  story  from  his  own  stand-point,  but  let 
me  inform  him  again  that  the  Government  have 
made  a  fair  and  equitable  division  of  the  ridings. 

I  dare  say  I  myself  would  have  preferred  to  have 
left  my  own  County  of  King’s  whole  as  it  was,  but 
under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  nothing 
else  could  have  been  done  than  to  make  the 
division  proposed  by  the  Government. 


Mr.  DA\  IES  (P.E.I.)  Is  that  the  principle  you 
are  going  on  in  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick  ? 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (King’s,  P.  E.  I. )  lam  speaking 
from  a  Prince  Edward  Island  stand -point,  and  I  find 
that  the  Government  have  made  a  very  fair  and 
reasonable  distribution  of  the  population  and  of  the 
ridings.  It  was  quite  necessary  under  the  circum¬ 
stances  to  interfere  with  the  county  lines  in  order 
to  make  that  division,  but  this  Government  never 
went  so  far  in  interfering  with  the  counties  as  the 
hon.  gentleman  and  his  triends  have  in  the  Local 
Legislature.  It  seems  as  if  the  hon.  member  for 
Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  has  given  them  a  leaf  out  of 
the  book  of  the  leader  of  the  Government  in  On¬ 
tario  and  his  political  friends  in  the  different  pro¬ 
vinces,  because  we  find  that  he  and  his  political 
friends  have  not  only  interfered  with  the  county 
lines,  but  they  have  interfered  with  township  lines 
as  well.  They  have  interfered  in  the  same  way 
with  the  township  lines  in  the  local  constituencies 
in  Prince  Edward  Island  ;  but  in  this  Bill  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  have  not  interfered  in  any  way  with  the 
township  lines.  To  show  the  House  the  extent 
to  which  these  hon.  gentlemen  have  been  willing 
to  go  in  order  to  keep  themselves  and  their 
friends  in  power,  and  if  my  information  is  right, 
with  the  sanction  and  approval  of  the  hon.  member 
for  Queen’s,  I  will  just  exhibit  a  little  of  what 
they  can  do  when  they  are  left  to  themselves. 
The  red  portion  in  the  centre  of  this  map  which  I 
am  showing  is  a  local  constituency.  They  took  two 
half  townships  from  the  next  local  constituency 
and  joined  them  to  this  in  order  to  hive  the  Con¬ 
servatives.  They  took  another  Conservative 
township  from  the  next  adjoining  local  con¬ 
stituency  and  also  added  it  to  this  constituency. 
Then  they  jumped  across  a  township  and  took  two 
half  townships  from  another  constituency  and  added 
them  here,  in  order  to  hive  their  political  opponents 
and  turn  a  majority  of  eight  against  them  into  a 
majority  of  eight  in  their  favour.  This  was  done 
in  order  to  keep  in  power  a  Government  which 
ruled  with  an  autocratic  sway  by  a  majority  of  one, 
and  it  shows  what  these  hon.  gentlemen,  who  are 
so  indignant  with  us  for  making  a  fair  redis¬ 
tribution  of  the  Province  of  Prince  Edward 
Island,  will  do  when  they  have  the  power.  I  must 
say  that  the  present  redistribution  is  a  fair  and 
reasonable  one.  The  hon.  member  for  Queen’s 
says  that  the  object  of  it  is  to  gerrymander  the 
hon.  member  for  Prince  (Mr.  Yeo)  and  himself  out 
of  this  House.  That,  on  the  face  of  it,  shows  how 
far  astray  the  hon.  gentleman  is.  What  are  the 
facts  ?  The  facts  are  that  the  hon.  gentleman  him¬ 
self,  according  to  the  proposed  redistribution  of 
Prince  Edward  Island,  will  have  a  majority  of 
about  400,  and  the  hon.  member  for  Prince  will 
have  an  equal  majority.  If  the  Bill  had  been 
designed  to  keep  the  hon.  gentleman  and  his 
friends  in  power,  and  to  cause  my  hon.  colleague 
and  myself  to  step  out,  it  would  have  been  all  very 
well,  but  instead  of  that,  we  have  made  a  fair  and 
reasonable  distribution,  and  we  take  our  chances 
in  our  county  as  it  now  stands. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (King’s,  P.E.I.)  Yes,  a  fair 
and  reasonable  chance  and  a  fighting  chance,  I  am 
prepared  to  take  the  constituency  either  as  it  now 
stands,  or  with  the  whole  county  ;  and  the  Bill 
leaves  a  fair  fighting  chance  in  the  adjoining  con- 
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stituency,  which  includes  the  balance  of  King’s 
County.  Then,  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  will 
still  have  a  constituency  in  Charlottetown,  with  a 
good  fair  majority,  and  I  do  not  think  he  has  any 
good  reason  to  grumble.  It  would  be  all  very  fine 
if  we  so  redistributed  the  Province  of  Prince 
Edward  Island  as  to  put  the  hon.  gentleman  and 
his  friends  in  such  a  position  that  they  would  be 
sure  to  come  back  here.  The  Government  have 
not  done  that,  I  dare  say  ;  but  they  have  given 
them  a  chance  to  win  their  spurs,  and  to  come  back 
here  again  if  they  can.  These  hon.  gentlemen  are 
also  very  loud-mouthed  in  favour  of  the  principle 
of  one  man  one  vote,  and  the  extension  of  the  fran¬ 
chise  ;  but  what  do  we  find  themselves  and  their 
friends  doing  in  the  Local  Government  ?  We  find 
them  not  only  gerrymandering  the  local  constitu¬ 
encies  in  King’s  County,  as  I  have  shown  you,  but 
disfranchising  a  large  portion  of  the  electors  in  the 
province.  By  their  local  law  they  disfranchised 
all  the  employes  of  the  Dominion  Government. 
This  is  another  of  those  magnanimous  things  which 
our  hon.  friends  are  so  loud-mouthed  about.  They 
also,  in  their  local  Bill,  gave  a  vote  to  every  man 
holding  a  mortgage,  thus  giving  the  power  to  the 
monied  men  of  the  country  over  the  industrious, 
hard-working  farmer  who  might  unfortunately  have 
a  mortgage  hanging  over  his  head.  Now,  the  Bill 
before  the  House  has  not  broken  a  single  constitu¬ 
ency  in  the  Province  of  Prince  Edward  Island. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.  I.)  Does  the  hon.  gentleman 
mean  to  say  that  no  local  constituency  has  been 
broken  up  ? 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (King’s,  P.E. I.)  I  beg  the 
hon.  gentleman’s  pardon  ;  I  meant  to  say  a  town¬ 
ship.  There  has  not  been  a  township  broken  in 
Prince  Edward  Island  by  the  present  redistribu¬ 
tion,  as  there  has  been  by  the  Local  Government  of 
Prince  Edward  Island,  and  by  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
friends  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  The  only  inter¬ 
ference  which  the  present  Bill  has  made  with  old- 
established  lines  has  been  with  county  lines  ;  Imt 
that  was  unavoidable  in  making  a  fair  redistribu¬ 
tion  ;  and  therefore  I  contend  that  the  Bill  all 
through  is  as  fair  a  one  as  it  is  possible  to  make 
while  redistributing  the  population  of  the  province 
as  a  whole.  Now,  the  population  of  the  old  con¬ 
stituency  of  King’s  County  was  26,631,  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  the  present  constituency  is  21,694,  which  is 
as  close  to  the  unit  as  it  is  possible  to  come. 
Queen’s  East  under  the  present  Bill  will  have 
23,456,  and  Queen’s  West  22,210.  Prince  East 
will  have  20,723,  and  Prince  West  20,987.  These, 
as  will  be  seen  at  a  glance,  are  as  close  to  the  unit 
as  it  is  possible  to  get  them  without  breaking  into 
the  township  lines.  I  myself  would  never  have 
consented  to  breaking  into  the  township  lines,  and 
any  little  discrepancy  existing  between  the  unit 
and  the  figures  I  have  given  could  only  be  made 
right  by  breaking  into  the  township  lines.  The 
redistribution,  as  a  whole,  is  a  proper  one  in  every 
sense  of  the  word,  and  as  fair  a  one  as  it  is  possible, 
under  any  circumstances,  to  bring  about. 

Mr.  YEO.  The  hon.  member  for  King’s,  P.E. I. 
(Mr.  Macdonald)  says  this  is  the  only  just  and 
reasonable  measure  that  could  be  introduced,  so 
far  as  Prince  Edward  Island  is  concerned,  and 
he  has  attempted  to  justify  it  by  referring  to  the 
action  of  the  Local  Government.  He  has  held  out 
a  map  showing  what  he  calls  the  gerrymander  in 
Mr.  Macdonald  (King’s,  P.E. I.) 


Prince  Edward  Island.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
hon.  gentleman  whether  he  approves  of  this  gerry¬ 
mander  or  not  ;  and  if  he  disapproves  of  the 
gerrymander,  as  he  terms  it,  of  the  Local  Govern¬ 
ment,  he  surely  cannot  approve  of  the  gerrymander 
before  the  House  now.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
I  consider  the  manner  in  which  it  is  proposed  to 
distribute  the  seats  now  is,  as  was  the  gerrymander 
in  1882,  a  very  unfair  and  improper  one,  based 
on  an  improper  principle  and  which  cannot  be 
justified.  There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  it  has 
been  done  solely  with  the  intention  of  strength¬ 
ening  the  supporters  of  the  Government  and 
weakening  their  opponents.  So  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  I  do  not  believe  in  endeavouring  to  win  a 
seat  by  any  such  means.  If  I  thought  I  could  not 
maintain  my  seat  here  in  a  fair  and  honourable  way, 
I  should  be  very  sorry  to  keep  it,  and  I  think  that 
is  the  principle  that  ought  to  actuate  every  hon. 
gentleman.  The  hon.  member  for  King’s  has  said 
that  township  lines  have  not  been  interfered  with  in 
any  way.  That  is  quite  correct,  but  he  knows  very 
well  that  the  existing  county  lines  which  had  been 
established  in  Prince  Edward  Island  for  over  120 
years  have  been  broken  into.  He  is  very  anxious  now 
to  have  the  constituencies  equalized.  It  is  a  wonder  he 
never  discovered  this  disproportion  in  population 
before.  As  far backas  1871  the  population  of  Queen’s 
County  was  42,651,  of  Prince  County  28,302,  and  of 
King’s  23,068,  King’s  a  little  over. one-half  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  Queen’s,  but  no  attempt  was  made  to  de¬ 
prive  King’s  County  of  a  representative  or  equalize 
the  population  from  that  time  to  the  present.  When 
we  went  into  Confederation,  it  was  unanimously 
decided  by  the  Local  Legislature  that  each  county 
should  have  the  same  representation,  no  regard 
being  had  to  the  population  of  the  different 
counties.  Both  Liberals  and  Conservatives  alike 
agreed  to  this  arrangement,  which  has  existed  from 
that  time  to  the  present,  and  I  think  the  members 
of  the  Local  Legislature  had  a  better  idea  of  what 
would  be  fair  and  just  than  the  members  of  this 
House,  very  many  of  whom  scarcely  know  there 
is  such  a  place  as  Prince  Edward  Island,  and 
I  do  not  see  why  the  county  lines  should  be 
broken  now.  As  has  been  very  clearly  point'ed 
out  by  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s,  we  would  be 
acting  on  a  proper  principle  to  leave  the  county 
lines  as  they  are,  and  give  the  larger  counties  the 
same  representation  as  at  present,  leaving  King’s 
with  one  representative.  It  is  true,  perhaps  un¬ 
fortunately  for  the  carrying  out  of  the  scheme,  that 
King’s  County  isatpresent  represented!)}7  two  Con¬ 
servative  members,  but  on  the  whole  that  county  has 
been  quite  as  Liberal  in  sentiment  since  Confederation 
as  the  other  counties.  I  think  on  two  occasions 
only  have  they  elected  two  Conservative  members, 
and  if  my  memory  serves  me  right,  Queen’s  County 
and  Prince  County  have  done  about  the  same. 
Prince  County,  I  think,  has  always  returned  one 
Liberal  member  butfrequently  aConservative  mem¬ 
ber,  and  Queen’s  has  done  the  same  thing,  so  that 
opinions  in  Prince  Edward  Island  have  changed 
very  frequently.  King’s  County  may  have  been 
Conservative  at  the  last  election,  but  probably  by 
this  time  a  great  change  has  taken  place  in  the 
opinions  of  the  people  there.  I  do  not  say,  so  far 
as  I  am  concerned,  that  a  smaller  representation 
should  be  given  to  King’s  because  it  happens  to  be 
Conservative  for  the  time  being,  but  I  ask  it  as  an 
act  of  justice.  If  the  present  scheme  is  carried 
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out,  if  you  break  into  the  county  lines,  in  ten  years’ 
time,  if  a  further  readjustment  is  necessary,  you 
will  have  to  go  still  further  ;  whereas  if  the  county 
lines  are  left  as  they  are  at  present,  at  the  end  of 
ten  years,  if  it  is  necessary  that  we  should  lose 
another  representative,  naturally  he  would  be  taken 
from  Prince  County  and  so  on  ;  and  if,  on  the  other 
hand,  we  should  be  so  fortunate  as  to  be  entitled  to 
another  member,  it  would  be  added  to  King’s.  As 
I  said  before,  the  difference  all  through,  from  the 
time  we  entered  Confederation  up  to  the  present, 
has  been  largely  in  favour  of  King’s,  and  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  last  census  Queen’s  County  had 
a  population  of  nearly  46,000  ;  Prince,  36,4'70  ;  and 
King’s,  26,631.  So  that  it  will  be  seen  that  King’s 
County  has  only  a  very  small  number  over  the 
unit  for  one  member,  Queen’s  County  is  above  the 
unit,  Prince  with  37,000  is  below  the  unit  for 
the  two  members  ;  but  this  disproportion  is 
not  so  great  as  in  the  neighbouring  Provinces 
of  New  Brunswick  and  Nova  Scotia,  and  I  do 
not  see  why  it  was  thought  advisable  to  adhere 
to  the  county  lines  in  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Bruns¬ 
wick,  and  not  adhere  to  them  in  Prince  Edward 
Island.  We  know  that  in  the  Province  of  New 
Brunswick,  in  the  County  of  Westmoreland,  for 
instance,  there  is  a  population  of  over  41,000, 
whereas  in  Restigouche  there  is  a  population  of 
less  than  9,000,  and  in  Albert  there  is  something 
over  10,000,  so  that  it  cannot  be  with  the  intention 
of  equalizing  the  population  that  the  Government 
propose  to  break  into  the  county  lines  of  Prince 
Edward  Island.  There  must  be  some  other 
reason.  So  far  as  the  people  of  Prince  Edward 
Island  are  concerned,  I  am  sure  I  am  correct  in 
saying  that  three-fourths  of  them  are  opposed  to  the 
gerrymander  of  these  counties,  without  regard  to 
politics  in  any  way.  The  people  of  the  different 
counties  have  been  accustomed  to  work  together 
politically  and  would  feel  it  a  great  hardship  to  be 
separated  now.  If  this  sort  of  thing  is  to  be  con¬ 
tinued,  it  will  end  in  disaster.  I  do  not  see  why  a 
different  principle  should  be  applied  to  Prince  Ed¬ 
ward  Island  than  to  the  other  provinces. 
It  is  evident  from  the  way  the  gerrymander  has 
been  made  that  it  is  done  with  the  intention  of 
preventing  the  senior  member  for  Queen’s  from 
holding  his  seat,  and  possibly  in  order  to  keep  me 
out  also.  Possibly  the  latter  would  be  no  great  'loss 
to  the  House,  and  it  would  be  less  loss  to  me,  but  in 
theinterestof  the  people  I  ask  that  this  gerrymander 
be  not  done.  What  the  Liberal  party  of  Prince  Ed¬ 
ward  Island  want  is  fair-play.  They  do  not  ask 
for  any  favours.  They  only  ask  to  meet  their 
opponents  on  equal  terms,  and  they  are  not  afraid 
to  meet  them.  If  the  policy  of  the  Government  is 
such  as  to  commend  itself  to  the  people  -of  Prince 
Edward  Island  they  may  always  rely  uporrreceiv- 
ing  support  from  them,  but  if  their  policy  is  inju¬ 
rious  to  that  province,  gerrymander  as  they  may, 
they  will  not  receive  support.  If  an  election  were 
to  take  place  at  this  moment,  seeing  how  the 
people  of  the  Island  have  been  treated,  I  do  not 
think  the  Government  could  get  any  supporters 
from  that  Island.  It  is  not  necessary  for  me  to 
refer  to  the  way  in  which  Prince  Edward  Island  has 
been  treated  in  regard  to  railway  matters,  but  that 
is  one  reason  why  the  people  of  Prince  Edward 
Island  do  not  feel  like  giving  their  support  to  this 
Government.  I  contend  it  is  wrong  that  a 
division  of  this  kind  should  be  made  by  any 


political  party  for  political  purposes.  There 
should  surely  be  some  means  devised  of  making 
divisions  of  this  kind  without  having  the  province 
cut  up  for  party  ends.  I  agree  with  lion,  members 
who  say  that,  if  this  country  is  to  be  ruled  properly 
and  not  altogether  for  party  purposes,  some  other 
means  should  be  devised  than  is  proposed  in  the 
Bill  before  the  House.  It  is  immoral,  and  I  think 
it  is  dishonest' in  every  way.  It  carries  dishonesty 
on  the  face  of  it,  except  as  far  as  New  Brunswick 
and  Nova  Scotia  are  concerned,  where  the  Govern¬ 
ment  seem  to  have  acted  with  some  regard  for  fair- 
play.  They  have  acted  on  a  principle  which,  if  applied 
to  Prince  Edward  Island,  we  could  not  complain 
of.  We  all  regret  that  we  lose  a  representative. 
I  do  not  think  it  was  ever  contemplated  that  we 
would  lessen  our  representation.  On  the  contrary 
we  expeeted  that  it  would  lie  increased,  but  things 
have  taken  a  very  different  turn  from  what  was  ex¬ 
pected.  The  brilliant  prospects  which  were  held 
out  to  us  when  we  came  into  Confederation  have 
proved  to  be  a  failure  and  the  best  of  our  people 
are  every  day  leaving  for  the  United  States.  We 
-are  to  lose  a  member  now,  and  the  chances  are, 
if  the  present  state  of  affairs  continues,  that  after 
the  next  census  we  shall  lose  another.  I  think, 
as  the  smallest  province  in  the  Dominion, 
we  have  a  right  to  ask  this  House  for 
some  fair-play,  and  I  hope  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  who  leads  the  House  will  see  that  the  same 
principle  which  has  been  applied  to  his  own  pro¬ 
vince  and  to  New  Brunswick  will  also  be  applied  to 
Prince  Edward  Island.  If  I  happened  to  represent 
the  smallest  constituency  in  Prince  Edward  Island, 

I  should  not  at  all  object  to  one  of  the  representa¬ 
tives  being  taken  away  because  it  would  only  be 
fair  and  right.  I  speak  not  only  for  the  members 
of  the  Liberal  party  in  Prince  Edward  Island  but 
for  the  Conservatives  as  well.  I  was  on  the  Island 
a  short  time  ago  and  all  I  met,  without  exception, 
were  opposed  to  a  gerrymander  of  this  kind.  It  is 
something  new  to  us.  We  never  had  anything  of 
the  kind  before,  and  the  people  dissent  from  it 
entirely,  and  I  feel  persuaded  that  many  of  those 
who  now  support  the  Government  will  object  to  do 
so  further  on  these  grounds  if  on  no  other,  because 
they  look  upon  it  that  the  Government  are  passing 
the  measure  not  in  the  interest  of  the  province  but 
entirely  in  the  interest  of  the  party,  and  are  doing 
it  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  gentlemen  who  can¬ 
not  get  a  seat  under  the  present  state  of  things  to 
be  returned  here.  It  is  clear  to  every  one  who  knows 
Prince  Edward  Island  and  sees  the  division  which 
has  been  made  that  it  has  been  done  with  that  clear 
and  evident  intention.  We  ask  why  we  are  not 
served  the  same  as  our  neighbours  on  the  other 
side  of  the  water.  In  Nova  Scotia  the  counties 
of  Queen’s  and  Shelburne  have  been  merged 
together,  which,  I  suppose,  was  a  right  and  proper 
thing  to  do,  but  no  other  attempt  was  made  to 
equalize  the  population  there,  though  we  know 
that  a  great  disproportion  exists  there,  and  the 
same  exists  in  New  Brunswick.  So  far  as  the 
gerrymander  in  Prince  Edward  Island  is  con¬ 
cerned,  I  consider  a  reference  to  it  entirely  out  of 
place  here.  I  have  no  doubt,  if  anything  im¬ 
proper  has  been  done  there,  the  people  will  resent 
it.  I  dissent  entirely  from  the  views  of  the  hon. 
member  for  King’s  (Mr.  Macdonald),  who  spoke  on 
this  subject.  I  do  not  wish  to  inflict  any  injustice 
on  King’s,  but,  looking  at  the  way  in  which  Nova 
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Scotia  and  New  Brunswick  have  been  used,  I  think 
we  have  a  right  to  expect  that  the  same  principle 
should  be  extended  to  us.  I  hope  the  Minister  of 
Justice  will  reconsider  the  intention  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  because,  taking  three  townships  from  King’s 
and  putting  them  into  Queen’s,  and  taking  three 
townships  from  Queen’s  and  putting  them  into 
Prince  is  anything  but  fair,  and  it  is  the  same  in 
regard  to  the  way  in  which  the  districts  have  been 
subdivided.  I  do  not  know  so  much  of  the  other 
districts  as  I  do  of  Prince,  but  in  the  western  dis¬ 
trict  of  Prince  they  have  taken  lots  from  1  to  14, 
passed  over  lot  15  and  then  taken  lot  16,  leaving  lot 
15  to  go  into  the  eastern  district  of  Prince.  The 
intention  is  clear.  Lot  15  gives  a  large  Conservative 
majority,  and  they  have  placed  it  in  Eastern  Prince, 
in  order  to  secure  a  larger  Conservative  vote  for  that 
district.  If  they  wished  to  do  the  fair  thing  why 
did  they  not  take  the  townships  in  rotation  from 
lot  1  to  lot  15  ?  I  think  something  of  the  same  kind 
has  been  done  in  Western  Queen’s.  It  shows  me  that 
those  who  have  had  the  direct  preparation  of  the 
division  of  Prince  Edward  Island  have  been  actuated 
by  but  one  motive,  the  desire  to  make  three  Con¬ 
servative  ridings  and  two  Liberal  ones.  As  I  said 
before,  I  would  leave  the  county  lines  as  they  are 
and  make  something  like  a  fair  division.  You 
might  have  single  districts  if  you  desire,  and  still 
the  people  would  be  satisfied.  I  do  not  see  why 
an  exception  should  be  made  of  Prince  Edward 
Island  in  that  respect.  We  know  that  Pictou, 
Cape  Breton,  Halifax,  St.  John  and  other  consti¬ 
tuencies  have  two  representatives.  We  have  the 
same  thing  in  Prince  Edward  Island.  I  think  we 
might  fairly  ask  that  if  you  leave  these  constituen¬ 
cies  as  they  are  at  present,  we  should  be  left  in  the 
same  position  on  Prince  Edward  Island. 

Mr.  McLEAN  (King’s,  P.E.I. )  If  the  discussion 
that  has  taken  place  with  reference  to  the  redistri¬ 
bution  of  seats  in  Prince  Edward  Island  has  resixlt- 
ed  in  nothing  else,  it  shows  the  position  in  which 
our  Liberal  friends  would  place  us  in  that  Island 
if  they  had  the  opportunity.  Of  course  they  would 
have  an  object  in  so  doing.  If  they  could  take  a 
seat  from  the  Conservatives,  as  they  have  explain¬ 
ed  here  to-night,  they  would  be  quite  willing  that 
King’s  County,  being  Conservative,  should  be  re¬ 
presented  by  one  member  in  this  House.  I  would 
just  ask  the  House  to  look  at  the  position  of  things 
in  Prince  Edward  Island  for  a  moment  to  see  how 
we  would  stand  under  that  proposition.  King^s 
County  has  a  population  of  26,633,  and  Prince 
County  a  population  of  36,000.  My  hon.  friend 
from  Prince  County  who  has  just  spoken  (Mr.  Yeo) 
would  represent  probably  26,600,  and  his  colleague 
would  represent  10,000  in  this  House.  That  is  the 
position  that  they  would  place  us  in.  As  Prince 
Edward  Island  has  a  population  of  109,080,  if  you 
divide  that  number  by  five,  which  is  the  number 
to  which  the  Island  will  be  entitled  after  redistri¬ 
bution,  each  member  would  represent  about  21,800. 
Now,  just  follow  me  for  a  moment  to  see  how 
nearly  the  Redistribution  Act  as  it  has  been 
framed  will  come  to  that.  The  new  riding  of 
King’s  would  have  21,694,  or  within  130  of  the 
unit  of  population  for  the  whole  Island.  It  was 
impossible  to  make  it  come  any  nearer  without 
adding  another  township,  which  would  have  made 
it  nearly  23,000.  Queen’s  East  will  have  23,466  ; 
Queen’s  West,  22,416  ;  Prince  East,  20,723  ;  Prince 
Mr.  Yeo. 


West,  20,987.  I  claim  that  no  division  in  that  pro¬ 
vince  can  have  an  adjoining  township  added  to  it 
without  making  it  over  the  unit  for  the  population 
of  Prince  Edward  Island.  I  may  here  challenge  a 
statement  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s 
(Mr.  Davies)  ;  I  think  he  did  it  inadvertently,  but 
he  said  there  was  no  other  possible  arrangement 
that  could  gerrymander  him  out  of  his  seat  in 
Queen’s  County.  Now,  if  wards  1,  2  and  3  of 
Charlottetown  were  put  in  East  Queen’s,  and  lot 
24,  which  he  complains  is  put  in  East  Queen’s,  and 
lot  61  had  been  left  in  King’s,  it  would  have 
given  the  same  population  and  would  have  given  a 
Conservative  majority  of  13  more  than  it  has  at 
the  present  time.  But  it  was  not  considered  advis¬ 
able  that  the  city  of  Charlottetown  should  be  inter¬ 
fered  with.  Had  the  city  of  Charlottetown  been 
interfered  with,  and  had  wards  1,  2  and  3  been 
put  in  East  Queen’s,  it  would  have  given  a  further 
majority  for  the  Conservative  party  of  13.  It  is 
claimed  by  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s,  in  speaking 
here,  that  the  county  lines  have  remained  as  they 
are  for  over  a  hundred  years.  That  may  be  so. 
Had  there  been  found  a  greater  population  in 
Prince  Edward  Island  under  the  census,  and  had 
an  additional  number  of  representatives  been  given 
to  that  Island,  it  would  have  been  claimed  very 
properly  that  a  new  riding  should  have  been 
made  in  Queen’s  County,  but  as  Prince  Edward 
Island  was  divided  into  three  counties  it  was  con¬ 
sidered  that  it  would  be  very  unfair  on  the  part  of 
the  Government  to  divide  it  so  that  King’s  County, 
having  a  population  of  26,000,  should  be  represent¬ 
ed  by' one  member,  while  the  western  end  of  the 
Island,  with  36,000,  should  have  two  members.  I 
do  not  think  there  is  any  fair-minded  person  in 
Prince  Edward  Island  who  would  say  that  that 
would  be  a  fair  distribution  of  the  constituencies. 
They  are  fairly  divided  now,  and  no  other  fair 
division  could  be  made  without  dividing  the  city 
of  Charlottetown.  Take,  for  instance,  the  way 
that  the  Island  is  divided.  Begin  at  East  Point, 
and  the  old  constituency  of  King’s  County  was 
taken  until  the  population  was  made  up.  The  bal¬ 
ance  of  King’s  County  would  go  over  into  Eastern 
Queen’s.  Eastern  Queen’s  had  to  go  a  little  west 
of  a  straight  line  for  the  reason  that  Charlottetown 
was  not  interfered  with. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  McLEAN  (King’s,  P.E.I.)  But  the  proposi¬ 
tion  I  made  to  my  hon.  friend  will  hold  good  if  he 
will  take  the  figures  of  population.  Take  the  votes 
that  were  polled  in  wards  1 ,  2  and  3  of  Charlotte¬ 
town,  and  add  them  to  Eastern  Queen’s,  and  he 
will  have  a  still  further  Conservative  majority. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Would  my  hon.  friend 
tells  us  why  he  wants  to  apply  to  Prince  Edward 
Island  a  principle  that  is  ignored  and  repudiated 
in  every  other  part  of  the  Dominion,  that  there 
must  be  mathematical  accuracy  in  the  population 
of  a  district  ? 

Mr.  McLEAN  (King’s,  P.E.I.)  I  will  ask  my 
hon.  friend  if  he  can  divide  Prince  Edward  Island 
into  five  equal  ridings  and  not  break  county  lines  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P. E. I. )  Yes. 

Mr.  McLEAN  (King’s,  P.E.I.)  In  what  way? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  By  leaving  the  counties 
as  they  are,  and  giving  King’s  County,  which  has 
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only  three  or  four  thousand  more  than  now,  one 
representative. 


Bill  will  be  carried,  but  it  can 
any  point  of  view.” 


hardly  be  defended  from 


Mr.  McLEAN  (King’s,  P. E.I. )  Then  one  member 
fur  Prince  would  represent  10,000  and  the  member 
for  Queen’s  would  represent  *23,000. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  Two  members  from 
Prince,  representing  18,500  each. 

Mr.  McLEAN  (King’s,  P.E.I.)  I  cannot  see  how 
that  would  be  fair.  But  if  the  division  commences 
at  Prince  County  and  takes  it  down  to  lot  16,  my 
hon.  friend  from  Prince  County  thinks  it  is  very  fair 
that  lot  15  should  be  left.  The  population  is  fairly 
divided  when  we  see  that  one  part  of  Prince  West 
has  2*2,000  and  Prince  East  23,703.  I  consider 
myself  that  if  there  is  no  better  ground  of  com¬ 
plaint  against  the  gerrymander  Bill  in  the  other 
provinces  of  the  Dominion,  than  there  is  at  Prince 
Edward  Island,  it  is  a  pretty  fair  Bill.  We  are 
only  sorry  that  we  had  to  lose  one  member  from 
Prince  Edward  Island,  but,  taking  that  fact  into 
consideration,  I  do  not  think  any  fairer  distribution 
could  be  made  than  has  been  made  under  this  Bill. 

It  being  six  o’clock,  the  Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

Mr.  PERRV.  I  desire  to  say  a  few  words  on 
this  very  important  subject  of  the  Gerrymander 
Bill.  Although  the  subject  has  been  pretty  well 
threshed  out,  it  is  the  bounden  duty  of  every  hon. 
member  to  express  his  opinion  in  regard  to  it.  I 
listened  very  attentively  to  the  amendment  intro¬ 
duced  last  evening  by  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Brant  (Mr.  Somerville),  and  for  want  of  anything 
better,  I  am  quite  prepared  to  endorse  the'  senti& 
ments  propounded  by  him.  The  present  Bill  is 
certainly  not  generally  approved.  It  has  been  de¬ 
nounced  by  the  independent  press  of  the  country  ; 
it  has  been  denounced  generally  by  the  Liberals’ 
and,  with  the  exception  of  a  few  Tory  papers,  it 
has  been  denounced  by  the  Tory  press.  The  Bill 
must,  therefore,  be  very  objectionable  on  its  face, 
it  must  be  very  unjust,  it  must  have  an  ugly  shape, 
it  must  have  a  bad  smell,  and  it  is  impossible  that 
this  Bill  can  be  accepted  by  the  people.  I  cannot 
have  any  better  proof  that  this  Bill  is  not  accept¬ 
able  to  the  people  than  the  fact  that  it  has  sickened 
the  political  stomachs  of  two  of  the  strongest  sup¬ 
porters  of  the  Government.  I  must  give  those 
hon.  gentlemen  credit  for  their  independence,  and 
I  am  glad  to  find  they  have  opinions  of  their  own, 
and  will  not  be  driven  to  act  contrary  to  their  con¬ 
victions.  1  he  Bill,  I  repeat,  has  been  generally 
condemned,  and  it  has  been  condemned  even  by 
the  T  ory  press.  I  have  here  the  opinion  of  a  paper 
published  in  the  interest  of  the  Government,  and  I 
find  it  very  strongly  denounced — I  allude  to  the 
Hamilton  Herald.  It  is  a  paper  that  professes  to 
speak  for  the  Government,  and  it  seems  to  have 
fully  understood  their  views,  at  all  events  until 
lately,  and  the  hon.  gentlemen  on  the  Treasury 
benches  will  hardly  attempt  to  contradict  the 
statement  of  that  paper.  It  says  : 

“  The  Bill  has  been  roundly  denounced  all  along  the  line 
as  one  of  the  most  infamous  measure  ever  brought  before 
the  House,  and  it  seems  to  be  the  crowning  act  of  a 
session  made  memorable  by  the  Government’s  juggling 
with  the  grave  charges  made  against  Judge  Elliott  and 
feir  Adolphe  Caron.  With  the  tremendous  majority  which 
Sir  John  Thompson  has  at  his  back,  there  is  no  doubt  the 


I  would  not  dare  to  use  such  language,  but,  coming 
as  this  opinion  does  from  a  paper  friendly  to  the 
Government,  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  have  no 
alternative  but  to  accept  it.  This  gerrymander 
Bill  has  two  fathers  :  the  Minister  of  Railways 
attempted  to  act  as  one,  and  the  Minister  of  Public 
\\  orks  acted  as  the  other  as  regards  the  Province 
of  Quebec.  They  both  stated  in  their  places  that 
the  Bill  intended  to  equalize  the  population,  so 
that  every  riding,  as  regards  population,  would  be 
as  near  as  possible  the  unit  required — 22,700  souls. 
But  what  do  we  find?  In  Ontario  this  principle 
has  not  been  carried  out  in  any  particular.  We 
find  in  the  following  Liberal  divisions  the  popula¬ 
tion  as  named:  Bothwell,  25,594;  Essex  North, 
31,523  ;  Kent,  31,434;  Lincoln,  27,043;  Welland’ 
26,944;  North  Oxford,  26,131;  North  Perth, 
26,907  ;  Prescott,  30,717;  Russell,  25,100  ;  North 
Waterloo,  25,325  ;  South  Waterloo,  *25,139;  North 
Wellington,  24,956  ;  or  a  total  of  326,813.  Taking 
a  similar  number  of  Tory  constituencies  in  the  same 
province  we  have  the  following :  Brockville,  1 5,853 ; 
Caldwell,  lo,382  ;  Durham  East,  l/,053  ;  Fronte- 
nac,  13,455  ;  Grenville  South,  12,929  ;  East  Hast¬ 
ings,  18,050;  Leeds  and  Grenville,  13,521  ;  Lennox, 
14,900;  West  Northumberland,  14,947;  West 
Peterborough,  15,808  ;  North  Victoria,  16,849  ; 
West  Middlesex,  17,288  ;  or  a  total  of  188,035,  as 
against  a  population  in  the  same  number  of 
Liberal  counties  of  326,813.  As  regards  Quebec, 
where  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  tried  his 
hand,  the  Bill  is  even  worse,  as  is  shown  by 
the  following  comparison  :  Liberal  counties  : 
Beauce,  37,222  ;  Drummond  and  Arthabaska,  43,- 
923  ;  Iberville  and  St.  John’s,  24,175  ;  Nicolet 
28,725  ;  Portneuf,  25,813  ;  Shefford,  23,263  • 
Levis,  25,999  ;  Quebec  East,  36,384  ;  or  a  total  of 
245,510.  Tory  counties :  Beauharnois,  16,662 ; 
Brome,  14,709  ;  Two  Mountains,  15,027  ;  LTslet, 
13,823  ;  Montmorency,  12,309  ;  Vaudreuil,  10,792  ; 
Soulanges,  9,608  ;  Quebec  West,  8,700  ;  or  a  total 
of  101,630,  as  compared  with  245,510  in  a  like 
number  of  Liberal  counties.  Now,  where  is  the 
justice  in  that,  where  is  the  equalization  of  popu¬ 
lation  in  this  province  as  promised  by  the  promo¬ 
ters  of  the  Bill  ?  Let  us  try  now  whether  this 
principle  has  been  carried  out  in  Prince  Edward 
Island,  and  we  will  see  there  the  sorrowful  picture 
which  has  been  exhibited  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies),  when  he  addressed  the  House 
this  afternoon.  Prince  Edward  Island  is  com¬ 
posed  of  the  counties  of  Prince,  Queen’s  and  King’s. 
The  population  of  Prince  is  about  37,000,  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  Queen’s  County  about  47,000,  and  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  King’s  County  something  like  26,000. 
Now  what  is  the  necessity  of  going  from  Prince 
into  Queen’s  in  order  to  equalize  the  population,  or 
what  is  the  necessity  of  going  from  Queen’s  to 
King’s  to  equalize  the  population,  when  we  find 
that  some  ridings  in  Ontario  and  Quebec  have  a 
population  as  low  as  9,000.  The  population  of 
Prince  County  if  divided  into  two  ridings  fairly 
and  squarely  would  have  a  representation  of 
something  like  18,000  for  each  member,  and  Queen’s 
County  would  have  the  full  unit  and  something 
more.  Was  there  any  necessity  here  for  wiping 
out  the  county  lines,  which  as  stated  by  the  horn 
member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  were  established 
in  1784  ?  They  have  been  known  ever  since  as  the 
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county  lines,  and  the  people  of  the  three  town¬ 
ships  of  Queen’s  which  are  dragged  into  Prince 
county  are  used  to  attend  the  Supreme  Court  in 
the  shire-town  of  Charlottetown,  and  the  people 
of  Prince  go  to  Summerside,  and  the  people  of 
King’s  go  to  Georgetown,  the  capital.  The  whole 
arrangement  is  now  disturbed,  not  for  the  purpose 
of  giving  x'epresentation  by  population,  but  merely 
to  secure  the  return  of  the  Tory  member  in  East 
Prince.  According  to  this  arrangement  the  Liberals 
are  hived  in  West  Prince  by  a  majority  of  six  or 
seven  hundred,  and  East  Prince  is  made  safe  enough 
no  doubt  for  a  Tory  member,  whereas  if  the  coun¬ 
ties  were  left  to  remain  as  they  were  there  would  be 
two  Liberal  members  returned.  Is  that  fair,  is  it 
doing  justice  to  the  opponents  of  the  Government 
in  the  Province  of  Prince  Edward  Island  ?  How 
can  the  gentlemen  on  the  Treasury  benches  sit 
in  their  seats  and  reconcile  such  action  with 
the  consciences  ?  If  I  have  to  fight  a  political  bat¬ 
tle  against  my  political  opponents,  ought  not  I  to  be 
put  on  an  equal  ground  with  them,  and  why  should 
my  opponents  be  legislated  so  as  to  have  an  advan¬ 
tage  over  me  ?  It  is  the  same  way  with  Queen’s 
County  which  now  returns  two  Liberal  members. 
When  this  Bill  becomes  law  East  Queen’s  will  be 
safe  enough  for  a  Conservative.  There  is  no  doubt 
that  this  is  intended  to  leave  my  lion,  friend  the 
senior  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  out,  and 
to  legislate  him  from  this  Parliament.  I  was  a 
little  amused  to  see  the  senior  member  for  King’s 
(Mr.  Macdonald),  waxing  warm  a  little  while  ago, 
and  it  is  quite  natural  when  he  thinks  people  are 
treading  on  his  corns,  for  his  corns  are  very  near 
the  quick,  that  he  should  feel  a  little  sore.  He 
could  not  let  the  local  politics  alone,  but  he  had 
to  introduce  them  here  and  he  exhibited  a  map  to 
the  House.  I  do  not  know  how  much  that  map 
cost.  I  understand  that  there  was  a  good  deal  of 
money  distributed  amongst  the  electors  of  King’s 
in  1891,  and  I  believe  they  had  even  more  money 
than  there  was  a  demand  for,  and  perhaps  this  map 
was  bought  with  the  balance  of  the  money  left 
after  that  election.  Whatever  way  it  was  paid 
for  the  map  has  been  obtained,  and  I  do 
not  suppose  there  is  one  hon.  member  here 
any  the  wiser  after  seeing  it,  for  it  looked  very  pale 
and  miserable.  The  hon.  member  was  very  much 
displeased  and  was  very  cross  because  he  said  that 
the  Local  Government  in  Prince  Edward  Island 
gerrymandered  his  county,  but  he  is  not  at  all  cross 
when  the  whole  province  is  gerrymandered  by  this 
Government  although  he  disapproves  of  the  gerry¬ 
mandering  of  the  little  borough  called  Georgetown. 
We  know  very  well  that  there  are  constituencies 
for  the  local  in  Prince  Edward  Island  which  have 
2,000  votes,  while  Georgetown  had  only  a  couple 
of  hundred.  The  riding  of  Prince  County  which 
I  represented  for  a  number  of  years  used  to  give 
me  1,100  votes,  and  my  majority  over  my  opponent 
was  never  much  more  than  sixty,  which  shows  that 
there  are  over  2,000  votes  in  that  constituency. 
When  the  Local  Government  attempted  to  equalize 
the  population  of  his  county  he  gets  annoyed,  and 
he  gets  a  map,  and  shows  it  here  just  as  if  hon. 
gentlemen  in  this  House  were  personally  interested 
in  the  affairs  of  Georgetown.  The  hon.  gentleman 
seems  to  think  that  certain  votes  in  Georgetown 
have  a  heavenly  right,  and  that  Georgetown  was 
created  some  years  ago  for  the  purpose  of  making 
a  constituency  for  certain  gentlemen.  I  know  that 
Mr.  Perry. 


there  are  certain  gentlemen  who  represented 
Georgetown  and  who  think  it  very  hard  to  be 
weaned  away  from  it,  because  of  course  the  longer 
a  person  enjoys  a  certain  privilege  the  more  he  is 
attached  to  it  whether  it  is  in  the  interests  of  the 
country  or  not.  My  impression  is  that  is  what 
made  the  hon.  member  for  King’s  (Mr.  Macdonald) 
so  cross,  but  if  he  looks  to  the  measure  now 
before  this  House,  if  he  looks  to  the  unreasonable 
gerrymander  about  to  be  perpetrated  here  and 
for  which  he  is  going  to  vote,  as  he  tells  us,  he 
will  find  that  one  is  nothing  as  compared  with  the 
other.  At  present  we  have  four  members  elected 
to  support  the  Opposition  in  this  House,  and  two 
— I  will  not  say  how  they  come  here,  but  they 
happen  to  be  here — to  support  the  Government.  It 
is  very  seldom  that  King’s  County  sends  Conserva¬ 
tives  here.  In  the  last  Parliament  it  was  repre¬ 
sented  by  two  Liberals,  and  in  the  Parliament  before 
that  it  had  one  man  returned  by  the  votes  of  the 
people,  and  another  by  the  vote  of  this  House.  No 
wonder  the  gentlemen  come  here  and  dictate  to  us 
and  to  the  country  at  large  how  this  gerrymander 
must  be  managed  to  suit  themselves.  This  is  the 
kind  of  justice  we  are  getting  from  these  hon. 
gentlemen.  I  would  give  the  Government  some 
advice  if  they  would  be  only  kind  enough  to  accept 
it,  and  I  give  it  gratis.  It  would  curtail  legislation, 
and  would  secure  them  in  power  for  all  time  to  come, 
if  they  would  withdraw  the  present  infamous  Bill, 
and  put  it  out  of  the  way  altogether  and  introduce 
a  short  Bill  making  provisions  that  the  presentGov- 
ernment  shall  be  kept  in  power  for  all  time  to  come. 
There  would  be  just  as  much  sense  in  such  a  Billas 
in  the  present  one.  If  they  are  going  to  hold  power 
by  gerrymandering,  by  preventing  the  popular 
voice  from  being  represented  in  this  Parliament  it 
would  be  more  honourable  for  them  to  come  at  once 
before  the  face  of  the  public  and  to  ask  to  be  legis¬ 
lated  into  power  for  all  time  to  come.  Their  present 
course  is  like  a  person  going  behind  his  enemy’s 
back  and  stabbing  him  with  a  dagger,  instead  of 
being  man  enough  to  go  before  his  face,  like  an 
honest  Irishman,  and  striking  him  squarely  between 
the  eyes.  I  think  the  Government  had  better  take 
the  bull  by  the  horns,  and  ask  Parliament  to  legis¬ 
late  them  into  power  for  all  time  to  come.  It 
would  be  more  manly  than  abrogating  the  rights 
and  liberties  of  the  Liberals  as  they  are  doing  by 
their  Gerrymander  Acts.  Now,  I  do  not  intend  to 
occupy  the  time  of  the  House  at  any  great  length. 
I  have  endeavoured  to  show  that  the  Bill  with  re¬ 
ference  to  Prince  Edward  Island  is  unnecessary  and 
unfair.  I  do  not  care  how  they  divide  Prince 
County.  I  would  strongly  recommend  that  the 
members  for  that  county  be  elected  as  at  present, 
by  dual  representation,  and  Queen’s  County  in  the 
same  way,  and  that  King’s  County,  being  smaller, 
should  have  one  member.  I  know  that  would  be 
approved  of  by  the  people  of  Prince  Edward  Island. 
Conservatives  as  well  as  Liberals.  What  is  the 
reason  the  present  Government  have  such  a  bitter 
feeling  against  Prince  Edward  Island  ?  Is  it  be¬ 
cause  the  people  think  proper  to  send  four  mem¬ 
bers  here  to  oppose  them  ?  The  Province  of  Prince 
Edward  Island  is  hard  set  to  get  justice.  We  are 
not  getting  justice.  We  are  often  asked,  why 
don’t  you  send  men  to  support  the  Government, 
and  you  will  get  what  you  want.  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  sounds  very  much  like  bribery,  and  the  people 
of  Prince  Edward  Island,  except  a  little  nest  down 
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there,  are  not  liable  to  be  bribed.  If  the  people  of 
1  rince  Edward  Island  and  the  people  generally 
throughout  this  Dominion  have  to  send  members 
here  to  support  the  Government  in  order  to  get 
justice,  why,  Sir,  let  us  have  an  end  of  it.  Let  us 
send  here  fourteen  Ministers  of  the  Crown,  and  let 
them  do  everything  they  want  by  royal  commis¬ 
sions.  In  the  case  of  the  city  of  London,  let  them 
strike  out  the  words  “city  of  London,”  and  insert 
“  riding  of  Elliott  ”  ;  it  would  be  more  appro¬ 
priate.  I  was  not  very  much  surprised  to  see  my 
hon.  friend,  the  senior  member  for  King’s,  wax 
warm  ;  but  I  was  surprised  to  hear  him  introduce 
local  matters  in  the  House  of  Commons.  I  do  not 
think  we  have  any  right  to  legislate  here  for  the 
Province  of  Prince  Edward  Island  or  for  any  other 
province.  Let  me  tell  my  lion,  friend  that 
the  Bill  of  which  he  complains,  which  is 
going  to  annihilate  the  rotten  borough  of  George¬ 
town,  has  not  yet  become  the  law  of  the  land, 
and  I  would  like  to  ask  the  hon.  gentleman  what 
influence  has  been  brought  to  bear  to  prevent  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  of  Prince  Edward  Island  from 
assenting  to  that  Bill ;  I  know  the  hon.  gentleman 
is  able  to  tell  me  if  he  likes,  but  it  does  not  suit 
the  purpose.  It  suits  the  purpose  very  well  if  these 
hon.  gentlemen  can  defeat  the  legislation.  Both 
of  them  stand  up  here  with  very  bad  grace,  and 
announce  that  they  are  going  to  support  the  Gerry¬ 
mander  Bill  that  is  going  to  break  up  county  lines 
and  put  the  people  astray  in  their  political  busi¬ 
ness,  their  social  business  and  every  other  business. 

I  can  see  no  reason  for  these  gerrymanders  except 
to  gerrymander  my  colleague  and  the  hon.  senior 
member  for  Queen’s  County.  But  perhaps  this 
Gerrymander  Bill  will  not  have  the  effect  which  the 
Government  and  their  friends  desire.  I  know  from 
letters  which  I  have  received  from  several  Conser¬ 
vatives,  prominent  men,  that  the  people  of  Prince 
Edward  Island  are  indignant  at  this  gerrymander. 
They  say  :  If  we  have  to  hold  on  by  unfair  and 
unconstitutional  means,  we  do  not  want  to  do  so. 

I  can  characterise  this  bill  as  none  other  than  an 
unconstitutional  attempt  to  make  constitutional 
what  is  not  constitutional. 

House  divided  on  amendment  of  Mr.  Somerville : 


Amyot, 

Bain  (Soulanges), 
Baker, 

Bennett, 

Bergeron, 

Bowell, 

Boyle, 

Burns, 

Cameron, 

Cargill, 

Carignan, 

Carling, 

Caron  (Sir  Adolphe), 
Chapleau, 
Coatsworth, 
Cochrane. 

Cockburn, 

Corbould, 

Corby, 

Costigan, 

Craig, 

Curran, 

Davin, 

Davis, 

Desaulniers, 
Desjardins  (L’lslet), 
Dewdney, 

Dickey, 

Dugas, 

Dupont, 

Dyer, 

Earle, 

Fairbairn, 


Nays  : 

Messieurs 

Joncas, 

Langevin  (Sir  Hector), 
Lipp4, 

Macdonald  (King’s), 
Macdonald  (Winnipeg), 
Macdonell  (Algoma), 
Mackintosh, 

Maclean  (York), 
McDougald  (Pictou), 
McKay, 

McLean  (King’s), 
McLennan, 

Madill, 

Mara , 

Metcalfe, 

Miller, 

Mills  (Annapolis), 
Moncrieff, 

Montague. 

Northrup, 

Ouimet, 

Patterson  (Colchester), 
Patterson  (Huron), 
Pelletier, 

Pridham, 

Putnam, 

Reid, 

Robillard, 

Roome, 

Rosamond, 

Ross  (Dundas), 

Simard, 

Smith  (Ontario), 


Allan, 

Armstrong, 

Bain  (Wentworth), 
B6chard, 

Beith, 

Bernier, 

Borden, 

Bourassa, 

Bowers, 

Bowman, 

Brodeur, 

Brown, 

Bruneau. 

Cartwright  (Sir  Richard), 
Casey, 

Choquette, 

Christie, 

Colter, 

Davies, 

Dawson, 

Edwards, 

Fauvel, 

Featherston, 

Flint, 

Geoffrion, 

Gibson, 

Gillmor, 

Godbout, 

Grieve, 

Guay, 

11TJ 


1teas  : 

Messieurs 

Innes, 

Landerkin, 

Langelier, 

Laurier, 

Lavergne, 

Leduc, 

Legris, 

Livingston, 

Lowell, 

Macdonald  (Huron), 
McGregor, 

McMillan  (Huron), 
McMullen, 
Mignault, 

Mills  (Bothwell), 
Monet, 

Mulock, 

Paterson  (Brant), 
Perry, 

Proulx, 

Rider, 

Rinfret, 

Rowand, 

Sanborn, 

Semple, 

Somerville, 
Sutherland, 
Vaillancourt, 

Welsh, 

Y’eo.— 60. 


Ferguson  (Leeds  and  Gren.),SprouIe, 

Ferguson  (Renfrew),  Stairs, 

Foster,  Taylor, 

Frechette,  Temple, 

Gillies,  Thompson.  (Sir  John), 

Gordon,  Tisdale, 

Grandbois,  Turcotte, 

Guillet,  Wallace, 

Haggart,  Weldon, 

Hazen,  White  (Cardwell), 

Hearn*  Wilmot, 

Henderson,  Wilson, 

Hodgins,  Wood  (Brockville), 

iiio-ram'  Wood  (Westmoreland). — 95. 

Pairs  : 

Minister  ia  l.  Opposition. 

Mr.  Tupper,  Mr.  Fraser, 

Mr.  Tyrwhitt,  Mr.  Campbell, 

Mr.  Bergin,  Mr.  Devlin, 

Mr.  Girouard  (Jac.  Cartier),  Mr.  Pr^fontaine, 

Mr.  Cleveland,  Mr.  Carroll, 

Mr.  McDougall  (C.  Breton),  Mr.  Forbes. 

Mr.  Ryckman,  Mr.  Edgar, 

Mr.  Masson,  Mr.  Lister, 

Mr.  Lupine,  Mr.  Delisle, 

Mr.  Burnham,  Mr.  Beausoleil, 

Mr.  White  (Shelburne),  Mr.  Charlton, 

Mr.  Girouard  (Two  Mount.),  Mr.  Fremont, 

Mr.  Stevenson,  Mr.  Scriver, 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  I  paired  on  Friday  last  with 
the  hon.  member  for  West  Peterborough,  with  the 
understanding  on  my  part  that  the  pair  was  to 
end  with  the  sitting  of  yesterday.  Since  voting  I 
have  learned  that  the  hon.  gentleman  understood 
the  pair  was  to  continue  over  to-day  ;  and  as  I  do 
not  desire  to  take  advantage  of  any  misunder¬ 
standing  on  his  part,  I  ask  to  have  my  name  struck 
off  the  list. 

Amendment  negatived. 

House  divided  on  motion  of  Sir  John  Thompson 
that  Bill  (Xo.  76)  to  readjust  the  representation  of 
the  House  of  Commons  be  read  a  second  time. 


Amyot, 

Bain  (Soulanges), 
Baker, 

Bennett, 

Bergeron, 


Yeas  : 
Messieurs 


Kaulbach, 

Langevin  (Sir  Hector), 
Lipp6, 

Macdonald  (King’s), 
Macdonald  (Winnipeg), 
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Bowell, 

Boyle, 

Burns, 

Cameron, 

Cargill, 

Carignan, 

Carling, 

Caron  (Sir  Adolphe), 
Chapleau, 
Coatsworth, 
Cochrane, 

Cockburn, 

Corbould, 

Corby, 

Costigan, 

Craig, 

Curran, 

Bavin, 

Davis, 

Desaulniers, 
Desjardins  (L’Islet), 
Dewdney, 

Dickey, 

Dugas, 

Dupont, 

Dj7er, 

Earle, 

Fairbairn, 


Macdonell  (Algoma), 
Mackintosh, 

Maclean  (York), 
McDougald  (Pictou), 
McKay, 

McLean  (King’s), 
McLennan, 

Madill, 

Mara, 

Metcalfe, 

Miller, 

Mills  (Annapolis), 
Moncrielf, 

Montague, 

Northrup, 

Ouimet, 

Patterson  (Colchester), 
Patterson  (Huron), 
Pelletier, 

Pridham, 

Putnam, 

Reid. 

Robillard, 

Roome, 

Rosamond, 

Ross  (Dundas), 

Ross  (Lisgar), 

Simard, 


Ferguson  (Leeds and  Gren.),  Smith  (Ontario), 
Ferguson  (Renfrew),  Sproule, 


Foster, 
Frechette, 
Gillies, 
Gordon, 
Grandbois, 
Guillet, 
Haggart, 
Hazen, 
Hearn, 
Henderson, 
Hodgins, 
Hughes, 
Ingram, 
Joncas, 


Allan, 

Armstrong, 

Bain  (Wentworth), 
B6chard, 

Beith, 

Bernier, 

Borden, 

Bourrassa, 

Bowers, 

Bowman, 

Brodeur, 

Brown, 

Bruneau, 

Cartwright  (Sir  Richard), 
Casey, 

Choquette, 

Christie, 

Colter, 

Davies, 

.  Dawson, 

Edwards, 

Fauvel, 

Featherston, 

Flint, 

Geoff  rion, 

Gibson, 

Gilmour, 

Godbout, 

Grieve, 

Guay, 


Stairs, 

Taylor, 

Temple, 

Thompson  (Sir  John), 
Tisdale, 

Turcotte, 

Wallace, 

Weldon, 

White  (Cardwell), 
Wilmot, 

Wilson, 

Wood  (Brockville), 
Wood  ( Westmoreland). - 

Kays  : 

Messieurs 

Innes, 

Landerkin, 

Langelier, 

Laurier, 

Lavergne, 

Leduc, 

Legris, 

Livingston, 

Lowell, 

Macdonald  (Huron), 
McGregor, 

McMillan  (Huron), 
McMullen, 

Mignault, 

Mills  (Bothwell), 
Monet, 

Mulock, 

Paterson  (Brant), 

Perry, 

Proulx, 

Rider, 

Rinfret, 

Rowand, 

Sanborn, 

Semple, 

Somerville, 

Sutherland, 
Vaillancourt, 

Welsh, 

Yeo. — 60. 


-97. 


Ministerial. 
Mr.  Tupper, 

Mr.  Tyrwhitt, 

Mr.  Bergin, 


Pairs  : 

Opposition. 
Mr.  Fraser, 

Mr.  Campbell, 

Mr.  Devlin, 


Mr.  Girouard  (Jac.  Cartier),  Mr.  Pr6fontaine, 
Mr.  Cleveland,  Mr.  Carroll, 

Mr.  McDougall  (C.  Breton),  Mr.  Forbes, 

Mr.  Ryckman,  Mr.  Edgar, 

Mr.  Masson,  Mr.  Lister, 

Mr.  Lupine,  Mr.  Delisle, 

Mr.  Burnham,  Mr.  Beausoleil, 

Mr.  White  (Shelburne),  Mr.  Charlton, 
Mr.  Girouard  (Two  Mount.), Mr.  Fremont, 

Mr.  Stevenson,  Mr.  Scriver, 


Motion  agreed  to  ;  Bill  read  the  second  time, 
and  House  resolved  itself  into  Committee. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

On  section  1, 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
declares  in  this  section  that  British  Columbia  is 
entitled  to  six  members.  I  do  not  so  understand 
it.  I  think  that,  according  to  population,  it  is 
entitled  to  four,  and  I  do  not  know  upon  what 
ground  the  hon.  gentleman  contends  it  is  entitled 
to  six.  British  Columbia  was  given  six  members 
at  the  time  of  its  admission  into  the  union,  but  the 
question  has  never  been  contested  in  the  courts,  and 
it  seems  to  me,  from  the  provisions  of  the  British 
North  America  Act,  that  in  making  terms  and 
conditions  for  the  admission  of  any  province, 
without  imperial  legislation  confirming  those  terms 
and  conditions,  there  can  be  no  departure  from  the 
principles  laid  down  in  the  Act  itself.  The  union, 
in  the  first  instance,  consisted  of  four  provinces. 
It  is  provided  that  when  other  provinces  are 
admitted  into  the  Confederation,  they  shall  be 
admitted  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  may  £>e 
agreed  upon  between  the  Parliament  of  Canada  on 
the  one  side  and  the  legislature  of  the  province,  and 
that  these  terms  and  conditions  are  to  be  set  forth 
in  an  Address  and  to  be  embodied  in  an  Order  of 
Council  approved  of  by  Her  Majesty,  and  that  such 
terms  and  conditions  shall  become  a  part  of  the 
British  North  America  Act,  if  not  inconsistent  with 
its  provisions.  Her  Majesty  cannot  make  apart  of 
the  Act  inconsistent  with  the  terms  and  conditions 
of  the  Act  itself.  Now,  one  of  the  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  of  the  Act  is  the  clause  establishing  the 
rule  of  representation  by  population  among  the 
provinces.  That  rule  is  as  applicable  to  any  new 
province  that  may  come  into  Confederation  as  to 
the  four  provinces  originally  embraced.  We  can¬ 
not  give  to  a  province  a  less  representation  than  it 
would  be  entitled  to  in  proportion  to  its  popula¬ 
tion  ;  we  cannot  give  it  more  than  it  would  be 
entitled  to  according  to  its  population,  and  it 
would  be  a  monstrous  condition  of  things  were  it 
possible  to  make  the  rule  otherwise.  At  this 
moment  you  are  proposing  to  cut  down  the  repre¬ 
sentation  of  Prince  Edward  Island  to  five  mem¬ 
bers,  and  yet  Prince  Edward  Island  has  a  larger 
population  to-day  by  several  thousands  than  British 
Columbia.  How,  then,  could  it  be  seriously  argued 
that  you  are  entitled  to  give  British  Columbia  six 
representatives  and  give  Prince  Edward  Island  only 
five  ?  That  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  law  at  all.  I  will  just  read  the  section 
which  I  think  settles  the  rule  by  which  we  are  to 
be  governed.  Section  146  says  : 

“  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Queen,  by  and  with  advice 
of  Her  Majesty’s  Most  Honourable  Privy  Council,  on 
Addresses  from  the  Houses  of  Parliament  of  Canada,  and 
from  the  Houses  of  the  respective  Legislatures  of  the 
colonies  or  Provinces  of  Newfoundland,  Prince  Edward 
Island  and  British  Columbia,  to  admit  those  colonies  or 
provinces,  or  any  of  them,  into  the  union,  and  on  address 
from  the  Houses  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada  to  admit 
Rupert’s  Land  and  the  North-West  Territory  or  either 
of  them,  into  the  union,  on  such  terms  and  conditions  in 
each  case  as  are  in  the  Addresses  expressed  and  as  the 
Queen  thinks  lit  to  approve,  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  Act.” 

Now,  I  say  that  we  cannot  import  into  the  address 
any  provision,  as  a  condition  of  admission  into  this 
union,  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  this  Act. 
To  give  British  Columbia  a  larger  representation 
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than  its  population  would  entitle  it  to  is  to  import 
a  condition  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Act.  I  think,  Sir,  that  is  perfectly  clear  ;  nothing 
can  be  plainer.  \  on  cannot  depart  from  the  rule 
laid  down.  If  there  is  any  one  provision  of  our 
constitution  which  should  have  more  force  than 
another,  it  is  the  provision  that  the  rule  of  repre¬ 
sentation  between  the  provinces  shall  be  popula¬ 
tion.  This  whole  question  has  been  argued  so  fully 
in  the  discussion  that  has  already  taken  place  on 
the  second  reading  of  the  Bill,  that  I  need  not  enter 
into  a  fuller  discussion  in  the  committee  : 

“  On  the  completion  of  the  census  in  the  year  1871  and 
of  each  subsequent  decennial  census,  the  representation  of 
the  four  provinces  shall  be  adjusted,  and  so  on.” 

And  then  there  is  the  further  provision,  that  in 
the  admission  of  new  provinces  we  are  to  be 
governed  by  the  same  rule.  It  is  upon  the  terms 
and  conditions  set  forth  in  this  Act  that  the 
admission  is  to  take  place.  It  is  true  in  the  case 
of  Manitoba  we  did  give  her  a  larger  representation, 
but  that  was  objected  to  at  the  time,  and  there  was 
an  Imperial  Act  confirming  to  Manitoba  the  in¬ 
creased  representation  conferred  upon  it.  There 
is  an  Act,  the  British  North  America  Act  of  1872, 
authorizing  us  to  alter  the  boundaries  of  the  pro¬ 
vinces,  and  to  admit  the  provinces  ;  but,  so 
far  as  I  recollect,  there  is  no  provision  that 
the  principles  of  this  Act  in  these  particulars 
shall  be  departed  from,  and  that  being  so  we 
have  to  consider  the  population  of  British 
Columbia,  to  see  what  their  population  is,  to 
divide  that  by  the  one-sixty-fifth  part  of  the 
population  of  the  Province  of  Quebec,  and  to  give 
her  the  representation  that  that  divisor  will  entitle 
her  to.  You  have  no  right  to  give  her  more,  and 
what  is  fair  to  Prince  Edward  Island  is  equally 
fair  to  British  Columbia.  I  want  to  know  on  what 
principle  we  could  give  British  Columbia  these  six 
representatives  with  a  population  30,000  less  than 
Prince  Edward  Island  to  which  you  propose  to 
give  five.  I  hope  the  Minister  of  Justice  will  not 
press  the  adoption  of  this  clause  to-night,  but  will 
give  the  House  the  opportunity  to  look  into  the 
question.  I  did  not  suppose  we  would  go  beyond 
the  second  reading  to-night  or  I  would  have  been 
prepared  to  call  the  attention  of  the  House  to  those 
provisions  of  the  law  which  I  have  stated  now  in 
general  terms.  I  need  only  refer  to  the  146th 
section  of  the  British  North  America  Act  to  show 
that  you  cannot  give  to  British  Columbia  six  repre¬ 
sentatives  in  this  House. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  propose  to 
give  British  Columbia  any  additional  representation 
which  she  is  not  now  entitled  to,  but  I  simply  pro¬ 
pose  to  affirm  by  this  Bill  what  she  is  entitled  to. 
The  146th  section  of  the  British  North  America 
Act  confers  power  on  Her  Majesty  : 

“  By  and  with  the  advice  of  Her  Privy  Council,  on  Ad-  1 
dresses  from  the  Houses  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada  and  1 
from,  the  Houses  of  the  respective  Legislatures  of  the 
colonies  or  the  Provinces  of  Newfoundland,  Prince  , 
Edward  Island  and  British  Columbia,  to  admit  those  1 
colonies  or  provinces,  or  any  of  them,  into  the  union  and  ’ 
on  Address  from  the  Houses  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada  to  i 
admit  Rupert’s  Land  and  the  North-Western  Territory,  or  ' 
either  of  them,  into  the  union,  on  such  terms  and  condi-  J 
tions  in  each  case  as  are  in  the  Addresses  expressed,  and  1 
as  the  Queen  thinks  fit  to  approve,  subject  to  the  provi-  i 
sions  of  this  Act,  and  the  provisions  of  any  Order  in  t 
Council  in  that  behalf  shall  have  effect  as  if  they  had  been 
enacted  by  the  Parliament  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  ( 
Great  Britain  and  Ireland.”  ( 


t  Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Upon  the  one  condition. 
* 

r  Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  lion,  gentleman 
’  says  “  upon  one  condition.”  The  words  are  not  in 
"  the  statute,  but  the  lion,  gentleman  thinks  fit  to 
t  import  them  there.  That  may  be  the  correct 
interpretation,  but,  if  I  find  that  this  Parliament 
passed  an  Address  to  Her  Majesty  asking  that  the 
r  representation  of  British  Columbia  should  be  fixed 
in  this  House  at  six  members,  if  the  Legislature  of 
.  British  Columbia  did  the  same  thing,  if  I  find  that 
in  1871,  20  years  ago,  the  order  of  Her  Majesty’s 
Council  was  passed  to  that  effect,  I  do  not  think  I 
.  need  look  to  any  refinements  of  interpretation  to 
see  whether  that  province  is  entitled  to  such  mem¬ 
bership  or  not.  I  have  here  the  Order  in  Council 
and  the  Addresses  both  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
and  of  the  Legislature  of  British  Columbia.  First 
of  all  we  have  the  Order  in  Council,  dated  16th  May, 
1871,  passed  by  Her  Majesty  in  Council,  and  it 
declares  : 

“  Whereas  by  the  ‘British  North  America  Act,  1867,  ’ 
provision  was  made  for  the  union  of  the  provinces  of 
Canada,  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick  into  the  Domi¬ 
nion  of  Canada,  and  it  was  (amongst  other  things)  enacted 
that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  Queen,  by  and  with  the 
advice  of  Her  Majesty’s  Most  Honourable  Privy  Council  on 
Addresses  from  the  Houses  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
and  of  the  Legislature  of  the  colony  of  British  Columbia, 
to  admit  that  colony  into  the  said  union,  on  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  should  be  in  the  Addresses  expressed, 
and  as  the  Queen  should  think  fit  to  approve,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  said  Act ;  and  it  was  further  enacted 
the  provisions  of  any  Order  in  Council  in  that  behalf 
should  have  effect  as  if  they  had  been  enacted  by  the 
Parliament  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and 
Ireland. 

“  And  whereas  by  Addresses  from  the  Houses  of  the  Par¬ 
liament  of  Canada,  and  from  the  Legislative  Council  of 
British  Columbia  respectively,  of  which  Addresses  copies 
are  contained  in  the  schedule  of  this  Order  annexed.  Her 
Majesty  was  prayed,  by  and  with  the  advice  of  Her  Most 
Honourable  Privy  Council,  under  the  one  hundred  and 
forty-sixth,  section  of  the  hereinbefore  recited  Act,  to 
admit  British  Columbia  into  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  on 
the  terms  and  conditions  set  forth  in  the  said  Addresses. 

“  And  whereas  Her  Majesty  has  thought  fit  to  approve 
of  the  said  terms  and  conditions,  it  is  hereby  ordered  and 
declared  by  Her  Majesty,  by  and  with  the  advice  of  Her 
Privy  Council,  in  pursuance  and  exercise  of  the  powers 
vested  in  Her  Majesty  by  the  said  Act  of  Parliament,  that 
from  and  after  the  twentieth  day  of  July,  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  seventy-one,  the  said  colony  of  British 
Columbia  shall  be  admitted  into  and  become  part  of  the 
Dominion  of  Canada,  upon  the  terms  and  conditions  set 
forth  in  the  hereinbefore  recited  Addresses.  And,  in 
accordance  with  the  . terms  of  the  said  Addresses  relating 
to  the  electoral  districts  in  British  Columbia,  for  which  the 
first  election  of  members  to  serve  in  the  House  of  Commons 
of  the  said  Dominion  shall  take  place,  it  is  hereby  further 
ordered  and  declared  that  such  electoral  districts  shall  be 
as  thereafter  defined.” 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  any  province  coining 
into  the  union  after  the  passage  of  the  British  North 
America  Act  is  as  much  subject  to  the  terms  of  the 
Act  as  any  province  which  entered  under  its  ex¬ 
pressed  terms,  except  as  those  terms  may  have 
been  varied,  and  in  every  case  of  the  admission  of 
a  province  they  were  distinctly  varied  from  the 
provisions  of  the  Act.  In  the  cases  of  Manitoba, 
British  Columbia  and  Prince  Edward  Island,  those 
provinces  came  in  under  terms  different  from  those 
which  were  in  force  in  regard  to  the  other  provinces, 
and  thereafter  they  became  subject  to  the  British 
North  America  Act  except  where  it  was  otherwise 
provided  in  the  terms  of  union,  but  the  terms  of 
union  could  not  be  infringed  upon  any  more  than 
the  British  North  America  Act  could  be  repealed 
or  infringed  upon.  The  Address  of  the  Parliament  of 
Canada  defines  the  terms  upon  which  the  province 
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shall  enter,  and  among  other  things  with  regard  to 
the  representation  it  contains  this  provision  : 

“  British  Columbia  shall  be  entitled  to  be  represented 
in  the  Senate  by  three  members  and  by  six  members  in  the 
House  of  Commons,  the  representation  to  be  increased 
under  the  provisions  of  the  British  North  America  Act, 
1867.” 

So  that  express  provision  is  made  as  to  how  far 
the  representation  shall  be  affected  by  the  decen¬ 
nial  census,  and  the  provision  is  that,  as  her  popu¬ 
lation  increases,  she  shall  have  an  increase  in 
representation  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
British  North  America  Act,  but  if  the  population 
does  not  sufficiently  increase,  the  representation  is 
of  course  to  remain  the  same  as  is  provided  for  by 
the  terms  of  this  Order  in  Council.  The  Address  of 
the  Legislative  Council  of  British  Columbia  contains 
exactly  the  same  terms,  and  under  these  terms  the 
Province  of  British  Columbia  did  come  into  union 
with  the  express  provision  that  her  representation 
in  this  House  should  be  six  members,  subject  to  its 
being  increased  under  the  terms  of  the  British 
North  America  Act.  I  take  it  that,  under  these 
circumstances,  there  is  simply  no  room  for  inter¬ 
pretation,  and  unless  this  Parliament  takes  the 
responsibility  of  declaring  that  Her  Majesty  in 
Council  had  exceeded  her  authority,  that  the  Order 
in  Council  which  the  statute  says  is  to  have  the 
same  effect  as  a  statute  passed  by  the  Imperial 
Parliament  is  null  or  ultra  vires ,  as  being  in  excess 
of  Her  Majesty’s  authority,  the  House  will  not 
undertake  to  break  faith  with  British  Columbia 
and  violate  the  terms  of  union.  I  submit  it  is  not 
in  the  power  of  this  Parliament  to  do  it,  and  if  it 
were,  it  would  be  a  striking  breach  of  faith  with 
that  province,  which  has  come  in  under  an  express 
declaration  that  she  shall  have  a  certain  representa¬ 
tion  which  may  be  increased  under  the  provisions 
of  the  British  North  America  Act. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  Minister  of  J ustice 
admits  that  the  terms  and  conditions  upon  which 
all  the  provinces  come  into  the  union  are  the  terms 
and  conditions  contained  in  the  British  North 
America  Act,  and  that  those  terms  and  conditions 
apply  to  all  the  provinces  that  were  in  the  union  at 
the  time  the  union  was  established,  and  all  that 
have  subsequently  come  in  except  where  there  has 
been  imperial  legislation  as  in  the  case  of  Manitoba. 
Now,  section  51,  sub-section  4,  provides  that  where 
the  population  of  a  province,  upon  readjustment, 
is  found  to  have  diminished  by  one-twentieth  part 
or  upwards,  there  is  to  be  a  diminution  in  the 
representation  in  this  House.  The  Minister  of 
Justice  says  that  does  not  apply  to  British  Columbia. 
Section  52  says  that  the  number  of  members  of  the 
House  of  Commons  may  be  from  time  to  time 
increased  by  the  Parliament  of  Canada  provided 
that  the  proportionate  representation  of  the  pro¬ 
vinces  prescribed  by  this  Act,  is  not  thereby 
disturbed.  The  hon.  gentleman  says  that  does  not 
apply  to  British  Columbia.  The  proportionate 
representation  to  which  British  Columbia  is  entitled 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  to  be  overriden 
by  the  terms  and  conditions  stated  at  the  time  of 
admission  into  the  union.  Now,  I  humbly  submit  to 
this  committee  that  Her  Majesty’s  Order  in  Council 
becomes  a  part  of  this  Act  in  so  far  as  it  is  con¬ 
sistent  with  its  provisions.  What  are  the  words 
of  the  Act?  “Subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act.”  Now,  if  British  Columbia  was  given  six 
members  when  it  was  entitled  to  three,  there  is  a 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


provision  in  the  terms  and  conditions  not  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  therefore  nuga¬ 
tory.  The  Minister  of  Justice  knows  that,  under 
a  proper  interpretation  of  this  Act,  he  could  not 
apply  any  other  rule.  If  there  is  power  given  to 
Her  Majesty,  if  there  is  power  given  to  any  other 
body,  to  do  a  particular  thing,  the  terms  of  that 
power  must  be  strictly  pursued.  When  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  British  Columbia  asked  for  six  members, 
and  when  the  Parliament  of  Canada  at  that  time 
agreed  that  she  might  come  in  with  six  members, 
that  may  have  been  altogether  inconsistent.  The 
hon.  gentleman  seems  to  think  that  this  Parliament 
can  override  individual  provinces.  Why,  Sir,  what 
is  the  spirit,  what  is  the  character,  of  the  provisions 
of  this  Act  ?  It  is  that  the  terms  of  the  Act  are  a 
treaty,  and  that  that  treaty  cannot  be  overriden. 
What  protection  would  the  Province  of  Manitoba, 
or  the  Province  of  Prince  Edward  Island,  or  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  British  Columbia  have  under  this  Confed¬ 
eration  if,  by  a  combination  of  a  simple  ma-, 
jority  of  the  larger  provinces,  the  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  could  be  disregarded.  We  might  establish 
terms  and  conditions  wholly  inconsistent  with  this 
Act,  and  that  would  have  prevented  a  union 
altogether  if  they  had  been  suggested  at  the  initia¬ 
tion  of  the  union.  But  the  Minister  of  Justice 
seems  to  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  when  Her 
Majesty  had  those  terms  and  conditions  before  her, 
when  her  advisers  framed,  upon  those  terms  and 
conditions,  an  Order  in  Council,  they  were  assum¬ 
ing  that  the  Government  of  British  Columbia  and 
the  Government  of  Canada  had  acted  in  consonance 
with  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  Was  there  a 
statement  to  Her  Majesty  as  to  what  the  popida- 
tion  of  British  Columbia  was?  Was  there  a  state¬ 
ment  to  Her  Majesty:  “May  it  please  Your 
Majesty,  British  Columbia,  under  the  terms  of  the 
British  North  America  Act,  would  be  entitled  to 
only  two  representatives,  and  we  propose  to  give 
her  six  ?  ”  Does  any  one  suppose  for  a  moment  that 
six  representatives  would  have  been  embraced  in 
the  Order  in  Council  if  the  facts  were  actually 
known  by  Her  Majesty’s  advisers  ?  It  is  enough 
to  put  the  matter  hypothetically,  to  show  that  this 
is  not  the  case.  The  146th  section  provides  for  the 
admission  of  those  provinces  that  were  out,  and  I 
want  to  know  if  Prince  Edward  Island  is  to  have 
its  representation  cut  down  to  live  with  30,000 
more  inhabitants  than  British  Columbia,  and 
that  British  Columbia  is  to  have  six  ?  Is 
that  a  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  ?  Is  any  Order  in  Council  which  under¬ 
takes  to  guarantee  British  Columbia  against  the 
diminution  of  her  representation  in  accordance  with 
sub-section  4,  of  section  51,  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  ?  Why,  Sir,  British  Colum¬ 
bia  may  in  a  few  years  be  entitled  to  five  times  six 
for  aught  I  know,  but  she  would  be  aggrieved  if 
she  were  deprived  of  her  full  representation,  and 
why  should  she,  a  province  rapidly  increasing  in 
population,  insist  upon  the  terms  of  the  Act  being 
disregarded  and  the  provisions  of  the  law  set  at 
naught?  Because  every  one  must  understand,  no 
one  in  the  whole  country  knows  better  than  the 
Minister  of  Justice,  that  he  cannot  put  into  an 
Order  in  Council  a  term  inconsistent  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act.  It  is  not  necessary  to  state 
the  matter  further  ;  and  it  is  perfectly  just  be- 
ca\;se  it  gives  to  British  Columbia  her  full  repre¬ 
sentation,  and  it  does  ncJt  give  to  her  a  representa- 
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tion  with  a  smaller  population,  larger  than  the 
Province  of  Prince  Edward  Island  is  to  receive. 

Mr.  MARA.  The  lion,  member  for  Both  well 
has  given  the  very  best  answer  that  could  possibly 
be  given  to  the  objection  he  has  raised.  He  has 
stated  that  the  terms  of  union  with  British 
Columbia  were  in  the  form  of  a  treaty.  A  treaty 
was  formed  between  British  Columbia  and  the 
Dominion  Government,  which  was  ratified  by  the 
Imperial  Parliament.  One  provision  of  the  treaty 
was  that  British  Columbia  should  be  entitled  to 
three  senators  and  three  representatives  in  the 
Commons.  At  that  time  it  was  known  that  British 
Columbia  could  not  fairly  claim  that  number 
according  to  her  population,  and  it  was  also  known 
that  the  per  capita  allowance  would  not  be  suffi¬ 
cient  to  carry  on  the  Provincial  Government.  The 
population  was  assumed  to  be  60,000,  which  was 
far  in  excess  of  the  real  population.  But  upon 
that  assumed  population  the  treaty  was  formed,  a 
solemn  bargain  was  entered  into  between  British 
Columbia  and  the  Dominion  Government,  which 
was  ratified  by  the  Imperial  Government,  and  this 
House  has  no  power,  even  if  it  had  the  will,  to 
break  that  treaty.  If  this  House  broke  that  treaty 
we  would  have  to  apply  to  the  Imperial  Govern¬ 
ment  to  alter  the  terms  of  union.  British  Colum¬ 
bia  entered  under  a  different  arrangement,  with  a 
different  treaty,  than  did  Prince  Edward  Island. 
The  delegates  who  were  sent  here  foresaw  that 
there  might  be  a  doubt  when  the  next  census  was 
taken,  whether  British  Columbia  would  be  entitled 
to  the  full  representation  of  six  members,  and  they 
took  good  care  that,  at  all  events,  the  representation 
of  the  province  should  never  be  reduced  ;  therefore 
the  number  was  placed  at  six  with  a  right  to 
increased  representation  according  to  population. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P. E.I. )  All  that  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  says  is  true,  and  I  agree  with  the  spirit  of  his 
argument  that  the  admission  of  British  Columbia 
into  the  union  was  upon  terms  and  conditions 
which  amounted  in  point  of  fact  to  a  treaty,  and  it 
would  be  a  wrongful  thing  to  change  the  terms  of 
that  treaty  without  the  consent  of  all  parties.  I 
follow  the  hon.  gentleman  thoroughly,  and  I  do 
not  see  any  defect  in  his  argument  on  that  score. 
But  that  is  not  the  point  raised  by  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Bothwell.  It  is  this  :  What  power  have  we 
to  declare  by  a  statute  of  this  Parliament  that  the 
Province  of  British  Columbia  shall  have  a  larger 
number  of  members  than  the  Imperial  Act  provides. 
That  province  has  6  members  by  the  terms  of  union. 

Mr.  MARA.  By  the  treaty. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  By  what  the  hon. 
gentleman  calls  the  treaty.  The  hon.  gentleman 
said  that  that  treaty  was  ratified  by  the  Imperial 
Parliament.  If  he  was  right  in  that  statement, 
there  would  not  be  room  for  argument ;  but  the 
treaty  has  not  been  ratified  by  the  Imperial  Parlia¬ 
ment,  and,  speaking  as  a  lawyer,  my  impression  is 
that  the  treaty  will  have  to  be  ratified  by  an 
Imperial  Act  before  British  Columbia  has  a  legal 
right  to  return  six  members  to  this  House.  I  am 
not  speaking  against  British  Columbia  having  six 
members.  Having  made  a  treaty  to  that  effect, 
we  have  a  perfect  right  to  pass  an  Address  to  Her 
Majesty  asking  the  Imperial  Parliament  to  carry 
it  out.  I  fully  agree  with  what  the  hon.  gentleman 
has  stated,  that  British  Columbia  made  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  Dominion  under  which  she  was  to  be 


entitled  to  six  members.  But  we  must  look  and 
see  what  the  Imperial  Act  says.  The  Province  of 
Quebec  has  sixty-five  members,  and  we  cannot 
change  that  number.  Other  provinces  return  a 
number  of  members  in  proportion  to  their  popula¬ 
tion,  as  compared  with  the  number  65  for  the 
Province  of  Quebec.  Section  146  says  : 

“  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Queen  on  Address  from  the 
Houses  of  the  respective  Legislatures  of  the  colony  or 
Provinces  of  Newfoundland,  Prince  Edward  Island  and 
British  Columbia,  to  admit  these  colonies  or  provinces  or 
any  of  them  into  the  union  on  such  terms  and  conditions 
m  each  case  as  are  in  the  Addresses  expressed  and  as  the 
Queen  thinks  fit  to  approve,  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  Act  and  the  provisions  of  any  Order  in  Council  in  that 
behalf,  shall  have  effect  as  if  they  had  been  elected  by  the 
Parliament  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and 
Ireland.” 

The  whole  question  is  as  to  what  is  the  meaning  of 
the  words,  “  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act.” 
If  those  words  were  not  intended  to  control  the  ex¬ 
ercise  of  any  power  on  the  part  of  the  Queen,  to 
import  into  an  Imperial  Act  terms  and  conditions 
inconsistent  with  that  Act — if  they  were  not  in¬ 
tended  to  prevent  such  a  thing,  I  do  not  know  what 
they  mean.  I  think  that  is  their  meaning.  I  think 
the  terms  and  conditions  recited  in  the  Orders  in 
Council  are  perfectly  good  unless  they  contravene 
an  express  provision  of  the  Act.  If  they  do  so  con¬ 
travene,  to  that  extent  they  were  ultra  vires.  I  sub¬ 
mit  that  imperial  legislation  wall  be  required  to 
overcome  this  difficulty.  It  was  quite  proper  for 
the  Minister  of  J ustice  to  point  to  the  inconvenience 
that  might  arise,  and  there  is  no  hon.  member  who 
desires  to  go  back  on  the  terms  of  the  union,  or 
alter  the  number  of  representatives  to  which 
British  Columbia  may  be  entitled ;  but  tha.t  does  not 
affect  the  question  that  we  are  now  asked  to  declare 
as  law'  that  which  we  have  no  right  or  power  to  so 
declare.  This  is  a  very  important  law  point  and 
it  is  worthy  of  consideration.  Perhaps  the  hon. 
gentleman  will  not  press  this  clause. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  intend  only  to 
press  this  clause  to-night. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  No  doubt  this  is  a  legal 
question  of  very  great  importance,  and  probably 
the  Minister  of  Justice  on  consideration  would 
determine  as  a  lawyer  that  the  contention  of  my 
hon.  friend,  from  a  legal  point  of  view,  is  correct, 
and  there  wrill  have  to  be  imperial  legislation  to 
ratify  the  treaty  made  between  Canada  and  British 
Columbia. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  cannot  agree  with 
that  position,  nor  can  I  in  the  slightest  degree  con¬ 
cede  that  Her  Majesty  had  not  the  power  by  Order 
in  Council  to  vary,  as  regards  any  province,  the 
terms  of  the  British  North  America  Act.  I  think 
that  was  the  express  power  conferred  in  section  146, 
and  the  words  “  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  ”  refer  to  the  pow'ers  conferred  by  the  Act  to 
make  Orders  in  Council  admitting  other  provinces 
to  the  union. 

Air.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Suppose  a  claim  was  set 
up  for  a  change  in  the  distribution  of  power  ;  sup¬ 
pose,  for  instance,  that  a  province  claimed  to  control 
notes  and  bills  and  to  levy  customs  on  imports  or 
collect  indirect  taxes.  If  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
contention  is  correct,  the  condition  of  admission  to 
the  Confederation  might  be  varied. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  it  would  be. 
At  one  time  British  Columbia  proposed  to  make 
stipulations  respecting  customs  duties,  and  the 
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answer  given  was  that  the  union  had  taken  place  in 
the  meantime.  If  she  had  stood  out  for  additional 
powers  or  diminished  powers  we  would  either  have 
had  to  refuse  the  demand  or  accede  to  it.  If  we 
had  agreed  to  the  demand  for  further  powers,  we 
would  have  stood  by  that  agreement  ;  and  we  will 
stand  by  this  treaty,  whether  it  requires  an  Imperial 
Act  to  confirm  it  or  not.  The  fact  that  it  was 
entered  into  in  good  faith  would  make  it  binding  on 
us.  It  is  entirely  within  Her  Majesty’s  power,  it 
is  that  power  which  was  expressly  conferred  in 
section  146,  it  is  that  power  which  was  exercised 
in  respect  to  other  provinces  coming  in,  and  no 
question  having  been  raised  for  twenty  years  this 
House  should  not  hesitate  to  act  upon  the  clear, 
explicit  understanding  arrived  it,  and  not  adopt 
the  mere  suggestion  that  the  making  of  the  treaty 
was  ultra  vires. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  It  seems  to  me  the  position  of 
the  lion,  member  for  Bothwell  is  a  correct  one 
legally,  whatever  it  may  be  in  point  of  justice, 
fair-play  and  good  faith  as  between  British  Colum¬ 
bia  and  this  Dominion.  But  in  view  of  the  word¬ 
ing  of  the  section,  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  contention  is  right,  because  the  Act 
says,  “  on  such  terms  and  conditions  in  each  case 
as  are  in  the  Addresses  expressed  and  as  the  Queen 
thinks  fit  to  approve,  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  Act.”  So  Her  Majesty  cannot  approve  any¬ 
thing  outside  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  British 
Columbia  might  have  entered  Confederation  under 
two  conditions.  First,  under  an  Act  of  Parlia¬ 
ment.  If  it  had  come  in  under  an  Act  of  Parlia¬ 
ment,  that  would  have  been  a  ratification  of  all  the 
terms  stipulated  between  British  Columbia  and  the 
Confederation.  But  it  came  in  under  the  second 
condition,  by  an  Order  in  Council,  the  conditions 
of  which  the  Queen  could  approve  “  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  Act,”  and,  therefore,  if  there 
was  in  the  Address  anything  which  was  not 
within  the  provisions  of  the  Act  the  Queen  could 
not  approve  it.  But,  at  the  same  time,  lam  myself 
taken  by  surprise  at  the  objection  raised,  for  it  has 
always  been  understood  that  British  Columbia  was 
entitled  to  six  members.  I  have  no  doubt  what¬ 
ever  that  this  circumstance,  as  stated  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Yale  (Mr.  Mara),  is  a  factor  in  this 
discussion  which  cannot  be  lost  sight  of.  We  have 
always  understood  that  British  Columbia  was 
entitled  to  six  members  until  such  time  that  she 
was  entitled  to  a  larger  number,  but  that  she  should 
not  be  represented  by  a  less  number  than  six.  For 
my  part  I  would  be  sorry  to  come  to  any  conclusion 
which  would  deprive  British  Columbia  of  that 
which  the  people  suppose  themselves  to  be  their 
right  ;  but  as  a  question  of  law,  as  to  whether 
British  Columbia  is  entitled  to  six  members,  that 
involves  a  position  which  must  be  rectified  in  some 
way. 

Mr.  CORBOULI).  I  do  not  wonder  that  the  hon. 
member  for  Bothwell  should  have  taken  objec¬ 
tions  to  British  Columbia  having  six  members,  for 
certainly  that  province  has  not  rendered  much 
assistance  to  the  hon.  gentleman  and  his  party. 
But  it  is  strange  that  the  hon.  gentleman  did  not 
take  that  objection  a  long  time  ago.  I  wonder  he 
did  not  take  it  in  1873,  when  he  came  into  power. 
At  that  time  he  might  have  done  so,  but  it  appears 
he  overlooked  the  fact  that  British  Columbia,  until 
the  present  time,  was  over-represented  in  this 
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House.  The  contract  made  with  British  Columbia 
was  a  solemn  treaty,  and  under  section  146  the 
Order  in  Council  was  made  the  same  as  an 
Imperial  Act  of  Parliament.  It  seems  to  me  that 
to  get  rid  of  that,  it  would  require  an  Imperial  Act 
of  Parliament  to  undo  it  again.  Now,  if  the  hon. 
gentleman  wants  to  get  rid  of  British  Columbia 
altogether — and  apparently  that  is  his  object, 
because  he  wishes  to  break  the  treaty  under  which 
British  Columbia  came  into  Confederation — it  is 
just  as  well  for  that  province  to  know  what  the 
feelings  of  hon.  gentlemen  on  that  side  of  the  House 
are  towards  British  Columbia.  So  far,  I  am  sure 
they  have  not  shown  any  friendly  feeling  towards 
our  province  at  all.  Since  I  have  had  the  honour 
of  being  in  this  House  I  have  not  heard  any  hon. 
gentleman  on  the  other  side  say  very  much  in 
favour  of  the  Province  of  British  Columbia,  and  I 
presume  it  is  because  British  Columbia  has  not 
sent  them  any  assistance  in  Parliament.  As  to  the 
legal  point  now  before  the  House,  I  think  the 
Minister  of  Justice  has  answered  the  hon.  member 
for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  completely,  and  I  do  not 
propose  to  deal  with  it  at  present,  because  before 
doing  so  I  would  like  to  look  into  it.  I  am  sure 
that  from  the  explanation  the  Minister  of  Justice 
has  already  given,  that  this  House  will  be  satisfied 
that  it  is  impossible  for  us  to-day  to  break  that 
treaty  with  British  Columbia  without  showing 
extremely  bad  faith.  In  fact,  it  would  be  impos¬ 
sible  for  us  to  do  it  without  a  British  Act  of 
Parliament. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  alto¬ 
gether  misconceived  the  spirit  of  the  observations 
which  were  made  by  my  hon.  friends  here.  There 
is  no  intention  on  this  side  of  the  House  to  deprive 
British  Columbia  of  the  six  members  to  which  we 
say  in  good  faith  she  is  entitled.  But  my  hon. 
friends  beside  me  have  pointed  out  a  difficulty 
which  is  a  serious  one.  The  hon.  gentleman  makes 
light  of  it,  but  perhaps  it  would  be  better  to  take 
it,  not  in  the  spirit  of  hostility  but  simply  as  call¬ 
ing  the  attention  of  the  House  to  a  great  difficulty 
in  the  position  occupied  on  the  floor  of  Parliament 
by  British  Columbia.  It  is  true  that  British 
Columbia  has  not  done  much  for  the  Opposition, 
but  that  is  more  their  misfortune  than  ours. 

Mr.  GORDON.  The  terms  of  union  with 
British  Columbia  provide  that  the  representation 
of  six  members  may  be  increased  but  not  di¬ 
minished,  and  my  hon.  friend  for  Bothwell  (Mr. 
Mills)  will  find  that  the  terms  of  union  with 
Prince  Edward  Island  are  of  an  entirely  different 
character.  The  12th  clause  of  the  terms  of  union 
with  Prince  Edward  Island  states  “  That  the  re¬ 
presentation  of  Prince  Edward  Island  may  be 
readjusted  from  time  to  time,”  whereas  the  terms 
of  union  with  British  Columbia  states  “  That  the 
representation  of  six  members  shall  be  increased 
under  the  provisions  of  the  British  North  Ame¬ 
rica  Act.”  I  am  sure  that  the  legal  gentlemen  of 
the  House  are  well  qualified  to  deal  with  the  legal 
question,  but  I  for  one  can  see  that  it  is  quite 
plain  that  British  Columbia  is  entitled  to  six  mem¬ 
bers  until  her  population  entitles  her  to  more,  and 
that  her  present  representation  shall  not  be 
diminished. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  do  not  wish  to  lie 
under  the  imputation  which  my  hon.  friend  oppo¬ 
site  (Mr.  Corbould)  seems  to  desire  to  place  on  the 
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Opposition,  that  they  entertain  feelings  adverse  to 
British  Columbia.  I  have  never  heard  any  of  my 
lion,  friends  on  this  side  of  the  House  express  any 
but  kindly  feelings  towards  British  Columbia,  and 
I  beg  to  assure  my  lion,  friend  that  so  far  as  the 
individual  members  coming  from  British  Columbia 
are  concerned,  we  entertain  nothing  but  kindly 
feelings  towards  them  personally.  I  am  in  thorough 
accord  with  my  leader  that  this  is  a  matter  of  good 
faith.  I  think  it  would  be  a  breach  of  faith  on  the 
part  of  Parliament  to  alter  those  terms  if  they 
could  do  it,  but  the  point  before  the  House  is  a 
purely  legal  question.  If  my  learned  friend’s  con¬ 
tention  is  true,  one  or  other  of  these  lion,  gen¬ 
tlemen  occupy  a  seat  here  improperly  and  illegally, 
and  I  am  sure  they  do  not  want  to  be  in  that  posi¬ 
tion.  The  suggestion  was  made  that  the  ille¬ 
gality  should  be  removed  if  it  exists,  and  should 
be  removed  in  the  only  way  possible,  not  by  a  Bill 
passed  in  this  House  but  by  an  amendment  to  the 
Imperial  Act  ratifying  the  terms  of  union.  When 
I  first  rose  that  was  the  suggestion  I  made. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  thought  the  objec¬ 
tion  was  taken  that  an  Imperial  statute  was 
required,  and  that  in  the  meantime  we  could  not 
pass  this  section. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I.)  In  the  meantime  I  am 
still  of  opinion,  as  I  rose  to  suggest  before,  that 
an  Imperial  Act  was  necessary  to  remove  this 
illegality. 

Section  agreed  to. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  progres. 

THE  PATENT  ACT. 

Mr.  CARLING  moved  second  reading  of  Bill 
(No.  90)  to  amend  the  Patent  Act  and  Acts  amend¬ 
ing  the  same.  He  said:  The  chief  provisions  in 
this  Bill  are  to  extend  the  life  of  a  patent  from 
15  years,  as  it  is  at  present,  to  18  years,  and  to 
do  away  with  the  necessity  for  models.  At  pre¬ 
sent  models  are  not  required  in  any  country  except 
the  United  States,  and  only  there  when  specially 
called  for,  and  from  our  experience  in  the  depart¬ 
ment  we  do  not  think  models  should  be  required, 
except  where  they  are  absolutely  necessary,  and 
specially  called  for. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  What  is  the  term  of  the  life  of 
a  patent  in  England  and  in  the  United  States? 

Mr.  CARLING.  In  England  7,  14  and  21  j7ears, 
I  believe,  and  in  the  United  States  17  years. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  You  propose  to  divide  the  term 
into  three  parts — 6,  12  and  18  years  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  Yes. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  What  is  the  reason  for  extend¬ 
ing  the  time  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  The  Canadian  Inventors’  Asso¬ 
ciation,  who  have  discussed  the  granting  of  patents 
very  fully,  consider  that  it  is  very  important  that 
our  inventors  should  be  granted  a  patent  for  18 
years  instead  of  17  years  as  in  the  United  States. 

I  believe  that  it  is  intended  to  extend  the  term  in 
the  United  States  to  18  years;  but  by  giving  our 
inventors  18  years,  we  shall  enable  them  to  take 
out  a  patent  here  first,  aud  still  preserve  the  life  of 
the  patent  for  its  full  term  in  the  United  States, 
because  in  the  United  States  it  takes  perhaps  a 
year  to  get  a  patent  through. 


Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  On  grounds 
of  public  policy  I  question  the  desirability  of  extend¬ 
ing  the  period  of  a  patent  right.  Fifteen  years 
nowadays  is  a  very  long  time,  practically  a  good 
deal  longer  than  it  was  when  the  facilities  of  com¬ 
munication  and  transmission  of  knowledge  were 
much  less  widely  diffused.  It  is  well  known  to 
everybody  who  has  had  occasion  to  look  into  this 
question  of  patents  that  in  the  case  of  valuable 
patents  a  number  of  persons  are  very  frequently 
engaged  on  the  same  invention  or  substantially  the 
same  at  the  same  time  ;  and  I  question  very  much 
whether  the  public  interest — which  is  after  all  more 
to  be  considered  than  what  the  Inventors’  Associ¬ 
ation  calls  for — will  be  served  by  increasing  the 
time  for  which  a  patent  is  granted.  It  appears  to 
me  that  this  is  very  questionable  legislation,  and  no 
argument  has  been  given  in  justification  of  it. 

Mr.  COATSWORTH.  I  have  had  a  good  many 
communications  from  the  Canadian  Inventors’ 
Association  with  regard  to  the  proposed  Bill,  and  I 
think  that  a  few  explanations  as  to  the  length  of 
the  life  of  a  patent,  would  relieve  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  of  any  doubts  they  may  have  as  to  the 
necessity  for  this  legislation.  I  cannot  do  better 
than  illustrate  a  case.  When  an  inventor  obtains 
a  patent  in  another  country,  after  having  obtained 
one  here,  he  can  only  get  a  patent  for  the  remain¬ 
ing  period  of  the  life  of  the  patent  in  the  country 
where  it  is  first  issued.  For  instance,  we  issue  a 
patent  for  fifteen  years,  and  the  man  who  gets  a 
patent  here  and  afterwards  desires  to  take  out  one 
in  the  United  States,  instead  of  getting  it  for  the 
full  term  of  17  years,  can  only  get  it  for  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  the  term  of  15  years.  The  result  of  that  is 
that  inventors  go  first  to  the  United  States,  and 
that  the  United  States  reap  most  of  the  benefits 
of  the  invention,  and  we  loose  the  fees  and  the 
advantage  of  the  business  that  we  should  other¬ 
wise  have.  If  the  length  of  the  life  of  a 
patent  is  extended  to  18  years,  the  patentee 
has  an  opportunity  of  taking  out  his  patent 
here  and  making  some  test  of  it  within  a  year,  and 
then  getting  out  a  patent  in  the  United  States  for 
the  full  term  of  17  years.  In  regard  to  the  objec¬ 
tion  raised  by  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford 
that  this  interferes  with  the  rights  of  parties,  it 
may  possibly  theoretically  interfere,  though  I 
doubt  if  it  does,  but  practically  we  know  that  it 
does  not  interfere  with  the  rights  of  any  person. 
We  know  as  a  matter  of  experience,  in  connection 
with  the  working  out  of  the  patent  law,  that  not  one 
patent  in  ten  issued  is  carried  on  for  many  years 
afterwards.  The  patentees  do  not  find  a  market  for 
them,  or  are  not  able  to  perfect  their  invention,  or 
it  is  perfected  to  a  greater  extent  in  some  other 
countries.  This  extension  of  the  life  of  the  patent 
is  proposed  on  the  application  of  the  Canadian  In¬ 
ventors’  Association  after  they  had  fully  considered 
the  matter,  and  the  object  they  desire  to  gain  is 
that  a  Canadian  inventor  shall  be  able  to  take  out 
a  patent  in  his  own  country,  and  after  that  if  it 
proves  a  success,  he  shall  be  able  to  take  it  out  for 
the  full  term  of  17  years  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  I  am  not  going  to  take 
any  objection  to  the  second  reading  of  the  Bill, 
but  when  we  go  into  committee  I  intend  to  discuss 
some  of  these  provisions,  especially  that  one  making 
it  optional  to  furnish  a  model.  In  many  cases  the 
patentee  is  anxious  to  get  rid  of  the  expense  and 
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trouble  of  making  a  model,  but  my  information  is 
that  the  experience  of  the  neighbouring  Republic 
in  doing  away  with  the  model  has  not  been 
altogether  satisfactory.  Disputes  have  arisen  as 
to  the  rights  of  parties  under  the  patent,  and  there 
is  no  existing  model  by  which  those  disputes  can  be 
satisfactorily  determined.  A  party  makes  some 
alteration  or  improvement,  which  he  maintains  is 
not  a  part  of  the  original  patent  ;  the  original 
patentee  maintains  the  contrary,  and  disputes 
arise  which  would  not  have  arisen  if  the  model  had 
been  furnished. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  only  reason  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  assigns  for  this  legislation  is  his  desire  to 
secure  the  rights  of  patentees  in  a  foreign  country. 
I  am  surprised  that  he  should  found  legislation  on 
the  practice  of  the  United  States  or  allow  their 
laws  or  practices  to  control  this  Parliament.  It 
seems  to  me  the  Canadian  Parliament  ought  to  be 
able  to  legislate  for  its  own  people  without  dictation 
from  the  United  States.  The  hon.  gentleman  says 
that  whilst  to-day  an  inventor  might  apply  for  his 
patent  in  the  United  States  first  and  thus  have  the 
full  benefit  of  the  law  there,  it  will  be  better  for 
him  to  stay  at  home  and  take  out  his  patent  here. 
I  can  see  considerable  advantage  to  this  country  in 
having  the  department  saved  a  good  deal  of  expense 
by  the  examination  into  the  patent  taking  place  in 
the  United  States  patent  office  instead  of  here.  I 
cannot  see  any  great  advantage  in  having  the 
patent  office  here  troubled  with  a  lot  of  applica¬ 
tions,  nine-tenths  of  which,  I  suppose,  are  refused, 
and  all  of  which  labour  would  be  saved 
if  the  patent  was  first  got  on  application 
across  the  line.  The  Minister  of  Agriculture, 
he  who  is  responsible  for  this  measure,  has  not  told 
us  anything  about  the  public.  He  says  this  legis¬ 
lation  is  asked  for  by  the  association  of  inventors. 
Has  he  consulted  the  public  ?  Would  it  not  be 
wise  to  allow  some  publicity  to  this  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  before  it  goes  into  effect  ?  We  all  know  that 
to-day  a  patentee  really  enjoys  a  monopoly  long 
after  the  expiry  of  the  patent,  for  he  grafts  on 
it  certain  improvements  which  give  him  really  the 
control  of  the  original  invention,  and  it  is  a  rare 
thing  to  find  even  an  expired  patent  becoming  an 
article  of  common  manufacture,  so  that  I  think  he 
has  failed  to  really  make  out  a  case. 

i  Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  I  think  great  care  ought 
to  be  given  to  this  Bill  before  passing  it.  I  under¬ 
stand  that  the  department  now  can  exercise  their 
judgment  as  to  whether  they  shall  require  models 
or  not.  I  would  like  to  know  if  that  is  not  the 
case. 

Mr.  CARLING.  They  require  models  unless 
the  models  are  specially  dispensed  with  ;  but  what 
we  propose  now  is  that  a  drawing  shall  be  prepared 
and  submitted  to  the  department  for  examina¬ 
tion  by  the  patent  examiner,  and  if  he  finds  it  is 
not  necessary  to  have  a  model,  we  will  not  put  the 
inventor  to  the  expense  of  furnishing  one.  The 
furnishing  of  these  models  is  very  expensive,  the 
storing  of  them  takes  a  great  deal  of  room,  and  the 
taking  charge  of  them  entails  considerable  expense. 
The  Americans  have  ceased  exacting  them  alto¬ 
gether  except  in  special  cases. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  As  I  understand  it,  in 
the  past  it  was  the  practice  of  the  department  not 
to  demand  a  model  where  it  was  thought  not  neces- 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


sary.  That  is  all  that  is  required.  Any  person 
will  easily  see  that,  in  many  instances,  not  even  an 
expert  can  tell  from  a  drawing  whether  the  patent 
interferes  with  another  or  not.  Further  than  that, 
I  am  credibly  informed  that  the  United  States 
commissioner,  in  his  last  report,  reported  very 
strongly  in  favour  of  insisting  on  the  furnishing  of 
models  although  they  had  been  dispensed  with  for 
some  time.  That,  being  the  case,  if  we  are  to  be 
governed  by  their  practice,  we  ought  to  be  very 
careful  before  making  any  change.  Further,  I  may 
say,  that  a  person  applying  for  a  patent  in  the 
United  States  has  to  supply  a  cardboard  as  a  sub¬ 
stitute  for  the  model. 

Mr.  COATSWORTH.  In  the  same  way  as  the 
department  requires  it  here. 

Mr.  CARLING.  The  department  requires  a 
drawing. 

Mr.  COATSWORTH.  The  same  drawing  as  in 
the  United  States  ? 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  The  hon.  gentleman  says 
so,  but  I  do  not  think  there  is  anything  in  the  Bill 
or  in  the  practice  of  the  department  to  bear  him 
out.  The  Minister  will  be  able  to  say  whether 
they  require  a  cardboard  the  same  as  in  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  CARLING.  According  to  the  regulations 
of  the  department,  they  require,  the  same  as  in  the 
United  States,  a  proper  drawing  of  the  invention. 
That  drawing  will  be  put  before  the  examiner, 
unless  it  is  necessary  to  have  a  model. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  The  hon.  Minister  says 
a  drawing  is  required  the  same  as  in  the  United 
States,  but  I  am  trying  to  explain  that  there  are 
cardboards  required  in  the  United  States  different 
from  anything  provided  in  this  Bill. 

Mr.  COATSWORTH.  The  Minister  says  that 
drawings  are  required  the  same  as  in  the  United 
States,  so  that  the  only  difference  now  between  us 
and  the  United  States  is  that  we  require  models 
and  they  do  not. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  I  do  not  know  whether  the 
hon.  member  for  Toronto  can  speak  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  or  not,  but  his  understanding 
in  the  matter  is  different  from  mine,  and  I  have  some 
experience  in  this,  and  I  must  take  issue  with  him. 
I  believe  him  to  be  incorrect,  and  unless  this  Bill 
makes  provision  we  are  not  placed  in  the  same  posi¬ 
tion  as  in  the  United  States.  What  I  bring  before 
the  attention  of  the  Government  is  the  report  of 
the  commissioner  in  the  United  States  urging  upon 
the  Government  very  strongly  to  change  the  sys¬ 
tem  of  not  asking  for  models.  I  agree  with  the 
Minister  that  in  many  cases  it  is  not  desirable  to 
press  upon  all  applicants  for  models.  In  many 
cases  they  are  not  necessary  and  put  the  person 
applying  for  the  patent  to  great  expense  without 
any  benefit  to  the  public,  but  there  are  many  other 
instances  in  which  drawings,  or  even  cardboard, 
will  not  place  the  officers  of  the  department,  no 
matter  how  expert  they  may  be,  in  a  position  to 
tell  whether  there  is  anything  which  encroaches 
upon  another  patent.  The  public  are  largely  inter¬ 
ested  in  this  matter.  I  understand  that  this  legisla¬ 
tion  is  asked  for  by  an  association  of  patent  solicitors, 
and  that  is  one  reason  why  this  House  should  look 
carefully  into  it.  We  can  see  what  danger  there 
might  be  if  the  matter  was  so  placed  in  the  hands 
of  an  association  that  no  application  could  be  made 
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without  toll  being  paid  to  the  members  of  such  an 
association.  I  think,  on  the  whole,  there  has  been 
no  particular  complaint  in  connection  with  the 
department  by  parties  applying  for  patents.  I 
think  a  great  deal  of  care  has  been  exercised  and 
information  has  been  given,  and  the  interests  of 
the  applicants  facilitated  if  they  could  show  they 
were  entitled  to  a  patent.  At  least,  that  is  as  far 
as  my  information  and  experience  go.  I  think  the 
Minister  ought  to  be  careful  about  placing  this  in 
the  hands  of  an  association,  as  I  have  already 
pointed  out,  and  I  think  he  should  consider  the 
report  of  the  commissioner  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Do  the  United  States 
give  preference  to  their  own  subjects,  as  the  Min¬ 
ister  proposes  to  give  to  Canadians  here  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  No,  I  think  not.  There  has 
been  an  alteration  made  in  this  Bill  which  will  be 
brought  up  in  committee  by  which  no  advantage  is 
given  to  Canadians  over  Americans. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  law  of  the  United 
States  was  formerly  that  a  higher  fee  was  charged 
to  subjects  of  Her  Majesty  than  to  those  of  any 
other  foreign  country,  but  I  understand  the  law 
has  been  changed. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  Bill  read  the  second  time. 
DOMINION  LANDS  ACT  AMENDMENT. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  committee  on 
Bill  (No.  89)  further  to  amend  the  Dominion  Lands 
Act  and  amendments  thereto. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Mr.  DEWDNE Y.  Section  3  was  held  over  when 
we  were  last  in  committee  in  accordance  with  the 
suggestion  of  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr. 
Mills)  in  reference  to  the  time  at  which  the  entry 
should  be  cancelled.  I  have  considered  the  matter 
very  carefully  and  I  think,  if  we  do  make  any  ex¬ 
tension,  we  might  substitute  two  years  for  the  six 
months  in  the  Bill. 

Bill,  as  amended,  reported. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to;  and  House  adjourned  at  10.55 
p.  m. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Wednesday,  15th  June,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

CHICOUTIMI  AND  SAGUENAY  ELECTION. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  You  informed  the 
House,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  few  days  ago  that  you  had 
received  a  report  of  the  judges  who  had  presided 
at  the  trial  of  the  petition  controverting  the  elec¬ 
tion  in  Chicoutimi  and  Saguenay.  That  report 
stated  that  corrupt  practices  had  been  found  ex¬ 
tensively  to  prevail  in  that  constituency.  I  have 
not  made  any  motion  for  a  writ  to  issue,  as  the 
statute  requires,  in  order  that  I  might  first  receive 
from  the  judges  a  copy  of  the  evidence  taken  and 


lay  the  same  on  the  Table  of  the  House,  so  that  the 
House  might  be  put  in  full  possession  of  the  facts 
before  any  motion  should  be  made  on  the  subject  of 
the  writ.  With  the  view,  therefore,  of  having  the 
evidence  before  the  House,  I  beg  leave  to  move 
that  an  Order  of  the  House  do  issue  for  the 
minutes  of  evidence  taken  at  the  trial,  under  the 
Dominion  Controverted  Election  Act,  of  the  case 
of  N.  Sturgeon  and  others,  petitioners,  against  T. 
B.  Savard,  defendant,  in  relation  to  the  election  in 
the  counties  of  Chicoutimi  and  Saguenay  in  the 
year  1891. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Would  it  not  be  sufficient  to 
secure  the  case  from  the  Supreme  Court  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  was  not  printed, 
but  I  have  the  evidence  and  am  ready  to  lay  it  on 
the  Table. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Sir  J OHN  THOMPSON.  In  accordance  with 
the  Order  of  the  House  I  beg  to  lay  on  the  Table 
the  evidence  in  that  case,  and  to  state  at  the  same 
time  that,  if  it  be  the  pleasure  of  the  House,  I  will 
move  to-morrow  that  the  writ  shall  issue. 

t 

REPORT. 

Annual  Report  of  the  Department  of  Public  Print¬ 
ing  and  Stationery  for  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  for 
year  ending  30tli  June,  1891. — (Mr.  Patterson, 
Huron. ) 

PUBLICATIONS  IN  THE  GLOBE  RE  ELEC¬ 
TION  EXPENSES 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  that  the  Globe  newspaper 
of  Toronto  did,  on  or  about  the  30th  day  of 
April  last,  publish  a  series  of  documents  purporting 
to  be  lithographed  facsimiles  of  letters  and  receipts 
signed  by  the  Hon.  Sir  A.  P.  Caron,  or  by  others 
acting  on  his  behalf,  in  words  following  : — 

1.  A  letter  addressed  to  the  Hon.  Thomas 
McGreevy  : 

“  Please  give  Mr.  W.  B.  Smith,  one  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars  for  legal  expenses,  for  the  County  of  Quebec. 

“  ADOLPHE  P.  CARON. 

**  Onphpp  Q-2-^87 

“  Honble.  T.  McGreevy,  Quebec.” 

2.  A  receipt  from  Sir  A-.  P.  Caron  : 

“  Received  from  Honble.  T.  McGreevy,  one  thousand 
dollars  for  legal  expenses,  County  of  Quebec. 

“  ADOLPHE  P.  CARON.” 

3.  A  receipt  from  P.  P.  Hall  : 

“  Rec’d  $200.00  acct.  legal  exps.,  Quebec  County. 

“  P.  P.  HALL. 

“  Jan’y  12,  ’87,” 

4.  A  receipt  from  Xavier  Giroux  : 

“  Quebec  County. 

“  Rec’d  of  Hall  Bros,  k  Co.,  one  hundred  dollars. 

“  XAVIER  GIROUX. 

“  Quebec,  Feb’y  3, ’87.” 

5.  A  letter  from  Sir  A.  P<  Caron  : 

"  $400. 

“  Please  pay  four  hundred  dollars,  legal  expenses, 
County  of  Quebec. 

“  ADOLPHE  P.  CARON. 

‘‘Quebec,  17th  Feb., ’87.” 

6.  A  receipt  from  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  : 

“  Received  from  Thomas  McGreevy,  five  hundred  dol¬ 
lars,  legal  expenses,  election  of  the  County  of  Quebec. 

‘‘  ADOLPHE  P.  CARON.” 
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7.  A  receipt  from  A.  Sharpies  : 

“  Quebec,  26th  Feb’y,  ’87. 

“  Rec’d  from  Honble.  Thomas  McGreevy  six  hundred 
dollars  for  election  purposes  at  St.  Columban  district. 

“  A.  SHARPLES.” 

8.  A  letter  of  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  to  Hon.  Thomas 
McGreevy  : 

“  1887. 

“  Dear  Mr.  McGreevy,— Please  give  Mr.  Tarte  five 
hundred  dollars.  I  shall  explain. 

“  ADOLPHE  P.  CARON. 

“  Rd.  this  amount. 

“J.  I.  TARTE.” 


9.  A  receipt  from  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  : 

“  Received  from  Honble.  Mr.  McGreevy,  two  thousand 
dollars. 

“  ADOLPHE  P.  CARON. 

“  Quebec,  19-2-’87.” 

10.  A  receipt  from  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  : 

“$200. 

“  Received  from  Honble.  T.  McGreevy  two  hundred 
dollars  for  legal  expenses  for  the  County  of  Quebec. 

“  ADOLPHE  P.  CARON.” 


11.  A  receipt  from  Mr.  Tarte  as  follows  : 
“Received  two  hundred  dollars. 

“J.  ISRAEL  TARTE.” 


A  letter  from  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  to  Hon.  Thomas 
McGreevy,  in  the  following  words  : 

“  ( Private .)  3  February,  1887. 

“  Dear  Mr.  McGreevy, — Will  you  oblige  me  by  giving 
Mr.  Tarte  what  he  will  explain  to  you  required. 

“  Yours, 

“Paid  $150.”  “A.  P.  C. 


12.  A  receipt  from  Mr.  Joseph  Hamel,  as  follows : 

“  7th  February. 

“  $1,000. 

“JOSEPH  HAMEL.” 

13.  A  letter  from  Mr.  Tarte,  as  follows  : 

( Translation .)  “  Quebec,  13th  February,  1887. 

“  My  Dear  Mr.  McGreevy,— Will  you  send  me,  by  the 
bearer,  forty  dollars  for  St.  Gabriel  West,  County  of 
Quebec,  organization  of  committees. 

“  Your  devoted  servant, 

“J.  ISRAEL  TARTE. 

“  Received  the  sum  of  forty  dollars. 

“ED.  CHINIC, 

“  For  J.  I.  Tarte.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Members  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  who  receive. the  Globe  newspaper  are  aware 
of  the  publication  referred  to. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  that  the  Globe  new  spaper 
of  Toronto  did,  on  or  about  the  11th  day  of 
May  last,  publish  the  following  statement  contain¬ 
ing  certain  other  lithographed  facsimiles  : — 


1.  A  letter  of  Sir  H.  L.  Langevin  : 

“  My  Dear  Mr.  McGreevy,— Mr.  Theophile  Laflamme 
who  is  the  expense  agent  of  Dr.  Lesage,  will  hand  yoi 
this  letter.  I  think  you  might  let  him  have  $400.  Th( 
Doctor  has  a  hard  fight,  and  I  think  we  must  do  what  w< 
can  for  him  for  his  legal  expenses. 

“  Yours  very  truly, 

T  “  HECTOR  L.  LANGEVIN. 

Quebec,  31st  January,  1887. 

“P.  S. — Let  him  sign  the  blank  receipt  on  the  othe 
sheet.  “H.  L.  L.” 

2.  A  receipt  from  Mr.  Theophile  Laflamme  : 

( Translation .) 

“  Received  from  Hon.  Thos.  McGreevy,  four  hundrec 
dollars  for  legal  expenses  of  the  Dorchester  election.  J 
am  disbursing  agent  for  Doctor  Lesage. 

,  „  “  THEOPHILE  LAFLAMME. 

“  Quebec,  31st  Jan’y.,  1887.” 

Sir  Richard  Cartwright. 


3.  A  letter  from  Sir  Hector  L.  Langevin  : 

“  {Private.) 

“  My  Dear  Mr.  McGreevy— Please  send  as  much  as 
you  think  should  be  sent  to  Dr.  Lesage.  He  has  a  very 
hard  fight.  His  legal  expenses  are  great  under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances,  his  county  being  large. 

“  Yours  truly, 

HECTOR  L.  LANGEVIN. 

“  Quebec,  14th  Fe'by.,  1887.” 

4.  A  receipt  from  Mr.  Theophile  Laflamme  : 

“  Quebec,  14th  February* 

“  Received  for  Dorchester,  five  hundred  for  legal  ex¬ 
penses. 

“  THEOPHILE  LAFLAMME.” 

5.  A  receipt  from  l)r.  C.  Lesage  : 

“  Quebec,  18th  February,  1887. 

“  Received  five  hundred  dollars. 

“Dr.  C.  LESAGE.” 

6.  A  receipt  from  Louis  Taeh4  : 

( Translation .) 

“  Quebec,  25th  January,  1887. 

“  Received  from  Mr.  Thomas  Magarwey  the  sum  of  six 
hundred  dollars. 

“LS.  TACHE. 

“  $600.00.  C.  Rimouski.” 

7.  A  letter  of  Sir  Hector  L.  Langevin  : 

“  {Private.) 

“My  Dear  Mr.  McGreevy,— You  might  have  the 
bearer,  Mr.  Alphonse  Martin,  carry  to  Mr.  Ls.  Tach6  say 
four  hundred  dollars  for  legal  expenses  in  Rimouski.  He 
might  give  his  receipt  on  the  back  of  the  enclosed 
power  of  attorney  from  Mr.  TachG 

“  Yours  truly, 

“  HECTOR  L.  LANGEVIN. 

“  Quebec,  11th  February,  1887.” 

8.  A  letter  from  Sir  Hector  L.  Langevin  : 

“  {Private.) 

“  Dear  Mr.  McGreevy,— You  might  add  two  hundred 
dollars  for  legal  expenses  of  Rimouski. 

“  Yours  truly. 

“  HECTOR  L.  LANGEVIN. 

“  Quebec,  14th  Feb’y.,  1887.” 

“  Recu  le  montant. 

“  R.  A.  DRAPEAU.” 

9.  A  receipt  from  R.  A.  Drapeau  : 

“  Quebec,  14  Feb’y.,  1887. 

“  Received  from  T.  McGreevy  five  hundred  dollars  for 
legal  expenses  in  Rimouski. 

“  R.  A.  DRAPEAU.” 

10.  A  letter  from  Sir  Hector  L.  Langevin  : 

“  {Private.) 

“  Dear  Mr.  McGreevy,— Mr.  Charles  Tache,  brother  of 
our  candidate  in  Rimouski,  leaves  to-morrow  morning  for 
Rimouski.  I  think  you  might,  on  the  balance  allotted  for 
legal  expenses  of  that  county,  let  him  have  eight  hundred 
dollars.  He  is  a  safe  man. 

“  Yours  truly, 

“  HECTOR  L.  LANGEVIN. 

“  Honble.  T.  McGreevy. 

“  Quecec,  13th  Feb’y.,  1887. 

“  Received  $800. 

“  J.  C.  TACHE.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Members  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  who  see  the  Globe  newspaper  are  aware  of 
this  publication. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  that  the  Globe  newspaper 
of  Toronto  did,  on  or  about  the  12th  day  of  May 
last,  publish  the  following  statement  containing  cer¬ 
tain  other  lithographed  facsimiles  : — 
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1.  A  receipt  from  Mr.  Arthur  Prieur  : 

( Translation .) 

“  Quebec,  31st  Jany.,  1887. 

“  Received  from  Thomas  McGreevy,  Esq.,  the  sum  of 
five  hundred  dollars. 

“ARTHUR  PRIEUR. 

“$500.” 

2.  Another  receipt  from  Mr.  A.  Prieur  : 
(Translation.) 

“  $1  000. 

“  Quebec,  2nd  Feb.,  18S7. 

“Received  from  Thomas  McGreevy,  Esq.,  the  sum  of 
one  thousand  dollars. 

“  ARTHUR  PRIEUR.” 

3.  A  receipt  from  Mr.  Arthur  Prieur  : 

( Translation .) 

“$1,500. 

“  Quebec,  7th  February,  1887. 

“Received  the  sum  of  fifteen  hundred  dollars  from 
Thos.  McGreevy,  Esq. 

“  ARTHUR  PRIEUR.” 

4.  A  letter  from  Mr.  Arthur  Prieur  : 

( Translation .) 

“  St.  Stanislas,  12th  Feb.,  1887. 

“  My  Dear  Sir, — The  bearer  of  this  letter  is  Mr. 
Duplessis,  one  of  our  devoted  friends.  He  will  take  my 
place  as  to  the  matters  with  reference  to  which  I  have 
been  commissioned  to  deal  with  you. 

“  Our  friend  Mr.  Panneton  has  telegraphed  me  here  to 
go  down  and  see  you  in  order  to  get  further  assistance, 
but  as  I  am  detained  here  in  order  to  work  for  Mr.  Mont- 
plaisir,  I  send  you  Mr.  Duplessis.  You  can  trust  him  in 
every  respect. 

“  Your  devoted  servant, 

“  ARTHUR  PRIEUR, 

“  He  requires  $2,000. 

“  P.  E.  Panneton.” 


5.  A  letter  from  Mr.  Charlebois  : 


“  Three  Rivers,  14th  Feb.,  1887. 
“Dear  Mr.  McGreevy,— Deposit  four  thousand  with¬ 
out  fail  this  morning  at  10  a.m.  the  latest. 

“  Yours  truly, 

“  H,  CHARLEBOIS.” 


<< 


6.  A  receipt  from  Mr.  Duplessis  : 
$1,000. 


“  Quebec,  14th  Feb’y.,1887. 
“  Received  for  Three  Rivers  one  thousand. 

“  C.  Z.  DUPLESSIS.” 


7.  A  receipt  from  Mr.  P.  B.  Vanasse  : 

“  $2,000. 

“  Quebec,  17th  February,  1887. 

“  Received  two  thousand  dollars  for  Mr.  Panneton  at  3 
Rivers. 

“  P.  B.  VANASSE.” 

8.  A  letter  from  Mr.  Panneton  : 

(Translation.) 

“  Three  Rivers,  13th  Feb.,  1887. 

“  My  Dear  Mr.  McGreevy,— I  made  the  offer  to  the 
party.  He  refused  for  $2,500.00.  I  offered  at  last 
$3;500.00,  and  he  is  to  answer  me  to-morrow  morning.  If 
this  suits  you,  be  good  enough  to  deposit  the  amount  to¬ 
morrow  when  the  bank  opens  and  let  me  be  informed  by 

telegraph.  If  you  have  anything  to - to  me, 

confide  in  Mr.  Charlebois,  who  is  to  come  up  here  by  the 
2.30  p.m.  train.  See  him  without  fail. 

“  Yours  truly, 

“  P.  E.  PANNETON.” 

9.  A  letter  from  P.  E.  Panneton  : 

(Translation.) 

“  La  Banque  du  Peuple. 

“  (P.  E.  Panneton,  Manager.) 

“  Three  Rivers,  26th  Feb.,  1887. 

“  Mv  Dear  Mr.  McGreevy,— The  fight  is  over  and  we 
have  conquered.  I  congratulate  you  on  your  success. 

“  We  are  still  indebted  in  the  sum  of  $2,869.00. 


‘  Sir  Hector  gave  mo  last  evening,  the  line  you  will 
find  herein.  I  acted  for  the  best ;  he  had  given  me  orders 
not  to  lose  this  election.  Pelletier  spent  on  his  side  at 
least  $6,000.  The  struggle  has  been  terrific. 

“As  this  sum  was  borrowed  from  a  friend  and  will  be 
due  on  Tuesday,  be  good  enough  to  have  the  amount  de¬ 
posited  on  Monday  and  let  me  be  notified  by  telegraph. 

“  If  you  prefer  to  see  me,  telegraph  on  Monday  morn¬ 
ing  early  and  I  will  go  down  at  11.30  a.m.  Sir  Hector 
wishes  that  nothing  be  neglected. 

Yours  truly, 

“  P.  E.  PANNETON. 

“  I  have  ascertained  that  $7,000.00  has  been  spent  by 
Pelletier’s  committee.  During  the  last  two  days  they 
made  frantic  efforts. 

“  Destroy  this.  “  p.  E.  P. 

“  My  Dear  Mr.  McGreeyv,— Please  hear  the  bearer, 
Mr.  P.  E.  Panneton. 

“  HECTOR  L.  LANGEVIN.” 

10.  A  draft  received  from  Mr.  Gouin  : 

“  $3,150.00.  “  Three  Rivers,  March  3rd,  1887. 

“  At  sight  please  pay  t:o  the  order  of  myself  three 
thousand  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  value  received, 
and  charge  the  same  to  the  account  of 

“  B.C.,  1,418.  Paid  18th.  “  A.  J.  GQUIN. 

“  To  Hon.  Thomas  McGreeyy,  Quebec.” 

11.  A  letter  from  Mr.  P.  E.  Panneton  : 

(Translation.) 

“  (Private.)  La  Banque  du  Peuple, 

“  Three  Rivers,  March  3rd,  1887. 

“  Hon.  Thos.  McGreevy,  Quebec. 

“  My  Dear  Sir,— The  draft  in  question  has  been  made 
this  day  by  A.  J.  Gouin. 

“I  have  added  $281.00  to  provide  for  certain  accounts 
of  which  I  was  not  aware.  It  will  be  presented  to  you 
to-morrow  by  La  Banque  du  Peuple. 

“  Our  friend  wishes  that  everything  should  be  settled 
up,  so  as  to  avoid  any  annoyance. 

“  We  shall  take  steps  to  avoid  a  contestation. 

“  Yours  truly, 

“  P.  E.  PANNETON.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  members  of  the 
Government  who  read  the  Globe  newspaper  are 
aware  of  the  publications  referred  to. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  that  the  Globe  newspaper 
did,  on  or  about  the  14th  day  of  May  last, 
publish  the  following  statement  containing  a  certain 
other  lithographed  facsimile,  namely  : — 

1.  A  letter  from  Sir  John  Macdonald  to  the 
Hon.  Thomas  McGreevy  : 

“  (Private  and  confidential.) 

“  Ottawa,  6th  May,  1884. 

“  My  Dear  McGreevy,— All  my  colleagues  from  the 
other  provinces  concur  with  me  in  the  opinion  that 
Langevin  and  Chapleau  should  try  to  live  together  in 
amity  in  the  Government. 

“  They  think  that  Chapleau  is  less  dangerous  when  he  is  a 
hostage  for  his  good  behaviour  by  being  in  the  Council— 
than  as  a  man  free  to  act— Langevin  is  sensitive  to  attacks 
in  the  newspapers,  and  if  Chapleau  takes  the  field  against 
him,  he  will  sting  our  friend  to  death.  L.  is  going  to 
Quebec  by  the  end  of  the  week  and  will  see  his  friends. 

I  wish  you  particularly  to  see  him  and  impress  on  him 
the  necessity  of  putting  up  with  C.  until  the  latter  does 
something  so  wrong  as  to  justify  his  forced  resignation. 
Just  now  I  cannot  ask  him  to  do  so  unless  L.  and  Caron  or 
one  of  them  in  writing,  say  either  make  and  prove  a  suffi¬ 
cient  charge  or  say  that  I  must  choose  which  of  them  to 
keep.  This  must  be  communicat  ed  to  C.  and  he  will  wreak 
his  vengeance  so  long  as  he  lives  on  the  devoted  head  of 
those  who  drive  him  out  of  the  Government.  The  faults  of 
C.  will  soon  be  forgotten  and  L.  will  be  charged  with 
persecution  and  jealousy.  This  will  create  a  sympathy 
for  C.,  and  the  Grits  and  Rouges  will  eagerly  accept  his 
assistance  and  he  will  become  a  power  in  the  state.  As  a 
junior  member  of  the  Cabinet  he  is  comparatively 
harmless. 

“It  is,  I  think,  in  your  personal  interest  not  to  have  a 
split.  Tupper,  with  whom  I  have  gone  over  the  whole 
thing,  agrees  with  me.  I  wish  you  would  run  up  to  Mon¬ 
treal  on  Friday  and  see  him  (Tupper).  He  would  like  to 
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see  you  on  the  subject,  and  I  have  told  him  I  would  write 
you  to  meet  him.  Be  sure  you  go.  He  leaves  Montreal 
for  Halifax  on  Friday  night.  Burn  this  letter  when  read. 
You  need  not  say  to  L.  that  I  have  written  you. 

“  Yours  sincerely, 

“  JOHN  A.  MACDONALD.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Those  members  of  the 
Government  who  see  the  Globe  newspaper  are  aware 
of  the  publications  referred  to. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  that  the  Globe  news¬ 
paper  of  Toronto  did,  on  or  about  the  17th  day  of 
May  last,  publish  the  following  statement  contain¬ 
ing  certain  other  lithographed  facsimiles  : — 

1.  A  receipt  from  Mr.  James  Carrel  : 

“  Quebec,  1st  February,  1887. 

$500. 

“  Received  five  hundred  dollars  for  services  and  ex¬ 
penses. 

“  JAMES  CARREL. 

“  Mr.  Carrel  gave  a  receipt  on  Feb.  5  for  $500,  on  Feb. 
16  for  3350,  and  on  Feb.  20  for  $500.  In  all  he  drew  $1,850. 
The  Quebec  Mercury,  controlled  at  that  time  by  Mr. 
W.  J.  Maguire,  was  fed  on  smaller  sums, but  in  the  aggre¬ 
gate  it  received  a  little  more  than  the  Telegraph.  The 
Mercury  vouchers,  all  signed  by  W.  J.  Maguire,  are  as 


follows  :— 

“Feb.  5 . $  500 

Feb.  7 .  100 

Feb.  13 .  100 

Feb.  19 . 100 

Feb.  25 .  100 

March  5 .  100 

March  19 .  100 

March  26  . . .  100 

April  2  .  100 

Costs  in  libel  suit  .  200 

Fees  of  Mr.  Dunbar,  Q.C.,and  another.  500 


“  Total . $2,000  ” 


2.  A  receipt  from  Mr.  T.  Chapais  : 

“  Mr.  Chapais,  Sir  Hector’s  son-in-law,  figured  in  Ka- 
mouraska  in  behalf  of  Mr.  Blondeau,  the  Tory  candidate. 
On  November  22. 1886,  he  gave  a  receipt  for  $1,000  to  the 
reptile  fund.  This  money  was  deposited  for  a  protest 
against  Mr.  Gagnon,  M.P.P.  (Nationalist),  who  had  just 
been  returned  for  the  county.  The  petition  against  Mr. 
Gagnon  was  withdrawn,  and  the  money  retained  by  some 
one  in  Kamouraska  for  use.in  the  federal  election.  Then 
comes  an  undated  receipt  signed  by  Mr.  Chapais  for  $500, 
and  marked  ‘  Kamouraska.’  On  10th  February,  Mr.  Cha¬ 
pais  drew  $1,000  more.  Here  is  the  facsimile  : 

“  Regu  de  l’honorable  M.  McGreevy  $1,000  pour  l’41ec- 
tion  de  Kamouraska. 

“  THOS.  CHAPAIS. 

“  Quebec,  10  f^vrier  1887.” 

“  On  18th  February,  a  receipt  was  given  by  Charles 
Dionne,  of  Riviere  Ouelle,  for  $1,500,  Mr.  Chapais,  on 
15th  February,  had  written  to  Mr.  McGreevy  from  St. 
Denis  in  Kamouraska  as  follows : — 

“  Saint  Denis,  15th  Feb.,  1887. 

Hon.  Mr.  McGreevy, 

“  Quebec. 

“  Dear  Sir,— Will  you  be  kind  enough  to  send  me  by 
express  the  rest  of  the  money  destined  for  Kamouraska, 
namely,  $1,500.  I  have  already  received,  for  our  legiti¬ 
mate  expenses,  a  total  of  $1,500,  for  which  I  have  given  you 
vouchers.  I  will  acknowledge  receipt  by  return  mail. 
Address  the  package  as  iollows  : —  *  Monsieur  Charles 
Dionne,  merchant,  Rivi&re  Ouelle.  ’  If  you  could  send  it 
in  a  box  well  tied  up,  so  much  the  better.  We  are  watched 
on  all  sides.  It  is  impossible  for  me  to  get  up  to  Quebec. 
That  is  why  I  ask  you  to  send  the  money  by  express.  Don’t 
mark  the  amount  you  are  sending  on  the  package.  I  must 
beg  of  you  to  be  expeditious.  Matters  are  going  nicely 
here.  One  more  effort  and  all  will  be  well.  Charles 
Dionne,  to  whom  I  am  asking  you  to  send  the  money,  is  a 
safe  man.  He  is  my  cousin  germain.  I  can’t  find  time  to 
go  up  to  Quebec.  My  presence  here  is  essential. 

“  Yours,  &c., 

“  THOMAS  CHAPAIS.” 

“  Including  the  $1,000  deposit,  which  was  spent  in  the 
Federal  election— at  any  rate  it  was  never  returned  to  the 
Sir  Richard  Cartwright. 


fund— Mr.  Chapais  drew  $4,000  for  Kamouraska,  His 
candidate  was  beaten.  He  himself  ran  at  the  general 
election  in  March,  1891,  and  was  beaten.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
members  of  the  Government  who  read  the  Toronto 
Globe,  are  aware  of  this  correspondence. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  that  the  Globe  news¬ 
paper  of  Toronto  did,  on  or  about  the  18th  day  of 
May  last,  publish  the  following  statement  con¬ 
taining  certain  other  lithographed  facsimiles  : — 

Letters  from  Sir  Hector  L.  Langevin  and  Sir  A. 
P.  Caron  : 

“  The  candidates  in  Bellechasse  in  1887  were  Col. 
Amyot,  then  an  Oppositionist,  and  Mr.  J.  N.  Belleau. 
As  a  general  thing,  Sir  Hector  and 'Sir  Adolphe  divided 
the  constituencies  in  the  Quebec  district,  Sir  Adolphe 
looking  after  the  upper  and  Sir  Hector  after  the  lower 
ones.  This  was  in  the  distribution  of  the  money.  But 
both  took  a  hand  in  issuing  orders  for  their  candidate  in 
Bellechasse.  First  comes  an  undated  order  (it  was  cashed 
apparently  on  2nd  Feb.)  from  Sir  Hector  for  $600.  No 
name  is  mentioned  in  it,  but  the  money  was  paid  to  a  Mr. 
Santerre,  a  worker  for  Mr.  Belleau,  who  gave  a  receipt 
for  it.  Here  is  his  order  in  facsimile  : 

“  {Private.) 

“My  Dear  Mr.  McGreevy,— I  think  you  might  give 
him  six  hundred  for  legal  expenses. 

“  HECTOR  L.  LANGEVIN. 

“  On  Feb.  2  Mr.  Tarte  got  $300  for  Bellechasse.  There 
was  a  charming  frankness  about  Mr.  Tarte’s  receipts:  he 
never  pretended  the  money  was  for  *  legal  expenses.’ 
This  particular  receipt  reads  thus : 

“  Received  three  hundred  dollars  for  election  purposes. 

“  J.  ISRAEL  TARTE. 

“  Quebec,  2  Feb.  1887. 

“  That  was  Mr.  Tarte’s  usual  style.  On  4th  February 
Sir  Adolphe  gave  an  order  for  $300  in  favour  of  Mr.  San¬ 
terre,  who  receipted  it  across  the  face,  and  on  the  5th 
another  in  favour  of  the  same  person  for  $200.  On  the  8th 
Mr.  Santerre  got  $500  on  an  order  from  Sir  Adolphe.  On 
the  9th  Sir  Adolphe  gave  an  order  for  $100  to  Pierre  Fra- 
dette,  who  endorsed  it  in  a  bold  hand.  On  the  10th  $200 
was  paid  on  the  order  of  Mr.  Louis  Lamontagne  to  a  Mr. 
Dion.  This  money  was  intended  for  another  constituency 
but  found  its  way  to  Bellechasse  and  was  charged  against 
Bellechasse.  On  the  12th  Sir  Adolphe  gave  an  order  direct 
to  Mr.  Belleau  for  $400.  Here  is  the  facsimile.  Mr.  Bel- 
leau’s  receipt  will  be  noticed  in  the  right  corner: 

“  Please  give  bearer  (Mr. Belleau)  four  hundred  dollars, 
legal  expenses,  for  the  election  of  Bellechasse. 

“  Quebec,  12-2-87. 

“ADOLPHE  CARON. 

“  Honble.  T.  McGreevy,  Quebec. 

“  Recu  le  montant. 

“EUS.  BELLEAU. 

“On  the  14th  Sir  Adolphe  issued  an  order  for  $800  in 
favour  of  Mr.  Santerre,  (who  by  the  way  sometimes  signs 
‘  Santerre  ’  and  sometimes  ‘  Sansterre  ’  with  the  ‘s’);  and 
on  the  17th  Sir  Hector  asked  and  got  $100  for  ‘  legal  ex¬ 
penses  in  Bellechasse,’  without  naming  the  person  for 
whom  the  money  was  destined.  Altogether,  the  reptile 
fund  supplied  the  following  sums  for  use  in  Bellechasse  : 


“  2nd  Feb.— Sir  Hector’s  order .  $600  00 

2nd  “  —Mr.  Tarte’s  receipt... .  300  00 

4th  “  —Sir  Adolphe’s  order-. .  300  00 

5th  “  —  “  “  ...  200  00 

8th  “  —  “  “  ...  £00  00 

9th  “  —  “  “  ...  100  00 

10th  “  — Lamontagne’s  order.. .  200  00 

12th  “  —Sir  Adolphe’s  order...  400  00 

14th  “  —  “  “  ...  800  00 

17th  “  —Sir  Hector’s  order .  100  00 


“Total .  $3,500  00 


“  From  a  fragmentary  correspondence  it  appears  that 
the  Tories  in  the  county  raised  about  $600  in  addition, 
and  Mr.  Belleau  or  his  friends  considerably  more.  At 
headquarters  the  hope  of  beating  Mr.  Amyot  was  never 
very-strong.  His  majority  was  637.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  members  of  the 
Government  who  read  the  Toronto  Globe  are  aware 
of  this  publication. 
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Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  that  the  Globe  news¬ 
paper  of  Toronto  did,  on  or  about  the  19th  day  of 
May  last,  publish  the  following  statement  contain¬ 
ing  certain  other  lithographed  facsimiles  : — 

1.  A  receipt  from  Mr.  P.  V.  Valin  : 

“  At  the  general  election  in  1887,  Mr.  P.  V.  Valin  was 
the  Tory  candidate  in  Montmorency.  He  was  one  of  the 
Quebec  Harbour  Commissioners.  In  his  evidence  before 
the  Privileges  Committee  last  year  he  said  he  got 
money  on  two  or  three  occasions  from  Mr.  McGreevy. 
Near  the  close  of  the  contest  his  agents  alarmed  him  by 
telling  him  that  he  was  going  to  be  beaten,  and  he  went  to 
Murphy  of  Larkin,  Connolly  k  Co.  and  to  Mr.  McGreevy. 
Murphy  said  Larkin.  Connolly  k  Co.  had  placed  ‘  all  that 
was  necessary  ’  in  Mr.  McGreevy’s  hands,  land  Mr.  Me 
Greevy  said  he  could  not  give  him  any  more  money  as 
the  elections  of  the  two  Ministers  and  other  elections  had 
cost  so  much.  Up  to  this  time  Mr.  Valin  had  obtained 
tbreee  doles  from  the  fund.  The  first  voucher  is  dated 
February  8,  and  was  for  $250.  The  second  is  dated  Feb¬ 
ruary  12,  for  $500,  and  the  third,  dated  February  16,  was 
for  $250.  Mr.  Valin  signed  for  each  of  these  sums.  Here 
is  a  facsimile  of  h.js  first  voucher : 

“  Quebec,  8th  Feby.,  1887. 

“  Received  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  for  legal  ex¬ 
penses  for  Montmorency. 

“  P.  V.  VALIN. 

“  In  addition  Sir  Adolphe  issued  an  order  upon  the 
fund,  February  19,  for  $200,  which  was  paid  to  Mr.  L.  J. 
or  L.  G.  Desjardins,  for  ‘  legal  expenses  in  Montmor¬ 
ency.’  ” 

2.  A  letter  from  Sir  Hector  L.  Langevin  : 

“  After  he  had  applied  in  vain  to  Murphy  and  Mr.  Me 
Greevy,  Mr.  Valin  visited  Sir  Hector,  who  wrote  the  fol¬ 
lowing  letter,  upon  the  strength  of  which,  as  will  be  seen, 
he  got  $50(J : 

“  ( Private .) 

“  My  Dear  Mr.  McGreevy,— Mr.  Valin  has  come.  He 
says  that  he  wants  more  help  for  his  legal  expenses.  Do 
what  you  think  proper  and  necessary.  And  send  him  for 
any  more  to  Senator  Ross.  This  county  is  a  very  hard 
one. 

“  Yours  truly, 

“  HECTOR  L.  LANGEVIN. 

“  Quebec,  17th  Feby.,  1887. 

“  Received  five  hundred  dollars. 

“  P.  V.  VALIN. 

“  The  Senator  Ross  spoken  of  was  the  late  Senator 
James  G.  Ross,  the  leading  financial  man  of  a  Govern¬ 
ment  subsidized  road,  the  Lake  St.  John.  Mr.  Valin 
who  got  $1,700  in  all  from  the  fund,  was  beaten  by  one 
vote.  The  case  is  dealt  with  on  the  editorial  page.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  members  of  the 
Government  who  read  the  Globe  newspaper  are 
aware  of  this  publication. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  that  the  Globe  news¬ 
paper  of  Toronto  did,  on  or  about  the  20th  day  of 
May  last,  publish  the  following  statement  contain¬ 
ing  certain  other  lithographed  facsimiles 

1.  A  receipt  from  Mr.  A.  Gaboury  : 

“  Quebec,  9th  Feby.,  1887. 

“$1,000. 

“  Received  one  thousand  dollars  on  account  of  legal 
expenses  for  the  Q.  C. 

“  A.  GABOURY.” 

2.  A  receipt  from  Mr.  A.  Gaboury : 

“  Quebec,  15th  Feby.,  1887. 

“$1,000. 

“  Received  one  thousand  dollars  re  Q.  C. 

“A.  GABOURY.” 

3.  A  receipt  from  Mr.  A.  Gaboury  : 

Quebec,  17th  Feby.,  1887. 

“  $1,000. 

“  Received  one  thousand  dollars  re  Q.  C. 

“  A.  GABOURY. 


‘  These  are  facsimiles  of  three  of  Mr.  A.  Gaboury’s 
receipts  for  money  received  from  the  reptile  fund  for 
employment  against  Mr.  Francis  Langelier,  M.P.,  in 
Quebec  Centre  in  1887.  In  addition  Mr.  Gaboury  received 
$500  on  Feb.  21.  and  $500  on  Feb.  24,  for  which  he  gave 
receipts.  Further  on,  April  12,  a  sum  of  $1,000  was  paid 
from  the  fund  to  contest  Mr.  Langelier’s  election.  The 
petition  collapsed  and  the  money  was  used  in  paving 
election  bills.  The  total  expenditure  from  the  fund  in 
the  constituency  was,  therefore,  $5,300.  Mr.  Burroughs, 
tfie  Tory  candidate,  polled  626  Votes.  See  editorial  page. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  members  of  the 
Government  who  receive  the  Toronto  Globe  are 
aware  of  this  publication. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  that  the  Globe  news¬ 
paper  of  Toronto  did,  on  or  about  the  21st  day  of 
May  last,  publish  the  following  statement  con¬ 
taining  certain  other  lithographed  facsimiles  : — 

A  letter  from  Mr.  Joncas,  M.P.  : 

“  Pressure  on  space  obliges  us  to  cut  this  reptile  chap¬ 
ter  short  to-day.  At  the  general  election  in  1887  Mr. 
Joncas,  the  present  member,  was  the  Tory  candidate  in 
Gasp5.  The  election  was  held  some  time  after  the  others. 
The  first  voucher  in  point  of  date  is  an  order  dated  Jan. 
30  for  $500  from  Sir  Hector  upon  Mr.  McGreevy  in  favour 
of  Mr.  Bisaillon,  a  Tory  worker  in  GaspG 

“  On  March  3  Sir  Adolphe  gave  an  order  for  $200  to  be 
aid  to  Mr.  H.  ChassC  who  went  to  Gasp6  on  election 
usiness.  On  March  8  Sir  Adolphe  gave  another  order 
for  $400.  Then  $200  was  sent  direct  to  Mr.  Joncas,  who 
acknowledged  the  receipt  of  it  in  the  following  note  : — 

“  Ste.  Anne  des  Monts,  12th  Mar.,  1887. 

“  Thos.  McGreevy,  Esq.,  Quebec. 

“  Dear  Sir, — Your  letter  of  the  8th  March  instant  con¬ 
taining  $200.00  has  reached  me  here  this  morning. 
Many  thanks. 

“  Yours  truly, 

“L.  Z.  JONCAS. 

“  In  all  $1,300  was  despatched  from  the  fund  to  Gasp5 
in  the  interest  of  Mr.  Joncas.  Mr.  Joncas  was  among 
those  who  voted  against  Mr.  Edgar’s  motion  on  the  4th 
instant.  He  preferred  to  have  the  charges  mutilated  and 
sent  to  a  Royal  Commission.  As  mutilated  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  the  charges  do  not  allow  of  enquiry  being  held 
into  the.manner  in  which  the  fund  was  expended,  that  is 
to  say,  it  will  be  impossible  for  the  commission,  even 
were  it  inclined  to  do  so,  to  take  testimony  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  payments  made  to  or  in  behalf  of  the  Tory 
candidates  at  the  election  of  1887.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  same  answer. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  that  the  Globe  newspaper 
of  Toronto  did,  on  or  about  the  23rd  day  of  May  last, 
publish  the  following  statement  containing  certain 
other  lithographed  facsimile  : — 

A  letter  from  Mr.  Julien  Chabot  : 

“  In  the  County  of  L5vis  in  1887  the  candidates  were  Mr. 
Charles  Darveau  (Min.)  and  Dr.  Guay  (Opp.)  The  opera¬ 
tions  of  the  reptile  fund  are  briefly  described  in  the 
following  letter  from  Mr.  Julien  Chabot : — 

“  Quebec,  19th  Feb.,  1887. 

“  Hon.  Thomas  McGreevy, 

“  Quebec. 

“Sir, — Will  it  be  possible  to  get  the  balance  of  the 
appropriation  for  the  County  of  Levis,  i.e.,  $3,000.  Of 


this  amount  I  have  received  : 

“1st .  $  500  00 

“2nd  .  200  00 

“3rd  .  1,000  00 


“  You  told  me  Mr.  Darveau rec’d  ..$200 

350 

-  5-50  00 

“Another .  100  00 


$2,350  00 

“  The  balance  remaining  and  not  paid  yet  650  00 


$3,000  00 

“  Yours  truly,  &c.,  <frc. 

“  J.  CHABOT. 
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“The  $500  received  by  Mr.  Chabot  was  paid  on  his  own 
receipt  dated  Feb.  11th.  The  $200  which  he  got  was  paid 
to  him  on  an  order  from  Sir  Adolphe  dated  Feb.  14,  which 
reads  as  follows  ‘  Please  pay  Mr.  Julien  Chabot  two 
hundred  dollars,  legal  expenses  in  the  election  of  Ldvis.— 
Adolphe  P.  Caron.’  The  $1,000  which  he  obtained  was 
paid  to  him  through  Mr.  A.  Gaboury,  President  of  the 
Barique  Nationale,  who  gave  this  receipt  for  it : — ‘  Quebec, 
16  Feb.— Received  one  thousand  dollars  for  Julien  Cha¬ 
bot.— A.  Gaboury.’  Coming  to  the  other  items,  the  $400 
paid  to  Mr.  Darveau  was  paid  on  an  order  from  Sir 
Adolphe,  without  date.  Mr.  Darveau  signed  for  it.  The 
$350  which  Mr.  Darveau  got  was  paid  to  him  on  an  order 
from  Sir  Hector  dated  Feb.  12.  The  $100  paid  to  ‘another’ 
was  paid  on  Sir  Hector’s  order  of  Feb.  12  to  Mr.  P.  E. 
Bourassa,  described  in  the  order  as  ‘  the  leading  Conser¬ 
vative  in  St.  Romuald,’ a  village  four  miles  or  so  above 
Point  Ldvis.  The  *  balance  of  $650  remaining  and  not 
paid  yet  ’  was  duly  handed  to  Mr.  Chabot  and  the  transac¬ 
tion  closed.  Mr.  Darveau  was  defeated  by  394.  See 
editorial  page.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  same  answer. 


Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  that  the  Globe  news¬ 
paper  of  Toronto  did,  on  or  about  the  25th  day  of 
May  last,  publish  the  following  statement  contain¬ 
ing  certain  other  lithographed  facsimiles 

1.  A  letter  from  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  : 


“  At  the  election  in  Portneuf  in  1887,  the  Tory  candidate 
was  Mr.  E.  J.  Duchesnay.  Mr.  St.  George  was  the  Liberal 
candidate.  A  good  deal  of  money  from  the  reptile  fund 
was  used  in  behalf  of  Mr.  Duchesnay.  Mr.  V.  W.  Larue, 
notary  public,  of  28  St.  Anne  street,  Upper  Town,  Quebec, 
received  most  of  it  and  passed  it  on  to  the  workers.  The 
first  voucher  in  point  of  date  is  an  order  (25th  Jan.)  from 
Sir  Adolphe  in  Mr.  Larue’s  favour  for  $500.  Here  is  the 
facsimile : 


“  Honble  T.  AIcGreevy 

“  Please  pay  bearer,  Mr.  Y*  W 
five  hundred  dollars 
County  of  Portneuf. 

“  Quebec,  25— 1— ’87. 


Larue,  N.P.,  Quebec, 
($500)  for  legal  expenses  for  the 


ADOLPHE  P.  CARON, 


“  On  12th  February,  Sir  Adolphe  issued  an  order  for 
$800  to  be  paid  to  Mr.  Larue.  For  this  as  for  the  other 
payment  Mr.  Larue  gave  his  receipt.  On  15th  February, 
Sir  Adolphe  ordered  $300  to  be  paid  to  Mr.  Larue,  who 
transferred  it  by  a  written  voucher  to  Mr.  J.  E.  Prince, 
Mr.  Duchesnay’s  election  agent,  who  gave  a  receipt.  On 
17th  February,  Mr.  Larue  wrote  to  Air.  AIcGreevy  asking 
him  to  give  his  clerk,  Mi\  Laplante,  some  money  for  the 
election,  and  the  clerk  got  $500,  for  which  Mr.  Larue  gave 
a  receipt  at  the  bottom  of  the  letter.  On  18th  February, 
Air.  Larue  wrote  to  Mr.  McGreevy  in  English  : — ‘  Mr.  J. 
E.  Prince  is  the  legal  agent  for  Air.  Duchesnay,  Portneuf. 
Please  treat  him  as  you  would  do  with  me.’  On  the 
strength  of  this  Mr.  Prince  got  $200,  for  which  he  signed 
at  the  bottom  of  Mr.  Larue’s  note.  On  21st  February, the 
day  before  election  day,  Sir  Hector  sent  an  order  for  $200 
in  behalf  of  a  Mr.  Dionne.  Here  is  the  facsimile  of  it, 
with  Air.  Dionne’s  receipt  appended: — ” 


paper  of  Toronto  did,  on  or  about  the  26th  day  of 
May  last,  publish  the  following  statement  con¬ 
taining  certain  other  lithographed  facsimiles  : — 

1.  A  letter  from  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  : 

“  Four  candidates  contested  Charlevoix  at  the  Federal 
election  ofl887.  Mr.  Cimon  was  the  regular  Liberal  and 
Dr.  C.  H.  A.  Clement  the  regular  Tory  candidate.  The 
other  two  were  Air.  J,  A.  Hamel  and  Air.  J,  A.  Tremblay. 
The  reptile  fund  did  pretty  well  for  Dr.  Clement.  First 
and  foremost  a  sum  of  $1,000  was  provided  on  Nov.  23, 
1886,  to  carry  on  a  protest  against  Mr.  Joseph  Alorin,  the 
Mercier  candidate  elected  to  the  Quebec  Legislature  that 
fall.  The  petitioner,  nominally  one  Bouchard,  dropped 
the  case  and  the  $1,000  was  turned  in  for  use  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  election,  On  January  25,  Sir  Adolphe  gave  an  order 
for  $300  in  favour  of  Mr.  Tarte,  who  saw  that  the  money 
was  sent  to  the  county.  On  February  7,  Sir  Adolphe  gave 
an  order  for  $800,  of  which  this  is  a  facsimile : 

“  $800. 

“  Please  pay  eight  hundred  dollars  legal  expenses  for 
the  election  of  Charlevoix. 

“  Quebec,  7-2-’87.  “  ADOLPHE  P.  CARON. 

“  This  $800  was  paid  to  two  persons,  Dr.  Clement  get¬ 
ting  $500  and  Mr.  J.  S.  Perrault,  a  local  lawyer,  $300. 
They  gave  receipts.  A  day  or  two  later  Sir  Hector  wrote 
an  undated  note  ordering  the  payment  of  $750  to  Dr.  Cle¬ 
ment,  Mr,  Perrault  and  Air.  Rouillard.  He  did  not  sign 
the  note,  but  Mr.  L.  J.  Demers,  who  drew  the  money,  did, 
by  way  of  receipt.  Here  is  the  facsimile  :  ” 

2.  Letter  from  Sir  Hector  Langevin  : 

“  {Private.) 

“  My  Dear  A1r.  McGreevy,— For  Charlevoix  you  might 
give  :  $500  for  Air.  Cldment,  $200  for  Mr.  Perrault,  $50  for 
Mr.  Rouillard. 

“  The  $500  should  be  put  under  envelope  addressed  to 
Dr.  C.  Clement,  Bay  St.  Paul. 

“The  $200  under  another  envelope  addressed  to  J.  S, 
Perrault,  Esq.,  advocate,  Murray  Bay,  and  will  be  brought 
down  to  the  county  by  Mr.  Raymond  Boivin,  of  Bay  St. 
Paul. 

“  The  $50  for  Mr.  Rouillard. 

“  J.  I.  TARTE, 

“  Per  L.  J.  Demers.” 

“  The  intention  was  to  hand  the  $750  to  Mr.  Tarte  for 
distribution  among  the  three  persons  named  in  the  order, 
but  Air.  Tarte  wrote  to  Mr.  AIcGreevy  instructing  him  to 
give  it  to  Mr.  Demers.  That  is  how  Air.  Demers  came  to 
sign  for  it.  On  February  11  a  sum  of  $150  was  sent  to  the 
county  by  mail.  It  was  sent  to  Dr.  Clement’s  committee, 
but  no  receipt  appears  to  have  been  obtained.  Altogether, 
therefore,  the  reptile  fund  planted  $3,000  in  Charlevoix, 
yet  Dr.  Cldment  was  beaten.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOA1PSON.  Air.  Speaker,  the  same 
answer. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  that  the  Globe  news¬ 
paper  of  Toronto  did,  on  or  about  the  27th  day  of 
May  last,  publish  the  following  statement  contain¬ 
ing  certain  other  lithographed  facsimiles  : — 


2.  A  letter  from  Sir  Hector  Langevin  : 


1.  A  memorandum  of  Sir  Hector  L.  Langevin  : 


“  {Private.) 

“  A1y  Dear  Mr.  AIcGreevy,— Please  let  Air.  Dionne 
have  two  hundred  dollars  for  legal  expenses  in  the  County 
of  Portneuf.  That  is  the  last. 

“  Yours  truly, 

“  HECTOR  L.  LANGEVIN. 

“  21st  February. 

“  Recu  deux  cents  piastres. 

“  21  fdvrier  1887.  “  J.  A.  DIONNE. 

“  In  all,  therefore,  the  reptile  fund  furnished  Air.  Du¬ 
chesnay  and  his  friends  with  $2,500  for  election  purposes. 
In  making  a  return,  as  required  by  law,  of  the  expenses  of 
the  election,  Mr.  Prince  gave  them  as  $384.30.  The  return 
was  printed  in  Le  Courrier  du  Canada  of  29th  April.  Yet 
as  shown  above,  Mr.  Prince  himself  signed  for  $500  from 
the  fund,  and  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  he  knew  of 
the  other  payments.  Mr.  Duchesnay  was  defeated  by 
301.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOA1PSON.  The  same  answer. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  that  the  Globe  news- 
Sir  Richard  Cartwright. 


“  At  the  Federal  election  in  Champlain  in  1887  the  Tory 
candidate  was  Air.  Hypolite  Alontplaisir.  He  defeated 
Air.  Trudel  after  a  hard  struggle  by  115.  The  reptile 
fund  helped  him  to  the  extent  of  $2,000.  The  first  voucher 
is  given  below  in  facsimile.  It  is  a  memorandum  in  Sir 
Hector’s  handwriting,  dated  3rd  February,  with  a  receipt 
upon  it  for  $300,  signed  by  Mr.  J.  Hamel.  The  money 
was  paid  by  Air.  AIcGreevy  to  Air.  Hamel  for  Air.  Mont- 
plaisir.  As  will  be  observed,  Sir  Hector  gave  instruction 
to  have  it  forwarded  under  cover  to  a  local  clergyman, 
that  is,  the  package  was  addressed  to  Air.  Alontplaisir  and 
then  placed  in  an  envelope,  which  was  addressed  to  a  curd 
in  the  county— rather  a  neat  way  of  introducing  boodle : 

“  $300.  “  3rd  February,  1887. 

“  11.  Alontplaisir,  Ecr., 

“  Cap  de  la  Aladeleine, 

“  Comtd  de  Champlain. 

“  Under  another  envelope  to 

“  Rdvdrend  Luc  Desilets, 

“  Curd, 

“Cap  de  la  Aladeleine, 

“  Comtd  de  Champlain. 

“  Recu  le  montant, 

“ALHAA1EL.” 
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2.  A  letter  from  Sir  Hector  L.  Langevin  : 

“  On  7th  February  Sir  Hector  issued  an  order  for  $750 
to  be  paid  to  Mr.  Montplaisir,  who  got  the  money  and 
signed  for  it.  As  Mr.  Montplaisir  is  now  a  senator  of  the 
Dominion  it  may  be  well  to  confront  him  with  the  fac¬ 
simile  : 


“  (Private.) 


My  Dear  Mr.  McGreevy, — Mr.  Montplaisir  might 
have  now  for  legal  expenses  in  his  county  seven  hundred 
and  fifty  dollars. 


“  7th  February,  1887. 


“  Yours  truly. 

“  II.  L.  L. 


“  Re^ii  le  montant, 

“HYPO.  MONTPLAISIR.” 


“  Received  from  Honble.  T.  McGreevy  one  thousand 
dollars  lor  legal  expenses  in  election  of  Berthier. 


“  Quebec, 7-2-87. 


“JOS.  ROBILLARD. 


A  few  days  afterwards  Mr.  Robillard  wrote  the 
following  letter  to  Sir  Adolphe: — ‘  Lanoraie,  February 
Id— Hon.  Sir :  The  fight  is  being  carried  on  with  much 
activity.  The  reports  from  all  the  parishes  in  the  county 
are  good.  But  I  really  must  have  $1,000  for  legal  expenses 
in  order  to  finish  the  fight.  Be  kind  enough  to  give  it  to 
the  bearer,  my  brother.  It  is  indispensable  if  I  am  to 
bring  the  contest  to  a  satisfactory  close.’  His  brother, 
Charles  Robillard,  received  $500  on  the  strength  of  this 
note  and  signed  for  it  on  February  14.  Mr.  Robillard  was 
defeated  by  Mr.  Beausoleil.  Ho  expects  to  be  appointed 
to  the  Senate  in  the  room  of  the  late  Mr.  P&quet.” 


3.  A  letter  from  Sir  Hector  L.  Langevin  : 

“  On  February  18,  Sir  Hector  issued  an  order  upon 
which  one  of  Mr.  Montplaisir’s  friends,  Mr.  E.  Lanouette 
obtained  $300.  Here  is  the  facsimile  with  the  friend’s 
receipt : 

“  (Private.) 


“  My  Dear  Mr.  McGreevy, — You  know  that  Montplaisir 
was  to  receive  altogether  $2,000  for  his  legal  expenses. 
Please  let  him  have,  through  Mr.  Elz6ar  Lanouette,  as 
much  as  you  can,  after  deducting  what  you  have  already 
paid  him. 

“  Yours  truly, 


(« 


<< 

Quebec,  18th  Feby.,  1887, 


HECTOR  L.  LANGEVIN. 


“  Received  three  hundred  dollars. 

“  J.  E.  LANOUETTE.” 


You  know  that  Montplaisir  was  to  receive  altogether 
$2,000,  etc.’ — this  bears  out  what  has  already  been  said, 
namely,  that  Sir  Hector  and  his  friends  deliberately  put 
their  heads  together  at  the  opening  of  the  campaign  and 
allotted  a  certain  amount  of  boodle  to  each  constituency. 
On  February  19  a  sum  of  $150  was  sent  to  the  county,  but, 
strange  to  say,  a  receipt  was  not  obtained.  On  February 
20— the  election  was  on  the  22nd— a  further  sum  of  $500 
was  sent  by  a  messenger  who  signed  for  it  with  his  initials 
‘  J. V.R.’  This  made  up  the  $2,000.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  same  answer. 


Sir  RICHARD  CART  WRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  that  the  Globe  news¬ 
paper  of  Toronto  did,  on  or  about  the  28th  day  of 
May  last,  publish  the  following  statement  contain¬ 
ing  certain  other  lithographed  facsimiles  : — 

1.  A  letter  from  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  : 


“  Pressure  on  space  compels  us  to  cut  the  reptile  chapter 
short  to-day.  Yesterday  attention  was  called  to  the 
assistance  furnished  by  the  fund  to  Mr.  (now  senator) 
Montplaisir  in  the  Champlain  election  of  1887.  Mr.  Lan¬ 
dry  is  another  member  of  the  Upper  House  who  got 
money  from  the  fund  when  running  for  the  Commons.  In 
1887  he  was  the  Tory  candidate  in  Montmagny.  The  first 
voucher  was  an  order  from  Sir  Adolphe,  February  4,  for 
$1,0(K),  which  was  paid  to  Mr.  H.  Hubert,  acting  for  Mr. 
Landry.  Here  is  the  facsimile  : 

“  To  the  Hon.  T.  McGreevy, 

“  Quebec. 


“  Please  give  to  bearer,  under  cover  to  P.  Landry.  Esq., 
one  thousand  dollars  for  legal  expenses  in  election  of 
Montmagny. 


“  Quebec,  10th  Feb.,  1887. 


“  ADOLPHE  P.  CARON. 


“  Received  one  parcel  said  to  contain  above  amount, 


“H.  HEBERT. 


“  On  February  10  Sir  AMolphe  issued  another  order  for 
$1,000.  Mr.  Hebert  received  the  money  and  signed  for  it. 
Sir  Adolphe  stated  some  time  ago  that  the  reptile  fund 
was  used  merely  to  pay  the  ‘  legal  expenses  ’  of  poor  can¬ 
didates.  Dr.  Landry  is  part  proprietor  of  the  Beauport 
Asylum  and  a  man  of  large  means.  He  was  beaten  by 
Mr.  Choquette.” 


2.  Receipt  from  Mr.  J.  Robillard  : 

“The  Berthier  Election. 

“The  Tory  candidate  in  Berthier  in  1887  was  Mr. 
Robillard.  On  February  7  he  got  $1,000.  He  gave  a 
receipt,  the  body  of  which  was  in  Sir  Adolphe’s  hand¬ 
writing.  Here  is  the  facsimile  : 
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Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  same  answer. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  that  the  Globe  news¬ 
paper  of  Toronto  did,  on  or  about  the  30th  day 
of  May,  publish  the  following  statement  containing 
certain  other  lithographed  facsimiles  : — 


1.  A  letter  from  Sir  Hector  L.  Langevin  : 

“The  Tory  candidate  in  Quebec  East  in  1887  was  Mr- 
I.  X.  Drouin.  The  riding  which  returned  Mr.  Laurier 
by  a  majority  of  over  1,900,  is  strongly  Liberal.  Never¬ 
theless  Sir  Hector  resolved  to  make  a  fight  for  the  purpose 
of  keeping  Mr  Laurier  from  going  abroad  into  the  rural 
constituencies,  and  threw  a  lot  of  monev  into  it.  He  and 
the  rest  determined  to  spend  $2,000.  That  was  the  sum 
allotted  from  the  fund  for  use  in  Quebec  East.  The  first 
voucher  is  an  order  from  Sir  Hector  for  $500.  Here  is  the 
facsimile  with  the  receipt  upon  it : 

“  (Private.) 

“  My  Dear  Mr.  McGreevy, — You  might  let  Mr.  Drouin 
have  five  hundred  dollars,  for  legal  expenses  for  Quebec 
East. 

“  Yours  truly, 

“  HECTOR  L.  LANGEVIN. 

“  Quebec,  10th  Feby.,  1887. 

‘‘Revived  five  hundred  dollars  from  the  Hon.  Thos. 
McGreevy. 


“  F.  X.  DROUIN.” 

2.  A  letter  from  Sir  Hector  L.  Langevin  : 

“  On  14th  Feb.  Sir  Hector  wrote  to  Mr.  McGreevy  as 
follows  ' *  You  might  let  Mr.  Desir6  Guay,  the  bearer  of 
this  note,  have  $500  for  legal  expenses  in  Quebec  East.’ 
Mr.  Guay  drew  the  money  and  gave  a  receipt  on  that 
date.  The  day  after  15th  Feb.  Mr.  Guay  got  $500  more 
and  signed  for  it.  On  17th  Feb.,  Sir  Hector  ordered  Mr. 
McGreevy  to  pay  the  rest  of  the  appropriation  to  Mr. 
Drouin.  Here  is  the  facsimile  of  the  order : 

“  (Private.) 

•  My  Dear  Mr.  McGreevy, — Mr.  Drouin,  our  candidate 
in  Quebec  East,  wishes  more  help  for  his  legal  expenses. 
He  might  have  the  balance. 


Yours  truly, 

n  “  HECTOR  L.  LANGEVIN. 

Quebec,  17th  Feb.  1887. 


The  balance  ’  was  turned  over  to  Mr.  Drouin’s  com¬ 
mittee,  and  a  day  or  two  later  $300  more  was  furnished, 
making  the  total  expenditure  from  the  fund  $2,300.  Mr. 
Drouin  obtained  695  votes.” 


Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  same  answer 


Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  thatthe  Globe  newspaper 
of  Toronto  did,  on  or  about  the  31st  day  of  May, 
publish  the  following  statement  containing  certain 
other  lithographed  facsimiles  : — 


1 .  A  letter  from  Sir  Hector  L.  Langevin  : 

t  Mr.  P.  R.  A.  B61anger  was  the  Tory  candidate  in 
L  Islet  in  188/.  He  was  beaten  by  Mr.  Casgrain  who  had 
represented  it  for  many  years.  Sir  Hector  directed  the 
operations  of  the  reptile  fund  in  behalf  of  Mr.  Bdlanger’s 
candidature.  He  allotted  $1,800  to  the  county,  but  the 
actual  outlay  was  $2,000.  On  Feb.  8  he  ordered  $3-50  to  be 
paid  to  Mr.  Fontaine  for  Mr.  BManger,  Here  is  the  fac¬ 
simile  : 
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“  {Private.) 

“  My  Dear  Mr.  McGreevy,—  Mr.  Fontaine,  lawyer, 
might  receive  five  hundred  dollars  for  L’Islet,  to  be  deliv¬ 
ered  to  Mr.  Belanger,  our  candidate,  for  legal  expenses. 
The  only  expense  that  has  been  made  is,  I  believe,  $50 
given  to  Mr.  Fontaine  by  Mr.  Hamel.  He  will  require 
also  $50  more.  So  that  you  may  say  $550  altogether  to  be 
given  to  him  now. 

“  Yours  truly, 

“  HECTOR  L.  LANGEVIN. 

4f  Quebec,  8th  Feby.,  1887. 


Sir  Adolphe’s  and  Sir  John  Thompson’s.  It  can  see 
nothing  wrong  in  the  mutilation  and  garbling  of  the 
original  charges.  Indeed,  Mr.  Foote,  the  proprietor  and 
present  genius  of  the  Chronicle,  was  probalidy  glad  to  find 
that  the  Government  had,  by  that  means,  shut  off  enquiry 
into  the  manner  in  which  the  reptile  money  was  spent. 
Had  the  original  charges  been  sent  untampered  with  to  a 
committee,  or  even  to  a  commission,  vouchers  of  this  sort 
would  have  been  handed  in  : 

“  Received  on  account  of  election  expenses,  five  hund¬ 
red  dollars. 

“JNO.  J.  FOOTE. 


“  Re<ju  le  montant  mentionn6. 
41  F6v.  9, 1887.” 


“A.  FONTAINE. 


“  1st  Feby.,  1887. 

“This  is  not  the  only  voucher  with  that  historic  name 
upon  it.” 


2.  A  letter  from  Sir  Hector  L.  Langevin  : 


Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  same  answer. 


“  It  will  be  seen  that  Sir  Hector  speaks  of  $50  having 
been  paid  to  Mr.  Fontaine  by  Mr.  Hamel.  Mr.  Hamel 
kept  the  petty  cash  of  the  fund.  Sums  were  placed  at  his 
disposal  for  sending  speakers  into  the  constituencies  and 
meeting  other  small  expenditures.  On  Feb.  12  two  sums 
of  $250  and  $150  were  sent  from  the  fund  by  messengers  to 
L’lslet.  The  messengers  signed  for  them,  but  the  persons 
receiving  the  money,  whoever  they  were,  did  not  give 
receipts.  On  Feb.  14  Sir  Hector  ordered  Mr.  McGreevy 
to  give  Dr.  B61anger,  the  candidate’s  brother,  ‘  what  you 
can  send.’  Dr.  B61anger  received  $300  and  signed  for  it. 
On  Feb.  17  Sir  Hector  issued  an  order  for  the  ‘  balance  ’ 
of  the  sum  set  apart  for  L’Islet  to  be  paid  to  Mr.  Charles 
Marcotte,  a  former  Tory  M.P.P.  for  the  county.  Mr.  Mar- 
cotte  got  $500  and  signed  for  it.  Here  is  the  facsimile  : 


“  {Private.) 


“My  Dear  Mr.  McGreevy— Mr.  Chas.  Marcotte,  the 
late  M.P.P.  for  L’lslet,  might  receive  the  balance  for 
L’Islet. 


“  Yours  truly, 


“HECTOR  L.  LANGEVIN. 

“  Quebec,  17  Feb. ,  1887. 

“  Received  five  hundred  dollars. 

“CHAS.  MARCOTTE. 


“  This  made  up  the  $1,800,  but  on  Feb.  18  $200  more  was 
despatched  to  the  county,  apparently  on  a  verbal  order 
from  Sir  Hector.  The  messenger  signed  for  it.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  same  answer. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  that  the  Globe  newspaper 
of  Toronto  did,  on  or  about  the  1st  day  of  June, 
publish  the  following  statement  containing  certain 
other  lithographed  facsimiles  : — 

1.  A  letter  from  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  : 


“  The  Tory  candidate  in  Megantic  in  1887  was  Dr. 
Larose.  The  fund  treated  him  well,  yet  he  was  beaten. 
The  first  voucher  is  an  order  dated  8th  February,  issued 
by  Sir  Adolphe  for  $1,000.  Here  is  the  facsimile  with  the 
receipt  written  across  the  face  : 

“  $1,000. 

“  Please  pay  to  Mr.  Larose  for  legal  expenses  at  Megan¬ 
tic,  one  thousand  dollars. 

“  ADOLPHE  P.  CARON. 

“  8— 2— ’87. 

“  Hon.  T.  McGreevy,  Quebec. 

“  Regu  le  montant. 

“D.L.  LAROSE,  M.D. 

“  On  the  same  day  Sir  Hector  wrote  to  Mr.  McGreevy : 

*  Mr.  S.  E.  George,  the  secretary  of  the  committee  of  In¬ 
verness  (central  committee  of  Megantic),  might  receive 
$500  for  legal  expenses  in  Megantic.  Yours  truly,  H.  L. 
Langevin.’  Mr.  George  got  the  money  and  signed  for  it 
at  the  bottom  of  Sir  Hector’s  note.  On  14th  February  Sir 
Hector  instructed  Mr.  McGreevy  by  letter  to  give  Mr. 
George  more  money.  Mr.  George  obtained  $300  and  gave 
a  receipt,  signing  ‘  For  the  C.  C.  C.  (Conservative  Central 
Committee)  of  Megantic.’  Several  small  sums  were  sent 
to  the  riding  by  post  and  messenger,  but  we  are  unable  to 
give  particulars.  They  were  lumped  with  other  sums  in 
the  records.  The  final  list  of  expenditures  shows  that 
$2,500  was  spent  in  Megantic  from  the  funds.” 

2.  A  receipt  from  Mr.  J.  J.  Foote  : 

“  A  Staunch  Defender. 

“The  Quebec  Chronicle  stands  by  Sir  Adolphe.  In  its 
issue  of  the  30th  it  asserts  that  it  will  be  ‘  unfair  ’  for  the 
Liberals  to  refuse  to  appear  before  the  Royal  Commission 
and  prosecute  an  indictment,  not  of  their  leaking,  but  of 
Sir  Richard  Cartwright. 


Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  that  the  Globe  news¬ 
paper  of  Toronto  did,  on  or  about  the  2nd  day 
of  June,  publish  the  following  statement  containing 
certain  other  lithographed  facsimile  : — 

“  There  were  three  candidates  in  the  County  of  Beauce 
in  1887,  namely,  Mr.  Godbout  (Nationalist  Liberal)  who 
was  elected  by  a  big  majority,  Mr.  Poirier  (Conservative) 
and  Mr.  F.  X.  Dulac.  Mr.  Poirier’s  interests  were  looked 
after,  so  far  as  the  getting  of  reptile  money  was  concerned, 
by  Mr.  J.  A.  Morency,  Mr.  P.  Legare  and  others.  The 
fund  spent  $2,500  in  his  behalf.  Sir  Adolphe  opened  the 
ball  on  January  31  by  issuing  an  order  for  $200  in  Mr. 
Morency’s  favour.  Several  small  sums,  $100  twice,  $150 
and  $75  twice  were  paid  to  local  men  between  February  1 
and  February  5.  On  February  7,  $500  was  paid  to  Mr. 
Pierre  Legar4,  who  signed  ‘  for  Joseph  Morin.’  On  Feb¬ 
ruary  8  Sir  Hector  got  $200  for  Mr.  Morency : 

“Dear  Mr.  McGreevy,—!  think  you  might  let  the 
bearer,  Mr.  J.  A.  Morency,  a  faithful  friend,  have  two 
hundred  dollars,  for  the  legal  expenses  of  Beauce. 

“  Yours  truly, 

“  HECTOR  L.  LANGEVIN. 

“  Ottawa,  8th  Feb’y.,  1887. 

“  Received  the  amount, 

"  J.  A.  MORENCY. 

“  On  February  11  Mr.  Morency  got  $400  more.  On  Feb. 
13  Mr.  Morin  or  Mr.  Legar6 — it  is  not  quite  clear  which — 
got  $300,  and  between  then  and  February  18  small  sums, 
amounting  altogether  to  $400,  were  sent  to  the  local  com¬ 
mittee  or  paid  to  local  men.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  same  answer. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  that  the  Globe  newspaper 
of  Toronto  did,  on  or  about  the  3rd  day  of  June, 
publish  the  following  statement  containing  certain 
other  lithographed  facsimiles  : — 

“  Lotbini&re  is  a  Liberal  stronghold,  yet  the  two 
Ministers  from  Quebec  resolved  to  make  a  fight  there  in 
1887.  Mr.  Angus  Baker  was  put  up  by  them  and  beaten 
by  509.  JThe  reptile  fund  spent  $1,350  on  his  candidature. 
Mr.  A.  Kennedy  was  the  medium  through  which  some  of 
the  money  was  sent  into  the  county,  On  February  4th  he 
gave  a  receipt  to  Mr,  McGreevy  for  $200.  On  February 
18th,  Sir  Hector  wrote  this  letter  : 

“  {Private.) 

“  My  Dear  Mr.  McGreevy,— Mr.  John  Sexton  has  just 
come  to  me  and  says  that  Mr.  Kennedy  told  him  to  come 
and  see  you  to  have  some  help  for  legal  expenses.  I  do 
not  know  how  you  stand.  He  wants  to  go  back  by  next 
train.  Do  what  you  think  well  and  best. 

“  Yours  truly, 

“  HECTOR  L.  LANGEVIN. 

“18th  Feby.,  1887. 

“  Received  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars. 

“JOHN  SEXTON. 

“  Ministers  had  intended  to  run  a  man  in  Drummond 
and  Arthabaska,  another  Liberal  fortress,  and  on  February 
12th  they  made  preparations  for  putting  him  in  the  field, 
as  will  be  seen  by  the  following  letter  : — 

“  My  Dear  Mr.  McGreevy,— Please  send  me  two 
hundred  dollars  in  Dominion  notes,  and  five  hundred  more 
for  Drummond  and  Arthabaska.  I  will  recoup  you  when 
I  see  you  next. 

“  HECTOR  L.  LANGEVIN. 
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**  Received  from  Hon.  T.  McGreevy  the  sum  of  seven 
hundred  dollars  as  above  mentioned. 

*'  Quebec,  12th  Feby.,  1887. 

‘‘  In  the  end  it  was  deemed  best  to  allow  Mr.  Lavergne 
'Liberal)  to  be  returned  by  acclamation,  and  the  ($500) 
paid  to  Mr.  Demers  on  account  of  Drummond  was  turned 
over  to  the  Lotbini^re  Tories.  The  phrase  in  Sir  Hector’s 
letter,  I  will  recoup  you  when  I  see  you  next,’  referred 
to  the  $200  in  Dominion  notes  which  he  required  for  some 
political  purpose  of  his  own.  Several  smaller  sums  were 
sent  into  Lotbinidre  through  local  men.  Mr.  Baker  is  now 
in  the  Quebec  Legislature,  but  not  for  Lotbini&re.  Mr. 
Kennedy,  who  hails  from  Megantic,  is  as  active  a  worker 
as  ever  on  the  Tory  side.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  same  answer. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  that  the  Globe  news¬ 
paper  of  Toronto  did,  on  or  about  the  6th  day  of 
June,  publish  the  following  statement  containing 
certain  other  lithographed  facsimiles  : — 

“The  Tory  candidate  in  Chicoutimi  in  1887  was  Mr.  J. 
A.  Gagn6.  He  was  beaten  by  87  votes.  The  reptile  fund 
spent  S2,250  in  his  behalf.  Some  of  the  money  was  sent 
through  the  firm  of  Price  Brothers,  which  has  establish¬ 
ments  in  the  county.  Here  is  one  of  the  receipts : 

Price  Brothers  tfc  Co.  (Cable  Address — Price,  Quebec 
„  g.-()0  “  Quebec,  7  Feby.,  1887. 

“Received  of  D.  T.  Thompson,  Esq.,  the  sum  of  five 
hundred  dollars,  to  be  transferred  to  the  credit  of  Mr. 
Gagne,  Chicoutimi. 

“  PRICE  BROTHERS  &  CO., 

“  Per  Walter  J.  Ray. 

“  On  Feb.  14  Mr.  Ray,  for  Price  Brothers,  acknowledged 
the  receipt  of  $150  ‘  to  be  transferred  to  H.  P.  Blair  for 
election  purposes.’  Other  sums  were  despatched  to  the 
county  by  messengers  and  sent  to  local  men.  Mr.  Gagne 
obtained  1,122  votes,  so  that  the  contribution  from  the 
tund  came  to  $2  per  vote.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  same  answer. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  that  the  Globe  news¬ 
paper  of  Toronto  did,  on  or  about  the  7th  day 
of  June,  publish  the  following  statement  contain¬ 
ing  a  certain  other  lithographed  facsimile  as 
follows  : — 

“  Official  List  of  Expenditures  in  the  Campaign 

of  1887. 

Here  is  a  facsimile  of  the  final  list  of  expenditures  in 
the  Quebec  district  made  from  the  reptile  fund  in  1887  : 

Presse... . . $  5,500  Megantic, . $  2,500 

Quebec  Centre .  4,100  Lotbinidre .  1350 

Quebec  East .  2,300  Drummond .  ’700 

Montmagny .  2,200  Dorchester .  3,000 

Montmorency .  2,700  Jos.  Hamel,  petty. .  2,500 

Berthier .  1,600  $68  000 

GaspC  .  — . .  1,500  Quebec  County . 

Bellechase .  3,900  “  West . 

Rimouski .  2,750  3  Rivers . 

Kamouraska .  3,000  Charlevoix  2nd  elec- 

Temiscouata .  2,250  tion .  1 000 

Yamaska . X  4,000  18,500 

Champlain .  3,000  16  800 

St.  Maurice .  2,-500  68  300 

Charlevoix .  3,000  8  000 

Chicoutimi .  2,250  ’ 

Portneuf .  3,000  $112  700 

L’lslet .  2,500  *U^’7UU 

Beauce . X  2,500 


$58,250 

+i "  SS?  oS8,500^8,8  the  expenditure  in  Quebec  County, 
1  o/JIa  ’ivT48  the  e?.penditure  in  Three  Rivers,  and  the 
$8,000  was  the  expenditure  in  Quebec  West.  There  is  an 
error  in  the  main  edition.  The  total  should  be  $112,600. 
The  matter  is  dealt  with  editorially.  This  brings  our 
reptile  story  to  a  close  for  the  present.” 

>Sir  JOHN  J  HOMPSON.  The  same  answer. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  have  observed  that  the  said  docu- 
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ments,  if  authentic,  prove  that  a  very  large  fund 
was  created  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  said 
Hon.  Thomas  McGreevy  for  the  purpose  of  in¬ 
fluencing  the  election  in  the  several  constituencies 
referred  to,  and  that  the  said  fund  was  regularly 
distributed  in  accordance  with  a  careful,  precon¬ 
certed  arrangement  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  publication  of 
the  statements  and  documents  quoted  in  the  pre¬ 
ceding  questions,  referring  as  they  do  to  expendi¬ 
tures  alleged  to  have  been  made  in  the  year  1887 
in  the  elections  for  the  Parliament  whose  term 
expired  in  1891,  was  evidently  made  in  pursuance 
of  the  charges  which  were  preferred  in  this  House 
by  the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario,  and  which 
were  interpreted,  by  that  gentleman  and  two  or 
three  other  members  of  this  House  in  opposition  to 
the  Government,  as  charges  that  the  Postmaster 
General  had  diverted  railway  subsidies  from  the 
purpose  for  which  they  were  granted,  by  receiving 
for  election  purposes  large  sums  of  money  out  of 
such  subsidies  and  out  of  moneys  raised  on  the 
credit  of  such  subsidies,  and  so  forth,  as  stated  in 
the  resolution  of  this  House  passed  on  the  4th  of 
May,  1892.  This  House,  on  that  day,  resolved  that 
it  was  expedient  that  enquiry  should  be  made  as  to 
the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  allegations  and  charges, 
and  that  the  evidence  relating  to  the  same  should 
be  taken  by  commissioners  under  the  statute  which 
provides  for  such  enquiries  being  made  by  commis¬ 
sioners,  and  that  the  evidence,  when  taken,  should 
be  laid  before  this  House.  Two  eminent  judges 
have  been  selected  to  be  such  commissioners,  and 
their  appointment  has  been  approved  by  the  House, 
without  any  dissent  being  expressed  as  to  their  fit¬ 
ness  and  impartiality.  Ample  powers  are  being 
conferred  on  the  commissioners,  and  when  their 
labours  are  concluded,  the  result  of  such  labours 
will  be  laid  before  the  House  for  such  action  as  may 
seem  proper  under  the  circumstances.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  do  not  intend  to  ask  the  House  to  inter¬ 
fere  with  that  investigation,  or  to  substitute  for  it 
a  method  of  investigation  which  would  be  less  com¬ 
plete  and  less  impartial,  nor  do  they  propose  in  the 
meantime  to  express  any  opinion  on  the  questions 
which  that  enquiry  will  involve,  or  on  the  facts 
which  are  to  be  proved  or  disproved  before  the 
commissioners. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  have  observed  that  the  said  docu¬ 
ments,  if  authentic,  prove  that  several  members  of 
the  Government  and  many  candidates  and  mem¬ 
bers  of  Parliament  were  fully  informed  of  the  dis¬ 
position  made  and  intended  to  be  made  of  the  said 
fund  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  answer  I  gave 
a  moment  ago  will  answer  this  question. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  have  observed  that  if  the  said 
documents  be,  as  they  purport  to  be,  accurate  re¬ 
productions  of  the  original  letters  of  the  several 
members  of  the  Privy  Council  therein  named,  they 
establish  beyond  doubt  that  the  said  members  of 
;he  Privy  Council  were  actively  engaged  in  the 
distribution  of  funds  throughout  the  several  consti¬ 
tuencies  therein  named,  to  an  extent  wholly  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  statement  that  said  funds  were  re¬ 
quired  for  “ legal  expenses?” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  last  answer  I 
gave  will  answer  this  question  likewise. 
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Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government  are  aware  that  the  publication  of 
said  documents  is  calculated  to  convince  the  public 
at  large  that  a  very  great  number  of  constituencies 
were  attempted  to  be  carried  by  corrupt  means  by 
the  use  of  the  said  fund  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  publication  of  the 
statements  and  documents  quoted  in  the  question 
was  evidently  intended  to  create  that  impression  on 
the  public  mind  before  a  proper  and  impartial  in¬ 
vestigation  could  be  had. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Prime  Minister,  or  the  leader  of  the  House,  or 
any  other  member  of  the  Government,  have  called 
the  attention  of  His  Excellency  to  the  publication 
of  the  said  letters  and  documents,  and  have  con¬ 
ferred  with  His  Excellency  as  to  the  methods  of 
dealing  with  the  said  publications  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  Government  have 
had  such  communication  with  His  Excellency  and 
have  given  him  such  advice  as  they  considered 
their  duty  required  of  them. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Postmaster  General  has  made  any  statement  or 
explanation  to  His  Excellency  or  to  his  colleagues 
or  any  of  them,  in  reference  to  such  of  the  above 
letters  and  vouchers  as  purport  to  be  signed  with 
his  name  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  said  Postmaster  General  denies  the  authenticity 
of  the  said  letters  or  any  of  them,  and  whether  he 
alleges  the  said  letters  to  be  forgeries  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  Postmaster  General 
having  made  a  statement  to  this  House,  when  the 
charges  were  made,  Avould  prefer  not  to  make  any 
further  declaration  of  his  answer  in  detail  until  he 
appears  before  the  commissioners. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  said  Postmaster  General,  in  case  he  denies  the 
authenticity  of  the  said  letters,  has  taken  or  pro¬ 
poses  to  take  any  steps  to  prosecute  the  Toronto 
Globe  for  publishing  documents  which  he  alleges  to 
be  forgeries  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  Postmaster  General 
will  await  the  result  of  the  investigation  by  the 
commissioners  as  ordered  by  the  House,  and  will 
appear  before  the  commission  to  meet  the  charges 
made  against  him,  and  will  take  such  further  steps 
as  may  then  seem  proper. 

Sir  RICHARD  CART  WRIGHTasked,  Whether, 
in  view  of  the  above  statements,  Government  have 
made  enquiry  of  any  of  the  several  other  persons 
whose  names  appear  as  signatories  of  the  said 
documents,  and  whether  they  admit  or  deny  the 
authenticity  of  the  same  ? 

Sir  J OHN  THOMPSON.  The  Government  have 
not  done  so,  relying  upon  the  enquiry  before  the 
commission  being  made  full  and  complete  with  the 
aid  of  the  information  to  be  furnished,  and  the 
assistance  to  be  given,  by  the  persons  making  the 
charges  against  the  Postmaster  General. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
the  Government,  in  view  of  the  facts  now  made 
public,  and  especially  of  the  circumstance  that 
those  documents,  if  authentic,  prove  that  upwards 
of  $1 12,000  were  expended  in  24  constituencies  with 
the  knowledge  and  approval  of  several  members 
Sir  Richard  Cartwright. 


of  the  Cabinet  and  of  many  members  of  Parliament, 
intend  to  cause  a  committee  of  this  House  to  be 
appointed  to  investigate  into  the  said  matters  and 
particularly  to  ascertain  from  and  by  whom  the 
said  funds  were  supplied  to  the  said  Hon.  Thomas 
McGreevy  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  Government  pro¬ 
pose  to  await  the  report  of  the  commissioners  be¬ 
fore  deciding  what  steps  may  properly  be  taken 
with  regard  to  any  matters  which  may  appear  not 
to  have  been  comprised  within  the  reference  to  the 
commissioners. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  1  rise  to  a  point  of  order.  Did 
I  understand  the  hon.  gentleman  to  state  that 
these  charges  wrere  to  be  considered  by  the  Royal 
Commission  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  will  read  my  answer 
again,  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  hon.  gentleman  : 

“  The  publication  of  the  statements  and  documents 
quoted  in  the  preceding  questions,  referring  as  they  do 
to  expenditures  alleged  to  have  been  made  in  the  year 
1887  in  the  elections  for  the  Parliament  whose  term  ex¬ 
pired  in  1891,  was  evidently  made  in  pursuance  of  the 
charges  which  were  made  in  this  House  by  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  West  Ontario,  and  which  were  interpreted  by  that 
gentleman  and  two  or  three  other  members  of  this  House 
in  opposition  to  the  Government,  as  charges  that  the 
Postmaster  General  had  diverted  railway  subsidies  from 
the  purpose  for  which  they  were  granted,  by  receiving  for 
election  purposes  large  sums  of  money  out  of  such  subsi¬ 
dies  and  out  of  moneys  raised  on  the  credit  of  such  subsi¬ 
dies,  and  so  forth,  as  stated  in  the  resolution  of  this 
House  passed  on  the  4th  of  May,  1892.  This  House,  on 
that  day,  resolved  that  it  was  expedient  that  enquiry 
should  be  made  as  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  allegations 
and  charges,  and  that  the  evidence  relating  to  the  same 
should  be  taken  by  commissioners  under  the  statute 
which  provides  for  such  enquiries  being  made  by  commis¬ 
sioners,  and  that  the  evidence,  when  taken,  should  be  laid 
before  this  House.  Two  eminent  judges  have  been 
selected  to  be  such  commissioners,  and  their  appointment 
has  been  approved  by  the  House,  without  any  dissent  be¬ 
ing  expressed  as  to  their  fit  ness  and  impartiality.  Ample 
powers  are  being  conferred  on  the  commissioners,  and 
when  their  labours  are  concluded,  the  result  of  such 
labours  will  be  laid  before  the  House  for  such  action  as 
may  seem  proper  under  the  circumstances.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  do  not  intend  to  ask  the  House  to  interfere  with 
that  investigation,  or  to  substitute  for  it  a  method  of  in¬ 
vestigation  which  would  be  less  complete  and  less  im¬ 
partial,  nor  do  they  propose,  in  the  meantime,  to  express 
any  opinion  on  the  questions  which  that  enquiry  will  in¬ 
volve,  or  on  the  facts  which  are  to  be  proved  or  disproved 
before  the  commissioners.” 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  understand  that  these  charges 
are  excised  from  the  scope  of  the  commission  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  understand 
that  all  these  charges  are  excised,  but  at  all  events 
the  question  involves  an  expression  of  opinion  on 
matters  which  will  come  before  the  commission. 

KENTVILLE  POSTMASTER. 

Mr.  BORDEN  asked,  Whether  the  Government  is 
aware  that  the  Iventville  postmaster,  who  was  sus¬ 
pended  on  the  6th  February,  1891,  has  recently 
died  ?  May  the  inhabitants  of  Kentville,  King's 
County,  N.S. ,  hope  for  an  early  appointment  to  the 
postmastership  so  long  vacant  ? 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  The  department  has 
not  received  any  report  as  to  the  death  of  the  post¬ 
master  at  Kentville. 

ADJOURNMENT— CORPUS  CHRISTI. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  that,  when  the 
House  adjourns  this  day,  it  stauds  adjourned  until 
Friday  at  3  o’clock  p.m. 

Motion  agreed  to. 


3753 


[JUNE  15,  1892.] 


3754 


REPRESENTATION  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF 

COMMONS. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on 
Bill  (No.  70)  to  readjust  the  representation  of  the 
House  of  Commons. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

On  section  2, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I. )  I  desire  to  call  attention 
to  some  of  the  remarks  of  the  hon.  member  for 
King's  County  yesterday  in  reply  to  some  remarks 
that  I  made.  I  think  his  remarks  are  calculated 
to  mislead  the  House,  and  I  am  sure  he  did  not  in¬ 
tend  to  do  that.  The  hon.  gentleman,  in  answer 
to  what  I  said  in  reference  to  the  gerrymander  in 
Prince  Edward  Island,  attempted  to  palliate  it  by 
stating  that  a  gerrymander  had  been  committed  by 
the  Local  Government  in  Prince  Edward  Island, 
or,  to  use  his  own  choice  language,  by  what  he 
called  a  thing  occupying  the  position  of  a  Govern¬ 
ment  in  that  Island,  and  he  said  that  gerrymander 
had  taken  place  with  my  connivance  if  not  with  my 
consent.  I  do  not  know  anything  about  that 
gerrymander,  and  I  desire  to  tell  that  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  that  this  measure  was  passed  there  during 
this  session  of  Parliament,  while  I  was  absent 
from  the  Island,  and  that  I  never  heard  of  it  or 
about  it  until  he  held  up  the  map  here  in  his 
place.  I  knew  no  more  about  it  than  he  did. 
It  is  nothing  but  fair  that  the  facts  should  be  stated 
to  this  House.  It  was  not  the  Government  of 
Prince  Edward  Island  that  introduced  that  gerry¬ 
mander  at  all ;  the  Government  of  Prince  Edward 
Island  introduced  a  Bill  to  abolish  the  Legislative 
Council,  and  there  was  no  alteration  of  any  single 
district  in  Prince  Edward  Island  in  the  Bill  which 
the  Government  introduced.  They  carried  their 
Bill  through  the  Assembly,  in  which  he  says  they 
have  a  majority  of  only  one,  without  altering  the 
bounds  of  any  single  district  in  Prince  Edward 
Island.  That  Bill  went  to  the  Council.  The  Legis¬ 
lative  Council  is  an  elective  body,  but  elected  by 
property  holders  ;  they  must  own  a  hundred  pounds 
■worth  of  property.  The  Council  said  :  No,  thank 
you,  we  will  not  pass  this  Bill  as  it  is  now,  because 
it  leaves  to  a  small  village,  and  in  the  hands  of 
people  who  do  not  possess  property,  the  same  right 
to  return  two  men  to  the  House  of  Assembly  as  is 
vested  in  a  large  constituency  of  15,000  or  16,000 
people.  The  town  of  Georgetown,  which  was  ori¬ 
ginally  laid  off  for  a  district,  and  was  expected  to 
grow  into  a  town,  did  not  grow  into  a  town  ;  it  has 
remained  a  village,  it  has  282  voters,  and  82  of 
these  are  absentees  ;  it  has  200  local  voters,  and 
they  returned  two  members  to  the  Assembly.  The 
Legislative  Council— -not  the  Government — said  : 
This  is  an  outrage,  we  will  not  consent  to  abolish 
ourselves,  nor  consent  that  these  200  people  shall 
have  the  right  to  return  two  members  to  the  As¬ 
sembly  ;  we  insist  upon  enlai’ging  the  district  by 
adding  on  the  townships  on  each  side.  The  town 
of  Georgetown  stands  at  a  point,  there  is  a 
river  running  on  each  side,  and  my  hon.  friend 
held  up  a  map  showing  these  rivers,  and  the  town¬ 
ships  added  were  necessarily  on  each  side  of  the 
rivers,  they  could  not  be  otherwise.  It  looked  very 
bad  on  paper,  but  there  was  no  other  way  of  doing 
it.  I  do  not  know  anything  about  the  boundaries 
they  have  added,  whether  it  is  right  or  wrong  ;  I 
never  read  the  Act.  I  know  that  Georgetown  is  on 


the  point,  and  the  townships  they  have  added  are 
across  the  river  on  each  side  ;  there  was  no  other 
method  of  doing  it.  But  I  want  to  point  out  this 
fact,  that  I  was  neither  party  or  privy  to  it,  nor 
did  I  ever  hear  of  it,  nor  did  I  confer  with  any¬ 
body  who  suggested  or  brought  about  this  change 
in  the  boundaries.  It  was  not  done  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  it  was  done  by  the  Legislative  Council  alone, 
and  it  was  done  by  them  because  they  thought  it  was 
unjust  to  allow  200  people  to  have  the  same  rights 
as  2,000  people  in  every  other  district  in  the 
Island.  It  is  on  that  ground  that  what  he  calls  a 
gerrymander,  is  justifiable.  It  may  be  they  have 
not  put  the  boundaries  right.  I  give  no  opinion,  I 
have  not  examined  it  carefully.  I  do  not  know 
what  the  political  complexion  of  the  different  town¬ 
ships  is  ;  but  so  far  as  the  hon.  gentleman’s  charge 
against  me  is  concerned,  of  having  been  a  party,  or 
privy  in  any  sense  to  this  change,  he  is  wholly 
mistaken.  When  I  had  the  honour  of  leading  the 
Government  in  that  province,  we  passed  a  good 
deal  of  legislation,  but  no  change  in  the  boundaries 
was  ever  made. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (King’s,  P. E.I. )  I  am  bound 
to  accept  the  hon.  gentleman’s  explanation,  when  he 
says  he  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  local  gerryman¬ 
dering  of  Prince  Edward  Island.  Report  connected 
him  with  it,  and  I  gave  it  as  a  report  when  I  men¬ 
tioned  it  yesterday.  Now,  with  respect  to  this 
local  gerrymander,  it  is  like  any  other  dirty  pool, 
the  more  you  stir  it  the  dirtier  it  gets.  Since  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  brought  this  matter  up  again, 
it  is  necessary  I  should  give  some  further  explana¬ 
tion  to  the  House  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the 
gerrymander  was  brought  about.  It  seems  that 
this  Local  Government  to  which  I  referred  yester¬ 
day  in  not  very  flattering,  but  justifiable,  terms, 
were  frightened  into  introducing  this  gerrymander 
into  their  Local  Legislature.  They  had  not  the  man¬ 
liness,  they  had  not  the  pluck,  to  bring  it  up  and 
fight  it  out  on  the  floor  of  the  House  of  Assembly. 
They  passed  this  gerrymander  in  the  Local  House 
and  sent  it  to  their  friends  in  the  Upper  House 
where  they  had  a  strong  majority,  and  the  local 
Premier,  who  was  ruling  in  the  Lower  Hoxise  by  a 
majority  of  one,  came  round  by  the  back  door  and 
said  to  his  friends  :  Gentlemen,  I  am  only  ruling 
by  a  majority  of  one,  bring  in  a  gerrymander  that 
will  offset  this  and  enable  me  to  come  into  the 
House  at  the  next  election  with  a  good  majority. 
That  would  be  the  right  thing  to  do.  The  Legisla¬ 
tive  Council,  at  the  bidding  of  this  autocrat,  passed 
this  local  gerrymander. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  I  wish  to  remark 
to  my  hon.  friend  that  he  is  entirely  out  of  order. 
The  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  rose  to  a 
personal  explanation.  When  we  reach  the  section 
dealing  with  Prince  Edward  Island,  my  hon.  friend 
will  have  a  chance  to  say  what  he  wants  to. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (King’s,  P.E.I.)  I  bow  to 
your  decision,  but  I  think,  in  justice  to  myself,  I 
should  have  a  chance  to  answer  what  he  has  said. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  will  have  a  chance  to  do  that  when  we  come 
down  to  Prince  Edward  Island  in  the  Bill. 

Mr.  WELSH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  something 
to  say  on  this  matter. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  Order. 
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Mr.  MACDONALD  (King’s,  P.E.I.)  When  we 
come  down  to  the  section  dealing  with  Prince  Ed¬ 
ward  Island,  I  shall  take  an  opportunity  of  show¬ 
ing  you  how  the  local  Premier  went  to  his  Council 
and  got  them  to  pass  the  Bill. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  Order. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (King’s,  P.E.I.)  I  accept 
your  decision.  I  was  only  going  to  say - 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  Order.  The  com¬ 
mittee  is  aware  of  what  the  hon.  gentleman  will  do 
when  we  come  to  Prince  Edward  Island. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  trust  the  ruling  of 
the  Chair  will  he  accepted  by  the  hon.  member, 
and  he  will  have  another  opportunity  of  speaking, 

Mr.  WELSH.  I  am  going  to  say  a  few  words. 
I  have  not  taken  up  much  time  of  the  House  in 
talking  this  session. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  Order. 

Mr.  WTELSH.  I  just  want  to  take  up  one  minute 
of  time.  I  am  only  going  to  make  a  few  remarks. 
I  am  very  sorry - 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  Order,  order. 

Mr.  WELSH.  I  am  sorry  to  hear  the  confession 
of  my  hon.  friend - 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  Order,  order. 

Mr.  WTELSH.  Do  you  know  what  I  am  going 
to  say  ?* 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Order,  order. 

Mr.  WELSH.  Do  you  know  what  I  am  going 
to  say  ?  If  you  will  wait  and.  hear  what  I  am  going 
to  say - 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  Order,  order. 

Mr.  WELSH.  Do  you  know  what  I  am  going 
to  say  ? 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  There  is  one  thing 
the  hon.  gentleman  should  know,  and  that  is  that 
when  I  stand  up  he  has  no  right  to  stand  up. 

Mr.  WELSH.  I  am  down. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  There  is  nothing  at 
all  before  the  Chair,  and  the  hon.  gentleman  has  no 
right  to  say  a  word.  The  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr. 
Davies)  rose  to  a  point  of  personal  explanation,  as 
he  had  a  right  to  do.  The  hon.  gentleman  does  not 
know  what  he  is  talking  about,  because  there  is 
nothing  before  the  Chair. 

Mr.  WELSH.  All  I  said,  Mr.  Chairman - 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  I  am  going  to  read 
the  clause  to  show  the  hon.  gentleman  that  he  has 
no  right  to  say  a  word  at  this  time. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Let  me  say  a  word 
before  you  read  the  clause. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  That  will  be  out  of 
order. 

Sir  J OHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  about  to  make 
a  motion,  and  that  will  put  me  in  order.  We  are 
coming  to  the  clause  which  provides  that  redistri¬ 
bution  shall  take  place  in  the  different  provinces, 
and  the  first  sub-section  refers  to  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  I  desire  to  call  the  attention  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  sub-sections  (a)  and  (b).  These  have  been 
the  subject  of  very  much  discussion  in  the  House, 
which  I  do  not  intend  to  renew.  I  may,  at  this 
stage,  explain  to  the  committee  the  reasons  which 
induced  the  changes  proposed  by  sub-sections  (a) 
and  ( b ).  It  has  been  urged  that  the  House  should 
Mr.  Macdonald  (King’s,  P.E.I.) 


not  be  asked  to  adopt  these  sub-sections  ;  there¬ 
fore,  in  reading  section  2  you  will  leave  out  these 
sub-sections.  I  move  that  section  2  pass  with  the 
exception  of  the  sub-sections  (a)  and  (&). 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  this  Bill  re¬ 
quires  very  serious  consideration.  We  have  dis¬ 
cussed  for  a  few  days  the  principle  involved  in  the 
Bill,  and  many  hon.  members  have  stated  that 
while  they  agree  with  us  as  regards  much  that  is 
contained  in  the  Bill  and  with  respect  to  the  prin¬ 
ciples  involved  in  this  legislation,  they  would  pre¬ 
fer  considering  the  matter  in  detail  when  we  came 
to  deal  with  the  Bill  in  committee.  Now  we  are  in 
committee,  and  I  hope  hon.  members  will  consider 
with  care  the  various  propositions  which  I  and 
other  members  think  it  necessary  in  the  public  in¬ 
terest  to  submit,  in  order  to  secure  a  fair  represen¬ 
tation  of  the  people  in  Parliament.  I  may  say  for 
myself  that  I  regret  we  have  gone  into  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  this  Bill  to-day,  because  there  were  some 
matters  I  wish  to  bring  before  the  committee 
which  I  am  not  ready  to  submit  at  this  moment, 
but  which  I  would  be  prepared  to  submit  when  the 
House  met  on  Friday. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  propose  to  leave 
the  Bill  in  committee. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
will  see  that  what  I  am  anxious  to  do  is  to  begin 
with  the  amendment  of  this  particular  section,  and 
leaving  the  Bill  in  committee,  if  we  make  any  pro¬ 
gress,  will  not  meet  with  my  wishes  in  this  par¬ 
ticular.  I  think  it  is  very  important  that  the 
committee  should  have  before  it  a  map  containing 
the  changes  we  think  should  be  made,  and  exhibit¬ 
ing  the  population  of  each  constituency,  with  the 
boundaries  marked  on  it.  I  think  we  can  show 
the  committee  that  the  constituencies  may  be 
divided  without  invading  county  or  city  boundaries, 
that  something  like  symmetry  can  be  given  to  them, 
that  everything  like  a  gerrymander  may  be 
avoided,  and  that  the  division  can  be  made  of  such 
a  character  as  to  give  a  large  degree  of  permanency 
to  the  constituencies  and  secure  a  fair  expression 
of  public  opinion  on  the  floor  of  Parliament.  I  am 
sure  there  can  be  nothing  I  deprecate  more  than  to 
see  such  a  division  of  counties  as  would  give  to  this 
side  any  more  than  to  that  side  of  the  House  a 
control  of  public  affairs  without  being  supported 
by  a  majority  of  the  electorate  of  the  country, 
and  any  division  that  will  aid  in  accomplish¬ 
ing  this  result  either  in  favour  of  this  side 
of  the  House  or  of  that  will  be  very  per¬ 
nicious  in  its  character.  I  again  implore  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  that  they  will  consider  the 
principle  enunciated  by  the  leader  on  that  side 
of  the  House  in  1872,  that  we  will  revert  to  the 
condition  of  things  that  existed  at  that  time,  and 
proceed  with  this  Bill  by  making  a  complete 
redistribution  of  the  seats  consistent  with  the 
principles  then  laid  down.  The  hon.  Minister  of 
Justice  proposes  this  Bill  as  a  simple  amendment 
to  the  Act  of  1882.  The  Act  of  1882,  in  so  far  as 
it  was  possible  in  the  plan  adopted  by  this  Bill  in 
regard  to  the  Province  of  Ontario,  is  left  undis¬ 
turbed.  Some  hon.  members  opposite,  including 
the  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon),  and  the 
hon.  member  for  Cumberland  (Mr.  Dickey),  admit¬ 
ted  that  after  having  carefully  investigated  the 
divisions  made  by  that  Act,  the  measure  did  not 
meet  with  their  approval  ;  and  so  I  submit  that 
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what  they  desire  should  be  done  in  New  Bruns¬ 
wick.  what  the  Minister  of  Justice  desires  himself 
to  have  done  in  Nova  Scotia  should  be  done  in  the 
Provinces  of  Ontario,  Quebec  and  Prince  Edward 
Island.  Surely  there  can  be  nothing  unfair  in  this. 
While  I  have  not  had  time,  on  account  of  my  close 
attention  to  the  business  of  the  House,  to  ascer¬ 
tain  what  will  be  the  political  effect,  looking 
at  the  vote  as  given  last  year,  supposing  this 
distribution  adopted,  it  seems  to  me  of  importance 
thata  systematic,  proper  and  reasonable  plan  should 
be  pursued  in  this  Bill.  I  notice  the  section  which 
is  now  before  us  provides  : 

“  The  said  provinces  respectively  shall,  for  the  purposes 
of  election  of  members  to  serve  in  the  House  of  Commons, 
be  divided  into  the  electoral  districts  established  by  the 
Representation  Act  and  by  this  Act.” 

If  there  was  no  other  objection  to  this  section,  I  would 
say  that  I  think  that  it  is  an  inconvenient  way  of 
amending  an  Act  already  on  the  Statute-book.  In  a 
measure  of  this  sort,  to  which  reference  has  so  fre¬ 
quently  to  be  made,  everything  that  it  is  intended 
should  continue  law  should  be  embraced  in  this 
Bill,  it  should  not  be  simply  an  amendment  of  a 
previous  Act,  but  the  former  Act  should  be  re¬ 
pealed  and  every  provision  should  be  included  in 
the  one  measure.  I  would  propose  to  strike  out 
the  word  “the”  before  “  electoral  ”  and  all  the 
words  after  “districts,”  and  insert  the  following: — 

“  Ontario  shall  be  divided  into  municipal  counties, 
ridings  of  counties,  cities  and  parts  of  cities,  each  of 
which  shall  be  an  electoral  district  and  entitled  to  return 
one  member.  The  electoral  districts  shall  be  the  follow¬ 
ing:—” 

Then  I  propose  that  the  County  of  Essex  shall  be 
divided  into  two  ridings,  that  the  County  of  Kent 
shall  be  divided  into  three  ridings,  that  the  County 
of  Lamb  ton  shall  be  divided  into  three  ridings.  I 
wish  to  call  the  attention  of  the  Minister  of  Justice 
at  this  point  to  this  fact,  that  the  County  of  Hast¬ 
ings,  which  has  a  smaller  population  than  the 
County  of  Kent — the  population  of  Hastings  being 
58,386 — has  three  members,  and  has  had  three  mem¬ 
bers  for  many  years.  The  County  of  Kent,  with  a 
larger  population,  cannot  be  said  to  have  even  two 
members.  There  is  a  portion  of  Kent  embraced  in 
Bothwell,  and  another  portion  is  embraced  in  Elgin. 
If  those  two  parts  of  the  county  were  put  together 
and  said  to  be  represented  by  one  member,  then, 
with  Mr.  Campbell  as  the  representative  of  the 
western  portion  of  the  county,  that  arrangement 
gives  only  two  members.  Lambton  has  a  smaller 
population  than  Kent,  and  it  has  two  ridings,  East 
and  West  Lambton.  Half  of  Bothwell  forms  part 
of  Lambton,  and  the  township  of  Euphemia  in 
West  Middlesex.  Lambton,  with  a  smaller  popu¬ 
lation  than  Kent,  has  two  and  a  half  members, 
while  Kent,  with  a  larger  population,  has  less 
than  two.  That  is  an  improper  division.  If 
Hastings  is  entitled  to  three  members,  Lambton 
and  Kent  are  respectively  entitled  to  three 
members.  Let  me  read  over  what  I  think  would 
be  a  fair  division,  and  I  will  undertake  to  show 
that  it  gives  far  more  equal  constituencies  as  re¬ 
gards  population  than  what  it  is  proposed  to  es¬ 
tablish  if  this  Bill  in  its  present  shape  should 
become  law.  I  stated  that  Essex  should  be  divided 
into  two  ridings — I  suppose  the  proper  arrange¬ 
ment  is  the  one  here  ;  Kent  should  be  divided  into 
three  ridings,  Lambton  should  be  divided  into  three 
ridings,  Elgin  should  be  divided  into  two  ridings. 
Elgin  has  a  population  of  43,549.  If  we  put  St. 


Thomas  into  the  west  riding,  and  all  east  of  St. 
Thomas  into  the  east  riding,  you  have  a  popula¬ 
tion,  as  I  shall  show,  in  each  of  these  ridings  very 
nearly  equally  divided,  and  they  are  both  very 
nearly  up  to  the  average  unit  of  population  requir¬ 
ed  to  return  a  member  to  this  House.  The  County 
of  Norfolk  would  have  one  member,  Haldimand 
would  have  one,  Middlesex  would  have  three, 
Huron  would  have  three,  Perth  two,  Oxford  two, 
Brant  one,  Waterloo  two,  Wellington  three,  Duf- 
ferin  one,  Grey  three,  Bruce  three,  Welland  one, 
Lincoln  one,  Wentworth  one,  Halton  one,  Peel 
one,  Simcoe  four,  and  York  four.  There  is  a  por¬ 
tion  of  the  lTork  population  included  in  the  present 
limits  of  the  city  of  Toronto.  I  have  not  the  facts 
before  me  to  enable  me  to  say  to  what  extent 
that  is  so,  but  I  believe  there  is  a  portion 
of  East  York  and  also  of  West  York  embraced 
in  the  city  of  Toronto  at  the  present  time. 
If  that  be  so  then  they  could  be  included  in  the 
city,  the  city  being  given  an  additional  represen¬ 
tation  ;  and  if  York  falls  below  the  population 
entitled  to  return  four  members  then  it  would  be 
reduced  to  three.  But  let  me  say  this  :  Ontario 
would  be  entitled  to  two  members,  Durham  two, 
Victoria  two,  Muskoka  and  Parry  Sound  one, 
Algoma  and  Nipissing  two,  Northumberland  two, 
Peterborough  two,  Prince  Edward  one,  Hastings 
three,  Lennox  and  Addington  one,  Renfrew  two, 
Frontenac  one,  Leeds  two,  Lanark  two,  Grenville 
one,  Carleton  two,  Dundas  one,  Russell  one,  Stor¬ 
mont  one,  Glengarry  one,  Prescott  one.  In  this 
arrangement  there  would  be  19  counties  repre¬ 
sented  by  a  single  member  which  it  would  be 
unnecessary  to  divide  into  ridings,  and  19  counties 
that  by  no  process  could  be  manipulated  either  in 
favour  of  one  party  or  another.  This  would  make 
in  all  81  rural  constituencies.  I  say  rural  because 
they  are  mainly  such,  although  there  are  constitu¬ 
encies  among  these  in  which  there  are  cities  and 
towns  of  considerable  size,  which  perhaps  would 
have  a  preponderating  influence,  which  would 
give  to  the  urban  population  a  very  consider¬ 
able  degree  of  influence  and  strength.  The  city 
of  London  would  be  entitled  to  one  member, 
Hamilton  two  members,  Toronto  five,  Kingston 
one  and  Ottawa  two.  I  am  saying  Toronto  five 
members,  not  considering  those  portions  of  Toronto 
that,  at  the  present  time,  are  embraced  within  the 
County  of  York,  and  what  their  population  is  I 
cannot  say  just  now.  This  would  give  eleven  con¬ 
stituencies  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  which  are 
purely  urban.  It  seems  to  me,  Sir,  that  a  division 
of  that  sort  would  be  a  division  in  the  public  inter¬ 
est  and  one  that  would  give  you  constituencies  far 
more  nearly  equal  than  you  propose  to  establish  at 
the  present  time,  and  would  leave  the  boundaries 
of  the  various  counties  intact.  The  lion,  gentleman 
will  see  how  much  more  satisfactory  this  is  than  the 
attempt  to  carve  up  the  whole  country  into  elec¬ 
toral  districts  regardless  of  county  boundaries. 
If  we  are  to  adopt  the  principle  of  representation 
by  population  absolutely  and  to  disregard  county 
boundaries  altogether,  then  we  ought  to  begin  at 
some  point  in  the  province,  say  at  Essex,  and  every 
time  that  you  reach  the  unit  of  population  there 
mark  the  boundary  of  your  constituency,  and  so  go 
from  one  extremity  of  the  province  to  the  other. 
This  would  be  fair  as  between  parties.  This  would 
be  disregarding  party  considerations  altogether,  as 
the  Minister  of  Justice  said  should  be  done  ;  but  I 
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think  that  would  be  far  less  satisfactory  than  elec¬ 
toral  districts,  somewhat  less  equal  in  extent, 
but  in  which  county  boundaries  are  preserved, 
in  which  you  recognize  the  political  and  social 
organic  life  of  the  country  and  do  not  under¬ 
take  to  cut  and  carve  up,  as  has  been  done  by 
the  electoral  district  system  in  the  neighbouring 
republic.  Now,  if  we  adopt  the  system  I  have 
suggested,  I  think  that  we  will  have  results  far 
more  satisfactory  than  you  can  get  in  any  other 
way.  Thus,  you  have  the  County  of  Essex  already 
divided  into  two  constituencies,  which  might  re¬ 
main.  Then,  the  next  county  that  you  would  be 
called  upon  to  divide  into  ridings  would  be  tlie 
County  of  Kent,  which  is  entitled  to  three  repre¬ 
sentatives.  I  am  now  referring  to  matters  which 
could  far  more  intelligently  be  discussed  if  I  had 
an  opportunity  of  laying  a  map  before  the  com¬ 
mittee.  Kent  is  a  little  below  the  population,  but 
if  you  were  to  take  the  west  riding  of  Kent,  taking 
the  townships  of  Romney,  Tilbury  East,  Raleigh, 
Harwich,  Tilbury  Centre  and  Blenheim,  that 
would  give  a  population  of  17,967  for  one  consti¬ 
tuency.  Then  you  would  have  the  north  riding  of 
Kent,  consisting  of  the  township  of  Chatham,  the 
township  of  Dover,  the  village  of  Wallaceburg 
and  the  town  of  Chatham,  which  would  have  a 
population  of  22,000.  The  east  riding  of  Kent, 
comprising  Orford,  Howard,  Camden,  Zone,  Both- 
W'ell,  Dresden,  Ridgetown  and  Thamesville,  W'ould 
make  a  constituency  of  17,500.  That  is  as  nearly 
equal  as  you  could  divide  the  county  without 
dividing  municipalities,  and  hon.  gentlemen  will 
see  that  you  would  have  three  symmetrical 
ridings  with  distinct  boundaries.  Then  when 
you  come  to  the  County  of  Elgin  you  would 
have  as  the  west  riding,  Aldborough,  Dunwich, 
Southwold,  and  the  city  of  St.  Thomas,  which 
would  give  you  a  population  of  24,000,  and  East 
Elgin  comprising  Yarmouth,  Malahide,  Dorchester, 
Bayham,  Port  Stanley,  Vienna,  Springfield  and 
Aylmer,  with  a  population  of  18,454.  Unless  you 
w^ere  to  divide  the  town  of  St.  Thomas  you  could 
not  make  this  more  nearly  equal,  and  these  two, 
the  hon.  gentleman  will  see,  would  approximate  an 
equality  more  nearly  than  the  divisions  that  it  is 
proposed  to  make.  The  County  of  Lambton  would 
be  entitled  to  three  representatives,  and  the  west 
riding  may  consist  of  Sombra,  Moore,  Sarnia,  the 
tow'n  of  Sarnia  and  Point  Edward,  a  constituency 
of  about  21,000.  The  centre  riding  of  Lambton 
would  consist  of  Dawn,  Enniskillen,  Plympton, 
Oil  Springs  and  Petrolea,  with  a  population 
of  18,800,  and  the  east  riding  of  Lambton 
would  consist  of  the  townships  of  Warwick, 
Euphemia,  Brook,  Bosanquet  and  the  villages  of 
Thedford,  Walford,  Arion,  Alviston  and  Forreston, 
making  a  constituency  of  18,300.  When  you  come 
to  the  County  of  Middlesex  you  could  divide  that 
into  three  ridings,  which  wrould  be  all  it  was  en¬ 
titled  to.  At  present  it  is  given  four  representa¬ 
tives  by  adding  townships  all  around  and  breaking 
in  upon  the  neighbouring  townships.  The  County 
of  Middlesex  could  be  divided  into  three  constitu¬ 
encies  varying  from  19,000  to  25,000.  I  might  go 
over  a  large  number  of  others  in  the  same  way  ; 
but  I  am  pointing  out  how  it  is  possible  to  preserve 
county  boundaries  and  to  have  constituencies 
approximately  equal.  Then  suppose  you  have  a 
growing  county  with  60,000  population.  There  is 
some  addition  made  to  the  population  of  every  rid- 
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ing  of  that  county.  You  have  three  ridings.  If 
you  undertook  to  make  the  divisions  of  1882  your 
basis  for  future  action,  you  would  be  necessarily 
obliged  to  wrait  until  some  one  electoral  dis¬ 
trict  grew'  in  population  to  such  an  extent, 
as  to  warrant  you  in  dividing  it  into  two. 
The  suggestion  made  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  was  that  that  should  be 
done  ;  but  that  would  leave  a  far  larger  number  of 
fractions  of  population  unrepresented  than  would 
be  done  by  recognizing  the  county  as  the  unit. 
Take,  for  instance,  the  County  of  Simcoe,  w'hich 
has  three  representatives  at  the  present  time.  It 
is  entitled  to  four  by  its  population.  You  are 
undertaking  to  secure  to  the  Province  of  Ontario 
the  retention  of  92  members  ;  but  the  population 
in  that  county  is  not  fully  represented.  Row.  if 
you  undertook  to  treat  any  one  of  the  present  divi¬ 
sions  of  Simcoe  as  the  unit,  you  would  be  obliged 
to  take  that  which  has  the  largest  population 
at  the  present  time,  as  the  district  for  division  ; 
but  if  you  treat  the  whole  county  as  the  unit,  you 
redivide  the  county  without  reference  necessarily 
to  the  existing  divisions,  and  you  give  to  the  addi¬ 
tional  population  of  the  county  the  additional  re¬ 
presentation  to  which  it  is  entitled.  I  am  satisfied 
that  the  plan  of  preserving  county  boundaries  and 
the  establishment  of  ridings  can  be  carried  into  effect 
in  a  perfectly  satisfactory  manner,  and  one  which 
would  be  fair  to  every  interest  and  to  both  the 
great  parties  in  the  country.  And  so,  in  the 
amendment  which  I  propose  to  this  portion  of  the 
Bill,  I  am  following  very  closely  the  words  used  in 
the  British  North  America  Act,  that  Ontario  shall 
be  divided  into  municipal  counties,  ridings  of  coun¬ 
ties,  cities,  and  parts  of  cities,  each  of  which  shall  be  an 
electoral  district  and  entitled  to  return  one  member. 
That,  I  think,  is  a  reasonable  amendment  to  propose, 
and  it  is  one  that  will  give  permanencjr  to  the  con¬ 
stituencies.  I  am  sure  of  this  :  that  you  could  do 
nothing  that  would  serve  so  well  to  maintain 
the  spirit  and  principles  of  the  English  system 
of  parliamentary  government  by  respecting  those 
municipal  divisions.  They  are  a  part  of  the 
organic  life  of  the  state,  and  you  cannot  disregard 
them  with  impunity.  You  may  break  down  these 
municipal  divisions,  and  you  may  undertake  to 
carve  counties  out  into  districts  ;  but  to  see  the  in¬ 
evitable  result  of  such  a  system,  you  have  only  to 
look  at  the  condition  of  things  in  the  neighbouring 
republic  and  to  compare  the  men  in  public  life 
there  to-day  with  the  men  in  public  life  half  a 
century  ago, — men  like  Webster,  Calhoun,  Clay 
and  others — men  who  had  seen  long  public  service  ; 
they  saw  long  public  service  largely  because  the 
constituencies  had  in  their  day  a  degree  of  perman¬ 
ence  that  they  have  not  to-day  ;  and  it  is  impos¬ 
sible  to  introduce  that  system  here  wdthout  doing 
serious  mischief  to  the  future  well-being  of  this 
country.  You  say  you  desire  to  maintain  your 
autonomy ;  you  desire  to  preserve  your  consti¬ 
tutional  system ;  but  you  cannot  preserve  it  if 
you  adopt  a  measure  like  this.  Y  ou  must  recog¬ 
nize  those  municipal  divisions  if  you  are  going 
to  build  up  on  this  continent  a  new  nation 
that  will  keep  unimpaired  the  spirit  and  principles 
of  the  English  system  of  parliamentary  government ; 
and  it  is  because  I  believe  that  system  is  superior 
to  any  other  that  has  been  tried  by  man  for  the 
maintenance  of  freedom  and  for  the  progress  of  the 
race,  that  I  am  pressing  this  matter  with  so  much 
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persistency  upon  the  attention  of  this  committee. 
1  am  satisfied,  Sir,  that  it  is  in  the  public  interest. 
I  am  satisfied,  further,  that  you  cannot  adopt  a  mea¬ 
sure  which  every  man  in  his  conscience  must  know 
is  an  unfair  measure,  without  injuring  yourselves, 
as  well  as  those  who  are  seeking  to  resist  it.  Now, 
Sir,  I  am  not  going  at  this  moment  to  press  this 
matter  further  upon  the  attention  of  the  committee. 
I  wish  that  we  may  not  deal  with  this  subject  fur¬ 
ther  until  opportunity  is  given  us  to  place  before 
the  committee  a  map  showing  the  divisions  which 
we  think  necessary  in  the  public  interest,  and 
which  will  carry  out  in  the  Provinces  of  Ontario, 
Quebec  and  Prince  Edward  Island  that  system  which 
existed  everywhere  before  1872,  which  now  exists 
in  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick,  and  which 
hon.  gentlemen  on  the  other  side  of  the  House  from 
those  provinces  think  ought  not  to  be  disturbed 
there.  Surely,  if  hon.  gentlemen  are  disposed,  be¬ 
cause  they  have  a  majority  in  those  provinces,  to 
maintain  county  boundaries  intact  there,  where  is 
the  justice  in  undertaking  to  force  a  change,  in 
absolute  disregard  of  their  votes  and  influence  and 
support,  upon  Ontario,  Quebec  and  Prince  Edward 
Island  ?  Let  us  deal  fairly  in  this  matter.  Let  us 
adopt  that  course  which  is  best  in  the  public  inter¬ 
est  ;  and  if  we  do  that,  I  am  satisfied  that  we  can 
make  a  redistribution  measure  satisfactory  to  both 
sides  of  this  House  ;  but  you  cannot  make  it  satis¬ 
factory  proceeding  as  you  are  doing.  You  either 
go  altogether  too  far,  or  else  you  do  not  go  far 
enough.  If  you  are  disposed  to  disregard  county 
boundaries,  make  the  electoral  districts  equal.  But 
if  you  are  not  disposed  to  adopt  the  principle  of 
equal  electoral  districts,  let  us  preserve  county 
boundaries  intact,  and  make  such  divisions  of 
counties  as  the  population  requires  we  should  make. 
I  move  : 

That  section  2  be  struck  out  and  that  the  following  be 
inserted  as  section  2  : — 

“  The  said  provinces  respectively  shall,  for  the  purposes 
of  the  election  of  members  to  serve  in  the  House  of  Com¬ 
mons,  be  divided  into  electoral  districts  as  follows 

“Ontario  shall  be  divided  into  municipal  counties, 
ridings  of  counties,  cities  and  parts  of  cities,  each  of  which 
shall  be  an  electoral  district  and  entitled  to  return  one 
member.  The  electoral  districts  shall  be  the  following:— 


Essex . 

2  Ridings 

55,545 

Kent  . 

3 

do 

58,701 

Lambton . .  , . 

3 

do 

57,918 

Elgin  . 

2 

do 

43,549 

Norfolk  . 

1 

do 

30,992 

Haldimand . 

1 

do 

23,451 

Middlesex . 

3 

do 

64,458 

Huron . 

3 

do 

66,781 

Perth. . . 

2 

do 

53,728 

Oxford . 

2 

do 

49,849 

Brant . 

2 

do 

36,405 

Waterloo . 

2 

do 

50,279 

Wellington . 

3 

do 

59,978 

Dufferin  . 

1 

do 

20,138 

Grey . 

3 

do 

71,094 

Bruce  . 

3 

do 

64,594 

Welland . 

1 

do 

30,610 

Lincoln . 

1 

do 

30.079 

Wentworth . 

1 

do 

29,869 

Halton . 

1 

do 

21,987 

Peel . 

1 

do 

24,134 

Simcoe . . 

4 

do 

82,733 

York . 

4 

do 

82,713 

49 

Ontario . 

2 

do 

44,678 

Durham  . 

1 

do 

32,428 

Victoria . 

2 

do 

32,991 

Musk  oka  and  Parry  Sound.. 

1 

do 

26,515 

Algoma  and  Nipissing . 

2 

do 

54,878 

Northumberland . 

2 

do 

36,136 

Peterborough  &  Ilaliburton 

2 

do 

i  36,410 
!  5,000 

Prince  Edward . 

...  1 

Riding 

18,892 

Hastings . 

do 

58,386 

Lennox  and  Addington . . . 

...  1 

do 

24,952 

Renfrew . 

do 

46,702 

Frontenac . 

do 

26,746 

Leeds  . 

do 

34,475 

Lanark  . 

do 

37,732 

Grenville . . 

do 

21,613 

Carleton . 

do 

37,512 

Dun  das . 

..  1 

do 

20,132 

Russell . 

do 

18', 289 

Stormont . 

do 

27,128 

Glengarry . 

do 

22,447 

Prescott . 

1 

do 

24,173 

32 

London . 

..  1 

do 

31,977 

Hamilton . 

do 

48,970 

Toronto . 

do 

181,220 

Kingston . . 

do 

19,264 

Ottawa . 

do 

44,154 

11 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  am  quite  surprised  that 
after  the  laborious  effort  of  my  hon.  friend  from 
Bothwell  in  presenting  to  the  House  a  scheme 
which  bears  upon  its  face  the  evidences  of  justice, 
and  which  is  strictly  in  accord  with  the  resolution 
proposed  by  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe, 
the  Government  should  treat  the  whole  matter 
with  such  indifference  that  they  will  not  rise  to 
offer  anything  like  a  reasonable  or  plausible  objec¬ 
tion.  I  feel  rather  astonished  at  the  manner  in 
which  the  Government  are  disposed  to  treat 
remonstrances  from  this  side  of  the  House  with 
regard  to  this  entire  Bill.  We  have  endeavoured 
to  show  the  reasons  why  they  should  be  willing  to 
accept,  if  not  in  whole,  at  least  in  part,  the  propo¬ 
sition  of  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe.  We 
have  endeavoured  to  sketch  out  the  changes  which 
we  think  the  Government  should  be  willing  to 
accept,  if  they  were  actuated  by  a  spirit  of  justice 
and  fair-play,  in  the  light  prescribed  by  the  resolu¬ 
tion  of  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe.  Now, 
in  the  face  of  all  these  propositions,  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  sit  still  and  not  even  deign  to  offer  a 
single  objection  or  reason  why  they  should  not,  to 
some  extent  at  least,  concede  to  the  argument  the 
hon.  member  for  Bothwell  has  made,  is  treating 
the  question  in  a  manner  unworthy  of  themselves 
and  of  this  House.  I  was  pleased  to  hear 
the  Minister  of  Justice  say  that  he  intended  to 
strike  out  sections  A  and  B  in  the  Bill,  which  vir¬ 
tually  means  that  the  Government  do  not  intend 
persisting  in  the  gerrymander  of  Russell  County. 
I  have  not  the  slightest  doubt,  from  the  course 
taken,  that  the  hon.  gentleman — and  I  hope  I  am 
correct  in  saying  this — was  not  fully  aware  of  the 
pernicious  and  unjust  character  of  the  proposed 
change  in  Russell  County,  and  that  when  he  be¬ 
came  satisfied  that  this  proposed  change  was  a 
gerrymander  he  intimated  his  intention  of  aban¬ 
doning  the  clause.  I  congratulate  the  Government 
upon  this  evidence  of  fairness  at  least,  but  would 
like  to  see  them  go  further.  Surely  we  have  not 
come  to  that  condition  of  things  in  Canada  that  we 
must  follow  out  to  the  letter  the  pernicious  course 
adopted  in  many  of  the  states  of  the  union. 
We  have  had  quite  enough  of  gerrymander  in 
Canada.  I  am  not  now  going  to  say  a  single  word 
in  defence  of  any  provincial  gerrymander.  The 
provinces  have  to  deal  with  those  matters  for  them¬ 
selves,  but  I  may  say  that  I  deprecate  on  the  part 
of  any  province  the  doing  of  an  act  which  is  uncour- 
teous  or  unfair  to  those  in  opposition.  It  is  not  Brit¬ 
ish,  it  is  Yankee.  The  whole  gerrymander  system 
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is  unfair  and  unjust  and  un -British  and  uncourteous 
on  the  part  of  any  Government,  whether  provincial 
or  Dominion,  and  we  have  had  in  Canada  quite  enough 
of  it ;  and  I  do  think  that  the  Government,  with 
the  backing  they  have  in  this  House,  could  surely 
afford  to  treat  this  side  in  that  spirit  of  fairness  and 
justice  which  should  be  exercised  particularly  in 
connection  with  a  measure  of  this  kind.  It  is  one 
with  which  we  are  only  called  upon  once  in  every 
ten  years  to  deal.  And  I  say  here,  and  I  say  it 
fearlessly,  that  the  gerrymander  of  1882  is  one  of 
the  blackest  political  spots  on  the  history  of 
this  Dominion.  I  contend  that  those  who  sat  in 
Opposition  at  that  time  in  this  House  incurred  a 
very  graveresponsibilityin  permitting  that  measure 
to  become  law  without  having  exhausted  every 
mode  which  our  parliamentary  procedure  enabled 
them  to  take  to  prevent  that  result.  Had  the 
Opposition  resisted,  as  they  should,  with  deter¬ 
mination,  resorting  to  every  means  within  their 
power  to  defeat  the  Bill,  the  gerrymader  of  1882 
would  never  have  become  crystallized  into  a  statute. 
There  are  a  few  members  who  sit  in  this  House  who 
were  members  in  1882,  and  if  there  is  anything 
with  which  they  can  be  charged,  and  I  as  a  humble 
member  of  Parliament  who  was  not  in  the  House 
in  1882  charge  them  with  it,  it  is  their  neglect 
to  effectively  and  determinedly  discharge  the 
duty  of  an  Opposition  in  connection  with  that 
measure.  What  is  the  duty  of  the  Opposition  ? 
The  duties  of  an  Opposition  are  to  resist  to  the 
utmost  all  legislation  of  a  bad  kind.  You  may 
attempt  to  charge  us  with  obstruction,  you  may 
call  it  that  if  you  like,  but  obstruction  is  justifi¬ 
able  by  times,  it  is  justifiable  when  the  Govern¬ 
ment  propose  improper  and  pernicious  legislation 
such  as  we  have  before  the  House  now,  and  an 
Opposition  should  undoubtedly  exhaust  every 
legitimate  means  of  opposing  such  legislation,  but 
if,  in  the  end,  they  are  driven  to  the  necessity  of 
resorting  to  obstruction,  they  are  justified  in  doing 
so,  and  I  believe  the  country  to-day  will  justify 
the  Opposition  in  every  move  they  make  to  prevent 
this  proposed  law  becoming  a  statute  of  this 
Dominion.  If  there  is  anything  more  than  another 
which  justifies  the  Opposition  in  taking  the  course 
which  perhaps  we  may  be  driven  to  take,  of 
obstructing  to  the  last  the  passage  of  this  law,  it  is 
the  fact  that  we  have  sitting  on  the  Treasury 
benches  a  man  of  no  ordinary  ability,  a  man  of 
extended  parliamentary  experience,  a  man  who  has 
had  the  courage  of  his  convictions  and  has  got  up 
in  his  place  and  openly  declared  that  th*is  Bill  was 
in  itself  one  that  should  not  be  allowed  to  pass. 
In  reference  to  that  statement  of  the  hon.  member 
for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  I  would  like  to 
know  if  the  Opposition  would  not  be  derelict  in  their 
duty  if  they  did  not  resist  day  after  day,  hour 
after  hour,  and  night  after  night,  the  passage  of  a 
measure  which  he  has  declared  to  be  pernicious  and 
unjust.  Taking  that  as  a  starting  point,  and  with¬ 
out  considering  whether  we  had  the  sanction  of  the 
hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  or 
the  hon.  member  for  Muskoka  (Mr.  O’Brien)  as  to 
the  course  we  should  adopt,  we  felt  that  we  should 
not  allow  this  Bill  to  go  through  the  easy  course 
which  was  allowed  to  the  Bill  of  1882,  and  should 
become  a  statute  of  this  country  without  a  deter¬ 
mined  effort  on  the  part  of  the  Opposition  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  pernicious  clauses  becoming  law.  The 
Government  can  afford  to  treat  the  Opposition 
Mr.  McMullen. 


generously.  You  have  a  good  following  at  your 
back.  I  do  not  know  whether  this  is  owing  to 
what  has  been  referred  to  in  the  many  charges 
mentioned  in  the  questions  put  by  the  hon.  member 
for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  this 
afternoon,  or  whether  it  is  thatthese  incidents  have 
driven  the  Government  to  the  necessity  of  trying 
to  hamper  the  resources  of  the  Opposition  in  this 
House  and  in  this  country.  I  think  the  Government 
ought  to  be  willing  to  appear  before  an  untram¬ 
melled  and  unshackled  tribunal.  The  people  of  this 
country  should  have  the  rights  of  British  freemen  to 
go  and  record  their  votes  without  their  beingpenned 
up  in  corners  where  their  votes  would  be  nullified 
or  their  being  taken  away  from  their  constituen¬ 
cies  with  which  they  have  been  working  in  order 
that  supporters  of  the  Government  may  be 
elected  where  they  would  do  the  most  good.  Is 
there  anything  British  about  that  ?  I  have  seen 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  get  up— and  I  have  ad¬ 
mired  the  enthusiasm  they  displayed  in  singing 
“God  Save  the  Queen”  in  this  House.  They  like 
to  be  characterized  as  loyal  people,  loyal  members 
and  loyal  Ministers,  and  I  would  ask  what  con¬ 
sistency  is  there,  what  relation  is  there  between 
the  evidences  of  loyalty  they  give  when  they  are 
singing  “God  Save  the  Queen,”  when  at  the  same 
time  they  are  carrying  through  this  House  prin¬ 
ciples  which  are  based  upon  the  “Yankee  Doodle” 
system  which  prevails  on  the  other  side.  What 
kind  of  liberty,  or  justice,  or  loyalty,  is  there  in 
action  of  that  kind  ?  I  think  the  hon.  the  Minister 
of  Justice  should  shake  himself  completely  clear  of 
the  clauses  of  this  Bill  by  declaring  that  he  had 
nothing  to  do  with  it,  that  it  was  prepared  by  the 
friends  of  the  Government  in  the  several  pro¬ 
vinces,  that  the  whole  thing  was  hatched  and 
brought  into  existence  by  them.  In  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Ontario  we  have  heard  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  was  the  principal  individual  in 
laying  out  the  divisions,  and  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  does  not 
hesitate  to  father  the  entire  scheme*  for  the  pro¬ 
vince.  He  admits  that  he  had  a  good  deal  to  do 
with  sketching  out  the  intended  changes  there. 
When  we  saw  the  drawings  of  the  different  con¬ 
stituencies  presented  to  this  House  a  few  evenings 
ago  by  the  hon.  member  for  North  Brant  (Mr. 
Somerville),  I  think  some  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
who  had  not  taken  a  very  lively  interest  in  satisfy¬ 
ing  themselves  as  to  the  justice  of  the  Bill  must 
now  see  that  the  object  in  view  is  to  gain  political 
advantage.  The  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr. 
Mills)  deserves  the  thanks  of  the  House  on  both 
sides  for  the  statement  he  has  made.  He  has  shown 
that  there  would  be  a  number  of  counties  entitled 
to  one  member  each,  a  number  entitled  to  two  mem¬ 
bers  each,  another  number  entitled  to  three  mem¬ 
bers  each,  and  some  entitled  to  four,  and  the  city 
of  Toronto  to  five. 

Mr.  COATSWORTH.  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  am  glad  to  hear  one  of  the 
members  from  Toronto  say  “hear,  hear.”  I 
noticed  the  other  night,  when  the  member  for 
North  Simcoe  proposed  that  Toronto  should  not  be 
deprived  of  her  proper  representation,  there  was 
not  a  member  from  Toronto  who  applauded  the 
hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe,  but  no  doubt  they 
have  begun  to  realize  that  the  people  of  Toronto 
will  expect,  at  least,  that  their  representatives 
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would  not  resist  their  getting  justice,  and,  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  that,  no  doubt,  they  have  decided  that  it 
would  be  well  and  prudent  and  proper  for  them  to 
come  into  line.  I  am  glad  if  that  is  the  result. 
They  are  all  in  line  now,  and  they  may  assist  us  in 
the  direction  we  desire,  and  in  the  line  which  has 
been  sketched  out  by  my  hon.  friend  from  Both- 
well.  I  think  this  would  be  a  proper,  an  honest, 
and  an  upright  proposition.  No  doubt,  if  you 
adopt  county  boundaries,  if  hon.  gentlemen  oppo¬ 
site  were  disposed,  under  those  circumstances,  to 
do  a  little  gerrymandering,  they  would  still  have 
some  opportunity  to  do  it.  In  the  county  in  which 
I  live,  a  number  of  municipalities  might  be  brought 
together  to  return  a  Conservative,  and  they  might 
divide  the  balance  of  the  county  which  would  give 
very  pronounced  Reform  majorities.  We  have 
gone  so  far  as  to  say  that,  if  the  Government  did 
resort  to  an  innocent  gerrymander  of  that  kind, 
very  serious  objection  would  not  be  taken  if  the 
divisions  were  kept  within  the  county  boundaries. 
That  advantage,  of  course,  they  might  fairly  be 
considered  as  entitled  to,  although  I  should  rather 
see  the  course  adopted  that  has  been  outlined  by 
the  member  for  Bothwell.  In  that  sketch  he  has 
enumerated  the  municipalities  in  the  constituencies 
that  he  proposes  to  divide,  and  they  would  form 
fairly  decent  shaped  ridings  ;  it  is  desirable  that 
we  should  have  ridings  of  that  stamp.  Under  the 
gerrymander  of  1882,  the  ridings  were  of  a  most 
hideous  shape,  many  of  them  running  into  two  or 
three  counties,  my  own  riding  runs  into  three 
counties.  I  have  no  desire  to  raise  any  objection 
to  that  now,  although  I  would  like  to  have  the 
assistance  of  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr. 
Weldon)  in  putting  these  ridings  back  into  their 
proper  shape  within  county  limits  ;  but  unless  it 
is  done  in  every  case,  I  shall  object  to  its  being 
done  in  one  case.  Another  feature  proposed  by 
the  member  for  Bothwell  is  that  which  gives  a  pro¬ 
portionate  number  of  inhabitants  to  each  riding. 
That  is  highly  desirable.  If  it  is  the  object  of  the 
Government  to  give  a  numerical  complexion  to  each 
riding,  a  proper  number  of  inhabitants  to  each  rid¬ 
ing,  then  the  Bill  before  the  House  does  not  do  that 
at  all.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  the  intention 
merely  to  increase  the  representation  and  leave 
the  unjust  divisions  that  now  exist,  then 
the  Bill  meets  that  object.  But  I  do  think 
it  would  redound  greatly  to  the  credit  of  the 
Government  and  to  the  First  Minister,  Sir  J.  J.  C. 
Abbott,  it  would  be  evidence  of  a  spirit  of  fairness 
on  his  part,  if  he  would  accept  the  propositions 
that  have  been  made,  and  undo  the  rascalities,  I 
may  be  permitted  to  call  them,  that  were  perpe¬ 
trated  in  1882.  The  Act  of  1882  was  passed  at  a 
time  when  this  House,  perhaps,  was  not  aware 
that  the  Act  in  this  particular  was  open  to  consti¬ 
tutional  objection.  The  constitutional  point  has 
been  raised  now  and  ably  presented  from  this 
side  of  the  House,  and  there  is  very  strong  evi¬ 
dence  that  this  House  has  no  power  to  gerrymander 
in  the  way  that  it  now  proposes,  and  in  the  way 
that  was  done  in  1882.  I  am  confident  that  this 
question  will  come  up  sooner  or  later.  Some  con¬ 
stituency  will  get  into  such  a  legal  tangle  over  the 
elections  that  the  parties  will  carry  the  whole 
question  into  court  as  to  whether  this  House  has 
any  power  to  make  the  changes  now  proposed.  I 
think  the  Government  ought  to  accept  the  propo¬ 
sition  of  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr. 


Mills).  It  is  unfair,  at  least,  that  they  should 
not  offer  a  single  explanation  as  to  why  they 
do  not  accept  it.  The  member  for  Bothwell 
is  a  man  of  good  ability ;  he  has  earned  the 
respect  of  the  people  of  this  Dominion  from, 
one  end  of  it  to  the  other,  he  is  a  valuable  man  in 
this  House,  and  I  think  he  is  entitled  to  that 
courtesy  that  would  be  extended  to  any  man  of  the 
same  ability  who  had  laid  propositions  before  the 
Government.  The  Government  owe  it  as  a  matter 
of  courtesy  to  the  member  for  Bothwell  to  give 
some  reasons  why  they  cannot  accept  the  proposi¬ 
tion  he  has  made.  To  my  County  of  Wellington 
additions  have  been  made  from  the  right  as  well 
as  from  the  left,  from  east  as  well  as  the  west.  If 
these  additions  were  put  into  the  counties  in 
which  they  belong,  these  counties  would  be  well 
represented  by  two  or  three  members  in  each  one. 
I  think  the  proposition  of  the  Government  to  have 
dual  ridings,  in  some  cases,  is  not  a  good  one.  I 
think  we  should  follow  the  English  practice  so  far 
as  possible.  Hon.  gentlemen  are  aware  that  in 
England  they  have  no  dual  seats,  the  ridings  are 
all  single.  I  think  we  should  follow  that  plan  here. 
Every  man  should  be  elected  for  a  separate  and 
distinct  riding.  At  Halifax  you  have  a  city  and 
county  electing  two  members,  which  is  an  ano¬ 
maly.  I  do  not  know  why  it  has  been  considered 
necessary  to  keep  that  constituency  in  that 
shape.  Then  again,  as  I  pointed  out,  the  city- 
of  Toronto  should  be  divided  into  five  con¬ 
stituencies  ;  whether  they  be  of  a  political 
complexion  that  would  return  representatives  to 
support  this  Government,  should  be  a  matter  of 
secondary  consideration.  Hamilton  also  should  be 
divided  into  two  constituencies,  and  in  place  of  send¬ 
ing  two  men  from  one  constituency,  we  ought  to- 
have  two  men  from  two  distinct  constituencies  in 
the  city  of  Hamilton,  Now,  I  think  the  Govern¬ 
ment  ought  to  accept,  at  least,  some  portion  of  the 
proposition  of  the  member  for  Bothwell.  The  leader 
of  the  House  has  intimated  that  he  did  not  intend 
to  break  up  the  county  boundaries  of  Russell.  That 
is  a  good  step  in  one  direction,  and  I  am  glad  to 
know  it.  The  hon.  member  should  now  get  up  and 
state  that  so  far  as  possible  they  will  adhere  to 
county  boundaries  and  carry  out  the  proposition 
that  was  made  by  the  member  for  North  Simcoe 
(Mr.  McCarthy).  I  suppose  that  if  he  did  that  my 
hon.  friend  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  would 
resent  it ;  in  all  probability  the  gerrymander  he  has 
made  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  would  not  have  the 
desired  results.  I  do  not  know  what  the  boundaries 
in  his  constituency  are,  whether  he  is  in  one  or  two 
counties  ;  but  he  has  been  representing  his  constitu¬ 
ency  now  for  many  years,  and  ought  to  be  willing 
to  trust  his  political  life  in  its  hands  without  gerry¬ 
mandering  it. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Does  the  hon.  gentleman  suggest 
that  I  should  leave  my  constituency  as  it  is  now  ’ 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Why  not  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Because  it  is  not  the 
question  now  before  the  House. 

Mr.  LAURiER.  It  might  come  in  by  way  of 
illustration. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  The  Minister  of  Public 
Works  has  sat  in  this  House  all  the  time  I  have 
been  here,  and  I  have  no  doubt  he  has  discharged 
his  duties  in  such  a  way  as  would  merit  a  renewal 
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.<jf  the  confidence  of  his  constituency  from  time  to 
time.  I  say  that  no  Minister  of  the  Crown,  nor 
any  member  of  Parliament,  should  try  to  better  his 
political  condition  by  changing  the  political  com¬ 
plexion  of  his  constituency  by  such  an  unjust  Bill 
as  this,  in  order  to  perpetuate  his  seat  in  this 
House. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  not  in 
earnest  when  he  says  that  I  want  to  strengthen  my¬ 
self  in  my  constituency.  A  man  who  has  received 
two-thirds  of  the  votes  of  the  constituency,  a  man 
who  has  represented  it  for  nine  years  and  has  been 
elected  four  times  by  acclamationneed  not  be  afraid 
of  his  constituency.  I  thought  it  would  be  a  point 
in  my  favour  if  I  took  more  electors  than  I  have 
now.  If  I  had  kept  my  comity  as  it  was,  hon. 
gentlemen  would  have  said  it  was  in  my  favour.  I 
availed  myself  of  my  position  as  a  Minister  of  the 
Crown  to  do  what  was  right  towards  the  voters  in 
the  Province  of  Quebec,  and  I  thought  I  would  be 
complimented  for  having  done  so  instead  of  being 
attacked. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  For  increasing  your  majority  ? 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  The  hon.  member  for 
"North  Wellington  has  been  out  of  order  for  some 
time.  The  amendment  now  before  the  committee 
has  reference  to  Ontario,  and  we  have  not  yet 
reached  the  Province  of  Quebec. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  desire  your  ruling,  Mr. 
Deputy  Speaker,  on  this  point  :  whether  an  hon. 
member  cannot  advance  his  argument  by  facts  and 
figures,  and  also  by  illustrations  ? 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  I  am  prepared  to 
give  a  ruling  now,  and  I  think  it  will  be  in  the 
interest  of  the  whole  committee  that  I  should  do 
:so.  The  subject  now  under  consideration  has  refer¬ 
ence  to  Ontario  ;  the  amendment  moved  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Both  well  (Mr.  Mills)  has  reference 
to  Ontario,  and  we  are  discussing  that  province 
only.  When  we  come  to  the  other  provinces  we 
scan  deal  with  them. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  do  not  dispute  that.  I 
should  like  your  ruling  as  to  whether  an  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  cannot  strengthen  his  argument  by  illustration. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  hon.  member  for 
North  Wellington  was  not  giving  any  illustration 
whatever,  but  he  was  simply  dealing  with  the 
Province  of  Quebec. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  do  not  think  it  is  right 
that  in  discussing  this  section  I  should  be  limited 
to  an  amendment  proposed  by  the  hon.  member 
ifor  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  or  by  any  other  member. 
The  whole  section  is  before  the  committee.  The 
hon.  member  for  Bothwell  has  chosen  to  take  excep¬ 
tion  to  the  section  so  far  as  Ontario  is  concerned, 
and  he  has  suggested  certain  changes  with  respect 
to  that  province.  The  section  itself  extends,  how¬ 
ever.  further  than  Ontario.  The  section  says  : 

“  The  said  provinces  respectively  shall,  for  the  purposes 
of  the  election  of  members  to  serve  in  the  House  of  Com- 
iruons,  be  divided  into  the  electoral  districts  established 
by  the  Representation  Aet  and  by  this  Act.” 

I  claim  that  I  have  the  right  to  spea'k  both  to  the 
section  and  to  the  amendment  proposed.  I  was 
drawing  the  attention  of  the  committee  to  the 
changes  made  in  Laval,  which  is  represented  by 
the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  and  I  do  not  think  I 
was  travelling  beyond  the  limit  of  the  privileges  of 
a  member  of  this  House  in  dealing  with  that  hon. 
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gentleman’s  seat  or  the  seat  of  any  other  hon.  mem¬ 
ber,  because  all  the  seats  come  within  this  section. 
It  is  true,  the  member  for  Bothwell  limited  his 
remarks  to  the  Province  of  Ontario,  but  I  have 
chosen  to  travel  over  the  whole  ground.  I  affirm 
that  the  changes  proposed  in  the  Province  of  Quebec 
are  not  such  as  reflect  credit  upon  those  who  pre¬ 
pared  the  Bill. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  Order.  .  The  hon. 
gentleman  is  not  speaking  to  the  amendment,  which 
is  limited  to  the  Province  of  Ontario.  The  scope 
of  the  section  is  very  wide.  No  doubt  when  we 
come  to  the  sections  dealing  with  Quebec,  amend¬ 
ments  will  be  proposed,  and  the  hon.  gentleman 
will  then  have  the  right  to  speak  on  the  proposed 
changes  in  that  province.  I  ask  the  hon.  member, 
in  the  interest  of  the  committee,  to  confine  himself 
to  the  question  before  the  Chair,  that  is,  the  changes 
proposed  in  Ontario. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  ask  whether  there 
are  not  two  propositions  before  the  Chair,  the  ori¬ 
ginal  section  and  my  amendment?  The  hon.  member 
for  North  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen)  may  move 
an  amendment  to  the  amendment.  As  there  are 
these  two  motions  before  the  Chair,  I  hold  that  the 
hon.  member  has  the  right  to  speak  either  to  the 
section  or  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  intend  to  suggest  to  the 
committee,  if  not  by  a  motion  in  the  course  of  my 
speech,  the  propriety  of  adopting  the  principle 
outlined  by  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell,  not 
only  as  regards  Ontario,  but  also  Quebec.  While 
I  favour  the  adoption  of  the  amendment  as  re¬ 
gards  Ontario,  I  should  like  to  see  the  same  prin¬ 
ciple  applied  to  Quebec,  because  changes  have  been 
proposed  there  which  will  seriously  interfere  with 
the  old  district  lines  to  which  the  people  have  be¬ 
come  accustomed.  In  fact,  I  desire  to  see  this 
principle  applied  to  all  the  provinces,  and  not  to 
one  alone.  With  respect  to  Prince  Edward  Island, 
it  has  been  shown  by  the  lion,  member  for  King’s 
(Mr.  Macdonald)  that  the  boundaries  of  the  coun¬ 
ties  have  been  interfered  with.  As  regards  that 
province,  therefore,  the  principle  advocated  by  the 
lion,  member  for  Bothwell  should  be  carried  out. 
The  people  have  been  accustomed  to  meet  in 
municipal  matters  for  over  a  century,  and  it  is  no¬ 
thing  short  of  cruelty  to  change  the  boundaries 
and  establish  ridings  which  bear  on  their  face 
evidence  of  a  gerrymander.  I  do  not  know  what 
the  conditions  are  in  British  Columbia,  nor  yet  as 
regards  the  divisions  in  Manitoba.  I  believe  some 
changes  are  proposed,  but  when  we  come  to 
deal  with  that  province,  we  will  point  out  the 
changes  that  are  necessary.  I  have  been  disap¬ 
pointed  that  hon.  gentlemen  on  the  Treasury  benches 
have  not  answered  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell. 
I  was  disappointed  yesterday  writh  the  discussion 
on  the  whole  question.  When  I  looked  across  the 
floor  I  observed  that  the  Minister  of  Finance  was 
reading,  I  do  not  know  whether  it  was  a  novel  or 
not,  and  he  was  paying  no  attention  to  the  debate, 
and  great  indifference  has  been  shown  towards 
members  on  this  side  of  the  House  in  the  discussion 
of  public  questions.  It  appears  to  me  that  the 
Government  have  prepared  a  cast-iron  measure, 
which  they  are  determined  to  press  through  this 
House.  The  same  course  should  be  adopted  here 
as  was  adopted  in  England,  where  a  settlement  of 
the  difficulty  between  the  Opposition  and  the  Gov- 
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eminent  was  secured  by  means  of  an  amicable  inter¬ 
view  between  Mr.  Gladstone  and  Lord  Salisbury. 
I  do  not  understand  why  the  Government  should 
feel  itself  humiliated  by  extending  an  invitation 
to  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  to  have  an  interview 
with  the  members  of  the  Government  in  order  to 
arrive  at  some  arrangement.  It  is  obvious  that 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  have  not  taken  their  cue 
from  English  practice  in  dealing  with  this  question, 
which  is  a  vital  one.  A  great  responsibility  is 
placed  upon  the  Opposition.  We  must  get  rid  of  the 
gerrymander  in  Canada,  and  here  and  now  on  the 
floor  of  this  House  and  in  connection  with  this  Bill 
we  must  fight  out  the  principle  of  gerrymander,  and 
if  it  is  going  to  live  in  Canada,  it  will  prevail  after 
a  most  strenuous  and  determined  effort  on  the  part  of 
the  Opposition  to  choke  off  its  existence  in  this  Do¬ 
minion.  We  have  had  enough  of  the  gerrymander  in 
C anada.  I  will  say  this  to  the  Opposition  in  the  Ontario 
House  :  That  if  any  Bill  introduced  by  Mr.  Mowat 
or  any  other  Government  bears  the  evidence  of 
gerrymander,  they  would  be  quite  justified  in  ex¬ 
hausting  any  legitimate  means  to  prevent  its  pass¬ 
ing.  We  intend  here — and  I  hope  I  am  not  divulg¬ 
ing  any  secret— to  resist  determinedly  the  passage 
of  this  Bill  in  its  present  shape.  If  the  Govern¬ 
ment  were  disposed  to  talk  over  the  matter  in  a 
conciliatory  spirit,  and  draw  up  an  outline  of  a 
fair  Bill,  we  would  consent  to  that.  Of  course  we 
would  expect  that  the  Government  would  have  the 
best  end  of  it  and  would  insist  upon  having  a  little 
advantage  ;  but  we  would  be  willing  in  the  case  of 
the  division  of  counties  to  give  them  that  little 
advantage.  However,  we  will  not  allow  the  gerry¬ 
mander  to  remain  in  this  country  if  we  can  help  it. 
You  can  depend  upon  that.  We  are  sorry  to  have 
to  do  this.  The  weather  is  hot  and  it  is  unpleasant 
to  be  here,  but  we  have  a  duty  to  perform  and  the 
people  of  this  country  are  expecting  us  to  perform 
that  duty.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  may  think 
that  they  may  attempt  to  wTeary  the  Opposition 
in  this  matter  by  sitting  through  day  and 
night.  Well,  we  had  an  experience  of  that 
kind  of  thing  before.  The  Franchise  Act 
gave  certain  members  of  this  House  a  certain 
training  in  that  line  that  was  of  advantage  to  them. 
While  I  do  not  for  a  moment  desire  to  offer  any 
threat — and  it  is  not  in  that  spirit  that  I  am  mak¬ 
ing  these  observations, — yet  we  must  insist  upon 
fair-play  in  this  House.  If  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
can  show  that  the  basis  of  readjustment  proposed 
by  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  is 
unjust  and  unfair,  it  is  very  easy  for  us  to  consider 
it  and  try  to  come  to  an  understanding.  I  have 
seen  the  Opposition  and  the  Government  come  to 
an  understanding  on  the  floor  of  this  House  on 
certain  occasions  when  dead-locks  were  reached 
before,  and  when  concessions  were  made  on  both 
sides.  I  do  not  see  any  difficulty  whatever  in  coming 
to  an  understanding  with  regard  to  this  Bill,  and 
I  do  say  that  we  should  get  back  to  county  bounds 
and  arrive  at  the  decision  that  we  will  deal  with 
each  other  fairly  and  justly  in  this  House.  Sup¬ 
pose  this  measure  does  become  law,  and  suppose 
the  Government  press  it  on  the  Opposition  until 
they  are  exhausted,  let  me  ask  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite,  do  they  expect  that  they  are  going  to 
live  for  ever  ?  No,  you  will  drop  off  out  of  this 
House  one  by  one  and  somebody  else  will  come  in 
to  take  your  places,  and  you  will  find  that  Toryism 
will  not  always  sit  on  that  side  of  the  House. 


Mr.  CAMERON.  Yes,  as  long  as  the  Opposition, 
takes  the  course  it  does  now. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  do  not  think  the  hon. 
gentlemen  will  be  long  here  for  he  is  going  up 
above — not  to  the  happy  regions  I  should  be  glad 
he  should  reach,  but  he  is  going  higher  up.  No 
doubt  the  First  Minister  will  say  to  him  :  Well 
done,  thou  good  and  faithful  servant,  go  a  little 
higher  up  ;  and  somebody  else  will  come  to  take  his 
place  here. 

Mr.  CAMERON..  It  will  be  a  bigger  Tory  than. 
I  am. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  can  tell  the  Government 
that  if  they  insist  on  an  unfair  and  unjust  course 
towards  Reformers  in  this  House,  the  result  wilL 
be  that  some  day  the  Liberals  will  have  to  go  to 
work  and  rearrange  the  constituencies.  I  do  hope 
the  Government  will  avoid  that  and  adopt  the 
county  boundaries.  I  hope  for  the  credit  of  that 
man  who  was  our  leader  in  this  House,  and  who 
unfortunately  passed  away  from  amongst  us  this 
year,  and  to  whom  no  man  could  point  the  finger 
of  contempt  and  say  that  he  ever  passed  an  unjust,, 
unfair  or  improper  measure  ;  I  do  hope  that  the 
Government  will  follow  his  example  in  giving  fair- 
play  to  all.  I  say  that  we  should  be  willing  to 
treat  each  other  courteously,  and  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  should  deal  with  this  Bill  in  a  generous 
British  spirit,  and  not  to  attempt  to  play  a  game  of 
political  euchre  to  cheat  us  out  of  our  just  rights. 
The  Government  has  no  right  to  take  advantage  of 
their  numerical  strength  in  this  House  to  interfere 
with  the  rights  and  privileges  of  the  members  of  the 
Opposition.  It  is  neither  just  nor  generous.  I  have 
no  doubt  that  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  when  we 
try  to  prevent  the  passing  of  improper  and  unjust 
laws  such  as  this,  look  upon  us  with  some  little 
feelings  of  indignation.  However,  I  am  glad  to 
say  there  is  not  a  great  deal  of  that  in  this  Parlia¬ 
ment,  because  while  sometimes  there  is  a  consider¬ 
able  amount  of  bitterness  in  debate,  yet  at  the  same 
time  we  generally  treat  each  other  with  courtesy 
and  consideration  in  the  discussion  of  public  ques¬ 
tions  in  this  House.  This  is  not  an  ordinary  law 
that  we  are  now  discussing.  It  is  a  law  that  will 
affect  both  sides  of  the  House.  It  is  a  law  calculated 
to  hamper  the  Liberals  of  this  country  in  getting, 
elected  to  this  House,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  to 
facilitate  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  in  perpetuating 
their  political  existence.  I  should  like  to  know  if 
it  is  just  that  the  Government  should  try  to  so 
change  the  constituencies  that  it  will  prevent  the 
return  of  Liberal  members  to  Parliament.  Even  if 
I  had  the  power  I  would  have  no  desire  to  prevent 
any  hon.  gentleman  on  that  side  of  the  House  from 
returning  to  his  seat — not  even  the  Minister  of  War, 
who  hardly  deigns  to  recognize  an  humble  indivi¬ 
dual  like  myself,  and  which  I  laugh  at  rather  than 
feel  annoyed  at — I  would  not  be  a  party  to  make 
an  unfair  and  unjust  move  to  deprive  even  him  of 
his  seat. 

Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock,  the* 
Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

MEMBER  INTRODUCED. 

Hiram  A.  Calvin,  Esq.,  Member  for  the  Electoral  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Frontenac  ;  introduced  by  Sir  John  Thompson 
and  Mr.  Bowell. 
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MIDLAND  RAILWAY  OF  CANADA. 

House  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on  Bill  (No. 
93)  respecting  the  Midland  Railway  of  Canada. — 
(Mr.  Tisdale.) 

(In  the  Committee.) 

On  section  1, 

Mr.  MACLEAN  (East  York).  Mr.  Chairman, 
Before  you  report  the  Bill,  I  desire  to  move  an  amend¬ 
ment.  In  doing  so,  I  may  say  that  I  have  now  been  in 
this  House  for  three  or  four  weeks,  and  most  of  the 
discussion  that  I  have  heard  during  that  time  has 
been  of  a  constitutional  nature,  much  of  it  relating 
to  the  ethical  conduct  of  members  of  this  House. 
While  that  may  be  well  enough,  I  think  the  dis¬ 
cussions  of  this  House  should  concern,  first  of  all, 
the  material  development  of  our  country  ;  in  the 
second  place,  the  realization  of  our  boundless  re¬ 
sources  ;  next,  the  settlement  of  our  waste  lands  ; 
and,  in  the  fourth  place,  the  best  means  of  extending 
the  common  comforts  which  people  are  supposed  to 
possess  in  these  modern  days,  and  one  of  the 
things  that  people  ought  to  enjoy  more  than 
they  do  is  railway  travel.  I  am  glad  to  see 
that  a  newspaper  which  has  been  quoted  here  a 
great  deal  to-day,  expressed  itself  yesterday  as  in 
favour  of  encouraging  the  iron  industry  of  this 
country.  I  give  that  paper  great  credit  for  taking 
that  position  ;  it  is  a  hopeful  sign  ;  it  is  a  practical 
acceptance  of  the  National  Policy,  because  to  en¬ 
courage  our  iron  industry,  whether  by  the  Pro¬ 
vincial  Government  or  in  any  other  way,  is  the  true 
idea  of  the  National  Policy,  which  is  supported  by 
the  majority  of  the  people  in  this  country.  Now, 
while  I  have  been  only  a  few  weeks  in  this  House, 
in  my  campaign  I  announced  as  my  platform  the 
National  Policy  and  the  creation  in  this  country  of 
a  railway  commission  such  as  that  advocated  by  the 
lion,  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy).  I 
told  the  people  that,  if  elected  to  this  House,  I 
would  favour  a  measure  looking  to  the  regulation 
of  the  charges  made  for  railway  passenger  traffic, 
and  in  the  newspaper  with  which  I  have  been  iden¬ 
tified,  I  have  for  years  taken  the  position  that  rates 
for  passenger  traffic  should  be  regulated  by  Parlia¬ 
ment  ;  and  now  that  I  have  the  opportunity,  I  pro¬ 
pose  moving  in  that  direction.  My  amendment 
applies  only  to  the  Midland  Railway  Bill  now  be¬ 
fore  this  committee  ;  but  1  intend  to  move  that  it 
be  applied  to  every  railroad  measure  that  comes 
before  this  House  ;  and  if  the  hon.  Minister  of  Rail¬ 
ways  carries  through  his  Bill  now  on  the  Order 
Paper  to  amend  the  general  Railway  Act,  I  shall 
ask  this  House  to  include  my  amendment 
in  that  Bill,  so  as  to  have  the  principle 
adopted  for  the  whole  Dominion.  Now,  I 
will  give  some  reasons  why  I  think  we  should 
have  a  uniform  rate  for  passenger  traffic  in  this 
country.  For  thirty  years  past  there  has  been 
what  all  political  economists  call  a  great  shrinkage 
in  values.  The  prices  of  everything  we  consume 
have  fallen  ;  but  there  is  one  notable  exception, 
that  is,  the  rates  of  passenger  travel,  which  are  the 
same  to-day  that  they  were  thirty  years  ago,  and 
which  will  be  the  same  thirty  years  hence  unless 
Parliament  takes  up  the  question.  It  may  be  said 
that  the  railroads  cannot  afford  to  have  a  reduction 
made  in  their  passenger  rates  ;  but  the  reverse  is 
proved  by  our  experience  of  reduced  postal  rates. 
The  rates  of  postage  have  been  reduced  from  time 
Mr.  McMullen. 


to  time,  and  the  reductions  have  resulted  in  an 
increased  revenue  to  the  Post  Office  Department, 
along  with  greatly  increased  benefits  to  the  people. 
So  it  will  be  with  regard  to  reduced  passenger 
rates  on  the  railroads  ;  a  greater  number  of  people 
will  travel  and  the  railroads  will  make  more 
money.  Most  people  think  that  there  is  at  present 
a  maximum  rate  for  passenger  travel  in  this  country ; 
but  there  is  nothing  of  the  kind  provided  for  in  the 
Railway  Act.  Railways  can  make  any  charges  they 
like,  and  I  am  told  that  in  some  parts  of  this  country 
passengers  are  obliged  to  pay  as  much  as  5  or  6 
cents  a  mile.  It  would  be  no  hardship  on  the 
railways  to  require  them  to  adopt  a  2  cent  rate. 
Even  if  it  should  be  thought  to  be  a  hardship  on 
the  Grand  Trunk  to  apply  the  rate  to  the  Midland 
Railway,  that  railway  is  only  200  miles  long.  Let 
us  put  the  onus  on  the  Grand  Trunk  of  trying  the 
experiment.  I  believe  that  several  English  writers 
on  experimental  legislation  lay  down  the  principle, 
that  the  best  way  to  test  anything  is  to  test  it  in  a 
small  way.  Let  us  test  this  experiment  on  the 
Midland  Railway,  and  if  it  should  prove  unsuc¬ 
cessful  there  the  Grand  Trunk  Company  would 
have  reason  to  ask  this  House  to  repeal  the  mea¬ 
sure.  Now,  the  amendment  which  I  propose  is 
framed  after  the  law  in  the  State  of  New  York. 
That  great  state  does  regulate  the  rate  of  passen¬ 
ger  travel,  and  it  has  made  the  maximum  rate  of 
2  cents  a  mile.  That  measure  was  not  adopted 
as  a  sweeping  general  principle,  but  was  applied 
to  the  New  York  Central  Railway.  Here  is  the 
clause  : 

“  But  nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  allow  any  rate 
of  fare  for  way  passengers  greater  than  2  cents  per  mile 
to  be  charged  or  taken  over  the  track  or  tracks  of  that 
railroad  now  known  as  the  New  York  Central  Railroad 
Company,  and  the  rate  of  fare  for  way  passengers  over  the 
track  or  tracks  now  operated  by  the  said  New  York  Cen¬ 
tral  Railroad  Company  shall  continue  to  be  2  cents  per 
mile  and  no  more  wherever  it  is  now  restricted  to  that 
rate  of  fare.” 

The  New  York  Central  Railway  Company  was 
seeking  for  legislation  of  some  such  character  as 
that  before  us  to-night,  when  that  provision  was 
inserted.  To-day  it  is  practically  the  law  of  the 
State  of  New  York,  and  every  one  who  travels  in 
the  States  knows  that  that  state  is  the  most 
satisfactory  state  of  the  American  Union  with 
regard  to  railroad  fares.  The  wisdom  of  the  change 
is  proved  by  the  fact  that,  although  there  are  seven 
railways  competing  for  business,  the  New  York 
Central  carried  nearly  9,000,000  passengers  in  the 
year  1880.  In  England  there  is  practically  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  rate  of  2  cents,  or  a  penny,  a  mile,  and 
it  works  very  satisfactorily.  Now,  the  railways 
give  all  sorts  of  advantages  in  the  way  of  rates  to 
different  classes  of  people.  The  commercial  travel¬ 
lers  have  a  preferred  rate.  The  pressmen,  of  whom 
I  happen  to  be  one,  have  a  preferred  rate.  So  have 
clergymen,  and  so  have  Indians. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  No. 

Mr.  MACLEAN  (East  York).  To  my  knowledge, 
Indians  have  a  preferred  rate  on  the  Grand 
Trunk. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  They  have  not  now. 

Mr.  MACLEAN  (East  York).  So  much  more  to 
the  discredit  of  the  hon.  member  for  Haldimand,  who 
ought  to  look  after  the  interests  of  his  constituents. 
These  different  classes  have  preferred  rates,  but  the 
ordinary  traveller,  who  pays  the  top  price,  receives 
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no  consideration.  If  yon  go  on  the  trains,  you  find 
it  is  the  man  who  has  the  excursion  ticket  or  the 
man  who  has  even  the  deaddiead  pass,  who  gets  all 
the  attention,  while  the  man  who  pays  3  cents  a 
mile  gets  the  least.  Now,  I  propose  that  he  shall 
have  this  much  attention,  that  he  shall  get  the 
benefit  of  a  statutory  passenger  rate  which  shall 
not  exceed  2  cents  a  mile.  We  may  be  told  that  we 
are  not  the  best  judges  of  what  the  railroads  ought 
to  charge,  but  that  they  are  the  best  judges  them¬ 
selves.  I  just  want  to  read  two  or  three  words 
from  a  well-known  book  published  in  England  to 
show  that  the  railroad  companies  do  not  know  what 
is  in  their  own  interests.  It  was  they  who  opposed 
third-class  passenger  traffic  ;  they  discouraged  it  in 
every  way  ;  yet  now  it  is  their  most  profitable 
business,  so  much  so  that  they  could  not  live  were 
it  not  for  that  traffic  : 

“  It  would  be  naturally  supposed  then  that  the  railway 
companies  would  have  catered  for  the  million.  History 
relates,  on  the  contrary,  how  the  third-class  passenger 
has  had  the  time  table  made  impossible  to  understand  by 
nonsensical  restrictions  as  to  the  stations  to  which  third- 
class  tickets  would  be  issued ;  how  the  passenger  was 
often  stowed  in  some  shaky  vehicle  fit  only  for  cattle ; 
how  the  windows  were  of  the  smallest  possible  dimen¬ 
sions  ;  how  the  spaces  round  doors  gaped  wide,  and  with 
the  lamp  holes  in  the  roofs,  admitted  fearful  drafts  ;  how 
the  company’s  servants  were  barely  civil  to  them ;  how 
they  were  compelled  to  travel  by  trains  starting  at  un¬ 
earthly  hours  in  the  morning,  to  be  shunted  eventually  at 
some  roadside  station  to  allow  a  fast  train  to  pass  them; 
how  the  seats  were  narrow,  square  and  hard,  with  no 
space  between  the  knees  for  others  to  pass,  like  the 
carriages  of  the  Great  Western  Company  and  the  District 
Company,  running  over  the  District  Railway  are  to  this 
day,  Ac.  Fortunately  for  railway  shareholders,  most  of 
these  foolish  doings  are  abandoned.” 

I  think  that  will  prove  to  you  that  the  railway 
companies  are  not  the  best  judges  of  their  own  in¬ 
terests  in  this  matter  ;  and  it  is  no  answer  to  say 
that  it  should  be  left  to  competition,  because  the 
railway  companies  have  arrangements  between 
themselves,  and  competition  will  never  settle  this 
matter.  It  is  the  duty  of  Parliament  to  settle  it, 
and  settle  it  in  the  best  interests  of  the  people.  If 
the  companies  say  that  they  are  not  making  money 
now,  and  that  we  are  proposing  to  reduce  their  in¬ 
come,  I  answer  that  a  reduced  passenger  rate  will 
enable  them  to  make  more  money,  and  we  are  just 
as  good  judges  of  that  as  they,  and  we  ask  them  to 
make  the  experiment.  Let  them  look  at  the  suc¬ 
cess  of  the  Xew  York  Central  Railway,  and  of  the 
railways  in  England  which  are  compelled  to  have 
a  penny  passenger  rate.  I  also  want  to  read,  for 
the  information  of  the  House,  a  letter  I  received 
to-day.  I  only  gave  notice  last  night  of  this  ques¬ 
tion,  but  already  letters  are  comixig,  and  this  is 
from  a  gentleman  in  London  : 

“I  have  just  read  with  pleasure  that  you  are  the  father  of 
a  2  cent  per  mile  railway  scheme  for  some  part  of  the  Mid¬ 
land,  and  that  it  may  become  general.  If  you  are  the  father 
and  can  succeed  you  will  be  the  most  popular  man  in 
Canada,  I  painted  that  picture  in  its  brightest  colours  to 
Sir  Henry  Tyler,  last  summer,  and  he  promised  to  lay  the 
matter  before  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  board.  This 
would  compel  the  railways  to  introduce  the  transferable 
mileage  book,  good  to  any  one  and  until  used.  The  public 
would  then  all  ride,  the  railway  would  double  its  business 
and  only  burn  a  little  more  coal,  and  pile  up  their  bank 
account  on  a  simple  promise  t<?  pay  that  may  not  be 
presented  for  a  year.  This  plan  is  in  operation  in  Ver* 
mont  and  works  like  a  charm.  The  farmer  buys  a  book  of 
1,000  miles  for  $20,  and  his  family  can  all  use  it,  with  the 
hired  man  thrown  in.  Mine  was  a  suggestion  to  Sir  H. 
Tyler,  and  those  who  did  not  buy  books  to  pay  3 
cents  as  usual ;  and  to  issue  commercial  men  20,000  mile 
books  at  lj  cents. 


I  claim  it  is  time  something  different  came  in  use. 
Other  countries  have  it  and  the  only  plan  to  get  our  ends 
properly  is  to  legislate, and  the  sooner  Grit  and  Tory  drop 
their  party  work  and  take  up  matters  that  fit  our  times 
and  circumstances,  matters  that  we  are  all  interested  in, 
the  better  will  it  be  for  our  people.  And  I  say  the  man 
or  set  of  men  who  will  father  a  Bill  of  that  kind  cannot 
help  but  receive  the  whole  voice  of  Canada.” 

I  have  simply  to  tell  the  House  that  the  people  are 
in  favour  of  a  2  cent  passenger  rate,  and  I  pro¬ 
pose  to  keep  up  the  agitation.  I  propose  to  bring 
up  this  amendment  every  time  a  railway  Bill  is 
introduced  here,  and  when  the  principle  is  adopt¬ 
ed,  as  I  know  it  will  be,  and  when  it  is  proved,  as 
I  know  it  will  be,  that  it  will  pay  railways  to 
adopt  it,  we  will  find  them  coming  here  and  saying 
that  a  2  cent  passenger  rate  has  been  so  success¬ 
ful  that  they  are  in  favour  of  reducing  the  rate  to 
a  1  cent  passenger  rate.  I,  therefore,  beg  to  move 
that  the  following  clause  be  inserted  in  the  Bill  : — 

Nothing  in  any  by-law  or  regulation  of  the  company, 
whether  approved  of  by  the  Railway  Committee  of  the 
Privy  Council  or  not,  shall  be  construed  as  to  allow  any 
rate  of  fare  for  way  passengers  greater  than  2  cents 
per  mile  to  be  charged  or  taken  over  the  track  or  tracks 
of  such  company. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  YY  ith  reference  to  the  interest¬ 
ing  remarks  made  by  the  hon.  gentleman  from  East 
York,  prefacing  his  amendment  to  the  Bill  before 
us,  I  think  it  must  strike  the  hon.  gentleman  that 
it  would  be  obviously  unfair  to  apply  that  principle 
to  one  railroad  alone,  the  Midland  Railway.  I  will 
promise  the  hon.  gentleman  that  this  matter, 
which  has  been  so  ably  advocated  by  him,  will 
have  the  serious  consideration  of  the  Government, 
that  the  Government  will  enquire  into  the  matter, 
and  if  they  think  it  is  proper  will  introduce  it  in 
the  Railway  Bill.  I  will  ask  the  hon.  gentleman 
to  withdraw  his  amendment  and  to  allow  the  Bill 
to  go  through  the  committee.  If  he  thinks  it 
necessary  he  can  move  it  at  the  third  reading  ;  or 
he  might  have  an  opportunity  of  moving  it  in 
amendment  to  the  Railway  Bill.  The  question  is 
an  interesting  one.  He  has  quoted  from  New 
York  State,  in  which  he  says  there  is  a  fixed  rate 
per  mile.  I  think,  with  reference  to  English  rail¬ 
ways,  he  is  wrong  in  saying  that  there  is  a  fixed 
rate  per  mile.  There  has  to  be  a  penny  per  mile 
rate,  but  that  only  applies  to  what  are  called  “par¬ 
liamentary  trains,”  of  which  each  railway  is 
obliged  to  run  one  once  a  day.  The  subject  is  one 
which  will  have  the  attention  of  the  Government, 
and  wre  will  give  it  every  consideration  before 
introducing  the  Railway  Bill. 

Mr.  MACLEAN  (East  York).  YVould  the  hon. 
gentleman  let  the  House  know  whether  it  is  the 
intention  of  the  Government  to  press  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  general  Railway  Act,  Bill  No.  84,  and 
thus  give  us  an  opportunity  of  discussing  it  this 
session  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  is  the  intention  to  intro¬ 
duce  the  Bill  to  amend  the  Raihvay  Act. 

Mr.  SrROULE.  In  seconding  this  motion,  I 
do  so  because  I  have  held  the  opinion  for  a  long 
time  that  it  would  be  not  only  in  the  interests  of 
the  travelling  public  but  in  the  interests  of  the 
railway  companies  to  have  this  rate  fixed.  Some 
years  ago  Canadian  railway  magnates  held  that 
they  could  not  afford  to  run  excursions  at  reduced 
rates  to  any  great  extent.  There  was  a  conflict  of 
opinion  among  railway  experts  regarding  that 
question,  and  they  have  discussed  it  from  year  to 
year  ;  but  as  time  advances  they  are  resorting 
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more  and  more  to  popular  railway  excursions ; 
and  I  understand,  from  looking  over  some  dis¬ 
cussion  that  took  place  about  a  year  ago,  that  the 
railway  companies,  not  only  of  Canada,  but  of  the 
United  States  and  England,  find  that  reduced  rates 
and  more  frequent  excursions  pay  much  better  than 
ordinary  railway  traffic.  When  we  know  that 
railways,  by  reducing  their  rates  one-half,  make 
more  money  than  they  did  by  charging  the  full 
rates,  it  is  evident  they  could,  by  reduction  on  ordi¬ 
nary  travelling  rates,  increase  travel  and  make  more 
money.  In  the  United  States,  as  the  hon.  member 
for  East  York  says,  the  reduction  in  rates  has  proved 
a  success.  In  some  of  the  states  there  is  a  law  pro¬ 
hibiting  companies  charging  over  2  cents  a  mile,  in 
others  they  charge  3  cents  a  mile.  Of  course  it 
would  be  scarcely  fair  to  railways  in  Manitoba  and 
the  North-West  Territories  to  impose  such  a  law, 
because  travelling  there  is  very  limited.  But  in 
the  older  provinces  of  the  Dominion,  where  the 
travel  is  increasing  all  the  time  and  is  very  large 
at  present,  I  think  it  would  tend  to  make  more 
people  travel.  Travelling  through  the  western 
states  some  years  ago,  I  found  in  some  portions  of 
the  country  you  were  obliged  to  pay  5  cents  per 
mile,  in  Manitoba  4  cents,  further  east  3  cents,  and 
still  further  east  2  cents  a  mile.  I  noticed  that, 
where  the  rate  was  lowest,  the  travel  was  greater 
than  it  was  where  the  rate  was  higher.  It  may  be 
said  that  the  reason  for  this  was  that  the  settle¬ 
ment  was  not  so  great  in  those  sections  where  the 
rate  was  higher,  but  I  think  it  may  be  taken  as  a 
fact  that  people  could  afford  to  travel  under  a  low 
rate  who  could  not  afford  to  pay  3  or  4  cents  a 
mile.  I  do  not  want  to  press  the  matter  in  view  of 
what  the  Minister,  of  Railways  has  said,  but  I 
think  it  is  worthy  of  his  consideration  and  of  the 
consideration  of  the  Government  and  of  the  House. 
I  believe  it  would  be  in  the  interest  of  the  public 
and  of  the  railway  companies  if  some  law  were 
passed  to  reduce  the  rate  where  travel  is  much 
greater  than  it  is  in  the  newer  settlements  of  the 
country,  and  to  make  it  cheaper  to  those  who  are 
obliged  to  travel. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  understood  the  Minister  of 
Railways  to  say  that  this  matter  would  be  discussed 
under  the  general  Railway  Bill  this  session,  and 
that  in  the  meantime  the  Government  would  en- 
quire  fully  into  it. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  I  think  the  motion  which 
has  been  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  East  York 
(Mr.  Maclean)  is  an  equitable  one  for  all  concerned. 
The  railway  companies  now,  in  cases  where  there  is 
a  great  deal  of  travel,  make  reduced  rates.  It  is 
well  known  that,  in  the  neighboiirhood  of  cities  and 
large  towns,  both  the  Grand  Trunk  and  the  Cana¬ 
dian  Pacific  Railway  give  great  advantages  in  the 
way  of  reduced  rates,  that  they  have  special  rates 
from  nearly  every  town  in  western  Ontario  at  any 
rate,  and  they  have  frequent  excursions  to  enable 
these  people  to  go,  at  least,  to  the  lake  shore,  so 
that  those  who  wish  to  travel  do  not  now  suffer  as 
much  as  they  would  but  for  the  advantages  which 
are  given  by  the  railway  companies.  No  doubt 
they  consider  their  own  interest  as  well  as  the  in¬ 
terest  of  the  public.  Then  again,  certain  classes  of 
people,  such  as  commercial  travellers,  who  have  oc¬ 
casion  to  travel  a  great  deal,  are  furnished  by  the 
railway  companies  with  reduced  rates,  which  to 
a  large  extent  does  away  with  necessity  for  legis- 
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lation  of  this  kind.  If,  however,  the  railway  com¬ 
panies  could  make  a  general  reduction  in  the 
passenger  rate,  I  believe  it  would  be  to  their  own 
interest  financially.  I  would  not  like  to  offer  my 
opinion  in  opposition  to  the  opinions  of  those  who 
are  interested  in  this  business,  but  it  is  my  belief 
that  the  receipts  from  passenger  traffic  on  the  rail¬ 
ways  would  be  very  much  increased  if  the  lower 
rate  were  adopted.  Of  course,  as  was  pointed  out 
by  the  hon.  member  for  Grey  (Mr.  Sproule),  there 
would  be  always  some  exceptions,  and  I  am  pleased 
to  hear  the  Minister  of  Railways  say  that  this 
matter  will  be  inquired  into  and  will  receive  consi¬ 
deration.  It  is  only  fair  to  say  that  the  railway 
companies  have  given  the  people  the  benefit  of 
local  rates  wherever  they  have  found  it  possible, 
but  1  believe  it  would  be  in  the  interests  of  the 
railway  corporations  as  well  as  of  the  public  to 
pass  a  provision  of  this  kind. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  With  all  deference  to  the  anxi¬ 
ety  of  the  member  for  East  York  (Mr.  Maclean)  to 
have  this  discussed  this  session,  I  think  it  would 
be  in  the  interest  of  the  legislation  he  suggests 
that  he  should  not  press  it  now,  even  when  the 
general  Railway  Act  comes  up  for  consideration, 
because  I  hope  we  are  getting  somewhere  near  the 
close  of  the  session.  This  is  a  very  broad  question. 
I  do  not  think  the  hon.  gentleman  can  have  any 
serious  idea  that  this  should  be  pressed  upon  one 
piece  of  railway  and  not  upon  the  whole,  and  I 
therefore  think  he  should  allow  it  to  go  over  to 
another  session  and  should  then  bring  it  in  as  a 
substantive  motion.  As  in  regard  to  all  important 
principles  of  general  railway  legislation,  the  House 
should  not  proceed  in  this  matter  without  giving 
the  railway  companies  the  opportunity  of  being 
heard,  and  it  would  require  very  full  discussion. 
In  justice  to  a  matter  of  such  importance,  I  do  not 
think  the  hon.  gentleman  would  get  as  much  consi¬ 
deration  for  it  now  as  he  would  if  he  would  defer 
it  to  another  session.  It  is  a  very  important 
question,  as  is  evident  from  the  remarks  which 
have  been  made  on  both  sides,  and  instead  of 
bringing  it  up  as  an  amendment,  the  Minister 
having  promised  that  it  shall  have  consideration, 
the  hon.  gentleman  might  leave  it  to  another  session 
and  bring  it  in  in  such  a  shape  that  it  might  be 
fully  discussed.  I  need  not  point  out  to  him  that 
this  is  a  departure  from  our  present  system  under 
which  the  rates  are  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Privy  Council.  I  am  not  expressing  any  opinion 
in  regard  to  it,  but  the  hon.  gentleman,  having 
fulfilled  his  duty  to  his  constituents,  would,  I  think, 
do  better  to  leave  it  over  in  the  meantime.  If  we 
are  going  to  discuss  what  is  almost  a  constitutional 
departure  on  this  subject,  we  should  have  a  full 
discussion.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  quite  right  in 
saying  this  is  the  first  opportunity  in  regard  to  the 
Midland  Railway,  and,  holding  such  strong  views, 
he  was  right  to  press  them  upon  the  first  oppor¬ 
tunity  he  had.  But  I  suppose  no  one  would  think 
of  imposing  this  condition  on  one  railway  instead 
of  making  it  general. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  the  proper 
mode  would  be  for  the  member  for  East  York  (Mr. 
Maclean)  to  ask  for  a  select  committee  to  send  for 
persons,  papers  and  records,  and  report  to  this 
House.  Then  he  could  ask  the  leading  railway 
officials  to  come  before  that  committee,  and  could 
collect  information  from  various  sources  and  make 
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a  report  which  would  he  the  basis  of  the  action  he 
desires  to  take  in  this  House.  It  seems  to  me  that 
to  do  this  without  the  necessary  data  would  lie  a 
mistake  and  would  not  hasten  the  legislation 
which  he  desired.  I  agree  to  a  large  extent  with 
the  hon.  gentleman.  Some  years  ago  I  had  occa¬ 
sion  to  look  into  this  matter,  and  I  found  it  was 
shown  by  Mr.  Galt  and  others  who  discussed  the 
subject  that  the  revenues  of  the  railways  increased 
rapidly  during  the  continuance  of  the  reduced  rates, 
and  that  the  aggregate  earnings  were  larger  under 
the  lower  charges  than  under  the  higher  charges. 
No  doubt  in  these  matters  men  who  are  responsible 
for  railway  management  are  somewhat  timid  in 
taking  anything  like  a  bold  step.  There  are  two 
parties  who  are  interested.  We  give  to  railway 
corporations  certain  franchises,  and  we  encroach 
upon  the  rights  of  private  individuals  in  giving 
them.  Y\  e  enable  them  to  expropriate  property 
and  to  exercise  other  functions  that  belong  to  a 
sovereign  body,  and  it  is  only  on  the  ground  that 
the  public  have  an  interest  in  these  railway  cor¬ 
porations  that  that  kind  of  power  can  be  justified. 
\\  hile  it  is  important  that  the  railway  companies 
should  be  protected  against  wrong  being  done  them, 
seeing  they  have  invested  their  capital  in  the  coun¬ 
try  and  have  no  means  of  withdrawing  it,  it  is 
also  desirable  that  the  public  interest  should  be 
cared  for  without  doing  the  railway  companies  any 
wrong.  I  think,  if  the  hon.  gentleman  were  to  ask 
for  a  committee  on  this  subject  to  collect  informa¬ 
tion  as  regards  the  experience  in  the  United  King¬ 
dom  and  in  the  United  States  as  well  as  in  Canada, 
he  would  confer  a  substantial  benefit  upon  the  pub¬ 
lic  of  this  country,  and  furnish  to  Parliament, 
perhaps,  the  basis  of  important  legislation  for  the 
future. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  congratulate  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  East  \ork  (Mr.  Maclean)  in  having  brought 
to  the  attention  of  the  House  a  question  which, 
from  the  reception  it  has  received,  is  manifestly 
one  of  much  importance.  However,  inasmuch  as 
the  discussion  is  likely  to  be  renewed  at  a  subse¬ 
quent  date,  perhaps  it  would  be  well  for  the  mem¬ 
ber  for  East  York  and  others  who  intend  to  give  it 
their  attention,  to  bear  in  mind  that  in  a  country 
such  as  Canada,  it  will,  I  think,  be  found  impos¬ 
sible  to  fix  one  arbitrary  rate  for  the  whole  of 
Canada.  For  example,  I  presume  the  cost  of  haul¬ 
age,  say  in  the  mountain  districts,  far  exceeds  that 
in  the  more  populous  parts  of  Canada.  It  has 
been  stated  that  in  England  legislation  provides 
for  a  fixed  rate.  England  is  a  small,  compact  and 
populous  country,  and  what  would  apply  to  the 
conditions  in  England  would  hardly  apply  to  a 
country  such  as  ours,  where  the  population  is  so 
sparse.  Probably  it  is  out  of  consideration  for 
these  local  conditions  that  this  Parliament  enacted 
some  time  ago,  under  the  advice  of  the  present 
Minister  of  Justice,  if  I  remember  correctly,  that 
the  Governor  in  Council  should  be  required  to  give 
his  sanction  to  any  rate  that  might  be  prescribed 
by  a  company,  and  further,  that  the  Gover¬ 
nor  in  Council  could,  of  its  own  motion,  initiate 
any  change  in  the  existing  tariff-  ;  so  that 
we  have  to-day  the  machinery  on  the  Statute- 
book  whereby  the  rates  may  be  changed  from  time 
to  time  on  one  railway  and  on  another,  as 
the  Governor  in  Council  deems  wise.  I  am  not 
myself  altogether  enamoured  with  the  policy  of 
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handing  over  to  the  Governor  in  Council  such 
powers  as  it  has  been  their  custom  to  take  from 
Parliament  for  the  last  few  years.  Nevertheless, 
there  are  some  questions  of  a  practical  character 
such  as  this  which  have  necessarily  to  be  largely 
entrusted  to  the  Administration.  They  are  not 
legislative  but  rather  administrative  in  their  nature. 
^  hilst  I  sympathize  very  much  with  the  argument 
of  the  hon.  member  for  East  York,  he  will  find  a 
practical  difficulty  in  laying  down  one  arbitrary 
rate  either  for  freight  or  passengers  throughout  the 
whole  Dominion  ;  for  if  it  is  a  good  doctrine  as 
regards  passengers,  I  presume  it  would  be  equally 
good  as  applied  to  freight.  As  the  question  is 
likely  to  come  up  again,  it  is  with  the  view  rather 
to  aid  the  discussion  than  to  discourage  it,  that  I 
call  the  attention  of  the  member  for  East  York  to 
some  of  those  conditions  which  exist  in  Canada  and 
do  not  exist  in  the  old  country  from  which  it  is 
sought  to  draw  a  precedent. 

Mr.  MACLEAN  (East  York).  I  am  willing  to 
withdraw  the  motion,  but  I  would  remark  that 
while  there  are  difficulties  in  the  way,  Parliament 
ought  to  be  able  to  meet  those  difficulties.  I  think 
it  will  meet  them,  and  that  it  will  take  the  matter 
into  consideration,  and  perhaps  the  suggestion  of 
the  member  for  Bothwell  might  be  adopted.  I 
wTill  consider  the  matter  with  some  of  my  friends, 
and  we  will  see  the  Ministej  as  to  whether  it 
would  be  better  to  bring  up  the  question  again  this 
session.  I  will  take  this  opportunity  of  informing 
the  House  that  it  is  my  intention  to  prosecute  this 
question  and  to  take  upon  it  the  opinion  of  this 
House  whenever  a  proper  occasion  presents  itself. 
This  House  will  stand  education,  and  I  know  the 
country  has  already  a  pretty  strong  opinion  on  the 
subject  and  requires  very  little  education.  When 
members  become  acquainted  with  the  opinion  of 
their  constituents  they  will  come  back  here  pre¬ 
pared  to  vote  for  a  uniform  passenger  rate  in  this 
country  ;  or  it  may  be  that  we  may  adopt  two 
rates,  one  to  satisfy  western  Canada  and  an¬ 
other  for  eastern  Canada.  All  the  men  who  have 
considered  the  railway  problem  have  said  that  the 
question  of  a  uniform  passenger  rate  is  one  of  the 
greatest  importance,  and  that  Parliament  and 
other  legislative  bodies  must  find  a  universal 
maximum  passenger  rate  for  the  railways  over 
which  they  have  jurisdiction. 

Bill  reported,  and  read  the  third  time  and  passed 

REPRESENTATION  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF 
COMMONS. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on 
Bill  (No.  76)  to  readjust  the  representation  in  the 
House  of  Commons. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  When  you  left  the  Chair  at 
six  o’clock,  I  was  endeavouring  to  show  some 
reasons  why  the  Government  should  give  more 
serious  consideration  to  the  proposition  made  by 
the  member  for  Bothwell  than  they  are  apparently 
disposed  to  give  it.  In  18S2  the  Bill  was  pressed 
upon  the  House  on  that  ground  that  it  was  desir¬ 
able  that  representation  by  population  should  be 
carried  out  so  far  as  possible.  The  basis  on  which 
Confederation  was  organized  was  that  of  repre¬ 
sentation  by  population  ;  that  was  the  reason  why 
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the  number  of  members  was  fixed  in  that  Act : 
Quebec  was  to  have  65,  and  the  other  provinces  a 
proportionate  representation.  Now,  if  represen¬ 
tation  by  population  is  the  principle  we  are  after, 
we  should  endeavour,  in  a  readjustment  of  this 
kind,  to  come  up  as  nearly  as  possible  to  the  expec¬ 
tation  of  the  people  of  this  country  when  Con¬ 
federation  was  adopted.  We  are  not  doing  that. 
The  Government  will  admit  that  the  Bill  before  the 
House  is  not  characterized  by  features  of  that  kind. 
The  member  for  Both  well  clearly  shows  that  if 
county  representation  was  adopted  the  principle  of 
representation  by  population  would  be  much  better 
carried  out  than  it  was  under  the  Bill  of  1 882.  \Ve 
should  first  consider  whether  it  is  desirable  to 
respect  county  limits  in  the  representation  of  the 
provinces  of  this  Dominion.  I  think  it  is  highly 
desirable  we  should  do  so.  As  has  already  been 
forcibly  stated  by  the  lion,  member  for  North 
Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  community  of  interest  is 
highly  desirable.  It  is  desirable  that  the  people 
associated  together  in  regard  to  municipal  institu¬ 
tions  and  who  have  grown  up  together  and  under¬ 
stand  each  other’s  views  with  respect  to  matters  of 
county,  provincial  and  Dominion  concern  should 
also,  if  possible,  be  united  in  matters  of  political 
concern.  Take,  for  instance,  my  own  county, 
Wellington.  The  population  of  the  county  was 
66,000,  and  it  was  entitled  to  three  representatives. 
By  the  Bill  of  1882,  10,000  people  were  added, 
bringing  the  population  up  to  76,000.  Although 
they  are  nominally  called  ridings.  North,  Centre  and 
South  Wellington,  they  are  actually  in  three  counties 
and  the  people  are  brought  together  for  Dominion 
elections  from  three  counties,  although  it  is  called  the 
County  of  Wellington.  We  should  get  back  to 
county  limits.  Some  lion,  members  have  men¬ 
tioned  that  the  Redistribution  Bill  of  1882  was  not 
just,  that  it  was  an  unfair  Bill.  The  lion,  member 
for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  virtually  admitted  that 
such  was  the  case,  and  that  injustice  had  been  per¬ 
petrated  by  that  Bill.  The  lion,  member  for 
North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  admitted  that  the 
results  of  the  Bill  had  not  been  satisfactory  and 
afforded  strong  evidence  of  injustice.  The  lion, 
member  for  Muskoka  (Mr.  O’Brien)  also  admitted 
that  injustice  had  been  done,  and  the  member  for 
Centre  Toronto  (Mr.  Cockburn),  although  he  did 
not  admit  that  the  Bill  was  unjust  in  itself,  went 
so  far  as  to  say  that,  if  injustice  had  been  com¬ 
mitted,  it  should  be  remedied.  Under  these  cir¬ 
cumstances,  it  may  be  asked  whether  we  are  here 
to  maintain  unfair  laws,  or  to  amend  laws  when 
found  to  work  unjustly.  Every  session  amend¬ 
ments  are  adopted  to  different  Acts.  If  we  find 
that  under  the  administration  of  the  law  the 
people  are  dealt  with  unjustly,  it  is  the  duty  of 
every  hon.  member  to  support  an  amendment  to 
the  law  to  remedy  the  injustice.  It  is  not  only  our 
duty  to  do  so,  but  the  people  expect  that  we  will 
amend  such  laws,  and  that  applies  to  the  Act  of 
1882,  which  has  been  proved  unjust.  The  reason 
I  object  to  the  Province  of  Quebec  being  subjected 
to  redistribution  as  Ontario  was  subjected  in  1882, 
is,  because  this  Bill  extends  the  same  pernicious 
principle  of  distribution  as  was  extended  in  1882. 
There  is  no  portion  of  the  Dominion  where  the 
people  are  in  a  better  position  to  speak  as  to  the 
pernicious  results  of  the  measure  than  are  the  people 
of  Ontario.  We  have  been  subjected  to  the  incon¬ 
venience  and  injustice  that  has  overtaken  the  people 
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of  that  province,  we  know  what  the  results  of  that 
Bill  have  been,  and  we  desire  to  protect  the  people 
of  Quebec  being  so  unjustly  treated  and  being 
rendered  subject  to  a  Gerrymander  Act  such  as  this 
now  before  the  House  under  which  they  will  suffer 
gross  and  grievous  injustice  so  long  as  it  remains  on 
the  Statute-book.  We  should  begin  our  work  by 
casting  aside  the  legislation  of  1882  and  by  adopting 
a  principle  which  will  give  honest  and  fair  legisla¬ 
tion  to  all  our  people,  and  one  way  of  doing  this  is  to 
adopt  county  boundaries  and  distribute  the  counties 
on  an  equitable  basis  ;  and  if  the  GoA'ernment  will 
adopt  this  honourable  and  fair  course  and  step 
into  the  breach  at  this  particular  junction  and 
deal  honestly  and  fairly  in  this  redistribution  mat¬ 
ter,  they  will  be  entitled  to  credit.  That  would 
be  a  proper  move  for  them  on  this  occasion,  and 
that  is  why  I  consider  it  my  duty  to  press  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  amendment  submitted  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills),  which  he  pre¬ 
sented  very  clearly  and  pointedly,  and  at  the  same 
time  courteously.  I  have  not  exceeded  the  privi¬ 
lege  of  a  member  of  this  House  in  endeavouring  to 
show  that  it  is  our  duty  to  seriously  consider  the 
whole  situation  on  the  very  threshold  of  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  this  Bill.  It  is  evident  from  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  Minister  of  Justice  that  the  Government 
are  not  going  to  deal  with  Russell  in  the  manner 
indicated  in  this  Bill,  and  I  hope  as  we  advance 
clause  by  clause  the  same  spirit  of  fair- play  will 
be  evinced,  and  then  I  have  not  the  slightest  doubt 
that  the  leader  of  the  House  will  be  induced  to 
withdraw  the  objectionable  features  and  in  their 
place  introduce  a  system  of  county  representation 
and  the  maintenance  of  county  boundaries. 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  I  do  not  rise  for  the  purpose 
of  discussing  at  any  length  the  amendment  now 
before  the  House.  All  I  have  to  say  is  that  I  am 
in  favour  of  any  measure  which  will  redistribute 
the  seats  in  this  Parliament  in  such  a  way  as  will 
be  fair  to  all  parties.  The  leader  of  the  House  was 
good  enough  to  refer  to  clauses  a  and  b  in  this 
Bill  at  the  opening  of  the  House  to-day,  and  before 
they  had  been  reached.  He  was  good  enough  to 
say  that  those  clauses  would  be  eliminated  from 
the  Bill,  and  I  rise  now  simply  for  the  purpose  of 
expressing  my  gratification  at  the  decision  the 
Government  has  reached  in  this  particular  case. 
During  the  course  of  the  debate  on  this  question  I 
endeavoured  to  lay  before  the  House  in  a  straight¬ 
forward  way  the  position  in  which  the  County  of 
Russell  would  be  placed  under  the  suggested  redis¬ 
tribution.  I  will  not  now  refer  again  to  the  ques¬ 
tion,  but  will  simply  say  this,  that  by  leaving  the 
Counties  of  Prescott  and  Russell  as  they  were,  the 
Government  will  give  universal  satisfaction  to  the 
people  of  those  counties.  I  may  add,  that  I  am 
very  glad  indeed  at  what  has  been  done,  and  if  the 
Government  show  the  same  fair-play  to  the  Op¬ 
position  throughout  the  discussion  of  this  Bill,  I  am 
sure  all  will  go  away  as  gratified  as  I  am. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  I  rise  with  some  diffidence  in  this 
matter,  but  I  should  like  to  ask  if  the  amendment 
is  in  order  ?  It  seems  to  me  that  the  matter  of 
county  boundaries  was  fully  set  forth  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr. 
McCarthy),  and  this  House,  by  a  vote,  declared  its 
feeling  on  this  question  and  decided  that  it  was  not 
expedient  to  entertain  the  question  of  limiting  the 
representation  to  city  and  county  boundaries.  I 
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contend  that  that  is  the  entire  gist  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  proposed  by  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell 
(Mr.  Mills),  and  before  discussing  it  at  any  length, 
I  would  like  your  ruling,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  to 
whether  it  is  in  order. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
it  is  very  plain  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  point 
of  order  my  hon.  friend  has  undertaken  to  raise. 
It  is  true  that  this  House  voted  against  the  propo¬ 
sition  of  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr. 
McCarthy),  but  that  does  not  preclude  the  House 
from  adopting  any  amendment  it  may  think  pro¬ 
per.  That  amendment  was  an  attempt  to  enunci¬ 
ate  a  general  principle  on  which  we  should  proceed, 
but  the  House  did  not  proceed  upon  that  principle, 
and  the  Bill  was  read  the  second  time  and  went 
into  committee,  and  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  said 
that  they  would  undertake  to  consider  any  amend¬ 
ment  that  might  be  proposed  in  committee.  I  do 
not  know  whether  my  amendment  is  exactly  on 
the  lines  in  every  particular  of  the  amendment  of 
the  hon.  member  for  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  or 
not,  but  I  think  that  by  his  amendment  there 
would  be  perhaps  one  or  two  members  more  given 
to  the  city  of  Toronto.  Then  another  thing,  my 
hon.  friend’s  proposition  related  to  the  entire  Do¬ 
minion,  whereas  my  proposition  relates  simply  to 
the  Province  of  Ontario.  Any  hon.  gentleman 
may  say  that  I  would  accept  this  for  19  counties 
out  of  20,  but  I  Svill  not  accept  it  for  the  twentieth 
county,  and  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  us  support¬ 
ing  this  amendment  on  account  of  any  action  taken 
before. 

Mr.  SPROTJLE.  At  least  I  think  that  the  hon. 
member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  and  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  ought  to  be  in 
accord,  because  it  is  generally  rumoured  that  they 
met  together  and  made  out  the  amendment  on 
the  lines  proposed  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  some  days  ago.  If  I 
understood  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe 
correctly,  he  stated  that  he  only  included  the 
Province  of  Ontario  in  the  principle,  because  he 
said  in  that  province  alone  were  the  county  and 
township  boundaries  well  defined,  and  therefore  in 
applying  the  principle  to  other  provinces  some  other 
scheme  would  have  to  be  adopted.  It  occurred 
to  me,  when  the  hon.  gentleman  for  Bothwell  moved 
his  amendment,  that  it  was  exactly  on  the  same 
lines  as  that  moved  by  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy).  Whether  an  amendment 
can  be  moved  on  similar  lines  to  one  voted  down, 
or  at  all  events  an  amendment  enunciating  prin¬ 
ciples  that  have  been  voted  down,  is  a  matter  for 
the  Chair  to  decide. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  The  amendment  of 
the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  is  per¬ 
fectly  in  order.  An  amendment  made  at  one  stage 
of  the  Bill  and  rejected  can  be  taken  up  again  at 
another  stage,  and  even  if  it  were  the  same  wording 
as  the  amendment  of  the  hon.  member  for  Simcoe 
(Mr.  McCarthy)  it  would  still  be  in  order. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Nothing  that  has 
been  said  by  the  member  for  Wellington  (Mr. 
McMullen)  calls  for  a  reply,  except  the  statement 
by  him — possibly  on  a  misconception,  but  certainly 
an  erroneous  statement — that  our  silence  implied 
a  discourtesy  to  the  gentleman  who  moved  the 
amendment.  I  beg  to  say  that  it  is  impossible 
that  we  can  accept  the  amendment.  We  have 
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already  discussed  and  voted  against  the  principles 
in\  olved  in  that  amendment  while  on  the  second 
reading  of  the  Bill.  The  discussion  which  took 
place  then  involved  not  only  the  reasons  for  sus¬ 
taining  an  amendment  of  this  kind,  but  the  reasons 
which  induced  the  majority  to  refuse  to  adopt 
it..  I  may  say  further,  that  the  amendment 
would,  as  was  stated  in  the  debate  on  the  second 
reading,  involve  a  change  in  75  or  80  of  the 
constituencies  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  in 
that  respect  would  entirely  depart  from  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  continuity  which  was  advocated  on  both 
sides  of  the  House.  If  there  is  any  province  in 
Canada  in  respect  to  which  it  may  be  said  that  the 
county  lines  are  mutable  it  is  *  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  In  the  other  provinces,  such  as  the  Mari¬ 
time  Provinces,  and  of  those  I  particularly  speak, 
the  county  lines  have  been  inviolate  for  a  great 
period  of  years.  I  am  sure  that  it  is  half  a  century 
since  in  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia  a  county 
line  has  been  disturbed.  Before  that,  when  county 
lines  were  disturbed,  they  were  only  disturbed  in 
consequence  of  a  great  increase  in  population 
which  occasionally  required  the  separation  of 
counties  into  two.  I  may  be  wrong  in  stating  that 
even  within  the  last  half  century  such  a  change  has 
been  made,  because  my  impression  is  rather  that 
we  must  go  back  three-quarters  of  a  century,  or  a 
century,  to  find  any  county  line  departed  from  for 
municipal  or  any  other  purpose,  while  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  the  county  lines  have  been 
absolutely  obliterated  from  time  to  time.  Counties 
have  been  joined  together  and  counties  have 
been  made  to  disappear  even  since  the  Act  of 
Confederation.  That,  however,  is  not  a  matter  of 
any  prime  importance.  I  understand  that  the 
effect  of  the  amendment,  if  carried  out  on  the  lines 
suggested  by  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr. 
Mills),  would  be  the  most  extreme  system  of  gerry¬ 
mander  that  was  ever  presented  to  Parliament  ; 
that  it  is  a  scheme  by  which  the  Liberal  party  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  regardless  of  the  popular 
majority  of  votes,  would  increase  their  represent¬ 
ation  by  some  12  or  15  or  20  members,  and  that  if 
operated  on  lines  which  would  be  available  to  the 
majority  it  would  result  with  equal  disaster  to  the 
Liberal  party  and  equal  success  to  the  Conservative 
party.  Without  entering  into  a  minute  discussion 
on  this  point,  I  think  it  will  satisfy  all  the  require¬ 
ments  of  courtesy  to  say  that  the  amendment  can¬ 
not  be  adopted,  for  the  reasons  which  were  stated, 
when  the  principles  of  it  were  discussed  and 
rejected  on  the  motion  for  the  second  reading  of 
the  Bill. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  am  glad  to  see  that  gentle¬ 
men  on  the  other  side  of  the  House  have  recovered 
their  power  of  speech.  For  a  moment  there  was 
reason  to  believe  that  these  hon.  gentlemen  had  all 
become  dumb  as  they  sat  silent  and  no  one  would 
utter  a  single  word  in  defence  of  the  project  before 
the  House.  But  we  have  already  had  some 
evidence  that,  after  all,  if  silence  is  sometimes 
golden,  speech  is  also  sometimes  golden  ;  because 
from  the  short  discussion  that  we  have  had 
upon  this  Bill  already,  the  measure  has  been 
modified  in  a  very  important  aspect.  An  important 
provision  of  the  Bill,  in  factrthe  very  first  which  is 
to  be  found  in  it,  lias  already  been  withdrawn. 
The  township  of  Clarence  which  was  to  be  removed 
from  the  County  of  Russell  and  placed  in  Prescott, 
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we  are  now  told  will  remain  as  it  was  before,  in 
the  County  of  Russell.  Now,  nothing  in  my 
estimation,  and  I  submit  it  also  to  the  judgment  of 
the  House,  can  show  in  a  more  conclusive  manner 
the  absolutely  arbitrary  character  of  this  Bill  than 
the  manner  in  which  this  provision  was  introduced 
into  it  and  the  manner  in  which  it  was  withdrawn 
from  it.  When  my  hon.  friend  the  Minister  of 
Justice  introduced  this  Bill  he  simply  said  that 
such  was  to  be  the  change  and  nothing  more.  This 
is  the  language  he  made  use  of  at  that  time  : 

“  The  only  other  changes  in  the  Bill  are  the  township 
of  Clarence,  which  is  taken  from  the  County  of  Russell 
and  added  to  Prescott,  thereby  tending  to  equalize  the 
population,  and  place  Clayence  in  a  riding  where  the 
people  will  be  more  in  harmony  with  the  rest  of  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  the  riding.” 

This  is  the  only  reason  that  was  given — no  reason 
at  all,  but  a  simple  statement  of  facts.  The  hon. 
gentleman  simply  contented  himself  with  saying 
that  such  and  such  a  thing  would  take  place,  that 
Clarence  would  be  removed  from  Russell  and  put 
in  Prescott,  and  no  reason  was  given  for  it,  unless 
it  was  to  be  found  in  the  remark  of  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  that  Clarence  would  be  put  in  Prescott,  where 
the  people  would  be  more  in  harmony  with  the  rest 
of  the  population  of  the  riding.  It  seems  that  this 
was  the  object  of  the  Bill— to  hive  the  French,  as 
the  Rouges  are  hived  by  this  Bill  in  the  Province 
of  Quebec,  and  as  the  Grits  were  hived  in  Ontario 
by  the  Bill  of  1882.  As  I  understand,  Clarence  is 
a  strongly  French  township,  and  the  County  of 
Prescott  is  also  strongly  French.  If  I  do  the  hon. 
gentleman  an  injustice  I  am  quite  ready  to  with¬ 
draw  my  remark  and  apologize,  but  that  was  the 
only  reason  we  heard  him  give  for  taking  Clar¬ 
ence  from  Russell  and  putting  it  into  Prescott. 
Now,  after  several  days’  discussion,  in  which  it 
was  pointed  out  again  and  again  that  there  was 
no  reason  for  this  change,  the  Government  at  last 
give  way  ;  and  why  ?  They  give  way  in  the  same 
manner  in  which  they  introduced  the  measure,  with¬ 
out  a  single  word  of  explanation.  We  have  only 
the  simple  statement  of  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice 
that  Clarence  will  remain  as  it  is.  Now,  as  I  said 
a  moment  ago,  can  there  be  a  more  conclusive  reason 
that  there  is  no  principle  whatever  to  be  found  in 
this  Bill  from  the  first  line  to  the  last  ?  The  hon. 
gentleman  stated,  in  introducing  the  measure,  that 
its  object  was  to  equalize  the  population  ;  but  it 
has  been  shown  conclusively  that  the  object  as 
stated  in  the  hon.  gentleman’s  speech  was  not  to  be 
found  in  the  four  corners  of  the  Bill.  There  was  a 
pretense  of  equalizing  the  population  in  some  of  the 
constituencies,  but  these  were  the  exceptions,  and 
the  changes  made  are  just  as  arbitrary  as  the  with¬ 
drawal  of  the  change  with  regard  to  Clarence.  If 
there  is  a  principle  which  ought  to  be  recognized 
in  a  measure  of  this  kind  as  far  as  possible,  it  is  the 
principle  of  representation  by  population.  How 
that  principle  is  to  be  carried  out  it  is  difficult  to 
say.  One  wTay  has  been  suggested  on  the  other  side 
of  the  line.  It  has  been  proposed,  in  the 

State  of  Delaware,  which  sends  five  or  six 
members  to  Congress,  to  abolish  all  the 
county  divisions,  and  to  have  cumulative  voting, 
allowing  each  elector  to  vote  for  six  candidates, 
and  declaring  the  six  having  the  largest  number  of 
votes  to  be  elected.  That  might  be  very  well  in  a 
small  state  like  Delaware,  but  it  is  manifest  that 
such  a  system  would  not  work  in  the  Province  of 
Mr.  Laurier. 


Ontario  which  elects  92  members,  or  in  the  Province 
of  Quebec,  which  elects  65.  Then,  there  is  the 
system  known  as  the  scrutin  cle  liste  in  France, 
that  is,  instead  of  having  one  or  two  members 
elected  by  each  department,  to  have  six  or  seven 
departments  grouped  together.  That  was  a  mea¬ 
sure  advocated  by  Gambetta  for  many  years,  but  I 
believe  he  died  before  it  was  carried  out ;  and, 
according  to  my  information,  it  has  not  worked 
satisfactorily.  What  Gambetta  expected  was  that 
local  measures  would  not  have  the  same  importance 
as  they  have  at  present,  and  that  the  character  of 
the  men  selected  would  be  improved  ;  but  that 
anticipation  was  not  fulfilled,  and  I  understand 
that  the  measure  is  to  be  abandoned,  if  it  has  not 
yet  been  abandoned.  What  is  the  best  principle  to 
adopt  ?  For  my  part,  I  can  think  of  no  better  one 
than  that  suggested  by  my  hon.  friend  for  North 
Simcoe,  which  is  now  proposed  in  practice  by  my 
hon.  friend  for  Bothwell,  that  is  to  say,  to  keep 
the  counties  as  they  are.  I  do  not  think  that  the 
proposal  of  my  hon.  friend  for  Bothwell  is  at  all 
deserving  the  reproach  which  the  hon.  gentleman 
has  just  passed  upon  it,  that  is  to  say  of  being  a 
gerrymander,  because  as  I  understand  the  scheme, 
county  lines  would  not  at  all  be  interfered  with, 
but  there  would  have  to  be  a  division  within  the 
county.  For  instance,  the  County  of  Simcoe  would 
be  divided  into  four  ridings,  Brant  would  be  divided 
into  two,  and  so  on.  Under  such  circumstances, 
the  principle  for  which  we  contend  is  a  respect  for 
county  lines  as  they  exist  at  the  present  time  ;  and 
unless  this  principle  is  adhered  to,  unless  it  is  to  be 
understood  that  henceforward  county  lines  will  be 
respected,  the  Government  will  have  to  be  stronger, 
not  in  numbers  perhaps,  but  stronger  in  moral  fibre, 
if  I  may  say  so,  than  the  present  Government,  to 
resist  the  pressure  that  will  be  brought  to  bear 
upon  them  by  their  friends  in  uncertain  counties. 
How  is  it  possible,  for  instance,  to  justify  the 
changes  which  are  made  in  the  County  of  Bagot  in 
the  Province  of  Quebec?  That  county  has  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  about  12,000  souls.  Two  parishes  are  taken 
from  it  and  added  to  another  county,  and  one 
parish  is  added  to  it  from  Richelieu  and  two 
parishes  from  Drummond,  and  all  these  changes  de¬ 
crease  the  population  by  40  souls.  Is  it  possible  to 
justify  this  change  by  any  rule  wffiatever  ?  Is  it  not 
manifest  that  the  object  of  this  change,  which 
diminishes  the  population  by  40,  while  it  increases 
the  majority  of  the  sitting  member  from  55  to 
over  200,  is  a  party  one,  which  cannot  be  defended 
or  avowed  on  the  floor  of  this  House,  but  which 
must  remain  a  secret  ?  So  long  as  we  do  not  re¬ 
spect  county  boundaries  as  they  exist  at  present,  I 
submit  to  my  hon.  friend  on  the  other  side  of  the 
House,  if  it  should  be  his  lot  again  to  have  to  intro¬ 
duce  another  Redistribution  Bill,  that  it  will  be 
almost  impossible  for  him  to  resist  the  pressure 
which  will  then  be  brought  upon  him  by  his  friends 
from  different  quarters,  who  feel  the  ground  shaken 
under  their  feet.  And,  moreover,  for  my  part,  I 
attach  very  great  importance  to  the  historic  tradi¬ 
tions  associated  with  the  county  boundaries.  The 
hon.  gentleman  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon),  the 
other  day,  spoke  sentiments  entirely  in  accord  with 
mine.  He  showed  conclusively  that  the  historic 
traditions  in  counties  have  a  beneficial  effect,  that 
they  must  tend  to  elevate  the  moral  tone  of  the 
county,  and  if  you  do  away  with  these,  you  do 
aw’ay  with  certainly  a  most  potent  factor  in  pro- 
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moting  the  health  and  morality  of  political  life  in 
this  country.  Unless  something  better  be  intro¬ 
duced  as  a  substitute  to  what  my  lion,  friend  desires, 
we  can  do  nothing  better  than  take  the  amendment 
he  has  just  proposed. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  The  only  alternative  pro¬ 
position  I  have  heard  with  reference  to  this  matter 
is  to  stand,  as  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  has 
said,  with  both  feet  upon  the  redistribution  plan 
of  1882.  1  think  that  we  ought,  if  possible,  to  lay 

down  at  this  time  some  scheme,  I  do  not  care  what, 
some  rule  by  which  the  redistribution  of  seats  is  to 
be  arranged.  For  my  part,  I  am  not  particular  as 
to  what  that  scheme  may  be.  In  the  best  con¬ 
sideration  1  have  been  able  to  give  the  matter,  I 
think  the  wiser  and  more  simple  plan  would  be  to 
take  the  county'  as  the  political  unit.  But  some  of 
my  hon.  friends,  who  do  not  come  from  the  pro 
vinee  from  which  I  come,  put  it  in  this  way : 
What  difference  does  it  make  to  them  what  the  old 
counties  of  Ontario  may  have  been.  They  find  in 
the  British  North  America  Act  certain  constitu¬ 
encies  carved  out  from  the  old  counties,  and  which, 
by  that  Act,  the  charter  of  our  constitution,  were 
given  representation.  I  am  quite  willing,  if  that 
is  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  committee, 
that  we  should  adopt  as  the  political  unit  these 
counties  which  are  carved  out  in  the  Act  of  Con¬ 
federation,  but  I  do  not  think  it  is  the  more 
convenient  division,  and  do  not  believe  it  will  be 
so  easily  managed  as  if  we  went  back  to 
the  old  county  lines.  Remember,  Sir,  that 
before  Confederation  the  county  lines  of 
Ontario  were  just  as  sacred,  just  as  inviolate,  just 
as  undisturbed  as  they  were  in  the  Maritime 
Provinces  ;  and  it  is  only  because  at  the  time  of 
Confederation  it  became  necessary  to  confer,  so  far 
as  my  knowledge  of  the  subject  goes,  upon  the 
Province  of  Ontario  a  large  number  of  additional 
representatives  that  the  county  lines  were  to  a 
certain  extent  ignored.  I  have  never  heard  any 
unfairness  attributed  to  that  arrangement,  and  have 
no  doubt  it  was  the  result  of  an  agreement  between 
both  parties,  because  both  were  represented  in  the 
scheme  of  Confederation.  As  I  have  said,  if  it  is 
the  belief  of  the  great  majority  of  the  members 
that  it  wouldbe  betterfor  us  to  rely  upon  the  scheme 
defined  in  the  Act  of  Confederation,  and  to  treat 
that  as  the  starting  point,  let  us  adopt  it.  But  I 
do  not  believe  it  is  the  more  convenient  way  ;  on 
the  contrary  I  believe  it  would  be  afar  more  difficult 
way  than  to  fall  back  on  the  old  county  lines. 
We  followed  that  in  1872,  and  in  1882  we  departed 
from  it.  I  do  not  pretend  that  I  am  not  responsi¬ 
ble,  as  a  member  of  this  House  who  then 
had  an  opportunity  of  protesting  against  the  Act 
of  1882,  for  not  having  taken  that  opportunity  ; 
but  I  may  say  here,  as  a  matter  personal  to  myself, 
because  it  may  be  the  only  opportunity  I  will  have 
of  making  the  explanation,  that  I  am  only  respon¬ 
sible  to  the  same  extent  as,  and  not  more  than, 
any  other  private  member  for  that  Act.  It  was 
stated  by  the  Minister  of  Railways  in  his  speech 
the  other  evening,  or  it  was  insinuated  by  him 
rather  than  stated,  that  I  had  more  to  do  with  it 
than  any  gentleman  outside  the  Administration.  I 
take  this  opportunity  of  denying  that  statement. 
That  is  not  the  case.  I  accept  to  the  full  the 
responsibility  of  my  action  in  the  House  when 
I  was  present  here  and  voted  for  the  different 


measures  proposed  on  t his  side  or  against  the 
different  amendments  moved  by  the  opposite  side, 
and  I  do  not  apologize  or  make  any  pretense  of 
saying,  in  connection  with  votes  taken  when  I  was 
not  present,  that  I  would  not  have  voted  similarly 
had  I  been  here.  I  do  not  want  to  sail  under  false 
colours  ;  but  I  deny  and  repudiate  the  charge  that 
I  had  anything  to  do  with  framing  the  Bill  of  1882 
except  in  suggesting  the  propriety  of  splitting  the 
riding  of  North  Simcoe,  which  I  then  represented, 
into  the  present  ridings  of  North  and  East  Simcoe, 
by  following,  as  regards  North  Simcoe  the  lines 
then  adopted  by  the  Local  House,  perfectly  fair  and 
legitimate  as  they  were,  and  making  of  the  balance 
East  Simcoe,  and  to  which  was  attached  a  portion  of 
the  district  of  Muskoka.  That,  however,  is  a  per¬ 
sonal  matter  altogether  apart  from  the  question 
now  before  us.  I  notice  by  a  statement  reported 
as  having  been  made  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  to 
a  deputation,  that  he  feels  himself  in  no  way  per¬ 
sonally  responsible  for  this  measure,  that  he  merely 
introduced  to  the  House  as  leader  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  without  the  knowledge — which  I  am  per¬ 
fectly  satisfied  the  hon.  gentleman  had  not — of  the 
way  it  divided  either  the  Province  of  Ontario  or 
Quebec  ;  and  we  have  been  gratified  this  afternoon 
by  the  announcement  that  one  of  the  provisions  of 
this  Bill,  a  provision  which  all  those  on  this  side 
who  desire  to  see  fair-play  regretted  to  find  in  it, 
has  been  abandoned.  It  is  not  correct,  I  venture 
to  say,  with  greater  knowledge  than  the  Minister 
of  Justice,  that  to  adopt  county  lines  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Ontario  would  have  the  effect  of  working 
gerrymander  in  favour  of  the  opposite  side  of  the 
House.  I  have  gone  over  that  matter,  not 
merely  from  the  stand  point  of  fairness  but  from 
the  stand-point  of  party  interest,  and  I  can  venture 
to  prove,  to  the  satisfaction  of  any  fair-minded  man, 
that  the  party  on  this  side  would  not  be  substan¬ 
tially  weakened  by  a  fair  measure  for  the  represen¬ 
tation  of  the  people  in  this  Parliament.  But  that 
is  but  a  minor  question,  because  the  great  question 
here  is  to  establish  some  principle.  Take  the  Bill 
before  the  House,  and  can  you  find  any  principle 
in  it  ?  The  first  theory  was  that  it  would  equalize 
population,  but  that  has  been  abandoned,  because, 
as  has  been  repeatedly  pointed,  out,  many  other 
constituencies  woidd  require  to  be  changed  in  order 
to  effect  equalization  of  population.  It  is  impos¬ 
sible  to  suppose  that  was  the  object,  whatever  the 
object  may  have  been  in  suggesting  the  changes. 
Then  take  the  city  of  Hamilton,  there  you  find 
that  the  Government  took  as  the  line  the  present 
municipal  boundaries.  You  go  to  the  city’  of  Ottawa 
and  you  will  find  they  have  left  the  boundaries  as 
they  were  in  1882.  Then  go  to  London,  and  you 
find  they  take  part  of  the  boundaries  as  they  were 
in  1882,  leave  out  the  additional  suburban  part, 
which  has  been  added  since,  and  take  in  an  inde¬ 
pendent  municipality.  Take  any  county  in  that 
Bill,  and  say  whether  that  section  agrees  with  any 
other  section  or  is  based  on  any  principle  or  rule. 
If  this  redistribution  is  to  be  done,  as  I  am  satisfied 
the  Minister  of  Justice  desires  to  do  it,  on  fair  lines, 
a  principle  ought  to  be  laid  down.  I  have  suggested 
a  principle  which  may  not  be  the  best,  I  am 
not  at  all  wedded  to  it,  but  some  principle 
should  be  laid  down  to  which  could  be 
referred  the  settlement  of  the  distribution  of 
seats  of  the  members  of  this  House.  If  wre 
adopt  what  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  the  other 
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night  suggested,  if  we  start  on  the  basis  of  1882,  I 
am  unable  to  see  how  we  are  going  to  proceed.  If 
we  start  with  the  redistribution  of  1882,  and  call 
these  divisions  political  units,  as  a  matter  of  simple, 
plain  business,  I  see  no  end  to  the  confusion.  They 
do  not  agree  in  population,  there  is  no  principle 
running  through  the  scheme  which  can  be  recog¬ 
nized  or  followed;  and,  therefore,  if  that  scheme  is 
not  possible,  what  else  is  there  ?  I  say  none  other 
than  that  which  is  now  brought  to  the  notice  of 
the  committee  by  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell. 
I  do  not  agree  in  all  the  details,  and  the  hon. 
gentleman  admits  he  has  been  hasty.  For  instance, 
he  has  put  down  Brant  as  entitled  to  but  one 
member,  though  it  is  undoubtedly  entitled  to  two, 
according  to  the  scheme  I  have  worked  out. 
Toronto  lie  has  but  down  as  entitled  to  five,  and  I 
see  no  reason  wdiy  it  should  not  have  its  fair  num¬ 
ber  of  representatives,  but  that,  of  course,  is  a 
matter  on  which  opinions  may  differ.  I  do  not  know 
whether  I  may  be  allowed  to  class  myself  still  as 
a  supporter  of  the  Government,  but  if  I  still  am  al¬ 
lowed  to  occupy  that  position,  I  appeal  once  more 
to  the  Government  to  adopt — I  do  not  care  what 
plan  it  may  be — but  some  plan  ;  and  if  the  plan  as 
laid  down  in  the  amendment  be  adopted,  I  believe 
it  will  be  found  impossible  for  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  or  any  member  of  the  Government  in  suc¬ 
ceeding  years  to  change  it  or  depart  from  it,  and  it 
will  be  the  basis  on  which  to  carry  out  any  scheme 
of  redistribution  the  House  may  accept.  Only  the 
other  day  I  was  reading  something  with  reference 
to  a  matter  which  was  happening  in  the  British 
Parliament.  In  the  scheme  for  local  government 
for  Ireland,  it  was  necessary  to  constitute  county 
divisions.  The  Opposition  said  :  Who  are  going  to 
mark  out  those  lines  ?  What  was  the  answer  of 
the  Government  ?  The  answer  of  Mr.  Balfour 
was:  We  have  left  it  to  the  chief  officers  of  our 
ordnance  department,  and  if  the  gentlemen  on  the 
other  side  of  the  House  are  not  satisfied  with  what 
they  do  in  marking  out  these  divisions  of  the 
counties,  we  will  appoint  a  royal  commission.  So 
in  1832  I  believe  there  was  a  royal  commission, 
though  in  that  I  am  speaking  from  informa¬ 
tion.  There  was  a  royal  commission  proposed  by 
Mr.  Disraeli  in  1867,  and  in  1885  there-  was  an 
agreement  of  the  parties.  In  all  these  cases  it  was 
done  on  a  fair  and  proper  arrangement  without  any 
attempt  on  one  side  or  the  other  to  gain  party  ad¬ 
vantages.  I  am  not  now  insinuating  that  my  hon. 
friends  on  this  side  will  do  worse  or  even  as  badly 
as  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  when  they  get  the 
chance,  but  I  insist  that  the  people  of  this  country 
should  be  represented  irrespective  of  their  opinions, 
and  I  would  not  give  the  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
the  advantage  they  undoubtedly  will  have  if  they 
ever  get  to  this  side  of  the  House,  as  they  mav,  of 
giving  us  a  gerrymander  such  as  that  described  as 
having  been  meted  out  by  the  Government  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  I  do  not  want  to  carry  that 
argument  out  now,  because  I  think  it  is  foreign  to 
this  question.  What  we  have  to  do  is  to  do  what 
is  right,  and  not  to  take  a  constituency  and  divide 
it  according  to  population  here,  and  then  divide 
another  constituency  upon  someotherprinciple.  We 
should  do  the  whole  on  some  defined  principle,  and 
I  think  on  the  whole  the  result  might  not  be  un¬ 
satisfactory  to  one  party  or  the  other. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Perhaps,  as  this  is  the  first 
opportunity  I  have  had  in  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
Mr.  McCarthy. 


presence,  I  may  be  allowed  to  make  sbine  remarks 
in  reference  to  charges  made  against  myself  by  the 
hon.  gentleman  who  has  just  sat  down  (Mr. 
McCarthy).  I  am  aware  that  the  hon.  gentleman 
before  the  close  of  last  session  urged  upon  the 
Government,  and  upon  every  member  of  the  party, 
the  necessity  of  passing  a  Redistribution  Bill. 
He  said  the  bye-elections  wrere  coming  on,  and  the 
probabilities  were  that  the  party  might  not  be  as 
successful  as  we  would  desire  in  the  campaign,  and 
it  was  a  duty  to  the  Conservative  party  that  last 
session  there  should  have  been  a  Bill  to  redistribute 
the  constituencies.  I  leave  it  to  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  whether  he  meant  to  redistribute  in  the  line 
of  county  boundaries  or  in  the  interests  of  the 
Conservative  party.  I  made  a  statement  here  the 
other  evening  in  reference  to  the  consultation  of 
the  hon.  gentleman  with  the  members  of  the 
Government  as  to  the  plan  he  introduced  not  long 
ago.  I  stated  I  had  no  knowledge  of  that  plan. 
The  hon.  gentleman  may  have  been  perfectly  right 
in  saying  what  he  did,  or  he  may  have  any  feeling 
he  likes  as  to  me,  and  may  say  that  he  did  not 
consult  me,  but  he  said  he  notified  my  leader. 
I  assert  here  that  my  'leader  never  knew  that  the 
hon.  gentleman  intended  to  introduce  a  motion  on 
the  subject,  and  I  say  that  my  leader  and  every 
colleague  of  mine  in  this  House  was  more  than 
astonished  at  the  motion  proposed  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy).  It  is  true 
that  the  lines  he  introduced  as  fo  the  redistribu¬ 
tion  of  the  seats  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  were 
communicated  to  my  leader,  the  Hon.  Mr.  Abbott. 
It  is  true  also  that  I  knew  of  it,  not  only  because  I 
saw  the  proposition  that  he  intended  to  introduce, 
but  I  heard  it  from  dozens  of  my  fellow-members 
on  this  side  of  the  House  whom  the  hon.  gentleman 
had  consulted  about  it.  It  was  the  same  as  propo¬ 
sitions  which  were  handed  in  to  the  members  of 
the  Ministry  by  half-a-dozen  members  of  the 
House.  I  was  not,  however,  speaking  of  this,  but 
of  the  manner  of  proceeding  in  reference  to  his 
motion  by  the  hon.  gentleman.  I  was  not  speaking 
in  regard  to  the  Redistribution  Bill  or  to  his  plan 
of  redistribution.  I  knew  his  views  in  reference 
to  the  matter.  He  said  he  mentioned  them  to  me_ 

Mr.  McCARTHY.  I  never  said  so. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  He  said  I  was  present  when 
the  conversation  was  going  on  in  reference  to  it. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Never. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  At  all  events  I  never  heard 
of  it.  I  was  speaking  of  the  manner  in  which  the 
motion  was  introduced,  and  the  wording  of  the 
motion  which  made  it  a  direct  vote  of  want  of  con¬ 
fidence  in  the  Government.  The  hon.  gentleman 
has  a  right  to  his  opinion,  he  has  a  right  to  be  in¬ 
dependent  and  to  introduce  any  resolution  he 
chooses.  I  only  spoke  of  him  as  a  prominent  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  party  when  he  introduced  a  motion 
condemnatory  of  the  Government,  and  I  said  that 
I  or  some  member  of  the  Government  should  have 
had  notice  of  it.  I  deny  that  I  had  any  notice  of 
it,  except  from  what  I  might  have  gathered  from 
some  of  the  whisperings  of  members  on  this  side  a 
few  days  before  I  heard  he  intended  to  introduce  a 
motion.  No  other  knowledge  had  I  than  hearsay, 
and  the  motion  was  not  only  a  surprise  to  me  but 
to  all  my  colleagues  in  the  House.  As  to  the  refer¬ 
ences  the  hon.  gentleman  made  to  me,  I  do  not 
care  what  opinion  he  has  of  himself  or  of  me,  but  I 
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stated  what  I  considered  it  my  duty  to  myself  and 
my  colleagues  and  the  Conservative  party  in  this 
House  to  state,  and  I  think  the  statement  was 
perfectly  correct  and  within  the  proper  lines. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  At  the  risk  of  occupying 
the  time  of  the  committee  on  what  is  simply  a 
personal  matter,  I  must  ask  permission  to  say  a  few 
words  in  answer  to  the  statements  made  by  the 
lion,  gentleman.  It  is  perfectly  true  that  I  did 
not  give  formal  notice  to  the  Government  of  the 
terms  of  the  resolution  which  I  put  on  the  paper — 
and  why  ?  I  gave  notice  to  everybody.  I  put 
the  notice  on  the  paper  two  or  three  days  before  I 
moved  it.  Otherwise  I  would  have  felt  bound  to 
give  notice  to  the  leader  of  the  Government  of  the 
resolution  I  made.  But,  as  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
admitted — and  that  does  not  square  very  well  with 
the  attack  he  made  upon  me — I  took  the  earliest 
opportunity  to  communicate  to  the  leader  of  the 
Government  my  dissatisfaction  with  the  measure 
introduced.  He  asked  me  for  the  memoranda  on 
which  I  based  my  argument,  and  I  said  I  would  be 
most  happy  to  give  him  a  copy  of  them,  and  the  next 
day  I  did  place  before  the  Premier  my  figures,  my 
propositions  in  all  their  detail,  more  than  1  have  un¬ 
folded  here  in  anything  I  have  said  to  the  House. 
It  is  a  matter  of  party  allegiance,  a  matter  with 
which  the  public  are  not,  as  far  as  I  know, 
in  any  way  concerned  ;  but,  occupying  as  I 
have  for  many  years  a  position  in  public  life, 
I  have  always  understood  I  was  not  actu¬ 
ally  a  slave  or  bound  to  the  Government  in 
every  respect ;  but  I  have  understood  that,  if  I  dif¬ 
fered  from  any  plan  of  the  Government,  it  would 
be  only  proper  for  me  to  communicate  with  the 
Government  that  I  did  differ  with  them,  and  not 
to  spring  my  opposition  upon  the  floor  of  Parlia¬ 
ment.  I  thought  I  did  so.  I  intended  to  do  so. 
I  acted  with  perfect  good  faith.  I  have  for  months 
past  had  the  opportunity  of  discussing  with  the 
leader  of  the  Government  this  question  of  redis¬ 
tribution,  and  although  no  lines  were  marked  down, 
Sir  John  Caldwell  Abbott  has  been  perfectly 
familiar  with  my  views  on  the  subject.  The  hon. 
gentleman  has  insinuated  that  last  year  I  was  press¬ 
ing  upon  the  Government,  as  I  was,  the  propriety 
of  carrying  out  the  redistribution  as  necessitated 
by  the  census.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  has  no  right 
to  insinuate  that  I  was  not  then  of  the  same 
opinion  I  am  now,  because  conviction,  from  various 
reasons,  has  been  forced  upon  me  that  the  Bill  of 
1882  was  not  only  a  party  but  a  political  mistake 
in  every  sense  of  the  term.  I  do  not  know,  Sir, 
that  because  I  made  a  political  mistake,  or  a 
blunder,  in  1882,  I  am  to  be  compelled  to  continue 
that  in  1892.  I  have  accepted  the  responsibility, 
I  am  not  shifting  it  upon  the  Government  or  upon 
my  friends  on  this  side  of  the  House,  I  accept 
responsibility  to  the  fullest  extent  for  all  that  oc¬ 
curred  in  1882.  I  am  willing  to  suffer  for  that,  as  I 
ought  to  suffer  for  it  ;  but  I  do  not  know  that 
because  I  have  realized  that  the  Bill  of  1882 
was  a  mistake,  I  should  not  urge  upon  my 
friends  here  in  the  first  place,  and  upon  the 
House  in  the  second  place,  a  change  in  that  respect, 
a  change  which  I  think  could  be  more  readily  made 
now  than  it  can  be  ten  years  from  now.  I  have 
only  this  to  say.  I  am  exceedingly  sorry  if  there  is 
a  member  of  the  Administration  who  thinks  that 
the  course  I  took,  that  the  admendment  I  proposed, 


was  equivalent  to  a  vote  of  want  of  confidence.  In 
what  sense  was  it  a  vote  of  want  of  confidence  ? 
My  motion  was  that  the  Bill  be  not  now  read  the 
second  time,  and  that  this  declaration  be  made.  I 
do  not  understand  that  was  a  vote  of  want  of 
confidence.  On  the  other  hand,  it  was  a  motion 
that  every  member  of  the  Government  might  have 
voted  for  if  they  agreed  in  the  principle.  My  prin¬ 
ciples  were,  first,  equality  of  population,  secondly, 
that  the  representation  should  be  made  by  assuming 
county  lines,  and  that  whenever  in  cities  more 
representation  was  required  by  the  population,  that 
distribution — because  there  might  be  a  great  evil 
resulting  in  carrying  out  the  division  of  a  county 
— that  distribution  of  the  county  itself,  should  be 
based  upon  some  definite  principles,  which  I 
suggested  as  being  equality  of  population,  com¬ 
pactness,  the  geographical  position,  and  the  other 
suggestions  which  were  made  in  the  amendment. 
I  did  not  mean  it  as  a  vote  of  want  of  confidence. 
I  still  have  confidence  in  the  trade  policy  of 
the  Government,  I  still  have  confidence  in  their 
general  policy.  If  the  hon.  gentlemen  do  not 
desire  that  I  shall  be  counted  one  of  their  followers, 
they  have  only  to  say  so.  I  do  not  stand  here,  and 
I  did  not  come  here,  as  a  slave  of  the  Government, 
or  of  anybody  else.  I  came  here  to  act  according 
to  what  I  believed  to  be  right  ;  I  believed  their 
trade  policy  to  be  right  ;  I  believed  the  policy 
of  commercial  union  advocated  on  the  other 
side  of  the  House  was  wrong,  and  I  was  pre¬ 
pared  to  stand  by  the  Government  on  their 
policy  ;  and  if  there  was  now  any  danger  of  the 
trade  policy  of  the  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  succeed¬ 
ing,  I  would  not  now  be  embarrassing  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  as  I  may  be  by  my  attitude  on  this  question. 
But  when  that  question  has  had  its  quietus,  I  do 
not  see  any  reason  that  should  prevent  me  support¬ 
ing  what  I  believe  to  be  not  merely  in  the  interest 
of  the  party  to  which  I  belong,  but  the  country  of 
which  I  am  a  citizen,  and  I  believe  that  interest  is 
met  by  the  proposition  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Bothwell. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  may  say  a  few  words 
upon  this  question  ;  indeed  I  feel  called  upon  to  say 
a  few  words  in  consequence  not  only  of  what  the 
hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy) 
has  said,  but  in  consequence  of  what  the  leader  of 
the  Opposition  has  said  since  I  offered  a  few  words 
to  the  committee  a  little  while  ago.  I  think  it  un¬ 
necessary  to  say  more  than  a  very  few  words  with 
regard  to  the  phase  of  the  question  which  has  been 
so  recently  under  discussion  by  the  Minister  of 
Railways  and  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe. 
The  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  has  made 
observations  with  respect  to  the  attack  made  upon 
him  the  other  night  by  the  Minister  of  Railways, 
and  has  justified  what  he  said  in  repelling  that 
attack.  The  only  difference  between  my  hon. 
friend  and  myself  upon  that  point  is  that  I  have 
never  been  able  to  understand  down  to  this  moment 
— and  I  have  just  perused  the  speech  of  the  hon. 
Minister  of  Railways  of  the  other  evening — where 
the  attack  came  in  ;  and  the  lion,  member’s  obser¬ 
vations  apparently  addressed  to  the  House  with 
great  asperity  the  other  evening  in  reply  to 
the  Minister  of  Railways,  seemed  to  me  alto¬ 
gether  unprovoked,  unless  provoked  by  a  casual 
and  good-natured  observation,  which  my  hon. 
friend  did  not  offer  to  the  member  for  North 
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Simcoe  in  any  unfriendly  spirit  at  all.  But 
as  regards  an  attack  in  the  ordinary  parlia¬ 
mentary  sense,  I  think  the  member  for  North 
Simcoe  must  vbe  entirely  mistaken  if  he  thinks 
that  such  an  attack  was  made  upon  him.  I 
wish  to  say  with  regard  to  the  hon.  member’s  posi¬ 
tion  with  reference  to  the  party  which  supports 
the  Government  of  the  day — and,  upon  this  subject 
I  would  not  trouble  the  House  with  a  single  obser¬ 
vation  if  it  were  not  that  it  has  been  brought  to 
the  notice  of  the  committee  to-night — that  we 
entirely  agree  with  the  hon.  member  that  he  is  not 
a  slave  of  the  Government,  that  he  is  in  no  sense 
obliged  to  support  every  measure  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  brings  in,  that  we  in  no  sense  dispute  the  in¬ 
dependence  of  any  hon.  member,  or  the  right  of  any 
member  of  Parliament  ,  to  criticise,  to  move  against, 
or  attempt  to  defeat,  any  measure  which  may  be 
brought  forward  for  the  assent  of  Parliament.  I  beg 
to  say,  however,  a  little  further  on  that  point,  that 
the  Government  has  no  slave  in  this  House,  and  when 
the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  asserts  that  he 
is  not  a  slave  of  the  Government,  I  beg  to  assert 
the  same  on  behalf  of  every  member  who  supports 
the  Government  from  time  to  time.  I  recognize  to 
the  fullest  extent  the  right  which  the  hon.  member 
for  North  Simcoe  has  asserted — the  right  to  an 
independent  judgment  upon  this  question  and 
upon  every  other.  If  there  is  another  point  upon 
which  I  differ  from  him — and  it  may  be  only  a 
point  of  expression — it  is  the  point  in  which  he 
intimated  that  the  Government  was  now  strong 
enough  to  do  what  is  right,  implying  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  if  weak,  might  properly,  for  the  purpose 
of  gaining  a  party  advantage,  introduce  measures 
which  would  not  be  justifiable  if  the  Government 
had  the  support  of  a  large  majority  of  the  House. 
I  beg  to  assert,  not  for  the  information  of  the 
hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe,  because  I  know 
that  he  needs  no  such  information,  but  for  the 
purpose  of  putting  the  Government  right  before 
this  House  and  before  the  country,  that  whether 
strong  or  weak,  we  do  not  at  all  desire  the 
support  of  this  House,  or  of  any  members  who  are 
associated  with  the  Liberal- Conservative  party, 
merely  for  the  sake  of  sustaining  this  Government 
in  power.  Whatever  proposition  we  offer  to  the 
House  in  our  administration  of  affairs,  is  offered  for 
the  independent  judgment  of  every  member  of  the 
House.  If  any  member  of  the  House,  whether  be¬ 
longing  to  the  Liberal-Conservative  party  or  not, 
thinks  proper  to  support  that  measure,  we  do  not — 
because  we  assert  our  independence  as  well  as  we 
allow  the  independence  of  our  supporters—  we  do 
not  feel  personally  grateful  for  that  support,  be¬ 
cause  we  assume  that  it  is  given  in  the  exercise  of 
independent  judgment,  just  as  the  member  for 
North  Simcoe  supports  our  trade  policy  and  our 
general  policy,  not  out  of  personal  regard  and 
personal  friendship  for  us,  but  because  he  believes 
that  it  is  in  the  interest  of  the  country,  whose  in¬ 
terests,  I  am  sure,  he  has  at  heart.  If  the  members 
supporting  our  general  policy  and  our  trade  policy, 
think  proper  to  give  us  their  confidence  in  respect  to 
other  measures  which,  perhaps,  are  fully  understood 
by  them,  but  which  are  not  fully  explained  to  Parlia¬ 
ment  in  the  exigencies  which  may  arise  from  time 
to  time,  if  they  think  proper  likewise  to  give  us 
their  confidence  to  the  extent  of  consulting  us  as  to 
what  measures  we  ought  to  introduce,  and  inform¬ 
ing  us  as  to  the  extent  to  which  those  measures  can 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


receive  their  support,  we  feel  exceedingly  grateful 
for  it  without  regard  at  all  to  any  limit  of  independ¬ 
ence  of  the  member  who  may  offer  such  advice. 
Therefore,  while  I  say  to  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Simcoe  that  we  are  pleased  with  any  confidence  he 
may  give  to  the  Government,  that  we  are  pleased 
with  the  advice  he  may  give  to  the  Government  as 
to  its  measures  from  time  to  time,  and  while  we  are 
glad  to  have  his  support  of  the  trade  policy  of  the 
Government,  we  are  also  pleased  to  recognize  the 
equal  independence  of  any  other  member  of  the 
House  who  usually  votes  with  us  upon  the  trade 
question  or  upon  another  ;  and  I  assert  for  every 
one  of  them  the  same  independence  which  we 
cheerfully  accord  to  him.  Now,  if  I  were  dis¬ 
posed  to  answer  my  hon.  friend,  the  leader  of  the 
Opposition,  in  the  tone  in  which  he  answered  my 
remarks,  I  would  say  that  if  anything  indicated  a 
disregard  of  principle  in  his  line  of  action  in  regard 
to  this  Bill,  and  a  disposition  on  the  part  of  his 
party  to  attack  it  in  the  interest  of  faction  and  not 
in  the  interests  of  principle,  it  was  the  observation 
which  he  made  with  regard  to  dropping  sub-sections 
a  and  b.  The  hon.  gentleman  addressed  the  House, 
and  I  am  sure  a  great  number  of  his  supporters 
addressed  the  House  in  evenings  gone  by,  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  us  that  the  removal  of  the 
township  of  Clarence  from  the  County  of  Russell 
and  placing  it  in  the  County  of  Prescott  would  be 
an  unjustifiable  act,  and  one  not  in  accordance  with 
the  principles  which  I  enunciated  in  introducing  the 
Bill.  The  hon.  gentleman  and  his  party  were  pro¬ 
foundly  dissatisfied  with  those  sub-sections  of  the 
Bill  which  would  remove  Clarence  from  the  County 
of  Russell  and  place  it  in  the  County  of  Prescott, 
and  yet  to-night  when  I  have  made  the  statement  to 
the  committee  that  we  do  not  intend  to  press  those 
clauses  and  do  not  intend  to  ask  that  the  township 
of  Clarence  should  be  removed  from  Russell  and 
put  into  Prescott,  the  hon.  gentleman  attacks  me 
by  the  assertion  that  we  have  given  no  reason 
to  the  House  to  justify  such  a  change  of  opinion 
on  the  part  of  the  Government.  Why,  Sir,  I 
stated  to  the  committee  when  I  made  the  an¬ 
nouncement  that  I  might  take  up  the  time  of  the 
committee  by  stating  the  reasons  which  justified 
the  introduction  of  the  proposition  and  the  reasons 
which  justified  its  abandonment  ;  but  what  was 
the  use  of  discussing  propositions  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  were  not  to  be  invited  to  accept.  I  am  in¬ 
clined  to  think,  especially  after  hearing  the  obser¬ 
vations  of  the  hon.  member  for  Wellington  (Mr. 
McMullen),  that  what  we  do  propose  to  the  House 
by  this  Bill  will  afford  matter  for  discussion  enough 
for  the  House  for  a  little  time  to  come,  without  my 
inviting  the  House  to  discuss  matters  we  do  not  in¬ 
tend  to  propose.  If  I  wished  to  enter  upon  abstract 
discussions  to-night,  I  would  explain  why  this  might 
be  introduced  and  why  it  might  be  withdrawn.  It 
is  sufficient  surely  for  the  present  discussion,  which 
I  presume  is  intended  by  the  great  majority  of 
members  of  this  committee,  if  not  by  the  whole 
committee,  to  be  a  practical  business  discussion, 
with  a  view  to  practical  legislation,  to  say  that  we 
do  not  propose  to  press  those  clauses  on  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  committee,  and,  therefore,  it  is  unneces¬ 
sary  to  state  any  principle  on  which  they  can  be  jus¬ 
tified  or  on  which  their  withdrawal  can  be  justi¬ 
fied.  Representations  have  been  made  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  not  only  by  members  of  the  committee  but 
by  persons  outside  of  the  House,  by  the  constitu- 
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ents  themselves,  as  to  what  they  preferred,  and  as 
to  the  reason  which  would  justify  the  abandon¬ 
ment  of  that  proposition,  and  due  weight  has  been 
given  to  them.  I  challenge  lion,  gentlemen  oppo¬ 
site  to  show  that  at  any  stage  of  the  debate  I  have 
not  recognized  that  the  Government  were  open  to 
reasonable  argument  or  reasonable  representation 
as  to  why  anything  we  proposed  should  not  be 
abandoned  or  anything  we  have  not  offered  should 
not  be  offered.  On  the  contrary,  the  only  time  I 
addressed  the  committee  in  the  course  of  the  de¬ 
bate  on  the  second  reading  I  deliberately,  emphati¬ 
cally  and  repeatedly  declined  to  discuss  the.  details 
of  the  Bill,  stating  that  we  were  not  afraid  to  meet 
discussion  as  to  those  details,  that  we  were  not 
unprepared  with  an  answer  to  the  arguments  which 
had  been  brought  forward  against  those  details, 
and  that  likewise  we  did  not  unduly  undervalue 
the  criticisms  offered  upon  those  details ;  but  I 
reserved  my  answer  upon  the  question  of  details 
to  the  committee  stage,  in  order  that  I  might  then 
state  to  the  committee  the  results  we  had  arrived 
at,  and  if  we  were  not  able  to  yield  to  the  objec¬ 
tions  brought  forward  we  Mould  have  more  free¬ 
dom  of  discussion  as  to  the  justification  which 
the  Government  might  claim  for  resisting  those 
suggestions  or  as  to  the  justification  which  we 
might  claim  for  yielding  to  them.  The  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  likeM’ise 
M'as  quite  mistaken  in  attributing  to  me  the  argu¬ 
ment  that  a  redistribution  made  in  Ontario  within 
county  lines  would  be  a  gerrymander.  What  I 
stated  to  the  House  Mas,  that  a  redistribution 
made  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  in  accordance 
with  the  proposition  of  the  hon.  member  for  Both- 
well  (Mr.  Mills)  and  therefore  M'ithin  county  lines, 
might  be  made  a  complete  gerrymander  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  either  party.  The  hon.  member  for  Both- 
well  M  ill  realize  that,  when  I  repeat  the  observa¬ 
tion  I  made  a  few  moments  ago,  that  in  the  brief 
recital  we  were  able  to  catch  of  the  distribution 
according  to  toM’nships  as  outlined  by  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  there  would  be  a  gain  to  the  Liberal  party, 
according  to  his  redistribution  M’ithin  county  lines, 
of  fifteen  or  twenty  members  in  Outario  ;  wliile 
keeping  M’ithin  county  lines  we  could  make  an 
equal  gain  for  the  Liberal-Conservative  party.  I 
made  that  statement  for  the  purpose  of  shoM’ing 
the  committee,  and  there  are  many  hon.  gentlemen 
better  able  from  their  geographical  and  local  knoM’- 
ledge,  M  ho  M’ould  be  able  more  distinctly  to  shoM’ 
it,  that  the  principle  for  which  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  contend,  that  we  must  above  all  things 
stand  on  county  boundaries,  is  by  no  means  an 
infallible  principle,  because  M’ithin  the  county  lines 
either  side  of  the  House  can  work  as  despicable  a 
gerrymander  as  everwas  offered.  But  the  fault  I  find 
M’itli  the  principle  stated  by  the  hon.  member  for 
BothM’ell  and  embodied  in  the  amendment,  whether 
brought  forward  in  opposition  to  the  second  reading 
of  the  Bill  or  in  committee  now,  is,  that  if  you  keep 
within  county  lines  everything  is  justifiable,  no  mat¬ 
ter  how  atrocious  the  gerrymander  may  be.  We 
can  accept  this  amendment,  and  accomplish,  I  repeat 
it,  as  great  a  gerrymander  as  Mras  ever  perpetrated, 
and  gain  20  seats  in  Ontario ;  and  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  M  ill  have  been  met  by  their  om’u  principle, 
that  we  have  not  departed  from  county  lines  and 
that  everything  you,  do  M'ithin  county  lines  is 
justifiable.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  can  on  the 
same  principle,  if  this  amendment  be  adopted, 


accomplish  a  gerrymander  quite  as  atrocious  in  the 
interests  of  the  Liberal  party.  We  do  not  accept 
the  principle  to  that  extent,  we  do  not  accept  the 
principle  that  if  you  keep  M’ithin  county  lines  you 
can  commit  any  atrocity  in  the  representation  of 
this  country  you  please.  The  one  sacred  idol  they 
set  up  for  worship  here  is  the  county  line.  I  have 
pointed  out  already,  that  while  it  is  established  by 
provincial  authority,  above  all  things  in  Ontario,  the 
provincial  authority  has  not  recognized  it  or  fallen 
down  and  worshipped  it  when  it  M’as  set  up,  and  that 
while  in  otherprovinces  the  county  line  has  been  pre¬ 
served  inviolate  beyond  the  memory  of  the  present 
generation,  it  is  quite  within  the  memory  of  the 
present  generation  that  counties  have  been  altered 
in  Ontario  and  two  counties  rolled  into  one  for 
municipal  purposes  whenever  it  suited  the  exigen¬ 
cies  of  political  legislation  in  that  province — I  do 
not  mean  party  legislation,  because  I  am  not  under¬ 
taking  to  express  an  opinion  on  that,  and  am  not 
qualified  to  express  an  opinion  on  it  from  my  per¬ 
sonal  knowledge  of  the  politics  of  Ontario,  but 
whenever  it  suited  political  x-equirements  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  for  proper  legislation  I  M  ill 
assume,  county  lines  did  not  stand  long  in  the  way. 
Therefoi'e,  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr. 
McCarthy)  Mras  quite  mistaken  in  supposing  that 
my  contention  M’as  that  redistribution  M’ithin 
county  lines  must  necessarily  be  a  political  gerry¬ 
mander.  With  respect  to  what  the  leader  of  the 
Opposition  said,  that  in  the  event  of  future  pres¬ 
sure  from  this  side  of  the  House  at  the  next  decen¬ 
nial  census  he  would  very  much  distrust  the  moral 
fibre  of  the  Government,  and  that  certainly  it 
would  require  greater  moral  fibre  than  the  present 
Government  possesses  to  resist  pressure,  to  secure 
a  party  advantage  when  the  next  distribution  came 
round,  and  his  advice  to  us  to  take  refuge  in  some 
principle  which  would  be  respected  by  the  other 
side, — I  confess  that  I  have  not  sufficient  faith  in 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  greatly  as  I  admire  them, 
to  believe  in  the  soundness  of  any  principle  they 
M’ould  offer  to  the  House,  or  as  to  their  moral 
fibre  to  stand  by  that  principle  when  party  ad¬ 
vantage  could  be  secured  by  departing  from  it  ; 
and,  therefore,  I  would  rather  trust  the  good  sense, 
the  fairness  and  honesty  of  the  Liberal-Conserva¬ 
tive  party  to  make  a  fair  redistribution  not  only 
noMr,  but  when  the  next  decennial  period  comes 
round.  I  shall  rather  trust  that  spirit  of  fairness 
and  equity,  than  trust  the  security  of  any  princi¬ 
ple  M’hich  our  hon.  friends  on  the  other  side  Mould 
adopt  as  being  in  any  sense  likely  to  be  invulner¬ 
able  against  their  inroads  if  they  can  obtain  the 
power  to  depart  from  it.  I  have  just  a  M’ord  to  say 
with  regard  to  the  observations  of  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  North  Simcoe  (McCarthy)  with  reference 
to  the  functions  discharged  by  the  chief  officers  of 
the  Ordnance  Department,  and  possibly  (another 
alternative)  by  a  Royal  Commission.  The  hon. 
gentleman  I  think  exaggerated  unintentionally  the 
extent  and  the  force  of  the  observations  made  in 
that  regard.  The  practice  in  England  has  ahvays 
been,  if  I  remember  it  aright — certainly  it  M’as  in 
the  Redistribution  Bill  of  1885 — to  have  the  parti¬ 
cular  delineations  made  by  a  boundary  commission 
composed  of  the  chief  officers  of  the  Ordnance 
Department,  and  any  member  of  the  committee  M’ho 
thinks  it  necessary  can  find  in  the  Library  the 
report  which  that  commission  made  on  the  redis¬ 
tribution  of  1885,  and  the  volume  containing 
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the  maps  prepared  under  their  direction  showing 
the  redistribution  of  seats  which  was  made  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  principles  arrived  at  in  that  year. 
Any  hon.  gentleman  who  may  be  curious  enough 
to  consult  that  report  will  find  what  the  functions 
of  the  commission  were,  and  they  will  find  some  of 
the  outlines  of  constituencies  drawn  by  this  boun¬ 
dary  commission — no  doubt  fairly,  in  pursuance  of 
the  instructions  and  powers  conferred  upon  them — 
much  more  extravagant  in  irregularity  of  out¬ 
lines,  than  the  delineations  proposed  in  this  measure 
as  they  may  be  represented  to  the  House  in  the 
discussion  on  the  details  of  the  Bill.  I  am  not  one 
of  those  who  think  that  political  or  moral  rectitude 
and  virtue  are  confined  to  right  angles.  It  may  be 
possible  notwithstanding  the  denunciations  that 
have  been  made,  that  a  zig-zag  line  struck  on  the 
map  as  if  it  had  been  drawn  by  forked  lightning,  is 
more  correct,  more  fair,  more  honourable  and  more 
honest  than  one  that  runs  in  rectangular  figures. 
I  am  the  more  convinced  of  that  from  the  sense 
of  provincial  prejudice  which  moves  me,  be¬ 
cause  when  I  look  upon  the  map  of  my  own  pro¬ 
vince  and  find  county  boundary  lines  which  have 
stood  there  for  upwards  of  a  century,  I  find  them 
sometimes  running  in  a  course  which  would  have 
provoked  the  moral  indignation  of  many  of  the 
people  in  this  country  Avho  assert  with  uplifted 
hands,  that  rectitude  can  only  run  in  right  angles, 
squares  and  parallelograms.  I  dare  say  it  may  be  so 
in  other  provinces,  but  I  know  that  it  is  so  in  my 
own.  We  follow  after  all  in  these  matters  the 
direction  of  convenience,  mot  of  party  convenience, 
but  of  public  convenience,  especially  with  a  view 
to  the  continuance  of  existing  lines,  of  existing 
methods  and  of  existing  divisions.  It  seemed 
to  me  when  I  heard,  as  I  did  with  pleasure,  the 
observations  which  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell 
(Mr.  Mills)  delivered  to  the  House  a  week  ago, 
that  he  had  described,  as  well  as  could  be  de¬ 
scribed,  the  reasons  which  would  justify,  and  which 
would  in  fact  make  one  prejudiced  in  favour  of  the 
county  system,  when  he  spoke  of  the  habits  of  the 
people  and  the  disposition  they  had  to  consult  each 
other  upon  matters  relating  to  territorial  divisions 
within  which  they  were  accustomed  to  act  in  com¬ 
mon.  Every  word  that  the  hon.  member  said 
upon  that  subject  as  regards  their  community  of 
interests,  as  regards  their  familiarity  with  each 
other’s  views,  as  regards  their  consultation  with 
each  other  as  to  the  best  men  to  represent  them  in 
Parliament,  as  to  their  habit  of  thinking  together 
and  their  habit  of  meeting  together  for  purposes 
connected  with  their  representation  in  Parlia¬ 
ment  ;  every  word  that  the  hon.  member  said  in 
favour  of  continuing  the  county  lines  ap¬ 
plies  with  ten-fold  force  to  the  continu¬ 
ance,  as  far  as  possible,  of  the  existing  political 
divisions  of  the  constituencies.  If  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  recognizes  that  it  is  proper  to  keep  people  who 
are  accustomed  to  sit  on  the  jury  bench  together, 
who  are  accustomed  to  elect  municipal  councillors 
together,  who  are  accustomed  to  select  their  war¬ 
dens  together  ;  if  it  be  at  all  important  to  congregate 
these  persons  together  and  keep  them  within  the 
lines  within  which  they  are  accustomed  to  act,  it 
is  surely  of  equal  importance,  at  least,  that  these 
people,  having  been  congregating  within  certain 
political  lines  during  the  last  ten  years,  since  1882, 
in  political  matters  so  far  as  this  Parliament  is 
concerned  for  the  last  ten  years,  and  shall  not  now 
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be  wantonly  separated  upon  any  mere  theoretical 
principle  as  regards  county  lines  or  any  other.  Is  it 
not  important  that  we  shall  maintain  the  principle 
of  continuity,  that  we  shall  continue  within  the 
party  convention  it  may  be,  the  party  caucus  it  may 
be,  the  occasional  political  discussion  it  may  be,  of 
men  who  are  accustomed  to  assemble  to  discuss  their 
political  requirements  ?  Is  it  not  important,  I  ask, 
that  we  should  provide  that  these  persons  shall 
continue  to  congregate,  and  to  meet,  and  to  con¬ 
sult,  and  to  advise  and  to  vote  together,  as  they 
have  been  doing  for  the  last  ten  years,  unless  some- 
good  reason  can  be  offered  to  this  committee  to  the 
contrary  ?  It  is  upon  that  principle  that  the  hon. 
member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  urged  his  view 
with  regard  to  the  county  lines — and  all  of  that 
we  are  not  disposed  to  dispute  as  regards  any 
matters  which  affect  the  counties  themselves — but 
it  applies  with  ten  fold  force  to  the  maintenance  of 
the  political  divisions  of  the  last  ten  years,  unless 
some  reason  is  given  to  show  that  that  political 
line  is  unjust,  that  it  ought  to  be  violated,  or  that 
it  operates  unjustly  to  some  other  section  of  the 
country  requiring  representation.  With  regard  ta 
these  considerations,  we  are  entirely  open  to  con¬ 
viction  ;  but  we  are  unwilling — merely  on  the  prin¬ 
ciple  that  persons  are  accustomed  to  be  governed  by 
other  lines,  in  serving  on  juries  or  in  electing  their- 
wardens  or  councillors — we  are  unwilling  to  depart 
from  that  principle  in  laying  down  the  rule  upon 
which  men  shall  consult  to  select  their  candidates; 
for  this  Parliament,  and  to  vote  on  national  ques¬ 
tions.  I  repeat  that  I  think  we  cannot  accept  the; 
amendment  to  proceed  on  county  lines  merely  in 
consideration  of  municipal  interests  and  municipal 
continuity,  when  the  continuity  of  political  ques¬ 
tions  with  which  this  Parliament  has  to  deal  and 
with  which  this  Bill  deals,  would  thereby  be  dis¬ 
turbed  and  placed  upon  entirely  new  lines.  For 
that  reason,  we  cannot  accept  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
amendment  and  undertake  to  change  the  entire 
political  map  of  Ontario  by  rearranging  the  lines 
of  some  seventy  or  eighty  of  the  constituencies  in 
that  province.  ' 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  It  is  not  my  inten¬ 
tion,  of  course,  to  allude  to  anything  of  a  personal 
or  party  nature  that  has  occurred  between  the- 
member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  and  the 
members  of  the  Government.  With  that  portion 
of  the  Minister’s  speech  I  have  nothing  to  say. 
There  was  one  remark,  however,  which  the  member 
for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  as  an  indepen¬ 
dent  member  of  the  House,  an  independent  member 
of  the  Conservative  party,  threw  out,  that  I  had 
hoped  the  Minister  would  have  replied  to.  That 
was  his  pertinent  question  as  to  what  principle  it 
was  that  guided  the  Government  in  introducing 
this  measure.  There  is  a  principle  offered  here  by 
the  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills),  something 
similar  having  been  offered  on  the  second  reading 
by  the  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy), 
and  he  asked  in  contradistinction  to  that,  what 
principle  guided  the  Government  in  this  Bill. 
I  had  hoped  that  the  Minister  of  Justice,  before; 
he  resumed  his  seat,  would  have  given  us  the  prin¬ 
ciple  that  guided  him  when  this  Bill  was  drawn  up. 
I  listened  through  all  his  remarks,  and  I  listened 
attentively,  and  the  only  thing  I  heard  approaching 
a  declaration  of  principle  on  his  part  was  that  in 
framing  a  Bill  of  this  kind,  you  should  have  regard 
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to  continuity — not  regard  to  county  bounds,  but 
regard  to  the  electoral  divisions  as  they  had  pre¬ 
viously  existed.  His  argument,  if  I  understood 
him  aright,  was  that  if  there  was  any  strength  in 
the  argument  in  favour  of  maintaining  county  lines, 
because  the  people  of  the  county  associated  and 
worked  together,  it  was  far  stronger  when  applied 
to  an  electoral  division,  in  which  people  had  been 
in  the  habit  of  working  together  in  electing  a 
member  to  this  House.  Now,  without  attempting 
to  show  that  the  Minister’s  position  in  that  respect 
is  weak,  I  would  ask  him,  if  that  be  the  principle 
on  which  the  Bill  is  framed,  how  is  it  that  he  has 
disregarded  it  in  21  cases  in  Ontario  and  in  25  cases 
in  Quebec  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  For  the  purpose  of 
giving  additional  representation  to  the  centres  of 
population. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  But  it  is  a  sad 
departure  from  the  principle. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Yes,  because  the 
Minister  will  admit  that  he  could  have  given  the 
additional  representation  without  altering  so  many 
bounds  as  he  has  done  in  this  Bill. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  cannot  admit  it. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Will  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  give  me  the  privilege  of  drafting  a  Bill  in 
that  respect,  and  will  he  accept  it? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  will  give  the  hon. 
gentleman  the  privilege  of  drafting  one. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  would  like  to  have 
the  assurance  that  the  Minister  will  accept  it,  and 
then  I  will  undertake  the  task.  We  cannot  regard 
that  as  his  principle,  much  as  we  like  to  accept  his 
declarations.  I  have  then  to  ask  him,  what  prin¬ 
ciple  guides  him  ?  If  he  w  ould  take  the  position 
that  it  is  not  necessary,  in  drafting  a  Bill  of  this 
kind,  to  be  guided  by  any  principle  at  all,  we 
could  understand  him  ;  but  he  has  not  taken  that 
position.  Nay,  more  ;  if  I  understood  his  state¬ 
ment  aright,  it  was  this,  that  whenever  he  intro¬ 
duced  a  measure  into  the  House  and  asked  the 
House  to  consider  it  and  pass  upon  it,  he  did  not 
ask  his  supporters  to  support  it  because  it  was 
introduced  by  the  Government,  but  on  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  the  Bill  being  just  and  right.  If  that  is 
the  case,  I  ask  his  supporters  behind  him  on 
what  principle  are  they  justifying  this  Bill  ? 
It  cannot  be  on  the  principle  of  equalizing  the  pop- 
idation  ;  that  would  be  too  much  for  the  members 
opposite  to  argue,  nor  could  they  argue  that  it  is 
because  the  Bill  maintains  the  county  lines.  I  have 
heard  some  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  denouncing 
Mr.  Mowrat,  because  they  said  he  had  not  adhered 
to  county  lines  in  his  redistribution,  though  it  was 
shown  in  the  discussion  that  he  had  ;  yet  the  in¬ 
dignation  that  they  manifested  on  that  account 
showed  that  they  could  not  approve  of  a  departure 
from  county  lines,  or  they  were  hypocritical  in  their 
utterances.  No  one  could  condemn  Mr.  Mowat  for 
being  guilty  of  a  violation  of  a  principle  of  justice 
and  right,  and  then  go  and  violate  it  themselves. 
It  was  also  said  that  he  divided  the  townships.  By 
this  Bill,  or  the  one  it  amends,  townships  are 
divided,  and  no  attempt  is  made  to  rectify  that.  On 
what  principle,  then,  I  ask  the  Minister  of  Justice, 
are  his  supporters  to  judge  of  the  merits  of  this 
measure  in  giving  an  independent  vote? 


Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  afraid  that  the 
hon.  gentleman  did  not  read  my  speech. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  did,  and  I  listened 
to  it  also,  as  I  always  listen  to  the  hon.  gentleman 
with  pleasure.  Now7  that  he  has  said  that  members, 
must  only  vote  on  this  Bill  on  principle,  what 
principle  must  guide  them  in  coming  to  a  conclu¬ 
sion  ?  I  have  looked  at  the  matter  from  every 
principle  I  could  conceive  of  as  a  basis  for  a  Bill  of 
this  kind,  and  I  cannot  find  any.  I  have  listened 
to  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  and  I  have  not  heard 
one  of  them  state  the  principle  on  which  they  can 
justify  it,  and  I  wait  now  for  the  Minister  to  say 
what  it  is.  As  he  does  not  state  it,  I  am  forced  to* 
this  conclusion,  which  is  not  ungenerous  to  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite — not  complimentary  to  them,, 
I  grant,  but  I  am  forced  to  it — that  there  is  no 
principle  to  guide  men  in  supporting  this  Bill  in 
its  present  shape,  except  that  of  securing  a  party 
advantage  for  the  party  which  introduces  the  Bilk 
If  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  would  say  :  We  justify 
this  Bill  because  while  it  strengthens  some  of  our 
Conservative  supporters,  it  also  strengthens  Lib¬ 
erals,  there  might  be  something  in  that,  if 
it  would  bear  investigation.  True  it  is,  they 
strengthen  some  of  their  supporters,  and  they 
strengthen  a  few  of  the  Liberals  ;  but  let  us  look 
at  it.  The  supporters  they  strengthen  in  many 
cases  I  think  are  those  who  perhaps  I  am  not 
wrong  in  saying  were  among  the  number  who  made 
suggestions  to  the  hon.  Minister  of  Railways  as  to 
how  this  Bill  should  be  drafted — gentlemen  who 
felt  that  they  would  be  the  better  of  a  little  more 
support  than  they  had,  support  secured  by  legisla¬ 
tion  in  the  Parliament  of  Canada  rather  than  by 
trusting  to  their  own  eloquence  and  to  their  defence 
of  the  measures  which  they  might  discuss  before 
the  people.  But  when  you  come  to  the  Liberals 
who  are  strengthened,  you  find  that  my  hon.  friend 
behind  me  for  North  Brant  (Mr.  Somerville)  is 
strengthened  by  250  or  more  votes  ;  but  when 
you  remember  that  he  had  a  majority  of  1,116 
at  the  last  election,  and  has  done  nothing  to 
forfeit  the  confidence  of  his  supporters,  you  will 
see  that  he  did  not  need  to  be  strengthened  very 
much.  It  is  true,  the  hon.  member  for  West. 
Bruce  (  Mr.  Rowand)  will  be  strengthened  a  little  by 
the  Bill  ;  but  when  you  remember  that  he  had  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  about  700  in  the  last  election,  and  that  his 
personal  popularity  has  increased  in  the  riding,, 
you  will  see  that  he  did  not  need  much  in  the  way 
of  support.  It  is  true,  my  hon.  friend  from  Lin¬ 
coln  (Mr.  Gibson)  is  strengthened  materially  by  this 
Bill  ;  but  when  you  remember  the  immense  odds 
against  which  he  fought  his  last  battle  and  came 
off  victorious  against  the  combined  influence  of  the 
Ministers’  personal  presence  and  their  personal 
magnetism  in  his  riding,  with  a  majority  of  240,  it. 
looks  as  if  he  did  not  need  much  in  the  way  of 
support.  Do  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  justify  the 
measure  because  it  strengthens  16  or  17  of  their 
supporters  and  three  or  four  of  the  Opposition, 
if  three  or  four  may  be  considered  as  equal  to 
16  or  17  ?  But  when  you  look  at  the  gentlemen 
who  have  been  strengthened,  you  will  see  that  there 
cannot  be  anything  said  for  the  Bill  in  that  respect. 
The  question  then  comes  back  for  the  Minister  :  On 
what  principle  have  you  framed  this  Bill  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Oh,  just  read  my 
speech. 
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Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  think,  as  long  as 
that  question  remains  unanswered,  some  principle 
ought  to  be  established  ;  and  if  the  principle  of 
following  the  county  lines,  suggested  by  this  amend¬ 
ment,  will  not  do,  give  ns  some  other  principle. 
But  no  other  principle  is  mentioned.  As  I  say,  the 
principle  of  maintaining  the  electoral  districts  even 
cannot  be  accepted,  so  that  it  is  not  to  be  wondered 
at  that  the  Opposition  should  ask  why  it  is  you 
want  this  Bill  to  go  through  in  its  present  shape. 
The  Minister  replies,  because  we  want  to  give  addi¬ 
tional  representation  to  the  large  centres  of  popu¬ 
lation,  and  he  proposes  one  member  additional  for 
Toronto  and  one  for  Algoma.  That  certainly  wbuld 
not  necessitate  these  twenty-one  changes  provided 
in  this  Bill ;  but  I  differ  with  him  altogether  in  what 
he  statesthatbecausemen  have  been  acting  together 
once  every  four  or  five  years  in  electing  a  mem¬ 
ber  for  this  House,  their  interests  are  more  closely 
united  than  when  acting  within  county  limits,  with¬ 
in  which  they  are  brought  so  often  in  contact,  one 
with  another.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  understood 
the  working  of  the  county  system  in  Ontario,  and 
he  must  understand  it  in  some  measure,  because  I 
presume  the  system  is  much  the  same  in  the  East, 
he  would  see  no  weight  can  be  attached  to  that 
argument.  True,  you  will  have  your  party  con¬ 
vention  once  a  year  for  the  election  of  officers  in 
electoral  districts,  and  you  may  bring  the  leading 
members  of  the  political  parties  together  in  that 
way,  and  when  an  election  comes  round,  you  will 
find  a  central  committee  proposed,  or,  in  the  case 
of  some  electoral  districts,  different  committees, 
for  one  central  committee  could  not  well  manage  a 
riding  of  three  different  counties,  but  that  is  all  ; 
whereas  in  the  county,  as  the  Minister  knows,  the 
people  are  brought  together  frequently  several 
times  during  the  year,  they  are  brought  together 
in  their  county  council  meetings,  they  are  brought 
together  in  their  deputations  to  the  county  council 
to  urge  municipal  legislation,  they  are  brought 
together  in  their  township  council  and  in  their 
agricultural  shows,  and  these  bring  them  together 
perhaps  more  than  anything  else.  There  is  no  com¬ 
parison  between  the  union  of  interests  in  electoral 
districts,  as  constituted  under  the  Act  of  1882,  and  in 
the  union  of  interests  inside  the  county  lines.  In  the 
Bill  of  1882,  the  pretense  was  made  that  it  would 
equalize  the  population.  The  Minister  of  Justice 
was  not  in  the  House  then,  and  hon.  gentlemen  op¬ 
posite  now  show  a  little  more  honesty  than  they  did 
at  that  time,  for  it  is  not  now  pretended  that  this 
Bill  will  secure  in  any  degree  the  equalization  of 
population.  Any  one  who  will  look  at  the  diver¬ 
gent  number  of  electors  in  the  different  ridings,  as 
constituted  by  the  Act  of  1882,  will  see  how  utter¬ 
ly  it  fails  in  this  regard.  That  was  an  iniquitous 
measure,  and  I  am  glad  to  see  that  some  of  those 
who  supported  it  then  are  honest  enough  to  con¬ 
demn  it  to-day.  We  have  not  heard  the  Minister 
of  Militia  condemn  it.  I  believe  he  was  given  the 
credit  of  being  the  father  of  the  Bill,  but  I  must 
say  he  was  not  wholly  the  father.  At  that  time  a 
sight  was  seen  here,  which  I  trust  will  never  be 
seen  again  in  Canada.  We  saw  the  leading  wire 
pullers  of  the  one  political  party  summoned  from 
all  parts,  assembled  here,  and  in  darkness  and 
secrecy  with  closed  doors,  with  the  maps  before 
them,  they  were  asked  to  point  out,  from  their 
local  knowledge,  how  the  political  opponents  of  the 
Government  in  this  House,  who  were  waging  an 
Mr.  Paterson  (Brant). 


honest  warfare,  could  lie  politically  stabbed 
and  put  to  a  political  death.  And  when 
that  information  was  obtained  from  these  men, 
craven  enough  to  give  it,  there  were  found  men 
in  this  House  to  introduce  a  Bill  based  on  that  in¬ 
formation,  and  there  was  a  government  found 
sufficiently  strong,  with  a  sufficient  number  of 
supporters  behind  its  back,  to  force  that  Bill 
through  by  means  of  all-night  sittings,  in  face  of 
the  protests  from  this  side.  I  would  ask  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Justice,  when  fifty-four  ridings  were  ruth¬ 
lessly  destroyed  with  this  object,  destroyed  for  the 
purpose  of  ruining  one  of  the  political  parties 
of  this  country,  does  he  mean  to  tell  me  that  after 
ten  years  of  that  iniquity,  we  are  going  to  have 
the  people  working  more  harmoniously  together  by 
basing  our  future  legislation  upon  the  iniquity  per¬ 
petrated  at  that  time  ?  I  need  only  point  out  my 
own  personal  experience  to  show  how  revolting 
this  system  is  to  the  feelings  of  our  population.  I 
cannot  go  as  I  tried  to  go  every  year,  to  the  agri¬ 
cultural  show  of  one  of  the  districts,  wrested  from 
the  County  of  Brant  and  put  into  the  County  of 
Oxford,  but  the  old  men  meet  me  and  shake  my 
hand  and  almost  with  tears  in  their  eyes  speak  of 
the  Bill  of  1 882  as  an  iniquitous  Bill  and  ask  if  there 
is  no  chance  of  that  injustice  being  remedied. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  Tired  of  voting  for  Cart¬ 
wright. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  They  are  voting  for 
Cart  wright  and  are  proud  of  him  as  a  representative, 
but  they  know  he  would  have  been  elected  to  this 
House  if  they  had  never  been  put  into  that  riding, 
and  they  know  he  would  be  elected  again  if  they 
were  restored  to  their  own  limits.  I  simply  men¬ 
tion  this  to  point  out  to  the  Minister  that  he  is  all 
wrong  when  he  thinks  it  would  be  better  to  con¬ 
tinue  the  lines  established  because  the  people  have 
become  accustomed  to  working  together.  How  is 
that  possible?  They  took  the  little  township  of 
Oakland  out  of  South  Brant  and  attached  it  to 
South  Oxford.  Its  nearest  point  must  be  10  or 
12  miles  from  the  County  of  Oxford.  They  attached 
it  to  a  riding,  which  had  24,000  souls,  and  took  it 
away  from  a  riding  which  had  22,000  souls,  in  order 
to  equalize  the  population,  and  the  township  itself 
had  900  souls.  Does  he  mean  to  tell  me  that  the 
men  living  in  that  township,  almost  within  the 
sounds  of  the  bells  of  Brantford,  and  who  are  at¬ 
tached  to  a  riding,  the  principal  town  of  which  is 
Ingersoll,  50  miles  away,  can  ever  be  satisfied  with 
the  change  ?  They  are  scarcely  ever  in  the  county 
to  which  they  are  attached.  Brantford  is  the  town 
in  which  they  do  their  trading,  and  they  have 
hardly  any  communication  whatever  with  the  peo¬ 
ple  in  the  other  locality.  They  go  and  vote  to  show 
their  confidence  in  Sir  Richard  Cartwright,  but 
they  know  that  they  were  virtually  disfranchised 
when  that  Act  was  passed,  because  they  were 
taken  out  of  the  riding  where  they  were  needed  at 
the  time,  and  they  were  taken  out  of  it  in  order 
to  politically  kill  an  opponent  of  the  Government. 
Things  have  changed,  but  when  the  Government 
put  these  people  in  there,  the  Government  virtu¬ 
ally  disfranchised  them.  I  mention  this  as  an 
illustration  to  show  that  there  is  no  force  in  the 
argument  that  it  is  better  to  leave  the  electoral 
districts  as  constitiited.  The  feeling,  the  ill-will, 
the  feeling  of  wrong  being  done  them,  is  as  alive  in 
the  breasts  of  these  men  to-day  as  when  it  wras 
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done.  Why  ?  Because  it  was  a  dire  iniquity,  a 
gross  injustice.  They  know  it  now.  They  feel  it. 
They  realize  it,  and  they  will  always  feel  it.  1 
have  only  instanced  that  because  it  was  within  my 
own  knowledge  and  to  show  the  Minister  that  his 
argument,  that,  because  since  188*2  they  have 
worked  in  the  same  divisions  as  electors,  it  is  to 
their  best  interests  to  continue  it,  is  a  great  mis¬ 
take,  and  prove  that  he  has  not  recognized  the 
enormity  of  the  iniquity  perpetrated  in  1882. 
If  he  cannot  accept  in  fidl  the  amendment  of  the 
member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills),  if  he  makes  it  a 
matter  of  pride,  is  he  not  prepared  to  receive 
amendments  that  will  rectify  the  most  glaring  of 
the  iniquities  of  the  Redistribution  Bill  of  1882? 
If  he  did  that,  I  might  have  some  belief  that  there 
was  a  principle  actuating  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
that  was  worthy  of  members  of  this  House,  but,  if 
there  is  a  persistent  refusal  to  rectify  the  injustice 
that  was  done,  and  not  only  that  but  a  determi¬ 
nation  to  perpetrate  the  same  iniquity  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  then  I  must  say  that  the 
Minister  of  Justice  has  not  fulfilled  the  expectations 
I  once  had  of  him  as  a  gentleman  who  at  any  rate 
would  try  to  do  what  was  fair  and  honourable. 
Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  must  acknowledge  that 
no  principle  has  been  enunciated,  and  no  reason  has 
been  assigned  to  justify  the  clauses  of  this  Bill, 
and  those  who  were  in  the  House  in  1882  know 
that  when  you  are  introducing  a  Bill  of  this  kind, 
not  only  the  sins  of  commission  are  to  be  considered, 
but  the  sins  of  omission,  and,  if  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  is  interfering,  as  he  is,  with  the  bounds  of  21 
electoral  districts  in  Ontario,  and  25  in  Quebec - 

Mr.  SPROULE.  19  in  Ontario.  You  are  counting 
Prescott  and  Russell. 

Me.  PATERSON  (Brant).  We  have  not  reached 
that  yet. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  the  motion 
before  the  committee. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  Are  the  boundaries  of  West 
Toronto  changed  ? 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  They  are  changed, 
because  there  is  another  member  given  there. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  There  is  no  change  in  the 
boundaries. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  That  would  be  20 
any  way.  If  you  are  justified  in  making  the 
changes  which  are  proposed,  what  is  to  prevent 
you  rectifying  your  sins  of  omission.  How  far  is 
the  Minister  of  Justice  prepared  to  go  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  not  prepared  to 
go  to  80. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  It  would  tend  to 
harmony  in  this  debate,  and  perhaps  to  a  shorten¬ 
ing  of.  the  discussion,  if  we  could  learn  from  the 
Ministers  what  ckuises  they  are  prepared  to  drop 
and  what  amendments  they  are  prepared  to  accept 
in  rectifying  their  sins  of  omission.  The  fact  that 
the  Minister  has  yielded  on  one  point  would 
strengthen  the  statement  I  understood  him  to 
make  that  he  was  prepared  to  receive  suggestions. 
I  trust  that  is  so,  and  I  think  it  would  be  better 
for  the  Minister  to  state  what  percentage  of  this 
amendment  he  would  accept  and  whether  he  would 
go  to  the  extent  of  rectifying  the  iniquity  com¬ 
mitted  in  1882,  or  the  iniquity  which  is  contem¬ 
plated  in  this  Bill  in  regal’d  to  the  Province  of  Que¬ 


bec.  I  was  glad  to  hear  the  Minister  say,  in  pro¬ 
posing  the  amendment  in  reference  to  Prescott  and 
Russell,  that  he  had  listened  to  the  objections  of 
the  Opposition.  That  shows  that  our  labour  was 
not  in  vain,  and  perhaps  the  same  labour  may  be 
now  bestowed  with  a  more  cheerful  spirit  because 
we  will  be  expecting  a  harvest  from  pointing  out 
more  and  more  the  deficiencies  in  this  Bill.  It 
might  be  well  if  the  hon.  gentleman  could  be 
persuaded  that  we  are  right  on  the  whole,  and 
would  admit  that  the  arguments  of  the  Opposition 
are  not  only  right  in  regard  to  the  meditated  change 
in  Prescott  and  Russell  but  in  regard  to  all  points 
in  the  Bill,  and  if  he  would  agree  to  frame  a  Bill  on 
more  equitable  lines.  We  should  have  a  measure 
which  will  give  no  particular  advantage  to  one 
party  or  the  other  but  will  give  fair  representation 
to  the  people  of  this  country,  which  will  give  them 
a  chance  to  express  their  view  as  to  who  should 
represent  them,  and  then  we  should  go  and  take 
our  chances  upon  the  different  policies  we  advocate. 
I  commend  the  language  of  the  leader  of  the  House 
when  he  said  he  wanted  no  man  to  be  a  slave  or  to 
follow  him  blindly,  that  he  only  wanted  support 
when  he  put  forward  principles  that  members 
could  defend  without  a  blush  of  shame.  That  is  a 
grand  position.  Mr.  Minister  of  Justice,  sup¬ 
plement  that  by  giving  to  the  people  of  this  country 
the  same  liberty  you  have  proclaimed  to  your 
followers  behind  you.  Let  them  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity,  unfettered  and  independent,  under  a  fair 
and  honest  Bill,  to  say  who  shall  come  into  this 
House,  and  then  you  will  have  carried  out 
a  sentiment  grander  and  more  worthy  of  you 
than  the  one  to  be  commended  in  reference 
to  the  independence  of  your  followers.  This 
Bill  will  not  do  that ;  this  Bill,  whether  desi¬ 
gnedly  or  not,  will  accomplish  an  advantage  to  one 
political  party  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  other, 
and  that  should  not  be  done.  If  this  Bill  was  not 
introduced  at  all,  the  old  Bill,  that  is  in  no  respect 
amended  by  this  in  the  direction  it  ought  to  be, 
remains  in  force,  and  as  long  as  that  is  in  force  it 
leaves  the  political  parties  of  Ontario  unequal  in 
the  fight  ;  one  political  party  has  not  the  fair  fight¬ 
ing  chance  that  the  other  party  has.  It  is  not  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  principle  of  leaving  his  supporters 
behind  him  free  and  unfettered  to  judge  questions 
on  their  merits,  that  an  act  should  be  introduced 
that  will  bind  the  electorate  that  selects  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  this  House,  and  gives  to  one  portion 
of  them  an  undue  advantage.  That  was  the  effect 
of  tlm  Bill  of  1882.  True,  it  did  not  succeed  in  all 
cases  ;  in  my  own  riding  it  did  not  succeed.  That 
was  a  strong  Reform  riding,  but  it  was  made  into  a 
Conservative  riding,  and  it  was  supposed,  of  course, 
that  a  supporter  of  the  Government  would  be  re¬ 
turned  for  that  riding.  I  found  it  necessary  to  tell 
my  Conservative  friends  there,  I  am  in  a  minority 
now,  and  it  "will  be  necessary  for  a  certain  number 
of  you  to  leave  your  party  and  to  come  over  and 
support  me.  I  do  not  ask  you  all  to  do  it, 
but  I  want  a  sufficient  number  of  you  to  do  it, 
and  unless  you  should  make  a  mistake,  be  sure 
that  rather  more  than  less  of  you  do  it.  And 
they  did  it,  and  they  came  over,  and  by  their 
support  and  with  the  aid  of  my  old  supporters 
that  were  left  ungerrymandered  I  retained  a  seat 
in  this  House,  though  in  opposition  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  I  want  to  point  out  that,  while  that  is  the 
case,  and  while  that  has  been  the  case  in  other 
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counties,  the  Government  deserve  no  credit  for  it. 
Their  intention  was  most  dishonourable,  but  it  did 
not  succeed.  In  other  cases  it  did  succeed,  and 
some  of  the  hon.  gentlemen  of  this  House  sit  here 
by  virtue  of  that  gerrymander  of  1882  ;  there  is  no 
•doubt  about  that,  and  it  is  not  as  honourable  a 
position  to  sit  here  by  virtue  of  an  Act  of  Parlia¬ 
ment  as  it  is  by  the  free  choice  of  ungerrymandered 
electors.  Should  the  Minister  doubt  the  wisdom 
of  rectifying  this,  I  can  point  out  to  him  that 
if  the  gerrymander  of  1882  was  made  right,  so 
ifar  as  the  County  of  Brant  was  concerned,  it 
would  neither  strengthen  the  Government  nor 
weaken  them,  because  now  there  is  not  a  munici¬ 
pality  in  the  whole  County  of  Brant,  or  a  munici¬ 
pality  that  was  torn ,  from  the  County  of  Brant 
and  thrown  into  other  counties,  that  does  not 
give  a  Reform  majority.  It  is  changed  from  what 
it  was  in  1882,  and  hon.  gentlemen  say  that  because 
that  is  so,  leave  it,  but  that  did  not  justify  them  at 
the  time.  Although  they  may  succeed  in  forcing 
this  Bill  through,  I  still  hope  and  trust  that  there 
are  enough  honourable  Conservatives  and  indepen¬ 
dent  men  in  many  of  the  mutilated  counties  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec  who  will  resent  this,  as  it  was 
resented  in  the  other  provinces,  where  the  force 
against  them  is  not  too  strong.  But  even  if  that 
result  does  follow,  it  will  not  remove  the  stigma  of 
dishonour  upon  a  party  in  Parliament  that  would 
seek  by  legislation  to  tie  the  hands  of  the  free 
electors  of  this  country.  No,  no,  this  Bill  is  not 
right,  this  Bill  cannot  be  defended  on  any  princi¬ 
ple,  no  gentleman  has  attempted  to  defend  it  on 
any  principle,  and  you  are  forced,  even  with  the 
broadest  charity  in  your  mind,  seeing  that  this  Bill 
does  strengthen  one  political  party  to  the  detriment 
of  another  political  party,  to  pronounce  its  con¬ 
demnation.  This  Bill  ought  not  to  be  adopted  as  it  is. 
In  the  amendment  offered  by  the  member  for  Both- 
well  I  do  not  understand  that  he  divides  up  different 
townships.  Touching  upon  that  one  point,  the 
Minister  of  Justice  replies  that  by  maintaining  the 
county  lines  he  could  have  gerrymandered  worse 
than  this.  Possibly  so,  but  the  member  for  Both- 
well  does  not  ask  that  this  shall  be  so.  I  question 
if  it  could  be  so  myself,  but  he  does  not  ask  it,  the 
resolution  that  was  moved  on  the  second  reading 
did  not  so  propose  ;  it  proposed  that  in  the  division 
into  ridings  of  a  county  entitled  to  more  than  one 
member,  there  should  be  a  principle  observed,  a 
geographical  principle,  and  a  principle  of  popula¬ 
tion  as  nearly  as  it  might  be  applied.  You  cannot 
adopt  it  with  mathematical  precision,  and  so  the 
hon.  member  for  Bothwell,  in  introducing  this,  has 
not  asked  the  House  to  accept  a  division  of  the 
townships  into  various  ridings,  nor  does  he  propose 
to  disregard  the  geographical  connections  between 
different  townships,  and  to  disregard  population 
altogether,  but  his  proposition  is  to  adopt  that  as 
a  determining  principle  upon  which  to  start,  and 
in  making  out  the  details  of  it,  to  let  some  prin¬ 
ciple  of  justice  and  fair-play  obtain,  having 
regard  for  geographical  limits  and  having 
regard  for  population,  not  with  mathematical  pre¬ 
cision,  but  as  close  as  may  be  in  the  interest  of 
what  is  right  and  fair.  There  is  a  principle,  at 
any  rate,  and  if  that  cannot  be  accepted,  if  the 
Minister  of  Justice  is  not  prepared  to  go  that 
whole  length,  I  think  it  would  tend  to  harmony 
and  possibly  to  shortening  this  debate,  if  he  would 
frankly  state  whether  they  are  prepared  to  receive 
Mr.  Paterson  (Brant). 


any  considerable  amendments  to  this  Bill,  whether 
they  are  prepared  to  drop  the  more  obnoxious 
clauses  of  it,  if  they  cannot  adopt  the  principle 
that  is  laid  down  by  the  member  for  Bothwell  ; 
whether  they  will  be  guided,  at  any  rate,  by  the 
principle  of  doing  something  that  is  just,  and  fair, 
and  honourable  as  between  the  two  political 
parties.  I  think  an  assurance  of  that  kind  from 
the  Minister  might  have  the  effect  of  shortening  the 
debate  and  of  maintaining  more  harmony  and  better 
feeling  in  the  House.  If  I  was  asking  anything 
that  could  not  be  granted  by  any  honourable  man, 
I  should  be  ashamed  of  myself  ;  but  I  think  I  am 
asking  only  what  will  commend  itself  to  any  man 
of  honour,  and  with  a  love  of  fair-play,  who  may 
be  honoured  with  a  seat  in  this  House. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  The  hon.  member  who  has  just 
taken  his  seat,  in  one  part  of  his  speech  expressed 
his  respect  for  the  honest,  independent  electorate 
of  Canada,  because  they  had  not  endorsed  the  ini¬ 
quitous  Bill  of  1882  ;  and  although  by  the  arrange¬ 
ment  of  that  Bill  it  was  intended  to  leave  himself 
at  home  and  elect  a  Conservative  in  his  place,  the 
independent  yeomanry  of  the  County  of  Brant  had 
again  elected  him  to  Parliament.  Now,  if  he  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  honest  and  independent  electorate 
of  the  county  will  do  what  is  right,  why  should  he 
fear  so  much  the  changes  in  this  Bill  which  he 
professes  to  call  a  Gerrymander  Bill  ?  If  he  has 
respect  for  the  intelligence  and  the  honesty  of  the 
electorate  of  Canada,  why  should  he  express  so 
much  fear  with  regard  to  this  Bill  ?  The  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  says  it  is  necessary  to  remedy  the  evil  that 
was  done  in  1882,  that  there  were  sins  of  omission 
as  well  as  sins  of  commission,  and  that  we  should 
not  follow  the  lines  that  were  laid  down  years  ago 
under  which  the  people  of  Canada  acted  during  the 
last  ten  years.  The  hon.  member  has  forgotten  that 
they  have  not  only  acted  within  those  lines  for  the 
last  ten  years,  but  in  many  constituencies  they 
have  acted  within  them  for  the  last  twenty  years. 
The  present  Redistribution  Bill  only  proposes 
to  change  18  ridings  out  of  the  92  in  Ontario, 
leaving  some  74  ridings  untouched.  In  those 
74  ridings,  at  least,  the  people  must  have  acted 
together  during  the  last  three  elections,  and 
for  the  last  ten  years.  Now,  I  think  it  would  be 
unreasonable  to  disturb  that  condition  of  things 
under  which  they  have  acted  harmoniously  for  the 
last  ten  years.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  says  that 
it  was  intended  to  hive  the  Reformers  so  that  they 
could  not  be  fairly  represented  in  this  House,  and 
he  goes  on  to  tell  us  that  that  result  did  not  follow. 
No,  it  did  not,  because  in  the  western  half  of 
Ontario  where  there  are  46  members,  a  large 
majority  of  them  are  Reformers,  so  that  the  Redis¬ 
tribution  Bill  of  1882  could  not  have  affected  those 
counties  so  injuriously  to  the  Reform  interest  as 
the  hon.  gentleman  pretends.  Therefore,  I  say 
the  Redistribution  Bill  of  1882  was  not  so  bad  as 
represented,  or  else  there  must  be  a  sterling  inde¬ 
pendence  and  honesty  among  the  electorate,  or  else 
liis  argument  is  not  worth  anything.  I  was  much 
amused  at  one  part  of  his  speech.  He  drew  a 
graphic  picture  of  the  sorrow  that  was  indicated  in 
the  eyes  of  the  electors  of  his  part  of  the  country 
when  he  met  them  at  agricultural  shows,  because 
they  had  been  foisted  into  South  Oxford.  I  won¬ 
der  whether  they  were  sorry  at  parting  with  the 
genial  representative  of  North  Brant,  or  at  the  un- 
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fortunate  accident  which  had  thrown  them  under 
the  tender  mercies  of  the  member  for  South  Oxford 
(Sir  Richard  Cartwright).  Which  was  it  that  caused 
the  grief  ?  The  loss  of  their  friends,  or  the  new  ban 
under  which  they  had  been  placed. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  It  was  because  they 
were  virtually  disfranchised,  and  they  feel  it  to¬ 
day.  It  was  because  in  ridings  where  they  had 
hundreds  of  votes  to  spare  before,  they  received 
additional  votes. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  The  use  of  the  franchise  is  to 
•elect  members,  and  if  voters  wished  to  register 
their  votes  in  favour  of  the  hon.  member  for  South 
Oxford,  they  had  the  privilege  of  doing  so,  and 
therefore  were  not  disfranchised.  They  could  pile 
up  a  majority  in  favour  of  that  hon.  gentleman, 
and  show  their  condemnation  of  what  the  Govern¬ 
ment  had  done,  but  this  they  did  not  do. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Yes. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  The  hon.  gentleman  says  that 
the  proposal  of  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  is  the 
proper  one,  and  that  a  principle  is  embodied  in  it 
which  should  not  be  overlooked,  the  principle  of 
keeping  within  the  boundaries  of  counties.  I  do 
not  know  how  far  the  hon.  gentleman  is  inclined 
to  believe  that  that  is  a  principle  or  not.  But  it 
must  be  admitted  that  no  matter  whether  the  Bill 
of  1882  was  a  bad  or  a  good  Bill,  there  are  many 
of  the  constituencies  that  have  not  been  changed 
since  Confederation.  I  have  before  me  the  British 
North  America  Act,  which  maps  out  the  constitu¬ 
encies  of  Ontario.  There  are  92  of  them.  This  Bill 
proposes  to  change  18.  If  I  remember  correctly, 
the  Bill  of  1882  changed  54,  and  the  changes  made 
to-day  are  in  many  of  the  counties  changed  then, 
therefore  a  large  number  of  counties  have  remained 
unchanged  since  Confederation.  They  were  mapped 
out  by  the  fathers  of  Confederation,  and  were 
admitted  to  be  fair  by  both  political  parties.  If 
they  were  fair  and  correct,  the  a  the  population  has 
not  so  much  changed  as  to  necessitate  a  change  in 
the  boundaries  :  but  notwithstanding  that,  many  of 
the  constituencies  are  held  to-day  to  be  unfair 
to  the  Reform  party,  though  no  change  has  taken 
place  in  them  since  Confederation,  because  changes 
are  not  made  in  the  boundaries  on  which  they  were 
first  organized.  I  need  not  tell  the  hon.  member  for 
North  Brant  (Mr.  Paterson)  that  the  fathers  of 
Confederation  did  not  see  the  urgent  necessity  of 
keeping  within  county  lines,  because  there  were 
several  new  counties  established.  I  find  by  the 
Act  that  there  are  four  or  five  such  cases.  Both¬ 
well  was  taken  from  different  counties,  Monck  was 
also  taken  from  different  counties,  as  were  also 
North  Victoria  and  one  or  two  other  constituencies. 
So  the  boundaries  were  not  acceptable  any  more 
than  in  1882  or  in  1892,  and  yet  the  fathers  of  Con¬ 
federation  adopted  boundaries  that  were  considered 
fair  to  both  political  parties,  and  the  boundaries  of 
some  of  those  ridings,  although  they  remained  un¬ 
changed,  are  now  held  to  be  unfair.  It  destroys, 
in  a  measure,  the  force  of  the  arguments  advanced 
by  the  hon.  member  for  North  Brant  (Mr.  Pater¬ 
son)  and  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills) 
in  support  of  the  amendment  submitted  to  the  com¬ 
mittee,  because  the  hon.  member  for  Bothw  ell  pro¬ 
poses  that  changes  be  made  in  82  constituencies, 
while  there  are  only  92  constituencies  in  Ontario, 
and  many  of  them  have  remained  unchanged  since 
Confederation.  I  was  amused  with  the  argument 


advanced  by  the  hon.  member  for  North  Welling¬ 
ton  in  favour  of  the  adoption  of  the  amendment. 
He  declared  the  Bill  of  1882  was  an  unfair  one,  that 
in  his  constituency  redistribution  was  made  for  the 
purpose  of  strengthening  the  Conservative  party  and 
leaving  the  Reformers  at  home,  but  he  was  glad  to 
say  that  this  attempt  did  not  succeed  ;  he  further 
declared  that  he  had  no  reason  to  find  fault  with 
the  present  boundaries  of  Wellington  because  all 
the  ridings  sent  Reformers  to  this  House  although 
it  was  intended  by  the  Bill  of  1882  that  Conserva¬ 
tives  should  be  returned  ;  but  he  said  that  if  the 
object  was  to  go  over  the  whole  country  and  change 
the  other  ridings  he  would  be  satisfied  to  have 
changes  in  Wellington,  although  he  would  not 
concede  that  changes  should  be  made  in  his  county 
without  changes  being  made  throughout  the  whole 
province.  So  the  hon.  gentleman  first  declared 
that  the  redistribution  of  1882  was  an  unfair  one, 
and  that  the  principle  adopted  was  not  correct, 
and  the  changes  made  in  the  Wellingtons  were  un¬ 
justifiable  ;  but  he  said  that  he  would  not  consent  to 
any  change  in  Wellington  now  unless  changes  were 
made  in  other  ridings.  There  is  no  force  in  such 
reasoning.  If  the  legislation  is  bad,  it  is  so  whether 
certain  changes  will  be  made  or  not.  Such  argu¬ 
ments  can  have  very  little  weight.  The  impression 
created  on  my  mind  by  the  hon.  gentleman’s  speech 
was  that  he  gave  away  the  secrets  of  his  party, 
that  it  was  intended  that  there  should  be 
systematic  obstruction  of  this  Bill  in  the 
House,  and  that  the  session  should  be  pro¬ 
longed  as  much  as  possible  until  the  Government 
was  worn  out  to  such  an  extent  as  to  be  willing  to 
abandon  the  Bill.  I  do  not  think  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  can  justify  his  conduct  and  that  of  his  party 
in  this  regard,  and  let  this  debate  be  long  or  short, 
and  the  hon.  gentleman  has  made  his  boast  as  to 
what  they  will  do  and  uttered  his  threats,  the  elec¬ 
tors.  I  trust,  will  remember  the  expense  heaped  up 
by  this  waste  of  time  in  debate,  not  carried  on  for 
proper  and  practical  purposes  and  fair  discussion, 
but  for  obstruction  merely  to  a  measure  proposed 
by  the  majority,  a  measure  which  the  people  of  the 
country  will  admit  was  fair,  not  only  to  both  polit¬ 
ical  parties  in  this  House,  but  also  fair  with  respect 
to  the  equalization  of  the  electorate  in  the  various 
constituencies  and  the  arrangements  of  the  various 
townships  in  the  constituencies  or  electoral  divi¬ 
sions. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  For  what  purpose 
were  you  detaining  the  progress  of  the  committee  ? 

Mr.  SPROULE.  In  order  to  answer  unfair  argu¬ 
ments  advanced  by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Whatever  information  the  hon. 
member  for  South  Grey  (Mr.  Sproule)  possesses  as 
to  the  intention  of  the  Opposition,  I  can  only  say 
that  I  am  not  aware  of  any  decision  arrived  at  to 
obstruct  or  enter  into  any  discussion  not  intended 
to  promote  the  public  interest. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  The  hon.  member  for  North 
Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen)  said  that  he  hoped  he 
was  not  giving  away  the  party’s  secret  when  he  said 
they  intended  to  obstruct  the  passage  of  this  Bill 
by  every  means  in  their  power. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  do  not  care  what  the  hon. 
member  for  North  W'ellington  said,  or  what  any 
one  said  on  that  point,  but  I  reaffirm  my  state¬ 
ment  that  so  far  as  I  know,  no  such  conclusion  has 
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been  arrived  at  as  has  been  suggested.  In  proof 
of  it,  my  observations  will  occupy  but  a  very  few 
moments.  I  believe  the  lion,  member  for  Grey 
(Mr.  Sproule)  took  part  in  fastening  on  the  coun¬ 
try  the  Gerrymander  Act  of  1882,  and  if  he  has 
not  repented  of  it,  I  can  well  understand  his  char¬ 
acterizing  as  obstruction  any  action  on  the  part  of 
the  members  of  this  House  which  is  calculated  to 
delay  the  Government  in  re-enacting  that  measure. 
Looking  at  the  Bill  now  before  us,  it  is  impossible 
to  ignore  the  fact  that  if  we  allow  that  measure  of 
1882  to  remain  unrepealed,  we  are  re-enacting  it  by 
our  legislation  now.  If  we  use  it  as  the  founda¬ 
tion  upon  which  to  arrange  representation  for  the 
next  ten  years  we  are  re-enacting  that  Act  of  1882 
which  I  think  the  Minister  himself  stated  was  a 
most  unfair  and  unfortunate  measure.  No  hon. 
gentleman  in  this  House  has  attempted  to  defend 
it.  I  have  heard  one  after  another  rise  and  regret 
its  existence,  but  contend  that  it  had  received  the 
sanction  of  age,  and  must  be  suffered  to  exist  for 
that  reason.  I  have  not  heard  one  member  of 
the  House  say  that  he  would  now  vote  in 
favour  of  the  Bill  of  1882.  That  Bill  attempted  to 
defeat  the  object  of  representative  institutions.  We 
are  supposed  to  be  a  Parliament  voicing  the  senti¬ 
ments  of  the  people,  but  in  1882  Parliament 
deliberately  set  about  to  defeat  the  object  of  our 
existence  and  to  strangle  public  opinion.  Parlia¬ 
ment  in  1882,  committed  treason  against  the 
interests  entrusted  to  it  by  the  Imperial  Act  which 
brought  it  into  existence,  and  it  is  impossible  for 
us  to  ignore  the  responsibility  resting  upon  us 
to-night  if  we  do  anything  to  confirm  the  action  of 
Parliament  in  1882.  That  Bill  aimed  at  the  de¬ 
struction  of  our  whole  system  of  Government,  and 
if  we  do  not  honestly  arrange  for  a  fair  representa¬ 
tion  of  public  opinion,  we  are  certainly  disregarding 
the  highest  trust  reposed  in  us.  I  need  not  remind 
the  Minister  of  Justice  what  the  duty  is  which 
devolves  upon  Parliament  to-night.  The  question 
now  before  us  is  the  most  important  one  that  can 
be  submitted.  There  is  no  other  question  which 
involves  a  more  unbiased  and  a  more  impartial 
decision  than  that  involving  the  representation  of 
public  opinion  on  the  floor  of  Parliament.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  very  question  which  is  striking 
at  the  root  of  our  liberties  demands  that 
we  shall  approach  it,  as  I  approach  it  to-night, 
wholly  free  from  any  party  or  political  bias. 
The  question  demands  that  the  Ministry  shall 
in  like  manner  approach  it  in  that  spirit, 
and  there  is  no  plainer  proposition  in  law 
than  that  one  .  shall  not  sit  in  judgment  upon  his 
own  interests.  If  unfortunately  we  are  to-night  com¬ 
pelled  by  the  construction  placed  upon  the  British 
North  America  Act  to  sit  in  judgment  on  ques¬ 
tions  so  nearly  concerning  ourselves,  that  circum¬ 
stance  added  to  the  importance  of  the  question 
itself,  demands  from  every  member  of  this  House 
that  he  shall  bring  to  bear  upon  it  an  entirely 
judicial  spirit.  That  being  the  case,  I  ask  whether 
it  is  not  due  to  the  country  that  we  shall  not 
legislate  upon  this  important  question  in  an  arbi¬ 
trary  manner,  but  rather  upon  some  principle  which 
can  be  defended,  whether  that  principle  operates 
to  the  advaTitage  of  one  party  or  the  other.  In  my 
judgment,  Sir,  it  is  of  little  importance,  compared 
with  the  consequences,  whether  the  results  of  the 
redistribution  aids  one  party  or  the  other.  If  the 
effect  of  it  is  to  confirm  the  right  of  the  Government 
Mr.  Mulock. 


to  arbitrarily  legislate  itself  into  office,  or  to  prolong 
by  arbitrary  legislation  its  enjoyment  of  office,  then 
the  consequence  is  not  only  to  degrade  Parliament 
in  the  eyes  of  the  country,  not  only  to  rob  Parlia¬ 
ment  of  the  confidence  which  it  ought  to-day  enjoy 
at  the  hands  of  the  people,  but  that  for  all  time  to 
set  an  evil  example  productive  of  increasing  disaster 
to  the  country.  Though  Parliaments  may  come 
and  go,  though  Governments  may  come  and  go,  if 
we  to-day  reaffirm  the  unfortunate  action  of  1882, 
we  discredit  ourselves,  we  discredit  Parliament, 
and  we  strike  a  blow  at  the  liberties  of  the  people. 
Therefore  I  would  ask,  I  would  beg  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  especially  the  Minister  of  Justice  to 
whom  I  will  give  credit  for  endeavouring  to  bring 
to  bear  upon  this  question  an  unclouded  and  im¬ 
partial  judgment,  1  will  beg  of  him  before  it  is  too 
late  to  reconsider  the  situation  and  if  possible  to 
dispose  of  this  question  by  reference  to  principle, 
and  not  as  it  is  to-day  apparently  sought  to  be 
disposed  of,  by  some  arbitrary  rule  wholly  disre¬ 
garding  principle.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  stated  I 
should  by  my  action  in  making  these  few  remarks, 
give  at  all  events  proof  of  my  sincerity  in  that 
my  expressions  of  opinions  are  the  outcome  of 
my  convictions,  and  not  simply  for  the  purpose 
of  taking  up  the  time  of  the  House.  Viewing 
as  I  do  the  importance  of  the  question  I  feel 
that  I  would  be  wrong  if  I  allowed  the  measure 
to  proceed  without  recording  my  disapproval  of  it 
as  it  is  at  present  framed.  Therefore,  I  place  my 
views  upon  record,  and  I  hope  that  before  the  Bill 
is  further  proceeded  with,  the  Administration  will 
see  their  way  to  again  reconsider  it,  and  to  see 
whether  it  is  not  their  duty  towards  themselves, 
towards  the  trust  they  have  in  their  charge,  and 
towards  the  country  at  large  to  endeavour  to  find  a. 
solution  of  this  question  which  will  receive  the 
approval  of  the  whole  country. 

Air.  LANDERKIN.  Air.  Chairman,  there  has 
been  a  good  deal  of  discussion  upon  this  very  im¬ 
portant  Bill,  and  a  great  deal  of  latitude  has  been 
taken  in  discussing  it.  Listening  to  the  speeches 
which  have  been  made,  I  cpuld  scarcely  imagine 
that  this  is  a  Bill  introduced  in  the  Dominion  House 
of  Commons.  You  would  imagine,  perhaps,  that 
you  were  in  the  Local  Legislature  of  Ontario,  and 
that  those  on  the  Government  side  have  not  given 
their  attention  to  this  Bill,  but  to  a  Bill  which  they 
pronounce  iniquitous,  which  was  passed  by  Mr. 
Mowat  in  the  Legislature  of  Ontario.  I  was  sur¬ 
prised  at  the  hon.  member  for  Assiniboia  (Mr. 
Davin)  taking  this  course.  He  exhibited  maps  to 
show’  the  irregularities  of  the  electoral  divisions  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  made  by  Mr.  Alowat’s  Bill. 
I  am  not  here  to  pronounce  on  Mr.  Alowat’s  Bill  ; 
I  am  not  here  to  approve  or  condemn  it  as  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  this  House.  That  Bill  was  a  local  Bill. 
The  crowning  glory  of  the  Conservative  party  in 
their  past  history  has  been  the  exercise  of  the 
veto.  They  hold  this  as  essential  to  the  wTell- 
being,  tiie  preservation  and  the  integrity  of  the 
Dominion  of  Canada.  All  local  Acts  that  were 
bad  they  held  it  to  be  both  their  duty  and  their 
privilege  to  veto  ;  and  if  Air.  Alowat’s  Bill  was  bad 
and  infamous,  why  did  not  the  hon.  Minister  of 
Justice  veto  it  ?  If  that  Bill  was  bad,  every  gentle¬ 
man  in  this  House  who  condemns  it  is  responsible  for 
not  insisting  that  the  .Minister  should  veto  it.  Now, 
it  is  desirable  that  we  should  arrive  at  some  principle 
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on  which  to  base  a  Bill  of  this  character — one  that 
would  be  fair  between  the  parties.  It  should  lie 
the  duty  of  t he  Government  to  exhibit  fair-play  in 
their  measures  before  the  House,  and  when  a  mea¬ 
sure  comes  before  the  House  which  affects  the  weal 
or  the  woe  of  the  different  parties  before  the  coun¬ 
try,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Government  to  see  that  no 
injustice  is  done  to  any  party,  whether  it  is  in  a 
majority  or  a  minority. 

Mr.  YY  ALL  ACE.  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  am  very  glad  to  hear  the 
lion,  member  for  YV  est  \  ork  applaud  that  principle, 
because  when  he  does  I  am  sure  he  will  support  the 
amendment  now  before  the  Chair. 

Mr.  \\  ALLACE.  It  goes  the  other  way,  though. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  But  I  am  a  little  surprised 
at  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice,  because  he  is  always 
temperate  and  dispassionate  in  debate,  and  he 
appeared  to  me  to-night  to  fall  into  the  intricacies 
of  discussion.  No  sooner  does  he  lay  down  the 
principle  that  the  political  associations  of  the  people 
who  have  been  living  together  in  different  districts 
should  not  be  disturbed,  than  he  breaks  up  that 
principle  in  a  good  many  places.  In  fact,  he  has 
broken  it  in  every  place  to  which  the  Bill  applies, 
and  he  tears  asunder  his  friends  who  are  drawn  to¬ 
gether  by  party  co-operation.  No,  that  is  not  his 
principle.  I  have  listened  with  a  great  deal  of 
attention  to  his  observations  to-night,  and  I  find 
that  there  is  a  principle  in  the  Bill,  and  that  is  the 
principle  of  moral  fibre.  When  the  Minister 
speaks  of  the  moral  fibre  that  pervades  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  then  introduces  a  Bill  of  this  kind,  I  know 
what  he  is  talking  about.  He  is  talking,  however, 
about  something  beyond  the  comprehension  of  his 
supporters.  Moral  fibre  in  a  gerrymander — I  rather 
like  it.  It  may  not  be  very  sound  in  theology,  but 
the  moral  fibre  in  a  gerrymander — I  do  like  that 
principle ;  it  is  a  peculiar  principle  indeed,  where 
people  are  taken  out  of  one  constituencj7  and  put 
into  another  for  the  purpose  of  gaining  a  supporter 
for  the  Government.  That  is  the  moral  fibre.  That 
is  the  principle  that  governs  the  Government  in 
introducing  this  Bill.  But  I  notice  that  the 
Minister  of  .1  ustice,  in  his  speech,  has  not  taken 
credit  for  all  this  moral  fibre,  for  he  disowns  the 
paternity  of  this  Bill  ;  he  is  not  as  responsible  for 
it  as  other  members  of  the  Government.  I  do  not 
know  exactly  to  whom  he  ascribes  its  paternity  ; 

I  do  not  know  any  one  member  of  the  Government 
whose  moral  fibre  is  more  prominent  than  the  others. 
If  I  did,  perhaps  I  would  know  which  member  of 
the  Government  was  the  author  of  this  Bill.  Now, 
it  is  a  singular  thing  that  in  this  day  and  age  of 
the  world  a  Government  should  imagine  themselves 
so  firmly  entrenched  in  power,  and  should  boast  of 
their  majority,  and  yet  be  afraid,  after  the  falling 
away  of  our  population,  as  shown  by  their  own 
census,  to  go  to  the  people  again  under  the  old  divi¬ 
sions.  The  Bill  under  which  the  last  two  elections 
were  held  was  indefensible ;  there  is  no  man  with  any 
moral  fibre  who  can  defend  it ;  yet,  bad  as  it  was, 
it  is  now  sought  to  make  matters  infinitely  worse 
in  52  places  by  the  present  Bill.  It  is  a  singular 
thing,  if  the  policy  of  the  Government  is  so 
much  commended  by  the  country,  that  with 
their  large  majority  in  this  House,  they  want 
to  change  52  places  in  addition  to  those  changed 
before,  and  appeal  to  the  country  on  that  basis. 
YY'hv  have  they  not  the  moral  fibre  to  face  the 
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country  on  the  old  lines  ?  Why  do  they  not  rely 
on  their  policy  to  commend  them  to  the  confidence 
of  the  electorate  of  Canada?  Now,  I  think  if  there 
is  one  duty,  which  the  Government  owes  to  the 
country  it  is  an  educational  duty,  that  is,  if  they  pos¬ 
sibly  can ,  to  make  men  better  than  they  are,  to  set  them 
an  example  of  fair-play.  There  are  many  men  who 
perhaps  look  up  to  the  Government  and  are  swayed 
by  them.  The  Government  have  a  large  majority 
behind  them,  and  I  am  glad  to  see  that  the  Minister 
of  Justice  says  that  they  are  not  slaves,  although  I 
think  that  they  sometimes  vote  as  if  they  were. 
I  would  like  to  see  this  Government  take  a  stand 
and  say :  Y  es,  we  will  stand  on  our  platform ;  we  will 
stand  by  the  grand  old  traditions  of  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  party  which  have  inspired  it  since  the  forma¬ 
tion  of  that  party  ;  we  despise  a  gerrymander  ;  we 
despise  taking  advantage  of  our  opponents  ;  we  see 
that  they  are  in  a  minority  in  this  House.  Instead 
of  this  high  ground,  they  say  :  We  are  afraid  to 
meet  them  before  the  electors  of  this  country  until 
we  have  arranged  them  by  another  gerrymander. 
This  is  the  third  one  we  have  had  since  Confedera¬ 
tion.  It  is  a  singular  thing.  The  operation  of 
their  policy  has  been  such  as  to  lower  the  number 
of  people  in  the  country,  and  the  consecpience  is 
there  has  to  be  a  reduction  ;  but  where  no  reduc¬ 
tion  is  required  why  should  we  make  more  changes  ? 
M  hy  have  changes  when  an  increase  of  members  is 
not  demanded  by  the  constitution  ?  Why  not  be 
true  to  the  principle  of  letting  well  enough  alone  ? 
YY  hatever  is  is  right,  is  one  of  the  principles  of  the 
Conservative  party.  Then,  why  be  tinkering  here 
and  introducing  those  radical  American  measures 
into  our  practice?  You  have  a  majority  of  50 or  60, 
and  yet  you  change  40  or  50  constituencies  in  order 
to  make  you  stronger.  See  how  quickly  little  boys 
playing  games  will  rebuke  any  one  who  plays  un¬ 
fairly.  YY  hy  not  learn  a  lesson  from  the  pages  of 
the  House  ?  If  you  will  not  copy  the  example  set 
in  other  countries,  why  not  copy  the  example 
set  by  the  boys  at  their  games,  and  show  the 
people  that  you  can  afford  to  be  just  when 
you  have  a  majority  at  your  back.  YYThen  it  was 
implied  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  that  if  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  were  not  so  strong  as  they  are  now  they 
might  be  tempted  perhaps  to  introduce  a  measure 
which  would  gerrymander  more  counties  than  the 
present  one,  that  seemed  to  me  to  be  rather  rich 
and  to  afford  some  food  for  discussion.  If  when 
they  have  60  of  a  majority,  they  are  obliged  to 
cut  up  40  or  50  constituencies,  how  many  con¬ 
stituencies  would  they  require  to  cut  and  carve 
before  appealing  to  the  country  if  they  had  only 
20  majority.  There  is  something  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  consider.  But,  of  course,  neither  the 
Minister  of  J ustice  nor  his  Government  attach  any 
weight  to  considerations  of  that  kind,  for  power  is 
something  they  do  not  crave,  and  they  would  not 
make  this  Bill  for  power  alone,  but  it  is  done  purely 
to  gratify  the  moral  fibre  of  their  supporters. 
Nothing  has  moved  them  but  the  constitution  and 
their  moral  fibre  to  introduce  this  gerrymander. 

It  is  grand  to  see  a  Government  led  by  a  Minister 
of  J  ustice  who  repudiates  this  Bill  and  disinter¬ 
estedly  gives  the  credit  to  his  supporters.  The 
Minister  of  Justice,  a  very  able  lawyer  as  a 
Minister  of  Justice  should  be,  said  something 
which  rather  struck  me,  as  a  layman,  as  being- 
somewhat  peculiar,  when  he  said  that  political 
lines  were  to  be  the  basis  of  the  changes.  That 
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seemed  to  have  something  in  it,  but  when  he 
gave  the  reason,  he  made  the  same  mistake  as  the 
other  judge  did,  who  used  to  give  very  good  deci¬ 
sions  but  made  very  grave  mistakes  when  he  gave 
reasons  because  his  reasons  were  not  founded  on 
justice.  I  do  not  know  that  I  will  say  any  more 
on  this  subject.  I  am  very  much  surprised  that 
lion,  gentlemen  opposite  have  shown  a  desire  to 
criticise  the  Bill  that  emanated  from  another  House 
and  altogether  fight  shy  of  this  Bill,  because  it  is 
this  for  which  the  Government  is  responsible. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  principle  embodied 
in  the  amendment  of  the  lion,  member  for  Both- 
well  is  the  correct  principle.  The  hori.  member 
for  Bothwell  does  not  assume  that  because  there  is 
room  for  a  gerrymander  without  violating  county 
lines,  the  Government  are  compelled  to  gerry¬ 
mander,  but  he  does  assume  that  the  historic 
character  of  the  county  lines  ■shall  be  observed  and 
that  the  divisions  within  those  shall  be  made  on 
fairly  geographical,  commercial  and  other  grounds 
so  as  to  have  justice  done  to  the  people  generally. 
I  think  it  is  a  fair  amendment.  It  is  not  intended 
by  it  that  the  Government  should  create  a 
majority  by  Acts  of  Parliament,  but  it  is  intended 
to  confine  the  operations  of  any  redistribution 
within  the  limits  of  the  county.  I  heartily 
support  the  amendment,  because  I  believe  it 
appeals  to  our  national  sentiment,  and  if  there 
is  one  thing  more  than  another  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  should  endeavour  to  promote,  it  is  national 
sentiment,  for,  if  we  had  an  honest  national  senti¬ 
ment,  we  \\  ould  not  have  such  Bills  as  this  intro¬ 
duced.  It  is  desirable  that  the  Government  should 
be  loyal  to  Canada  and  the  traditions  of  Canada, 
and,  if  they  were,  the  measures  they  introduced 
would  be  founded  on  the  eternal  principles  of 
honesty  and  justice,  and  we  might  have  hope 
for  the  future  welfare  of  the  Dominion.  It  may  be 
said  by  our  opponents  that  there  is  nothing  wrong 
in  taking  the  money  of  the  people  and  applying  it 
to  build  up  a  political  party.  It  may  not  be 
considered  wrong  by  the  Government  to  frame  a 
Bill  for  the  express  purpose  of  defeating  their 
opponents,  but  if  national  sentiment  were  properly 
developed  no  Government  ’would  venture  to  intro¬ 
duce  such  a  Bill  as  the  present  one.  I  hope  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  will  carry. 
It  establishes  a  principle  worthy  of  the  support  of 
fair-minded  people  ;  and  I  hope  the  Government 
in  the  future  will  endeavour  to  commend  themselves 
to  the  people  by  the  honesty  of  their  measures 
rather  than  steal  an  advantage  from  their  opponents 
by  Bills  which  are  indefensible,  and  which  no 
member  on  that  side  of  the  House  has  yet  had  the 
hardihood  to  defend. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  Having  spoken 
very  recently  on  this  question,  I  will  not  detain 
the  House  very  long,  but  I  feel  deeply  interested 
in  this  matter,  because  the  passage  of  this  Bill  in¬ 
terferes  with  a  great  principle,  a  principle  that  the 
Liberal  party  has  fought  for  before  now,  the  very 
principle  that  the  Liberal  party  fought  for  in  1837- 
38,  the  principle  of  representative  government. 
We  were  then  deeply  interested,  as  we  are  now, 
in  the  maintenance  of  a  proper  representation  in 
Parliament,  so  that  the  people  of  this  country 
might  have  the  opportunity  of  expressing  their 
views  and  guiding  the  deliberations  of  their  repre¬ 
sentatives  in  placing  proper  laws  upon  the  Statute- 
Mr.  Landerkin. 


book.  The  Liberal  party  took  such  a  bold  stand 
on  that  occasion  and,  after  years  of  agitation,  dur¬ 
ing  which,  every  constitutional  means  at  their 
command  having  been  exhausted,  they  were  forced 
to  exercise  what  I  firmly  believe  they  will  have  to 
do  again,  and  in  addition  to  their  labours  of  tongue 
and  brain  they  had  to  use  physical  force  to  bring 
about  the  ends  they  had  in  view.  I  speak  ad¬ 
visedly,  when  I  say  that  we  may  have  to  repeat 
what  has  been  done  in  the  past.  We  have  the 
instance  of  King  John,  when  the  ancient  barons  of 
England  clad  in  arms  and  stern  in  conquest,  did 
challenge  and  secure  the  charter  of  our  freedom, 
and,  when  we  find  the  underlying  principles  of 
that  charter  are  being  violated  by  hiving  a  portion  of 
the  people  of  this  country  so  that  they  cannot  on  the 
floor  of  this  Parliament  express  their  views  on 
public  questions,  then  some  other  means  must 
be  adopted.  The  Liberal  party  is  here  to  stay, 
until  they  show  this  country,  as  they  have  been 
showing  it  during  the  last  ten  years,  that  there 
is  an  iniquity  sought  to  be  perpetrated  upon 
it  which  lias  been  acknowledged  to-night  by  the 
withdrawal  of  a  certain  portion  of  this  Bill.  The 
Minister  of  Justice  said  to-night,  when  he  with¬ 
drew  the  clause  in  reference  to  Clarence,  that  the 
Opposition  should  be  satisfied  because  he  had 
assented  to  what  they  wanted.  I  give  credit  to 
him  as  having  sense,  as  seeing  as  deeply  into  these 
matters  as  any  man  can  possibly  do,  and,  yet, 
without  a  smile  on  his  face,  with  innocence  beam¬ 
ing  from  every  pore  of  his  countenance,  in  intro¬ 
ducing  this  Bill  he  declared  that  this  change  in  the 
County  of  Russell  was  right  and  just,  which  after 
ten  days’  discussion  he  admits  was  wrong.  The  very 
parties  who  assisted  him  to  separate  Clarence  in 
that  way  knew  they  were  doing  injustice  to  the 
hon.  member  who  sits  for  Russell  (Mr.  Edwards). 
Did  the  hon.  gentleman  know,  when  he  gave  as 
the  ground  for  this  change  that  it  was  to  readjust 
the  population,  that  he  was  only  readjusting  it  to 
the  extent  of  100.  Had  the  Government  taken  from 
Russell,  New'  Edinburgh  and  added  it  to  the  city  of 
Ottawa,  of  which  it  forms  a  part,  the  population  of 
both  would  be  nearer  the  unit  of  representation. 
Does  he  expect  that  we  can  come  to  the  c 'inclusion, 
after  two  weeks’  discussion,  that  he  did  not  see  this 
as  clearly  when  he  introduced  the  Bill  as  he  does  to¬ 
night  ?  If  he  did,  it  was  then  that,  as  an  honest 
man,  lie  should  have  told  the  framers  of  the  Bill 
that  it  was  in  direct  contradiction  to  the  principles 
of  justice.  But,  when  we  exposed  the  injustice 
of  it  through  the  newspapers  of  this  country,  when 
his  own  friends  saw  the  injustice  of  it,  and  when  he 
found  that  the  whole  country  was  alive  to  the  injus¬ 
tice  which  was  sought  to  be  perpetrated  upon  the 
Liberals  in  Russell,  then,  in  order  to  save  his  own 
cuticle,  he  withdraws  it.  It  has  always  been  so  ever 
since  I  have  learned  anything  about  the  Conser¬ 
vative  party.  They  have  not  acted  upon  the 
principles  of  honour  and  integrity  that  one  would 
expect  from  a  great  party.  True,  there  are  honest 
men  among  them.  True,  there  are  honourable  men 
in  their  ranks  in  matters  of  commerce,  but  me- 
tliinks,  when  they  come  to  the  political  questions, 
they  think  everything  is  right  and  just  in  the  -war¬ 
fare  of  politics,  and  the  result  is  that  politics 
stink  in  the  nostrils  of  the  people  of  Canada, 
because  that  party  do  things  which  are  unjust  and 
acknowledge  to  be  unjust.  How  many  members 
have  attempted  to  justify  either  the  Redistribution 
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Kill  of  1882,  or  the  Redistribution  Bill  now  before 
the  House  ?  What  principle  have  they  laid  down 
for  separating  Clarence  from  the  County  of  Russell? 
Not  one,  and  those  who  sit  dumb  and  silent  have 
in  their  heart  a  conviction  that  they  could  not 
justify  supporting  the  Government  in  passing  such 
an  iniquitous  measure.  But  these  are  battles  which 
we  have  been  fighting,  and  which  we  intend 
to  fight  until  the  lately  expanded  leaves  of 
the  trees  around  us  are  crisp  with  Nov¬ 
ember  frost  if  fair  amendments  are  not  made.  We 
will  stay  here  fighting  for  the  liberties  of  the 
people.  I  am  not  threatening,  but  I  say  I  will 
be  here  until  there  are  more  concessions  made 
in  accordance  with  justice,  and  we  will  make 
your  physical  system  suffer  if  we  cannot  affect 
your  consciences.  Did  not  the  Liberal  party  in 
1882  fight  for  the  interests  of  good  government 
until  they  were  almost  wasted  by  the  stultifying 
anil  impure  air  of  this  Chamber,  and,  after  fighting 
for  weeks  and  weeks,  what  did  you  do?  You  did 
a  thing  which  you  are  ashamed  of  at  this  day,  and 
not  one  supporter  of  the  Government  has  stood  up 
to  justify  the  iniquity  which  was  perpetrated  on 
the  Liberal  party  in  1882.  You  divided  this  coun¬ 
try,  and  carved  it  and  cut  it  up  to  suit  your  own 
political  ends,  and,  although  you  did  not  gain  as 
much  as  you  expected  to  gain,  not  to  you  be  the 
credit,  but  to  the  honourable  Conservatives 
throughout  the  country  who  saw  the  iniquity  you 
perpetrated  and  refused  to  vote  to  sustain  it,  be¬ 
cause  the  Conservative  Governmefit  had  done  a 
thing  which  took  away  from  the  people  of 
this  country  the  opportunity  of  expressing 
their  opinions  properly  at  the  polls.  That  was 
not  sufficient.  When  that  passed  away,  1885 
came,  previous  to  another  election,  and,  instead  of 
depending  upon  the  virtues  of  the  National  Policy, 
of  which  you  boasted  and  which  you  said  had  con¬ 
ferred  such  favours  upon  the  people  of  this  coun¬ 
try,  you  passed  another  iniquitous  Bill  for  the 
purpose  of  legislating  into  the  halls  of  this  Parlia¬ 
ment  members  to  support  you  again,  and  you  placed 
the  whole  machinery  of  the  Franchise  Act  in  the 
hands  of  your  own  political  partisans,  so  that  the 
Liberals  again  suffered  from  that  iniquitous  legisla¬ 
tion.  And  now  in  1892  we  are  called  upon  again  to 
fight  the  battles  of  the  people  of  this  country  in  that 
way,  and  you  now  propose  to  take  from  us  ten  or 
fourteen  of  our  supporters,  thinking,  probably, 
that  we  have  too  many  in  this  House  at  the  present 
time.  We  have  more  ability  in  this  House  at  the 
present  time  than  the  whole  number  supporting  the 
Government,  but  when  it  comes  to  voting  there  is 
where  we  fail,  and  that  is  the  only  point  in  which 
we  fail.  Do  not  your  actions  show  every  day  that 
I  am  right  ?  You  cannot  get  up  on  your  feet  and 
argue  and  reason  out  the  justice  of  your  course  ; 
and  when  we  show  time  and  time  again 
the  iniquities  of  the  Bill  you  have  brought 
before  the  House,  which  is  condemned  by  the  free 
and  independent  press  of  the  country,  yet  those 
who  are  sent  here  to  criticise  the  legislative  action 
of  the  Government,  are  either  afraid  or  incapable 
of  getting  up  on  their  feet  and  defending  the  redis¬ 
tributions  of  1882  or  1892.  I  see  hon.  members 
sitting  back  there  who  will  vote  because  it  only 
requires  a  sign  from  their  leader,  but  when  it  requires 
the  exercise  of  mind  and  tongue,  they  sit  like 
dumb  dogs  in  their  seats,  and  vote  for  the  Govern- 

120J 


ment  every  time.  It  is  time  the  country  should 
step  in  and  put  a  stop  to  these  things.  I  am 
resolved  as  long  as  strength  is  given  me,  and  as 
long  as  I  am  able  to  stand  up  in  my  place,  to  do 
the  utmost  of  my  humble  ability  in  opposition  to 
t His  attempt  to  perpetrate  a  great  wrong  upon 
the  Liberal  party  of  this  country.  I  pointed 
out  the  other  night  sufficient  proof  to  show  that 
the  statements  I  am  making  here  to-night  are  based 
upon  facts.  I  pointed  out  that  the  Conservative 
party  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  in  the  last  general 
election  cast  186, 0(X)  votes,  and  the  Liberals  182,- 
000,  and  yet  although  the  Conservatives  had  only 
4,000  of  a  majority  in  the  popular  vote,  they  sent 
59  members  here  supporting  the  Government,  while 
the  liberals  have  only  33,  distinctly  pointing  to  the 
fact  that  your  system  of  gerrymander  has  taken  from 
the  Liberals  of  this  country  the  power  of  making 
their  influence  felt  at  the  polls  to  the  extent  to 
which  they  are  entitled.  Sir,  the  Minister  of 
Justice  to-night  said  that  according  to  our  plan 
of  preserving  county  boundaries,  he  could  gerry¬ 
mander  far  worse  than  was  done  in  1882.  I 
challenge  him  to  point  out  wherein  he  could  do  any- 
thingof  the  kind.  Thereare  21  counties  that  he  could 
not  lay  his  finger  upon,  because  they  contain  the  pro¬ 
per  populations  to  entitle  each  one  to  a  representa¬ 
tive  ;  .  therefore  they  could  not  be  touched  with 
the  vile  finger  of  gerrymander.  Nor  could  they 
cut  and  carve  1  /  other  counties,  except  by  one 
line,  and  if  they  sought  to  cut  it  in  such  a 
way  as  to  indicate  to  the  people  living  in  that 
section  of  the  country  where  the  line  was  being 
drawn,  that  it  was  dishonest,  I  am  satisfied  there 
would  be  a  sufficient  number  of  Conservative 
voters  in  that  vicinity  to  resent  the  injustice  and 
to  render  unsuccessful  any  attempt  of  that  kind. 
There  are  only  11  counties  that  would  require  more 
than  one  line  of  division,  and,  therefore,  the  in¬ 
justice  of  any  government,  whether  Conservative 
or  Reform,  would  have  to  be  confined  to  11  counties, 
and  a  better  and  more  just  redistribution  could 
be  made  by  adhering  to  county  lines.  But  the 
Minister  of  Justice  states  that  it  was  just  as  natural 
to  have  the  people  associated  together  within  these 
districts  as  within  county  boundaries.  Now,  is 
there  one  hon.  gentleman  opposite  who  believes 
that  for  a  moment  ?  Do  not  the  various  munici¬ 
palities  of  a  county  associate  for  many  purposes 
which  bring  them  together?  They  get  their  jury 
from  the  county,  they  pass  their  by-laws  for  the 
county,  they  gather  their  taxes  from  the  county, 
the  reeves. and  deputy  reeves  come  from  the  vari¬ 
ous  municipalities  to  transact  their  business  in  the 
county,  and  the  farmers  of  the  county  generally  do 
their  law  business  and  their  other  business  in  the 
county  town.  Now,  I  want  to  draw  my  re¬ 
marks  to  a  close  by  saying  that  I  hope  the  Con¬ 
servative  party  in  this  House  will  rise  above  this 
low,  grovelling  position  of  political  partyism.  I 
would  say  the  very  same  thing  to  our  own  friends  if 
they  were  in  power,  and  were  to  attempt  to  carry 
such  a  Bill  for  the  purpose  of  gaining  a  party 
object ;  I  would  be  just  as  determined  and  posi¬ 
tive  as  I  am  now  in  condemning  this.  I  ask  the 
hon.  members  to  do  what  is  just  between  man  and 
man,  and  until  you  do  that  the  country  will  remem¬ 
ber  you  in  the  (lay  of  its  wrath,  and  bring  its  judg¬ 
ment  upon  your  heads. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  progress. 
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NEW  MEMBER. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  have  the  honour  to  inform 
the  House  that  the  Clerk  of  the  House  has  received 
from  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery  a  certifi¬ 
cate  of  the  election  and  return  of  Hormisdas  Jean- 
notte,  Esquire,  member  for  the  Electoral  District 
of  L’Assomption. 

MEMBER  INTRODUCED. 

Hormisdas  Jeannotte,  Esquire,  Member  for  the  Elec¬ 
toral  District  of  L’Assomption  ;  introduced  by  Mr.  Chap- 
leau  and  Mr.  Ouimet. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  12.05 
a.m.  (Thursday). 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Friday,  17th  June,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

RECEPTION  OF  REPORTS  ON  PRIVATE 

BILLS. 

Mr.  WOOD  (Westmoreland)  moved  : 

That  the  time  for  the  reception  of  reports  from  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Private  Bills  be  extended  until  Friday,  the 
24th  instant. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

IRISH  HOME  RULE. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  Before  the  Orders  of  the  Day 
are  proceeded  with,  I  rise  to  a  question  of  privilege. 
I  have  observed  in  the  London  Times  of  Saturday, 
the  4th  June,  the  following  despatch  : — 

“  Recognizing  that  the  feeling  of  the  House  of  Com¬ 
mons  is  against  him,  Mr.  Devlin  will  not  submit  his 
motion  in  favour  of  Home  Rule  for  Ireland.  A  small 
section  of  the  Liberal  Opposition,  on  Mr.  Devlin’s  invita¬ 
tion,  met  privately  and  passed  a  resolution  of  want  of 
confidence  in  Lord  Salisbury.  They  also  decided  to  extend 
the  sympathy  of  Canada  to  the  action  of  the  Gladston- 
ians.  This  has  made  them  the  laughing-stock  of  the 
House.— Our  Correspondent.” 

I  desire  to  say  that  this  is  a  gross  and  outrageous 
misrepresentation  in  its  every  particular,  in  its 
details  as  well  as  in  its  entirety.  It  is  a  message 
as  false  as  any  ever  conceived,  and  can  be  only 
inspired  by  one  whose  sense  of  right  and  justice  is 
decidedly  weak.  This  was  intended  as  a  reflection 
on  the  Liberal  party,  and  I  take  the  earliest  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  correcting  it.  With  regard  to  my  Home 
Rule  motion,  if  the  opportunity  be  given  me  and 
no  obstacles  are  put  in  the  way,  I  shall  press  it  to 
a  vote. 

DOMINION  LANDS  ACT  AMENDMENT. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY  moved  third  reading  of  Bill 
(No.  89)  further  to  amend  the  Dominion  Lands 
Act  and  amendments  thereto. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  Before  the  third  reading,  I  desire 
to  call  the  attention  of  the  Government  and  the 
House  to  one  point  connected  with  this  Bill.  Last 
year  we  passed  the  following  :  — 

Mr.  Macdonald  (Huron). 


“  Notwithstanding  anything  in  the  Dominion  Lands 
Act  or  in  this  Act,  a  settler  may  homestead  any  cancelled 
quarter  section  or  cancelled  pre-emption  while  residing 
within  two  miles  of  the  said  homestead.” 

The  way  that  clause  was  drawn  up  was  this  :  The 
hon.  the  Minister  asked  me  if  I  thought  that  por¬ 
tion  of  the  amendment  was  important,  that  is,  of 
an  amendment  which  I  had  on  the  Paper,  and  I 
said  I  thought  it  was.  He  then  asked  me  if  I  had 
a  clause  drawn  up.  I  had  not,  but  I  drew  this  up 
rapidly,  and  I  do  not  see  the  grounds  for  the  doubt 
that  seized  on  the  mind  of  Mr.  H.  H.  Smith  and 
the  officers  of  the  department  in  interpreting  that 
clause.  The  clause  provides  that,  notwithstanding 
anything  in  the  Dominion  Lands  Act,  a  settler  may 
homestead  any  cancelled  quarter  section  or  can¬ 
celled  pre-emption.  At  the  time  no  person  was 
allowed  to  enter  as  an  ordinary  homestead  for  a 
cancelled  homestead  or  a  cancelled  pre-emption. 
Well,  when  the  land  reverted  to  the  Crown,  I 
coidd  not  see  any  reason  why  he  should  not  be 
allowed  to  enter  for  the  cancelled  homestead  or 
pre-emption,  nor  can  I  see  it  now.  At  that  time, 
however,  a  settler  was  not  allowed  to  homestead 
his  pre-emption,  and  no  doubt  this  would  have 
provided  for  the  homesteading  of  the  pre-emption, 
and  I  rather  think  this  was  the  point  which 
gravelled  Mr.  H.  H.  Smith.  Now,  we  have 
passed  a  clause  enabling  the  settler  to  home¬ 
stead  his  pre-emption,  and  I  am  told  by 
the  authorities  of  the  department  that 
there  is  nothing  to  prevent  a  settler  home¬ 
steading  a  cancelled  homestead,  but  at  present 
he  cannot  homestead  a  cancelled  pre-emption.  I 
may  say,  however,  that,  when  I  spoke  to  Mr. 
Burgess  and  to  other  officers  of  the  department,  I 
found  that  they  were  under  the  impression  that 
this  could  be  arranged  by  a  regulation  of  the 
department,  and  they  seemed  to  think  there  would 
be  no  difficulty  about  it.  However,  I  find  there 
is  some  difficulty,  and  I  may  point  out  to  the 
Government  that  now  we  have  opened  a  cancelled 
homestead  and  allowred  a  settler  to  enter  for  his 
cancelled  pre-emption,  why  should  you  prevent 
a  new  settler  from  entering  for  a  cancelled  pre¬ 
emption  on  the  same  conditions  as  you  allow  a 
settler  coming  in  to  enter  for  the  ordinary  160 
acres  which  have  never  been  entered,  or  for  a  can¬ 
celled  homestead  ?  I  received  a  letter  this  morning 
from  one  of  the  best  settlers  in  the  North-West, 
Mr.  M.  G.  Miller  ;  he  is  an  Ontario  farmer  ;  he  is 
farming  largely,  he  has  two  sons  living  with  him 
who  are  about  to  farm  there,  and  they  want  to 
enter  on  the  same  conditions  as  they  could  for  a 
cancelled  homestead  or  for  an  ordinary  homestead. 
They  want  to  enter  for  cancelled  pre-emption ; 
they  are  living  within  twTo  miles  of  a  cancelled 
pre-emption  ;  and  surely  it  is  not  in  the  interest 
of  the  country  that  these  two  young  Ontario  men 
should  not  be  allowed  the  same  privilege  in  regard 
to  this  cancelled  pre-emption  that  a  new-comer 
would  be  allowed  in  regard  to  a  cancelled  home¬ 
stead  or  in  regard  to  an  ordinary  homestead. 
Now,  the  only  argument  that  can  be  used  in 
favour  of  keeping  a  cancelled  pre-emption  from 
entry  by  a  settler  under  the  two-mile  radius  is 
this  :  that  some  revenue  may  be  derived  from  it. 
Now,  Sir,  I  wish  to  point  out  to  the  Minister  of 
the  Interior  that  only  an  infinitesimal  sum  can  be 
got  from  that,  because  this  Bill  opens  the  can¬ 
celled  pre-emption  to  general  entrance,  and  I  need 
hardly  point  out  that  those  who  will  have  an 
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opportunity  of  living  within  two  miles  of  the 
cancelled  pre-emption  will  be  very  few  indeed. 
I  will  now  read  to  the  House  this  letter  from 
Mr.  M.  G.  Miller,  which  I  received  this  morning. 
He  was  down  here  after  this  Act  last  fall,  and  I 
told  him  :  “  Now  you  can  go  home  and  your  boys 

can  enter.”  This  is  what  he  writes  to  me  : 

,  _  „  “  Carsdale,  12th  June,  1892. 

JN.  I.  Davtn,  M.  P. 

“  Dear  Sir,— I  am  sorry  to  be  troubling  you  again  about 
my  sons  getting  entered  for  their  homesteads  on  the  two- 
mi!e  limit.  I  understood  from  you  while  in  Ottawa  last 
session  of  Parliament,  that  such  privilege  would  be  al¬ 
lowed  them.  I  called  at  the  Crown  Land  Office,  Regina, 
who  stated  they  had  received  no  instructions  as  yet,  so, 
tired  of  waiting,  I  wrote  to  the  Minister  of  the  Interior, 
who  in  reply  states  it  is  impossible  to  grant  my  request 
under  the  present  regulations.  Now,  while  you  are  in 
Ottawa,  it  there  is  any  way  you  could  get  my  request 
granted  you  would  confer  a  great  blessing  on  botn  my  boys 
and  myself.  We  are  not  speculators,  but  residents  of  the 
JSorth-\\est  lerritories,  and  my  home  shows  that  with 
all  the  trees  I  have  planted;  I  have  some  of  all  kinds, 
which  are  doing  well,  and  thanks  to  Mr.  Saunders,  of  the 
Experimental  Farm,  Ottawa,  who  sent  us  last  year,  300 
of  forest  trees,  this  year  about  100  of  evergreen  and  a 
variety  of  willows  and  lealock.  Together  with  that  you 
know  this  is  only  my  second  spring,  and  I  have  150  acres 
of  crop  in  ” - 

Only  the  second  spring ;  I  need  hardly  tell  you 
that  is  a  first-rate  farmer. — 

150  acres  of  crop  in,  which  looks  splendid,  and  have 
about  50  more  broke  now,  but  we  intend  breaking  100  or 
over.  Now,  ray  main  object  in  this  request  is  to  keep  us 
as  a  family  circle  unbroken,  so  long  as  we  can.  Hoping 
to  hear  from  you,  I  remain  your  humble  and  obedient 
servant, 

“M.  G.  MILLER.” 

Now,  in  the  very  excellent  Bill  before  the  House 
we  have  this  sub-section  (a)  to  sub-section  5  of 
clause  3  : 

“  Any  person  obtaining  homestead  entry  for  the  land 
included  in  such  forfeited  pre-emption  entry,  shall  be  re¬ 
quired  to  perfect  his  entry  by  erecting  a  habitable  house 
thereon,  and  commencing  actual  residence  in  the  said 
house  within  six  months  of  the  date  of  such  homestead 
entry,  and  shall  be  required  to  continue  such  residence 
for  at  least  six  months  of  the  three  years  next  succeed¬ 
ing.” 

Now,  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the  Government, 
in  preparing  this  Bill,  was  under  the  impression 
that  it  was  providing  for  the  very  case  that  I  want 
to  provide  for.  At  the  present  time  a  man  going 
into  the  North- West  Territories  can  homestead  in 
various  ways,  and  amongst  others  he  can  home¬ 
stead  in  the  following  manner  : — 

“In  addition  to  the  cases  hereinbefore  mentioned,  any 
person  claiming  a  patent  under  a  homestead  entry,  or 
under  a  homestead  and  pre-emption  entry,  shall  be  en¬ 
titled  thereto  upon  proving: 

“  That  he  has  erected  upon  his  homestead  a  habitable 
house  and  has  bond  fide  resided  therein  for  not  less  than 
three  months  next  prior  to  the  date  of  his  application  for 
his  patent ; 

“That  for  the  period  between  the  time  within- which, 
by  clause  thirty-six  of  this  Act,  it  is  provided  that  a  person 
who  has  obtained  a  homestead  entry  shall  perfect  his 
entry,  and  the  commencement  of  his  said  three  months 
residence  upon  his  homestead,  he  has  been  bond  fide  resi¬ 
dent  within  a  radius  of  two  miles  from  his  homestead 
quarter  section.” 

I  call  the  attention  of  the  House  to  that,  becaus*e 
that  is  the  operative  part  to  this  clause. — 

“  That  within  the  first  year  after  the  date  of  his  home¬ 
stead  entry  he  broke  and  prepared  for  crop  not  less  than 
ten  acres  of  his  homestead  quarter  section  ; 

“  That  within  the  second  year  he  cropped  the  said  ten 
acres  and  broke  and  prepared  for  crop  not  less  than 
fifteen  acres  in  addition,  making  not  less  than  twenty- 
five  acres : 

“  That  within  the  third  year  after  the  date  of  his  home¬ 
stead  entry  he  cropped  the  said  twenty-five  acres  and 


broke  and  prepared  for  crop  not  less  than  fifteen  acres  in 
fiddition,  making  in  all  not  less  than  twenty-five  acres  of 
the  said  homestead  cropped,  and  fifteen  acres  in  addition 
broken  and  prepared  for  crop,  within  three  years  of  the 
date  of  perfecting  his  homestead  entry.” 

That  is,  from  his  residence  two  miles  distant  from 
the  homestead,  either  at  his  father’s  house,  or 
at  the  house  of  some  friend.  Now,  anybody 
going  into  the  North-West  at  the  present  minute 
can  homestead  a  cancelled  homestead  or  an 
ordinary  homestead,  under  the  conditions  of  that 
clause,  and  anybody  going  into  the  North-West 
after  this  Bill  is  passed  can  homestead  a  cancelled 
pre-emption  in  the  ordinary  way.  Is  there  any 
use,  is  there  any  reason,  even  on  the  ground  of 
getting  an  income  from  selling  these  pre-emptions 
which  you  are  abandoning  in  the  clause  of  this  Bill, 
especially  as  you  now  allow,  on  certain  conditions, 
the  homesteader  to  homestead  his  own  pre-emption 
— is  there  any  reason  why  we  should  not  give  to  the 
settler,  to  the  few  settlers  who  will  be  benefited 
by  that  clause  in  the  Act  of  1886,  the  privilege  of 
completing  their  improvements  on  a  cancelled  pre¬ 
emption  while  living  two  miles  away  ?  I  shall, 
therefore,  move  that  the  House  again  resolve  itself 
into  Committee  of  the  Whole  in  order  that  I  may 
add  the  following  words  to  the  clause.  The  clause 
at  present  reads  : 

“  (q.)  Any  person  obtaining  homestead  entry  for  the 
land  included  in  such  forfeited  pre-emption  entry  shall 
be  required  to  perfect  his  entry  by  erecting  a  habitable 
house  thereon,  and  commencing  actual  residence  in  the 
said  house  within  six  months  of  the  date  of  such  home¬ 
stead  entry,  and  shall  be  required  to  continue  such 
residence  for  at  least  six  months  in  each  of  the  three 
years  next  succeeding.” 

Now,  I  want  to  add  to  that  : 

“  Or  he  shall  be  entitled  to  a  patent  therefor  if  he  has 
erected  upon  his  homestead  a  habitable  house  and  has 
bona  fide  resided  therein  for  not  less  than  three  months 
next  prior  to  the  date  of  his  application  for  his  patent, 
and  between  the  time  within  which,  by  clause  thirty-six 
of  this  Act,  it  is  provided  that  a  person  who  has  obtained 
a  homestead  entry  shall  perfect  his  entry,  and  the  com¬ 
mencement  of  his  said  three  months  residence  upon  his 
homestead,  he  has  been  bond  fide  resident  within  a  radius 
of  two  miles  from  his  homestead  quarter  section ;  and 
within  the  first  year  after  the  date  of  his  homestead 
entry  he  broke  and  prepared  for  crop  not  less  than  ten 
acres  of  his  homestead  quarter  section  ;  and  within  the 
second  year  he  cropped  the  said  ten  acres  and  broke  and 
prepared  for  crop  not  less  than  fifteen  acres  in  addition, 
making  not  less  than  twenty-five  acres  ;  and  within  the 
third  year  after  the  date  of  his  homestead  entry  he  cropped 
the  said  twenty-five  acres  and  broke  and  prepared  for 
crop  not  less  than  fifteen  acres  in  addition,  making  in  all 
not  less  than  twenty-five  acres  of  the  said  homestead  crop¬ 
ped,  and  fifteen  aci'es  in  addition  broken  and  prepared  for 
crop,  within  three  years  of  the  date  of  perfecting  his 
homestead  entry.” 

I  want  to  impress  on  the  House  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment  that  what  we  provide  for  is  a  very  small 
thing,  that  it  will  touch  very  few  people.  It  can¬ 
not  affect  the  revenue,  except  to  a  fractional  extent; 
and  unless  you  adopt  it,  you  still  keep  up  a  little 
fretful  arrangement  in  the  legislation  that  will 
cause  a  great  deal  of  trouble  and  inconvenience  to 
those  who  are  affected  by  it  and  by  whom  it  will 
be  considered  a  hardship.  And  not  only  so,  but 
you  adopt  what,  as  a  principle,  you  are  adopt¬ 
ing  along  the  whole  line,  with  this  one  ex¬ 
ception  ;  and  in  order,  therefore,  that  the  legisla¬ 
tion  should  be  harmonious,  I  suggest  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  that  I  hope  they  will  not  offer  any  oppo¬ 
sition  to  going  into  committee  and  making  this 
addition  to  the  clause  and  so  making  their  policy 
complete.  I  never  approved  of  the  idea  that  the 
country,  or  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  was 
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in  any  way  benefited,  above  all  the  country,  by 
holding  cancelled  homesteads  or  cancelled  pre¬ 
emptions  for  sale.  A  settler,  with  his  family,  on  a 
homestead  of  160  acres,  who  buys  the  goods  im¬ 
ported  into  the  country,  and  who  pays  the  duty, 
and  who  is  making  wealth,  is,  I  need  hardly  say, 
worth  three  or  four  times  the  $400  or  $500  which 
might  be  obtained  from  that  quarter  section  by 
keeping  it  open. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  presume  what  the  hon. 
gentleman  wants  is  to  carry  out  the  view  he  intended 
to  express  in  section  12  of  the  Bill  of  last  year, 
which  was  handed  in  on  the  spur  of  the  momefit. 
It  was  considered  by  the  Commissioner  of  lands 
not  to  be  very  clear,  and  was  consequently  not 
acted  on.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  particular 
objection  to  the  adoption  of  the  proposition  of  the 
hon.  gentleman,  but  it  will  be  better  to  adjourn 
the  debate,  and  if  the  hon.  gentleman  will  then 
send  me  a  copy  of  the  amendment  he  proposes,  we 
can  take  it  up  at  a  future  stage. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  desire  to  offer  a  few  re¬ 
marks  with  respect  to  the  proposition  submitted 
by  the  hon.  member  for  West  Assiniboia  (Mr. 
Davin).  It  is  clear  from  the  indication  given  by 
the  Minister  of  Interior,  that  the  Government 
intend  to  accede  to  the  request  made  and  change 
the  Bill.  The  proposition  submitted  is  an  objec¬ 
tionable  one  for  several  reasons.  It  is  objectionable 
because  the  proposition  is  to  allow  a  man  to  reside 
during  two  years  and  nine  months  two  miles  dis¬ 
tant  from  the  land  which  he  wishes  to  homestead, 
and  in  this  way  we  will  reduce  the  number  of  domi¬ 
ciles  in  the  North-West.  An  inducement  will  be 
offered  to  people  to  board  with  neighbours 
the  principal  part  of  the  time  necessary  to 
enable  them  to  get  their  patents,  and  then  within 
three  months  of  the  time  when  they  intend  to,  apply 
for  the  patent,  the  claimant  will  erect  a  house  upon 
the  land  and  become  a  resident  for  three  months. 
This  will  create  a  disposition  to  speculate  very 
largely.  I  do  not  think  it  is  right  that  a  man  who 
professes  to  be  a  bond  fide  settler  should  be  allowed 
to  board  and  at  the  same  time  claim  the  right  to 
homestead  land  simply  by  residing  on  the  land 
during  three  months.  Moreover,  it  is  offering  a 
premium  for  an  increased  crop  of  old  bachelors  in 
the  North-West,  and  at  the  present  time  we  are 
cursed  with  that  unfortunate  condition.  Under 
this  proposition  men  will  be  able  to  go  there,  hire 
board  without  living  on  their  homesteads,  there  will 
be  no  families,  but  a  whole  lot  of  bachelors  will  be¬ 
come  homesteaders.  I  hope  the  Government  will 
seriously  consider  the  proposition  of  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Assiniboia,  and  decide  against  his  sugges¬ 
tion,  which  will  undoubtedly  militate  seriously 
against  settlement  and  increased  population  in  the 
North-West. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  Probably  the  hon.  gentleman 
is  not  aware  that  this  has  been  going  on  for  a  num¬ 
ber  of  years  ;  indeed,  ever  since  the  Land  Act  was 
in  force.  There  has  been  a  provision  by  which 
people  could  take  up  land  under  the  two-mile  radius 
clause.  The  hon.  gentleman  probably  is  not  aware 
that  this  clause  was  repealed,  but  will  again  come 
into  effect  the  first  of  next  year.  In  the  meantime 
the  hon.  gentleman  has  pointed  out  that  there  are 
several  parties  who  have  come  into  the  country 
knowing  that  this  provision  was  on  the  Statute- 

ook  and  expecting  to  be  able  to  settle  within  a  two- 
Mr.  Davin. 


mile  radius,  and  he  asks  that  provision  be  made  to 
enable  them  to  take  advantage  of  that  two-mile 
radius  clause  with  respect  to  cancelled  pre-emptions. 
It  is  a  very  small  matter,  and  only  had  reference  to 
those  who  enter  between  now  and  the  first  of  next 
year.  It  is  to  meet  the  case  of  those  persons  who 
have  come  in  between  the  date  of  the  passage  of 
this  Act  and  the  termination  of  the  two-mile  radius 
privilege. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  debate. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  debate  adjourned. 

REPRESENTATION  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF 
COMMONS. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on 
Bill  (No.  76)  to  readjust  the  representation  in  the 
House  of  Commons. 

(In  the  Committee. ) 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Before  declaring  this  amend¬ 
ment  lost,  I  wish  to  say  a  few  words  in  support  of  it. 

I  consider  the  amendment  placed  in  your  hands  is  a 
proper  one,  and  I  intend  to  briefly  give  the  reasons 
which  I  believe  warrant  me  in  making  the  assertion 
that  the  amendment  is  proper  and  justifiable.  I 
think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  a  fair  examination 
and  consideration  of  this  question  now  before 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole,  must  convince 
any  fair  and  dispassionate  man  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  are  working  along  the  lines  of  injustice  ;  and 
if  such  is  the  case,  Sir,  if  the  features  of  the  Redis¬ 
tribution  Bill  as  introduced  by  the  Government 
are  not  justifiable,  if  the  principle  which  actuates 
the  Government  is  not  an  honest  one,  certainly  the 
House  ought  to  take  this  matter  into  consideration 
to  rectify  what  is  wrong.  Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
are  following  up  the  lines  of  action  that  we  wTere 
following  in  1882,  and  there  is  not  a  member  of 
this  House,  I  venture  to  say,  who  will  stand  up  in 
his  place  and  affirm  that  the  Redistribution  Bill  of 
1882  was  an  honest  measure,  a  just  measure,  a 
politic  measure,  a  measure  conceived  in  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  this  country.  There  is  not  a  member  of  this 
House  who  would  risk  his  reputation  for  veracity 
and  common  sense  by  making  such  an  assertion. 
The  Bill  of  1882  was  emphatically  an  unmitigated 
political  fraud.  It  was  a  stab  at  the  rights  of  the 
people  of  this  country.  It  was  a  blow  at  the 
fundamental  principle  of  free  representation.  Now, 
if  that  is  the  case,  Mr.  Chairman,  then  the  next 
question  to  be  enquired  into  is  :  What  is  the 
character  of  the  present  Redistribution  Bill  ?  Is 
the  Bill  following  in  the  lines  of  the  Bill  of  1882  ? 
Or  is  it  a  Bill  that  proposes  to  redress  some  of  the 
grievances  created  by  the  Bill  of  1882  ?  If  it  is  a 
Bill  that  proposes  to  redress  a  wrong,  if  it  is  a  Bill 
that  proposes  to  retrace  steps  taken  in  a  wrong 
direction,  why  then  no  member  of  the  House  having, 
the  good  of  the  country  at  heart,  would  be  justified 
in  rising  in  his  place  and  moving  an  amendment  or 
hindering  its  passage.  But  if  it  is  a  Bill  continuing 
in  the  same  vicious  direction,  if  it  is  a  Bill  seeking 
to  further  saddle  upon  this  country  the  injustice 
saddled  upon  it  by  the  Bill  of  1882,  why  then 
every  person  in  this  House  who  has  the  good  of 
this  country  at  heart  is  not  only  warranted  in 
doing,  but  is  not  honest  in  the  faithful  discharge 
of  his  duty,  if  he  does  not  do  exactly  what  the 
hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  is  doing  in 
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pressing  this  amendment  upon  the  House.  The 
Bill  of  1882,  it  is  unnecessary  to  say,  will  be  a  blot 
upon  the  reputation  of  every  lion,  gentleman 
who  had  anything  to  do  with  it.  It  will  be  a 
more  enduring  monument  to  the  late  leader  of  this 
Government  than  any  monument  that  can  be 
erected  in  marble  to  him — although  not  a  monu¬ 
ment  so  desirable.  It  will  be  a  monument  to  the 
manipulators  who,  in  the  secrecy  of  their  com¬ 
mittee  rooms,  devised  the  details  of  that  Bill,  and  if 
that  Bill  is  an  admitted  outrage,  then  the  refusal  to 
rectify  the  wrongs  committed  in  that  Bill  is  tanta¬ 
mount  to  a  justification  of  those  outrages.  Now,  the 
demand  has  been  made,  and  the  demand  is  made  in 
this  amendment  presented  by  the  lion,  member  for 
Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills),  that  we  shall  devise  and 
accept  and  move  upon  a  principle  of  redistribu¬ 
tion — a  fixed  principle  of  redistribution,  a  just 
piinciple  of  redistribution — that  we  shall  first 
establish  a  principle  and  then  proceed  to  square  our 
action  and  measure  it  with  our  principle.  This  is 
a  reasonable  proposition.  There  was  a  principle 
underlying  the  Bill  of  1882,  it  is  true.  What 
was  the  principle  ?  It  was  the  principle  of 
stabbing  the  Reformers.  It  was  the  principle 
of  perverting  free  representation.  It  was  the 
principle  of  giving  to  one  voter  on  one  side  an  amount 
of  influence  equal  to  two  voters  on  the  other  side. 
It  was  a  principle  which,  applied  in  practice,  was 
subversive  to  free  government.  That  was  the 
principle  that  was  underneath  the  Bill  of  1882,  and 
we  have  a  right  to  demand  that  the  precedent  which 
we  are  making  in  that  respect  shall  be  abandoned, 
and  that  the  House  shall  accept  a  just  principle, 
and  having  accepted  that  just  principle  proceed  to 
act  upon  it. 

Sir,  the  party  upon  the  opposite  side  of  this 
Chamber — I  suppose  we  are  bound  to  accept  their 
assertion — is  the  loyal  party.  They  claim  that 
they  are  the  loyal  party  yar  excellence,.  Every  issue 
of  their  journals,  almost  every  speech  of  their  ora¬ 
tors,  cast  discredit  upon  the  loyalty  of  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  on  this  side  of  the  House.  We  are  Yankee 
sympathizers;  we  are  Yankee  imitators — Yankee 
sympathizers  and  Y^ankee  imitators.  We  borrow  our 
principles  from  the  United  States.  We  are  guilty 
of  looking  towards  the  United  States  with  a  friend¬ 
ly  eye.  Our  policy  is  one  calculated  to  fasten 
upon  this  country  the  evils  of  the  American  system. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  The  hon.  member  for  West 
York  (Mr.  Wallace)  says  “  hear,  hear.”  The  country 
reeks  with  proclamations  with  regard  to  the 
loyalty  and  honesty  of  hon.  gentlemen  who 
sit  on  the  opposite  side  of  this  House.  They  are 
the  political  Pharisees  of  this  day.  They  stand 
up  like  the  Pharisees  of  old  and  say  :  “We  thank 
thee,  0  God,  we  are  not  as  other  men  are,  extor¬ 
tioners,  political  gamblers,  thieves  and  corruption¬ 
ists  ;  we  are  not  even  like  these  poor  publicans  on 
the  other  side  of  the  House.  ”  That  is  what  we 
hear.  What  example,  I  would  ask,  are  these  hon. 
gentlemen  following  to-day  ?  Where  did  they  get 
the  example  that  they  acted  upon  in  1882  ;  this  ex¬ 
ample  that  they  propose  to  act  upon  in  1892  ?  Where 
did  it  come  from?  Are  they  Yankee  imitators? 
Are  they  introducing  anything  out  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  system  into  this  country  ?  Let  my  hon.  friend 
from  West  York  (Mr.  Wallace)  say  “hear,  hear.” 
Is  there  a  record  of  a  gerrymander  in  England  ? 


Mr.  WALLACE.  You  have  the  record  of  Mr. 
Mowat’s  gerrymander. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
are  slavish  imitators  of  the  vilest  class  of  American 
politicians,  and  have  adopted  the  principle  of  as¬ 
sassination  and  rascality  which  disgraces  the  poli¬ 
tical  history  of  the  United  States  ;  and  they  have 
adopted  that  system  in  its  worst  features  and 
forms.  There  is  not  a  more  perversive  principle,  a 
more  slavish  imitation  of  the  most  contemptible 
form  of  gerrymander  which  existed  iii  the  United 
States,  than  the  Bill  of  1882.  This  entire  gerry¬ 
mander  system  is  the  sum  of  political  villainy,  and 
is  the  weapon  of  political  villains,  and  has  been  used 
as  their  weapon  since  1812  in  the  United  States.  It 
was  used  in  Canada  for  the  same  purpose  in  1882, 
and  it  is  proposed  to  use  the  principles  of  that 
measure  in  the  same  line  of  action  to-day.  Talk 
about  American  example  !  About  the  Opposition 
of  this  country  following  Yankee  example  !  Here 
are  the  Y’ankee  imitators,  imitators  of  the  Yankee 
system  of  political  villainy,  of  everything  apper¬ 
taining  to  the  American  system  that  is  pernicious 
and  bad.  Nothing  that  the  most  unscrupulous  of 
American  politicians  are  prepared  to  resort  to,  for 
thepurpose  of  promoting  their  own  evil  influence, but 
hon.  gentlemen  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  House 
are  not  only  prepared  to  resort  to,  but  have 
resorted  to  it,  and  are  resorting  to  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  refer  just  for  a  moment, 
and  very  briefly,  to  some  of  the  great  triumphs  of 
the  gerrymander  principle  in  the  United  States,  just 
to  show  our  friends  they  have  done  very  well.  They 
have  almost  siirpassed  those  whom  they  are 
imitating.  The  original  gerrymander,  the  article 
upon  which  the  patent  was  first  taken  out — the 
Act  of  1812  in  Massachusetts — as  I  have  stated  on 
a  former  occasion  in  this  House - 

Mr.  SPROULE.  Is  the  principle  not  there  ? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  If  the  hon.  member  for 
Grey  (Mr.  Sproule)  will  listen,  he  will  learn  some¬ 
thing,  and  I  will  recapitulate  some  things  that  the 
hon.  gentleman  wants  to  know.  In  the  operation 
of  the  measure  which  was  introduced  by  Governor 
Eldridge  Gerry  of  Massachusetts  it  was  so  arranged 
that  50,000  voters  on  one  sideelected  29  senators  and 
51,000  voters  on  the  other  side  only  elected  11. 
Thus  it  took  1,736  voters  from  one  side  to  elect  a 
senator,  and  4,706  on  the  other.  That  was  pretty 
good  work.  That  was  fully  equal  to  the  practical 
outcome  of  the  scheme  devised  in  1882  ;  and  in  the 
case  of  Ohio  with  its  ups  and  downs,  the  gerry¬ 
mander,  first  by  one  party  and  then  by  the  other, 
would  almost  remind  one  of  the  operations  of 
Turkish  pashas  in  some  tax-cursed  country  of  the 
Orient,  where  one  plunders  the  people,  and  his 
successor  plunders  them  again,  one  setting  an  ex¬ 
ample  in  the  line  of  plundering  and  rascality  that 
his  successor  adopts  and  improves  upon.  In 
Ohio  in  1880  the  Republicans  arranged  the 
districts  in  such  a  way  that  it  took  68,114 
Democratic  votes  to  elect  a  congressman,  and 
only  24,202  Republican  votes.  This  was  an 
equalization  with  a  vengeance.  In  1886  the  Republic¬ 
ans  gerrymandered  the  state  in  such  a  way  that  it 
required  22,404  Republican  votes  and  54,273  Demo¬ 
cratic  votes  to  elect  a  congressman  ;  and  in  1888  it 
took  26,032  Republican  votes  and  79,128  Democratic 
votes.  Then  the  Democrats  came  into  power  again 
and  gerrymandered  the  state  so  that  it  required 
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51,803  Republican  votes  to  elect  a  congressman,  and 
only  25,109  Democratic  votes.  This  thing  has  been 
going  on  year  after  year  in  Ohio  and  in  various 
other  American  states  ;  and  this  is  the  system 
adopted  in  this  country — not  the  British  system, 
as  I  shall  proceed  to  show  in  a  short  time  ;  not  the 
system  in  vogue  in  the  country  from  which  these 
lion,  gentlemen  profess  to  draw  their  inspiration  ; 
but  a  system  in  vogue  in  the  country  to  the  south 
of  us,  and  denounced  by  every  honest  man  in  the 
country,  no  matter  to  what  political  party  he  may 
belong.  In  connection  with  this  matter  there 
is  one  white  spot  in  the  United  States,  that 
is,  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  which  has  adopted 
just  such  a  provision  as  my  hon.  friend  from 
Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  proposes  in  his  amendment. 
That  state  has  adopted  the  principle  that  county 
lines  should  not  be  disregarded  in  the  redistribution 
of  districts.  In  that  state  last  winter  a  gerrymander 
of  a  very  odious  character  was  passed,  one  almost  as 
bad  in  some  particulars  as  our  own  of  1882.  Upon 
appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  state,  that  gerry¬ 
mander  was  set  aside  on  the  ground  that  it  had 
transgressed  county  lines.  By  means  of  that  pro¬ 
vision,  which  safeguarded  the  rights  and  liberties 
of  the  people,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  state  was 
enabled  to  set  aside  that  unjust  and  rascally  law. 
Now,  in  Ontario  the  result  of  the  gerrymander  of 
1882  was  almost  as  bad  as  anything  that  can  be 
pointed  out  in  the  history  of  gerrymander  operations 
in  any  country.  We  had  a  popular  vote  in  Ontario 
which  gave  a  very  slight  majority  to  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  party.  A  majority,  of  two  members  in  the 
delegation  from  Ontario  in  the  House  of  Commons, 
would  have  been  relatively  larger  than  the  majority 
that  existed  in  the  popular  vote. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  What  was  the  popular  ma¬ 
jority  ? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  It  was  less  than  5,000. 
While  with  a  fair  apportionment  of  the  seats  the 
Conservative  party  would  probably  have  had  a 
majority  of  two  or  three  in  the  Ontario  delegation 
in  this  House,  under  the  villainous  manipulation  of 
that  Bill  they  had  more  than  twro  to  one  ;  and 
every  Conservative  voter  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
exercised  a  power  equal  to  that  exercised  by  two 
Liberal  voters.  If  that  is  not  political  villainy,  if 
that  is  not  subversive  of  free  institutions,  if  that  is 
not  an  abuse  of  the  powers  of  the  Government,  I 
ask  what  can  be  an  abuse  ;  and  if  men  will  stand 
up  in  this  House  and  justify  a  measure  of  that  kind, 
they  will  justify  a  total  subversion  of  the  liberties 
of  the  people,  if  it  serves  their  party  purposes  to 
do  so. 

Now,  I  propose  to  turn  from  this  American 
system,  to  point  out  to  my  hon.  friends  on  the 
other  side  of  the  House  a  better  systein.  If  they 
are  the  loyal  party  of  this  country,  if  they  admire 
British  precedents  and  British  justice  and  British 
fair-play,  I  propose  to  point  out  to  them  what 
British  precedents  are,  and  what  British  usage  is 
with  regard  to  redistribution.  I  propose  to  point 
out  to  them  that  when  the  last  redistribu¬ 
tion  was  carried  out  in  Great  Britain  in  1885, 
the  outcome  of  the  discussion,  and  the  strug¬ 
gle  of  parties  upon  this  ’question,  was  the 
adoption  of  a  principle  of  action  that  would 
secure  a  fair  and  honest  redistribution,  that 
would  secure  to  each  party  in  that  country  its  fair 
proportion  of  influence  and  votes  in  the  House  of 
Mr.  Charlton. 


Commons.  I  propose  to1  point  out  that  it  was 
realized  and  admitted,  and  the  admission  was  acted 
upon  in  Great  Britain,  that  the  redistribution  of 
seats  in  Parliament  was  not  an  operation  to  be 
attended  to  by  some  little  star  chamber  junta  in 
secret — that  it  was  not  something  that  came  with¬ 
in  the  operation  of  party  government,  something 
to  be  perpetrated  by  party  managers  for  party 
advantage  ;  but  it  was  placed  on  the  basis  of  an 
operation  to  be  entered  into,  carried  forward  and 
perfected  by  the  joint  action  of  all  parties — by 
the  intervention  of  a  judicial  and  impartial  tri¬ 
bunal  that,  after  considering  the  question,  should 
formulate  a  scheme  on  certain  fixed  principles 
and  lines,  which,  when  formulated,  should  be  laid 
before  the  House  of  Commons.  The  Government 
proceeded  to  appoint  six  commissioners,  and 
these,  finding  their  labours  too  heavy,  asked 
leave  of  the  Government  to  appoint  three  assistant 
commissioners.  These  nine  commissioners  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  do — what  ?  They  were  directed,  in  the 
Act  which  laid  down  and  defined  their  duties,  to 
examine  the  ordnance  department  survey  maps 
and  to  determine  from  these  and  all  available 
sources  of  information  what  would  be  the  proper 
bounds  of  the  ridings  to  be  created.  They 
were  directed  to  make  these  divisions  as 
compact  in  regard  to  geographical  divisions  as 
possible.  They  were  directed  to  name  each  of 
these  divisions  from  some  important  town  or  place 
or  area  within  it.  They  were  directed,  when  they 
had  provisionally  determined  the  bounds  of  a  rid¬ 
ing,  to  give  public  notice  by  advertisement  in  the 
local  papers  in  that  riding,  and  to  name  a  day 
when  one  or  more  commissioners  should  appear  in 
the  riding  to  hear  objections  to  the  bounds  of  that' 
riding  as  provisionally  determined  upon  ;  and 
prior  to  the  calling  of  this  court  a  map  of  the  pro¬ 
visional  riding  was  to  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  in  the  county,  and  every  man  who  desired 
to  examine  the  map  was  at  liberty  to  do  so. 
These  were  the  provisions  with  regard  to  counties. 
With  regard  to  boroughs,  community  of  inter¬ 
est  was  to  be.  respected,  and  the  boundaries  of 
boroughs  were  to  be  made  consistent  with  well- 
established  limits,  such  as  parochial  limits  and  so 
forth  ;  and  the  bounds  of  the  riding,  when  provi¬ 
sionally  arranged,  were  to  be  subject  tojthe  criticism, 
canvassing  and  objections  of  the  people  directly 
interested,  by  the  publication  in  the  newspapers  of 
a  notice  that  upon  a  given  day  the  commis¬ 
sioners  would  appear  to  hear  objections  to 
the  provisional  bounds  of  the  borough  as 
shown  by  the  map  filed  with  the  proper  officer. 
They  were  directed  to  have  the  population  of  these 
ridings  approximately  equalized,  and  in  arranging 
divisions  special  regard  was  to  be  had  to  the  pur¬ 
suits  of  the  population.  And  the  boundaries  were 
to  conform  with  existing  boundaries  except  as  al¬ 
tered  by  the  schedule  number  5  of  the  Act.  These 
were  the  duties  placed  upon  the  commissioners  by 
their  instructions,  and  when  their  report  was  made 
it  contained  the  following  points  : — First  of  all, 
their  report  asked  for  and  obtained  permission  to 
appoint  three  assistant  commissioners.  It  went  on 
to  speak  of  the  importance  of  deciding  the  boun¬ 
daries,  and  it  referred  to  the  fact  that  petty  ses¬ 
sional  divisions  were  generally  respected.  Their 
report  contained  an  apology  for  an  apparent  want 
of  compactness,  where  in  some  cases  fixed  rules 
prevented  it.  It  stated  that  the  names  of  divi- 
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sions  were  taken  from  the  most  important  points  in 
them,  from  the  borough  towns,  and  so  on.  The  re¬ 
port  set  forth  the  fact  that  arrangements  in  every 
ease  were  made  for  hearing  local  enquiry  and  local 
objection  before  the  commissioners  holding  court 
within  the  borough  or  riding.  The  report  stated 
the  fact  that  public  notice,  depositing  a  map 
of  the  divisions  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace 
of  the  county  and  permission  to  inspect  that  map, 
preceded  the  holding  of  these  courts.  And  their 
report  made  mention  of  the  fact  as  to  the  character 
of  the  enquiries.  These  provisional  courts  were 
numerously  attended  by  prominent  persons,  by 
political  associations,  and  by  political  agents,  and 
yet  the  fact  is  stated  that  there  was  a  remarkable 
absence  of  any  display  of  party  feeling,  the  whole 
tiling  was  being  arranged  upon  a  business  basis 
with  a  desire  to  secure  fair  representation,  with 
the  desire  to  avoid  absolutely  giving  to  either  one 
party  or  the  other  an  unfair  advantage  ;  and  when 
objections  were  made  as  to  the  bounds  of  provisional 
ridings,  these  objections  were  required  to  be  stated 
in  writing,  and  the  objections  were  filed  where 
they  could  be  referred  to  in  case  there  was  a  desire 
to  review  the  matter  at  any  time  again.  And  in 
the  case  of  boroughs  one  or  more  commissioners 
were  sent  into  the  borough  to  make  a  personal 
examination,  and  they  were  directed  to  call  upon 
the  local  officers  and  to  get  information  from  any 
and  every  source  where  they  could  obtain  it,  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  local  knowledge  before  ar¬ 
ranging  the  bounds  of  the  borough  ;  and  in  every 
case  the  officers  received  assistance  of  a  most  valu¬ 
able  character  from  the  local  officers. 

Now,  this  is  the  example  I  would  advise  the 
Government  to  follow.  I  would  strongly  urge  upon 
them  to  cease  the  evil  example  they  have  been  fol¬ 
lowing.  I  would  urge  upon  them  to  cease  following 
after  strange  gods  and  dishonest  methods,  and 
to  return  to  British  methods  and  be  governed  by 
British  precedents.  I  would  urge  upon  them  to  be 
governed  by  the  spirit  of  British  fair-play  which 
actuated  both  parties  in  England  in  the  session  of 
1885.  I  propose  to  spread  upon  the  Hansard  of 
this  Parliament  the  whole  of  this  report  containing 
instructions  to  the  commissioners.  I  want  to  place 
it  in  a  shape  where  the  people  can  avail  themselves 
of  the  opportunity  to  see  what  the  British  system 
was,  to  understand  it  in  every  detail,  to  be  able  to 
contrast  it  with  the  abominable  system  pursued  by 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  : 

“  To  the  Jit.  Hon.  Sir  Charles  Wentworth  Dilke,  Baronet , 
M.P.,  President  of  the  Local  Government  Board : 

“  Sir,— We,  the  commissioners  appointed  by  the  Rt. 
Hon.  Sir  William  Vernon  Harcourt.M.P.,  one  of  Her  Ma¬ 
jesty’s  Principal  Secretaries  of  State,  on  behalf  of  Her 
Majesty’s  Government,  to  enquire  into  the  boundaries  to 
be  assigned  to  the  divisions  of  the  several  counties  and  of 
the  boroughs  and  divisions  of  boroughs  in  England  and 
Wales  constituted  or  affected  by  the  proposed  Redistribu¬ 
tion  of  Seats  Act,  1885,  have  now  the  honour  to  present  to 
you  our. report.  The  duties  assigned  to  us  are  contained 
in  the  following  instructions  issued  by  you  to  us  on  the 
5th  December  last.” 

I  hope  our  hon.  friends  opposite  will  listen  to  this. 
I  hope  the  lion,  member  for  Laval  will  give  it  his 
attention. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Enfranqais. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  understand  he  was  one  of 
the  commissioners  appointed  to  redistribute  the 
seats  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  and  I  want  to  show 


him  how  much  more  machinery  was  required  to  do 
this  in  Canada. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  would  be  fairer  to  read  it  in 
French. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  As  soon  as  I  have  done  in 
English  we  may  have  it  repeated  in  French. 

“  The  duties  of  the  commissioners  will  be  the  following  : 

“  1.  With  respect  to  counties  : 

“  In  the  first  place,  to  examine  the  survey  maps  of  the 
Ordnance  Department,  and  determine  from  them  and 
other  documents  in  the  possession  of  that  department  and 
the  Local  Government  Board,  and  from  other  available 
information,  the  boundaries  to  be  assigned  to  the  several 
divisions  of  each  county  to  be  divided.  In  forming  the 
divisions  care  must  be  taken  in  all  those  cases  where  there 
are  populous  localities  of  an  urban  character  to  include 
them  in  one  and  the  same  division,  unless  this  cannot  be 
done  without  producing  grave  inconvenience  and  involv¬ 
ing  boundaries  of  a  very  irregular  and  objectionable 
character. 

“  Subject  to  this  important  rule,  each  division  should 
be  as  compact  as  possible  with  respect  to  geographical 
position  and  should  be  based  upon  well-known  existing 
areas,  such  as  petty  sessional  divisions  or  other  areas 
consisting  of  an  aggregate  of  parishes.  In  some  instances, 
however,  it  may  be  found  necessary  to  include  separate 
parishes,  but  the  divisional  boundary  should  not  intersect 
a  parish. 

“  Each  division  will  be  named  from  some  important 
town  or  place  within  it,  prefei’ence  being  given  to  any 
merged  borough  or  boroughs,  or,  when  it  consists  wholly 
or  mainly  of  some  well-known  area,  from  that  area.” 

Now,  the  hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works  will  please 
give  strict  attention  to  this  section  : 

“  When  the  divisions  havethus  been  provisionally  deter¬ 
mined,  public  notice  must  be  given  of  their  contents,  by 
advertising  in  one  or  more  local  newspapers,  and  a  day 
and  place  appointed  for  the  attendance  of  one  of  the 
members  of  the  commission  or  an  assistant  commissioner 
at  some  principal  town  in  the  county,  to  hear  any  objec¬ 
tions  to  the  proposed  constitution  of  the  divisions  and 
receive  proposals  for  their  alteration.  It  will  be  conve¬ 
nient  that  the  substance  of  such  objections  and  proposals 
should  be  handed  in  to  the  commissioners  or  assistant 
commissioner  in  writing. 

I  suppose  my  hon.  friend  did  not  call  for  those  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  ridings,  or  arrange  to  hear  their  objec¬ 
tions,  or  have  their  objections  deposited  with  him 
in  writing.  I  suppose  the  determined  area  was 
absolutely  fixed  without  reference  to  the  wishes, 
interests  or  objections  of  those  interested. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  hon.  gentleman  ought  not 
to  assert  that  without  knowing. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  think  I  do  know  that  the 
only  case  where  those  interested  in  any  matter 
of  this  kind  were  heard  was  in  the  case  of  a 
demonstration  made  here  in  Ottawra  by  citizens 
of  the  township  of  Clarence.  I  believe  there 
have  been  no  other  public  demonstrations  where 
those  aggrieved  by  any  action  on  the  part  of  per¬ 
sons  opposite  engaged  in  redistributing  seats,  have 
made  themselves  heard.  There  has  been  no  public 
demonstration  or  hearing  of  their  objections  asked 
for,  and  certainly  no  statements  of  objections  were 
asked  for.  There  has  been  no  provision  made  by 
which  those  interested  in  any  of  these  changes 
might  attend  at  a  given  place  or  on  a  given  day  and 
place  their  objections  before  the  commissioner  or 
those  who  are  concerned  in  it.  The  public  have 
not  been  considered  in  this  matter,  but  they  have 
simply  been  pawns  in  the  hands  of  these  men 
who  have  been  gerrymandering  the  province  in 
order  to  consolidate  their  own  power. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  All  these  people  have  been  in¬ 
vited  from  my  place  and  by  other  Ministers  to  send 
in  their  objections,  as  we  have  invited  suggestions 
from  the  other  side,  but  I  see  that,  instead  of  mak- 
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mg  suggestions,  those  hon.  gentlemen  are  making 
recriminations.  Give  us  suggestions  and  we  will 
consider  them  as  we  have  considered  every  sugges¬ 
tion  which  has  been  made  from  the  Province  of 
Quebec  or  elsewhere.  We  are  ready  to  act  upon 
those  suggestions,  but  we  will  not  act  upon  ob¬ 
struction. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  There  is  a  suggestion 
now  before  the  House. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  hon.  gentleman, 
unfortunately,  is  not  debating  it. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  think  I  was  talking  about 
something  which  is  most  pertinent  to  the  motion. 
I  am  pointing  out  what  was  the  system  adopted 
by  the  British  Parliament,  what  the  scheme  of 
redistribution  was  there,  and  that  has  something 
to  do  with  the  scheme  we  are  considering  here  to¬ 
day. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  not  saying  that 
the  hon.  gentleman  is  not  discussing  the  question 
before  the  House,  but  the  hon.  member  for  Both¬ 
well  (Mr.  Mills)  replied  to  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  that  there  was  a  suggestion  before  the 
House,  and  all  I  said  was  that  that  suggestion  was 
not  under  debate  at  present. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  The  suggestion  made  by  my 
hon.  friend  is  under  debate. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  hon.  gentleman 
is  not  discussing  it.  It  has  not  been  mentioned 
to-day. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  am  placing  upon  record 
the  instructions  given  to  the  commissioners.  I 
have  given  the  instructions  in  regard  to  counties, 
and  I  now  proceed  with  those  in  respect  to  bor¬ 
oughs  : 

“  The  duties  of  the  commission  will  he,  in  cases  ivhere 
the  alteration  of  boundary  arises,  to  ascertain  whether 
the  present  boundaries  or  those  indicated  by  the  Bill 
embrace  the  whole  of  the  population  which  ought  to  be 
included  within  the  borough.  The  commissioners  will, 
therefore,  previous  to  making  any  recommendations, 
take  the  necessary  steps  for  satisfying  themselves  whether 
or  not  there  are  any  considerable  number  of  houses 
beyond  the  boundaries  but  contiguous  thereto,  the 
occupiers  of  which,  either  from  community  of  interests 
with  the  borough  or  from  other  circumstances,  form  part 
of  the  town  population  proper.  Where,  however,  the 
adjoining  areas  consist  of  large  and  populous  urban 
districts  it  will  often  be  found  desirable,  especially  in 
those  cases  where  otherwise  it  would  be  necessary  to 
intersect  the  districts,  that  they  should  be  left  to  form 
county  divisions  instead  of  being  absorbed  into  the 
borough. 

“  In  every  case  where  the  boundaries  of  a  borough  are 
proposed  to  be  altered,  whether  by  extension  or  otherwise, 
the  alteration  should,  if  possible,  be  consistent  with  well- 
established  limits,  such  as  parochial  or  other  similar 
boundaries. 

“  When  the  divisions  of  the  boroughs  which  are  to  be 
divided  have  been  provisionally  determined,  the  proceed¬ 
ings  will  be  similar  to  those  in  the  case  of  counties. 

“  In  dealing  both  with  county  and  borough  divisions, 
the  boundaries  of  the  divisions  must  be  adjusted  so  that 
the  population,  excluding  in  the  case  of  the  county  divi¬ 
sions  that  of  the  parliamentary  boroughs,  may  be  approx¬ 
imately  equalized,  and  in  the  arrangement  of  the  divi¬ 
sions  special  regard  should  be  had  to  the  pursuits  of  the 
population.  If  the  county  voters  having  qualification  in 
the  parliamentary  borough  within  a  county  division  are 
numerous,  some  regard  may  properly  be  had  to  their 
number  in  determining  the  population  to  be  embraced  in 
the  division. 

“  As  between  counties  and  boroughs,  the  boundaries 
must,  when  the  divisions  are  found, be  in  conformity  with 
existing  boundaries,  except  so  far  as  these  are  altered  by 
schedule  5  of  the  Bill;  and  where  it  appears  to  the  com¬ 
mission,  from  information  obtained  in  the  course  of  their 
enquiry,  that  an  alteration  of  existing  borough  boundaries 
Mr.  Charlton. 


is  desirable,  a  description  of  the  alteration  should  be 
embodied  in  their  report. 

“  CHARLES  W.  DILKE.” 
In  their  report,  the  commissioners  say  : 

“  Immediately  upon  our  appointment,  which  was  dated 
the  29th  November  last,  we  entered  upon  our  duties,  and 
shortly  afterwards,  finding  that  without  additional  assist¬ 
ance  we  should  be  unable  to  complete  the  work  entrusted 
to  us  before  the  reassembling  of  Parliament,  we  applied 
for  the  appointment  of  three  assistant  commissioners, 
and  accordingly  Major-General  Phipps  Carey,  R.E.  ; 
Captain  M.  W.  Skinner,  R.E.;  and  G.  Pemberton  Leach, 
Esquire,  barrister-at-law,  were,  with  the  consent  of  the 
Lords  Commissioners  of  Her  Majesty’s  Treasury,  attached 
to  the  commission  in  that  capacity. 

“  In  the  first  instance,  we  directed  our  attention  to  the 
formation  of  the  county  divisions,  and  after  much  con¬ 
sideration  we  determined  that,  as  a  general  rule,  they 
should  be  based,  as  far  as  practicable,  upon  petty  ses¬ 
sional  divisions,  in  preference  to  any  other  areas  consist¬ 
ing  of  an  aggregate  of  parishes. 

“  Although,  in  the  Boundary  Acts  of  1832  and  1868,  the 
petty  sessional  divisions  were  adopted  to  a  limited  extent 
for  the  county  divisions,  the  hundred  was  the  area 
chiefly  selected  for  that  purpose.  The  hundred  has  the 
advantage  of  having  fixed  boundaries,  which  can  only  be 
altered  by  the  intervention  of  Parliament,  but  it  is  now 
almost  obsolete,  often  has  detached  parts,  and  its  bound¬ 
aries  in  some  instances  are  no  longer  ascertainable. 

“The  poor  law  union  is  perhaps  the  best  known  aggre¬ 
gate  of  parishes  ;  but,  as  nearly  200  unions  overlap  county 
boundaries,  it  could  not  be  accepted  as  a  satisfactory  area 
for  the  purpose  in  question.  The  petty  sessional  division, 
on  the  contrary,  is  always  contained  within  the  county, 
whilst  its  units,  like  those  of  the  poor  law  union,  consist 
in  almost  all  cases  of  entire  parishes.  It  is  almost  as  well 
known  as  the  poor  law  union,  and  it  has  been  formed  by 
the  county  authorities  with,  a  view  to  the  convenience  of 
inhabitants  of  each  locality.  There  is,  of  course,  the  same 
objection  to  the  petty  sessional  division  as  to  the  poor 
law  union,  that  it  can  be  altered  without  the  authority  of 
Parliament ;  but  the  county  divisions  will  be  passed  upon 
the  petty  sessional  divisions  as  they  now  actually  exist, 
and,  as  the  orders  of  justices  under  which  they  are  con- 
stitued  are  matters  of  record,  there  will  be  no  difficulty 
hereafter  in  ascertaining  their  present  contents. 

“  Whilst,  however,  we  have,  as  a  general  rule,  adopted 
the  petty  sessional  areas  as  the  units  for  the  county  divi¬ 
sions,  there  are  many  instances  in  which  we  have  been 
compelled  to  modify  this  rule  in  order  either  to  distri¬ 
bute  the  population  of  the  county  with  approximate  equal- 
ity  amongst  the  several  divisions,  or  to  include  in  one 
and  the  same  division  important  urban  districts  or  com¬ 
munities  engaged  in  similar  pursuits. 

“  In  consequence  of  this  course  of  proceeding  which  was 
rendered  imperative  upon  us  by  our  instructions,  some  of 
the  divisions  will  be  found  wanting  in  compactness,  and 
to  present  to  the  eye  boundaries  which  might  otherwise 
he  open  to  objection. 

“Where  the  freehold  voters  for  a  county  have  been 
very  numerous  in  any  biprough,  we  have  endeavoured  to 
adjust  the  several  divisions  of  the  county  so  that  the  po¬ 
pulation  of  the  division  in  which  the  borough  was  included 
should  be  below  that  of  the  rest ;  but  in  some  instances 
we  could  not  have  accomplished  this  without  either  sever¬ 
ing  populations  having  similar  pursuits  or  combining 
those  of  a  different  character.  We  have,  therefore,  dealt 
with  each  case  according  to  its  peculiar  circumstances, 
having  found  it  impossible  to  arrive  at  any  definite  rule 
on  the  subject. 

“  In  selecting  the  name  to  be  given  to  a  division,  we 
have,  in  conformity  with  our  instructions,  adopted  that  of 
some  merged  borough  within  it,  and,  if  there  has  been 
more  than  one  such  borough  in  a  division,  we  have  selected 
the  most  important  amongst  them.  In  other  cases  we 
have  taken  the  name  of  some  well-known  town  or  area. 

“  Having  provisionally  decided  upon  the  division  of  a 
county,  our  next  step  has  been  to  make  the  necessary  ar¬ 
guments  for  a  local  enquiry  either  by  one  of  our  own  body 
or  by  an  assistant  commissioner  to  hear  objections  to  the 
proposed  divisions,  and  receive  suggestions  for  their  alter¬ 
ation  ;  and,  in  order  that  we  might  be  the  better  enabled 
to  consider  such  objections  and  proposals,  we  requested, 
as  suggested  by  our  instructions,  that  the  substance  of 
them,  in  writing,  should  be  handed  in  at  the  enquiry. 

“  Public  notice  by  advertisement  in  the  local  news¬ 
papers  has  been  given  of  each  enquiry,  and  we  inserted  in 
the  advertisement  a  description  of  the  contents  of  each 
proposed  division.  A  map  showing  the  boundaries  of  the 
divisions  was  at  the  same  time  deposited  with  the  clerk 
of  the  peace  of  the  county,  for  the  public  inspection. 
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“  The  enquiries  have  been  numerously  attended  ;  many 
of  the  most  influential  persons  in  the  country  have  been 
present  and  taken  part  in  the  proceedings,  and  the  differ¬ 
ent  political  associations  have  almost  always  been  repre¬ 
sented  by  their  agents.  It  is  satisfactory  to  note  that  the 
discussions  which  took  place  on  these  occasions  were  dis¬ 
tinguished.  by  a  very  general  absence  of  anything  like  a 
display  of  party  feeling. 

“The  result  has  been  that  we  have  obtained  much 
valuable  local  information,  which  has  enabled  us  to 
improve  some  of  our  provisional  schemes  in  important 
particulars. 

“  The  subject  which  gave  rise  to  the  greatest  difference 
of  opinion  and  the  most  discussion  at  the  enquiries  was 
that  of  the  names  to  be  given  to  the  divisions.  In  some 
counties  a  strong  wish  was  expressed  that  the  divisions 
should  be  named  after  the  points  of  the  compass,  in 
order  to  preserve  the  county  name  for  each  division, 
whilst  in  others  it  was  insisted  that  a  merged  borough 
ought  not  to  have  a  preference  over  a  more  important 
town  or  a  well-known  district. 

“  It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  remark  that,  having  regard 
to  our  instructions,  we  did  not  adopt  either  of  these  views, 
and,  with  respect  to  the  former,  it  is  obvious  that,  where 
the  county  divisions  are  very  numerous,  to  name  them 
after  the  points  of  the  compass  would  be  impracticable. 

“  It  was  only  to  be  expected  that  the  urban  authorities 
would  each  be  anxious  tnat  the  divisions  should  be  desig¬ 
nated  after  their  own  towns,  but  we  believed  that  much 
of  this  anxiety  arose  from  the  erroneous  impression  that 
if  a  town  gave  its  name  to  a  division  it  would  necessarily 
become  the  place  for  holding  the  court  for  the  election  of 
the  member. 

“  We  have  often  found  it  difficult  to  obtain  satisfactory 
names  for  the  divisions  from  the  fact  that  there  was 
neither  any  large  town  (except, perhaps,  a  parliamentary 
borough)  in  the  division,  nor  any  well-known  area  com¬ 
prising  the  greater  portion  of  it.  In  these  cases  we  have 
adopted  such  means  as  appeared  least  open  to  objection, 
and  the  most  appropriate,  taking  all  circumstances  into 
consideration. 

“  The  following  is  the  number  of  county  divisions  which 
have  been  formed  by  us  : 
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“  With  respect  to  boroughs  it  appeared  to  us  that 
as  they  were  not  susceptible  of  division  for  the 
present  purpose,  either  by  parishes  or  aggregates  of 
parishes,  the  best  area  to  be  taken  as  a  basis  for  the 
divisions  would  be  the  wards  formed  for  local  elections 
under  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act,  or,  in  the  case  of 
the  metropolis,  under  the  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act;  and  in  order  to  obtain  full  information  as  to  the 
position  of  these  wards,  and  the  pursuits  of  their  popula¬ 
tion,  we  determined  that  the  assistant  commissioners 
should,  as  a  preliminary  proceeding,  visit  and  inspect  the 
several  boroughs  to  be  divided,  and  obtain  such  informa¬ 
tion  as  would  enable  us  to  prepare  provisional  schemes 
to  their  division.” 

I  hope  my  hon.  friends  on  the  opposite  side  of  the 
House  will  give  due  attention  and  pay  due  respect 
to  the  examples  of  the  Home  Government. — 

“  Accordingly,  on  the  17th  December,  we  addressed  to 
the  assistant  commissioners  the  following  letter  of 
instructions:  ” 

All  this  is  vastly  important,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  have  all  read  it. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  am  placing  it  before  this 
House  because  I  believe  it  is  a  precedent  worthy 
of  their  imitation,  and  I  am  placing  it  before  this 
House  coupled  with  an  earnest  appeal  to  the 
Government  that  they  should  copy  this  wholesome 
British  precedent,  rather  than  follow  the  example 
of  our  friends  to  the  south  of  the  line. 


“  ‘  Boundary  Commission, 

“  8,  Richmond  Terrace,  S.W., 

“  17th  December,  1884. 

“  *  Sir,— I  am  directed  by  the  boundary  commissioners 
to  request  that  you  will,  without  delay,  visit  the  boroughs 
named  in  the  margin  of  this  letter,  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  such  information  as  will  enable  the  commission 
to  settle  the  boundaries  of  the  several  divisions  into  which 
each  borough  is  to  be  divided. 

“  ‘  The  printed  instructions  issued  to  the  commission 
will  guide  you  as  to  the  main  principles  to  be  attended  to 
in  suggesting  the  division. 

“  ‘  In  order  to  obtain  the  further  information  required,  it 
is  desirable  that  you  should  place  yourself  in  communi¬ 
cation  with  the  town  clerk  of  each  borough,  and  ascer¬ 
tain  from  him  the  particulars  of  the  several  wards  into 
which  the  borough  is  divided  for  municipal  purposes,  and 
ascertain  how  far  those  wards  can  be  utilized  in  forming 
the  parliamentary  divisions.  In  many  instances  the 
census  will  give  the  population  of  the  municipal  wards; 
but  they  are,  doubtless,  cases  in  which  these  wards  have 
been  readjusted  since  1881. 

‘“The  borough  engineer  or  surveyor  will  be  able  to  ren¬ 
der  useful  information  as  to  the  boundaries :  and  sometimes 
it  will  probably  be  found  necessary  to  apply  to  the  parish 
officers  in  order  to  estimate  the  population,  where  paro¬ 
chial  boundaries  or  other  areas  have  to  be  intersected. 

“  ‘  If  any  scheme  for  dividing  the  borough  has  been  pre¬ 
pared  by  the  borough  authorities,  or  any  local  association, 
you  should,  if  possible,  obtain  a  copy  of  it. 

“‘You  will  understand  that  the  existing  boundaries 
between  borough  and  county  are  to  be  considered  as  con¬ 
clusive,  except  where  they  are  proposed  to  be  extended 
by  the  5th  schedule  of  the  Bill ;  and  in  those  cases  the 
boundaries,  as  extended,  must  be  deemed  to  be  the  actual 
boundaries  of  the  borough. 

“  ‘  You  will  observe  that,  in  suggesting  the  division, 
regard  must  be  had  to  the  pursuits  of  the  people  ;  and  in 
order  to  satisfy  yourself  on  this  point  you  will  not  fail, 
before  reporting,  to  visit  the  different  parts  of  the 
borough. 

“‘I  am  to  add  that  every  exertion  must  be  made  to 
obtain  the  information  required  as  early  as  possible. 

“  4 1  am,  &c., 

(Signed)  “  HOWEL  THOMAS, 

“  Secretary. 

“  ‘  To  Assistant  Boundary  Commissioner.’ 

“In  the  preliminary  enquiries  every  assistance  was 
promptly  rendered  to  our  assistant  commissioners  by  the 
local  authorities  and  their  officers.  In  many  instances 
schemes  with  maps  were  prepared  by  them  for  our  con¬ 
sideration,  and  in  some  cases  meetings  were  arranged 
with  the  agents  of  the  two  political  parties  which  resulted 
in  an  agreement  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  divisions 
should  be  formed. 

“After  we  had  framed  our  provisional  schemes  upon 
the  information  thus  obtained,  public  enquiries  were  held, 
after  notice  by  advertisement,  in  the  same  manner  as  in 
counties,  and  where  the  result  of  the  enquiries  was  to 
show  that  amendments  were  either  necessary  or  desirable 
the  schemes  were  subsequently  amended  by  us  accord- 
ingly. 

“There  was  a  strong  desire  in  every  bprough  that  m 
forming  the  divisions  the  wards  should,  if  possible,  be 
preserved  intact,  and  in  reference  to  this  feeling  we  have 
allowed  a  larger  disparity  in  the  population  of  several  of 
the  divisions  than  we  should  otherwise  have.  recommended. 

“  In  the  course  of  our  enquiries  applications  were  made 
to  us  for  an  extension  of  the  boundaries  of  other  boroughs 
than  those  extended  by  schedule  5  to  the  Bill.  In  some 
cases  the  application  was  made  mainly  with  the  view  of 
increasing  the  population  of  the  borough  in  question  to 
such  an  extent  as  would  support  the  claim  put  forward  to 
retain  a  second  member,  but  when  it  was  pointed  out  that 
an  extension  of  boundaries,  would  not  be  allowed  to  dis¬ 
turb  the  apportionment  of  representation  made  by  the 
Bill,  these  applications  were  not  further  pressed. 

“  It  appeared  to  us  that  we  were  precluded  from  recom¬ 
mending  any  enlargement  of  borough  boundaries  of  so 
extensive  a  character  as  would  entitle  the  bwough  to  an 
additional  member  or  have  the  effect  of  taking  away  one 
member  from  the  adjoining  county. 

“  As  regards  boroughs  with  a  population  under  15,000, 
any  enquiry  with  a  view  to  extension  was  evidently  unne¬ 
cessary,  as  they  would  under  any  circumstances  be  merged 
in  the  county. 

“  Where  he  had  reason  to  suppose  that  a  borough  did 
not  embrace  the  whole  of  the  population,  that  ought  to  be 
included  therein  ;  we  have  taken  steps  to  ascertain 
whether  an  extension  of  the  borough  was  desirable.  Sepa- 
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rate  reports  are  appended  to  those  boroughs  in  which  we 
recommend  that  the  boundaries  should  be  extended. 

“  With  respect  to  the  boundaries  between  counties  and 
boroughs  we  were,  in  forming  the  new  divisions  precluded 
by  our  instructions  from  adopting  any  other  boundaries 
than  the  existing  ones  except  so  far  as  they  were  altered 
by  the  Bill.  In  the  case,  however,  of  Liverpool,  we  were 
informed  that  there  had  been  an  oversight  in  including 
in  the  borough  the  whole  of  parish  West  Derby,  a  large 
portion  of  which  was  rural  in  character,  and  that  it  had 
been  intended  to  adopt  in  the  main  the  extension  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  boundary  commissioners  in  1868.  This 
extension,  with  some  alterations  required  in  order  to 
obtain  a  well-defined  boundary  line,  was  accordingly  acted 
upon  by  us  in  determining  the  divisions  both  of  the  county 
and  borough. 

“  With  respect  to  the  borough  of  Birmingham  the 
schedule  already  referred  to  indicated  that  some  exten¬ 
sion  might  be  made,  but  we  found  that  we  could  not 
consistently  recommend  any  extension  which  would  not 
disturb  the  scheme  of  representation  laid  down  by  the 
Bill. 

“  In  the  case  of  Stoke-upon-Trent  and  the  new  borough 
of  Hanley  there  is  a  discrepancy  in  schedules  to  the  Bill, 
for  whilst  Hanley  is  taken  out  of  the  present  borough  of 
Stoke-upon-Trent  the  latter  is  left  with  two  members, 
apparently  in  error. 

A  part  of  Stoke-upon-Trent  is  also  proposed  to  be 
added  to  the  borough  of  Newcastle-under-Lyne,  with  a 
part  of  the  parish  of  Wolstaton  left  undefined  by  the  Bill. 

“  We  have  selected  that  part  of  the  last  named  parish 
which  ought,  in  our  opinion,  to  be  added  to  Newcastle 
under-Lyne,  and  we  have  settled  the  county  divisions 
upon  the  boundaries  so  defined.  They  need  not,  therefore, 
be  disturbed,  either  in  the  event  of  Stoke-upon-Trent  being 
divided  or  remaining  undivided  and  retaining  two  mem¬ 
bers  as  at  present. 

“  In  1886,  the  boundary  commissioners  recommended 
that  certain  populous  districts  adjoining  Gateshead, 
South  Shields  and  Tynemouth,  should  be  added  to  those 
boroughs ;  but  the  select  committee  of  the  House  of 
Commons  reported  against  the  proposal,  on  the  ground 
tnat  its  effect  would  be  to  extend,  in  each  case,  the  par¬ 
liamentary  beyond  the  municipal  boundaries. 

‘  ‘  The  suburban  districts  referred  to  have  largely  in¬ 
creased  in  population  since  1868,  and  we  should  have  been 
unable  to  recommend  their  intrusion  in  the  adjacent 
boroughs  without  subtracting  from  the  representation  of 
the  adjoining  counties,  and  unduly  increasing  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  the  boroughs.  We  have,  therefore ,_  constituted 
these  districts  into  two  compact  county  divisions,  one  on 
the  south,  and  another  on  the  north  of  the  River  Tyne. 

“  Wigan  is  another  case  in  which  extension  was  re¬ 
commended,  but  afterwards  refused  in  1868  ;  and  similar 
reasons  to  those  just  referred  to  would  prevent  the  exten¬ 
sion  of  that  borough  also. 

“  We  find  that  in  the  undermentioned  boroughs,  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  schedule  5  to  the  Bill,  the  municipal  boundaries 
extend  beyond  those  of  the  parliamentary  boroughs,  and 
in  these  cases  we  recommend  that  the  parliamentary 
limits  should  be  extended  to  the  municipal  boundary. 

“  The  boroughs  referred  to  are  : — 

1.  Bury. 

2.  King’s  Lynn. 

3.  Newport  (Monmouth  district). 

4.  Cardiff  district. 

“  The  following  boroughs 

1.  Maidstone, 

2.  Boston, 

3.  Darlington, 

4.  Conway, 

have  small  detached  parts  which  we  consider  should  be 
merged  into  the  county. 

“  The  following  is  the  number  of  borough  divisions 
which  we  have  formed 


1  borough  with  9  divisions .  9 

1  “  7  7 

1  6  .  6 

2  “  5  each . . . 10 

4  4  “  .  16 

7  3  “  21 

11  “  2  •*  . 22 

Total.  27  Total . 91 


“  In  the  course  of  our  enquiries  our  attention  has  been 
drawn  to  the  effect  which  the  division  of  certain  boroughs 
will  have  with  respect  to  the  exercise  of  the  franchise  by 
non-resident  freemen.  At  present  their  votes  may  be 
taken  at  any  of  the  polling  places  within  the  borough  (see 
fig.  2,  c.  W.,  fig.  4,  c.  45,  s.  68),  and  it  is  obvious,  therefore, 
that  some  provision  must  now  be  made  for  the  determin- 
Mr.  Charlton. 


ing  the  division  or  divisions  within  which  they  shall  in 
future  vote. 

“  Another  matter  that  has  pressed  itself  upon  our  notice 
is  the  growing  desire  of  boroughs  for  municipal  extension, 
and  the  frequent  extensions  which  are  sanctioned  by 
Parliament  without  any  concurrent  extension  of  the 
parliamentary  boundaries. 

“  We  have  also  had  occasion  to  observe  numerous 
instances  where  parishes  or  parts  of  parishes  belonging  to 
one  county  are  locally  situated  within  another. 

“  Upon  these  matters  we  venture  to  offer  the  .following 

suggestions 

“  1.  That  provision  should  be  made  by  the  Bill  for 
enabling  the  revising  barrister  at  the  first  registration  to 
apportion  in  alphabetical  order  the  non-resident  freemen 
equally  as  far  as  practicable  amongst  the  several  divisions 
of  the  borough,  the  apportionment  to  last  for  the  voters’ 
lifetime  ;  and  at  each  succeeding  registration  to  apportion 
in  like  manner  any  new  freemen,  either  in  filling  up 
vacancies  or  by  apportioning  them  amongst  the  divisions 
of  the  borough. 

“2.  That  with  respect  to  future  municipal  extensions 
beyond  parliamentary  limits  by  private  Bill,  the  case 
should  be  the  subject  of  a  special. report  to  both  Houses, 
so  that  provision  may  be  made,  if  thought  desirable,  for 
the  extension  of  the  parliamentary  boundaries  at  the 
same  time. 

“  3.  That  as  regards  isolated  parts  of  parishes,  whenever 
they  are  dealt  with  under  the  divided  parishes  acts  and 
annexed  to  some  adjoining  parish,  any  part  so  incorpor¬ 
ated  shall  be  deemed  to  be  part  of  the  parish  to  which  it 
is  annexed  for  parliamentary  purposes. 

“Separate  reports  containing  the  electoral  and  other 
statistics  relating  to  the  counties  and  boroughs  divided  by 
us  together  with  a  description  of  the  new  divisions  are 
appended  hereto.  These  statistics  have  been  taken  from 
the  census  of  1881  and  the  parliamentary  return  No.  25, 
1884. 

“  We  have  also  appended  maps  of  all  the  counties  and 
boroughs  divided  by  us,  and  also  of  the  boroughs  where 
an  extension  of  boundary  has  been  either  made  by  the 
Bill  or  recommended  by  us,  except  in  those  cases  where 
tho  extension  is  merely  that  of  the  parliamentary  to  the 
municipal  boundaries.  In  some  instances  the  borough 
maps  will  not  show  the  extent  of  buildings  down  to  the 
present  date,  as  no  recent  surveys  were  available. 

“We  have  to  acknowledge  the  readiness  with  which 
the  shire  and  town  halls  have  been  placed  at  our  disposal 
for  our  enquiries,  and  the  valuable  assistance  which  we 
have  received  from  the  county  and  borough  authorities 
and  their  officers. 

“  We  have  also  to  express  our  obligations  to  the  officers 
of  the  Ordnance  Survey  Department  for  their  inde¬ 
fatigable  exertions  in  the  preparation  of  the  maps 
required. 

“  Anc|  further,  we  must  not  omit  to  record  our  sense  of 
the  ability  and  untiring  industry  with  which  our  secretary, 
Mr.  Howel  Thomas,  has  discharged  the  onerous  and 
important  duties  which  have  evolved  upon  him. 

“  We  annex  a  list  showing  the  number  of  public 
enquiries  which  have  been  held  under  our  direction,  and 
the  dates  and  places  when  and  where  the  same  were 
held. 

“  We  have  the  honour  to  be,  Sir, 

“  Your  obedient  servants, 

(Signed)  “JOHN  LAMBERT, 

“  Chairman. 

“FRANCIS  R.  SANDFORD, 

“  Vice-Chairman. 

“T.  H.  W.  PELMAM. 

“  J.  J.  HENLEY. 

“  R.  OWEN  JONES. 

“  H.  TULLOCH. 

“  10th  February,  1885.” 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  lion,  gentlemen  may  have 
thought  this  an  unnecessary  consumption  of  time, 
but  I  felt  it  was  perhaps  proper  that  the  report  of 
these  commissioners  should  be  in  our  own  Hansard, 
that  the  information  which  it  contains  should  be 
laid  before  the  people  of  Canada,  so  that  they  might 
ascertain  how  this  matter  was  proceeded  with  in 
England.  We  have  a  pretty  thorough  knowledge 
of  the  mode  of  doing  business  in  the  United  States, 
and  I  wish  to  have  the  electors  of  Canada  in  a 
position  to  be  able  to  contrast  between  the  two.  I 
wish  them  to  be  able  to  draw  a  distinction,  between 
the  methods  pursued  by  this  Government,  copied 
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from  the  worst  examples  in  the  United  States,  and 
the  method  pursued  in  England  in  1885.  Here  is 
this  volume,  tilled  with  maps  of  the  different  ridings. 
These  ridings  were  adjusted  and  the  representation 
provided  for  by  these  commissioners.  First  there 
was  the  provisional  riding  formed.  Then  a  court  was 
held  in  that  riding,  people  were  summoned  to  attend 
before  that  commission,  to  show  reason  why  they 
objected  to  the  provision  made,  and  after  that  a  full 
examination  of  all  the  reasons,  presented  in  writing, 
that  any  man  or  party  or  association,  or  election 
agent  desired  to  present  to  the  commission,  the 
riding  was  finally  determined  upon.  Here  are  the 
maps  drawn  by  the  Ordnance  authorities,  map 
after  map  in  this  report  of  the  commissioners, 
embracing  every  riding  in  Great  Britain  ;  and  this 
mass  of  information,  this  work  performed  in  a 
businessdike  manner  by  a  business  commission, 
performed  thoroughly,  and  performed  along  certain 
lines  of  instruction.  These  lines  of  instruction  did 
not  direct  them  to  seek  the  political  advantage  of 
one  party  or  the  other,  but  to  secure  the  represen¬ 
tation  and  redistribution  of  seats  upon  a  basis  that 
would  be  fair  to  all  parties  and  in  accordance  with 
the  true  spirit  of  representative  institutions.  I  see 
here  that  we  have  all  this  information  prepared  by 
these  commissioners  and  laid  before  the  British 
Parliament  to  be  acted  upon.  Here  is  a  report 
which  may  be  taken  as  a  sample  of  the  manner  in 
which  the  commission  acted.  Here  is  the  map 
upon  the  left-hand  page  and  the  report  upon  the 
right-hand  page. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Will  you  please  read  the  map 
first. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  will  send  the  book  over  to 
the  Minister  of  Finance  in  order  that  he  may  draw 
his  own  lessons  from  it,  and  I  hope  the  reading  of 
it  will  impel  him  to  act  uprightly  and  conscien¬ 
tiously  hereafter. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  He  has  no  conscience. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  give  this  as  a  sample.  I 
do  not  wish  to  detain  this  House  long  and  shall 
therefore  hurry  over  the  details  : 

“  The  county  returns  two  members.  Its  area  is  458  square 
miles.  The  population  in  1881  was  129,940,  showing  an  in¬ 
crease  of  533 _since  1871.  The  number  of  inhabited  houses 
in  1881  was  27,621.  The  number  of  electors  on  the  register 
for  1882  is  : 

Freeholders,  copyholders,  leaseholders,  <fcc.  4,673 


£50  tenants  at  will .  517 

£12  rated  occupiers  .  2,131 

Total .  7,321 


“  The  only  parliamentary  borough  in  the  county  is  Bed¬ 
ford,  with  a  population  of  19,533,  now  returning  two  mem¬ 
bers.  Under  the  proposed  Redistribution  of  Seats  Act, 
1885,  the  county  will  be  divided  into  two  divisions,  with 
one  member  for  each  division.  The  commissioners  pro¬ 
pose  that  one  of  the  divisions  shall  embrace  the  northern, 
and  the  other  the  southern  part  of  the  county.  By  this 
arrangement  the  straw-plait  industries  of  the  county,  the 
greater  part  of  which  is  agricultural,  will  be  brought 
within  the  same  electoral  area. 

*'  The  names  assigned  to  the  two  divisions  are  :  (1)  The 
Biggleswade  Division,  and  (2)  The  Luton  Division;  the 
former  taken  from  a  large  and  important  poor  law  union, 
and  the  latter  from  the  municipal  borough  of  Luton,  with 
an  increasing  population  of  23,969  inhabitants.” 

NoW,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  will  have  upon  Han¬ 
sard  the  instructions  given  to  the  British  commis¬ 
sioners  and  the  report  of  the  British  commission¬ 
ers,  and  we  shall  have  the  scheme  before  this 
House,  showing  how  the  principle  of  redistribution 
was  acted  upon  in  England  ;  and  I  think  if  any 


member  of  Parliament  who  will  give  this  matter 
consideration,  who  will  give  it  fair  and  candid 
consideration,  cannot  but  be  impressed  with  the 
fact  that  the  British  system  is  vastly  the  fairer.  It 
is  designed  to  secure  fair- play.  He  will  see  that 
there  is  a  business-like  way  of  doing  it,  and  that 
the  scheme  which  was  acted  upon  in  188*2,  in  con¬ 
tradistinction  of  the  scheme  acted  upon  in  England 
is  the  very  reverse.  This  scheme  is  characterized 
by  fairness,  impartiality,  uprightness,  and  a  desire 
to  secure  an  honest  redistribution,  while  in  every 
respect  the  other  is  exactly  the  opposite.  The  other 
is  one  that  the  Government  has  acted  upon  once, 
and  is  acting  on  now.  I  believe  that  as  the  hon. 
member  for  Laval  (Mr.  Ouimet)  wished  to  have 
this  m  franqau,  I  had  better  hand  it  over  to  the 
Deputy  Clerk  to  have  it  read  in  French. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  You  cannot  do  that. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  does 
not  comprehend  it,  then  w  e  will  have  it  translated. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  What  was  the  representation 
on  the  basis  of  population  according  to  that  re¬ 
port  ? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  The  instructions  to  the 
commissioners  were  to  equalize  the  population  as 
far  as  possible  and  to  conform  to  the  principles  and 
lines  laid  down  in  those  instructions.  If  the  hon. 
gentleman  will  take  the  population  of  the  British 
Empire  and  divide  it  by  the  number  of  members 
of  the  House  of  Commons  he  will  find  what  the 
unit  of  population  is.  He  will  find  that  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  these  boroughs,  while  they  do  not  con¬ 
form  precisely  and  exactly  to  the  average  basis  of 
population,  they  conform  to  it  as  nearly  as  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  of  the  case,  and  the  instruction  of  the 
commissioners  will  permit.  The  Bill,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  is  a  Bill  that  met  with  the  approval  of  the 
whole  country.  It  was  prepared  by  no  party.  It 
was  devised  by  a  joint  conference  of  the  managers 
of  both  parties.  It  was  agreed  by  men  on  both 
sides  of  politics  that  it  should  be  a  fair,  equitable 
measure,  and  it  is  an  example  that  we  may  very 
properly  and  with  good  resnlts  to  ourselves  follow. 
It  is  an  outrage  to  have  a  Redistribution  Bill  de¬ 
vised  and  its  details  fixed  in  party  caucus,  and  any 
such  attempt  in  England  to  throttle  either  party, 
to  pass  a  Bill  calculated  to  deprive  one  side  of  the 
House  of  its  fair  representation,  would  not  have  been 
entertained,  and  had  an  attempt  been  made  to  per¬ 
petrate  such  an  outrage  in  England  as  was  perpe¬ 
trated  in  this  House  in  1882  the  attempt  would 
have  led  to  revolution.  No  man  in  this  House 
who  would  justify  the  redistribution  scheme  of 
1882,  who  will  not  condemn  that  redistribution 
scheme  to-day  and  say  it  was  a  dishonest  one, 
and  will  not  give  evidence  of  that  by  attempting 
to  rectify  its  abuses,  would  be  fit  to  sit  in  the 
British  House  of  Commons,  and  would  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  a  fit  associate  for  gentlemen  in  that  House. 
This  may  seem  rather  harsh  to  say,  and  hon. 
gentlemen  may  laugh,  but  I  tell  you  that  an 
attempt  was  then  made  to  subvert  the  liberties  of 
the  people  of  this  country — that  one  of  the  vilest 
schemes  of  the  political  assassin  was  carried  tri¬ 
umphantly  in  this  House  in  1882.  That  measure 
was  followed  in  1885  by  a  measure  equally  dis¬ 
honest  and  equally  disreputable,  and  I  say  that 
our  whole  course  of  political  action  in  this  country 
has  tended  on  the  downward  road  to  ruin  ;  that 
we  have  been  following  the  worst  examples 
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presented  by  the  worst  species  of  democratic 
action  on  this  continent ;  and  the  party  in 
power  has  no  right  to  claim  British  policy  as  a 
precedent,  has  no  right  to  claim  the  respect  for 
these  proceedings,  nor  to  claim  that  they  are 
actuated  by  principles  that  govern  every  states¬ 
man  in  that  country.  You  may  laugh  and  jeer 
and  sneer  in  this  matter.  You  have  the  people 
by  the  throat.  You  succeeded  in  passing  a  Bill 
in  1882  that  gave  one  Conservative  the  power  of 
two  Liberals.  You  may  regard  this  as  a  cunningly 
devised  scheme  and  something  that  you  may  laugh 
about,  but  I  tell  you  that  it  is  an  act  that  is  sub¬ 
versive  of  human  liberty,  that  it  is  an  act  that  will 
entail  infamy  upon  every  man  who  participates  in 
the  outrage.  As  I  said  before,  it  will  be  a  more 
enduring  monument  to  that  dead  statesman  who 
was  a  former  Prime  Minister  of  Canada  than 
any  monument  in  marble  that  can  be  erected.  It 
will  be  a  monument  that  will  stigmatize  his  memory 
and  be  a  blot  upon  his  reputation  as  long  as  there 
is  a  history  of  Canada.  Yes,  laugh  about  it.  The 
mills  of  the  gods  grind  slow,  but  they  grind  ex¬ 
ceedingly  fine.  It  may  seem  to  you  that  there  is 
no  conscience  in  this  country  to-day.  That  apathe¬ 
tic  condition  of  the  public  conscience  is  not,  how¬ 
ever,  proof  that  there  never  will  be  an  awakening. 
There  is  such  a  thing  in  Canada  as  a  belief  in  fair- 
play  and  justice,  and  that  feeling  will  assert  itself. 
It  will  not  assei’t  itself  along  the  line  of  perpetua¬ 
tion  of  existing  political  outrages  that  have  the  sup¬ 
port  of  lion,  gentlemen  on  the  opposite  side  who  are 
responsible  for  this  condition  of  things.  I  see  by  the 
Hansard  report  that  my  hon.  friend  the  Minister  of 
Justice  objects  to  the  proposition  made  by  my  hon. 
friend  from  Bothwell,  because,  he  says,  it  would 
result  in  giving  anywhere  from  12  to  20  seats  to 
the  Liberals.  From  that  1  judge  that  even  the 
Minister  of  Justice  is  incapable  of  looking  at  this 
question  from  any  other  than  a  party  stand-point. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  I  do  not  think  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  will  bear  that 
interpretation. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Yes  ;  I  have  looked  at  it. 
Now,  the  scheme  contemplated  by  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Bothwell  is  that  we  shall  respect  county 
lines.  The  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  says  that  this 
could  be  made  the  most  objectionable  kind  of  a 
gerrymandering  scheme,  because  it  might  result  in 
increasing  the  Liberal  forces  in  this  House  by  from 
12  to  20  votes  ;  that  is,  it  might  possibly  result  in 
giving  the  Liberals  something  nearer  fair  repre¬ 
sentation  in  this  House.  If  it  did  increase  our 
forces  by  from  12  to  20  votes,  we  would  not  even 
then  have  a  representation  commensurate  with  the 
number  of  votes  we  received  in  the  country.  But 
the  question  whether  this  scheme  would  increase 
the  Liberal  representation  or  not,  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  matter.  The  question  is  whether  the 
principle  is  a  just  one.  Is  it  a  correct  principle 
that  our  redistribution  should  be  made  on  a  basis 
which  respects  county  lines  and  give  the  people  a 
fair  representation?  This  Parliament  is  hereto  guard 
the  public  interests.  Many  men  believe  that  this 
Parliament  is  here  only  to  forward  party  interests. 
But  this  Parliament  is  the  custodian,  not  of  the 
interests  of  the  Conservative  party,  but  of  the 
interests  of  the  people  of  Canada,  and  the  people  of 
Canada  should  be  represented  in  this  Parliament 
according  to  their  views  and  wishes.  They  should 
Mr.  Charlton. 


have  a  fair,  equitable,  honest  representation  here. 
There  should  be  no  scheme  adopted  that  will  give 
to  one  party  a  representation  in  this  House  unduly 
large  in  proportion  to  its  numbers.  Now,  Sir, 
whether  this  scheme  results  in  increasing  or  dimin¬ 
ishing  the  representation  of  any  particular  party 
in  this  House,  if  it  will  result  in  giving  the  people 
of  this  country  a  fairer  representation  on  the  basis 
of  their  political  views  than  the  Bill  gives,  that  is 
all  that  an  honest  man  need  ask  about  it.  If  it 
increases  the  Liberal  representation  and  reduces 
the  Conservative  representation,  it  is  necessary  to 
do  that  in  order  to  have  in  this  House  a  fair  repre¬ 
sentation  of  the  public  sentiments.  The  representa¬ 
tion  in  this  House  to-day  is  not  in  accordance  with 
the  sentiments  and  wishes  and  feelings  of  the 
country. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Yes,  it  is. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Not  at  all.  No  man  can 
tell  me  that  the  Conservative  representation  in  this 
House  bears  to  the  Conservative  vote  the  same 
proportion  that  the  Liberal  representation  bears  to 
the  Liberal  vote. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Has  the  hon.  gentleman  the 
figures  ? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  have  common  sense,  and  I 
suppose  the  hon.  member  for  Haldimand  has  too. 
Here  is  the  Province  of  Ontario  with  an  actual 
Liberal  majority  at  the  last  election,  and  will  the 
hon.  gentleman  tell  me  that  to-day  there  is  a  repre¬ 
sentation  of  that  Liberal  majority  in  this  House? 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  There  is  no  Liberal  majority 
of  popular  votes. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  In  1882  the  votes  of  the  two 
parties  were  almost  equal,  and  yet  there  were  63 
Conservatives  and  29  Liberals  returned  to  this 
House.  Was  that  a  proportionate  representation 
of  the  sentiment  of  the  two  parties  in  this  country  ? 
No,  Sir  ;  the  operation  of  that  measure  has  been  to 
give  the  Conservative  party  undue  representation 
and  to  silence  a  large  portion  of  the  people  of  this 
country. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  Do  I  understand  the  hon- 
gentleman  to  say  that  the  Reformers  had  a  popu¬ 
lar  majority  in  the  last  election. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Yes,  we  had  a  popular 
majority. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  What  are  the  figures  ? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  About  5,000or  6,000  majority. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  1  will  state,  if 
you  will  permit  me.  According  to  the  statement 
made  by  Mr.  George  Johnson,  the  statistician  of 
the  Dominion,  and  formally  placed  in  the  hands  of 
every  member  of  this  House,  the  last  general  elec¬ 
tion  gave  a  Liberal  majority  of  7,200  odd  votes  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario.  That  was  the  official 
statement  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to 
me  and  others,  and  let  the  Government  say 
whether  it  is  right  or  not. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  wish  to  say  that  Mr.  George 
Johnson,  Dominion  statistician,  never  made  such  a 
statement  at  all,  and  the  hon.  gentleman  cannot 
produce  it  over  the  signature  of  Mr.  George  John¬ 
son.  I  defy  him  to  do  it.  The  hon.  gentleman 
knows  that  he  cannot  produce  it. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  The  hon. 
gentleman  has  no  right  to  say  so.  I  am  stating 
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here  what  was  placed  in  my  hands  a  few  months 
ago  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  by  Mr. 
George  Johnson,  and  the  figures  were  172,000 
Conservative  votes  to  178,000  or  179,000  Reform 
votes.  The  figui'es  were  given  in  detail.  There 
are  plenty  of  other  members  in  the  House  as  well 
as  myself  who  received  the  statement. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  says 
he  has  an  official  statement  over  Mr.  George 
Johnson’s  signature,  all  he  has  to  do  is  to  produce 
it.  I  say  he  cannot  produce  it. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  do  not 
carry  these  matters  in  my  desk. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  cannot 
produce  it,  we  charge  him  with  playing  a  bluff 
game. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  No,  Sir.  I 
am  stating  what  1  know,  and  only  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  is  unworthy  of  my  further  notice,  I 
\\  ould  tell  him  what  I  think  of  him. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  That  game  has  been  played  out¬ 
side  of  this  House,  but  I  tell  the  hon.  gentleman 
that  I  have  not  had  to  go  over  the  whole  Province 
of  Ontario  looking  for  a  constituency,  but  the  con¬ 
stituency  that  sent  me  here  first  is  still  sending  me 
by  an  increased  majority. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  You  never  had  your 
county  wiped  out  by  an  Act  of  Parliament,  as  my 
lion,  friend  had. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  never  had  my  county  gerry¬ 
mandered  either.  It  is  the  same  as  that  which 
first  elected  me. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  My  hon.  friend  never 
had  to  wring  the  hands  of  weeping  constituents 
■who  had  to  vote  for  him. 

'Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  had  not  a 
clerical  friend  at  my  back  to  tell  me  that  I  should 
be  elected  because  I  could  plunder  the  country 
best. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  hon.  gentleman 
never  had  any  respectable  element  of  this  country 
at  his  back. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  All  I  can  tell 
the  Minister  of  Justice  is  that  I  do  not  call  it  re¬ 
spectable  backing  when  there  commendation  of  me 
to  my  constituents  is  that  I  am  a  good  plunderer. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  wish  to  say  one 
word  about  these  figures.  I  went  over  the  figures 
of  the  last  general  election,  and  I  found  that  the 
Liberals  had  a  popular  majority  of  4,000.  Then  I 
corrected  the  figures  by  the  bye-election  returns, 
and  I  found,  allowing  1,000  for  the  election  by 
acclamation  in  Simcoe,  that  the  Conservatives  had 
a  majority  of  4,334.  These  are  the  figures  I  gave 
the  other  night.  In  round  numbers  the  votes  were 
182,000  Liberal  votes  and  186,000  Conservatives, 
taking  in  the  bye-elections,  and  the  representation 
in  the  House  was  33  Liberals  and  59  Conservatives. 
Each  Liberal  representative  here  required  the 
polling  of  5,520  Liberal  votes,  and  each  Conser¬ 
vative  representative  required  3,150  Conservative 
votes  ;  so  that  the  figures  given  by  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  North  Norfolk  were  very  nearly  correct, 
when  he  said  that  it  required  about  double  as 
many  Liberal  votes  to  send  a  representative  here 
as  Conservative  votes.  Now,  these  figures  have 
been  worked  up  from  the  official  returns  by  my 
own  hand,  and  I  know  them  to  be  correct. 


Mr.  SPROULE.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  hon. 
gentleman  if  in  making  up  these  figures  he  did  not, 
in  some  constituencies  where  there  were  two  or 
three  candidates  against  the  Government  candidate, 
put  them  all  together  as  Conservative  votes  ? 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  conscientiously 
divided  the  votes  in  the  way  I  thought  would  be 
right  and  just  in  all  those  cases.  The  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  can  see  that  I  tried  to  do  my  best  because 
I  gave  a  Conservative  majority  of  1,000  in  a  county 
which  elected  a  representative  by  acclamation,  and 
altogether  my  figures  are  as  near  as  any  mentioned 
in  the  House. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  Where  there  were  three  candi¬ 
dates  in  a  riding,  you  always  gave  two  against  the 
Government. 

Mr.  BORDEN.  I  desire  to  say  a  word  with 
reference  to  the  report  referred  to,  which  was  made 
by  the  Dominion  statistician,  Mr.  Johnson.  I 
have  a  very  distinct  recollection  of  having  had  the 
report  referred  to  by  the  hon.  member  for  South 
Oxford,  and  that  report  showed  a  majority  of  over 
7,000  in*  the  Province  of  Ontario  for  the  Liberals  in 
the  aggregate,  at  the  last  Dominion  general  election, 
over  the  vote  given  for  the  Conservatives.  I  have 
not  the  report  here,  and  am  speaking  from  memory, 
but  have  a  very  distinct  recollection  of  that  fact. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  The  hon.  member  for  East 
Huron  (Mr.  Macdonald)  says  that  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  majority,  according  to  his  own  figures,  was 
4,300. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Not  at  the 
general  election. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  After  the  bye- 
election. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  wants 
to  go  back  beyond  the  latest  elections.  They  might 
as  well  go  back  to  1878. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  Is  the  hon.  gentleman 
going  to  withdraw  his  denial  ? 

Mr.  WALLACE.  With  reference  to  Mr.  John¬ 
son,  the  Dominion  statistician,  I  will  say  this  : 
that  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  claimed 
he  could  produce  a  signature  of  George  Johnson, 
Dominion  statistician,  as  showing  that  the  Reformers 
had  a  majority  of  7,000  in  Ontario.  I  challenged 
him  to  produce  that  statement,  and  I  challenge 
him  again  to  produce  it.  I  say  he  cannot  do  it, 
and  I  say  further,  that  had  the  Dominion  statisti¬ 
cian  given  figures  simply  showing  7,268  of  a  Reform 
majority,  that  would  not  settle  the  question.  We 
want  to  have  the  figures  in  detail.  We  were  pro¬ 
posing  to  have  them  from  the  hon.  member  for 
East  Huron.  I  asked  him  for  a  statement  about 
one  or  two  constituencies  the  other  night,  but  he 
was  afraid  to  submit  those  figures  to  the  House 
then,  as  he  is  afraid  to-day.  We  ask  those  gentle¬ 
men  upon  what  they  base  their  calculations,  what 
were  the  majorities  in  the  several  constituencies, 
notably  the  County  of  Carleton  ?  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  refused  to  give  the  figures  even  for  one 
electoral  district.  I  have  submitted  the  figures  to 
this  House  of  every  constituency  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario,  figures  which  were  given  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Cardwell,  and  published  in  the  Mont¬ 
real  Gazette .  Those  have  never  been,  and  cannot 
be  confuted.  They  were  the  figures  for  the  general 
election  before  the  by  e-elections, and  by  those  figures 
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the  Conservatives  had  a  substantial  majority,  not  a 
very  large  one,  but  we  had  a  majority  of  four  mem¬ 
bers  from  Ontario — 48  to  44 — and  had  more  than  a 
thousand  majority  or  something  like  that  for  those 
four.  That  majority  was  largely  increased  at  the 
bye-elections,  and  it  is  the  latest  test  of  public 
opinion  which  should  guide  the  House  to-day.  I 
repeat  that  the  lion,  member  for  South  Oxford 
cannot  produce  any  such  statement  as  he  says  he 
can  over  the  signature  of  the  Dominion  statisti¬ 
cian  ;  and  if  he  could,  the  figures  would  have  to  be 
criticised  the  same  as  any  other  person’s  figures. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  remember  reading 
the  statement  of  Mr.  George  Johnson  when  it 
was  published,  and  the  statement  was  unfair  to 
the  Liberal  party,  and  unfair  in  this  particular  that 
in  the  Counties  of  Middlesex  and  Bothwell— I  refer 
to  those  two  particularly — the  statistician  repre¬ 
sented  the  Patrons  of  Industry  of  Canada  as  a  Con¬ 
servative  association,  and  counted  the  votes  polled 
by  the  Patrons  of  Industry  in  each  case  as  votes 
given  in  favour  of  the  Administration,  whereas  the 
Patrons  of  Industry  are  in  favour  of  unrestricted 
reciprocity  and  condemn  the  policy  of  protection 
upon  which  the  Government  went  to  the  country. 
And  the  figures  which  appeared  in  the  Montreal 
Gazette ,  and  which  were  a  revised  edition  to  some 
extent  of  Mr.  Johnson’s  figures,  represented  my 
majority  as  21  in  the  County  of  Bothwell.  Why,  I 
had  a  majority  of  550,  and  they  represented  the 
majority  of  the  hon.  member  in  West  Middlesex  as 
a  very  large  vote. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  Not  at  all. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  hon.  gentleman 
is  proving  it  is  all  wrong  anyway. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  am  proving  that  the 
majority  of  the  Reform  party  was  larger  than  Mr. 
Johnson  represented  it  to  be. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  You  have  not  succeed¬ 
ed  in  that. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  That  is  what  I  am 
pointing  out,  that  Mr.  Johnson  and  the  very 
map  the  Government  have  prepared  for  us, 
marked  both  in  Middlesex  and  Bothwell,  two  Con¬ 
servative  candidates  in  the  field,  when  that  was 
not  the  case.  And  there  is  this  fact,  which  hon. 
gentlemen  on  the  opposite  side  cannot  controvert, 
that  the  Liberal  vote  in  the  election  of  members  to 
this  House,  if ‘divided  by  the  number  of  members 
who  sit  here,  is  represented  from  Ontario  in  the 
proportion  of  one  member  for  every  five  thousand 
and  some  hundred  votes,  while  the  Conservative 
vote  is  represented  by  one  member  for  every  three 
thousand  votes.  That  is  the  difference.  I  stated 
the  other  day  that  the  hon.  gentleman  was  adopt¬ 
ing  the  old  slave  doctrine  of  the  American  consti¬ 
tution,  that  five  Reformers  were  as  good  as  three 
Conservatives. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  That  is  about  the  proportion^ 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  The  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  wants  details.  He  shall  have  them.  They 
may  take  a  little  time,  but  that  is  no  fault  of  mine. 
I  have  got  the  list  of  returns  for  the  several  general 
elections  to  the  House  of  Commons  of  Canada, 
issued  by  Samuel  St.  Onge  Chapleau,  who  I 
suppose  will  be  accepted  as  an  authority.  We  will 
go  through  those  in  detail,  and  the  hon.  gentleman, 
if  he  possesses  sufficient  intelligence  to  add  together 
Mr.  Wallace. 


the  figures,  can  ascertain  definitely  who  is  right  and 
who  is  wrong  as  to  the  actual  majority. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  That  is  not  the  question. 

Sir  RICHARD  CART W  RIGHT.  Be  quiet,  Sir. 
I  am  going  through  this  and  will  not  be  interrupted. 
I  request  the  Chairman  to  keep  order. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  rise  to  a  point  of  order- 
Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  State  it. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  It  is  this.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  went  out  to  get  a  statement  signed  by  Mr. 
George  Johnson,  and  he  comes  back  with  one 
signed  by  Mr.  Chapleau. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  think,  Mr. 
Deputy  Speaker,  you  ought  to  call  that  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  to  order  for  stating  a  point  of  order  which 
is  simply  an  impudent  deception  on  the  House. 
He  has  no  right  to  rise  in  his  place  and  talk  any 
such  trash.  I  am  going  to  give  you  a  list  of  the 
several  general  election  returns  of  Ontario  from  be¬ 
ginning  to  end.  The  County  of  Addington  re¬ 
turned  my  hon.  friend  Mr.  Dawson  by  a  majority 
of  61.  The  County  of  Bothwell  returned  my  hon. 
friend  beside  me  (Mr.  Mills)  by  a  majority  of  550 
over  Mr.  Longwood,  and  918  over  Mr.  McClarty. 
I  take  the  smaller  number  550.  North  Brant  re¬ 
turned  the  sitting  member  (Mr.  Somerville)  by  a 
majority  of  1,116.  The  south  riding  returned 
Mr.  Paterson  by  a  majority  of  542.  The  riding 
of  Bruce  represented  by  Mr.  Rowand  returned  that 
gentleman  by  a  majority  of  530.  The  riding  of 
Bruce  represented  by  Mr.  Truax  returned  him  by 
a  majority  of  114.  The  riding  of  Durham  repre¬ 
sented  by  Mr.  Beith  returned  him  by  a  majority 
of  198.  The  riding  of  Elgin  represented  by  Mr. 
Casey  returned  him  by  a  majority  of  682.  The 
riding  of  Essex  represented  by  Mr.  Allan  gave  him 
a  majority  of  57  on  the  final  count.  The  riding  of 
Essex  represented  by  Mr.  McGregor  returned  him 
by  a  majority  of  849.  Mr.  Landerkin  was  returned 
from  Grey  in  the  first  instance  by  a  majority  of  46, 
biit  thanks  to  certain  manipulation  of  the  ballots 
by  certain  zealous  partisans,  that  majority  appears 
to  have  been  reduced  to  3. 


Mr.  WALLACE.  Which  do  you  count — the  46 
or  the  3  ? 


Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  count  the 
3.  East  Hastings  returned  the  late  Mr.  Burdett 
by  a  majority  of  54.  The  west  riding  of  Huron 
returned  Mr.  M.  C.  Cameron  by  a  majority  of  379. 
East  Huron  returned  Mr.  Macdonald  by  a  majority 
of  308.  South  Huron  returned  Mr.  McMillan  by  a 
majority  of  855  over  one  candidate,  and  of  1,791 
over  the  other.  I  have  taken  the  smaller  vote. 
The  County  of  Kent  returned  Mr.  Campbell  by  a 
majority  of  476.  The  County  of  Lambton  returned 
Mr.  Lister  by  a  majority  of  598.  The  County  of 
Lennox  returned  Mr.  Allison  by  a  majority  of  57. 
The  County  of  Lincoln  and  Niagara  returned  Mr. 
Gibson  by  a  majority  of  48.  The  City  of  London 
returned  Mr.  Hyman  by  a  majority  of  183.  South 
Middlesex  returned  Mr.  Armstrong  by  a  majority 


pf  624. 


Mr.  SPROULE.  Is  that  over  one  candidate  or 
over  the  two  ? 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  believe  there 
were  only  two  candidates  running  there.  The 
County  of  Monck  returned  Mr.  Brown  with  a 
majority  of  260.  North  Norfolk  returned  my  hon. 
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friend  beside  me  (Mr.  Charlton)  by  a  majority  of 
468.  L’he  west  riding  of  Northumberland  returned 
Mr.  Hargraft  by  a  majority  of  ,37,  as  declared  by 
the  judge.  South  Ontario  returned  Mr.  Davidson 
by  33,  as  declared  by  the  judge.  I  am  talking 
from  the  electoral  returns.  The  riding  of  Ontario 
which  returned  Mr.  Edgar  gave  him  a  majority  of 
999.  One  riding  of  Oxford  gave  Mr.  Sutherland  a 
majority  of  1,534,  and  South  Oxford  returned 
myself  by  a  majority  of  734.  The  County  of  Peel 
gave  Mr.  Featherston  a  majority  of  54.  The 
County  of  South  Perth  returned  Mr.  Trow  by  a 
majority  of  177. 

Mr.  \\  ALL  ACE.  Where  is  he  now  ? 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Well,  the 
boodle  brigade  could  tell  the  hon.  gentleman  not 
only  where  he  is  but  what  it  cost  the  Government 
to  defeat  him.  I  think  the  lion,  gentleman  was 
there  himself  and  helped  to  defeat  Mr.  Trow.  Mr. 
Grieve’s  majority  was  81.  Mr.  Proulx  in  Prescott 
received  a  majority  of  661  over  one  candidate,  737 
over  another,  and  934  over  another.  I  have  taken 
the  smallest  vote.  The  riding  of  Simcoe  which 
was  represented  by  Dr.  Spohn,  returned  him  by  a 
majority  of  207. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  Where  is  he  now  ? 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Ask  the 
boodle  brigade  or  ask  two  or  three  of  the  hon. 
gentlemen  beside  you,  who  could  give  you  some 
minute  details. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  The  court  said  the  boodle 
brigade  was  over  there. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  No;  the  court 
did  not  say  that  by  any  manner  of  means.  North 
Victoria  gave  a  majority  for  Mr.  Barron  of  202. 
North  Waterloo  gave  Mr.  Bowman  a  majority  of 
30,  and  Mr.  Livingston  was  returned  for  the  south 
riding  by  a  majority  of  312.  In  Welland,  Mr. 
German  received  a  majority  of  447. 

Mr.  CO  ATS  WORTH.  Where  is  he  now  ? 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Ask  Mr. 
Lowell.  He  can  tell  you.  In  North  Wellington,  to 
the.  great  disgust  of  my  hon.  friends  opposite,  Mr. 
McMullen  was  returned  by  a  majority  of  136.  In 
the  centre  riding  my  friend  Mr.  Semple  had  a  major¬ 
ity  of  156,  and  the  south  riding  returned  Mr. 
Innes  withamajorityof376.  North  Wentworth  gave 
Mr.  Bain  a  majority  of  200,  and  it  is  up  for  judg¬ 
ment  in  consequence.  North  York  gave  Mr.  Muloek 
a  majority  of  363.  East  York  returned  Mr.  Mac¬ 
kenzie  by  a  majority  of  26.  Now,  if  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  chooses,  he  can  add  those  majorities  to¬ 
gether  for  himself,  and  I  will  give  him  the  other 
side  if  he  is  anxious  to  have  it.  The  riding  of  Al- 
goma  returned  Mr.  Macdonell  with  a  majority  of  430. 
The  riding  of  Brockville  returned  Mr.  Wood  by 
178  ;  the  riding  of  Bruce  returned  Mr.  McNeill  by 
30  ;  the  riding  of  Cardwell  returned  Mr.  W'hite  by 
248  ;  the  riding  of  Carleton  returned  Mr.  Hodgins 
by  43  ;  the  riding  of  Cornwall  returned  Dr.  Bergin 
by  218  ;  the  riding  of  Dundas  returned  Mr.  Ross 
by  60  ;  the  west  riding  of  Durham  returned  Mr. 
Craig,  the  present  member,  by  61  ;  Elgin  returned 
the  present  member  by  46  ;  Frontenac  returned 
the  late  member  by  205  ;  Glengarry  returned  the 
present  member  by  321  ;  Grenville  returned  Mr. 
Reid  by  111;  Grey  returned  the  present  member 
by  19,  according  to  the  statement  here  ;  Mr. 
Masson  was  returned  by  247  ;  Haldimand  returned 
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Dr.  Montague  by  78  ;  Halton  returned  Mr.  Hen¬ 
derson  by  104.  In  Hamilton,  the  majorities  were, 
in  the  one  case,  654,  and  in  the  other  case,  624.  In 
Hastings,  Mr.  Mackenzie  Bowell  was  returned  by 
206  ;  Mr.  Corby  was  returned  by  360  ;  in  Kingston 
the  late  Sir  John  A.  Macdonald  was  returned  by 
483 ;  in  Lambton,  Mr.  Moncrieff  was  returned  by 
566  ;  in  Lanark,  the  present  member  was  returned 
by  301  ;  in  the  other  division  of  Lanark,  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Railways  was  returned  by  630  ;  in  Leeds, 
Dr.  Ferguson  was  returned  by  146  ;  and  for  the 
south  riding,  Mr.  Taylor,  by  106.  In  Middlesex, 
one  hon.  gentleman  was  returned  by  2,  which  was 
subsequently  increased  to  6;  another  was  returned 
by  410;  Mr.  Marshall  was  returned  by  165  ;  in 
Muskoka,  Col.  O'Brien  was  returned  by  140  ; 
in  North  Norfolk,  Col.  Tisdale  by  412  ;  in  North¬ 
umberland  East,  Mr.  Cochrane  by  236  ;  in  Ontario 
Mr.  Madill  was  returned  by  254  ;  in  Ottawa  City, 
the  majorities  are  given  as  1,083  for  Mr.  Mackin¬ 
tosh,  and  455  for  the  other  member  ;  I  have  taken 
the  larger  number.  In  Peterborough  the  present 
member  was  returned  by  233  ;  and  Mr.  Burnham 
by  29.  In  Prince  Edward  the  final  count  was  39 
in  favour  of  Mr.  Miller.  In  Renfrew,  Mr.  White 
received  79  majority  ;  Mr.  Ferguson,  444  ;  in 
Simcoe,  the  present  member  was  returned  by  296. 
In  the  three  ridings  of  Toronto  the  majorities  were 
L752,  502  and  1,465.  In  the  south  riding  of 
Victoria,  the  majority  was  25 ;  in  Wentworth 
South,  1  ;  in  York  East,  806.  Now,  Sir,  I  have 
here  a  statement  which  w'as  copied  from  Mr.  John¬ 
son's  statement  on  the  19th  October,  1891.  Accord¬ 
ing  to  Mr.  George  Johnson,  Dominion  statistician, 
the  number  of  votes  polled  in  Ontario  was  171,595 
for  the  Government,  and  178,871  for  the  Opposi¬ 
tion,  giving  a  majority  to  the  Opposition  of  7,276. 
This  is  a  copy  made  from  a  official  statement  which 
was  placed  in  my  hands,  from  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  which  has  been  copied  into  one  of  the 
papers  of  this  Dominion.  I  think  these  papers 
show  conclusively  that  at  the  last  general  election 
in  1891,  the  Reform  party  had  a  considerable  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  popular  vote  actually  polled,  although 
the  Reform  party  were  in  a  minority  of  four  votes, 
being  44  against  48,  so  far  as  regards  the  represen¬ 
tation  in  this  House. 

Mr.  W ALLACE.  With  reference  to  the  state¬ 
ment  made  by  the  hon.  gentleman  who  has  just 
taken  his  seat,  he  pledged  his  word  to  this  House 
that  he  would  produce  a  statement  made  by  Mr. 
George  Johnson.  He  has  failed  to  do  so. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  rise  to  a 
point  of  order.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  in  error.  I 
said  I  had  seen  the  statement  and  had  it  in  my 
possession  ;  I  did  not  say  that  I  had  it  here. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  The  hon.  gentleman  stated 
in  his  first  speech  that  he  had  a  statement  officially 
prepared  by  the  Dominion  statistician. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  So  I  have. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  say  there  is  no  such  state¬ 
ment,  I  challenge  the  hon.  friend  to  produce  it. 
He  read  a  statement  here  to-day,  and  what  does  it 
show,  on  his  own  figures  ?  We  will  take  them  for 
what  they  are  worth,  and  what  are  they  worth  ? 
For  instance,  in  the  County  of  Caileton  he  gives 
Mr.  Hodgins’s  majority  as  43.  Why,  does  not  the 
hon.  gentleman  know,  does  not  every  member  of 
this  House  know,  that  in  that  election  two  Con- 
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servatives  ran  in  the  County  of  Carleton  ?  The 
opponent  of  Air.  Hodgins  was  Mr.  Dickinson, 
who  represented  the  county  in  the  last  Parlia¬ 
ment,  but  Air.  Dickinson  was  a  staunch  Con¬ 
servative,  in  fact  he  was  opposed  by  Mr.  Hodgins 
because  it  was  considered  that  Mr.  Dickinson 
was  too  staunch  a  supporter  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  normal  majorities  in  that  county  range 
from  1,200  to  1,800.  Yet  the  hon.  member  for 
South  Oxford  has  the  audacity  to  put  down  a 
Conservative  majority  in  the  County  of  Carleton  as 
43.  I  say  that  he  cannot  bamboozle  the  people  of 
this  country  with  such  a  statement  as  that.  The 
honest  and  straightforward  way  for  him  would  have 
been  to  take  the  majority  in  the  previous  election 
when  a  Grit  and  a  Tory  ran.  Then,  take  the 
County  of  East  Durham,  and  what  does  he  give  us 
there  ?  In  East  Durham  two  Conservatives  ran, 
and  Mr.  Craig  had  a  majority  of  61  over  another 
Conservative.  His  majority  over  a  Reformer  would 
have  been  probably  ten  times  as  many,  or  500  or 
600.  East  Durham  is  strongly  Conservative,  but 
when  two  candidates  ran  there  the  majority  of  one 
over  the  other  was  61  votes.  The  hon.  member  for 
Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  proclaimed  to  this 
House  and  the  people  that  the  Conservative  major¬ 
ity  was  only  61 ,  which  was  on  a  par  with  his  state¬ 
ment  about  Carleton. 

Air.  MILLS  (Both well).  Air.  Ross  represented 
East  Durham  at  one  time. 

Air.  HUGHES.  And  it  cost  him  $61,000  to  get 
there. 

Air.  EDGAR.  The  hon.  gentleman  assisted  him. 

Air.  WALLACE.  Instead  of  giving  1,000  as  the 
Conservative  majority  in  Carleton  and  400  or  500  as 
the  Conservative  majority  in  East  Durham - 

Air.  A1ILLS  (Bothwell).  Will  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  say  what  the  majority  in  Carleton  was  when 
the  Prime  Minister  ran  there  and  Mr.  Stewart  ran 
against  him  ? 

Air.  WALLACE.  Mr.  Stewart  lost  his  deposit. 
Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  No. 

Air.  AV ALLACE.  A"es.  If  the  hon.  gentleman 
knows  anything  about  the  matter,  he  should  know 
that  that  gentleman  lost  his  deposit. 

Air.  BOA  LE.  The  majority  was  1,085. 

Air.  W ALLACE.  Take  the  other  side  of  the 
account.  The  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Air.  Mills) 
has  passed  through  a  good  many  contests,  and  his 
majorities  have  generally  been  counted  with  two 
figures  but  not  by  very  large  figures.  The  last  in 
which  he  was  engaged  was  a  triple  contest  as  in  the 
County  of  West  Middlesex.  The  Farmers’  Institute 
brought  out  a  candidate,  and  in  this  triangular 
contest,  the  hon.  member  (Air.  Mills)  won  the  seat 
bv  nearly  500  majority.  The  hon.  member  for 
South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  bravely  put 
down  the  Reform  majority  in  the  County  of  Both¬ 
well  at  500. 

Air.  A1ILLS  (Bothwell).  ATes,  and  it  would 
have  been  1,000  majority,  if  there  had  been  only 
two  candidates.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  will  look 
at  the  votes  of  the  two  townships  of  Sombra  and 
Dawn,  where  the  candidate  of  the  Patrons  of 
Industry  got  his  vote,  where  I  polled  a  majority 
against  my  opponent,  this  will  be  apparent. 

Air.  AV  ALLACE.  AATill  the  hon.  gentleman  tell 
me  what  was  his  majority  in  the  previous  election  ? 

Air.  AAtallace. 


Air.  AIILLS  (Bothwell).  27  majority. 

Air.  AA7ALLACE.  And  what  was  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  majority  in  the  election  before  that  ? 

Air.  AIILLS  (Bothwell).  I  will  tell  the  hon. 
gentleman.  In  1878  the  votes  polled  in  what  is 
now  the  County  of  Bothwell  showed  a  Conserva¬ 
tive  majority  of  291. 

Air.  \Y ALLACE.  I  want  an  answer  to  the 
question,  not  a  speech. 

Air.  AIILLS  (Bothwell).  I  am  not  going  to 
make  a  speech,  but  to  answer  the  question. 

Air.  AVALLACE.  I  took  my  seat  because  I 
understood  the  hon.  gentleman  was  going  to  answer 
the  question. 

Mr.  AIILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
does  not  want  my  answer. 

Air.  AA’ALLACE.  I  took  my  seat  because  I 
thought  the  hon.  gentleman  was  going  to  answer 
the  question,  but  I  will  not  take  my  seat  again 
until  I  get  through  my  speech.  The  hon.  member 
for  Bothwell  considered  himself  a  very  fortunate 
man  indeed  when  he  had  a  majority  of  27  and  was 
elected,  but  at  the  last  election  he  secured  500 
majority  because  there  were  three  candidates  run¬ 
ning. 

Air.  AIILLS  (Bothwell).  No. 

Air.  WALLACE.  I  say  a  fair  estimate  was  ob¬ 
tained  by  taking  the  record  of  the  previous  elec¬ 
tions,  and  not  the  record  of  a  triangular  contest, 
as  in  AA7est  Aliddlesex,  where  a  contest  similar  to 
that  in  Bothwell  took  place  on  nearly  the  same 
grounds. 

Air.  AIILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
had  better  go  back  to  1874  election  in  East  Durham. 

Mr.  AA'ALLACE.  In  1891  the  majority  in 
East  Middlesex  is  put  down  as  155,  but  there  were 
two  Conservative  candidates  running.  I  will  ask 
hon.  members  if  that  is  a  fair  statement  of  the 
majority.  In  the  previous  election  the  majority 
was  about  758,  and  that  is  about  the  normal 
majority  when  a  Grit  and  Tory  only  are  running. 
I  think  the  majority  was  over  500  at  the  bye- 
election.  The  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir 
Richard  Cartwright)  places  the  majority  at  155, 
and  that  is  about  on  a  par  with  his  calculations 
respecting  Carleton  and  East  Durham.  According 
to  the  manner  in  which  that  hon.  gentleman  has 
manipulated  the  figures,  he  might  as  well  have 
placed  the  Grit  majorities  at  tens  of  thousands, 
instead  of  at  a  few  thousands  as  he  has  done.  The 
statements  we  have  submitted  are  fair  and  honest 
statements  of  the  votes  at  the  last  election.  In  the 
case  of  Carleton,  East  Durham  and  East  Middle¬ 
sex,  where  only  two  Conservatives  ran  in  each 
case,  how  is  it  possible  to  estimate  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  majority  by  the  figures  of  the  returns  ?  The 
only  fair  way  is  to  take  the  figures  of  the 
preceding  election,  or  take  an  average  of 
preceding  elections.  If  there  was  a  straight 
political  fight  at  the  previous  elections,  then  those 
figures  should  be  taken.  But,  Sir,  these  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  have  never  done  so.  They  have  not  sub¬ 
mitted  a  straight  and  square  statement  to  the  peo¬ 
ple.  They  have  not,  as  the  hon.  member  for  South 
Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  said  he  would  do, 
submitted  a  statement  over  the  signature  of  George 
Johnson,  Dominion  statistician.  They  have  sub¬ 
mitted  no  such  statement,  and  the  hon.  member  for 
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South  Oxford  in  giving  his  figures  does  not  tell  us 
whether  they  add  up  to  the  amount  given  by 
George  Johnson,  as  he  claims  they  were  obtained 
from  George  Johnson,  from  the  newspaper  slip 
which  he  read.  He  does  not  tell  us  whether  the 
figures  amounted  to — 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Add  them  up, 
if  your  capacity  extends  so  far. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  will  say  this,  that  if  my 
capacity  for  figures  did  not  exceed  the  capacity  of 
the  lion,  member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard 
Cartwright),  I  would  step  out  of  this  House  mighty 
sudden.  He  has  mixed  and  muddled  his  figures 
throughout  his  financial  career,  though  always 
looking  out  for  a  main  chance  for  himself.  Let  that 
be  borne  in  mind.  I  say  that  the  figures  in  the 
statement  submitted  by  the  lion,  member  for  South 
Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  are  not  correct. 
They  are  not  correct  in  relation  to  the  County  of 
Carleton  by  more  than  1,000  votes.  They  are 
not  correct  with  respect  to  East  Durham  by  400 
votes.  They  are  not  correct  as  far  as  East  Middle¬ 
sex  is  concerned  by  500  or  600  votes,  and  they  are 
not  correct  with  regard  to  the  County  of  Roth  well 
by  between  400  and  500  votes.  Then,  Sir,  they  are 
not  correct  statements  of  the  returns  of  the  last 
Dominion  elections,  and  more  than  that,  they  are 
not  what  the  hon.  gentleman  started  out  to  give 
when  telling  this  House  he  was  going  to  give  the 
figures  of  the  Dominion  statistician,  which,  I  re¬ 
peat,  he  cannot  give  to  this  House. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  The  hon. 
gentleman  has  deliberately  and  wilfully  misstated 
what  I  said.  I  said  I  had  repeatedly  seen  the 
figures.  He  has  deliberately  and  wilfully  mis¬ 
stated  what  I  said. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  rise  to  a  point  of  order. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Chair,  chair. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  I  rise  to  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  My  point  of  order  is,  that  the 
hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cart¬ 
wright) — if  we  have  to  call  him  an  hon.  gentleman — 
stated  that  I  wilfully  and  deliberately  misrepre¬ 
sented.  I  say  that  no  gentleman  will  use  such  a 
statement  in  this  House. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  corrected 
him,  and  after  the  correction  he  twice  repeated  the 
falsehood. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  Order,  order. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  am  in  order, 
When  an  hon.  gentleman  has  been  corrected  and 
does  not  take  back  what  he  has  said  he  must  be 
told  about  it. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  I  do  not  think  the 
dignity  of  the  committee  will  be  served  by  such 
language. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  My  statement 
is  this  :  I  have  corrected  the  hon.  gentleman  twice, 
and  after  that  correction  he  persisted.  When  an 
hon.  gentleman  being  twice  corrected  persists, 
then  my  words  are  in  order. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  ask  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 
whether  the  member  for  South  Oxford  is  in  order 
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in  making  such  a  statement  ?  We  will  have  to  have 
your  ruling. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  I  have  said  already 
that  the  hon.  gentleman  is  not  in  order,  and  I 
would  call  upon  both  gentlemen  to  conclude  that 
the  discussion  has  gone  a  little  too  far  on  both 
sides.  This  discussion  commenced  in  a  light  way 
and  has  turned  out  very  badly.  I  will  have  to  call 
upon  both  gentlemen  to  take  back  some  of  their 
statements. 

t 

Mr.  WALLACE.  If  you  will  point  out  any 
statement  that  I  have  made  that  is  contrary  to  the 
rulesof  this  House,  I  will  be  happy  to  apologize.  I 
know  of  no  rule  that  I  have  broken  ;  but  you  have 
said  that  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  had 
broken  a  rule,  and  I  now  call  upon  you  to  enforce 
the  rules  of  the  House. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  If  it  goes  as  far  as 
that,  I  have  decided  that  the  hon.  member  for 
South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  did  not  say 
what  was  right,  and  that  the  member  for  West 
York  (Mr.  Wallace)  has - 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  Wilfully  repeated  a 
misstatement. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  The  member  for  South  Oxford 
(Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  must  apologize.  If  he 
does  not  do  it,  I  will  ask  that  the  words  be  taken 
down  and  reported  to  the  Speaker. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  They  are 
taken  down  already,  no  doubt. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Order,  order. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  There  was  something  said  about 
reporting  the  words  to  the  Speaker.  The  hon. 

member - 

% 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  call  upon  the  member  for 
South  Oxford  to  set  himself  right  before  we  pro¬ 
ceed.  This  is  quite  in  order.  The  same  rule  should 
be  applied  to  every  member  of  the  House,  and  I 
protest  against  the  member  for  South  Oxford 
being  permitted  to  say  things  that  would  be 
contrary  to  the  rules  of  the  House  if  any  one  else 
said  it. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  I  might  remind  the 
hon.  member  for  West  York  (Mr.  Wallace)  that  he 
has  accepted  the  figures  of  the  hon.  member  for 
South  Oxford,  a  thing  which  he  could  not  have 
done  if  he  did  not  believe  him. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  did  not  accept  anything  of 
the  kind.  I  desire.  Mr.  Chairman,  to  correct  a 
remark  that  was  made  by  you,  Sir,  in  saying  that 
I  accepted  the  figures  of  the  hon.  member  for  South 
Oxford. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Chair,  chair. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  desire  your  ruling,  and  also 
to  have  the  words  taken  down.  If  these  gentle¬ 
men  on  the  other  side  do  not  know  the  rules  of  the 
House,  we  will  sit  here  until  they  learn  a  little. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  saying  that  I  understood  you 
to  say  that  I  had  accepted  the  figures  of  the  hon. 
member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright). 
Is  that  correct  ? 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  I  said  that  the  hon. 
member  for  South  Oxford  gave  some  figures  and 
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the  hon.  gentleman  did  not  then  offer  any  objection, 
as  he  might  have  done,  if  he  afterwards  wished  to 
contradict  him. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  say  that  the  only  proper 
time  to  object  is  when  you  get  on  your  feet  to  speak. 
When  I  got  to  my  feet,  I  did  object,  and  showed 
that  the  figures  were  absolutely  false  ;  that  he  was 
not  truthful  in  giving  these  figures  ;  that  he  has  no 
foundation  for  making  these  statements. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  Order,  order.  Hon. 
gentlemen  must  come  out  of  this  situation. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Sit  down. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  said  nothing  about  the 
member  for  South  Oxford  at  all.  I  said  the 
figures  were  absolutely  false  ;  that  I  had  proven 
they  were  false  ;  that  I  had  proven  they  were 
false  when  the  statement  was  made  that  the  Con¬ 
servative  majority  in  the  County  of  Carleton  was 
43.  I  said  that  the  statement  was  absolutely 
false,  because  the  Conservative  majority  is,  on  an 
average,  more  than  1,000  in  the  County  of  Carle- 
ton.  I  said  further,  that  with  reference  to  the 
County  of  EastDurham,the  figures  given  by  the  hon. 
member  for  South  Oxford  were  absolutely  false,  be¬ 
cause  he  gave  the  Conservative  majority  at  61,  when 
two  Conservatives  ran  and  where  the  normal 
Conservative  majority  was.  400  or  500  or  600. 
I  said  more  than  that,  that  the  statement  made 
by  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  in  regard 
to  the  County  of  East  Middlesex  was  ab¬ 
solutely  false  because  he  gave  there  a  major¬ 
ity  of  155  when  the  majority  at  the  pre¬ 
vious  election  was  758,  and  the  normal  majority 
is  500  or  600  in  that  electoral  district.  I  may  say 
that  the  statement  made  by  the  hon.  member  for 
South  Oxford  with  reference  to  the  electoral  dis¬ 
trict  of  Bothwell  was  false  and  misleading,  because 
he  stated  there  was  a  Reform  majority  in  that  dis¬ 
trict  of  over  500,  when  the  Reform  majority  in 
that  riding,  by  the  evidence  of  the  member  for 
Bothwell  himself,  at  the  previous  election  was  27, 
and  for  the  election  before  he  was  afraid  to  give 
the  majority  because  it  was  so  small.  I  believe  it 
was  about  three.  Now,  I  say  when  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  South  Oxford  made  these  statements  that 
were  false  and  misleading,  he  knew  they  were  false 
and  misleading.  Now  we  are  even. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  ask  your  ruling  on  a  point 
of  order.  I  understood  the  member  for  West 
York  (Mr.  Wallace)  used  very  offensive  language 
towards  an  hon.  member  on  this  side.  I  want  to 
have  your  ruling  about  it. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  It  is  the  same  ruling 
that  I  gave  with  regard  to  the  member  for  South 
Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright),  and  I  think  they 
are  square  now. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  As  this  disturbance  is  now  settled 
to  the  satisfaction  of  all  concerned,  we  may  go  on 
with  the  discussion.  I  remember  that  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  figured  out  that  the  Re¬ 
formers  in  the  last  general  election  had  a  majority 
of  7, ‘200,  and  this,  he  said,  was  on  the  authority  of 
the  Government  statistician.  I  went  to  that 
gentleman  myself  and  I  asked  him  if  that  was  a 
correct  statement.  I  told  him  that  I  had  gone 
over  the  figures  myself,  and"  could  not  verify  it  or 
bring  out  any  such  result.  He  told  me  he  had  no 
recollection  of  having  made  such  a  return.  He 
Mr.  Deputy  Speaker. 


said  that  he  had  no  intention  of  making  up  a 
political  statement  or  of  giving  figures  showing  the 
votes  polled  for  Conservatives  or  Reformers.  I 
gathered  from  his  remarks  that  he  took  the  sum 
total  of  the  vote  polled  for  the  Conservative  candi¬ 
date,  and  then  took  the  entire  vote  polled  for  all 
the  other  candidates — counting  two  candidates  or 
three  candidates,  as  the  case  might  be,  who  opposed 
Conservatives — and  made  that  the  gross  Opposition 
vote.  Now,  wheti  I  addressed  the  House  last  week 
on  this  question,  I  submitted  some  figures  which  I 
have  to  ask  the  House  to  bear  writh  again  ;  and 
these  cover  the  result  of  the  bye-elections  as  well 
as  that  of  the  general  elections.  They  show  the 
following  Liberal  majorities  : — 


North  Oxford . 

North  Brant . 

West  Ontario . 

West  Bruce . 

South  Huron  . 

North  Essex  . 

South  Oxford . 

West  Elgin . 

South  Middlesex.. 
West  Lambton 

Bothwell . 

South  Brant . . 

Kent . 

North  Norfolk. . . .. 

Russell . 

South  W  ellington . 

North  York . 

South  Waterloo... 

East  Huron . 

Prescott . . 

Welland . 

Lincoln . 

North  Wentworth 

West  Durham . 

North  Wellington. 
Centre  Wellington, 

Peel . 

North  Perth . 

North  Waterloo. . . 

South  Essex . 

Addington . 

South  Grey . 


1.534 

1,116 

999 
930 
855 
849 
734 
682 
624 
598 
550 
542 
476 
468 
413 
376 
363 
312  - 
308 
269 
267 
232 
200 
198 
186 
156 
132 
87 
85 
57 
61 
3 


Total .  14,662 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  The  hon.  gentleman,  if  he 
desires  to  be  fair,  will  say  that  my  majority  is 
more  than  three. 


Mr.  BOYLE.  I  give  the  returns  from  the  official 
statement. 


Mr.  LANDERKIN.  The  official  statement  is 
that  the  ballot  boxes  were  stuffed  and  that  I  had  a 
majority  of  65. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  If  the  hon.  member  for  South 
Grey  wants  to  stuff  that  dowm  our  throats - 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  If  you  will  read  the  return, 
you  will  find  that  the  ballot  boxes  were  tampered 
with,  and  stuffed. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Order,  order. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  want  the  hon.  gentleman 
to  make  a  straight  statement.  He  is  making  a  most 
misleading  statement. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  The  Conservative  majorities  were 
as  follows  :  — 


West  Toronto .  1,757 

East  Toronto . .  1,464 

Carleton,  1887 .  1,085 

South  Simcoe  .  1,060 

West  York .  806 

South  Lanark. .  630 

East  Lambton .  566 

East  Middlesex .  548 
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Centre  Toronto .  502 

Ottawa  (as  two). .  .  1,083 

East  Elgin .  495 

South  Renfrew .  444 

Halton .  440 

Algoma .  438 

East  Hastings .  422 

South  Norfolk  . ) .  412 

West  Middlesex . . .  410 

West  Hastings .  360 

Glengarry . 327 

Hamilton  (as  two) .  654 

North  Lanark  . .  .  430 

Monek .  327 

North  Simcoe .  296 

Cardwell .  248 

North  Ontario .  254 

North  Grey .  247 

East  York  .  240 

North  Victoria .  239 

East  Northumberland .  236 

West  Peterborough .  232 

South  Victoria .  228 

Cornwall .  218 

Prince  Edward .  209 

North  Hastings .  206 

Frontenac .  205 

Brockville  .  178 

South  Ontario .  167 

North  Leeds .  146 

Muskoka .  141 

South  Leeds .  106 

London .  102 


Total . 19,354 


In  this  statement  I  have  endeavoured  to  be  more 
than  fair.  I  give  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell 
credit  for  his  550  majority,  and  I  have  taken  the 
majorities  as  they  occur  in  Middlesex,  Oxford  and 
elsewhere.  In  the  statement  read  to-day,  the 
figures  of  1891  were  given.  They  are  right  as  far 
as  they  go  ;  but  it  is  unfair  to  infer  from  those 
figures  that  the  Conservatives  are  represented  on 
the  floor  of  this  House  according  to  the  statement 
made  by  the  hon.  member  for  North  Norfolk. 
The  hon.  member  should  include  the  bye-elections 
of  1892.  It  is  unfair  to  give  the  figures  of  1891. 
and  argue  from  them  that  we  are  unfairly  repre¬ 
sented  on  the  floor  of  this  House  in  1892. 

Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock,  the 
Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  After  the  short  parenthesis 
in  my  speech,  caused  by  the  interruption  before 
recess,  I  will  resume  the  remarks  I  intended  to 
conclude  before  six  o’clock,  and  I  think  I  will  be 
able  to  do  so  the  more  freely  now  that  you,  Mr. 
Deputy  Speaker,  have  succeeded  so  admirably  in 
pairing  the  hon.  member  for  West  York  (Mr. 
Wallace)  with  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford 
(Sir  Richard  Cartwright).  There  was  some  ques¬ 
tion  as  to  a  statement  made  by  Mr.  Johnson, 
Dominion  statistician,  regarding  the  popular  ma¬ 
jorities  in  the  last  general  election.  I  have  not  the 
statement  of  Mr.  Johnson  himself,  but  I  have  a 
summary  of  it  from  a  highly-respectable  Conserva¬ 
tive  Journal,  the  Citizen,  of  this  city,  and  I  am  sure 
no  person  will  impugn  the  statement  made  in  that 
journal,  or  accuse  the  editor  of  having  attempted 
to  mislead  the  public.  The  article  was  published 
on  the  19th  of  October  last,  and  is  as  follows  - 

“  Mr.  George  Johnson,  Dominion  statistician,  has  made 
a  fair  and  impartial  analysis,  from  the  official  returns,  of 
the  general  elections  on  5th  March,  and  compared  them 
with  the  returns  of  1887.  The  returns  show  that  there 


were  1,132,201  names  on  the  voters’  lists  in  1891  as  com¬ 
pared  with  993,914  in  1887,  an  increase  of  138,287.  The 
number  of  votes  polled  was  720,459,  as  compared  with  725,- 
566  in  1887,  showing  that  the  great  snowstorm  which  raged 
just  before  the  last  general  election  had  the  effect  of  keep¬ 
ing  a  large  number  of  the  voters  from  the  polls.  The  fol¬ 
lowing  is  the  statement  by  provinces  : — 


Provinces. 

Government. 

Opposition. 

Government 

Majority. 

Opposition 

Majority. 

Ontario . 

171,595 

97,652 

36,694 

30,094 

178,871 

94,063 

31,131 

23,649 

7,276 

Quebec...  . 

Nova  Scotia  . 

New  Brunswick . 

3,589 

5,563 

6,445 

Prince  Edward  Island. . 

Manitoba . 

North-West  Territories. 
British  Columbia . 

8,994 

10,450 

6,752 

6,176 

9,483 

9,059 

3,579 

2,267 

1,391 

3,573 

4,809 

539 

Totals . 

368,357 

352,102 

24,970 

7,815 

“  This  makes  the  Government’s  net  popular  majority 
17,155  as  compared  with  15,628  in  1887,  a  very  fair  increase 
when  the  fact  of  the  bitterness  with  which  the  Opposition 
fought  and  the  questionable  means  resorted  to  are  taken 
into  consideration.  The  average  governmental  majority 
was  478  and  the  average  majority  was  230.  There  were  50 
constituencies  in  which  the  majority  was  under  100,  of 
which  28  were  Government  and  22  Opposition.” 

By  this  statement,  it  is  evident  that  the  Opposi¬ 
tion  majority  of  the  popular  vote  in  Ontario  was 
7,276.  In  Prince  Edward  Island  it  was  539,  and 
the  net  Government  majority  of  the  popular  vote 
was  17,155.  This  statement  appeared  in  the 
Citizen,  and,  I  think,  may  be  vouched  for  ;  and 
I  presume  the  evidence  of  the  gentleman  who 
compiled  it  from  Mr.  Johnson’s  own  figures  can  be 
obtained  if  it  be  thought  desirable  to  verify  the 
statement.  The  discussion,  therefore,  we  had  on 
this  point  this  afternoon  was  in  a  large  measure 
wasted  ;  and  the  assertion  made  was  correct,  that 
the  popular  Liberal  majority  in  Ontario  was 
something  over  7,000  votes.  I  was  speaking 
this  afternoon  on  the  marked  disparity  that  ex¬ 
isted  in  the  representation  in  this  House  in  1882 
between  the  number  of  members  returned  to  sup¬ 
port  the  Government  and  the  votes  cast  for  them. 
I  was  pointing  out  that  this  disparity  was  proof  of 
the  success  of  the  gerrymander  in  1882,  and  that 
it  still  exists.  While  there  was  a  large  Liberal 
majority  of  the  popular  vote  of  Ontario  at  the 
last  general  election,  the  Liberals  were  in  the 
minority  in  this  House  from  that  province,  and 
that  minority  is  at  present  a  large  one  ;  and 
1  say  that  the  practical  operation  of  this  policy 
was  in  1882,  and  in  a  lesser  degree  has  been 
since,  to  deprive  the  Liberal  voters  of  this 
Dominion  of  their  due  weight  and  influence  in  the 
affairs  of  the  country.  As  my  hon.  friend  from 
Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  stated  before  recess,  they  were 
placed  somewhat  in  the  position  occupied  by  the 
negro  population  in  the  south,  during  the  period 
anterior  to  the  rebellion.  By  a  provision  of  the  con¬ 
stitution,  negroes  were  to  count  only  as  a  basis  of 
representation  ;  five  negroes  were  to  count  as  three 
persons,  and  the  representation  of  the  south  was 
based  upon  that  constitutional  provision.  We  are 
a  little  better  off,  however,  than  were  the  negroes 
in  the  south.  The  Liberals  have  not  quite  as  great 
reason  for  complaint  in  Ontario  as  the  negroes  of  the 
south  had,  because,  although  we  are  reduced  to  the 
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same  proportion  in  point  of  influence  as  they  were, 
although  five  of  us  only  count  for  three,  we  are  not 
absolutely  deprived  of  our  votes.  The  five  Liberals 
are  permitted  to  possess  what  practically  amounts  to 
three  votes,  while  five  negroes  were  disfranchised  en¬ 
tirely,  and  only  counted  as  a  basis  of  representation. 
But  the  outrage  is  very  great  indeed,  and  the  system 
under  which  it  is  perpetrated  is  one  which  ought  not 
to  meet  with  the  approval  of  a  free  country.  The 
gerrymander,  however,  which  produced  this  result 
was  not  deemed  quite  sufficient,  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment  sought  to  supplement  it  by  a  subsequent 
piece  of  legislation  called  the  Franchise  Act,  so  that 
now  we  have  not  only  the  operation  of  the  gerry¬ 
mander  but  of  the  revising  barrister  and  Govern¬ 
ment  Printing  Bureau,  under  the  exclusive  control 
of  the  Government,  where,  if  any  desire  exists  to 
commit  fraud  by  stuffing  the  lists,  I  am  unable  to 
see  how  any  remedy  can  be  applied. 

Before  the  little  /  parenthesis  in  my  speech 
this  afternoon,  I  was  endeavouring  to  impress 
on  this  House  the  desirability  of  following  British 
precedent,  and  I  am  afraid  the  diversion  that  took 
place  will  perhaps  lead  the  House  away  from  the 
consideration  of  that  very  important  question.  We 
have  had  reference  made  to  the  American  example, 
and  I  have  pointed  out,  I  think  with  sufficient 
clearness  and  fulness,  that  the  course  pursued  by 
the  Government  in  this  country  in  1882  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  their  Redistribution  Act,  and  the  course 
proposed  to  be  pursued  now,  is  one  copied  from 
American  example.  Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  you  will 
not  find  in  the  United  States  a  reasonable  man,  an 
honest  man,  a  man  who  desires  his  country’s  pro¬ 
gress,  who  does  not  deplore  and  condemn  the  prac¬ 
tice  of  gerrymander  in  that  country,  and  I  have  in 
a  volume  here,  the  American  Law  Journal,  an  article 
on  the  machinery  of  politics  and  proportionate 
representation,  of  which  I  propose  to  read  a  very 
brief  extract,  to  give  an  idea  of  the  state  of  senti¬ 
ment  existing  among  jurists  and  public  men  with 
regard  to  machine  politics  in  that  country. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  What  do  you  mean  by  machine 
politics  ? 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  By  machine  politics,  I  mean 
that  operation  which  goes  on  with  the  precision  and 
the  remorselessness  of  a  machine,  which  is  designed 
to  crush  out  with  the  force  and  precision  of  ma¬ 
chinery  free  sentiment  and  the  rights  of  the  people, 
as  the  Redistribution  Act  of  1882  and  the  Fran¬ 
chise  Act  have  done.  I  read  from  this  article  as 
follows  : — 

“  The  last  twenty  years  have  settled  the  question  of  the 
best  form  of  the  government  practically  at  rest.  Consti¬ 
tutional  government  in  the  hands  more  or  less  complete¬ 
ly  of  representative  assemblies  seems,  for  the  present,  to 
be  fairly  established  in  all  civilized  countries.  Whether 
the  chief  of  the  executive,  under  the  name  of  king, 
emperor,  or  president,  shall  retain  more  or  less  indepen¬ 
dence,  and  whether  the  popular  basis  of  representation 
shall  be  more  or  less  extended,  are  questions  of  detail 
likely  to  be  variously  determined  under  the  influence  of 
varying  local  and  historical  conditions.  But  that  the  pre¬ 
ponderant  and  increasing  importance  is  to  attach  to 
representative  bodies  for  some  generations  to  come,  the 
olitical  history  of  the  last  twenty  years  seems  to  put 
eyond  question.  While, however,  the  principle  of  repre¬ 
sentation  is  thus  found  in  almost  universal  acceptance,  it 
has  happened  that  the  actual  working  of  representative 
institutions,  and  the  condition  of  politics  which  has 
resulted  from  the  attempt  to  carry  the  principle  of  repre¬ 
sentation  into  practice,  have  created  a  growing  disgust 
and  dissatisfaction  which  has  found  utterance,  during  the 
last  twenty  years,  in  every  free  country,  in  an  urgent 
demand  for  reform. 

Mr.  Charlton. 


“  A  considerable  literature,  springing  up  simultane¬ 
ously  and  independently  in  England,  France,  Denmark, 
Switzerland,  and  the  United  States,  has  discussed  the 
nature  of  the  evil  and  sought  for  a  remedy.  Fortunately 
the  doctors  do  not  disagree.  The  symptoms  are  pretty 
much  the  same  all  the  world  over  wherever  free  institu¬ 
tions  are  in  existence,  and  there  is  a  singular  unanimity 
of  opinion,  both  as  to  the  real  nature  of  the  disease  and 
as  to  the  means  of  cure.  Independent  enquirers  in  Lon¬ 
don,  Geneva,  Copenhagen  and  Philadelphia,  agree  in 
imputing  a  chief  part  of  the  failure  of  representative 
institutions  to  the  unscientific  construction  and  rude  work¬ 
manship  of  the  machinery  of  elections,  and  agree  in  re¬ 
commending  certain  measures  of  reform.” 

After  dealing  with  the  evils  of  the  caucus  system 
and  other  evils,  the  article  goes  on  to  say  : 

“  But,  if  the  preliminaries  of  an  election  are  thus  injur¬ 
ious  and  demoralizing  both  to  public  and  private  citizens, 
the  results  of  an  election  are  a  positive  injustice.  Our 
elections  fail  in  their  chief  purpose,  that  of  furnishing  a 
fairly  representative  body.  It  would  seem  that  a  deliber- 
tive  assembly,  standing  in  the  place  of  the  whole  body  of 
citizens,  to  discuss  and  decide  in  their  behalf  all  matters 
of  public  moment,  should  as  nearly  as  possible  resemble 
in  its  composition  the  political  community  for  which  it 
stands,  and  that  whatever  varieties  of  interest  and  opin¬ 
ion  exist  in  the  constituency  should  find  adequate  expres¬ 
sion  among  their  representatives.  The  ideal  method  of 
elections  is  certainly  the  one  that  would  thus  make  the 
elected  body  a  perfect  epitome  of  the  body  politic,  giving 
to  every  political  party,  large  or  small,  its  fair  share  of 
members  in  the  proportion  of  its  numerical  strength.  The 
fair  and  just  system  of  representation  would  be  a  system 
of  proportioned  representation. 

“  How  far  the  present  system  of  voting  is  from  produc¬ 
ing  any  such  results,  and  how  unjustly  and  unfairly  it 
works,  is  notorious.  A  political  contest  is  a  struggle,  not 
for  a  fair  share  of  the  representation,  but  for  the  whole. 
The  outvoted  electors  are  reduced  to  political  slavery  ; 
they  have  no  voice  whatever  in  public  affairs.  Their 
rights  of  representation  are  taken  from  them,  and  are 
appropriated  by  their  conquerors.  It  is  a  war  without 
quarter,  and  it  is  the  contest  in  which  sacrifices  of  the 
victors  are  hardly  less  serious  than  the  losses  of  the 
defeated  party.  Everything  has  to  be  yielded  for  the 
sake  of  victory,  and  as  eligibility  becomes  necessarily  the 
prime  quality  in  a  candidate,  it  naturally  follows  that,  as 
we  have  said,  men  of  mark  give  place  to  men  of  no  mark, 
and  the  representative  assembly  comes  to  be  composed 
for  the  most  part  of  second-rate  men,  mere  standard 
bearers  in  party  warfare,  hardly  better  known  or  more 
acceptable  to  the  men  who  vote  for  them  than  to  their 
opponents.” 

Men  who  can  come  in  when  the  division  bell  rings, 
and  vote  the  party  through  on  all  occasions,  and 
who  are  never  heard  from  on  other  occasions. — 

“  These  evils,— the  disfranchisement  of  minorities  and 
the  consequent  tyranny  of  majorities.  The  tyranny  of 
political  managers  over  their  followers,  and  the  conse¬ 
quent  helplessness  and  indifference  of  the  electors  :  the 
tyranny  of  these  same  managers  oyer  public  men,  and  the 
consequent  withdrawal  from  public  life  of  men  who  are 
seeking  an  honourable  and  independent  career,— these 
evils  are  co-extensive  with  representative  institutions, 
and  are  mainly  attributed,  by  those  publicists  who  have 
undertaken  to  place  the  causes,  to  the  natural  working  of 
an  objectionable  election  machinery.  The  scheme  of 
majority  voting,  as  almost  everywhere  practised,  is  not 
only  vicious  in  principle,  since  it  excludes  from  represen¬ 
tation  a  large  section  of  electors,  but  it  is  so  crude  and 
defective  in  its  operation  that  it  needs,  as  we  have  said,  a 
special  force  of  trained  engineers  to  make  it  work  at  all. 
It  is  natural  that  these  men  should  make  it  work  to  suit 
themselves.” 

And,  after  discussing  minority  voting  and  cumula¬ 
tive  voting  and  so  forth,  this  article  proceeds  to 
say  : 

“  The  most  notorious  evil  connected  with  the  system, 
however,  is  that  known  as  ‘  gerrymandering,’  by  which  is 
understood  a  skilful  defining  of  the  boundaries  between 
different  districts  so  as  to  secure  to  the  party  in  power  a 
larger  share  of  representatives  than  its  numbers  fairly 
entitle  it  to.  This  is  so  easily  done  that  it  would  probably 
be  found  that  no  party,  since  the  process  was  invented, 
has  ever  had  sufficient  virtue  to  withstand  the  temptations 
it  offers.” 
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In  a  quotation  in  this  article  from  a  report  of  a 
Swiss  commission,  these  commissioners  proceed  as 
follows  : — 

“  The  history  of  free  countries  in  all  times,  including 
Switzerland  and  our  own  canton,  is  fertile  in  examples  of 
this  expedient, — a  device  so  common  that  we  hardly  ven¬ 
ture  to  give  it  its  true  name.  But  it  is  in  fact  fraud,  job¬ 
bery  and  malversation  in  office.  The  Government  thereby 
misuses  powers  conferred  upon  it  in  order  that  it  may 
secure  a  representation  to  pervert  and  control  the  result 
of  the  election  ;  it  takes  advantage  of  functions  established 
for  the  good  of  the  whole  to  further  the  interests  of  a 
part.  For  this  evil,  inherent  in  thedistrictsystem.no 
remedy  has  ever  been  found.” 

I  shall  not  inflict  a  long  quotation  on  this  House. 
I  have  read  these  brief  extracts  to  emphasize  the 
fact  that  the  best  minds  in  the  United  States  and 
in  all  countries  where  representative  institutions 
prevail  deplore  the  state  of  things  which  prevents 
the  due  exercise  of  power  and  influence  by  the 
people  on  the  legislative  bodies  of  the  country, 
that  condition  of  things  which  exists  in  Canada 
and  which  it  is  sought  to  perpetuate  by  one  party 
seeking  to  use  powers  which  are  at  variance  with 
every  true  principle  of  free  institutions  to  secure 
their  own  position  and  to  perpetuate  their  lease  of 
power. 

We  have  had  reference  made  here  to-day  to  the 
American  example.  I  shall  renew  the  statementmade 
that,  when  we  imitated  that  example  and  deliber¬ 
ately  adopted  it,  when  in  1882  we  deliberately  per¬ 
petrated  an  outrage  on  public  rights  as  glaring  and 
unjustifiable  as  was  ever  attempted  in  the  United 
States,  on  that  occasion  we  adopted  a  wrong  policy, 
and  we  are  as  a  people  and  a  Government  and  a 
country  in  a  false  position.  If  we  are  now  to  justify 
the  outrage  of  1882,  if  we  are  to  refuse  to  rectify 
the  evil  perpetrated  then  andtheabusesthenlegaliz- 
ed,  if  we  are  to  persist  in  the  same  line  of  action, 
in  1892,  it  is  not  only  to  be  deplored,  but  it  is 
political  criminality,  and  the  Government  and  the 
followers  of  the  Government  who  persist  in  this 
policy  are  false  to  the  trust  reposed  in  them,  and 
are  persisting  in  a  system  which  will  entail  grave 
evils  upon  this  country.  I  wish  to  call  attention  to 
the  British  system  that  I  alluded  to  before,  and 
which  I  now  assert  is  the  precedent  we  ought  to 
follow.  In  the  instructions  given  to  the  British 
commissioners  with  reference  to  the  accumulation 
of  evidence  and  information  and  the  devising  of  a 
scheme  for  the  redistribution  of  the  divisions  in 
Great  Britain,  I  assert  that  a  proper  policy  was 
pursued,  as  I  believe  it  was  substantially  that 
policy  which  was  contemplated  by  the  framers  of 
the  British  North  America  Act.  We  have  had  a 
discussion  upon  section  51  in  this  House  since  this 
Bill  was  introduced,  and  while  I  do  not  profess  to 
be  able  to  throw  any  light  upon  the  subject,  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  British  commissioners  were 
appointed,  and  in  view  of  what  I  have  already  said 
with  regard  to  the  mode  of  preparing  a  I’edistribu- 
tion  scheme  in  England,  I  wish  to  call  attention 
again  to  that  section  51,  which  is  as  follows  : — 

“  On  the  completion  of  the  census  in  the  year  1871,  and 
of  each  subsequent  decennial  census,  the  representation 
of  the  four  provinces  shall  be  readjusted  by  such  author¬ 
ity,  and  in  such  a  manner,  and  at  such  time  as  the  Par¬ 
liament  of  Canada  from  time  to  time  provides.” 

Now,  suppose  this  House  had  appointed  commis¬ 
sioners  to  proceed  in  the  same  manner  that  these 
British  commissioners  did  in  1885,  had  appointed 
commissioners  to  submit  to  this  House  a  plan  for 
redistribution  of  seats,  would  not  the  requirements 


of  section  51  have  been  literally  and  absolutely 
obeyed  ?  I  think  the  contention  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  framers  of  the  British  North 
America  Act  to  provide  for  redistribution  in  this 
country  upon  such  a  basis  as  that  which  has 
been  followed  in  England,  is,  by  the  language  of 
that  section  51,  made  apparent  and  beyond  all 
question.  What  was  done  in  England?  Commis¬ 
sioners  were  appointed  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions,  substantially,  of  section  51.  If  we 
appointed  commissioners  as  was  done  in  England 
we  would  have  fufilled  the  conditions  of  that 
section.  What  was  next  to  be  done  ?  These  com¬ 
missioners  would  have  received  the  instructions 
which  are  provided  for  in  this  section.  What  would 
the  instructions  have  been  ?  If  the  instructions 
were  of  the  same  character  as  those  issued  to  the 
English  commissioners,  they  would  have  been 
to  secure  a  non-partisan  distribution.  Bear  in 
mind,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  plan  of  selecting 
commissioners  was  agreed  upon  by  the  leaders 
of  botli  parties,  it  was  a  plan  which  was 
substantially  made  with  the  unanimous  approval 
of  the  British  House  of  Commons.  It  was 
not  a  party  expedient  at  all,  it  was  an  expedient 
adopted  to  set  at  rest  all  party  dissension  upon 
this  question,  it  was  an  expedient  adopted  for  the 
purpose  of  securing  a  perfectly  fair  and  honest 
redistribution,  not  in  the  interest  of  parjyj  but  in 
the  public  interest.  Now,  if  we  had  proceeded 
upon  the  English  plan,  if  we  had  appointed  com¬ 
missioners,  if  we  had  instructed  these,  as  the 
English  commissioners  were  instructed  in  1885  to 
effect  a  redistribution,  we  would  have  complied 
with  the  provisions  of  section  51.  And  if  we  had 
followed  British  precedents,  what  would  we  have 
done  ?  After  the  commissioners  were  appointed, 
and  the  instructions  upon  which  these  commis¬ 
sioners  were  to  act,  had  been  decided  upon  by 
common  consent — not  by  a  party  caucus  of  the 
Government  party,  but  by  the  common  consent  of 
both  parties  in  this  House,  satisfactory  to  all  the 
people  of  the  country,  a  map  would  have  been  pre¬ 
pared,  setting  forth  the  boundaries  of  each  riding 
and  each  county.  The  public  would  have  been 
notified  that  they  could  examine  that  map  in  the 
office  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace.  A  day  would 
have  been  fixed  in  that  county  when  one  of  the 
commissioners  would  be  in  attendance  to  listen 
to  the  representations  of  all  the  parties  inter¬ 
ested.  They  would  have  attended  before  him 
and  made  their  representations  in  writing  as  to 
their  objections,  as  to  their  proposals  with 
regard  to  an  arrangement  in  the  public  interest  ; 
and  the  commissioner,  acting  in  a  judicial  and  non¬ 
partisan  capacity,  would  have  given  due  weight  to 
these  representations,  and  would  have  made  such 
modifications  in  the  provisional  outlinesof  the  riding 
as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  seemed  to  require. 
Having  done  that,  having  proceeded  with  riding 
after  riding  until  every  riding  in  this  Dominion  had 
been  treated  in  this  manner,  and  the  public  had 
been  heard  before  the  commissioners,  the  election 
agents  of  each  party,  the  prominent  men  of  each 
riding,  the  thing  would  have  been  fairly  and  openly 
discussed  and  a  decision  arrived  at  which,  in  the 
estimation  of  the  commissioner,  was  in  the  public 
interest.  Then  that  Bill  as  devised,  with  the  maps 
and  the  commissioner’s  report,  would  have  been 
submitted  to  the  House  of  Commons,  putting  all 
theinformationbeforethem,  givingthemthe  tracings 
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and  outlines  of  the  ridings  ;  that  report,  recom¬ 
mended  by  these  commissioners,  would  have  been 
referred  to  the  House,  and  the  House  would  have 
acted  upon  their  decision,  or  would  have  taken  such 
course  with  regard  to  the  matter  and  made  such 
modifications  withrespectto  theprovisional  arrange¬ 
ments  made  by  these  commissioners,  as  might  seem  in 
the  wisdom  of  the  House  to  be  desirable  or  necessary. 
If,  as  in  England,  rules  had  been  laid  down  that 
they  should  not  disregard  county  lines,  that  they 
should  have  regard,  in  fixing  their  ridings,  to  simi¬ 
larity  of  occupation  on  the  part  of  the  people  inha- 
bitating  these  ridings,  districts  or  divisions,  that 
would  have  been  a  part  of  their  duty,  to  reach  as 
far  as  they  possibly  could  equalization  of  popula¬ 
tion.  There  would  be  no  partisan  results  aimed 
at,  that  would  be  the  very  thing  the  scheme  would 
seek  to  avoid,  not  partisan  advantage,  not  partisan 
arrangement,  but  a  fair  distribution  made  by 
impartial  commissioners,  and  in  the  interest  of 
the  public,  would  have  been  the  result.  There 
would  be  nothing  in  this  arrangement  to  complain 
of,  nothing  that  would  threaten  the  stability  of 
the  institutions  of  this  country,  that  would  be 
likely  to  deprive  any  considerable  portion  of  the 
population  of  their  just  rights  and  their  due  weight 
in  the  councils  of  the  nation.  That  is  an  honest 
mode  of  arriving  at  a  solution  of  the  difficulty.  I 
was  struck  with  admiration  when  I  went  through 
this  British  system.  It  is  business  from  beginning 
to  end.  It  is  not  partisan  chicanery  and  rascality  but 
it  is  pure  business — business  designed  to  secure  the 
rights  of  the  people,  to  secure  a  fair  representation 
upon  the  basis  of  eternal  justice  to  all.  If  we 
copy  their  example  we  will  have  taken  a  right 
step  to  relieve  ourselves  of  the  outrages  that  have 
been  perpetrated  upon  the  people,  the  debasing 
influences  that  corrupt  our  Government,  that 
threaten  the  stability  of  our  institutions  and  the 
existence  of  our  country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  engaged  here  in  the  busi¬ 
ness  of  founding  a  nation.  J list  now  we  are  laying 
the  foundations,  and  it  makes  some  difference 
whether  we  build  upon  rock  or  upon  sand — it 
makes  some  difference  whether  we  build  upon  prin¬ 
ciples  of  justice  and  truth,  or  upon  chicanery,  and 
fraud,  and  political  assassination,  and  an  attempt 
to  secure  by  unworthy  and  unfair  means  and  dis¬ 
honest  trickery  an  advantage  and  the  renewed 
lease  of  a  corrupt  party  in  power.  In  laying  the 
foundations  of  the  nationality  in  Canada  we  want 
to  lay  these  foundations  in  justice  and  truth,  and 
when  we  are  dealing  with  this  question  of  redis¬ 
tribution  it  is  incumbent  upon  us  that  we  adopt 
a  scheme  that  will  secure,  not  a  party  advantage, 
not  the  ability  to  make  three  men  on  one  side 
have  the  power  of  five  mem  on  the  other  side — 
this  is  not  what  we  should  aim  at — but  we  should 
aim,  as  they  did  in  England  in  1885,  to  secure 
justice  for  all  the  people,  to  secure  to  every 
class  of  the  population  their  due  weight  in  the 
councils  of  the  nation,  to  secure  a  redistribution 
scheme  that  could  be  pronounced  by  all  parties, 
honest  and  fair,  and  in  the  public  interest.  The 
interest  of  parties  should  be  respected  in  this  coun¬ 
try  as  it  is  respected  in  England.  Political  crimes 
should  be  avoided  in  this  country  as  they  are 
avoided  in  England.  We  have  had  enough  of  poli¬ 
tical  criminality.  Parties  have  owed  their  existence 
to  political  criminality  in  this  country  long 
enough.  The  public  conscience  in  this  country 
Mr.  Charlton. 


has  been  sufficiently  deadened  by  the  evident  in¬ 
tention  of  parties  in  power  to  disregard  justice  and 
truth  and  righteousness  in  their  administration  of 
public  affairs.  The  perpetration  of  abuses  in  this 
country  should  be  no  longer  attempted.  We  have 
had  enough  of  abuses  such  as  the  Gerrymander 
Act  of  1882.  The  history  of  abuses,  chicanery, 
fraud  and  rascality  which  characterizes  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  political  parties  in  this  country,  should 
come  to  an  end.  If  we  are  to  build  up  a  country 
we  want  to  Iweak  off  our  sins.  We  want  to  give 
evidence  of  our  repentance  by  fair  dealing.  We 
want  to  carry  out  our  professions  by  deeds 
in  accordance  with  these  professions.  We 
want,  if  we  denounce  the  American  example, 
to  abandon  it  ;  if  we  admire  the  English  example, 
we  want  to  adopt  it ;  and  adopt  it  now  and  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  redistribution  scheme  in  this  year 
of  our  Lord,  1892.  Sir,  not  only  this,  but  the 
crimes  of  the  past  should  be  repudiated  and  atoned 
for,  as  far  as  possible.  No  repentance  that  does 
not  atone  for  sins  is  a  true  repentance.  If  we 
are  to  repudiate  the  crime  of  1882,  we  should 
atone  for  the  crime  by  undoing  the  crime  done,  and 
unless  we  do  that,  our  professions  of  repentance 
are  hollow  and  insincere.  This  repentance  should 
by  all  means  reach  every  act  of  the  past  that  is 
not  in  accordance  with  principles  of  justice.  We 
want  to  have  done  with  the  American  system,  we 
want  to  imitate  the  British  system  ;  and  I  appeal 
to  the  Minister  of  Justice  himself,  who  is  at  the 
head  of  this  Government,  who  is  charged  with 
the  duty  of  administering  the  law,  to  whom  pos¬ 
terity  will  look  as  the  officer  who  had  charge  at 
this  moment  of  legislation  that  had  much  to  do 
with  the  well-being  of  the  future,  I  want  to 
impress  on  that  hon.  gentleman’s  mind  that  the 
well-being  of  future  millions  is  a  matter  of  more 
consequence  than  the  temporary  ascendancy  of  a 
party.  I  want  to  impress  on  his  mind  that  there 
is  more  honour  in  laying  the  foundations  of  a 
nations  institutions  in  justice  and  truth,  in  establish¬ 
ing  a  nationality  upon  principles  that  are  sound  than 
there  is  in  securing  the  continuance  in  power  of  a 
mere  party.  I  want  to  impress  on  that  hon.  gentle¬ 
man’s  mind  the  -truth  that  if  he  professes  to  love  the 
old  flag,  to  admire  British  institutions,  to  admire 
that  spirit  of  fair-play  and  justice  which  characterize 
British  political  methods  and  actions,  he  had  better 
abandon  the  system  of  Eldridge  Gerry,  the  system 
of  the  political  manipulators  and  schemers  who 
have  made  the  word  gerrymander  a  by-word  in  the 
mouth  of  nations — he  had  better  abandon  that 
practice  although  it  has  in  the  past  conferred 
advantages  on  his  party  and  may  do  so  to-day, 
and  he  must  look  in  the  future  to  principles  of  jus¬ 
tice  and  to  the  good  of  his  fellow-men,  and  adopt 
a  principle  that  will  result  in  benefit  to  the  coun¬ 
try.  If  I  had  the  ear  of  the  representative  of  Her 
Majesty,  I  would  appeal  to  him.  I  would  implore 
him  not  to  permit  siich  a  villainous  outrage  to  be 
perpetrated.  I  would  implore  him  to  secure  for 
this  country  the  safeguards  for  British  liberty  that 
are  secured  for  the  citizens  of  Great  Britain  herself. 
I  would  implore  him  to  see  to  it  that  we  had  here 
that  measure  of  fair-play  and  justice  which  the 
Tory  party  of  England  strove  for  in  1885  and 
secured.  I  would  implore  Lord  Stanley,  if 
I  had  his  ear,  to  see  that  the  responsible 
advisers  of  this  country  did  not  justify 
a  great  crime  in  the  past  and  proceed  to  perpetrate 
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another  crime  of  a  similar  character  now.  It  is  a 
grave  matter  we  are  considering.  The  hon.  member 
for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  has  proposed  a  scheme  in 
this  amendment  we  are  now  considering.  He  does 
not  say  how  the  question  has  arisen — that  is  a 
matter  for  further  consideration.  But  here  is  a 
scheme  by  which  the  representation  of  this  province 
may  be  laid  out  on  the  basis  of  county  lines,  and 
the  scheme,  so  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  judge  its 
character,  gives  advantages,  if  any  advantages  are 
given,  to  the  Conservative  party.  For  instance, 
the  County  of  Victoria  with  but  32,000  odd 
inhabitants,  is  given  two  members  :  I  suppose  in 
all  human  probability  those  members  would  be 
Conservatives.  Northumberland  with  36,000  is 
given  two  members.  In  both  these  cases  the 
county  has  considerably  less  than  the  average  basis 
of  representation  for  two  members.  Leeds  with 
34,000  will  have  two  members  ;  Lanark  with  37,000 
will  have  two  members  ;  Carleton  with  37,000  will 
have  two  members  ;  and  so  far  as  I  can  judge  these 
cases  of  counties  having  less  than  the  population 
entitling  them,  under  any  strict  equalization  of  the 
population  to  two  members,  are  most  likely  to  give 
advantages  to  the  Conservative  party.  But  here 
is  a  scheme  substantially  just  in  its  character,  in¬ 
finitely  superior  to  the  adjustment  we  now  have  pro¬ 
posed,  which  gives  representation  to  this  province 
without  transgressing  county  lines  in  one  instance, 
one  substantially  on  a  basis  of  justice  and  fairness 
and  in  harmony  with  the  spirit  of  representative 
institutions  ;  and  if  the  scheme  as  outlined  is  defi¬ 
cient  in  any  respect,  appoint  your  commissioners, 
as  was  done  in  England,  to  consider  it  and  have 
the  scheme  worked  out  on  a  non-partisan  basis,  by 
non-partisan  judicial  commissioners,  and  let  this 
House  revise  their  actions  in  the  same  spirit  in 
which  their  scheme  is  prepared  and  as  finally  per¬ 
fected  submitted  to  us  for  our  consideration. 

I  believe  that  one  or  two  more  mistakes  such  as 
were  made  in  1882  and  1885  will  seal  the  doom 
of  this  country.  I  believe  that  any  patriot 
who  wishes  for  the  good  of  Canada,  who  desires 
to  see  Canada  a  prosperous,  virtuous  and  free 
country,  and  who  will  give  his  consent  to 
any  measure  which  his  conscience  tells  him  is 
wrong,  who  will  violate  his  conscience  for  the 
purpose  of  supporting  a  political  party,  is  un¬ 
worthy  of  his  own  self-respect  and  the  respect  of 
his  fellow-men.  And  if  the  Government  have  any 
pride  in  this  matter  about  receding,  I  think  the 
pride  is  a  false  one.  Mr.  Gladstone  reviewed  his 
action  and  retraced  his  steps  in  1885.  This  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  view  of  the  British  precedent,  in  view 
of  all  the  light  brought  to  bear  on  this  question, 
will  do  honour  to  itself  to  revise  its  decision  and 
to  adopt  a  course  in  accordance  with  British  pre¬ 
cedent,  and  give  us  a  fair  and  thoroughly  considered 
measure  of  redistribution  based  on  the  opinions  of 
commissioners  who  would  make  the  question  their 
special  study  and  who  would  give  us  the  benefit  of 
their  investigations  and  embody  their  recommenda¬ 
tions  in  a  scheme  of  redistribution  that  will  be 
perfect  in  its  provisions  and  framed  in  the  interest 
of  the  entire  people  of  this  Dominion. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Like  the  great  majority  of  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House,  I  had  not  the  honour  of  a  seat 
while  the  Redistribution  Bills  of  1872  and  1882  were 
going  thorough  this  House.  But  I  took  some  inter¬ 
est  in  public  affairs  during  those  periods,  and  out¬ 


side  of  this  House  I  certainly  heard  nobody 
defending  those  measures,  especially  the  Act  of  1882. 
Of  course  the  legislation  of  1872  was  of  a  milder 
form  ;  it  did  not  go  so  far  in  the  direction  of  un¬ 
fair  distribution  of  seats,  in  fact  the  word  “  gerry¬ 
mander  ”  was  only  applied  to  it  occasionally  at 
that  time.  But  I  happen  to  have  had  some  personal 
experience  even  of  the  milder  form  of  gerrymander  in 
1872.  I  had  been  nominated  as  a  candidate  in  the 
County  of  Monck  before  the  Bill  became  law,  against 
a  very  strong  man,  Senator  McCallum,  who  had 
carried  that  county  with  large  majorities  before,  and 
to  my  surprise,  and  without  very  much  reason  a  Con¬ 
servative  township  was.  taken  from  Haldimand  and 
added  to  the  County  of  Monck  by  the  Bill  of  1872. 
That  was  done  of  course  to  prevent  my  success.  It 
was  very  reasonable  to  suppose  that  it  would  do  so 
under  the  circumstances ;  but  I  should  like  to 
draw  the  attention  of  the  Minister  of  Justice  to 
this  fact,  that  although  a  large  Conservative 
majority  was  added  to  the  already  large  majority 
of  Mr.  McCallum  in  that  county,  still  the  effect  of 
the  unfairness  of  that  proceeding  was  so  great  in 
the  rest  of  the  county  that  the  popular  indignation 
defeated  Mr.  McCallum  in  the  election  that  fol¬ 
lowed  ;  and  I  believe  that  this  attempted  legisla¬ 
tion  of  to-day  will  have  the  effect  of  disgusting  and 
irritating  large  masses  of  the  people  of  Canada  just 
exactly  as  that  small  gerrymander  in  the  County 
of  Monck  in  1872  converted  that  Conservative 
riding  into  a  Liberal  riding  for  that  election  at 
any  rate.  Now,  while  the  gerrymander  of  1872 
was  one  of  a  comparatively  mild  form,  I  do  not 
know  that  any  public  man  of  responsibility  has 
defended  the  gerrymander  of  1882  either  outside 
of  this  House  or  in  this  House.  What  I  feel 
about  it  is  this,  that  having  opened  up  this  question, 
and  having  undertaken  to  deal,  as  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has,  with  the  redistribution  of  seats  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  particularly,  they  have 
taken  upon  their  shoulders  the  whole  burden  of 
justifying  the  gerrymander  of  1882  ;  because,  Sir, 
if  they  do  not  justify  it,  they  are  bound,  before 
this  Bill  becomes  .law,  to  rectify  it.  Surely  any 
legislator  in  this  House  will  admit  that.  Any 
legislator  who  cannot  defend  the  gerrymander  of 
1882 — and  I  defy  any  one  to  do  it,  if  he  is  honest — 
and  whether  he  is  honest  or  not,  he  cannot  deny 
before  the  face  of  the  county  that  the  responsibil¬ 
ity  rests  upon  him  to  rectify  in  this  Bill  the  wrongs 
of  1882.  That  is  what  I  feel  about  it,  and  that  is 
why  I  feel,  with  respect  to  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
which  felt  the  weight  of  that  gerrymander,  that  we 
have  a  right  to  stand  here,  I  do  not  care  for  how 
long,  and  insist  upon  it  that  right  shall  be  done  in 
that  particular.  I  believe,  Sir,  that  the  longer  we 
stay  here  and  insist  upon  the  rights  of  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Ontario  in  that  particular,  the  more  we 
shall  be  applauded  and  encouraged,  not  only  by  our 
constituents,  but  by  all  the  independent  electors  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario.  There  are  other  portions 
of  the  Dominion  which  feel  the  weight  of  the  present 
legislation  more  than  the  important  Province  of 
Ontario ;  but  I  cannot  dissociate  the  Act  of  1 882  from 
the  present  Bill,  and  therefore  I  say  that  though 
Quebec  and  Prince  Edward  Island  and  other 
parts  of  the  country  suffer  more  additional  wrong 
than  Ontario  does  under  this  Bill,  the  effect  is 
cumulative  in  the  case  of  Ontario,  and  we  have  all 
the  wrongs  of  1872  and  1882  to  redress  before  we 
are  finished  with  this  legislatfon.  Sir,  there  was  a 
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good  deal  said  this  afternoon  about  the  effect  of 
the  gerrymander  of  1882  upon  the  elections  of  1891; 
and  a  gentleman  on  the  other  side  of  the  House 
undertook,  not  only  to  dispute  the  results  of  a  cal¬ 
culation  made  by  a  Dominion  official  as  to  the 
numbers  of  the  party  votes  cast  in  1891,  but  he 
actually  had  the  hardihood  to  accuse  my  hon.  friend 
from  South  Oxford  of  making  use  of  Mr.  George 
Johnson’s  name  improperly  and  in  an  unauthor¬ 
ized  wav*  I  think  the  extract  which  has  been  read 
from  the  Ottawa  Citizen  to-night  shows,  at  any 
rate,  that  the  statement  attributed  to  Mr.  John¬ 
son  was  authentic.  But  I  would  like  to  gp  a 
little  further,  and  show,  not  only  that  Mr.  Johnson 
was  quoted  by  the  Government  papers  as  having 
made  that  statement,  but  that  over  his  own  signa¬ 
ture  in  a  Government  paper  he  subsequently 
acknowledged  the  accuracy  of  the  statement.  In 
the  Montreal  Gazette  of  the  1 9th  of  October  last 
there  appeared  a  discussion  as  to  the  popular 
majority  at  the  previous  election,  and,  among 
other  things,  that  paper  said  this  : 

“  The  Dominion  statistician,  Mr.  George  Johnson,  has 
issued  a  summary  of  the  political  complexion  of  the  votes 
cast  at  the  last  general  elections,  making  the  majorities 
as  follows.” 

Then  it  goes  on  to  give  Mr.  Johnson’s  statement 
showing  the  Opposition  to  have  a  majority  of 
7,276  of  the  votes  cast  in  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
just  exactly  what  my  hon.  friend  from  South 
Oxford  said  he  had  stated.  Then,  the  Gazette 
undertook,  as  hon.  members  on  the  other  side  of 
the  House  have  since  then  undertaken,  to  dispute 
the  correctness  of  Mr.  Johnson’s  summary,  and  he 
wrote  to  the  Gazette  a  letter  over  his  own  signa¬ 
ture,  which  will  be  found  in  that  paper  of  the  2nd 
of  November,  1891.  In  that  letter  he  used  these 
words  : 

“  Whether  your  figures  are  the  more  correct,  or  whether 
the  greater  accuracy  is  with  me,  is  a  matter  of  small 
moment.  My  analysis  simply  pointed  out,  with  the 
strongest  desire  to  be  fair  to  both  sides” - 

Why  would  he  not  be  fair  to  both  sides  ?  Why 
would  he  not  be  fair  to  the  other  side,  at  any  rate, 
when  he  was  their  paid  employe'? 

— “  with  the  strongest  desire  to  be  fair  to  both  sides, 
that  the  abstentions  were  so  large,  and  the  total  vote 
given  so  equally  divided  as  to  warrant  the  conclusion  that 
in  future  the  political  parties  will  have  to  mind  and 
mend  their  ways  in  order  to  bring  themselves  into  greater 
harmony  with  the  greater  number  of  the  electors. 

(Signed)  “  GEORGE  JOHNSON. 

“  Ottawa,  October  31, 1891.” 

Now,  I  am  sorry  that  the  hon.  member  for  West 
York  (Mr.  Wallace)  is  not  here.  If  he  were,  he 
would  surely  now  apologize  to  my  hon.  friend  for 
having  ventured  to  dispute  the  accuracy  of  his 
statement  that  Mr.  George  Johnson  had  made 
such  a  statement.  Of  course  it  is  all  right  for  him 
to  attack  Mr.  Johnson  and  say  that  he  does  not 
understand  his  business,  though  I  do  not  know 
whether  it  lies  in  the  mouth  of  the  men  who  have 
been  going  through  the  country  praising  Mr.  John¬ 
son  as  so  great  a  statistician  and  as  showing  in  his 
census  returns  how  prosperous  the  industries  of  the 
country  were,  to  attack  him.  However  that  may 
be,  there  were  other  statistics  to  show  how  the 
gerrymander  of  1882  weighed  upon  the  Liberal 
party  in  Ontario  at  the  election  of  1891,  and  those 
statistics  were  given  by  my  hon.  friend  from  Huron 
(Mr.  Macdonald).  On  referring  to  the  debates  of 
last  week  it  will  be  seen  that  the  hon.  member  for 
Mr.  Edgar. 


Monck  (Mr.  Boyle)  stated,  from  the  other  side  of 
the  House,  that  he  had  carefully  gone  into  the 
figures  of  the  hon.  member  for  Huron  (Mr.  Mac¬ 
donald),  that  they  were  prepared  in  the  fairest  pos¬ 
sible  way,  and  were  substantially  accurate.  So  we 
have  the  Dominion  statistician,  supported  by 
the  hon.  member  for  Huron  (Mr.  Macdonald), 
whose  accuracy  is  vouched  for  by  the  hon.  member 
for  Monck  (Mr.  Boyle),  giving  us  figures  to  show 
that  there  was  an  exceedingly  small  Conservative 
maj  ority  e  ven  after  the  by  e-elections— an  exceedingly 
close  Conservative  majority,  if  any  at  all,  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario;  and  as  you  know,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  representation  in  this  House  from  the 
Province  of  Ontario  is  as  two  to  one  in  favour  of  the 
Conservatives.  If  that  is  a  fair  result  of  the  gerry¬ 
mander  of  1882,  are  we  not  justified  in  calling  upon 
the  House  to  readjust  on  some  equitable  principle 
our  constituencies,  so  that  they  will  give  the  major¬ 
ity  of  the  people  their  fair  representation  in  the 
House  of  Commons  ?  Now,  Sir,  I  do  not  think  it 
is  possible  for  us,  on  this  side,  to  repeat  too  often 
or  to  emphasize  too  much  the  patent  fact  that  the 
Government,  in  this  matter,  are  following  the  bad 
example  set  by  the  lowest  politicians  in  the  United 
States.  Why,  Sir,  the  greatest  blot  upon  Republi¬ 
can  institutions  in  America  is  that  system  of  gerry¬ 
mander  which  has  been  adopted  in  a  number  of 
different  states  by  both  sides  in  politics.  It  is  a 
blot  upon  free  institutions  on  this  continent ;  yet 
the  super-loyal,  idtra-British  pai’ty  in  this  country 
must  imitate  the  worst  feature  they  could  pick  out 
in  the  whole  working  of  the  American  system  of 
government.  They  cannot  deny  that  they  are 
doing  it.  They  got  their  precedent  nowhere  else. 
That  system  was  invented  over  there  in  1814 
be  Eldrige  Gerry  of  Massachusetts,  it  has  been 
worked  out  in  different  states  of  the  Union 
by  both  parties,  as  unprincipled  men  from  time  to 
time  control  those  parties,  in  order  to  give  them 
unfair  representation,  not  only  in  the  State  Legis¬ 
latures  and  Senates,  but  in  the  Congress  at  Wash¬ 
ington.  Yet,  Sir,  our  British  super-loyal  states¬ 
men  must  go  over  there  to  find  the  precedent  for 
what  they  are  now  doing.  They  cannot  find  it  in 
England.  The  suggestion  of  any  such  action  in  the 
British  House  of  Commons  has  been  spoken  of  with 
scorn  by  all  public  men  on  both  sides.  They  would 
not  dream  of  it.  The  Government  here  are  imitat¬ 
ing  the  United  States,  and  we  know  that  imitation 
is  the  sincerest  flattery.  Not  content  with  imitat¬ 
ing,  they  are  going  infinitely  further,  and  doing 
much  worse  than  ever  was  done  in  the  United 
States,  and  I  will  show  you  how.  The  distribution 
of  the  electoral  districts  for  the  Federal  Congress 
is  regulated  by  each  state,  and  if  the  Republicans 
gerrymander  in  one  Republican  state  in  favour  of 
the  Republicans,  the  Democrats  will  gerrymander 
in  a  Democratic  state,  you  may  depend  upon  it, 
equally  in  favour  of  their  party,  so  that  the  result 
is  somewhat  equalized  and  minimized.  One  Demo¬ 
cratic  gerrymander  counteracts  a  Republican  gerry¬ 
mander,  and  on  the  whole,  possibly,  there  is  not 
very  much  injustice  worked.  But  do  you  suppose 
for  a  moment  that  if  the  Federal  Congress  at 
Washington  attempted  to  gerrymander,  if  the 
dominant  party  there  assumed  the  power  to  gerry¬ 
mander  the  whole  of  the  United  States  in  favour  of 
the  Republican  or  the  Democratic  party,  whichever 
party  had  control  at  the  time  of  the  three  branches 
of  legislature — do  you  suppose  that  such  an  attempt 
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would  not  be  followed  by  a  revolution  within  six 
months?  Why,  they  would  not  stand  it ;  such  a 
thing  would  not  be  tolerated  in  the  United  States. 
It  would  be  an  absolute  revolution.  It  would  be  the 
seizing  violently  of  power  by  those  who  held  tem¬ 
porarily  the  reins  in  their  hands.  And  what  else 
is  this  attempt,  this  infamous,  this  impudent 
attempt  made  by  the  Government,  by  means  of 
their  temporary  control  of  the  majority  of  this 
House  and  the  adjoining  Chamber,  to  maintain 
themselves  in  power,  willy-nilly  the  voice  of  the 
people  ?  I  absolutely  defy  them  to  point  out  any 
governing  authority  in  any  country,  short  of  a 
triumphant  tyranny,  which  has  been  guilty  of  such 
an  attempt.  Remember,  I  am  not  only  speaking  of 
the  Act  of  1892,  but  I  also  couple  with  it  the  Act  of 
1882.  Now,  Sir,  I  have  as  strong  a  desire  as  most 
men  to  see  Canada  continue  a  great  Confederation 
and  soon  become  a  nation,  but  I  do  not  believe,  I 
cannot  hope  that,  if  this  legislation  be  permitted 
to  go  on  in  this  line.  Confederation  will  last  very 
long.  I  say  that  if  the  majority  of  the  people  of 
this  country  is  to  be  gagged  by  Franchise  Bills  and 
by  outrageous  Gerrymander  Acts,  and  is  not  allow¬ 
ed  to  carry  out  its  will  in  legislation  and  in 
the  executive  functions  of  this  country,  the 
sooner  Confederation  is  broken  up  the  better. 
It  is  a  rather  serious  statement  for  any  man  feeling 
the  responsibility  of  a  member  of  Parliament  to 
make,  I  know,  but  I  say  that,  unless  the  majorities 
can  govern,  we  will  resolve  ourselves  again  into 
the  original  provinces  and  see  if  we  cannot  govern 
ourselves.  In  the  Dominion  a  temporary  majority 
seeks  to  gag  and  shackle  our  legislation.  What 
are  we  supposed  to  do  here  ?  We  are  not  armed 
forces  at  war  with  one  another,  trying  to  kill  and 
destroy  one  another  by  all  the  artifices  of  war  and 
strategy.  No.  We  are  one  country,  although  we 
sit  on  two  sides  of  the  House.  We  are  supposed 
to  be  trying  to  do  here  what  the  majority  of  the 
country  wants  us  to  do,  and  not  what  the  200 
gentlemen  sitting  in  this  Chamber  want  to  do.  We 
are  only  to  do  the  will  of  the  people  of  Canada, 
and  it  is  our  first  duty  surely  to  legislate  so  as  to 
ascertain  what  the  true  will  of  the  people  of 
Canada  is  and  to  get  the  freest  possible  expression 
of  opinion  from  the  people  of  Canada  as  to  their 
will  in  regard  to  legislation  of  all  kinds.  We  are 
committing  a  flagrant  breach  of  trust  if  we 
do  anything  else,  and  the  majority  for  the 
time  being  is  acting  in  a  tyrannical  and  revolu¬ 
tionary  manner  which  the  people  of  this  coun¬ 
try  will  not  very  long  stand.  I  find  the 
Government  have  refused  a  conference  with  the 
leaders  of  this  side  of  the  House,  who  represent 
close  upon  an  equal  number  of  the  people  of  Can¬ 
ada  with  themselves,  upon  a  matter  which  has  not 
been  delegated  to  this  Chamber  to  settle,  a  matter 
which  goes  to  the  root  of  the  whole  representation 
of  this  House.  They  have  absolutely  refused  and 
voted  down  a  proposal  for  a  conference  on  this  im¬ 
portant  subject.  I  think  the  people  of  this  coun¬ 
try  have  watched  that  and  have  understood  ex¬ 
actly  what  that  means.  They  have  also,  I  observe, 
voted  down  a  very  fair  proposal  coming  from  a 
prominent  member  on  the  other  side  of  the  Cham¬ 
ber  to  settle  this  question  upon  a  principle  of 
county  boundaries,  guarded  and  protected  with 
very  fair  and  proper  words  of  limitation.  I  am 
very  much  mistaken  if  the  people  of  this  country 
have  not  been  watching  that  with  the  greatest  pos¬ 


sible  interest.  Perhaps  the  hon.  gentlemen  think 
they  can  ignore  the  importance  of  the  fact  that  a 
member  occupying  the  important  position  of  the 
hon.  member  for  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  in  the 
Conservative  party  has  taken  that  ground.  Oc¬ 
casionally  from  the  outside  you  see  the  truth 
better  than  people  do  who  are  inside,  and  I  think 
that  it  is  plain  enough  that  the  member  for  Simcoe 
occupies  a  position,  not  in  the  Liberal  ranks,  for  he 
never  pretended  to  be  a  Liberal  nor  an  ally  of 
the  Liberals,  but  in  the  Conservative  ranks 
wh'ch  renders  it  very  dangerous  to  ignore  him  on 
a  question  when  he  has  the  right  on  his  side  and 
has  the  people  on  his  side,  as  he  has  to-day.  It  is 
very  well  for  the  Minister  of  Railways  to  undertake 
to  read  the  member  for  Simcoe  out  of  the  party. 
If  it  were  not  amusing,  it  would  be  lamentable. 
The  member  for  Simcoe  occupied  a  prominent  posi¬ 
tion  on  that  side  of  the  House  and  led  them  in 
many  a  hard  fight  and  made  many  sacrifices  for 
them  long  before  the  Minister  of  Railways  dreamt 
of  getting  on  the  Treasury  benches.  Possibly  the 
Minister  of  Justice  would  like  to  read  the  member 
for  Simcoe  out  of  his  party,  but  he  knows  better 
than  to  try  to  do  it,  and  he  dare  not  use  his  influ¬ 
ence  in  that  direction.  I  venture  to  say  that  nine 
out  of  ten  of  the  Conservative  members  from  Ontario 
would  shake  in  their  boots  if  the  member  for  Simcoe 
went  into  their  constituencies  and  denounced  them 
for  their  action  on  the  Gerrymander  Bill  as  he  has 
in  this  House. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  No. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  I  am  sure  they  woidd,  and  per¬ 
haps  they  will  find  what  it  means  before  they  are 
very  much  older  if  this  sort  of  things  continues.  I 
am  not  surprised  that  those  hon.  gentlemen  do  not 
listen  to  suggestions  from  this  side  of  the  House,  but 
when  they  try  to  ignore  the  friendly  voice  of  agentle- 
man  amongst  themselves  who  was  there  before  they 
were,  they  are  taking  their  lives  in  their  hands.  I 
saw  that,  among  the  very  strong  points  urged  in 
favour  of  this  Bill  while  it  was  being  discussed  before 
the  House  during  the  last  few  weeks,  there  was  the 
great  importance  of  equalizing  the  population  be¬ 
tween  the  Counties  of  Prescott  and  Russell.  I  am 
not  going  to  find  fault  with  Ministers  for  hearkening 
a  little  to  public  opinion,  and  public  opinion  on 
that  particular  matter  has  been  of  so  pointed  and 
marked  and  personal  a  character  evidently  that 
they  have  have  lost  sight  of  the  great  principles 
involved  in  transferring  the  township  of  Clarence 
from  Russell  to  Prescott,  and  they  are  now 
proposing  to  leave  it  where  it  was.  I  do  not 
see  why  the  other  parts  of  their  proposals  could 
not  be  treated  very  much  in  the  same  way.  I 
do  not  see  why,  better  still,  some  broad,  gene¬ 
ral  principle  could  not  be  adopted.  I  think  that 
the  more  you  study  the  suggestion  as  to  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Ontario  made  by  my  hon.  friend  for 
Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills),  the  more  reasonable  it  seems. 
It  affords  a  means  of  not  only  making  a  systematic 
redistribution  of  constituencies,  but  of  rectifying 
the  wrongs  done  in  1872  against  the  people  of 
Ontario.  Of  course  it  is  said  by  the  apologists  for 
this  Bill  that  the  city  of  Toronto,  for  instance, 
needs  more  representation.  I  certainly  agree  with 
that.  I  am  not  entirely  disposed  either  to  say,  as 
I  know  some  of  my  friends  on  this  side  think, 
that  because  a  member  from  an  outside  con¬ 
stituency  happens  to  live  in  Toronto,  he  repre- 
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sents  Toronto.  I  have  a  great  respect  for  Toronto 
and  for  the  great  many  people  in  it,  but,  al¬ 
though  I  reside  there,  I  do  not  consider  that 
on  the  floor  of  this  House  I  represent  Toronto  at 
all.  However,  the  proposal  of  the  lion,  member 
for  Bothwell  meets  the  case.  He  proposes  five 
members  for  Toronto,  and  he  proposes  to  take 
them  from  other  parts  of  Ontario  where  he  fairly  can 
do  so.  I  heard  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
to-day  asking  on  the  floor  of  the  House  :  Why 
don’t  you  make  suggestions  ?  Now,  I  have  got  a  sug¬ 
gestion  to  make  to  the  Government  as  to  where  they 
can  get  another  member  for  Toronto,  even  if  we  doviiot 
adopt  the  scheme  of  the  member  for  Bothwell.  I 
tell  them  to  take  the  member  away  from  West 
Ontario  ;  do  away  with  the  Grit  hive  in  West  Ont¬ 
ario,  and  put  back  the  riding  of  West  Ontario 
where  it  belongs,  into  North  and  South  Ontario, 
and  East  and  North  York,  and  then  they  will  do 
away  with  a  Grit  hive  and  get  another  member 
for  Toronto.  I  think  that  would  be  a  much  more 
sensible  scheme  than  to  go  away  to  Wentworth, 
and  taking  a  member  from  North  Wentworth,  a 
member  practically  from  Hamilton,  and  giving  it 
to  Toronto,  when  you  can  get  one  so  near  Toronto 
as  West  Ontario  ;  and  the  member  for  West  Ontario 
will  take  his  chances,  if  he  ever  wants  to  come  to 
Parliament,  of  getting  a  seat  somewhere.  Do  away 
with  some  of  the  wrongs  you  have  done,  do  away 
with  the  Grit  hives  in  Ontario,  in  Brant,  in  Oxford, 
and  places  like  that  if  you  want  to  give  additional 
members  to  Algorna  and  Toronto.  Now,  one  word 
as  to  the  constitutional  question  which  has  been 
raised  during  the  discussion  on  this  Bill.  No  one  can 
dispute  that  there  is  a  great  deal  to  be  said  in  favour 
of  the  view  of  the  hon.  members  for  Queen’s,  P.E.I. 
(Mr.  Davies),  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills),  and  for 
North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  that  we  have  no 
right,  under  the  51st  section  of  the  Confederation 
Act,  to  deal  with  redistribution  in  this  way.  I  do 
not  suppose  I  can  shed  any  light  upon  the  question, 
but  I  do  think  it  is  a  most  important  one 
and  ought  to  be  authoritatively  settled.  Last 
session  legislation  was  provided  under  which 
this  question  can  be  referred  without  the 
slightest  difficulty,  for  the  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada.  Surely  that  would  be 
a  fair  and  proper  thing  to  do.  There  is  no  urgency 
that  I  am  awTare  of  for  the  passing  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion  this  session.  It  cannot  come  into  force  under 
the  British  North  America  Act  until  the  dissolu¬ 
tion  of  the  present  Parliament,  and  I  am  sorry  to 
say  that  I  do  not  see  any  immediate  signs  of  the 
dissolution  of  this  Parliament  ;  therefore,  I  do  not 
see  that  there  would  be  any  great  danger  to  any 
interest  in  allowing  this  matter  to  stand  until  the 
opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  has  been  taken.  At 
any  rate  I  think  that  the  people  of  the  country 
would  be  glad  to  know  whether  the  contention 
that  has  been  raised  against  the  action  of  this 
House,  is  well  founded  or  not.  W  hether  the  section 
could  now  be  interpreted  as  rendering  it  obligatory 
upon  this  Parliament  to  refer  the  redistribution  of 
seats  to  another  authority,  surely  there  is  a  sugges¬ 
tion  made  in  the  original  Confederation  Act  which 
might  well  be  adopted  by  this  Parliament  even  if 
it  did  not  now,  having  been  broken  through  on 
former  occasions,  have  the  force  of  binding  law  on 
this  Parliament.  I  think,  therefore,  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  member  for  Bothwell  should  be  earn¬ 
estly  supported  by  the  House ;  I  think  the  proposals 
Mr.  Edgar. 


of  this  Bill  should  be  resisted  wdiere  they  are  bad, 
as  they  are  in  so  many  cases  ;  and  I  think  that, 
more  important  than  all,  before  this  Bill  is  allowed 
to  become  law,  it  should  be  so  amended  as 
to  give  us  an  opportunity  of  undoing  the  wrong  of 
1882. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  Having  resided  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  for  the  last  49  years,  I 
wish  to  express  my  disagreement  with  certain 
statements  made  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  that 
the  county  lines  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  had 
been  obliterated  by  local  legislation.  I  have 
watched  carefully  the  action  of  the  Local  Govern¬ 
ment  with  respect  to  the  changes  of  boundary  lines, 
and  I  know  of  only  one  case,  for  the  last  25  years, 
since  Confederation,  and  that  was  when  the  County 
of  Dufferin  was  established  out  of  some  very  large 
counties,  at  the  request  of  the  people.  There  is 
no  other  instance  in  western  Ontario  where  county 
boundaries  have  been  interfered  with  unless  it  was 
where  a  village  established  upon  a  boundary  line 
between  two  counties,  became  an  incorporated 
village,  and  of  necessity  had  to  be  put  into  one 
county  or  another,  partly  withdrawn  from  the  one 
and  added  to  the  other.  Since  1882  we  have  had 
three  general  elections,  and  the  people  in  the  rid¬ 
ings  of  the  county  which  I  have  the  honour  to 
represent  feel  to  this  day,  very  keenly  the  manner 
in  which  they  were  moved  about  under  the  Gerry¬ 
mander  Actof  thatyear.  The  municipalities  of  Exeter 
and  Stephen  were  put  into  the  north  riding  of  Mid¬ 
dlesex  in  order  to  strengthen  that  riding.  Let  me  say 
that  we  have  ten  meetings  in  connection  with  muni¬ 
cipal  affairs,  farmers’  institutes,  meetings  in  the 
different  ridings,  for  every  one  meeting  we  have  in 
connection  with  the  elections  to  the  House  of 
Commons  of  Canada.  It  is  unjust  to  those  who 
were  moved  about  at  that  time  to  compel  them  to 
remain  as  they  are  now.  Another  statement  I 
have  heard  in  this  House  is,  that  we  have  not  been 
able  to  show  that  any  number  of  electors  were 
disfranchised  by  being  removed  from  their  former 
ridings  by  the  gerrymander  of  1882.  Let  me  take 
the  neighbouring  County  of  Perth,  and  take  the 
two  townships  of  North  Elasthope  and  South 
Easthope,  one  with  280  and  the  other  with  over 
250  Reform  majority  ;  these  were  put  into  the 
north  part  of  the  County  of  Oxford,  with  a  Reform 
ma  jority  of  900.  Between  500  and  000  electors  in 
the  County  of  Perth  were  disfranchised  by  the 
gerrymander  of  1882.  I  say  emphatically,  they 
were  not  only  disfranchised,  but  the  County  of 
Perth  was  turned  from  a  Reform  into  a  Conserva¬ 
tive  county,  and  if  it  were  not  for  that  gerry¬ 
mander,  the  south  riding  of  Perth  would  to-day  be 
represented  by  a  Reformer.  With  respect  to  the 
alleged  gerrymander  of  Sir  Oliver  Mowat,  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  have  not  been  able  to  show  a 
single  constituency  where  a  representative  has 
been  taken  from  the  Conservative  side  and  added 
to  the  Reform  side  on  account  of  the  redistribution 
that  was  made  by  the  Local  Government. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  What  about  North  Grey  ? 

Mr.  McMILLAN (Huron).  It  has  not  been  contra¬ 
dicted  that  there  were  over  12, OOOmajority  of  Reform 
votes  at  the  last  general  election  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  Accordingly,  the  statements  made  writh 
respect  to  the  gerrymander  in  that  province  are 
evidently  without  foundation.  With  respect  to 
the  county  I  represent,  it  has  been  stated  that  if 
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the  township  of  Hullett  had  been  left  in  either  the 
east  or  the  west  riding,  Sir  Oliver  Mowat  would 
have  lost  a  representative.  I  am  able  to  show  that 
in  1S71,  before  the  first  gerrymander  took  place, 
North  and  South  Huron  were  both  Reform  ridings; 
that  after  the  gerrymander  in  1874,  the  election  in 
187o  gave  a  Reform  majority  in  each  of  the  ridings  ; 
and  I  am  able  to  show  also,  that  at  the  last  two 
general  elections  for  the  Local  Legislature,  even 
if  Hullett  had  been  put  into  the  east  or  west  riding 
Reform  representatives  would  still  have  been  sent 
to  the  Legislature  for  both  ridings.  So  the  state¬ 
ment  made  in  this  regard  is  entirely  incorrect. 
From  the  array  of  figures  presented  to  this  House, 
and  I  have  followed  them  closely,  it  appears  that 
the  statements  submitted  by  the  three  hon.  mem¬ 
bers  who  have  presented  figures  with  respect  to 
Ontario  and  the  elections  of  1891,  are  not  very 
different.  The  first  hon.  gentleman  who  made  a 
statement  was  the  member  for  East  Grey  (Mr. 
Sproule).  He  calculated  the  Conservative  major¬ 
ity,  I  understood  him,  after  the  bye-elections 
and  he  placed  it  at  19,085.  He  then  went  on  to 
show  that  the  Reform  majority  was  13,091,  leav¬ 
ing  the  Conservative  majority  5,394.  The  hon. 
gentleman  stated  the  other  night  that  he  placed 
the  majority  at  between  4,000  and  5,000,  but  it 
was  5,394,  or  only  1,027  more  than  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  East  Huron  (Mr.  Macdonald)  stated  it  in 
the  course  of  his  speech.  The  next  statement  was 
made  by  the  hon.  member  for  Monck  (Mr.  Boyle). 
I  give  credit  to  the  hon.  member  for  East  Grey 
for  giving  what  he  believes  to  be  a  correct  state¬ 
ment,  and  I  also  think  the  hon.  member  for  Monck 
was  honest  in  the  statement  he  submitted,  and 
also  in  the  congratulations  he  extended  to  the 
hon.  member  for  East  Huron  on  the  great  trouble 
he  had  taken  in  preparing  his  tables,  which  he 
said  were  as  nearly  accurate  as  it  was  possible  to 
make  them.  The  hon.  member  for  Monck  placed 
the  Conservative  majority  at  4,619.  Here  are  two 
hon.  members,  both  on  the  Conservative  side  of 
the  House,  the  only  two  who  attempted  to  cover 
the  whole  province  with  a  statement  of  the  Conser¬ 
vative  majority  since  the  bye-elections  took  place, 
and  one  gives  5,394  as  the  majority  and  the  other 
4,619.  The  hon.  member  for  East  Huron  placed 
the  Conservative  majority  at  4,367,  and  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  comparison  he  placed  it  at  4,000,  The 
hon.  member  for  Monck  then  went  on  to  show 
that,  if  the  votes  cast  received  a  proper  expression 
on  the  floor  of  this  House,  the  Conservatives  would 
be  represented  by  46  and  a  half  members  and  the 
Liberals  by  45  members. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  I  was  quoting  what  the  hon. 
member  for  East  Huron  (Mr.  Macdonald)  had 
stated. 

Mr.  MoMILLAN  (Huron).  Certainly  the  hon. 
gentleman  was  quoting  what  the  hon.  member  for 
East  Huron  said,  but  the  figures  of  that  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  and  his  own  figures  came  within  one  thou¬ 
sand  of  each  other.  So  that  the  difference  would 
only  represent  onequarter  of  the  unit  for  one  member 
a$  regards  the  whole.  How  then  does  the  position  in 
Ontario  stand  ?  It  stands  thus  :  464  members  to 
45  members.  That  is  according  to  the  figures  of 
the  hon.  member  for  Monck  ;  but  they  are — Con¬ 
servatives,  59  ;  Reformers,  33,  thus  giving  a  little 
over  4,000  voters,  26  members.  I  draw  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Minister  of  Justice  very  strongly  to  this 


point,  because  he  stated  in  one  of  his  speeches  that 
if  a  majority. of  votes  were  cast  on  one  side,  and  the 
majority  of  the  representatives  were  on  the  other  side, 
the  Government  would  be  justified  in  making  a  proper 
distribution.  If  that  is  the  hon.  gentleman's  view, 
he  should  certainly  consider  the  position  of  Ontario. 
It  has  been  alleged  that  the  amendment  would  dis¬ 
turb  70  or  80  constituencies.  What  does  it  matter 
if  we  disturb  the  whole  92  constituencies  in  Ontario 
if  justice  is  done  and  some  system  adopted  that  will 
lay  the  foundations  of  our  nationality  broad  and 
deep,  based  on  justice,  righteousness  and  integrity  ? 
The  time  has  come  when  we  should  adopt  some 
principle  that  will  give  to  each  individual  in  this 
Dominion  the  proper  influence  of  his  vote  in  any 
election.  I  have  not  heard  any  hon.  gentleman 
opposite  state  that  this  is  a  just  measure,  that  it  is 
fair  that  the  Reform  party  in  Ontario  should  be 
represented  by  33  members,  while  the  Conservatives 
have  59  in  this  House.  I  have  not  heard  it  stated 
that  this  is  an  unfair  statement,  and  that  this  is  not, 
the  true  condition  of  affairs  at  the  present  time. 
A  few  moments  ago  when  the  hon.  member  for 
West  Ontario  stated  that  he  believed  that  nine  out 
of  every  ten  people  in  Ontario  sympathized  with 
the  Opposition  at  the  present  time  in  attempting  to 
get  justice,  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  held  up  his 
hand  and  said  “No,  no  ; 55  yet  the  hon.  gentleman 
himself  admitted  the  other  evening  that  the  gerry¬ 
mander  of  1882  had  not  done  justice  to  the  Province 
of  Ontario  ;  but  that  hon.  gentleman  will  still  vote 
for  a  measure  that  continues  that  injustice. 

Mr.  \\  ELDON.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  will 
allow  me,  I  did  not  hold  up  my  hand  to-night,  and 
did  not  say  “no,  no.”  It  must  have  been  some- 
other  person. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  I  must  accept  the 
hon.  gentleman’s  statement.  I  understood  him  to 
do  so,  because  I  would  not  say  anything  that  I  did 
not  believe  was  thoroughly  correct  in  regard  to- 
the  hon.  gentleman.  Well,  the  hon.  gentleman 
admits  that  lie  stated  that  the  gerrymander  of 
1882  was  a  measure  of  injustice  to  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  Will  he  have  the  honesty  and  the  consis¬ 
tency  to  give  his  support  to  the  proposal  which  is 
now  brought  before  the  House,  and  which  in  all 
likelihood  will  as  far  as  possible  make  amends  in  1892 
for  the  wrong  that  was  done  in  1882?  I  do  not 
believe  that  any  other  system  can  be  adopted  that 
will  give  the  same  measure  of  justice  and  equality, 
with  regard  both  to  population  and  to  geographical 
position.  It  matters  not  whether  under  the  present 
Government  or  the  Government  that  may  succeed 
them,  such  a  measure  would  take  out  of  their  hands 
the  power  of  gerrymandering  in  at  least  21  consti¬ 
tuencies  which  would  return  only  one  member 
each.  Then,  there  would  be  1 7  constituencies  which 
would  be  divided  into  two  ridings;  and  there 
would  not  be  the  same  opportunity  to  gerrymander 
those  constituencies  that  there  is  at  the  present 
time  when  boundary  lines  have  been  cut  up  and 
municipalities  moved  from  one  county  to  another. 
By  the  gerrymander  of  1882,  for  instance,  two 
municipalities  were  taken  from  the  County  of  Perth, 
one  from  the  north  riding  and  one  from  the 
south  riding,  and  one  was  put  in  North  Wellington 
to  assist  the  Conservative  candidate  there,  and 
one  in  North  Oxford  in  order  to  hive  the  Grits, 
there,  and  one  township  was  taken  from  the 
County  of  Huron  and  added  to  South  Perth 
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in  order  to  produce  a  Conservative  majority 
there.  All  these  wrongs  ought  to  be  corrected. 
The  County  of  Huron  ought  to  get  back  the 
three  municipalities  taken  from  it.  That  county 
has  a  population  of  some  66,000,  which  would 
give  us  a  little  over  22,000  in  each  of  the  ridings. 
In  attending  farmers’  institutes,  and  I  have 
attended  a  great  many  in  the  last  five  years,  I  did 
not  attend  a  single  one  in  any  riding  that  was 
not  all  in  one  county.  In  these  institutes  I  have 
often  heard  the  remark  made,  how  pleasant  it 
was  when  the  people  in  one  county  could  all  meet 
together  and  discuss  matters  of  common  interest. 
Now,  I  am  thoroughly  in  accord  with  what*  the 
hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  said,  when  lie  said  : 

“  I  am  quite  willing,  if  that  is  the  opinion  of  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  committee,  that  we  should  adopt  as  the 
political  unit  these  counties  which  are  carved  out  in  the 
Act  of  Confederation,  but  I  do  not  think  it  is  the  more 
convenient  division,  and  do  not  believe  it  will  be  so  easily 
managed  as  if  we  went  back  to  the  old  county  lines. 
Remember,  Sir,  that  before  Confederation  the  county 
lines  of  Ontario  were  just  as  sacred,  just  as  inviolate, 
just  as  undisturbed  as  they  were  in  the  Maritime  Pro¬ 
vinces.” 

In  some  of  the  outlying  parts  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario  the  county  lines  could  not  be  so  well  estab¬ 
lished  ;  but  as  soon  as  they  came  to  be  thickly 
populated  they  have  never  been  disturbed,  except 
in  the  one  instance  I  have  stated.  Then,  we  have 
the  word  of  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  that  if 
the  proposed  system  were  adopted  it  would  give  to 
the  Reform  party  from  12  to  20  seats,  and  he  said 
that  the  Conservatives  could  take  it  up  and  make 
perhaps  one  of  the  most  shameful  gerrymanders 
which  could  ever  be  made,  and  which  might  give 
the  Conservatives  20  seats.  This  is  not  the  spirit 
in  which  the  amendment  to  the  Bill  has  been  pro¬ 
posed.  The  spirit  in  which  it  has  been  proposed 
is  that  it  will  place  the  Government,  whichever 
party  may  be  in  power,  in  a  position  to  do  as  nearly 
justice  as  possible.  If  the  Minister  spoke  the  honest 
sentiments  of  his  breast,  he  showed  that  the  Bill  was 
not  for  the  purpose  of  doing  justice  to  the  Province 
of  Ontario,  else  why  gerrymander  in  favour  of  either 
one  party  or  the  other  ?  I  hold  that  there  is  no 
other  system  than  that  proposed  by  my  hon.  friend 
from  Bothwell  that  will  afford  the  same  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  making  an  equal  distribution  of  popula¬ 
tion  and  also  an  equal  distribution  of  area.  The 
hon.  Minister  of  Justice  said  that  every  man  was' 
at  full  liberty  to  exercise  his  own  judgment  and 
vote  for  or  against  the  Government ;  but  this 
statement  was  very  different  from  that  made  by 
the  hon.  Minister  of  Railways  when  he  com¬ 
plained  that  the  supporters  of  the  Government  had 
found  fault  with  them,  and  said  that  they  rather 
deserved  the  thanks  of  their  supporters  than  their 
fault-finding.  His  sentiment  was  that  the  suppor¬ 
ters  of  the  Government  ought  by  all  means  to  fol¬ 
low  the  Government  in  whatever  measure  they 
might  bring  before  the  House.  Now,  the  rights 
and  liberties  of  the  people  are  based  on  a  proper 
system  of  representation,  especially  in  new  countries, 
where  the  foundations  of  a  great  nationality  are 
about  being  laid.  The  proper  basis  of  representa¬ 
tion  has  not  yet  been  adopted  by  the  Dominion 
Government  for  readjusting  the  constituencies  every 
ten  years,  and  no  system  can  do  full  justice 
to  the  people  that  is  not  framed  without  any  idea  of 
advantage  to  one  political  party  or  the  other.  The 
committee  which  was  originally  proposed  by  the 
Mr.  McMillan  (Huron). 


hon.  leader  of  the  Opposition,  formed  from  both 
sides  of  the  House,  and  on  which  the  Government 
would  of  course  have  a  majority,  I  have  not  the 
least  doubt,  would  if  appointed  have  approached 
this  question  with  the  intention  of  doing  justice 
and  laying  the  foundations  of  our  representative 
system  in  such  a  manner  that  very  little  change 
would  have  been  necessary  perhaps  for  two  or  three 
decades  to  come.  I  believe  that  that  would  be 
the  result  of  such  a  system  as  is  now  followed. 
Let  me  say  that  no  individual  in  Canada  had  such 
an  opportunity  of  making  a  name  for  himself  for 
honour,  honesty  and  justice,  as  the  Minister  of 
Justice  has  had,  but  I  am  afraid,  on  account  of 
the  action  he  has  taken  with  respect  to  this 
measure,  he  has  lost  the  opportunity,  and  his 
name  will  be  handed  down  to  posterity  in  a  manner 
not  very  much  to  his  credit.  Let  me  say  that  I 
believe  the  people  in  the  western  part  of  Ontario 
are  with  us,  both  the  Reformers  and  the  better 
thinking  portion  of  the  Conservatives,  because  the 
more  honourable  portion  of  the  Conservative  party 
ask  no  advantage  in  a  general  election.  What 
they  ask  is  a  fair  division  and  a  fair  fight  upon 
a  just  basis,  but  it  is  impossible  with  the  country 
gerrymandered  as  it  has  been  since  1882,  that  the 
people  obtain  a  fair  expression  of  their  views. 
Look  at  many  of  the  constituencies.  Just  go  into 
the  County  of  Huron  where  we  are  put  into  three 
ridings  ;  go  into  the  County  of  Perth  where  we 
are  put  into  two  ridings  ;  go  into  many  of  the 
other  counties,  and  you  will  see  it  is  impossible 
that  justice  can  be  done  as  long  as  this  system 
continues.  There  is  not  the  least  doubt  but  that 
the  gerrymander  was  done  in  the  first  place  for  the 
purpose  of  hiving  the  Grits  and  giving  the  Conser¬ 
vatives  an  advantage.  I  hope  the  Government 
will  take  the  first  step  of  doing  justice  in  the 
Dominion  with  respect  to  the  representation  in 
this  House.  I  hope  they  will  take  the  first  step  of 
bringing  back  to  Canada  the  good  name  she  ought 
to  have,  and  clear  her  of  the  disgrace  of  being  what 
she  now  is,  a  by-word  among  the  nations  for  politi¬ 
cal  immorality  in  almost  every  respect.  Le  me 
say  to  the  Government  that  I  hope  they  will  yet 
reconsider  this  measure,  and  will  take  up  some 
scheme  that  will  do  justice  to  the  people.  Talk 
about  the  amount  of  labour  that  would  be  required 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  to  make  a  redistribu¬ 
tion  of  seventy  or  eighty  ridings,  when  we  consider 
the  principles  at  stake,  when  we  consider  that  we 
will  be  laying  the  foundation  of  a  proper  system  df 
representation  in  a  young  country  like  Canada, 
with  all  its  capabilities  and  advantages,  what  signi¬ 
fies  the  spending  of  one  month  to  accomplish  this, 
should  it  even  take  that  time,  but  I  believe  a  pro¬ 
per  redistribution  could  be  made  in  less  than  half 
that  time.  I  am  convinced  that  if  the  Government 
would  take  up  a  proper  measure  and  set  to  work 
on  it  at  present,  they  would  complete  it  before 
this  debate  will  cease.  We  were  told,  in  the  first 
instance,  by  the  Minister  of  Railways  that  he  was 
prepared  to  defend  the  Bill  in  all  its  parts  when  it 
came  before  the  committee,  but  we  have  been  told 
since  that  the  Government  are  prepared  to  consi¬ 
der  any  change  that  may  be  proposed,  but  that 
promise  came  only  after,  not  only  the  independent 
members  of  this  House,  not  only  many  of  the  inde¬ 
pendent  Conservatives  in  the  country,  but  after 
the  different  denominations  throughout  the  country 
had  expressed  their  opinion  of  this  gerrymander. 


3869 


[JUNE  17,  1892.] 


3870 


Mr.  HUGHES.  No  union  of  church  and  state. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  •  (Huron).  I  see  that  the 
Methodists,  at  their  late  convention,  condemned 
the  shameful  gerrymandering  that  has  taken  place 
in  the  House  of  ('ominous  ;  I  see  that  it  has  been 
denounced  by  the  Baptists,  and  I  see  that  it  was 
referred  to  at  the  Presbyterian  meeting  also  ;  and  I 
believe  that  these  assemblies  stand  a  great  deal 
higher  than  my  hon.  friend  to  my  left  who  has  just 
been  scoffing  at  them.  I  believe  their  opinion  is 
worth  more  than  his,  and  when  they  take  the  ques¬ 
tion  up,  depend  upon  it  their  views  will  have  effect 
among  the  people.  I  hope  the  Government  will  see 
the  necessity  of  giving  a  proper  measure  of  justice 
to  the  people  of  this  Dominion  by  amending  their 
Bill  so  as  to  meet  the  views  expressed  by  the  mover 
of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  BOWMAN.  It  is  very  seldom  I  trouble  the 
House  with  any  observations,  but  the  question  now 
under  discussion  is  such  an  important  one  that  I 
feel  impelled  briefly  to  give  my  views  with  regard 
to  it.  The  representation  of  the  people  in  Parlia¬ 
ment  is  one  of  the  most  important  questions  we  can 
discuss,  because  a  fair  and  equitable  representation 
of  the  people  lies  at  the  foundation  of  all  good  gov¬ 
ernment.  If  the  people  are  not  fairly  and  equitably 
represented  in  this  House  we  cannot  expect  that 
their  views  will  be  fairly  carried  out.  Now,  this 
question  of  representation  is  one  which  has  occupied 
the  attention  of  the  people  in  all  countries,  where 
constitutional  government  exists,  to  a  very  large 
extent.  The  battle  of  representation  has  been 
fought  out  in  England  for  a  great  many  years.  It 
has  been  fought  out  in  the  United  States,  and  here 
in  Canada  we  have  had  it  discussed  and  fought  out 
in  various  phases  from  time  to  time.  Many  years 
ago,  as  most  of  us  remember,  the  question  of  repre¬ 
sentation  by  population  was  the  leading  issue  in 
Canada.  When  Confederation  was  adopted,  we 
imagined  that  question  w  as  settled  for  all  time  to 
come,  and  settled  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis  ;  but 
since  then  the  party  which  is  in  power  to-day  has 
undertaken  to  revise  the  representation  then 
adopted,  and  to  revise  it  in  a  manner  which,  in  my 
judgment,  has  not  been  in  the  interests  of  the  people. 
Representation  by  population  is  admitted  by  both 
sides  of  the  House  to  be  the  basis  on  which  we  ought 
to  w ork,  but  in  the  present  instance  that  principle  is 
entirely  ignored,  and  it  was  ignored  to  a  much 
greater  extent  by  the  Bill  which  was  forced  through 
in  1882.  It  is  admitted  by  almost  every  one  in 
this  House  to-day  that  the  gerrymander  of  1882 
was  one  of  the  most  outrageously  bad  measures 
ever  forced  through  any  Parliament.  The  hon. 
member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon),  who  poses  as  an 
independent  member,  admitted  the  other  evening 
that  the  Redistribution  Bill  of  1882  did  not  reflect 
any  credit  upon  the  Parliament  which  passed  it. 
In  expressing  that  opinion,  I  think  he  gave  utter¬ 
ance  to  a  sentiment  which  was  correct.  He  might 
have  gone  further,  and  characterized  that  measure 
in  much  stronger  terms,  but  the  most  astonishing 
part  of  that  hon.  gentleman’s  speech,  in  my  opinion, 
is  this,  that  while  he  condemns  the  Redistribution 
Bill  of  1882,  while  he  characterizes  it  as  being  no 
credit  to  the  Parliament  which  passed  it,  he  at  the 
same  time  refuses  to  lend  his  influence  to  rectifying 
the  great  wrong  then  perpetrated.  He  told  us 
quite  correctly  that  the  territory  in  which  that 
gerrymander  was  perpetrated  to  the  greatest  extent 


is  the  western  section  of  Ontario.  Now,  it  so 
happens  that  this  measure  of  redistribution,  now 
before  us,  attacks  again  the  western  section  of 
Ontario  more  extensively  than  any  other  section  of 
the  Dominion,  or  at  all  events,  any  other  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  I  think  the 
reason  why  that  is  done  is  not  far  to  seek. 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  reason  why  the  ger¬ 
rymander  of  1882  was  made  applicable  princi¬ 
pally  to  the  western  section  of  Ontario,  and 
the  reason  why  this  Bill  again  changes  the  re¬ 
presentation  of  that  section,  is  because  the  Re¬ 
form  element  is  stronger  there  than  in  any  other 
section  of  that  province  or  of  the  Dominion.  The 
plea  which  is  set  up  by  the  Government  for  inter¬ 
fering  with  the  representation  in  the  western  sec¬ 
tion  of  Ontario  as  they  are  doing,  is  that  it  is 
necessary  to  rectify  the  representation  so  as  to  get 
back  more  nearly  to  representation  according  to 
population.  They  profess  that  the  object  which 
they  have  in  view  is  to  rectify  the  inequalities 
which  exist  as  between  the  different  ridings  or 
counties.  If  we  examine  that  argument,  I  think 
we  shall  find  that  it  is  a  mere  pretense,  and  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  members  of  the  Government 
who  put  forward  that  argument  cannot  be  sincere 
in  what  they  say.  Nearly  all  the  changes  which  are 
made  by  this  Bill  are  made  in  one  particular  section 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  when  you  examine 
the  population  of  the  ridings  which  are  to  be 
affected,  you  find  the  inequality  is  not  nearly  as 
great  as  in  some  other  sections.  We  find  that  the 
County  of  Welland  which  it  is  proposed  to  disturb, 
contains  at  present  just  about  the  proper  number, 
23,396.  Lincoln  has  22,281.  North  Norfolk, 
19,400,  so  we  have  at  least  three  ridings  which 
are  to  be  disturbed  which  have  just  about  the 
right  number.  Then  it  is  true  that  there  are  six 
other  ridings  which  are  going  to  be  changed,  the 
population  of  which  is  considerably  less  than  the 
required  number.  They  are  Monck,  Haldimand, 
Wentworth  North,  Wentworth  South,  Norfolk 
South,  Brant  North.  It  is  singular,  if  these  hon. 
gentlemen  are  sincere  in  their  professions,  in  the 
proposal  they  are  putting  forward,  that  their  object 
is  to  equalize  the  population  between  the  different 
ridings,  that  in  the  section  of  the  province  east  of 
the  city  of  Toronto  we  find  a  much  larger  number 
of  constituencies  whose  population  is  much  below 
the  average,  but  these  they  do  not  propose  to 
disturb.  If  these  gentlemen  are  so  anxious  to 
rectify  the  inequalities  in  the  population  between 
the  different  constituencies,  I  think  they  will  do 
well  to  turn  their  attention  to  some  of  the  following. 
For  instance,  we  find  Brockville  represented  by  a 
Conservative,  with  a  population  of  15,855,  much 
below  the  proper  number.  Then  Cardwell,  which 
is  west  of  Toronto,  has  15,382.  East  Durham,  re¬ 
presented  by  a  Conservative,  has  17,053.  Fronte- 
nac  has  13,445.  Grenville  South  has  12, 931, which 
is  about  half  the  requisite  number.  East  Hastings 
has  18,053.  Leeds  and  Grenville  has  13,523. 
Lennox  has  14,902.  West  Northumberland  has 
14,947.  Peterborough  East  has  15,908,  and  North 
Victoria  has  16,849.  So  that  here  we  have  no 
less  than  13  constituencies  whose  population 
is  as  low  and  many  of  them  much  less  than 
the  constituencies  they  are  about  to  disturb 
in  the  western  section  of  the  province.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  p'-etense  they  are  putting 
forward  to  justify  this  measure  of  redistribution, 
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that  it  is  the  equalization  of  the  population,  does 
not  rest  upon  a  proper  foundation.  It  would 
he  much  more  satisfactory  if  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  could  have  seen  their  way  to  accept  the 
proposal  which  came  from  this  side  of  the  House 
to  have  a  conference  and  settle  the  boundaries  of 
the  constituencies  so  as  to  be  satisfactory  to  both 
sides,  because  it  matters  not  which  party  is  in 
power,  if  either  political  party  is  allowed  to  re¬ 
adjust  every  ten  years  the  constituencies  in  its  own 
interest,  it  can  keep  itself  almost  interminably  in 
power.  The  fair  and  proper  way  to  readjust  the 
representation  of  the  people  would  be  to  have  a 
conference  between  the  two  great  political  parties 
and  adjust  it  so  as  to  be  satisfactory  to  both  sides. 
I  think  it  is  a  very  dangerous  principle  to  ignore 
county  boundaries,  and  the  proposal  contained  in 
the  amendment  of  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell 
(Mr.  Mills)  is  that  county  boundaries  should  in  all 
cases  be  observed.  It  seems  to  me  that  a  much 
fairer  and  more  equitable  system  of  representation 
could  be  devised  and  mapped  out  under  that  sys¬ 
tem  than  under  the  haphazard  system  which  was 
adopted  in  1872  and  carried  in  1882.  At  all  events, 
if  we  were  to  preserve  county  boundaries,  such 
outrageous  abuses  and  iniquities  as  we  had  in  1882 
could  not  be  perpetrated.  For  instance,  the  town- 
ship  of  North  Easthope  could  not  have  been  taken 
out  of  the  County  of  Perth— a  township  which  lies 
on  the  outskirts  of  the  city  of  Stratford — and  ger¬ 
rymandered  into  the  County  of  Oxford.  Anomalies 
of  this  kind  could  not  be  perpetrated  under  that 
System.  Another  proposal,  which  I  think  deserves 
fair  and  candid  consideration,  is  to  take  the  arrang¬ 
ing  of  the  constituencies  out  of  the  hands  of  Parlia¬ 
ment  altogether  and  place  it  in  the  hands  of  an 
independent  tribunal.  That  is  the  practice  in 
England,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  is  the  only  plan 
by  which  you  would  get  a  fair  and  impartial 
representation.  One  hon.  gentleman — I  think  the 
hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon) — tried  to 
argue  the  other  evening  that  it  would  be  difficult 
to  get  such  an  independent  tribunal.  I  think  that, 
if  we  were  to  select  some  of  our  higher  court  judges, 
we  could  find  men  among  them  who  would  make  a 
fair  distribution  and  settle  the  matter  to  the  satis¬ 
faction  of  both  parties.  At  all  events,  they  could 
not  be  charged  with  doing  their  work  for  partisan 
purposes.  Some  hon.  gentlemen  tried  to  justify 
this  gerrymander  as  well  as  the  gerrymander  of 
1 882  by  endeavouring  to  show  that  the  Reform  party 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  under  the  leadership  of 
the  Hon.  Oliver  Mowat  have  done  the  same  thing. 
They  tried,  unsuccessfully,  to  show  that  the  same 
thing  had  been  done  for  the  local  representation  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario.  It  is  astonishing  what 
statements  are  made  by  some  hon.  gentlemen  in 
order  to  establish  this  notion.  If  they  could  only 
prove  that  the  Reformers  had  done  the  same  thing 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  that,  in  the  opinion  of 
some  hon.  gentlemen,  would  be  a  sufficient  justifi¬ 
cation  to  do  it  here.  The  hon.  member  for  North 
Victoria  (Mr.  Hughes)  argued  the  other  night  on 
this  line,  and  tried  to  show  that  the  Reform  party 
in  Ontario  had  perpetrated  a  gerrymander  which 
was  just  as  bad  as  that  which  had  been  perpetrat¬ 
ed  by  the  Conservative  party  for  Dominion  pur¬ 
poses.  Among  other  counties  he  referred  to  Wa¬ 
terloo,  and  tried  to  show  that  Mr.  Mowat  and  his 
colleagues  had  gerrymandered  the  County  of  Wa¬ 
terloo  in  order  to  gain  a  partisan  purpose.  Now, 
Mr.  Bowman. 


I  beg  to  inform  the  hon.  member  for  North  Victo¬ 
ria  that  he  is  entirely  mistaken.  The  boundaries 
between  the  north  and  south  ridings  of  Waterloo 
were  fixed  by  the  old  Canadian  Parliament  in  1853, 
and  they  have  never  been  changed  since,  either  for 
Dominion  or  local  purposes.  Immediately  after 
Confederation  that  boundary  was  adopted  and  it 
has  never  been  changed.  Now,  in  order  to  show 
you  to  what  length  some  of  those  hon.  gentlemen 
will  go  in  order  to  fasten  the  idea  of  a  gerrymander 
upon  the  Reformers  of  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
the  hon.  member  for  North  Victoria,  among  other 
things,  said  : 

“  Hon.  gentlemen  can  also  see  the  fantastic  shape  of 
South  Waterloo.  That  the  House  may  properly  appreci¬ 
ate  how  South  Waterloo  is  doctored  up  and  to  what  ex¬ 
treme  these  purists  of  the  Liberal  party  will  go  to  gerry¬ 
mander  a  county,  I  shall  read  you  a  description  of  the 
County  of  Waterloo  from  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Ontario.” 

Then,  after  reading  a  description  of  the  division 
line,  he  said  : 

‘‘You  will  notice  that  lots  49  and  52,  as  well  as  other 
lots  which  happened  to  be  occupied  by  Tories,  are  omitted 
so  as  to  make  the  gerrymander  complete.” 

Now,  I  turned  up  the  voters’  list  for  the  township 
of  Waterloo  to  see  who  lived  on  lots  49  and  52. 
Where  this  hon.  gentleman  got  his  information,  I 
do  not  know  ;  but  I  find  that  those  lots  are  occu¬ 
pied  chiefly  by  Reformers.  On  lot  49  is  Abraham 
Cressman,  who  is  one  of  the  strongest  Reformers 
and  best  supporter  I  have  got.  It  is  also  occupied 
by  Fred.  Grisehow,  by  A.  E.  Shantz,  and  every 
body  knows  that  a  Shantz  cannot  be  a  Tory. 
It  is  also  occupied  by  Wendel  E.  Shantz. 
Each  of  these  three  farmers  is  a  pronounced 
Reformer,  and  has  never  been  anything  else. 
Then  lot  52  is  occupied  by  Mr.  Israel  Snider,  and 
by  Isaiah  Snider.  There  are  about  200  Sniders  in 
the  County  of  Waterloo,  and  not  one  of  them  a 
Tory.  Then  there  is  Mr.  A.  B.  Shantz  and  Mr. 
Isaac  S.  Webber,  all  Reformers,  so  that  these  two 
lots  which  the  member  for  North  Victoria  claimed 
were  left  out  of  South  Waterloo,  because  they 
were  occupied  by  Tories,  are  occupied  by  Reformers, 
and  there  is  not  a  single  Tory  upon  them.  This  is 
a  fair  sample  of  the  statements  which  are  made  by 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  in  order  to  convey  the 
idea  that  a  gerrymander  was  prepetrated  by  the 
Reformers  in  Ontario.  Now,  it  seems  to  me  too 
bad  that  we  cannot  settle  this  question  of  repre¬ 
sentation  upon  a  fair  and.  equitable  basis.  I  think 
if  the  Government  were  actuated  by  a  proper 
desire  to  give  a  just  representation,  they  would 
receive  suggestions  from  this  side  of  the  House 
and  abandon  the  Bill  which  they  have  placed 
before  us. 

Mr.  WELDON.  The  hon.  member  for  North 
Waterloo  (Mr.  Bowman),  with  many  other  hon. 
members  opposite,  has  done  me  the  honour  to  refer 
to  a  speech  I  made  last  week  on  this  question,  to 
endeavour  to  convince  me  that  my  position  was  an 
unsound  one.  I  would  not  have  risen  to-night  to 
speak  were  it  not  that  my  speech  then  has  been  so 
often  referred  to,  and  most  unfairly  referred  to,  in 
the  subsequent  debate.  But  I  must  do  the  hon. 
gentleman  from  North  Waterloo  the  justice  to  say 
that  he  is  the  first  of  the  hon.  members  on  the  left 
of  the  Chairman  who  have  undertaken  to  state  what 
I  said,  and  who  has  had  the  courtesy  to  use  the 
very  words  that  I  used.  It  does  not  seem  to  me 
that  the  position  I  took  in  the  debate  the  other 


3873 


[JUNE  17,  1892.] 


3874 


night  is  one  that  should  subject  a  member  to  the 
criticisms  that  have  been  heaped  upon  me.  I  say 
tins  not  by  way  of  complaint ;  I  am  used  to  party 
fighting ;  but  in  my  brief  remarks  1  did  express 
the  opinion,  and  to  that  opinion,  after  all  the 
lecturing  I  have  received  from  lion,  gentlemen 
opposite.  I  now  strictly  adhere,  namely,  that  after 
a  study  of  the  map,  and  with  the  details  of  the  Act 
of  1882  before  me,  having  taken  pains  to  discover 
what  were  the  shapes  of  the  constituencies  at 
Confederation,  what  were  the  shapes  of  the  con¬ 
stituencies  in  the  Act  of  1872,  what  alterations  had 
been  made  in  the  boundaries  of  the  elec¬ 
toral  districts  by  the  Act  of  1882,  having  found 
that  there  was  a  great  deal  of  difficulty  in  discover¬ 
ing  where  the  townships  had  been  scattered  by  the 
Act  of  1882,  I  was  led  to  the  belief  that  that  Act 
reflected  little  credit  on  the  Parliament  that  passed 
it ;  partly  for  the  reason — and  I  said  very  little 
about  the  reason — that  it  seemed  to  me  an  attempt 
of  the  party  then  in  power  to  gain  political  advan¬ 
tage  over  their  opponents  by  an  Act  of  Parliament, 
and  partly  for  the  very  grave  reason  that  the  bound¬ 
aries  of  a  great  number  of  constituencies  had  been 
materially  altered  thereby,  and  an  enormous  amount 
of  disturbance  and  confusion  had  taken  place.  I 
referred  then,  and  I  refer  again  now,  I  endorsed 
then  and  I  endorse  again  now,  the  argument  made 
by  the  member  for  Both  well  (Mr.  Mills)  in  favour 
of  the  continuity  of  the  boundaries  in  the  electoral 
districts.  For  my  part  I  care  very  little  for  the 
counties  of  Ontario,  b\it  I  do  care  for  the  mainten¬ 
ance,  as  far  as  they  can  be  maintained,  of  the 
boundaries  of  the  old  electoral  districts.  I  say  now 
that  in  some  80  odd  constituencies  of  the  Province 
of  Ontario  which  had  been  created  by  the  Act  of 
the  Imperial  Parliament,  which  had  fixed  the  bound¬ 
aries  within  which  the  electors  had  voted  in  1867, 
and  again  almost  without  change  in  1872,  and 
absolutely  Without  change  in  1874,  and  absolutely 
again  without  change  in  1878,  interests  had  arisen  by 
reason  of  those  four  elections  which  were  disturbed  by 
the  Act  of  1882  to  the  very  great  prejudice  of  the 
country.  I  say  to-nightthat  forthese reasons,  largely 
the  first  and  also  largely  for  the  second,  the  Act  of 
1882  was,  in  my  judgment,  an  unwise  Act.  Then 
hon.  gentlemen  saj'  that  if  the  Act  was  unwise  and 
did  not  reflect  credit  on  Parliament,  why  not  repeal 
the  Act  ?  I  will  give  my  answer.  I  desire  to  repeat 
it  for  the  benefit  of  some  hon.  member  who  may 
not  have  heard  what  I  said,  or  who  may  have  read  an 
incorrect  or  garbled  report  of  it — I  do  not  apply  this 
remark  to  the  hon.  gentleman  who  has  just  spoken, 
but  to  other  hon.  members  who  addressed  the 
House  in  the  early  part  of  this  debate.  My  answer 
is  this  :  That  if  we  undertook  in  this  Parliament  to 
repeal  absolutely  the  Act  of  1882,  and  to  go  back  to 
the  electoral  districts  with  the  boundaries  they  had 
in  1867  and  1872,  we  would  br  ing  about  an  enorm¬ 
ous  number  of  changes  in  Ontario,  a  great  deal  of 
confusion,  and  we  would  tear  up  by  the  roots 
constituencies  and  their  boundaries,  merely  for  the 
purpose  of  equalizing  constituencies  in  which  three 
elections  have  been  held,  namely,  in  1882,  1887  and 
1801.  I  pointed  out  then,  and  I  think  it  was  very 
material  to  my  argument,  at  all  events  it  influenced 
my  mind,  and  I  cannot  complain  if  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  challenge  the  sincerity  or  genuineness  of 
my  convictions,  for  we  must  accept  that  accusation, 
but  it  is  not  material  to  the  argument  if  the 
motives  of  the  speaker  are  challenged — that  in 
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that  portion  of  Ontario  which  I  described  the 
other  night,  which  lies  west  of  a  line  drawn 
between  York  and  Peel  and  projected  northward 
to  Georgian  Bay  you  find  exactly  one-half  of  the 
population  of  that  great  province,  you  find  from 
that  part  of  the  country  46  members  returned  to 
this  House,  and  by  adding  the  figures  as  I  stated 
them,  and  I  took  them  from  the  returns  (in  Both  well, - 
for  example,  where  there  was  a  three-cornered  fight, 
I  placed  the  majority  at  500  or  600)  and  the  voting 
power  of  the  Liberal  electors  as  compared  with  the 
voting  power  of  Conservatives  in  the  western  half 
of  the  province  was  very  much  less  than  their  voting 
power  in  this  Chamber.  That  is  to  say,  that  if  the 
Liberals  in  the  western  half  of  Ontario  were  suffering 
from  a  gerrymander  to-day  or  suffered  from  a  gerry¬ 
mander  at  the  last  election,  it  would  have  expressed 
itself  in  this  way,  that,  relatively  to  their  voting 
power  in  the  country,  their  numbers  in  this  House 
would  be  small,  while  practically  the  opposite  is 
true.  In  the  south-western  part  of  the  province, 
having  half  the  population,  sending  half  the  mem¬ 
bers  from  the  province  here,  having  regard  to  the 
voting  power  of  the  two  parties— and  I  should  like 
to  go  into  details  with  any  hon.  gentleman  who 
challenges  my  statement — the  Liberals  would 
naturally  return  24  members  instead  of  26  as  is  the 
case  at  the  present  time.  So  they  have  members 
here  in  excess  of  their  voting  power.  Therefore 
whatever  may  have  been  the  aim  of  the  gerrymander, 
and  however  wrong  its  object  may  have  been,  the 
Liberals  are  not  suffering  from  it  to-day.  Let  us, 
therefore,  put  an  end  to  this  decennial  unrest  and 
adopt  a  fixed  basis  for  such  legislation  and  make 
the  measure  now  before  the  committee  as  fair  a  one 
as  is  within  our  power. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  How  about  East 
Ontario  ?  There  was  gerrymandering  in  the 
east  too. 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  was  speaking  of  the  western 
portion  of  the  province,  for  the  reason  that  more 
serious  disturbances  occurred  in  the  west  than  in 
the  east,  and  the  disturbances  complained  of  prin¬ 
cipally,  such  as  in  the  Brants,  Wentworths  and 
Oxfords,  were  in  the  west. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Nothing  was  wrorse 
than  Lanark. 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  am  not  speaking  of  single 
instances. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  desire  to  say - 

Air.  YY  ELDON.  I  will  not  bandy  words  with 
the  hon.  member  for  North  Wellington  for  I  am 
reminded  of  the  Spanish  proverb:  “  It  is  a  waste 
of  soap  to  scrub  an  ass’  head  with  it.”  I  was  going 
on  to  say  that  in  speaking  the  other  night  I  should 
have  liked  to  have  presented  the  views  I  hold  as 
to  the  principles  which  should  govern  a  Parlia¬ 
ment  in  enacting  a  Redistribution  Bill.  The  House 
in  the  main  agreed  upon  those  principles.  A  large 
number  of  hon.  members  have  stated  that  in  their 
judgment  the  cities  of  the  country  should  be  under¬ 
represented.  In  that  position  I  agree  with  them, 
partly  for  the  reason  given  by  rhe  Minister  of 
Justice,  partly  for  the  reason  given  by  the  leader 
of  the  Opposition,  and  still  more  largely  for  these 
reasons,  that  the  cities  by  reason  of  the  daily  news¬ 
papers  published  there  influence  the  political  think¬ 
ing  of  the  people, by  reason  of  the  influence  of  their 
wholesale  merchants  and  banking  institutions  and 
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universities  the  opinions  and  feelings  of  the  cities 
are  projected  upon  the  country  outside,  so  that 
the  cities,  independent  of  their  representatives,  have 
an  enormous  influence  upon  political  opinion  in  the 
country.  I  also  believe  that  in  this  country, 
w  herever  it  is  possible,  we  should  fully,  or  even  over, 
represent  large  and  sparsely  settled  districts  where 
the  population  is  growing  rapidly.  I  also  believe 
in  this  principle,  that,  other  things  being  equal, 
we  should  have  regard  to  the  equalization  of 
population.  I  also  believe  in  this  principle,  and 
this  seems  to  be  the  most  important  principle  of 
all,  that  there  is  great  wisdom  in  leaving  things 
alone,  there  is  great  advantage  in  preserving* the 
historical  continuity  of  electoral  districts.  Hon. 
gentlemen  may  tell  me  that  while  these  principles 
are  all  true  and  sound  the  difficulty  is  putting 
them  into  practice;  that  if  you  undertake  to 
carry  out  the  principle  of  leaving  things  alone 
and  preserve  unbroken  the  boundaries  of  old 
electoral  districts  and  at  the  same  time  equalize 
the  population  you  will  find  you  are  trying 
to  introduce  two  antagonistic  principles.  The 
difficulty  resembles  that  of  two  engines  on 
one  track  running  against  each  other — you 
must  decide  which  shall  be  the  controlling  prin¬ 
ciple.  A  great  deal  of  difficulty  in  connection 
with  this  discussion  has  arisen  at  this  juncture — I 
do  not  complain  of  the  criticism  that  has  been 
indulged  in  with  few  exceptions — but  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  who  have  discussed  the  question  fairly  will 
agree  with  me  that  the  difficulty  lies  in  deciding 
which  shall  be  the  controlling  principle.  Under  the 
colour  of  equalizing  the  population  you  can  do  a 
cruel  and  unjust  wrong  to  your  opponent,  and 
therefore  I  express  my  own  opinion  in  the  strongest 
way,  that  the  controlling  principle,  and  these 
principles  may  some  time  be  in  open  conflict, 
should  be  to  leave  things  alone  and  preserve  the 
boundaries  first.  When  I  declare  these  princi¬ 
ples  I  take  the  responsibility  of  what  I  declare, 
and  if  these  principles  are  largely  departed  from, 
then  it  seems  to  me  to  be  our  duty  in  committee  to 
bring  such  criticism  to  bear  as  will  lead  to  the  Bill 
being  amended.  I  think  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  made  a  very  fair  statement  when  he  invited 
criticism  on  the  details  of  the  Bill.  I  am  glad  to 
ha\  e  this  opportunity  of  stating  what  I  deem  to  be 
the  most  important  of  all  the  principles  that  should 
be  adopted  by  this  Parliament,  that  is  to  leave 
things  alone  as  far  as  possible.  But  you  cannot 
make  a  go’od  Redistribution  Bill  by  following  sla¬ 
vishly  any  one  principle,  you  must  adopt  2,  3,  4  or  5 
principles.  At  the  same  time  I  dissent  in  the 
strongest  possible  way  from  the  leader  of  the 
Opposition  in  the  view  he  propounded, 
for  I  think  he  presented  a  false  principle. 
The  principle  declared  by  the  hon.  leader  of  the 
Opposition  does  not  conform  to  the  usage  of  the 
mother  country,  namely,  that  you  must  so  redis¬ 
tribute  the  provinces  as  to  preserve  the  balance 
between  the  parties.  You  cannot  do  that.  No 
Act  of  the  British  Parliament  has  ever  recognized 
parties ;  the  British  statutes  do  not  know  any¬ 
thing  about  such  things  as  parties.  Therefore, 
when  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  took  that  posi¬ 
tion  he  took  what  in  my  judgment  is  an  entirely 
unsound  position,  and  in  doing  so  he  put  himself 
in  conflict  with  his  colleagues  for  Bothwell, 
Queen’s  (P.  E.I. )  and  Brant.  I  wish  to  say  that  I 
repudiate  that  as  a  false  principle.  The  hon. 
Mr.  Weldon. 


gentlemen  know  that  in  the  British  Reform  Bills 
to  which  they  wish  us  to  look,  and  very  properly, 
for  light  and  guidance,  no  such  principle  con¬ 
trolled.  They  know  that  the  Reform  Bill  of  1832 
was  so  far  from  preserving  the  balance  of  parties 
that  it  dished  the  Tories  and  enthroned  the 
Whigs,  who  for  half  a  century  have  been  in 
power.  The  great  measure  to  which  he  directed 
us  works  dead  against  his  controlling  principle. 
I  entirely  disagree  with  the  speech  of  the  hon. 
member  for  North  Simcoe,  except  in  one  or  two 
points.  I  would  not  have  spoken  again  were  it 
not  that  my  position  had  been  misstated  by  some 
hon.  members,  and  misunderstood  by  a  number  of 
others,  whom  I  have,  always  found  to  be  very  fair 
and  courteous  in  discussion. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  would  not  trouble 
the  committee  either  were  it  not  that  an  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  with  so  logical  a  mind  as  my  hon.  friend 
who  has  just  taken  his  seat  must  see  where  his 
own  argument  lands  him.  His  argument  is  similar 
to  that  made  by  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  that 
there  should  be  no  changes  made  in  electoral  divi¬ 
sions.  But  does  not  the  hon.  gentleman  see  that 
he  is  defending  a  Bill  which  is  doing  the  very  thing 
he  says  ought  not  to  be  done  ?  If  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  argument  means  anything  at  all,  it 
means  that  there  are  twenty-five  changes  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  and  twenty-one  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Ontario  that  should  be  wiped  out  of  the  Bill. 
If  he  means  to  say  that  the  electoral  divisions 
should  be  retained,  I  could  understand  his  laying 
that  down  as  a  prevailing  principle  ;  but  I  do  not 
agree  with  it,  because  it  would  leave  unremedied 
the  wrongs  done  in  1882.  But  if  he  takes  that 
position  does  he  not  see  that  it  is  the  same  as  that 
taken  in  an  amendment  which  was  voted  upon  the 
other  night,  that  the  readjustment  should  be  con¬ 
fined  to  those  provinces  where  the  census  rendered 
it  necessary  ? 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  said  that  we  should  be  care¬ 
ful  not  to  run  one  principle  into  the  ground,  but 
that  we  must  deal  with  districts  where  there  are 
ten  or  twelve  thousand  people  without  a  repre¬ 
sentative  here,  and  also  with  places  like  Toronto 
which  are  under-represented. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  We  could  do  that 
without  disturbing  bounds  at  all.  There  could  be 
a  union  of  two  small  counties  to  make  the  repre¬ 
sentation  which  the  hon.  gentleman  wants  ;  and  he 
is  logically  bound  by  his  own  principle — not  hold¬ 
ing  him  slavishly  to  it,  but  looking  at  it  in  a  fair 
and  reasonable  way — -to  wipe  out  almost  the  whole 
of  this  Bill.  Where  I  differ  from  him  is  in  believ¬ 
ing  that  regard  should  be  had  to  the  old  county 
lines.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  see  the  force  of 
this  more  clearly  when  I  point  out,  as  he  himself 
did,  that  from  1867  to  1882  the  county  lines  were 
very  little  disturbed.  They  were  disturbed  seri¬ 
ously  in  1882.  The  hon.  gentleman  regrets  that ; 
but  as  they  were  he  says  that  it  is  better  not  to  dis¬ 
turb  them  again.  If  there  was  any  force  in  this 
argument  it  would  consist  in  this  :  The  disturb¬ 
ance  of  electoral  bounds  in  1882  was  wrong,  but 
though  it  was  wrong,  we  shall  be  doing  another 
wrong  if  we  disturb  them  again.  Logically,  then, 
he  believes  that  it  would  have  been  better  if  they 
had  not  been  dist  urbed  in  1882  at  all.  If  that  be  the 
case,  he  is  absolutely  shut  up  to  utterly  condemn 
any  disturbance  of  the  electoral  bounds  in  the  Pro- 
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vinceof  Quebec  which  have  not  been  disturbed  before. 
That  is  where  his  argument  inevitably  brings 
him.  I  need  not  go  any  further  than  I  did  the 
other  night  to  show  where  I  differ  from  the 
hon.  gentleman  in  regard  to  interfering  with 
the  bounds  in  Ontario.  I  pointed  out  that 
a  gross  iniquity  was  perpetrated  there,  and 
that  there  was  a  feeling  of  bitterness  in  the 
breasts  of  the  people  of  Ontario,  and  that  they 
were  not  yet  reconciled  to  that  measure  to  this 
day,  and  I  held  that  you  could  not  do  right  by 
not  remedying  the  wrong  then  done,  but  aggravat¬ 
ing  it  and  carrying  it  still  further  in  the  same  di¬ 
rection.  As  the  hon.  gentleman  has  offered  his  assist¬ 
ance  to  have  any  wrong  remedied  which  might  be 
pointed  out  to  him,  I  would  suggest  that,  when 
he  made  the  division  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  by 
a  line  between  the  County  of  York  and  the  County 
of  Peel,  and  when  he  saw  that  the  population  of 
western  Ontario  was  as  he  alleges  represented  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  political  views  of  the  people,  he  should 
have  looked  to  see  how  the  eastern  portion  of  the  pro¬ 
vince  is  represented.  There  he  would  have  seen 
great  discrepancies.  He  would  have  seen  that  there 
was  scarcely  any  Liberal  representation  in  compari¬ 
son  with  the  popular  vote  cast.  I  would  point  out, 
if  lie  has  forgotten  it,  that  there  were  as  iniquitous 
attempts  made  to  gerrymander  some  of  the  very 
few  ridings  which  the  Liberals  carried  in  the 
eastern  part  of  Ontario.  If  I  remember  right¬ 
ly,  in  1882,  east  of  Toronto,  there  were  only 
four  or  five  seats  held  by  Liberals  out  of 
30,  though  the  popular  Liberal  vote  was  very 
little  short  of  the  aggregate  Conservative  vote. 
Notwithstanding  that,  our  opponents  went  into 
the  County  of  Lanark,  where  we  had  one  Liberal 
member,  and  added  to  North  Lanark  two  townships 
taken  out  of  Carleton  in  order  to  make  North 
Lanark  Conservative,  knowing  that  Carleton  would 
still  be  safe  without  them.  When  that  Bill  was  in 
committee,  the  people  who  were  being  put  into 
Lanark  from  the  townships  of  Carleton  resented 
being  taken  from  their  county  and  put  into  another. 
They  were  not  far  from  the  capital,  and  rumours 
reached  the  ears  of  the  Government  that  it  was  not 
safe  ;  it  was  rumoured  that  even  with  that  iniquity 
perpetrated,  it  was  doubtful  whether  they  could 
carry  North  Lanark,  so  indignant  were  the  people, 
and  so  we  saw  the  strange  scene  of  one  of  the  two 
Conservative  townships  taken  back  and  put  into 
Carleton  and  a  larger  one  taken  from  Carleton  and 
put  into  Lanark  to  make  a  more  sure  thing  of  that 
attempted  iniquity.  The  scheme  succeeded,  and 
from  that  day  to  this  the  Government  have  held 
that  riding  by  virtue  of  that  gerrymander.  If 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  should  point  out  that 
they  have  a  Conservative  majority  there  now 
without  the  added  townships  it  may  be  because 
the  Liberals  have  felt  that  they  were  fight¬ 
ing  a  battle  impossible  to  win.  In  the  County 
of  Brock  ville  there  was  a  Conservative  town¬ 
ship  put  there,  if  I  remember  aright,  and  so  it 
has  been  in  a  few  of  the  counties  east.  And  when 
the  hon.  gentleman  talks  of  the  representation  in 
western  Ontario,  he  should  note  how  small  the 
representation  is  in  Parliament  in  comparison  with 
the  numbers  in  the  eastern  part  of  Ontario.  When 
you  remember  that  there  was  a  gross  attempt  made 
in  the  few  counties  held  by  Liberals  to  make  them 
Conservative,  he  must  see  more  and  more  the 
iniquity  done  in  1882  ;  and  I  ask  the  hon.  gentle- 
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man  how  he  can  say  it  would  be  better  to  base  re¬ 
presentation  upon  the  iniquity  then  done,  aug¬ 
mented  as  it  is  by  this  Bill,  rather  than  go  back  to 
the  state  of  things  that  existed  before  with  which 
the  people  of  this  country  were  satisfied,  with 
which  all  who  believe  in  a  fair,  manly  and  open 
fight  were  satisfied,  and  adjusting  the  repre¬ 
sentation  of  the  counties  within  county  lines  as  they 
have  existed  since  Confederation.  This  is  the  point, 
and  this  is  where  I  differ  with  the  hon.  gentleman. 
I  think  his  logical  mind  must  see  from  the  position 
he  has  himself  laid  down,  even  his  own  position  of 
not  departing  from  the  electoral  lines  as  now 
formed,  that  he  is  estopped  from  supporting  this 
Bill  in  any  one  of  the  changes  proposed  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec  and  also,  to  a  large  extent, 
those  in  Ontario.  He  might  perhaps  say  that  the 
city  of  Montreal  should  have  another  member  or 
two,  but  I  think  the  hon.  gentleman  himself,  who 
has  given  this  matter  some  serious  consideration, 
could  find  one  or  two  counties  in  Quebec  which 
could  be  united  without  the  feelings  of  the  people 
being  injured  thereby,  without  dismembering  the 
counties,  forming  new  ones  of  such  shapes  as  those 
help  up  for  the  inspection  of  the  House  by  the 
gentlemen  who  had  taken  the  trouble  to  prepare 
them  not  long  ago.  I  have  only  to  point  this  out 
to  the  hon.  gentleman  to  show  him  that  the 
Opposition  have  reason  to  expect  they  will  receive 
his  active  aid  and  support,  judging  by  the  princi¬ 
ples  he  has  laid  down  himself,  in  combating  this  Bill 
and  trying  to  get  a  measure  more  consonant  with 
all  that  is  just  and  fair. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Will  the  hon.  member  for 
South  Brant  tell  us  what  the  popular  vote  is,  and 
how  it  is  divided  between  the  parties  in  eastern 
Ontario  ? 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  cannot  give  you 
the  exact  figures.  I  was  speaking  with  reference 
to  what  it  was  in  1882,  when,  according  to  my 
recollection,  it  was  very  little  different,  but  the 
proportion  of  representation  was  very  much  differ¬ 
ent.  I  would  have  asked  the  hon.  member  for 
Albert  that  question  when  he  was  speaking  but  I 
did  not  like  to  interrupt  him,  I  dare  say  he  has 
gone  into  the  matter  himself  and  may  have  the 
figures.  If  so  I  would  ask  him  to  say  what,  in  1882, 
were  the  figures  ? 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  just  desire  to  say  a  few 
words  in  reply  to  the  hon.  member  for  Albert 
(Mr.  Weldon).  When  I  addressed  the  House  on 
this  question  on  the  occasion  referred  to,  I  drew  its 
attention  to  the  course  that  had  been  taken  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Albert  since  he  became  a  member 
of  this  House.  I  drew  attention  to  his  desire  to 
make  an  outward  show  of  the  spirit  of  fairness, 
and  showed  how  on  all  occasions  he  managed  to 
get  up  a  sufficient  argument  to  enable  him  to  side 
with  the  Government  and  give  them  his  unswerv¬ 
ing  support.  I  criticised  the  division  he  had  made 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario  and  the  manner  in  which 
he  had  tried  to  persuade  the  House  that  he  felt  justi¬ 
fied  in  saying  we  should  leave  the  constituencies  in 
Ontario,  which  were  gerrymandered  in  1882,  as  they 
are,  simply  because  he  wanted  to  maintain  things  in 
their  present  position  least  any  further  changes 
might  be  considered  inconvenient.  Now,  he  ap¬ 
plied  his  argument  to  the  western  section  of  On¬ 
tario,  and  stated  that  we  have  on  this  side  from 
that  section  26  representatives  while  in  reality  we 
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are  only  entitled  to  23,  but  he  did  not  follow  his 
argument  out  to  the  eastern  portion  of  Ontario. 

I  dare  say  when  he  commenced  to  examine  into 
the  number  of  Reformers  in  the  eastern  portion  of 
Ontario,  he  found  that  his  argument  would  not 
suit  the  object  he  had  in  view,  and  consequently  he 
dropped  that  portion.  No  doubt  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  felt  a  little  sore  after  the  carding  I  gave  him, 
and  to-night  when  I  interrupted  him  he  gave  a  very 
uncourteous  and  unparliamentary  reference  to 
myself. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  What  was  it  ? 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Yes,  he  made  a  very* un¬ 
courteous  and  unparliamentary  reference  to  my¬ 
self,  a  reference  such  as  would  not  be  indulged  in 
by  any  gentleman  on  that  side  or  on  this  side  with 
reference  to  another  gentleman  unless  he  were  a 
half-cured  lunatic.  I  shall  take  another  opportun¬ 
ity  of  giving  the  hon.  gentleman  the  dressing  down 
he  deserves. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  This  is  the  proper  time  to 
refer  to  the  argument  advanced  on  several  occa¬ 
sions,  not  only  by  members  of  the  Government  but 
by  their  supporters,  with  regard  to  the  advisabi¬ 
lity  of  maintaining  in  force  the  gerrymander  created 
in  1882.  The  only  argument  I  have  heard  present¬ 
ed  to  this  committee  to  sustain  the  idea  that  the 
gerrymander  of  1882  ought  not  to  be  interfered 
with  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  an  injustice 
would  be  done  to  the  various  counties  and  consti¬ 
tuencies  which  were  gerrymandered  then  if  the 
lines  were  now  rearranged  according  to  county 
boundaries.  That  was  the  argument  which  was 
made  use  of  by  the  Minister  of  Justice,  and  it  is 
the  argument  which  is  being  used  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  and  by  a  large 
number  of  members  supporting  the  Government, 
who  have  concluded  that  although  they  cannot 
possibly  justify  the  gerrymander  of  1882,  still  no 
change*  should  now  be  made  because  the  people  have 
been  voting  under  it  for  ten  years.  They  argue 
that  we  ought  not  now  to  right  that  injustice  and 
go  back  to  county  lines,  because  the  people  have 
become  accustomed  to  work  together  in  the  gerry¬ 
mandered  counties.  Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  contend 
there  is  no  foundation  for  that  statement  whatever, 
and  I  will  give  this  committee,  and  the  Minister 
of  Justice,  and  the  hon.  member  for  Albert, 
positive  proof  that  they  can  have  no  foundation  for 
that  argument  at  all.  In  1882,  when  the  County  of 
Brant  was  gerrymandered,  I  was  elected  to  repre¬ 
sent  the  north  riding,  and  that  county,  as  at  present 
constituted,  is  composed  of  the  township  of  An- 
caster,  which  was  taken  out  of  the  County  of 
Wentworth  in  order  that  South  Wentworth  might 
be  enabled  to  return  a  Conservative  representative 
to  this  House,  the  townships  of  East  Brantford  and 
South  Dumfries,  and  the  township  of  Blenheim, 
from  the  County  of  Oxford.  The  result  of  that  was 
that  the  people  in  the  township  of  Ancaster,  which 
was  largely  a  Reform  township,  were  taken  by 
force  from  their  old  associations  with  the  County 
of  Wentworth.  The  electors  of  Ancaster,  who  had 
been  accustomed  to  associate  with  the  electors  of 
other  portions  of  the  County  of  Wentworth  in  all 
their  transactions,  men  who  had  been  accustomed 
to  meet  together  in  counsel  to  arrange  county 
matters,  men  who  had  been  accustomed  to  meet 
together  in  county  councils,  as  representatives  of 
the  various  townships  of  the  county,  to  elect  their 
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representatives  and  attend  to  all  matters  and 
business  of  that  kind,  men  who  had  been  accus¬ 
tomed  to  meet  together  in  social  gatherings,  agri¬ 
cultural  gatherings,  at  farmers’  institutes,  and  to 
discuss  questions  of  importance  to  that  section  of 
the  community — all  these  ties  that  bound  these  men 
together  were  broken  asunder,  and  from  that  day 
to  this  it  has  been  impossible  to  unite  the  township 
of  Ancaster  with  the  other  portions  of  the  electoral 
districts  of  North  Brant  in  this  regard.  The  same 
statement  may  be  made  with  regard  to  the  township 
of  East  Brantford  and  the  township  of  South  Dum¬ 
fries  which  form  part  of  the  north  riding  of  Brant. 
There  people  have  nothing  in  common  with  the 
people  of  the  township  of  Ancaster,  which  ought  to- 
be  a  part  of  the  County  of  Wentworth,  and  is. 
part  of  the  County  of  Wentworth  for  judicial  and 
municipal  purposes.  They  are  as  far  apart  as  it  is. 
possible  for  men  to  be  from  one  another.  Take  the 
township  of  Blenheim  which  forms  another  portion 
of  the  north  riding  of  Brant.  Three  counties  were 
cut  up  in  order  that  a  hive  might  be  formed  in  that 
constituency  where  theGrits  could  be  kept  together. 
We  have  the  township  of  Blenheim  belonging  to 
the  County  of  Oxford,  we  have  South  Dumfries  and 
East  Brantford  belonging  to  the  Count}'  of  Brant. 
The  townships  of  East  Brantford  and  South  Dumfries, 
have  all  their  connections  with  the  County  of  Brant, 
and  their  county  council  meets  in  the  city  of  Brant¬ 
ford,  while  the  people  of  Ancaster  have  their 
council  meeting  in  the  city  of  Hamilton.  When 
we  go  further  west,  we  have  the  township  of 
Blenheim  taken  from  the  north  riding  of  Oxford 
and  placed  in  North  Brant,  the  result  of  which  is 
that  the  farmers  and  others  in  the  township  of 
Blenheim  have  nothing  to  bind  them  to  the  people 
of  Ancaster  or  East  Brantford  or  South  Dumfries. 
They  have  a  county  council  which  meets  in  Wood- 
stock,  and  they  have  no  connection  whatever  with 
the  people  of  any  other  section  of  the  gerrymander¬ 
ed  riding  of  North  Brant.  The  argument  of  the- 
member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon),  which  was  also 
dwelt  upon  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  the  other 
night,  has  no  foundation  whatever  in  reference  to 
the  north  riding  of  Brant.  The  Minister  of  Justice 
talked  the  other  night  about  the  men  in  these 
gerrymandered  constituencies  having  associ¬ 
ated  together,  having  met  on  the  streets 
and  talked  about  the  politics  of  the  day.  Nothing 
of  that  kind  can  take  place  in  North  Brant,  because 
the  market  town  of  the  western  portion  of  the 
riding  is  the  town  of  Woodstock,  the  market  town 
of  the  centre  portion  is  the  city  of  Brantford,  and 
for  the  eastern  portion  it  is  the  city  of  Hamilton 
and  the  town  of  Dundas.  These  men  can  never  be 
associated  together.  If  this  gerrymander  is  kept 
up  for  a  hundred  years,  they  will  never  have  com¬ 
munity  of  interests  in  that  riding.  To  add  to  the- 
iniquity,  it  is  now  proposed  to  take  another  town¬ 
ship,  the  township  of  Beverley,  from  North  Went¬ 
worth,  a  township  which  gives  a  Reform  majority 
of  from  250  to  350,  and  to  place  that  in  North 
Brant  to  swell  the  Reform  majority  there.  The 
Reform  majority  there  was  1,116,  and  they  have 
now  added  300  more  Liberal  votes  to  that  riding, 
and  dissociated  the  people  of  Beverley  from  those 
with  whom  they  have  been  connected  for  40  years  or 
more.  The  market  towns  of  that  township  are  Dun¬ 
das  and  Galt,  and  the  city  of  Hamilton.  What  have 
those  people  to  do  with  the  other  portions  of  the 
north  riding  of  Brant?  They  never  can  be  assimilated 
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together,  and  this  is  only  a  fair  specimen  of  the  in-  ' 
justice  which  is  being  done  in  the  gerrymandering  of 
these  constituencies.  In  educational  matters  it  is 
the  same.  In  North  Oxford  they  have  a  superin¬ 
tendent  of  education  who  has  jurisdiction  over  all 
the  schools  in  the  township  of  Blenheim.  In  the 
centre  they  have  one  who  has  jurisdiction  over  all 
the  schools  there,  and  in  the  eastern  part  they  have 
another  inspector  of  schools  who  has  jurisdiction 
over  all  the  schools  in  that  section  of  the  riding. 
The  Minister  of  Justice  declared  that  it  was  neces¬ 
sary  that  these  men  should  be  kept  together  because 
they  were  put  in  that  position  ten  years  ago. 
They  are  no  nearer  now  than  they  were  ten  years 
ago.  I  can  say  truthfully  and  without  fear  of  con¬ 
tradiction  that  the  electors  of  North  Brant  never 
meet  together  except  just  previous  to  a  general  elec¬ 
tion,  when  they  meet  somewhere  in  the  centre  of 
the  riding  in  order  to  get  some  sort  of  organization 
to  hold  the  party  together,  but  in  other  matters 
they  are  now  as  far  apart  as  they  were  before  the 
gerrymander  of  1882,  and  they  will  continue  to  be 
that  far  apart  because  it  is  utterly  impossible  to 
have  a  community  of  interests  in  a  constituency  of 
that  kind.  Iamspeakingof  my  own  riding,  butlhave 
no  doubt  there  are  other  gentlemen  representing 
hi  ves  and  gerrymandered  constituencies — because 
they  were  54  of  them  gerrymandered — who  could 
tell  the  same  tale  as  to  community  of  interests 
growing  up  in  these  constituencies.  There  is  no 
truth  in  that  argument  and  it  will  not  stand  venti¬ 
lation  either  here  or  in  the  constituencies  so  cut 
up.  I  would  like  to  see  the  Minister  of  J  ustice 
going  into  the  north  riding  of  Brant  and  standing 
either  in  the  township  of  Ancaster  or  in  South 
Dumfries  or  in  East  Brantford  or  in  this  new  por¬ 
tion  now  to  be  added  and  making  that  statement 
even  if  every  man  in  his  audience  were  Conserva¬ 
tive.  He  knows  that  he  could  not  convince  the 
electors  in  any  one  of  those  townships  that  it  would 
be  possible  in  a  hundred  years  to  establish  a  com¬ 
munity  of  interest  in  that  constituency.  It  was  a 
great  injustice  to  these  people  to  put  them  in 
that  position  and  if  the  Government  desired  to 
do  justice  to  the  people  of  western  Ontario, 
they  would  return  to  the  old  county  boundaries 
which  were  kept  up  for  40  or  50  years,  and  which 
resulted  in  the  people  there  being  bound  together 
by  every  tie  that  unites  people  in  canying 
on  their  municipal  affairs  and  every  other 
matter  in  which  they  are  associated.  The 
argument  of  the  Minister  of  Justice,  the  member 
for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon),  and  every  other  man  as 
to  the  principle  which  guides  them  in  passing  this 
Gerrymander  Act,  is  unsound.  It  is  no  defence 
that  because,  in  1882,  the  Gerrymander  Bill  was 
passed,  and  these  new  lines  were  formed  and  these 
new  alliances  were  setup,  this  should  be  continued. 

If  justice  is  done,  this  iniquity  should  be  wiped 
out,  and  the  old  county  lines  should  be  re-estab¬ 
lished,  so  that  the  people  might  act  together  as 
they  would,  and  should  not  be  pulled  apart  as  they 
are  in  these  gerrymandered  constituencies,  and 
prevented  from  having  the  intercourse  they  ought 
to  have,  not  only  in  regard  to  Dominion  politics, 
but  in  regard  to  every  other  matter  which  tends  to 
the  welfare  and  happiness  of  the  people  who  reside 
in  these  constituencies.  I  say  there  is  no  justice 
in  this  Bill  as  far  as  the  gerrymandered  constitu¬ 
encies  are  concerned,  and  the  only  justice  that  can 
be  done  to  western  Ontario  is  to  repeal  the 


gerrymander  of  1882  and  return  to  the  old 
county  boundaries  as  indicated  by  the  reso¬ 
lution  proposed  by  the  hon.  member  for 
North  Siincoe  (Mr.  McCarthy).  In  this  matter,  as 
has  been  said,  we  ought,  as  a  Parliament,  to  rise 
above  party  prejudices  and  a  desire  for  party  ad¬ 
vantage,  and  no  man  who  sits  on  the  Government 
benches  to-day  and  supports  the  Government  which 
is  trying  to  force  this  measure  through  Parliament, 
can  claim  that  he  is  acting  in  an  unprejudiced  and 
fair  way,  or  in  an  honourable  manner  in  dealing 
with  his  opponents  in  trying  to  pass  this  legislation. 
I  hope  the  Government  will  yet  reconsider  this 
matter,  and  for  once  during  their  career  of  14  years 
act  fairly  by  their  opponents.  They  have,  in  many 
ways,  secured  advantages  over  the  Liberals,  and  I 
say  that  no  British  Minister  would  stoop  to  do  the 
things  that  have  been  done  by  members  sitting  upon 
the  Treasury  benches  in  order  to  keep  themselves 
in  power.  , 

Mr.  BOYLE.  I  do  not  rise  to  help  play  the 
game  of  obstruction,  which  seems  to  be  the  policy 
adopted  just  now  by  the  Opposition.  I  cannot  help 
but  be  surprised  at  some  of  the  arguments  pre¬ 
sented  since  the  amendment  of  the  hon.  member 
for  Bothwell  was  submitted  to  the  House.  Prior 
to  that  amendement  objections  were  taken  to  this 
Bill ;  now  hon.  gentlemen  appear  to  have  dropped 
that  line,  and  they  are  now  asking  the  Government 
to  undo  what  they  call  the  mischief  caused  by  the 
Act  of  1882.  The  speakers  who  addressed  the  House 
last  evening,  and  those  who  have  spoken  thus  far  on 
the  Opposition  side  this  evening,  have  all  taken  that 
line  :  they  have  apparently  dropped  their  objec¬ 
tions  to  the  Bill  as  regards  Ontario,  and  they  ask 
that  the  mischief  be  undone  which  was  done  in 
1882.  Well,  Sir,  some  two  or  three  evenings  ago 
I  heard  some  very  substantial  arguments  presented 
against  this  course,  I  think  that  no  less  than  60 
good,  solid  objections  were  presented  by  members 
of  the  Opposition  against  any  such  step  being 
taken.  They  were  presented  in  this  form.  The 
member  for  North  Brant  (Mr.  Somerville)  moved 
in  amendment : 

“  That  the  said  Bill  be  not  now  read  the  second  time, 
but  that  it  be  resolved,  that  in  the  opinion  of  this  House 
the  readjustment  of  the  representation  of  the  people  in 
Parliament  should,  for  the  present,  be  confined  to  those 
provinces  where  it  is  rendered  necessary  by  the  recent 
census.” 

No  less  than  sixty  hon.  members  of  the  Opposition 
voted  for  the  amendment,  and  in  favour  of  leaving 
unrepaired  the  alleged  wrong  done  in  Ontario  by 
the  Act  of  1882. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  The  hon.  gentleman 
forgot  the  words  “for  the  present”  in  that  resolu¬ 
tion.  • 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  I  do  not  think  that  the 
charge  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  Monck  (Mr. 
Boyle)  that  the  Opposition  are  obstructing  legisla¬ 
tion,  is  justified ;  that  hon.  gentleman,  at  all 
events,  is  not  the  one  to  get  up  and  lecture  this 
House  about  obstruction,  since  he  has  addressed 
the  House  four  or  five  times  to-day  already  on 
this  very  subject.  For  those  hon.  gentlemen 
to  get  up  and  charge  us  with  obstructing 
legislation  in  this  House,  is  very  unfair  in¬ 
deed.  Let  them  stop  their  obstruction  themselves 
before  they  begin  to  lecture  other  people  about 
what  they  should  do.  Now,  I  beg  you  to  notice, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  there  is  hardly  a  member  on 
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the  other  side  of  the  House  who  has  not  condemned 
the  measure  that  was  passed  in  1882.  It  is  true 
that  very  few  lion,  gentlemen  opposite  have,  until 
to-day,  spoken  much  upon  this  question,  but  those 
who  have  spoken  have  all  condemned  that  Act  of 
1882.  The  lion,  member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon) 
was  especially  severe.  He  says  it  was  an  unwise 
measure,  it  was  a  measure  which  reflected  no 
credit  upon  the  party  that  passed  it,  that  the  mea¬ 
sure  did  a  great  injustice  to  the  people  of  this 
country  ;  and  yet  that  lion,  gentleman  is  not  man 
enough  to  get  up  in  this  House  and  undo  the  act 
which  he  considers  a  most  unjust  act,  a  most 
unwise  measure,  and  a  most  discreditable  measure 
to  his  party.  Now,  if  this  measure  was  as  bad  as 
he  says  it  was,  would  it  not  be  the  noble  and  manly 
course  for  him  to  do,  as  the  member  for  North 
Simeoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  did,  and  right  the  wrong 
that  was  then  committed  ?  But  he  says  that  to  do 
so  now  would  bring  about  great  changes,  and  that 
inasmuch  as  this  iniquity  has  existed  for  ten  years, 
it  would  now  be  unwise  to  remove  it.  He  says  the 
people  in  these  counties  have  been  associating  to¬ 
gether  in  their  political  contests  for  the  last  ten 
years,  and,  therefore,  although  there  was  a 
wrong  done  then,  he  thinks  it  would  be  a 
greater  wrong  to  undo  it  now.  Now,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  we  know  that  those  people  have  not  been 
associating  together  very  much.  There  have  only 
been  three  occasions  since  the  Act  was  passed  that 
the  people  of  those  particular  constituencies  have 
associated  together  in  any  way  ;  but  on  the  other- 
hand  they  have  been  associating  with  their  former 
colleagues  every  year,  in  their  township  councils, 
in  their  county  councils,  in  their  schools  and  col¬ 
legiate  institutes,  in  their  agricultural  associations 
— in  all  these  ways  they  have  been  associating  to¬ 
gether.  Yet  the  hon.  member  for  Albert,  because  on 
only  three  occasions  the  people  have  been  brought 
together  for  Dominion  elections,  says  it  would  be 
unwise  to  disturb  the  arrangement  made  in  1882, 
which  he  considers  was  so  unwise.  I  think  his 
reason  is  a  very  poor  one  indeed  ;  it  will  not  bear 
discussion  at  all.  He  takes  great  credit  to  him¬ 
self,  and  he  refers  to  the  men  who  have  discussed 
this  question  thoughtfully,  and  I  suppose  he  in¬ 
cludes  himself  amongst  those  who  have  discussed 
it  thoughtfully.  I  take  it  there  have  been  a  good 
many  on  both  sides  of  the  House  who  have  not  dis¬ 
cussed  the  Bill  thoughtfully.  From  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber’s  highly  moral  and  impartial  stand-point,  from 
his  great  legal  knowledge  and  fair  judgment 
on  all  occasions,  by  which  he  judges  men’s  motives 
and  actions  in  this  House,  he  appears  to  have 
decided  that  some  hon.  members  discussed  it 
thoughtfully  and  others  unthoughtfully.  I  do  not 
think  the  hon.  gentleman’s  conduct  since  he 
entered  this  House  qualifies  him  to  criticise  the 
motives  of  hon.  members  of  this  House,  But  I 
agree  with  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  on  one 
point,  that  the  British  Parliament  cannot  recog¬ 
nize  parties.  I  admit  that  no  Parliament  in  any 
British  colony,  except  Canada,  recognizes  party  ; 
but  the  whole  object  of  this  Bill  is  to  legislate 
into  this  House  a  lot  of  Conservative  members  who 
cannot  get  here  in  any  other  way.  The  reason  the 
Minister  of  Justice  does  not  accept  the  amendment 
is  that  it  might  be  the  means  of  returning  15  or  20 
additional  Ontario  Liberals.  Is  that  not  a  condi¬ 
tion  which  should  be  considered  and  a  result  that 
should  follow  ?  I  agree  that  party  should  not  be 
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considered,  no  matter  whether  this  Bill  will  in¬ 
crease  the  Reform  numbers  by  20  or  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  numbers  by  20.  We  have  nothing  to  do  with 
that  matter  ;  we  should  do  right  though  the 
heavens  fall.  Taking  the  statistics  of  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen,  it  is  apparent  that  although  the  Reform 
party  in  Ontario  polled  182,000  votes,  while  the 
Conservatives  polled  186,000  or  187,000,  or  in 
other  words  a  Conservative  majority  of  4,000  or 
5.000,  the  Conservatives  hold  26  more  seats  than 
do  the  Reformers. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  When  the  Reformers  got  seats 
they  could  not  hold  them. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
try  the  gerrymander.  It  is  however  pretty  hard 
to  hold  seats  against  the  means  employed  by  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite,  against  the  boodle  fund  distri¬ 
buted,  when  $112,000  have  been  distributed  in  18 
or  20  counties.  In  Pontiac  to-  day  the  appeal  made 
to  the  electors  is  :  Vote  for  Bryson  and  get  some¬ 
thing  for  your  county  ;  vote  for  Bryson  and  you 
will  not  pay  the  bonus  ;  vote  for  Murray  and  you 
will  have  to  pay  the  bonus  for  the  Pontiac  Pacific 
Junction  Railway.  I  heard  the  candidate  make 
that  statement,  and  I  heard  a  gentleman  read  a 
letter  from  a  prominent-  member  of  this  Govern- 
ment  addressed  to  the  electors  of  Pontiac  asking 
them  to  vote  for  Mr.  Bryson,  the  Conservative 
candidate,  and  stating  that  the  interests  of  their 
county  would  be  best  served  by  voting  for  him.  It 
is  most  deplorable  that  the  politics  of  this  country 
have  got  down  to  such  a  low  ebb.  What  business 
is  it  of  the  Government  as  to  who  becomes  the 
representative  of  Pontiac  ?  The  letter  read  was 
from  a  prominent  Minister  of  the  Crown,  and  it 
amounted  to  a  huge  bribe  to  the  electors.  The 
present  Minister  of  Customs  is  the  Minister  who 
wrote  it.  It  is  most  degrading  that  such  tactics 
should  be  resorted  to  in  order  to  carry  an  election. 
If  there  had  been  no  money  expended  on  either 
side,  the  bye-elections  would  have  been  carried  by 
the  Reformers  ;  but  when  such  an  exhibition  is 
made  as  that  contained  in  the  Toronto  Globe,  in 
which  members  of  the  Conservative  party  are 
charged  with  boodling  and  having  committed  per¬ 
jury  and  yet  dare  not  open  their  mouths  or  take 
any  action,  it  is  apparent  that  a  deplorable  state  of 
affairs  prevails.  I  do  not  wonder  at  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  carrying  the  bye-elections  ;  the  great 
wonder  is  that  we  elected  any  member  in  Quebec. 
The  revelations  made  speak  volumes  for  the 
honour,  integrity  and  good  faith  of  the  people  of 
that  province,  who,  in  spite  of  the  boodle  and  cor¬ 
rupt  means  employed  by  this  corrupt  Government, 
were  sufficiently  manly  to  resist  the  temptations 
offered  and  vote  for  the  men  they  considered  would 
best  serve  them.  The  great  wonder  is  not  that  the 
Government  were  successful,  but  that  we  elected  one- 
half  the  members  we  did  elect.  The  same  state  of 
things  is  going  on  in  Ontario.  If  the  committee  asked 
by  the  hon.  member  for  Lambton  (Mr.  Lister)  last 
year  had  been  granted,  and  an  investigation  mad  e  into 
section  B  contract,  I  have  no  doubt  that  revela¬ 
tions  would  have  been  made  that  would  have 
startled  the  people  more  than  they  were  startled 
by  the  McGreevy  scandals.  I  sometimes  wonder 
how  long  this  state  of  things  is  going  to  prevail. 
When  we  find  prominent  members  of  the  party 
and  the  Government  charged  with  boodling, 
charged  with  spending  $112,000  to  corrupt,  bribe 
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and  debauch  the  electors  of  certain  counties, 
when  we  find  charges  made  in  this  House  by  an 
lion,  member  and  a  committee  asked  to  investigate 
these  charges,  and  when  we  find  the  Minister  of 
Justice  and  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  and 
members  of  the  party  voting  upon  the  motion  for  a 
committee  of  investigation,  it  is  a  sad  state  of 
affairs.  But  when  they  find  public  opinion  so 
strong  against  them,  they  emasculate  the  charges, 
ami  make  a  pretense  of  sending  them  to  a  tribunal 
of  judges  selected  by  themselves.  They  make  their 
own  charges,  try  their  own  cases,  and  bring  in 
their  own  verdict,  and  that  is  the  end  of  it. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Question. 

Mr.  C  AMPBELL.  I  know  that  this  is  perhaps 
not  very  palatable  to  some  hon.  gentlemen  ;  but 
strong  cases  require  strong  medicines,  and  members 
of  the  Government  who  are  receiving  §7,000  or 
§8,000  a  year  can  swallow  a  good  deal.  Now,  I 
think  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  gave  the  true 
reason  why  the  Government  were  not  in  favour  of 
the  amendment,  when  he  said  : 

“  The  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  will  realize  that  when 
I  repeat  the  observation  I  made  a  few  moments  ago,  that 
in  the  brief  recital  we  were  able  to  catch  of  the  distri¬ 
bution  according  to  counties  as  outlined  by  the  hon. 
gentleman  there  would  be  a  gain  to  the  Liberal  party, 
according  to  his  redistribution  within  county  lines,  of 
fifteen  or  twenty  members  in  Ontario.” 

That  is  the  true  reason  why  lie  opposes  it  :  he  is 
afraid  that  doing  right  by  the  Province  of  Ontario 
would  result  in  a  gain  to  the  Liberal  party.  As  I 
stated  before,  I  do  not  think  that  should  be  taken 
into  consideration  at  all.  We  should  so  adjust  the 
counties  that  both  parties  would  be  fairly  repre¬ 
sented,  and  the  fact  that  where  to-day  the  Con¬ 
servatives  have  a  majority  of  4,000  they  have  26 
more  members  than  the  Liberals,  is  not  right  and 
is  not  in  the  interest  of  the  country.  We  should 
not  consider  the  interests  of  parties  at  all,  but  the 
interest  of  the  country,  and  the  interest  of  the 
country  is  not  being  considered  when  a  small  ma¬ 
jority  of  votes  on  one  side  will  return  a  large  ma¬ 
jority  of  members.  Now,  the  hon.  Minister  of 
Justice  gave  another  reason  why  this  amendment 
should  not  be  adopted,  that  is,  that  without  dis¬ 
turbing  county  lines  they  could  so  readjust  the  con¬ 
stituencies  that  they  might  make  a  gain  of  twenty 
members  for  the  Conservative  party.  I  do  not 
know  whether  they  could  or  not ;  but  they  could 
not  do  it  unless  they  perpetrated  an  outrage  on 
the  counties,  and  violated  every  principle  of 
honour,  and  justice,  and  fair-play ;  and,  more¬ 
over,  if  they  undertook  to  outrage  pub¬ 
lic  decency  by  violating  these  principles,  the 
effect  would  come  so  clearly  under  the  notice 
of  the  voters  in  the  counties  that  it  would  operate 
to  the  detriment  of  the  party  guilty  of  it 
rather  than  to  their  gain.  Now7,  the  principle 
upon  which  the  proposition  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Bothwell  is  based  is  that  county  lines  shall  not  be 
disturbed.  What  would  be  the  result  of  adopting 
that  principle  ?  It  is  true,  there  would  have  to  be 
considerable  changes  in  Ontario,  while  in  Quebec, 
Nova  Scotia,  New  Brunswick  and  the  other  prov¬ 
inces,  I  do  not  think  county  lines  have  ever  been 
disturbed.  Ontario  would  be  the  only  province 
where  very  great  changes  would  take  place,  and 
those  changes  could  be  easily  made,  so  that  no 
undue  advantage  could  accrue  to  either  party.  If 
the  Conservative  party  have  a  majority  of  the 


votes,  they  should  have  a  majority  of  the  repre¬ 
sentatives,  and  vice  verm,  and  if  the  Liberal  party 
have  a  majority  of  the  votes,  they  should  have  a 
majority  of  the  representatives.  But  it  is  not  in 
the  interest  of  the  country  that  either  party,  having 
a  small  majority  of  the  votes,  or  in  some  cases  a 
minority,  should  be  able  to  return  a  large 
majority  of  the  representatives  ;  that  should 
not  be  tolerated  by  anybody.  Now,  let  us  see 
what  would  be  the  chance  of  a  gerrymander  such 
as  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  fears  if  he  did  ad¬ 
here  to  county  lines.  I  find  that  there  would  be 
19  counties  in  Ontario  in  which  there  would  be  no 
division  at  all,  and  in  which,  therefore,  no  gerry¬ 
mander  in  any  shape  or  form  could  take  place. 
There  would  be  15  counties  in  which  one  division, 
would  have  to  take  place,  and  it  would  be  quite 
impossible  for  either  party  to  make  any  grave 
gerrymander  in  those  counties,  because  it  would 
come  so  immediately  under  the  notice  of  the  elec¬ 
tors  that  it  would  damage  the  party  perpetrating 
it  rather  than  benefit  them.  Then,  in  eight 
counties  there  w7ould  be  only  two  divisions,  and  in 
these  there  would  be  a  chance  for  some  little  mani¬ 
pulating,  but  not  to  any  great  extent,  because  the 
same  thing  would  hold.  So  that  it  would  pay  the 
party  making  the  division  to  do  it  fairly,  and  in 
a  way  that  would  conduce  to  the  happiness  and 
convenience  of  the  people.  Then  in  only  two 
counties  would  three  divisions  have  to  be  made,  the 
Counties  of  Simcoe  and  York,  where  the  same  rule 
would  apply.  I  am  sorry  that  the  Minister  of 
Justice  advanced  such  a  poor  excuse  as  that,  and 
I  think  he  must  have  been  judging  others  by  him¬ 
self.  No  other  party  has  perpetrated  such  an  in¬ 
justice,  and,  judging  from  the  past,  there  is 
nothing  we  may  not  expect  from  these  gentle¬ 
men.  The  plan  of  adhering  to  the  county 
lines  is  one  that  commends  itself  to  every 
lover  of  fair-play  and  justice.  I  did  expect 
that,  after  the  stand  taken  by  the  hon.  member  for 
North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  and  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Muskoka  (Mr.  O’Brien),  who  are  recognized 
as  perhaps  two  of  the  ablest  men  in  the  Conservative 
ranks  to-day,  and  certainly  two  of  the  men  who 
stand  highest  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  among  that 
party  for  independence  and  honour,  we  would  have 
found  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  more  amenable  to 
reason.  Having  said  so  much  with  reference  to  that 
Bill,  I  want  to  call  the  attention  of  the  House  and 
the  Government  to  what  I  think  they  should  do.  I 
think  they  should  adopt  the  English  system.  I  see 
my  hon.  friend  from  West  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin) 
here.  He  is  a  great  stickler  for  British  precedent 
and  practice,  he  loves  to  talk  about  the  glories  of 
England  and  the  times  he  used  to  have  in  the 
House  of  Commons  when  reporting  there  for 
some  of  the  newspapers ;  he  is  a  loyal  man,  he 
always  speaks  up  for  the  old  flag,  he  poses  in  this 
House  as  a  constitutional  lawyer,  one  who  under¬ 
stands  the  British  constitution  better  than  any 
man  in  the  House,  and  he  certainly  is  the  last  man 
I  would  have  expected  to  imitate  the  lowest  and 
most  contemptible  feature  of  the  American  system 
rather  than  the  noble  and  just  example  set  by  the 
English  Government.  The  plan  adopted  by  the 
British  Government,  when  they  redistributed  the 
seats,  was  a  most  fair  plan.  They  did  not  under¬ 
take,  as  these  gentlemen  have  done,  to  redistribute 
them  in  such  a  way  as  to  deprive  their  opponents 
of  every  chance  they  could,  and  stifle  the  free  ex- 
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pression  of  opinion  of  the  people.  The  hon.  Minister 
of  Public  Works  (Mr.  Ouirnet)  said  he  was  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  division  in  the  Province  of  Quebec. 
He  selected  a  few  of  his  colleagues,  they  went  into 
a  room  by  themselves,  they  locked  the  door,  they 
spread  out  a  map  of  the  constituencies  before  them, 
and  they  deliberately  set  to  work  to  arrange  the 
counties  so  as  to  politically  kill  a  number  of  their 
opponents.  Now,  Sir,  I  want  to  show  you  a  pic¬ 
ture  of  the  County  of  Chambly  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec.  You  will  notice  here  that  a  parish  is 
taken  out  from  the  very  centre  of  this  county  and 
attached  to  Rouville,  and  that  this  parish  is  twenty- 
two  miles  long  by  four  miles  wide.  What  was  the 
object  of  taking'1  out  that  parish  ?  I  am  sure  the 
Minister  of  Justice  never  could  have  examined  this 
map,  or  he  would  not  have  failed  to  see  the  iniquity 
of  it.  I  have  another  map  here  which  I  could  ven¬ 
ture  to  say  any  man  could  lie  down  and  worship 
and  not  break  any  of  the  commandments,  and  that 
is  a  map  of  the  County  of  Laprairie.  You  will 
notice  its  shape,  and  how  many  horns  there  are  on 
it.  Then  I  want  to  show  you  a  map  of  the 
County  of  Bagot,  the  like  of  which  is  not  to  be 
found  in  the  heavens  above  or  the  earth  beneath. 
Here  is  the  County  of  Chateauguay  which  looks  as 
if  it  were  suffering  Horn  spinal  disease.  I  ask  you 
if  it  is  not  simply  outrageous  that  such  an  iniquity 
should  be  perpetrated  on  the  people  ?  Had  the 
proper  plan  been  adopted,  had  we  followed  British 
precedent,  does  any  hon.  gentleman  suppose  we 
would  have  had  such  a  monstrosity  presented  to  us 
as  this  Bill.  It  is  done  simply  and  solely  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  a  minority  of  the  electors  to 
return  a  majority  of  the  representatives.  My 
friend  from  North  Brant  (Mr.  Somerville)  referred 
to  South  Wentworth.  It  is  the  same  there  as  in 
these  other  counties.  You  cannot  get  from  one 
part  of  the  county  to  another  without  going 
through  another  county.  You  have  either  to  go 
through  North  Brant  or  the  city  of  Hamilton  or 
across  the  bay.  Instead  of  adding  East  and  West 
Beverley,  which  adjoin  South  Wentworth  and 
naturally  belong  to  it,  they  jump  over  that  and  take 
in  another  township  whicn  forms  no  part  whatever 
of  it,  simply  because  the  townships  they  desire  to 
add  give  a  Conservative  majority  and  thus  the 
majority  of  the  sitting  member  may  be  increased 
from  on®  to  400  or  500.  They  violate  every  principle 
of  truth  and  honour  to  gain  a  party  advantage. 
If  a  commission  had  been  appointed,  as  I  think 
one  ought  to  have  been  appointed  under  the  British 
North  America  Act,  to  agree  upon  the  lines  upon 
which  we  should  divide  these  counties,  and  if  we 
would  adopt  the  amendment  now  before  the  House 
and  revert  to  the  county  lines  and  say  that  in  no 
instance  should  they  be  disturbed,  then  there  could 
be  no  grievous  gerrymander  by  either  party,  then 
the  people  wrho  associate  together  in  their  churches, 
their’schools,  their  township  councils,  their  county 
councils,  their  agricultural  societies,  and  in  every 
other  way  in  which  people  mingle  together  would 
remain  in  the  associations  they  have  had  for  years 
and  years  past.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  the  only 
fair  and  proper  way  to  divide  a  county,  but  they 
have  adopted  the  plan  they  did  in  1882  when  every 
principle  was  violated  and  some  50  or  60  counties 
in  Ontario  were  torn  and  disturbed  and  detached 
from  their  natural  affinities  and  portions  of  them 
placed  in  other  counties  for  party  interests.  What 
is  the  Government  to  gain  by  this  ?  Surely,  if  the 
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Government  cannot  stand  upon  its  own  merits 
and  appeal  to  the  country  upon  its  record  with¬ 
out  tying  the  hands  of  the  Opposition  behind 
their  backs  and  hampering  them  and  gerryman¬ 
dering  them  out  of  all  proportion,  then  the 
Government  should  go  to  the  wall  and  should 
not  have  the  support  of  the  people.  But  they 
evidently  fear  and  know  that  the  record  they 
have  made  for  themselves  during  the  last  few 
years  has  been  such  as  wrill  not  meet  with  the 
approval  of  the  great  electorate  of  this  country, 
and  so  they  are  afraid  to  appeal  to  the  people 
on  just  and  fair  grounds,  but  want  to  steal  a 
party  advantage  and  muzzle  the  great  electorate 
of  this  country.  The  instructions  which  were 
given  to  the  commissioners  in  the  old  country 
seem  to  me  to  be  such  as  ought  to  commend 
themselves  to  every  man  who  loves  fair-play  and 
truth  and  justice.  Their  instructions  were  so  pre¬ 
cise  and  were  so  well  defined  that  the  convenience 
of  the  people  was  to  be  looked  after,  and  the 
boundaries  could  not  be,  as  we  have  them  under 
this  Bill,  of  a  very  irregular  and  objectionable 
character.  There  was  nothing  tolerated  like  that 
county  outline  which  I  have  shown  under  those 
instructions.  The  divisions  were  to  be  kept  as 
compact  as  possible.  I  venture  to  say  that,  if 
you  go  through  the  whole  work  of  the  commission, 
you  will  not  find  anything  so  hideous  in  its  shape 
as  the  county  I  have  shown.  Take  the  County 
of  Chateauguay.  My  hon.  friend  who  represents 
that  county  would  not  know  it  at  all.  It  is  not 
compact,  and  there  is  every  principle  laid  down  to 
guide  the  commissioners  in  England  violated  there. 
Yet  I  venture  to  say  my  hon.  friend  from  Assini- 
boia  (Mr.  Davin),  with  all  his  love  for  British  in¬ 
stitutions  and  British  practice,  will  defend  the 
perpetration  of  an  outrage  of  that  character.  I 
believe  that  is  one  of  his  weaknesses.  The  instruc¬ 
tions  given  to  the  English  commissioners  were 
very  precise  with  a  view  of  consulting  the  conven¬ 
ience  and  the  desire  of  the  people.  After  the  com¬ 
missioners  had  determined  upon  the  boundaries 
they  did  not  become  law  until  notice  had  been 
given,  so  that  any  one  who  had  any  objections  to 
make  to  the  Bill  was  afforded  an  opportunity  of 
stating  them,  and  having  them  rectified  by  the 
commissioners  if  the  objections  were  well  founded. 
One  of  the  commissioners  was  instructed  to  attend 
at  the  place  named  by  advertisement  and  hear  the 
objections.  Now,  it  seems  to  me  that  that  is  a 
wise  provision.  No  party  ought  to  break  up  a 
county,  or  to  disturb  the  relations  that  have 
existed  for  so  many  years  between  the  residents 
of  a  county,  without  good  reason,  and  if  sufficient 
reason  can  be  advanced  why  these  changes  should 
not  be  made,  then  it  is  only  right  that 
the  desires  of  the  people  should  be  lis¬ 
tened  to.  But  in  the 1  Bill  under  consid¬ 
eration  no  opportunity  has  been  afforded,  no 
notice  has  been  given,  no  commissioner  ever  at¬ 
tends  to  hear  objections,  and  no  opportunity  is 
afforded  to  those  so  deeply  interested,  to  set  forth 
their  objections  against  the  change.  Therefore,  I 
think  that  the  instructions  given,  and  the  modus 
operandi  adopted  by  the  British  Government,  af¬ 
fords  us  a  precedent  which  might  well  be  adopted 
by  this  Government.  I  do  not  see  that  there  is 
any  pressing  need  for  passing  this  Bill  during  the 
present  session.  It  is  a  time  of  the  year  when 
every  member  of  the  House  ought  to  be  at  home, 
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and  I  sincerely  hope,  either  that  some  modification 
will  be  made  to  this  objectionable  Bill,  or,  better 
still,  that  the  Government  will  allow  it  to  stand 
over  until  next  session,  when  we  can  take  it  up 
again,  and  fight  it  out  during  cold  weather.  I  see 
no  chance  of  the  Government  having  to  go  to  the 
country  before  next  session.  There  will  be  plenty 
of  time  next  year  in  which  to  deal  with  this  mat¬ 
ter.  There  is  a  great  deal  of  work  yet  to  do. 
The  Supplementary  Estimates  have  not  yet  been 
brought  down,  and  I  am  told  there  will  be  a  good 
many  items  in  those  Estimates  that  will  have  to  re¬ 
ceive  a  good  deal  of  attention  from  the  members 
of  the  House.  Therefore,  I  think  it  would  be 
wise  if  the  Government  would  allow  this  Bill  to 
stand  over  and  take  it  up  early  next  session. 

Mr.  LOWELL.  I  would  like  to  offer  a  few  re¬ 
marks  on  the  Bill  now  engaging  the  attention  of 
the  House,  more  especially  as  it  effects  the  district 
in  which  I  live,  the  Niagara  Peninsula.  The  hon. 
member  for  Monck  (Mr.  Boyle)  a  few  evenings  ago 
was  exceedingly  complaisant  in  his  concluding  re¬ 
marks  upon  this  Bill.  He  stated  : 

“  I  would  be  glad  if  it  could  be  so  arranged  that  the 
constituency  of  Monck,  which  has  existed  since  Confeder¬ 
ation,  and  which  with  the  exception  of  two  sessions  has 
given  an  unswerving  support  to  the  Conservative  party  in 
this  House,  could  be  maintained  as  at  present;  but,  Sir, 
if  in  the  public  interest  it  is  necessary  that  that  constitu¬ 
ency  should  disappear  from  the  representation  in  this 
House,  and  that  the  townships  which  now  make  it  up 
should  be  divided  between  my  hon.  friend  from  Went¬ 
worth,  who  I  am  sure  is  not  sorry  to  receive  them, and 
my  hon.  friend  from  Haldimand,  and  if  it  should  happen 
in  consequence  that  I  shall  have  to  disappear  from  Par¬ 
liament,  it  is  a  matter  of  minor  consequence  to  myself.” 

The  hon.  gentleman  for  Monck  forgot  to  mention 
that  the  remaining  portions  of  the  constituency 
which  he  represents  to-day,  the  remaining  town¬ 
ships  in  his  constituency,  which  were  graciously 
given,  probably  without  his  consent,  to  my  hon. 
friend  the  member  for  Lincoln  and  Niagara - 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Louder. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  This  is  about  the  first 
time  this  hon.  gentleman  has  spoken  in  the  House, 
and  I  hope  those  hon.  members  opposite  who  are 
old  members  of  the  House  will  appreciate  the 
position  and  show  him  the  respect  they  would  claim 
for  themselves. 

Mr.  LOWELL.  No  apologies  are  necessary  on 
my  account.  They  will  all  hear  me  before  I  get 
through.  I  would  like  to  enquire  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  why  it  was  necessary  to  carve  up  the  Niagara 
Peninsula  in  the  manner  they  have  done  ?  Why 
did  the  member  for  Monck  so  meekly  submit  to 
this  carving  ?  From  my  personal  regard  for  the  hon. 
gentleman  I  would  rather  see  him  taking  a  bolder 
stand,  and  I  would  have  preferred  to  hear  him  ask 
the  Government  why  he  should  be  legislated  out  of 
political  existence  and  be  ignominiously  kicked  out 
of  this  Parliament.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Government  in  whose  interest  they  have 
wiped  out  this  constituency  ?  In  the  eastern  portion 
of  Ontario  there  are  constituencies  with  12,000, 
13,000,  or  14,000  of  a  population.  Why  were  not 
some  of  these  ridings  doubled  up  if  they  wanted  to 
find  two  more  membei’S  for  Toronto  and  Algoma  ? 
I  should  like  to  enquire  why  the  constituency  of 
Monck  should  be  obliterated  for  the  benefit  of 
Haldimand,  and  for  the  advantage  of  the  represen¬ 
tative  of  that  constituency  ?  Is  he  a  man  of  greater- 
weight  than  the  hon.  member  for  Monck  ?  He  is  no 


better  man  than  the  hon.  member  for  Monck. 
W  as  Monck  wiped  out  of  existence  for  the  purpose 
of  equalizing  the  population  ?  Under  the  new 
arrangement  Haldimand  and  Monck  will  have  a 
population  of  21,474,  or  1,326  below  the  unit, 
while  South  Wentworth,  with  a  population  of 
26,325,  will  have  3,525  above  the  unit.  This  is  what 
t lie  Government  calls  equalizing  the  population. 
As  regards  the  county  I  have  the  honour  to  represent, 
the  population  of  Welland  is  25,131,  or  2,331  above 
the  unit.  The  proposition  under  this  Bill  is  to  add 
the  village  of  Merritton  with  a  population  of  1,813, 
making  the  population  of  the  county  26,944,  or  4,144 
above  the  unit.  The  Minister  of  Justice  perhaps 
desires  to  compliment  me  on  my  ability  by  giving 
me  such  a  large  constituency  to  represent.  Take 
the  County  of  Lincoln,  the  population  is  21,806.  It 
is  proposed  by  this  Bill  to  add  a  portion  from  the 
defunct  County  of  Monck,  if  this  Bill  carries,  the 
townships  of  Pelham  and  Gainsborough.  The 
total  population  then  will  be  25,230,  or  2,430 
above  the  unit.  That  is  including  the  township  of 
Niagara,  which  I  observe  the  Minister  of  Justice 
has  entirely  left  out  of  this  Bill.  It  may  be  an 
oversight,  but  probably  the  hon.  gentleman  intends 
to  attach  that  township  to  Haldimand  in  order 
to  bring  that  constituency  up  to  the  unit  of 
population.  By  the  addition,  Haldimand  would  have 
519  above  the  unit,  leaving  Niagara  and  Lincoln 
with  585  above  the  unit.  It  would  be  just  as 
sensible-  to  add  the  township  of  Niagara  to  the 
electoral  district  of  Haldimand  as  it  would  be  to 
add  the  townships  of  East  and  West  Flamborough  to 
South  Wentworth.  The  most  northern  portion  of 
the  county  is  added  to  the  electoral  district  of 
South  Wentworth,  and  the  whole  is  called  South 
Wentworth,  and  in  order  to  reach  one  portion  of 
the  riding  the  people  will  either  have  to  swim 
across  Hamilton  Bay  or  go  over  the  ice  in  winter. 
I  desire,  however,  especially  to  draw  attention  to 
the  position  of  the  village  of  Merritton,  which  it  is 
proposed  to  place  in  the  County  of  Welland. 
Merritton  is  a  portion  of  the  township  of  Grantham 
in  the  old  County  of  Lincoln.  It  never  was  in  any 
other  county,  the  people  never  voted  anywhere  else, 
and  I  should  like  to  know  if  this  village  is  placed 
in  Welland  to  equalize  the  population.  The  Min¬ 
ister  of  Justice  does  not  like  the  term  “gerry¬ 
mander  ”■  applied  to  this  measure.  If  he  can  give 
me  some  other  word  that  can  properly  be  applied 
to  this  Bill  in  so  far  as  regards  the  placing  of  Mer¬ 
ritton  in  Welland,  I  should  like  to  have  him  do  so 
now.  It  is  truly  a  gerrymander  first  and 
all  the  time,  nothing  more  and  nothing  less. 
For  20  years  past  the  average  population  of  Welland 
has  been  23,921,  and  of  Lincoln  22,1 16.  The  village 
of  Merritton  was  formerly  a  portion  of  the 
township  of  Grantham,  but  for  12  years  it  has 
been  a  separate  municipality.  Many  of  the  pro¬ 
prietors  of  the  various  industries  at  Merritton  live 
at  St.  Catharines,  transact  all  their  business  there, 
and  the  village  has  always  been  a  portion  of  St. 
Catharines  in  fact.  Municipally  it  is  part  and 
parcel  of  the  County  of  Lincoln.  The  people  elect 
a  reeve  who  holds  a  seat  in  the  county  council,  and 
there  is  community  of  interests  between  Merritton 
and  Lincoln  ;  so  that  it  would  be  an  outrage  to  re¬ 
move  Merritton  from  Lincoln  and  place  it  in  another 
county.  It  would  be  an  outrage.  I  ask  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Justice  to  do  nothing  more  than  grant 
common  justice  and  British  fair-play  to  the 
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people  of  the  village  of  Merritton,  and  let  them 
remain  where  they  are,  where  they  have  always 
been,  and  where  they  should  remain  for  all  time  to 
come..  I  do  not  intend  to  occupy  the  attention  of 
the  House  any  longer  ;  but  I  must  say,  although  I 
do  nor  complain  personnlly,  that  if  you  place  the 
people  of  the  village  of  Merritton  in  the  riding 
which  I  have  the  honour  to  represent,  yet  it  is  a 
most  unjust  measure— unjust  because  the  people 
there  are  connected  municipally,  socially  and  in 
every  other  way,  with  the  people  of  the  County  of 
Lincoln,  to  which  they  have  always  belonged. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  is  after  twelve 
o’clock,  and  a  number  of  gentlemen  on  this  side 
would  like  to  address  the  House  on  this  subject, 
and  I  think  it  is  not  unreasonable  to  ask  that  we 
should  adjourn  now.  Hon.  gentlemen  on  this  side 
to-day  have  been  speaking  to  the  question.  I  am 
sure  it  will  not  delay  the  consideration  of  the  sub¬ 
ject. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  we  must  go 
on  a  little  longer. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  The  bon.  Min¬ 
ister  of  Justice  and  a  good  many  other  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  seem  to  consider  that  the  Opposition  on  this 
side,  so  far  as  regards  the  Province  of  Ontario,  have 
no  grounds  for  complaint.  Now,  there  may  be  a 
very  great  deal  of  difference  as  to  the  details  of 
some  of  these  proposals  ;  but  there  are  two  or  three 
plain  facts  as  to  which  there  can  be  no  doubt  at  oil. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  whatever,  from  the  returns 
laid  on  the  Table  of  this  House  by  the  Clerk  of  the 
Crown  in  Chancery,  that  in  the  last  three  elections, 
in  1882,  1887  and  1891,  the  Reform  party  have 
never  received  in  Parliament,  so  far  as  the  Province 
of  Ontario  is  concerned,  a  representation  in  the 
slightest  degree  proportionate  to  the  votes  they 
polled.  The  facts  are  briefly  these  :  In  1882  the 
Conservative  party  had  a  total  majority  of 
4,585  votes  in  that  province,  and  they  had 
a  majority  of  seats  in  this  House  of  28 
or  29  —  I  am  not  sure  but  it  was  more. 
In  1887  the  Conservative  party  had  a  majority  of 
5,400  votes,  and  the  majority  of  either  25  or  27 
seats,  I  am  not  certain  which.  Now,  Sir,  mark, 
when  the  position  was  reversed,  when  in  1891  the 
Reform  party  had,  according  to  the  statement  of 
Mr.  George  Johnson,  a  majority  of  7,202  votes,  or, 
according  to  the  statement  which  was  admitted  to 
be  correct  in  the  view  laid  down  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Monck  (Mr.  Boyle),  a  majority  of 
4,600,  had  they  a  majority  of  27  or  28  seats  ?  No, 
Sir  ;  they  were  in  a  minority  of  four,  although 
they  had  an  equal  or  larger  popular  majority  than 
the  Conservative  party  had  in  1882  or  1887.  The 
statement  of  these  facts  alone  ought  to  show  every 
man  who  has  the  smallest  desire  to  see  fair- play, 
that  there  is  a  very  solid  and  substantial  grievance 
existing  as  regards  the  proportionate  representation 
between  the  two  parties.  The  hon.  Minister  of 
Justice  will  observe  that  I  speak  with  regard  to 
Ontario  alone.  I  am  not  advised  how  far  the  same 
thing  may  exist  with  respect  to  the  Maritime 
Provinces  ;  but,  so  far  as  the  figures  have  reached 
me,  there  does  not  seem  to  be  any  similar  injustice 
there.  In  Ontario,  in  1882,  the  Conservative  party 
polled  141,087  votes  and  the  Liberal  party  136,502  ; 
in  1887  the  Conservative  party  polled  181,648 
votes  and  the  Liberal  party  176,182  votes  ;  and  yet 
when  these  positions  were  reversed,  and  the  Lib- 
Mr.  Lowell. 


eral  party  had  a  majority  of  four  or  five  thousand 
at  least,  so  far  from  having  an  equal  majority  in 
Parliament  to  what  the  Conservatives  had  in  simi¬ 
lar  circumstances,  they  were  in  an  absolute  min¬ 
ority  of  four.  Now,  Sir,  whatever  may  be  said  as 
to  this  or  that  particular  constituency,  there  is  no 
possibility  of  denying  that  the  general  result  has 
been  a  most  gross  injustice  and  unfairness  to 
the  Reform  party  ;  and  that,  no  doubt,  is  the  rea¬ 
son  why  my  hon.  friend  beside  me  feels  so  very 
much  aggrieved  with  regard  to  these  Gerrymander 
Bills,  and  why  my  hon.  friend  from  Bothwell  has 
laid  before  the  House  a  plan  which  cannot  possibly 
do  any  injustice  to  the  Conservative  party,  especi¬ 
ally  as  he  does  not  at  all  insist  on  any  subdivision 
of  the  counties,  but  only  desires,  to  some  small 
extent,  to  restore  the  just  proportions  which  ought 
to  exist  between  the  total  number  of  votes  polled 
for  one  party  and  the  other  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  Now,  as  regards  the  objection 
raised  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  that  the 
possibilities  of  gerrymandering  are  as  gi’eat 
even  under  the  restrictions  proposed  by  my  hon. 
friend  and  by  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe 
as  under  the  present  scheme,  that  is  absurd  on  the 
face  of  it.  I  do  not  pretend  to  say  that  you  could 
not  take  such  a  proposition  as  my  hon.  friend  lays 
down,  and  erect  upon  it  a  gerrymander  which 
would  favour  one  party  or  the  other  ;  but  I  do  say 
that  you  woidd  greatly  diminish  the  chances  of  it. 
Every  limitation  that  you  put  on  the  absolute 
power  now  held  by  Government  or  the  majority  of 
this  House  does  not  to  a  certain  extent  diminish 
the  probable  injustice.  That  is  all  my  hon.  friend 
contends,  and  that  is  I  think  a  self-evident  proposi¬ 
tion.  The  hon.  gentleman  may  disregard  every¬ 
thing  ;  he  is  fettered  by  no  rule,  principle  or  re¬ 
striction  of  any  kind  whatever.  My  hon.  friend 
beside  me  proposes  to  import  one  restriction,  and 
one  only,  and  it  is  hardly  worth  while  to  multiply 
words  to  show  that,  to  a  certain  extent  at  any  rate, 
this  must  diminish  the  chances  of  an  unjusi  gerry¬ 
mander  being  practiced.  Now,  I  am  inclined  to 
think  myself,  looking  at  what  has  been  done  in 
Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick,  that  where  the 
Minister  of  Justice  was  personally  cognizant  of  the 
facts,  he  was  reasonably  disposed  to  act  fairly.  I 
have  heard  no  special  objection  as  regards  his 
conduct  in  Nova  Scotia,  his  own  province,  or  in 
New  Brunswick.  It  may  be  partly  due  to  the  fact 
that  the  hon.  gentleman  is  in  possession  of  an  over¬ 
whelming  majority  in  both  those  provinces  and 
does  not  see  his  way  to  improve  it  ;  but  I  will  give 
him  the  credit  at  any  rate  for  that.  But  as  regards 
Ontario,  which  I  do  know  well,  it  is  quite  evident 
on  the  face  of  it,  that  no  principle  has  guided  those 
who  advised  him  in  the  framing  of  the  measure. 
They  have  utterly  disregarded  county  lines  and 
population  ;  they  are  not  uniting  counties  which 
are  the  smallest  by  any  means  ;  and  they  have 
entirely  disregarded  the  still  more  important  matter 
of  the  proportion  which  exists  between  the  two 
great  sections  into  which  Ontario  is  divided.  All 
this  goes  in  the  strongest  possible  way  incidentally 
to  prove  the  reasonableness  of  the  contention  of 
my  hon.  friend  beside  me.  It  goes  to  show  there 
was  a  danger  known  to  the  gentlemen  who  framed 
Confederation  which  they  desired  to  guard  against, 

'  and  it  goes  to  show  that  there  is  a  great  deal  in  the 
contention  made  by  two  or  three  gentlemen  who  sat  at 
Westminster  that  they  feared  the  dangers  arising 


3893 


[JUNE  17,  1892.] 


3894 


from  the  American  system  and  desired,  toa  moderate 
extent  at  any  rate,  to  prevent  those  by  introducing 
the  very  words  to  which  my  lion,  friend  has  called 
attention.  Otherwise  I  must  say  I  do  not  believe 
fair-play  would  be  practised  by  either  side.  I  do 
not  believe  either  side,  even  ourselves,  if  we  were 
on  the  other  side,  would  be  able  to  devise,  under 
the  lines  now  laid  down,  a  perfectly  fair  scheme.  I 
hope  we  would  do  a  great  deal  better  than  has 
been  done  to  us,  but  I  am  bound  to  say  that  we 
would  take  a  reasonable  advantage  after  the  way 
we  have  been  treated.  But  I  say  this,  that,  as 
regards  Ontario,  I  defy  the  hon.  gentleman  or  any 
of  his  colleagues  to  state  any  conceivable  principle 
on  which  the  proposition  now  before  the  House 
can  be  defined  or  defended.  Every  principle  laid 
down  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  himself  lias  been 
utterly  set  at  nought,  not  perhaps  by  design  on  his 
part,  but  certainly  by  design  on  the  part  of  those 
who  advised  him  in  the  course  he  is  now  pursuing. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  The  hon.  member  for  South 
Oxford,  in  the  remarks  he  has  made,  has  claimed 
that  in  the  elections  of  1891  there  was  a  popular 
majority  for  the  Reform  party,  but  he  has  not  been 
able  to  give  the  figures  to  substantiate  his  state¬ 
ment.  It  is  true  he  gave  this  afternoon  some  fig¬ 
ures  which  were  an  insult  to  this  House.  He  claim¬ 
ed  that  the  great  Conservative  County  of  Carleton, 
where  two  Conservatives  ran,  where  no  Grit  dare 
show  his  face  at  all,  has  a  Conservative  majority  of 
only  41.  That  was  the  difference  between  the  two 
Conservative  candidates.  The  Conservative  can¬ 
didate  defeated  was  a  gentleman  who  sat  for  four 
years  in  this  House,  and  never  gave  a  vote  against 
the  Government,  and  who  was  pledged  up  to  the 
hilt  to  support  the  Government.  His  opponent 
had  a  majority  of  41,  and  the  hon.  member  for 
South  Oxford  quotes  that  as  an  example  to  show 
that  the  Reform  party  had  a  majority  in  the  gene¬ 
ral  elections  of  1891.  If  the  lion,  gentleman  will 
go  back  to  the  elections  of  1874,  when  the  Reform 
party  was  in  power  and  he  was  Finance  Minister — 
not  it  is  true  for  the  country’s  good  at  all— and  if  he 
will  study  up  the  Aurora  speech  made  by  the  Hon. 
Edward  Blake,  lie  will  find  that  Mr.  Blake  gave  the 
Reform  party  a  majority  of  eleven  in  the  House  of 
Commons.  You  will  find  also  that  the  Globe 
claimed  at  that  time  they  had  in  the 
House  of  Commons  a  majority  of  101.  I  think 
that  was  a  little  exaggerated,  but  say  they 
had  a  majority  of  90  at  that  time.  By  the  same 
rule  those  gentlemen  lay  down  to-day,  their  major¬ 
ity  in  the  House  of  Commons  should  have  been 
only  11.  Why,  if  their  majority  had  been  only  11, 
the  bye-elections  that  took  place  in  the  next  two 
years  after  that  would  have  wiped  them  out  of 
existence,  because  there  were  18  bye-elections,  in 
which  the  Reform  party  was  defeated,  thus  giving 
25  of  majority  of  the  Opposition.  But  those  hon. 
gentlemen  were  in  power  then,  and  they  would 
have  had  to  take  this  side  of  the  House,  ac¬ 
cording  to  their  argument  to-day.  Did  they  do  so  ? 
No,  Sir.  They  had  a  popular  majority  against  them 
in  the  bye-elections,  but  they  clung  to  this  side  of 
the  House  because  they  had  a  majority  here,  and 
the  people,  on  the  first  opportunity,  showed  their 
want  of  confidence  in  them.  But  I  say  that  the 
popular  majority  and  the  majority  of  members  in 
this  House  from  the  Province  of  Ontario  andall  the 
Dominion,  since  the  Conservative  party  came  into 


power  in  1878,  have  always  been  side  by  side.  The 
hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  said  that,  in  1882, 
the  popular  majority  for  the  Conservative  party 
was  5,000—141 ,000  Conservatives  and  1 36, 000  Grits. 
In  the  election  of  1887  he  said  the  popular  vote 
for  the  Conservatives  was  187,000,  anti  for  the  Grits 
176,000,  making  a  majority  for  the  Conservative 
party - 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Nonsense,  I 
said  nothing  of  the  kind. 

Mr.  WALLACE, — 187,000.  I  have  it  down 
here.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  makes  so  many 
contradictory  statements  that  it  is  impossible  to 
follow  them  closely.  In  the  election  of  1891-92, 
according  to  the  statement  of  hon.  gentlemen 
themselves,  the  Conservative  majority  was  4,300. 
It  was  more  than  that,  taking  the  result  of  the  bye- 
elections,  but  even  putting' it  at  4,300,  their  own 
figures,  we  have  26  of  a  majority  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  That  would  be  about  170  for  each 
constituency,  which  is  a  pretty  fair  majority. 
Any  gentleman  in  this  House  who  has  170  majority 
in  his  own  constituency  is  doing  fairly  well.  Now, 
take  the  County  of  Carleton  to  which  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  has  referred,  I  would  like  to  know  if  the 
hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  considers  that  it  is 
an  honest  statement  to  make  to  the  people  of  this 
country  that  the  Conservative  majority  in  the 
County  of  Carleton  was  only  41  ?  He  will  not 
answer  that.  I  do  not  suppose  he  finds  it  very 
convenient  to  answer.  But  there  is  a  gentleman 
behind  him,  who  always  poses  as  the  great  purist 
of  the  House  of  Commons,  the  hon.  member  for 
South  Brant.  I  would  like  to  know  if  he  endorses 
the  figures  quoted  by  the  hon.  member  for  South 
Oxford. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Who  told  you  I 
posed  as  a  purist  ? 

Mr.  WALLACE.  All  the  speeches  the  hon. 
gentleman  has  made  in  this  House  show  it. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  think  the  hon. 
gentleman  is  no  judge  of  what  is  pure  and  what  is 
right. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  can  gauge  a  conventional 
purist  by  theory,  and  more  than  this,  on  every 
occasion,  in  this  House  and  out  of  it,  the  hon. 
gentleman  puts  himself  up  on  a  high  pedestal  as  a 
great  moralist. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  You  will  never  get  there. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  He  always  puts  those  who  do 
not  agree  with  him  in  the  lowest  possible  position, 
and  has  always  claimed  for  himself  a  very  high 
position. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  deny  it. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  Higher  than  the  people  of  the 
country  are  disposed  to  allow  him. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  Are  you  the  people  of  the 
country  ? 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  would  like  to  ask  again  if 
the  hon.  member  for  Brant  endorses  the  figures, 
and  whether  it  is  a  fair,  honest  and  upright  state¬ 
ment  to  make  that  the  Conservative  majority  in 
Carleton  is  only  4 1  ? 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Do  you  want  an  answer 
from  a  gentleman  whom  you  stigmatize  as  a  hypo- 
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crite,  to  confirm  the  statement  of  the  hon.  member 
for  South  Oxford  ? 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  want  to  prove  him  wrong 
by  his  own  words. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Do  not  talk  to  me, 
you  are  too  low  down  to  bother  with. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  is  afraid 
to  state  his  opinion. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  You  can  have  such 
thing  as  contempt  without  hate. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  The  House  will  have  its 
opinion  of  a  gentleman  who  is  afraid  to  state  Ijis 
views  when  a  question  is  put  straightly  and  plainly 
before  him.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  have  tried 
to  mislead  the  people  by  stating  that  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  majority  in  Carleton  is  41,  and  in  East  Dur¬ 
ham  61,  and  in  East  Middlesex  155,  where  two 
Conservatives  ran  in  1891,  and  one  Conservative 
had  a  majority  of  155  over  the  other,  when  in  the 
previous  election  the  Conservative  majority  over  a 
Reformer  was  758.  We  want  to  know  whether 
those  men  deliberately  endorse  the  figures  they  are 
endeavouring  to  palm  off  on  the  people  of  this 
country.  We  had  not  the  opportunity  of  scrutiniz¬ 
ing  these  figures  until  this  afternoon,  but  they 
stated  that  according  to  the  figures  given  by  Mr. 
Johnson,  the  Dominion  statistician,  the  Reform 
majority  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  was  7,268. 
The  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard 
Cartwright)  stated  in  his  first  speech  that  he  had 
those  figures  under  the  hand  of  the  Dominion 
statistician,  Mr.  George  Johnson.  I  disputed  that 
statement  and  ,asked  him  to  produce  the  figures. 
He  has  not  done  so.  He  cannot  do  so.  I  venture 
to  say  there  are  no  such  figures  over  the  signature 
of  Mr.  George  Johnson,  and  that  these  gentlemen 
had  no  such  figures  and  could  not  produce  them, 
and  therefore  they  were  endeavouring  to  mislead 
the  people  of  this  country - 

Mr  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  Order. 

Mr.  WALLACE, — or  they  had  the  effect  of  mis¬ 
leading  the  people.  We  are  in  duty  bound  to 
call  upon  these  gentlemen  to  produce  these  figures 
over  Mr.  Johnson’s  signature  or  to  recede  from 
the  statement  they  made.  If  those  figures  were 
given  by  Mr.  Johnson  or  any  one  else,  they  are 
subject  to  the  scrutiny  of  any  one,  and  we  can 
prove  that  there  was  a  Conservative  popular  ma¬ 
jority  in  Ontario  in  the  elections  of  1891,  when  we 
had  a  majority  of  four  members  in  this  House, 
while  in  1892  there  was  a  majority  of  many  thou¬ 
sands  from  that  province  and  a  majority  of  many 
Conservative  members  in  this  House. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  must  ask  the  indul¬ 
gence  of  the  committee  in  addressing  them  at  this 
late  hour.  I  would  be  perfectly  willing  to  speak 
on  another  occasion  if  the  leader  of  the  House 
would  permit  an  adjournment. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  will  not  press  it 
upon  the  hon.  gentleman  to  speak  now,  though  I 
must  confess  that  I  am  very  much  disappointed 
that  we  have  not  come  to  a  conclusion  on  the 
amendment,  as  we  hoped,  after  devoting  the 
whole  day  to  it,  we  might  be  able  to  go  into  some 
of  the  details  of  the  Bill.  However,  it  would  not 
be  very  reasonable  to  ask  the  House  to  sit  late  into 
the  night  without  having  given  notice  of  an  inten¬ 
tion  to  depart  from  the  practice  we  have  been 
Mr.  Wallace. 


adopting  of  adjourning  at  about  12  o’clock.  As 
this  is  the  close  of  this  week,  I  may  state  that  next 
week  we  shall  have  to  ask  the  House  to  sit  very 
late  into  the  night,  and  also,  commencing  on  Wed* 
nesday,  to  have  daily  sessions  at  11  o’clock  in  the 
morning  so  that  we  may  go  on  day  and  night  in 
order  to  proceed  with  the  business.  I  move  that 
the  committee  rise  and  report  progress. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  progress. 

FIRST  READING. 

Bill  (No.  95)  further  to  amend  the  General  Inspec¬ 
tion  Act. — (Sir  John  Thompson.) 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to;  and  House  adjourned  at  12.45 
a.m.  (Saturday). 

HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Monday,  20th  June,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

CHICOUTIMI  AND  SAGUENAY"  ELECTION. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  laid  on  the  Table 
two  or  three  days  ago  the  evidence  taken  in  the 
controverted  election  case  for  Chicoutimi  and 
Saguenay.  I  presume  that  the  members  of  the 
House  who  have  taken  an  interest  in  the  question 
have  had  time  to  consider  whether  the  evidence 
required  any  action  on  the  part  of  the  House  other 
than  the  issue  of  the  writ.  Having  examined  the 
evidence  myself,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
no  further  action  upon  the  subject  is  necessary 
other  than  a  motion  for  the  writ  to  be  issued, 
especially  in  view  of  the  report  of  the  judges  who 
presided  at  the  trial  in  which  they  state  that  no 
further  investigation  is  necessary.  I  think  that 
the  evidence  would  not  warrant  the  Government 
in  inviting  any  action  on  the  part  of  the  House  in 
the  direction  of  depriving  the  constituency  of  the 
representation  even  for  any  further  period.  For 
that  reason,  I  move  that  Mr.  Speaker  do  forthwith 
issue  his  warrant  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in 
Chancery  to  make  out  a  new  writ  of  election  for 
the  electoral  district  of  Chicoutimi  and  Saguenay 

Mr.  LAURIER.  For  my  part  I  certainly  agree 
to  this. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

I.  C.  R.— RECEIPTS  AND  EXPENDITURES. 

Mr.  FRASER  asked,  1.  What  have  been  the 
receipts  and  expenditures  of  the  Intercolonial 
offices  at  Montreal  and  Toronto  for  the  last  five 
years,  giving  each  year  separately  ?  2.  Have  the 
Government  a  contract  with  any  news  agency  on 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  ?  If  so,  for  what  amount  ? 
Were  tenders  called  for  ?  If  so,  how  many  were 
received  and  the  amount  of  each  ?  What  is  the 
amount  the  Government  received  from  the  agency 
which  has  the  right  to  sell  on  the  road  ?  Why  is 
coal  being  hauled  over  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
to  Ste.  Rosalie  on  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway,  and 
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thence  delivered  to  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  ? 
Is  the  distance  less  or  more  than  by  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Short  Line  ? 

Mr.  BOWELL.  The  receipts  and  expenses  of 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  offices  at  Montreal  and 
Toronto  for  each  of  the  last  five  years  were  as  fol¬ 
lows  : — 


1887.  .Montreal  receipts,  $  33,886  08  Toronto,  $  2.441  10 


do 

expenses, 

4,300  00 

do 

2,928  11 

1888.. 

do 

receipts, 

33,248  71 

do 

2,334  72 

do 

expenses, 

4,577  21 

do 

3,212  21 

1889.. 

do 

receipts, 

20,535  10 

do 

1,955  53 

do 

expenses, 

4 ,654  83 

do 

3,157  43 

1890. . 

do 

receipts. 

10,783  92 

do 

721  26 

do 

expenses, 

4,220  60 

do 

3,049  86 

1891.. 

do 

receipts. 

15,159  56 

do 

838  14 

do 

expenses, 

4,245  62 

do 

3,335  11 

Total  Montreal  receipts, 

$113,613  37 

Toronto,  $  8,290  75 

do 

expenses, 

21,989  26 

do 

15,682  72 

$91,624  11  $7,391  97 

The  Government  have  a  contract  with  the  Cana¬ 
dian  News  Company.  The  amount  paid  per 
annum  is  $1,418.96.  Tenders  were  called  for. 
The  tenders  and  papers  in  connection  therewith 
are  in  the  general  office  at  Moncton  and  cannot, 
therefore,  be  given  now  ;  but  the  contract  was  let 
to  the  highest  bidder.  The  coal  is  hauled  over  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  to  the  Canadian  Pacific  Rail¬ 
way  at  Ste.  Rosalie.  It  is  because  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  desires  it  so  hauled.  The  distance 
rid  the  Intercolonial  Railway  through  Chaudi&re, 
is  668  miles.  The  distance  via  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  through  St.  John,  is  584  miles. 

TELEGRAPH  LINE  IN  VICTORIA,  N.S. 

Mr.  FRASER  asked,  What  was  the  cost  of 
building  the  main  telegraph  line  from  Broad  Cove, 
Ingonish,  to  Meat  Cove  Bay,  St.  Lawrence,  in  the 
County  of  Victoria  ?  What  was  the  price  paid  per 
pole  ?  Were  tenders  called  for  ?  If  so,  how  many 
were  received,  and  did  the  lowest  tenderer  get  the 
contract  ?  How  many  tendered,  with  their  names, 
and  the  amount  of  each  tender  ?  Who  did  the 
work  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  total  cost  of  re¬ 
construction  of  that  telegraph  line  was  $2,136.87. 
The  price  paid  per  pole  was  66  cents,  delivered  at 
the  holes.  The  telegraph  agents  at  North  Sydney, 
Ingonish  and  Meat  Cove  were  asked  to  obtain 
tenders,  and  only  one  was  received,  that  of  V'. 
Hellen,  which  w*as  accepted.  The  poles  were  de¬ 
livered  at  the  holes  by  W.  Hellen.  The  work  of 
reconstruction  was  done  by  day’s  labour,  under  the 
supervision  of  the  telegraph  agent,  D.  Dunlop,  at 
Bad  deck. 

SITTINGS  OF  THE  HOUSE. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  : 

That  on  and  after  Wednesday  next,  for  the  remainder  of 
the  session,  the  House  shall  meet,  each  sitting  day,  at  11 
o’clock  in  the  morning. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  do  not  suppose  the  hon. 
gentleman  contemplates  a  continuous  sitting  from 
1 1  a.  m.  to  6  p.m.,  but  that  there  will  be  an  adjourn¬ 
ment  some  time  during  the  day. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  propose  that  we  shall 
have  it  understood  that  the  Speaker  will  leave  the 
Chair  at  one  o’clock  and  resume  it  at  three. 

Motion  agreed  to. 


REPRESENTATION  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF 
COMMONS. 

House  again  resolved  into  Committee  on  Bill  (No. 
76)  to  readjust  the  representation  of  the  House  of 
Commons. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  vYhen  the  committee 
rose  on  Friday  night,  I  was  about  to  make  some 
observations  in  support  of  the  amendment  which  I 
have  submitted.  I  desire  now  to  say  a  few  words 
in  reply  to  the  observations  addressed  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  by  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon), 
who  complained  he  had  been  misrepresented,  that 
his  speech  had  been  garbled  and  his  position  mis¬ 
stated.  I  do  not  know  whether  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  intend  eel  these  remarks  to  refer  to  anything  I 
said  in  the  discussion,  but  I  am  sure  nothing  was 
further  from  my  mind  that  to  misstate  or  misrepre¬ 
sent  any  opinion  which  the  hon.  gentleman  had  ex¬ 
pressed  on  the  subject  of  this  Bill.  I  do  not  think 
the  observations  made  by  the  hon.  gentleman  were 
misinterpreted  by  me  ;  certainly,  if  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  intended  to  put  any  other  construction  upon 
his  words  than  that  which  I  placed  upon  them,  I 
would  have  been  only  too  glad  to  have  accepted 
his  argument  in  the  form  lie  intended  it  should  be 
given  to  the  House.  The  hon.  member  for  Albert 
on  7th  June,  in  addressingthe  House  on  this  subject, 
said  : 

“It  does  not  seem  to  me  a  matter  of  importance  that 
the  counties  should  all  number  something  between  20,000 
to  30,000  population,  but  it  seems  to  me  very  advisable, 
as  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  argued  so 
convincingly,  that  we  should  have  our  constituencies  fixed 
and  stable,  that  we  should  cultivate  in  this  country  that 
proper  pride  in  their  county  traditions  which  the  people 
in  the  old  country  take  in  their  own  historic  boundaries.” 

I  certainly  supposed,  when  the  hon.  gentleman 
made  those  observations,  he  coincided  with  the 
opinions  I  expressed  in  favour  of  the  permanency  of 
the  boundariesof  municipal  counties,  and  I  think  that 
in  so  interpreting  the  hon.  gentleman’s  words  I  did 
him  no  injustice.  The  hon.  gentleman  subsequently 
in  discussing  the  subject  pointed  out  that  the  per¬ 
manency  he  referred  to  was  the  permanency  of 
electoral  divisions  and  not  municipal  boundaries. 
But  the  hon.  gentleman  will  see  that  over  a  very 
large  portion  of  the  Dominion  the  boundaries  of 
municipal  counties  and  the  boundaries  of  the  con¬ 
stituencies  are  the  same  ;  and  what  I  desire  to  call 
attention  to  is  that  the  only  way  we  can  obtain 
anything  approaching  permanency  in  the  electoral 
districts  is  by  recognizing  the  permanency  of  muni¬ 
cipal  boundaries.  Under  the  original  provision  of 
our  constitution  Ontario  was  given  82  members  ; 
in  1872  that  number  was  increased  to  88,  and  in 
1882  to  92  members.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  see 
that  in  giving  additional  representation  to  any 
province  in  the  readjustment  of  the  representation 
of  the  province  as  required  by  the  British  North 
America  Act,  it  is  necessary  to  find  a  locality  in 
which  to  place  a  particular  constituency,  and  the 
hon.  gentleman  will  further  see  that  if  he  under¬ 
takes  the  establishment  of  constituencies  distinct 
from  the  boundaries  of  municipal  counties  he  will 
find  a  very  great  difficulty  in  undertaking  to  secure 
anything  approaching  permanency  of  electoral 
districts.  Let  the  hon.  gentleman  look  at  what  is 
being  done  now,  and  he  will  see  that  in  order  to 
give  a  particular  district  an  additional  represent- 
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ative  the  Government  are  undertaking  to  alter  a 
large  number  of  constituencies,  no  less  than  8  or 
10  constituencies  in  Ontario  and  Quebec  are  being 
changed  and  broken  up  in  order  to  find  sections  of 
country  in  which  to  place  new  electoral  districts. 
If  the  hon.  gentleman  undertakes  to  apply  the  rule 
he  has  adopted,  he  will  find  it  absolutely  impossible 
to  do  so.  Take  a  large  county,  one  with  three 
ridings  ;  if  you  undertake  to  give  an  additional 
representative  to  that  county,  if  you  treat  the 
county  as  a  unit  to  be  divided  into  four  ridings 
where  three  existed  before,  you  have  its  territorial 
limits  within  which  to  operate  ;  but  if  you  undertake 
to  treat  the  electoral  district  as  permanent,  how  are 
you  going  to  give  additional  representation  ?  The 
attempt  would  be  an  attempt  to  divide  a  district 
which  has  perhaps  but  a  few  hundreds  or  at  most  a 
few  thousands  of  people  beyond  the  population 
required  for  a  single  constituency.  You  have  two 
districts  where  you  had  one  before,  but  it  may  be 
part  of  a  county  composed  of  three  or  four  ridings, 
every  one  of  which  may  have  nearly  the  same  claim 
to  an  additional  representative  as  the  one  upon 
which  you  propose  to  bestow  that  additional 
representation.  So  the  hon.  gentleman  will  find 
that  the  only  way  to  preserve  anything  ap¬ 
proaching  permanency  is  by  recognizing  the 
permanency  of  the  municipal  boundaries  and  by 
giving  an  additional  representative  to  the  county 
and  not  an  additional  representative  to  an 
electoral  district.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  also 
find  that  if  you  undertake  to  enquire  into  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  permanency,  or  the  historic  continuity  of  a 
particular  district,  that  it  is  not  the  fact  that  it 
returns  a  member  to  the  House  of  Commons,  that 
alone  gives  it  continuity.  It  is  the  fact  that  there 
are  bonds  of  unity  already  existing  independent  of 
its  representation  altogether,  that  ought  to  induce 
this  House  to  preserve  its  unity.  The  people  act 
together  within  a  county  for  municipal  purposes 
and  in  their  local  associations.  They  act  together 
in  the  discharge  of  their  judicial  functions  ;  there 
are  a  dozen  ways  in  which  they  are  one  commu¬ 
nity  ;  and  you  undertake  to  preserve  county  bounda¬ 
ries  and  to  form  your  ridings  within  the  limits  of 
the  county  on  account  of  this  unity.  The  unity  is 
not  created  by  the  fact  that  you  have  established 
the  electoral  districts,  the  unity  is  not  based  upon 
the  fact  that  these  people  meet  once  in  four  or  five 
years  to  vote  for  a  representative  in  the  House  of 
Commons.  The  unity  exists  independent  of  that, 
and  if  that  was  the  only  thing  upon  which  any¬ 
thing  approaching  unity  rested,  the  breaking  up  of 
municipal  boundaries  in  order  to  form  electoral  dis¬ 
tricts  would  not  be  so  serious  an  evil  as  it  is.  I 
speak  of  what  I  know  when  I  say  that  where  you 
put  distinct  municipal  peoples  together  into  one 
electoral  district,  they  are  not  one  after  a  period 
of  ten  years.  I  take,  for  instance,  the  west  riding  of 
Elgin.  In  1882,  Parliament  took  the  townships 
of  Orford  and  Howard  and  the  town  of  Ridgetown 
from  the  County  of  Kent  and  attached  it  to  the 
riding  of  West  Elgin.  Are  these  people,  after  three 
elections,  a  united  people  to-day  ?  They  acted  to¬ 
gether  in  1882,  in  1887  and  in  1891  to  elect  a  mem¬ 
ber  to  this  House,  but  they  never  meet  in  any 
large  numbers  except  at  the  period  of  a  convention 
for  a  choice  of  a  candidate.  They  are  as  much 
two  separate  peoples  to-day  as  they  were  at  the 
time  they  were  put  together,  and  I  venture  to  say, 
if  the  hon.  gentleman  were  to  leave  to  these  people 
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who  formerly  constituted  a  part  of  Bothwell  and 
made  them  a  part  of  the  riding  of  West  Elgin, 
and  who  were  taken  from  it  violently  by  Act  of 
Parliament,  if  he  were  to  leave  them  the  choice  to¬ 
day,  they  would  with  scarcely  a  dissenting  voice 
vote  to  have  that  union  broken  up  and  to  be  put 
back  with  those  with  whom  they  have  social 
affinities,  and  with  whom  they  are  co-operating 
for  other  purposes.  You  cannot  make  them  one 
community,  and  if  you  were  to  continue  this  sys¬ 
tem  for  another  decade  they  would  still  be  as  much 
two  peoples  as  they  were  the  day  your  Act  came 
into  operation.  There  is  no  such  thing  as 
creating  a  unity  of  sentiment  or  a  united 
community  in  that  way.  These  organizations 
in  a  large  measure  grow  up.  In  the  first 
instance  they  are  a  matter  of  convenience. 
You  associate  people  together  in  a  certain  district 
as  one  township.  They  are  associated  in  their 
schools,  in  their  county  councils,  in  their  agricul¬ 
tural  societies,  and  so  they  are  in  a  political  sense 
one  organization,  and  the  business  of  this  House 
ought  to  be  to  recognize  these  facts.  You  ought 
to  leave  intact  these  people  in  all  their  sub¬ 
ordinate  political  organizations,  and  to  unite 
them  into  one  for  certain  specific  and  distinct  pur¬ 
poses.  You  come  here  and  by  your  Bill  you  un¬ 
dertake  to  break  up  these  municipal  and  subor¬ 
dinate  organizations  and  to  deal  with  the  whole 
community  as  if  they  had  no  organization  below 
that  which  you  create.  I  say,  Sir,  that  that  is  a 
very  improper  course  to  pursue.  It  is  one  that 
cannot  be  otherwise  than  mischievous  in  its  conse¬ 
quences,  and  I  am  sure  that  what  I  have  said  with 
regard  to  the  effect  of  your  changes  in  West  Elgin 
will  apply  with  almost  equal  force,  and  in  some 
cases  with  greater  force,  in  every  organization 
where  you  create  an  artifical  constituency  and 
where  you  disregard  these  political  organizations 
which  exist  independent  of  the  action  of  this 
House.  People  are  not  made  a  unit  by  simply 
voting  together.  Every  hon.  gentleman  who  has 
had  any  experience  where  an  artificial  constituency 
has  been  created  and  formed  of  parts  of  different 
municipal  communities,  knows  that  the  state¬ 
ment  I  make  is  accurate.  The  hon.  member  for 
Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  said  that  “I  wished  to  give 
something  like  permanency  to  existing  organiza¬ 
tions.  I  am  not  going  back  of  1882.  I  will  begin 
with  1882.  and  upon  that  as  a  foundation  I  will 
undertake  to  establish  a  system  of  permanency.” 
Let  us  see  how  the  hon.  gentleman  is  succeeding  by 
supporting  this  Bill,  and  I  am  speaking  now  solely 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  I  look  at  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section  which  are  now  under  consider¬ 
ation  and  I  find  that  the  counties  of  Renfrew, 
north  and  south,  are  broken  up  ;  the  relations  of 
the  County  of  Lincoln  and  Niagara  are  broken  up, 
the  County  of  Welland  is  broken  up,  Haldimand 
and  Monck  are  broken  up,  South  Wentworth  and 
North  Wentworth  and  North  Brant  are  altered  in 
their  boundaries  ;  South  Norfolk  and  North  Bruce 
and  W est  Bruce  are  altered  ;  it  is  proposed  to 
change  East  Middlesex.  Nipissing  is  to  be  chan¬ 
ged,  Algoma  is  to  be  changed,  West  Toronto  is  to 
have  an  additional  member  and  if  divided  into  two 
constituencies  there  will  be  a  further  change  there. 
Ottawa  City  is  to  be  altered,  London  is  to  be 
altered,  and  Ontario,  south  and  north,  is  to  be 
altered.  Here  are  twenty  changes  proposed 
in  order  to  change  the  location  of  two  mem- 
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bers.  There  are  9*2  constituencies  in  Ontario, 
and  lion.  gentlemen  do  not  propose  to 
make  them  more  or  less  than  92.  They 
are  to  remain  just  what  they  are  now.  It  is 
proposed  that  there  shall  be  a  departure  from  the 
principle  of  permanency  laid  down  by  the  lion, 
member  for  Albert,  on  account  of  the  relative 
changes  in  the  location  of  the  population  of  the 
country.  Well,  Sir,  I  am  not  complaining  of  a 
readjustment  being  made  to  meet  the  wants  of  the 
population,  and  to  give  to  the  people  fair  repre¬ 
sentation  on  the  floor  of  this  House  ;  but  I  am 
pointing  out  that  both  the  lion.  Minister  of  Justice 
and  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  spoke  in  favour  of 
permanence,  in  favour  of  making  as  few  changes  as 
possible,  while  here,  in  order  to  give  to  two  dis¬ 
tricts  an  additional  member  each,  it  is  proposed  to 
disturb  the  boundaries  of  21  constituencies.  Now, 
I  say  that  that  additional  representation  can  be 
given  without  anything  like  so  many  changes.  If 
the  hon.  gentleman  is  not  disposed  to  accept  my 
amendment,  which  is  perfectly  simple  and  easily 
worked  out,  all  he  has  to  do  is  to  unite  into  two 
constituencies  four  of  the  smaller  constituencies, 
leaving  the  boundaries  intact,  and  to  give  to  West 
Toronto  an  additional  representative  and  to  the 
Nipissing  district  an  additional  representative.  So 
that,  whether  this  House  is  disposed  to  agree 
with  the  view  expressed  by  the  hon.  Minister 
of  Justice  and  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  or 
with  the  view  expressed  in  the  amendment 
which  I  have  proposed,  in  either  case  there  is 
no  necessity  whatever  for  this  extraordinary  break¬ 
ing  down  of  the  boundaries  of  constituencies  and 
the  creation  of  new  constituencies  out  of  those 
which  are  destroyed.  Referring  again  to  what  was 
said  by  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  when  be  pro¬ 
posed  to  rest  the  principle  of  permanency  upon  the 
boundaries  of  electoral  districts  as  they  were 
established  in  1882,  I  think  that  he  gave  up  the 
case  alogether,  because  I  have  shown  that  you 
cannot  upon  that  principle  readjust  the  representa¬ 
tion  of  the  people  in  Parliament  as  may  be  required 
by  the  census  without  a  wide  departure  from  the 
principle  which  he  himself  said  should  be  respected. 
The  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  also  expressed  an 
opinion  in  favour  of  the  principle  of  continuity  of 
constituencies  ;  but  how  does  the  hon.  gentleman 
propose  to  carry  that  principle  out  ?  Why,  Sir,  by 
bringing  in  a  Bill  that  makes  something  like  60 
changes  in  the  boundaries  of  constituencies  in  the 
provinces  east  of  Rat  Portage.  There  are  a  larger 
number  of  changes  proposed  in  this  Bill  than  there 
were  in  the  Gerrymander  Bill  of  1882.  The  hon. 
gentleman,  as  I  have  pointed  out,  proposes  to 
abandon  two  of  them  ;  but  there  remain  20  changes 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  alone,  and  there  are,  I 
believe,  over  25  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  ;  the 
whole  Island  of  Prince  Edward  is  revolutionized  ; 
and  there  are  changes  in  Manitoba,  British  Columbia, 
and  the  North-West  Territories  besides.  Well,  Sir, 
there  is  another  way  in  which  the  constituencies 
might  have  been  readjusted,  if  the  hon.  gentleman 
is  opposed  to  dividing  a  county  into  ridings.  The 
hon.  gentleman  has  not  proposed  to  divide  the  city 
of  Ottawa,  or  the  city  of  Halifax,  or  the  city  of 
Hamilton  ;  he  has  not  proposed  to  divide  Pictou. 
He  leaves  these  constituencies  double  constitu¬ 
encies,  so  that  in  them  the  half  of  the  population  plus 
one  can  elect  both  representatives,  and  the  other  half 
may  be  without  any  representation  whatever.  If  that 


is  a  proper  principle,  the  hon.  gentleman  might 
apply  it  to  the  counties.  In  a  county  entitled  to 
two,  three  or  four  representatives,  he  might  give 
to  the  people  two,  three  or  four  votes,  as  the  case 
might  require,  and  allow  them  to  elect  the  whole 
delegation  from  the  county.  In  that  case,  he 
would  have  no  gerrymandering  of  the  county  bound¬ 
aries,  and  he  could  take  the  risk  of  one  party  elect¬ 
ing  all  the  representation  from  one  county  being- 
balanced  by  the  other  party  electing  all  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  from  another  large  county.  That  would 
be  far  less  objectionable  than  the  scheme  which  he 
proposes,  because,  in  that  case,  if  there  were  any 
advantages  at  all  they  fall  on  the  one  side,  possibly, 
as  well  as  upon  the  other  ;  but  that  is  not  what  the 
hon.  gentleman  is  ready  to  accept.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  wants  a  division  which  will  give  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  a  decided  advantage  in  the  election  of  mem¬ 
bers  to  this  House.  The  hon.  gentleman  gave  as  a 
reason  for  paying  no  regard  to  the  municipal 
boundaries  in  Ontario,  although  some  regard  is  had 
to  municipal  boundaries  in  New  Brunswick  and 
Nova  Scotia,  that  in  Ontario  very  great  changes 
had  been  made  at  times  in  the  boundaries  of  coun¬ 
ties.  Now,  I  think  the  hon.  gentleman  is  mis¬ 
taken.  I  believe,  considering  the  fact  that  there 
is  a  large  section  of  Ontario  which  is  comparatively 
new,  in  which  settlement  is  in  progress,  and  which 
as  settlement  proceeds  must  be  carved  out  into  new 
counties,  that  in  Ontario  the  boundaries  of  counties 
are  quite  as  permanent  as  they  are  in  any  other 
portion  of  the  Dominion.  I  do  not  know  where 
any  of  those  revolutions  have  occurred  of  which 
the  hon.  gentleman  has  spoken.  It  is  true,  in  1867, 
when  the  British  North  America  Act  was  adopted, 
there  were  certain  electoral  districts  formed  out  of 
parts  of  two  counties.  There  were  three  of  this 
character — Bothwell,  Monck  and  Cardwell.  I  do 
not  know  how  it  was  in  the  cases  of  Cardwell  and 
Monck,  but  I  know  that  at  the  time  the  district  of 
Bothwell  was  formed,  there  was  a  disposition  to 
form  Bothw'ell  into  a  county.  Mr.  Brown  was 
proprietor  of  lands  in  the  town  and  its  immediate 
vicinity,  and  I  think  the  Government  of  which  he  was 
a  member,  were  disposed  to  concede  to  his  wishes 
and  organize  there  a  municipal  county  ;  but  when 
he  parted  with  his  interest  in  the  property  and  left 
the  Government,  this  scheme  was  abandoned,  and 
I  know  that  except  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the 
town  nearly  the  entire  population  wrere  opposed  to 
it.  Those  who  belonged  to  the  County  of  Lamb- 
ton  wished  to  remain  a  part  of  that  county,  and 
those  who  belonged  to  the  County  of  Kent  wished 
to  remain  a  part  of  Kent.  I  remember  very  well 
that  when  I  proposed  that  Kent  should  be  given 
two  representatives  and  Lambton  two,  in  1872, 
when  the  first  redistribution  took  place,  the  First 
Minister  who  then  led  this  House,  said  that  he 
did  not  favour  the  plan  of  uniting  parts  of  differ¬ 
ent  municipal  counties  together,  and  that  as  soon 
as  the  population  warranted  it  the  union  between 
parts  of  Kent  and  Lambton  should  disappear,  and 
ridings  would  be  established  in  Kent  and  Lamb¬ 
ton.  So  that  in  1872  the  principle  for  which  wre 
are  contending  to-day  was  the  accepted  doctrine 
on  both  sides,  and  it  is  a  perfectly  just  and  fair 
principle.  I  know  that  there  are  parties  in  Can¬ 
ada,  as  well  as  in  the  United  States  and  in  the 
United  Kingdom,  who  are  in  favour  of  cumu¬ 
lative  voting.  Speaking  for  myself,  I  am  not 
in  favour  of  that  system,  but  prefer  single  con- 
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stituencies,  because  I  think  that  system  is,  on 
the  whole,  the  most  easily  understood  by  the  popu¬ 
lation,  and  the  most  convenient  when  an  election, 
especially  a  bye-election,  takes  place.  It  is  the 
one  which  gives  to  the  majority  in  each  locality 
the  power  of  electing  representatives  to  Parlia¬ 
ment  ;  and  the  minority  in  one  constituency  is 
fairly  represented  by  the  success  of  the  candidate 
of  the  same  way  of  thinking,  in  another  constitu¬ 
ency  where  that  party  is  in  the  ascendant.  That 
being  so,  it  will  be  only  fair  that  the  principle  laid 
down  in  1872,  and  the  principle  which  is  recognized 
in  the  United  Kingdom,  should  prevail  here.  The 
Minister  of  Justice,  in  speaking  on  this  subject  a 
day  or  two  ago,  said  : 

“  If  there  is  any  province  in  Canada,  in  respect  to  which 
it  may  be  said  that  the  county  lines  are  mutable,  it  is  the 
Province  of  Ontario.” 

I  think  the  hon.  gentleman  was  mistaken  in  mak¬ 
ing  that  statement.  There  is  as  much  permanency 
in  the  boundaries  of  Ontario  as  in  those  of  any 
other  province.  The  hon.  gentleman  went  on 
further  to  say  : 

“  I  understand  that  the  effect  of  the  amendment,  if  car¬ 
ried  out  in  the  lines  suggested  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Bothwell,  would  be  the  most  extreme  system  of  gerry¬ 
mander  that  was  ever  presented  to  Parliament  :  that  it  is 
a  scheme  by  which  the  Liberal  party  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  regardless  of  the  popular  majority  of  votes, 
would  increase  their  representation  by  some  twelve  or 
fifteen  or  twenty  members,  and  if  operated  on  lines  which 
would  be  available  to  the  majority,  it  would  result  with 
equal  disaster  to  the  Liberal  party  and  equal  success  to 
the  Conservative  party.” 

What  authority  has  the  hon.  gentleman  for  making 
that  statement  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  was  referring  not 
only  to  the  scheme  proposed  by  the  resolution  but 
to  the  lines,  as  the  hon.  gentleman  gave  them  to 
the  House,  as  regards  division  of  townships. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  gave  an  illustration 
as  to  how  the  division  would  work  out.  I  men¬ 
tioned  Essex  and  the  present  division.  Does  the 
hon.  gentleman  complain  of  that  ?  If  that  was  a 
matter  to  be  complained  of,  the  hon.  gentleman 
must  see  that  he  ought  to  have  made  a  proposal  to 
change  those  boundaries,  but  he  has  not  done  so. 
And  then,  so  far  as  Essex  is  concerned,  he  will 
find  that  there  is  nothing  to  be  complained  of  in 
that  case.  Then  I  mentioned  the  divisions  that 
might  be  made  of  Kent.  I  did  not  mention  them 
as  ones  that  ought  to  be  adopted,  but  as  divisions  I 
thought  convenient  and  fair  ;  but  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  should  not  expect  that  the  county  should  be 
divided  so  as  to  return  a  Conservative  member 
when  there  is  but  one  municipality  in  it  that  gave 
a  Conservative  majority.  I  defy  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  to  take  the  vote  of  1891  and  make  a  division 
of  the  County  of  Kent  in  such  a  manner  as  would 
give  to  this  House  a  Conservative  representative. 
It  cannot  be  done  unless  the  hon.  gentleman  were 
disposed  to  take  up  isolated  voters  here  and 
there.  He  cannot  put  together  the  County  of 
Kent  into  three  divisions  in  such  a  form 
that  with  the  vote  of  1891,  a  Conservative 
member  could  be  returned  ;  as  I  have  stated, 
except  in  the  village  of  Blenheim  there  is 
not  a  municipality  in  the  whole  county  that  gave  a 
Conservative  majority.  If  that  works  out  in  favour 
of  the  Liberal  majority  in  that  way,  I  cannot  help 
it.  It  may  not  always  be  so.  In  the  County  of 
Lambton  I  mentioned  a  division  which  would 
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give  one  Liberal,  one  Conservative,  and  I  can¬ 
not,  at  this  moment,  say  which  the  other  would 
give,  because  I  did  not  take  the  trouble  to  en¬ 
quire.  I  looked  at  the  geographical  division  and 
the  equality  of  numbers,  and  I  think  the  divi¬ 
sion  was  perfectly  fair.  Then,  if  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  will  take  the  County  of  Elgin,  my  impression 
is  that,  under  that  arrangement,  while  it  would 
give  a  Reform  member  for  East  Elgin  it  would 
give  a  Conservative  member  for  West  Elgin. 

I  have  not  added  up  the  votes,  but  that  is  my 
impression.  So,  when  the  hon.  gentleman  spoke 
of  my  proposition  being  a  gerrymander  scheme,  I 
I  think  he  made  what  was  hardly  a  candid 
statement  to  the  House,  because  I  am  perfectly 
willing,  if  the  hon,  gentleman  accepts  the  principle 
of  preserving  inviolate  the  county  boundaries,  to 
accept  that  principle  and  then  to  see  how  it  may  be 
fairly  worked  out.  It  is  surely  possible  for  the 
members  of  the  majority  in  this  House  to  protect 
themselves  under  that  scheme.  It  is  surely  possible, 
if  the  two  sides  of  the  House  are  so  unfair  that  they 
cannot  trust  each  other,  then  let  a  commission  be 
appointed,  as  in  England,  to  make  a  fair  division 
of  the  counties  requiring  division.  Then,  the  hon. 
member  said,  in  his  second  speech  : 

“  What  I  stated  to  the  House  was  that  a  redistribution 
made  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  in  accordance  with  the 
proposition  of  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell,  and  there¬ 
fore  within  county  lines,  might  be  made  a  complete 
gerrymander  in  the  interests  of  either  party.” 

I  admit  that  it  would  be  possible  to  favour  one 
party  or  the  other.  I  never  denied  that,  but  I  say 
it  would  be  utterly  impossible  to  do  so  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  to  which  it  was  done  in  1882,  or  to  which  it 
can  be  done  when  you  disregard  the  county 
boundaries  altogether.  Every  person  knows  that 
limitations  and  restraints  are  imposed  by  the  recog¬ 
nition  of  county  boundaries,  and  that  those  are 
taken  away  when  the  hon.  gentleman  proposes  to 
make  a  constituency  composed  of  municipalities 
taken  from  several  adjoining  counties.  The  hon. 
gentleman  said  further  on  in  the  same  speech  : 

“  But  the  fault  I  find  with  the  principle  stated  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Bothwell  and  embodied  in  the  amend¬ 
ment,  whether  brought  forward  in  opposition  to  the 
second  reading  of  the  Bill  or  in  committee  now,  is  that  if 
you  keep  within  county  lines  everything  is  justifiable  no 
matter  how  atrocious  the  gerrymander  may  be.” 

Who  maintained  that  proposition  ?  I  did  not, 
neither  did  any  hon.  gentleman  on  this  side.  Why, 
we  complained  of  two  cases  of  gerrymander  in 
1872.  The  one  was  in  the  County  of  Iialdimand 
and  the  other  in  the  County  of  Huron,  when  the 
township  of  Tuckersmith  was  taken  put  of  one 
riding  in  the  County  of  Huron  and  put  into 
another,  and  when  the  township  of  Dunn  was 
taken  out  of  Haldimand  and  put  into  Monck  ;  and 
I  remember  well  the  defence  made  by  the  First 
Minister,  that  he  had  Mr.  Thompson’s  consent, 
the  representative  of  Haldimand,  to  the  change. 
I  am  not  going  to  say  whether  that  was  an  actual 
statement  of  the  facts  or  not,  but  I  say  that  it  was 
contended  on  this  side  of  the  House  that  that  was 
an  unfair  division.  No  one  undertakes  to  argue 
that  a  Government  or  an  Opposition  ought  to  be  at 
liberty  to  carve  a  county  just  as  it  pleases,  unless 
it  pleases  to  do  what  is  right  and  fair,  but  we  say 
it  imposes  a  great  restraint  upon  a  majority  and 
puts  impediments  in  the  way  of  wrong-doing  that 
are  altogether  wranting  when  the  county  bound¬ 
aries  are  altogether  disregarded.  I  wish  to  say  a 
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word  or  two  with  regard  to  a  statement  made  by 
the  lion,  member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  that  the 
Reform  party  were  more  than  adequately 
represented  west  of  Toronto,  and  there  was 
an  intimation  made  on  the  floor  of  this 
House  that  we  were  not  suffering  from  the 
(Jerrymander  Bill  of  1882,  that  there  was  nothing 
for  us  to  complain  of,  and  that  we  might  fairly 
commence  with  that  as  a  basis  for  the  present 
distribution.  I  have  looked  at  the  votes  cast  for 
the  respective  parties  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
at  the  election  of  1891.  I  have  left  out  of  view  the 
revision  that  might  be  made  by  the  bye-elections, 
because  it  is  the  application  of  the  principle  to 
which  I  refer,  and  if  I  had  conveniently  at  my 
hand  the  returns  for  the  bye-elections,  they  would 
more  conveniently  represent  the  principle  to  which 
I  want  to  call  the  attention  of  the  committee. 
West  of  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  County  of 
York,  following  that  boundary  up  to  Lake  Simcoe 
and  then  following  the  eastern  boundary  of  the 
County  of  Simcoe  to  the  Georgian  Bay,  and  count¬ 
ing  Algoma  as  being  west  of  this  line,  the  Reformers 
polled  about  120,000  votes  and  elected  84  members. 
The  Conservatives  polled  113,000  votes,  or  nearly 
that,  and  elected  22  members.  East  of  that  line 
the  Reformers  polled  60,000  votes  and  elected  10 
members,  and  the  Conservatives  polled  62,000  votes 
and  elected  26  members.  Now,  if  you  were  to  put 
these  together,  you  would  find  that  we  were  under¬ 
represented.  We  polled  more  than  4,000  of  a 
majority  and  elected  44  members.  Our  Conserva¬ 
tive  opponents  elected  48  members  with  4,000  fewer 
votes.  East  of  Toronto,  it  took  6,000  votes  to  elect 
one  Reform  candidate,  and  it  took  2,383  Conserva¬ 
tive  votes  to  elect  a  candidate,  so  that  one  Conser¬ 
vative  vote  east  of  Toronto  counted  for  something 
more  than  two  Reform  votes.  The  hon.  gentleman 
will,  therefore,  see  that  the  effect  of  the  Bill  of  1882 
has  not  altogether  disappeared.  On  the  contrary, 
it  -places  the  Reform  party  in  the  Province  of  Ont¬ 
ario  at  a  very  great  disadvantage.  If  the  Minister 
of  Justice  adheres  to  the  doctrine  he  laid  down  in 
the  last  speech  he  addressed  to  the  House,  he  can¬ 
not  continue  to  press  this  Bill  in  its  present  form 
upon  the  attention  of  the  House.  He  is  proposing 
20  changes  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  which 
are  wholly  unnecessary.  He  is  pressing  upon  the 
attention  of  the  House  more  than  25  changes  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec  which  are  wholly  unnecessary. 
He  is  completely  destroying  the  county  limits  in 
the  Province  of  Prince  Edward  Island,  which  is 
wholly  unnecessary.  So  that,  if  we  were  to  accept 
the  doctrine  the  hon.  gentleman  lays  down,  the 
position  which  he  takes  is  as  inimical  to  the  Bill 
he  is  now  pressing  upon  the  attention  of  the  j 
House  as  the  principle  embodied  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  I  have  put  in  your  hands.  I  am  not  going 
further  to  press  this  amendment  upon  the  attention 
of  the  committee.  I  have  stated  what  I  think  is 
necessary  to  elucidate  fully  the  principle  involved, 
and  the  fairness  of  this  principle  when  applied.  I 
believe  it  would  give  to  each  party  in  this  House 
very  nearly  representation  in  proportion  to  its 
strength.  I  admit  that  a  party  which  has  a  large 
majority  will  have  on  the  floor  of  Parliament  a 
representation  out  of  proportion  to  the  popular 
vote,  unless  it  be  under  the  cumulative  system,  and 
I  do  not  object  to  this  result.  I  know  very  well 
that,  if  we  were  to  poll  3  per  cent  more  votes  than 
we  did,  we  would  carry  nearly  every  constituency  in 
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Ontario,  and  that  would  be  true  to  a  large  degree- 
of  the  other  side,  but  the  point  I  am  impressing 
upon  the  attention  of  the  House  is  the  principle  of 
permanency  as  far  as  possible  in  the  constituencies, 
and  recognizing  those  boundaries  that  we.  did  not 
make,  over  which  we  have  no  control,  which  are 
independent  of  us,  and  then  we  have  a  protection 
against  that  system  of  manipulation  which  in  a 
great  measure  destroys  the  essential  features  of 
representative  government. 

Mr.  McMULLEX.  The  hon.  member  for  Albert 
(Mr.  Weldon)  gave  us  the  benefit  of  his  calcula¬ 
tions  as  far  as  they  related  to  the  western  part  of 
Ontario  west  of  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  County 
of  York.  I  find  that  west  of  that  line  there  were 
no  less  than  36  changes  in  the  Act  of  1882,  there 
being  altogether  53  changes,  or  gerrymanders,  in 
that  Act.  I  he  reason  why  the  hon.  gentleman 
stated  that  he  confined  his  remarks  to  that  portion 
of  the  province  west  of  the  line  he  drew  from 
north  to  south  was  that  he  found,  after  a  careful 
criticism  and  analysis  of  the  votes  cast  in  1882, 
that  the  Reformers  had  as  many  representatives 
or  a  little  more  than  the  Conservatives  had.  I 
shall  not  challenge  that  statement.  There  is  a 
small  percentage  of  votes,  but  I  should  like  the 
hon.  gentleman  from  Albert  to  have  carried  out  his 
calculations  as  far  as  the  eastern  section  was  con¬ 
cerned.  Taking  the  part  east  of  the  line  he  drew 
himself,  we  had  no  less  then  17  changes  made  in 
all.  So  that  if  the  calculation  that  he  presented 
to  the  House  is  good  with  regard  to  the  west,  if  it 
is  founded  upon  fact  as  regards  the  entire  province, 
in  order  to  back  up  that  calculation,  he  should 
have  extended  it  to  the  east.  However,  I  will 
give  the  number  of  votes  polled,  so  far  as  I 
can  gather  them  from  the  statistics  within  reach. 
The  Conservatives  polled  in  the  western  section 
85,356  votes,  and  elected  22  members,  which  makes 
3,879  votes  for  each  member.  The  Reformers  polled 
89,448  votes,  and  elected  25  members,  being  3,578 
votes  for  each  member.  As  regards  east  Ontario, 

I  have  listened  attentively  to  the  statement  of  the 
hon.  member  for  Bothwell,  and  it  comes  into  line 
with  the  figures  I  am  about  to  pr-esent  to  the  House, 
except  that  the  line  he  drew  is  not  strictly  in  accord 
with  the  line  I  am  following.  I  am  following  out 
the  line  drawn  by  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr. 
Weldon),  in  order  to  show  that  his  statement,  if 
applied  to  the  eastern  portion  of  Ontario,  involves 
a  very  serious  reflection  upon  the  change  that  was 
made  in  1882.  Now,  in  eastern  Ontario  the  Con¬ 
servatives  polled  65,62 1  votes,  and  elected  34  men, 
giving  each  member  1,930  votes.  The  Reformers 
polled  57,184  votes,  electing  10  members,  and  giving 
each  member  5,718  votes.  Now,  following  out  the 
same  argument  that  has  been  presented  by  the 
member  for  Bothwell,  allowing  1,930  Reform'  rotes 
in  the  eastern  section  of  Ontario  electing  one  mem¬ 
ber,  the  same  value  as  1,930  Conservative  votes 
electing  one  member,  there  are  27,884  voters 
unrepresented  on  the  floor  of  this  House  in  east 
Ontario.  But  it  is  better  to  take  the  entire  province, 
because  then  you  can  form  a  better  opinion 
of  how  the  two  great  political  parties  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  are  represented  here.  Now, 
the  entire  Conservative  vote  polled  in  1882  immedi¬ 
ately  after  the  gerrymander,  so  far  as  I  can  make 
it  out,  with  one  single  exception  where  the  election 
took  place  by  acclamation,  and  allowing  for  another 
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constituency  where  two  Conservatives  ran — the 
entire  Conservative  vote  was  151,783,  and  the 
Reform  vote  was  146,632.  Now,  in  the  entire  pro¬ 
vince  the  Conservatives  elected  56,  and  the  Re¬ 
formers  35  members,  and  one  by  acclamation. 
Each  Conservative  member  represented  2,710  votes 
in  the  entire  province,  and  each  Reform  member 
4,189  votes.  But  allowing  that  each  group  of 
2,710  Reform  votes  should  have  the  same  repre¬ 
sentation  in  this  House  as  each  group  of  2,710 
Conservative  votes,  there  are  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  51,782  Reform  votes  unrepresented  on  the 
floor  of  this  House.  That  calculation,  I  think, 
shows  very  clearly  the  effect  of  the  gerrymander 
that  took  place  in  1882.  It  is  quite  clear  that  it 
was  the  means  of  preventing  one  of  the  political 
parties  in  that  province  from  sending  to  this  House 
their  proper  quota  of  representatives  in  proportion 
to  their  number  of  votes.  These  figures  are  plain 
evidence  that  the  gerrymander  of  1882  committed 
a  gross  injustice  upon  that  province,  and  they 
show,  on  the  other  hand,  that  it  is  not  fair 
that  we  should  continue  that  condition  of 
things.  Now,  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  gives 
as  a  reason  for  continuing  this  injustice,  that  he  is 
anxious  that  the  principle  of  continuity  should  be 
maintained,  that  the  people  have  become  so  ac¬ 
customed  to  the  changes  that  were  then  made,  that 
no  alteration  should  be  made.  Now,  if  that  is  a 
good  argument  to  apply  to  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  we  earnestly  hope  that  when  the  com¬ 
mittee  reaches  the  Province  of  Quebec  the  mem¬ 
ber  for  Albert  will  give  us  his  assistance  in  main¬ 
taining  the  principle  of  continuity  so  far  as  Quebec 
is  concerned,  because  if,  in  obedience  to  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  continuity,  those  grave  cases  of  injustice 
are  allowed  to  remain  in  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
certainly  the  same  principle  should  be  applied  to 
the  Province  of  Quebec  ;  therefore  we  should  ex¬ 
pect  the  valuable  assistance  of  the  hon.  member 
for  Albert  in  resisting  the  changes  that  are  pro- 
posed  in  Quebec.  In  the  changes  that  took  place 
in  1882  there  were  many  county  boundaries  vio¬ 
lated,  and  it  appears  that  in  the  Bill  before  the 
House  the  county  boundaries  are  entirely  ignored. 
Nothing  is  recognized  but  the  boundaries  of  town¬ 
ships.  Now,  I  think  that  the  evidence  that  has 
been  brought  before  the  committee  in  favour 
of  respecting  county  boundaries  has  been 
very  strong,  and  I  should  very  much  have  preferred 
that  the  Minister  of  Justice  had  seen  his  way  clear 
to  go  back  to  the  county  boundaries.  He  himself 
has  stated  to  the  House  that  the  Conservative 
party  cannot  lose  by  returning  to  county  bound¬ 
aries.  I  think  it  would  meet  the  wishes  of  the 
people  of  this  country  if  he  consented  to  do  that. 
I  think  it  would  be  very  much  better  to  return  to 
county  boundaries,  and  then  we  would  not  have 
anything  to  complain  of.  But  as  long  as  the  pres¬ 
ent  condition  of  things  are  maintained  it  will  be  a 
continual  cause  of  complaint,  and  the  gerrymander 
of  1882  will  always  be  a  source  of  irritation,  and  a 
feeling  of  injustice  will  pervade  the  entire  Reform 
party  unless  the  Minister  of  Justice  consents  to 
return  to  the  old  county  boundaries,  even  suppos¬ 
ing  the  Government  might  derive  an  incidental 
advantage  from  putting  the  municipalities  back  in 
the  counties  where  they  belong.  I  do  not  wish 
further  to  detain  the  committee,  but  I  wished  to 
make  these  statements  in  favour  of  the  amendment 
of  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell.  I  considered  it 
Mr.  McMullen. 


my  duty  to  draw  attention  to  the  statement  that 
has  been  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  Albert,  and 
to  show  that  if  he  applied  the  argument  to  eastern 
Ontario  that  he  applied  to  western  Ontario,  it 
would  be  found  that  he  would  not,  by  any  means, 
carry  out  the  principle  that  he  advocated  so  far  as 
western  Ontario  is  concerned,  because  in  eastern 
Ontario  Reformers  have  been,  and  are,  unrepre¬ 
sented  in  this  House  in  proportion  to  their  voting 
power. 

Amendment  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  negatived  : 
Yeas,  27  ;  nays,  51. 

2.  In  the  Province  of  Ontario — 

(a.)  The  electoral  district  of  Prescott  shall  consist  of 
the  townships  of  Alfred,  Caledonia,  Clarence  (including 
the  village  of  Rockland),  Hawkesbury  East,  Hawkes- 
bury  West,  Longueuil,  Plantagenet  North  and  Plantage- 
net  South,  and  the  villages  ot  Hawkesbury,  L’Orignal  and 
Rockland. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Drop. 

( b .)  The  electoral  district  of  Russell  shall  consist  of 
that  part  of  the  city  of  Ottawa  known  as  New  Edinburgh, 
and  of  the  townships  of  Cambridge,  Cumberland,  Glouces¬ 
ter,  Osgoode  and  Russell. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Drop. 

(c.)  The  electoral  district  of  North  Renfrew  shall  con¬ 
sist  of  the  town  of  Pembroke,  that  part  of  the  village  of 
Eganville  north  of  the  river  Bonnechere,  and  the  town¬ 
ships  of  Ross,  Bromley,  Westmeath,  Stafford,  Pembroke, 
Wilberforce,  Alice,  Petawawa,  Buchanan,  South  Algona, 
Eraser,  McKay,  Wylie  and  Rolph. 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  This  sub-section  takes  from  the 
north  riding  of  the  electoral  district  of  North  Ren¬ 
frew  the  townships  of  Head,  Maria  and  Clara. 
These  are  three  townships  which  lie  on  the  Ottawa 
River  and  adjoin  the  Nipissing  district,  and  it  is 
proposed  to  add  them  to  that  district,  to  which 
they  more  legitimately  belong.  The  vote  is  not 
very  large. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Has  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  the  vote  and  the  population  ? 

Mr.  BOWELL.  They  are  stated  on  the  map.  I 
think  as  regards  political  complexion,  the  majority 
is  15  to  17,  but  I  forget  on  which  side.  The  village 
of  Eganville  is  divided  by  a  river,  that  portion  of 
it  lying  to  the  north  of  the  river  being  attached  to 
the  north  riding,  and  that  portion  lying  to  the  south 
being  attached  to  the  south  riding. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Then  Eganville  must 
be  an  incorporated  village  ? 

Mr.  FERGUSON  (Leeds).  It  is  not  incorpor¬ 
ated. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  It  is  an  incorporated  village 
divided  by  the  river  Bonnechere.  If  it  is  an  incor¬ 
porated  village,  there  must  be  a  bridge  over  the 
river  ;  and,  at  all  events,  it  will  be  very  inconve¬ 
nient  to  have  one  portion  of  the  village  in  one  rid¬ 
ing  and  one  portion  in  another  riding. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  The  village  of  Eganville  has 
been  recently  incorporated.  One  part  of  it,  which 
lies  to  the  north  of  the  river  Bonnechere,  was 
formerly  within  the  limits  of  the  township  of 
Wilberforce.  The  other,  lying  to  the  south  of  the 
Bonnechere,  was  formerly  within  the  township  of 
Admaston.  The  people  ask  that  the  limits  that 
formerly  existed,  separating  the  township  of  Admas¬ 
ton  from  Wilberforce,  should  be  maintained,  and 
that  the  portion  of  the  village  which  lieswithin  the 
township  of  Wilberforce  should  still  remain  in  the 
north  riding,  and  that  portion  which  formerly  laid 
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within  the  limits  of  the  township  of  Gratton  should 
be  retained  in  the  south  riding.  The  river  was  the 
boundary  between  the  two  ridings  at  that  time  ; 
and  it  is  the  boundary  between  the  two  townships. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  What  is  the  population 
of  each  section  of  the  village  ? 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  330  odd  in  that  part  of  the 
village  that  lies  north  of  the  Bonnechere,  and  395 
in  that  portion  lying  south  of  the  river.  The 
population  is  not  quite  800,  which  is  the  number  I 
understand  to  be  necessary  to  entitle  a  village  to 
incorporation  ;  but  a  special  census  was  taken 
about  the  time  the  Act  of  incorporation  was  passed 
by  the  Local  Legislature  of  Ontario,  and  I  think 
the  village  was  incorporated  by  special  Act,  al¬ 
though  I  am  not  quite  sure  about  that  point ;  but, 
at  all  events,  the  special  census  taken  tit  the  time 
the  incorporation  took  place  showed  there  was 
about  sufficient  number  of  inhabitants  to  justify 
them  in  being  incorporated  as  a  village.  The 
census  returns  do  not,  however,  show  those  figures, 
but  they  give  not  quite  800  as  the  number  in  the 
village  on  both  sides  of  the  Bonnechere. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  What  is  the  number  of 
the  polling  subdivisions  ? 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  There  is  Wilberforce  on  one 
side  and  Grattan  on  the  other.  By  the  census  re¬ 
turns  that  portion  of  Eganville  within  the  town¬ 
ship  of  Wilberforce  has  a  population  of  about  330, 
and  that  portion  within  the  township  of  Grattan 
has  a  population  of  395. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  If  I  understand  the  state  of 
the  facts  correctly,  the  Bill  makes  no  change  in 
this  respect  ? 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  No  change  in  the  limits  as 
they  existed  previously  at  those  particular  points. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Is  there  not  a  bridge 
over  the  Bonnechere  ? 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  Yes. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  And  there  is  no  diffi¬ 
culty  in  one  side  communictflting  with  the  other  ? 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  No.  The  object  is  simply  to 
maintain  the  lines  as  they  existed  before  the  incor¬ 
poration  of  the  village.  Hon.  members  willunder- 
derstand  that  prior  to  the  incorporation  of  the  vil¬ 
lage  of  Eganville,  part  of  it  formed  part  of  the 
township  of  Wilberforce  and  part  of  it  formed  part 
of  the  township  of  Grattan.  It  was  incorporated 
as  the  village  of  Eganville,  and  the  representations 
that  have  been  made  to  me  from  both  of  these 
parties  who  are  living  on  the  south  and  north  side 
of  the  Bonnechere,  is,  that  it  is  their  desire  to  main¬ 
tain  the  limits  as  they  existed  before  the  incorpora¬ 
tion  of  Eganville. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  In  which  division  — north 
or  south  ? 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  Under  the  local  Act  of  the 
Legislature  the  whole  of  the  village  will  go  into 
that  riding  in  which  the  greatest  part  of  it  lies  ; 
and  it  will  therefore  be  in  the  south  riding  of 
Renfrew.  The  people  on  both  sides  of  the  Bonne¬ 
chere  asked  that  the  old  limits  shall  remain  with 
regard  to  the  elections  for  the  Dominion. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  This  Bill  so  far  as  Eganville 
is  concerned  does  not  make  any  change,  and,  con¬ 
sidering  the  character  of  its  provisions,  I  wish  that 
the  changes  did  not  apply  elsewhere 
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(e.)  The  electoral  district  of  Lincoln  and  Niagara  shall 
consist  ot  the  town  of  Niagara,  the  city  of  St.  Catharines, 
the  townships  of  Grantham,  Clinton,  Louth,  Pelham  and 
Gainsborough,  and  the  villagss  of  Beamsville  and  Port 
Dalhousie. 

Sir  JOHN  1 HOMPSON.  1  here  is  a  clerical 
error  here.  The  words  “  ;he  township  of  Niagara  ” 
are  omitted,  and  I  move  that  they  be  inserted. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  move  that  Merritton 
be  taken  from  W  elland  and  put  back  into  the 
County  of  Lincoln  and  Niagara.  Merritton  is  a 
part  of  the  County  of  Lincoln  ;  it  has  no  association 
whatever  with  the  County  of  Welland,  and  why 
should  it  be  broken  in  upon  ?  Hon.  gentlemen 
have  just  this  moment  allowed  an  incorporated 
village  to  be  divided  at  the  request  of  the  vil¬ 
lagers,  as  we  are  informed  by  the  Speaker,  al¬ 
though  we  have  no  petition  to  the  House  to  that 
effect.  Here  is  the  village  of  Merritton,  that  is  a 
part  of  Lincoln,  and  is  not  required  by  any  con¬ 
sideration  of  population  or  anything  else  to  be 
added  to  the  County  of  Welland. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  I  think  there  is  something 
in  what  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills) 
says.  There  is  a  community  of  interest  between 
Merritton  and  the  city  of  St.  Catharines  and  the 
township  of  Grantham,  as  was  referred  to  by  the 
member  for  Welland  (Mr.  Lowell).  There  is, 
however,  also  a  community  of  interest  between 
the  town  of  Merritton  and  Thorold,  as  they  are 
contiguous  towns  and  their  main  street  is  almost 
a  continuous  street.  However,  if  it  is  wished  to 
change  Merritton  to  Lincoln  and  Niagara  I  do  not 
think  there  can  be  an}’  objection. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  village  of  Merrit¬ 
ton,  as  I  understand,  now  lies  in  the  County  of  Lin¬ 
coln,  and  while  the  change  of  population,  by  trans¬ 
ferring  it  to  Welland,  would  make  Welland  a  lit¬ 
tle  over  the  unit,  no  equalization  is  practically 
effected  by  the  transfer,  and  for  that  reason  as  well 
as  for  those  which  have  already  been  urged  to  the 
House,  I  accept  the  proposal  to  leave  Merritton  in 
Lincoln  and  Niagara. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

(/■.)  The  electoral  district  of  Welland  shall  consist  of 
the  townships  of  Bertie,  Crowland,  Humberstone,  Stam¬ 
ford,  Ihorold  and  Willoughby,  the  villages  of  Chippawa, 
Fort  Erie,  Niagara  Falls,  Merritton  and  Port  Colborne, 
and  the  towns  of  Niagara  Falls,  Thorold  and  Welland. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  village  of  Merrit¬ 
ton  should  be  transferred  to  Lincoln  and  Niagara. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

(ff.)  The  electoral  district  of  Haldimand  and  Monck 
shall  consist  of  the  townships  of  Oneida,  Rainham,  Seneca, 
North  Cayuga  and  South  Cayuga,  Canborough,  Dunn, 
Moulton,  Sherbrooke  and  Wainfleet,  and  the  villages  of 
Caledonia,  Cayuga,  Hagersville  and  Dunnville,  and  shall 
return  one  member. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  What  is  the  population  of 
this  reconstructed  riding  ? 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  22,000. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  submit  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  for  the  reasons  that  were  given  by  the 
hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cart¬ 
wright),  and  others  on  this  side  of  the  House,  that 
these  proposed  changes  ought  not  to  be  made.  By 
this  change  you  propose  to  abolish  two  constitu¬ 
encies  in  the  Niagara  Peninsula,  and  you  leave  the 
weaker  section  of  the  province  with  the  full  repre- 
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sentation  which  it  now  possesses.  You  are  propos¬ 
ing  to  make  a  great  many  changes  in  this  district 
which  would  be  altogether  unnecessary  if  you  were 
to  unite  two  constituencies  in  the  east.  Why  not 
unite  Addington  and  Lennox,  or  Frontenac  and 
Lennox,  giving  the  town  of  Portsmouth  to  King¬ 
ston,  to  which  it  belongs  ?  Why  not  unite  Leeds 
and  Grenville  ?  It  is  quite  possible  to  unite  these 
constituencies  without  bringing  them  much  above 
the  present  unit,  leaving  the  Niagara  district  as  it 
is,  and  scarcely  disturbing  the  present  municipal 
boundaries.  By  uniting  these  eastern  constitu¬ 
encies,  you  would  take  the  representation  from. the 
section  of  the  province  which  is  thinly  peopled, 
and  give  it  to  the  city  of  Toronto  and  the  Algoma 
district,  into  which  large  numbers  of  people  have 
gone  since  the  previous  census.  That  would  be  a 
simple  process,  and  would  render  unnecessary  all 
these  changes  which  you  propose  to  make.  It 
would  be  fair  to  the  west  and  to  the  east,  and  would 
give  no  party  advantage. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  population  of 
Haldimand  is  now  but  16,300,  and  the  population 
of  Monck  15,300.  I  am  afraid  that  we  cannot 
agree  to  the  changes  proposed  by  the  hon.  member 
for  South  Oxford  with  respect  to  the  union  of  other 
counties.  I  think  they  would  altogether  change  the 
plan  of  redistribution  as  proposed  by  this  Bill. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
will  see  that  the  population  of  the  constituencies 
1  have  mentioned  is  less  than  that  of  the  constitu¬ 
encies  to  which  he  refers.  If  the  hon.  gentleman 
is  going  to  equalize  the  population,  it  ought  to  be 
done  in  the  way  I  have  mentioned. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  do  not  propose  to 
equalize  the  population  in  the  whole  province. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  am  not  asking  the 
hon.  gentleman  to  equalize  the  whole  population. 
The  hon.  gentleman  said  that  he  wished  to  give 
something  like  permanence.  He  is  not  doing  that 
by  making  all  these  changes  in  the  Niagara 
Peninsula.  If  Leeds  and  Grenville  were  united, 
their  united  population  would  only  be  about  equal 
to  the  unit. 

(h.)  The  electoral  district  of  South  Wentworth  shall 
consist  of  the  townships  of  Saltfleet,  Binbrook.  Barton, 
Glanford,  North  and  South  Grimsby,  Caistor,  Bast  and 
West  Flamborough,  the  town  of  Dundas,  and  the  villages 
of  Grimsby  and  Waterdown. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  In  this  riding  there 
is  this  difficulty,  geographically  if  not  otherwise, 
that  the  town  of  Dundas  and  the  townships  of 
East  and  West  Flamborough  will  be  separated 
from  the  other  portion  of  the  riding  altogether.  My 
recollection  is  that  a  portion  either  of  the  town¬ 
ship  of  Ancaster  or  of  the  city  of  Hamilton  inter¬ 
venes. 

Mr.  McKAY.  The  part  of  North  Wentworth 
which  has  been  added  to  South  Wentworth  touches 
the  former  South  Wentworth. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Wheredoes  it  touch  it? 

Mr.  McKAY.  West  of  the  city  of  Hamilton. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  How  large  a  touch  is  it  ? 

Mr.  McKAY.  I  have  not  had  measurements 
taken,  but  quite  a  little  part  of  it  touches. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Separated  by  the  bay  ? 

Mr.  McKAY.  No,  a  land  contact. 

Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  I  would  like  the  hon. 
member  to  point  out  where  the  two  parts  touch. 
I  never  could  get  from  Dundas  or  from  Flambor¬ 
ough  to  the  old  riding  of  South  Wentworth  without 
going  through  the  city  of  Hamilton.  Is  there  a. 
road  there  ? 

Mr.  McKAY.  I  cannot  say  that  there  is  a  main 
road,  but  you  can  go  by  land. 

Mr.  BAIN  (Wentworth).  You  would  have  to 
go  by  water,  either  crossing  the  Desjardins  Canal 
or  the  inlet  through  which  it  passes. 

Mr.  McKAY.  It  is  part  of  the  Burlington 
Heights,  and  there  is  only  about  twelve  feet  of  a 
canal.  The  hon.  gentleman  knows  as  well  as  I  do 
that  quite  a  large  part  touches  by  land,  though 
there  is  not  a  main  road. 

Mr.  BAIN  (Wentworth).  After  you  pass  the 
township  of  Ancaster  you  do  not  get  into  West 
Flamborough  on  that  side  of  Hamilton,  but  on  the 
north  side  of  the  Desjardins  Canal,  and  the  part  of 
Barton  that  runs  down  to  the  city  boundaries  is  still 
cut  off  by  the  marsh  and  the  canal  that  intervenes. 
The  township  of  West  Flamborough  has  a  small 
strip  that  is  joined  to  the  town  of  Dundas  on  the 
south  side  of  the  canal,  but  it  is  a  long  distance 
before  you  reach  the  boundary  of  Barton.  If  the 
Government  really  want  to  make  a  compact  con¬ 
stituency  of  South  WTentworth,  what  they  want  to- 
do  is  to  put  the  township  of  Ancaster  into  South 
Wentworth  and  put  East  and  West  Flamborough 
into  North  Brant,  and  then  the  town  of  Dundas 
and  the  township  of  Ancaster  would  join,  each 
contiguous  ;  but  it  is  utterly  impossible  to  go  from 
the  one  part  of  that  riding  to  the  other  except  by 
water-stretch.  It  cannot  be  done  by  land  except 
by  going  through  the  city  of  Hamilton  or  a. 
portion  of  North  Brant  in  the  township  of  Ancas¬ 
ter.  They  have  no  connection  with  each  other  at 
all,  because  the  corporation  of  Hamilton  takes  in 
the  bounds  on  the  north  side  as  far  as  the  land 
goes. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  This  is  a  section  which  the 
House  should  not  endorse,  and  in  our  opposition  to 
which  we  ought  to  have  the  support  of  the  hon.. 
member  for  Albert  (Mr.  W7eldon).  If  I  understood 
him  rightly  the  other  day,  he  said  he  never  was  en¬ 
amoured  of  the  Bill  of  1882.  If  he  had  been  here 
in  1882  he  would  probably  have  voted  against  it. 
At  all  events,  he  said,  in  reply  to  the  hon.  member 
for  North  Simcoe,  that  the  only  reason  why  he 
voted  against  the  amendment  then  moved  was  be¬ 
cause  the  Act  of  1882  had  received  the  sanction  of 
time,  because  it  had  become  unfait  accompli.  My 
hon.  friend  will  see  that  this  section  is  a  gerryman¬ 
der  upon  that  gerrymander  of  1882.  By  this  sec¬ 
tion  we  are  proposing,  not  to  accept  what  was  done 
in  1882,  but  to  mutilate  it,  and  we,  therefore, 
ought  to  have  the  hon.  gentleman’s  support. 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  leader 
of  the  Opposition  what  is  the  proposition  he  asks, 
me  to  support  ? 

Mr.  LAURIER.  That  the  riding  of  North  Went¬ 
worth  should  be  kept  as  it  is  at  present. 

Mr.  WELDON.  And  what  alternative  plan 
does  the  hon.  gentleman  propose  to  supply  the 
member  who  is  set  free  by  the  union  of  these  two, 
constituencies  ? 
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Mr.  LAUR1ER.  Unite  Addington  to  Lennox 
or  Frontenao. 

Mr.  WELDON.  From  the  study  I  have  given 
the  matter,  1  have  come  to  the  conclusion,  and 
I  express  my  opinion  with  great  modesty  about 
the  geography  of  a  county  so  far  from  my  own, 
that  the  taking  out  of  the  township  of  Ancaster 
ten  years  ago  was  the  most  censurable  move  made 
in  the  whole  Bill.  If  you  will  look  at  the  map, 
you  will  not  find  any  reason  for  taking  out  the 
township  of  Ancaster,  on  any  general  principle, 
ten  years  ago.  I  would  like  the  leader  of  the 
Opposition  to  say  precisely  what  his  proposition  is 
before  the  committee. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  As  far  as  practicable  the  Act 
of  1882  ought  not  to  be  interfered  with  as  regards 
the  County  of  Wentworth. 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  think  the  lion,  gentleman 
has  made  his  appeal  on  the  weakest  point  in  the 
whole  Province  of  Ontario,  when  he  wants  to 
perpetuate  the  ridings  of  Wentworth.  According 
to  the  map  of  Ontario  of  1889,  which  I  have  before 
me,  the  two  Wentworths  seem  to  me  to  be  con¬ 
nected  by  a  single  point  on  Lake  Ontario,  and  the 
township  of  Ancaster  comes  in  like  a  sharp  wedge 
between  the  two. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  whole  of  the 
Niagara  Peninsula  is  broken  up  by  this  Bill.  Here 
are  two  constituencies  being  obliterated,  and  the 
remains  of  two  constituencies  are  divided  among 
the  surrounding  counties.  If  the  lion,  gentleman 
will  look  at  the  map  he  will  see  that  there  are 
smaller  constituencies  left  than  either  of  those 
obliterated.  Why  not  take  the  smaller  constitu¬ 
encies  and  unite  them  with  those  immediately 
adjoining,  which  can  be  done  without  making 
either  of  the  two  as  large  as  many  that  remain 
under  the  Bill.  The  hon.  gentleman  himself 
strongly  objects  to  gerrymandering  at  present,  but 
a  gerrymander  is  being  most  effectually  carried  out 
in  the  Niagara  Peninsula.  He  refers  to  the  town¬ 
ship  of  Ancaster.  The  old  County  of  South  Went¬ 
worth  was  nearly  cut  in  two  by  that.  It  was  put 
in  one  riding  of  Brant,  it  was  taken  out  of  South 
Wentworth  to  defeat,  if  possible,  the  Liberal  can¬ 
didate,  Mr.  Rymal.  That  was  a  most  unfair 
proceeding.  There  can  be  no  doubt  of  that,  but  if 
you  take  and  put  the  township  of  Ancaster  back, 
as  perhaps  ought  to  be  done,  we  must  recast  all 
these  provisions  with  regard  to  Brant  that 
were  introduced  before.  If  my  hon.  friend 
had  seen  his  way  to  support  the  proposi¬ 
tion  lately  voted  down,  all  those  things  would 
have  fallen  into  their  place  as  before,  but 
that  not  being  the  case  I  contend  that  the  Niagara 
Peninsula  ought  to  be  left  alone  and  that  we  ought 
to  unite  four  of  the  constituencies  into  two.  That 
can  be  done,  and  it  is  perfectly  fair,  and  the  hon. 
gentleman  need  not  attack  the  smallest  constitu¬ 
encies.  What  justification  is  there  for  going  into 
a  district  that  is  not  over-represented,  when  we 
take  it  as  a  part  of  the  surrounding  country,  and 
leaving  untouched  a  district  that  is  over-represen  ted  ? 
It  seems  to  me,  if  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  are  dis¬ 
posed  to  do  what  is  fair,  they  ought  to  insist  upon 
the  union  of  four  constituencies  into  two  in  the 
eastern  section  of  the  province,  and  leave  the 
Niagara  Peninsula  as  it  was.  Let  me  take  the  case 
I  mentioned.  Take  Frontenac  and  Lennox.  I 
understand  they  are  municipally  one.  There  is 


the  town  of  Portsmouth,  which  is  a  suburb  of 
Kingston.  Why  not  annex  that  suburb  to  Kingston, 

|  and  you  have  two  constituencies  which  are  nearly 
!  equal  and  very  nearly  up  to  the  unit? 

Mr.  WELDON.  What  size  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  23,000  or  24,000,  or 
something  in  that  neighbourhood.  13,000  is  the 
one  and  14,000  is  the  other,  and  with  Portsmouth 
taken  in,  I  think  it  makes  a  constituency  of  about 
23,000  and  increases  Kingston  some  2,000  or  3,000. 
Then,  if  yon  unite  Grenville  and  Leeds  you  have 
another  constituency  of  about  24,000.  Why  should 
not  that  be  done  and  let  the  Niagara  Peninsula 
alone  ?  I  have  no  objection  to  the  Niagara  Penin¬ 
sula  being  dealt  with  if  you  are  going  to  establish 
county  boundaries,  but  the  House  has  refused  to 
approve  of  that,  and  here  is  an  arrangement  that 
will  equalize  the  constituencies  and  will  produce 
scarcely  any  disturbance,  while  at  the  same  time  it 
will  be  perfectly  fair. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  I  am  not  very  well  ac¬ 
quainted  with  the  geography  of  North  and  South 
Wentworth,  but  the  County  of  Wentworth  was 
divided  into  north  and  south  under  the  Act  we  are 
now  working  under.  In  the  last  Redistribution 
Bill,  the  township  of  Ancaster  was  put  into  North 
Brant,  the  result  being  that  the  County  of  Went¬ 
worth  was  dividedinto  two  by  a  sharp  point.  What¬ 
ever  disturbance  there  is  in  that  is  to  be  found  in 
the  Bill  of  1882.  Now,  the  two  are  put  into  one, 
and  one  township,  Beverley,  is  taken  out  and  put 
into  North  Brant.  There  is  no  attempt  to  gain 
political  influence  by  that. 

Mr,  MACDONALD  (Winnipeg).  I  am  not  suf¬ 
ficiently  acquainted  with  the  geography  of  Went¬ 
worth  to  express  an  opinion  upon  it,  but  I  am  very 
much  astonished  to  hear  the  proposition  of  my  hon. 
friend  from  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills),  as  to  replacing 
the  seat  which  will  have  to  be  provided  by  uniting 
the  city  of  Kingston  and  the  village  of  Portsmouth 
and  throwing  the  County  of  Frontenac  and  part  of 
the  County  of  Lennox  in  together.  In  an  early  part 
of  this  debate,  the  hon.  gentleman  was  very  much 
in  favour  of  county  boundaries  being  preserved,  but 
this  suggestion  of  his  would  break  through  any  rule 
of  that  kind,  because  Portsmouth  has  no  connection 
municipally  with  Kingston  at  all.  It  has  always 
formed  part  of  the  County  of  Frontenac,  and  there 
are  no  interests  in  common  between  the  city  of 
Kingston  and  the  village  of  Portsmouth.  I  was  sur¬ 
prised  to  hear  the  hon.  gentleman  state  that  Front¬ 
enac  and  Lennox  are  united  for  municipal  purposes. 
They  are  not  united,  and,  if  they  ever  were,  it 
must  have  been  before  I  was  born.  Although  it  is 
true  that  a  portion  of  the  County  of  Frontenac 
forms  part  of  the  County  of  Addington  for  political 
purposes,  no  part  of  it  forms  part  of  the  County  of 
Lennox.  They  are  as  distinct  as  the  Counties  of 
Brant  and  Wentworth.  I  would  greatly  prefer  that 
the  Bill  as  introduced  should  carry  than  that  any 
change  of  that  sort  should  be  made. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  The  trouble  is,  when  a  measure 
of  this  sort  is  under  discussion,  that  any  change 
seems  to  be  plausible  at  first,  but  when  it  is  dis¬ 
cussed  new  difficulties  present  themselves.  In  this 
very  matter,  if  I  understand  the  scheme  of  the 
member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills),  it  is  to  make  the 
County  of  Wentworth  one  constituency.  Would 
not  that  create  some  difficulty  ?  Part  of  the  county 
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would  be  on  one  side  of  the  city  of  Hamilton  and 
the  other  part  would  be  on  the  other  side. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  city  does  not  break 
it  up  at  all. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  Then,  as  to  the  emasculation  of 
the  representation  in  that  district,  I  very  much 
regret  that  the  constituency  of  Monck  has  disap¬ 
peared,  and  I  think  that  an  arrangement  more 
equal  and  fair  might  be  devised.  I  would  support 
any  well-devised  scheme  to  preserve  the  County  of 
Monck,  but  the  proposition  of  the  member  for 
Bothwell  would  go  further  than  this,  because  it 
would  remove  three  members  from  a  locality  about 
the  same  as  that  from  which  two  are  being  taken 
now. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  may  inform  the  hon. 
gentleman  that  m37  motion  has  been  voted  down, 
and  now  we  are  considering  another  motion. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  Assuming  that  the  Bill  before 
the  House  is  the  best  the  Government  can  present, 
and  the  amendment  is  the  best  the  Opposition  can 
present,  we  have  to  choose  between  the  two,  and  I 
prefer  the  scheme  the  Government  present. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  The  member  for  Monck 
is  altogether  wrong  in  supposing  that,  if  North 
and  South  Wentworth  were  united,  they  would  be 
separated  by  the  city  of  Hamilton.  It  is  true  that 
the  city  of  Hamilton  is  in  the  township  of  Barton, 
but  Ancaster  adjoins  Barton  and  Binbrook,  '  and 
then  the  constituency  runs  continuously  east  so 
that  the  city  of  Hamilton  only  takes  a  portion  of 
the  township  of  Barton  and  does  not  interfere  with 
the  connection  between  North  and  South  Went¬ 
worth  at  all.  It  would  be  a  continuous  united 
county. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  I  understand  the  suggestion  to 
be  that  we  should  take  two  counties  in  the  east 
and  unite  them  together.  Hon.  gentlemen  oppo¬ 
site  are  very  generous.  They  have  passed  the 
parts  of  the  Bill  which  tell  in  their  favour,  such  as 
that  in  reference  to  Lincoln,  except  that  they  de¬ 
sired  to  add  Merritton  to  it,  to  which  the  Govern¬ 
ment  did  not  object.  I  would  much  prefer  that  the 
change  did  not  take  place  in  my  constituency,  but 
the  Government  have  made  the  fairest  division 
and  with  the  least  disturbance  that  can  be  made  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario.  Two  seats  have  been 
taken  from  the  western  part  of  the  province  to 
supply  the  two  seats  which,  I  believe,  it  is  conced¬ 
ed  ought  to  be  given  to  Toronto  and  the  large 
northern  part  of  the  country.  The  proposition  in 
regard  to  the  Niagara  Peninsula  should  be  taken  as 
a  whole,  and  it  is  not  fair  to  take  it  piecemeal.  I  do 
not  agree  with  the  proposition  of  some  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  of  taking  the  two  new  members  from  the  eastern 
half  of  the  province,  because  it  would  be  taking  from 
one-half  the  province  and  giving  to  the  other  half 
instead  of  equalizing.  Now,  coming  down  to  this 
particular  proposition  about  Wentworth  I  cannot 
see  any  unfairness  in  it  at  all.  The  proposition,  as  a 
whole,  politically,  is  extremely  fair.  It  equalizes 
population  in  every  one  of  those  ridings,  and  that  is 
one  of  the  things  that  should  always  be  borne  in 
mind  ;  if  anything,  we  give  our  opponents  a  political 
advantage.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned  in  South  Nor¬ 
folk,  I  want  to  say  that  taking  in  theo,000of  Walpole, 
if  I  had  my  choice,  so  far  as  any  political  advantage 
is  concerned,  I  would  leave  the  riding  as  it  is.  But  if 
the  Government  carry  this  whole  proposition  out 
Mr.  Boyle. 


that  would  be  extremely  unfair,  because,  by  adding 
that  5,000  to  South  Norfolk,  they  equalize  the 
population  fairly  and  improve  it  in  the  whole  of 
those  ridings.  So  far  as  Wentworth  is  concerned 
they  add,  only  one  more  township  from  North 
Wentworth  to  Brant ;  that  is  all  the  change  they 
make  ;  so  that  there  is  no  more  disturbance  than 
existed  before,  because  any  excess  has  been  taken 
out  of  North  Wentworth  and  put  into  Brant.  I 
have  been  surprised  to  hear  it  claimed  that  we  are 
gaining  a  political  advantage  there.  I  wish  to 
deny  that,  and  I  shall  give  my  reasons.  Lincoln 
in  its  old  shape,  has  always  been  Conservative 
since  Confederation  until  now. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  No  ;  Capt.  Norris  repre¬ 
sented  it  in  two  Parliaments,  from  1872  to  1878. 

'Mr.  TISDALE.  I  think  it  has  always  been 
Conservative  with  the  exception  of  one  Parliament, 
until  the  hon.  member  who  now  represents  it  (Mr. 
Gibson)  was  elected.  Now,  that  is  being  strength¬ 
ened  by  the  townships  that  are  being  added  to  it, 
so  that  it  is  probably  safe  for  the  Reformers  if  you 
take  things  as  they  are.  Monck,  except  two 
sessions,  has  always  been  Conservative  since  Con¬ 
federation.  Welland,  up  to  within  a  short  time, 
has  also  been  Conservative,  and  we  are  not  making 
any  changes  in  Welland  that  would  affect  the  hon. 
gentleman  who  now  holds  the  seat.  I  believe  we  have 
droppedall  the  changes  except  thename  of  one  muni¬ 
cipality.  Then  Haldimand  and  Monck  we  hold,  and 
South  Norfolk  we  hold.  South  Norfolk,  I  do  not 
think,  has  been  strengthened  at  all.  The  township 
of  Walpole  is  one  of  those  doubtful  townships  and 
generally  gives  a  very  small  Conservative  majority. 

I  think  it  gave  the  doctor  either  47  or  52  the  last 
time.  It  has  a  population  of  5,000.  Lincoln  is 
made  safe,  Haldimand  and  Monck  are  made  safe, 
South  Wentworth  is  left  about  as  it  was  ;  Welland 
is  left  as  it  was.  I  mean  to  say  that  no  fair-minded 
man  can  complain  of  this  arrangement,  taking  a 
group  of  constituencies,  since  no  more  changes  have 
been  made  than  were  necessary  in  order  to  find  two 
more  seats  for  Toronto  and  Algoma.  It  is  true 
that  an  amendment  has  been  moved  that  would 
cover  the  question  in  another  way,  but  I  aln  not 
answering  that  because  now  we  are  discussing  the 
Bill  item  by  item. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  want  to  say  a 
word  with  regard  to  the  plan  of  taking  members 
from  western  Ontario.  I  have  gone  over  the 
figures  and  I  find  that  western  Ontario  is  largely 
unrepresented  now.  The  unit  of  representation  for 
Ontario,  west  of  the  city  of  Toronto,  was  22,850  ; 
and  the  representative  unit  east  of  Toronto,  not 
including  the  city,  wasf  19,700.  Now,  there  must 
have  been  some  reason  why  the  Government  went 
west  of  the  city  of  Toronto  for  the  purpose  of  get¬ 
ting  two  members,  rather  than  east.  If  the  princi¬ 
ple  was  to  endeavour  to  arrive  at  an  equalization  of 
the  population,  as  the  hon.  member  for  South  Nor¬ 
folk  (Mr.  Tisdale)  says,  I  do  not  see  why  they  have 
gone  to  the  west  of  Toronto  rather  than  to  the  east 
for  the  purpose  of  getting  two  members.  I  am 
strongly  opposed  to  taking  the  two  members  from 
the  portion  of  Ontario  that  is  now  under-represented. 
I  did  not  hear  the  Government  give  any  reason  why 
they  went  west  rather  than  east.  Now,  if  the 
representation  could  be  made  upon  county  lines,  it 
would  have  this  result,  that  one  representative 
would  be  taken  from  the  w  est  of  Toronto  and 
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two  from  the  east  of  Toronto,  which  would 
enable  us  to  give  the  three  extra  members,  two  to 
the  city  of  Toronto  and  one  to  East  Algoma,  which 
it  is  now  proposed  by  the  Government  to  do.  I 
think  that  would  have  been  far  more  just  than  the 
arrangement  now  proposed.  We  have  a  popula¬ 
tion  west  of  Toronto  of  1,119,000,  which  territory 
sends  49  members,  or  one  member  for  every 
22,850  ;  east  of  Toronto  we  have  630,000  in  round 
numbers,  and  from  that  section  of  country  we  get 
32  members,  or  19,710  for  each  member.  A  ques- 
tion  arose  here  the  other  day  as  to  whether  we  were 
over-represented  in  western  Ontario  or  not.  I  have 
gone  over  the  figures  since  that  time,  in  order  to 
ascertain  whether  the  statement  made  by  the  lion, 
member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  was  correct  or 
not.  I  have  taken  Toronto  as  the  pivotal  centre  and 
have  not  included  it  in  the  calculation  ;  but  the 
member  for  Albert  took  a  line  some  distance  west 
of  Toronto  and  made  his  calculations  on  the  figures 
he  derived  from  that  line. 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  began  west  of  Essex  and  added 
up  the  populations  until  I  got  an  exact  half,  and  I 
ran  the  line  between  Peel  and  York  northward. 
As  a  matter  of  fact  that  western  portion  is  some- 
wh  at  o  v  e  r  -  r  ep  re  sen  t  e  d . 


with  the  redistribution  now  about  to  be  inflicted 
on  the  people,  was  directly  opposed  to  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  country,  as  well  as  of  justice  and  fair- 
play.  If  that  be  so,  why  should  lion,  gentlemen 
opposite  now  hesitate  to  admit  that  the  figures 
show  that  eastern  Ontario  is  over-represented  and 
western  Ontario  is  under-represented,  and  that  as 
there  are  many  small  electoral  districts  in  eastern 
Ontario  we  can  afford  to  strike  out  one  or  more 
of  them,  or  unite  two  or  more  of  them,  and 
thus  bring  to  a  closer  equality  the  unit  of  re¬ 
presentation.  Would  that  not  be  an  honour¬ 
able  way  of  looking  at  the  subject  ?  Hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  have  invited  a  suggestion  from  the 
Reform  party.  Here  is  the  suggestion  now.  Let 
lion,  gentlemen  opposite  leave  the  Niagara  Pen¬ 
insula  alone,  and  come  to  the  east,  say  to  Leeds 
and  Grenville.  It  is  not  a  county  ;  the  electoral 
district  has  only  about  13,000  inhabitants  ;  and  if 
hon.  members  will  look  over  the  list  of  constitu¬ 
encies  east  and  west  of  Toronto  they  will  observe 
the  large  disproportion  that  prevails  between  the 
population  of  different  constituencies.  Let  me  sub¬ 
mit  the  figures  of  some  east  and  west  districts  to 
show  the  disparity  between  the  population  : 


East  Districts. 


West  Districts. 


Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  have  no  doubt 
the  hon.  gentleman  did  what  he  could  in  order  to 
arrive  at  a  division  of  the  population  ;  but  his 
division  leaves  Toronto  in  what  we  call  eastern 
Ontario.  It  is  well  known  by  every  one  that  Toronto 
is  generally  considered  the  pivotal  point,  and  in 
order  to  make  a  fair  calculation  I  leave  it  out  in 
the  meantime,  and  take  the  counties  lying  east  and 
west  of  the  city,  and  I  find  the  Liberal  party  polled 
at  the  last  general  election  4,856  more  than  the 
Conservative  party  in  the  western  section  of  the 
province.  The  Liberals  have  returned  to  this  House 
27  members  and  the  Conservatives  have  returned 
27  members.  It  is  thus  apparent  that  the  Liberals 
are  represented  by  the  same  number  of  members, 
although  they  had  a  majority  of  4,856  votes.  Look 
at  the  other  side  of  the  shield— take  the  eastern 
section  of  Ontario.  The  Liberal-Conservatives 
polled  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the  province  4,480 
of  a  majority.  How  do  the  two  parties  stand  as 
regards  representation  ?  The  Liberals  returned  6 
members  and  the  Conservatives  29  members  to  this 
House.  It  is  evident  there  is  something  wrong  if 
the  Conservative  party  can  obtain  29  members  with 
a  majority  of  4,480  of  the  popular  vote  and  the 
Liberals  can  receive  only  the  same  number  of  mem¬ 
bers  with  a  popular  majority  of  4,856,  or  over  400 
above  the  Conservative  majority.  If  any  honest 
man  will  look  at  these  figures,  he  will  find  the  figures 
to  be  correct,  and  he  must  admit  that  this  Redis¬ 
tribution  Bill  is  based  on  a  principle  that  is  not 
just,  but  is  one  that  gives  an  advantage  to  the 
Conservative  party  in  its  representation  in  this 
House.  Looking  at-  the  whole  matter,  and  again 
omitting  Toronto  as  the  focal  point  between  the 
east  and  west,  the  Liberals  had  a  popular  majority 
of  376,  and  they  are  represented  in  this  House  by 
33  members,  while  the  Conservatives  are  repre¬ 
sented  by  56  members,  leaving  out  the  three  mem¬ 
bers  now  representing  Toronto.  In  view  of  these 
figures,  of  which  I  challenge  contradiction  by  any 
hon.  member,  will  not  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
see,  as  the  people  of  the  country  will  see, 
that  the  redistribution  of  1882,  in  connection 


Lennox . 14,902 

Brockville  . 15,855 

Prince  Edward . 18,892 

Prontenac . 13,445 

Grenville  South  ...  12,931 
Leeds  and  Grenville.  13,523 
Northumberland  W..  14,947 
Peterborough  West.  15,808 


120,330 

Average . 15,038 


Essex  North. . . 31,523 

Essex  South .  24,022 

Kent  . 31,434 

Bothwell .  25,595 

Oxford  North .  26,131 

Perth  North .  26,909 

Waterloo  North .  25,325 

Waterloo  South.. —  25,148 


216,087 

Average . 27,011 


In  the  face  of  these  facts,  it  is  patent  to  every  hon. 
member  that  there  are  no  just  grounds  on  which 
the  Government  should  have  selected  the  Niagara 
Peninsula  for  the  purpose  of  securing  two  members 
to  give  to  another  portion  of  the  province.  I  hope 
the  Government  will  accept  the  suggestion  offered 
from  this  side  of  the  House,  and  will  leave  Niagara 
alone,  and  come  to  the  smaller  electoral  districts 
east  and  make  the  changes  necessary  so  as  to  secure 
two  or  three  members,  and  give  one  or  two  addi¬ 
tional  members  to  Toronto  and  one  to  Eastern 
Algoma. 

Mr.  WELDON.  The  leader  of  the  Opposition 
has  made  a  strong  appeal  to  myself,  and  I  will 
say,  from  what  acquaintance  of  Ontario  constitu¬ 
encies  I  have  been  able  to  obtain  during  the  last  five 
or  six  weeks — and  I  put  forward  my  opinion  with 
much  modesty — that  my  own  view  as  to  what  would 
be  most  desirable  as  regards  the  distribution  of  seats 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  would  be  to  have  taken 
two  of  the  smaller  counties  and  united  them,  and 
united  two  other  counties,  and  made  no  other  change 
of  any  importance,  except  in  regard  to  Wentworth. 
If  the  hon.  gentleman  had  moved  that  as  regards 
Leeds  and  Grenville,  the  townships  should  be  added 
to  the  adjoining  riding  so  as  to  increase  the  popu¬ 
lation  to  26,000  odd,  that  would  have  been  an 
excellent  suggestion. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  That  is  our  suggestion 
now. 

Mr.  WELDON.  And  if  coupled  with  that,  he 
had  made  the  suggestion  that  the  two  Wentworths 
should  be  united,  and  the  whole  settlement 
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ended  there — and  by  this  meansyou  would  have  pro¬ 
cured  two  members  —I  would  have  supported  such 
a  suggestion  as  being  a  fair  one. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Regarding  Wentworth,  there 
seems  to  be  an  impression  abroad  in  the  committee 
that  in  placing  the  townships  as  proposed,  we  are 
doing  violence  to  some  community  of  interests  exist¬ 
ing  between  those  townships,  or  rather  we  are  not 
regarding  community  of  interests.  It  appears  that 
the  Bill  as  regards  the  Niagara  Peninsula  shows 
that  the  object  of  the  Government  was  to  secure 
two  members  in  that  well-represented  district, 
which  might  be  given  to  less  represented  or  entirely 
unrepresented  districts  in  other  portions  of  the  pro¬ 
vince.  Having  agreed  upon  that  they  would  natur¬ 
ally  say  :  We  will  abolish  these  constituencies  which 
are  the  smallest  in  the  district,  and  make  the  least 
possible  changes  and  at  the  same  time  equalize  popu¬ 
lation  as  well  as  we  possibly  can.  Now,  so  far  as  the 
population  is  concerned,  there  is  not  a  word  said 
here  to  the  effect  that  there  is  not  an  honest  at¬ 
tempt  to  equalize  the  population  of  all  these  con¬ 
stituencies,  an  attempt  not  made  without  success. 
Under  the  present  law',  North  Brant  has  a 
population  of  16,933.  Abolishing  North  Went¬ 
worth,  and  placing  it  with  South  Wentworth, 
without  moving  this  township  to  Brant,  which  is 
proposed  in  the  Bill,  would  leave  North  Brant  with 
a  population  of  16,993,  and  would  leave  Went¬ 
worth  with  a  population  of  about  30,000.  Under 
the  Bill  as  proposed,  you  have  North  Brant  with  a 
population  of  21,629  and  South  Wentworth  with  a 
population  of  between  25,000  and  26,000.  Now,  so 
far  as  the  changes  in  constituencies  are  concerned, 
there  is  only  one  change  made  in  the  Wentworths, 
and  that  change  is  to  take  the  township  of  Beverley 
out  of  North  Wentworth,  or  out  of  the  united  Went¬ 
worths,  if  you  like,  and  place  it  in  the  constituency 
of  North  Brant.  That  is  the  least  possible  change 
which  will  in  any  sense  equalize  the  population 
under  the  new  order  of  things.  ( Then  the  other  argu¬ 
ment  is,  that  there  is  a  want  of  continuity  between 
these  two  constituencies.  I  am  not  prepared,  be¬ 
cause  I  am  not  able  by  my  knowledge  of  the  locality, 
to  decide  as  between  the  arguments  of  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Hamilton  (Mr.  McKay)  and  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  forNorth  Wentworth  (Mr.  Bain).  However,  the 
best  information  I  can  secure  says  that  there  is  a 
strip  of  land,  however  dry  or  however  travelable 
it  may  be,  connecting  the  parts  of  this  one  constitu¬ 
ency.  Whatever  the  opinion  of  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  may  be  upon  that  matter,  it  will  not  be 
denied  by  my  hon.  friend  from  North  Brant  (Mr. 
Paterson)  or  by  my  hon.  friend  from  North  Went¬ 
worth  (Mr.  Bain)  that  there  is  a  community  of 
interests  between  the  people  who  are  added  to  South 
Wentworth  on  the  north,  and  the  old  constitu¬ 
ency  of  South  Wentworth  on  the  south.  Hon. 
gentlemen  know  that  they  are  portions  of  the  one 
county,  and  that  the  people  meet  in  all  those  asso¬ 
ciations  that  wore  referred  to  here  the  other  day  as 
sacred,  and  which  should  not  be  interfered  with. 
Hon.  gentlemen  know  also  that  their  representa¬ 
tives  go  to  the  one  county  council,  that  the  city  of 
Hamilton  is  their  one  market,  and  though  geogra¬ 
phically  the  constituency  may  have  rather  a  carved- 
up  appearance,  yet  it  still  cannot  be  denied  that 
the  two  portions  of  the  County  of  Wentworth  are 
portions  of  the  county,  and  that  they  have  a  com¬ 
mon  interest,  a  common  market,  and  a  common 
Mr.  Weldon. 


county  council.  In  other  words,  they  are  being  put 
back  together  again  as  constituent  portions  of  that 
one  county.  I  just  wish  to  speak  for  a  moment  on 
the  population  of  that  district  and  to  show  how  it 
has  been  equalized.  I  will  give  the  figui’es  in 
round  numbers.  Under  the  old  system  the  County 
of  Welland  had  a  population  of  25,000  ;  Haldimand, 
16,000;  Monck,  15,000;  North  Brant,  15,000  ;  North 
Wentworth,  14,000  ;  Lincoln,  21,000  ;  South  Went¬ 
worth,  16,000  ;  and  South  Norfolk,  17,000.  Under 
the  new  system  the  population  of  these  counties 
will  be  as  follows  : — Welland,  25,000  ;  Haldimand, 
22,000;  North  Brant,  22,000;  Lincoln,  26,000; 
South  Wentworth,  26,000  ;  and  South  Norfolk  will 
be  a  little  over  21,000.  I  think  that  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  will  see  that  it  is  a  fair  equalization  so 
far  as  the  population  is  concerned,  and  that  no 
violation  has  been  done  the  geographical  districts. 
So  far  as  the  politics  of  the  Niagara  Peninsula  are 
concerned,  I  believe  sincerely  that  the  advantages 
are  with  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  and  that  there 
is  no  particular  advantage  to  this  side  of  the  House 
in  the  changes  that  have  been  made. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
refers  to  the  equalization  of  population  in  that 
district. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  That  was  the  original  ques¬ 
tion  raised. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  am  not  going  into 
the  discussion  of  the  manner  in  which  that  equali¬ 
zation  has  been  brought  about,  but  I  will  call  the 
attention  of  the  committee  again  to  the  fact  that 
the  district  of  country  lying  west  of  Toronto  is  not 
over-represented  at  the  present  time,  that  the 
district  lying  east  of  Toronto  is  over-represented 
by  about  five  members  ;  and  that  if  you  wrere  to 
distribute  these  five  according  to  population  you 
would  give  three  of  them  to  York  and  the  city  of 
Toronto,  and  you  would  give  one  to  Simcoe,  and 
one  to  the  new'  Algoma  district.  These  are  the 
districts  to  which  these  five  members  would  go  if 
you  were  to  equalize  the  population  over  the 
entire  province,  leaving  the  west  with  the  inequal- 
lities  that  exist  at  the  present  time.  But  w'hen  it  is 
proposed  to  take  two  members  from  the  Niagara 
district,  if  you  are  undertaking  to  equalize  the 
representation  in  the  different  parts  of  the 
province,  and  if  that  is  the  ground  upon 
which  you  attempt  to  justify  the  taking  of  two 
representatives  from  the  two  Niagara  districts,-  - 
then  you  ought  to  give  these  two  representatives 
to  the  western  portion  of  the  province  wdiich 
is  not  sufficiently  represented.  Kent  at  the 
present  time  has  a  larger  population  than  the 
County  of  Hastings,  and  yet  you  give  to  the  County 
of  Hastings  three  members,  and  you  do  not  give 
twro  to  the  County  of  Kent.  Lambton  is  entitled 
to  three  members  as  well  as  the  County  of  Hast¬ 
ings,  yet  you  do  not  give  them.  If  the  Niagara 
district,  which  may  be  considered  as  belonging  to 
the  western  portion  of  the  province,  is  to  have  its 
representation  diminished,  that  representation 
should  be  taken  to  the  west,  and  you  still  must 
undertake  to  equalize  the  electoral  districts  by 
drawing  from  the  east  to  supply  Toronto  and  the 
district  of  Nipissing. 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  When  you  speak  of  Kent  you 
refer  to  its  municipal  boundaries  and  not  as  an 
electoral  division.  It  is  not  fair  to  compare  it  with 
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Hastings  under  these  circumstances,  because  a 
part  of  Kent  is  now  represented  by  the  lion,  gentle¬ 
man  himself. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Botlnvell).  One  half  my  count}  is 
part  of  Kent,  and  the  eastern  section  was  cut  off 
and  put  in  the  County  of  West  Elgin.  Count  that 
another  half  ;  but  it  is  not,  and  you  still  have  only 
two  representatives  for  the  municipal  County  of 
Kent,  and  yet  Kent  has  a  larger  population  than 
Hastings.  You  gave  Hastings  three  members  and 
you  gave  to  Kent,  anyway  you  have  a  mind  to 
consider  it,  but  two  members.  Lambton,  with 
about  the  same  population  as  the  County  of  Has¬ 
tings,  is  also  entitled  to  receive  three  members,  and 
yet  Lambton  has  only  two  and  a  half  members. 
The  lion,  gentleman  will  see  that  if  you  commence 
to  argue  in  favour  of  disturbing  the  district  of 
Niagara  in  order  to  equalize  population,  he  has  a 
good  deal  more  to  do  than  to  take  two  representa¬ 
tives  from  Niagara,  for  Toronto  and  Nipissing.  He 
ought  to  take  Nipissing  as  in  the  eastern  section  of 
the  province,  and  he  ought  to  take  from  the 
eastern  section,  which  is  over-represented,  in  order 
to  give  a  member  to  Nipissing.  Why  should  not 
Leedsand  Grenville  be  united  ?  Ifyoutakethe  west¬ 
ern  extremity  of  Leeds  and  Grenville  and  attach  it  to 
the  district  of  Brockville  ;  if  you  wish  to  equalize 
that  district,  or  to  raise  the  population  something 
near  to  the  unit,  you  would  then  have  three  members 
■where  you  have  two,  members  now,  and  you  have 
not  an  over-population  for  either  of  them.  If  you 
undertake  to  justify  what  you  are  doing  by  saying 
you  are  equalizing  population,  why  not  go  to  the 
districts  with  the  sparsest  population,  take  a  portion 
of  the  representation  from  them,  and  give  it  to  the 
districts  which  are  already  over-populated  in  pro¬ 
portion  to  the  representation  they  have.  I  say 
that  Toronto  ought  to  have  more  representation. 
I  do  not  object  to  what  you  propose  to  do  in  re¬ 
gard  to  Toronto,  but  I  do  object  to  taking  the 
representation  from  the  Niagara  district  to  give  it 
to  Toronto  instead  of  taking  it  from  the  eastern 
portion  of  the  province.  Then,  again,  why  should 
you  withdraw  a  representative  from  the  Niagara  dis¬ 
trict  to  give  a  member  to  the  district  of  Nipissing, 
instead  of  withdrawing  a  member  from  the  district 
of  Kingston  ?  You  have  over-representation  there. 
Taking  the  whole  section  of  the  province  east 
of  the  County  of  York,  the  electoral  districts  will 
not  average  up  to  the  unit  by  nearly  4,000. 
Why,  then,  should  a  whole  section  of  the 
province  remain  over-represented,  while  you  go  in¬ 
to  the  western  section  which  is  not  adequately 
represented  and  diminish  its  representation  ?  The 
County  of  Simcoe  has  84,000  people,  and  yet  it  is 
not  gi\  en  more  than  three  members.  If  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  are  disposed  to  undertake  to  equalize  the 
representation  of  the  various  sections  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  they  require  to  do  something  more  than  they 
propose  to  do  by  this  Bill  ;  but  if  they  will  leave 
the  Niagara  district  alone  and  take  from  the  east¬ 
ern  section  of  the  province  two  representatives,  one 
for  Toronto  and  one  for  Nipissing,  I  am  content  to 
accept  that  as  a  compromise  so  far  as  the  Province 
of  Ontario  is  concerned.  I  think  that  is  a  reason¬ 
able  proposition.  At  the  last  general  election  the 
Liberal  party  polled  60,000  votes  and  returned  10 
representatives  in  the  section  ekst  of  the  County  of 
Y~ork,  while  the  Conservative  party  polled  62,000 
votes  and  returned  26  representatives. 


Mr.  MONTAGUE.  How  did  you  count  those 
counties  where  two  Conservatives  were  running  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Botlnvell).  There  was  only  one 
riding,  the  County  of  Carleton. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  There  were  Carleton,  East 
Durham  and  South  Leeds. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  The  hon.  gentleman 
will  not  succeed  in  imposing  on  the  committee  by 
that  statement.  He  knows  that  the  candidate  in 
South  Leeds  against  the  present  member  committed 
himself  to  the  commercial  policy  enunciated  by  the 
hon.  member  for  South  Oxford. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  He  did  not  do  that.  He 
pronounced  himself  as  a  supporter  of  the  right 
hon.  leader  of  the  Government,  since  deceased,  and 
he  said  further,  on  the  public  platform,  that  if  Sir 
John  Macdonald  were  defeated  in  Kingston,  he 
would  be  willing  to  give  him  South  Leeds  for  a 
constituency. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman,  I 
suppose,  denies  that  there  are  any  Reformers  in  the 
County  of  Leeds. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Not  at  all ;  take  the  previous 
vote. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
will  not  contend  that  the  hon.  member  for  South 
Leeds  was  elected  by  Liberal  votes. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  I  was  sent  herewith  a  majority 
of  106,  but,  had  there  been  a  straight  Liberal  run¬ 
ning  against  me,  my  majority  would  have  been  550. 
The  Liberals  would  not  put  a  man  in  the  field,  say¬ 
ing  that  they  would  not  do  so  unless  they  got  a 
break  in  our  party.  My  opponent  stated  that  he 
would  support  Sir  John  Macdonald’s  Government, 
and  he  also  stated  on  the  platform  that  if  Sir  John 
were  defeated  in  Kingston  he  would  resign  and  give 
his  seat,  but  the  Liberals  supported  him  all  the 
same  and  reduced  my  majority. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
knows  that  his  opponent  committed  himself  as  be¬ 
ing  in  favour  of  unrestricted  reciprocity. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  He  did  nothing  of  the  kind. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  was  so  announced  in 
the  papers.  I  do  not  know  the  candidate,  but  the 
hon.  gentleman  will  not  deny  that  it  was  a  Reformer 
who  ran  against  him  on  the  previous  occasion  when 
his  majority  was  over  400  more. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  416. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Then  there  is  a  very 
large  Refonn  vote  in  the  constituency.  Let  the 
hon.  gentleman  arrange  the  sum  total  as  he  likes, 
and  see  whether  the  repi’esentation  in  this  House 
fairly  represents  the  strength  of  the  Liberal  party 
east  of  the  County  of  York.  The  hon.  gentleman 
knows  that  it  does  not  represent  half  the  strength, 
or  anything  like  it.  If  you  had  a  cumulative  vote, 
the  Liberal  party  would  have  seventeen  seats,  in¬ 
stead  of  ten,  as  at  present. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  Why  do  you  not  advo¬ 
cate  it  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Because  I  advocate  a 
different  system.  I  think  the  system  of  single 
constituencies,  in  case  of  resignation  or  death, 
or  a  vacancy,  is  a  more  convenient  and  less 
expensive  system  ;  it  enables  the  majority  in  a 
constituency  to  express  its  opinion.  I  have  never 
been  able  to  see,  and  I  have  never  met  any  one  who 
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has  been  able  to  show,  under  a  system  of  cumu¬ 
lative  voting,  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  represent¬ 
ative  of  the  minority,  how  that  minority  could 
elect  a  successor.  So  I  prefer  to  allow  the  major¬ 
ity  in  one  electoral  district  to  be  virtually  the 
representative  of  the  minority  in  another.  It  is 
not  well  to  take  the  two  representatives  from  the 
Niagara  district,  because,  if  you  are  going  into  a 
large  and  general  scheme  of  redistribution,  those 
taken  from  that  district  should  be  given  to  the 
more  westerly  portion  of  the  province.  It  has 
already  been  pointed  out  that  North  Essex  has  over 
30,000,  West  Kent  over  30,000,  and  Both  well 
something  like  26,000  ;  so  that  if  you  would  give 
these  districts  their  full  representation  you  would  be 
obliged  to  provide  them  with  two  or  three  additional 
members.  I  am  not  calling  for  that ;  but  I  say  that 
if  you  wish  to  take  representatives  from  any  por¬ 
tion  of  the  province  in  order  to  give  additional 
representation  to  Toronto  and  Nipissing,  you 
ought  to  take  them  from  the  east.  The  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  has  pointed  out  how 
one  principle  may  obtain.  I  accept  that  proposi¬ 
tion.  I  am  ready  to  support  it  so  far  as  that  one  is 
concerned,  and  I  think  the  Government  ought  to 
adopt  it.  When  you  look  to  see  the  way  those 
figures  work  out,  and  when  you  look  at  the  popula¬ 
tion  in  those  various  districts,  it  is  not  asking  what 
is  unreasonable  to  take  representation  from  the 
districts  that  will  now  divide  less  than  20,000 
to  the  constituent  body  altogether  and  to  give 
advantage  to  the  district  that  you  propose  shall 
have  additional  representation.  That  is  a  reasonable 
proposition  and  one  perfectly  fair  to  the  Adminis¬ 
tration.  The  hon.  gentleman  said  that  we  are 
taking  one  member  from  the  Niagara  district 
who  is  Reform,  and  one  who  is  Conservative — — 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  How  many  times  did  it  elect 
a  Liberal  in  the  last  twenty  years  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell) — and  one  that  is  occa¬ 
sionally  Conservative  ;  it  depends  on  who  the  can¬ 
didate  is.  I  repeat  that  for  nearly  twenty  years - 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Monck  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  No  ;  Haldimand. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  We  were  not  speaking  about 
Haldimand.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  mixed. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
will  see  that  he  has  obliterated  Monck  and  put  a 
part  of  Monck  into  the  County  of  Haldimand,  and 
he  is  saving  Monck  by  putting  apart  of  Haldimand 
into  Monck  on  a  former  occasion.  You  expect  you 
will  have  a  Conservative  constituency  in  Toronto. 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  been 
considering  the  political  effect  in  every  instance, 
despite  his  assertions  to  the  contrary. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  have  been  looking  at 
numbers  and  geographical  position,  and  that  is  what 
we  have  admitted  is  the  right  and  proper  principle, 
leaving  out  of  view,  for  the  time  being,  the  political 
effects.  But  the  hon.  member  for  South  Norfolk 
and  the  hon.  member  for  Haldimand,  on  every 
occasion  and  in  every  speech,  show  that  they  have 
gone  into  minute  details  to  see  how  the  votes  have 
stood  in  every  polling  division  ;  and  that  has  been 
their  governing  consideration  in  dealing  with  this 
subject. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Your  making  these  re¬ 
marks  compels  us  to  answer. 

Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  am  not  preventing 
the  hon.  gentleman  from  making  his  answer. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Then  do  not  complain  if 
we  do. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  am  not  complaining. 
If  I  have  any  complaint  to  make  it  will  be  after 
the  hon.  gentleman  has  spoken  and  not  before.  I 
am  calling  his  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  has  gone  into  the  Niagara  Peninsula, 
which  is  in  the  western  section  of  the  Dominion, 
and  which  is  at  present  without  adequate  repre¬ 
sentation  in  this  House,  as  far  as  numbers  are 
concerned,  and  I  say  that  you  ought  to  have  gone 
to  the  east,  where  the  population  is  fewer  in 
numbers,  and  where  the  electoral  districts  are 
smaller,  and  where  you  can  unite  two  into  one 
without  even  creating  a  district  as  large  as  K  ent 
or  North  Essex. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  It  seems  to  me,  and  I  say  it 
without  any  desire  to  be  offensive,  that  the  policy 
of  the  Opposition  is  one  of  fault-finding,  no  matter 
what  is  done.  The  hon.  gentleman  and  those  who 
preceded  him  on  his  side  have  told  the  House  that 
their  propositions  are  fair  and  equitable,  but  every 
proposition  they  have  made  has  been  one  which,  in 
their  belief  at  least,  enure  to  their  own  political 
advantage,  and  to  that  alone.  Now,  we  have  been 
told  during  the  last  two  or  three  weeks  that  the 
principle  of  representation  by  population  was  an 
absurdity ;  that,  in  fact,  representation  in  this 
House  ought  not  to  be  based  on  that  principle.  I 
could  not  help  reflecting  that  the  Liberal  party  of 
Canada  nearly  drove  this  country  into  rebellion 
some  years  ago  on  that  very  question  of  represen¬ 
tation  by  population.  It  is  true  that  the  Confed¬ 
eration  Act  has  based  representation  to  a  certain 
extent  upon  that  principle,  and  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  say  now  that  that  is  the  correct  principle 
upon  which  to  act  so  far  as  it  applies  to  the  pro¬ 
vinces. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  But  when  you  come  to  constitu¬ 
encies,  then  it  should  not  be  applied  when  you  are 
dealing  with  the  constituencies  in  one  of  the  prov¬ 
inces.  Now,  if  the  principle  be  good  in  one  respect, 
I  cannot  well  see  how  it  can  be  bad  in  another. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  You  do  not  apply  it  ; 
you  do  not  pretend  to  apply  it. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  Who  said  that  we  did  ?  I  am 
replying  to  the  contentions  of  hon.  gentlemen  oppo¬ 
site,  and  am  not  laying  down  any  proposition  as  to 
what  should  be  the  basis  of  representation.  I  am 
simply  pointing  out  that  in  discussing  this  question 
on  the  main  motion,  they  ignored  the  principle  of 
population  altogether  ;  whereas  in  the  present 
instance  some  of  them  base  their  argument  upon 
that  principle,  others  upon  the  votes  which  were 
given  at  the  last  election,  and  others  again  upon 
the  population  in  the  different  districts.  The  hon. 
member  for  Bothwell  contends  that  if  the  repre¬ 
sentation  should  be  reduced,  it  should  be  reduced 
in  the  eastern  section  of  the  province.  My  hon. 
friend  from  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  pointed  out  what 
he  believed  to  be  a  fair  dividing  line  as  be¬ 
tween  the  west  and  the  east.  The  hon.  member 
for  Huron  does  not  accept  that  proposition  because 
it  would  not  answer  his  purpose  or  his  argument. 
You  can  base  any  argument  you  please  upon  the 
division  of  the  province,  provided  you  will  divide  it 
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to  suit  the  arguments.  The  lion,  member  for  Albert 
(Mr.  Weldon)  laid  down  a  very  fair  and  equitable 
and  just  division,  because  he  pointed  out  that 
section  of  the  country  which,  when  divided,  would 
show  an  equality  of  population  between  the  east 
and  the  west,  and  adopting  that  line  he  showed 
that  the  west  has  quite  as  much  representation  in 
this  House  as  that  to  which  it  is  entitled. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  But  you  are  taking 
two  members  from  that  district  the  lion,  member 
for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  referred  to. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  I  will  approach  that  point  in  a 
moment  if  the  lion,  gentleman  is  not  in  too  great  a 
hurry.  I  admit  that  you  take  two  from  the  south¬ 
western  peninsula,  but  it  is  also  true  that  those 
two  representatives  are  given  to  that  portion  of 
the  country  which  you  claim  to  be  in  the  western 
section,  that  is  Toronto  and  north-western  On¬ 
tario,  eastern  Algoma  and  the  Nipissing  district. 
Now,  if  you  deprive  the  eastern  section  of  Ontario 
of  two  representatives,  as  proposed  by  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite,  then  you  give  them  to  the  western 
and  the  north-western  section  of  Ontario.  You 
claim  that  Toronto  belongs  to  the  western  section 
of  Ontario. 

Committee  rose  ;  and  it  being  six  o’clock,  the 
Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Mr.  BOWELL.  When  you  left  the  Chair  at  six 
o’clock,  I  had  pointed  out  the  difference  of  opinion 
that  I  thought  existed  and  had  been  defended  by 
members  on  the  Opposition  side.  It  was  intimated 
to  me  by  an  hon.  gentleman  that  I  had  misrepre¬ 
sented  the  figures  given  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Huron.  I  am  not  aware  that  I  referred  in  any  way 
to  the  figures  given  by  that  hon.  member  except  to 
state  generally  that,  by  dividing  the  province  in 
certain  places,  hon.  gentlemen  could  arrive  at  any 
conclusion  they  chose.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  did 
not  include  Toronto  in  his  figures  as  belonging  to 
the  western  section  of  the  country  or  to  the  eastern 
section,  then  he  ignored  that  very  important  city  al¬ 
together,  and  that  only  proves  the  position  which  I 
took,  that  by  dividing  the  province  in  any  way 
you  think  proper,  you  can  arrive  at  any  result  you 
desire.  I  am  not  going  to  discuss  the  figures 
which  have  been  given  over  and  over  again  as  to 
the  redistribution  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  Every 
point  that  has  been  discussed  in  committee  has 
been  laid  before  the  House  repeatedly  on  previous 
occasions.  The  member  for  Both  well  (Mr.  Mills), 
in  pointing  out  the  difference  between  the  repre¬ 
sentation  given  to  the  County  of  Hastings  and  the 
representation  given  to  the  County  of  Kent, 
scarcely  did  justice  to  one  of  the  representatives 
from  that  section  of  the  country.  He  argued  that, 
though  a  portion  of  that  county  was  attached  to 
the  county  which  he  represents,  it  could  only  be 
considered  to  be  represented  in  this  House  by  two 
members.  As  I  understand,  a  portion  of  the  County 
of  Kent  is  attached  to  Bothwell  and  a  portion  to 
West  Elgin.  If  that  be  the  case,  then  the  interests 
of  Kent  are  represented  very  ably  by  the  hon. 
gentleman  who  represents  the  county  proper,  Mr. 
Campbell ;  and  another  portion  is  represented  by 


the  member  who  has  sat  here  for  nearly  a  quarter 
of  a  century  for  West  Elgin  (Mr.  Casey). 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Then  you  may  count  it 
as  three  members. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  The  hon.  gentleman  argued  as 
if  there  were  only  two,  but  he  must  not  ignore  him¬ 
self.  Kent  is  represented  in  its  entirety  by  one 
member,  and  other  portions  are  represented  by  the 
member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  and  the  member 
for 'West  Elgin  (Mr.  Casey).  I  do  not  believe  in 
the  principle  of  adhering  to  municipal  or  county 
lines  in  dividing  the  country  for  representation  in 
this  House.  The  interests  of  an  adjacent  county  or 
township,  though  in  a  different  electoral  district, 
are  identical  on  the  great  principles  upon  which 
this  House  is  asked  to  legislate.  I  might  point  to 
counties  where,  although  they  are  divided  according 
to  county  lines,  there  is  no  community  of  interest. 
In  the  county  in  which  I  live,  the  north  riding  of 
which  I  have  been  the  representative  for  nearly 
a  quarter  of  a  century,  has  interests  which  are  not 
identical  with  those  of  the  people  in  the  south,  but 
when  it  comes  to  a  question  of  whether  a  certain 
policy  shall  be  inaugurated  or  put  in  force,  fiscally 
or  commercially,  their  interests  may  be  identical, 
so  it  matters  not  whether  a  man  lives  in  the  town¬ 
ship  of  Huntingdon,  which  adjoins  the  east  riding 
of  Hastings,  or  on  the  other  side  where  it  adjoins 
the  west  riding. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Then  you  might  have 
parts  of  a  riding  100  miles  apart. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  What  has  that  to  do  with  the 
broad  question  of  the  National  Policy  ?  Could 
not  a  gentleman  living  100  miles  distant  from  the 
place  where  I  live  entertain  the  same  views  as  I  do 
and  record  his  vote  in  the  same  manner  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Then  you  might  put  a 
part  of  Essex  in  Russell  County. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  Even  that,  on  the  principle  I 
have  laid  down.  It  matters  not  if  you  equalize 
them,  and  I  believe  in  adhering  to  the  principle  of 
representation  by  population  as  nearly  as  you  can. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  But  you  do  not  do  it. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  I  say  we  do  it  as  nearly  as  it 
can  be  done  without  interfering  with  every  electoral 
division  in  the  whole  Province  of  Ontario.  Speak¬ 
ing  from  my  own  individual  opinion,  I  would  have 
no  objection  to  begin  at  the  east  of  the  province, 
take  the  whole  population  of  Ontario,  and  divide 
the  whole  province  equally  so  far  as  it  could  be 
done  without  interfering  with  township  lines.  One 
would  suppose,  to  hear  the  arguments  which  have 
been  advanced  by  members  on  the  other  side  who 
have  opposed  this  scheme  of  distribution,  that  the 
votes  in  the  country  were  stationary.  An  hon. 
gentleman  suggests  that  they  must  be  petrified, 
that  they  never  change,  no  matter  what  question 
may  be  submitted  to  them  for  their  consider¬ 
ation.  Take  the  eastern  section  of  Ontario  as 
an  illustration  to  which  allusion  has  been  repeat¬ 
edly  made,  owing  to  the  fact  that  it  has  sent  to  the 
present  Parliament  a  larger  number  of  Conserva¬ 
tives  than  the  other  portions  of  Ontario.  After 
Confederation,  taking  eastward  from  East  Durham, 
the  great  majority  sent  to  this  Parliament  were 
Conservatives,  and  that  was  repeated  in  the  election 
of  1872.  In  1873  the  parties  in  this  House  changed 
sides.  An  election  took  place  in  1874,  and  that 
great  Conservative  section  of  country  that  it  is  said 
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is  not  now  interfered  with  on  account  of  its  political 
complexion,  returned  a  great  majority  supporting 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  ;  from  the  Bay  of  Quinte 
eastward  to  the  province  line,  scarcely  one  Con¬ 
servative  was  returned  to  this  House  from  the 
whole  of  the  St.  Lawrence  counties.  It  is  true 
that  as  opportunity  presented  itself,  after  the  hon. 
gentlemen  had  been  governing  the  country  for  live 
years,  those  electors  returned,  if  I  may  so  say,  to 
their  former  allegiance,  having  learned  from  five 
years  experience  that  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  did 
not  legislate  in  the  interest  of  the  country.  Not 
only  did  the  eastern  section  of  Ontario  return  a 
large  majority  in  1878  to  support  the  Conservative 
party,  but  the  western  section  of  Ontario  also 
reversed  its  vote  of  1874 — I  do  not  say  because 
they  admired  particularly  the  lion,  gentlemen 
who  were  leading  the  Conservative  party  at  that 
time  ;  but  a  great  issue  was  presented  to  the 
electors,  and  they  changed  their  allegiance  from 
the  party  in  power  and  supported  the  late  leader 
of  the  Government  and  his  colleagues.  Thus  it 
appears  that  the  electors  of  this  country  are  men 
who  think,  and  when  they  think  they  act  ;  that  is 
as  it  should  be  in  all  self-governing  free  countries. 
People  should  vote,  not  for  the  man  who  presents 
himself,  but  for  the  principle  which  he  represents 
for  the  time  being.  We  see  that  very  clearly 
across  the  lines,  at  every  election  when  new  issues 
are  presented  to  the  people,  and  I  am  glad  to  see 
that  such  is  the  case  also  in  this  country.  The 
figures  which  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  gave 
to  the  House  were  all  based  upon  the  election  of 
1891,  as  I  understood  him.  If  he  had  applied  his 
reasoning  powers  and  his  calculation  to  the  vote 
that  was  given  in  the  elections  which  have  lately 
been  held,  he  must  have  come  to  a  different  con¬ 
clusion.  It  is  astonishing  for  me,  and  it  must  be 
to  the  electors  who  reflect  for  a  moment,  that  a 
gentleman  of  his  ability  should  present  such  state¬ 
ments  and  figures  and  reason  from  them  in  the 
manner  he  has  done,  knowing,  as  he  must  know, 
that  the  people  of  this  country  are  as  well  acquaint¬ 
ed  with  passing  events  as  he  is  himself.  Take  every 
county  in  theeastern  section  of  the  country,  and  also 
in  most  of  the  west,  where  there  has  been  an  election, 
and  for  some  cause,  which  I  believe  to  be  a  want  of 
confidence  in  the  policy  advocated  by  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite,  the  people  have  supported  the  present 
Government.  We  had  a  bye-election  in  the  County 
of  Glengarry,  the  Conservative  majority  was  in¬ 
creased  ;  we  had  an  election  in  North  Lanark,  and 
the  majority  for  the  supporter  of  the  Government 
and  the  principles  upon  which  they  are  governing  the 
country,  was  also  increased.  It  is  true  that  the  ma¬ 
jority  in  the  city  of  Kingston  was  reduced,  but  that 
was  for  reasons  well  known  to  every  elector  in  the 
country.  Then  pass  on  a  little  westward,  and  Len¬ 
nox  was  redeemed— true,  not  by  a  large  majority, 
but  the  Liberal  majority  was  reversed.  Then  take 
East  Hastings,  adjoining  the  County  of  Lennox,  a 
Liberal  majority  of  55  was  transformed  into  a  Con¬ 
servative  majority  of  448.  If  you  cross  the  bay  to 
Prince  Edward,  you  will  find  that  the  majority  of 
the  hon.  gentleman  who  now  represents  that  county 
was  increased  from  about  32  to  240.  Then  take 
the  counties  a  little  westward,  and  you  have  West 
Northumberland,  where  the  majority  was  reversed 
from  20  or  30  to  about  an  equal  number.  Go  to  the 
two  electoral  ridings  north  of  it,  and  you  have  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  25  in  Soiith  Victoria  increased  to  between 
Mr.  Bowell. 


200  and  300  ;  and  in  the  north  riding  you  have  an¬ 
other  illustration  of  the  change  in  public  opinion 
shown  by  transferring  a  Liberal  majority  of  about 
350  into  a  Conservative  majority  of  over  400.  I  mignt 
go  on  in  this  way  from  one  end  of  the  Dominion  to  the 
other.  Mark  you,  there  has  been  no  redistribution 
or  gerrymander  between  1872  and  1884,  nor  can 
the  changes  in  public  opinion  or  in  the  representa¬ 
tion  in  this  House  be  at  all  attributable  to  the 
redistribution  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  The 
hon.  member  for  South  Brant  (Mr.  Paterson)  told 
us  the  other  night  that  he  is  stronger  to-day  than 
before  his  county  was  readjusted,  or  gerryman¬ 
dered,  if  he  prefers  to  use  the  term.  He  gave  as  a 
reason  that  the  Conservative  electors  in  that 
county  were  so  disgusted  with  the  changes  that 
were  made  that  they  turned  from  their  former 
allegiance  to  join  his  party.  If  that  has  been  the 
result  throughout  the  Province  of  Ontario,  surely 
the  hon.  gentlemen  should  not  object  to  a  further 
redistribution  in  order  that  they  may  secure  more 
seats  in  this  House.  There  has  been  but  one 
instance  during  the  whole  of  this  debate  in  which 
it  has  been  shown  that  any  advantage  accrued  to 
the  Conservative  party,  and  that  was  in  the  north 
riding  of  the  County  of  Lanark.  That  has  been 
pointed  out  as  a  case  in  which  the  Conservatives 
obtained  a  seat  which  they  would  not  otherwise 
have  had.  But  beyond  that,  whatever  may  have 
been  the  effect  of  that  redistribution,  the  hon. 
gentlemen  have  not  pointed  out  any  other 
change.  With  regard  to  the  Bill  now  before  the 
House,  the  Government  had  to  consider  that  the 
whole  district  of  Nipissing  was  unrepresented ; 
it  was  necessary  that  a  constituency  should  be  so 
constituted  as  to  enable  the  people  to  vote  in  a 
constituency  of  their  own.  It  was  believed  that 
the  Niagara  Peninsula  was  not  at  all  likely  to  in¬ 
crease  in  population,  from  the  fact  that  almost 
every  lot  is  now  settled ;  and  the  Government 
thought  it  would  be  just  and  equitable  so  to  re¬ 
divide  the  southern  peninsula  of  Ontario  as  to  give 
representation  to  the  north-western  portion  of  terri¬ 
tory  which  was  unrepresented  in  this  House,  and 
also  an  additional  member  to  the  populous  city  of 
Toronto.  Had  the  population  been  such  as  to 
require  an  additional  member  or  two  to  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Ontario,  the  Government  would  not  have 
interfered  with  any  of  the  constituencies  except 
making  the  minor  changes  which  they  have  sug¬ 
gested,  such  as  taking  the  Island  of  Scugog  out  of 
one  constituency  and  adding  it  to  another,  and 
Port  Elgin  from  North  Bruce  and  adding  it  to 
West  Bruce,  in  which  the  town  is  situated,  and 
one  or  two  other  small  changes.  But  they  had  this 
problem  to  solve,  how  to  redistribute  the  represen¬ 
tation  in  the  country  so  as  to  give  Nipissing  and  a 
portion  of  Algoma,  which  is  very  extensive,  another 
representative.  I  should  have  liked,  if  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  the  province  had  justified  it,  to  see  the 
district  of  Nipissing  get  a  representative  by  itself, 
the  same  as  it  has  in  the  Local  Legislature,  and  to 
divide  Algoma  into  two.  The  hon.  member  for 
Bothwell  says  that  the  Government  expected  to 
secure  a  representative  in  the  Nipissing  district. 
Upon  what  basis  he  came  to  that  conclusion,  I  am 
at  a  loss  to  know.  I  am  of  the  opinion,  from  the 
votes  recorded  in  the  Nipissing  district  at  the  last 
Ontario  election,  that  it  is  largely  Libefal.  It  is 
well  known  that  the  part  of  Algoma  attached  to  the 
Nipissing  district  remained  for  a  great  number  of 
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years  Liberal,  and  was  represented  by  Mr.  Lyon, 
and  it  was  only  at  the  last  election  it  was  won  by 
a  Conservative,  Mr.  Campbell.  Taking  this  redis¬ 
tribution  as  a  whole,  it  is,  I  believe,  the  most 
equitable  that  could  possibly  be  made,  and  the 
Government,  to  show  they  were  quite  willing  to 
meet  the  wishes,  as  far  as  possible,  of  the  Opposi¬ 
tion,  consented  to  two  of  the  propositions  which 
they  have  made.  It  has  been  said  that  we  did  so 
because  those  sections  were  iniquitous  in  their  char¬ 
acter.  We  did  not  so  consider  them,  nor  do  I  now. 
The  addition  of  Clarence  to  Prescott  was  simply 
the  bringing  together  of  people  whose  thoughts 
and  actions  were  very  much  alike.  The  adding  of 
Merritton  to  Welland  was  done  for  the  purpose  of 
equalizing  the  population  as  nearly  as  possible, 
without  doing  violence  to  any  great  principle. 
We  were  willing  to  meet  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
on  these  points,  not  because  they  were  exactly 
right,  for  if  we  consider  the  interests  of  the 
parties  involved  we  would  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  they  could  be  fairly  attached  to  the  counties 
to  which  the  Bill  originally  attached  them.  I  think 
we  have  conceded  to  the  Opposition  as  much  as 
could  reasonably  be  expected.  The  changes  which 
have  been  suggested  by  the  hon.  member  for  Both- 
well  and  others  who  have  discussed  the  question 
would  simply  go  to  make  the  constituencies  in  the 
west  more  dissimilar  than  at  present.  If  I  were  to 
adopt  the  views  of  hon.  gentlemen,  I  would  say 
that  they  have  allowed  the  changes  respecting  Lin¬ 
coln  and  other  constituencies  to  pass  because  they 
thought  it  was  their  political  interest  to  do  so  ;  but 
just  so  soon  as  the  committee  reaches  a  section 
which  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  think  will  interfere 
with  them  politically,  they  desire  to  readjust  and 
gerrymander  that  so  as  not  only  to  secure  the  two 
seats  they  have  already  obtained,  but  to  obtain 
the  whole  Niagara  Peninsula.  I  repeat  that  the 
Bill,  so  far  as  it  affects  Ontario,  is  as  equitable  as  it 
can  possibly  be  made,  unless  it  is  desired  to  enter 
upon  a  redistribution  of  all  the  counties  of 
the  province.  But  as  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
have  ignored  in  their  speeches  the  principle  of 
representation  by  population,  it  certainly  comes 
with  very  ill  grace  from  them  to  advocate  the  aboli 
tion  of  certain  constituencies  in  the  east  simply  be¬ 
cause  they  have  not  as  large  a  population  as  consti¬ 
tuencies  in  the  west.  It  is  as  well  in  discussing  a 
question  of  this  kind  to  be  as  nearly  consistent  as 
possible,  without  resorting  to  opposition  simply  for 
the  love  of  it  or  with  the  intention  of  securing 
every  constituency  in  the  Dominion.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  have  yielded,  I  repeat,  as  far  as  they  can  go, 
and  I  am  not  at  this  moment  prepared  to  say,  until 
the  suggestions  are  made,  how  much  further  they 
will  be  prepared  to  go  ;  but  when  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  reflect,  they  will  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  they  are  asking  the  Government  to  go  a  little 
too  far  in  the  propositions  submitted  by  them  in 
regard  to  the  Niagara  Peninsula. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  have  invited  suggestions  ;  they  have 
declared  that  they  desire  as  far  as  possible  to  have 
a  fair  and  just  redistribution  measure  ;  they  have 
laid  down  several  principles  ;  they  desire,  as  they 
tell  us,  to  have  a  minimum  of  disturbance  ;  they 
desire  to  have  as  few  constituencies  meddled  with  as 
possible.  The  Minister  of  Militia  has  just  expressed 
his  regret  that  he  was  obliged  to  disturb  some  of  these 


constituencies  now  under  consideration,  and  he 
would  have  preferred  to  have  given  the  members  to 
those  constituencies  which  required  them,  had  the 
growth  of  Ontario  permitted,  without  any  disturb¬ 
ance.  I  am  going  to  make  a  proposition  to  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  opposite  which  will  be,  I  think,  on  the  face 
of  it,  in  accordance  with  all  the  principles  they  have 
laid  down,  which  will  be  perfectly  fair  and  just, 
which  will  equalize  as  far  as  may  be  the  representa¬ 
tion,  and  which  will  meet  in  one  word  as  nearly  as 
possible  all  the  conditions  laid  down  on  several 
occasions  by  the  Minister  of  Justice,  repeated  on 
the  present  occasion  by  the  Minister  of  Militia  and 
advocated  by  a  good  many  of  the  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  who  have  spoken  on  this  subject.  The 
blot  on  this  measure,  as  everybody  knows  perfectly 
well,  is  this  :  that  the  constituencies,  as  a  mass, 
which  lie  west  of  the  city  of  Toronto  are  scarcely 
represented  in  accordance  with  their  population. 
The  35  constituencies  which  lie  east  of  Toronto  are 
at  this  moment  represented  utterly  disproportion¬ 
ately  to  their  numerical  strength.  Those  35  con¬ 
stituencies,  as  I  pointed  out  a  few  nights  ago,  con¬ 
tain  some  688,000  people.  They  have  35  members. 
On  an  average  19,700  people  east  of  Toronto  have  as 
great  a  voice  in  the  representation  of  this  country 
as  23,200  people  west  of  Toronto.  That,  I  submit, 
is  a  blot  and  a  very  great  and  palpable  blot  on  the 
scheme  of  redistribution  proposed.  What  is  over¬ 
looked  all  through  this  discussion  is  the  very  great 
discrepancy  which  is  apparent,  a  great  many  in¬ 
stances  of  which  I  gave  a  few  nightsago,  between  the 
western  and  eastern  sections.  All  sorts  of  absurd 
attempts  have  been  made  to  equalize  the  popula¬ 
tion  and  account  for  the  discrepancy,  but  the  bare 
fact  remains  that  east  of  Toronto  you  have  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  less  than  700,000  with  35  representatives, 
that  east  of  Toronto  the  average  constituency  has 
a  population  of  3,200  below  the  unit,  while  west  of 
Toronto  the  constituencies  have  populations  several 
hundreds  above  the  unit.  I  grant  that  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite,  if  they  disturb  the  representation  at 
all,  are  justified  in  adding  a  representative  to 
Toronto  and  a  representative  to  Algoma  ;  but  if 
they  refuse  to  adopt  the  proposition  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  to  go  to  the  root 
of  the  matter  and  have  a  reasonable  distribution, 
which  would  do  away  with  the  iniquities  of  the 
gerrymander  of  1882,  then,  on  every  ground  of  fair- 
play,  they  are  bound  to  take  the  two  additional  re¬ 
presentatives  wanted  for  Toronto  and  Algoma  from 
the  district  which  lies  east  of  Toronto,  which  is.to- 
day  represented  to  the  extent  of  20  per  cent  more 
than  it  is  legally  entitled  to.  The  suggestion 
wdiich  I  am  about  to  propose  is  briefly  this : 
Let  us  take  the  four  smallest  constituencies  in 
Ontario,  which  as  it  happens  lie  contiguous  to  one 
another,  and  let  us  unite  those  four  2  and  2. 
Thereby  we  will  obtain  with  a  minimum  of  dis¬ 
turbance  and  perfect  equity  and  fairness  the  two 
representatives  desired  for  Toronto  and  the  dis¬ 
tinct  of  Algoma.  Let  us  not  interfere  or  meddle 
with  any  other  of  the  constituencies  in  the  pro¬ 
vince.  In  that  way  the  only  disturbance  will  be 
in  connection  with  those  four  constituencies  and 
the  granting  the  two  members  to  Toronto  and 
Algoma.  It  is  perfectly  Avell  known  that  there  are 
in  the  east  four  constituencies  containing  smaller 
populations  than  the  constituencies  which  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  opposite  propose  to  disturb.  There  is 
North  Leeds  and  Grenville,  with  a  population  of 
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12,900,  and  South  Grenville  with  a  population  of 
13,000.  I  propose  that  you  should  unite  those  two 
constituencies  into  one,  which  would  have  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  26,000  at  the  outside.  They  are  not  by 
any  means  growing  counties  and  are  not  likely  to 
increase  in  population. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes,  according  to  the  last 
census. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  You  will  even 
then  have  constituencies  very  considerably  smaller 
than  a  very  large  number  of  the  constituencies  in 
the  west.  Yoir  would  have  a  constituency  smaller 
than  Essex  South,  smaller  than  Kent,  smaller  than 
East  Simcoe,  smaller  than  North  Simcoe,  smaller 
than  East  York,  smaller  than  West  York,  smaller, 
in  fact,  than  a  dozen  of  the  constituencies  that  lie  to 
the  westward.  That  would  give  you  one  of  your 
members,  and  by  uniting  the  Counties  of  Frontenac 
and  Lennox,  one  with  a  population  of  14,000  and  the 
other  of  about  13,000,  you  could  obtain  another  out 
of  these  smaller  constituencies,  while  if  you  chose  to 
unite  the  suburb  of  Portsmouth  to  the  city  of  Kings¬ 
ton  would  give  you  a  constituency  very  little  in 
excess  of  the  unit.  I  point  out  to  the  House  that  in 
that  way  you  will  have  the  minimum  of  disturbance, 
and  you  will  redress  partially  the  enormous  in¬ 
equality  that  now  exists  between  these  two  sections 
of  the  province  which  are  east  and  west  of  Toronto. 
You  will  also  have  an  opportunity  of  giving  effect 
to  all  the  declarations  that  have  been  made 
that  the  Government  desire  to  do  only  what  is 
fair  and  just.  Nothing  could  be  fairer  or 
more  just  than  to  take  these  two  seats  from  these 
35  constituencies,  which  are  very  much  over¬ 
represented.  After  these  two  seats  are  taken 
away  from  the  territory  east  of  Toronto  you  will 
still  ha\  e  33  members  for  a  population  of  688,000 
— that  is  to  say,  the  unit  will  continue  to  be  at 
least  2,000  and  more  below  the  regular  unit  upon 
which  representation  ought  to  be  readjusted.  You 
will  do  no  injustice  in  that  way  to  the  territory 
west  of  the  city  of  Toronto,  and  you  will  avoid  the 
injustice  which  is  now  being  committed  in  wiping- 
out  my  hon.  friend  from  North  Wentworth  (Mr. 
Bain),  and  disturbing  the  condition  of  some  eight 
or  nine  constituencies  in  the  immediate  vicinity. 
There,  Sir,  is  a  proposition  which  ought  to  com¬ 
mend  itself  to  all  hon.  gentlemen  who  desire,  as 
they  tell  us,  to  have  simply  and  solely  a  fair  and 
equitable  redistribution,  and  I  propose,  therefore, 
that  the  whole  of  this  clause  2  shall  read  as  fol¬ 
lows  : — I  move  : 

That  sub-section  2  of  section  2  be  struck  out  and  the 
following  substituted  therefor : — 

1.  That  the  electoral  district  of  West  Toronto  shall  be 
divided  into  two  divisions,  each  of  which  shall  return  one 
member. 

2.  That  the  electoral  divisions  of  Frontenac  and 
Lennox  sh nil  be  united  and  shall  return  one  member. 

3.  That  the  electoral  districts  of  South  Grenville  and 
North  Leeds  and  Grenville  shall  be  united  and  return  one 
member. 

4.  That  the  electoral  district  of  Algoma  and  Nipissing 
shall  be  divided  and  shall  each  return  one  member. 

The  Government  can  divide  West  Toronto  as  they 
please,  having  due  regard  to  a  reasonable  numeri¬ 
cal  proportion.  I  submit  that  this  is  a  fair  and 
reasonable  proposition,  worthy  the  consideration  of 
this  House,  meeting  all  the  conditions  which  the 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  have  set  forth,  doing  no 
injustice  either  to  east  or  west,  and  supplying 
two  members  at  the  minimum  of  disturbance, 
Sir  Richard  Cartwright. 


which  is  always  an  object  in  this  case.  I  do  not 
desire  to  waste  the  time  of  the  House  by  further 
arguing  what  I  think  ought  to  commend  itself  to 
the  good  sense  and  to  the  feeling  of  equity  of  every 
hon.  gentleman  present  who  desires  to  see  a  fair 
and  equitable  measure  of  redistribution.  I  call  the 
special  attention  of  the  Minister  of  Justice  to  the 
fact  that  the  four  constituencies  which  are  propos¬ 
ed  to  be  united  :  the  constituencies  of  North  Leeds 
and  Grenville,  and  South  Grenville,  and  the  con¬ 
stituencies  of  Lennox  and  Frontenac — or,  if  he 
likes,  let  it  be  the  constituencies  of  Lennox  and 
Addington  which  would  not  affect  the  principle, 
and  if  the  Government  like  to  select  them  they  can 
do  so — I  call  his  attention  to  the  fact  that  these 
are  four  much  smaller  constituencies  than  the  ones  he 
proposes  to  disturb.  That  these  could  work  to¬ 
gether  with  the  most  perfect  ease,  that  there  is  no 
disturbance  of  county  boundaries,  that  everything 
which  has  been  laid  down  by  hon.  gentlenlen  as  a 
question  of  equity  and  fair-play  is  met  by  the  pro¬ 
posal  that  I  now  make.  I  trust  that  that  proposal 
will,  at  any  rate,  have  a  reasonable  discussion  at 
the  hands  of  the  House  before  the  matter  is  dis¬ 
posed  of,  and  if  hon.  gentlemen  see  fit  to  refuse  the 
proposition  that  we  shall  have  some  reasonable 
grounds  for  that  refusal. 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  If  that  amendment  be  adopted 
it  necessitates  the  recasting  of  the  whole  Bill,  and 
it  involves  a  general  principle  rather  than  an 
amendment  to  the  question  before  the  House.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  amendment  ought  more  pro¬ 
perly  come,  either  to  the  second  reading,  or  as  an 
instruction  to  the  committee  to  change  the  Bill 
in  that  particular.  If  it  were  adopted  now,  it 
would  involve  changes  which  I  do  not  suppose 
gentlemen  opposite  would  wish  to  make. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  It  is  intended  as  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  sub-section  2.  My  hon.  friend  was  not  in 
the  House  when  the  previous  part  of  the  Bill  was 
passed,  but  he  proposes- to  consider  the  paragraphs 
which  have  not  been  passed,  and  to  substitute  the 
scheme  which  he  has  laid  before  the  House  for  the 
whole  of  sub-section  2. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  If  the  hon.  gentlemen 
are  disposed  to  agree  to  this — and  it  is  the  same  as 
I  suggested  verbally  early  in  the  discussion — then 
it  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  a  ver}'  short  job 
indeed  to  adjust  the  other  portions  of  the  Bill  in 
accordance  with  the  requirements  of  that  amend¬ 
ment.  The  amendment,  as  my  friend  from  South 
Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  has  just  stated, 
still  leaves  the  average  population  for  the  consti¬ 
tuencies  east  of  Toronto  below  that  of  the  constitu¬ 
encies  west,  and  it  is  uniting  four  of  the  smallest 
constituencies  into  two.  These  constituencies  are 
contiguous  to  each  other,  it  leaves  the  boundaries 
unbroken,  and  it  has  the  advantage  of  avoiding 
further  the  disturbance  which  the  hon.  gentleman 
proposes  to  make  in  the  Niagara  district. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  This  amendment  alters 
the  whole  of  clause  2.  We  have  been  four  weeks 
getting  down  to  sub-section  ( h ),  and  I  should  be 
very  sorry  to  go  back. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
will  see  that  this  amendment  proposed  by  my  hon. 
friend  accomplishes  two  things.  It  increases  the 
average  unit  of  the  constituencies  east  of  Toronto, 
which  will  still  be  2,000  or  more  below  the  average 
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of  those  west  of  Toronto.  It  also  provides  the 
seats  which  are  required  by  the  city  of  Toronto 
and  the  district  of  Nipissing.  The  minor  changes 
which  the  Government  propose,  this  amendment 
does  not  touch. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  am  afraid  that  the  lion. 
Minister  of  Militia  lias  not  listened  to  the  full  dis¬ 
cussion  which  has  taken  place  on  this  question,  or 
else  he  would  have  said  that  we  had  not  presented 
any  argument  to  show  that  the  Government  are 
reaping  an  advantage  from  the  proposed  changes. 
We  have  endeavoured  to  show  that  they  are,  and 
I  stated  myself  that  lion,  gentlemen  opposite  could 
not  point  out  any  other  constituencies  in  the  Prov¬ 
ince  of  Ontario  that  would  give  the  Government 
greater  advantages  than  the  two  which  they  are 
proposing  to  divide  in  the  Niagara  Peninsula. 
The  statement  that  the  section  east  of  Toronto  is 
over-represented  will  not,  I  think,  be  challenged  by 
lion,  gentlemen  opposite.  The  lion,  member  for 
East  Huron  has  clearly  set  out  the  population  and 
the  members  elected  from  the  two  sections  ;  and 
I  have  endeavoured,  taking  the  dividing  line 
given  by  the  lion,  member  for  Albert,  to 
show  that  east  of  Toronto  the  number  elected 
to  support  the  Government  was  some  20  in  excess 
of  the  number  elected  to  support  the  Opposition. 
Now,  the  lion.  Minister  of  Militia  says  that  it  is 
impossible  to  make  a  more  just  distribution  than 
the  one  proposed  in  the  Niagara  Peninsula.  I  have 
pointed  out  that  in  cutting  up  the  County  of 
Monck,  one  portion  is  put  into  Haldimand,  mak¬ 
ing  it  safe,  anotlier  portion,  which  is  virtually  Re¬ 
form,  is  put  into  Lincoln,  which  is  now  represent¬ 
ed  on  this  side  of  the  House,  and  the  balance  is 
put  into  South  Norfolk.  I  do  not  charge  that 
the  lion,  member  for  South  Norfolk  was  particu¬ 
larly  in  need  of  that  ;  yet  it  adds  to  the  Conser¬ 
vative  complexion  of  his  riding.  Therefore  the 
component  parts  of  that  riding  have  been  disposed 
of  to  the  best  advantage  of  the  Government, 
Then,  North  Wentworth  is  wiped  out,  and  its 
component  parts  are  also  disposed  of  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment's  best  advantage.  South  Wentworth  is 
made  safe  by  the  addition  of  Dundas,  which  gives 
a  Conservative  majority  of  168,  and  the  balance  is 
put  into  North  Brant,  which  has  already  a  large 
Reform  majority,  so  that  those  townships 
are  practically  buried  where  they  can  do  no 
harm.  If  the  hon.  Minister  of  Militia  can  find  two 
other  constituencies  the  component  parts  of  which 
can  be  utilized  more  to  the  advantage  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  I  ask  him  to  name  them.  Now,  if  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  hon.  member  for 
South  Oxford  is  adopted,  Leeds  and  Grenville, 
which  are  now  Conservative,  will  in  all  probability 
continue  Conservative,  only  they  will  elect  one 
instead  of  two  ;  and  Lennox  and  Addington  will 
be  in  the  same  position.  The  proposition’  is  fair 
on  its  face.  I  am  rather  disposed  to  think  that 
the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  did  not  anticipate  a 
gerrymander.  The  manner  in  which  he  has  ac¬ 
cepted  the  propositions  made  with  regard  to 
Clarence  and  Merritton,  evinces  a  disposition  on 
his  part  to  do  what  is  fair.  I  am  glad  to  recognize 
justice  and  fair-play  when  I  see  it  ;  and  had  the 
proposition  made  by  the  hon.  leader  of  the  Opposi¬ 
tion  been  carried  out,  and  had  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  met  say  the  hon.  leader  of  the  Opposition, 
the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  and  the  hon.  mem¬ 


ber  for  South  Oxford  in  a  conference  with  the 
view  of  coming  to  an  amicable  arrangement 
with  regard  to  this  whole  business,  I  am 
satisfied  that  Parliament  would  have  been 
closed  long  ago,  and  we  would  all  be  now  at 
our  homes.  There  was  a  compromise  reached 
between  Mr.  Gladstone  and  Lord  Salisbury,  and 
there  would  undoubtedly  have  been  a  compromise 
reached  in  this  case.  Now,  I  do  not  wish  to  detain 
the  committee  further.  I  merely  rose  to  reply  to 
the  statement  made  by  the  hon.  Minister  of  Militia 
because  the  measure  does  bear  on  its  face  the 
character  of  an  advantage  to  the  Government  in 
these  two  ridings  which  are  to  be  wiped  out.  Hon. 
gentlemen  say  that  they  are  wiping  out  one  of 
their  own  constituencies,  but  they  are  making  sure 
of  one  that  is  exceedingly  doubtful,  and  they  are 
helping  two  others  ;  and  the  balance  of  the  votes 
which  have  been  recorded  to  elect  my  hon.  friend, 
who  has  been  a  creditable  representative  in  this 
Parliament  for  a  quarter  of  a  century,  are  buried  in 
North  Brant,  where  they  are  not  wanted,  and 
where  they  cannot  be  heard  of.  That  is  what  we 
complain  of  ;  and  if  the  proposition  made  by  the 
hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  is  accepted,  it 
will  bring  this  discussion  to  an  end,  and  we  shall 
be  able  very  soon  to  get  away  to  our  homes. 

Amendment  negatived  :  Yeas,  34  ;  Naj^s,  68. 

Mr.  BAIN  (Wentworth).  Before  the  sub-section 
is  adopted,  I  would  like  to  refer  for  a  few  moments 
to  the  discussion  on  this  particular  clause  which  took 
place  before  recess.  The  hon.  member  for  Albert 
(Mr.  Weldon),  whom  I  regret  not  to  see  in  his  place, 
referred  to  the  peculiar  difficulty  which  affected 
the  redistribution  of  1882,  in  so  far  as  the  south 
riding  of  Wentworth  was  concerned,  and  he 
pointed  out  that,  taking  out  the  township  of 
Ancaster  from  the  south  riding  and  attaching  it  to 
the  north  riding  of  Brant,  certainly  gave  that 
constituency  a  very  peculiar  outline.  And  the 
hon.  member  for  Haldimand  (Mr.  Montague),  re¬ 
ferring  to  this  question  a  few  minutes  afterwards, 
while  admitting  there  was  not  the  desired  commu¬ 
nity  of  interests  between  the  two  portions  of  that 
riding,  as  now  proposed  to  be  connected  in  this 
Bill,  while  admitting  that  the  constituency  was 
slightly  disfigured  in  its  form,  yet  claimed  that 
upon  the  whole  it  made  a  very  plausible  adjust¬ 
ment.  I  would  like  to  draw  the  attention  of  the 
House  to  the  fact  that  the  township  cf  Ancaster, 
which  it  is  proposed  shall  remain  attached  to  North 
Brant,  runs  down  nearly  to  the  city  of  Hamil¬ 
ton,  and  is  at  least  within  a  mile  and  a  half 
of  the  headquarters  of  the  county,  the  court 
house  in  the  city  of  Hamilton,  which  has  been 
the  headquarters  of  that  county  and  district  for 
the  last  seventy-five  years. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  Three-quarters  of  a 
mile. 

Mr.  BAIN  (Wentworth).  v My  hon.  friend  says 
three-quarters  of  a  mile. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  He  is  wrong. 

Mr.  BAIN  (Wentworth).  Well,  it  is  not  over  a 
mile  and  a  quarter,  and  it  projects  right  down  into 
the  centre  of  the  riding  ;  and  out  of  Ancaster  lies, 
half  way  west  on  the  boundary,  a  portion  of  the  town 
of  Dundas,  now  which  it  is  proposed  by  this  arrange¬ 
ment  to  attach  to  the  south  riding  of  Wentworth. 
Notwithstanding  the  statement  of  the  hon.  mem- 
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her  for  Hamilton  that  the  two  sections  of  the  riding 
are  connected,  I  must  say,  if  he  undertakes  to  travel 
from  the  one  section  to  the  other  without  either 
going  through  the  County  of  Brant  or  the  city  of 
Hamilton,  he  will  require  to  have  a  very  prolonged 
pair  of  boots  and  a  boat  handy  as  well  in  case  he 
should  not  find  bottom  at  all,  because  he  will  have 
to  cross  the  inlet  through  which  the  Desjardins 
Canal  runs,  and  which  has  been  open  for  navigation 
for  a  long  time.  But  what  I  suggest,  as  in  a  line 
with  the  proposition  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Albert,  was  that,  instead  of  leaving  the  town¬ 
ship  of  Ancaster  as  now  proposed,  attached  to 
North  Brant,  if  they  want  to  restore  the  con¬ 
tinuity  of  the  County  of  South  Wentworth, 
they  should  replace  the  township  of  Ancaster  in 
the  south  riding  of  Wentworth,  so  that  the  county 
will  be  connected  by  some  tangible  connection 
instead  of  coming  through  a  separate  riding.  Then 
South  Wentworth  will  form  again  a  united  whole 
with  the  addition  of  the  town  of  Dundas  out  of 
the  north  riding,  which  lies  now  partly  in  the 
township  of  Ancaster  and  the  balance  immediately 
adjoining,  alongside  the  boundary  lines  between 
North  and  South  Wentworth  ridings.  I  do  not 
propose  this  with  the  view  of  saying  that  it  will 
completely  fulfil  the  idea  of  preserving  the  associ¬ 
ations  of  parties. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  What  would  you  do  with 
the  Flamboroughs  ? 

Mr.  BAIN  (Wentworth).  I  will  tell  you  in 
a  moment.  What  I  suggest  is  this  :  that  it 
would  give  South  Wentworth  a  much  more 
respectable  outline,  and  make  it  a  more  com¬ 
pact  constituency.  But  I  am  free  to  admit  at 
once  that,  so  far  as  the  town  of  Dundas  goes, 
their  interests  are  not  in  any  form  allied  with 
the  balance  of  the  south  riding  of  Wentworth  or 
could  be  called  a  community  of  interests.  My  hon. 
friend  from  Haldimand  knows  very  well  that  a 
town  lying  within  five  or  six  miles  of  the  city  of 
Hamilton  has  a  local  interest  of  its  own.  It  is  con¬ 
nected  with  the  township  of  Ancaster  on  the  one 
side  and  on  the  other  side  with  the  township  to 
Beverley  and  West  Flamborough,  and  that  it  is  not 
possible  to  replace  the  town  in  the  new  relalion 
proposed  and  be  satisfactory  to  the  people  of 
Dundas.  My  hon.  friend  asks  me  what  I  proposed 
to  do  with  respect  to  the  townships  of  East  and 
West  Flamborough  and  the  village  of  Waterdown.  I 
say,  attach  them  with  the  township  of  Beverley  to  the 
north  riding  of  Brant.  Ido  not  claim  that  there  would 
be  community  of  interests,  but  I  do  claim  that  the 
geographical  position,  as  relating  to  North  Brant, 
would  be  quite  as  convenient  to  that  county  as  the 
township  of  Ancaster,  and  in  respect  to  the  relative 
population  of  the  two  ridings,  as  then  constituted, 
would  be  more  equal.  Let  me  give  the  committee 
the  actual  figures  as  they  are  proposed  in  both 
cases  North  Brant,  according  to  the  last  census,' 
including  Ancaster,  had  nearly  17,000  population, 
16,993.  As  proposed  in  the  Act,  the  addition  of 
Beverley  would  make  4,636  bringing  it  up  to  21,629, 
under  the  proposed  Act.  With  respect  to  South 
Wentworth,  as  proposed  by  the  Act,  the  old  popu¬ 
lation  was  16,770  at  the  last  census.  They  propose 
to  add  the  town  of  Dundas  with  3,546,  East 
Flamborough  with  2,661,  West  Flamborough  with 
3,079,  the  village  of  Waterdown  with  669,  total 
26,725.  But  another  section  of  the  Act  provides 
Mr.  Bain  (Wentworth). 


that  the  city  of  Hamilton  shall  include  the  present- 
municipal  boundaries  of  that  city,  and  deduct  say 
2,400  from  Barton. 

Mr.  McKAY.  1,700,  not  2,400. 

Mr.  BAIN  (Wentworth).  I  am  quoting  the 
figures  from  the  Hamilton  Spectator.  In  that  case 
South  Wentworth  would  have  a  population  of  about 
25,000,  with  that  reduction  from  the  city  of  Hamil¬ 
ton.  Now,  by  taking  the  township  of  Ancaster 
from  South  Wentworth,  we  would  reduce  the 
population  by  4,098,  and  would  add  the  town  of 
Dundas,  and  taking  Ancaster  from  North  Brant 
would  make  the  population  of  the  new  South 
Wentworth  22,714.  The  population  of  North 
Brant,  which  is  now  16,993,  would  be  reduced 
4,098  I)}7  taking  Ancaster  out  of  it,  leaving  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  12,895.  Adding  to  that  the  township  of 
Beverley,  4,636,  Flamborough  East  2,661,  Flam¬ 
borough  West  3,079,  and  Waterdown  669,  would 
make  the  new  North  Brant  23,940,  and  the  new 
South  Wentworth  22,714.  That  would  give  them 
a  greater  equality  in  regard  to  population,  it  would 
make  the  territorial  boundaries  more  compact,  it 
would  give  them  a  greater  community  of  interest, 
and  the  township  of  Ancaster  would  be  united  with 
its  old  county  with  which  it  has  been  associated  for 
45  years  down  to  the  Gerrymander  Act  of  1882.  I 
do  not  claim  that  the  other  townships  would  be  so 
closely  united  with  North  Brant,  but  the  adjust¬ 
ment  would  be  territorially  more  equitable  and 
would  place  them  in  a  more  natural  position.  I 
therefore  move  that  sub-section  (A)  be  amended 
by  striking  out  East  and  West  Flamborough  and 
the  village  of  Waterdown,  and  adding  the  town¬ 
ship  of  Ancaster. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  In  the  gerrymander  of 
1882,  three  counties  were  cut  up  to  make  the  con¬ 
stituency  of  North  Brant  which  I  represent,  and  the 
township  of  Ancaster  was  ruthlessly  taken  away 
from  its  old  associations  in  Wentworth  and  placed 
in  the  north  riding  of  Brant.  I  know  that  the 
feeling  of  the  people  in  Ancaster  is  and  has  been  in 
favour  of  being  replaced  in  the  south  riding  of 
Wentworth  where  their  associations  had  been  for 
half  a  century.  I  would  like  at  the  same  time  to 
do  justice  to  the  township  of  Blenheim  in  the  west 
of  my  riding,  which  properly  belongs  to  the  County 
of  Oxford,  but  it  would  be  better  to  do  justice  to  a 
portiqn  of  the  constituency  even  if  it  cannot  be 
done  to  the  whole.  If  any  one  will  look  at  the  map 
he  cannot  but  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  the 
township  of  Ancaster  ought  to  belong  to  the  south 
riding  of  Wentworth,  and,  notwithstanding  the 
statement  of  the  hon.  member  for  Hamilton  (Mr. 
McKay)  as  to  the  possibility  of  getting  from  East 
and  West  Flamborough  into  South  Wentworth, 
I  say  his  statement  is  not  correct,  and  that, 
if  he  goes  over  the  ground  when  he  gets  home, 
he  will  see  that  the  contention  of  the  member  for 
North  Wentworth  (Mr.  Bain)  and  myself  is  correct. 
It  is  utterly  impossible  for  the  member  for  Hamil¬ 
ton  to  pass  from  the  town  of  Dundas  or  from  East 
or  West  Flamborough  and  get  into  the  south  rid¬ 
ing  of  Wentworth  without  passing  through  the 
township  of  Ancaster,  which  is  now  a  portion  of 
North  Brant,  or  taking  a  boat  or  swimming.  I 
think  the  Government  should  take  this  into  consi¬ 
deration,  and,  if  they  are  not  prepared  to  do  justice 
to  the  whole  of  North  Brant  in  regard  to  the  town¬ 
ship  of  Blenheim,  they  should  do  justice  at  all 
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events  to  the  township  of  Ancaster.  I  agree  with 
the  member  for  North  Wentworth  that  probably  it 
cannot  be  said  that  the  townships  of  East  and  West 
Flamborough  and  Beverley  will  assimilate  with 
North  Brant  more  than  Ancaster  has  done,  but  this 
at  all  events  will  be  correcting  an  injustice  which 
was  done  to  the  township  of  Ancaster  and  the 
population  will  be  better  adjusted  than  it  is  under 
this  Bill. 


Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  I  sincerely  hope  the  leader 
of  the  Government  will  accept  this  amendment. 
Two  parallel  eases  are  contained  in  the  Bill,  one 
taking  Port  Elgin  out  of  the  north  riding  of  Bruce 
and  putting  it  into  the  west  riding,  and  the  other 
taking  the  island  of  Seugog  out  of  the  north  riding 
of  Ontario  and  putting  it  into  the  south.  They  are 
precisely  similar  cases.  They  are  geographically 
in  the  ridings  where  the  Government  are  putting 
them,  and  the  Government  are  right  in  doing  that 
Idle  two  townships  of  Flamborough  and  the  village 
of  Waterdown  are  geographically  completely  sepa¬ 
rate  from  the  south  riding  of  Wentworth,  and  An¬ 
caster  is  a  part  of  that  riding  and  should  never  have 
been  taken  out  of  it.  There  is  now  an  opportunity 
to  put  it  back  and  make  two  decent  looking  ridings 
M  hy  should  the  Government  hesitate  ?  If  the 
Government  refuse  to  do  this  I  am  sure  they  will 
be  ashamed  of  it  afterwards  when  they  see  the  shape 
of  the  constituencies  they  have  made.  Then  there 
is  a  consideration  in  reference  to  equalizing  popula¬ 
tion.  I  know  the  Government  have  not  adopted 
that  basis  and  that  the  plan  advocated  by  hon. 
gentlemen  on  this  side  did  not  look  to  equalizing 
the  population,  but,  other  things  being  equal,  that 
also  ought  to  have  some  weight.  North  Wentworth 
and  Brant,  as  proposed  by  the  Bill,  totals  up  21,- 
b29,  while  South  Wentworth,  as  it  is  proposed  to 
be  fixed  by  the  Bill,  has  a  population  of  26,725. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  There  is  a  portion  of  the 
township  of  Barton  which  comes  out. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  None  of  us,  I  suppose, 
know  what  the  exact  figures  are. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  1,700  or  1,800. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG  Very  well,  these  are  to  be 
taken  from  the  township  of  Barton  and  to  be  put 
into  Hamilton.  But  even  allowing  that  to  be  the 
case,  there  would  still  be  a  large  discrepancy  be 
tween  the  two,  there  would  still  be  something  like 
3,000  more  in  South  Wentworth  than  in  JTorth 
YV  entworth.  If  you  take  the  amendment  proposed 
by  the  member  for  South  Wentworth,  you  have 
the  constituency  of  North  Wentworth  with  23,940, 
and  the  constituency  of  South  Wentworth  with 
a  little  over  24,000  ;  so  it  would  really  make  them 
almost  equal,  and  would  do  away  with  that 
anomaly  of  the  peculiar  geographical  feature  of  the 
case  ;  and  the  Government,  I  am  sure,  would  feel 
pleased  afterwards  with  what  they  have  done,  and 
if  they  fail  to  do  it,  I  feel  certain  they  will  be 
ashamed  when  they  come  to  look  at  it  afterwards. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  understood,  when 
the  Ministers  proposed  that  amendments  should  be 
offered,  that  they  would  discuss  them.  There  has 
been  no  discussion  on  this  amendment  that  has 
been  offered,  and  it  seems  to  me  there  should  be 
some  answer  given  on  the  other  side  to  the  argu¬ 
ments  that  have  been  advanced  in  its  favour.  In 
the  first  place,  if  you  look  at  it  from  a  geographical 
point  of  view,  it  is  proposed  in  the  Bill  that  the 
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riding  of  South  Wentworth  should  be  cut  in  two, 
and  it  has  been  pointed  out  that  you  will  have  to 
pass  through  another  riding,  or  come  in  by  water, 
to  get  from  one  part  to  the  other.  I  think  hon.’ 
gentlemen  will  admit  that  is  objectionable.  They 
ha\  e  oidy  two  clauses  in  the  Bill  that  propose  to 
rectify  deficiencies  in  existing  electoral  divisions  so 
far  as  the  situation  of  different  municipalities  is 
concerned. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  Suppose  that  to  be  correct,  it 
does  not  affect  the  individual  voter.  The  one  who 
lives  on  one  side  of  the  marsh  would  not  have  to 
pass  over  to  the  other  to  vote. 

Mr.  PATERSOA  (Brant).  If  the  Minister  takes 
that  ground,  as  the  member  for  Bothwell  pointed 
out,  you  would  be  departing  from  anything  like 
preserving  the  geographical  connection  of  the 
ridings.  Of  course  under  the  line  the  Minister 
lays  down,  you  could  unite  a  township  in  Ontario 
to  a  township  in  Quebec  where  the  same  issues  are 
being  discussed  and  voted  upon  in  both  ridings  ; 
the  Minister  surely  will  not  argue  that.  It  has 
been  argued  that  the  amendment  does  not  secure 
geographical  precision.  Then  if  there  was  objec¬ 
tion  in  the  matter  of  equalizing  the  population, 
the  one  might  counterbalance  the  other.  But 
when  you  come  to  look  at  it,  you  find  the  Bill 
proposes  to  make  North  Brant  have  21,629  ;  it 
proposes  to  make  South  Wentworth  have  26,725, 
less  the  1,700,  or  about  25,000.  Taking  that  1,700 
off  and  there  is  a  difference  of  4,000  in  the  ridings 
as  proposed  by  the  Bill,  in  addition  to  this  terrible 
geographical  objection.  Now,  according  to  the 
proposition  of  the  hon.  gentleman,  without  giving 
details,  North  Brant  would  have  23,940,  and  South 
Wentworth  22,714;  so  that  by  his  proposition 
you  would  do  away  with  the  absurdity  of  having  the 
county  cut  into  by  another  county ;  you  would  have 
the  County  of  North  Brant  and  the  riding  of  South 
W  entworth  more  symmetrical,  geographically 
speaking,  and  you  would  almost  equalize  the 
population ;  while,  as  I  have  said  before,  there  is  a 
discrepancy  in  the  division  of  three  or  four  thou¬ 
sand.  It  does  seem  to  me  that  the  case  is  so  strong 
in  that  respect  that  it  is  worthy  of  explanation  by 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite.  The  hon.  member  for 
Haldimand  pointed  out  with  some  little  force  that 
if  you  were  putting  the  Flamboroughs  into  North 
Brant  you  were  cutting  them  from  their  county 
associations.  That  is  true,  but  that  is  the  difficulty 
with  this  Bill,  and  members  will  understand  the 
position.  In  discussing  this  Bill  we  are  taunted  with 
departing  from  principles  we  have  advocated  before. 
WTe  have  tried  to  observe  county  bounds,  but  the 
committee  has  said  :  No,  we  will  not  do  that  ;  and 
nowr,  w  ith  that  decision  in  view,  we  are  trying  to 
remedy  it  as  well  as  we  can  under  the  circumstances. 

It  is  only  on  that  account  that  we  consider  these 
changes.  The  member  for  Haldimand  will  observe 
that  while  he  is  right  with  reference  to  putting 
the  Flamboroughs  into  North  Brant,  he  severs 
their  interests  as  a  part  of  the  county  from 
the  rest  of  the  county.  He  is  putting  back  Ancaster, 
which,  under  the  present  Bill,  is  separated  from  its 
local  interests,  its  municipal  interests,  with  the 
County  of  Wentworth  ;  so  that  while  his  argument 
holds  good  with  reference  to  the  Flamboroughs,  it 
is  counterbalanced  on  the  other  hand  by  the  re 
storation  of  Ancaster  to  its  proper  neighbouring 
townships,  and  its  county  interests  ;  so  that 
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not  a  complete  answer  that  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
given  to  say  that  you  are  dissociating  the  townships 
of  Flamborough  from  their  connection  with  the 
County  of  W entworth.  It  is  true  you  are  doing  that, 
lout  it  is  one  of  the  inevitable  consequences  that  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  force  upon  us  in  insisting  upon 
breaking  up  counties.  But  that  is  counterbalanced 
by  taking  a  township  that  has  for  ten  years  been 
severed  from  its  county  connections  and  placing  it 
back.  I  think,  at  any  rate,  enough  has  been  said  to 
show  that  this  is  a  reasonable  proposition  now  be¬ 
fore  the  Chair,  and  it  requires  some  explanation 
from  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  why  they  oppose  it. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  I  fancy  the  hon.  gentleman 
who  has  just  spoken,  saw  the  weakness  of  his  posi¬ 
tion,  because  he  consumed  the  greater  portion  of 
his  time  in  half  apologizing  for  going  back  upon 
the  principles  which  they  have  advocated  for  the 
last  three  or  four  weeks.  The  hon.  gentleman 
makes  the  admission  that  the  resolution  now  before 
the  Chair  does  break  county  lines  by  the  addition 
of  the  townships  of  East  and  West  Flamborough 
to  the  County  of  Brant,  but  he  justifies  himself  on 
the  score  that  he  is  putting  Ancaster  back  into  the 
County  of  Wentworth,  and  that  if  he  is  doing  one 
evil,  he  is  atleast  doing  one  good  thing.  But  I  must 
say  to  him  that  while  he  isputting  back  the  township 
■of  Ancaster  into  the  County  of  W7entworth  as  I  under¬ 
stand  the  geography  of  the  district,  he  is  taking 
away  from  that  constituency  a  township  which  lies 
contiguous  to  the  greater  portion  of  the  County  of 
Brant :  but  he  is  adding  to  the  County  of  Brant  two 
townships  which  are  very  far  indeed  from  the 
boundary  line  of  Brant,  and  have,  therefore,  much 
less  community  of  interest  with  the  County  of 
Brant  than  has  the  township  of  Ancaster  which 
now  forms  a  portion  of  the  constituency.  Now, 
what  are  the  principles  we  have  heard  from  the 
other  side  of  the  House  for  the  last  three  or  four 
weeks  ?  The  first  principle  we  have  heard  enun¬ 
ciated  is  that  we  should  leave  county  lines  intact. 
The  hon.  gentleman  has  admitted — and  in  that 
admission  he  has  shown  the  weakness  of  his  amend¬ 
ment,  because  it  is  contrary  to  the  principles  he 
has  advocated  in  his  amendment — that  he  is 
breaking  county  lines  just  as  much  as  county  lines 
were  broken  in  any  other  portion  of  Ontario.  So 
far  as  population  is  concerned,  not  one  of  the  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  has  said  that  the  redistribution 
in  the  Niagara  Peninsula  has  not  been  a  fair  and 
honest  one.  You  cannot,  without  dividing  muni¬ 
cipalities,  get  an  absolute  and  fair  division  of 
constituencies  upon  the  basis  of  population.  But 
I  say  that  no  gentleman,  however  opposed  he  may 
have  been  to  the  redistribution  in  that  portion  of 
Ontario,  would  claim  that  the  redistribution  upon 
the  score  of  population  has  not  been  a  fair  and 
honest  one.  Now,  I  remember  reading  a  debate 
upon  the  redistribution  of  Brant  on  the  Bill  of  1 882, 
and  I  remember  the  holy  horror  with  which  those 
gentlemen  looked  upon  the  length  of  the  constitu¬ 
ency  of  North  Brant,  stretching,  as  they  said  it 
did,  from  the  city  of  Hamilton  almost  to  the  town 
of  Woodstock  in  the  centre  of  the  great  Province 
of  Ontario. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  The  hon.  gentleman  says 
“  hear,  hear  ;  ”  yet  I  venture  to  say  he  will  vote 
for  the  amendment  of  the  hon.  gentleman  for 
North  Wentworth  (Mr.  Bain),  which  increases  the 
Mr.  Paterson  (Brant). 


length  of  that  constituency  ten  or  fifteen  miles  or 
more. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  No. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  I  say  yes.  Instead  of  going 
to  the  eastern  boundary  of  Ancaster,  you  propose  to 
go  to  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  township  of  Flam¬ 
borough.  I  hope  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  will 
note  that  the  length  of  the  constituency  would  be 
increased  from  eight  to  eighteen  miles. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  No. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  About  eight  miles. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Well,  accepting  that,  that  is 
eight  miles  too  far  in  a  township  already  too  long. 
The  hon.  gentleman  has  admitted  that  there  is  no 
community  of  interests  between  the  north  portion  of 
the  County  of  Wentworth  and  the  township  to  which 
it  is  proposed  to  add  those  constituents  in  North 
Brant,  while  he  has  not  argued  against  the  statement 
I  made  that  there  is  a  community  of  interests,  a 
community  of  interest  increased  and  intensified  by 
the  long  associations  during  all  the  history  of  Went¬ 
worth  as  a  municipal  county  of  Ontario,  in  the  ar¬ 
rangement  proposed  in  the  Bill ;  and  yet  in  viola¬ 
tion  of  that  principle,  wThich  hon.  gentlemen  oppo¬ 
site  have  held  sacred  in  this  House,  it  is  intended 
to  drag  away  the  townships  of  East  and  West  Flam¬ 
borough  and  carry  them  to  North  Brant,  with  which 
they  have  no  community  of  interests  whatever.  I 
consider  that  every  principle  has  been  violated, 
whether  it  be  the  one  of  permanency,  because  more 
changes  are  proposed  by  this  resolution  than  in  the 
Bill  ;  whether  it  be  the  principle  of  population,  be¬ 
cause  the  population  will  be  no  more  equalized 
under  that  proposition  than  under  ours ;  and 
changes,  therefore,  are  not  justified,  whether  it  be 
the  principle  of  community  of  interest  ot  historical 
continuity,  all  the  principles  so  loudly  proclaimed 
and  so  often  dinned  into  our  ears  during  the  past 
four  weeks  are  violated  in  the  amendment  pro¬ 
posed.  I  submit,  therefore,  that  the  amendment 
should  not  pass  but  be  rejected. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  only  principle 
which  the  hon.  gentleman  and  those  associated 
with  him  observe  is  the  principle  of  interest.  It 
is  the  interest  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  to  pay 
some  regard  to  that  principle,  and  that  is  the  only 
one  indicated  by  the  speech  which  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  has  delivered  and  by  the  work  done  on  the 
ground.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  told  us  we  are 
departing  from  principle.  What  principle  does 
the  hon.  gentleman  complain  of  ?  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  has  started  out,  not  simply  in  the  speech  he 
has  just  made  but  in  the  several  short  addresses 
he  has  delivered - 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  I  did  not  intend  to  charge 
the  hon.  gentleman  with  any  departure  from  prin¬ 
ciple.  I  would  have  been  wrong  if  I  had  done  so, 
because  this  would  make  a  gain  for  the  Liberal 
party,  and  that  is  the  principle  which  controls  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
judges  others  by  himself.  The  hon.  gentleman 
says  it  would  be  a  proper  thing  to  do.  In  1882, 
they  say  we  made  a  ‘  ‘  hive  ”  of  the  constituency  of 
North  Brant,  we  gave  the  hon.  gentlemen  that 
constituency  by  over  1,000  majority,  but  we  are 
not  satisfied  with  that  and  we  make  another 
invasion  with  the  view  to  increasing  the  majority 
|  to  1,300.  That  is  the  principle  which  hon.  gentle- 
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men  opposite  say  is  perfectly  fair  to  both  parties. 
Anything  is  fair  to  the  Liberal  party.  “You 
know,”  said  the  wife  of  St.  Clair,  “  you  cannot 
reason  from  the  niggers  to  the  white  people  and 
what  was  perfectly  fair  to  us  they  would  not  for 
one  moment  consider  when  applied  to  them.  So 
lion,  gentlemen  opposite  think  that  we  on  this  side 
of  the  House  are  a  species  of  nigger  of  a  former 
generation,  and  that  they  can  deal  with  us  just  as 
their  majority  enables  them  to  do.  The  speech  of 
the  hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works,  the  speeches  of 
the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice,  show  that  while  they 
held  out  their  intention  of  paying  due  consideration 
to  every  observation  and  every  reasonable  proposi¬ 
tion  made  from  this  side  of  the  House,  they  are  not 
prepared  to  consider  any  propositions  that  will  not 
promote  the  interests  of  the  Tory  party.  That  is 
what  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  labour  for,  and 
they  hope  to  accomplish  by  legislation  in  this 
House  what  they  think  they  might  not  be  able 
to  accomplish  outside  of  the  House.  That 
is  the  position  taken,  and  it  is  just  as  well  for 
hon.  gentlemen  to  come  out  and  frankly  avow  their 
intentions.  They  intend  to  legislate  the  Liberal 
party,  so  far  as  they  can,  out  of  Parliament,  and 
not  satisfied  with  what  they  did  in  1882,  they  pro¬ 
pose  to  continue  their  course  and  accomplish  this 
result,  as  far  as  possible  by  the  present  Bill.  Hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  declare  they  do  not  want  to 
regard  municipal  boundaries,  and  they  do  not 
think  those  boundaries  should  be  respected.  In 
this  Bill  they  have  disregarded  municipal  bound¬ 
aries.  The  Minister  of  Militia  has  addressed  a 
speech  to  the  House  which  would  warrant  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  putting  part  of  Essex  and  Russell 
together.  He  affirmed  that  it  did  not  matter 
whether  a  constituency  was  composed  of  territory 
contiguous  or  symmetrical,  that  we  were  voting  for 
great  principles,  and  he  would  rejoice  to  see  per¬ 
sonal  considerations  left  out  of  view  and  the  people 
voting  solely  with  respect  to  the  political  questions 
placed  in  issue.  The  public  do  not  vote  in  that 
way  ;  they  have  some  regard  for  the  standing, 
ability,  social  qualities  and  various  other  charac¬ 
teristics  of  the  member  who  represents  them.  All 
these  qualities  will  have  their  weight  so  long  as 
human  nature  is  as  it  is  at  present,  and  they  will 
have  a  certain  influence  on  the  election,  and  from 
my  point  of  view,  taking  into  consideration  the 
character  of  representative  government,  I  think 
the  public  judge  more  wisely  than  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite.  But  the  fact  remains  that  no  proposition 
that  would  be  fair  to  us  would  for  a  moment  be 
considered  by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite.  We  ask 
them  :  Will  you  respect  county  lines,  will  you  re¬ 
turn  to  that  principle,  will  you  agree  to  the  di¬ 
vision  of  counties  into  ridings  ?  Hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  by  their  votes  said  no.  They  declared 
they  would  not  agree  to  anything  of  that  sort,  for 
they  respected  population  and  they  wanted  equal 
electoral  districts.  We  then  proposed  something 
which  more  tended  to  equalize  population  than  the 
proposition  which  the  Government  brought  down. 
We  proposed  that  the  four  of  the  smallest  counties 
should  be  abolished  or  united.  Did  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  accept  it  ?  No.  What  ground  did 
the  Government  give  for  rejecting  that  proposition  ? 
No  ground  can  be  given,  except  that  they  are  de¬ 
termined  to  legislate  the  member  for  North  Went¬ 
worth  (Mr.  Bain)  out  of  the  House.  What  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  are  aiming  at  is  to  fix  the 
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Niagara  Peninsula  so  as  to  put  out  the  hon.  member 
for  North  Wentworth  and  keep  in  the  hon.  member 
for  Haldimand  (Mr.  Montague).  That  is  the 
aim  of  the  Bill,  that  is  a  provision  of  it, 
and  that  is  its  high  and  noble  object.  That  is 
the  noble  object  that  the  Administration  have 
placed  before  the  House  in  this  measure.  The 
Government  have  told  us  that  when  we  got  into 
committee  they  would  accept  any  reasonable  pro¬ 
position.  My  hon.  friend  from  South  Oxford  (Sir 
Richard  Cartwright)  made  a  reasonable  proposition. 
He  put  two  constituencies  together,  both  of  which 
when  united  are  several  thousand  smaller  than  the 
County  of  Kent,  several  thousand  smaller  than  two 
of  the  ridings  of  Simcoe  ;  several  thousand  smaller 
than  the  riding  of  North  Essex,  and  did  the  Govern¬ 
ment  accept  it  ?  Not  at  all ;  there  is  not  an  approach 
to  an  acceptance  of  a  reasonable  proposition.  The 
Government  say  :  Why  you  will  reduce  the  number 
of  representatives  in  the  section  of  the  country 
where  we  are  at  present  strong,  and  although  these 
constituencies  are  several  thousand  below  what 
they  should  be  in  population,  yet  we  will  not  attach 
any  weight  to  that  matter,  but  we  will  legislate 
some  of  the  members  of  the  Opposition  out  of  the 
House ;  and  so  they  adhere  to  the  scheme.  It  is 
just  as  well  that  we  should  consider  this  subject  on 
the  merits  that  the  Government  put  before  us. 
They  do  not  exhibit  that  courage  that  we  would 
have  a  right  to  expect  under  the  circumstances, 
and  declare  that  that  is  their  object,  but  every  act 
accepted  and  every  act  rejected,  shows  that  nothing 
will  be  done  where  party  interests  are  in  the 
smallest  degree  to  suffer,  no  matter  what  may  be 
required  by  what  is  just  and  fair. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  The  hon.  member 
for  Haldimand  (Mr.  Montague)  speaks  very  brave 
words  ;  but  I  do  not  think  that  his  arguments  had 
very  much  force.  The  fact  o?  my  recognizing  that 
the  two  Flamboroughs  belonged  to  the  County  of 
Wentworth,  and  the  charge  that  therefore  I  am 
severing  county  bounds,  might  apply  if  I  had  voted 
as  he  and  his  friends  had,  that  county  bounds 
should  not  be  respected.  But  having  voted  that 
they  should  be  respected,  and  having  been  voted 
down  by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  and  seeing  that 
nothing  further  can  be  done  in  that  direction,  does 
it  carry  any  weight  for  him  then  to  say  :  that  you 
shall  not  transpose  townships  belonging  to  a  county 
that  you  are  tearing  to  pieces,  after  you  have 
affirmed  that  it  is  out  of  our  power  to  go  back. 
While  the  injustice  to  the  Flamboroughs  is  an 
equal  injustice  to  Ancaster,  we  say  we  will  remedy 
other  injustices  and  inequalities  and  transpose  these 
townships.  In  the  Counties  of  Lincoln,  Welland, 
Haldimand,  Monck,  Wentworth,  Brant,  Oxford 
and  Norfolk,  and  the  city  of  Hamilton,  giving  you 
the  benefit  of  the  majority  there,  the  Liberal  party 
according  to  the  last  general  election  returns, 
varied  a  little  by  the  bye-election, — and  I  claim 
they  would  come  out  about  equal  so  far  as  that  is 
concerned  if  elections  were  held  in  all  these 
ridings  to-day, — I  say  that  in  these  counties 
the  last  election  returns  show  that  there  was  5,349 
Liberal  majority,  while  there  was  only  1,203 
Conservative  majority.  In  the  face  of  this  state 
of  things  the  cool  proposition  made  by  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  opposite  to  wipe  out  a  constituency  repre¬ 
sented  by  a  Liberal,  who  can  carry  it  I  venture  to 
say  as  long  as  he  chooses  to  run,  and  yet  they  see 
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no  injustice  in  that.  Then  the  hon.  member  for 
Haldimand  (Mr.  Montague)  takes  care  that  that 
which  was  a  very  doubtful  seat  indeed  for  him  is 
in  his  judgment  made  a  perfectly  sure  seat.  There 
is  no  advantage  given  to  the  Liberals  in  this 
respect,  but  a  Liberal  seat  is  to  be  wiped  out  in  the 
face  of  the  fact  that  there  is  over  4,000  of  a  Liberal 
majority  in  these  ridings,  even  giving  the  Conser¬ 
vatives  the  benefit  of  the  large  majority  they  had 
in  the  city  of  Hamilton.  Yet  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  talk  about  fair-play  and  about  their  doing 
what  is  fight.  It  does  not  lie  in  the  mouth  of  the 
hon.  member  for  Haldimand  (Mr.  Montague)  to 
say  much  with  reference  to  the  arrangement  of 
these  constituencies  in  the  Niagara  Peninsula, 
That  is  what  I  have  to  say  meanwhile,  and  if  it  is 
necessary  to  reply  to  the  hon.  gentleman 
again  I  shall  endeavour  to  do  so.  We 
object,  and  we  do  not  want  Y\  entworth 
torn  to  pieces.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  have 
voted  that  it  shall  be,  and  they  say  we  will  put 
portions  of  these  pieces  into  one  riding  and  portions 
into  another  riding.  We  objected  to  the  partition 
of  the  county  but  you  have  carried  it,  and  now  we 
object  to  the  still  greater  iniquity  of  your  violating 
all  that  is  decent  in  geography,  and  violating  all 
that  is  decent  in  the  way  of  equalization  of  popula¬ 
tion.  You  have  voted  to  divide  these  townships, 
and  your  having  done  the  iniquity  of  separating 
them,  we  on  this  side  now  propose  that  we  shall 
arrange  it  so  as  to  wipe  out  as  far  as  possible  this 
geographical  iniquity  and  this  inequality  of  the 
population.  That  is  done  by  the  proposition  of  the 
hon.  member,  and  that  is  the  reason  I  support  it. 
If  the  Government  and  the  member  for  Haldimand 
are  willing  to  reconsider  their  decision  and  say 
that  they  will  allow  us  to  maintain  county  bounds 
and  preserve  the  County  of  \\  entworth,  why  of 
course  my  hon.  friend  will  withdraw  his  propo¬ 
sition.  He  has  proposed  it  because  of  the  deter¬ 
mination  of  the  Government  to  carve  up  the 
constituency,  and  we  support  it  because  we  are 
forced  into  it  by  the  action  of  the  Government. 
In  the  face  of  the  figures  I  have  quoted  showing 
that  in  these  counties  I  have  enumerated, — 
and  giving  the  Government  the  benefit  of  the 
majority  in  Hamilton — there  is  some  4,000  more  of 
a  Liberal  majority,  I  ask  is  it  just  or  fair  that  they 
should  propose  to  wipe  out  a  seat  that  is  held  by  a 
Liberal  in  this  House,  and  that  they  should  refuse 
to  rectify  that  which  they  themselves  must  see  is 
a  crying  injustice  as  far  as  geography  and  lack  of 
equalization  of  population  is  concerned  ?  Perhaps 
they  take  this  course  because,  it  might  endanger  a 
seat  they  hold  in  this  House,  the  sitting  member 
having  a  majority  of  one,  and  because  they  wish 
to  strengthen  his  position.  I  think  that  the  pro¬ 
position  made  from  this  side  of  the  House,  is  a  rea¬ 
sonable  and  fair  one.  Even  if  South  Wentworth 
passed  over  from  the  Conservatives  by  virtue  of 
this,  and  I  do  '  not  know  whether  it  would  or  not, 
it  would  only  be  taking  the  place  of  North  Went¬ 
worth.  The  hon.  gentlemen  may  say  :  We  wipe 
out  Monck.  True ;  but  the  Liberals  have  held 
Monck  and  the  Liberals  have  held  Haldimand 
too. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  When  did  you  ever  hold 
Monck  ? 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  We  held  it  last  ses¬ 
sion,  did  we  not  ? 

Mr.  Paterson  (Brant). 


Mr.  MONTAGUE  ?  You  got  it,  but  you  did  not 
hold  it. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  We  held  it  for  that 
time,  and  Monck  would  have  been  held  a  great 
many  more  years  than  that,  only  that  I  think  it  is 
a  county — if  I  remember  right,  and  I  will  not  be 
positive  about  it — that  has  been  strengthened  for 
the  Conservatives  by  the  gerrymander  several 
times.  My  hon.  friend  from  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar) 
who  represented  that  county,  can  tell  something, 
perhaps,  with  reference  to  that  matter. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  I  beg  to  inform  my  hon.  friend 
(Mr.  Montague) — which  was  not  Monck  at  that 
time— that  I  held  that  county  as  a  Liberal  during 
the  whole  of  a  Parliament  ;  not  a  very  long  one. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  That  was  about  three 
months,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  That  shows  how  very  little  the 
hon.  gentleman  from  Haldimand  (Mr.  Montague) 
knows  about  Canadian  history.  I  held  the  county 
of  Monck  during  the  whole  of  the  session  of  1872, 
and  during  the  next  session,  long  enough  to  assist 
materially  in  turning  the  Conservative  Govern¬ 
ment  out  of  power,  and  then  there  was  a  new  elec¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  May  I  ask  the  hon.  member 
for  Brant  (Mr.  Paterson)  if  he  has  included  in  the 
calculation  he  has  just  made  of  Liberal  majorities, 
the  Counties  of  Oxford  and  one  of  the  Norfolks  ? 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Yes,  Oxford  and 
Norfolk  both.  I  did  not  mention  them  in  ridings; 

I  took  the  whole  counties. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  Why  take  the  majorities  in 
counties  that  are  not  interfered  with  in  this  Bill, 
and  add  them  to  your  calculation  in  order  to  make 
a  strong  case.  I  want  to  call  my  hon.  friend :s  at¬ 
tention  to  the  fact  that  while  he  very  indignantly 
denounced  the  wiping  out  of  North  Wentworth,  he 
had  not  a  word  of  commiseration  for  Monck.  I 
suppose  that  was  all  right,  it  having  been  repre¬ 
sented  by  a  Conservative,  with  the  exception  of 
two  or  three  sessions,  since  Confederation. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  have  not  the 
slightest  objection  myself  to  the  restoration  of 
Monck,  but  I  fancy  that  the  hon.  member  for 
Haldimand  has  a  very  decided  objection. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Not  at  all.  Like  the  hon. 
gentleman,  I  had  to  gain  some  votes,  but  I  have 
no  reason  to  suppose  that  my  constituency  will 
discard  me. 

'  Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  do  not  say  that  it 
will,  but  I  am  quite  willing  to  have  Monck 
restored.  The  reason  I  have  put  in  Oxford  is  that 
I  consider  that  gentlemen  living  in  Oxford  are  just 
as  good  as  gentlemen  living  in  any  other  riding, 
and  they  ought  to  have  as  much  importance  at¬ 
tached  to  their  votes.  My  proposition  is  simply  to 
show  that  in  that  part  of  Ontario  where  the  pre¬ 
ponderance  of  Liberal  sentiment  is  so  great,  instead 
of  giving  it  anything  like  its  proper  voice  here, 
you  are  taking  steps,  by  this  iniquitous  act  to  still 
further  reduce  its  voice  in  this  House. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  In  the  discussion  which  has  taken 
place  on  this  change,  the  only  expression  of  sym¬ 
pathy  in  regard  to  Monck  which  we  have  heard, 
is  that  which  has  just  fallen  from  the  lips  of  the 
hon.  member  for  South  Brant.  We  are  now  dis¬ 
cussing  the  question  of  the  reconstruction  of  South 
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Wentworth,  and  it  is  easy  for  one  side  to  bandy 
words  with  the  other  in  regard  to  political  advan¬ 
tage.  Perhaps  one  side  looks  through  blue  glasses 
and  the  other  side  through  green  glasses,  and  the 
consequence  is  that  to  one  side  everything  looks 
blue  and  to  the  other  side  everything  looks  green. 
It  may  be  that  to  me  things  look  green  or  possibly 
blue.  Now,  if  any  proposition  has  been  made  on  the 
Opposition  side  of  the  House  in  amendment  to  the 
Bill,  which  would  have  any  other  effect  than  to 
strengthen  that  side  politically,  I  would  like  to 
know  what  it  is.  The  proposition  to  adhere  to 
county  lines  would  ha  ve  done  that  most  effectually. 
Taking  the  counties  forming  the  Niagara  Peninsula, 
I  find  that  one  member  would  be  given  to  Went¬ 
worth,  two  to  Brant,  one  to  Lincoln  and 
Niagara,  one  to  \\  elland,  one  to  Norfolk  and 
one  to  Haldimand,  under  the  arrangement  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  lion,  member  for  Bothwell ;  and  every¬ 
one  of  these  counties  except  Haldimand  would 
elect  a  Liberal  member,  according  to  the  votes 
given  in  1891,  in  fact  according  to  the  votes  given 
in  the  bye-elections  in  1892.  That  is,  though  the 
aggregate  vote  given  in  the  last  election  in  these 
counties  was  16,667  Conservatives  and  18,654  Lib¬ 
erals,  the  Liberals  had  10  per  cent  of  a  majority, 
while  they  would  have  had  9(Xper  cent  of  the  re¬ 
presentation.  Now,  if  the  arrangement  proposed 
in  the  Bill  becomes  law,  the  Liberals,  on  the  basis 
of  the  vote  in  the  last  election,  will  be  entitled  to 
North  Norfolk,  North  and  South  Brant,  Welland 
and  Lincoln,  and  the  Conservatives  to  South  Nor¬ 
folk,  Haldimand  and  South  Wentworth — 5  to  the 
Liberals  and  3  to  the  Conservatives  ;  and  yet  this 
is  denounced  on  the  other  side  of  the  House  as  a 
very  unfair  arrangement  to  the  Liberals.  That  is 
not  all.  The  constituency  of  South  Wentworth 
is  not  by  any  means  a  safe  Conservative  constitu¬ 
ency.  It  will  be  fair  fighting  ground,  and  if  the 
Bill  carries,  I  venture  to  say  that  the  present 
member  for  North  Wentworth  will  be  a  candidate 
for  the  representation  of  South  Wentworth,  with 
a  strong  expectation  of  carrying  it. 

Mr.  McKAl .  It  has  been  said  by  some  lion, 
gentlemen  who  have  spoken,  that  the  Government 
were  actuated  not  by  principles  but  by  inter¬ 
ests  in  framing  this  Redistribution  Bill.  It 
will  be  admitted,  however,  that  if  they  were 
actuated  by  interest  they  could  have  made  a 
measure  far  more  advantageous  to  themselves. 
In  regard  to  the  objections  so  strongly  urged  by 
lion,  gentlemen  opposite  to  the  redistribution  of 
the  \\  entworths,  it  is  somewhat  peculiar  that 
while  the  other  portions  of  the  redistribution  of 
the  Niagara  Peninsula  were  under  discussion,  hon. 
gentlemen  did  not  raise  these  strong  objections. 
They  were  evidently  satisfied  themselves  that  they 
were  to  their  advantage  politically,  and  they  were 
perfectly  willing  to  accept  them.  It  has  been 
alleged  by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  that  the  town¬ 
ships  of  Ancaster  and  Beverley  have  a  community 
of  interest  with  Hamilton.  I  deny  that  partially. 
Their  community  of  interest  is  with  Brantford  and 
Galt. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  think  you  are 
wrong. 

Mr.  McKAY.  A  great  part  of  these  townships 
are  contiguous  to  Brantford,  and  their  community 
of  interest  is  with  that  city,  and  partially  with 
Galt.  With  respect  to  the  townships  of  West  and 


East  Flamborough,  which  hon.  gentlemen  propose 
to  add  to  North  Brant,  they  have  not  a  single  in¬ 
terest  in  common  with  that  county  or  with  Brant¬ 
ford.  Their  interests  lie  entirely  with  the  city  of 
Hamilton,  and  to  join  them  to  North  Brant  on  the 
ground  of  community  of  interest  would  be  absurd. 
It  cannot  be  truthfully  said  that  the  Redistribution 
Bill  is  in  the  interest  of  the  Conservative  party.  I 
am  sure  that  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  are  going  to 
be  the  greater  gainers  by  these  changes.  There  is 
no  doubt  that  the  Conservative  party  in  another 
general  election  will  return  weaker  from  the 
Niagara  Peninsula  than  we  are  at  present.  Now,  I 
would  like  to  say  just  one  word  in  reply  to  what 
the  hon.  member  for  North  Brant  said  about  Dun- 
das.  W  hen  I  made  my  remarks  this  afternoon  I 
did  not  mention  Dundas.  I  said  that  Barton  and 
East  and  West  Flamborough  were  in  contact  with 
each  other,  and  that  the  township  of  Barton  lay 
to  the  west  of  Hamilton,  and  through  it  you 
could  get  to  those  townships  from  the  other  parts 
of  the  riding  ;  but  I  did  not  mention  Dundas. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  I  wish  to  correct  the  hon. 
member  for  Hamilton  with  regard  to  the  township 
of  Barton  being  connected  with  the  townships  of  East 
and  W  est  Flamborough.  It  is  not  connected  with 
either.  As  I  said  before,  in  order  to  get  to  the 
townships  of  East  or  West  Flamborough  you  have 
to  cross  the  Desjardins  Canal  and  the  marsh. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  I  think  the  discussion 
to-day  and  the  action  of  the  committee  must  show 
the  Minister  of  Public  Works  and  the  Minister  of 
Justice  how  unpractical  the  proposition  is  which 
they  laid  down,  that  this  Bill  would  be  considered 
in  detail,  and  that  any  representation  made  would 
be  taken  into  consideration  while  we  w'ere  in  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole.  It  is  quite  evident  that 
there  are  not,  in  addition  to  the  two  or  three  mem¬ 
bers  who  live  in  the  locality  interested,  any  who 
have  the  first  idea  of  the  merits  of  the  case  ?  The 
consideration  of  a  Bill  of  this  description  in  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  by  men  who  have  any  desire 
to  do  what  is  right  has  been  proved  impracticable. 
I  am  not  going  to  take  up  the  time  of  the  committee 
by  discussing  the  details,  because  I  do  not  think  it 
is  possible  at  present  for  the  House  to  understand 
and  appreciate  the  arguments  for  or  against  the 
proposition  before  it,  but  I  would  just  like  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  committee  to  this  fact.  There 
is  one  proposition  which  has  been  laid  down  and 
which  has  never  been  answered,  and  that  is  that  in 
the  western  section  of  Ontario  the  people  are  under¬ 
represented  as  compared  with  the  eastern  section 
which  is  over-represented.  The  figures  to  prove 
this  have  been  submitted  so  often  and  are  so 
evidently  unanswerable  that  I  need  not  refer 
to  them  again.  I  was  surprised  to  hear  the  argument 
of  the  hon.  member  for  South  Norfolk  this  afternoon. 
He  argued  that  the  two  additional  representatives 
to  which  the  city  of  Toronto  and  Nipissing  dis¬ 
trict  are  entitled  should  be  taken  from  the 
Niagara  Peninsula.  And  why  ?  Because  the  west¬ 
ern  section,  including  the  city  of  Toronto,  had  a 
much  larger  population.  Now,  the  Minister  of 
Railways  the  other  evening,  when  he  was  arguing 
against  the  proposition  of  this  side,  drew  a  line 
dividing  the  province,  in  which  he  included  the 
city  of  Toronto  and  the  district  of  Algoma  in  the 
eastern  section,  to  show  that  there  was  not  such  a 
great  difference  of  population  between  the  two 
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sections  of  the  province.  I  think  that  a  fair  way 
to  discuss  this  Bill  would  be  to  leave  out  the  city 
of  Toronto  and  that  portion  of  the  province  north 
of  Toronto  altogether  from  the  division.  Any  one 
who  wishes  to  discuss  it  from  a  fair  stand-point  must 
admit  that  would  be  the  proper  way  to  divide  the 
province  in  order  to  find  how  the  people  are  repre¬ 
sented  in  this  House.  It  has  been  clearly  shown 
that  east  of  Toronto  there  is  at  present  a  represen¬ 
tative  in  this  House  for  every  19,000  in  round  num¬ 
bers  of  the  population,  while  on  the  other  hand  in 
the  western  section  each  member  represents  over 
23,000.  That  proposition  is  one  which  has 
been  entirely  unanswered ;  and  as  far  as  'the 
details  of  the  Bill  are  concerned  with  regard  to 
Ontario,  it  is  impossible  to  believe  that  this 
cutting  up  of  constituencies  in  the  Niagara  Penin¬ 
sula  was  not  done  with  an  object  other  than 
the  proper  redistribution  of  the  seats.  Appeals  are 
made  to  fair-minded  men,  that  because  one  consti¬ 
tuency,  represented  by  a  Reformer,  is  wiped  out, 
and  another  represented  by  a  Conservative,  therefore 
it  is  a  fair  division.  To  a  person  who  knows 
nothing  of  the  district  or  the  situation,  that  might 
appear  plausible  and  fair,  but  those  who  have 
studied  the  question  know  that  the  Government, 
by  the  changes  they  are  making,  are  strengthening 
constituencies  which  are  not  at  all  now  safe  for  a 
Conservative,  and  only  increasing  the  strength  of 
one  which  might  be  called  a  fighting  constituency. 
The  hon.  member  for  South  Norfolk  referred  at 
great  length  to  the  additional  Liberal  vote  that  is  be¬ 
ing  put  in  the  County  of  Lincoln,  and  it  was  evident 
by  his  eagerness  to  discuss  the  matter  from  a  party 
stand-point,  that  this  cutting  up  would  not  have 
taken  place  in  that  district  at  all,  if  it  had  not  been 
the  fact  that  after  two  severe  contests  in  that 
constituency  it  is  represented  by  a  Reformer  by  a 
very  large  majority.  However  that  is  a  matter  of 
very  little  importance  after  all.  So  far  as  my  judg¬ 
ment  goes,  I  do  not  believe  the  Government  will  gain 
very  much  by  their  gerrymander,  if  this  Bill  is  to  be 
carried,  I  believe  that  the  great  injustice  done  by  tak¬ 
ing  these  representatives  from  the  now  under-repre¬ 
sented  section  of  the  country  and  leaving  the  over¬ 
represented  section  as  it  is,  will  more  than  out¬ 
weigh  in  the  minds  of  thinking  people  anything 
the  Government  can  gain  by  doing  away  with  the 
Counties  of  Monck  and  Wentworth.  When  it  was 
decided  to  give  this  extra  representative  to  the 
city  of  Toronto  and  to  give  an  extra  representative 
to  that  section  north  of  Toronto,  the  Government 
should  at  least,  to  be  fair,  have  taken  and  united 
some  of  the  small  constituencies  in  the  east,  even  if 
they  had  been  disposed  to  take  one  of  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  from  the  west.  There  still  would  have 
been  a  great  difference  between  the  populations  of 
the  two  districts.  It  appears  to  me  if  something  of 
that  kind  had  been  done,  there  would  have  been  an 
appearance  of  at  least  fairness.  It  is  not  necessary 
or  desirable  before  this  committee,  to  undertake  to 
discuss  the  details,  because  we  have  heard  mem¬ 
bers  on  the  one  side  and  the  other  quoting  figures 
and  making  representations  with  regard  to  the 
partj7  political  strength  of  those  constituencies, 
which  any  person  who  knew  anything  about  the 
matter  knew  to  be  perfectly  erroneous.  It  is  easy 
enough  to  take  the  figures  at  a  certain  election  and 
try  to  make  an  argument  out  of  them,  but  it  has 
no  bearing  at  all  upon  the  general  case.  I  would 
like  very  much  if  the  Government  had  taken  this 
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matter  more  into  their  consideration  and  been  in¬ 
clined  to  do  fairly  by  the  people.  It  is  a  matter  of 
very  great  indifference  to  me,  in  considering  a 
question  of  this  kind,  as  to  which  party  is  to  gain 
the  advantage,  but  I  do  think  it  is  of  great  import¬ 
ance  to  the  people  to  feel  that  the  men  representing 
them,  not  only  in  the  Government  but  on  the  floor 
of  Parliament, are  willing  to  pass  legislation  founded 
on  permanent  principles  of  right  and  justice,  and  I 
would  say  to  the  Minister  leading  the  Government 
that  I  do  not  believe  the  people  of  western  Ontario 
feel  that  he  was  inclined  to  deal  with  this  Bill  in  a 
fair  manner,  since  he  has  not  taken  into  consider¬ 
ation  some  of  the  propositions  made  before  the  House. 
A  great  deal  has  been  said  in  regard  to  the  prin¬ 
ciples  which  should  have  governed  the  committee 
and  Parliament  in  dealing  with  this  question. 
The  Minister  of  Militia  this  evening  stated  that 
he  was  opposed  to  confining  the  constituencies  to 
county  lines.  It  is  possible  that  some  other  prin¬ 
ciple  might  be  laid  down  which  would  be  more  in 
the  interest  of  the  country.  Personally  I  am  not 
wedded  to  that  principle,  but  I  think  the  princi¬ 
ples  laid  down  in  the  amendment  moved  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  taken 
altogether,  were  very  fair.  The  Minister  of 
Militia  stated  that  it  would  be  right  to  start 
at  one  end  of  the  province — I  think  he  should 
have  said  at  one  end  of  the  Dominion — and  divide 
it  into  districts,  and  give  due  consideration  to  the 
population  and  also  to  the  convenience  of  the 
electors.  I  would  ask  the  committee  why  the 
Minister  of  Militia  and  his  colleagues  in  the 
Government  did  not  adopt  some  such  principle 
as  that  before  they  introduced  this  measure,  so 
that,  when  we  appealed  to  the  country,  even  if 
the  Conservative  party  had  the  advantage  in  the 
distribution  of  seats,  we  might  at  least  know 
what  to  expect  and  upon  what  principle  any 
changes  would  be  made.  In  my  own  section  there 
is  a  growing  feeling  that  the  legislation  wrhich  is 
taking  place  is  not  fair.  In  days  past  we  used  to 
appeal  to  the  people  on  the  ground  that  in  Canada 
we  had  a  better  system  than  they  had  across  the 
line,  that  our  public  men  were  more  honest  and  more 
sincere  in  following  out  the  principles  that  should 
govern  a  country,  but  there  is  a  great  change  in 
regard  to  that,  and  I  know  that,  in  that  section  of 
the  country,  they  feel,  from  the  legislation  that 
has  taken  place,  that  their  confidence  has  been 
weakened,  and  it  will  continue  to  be  weakened  by 
the  passing  of  such  legislation  as  this.  I  would 
appeal  to  the  members  of  this  House  to  say  whether 
any  small  party  advantage  which  is  supposed  to  be 
gained  by  a  gerrymander  of  this  sort  is  not  small 
compared  to  the  wrongs  which  are  done  by  it  to 
the  people  of  the  country  by  passing  such  legisla¬ 
tion.  I  think  the  amendment  which  has  been 
offered  by  my  hon.  friend  from  North  Wentworth 
(Mr.  Bain)  is  very  fair.  If  we  are  going  to  adhere 
to  the  doing  away  with  two  constituencies  in  the 
Niagara  district,  it  is  only  fair  that,  after  strength¬ 
ening  one  or  two  constituencies  in  the  interests  of 
the  party,  they  should  at  least  adopt  the  suggestion 
offered  in  this  amendment,  which  is  not,  as  the 
hon.  member  for  Haldimand  (Mr.  Montague)  said, 
making  that  a  Reform  constituency,  for,  if  he 
knows  the  constituency  at  all,  he  must  know  that 
it  is  a  fighting  constituency,  as  North  Wentworth 
has  been  for  years,  varying  from  one  or  four  up¬ 
wards,  and  never  within  my  recollection  exceeding 
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a  majority  of  1(H).  I  believe  this  would  give  some 
satisfaction  to  the  people  there. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  hon.  gentleman  states 
that  in  the  distribution  of  seats  he  has  taken  into 
consideration  that  Toronto  should  be  left  out  al¬ 
together.  Leaving  that  out,  the  46  members  to 
the  west  of  Toronto  would  represent  a  less  number 
than  the  43  members  in  the  east.  If  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  will  make  the  calculation,  he  will  find  that 
the  46  members  from  the  western  peninsula  repre¬ 
sent  40,000  less  than  the  43  members  in  the 
east.  If  he  takes  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  he  will 
find  that  the  members  represent  as  much  popula¬ 
tion  from  the  east  as  they  do  from  the  west. 

^  Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  State  the 
figures. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  stated  them  the  other  day, 
and,  taking  the  line  between  the  Yorks  and  Peel 
and  leaving  Simcoe  to  the  east,  dividing  Ontario 
into  two,  with  46  members  from  the  east  and  46 
from  the  west,  I  say  that  there  are  40,000  people 
to  the  east  in  excess  of  those  who  are  represented 
in  the  west.  I  believe  the  numbers  are  more  than 
that,  between  40,000  and  60,000. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  Is  that  leaving  out 
Toronto  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  No,  it  is  taking  in  Toronto. 
I  find  that  the  46  members  that  represent  the 
western  peninsula  have  from  40,000  to  60,000  less 
population  than  the  46  members  who  represent  the 
east,  including  Toronto  Leaving  out  Toronto  and 
its  three  members  and  its  population,  you  will  see 
that  each  member  who  represents  the  eastern  dis¬ 
trict  has  as  many  people  as  those  who  represent  the 
western  district. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  is  altogether  astray  in  his  figures.  We  have 
only  33  members  west  of  Toronto,  while  the  Con¬ 
servatives  have  56  east  of  Toronto,  and  giving  them 
three  members  for  the  city  of  Toronto,  that  gives 
them  59  members.  All  you  have  to  do  is  to  look 
up  the  official  report. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  The  hon. 
gentleman  has  not,  in  the  least  degree,  met  the 
question  which  was  put.  The  Minister  of  Railways 
has  entirely  ignored  the  fact  that,  of  the  35  con¬ 
stituencies  which  lie  east  of  the  County  of  York, 
leaving  that  county  out  of  the  question,  the  aver¬ 
age  population  is  barely  19,700,  that  15,  at  least, 
of  these  constituencies  have  between  15,000  and 
16,000  each,  and  that  four  or  five  of  them  have 
only  12,000  or  13,000.  Now,  it  is  perfectly  absurd 
to  include  the  city  of  Toronto  with  eastern 
Ontario.  The  city  of  Toronto  is  infinitely  more 
closely  associated  with  western  Ontario,  it  has  far 
more  connection  with  western  Ontario,  it  has  far 
more  business  with  western  Ontario  than  it  has 
with  eastern  Ontario.  A  very  large  section  of 
eastern  Ontario  has  exceedingly  little  to  do  with 
the  city  of  Toronto,  save  with  respect  to  law  busi¬ 
ness.  I  entirely  deny  the  propriety  of  the  division 
the  hon.  gentleman  has  made.  I  say  that  the  true 
and  natural  division,  as  you  want  to  increase  the 
metropolitan  city  of  Toronto,  is  to  leave  out 
Toronto  and  the  Yorks,  and  if  you  leave  out  Toronto 
and  the  Yorks,  which  may  properly  be  said  to  belong 
neither  to  the  east  nor  to  the  west,  you  have  35  consti¬ 
tuencies  lying  east  of  the  County  of  York  and  the  city 
of  Toronto,  with  a  total  population  of  688,000.  Now, 


the  hon.  gentleman  cannot  deny,  nor  has  any  mem¬ 
ber  on  that  side  ventured  to  deny,  that  this  688, 000 
have  to-day  35  representatives,  being  at  least  5 
more  than  they  are  properly  entitled  to,  were 
numerical  representation  to  enter  into  the  question 
at  all.  Nor  has  the  hon.  gentleman  ventured  to 
deny  that  leaving  out  of  consideration  the  County 
of  York  and  the  city  of  Toronto,  the  other  con¬ 
stituencies  which  belong  properly  to  western 
Ontario,  have  very  little  connection  with  the  east. 
The  hon.  gentleman  has  not  ventured  to  deny  that 
those  lying  west  have  an  average  population  of 
23,200,  and  that,  therefore,  they  are  considerably 
under-represented ;  at  any  rate,  they  are  each  of 
them  several  hundred  above  the  actual  unit  of 
representation.  There  is  no  doubt  that  if  any 
desire  to  equalize  population  existed,  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  they  want  for  the  city  of  Toronto  and 
Algoma  would  be  taken  from  those  exceedingly 
small  constituencies,  the  smallest  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  which  lie  in  the  vicinity  of  Kingston  and 
east  of  Kingston.  They  are  by  several  thousands 
smaller  than  the  unit  of  representation,  and  the 
whole  35  constituencies  I  have  referred  to,  collec¬ 
tively,  are  very  much  smaller  ;  there  are  barely  five 
of  these  35  constituencies  which  exceed  the  22,900 
which  forms  the  unit  of  representation  ;  30  of 
those  35,  as  I  have  shown,  are  below  the  unit  of 
representation,  and  most  of  them  are  very  much 
below  it ;  they  are  below  by  9,000,  by  8,000,  by 
7,000,  by  6,000,  by  5,000— in  fact  that  is  the  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  province  in  which  there  is  the  most 
decided  disproportion  (and  it  is  visible  to  every 
body  who  will  look  at  the  census  return)  between 
the  representation  now  accorded  and  the  represen¬ 
tation  which  they  would  have  if  any  regard  what¬ 
ever  were  paid  to  the  massing  of  population.  Now, 
I  do  not  want  to  detain  the  committee,  but  I  must 
recall  to  the  minds  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  what 
the  population  of  these  counties  is.  I  gave  the  figures 
some  time  ago, but  they  have  apparently  passed  from 
the  minds  of  these  hon.  gentlemen,  and,  therefore, 
I  am  under  the  necessity  of  refreshing  their  mem¬ 
ories.  One  of  these,  as  I  have  pointed  out  is 
Brockville,  which  has  7,000  or  8,000  below  the  unit 
of  population.  Another  of  these  is  Dundas,  which 
is  several  thousands  below  ;  another  is  Durham, 
which  in  one  riding  is  6,000  below,  and  an¬ 
other  '  8,000  below  ;  another  is  Frontenac,  with 
13,445,  one  of  the  smallest  counties  in  the 
whole  province  ;  another  is  South  Grenville,  which 
has  12,900.  Not  one  of  the  Hastings  comes  up  to 
the  unit,  most  of  them  are  several  thousand  below 
it.  Kingston  has  two  or  three  thousand  below  ; 
North  Leeds  and  Grenville  is  nearly  10,000  below. 
So  you  go  on  all  through  the  lot  until  you  find  that 
only  five  out  of  the  35  equal  the  unit  of  the  repre¬ 
sentation.  Now,  the  hon.  gentleman  has  not  dis¬ 
puted  the  central  fact  on  which  this  whole  discus¬ 
sion  is  based,  that  east  of  the  city  of  Toronto, 
lying  between  the  boundaries  of  the  County  of  \  ork 
and  the  province  line,  there  are  35  constituencies 
which,  collectively,  fall  112,000  below  what  they 
ought  to  have  to  be  entitled  to  35  representatives. 
The  proposition  which  we  have  maintained  from 
the  first  is  that  in  all  equity,  and  reason,  and 
justice,  if  you  want  representatives  for  Toronto 
and  Algoma  they  should  betaken  from  that  section 
lying  east  of  the  County  of  York. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  I  want  to  say  that  if  the 
Minister  of  Railways  can  show  that  the  figures  I 
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referred  to  were  wrong,  I  am  prepared  to  withdraw 
from  the  position  I  took  and  support  this  Bill,  for 
the  reasons  I  explained  in  the  remarks  I  made. 
The  proposition  I  make  is  a  very  simple  one,  and 
easy  to  be  understood.  We  in  Ontario  understand 
the  difference  between  eastern  and  western  Ontario, 
just  as  you  understand  the  difference  between 
Upper  Town  and  Lower  Town  in  the  city  of 
Ottawa.  The  district  west  of  Toronto  is  spoken  of 
in  all  matters  social,  legal  or  political,  as  western 
Ontario,  and  the  district  east  of  Toronto  is  spoken 
of  as  eastern  Ontario.  I  think  I  was  perfectly  fair 
in  referring  to  these  two  districts  ;  I  said  that  leav¬ 
ing  out  Toronto  and  that  portion  north - - 

Mr.  HAGGART.  You  did  not  say  that  portion 
north,  you  said  Toronto  alone. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  I  said  that  portion 
north  ;  it  is  a  new  district,  and  is  always  spoken 
of  as  the  district  north  of  Toronto.  I  said  that 
the  population  west  of  Toronto  is,  in  round  num¬ 
bers,  1,199,000,  while  the  eastern  district  contains 
670,000.  I  think  if  any  hon.  gentleman  in  this 
House  will  take  the  trouble  to  look  up  the  figures, 
he  will  find  I  am  correct.  Now,  leaving  out  the 
portion  I  refer  to,  I  think  that  is  a  very  fair  propo¬ 
sition,  and  it  would  strike  the  minds  of  people  as 
being  fair.  However,  the  most  important  point 
after  all,  I  think,  is  the  one  that  I  and  others  have 
tried  to  point  out  that  there  should  be  some  prin¬ 
ciple  governing  legislation  such  as  this,  that  would 
make  it  permanent,  and  give  people  confidence  in 
our  institutions. 

Mr.  WELDON.  Would  the  hon.  gentleman  be 
kind  enough  to  repeat  those  figures  which  describe 
the  population  of  Western  Ontario  ? 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  1,199,000. 

Mr.  WELDON.  Did  you  include  any  part  of 
Simcoe  in  western  Ontario  ? 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  The  County  of  Simcoe 
is  included. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  The  hon.  member  for  South 
Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  a  few  evenings  ago, 
quoted  figures  which  he  asserted  were  given  by  Mr. 
George  Johnson,  Dominion  statistician,  to  provethat 
the  popular  majority  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  was 
Reform  by  7,268.  I  notice  that  he  did  not  dare  to  en¬ 
dorse  the  figures  that  he  professed  to  quote  from  Mr. 
George  Johnson  ;  but  he  went  out  and  produced  a 
number  of  figures  which  lie  quoted  to  this  House, 
cunningly  or  shrewdly  giving  the  House  to  under¬ 
stand  that  those  figures  were  the  figures  of  Mr. 
George  Johnson,  and  that  they  footed  up  a  popular 
Reform  majority  of  7,268.  I  have  taken  the  trouble 
to  add  the  figures  given  by  the  hon.  member  for 
South  Oxford,  which  he  professed  gave  such  an 
enormous  Reform  majority  in  Ontario,  a  majority 
of  7,200.  But  on  adding  those  figures,  I  find  that 
no  such  majority  existed,  that  even  taking  the 
hon.  gentleman’s  figures,  which  I  showed  the  other 
day  and  I  will  endeavour  to  show  now  were  wrong 
and  misleading,  the  Reform  majority  in  Ontario 
was  exactly  1,962,  instead  of  7,268.  But  when  we 
anal}  ze  the  statements  made  we  find  that  perhaps 
the  strongest  Conservative  constituency  in  Ontario, 
South  Simcoe,  was  left  out  of  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
calculations.  The  Conservative  majority  at  the  pre¬ 
vious  election  in  South  Simcoe  was  1,085,  but  this 
riding  the  hon.  gentleman  entirely  omitted.  Placing 
the  majority  at  1,000,  that  number  would  reduce  the 
Reform  majority  to  962.  Then  there  is  the  County 
Mr.  Sutherland. 


of  Carleton,  which  gave  a  majority  of  1,060.  At 
the  election  of  1891  the  Reformers  had  no  can¬ 
didate  in  the  field.  The  contest  was  between 
two  straight  Conservatives,  one  of  whom  had  a 
majority  of  over  43  votes.  The  hon.  member  for 
South  Oxford  placed  the  Conservative  majority  in 
Carleton  at  43  votes.  The  majority  of  the  Con¬ 
servative  candidate  at  the  former  election  how¬ 
ever  was  1 ,063  votes.  Placing  the  number  at  1,000, 
we  have  the  1,962  Reform  majority  wiped  out  by 
these  two  constituencies  alone.  Even  taking  the 
erroneous  figures  of  the  hon.  gentlemaii,  we  have  a 
popular  Conservative  majority  in  Ontario  instead 
of  a  Reform  majority,  as  alleged  by  the  hon.  gen- 
tleman.  That,  hovvever,  is  taking  into  account 
only  twro  constituencies,  one  of  which  was  entirely 
ignored,  and  the  other  misrepresented.  Let  me 
now  glance  at  other  constituencies.  In  South 
Leeds  no  Reformer  dared  showr  his  face  as  a  candi¬ 
date,  and  there  wrere  only  two  Conservatives  in  the 
field.  The  majority  of  one  over  the  other  was  115, 
but  the  majority  would  have  been  500  or  600  if 
there  had  been  a  straight  fight.  Then  in  East 
Middlesex  there  was  a  majority  secured  by  one 
Conservative  over  another  of  116;  but  at  the 
previous  election  when  there  was  a  straight  party 
fight,  the  Conservative  candidate  had  a  majority  of 
758.  Take  the  riding  of  East  Durham,  wThere  the 
majority  at  the  last  election  was  61  because  twTo 
Conservatives  opposed  each  other,  at  the  previous 
election  the  Conservative  majority  w'as  between 
400  and  500,  and  if  there  had  been  a  straight  party 
fight  at  the  last  election  there  wrnuld  have  been  a 
similar  majority.  I  have  prepared  the  figures 
relating  to  these  majorities,  and  I  submit  them  to 
the  House  in  order  to  be  placed  on  record.  I  have 
taken  the  returns  for  the  last  election  except  in 
cases  I  will  mention.  The  table  is-  as  follows  : — 


Constituency. 


Sir  Richard 
Cartwright’s 
Figures. 


Official  Figures. 


Tory. 


Grit. 


Tory. 


Grit. 


Addington 
Algoma.  . 
Bothwell .. 


430 


Brant,  North.. . 
Bi'ant,  South. . . 
Brockville  .... 
Bruce,  South... 
Bruce,  West . . . 
Bruce,  East.  . . 

Cardwell . . 

Carleton . . 

Cornwall . . 

Dundas . 

Durham,  East.. 
Durham,  West 

Elgin,  East . 

Elgin,  West  . . . 
Essex,  South . . , 
Essex,  North.. . 

Frontenac. . 

Glengarry . 

Grenville . 

Grey,  South.. . , 

Grey,  East . 

Grey,  North  . . . 
Haldimand 

Halton  . 

Hamilton.. . 

Hastings,  West 
Hastings,  East. 


178 

30 


248 

43 

218 

60 

61 


46 


205 

321 

111 


19 

247 

78 

104 

654 

360 


61 


550 

1,116 

542 


530 

114 


198 

682’ 

57 

849 


3 


54 


2,246 

2,251 

*2,161 

613 

1,421 

1,815 

1,862 

1,085 

1,931 

1,628 

*1,691 

2,152 

2,086 

*1,667 

1,764 

2,740 

1,653 

2,333 

2,043 

1,427 

1,953 

1,414 

2.281 

1,977 

2.511 

1.896 
2,441 
4,186 
1,955 

1.897 


2,307 

1,813 

2,182 

1,729 

1,963 

1,637 

1,832 

2,015 

2,045 

1,380 

606 

1,934 

2.026 

1,275 

1,962 

2,694 

2,335 

2,390 

2,892 

1,222 

1,632 

1,303 

2,284 

1,958 

2,264 

1,818 

2,337 

3,532 

1,595 

1,951 


*  Those  figures  marked  by  an  asterisk  (*)  are  the  returns 
for  general  election  1887,  as  in  1887  there  was  no  party  vote 
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Constituency. 


Hastings,  North . . 

Huron,  West  . . 

Huron,  East . 

Huron,  South . 

Kent  . . 

Kingston.  . 

Lambton,  West . 

La  nib  ton.  East . 

Lanark,  North . 

Lanark,  South  . 

Leeds  and  Grenville. . . . 

Leeds,  South . 

Lennox . 

Lincoln  and  Niagara. . . . 

London . . 

Middlesex,  East . 

Middlesex.  North . 

Middlesex,  West . 

Middlesex,  South . 

Monck  . 

Muskoka . 

Norfolk,  South . 

Norfolk,  North . 

Northumberland,  West. 
Northumberland,  East.. 

Ontario,  North . 

Ontario,  South . 

Ontario,  West . 

Ottawa . 

Oxford,  North . 

Oxford,  South . 

Peel . 

Perth,  North . 

Perth,  South . 

Peterborough,  West . 

Peterborough,  East . 

Prescott . 

Prince  Edward . 

Renfrew,  North . 

Renfrew,  South . 

Russell . 

Simcoe,  North . 

Simcoe,  South . 

Simcoe,  East . „  . 

Toronto,  West . 

Toronto,  Centre . 

Toronto,  East . 

Victoria,  South . 

Victoria,  North . . 

Waterloo,  North . 

Waterloo,  South . 

Welland .  .... 

Wellington,  North . 

Wellington,  Centre . 

Wellington,  South . 

Wentworth,  North . 

Wentworth.  South . 

York,  North... . . 

York,  East. ...  . 

York,  West . 


Sir  Richard 
Cartwright’s 
Figures. 

Tory. 

Grit. 

206 

379 

308 

855 

476 

483 

598 

566 

301 

630 

146 

106 


165 

6 

410 


140 

412 


236 

254 


1,083 


233 

29 


39 

444 

79 


296 


1,752 

502 

1,465 

25 


•  806 


14,228 


48 

183 


624 

260 


468 

37 


33 

999 


1,534 

734 

54 

81 

177 


661 


413 

’207' 


202 

30 

312 

447 

136 

156 

376 

200 


363 

26 


16,190 


t  Election  by  acclamation  in  1891. 

In  the  case  of  Bothwell  I  have  adopted  the  same 
plan  as  I  followed  in  the  case  of  West  Middlesex, 
where  three  candidates  were  in  the  field,  one  of 
whom  was  a  candidate  of  the  Patrons  of  Industry. 
I  might  have  placed  the  large  Reform  majority  in 
Bothwell  as  against  the  large  Conservative  majority 
in  \\  est  Middlesex,  which  would  have  pretty  nearly 
balanced  each  other  ;  but  I  preferred  to  adopt  the 
more  honest  course  of  going  back  to  the  election  of 
1887.  In  the  case  of  Carle  ton  I  have  gone  back  to 
the  returns  of  the  previous  election  when  there  was 
a  straight  political  fight  between  the  late  Sir  John 
Macdonald  and  Mr.  Stewart,  in  regard  to  which 
the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  said  the 


Official  Figures. 

Tory. 

|  Grit. 

1,686 

1,480 

1,820 

2,199 

1,729 

2,037 

990 

1,845 

2,662 

3,138 

1,784 

1,301 

1,766 

2,364 

2,636 

2,070 

1 ,723 

1,422 

1,804 

1,174 

1,311 

1,165 

2,294 

2,188 

1,580 

1,637 

2.162 

2,212 

1,854 

2,037 

*2,624 

1,865 

1,965 

1,959 

*2,110 

2,005 

1,282 

1,906 

1,614 

1,874 

1,909 

1,768 

2,051 

1,639 

1,902 

2,370 

1 ,554 

1,590 

2,495 

2,259 

2,206 

1,952 

2,007 

2,039 

*1,301 

1,900 

3,029 

1,946 

1,010 

2,544 

1,287 

2,021 

1,613 

1,667 

2,449 

2,520 

2,186 

2,363 

1,447 

1,215 

1,832 

1,803 

*1,223 

1,414 

2,264 

2,225 

1,497 

1,418 

1,642 

1.198 

1,895 

2,308 

2,417 

2,121 

1 1,834 

774 

2,643 

2,850 

5,048 

3,291 

2,414 

1,912 

3,520 

2,056 

2,055 

2,030 

1,412 

1,614 

2,204 

2,289 

1,916 

2,228 

2,279 

2,726 

2,3u0 

2,486 

2,299 

2,455 

2,134 

2,510 

1,317 

1,517 

1,773 

1,772 

1,968 

2,331 

2,977 

2,003 

3,434. 

2,628 

181,221 

179,543 

other  night  that  the  Reform  candidate  had  not  lost 
his  deposit  and  was  not  1,000  votes  behind.  These 
figures  show  that  he  lost  his  deposit,  and  was 
in  a  minority  of  1,085.  In  the  case  of  East 
Durham,  I  have  taken  the  returns  of  the  former 
election  for  the  reason  that  both  candidates 
at  the  last  election  were  Conservatives.  I11 
the  case  of  West  Ontario,  I  have  taken  the 
figures  for  the  election  of  1887,  as  in  1891  there 
was'  no  Conservative  candidate,  the  only  candidates 
being  the  present  member  and  Mr.  T.  B.  White, 
who  was  a  far  stronger  Reformer  than  the  hon. 
gentleman  who  now  sits  for  West  Ontario  (Mr. 
Edgar).  There  was  no  thance  for  the  Conservatives 
to  put  in  their  votes  at  that  election,  so  I  have 
taken  the  figures  of  the  straight  party  fight  in 
1887,  when  Mr.  Milliers  opposed  Mr.  Edgar.  For 
the  County  of  Prescott  I  have  also  taken  the 


figures  of  1887,  as  in 


1891  there  were  three  Con- 
running,  and  their  votes  put 


servative  candidates 

together  would  exceed  the  Reform  vote.  I  have 
also  taken  the  figures  for  South  Simcoe  in  1887,  a 
county  which  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford 
(Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  omitted  altogether  from 
his  calculations,  because  it  was  an  election  by 
acclamation.  Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  these  figures 
give  the  Conservatives  181,221,  as  against  179,543 
for  the  Reformers,  or  a  majority  for  the  Conserva¬ 
tives  in  the  elections  of  1891  of  1,678  votes. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Allow  me  to  call  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  attention  to  the  figures  he  gives  for 
South  Grey.  There  the  ballot  boxes  were  stuffed, 
and  he  takes  advantage  of  that  to  only  allow  my 
hon.  friend  (Mr.  Landerkin)  three  of  a  majority. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  would  inform  the  lion, 
member  for  North  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen) 
that  I  am  taking  the  same  figures  as  the  hon. 
member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright) 
gave  to  the  House  with  regard  to  South  Grey. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  No. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  say  yes,  and  I  will  quote 
the  statement  of  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford 
(Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  from  page  4002  of  the 
Hansard : 

“  Mr.  Landerkin  was  returned  from  Grey  in  the  first 
instance  by  a  majority  of  46,  but  thanks  to  certain  mani- 
pulatmn  of  the  ballots  by  certain  zealous  partisans,  that 
majority  appears  to  have  been  reduced  to  3. 

“  Mr.  WALLACE.  Which  do  you  count — the  46  or  the  3. 

“  Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  count  the  3.” 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  may  say  that  my  hon. 
friend  from  South  Grey  (Mr.  Landerkin)  was 
robbed  of  his  majority  by  the  ballot  boxes  being 
stuffed.  The  figures  are  wrong. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  Then  your  leader  is  wrong  as 
he  generally  is.  You  disputed  the  figures  and  now 
you  have  to  admit  them.  The  court  was  open  to 
prove  the  robbery  and  there  was  no  robbery  proved. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  It  was  proved  and  the  judge 
admitted  it. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  More  than  that,  I  may  tell  tell 
that  the  hon.  member  for  South  Grey  (Mr.  Lander¬ 
kin)  was  mighty  glad  to  get  out  of  the  court  him¬ 
self,  and  the  hon.  member  for  North  Wellington 
(Mr.  McMullen)  considered  himself  very  luck  too 
to  have  escaped. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  If  you  had  been  in  the 
election  courts  you  would  have  gone  down  for  eight 
years. 
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Mr.  WALLACE.  Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  the 
results  of  the  bye-elections  that  have  taken  place 
since  the  elections  of  1891  the  Conservatives  have 
had  an  increased  majority.  We  had  in  the  general 
election  a  majority  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  of  the 
popular  vote,  of  1,678. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Would  the  hon.  gentleman 
allow  me,  as  he  has  made  reference  to  my  constituency? 

I  would  like  to  make  a  quotation  from  the  return¬ 
ing  officer  in  South  Grey. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  Let  your  chief  read  it. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  know  the  hon.  gentleman 
is  desirous  to  give  a  correct  statement. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  I  have  to  ask  the  member 
for  South  Grey  to  sit  down. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  want  to  make  a  personal 
explanation.  Just  allow  me,  it  will  only  take  a 
moment. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Sit  down  ;  order. 

Mr.  WALLACE.  If  the  doctor  would  learn  to 
take  his  medicine  as  he  gives  it,  it  would  be  a 
good  deal  better.  In  the  general  elections  of  1891 
the  Conservatives  had  a  popular  majority  in  Ontario 
of  1,678  votes.  In  the  bye-elections  we  have  gained 

II  seats  in  Ontario  which  counts  about  22  on  a 
division,  and  we  gained  in  the  popular  vote  in  these 
bye-elections  3,967  votes.  This,  added  to  the  1,678 
votes  that  we  had  after  the  general  elections, 
makes  the  total  popular  majority  of  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  party  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  5,645.  I 
believe  we  have  a  majority  of  26  members  from 
that  province,  and  this  leaves  about  220  of  a  major¬ 
ity  for  each,  which  is  a  pretty  fair  majority  and 
which  is  more  than  the  member  for  South  Grey 
(Mr.  Landerkin)  or  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen)  has  ever  been  blest 
with.  These  figures  cannot  be  disputed,  because 
they  are  the  official  returns  for  the  elections  of 
1891,  and  in  the  case  where  two  Conservatives  ran, 
taking  the  former  elections  of  1887,  andinthecase  of 
South  Simcoe  where  the  Reformers  were  afraid  to  put 
a  candidate  in  the  field,  again  taking  the  returns  for 
1887.  Now,  Sir,  figures  which  were  quoted  by  the 
hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  as  being  Mr.  George 
Johnson’s  figures  were :  for  the  Government, 
171,595  ;  for  the  Liberals,  178,871  ;  purporting  to 
give  a  Liberal  majority  of  7,276.  As  I  said  before, 
neither  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  nor  the 
hon.  member  for  North  Norfolk  dare  to  assume  the 
responsibility  of  saying  that  these  figures  are  cor¬ 
rect.  The  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  goes  so 
far  as  to  say  that  there  was  a  popular  majority  of 
four  or  five  thousand  for  the  Reform  party.  Why, 
these  figures  that  he  quoted  only  showed  a  majority 
of  1,962;  and  yet  from  these  he  has  omitted 
altogether  South  Simcoe  with  its  thousand  major¬ 
ity,  and  he  has  misrepresented  and  misstated  the 
majority  in  the  County  of  Carleton  as  43  instead 
of  1,060.  But,  Sir,  in  the  last  speech  he  made  on 
this  subject  on  Friday  evening  last,  after  quoting 
these  figures,  he  had  the  audacity  to  say  : 

“  And  yet  when  these  positions  were  reversed,  and  the 
Liberal  party  had  a  majority  of  four  or  five  thousand  at 
least - ” 

I  challenge  him  to  produce  the  counties  and  show 
where  that  majority  exists. — 

— “  so  far  from  having  an  equal  majority  in  Parliament 
to  what  the  Conservatives  had  in  similar  circumstances, 
they  were  in  an  absolute  minority  of  four.” 

Mr.  Wallace. 


And  they  were  in  a  minority  of  1,678  votes  after 
that  election.  Now,  one  of  the  striking  features 
of  the  fairness  of  previous  Redistribution  Bills  is 
this.  We  have  had  three  elections  since  the  Redis¬ 
tribution  Bill  of  1882,  and  the  popular  majority 
and  the  majority  in  this  House  have  always  gone 
together.  In  the  United  States,  from  which  the 
hon.  member  for  North  Norfolk  is  fond  of  quoting 
rules,  we  find  that  the  president  is  frequently  elected 
by  a  majority  of  the  popular  votes  ;  but  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  as  well  as  in  the  other  pro¬ 
vinces,  the  Conservative  party  have  not  only  had  a 
majority  of  the  seats  in  this  House,  but  on  every 
occasion  they  have  had  a  majority  of  the  popular 
vote,  so  that  the  Redistribution  Act,  whatever 
fault  it  may  have  had,  has  worked  itself  out  very 
well. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  want  just  to  read  what 
the  returning  officer  says  about  the  ballot  boxes  in 
the  riding  which  I  have  the  honour  to  represent,  so 
that  there  will  be  no  mistake  about  it.  In  making 
his  report  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery, 
he  says  : 

“  I  have  also  to  report,  that  at  the  said  recount,  it 
appeared  that  some  seven  of  the  ballot  boxes  had  been 
tampered  with,  and  the  ballots  altered,  but  by  whom  or 
when  they  were  so  altered,  I  cannot  say.  Should  you 
desire  any  further  information  as  to  the  said  alteration 
of  the  ballots,  I  will  be  pleased  to  give  you  the  information, 
in  my  power  as  to  the  same. 

“  a.  LEFROY  McCAUL. 

“  Revising  Officer.” 

At  that  time  26  ballots  of  mine  were  stolen,  and 
26  forged  for  my  opponent  and  at  the  recount  I 
gained  8,  which  gave  me  a  majority  of  61. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  About  two  hours  ago,  I 
somewhere  got  the  impression  that  the  question 
before  the  committee  was  whether  section  h  should 
be  amended  by  an  amendment  proposed  by  my  hon. 
friend  from  North  Wentworth,  but  for  the  last 
hour  and  a  half  I  have  not  heard  a  word  about  it. 
That  amendment  has  been  urged,  and  urged 
strongly,  on  two  particular  considerations.  In  the 
first  place,  it  is  shown  that  without  the  amend¬ 
ment  the  geographical  features  of  the  ridings  would 
be  somewhat  absurd,  and  such  as  the  Government 
themselves  would  be  ashamed  of  ;  it  was  also- 
shown  that  the  populations  were  not  equal  ;  and 
the  amendment  was  intended  to  rectify  both  of  these, 
defects.  Now,  I  do  think  that,  in  a  matter  of. 
this  kind,  the  Government  or  some  member  to 
speak  for  the  Government,  should  give  some  reason 
why  the  amendment  is  not  accepted.  No  member 
of  the  Government  has  attempted  to  give  anything 
like  a  reason  why  it  should  not  be  accepted. 
Are  we  therefore  to  infer  that  they  are 
ashamed  to  give  a  reason  ?  I  have  a  strong, 
suspicion  that  that  is  the  only  explanation — 
that  they  cannot  justify  the  Bill  and  that  they  do’ 
not  want  to  stultify  themselves  by  trying  to  justify 
a  thing  that  is  absolutely  unjustifiable.  The  only- 
member  on  the  other  side  who  attempted  anything 
like  a  justification,  or  made  any  objection  to  the 
amendment,  was  the  hon.  member  for  Haldimand, 
and  the  only  ground  on  which  he  attempted  to 
do  so  was  that  the  members  on  this  side  of  the 
House  were  not  logical  because  they  had  advocated 
an  adherence  to  county  boundaries,  while  this 
amendment  was  in  contravention  of  that  principle. 
Well,  Sir,  we  did  vote  that  county  lines  should  be 
respected  ;  but  gentlemen  opposite  voted  not  to* 
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equalize  on  that  principle  ;  so  that  the  ground  is 
cut  away  from  us,  and  the  most  we  can  do — and 
can  you  blame  us  for  attempting  it — is  to  try  to 
have  as  little  injustice  done  as  possible  in  the  ar¬ 
rangement  which  the  Government  say  they  will 
compel  us  to  adhere  to.  Now,  I  submit  that  the 
Government  ought  to  give  some  reason  why  they 
reject  this  resolution,  or  accept  it.  I  was  a  good 
deal  amused  to-night  by  the  reasoning  of  my  hon. 
friend  the  Minister  of  War.  I  always  listen  to  him 
with  a  great  deal  of  pleasure.  He  laboured  a 
long  time  to  convince  this  House  that  it  made  but 
little  difference  how  the  constituencies  were 
arranged,  for  you  had  no  reason  to  assume  that  the 
people  of  this  country  were  going  to  continue  in  the 
same  track  in  which  they  have  always  travelled — 
that,  in  other  words,  you  had  no  right  to  judge 
from  the  present  political  complexion  of  a  constitu¬ 
ency  what  it  would  be  two  or  three  years  hence. 
Well,  it  is  strange  to  me  how  much  objection  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  to  taking  any  of  his  own  medi¬ 
cine.  You  do  not  catch  him  defending  the  arrange¬ 
ment  of  any  constituency  on  that  ground.  The 
fact  of  the  matter  is  the  hon.  gentleman  has  no  faith 
in  his  own  doctrine  and  I  think  he  is  right.  I  have 
no  doubt  he  is  a  fair  specimen  of  the  Conservatives 
in  the  country. 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  A  very  poor  on<£ 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  No,  I  think  he  is  a  very 
fair  one.  I  wish  they  were  all  as  good  as  he.  But 
fancy  for  the  moment  the  hon.  gentleman  voting 
against  his  party  on  a  question  of  right  or  wrong. 
Why,  the  very  idea  of  the  thing  carries  with  it  its 
own  refutation.  Has  he  any  reason  to  suppose  the 
members  of  the  party  throughout  the  country  are 
actuated  by  any  higher  motive  ?  It  may  be  that 
they  are.  I  am  inclined  to  believe  that  to  a  certain 
extent  they  are.  Reference  has  been  made  to-night 
to  the  effect  which  the  gerrymander  of  1882  had 
upon  the  representation  of  this  House.  It  was 
shown  that  the  hon.  member  for  South  Brant  had 
been  elected  in  spite  of  the  efforts  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  keep  him  out.  Others  were  elected  in  the 
same  way,  and  I  firmly  believe  that  in  the  great 
Conservative  party,  scattered  all  over  this  Dom¬ 
inion,  there  are  some  at  least  who  have  a  little 
regard  for  honesty  and  honour  ;  and  if  this  mea¬ 
sure  is  carried  through,  with  all  its  unjust  and 
hateful  features,  I  believe  that  there  are  Conser¬ 
vatives  in  this  Dominion  who  will  resent  any 
attempt  to  gain  a  mean  advantage  by  Act  of  Parlia¬ 
ment.  .  I  submit  again  that  the  Government  ought 
either  to  accept  this  amendment  or  give  some  valid 
reason  why  they  reject  it. 

Mr.  BAIN  (Wentworth).  I  am  glad  the  hon. 
member  for  East  Middlesex  drew  the  attention  of 
the  House  to  the  fact  that  there  is  this  amendment 
before  it  because  we  have  wandered  very  far  from 
the  question.  I  wish  to  draw  attention  to  the  fact, 
that,  with  the  exception  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Haldimand  and  the  senior  member  for  Hamilton, 
no  one  has  attempted  to  deal  with  the  merits  of 
the  amendment  affecting  only  two  ridings  in  this 
redistribution.  I  credit  the  hon.  member  for 
Haldimand  with  the  activity  and  zeal  he  displayed 
in  discussing  everything  except  the  question.  I 
did  not  claim  in  moving  this  amendment  that  it 
was  a  remedy  for  all  the  difficulties,  or  that  it 
maintained  county  boundaries,  but  I  claim  for  it 
that  it  is  a  partial  remedy  of  the  evils  since  the 


resolution  to  maintain  county  boundaries  was 
defeated.  How  did  my  hon.  friend  meet  the  issue  ? 
Did  he  take  a  glance  at  the  length  and  breadth  and 
shape  of  the  present  constituency  of  South  Went¬ 
worth,  as  proposed  to  be  constituted  under  this  Act? 
Did  he  realize  that  it  extends  from  the  south-east  por¬ 
tion  of  the  township  ofCaistor  which  used  to  belong 
to  Lincoln,  away  up  through  the  city  of  Hamilton, 
an  independent  constituency,  and  north  until  it 
reaches  the  County  of  Wellington.  He  paid  no 
attention  to  that  feature.  What  are  the  facts  in 
connection  with  the  matter  ?  Why,  the  township 
of  Ancaster  runs  within  200  or  300  yards  of  the 
city  of  Hamilton  ;  and  we  have  it  asserted  that 
taking  that  municipality  out  of  Wentworth  and 
attaching  it  to  North  Brant,  which  is  now  about  45 
miles  long,  is  an  equitable  adjustment  of  the 
County  of  Wentworth.  The  hon.  member  for 
Hamilton  undertakes  to  justify  this  by  saying  that 
the  people  in  Ancaster  do  not  trade  with  Hamilton 
to  any  extent,  and  he  points  to  the  western  part  of 
that  as  bemg  within  a  short  distance  of  the  city  of 
Brantford.  Why,  the  nearest  angle  of  the  town¬ 
ships  of  Beverley  and  Ancaster  is  at  least  seven  miles 
from  Brantford,  while  Ancaster  extends  to  within 
a  few  hundred  yards  of  Hamilton  and  is  seven  miles 
away  from  Brantford,  so  that  its  attraction  will  be 
especially  to  Hamilton,  a  city  of  40,000  inhabitants, 
and  not  to  Brantford  a  city  of  only  one-third 
that  at  the  other  end.  With  respect  to  the 
relative  position  which  the  people  of  East  and 
West  Flamborough  and  Waterdown  will  be  placed 
in  under  this  arrangement,  my  hon.  friend 
says  truly  their  business  connections  are  with 
the  city  of  Hamilton,  but  I  would  remind  him  that 
the  Government  do  not  propose  to  attach  them  to 
the  city  of  Hamilton  for  electoral  purposes,  but  to 
the  county  which  lies  beyond  the  city  of  Hamilton 
and  they  have  little  in  common  with  these  people, 
and  yet  the  Government  propose  to  attach  them 
to  what  is  a  portion  of  the  judicial  County  of 
Lincoln  which  lies  still  more  remote,  so  that  while 
I  frankly  admit  that  placing  those  municipalities  in 
North  Brant  does  not  equalize  and  place  them  with 
the  people  with  whom  they  are  otherwise  socially 
and  by  business  relations  attached,  yet  they  are 
quite  as  much  connected  with  them  as  they  are 
with  the  portion  of  South  Wentworth  to  which 
they  are  proposed  to  be  attached  by  the  Act,  and 
that  the  adjustment  of  geographical  relations  is 
better  than  the  proposition  in  the  Act.  Has  any¬ 
body  attempted  to  deny  that  replacing  the  town¬ 
ship  of  Ancaster  in  the  south  riding  of  Wentworth 
and  along  with  it  the  town  of  Dundas,  a  portion 
of  which  lies  within  the  bounds  of  the  township 
of  Ancaster,  would  be  an  improvement  on  the 
Act  ?  The  thing  cannot  be  defended,  and  I  can 
understand  why  the  hon.  member  for  Haldimand 
did  not  touch  that  particular  question,  but  con¬ 
fined  his  attention  to  the  relations  the  people  in 
the  two  Flamboroughs  would  have  with  the  County 
of  Brant.  Again,  let  me  call  the  attention  of  this 
House  to  their  relative  population.  Under  the 
adjustment  proposed  by  the  Act,  South  Wentworth 
will  contain  25,000  and  North  Brant  21,600. 
Under  the  arrangement  proposed  by  me  South 
Wentworth  will  have  22,700,  and  North  Brant 
would  have  23,900,  and  South  Wentworth  geo¬ 
graphically  would  be  much  better  placed.  I  admit 
frankly  if  I  were  asked  to  readjust  the  whole  ar¬ 
rangement,  I  would  not  place  these  parties  in 
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that  position,  but  in  so  far  as  the  geographical 
boundaries  of  South  Wentworth  are  concerned,  the 
amendment  is  infinitely  preferable,  and  that  it 
places  the  other  portion  which  will  be  attached  to 
North  Brant  in  no  worse  a  position  than  they  will 
be  in  under  the  adjustment  in  the  Act.  It  is  for 
these  reasons  I  support  the  amendment. 

Mr.  McKAY.  I  do  not  think  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  would  mis-quote  what  I  said.  I  did  not  say 
that  the  people  of  the  County  of  Ancaster  traded 
with  the  city  of  Brantford.  I  said  that  those 
people  living  in  the  western  part  of  the  township, 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  Jerseyville,  would  likely 
trade  with  the  city  of  Brantford,  but  did  not  say 
that  they  must  do  so. 

Mr.  BAIN  (Wentworth).  I  do  hot  wish  to  be 
unfair  to  the  hon.  gentleman,  but  I  think  the  case 
will  stand  on  its  merits.  But  what  is  the  position 
of  the  two  ends  of  that  municipality  ?  The  eastern 
end  of  the  township  of  Ancaster  lies  within  a  few 
hundred  yards  of  the  city  of  Hamilton,  and  the 
western  end  is  at  least  seven  miles  from  the  city  of 
Brantford.  It  is  clear  that  a  very  limited  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  people  in  the  township  of  Ancaster 
or  in  the  township  of  Beverley  will  do  their  busi¬ 
ness  in  the  city  of  Brantford.  It  is  a  purely  rural 
population  there. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  If  hon.  gentlemen  will 
look  at  the  map,  they  will  see  that  the  County  of 
Wentworth  would  be  entirely  separated  by  this 
provision.  The  township  of  Ancaster  is  much 
more  closely  connected  with  the  County  of  Went¬ 
worth  than  the  two  townships  lying  to  the  north. 
These  are  as  closely  geographically  connected  with 
the  County  of  North  Brant  as  the  township  of 
Ancaster  is.  Then  it  is  reasonable  that  the  town¬ 
ship  of  Ancaster  should  be  included  in  South  Went¬ 
worth,  and  that  the  other  townships,  if  either  is  to 
be  removed,  should  be  connected  with  North  Brant. 

Amendment  negatived  :  Yeas,  21  ;  Nays,  46. 

(i.)  The  electoral  district  of  North  Wentworth  and 
Brant  shall  consist  of  the  townships  of  Ancaster, 
Blenheim,  East  Brantford,  South  Dumfries  and  Beverley, 
and  shall  return  one  member. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Since  the  last  redis¬ 
tribution,  the  city  of  Brantford  has  been  altered  as 
to  its  area.  It  is  therefore  necessary  to  re-enact 
the  provisions  in  reference  to  the  two  ridings  in 
order  that  the  city  shall  be  as  it  is  now  constituted, 
involving  an  addition  of  about  1,400  persons. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  understand  there  are 
two  townships  of  Brantford. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  move  in  amendment 
that  : 

The  electoral  district  of  North  Wentworth  and  Brant 
shall  consist  of  the  Townships  of  Ancaster,  Blenheim, 
East  Brantford,  South  Dumfries  and  Beverley.  The  south 
riding  of  the  County  of  Brant  shall  consist  of  the  town¬ 
ships  of  West  Brantford,  Onondaga  and  Tuscarora,  the 
city  of  Brantford  and  the  town  of  Baris. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  The  proposition  of  the 
Minister,  so  far  as  Brantford  is  concerned,  is  made 
for  convenience,  I  suppose,  and  that  is  right."  But 
what  does  the  Minister  think  now,  when  he  is  men¬ 
tioning  the  south  riding  of  Brant,  of  remedying 
some  of  the  iniquities  of  1882,  the  two  townships  of 
Burford  and  Oakland  ?  It  could  be  done  just  as 
easily  by  putting  in  these  words  now  as  not.  It 
would  be  a  matter  of  convenience  to  the  people  in 
those  townships  who  are  not  at  all  connected  with 
the  County  of  Oxford.  One  of  those  townships  is  a 
Mr.  Bain  (Wentworth). 


little  three  cornered  township,  it  just  squares  out 
the  township  of  West  Brantford,  and  is  not  within 
ten  miles  of  the  County  of  Oxford.  Of  course  I  can 
speak  freely  on  this  matter  because  every  township 
that  is  in  Brant  is  Liberal  now.  But  those  people 
feel  that  an  injustice  has  been  done,  and  it  is  only 
right  and  proper  that  they  should  be  placed  back. 
The  hon.  gentlemen  have  not  even  the  object  of 
strengthening  themsel  ves  in  reference  to  the  matter. 
All  the  interests  of  these  people  are  with  the  county, 
they  do  not  feel  any  more  satisfied  now  than  they 
did  before. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  I  think  the  suggestion  of  the 
member  for  South  Brant  might  be  considered  by 
the  Government,  inasmuch  as  there  is  no  political 
consideration  in  it  at  all.  South  Oxford  is  largely 
Liberal  now  as  well  as  South  Brant,  so  I  think  they 
might  do  an  act  of  justice  to  the  township  of 
Oakland  by  placing  it  back  to  its  original  position 
in  South  Brant. 

O'.)  The  electoral  district  of  South  Norfolk  shall  con¬ 
sist  of  the  townships  of  Houghton,  Walsingham,  Char- 
lotteville,  Woodhouse  and  AValpole,  the  town  of  Simcoe, 
and  the  villages  of  Port  Dover  and  Port  Rowan. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  necessary  to 
make  a  little  change  here.  The  township  of  Wal¬ 
singham  has  been  divided,  and  it  is  necessary  to 
say  the  townships  of  North  Walsingham  and  South 
Walsingham. 

_  (A:.)  The  electoral  district  of  West  Bruce  shall  con¬ 
sist  of  the  townships  of  Saugeen,  Bruce,  Kincardine  and 
Kinloss,  the  town  of  Kincardine,  and  the  villages  of 
Tiverton,  Port  Elgin  and  Lucknow. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  beg  to  move  that 
this  section  be  amended  by  adding  the  township  of 
Huron. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  What  is  this  change 
for  ? 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Port  Elgin  is  taken  out  of 
the  south.  It  is  five  miles  distant  from  the  con¬ 
stituency. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  But  the  Minister  of 
Militia  says  that  is  no  objection  in  the  world. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  But  I  understood  the 
member  for  Brant  to  say  there  was. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  If  you  want  to  equalize, 
put  Port  Elgin  in  the  west  riding  of  Bruce  and  the 
township  of  Saugeen  in  the  north. 

_  ( l .)  The  electoral  district  of  North  Bruce  shall  con¬ 
sist  of  the  townships  of  Arran,  Elderslie,  Amabel, 
Albemarle,  Eastnor,  Lindsay  and  St.  Edmunds,  the 
Saugeen  and  Cape  Croker  Reserves,  and  the  villages  of 
Southampton,  Wiarton,  Chesley,  Tara  and  Paisley. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  This  is  the  same, 
with  the  exception  of  Port  Elgin. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  move  the  follow¬ 
ing  : — 

The  electoral  district  of  Bothwell  shall  consist  of  the 
townships  of  Sombra  (including  AValpole  Island,  St. 
Anne’s  Island  and  the  other  islands  at  the  mouth  of  the 
river  St.  Clair,)  Dawn,  Camden,  Chatham  and  Zone,  the 
villages  of  AAAillaceburg,  Dresden  and  Thamesville  and 
the  town  of  Bothwell. 

This  amendment  is  merely  to  include  islands  which 
are  not  in  any  constituency  now. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  hope  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  will  allow  the  amendment  to  stand  for  the 
present.  I  propose  to  offer  a  suggestion  with 
respect  to  certain  changes  in  the  boundaries  of 
Bothwell.  The  township  of  Sombra  is  naturally 
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connected  with  West  Lambton.  It  is  within  two 
hours’  drive  of  the  county  town,  and  it  has  no 
affinity  with  the  County  of  Bothwell.  I  propose 
that  the  township  of  Dawn  should  go  into  East 
Lambton.  and  that  certain  other  townships  should 
go  back  into  the  county  to  which  they  formerly 
belonged,  so  that  Bothwell  will  be  wholly  in  the 
County  of  Kent,  and  will  be  more  compact  than 
at  present.  The  Minister  of  Justice  can  equalize 
the  County  of  Elgin  by  transferring  St.  Thomas 
into  the  west  riding.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  Wal¬ 
pole  Island  has  never  been  in  any  constituency. 
However,  the  returning  officer  has  always  counted 
it  in  Bothwell,  as  part  of  the  township  of 
Sombra.  It  is  regarded  for  municipal  and  judicial 
purposes  as  part  of  the  township  of  Sombra,  al¬ 
though  I  know  that  in  the  census  returns  they 
have  counted  it  as  part  of  the  township  of 
Chatham. 

Sir  JOHN"  THOMPSON.  Will  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  write  out  his  amendment  and  send  it  to  me, 
and  the  section  will  stand  for  the  present. 

Section  postponed. 

(»?.)  The  electoral  district  of  East  Middlesex  shall 
consist  of  the  townships  of  London,  West  Nissouri.  North 
Dorchester  and  South  Dorchester,  the  town  of  London 
East,  and  the  village  of  Springfield. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  propose  that  this 
section  be  dropped. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

(n.)  The  electoral  district  of  Nipissing  shall  consist  of 
the  temporary  judicial  district  of  Nipissing,  as  defined  by 
the  Act  47  Victoria,  chapter  three,  of  the  statutes  of  the 
Province,  of  Ontario,  and  the  townships  of  Head.  Clara 
and  Maria,  and  shall  include  that  part  of  the  district  of 
Algoma  bounded  by  a  line  running  along  the  western 
boundaryof  the  townships  of  Longand  McGiverin,  thence 
northerly  to  a  point  intersecting  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  at  or  near  Ridout  station,  thence  to  the  northern 
boundary  of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  the  said  electoral 
district  shall  return  one  member. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  A  large  portion  of  this 
district  is  as  yet  unsurveyed  and  uninhabited. 
Would  it  not  be  well  to  fix  the  boundary  on  the 
north.  Then  it  might  be  extended,  if  any  actual 
settlement  occurred  ;  but  the  present  arrangement 
would  place  the  returning  officer  under  the  necessity 
of  enquiring  with  respect  to  any  exploration  party 
or  unwarranted  settlement  in  any  portion  to  the 
north,  however  distant. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  No  difficulty  has  occurred  for 
want  of  northern  boundaries.  In  1867  at  the  time 
of  Confederation  the  north  riding  of  Hastings  was 
described  as  being  composed  of  certain  townships 
and  all  to  the  north  of  them.  As  the  free  grant 
territories  were  settled  they  became  a  part  of  the 
county,  and  not  only  part  of  the  county  municipally 
but  part  of  the  electoral  division  of  North  Hastings, 
and  since  that  period  townships  30  miles  north  of 
the  most  northern  portion  in  1867  are  thickly  settled, 
and  there  are  probably  1,000  votes  in  that 
region.  It  is  only  by  this  Bill  that  the  northern 
boundary  has  been  defined  by  adopting  the  southern 
boundary''  of  Nipissing  as  described  by  the  Ontario 
Act  as  the  judicial  district  of  Nipissing.  No  dif¬ 
ficulty  can  possibly  arise  under  the  proposed  arrange¬ 
ment,  and  it  would  be  somewhat  difficult  to  define 
the  northern  boundary  unless  you  went  to  Hudson 
Bay  or  James  Bay. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  description  is  rather  vague. 
Would  Ridout  station  be  in  Nipissing  or  Algoma  ? 


Mr.  SPEAKER.  It  is  intended  to  be  included 
in  Nipissing.  The  starting  point  on  Georgian  Bay 
is  a  line  dividing  two  townships,  and  it  is  that  line 
proceeding  north  in  the  same  direction  as  the  town¬ 
ship  line  that  will  be  the  western  boundary  line, 
and  that  will  include  Ridout  station,  for  it  will  run 
a  little  west  of  Ridout  station, 

Mr.  MACDONELL  (Algoma).  This  addition 
will  place  Ridout  station  in  Nipissing. 

.  (p.)  The  electoral  district  of  West  Toronto  shall  con¬ 
sist  of  the  wards,  as  constituted  on  the  fourteenth  day  of 
June,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  seventy-two,  of  St. 
Andrew,  St.  George  and  St.  Patrick,  and  shall  return  two 
members. 

Mr.  DENISON.  As  several  of  the  members  on 
the  opposite  side  of  the  House  have  suggested  that 
this  riding  should  be  divided  into  two,  I  have  just 
now  prepared  a  suggestion  w  hich  I  think  will  meet 
that  view.  I  may  tell  the  hon.  members  opposite 
that  it  was  with  no  idea  of  any  political  advantage 
that  the  Government  made  the  proposition  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Bill,  because  looking  at  the  last 
election  returns,  in  every  polling  subdivision  of 
West  Toronto,  except  eight  out  of  eighty-six,  I 
happened  to  have  a  majority.  Consequently,  no 
matter  how  you  arrange  the  sub-divisions  you  cannot 
possibly  arrange  them  so  as  to  make  a  Reform  riding 
out  of  any  portion  of  West  Toronto.  I  may  say 
that  in  St.  Andrew's  ward,  there  was  one  polling 
subdivision,  in  the  present  St.  Stephen’s  w7ard, 
there  was  one,  in  St.  Patrick’s  w7ard,  three,  in  St. 
George’s  ward,  three  subdivisions,  with  majorities 
against  me.  You  cannot  make  a  combination  by 
which  you  can  turn  any  portion  of  West  Toronto 
into  a  Reform  riding,  according  to  the  last  election 
returns.  I  therefore  beg  to  move,  that : 

The  electoral  district  of  West  Toronto  shall  consist  of 
a  portion  of  the  wards  as  constituted  on  the  14th 
June,  1872,  of  St.  Andrew’s,  St.  George’s  and  St.  Patrick’s, 
being  that  part  lying  west  of  Bathurst  street  and  including 
the  Toronto  island. 

That  West  Centre  Toronto  shall  consist  of  the  balance 
of  the  said  wards  of  St.  Andrew’s,  St.  George’s  and  St. 
Patrick’s  lying  east  of  Bathurst  street. 

That  East  Centre  Toronto  shall  consist  of  St.  John’s 
ward  and  St.  James’s  ward  as  constituted  on  14th  June. 
1872. 

You  must  bear  in  mind,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  what 
I  speak  of  now7  as  the  St.  Stephen’s  ward,  is  a  por¬ 
tion  of  St.  Patrick’s  that  was  cut  off  during  the 
last  ten  years.  It  does  not  appear  in  the  Bill  as 
St.  Stephen’s  ward,  nor  do  I  mention  it  in  this 
motion  as  such,  because  Toronto  has  recently  been 
divided  into  six  wards  numbered  from  1  to  6. 
The  best  plan  I  think  would  be  to  take  this 
arrangement  of  1872  dividing  it  at  Bathurst 
street,  w7est  of  which  shall  be  West  Toronto,  and 
east  of  which  shall  be  West  Centre  Toronto,  and 
then  Centre  Toronto  shall  be  called  East  Centre.  I 
might  say  that  I  am  just  conjecturing  that  that 
was  the  arrangement  in  1872  as  regards  East  Centre. 

I  have  not  got  it  before  me,  but  I  am  quite  satisfied 
that  St.  James’s  and  St.  John’s  were  the  two  w7ards 
that  constituted  Centre  Toronto  then,  and  that  con¬ 
stitute  it  now.  This  division,  which  I  propose,  leaves 
West  Toronto  somewhat  less  in  population  than 
West  Centre  Toronto,  but  not  very  much.  I  make 
it  up  that  in  one  there  will  be  41  polling  subdivi¬ 
sions,  and  in  the  other  about  45.  But,  as  the 
smaller  division  is  the  part  of  the  city  with  a 
large  amount  of  land  yet  unbuilt  upon,  it  is  most 
likely  to  be  the  division  which  will  increase  in 
population.  I  have  no  doubt  that  before  four  or 
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five  years  that  will  possibly  be  a  good  deal  larger 
than  the  present  division,  which  I  call  W est  Centre 
Toronto. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Will  that  include  Parkdale 
and  West  Toronto  Junction? 

Mr,  DENISON.  No  ;  they  are  in  West  York. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  If  you  added  these  two 
would  you  not  have  the  unit  ? 

Mr.  DENISON.  If  you  give  us  six  members  in 
Toronto  we  will  be  glad  to  accept  them,  and  have 
one  for  each  ward,  and  take  that  part  of  Toronto 
which  lies  north  of  Bloor  street,  and  that  part 
which  lies  east  of  the  Don  and  west  of  Dufferin. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  In  looking  at  the  map 
of  Toronto  and  the  division  into  wards,  I  find  that 
the  hon.  gentleman’s  constituency  consists  of  St. 
Patrick’s  ward,  St.  Andrew’s  ward,  St.  George’s 
ward  and  the  Island,  and  St.  Andrew’s  and  St. 
George’s  wards  lie  immediately  south  of  St.  Patrick’s 
ward.  According  to  the  census  St.  Patrick’s  ward 
contains  27,000,  and  St.  George’s  ward  and  St. 
Andrew’s  contain  altogether  about  22,000 ;  so 
that  if  the  hon.  gentleman  were  to  divide  the  con¬ 
stituency  by  putting  St.  Patrick’s  ward  in  one 
division,  and  St.  Andrew’s  and  St.  George’s  wards 
in  another,  we  would  have  Toronto  divided  into 
two  nearly  equal  divisions  with  the  same  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  having  these  divisions  growing  westward 
if  the  city  should  grow.  If  the  hon.  gentleman 
were  to  tell  us  what  the  population  is  of  his  pro¬ 
posed  divisions  we  would  be  better  able  to  speak 
as  to  their  propriety.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  is 
making  a  large  west  central  division  and  a  com¬ 
paratively  small  western  one,  I  am  afraid  he  is 
counting  on  a  growth  that  may  not  take  place. 

Mr.  DENISON.  It  is  only  a  difference  of  some 
five  subdivisions  out  of  86.  I  put  45  in  one  and  41 
in  the  other.  I  have  not  the  exact  population  of 
these. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  divisions  I  suggest 
would,  I  think,  be  fairly  equal  in  population  and 
very  similar  in  size. 

Mr  DENISON.  No,  you  would  have  21,000 
odd  population  in  the  two  southern  wards  and 
52,000  odd  in  St.  Patrick’s  ward. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  would  like  to  let 
this  stand  until  to-morrow. 

Section  postponed. 

(</.)  The  electoral  district  of  the  city  of  Ottawa  shall 
consist  of  the  city  of  Ottawa,  except  that  part  thereof 
known  as  New  Edinburgh. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Is  New  Edinburgh 
taken  in  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  This  is  exactly  the 
same  as  before,  except  that  the  bounds  of  the  city 
of  Ottawa  have  been  enlarged  by  Stewarton  being 
taken  in  from  the  County  of  Carleton. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Does  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  not  propose  to  divide  Ottawa  into  two 
constituencies  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  No. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  seems  to  me  that 
this  is  a  very  objectionable  method  of  voting. 
Some  of  the  hon.  gentleman’s  friends  objected  to  a 
triangular  constituency  with  two  votes  to  each 
elector ;  but  it  seems  to  me  that  a  double  constitu¬ 
ency  with  two  votes  is  very  much  more  objection- 
Mr  Denisox. 


able.  It  would  be  easy  to  divide  Ottawa  into  two 
electoral  districts,  and  it  would  be  much  more 
satisfactory. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  Is  not  New  Edinburgh 
now  a  part  of  the  city  of  Ottawa  for  municipal 
purposes  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Yes  ;  I  think  it  is. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  As  its  community  of 
interest  is  more  with  the  city  than  with  the  County 
of  Russell,  would  it  not  be  a  good  thing  to  put  it 
into  the  city  ?  The  city  is  not  up  to  the  unit,  and 
great  complaints  have  been  made  that  the  County 
of  Russell  is  away  above  it.  That  would  be  a 
means  of  equalizing  these  constituencies  and  placing 
the  people  of  New  Edinburgh  in  a  constituency  to 
which  they  belong. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  seems  to  be  a 
great  objection  to  interfering  in  any  way  with  the 
County  of  Russell. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Does  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  object  to  dividing  the  city  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes,  we  think  that 
should  be  maintained  as  it  is.  It  is  in  the  same 
position  as  many  other  constituencies,  for  instance, 
Halifax,  Pictou  and  Cape  Breton. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  all  these  ought 
to  be  divided. 

(s.)  The  electoral  district  of  the  city  of  London  shall 
consist  of  the  said  electoral  district  as  at  present  con¬ 
stituted,  together  with  the  village  of  London  West. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  propose  to  drop 
this. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

( t .)  The  electoral  district  of  South  Ontario  shall  consist 
of  the  townships  of  West  Whitby,  East  Whitby,  Reach, 
and  Scugog,  the  towns  of  Whitby  and  Oshawa,  and  the 
village  of  Port  Perry. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  What  is  the  change 
here  ? 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  It  is  simply  removing  the  Island 
of  Scugog  from  the  north  riding  to  the  south,  where 
it  legitimately  belongs. 

Mr.  MADILL.  The  Island  of  Scugog  really  be¬ 
longs  to  South  Ontario.  In  going  from  the  other 
parts  of  North  Ontario  to  the  Island  of  Scugog,  we 
have  to  go  into  South  Ontario.  The  change  makes 
no  difference  politically. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  beg  to  move  : 

That  the  electoral  division  of  Muskoka  and  Parry 
Sound  have  added  thereto  the  township  of  Monck  and 
the  united  townships  of  Medora  and  Wood,  now  in  the 
electoral  district  of  East  Simcoe,  and  also,  the  township 
of  Macaulay  and  the  town  of  Bracebridge,  now  in  the 
electoral  district  of  North  Ontario. 

Also,  that  the  electoral  district  of  North  Victoria  have 
added  thereto  the  townships  of  McLean,  Ridout,  and 
Oakley,  now  in  the  electoral  district  of  North  Ontario  ; 

And  also,  that  the  electoral  district  of  North  Ontario 
have  added  thereto  the  township  of  Muskoka  and  the 
town  of  Gravenhurst,  now  in  the  electoral  district  of 
East  Simcoe. 

Mr.  MADILL.  This  change  would  take  60  or 
70  votes  from  me  ;  but  the  population  of  East 
Simcoe  being  some  36,000,  the  transfer  of  a  portion 
of  this  to  Muskoka  and  another  portion  to  North 
Ontario  would  reduce  the  population  of  East 
Simcoe  to  31,308  and  make  that  of  Muskoka 
30,469.  The  township  of  Muskoka  and  the  town 
of  Gravenhurst,  being  taken  from  East  Simcoe  and 
added  to  North  Ontario,  will  increase  the  popula- 
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tion  of  the  latter  by  2,645.  Whilst  politically  this 
change  will  be  against  me,  I  think  it  is  only  fair 
that  the  population  should  be  more  equally  appor¬ 
tioned. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  As  has  been  frequently  stated 
here  in  the  course  of  the  discussion  on  this  Bill, 
the  County  of  Simcoe  is  entitled  by  population  to 
four  representatives.  I  beg  to  call  the  attention 
of  the  committee  to  the  fact  that  in  that  county 
there  is  a  population  of  84,834.  That  is  divided  as 
follows  : — 35,800  in  the  east,  28,206  in  the  north 
riding  and  20,827  in  the  south.  Now,  the  riding 
of  East  Simcoe,  as  constituted,  goes  beyond  the 
county  boundaries,  so  that  I  will  have  the  support 
of  lion,  gentlemen  who  believe  in  the  maintenance 
of  county  boundaries,  and  I  trust  I  shall  have  the 
good-will  of  lion,  gentlemen  who  are  in  favour  of 
equalizing  the  population.  The  proposition  will 
have  this  effect.  As  at  present  constituted,  East 
Simcoe  consists  of  the  townships  of  Tiny,  Tay, 
Medonte,  Oro,  Orillia,  Matchedash,  Medora,  Wood, 
Monck,  the  towns  of  Orillia,  Gravenhurst,  Mid¬ 
land,  Penetanguishene  and  the  township  of  Mus- 
koka,  having  a  population  of  35,801.  Now,  the 
townships  of  Medora,  Wood,  Musk  oka  and 
Monck  lie  altogether  in  the  district  of  Muskoka, 
They  have  no  community  of  interest  ;  they  are 
separated  for  municipal  purposes,  having  each  a 
county  council  of  its  own ;  they  are  separated  for 
judicial  purposes,  each  having  a  judicial  district 
of  its  own  ;  so  that  in  no  way  is  there  any  connec¬ 
tion  at  all  between  East  Simcoe  proper  and  the 
Muskoka  portion  of  it.  By  this  proposition  there 
would  be  detached  from  East  Simcoe  the  follow¬ 
ing:  Muskoka,  with  797  of  a  population;  Graven¬ 
hurst,  with  1,848  ;  Monck  854,  and  Wood  921  ; 
making  a  total  detached  of  4,420  from  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  East  Simcoe,  35,800  ;  leaving  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  East  Simcoe  proper  at  31,380,  which  would 
then  be  far  above  the  average,  and  very  far  above 
the  unit  of  population.  The  effect  on  Muskoka 
would  be  to  increase  its  population  to  30,469,  and 
my  amendment  would  have  the  effect,  by  another 
part  of  it,  of  detaching  the  town  of  Bracebridge 
and  the  township  of  McAulay  from  North  Ontario, 
and  adding  to  North  Ontario  in  their  place  the 
townships  of  Muskoka  and  Gravenhurst,  which 
are  now  in  East  Simcoe,  placing  Bracebridge 
in  the  proper  district  to  which  it  belongs.  The 
portion  of  East  Simcoe  which  is  now’  in  Mus¬ 
koka  proper  is  a  wedge  dividing  the  district  of 
Muskoka  and  Parry  Sound.  There  is  another 
change  in  this,  that  the  townships  of  McLean 
and  Ridout  and  Oakley,  formerly  in  North  Vic¬ 
toria,  would  then  be  detached  from  North  On¬ 
tario  and  placed  again  in  North  Victoria.  The 
population  would  then  stand  as  follows  : — North 
Ontario,  20,726  ;  North  Victoria,  17,769  ;  Mus¬ 
koka,  30,469;  East  Simcoe,  31,380.  I  submit 
that  the  carrying  out  of  this  proposition  would 
result  in  detaching  from  East  Simcoe,  already 
over-burdened,  as  the  hon.  gentleman  must  admit, 
a  sufficient  number,  and  still  leave  its  population, 
thus  reduced,  at  31,380,  far  above  the  unit,  while 
the  people  living  there  would  find  themselves  in  a 
constituency  in  which  they  are  interested  by  all 
the  associations  that  can  possibly  interest  people 
in  a  riding.  It  must  also  be  considered  that  in  the 
riding  of  East  Simcoe  the  townships  of  Tay, 
Medonte,  Orillia,  are  all  comparatively  new  town¬ 


ships.  In  the  past  ten  years  there  has  been  in  the 
riding  an  increase  of  7,615  in  population,  and 
there  are  three  largely  increasing  towns  which 
have  grown  a  great  deal  in  the  past  decade,  and 
in  the  next  10  years  the  riding  is  bound  to  increase 
considerably.  If  hon.  gentlemen  are  sincere  in 
wishing  to  equalize  the  population  and  maintain 
county  lines,  it  must  be  plain  that  this  proposition 
should  be  carried  out.  As  I  have  already  said  the 
population  will  be  nearer  what  it  should  be,  and 
those  who  are  interested  in  the  different  ridings 
will  be  brought  much  more  closely  together  than 
they  are  at  present.  It  must  be  plain  that  some- 
thing  ought  to  be  done  to  equalize  the  population 
and  preserve,  if  at  all  possible,— although  it  is 
difficult  to  do  so  on  account  of  the  jagged  lines 
made  by  the  indentations  of  river  and  lake — some¬ 
thing  like  geographical  symmetry. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  progress. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to ;  and  House  adjourned  at  12.25 
a. m.  (Tuesday). 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Tuesday,  21st  June,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 
Prayers. 

REPRESENTATION  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF 
COMMONS. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on 
Bill  (No.  76)  to  readjust  the  representation  of  the 
House  of  Commons. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  rise  to  move,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  the  whole  of  the  section  covering  changes  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  be  omitted  from 
the  Bill.  At  the  outset  of  this  discussion,  I 
ventured  to  suggest  that  in  a  matter  of  this  kind 
it  was  advisable  that  a  conference  of  the  twro  parties 
should  take  place  in  order  to  determine  the  prin¬ 
ciple  on  which  a  measure  of  this  description  should 
proceed,  and  indeed  not  only  on  this  occasion,  but 
on  all  similar  occasions.  I  fortified  my  position 
with  the  precedent  established  by  Mr.  Gladstone’s 
Government  in  1884.  The  validity  and  the  force 
of  that  precedent  has  been  seriously  contested  by 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite.  I  assert  with  great  confi¬ 
dence  that  everything  that  has  occurred  since, 
every  argument  that  has  been  adduced  in  this 
House  has  only  confirmed  the  wisdom  of  the 
position  which  I  affirmed  should  be  taken  by  both 
parties  in  dealing  with  this  question.  It  has  not 
been  disputed  by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  that 
the  action  taken  by  Mr.  Gladstone  resulted  in  a 
conference,  that  a  conference  actually  took  place, 
and  that  the  conference  was  productive  of  good,  since 
the  result  was  the  adoption  of  a  measure  which  has 
given  full  and  complete  satisfaction  to  all  parties 
concerned.  The  only  fact  disputed  was  the  motive 
which  animated  Mr.  Gladstone  in  the  course  he 
pursued.  It  was  asserted  by  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  that  Mr.  Gladstone  had  not  been  led  to 
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take  that  course  by  a  desire  to  do  justice,  but  that 
he  had  been  compelled  to  take  that  course  from 
the  position  taken  by  the  Opposition  led  by  Lord 
Salisbury.  We  did  not  think  it  opportune  to  con¬ 
trovert  in  any  way  the  position  taken  by  lion, 
gentlemen  opposite  ;  we  did  not  think  it  opportune 
to  dispute  as  to  whether  Mr.  Gladstone  had  acted 
on  his  own  impulses,  or  under  compulsion,  because 
after  all  whatever  may  be  the  truth  with  respect  to  the 
motives  which  animated  Mr.  Gladstone,  we  still 
believe  that  his  reputation  has  not  been  seriously 
affected  by  this  attempted  abrasion  on  the  rock  of  his 
fame.  Nor  even  if  it  be  true  that  the  contention 
of  hon.  gentlemen  on  this  side  of  the  House'  is 
the  correct  one,  the  fact  still  remains  that  what¬ 
ever  may  have  been  the  motive  which  induced  Mr. 
Gladstone  to  act  as  he  did,  his  action  was  emi¬ 
nently  wise  and  judicious  and  productive  of  much 
good  ;  and,  moreover,  even  if  the  position  of  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  is  correct,  and  it  is  one  we 
have  not  deemed  it  wise  to  dispute,  it  simply 
shows  that  the  minority  are  not  without  some  power 
in  the  reserve  powers  of  parliamentary  government 
to  extract  from  the  majority  tha't  justice  which 
may  be  denied  to  them.  But,  after  all,  I  am  dis¬ 
posed  to  take  the  position  laid  down  by  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  opposite.  And  what  was  it?  In  1884  Mr. 
Gladstone  introduced  a  Bill  for  the  extension  of  the 
franchise.  He  carried  the  measure  successfully 
through  the  House  of  Commons,  where  he  con¬ 
trolled  a  very  large  majority.  When  the  Bill  went 
to  the  House  of  Lords  it  met  with  very  serious 
opposition  in  that  Chamber,  where  the  Conserva¬ 
tives  were  in  the  ascendancy.  But  the  principle 
of  the  measure  was  not  disputed,  nor  the  opportu¬ 
nity  which  was  presented  for  its  introduction,  but 
Lord  Salisbury  simply  contended  that  this  measure 
should  be  accompanied  by  a  Redistribution  Bill, 
that  the  two  measures  should  be  concurrent  and  go 
on  together.  I  need  not  repeat  what  was  stated 
by  the  Minister  of  Justice  on  former  occasions, 
that  the  Bill  was  postponed,  or  defeated,  as  he 
stated  ;  the  amendment  moved  by  Lord  Cairns, 
while  disputing  no  provision  of  the  Bill,  simply 
asserted  that  the  Bill  should  not  go  by  itself,  but 
that  it  should  be  accompanied  by  a  measure  of 
redistribution.  The  hon.  Minister  stated  that 
after  this  motion  had  been  carried,  the  Bill  being 
defeated  or  postponed,  there  ensued  a  dead-lock, 
and  that  Mr.  Gladstone  had  either  to  abandon  his 
Bill  or  resort  to  the  extreme  course  of  creating  new 
peers.  Well,  I  have  no  hesitation  in  asserting  that 
my  hon.  friend  the  Minister  of  Justice  when  he 
made  that  statement  had  not  studied  the  record 
with  his  usual  accuracy.  There  was  no  such  thing 
as  even  the  possibility  of  a  dead-lock.  There  was 
a  dead-lock  after  the  first  Reform  Bill  of  1832, 
when  the  House  of  Lords,  in  spite  of  the  verdict  of 
the  House  of  Commons  twice  maintained,  asserted 
that  they  would  persist  in  their  position.  On  the 
occasion  I  am  referring  to,  far  from  the  House  of 
Lords  asserting  that  they  would  persist  in  their 
position,  Lord  Salisbury  stated  that  if  the  verdict 
of  the  people  were  in  the  contrary  direction  he 
would  submit  to  the  verdict  itself.  Let  me  cprnte 
the  language  of  Lord  Salisbury  on  this  point.  In 
concluding  the  debate  raised  on  the  motion  of  Lord 
Cairns,  Lord  Salisbury  spoke  as  follows  : — 

“In  the  presence  of  such  vast  proposals,  we  appeal  to  the 
people.  We  have  no  fear  of  the  humiliation  with  which 
we  are  threatened.  We  do  not  shrink  from  bowing  to  the 
Mr.  Laurier. 


opinion  of  the  people,  whatever  that  opinion  may  be.  If 
it  is  their  judgment  that  there  should  be  enfranchisement 
without  redistribution,  I  should  be  very  much  surprised ; 
but  I  should  not  attempt  to  dispute  their  decision.  But 
now  that  the  people  have  in  no  real  sense  been  consulted, 
when  they  had,  at  the  last  general  election,  no  notion  of 
what  was  coming  upon  them,  I  feel  that  we  are  bound,  as 
guardians  of  their  interests,  to  call  upon  the  Government 
to  appeal  to  the  people,  and  by  the  result  of  that  appeal 
we  will  abide.” 

Therefore,  Sir,  here  is  the  direct  language  of  Lord 
Salisbury,  that  by  the  result  of  the  verdict  of  the 
people  he  would  abide.  There  was  no  such  thought, 
therefore,  as  the  possibility  of  a  dead-lock.  But  now 
it  may  be  asked,  what  was  the  reason  which  impel¬ 
led  Lord  Salisbury  to  take  the  course  which  he  did 
and  to  oppose  a  measure  as  to  which  he  found  no 
fault  in  itself  ?  The  only  thing  which  impelled  him 
to  act  as  he  did  was,  that  he  feared  there  would  be 
foul  play  in  the  redistribution,  that  he  would  not 
get  fair-play  if  he  allowed  his  opponents  to  carry 
the  measure  for  the  extension  of  the  franchise, 
while  there  was  no  pledge  as  to  the  character  of 
the  redistribution.  Lord  Salisbury  was  confronted 
by  Lord  Grenville,  and  the  latter  said  : 

“  The  noble  Marquess  did  not  use  the  word  ‘  gerry¬ 
mandering’  in  the  House,  although  he  did  so  in  the 
country  ;  but  his  whole  insinuation  was  that  it  was  the  in¬ 
tention  of  the  Government  to  deal  with  the  question  of 
redistribution  in  a  manner  to  serve  party  purposes.” 

Lord  Salisbury  did  not  deny  the  imputation,  but,  on 
the  contrary,  his  very  language  showed  that  although 
he  had  not  used  the  word  “  gerrymander,”  still  he 
made  use  of  language  just  as  effective  : 

“  My  Lords,  what  we  want  is  not  only  a  Redistribution 
Bill,  but  a  Redistribution  Bill  that  we  can  handle  ;  some¬ 
thing  which,  if  manifestly  unjust,  we  would  be  able  to 
modify.  But  how  should  we  be  able  to  modify  it,  if  we  had 
this  pistol  put  to  our  heads—  Unless  you  pass  this  Bill, 
you  shall  have  no  Bill  at  all ;  and  you  go  to  the  country 
with  a  new  enfranchisement,  on  the  old  constituencies  ?’ 
We  shall  have  no  power  over  such  a  Bill,  and,  therefore, 
not  even  if  they  were  able  absolutely  to  promise,  they 
would  not,  if  they  once  allowed  this  measure  to  pass  out 
of  their  and  our  hands,  engage  to  us  that  we  should  have 
a  free  hand  in  modifying  the  details  of  redistribution. 
But,  my  Lords,  when  we  are  told  that  terrible  evils  are  to 
result  from  the  course  of  events,  we  are  tempted  to  ask 
whose  fault  is  it?  If  all  those  horrible  things  are  to  come 
in  consequence  of  this  Bill  not  passing,  why  does  not  some 
member  of  the  Government  get  up  and  say  :  We  will  put 
a  clause  into  the  Bill  which  shall  prevent  this  measure 
coming  into  operation  until  the  Redistribution  Bill  is 
passed  ?  If  they  did  that,  then  the  difficulty  would  be  at 
an  end,  and  if  they  refuse  to  do  that,  on  them,  and  not  on 
us,  the  responsibility  of  any  consequences  will  rest.” 

Therefore,  Sir,  here  you  have  the  motive.  These 
views  prevailed  in  the  House  of  Lords  ;  the  Bill 
was  defeated  simply,  as  pointed  out  by  Lord  Salis¬ 
bury,  to  ensure  the  Conservative  party,  who  were  in 
Opposition,  that  they  would  have  in  the  Redistribu¬ 
tion  Bill  a  measure  guided  by  principles  of  fairness 
and  justice.  There  was  then  no  possibility  of  a 
dead-lock.  In  the  following  session  the  measure 
was  reintroduced  by  Mr.  Gladstone.  Mr.  Glad¬ 
stone  met  his  opponents  and  consulted  with  them 
and  wanted  to  know  what  they  required. 
A  conference  took  place,  and  the  consequence  was 
that  the  Bill  did  give  satisfaction  to  all  parties 
concerned.  Let  me  read  here  what  was  the  com¬ 
mentary  of  my  hon.  friend  the  Minister  of  Justice 
upon  that  feature  of  the  case.  He  spoke  of  Mr. 
Gladstone,  and  this  was  his  language  : 

“  Having  had  a  conference  to  remove  the  difficulties  of 
the  dead-lock,  the  result  was  a  scheme  for  redistribution 
which  he  proposed  to  his  opponents.  He  made  the  con¬ 
cessions  whicn  he  was  obliged  to  make,  and  those  con¬ 
ferences  occurred,  not  in  the  progress  of  the  Redistribution 
Bill,  but  the  sole  purpose  of  securing,  as  far  as  he  was 
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concerned,  the  passing  of  his  Franchise  Bill.  So  far  as  he 
was  concerned  he  had  not  submitted,  and  did  not  propose 
to  submit,  to  his  opponents  the  consideration  of  the 
principles  on  which  redistribution  should  be  based,  as 
adopting  a  new  principle  in  British  legislation,  as  adopting 
the  principle  that  the  relaying  of  the  foundation  stone 
should  not  be  undertaken  by  political  hands,  but  for  the 
purpose  of  getting  the  promise  of  his  opponents  to  allow 
the  passage  of  his  Bill  for  the  extension  of  the  franchise. 
The  stipulations  that  were  exacted  from  him  were  stip¬ 
ulations  that  he  was  obliged  to  concede  in  order  to  secure 
not  only  the  passage  of  his  Redistribution  Bill,  but 
primarily  the  Bill  for  the  extension  of  the  franchise.” 

Now,  I  will  not  dispute  with  the  hon.  gentlemen 
on  the  other  side,  the  satisfaction  that  they  mani¬ 
festly  enjoy  of  believing  that  the  facts  were  as  they 
represented  them,  and  not  as  we  represented  them, 
and  that  the  concession  made  by  Mr.  Gladstone 
was  a  concession  wrung  from  him  by  Lord  Salis¬ 
bury,  and  not  granted  by  Mr.  Gladstone  to  Lord 
Salisbury.  Let  us  assume  the  facts  as  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  represent  them,  and  let  us  assume 
that  this  conference  was  a  victory  of  Salisbury  over 
Gladstone,  a  victory  obtained  through  parliamen¬ 
tary  tactics.  Even  if  that  be  the  case,  does  that 
remove  from  the  force  of  the  precedent  ?  Does  it 
remove  from  the  character  of  the  precedent  the 
spirit  of  justice  and  fair-play  ?  No  one  can  venture 
to  assert  that,  and,  therefore,  I  ask  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  :  Why  not  follow  the  precedent  ?  We  have 
been  told  by  my  hon.  friend  the  Minister  of  Jus¬ 
tice,  by  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon), 
and  by  the  hon.  member  for  Bruce  (Mr.  McNeill) 
that  the  situation  was  not  parallel,  that  the  condi¬ 
tion  of  things  was  not  the  same,  that  it  would  not 
be  parliamentary  for  the  Government  to  be  just 
and  fair  of  their  own  motion,  though  they  might 
be  obliged  to  be  fair  and  just  upon  compulsion. 
They  said  it  was  parliamentary  for  Lord  Salisbury 
to  compel  Mr.  Gladstone  to  be  just  and  fair,  but 
that  it  would  not  have  been  parliamentary  for 
Mr.  Gladstone  to  be  fair  of  his  own  motion. 
What  logic  and  what  statesmanship  is  this  ? 
It  is  proper  to  say  that  if  gentlemen  have  the  force 
behind  them  they  will  carry  to  the  extreme  length 
the  advantage  which  they  have.  Well,  Sir,  there 
would  be  a  method  to  compel  this  action  which 
the  Government  says  is  not  parliamentary.  We 
could  make  it  parliamentary,  and  the  action 
which  we  suggest  would  have  been  parliamentary 
in  the  eyes  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  if  they  had 
been  in  the  position  of  Lord  Salisbury,  and  if  we 
had  been  as  strong  as  Lord  Salisbury  was  in  the 
British  Parliament.  But  there  was  as  was  stated, 
and  so  far  it  was  true  ;  there  was  this  difference. 
Lord  Salisbury  was  weak  in  the  House  of  Com¬ 
mons,  just  as  weak  almost  as  we  are  here  ;  but  he 
was  strong  in  the  House  of  Lords  ;  and  although 
we  are  weak  in  the  House  of  Commons  here,  we 
are  no  stronger  in  the  other  branch  of  the  Legisla¬ 
ture — the  Senate.  The  Senate  like  everything  else 
lias  been  distorted  from  its  intended  functions  by 
the  party  in  power  for  party  purposes.  It  was 
intended  that  the  Senate  should  be  a  representa¬ 
tive  body  which  should  represent  both  parties 
struggling  in  this  country,  but  instead  of  that  what 
is  its  character  now  ?  It  has  been  reduced  to  such 
a  plan  that  at  the  present  time  you  can  almost 
count  on  the  fingers  of  your  two  hands  the 
members  of  the  Liberal  party  therein.  The 
members  of  the  Liberal'  party  are  ostracized 
from  the  Senate  with  a  high  hand,  and  the 
object  of  this  Bill,  I  repeat,  is  to  ostracize 
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the  Liberal  party  from  this  House,  not  by  a  high 
hand  but  by  an  iniquitous  hand.  This  is  the  state 
in  which  we  are  now.  The  hon.  gentleman  stated,, 
also  speaking  in  answer  to  myself,  that  he  could 
not  accept  the  proposal  we  had  made  for  a  con¬ 
ference,  because  he  said  that  I  had  laid  down  a 
principle  which  was  an  obnoxious  one,  and  to 
which  he  could  not  agree  ;  the  principle,  as  he 
stated,  I  think,  that  the  redistribution  should  take 
place  so  as  not  to  disturb  the  equilibrium  of  par¬ 
ties.  It  may  be,  Sir,  that  my  language  was  not 
sufficiently  guarded  ;  but  I  certainly  meant  to  say 
that  in  a  redistribution  measure  the  equilibrium 
of  parties  should  not  be  disturbed  at  the  expense 
of  one  party  by  giving  an  unfair  advantage  to  the 
other.  So  far  I  meant  to  express  myself,  and  no 
further.  But  I  fully  recognize  that  in  such  a 
measure  the  guiding  principle  should  be  as  far  as 
possible  to  equalize  the  population  in  all  the 
constituencies.  This  is  the  principle  that  was 
stated  as  the  guiding  principle  of  this  mea¬ 
sure  in  the  speech  in  which  the  hon.  member 
introduced  it  ;  yet  this  principle  is  not  to  be 
found  anywhere  in  the  four  corners  of  the 
Bill.  Though  the  hon.  gentleman  stated  that 
the  object  he  had  in  view,  so  far  as- the  Province 
of  Quebec  was  concerned,  was  to  equalize  the  popu¬ 
lation  in  the  constituencies,  I  venture  to  say  that 
he  will  not  find  one  constituency  in  that  province 
in  which  the  principle  has  been  maintained.  Now, 
the  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon)  said  some 
time  ago  that  I  had  q  ualified  what  I  had  stated 
on  the  floor  of  tins  House,  that  this  Bill  was  a 
gerrymander.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  were  here, 
I  would  call  his  attention  to  two  or  three  features 
of  this  Bill,  and  I  would  ask  him,  in  view  of  those 
features,  if  the  language  I  used,  strong  as  it  was, 
was  not  fully  warranted  by  the  facts.  The  pre¬ 
tense  of  the  measure,  so  far  as  the  Province  of  Que¬ 
bec  is  concerned,  is  to  give  increased  representa¬ 
tion  to  the  city  of  Montreal.  Three  new  constitu¬ 
encies  have  been  created  in  Montreal  and  its  vici¬ 
nity,  that  is  to  say,  two  in  Montreal  and  one  in 
Hochelaga,  which  is  part  of  Montreal,  and  another 
in  the  County  of  Ottawa  ;  in  all,  four  constitu¬ 
encies  have  been  created  in  the  Province  of  Quebec. 
As  that  province  is  limited  to  65  members,  the 
creation  of  these  four  new  constituencies  rendered 
it  necessary  to  wipe  out  four  existing  constitu¬ 
encies.  Instead  of  simply  wiping  out  those 
four  constituencies,  the  Bill  goes  on  to  modify 
no  less  than  25  constituencies.  Now,  is  there 
anything  at  all  which  can  justify  such  a  pro¬ 
ceeding  as  this?  Is  there  any  state  of  facts, 
by  which  it  can  be  warranted  ?  The  object, 
should  be,  as  stated  by  the  hon.  member  for  Albert, 
to  have  the  minimum  of  disturbance  ;  but  instead 
of  that,  which  could  have  been  done  easily  by 
uniting  eight  counties — four  counties  are  united 
by  the  Bill,  and  I  do  not  seriously  complain  of  that 
— 25  constituencies  are  disturbed.  That  is  not  all. 
There  is  another  feature  of  the  Bill  upon  which  I 
rely  for  the  fair  judgment  of  every  man  on  either 
side  of  the  House.  Four  new  constituencies  are 
created.  Of  these,  three  are  obviously  Conserva¬ 
tive,  those  in  Montreal  and  Hochelaga,  while  the 
constituency  in  Ottawa  County  is.  presumably 
Liberal.  Then,  would  it  not  have  been  fair,  in 
wiping  out  four  existing  constituencies,  to  wipe 
out  three  Conservative  and  one  Liberal  ?  Instead 
of  that,  the  Bill  wipes  out  three  Liberal  constitn- 
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encies  and  one  Conservative.  It  wipes  out  the 
constituency  of  Three  Rivers,  which  is  Conser¬ 
vative  ;  but  it  wipes  out  the  constituency  of  St. 
John,  the  constituency  of  Napierville,  and  the  con¬ 
stituency  of  Vercheres,  all  of  which  are  Liberal. 
But  I  may  be  told,  in  fact  we  have  been  told  :  We 
were  not  guided  by  any  such  consideration  ;  we 
did  not  consider  what  was  the  political  complexion 
of  this  constituency  or  the  other  ;  we  simply  consi¬ 
dered  what  was  the  population.  That  has  been  said, 
but  all  the  facts  proclaim  another  language.  All 
the  facts  proclaim  that  the  object  was  to  give 
an  unfair  advantage  to  the  party  of  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite.  If  I  am  told  that  the  constituencies 
wiped  out  are  the  smallest  in  population  that  could 
be  found  in  the  province,  I  answer  that  that  is  not 
the  case.  On  the  contrary,  the  three  Liberal 
constituencies  wiped  out  have  the  following  popu¬ 
lations  :  Vercheres,  12,257  ;  St.  John,  12,282  ; 
Napierville,  10,101  ;  or  a  total  of  34,640.  Now, 
let  me  cite  the  populations  of  a  certain  number  of 
other  constituencies.  Laprairie  has  a  population  of 
10,900  ;  Laval,  9,436 ;  Montcalm,  12,131 ;  Soulanges, 
9,608;  Vaudreuil,  10,803.  Let  me  take  three  which 
could  be  very  well  united — Laval,  Soulanges  and 
Vaudreuil ;  they  would  have  a  total  population  of 
29,847  ;  but  instead  of  wiping  out  these  constitu¬ 
encies,  you  wipe  out  three  others  which  have  a 
total  population  of  34,640.  Under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  principle  of  this 
measure,  if  it  was  meant  to  be  non-political,  has 
been  at  all  carried  out.  The  only  argument  of  any 
consequence  which  I  heard  in  favour  of  it,  and  it 
was  an  argument  which  at  first  blush  struck  me  to 
some  exteut,  was  adduced  by  the  hon.  Minister  of 
Public  Works.  He  stated  that  the  object  of  the 
Bill  was  to  remedy  a  state  of  facts  that  was  not 
desirable,  because  at  the  last  general  election  the 
Liberal  party  carried  a  majority  of  the  seats  by  some 
10,  while  they  had  a  minority  of  the  popular  vote. 
This  is  not  exactly  true.  It  will  be  true  if  we  in¬ 
clude  the  four  constituencies  of  Montreal  East, 
Montreal  Centre,  Montreal  West  and  Hochelaga. 
But  leaving  these  aside,  the  Liberal  party  had  a 
clear  majority  in  the  province.  There  are  65  con¬ 
stituencies  in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  Deducting 
those  four,  there  are  61  constituencies  left.  Of  these, 
there  were  55  in  which  there  was  a  direct  party 
fight ;  the  remaining  six  being  Quebec  East,  Lotbin- 
iCre,  Gaspe,  Dorchester,  Pontiac  and  Montcalm. 
Those  55  constituencies  gave  a  total  vote  for  the 
Conservative  party  of  74,828,  and  a  total  vote  for 
the  Liberal  party  of  76,090.  Now,  the  six  con¬ 
stituencies  which  I  have  excluded  require  some 
words  of  comment.  In  Quebec  East  there  was  an 
election  by  acclamation  ;  but  in  1887  when  there 
W'as  an  election,  the  Liberal  vote  was  695,  and  the 
Conservative  vote  2,622.  In  Lotbiniere  there  was 
also  an  election  by  acclamation  ;  but  the  figures  in 
the  election  of  1887,  were  955  Conservative,  and 
1,464  Liberal.  In  Gaspe,  which  was  also 
carried  by  acclamation,  there  was  an  election  in 
1887,  when  the  Conservative  vote  was  1,219,  and 
the  Liberal  vote  1,145.  In  Dorchester,  which 
was  also  carried  by  acclamation,  the  figures 
in  1887  were  1,089  Conservatives  and  1,565 
Liberals.  In  Pontiac  there  was  a  three-cornered 
fight.  The  Conservative  candidate  was  Mr. 
Bryson  and  the  Liberal  candidate  Mr.  Murray. 
Between  the  two  there  was  an  independent  candi¬ 
date,  who  it  may  fairly  be1  presumed  received  as 
Mr.  Lahrier. 


much  support  from  one  party  as  from  the  other. 
In  that  case  the  vote  of  the  Conservative  party 
from  Pontiac  would  be  787,  and  the  vote  of  the  Li¬ 
beral  party  1,100.  In  Montcalm  there  was  also  a 
three-cornered  fight  ;  but  there  I  am  bound  to  say 
the  three  candidates  were  all  Conservatives.  There 
were  about  2,800  votes  polled.  In  that  county  the 
force  of  the  Liberal  party  is  about  one  to  three,  so 
that  I  presume  the  hon.  gentleman  who  now  repre¬ 
sents  the  county  received  the  larger  portion  of  the 
votes.  At  all  events,  I  have  put  the  total  Conser¬ 
vative  vote  in  Montcalm  at  1,120  against  700  for  the 
Liberals.  That  would  give  a  majority  for  the 
Conservatives  of  420,  and  I  believe  those  figures 
are  correct,  because  in  the  last  election  in  which 
there  was  a  party  fight,  the  election  of  1886,  the 
Conservative  candidate  received  a  majority  of 
about  450.  So  that  in  those  61  constituencies, 
the  total  Conservative  vote  was  80,693  against 
84,615,  giving  the  Conservative  party  a  major¬ 
ity  of  nearly  4,000.  But  the  figures  of  Ho¬ 
chelaga  and  Montreal  West,  East  and  Centre 
lowered  those  figures,  and  gave  a  net  major¬ 
ity  of  3,000  to  the  Conservative  party.  This 
is  obviated,  I  presume,  by  giving  an  extended  re¬ 
presentation  to  Montreal.  So  far,  so  good,  but 
there  the  argument  ceases,  because,  certainly  giv¬ 
ing  an  increased  representation  to  Montreal  should 
not  alter  the  figures  in  the  rest  of  the  province.  I 
do  not  dispute  that,  under  certain  circumstances, 
there  might  not  be  an  increased  representation 
given  to  the  city  of  Montreal.  This  is  not  the  case 
at  present,  however.  At  present  we  stand  by  the 
principle  that  if  there  is  to  be  any  redistribution 
at  all,  it  should  be  effected  by  preserving  county 
lines.  Upon  this,  I  appeal  to  what  was  stated  by 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite.  The  principle  of  this 
Bill  is  an  affirmation  of  the  principle  laid  down  in 
1882,  and  then  applied  to  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
and  which  now,  for  the  first  time,  is  sought  to  be 
applied  to  the  Province  of  Quebec.  There  has  not 
been  a  single  voice  heard  on  the  opposite  side  of 
the  House  in  favour  of  the  Bill  of  1882.  No  one 
has  risen  in  his  place  to  say  that  he  approved  of 
the  Bill  of  1882.  The  only  thing  said  in  favour  of 
it  was  that  it  had  become  the  law  of  the  land,  that 
three  elections  had  been  held  upon  it,  and  that  it 
would  not  be  right  to  disturb  the  established  state 
of  things.  Let  me  quote  the  language  made  use  of 
by  the  hon.  member  for  Albert : 

“  If  the  Act  of  1882  was  unfair, as  I  tbink  it  was,  it  brought 
at  all  events  punishment  on  those  who  perpetrated  it  for 
their  unfairness.  And  that  is  the  reason  why,  as  practical 
workingmen,  it  would  be  better  for  us  to  put  our  feet  upon 
the  basis  we  have,  although  I  feel  a  wrong  was  done  in 
establishing  that  basis,  rather  than  attempt  to  right  that 
wrong,  because,  if  the  figures  I  gave  are  true,  in  the  dis¬ 
tricts  where  most  complaint  was  made  the  party  which 
that  Act  was  intended  to  benefit  suffered. 

Then  he  went  on  to  say  : 

“  Suppose  we  repeal  the  Act  of  1882  and  go  back  to  the 
status  quo  of  1872,  which  is  practically  the  status  quo  of 
Confederation — if  we  could  now,  as  reasonable  men,  dis¬ 
card  altogether  the  changes  made  in  1882,  that  would  be 
going  back  to  a  sound  basis.  But  can  we  do  it  ?  Would  it 
be  wise  to  undertake  to  do  it  ?  Is  it  not  a  more  proper  sug¬ 
gestion  that  we  should  put  our  feet  upon  the  basis  of 
Ontario,  divided  into  districts  as  she  stands,  with  her  pre¬ 
sent  boundaries,  and  try  and  take  care  that  some  sound 
rule  is  laid  down  to  guide  us  in  dealing  with  this  Bill?  ” 

This  is  exactly  what  I  propose,  that  we  should  plant 
our  feet  upon  the  basis  existing  to-day  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec  and  not  disturb  it  until  we 
decide  on  some  sound  rule  to  be  applied  to  the  case. 
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All  the  arguments  made  against  the  Act  of  1882 
apply  with  equal  force  to  this  Bill,  as  far  as  the 
Province  of  Quebec  is  concerned.  We  have  many 
lion,  gentlemen  opposite  declaring  that  if  they  had 
been  here  in  1882  they  would  probably  not  have 
supported  the  Bill,  and  yet  the  very  thing  which 
took  place  in  1882  is  now  to  be  applied  to  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec,  and  they  are  prepared  to  support 
it.  I  appeal  to  the  conservative  sentiment  of  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite.  There  is  so  much  of  the 
conservative  in  me  that  I  would  not  like  to  see 
any  interference  with  the  old  historic  constitu¬ 
encies  in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  If  there  are 
changes  at  all  required,  they  should  be  made  by 
joining  counties  together,  and  not  by  hacking  up 
boundary  lines  as  contemplated  by  this  Bill. 
\ou  propose  to  unite  three  counties  in  the 
district  of  Three  Rivers  ;  so  far  I  do  not  object 
to  that.  You  propose  to  add  two  counties 
to  the  district  of  Iberville  ;  at  present  I  make  no 
objection  to  that.  Why  not  follow  the  same 
principle  with  regard  to  the  other  counties  ?  Why 
not  unite  counties?  If  you  are  to  wipe  out  counties, 
wipe  them  out  by  uniting  counties  which  can  be 
fairly  united.  Nothing  prevents  the  union  of  the 
Counties  of  Laprairie  and  Soulanges  and  Yaudreuil, 
whose  population  combined  does  not  exceed  20,000. 
These  counties  form  a  peninsula  by  themselves 
bounded  by  the  St.  Lawrence  and  Ottawa  Rivers 
and  Ontario.  Is  there  any  reason  why  Laprairie 
and  Napierville  should  not  be  united,  whose  united 
population  does  not  exceed  22,000  ?  Is  there  any 
reason  why  Laval  and  Two  Mountains  should  not 
be  united  now  ?  The  County  of  Laval  is  an  island 
next  to  the  County  of  Two  Mountains,  and  the  two 
counties  together  would  not  exceed  in  population 
22,000.  Why  not  unite  those  two  counties  if  you 
must  wipe  out  any  constituency  ?  The  reason  for 
my  amendment  is  that  there  is  no  necessity  for  pro¬ 
ceeding  with  the  Bill  at  present,  so  far  as  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec  is  concerned.  There  was  necessity 
to  proceed  with  it  as  far  as  Manitoba  is  concerned, 
because  that  province  is  entitled  to  additional  re¬ 
presentation  by  the  census.  There  is  reason  to  pro¬ 
ceed  with  it  as  far  as  New  Brunswick  is  concerned, 
because  New  Brunswick,  according  to  the  census, 
must  have  a  decreased  representation.  The  same 
reason  exists  with  regard  to  Nova  Scotia  and  Prince 
Edward  Island,  but  there  is  no  reason  whatever 
why  the  Province  of  Quebec  should  be  interfered 
with.  I,  therefore,  beg  to  move  in  amendment  : 

That  section  3  be  omitted  from  the  Bill. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  would  be  amusing  if  we  had 
the  time,  and  I  suppose  if  we  should  stay  here 
another  month  we  will  be  able  to  appreciate  that 
enjoyment  in  its  full  measure,  to  follow  the  hon. 
gentleman  in  the  different  positions  he  takes  upon 
this  Bill.  His  proposition  now  is  that  there  should 
be  no  redistribution  in  the  Province  of  Quebec. 
That  is  a  long  distance  from  the  first  proposition 
he  presented  to  this  House,  when  he  moved  that 
the  Bill  be  not  now  read  a  second  time  but  be 
referred  to  a  committee,  to  be  composed  of  mem¬ 
bers  of  both  political  parties,  to  agree  upon  the 
lines  and  principles  upon  which  a  Redistribution 
Bill  should  be  drawn.  If  I  am  not  mistaken,  that 
resolution  implied  that  a  redistribution  ought  to 
take  place,  and  the  only  difficulty  was  to  find  what 
rules  and  principles  should  apply.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man,  I  see,  has  not  been  converted  by  the  arsru- 
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ments  presented  against  his  proposition.  I  urged, 
and  experience  has  proved  that  I  was  right,  that 
these  numerous  rules  which  the  hon.  gentleman 
proclaimed  as  the  rules  of  equity  which  we  should 
follow,  were  contradictory  and  could  not  be  applied 
to  every  case.  I  argued  that  it  would  be  better  for 
the  whole  House  to  be  present  when  these  debates 
were  discussed,  so  that  every  member  should  be  able 
to  give  the  House  the  benefit  of  his  knowledge 
of  the  localities  affected,  and  in  this  way  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  House  could  join  in  establishing 
the  basis  upon  which  we  could  act.  The  hon. 
gentleman’s  first  amendment  was  rejected.  Then 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  looked  for  some  saviour 
elsewhere,  and  in  the  shape  of  a  saviour  came  the 
hon.  member  for  Simcoe,  who  tendered  to  them 
the  oli\  e  bianch,  and  who  laid  down,  as  his  experi¬ 
ence  as  a  lawyer  enabled  him  to  do  for  them,  the 
principles  and  rules  which  in  his  mind  should  be  fol¬ 
low  ed  in  this  matter.  These  principles  were  several 
in  number.  .  I  shall  show  that  this  Bill  is  based  as 
far  as  practicable  on  the  equalization  of  popula¬ 
tion.  Hon.  gentlemen  should  wait  until  they  can 
discuss  the  details  of  the  Bill,  and  we  will  see  if 
we  cannot  apply  all  these  rules,  or  some  of  them, 
to  all  the  provisions  of  the  Bill.  The  hon.  gentleman 
also  contended  that  county  and  city  boundaries 
should  be  followed  as  far  as  possible,  and  I  say 
that  this  rule  has  been  followed  as  far  as  practica¬ 
ble  in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  It  was  not  possible 
in  that  province  to  make  new  counties,  because  we 
are  only  entitled  to  65  members,  and  if  we  are  to 
give  four  additional  representatives  to  Ottawa 

County,  HochelagaandMontreal,  we  had  to  take  them 

from  other  constituencies,  and  in  doing  that  wehad  to 
regard  race,  religion,  nationality  and  interest  in  that 
province.  We  have  made  these  provisions  with  a 
view  to  preserving  the  condition  of  things  which 
existed  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  which  is  due  to 
the  diversities  of  race  in  that  province.  I  will 
give  an  instance  as  an  answer  to  one  suggestion  of 
the  hon.  gentleman  when  he  said  the  County  of 
Two  Mountains  should  be  united  with  the  County 
of  Laval.  There  is  no  more  community  of  interest 
between  Two  Mountains  and  Laval  than  there  is 
between  Laval  and  Montmorency.  The  Counties 
of  Pontiac,  Ottawa,  Argenteuil  and  Two  Moun¬ 
tains  form  a  group  with  an  aggregate  population 
of  116,305.  By  giving  these  four  counties  five 
members,  we  have  given  them  just  about  the  unit 
of  a  representative  for  the  whole  province,  and 
we  could  not  disturb  Two  Mountains,  because 
Argenteuil,  which  was  one  of  the  English-speaking 
counties  reserved  by  the  Act  of  Confederation  to 
give  them  the  privilege  of  electing  an  English- 
speaking  member,  was  placed  between  the  County 
of  Two  Mountains  and  the  County  of  Ottawa.  If 
you  want  to  give  Ottawa  County  its  full  repre¬ 
sentation,  you  will  nearly  have  to  give  it  three 
members,  but,  in  order  to  keep  the  unit,  you  must 
take  a  part  of  Argenteuil,  and  join  it  to 
Two  Mountains  so  as  to  give  those  counties 
five  members  with  an  average  representation 
of  23,000.  In  that  case,  however,  the  County 
of  Argenteuil  would  have  to  disappear.  What 
the  hon.  member  for  Argenteuil,  represent¬ 
ing  the  English-speaking  population  of  Quebec, 
would  in  that  case  have  rightly  said,  would  have 
been  that  we  had  broken  one  of  - the  pledges  con¬ 
tained  in  the  British  North  America  Act,  and 
assented  to  by  the  French-speaking  population. 
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In  that  way  we  have  a  group  of  four  counties  with 
a  population  entitling  them  to  five  members,  and 
we  have  given  them  the  five  members,  though  we 
have  been  obliged  to  leave  Ottawa  County  with 
one  member  for  about  32,000,  while  Argenteuil  has 
one  member  for  14,000,  and  Two  Mountains  one 
member  for  about  15,000.  That,  however,  is 
necessary  in  order  not  to  break  the  harmony  which 
has  always  existed  between  the  two  races  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec.  I  said  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
Government  to  preserve  the  integrity  of  the  County 
of  Argenteuil,  and  I  hope  we  will  meet  with  the 
approval  of  the  majority  of  the  House  in  doing  so. 
Take  the  district  of  Quebec.  There  are  12  coun¬ 
ties,  with  a  population  of  366,405,  which  gives  as 
a  unit  of  population  for  each  member  about  22,- 
200.  W  as  it  desirable  to  disturb  the  counties  in 
that  district  except  when  it  was  absolutely  neces¬ 
sary  ?  These  counties  were  divided  in  1854, 
and  I  will  show  the  difference  in  popu¬ 
lation  which  has  taken  place  since.  I  say 
that  in  doing  fair  justice  to  those  counties 
which  have  increased  the  most  in  population,  we 
have  been  very  careful  to  disturb  as  little  as  pos¬ 
sible  the  constituencies  as  they  now  exist.  I  have 
spoken  of  the  English  counties  which  were  re¬ 
served  ;  they  are  eleven  in  number.  Now,  mark, 
here  is  another  instance  where  we  have  been  trying 
to  preserve  in  their  integrity  the  rights  of  the 
minority  in  our  province.  Here  are  eleven  coun¬ 
ties  whose  bounds  cannot  be  changed.  The  reser¬ 
vation  only  applies  to  representation  in  the  Local 
Legislature,  but  I  think  it  is  only  fair  that  they 
should  have  the  same  rights  as  regards  their  repre¬ 
sentation  in  the  Federal  Legislature.  These  eleven 
counties  contain  266,405  inhabitants.  This  gives 
them,  according  to  the  unit  of  representation,  eleven 
members  and'a  fraction  over,  the  eleven  members, 
according  to  the  unit,  representing  250,976,  leaving 
a  balance  of  15,000  unrepresented.  I  think  we 
ought  to  be  credited  with  doing  justice  to  the 
minority  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  by  preserving 
the  present  bounds  of  their  constituencies.  These 
12  counties  are  :  Pontiac,  with  a  population 
of  22,084  ;  Ottawa,  with  a  population  of  64,056  ; 
Argenteuil,  with  a  population  of  15,158  ;  Hunting¬ 
don,  with  a  population  of  14,385  ;  Missisquoi, 
with  a  population  of  18,359  ;  Brome,  with  a 
population  of  14,709;  Shefford,  with  a  population 
of  23,233  ;  Stanstead,  with  a  population  of  18,072  ; 
Compton,  with  a  population  of  22,779  ;  Richmond 
and  Wolfe,  with  a  population  of  31,347  ;  Megantic, 
with  a  population  of  22,333,  and  Sherbrooke  with  a 
population  of  16,500.  Tf  one  additional  mem¬ 
ber  is  given  to  Ottawa  County,  these  12  coun¬ 
ties  will  be  represented  by  13  members.  Now,  the 
hon.  leader  of  the  Opposition  has  quoted  once  more 
the  great  precedent  of  Mr.  Gladstone’s  action  in 
framing  a  Redistribution  Bill  for  England.  Well, 
I  think  we  might  fairly  apply  to  these  precedents 
coming  from  a  distance,  the  old  French  proverb  : 
A  beau  mentir  qui  vient  cle  loin.  It  has  been  demon¬ 
strated  by  the  hon.  member  for  North  Bruce  (Mr. 
McNeill),  and  more  especially  by  the  figures 
given  by  the  hon.  member  for  Centre  Toronto  (Mr. 
Cockburn),  that  this  precedent  cannot  fully  apply  to 
Canada.  I  say  that  the  rules  which  were  followed 
by  that  commission  in  England  have  been  followed 
here.  As  I  say,  we  have  been  trying  to  equalize  the 
population,  and  to  remedy  certain  inequalities  which 
had  arisen  since  1854  by  the  movement  of  population. 

Mr.  Ouimet. 


I  have  just  been  examining  the  census  of  1861,  and 
I  find  that  the  city  of  Montreal,  according  to  that 
census,  had  90,253  inhabitants,  and  Hoehelaga  had 
16,474,  making  together  106,697  for  Montreal  and 
its  environs.  This  population  was  represented  by 
four  members,  or  a  little  over  25,000  for  each 
member.  Since  then  the  population  of  Montreal 
and  Hoehelaga  has  risen  to  over  260,000.  Was  it 
fair  that  the  people  should  continue  to  be  repre¬ 
sented  by  only  four  members  ?  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  challenged  my  figures  the  other  day  as  to  the 
majority  represented  in  this  Parliament  by  the 
Conservatives,  but  he  was  very  careful  to  take  out 
Montreal.  Why  should  he  take  out  Montreal? 
Is  it  because  in  Montreal  we  have  the  largest  in¬ 
dustrial  and  manufacturing  interests  ?  Is  it  because 
Montreal  is  the  great  shipping  port  of  the  Dominion 
of  Canada  ?  Are  these  people  to  be  partially  dis¬ 
qualified  because  they  have  such  large  interests  at 
stake  in  this  country  ?  Then,  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
not  Montreal  the  largest  centre  of  mechanics  and 
artisans  in  this  Dominion  ?  Are  these  mechanics, 
according  to  the  principles  of  the  Liberal  leader, 
to  be  deprived  of  their  fair  share  of  representation 
in  this  House  because  they  live  in  the  city  of 
Montreal  ?  Are  the  carpenters  of  some  little  country 
village  to  be  represented  in  this  House,  and  are 
the  thousands  of  mechanics  of  the  great  city  of 
Montreal  to  be  unrepresented  ? — this  is  the  logical 
result  of  the  argument  of  the  Liberal  leader.  If 
that  is  the  doctrine  of  the  Liberal  party  of  this 
country,  it  is  well  that  the  people  should  know  it, 
and  they  will  henceforth  appreciate  the  doctrines 
of  that  party  at  their  real  value.  Perhaps  the  hon. 
gentleman  will  not  feel  greatly  flattered  when  he 
goes  back  to  Montreal  and  meets  with  the  inhabi¬ 
tants  of  that  city  of  which  every  Lower  Canadian 
ought  to  feel  proud. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  Every  Canadian. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  right,, 
every  Canadian.  The  population  of  Ottawa  County, 
as  I  said,  was  in  1861,  26,757,  and  it  has  heretofore 
been  represented  by  one  member.  Since  then  the 
population  has  increased  to  64,000.  Is  it  not  fair 
that  this  county  should  have  an  additional  member  ? 
If  it  were  not  to  preserve  the  English-speaking 
County  of  Argenteuil  as  it  is,  the  County  of 
Ottawa  should  have  3  members,  adding  to  it  a 
few  parishes  from  Argenteuil  in  order  to  have  as 
far  as  possible  representation  according  to  popula¬ 
tion.  I  come  back  to  the  representation  of  the 
different  groups  simply  in  order  to  remind 
hon.  members  of  what  I  said  the  other  day. 
Ottawa  County  requires  an  additional  member. 
I  take  it  from  the  group  to  which  it  be¬ 
longs,  the  northern  group,  which  is  composed  of 
13  counties  with  an  aggregate  population  of 
275,712,  and  entitled  to  13  members  only.  We 
leave  them  with  13  members.  Is  it  not  going 
pretty  far  in  the  direction  indicated  by  the  leader 
of  the  Opposition  when  he  declared  that  the  country 
constituencies  ought  to  be  a  little  more  represented 
that  the  cities  ?  Taking  the  group  south  of  the  St. 
Lawrence,  it  is  composed  of  13  counties  with  a 
population  of  182,523  ;  these  counties  are  entitled 
only  to  9  members,  a  fraction  numbering  2,005 
votes  remaining  unrepresented.  We  give  those 
counties  10  members.  These  are  the  counties  in 
which  the  Liberals  are  in  force.  Hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  have  been  very  careful,  when  they  have 
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canvassed  for  sympathy  among  members  on  this 
side  of  the  House,  to  mention  to  some  Protestant 
members  that  by  doing  so  I  was  crippling  Protestant 
interests, - 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  OlIIMET — that  I  was  crippling  the  Liberal 
influence  in  order  to  get  the  counties  entirely  into 
the  hands  of  the  hierarchy  and  of  the  priests  of 
Lower  Canada.  That  was  the  common  rumour. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  deny  that  statement  abso¬ 
lutely. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  say  I  have  learned  it  from 
several  parties. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Name  one. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  need  not  name  any.  My 
word  will  go  for  what  it  is  worth.  If  the  hon. 
member  for  Montmagny  (Mr.  Choquette)  is  not 
satisfied,  he  will  not  believe  it. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  I  do  not  believe  it. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  makes  no  difference  to  me. 
Let  him  believe  it  or  not  ;  it  is  not  for  him  I  am 
speaking,  if  he  wants  to  know. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  That  is  cowardly. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  These  counties  form  a  Liberal 
stronghold.  They  were  represented  by  13  mem¬ 
bers  when  they  were  only  entitled  to  9.  Is  it  fair 
to  take  away  from  Ottawa  County  and  Hochelaga 
representatives  in  order  to  give  representation  to 
the  small  counties  on  the  other  side  of  the  St.  Law- 
rence,  when  they  possess  30  per  cent  more  members 
than  they  were  entitled  to  ?  We  have  reduced  the 
number  to  10.  Is  it  unfair  when  we  give  one  more 
member  to  the  northern  counties  than  they  are 
entitled  to,  and  one  more  to  the  southern  counties 
than  they  are  entitled  ?  I  now'  take  the  central 
group,  and  there  again  I  have  followed  to  a  reason¬ 
able  extent  the  rule  enunciated  by  the  leader  of 
the  Opposition,  that  is,  we  have  given  Montreal 
5  members,  each  with  an  average  representation  of 
over  38,000.  We  havegiven  Hochelaga  2  members. 
We  have  taken  from  Hochelaga  some  population 
in  order  to  increase  the  populations  of  Laval 
and  Jacques  Cartier,  and  we  leave  Soulanges  and 
Vaudreuil  as  they  are.  If  Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil 
should  be  united,  this  additional  county  would  not 
go  to  the  southern  group,  but  to  Montreal.  This 
would  give  justice  to  Montreal  by  furnishing  it 
with  six  members,  for  Montreal  now  has  a  right  to 
complain.  If  we  assume,  and  I  hold  the  people  of 
Montreal  will  agree  with  us  in  this,  that  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  surrounding  counties  are  similar  to 
those  of  the  city,  for,  in  fact,  a  part  of  Vaudreuil 
is  a  suburb  of  Montreal— if  we  assume  that  there  is 
community  of  interests  between  V andreuil,  Sou¬ 
langes  and  Montreal,  we  hold  that  Montreal  has 
no  right  to  complain  as  its  interests  will  also  be 
advocated  by  the  representatives  of  those  two  con¬ 
stituencies.  Besides,  it  will,  perhaps  ten  years 
hence,  enable  us  if  we  are  here  again,  or  enable  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  or  their  successors,  to  give  an 
additional  member  to  Montreal  without  disturbing 
the  rest  of  the  constituencies  as  they  are  cut  out 
to-day.  I  say,  therefore,  that  this  representation 
by  groups  is  the  most  equitable  method  that  can 
be  adopted  as  regards  representation,  and  wre  have 
followed  it  out.  I  admit  that  we  have  in  the  divi¬ 
sion  made  of  counties  to  the  south  of  the  St. 
Lawrence  been  obliged  to  divide  two  counties 


into  several  parts  ;  but  this  was  done  be¬ 
cause  we  could  not  do  otherwise  in  order  to 
give  those  counties  that  fair  representation  to  which 
they  are  entitled.  I  will  only  add  one  word.  When 
we  asked  gentlemen  opposite  for  suggestions, 
what  did  we  receive  ?  We  were  here  for  three 
long  days  listening  to  speeches  declaring  that  a 
monstrous  iniquity  had  been  perpetrated  by  the 
Government  in  introducing  this  Bill.  No  language 
was  sufficiently  strong  to  condemn  us,  and  to  tell 
us  that  we  had  been  guilty  of  doing  the  greatest 
crime  known  to  civilization.  But  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  have  come  down  since  that  time.  Now 
they  appeal  to  the  fairness  and  justice  of  this  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  give  them  concessions,  to  listen  to  their 
suggestions  in  order  to  make  the  Bill  as  fair  as 
possible.  I  repeat  that,  although  we  have  re¬ 
ceived  all  kinds  of  strange  compliments,  we  have 
not  lost  all  patience,  and  we  are  yet  ready  to  listen 
to  suggestions  and  do  what  is  fair,  and  if  it  can  be 
shown  that  these  propositions  are  more  equitable 
than  those  contained  in  the  Bill,  we  are  ready  to 
adopt  them.  The  suggestion  has  been  made  to 
divide  Ottawa  County  by  a  line  running  from  south 
to  north,  equalizing  population  on  both  sides, 
rather  than  by  a  line  drawn  from  east  to  west  as 
we  had  been  advised  to  adopt.  I  am  ready  to 
accept  that  suggestion.  The  Minister  of  Justice 
will  do,  as  he  has  already  done,  he  will  listen  to 
every  suggestion  offered.  But  is  it  fair  that  when 
we  go  so  far,  we  should  receive  what  the  Minister 
of  Railways  has  received  in  the  way  of  vituper¬ 
ation,  when  he  was  accused 'of  having  taken 
Clarence  from  Russell  to  place  it  in  Prescott  ?  It 
was  discovered  that  it  would  be  better  to  leave  the 
constituencies  as  they  were.  It  was  only  fair  it 
seems  to  me  for  the  Opposition  to  recognize  that 
fact,  and  to  give  us  credit  for  having  done  what 
they  suggested,  but  they  were  not  generous  enough 
for  that.  In  fact  I  should  have  said  that  it  was 
not  done  precisely  at  their  suggestion,  but  was  done 
on  suggestions  which  are  generally  more  pleasant 
and  more  agreeable  than  those  we  receive  from 
them.  At  all  events  we  have  taken  that  course  in 
this  matter,  and  the  country  will  give  us  credit  for 
it,  and  any  concession  that  will  be  made,  will  be 
made  in  the  same  spirit  of  fair-play.  I  have  no 
doubt  that  if  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  do  not  give 
us  credit  for  doing  this,  the  people  of  this  country 
will  give  us  the  thanks  which  we  deserve. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  It  is  to  be  re¬ 
gretted,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  does  not  seem  inclined  to  accept  any  of  the 
suggestions  which  have  been  made  to  him  in  the 
matter  of  the  redistribution  of  the  seats  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec.  Had  it  pleased  him  to  listen 
to  the  speeches  which  were  made  on  the  occasion 
of  the  second  reading  of  this  Bill,  I  think  he  would 
know  that  there  were  suggestions  made  then  by 
the  hon.  members  of  the  left,  and  he  would  not 
state  to-day  that  we  have  made  so  far  no  sugges¬ 
tions.  Indeed,  we  repeatedly  argued  that  changes 
should  be  made  in  the  Bill  so  as  to  equalize  the 
population  and  do  justice  to  both  parties.  It  is 
true  that  at  the  same  time  we  have  inveighed 
against  the  way  the  redistribution  was  made  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  but  I  think  the  hon.  Minister 
is  satisfied  that  we  were  quite  right  in  speaking  so 
strongly.  The  hon.  Minister  is  wrong,  I  hold,  in 
saying  that  we  have  refused  to  make  suggestions, 
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when  the  fact  is  that  we  spent  two  days  at  offering 
him  suggestions,  at  showing  him  the  injustice  of 
his  Bill,  and  at  putting  before  him  the  means  of 
rectifying  them.  I  think  that,  under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  it  would  be  dangerous  to  continue  forcing 
the  redistribution  of  the  seats  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec.  It  would  be  creating  a  precedent  apt  to 
raise  serious  difficulties,  which  could  later  on  bring 
about  much  trouble  in  the  province.  I  might  say, 
from  the  start,  that  we  have  been  made  aware  of 
the  opinion  of  eminent  legal  men,  in  this  House 
and  outside,  which  shows  that  the  Bill  proposed 
by  the  Government  is  unconstitutional.  In 
presence  of  such  opinions,  I  would  like  'to 
know  whether  it  is  reasonable  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  proceed  with  this  redistribution,  when 
it  woyld  be  liable  to  be  set  aside  by  the  court  of 
justice.  Should  this  redistribution  be  declared 
illegal,  to  what  anarchy  would  not  the  province  be 
given  up  ?  I  will  state  briefly  in  what  respect  this 
Bill  is  unconstitutional.  I  will  at  the  same  time 
give  the  reasons  why  the  Government  should  not 
proceed  with  it,  at  least  in  respect  to  the  Province 
of  Quebec.  According  to  the  British  North  America 
Act  this  province  is  to  have  65  members  of  this 
Parliament.  In  1867  as  well  as  to-day  we  had 
similar  inequalities  in  the  population  of  the  coun¬ 
ties.  There  were  counties  with  large  population, 
quite  disproportionate  with  the  population  of  other 
constituencies.  The  representation  was  therefore 
not  perfectly  equal.  In  1867,  as  well  as  in  1871 
and  1881,  when  it  was  found  necessary  to  make 
new  redistribution  of  seats,  no  Government  ever 
dreamed  of  changing  the  limits  of  the  counties  in 
Quebec.  I  doubt  that  posterity  will  be  grateful  to 
the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  who  must  be  cre¬ 
dited  with  this  new  departure.  I  believe  that  the 
future  will  show  him  that  his  present  course,  instead 
of  being  equitable  and  just,  instead  of  fostering 
harmony  in  the  proviiice,  has  but  caused  trouble 
and  perturbation.  He  will  find — too  late,  it  is 
true — that  he  was  wrong  in  proposing  this  measure 
as  respects  the  Province  of  Quebec.  I  therefore  say 
that  it  is  dangerous  to  proceed  with  it.  We  find 
in  the  resolutions  of  the  Quebec  Conference,  resolu¬ 
tions  which  form  the  basis  of  the  British  North 
America  Act,  and  notably  in  section  23,  that  the 
redistribution  of  the  seat  shall  be  made,  not  by  the 
Federal  Parliament,  but  by  the  Provincial  Legisla¬ 
tures.  It  is  true,  that  in  the  course  of  the  discussion 
of  those  resolutions,  it  was  stated  that  the  Federal 
Parliament  should  have  the  right  of  redistributing 
the  seats.  When  the  Bill  was  presented  in  the  House, 
in  England,  this  power  was  given  the  Federal 
Parliament ;  but  it  was  declared  that  the  redis¬ 
tribution  was  to  be  done  by  a  tribunal  to  be 
appointed  by  the  Federal  Parliament.  Consequently 
there  could  be  no  doubt  that,  after  reaching 
England,  it  was  found  that  this  was  giving  too 
much  power  to  the  Provincial  Legislatures.  It  was 
then  resolved — as  with  almost  all  the  other  clauses 
of  the  British  North  America  Act — to  limit  the 
powers  of  the  Provincial  Legislatures.  However,  it 
was  not  thought  proper  to  put  the  exercise  of  this 
right  fully  in  the  hands  of  the  federal  authorities. 
A  compromise  was  adopted,  and  it  was  decided 
that  the  Federal  Government  would  have  the  right 
to  constitute  the  authority  which  should  be 
entrusted  with  the  redistribution  of  the  seats.  In 
my  estimation  there  could  be  no  doubt  that 
according  to  section  51  of  the  constitution — 
Mr.  Brodeur. 


which  is  formal  in  this  respect — the  Federal  Parlia¬ 
ment  has  not  the  right  to  effect  directly  the  redis¬ 
tribution  of  seats,  to  determine  the  county  boun¬ 
daries,  but  that  it  has  only  the  right  to  create  the 
authority  to  be  entrusted  with  the  changes.  But, 
it  will  be  said,  it  would  be  absurd  that  the  Federal 
Parliament  should  not  have  the  right  of  making  a 
redistribution  of  its  seats?  To  this  I  will  answer  that 
there  are  many  other  absurdities  in  that  Act  of  Brit¬ 
ish  North  America.  It  is  enacted  in  that  Act  that 
the  quorum  of  this  House  shall  be  twenty  members. 
Is  it  not  reasonable  that  the  House  should  have  the 
right  of  saving  that  the  quorum  should  be  forty  or 
fifty?  Yet  it  has  not  that  power.  Why?  Because 
the  constitution  formally  provides  that  the  quorum 
shall  be  twenty.  It  is  a  constitutional  enactment 
which  we  have  no  right  to  change,  however  absurd 
it  may  seem  to  be.  Let  us  look  at  another  instance. 
The  Provincial  Legislatures  have  the  right  to  abolish 
their  Legislative  Councils,  while  we  have  not  the 
right  to  abolish  the  Senate,  because  the  constitution 
does  not  give  that  right  to  the  Federal  Parliament. 
There  is  in  this  constitution  a  number  of  enact¬ 
ments.  which  seem  absurd  ;  we  are,  however,  bound 
to  submit  to  them.  There  is  another  point  to  which 
I  will  call  the  attention  of  the  House  :  the  Federal 
Parliament  as  well  as  the  Local  Legislatures,  have 
the  right  to  make  laws  within  certain  limitations 
of  subjects.  These  laws  must  be  submitted  to  the 
courts  for  their  interpretation.  That  is  to  say,  the 
judiciary  power,  according  to  the  constitution,  is 
not  in  the  hands  of  Parliament,  but  must  be  exer¬ 
cised  by  judges  appointed  by  Parliament.  We, 
therefore,  have  the  right  to  make  the  laws,  to 
appoint  the  judges,  and  yet  the  judiciary  is  not  in 
our  hands.  And  why  ?  Because,  by  the  constitu¬ 
tion  the  judiciary  power  is  vested  in  the  judges. 
I  say  that  we  are  in  the  same  position  as  regards 
the  redistribution  of  seats.  Instead  of  giving  the 
Federal  Parliament  the  right  of  saying  what  shall 
be  the  county  boundaries,  the  constitution  simply 
states  that  this  Parliament  shall  have  the  right  to 
say  how  the  redistribution  shall  be  made.  Therefore, 
Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  intention  of  the  framers 
of  the  constitution,  we  were  only  to  have  the 
right  to  appoint  a  competent  authority  to  do 
the  work  according  to  rules  adopted  for  Parlia¬ 
ment.  It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  a  perfect 
analogy  between  the  judiciary  power  and  the 
power  of  redistributing  the  seats,  so  far  as 
regards  the  action  of  Parliament.  In  either  case  is 
Parliament  denied  to  act  directly.  Should  we 
usurp  the  judiciary  functions,  our  sentences  would 
be  illegal  and  could  not  be  executed.  Likewise,  if 
we  attempt  to  redistribute  the  electoral  colleges, 
we  usurp  powers  which  according  to  constitution 
are  to  be  exercised  by  others,  and  consequently 
our  law  shall  be  null  and  void.  Let  us  see  what 
would  happen,  if  the  House  should  adopt  this  Bill  ? 
The  next  elections  would  take  place  in  accordance 
with  the  new  county  boundaries,  these  elections 
would  certainly  be  protested,  on  the  ground  that 
the  persons  returned  were  not  elected  by  con¬ 
stituencies  legally  constituted.  I  have  no  doubt 
that  the  courts  of  justice  would  maintain  such  a 
view,  and  would  declare  that  the  redistribution  was 
not  made  according  to  the  constitution.  Should  the 
courts  take  this  view,  all  the  constituencies  which 
we  are  now  constituting  would  be  set  aside,  and 
such  a  state  of  anarchy  would  follow  as  we  have 
never  witnessed  before.  We  therefore  see  how  just, 
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equitable  and  fair  the  proposition  made  by  the 
leader  of  the  Opposition  is.  He  wants  to  ward 
off  all  perturbation  which  could  take  place  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec  in  the  event  of  the  Bill  being 
adopted.  He  wants  to  ward  off  such  anarchy. 
He  wants  to  ward  off  such  disturbances,  which 
would  probably  not  be  very  favourable  to  those 
who  are  now  urging  such  an  upturning  of 
the  Province  of  Quebec.  I  hope  that  the  appeals 
made  by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  to  a  certain 
element  of  the  population  of  Montreal  may  have 
no  response,  and  that  on  the  contrary  those  appeals 
will  be  considered  as  an  insult  by  those  citizens. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  appeal  to  the  prejudices  of 
any.  The  citizens  of  Montreal  are  too  intelligent 
for  such  appeals  to  prejudices.  They  know  that 
they  are  already  sufficiently  represented,  and  that 
the  Government  have  no  call  to  increase  the  repre¬ 
sentation  of  that  city.  In  this  connection  I  must 
say  that,  had  I  not  been  obliged  to  be  away  the 
other  day,  I  would  have  voted  against  the  proposi¬ 
tion  made  by  the  lion,  member  for  North  Simcoe 
(Mr.  McCarthy),  who  wanted  to  give  every  consti¬ 
tuency  a  number  of  representatives  proportionate 
to  its  population,  that  is  to  say,  give  every  city  a 
representation  based  on  its  population.  I  do  not 
admit  that  Montreal,  for  instance,  should  have  a 
number  of  representatives  based  only  on  the  figure 
of  its  population,  as  it  should  be  for  the  other  con¬ 
stituencies  ;  and  this  on  account  of  the  influence 
which  that  city  exercises  on  the  rural  districts 
through  its  papers,  its  great  commercial  houses,  its 
industries  and  above  all  by  the  number  of  its 
citizens  elected  to  represent  rural  constituencies  in 
Parliament.  Another  consideration  must  have  its 
weight  also, — and  I  draw  the  special  attention  of  the 
House  to  it,  for  I  regard  it  as  important.  I  refer  to 
the  fact  that  out  of  twelve  senators  to  which  the 
district  of  Montreal  is  entitled,  seven  are  citizens  of 
the  city  of  Montreal,  while  according  to  its  popu¬ 
lation  its  representation  in  the  Senate  should  be 
much  less.  Why,  here  is  a  Government  having 
constantly  ignored  for  the  benefit  of  Montreal,  the 
rights  of  the  rural  districts  in  the  appointment  of 
senators,  and  they  come  and  propose  that  the 
influence  of  that  city  should  still  be  increased  by 
raising  the  number  of  its  representatives  in  the 
House  of  Commons.  There  is  no  mistake  to  be 
made  in  this,  the  senators  have  as  much  influence 
as  we  have  on  the  legislation  of  the  country,  nay, 
each  senator  has  as  much  influence  as  three  of  us. 
According  to  its  population,  Montreal  should 
hardly  be  entitled  to  two  senators.  Instead  of  that 
it  is  given  seven,  and  the  Government  not  satisfied 
with  this  proposes  to  still  increase  the  influence  of 
Montreal  in  giving  that  city  a  larger  representation 
in  the  Commons.  I  say  that,  taken  in  connection 
with  the  representation  of  Montreal  in  the  Senate, 
the  proposition  by  the  Government  is  a  most 
iniquitous  and  unjust  one.  The  second  reason  for 
which  I  claim  that  this  Bill  should  not  be  adopted, 
so  far  as  it  relates  to  Quebec,  is  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  stated  that  their  measure  was  based  on  thedata 
of  the  last  census.  Now,  I  hold  that  this  census  does 
not  give  an  exact  idea  of  the  population  of  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec.  Under  the  instructions  given  to 
the  census  enumerators,  it  appears  that  they  were 
to  proceed  according  to  the  principle  called  de  jure , 
that  is  to  say,  that  they  were  to  register  the  people 
domiciled  here,  although  they  may  have  happened 
to  be  absent  on  Oth  April,  1891,  the  day  on  which 
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the  census  was  taken.  So  that  there  be  not  the 
slightest  misunderstanding  on  this  point,  I  will 
read  the  instructions  given  to  the  enumerators  in 
this  connection  : 

“  The  principle  adopted  for  the  registration  of  the 
population  is  that  which  is  called  by  statists  the  popula¬ 
tion  de  droit  or  de  jure  ;  that  is,  the  population  legally 
domiciled  within  the  territory  of  Canada,  and  including 
all  persons  who  may  be  temporarily  absent  from  their 
places  of  abode,  whether  at  the  fisheries,  at  sea,  or  in  the 
forest,  Ac.,  on  6th  April,  1891. 

“  As  considerable  doubt  has  been  expressed  respecting 
the  accuracy  of  returns  where  no  time-limit  is  establish¬ 
ed,  it  is  proposed  to  make  a  change  in  this  regard  for  the 
census  of  1891.  There  are  many  persons  who  are  absent 
from  Canada,  about  whose  right  to  be  counted  in  our 
census  there  is  no  doubt.  Thus,  seamen  away  for  one, 
two  Or  three  years,  whose  wives  and  families  are  in 
Canada  ,  and  consequently  whose  domicile  is  in  Canada, 
should  be  taken  by  the  enumerator.  In  the  same  way, 
children  abroad  for  their  education,  though  absent  for 
two  or  more  years,  are  to  be  taken  with  their  parents. 
There  is,  however,  a  large  class  of  persons  who  are  away 
from  Canada  about  whom  their  parents  may  reasonably 
be  in  doubt  whether  it  is  their  purpose  to  return  to 
Canada.  In  these  cases,  after  exhausting  enquiry  without 
satisfactory  result,  the  enumerator  is  to  ask  :  ‘  Have 

these  persons  been  away  for  twelve  month*  ?  ’  If  the 
answer  is  ‘Yes,’  then  these  are  not  to  be  taken  in  the 
census  ;  the  presumption  being  that  they  have  abandoned 
Canada  and  settled  elsewhere. 

“  All  persons  are  to  be  registered  in  the  province  and 
particular  locality  in  which  their  census  home,  family¬ 
dwelling,  or  place  of  abode  is  situated,  although  they 
may  happen  to  be  absent,  as  is  said  above.” 

I  submit,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  when  made  under 
such  instructions,  the  census  cannot  give  an  exact 
idea  of  the  population  of  each  county,  and  this  is 
the  reason  why.  In  the  County  of  Rouville,  for 
instance,  a  large  number  of  families  have  been  in 
the  United  States  for  the  last  two  or  three  years, 
while  they  are  still  owners  of  lands  which  are 
cultivated  for  them  either  by  farmers  or  otherwise. 
These  persons  are  really  domiciled  in  the  county, 
but  they  have  to  be  absent  owing  to  the  straitened 
circumstances  to  be  met  everywhere  in  conse¬ 
quence  of  the  fatal  policy  of  the  Government, 
which  causes  this  emigration.  These  families  have 
been  obliged  to  desert  their  lands  for  a  time,  but 
they  have  them  cultivated  in  their  absence.  These 
families  were  not  counted  in  the  census  under  the 
instructions  given  the  enumerators.  For  their 
registration,  the  head  of  the  family  or  the  wife  and 
family  should  have  been  in  Canada,  while  in  these 
cases  the  whole  family  was  absent.  I  have  no 
hesitation  in  saying  that  I  personally  know  of  20 
or  25  families  in  my  county  who  are  thus  situated. 
These  people  have  gone  to  the  United  States  to 
make  a  little  money  in  order  to  pay  their  debts. 
Should  prosperity  come  back  in  the  province, 
should  better  days  come  back,  they  would  come 
back,  and  then  we  could  have  a  correct  idea  of 
the  population  of  Quebec.  Therefore,  I  say  that 
under  such  circumstances,  the  census  does  not 
give  an  exact  return  of  the  population  in  every 
county.  I  am  satisfied,  from  the  statistics  which 
I  consulted  in  this  regard,  that  the  same  applies  to 
15  or  20  counties  in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  This  is 
why  the  next  census  will  probably  show  a  large 
increase  of  population.  It  will  then  be  seen  that 
an  injustice  will  have  been  done  to  those  counties 
in  altering  their  boundaries,  and  new  changes  will 
then  be  necessary  if  justice  is  to  obtain.  This 
reason  alone  seems  to  me  sufficient  to  render  inad¬ 
visable  the  proposed  changes  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec.  Now,  I  wish  to  draw  the  attention  of  the 
Government  to  another  point  It  seems  that,  if 
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they  had  wanted  to  be  just  towards  us,  they  would 
have  brought  a  map  conformable  to  the  facts,  a 
map  representing  accurately  the  boundaries  of  the 
counties  such  as  proposed  by  their  Bill.  I  had  an 
opportunity  the  other  day  of  drawing  the  attention 
of  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  and  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  the  discrepancies  which  are  to  be  found  in 
the  map  deposited  on  the  Table,  compared  with  the 
Bill  proposed  by  the  Minister  of  Justice.  I  showed 
that  the  map  was  inaccurate,  and  that  it  would  be 
unfair  to  ask  the  House  to  pronounce  with  a  map 
so  incorrect.  The  Minister  of  Public  Works  found 
my  words  a  little  strong,  when  I  told  him  that  the 
map  is  false.  It  was  by  inference,  showing  that  he 
did  not  know  how  inaccurate  the  map  was.  So 
much  the  better  ;  but  it  seems  to  me  then  that  he 
ought  to  have  tried,  during  the  two  weeks  which 
have  since  passed,  to  furnish  us  with  a  map  repre¬ 
senting  accurately  the  boundaries  of  the  counties. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  Can  the  hon. 
member  tell  me  what  are  these  inaccuracies  ?  Can 
he  give  the  name  of  the  parish  ?  Is  it  in  the  County 
of  Rouville  ? 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  In  the  County 
of  Rouville  and  in  many  others.  It  seems  to  me 
that  it  would  not  have  cost  so  much  to  obtain  a 
copy  of  the  cadastre  of  the  counties  to  be  disturbed. 
In  this  way,  we  could  have  had  an  accurate  idea 
of  the  boundaries  of  these  counties.  Here  are  some 
of  the  inaccuracies  which  I  find  in  this  map.  It 
would  seem  that  the  hon.  Minister  did  not  under¬ 
stand  the  discrepancies  which  I  pointed  out  to  him 
the  other  day,  probably  because  he  was  under  the 
influence  of  anger,  but  I  am  going  to  point  them 
out  over  again  to  him,  hoping  that  another  time  he 
may  pay  more  attention  to  the  remarks  which  are 
addressed  to  him  in  this  House.  Let  us  take  La- 
prairie.  I  am  going  to  dot  the  i’s  for  him,  so  that 
lie  may  not  pretend  that  I  have  not  been  clear  and 
precise  enough.  The  Bill  reads  as  follows  : — 

“  The  electoral  district  of  Laprairie  shall  consist  of  the 
villages  of  Laprairie  and  Sault  St.  Louis  (Indian  village  of 
Caughnawaga)  and  of  the  parishes  of  Laprairie,  bt.  Con¬ 
stant,  St.  Isidore,  St.  Jacques  le  Mineur,  St.  Philippe,  St. 
Michel  Archange,  St.  Joachim  de  Chateauguay  and  Ste. 
Philomene.” 

If  the  hon.  Minister  has  taken  the  trouble  of  look¬ 
ing  over  this  map, — and  he  must  be  acquainted 
with  it,  since  it  is  his  own  work — he  must  have 
seen  that  on  the  map.  Sherrington  is  represented 
as  being  a  part  of  Laprairie,  while  according  to 
the  Bill  this  parish  is  put  in  Chateauguay. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  (Translation.)  Sherrington  is 
not  in  Chateauguay. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  By  the  Bill 
how  before  us  Sherrington  is  put  in  Chateauguay. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  It  is  perhaps  a 
photograph  of  what  some  had  in  their  minds. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  Really  I  do  not 
wish  to  take  up  the  remark  of  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works,  but  I  am  surprised  that  he  treats  so 
lightly  a  matter  of  this  gravity.  The  map  is  inac¬ 
curate,  he  says,  and  it  represents  the  illusions  of 
some  visionaries.  Well,  since  the  hon.  Minister 
admits  that  this  map  is  incorrect,  he  should  at 
least  postpone  the  consideration  of  the  redistribu¬ 
tion  of  seats  for  the  Province  of  Quebec.  I  call  the 
attention  of  the  Minister  of  Justice  to  this  point. 
As  I  believe  him  gifted  with  a  judicious  mind,  I 
am  sure  that  when  he  is  convinced,  as  is  the  Min- 
Mr.  Brodeur. 


ister  of  Public  Works,  that  this  map  is  incorrect, 
he  will  admit  that  we  cannot  discuss  this  Bill  with 
such  a  map.  Is  it  not  ridiculous  to  ask  us  to  vote 
for  a  Bill  illustrated  by  an  inaccurate  map  ?  When 
it  was  put  on  the  Table  of  the  House,  I  pointed  out 
to  some  Conservatives  of  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
how  these  counties  were  to  be  upturned,  and  what 
a  monstrous  map  they  were  to  make.  They  ans¬ 
wered  that  it  could  not  be  so,  that  the  Government 
would  never  do  any  such  thing.  If  the  Govern¬ 
ment  want  to  deal  the  tiniest  amount  of  justice, 
let  them  produce  a  correct  map,  and  1  am  sure  that 
the  members  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  will  be 
ashamed  to  vote  a  law  constituting  such  a  distor¬ 
tion  of  the  counties.  The  hon.  Minister  might 
pass  this  as  a  simple  error.  But  I  will  point  out 
to  him  a  great  number  of  others  of  the  same  kind. 
By  the  Bill,  the  parish  of  Napierville  is  put  in  the 
County  of  Chateauguay.  However,  in  order  to 
show  a  fine  square  on  the  map  with  what  is  to  be 
converted  into  the  united  Counties  of  St.  John  and 
Iberville,  the  parish  of  Napierville  was  included 
in  the  united  Counties  of  St.  John  and  Iberville. 
The  fact  is,  that  if  the  counties  were  mapped  out 
accurately,  I  say  that  there  is  not  one  Conservative 
who  would  wish  to  call  himself  the  author  of  such 
a  law.  Here  is  another  error  to  point  out  :  The 
map  puts  St.  Edouard  de  Napierville  in  Laprairie  ; 
yet  the  Bill  puts  it  in  Chateauguay.  The  parish 
of  St.  Michel  is  inaccurately  indicated  on  the  map  ; 
it  ought  to  be  represented  in  the  County  of  Laprai¬ 
rie,  and  it  is  shown  in  that  of  Chateauguay.  The 
parish  of  Notre  Dame  de  Bonsecours,  according  to 
the  Bill  is  in  Rouville  ;  according  to  the  map,  it  is 
in  Chambly.  If  the  map  showed  accurately  the 
parishes  of  St.  Dominique  and  St.  Pie,  in  the 
County  of  Rouville,  I  am  convinced  that  the  Con¬ 
servative  members  of  this  House  would  ask  the 
hon.  Minister  to  take  back  such  a  Bill,  and  devise 
one  that  would  allow  of  a  reasonable  looking  map 
to  be  drawn  of  the  proposed  constituencies.  The 
hon.  Minister  must  now  feel  satisfied  that  there  are 
many  discrepancies  in  his  map.  I  could  point  out 
to  him  a  great  number  of  others  ;  such  as  parishes 
which  are  incorrectly  represented,  and  which  are 
squared  into  shape,  when  in  reality  they  dart  into 
neighbouring  counties.  I  trust  that  the  Minister 
of  Public  Works  will  not  insist  on  the  Bill  being 
adopted  as  it  is,  or  that  at  least  he  will  tell 
us  why  he  wants  to  force  the  House  to  vote 
a  Bill  illustrated  by  a  map  altogether  inaccurate. 
I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  it  is  a  veritable  breach 
of  privilege  to  furnish  the  House  with  a  map 
so  replete  of  such  gross  inaccuracies  as  those 
which  I  have  called  attention  to.  If  such  a  thing 
happened  in  England,  where  the  privileges  of  Par¬ 
liament  are  held  in  respect,  and  where  the  dignity 
of  the  people’s  representatives  is  appreciated,  the 
Minister  guilty  of  it  would  be  marked  for  public 
contempt.  But  here  a  Minister  of  the  Crown  can 
allow  himself  little  irregularities  of  that  kind, 
and  before  a  full  House  joke  the  matter  off,  and 
continue  insisting  on  the  adoption  of  his  Bill.  If, 
therefore,  the  census,  as  I  showed  a  few  moments 
ago,  does  not  give  an  accurate  idea  of  the  popula¬ 
tion,  and  if  the  map  placed  before  us  with  the 
would-be  object  of  informing  us  on  the  geographical 
effect  of  the  Bill,  is  not  correct,  I  will  ask,  is  it 
reasonable  to  expect  us  to  vote  this  Bill  ?  Now, 
Mr.  Chairman,  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  has 
contended  that  the  Liberals  only  represented  the 
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minority  of  the  popular  vote,  although  they  were  a 
majority  in  this  House.  I  only  refer  to  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec.  I  wish  to  be  frank  and  sincere, 
and  I  mean  to  discuss  the  point  loyally.  I  admit 
that  the  statement  of  the  hon.  Minister  is  true. 
We  had,  at  the  beginning  of  this  Parliament,  a 
majority  of  the  Quebec  representatives,  while  we 
had  a  minority  of  the  votes  polled.  But  I  say,  if  we 
had  the  minority  of  the  popular  vote  while  having 
a  majority  of  the  representatives,  this  anomaly  was 
not  due  to  the  inequalities  to  be  found  in  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  the  counties.  It  was  simply  due  to  the 
fact  that  in  the  city  of  Montreal  and  in  the  County 
of  Hochelagawehad  made  no  very  serious  campaign. 
In  consequence  the  Conservative  candidates  there 
M  ere  elected  by  enormous  majorities.  Under  the 
circumstances,  I  say,  even  had  the  population  of 
the  rural  constituencies  been  perfectly  equal  in 
all  the  counties,  the  result  might  have  been  the 
same.  It  would,  nevertheless,  be  possible  for  a  party 
to  come  back  M’ith  a  majority  of  representatives 
while  having  had  but  a  minority  -of  the  popular 
votes.  This  apparent  anomaly  is  due  to  the  fact 
that  in  certain  counties  the  tight  is  not  carried  on 
very  vigorously,  M’hile  in  others  the  majorities  are 
but  small.  As  an  illustration,  and  in  order  to  made 
my  thought  more  easily  understood,  the  Conserva¬ 
tives  might  carry  25  constituencies  and  have  25 
members  in  the  House,  and  yet  have  majorities 
aggregating  10,000,  20,000,  and  30,000  of  the  popu¬ 
lar  votes,  M’hile  their  opponents,  M’ith  the  other  40 
members  might  only  aggregate  a  polled  majority 
of  5,000  or  6,000.  Suppose  that  Montreal  be  given 
such  a  representation  as  it  M’ould  be  entitle  1  to  if 
only  the  figure  of  population  M’as  to  be  considered, 
that  is  to  say,  one  representative  per  23,000  souls  ; 
now  suppose  there  is  hardly  any  fight  there,  as  was 
the  case  at  the  last  general  election,  or  that  there 
is  no  fight  at  all,  the  ten  Conservative  members 
could  roll  up  a  majority  of  30,000.  Nom’,  let  every 
one  of  the  rural  constituencies  be  contested  and 
carried  by  the  Liberals,  a  majority  of  8,000  votes 
may  be  all  that  these  counties  may  give  them.  Now 
let  us  look  at  the  result  from  the  stand-point  chosen 
by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works.  The  Conservatives 
M’ith  their  majorities  of  30,000  would  have  only  ten 
members  in  the  House,  while  the  Liberals  M’ould 
have  fifty-five  members  with  a  majority  of  8,000, 
being  of  course  a  decided  minority  of  the  total 
popular  vote.  Therefore,  it  is  easy  to  see  that  even 
if  the  county  populations  M’ere  to  be  equalized,  the 
same  phenomenon  could  be  reported.  What  hap¬ 
pened  in  1891  M’as  not  due  to  the  inequality  of  the 
county  populations.  It  was  simply  due  to  our  elec¬ 
toral  system,  to  our  mode  of  voting  by  county.  I 
hold  that  the  redistribution  of  the  electoral  districts 
in  the  Province  of  Quebec  by  the  Government,  M'as 
done  M’ith  the  sole  object  of  hiving  the  Liberals  in 
constituencies  M’here  they  M  ill  be  returned  with 
immense  majorities.  Nomf,  M’ith  this  system  we  w’ill 
infallibly  arrive  at  the  same  discrepancy  between 
the  proportion  of  the  party  votes  given  and  the  pro¬ 
portion  of  the  party  representation.  We  have  the 
proof  of  that  in  this  very  Parliament.  In  Ontario, 
our  friends  have  the  majority  of  the  popular  vote 
and  the  minority  of  the  representatives.  This  M’as 
due  to  the  fact  that  the  Conservative  party  had 
grouped  a  certain  number  of  Liberal  counties  so  as 
to  form  immense  Liberal  majorities.  The  Liberals 
came  back  from  the  elections  with  a  majority  of 
the  popular  vote,  but  found  themselves  a  minority 


in  this  House.  Therefore,  I  say  that,  with  the  pro¬ 
posed  system,  we  may  look,  in  this  respect,  for  the 
same  result  as  in  the  past.  Let  me  take  my  county 
for  an  example.  I  am  to  get  a  majority  of  800  to 
1 ,000  votes  of  majority. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  Eight  hundred 
thousand  votes  of  majority  ? 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  If  the  hon. 
Minister  had  been  able  to  fix  things  so  as  to  reach 
such  a  result,  he  would  have  done  it  with  plea¬ 
sure,  had  he  been  thereby  enabled  to  make  safe 
the  election  of  Conservatives  in  the  neighbouring 
counties.  You  form  constituencies  where  the  elec¬ 
tions  M’ill  be  very  hotly  contested,  and  M’here  the 
majority  of  the  candidate  elected  M’ill  be  very  small, 
M’hile  in  the  next  county  a  Liberal  will  get  from  800 
to  1,000  votes  of  a  majority,  as  in  Rouville.  Thus, 
the  latter  county,  M’ith  such  a  strong  Liberal  major¬ 
ity  M’ill  only  give  one  representative,  M’hile  three 
neighbouring  Conservative  counties  will  barely 
give  altogether  a  majority  of  400  to  500.  This  is 
M’hat  is  proposed  to  be  done  by  this  gerrymandering. 
It  M’ill  bring  about  precisely  the  anomaly  spoken  of 
by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  and  that  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Conservative  party.  The  Minister 
of  Public  Works  began  his  speech  by  saying  that 
there  was  a  contradiction  betM’een  the  proposition 
made  to-day  by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  and 
that  which  he  made  on  the  occasion  of  the  second 
reading  of  the  Bill.  The  first  proposition  M’as  that 
there  should  be  a  conference  betM’een  the  two 
political  parties,  so  as  to  reach  an  understanding 
as  to  the  best  means  of  redistributing  the  seats, 
while  to-day  he  proposes  that  there  should  be  no 
redistribution  of  the  Quebec  seats,  as  no  such 
redistribution  is  required  by  the  constitution.  I 
will  begin  by  pointing  out  that  the  leader  of  the 
Opposition  said,  when  be  moved  his  amendment  to 
the  second  reading  of  the  Bill,  that  the  redistribu¬ 
tion  should  not  extend  to  the  Province  of  Quebec. 
He,  therefore,  took  the  same  position  as  he  does  to¬ 
day  on  the  occasion  of  the  second  reading,  and  I 
maintain  that  there  is  no  contradiction  in  his 
course.  But  I  will  go  further.  The  hon.  Minister 
said  :  “  You  proposed  a  conference  between  the 
two  parties  in  order  to  reach  an  understanding  ; 
and  now  you  propose  to  put  aside  all  that  w’hich 
refers  to  the  Province  of  Quebec.”  When  this 
proposition  M’as  made  by  the  leader  of  the  Opposi¬ 
tion,  the  question  was  then  the  redistribution  of 
the  seats  through  the  whole  country,  and  the 
leader  of  the  Opposition  never  contended  that 
there  M’as  no  occasion  to  touch  the  representation 
of  the  Maritime  Provinces,  of  Manitoba  and  of 
British  Columbia.  But  M’hen  he  proposed  his 
amendment  to-day,  he  said  that  in  the  Province 
of  Quebec  no  change  M’as  necessary,  as  there  M’as 
to  be  no  change  of  the  number  of  the  representa¬ 
tives  of  that  province,  m  hich  is  fixed  at  65  by  the 
British  North  America  Act.  Therefore,  the  hon. 
Minister  M’as  M’rong  in  saying  that  there  M’as  con¬ 
tradiction  in  the  contentions  of  the  leader  of  the 
Opposition.  The  position  taken  by  the  latter  to¬ 
day  is  identical  to  that  he  held  the  other  day. 
And  his  proposition  is  only  the  realization  of  his 
words  on  the  former  occasion.  The  hon.  Minister 
then  contended  that  his  Bill  rested  on  the  principle 
of  the  equalization  of  the  population.  I  would 
have  liked  to  hear  him  give  figures  in  support  of 
such  a  statement.  I  think  that  if  he  had  consulted 
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the  census  he  could  not  have  said  that.  Thus,  for 
instance,  I  take  the  County  of  Chateauguay. 
Before  the  redistribution  this  county  had  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  13,864.  The  new  Bill  will  give  it  a 
population  of  19,681  ;  since  a  change  was  wanted 
in  that  county,  why  not  have  given  it  at  once  the 
standard  population  ?  Why  this  half-way  measure  ? 
Laprairie  had  a  population  of  10,900  ;  it  is  made 
15,184.  This  is  a  county  the  population  of  which 
has  decreased  during  the  last  ten  years,  and  will 
still  decrease,  notwithstanding  the  post  office 
which  was  provided  for  it.  I  am  confident  that  in 
ten  years  from  now,  the  operation  will  have  to.  be 
done  over  again.  Why  not  give  it  at  once  the 
required  population.  The  hon.  Minister  asks  for 
suggestions.  I  will  make  one.  Why  not  unite 
Napierville  and  Laprairie  ?  These  two  counties 
have  an  aggregate  population  of  21,000  souls. 
This  would  not  give  the  exact  standard,  but  it 
would  be  a  step  in  the  right  direction.  The  inha¬ 
bitants  of  these  two  counties  live  together  ;  they 
have  common  interests  ;  they  are  all  given  to 
agricultural  pursuits.  Such  a  union  would  have 
given  almost  the  standard  population.  I  will 
explain  later  on  why  it  was  not  done.  St.  John 
and  Iberville,  united,  form  a  population  of  24,175. 
Rouville  had  a  population  of  16,012  souls ; 
by  the  proposed  change  it  will  have  18,789. 
This  is  another  county  the  population  of  which 
decreased  within  the  last  decade.  I  hope  that 
this  emigration  will  cease,  but  since  they  wanted 
to  change  the  boundaries  of  the  county,  why  not 
have  given  it  at  once  the  standard  population  ? 
Chambly  had  a  population  of  11,704  ;  the  new  Bill 
makes  it  19,882.  St.  Hyacinthe  had  the  required 
population  ;  and  yet  this  county  is  gerrymandered, 
and  why  ?  I  would  not  make  any  malevolent 
insinuations  against  any  one  in  this  House,  but  I 
think  this  is  the  most  cowardly,  the  most  wretched 
piece  of  work  in  the  whole  Bill.  This  county  had 
a  population  of  20,497  ;  it  is  now  made  22,867. 
Bagot — we  have  had  occasion  to  call  attention  to 
what  marvel  of  equilibrium  had  been  accomplished 
in  that  county — Bagot  had  a  population  of  21,695  ; 
the  Bill  gives  it  21,655.  Richelieu  had  21,354  ;  it 
is  made  22,086.  Yamaska  had  a  population  of 
16,058  ;  it  is  raised  to  18,539.  Three  Rivers  and 
St.  Maurice,  united,  will  have  21,101.  Laval  had 
a  population  of  9,436  ;  it  is  made  16,504.  L’As- 
somption  had  13,674  ;  it  is  given  14,661.  Berthier 
had  19,836  ;  the  new  Bill  will  give  it  18,849.  The 
population  of  this  county  has  therefore  been  reduced 
bv  987.  Montcalm  had  a  population  of  12,131  ;  it 
is  made  13,616.  Joliette  had  a  population  of 
22,921,  that  is  to  say,  the  exact  standard  ;  it  is 
reduced  to  21,436.  Jacques  Cartier  had  13,832  ; 
it  is  raised  to  19,282.  In  face  of  the  figures 
which  I  have  just  quoted,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
hon.  Minister  has  not  the  right  to  contend 
that  the  changes  he  proposes  are  based  upon  the 
idea  of  equalizing  the  population.  The  hon.  Minis¬ 
ter  has  also  stated  that  the  Bill  he  proposed  was,  to 
a  certain  extent,  a  consecration  of  the  principle 
involved  in  the  motion  of  Mr.  McCarthy.  Had 
the  hon.  Minister  consulted  not  his  map,  which  is 
calculated  to  give  a  pretty  plausible  showing  of  the 
counties,  but  which  is  incorrect — had  he  gone  over 
his  Bill,  he  would  have  found  that,  instead  of 
leaving  the  county  boundaries  as  wanted  by  the 
.hon.  member  for  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  he  would 
have  found,  I  say,  that  he  was  upturning  25  coun- 
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ties,  without  any  reason.  I  now  come  to  another 
point  touched  by  the  hon.  Minister.  The  hon. 
gentleman,  incapable  of  defending  his  Bill  on  its 
merits,  is  obliged  to  appeal  to  prejudices.  In  order 
to  put  a  good  face  on  his  work,  he  challenges  the 
leader  of  the  Opposition  to  go  and  discuss  the 
proposed  Bill  in  Montreal  with  him.  Well, 
we  have  already  met  in  Montreal  over  this  Bill. 
There  has  been  the  press  which  discussed  the 
Bill  in  Montreal,  and  although  a  certain  number  of 
newspapers  may  have  favoured  the  change  as  to  the 
representation,  all  the  independent  papers,  such  as 
the  Star  and  the  Witness,  have  been  unanimous  in 
denouncing  this  measure  as  the  most  iniquitous 
and  unjust.  The  hon.  Minister  made  an  appeal  to  the 
prejudices  in  connection  with  the  County  of  Argen- 
teuil.  We  might,  he  said,  have  changed  Argenteuil, 
but  that  would  have  taken  from  the  English  a, 
county  in  the  Province  of  Quebec ;  the  constiLition 
gives  them  the  right  to  keep  this  county  intact, 
and  it  would  be  a  crime  of  high  treason  to  touch  it. 
I  will  first  tell  the  hon.  Minister  that  he  is 
wrong  in  saying  that  the  constitution  forbids  the 
changing  of  the  boundaries  of  the  County  of  Argen¬ 
teuil.  Had  he  read  section  80  of  the  constitution, 
he  would  have  convinced  himself,  on  the  contrary, 
that  the  County  of  Argenteuil  might  be  changed  as 
well  as  any  other.  I  do  not  want  to  say  that  it 
should  be,  but  I  say  the  Minister  was  wrong  in 
saying  it  could  not  be.  In  fact  the  law  states  that 
the  County  of  Argenteuil  and  eleven  others,  shall 
not  be  altered,  not  for  the  purposes  of  federal 
representation,  but  for  the  purposes  of  provincial 
representation. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  (Translation. )  That  is  what  he 
said. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  I  beg  your  par¬ 
don  ;  he  spoke  of  the  Federal  Parliament. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  (Translation.)  He  said  it 
was  not  proper  to  do  so,  because  that  county  was 
one  of  those  reserved  by  the  constitution  for  the 
English  in  the  Local  Legislature. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  I  believe  that 
the  Minister  of  Customs  has  not  properly  under¬ 
stood  what  I  have  said.  The  Minister  of  Public 
Works  stated  that  the  constitution  guaranteed  the 
English  twelve  counties  in  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
and  that  those  counties  should  not  be  disturbed. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  (Translation.)  He  distinctly 
stated  what  you  said  yourself,  that  for  the  Local 
no  change  could  be  made,  but  that  the  law  did  not 
prevent  changes  for  the  Federal  Parliament. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  All  right.  If 
I  have  misrepresented  the  words  of  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works  I  am  willing  to  stand  corrected.  But, 
nevertheless,  why  raise  prejudices  in  this  matter  ? 
I  will  go  further.  If  you  so  treat  Argenteuil, 
why  make  a  French  county  of  Chateauguay,  which 
is  an  English  county?  Why  is  the  county,  which 
is  equally  divided  between  the  French  and  the 
English,  and  which  until  che  last  election  had  an 
English  representative  inOttawa,aFrench-Canadian 
in  Quebec,  why  is  Chateauguay  made  a  French 
county?  Since  appeal  is  made  to  prejudices— a 
thing  which  I  infinitely  regret — I  am  forced  to  make 
these  remarks.  Why  is  this  English  county  made 
a  French  county  ? 
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Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  Chateauguay  is 
not  one  of  the  twelve  counties  reserved  by  the  con¬ 
stitution. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  Does  the  con¬ 
stitution  forbid  the  changing  of  the  limits  of  those 
counties  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  It  does  not  forbid 
it  for  federal  purposes,  but  it  does  for  provincial 
purposes. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  Then  there  is 
no  need  of  speaking  of  that  here.  We  are  not 
making  laws  for  provincial  purposes. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  Chateauguay  is 
not  disturbed.  W  e  could  have  taken  away  St. 
Malaehie  d’Ormstown,  which  is  a  very  English 
parish,  but  it  remains  in  the  county. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  The  hon.  Min¬ 
ister  should  add  that  he  annexes  four  parishes 
altogether  French.  That  is  the  way  he  means  to 
keep  the  race  equilibrium  in  the  county.  The 
discussion  of  such  matters  is  to  be  regretted,  but 
it  was  forced  upon  me  by  the  remarks  of 
the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  who  began  his 
speech  by  appeal  to  race  and  national  prejudices. 
I  am  going  to  show  now,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
this  Bill  is  not  based  upon  any  principle  of  equity 
or  justice,  no  more  towards  the  English  than 
towards  us,  French-Canadians.  My  hon.  friend, 
the  member  for  Chateauguay,  will  be  debarred 
from  being  elected  again  in  his  county  if  the  Bill  is 
adopted,  because  the  majority  of  the  county  will 
be  French.  If  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  wants 
to  preserve  the  English  counties  as  they  are,  why 
does  he  not  unite  the  Counties  of  Laprairie  and 
Napierville?  By  this  means,  he  would  leave  intact 
the  County  of  Chateauguay.  In  answer  to  the  sug¬ 
gestion  made  by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  to 
join  the  Counties  of  Laval  and  Two  Mountains,  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  said  that  these  counties 
could  not  be  united  because  they  were  separated 
by  a  river.  .  A  fine  answer,  indeed.  As  if  these 
gentlemen  had  respected  the  counties  separated  by 
rivers  !  What  did  you  do  in  Richelieu  ?  Is  it  not 
true  that  you  have  annexed  to  this  county  parishes 
separated  from  it  by  rivers  ?  Indeed,  there  is  a 
river  between  Laval  and  Two  Mountains,  but  there 
is  also  a  bridge  over  that  river,  and  the  people  on 
either  side  are  in  constant  communication.  These 
people  go  to  Moiitreal  every  day  to  sell  their  pro¬ 
duce.  There  would  be  nothing  but  what  would  be 
very  just  and  equitable  in  joining  these  two  coun¬ 
ties.  The  river  spoken  of  by  the  Minister  of  Public 
M  orks  is  not  navigable.  It  can  be  crossed  on  a 
little  flat  boat.  Rouville,  St.  Hyacinthe,  Riche¬ 
lieu,  Iberville,  are  as  many  counties  to  which  addi¬ 
tions  were  made,  without  minding  whether  rivers 
had  to  be  crossed.  This  weighty  consideration  has 
not  been  respected  in  the  case  of  Iberville  and 
St.  Hyacinthe,  and  yet  there  is  a  river  there,  twice 
as  large  as  your  stream  of  Ste.  Rose.  In  Chambly, 
you  annexed  to  this  county  a  part  of  a  county  which 
is  separated  from  it  by  a  river,  and  which  has  no 
connection  whatever  with  Chambly.  Rouville  itself 
will  have  added  to  it  parishes  from  Verch&res 
situated  on  the  other  side  of  the  river.  St.  Hya¬ 
cinthe,  which  already  had  the  standard  population, 
is  made  to  stand  annexations,  and  for  that  purpose, 
no  scruple  has  been  shown  as  to  the  crossing  of  the 
Richelieu  River  in  order  to  take  in  a  part  of  the 


County  of  Vercheres.  These  facts  make  it  evident 
that  the  excuse  alleged  by  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  is  worth  nothing  against  the  suggestion 
made  by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition,  to  unite 
Laval  and  Two  Mountains.  The  Minister  of  Public 
Works  has  put  before  the  House,  a  well-seasoned 
project.  He  contended  that  this  redistribution 
was  made  according  to  a  system  of  groups,  which 
he  unfolded  to  the  House.  For  example,  he  said 
that  such  and  such  counties  would  form  a  certain 
group,  other  counties  would  form  other  groups,  and 
those  groups  would  be  entitled  to  so  many  repre¬ 
sentatives.  I  believe  the  M  inister  of  Public  Works 
would  have  saved  himself  much  work  in  this  con¬ 
nection,  if  he  had  simply  followed  the  grouping 
adopted  by  the  census  commissioners.  He  told  us 
that  the  Counties  of  Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil  form 
part  of  a  group  which  comprises  the  city  of  Mon¬ 
treal,  as  these  counties  are  but  suburbs  of  that  city. 
I  do  not  know  upon  what  the  hon.  Minister  bases 
such  a  view.  According  to  the  census  Soulanges 
and  Vaudreuil  form  a  separate  group.  But  this 
grouping  does  not  suit  the  hon.  Minister.  Soulanges 
and  Vaudreuil  are  no  more  suburbs  of  Montreal, 
than  Beloeil  is.  If  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
means  to  justify  himself  by  the  fact  that  many 
citizens  of  Montreal  have  property  in  those 
counties,  and  go  there  to  spend  the  fine  season 
of  the  year,  the  same  could  be  said  of  Belceil.  A 
great  many  Montreal  families  spend  the  summer 
there,  but  that  does  not  make  Beloeil  a  suburb  of 
Montreal.  I,  therefore,  say  that  the  hon.  Minister 
should  have  adopted  simply  census  group  No.  2. 
These  two  counties — Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil — are 
only  entitled  to  one  member,  because  their  aggre¬ 
gate  population  is  only  20,411.  The  hon.  Minister 
has  said  that  we  have  offered  him  no  suggestions. 
I  am  going  to  offer  him  some  which  I  hope  he  will 
accept.  The  proposition  which  we  make  is  per¬ 
fectly  just  and  equitable.  It  is  just  and  equitable 
from  the  stand-point  of  both  political  parties.  The 
only  principle  which  should  have  been  adopted  for 
a  redistribution,  since  an  increase  in  the  Montreal 
representation  was  to  be  had,  should  have  been 
that  grouping  six  or  eight  counties  by  twos.  The 
thing  could  have  been  done  very  simply.  Here  are 
ten  counties,  which  could  have  been  paired,  and 
have  hardly  given  the  standard  population.  All 
this  proposed  gerrymandering  would  have  been 
avoided.  For  instance,  Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil 
united  would  only  have  a  population  of  20,411; 
Laprairie  and  Napierville  would  have  an  aggregate 
population  of  21,000  ;  Three  Rivers  and  St.  Mau¬ 
rice,  the  union  of  which  is  indeed  proposed  by  the 
Bill,  give  a  figure  of  21,101  ;  Vercheres  and  Cham¬ 
bly  united  would  have  a  population  of  23,961  ; 
St.  John  and  Iberville,  24,177.  Why  has  not  the 
hon.  Minister  taken  this  course  which  would  have 
been  much  simpler  and  much  less  expensive  ?  But 
in  adopting  it,  the  Liberal  party  would  have  been 
deprived  of  only  one  county,  and  that  did  not  suit 
the  hon.  Minister.  He  must  needs  take  away  from 
them  eight  or  ten  seats.  Thus  in  joining  Soulanges 
and  Vaudreuil  the  Conservatives  would  have  lost  a 
county.  By  the  union  of  Three  Rivers  and  St. 
Maurice  they  also  lose  one.  By  the  union  of  Ver¬ 
cheres  and  Chambly  the  Liberals  would  lose  a 
county,  and  again  one  by  the  union  of  St.  John 
and  Iberville.  So  the  sides  are  even.  Now  in 
joining  Laprairie  and  Napierville,  the  two  parties 
have  an  even  chance  of  success.  The  Conservatives 
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have  even  a  small  majority  there,  since  at  the  last 
elections  the  Liberal  majority  at  Napierville  was 
18,  and  the  Conservative  majority  in  Laprairie  54. 
This  would  have  been  equitable.  But  the  hon. 
Minister  did  not  find  that  enough,  and  then 
wras  elaborated  the  iniquitous  law  which  we 
have  now  to  discuss.  I  do  not  want  to  dwell 
longer  on  the  Bill.  I  will  only  say  a  word 
or  two  in  regard  to  what  I  have  stated  above. 
The  Conservative  party  by  the  Bill  before  us, 
will  not  content  themselves  with  causing  us  to 
lose  one  or  two  counties,  but  they  will  succeed 
in  making  us  lose  some  ten  seats.  As  to  Laval  the 
hon.  Minister  had  there  at  the  last  elections  a 
majority  of  534  ;  he  now  makes  it  645.  It  is  true  that 
the  Liberals  had  not  much  chance  in  that  county  ; 
but,  nevertheless,  he  felt  better  for  strengthening 
himself.  L’Assomption  gave  the  Liberals  at  the  last 
general  elections  a  majority  of  78.  The  parish  of 
Lavaltrie,  which  gives  a  Conservative  majority  of  37, 
was  added  to  it.  The  chances  of  the  Liberal  party 
in  the  county  are  thereby  about  destroyed.  True, 
L’Assomption  has  since  returned  a  Conservative  by 
acclamation,  but  there  is  no  need  of  saying  how  that 
happened.  However,  whyreduce  themajority  ofthe 
Liberals  by  changing  the  limits  of  that  county? 
Joliette  used  to  interfere  with  the  sleep  of  the  mem¬ 
ber  of  that  county,  he  had  twinges  of  remorse  on 
account  of  promises  of  a  railway  which  he  had  made 
at  the  last  election,  and  thanks  to  which  he  had  been 
elected.  These  promises  not  having  been  fulfilled 
he  thinks,  the  best  means  to  make  secure  his  seat 
is  to  throw  into  another  county  from  his  own,  a 
parish  which  gives  a  Liberal  majority  of  218,  secur¬ 
ing,  thereby,  for  himself,  a  Conservative  majority 
of  278.  Berthier  had  a  Liberal  majority  of  157.  It 
is  increased  by  the  removal  of  the  parish  of  Laval¬ 
trie  and  made  194.  My  hon.  friend  for  Berthier, 
had  no  need  for  that,  but  on  another  hand,  a  Con¬ 
servative  majority  of  837  was  very  desirable  for  the 
County  of  L’Assomption,  and,  consequently,  the 
parish  of  Lavaltrie  was  made  to  pass  from  Berthier 
to  L’Assomption.  The  member  for  Jacques  Cartier 
had  a  majority  of  276.  By  an  addition  of  280,  it 
was  made  556.  West  Hochelaga  will  give  a  Con¬ 
servative  majority  of  678.  East,  Hochelaga  a 
Conservative  majority  of  381.  The  St.  Mary’s 
division  will  give  a  Conservative  majority  of  483. 
The  St.  James  division  will  give  97  to  the  Conser¬ 
vatives.  The  St.  Laurent  division  will  give  the 
Conservatives  a  majority  of  1,093.  The  St.  Antoine 
division  will  give  them  2,688.  The  hon.  member 
for  Laprairie  did  not  feel  safe  in  his  county.  Yet 
he  is  a  young  man  with  courage  and  energy,  and  I 
thought  him  ready  to  fight  as  vigorously  as  possible, 
but  he  has  not  felt  strong  enough,  even  with  his 
post  office.  He  is  given  102  Conservative  votes, 
which  will  bring  his  majority  to  161.  St.  John 
and  Iberville  united  will  have  a  Liberal  majority 
of  712.  Rouville,  where  the  Liberal  majority  was 
69,  will  now  have  812.  Chambly  is  made  a  Con¬ 
servative  county,  and  will  now  have  155.  St. 
Hyacinthe,  which  gave  the  Liberals  a  majority  of 
496,  will  only  give  them,  hereafter,  a  majority  of 
230.  Bagot,  the  Conservative  majority  of  which 
was  53,  will  now  give  244  to  the  Conservatives. 
There,  in  a  few  words,  are  the  changes  proposed 
in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  such  is  the  injus¬ 
tice  which  is  done  to  the  Liberal  party.  By 
uniting  the  counties  as  I  have  indicated,  an  act  of 
justice  would  have  been  done.  But  the  Government 
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had  no  such  desire.  They  wanted,  on  the  contrary, 
to  take  advantage  of  the  Liberal  party.  Therefore, 
I  say,  in  conclusion,  that  the  Government  should 
not  force  the  adoption  of  this  Bill  first,  because  it 
might  be  declared  unconstitutional  by  the  courts 
of  justice.  Then  all  the  elections-  which  would 
have  been  made  under  this  law  would  be  void,  and 
we  would  be  obliged  to  hold  them  over  again, 
which  would  make  considerable  perturbation  in  the 
province.  The  adoption  of  the  Bill  should  not  be 
forced,  secondly,  because  as  I  have  shown,  the  map 
furnished  us  is  not  conformable  with  the  Bill. 
Now,  if  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  wanted  to 
accept  the  suggestions  that  I  have  offered  him,  and 
join  the  counties  as  I  proposed,  it  is  true  that  this 
would  cause  the  loss  of  a  county  to  the  Liberal 
party,  but  this  woidd  be  preferable  to  a  loss  of  ten. 
If  he  has  any  spirit  of  justice,  he  will  grant  us 
what  I  ask. 

Mr.  BECHARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  who  has  just  taken  his  seat  has  said  almost 
all  I  have  to  say  on  this  subject,  and  as  he  has 
travelled  over  most  of  the  ground  I  intended  to 
travel  myself,  it  leaves  me  but  a  few  remarks  to 
make.  A  few  days  ago,  when  I  had  the  honour 
to  address  the  House  on  this  question,  I  made  the 
suggestion  that  this  measure  of  redistribution  was 
needed  only  in  those  provinces  where  the  increased 
population  entitled  them  to  increased  representa¬ 
tion,  or  where  the  decrease  of  population  neces¬ 
sitated  a  decrease  of  the  representation,  and  on 
this  occasion  I  can  only  reiterate  that  statement. 
I  find  with  satisfaction  that  this  principle  is  in¬ 
volved  in  the  amendment  which  has  been  submitted 
to  the  committee  by  my  hon.  leader.  Now,  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  according  to  the  British  North 
America  Act,  is  entitled  to  be  represented  in  this 
House  by  65  members,  and  whether  its  population 
increases  or  decreases  the  number  of  its  represen¬ 
tatives  cannot  be  changed.  If  that  number  cannot 
be  altered,  I  ask  what  is  the  reason  to  interfere 
with  the  present  boundaries  of  the  counties  now- 
existing  in  that  province  ?  We  are  told  by  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  that  he  intends  to 
equalize  the  population  between  the  constituencies  ; 
but  when  I  look  at  the  Bill  I  find  that  it  creates 
only  four  new  constituencies,  and  does  not  in  any 
way  equalize  population.  This  disposition  of  the 
measui'e  creating  new  constituencies  cannot  take 
effect  except  by  the  suppression  of  our  old  con¬ 
stituencies.  The  Bill  before  us  provides  that 
we  must  give  two  more  representatives  to  the 
city  of  Montreal  and  one  more  to  the  County 
of  Hochelaga,  which  is  a  portion  of  Montreal,  so 
that  in  fact  three  additional  members  are  given  to 
Montreal  by  this  Bill.  We  objected  the  other  day, 
and  we  object  now,  to  this  increase  of  representa¬ 
tion  given  to  the  city  of  Montreal,  for  the  reason 
that  the  population  of  that  city  is  already  suffi¬ 
ciently  represented  not  only  by  its  three  members 
now  sitting  in  the  House,  but  also  by  other  hon. 
gentlemen  representing  rural  constituencies  who  at 
the  same  time  are  residents  of  Montreal.  It  appears, 
that  including  the  members  actually  representing 
Montreal,  there  are  12  or  13  hon.  gentlemen  in 
this  House  who  are  residents  of  that  city  and  who 
really  represent  the  interests  of  the  population  of 
Montreal  and  its  suburbs  ;  because,  Sir,  in  case 
any  interest  concerning  that  population  is  under 
discussion  in  this  House,  every  one  of  these  hon. 
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gentlemen  would  rise  in  their  seats  to  speak  in 
favour  of  that  interest. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  Then  what  does  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  think  of  the  argument  of  the  hon.  member  for 
West  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar)  ? 

Mr.  BECHARD.  I  was  probably  not  in  the 
House  when  bespoke  and  I  did  not  hear  him,  hut 
however  that  may  be  I  intend  to  make  my  own  argu¬ 
ment  without  regard  to  the  arguments  of  others. 
I  strongly  object  to  this  increase  in  the  representa¬ 
tion  of  the  city  of  Montreal,  because  it  can  be  done 
only  at  the  expense  of  the  representation  of  the 
rural  districts.  It  is  true,  however,  Sir,  that  this 
is  in  accordance  with  the  commercial  policy  of  this 
Government,  and  of  the  Conservative  party,  to 
protect  Montreal  and  to  protect  the  great  manu¬ 
facturing  centres,  and  neglect  entirely  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  the  rural  districts.  The  hon.  Minister  of 
Public  Works  has  told  us  that  there  is  a  great 
difference  between  the  proposition  which  was  made 
by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  the  other  day  when 
the  discussion  of  this  Bill  was  commenced,  and  the 
proposition  which  he  makes  now.  I  distinctly  deny 
that  there  is  a  contradiction  between  the  two.  My 
hon.  friend  was  perfectly  consistent  in  making  the 
proposition  which  he  did  to  adopt  the  English  pre¬ 
cedent  which  he  quoted  in  order  to  come  to  an  ar¬ 
rangement  as  to  the  adoption  of  some  principle  for 
the  distribution  of  seats  in  this  House,  and  he  com¬ 
mitted  no  sin  against  logic,  w hen,  that  proposition  of 
his  not  being  accepted,  he  to-day  submitted  to  this 
committee  the  proposition  to  leave  the  Province  of 
Quebec  untouched,  and  to  allow  the  county  bound¬ 
aries  in  that  province  to  remain  as  they  have  been 
up  to  this  day.  The  Minister  of  Public  Works  stated 
also  that  the  County  of  Argenteuil  could  not  be 
touched  because  it  is  one  of  the  12  counties  which 
have  been  reserved  by  the  British  North  America 
Act.  As  has  been  truly  asserted  by  my  hon.  friend 
from  Rouville  (Mr.  Brodeur),  there  are  no  ^coun¬ 
ties  reserved  so  far  as  this  House  of  Commons  is 
concerned.  They  have  been  reserved  only  for  the 
Local  House,  and  there  was  no  reason  whatever  to 
introduce  that  subject  into  this  debate.  The  hon. 
Minister  mentioned  in  this  connection  the  Counties 
of  Argenteuil,  Shefford,  Megantic  and  others,  and 
he  said  it  was  convenient  not  to  touch  these  coun¬ 
ties.  Why  is  that  ?  Is  it  because  there  is  an  Eng¬ 
lish-speaking  population  there,  or  is  it  because  they 
are  supposed  to  be  represented  in  this  House  by 
English-speaking  gentlemen  ?  The  hon.  Minister 
forgets,  I  suppose,  that  in  some  of  these  counties 
there  are  already  large  majorities  of  French-speak¬ 
ing  people,  and  he  must  not  think  that  that  majority 
will  always  be  bound  to  select  as  a  representative  to 
this  House,  a  gentleman  of  the  English-speaking 
race.  This  can  be  considered  only  as  an  act  of 
courtesy  on  their  part.  Now,  Sir,  the  hon.  Minister 
also  told  us  that  his  Bill  was  intended  to  equalize 
population.  I  ask  how  does  it  equalize  population  ? 
If  the  Government  desired  to  make  a  general  revi¬ 
sion  of  the  boundaries  of  the  counties  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec,  they  could  perhaps  succeed  in 
making  a  fair  equalization  of  the  population  in  the 
different  constituencies.  But,  Sir,  this  Bill  is  con¬ 
fined  to  a  small  portion  of  the  province.  It  creates 
only  four  new  constituencies,  and  in  order  to  do 
that  it  was  only  necessary  to  suppress  four  old  con¬ 
stituencies  ;  therefore,  the  Government’s  interfer¬ 
ence  is  useless  in  counties  like  Rouville,  Bagot, 


Berthier  and  Joliette.  There  is  no  general  re¬ 
vision  of  the  boundaries  of  counties,  and  con¬ 
sequently  it  cannot  be  contended  that  this  Bill 
is  for  the  purpose  of  equalizing  the  population 
of  the  various  constituencies  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec.  This  Bill  has  no  other  purpose  than 
to  give  an  increased  representation  to  the  city 
of  Montreal.  It  is  true,  it  also  gives  an  increased 
representation  to  the  County  of  Ottawa.  I  have 
already  admitted  that  the  population  of  that  county 
is  large  enough  to  justify  its  being  given  another 
representative  ;  but  so  far  as  the  city  of  Montreal 
is  concerned,  there  is  no  necessity  of  giving 
it  increased  representation.  There  are  various 
counties  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  which  are  left 
untouched,  although  their  population  far  exceeds 
the  unit  of  ,  representation — counties  like  Beauee, 
with  a  population  of  37,000  ;  like  Drummond  and 
Arthabaska,  with  43,000  ;  like  Chicoutimi,  with 
over  30,000  ;  like  Rimouski  and  several  others  that 
I  could  name  with  very  large  populations.  Why 
is  it  that  the  hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works  has 
not  made  the  least  attempt  to  equalize  the  popula¬ 
tion  in  those  counties  ?  Why  does  he  find  reasons 
for  interfering  with  the  boundaries  of  other  con¬ 
stituencies,  such  as  St.  John,  Iberville,  Napierville, 
and  Vercheres,  and  not  with  these  other  counties 
which  I  have  named  ?  The  hon.  gentleman  said 
that  his  Bill  was  in  conformity  with  the  principle 
suggested  by  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe 
(Mr.  McCarthy),  that  county  boundaries  should  be 
preserved.  He  contended  that  the  county  bound¬ 
aries  were  preserved  by  the  Bill.  How  are  they 
preserved  ?  Is  it  by  the  dismemberment  of  Napier- 
ville  ?  Is  it  by  the  cutting  up  of  Vercheres  ?  Sir, 
when  we  suggest  to  the  hon.  gentleman  the  union 
of  Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil,  in  order  to  obtain  one  of 
the  four  new  constituencies  which  this  Bill  provides 
for,  he  is  seized  with  a  feeling  of  indignation ;  he  cannot 
hear  the  suggestion.  He  said  that  Vaudreuil  was 
a  suburb  of  Montreal.  Does  he  contend  that  Sou¬ 
langes  is  also  a  suburb  of  Montreal  ?  These  counties 
he  is  not  willing  to  touch,  although  their  united 
population  does  not  exceed  20,000.  Why,  it  seems 
to  me  that  they  are  the  very  counties  that 
should  be  united,  because  they  are  in  the  neighbour¬ 
hood  of  Montreal.  The  hon.  gentleman  wants 
to  give  three  more  representatives  to  Montreal, 
and  naturally  he  should  have  taken  them  from  the 
neighbourhood  of  Montreal.  He  should  have  taken 
the  nearest  counties,  the  population  of  which  was 
very  small,  such  as  Vaudreuil  and  Soulanges,  and 
united  them.  That  would  have  given  him  one  of 
the  new  constituencies  he  wants.  But  the  hon. 
gentleman  does  not  forget  that  those  two  constitu¬ 
encies  are  represented  in  this  House  by  two  faith¬ 
ful  Conservatives,  and  he  does  not  want  to  reward 
them  for  their  past  services  by  uniting  their  two 
counties.  He  thinks  it  is  more  fair  to  cross  the 
St.  Lawrence  and  suppress  the  County  of  Napier- 
ville,  which  has  as  large  a  population  as  either  of 
the  counties  I  have  just  mentioned,  giving  one  part 
to  Chateauguay  and  the  other  part  to  Laprairie  ; 
and  yet  all  the  wdiile  the  hon.  gentleman  main¬ 
tains  that  he  is  preserving  the  county  bound¬ 
aries.  Then,  the  hon.  gentleman  thinks  it  fair  to 
unite  counties  on  each  side  of  the  Richelieu  River, 
and  he  speaks  of  the  river  he  has  to  cross  to  go 
from  one  part  of  his  new  constituency  to  another. 
Sir,  it  is  only  a  small  river,  on  which  you  can  see 
nothing  but  small  fishing  canoes  ;  but  what  would 
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he  say  if  he  had  to  cross  the  broad,  navigable  Riche¬ 
lieu  River,  which  divides  Iberville  and  St.  John  ? 
However,  the  hon.  gentleman  thinks  that  his  legs 
are  long  enough  to  jump  over  that  river,  and  so  he 
is  satisfied  to  unite  these  two  counties.  It  is  well 
known  that  the  whole  district  of  Napierville  has 
been  the  bulwark  of  the  Liberal  party  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec.  It  is  well  known  that  even  in  the 
darkest  days  of  the  Liberal  party  that  stronghold 
has  never  struck  its  flag  to  the  enemy’s  banner. 
The  people  of  that  portion  of  the  province  have 
remained  faithful  to  their  first  trust,  and  although 
their  party  have  been  defeated  in  several  battles, 
they  have  never  felt  discouraged  ;  and,  Sir,  they 
intend  to  continue  their  allegiance  to  the  old  Lib¬ 
eral  party. 

Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock,  the 
Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Mr.  BECHARD.  When  the  committee  rose  at 
six  o’clock  I  was  alluding  to  the  fact  that  the 
Counties  of  Iberville  and  St.  John  had  always  been 
strongly  Liberal,  even  in  the  darkest  days  of  the 
history  of  the  Liberal  party.  Perhaps  it  is  on  ac¬ 
count  of  this  fidelity  to  their  political  principles 
that  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  thought  he 
would  not  miss  the  opportunity  of  suppressing  one 
of  the  representatives  of  these  counties  in  this 
House.  The  hon.  gentleman  preferred  to  unite 
Iberville  and  St.  John,  which  are  separated  by  a 
broad,  navigable  river,  one  of  the  noblest  rivers  in 
the  Province  of  Quebec,  or  even  in  the  Dominion, 
rather  than  to  unite  the  Counties  of  Vaudreuil  and 
Soulanges,  although  the  latter  united  would  have  a 
population  less  than  the  population  of  St.  John  and 
Iberville  together.  St.  John  and  Iberville  united 
would  give  a  population,  retaining  the  parish  of 
Lacolle  in  these  counties,  of  24,175  souls  ;  and,  ex¬ 
cluding  the  parish  of  Lacolle,  their  population 
would  be  21,396,  while  that  of  Soulanges  and  Vau¬ 
dreuil  united  is  only  20,411.  When  speaking  on 
this  subject  the  other  day  I  told  the  hon.  Minister 
that  this  provision  of  the  Bill  had  created  great 
dissatisfaction,  not  only  amongst  the  Liberals,  but 
even  among  his  own  political  friends  of  St.  John 
and  Iberville,  and  I  took  the  opportunity  to  read  a 
small  extract  from  the  St.  John  News,  which  has 
always  been  a  Conservative  paper.  Since  then  the 
St.  John  News  has  published  another  article  on  the 
subject,  with  the  reading  of  the  whole  of  which  I 
will  not  trouble  the  committee,  because  it  might  be 
somewhat  long,  but  a  part  of  which — that  relating 
specially  to  the  union  of  Iberville  and  St.  John— I 
will,  with  the  permission  of  the  committee,  read. 
Here  is  what  the  paper  says  : 

“  There  are  certain  inequalities  in  the  Bill  which  ought 
to  be  amended,  Not  to  go  further  away  from  home  than 
our  own  district,  we  object  strongly  to  the  amalgamation 
of  St.  John  and  Iberville  and  to  the  suppression  of  Lacolle 
from  the  county.  The  Richelieu  River  forms  the  natural 
boundary  between  the  two  counties ;  and  if  St.  John  had 
to  be  strengthened,  this  could  have  been  accomplished 
more  logically  and  conveniently  by  the  addition  of  Napier¬ 
ville  than  by  the  union  with  Iberville.  Besides  this,  as 
Mr.  Bechard  pointed  out  in  his  speech,  it  will  destroy  the 
Conservative  party  in  this  county  and  render  futile  any 
attempt  in  the  future  for  the  party  to  carry  this  constitu- 
Mr.  Bechard. 


ency.  We  do  not  think  that  the  friends  of  the  Government 
in  St.  John  have  been  courteously  treated  in  this  matter, 
but  as  we  are  accustomed  to  be  ignored  in  Ottawa  by 
those  we  have  served  most  loyally,  we  suppose  we  must 
only  swallow  this  slight  with  the  same  complacency  as  has 
characterized  us  in  the  past.” 

This  is  the  manner  in  which  this  union  of  the 
Counties  of  Iberville  and  St.  John  is  regarded  by 
the  newspaper  which  may  be  rightly  considered  as 
the  organ  of  Conservative  opinion  in  that  part  of 
the  countiy.  But  if  I  am  well  informed,  Sir, 
within  a  couple  of  weeks  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  had  occasion  to  ascertain  from  the  mouth  of 
some  of  his  warmest  political  friends  in  that  part 
of  the  country  that  this  union  had  created  a  feeling 
of  great  dissatisfaction  there,  not  only  amongst  the 
Liberals,  but  amongst  his  own  political  friends. 
However,  let  that  be  as  it  may,  I  take  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  submitting  this  article  of  the  St.  John 
News  to  the  benevolent  consideration  of  the  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Public  Works.  That  hon.  gentleman  told  us 
several  times  that  the  principle  of  the  Bill  was  that 
of  equalizing  the  population.  To  provide  for  his 
four  new  constituencies,  he  has  united  Iberville  and 
St.  John  and  Three  Rivers  and  St.  Maurice  and 
dismembered  the  Counties  of  Napierville  and  Ver- 
cheres.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  is  not  of  the  opin¬ 
ion  that  his  mission  ends  there.  For  the  purpose  of 
applying  his  principle  of- equalizing  the  population, 
I  suppose  he  invades  the  boundaries  of  Rouville 
by  removing  from  the  very  heart  of  Rouville  some 
parishes  which  he  annexes  to  theCounty  of  Chambly, 
whilst,  on  the  other  hand,  he  takes  from  the  Coun¬ 
ties  of  Verch^res,  St.  Hyacinthe  and  Bagot,  parishes 
which  he  places  in  the  County  of  Rouville.  Let  us 
see  the  result.  The  County  of  Rouville  to-day  has 
a  population  of  16,012  souls,  but  by  this  new 
arrangement  it  will  have  a  population  of  17,072 
souls,  a  difference  of  about  800,  which  leaves  that 
populationfarbelowthe  unit  of  representation.  This 
is  the  result  of  the  change  obtained  by  the  dismem¬ 
berment  of  that  constituency,  and  by  that  result 
this  old  Conservative  constituency  is  converted  into 
an  almost  entirely  Liberal  constituency.  The  hon. 
gentleman  no  doubt  remembers  that  by  an  Act  of 
1882,  the  Government  pretended  they  had  hived 
the  Grits  in  Ontario,  and  I  suppose  he  thought  that 
was  a  noble  example  to  follow  in  the  Province  of  Que¬ 
bec.  In  Rouville  he  has  been  attempting  to  hive  the 
Liberals.  Then  he  goes  to  Bagot,  and  changes  the 
boundaries  of  that  county  in  such  a  way  as  to 
make  its  geographical  appearance  perfectly  ridicu¬ 
lous.  And  with  what  result  ?  The  result  that  the 
population  of  Bagot  will  be  40  less  in  number 
than  it  is  within  its  present  boundaries.  The 
hon.  gentleman  continues  always  on  his  princi¬ 
ple  of  equalizing  the  population,  and  let  us  see  how 
he  deals  with  Berthier.  Berthier  has  a  population 
of  19,826.  By  the  change  it  will  have  18,849,  con¬ 
siderably  below  the  unit  of  representation,  while 
L’Assomption,  which  has  now  13,754,  will  have  a 
population  of  14,461.  The  hon.  gentleman,  always 
faithful  to  his  principles,  goes  to  Joliette,  which  has 
a  population  of  22,921,  and  he  takes  a  parish  from 
that  and  annexes  it  to  Montcalm,  which  now  has  a 
population  of  12,231,  but  which  with  this  annexed 
parish  will  have  13,615,  which  is  far  below  the 
unit.  In  these  constituencies  the  changes  are 
hardly  perceptible.  These  are  the  pitiable  results 
of  all  this  trouble  and  all  that  work.  This, 
indeed,  recalls  to  one’s  mind  the  mountain  that 
was  in  labour,  and  after  great  pain  gave  birth  to 
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a  mouse.  The  Minister,  speaking  in  answer 
to  my  hon.  friend  the  leader  of  the  Opposi¬ 
tion,  and  referring  to  the  proposed  increase  in 
Montreal,  said  with  emphasis  :  Is  it  not  in  Mon¬ 
treal  that  the  wealthiest  men  are  found,  is  not 
Montreal  one  of  the  great  manufacturing  centres, 
one  of  the  great  centres  for  mechanics  and 
labourers  ?  Yes,  we  know  that.  We  know  that  it 
is  in  Montreal,  and  cities  like  Montreal,  that  are 
found  the  rich  monopolists  who  have  been  enriched 
by  the  commercial  policy  of  this  Government. 
M  e  also  know  that  a  large  part  of  the  population  is 
composed  of  labourers  who  are  under  the  control  of 
these  monopolists.  The  hon.  gentleman  seems  to 
have  very  great  sympathy  and  special  solicitude  for 
the  population  of  Montreal,  and  especially  for  the 
labouring  class  of  Montreal.  Why  I  would  not  be 
surprised  if  very  soon  we  were  to  see  him  favouring 
the  movement  to  establish  a  working  day  of  eight 
hours  for  the  workingmen  while  they  are  to  receive 
the  same  pay  as  if  they  worked  ten  hours  a  day.  I 
would  not  be  surprised  to  see  the  hon.  gentleman 
very  soon  in  the  foremost  ranks  of  the  Knights  of 
Labour.  It  is  fashionable  for  some  politicians 
to  exhibit  great  sympathies  for  the  working 
classes  of  manufacturing  cities.  Special  legisla¬ 
tion  is  resorted  to  in  some  quarters  in  order 
to  give  them  special  privileges.  I  am  not  in  accord 
with  such  conduct.  The  Minister  asked  my  hon. 
friend  if  it  was  in  accordance  with  the  views  of  the 
Liberal  party  to  do  injustice  to  the  labouring 
classes.  The  Liberal  party  profess  it  to  be  one  of 
their  duties  to  be  just  and  fair  to  all  classes,  and 
not  to  further  the  views  of  any  particular  class  for 
political  purposes.  I  hold  in  abhorrence  that 
special  legislation  which  may  be  sometimes  in 
favour  of  the  mechanics,  which  shelters  them  from 
the  obligation  of  paying  their  just  debts  by  placing 
their  property  beyond  the  reach  of  judicial  pro¬ 
ceedings.  I  abhor  that  kind  of  legislation,  which 
has  a  tendency  to  inculcate  in  the  minds  of  the 
labouring  classes  subversive  principles,  and  to 
develop  an  anarchist  element  in  this  country.  I 
am  proud  to  be  a  Liberal,  but  I  scorn  to  be  a 
demagogue.  The  Minister  doubtless  thought  he 
could  not  finish  his  speech  without  dealing  a  blow 
under  the  belt  at  the  Liberal  party.  He  said  that 
there  was  a  rumour  that  some  one  from  this  side  of 
this  House  had  gone  to  some  one  on  the  other  side 
and  said  we  were  opposed  to  this  distribution  of 
seats  because  it  would  give  too  much  power  to  the 
hierarchy.  That  is  what  I  understood  him  to 
say.  I  never  heard  of  that  until  I  heard  it 
stated  by  the  hon.  Minister.  When  called  upon 
to  name  who  it  was  from  this  side  who  had  made 
the  statement,  he  refused  to  state  who  it  was.  I 
do  not  mean  to  be  offensive  to  the  hon.  gentleman, 
but  I  strongly  believe  that  this  rumour  found  its 
origin  in  his  imagination.  It  is  true  that,  in  days 
gone  by,  the  Liberals  were  not  always  looked  upon 
with  a  friendly  eye  by  the  hierarchy,  but  those 
days  are  passed,  and  within  a  certain  number  of 
years  we  have  not  as  a  party  had  to  complain 
of  the  interference  of  priests  in  elections,  with  a 
few  exceptions.  The  Liberals  of  the  Province  of 
Quebec  respect  the  hierarchy.  They  are,  as  well 
as  the  Conservatives,  sons  of  the  Catholic  Church, 
and  they  never  appeal  to  the  priests  for  their 
assistance  in  times  of  election.  I  may  admit  that 
I  have  always  had  more  respect  for  the  priest  who 
has  confined  his  functions  to  his  action  as  a 


priest  than  for  him  who  transformed  the  pulpit 
into  a  tribune  for  political  harangues.  Sir,  we 
never  appealed  to  the  priests  for  assistance  ; 
we  were  always  satisfied  when  they  remained 
neutral,  and  in  doing  so  I  think  we  showed  more 
respect  and  veneration  for  the  sacred  character 
of  the  priests  than  has  been  exhibited  by  those 
Conservatives  who  constantly  solicit  their  interfer¬ 
ence  and  their  assistance  in  political  struggles. 
The  hon.  Minister  also  said,  in  the  debate  on  the 
second  reading,  that  the  House  had  been  waiting 
three  days  for  suggestions  without  receiving  any 
from  the  other  side,  and  that  they  had  heard,  in¬ 
stead,  only  harsh  words  and  strong  terms  applied 
to  this  measure.  Surely  the  hon.  gentleman  must 
have  forgotten  the  speech  which  I  delivered  on 
the  very  first  day  of  the  debate.  Does  not  the 
Minister  remember  that,  in  the  course  of  my 
imperfect  remarks,  I  suggested  to  him  that  in¬ 
stead  of  dismembering  the  Counties  of  Napierville 
and  Vercheres,  it  would  be  preferable  to  unite 
Napierville  with  Laprairie,  which  together  would 
have  a  population  of  21,001  souls,  still  under  the 
unit  of  representation  ?  Does  he  not  remember  that 
in  the  same  breath  I  suggested  that  instead  of  dis¬ 
membering  Vercheres,  it  would  be  preferable  to 
unite  it  with  Chambly,  as  by  this  way  he  would 
preserve  the  county  boundaries,  and  that  com¬ 
munity  of  interests  which  exists  between  the  muni¬ 
cipalities  of  each  of  those  counties  ?  Surely  the 
hon.  gentleman  ought  to  remember  that  I  suggested 
that  by  the  union  of  Napierville  and  Laprairie, 
Chambly  and  Vercheres,  Iberville  and  St.  John, 
and  Three  Rivers  and  St.  Maurice,  he  would 
then  have  made  room  for  the  four  new  con¬ 
stituencies  which  he  wants  to  obtain  by  this 
measure.  In  view  of  these  facts,  therefore,  i  think 
the  hon.  Minister  was  wrong  in  saying  that  he  had 
been  waiting  three  days  without  receiving  sugges¬ 
tions  from  this  side  of  the  House,  although  he  had 
expressed  a  willingness  to  receive  them  and  to 
accept  them  if  they  were  reasonable.  Now,  Sir, 
the  Minister  at  the  close  of  his  speech,  referred  to 
the  part  that  the  Minister  of  Railways  had  taken 
in  the  preparation  of  this  measure,  and  he  blamed 
those  members  on  this  side  of  the  House  who  had 
ventured  to  direct  an  attack  against  the  Minister 
of  Railways,  because  he  said  the  Minister  of  Rail¬ 
ways  was  the  author  of  that  part  of  the  measure 
which  proposed  to  remove  the  township  of  Clar¬ 
ence  from  the  County  of  Russell  and  annex  it  to 
the  County  of  Prescott.  Sir,  if  such  was  the  case, 
as  I  believe  it  was,  permit  me  to  say  that  the 
Minister  of  Railways  justly  incurred  the  attacks 
which  were  made  upon  him.  I  am  not  going  to 
discuss  that  part  of  the  measure,  but  I  will  say 
that  it  was  well  known  that  the  population  of  the 
township  of  Clarence  is  mostly  French-Canadians, 
and  the  only  reason  alleged  by  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  for  its  removal  to  Prescott,  was  the 
fact  that  the  voters  of  Clarence  would  then  be 
joined  to  a  population  of  their  own  origin,  speaking 
their  own  language  ;  that  is  to  say,  in  other  words, 
the  purpose  was  to  hive  the  French  in  that  part  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  destroy  the  influence 
they  had  in  the  County  of  Russell.  It  is  well 
known  that  the  population  of  Clarence  has  been 
Conservative  in  years  gone  by  when  the  County  of 
Russell  returned  a  Conservative  member  for  this 
House,  but  since  they  changed  their  political 
allegiance  the  County  of  Russell  returns  a  Liberal 
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member.  I  make  these  remarks  only  to  show  that 
the  Minister  of  Railways  has  brought  these  attacks 
upon  himself,  if  he  was  really  the  author  of  that 
part  of  the  Bill,  as  I  believe  he  was.  The  Minister 
of  Public  Works,  in  the  opening  of  this  debate, 
assumed  the  paternity  of  this  Bill.  I  never  could 
believe  that  he  was  the  author  of  that  portion  of 
the  measure  which  provided  for  the  removal  of 
Clarence  from  Russell  to  Prescott  ;  I  never  could 
believe  that  an  hon.  gentleman,  a  member  of  the 
Government,  who  is  supposed  to  be  the  defender 
of  his  French-Canadian  fellow-countrymen,  would 
have  been  so  forgetful  of  his  duty  towards  them  as 
to  frame  that  odious  provision  of  the  Bill.  It  was 
already  too  much,  on  his  part,  to  have  accepted  it. 
Now,  this  question  has  been  settled,  and  Clarence 
will  remain  where  it  is,  a  part  of  the  County  of 
Russell.  But  this  concession  is  not  due  to  the 
Minister  of  Railways,  and  if  I  am  correctly  in¬ 
formed  it  is  due  to  the  sentiments  of  fairness  of  the 
hon.  Minister  of  Justice  who  leads  the  Government 
in  this  House. 

Mr.  JEANNOTTE.  (Translation.)  Owing  to  the 
importance  of  this  debate,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  as 
the  county  which  I  have  the  honour  to  represent  is 
directly  interested  in  this  Bill,  1  think  it  my  duty 
to  offer  a  few  remarks  on  this  question.  The 
County  of  L’Assomption  is  enlarged  by  this  Bill. 
This  is  a  sufficient  reason  to  induce  me  to  take  the 
floor,  but  I  will  not  be  long.  I  have  listened  with 
much  attention  to  the  arguments  offered  by  the 
hon.  members  on  the  other  side  of  the  House,  and 
what  surprised  me  most,  in  all  that  was  said,  was 
the  manner  in  which  they  criticised  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  measure.  In  fact,  have  they  discussed  it  in 
the  interests  of  the  citizens  of  the  province  in  gen¬ 
eral,  or  in  the  interests  of  their  party  ?  What 
seemed  to  me  the  clearest  was  that  the  interests  of 
the  citizens  were  put  aside  to  make  room  for  those 
of  the  party.  If  I  made  no  mistake  of  the  sense  of 
the  speeches  made  by  the  members  of  the  left, 
their  object  is  only  to  swell  the  ranks  of  the  Liberal 
party,  without  any  concern  for  the  other  interests 
which  should  claim  their  attention.  Such  consid¬ 
erations  seem  to  me  only  secondary,  for  it  is  well 
known  that,  in  the  course  of  events,  political 
opinions  will  change  very  much  in  a  few  years,  and 
that  counties  which  elect  Conservatives  will  choose 
Liberals  to  represent  them,  as  has  already  hap¬ 
pened.  I  am  a  citizen  of  Montreal,  but  I  represent 
the  county  where  I  was  born.  I  know  perfectly 
well  what  are  the  requirements  of  the  rural  popu¬ 
lation,  for  I  have  lived  among  that  population. 
I  know  its  position,  and,  although  I  now  live 
in  Montreal,  I  think  that  I  will  be  able  per¬ 
fectly  to  defend  the  interests  of  those  who  did  me 
the  honour  of  electing  me  as  their  representative. 
The  hon.  members  of  the  left  made  it  a  great 
crime  for  the  Government,  and  in  fact  it  was  the 
only  great  crime  which  was  mentioned,  to  have 
increased  the  representation  of  Montreal  at  the 
expense  of  the  rural  constituencies.  However, 
when  the  Liberals  were  in  power  in  Quebec,  they 
increased  by  three  the  number  of  representatives 
for  Montreal ;  and  what  did  we  see  ?  Hid  the 
Conservatives  who  were  in  the  Opposition  criticise 
the  Mercier  Government  for  that?  No,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man  ;  not  a  single  Conservative  criticised  the  act 
which  gave  Montreal  a  larger  representation. 
They  had  not  a  word  of  blame  for  the  Government 
Mr.  Bechard. 


who  proposed  that  measure.  And  it  was  nothing 
but  just,  because  that  increase  of  representation 
was  due  to  Montreal.  Montreal  is  the  centre  of 
commerce,  of  navigation,  of  industries,  of  manu¬ 
facturing,  of  riches,  and  I  may  add,  owing  to  the 
immense  resources  at  its  disposal,  of  science. 
When  the  Liberal  party  proposed  to  render  justice 
to  that  city,  by  increasing  the  number  of  its  repre¬ 
sentatives,  we  Conservatives  applauded  that  pro¬ 
position,  and  loudly  proclaimed  that  the  act  was 
one  of  justice.  We  did  not  utter  a  word  of 
criticism  against  that  measure ;  but  when  the 
Conservative  party  here  propose  a  similar  measure 
to  that  passed  in  Quebec,  when  this  Government 
proposes  to  increase  the  representation  ot  Mon¬ 
treal,  the  Liberals,  having  probably  forgotten  what 
took  place  in  Quebec  a  few  years  ago,  have  nothing 
but  fault  to  find  with  the  Government.  These 
gentlemen  complain  that  Montreal  has  too 
much  influence.  Far  from  sharing  their  fears, 
I  say  that  the  more  rich  and  prosperous  Mon¬ 
treal  shall  be,  the  more  benefit  the  rural  dis¬ 
tricts  will  reap  therefrom.  I  remember  that  in 
1875,  during  those  terrible  years  of  poverty  which 
we  all  know  of,  the  country  people  had  much  pro¬ 
duce  to  sell,  and  when  they  came  to  Montreal  to 
dispose  of  it,  the  citizens  of  that  city,  reduced  to 
poverty  by  the  fatal  policy  of  the  Liberal  party, 
would  say  to  the  farmers  :  If  you  will  give  us  your 
produce  for  nothing  or  on  credit,  we  will  take  it, 
for  we  have  no  money  to  pay  for  it.  The  people 
from  the  country  had  so  little  confidence  in  the 
prosperity  of  the  citizens  of  Montreal,  that  they 
would  not  trust  them.  When  Montreal  grew  rich 
and  prosperous,  owing  to  the  National  Policy,  the 
ruralists  sold  their  produce  to  Montreal  and  be¬ 
came  rich  and  prosperous  in  turn.  The  rural 
districts  spend  very  little  money  in  enterprises  of 
a  public  character,  and  that  for  two  principal  rea¬ 
sons  :  the  first  is  that  there  is  little  money  to  be 
spent,  and  the  second,  that  those  who  have  it  do 
not  spend  it,  as  they  prefer  to  hoard  it  carefully 
and  loan  it  at  a  high  rate  of  interest.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  when  in  the  cities  we  have  rich  citizens  who 
■pend  from  $15,000  to  $20,000  a  year,  it  turns  to 
the  benefit  of  the  people  of  the  country,  for  rich 
people  do  not  mind  paying  much  for  the  produce 
they  buy  ;  this  also  suits  the  manufacturers  who 
on  another  hand  give  a  living  to  the  working  classes. 
But  the  working  classes  vote  for  the  Conservative 
party,  and  in  the  eyes  of  the  Liberals,  that  is  a 
crime.  If  the  Liberal  party  lost  the  votes  of  the 
workingmen,  it  is  its  own  fault  ;  it  did 
not  know  how  to  keep  it.  When  there 
is  no  money,  when  there  is  no  bread  in 
the  house,  the  interest  of  the  hearth  is  then 
stronger  than  that  of  the  party.  In  1875,  when 
the  workingmen  had  to  depend  on  soup  kitchens 
to  obtain  a  living,  they  understood  that  in 
order  to  prosper,  they  needed  a  truly  National 
Policy,  and  ever  since  the  inaugtiration  of  that 
policy  we  prospered.  Large  sums  were  spent  in 
public  improvements,  and  the  rural  districts  have 
benefited  by  the  progress  made.  I  did  not  intend 
to  speak  long,  but  owing  to  the  position  I  find  my¬ 
self  in  as  a  newly-elected  representative  of  the 
County  of  L’Assomption,  I  thought  it  was  my  duty 
to  say  a  few  words  in  this  debate.  In  concluding, 

I  congratulate  the  Government  for  haying  increased 
the  representation  of  the  city  of  Montreal,  for 
what  makes  the  city  prosperous  also  makes  the 
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country  prosperous.  I  thoroughly  approve  of  the 
Government's  measure,  and  I  believe  that  by  con¬ 
tinuing  to  serve  the  interests  of  the  cities  and  rural 
districts,  they  will  retain  the  confidence  of  the 
great  majority  of  the  electors  of  Canada. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  had  no  intention  of  taking  part  in  this  de¬ 
bate,  as  I  had  had  a  few  days  ago  the  honour  to 
explain  my  views  on  this  Bill  ;  but  I  could  not 
allow  the  remarks  of  the  lion,  member  for  L’As¬ 
somption  (Mr.  Jeannotte)  to  pass  unnoticed.  I  find 
in  them  the  strongest  argument  in  support  of  the 
position  taken  by  my  friends  of  the  left  and  my¬ 
self  in  this  matter,  namely,  that  the  city  of  Mont¬ 
real  is  too  much  represented  in  this  House.  The 
lion,  member  has  just  shown  us  that  as  a  citizen  of 
Montreal,  although  representing  a  rural  county,  he 
loses  no  time  on  his  arrival  here,  in  throwing  the 
grossest  insults  to  the  rural  population  for  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  the  Montrealers.  Personally,  I  greet  with 
pleasure  his  arrival  here,  but  I  regret  that  the 
County  of  L’Assomption,  which  is  an  agricultural 
community,  remote  from  the  city  of  Montreal, 
should  have  returned  him.  However,  it  is  known 
under  what  circumstances  he  found  his  way  here. 
It  is  known  that  the  object  was  to  have  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  assume  a  debt  of  the  County  of  L’Assomp- 
tion.  I  say  that  he  represents  here  rather  the  city 
of  Montreal  than  the  County  of  L’Assomption, 
since  the  very  first  remarks  he  uttered  in  this 
House  were  insults  thrown  in  the  face  of  the  rural 
population,  which  he  accuses  of  lacking  in  intelli¬ 
gence,  of  lacking  in  spirit  of  enterprise,  and  of  be¬ 
ing  addicted  to  loaning  money  at  high  rates  of 
interest,  while  he  says  that  it  is  from  the  cities  that 
come  light,  intelligence  and  examples  of  progress. 
Well,  I  represent  an  agricultural  county,  I  live  in 
the  country,  and  I  believe  myself  to  be  quite  as 
intelligent  as  this  hon.  member,  who  lives  in  town  ; 
and  I  may  add  that  in  the  country  business  is 
carried  on  quite  as  intelligently  and  honourably  as 
in  the  cities,  and  we  do  not  lend  upon  usury. 
Another  point  to  which  I  wanted  to  refer,  and 
which  shows  plainly  that  the  hon.  member  is  still 
young  in  this  House,  and  that  as  he  only  reads 
Conservative  papers  such  as  La  Minerve,  he  is  not 
quite  well  informed  yet  as  to  what  takes  place  in 
the  political  parties.  The  hon.  member  stated 
that  on  the  occasion  of  the  redistribution  of  seats 
in  Quebec,  we  had  approved  of  the  increase  made  in 
the  representation  of  the  towns  without  protest. 
It  is  true.  But  there  was  a  great  difference  which 
he  overlooked.  Hon.  Mr.  Mercier  increased  the 
number  of  Montreal  representatives  by  three,  but 
he  also  increased  the  rural  representation  by  five, 
having  given  eight  more  representatives  to  the 
province.  If  the  hon.  member  had  read  La  Minerve 
a  little  less  and  the  Liberal  papers  a  little  more, 
he  would  not  have  said  what  he  did.  What  are 
the  Conservatives  doing  by  this  measure  ?  They 
increase  by  four  the  number  of  representatives  of 
Montreal  and  Hochelaga,  and  decrease  the  rural 
representation  by  three.  We  approved  in  Quebec 
the  increase  in  the  Montreal  representation,  because 
the  country  was  given  at  the  same  time  a  propor¬ 
tionate  increase.  Thus,  out  of  eight  new  seats, 
Montreal  had  three,  and  the  rural  districts  five. 

It  is  possible  that  a  member  representing  an 
agricultural  constituency  should  have,  I  will 
not  say  the  audacity,  but  the  naivete 
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to  state  here  that  we  are  inconsistent  when, 
after  having  increased  the  rural  representation  in 
the  proportion  of  five  against  three,  we  object  to 
the  increase  in  the  representation  of  the  city  of 
Montreal  as  it  is  proposed  by  the  present  Bill?  The 
hon.  gentleman  boasts  of  giving  his  support  to  the 
Government  on  the  very  first  day  of  his  presence 
here.  This  shows  that  already  his  hands  and  feet 
are  bound  to  the  Administration  of  which  he  sings 
the  praises.  Although  a  rural  representative  he 
lauds  the  Government  for  wiping  out  four  rural 
constituencies.  I  protest  in  the  name  of  the  rural 
electors.  I  especially  protest  on  behalf  of  the 
electors  of  the  County  of  L’Assomption,  who  had 
no  freedom  in  the  choice  of  their  representative— 
for  it  is  known  how  this  election  was  made,  and 
that  had  they  been  free  from  undue  influence  they 
would  have  returned  the  former  and  worthy  mem¬ 
ber  for  that  county,  who  would  have  protested 
as  we  do  against  this  iniquitous  and  unwarrantable 
measure. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  desire  to  say  a  few 
words  before  the  vote  is  taken  on  this  question.  I  con¬ 
gratulate  my  hon.  friend  from  L’Assomption  (Mr. 
Jeannotte)  not  only  on  the  way  in  which  he  has 
addressed  the  House  on  the  first  opportunity  which 
presented  itself  of  doing  so,  but  I  congratulate 
him — if  I  may  do  so  without  discourtesy  to  my 
other  hon.  friends  from  the  Province  of  Quebec— 
upon  having  presented  to  the  House  some  argu¬ 
ment  upon  the  question  before  it,  which  I  have 
failed  to  hear  from  the  other  side.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  drew  attention  to  the  reasons  which  called 
for'action  on  the  part  of  this  House,  in  increasing 
the  representation  of  the  city  of  Montreal,  and 
so  far  the  hon.  gentleman  was  speaking  to  the 
question  before  the  committee,  because  while  the 
clauses  of  the  Bill  which  we  have  now  reached  and 
which  we  hope  the  committee  will  proceed  with, 
give  that  additional  representation  to  Montreal  as 
well  as  to  Hochelaga  and  to  the  County  of  Ottawa, 
the  proposal  before  the  committee  in  amendment  is 
that  we  should  go  no  further  with  the  Bill,  that  we 
should  not  touch  the  representation  of  Quebec, 
and  should  leave,  therefore,  the  additional  repre¬ 
sentation  called  for  by  the  city  of  Montreal  out  of 
the  question  entirely.  We  have  had  a  good  deal  of 
interesting  discussion  on  this  asmendment  this 
afternoon,  and  I  have  listened,  a  well  as  I  have 
been  able,  with  great  attention  and  interest  to  all 
that  has  been  advanced,  not  only  by  the  leader  of 
the  Opposition,  but  by  the  hon.  member  for  Bou- 
ville  (Mr.  Brodeur),  the  hon.  member  for  Iberville 
(Mr.  Bechard),  and  the  hon.  member  for  Mont- 
rnagny  (Mr.  Choquette),  who  has  just  sat  down, 
but  I  failed  to  see  that  they  advanced  any  argu- 
ment  whatever  as  to  why  the  clauses  with  respect 
to  the  Province  of  Quebec  should  not  be  proceeded 
with.  The  argument  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Rouville  (Mr.  Brodeur)  was  based  on  objections  to  . 
the  Bill  which  he  stated  to  the  House  at  a  previous 
stage.  The  hon.  gentleman  urged  the  constitutional 
question.  That  will  be  available,  for  all  it  is  worth, 
whether  the  clauses  with  respect  to  the  Province  of 
Quebec  are  proceeded  with  or  not,  and  it  will  be 
quite  as  applicable  to  other  provisions  of  the  Bill 
as  it  will  be  to  the  provisions  regarding  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec.  The  hon.  gentleman  made  a 
fresh  attack,  although  I  should  have  supposed 
what  he  said  previously  would  have  satisfied  him, 


4003 


[COMMONS] 


4004 


with  respect  to  the  correctness  of  the  plan  which 
has  been  laid  on  the  Table  of  the  House  represent¬ 
ing  the  new  distribution  proposed  for  the  Province 
of  Quebec.  I  have  only  to  say  on  that  subject 
that,  while  the  hon.  gentleman  always,  when  re¬ 
ferring  to  that  plan  used  very  strong  invective,  not 
only  as  to  its  inaccuracy,  but  as  to  its  falsity,  there 
was  not  the  slightest  intention  on  my  part  to  mis¬ 
represent  the  redistribution  proposed  for  Quebec 
by  the  plan  on  the  Table,  and  I  found  on  making 
enquiries  immediately  after  the  hon.  gentleman 
stated  his  objections  the  other  evening  as 
to  the  accuracy  of  the  plan,  that  with 
respect  to  one  constituency,  I  think  his  own,  the 
representation  on  the  plan  did  not  conform  to  the 
description  given  by  the  Bill  simply  on  account 
of  a  clerical  error  in  the  Bill,  and  otherwise  the 
plan  was  correct.  If  it  be  found  not  to  be  so, 
it  will  be  very  easy  to  lay  an  amended  plan  on 
the  Table  of  the  House,  and  in  the  meantime 
there  has  been  no  intention  to  mislead  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  no  one  has  been  misled  by  any  inac¬ 
curacy  that  may  appear  in  it.  The  leader  of  the 
Opposition  made  reference  again  to  what  he  has 
called  the  British  precedent  on  this  question,  for 
the  purpose  of  stating  to  the  committee,  it  seems 
to  me,  that  in  the  observations  which  I  addressed 
on  that  subject  on  a  former  occasion  I  had  been  in¬ 
accurate,  although  I  must  say  I  think  the  hon. 
gentleman  failed  to  point  out  to  the  House  wherein 
I  had  been  inaccurate.  I  can  only  say  that  I  have 
read  not  only  all  that  has  been  published  as  to 
what  occurred  in  the  course  of  the  debate  on  that 
question  which  relates  to  redistribution,  but  I  have 
also  had  the  advantage,  as  I  presume  he  has*  of 
reading  works  which  give  the  collateral  history  of 
that  question,  as  it  appeared  in  the  various  phases 
of  public  discussion  which  took  place  before  the 
celebrated  compromise  and  afterwards.  I  refer  not 
only  to  the  discussions  in  public,  during  which  the 
British  electorate  was  profoundly  agitated,  but 
likewise  to  the  more  candid  explanations  of  the 
compromise  which  were  given  at  the  part}'  as¬ 
semblages  of  both  parties  in  the  nature  of  caucuses 
which  took  place  immediately  after  the  compro¬ 
mise  had  been  effected.  I  fail  to  remember  any¬ 
thing  in  that  history  which  would  justify  the 
withdrawal  of  aught  I  said  with  respect  to  the  way 
the  compromise  was  brought  about.  The  leader  of 
the  Opposition  challenged  my  statement  that  that 
was  the  result  of  a  dead-lock  between  the  two 
Houses.  It  may  be  a  question  of  opinion  as  to  how 
far  the  use  of  the  word  “  dead -lock  ”  was  justified  ; 
but  this  is  what  took  place  :  Before  the  Redistri¬ 
bution  Bill  had  been  introduced,  before  it  was 
drawn  or  drafted,  the  Bill  for  the  extension  of  the 
franchise  had  been  practically  defeated  by  being 
postponed  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  session, 
by  a  resolution  of  the  House  of  Lords,  and  post¬ 
poned  upon  the  distinct  ground,  as  the  leader  of 
the  Opposition  stated  this  afternoon,  and  with  his 
statement  of  the  fact  1  have  no  fault  to  find  at  all, 
but  merely  on  the  opinion  he  arrived  at  as  the  result 
of  that  statement  of  fact,  that  the  Bill  should  not  be 
proceeded  with  until  the  scheme  of  redistribution  had 
been  placed  for  consideration  before  the  leaders  of 
the  Opposition  party,  who  held  a  majority  in  the 
House  of  Lords.  Let  us  withdraw  the  expression 
“dead-lock”  and  put  something  in  its  place — 
an  accurate  narrative  of  the  facts.  The  Bill, 
which  was  all-important  as  regards  the  measure 
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of  reform,  which  came  down  in  1885,  the  Bill 
extending  the  franchise  to  upwards  of  2,000,000 
Englishmen,  Irishmen  and  Scotchmen,  was  held 
by  the  throat  until  the  Redistribution  Bill  was 
submitted  to  the  consideration  of  the  minority, 
and  Mr.  Gladstone  found  beyond  dispute  that  he 
was  not  able  to  pass  a  Redistribution  Bill,  or  a 
Bill  even  for  the  extension  of  the  franchise — 
because  the  Redistribution  Bill  had  not  been 
drawn — until  concessions  were  made  on  the  redis¬ 
tribution  scheme  satisfactory  to  the  Opposition  of 
the  day.  I  am  sure  my  hon.  friend  will  not  dis¬ 
pute  that  statement  of  the  facts,  and  whether  it 
amounts  to  a  “dead-lock”  or  not  we  can  at  least 
agree  as  to  what  the  facts  were.  Under  these  cir¬ 
cumstances  my  hon.  friend  attributes  to  us  this 
argument :  that  what  it  was  right  to  do  under  those 
circumstances  it  is  wrong  to  do  unless  coercion  of 
that  kind  is  pressed  upon  us.  My  hon.  friend  at¬ 
tributes  to  us  the  desire  to  detract  from  the  fame 
of  Mr.  Gladstone,  and  says  that  the  precedent  does 
not  lose  any  force  even  if  it  be  shown  that  he  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  will  and  power  of  a  majority  which 
he  could  not  resist.  My  hon.  friend  has  entirely 
mistaken  the  argument  we  presented  to  the  House 
as  against  that  precedent.  The  ai’gument  we  pre¬ 
sented  was  that  that  was  not  a  precedent  changing 
the  English  practice  on  the  subject  of  redistribu¬ 
tion,  that  it  was  not  even  an  acknowledgment, 
as  had  been  contended  on  the  other  side  of  the 
House,  that  redistribution  in  Great  Britain  could 
only  be  proceeded  with  after  a  consultation  had 
been  held  between  the  two  parties  ;  but  we  con¬ 
tended  that  it  was  simply  an  isolated  case  from 
which  no  precedent  could  be  drawn,  which  estab¬ 
lished  no  practice  and  varied  no  principle  which 
existed  before,  and  that  it  would  be  quite  within 
the  lines  of  British  practice  if  redistribution  were 
attempted  next  year  by  either  of  the  great  parties 
in  Great  Britain,  for  the  Bill  to  be  introduced  and 
pressed  as  any  other  Government  measure,  and 
if  the  precedent  of  1885  were  thrown  in  the  face 
of  the  Government,  you  would  find  the  answer 
would  be  given,  as  we  are  claiming  it  might 
be,  that  it  did  not  establish  any  new  principle 
or  any  new  practice,  but  that  it  was  simply  a  plan 
adopted  to  meet  an  emergency  which  was  quite 
unavoidable.  Then,  have  we  not  illustrations  of 
the  same  kind  which  have  never  been  claimed  to 
be  precedents  ?  It  has  not  infrequently  happened 
that  in  the  course  of  a  session  a  Government 
in  the  United  Kingdom  has  met  with  defeat, 
and  by  the  patriotic  practice  which  exists  in  that 
country,  the  Government  is  always  allowed  to 
carry  on  the  public  business  for  such  a  time  as 
will  enable  the  public  service  to  be  well  provided 
for,  and  until  the  administration  can  be  placed  in 
the  care  of  those  who  have  the  confidence  of  the 
House.  It  has  sometimes  happened  that,  defeated 
in  the  middle  of  a  session,  the  Government  has 
claimed  a  dissolution.  In  other  cases  it  has  been 
necessary  that  the  Opposition  should  have  time  to 
organize  a  new  Cabinet.  Supplies  have  had  to  be 
voted  in  the  meantime  in  order  to  carry  on  the 
public  service,  and  these  have  always  been  carried 
forward  by  the  concurrence  of  the  Opposition,  and 
after  a  conference  between  the  two  political 
parties.  Not  only  is  this  so  as  regards  supplies, 
but  also  with  regard  to  other  important  measures 
which  have  been  pending,  and  which,  by  the  assent 
and  concurrence  of  the  Opposition,  the  Govern- 
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ment  of  the  day  has  been  allowed  to  carry 
forward.  It  might  just  as  well  be  contended, 
that  because  that  has  sometimes  been  done  in  Eng¬ 
land,  that  it  establishes  a  precedent  here,  and 
that  we  ought  to  bring  forward  no  measures 
now,  even  to  vote  supplies,  which  will  not 
be  concurred  in  by  the  Opposition.  The  answer 
to  an  argument  of  that  kind — if  the  illus¬ 
trations  were  attempted  to  be  applied — will  be 
that  these  were  cases  of  emergency,  and  that  no 
general  rule  of  practice  is  to  be  drawn  from  such 
cases.  That  is  precisely  the  argument  we  made  in 
answer  to  the  hon.  gentleman’s  citation  of  the  Eng¬ 
lish  precedent  of  1885, and  it  was  not  at  all  the  con¬ 
tention  that  the  Government  of  the  day  was  justi¬ 
fied  in  yielding  to  force,  and  that  this  Government 
could  only  yield  to  superior  force  on  the  present 
occasion.  The  Prime  Minister  of  England  was 
spoken  of  to-night,  and  to  some  extent  reflected 
upon  by  the  fact  that  he  had  been  obliged  in  1885  to 
yield.  Nothing  of  the  kind  was  thought  of  here,  any 
more  .than  we  shall  think  of  imputing  the  want  of 
credit  to  my  hon.  friend  the  leader  of  the  Opposi¬ 
tion  when  he  finds,  as  I  think  he  shall  find,  that  he 
will  have  to  succumb  to  the  majority  of  members, 
and  that  the  majority  of  the  representatives  of  the 
two  Houses  of  Parliament  contains  a  force  which 
every  public  man  has  to  recognize  as  the  force 
which  is  and  ought  to  govern  the  country,  and 
which,  must  govern  the  country.  If  he  contended 
for  any  other  principle,  be  w'ould  not  only  de¬ 
tract  from  his  fame,  but  would  introduce  that 
state  of  affairs  into  legislative  proceedings  which 
his  hon.  friend  on  his  right  so  often  refers 
to  as  revolutionary.  Now,  Sir,  I  shall  not  under¬ 
take  to  follow  the  observations  which  the  hon.  leader 
made  as  regard  the  Senate,  because  I  think 
they  were  quite  uncalled  for  upon  the  present 
occasion.  Nothing  that  has  occurred  in  the  history 
of  the  other  House  justified  these  observations, 
and  certainly  nothing  that  has  occurred  in  regard 
to  this  Bill,  or  any  other  Bill  within  recent  expe¬ 
rience,  calls  for  any  reflection  upon  any  action 
which  the  Senate  may  please  to  take  upon  the 
present  occasion.  The  hon.  gentleman,  however, 
was,  I  think,  called  upon  to  state  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  why  he  proposed  to  stop  at  this  stage  and 
refuse  to  proceed  with  the  redistribution  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec.  The  hon.  gentleman  and  his 
friends  have  intimated  that  it  is  not  called  for. 
They  made  precisely  the  same  argument  on  the 
-  second  reading  of  the  Bill  against  going  on  with 
the  redistribution  of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  They 
have  gone  on  with  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and 
the  majority  of  the  House  is  resolved  to  go  on, 
and  finish  the  redistribution  for  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  recognizing  that  other  principles  called  for 
the  redistribution  in  that  province  than  the  result  of 
the  census ;  as,  for  example,  the  additional  represen¬ 
tation  required  by  the  city  of  Toronto  and  the  dis¬ 
trict  of  Nipissing.  But  the  committeeand  the-House 
having  been  pledged  to  give  additional  repre¬ 
sentation  to  the  city  of  Toronto  and  the  district  of 
Nipissing,  now,  forsooth,  we  are  to  stay  our  hand 
and  to  say,  that  when  we  come  to  the  Province 
of  Quebec,  the  immense  increase  of  population  in 
the  city  of  Montreal,  in  Hochelaga  and  in  the 
County  of  Ottawa,  are  not  to  be  recognized 
as  giving  any  additional  right  to  additional  repre¬ 
sentation  there.  I  think  that  any  such  proposition 
on  the  part  of  the  committee  to-night  would  be  ab¬ 


solutely  unjustified  by  everything  that  the  leader 
of  the  Opposition  or  his  friends  have  advanced  in 
support  of  that  proposition,  and  would  be  utterly 
inconsistent  with  what  wre  have  already  done  in  re¬ 
distributing  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  The  hon. 
Minister  of  Public  Works  has  answered  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  observations  as  regards  the  details  of 
the  Bill  in  relation  to  the  Province  of  Quebec.  I 
should  have  supposed  that  my  hon.  friend’s  answer 
was  sufficient  upon  that  point,  and  that  if  anything 
further  had  to  be  urged,  it  might  well  be  urged 
when  the  committee  take  up  the  several  sections 
relating  to  that  province.  In  the  meantime  it  strikes 
me  as  unreasonable  to  be  told,  that  at  this  stage  we 
should  stop  because  something  that  we  see  in  ad¬ 
vance  is  distasteful  to  a  certain  number  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House,  and  is  not  likely  to  elicit 
their  confidence  and  support.  I  think  it  un¬ 
reasonable  that  we  should  be  told  at  this  time  that 
we  are  not  to  pursue  this  principle  or  that  prin¬ 
ciple.  Any  principle  that  he  may  lay  down,  with 
regard  to  the  redistribution  of  electoral  districts, 
could,  if  carried  to  an  extreme,  result  in  absurdity. 
When  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  taunt  us  in  one  breath 
with  not  equalizing  population  and  carrying  that  out 
to  an  extreme,  they  fail  to  see  that  in  the  next 
breath  they  are  countervailing  all  that,  by  the 
argument  that  we  are  not  adhering  to  county  lines 
and  that  we  are  not  adhering  to  community  of  in¬ 
terests,  or  anything  of  that  kind.  We  cannot,  Sir, 
fulfil  the  great  object  of  this  Bill,  of  giving  additional 
representation  where  the  increase  of  population 
demands  it,  without  disregarding  to  some  extent 
county  lines  and  municipal  divisions  ;  but  we  re¬ 
spect  the  other  principles.  We  do  not  violate 
them,  we  do  not  intend  to  violate  them  needlessly, 
and  we  think  that  the  provisions  which  are  con¬ 
tained  in  this  Bill  with  regard  to  the  Province  of 
Quebec  will  be  amply  justified  in  committee  when 
they  are  taken  up  in  detail.  The  Minister  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  has  answered  the  observations  which  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  made  with  regard  to  the  Coun¬ 
ties  of  Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil,  and  the  same 
answer  may  practically  be  given  in  regard  to  the 
County  of  Laval.  In  mentioning  the  small  popula- 
tion  of  the  County  of  Laval,  my  hon.  friend  oppo¬ 
site  enquired  :  Why  was  not  Laval  obliterated  ? 
The  population  of  Laval  is  proposed  to  be  greatly 
increased,  it  retains  the  old  name,  but  it  is  no 
longer  simply  the  population  of  the  County  of  Laval; 
yet  we  are  told  in  the  one  breath,  you  are  violating 
county  lines  by  increasing  the  population  of  Laval, 
and  in  the  next  breath  you  are  not  adhering  to  the 
equalization  of  population  in  retaining  the  County 
of  Laval  at  all,  and  you  should  abolish  it.  Well, 
Sir,  I  think  we  comply  with  both  principles  when 
we  say  that  the  additional  population  which  is 
found  to  a  great  extent  in  Hochelaga,  shall  some 
of  it  be  diffused  in  the  County  of  Laval,  and  that 
at  the  same  time  the  county  retain  its  old  name 
with  simply  the  addition  of  the  population  which 
requires  new  representation,  and  which  Hochelaga 
can  afford  to  give.  I  repeat  what  was  said  by  my  hon. 
friend  from  L’lslet  (Mr.  Desjardins)  on  tiie  second 
reading  of  the  Bill,  as  to  what  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  said  in  reference  to  the  rearranging  of 
counties  in  the  district  of  Quebec.  I  repeat  that  if 
we  did  go  there  and  make  a  redistribution  accord¬ 
ing  to  population,  as  the  leader  of  the  Opposition 
has  challenged  us  to  do  to-night,  we  would  do  so  with 
great  advantage  to  the  political  interests  which  we 
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represent ;  and  when  that  distribution  according  to 
population  would  be  made,  instead  of  being  satisfied, 
our  friends  on  the  other  side  would  call  the  attention 
of  the  public  to  the  fact  that  we  had  departed  from 
the  Bill  which  we  originally  proposed  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  getting  at  least  three  new  supporters,  which 
we  would  get  from  the  district  of  Quebec  if  any 
alteration  were  made  on  the  lines  of  representation 
by  population.  We  have  refrained  from  exercising 
that  power  and  have  confined  th6  redistribution 
to  the  district  of  Montreal,  because  it  was  in  that 
district  that  we  desired  to  increase  the  representa¬ 
tion  for  Montreal,  for  Hochelaga,  and  for  Ottawa. 
As  regards  the  two  Counties  of  Soulanges  and  Vau- 
dreuil,  as  my  hon.  friend  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  represented,  these  are  adjacent  to  the  city 
of  Montreal,  and  if  we  combined  these  two  counties 
it  would  make  a  strong  claim  on  the  part  of  the 
city  of  Montreal  for  at  least  one  additional  repre¬ 
sentative.  While  all  this  can  be  urged  against 
anything  my  hon.  friends  opposite  can  present,  as 
against  the  fairness  of  the  redistribution  which  we 
propose,  I  do  submit  to  the  committee  that  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  have  given  no  practical  reasons 
whatever  why  we  should  refuse  to  go  on  with  the 
redistribution  of  the  Province  of  Quebec. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
that  my  hon.  friend’s  amendment,  which  is  now  in 
your  hands,  is  perfectly  justifiable  and  reasonable 
under  the  circumstances.  The  Bill,  if  it  is  to  be 
regarded  as  an  honest  expression  of  the  intentions 
of  the  Government,  shows  a  want  of  consideration 
of  the  subject  generally,  that  makes  it  in  the  public 
interest  that  the  measure,  so  far  as  the  Province  of 
Quebec  is  concerned,  ought  not  to  be  proceeded  with. 
The  Government  are  not  proposing  to  dissolve 
Parliament  immediately  upon  the  passage  of  this 
measure  through  the  House.  There  is  no  pressing 
necessity  for  its  being  adopted  this  session.  On  the 
contrary,  it  is  an  express  provision  of  our  constitu¬ 
tion  that  Parliament  need  not  be  dissolved  on 
account  of  any  inequalities  or  changes  that  may 
become  necessary  after  the  census  is  taken  until  the 
ordinary  time  for  the  expiration  of  the  Parliament. 
The  hon.  gentleman  cannot  plead,  then,  that  there 
is  a  necessity  on  account  of  the  expiration  of  the 
period  for  which  this  Parliament  has  been  elected. 
It  is  just  as  important  that  there  should  be  a  fair 
franchise  as  that  there  should  be  a  fair  redistribution 
of  seats,  and  the  Government  themselves  have 
proposed  that  there  should  be  no  revision  of  the  fran-. 
chise  this  year — an  act  which  is  wholly  incapable 
of  justification,  if  there  was  any  intention  of  dis¬ 
solving  Parliament.  So  there  is  no  pressing  neces¬ 
sity  for  proceeding  with  this  measure  this  session. 
If  there  is  any  constitutional  obligation  resting  on 
the  House  that  obligation  rested  on  the  House  last 
session  and  not  this  session,  for  last  session  was  the 
session  when  this  subject  ought  to  have  been  dealt 
with,  according  to  the  strict  letter  of  the  constitu¬ 
tion.  Well,  the  hon.  gentlemen,  having  a  whole 
year  to  consider  the  subject  beyond  the  time  the 
law  allowed  them,  have  introduced  this  extraordi¬ 
nary  scheme,  which  indicates  either  an  intention  to 
pervert  parliamentary  institutions  in  the  interest 
of  a  party'  or  great  haste  and  want  of  care  in  the 
preparation  of  the  measure.  The  hon.  gentleman 
says  that  Vaudreuil  and  Soulanges  are  suburbs  of 
Montreal.  I  believe  they  are  rural  districts  about 
25  miles  distant  from  the  city,  and  it  is  an .  extra- 
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ordinary  declaration  that  a  rural  district  with  a. 
comparatively  sparse  population  is  to  be  regarded 
as  a  suburb  of  the  city.  But,  Sir,  are  Soulanges 
or  Vaudreuil  nearer  the  city  of  Montreal  than  Na- 
pierville  or  Vercheres  ?  Are  these  constituencies 
farther  from  the  city  of  Montreal  than  those  over 
which  the  hon.  gentleman  has  extended  the  aegis  of 
his  protection  ?  If  the  hon.  gentleman  wished  to 
apply  that  rule  to  any  constituency  every  consider¬ 
ation  of  generosity,  every  consideration  of  chival¬ 
rous  dealing  with  an  old  member  of  Parliament 
ought  to  have  induced  him  to  extend  his  pro¬ 
tection  to  the  constituency  of  Vercheres,  instead 
of  to  Vaudreuil  or  Soulanges.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  argument  addressed  to  the  House  by 
the  hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works  or  the  hon. 
Minister  of  J ustice  in  that  particular.  If  it  was 
necessary  to  protect  Soulanges  with  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  9,000,  or  V audreuil  with  a  population  of 
10,000,  was  it  not  equally  necessary  to  protect  Ver¬ 
dures  with  a  population  of  13,000  ?  If  the  object 
was  to  respect  county  boundaries,  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  ought  to  have  united  whole  constituencies,  if 
he  united  any  at  all.  If  his  object  was  to  equalize 
the  population  of  constituencies,  he  ought  to  have 
united  Vaudreuil  and  Soulanges.  But  the  hon. 
gentleman  has  said  that  Montreal  has  a  Conserva¬ 
tive  population  which  is  not  adequately  represent¬ 
ed  in  this  House,  and  he  proposes  to  give  it  addi¬ 
tional  representation  ;  but  he  ought  not  to  give 
Montreal  the  representation  of  a  rural  district. 
He  ought  not  to  propose,  though  in  fact  his  argu¬ 
ment  and  the  argument  of  the  hon.  Minister  of 
Justice  both  point  in  that  direction,  that  both  Vau¬ 
dreuil  and  Soulanges  shall  act  vicariously  for  the 
city  of  Montreal.  We  are  to  give  Montreal  addi¬ 
tional  representation,  but  not  all  the  repre¬ 
sentation  that  simple  numbers  would  entitle  it 
to  ;  but  we  will  do  the  next  best  thing  for  Mont¬ 
real — we  will  allow  Vaudreuil  and  Soulanges 
to  vote  vicariously  for  the  city  of  Montreal,  and 
we  will  protect  them  in  the  rights  they  possess  as 
constituencies  at  the  present  time — not  on  their 
own  account  or  for  any  merit  they  have  in  them¬ 
selves,  but  because  they  are  neighbours  of  the  city 
of  Montreal.  That  is  the  argument  of  the  hon. 
gentleman.  Well,  let  us  look  at  the  facts.  The 
hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works  told  us  that  he  was 
going  to  invade  this  particular  district  because 
a  number  of  counties  there  taken  together  were 
small,  and  it  was  the  proper  district  from  which  to 
provide  representatives  for  the  city  of  Montreal. 
It  wras  Liberal  and  Montreal  was  Conservative,  and 
it  was  necessary  to  even  matters  up,  to  invade  a 
Liberal  section  of  the  country  and  deprive  it  of  a. 
portion  of  its  representation,  and  give  that  repre¬ 
sentation  to  the  city  of  Montreal.  Well,  Sir,  the 
hon.  gentleman  forgets  that  the  County  of  Ottawa 
is  Liberal  and  has  64,000  people,  entitling  it  to 
three  representatives,  while  he  is  giving  it  but  two. 
The  County  of  Ottawa  has  8,000  more  population 
than  the  County  of  Hastings  in  Ontario  ;  and  yet 
you  are  giving  the  County  of  Hastings  three  mem¬ 
bers  also. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  are  not  giving  it 
any  members. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  has  them.  The  hon. 
gentleman  is  dealing  with  the  subject  of  represent¬ 
ation,  and  he  proposes  to  leave  the  County  of  Hast¬ 
ings  with  the  three  members  it  now  possesses. 
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though  it  has  a  population  of  about  55,000,  while 
the  County  of  Ottawa  has  64,000.  Why  does  not 
the  lion,  gentleman  give  Ottawa  County  three 
members  ? 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  You  propose  to  give  it  only 
one. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  lion,  gentleman 
does  not  pretend  to  say  that  we  propose  to  give  it 
only  one. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Certainly  ;  you  are  support¬ 
ing  the  resolution  of  the  leader  of  the  Opposition, 
which  is  that  Quebec  shall  be  left  as  it  is. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  My  hon.  friend’s  reso¬ 
lution  asks  for  delay,  because  the  Government  have 
brought  in  an  imperfect  measure,  one  that  is  unfair 
and  will  not  bear  investigation.  What  is  the  effect 
of  that  measure,  read  by  the  vote  of  1891  ?  You 
go  into  a  district  where  out  of  five  constituencies 
four  returned  representatives  to  the  Opposition  side 
of  the  House,  and  you  undertake  to  manipulate 
them  in  such  a  way  that  there  will  remain  four 
constituencies  three  of  which  will  return  repre¬ 
sentatives  to  the  Government  side  of  the  House  with 
the  same  vote  ;  and  you  propose  in  addition  to  give 
the  representatives  of  whom  you  have  deprived 
that  district,  to  what  you  regard  as  a  Conservative 
district.  Does  any  hon.  gentleman  believe  that  is 
fair  ?  Does  the  hon.  gentleman  think  that  the 
people  of  this  country  are  so  dull  that  they  do  not 
understand  the  object  of  a  measure  of  that  sort  ? 
Is  it  not  obvious  to  any  person  that  if  you  take  a 
district  which  returns  to  the  Opposition  side  of  the 
House  four  out  of  five  representatives,  and  so  change 
it  as  to  make  it  return  a  majority  of  Conservatives 
with  a  minority  of  votes,  you  are  committing  a 
breach  of  trust  to  the  public  of  this  country  ?  That 
is  the  result  of  the  measure  you  have  submitted  to 
the  House,  and  that  is  not  discharging  your  trust 
fairly  in  the  public  interest,  but  it  is  betraying 
your  trust  and  using  your  power  in  the  interests 
of  party.  Men  who  are  disposed  to  act  fairly  will 
not  countenance  a  measure  of  that  sort.  It 
is  a  cowardly  proceeding ;  it  is  wanting  in 
courage  and  fair-play  ;  and  it  is  impossible  to 
believe  that  the  Minister  of  Justice  and  others  of 
his  colleagues  examined  the  work  of  the  Minister 
of  Public  Works  before  submitting  it  to  this  House. 
Why,  look  at  the  features  of  the  Bill.  The  Min¬ 
ister  of  Justice  told  us  a  day  or  two  ago  that  in 
dealing  with  this  subject  he  did  not  wish  to  dis¬ 
turb  county  boundaries  more  than  was  necessary  ; 
he  told  iis  that  he  wished  to  give  continuity  and 
something  like  permanency  to  the  constituencies. 
How  have  you  done  that  in  the  case  of  Vercheres? 
Why,  you  have  distributed  that  county  among  four 
constituencies.  You  have  sent  parts  of  it  in  a 
direction  in  which  the  inhabitants  never  go  ;  you 
have  associated  parts  of  it  with  people  with  whom 
the  people  of  Vercheres  have  no  associations  of  any 
kind  whatever ;  and  yet  you  wish  to  have  the 
House  believe  that  you  are  dealing  fairly 
with  the  people  of  the  Province  of  Quebec. 
Let  me  say  that  when  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works  desired  to  give  additional  repre¬ 
sentation  to  Montreal,  it  would  have  been 
fair  had  he  acted  as  my  hon.  friend  suggested. 
You  want  to  give  three  Conservative  votes  to  the 
city  of  Montreal,  for  that  is  what  it  means.  Unite 
six  Conservative  constituencies  into  three  in  other 
portions  of  the  Province  of  Quebec.  You  can  do  it 


without  trouble.  You  can  unite  Vaudreuil  and  Sou- 
langes ;  you  can  unite  Three  Rivers  and  the  adjoining 
constituency ;  you  can  unite  Laval  and  Two 
Mountains.  You  then  accomplish  the  task,  you 
break  no  boundaries,  and  you  give  to  that  city  its 
additional  representation.  Why  was  that  not 
done  ?  But  you  say  :  Oh,  the  Conservative  popula¬ 
tion  of  Montreal  is  large,  and  we  ought  not  to 
withdraw  from  the  Conservative  section  of  the 
province  the  additional  representation  we  propose 
to  give  to  the  city  of  Montreal.  Well,  how  is  it 
with  regard  to  Drummond  and  Arthabaska  ?  There 
is  a  constituency  which  you  leave  as  it  is.  It  has 
44,000  people,  a  population  sufficient  for  two  con¬ 
stituencies.  Why  have  you  not  given  it  two 
representatives  ?  Why  have  you  left  Drummond 
and  Arthabaska  as  large  as  four  of  your  Conser¬ 
vative  constituencies  in  the  rural  districts  ?  When 
you  are  considering  the  large  Conservative  popula¬ 
tion  of  Montreal,  you  ought  to  consider  the  large 
Reform  population  in  Drummond  and  Arthabaska. 
That  you  have  not  done.  Then,  I  say  again, 
if  you  wish  to  give  Montreal  what  you  require 
as  a  fair  representation  for  a  city  population, 
you  ought  to  give  to  the  large  territorial 
County  of  Ottawa,  with  its  64,000  people,  three 
representatives.  If  yrou  wish  to  unite  two  Reform 
constituencies  into  one,  and  two  other  Reform  con¬ 
stituencies  into  another  one,  y7ou  ought  to  give  the 
tw7o  representatives  you  took  away  from  these 
constituencies  to  the  constituency  of  Ottawa.  It 
is  as  much  entitled  to  additional  representation  as 
Montreal.  You  do  not  pretend  to  say7  that  a  city 
as  large  as  Montreal  should  have  the  same  number 
of  representatives,  in  proportion  to  its  population, 
as  a  rural  district.  You  have  admited  that  by 
your  action,  and  yet  you  wish  to  count  man  for 
man  in  the  city  of  Montreal,  where  the  population 
is  concentrated, against  the  population  of  the  County 
of  Ottawa,  scattered  over  a  territory  as  large  as 
one  of  the  Maritime  Provinces.  Either  this  measure 
is  a  measure  conceived  ii>  a  spirit  hostile  to  repre¬ 
sentative  institutions,  a  measure  unjust  in  itself, 
or  it  is  a  measure  which  has  been  ill-considered. 
We  have  taken  the  most  charitable  view  for  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  by  treating  it  as  an  ill- 
considered  measure  ;  and  we  have  said  to  the  hon. 
gentleman  :  Withdraw' that  portion  of  theBillrelat- 
ing  to  Quebec  and  bring  forward  a  scheme  that  will 
do  you  more  credit.  Why,  Sir,  the  proposition  of 
the  Government  is  a  monstrous  one,  one  not 
capable  of  being  defended.  The  hon.  gentleman 
know7s  that  he  has  put  together  parts  of 
constituencies  separated  by  broad  rivers  ;  he  knows 
that  he  has  put  together  in  one  constituency  par¬ 
ishes  which  are  separated  by  intervening  parishes 
that  belong  to  another  constituency.  He  has  made 
up  constituencies  of  shreds  and  patches  taken  from 
counties  that  have  no  connection  with  each  other 
of  any  kind  whatever,  and  he  has  done  so  with 
special  reference  to  the  interests  of  his  party.  Why, 
the  hon.  gentleman  might  prepare  a  directory  for 
the  Province  of  Quebec  and  put  all  the  names  be¬ 
ginning  with  B  in  one  or  two  constituencies,  with¬ 
out  reference  to  the  districts  in  w'hich  the  people 
reside,  and  he  w'ould  have  as  rational  and  as  defen¬ 
sible  a  scheme  as  the  one  before  us.  My  hon.  friend’s 
proposition  is,  underthecircumstances,  a  reasonable 
one,  one  justified  by  the  measure  the  Government 
have  submitted  to  us,  because  that  measure  is 
utterly  incapable  of  being  justified  on  any  principle. 
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You  cannot  say  that  it  respects  county  boundaries 
or  that  it  establishes  symmetrical  constituencies  ; 
you  cannot  say  that  it  unites  people  who  have  com¬ 
munity  of  interests  ;  you  cannot  say  that  it  equal¬ 
izes  the  population.  It  is  an  unprincipled  measure, 
prdposed  by  a  Government  not  over -burdened  by 
any  regard  for  political  principles  which  may  in 
any  respect  conflict  with  their  party  interests. 

Mr.  DAY  IN.  The  hon.  member  for  Both  well 
(Mr.  Mills)  lays  down  two  propositions.  He  lays 
down  the  proposition,  which  has  been  again  and 
again  reiterated  in  this  discussion,  that  we  should 
have  absolute  regard  to  population,  and  he  takes 
no  note  whatever  of  what  has  been  demonstrated 
by  the  Minister  of  Justice  and  by  one  speaker 
after  another,  that  with  regard  to  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  if  the  Government  respected  the  principle 
he  thinks  should  guide  us,  namely,  the  exact 
scientific  representation  of  population,  the  result 
would  be  something  very  different  from  this  Bill 
and  very  different  from  what  he  and  his  friends 
would  welcome.  But  I  rise  to  call  attention  to  a 
circumstance  which  will  interest  my  hon.  friend 
and  the  committee.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  are 
very  strong  on  following  English  precedent.  Well, 
I  can  assure  them  that  in  their  extravagant  and 
unreasonable  fault-finding  with  this  Bill,  they  are 
actually  following  an  English  precedent,  but  not  a 
Liberal  precedent.  They  are  following  the  course 
of  some  of  the  Conservative  party  in  1832.  In 
looking  over  the  debate  on  the  Reform  Bill  of  1832, 
a  Reform  Bill  which  was  carried  out  on  lines  which 
the  leader  of  the  Opposition  would  like  to  have 
adopted  here,  that  is  to  say,  the  appointment  of 
commissioners,  I  find  that  Lord  John  Russell  said  : 

“  In  the  first  place,  commissioners  were  sent  out  against 
whose  characters  I  have  never  heard  the  slightest  impu¬ 
tation,  men  whose  politics  were  of  various  kinds,  many  of 
them  men  in  the  sei’vice,  in  the  Artillery  or  Engineers, 
who  took  no  interest  in  party  politics  at  all.” 

Well,  what  was  the  result  ?  Did  the  Opposition  in 
that  House,  or  leading  members  of  the  Opposition 
in  that  House,  receive  the  Redistribution  Bill  in  the 
manner  which  they  should,  if  there  is  anything  in 
the  arguments  which  have  been  advanced,  by 
which  we  would  be  led  to  suppose  that  the  report 
of  commissioners  sent  by  us  would  be  received  ? 
Not  at  all.  They  criticised  the  Redistribution  Bill 
which  was  founded  on  the  report  of  the  commis¬ 
sioners  just  as  adversely  as  my  hon.  friends  oppo¬ 
site  have  criticised  this  Bill.  I  desire  to  call 
attention  to  the  language  which  was  used  by  the 
Right  Hon.  Mr.  Crokey  in  regard  to  the  Bill  of 
1832.  That  Bill  was  a  great  measure  of  enfranchise¬ 
ment.  It  withdrew  the  control  which  an  oligar¬ 
chy  had  over  the  people,  and  placed  power  in  the 
middle  class  of  England.  Mr.  Croker  said  : 

“  I  have  already  said  that  the  general  rule  has  been  to 
take  adjoining  parishes ;  and  one  would  have  thought 
that,  whenever  it  was  necessary  to  do  more,  some  guiding 
principle  would  have  been-  adopted.  Now,  without  at¬ 
tempting  to  charge  individual  partiality  in  different 
cases,  I  must  say  that,  if  you  see  a  different  practice 
adopted  in  similar  cases,  you  may  reasonably  suspect  that 
there  is  some  reason  for  it  which  is  not  avowed.” 

What  is  the  meaning  of  that  ?  It  is  a  suggestion 
that  these  commissioners,  who  were  connected 
with  the  artillery  which  is  supposed  to  enshrine 
the  honour  of  Englishmen,  had  been  biased  by 
party  views  and  had  leaned  to  the  advantage  of 
the  Government.  The  same  thing  might  have 
been  asserted  if  we  had  been  ready  to  take  the 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


same  course.  If  we  had  sent  out  commissioners,  I 
have  no  doubt  that  their  report  would  have  been 
criticised  in  the  same  way  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Bothwell  in  that  violent  language  which  he  has 
used  this  evening.  This  is  what  the  Hon.  Mr. 
Croker  says  : 

“  The  commissioners  who  went  to  these  several  places, 
certainly  not  with  a  spirit  adverse  to  that  of  the  framers 
of  the  Bill,  said,  and  truly  said,  that  the  rights  were  so 
very  uncertain,  that  houses  were  generally  rated  so  much 
below  their  value  that  they  would  not  be  guided  by  the 
rated  value  of  houses  in  any  borough,  but  would  consider 
the  real  value  of  the  houses.” 

Again,  I  find  this  : 

“The  commissioners  recommend  that  Tweedmouth 
should  be  joined  to  Berwick,  not  because  it  will  give 
satisfaction  to  Berwick,  but  to  Tweedmouth.  The  com¬ 
missioners  confess  that  the  connection  will  not  be  equally 
palatable  to  Berwick,  but  they  nevertheless  recommend 
the  junction.” 

Here  you  have  the  same  sort  of  criticism.  Mr. 
Croker  was  a  great  man  in  his  day,  and  he  shows 
that  some  twelve  constituencies  returned  one  mem- 
bereach  while  twelve  others  returned  two  members, 
and  he  says  that  the  population  of  those  which 
returned  one  member  each  amounted  to  70,339,  or 
4,009  £10  voters,  while  those  who  returned  two 
members  each  had  a  population  of  47,310,  or  2,938 
£10  houses.  That  shows  that,  in  the  wisdom  of 
the  English  Government  and  the  methods  they 
adopted,  we  have  an  example  as  to  how  matters 
can  be  squared  practically.  Mr.  Croker  says  : 

“  Thus  by  this  impartial  and  rational  Bill,  rendered 
necessary  by  the  anomalies  and  inequalities  of  the  pre¬ 
sent  system,  and  moulded  for  18  months  in  the  plastic 
hands  of  the  Ministers,  we  have  this  fair,  just  and  satis¬ 
factory  result ;  that  ten  places,  having  70,359  inhabitants, 
and  4,009  electors,  are  to  return  10  members ;  while  10 
other  places,  with  47,310  inhabitants,  and  2,938  electors, 
are  to  return  20  members.” 

Lord  Russell,  who  engineered  that  great  Bill 
through  the  House  of  Commons,  who  is  the  father 
of  modern  English  Liberalism,  of  whom  I  heard 
Mr.  Gladstone  say  that,  if  the  services  of  politic¬ 
ians  were  recognized  as  those  of  warriors  are,  the 
services  of  Lord  Russell  would  cover  his  breast 
with  stars,  said  in  regard  to  this  : 

“  The  right  hon.  gentleman  objected  in  the  first  place 
to  our  making  an  addition  to  a  place  like  Exeter,  while  we 
made  no  addition  to  the  borough  of  Abingdon.  I  think 
the  best  way  in  which  I  can  answer  that  objection  will  be 
not  so  much  by  referring  to  the  particular  details  of  those 
cases,  as  by  mentioning  the  principle  on  which  I  think 
the  commissioners  have  founded  their  report,  and  on 
which,  in  my  opinion,  those  gentlemen  who  were  directed 
to  examine  them,  ought  to  have  examined  them, 
and  which  the  Government  have  finally  adopted. 
I  think  that  in  (he  great  cities  and  towns  of  this 
country,  wherever  the  town  has  grown  beyond  the 
borough,  or  wherever  there  was  what  some  people  might 
call  a  village,  but  which  is  in  fact  a  collection  of  villas 
and  houses  occupied  by  persons  closely  connected  with 
the  city  or  large  town,  ancl  having  entirely  their  business, 
their  occupations,  and  their  interests  in  that  town — I 
think,  in  such  cases,  it  was  right  to  add  to  that  city  or 
town,  however  large  it  might  be — whether  it  contained 
20,000,  30,000  or  40,000  inhabitants — that  additional  popu¬ 
lation,  which  its  increase  of  business  or  population  had 
so  connected  with  it.  I  think  that  where  there  was  to  be 
found  in  a  town  a  sufficient  population  and  a  sufficient 
constituency,  and  where  such  a  town  has  in  its  neighbour¬ 
hood  neither  street,  houses,  nor  suburbs,  that  were  at  all 
connected  with  it,  but,  on  the  contrary,  was  surrounded 
entirely  by  agricultural  districts,  and  which  has  already 
a  sufficient  population  within  the  town,  I  think,  in  such  a 
case it  was  proper  for  the  commissioners  not  to  make 
any  further  addition  to  the  town.  Now,  Sir,  the  last  of 
these  cases  is  the  case  of  Abingdon.  Abingdon,  certainly, 
is  not  a  large  town,  but  there  is  nothing  like  a  town  round 
it,  and  there  is  no  population  whatever  that  is  imme¬ 
diately  connected  with  it.” 
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That  was  one  of  the  eases  complained  of.  In  that 
Bill  one  of  the  things  strongly  objected  to  in 
the  redistribution  here  was  actually  done,  and  I 
suppose  it  was  because  necessity  was  laid  upon 
Lord  Russell  and  his  colleagues  to  make  it  part  of 
the  Bill.  The  26th  section  of  the  Rill  of  1832  is  as 
follows  :  — 

“  And  be  it  enacted,  that  the  isolated  parts  of  counties 
in  England  and  Wales,  which  are  described  in  the 
schedule  to  this  Act  annexed,  marked  (M),  shall,  as  to 
the  election  of  members  to  serve  in  Parliament  as 
knights  of  the  shire,  be  considered  as  forming  parts  of 
the  respective  counties  and  divisions  which  are  respec¬ 
tively  mentioned  in  the  fourth  column  of  the  said 
schedule  (M),  in  conjunction  with  the  names  of  such 
isolated  parts  respectively  ;  and  that  every  part  of  any 
county  in  England  or  Wales  which  is  detached  from  the 
main  body  of  such  county,  but  for  which  no  special  pro¬ 
vision  is  hereby  made,  shall  be  considered  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  election  of  members  to  serve  in  Parliament 
as  knights  of  the  shire,  as  forming  part  of  that  county.” 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  you  will  see  that  in  that  Bill, 
no  doubt  because  of  the  geographical  exigencies, 
they  were  forced  to  put  a  part  of  one  county  into 
a  county  to  which  it  did  not  belong,  for  purposes 
of  representation  in  the  Imperial  Parliament.  Now, 
my  lion,  friend  who  spoke  last  practically  con¬ 
demns  the  Government  because  they  did  not  take 
one  seat  from  Vaudreuil  and  Soulanges  and  give  it 
to  Montreal  ;  because  they  have  not  done  that, 
because  they  have  not  taken  one  seat  from  Vaud¬ 
reuil  and  Soulanges—  they  condemn  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  Now,  Lord  Russell,  in  this  very  speech  to 
which  I  have  referred,  points  out  that  they  have 
allowed  some  constituencies  to  exist  that  the  lion, 
gentleman  might  think  anomalous,  because,  he  says, 
it  will  be  easier  for  men  who  might  not  wish  to 
contest  a  large  county,  to  contest  a  small  borough, 
and  so  get  a  very  desirable  class  into  the 
House.  It  may  be  easier  for  him  to  get 
in  for  Vaudreuil  and  Soulanges  than  for 
a  constituency  in  Montreal.  I  am  told  that  the 
Montreal  constituencies  have  always  been  very 
expensive  to  contest.  I  am  making  no  special 
reference  to  Montreal  now,  but  I  will  say 
that,  looking  at  the  history  of  things  in  the  old 
country,  if  there  is  to  be  any  preference,  if  there 
is  to  be  any  weighing  of  the  advantages  that  would 
accrue  to'this  House  from  having  a  county  con¬ 
stituency  or  a  city  constituency — I  say  that  look¬ 
ing  at  the  history  of  this  House,  and  looking  at  the 
history  of  parliamentary  representation  in  the  old 
country,  you  cannot  fail  to  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  tendency  of  a  county  constituency  is  to 
send  better  men  to  Parliament  than  a  city  con¬ 
stituency.  If  you  look  at  the  history  of  the  House 
of  Commons  in  England,  or  take  the  history  of  this 
House  of  Commons,  nearly  every  distinguished  man 
in  each  House  has  represented  a  county  con¬ 
stituency.  Now,  after  all,  what  are  we  contend¬ 
ing  for  here  ?  Hon.  gentlemen  contend  eloquently 
for  the  representation  of  population  ;  but  they  do  not 
point  out  that  this  scientific  representation  of  popu¬ 
lation  will  give  you  a  better  Houseof  Commons.  What 
is  the  virtue  that  is  in  it  ?  Will  it  give  you  a 
better  House  ?  If  you  have  the  unit  of  population 
that  they  adopt,  if  you  take  it  as  a  divisor,  and  if 
you  get,  as  a  result,  a  scientific  representation  of 
heads  in  this  Dominion  of  Canada,  I  venture  to  say 
that  you  will  not  get  a  better  House  of  Commons, 
and  you  might  get  a  worse.  Now,  I  see  no  chance 
whatever  of  bettering  things  here  so  as  to  get  a 
more  varied  representation  of  the  forces  of  this 


Dominion  in  this  House.  I  will  venture  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  committee  to  what  Mr.  Gladstone 
said  in  defence  of  what  my  lion,  friends  to  the  left 
of  the  Speaker  would  call  an  unequal  representa¬ 
tion  in  the  House  of  Commons.  In  1859,  when  the 
Reform  Bill  was  under  discussion  in  the  English 
House  of  Commons,  Mr.  Gladstone  said  : 

“  You  must  not  consider  in  this  matter  the  question  only 
of  the  elector.” 

We  have  been  considering  the  question  of  the 
electors,  as  if  every  elector,  the  moment  you  gave 
him  the  franchise,  should  have  just  the  same 
weight  as  every  other  elector,  no  more  and  no  less. 

“  lTou  must  consider  quite  as  much  who  are  likely  to  be 
the  elected.  And  permit  me  to  say  that  the  time  has 
come  when,  in  the  examination  of  any  scheme  of  reform, 
it  is  of  vital  and  capital  importance  that  this  matter 
should  be  brought  fully  under  the  view  of  the  House.  Let 
me  point  out  that  the  Reform  Bill  of  1832  has  not  in  this 
respect  been  fairly  and  fully  tried.  Eor  twenty-seven 
years,  it  is  true,  it  has  been  in  operation,  and  it  has  com¬ 
municated  great  vigour  to  the  working  of  the  legislative 
machine.  For  the  first  ten  or  fifteen  years  of  that  period 
the  working  of  the  Reformed  Parliament  has  exhibited  a 
union  of  power,  circumspection,  and  sagacity  such  as  it 
would  be  difficult  to  find  an  equal  to  in  the  history  of 
legislative  assemblies.  But  look  at  the  advantages  which 
attended  the  first  working  of  this  change  in  our  representa¬ 
tion.  It  is  true  we  had  a  new  electoral  system,  but  we  had 
the  old  statesman  to  work  i  t.  Read  the  admirable  argument 
of  Lord  Macaulay  in  his  history  of  William  III.  upon  the 
state  of  the  House  of  Commons  at  that  time,  before  you 
had  organized  the  system  under  which  ministries  are 
constituted  and  maintained  in  this  country.  The  House 
of  Commons  was  then  an  assembly  of  units  incapable  of 
forming  into  one  body  and  working  together.  Why  is  it 
that  from  that  time  to  the  present  they  have  become,  in¬ 
stead  of  a  mere  aggregate  of  units,  an  organized  whole, 
capable  of  conducting  the  affairs  of  this  great  Empire  ? 
It  has  been  because  of  the  race  of  statesmen  who  have 
adorned  this  House  who  have  been  reared  from  generation 
to  generation  under  the  operation  of  your  improved  par¬ 
liamentary  system,  and  of  that  race,  I  rejoice  to  say,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  twenty-seven  years  that  have  elapsed 
since  the  Reform  Bill,  a  very  considerable  number  still 
remain  to  us.  Now,  how  were  these  men  introduced  into 
the  House  of  Commons?  ” 

I  will  ask  the  attention  of  my  hon.  friend  from 
Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills),  who  is  a  great  Liberal,  to 
this  argument  of  Mr.  Gladstone’s : 

“I  am  sure  I  may  entreat  the  patience  of  the  House. 
I  need  not  trouble  them  with  wearisome  citations  ;  but  it 
is  really  worth  our  while  to  consider  how  this  great,  pro- 
vision  for  the  exigencies  of  the  country  has  been  made. 
We  have  heard,  in  the  course  of  this  debate,  some  apology 
for  small  constituencies.  Well,  I  am  no  great  lover  of 
small  constituencies,  and  it  never  was  my  lot  to  sit  for 
one.” 

I  may  3ay  that  Mr,  Gladstone  does  not  mean  that 
he  did  not  sit  for  a  nomination  borough,  for  he  was 
brought  iu  for  Newark  by  the  Duke  of  Newcastle, 
when  23  years  of  age. — 

“At  the  same  time  small  constituencies  undoubtedly 
tend  to  answer  the  great  purpose  of  a  representative 
system,  in  securing  its  diversity  and  completeness.” 

Here  is  a  man  who  is  at  present  leading  the  Liberal 
forces  in  England.  Does  he  lay  any  store  whatever 
on  this  nice  representation  of  heads  ?  Does  he  lay 
any  store  whatever  on  such  arguments  as  are  used 
by  Liberals  in  this  committee  ?  Not  at  all.— 

“  If  you  have  nothing  but  large  and  populous  bodies  to 
return  your  members  of  Parliament  there,  as  recent  ex¬ 
perience  seems,  I  am  sorry  to  say,  in  a  great  degree,  to 
prove,  local  interests  and  local  influences  will,  upon  the 
whole,  pi’evail,  and  you  will  not  find  it  possible  to  introduce 
adequately  into  this  House  the  race  of  men  by  whom  the 
government  of  the  country  is  to  be  carried  on.” 

Hon.  gentlemen  who  have  argued  this  question  in 
this  House  do  not  seem  to  care  one  straw  as  to 
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what  the  character  of  the  representation  is  to  be, 
but  the  whole  question  is  brought  down  to  a  mathe¬ 
matical  one  as  to  how  votes  are  to  tell  in  an  election. 
I  do  not  now  refer  to  the  subject  from  a  party  point 
of  view. — 

“  By  means  of  small  boroughs,  generally  considered — I 
have  no  doubt  there  are  objections  to  them,  but  I  believe 
those  objections  are  gradually  disappearing  under  the 
action  of  improved  laws  and  an  improved  state  of  public 
feeling — by  means  of  small  boroughs  you  introduce  into 
this  House  the  representatives  of  separate  interests,  who 
stand  apart  from  the  great  and  the  paramount  interests 
of  the  country. 

“You  introduced  here  the  masters  of  civil  wisdom, 
such  as  Mr.  Burke  above  all,  Sir  James  Mackintosh,  and 
many  others  who  might  be  named,  a  class  of  men  with 
respect  to  whom  nothing  is  less  probable  than  that  they 
should  command  to  any  great  extent  the  suffrages  of 
large  and  populous  constituencies.  You  introduce  those 
calm,  sagacious,  retired  observers  who  are  averse  from  the 
rough  contact  necessary  in  canvassing  large  bodies  of 
electors  but  who  form  no  small  part  of  the  best  substrata 
of  this  House,  and  contribute  greatly  to  the  efficiency  of 
your  representative  system.  Many,  however,  have 
spoken  on  behalf  of  small  boroughs.  I  want  to  speak  on 
behalf  of  a  cer  tain  description  of  small  boroughs — of  those 
where,  from  kindly  interest,  from  ancient  and  affection¬ 
ate  recollections,  from  local  and  traditional  respect,  from 
the  memory  of  services  received,  from  the  admiration  of 
great  men  and  great  qualities,  the  constituencies  are 
willing  to  take  upon  trust  the  recommendation  of  can¬ 
didates  for  Parliament  from  noblemen  down  or  gentle¬ 
men  who  may  stand  in  immediate  connection  with 
them.” 

That  is  the  language  of  the  great  Liberal  leader, 
and  some  one  cried  “oh,”  and  Mr.  Gladstone  said  : 

“  I  do  not  complain  at  all  of  that  interruption.  I  admit 
that  there  is  something  of  paradox  in  such  an  argument 
upon  such  a  question,  if  it  is  to  be  considered  as  an  argu¬ 
ment  upon  paper  only  :  but  practice  has  proved  that  the 
real  paradox  lies  with  those  who  will  allow  of  no  ingress 
into  this  House  but  one.  If  that  one  ingress  is  to  be  the 
suffrages  of  a  large  mass  of  voters,  the  consequence  is  a 
dead  level  of  mediocrity  which  destroys  not  only  the 
ornament  but  the  force  of  this  House,  and  which,  as  I 
think  the  history  of  other  countries  will  show,  is  fatal  to 
the  liberties  of  the  people  ultimately.” 

Mr.  Gladstone  goes  on  to  show  that  Canning,  Palmer¬ 
ston,  Pitt,  both  the  old  and  the  younger,  and  Peel, 
and  in  fact  all  the  great  men  Avho  have  done  so 
much  for  liberty  and  for  England  had  come  into  the 
House  by  means  of  small  boroughs,  and  some  never 
sat  for  anything  but  a  nomination  borough.  The 
Earl  of  Chatham  never  sat  for  a  popular  borough  ; 
he  was  brought  in  for  Old  Sarum.  Mr.  Gladstone 
makes  this  argument  in  another  place,  that  from 
1835  to  1850  there  was,  in  some  respects,  a  sensible 
lowering  of  the  character  of  the  British  House  of 
Commons,  and  in  1859  he  made  that  appeal  for 
small  boroughs  by  which  means  young  men  of  tal¬ 
ent,  such  as  he  had  been,  could  be  brought  into  the 
House,  and  he  pointed  out  how  Pitt  was  brought 
in  when  a  mere  boy,  and  how  Palmerston  had 
been  brought  in  as  a  mere  boy,  and  that  that  was 
the  way  in  which  British  statesmen  had  been  trained. 

I  am  very  glad  to  know  that  popular  constituencies 
have  sent  to  this  House  this  session  some  young 
men  of  great  talent  and  promise  ;  but  I  say  this, 
that  if  we  could  devise  any  means  of  having  con¬ 
stituencies,  not  arranged  as  these  Liberal  hon. 
gentlemen  are  arranging  them  by  adopting  a  nice 
view  of  the  exact  material  weight  of  the  vote 
of  an  elector,  but  so  arranged  as  to  give  us 
the  means  of  bringing  all  the  various  forces  that 
are  in  this  young  country  into  this  House,  we 
would  do  more  than  anything  else  to  advance  the 
country  materially,  morally  and  intellectually,  by 
tending  to  give  the  Dominion  a  House  that  which 
would  approach  the  ideal  of  what  we  should  aim  at 
Mr.  Davin. 


in  Canada,  a  House  that  would  challenge,  that 
would  deserve,  that  would  command  the  respect  of 
the  people  throughout  the  entire  country.  We  may 
say,  as  Burke  said  :  The  House  or  the  Ministry 
which  cannot  stand  with  credit  cannot  stand  long. 
It  is  true  that  a  House  that  does  not  stand  with 
credit  in  the  eyes  of  the  people  may  stand  and  may 
govern  the  country,  but  it  cannot  stand  long  in 
that  state  of  efficiency  which  a  House  of  represent¬ 
atives  should  hold.  I  had  intended  on  this  sec¬ 
tion  to  move  an  amendment  that  would  have  point¬ 
ed  in  that  direction  of  giving  us  at  least  two  con¬ 
stituencies  that,  in  my  opinion,  would  have  tended 
to  introduce  into  this  House  a  new  element,  an 
element  free  from  some  of  the  influences  that  dis¬ 
count  and  depress  the  representatives  in  this  House. 
I  had  intended  to  suggest  to  the  committee  that 
we  should  give  a  representative  to  a  group  of  uni¬ 
versities  in  the  east  and  a  representative  to  a  group 
of  universities  in  the  west,  but,  having  made  some 
enquiries,  I  will  not  make  that  motion  ;  and  I  have 
made  these  remarks  for  the  purpose  of  point¬ 
ing  out  what  seems  to  be  the  fallacious  position  of 
the  Opposition  before  this  committee.  It  may  not 
be  altogether  unfruitful  that  I  should  have  made 
these  remarks,  because  it  will  at  all  events  call  the 
attention  of  this  House  and  call  the  attention  of 
people  outside,  to  the  fact  that  so  great  a  man  as 
Mr.  Gladstone,  so  great  a  Liberal  as  Mr.  Gladstone, 
and  so  great  a  Liberal  as  Lord  John  Russell,  set 
no  store  whatever  on  this  scientific  carving  out 
of  constituencies  that  is  supposed  to  be  aimed  at 
by  hon.  gentlemen  here.  I  must  say  also  they 
are  not  logical,  and  clearly  they  are  not  consistent, 
because  if  their  views  as  stated  in  one  part  of  their 
speeches  were  carried  out,  it  would  land  them  in  a 
state  of  things  the  very  reverse  of  what  they  desire 
if  we  are  to  consider  another  part  of  their  speeches. 
Mr.  Chairman,  before  I  sit  down,  probably  the 
committee  will  permit  me  to  say  one  word  in  regard 
to  my  view  of  the  measure  now  before  the  House. 
When  I  spoke  originally  on  this  matter,  I  stated 
what  I  thought  a  measure  of  this  kind  ought  to  be, 
and  I  stated  that  I  thought  this  measure  a  moderate 
one.  I  subsequently  had  to  speak  again,  and  part 
of  what  I  said  on  the  subsequent  occasion  has  ap¬ 
peared  in  one  of  the  most  prominent  papers  of  the 
country,  but  the  most  important  part  of  what  I  said 
has  not  appeared,  and  the  consequence  is — no  doubt 
not  by  any  design  of  that  able  and  widely  read  paper 
— that  the  public  who  read  that  journal  may  very 
well  think  that  the  whole  of  the  argument  and  the 
whole  of  my  opinion  on  this  subject,  consists  of 
my  opinion  of  Mr.  Mowat’s  gerrymander  in 
Ontario.  I  may  point  out,  with  the  leave  of  the 
committee,  that  my  argument  about  Mr.  Mowat’s 
gerrymander  was  in  response  to  an  hon.  gentleman 
who  challenged  a  statement  of  mine  that  he  had 
dealt  with  certain  constituencies  in  a  given  way. 

I  thereupon  pointed  oxit  that  he  had  done  so,  but 
the  public  have  only  seen  what  I  have  said  in  regard 
to  that,  and  they  have  not  seen  my  general  statement 
and  argument  in  the  first  speech  I  made,  nor  the 
reasons  why  I  considered  this  a  moderate  and  fair 
measure,  and  such  a  one  as  a  member  of  the  party 
supporting  the  Government  who  desires  to  see  fair- 
play  done  in  this  House,  might  support  and  go 
into  committee  on,  with  the  view  of  what  has  been 
done  already  and  of  what  is  being  done,  of  amending 
it  where  it  needed  amendment  and  wherever  good 
cause  can  be  shown  for  amending  it.  We  have 
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done  that  already,  and  I  say  further,  that  I  think 
when  the  Government  and  when  the  Conservative 
party  have  treated  the  Opposition  in  the  way  we 
have  up  to  the  present  minute  in  this  House,  it  is 
an  unreasonable  and  unwise  thing  for  the  Opposi¬ 
tion  to  speak  as  they  do  in  regard  to  the 
Government  and  the  Conservative  party.  Why, 
Sir,  it  is  not  the  action  of  the  Opposition 
that  has  led  the  Government  to  concede  what 
it  has  conceded,  but  it  is  the  opinion 
of  the  Government  itself  and  the  opinion 
of  this  House  generally,  Reformers  as  well  as  Con¬ 
servatives,  after  having  looked  into  certain  argu¬ 
ments  that  were  used  in  regard  to  certain  clauses 
of  the  Bill.  This  is  the  force  that  has  led  to  these 
changes  already  made,  and  I  say  when  we  go  into 
committee,  and  when  changes  are  made  in  a  fair 
and  square  manner  as  has  been  done,  I  think  it  is 
very  unwise  to  say  the  least  of  it  that  these  conces¬ 
sions  should  be  met  in  the  way  they  have  been  met 
by  the  Opposition.  In  regard  to  the  amendment 
of  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  I  will  say,  that  see¬ 
ing  the  way  the  Ontario  section  of  the  Bill  has  been 
dealt  with,  there  is  not  any  reason  whatever  for 
supporting  that  amendment.  I  must  therefore  vote 
against  it.  I  have  seen  that  the  Government  and 
the  party  with  which  I  act,  have  done  exactly 
what  I  anticipated  they  would  do,  especially  after 
the  statement  of  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  and 
I  have  no  doubt  that  when  we  come  to  discuss  the 
clauses  of  the  Bill  dealing  with  Quebec,  one  sub¬ 
section  after  another  sub-section  will  be  dealt  with 
in  the  same  spirit  of  fairness,  and  so  as  to  commend 
itself  to  the  good  sense  and  conscience  of  this 
House,  and  to  the  good  sense  and  conscience  of 
the  country. 

Amendment  (Mr.  Laurier)  negatived  :  Yeas,  27  ; 
Kays,  57. 

3.  In  the  Province  of  Quebec — 

_  (a.)  The  electoral  district  of  South  Ottawa  shall  con¬ 
sist  of_  the  townships  of  Masham,  Eardley,  Wakefield, 
Hull  (including  the  city  of  Hull  and  the  town  of  Aylmer), 
Templeton,  Portland,  Derry,  Buckingham,  Mulgrave, 
Lochaber  and  Bipon,  and  the  seigniory  of  La  Petite  Nation, 
and  shall  return  one  member. 

.  ( b .)  The  electoral  district  of  North  Ottawa  shall  con¬ 
sist  of  the  remaining  part  of  the  County  of  Ottawa  as  it 
was  constituted  (including  unorganized  territories)  on  the 
thirty-first  day  of  January,  one  thousand  eight  hundred 
and  sixty-one,  by  section  one  of  chapter  seventy-five  of 
the  Consolidated  Statutes  for  Lower  Canada,  and  shall 
return  one  member. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  subject  of  this 
division  of  Ottawa  County  has  been  very  carefully 
considered  and  it  has  been  agreed  that  the  division 
east  and  west  will  be  preferable.  The  division  line 
will  therefore  be  north  and  south,  and  we  propose 
that  the  following  sub-sections  shall  be  substituted 
for  clauses  (a)  and  (6)  in  the  Bill  : — 

(a.)  The  electoral  district  of  Wright  shall  consist  of 
the  city  of  Hull,  the  town  of  Aylmer,  the  township  of 
Templeton,  including  the  village  of  Point  Gatineau,  the 
townships  of  Hull,  Eardley,  Masham,  Wakefield,  Lowe, 
Denholm,  Aylwin,  Hincks,  Bowman,  Bigelow,  Blake, 
NorthfiekL  Wright,  Bouchette,  Cameron,  Wabassee,  Bou- 
thillier,  Kensington,  Maniwaki,  Egan,  Lytton,  Sicotte, 
Aumond,  Robertson,  and  all  the  unorganized  territories 
west  of  the  Riviere  du  Li&vre  to  the  southern  limits  of  the 
County  of  Montcalm. 

(6.)  The  electoral  district  of  Labelle  shall  consist  of  the 
parish  of  Notre  Dame  de  Bonsecours,  including  the  vil¬ 
lage  of  Montebello,  the  parishes  of  Ste.  Angtilique  and  of 
St.  Andr6  AveHn,  the  township  of  Lochaber,  including 
the  village  of  Thurso,  the  township  of  Buckingham,  in¬ 
cluding  the  village  of  Buckingham,  the  townships  of 
Portland,  Derry,  Mulgrave,  Ripon,  Villeneuve.Lathbury, 
Hartwell,  Suffolk,  Ponsonby,  Wells,  Bidwell,  Preston, 


Addington,  Amherst.  Clyde,  Labelle,  Killaly,  McGill, 
Dudley, La  Minerve,  Joly,  March  and,  Loranger,  Kinmika, 
Campbell,  also  all  the  unorganized  territories  west  to  the 
du  Li^vre  River  and  south  of  the  southern  boundary  of 
the  County  of  Montcalm. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  is  the  population  in  each 
division  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  figures  are  32,000  and  a 
few  hundreds  on  each  side.  They  are  practically 
the  same. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  This  is  the  first  intimation  which 
I  have  had  of  this  proposed  change  in  the  division 
already  made  of  the  County  of  Ottawa,  apart  from 
conversations  which  I  have  heard  here  and  there.  I 
am  glad  to  see,  at  all  events,  that  the  suggestions 
which  I  made  in  this  House  some  time  ago,  as  well  as 
suggestions  made  by  many  others  from  the  County 
of  Ottawa,  have  met  with  due  consideration.  This 
afternoon  the  hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works,  in 
the  course  of  his  remarks,  said  that  we  had  made 
no  suggestions,  but  the  House  will  bear  with  me 
when  I  say  that,  when  this  Bill  was  first  under 
discussion,  I  did  make  suggestions,  and  that  in  the 
main  they  have  been  carried  out.  I  pointed  out 
that  the  line  as  proposed  to  be  drawn  by  the 
Government  was  an  unnatural  line,  and  did  not 
meet  the  requirements  of  the  situation.  Accord¬ 
ing  to  the  division  which  has  just  been  proposed 
the  population  in  each  division  will  be  about 
32,000.  This  afternoon,  without  having  had  any 
idea  whatever  of  the  division  which  the  Government 
intended  to  propose,  I  myself  figured  up  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  adivision  formed  of  the  townships  of  Eardley, 
Masham,  Lowe,  Aylwin,  Wright,  Bouchette,  Mani¬ 
waki,  Egan,  Lytton,  Sicotte,  Bascatong,  Hull,  Wake¬ 
field,  Denholm,  Hincks,  Northfield,  Cameron,  Kens¬ 
ington,  Aumond,  Aylmer  and  Hull  City ,  and  I  found 
that  the  population  would  be  32,418.  So  that  the 
population  of  the  rest  of  the  county  would  be  31,- 
638.  Of  course,  by  the  amendment  now  before  the 
committee  the  division  of  Wright  is  increased  by 
the  addition  of  the  townships  of  Bigelow’,  Bowman, 
Blake,  Wabassee  and  Bouthillier,  not  a  large  or 
very  material  increase,  inasmuch  as  those  town¬ 
ships  are  not  yet  thickly  populated.  With  regard 
to  the  change  in  the  main,  all  I  can  say  is  that  no 
doubt  a  feeling  of  sorrow  wall  be  experienced 
because  the  name  of  this  important  division  will 
be  changed.  How’ever,  there  is  this  degree  of 
satisfaction,  that  the  name  of  one  of  the  newr 
divisions  will  recall  the  labours  and  the  apostleship 
of  a  life  that  is  well  known  in  the  County  of 
Ottawa — a  name  dear  to  the  heart  of  every  French- 
Canadian  at  any  rate  in  the  Province  of  Quebec. 
Consequently,  with  the  name  of  Labelle  I  have  no 
fault  to  find.  Nor  do  I  find  fault  with  the  name 
of  Wright.  This  is  a  compliment,  a  just  and  well- 
merited  compliment,  paid  to  the  gentleman  who 
preceded  me  in  the  representation  of  the  County 
of  Ottaw'a  in  this  House.  Still  it  cannot  be  con¬ 
cealed  that  there  will  be  a  feeling  of  sorrow’  at  the 
name  of  Ottawa  being  left  aside.  Now’,  notwith¬ 
standing  what  may  be  said  by  the  hon.  Minister 
of  Public  Works  as  to  our  not  having  made  sugges¬ 
tions,  we  contended  that  the  county  was  entitled 
according  to  its  population,  to  three  members,  and 
I  think  that  contention  has  been  represented  to 
the  hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works  himself  both  by 
a  delegation  and  from  various  other  sources  ;  and  if 
I  mistake  not  I  called  the  hon.  Minister’s  attention 
to  it  myself  W'hen  this  question  first  came  up  for 
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discussion  in  this  House.  To  show  that  we  did, 
I  may  be  permitted  to  quote  a  few  words  which  I 
uttered  in  this  House  when  the  measure  was  first 
under  discussion  : 

“  What  we  ask  for  was  that  instead  of  having  two  repre¬ 
sentatives,  we  should,  in  view  of  the  vast  and  important 
interests  of  the  county  be  given  three  representatives.” 

Again  I  said  : 

“  I  hold  that  the  line  should  be  drawn  not  from  the  east 
to  the  west  but  from  the  north  to  the  south,  and  that  for 
many  reasons.” 

Again  : 

O  % 

“  What  we  held  out  for  was  three  members.  We  have 
not  been  granted  three  members  but  have  only  been  given 
two.  In  view  of  this,  we  have  asked  and  we  now  ask  that 
the  line  of  division  should  be  fairly  and  justly  drawn. 
We  have  pointed  out  that  the  interests  of  the  various  sec¬ 
tions  are  different  and  that  by  drawing  the  line  from  north 
to  south  these  sections  could  be  much  better  represented.” 

So  that  when'  the  hon.  Minister  says  that  we 
offered  no  suggestions,  he  simply  overlooks  the 
suggestions  which  we  did  make.  Did  he  not  him¬ 
self  call  attention  to  the  delegation  which  went 
to  his  office  and  which  asked  him  in  the  presence 
of  the  hon.  Minister  of  Customs  to  change  the  line 
from  east  to  west  and  make  it  from  north  to  south? 
There  were  Liberals  there,  and  I  made  the  same 
suggestion  myself.  Previous  to  that  I  made  the 
suggestion,  and  always  held  out  that  the  line  should 
be  drawn  north  and  south,  so  that  if  there  is  any 
credit  to  be  given  any  one  for  having  this  line 
drawn  north  and  south,  I  claim  as  much  of  it  as 
any  hon.  gentleman  who  has  brought  the  matter 
before  the  House.  I  forgot  to  mention  when  refer¬ 
ring  to  the  new  name  of  the  eastern  section  of 
Ottawa  County,  that  it  was  not  only  a  compliment 
to  the  most  sincerely  regretted  Mgr.  Labelle,  but 
that  no  doubt  it  was  intended  as  a  compliment  to 
Mr.  Merciqr,  who  was  the  first  to  recognize  the 
merits  of  this  great  apostle,  who  so  faithfully 
served  his  country.  I  still  hold  that  our  county  is 
entitled  to  three  members.  Its  population  is  64,- 
056,  which  divided  by  three  would  give  21,352  to 
each  division.  This  is  larger  than  the  population 
of  the  County  of  Vaudreuil,  which  has  now  one 
representative  ;  it  is  larger  than  Soulanges,  which 
has  also  a  representative  ;  it  is  greater  than  the 
population  of  Laprairieand  Quebec  West;  and  I  think 
it  would  even  exceed  the  combined  population  of 
Vaudreuil  and  Soulanges.  It  is  certainly  much 
larger  than  the  population  of  Montmorency  and 
many  other  counties,  not  only  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  but  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  which, 
under  this  Bill,  have  representatives  in  this  House. 
It  is  larger  than  the  population  of  four  counties 
combined  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  which  send 
four  representatives,  and  than  three  combined  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  which  send  three  repre¬ 
sentatives.  But  we  are  told  that  we  must  be  satis¬ 
fied  with  two  representatives,  and  I  suppose  we 
will  have  to  accept  the  condition  imposed  upon  us. 
That,  however,  will  not  prevent  our  still  insisting 
on  our  right  to  have  three  representatives.  I  must 
say,  without  having  had  the  opportunity  of  looking 
into  the  details  connected  with  this  second, 
and  I  presume,  final  division  of  the  County  of 
Ottawa,  that  there  is  some  satisfaction  in  knowing 
that  the  representations  we  have  so  strenuously 
made  have  awakened  the  mind  of  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works  to  the  necessity  of  listening  to 
justice  outside  the  ranks  of  his  party. 

Mr.  Devlin. 


(c.)  The  electoral  district  of  Laval  shall  consist  of  the 
village  of  Ste.  Rose  and  the  parishes  of  Ste.  Dorothde, 
St.  Francois  de  Sales,  St.  Martin,  Ste.  Rose,  St.  Vincent 
de  Paul,  Sault  au  Recollet,  St.  Joseph  de  la  Riviere  des 
Prairies,  St.  Leonard  de  Port  Maurice,  Longue  Pointe  and 
Pointe  aux  Trembles. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  It  has  been  decided  that  the 
city  of  Montreal  and  the  County  of  Hochelaga  shall 
have  three  additional  members,  and  I  shall  there¬ 
fore  not  say  anything  more  on  that  subject,  save  to 
notice  a  reference  to  myself,  made  by  the  Minister 
of  Public  Works  this  afternoon,  when  he  tried  to 
lash  himself  into  frenzied  eloquence,  and  asked  if 
a  man  in  the  city  of  Montreal,  that  great  metropo¬ 
lis  of  commerce  and  culture,  whether  he  be  a 
capitalist  or  simply  a  mechanic,  is  not  as  much  of 
a  man  as  one  in  any  other  part  of  the  country  ?  No 
one  denies  that  he  is  ;  but  if  the  hon.  gentleman 
was  not  giving  utterance  to  anything  more  than 
idle  sound  and  fury,  he  ought  to  be  logical  and  give 
to  the  262,000  men  in  the  city  of  Montreal  and  the 
County  of  Hochelaga,  who  are  just  as  much  men  as 
262,000  others  in  other  parts  of  the  country,  the 
same  representation  that  he  gives  to  that  number 
in  other  parts  of  the  country.  In  other  parts,  the 
Government  give  22,000  men  a  representative  ;  and 
if  the  hon.  gentleman  attaches  any  weight  to  what 
he  says,  he  would  give,  on  that  basis,  to  the  city  of 
Montreal  and  the  County  of  Hochelaga,  not  5  mem¬ 
bers,  as  he  is  doing  by  this  Bill,  but  1 1  members, 
because  that  is  the  number  these  262,000  men,  accor¬ 
ding  to  the  contention  of  the  hon.  gentleman,  are 
entitled  to.  I  do  not  blame  him  for  not  doing  so,  but  I 
simply  mention  this  to  show  that  the  challenge  which 
he  threw  out  to  me  to  meet  him  in  Montreal  on  this 
question  is  not  a  serious  one,  and  that  his  argu¬ 
ment,  if  it  can  be  called  such,  would  not  go  very 
far  there  or  reflect  any  credit  on  himself.  It  is  ad¬ 
mitted,  according  to  this  Bill,  that  the  capitalists 
and  mechanics  of  Montreal  are  not  entitled  to  the 
same  measure  of  representation  as  people  in  the 
rural  counties,  and  the  reasons  for  that  have  been 
sufficiently  given  not  to  require  repetition.  But 
what  I  complain  of  is  that  there  is  no  method  or 
rule  followed.  According  to  the  unit  of  represen¬ 
tation,  Montreal  would  be  entitled  to  eleven  mem¬ 
bers,  but  it  is  only  given  five.  On  what  rule  is 
this  based  ?  We  have  not  been  given  any,  and 
that  is  why  I  asked  before  proceeding  further  we 
should  establish  some  rule  on  which  to  act.  It  is 
admitted  that  city  populations'  are  not  entitled  to 
the  same  representation  as  the  rural  parts  of  the 
country,  but  there  should  be  some  rule  by  which 
that  difference  would  be  adjusted.  However,  go¬ 
ing  beyond  that,  it  is  now  settled  that  the  city  of 
Montreal  and  the  County  of  Hochelaga  shall  have 
three  more  members  and  the  County  of  Ottawa  one 
additional  member,  and  we  have,  therefore,  to 
make  room  for  this  increased  representation. 
How  are  we  to  do  it  ?  We  must  wipe  out  four 
existing  constituencies.  Now,  I  suggested  very 
humbly,  and  am  sorry  that  my  suggestion  was  not 
received  with  favour,  that  one  of  the  constituencies 
which  might  be  well  dispensed  with  is  the  County 
of  Laval.  It  is  the  smallest  county  in  the  Prov¬ 
ince  of  Quebec,  its  population  not  even  amounting 
to  10,000  souls.  I  suggested  that  the  County  of 
Laval  might  very  well  be  united  to  the  neighbour¬ 
ing  County  of  Two  Mountains,  and  my  hon.  friend 
replied  that  there  was  no  connection  whatever  be¬ 
tween  Laval  and  Two  Mountains,  and  that  they 
are  separated  by  a  broad  river.  Still,  my  hon. 
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friend  has  united  Iberville  and  St.  John,  which  are 
separated  by  a  far  wider  river,  and  there  is  more 
connection  between  the  population  of  Laval  ami 
Two  Mountains  than  between  the  population  of  St. 
John’s  and  Iberville.  There  is  scarcely  any  con¬ 
nection  whatever  between  St.  John’s  and  Iberville, 
but  the  people  of  Two  Mountains  cannot  reach 
their  market  without  going  through  the  County  of 
Laval.  There  may  be  an  argument  in  favour  of 
the  union  of  St.  John’s  and  Iberville,  but  that 
applies  to  a  grader  extent  to  the  Counties  of  Laval 
and  Two  Mountains.  You  have  created  four  new 
constituencies.  You  unite  St.  John’s  and  Iberville, 
and  you  unite  Three  Rivers  and  St.  Maurice. 
I  say  that  you  could  far  better  unite  Two  Mount¬ 
ains  and  Laval,  Laprairie  and  Napierville, 
or  Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil.  The  lion,  gentleman 
says  we  cannot  unite  Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil  be¬ 
cause  they  are  suburbs  of  Montreal.  I  want  to 
know  in  the  name  of  common  sense  why  he  should 
say  that  Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil  are  suburbs  of 
Montreal.  They  are  to  all  intents  and  purposes 
rural  constituencies,  and  they  are  at  least  25  miles 
from  Montreal.  They  are  no  more  suburbs  of 
Montreal  than  Verch&res  is,  and  Iberville  or  St. 
John’s  might  be  counted  as  suburbs  of  Montreal  on 
the  same  ground,  because  I  believe  St.  John’s  is 
nearer  to  Montreal  than  Vaudreuil  is.  Therefore, 
this  argument  has  no  weight  whatever.  I  appeal 
to  lion,  gentlemen  on  the  other  side.  We  have 
been  told  again  and  again  that,  if  we  showed  any 
good  reason  for  a  change,  our  suggestions  would  be 
accepted.  I  ask  that  the  good  old  County  of  Ver- 
chkres  should  not  be  done  away  with  and  made  to 
disappear,  and  that  the  old  County  of  Napierville 
should  be  retained.  You  have  an  easy  method  of 
creating  four  new  constituencies  by  uniting  Iber¬ 
ville  and  St.  John’s,  Vaudreuil  and  Soulanges,  Two 
Mountains  and  Laval  and  Three  Rivers  and  St. 
Maurice.  By  doing  this,  you  will  equalize  the 
population  as  far  as  it  can  be  done.  I  have  not 
heard  any  reason  advanced  for  making  any  large 
disturbance  in  the  representation  of  the  Province 
of  Quebec,  and  I  think  the  principle  laid  down 
should  be  followed  as  nearly  as  possible. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  hon.  gentleman  sees  no 
principle  involved  in  the  representation  of  groups 
of  constituencies  as  I  explained  it  in  the  House  this 
afternoon.  I  will  only  remind  him  that  his  theory 
simply  amounts  to  wiping  out  certain  Conserva¬ 
tive  constituencies  and  leaving  the  Liberal  con¬ 
stituencies  as  they  are.  They  would  have  13 
members  on  the  south  side  when  they  are  only 
entitled  to  9.  What  the  hon.  gentleman  wants  is 
a  majority  of  representatives  for  a  minority  of 
voters.  I  have  to-day  added  up  the  number  of 
groups  represented  in  this  House  from  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec  which  show  that  such  is  the  present 
state  of  things.  I  find  that  we  have  33  counties 
against  30  belonging  to  the  Liberals,  two  counties 
being  vacant.  The  number  of  voters  represented 
by  the  33  members  is  168,000.  The  number  re¬ 
presented  by  the  30  Liberal  members  is  only  128,000, 
leaving  40,000  of  a  difference.  The  average  num¬ 
ber  of  voters  represented  by  a  Conservative  mem¬ 
ber  is  4,900,  while  the  average  number  represented 
by  a  Liberal  member  is  4,200. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Is  the  city  of  Montreal  in¬ 
cluded  ? 


Mr.  OUIMET.  Certainly,  I  think  the  city  of 
Montreal  is  entitled  to  be  included.  The  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  has  more  than  7,000  votes  in  his  constitu¬ 
ency,  which  is  a  city  constituency,  and  that  is 
counted.  I  have  shown  that,  if  the  electors 
had  been  represented  according  to  their  num¬ 
ber,  the  Conservatives  would  have  had  38  mem¬ 
bers  from  the  Province  of  Quebec  against  25 
for  the  Liberals.  As  it  stands  now,  if  each 
member  of  this  House  represented  an  equal  num¬ 
ber  of  voters,  we  should  have  38  Conservative 
members  from  that  province.  That  shows  that 
the  Conservatives  have  been  gerrymandered  out  by 
the  course  of  time,  and,  if  this  redistribution  brings 
back  what  ought  to  be  fair,  that  the  two  parties 
should  have  a  proportionate  number  of  representa¬ 
tives,  it  would  only  be  right.  It  is  very  well  for 
the  hon.  gentleman  to  say  that  we  ought  to  take 
everything  from  the  Conservative  side.  The  coun¬ 
try  will  not  endorse  that,  and  I  protest  against  the 
hon.  gentleman  arguing  that,  because  tv  man  has 
voted  Liberal  at  one  election,  he  must  of  necessity 
vote  in  the  same  way  at  the  next  election. 
I  do  not  believe  that  we  hold  a  lease  of  the  electors. 
History  will  tell  the  hon.  gentleman  how  this  has 
worked  in  the  past.  In  1874  hon.  gentlemen  oppo¬ 
site  came  into  office  wTith  a  majority  of  over  100, 
and  they  retained  their  majority  up  to  1878,  but 
they  had  a  very  decided  minority  afterwards.  At 
the  last  election  we  had  a  majority  of  26,  and  after 
the  bye-elections  we  had  a  majority  of  65  or  over. 
Is  not  that  the  best  evidence  that  the  electors  are 
not  guided  by — — 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Their  own  interests. 

Mr.  OUIM  ET.  That  is  true.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  never  said  anything  more  true  than  that. 
They  have  professed  opinions  that  are  according  to 
their  interests.  It  is  in  the  interest  of  the  country 
at  large  that  this  party  should  be  in  power  and  that 
that  party  should  remain  in  opposition,  and  it  will 
remain  in  opposition  as  long  as  the  policy  of  the 
Government  is  in  the  interest  of  the  people  of  Can¬ 
ada  and  as  long  as  the  policy  of  hon.  gentlemen  op¬ 
posite  is  in  the  interest  of  the  Americans. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Nothing  can  be  more  fallacious 
than  the  argument  the  hon.  gentleman  has  just 
presented  to  the  committee.  He  has  just  repeated 
that  the  object  of  this  measure  is  to  rectify  an.  ano¬ 
maly  whereby  a  minority  of  the  voters  has  elected 
to  this  House  a  majority  of  the  representatives, 
that  is  the  way  he  put  it.  Now,  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  knows  as  well  as  I  do  that,  taking  out  of  ac¬ 
count,  for  the  moment,  the  city  of  Montreal,  the 
majority  of  the  voters  was  in  favour  of  the  Liberal 
party  at  the  last  election  ;  but  if  you  take  into  ac¬ 
count  the  city  of  Montreal  the  balance  is  reversed, 
as  the  Conservative  majority  in  Montreal  was  very 
large  and  in  the  aggregate  of  the  whole  province 
the  majority  of  the  voters  was  in  favour  of  the  Con¬ 
servative  party.  Very  well.  Now,  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  says  lie  wants  to  rectify  this  by  giving  ad¬ 
ditional  representation  to  the  city  of  Montreal. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  did  not  say  that  was  my  object^ 
but  I  said  if  that  result  happened  it  would  be  fair, 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Very  well,  the  correction  is 
an  easy  one  to  accept.  I  presume  the  object  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  in  his  mind  would  be  that  of 
correcting  the  anomaly  by  giving  additional  repre¬ 
sentation  to  the  city  of  Montreal.  That  has  been 
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done,  of  course  I  must  accept  the  verdict  of  the 
committee.  But  here  comes  the  objection.  What 
I  object  to  is  that  you  are  manipulating  country 
constituencies  where  we  have  a  majority  of  voters 
and  a  majority  of  the  representatives,  so  as  to  re¬ 
verse  the  effect  and  to  give  the  minority  of  the 
voters  the  majority  of  representatives.  This  is  the 
object  of  the  hon.  gentleman,  if  it  is  not  his  object, 
this  result  is  achieved.  You  have  to  create  now 
four  constituencies,  and  instead  of  adopting  your 
method,  and  gerrymandering  and  modifying  20 
constituencies  throughout  the  province,  I  propose 
that  you  unite  eight  counties  into  four.  The  l;on.. 
gentleman  says  he  will  not  do  it  on  the  north  side, 
I  do  not  care  on  which  side  of  the  river  he  does  it. 
The  principle  I  propose  to  him  to  follow  is  that 
wherever  you  have  contiguous  constituencies  such 
as  Laval  and  Two  Mountains,  Soulanges  and  Vau- 
dreuil,  Laprairie  and  Napier ville,  Chambly  and 
Verclffires,  these  should  be  united  together,  and  by 
so  doing  you  would  obviate  the  difficulties  we  com¬ 
plain  of  in  the  Bill.  The  principle  I  have  been 
contending  for  is  that  instead,  of  making  so  many 
changes  in  so  many  different  counties,  the  same 
result  could  be  obtained  with  more  justice  and  less 
confusion  by  adopting  the  suggestion  I  propose. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  The  Minister  of  Public 
Works,  this  afternoon,  made  some  statement  that  I 
unfortunately  did  not  hear,  but  it  was  referred  to 
by  the  member  for  Iberville  (Mr.  ,  Bechard),  in 
which  he  said  that  some  rebuke  was  administered 
to  him  by  some  member  on  this  side  of  the  House. 
Would  the  Minister  kindly  repeat  that,  I  would  be 
very  much  obliged  to  him  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  request  of  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  is  not'  fair  to  the  House.  If  the  member  who 
is  absent  when  another  member  is  speaking,  has  a 
right  to  ask  the  latter  to  repeat  what  he  said 
evidently  the  practice  would  not  work  at  all.  For 
the  sake  of  those  who  were  here  and  who  took  the 
trouble  to  listen  to  me,  I  am  not  going  to  repeat 
my  speech. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  It  is  only  a  sentence,  as  I 
understand.  I  hope  the  Minister  made  no  state¬ 
ment  he  is  ashamed  to  repeat. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  are  discussing 
another  question. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  The  hon.  gentleman 
will  find  that  in  the  Hansard. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  I  do  not  think  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  has  answered  my  hon. 
friend.  The  Minister  has  referred  to  the  fact  that 
the  north  side  of  the  St.  Lawrence  is  not  sufficiently 
represented  now.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  will 
understand  that  that  is  the  fault  of  his  measure, 
because  it  ought  to  have  given  an  additional  consti¬ 
tuency  to  the  County  of  Ottawa  and  then  we  would 
have  no  complaint  to  make.  The  hon.  gentleman, 
according  to  his  own  showing,  ought  to  have  united 
Yaudreuil  aud  Soulanges  and  given  the  member 
thus  set  free  to  the  County  of  Ottawa  ;  he  has  not 
done  so.  But  my  hon.  friend  beside  me  (Mr. 
Laurier)  has  complained  of  the  measure  in  this 
particular,  that  instead  of  uniting  two  counties  to¬ 
gether,  even  in  the  district  which  he  has  invaded, 
he  has  cut  them  into  pieces  and  divided  the  frag¬ 
ments  amongst  surrounding  constituencies.  Now, 
what  necessity  is  there  for  that  ?  If  it  is  necessary 
to  abolish  the  constituency  of  Vercheres,  what 
Mr.  Laurier. 


necessity  is  there  for  quartering  Y erclffires  ?  Why 
not  unite  the  whole  of  the  County  of  Vercheres  to 
the  county  in  the  immediate  vicinity  ?  Now,  there 
is  no  justification  for  that.  If  the  hon.  gentleman 
was  undertaking  to  equalize  the  population  of  the 
various  constituencies,  if  he  were  carving  up  the 
Province  of  Quebec  mathematically,  there  might  be 
some  defence  for  dividing  it  intoelectoral  distrietsof 
exactly  equal  numbers.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
not  proposed  that,  he  does  not  defend  a  measure  of 
that  character  ;  but  nevertheless  he  goes  into  a 
particular  district— T  do  not  care  whether  the 
population  is  large  or  small,  whether  it  is  up  to  the 
average  or  below — the  hon.  gentleman  proposes  to 
take  a  district  in  which  there  is  a  majority  of  votes 
recorded  for  hon.  gentlemen  on  this  side  of  the 
House,  and  so  divide  that  district  as  to  give  a 
majority  of  the  representatives,  through  the 
agency  of  that  minority,  to  that  side  of  the  House. 
That  is  clear  to  every  one  who  will  examine  the 
measure  as  it  refers  to  the  Province  of  Quebec.  I 
say  that  is  indefensible,  and  I  ask  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  what  justification  there  is  for  his  proposition  ? 
It  is  no  justification  to  say  that  the  Conservative 
party  are  not  adequately  represented  in  Quebec.  Let 
the  hon.  gentleman  point  out  the  constituencies  in 
which  this  representation  is  not  sufficient,  and  let 
him  give  additional  representation  to  those  con¬ 
stituencies  ;  but  do  not  let  him  undertake  to 
manipulate  a  district  in  which  he  is  in  a  minority 
in  such  a  way  as  to  give  to  himself  a  majority. 
The  hon.  gentleman  says  that  it  is  beside  the  ques¬ 
tion  to  ask  where  a  majority  of  Conservatives  are 
from,  or  whereamajority  of  Liberals  are  to  be  found, 
because,  he  says,  that  in  1878  the  people  voted 
one  way,  and  in  1874  they  voted  differently. 
Grant  that :  what  becomes  of  the  hon.  gentleman's 
argument  that  the  Conservatives  are  not  adequately 
represented  ?  The  hon.  gentleman  also  said  that 
Montreal  and  Hochelaga  with  260,000  inhabitants 
are  to  receive  seven  representatives,  not  the  full 
number ;  but  when  the  hon.  gentleman  begins 
counting  the  party  vote,  he  counts  the  voters  in 
Montreal  man  for  man  against  the  voters  in  the 
rural  districts.  Every  one  will  see  that  is  not  a  fair 
way  of  ascertaining  the  strength  of  a  political  party. 
It  is  only  by  comparing  constituencies  of  a  similar 
character  with  each  other  that  this  result  can  be 
arrived  at,  and  that  the  hon.  gentleman  does  not 
do.  I  again  revert  to  the  fact  that  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  has  not  shown  any  reason  why  instead  of 
uniting  as  my  hon.  friend  has  proposed,  two  old  his¬ 
toric  counties  whose  population  is  not  adequate  to 
return  a  representative  to  this  House  respectively, 
he  breaks  the  constituency  into  fragments.  Why 
does  he  not  unite  Vercheres  and  Chambly  ;  why 
does  lie  not  unite  Iberv  ille  and  St.  John’s  ?  Why 
does  he  break  up  and  scatter  portions  of  these  con¬ 
stituencies  into  adjoining  constituencies  ?  The  hon. 
gentleman  has  but  one  object  in  view,  and  it  is  to 
serve  the  party  of  which  he  is  a  member.  If  that 
is  not  the  explanation,  there  is  no  explanation.  The 
hon.  gentleman  says  the  public  mind  is  variable, 
that  it  may  be  Liberal  to-day  and  Conservative 
to-morrow.  But  that  is  not  the  opinion  upon  which 
the  hon.  gentleman  is  acting.  He  is  acting  on  the 
assumpt  ion  that  there  is  permanency  in  the  political 
sentiment  of  the  country,  and  that  eleciors  who 
hitherto  have  been  Conservative  are  as  likely  to 
remain  Conservative  as  is  the  hon.  gentleman  him¬ 
self.  That  is  the  rule  on  which  the  hon.  gentle- 
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man  is  acting,  and  he  picks  out  a  parish  here 
because  it  is  Conservative,  and  puts  it  in  one 
electoral  district,  and  he  picks  out  a  parish  else¬ 
where  because  it  is  Rouge  and  he  puts  it  in  another 
electoral  district.  My  lion,  friend  from  Chambly 
(Mr.  Prefontaine)  was  returned  by  70  majority. 
Under  this  Bill,  taking  the  vote  of  the  last  general 
election,  his  majority  will  probably  be  1,000  instead 
of  100.  The  lion,  gentleman  has  undertaken  to 
“  hive  ”  the  Rouges  in  that  district,  to  divide  it  in 
such  a  way  that  whereas  they  have  four  seats  out 
of  five,  they  will,  according  to  the  vote  given  at 
the  last  election,  have  one  seat  out  of  four.  The 
lion,  gentleman’s  measure  is  an  indefensible  one, 
and  he  has  given  no  answer  to  the  argument  of 
the  leader  of  the  Opposition  which  would  justify 
the  breaking  up  of  county  boundaries  and  the  scat¬ 
tering  of  fragments  of  old  historic  counties  into 
adjoining  counties  and  obliterating  them  as  far  as  is 
possible  by  a  measure  carried  through  this  House.  I 
ask  lion,  gentlemen  opposite  whether  they  approve 
of  equal  electoral  districts  or  not,  whether  they 
approve  of  preserving  county  boundaries  or  not, 
whether  there  has  been  shown  any  justification 
whatever  for  breaking  the  County  of  Verchkres 
into  fragments  and  scattering  those  fragments  into 
surrounding  districts  ?  Why  is  not  a  whole  county, 
if  it  is  to  be  obliterated,  not  united  with  some 
whole  county  adjoining  ?  Is  it  because  the  united 
counties  would  form  too  large  a  constituency  ? 
Not  at  all,  according  to  the  lion,  gentleman’s  own 
calculation.  If  there  is  to  be  a  union  of  constitu¬ 
encies,  and  the  abolition  of  some  constituency, 
why  not  secure  their  abolition  with  as  few  changes 
in  the  boundaries  as  possible  ?  The  Minister  of 
Public  Works  has  made  no  defence  of  the  measure 
sufficient  to  satisfy  any  fair-minded  man  on  his  own 
side  of  the  House,  and  as  the  Minister  of  Justice 
stated  that  members  on  that  side  of  the  House 
were  left  free  to  exercise  their  judgment  in  regard 
to  amending  the  provisions  of  the  Bill,  I  say  they 
will  be  greatly  wanting  in  their  duty  if  they  do 
not  exercise  that  right  and  undertake  to  make  this 
a  fair  measure  for  the  Province  of  Quebec.  It  is 
not  fair  as  proposed  and  it  should  be  made  a  fair 
measure. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  I  think  the  position  taken  by 
the  Opposition  is  quite  a  fair  one.  I  understand 
that  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  it  has  been  decided 
by  the  Government  to  give  to  Montreal  and  to 
Hochelaga  and  Ottawa  counties  four  additional 
members.  The  difficulty  could  be  settled  very  easily 
by  uniting  four  counties  in  the  province,  and  these, 
with  the  exception  of  one,  would  not  have  the 
unit  of  population  required.  I  take  Soulanges  and 
Vaudreuil.  These  united  would  have  a  population 
of  only  20,411.  I  next  take  Laprairie  and  Napier- 
ville,  which  would  have  a  population  of  only 
21,001.  Next  I  take  Three  Rivers  and  St.  M_au- 
rice,  which  would  have  a  population  of  21,098; 
and  next  we  could  unite  Laval  with  Jacques  Car- 
tier,  or  Laval  with  Two  Mountains.  By  uniting 
Laval  with  Jacques  Cartier  we  would  obtain 
28,268,  and  by  uniting  Laval  with  Two  Mountains 
24,460.  I  do  not  understand  why  the  Government 
should  be  opposed  to  accepting  this  proposition,  be¬ 
cause  the  same  principle  has  been  carried  out  in  the 
Province  of  Nova  Scotia.  It  was  necessary  there 
to  decrease  the  number  of  representatives  in  that 
province,  but  instead  of  changing  the  boundaries  of 


those  counties  two  of  the  smallest  counties  in  the 
province  are  united.  I  understand  the  same  course 
has  been  adopted  in  regard  to  New  Brunswick. 
Why  should  not  the  same  course  be  adopted  in 
Quebec  on  the  lines  I  have  indicated  ?  I  under¬ 
stand,  however,  that  by  such  a  distribution  the 
Government  might  lose  some  members,  and  that 
is  an  insuperable  objection  to  the  Minister  of  Pub¬ 
lic  \Y  orks.  I  understand  that  the  Minister  of  Jus¬ 
tice  has  declared  that  the  redistribution  should  be 
made  without  having  regard  to  the  strength  of 
parties.  YY  hy  does  not  the  Government  put  in 
practice  this  principle  enunciated  by  the  Minister 
of  Justice  ?  In  the  Province  of  Quebec  it  could  be 
done  very  easily,  as  I  have  pointed  out.  But  I  also 
understand  that  the  Government  are  not  ready  to 
lose  a  single  member  in  that  province.  I  mentioned 
this  afternoon  that  there  were  four  Conservative 
counties  and  four  Liberal  counties  that  would  give 
precisely  the  number  required  without  disturbing 
the  county  limits.  Now  let  us  say  Soulanges  and 
Vaudreuil  which  are  represented  by  two  Conserva¬ 
tives,  and  Three  Rivers  and  St.  Maurice  represented 
by  two  Conservatives.  That  would  be  two  losses 
for  the  Conservative  party,  but  that  could  be  offset 
by  uniting  Verch&resand  Chambly,  which  are  repre¬ 
sented  by  two  Liberals,  and  St.  John  and  Iberville 
which  are  represented  by  two  Liberals.  We  might 
unite  also  Laprairie  and  Napierville  which  are  repre¬ 
sented  one  by  a  Conservative  and  the  other  by  a  Lib¬ 
eral;  the  Liberal  by  a  majority  of  18,  and  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  by  a  majority  of  54,  which  would  be  a  gain  for 
the  Conservatives.  Why  not,  then,  unite  the 
counties  I  have  suggested,  and  in  these  four  con¬ 
stituencies  there  would  be  only  one  above  the  unit 
of  population  required.  I  think  that  would  be  a 
very  just  principle  to  pursue,  and  it  has  been  the 
principle  adopted  in  the  Provinces  of  New  Bruns¬ 
wick  and  Nova  Scotia.  I  do  not  see  why  the 
Minister  of  Justice  should  not  ask  his  colleagues 
of  the  Province  of  Quebec  to  do  the  same  thing  in 
our  province  as  he  has  done  in  his  own  province. 

Clause  (c)  agreed  to. 

(d.)  The  electoral  district  of  L’Assomption  shall  consist 
of  the  towns  of  L’Assomption  and  Laurentides,  and  the 
parishes  of  Lachenaie,  L’Assomption,  L’Epiphanie, 
Repentigny,  St.  Henri  de  Mascouche,  St.  Lin,  St.  Paul 
l’Hermite,  St.  Roch  de  l’Achigan,  St.  Sulpice  and 
Lavaltrie. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  move  that  Lavaltrie  should 
be  stricken  out  of  this  section, and  I  trust  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Justice  will  give  the  weight  of  his  author¬ 
ity  in  favour  of  the  motion  which  I  now  make,  By 
the  Bill,  the  parish  of  Lavaltrie  is  taken  out  of  the 
County  of  Berth ier  to  be  added  to  the  County  of 
L’Assomption.  These  counties  were  organized  in 
1852  and  have  never  been  disturbed  since.  The 
population  of  L’Assomption  to-day  according  to 
the  census  is  13,674,  and  by  adding  the  parish  of 
Lavaltrie,  the  population  is  increased  to  14,661. 
The  population  of  Berthier  is  19,726,  and  by  tak¬ 
ing  away  Lavaltrie  the  population  will  be  18,849, 
and,  therefore,  you  remove  it  from  the  unit.  I  do 
not  see  what  reason  there  can  be  for  this  change 
except  it  is  to  give  an  advantage  to  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  member.  The  County  of  L’Assomption  is  a 
doubtful  county.  Recently,  it  has  been  carried  by 
acclamation  by  a  Conservative,  but  I  do  not  take 
that  as  the  strength  of  the  parties.  The  adding  of 
Lavaltrie  would  be  a  small  advantage  to  the  Con- 
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servative  candidate,  and  that  is  the  only  reason  I 
can  see  in  favour  of  the  change. 

Mr.  JEANNOTTE.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  certain  remarks  made  by  an  hon.  member  on 
the  other  side  of  the  House  would  lead  some  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  County  of  L’Assomption  is  venal,  is 
a  county  which  can  be  bought.  Should  the  hon. 
member  repeat  his  remarks  in  the  county  itself  he 
would  not  speak  long,  he  would  soon  be  hissed. 
The  County  of  L’Assomption  is  one  of  the  soundest 
and  purest  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  and  I  protest 
with  all  my  might  against  the  insulting  insinuations 
made.  Should  there  be  ten  electors  in  my  county 
such  as  the  gentleman  who  spoke  thus,  I  believe 
that  I  would  decline  the  honour  of  representing  it, 
but  fortunately  they  could  not  be  found  within  the 
limits  of  the  County  of  L’Assomption.  The  hon. 
leader  of  the  Opposition,  who  knows  L’Assomption 
well,  knows  perfectly  well  what  I  say  here  is  true. 
The  leader  of  the  Opposition  sees  no  reason  for  an¬ 
nexing  Lavaltrie  to  the  County  of  L’Assomption. 
If  I  am  well  informed  I  believe  the  change  is  being 
made  at  the  request  of  the  Lavaltrie  people  them¬ 
selves.  I  have  not  yet  ascertained  why  they  re¬ 
quested  this  change. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  (Translation.)  What  reason 
have  they  ? 

Mr.  JEANNOTTE.  (Translation.)  They  have 
not  yet  made  me  aware  of  them.  A  word,  and  I 
conclude.  An  hon.  member  of  the  Opposition  spoke 
of  my  election.  This  is  what  I  have  to  say  to  him 
in  answer  :  If  I  was  elected  by  the  County  of  L’As¬ 
somption  I  owe  it  not  only  to  Conservatives,  but 
also  to  Liberals,  and,  I  will  add,  to  Mr.  Gauthier 
himself.  If  I  say  so  it  is  in  order  to  protest  against 
the  malevolent,  false  and  unjust  insinuations  made 
by  a  man  who  does  not  know  the  County  of  L’As¬ 
somption  at  all.  As  to  the  Bill,  I  think  it  should 
be  adopted  as  it  stands  as  regards  the  County  of 
L’Assomption. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  The  hon.  member  for  L’As¬ 
somption  (Mr.  Jeannotte)  has  just  said  something 
which  is  very  strange.  It  is  proposed  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  add  this  parish  to  his  constituency  and 
to  take  it  from  Berthier.  That  parish  gave  a  Con¬ 
servative  majority  at  the  last  election,  and  that  is 
the  reason  why  it  is  added  to  the  County  of 
LMssomption.  The  hon.  member  who  represents 
that  county  says  that  he  does  not  know  why  the 
change  was  made,  that  he  does  not  see  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  Lavaltrie  being  added  to  L’Assomption,  but, 
at  all  events,  it  must  be  carried,  because  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  propose  to  carry  it. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  That  is  not  right. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  He  said  nothing  of  the  kind. 

Mr.  JEANNOTTE.  I  said  nothing  of  the  kind, 
and  I  will  repeat  in  English  what  I  said  in. French. 
I  said  that  the  parish  was  annexed  to  L’Assomp¬ 
tion  County  because  the  people  of  Lavaltrie  asked 
for  it.  That  is  all  I  said. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  If  the  people  of  Lavaltrie 
have  asked  to  be  added  to  the  County  of  L’Assomp¬ 
tion,  is  there  any  petition  in  the  hands  of  the 
Government  to  that  effect  ?  I  want  to  know  if  the 
Government  has  any  petition  in  that  respect.  I 
take  it  from  the  silence  of  the  Government  that  no 
petition  of  the  sort  is  in  their  possession.  The 
hon.  member  for  L’Assomption  (Mr.  Jeannotte) 
Mr.  Laurier. 


says  he  does  not  know  why  the  change  has  been 
made,  but  we  know  why  the  change  is  made.  It 
is  because  they  feared  at  the  time  that  L’Assomp¬ 
tion  was,  not  a  sure  county  for  the  Conservative 
party,  and  they  wanted  to  try  and  make  it  sure  by 
adding  that  parish.  Now  that  the  Government 
has  had  an  election  by  acclamation  in  L’Assomption, 
I  suppose  they  will  have  no  fears  in  that  direction 
any  more,  and  that  they  will  restore  Lavaltrie  to 
the  County  of  Berthier. 

Mr.  JEANNOTTE.  If  the  hon.  member  for 
Berthier  were  in  this  House,  the  hon.  gentleman 
who  has  just  spoken  would  not  say  that.  The 
hon.  member  told  me  himself  that  he  agreed 
perfectly  well  that  Lavaltrie  should  be  annexed  to 
L’Assomption,  because  it  was  too  far  for  the  people 
to  go  to  Berthier.  He  said  he  would  favour  this, 
and  if  there  was  a  vote  on  it,  he  would  vote  for  it. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  do  not  doubt  that  if  my 
hon.  friend  for  Berthier  were  here,  he  would  favour 
the  motion.  He  would  say  :  If  there  is  to  be  a 
general  scramble  here,  I  might  as  well  pick  up  a 
morsel  for  myself.  The  hon.  gentleman  says  that 
this  change  was  made  because  the  people  of  Laval¬ 
trie  asked  for  it,  but  when  asked  why  they  asked 
for  it,  he  says  he  does  not  know.  Now,  I  deny 
altogether  that  this  change  is  demanded  by  the 
people  of  the  parish  of  Lavaltrie.  There  is  no 
evidence  of  that  before  the  House,  and  if  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  have  the  slightest  evidence  to  show  that 
the  change  is  demanded  by  them,  they  would  be 
only  too  ready  to  show  it.  Perhaps  one  or  two 
parishioners  of  Lavaltrie  may  have  demanded  such 
a  change,  and  the  hon.  gentleman  refers  to  them 
as  the  people  of  the  parish,  like  the  three  tailors 
of  Tooley  Street  who  called  themselves  the  people 
of  England.  But  if  two  or  three  or  ten  people 
from  the  parish  came  here  and  demanded  such  a 
change,  would  that  be  any  reason  why  such  a 
change  should  take  place  ?  There  must  be  some 
reason  for  it.  The  reason  I  have  heard  is  that 
Lavaltrie  is  nearer  L’Assomption  than  it  is  to 
Berthier.  In  point  of  fact  there  may  be  a  very 
few  miles  difference.  If  there  is,  and  if  the  people 
of  Lavaltrie  were  influenced  by  such  a  sentiment, 
they  would  apply  to  the  Local  Legislature  and  not 
to  this  Parliament,  and  ask  to  be  annexed  to 
L’Assomption  for  municipal  and  judicial  purposes  ; 
but  they  have  done  nothing  of  the  kind,  and  it  is 
a  mere  pretense  to  say  that  this  change  is  de¬ 
manded  by  the  people  of  Lavaltrie.  The  only 
reason  for  it  is  that  it  is  a  gerrymander  to  increase 
the  majority  of  my  hon.  friend.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  has  been  elected  by  acclamation,  but  he  knows 
that  he  will  not  get  elected  by  acclamation  another 
time,  and  he  thinks  that  in  a  contest  these  few 
votes  will  be  of  some  help. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  I  thought  my  hon.  friend  at 
least  was  convinced  of  what  he  was  saying  ;  but  if 
he  has  no  other  reason  to  give  for  objecting  to  this 
change  than  what  he  has  given,  I  am  sorry  to  say 
that  there  is  reason  to  suspect  his  good  faith.  My 
hon.  friend  knows  as  well  as  any  one  in  this  House 
what  is  the  geographical  position  of  the  parish  of 
Lavaltrie.  It  is  a  strip  of  land  on  the  north  side  of 
the  St.  Lawrence  extending  from  Berthier  to  L’As¬ 
somption  and  passing  in  front  of  the  County  of 
Joliette.  It  belongs  to  the  County  of  Berthier,  but 
it  should  either  be  in  the  County  of  L’Assomption 
or  in  the  County  of  Joliette.  To  go  to  Berthier  the 
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people  have  to  drive  21  miles,  but  to  go  to  L’As- 
somption  they  have  only  to  drive  nine  miles.  That 
little  piece  of  land  is  exactly  in  the  form  of  a  boot, 
the  foot  of  which  would  be  too  long,  and  the  other 
end  has  been  added  to  the  county  to  which  it  really 
appertains.  In  the  language  of  the  resolution  of 
the  lion,  member  for  North  Simcoe,  which  my  lion, 
friend  has  accepted,  there  is  more  community  of  in¬ 
terest  between  that  parish  and  L’Assomption,  than 
my  hon.  friend  knows  it.  He  knows  that  it  was  a 
geographical  error  to  have  put  Lavaltrie  where  it  is 
in  the  County  of  Berthier.  Nobody  knows  this 
perhaps  better  than  the  member  for  the  county 
himself,  Mr.  Beausoleil,  who,  if  he  were  here,  would 
say,  not  that  the  change  would  relieve  him  of  a 
parish  which  is  opposed  to  him,  but  that  it  would 
put  Lavaltrie  in  a  county  to  which  it  naturally  be¬ 
longs. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  do  not  accept  the  correction 
of  the  hon.  gentleman.  I  am  a  native  of  the 
County  of  L’Assomption,  and  I  know  Lavaltrie 
much  better  than  he  does.  The  reasons  he  has 
given  apply  to  one- half  of  the  parish,  but  not  to 
the  other  half.  The  people  of  the  back  portion  of 
the  parish  go  to  L’Assomption  for  their  business, 
while  the  people  on  the  St.  Lawrence  go  to  Ber¬ 
thier  ;  so  that  the  parish  would  be  divided  in 
sentiment  as  to  the  change.  It  stands  to  reason 
that  if  the  parish  of  Lavaltrie  is  more  connected 
with  L’Assomption,  and  if  such  a  consideration 
influenced  the  people,  they  would  not  come  to  this 
Parliament,  but  they  would  go  to  the  Local  Legis¬ 
lature. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  They  have  gone  there. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  They  have  not  done  it  so  far, 
and  I  do  not  believe  there  has  been  any  official  in¬ 
formation  on  the  subject,  because  the  parish  would 
be  divided  against  itself.  If  there  were  a  move¬ 
ment  in  the  parish  to  annex  Lavaltrie  to  L’As¬ 
somption,  I  am  sure  there  would  be  a  contrary 
movement  to  leave  it  in  Berthier,  There  is  no¬ 
thing  whatever  in  the  words  of  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  and  no  reasons  whatever  have  been  given  for 
the  change. 

(/.)  The  electoral  district  of  Montcalm  shall  consist  of 
the  parishes  of  St.  Alexis,  St.  Calixte,  St.  Donat,  St. 
Emile,  St.  Esprit,  St.  Jacques,  Ste.  Julienne,  St.  Liguori, 
Ste.  Marie  Salom^e,  St.  Patrick  de  Rawclon,  St.  Theodore 
de  Chertsey  and  St.  Paul,  and  the  townships  of  Chilton 
and  Wexford. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Why  should  St.  Paul  be  de¬ 
tached  from  Joliette  to  be  included  in  Montcalm  ? 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  To  reach  the  Gentiles. 

Mr.  LAURIER,  That  is  a  very  crooked  way  of 
doing  it. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  suppose  the  hon.  gentleman 
desires  that  this  should  be  dropped  ? 

Mr.  LAURIER.  St.  Paul,  yes. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  We  will  drop  it. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  That  is  one  good  point  from 
the  hon.  gentleman. 

Clauses  {f )  and  {g)  dropped. 

(».)  The  electoral  district  of  West  Hochelaga  shall 
consist  of  the  towns  of  Ste.  Cun^gonde  and  St.  Henri,  and 
of  St.  Gabriel  and  Cote  St.  Antoine  wards,  in  the  city  of 
Montreal,  and  shall  return  one  member. 

(j.)  The  electoral  district  of  East  Hochelaga  shall 
consist  of  the  towns  of  Maisonneuve  and  C6te  St.  Louis, 
of  the  villages  of  C<5te  de  la  Visitation  and  Mile  End,  and 
of  Hochelaga  and  St.  Jean  Baptiste  wards,  in  the  city  of 
Montreal,  and  shall  return  one  member. 


Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  propose  to  strike 
out  the  word  “  East.  ”  We  propose  to  give  that  elec¬ 
toral  district  the  name  of  Hochelaga  and  to  call 
the  other  part  Maisonneuve. 

( l .)  The  electoral  district  of  St.  James  shall  consist  of 
St.  James  ward,  in  the  city  of  Montreal,  and  shall  return 
one  member. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  propose  to  alter  this 
so  as  to  make  it  read  :  “  the  electoral  district  of 
St.  James  shall  consist  of  St.  James  ward  and  East 
ward.  I  propose  to  add  after  the  words  “St.  James 
ward  ”  the  words  “  and  the  East  ward.” 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  I  do  not  think  it  is  fair  to 
take  from  St.  Ann’s  the  East  ward.  The  actual 
population  of  St.  Ann’s  ward  is  28,000,  and  it  is 
proposed  to  take  from  that  constituency  one  part 
of  it.  I  understand  from  the  Government  that  the 
representation  in  the  cities  should  be  about  32,000 
to  each  constituency.  Now,  here  is  one  which  has 
not  the  unit  of  population  required  in  cities,  and  I 
do  not  see  why  we  should  decrease  the  population 
by  taking  from  St.  Ann’s  ward  the  East  ward. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  As  the  hon.  gentleman,  who 
has  taken  so  much  interest  in  the  city  of  Mont¬ 
real  to-day,  has  undertaken  to  interject  a  few 
remarks  with  regard  to  this  paragraph - 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  I  live  there. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  Yes,  you  earn  your  living 
there,  but  are  very  ungrateful  to  the  city  which 
does  so  much  for  you.  The  hon.  gentleman  cannot 
have  taken  into  consideration  the  actual  divisions 
as  they  exist  for  the  Local  Legislature.  It  is  a 
matter  of  some  importance  that  the  same  divisions 
should  exist,  as  far  as  possible,  for  both  the  Local 
Legislature  and  this  House.  We  have  in  Montreal 
for  the  Local  Legislature,  six  divisions.  Unfortu¬ 
nately,  under  the  present  arrangement,  it  has  been 
found  impossible  to  give  six  members  to  the  city 
of  Montreal,  and  we  are  restricted  to  five  ;  but, 
under  the  proposition  of  this  Bill,  as  I  understand 
it,  the  same  divisions  shall  exist  for  the  Dominion 
and  Local  Legislatures,  except  in  the  case  of  two 
wards.  For  the  Local  Legislature,  the  division  of 
St.  Ann’s  is  exactly  what  it  is  intended  to  be 
here,  the  St.  Ann’s,  the  West,  and  the  Centre 
wards.  The  hon.  gentleman  says  that  there  are  in 
old  Montreal  Centre,  comprising  four  wards,  only 
about  28,000  people.  That  is  very  true,  but  the 
number  of  persons  resident  in  a  division  does  not 
represent  the  number  of  votes  there.  For  instance, 
we  have  certain  wards  in  which  there  are  600  resi¬ 
dents  and  1,300  votes,  because  they  vote  at  their 
places  of  business,  and  in  one  building  alone  you 
will  find  60  or  70  votes.  However,  I  think  it  will 
be  very  advantageous  that  the  St.  Ann’s  and 
St.  Antoine  division,  the  St.  Mary’s  and  the  St. 
J  allies  divisions  should  be  the  same  both  in  the  Do¬ 
minion  Parliament  and  the  Local  Legislature.  This 
question  of  representation  has  occupied  the  minds  of 
a  certain  number  of  the  citizens  of  Montreal,  and  it 
has  been  contended  that  in  the  city  the  English- 
speaking  population  should  be  entitled  to  three  of 
the  constituencies.  The  statement  made  by  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Public  Works  this  afternoon  has  convinced 
me  that  the  English-speaking  population  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec  will  have  very  little  reason  to  com¬ 
plain.  It  must  not  be  lost  sight  of  that  there  are  only 
65  constituencies  to  work  upon  in  the  province ;  and 
it  will  be  found  that  the  English-speaking  electors 
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of  Montreal  of  the  St.  Antoine  and  the  St.  Ann’s 
divisions  will  lose  nothing,  but  will  be  represented 
in  the  future,  as  they  have  been  in  the  past,  by 
two  representatives.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the 
English  Protestant  element  in  Montreal  hold  the 
great  wealth  of  the  community.  There  is  no 
doubt  that  they  represent  the  banking  and 
the  manufacturing  ‘  and  great  commercial  and 
shipping  interests,  and  it  is  quite  natural 
they  should  claim  larger  representation.  It 
must  not  be  forgotten,  as  was  pointed  out  so  ably 
this  afternoon  by  tire  Minister  of  Public  Works, 
that  in  many  parts  of  the  province  the  English- 
speaking  element  is  not  so  strong  as  formerly,  and 
yet  no  change  has  been  made  in  the  representa¬ 
tion  of  those  districts.  The  British  North  America 
Act  arranges  that  in  regard  to  the  Local  Legis¬ 
lature  there  shall  be  no  change,  but  there  is  no 
such  arrangement  for  the  Federal  House,  and  it  is 
characteristic  of  the  good-will  which  has  always 
been  extended  to  the  English-speaking  minority  in 
the  Province  of  Quebec  by  both  parties  without 
distinction,  by  our  French-Canadian  friends  on  both 
sides  of  politics,  that  the  greatest  liberality  and 
justice  in  matters  of  this  kind  has  been  shown,  and 
as  far  as  possible,  the  English-speaking  minority 
are  to  be  represented  as  they  have  been  in  the  past, 
and,  even  where  there  has  been  a  large  increase  in 
the  French  population,  there  is  no  obliteration  of  the 
lines  or  any  attempt  made  to  deprive  the  English- 
speaking  element  of  the  representation  which  they 
have  had  in  the  past  throughout  the  province. 
That  should  satisfy  the  people  in  the  city  of  Mon¬ 
treal  that  nothing  fairer  can  be  done  than  that 
which  is  proposed.  I  understand  it  is  the  inten¬ 
tion  of  the  Government  to  make  one  constituency 
of  St.  Louis  and  St.  Lawrence  wards.  That,  no 
doubt,  will  be  a  constituency  in  which  there  will  be 
a  majority  of  French  votes,  but  it  will  be  one 
in  which  a  gentleman  representing  the  commercial 
interests  in  the  city  will  be  invariably  selected,  and 
I  am  satisfied  that  both  parties  will  put  forward  a 
man  there  who  will  be  high  up  in  the  interests  of  our 
commerce,  and  that  it  will  be  more  of  a  neutral 
ground  than  anything  else,  where  race  and  religion 
will  not  be  allowed  to  have  so  much  influence  as 
they  may  in  other  parts  of  the  city.  There  are 
other  considerations  which  I  might  offer  on  this 
occasion,  but,  as  the  city  of  Montreal  can  easily 
sustain  the  assaults  made  on  her,  such  as  the 
attacks  of  the  lion,  member  for  Rouville  (Mr.  Bro- 
deur)  and  his  leader,  and  others  who  think  we  are 
not  entitled  to  have  any  increase  of  representation, 
I  think  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  say  anything 
further  in  the  interests  of  that  city  which  I  have 
the  honour  to  represent.  My  hon.  friend  the  leader 
of  the  Opposition,  in  his  reference  to  members 
who  live  in  Montreal  and  represent  outside  con¬ 
stituencies,  has  been  refuted  by  the  member  for 
West  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar)  who  showed  that, 
though  he  is  a  resident  of  Toronto,  he  does  not  con¬ 
sider  himself  a  representative  of  that  city,  but  a 
representative  of  West  Ontario.  He  repudiates 
emphatically  the  doctrine  preached  by  the  leader 
of  the  Opposition,  as  that  hon.  gentleman  may  find 
if  he  will  read  his  remarks  in  the  Hansard.  I  am 
quite  satisfied  to  let  these  gentlemen  settle  their 
quarrel  among  themselves. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  We  have  none. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  been 
Mr.  Curran. 


referring  to  the  independent  press  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  but,  if  he  will  look  at  the  independent  press, 
he  will  find  that  the  position  assumed  by  him  and 
his  followers  is  such  that  the  independent  press 
contend  that  it  is  utterly  impossible  for  any  sane 
man  in  this  community  to  know  what  the  policy  of 
the  Opposition  is  on  this  Bill.  First,  they  started 
with  the  idea  of  a  conference  between  the  parties. 
The  next  thing,  as  the  Star  says,  was  to  suggest 
that  we  have  no  power  to  deal  with  this  matter  at 
all.  Afterwards,  there  was  to  be  a  redistribution 
on  county  lines,  and  after  that  there  was  to  be  no 
redistribution  at  all.  The  very  press  which  they 
invoked  shows  that  the  course  of  the  Opposition 
in  this  House  cannot  commend  itself  to  the  com¬ 
mon  sense  of  the  country.  I  am  satisfied  that  this 
measure  is  one  which,  if  there  had  teen  a  desire  on 
the  part  of  the  Government  to  make  party  advan¬ 
tage  out  of  it,  could  have  been  arranged  in  that 
way,  but  the  Bill  as  presented  here,  and  more 
especially  as  amended  in  committee,  wij.1  convince 
the  country  that  the  Government  is  anxious  to  do 
what  is  just  and  right  to  all  sections. 

The  electoral  district  of  Chateauguay  shall  consist  of 
the  village  of  St.  R6mi  and  Napierville?  and  of  the  par¬ 
ishes  of  Ste.  Martine,  St.  Urbain  Premier,  St.  Malachie 
d’Ormstown,  Tres  Saint  Sacrement,  St.  Rerni,  St.  Patrice 
de  Sherrington,  St.  Edouard,  St.  Cyprien,  St.  Antoine 
Abb6,  Ste.  Clothilde,  and  St.  Jean  Chrysostdme. 

Mr.  BROWN.  The  county  from  which  I  come 
has  two-thirds  of  its  population  French-Canadians, 
(of  which  I  am  proud),  and  that  constituency  has 
returned  an  English-speaking  member  to  this 
House  since  Confederation,  which  shows  the  good 
feeling  that  exists  there.  This  Bill  takes  the  par¬ 
ishes  of  St.  Philomene  and  Chateauguay  from  that 
county.  We  have  always  considered  those  par¬ 
ishes  neutral  as  to  majorities.  I  think  it  is  a  great 
injustice  to  these  two  parishes.  They  have  no 
communication  and  no  interest  with  Laprairie  ;  it 
is  not  their  judicial  district.  They  are,  by  this 
Bill,  severed  from  their  own  county  and  annexed 
to  a  county  where  they  have  no  community  of 
interest  whatever.  A  few  days  ago  I  asked  the  hon. 
Minister  of  the  Interior  if  he  would  do  something 
towards  repairing  a  road  which  would  lead  these 
people  to  the  steamboat  landing  at  the  Indian 
village  of  Sault  St.  Louis,  in  the  County  of  Laprai¬ 
rie,  and  the  reply  I  received  was  that  he  had  no 
funds.  The  hon.  member  for  L’Islet  (Mr.  Desjar¬ 
dins)  said  he  was  no  party  man.  I  will  admit  that 
probably  he  was  correct  according  to  his  views, 
but  when  he  said  that  he  wished  to  show  fair-play, 
that  the  Government  were  disposed  to  show  fair- 
play,  to  the  minority,  I  thought  it  very  strange 
that  they  would  not  apply  this  rule  to  the 
County  of  Chateauguay  before  going  so  far  away 
as  the  division  of  Quebec  West.  Considering  that 
the  Government  have  such  a  large  majority, 
I  do  think  it  strange  that  they  have  not  left 
Chateauguay  undisturbed,  and  left  these  two 
parishes  of  St.  Philomene  and  Chateauguay  in  the 
constituency  of  Chateauguay.  That  constituency 
has  always  been  known  as  a  Liberal  county  ;  it  has 
a  noble  history  for  loyalty  in  years  gone  by  ;  in 
1812  its  inhabitants  distinguished  themselves  in 
defending  the  old  flag,  and  for  that  reason,  if  for 
no  other,  the  Government  should  leave  it  alone. 
It  is  humiliating  for  the  people  of  these  two 
parishes  to  be  taken  out  of  their  old  county  and 
brought  into  another.  I  should  think  the  hon. 
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member  for  Laprairie  ought  to  be  satisfied  with 
what  he  has  already  got  in  the  shape  of  a  post 
office,  without  asking  the  Government  to  give  him 
two  parishes  from  Chateauguay.  I  was  a  little 
surprised  this  afternoon  to  hear  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works  allude  to  certain  counties  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec  whose  boundaries  the  Government 
desired  to  preserve  in  the  interest,  as  he  said,  of 
the  English  and  Protestant  element  in  those  con¬ 
stituencies  ;  but  we  find  him  almost  in  the  same 
breath  making  this  division  of  the  County  of 
Chateauguay  for  no  other  purpose  than  to  wipe  out 
an  English-speaking  member  from  the  Province  of 
Quebec. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  never  said  that. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  But  you  did  it. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Now,  I  wish  to  make  a  sugges¬ 
tion  to  the  Government.  Here  are  eight  constitu¬ 
encies  which  have  a  far  less  population  than  Cha¬ 
teauguay,  namely  : 


Vaudreuil . 10,803 

Soulanges .  9,608 

-  20,411 

Laprairie  . 10,900 

Napierville . 10,101 

- 21,001 

Chambly . 11,704 

VerchMes .  12,257 

-  23,961 

Iberville . 11,893 

St.  John’s . 12,232 

-  24,175 


These  eight  constituencies  could  be  very  easily 
added  together  without  interfering  with  any  consti¬ 
tuency  adjoining  them.  A  few  days  ago  the  leader 
of  the  House  made  the  following  statement  : — 

“  But  since  the  Bill  was  read  the  first  time  in  the  House, 
after  making  a  careful  study  of  the  comments  which  have 
been  made  upon  it  by  the  press  from  which  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  read  extracts,  I  have  been  much  encouraged  to  go 
forward  with  this  Bill  by  finding  that,  strongly  as  it  has 
been  discussed  from  many  quarters,  I  have  yet  to  find  a 
statement  in  any  one  of  those  journals  of  what  it  is  that 
is  wrong,  or  what  it  is  that  is  defective  in  this  Bill.  You 
can  find  in  a  number  of  those  journals  general  expression 
of  disapproval,  general  expression  of  a  suspicion  that  the 
Government  was  seeking  a  political  advantage,  but  I  only 
find,  even  in  the  partisan  press  opposed  to  us — with  the 
exception  of  such  comments  as  have  been  made  upon  de¬ 
tails  like  the  case  of  Clarence,  which,  as  I  said  before,  we 
will  discuss  by  and  by — I  only  find  these  general  expres¬ 
sions  of  disapproval  which  I  have  mentioned.” 

Now,  I  will  read  a  few  words  which  appeared  on 
the  24th  of  May  in  the  Montreal  Star : 

“  A  list  of  constituencies  ridiculously  below  the  unit 
(23,000)  would  be  longer  than  a  journal  would  care  to 
publish,  but  some  of  them  are  these  : 


Vaudreuil . 10,803 

Soulanges .  9,608 

Montmorency .  12,309 

L’Islet .  13,822 

Restigouche,  N.B .  8,309 

Albert,  N.B  .  10,971 

Victoria,  N.S .  12,387 

Frontenac . 13,445 

South  Grenville . 12,931 

Leeds  and  Grenville . 13,523 


Not  one  of  these  is  touched  by  the  new  Bill.  The  town  of 
Port  Elgin  is  taken  out  of  North  Bruce,  which  has  a 
population  of  22,531 — already  below  the  mark — and  put  in 
West  Bruce  with  a  population  of  20,718.” 

The  paper  then  goes  on  to  show  that  this  Bill  is 
very  faulty,  and  the  Star,  be  it  remembered,  is  a 
paper  which  favours  the  Government.  Now,  it  has 
been  admitted  by  members  on  both  sides  of  the 
House,  that  the  cutting  and  carving  of  constitu¬ 
encies  in  Ontario  has  not  proved  satisfactory  ;  if  so, 
why  should  the  Government  wish  to  do  the  same 
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thing  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  ?  We  have  heard 
some  members  on  the  Government  side  declaring 
that  the  local  Governments  of  Ontario  and  Prince 
Edward  Island  had  acted  unfairly,  unjustly  and 
unwisely  in  the  redistribution  of  seats  in  those  Pro¬ 
vinces.  Admitting  for  argument’s  sake  that  they 
have  so  acted,  why  should  the  Province  of  Quebec 
be  made  to  suffer  for  their  sins  ?  The  Minister  of 
Public  Works, speakingaboutformingconstituencies 
along  the  St.  Lawrence  in  groups,  said  he  could  not 
form  the  Counties  of  Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil  into  a 
group  because  it  would  be  too  small.  I  should  think 
he  would  be  acting  more  consistently  if  he  annexed 
the  Counties  of  Laprairie  and  Iberville,  rather  than 
cut  up  the  County  of  Chateauguay,  taking  two 
parishes  from  it,  and  adding  to  it  four  other  par¬ 
ishes,  in  that  way  cutting  up  the  County  of  Napier¬ 
ville. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  I  want  to  challenge  the 
statement  that  has  been  made  by  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  who  has  just  taken  his  seat,  and  to  repudiate 
in  toto  that  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  as  the 
exponent  of  the  Government,  intended  to  do  an 
act  which  was  never  in  his  mind  nor  in  the  minds 
of  the  Government,  and  which  I  cannot  under¬ 
stand  could  have  been  achieved  by  this  Bill  as  it 
is  drawn,  not  even  including  the  amendment 
which  I  believe  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  will 
propose.  I  cannot  understand  by  what  reasoning 
the  hon.  gentleman  arrived  at  the  conclusion 
that  the  Government  wish  to  deprive  the  English 
electors  of  electing  an  English  member  in  the 
constituency.  I  have  had  the  good  or  bad  fortune 
during  30  years  to  visit  every  constituency  of  the 
province,  but  especially  the  constituencies  in  the 
district  of  Montreal.  Surely  it  does  not  make 
Chateauguay  a  French-speaking  county  by  taking 
away  from  it  two  large  French-speaking  parishes, 
and  it  is  not  correct  to  say  that  in  this  manner  the 
Government  will  deprive  the  people  of  the 
possibility  of  electing  an  English  -  speaking 
member.  During  25  years  the  representative  to 
the  Federal  Parliament  has  been  an  English  member, 
although  the  majority  of  the  county  is  French. 
But  by  this  St.  Patrice  cle  Sherrington  and  St. 
Edouard  are  added,  a  settlement  of  two  thousand 
people,  which  is  to  a  certain  extent  English-speak¬ 
ing.  They  are  not  Protestants,  but  they  are  Eng¬ 
lish-speaking.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  no  right  to 
say  that  if  these  additions  are  made  to  that  county 
it  will  be  made  so  largely  French-speaking  as  to 
swamp  the  hon.  gentleman.  If  that  is  what  the 
hon.  gentleman  means,  he  should  know  that  by 
adding  St.  Cyprien  and  Napierville  he  would  be 
quite  as  strong  as  at  the  present  time,  for  the  peo¬ 
ple  there  are  of  the  same  political  colour  as  the  hon. 
gentleman.  I  understand  that  my  hon.  friend  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  will  propose  that  the 
parishes  taken  away  be  restored  to  Chateauguay,  and 
this  amendment  will  surely  satisfy  the  lion,  mem¬ 
ber  for  Chateauguay.  I  listened  with  pleasure  to  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  when  he  announced  that, 
acting  upon  representations  made  to  him  and  to  the 
Government,  it  was  proposed  to  restore  to  Cha¬ 
teauguay  the  parishes  which  are  taken  away  by 
this  Bill. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  I  desire,  in  the  first  place,  to 
correct  the  statement  of  the  hon.  Minister  of  Customs 
with  respect  to  the  parish  of  St.  Patrice  de  Sherring¬ 
ton.  When  I  state  that  I  have  lived  all  my  life  in  the 
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township  adjoining  that  parish,  and  have  had  busi¬ 
ness  relations  for  40  years  with  most  of  the  people  in 
that  parish,  and  that  I  have  seen  them  almost  every 
day  of  my  life  whe-n  at  home,  I  may  be  supposed  to 
know  the  facts  with  respect  to  them.  The  early 
settlement  of  that  parish,  30  or  40  years  ago,  was 
made  mainly  by  people  from  Ireland,  Irish  Roman 
Catholics  ;  but  the  changes  which  have  been  so 
common  throughout  all  that  part  of  the  country  in 
the  character  of  the  population  have  taken  place 
there,  and  at  present  the  element  of  English-speak¬ 
ing  population  is  almost  nil,  and  I  can  say  without 
hesitation  that  there  are  not  50  English-speaking 
families  living  in  that  parish.  The  hon.  gentleman 
has  repudiated  a  statement  made  by  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Chateauguay  (Mr.  Brown)  with  respect  to 
the  design  of  the  hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works  in 
making  the  change  he  had  proposed.  My  hon.  friend 
said,  and  I  think  with  reason,  that  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works,  or  whoever  is  responsible  forthepro- 
posed  arrangement  of  this  county,  had  an  intention 
of  making  it  a  French-speaking  county.  I  will  give 
him  credit  for  supposing  it  wTas  not  his  colleague’s 
intention.  The  French  have  been  in  a  majority  in 
that  county,  but  they  would  be  more  largely  in  a 
majority  if  the  arrangements  proposed  in  the  Bill 
were  carried  out.  The  Minister  of  Customs  was 
hardly  candid  when  he  said  that  Ste.  Philomene  and 
St.  Joachim  de  Chateauguay  were  going  to  be  de¬ 
tached,  and  they  were  French  parishes,  and  that 
would  reduce  the  French  population  in  the  county, 
but  he  did  not  say  that  four  parishes,  mainly  French 
parishes,  were  to  be  added  and  thereby  the  strength 
of  the  French-speaking  population  of  the  county 
would  be  greatly  increased.  I  think  any  such  ar¬ 
rangement  as  that  proposed  would  be  unfortunate, 
as  being  likely  to  disturb  the  understanding  which 
has  existed  in  that  county  for  many  years,  an  under¬ 
standing  which  was  arrived  at  when  the  late  Hon. 
Mr.  Holton  commenced  to  represent  the  county,  and 
which  was  largely  maintained  through  his  influence, 
by  which  arrangement  the  county  was  repre¬ 
sented  in  the  Federal  Legislature  by  an  English- 
speaking  member  and  in  the  Quebec  Legislature  by 
a  French-speaking  member.  That  understanding 
has  been  loyally  adhered  to  for  many  years,  until 
quite  recently,  when  the  Conservative  party  put 
an  end  to  it.  The  county  is  now  represented  both 
in  the  Quebec  Legislature  and  in  this  Parliament 
by  English-speaking  members,  and  I  need  hardly 
say  to  the  Minister  of  Customs  that  the  represent¬ 
ative  in  the  Quebec  Legislature  is  a  Conservative 
and  a  Scotchman.  However,  that  arrangement 
has  existed  for  many  years.  It  could  hardly  be 
supposed,  generously  as  the  French-speaking  elect¬ 
ors  of  that  county  have  acted  in  the  past,  that,  in 
the  face  of  what  the  English-speaking  Conserva¬ 
tives  of  the  county  have  done  lately,  and  in  the 
face  of  the  fact  that  the  French-Canadians  of  the 
county  will  be  so  largely  in  the  majority,  this 
county  will  continue  to  be  represented  by  an 
English-speaking  member  in  this  House  and  by  a 
French-speaking  member  in  the  Quebec  Legisla¬ 
ture. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  They  will  perhaps  carry  out 
the  arrangement  that  one  would  be  French-speak¬ 
ing  and  one  English-speaking. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  That  has  been  the  arrange¬ 
ment,  but  I  have  good  reasons  for  supposing  that 
the  proposals  in  this  Bill  if  carried  out  would  be 
Mr.  Scriver. 


likely  to  put  an  end  to  the  arrangement,  and  would 
not  be  consistent  with  the  sentiments  expressed  by 
the  Minister  of  Public  Works  this  afternoon  ; 
sentiments  which  I  was  glad  to  hear  him  express, 
and  which  were  certainly  liberal  towards  the 
English-speaking  minority  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec.  I  fail  to  see  on  what  ground  the  proposed 
rearrangement  of  the  county  can  be  justified.  It 
cannot  be  justified  on  the  ground  of  equalizing  the 
population,  because  the  adjacent  County  of  Hunt¬ 
ingdon,  which  I  have  the  honour  to  represent,  and 
the  adjacent  County  of  Beauharnois  represented  by 
the  Deputy  Speaker  of  the  House,  are  not  inter¬ 
fered  with  at  all,  and  their  population  is  very 
nearly  the  same  as  that  of  the  County  of  Cha¬ 
teauguay.  Neither  can  the  change  be  justified 
on  the  ground  of  geographical  convenience. 
Any  one  who  will  look  at  the  map  of 
the  County  of  Chateauguay  under  the  proposed 
arrangement  will  see  that  the  inconvenience,  so  far 
as  the  geographical  position  is  concerned  and  to 
which  the  electors  are  subjected  by  its  present 
somewhat  unfortunate  geographical  situation,  will 
be  intensified.  It  cannot  be  justified  on  any  pos¬ 
sible  ground  that  I  can  think  of.  It  will  be  un¬ 
fortunate,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  to  any  considerable 
extent  the  limits  of  counties  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  or  in  any  province,  made  for  federal  pur¬ 
poses,  are  different  from  those  which  exist  for  local 
purposes.  It  will  cause  inconvenience,  and  mis¬ 
understandings,  and  it  will  give  rise  to  difficulties 
which  it  will  be  exceedingly  hard  to  overcome. 
I  know  from  my  own  personal  experience,  to 
what  inconvenience,  to  what  misunderstandings, 
and  to  what  loss  of  votes,  even  the  rearrangement 
of  polling  divisions  has  caused,  and  how  often  a 
man  through  some  misunderstanding  or  neglect 
has  gone  to  the  wrong  poll  and  not  finding 
his  name  on  the  list  comes  to  the  conclu¬ 
sion  that  he  is  left  off,  or  disgusted  at  not 
being  able  to  vote  at  the  accustomed  place  has 
returned  to  his  home.  These  difficulties  will 
be  greatly  intensified  if  the  limits  of  coun¬ 
ties  for  representation  in  the  Federal  Parlia¬ 
ment  are  different  from  those  in  the  Local  Parlia¬ 
ment.  Unless  the  very  strongest  reasons  can  be 
shown  why  a  different  conclusion  should  be  reached, 
certainly  the  boundaries  of  counties  should  be  the 
same  in  every  instance.  In  the  case  of  the  County 
of  Chateauguay,  the  changes  proposed  by  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Public  Works,  who  I  suppose  is  substanti¬ 
ally  responsible  for  this  part  of  the  Bill,  would 
create  entirely  different  boundaries  for  federal  pur¬ 
poses  from  those  which  exist  for  local  purposes, 
and  in  that  respect  it  would  be  exceedingly  objec¬ 
tionable.  The  amendment  to  which  the  hon.  Min¬ 
ister  of  Customs  has  referred  as  intended  to  be 
proposed  would  remove  some  of  the  objections  to 
the  proposed  arrangement.  For  my  part  I  am 
exceedingly  glad  to  learn  that  it  is  not  proposed  to 
remove  Ste.  Philomene  and  Chateauguay  and  attach 
them  to  Laprairie.  I  know  that  the  people  of 
these  parishes  would  be  exceedingly  opposed  to 
such  an  arrangement,  and  I  know  as  my  hon. 
friend  the  member  for  Chateauguay  (Mr.  Brown) 
lias  stated,  that  any  arrangement  which  would 
compel  them  for  any  reason  to  go  to  the  town 
of  Laprairie  and  pass  over  that  miserable  road 
through  the  Caughnawaga  reserve  would  be  one 
that  would  be  exceedingly  unacceptable  to  them. 
With  regard  to  the  amendment,  however,  it  cer- 
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tainly  would  uot  be  unacceptable  to  the  Liberals 
of  the  county,  because  the  parishes  of  Ste.  Philo- 
mene  and  Chateauguay  are  about  equal  politically, 
whereas  St.  Cyprien  and  Napierville  are  strongly 
Liberal,  and  that  change  would  not  result  to  the 
disadvantage  of  the  Liberal  party  in  the  County  of 
Chateauguay.  I  regret  very  much  that  it  was 
decided  for  any  reason  to  make  these  changes,  and 
I  wish  very  much  that  the  Government  had  left 
the  district  of  Beauharnois  undisturbed.  There 
are  the  three  counties  of  the  district  of  Beauhar¬ 
nois  which  have  existed  for  a  great  many  years  ; 
the  people  have  become  accustomed  to  all  their 
municipal  and  local  arrangements,  each  county  has 
nearly  the  same  population,  and  on  no  ground  that 
I  can  conceive,  except  the  necessity  of  providing 
for  the  placing  of  the  parishes  of  the  wiped-out 
County  of  Napierville,  can  there  be  a  reason 
adduced  for  changing  the  limits  of  the  County  of 
Chateauguay. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  is  the  intention  of  the 
Minister  with  regard  to  the  placing  of  Napierville 
and  St.  Cyprien  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  They  will  have  to  be  placed, 
then,  in  the  County  of  St.  John’s  and  Iberville.  If 
the  suggestion  is  not  made  for  the  change  the 
parishes  will  remain  as  they  are.  If  the  hon. 
gentleman  wishes  to  join  Chateauguay  and  Napier- 
ville,  let  him  do  so. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  understood  from  the  hon. 
gentleman  this  afternoon  that  the  idea  which  he 
had  in  contemplation  is  to  reduce  these  three 
Counties  of  Napierville,  Chateauguay  and  La- 
prairie  into  two.  This  afternoon,  when  I  sug¬ 
gested  to  the  hon.  gentleman  the  propriety  of 
uniting  Two  Mountains  and  Laval,  he  stated  that 
he  could  not  do  that  without  invading  the  County 
of  Argenteuil,  and  as  Argenteuil  was  one  of  the 
English-speaking  counties  he  would  not  deprive  it 
of  its  present  representation.  I  did  not  see  the 
logic  of  his  reasoning  this  afternoon,  but  I  ac¬ 
cepted  it  as  he  gave  it  to  the  House,  and  I  now 
point  out  that  the  County  of  Argenteuil  is  no  more 
an  English-speaking  county  than  the  County  of 
Chateauguay. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  majority  is  English  in 
Argenteuil,  but  in  Chateauguay  two- thirds  are 
Erench. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  majority  is  Erench  in 
Chateauguay,  but  the  proportion  is  not  so  large. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes,  it  is. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  will  not  dispute  that,  but  it 
has  always  been  considered  an  English  county  and 
has  sent  an  English  gentleman  here  to  represent  it. 

Is  it,  then,  the  intention  of  the  hon.  gentleman  to 
deprive  the  English  minority  of  Chateauguay  of 
the  advantage  which  they  had  hitherto  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  No.  They  have  enjoyed  that 
pri\  uege  by  the  good-will  of  their  fellow-citizens, 
and  they  are  in  the  same  position  now.  They  have 
no  constitutional  right  to  be  represented  in  this 
House  by  a  member  of  their  language  ;  but  almost 
everywhere  in  thepro vince  where  there  are  a  certain 
number  of  English-speaking  people  the  representa¬ 
tion  is  divided  between  the  Local  Legislature  and 
this  House.  Now,  itseemsthatthepeople themselves 
have  reversed  that  arrangement,  since  they  have 
elected  an  English-speaking  representative  for  the 
Local  Legislature.  Perhaps  the  next  time  they  will 


be  of  opinion  that  they  ought  to  be  represented 
here  by  a  French-speaking  gentleman.  With  that 
we  have  nothing  to  do.  Chateauguay  is  not  one  of 
the  reserved  counties. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  know  no  county  which  is  re¬ 
served  so  far  as  this  House  is  concerned,  or  which 
has  any  constitutional  right  to  a  particular  kind  of 
i  epresentative.  A  certain  number  of  counties  have 
this  right  with  respect  to  the  Local  Legislature  ; 
but  with  respect  to  this  House  they  all  stand  on 
the  same  ground.  The  County  of  Chateauguay  has 
always  been  represented  in  this  House  by  an 
English-speaking  gentleman.  If  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  does  not  wish  the  English-speaking  minority 
in  that  county  to  be  deprived  of  this  possible  ad¬ 
vantage,  let  him  leave  the  county  as  it  is.  I  accept 
his  intention,  but  his  action  is  as  far  removed  from 
his  intention  as  the  night  from  day.  The  population 
of  Chateauguay  is  about  13,000.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  removes  from  the  county  two  French  parishes, 
Ste.  Philom^ne  and  Chateauguay,  with  a  total 
population  of  2,665,  but  he  adds  six  parishes  with 
a  total  population  of  8,482  to  the  French  population 
of  the  county. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  What  would  be  the  total  in¬ 
crease  ? 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  total  increase  in  the 
French  population  would  be  about  6,000. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  What  would  be  the  total  re¬ 
presentation  ? 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  think  about  19,000  ;  but 
that  matters  very  little.  Whatever  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  intentions  may  be,  he  is  interfering 
with  an  English-speaking  county,  drowning  its 
English-speaking  population  in  a  large  French 
majority.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  has  not  changed 
the  ground  he  took  this  afternoon,  he  cannot  per¬ 
severe  in  this  attempt,  but  he  must  leave  the 
County  of  Chateauguay  as  it  is.  He  sees  the  force 
of  the  objection,  and  in  order  to  avoid  it  he  pro¬ 
poses  to  restore  to  Chateauguay  the  two  parishes  of 
Ste.  Philomene  and  Chateauguay.  So  far  so  good  ; 
but  at  the  same  time  he  takes  away  the  town  of 
Napierville  and  the  parish  of  St.  Cyprien,  and  adds 
them  to  the  new  district  of  St.  John’s  and  Iber¬ 
ville,  which  has  already  24,000,  increasing  it  to 
2/ ,000.  Is  that  equalizing  the  population  ?  What 
is  the  object  of  this  Bill  ?  There  is  no  principle 
whatever  about  it.  It  is  pure  jumble,  made  for 
party  purposes  and  for  nothing  else.  There  has 
been  no  reason  given  either  for  the  Bill  or  the 
amendment.  I  protest  against  the  whole  thing. 

Mr.  MONET.  (Translation.)  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  Minister  of  Customs  stated  that  he  was  to 
propose  an  amendment  to  the  Bill  with  respect  to 
the  County  of  Chateauguay.  I  would  like  to  know 
if  that  amendment  has  been  proposed  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  No.  If  the 
concession  which  we  offered  is  not  accepted,  we 
maintain  our  Bill  as  it  is. 

Mr.  MONET.  (Translation.)  Surely,  for  my 
part,  I  do  not  accept  to  put  the  parish  of  St. 
Cyprien  and  the  village  of  Napierville  in  the 
County  of  St.  John’s,  which  has  already,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  Bill,  more  than  the  required  population. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  (Translation.)  But  Lacolle 
is  taken  away. 
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Mr.  MONET.  (Translation.)  I  would  rather 
see  Napierville  in  Laprairie.  Since  you  propose  to 
remove  from  the  County  of  Laprairie  the  parishes 
of  Chateauguay  and  Ste.  Philomene,  which  are 
included  in  it  under  the  new  Bill,  you  decrease 
thereby  the  figure  of  population  which  you  gave  to 
Laprairie  ;  then  make  up  for  that  by  annexing  to 
Laprairie  the  parishes  of  St.  Cyprien  and  the 
village  of  Napierville.  The  amendment  offered  by 
the  Minister  of  Customs  is  not  to  be  accepted  for 
the  following  reasons  :  I  totally  agree  with  the 
remarks  made  by  the  hon.  leader  of  the  Opposition 
and  my  hon.  friends  of  the  left,  to  the  effect  that 
the  County  of  Naperville  should  as  a  whole  be 
united  to  that  of  Laprairie,  which  would 
give  the  standard  of  population.  Most  of  the  other 
counties  of  the  south  shore  have  not,  under  your 
Bill,  the  standard  population,  and  in  ten  years  from 
now,  you  will  have  to  gerrymander  new  counties 
to  secui’e  the  proper  figure  of  population.  Now, 
by  joining  Napierville  and  Laprairie,  you  immedi¬ 
ately  have  the  standard  population,  and  you  will 
not  have  to  disturb  this  constituency  any  more. 
The  second  reason  would  be  that  the  new  constitu¬ 
ency  would  have  the  natural  boundaries  of  the 
counties.  The  four  parishes  which  you  now  put  in 
the  County  of  Chateauguay  have  no  connection 
with  each  other,  no  common  interests,  and  the  end 
of  the  County  of  Napierville  is  very  far  from  the  end 
of  the  County  of  Chateauguay.  The  first  reason  is 
that  the  Provincial  Government  of  Quebec  will 
likely  follow  the  example  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  will  adopt  for  the  Local  Legislature  the 
federal  election  divisions.  Now,  if  the  Quebec 
Government  pass  a  similar  Bill,  we  shall  have  to 
transfer  the  registration  office  from  the  county 
seat  of  Napierville  to  the  centre  of  the  County  of 
Chateauguay,  that  is  to  say  to  Ste.  Martine,  which 
is  very  far  from  the  village  of  Napierville.  The 
same  will  obtain  in  judicial  and  municipal  matters, 
and  also  in  the  matter  of  the  county  exhibitions. 
In  all  this,  annoyance  and  trouble  will  result  to  the 
people  of  the  present  end  of  the  County  of  Napier¬ 
ville,  who  for  all  the  above  purposes  will  have  to 
travel  to  the  centre  of  the  County  of  Chateauguay, 
while  it  would  be  easier  to  go  to  Laprairie  which 
is  only  a  few  miles  distant. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  (Translation.)  There  is  no 
need  of  a  gerrymandering  in  Quebec.  There  has 
just  been  one. 

Mr.  MONET.  (Translation.)  The  Minister  of 
Customs  must  not  confuse  a  gerrymandering  with 
the  increasing  of  the  representation  of  a  province, 
such  as  Mr.  Mercier  made.  He  respected  the 
boundaries  of  the  counties,  and  he  legislated  out  of 
existence  neither  member  nor  county. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  The  Quebec 
Government  have  no  need  of  that.  They  are  strong 
enough. 

Mr.  MONET.  (Translation.)  The  same  may 
be  said  of  you.  You  are  surely  strong  enough  ; 
and  yet  you  gerrymander  the  country. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  If  we  unite 
Napierville  and  Laprairie  as  you  wish,  what  will 
then  be  the  population  of  Chateauguay  ? 

Mr.  MONET.  (Translation.)  Suppose  it  re¬ 
mains  at  the  figure  of  13,000,  since  it  is  an  English 
county,  and  you  so  desire  being  agreeable  to  the 
Mr.  Monet. 


English,  you  will  give  them  thereby  the  opportun¬ 
ity  of  sending  here  one  of  their  own  as  in  the  past. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  My  young  friend  has  based 
his  whole  argument  on  something  that  cannot  be 
foreseen  or  predicted  now,  and  on  the  possibility 
of  something  being  done  in  the  Quebec  Legislature 
at  some  future  time  to  change  the  position  as  it 
now  stands.  But  there  is  no  reason  to  foresee  any 
such  change,  because  the  Lo3al  Legislature  has  just 
added  eight  counties  to  the  popular  representation 
of  Quebec  and  its  representation  now  is  73  instead 
of  65,  which  it  was  before  the  regime  of  Mr. 
Mercier.  There  is,  therefore,  no  reason  for  them 
at  all  to  change  any  county,  and  the  whole  of  the 
hon.  gentleman’s  argument  has  been  based  upon  a 
prediction  not  possible  to  be  fulfilled.  The  hon. 
gentleman  has  said  correctly  that  by  the  proposed 
arrangement  of  returning  St.  Joachim  de  Chateau¬ 
guay  and  Ste.  Philomene  to  the  County  of  Chateau¬ 
guay,  the  population  of  Laprairie  will  not  be  largely 
increased.  Perhaps  if  my  hon.  friends  opposite 
wanted  to  make  a  suggestion,  they  might  add  Sher¬ 
rington  to  Laprairie,  which  adjoins  St.  Michel 
Archange. 

Mr.  MONET.  In  order  to  arrive  at  Sher¬ 
rington  from  Laprairie,  you  ought  to  jump  over 
the  parish  of  St.  Edouard. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  That  is  what  I  was  coming 
to.  The  parish  of  Sherrington,  the  parish  of  St. 
Edouard  and  the  parish  of  St.  Michel  might  be 
added  to  Laprairie. 

Mr.  MONET.  St.  Michel  is  adjacent  to 
Sherrington  and  St.  Phillippe,  and  Napierville  is 
adjacent  to  St.  Jaccjues  le  Mineur,  which  is  in  the 
County  of  Laprairie. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  St.  Michel  is  adjacent  to 
St.  Phillippe  in  Laprairie. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  Not  St.  Phillippe. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  There  is  a  description  from 
the  registry  office,  which  I  cannot  understand, 
though  it  is  certified  by  the  registrar  showing 
this. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  It  is  erroneous. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  I  must  say  it  surprised  me, 
but  it  is  a  regular  official  declaration. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  There  is  some  error  about  it 
surely. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  I  am  not  sure  about  St. 
Michel  being  near  St.  Phillippe,  but  I  know  I 
am  correct  with  regard  to  Sherrington. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  Minister  of  Public  Works 
stated  the  object  he  had  was  to  make  two  coun¬ 
ties  where  there  had  formerly  been  three,  Napier¬ 
ville,  Chateauguay,  and  Laprairie.  Instead  of  dis¬ 
tributing  the  County  of  Napierville  into  Chateau¬ 
guay  and  destroying,  practically,  the  character  of 
Chateauguay,  which  has  been  understood  as  an 
English  county,  and  in  wdiich  the  two  populations 
have  always  acted  together  most  cordially — I  know 
of  no  other  county  where  the  mixed  population  has 
acted  more  cordially — I  suggest  that  you  would 
meet  that  object  by  uniting  the  Counties  of  Napier¬ 
ville  and  Laprairie.  That  would  give  the  united 
counties  a  population  of  about  22,000.  But  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  says  he  cannot  accept 
that,  because  Chateauguay  will  remain  with  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  13,000  only.  Very  well,  what  does  he 
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propose  ?  He  proposes  now  to  leave  the  former 
county  by  itself  and  the  County  of  Laprairie,  and 
to  remove  the  two  parishes  of  Chateauguay  and 
Ste.  Philomene,  which  he  intends  to  restore  to  Chat¬ 
eauguay,  and  to  put  the  parish  of  St.  Cyprien  and 
the  town  of  Napierville  in  the  County  of  St.  John’s. 
What  will  be  the  population  of  Laprairie  then  ? 
About  13,000  or  14,000.  Is  there  any  reason  what¬ 
ever  why  Laprairie  should  have  a  population  of 
13,000,  or  Chateauguay  13,000  only?  Why  not 
leave  the  County  of  Chateauguay  with  its  present 
population  and  character  ?  The  suggestion  I  make 
is  certainly  the  most  advisable  and  the  most  con¬ 
servative  in  its  character,  because  it  has  the  least 
tendency  to  do  awajT  with  the  present  state  of 
things.  Therefore,  I  move  : 

That  paragraph  (6)  be  struck  out  of  the  Bill  and  re¬ 
placed  by  the  following  : — The  Counties  of  Laprairie  and 
Napierville  will  be  united  and  form  one  electoral  division 
and  elect  one  member. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  I  certainly  trust  this  amend¬ 
ment  will  commend  itself  to  the  approval  of  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works.  I  feel  satisfied,  from 
having  watched  his  countenance  for  a  little  while, 
that  he  has  not  been  at  ease  in  his  mind  with 
regard  to  what  it  is  proposed  to  do  in  Chateauguay. 
I  am  sure  that  if  this  arrangement  or  anything  like 
it  be  carried  out,  it  will  give  rise  to  some  sus¬ 
picion  on  the  part  of  the  English-speaking  popula¬ 
tion  of  the  County  of  Chateauguay  as  to  the 
sincerity  of  the  declarations  which  he  made  this 
afternoon.  It  would  relieve  him  from  all  embar¬ 
rassment  on  that  score  or  with  regard  to 
the  objections  suggested  by  my  colleague, 
the  member  for  that  county,  and  myself.  As 
he  claims  it  to  be  necessary  that  the  one  county 
in  this  district  should  disappear,  my  leader  has 
suggested  an  easy  and  a  safe  method,  so  far  as  the 
interests  of  my  lion,  friend’s  party  are  concerned, 
of  disposing  of  that  question.  At  the  last  elec¬ 
tion,  the  County  of  Laprairie  gave  the  present 
sitting  member  a  majority  of  something  over  50, 
and  my  hon.  friend  from  Napierville  was  elected 
by  a  majority  of  17,  so  that  we  have  reason  to  sup¬ 
pose  that  this  arrangement  would  not  be  to  the  dis¬ 
advantage  of  the  Conservative  party  in  the  county. 
I  urge  strongly  upon  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
that  he  should  accept  this  amendment.  I  believe 
it  will  be  an  exceedingly  popular  one  in  the  County 
of  Chateauguay.  I  believe,  as  an  alternative,  it 
will  commend  itself  to  the  great  majority  of  the 
people  of  the  County  of  Napierville,  and  I  am 
sure  that  the  people  of  the  County  of  Laprairie 
•cannot  object  to  being  united  to  such  a  county,  as 
I  know  the  County  of  Napierville  to  be. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  right, 
perhaps,  when  he  said  my  countenance  indicated 
I  was  rather  anxious.  I  was,  indeed,  rather 
anxious  to  satisfy  these  gentlemen.  But  what  they 
have  said  has  convinced  me  that,  after  all,  what 
has  been  done  is  the  best,  and  ought  not  to  be 
changed.  I  believe  the  present  division  will  do 
more  justice  to  every  one  than  even  the  suggestion 
made  by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition.  It  is  true 
that  this  county  has  been  represented  by  an  Eng¬ 
lish-speaking  gentleman.  The  precedent  was 
established  by  its  electing  Mr.  Holton,  and  has 
been  followed  since,  but  that  does  not  follow  that 
it  is  an  English  county.  It  is  not  an  English 
county  ;  two-thirds  of  it  are  Fi’ench.  It  is  because 
the  people  want  to  be  fair,  or  to  be  more  than  fair, 


to  the  English-speaking  population,  that  they  gave 
them  the  representation,  and,  more  than  that,  the 
English  population  have  now  two  representatives 
there.  My  hon.  friend  must  not  forget  that  in 
Montreal  we  gave  an  additional  representative  and 
also  in  theCounty  of  Ottawa.  Itis  not  the  same  thing 
at  all  as  to  the  County  of  Argenteuil,  which  has  a 
majority  of  English-speaking  people,  and  if  any¬ 
thing  was  added  to  that  county  to  bring  it  nearer 
to  the  unit,  it  would  have  to  be  taken  from  French 
parishes  on  each  side.  Here  you  have  a  French 
county  Avhich  chooses  to  elect  an  English  repre¬ 
sentative.  That  is  their  own  business,  but  I  do 
not  see  any  reason  why  these  three  counties  which, 
according  to  their  geographical  position,  ought  to 
form  only  two,  should  be  changed  as  has  been  sug¬ 
gested.  All  these  objections  which  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  are  now  raising  go  to  convince  me  that  the 
first  arrangement  was  the  correct  one,  and  I  think 
we  ought  to  have  adhered  to  it,  though  I  have  no 
objection  to  accept  every  suggestion  that  is  made. 
The  hon.  gentleman  says  my  countenance  suggests 
that  I  am  anxious  in  regard  to  this  matter,  and  I 
may  state  that  I  am  anxious  to  satisfy  the  people 
in  these  counties. 

Mr.  BECHARD.  I  hope  the  amendment  of  the 
leader  of  the  Opposition  will  be  accepted  by  the 
Government.  It  seems  to  me  to  be  a  fair  arrange¬ 
ment.  The  union  of  Laprairie  and  Napierville 
will  make  a  constituency  of  21,001,  and  as  far  as 
politics  are  concerned,  it  would  create  a  doubtful 
constituency.  The  Minister  of  Customs  said  that 
the  Minister  of  Public  Works  intended  perhaps  to 
annex  the  village  of  Napierville  and  St.  Cyprien  to 
St.  John’s.  I  would  strongly  object  to  that,  be¬ 
cause  the  uniting  of  those  two  municipalities  to  St. 
John’s  with  the  County  of  Ibervdlle  would  make  a 
population  of  26,487,  which  is  considerably  more 
than  the  unit  of  representation.  I  read  an 
article  this  afternoon  in  the  St.  John’s  Nezvs,  a  Con¬ 
servative  paper,  strongly  objecting  to  the  union  of 
Iberville  and  St.  John’s,  and  stating,  at  the  same 
time,  that  if  the  County  of  St.  John’s  must  be 
strengthened  it  ought  to  be  by  the  annexation  of  the 
County  of  Napierville.  I  am  sure  that  the  same 
party  would  be  opposed  to  the  projected 
amendment  suggested  by  the  Minister  of  Customs, 
that  the  village  of  Napierville  and  the  municipality 
of  St.  Cyprien  should  be  added  to  St.  John’s.  They 
would  object  to  that,  because  Iberville  and  St. 
John’s  are  united  now  except  in  regard  to  the 
parish  of  Laeolle .  I  would  prefer  the  first  arrange¬ 
ment,  because,  if  the  municipality  of  Laeolle  is 
annexed  to  Missisquoi  it  would  make  a  division  of 
21,396,  while,  by  the  proposed  addition  of  Napier¬ 
ville  to  Chateauguay,  the  division  of  Chateauguay 
would  have  only  19,000.  I  think  the  best  arrange¬ 
ment  would  be  to  unite  Napierville  and  Laprairie, 
by  which  arrangement  the  municipalities  of  Napier¬ 
ville  would  not  be  scattered,  the  county  boundaries 
would  be  preserved  and  a  district  would  be  created 
with  only  21,000  of  a  population,  and,  so  far  as 
party  politics  are  concerned,  it  would  make  a  doubt¬ 
ful  constituency,  so  that  each  party  would  have  as 
much  advantage  as  the  other. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  rise  and  report  progress. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  I  would  ask  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works  if  there  is  not  an  omission  in  this 
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clause,  as  there  is  a  village  municipality  of  Orms- 
town  which  is  not  mentioned. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  progress. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

EDMONTON  LAND  OFFICE. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  would  call  the  attention  of 
the  Government  to  the  statement  that  there  has 
been  some  trouble  caused  by  the  removal  of  the 
land  office  from  Edmonton  to  the  south  shore  of  the 
Saskatchewan,  and  1  would  ask  if  they  have  any 
information  on  the  subject,  and  if  they  intend  fo 
persevere  in  the  change  or  to  leave  the  office  where 
it  has  been  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  is  no  infor¬ 
mation  as  to  any  grave  trouble.  Instructions  were 
sent  some  time  ago  to  send  some  records  and  docu¬ 
ments  to  the  other  side  of  the  river  so  that  incoming 
immigrants  might  make  their  entries  without  hav¬ 
ing  to  cross  the  river,  a  distance  of  about  three 
miles.  There  is  no  intention  of  removing  the  land 
office,  although  some  persons  who  were  desirous  to 
make  a  disturbance  did  attempt  to  prevent  the 
removal  of  the  records.  Our  information  is  that  no 
serious  trouble  has  arisen. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Then  we  may  understand  that 
there  is  no  intention  to  remove  the  office  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  No  ;  but  an  officer  has 
simply  been  sent  with  certain  of  the  records  to  the 
other  side  of  the  river. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  12.40 
a.m.  (Wednesday). 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Wednesday,  22nd  June,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Eleven  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

REPRESENTATION  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF 
COMMONS. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on  Bill 
(No.  76)  to  readjust  the  representation  in  the  House 
of  Commons. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  trust  that  the 
hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works  has  come  to  his 
duty  this  morning  after  due  reflection  upon  the 
question  which  was  before  us  last  evening  in  an 
amiable  and  reasonable  frame  of  mind.  I  venture  to 
say  that  as  his  countenance  looks  somewhat  more 
relieved  and  more  pleasant  this  morning  that  we 
may  expect  concessions  from  him.  I  am  prepared 
to  hope  that  he  is  disposed  to  yield  to  what  I  believe 
to  be  the  reasonable  views  of  the  Opposition  and 
to  assent  to  the  amendment  which  w'as  proposed 
by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  last  evening  as 
affecting  the  County  of  Chateauguay,  and  that  he 
has  made  up  his  mind  to  allow  the  limits  of  that 
ancient  and  historic  county  to  remain  undisturbed, 
and  to  dispose  of  Napierville  County  in  the  wray 
that  the  amendment  suggests. 

Mr.  Scriver. 


Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  might  allow  sub¬ 
sections  ( p )  and  {q)  to  stand  for  the  present. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Very  well. 

(r.)  The  electoral  district  of  St.  John’s  and  Iberville 
shall  consist  of  the  towns  of  St.  John’s  and  Iberville,  and 
the  parishes  of  St.  Jean  l’Evangeliste,  St.  Luc,  Ste.  Mar¬ 
guerite  de  Blairfindie  (L’  Acadie),  St.Alexandre,  Ste.  Anne 
de  Sabrevois,  St.  Athanase,  Ste.  Brigide,  St.  George  de 
Henriville,  St.  Gr6goire  le  Grand,  St.  S6bastien  and  St. 
Valentin,  and  shall  return  one  member. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  are  you  doing  with 
Lacolle  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Lacolle  is  to  be  added  to  Mis- 
sisquoi. 

Mr.  BECHARD.  Would  the  hon.  gentleman 
give  a  reason  why  Lacolle  is  annexed  to  Missisquoi  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  reason  is  that  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  the  electoral  district  as  arranged  would  be 
sufficient,  and  Lacolle  is  mostly  English,  and  I 
understand  that  it  would  suit  them  better  to  go 
with  Missisquoi. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  would  suggest  that  this 
section  would  be  allowed  to  stand  also,  until  we 
had  disposed  of  the  other  sections. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  is  entirely  distinct,  and  I  do 
not  see  why  it  should  stand.  If  the  changes  made 
alter  the  constituencies,  there  could  be  one  name 
added  to  the  other  sections. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Is  it  proposed  to  alter  this 
constituency  any  more  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  No  ;  I  do  not  think  so. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Very  well,  then,  if  it  is  not  pro¬ 
posed  to  ajter  any  more. 

(s.)  The  electoral  district  of  Rouville  shall  consist  of  the 
villages  of  St.  Cesaire  and  Canrobert,  and  the  parishes  of 
St.  Dominique,  St.  Pie,  St.  Paul,  L’Ange  Gardien,  St. 
Cesaire,  Notre  Dame  de  Bonsecours,  St.  Michel  de  Rouge- 
mont,  St*  Jean  Baptiste,  St.  Hilaire,  Beloeil  and  Ste. 
Marie  Magdeleine. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  propose  to  sti'ike 
Notre  Dame  de  Bonsecours  out  of  this  and  put  in 
St.  Damase. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  May  I  ask  what  is  the  reason 
of  this  change  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  reason  is  that  St.  Damase  is 
connected  with  Ste.  Marie  Magdeleine.  It  will 
make  a  better  division  altogether.  I  may  remark 
that  my  hon.  friend  from  Rouville  has  complained 
that  we  give  him  too  many  Liberal  parishes.  This 
is  a  Conservative  parish,  and  it  may  temper  his 
criticisms. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  I  am  sure  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  willing  to  make  Rouville  too  Liberal  a 
county.  At  the  last  election  I  had  69  majority, 
and  the  Bill  is  going  to  increase  it  to  800  or  1,000  ; 
and  now  the  Government  think  that  this  is  not 
enough,  and  they  want  to  add  about  100  more  to 
the  Liberal  majority  by  taking  away  the  parish  of 
Notre  Dame  de  Bonsecours,  which  at  the  last  elec¬ 
tion  gave  a  majority  against  me  of  about  40,  and 
adding  St.  Damase,  which  gives  a  Liberal  majority  of 
50  or  60.  The  Government  want  to  make  of  Rou¬ 
ville  a  Liberal  hive,  and  they  want  to  increase  the 
Liberal  majority  still  further.  I  do  not  need  that 
at  all,  and  I  think  it  would  be  preferable  to  leave 
Rouville  as  it  was  before. 

Mr.  GEOFFRION.  Before  this  is  carried,  I 
would  like  to  point  out  that  in  dealing  writh  my 
constituency  Beloeil  is  taken  from  Verchkres  and 
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joined  to  the  other  side  of  the  Richelieu  River  and 
annexed  to  the  County  of  Rouville,  which  is  situ¬ 
ated  in  another  judicial  district.  St.  Marc  and 
St.  Antoine  are  also  joined  to  the  other  side  of  the 
Richelieu  River  and  annexed  to  St.  Hyacinthe,  also 
in  another  judicial  district ;  and  Vercheres,  Ste. 
Theodosie  and  Contrecoeur  are  joined  to  the  other 
side  of  the  river  and  annexed  to  the  County  of 
Richelieu,  also  in  another  judicial  district.  If 
the  object  is  to  wipe  out  Verch&res,  it  should 
be  done  by  dividing  the  old  senatorial  division 
of  Montarville  into  two  sections.  But  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  unite  a  portion  of  Vercheres  to  the 
other  side  of  the  Richelieu'  River  and  associate  it 
with  a  part  of  the  country  with  which  the  people 
have  nothing  to  do.  We  have  no  business  connec¬ 
tion  with  Sorel  or  that  section  of  the  country  ;  we  do 
our  business  with  Montreal.  To  throw  Belceil  into 
Rouville  on  the  other  side  of  the  river,  another 
part  into  St.  Hyacinthe,  another  part  into  Riche¬ 
lieu  and  the  rest  into  Chambly,  is,  I  think,  a  very 
unfair  division  of  Vercheres.  If  that  county  has 
to  be  wiped  out,  I  think  the  Government  might  find 
another  way  of  dividing  it.  If  a  better  division  is 
not  made  by  the  Administration,  I  shall  have  to 
move,  at  a  further  stage,  in  order  to  put  myself 
right  with  my  constituents. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Beloeil  and  St.  Hilaire  are,  I 
understand,  two  parishes  which  are  practically  one. 

Mr.  GEOFFRION.  No,  no. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  understand  that  the  people  of 
these  two  parishes  have  most  intimate  relations. 
On  one  side  up  the  river  is  Chambly  East  and  the 
other  side  Chambly  West.  I  think  it  is  a  very 
good  division,  geographically  and  otherwise. 

Mr.  GEOFFRION.  Chambly  as  a  constituency 
has  always  been  in  the  Montarville  division.  It  is 
to  the  north  of  the  Richelieu  River  ;  and  if  the 
division  is  to  be  made,  it  should  be  done  by  uniting 
the  lower  part  of  Chambly  with  Vercheres  and 
making  one  electoral  district,  and  making  another 
by  joining  the  upper  part  of  Chambly  with  Laprai- 
rie.  But  to  say  that  any  part  of  Vercheres  natu¬ 
rally  belongs  to  Rouville  is  very  extraordinary. 
The  people  of  those  two  sections  have  nothing  to 
do  with  each  other,  either  in  law,  in  business  or  in 
any  other  way. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman  tell  us 
what  is  the  division  of  Montarville  that  he 
speaks  of  ? 

Mr.  GEOFFRION.  It  comprises  Laprairie, 
Chambly  and  Vercheres.  It  was  an  electoral  dis¬ 
trict  for  the  Legislative  Council. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  What  would  be  the  division 
suggested  by  the  hon.  gentleman  ? 

Mr.  GEOFFRION.  Dividing  Chambly  into  tw'o, 
and  giving  the  upper  part  to  Laprairie  and  the 
lower  part  to  Verch&res. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  How  is  the  hon.  gentleman  to 
adhere  to  the  principle  that  boundaries  of  counties 
should  not  be  disturbed  ? 

Mr.  GEOFFRION.  That  has  already  been  de¬ 
cided  by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  hon.  gentlemen  have  so 
many  principles  that  we  do  not  know'  which  we 
have  to  take. 


Mr.  GEOFFRION.  I  only  say  this,  that  w  hen 
the  majority  of  the  House  have  decided  other¬ 
wise,  we  have  to  make  the  best  of  it.  Divide 
the  division  into  two  and  that  will  make  it 
all  right,  but  the  idea  of  taking  Vercheres  and 
dividing  it  into  four  pieces,  three  of  which  are 
thrown  across  the  river,  where  there  is  no  bridging 
and  no  communication  except  at  certain  seasons,  is 
most  absurd.  Of  course,  in  the  summer  season,  wre 
can  go  there  and  have  communication,  but  we  have 
no  business  relations  wfith  them.  Take  my  place, 
Vercheres,  which  is  the  chef -lieu  of  Vercheres.  It 
is  fifty  per  cent  further  from  Sorel  than  from  the 
city  of  Montreal.  Take  the  upper  part  of  Vercheres 
at  the  line  between  Vercheres  and  Varennes,  that 
is  taken  down  to  Sorel  which  is  at  least  sixty  per 
cent  further  than  Montreal  south,  and  you  send  us 
to  Sorel  with  which  we  have  no  business  relations 
or  associations  of  any  kind.  I  say  if  it  is  decided 
that  that  section  should  be  divided,  take  the 
Montarville  division  and  make  two  of  that.  Of 
course  I  would  not  like  it,  as  far  as  I  am  personally 
concerned,  but  I  could  understand  it  ;  the  pro¬ 
posed  division  of  Vercheres  is  certainly  illogical, 
unfair  and  will  not  serve  the  Administration.  I 
know  that  many  political  friends  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  those  who  have  fought  their  battles  for 
years,  are  not  satisfied  with  it,  and  I  can  quite 
understand  their  dissatisfaction.  I  protest  in  the 
name  of  my  constituents  against  this  provision  as 
altogether  unfair. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  As  to  the  charge  of  unfairness* 
the  only  answer  I  can  give  is  that  it  would  be  utter 
folly  for  the  Government  and  their  supporters  to 
do  what  is  unfair,  because  they  know  very  well 
that  would  injure  them  in  the  estimation  of  the 
electors.  I  entirely  repudiate  the  charge  of  any 
unfair  intention.  On  the  contrary,  we  have  done 
all  we  could  in  order  to  commend  our  redistribu¬ 
tion  to  the  electors,  so  that  at  the  next  elections 
we  will  not  have  to  meet  the  charge  that  we  have 
unduly  meddled  with  the  liberties  of  the  electors. 
As  to  the  division  suggested  by  my  hon.  friend,  I 
really  do  not  see  that  it  would  be  an  improvement 
on  the  present  one.  If  I  could  see  that  it  was  an 
improvement,  I  would  certainly  accept  it,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  the  hon.  gentleman  ought  not  to  believe  for  a 
moment  that  it  was  either  in  the  mind  of  myself  or 
my  colleagues  to  gerrymander  him  out  of  political 
life. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  You  have 
done  it  though. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Sacrifices  have  to  be  made.  We 
have  done  it  for  some  of  our  friends,  who  should 
certainly  be  as  dear  to  us  as  the  hon.  gentleman. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Who  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  We  have  joined  the  Counties  of 
Three  Rivers  and  St.  Maurice. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Do  the  same  here. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  No;  because  these  two  counties 
were  contiguous,  and  were  taken  from  the  group 
to  which  an  additional  member  was  given,  and  it 
was  only  fair  the  additional  member  given  the 
group  should  be  supplied  from  there,  and  wre  have 
done  what  was  right.  Opinions  may  differ,  and 
my  hon.  friend  says  that  the  other  division  would 
be  better. 

Mr.  BECHARD.  When  I  spoke  of  unfairness 
I  did  not  intend  to  represent  the  mind  or  the 
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intention  of  members  of  the  Administration,  but  I 
say  that  the  proposition  is  unfair  in  its  bearing. 
I  say  there  is  nothing  fair  in  that  division  of  the 
County  of  Vercheres.  It  is  possible,  as  the  hon. 
gentleman  says,  that  the  Government  had  no 
intention  of  unfairness,  but  the  unfairness  exists. 
The  effect  of  their  proposal  is  certainly  unfair  and 
unjust  to  the  people.  I  only  ask  them  to  recon¬ 
sider  it,  and  if  they  do  not  change  their  mind,  of 
course  I  will  vote  against  it.  There  is  not  one 
Conservative  out  of  a  hundred,  in  Vercheres,  who 
will  approve  this  proposition,  and  I  am  willing  to 
leave  it  to  the  Conservatives  of  that  county. 

Mr.  OU1MET.  I  admit  that  in  a  great  many 
divisions  our  friends  are  just  as  sorry  as  our  oppo¬ 
nents,  but  I  cannot  help  that. 

Mr.  BECHARI).  What  is  the  object  of  dividing 
Vercheres  in  that  way  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  If  our  own  friends  are  not 
satisfied,  evidently  the  redistribution  was  not 
intended  to  favour  them  or  ourselves. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  hon.  gentleman  would 
convince  the  House  much  more  effectively  of  his 
fairness  if  he  would  extend  the  same  measure  of 
treatment  to  his  opponents  as  he  has  extended  to 
his  friends.  He  told  us  he  has  sacrificed  one  of  his 
friends  by  uniting  the  Counties  of  St.  Maurice  and 
Three  Rivers.  I  admit  that  these  two  counties 
are  represented  by  two  Conservatives.  He  says 
that  on  the  south  side  of  the  St.  Lawrence,  a 
county  has  to  disappear.  Very  well,  we  do  not 
object  to  that.  Here  are  two  contiguous  counties, 
Vercheres  and  Chambly,  just  as  close  to  one 
another  as  the  Counties  of  Three  Rivers  and  St. 
Maurice.  They  are  represented  by  two  Liberals. 
We  suggest,  since  the  hon.  gentleman  is  averse  to 
interfering  with  county  lines,  that  he  should  unite 
Vercheres  and  Chambly.  He  will  then  be  extend¬ 
ing  the  same  measure  to  his  opponents  as  to  his 
friends.  He  has  united  two  Conservative  counties, 
and  he  will  now  be  uniting  two  Liberal  counties. 
What  objection  can  he  have  to  this  ?  He  told  us, 
apparently  with  sang-froid,  a  moment  ago,  that 
the  parishes  of  Beloeil  and  St.  Hilaire  are  united 
together  ;  but  yesterday,  when  I  proposed  to  unite 
Two  Mountains  and  Laval,  he  told  me  they  were 
separated  by  a  wide  river.  Well,  there  is  far  more 
connection  between  Laval  and  Two  Mountains  than 
between  Beloeil  and  St.  Hilaire.  The  river  between 
Laval  and  Two  Mountains  is  a  small  stream  which, 
in  dry  seasons,  you  can  cross  on  foot  from  stepping- 
stone  to  stepping-stone,  whereas  the  Richelieu  is  a 
large  navigable  river,  with  a  church  on  one  side  at 
St.  Hilaire  and  another  church  on  the  other  side 
at  Beloeil.  The  people  cannot  unite  their  church 
service  because  the  river  is  too  wide,  and  it  has  not 
even  a  bridge  except  the  railway  bridge  across  its 
mouth  at  Sorel.  Yet  the  hon.  gentleman  will 
take  the  parish  of  Beloeil  and  transfer  it  to  Rouville, 
with  which  it  has  absolutely  no  connection.  He 
has  not  given  one  reason  for  this  proceeding  ;  it  is 
a  gerrymander  pure  and  simple  in  the  interests  of 
the  Conservative  party.  If  he  wants  to  be  fair,  he 
should  accept  the  suggestion  of  my  hon.  friend  to 
divide  the  division  of  Montarville  into  two,  and 
that  will  cut  Chambly  into  two.  He  says,  and  I 
hail  his  statement  with  pleasure,  that  he  will  not 
interfere  with  county  lines,  but  if  he  will  not,  he 
has  an  easy  method  of  disposing  of  this  county  by 
Mr.  Bechard. 


uniting  Chambly  and  Vercheres,  and  I  move  in 
amendment  : 

That  sections  (#)  and  it)  be  struck  out  and  replaced  by  the 
following  : — Chambly  and  Vercheres  shall  be  united  into 
one  electoral  district,  and  return  one  member. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  think  the  statements  which 
have  falleia  from  the  hon.  member  for  Vercheres 
and  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  demand  the 
consideration  of  the  Government.  I  would  call  the 
attention  of  the  Minister  of  Justice  to  these  state¬ 
ments.  He  has  manifested,  to  some  extent  at  all 
events,  a  desire  to  listen  to  representations  from  this 
side.  I  ask  the  Minister  of  J  ustice  now  in  the  presence 
of  this  House  and  of  the  country,  whether  he  does 
not  consider  that  these  statements  which  have 
just  been  made  by  the  hon.  leader  of  the  Opposi¬ 
tion  and  by  the  hon.  member  for  Vercheres  (Mr. 
Geoffrion)  require  investigation.  The  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Vercheres  does  not  often  intrude  upon  the 
attention  of  the  House.  He  is  familiar  with  the 
facts,  representing  as  he  has  done  for  many  years 
the  constituency  to  be  affected,  and  w'e  have  it 
represented  by  him  that  whatever  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works  may  have  intended  by  the  proposi¬ 
tion,  that  the  practical  effect  of  it  is  to  operate 
unfairly.  That  is  a  serious  and  grave  charge,  and 
it  is  a  grave  thing  for  the  majority  of  this  House, 
even  by  mistake,  to  commit  an  unfair  act.  We 
have  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  applying  the 
euphemistic  expression  and  repudiating  gerry¬ 
mander,  but  he  says  he  has  made  a  sacrifice.  I 
ask  the  Minister  of  rJ ustice  whether  he  does  not 
deem  it  his  duty,  in  view  of  the  statements  made 
from  this  side  of  the  House,  to  reserve  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  clause  until  he  considers  those  state¬ 
ments  ?  The  hon.  leader  of  the  Opposition  has 
shown  that  one  proposed  division  is  a  most  un¬ 
natural  one  ;  that  a  river  cuts  off  all  communication 
between  the  two,  with  the  exception  of  a  railway 
bridge  which  is  not  open  to  the  public.  It  is,  in 
my  opinion,  the  plain  duty  of  the  Government  to 
make  enquiry  into  the  truth  or  falsity  of  those 
statements,  and  to  let  the  section  stand  in  the 
meantime. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  hon.  gentleman 
has  referred  to  me  and  called  my  attention  to  the 
statement  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  Vercheres 
(Mr.  Geoffrion).  I  am  sure  that  any  statement 
made  by  that  hon.  gentleman  would  have  been 
received  with  the  greatest  respect  on  both  sides. 
I  do  not,  however,  agree  with  the  hon.  member  for 
York  (Mr.  Mulock)  that  a  statement  of  facts  has 
been  made  which  calls  for  the  clause  to  stand.  The 
statements  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  Vercheres 
(Mr.  Geoffrion)  and  the  hon.  leader  of  the 
Opposition,  and  to  which  my  attention  was  drawn, 
have  been  statements  that  this  was  a  great  injustice, 
that  it  was  a  gerrymander,  and  that  it  was 
doing  a  wrong  to  the  County  of  Vercheres,  but  I 
think  we  have  heard  no  statement  of  fact  which 
requires  investigation.  These  are  statements  of 
opinion,  and  they  are  statements  which  have  been 
made  as  regards  every  clause  of  the  Bill  from  first 
to  last.  They  are  statements  that  we  very  much 
regret  to  hear  because  it  shows  how  diametrically 
opposed  the  views  of  the  Opposition  are  to  those 
which  we  entertain.  We  are,  however,  open  to 
conviction  if  by  any  facts  it  can  be  shown  that  this  is 
wrong.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  have  complained 
that  this  is  an  unjust  change  as  it  requires  that  the 
candidate  should  cross  a  river,  not  a  very  enor- 
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mous  river,  I  understand.  In  election  contests 
we  often  have  to  do  that,  as  the  counties  and 
federal  and  provincial  districts  are  not  bounded  by 
river  lines.  I  know  that  they  are  disregarded  in 
my  own  province,  where  we  adhere  to  county  lines. 
To  do  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  justice,  I  do  not 
think  he  put  that  forward  as  an  argument  that  an 
injustice  was  done,  but  only  to  meet  a  statement  of 
the  hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works  on  another 
matter.  If  a  wrong  is  being  done  I  hope  that  further 
explanation  may  be  made,  so  that  we  may  under¬ 
stand  what  the  grievance  is.  I  assure  my  hon. 
friend  from  York  (Mr.  Muloek)  that  I  supposed  the 
discussion  was  being  carried  forward  by  gentlemen 
who  were  acquainted  with  the  local  circumstances, 
and  that  they  were  appealing  to  each  other’s  know¬ 
ledge  of  local  circumstances,  and  no  facts  were  stated 
which  would  call  for  an  investigation. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  At  present,  Vercheres  is  dis¬ 
membered.  The  county  is  a  peninsula  included 
between  the  River  St.  Lawrence  to  the  north  and 
the  River  Richelieu  to  the  south,  which  join  at  the 
end  of  the  County  of  Verch&res,  and  to  the  west  is 
the  County  of  Chambly.  I  do  not  suppose  that  the 
people  from  Vercheres  have  any  actual  knowledge 
of  the  County  of  Richelieu  as  they  have  no  con¬ 
nection  whatever  with  it.  The  Richelieu  River  is 
a  large  navigable  river,  and  at  Beloeil,  where  it  is 
proposed  to  join  it  to  the  County  of  Rouville,  the 
river  must  be  at  least  over  1,000  feet  in  width. 
Tiere  is  not  a  single  bridge  from  the  mouth  of  the 
Ciambly  River  up  to  St.  John’s,  a  distance  of  45 
mies.  That  is  the  best  evidence  that  the  stream 
is  t  wide  one.  It  is  the  discharge  of  Lake  Cham¬ 
plain,  and  it  is  navigated  as  such.  If  the  hon. 
gentleman  will  look  at  the  map,  he  will  see  that 
Venheres  and  Chambly  are  close  together,  and  can 
be  eisily  united,  but  if  you  dismember  Vercheres 
and  annex  it  to  the  adjoining  county,  you  are 
violating  all  principle.  The  people  of  Vercheres 
have  no  connection  with  the  people  of  Richelieu, 
or  with  the  people  of  St.  Hyacinthe,  or  with  the 
peoph  of  Rouville,  and  you  are  throwing  the  whole 
of  Veicheres  into  these  three  counties.  You  want 
to  ha\e  one  county  disappear.  Very  well;  I  say 
that  the  most  natural  way  of  attaining  that  object 
is  to  mite  these  two  counties,  instead  of  throwing 
people  nto  new  constituencies  with  which  they 
have  no  connection  whatever.  The  hon.  Minister 
of  Justice  has  appealed  with  much  reason  that  the 
question  had  better  be  discussed  by  people  who 
have  a  local  knowledge  of  the  geography.  I  pre¬ 
tend  to  >e  familiar  with  it,  but  I  appeal  to  any 
hon.  gentleman  on  the  floor  of  this  House  to  say, 
if  he  can  see  the  slightest  connection  whatever 
between  tie  parish  of  Vercheres  and  the  town  of 
Sorel,  whith  is  the  chef-lieu  of  Richelieu  ? 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  I  have  also  some  local 
knowledge  «f  the  constituency,  as  I  was  born  in 
Beloeil ;  and  my  family  and  my  brothers  live  there 
now.  They  dl  say,  and  I  say  myself,  that  it  is  most 
absurd  to  joii  Beloeil  to  Rouville.  We  know  that 
a  candidate  las  very  often  to  cross  a  river,  but 
suppose  on  mmination  day  the  people  have  to  go 
to  Marieville, which  is  the  chef -lieu  of  Rouville,  and 
supposing  it  ii  a  windy  day  the  people  could  not 
cross  because  hey  have  only  small  boats. 

Mr.  C’HAPLEAU.  They  hold  no  meetings  on 
nomination  day 


Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  Oh,  yes,  we  have  large  meet¬ 
ings  on  nomination  day,  and  it  is  on  that  very  day 
we  convert  the  most  Tories.  We  have  no  money  on 
our  side,  and  we  want  to  convert  them  by  speaking. 
We  call  meetings  on  nomination  day  and  by  telling 
them  about  what  ought  to  be  good  government  we 
bring  the  Tories  to  our  side.  The  people  of  Beloeil 
are  very  intelligent  and  they  do  not  require  much 
speaking,  but  they  like  to  hear  what  the  other  side 
has  to  say.  If  these  people  from  Beloeil  want  to  go 
to  Marieville,  they  cannot  cross  the  river.  There 
is  a  Grand  Trunk  bridge  at  Beloeil  station,  but  there 
is  a  notice  put  up  that  no  one  is  allowed  to  cross 
on  foot,  so  it  is  impossible  for  them  to  go  to  the 
other  side  of  the  river  unless  they  wait  till  winter, 
after  the  ice  has  taken.  The  leader  of  the  House 
said  he  wanted  to  hear  somebody  speak  about 
facts;  I  know  the  facts,  and  I  now  draw  his  atten¬ 
tion  to  them.  I  was  at  Beldhl  two  weeks  ago  and 
heard  the  people  talk  about  it.  The  Liberals  do 
not  care  much  about  the  proposed  change,  politically 
speaking,  because  they  are  sure  to  win  in  Ver¬ 
cheres,  as  they  are  sure  to  win  in  Rouville.  But  the 
Tories  are  altogether  dissatisfied.  They  say  it  is 
absurd  to  put  them  into  Rouville  when  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  could  put  them  into  Chambly,  uniting 
Vercheres  and  Chambly.  There  is  no  reason, 
except  a  prospective  political  advantage,  that  can 
induce  the  Government  to  put  Beloeil  in  Rouville. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  river  has  been 
spoken  of  as  making  it  inconvenient  to  have 
parishes  within  the  same  electoral  district  on 
either  side  of  the  river. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  We  never  heard  any  complaint 
from  the  people  of  St.  Roch  and  St.  Joseph  that  it 
was  a  great  inconvenience  for  them  to  belong  to  the 
County  of  Richelieu. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  They  do  not  complain,  but 
they  feel  it  nevertheless. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  is  not  the  only  instance 
where  counties  are  divided  by  a  river.  Take  the 
County  of  Champlain  and  St.  Maurice. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
himself  yesterday  made  it  an  objection. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  No,  I  never  complained  of  that. 
I  only  said  that  if  there  was  a  reason  for  leaving 
Laval  alone,  it  was  the  fact  that  it  stood  a  county 
by  itself,  being  an  island  surrounded  by  two  rivers. 
The  reason  I  gave  why  Laval  should  not  be  united 
to  Two  Mountains  was  that  the  two  counties  have 
no  community  of  interest.  But  the  main  reason 
was  this  :  I  explained  that  Pontiac,  Ottawa, 
Argenteuil  and  Two  Mountains  have  a  population 
entitling  them  to  five  members,  and  we  gave  an 
additional  member  to  Ottawa.  I  said  if  we  were 
to  equalize  the  population  so  as  to  have  every 
county  represent  an  average  of  23,000,  we  would 
have  to  cut  up  Argenteuil ;  that  was  the  main 
reason  why  I  said  that  Two  Mountains  ought 
not  to  be  added  to  any  other  county,  because  it 
would  break  up  that  group.  I  say  that  the 
representation  by  groups  is  much  more  important 
than  representation  by  united  counties.  In  no 
one  instance  of  these  divisions  are  the  municipal 
boundaries  broken.  I  still  maintain,  after  listen¬ 
ing  to  all  objections  raised,  that  the  present  divi¬ 
sion  is  by  far  the  best.  I  do  not  think  we  could  gain 
anything  by  yielding  to  the  suggestions  of  the  hon. 
gentleman,  although  I  may  say  that  they  will  be 
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duly  considered  ;  we  have  plenty  of  time  before  the 
third  reading. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
told  us  that  the  reason  for  not  uniting  Laval  and 
Two  Mountains  was  the  fact  that  a  river  inter¬ 
vened  ;  but  there  is  a  river  between  Laval  and 
Hochelaga,  and  the  hon.  gentleman  annexed  Laval 
to  a  portion  of  Hochelaga. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  That  is  not  fair.  I  said  that 
the  rural  part  of  the  County  of  Hochelaga  was 
better  with  Laval,  because  they  have  a  community 
of  interest,  and  it  was  better  to  divide  Hoche¬ 
laga  as  we  have  done,  adding  to  Montreal  those 
parts  of  Hochelaga  which  are  mere  suburbs  of  the 
city,  giving  to  Jacques  Cartier  those  rural  parishes 
of  Hochelaga  West  adjoining  that  county,  and 
giving  Laval  those  parishes  which  ought  not  to 
belong  to  that  suburban  division.  These  people 
complained  that  their  voice  was  drowned  by  the 
city  population  of  Hochelaga,  that,  practically, 
they  had  no  voice  in  this  Parliament,  and  they 
wanted  to  be  united  to  a  rural  constituency. 
That  is  the  reason  it  was  done — not  to  serve  my 
interests,  because  I  have  been  elected  for  19  years 
for  that  county,  four  times  by  acclamation,  and 
three  times  with  very  large  majorities,  and  I  do 
not  fear  any  one  there. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  If  the  hon.  member 
were  to  deal  with  Laval  as  he  proposes  to  deal 
with  Veroh&res,  he  might  put  one-half  of  it  into 
Two  Mountains  and  the  other  half  into  Hochelaga. 
Then  the  hon.  gentleman  would  be  acting  towards 
his  own  constituency  somewhat  in  the  same  way 
that  he  is  acting  towards  my  hon.  friend  from  Ver¬ 
cheres  (Mr.  Geoffrion).  Now,  my  hon.  friend  from 
Vereh&res  has  pointed  out  that  the  eastern  or 
northern  portion  of  his  constituency  has  no  com¬ 
munity  of  interest  with  Richelieu.  The  people 
do  not  associate,  the  river  intervenes,  their  trade 
is  with  Montreal ;  they  have  much  more  communi¬ 
cation  with  Chambly  than  they  have  with  Riche¬ 
lieu.  The  hon.  gentleman  overlooks  the  geogra¬ 
phical  obstacle  of  the  river  ;  he  overlooks  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  community  of  interest,  he  overlooks  the 
natural  associations  that  exist  between  Chambly  and 
Vercheres,  and  he  undertakes  to  deal  ungenerously 
with  an  hon.  member  who  has  sat  in  Parliament  for 
upwards  of  30  years.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  were  to 
allow  a  feeling  of  magnanimity  to  influence  him  in 
the  smallest  degree,  he  would  have  taken  the  geo¬ 
graphical  obstacles  into  consideration  on  behalf  of 
Vercheres.  I  appeal  to  the  Minister  of  Customs 
whether  he  is  dealing  fairly  with  an  old  member  of 
the  House,  who  has  been  a  member  for  upwards  of 
30  years,  who  knows  his  constituency  and  whose 
constituency  knows  him.  I  appeal  to  the  Minister 
of  Justice,  and  I  say  to  him  :  If  you  unite  Ver¬ 
cheres  and  Chambly  you  are  not  removing  the  hon. 
gentleman  from  Vercheres  from  contact  with  the 
people  with  whom  he  has  associated  all  his  life. 
What  do  you  propose  to  do  when  you  take  off  the 
northern  part  of  his  county  and  put  it  into  Riche¬ 
lieu  ?  You  propose  to  put  him  in  contact  with  a 
population  to  whom  he  is,  except  by  reputation,  a 
stranger — a  population  with  whom  he  has  had  no 
association.  You  break  up  the  historical  associa¬ 
tions  that  have  existed.  There  is  not  a  principle 
that  hon.  gentlemen  have  conceded  in  this  dis¬ 
cussion  that  is  not  violated  by  the  proposition  of 
the  Minister  of  Public  Works.  Let  the  Minister 
Mr.  Ouimet. 


propose  to  deal  with  Laval  in  the  same  way  as  he 
proposes  to  deal  with  Vercheres,  let  him  annex 
one- half  of  it  to  Two  Mountains  and  the  other  half  to 
Hochelaga,  and  then  we  will  believe  the  hon. 
gentleman  is  undertaking  to  deal  with  his  own 
case  in  the  same  way  he  is  undertaking  to  deal 
with  Vercheres. 

Mr.  GEOFFRION.  The  hon.  Minister  says 
that  no  petition  or  complaint  has  been  presented. 
I  do  not  know  what  he  calls  a  complaint,  but  I 
have  presented  a  resolution  from  one  of  the  muni¬ 
cipal  councils,  against  the  scheme.  I  am  willing 
to  leave  the  decision  of  it  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
and  I  am  satisfied  a  majority  of  the  Conservatives 
would  oppose  it.  If  this  blow  is  intended  to 
strike  at  me,  I  am  prepared  to  resign  and  let  the 
people  get  another  member  in  my  place.  There 
are  few  of  the  people  in  the  county  who  would 
approve  of  such  a  division  and  association.  I 
understand  the  people  of  the  upper  part  of  the 
county,  such  as  at  Varennes  and  Ste.  Julie,  have  a 
good  deal  to  do  with  Chambly.  With  the  exception 
of  the  lower  part  of  the  parish  of  Contrecoeur,  the 
others  have  to  cross  to  go  to  Montreal,  and  have 
nothing  to  do  either  for  church,  law  court  or  for  com¬ 
mercial  business  with  Sorel.  I  may  explain  that  Ver¬ 
cheres  is  entirely  Roman  Catholic,  and  as  our  Bishop 
resides  in  Montreal,  our  church  business  is  entirely 
in  that  city.  I  may  state  on  my  honour  that  I 
only  know  two  or  three  men  in  the  village  of  Ver¬ 
cheres  who  have  anything  to  do  with  Sorel,  aid 
they  are  fishermen  who  go  there  to  buy  fist  to 
smoke  for  the  Montreal  market.  I  really  beleve 
the  Administration  will  gain  nothing  by  the  pro¬ 
posed  change,  because  some  of  their  friends  on  that 
account  will  vote  against  them  at  the  next  elections. 
I  will  not  speak  for  myself  personally  ;  I  an  old 
enough  to  go  out  of  politics  if  need  be,  and  I  an  wil¬ 
ling  to  do  it.  This  proposition,  however,  treats  the 
constituency  with  great  unfairness.  I  would  even 
ask  one  of  the  Ministers  who  ran  tgainst 
me  if,  in  his  opinion,  the  division  proposed 
is  a  fair  one  ?  I  admit  the  county  is  a  clcse  one 
politically,  and  I  will  allow  hon.  gentlemei  oppo¬ 
site  to  change  it,  but  it  should  not  be  diviced  in  a 
manner  that  is  unfair  to  the  people.  I  protest 
against  the  action  proposed,  and  I  believe  most  of 
the  people  of  the  county  will  also  protes  against 
the  division.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  say  they 
are  willing  to  adopt  any  suggestion  which  can  be 
shown  to  be  more  just  than  that  proposid  in  the 
Bill.  But  there  is  no  one  so  blind  as  he  who  will 
not  see  ;  and  if  the  hon.  Minister  of  PuMic  Works 
cannot  see  any  injustice,  it  is  useless  to  continue  to 
point  it  out,  nevertheless  any  candid  mm  who  will 
look  into  the  matter  and  consult  the  people  will 
consider  that  the  amendment  propose!  is  one  in 
the  public  interest.  The  only  possille  object  of 
the  present  proposal  of  the  Government  is  to  get  rid 
of  a  political  opponent  in  this  House,  and  it  is  not 
creditable  to  the  Administration,  if  they  wish  to 
get  rid  of  a  political  opponent  to  endeavour  to 
secure  that  object  in  this  way. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Is  there  not  railway 
communication  with  Sorel,  and  is  rot  the  portion 
of  Vercheres  which  it  is  proposid  to  add  to 
Richelieu  nearer  to  Sorel  than  it  s  to  V erch&res  ? 

Mr.  GEOFFRION.  It  is  not.  The  shire-town 
of  Vercheres  is  further  from  Sorel  than  from  Mon¬ 
treal  ;  it  is  9  or  10  miles  further  from  Sorel  than 
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from  Longueuil,  opposite  Montreal,  and  has  nothing 
to  do  with  it.  As  to  railway  communication  :  the 
railway,  unfortunately,  is  in  very  bad  order  and  is 
not  running.  But  even  if  there  is  a  railway,  the 
argument  that  a  railway  is  a  proper  bond  of  union 
between  the  County  of  Verch&res  and  Richelieu, 
especially  when  we  shall  have  to  depend  upon  a 
railway  bridge,  which  is  not  and  is  not  likely  to  be 
built,  to  cross  the  river  at  certain  seasons,  to  reach 
Sorel,  is  a  very  poor  argument,  and  the  Adminis¬ 
tration  must  be  cornered  to  be  compelled  to  use  it. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Is  there  a  bridge  at  Sorel  ? 

Mr.  GEOFFRION.  There  is  not ;  but  there 
will  be  if  the  Government  will  give  the  money.  We 
cross  the  river  on  a  scow.  I  call  the  attention  of 
the  Administration  to  this  fact.  It  is  well  known 
that  \  erch&res  was  represented  for  several  years 
by  Sir  George  E.  Cartier.  He  was  born  and 
brought  up  there,  and  his  family  resided  there.  But 
it  was  never  proposed  to  take  Vercheres  into  Sorel. 
W  hen  Montreal  district  was  divided  for  the  purpose 
of  creating  divisions  for  the  Upper  House,  Vercheres 
was  joined  with  Chambly  and  Laprairie,  not  with 
Sorel.  I  would  be  willing  to  submit  this  matter  to 
a  vote  of  the  Conservatives  in  Vercheres,  for  I  am 
satisfied  that  a  majority  would  vote  against  the 
proposal  contained  in  this  Bill.  It  may  be  favoured 
by  some  people  who  would  say  :  “  We  wall  get  rid 
of  Geoffrion.’'  I  have  heard  this  remark,  and  even 
some  gentlemen  here  have  told  me  of  it.  If  this 
change  is  proposed  to  get  rid  of  me,  I  am  quite 
willing  to  save  my  constituents  from  that  injustice 
by  retiring  from  public  life  and  allow  the  people  of 
Vercheres  to  elect  a  successor.  I  cannot  understand 
what  excuse  can  be  offered  for  the  proposed  change, 
and  on  what  principle  it  is  done,  for  it  is  truly 
without  reason. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  Rouville  is  now  surrounded 
by  five  counties  :  Chambly,  St.  Hyacinthe,  Bagot, 
\  ercheres  and  Iberville.  Those  five  constituencies 
with  Rouville  are  represented  on  the  floor  of  this 
House  by  five  Liberals  and  one  Conservative.  It 
is  proposed,  without  any  reason,  to  wipe  out  two 
Liberal  constituencies,  and  with  the  four  others  to 
make  three  Conservative  and  one  Liberal.  I  ask 
if  that  is  a  fair  redistribution  scheme  ?  I  under¬ 
stand  that  the  object  of  the  Government  is  to 
find  one  constituency  which  is  to  be  given  to  Mon¬ 
treal.  By  the  proposition  made  by  the  leader  of 
the  Opposition,  we  might  arrive  at  that,  because 
by  uniting  Vercheres  and  Chambly  we  would  have 
the  extra  constituency  required  for  Montreal.  Why 
does  not  the  Government  accept  that  proposition  ? 
It  is  true  that  the  Liberals  will  lose  one  member 
by  the  union  of  these  two  constituencies,  but  we 
are  ready  to  lose  him  because  the  Government  will 
not  give  us  fair  and  equitable  justice.  I  will  go 
further  than  that,  and  I  will  prove  that  the  object 
of  the  Government  by  that  gerrymander  of  Rouville 
is  to  make  three  or  four  more  seats  for  themselves. 

I  say  further  to  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  that 
the  object  of  gerrymandering  Chambly  is  to  give 
to  his  partner  a  constituency  which  he  cannot  get 
otherwise.  In  order  to  have  his  partner  a  member 
of  this  House,  that  is  the  only  reason  why  Chambly 
will  have  to  go  to  Rouville  to  get  some  Conservative 
parishes.  I  think,  however,  that  these  Conservative 
parishes  which  they  will  take  from  Rouville  will 
not  allow  themselves  to  be  treated  in  that  way, 


and  I  have  many  complaints  from  them  against 
that  proposition. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman  allow 
me  to  tell  him  that  what  he  is  saying  now  is  cer¬ 
tainly  a  mistake  ?  Not  that  I  say  that  he  willingly 
states  what  is  untrue.  I  say  that  if  my  partner 
had  been  willing  to  enter  into  public  life,  he  would 
be  to-day  a  member  in  the  Local  Legislature,  but 
my  hon.  friend  knows  that  my  partner  has  more 
sense  than  that.  It  is  enough  for  one  partner  in 
the  firm  to  be  in  public  life,  and  if  we  want  to  get 
anything  in  the  world,  we  must  preserve  our  office 
as  it  is.  I  tell  the  hon.  gentleman  that  it  is  not 
correct  to  state  that  the  division  was  for  my  partner 
or  for  anybody  else. 

^  Mr.  BRODEUR.  Then  for  what  reason  is 
Chambly  gerrymandered,  and  why  do  you  propose 
to  make  it  a  Conservative  constituency,  if  it  is  not 
for  that  reason  ?  We  propose  to  give  you  the  extra 
seat  for  Montreal  by  uniting  Vercheres  and  Cham¬ 
bly,  and  I  do  not  see  why  you  should  go  across  the 
river  to  take  Conservative  parishes  from  Rouville 
unless  you  want  to  make  Chambly  a  safe  Conser¬ 
vative  constituency.  I  believe  that  there  is  another 
reason  for  this  gerrymander.  The  hon.  member  for 
Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont)  is  not  satisfied  with  his 
county  as  it  is  now.  He  knows  that  the  senti¬ 
ment  of  his  county  for  the  last  two  years  is 
against  the  political  opinions  which  he  has 
expressed  on  the  floor  of  this  House,  and  one 
of  the  objects  of  the  gerrymander  is  to  increase  the 
majority  of  the  hon.  member  for  Bagot.  Is  it  fair 
or  just  to  make  three  Conservative  constituencies 
and  one  Liberal  constituency  out  of  five  Liberal 
constituencies  as  they  are  at  present  ?  The  Govern¬ 
ment  must  know  that  there  is  no  communication  at 
all  between  Chambly  and  the  other  part  of  Rou¬ 
ville.  Until  some  years  ago  there  was  a  bridge: 
over  the  rapid — because  the  river  at  that  place  is  a 
rapid — but  that  bridge  has  been  burned  and  now 
there  is  no  connection  at  all  between  the  two  coun¬ 
ties.  If  the  Government  were  ready  to  give  some 
money  for  building  a  bridge  there  I  suppose  there 
would  be  a  reason  in  favour  of  the  proposition,  but 
as  the  Government  does  not  propose  such  a  thing  I 
understand  that  the  change  is  made  only  in  order 
to  give  the  Conservative  party  three  or  four  more 
members  than  they  could  otherwise  get. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation. )  The  Liberals,  whe 
were  sent  here  by  a  minority  of  the  popular  vote 
in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
like  the  privilege  of  dictating  what  shall  be  done 
in  this  House.  It  is  a  thing  that  has  already 
happened  to  them  to  govern  with  a  minority  in 
the  country  and  a  majority  in  the  House.  The 
Chambly  River  is  spoken  of  as  an  insuperable 
obstacle.  I  cannot  understand  the  horror  of  my  hon. 
friends  of  the  left  for  water  and  rivers  in  general- 
It  has  just  been  shown  to  the  House  that  the 
present  County  of  Richelieu  is  crossed  by  a  river, 
and  nobody  that  I  know  complained  of  that  ; 
nobody  found  fault  with  the  fact  that  Richelieu  is. 
crossed  by  a  river.  It  is  said  that  at  Belceil  there 
is  only  the  railroad  bridge  which  affords  any  com¬ 
munication  with  the  opposite  shore.  Then,  how  is 
it  that  every  day  the  Belceil  people  go  to  St. 
Hilaire  ?  If  you  go  there,  Mr.  Chairman,  you 
will  any  day  see  the  citizens  of  St.  Hilaire 
and  Beloeil  together  talking  over  their  in¬ 
terests,  in  fact  having  constant  and  regular 
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intercourse.  They  are  in  constant  communication, 
and  it  is  a  mistake  to  state  the  contrary.  Com¬ 
munity  of  interests  is  spoken  of.  I  do  not  under¬ 
stand  what  my  hon.  friends  understand  by  that. 
According  to  them,  it  is  necessary  to  go  to  the 
same  market,  sell  produce  to  the  same  merchant,  buy 
at  the  same  shop,  to  have  community  of  interests.  I 
do  not  conceive  matters  in  that  light.  By  community 
of  interests  I  understand  similarity  of  object  in  view, 
common  interests  to  defend  and  protect.  And  in 
this  light,  is  there  not  perfect  community  of  inter¬ 
ests  between  those  parishes  ?  The  principal  inter¬ 
est  of  those  localities,  their  primordial  interest 
is  agriculture,  for  they  are  two  rural  parishes.  In 
that  respect,  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  a  community 
of  interest  between  Belceil  and  St.  Hilaire.  Both 
those  parishes  have  the  same  interests  to  have 
protected  by  this  Parliament.  That  is  what  I 
understand  by  community  of  interests.  But  my 
hon.  friends  of  the  Opposition  do  not  look  at  the 
matter  in  the  same  light.  Public  interest  is  not 
what  concerns  them  ;  it  is  the  interest  of  the  party 
which  they  have  at  heart.  They  have  but  one 
object,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  of  securing  for  them¬ 
selves  a  majority  of  representatives  in  this  House, 
without  minding  whether  they  will  or  not  have 
but  a  minority  of  the  voters  of  the  country.  I 
showed,  the  other  day,  that  for  the  last  twenty 
years  the  Liberals  have  always  been  in  minority  in 
Quebec,  and  nevertheless  in  1878  they  governed  the 
province.  Everybody  knows  that  at  that  time 
they  had  only  a  minority  of  the  popular  vote, 
although  they  were  in  majority  in  the  House.  In 
1882,  the  Liberals  had  twelve  members  representing 
them  in  this  House,  while  if  they  had  been  returned 
in  proportion  to  their  share  of  the  popular  vote, 
they  would  have  only  been  six.  In  1887,  the  Li¬ 
berals  only  triumphed  with  the  help  of  a  fraction 
of  the  Conservative  party,  and  when  that  fraction 
of  our  party  abandoned  my  hon.  friend  the  leader 
of  the  Opposition,  the  Liberal  party  fell  back  into 
the  position  they  occupied  before.  The  section  of 
the  country  now  under  discussion  is  represented 
here  by  four  Liberal  members  and  a  Conservative, 
while  the  same  area  is  represented  in  Quebec  by  a 
Conservative  majority.  The  Counties  of  St.  Hya- 
cinthe,  Bagot,  Chambly,  among  others,  are  repre¬ 
sented  in  Quebec  by  Conservatives.  These  three 
counties,  as  well  as  Richelieu,  returned  Conserva¬ 
tives  by  large  majorities  in  March  last  ;  and  my 
hon.  friends  of  the  Opposition  know  very  well  that 
if  we  had  now  general  elections  for  this  House,  not 
having,  as  they  had  in  1887  and  1891,  the  assist¬ 
ance  of  the  fraction  of  the  Conservative  party 
which  helped  them  then,  the  four  Liberal  members 
who  sit  here  now  would  be  defeated. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  Why,  then,  do 
you  change  the  boundaries  of  those  counties  ? 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  How  is  it  that 
the  hon.  member  for  Rouville  (Mr.  Brodeur)  who 
was  elected  only  by  some  60  votes  of  majority  does 
not  recognize  the  truth  of  my  statement  ?  How  is 
it  that  he  does  not  realize  that  the  provincial  re¬ 
presentative  of  the  county  was  only  elected  by  some 
20  votes  ? 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  I  have  no  fear 
of  keeping  my  county  as  it  is,  while  you  are  afraid 
of  keeping  your  unchanged. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  How  is  it  that 
the  hon.  member  will  come  here  and  claim  that  his 
Mr.  Dupont. 


party  would  carry  these  counties,  when  at  the  last 
elections  we  took  St.  Hyacinthe,  Chambly  and 
Bagot? 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  This  should  in¬ 
duce  you  to  leave  the  counties  as  they  are. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation. )  Let  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Rouville  ( Mr.  Brodeur)  put  an  end  to  his 
childishness.  If  he  wants  to  be  taken  for  a  serious 
man,  let  him  put  an  end  to  his  useless  recrimiila- 
tions.  He  has  long  enough  wearied  the  House  with 
his  demonstrations  which  were  at  least  frivolous 
and  uncalled  for.  There  must  be  an  end.  The 
object  of  the  Government  inpresentingthis  measure 
was  to  equalize  as  much  as  possible  the  position  of 
the  different  counties  mentioned  in  the  Bill,  so  that 
each  of  these  electoral  districts  should  have  an  about 
equal  population.  In  trying  to  attain  this  object 
the  Government  have  respected  the  parish  munici  ¬ 
pal  lines.  They  transferred  parishes  bodily  without 
thinking  of  parcelling  them  out.  If  this  was  not 
to  be  allowed,  it  would  be  even  impossible  to  redis¬ 
tribute  the  seats.  I  believe  that  as  a  whole  the  Govern¬ 
ment  rendered  justice  to  that  part  of  the  country. 
Personally  I  had  no  desire  of  having  my  county 
disturbed  and  I  have  never  requested  that  it  should 
be.  If  the  Government  did  what  they  now  ask 
the  House  to  approve,  they  did  it,  not  in  the  inter¬ 
est  of  the  county,  as  has  been  contended,  but  in 
the  interest  of  the  public.  Besides,  I  am  satisfied 
that,  had  the  Government  submitted  to  the  House 
a  Bill  in  every  particular  conformable  to  the  sug¬ 
gestions  now  made  by  the  Opposition,  the  gentle¬ 
men  of  the  left  would  be  asking  for  what  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  are  now  proposing.  The  policy  of  these 
gentlemen  can  be  resumed  in  a  single  word,  obs¬ 
truction,  always  and  anyhow.  They  want  to  show 
that  the  measures  originated  by  the  Conservatives 
are  intended  to  injure  the  Liberal  party.  But  our 
concern  is  not  party  interest,  but  public  interest. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  (Translation.)  Will  my  hon. 
friend  allow  me  to  ask  him  a  question  ?  If  I  under¬ 
stood  him  well,  he  just  stated  that  the  aim  of  the 
Government  was  to  equalize  the  population  ? 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  As  much  as  pos¬ 
sible. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  (Translation.)  Can  he  say  by 
how  much  the  population  of  Bagot  was  equalized  ? 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  No;  but  it  was 
necessary  to  disturb  Bagot  in  order  to  give  to 
Rouville  and  other  counties  the  standard  of  popula¬ 
tion,  or  a  population  about  equal  or  nearly  so  to 
that  of  Bagot.  As  to  my  county  the  difference  in 
the  result  is  only  about  40  votes.  I  was  desirous 
of  having  a  county  as  important  as  that  I  had 
before. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  And  speci¬ 
ally  of  a  deeper  bleue  complexion. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  As  to  the  hon* 
members  who  have  a  horror  of  rivers,  the  Govern* 
ment,  in  putting  that  parish  in  Bagot,  do  them  a 
good  turn  in  saving  them  from  the  necessity  of 
crossing  the  stream. 

Mr.  BERNIER.  (Translation.)  There  is  no  river 
to  cross  in  the  hon.  member’s  county,  and  I  do  not 
know  whether  he  is  afraid  of  water,  but  there  is 
one  thing  he  is  afraid  of — the  electors  of  his  county. 
If  my  information  is  correct,  I  believe  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  has  in  his  desk  some  resolutions  passed  by 
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the  electors  of  8t.  Dominique  and  St.  Pie,  pro¬ 
testing  against  the  changes  proposed  by  the  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Justice,  and  requesting  to  remain  in  the 
County  of  Bagot.  If  I  am  mistaken,  I  have  been 
misled  by  my  informants.  My  lion,  friend  says 
he  objects  to  see  a  part  of  his  county  thrown 
into  Rouville,  or  at  least,  that  he  never  asked 
for  this  change.  But  that  is  not  the  ques¬ 
tion.  I  understand  that  after  his  two  experi¬ 
ences  of  1887  and  1891,  he  might  well  try  to 
make  his  county  more  easy.  He  attempted  to 
ridicule  the  movement  which  in  1887  allowed  him 
to  be  returned  by  acclamation.  I  believe  that 
without  the  help  of  a  certain  number  of  electors 
which  his  Quebec  friends  have  endeavoured  to  dis¬ 
franchise  during  the  present  session,  he  would  not 
have  to-day  the  honour  of  sitting  here.  But, 
what  I  am  certain  of,  is  that  the  electors  of  St. 
Dominique  and  St.  Pie  appreciate  their  member 
at  his  proper  value  ;  and  if  these  electors  had  had 
an  opportunity  to  make  themselves  heard  they 
would  have  protested  against  the  project  of  throw- 
ing  their  parishes  in  the  County  of  Rouville.  My 
lion,  friend  for  Verchkres  (Mr.  Geoffrion)  thinks  he 
is  the  only  one  aimed  at  in  the  changes  which  are 
proposed.  I  think  that  I  share  in  his  fate.  After 
the  last  provincial  elections  the  general  cry  among 
the  Conservatives  of  St.  Hyacinthe  was  that  the 
county  should  be  gerrymandered  “to  beat  Bernier,” 
as  they  said.  They  could  certainly  not  succeed  in 
punishing  me  personally,  for  in  defeating  me,  they 
would  serve  my  private  interests  and  those  of  my 
family.  If  my  head  is  wanted,  let  at  least  the 
Comity  of  St.  Hyacinthe  remain  with  the  present 
boundaries.  The  annexation  of  Stp.  Marie  Mag- 
deleine  to  the  County  of  Rouville  is  strange  ;  but 
the  union  of  St.  Damase  to  the  same  county  seems 
to  me  extraordinary.  The  member  for  Bagot  must 
know  that  the  parish  of  St.  Damase  has  always 
given  a  Conservative  majority.  It  is  true  that  in 
1891,  this  parish  made  the  mistake,  according  to 
certain  Conservatives,  of  giving  me  56  majority  and 
that  is  perhaps  the  reasons  of  the  punishment  it 
meets  to-day.  But  if  the  member  for  Bagot  is 
good  enough  to  refer  to  the  returns  of  the  last  pro¬ 
vincial  elections,  he  will  see  that  this  parish  gave 
26  votes  of  majority  to  the  Conservatives  ;  and  if 
he  took  part  in  the  confection  of  the  new  political 
map,  he  should  have  paid  a  tribute  of  gratitude  to 
this  parish  for  the  support  it  gave  to  his  friends 
and  let  it  remain  in  the  County  of  St.  Hyacinthe. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  (Translation. )  The  County 
of  St.  Hyacinthe  gave  a  majority  to  the  Conserva¬ 
tives  at  the  last  provincial  elections. 

Mr.  BERNIER.  (Translation.)  I  am  ready  to 
admit  that,  and  the  Minister  of  Customs  should 
admit  in  return  that  when  a  Conservative  and  a 
Liberal  are  elected  in  a  county,  the  chances  ought 
to  be  left  equal.  If  the  electors  of  St.  Damase  had 
been  warned  that  they  were  to  be  annexed  to  the 
County  of  Rouville  I  know  that  there  would  have 
been  a  general  protest.  It  is  not  we,  the  inhabi¬ 
tants  of  the  county,  who  settle  matters  for  the 
county,  but  outsiders  who  come  and  inspire  their 
friends  of  St.  Hyacinthe.  For  some  time  since,  a 
prominent  Conservative  of  St.  Hyacinthe  owned  to 
me  that  it  was  proposed  to  put  St.  Damase  in  Rou¬ 
ville.  I  immediately  informed  some  Conservatives 
of  the  parish,  who  answered  me  that  the  thing  was 
absurd  and  impossible,  and  that  if  the  Government 


should  become  guilty  of  such  an  outrage  the  indig¬ 
nation  would  be  general  in  the  parish.  As  to  Ste. 
Marie  Magdeleine,  I  wish  to  put  before  the  House 
and  the  country  the  protest  of  the  electors  of  that 
parish,  Conservatives  as  well  as  Liberals,  against 
the  project  of  placing  this  parish  in  the  County  of 
Rouville.  I  hold  in  my  hand  a  resolution,  almost 
unanimously  adopted  by  these  electors,  and  pro¬ 
testing  against  this  annexation.  If  the  committee 
will  allow,  and  if  I  am  in  order,  I  will  read  it,  and 
will  take  the  liberty  of  giving  the  names  of  those 
who  signed  it,  so  that  they  be  recorded.  Here  is 
the  resolution  : 

“  At  a  general  meeting  of  the  electors  of  the  parish  of 
Ste.  Marie  Magdeleine.  in  the  County  of  St.  Hyacinthe, 
held  at  the  church  door  of  said  parish  on  Sunday,  15th 
May,  1892,  Mr.  G6d6on  Blanchette,  mayor,  being  in  the 
chair,  and  Mr.  J.  D.  Rainville  acting  ns  secretary. 

“  The  chairman  explained  to  the  meeting  that  there 
was  before  the  House  of  Commons  of  Canada  a  Bill  by 
which  the  parish  of  Ste.  Magdeleine  was  proposed  to  be 
detached  from  the  County  of  St.  Hyacinthe  and  annexed 
to  the  County  of  Rouville  for  electoral  purposes,  and  asked 
for  the  opinion  of  the  electors  on  the  project.  After  delib¬ 
eration  : 

“  It  was  unanimously  resolved  that  the  electors  of  Ste. 
Magdeleine  disapprove  of  the  annexation  of  the  parish  of 
Ste.  Magdeleine  to  the  County  of  Rouville  for  electoral 
purposes,  and  that  a  copy  of  the  present  resolution  be 
sent  to  the  representative  of  the  county  in  the  House  of 
Commons  to  serve  all  due  perposes. 

“  Napoleon  Chabot,  Eusdbe  Leduc,  Eugene  Desautels, 
Elz6ar  Jacques,  L6andre  Marois,  Charles  M.  Guilmette, 
Alexis  Blanchette,  pere,  Benoit  Cordeau,  Adolphe  Fredet, 
G6d4on  Blanchette,  mayor,  T.  D.  Rainville,  F.-X.  Hubert, 
Edouard  Vallee,  Joseph  La  vallee,  C.  L’Etourneau,  Eu¬ 
sebe  Mercier,  J9seph  Lacombe,  Flavie  T6treault,  Wilfrid 
Frechette,  Louis  T6treault,  Arthur  Guilmette,  Joseph 
Cordeau,  Isaac  Frechette,  Adolphe  Cordeau,  Orig^ne 
Boucher,  Joseph  Jodoin,  Eus&be  Boucher,  Edouard  Rous¬ 
seau,  Octave  Beauregard,  Pierre  Bernard,  J.  B.  Boulay, 
Hercule  Leduc,  Mo'ise  Gauthier,  Ildege  Petit,  Horace 
Gaudet,  A.  Choquette,  Wilfrid  Arpin,  A.  Boisy,  Maxime 
Fr6dette,  J.  N.  Fontaine,  Adelard  Lucier,  Albert  Blan¬ 
chette,  Phileas  Lussier,  Antoine  Leduc,  Alsidas  Petit,. 
Ludger  Fontaine,  Magloire  Fontaine,  L6on  Beauregard, 
Pierre  Marcaur&le,  pere,  Pierre  Marcaurele,  fils,Elphege 
MarcaurMe,  Pierre  Lavallee,  Louis  Tetreault,  pere,  Elie 
Lussier,  Damase  Jodoin,  fils,  Misael  Palardy,  Elph&ge 
Brouillet,  Pierre  Brouillet,  Louis  Brouillet,  Amable  Mes¬ 
sier,  J.-B.  Goyait,  Eusebe  Mercier,  fils,  Andr6  Mercier, 
Antoine  Cordeau, Adolphe  Cordeau,  Joseph  Berger,  Joseph 
Beauregard,  Henri  Desmarais,  Onesime  Chauvais,  J.-Bte 
Ledoux,  Michel  Dyameau,  Joseph  Dyameau,  Narcisse 
Choiniere,  Eusebe  Bernard,  Antoine  T6treault,  fils,  An¬ 
toine  Arpin,  Louis  DuchSne,  Alexandre  Guilmette,. 
Charles  Messier,  Joseph  Desaulniers,  fils,  Uld6ric  Danse- 
reau,  R6gis  Del  Jge,  p&re,  Am6d6e  Langlois,  Louis  Fredet,. 
Pierre  Bernard,  fils,  F61ix  Brodeur,  Joseph  Leduc,  Louis 
Yasseur,  Edouard  Lussier,  Joseph  Gendreau,  Paul  Du- 
chene,  Louis  Duchene,  fils,  Alm^rique  Messier,  Louis 
Goderre,  Victor  Fontaine,  Joseph  Fontaine,  L6andre 
Bachand,  Rodolphe  Bachand,  Barthplemi  Lavimodi^re, 
Paul  Lavimodi&re,  Hyppolite  Bachand,  Leopold  Gen¬ 
dreau,  Ephraim  Leduc,  Joseph  Leduc,  nls  de  Charles, 
Louis  LangloiSj  Victor  Gaudet,  Antoine  Tetreault,  Louis 
Dansereau,  Michel  Palardy,  J.-B.  Bernard,  Francois 
Tetreault,  Francis  Fafard,  F.-X.  Dansereau,  Victor  Pna- 
neuf,  Candide  Codcire. 

In  all  116  electors,  residing  in  the  parish  of  Ste. 
Magdeleine.  If  I  am  not  mistaken  the  list  of  the 
electors  at  the  last  election  contained  130  names. 
All  those  who  conld  vote  registered  their  votes. 
My  opponent  got  seven,  and  I  had  a  majority  of 
110  in  the  parish.  As  will  be  seen  these  signatures, 
were  taken  immediately  after  high  mass,  in  the  month 
of  May  last.  There  was  no  canvassing  ;  no  one 
went  from  house  to  house  soliciting  for  signatures ; 
and  I  am  confident  that  if  to-day  we  should  circu¬ 
late  a  petition  of  the  electors  of  Ste.  Magdeleine  to 
protest  against  the  change,  it  would  be  signed  by 
the  totality  of  the  electors,  Conservatives  as  well 
as  Liberals,  with  the  exception  of  one  or  two  per- 
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haps.  I  said  a  moment  ago  that  the  electors  of  St. 
Damase  were  taken  by  surprise.  I  met  one  of  the 
most  active  leaders  of  the  Conservative  party  in 
that  parish  no  later  than  Saturday  last  in  my  office, 
and  on  my  telling  him  that  there  was  a  project  of 
annexing  the  parish  of  St.  Damase  to  the  County 
of  Rouville,  he  answered  that  if  a  meeting  was 
called,  there  would  be  a  unanimous  protestation 
against  the  project.  I  will  draw  the  attention  of 
the  Minister  of  Customs  and  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  to  the  fact  that  by  detaching  from  the 
county  the  parishes  of  St.  Damase  and  Ste.  Magde- 
leine,  they  remove  the  two  parishes  nearest  to  the 
township  of  St.  Hyacinthe.  St.  Damase  is  barely 
four  miles  from  the  limits  of  the  town,  and  Ste. 
Magdeleine  is  also  a  short  distance  from  St.  .Hya¬ 
cinthe.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  Government  could 
have  left  the  map  of  that  electoral  district  as  it 
was  before.  We  had  an  ardent  enough  fight  when 
we  were  defeated  at  the  last  provincial  elections. 
If  the  majority  of  the  electors  of  the  county  are 
in  the  future  to  pronounce  in  favour  of  our 
hon.  friends  of  the  right,  why,  I  ask,  should 
the  present  boundaries  of  St.  Hyacinthe  be  changed, 
and  why  should  two  parishes  be  annexed  from  the 
other  side  of  the  Richelieu  River,  which  are  part  of 
the  judiciary  district  of  Montreal?  We  have  no 
communications  with  the  annexed  parishes,  and 
unless  the  Government,  in  their  munificence  and 
liberality,  give  us  subsidies  for  the  building  of  a 
bridge,  we  will  have  to  pass  by  Beloeil,  and  travel 
a  distance  of  thirty  or  forty  miles  to  reach  these 
parishes.  According  to  the  last  census  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  the  County  of  St.  Hyacinthe  was  21,423. 
Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  refer  to  the  census 
figures,  to  find  out  the  increase  of  the  population  of 
the  town  of  St.  Hyacinthe  itself,  you  will  see  that 
it  is  a  town  of  progress  and  industry.  I  will  note 
here  that  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  gave,  as  a 
reason  for  not  joining  the  Counties  of  Soulangesand 
Vaudreuil,  that  the  population  of  these  two  coun¬ 
ties  could  increase  in  the  near  future.  I  have  no 
hesitation  in  saying  that  St.  Hyacinthe  is  one  of 
the  most  progressive  towns  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  one  whose  industries  are  the  most  pros¬ 
perous,  not  on  account  of  the  policy  of  the  present 
Government,  but  thanks  to  the  liberality  of  the 
citizens  of  that  town,  wdio  on  all  occasions  were 
ready  to  use  their  money  to  bring  about  that  re¬ 
sult.  Here,  Mr.  Chairman,  are  figures  which  will 
not  fail  to  interest  the  House,  and  to  which  I  parti¬ 
cularly  draw'  the  attention  of  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  and  of  the  member  for  Bagot.  The  increase 
of  the  population  of  St.  Hyacinthe  has  been  consi¬ 
derable,  as  I  will  show.  At  the  taking  of  the  cen¬ 
sus  of  1861  it  was  3,746.  In  1881  it  had  reached 
5,321,  and  in  1891,  the  last  census  found  it  7,016. 
I  am  informed,  and  I  have  reason  to  believe  it  to  be 
true,  that,  according  to  the  census  recently  made  by 
the  municipal  authorities,  thefigure  of  the  population 
of  St.  Hyacinthe  is  now  a  few  hundreds  above  that 
of  7,016.  This  increase  is  due  to  the  enlightened, 
wise  and  intelligent  policy  of  the  town  council, 
which  I  know  is  not  approved  by  all — a  policy 
which  consists  in  attracting  as  much  as  possible 
from  the  neighbouring  manufacturing  centres,  in¬ 
dustries  which  make  the  wealth  of  St.  Hyacinthe. 
Just  now  there  is  a  large  building  in  course  of  con¬ 
struction  in  St.  Hyacinthe.  It  will  soon  be  occu¬ 
pied  by  a  business  which  cannot  fail  to  grow  into 
importance.  I  refer  to  the  manufacturing  of  corsets. 
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This  industry  was  formerly  established  at  Sher¬ 
brooke,  and  we  have  succeeded  in  bringing  it  to  us. 
The  town  of  St.  Hyacinthe  has  not  hesitated  at 
sacrifices,  and  voted  a  large  sum  to  induce  those 
at  the  head  of  this  industry  to  settle  there.  And 
that  it  did  without  minding  whether  those  thus 
favoured  were  Liberals  or  Conservatives.  The 
manager  of  this  industry  is  well  known  to  the  mem¬ 
ber  for  Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont)  as  he  is  one  of  his 
cousins,  Mr.  Gendron.  This  gentleman,  as  the 
member  for  Bagot  knows  well,  is  one  of  the  most 
faithful,  if  not  the  most  ardent  of  Conservatives. 
Again,  another  industry  which  is  now  established 
in  the  County  of  Missisquoi,  will  be  located  writh  us 
before  another  year,  I  hope.  All  these  industries 
will  tend  to  increase  the  population.  But  let  us 
take  the  population  of  the  county  as  it  now  is.  We 
already  reach  the  standard.  Taking  this  into  con¬ 
sideration,  should  we  not  be  justified  in  thinking 
that  the  Government  should  not  make  any  change 
in  the  boundaries  of  the  county  ?  If  by  the 
side  of  this  consideration  you  put  the  argu¬ 
ment  used  by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
setting  forth  that  the  Counties  of  Soulanges 
and  Vaudreuil  should  not  be  united  because  their 
population  was  apt  shortly  to  increase,  should  we 
not  be  doubly  justified  in  expecting  no  changes  to 
be  made  ?  In  ten  years  from  now  the  population  of 
that  town  may  be  30,000.  I  do  not  say  that  it 
may  not  be  necessary  in  the  future  to  make  some 
changes,  but  at  present  I  see  no  good  reason  for 
any.  Moreover,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  draw  your 
attention  to  the  fact  that  St.  Hyacinthe  is  the 
twentieth  county,  by  order  of  population,  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  and  that  there  are  forty  odd 
whose  population  is  smaller.  Why,  then,  mangle 
this  electoral  district  as  is  done  ?  After  having 
detached  two  parishes  from  St.  Hyacinthe,  they 
add  to  it  twTo  others  from  another  county.  As  I 
have  said  before,  the  population  of  St.  Hyacinthe 
is  21,423.  Two  parishes  are  added  to  the  county  : 
that  of  St.  Marc,  with  897  souls,  and  that  of  St. 
Antoine,  with  1,473.  By  this  operation  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  the  county  is  increased  by  2,370.  But, 
after  this  addition,  a  subtraction  is  immediately 
made  of  two  parishes  formerly  belonging  to  St. 
Hyacinthe,  with  a  population  of  936.  Deducting 
this  figure  from  the  population  of  the  annexed 
parishes,  we  remain  with  an  increase  of  1,434, 
which  will  bring  the  total  population  of  the  county 
to  22,867.  In  a  party  light  the  parish  of  St. 
Damase  has  not  always  been  faithful,  and  under 
the  pretext  of  drawing  a  straight  line,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  propose  to  the  House  to  take  away  this 
parish.  It  is  a  singular  fact  that  it  is  only  in  St. 
Hyacinthe  that  the  Government  shows  so  much 
affection  for  the  straight  line  ;  elsewhere  they  pre¬ 
fer  the  crooked.  If  you  want  to  draw'  a  straight 
line  why  not  likewise  take  away  the  parish  of  St. 
Charles?  It  must  be  wrell  understood,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  I  do  not  ask  for  such  a  change  ; 
but  I  simply  say,  that  if  a  straight  line 
is  wanted,  and  a  symmetrical  shape  for  the  County 
of  St.  Hyacinthe — a  consideration  which  did  not 
move  the  Government  in  the  matter  of  the  other 
counties — they  must  likewise  take  away  this 
parish.  I  would  be  the  last  man  to  vote  for  the 
annexation  of  St.  Charles  to  another  county,  as  I 
would  be  the  last  one  to  vote  for  the  taking  away 
of  other  parishes  which  the  Government  want  to 
detach  from  St.  Hyacinthe.  I  understand  that  for 
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certain  political  purposes  it  be  necessary  to  mangle 
certain  counties.  Thus,  in  order  to  put  an  end  to 
the  existence  of  the  Counties  of  Vercheres  and 
Napierville,  which  are  so  unaccommodating  for  the 
Conservative  party  as  to  return  Liberals,  certain 
operations  had  to  be  performed.  But,  I  ask  to  the 
most  partisan  of  Conservatives,  whether  they 
would  ever  have  dreamed  of  such  a  piece  of  shift¬ 
ing  as  is  proposed,  whether  such  a  shuttle  would 
have  ever  suggested  itself  as  the  transfer  of  St. 
Marc  and  Verch&res  to  the  County  of  St.  Hya- 
ointhe  ?  The  lion.  Minister  of  Customs  will  not 
forget  that  this  change  is  not  agreeable  to  every¬ 
body  in  the  Conservative  ranks.  He  must  know  it 
since  the  famous  epistle-elegy  in  which  the  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Customs  was  threatened  to  lose  for  ever  the 
support  of  an  old  Conservative  leader.  For  the  satis¬ 
faction  of  this  poet,  now  living  in  Montreal  but 
formerly  in  Varennes,  he  ought  to  have  left  undis¬ 
turbed  the  old  state  of  things.  It  was  cruel  to  so 
thoroughly  blast  all  the  hopes  of  the  illustrious  bard. 
I  have  wandered  off  somewhat  from  my  subject, 
and  I  hope  that  the  House  and  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  forgive  this  digression,  for  if  I  have  not  kept 
closely  to  the  rules  of  parliamentary  proceedings  I 
only  followed  the  example  of  many  others.  My 
bon.  friend  for  Rouville — although  there  seems  to 
be  no  love  lost  between  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  and  him — appears  to  have  been  given  by 
the  Government  the  mission  of  harbouring  in  his 
constituency  the  politically  orphaned  and  exiled 
voters  from  the  neighbouring  counties.  I  hope 
that  he  will  accept  his  mission  light-heartedly,  and 
thay  he  will  see  that  they  remain  good  and  worthy 
electors,  for  I  wist  they  must  be  good  Liberals 
since  they  are  so  ill-treated.  In  conclusion  I  will 
say  that  I  regret  that  those  who  had  the  task  of 
remaking  the  political  map  of  the  Province  of  Que¬ 
bec  did  not  think  proper  to  make  the  intentions  of 
the  Government  known.  I  regret  that  the  electors 
of  St.  Damase  have  not  been  warned  of  the  inten¬ 
tions  of  annexing  them  to  Rouville.  I  protest  in 
their  name,  and  say  that  on  the  first  occasion  that 
comes,  these  electors,  Conservatives  as  well  as 
Liberals,  will  not  fail  to  manifest  their  dis¬ 
content  with  such  treatment.  In  my  opinion 
the  Government  ought  to  have  brought  down  this 
measure  at  the  beginning  of  the  session.  They 
ought  not  to  have  waited  four  months,  and  finally, 
at  the  end  of  the  session,  when  the  House  is  in 
committee  over  the  Bill,  come  with  projects  of  the 
parcelling  out  and  dismemberment  of  constitu¬ 
encies.  Had  this  measure  come  sooner  the  electors 
of  these  constituencies  could  have  been  made  aware 
of  the  intentions  of  the  Government  towards  them. 
I  donotbelievethereisasingle  petition  from  the  elec¬ 
tors  of  St.  Damase  asking  for  the  proposed  change. 
Once  more,  the  Government  ought  to  have  made 
known  much  sooner  their  intentions  with  regard  to 
the  County  of  St.  Hyacinthe  and  the  other  counties 
of  the  Province  of  Quebec. 

[At  one  o’clock,  the  Committee  adjourned,  and 
at  three  o’clock  resumed.] 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  heard  with  much  pleasure  the  remarks  made 
this  morning  by  my  friend  from  St.  Hyacinthe,  on 
the  subject  of  the  dismemberment  of  the  County 
of  Vercheres,  and  of  the  changes  which  are  to 
affect  his  own  county,  and  those  of  Rouville  and 
Bagot.  Like  his  own  colleagues  of  the  left,  my 


hon.  friend  expressed  the  regret  he  felt  at  a  sepa¬ 
ration  from  a  certain  number  of  his  electors.  This 
is  perhaps  somewhat  intensified  by  the  regret 
which  he  feels  at  the  coming  in  of  a  certain  num¬ 
ber  of  electors  who  do  not  share  his  political 
views.  The  hon.  member  for  St.  Hyacinthe  asked 
the  House  how  it  was  that  the  Government  took 
upon  themselves  to  disturb  the  county  that  he  has 
had  the  honour  to  represent,  when  that  county  has 
about  the  standard  population.  Like  his  collea¬ 
gues  of  the  left,  the  hon.  member  seems  to  be  un¬ 
willing  to  take  a  synthetic  view  of  the  redistri¬ 
bution  which  the  Government  are  making  of  the 
seats  in  the  district  of  Montreal.  Every  one  of 
these  hon.  gentlemen  looks  at  the  measure  from 
the  stand-point  of  his  own  political  interest,  his 
immediate  interest.  As  far  as  I  can  judge,  I  can 
say  that  the  County  of  St.  Hyacinthe  was  disturbed 
in  order  to  give  the  neighbouring  constituencies 
the  standard  population.  My  hon.  friend  spoke  of 
a  petition  which  was  signed  in  the  parish  of  Ste. 
Marie  Magdeleine,  and  by  which  the  electors  of  that 
parish  protested  against  their  annexation  to  the 
County  of  Rouville.  My  hon.  friend  also  spoke 
of  certain  petitions  from  the  parishes  of  St.  Pie 
and  St.  Dominique  which,  he  says,  are  in  my  desk. 
The  hon.  gentleman  does  not  seem  to  be  a  stranger 
to  the  petitions  signed  in  those  parishes  to  protest 
against  their  annexation  to  Rouville.  I  will  say 
that  I  have  truly  received  those  two  petitions,  but 
I  will  point  out  to  the  hon.  gentleman  that  the  St. 
Pie  petition  bears  only  107  signatures — or  rather 
107  names,  for  they  are  not  signatures,  they  are 
names  that  were  written  at  the  foot  of  a  protest, 
the  protest  and  the  names  being  all  of  the  same 
hand-writing.  It  is  singular  how  alike  all  the 
people  in  that  locality  write. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  They  all 
vote  alike,  too. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  My  hon.  friend 
for  St.  Hyacinthe  will  note  that  107  electors  are 
far  from  being  the  majority  of  St.  Pie,  for  there  are 
at  least  800  electors  in  that  parish.  These  signa¬ 
tures  are,  therefore,  but  a  minority  of  the  Liberal 
vote  in  the  parish  of  St.  Pie,  since  that  parish  gives 
more  than  550  votes. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  Is  there  any 
petition  in  favour  of  the  change  ? 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  My  hon.  friend 
from  St.  Hyacinthe  will  again  note  that  while  the 
parish  of  St.  Dominique  has  a  voters’  list  of  over 
400  names,  the  petition  from  that  parish  has  only 
80.  Supposing  that  the  petitions  are  genuine, 
which  I  deny,  because  they  bear  on  their  face  the 
evidence  of  having  been  written  and  signed  by  the 
same  hand,  they  would  only  show  that  the  smallest 
minority  in  those  parishes  gave  their  approval  to 
such  a  protest.  But  I  have  information  as  to  how 
these  petitions  were  signed.  I  know  that  some  of 
the  political  friends  of  the  hon.  member  for  St. 
Hyacinthe  are  no  strangers  to  these  petitions, 
which  were  probably  made  at  the  request  of  some 
politicalpartisanfroinSt.  Hyacinthe.  However,  the 
Liberal  electors  of  those  two  parishes,  understand¬ 
ing  better  than  those  who  represent  them  here  the 
importance  of  rearranging  the  county  on  a  more 
equitable  basis,  have  refused  to  sign  these  protests, 
which,  according  to  my  hon.  friend,  represent  the 
views  of  the  majority  of  the  electors  of  those  two 
parishes.  I  know  that  in  one  of  those  parishes  the 
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ex-candidate  at  the  provincial  election,  Mr. 
Archambault,  ascended  the  hustings  at  the 
church  door  and  invited  the  electors  to  pro¬ 
test  against  the  separation  of  the  parish  of 
St.  Dominique  from  the  County  of  Bagot  and 
its  annexation  to  the  County  of  Rouville  ; 
for,  did  he  say,  if  you  consent  to  become  electors 
in  the  County  of  Rouville,  presently  the  Provincial 
Legislature  will  pass  a  law  which  will  divide  the 
County  of  Bagot,  not  only  for  electoral  purposes 
but  also  for  the  municipal,  registration  and  agri¬ 
cultural  purposes,  while  for  judicial  purposes  you 
will  remain  in  the  district  of  St.  Hyacinthe  as 
before.  Well,  notwithstanding  all  this  canvassing, 
only  80  electors  signed  the  protest.  I  will,  also 
point  out  to  my  hon.  friend  from  St.  Hyacinthe 
that  at  least  two  pages  of  the  petition  which  he 
read  to  the  House  were  written  by  the  same  hand. 
Consequently,  it  is  altogether  probable,  seeing  that 
they  have  no  certificate  as  to  the  genuineness  of 
the  signatures,  that  those  names  were  put  down  by 
some  jealous  political  partisan,  Avith  the  object  of 
showing  the  House  that  the  discontent  is  general. 
My  hon.  friend,  the  member  for  St.  Hyacinthe 
(Mr.  Bernier),  took  occasion  of  the  remarks  which 
were  made  about  his  county,  to  speak  of  the 
town  of  St.  Hyacinthe.  He  thought  proper  to  tell 
us  that  it  did  not  owe  its  present  prosperity  to  the 
protective  policy  of  the  Government.  He  holds 
that  St.  Hyacinthe  owes  its  prosperity  to  the  policy 
of  bonuses  and  money  grants  adopted  by  its  corpor¬ 
ation,  with  the  object  of  drawing  industries  and 
manufactories  within  its  limits.  First,  I  Avill  point 
out  to  my  hon.  friend  from  St.  Hyacinthe,  that  under 
the  regime  of  the  Mackenzie  Government,  St. 
Hyacinthe  could  as  well  have  voted  municipal 
subsidies  to  manufactories.  Why  did  it  not  do. so' 
then?  Why  did  it  not  draw  those  manufactories 
which  have  within  the  last  few  years,  given  it  its 
prosperity  according  to  the  member  for  St. 
Hyacinthe  himself?  The  answer  is  easy,  Mr. 
Chairman.  Even  though  the  municipal  council  of 
St.  Hyacinthe  had  voted  bonus  upon  bonus  to 
attract  industries  to  the  town,  their  industries 
would  have  perished  in  spite  of  all.  As 
soon  as  the  subsidies  would  have  been 
spent  the  town  would  have  been  invited  to  vote 
some  more  to  maintain  industries  which  the  ruinous 
policy  of  the  Liberal  party  would  have  kept  in  a 
state  of  poverty.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  citizens  of 
St.  Hyacinthe  in  1875  had  all  the  intelligence,  the 
the  activity  which  my  hon.  friend  has  spoken  of, 
and  yet  the  town  did  not  prosper  then,  as  it  has 
since  the  inauguration  of  the  National  Policy.  In 
1875  as  well  as  in  1882,  and  as  to-day,  it  was  the 
political  friends  of  the  hon.  member  who  had  the 
control  of  the  toAvn  council,  and  I  suppose  they 
had,  in  1875,  the  same  desire  as  to-day  for  the 
prosperity  of  the  town.  How  is  it  that  they  did 
nothing  then  ?  It  is  because  they  did  not  want, 
under  the  Liberal  regime,  to  risk  subsidies  calcu¬ 
lated  to  attract  manufacturers,  for  they  knew 
it  would  have  been  a  total  loss.  On  the  contrary, 
under  the  regime  of  the  National  Policy,  the 
friends  of  the  hon.  member  understood  that  the 
situation  was  no  longer  the  same.  In  1875  the 
large  industrial  establishments  of  that  time,  in¬ 
stead  of  prospering,  were  obliged  either  to  curtail 
their  operations,  or  to  close  their  doors  entirely. 
It  was  only  after  the  inauguration  of  the  National 
Policy  that  the  town  of  St.  Hyacinthe  began  to 
Mr.  Dupont. 


prosper,  and  it  Avas  then  only  that  the  council 
adopted,  for  the  benefit  of  the  citizens,  the  same 
policy  that  the  Conservative  Government  had 
adopted  for  the  people  of  Canada  in  general.  The 
protective  policy  adopted  for  the  Dominion  was 
found  so  excellent  that  the  Liberals,  Avho  control¬ 
led  the  town  council,  hastened  to  adopt  it,  in  the 
interest  of  their  town.  Besides,  my  hon.  friend 
must  knoAV  better  than  any  one  else,  that 
many  of  his  political  friends  haA^e  turned  their 
backs  upon  him,  because  of  the  economic  platform 
of  his  party.  Thus  we  have  seen  Messrs.  Cote  and 
Pay ant  renounce  the  political  connections  they  had 
kept  until  then.  My  hon.  friend  from  St.  Hyacinthe 
(Mr.  Bernier)  must  know  that  if  these  citizens  have 
abandoned  him,  it  is  because  their  material  interests, 
their  industrial  and  manufacturing  interests  Avere 
endangered  by  the  policy  of  the  party  which  he 
supports  in  the  House.  It  is  because  they  do  not 
want  to  support  the  policy  of  the  leader  of  the 
Opposition  in  this  House,  that  they  have  abandoned 
my  hon.  friend,  and  he  need  not  search  for  any 
other  reason  to  explain  the  desertion  of  these 
citizens  from  his  ranks.  That  policy  has  been 
condemned  by  the  municipal  council  themselves, 
although  they  be  a  Liberal  majority,  since  they 
adopted  towards  the  local  industries  the  same 
policy  which  the  Government  adopted  towards  the 
industries  of  the  country  in  general.  And,  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  my  hon.  friend  the  member  for  St. 
Hyacinthe  has  seen,  in  the  last  few  years,  his 
popularity  decline,  it  cannot  be  explained  otherwise 
than  by  his  inconceivable  tenacity  in  supporting 
a  policy  which  not  only  does  not  promote  the 
interests  of  the  manufacturers  and  of  the  county 
which  he  represents,  but  would  on  the  contrary 
mean  incalculable  loss  to  them  should  it  even 
triumph.  This  is  the  reason  why  my  hon.  friend 
finds  himself  abandoned  by  influential  citizens,  who 
cannot  understand  the  tenacity  of  his  attachment 
to  his  political  friends  and  to  the  programme  of  his 
party. 

Mr.  RINFRET.  (Translation.)  Would  the  hon. 
member  he  good  enough  to  tell  us  what  was  the 
majority  of  the  member  for  St.  Hyacinthe  at  the 
last  elections  ? 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  I  will  tell  the 
hon.  member  who  has  just  interrupted  me,  that  his 
colleague  from  St.  Hyacinthe  was  obliged  to  say  to 
the  manufacturers  of  the  town :  “  Do  not  fear  for  the 
manufacturing  interests.  If  an  attempt  is  made  to 
hurt  them,  I  will  defend  them  in  Parliament,  and 
will  prevent  my  party  from  putting  into  action  a . 
policy  detrimental  to  them.  ”  It  is  thanks  to  such 
assurances  given,  not  in  public — the  hon.  member  is 
too  intelligent  not  to  know  that  such  things  take 
place  in  secret  committees — it  is  thanks  to  such 
assurances  that  he  succeeded  in  calming  the  fears 
of  his  political  friends.  It  is  also  to  the  same  cause 
that  must  be  attributed  the  fact  of  his  meeting 
with  an  opposition  only  at  the  last  hour.  It  is 
owing  to  the  tardiness  of  this  opposition  that  he 
was  elected  by  such  a  large  majority.  At  the  last 
provincial  elections,  Avhat  did  the  hon.  member  do? 
When  he  went  into  the  public  meetings  to  support 
the  Liberal  candidate,  he  did  not  ask  the  people  to 
vote  for  this  candidate  because  his  political  pro¬ 
gramme  was  good,  but  he  would  say  :  “If  you  do 
not  want  to  vote  for  the  Mercier  GoArernment,  Arote 
at  least  for  me,  for  it  is  my  own  destruction  which 
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is  aimed  in  this  campaign.”  Well,  Mr.  Chairman, 
notwithstanding  these  appeals,  the  electors  of  St. 
Hyacinthe  voted  against  him  and  against  his  can¬ 
didate.  My  lion,  friend  is  too  attached  to  his  party 
and  to  the  little  coterie  which  from  what  has  been 
called  “  the  flaming  corner  ( coin  Jlambant )  ”  pnlls 
the  wire  which  w’orks  the  party  in  St.  Hyacinthe, 
and  the  despotism  practised  by  the  coterie  has 
brought  upon  the  hon.  member  the  loss  of  many  a 
devoted  partisan  who  refused  to  blindly  follow  the 
lead  of  the  men  who  compose  this  secret  committee. 
The  political  programme  of  the  hon.  member  and 
his  party  is  alone  answerable  for  the  decline  in  his 
popularity. 

Mr.  RINFRET.  (Translation.)  Yes,  a  great  de¬ 
cline,  when  at  the  last  election  he  was  returned  by 
500  majority. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  He  did  not  get 
500  majority,  and  he  would  be  defeated  if  he  ran 
again. 

Mr.  RINFRET.  (Translation.)  It  was  490  ma¬ 
jority  which  he  got ;  not  very  far  from  500. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  The  hon.  member 
for  Lotbiniere  in  very  touchy  to-day.  He  cannot 
allow  me  to  give  my  views.  We  have  listened  with 
much  calmness  to  the  remarks  of  the  hon.  member 
for  St.  Hyacinthe  and  his  friends  of  the  left,  and 
yet  we  cannot  express  our  views  upon  this  Bill 
without  being  interrupted  whenever  we  touch  one 
of  their  tender  spots.  The  hon.  member  for  St. 
Hyacinthe  has  brought  no  new  argument  into  the 
debate.  He  simply  asked  why  his  county  was 
disturbed  ?  I  said  from  the  beginning,  and  we  do  not 
cease  repeating  it,  the  counties  having  the  standard 
population  are  only  disturbed  in  order  that  other 
counties  may  also  be  given  the  required  population. 
A  great  crime  was  made  of  the  Government  dis¬ 
turbing  the  habits  of  the  electors.  It  is  said  :  “But 
the  electors  are  used  to  voting  with  this  or  that 
group,  and  it  would  be  cruel  to  count  their  votes 
with  the  neighbouring  county.”  Well,  I  ask,  where 
is  the  cruelty  ?  And  where  is  the  disturbance  of 
the  electors  transferred  from  one  county  to  another? 
Even  though  a  county  be  divided  by  a  river,  are 
the  electors  obliged  to  cross  that  river  to  deposit 
their  ballots  in  the  box  ?  Assuredly  not.  The  elect  ors 
of  St.  Antoine  and  St.  Marc  will  vote  in  their  usual 
respective  polling  districts,  and  after  the  voting 
the  boxes  will  be  taken  to  the  city  of  St.  Hyacin¬ 
the  for  the  counting  of  the  votes.  That  is  all.  One 
must  be  very  short  of  arguments  to  bring  such 
paltry  ones  against  the  Bill.  As  to  the  county 
meetings,  they  do  not  take  place  in  the  town  of 
St.  Hyacinthe,  but  at  La  Presentation.  In  the 
future  these  county  meetings  will  simply  have  to 
be  held  in  what  will  be  a  more  central  locality.  I 
notice,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  my  hon.  friend  from 
Vercheres  (Mr.  Geoffrion),  who  is  not  the 
least  able  man  of  this  House,  has  sought  to 
excite  the  sympathies  over  the  fate  brought 
upon  him  by  this  Bill.  I  believe  that  everybody 
in  this  House  sympathizes  with  him.  The  hon. 
members  of  the  left  say  :  “  You  wipe  out 

the  county  of  an  old  Liberal  chief,  of  a  man  who 
has  rendered  services  to  his  party  and  his  country, 
and  that  is  bad,  that  is  an  act  of  tyranny.  ”  I 
do  not  deny,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  usefulness  to  his 
party  of  the  hon.  member  for  Vercheres.  I  am 
one  of  those  who  would  like  to  see  him  come  back 
here,  and  I  say  so  with  the  greatest  sincerity.  | 
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Among  all  our  political  opponents  there  is  no  man 
more  courteous.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  if  my  hon. 
friends  of  the  left  have  as  much  esteem  as  we  have 
for  this  veteran  of  politics,  they  will  necessarily 
return  him  from  the  county  now  called  Richelieu, 
and  to  which  are  to  be  annexed  the  parishes  of 
Vercheres — Ste.  Julie,  Ste.  Theodosie  and  Contre- 
coeur  ;  the  two  last  parishes  will  in  the  future  be 
for  the  Liberal  party  the  keystone  of  the  County 
of  Richelieu.  My  hon.  friend  from  Richelieu  (Mr. 
Bruneau)  is  a  young  man.  I  am  confident  that  he 
has  no  great  interest  in  entering  politics  for  the 
present.  I  know  that  he  is  only  in  through  neces¬ 
sity,  and  to  serve  what  from  his  point  of  view 
seems  to  be  the  interests  of  his  party.  Well,  the 
hon.  member  for  Vercheres  is  not  deprived  of  his 
county.  He  can  in  the  future  represent  the  con¬ 
stituency  of  Richelieu,  whicu  the  Government 
might  call  Vercheres,  if  it  pleases  my  hon.  friends 
of  the  left  better.  But  why  urge  such  considerations 
against  a  measure  of  public  interests?  Why,  on 
mere  questions  of  details — because  such  a  member 
is  inconvenienced  by  the  measure,  because  such 
other  does  not  care  to  give  up  the  voters  of  such 
a  parish— why,  I  say,  for  considerations  like  these, 
interfere  with  the  ensemble  of  a  measure,  which  in 
my  opinion,  is  conceived  in  the  public  interest, 
since  it  secures  for  the  majority  of  the  electors 
the  majority  of  the  representatives  in  this  House  ? 

Mr.  BERNIER.  (Translation.)  I  have  no  inten¬ 
tion  to  make  a  second  speech  on  the  subject  which 
I  treated  this  morning.  I  only  take  the  floor  with 
the  object  of  rectifying  certain  errors  made  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont).  The  hon. 
member  has  taken  to  task  the  petitions  signed  by 
the  electors  of  St.  Pie  and  St.  Dominique,  asking 
that  these  parishes  be  left  in  the  County  of  Bagot, 
and  he  insinuated  that  if  I  was  not  the  one  who 
had  originated  those  petitions,  it  must  have  been 
my  hon.  friend  (Mr.  Brodeur).  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  hon.  member  made  a  poor  compliment  to  the 
electors  of  these  two  parishes,  Liberals  as  well  as 
Conservatives,  who  signed  those  petitions.  It  was 
natural  that  these  citizens,  threatened  with  being 
thrown  into  Rouville,  should  think  of  taking 
measures  to  prevent  the  annexation  of  these  parishes, 
to  the  neighbouring  county.  There  was  no  need  of 
their  going  to  St.  Hyacinthe,  or  anywhere,  for 
information  before  understanding  what  were  their 
interests.  As  to  the  remark  made  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont)  that  these  petitions 
were  signed  by  the  same  hand,  it  is  possible,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  they  might  have  been  signed  by 
the  same  person  ;  the  hon.  member  knows  perfectly 
well  that  under  such  circumstances  a  great  regard 
for  regularity  does  not  always  obtain.  But  I  would 
like  to  kno\v  whether  the  hon.  member  for  Bagot 
(Mr.  Dupont)  means  to  say  that  those  that  have 
written  down  those  names  have  done  it  without 
the  desire  and  will  of  the  parties.  The  persons 
who  prepared  these  petitions  and  caused  them 
to  be  signed  are  honourable  people,  and  I 
know  there  is  not  a  single  man  among  them 
so  unscrupulous  as  to  dare  do  what  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  insinuated.  Should  he  have  had  counter-peti¬ 
tions  he  could  have  given  his  insinuations  much 
more  weight.  These  remarks  apply  likewise  to  the 
petition  from  the  electors  of  Ste.  Magdeleine,  it  is 
possible  that  on  it  also  names  may  appear  to  have 
been  written  by  the  same  hand,  but  this  does  not 
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mean  that  at  a  meeting  held  and  presided  over  by 
the  mayor  of  the  parish,  an  honourable  man  if  ever 
there  was  one,  this  municipal  officer  would  have 
allowed  the  putting  down  of  names  of  persons  who 
were  not  present  at  the  meeting  or  who  did  not  give 
their  consent.  The  hon.  member,  after  treating 
this  point,  has  passed  to  another  order  of  ideas 
which  he  might  have  discussed  with  more  advantage 
before  his  electors.  He  spoke  of  my  office,  which 
he  was  pleased  to  designate,  as  “the  flaming  corner.” 
This  is  not  of  vast  importance  to  the  House  and  I 
believe  that  the  country  will  care  little  to  learn 
whether  it  is  from  “the  flaming  corner”  or  any 
other  corner  that  the  political  movement  is  moYe 
particularly  quickened  in  St.  Hyacinthe.  Such 
appellations  or  other  epithets  are  easily  put  up 
with  when  coming  from  the  hon.  member.  He  also 
said  that  if  I  had  to  go  back  to  the  electors  I  would 
be  defeated.  I  am  going  to  make  him  a  proposition ,  al¬ 
together  to  the  advantage  of  his  party.  If  the  Govern¬ 
ment  want  to  leave  the  County  of  St.  Hyacinthe  as  it  is 
to-day,  I  propose  to  resign  my  seat  and  offer  myself 
again  as  a  candidate.  If  I  do  not  succeed,  if  I  do  not 
come  back,  at  least  I  will  be  able  to  say  that  I  have 
not  been  put  out  by  a  law  of  Parliament,  but  by  the 
electors,  who  alone  have  the  right  to  chose  who 
shall  be  their  representative.  I  do  not  share  the 
opinion  of  the  hon.  member  for  Bagot  (Mr. 
Dupont)  as  to  the  supposed  decline  of  my  popular¬ 
ity  in  St.  Hyacinthe.  And  even  though  I  should 
have  against  me  certain  Tory  manufacturers  of  the 
place,  I  could  still,  I  believe,  fight  a  pretty  credit¬ 
able  campaign,  and  perhaps  even  return  victorious. 
The  hon.  member  says,  with  a  bad  grace,  that  I 
would  be  defeated  in  case  of  a  new  election. 
There  are  not  as  many  changes  of  public  opinion 
in  the  county  as  he  affects  to  believe,  and  I  think  I 
know  the  county  as  well  as  he  does.  There  is  not 
another  man  in  this  House,  who  knows  better  than 
the  hon.  member,  why  I  met  with  opposition  at 
the  election  of  1891.  I  believe  no  man  gave  him¬ 
self  as  much  trouble  as  he  did  to  find  me  an  op¬ 
ponent.  So  much  so  that  his  friends  used  to  say, 
when  they  would  see  him  come  every  day  to  St. 
Hyacinthe,  with  the  object  of  creating  opposition  to 
my  election,  that  he  would  do  better  to  attend  to 
his  own  election.  The  hon.  member  has  given  the 
House  to  understand  that  I  only  had  opposition  as 
a  matter  of  form.  He  made  in  that,  I  think,  a 
good  compliment  to  my  opponent  ;  for  according 
to  him  the  Conservative  candidate  was  but  a  man 
of  little  account. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  I  did  not  say 
that. 

Mr.  BERNIER.  (Translation.)  My  opponent 
and  I  put  in  the  same  time  in  organizing.  How, 
then,  does  the  hon.  member  for  Bagot  (Mr. 
Dupont)  explain  that  at  that  election,  at  which  he 
took  such  an  active  part,  I  was  elected  in  spite 
of  his  efforts  and  with  a  majority  of  500 
votes  ?  As  to  the  manufacturers  of  St.  Hyacin¬ 
the  I  admit  that  some  of  my  political  friends 
abandoned  me  at  the  last  elections  and  thought 
better  to  withdraw  from  me  the  support  they 
had  given  me  before.  They  thought  that  the 
policy  of  the  Opposition  could  give  them  some  an¬ 
noyance.  But  it  seems  to  me  that  in  spite  of  that, 
the  majority  which  I  obtained  should  show  that 
my  star  has  not  paled  so  very  much.  But  is  not 
that  of  the  hon.  member  from  Bagot  somewhat 
Mr.  Bernier. 


dimmer  ?  In  truth,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  both  enter¬ 
ed  this  House  the  same  year.  He  had  been  return¬ 
ed  by  a  majority  of  300,  and  I  by  134.  In  1887, 
the  hon.  member  succeeded  in  getting  himself  re¬ 
turned  by  acclamation.  How,  I  will  not  now  say. 
The  events  are  still  too  fresh  to  make  that  necessary. 
I  met  opposition,  but  of  hardly  any  consequence, 
as  my  election  proved,  for  my  majority  was  nearly 
1,200.  At  the  last  election  he  in  his  turn  met 
with  opposition.  But  he  is  very  courageous  and 
hard  to  beat,  and  after  a  vigorous  struggle  he  was 
returned,  not  by  300  majority,  as  in  1882,  but  by 
44  or  54  only,  which  proves  that  his  star  has  grown 
somewhat  dimmer,  as  I  said  a  moment  ago.  I  wijl 
ask  the  hon.  member  for  Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont),  who 
has  had  something  to  do  with  the  making  of  the 
map  of  the  counties,  how  it  is  that  things  are  man¬ 
aged  in  this  way  ?  I  do  not  accuse  the  hon.  member 
of  being  the  author  of  these  changes,  but  when  he 
is  accused,  he  does  not  defend  himself  enough  to 
prove  us  that  he  was  a  stranger  to  the  ministerial 
measure  before  it  was  brought  before  the  House. 
If  he  wants  to  judge  of  my  popularity  in  the  County 
of  St.  Hyacinthe.  I  will  ask  him  to  join  me  in 
inducing  the  Government  to  leave  the  bounty  as  it 
was  before.  I  never  complained  of  it,  and  I  am 
ready  to  stand  my  chances  as  it  is.  What  interest 
can  these  gentlemen  have  in  striking  at  a  man  whom 
they  represent  as  already  half  beaten  ?  Why  annex 
to  St.  Hyacinthe,  St.  Antoine  and  St.  Marc  where 
there  is  a  majority  of  from  160  to  170?  And  why 
take  away  theparish  of  Ste.  Marie  Magdeleinewhich 
gave  me  1 10  majority  ?  And  theparish  of  St.  Damase, 
unfortunately  for  it  from  what  I  see,  gave  me  a 
majority  of  56,  although  it  is  a  Conservative  parish, 
and  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  it  had  the  advan¬ 
tage  of  being  treated  to  the  brilliant  eloquence  of 
the  member  for  Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont).  I  would 
like  to  recount  in  a  few  words  the  history,  some¬ 
what  mutilated  by  the  hon.  member,  of  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  manufactoxdes  in  St.  Hyacinthe.  Per¬ 
haps  I  am  not  in  order,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  since 
you  have  allowed  the  member  for  Bagot  to  go  over 
that  ground,  I  may  be  permitted  to  do  the  same. 
The  town  council  of  St.  Hyacinthe  is,  in  a  large 
majority,  composed  of  Liberals,  although  this  has 
not  much  to  do  with  the  question.  The  policy 
which  the  hon.  member  supports  is  that  of  protec¬ 
tion,  and  here  it  is  municipal  interests  which  are  at 
stake.  The  subsidies  which  the  town  voted — and  I 
was  in  favour  of  such  subsidies,  I  make  no  secret  of 
it — were  voted,  not  in  favour  of  industries  not  al¬ 
ready  in  the  country,  but  in  order  to  attract  to  St. 
Hyacinthe  industries  already  established  outside. 
These  subsidies  were  given  in  order  to  induce  manu¬ 
facturers  to  transfer  their  establishments  to  St. 
Hyacinthe.  I  will  mention  the  works  of  Messrs. 
Seguin,  Lalime  &  Co.,  who  are  among  my  oppon¬ 
ents.  These  gentlemen,  who  were  formerly  estab¬ 
lished  at  St.  John’s,  transferred  their  works  to  St. 
Hyacinthe,  and  are  prosperous  to-day.  There  is 
also  Mr.  Moseley,  a  tanner,  from  Montreal.  After 
the  disastrous  fire  which  destroyed  his  establish¬ 
ment,  the  town  of  St.  Hyacinthe  was  made  aware 
that  if  it  wanted  to  grant  a  subsidy  to  this  gentle¬ 
man  he  woidd  bring  his  industry  to  that  town.  I 
favoured  the  granting  of  this  bonus,  although  Mr. 
Moseley  is  a  Tory.  I  was  the  first  one  to  say  this 
bonus  should  be  granted.  The  town  voted  $15,000, 
and  Mr.  Moseley  came  to  St.  Hyacinthe.  There 
is  also  another  industry  which  we  established  in 
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1882.  It  was  at  the  time  when,  according  to  the 
friends  of  the  Government,  the  Americans  were 
coming  with  hags  of  gold  to  establish  manufactories 
in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  The  man  at  the  head 
of  this  enterprise  came  to  us,  and  we  urged  him 
to  come  and  settle  among  us.  The  citizens  of  St. 
Hyacinthe  generously  clubbed  together  to  make  up 
the  necessary  amount,  and  I  have  to  say  that  not 
one  of  the  friends  of  the  lion,  member  was  found 
ready  to  put  his  hand  in  his  pocket  on  this  occa¬ 
sion.  The  member  for  Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont)  who 
reads  only  the  Conrrier  de  St.  Hyacinthe ,  turned 
the  enterprise  into  ridicule.  The  Conservatives 
were  saying  :  “  They  only  want  to  deceive  the 
people,  with  a  political  object  in  view.”  When 
the  lion,  member  goes  to  St.  Hyacinthe,  I  invite 
him  to  push  on  to  the  boulevard,  and  thence  he  will 
see  this  establishment,  which  is  now  prosperous, 
and  which,  I  hope,  before  six  months  will  have  not 
only  doubled,  but  tripled  its  importance.  The 
lion,  member  would  evidently  like  to  create  difficul¬ 
ties  between  the  Liberals  of  St.  Hyacinthe.  If  he 
wants  to  be  sincere,  he  will  admit  that  since  I  am 
a  candidate,  Mr.  Louis  Cote  never  voted  for  me  nor 
for  my  opponent.  If  he  wants  to  seek  information 
he  will  learn  that  Mr.  Payant,  if  I  am  to  credit  the 
rumour,  never  gave  a  vote  in  my  favour.  It  is  true 
that  the  lion,  member  for  Bagot,  thanks  to  his  trip 
last  year,  succeeded  in  having  certain  manufactur¬ 
ers  from  St.  Hyacinthe  publish  a  manifesto,  which 
produced  in  Bagot,  but  not  in  St.  Hyacinthe,  the 
effect  which  he  expected.  I  do  not  wish  to  say 
anything  against  these  gentlemen,  for  they  have  a 
right  to  differ  from  me  on  industrial  questions,  and 
on  the  effect  of  the  National  Policy.  It  is  their 
right,  and  I  do  not  complain.  But  to  conclude,  I 
will  say  that  the  lion,  member  for  Bagot  is  not  logi¬ 
cal,  for  if  he  is  sincerely  convinced  that  my  popu¬ 
larity  in  St.  Hyacinthe  is  so  completely  a  thing  of 
the  past,  why  does  he  not  ask  his  friends  to  leave 
the  boundaries  of  the  county  as  they  are.  Accord¬ 
ing  to  the  lion,  member,  I  would  be  unquestionably 
beaten  at  the  next  elections.  Would  there  not  be 
more  glory  for  him  in  being  able  to  tell  his  electors 
that  I  was  beaten  in  the  fight,  rather  than  to  have 
participated  in  putting  me  out  of  the  House  by 
means  of  a  Bill  which  he  supports  with  all  his 
prestige  and  all  his  eloquence  ? 

Mr.  DUPONT  (Translation).  I  have  only  one 
remark  to  make.  I  want  to  point  out  to  my  hon. 
friend  that  industries  in  St.  Hyacinthe  have  only 
prospered  under  the  Conservative  regime,  and 
under  the  protective  policy  ;  and  that  he  and  his 
political  friends,  whose  patriotism  he  lauds  so 
highly,  never  thought  proper  to  attract  industries 
there,  or  to  create  any  new  ones  when  they  were 
in  power.  I  will,  moreover,  say  in  regard  to  his 
challenge,  that  although  the  Liberals  were  beaten 
at  the  last  local  elections,  we  still  find  them  with 
challenges  on  their  lips.  I  already  told  the  hon. 
gentleman  why  his  electoral  district  was  disturbed, 
why  my  own  and  those  of  our  colleagues  were 
disturbed  ;  why  the  Government  had  been  obliged 
to  shift  certain  parishes  from  St.  Hyacinthe  and 
others  from  Bagot.  I  repeat  it  :  It  was  in  order 
to  give  the  neighbouring  counties  the  required 
population.  I  reproached  my  hon.  friend  and  his 
colleagues  with  not  wishing  to  take  a  synthetic 
view  of  the  Government’s  measure.  I  persist  in 
that  reproach,  for  my  hon.  friend  persists  in 
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attacking  details  and  abstaining  from  criticising 
the  measure  of  the  Government  as  a  whole. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  would  suggest  that 
we  let  this  section  stand  for  the  present,  and  we 
will  go  on  with  another  part  of  the  measure — for 
instance,  that  part  relating  to  the  representation 
of  Toronto,  which  stood  over. 

Mr.  DENISON.  If  I  may  be  allowed,  I  would 
like  to  suggest  that  the  amendment  be  changed  by 
making  it  read  :  “  Bathurst  street  produced  to  the 
lake,”  so  as  to  obviate  any  question  as  to  whether 
that  street  extends  to  the  lake  or  not.  At  present 
it  runs  down  to  Front  street  and  over  a  bridge, 
and  then  disappears  in  a  railway  yard. 

Mr.  COCKBURN.  Before  the  amendment  re¬ 
garding  West  Toronto  is  put  to  the  committee,  I 
desire  to  say  a  few  words  in  reference  to  it,  end  to 
present  some  facts  with  reference  to  the  city  of 
Toronto  which  I  trust  may  induce  this  House  to 
consider  the  propriety  of  further  increasing  the 
representation  of  that  city  in  the  House  of  Com¬ 
mons.  I  know  no  city,  Sir,  which  within  so  short 
a  time  has  made  more  rapid  or  more  substantial 
progress  than  has  the  city  of  Toronto.  If  we  take 
into  account  the  numerical  factor  (23,000)  which 
has  been  taken  here  by  several  hon.  gentlemen  as 
the  guide  for  parliamentary  representation,  Toronto 
would  have  the  right  undoubtedly  to  claim  eight 
members  as  its  proper  representation  in  the  House 
of  Commons.  The  population  of  the  city  by  the 
recent  census  was  181,220,  and  by  the  census  taken 
by  the  city  shortly  afterwards  it  was  somewhat 
over  190,000.  The  increase  of  the  population  has 
been  indeed  phenomenal.  There  are  other  cities 
in  the  Dominion,  such  as  Montreal,  which  have 
shown  a  material  increase,  but  the  increase  of 
that  great  commercial  capital  in  the  ten  years 
from  1881  to  1891  has  been  only  39^  per  cent, 
while  the  increase  of  Toronto  in  the  same  period 
has  been  88^  per  cent.  Now,  within  the  last 
year  the  city  has  been  divided  by  the  corporation 
into  six  divisions  or  wards,  which  are  denom¬ 
inated  respectively  No.  1,  No.  2,  No.  3,  No.  4, 
No.  5  and  No.  6,  showing  a  population  for  No. 

1  of  23,000  ;  No.  2,  38,000  ;  No.  3,  31,000  ;  No.  4, 
32,000  ;  No.  5,34,000  ;  and  No.  6,24,000,  making  a 
total  of  182,000.  Looking  not  only  at  the  increase 
of  the  population  of  Toronto,  but  at  the  enormous 
increase  of  its  manufacturing  interests,  it  does 
occur  to  me  that  some  concession  should  be  made 
so  that  those  interests  and  the  capital  invested 
therein  should  be  represented  in  this  House.  The 
capital  invested  in  manufactures  in  Toronto  in  1871 
was  only  $4,000,000  ;  to-day  it  is  $32,000,000. 
The  number  of  employes  in  1871  was  only  9,400  ; 
to-day  the  number  is  26,333.  The  amount  of  yearly 
wages  paid  in  1871  was  $2,690,000  ;  to-day  it  is 
over  $9,360,000.  The  raw  material,  exclusive  of 
power  and  heat,  was  $7,169,000,  while  to-day  it  is 
over  $22,400,000.  The  value  of  the  products  in 
1871  was  $13,686,000,  while  to-day  it  has  reached 
the  colossal  sum  of  $45,000,000.  The  average 
yearly  wages  paid  to  each  employ^  are  $355,  in 
contrast  with  the  average  yearly  wages  paid  in  the 
city  of  Montreal  of  $332.  The  whole  output  of 
our  manufactures  in  1881  was  $310,000,000,  while 
to-day  it  has  reached  $500,000,000,  an  amount 
about  equal  to  the  total  products  of  our 
Ontario  farms.  The  city  of  Toronto  has  made 
remarkable  progress  ever  since  the  introduction  of 
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the  National  Policy,  and  it  is  an  illustration  of 
the  wisdom  of  that  policy.  We  have  heard  a 
good  deal  in  this  House  of  the  inestimable 
benefit  which  would  be  afforded  to  us  by  the 
sale  of  our  agricultural  products  to  the  65,— 
000,000  people  to  the  south  of  us ;  but  I  beg 
to  draw  the  attention  of  this  House  to  the  fact 
that  the  city  of  Toronto  alone,  with  the  surround¬ 
ing  district,  consumes  more  of  the  produce  of  our 
Canadian  farms  than  is  consumed  by  the  whole 
United  States.  In  the  twelve  months  of  the  year 
1889-90,  the  year  immediately  preceding  the  in¬ 
troduction  of  the  McKinley  Bill,  the  city  of  Toroijto 
consumed  86,847  horned  cattle  of  a  value  of 
$4,218,000,  55,766  sheep  of  a  value  of  $1,672,980, 
and  40,169  hogs  of  a  value  of  $500,000.  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  that  the  city  of  Toronto  consumes  daily 
during  the  season  some  20,000  pounds  of  lamb, 
besides  a  fair  quantity  of  calves,  poultry,  eggs,  &c. 
The  whole  export  of  our  farm  produce  to  the 
United  States  in  1889-90  was  $13,660,858,  and  we 
have  reimported  from  the  United  States  $5,389,492 
worth,  leaving  a  net  balance  of  only  some  $8,000,- 
000  of  our  agricultural  products  consumed  in  the 
United  States.  The  city  of  Toronto  alone,  in 
those  twelve  months,  consumed  nearly  $12,000,000 
worth  of  the  same  products.  I  mention  these 
points  so  as  to  show  that  the  city  of  Toronto  occu¬ 
pies  no  mean  position,  and  therefore  is  entitled  to 
full  consideration  in  the  matter  of  representation. 
Then  I  would  like  to  refer  to  the  amount  of  bank 
capital  which  has  been  accumulated.  I  do  not 
speak  of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  but  directly  of 
the  city  of  Toronto,  and  I  find  centred  in  that  city 
$14,545,017  paid-up  bank  capital  with  an  accumu¬ 
lated  rest  of  $6,015,292. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Question. 

Mr.  COCKBURN.  I  am  coming  to  the  question. 

I  think  it  is  perfectly  in  order  for  me  to  show  this 
House  the  important  interests  of  Toronto,  and  to 
demand  that  those  interests  should  receive  adequate 
representation.  I  repeat  that  the  banking  capital 
invested  in  the  city  of  Toronto  alone  is  over  $20,- 
000,000.  I  do  not  wish  to  make  invidious  com¬ 
parisons,  but  in  all  the  rest  of  the  Dominion,  leaving 
out  the  Province  of  Quebec,  there  are  but  $13,639,- 
447  of  such  capital,  so  that  the  city  of  Toronto 
alone  has  over  fifty  per  cent  more  money  invested 
in  banks  than  the  rest  of  the  Dominion,  excluding 
the  Province  of  Quebec.  If  you  look  at  the  trade 
question - 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER,  My  hon.  friend  is 
out  of  order.  If  he  will  enter  into  this  subject, 
there  will  be  no  end  to  the  discussion. 

Mr.  COCKBURN.  I  wish  to  show  the  House 
the  interests  Toronto  has  to  be  represented. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  can  do  that  by  making  a  motion  for  further 
representation,  but  he  cannot  discuss  the  trade  of 
Toronto  because  that  will  involve  a  discussion 
which  is  entirely  out  of  order. 

Mr.  COCKBURN.  I  suppose  it  will  be  compe¬ 
tent  for  me  to  discuss  the  general  question  as  to 
whether  Toronto  should  not  have  a  larger  repre¬ 
sentation.  The  objection  to  the  increased  repre¬ 
sentation  of  cities  has  been  taken,  that  in  each 
city  there  is  a  number  of  residents  who  have  seats 
there  for  other  constituencies,  and  who  indirectly 
represent  the  interests  of  the  city  in  which  they 
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reside.  I  can  only  say  that  while  we  have  in 
Toronto  perhaps  four  or  five  gentlemen  who  repre¬ 
sent  constituencies  in  other  parts  of  the  Dominion, 
I  have  never  gone  to  one  of  them  to  ask  him  for 
any  help  with  regard  to  the  representation  of 
Toronto  or  its  special  interests  ;  and  so  far  from 
their  being  of  any  assistance  in  furthering  those 
interestsand  representation,  they  have  felt,  situated 
as  they  were,  that  it  was  impossible  for  them, 
without  perhaps  giving  offence  to  their  own  con¬ 
stituencies,  to  stand  up  here  in  behalf  of  the  spe¬ 
cial  interests  of  Toronto.  I  think  we  are  taking  a 
wrong  basis  in  denying  full  weight  to  the  cities  in 
this  matter  of  representation.  The  motion  before 
the  House  has  reference  to  the  division  of  Toronto 
into  two,  and  I  might  move  that  the  city  should 
be  divided  into  six  with  the  object  of  giving  it 
increased  representation  ;  and  it  is  for  that  reason  I 
am  anxious  to  show  that  the  cities  are  not  being 
fairly  treated  in  this  Bill,  No  doubt  the  cities 
represent  more  particularly  commercial  and  manu¬ 
facturing  capital.  They  are  the  seats  of  science, 
literature,  and  arts ;  they  are  the  seats  of  our 
universities  and  the  centres  of  intelligence,  and 
therefore  they  return  as  a  rule  Conservative  mem 
bers.  But  we  must  bear  in  mind  that  while  the 
counties  are  constantly  diminishing  in  popula¬ 
tion  the  cities  are  increasing,  and  there  is  no¬ 
use  in  our  trying  to  stem  the  torrent  in  that  direc¬ 
tion  for  we  cannot  do  it.  In  the  United  States  dur¬ 
ing  the  last  10  years,  450  counties  show  a  decrease  in 
population,  while  in  the  North  Atlantic  states  over 
fifty-one  per  cent  of  the  population  exists  in  the 
cities,  and  in  the  whole  of  the  United  States  fully 
one-fourth  of  the  population  reside  in  the  cities  of 
over  8,000  inhabitants.  Therefore  it  is,  I  contend, 
that  our  cities  should  have  a  larger  representation. 
My  eloquent  friend  from  Assiniboia  has  contended 
that,  as  a  rule,  cities  all  over  the  world  are  repre¬ 
sented  by  men  of  inferior  calibre,  but  if-that  be  the 
case,  they  ought  all  the  more  to  have  a  larger  repre¬ 
sentation.  It  may  be  that  the  opportunities  given  in 
the  North-West  for  a  wild,  free  range  over  the  vast 
prairies  tends  to  expand  the  intellect,  and  that  the 
little  pocket  boroughs  have  been  the  nurseries  of 
genius.  We  have  not,  however,  in  this  country  the 
advantage  of  pocket  boroughs  ;  and  we  in  the  cities- 
are  offered  a  direct  representation  of  four  members 
for  a  population  of  about  50,000  to  each  member, 
whereas  in  other  electoral  districts  a  member  is 
given  to  every  23,000.  We  are  willing  that  the 
city  of  Toronto  should  be  represented  by  only  six 
members  instead  of  eight.  We  wish  that  our 
corporation  should  remain  a  body  corporate,  and 
therefore  I  look  for  the  assistance  of  my  hon. 
friend  from  Bothwell,  whose  ideas  with  reference 
to  the  sacredness  of  the  organic  life  of  counties  and 
of  cities  we  all  know.  We  do  not  wish  that 
Toronto  should  in  any  way  be  depleted  by  sending 
17,000  or  18,000  of  its  voters  into  East  York  or 
14,000  into  West  York  ;  but  we  desire  that  Toronto 
shall  be,  so  to  speak,  a  unit  in  representation,  and 
while  we  have  an  undoubted  right  to  claim  eight 
representatives,  yet,  with  that  modesty  which  has 
always  characterized  Toronto  in  its  demands  on  the 
Government  and  the  country,  we  are  prepared  to 
accept  six  members,  one  for  each  of  its  six  wards. 
I  should  like,  if  it  were  in  order,  to  enlarge  more 
fully  on  the  claims  of  Toronto,  but  it  seems  that  I 
would  be  out  of  order  in  doing  so.  I  might  show 
you,  Sir,  that  of  the  total  assets  in  the  Dominion., 
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or  at  least  in  Ontario,  of  the  loan  companies  of 
8118,000,000,  noless  a  sum  than  $108,000,000comes 
from  Toronto,  but  I  know  that  would  not  be  in  order. 
I  might  also  deal  with  the  question  of  the  capital 
of  the  banks  and  loan  companies,  and  show  you 
that  in  Ontario  alone  there  are  $94,695,993 
with  a  reserve  of  $16,686,632,  and  that  by  far  the 
larger  part  of  that  capital  is  held  in  Toronto.  I 
hold,  therefore,  that  as  we  are  representing  not 
merely  heads,  we  should  apply  to  the  city  of  Tor¬ 
onto  the  unit  of  23,000  ;  and  I  hold  it  is  but  fair  we 
should  consider  the  vast  commercial  and  manufac¬ 
turing  interests  and  the  vast  banking  interests  of 
that  great  centre  in  the  representation  accorded 
to  it.  My  hon.  friend  near  me  from  Hamilton 
(Mr.  McKay)  asks  :  Where  are  the  manufacturing 
interests  ?  Sir,  they  are  everywhere.  There  is 
not  a  branch  of  manufacturing  which  you  will 
not  hml  established  in  the  great  city  of  Toronto. 
We  have  even  established  branches  in  outlying 
towns  such  as  Hamilton  and  elsewhere,  and  are 
prepared  to  spread  ourselves  still  further  ;  and  I 
hope  the  time  will  come  when  Toronto  will  be  able 
to  take  in  the  small  manufacturing  towns  that  have 
been  growing  around  as  parasites.  I  regret,  there¬ 
fore,  that  I  am  unable  to  support  the  clause  which 
limits  Toronto  to  four  members,  and  which  attacks 
and  destroys  its  organic  life  in  a  manner  by  dividing 
it  up  between  the  Counties  of  East  and  West  York  ; 
and  I,  therefore,  desire  to  move  in  amendment  to 
the  amendment  : 

That  the  electoral  district  of  Toronto  shall  consist  cJ 
the  six  wards  as  now  constituted  for  municipal  purposes* 
numbering  one  to  six  respectively,  and  shall  return  one 
member  for  each  ward. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  think  we 
can  possibly  accept  this.  We  defer  to  a  great  deal, 
if  not  all,  the  hon.  gentleman  has  said  with  regard 
to  the  greatness  of  Toronto.  We  admire  its 
growth  and  expansion,  and  of  course  its  represen¬ 
tatives  ;  but  I  think,  in  order  to  give  the  additional 
representation  called  for  by  this  amendment,  we 
would  have  to  reorganize  the  whole  distribution 
for  the  Province  of  Ontario  in  order  to  get  the 
additional  seats  the  hon.  member  calls  for  by  this 
amendment.  In  addition  to  that,  we  should  have 
to  consider  all  the  clauses  with  reference  to  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  because  the  city  of  Montreal 
would  have  an  additional  claim  in  consequence  of 
the  treatment  of  Toronto.  As  far  as  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  concerned,  I  think  we  shall  have  to  rest 
satisfied  with  the  explanations  the  hon.  gentleman 
has  made,  without  putting  that  provision  in  the 
Bill. 

Mr.  COATSWORTH.  I  suppose,  as  a  member 
for  Toronto,  I  have  to  expi’ess  my  views  on  this 
subject.  I  can  agree  with  a  great  deal  that  has 
been  said  by  my  hon.  friend  from  Centre  Toronto 
(Mr.  Cockburn),  and  I  should  be  delighted,  per¬ 
sonally,  if  I  sawr  the  way  clear  for  Toronto  to  have 
more  representatives.  If  we  were  to  take  simply 
the  number  of  persons  as  a  guide  to  determine  the 
number  of  representatives,  we  should  be  entitled 
to  at  least  six,  but  I  think  that  even  we,  as  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  Toronto,  have  to  look  outside  of  the 
city,  have  to  look  over  the  province  and  over  the 
Dominion,  and,  while  I  agree  with  my  lion,  friend 
that,  if  we  take  population  as  the  basis,  strictly, 
we  would  be  entitled  to  six  representatives,  I  am 
not  inclined  to  feel  that  the  Government  have 
dealt  unfairly  with  us  in  giving  us  one  additional 


representative  instead  of  three,  which  my  hon. 
friend  thinks  we  ought  to  have.  We  could  not 
get  any  more  representatives  without  sacrificing 
other  constituencies,  and  I  am  sure  that  the  Go* 
ernment  have  very  carefully  and  wisely  consider*  a 
not  only  our  province,  but  all  the  other  provinces, 
and  I  do  not  see  that  we  have  any  more  reason  to 
complain  than  the  city  of  Montreal.  I  do  not 
knowr  that  wre  have  any  right  to  complain  at 
all,  because,  if  we  had  any  more  representatives,  it 
could  only  be  by  the  sacrifice  of  other  constitu¬ 
encies,  and  I  do  not  know  of  any  constituency  in 
the  province  that  ought  to  be  closed  up  in  order  to 
give  Toronto  another  representative.  I  make  these 
remarks  with  some  diffidence,  because  I  knowr  that 
my  statements  will  be  criticised  in  the  city  of 
Toronto,  but  I  do  not  think  we  should  claim  for 
Toronto  what  is  not  fair  to  the  rest  of  Ontario  or 
to  the  rest  of  the  Dominion.  The  representatives 
of  Toronto  are  quite  as  jealous  of  their  interests  as 
the  representatives  of  any  constituency  could  be. 
If  we  had  found  that  Montreal  was  getting  her 
full  measure  of  representation,  and  Toronto  Was 
being  left  as  she  is,  we  would  have  been  loud  in  our 
protests,  but  I  think  the  Government  have  done  the 
best  they  can  not  only  for  Montreal,  but  for 
Toronto  and  the  other  ridings,  and  I  think  we 
should  support  the  Government  in  wdiat  they  are 
doing  in  this  Bill,  and  I  am  sure  that,  when 
the  time  for  redistribution  comes  again,  the 
Government  will  as  far  as  possible  give  us  such 
representation  as  we  ought  to  have.  As  to  the 
amendment  of  my  hon.  friend  from  West  Toronto 
(Mr.  Denison),  it  does  not  affect  my  riding,  but  I 
sympathize  with  him  in  his  desire  to  have  his 
riding  divided  into  two,  and  I  shall  support  it. 

Mr.  DENISON.  Although  I  agree  a  good  deal 
with  the  speech  of  the  hon.  member  for  Centre  Tor¬ 
onto  (Mr.  Cockburn)  in  advocating  that  we  should 
have  six  members  for  the  city  of  Toronto,  still  I 
cannot  shut  my  eyes  to  the  fact  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  have  to  look  about  and  find  where  they  will 
get  those  seats  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  Every 
one  who  has  heard  this  debate  must  have  seen  the 
difficulty  in  which  the  Government  were  placed,  or 
in  which  the  Opposition,  if  they  were  here,  would 
find  themselves  in  doing  away  with  constituencies 
in  order  to  find  additional  representation  for  Tor¬ 
onto.  The  Government  have  dealt  with  Toronto  as 
they  have  with  Montreal.  They  have  not  given  us 
the  full  representation  we  ought  to  have,  but  they 
have  done  the  best  they  could,  and,  feeling  that  to 
be  the  case,  I  will  heartily  support  the  Government 
in  giving  us  four  members  in  Toronto.  I  might 
add  that,  if  Ontario  had  been  entitled  to  seven  or 
eight  additional  members,  as  we  hoped  at  one  time, 
there  would  not  have  been  so  great  a  difficulty,  and 
then  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  Government  would 
have  given  us  in  Toronto  a  member  for  each  ward. 
However,  when  we  have  to  face  the  redistribution 
again,  I  hope  the  Government  of  the  day  at  that 
time  will  see  that  every  ward  in  Toronto  shall  have 
its  own  member. 

Mr.  MACLEAN  (East  York).  I  may  inform  the 
House  of  one  thing  which  it  does  not  appear  to  under  - 
stand,  and  that  is  that,  as  member  for  East  York,  I 
am  as  much  a  member  for  the  city  of  Toronto  as  the 
member  for  Centre  Toronto,  and  two  other  members 
from  that  city,  and  my  hon.  friend  from  West  York 
(Mr.  Wallace)  also  represents  the  city  in  the  same 
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way.  Probably  there  is  no  way  to  establish  that 
fact  better  than  for  us  to  demand  our  share  of  the 
patronage.  The  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe 
(Mr.  McCarthy)  and  other  speakers  have  said  there 
is  no  community  of  interest  in  East  York  as  now 
constituted,  part  belonging  to  the  county  and  part  to 
the  city.  The  constitution  of  the  riding  as  it  now  is 
is  owing  to  the  fact  that  there  is  community  of  inter¬ 
est  and  has  been  from  the  first.  It  is  quite  easy  to 
divide  up  the  city,  and  I  could  mark  out  a  consti¬ 
tuency  which  would  give  a  majority  of  500  or  600, 
but  I  would  rather  have  the  constituency  remain 
part  city  and  part  county,  and  I  believe  the  hdn. 
member  for  West  York  (Mr.  Wallace)  entertains 
the  same  view.  I  take  it  that  the  Government 
desire  to  make  as  little  disturbance  as  possible  in 
the  outlines  of  constituencies,  and  that  is  the  states¬ 
man’s  view.  Other  gentlemen  have  laid  down  wide 
principles,  but  I  say  the  true  principle  for  states¬ 
men,  or  even  for  politicians  to  adopt  is  to  move 
along  the  line  of  the  least  resistance,  and  upon 
that  ground  the  boundaries  of  East  York  are  not 
disturbed.  I  would  like  to  see  Toronto  have  more 
representation,  but  that  will  come  when  the  increase 
of  population  is  so  much  that  we  can  get  that  re¬ 
presentation  without  wipingt  out  too  many  of  the 
rural  constituencies.  You  can  only  do  this  by  leav¬ 
ing  it  to  an  increase  of  population  to  get  an  increase 
of  membership. 

Amendment  to  the  aniendment«*negatived. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  When  the  subject  was 
discussed  of  giving  an  additional  representative  to 
Toronto,  the  matter  was  pretty  fully  considered, 
and  it  was  deemed  best  that  as  regards  the  west 
riding  we  should  not  attempt  to  divide  it  at  the 
present  time.  I  understand  that  a  portion  of  that 
riding — and  I  speak  with  great  diffidence  because  I 
have  no  personal  knowledge  of  that  locality — is  a 
portion  which  is  filling  up  pretty  rapidly,  and  it 
was  deemed  best  not  to  attempt,  in  this  Bill,  to 
make  a  division  ;  of  course  the  division  can  be  made 
at  any  time.  Taking  the  whole  matter  into  con¬ 
sideration,  and  the  suddenness  with  which  the  pro¬ 
posed  division  has  been  offered  to  the  committee, 
we  prefer  that  the  division  should  not  be  attempted 
at  the  present  time.  Before  the  Bill  comes  actually 
into  operation  there  may  be  another  opportunity  to 
consider  what  division  line  should  be  adopted,  and 
by  that  time  the  population  will  probably  be  more 
settled  and  definite  than  it  is  now,  as  between  the 
two  proposed  ridings.  Another  circumstance,  how¬ 
ever,  perhaps  not  a  very  important  one,  is  that  the 
names  of  Centre,  East  Centre,  and  West  Centre, 
&c. ,  are  rather  confusing.  Altogether  the  matter 
requires  a  little  more  consideration  than  we  can 
give  it  at  this  stage. 

Amendment  negatived  and  sub-section  agreed  to. 

In  Nova  Scotia,— 

(a.)  The  County  of  Queen’s  and  the  County  of  Shel¬ 
burne  shall  together  form  one  electoral  district,  which 
shall  be  known  as  the  electoral  district  of  Shelburne  and 
Queen’s,  and  shall  return  one  member. 

Mr.  FORBES.  Before  you  put  that  question 
affecting  Queen’s  and  Shelburne,  I  would  like  to  ex¬ 
press  myself  as  opposed  to  that  section  of  this  Bill, 
and  I  desire  to  protest  against  the  change  which  is 
proposed  by  the  Government.  I  regret  that  in  the 
history  of  Canada  it  has  become  necessary  to  forfeit, 
in  one  of  the  provinces  of  the  Dominion,  a  member. 
In  1867  we  started  with  19  members  for  the  Province 
Mr.  Maclean. 


of  Nova  Scotia,  and  in  1872,  in  the  readjustment  of 
representation,  Nova  Scotia  was  given  two  more 
members.  The  population  of  that  province  was 
then  50,000  or  60,000  less  than  it  is  now.  At  that 
time  the  increase  was  given  to  the  Counties  of 
Pietou  and  Cape  Breton.  The  argument  used  on 
that  occasion  in  favour  of  giving  increased  repre¬ 
sentation  to  these  two  counties,  was  thus  stated 
by  the  then  Hon.  Mr.  Tupper,  now  High  Commis¬ 
sioner  to  England  : 

“  They  would  give  an  additional  member  to  the  County 
of  Pietou,  the  second  largest  county  in  that  province,  and 
the  other  to  the  County  of  Cape  Breton,  the  third  largest 
county,  in  which  the  increase  of  population  had  been 
greater  during  the  last  decade  than  any  other  counties  of 
the  province.” 

Taking  that  as  a  principle  upon  which  Nova  Scotia 
was  entitled  to  increased  representation,  probably 
the  Government  were  quite  right  in  according 
increased  representation  to  Pietou  and  Cape  Breton, 
as  at  that  time  they  stood  second  and  third  in  point 
of  population,  coming  after  the  County  of  Halifax. 
Since  then,  I  am  sorry  to  say,  the  County  of  Pic- 
tou  has  receded  ;  during  the  last  ten  years  it  was 
one  of  the  counties  in  that  province  which  lost  very 
largely  in  population ;  in  fact  her  loss  was  about  1 ,000, 
while  the  other  counties,  notably  those  of  Queen’s 
and  Shelburne,  were  among  those  which  increased 
their  population.  Cape  Breton  has  also  increased 
during  the  last  decade,  but  not  nearly  so  much  as 
some  of  the  other  counties.  For  instance,  the  in¬ 
crease  in  the  County  of  Halifax  was  3,000,  in  the 
County  of  Cumberland  it  was  7,161.  Therefore, 
the  reason  as  then  laid  down  by  Dr.  Tupper  why 
those  counties  should  have  increased  representation, 
if  used  to-day  as  an  argument,  would  not  justify 
the  Government  in  uniting  Queen’s  and  Shelburne 
and  thus  depriving  the  province  of  a  member,  as 
they  intend  to  do  by  this  Bill.  I  urge  that  it 
would  justify  them  in  taking  away  one  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  from  either  the  County  of  Pietou  or  the  County 
of  Cape  Breton,  instead  of  uniting  the  two 
Counties  of  Queen’s  and  Shelburne.  I  do  not 
want  to  charge  the  Government  with  an 
attempt  to  prevent  what  is  one  of  the  great  com¬ 
mercial  interests  of  the  Maritime  Provinces,  from 
having  its  just  representation  in  this  House.  It 
has  been  stated  that  equalization  of  population, 
together  with  community  of  interests,  are  the  prin¬ 
ciples  which  guided  the  Government  in  framing 
this  Bill.  Now,  upon  the  basis  of  equalization  of 
population,  I  intend  shortly  to  show,  and  I  trust 
satisfactorily,  that  the  change  proposed  by  this 
section  is  not  justified  ;  on  the  contrary,  more 
anomalies  will  exist  after  this  Bill  is  adopted  than 
have  existed  at  any  time  previous.  I  may  say  that 
community  of  commercial  interests  is  not  observed 
by  the  change  proposed  in  this  Bill.  The  south 
shore  of  Nova  Scotia  is  notably  a  community  which 
is  chiefly  engaged  in  the  fishing  industry,  and  the 
people  do  a  large  foreign  trade  with  the  West  In¬ 
dies.  Therefore,  fishing  and  commerce  should  be 
considered  as  the  two  great  industries  of  the 
shore  counties.  Now,  let  us  group  the  counties  of 
Nova  Scotia  with  that  object  in  view.  For  instance, 
take  the  six  counties  of  Richmond,  Cape  Breton, 
Victoria,  Inverness,  Antigonish  and  Pietou  ;  these 
have  eight  members,  and  they  might  properly  be 
considered  as  constituting  the  coal  district  of  the 
Province  of  Nova  Scotia.  Their  united  inter¬ 
ests  are  in  the  coal  industry,  and  all  other  indus¬ 
tries  of  those  counties  are  second,  I  may  say,  to 
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the  great  coal  industry.  It  has  been  rightly  said 
by  the  Minister  of  Justice  in  the  discussion  on  this 
Bill,  as  well  as  by  other  members  on  both  sides  of 
the  House,  that  where  a  great  body  of  the  people 
have  a  common  interest,  they  do  not  need  so  much 
representation  in  this  House  as  the  scattered  rural 
districts  with  diversified  and  varied  interests.  I 
think  the  principle  laid  down  by  the  British  North 
America  Act,  which  prescribes  the  way  in  which 
the  county  representation  shall  be  fixed  for  each 
province,  was  adopted  for  the  purpose  of  allowing 
each  province  to  fix  the  total  number  of  members 
which  it  shall  send  to  this  House,  but  it  does  not 
bind  the  Government  to  say  that  every  22,000  of 
the  people  in  that  province — as  that  is  the  unit  for 
Nova  Scotia — wherever  they  may  be  situated, shall 
have  a  member.  It  is  upon  the  same  principle  the 
Government  has  refused  to  give  further  increased 
representation  to  the  cities  of  Montreal  and  Tor¬ 
onto.  I  claim  that  the  counties  which  I  have  just 
enumerated,  which  may  be  called  the  coal  district 
of  Nova  Scotia,  are  not  entitled  to  as  much  repre¬ 
sentation  as  would  bring  them  up  to  the  rate  of 
one  member  for  every  22,000.  The  aggregate 
population  of  these  six  counties  is  137,442,  which 
gives  to  each  one  of  the  eight  members  a  unit  of 
17,180  ;  in  other  words,  these  six  counties  have  one 
member  for  every  17,000  of  their  population. 
Let  us  look  at  the  Atlantic  group,  where  we  have 
a  gross  population  of  167,474,  with  seven  members 
only.  Those  seven  members  include  the  two  mem - 
hers  for  Queen’s  and  Shelburne,  and  under  the 
present  Bill  the  number  will  be  reduced  to  six 
members.  Under  the  present  representation  a 
member  represents  over  27,000  people,  and  there¬ 
fore  the  population  is  not  as  fairly  represented  in 
this  House  as  is  the  population  of  the  counties 
which  are  called  the  coal  counties.  If  we  look  at 
the  Bay  of  Fundy  group,  which  are  more  particu¬ 
larly  called  the  agriculture  or  fruit  group,  we  have 
six  counties  with  six  members,  and  an  aggregate 
population  of  145,579,  which  divided  among  six 
members  gives  an  average  unit  of  24,262  to  each 
member.  Therefore,  if  you  take  the  representa¬ 
tion  of  Nova  Scotia  in  that  way  of  community  of 
interest,  it  will  be  found  that  the  counties  called 
the  coal  counties  are  over-represented  in  comparison 
with  the  other  counties.  I  do  not  say  they  are 
more  represented  than  they  should  be,  for  they 
are  ably  represented  in  some  respects  by  worthy 
men,  but  in  dealing  with  the  rest  of  the  province 
the  Government  have  not  dealt  with  it  in  that  fair 
and  just  way  -which  should  mark  all  their  actions. 
For  that  reason  alone,  the  Minister  of  Justice  and 
his  colleagues  having  charge  of  the  redistribution 
of  the  seats  in  Nova  Scotia  should,  upon 
their  own  sound  arguments  as  regards  community 
of  interest,  have  taken  away  a  representative 
from  some  other  section  and  not  have  gone  to  the 
shore  counties  of  Queen’s  and  Shelburne.  View 
this  matter  in  another  light,  and  take  the  counties 
of  Cape  Breton  and  contrast  them  with  the  repre¬ 
sentation  of  the  other  counties  of  the  province.  Cape 
Breton  has  four  counties.  At  one  time  it  formed 
an  independent  province,  at\d  the  people  have  with¬ 
in  recent  years  claimed  that  they  still  stand  alone, 
and  their  claims  have  been  acknowledged  by  the 
Government  in  this  House.  Taking  those  counties, 
with  a  population  of  86,769,  and  dividing  the 
number  by  four  members,  each  member  represents 
17,357  people.  Take  the  rest  of  the  counties  of 


Nova  Scotia,  with  an  aggregate  population  of  363,- 
703,  divided  among  15  members,  who  alone  are 
left  to  Nova  Scotia  proper  after  this  clause  shall 
become  law,  we  find  that  each  of  those  15  members 
will  represent  24,250  persons.  So  I  claim  the  sup¬ 
port  of  all  members  from  Nova  Scotia  proper  on 
this  point,  that  the  action  of  the  Hill  is  injurious 
to  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia,  that  the  province 
is  not  fairly  treated,  that  community  of  interests 
as  a  basis  on  which  redistribution  should  take  place 
in  that  province  is  not  carried  out  in  any  degree 
whatever  by  the  proposal  of  the  Minister  of  Justice. 
If  we  look  at  the  subject  again  from  the  point  of 
equalization  of  the  population,  we  find  that  the 
Bill  as  proposed  presents  tremendous  anomalies. 
For  instance,  there  is  the  County  of  Halifax,  with  an 
aggregate  population  of  71,421,  represented  by  only 
two  members,  giving  each  member  36,000  people. 
Upon  the  same  basis  as  which  Cape  Breton  County 
receives  five  members,  the  County  of  Halifax  would 
be  entitled  to  four.  The  County  of  Cumberland 
has  a  population  of  34,529,  which  is  largely  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  County  of  Cape  Breton  which  has  two 
members,  yet  it  has  only  one  member.  The  County 
of  Pictou  has  a  population  of  34,500,  and  it  has  two 
members.  The  County  of  Richmond  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  only  14,400  ;  Victoria  has  only  12,000. 
If  you  go  into  New  Brunswick  you  find  one  county 
with  only  8,300  and  it  is  left  undisturbed,  and  you 
have  an  adjoining  county  with  41,000  represented 
by  only  one  member.  8o  equalization  of  popula¬ 
tion  could  not  have  been  the  ground  on  which  the 
Government  proposed  this  legislation  as  regards 
Nova  Scotia.  There  are  in  the  Province  of  Quebec 
12  counties  belowr  the  unit  of  representation,  and 
there  are  in  Nova  Scotia  eight  counties  below  that 
unit.  I  fail  to  see  why  the  old  historic  Counties  of 
Queen’s  and  Shelburne  should  be  disturbed.  I 
admit  the  counties  are  not  gerrymandered  or  their 
boundaries  disturbed,  but  this  Bill  will  deprive 
the  shore  counties  of  one  representative  in  Par¬ 
liament.  1  claim  that  both  these  counties  are, 
properly  speaking,  Liberal  counties,  and  the  policy 
of  the  present  Government  will  tend  in  the  future, 
unless  this  Bill  is  greatly  amended  for  the  benefit 
of  those  shore  counties,  to  further  increase  the 
Liberal  feeling  in  those  counties.  An  attempt  is 
made  by  the  Government  in  this  Bill  to  deprive 
Nova  Scotia  of  the  possibility,  I  might  almost  say 
the  certainty,  of  returning  two  Liberal  members 
from  those  constituencies  to  this  House.  The  hon. 
member  for  Shelburne  (Mr.  White)  is  not  present. 

I  wish  he  were,  as  I  should  like  to  ask  him  to  state 
whether  he  is  in  accord  with  this  change,  whether 
Shelburne  or  Queen’s  are  wiped  out  with  his  con¬ 
sent  and  approval,  or  whether  he  entered  his  pro¬ 
test  unavailingly  with  the  Government,  and 
whither  he  merely  proved  himself  to  be  a  “  fly  on 
the  wheel.”  I  would  urge  the  Government — I  do 
not  propose  to  press  an  amendment,  because  the 
Government  are  bound  to  take  away  a  member 
from  Nova  Scotia — to  reconsider  this  section,  and  if 
it  could  possibly  be  done,  I  would  ask  them  to  take 
from  some  other  part  of  Nova  Scotia  a  seat,  which, 

I  regret  to  say,  we  are  obliged  to  lose  in  that  pro¬ 
vince.  The  County  of  Queen's  has  been  established 
since  1761.  At  that  time  we  sent  the  first  two 
members  to  the  Local  Legislature  of  Nova  Scotia 
in  the  persons  of  Benjamin  Gerrish  and  Nathan 
Tupper,  and  the  county  had  the  honour  of 
being  represented  in  that  Legislature  by 
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Richard  J.  Uniacke,  the  Attorney  General.  At  one 
time  Queen’s  embraced  the  present  Counties  of 
Yarmouth  and  Shelburne.  Some  years  after  the 
organization  of  the  county,  Yarmouth  applied  to  be 
set  off,  and  the  recpiest  was  acceded  to.  Then 
Shelburne  became  quite  populous,  having  16,000 
people,  mostly  United  Empire  Loyalists  from  the 
New  England  States.  Shelburne  applied  to  be 
severed  from  Yarmouth,  and  it  became  a  unit  and 
county  of  itself.  From  that  day  down  to  this,  over 
100  years,  these  historic  Counties  of  Queen’s  and 
Shelburne  have  had  existence  as  part  and  parcel  of 
Nova  Scotia,  with  municipal  boundaries  undis¬ 
turbed.  And  now  in  this,  the  nineteenth  century, 
after  25  years  of  Confederation  and  14  years  of  the 
National  Policy,  we  are  told  that,  as  these  counties 
have  so  far  retrograded  and  fallen  short  of  the 
march  of  progress  made  by  the  rest  of  the  province, 
they  must  be  shorn  of  their  member  and  one  or 
other  must  lose  a  representative.  I  take  this  as  a 
direct  reflection  on  the  people  of  those  counties,  and 
I  am  sure  all  parties  will  regret  that  the  people 
have  to  lose  a  member.  For  the  arguments  I  have 
advanced  and  for  the  arguments  advanced  by  the 
Minister  of  Justice  himself  as  to  equalization 
of  population  and  as  to  community  of  interests, 
upon  these  grounds  alone  I  ask  the  hon.  gentleman 
to  stop  the  course  of  this  Bill  and  to  see  whether  it 
would  not  be  advisable  in  the  best  interests  of  that 
province,  not  to  disturb  the  Counties  of  Queen’s  and 
Shelburne,  but  to  restore  the  County  of  Cape 
Breton  or  Pictou — I  do  not  care  which  he  takes — 
to  its  original  position  of  having  only  one  member. 
The  hon.  member  for  Cumberland  at  that  time 
represented  as  a  reason  why  Pictou  should  have  two 
members,  that  it  had  progressed  in  population,  and 
on  the  same  argument  I  ask  that  the  Counties  of 
Queen’s  and  Shelburne  should  now  be  left  with  one 
member  each.  I  do  not  intend  to  make  any  amend¬ 
ment,  but  I  enter  my  protest  against  taking  away 
from  these  old  Counties  of  Queen’s  and  Shelburne 
one  or  other  of  their  members.  I  myself  would  be 
willing  to  die  a  political  death  providing  these 
counties  were  restored  to  their  original  boundaries, 
because  I  do  not  want  to  see  any  interest  in  Nova 
Scotia  deprived  of  representation  at  this  critical 
period  when  our  foreign  trade  is  entitled  to  all  the 
representation  it  can  have  on  the  floor  of  this  House. 
I  again  protest  against  taking  away  a  member  from 
one  or  other  of  these  counties,  and  depriving  their 
industries  of  representation  here,  and  I  ask  that 
the  matter  be  reconsidered  by  the  Government. 

Mr.  GILLIES.  I  think  that  if  I  were  in  the 
place  of  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Forbes) 
I  would  feel  inclined  to  thank  the  Government 
very  heartily  indeed  for  the  redistribution  they 
have  made  in  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia  ;  for  if 
his  chances  were  narrow  before,  I  believe  they  are 
very  materially  increased  now  or  at  all  events 
not  lessened  by  the  plan  of  redistribution  pro¬ 
posed.  I  listened  very  carefully  to  the  remarks 
made  by  the  hon.  gentleman  from  Queen’s  (Mr. 
Forbes)  and  I  feel  at  a  loss  to  know  what  point  he 
has  made  to  which  I  should  reply  ;  inasmuch  as 
that  he  began  nowhere  and  ended  about  the  same 
place.  It  will  be  very  easy  indeed  to  show"  how  un¬ 
reasonable  his  request  would  be — if  I  can  call  it  a 
request — if  it  were  allowred  by  the  Government. 
Let  us  look  a  little  into  this  matter  and  see  by  com¬ 
parison  how  fair  and  equitable  the  redistribution  is 
Mr.  Forbes. 


which  has  been  made  in  our  province.  In  1871, 
when  the  first  decennial  census  was  taken  after 
Confederation  the  population  of  Cape  Breton  as  a 
whole  was  75,482.  The  Island  of  Cape  Breton  is 
comprised  of  four  counties  as  we  all  know,  the 
largest  of  which  is  the  County  of  Cape  Breton,  and 
wh  ich  at  th  at  time  h  ad  a  pop  ulation  of 26 , 452,  Victoria 
had  a  population  of  11,264,  Inverness  a  population 
of  23,415,  and  Richmond  a  population  of  14,458,  or 
a  total  of  75,482.  At  that  time  it  was  found  under 
the  terms  af  the  British  North  America  Act 
that  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia  was  entitled 
to  two  additional  representatives,  and  the 
Counties  of  Pictou  and  Cape  Breton  wrere  the 
two  most  populous  counties  in  the  province  outside 
of  the  County  of  Halifax,  which  when  we  entered 
into  Confederation  was  represented  by  two  mem¬ 
bers  here.  Strenuous  efforts  were  made  in  1871,  by 
the  representatives  of  the  County  of  Halifax,  Mr. 
Power  and  Mr.  Jones,  to  have  the  County  of 
Halifax  get  one  of  the  two  additional  representa¬ 
tives.  So  much  did  they  contend  for  that  that  the 
late  Mr.  Power  moved  an  amendment  to  the  scheme 
of  the  Government  asking  that  a  third  member  be 
given  to  the  County  of  Halifax,  and  that  amend¬ 
ment  was  defeated  upon  a  division.  However,  the 
instincts  that  possessed  the  Grit  party  at  that  time 
seem  to  be  perpetuated  in  the  hon.  member  for 
Queen’s  (Mr.  Forbes),  as  he  seems  to  possess  their 
desire  to  deprive  Cape  Breton  of  any  influence  this 
Government  confers  upon  it  by  giving  it  just  re¬ 
presentation  in  this  House.  At  the  time  the  addi¬ 
tional  member  was  given  to  Cape  Breton,  its  unit 
was  15,096.  The  late  census  shows  that  Cape  Breton 
has  a  population  of  86,789,  or  a  unit  for  five  mem¬ 
bers  of  17,358,  showing  an  increase  of  unit  of  2,262 
over  that  of  1871,  when  the  additional  member  was 
given  to  Cape  Breton.  I  am  prepared  to  show  that 
no  matter  what  grouping  of  counties  may  be  made, 
the  present  division  is  the  fairest  that  could  be 
arrived  at  by  the  Government,  and  I  am  prepared 
to  show  a  series  of  groupings  or  combinations  of 
counties  which  if  made  in  Nova  Scotia  proper 
would  show  a  vastly  inferior  unit  to  that  now 
possessed  by  Cape  Breton  with  its  five  members. 
That  being  the  case  I  think  that  every  reasonable 
member  in  this  House  will  concede  the  justice 
of  allowing  Cape  Breton  to  retain  her  present 
representation.  If  we  take  the  population  of 
Cape  Breton  in  1871,  and  make  a  combination 
of  the  Counties  of  Digby,  Shelburne,  Queen’s  and 
Pictou,  the  following  is  the  result  : — Digby,  popu¬ 
lation,  17,037  ;  Shelburne,  12,417  ;  Queen’s,  10,054; 
Pictou,  32,144  ;  or  an  aggregate  population  for 
these  four  counties  of  72,152.  They  have  five 
members,  and  the  unit  for  these  counties  is  14,430, 
or  smaller  than  the  unit  for  Cape  Breton  with  her 
five  members  in  1871.  Now,  what  do  we  find  in 
1891  ?  We  find  that  the  combined  population  of 
the  four  counties  I  have  just  mentioned,  Digby, 
Shelburne,  Queen’s  and  Pictou  was  80,000,  or  a 
unit  of  16,000,  showing  a  unit  in  favour  of  the  four 
counties  of  Cape  Breton  of  1,358  with  her  five  mem¬ 
bers.  That  is  one  combination  of  four  counties  on 
the  mainland  or  Nova  Scotia  proper,  which  shows 
an  inferior  unit  as  compared  with  the  four  counties 
of  Cape  Breton,  and  that  is,  I  believe,  a  strong  point 
in  favour  of  the  present  distribution  being  left  as 
it  was  in  1871.  Take  another  combination  of 
counties  on  the  mainland,  and  instead  of  Digby 
let  us  substitute  Guysborough,  and  take  the  Comities 
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of  Guysborough,  Shelburne,  Pictou  and  Queen’s.  We 
find  in  1871,  these  four  counties  had  a  population 
of  / 1,670  or  a  unit  of  14,332,  which  showed  a  unit 
in  favour  of  Cape  Breton  four  counties  of  1.764. 

Mr.  FORBES.  Why  does  the  lion,  gentleman 
take  these  four  counties  ;  why  not  take  some  other 
four  ? 

Mr.  GILLIES.  I  am  taking  a  combination  of 
four  counties  on  the  mainland  and  showing  that 
their  unit  is  less  than  the  unit  of  Cape  Breton’s 
four  counties,  and  my  argument  is  therefore  legiti¬ 
mate  and  proper.  I  am  confining  myself  to  no  one 
four  counties,  but  I  am  making  a  grouping  of 
counties  on  the  mainland  and  comparing  their  unit 
with  the  Cape  Breton  unit,  and  if  the  Cape  Breton 
unit  exceeds  that  of  the  mainland  combination, 
then  my  argument  is  conclusive  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  method  of  dealing  with  the  measure  is 
eminently  fair.  Now,  let  us  take  another  group, 
the  County  of  Annapolis,  the  garden  of  Nova  Scotia 
as  it  is  called.  We  find  that,  in  1871,  the  four 
Counties  of  Annapolis,  Shelburne,  King’s  and  Pic¬ 
tou  had  a  combined  population  of  73,236,  giving  a 
unit  of  14,647,  or  a  unit  in  favour  of  Cape  Breton 
over  those  four  counties  of  449.  In  1891  the  com¬ 
bined  population  of  those  four  counties  was  79,455, 
giving  a  unit  of  15,891,  a  unit  in  favour  of  Cape 
Breton  as  against  those  four  counties  of  1,467. 
This,  I  think,  eminently  shows  the  justice  of  the 
action  of  the  Government  in  leaving  the  distribu¬ 
tion  as  it  was  established  in  1871,  and  knocks  the 
bottom,  if  bottom  there  was,  out  of  the  argu¬ 
ment  of  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s.  But  suppose 
the  advice  of  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  had  been 
taken,  and  the  member  had  been  taken  from  Cape 
Breton,  Nova  Scotia  being  left  as  it  was,  what 
would  we  find  ?  That  the  unit  in  the  four  coun¬ 
ties  in  the  three  combinations  I  have  made,  would 
be  in  favour  of  Cape  Breton,  by  5,697  in  the  first 
combination,  5,580  in  the  second,  and  6,237  in  the 
third.  W  hat  would  the  hon.  gentleman  have 
done  ?  He  would  have  the  unit  in  Cape  Breton 
put  at  nearly  22,000 — 21,000  and  some  hundreds  ; 
while  the  unit  on  the  mainland  in  the  combinations 
of  counties  named  would  be  14,430,  16,000,  15,460, 
and  15,891.  As  I  said  before,  this  shows  how  far 
adrift  my  hon.  friend  was  in  his  study  of  the  ques¬ 
tion,  if  he  did  give  any  study  to  it.  It  also  shows 
an  unfairness  upon  his  part  towards  Cape  Breton 
that  seems  to  permeate  the  political  party  to  which 
he  clings.  But  I  have  another  combination — 
King's,  Shelburne,  Queen’s,  and  Digby,  which  is 
equally  disadvantageous  to  the  position  taken  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Queen’s.  It  would  show  a  unit  of 
16,518,  as  against  the  unit  in  Cape  Breton  of  17,- 
358,  or  a  difference  in  favour  of  Cape  Breton  of 
840.  Apart  from  these  figures,  there  are  other 
and  equally  potent  reasons  why  the  representation 
of  Cape  Breton  should  be  left  undisturbed.  The 
Island  of  Cape  Breton  is  practically  a  separate  ter¬ 
ritory  from  Nova  Scotia  proper.  Nova  Scotia  has 
had  an  immense  influence  in  the  councils  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  for  incidental  reasons,  beyond  those  that  Cape 
Breton everdidorcouldenjoy.  Forinstance,  Halifax 
is  represented  in  this  House  by  two  members,  and  the 
Local  House  sits  there  ;  the  Legislative  Council  is 
there,  the  Supreme  Court  is  there.  Nova  Scotia  is 
also  represented  by  two  Cabinet  Ministers  in  this  : 
House  and  these  two  Ministers  come  from  the 
mainland,  and,  in  that  way,  it  has  a  preponderating  : 


i  influence  in  the  Federal  Parliament  such  as  Cape 
i  Breton  does  not  and  cannot,  for  a  long  time,  if  ever, 
<  possess.  It  must  also  be  borne  in  mind  that  the 
principle  of  adhering  to  county  boundaries  has  been 
faithfully  observed  by  this  Bill.  Queen’s  and  Shel¬ 
burne  are  contiguous  counties  ;  their  interests  are 
identical,  and  their  combined  population  is  only 
25,000  less  than  the  County  of  Cape  Breton  or  In¬ 
verness.  Nothing  fairer  could  be  than  to  unite 
the  two  smallest  counties  on  the  mainland.  Now, 
I  may  say  that  I  did  not  intend  to  speak  on  this 
question  and  would  not  have  done  so  had  my 
learned  friend  from  Queen’s  not  spoken  in  the 
manner  he  has  done.  I  think  that  he  should 
feel  infinitely  obliged  to  the  power  thatadvised  the 
present  redistribution  so  far  as  the  County  of 
Queen’s  is  concerned,  because,  in  the  two  counties 
which  are  united,  namely,  Shelburne  and  Queen’s, 
the  chances  are  largely  in  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
favour.  Taking  the  last  election  returns  as  a  test, 
we  find  that  the  lion,  gentleman  was  returned  in 
Queen’s  by  a  majority  of  101,  while  the  lion,  mem¬ 
ber  for  Shelburne  (Mr.  White)  was  returned  by  a 
majority  of  only  20.  Putting  these  two  together  it 
is  very  evident  that  the  chances  are  largely  in  favour 
of  the  nominee  of  the  Reform  party.  That  goes  to 
show  that  the  Government  were  not  animated  by 
any  desire  to  unduly  favour  the  party  supporting 
them  in  this  House.  Therefore,  I  think  they  are 
entitled  to  credit,  and,  if  there  is  any  disposition. to 
be  fair  on  the  part  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  they 
will  give  them  that  credit  and  support  this  Bill. 

Mr.  BORDEN.  I  am  not  very  much  inclined  to 
differ  from  the  conclusions  of  the  hon.  gentleman 
wrho  has  just  spoken,  although  I  differ  from  him  in 
the  method  which  he  took  for  arriving  at  those 
conclusions.  When  he  says  that  the  Island  of 
Cape  Breton  is  a  community  by  itself,  and  is  en¬ 
titled,  for  special  local  reasons,  to  larger  repre¬ 
sentation  than  the  rest  of  the  Province  of  Nova 
Scotia,  I  am  inclined  to  agree  with  him.  But  the 
Island  of  Cape  Breton,  as  everybody  knows,  though 
the  hon.  gentleman  did  not  state  it,  was  at  one 
time  a  province  by  itself  ;  and  that  very  fact  is  a 
reason  why  in  this  Legislature  that  collection  of 
counties  might  be  granted  larger  representation 
than  the  unit  of  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia  would 
entitle  them  to.  But  when  my  hon.  friend  under¬ 
takes  to  sustain  his  position  by  making  fanciful 
aggregations  of  counties,  such  as  Digby.  Shelburne, 
Queen’s  and  Pictou — Pictou  and  Shelburne  being 
at  the  extreme  opposite  ends  of  Nova  Scotia  proper, 
and  having  no  community  of  interest — in  order  to 
prove  his  position,  I  think  he  can  scarcely  be  serious. 
The  hon.  gentleman  selects  the  counties  having  the 
smallest  populations  in  the  Province  of  Nova 
Scotia,  joins  them  together,  and  then  he  says  : 
See  how  these  counties  in  the  province  are  over¬ 
represented.  Then  he  says  :  If  that  does  not  suit 
you,  I  will  take  the  next  smallest  county,  Guys¬ 
borough,  and  put  that  in  the  combination,  and  the 
advantage  is  still  with  Nova  Scotia  proper.  Why 
did  not  the  hon.  gentleman  take,  for  instance,  the 
Counties  of  Halifax  and  Cumberland  and  Lunen¬ 
burg  and  add  them  together,  divide  them  by  the 
representation,  and  see  where  he  would  come  out  ? 
He  would  find  that  he  would  have  a  unit  of  36,000 
for  each  representative.  I  have  only  to  mention 
those  figures  to  show  the  absurdity  of  my  hon. 
friend’s  argument,  and  he  has  weakened  his  case, 
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because  he  had  a  good  one,  by  resorting  to  methods 
of  that  kind.  I  say  again  I  am  with  the  hon. 
gentleman  when  he  undertakes  to  say  there  are 
special  reasons.  Cape  Breton  was  at  one  time  a 
province,  and  there  are  special  interests  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  with  respect  to  it.  When  he  makes  that 
statement,  I  am  with  him,  and  am  prepared  to  state 
that  the  Island  of  Cape  Breton  is  entitled  to  a 
rather  higher  rate  of  representation  than  the  old 
Province  of  Nova  Scotia.  But  this  point  strikes  me 
with  reference  to  this  Bill,  as  it  affects  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Nova  Scotia.  The  Government,  so  far  as 
the  Provinces  of  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick 
are  concerned,  seem  to  have  had  one  idea,  and  that 
was  to  maintain  the  county  lines  in  those  two  pro¬ 
vinces.  Why,  I  could  point  out  that  some  of  the  most 
extraordinary  discrepancies  exist  in  those  provinces 
with  reference  to  the  numerical  strength  of  the 
population  in  the  different  constituencies.  As  I 
understand  it,  in  this  Bill  there  has  been  the  in¬ 
tention  to  follow  various  principles.  The  Minister 
of  Public  Works  resented  the  statement  of  the 
leader  of  the  Opposition  that  there  was  no  prin¬ 
ciple  in  the  Bill.  Why,  he  said,  there  is  every 
principle  in  the  Bill.  We  have,  he  said,  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  observing  county  boundaries,  we  have  the 
principle  of  equalizing  the  population,  and  we  have 
observed  geographical  proximity.  Yes,  we  have, 
but  unfortunately  the  Government  have  applied 
each  of  those  principles  where  it  suited  their  own 
interests  best,  and  the  objection  I  make  to  this 
whole  Bill  is  that  they  have  not  followed  out  any 
one  particular  principle  and  applied  that  equally 
to  all  the  provinces  and  all  the  counties  of  this 
Dominion,  as  they  should  have  done.  So  far  as 
the  Provinces  of  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick 
are  concerned,  it  seems  we  have  a  close  adherence 
to  the  principle  of  maintaining  county  boundaries. 
But  I  say  if  they  had  desired  also  to  apply  the 
other  principle,  which  they  say  they  have  followed 
and  which  we  know  they  have  followed  in  certain 
other  provinces,  the  principle  of  equalizing  popu¬ 
lation,  they  could  have  found  instances  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Nova  Scotia  of  enormous  disparity  in  the 
populations  of  the  constituencies.  And  if  they  had 
seen  fit  to  consider  that  principle  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  principle  of  maintaining 
county  boundaries,  I  believe  they  might 
have  found  another  means  of  withdrawing  one  re¬ 
presentative  from  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia  than 
the  one  they  have  seen  fit  to  adopt.  However,  I 
do  not  propose  to  quarrel  very  much  with  what 
they  have  done  in  Nova  Scotia.  Had  they  pursued 
the  same  course  with  reference  to  all  the  provinces, 
I  do  not  believe  we  could  have  very  much  to  com¬ 
plain  of ;  but  what  I  wish  to  impress  upon  the 
House  is  this,  that  if  it  is  a  good  principle  to  apply 
to  the  Provinces  of  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Bruns¬ 
wick,  that  county  lines  should  not  be  disturbed, 
why  is  not  that  as  good  a  principle  to  apply  to  the 
Province  of  Prince  Edward  Island,  which  is  ad¬ 
jacent  to  Nova  Scotia?  We  have  in  New  Brunswick 
a  county  of  8,000  people  and  another  county  of 
40,000 — one  county  five  times  greater  than  the 
other,  yet  there  is  no  change  in  the  county  lines. 
Wq  have  in  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia  the  County 
of  Halifax  with  72,000  people,  having  two  repre¬ 
sentatives  only.  We  have  the  Counties  of  Cape 
Breton  and  Pictou  with  some  34,000  people  each, 
•  having  two  representatives,  and  alongside  the 
County  of  Pictou  we  have  the  County  of  Cum- 
Mr.  Borden. 


berland — which  by  the  way  has  increased  in 
population  far  more  rapidly  than  any  other 
county  in  the  Maritime  Provinces  during  the 
past  ten  years — with  exactly  the  same  popula¬ 
tion  as  Pictou,  and  thus  having  just  one-half  the 
representation  of  Pictou.  Then  it  is  remarkable 
that  while  this  principle  was  strongly  maintained 
in  Nova  Scotia,  it  should  be  lost  sight  of  in  Prince 
Edward  Island.  I  believe  that  every  argument 
which  can  be  used  for  the  maintenance  of  county 
lines  in  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick  applies 
equally  well  to  Prince  Edward  Island  ;  and  I  do 
hope  that  when  that  province  is  reached,  hon. 
gentlemen  will  see  their  way  to  changing  the-  Bill 
and  adopting  the  principle  followed  in  the  Provin¬ 
ces  of  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick.  I  would 
point  out  to  my  hon.  friends  supporting  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  the  Provinces  of  New  Brunswick  and  Nova 
Scotia,  that  while  I  appreciate  their  efforts  to 
maintain  this  principle  with  reference  to  those  pro¬ 
vinces,  they  have  not  done  their  duty,  when  they 
have  said  :  W e  have  got  this  principle  respected  in 
our  own  provinces,  and  we  will  let  the  other  pro¬ 
vinces  go  their  own  road.  It  is  their  duty  to  see, 
not  only  that  no  injustice  is  done  the  provinces 
they  themselves  represent,  but  that  none 
is  done  in  any  province,  particularly  a  small 
province  like  Prince  Edward  Island,  situated  so 
close  to  their  own.  These  hon.  gentlemen  do  not 
know  how  soon  the  argument  may  be  used  with 
reference  to  their  provinces,  that  as  the  county  lines 
have  not  been  respected  in  the  others,  now  is  the 
time  to  infringe  upon  the  county  lines  in  Nova 
Scotia  and  New  Brunswick.  In  their  .  own  inter¬ 
est,  it  is  their  duty,  if  they  are  not  impelled  by 
any  higher  principle,  to  see  that  the  Government 
respect  the  county  divisions  of  Prince  Edward 
Island.  So  far  as  the  particular  clause  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  Nova  Scotia  is  concerned,  while  I  sympa¬ 
thize  with  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s,  while  I 
think  that  the  fishing  interest  to  which  he  has  re¬ 
ferred  is  entitled  to  larger  representation  than  any 
other  interest  in  the  province,  still  1  am  very  glad 
indeed  that  the  Government  have  seen  fit  to  ob¬ 
serve  the  principle  of  preserving  the  county  lines, 
and  upon  the  whole,  I  do  not  think  that  the  altera¬ 
tions  made  in  this  Bill  are  very  prejudicial  to  the. 
interests  of  Nova  Scotia,  particularly  in  view  of 
what  has  taken  place  in  other  provinces. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  I  am  right  in 
stating  that  the  conclusion  which  my  hon.  friend 
from  King’s  (Mr.  Borden)  has  arrived  at  is  that  the 
readjustment  in  NovaScotia  is  unobjectionable,  and, 
indeed,  is  so  fair  as  to  induce  him  to  suggest  a  com¬ 
parison  to  the  disadvantage  of  other  parts  of  the  Bill. 
I  can  only  say  with  regard  to  that,  that  it  is,  in 
drawing  a  Bill  of  this  kind,  impossible  to  adopt  any 
one  principle  and  to  carry  it  to  its  end  without  pro¬ 
ducing  some  injustice  or  some  ill  effect  and  running 
counter  to  some  other  principle,  which  is  quite  as 
valuable  and  quite  as  necessary  to  be  observed.  The 
scheme  by  which  we  adhere  to  county  lines  in  one 
province  with  a  number  of  representatives  ap¬ 
proaching  very  closely  to  the  number  of  counties 
may  not  be  at  all  applicable  to  another  province 
where  the  representation  far  exceeds  in  numbers 
the  number  of  counties.  As  regards  what  has  been 
said  by  my  hon.  friend  from  Queen’s  (Mr.  Forbes), 
I  can  hardly  expect  that,  when  his  county  is 
affected  as  it  is  by  this  section  of  the  Bill,  we  should 
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receive  his  cordial  approval  of  what  has  been  done. 
My  hon.  friend  made  a  reference,  however,  to 
the  absence  of  the  hon.  member  for  Shelburne 
(Mr.  White).  I  have  to  tell  him  that  the  hon. 
member  for  Shelburne  is  as  reluctant  as  he  to 
havehis  county  interfered  with, and  thathehas  made 
asstrong  representations  to  the  Government  on  that 
subject.  My  hon.  friend  is  mistaken  in  thinking 
that  in  proposing  this  contrary  to  the  wishes  of  the 
member  for  Shelburne,  we  indicate  a  contempt  of  his 
views  and  his  influence  with  the  Government,  or  that 
he  could  properly  be  described  as  a  “fly  on  the 
wheel,”  which  I  think  was  the  phrase  used  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Queen’s.  The  hon.  member  for  Shel¬ 
burne  is  the  last  man  in  the  House  who  could  be  so 
described.  He  is  not  only  a  faithful  and  industrious 
representative  of  his  county,  but  he  is  a  gentle¬ 
man  of  the  highest  talents  and  of  great  experience 
in  public  affairs  in  his  own  province,  to  which  I 
ought  to  be  able  specially  to  testify,  because  I  have 
not  only  observed  his  career  in  this  House,  but  I 
had  the  pleasure  and  honour  of  serving  in  the 
executive  of  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia  with  him 
for  four  years,  and  1  had  abundant  opportunities 
of  knowing  his  capacity  for  the  discharge  of  public 
business.  We  have  found  it  necessary  to  disregard 
his  wishes  in  this  particular  for  reasons  which  I 
will  state  to  the  committee.  The  duty  was  cast 
upon  us  of  making  the  representation  one  less  in 
number  from  our  province,  and  we  discharged  that 
duty  by  making  as  little  disturbance  as  possible. 
We  had  the  most  inviting  opportunity  offered  to 
us  by  the  fact  that  the  two  smallest  counties, 
Queen’s  and  Shelburne,  lay  close  together. 

Mr.  FORBES.  They  are  not  the  two  smallest 
counties. 

Mr.  CAMERON.  Yes. 

Mr.  FORBES.  Richmond  is  smaller. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Richmond  is  in  the 
other  end  of  the  province  and  has  a  population  of 
14,400,  while  Shelburne  has  14,900,  and  alongside 
of  Shelburne  lies  the  County  of  Queen’s  with  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  only  10,000. 

Mr.  FORBES.  Victoria  has  only  12,000. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  2,000  more 
than  Queen’s.  I  was  wrong  in  saying  that  those 
were  the  two  smallest  constituencies  in  the  pro¬ 
vince.  Queen’s  is  the  smallest,  and  it  lies  along¬ 
side  of  Shelburne,  which  is  one  of  the  smallest,  and 
the  two  together  will  make  a  constituency  of  about 
25,000,  which  is  less,  as  my  hon.  friend  has  shown, 
than  the  County  of  Colchester,  the  County  of  Cum¬ 
berland  or  the  County  of  Lunenburg,  and  is  pro¬ 
bably  less  than  the  County  of  Inverness.  Then 
again,  as  regards  these  two  counties  they  have  as 
much  affinity  in  their  pursuits  and  occupations  and 
communications  with  each  other  as  can  be  found  in 
any  two  counties  in  the  province.  We  have  paid 
attention  to  the  population  of  the  counties, 
though  I  do  not  claim  by  any  means  that  we 
have  tried  to  equalize  the  population,  but  we 
endeavoured  to  get  a  constituency  as  near  the  unit 
as  possible,  and  the  united  constituency  will  have 
a  population  very  little  more  than  the  adjoining 
County  of  Yarmouth,  which  has  22,218.  It  is  true 
that  there  are  anomalies  in  the  province  which  we 
have  not  sought  to  redress.  There  is  no  particular 
grievance  arising  out  of  those  anomalies,  but,  if  we 
had  left  Queen’s  unamalgamated  with  Shelburne, 


we  would  have  left  uncured  an  anomaly  greater 
than  any  which  now  exists.  If  we  had  obtained  a 
decrease  in  the  number  of  members  by  any  other 
means,  we  would  have  had  the  unit  of  about  22,000, 
and  yet  we  would  have  left  the  County  of  Queen’s 
with  less  than  half  of  that,  and  so  would  have  left 
an  anomaly  which  cannot  be  found  in  any  other 
province. 

Mr.  FORBES.  There  is  Restigouche,  in  New 
Brunswick,  with  only  8,000. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  will  see  about 
that  when  we  come  to  it.  It  would  be  absurd  to 
say  that  the  leaving  of  Queen’s  with  less  than  half 
the  unit  could  be  justified  by  any  parallel  in  any 
other  province.  As  to  the  County  of  Pictou  which 
returns  two  members,  her  population  divided  by 
two  gives  a  unit  of  upwards  of  17,250,  and  Cape 
Breton  divided  by  two  for  the  same  reason  would 
give  upwards  of  17,000  likewise,  while  Queen’s 
would  show  a  population  of  only  10,(500.  I  think 
the  fairness  of  the  scheine"as  regards  Nova  Scotia 
is  so  obvious  that  it  does  not  require  to  be  enlarged 
upon. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Pictou  has  less  than 
half  the  population  of  Halifax,  and  it  has  the  same 
representation. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Halifax  is  a  city,  and 
has  the  advantages  which  cities  have,  not  only 
the  interest  which  members  representing  other 
constituencies  have  there,  but  also  the  advantages 
which  city  constituencies  have  as  to  the  discussion 
of  popular  questions  and  the  means  by  which  they 
can  make  their  influence  felt  on  others.  I  think 
we  should  not  be  justified  in  taking  away  one  of 
the  representatives  from  Pictou  or  Cape  Breton.  I 
was  glad  to  hear  the  observations  of  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  King’s  (Mr.  Borden)  as  to  the  Island  of 
Cape  Breton.  I  think  there  is  some  force  to  be 
attached  to  the  consideration  that  the  Island  of  Cape 
Breton  was  for  many  years  an  independent  pro¬ 
vince,  and  something  is  due  to  its  insular  position 
which  prevents  its  being  in  immediate  contact  or 
affinity  w7ith  counties  on  the  mainland,  and  its  in¬ 
terests,  its  mineral  and  fishing  interests,  are  local¬ 
ized  to  a  large  extent,  even  its  fishing  interests  are 
different  from  those  of  the  mainland. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothw'ell).  That  is  a  consideration 
that  cannot  be  resisted. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  If  the  Island  of  Cape 
Breton  were  a  province  by  itself,  my  hon.  friend  will 
admit  that  she  would  have  received  a  larger  repre¬ 
sentation  than  that  which  this  Bill  gives,  she  would 
undoubtedly  never  have  come  into  Confederation 
without  it.  She  has  always  felt  that  her  representa¬ 
tion  in  the  Provincial  Legislature,  and  her  repre¬ 
sentation  here,  even  as  given  by  this  Bill,  is  not 
adequate  to  her  interests,  considering  her  former 
position  as  an  independent  province.  But  that  view 
has  not  been  concurred  in  to  the  full  extent  by  the 
representatives  from  the  mainland,  nor  concurred 
in  by  the  Legislature  itself.  While  that  is  a  reason 
for  leaving  Cape  Breton  Island  as  it  is,  it  is  a  stronger 
reason  still  against  the  reduction  of  her  representa¬ 
tion,  which  would  place  her  unit  at  about  21,700. 

Mr.  FORBES.  Not  as  at  present. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  say  if  w7e  take  away 
one  member  it  would  leave  her  unit  at  about  21,700, 
while  the  unit  on  the  mainland  would  be  24,248  ; 
but  that  would  be  counting  the  city  of  Halifax  with 
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its  population  of  nearly  40,000.  In  all  the  calcula¬ 
tions  which  our  friends  opposite  have  presented  to 
the  House  as  regards  the  redistribution  of  rural  dis¬ 
tricts,  they  claim  the  cities  should  be  left  out. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Only  the  large  cities. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  If  my  hon.  friend  as¬ 
sumes  that  Halifax  is  not  a  large  city,  I  shall  have 
to  invite  him  to  come  down  and  see  it,  and  I  am 
sure  he  will  meet  with  such  a  friendly  reception 
that  he  will  come  to  the  conclusion  it  is  a  very 
large  city. 

Mr.  FORBES.  With  regard  to  the  statement 
of  the  Minister  of  Justice  that  if  Cape  Breton 
were  a  province  by  herself,  she  would  still  be, 
as  I  understood  him,  entitled  to  have  her  full 
representation  of  five  members.  I  fail  to  catch 
his  argument  if  that  is  not  what  he  intended, 
because  if  Cape  Breton  was  to  lose  one  member  she 
would  still  have  over  21,000  for  each  member  for 
those  four  counties,  or  from  that  group  of  counties  ; 
whereas  the  main  part  of  the  Province  of  Nova 
Scotia  would  have  a  unit  of  over  24,000  for  each 
member  Therefore,  I  still  think  that  the  counties 
of  Cape  Breton,  taken  as  a  whole,  ought  to  lose  one 
member  on  the  very  ground  that  the  Minister  him¬ 
self  has  advanced.  The  rest  of  the  province  would 
only  have  about  21,000  to  each  member  if  they 
were  allowed  to  retain  their  full  complements. 
There  would  then  be  nearly  the  same  unit  for  Cape 
Breton  and  the  rest  of  the  province,  about  21,000 
for  each  member. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Will  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  make  any  suggestion  for  arranging  the  redis¬ 
tribution  in  any  other  way  ? 

Mr.  FORBES.  The  suggestion  I  would  make, 
if  the  hon.  Minister  will  accept  it,  is  to  deprive 
Pictou  of  the  additional  member  which  was  given 
it  in  1872,  for  the  sole  reason,  which  was  then 
stated  by  Dr.  Tupper,  that  she  had  increased  in 
population  in  a  ratio  far  above  that  of  the  other 
counties  of  the  province.  Since  the  last  decennial 
census  we  find  that  Pictou  has  receded  in  popula¬ 
tion  in  a  ratio  greater  than  the  other  counties, 
whereas  Queen’s  and  Shelburne  have  actually  in¬ 
creased.  I  say  that  if  you  apply  the  same  rule 
which  was  applied  by  Dr.  Tupper  when  Pictou 
was  given  an  additional  member,  you  would  to¬ 
day  deprive  that  county  of  one  member,  and  leave 
Queen’s  and  Shelburne  as  they  are. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  My  hon.  friend  will 
admit  that  Pictou  has  a  larger  population  than  she 
had  when  the  two  members  were  given  to  her. 

Mr.  FORBES.  But  after  this  Bill  passes  she 
will  have  a  representative  for  every  17,000,  while 
Queen’s  and  Shelburne  will  have  one  member  for 
25,000. 

Sir  J OHN  THOMPSON.  If  you  take  a  member 
from  Pictou  and  leave  Queen’s,  the  member  for 
Pictou  would  represent  34,000  and  the  member  for 
Queen’s  10,600. 

Mr.  FORBES.  In  the  Province  of  New  Bruns¬ 
wick  we  have  one  member  representing  41,000, 
and  another  member  representing  only  8,000,  side 
by  side.  In  Quebec,  the  County  of  Drummond 
and  Arthabaska  sends  one  member  and  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  43,000,  while  Quebec  West  has  one  mem¬ 
ber  and  only  a  population  of  9,241.  Cumberland 
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has  a  population  of  34,529  and  only  one  member, 
and  Victoria  only  12,000  and  one  member. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Does  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  recommend  that  principle  to  be  applied  to 
Nova  Scotia? 

Mr.  FORBES.  I  say  the  argument  of  the  Min¬ 
ister  does  not  apply.  If  he  proposes  to  leave  that 
anomaly  in  existence  in  one  province,  why  not 
leave  it  in  another  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  are  not  on  the 
hunt  for  anomalies.  There  may  be  local  reasons 
which  may  prevent  Westmoreland  from  having  the 
representation  which  she  ought  to  have  if  New 
Brunswick  could  have  another  member.  No  other 
member  is  available  for  that  province  just  now,  and 
no  arrangement  could  be  made,  probably,  for  giving 
her  an  additional  member  without  creating  distur¬ 
bance  in  all  the  constituencies  of  the  province. 
There  may  be  reasons  of  that  kind  which  would 
prevent  the  removal  of  an  anomaly  ;  but  we  do  not 
leave  it  because  we  are  fond  of  anomalies,  nor  do  we 
desire  to  duplicate  it. 

In  New  Brunswick, — 

(a.)  The  electoral  district  of  the  city  of  St.  John  shall 
consist  of  the  city  ot  St.  John,  as  now  existing  under 
provincial  legislation. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  object  of  that  is 
to  provide  that  the  city  of  Portland,  which  has 
been  amalgamated  with  St.  John,  shall  be  taken 
into  the  city  limits  to  form  part  of  the  constituency. 
The  city  of  Portland  was  formerly  in  the  county. 
Allow  me  to  suggest  that  section  (b)  should  stand  for 
to-day  ;  I  do  not  expect  to  offer  any  change  in  it, 
but  as  the  members  representing  the  city  have  been 
detained  by  a  railway  accident,  I  prefer  to  take 
that  section  up  when  they  are  here. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  What  is  the  population 
of  the  City  and  County  of  St.  J ohn  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  St.  John  City  has 
24,183,  and  the  county  25,390. 

(c.)  The  County  of  Sunbury  and  the  County  of  Queen’s 
shall  together  form  one  electoral  district,  which  shall  be 
known  as  the  electoral  district  of  Queen’s  and  Sunbury, 
and  shall  return  one  member  only. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  shall  ask  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  make  it  the  electoral  district  of  Sunbury 
and  Queen’s  ;  that  has  been  agreed  upon  by  the 
members  particularly  interested.  Sunbury  was 
the  old  name  ;  when  the  Province  of  New  Bruns¬ 
wick  was  formerly  united  with  Nova  Scotia,  it 
was  called  the  County  of  Sunbury,  and  inasmuch 
as  it  is  the  oldest  name,  we  preferred  to  keep  it. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Sunbury  has  not  got  half 
the  population  of  Queen’s. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Still  it  is  the  oldest 
name  ;  that  does  not  make  any  difference.  Sunbury 
has  a  population  of  5,759,  and  Queen’s,  12,158. 

In  the  Province  of  Manitoba, — 

(5.)  The  electoral  district  of  Lisgar,  which  shall  com¬ 
prise  the  rural  municipalities  of  Rhineland,  Stanley,  Pem¬ 
bina,  Louise,  Turtle  Mountain,  Argyle,  Lome,  Dufferin, 
and  the  town  of  Nelson. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  What  is  the  population 
of  each  of  the  districts  in  Manitoba  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  population  of 
Winnipeg  is  25,639  ;  Lisgar,  under  this  Bill,  wall 
have  29,287  ;  Brandon,  22,403  ;  Marquette,  12,509  ; 
Macdonald,  22,104  ;  Selkirk,  23,560  ;  Provencher, 
25,104.  As  regards  Marquette  I  ask  the  com- 
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mittee  to  bear  in  mind  the  explanation  I  gave  in 
introducing  the  Bill.  Marquette  is  a  district  into 
which  population  is  flowing  rapidly,  and  it  is  pro¬ 
bable  the  inequality  which  appears  there  now  will 
be  redressed  before  the  Act  comes  into  operation. 

In  Manitoba, — 

(c.)  The  electoral  district  of  Brandon,  which  shall 
comprise  the  rural  municipalities  of  Morton,  Winches¬ 
ter,  Pipestone,  Wallace,  Woodworth,  Sifton,  Daly, White- 
wood,  Glenwood,  Elton,  Cornwallis,  and  Oakland,  the 
city  of  Brandon,  and  the  village  of  Birden.” 

(rf.)  The  electoral  district  of  Marquette,  which  shall 
comprise  the  rural  municipalities  of  Odanah,  Glen  Wil¬ 
liam,  Harrison,  Saskatchewan,  Blanchard,  Strathclair, 
Shoal  Lake,  Oak  Biver,  Miniota,  Archie.  Birtle,  Ellice, 
Bussell,  Silver  Creek,  Rossburn,  Shell  River,  Boulton, 
the  town  of  Minnedosa,  the  town  of  Birtle  and  the  town 
of  Rapid  City,  and  also  all  the  unorganized  territory 
lying  between  the  western  boundary  of  the  Province  of 
Manitoba  and  the  easterly  limit  of  range  seventeen,  west 
of  the  principal  meridian,  north  of  township  eighteen  in 
ranges  seventeen  and  twenty-two,  inclusive,  west  of  the 
principal  meridian,  and  also  lying  north  of  township 
twenty-eight  in  ranges  twenty-three  to  twenty-nine,  in¬ 
clusive,  west  of  the  principal  meridian,  to  the  northern 
boundary  of  the  Province  of  Manitoba.” 

(e.)  The  electoral  district  of  Macdonald,  which  shall 
comprise  the  rural  municipalities  of  South  Cypress,  South 
Norfolk,  North  Norfolk,  North  Cypress,  Langford,  Rose- 
dale,  Lansdowne,  Westbourne  and  Portage  la  Prairie, 
and  the  towns  of  Portage  la  Prairie,  Gladstone,  and  Nee- 
pawa,  and  the  village  of  Carberry,  together  with  all  the 
unorganized  territory  lying  within  and  bounded  by  the 
following  limits,  that  is  to  say :  on  the  west  by  the  eastern 
limit  of  range  seventeen,  west  of  the  principal  meridian, 
on  the  east  by  a  line  running  through  the  middle  of  Lake 
Manitoba,  on  the  south  by  the  north  boundary  of  township 
twenty,  and  the  same  produced  east  to  said  line  running 
through  the  middle  of  Lake  Manitoba,  and  on  the  north 
by  the  northern  boundary  of  the  Province  of  Manitoba.” 

(/.)  The  electoral  district  of  Selkirk,  which  shall  com¬ 
prise  the  rural  municipalities  of  St.  Francois  Xavier, 
Macdonald,  Woodlands,  St.  Laurent,  Gimli,  St.  Andrews, 
St.  Paul’s,  Kildonan,  Assiniboia,  Springfield,  St. 
Clement’s,  Rockland,  West  and  East  Selkirk,  together 
with  all  the  unorganized  territory  lying  north  of  the 
municipalities  of  St.  Laurent  and  Gimli,  the  same  being 
bounded  on  the  west  by  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  elec¬ 
toral  district  of  Macdonald,  as  described  in  the  next  pre¬ 
ceding  paragraph,  and  on  the  east  by  Lake  Winnipeg  to 
the  northern  boundary  of  the  Province  of  Manitoba,  and 
also  all  the  unorganized  territory  lying  east  of  the  muni¬ 
cipalities  of  Springfield  and  St.  Clement’s  and  of  Lake 
Winnipeg,  and  north  of  the  line  between  townships  nine 
and  ten,  extending  to  the  northern  boundary  of  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Manitoba,  including  all  the  islands  in  Lake 
Winnipeg. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  In  sub-section  (/)  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  electoral  district  of  Selkirk,  I  see  that 
the  Government  are  inviting  the  House  to  proceed 
on  the  assumption  that  the  eastern  boundary  of 
Lake  Winnipeg  extends  due  north  from  the  west¬ 
ern  boundary  of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  The  de¬ 
cision  of  the  J udicial  Committee  of  the  Privy 
Council  was  that  after  you  went  north  of  Albany 
River,  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  Province  of 
Manitoba  extended  eastward  until  it  met  a  line 
drawn  due  north  from  the  junction  of  the  Ohio  and 
Mississippi  Rivers.  Counsel  for  the  Province  of 
Manitoba  before  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the 
Privy  Council,  and  counsel  for  the  Dominion  both 
maintained  that  the  Province  of  Manitoba  ex¬ 
tended  eastward  to  the  meridian  of  the  junction  of 
the  Ohio  and  Mississippi.  Ontario  contested  that 
so  far  as  she  was  concerned,  and  the  Judicial  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Privy  Council  upheld  the  claim  of 
Ontario  to  everything  south  of  the  Albany  River 
westward  as  far  as  the  north-west  angle.  But 
Ontario  did  not  contest  the  claim  made  by  Mani¬ 
toba  and  admitted  by  the  counsel  for  the  Dominion 
as  to  the  territories  lying  north  of  what  she  claimed 
was  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  The  decision  of  the 


Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  was  that 
when  north  of  the  Albany  River,  the  Province  of 
Manitoba  extended  eastward  to  a  line  drawn  due 
north  from  the  Ohio  and  Mississippi.  I  do  not 
know  whether  Manitoba  desires  it  or  not,  but  it  is 
under  the  decision,  within  the  Province  of  Mani¬ 
toba,  and  if  it  is  not  the  desire  of  Manitoba  to 
retain  that  territory  it  ought  to  seek,  along  with 
the  Dominion  Government  under  the  British 
North  America  Act  of  1871,  to  establish  the  eastern 
boundary.  There  is  no  doubt  the  intention  was, 
by  the  Act  extending  the  boundaries  of  Manitoba, 
not  to  go  further  east  than  the  western  limit  of 
Ontario.  You  have,  however,  the  decision  of  the 
highest  court  determining  the  boundary  of  Mani¬ 
toba  on  the  east  when  you  go  north  of  the  Albany 
River.  I  do  not  know  how  far  these  words  in 
section  (/),  “  and  also  all  the  unorganized  territor¬ 
ies  lying  east  of  the  municipalities,”  would  include 
the  whole  of  that  territory  in  the  province. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  Judicial  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Privy  Council  expressed  that  opinion 
in  a  case  not  referred  to  them,  and  they  made  such 
a  gross  geographical  mistake  on  that  subject  that  I 
suppose  they  would  be  glad  to  take  it  back  if  the 
opportunity  were  afforded  them. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  the  Minister  of 
Justice  will  see  that  they  had  occasion  for  it.  The 
question  was,  where  are  the  boundaries  as  between 
Manitoba  and  Ontario,  and  not  simply,  where  are 
the  boundaries  on  the  west  of  Ontario,  and  they 
followed  the  line  on  the  north  of  Ontario  and  on 
the  south  of  Manitoba,  as  well  as  on  the  west  of 
Ontario,  and  that  was  before  them.  It  seems  to 
me  that  it  would  require  mutual  legislation  under 
the  Act  of  1871  to  make  it  otherwise. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  There  are  only  a  few  fisher¬ 
men  along  that  line.  / 

In  the  Province  of  British  Columbia,— 

(a.)  The  electoral  district  of  New  Westminster  shall 
return  two  members. 

Mr.  CORBOULD.  I  wish  to  propose  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  that  section.  The  electoral  district  of  New 
Westminster  according  to  the  proposed  Bill  will 
return  two  members.  I  think  it  is  not  advisable 
to  carry  that  out,  and  I  would  ask  to  be  allowed  to 
amend  that  section  so  as  to  divide  the  district  and 
let  each  district  return  one  member.  I  propose 
the  following  division  of  the  district : — 

The  electoral  district  of  Burrard  shall  consist  of  New 
Westminster  district  and  the  Coast  district,  as  defined 
in  a  public  notice  issued  from  the  Lands  and  Works 
Office,  on  the  fifteenth  day  of  December,  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  sixty-nine,  by  the  desire  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernor,  and  purporting  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  thirty-ninth  clause  of  the  ‘Mineral 
Ordinance,’  1869,  saving  and  excepting  thereout  all  that 
portion  of  New  Westminster  district  lying  to  the  east  of 
the  meridian  of  122°  45’  west  longitude,  and  to  the  south 
of  the  parallel  of  49°  15'  of  north  latitude  produced  east 
from  the  Gulf  of  Georgia  to  its  intersection  with  the 
aforesaid  meridian  of  longitude;  and  such  electoral 
district  shall  return  one  member. 

The  electoral  district  of  New  Westminster  shall 
consist  of  that  portion  of  New  Westminster  district  as 
defined  by  the  aforesaid  public  notice  lying  to  the  east  of 
the  Meridian  of  122°  45  of  west  longitude,  and  to  the 
south  of  the  line  of  49°  15’  of  north  latitude  produced 
east  from  the  Gulf  of  Georgia  to  its  intersection  with 
the  aforesaid  meridian  ;  and  such  electoral  district  shall 
return  one  member. 

By  making  this  division  the  population  of  the  dis¬ 
trict  of  Burrard  will  be  about  24,500  and  the 
population  of  the  New  Westminster  district  will 
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be  about  17,500,  but  I  may  say  that  the  voting 
population  of  Burrard  district  and  New  West¬ 
minster  district  would  be  about  the  same,  as  there 
are  on  the  Coast  district  about  7,000  Indians. 
Therefore,  it  would  bring  the  voting  population  of 
each  of  the  two  districts  to  about  17,500,  as  nearly 
as  possible. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  Indians  are  not 
voters  with  you. 

Mr.  CORBOULD.  The  Indians  are  not  voters. 
The  chief  town  of  the  district  of  New  Westminster 
would  be  the  city  of  Westminster,  and  the  chief 
town  of  the  district  of  Burrard  would  be  the.  city 
of  Vancouver.  There  is  some  little  difficulty  in 
making  a  division  so  far  as  territory  is  concerned. 
The  district  of  Burrard  will  be  a  very  large  district, 
but  still  a  large  proportion  of  that  district  is 
unsettled  at  present.  This  division  makes  the  dis¬ 
trict  of  New  Westminster  look  apparently  small 
on  the  map,  although  it  is  some  45  miles  one  way 
and  80  miles  another.  The  population  of  the  whole 
district  lies  to  the  south.  Heretofore  the  district 
of  New  Westminster  has  extended  from  the  49th 
parallel  to  Alaska,  some  1,500  miles  long  and  300 
miles  wide  ;  and  the  only  way  to  divide  it  is  as  I 
have  proposed  so  as  to  divide  the  population. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  If  the  dividing  line 
were  extended  to  the  sea,  would  there  be  any 
population  north  of  that  line  entitled  to  representa¬ 
tion  ? 

Mr.  CORBOULD.  About  4,000  population. 

Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock,  the 
Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  the  amend¬ 
ment  proposed  by  the  hon.  member  for  New  West¬ 
minster  (Mr.  Corbould)  is  a  reasonable  one.  The 
application  to  divide  the  district  is  supported  by  the 
argument  that  the  district  is  very  extensive  terri¬ 
torially,  and  contains  two  rival  cities,  both  grow¬ 
ing  and  important,  and  the  opportunity  is  presented 
of  making  a  division  which  will  give  each  of  these 
two  cities  the  rank  of  chief  town  of  an  important 
and  extensive  district.  I  think,  therefore,  that  we 
should  ask  the  committee  to  accept  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  MARA.  It  is  to  be  regretted  that  Cariboo, 
one  of  the  oldest  districts  in  the  Province  of  British 
Columbia,  and  one  that  has  probably  contributed 
more  revenue  to  the  province  than  any  other,  is  to 
be  merged  into  another  district ;  but  as  Cariboo 
has  decreased  in  population  and  New  Westminster 
has  increased  enormously,  and  as  we  have  to  deal 
with  the  population  as  we  find  it  to-day,  I  am 
afraid  there  is  no  help  for  Cariboo,  but  that  it  must 
lose  its  representative.  The  district  of  New  West¬ 
minster,  as  the  hon.  Minister  of  .Justice  has  stated, 
is  a  very  extensive  one.  It  contains  two  friendly 
but  ^ival  cities,  and  I  think  it  is  only  right  that 
the  district  should  be  divided,  so  that  each  city 
will  have  a  representative  here,  In  the  near  future, 
as  soon  as  Cariboo  has  railway  connection  with  the 
outside  world,  I  have  no  doubt  that  it  will  be  en¬ 
titled  again  to  have  its  own  representative. 

Amendment  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Corbould. 


On  section  4, 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  would  ask  whether 
these  territorial  divisions  embrace  the  whole  Pro¬ 
vince  of  British  Columbia,  or  whether  there  is  any 
portion  of  the  province  not  included  in  any  elec¬ 
toral  district  ? 

Mr.  MARA.  They  embrace  the  entire  province. 
All  portions  of  the  province  are  included. 

On  sub-section  ( p )  Quebec, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Paragraph  (p)  and 
several  others  have  been  redrafted,  and  I  will  read 
paragraph  (p)  as  so  redrafted,  prefacing  it  with  the 
explanation  that  it  proposes  to  leave  the  electoral 
district  of  Chateauguay  as  it  is  now,  except  that 
the  Indian  village  of  Caughnawaga  will  be  included 
in  that  electoral  district : 

The  electoral  district  of  Chateauguay  shall  consist  of 
the  village  of  Ormstown,  Sault  St.  Louis  (the  Indian 
village  of  Caughnawaga),  and  of  the  parishes  of  Ste. 
Martine,  St.  Urban  le  Premier,  St.  Malachie  d’Ormstown, 
Tres  Saint  Sacrement,  St.  Antoine  Abbe,  Ste.  Clothilde, 
St.  Jean  Chrysostome,  St.  Joachim  de  Chateauguay  and 
Ste.  Philomene.” 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Is  that  the  proper  designation 
of  Caughnawaga  ? 

Sir  J OHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  the  way  it  is 
called  in  the  present  Act. 

Mr.  BROWN.  There  is  one  point  I  would  like 
to  bring  before  the  committee,  and  that  is  the  state 
of  the  road  which  leads  from  Ste.  Philomene  to  the 
Indian  reserve.  About  six  weeks  ago,  in  company 
with  the  hon.  member  for  Laprairie,  I  waited  upon 
the  Minister  of  the  Interior  and  brought  before  his 
notice  the  state  of  the  road  in  that  locality.  The 
Government  ought  at  least  to  appropriate  SI >000 
towards  its  improvement,  as  it  is  a  work  which  is 
absolutely  necessary,  and  is  in  the  interest  of  the 
people  who  have  to  traverse  the  county,  for  there 
is  no  other  means  of  communication  with  the  In¬ 
dian  reserve. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  The  Minister  of  the  Interior  is 
not  here,  but  I  am  sure  that  the  representation 
made,  not  only  by  the  inhabitants  of  the  reserve, 
but  by  other  people  surrounding,  will  be  taken  into 
consideration  favourably. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  I  merely  wish  to  say,  with  re¬ 
ference  to  this  road,  that  the  Government  have  a 
precedent  for  taking  the  action  the  hon.  member 
for  Chateauguay  asks  them  to  take.  Some  years 
ago,  when  the  late  Hon.  Mr.  Holton  represented 
the  county,  an  appropriation  of  $800  or  $1,000  was 
made  for  repairs  on  this  road,  and  no  other  grant 
has  been  made  since.  I  can  say  from  personal  ex¬ 
perience  that  the  road  is  in  a  condition  demanding 
repair,  especially  for  the  convenience  of  settlers  in 
the  parishes,  who  have  to  go  that  way  to  reach  the 
Caughnawaga  village.  The  Indians  who  own  the 
reserve  are,  unfortunately,  not  disposed  to  make 
any  more  repairs  on  the  road  than  they  are  com¬ 
pelled  to  do,  and  unless  the  Government  come  to 
the  relief  ol  the  tribe  and  the  people  interested, 
the  inconvenience  to  the  people  will  be  very  grave. 
I  sincerely  trust  this  measure  of  relief  will  be 
accorded  by  the  Government. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  know  what 
the  repairing  of  the  road  has  to  do  with  the  elect¬ 
oral  division,  and  I  presume  the  candidates  will  fix 
the  road  by  arrangement  among  themselves. 
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Mr.  LAURIER.  You  are  annexing  Caughna- 
waga  to  Chateauguay,  and  the  member  represent¬ 
ing  that  county,  who  will  have  to  go  from  Cha¬ 
teauguay  to  Cauglmawaga,  will  have  to  travel  six 
or  seven  miles  across  the  reserve. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  It  is  a  promise  made  in 
advance  to  the  electors  by  the  future  member. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  County  of  Laprairie  not 
only  had  promises  but  was  given  a  post  office. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  a  hard  road  to 
travel  to  get  here,  and  I  presume  each  candidate 
would  have  to  take  his  chances. 

In  the  Province  of  Quebec,— 

The  electoral  district  of  Laprairie  and  Napierville 
shall  consist  of  the  village  of  Laprairie  and  the  parishes 
of  Laprairie,  St.  Constant,  St.  Isidore,  St.  Jacques  le 
Mineur,  St.  Philippe,  St.  Michel  Archange,  St.  Patrice  de 
Sherrington,  St.  Edouard,  St.  Cyprien,  St.  Rcmi. 

Mr.  MONET.  (Translation.)  I  want  it  well 
understood  that  I  only  accept  the  union  of  N  apier- 
ville  and  Laprairie  under  the  reservation  which 
I  still  hold  to,  that  there  ought  not  to  be  any  change 
to  the  detriment  of  the  rural  districts  in  favour  of 
the  towns.  And  I  only  rise  to  say  that  my  elec¬ 
tors  will  certainly  prefer  the  present  limits  to  those 
of  the  County  of  Chateauguay,  winch  they  were 
given  before,  for  they  are  natural  limits. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  The  County  of  St.  John’s  and 
Iberville  being  united  will  have  a  population  of 
about  24,000,  but  it  will  be  proposed  to  take  awray 
from  that  constituency  the  municipality  of  Lacolle. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  That  is  already  done. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU:  It  is  not  yet  done,  but  it  is 
proposed  to  put  Lacolle  into  the  County  of  Missis- 
quoi,  which  will  add  2,500  population  to  that 
county  and  diminish  by  as  much  the  united  popu¬ 
lation  of  St.  John’s  and  Iberville.  It  is  now  pro¬ 
posed  that  two  small  parishes,  Notre  Dame  de 
Stanbridge and  Notre  Dame  des  Anges  de  Stanbridge 
shall  be  added  to  the  new  County  of  St.  John’s  and 
Iberville.  These  two  parishes  have,  I  am  informed, 
a  population  of  about  900,  so  this  will  leave  the 
population  of  St.  John’s  and  Iberville  about  22,400, 
which  is  as  close  as  possible  to  the  unit. 

Mr.  BECHARD.  I  am  sorry  to  have  to  differ 
with  the  Minister  of  Customs  on  this  point.  I  do 
not  see  any  legitimate  reason  for  adding  these 
municipalities  to  the  County  of  Iberville.  The 
County  of  Iberville,  united  with  the ,  County  of  St. 
John's,  less  the  parish  of  Lacolle,  will  have  a 
population  of  21,396,  while  the  County  of  Missis¬ 
quoi,  by  keeping  those  two  parishes  which  have 
always  been  in  that  county,  and  with  the  parish  of 
Lacolle  added  to  it,  according  to  the  Government 
Bill,  would  have  only  a  population  of  21,077,  which 
is  still  beneath  the  unit  of  representation.  But,  if 
you  detach  those  two  parishes  from  Missisquoi  and 
attach  them  to  Iberville  and  St.  John’s,  the  latter 
will  have  a  population  of  23,017,  which  exceeds 
the  unit.  By  leaving  these  two  municipalities  in 
Missisquoi  and  annexing  Lacolle  to  that  county, 
you  have  a  population  of  21,077,  which  is  still  over 
200  less  than  the  County  of  Iberville  according  to 
the  first  proposed  arrangement.  I,  therefore,  can 
see  no  legitimate  reason  for  making  this  change.  I 
do  not  know,  but  I  presume  that  my  hon.  friend  from 
Missisquoi  (Mr.  Baker)  has  claimed  the  annexation 
of  Lacolle  to  Missisquoi,  and  has  asked  that  it 
should  be  detached  from  St.  John’s,  because  about 


one-half  of  the  population  of  that  parish  belongs  to 
the  English  race,  while  in  the  two  parishes  which 
it  is  now  proposed  to  detach  from  Missisquoi  and 
attach  to  Iberville  the  population  is  almost  exclu¬ 
sively  I  rench-C  anadian.  I  object  to  this,  because 
the  fact  that  those  people  are  French -Canadians  is 
110  legitimate  reason  for  throwing  them  into  the 
County  of  Iberville.  This  would  be  simply  a  repe¬ 
tition  of  what  wras  attempted  to  be  done  with  the 
township  of  C  larence  in  Russell,  and  which  was 
abandoned.  The  two  cases  are  quite  similar,  and 
there  is  no  greater  reason  for  putting  these  two 
paiishes  into  the  County  of  Iberville  than  there  was 
for  putting  Clarence  into  the  County  of  Prescott. 
This  proposition  of  the  hon.  gentleman  would  have 
the  effect  of  diminishing  the  influence  of  the 
French -Canadians  in  the  County  of  Missisquoi, 
wrhere  that  influence  is  developing  every  year.  I 
do  not  think  that  population  will  be  thankful  to  the 
Go\  eminent  for  this  change.  I  cannot  understand 
foi  what  reason  my  hon.  friend  from  Missisquoi 
should  desire  to  get  rid  of  the  French-Canadian 
population.  There  is  no  less  exclusive  population 
than  the  French-Canadians,  and  that  is  proved  by 
the  fact  that  there  are  constituencies  in  the  Prov¬ 
ince  of  Quebec  where  the  majority  is  largely 
French,  and  yet  they  are  represented  in  this  House 
by  members  of  the  Anglo-Saxon  race.  I  contend 
that  these  two  municipalities  should  remain  in 
Missisquoi,  because  their  annexation  to  Iberville 
would  raise  the  population  above  the  unit,  while 
leaving  them  where  they  are  and  annexing  Lacolle 
to  Missisquoi  would  place  the  population  of  that 
constituency  at  about  200  souls  beloM’  the  population 
of  Iberville  and  St.  John’s. 

Mr.  CHAPLI.AU.  My  hon.  friend  will  not  deny 
my  statement  that  by  taking  away  Lacolle  from  the 
united  Counties  of  St.  John’s  and  Iberville  you  add 
as  much,  in  point  of  number,  of  French-speaking 
electors  to  Missisquoi  than  you  take  away  from 
Missisquoi  by  adding  these  two  small  parishes  to 
Iberville.  The  population  of  those  two  municipal¬ 
ities  is  only  about  900. 

Mr.  BECHARD.  I  beg  your  pardon.  The  popu¬ 
lation  of  the  two  municipalities  is  1,621. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  Granted,  but  after  that 
addition  St.  John’s  has  only  22,000  or  23,000? 

Mr.  BECHARD.  Leaving  out  Lacolle,  it  would 
make  a  population  of  21,306. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  And  adding  the  two  small 
parishes  ? 

Mr.  BECHARD.  23,017. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  That  is  about  the  standard 
of  representation.  In  Lacolle,  which  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  2,o00,  between  one-third  and  one-half  of 
the  population  is  French-speaking,  so  that  the  ex¬ 
change  of  these  parishes  from  one  county  to  the 
other  is  about  an  equal  exchange  of  French-speaking 
electors.  I  hope  my  hon.  friend  will  not  object  to 
that.  There  is  more  community  of  interest,  it 
rectifies  the  frontier,  and  it  leaves  the  County  of  St. 
John’s  and  Iberville  abtaut  equal  to  the  unit  of 
representation. 

Mr.  BECHARD.  I  donot  think  that  the  French 
population  of  Lacolle  is  equal  in  number  to  the 
French  population  of  the  two  municipalities  which 
it  is  proposed  to  annex  to  Iberville.  I  am  surprised 
that  the  Government  should  have  come  to  this  de- 
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cision  after  the  statement  which  was  made  this 
forenoon  by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  that 
with  regard  to  the  County  of  Iberville  and  St. 
John’s  it  was  a  settled  question,  and  that  no  change 
should  be  made.  I  thought  I  could  rely,  and  I  hope 
I  can  still  rely,  upon  the  word  of  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works.  I  see  no  legitimate  reason  to  make 
this  change,  because,  as  I  have  already  stated,  by 
keeping  these  two  municipalities  in  Missisquoi 
and  adding  Lacolle,  the  County  of  Missisquoi  will 
still  be  less  in  population  than  the  County  of  Iber¬ 
ville  by  over  200  souls.  Now,  what  is  the  reason 
for  this  change  ?  I  see  no  other  than  that  it  will 
have  the  effect  of  decreasing  the  influence  of  the 
French  population  of  the  County  of  Missisquoi. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  had  not  the  advantage  of  being 
present  at  the  beginning  of  this  discussion  ;  but  I 
am  able  to  say  that  my  hon.  friend  is  entirely  mis¬ 
taken  in  supposing  that  the  two  parishes  of  Notre 
Dame  des  Anges  and  Notre  Dame  deStanbridge  are 
exclusively  French-speaking,  although  a  large 
majority  is  French-speaking.  But  the  reason 
which  exists  for  taking  Lacolle  into  the  County  of 
Missisquoi  is  manifest.  That  is  largely  an  English- 
speaking  county,  they  have  community  of  interest, 
they  have  sympathy  with  the  people  of  the  County 
of  Missisquoi.  There  is  every  reason  why  the 
parish  of  Lacolle  should  be  joined  to  Missisquoi. 
There  are  several  strong  reasons  why  the  other  two 
parishes  referred  to  should  be  joined  to  Iberville. 
One  of  the  earliest  aspirations  of  my  hon.  friend 
from  Iberville  (Mr.  Bechard),  when  he  first  entered 
Parliament,  was  to  detach  one  of  these  parishes 
from  the  County  of  Missisquoi  and  join  it  to  Iber¬ 
ville,  which  he  then  represented,  and  which  he  has 
continued  so  ably  to  represent  up  to  the  present 
time.  The  argument  which  he  used  then  was  a 
most  forcible  one.  Those  parishes  are  an  indenta¬ 
tion  upon  the  County  of  Iberville,  their  business 
relations  lead  them  in  the  direction  of  St.  John’s. 
Detaching  these  parishes  from  the  County  of  Missis¬ 
quoi  and  attaching  them  to  Iberville  will  ac¬ 
complish  all  these  objects  that  seem  to  be  so  dear 
to  the  heart  of  the  hon.  gentleman  opposite. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  Will  it  not  accomplish  some 
other  object  too  ? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Community  of  interest  will  be 
promoted;  symmetry  of  outline  will  be  accomplished; 
those  sharp  angles  which,  according  to  the  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite,  are  such  a  disfigurement,  will 
be  obliterated.  Every  reason  exists  for  detaching 
those  parishes  from  the  County  of  Missisquoi  and 
giving  them  to  the  County  of  Iberville.  The  popu¬ 
lation  of  the  parish  of  Lacolle,  by  the  last  census, 
is  2,528,  the  population  of  the  two  parishes  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  detached  now  is  1,621  ;  so  that  the 
population  of  Missisquoi  is  increased  by  907.  The 
hon.  Minister  of  Public  Works  stated  the  other 
day  that  the  12  English-speaking  counties  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec  are  over-represented  ;  this  will, 
to  a  certain  extent,  rectify  that  anomaly.  Every 
reason  that  can  impel  this  committee  to  change 
existing  boundaries,  exists  in  this  case. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  do  not  think  you  have  given 
the  true  reason. 

Mr.  BAKER.  My  hon.  friend  suggested  that 
there  may  be  another  reason. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  Sympathy. 

Mr.  Bechard. 


Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  my  hon.  friend  for  sug¬ 
gesting  the  word.  There  is  a  peculiar  kind  of 
sympathy  existing  between  the  inhabitants  of  these 
parishes  and  the  inhabitants  of  the  County  of  Iber¬ 
ville. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  What  was  the  vote  of  these 
parishes  at  the  last  election  ? 

Mr.  BAKER.  The  parish  of  Notre  Dame  des 
Anges  is  about  equally  divided  ;  sometimes  there 
is  a  majority  of  five  on  one  side,  and  sometimes 
there  is  a  majority  of  five  on  the  other.  The  vote 
largely  depends  on  the  questions  of  administration  » 
that  are  agitating  the  public  mind.  The  popula¬ 
tion  is  an  exceedingly  intelligent  one,  and  if  they 
find  extravagance  'exists  in  the  administration  of 
public  affairs,  they  withhold  their  confidence  from 
the  Government.  This  much  must  be  said,  that 
the  population,  although  Liberal  in  its  instincts, 
Liberal  in  its  habits,  and  Liberal  in  its  history, 
voted  against  the  Mercier  Government ;  that  is  one 
commendable  feature  in  the  history  of  the  parish. 
The  political  complexion  of  the  parish  of  Lacolle 
is  not  as  pronounced  as  it  is  in  some  other  parishes. 
On  the  whole,  I  think  that  the  position  of  parties 
will  remain  much  the  same,  though  I  confess  that 
there  has  been  usually  a  certain  and  a  pretty  large 
majority  in  these  two  parishes  for  the  Liberal 
candidate. 

Mr.  BECHARD.  The  hon.  member  for  Missis¬ 
quoi  has  stated  that  during  the  early  part  of  my 
political  career  I  introduced  a  Bill  in  this  House  to 
include  in  the  County  of  Iberville  the  parish  of 
Notre  Dame  des  Anges.  That  is  true,  but  it  is  true 
only  in  part.  It  is  true  that  at  the  solicitation  of  a 
few  citizens  in  that  part  of  his  county,  I  introduced 
a  Bill,  not  to  annex  the  whole  parish,  but  to  annex 
to  Iberville  a  strip  which  is  continued  from  the 
parish  of  St.  Alexandre,  in  the  County  of  Missis¬ 
quoi.  But  that  is  a  very  small  portion  of  territory, 
and  does  not  cover  more  than  10  or  12  farms. 
My  hon.  friend  opposed  the  Bill ;  he  wanted  to 
keep  those  very  few  people,  and  he  appeared  to 
have  more  sympathy  with  them  then  than  he  has 
manifested  to-day.  But  as  regards  any  attempt 
made  to  annex  the  whole  people  of  Notre  Dame  des 
Anges  and  Notre  Dame  de  Stanbridge  to  the  County 
of  Iberville,  that  never  took  place.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  now  says  there  are  good  reasons  why  the  parish 
of  Lacolle  should  be  detached  from  St.  John’s  and 
attached  to  Missisquoi  because  there  is  in  that 
parish  a  large  English-speaking  element.  But 
according  to  the  hon.  gentleman’s  reasoning,  the 
same  reason  would  be  good  to  leave  in  Missisquoi 
Notre  Dame  des  Anges  and  Notre  Dame  de  Stan¬ 
bridge,  in  which  there  is  also  a  very  large  English- 
speaking  element  according  to  the  statement  of 
the  hon.  gentleman.  Why,  then,  does  the  hon. 
gentleman  want  to  part  with  those  people  and 
exclude  them  from  his  constituency  and  annex 
them  to  the  County  of  Iberville,  which  has  already 
a  sufficient  population  ?  The  hon.  gentleman  says 
that  change  would  remove  some  angles  which  exist 
in  the  county.  The  hon.  gentleman  might  proper¬ 
ly  give  advice  to  the  Government  with  respect 
to  other  counties,  where,  from  the  manner  in 
which  they  are  now  constituted,  there  are  a  great 
many  angles,  and  even  worse  angles  than  exist  in 
the  county  of  my  hon.  friend.  The  hon.  gentleman 
so  far  has  not  presented  a  single  legitimate  reason 
in  favour  of  the  change  proposed.  I  do  not  know 
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the  political  proclivities  of  the  people  of  those  two 
municipalities  in  question,  but  the  lion,  gentleman 
says  they  are  about  equally  favourable  to  both 
political  parties,  that  sometimes  there  is  a  majority 
of  live  on  one  side  and  sometimes  a  like  majority 
on  the  other  side.  If  that  is  the  case,,  it  affords 
no  reason  why  my  hon.  friend  should  part  with 
those  two  municipalities.  If  accidentally  those 
municipalities  gave  a  majority  of  five  against  him, 
my  hon.  friend  is  strong  enough  not  to  fear  the 
result  of  the  election  owing  to  that  vote.  I  see 
no  reason,  because  no  plausible  reason  has  been 
given,  for  the  change  proposed.  I  consider  that  this 
is  an  attempt  made  to  destroy  as  far  as  possible  the 
influence  of  the  French-Canadian  population 
which  is  developing  every  year  in  that  consti¬ 
tuency,  and  of  which  the  hon.  gentleman  seems  to 
be  afraid.  But  his  fear  is  groundless,  for  he 
knows  that  there  is  not  under  the  sun  a  less  ex¬ 
clusive  population  in  their  sentiments  than  the 
French-Canadian  race.  This  is  demonstrated  by 
the  fact  that  there  are  in  the  Eastern  Townships 
constituencies  where  they  are  largely  in  the 
majority,  and  notwithstanding  that  fact,  those 
constituencies  are  represented  in  this  House 
by  English-speaking  members.  I  hope  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  reconsider  their  decision  and  will 
not  repeat  here  what  has  been  attempted  to  be  done 
with  respect  to  the  township  of  Clarence,  an  attempt 
which  has  been  abandoned,  thanks  to  the  sentiment 
of  fairness  of  the  Minister  of  Justice.  I  appeal  to 
the  Minister  of  Customs  that  this  county  be  allowed 
to  remain  as  it  is,  inasmuch  as  with  the  addition  of 
Lacolle  it  will  be  in  population  below  the  unit  re¬ 
quired  for  returning  a  member  to  this  House,  as  it 
will  be  only  21,077,  while  the  population  of  Iberville 
and  St.  John’s,  less  Lacolle,  will  be  21,391,  still  a 
population  larger  than  that  of  the  county  of  my  hon. 
friend.  I  hope,  at  all  events,  that  if  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  persist  in  pressing  this  change,  some 
legitimate  reason  will  be  given  in  support  of  it. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  I  was  very  sorry  to  hear  the 
remarks  made  by  the  hon.  gentleman.  I  know  it 
is  not  the  intention  of  the  mover  of  this  proposition 
to  do  what  is  attributed  to  him,  and  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  knows  as  well  as  any  hon.  member  in  this 
House  that  the  appeal  made  to  prejudice  is  a  wrong 
appeal  on  his  part.  I  am  not  accustomed  to  hear 
such  appeals  from  that  hon.  gentleman  ;  he  might 
have  left  this  appeal  to  some  junior  and  less  ex¬ 
perienced  member  of  the  party  to  which  he  belongs 
and  not  have  undertaken  the  job  himself.  The  ex¬ 
change  of  electors  which  is  proposed — and  I  chal¬ 
lenge  the  hon.  gentleman  to  show  to  the  contrary 
— will  not  involve  a  difference  of  100  electors 
speaking  the  French  language.  From  St.  John’s 
and  Iberville  is  taken  Lacolle  where  there  are 
as  many  French-Canadian  electors  as  there  are 
in  the  parishes  of  Notre  Dame  des  Anges  and 
Notre  Dame  de  Stanbridge.  I  am  surprised  to  hear 
such  remarks  from  the  hon.  gentleman.  If  they 
were  delivered  for  the  purpose  of  publication  in 
Hamard  and  to  be  quoted  on  the  hustings  after¬ 
wards,  perhaps  they  might  be  useful  in  one  way, 
a  wrong  way,  I  must  say,  but  they  are  not  desir¬ 
able  remarks  in  this  Parliament.  I  do  not  prac¬ 
tise  that  kind  of  appeal  to  the  prejudices.  As 
regards  my  hon.  friend  from  Missisquoi  (Mr. 
Baker),  the  French-Canadian  electors  will  no 
doubt  in  the  future  show  themselves  to  be  as 
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liberal  as  they  have  proved  themselves  to  be  in  the 
past.  Duringmy  hon.  friend’s  long  public  career  he 
has  won  the  sympathy  of  the  French-Canadian  elect¬ 
ors  and  the  French-Canadian  people  in  this  Dominion. 
No  one  among  the  hon.  gentlemen  who  represent 
mixed  constituencies  is  more  devoid  of  prejudice 
than  is  my  hon.  friend,  who  has  sat  with  me  for 
nearly  twenty  years  in  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
both  in  the  Legislature  and  in  the  Executive  Coun¬ 
cil.  I  am  here  to  bear  witness  that  no  one  can  be 
found  who  is  more  devoid  of  that  ill-feeling  and  of 
those  prejudices  than  is  the  hon.  member  for  Mis¬ 
sisquoi. 

Mr.  BECHARD.  It  is  not  my  habit  to  make 
any  appeal  to  prejudices,  and  my  conduct  in  this 
House  up  to  this  time  proves  my  assertion.  I  am 
not  appealing  to  prejudices  on  this  occasion  any 
more  than  on  former  occasions ;  but  I  am 
opposed  to  a  change  which  seems  to  be  based 
upon  prejudices.  I  do  not  charge  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  with  the  intention  of  removing  that  portion  of 
the  county  from  Missisquoi  for  the  exclusive  reason 
that  the  population  there  is  French  Canadian ;  but 
I  say  the  effect  of  the  change  will  be  to  diminish 
the  influence  of  the  French  Canadians  in  that  con¬ 
stituency.  The  Minister  of  Customs  seems  to 
indicate  that  this  change  is  a  compensation  for  the 
detachment  of  the  parish  of  Lacolle  from  the  County 
of  St.  John’s,  and  its  annexation  to  Missisquoi. 
M  ho  has  asked  for  the  detachment  of  Lacolle  from 
St.  J ohn’s  ?  Did  the  request  come  through  me  ? 

I  never  made  any  request  of  that  kind.  If  the  parish 
of  Lacolle  had  been  left  in  St.  John’s,  where  it  has 
been  since  the  county  has  been  in  existence,  I  would 
not  have  objected  ;  on  the  contrary,  I  would  have 
been  glad  of  it ;  for,  although  the  electors  are 
largely  English-speaking  people,  if  I  were  a  candi¬ 
date,  I  would  have  good  hope  of  being  welcomed 
by  those  people.  But  I  repeat  that  I  see  no  legiti¬ 
mate  reason  for  the  removal  of  those  two  munici¬ 
palities  from  Missisquoi  to  Iberville  ;  on  the 
contrary,  all  reasons  militate  against  it.  My  hon. 
friend  from  Missisquoi  (Mr.  Baker)  says  that  they 
would  have  great  sympathy  with  me.  I  presume 
that  they  would  have  sympathy  with  me  as  much 
as  with  any  other  Liberal  candidate,  because,  if  I 
am  rightly  informed,  the  majority  is  Liberal.  I 
say,  however,  that  that  is  no  reason  why  they 
should  be  detached  from  the  County  of  Missisquoi 
to  which  they  belong. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  hope  my  hon.  friend  from 
Missisquoi  (Mr.  Baker),  who,  I  understand,  has  a 
good  deal  to  do  with  this  amendment,  will  not  per¬ 
severe  in* the  intention  to  add  the  two  parishes  of 
Notre  Dame  des  Anges  and  Notre  Dame  cle  Stan¬ 
bridge  to  St.  John’s  and  Iberville.  My  hon.  friend 
is  pretty  lucky  in  annexing  Lacolle  to  his  constitu¬ 
ency,  because,  politically,  he  will  gain  a  good  deal 
by  this.  I  do  not  object  to  that,  because  I  under¬ 
stand  that  the  majority  of  the  people  of  Lacolle, 
although  separated  by  a  river  from  his  constitu¬ 
ency,  still  have  a  good  deal  of  business  relations 
with  the  County  of  Missisquoi,  that  they  do  more 
business  with  that  county  than  with  the  County 
of  St.  John’s  and  Iberville.  Although  I  am  adverse, 
under  all  circumstances,  to  interfering  with  county 
lines,  yet  these  instances  prevail  with  me  and  I  do 
not  offer  any  objection.  I  can  see  no  adequate  rea¬ 
son  whatever  for  annexing  the  two  parishes  which  I 
have  named  to  theCounty  of  Iberville  and  St.  John’s. 


4099 


[COMMONS] 


4100 


The  hon.  gentleman  has  said  that  it  will  make  the 
county  symmetrical,  but  it  is  rather  late  in  the  day 
for  gentlemen  on  the  other  side  to  announce  that 
as  the  principle  to  guide  us  in  this  Bill.  The  hon. 
gentleman  ought  to  be  satisfied  with  the  annexa¬ 
tion  of  Lacolle,  which  will  give  him,  politically,  an 
advantage  of  50  votes,  according  to  the  last  election 
returns,  and  I  hope  he  will  not  press  the  annexa¬ 
tion  of  these  two  parishes  to  Iberville  and  St. 
John’s. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  beg  to  assure  my  hon.  friend 
the  leader  of  the  Opposition,  that  there  is  no 
personal  consideration  whatever  entering  into  this 
question.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  also  labouring 
under  a  mistake  in  supposing  that  the  business 
relations  of  the  people  of  Lacolle  lie  in  the  direction 
of  Missisquoi,  because,  on  the  contrary,  almost  all 
their  business  relations  are  with  St.  John’s.  But  it 
is  an  English-speaking  constituency  largely.  It  is 
not  a  Conservative  constituency,  Lacolle  is  not  a 
Conservative  parish.  The  Hon.  Mr.  Marchand,  the 
member  for  St.  John’s  in  the  Local  Legislature,  has 
always  commanded  a  majority  in  that  parish,  and 
it  is  only  on  one  occasion  that  the  majority  has 
been  on  the  Conservative  side.  It  is  a  question 
altogether  of  attaching  the  community  of  Lacolle 
to  the  community  with  which  it  has  most  sympathy. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  That  is  a  good  reason. 

Mr.  BAKER,.  I  was  glad  to  hear  my  hon. 
friend  from  Iberville  (Mr.  Bechard)  disclaiming  any 
intention  of  raising  national  prejudices.  In  the 
County  of  Missisquoi,  where  I  have  been  known 
for  years,- it  would  be  a  question  of  love’s  labour 
lost  with  him  if  he  attempted  to  do  any  such  thing. 
The  very  best  and  staunchest  support  I  have  had 
during  the  time  I  have  had  the  honoul  to  represent 
that  county  lias  come  from  the  French-Canadian 
population,  and  the  good  feeling  that  has  been  ex¬ 
hibited  on  their  part  has  been  entirely  reciprocated 
by  me.  It  is  true  that  on  one  lamentable  occasion 
a  portion  of  that  donstituency  yielded  to  the  pre¬ 
judices  that  were  raised  by  certain  interested  parties 
and  into  the  history  of  which  I  need  not  enter  now. 
It  is  true  that  for  a  time  they  withheld  their  sup¬ 
port,  but,  as  my  hon.  friend  the  Minister  of  Cus¬ 
toms  has  intimated,  the  strongest  and  most  stead¬ 
fast  supporters  I  have  ever  had  have  been  the  French  - 
Canadians  of  the  County  of  Missisquoi.  There  is 
no  personal  consideration  in  this  matter  whatever  ; 
but  having  taken  on  the  extra  parish  of  Lacolle, 
it  seems  to  me  only  an  act  of  justice  that 
the  lines  of  the  county  should  be  rectified,  and 
that  the  two  small  parishes  mentioned,  one 
of  which  naturally  belongs  to  the  County  of 
Iberville,  should  be  restored  to  it.  I  must  insist, 
so  far  as  I  can  insist,  upon  having  the  resolution 
adopted  in  its  present  form.  I  am  very  grateful 
for  the  benefit  that  results  from  the  addition  of 
Lacolle,  which  was  done  at  no  suggestion  of  mine. 
I  am  happy  to  have  that  community  added  to 
Missisquoi,  and  I  think  that  the  whole  matter 
will  be  more  satisfactorily  adjusted  by  adding  these 
two  parishes  to  Iberville.  I  submit,  therefore, 
that,  notwithstanding  the  appeal  to  race  preju¬ 
dices  that  was  made  in  the  first  instance  by  my 
hon.  friend  (Mr.  Bechard),  but  which  I  am  happy 
to  say  he  disclaimed  the  second  time  he  addressed 
the  Chair,  notwithstanding  these  appeals,  I  must 
insist,  so  far  as  I  can,  that  the  resolution  be 
adopted. 

Mr.  Laurier. 


Mr.  SCRIVER.  It  is  not  strictly  in  order,  I 
suppose,  to  refer  to  a  matter  which  has  already  been 
determined,  that  is,  the  addition  of  the  parish  of 
Lacolle  to  the  County  of  Missisquoi.  Had  an  op¬ 
portunity  been  offered  to  me  at  the  time  this  was 
under  consideration,  I  would  have  said  something 
in  opposition  to  that  proposed  change,  but  the 
thing  was  done  in  a  moment,  almost  before  my  at¬ 
tention  was  called  to  it,  and  I  did  not  make  any 
remarks  in  reference  to  it.  I  may  say  that  I  live 
in  the  township  adjoining  the  parish  of  Lacolle, 
and  I  know  all  about  its  geographical  situation,  and 
I  am  personally  acquainted  with  the  great  ma  jority 
of  the  people.  My  hon.  leader  was  mistaken  in 
saying  that  their  business  relations  were  more  with 
the  County  of  Missisquoi  than  with  the  County  of 
St.  John’s.  They  have  to  my  knowledge  very  little 
to  do  with  the  County  of  Missisquoi,  and  until  the 
erection  of  a  bridge  across  the  River  Richelieu  a  few 
years  ago,  they  had  scarcely  anything  to  do  in  a  busi¬ 
ness  way  with  that  county.  The  difficulties  of 
crossing  that  broad  and  rapid  river  were  so  great 
that  |they  never  went-  to  Missisquoi  except  under 
the  strongest  necessity.  Their  business  relations  are 
almost  altogether  with  the  town  of  St.  John’s,  as 
the  railway  facilities  which  they  have  make  it 
more  convenient  to  go  there.  They  cannot  reach 
Bedford,  which  will  be  their  county  town  in  future, 
without  crossing  a  drawbridge  and  travelling  a 
considerable  distance  over  a  road  which  at  some 
seasons  of  the  year,  is,  to  my  knowledge,  almost 
impassible.  I  believe  that  this  change  will  be  ex¬ 
ceedingly  unpopular  with  the  people  of  the  parish 
of  Lacolle,  and  especially  with  the  English- 
speaking  people  who  live  generally  a  considerable 
distance  from  the  River  Richelieu.  The  people 
living  near  the  Richelieu  are  mainly  French- 
Canadians,  while  the  English-speaking  people  live 
a  considerable  distance  away  from  the  river,  and 
they  will  be  put  to  greater  inconvenience  in  going 
to  the  county  town  for  federal  purposes  hereafter. 
I  do  not  know  that  it  matters  very  much  to  the 
political  future  of  my  hon.  friend  (Mr.  Baker),  what 
the  result  of  this  change  in  the  parish  of  Lacolle 
may  be.  If  rumour  speaks  true,  and  I 
trust  it  does,  he  has  a  fair  prospect  of  being 
elevated  to  a  higher  position  before  very  long, 
a  position  which  will  render  him  independent  of 
the  suffrages  not  only  of  his  own  county,  but  of  the 
parish  of  Lacolle.  But  I  am  afraid  that  if  that  should 
not  be  true,  and  he  should  again  be  a  candidate  for 
the  suffrages  of  the  newly-constructed  County  of 
Missisquoi,  ke  will  find  that  his  connection  with 
the  addition  of  Lacolle  to  his  county  will  prejudice 
him  personally  very  strongly,  especially  with  the 
English-speaking  portion  of  the  people  of  that 
parish.  My  hon.  friend  from  Iberville  has  shown 
beyond  dispute  that  no  good  reason  exists  for  the 
addition  of  the  two  parishes  which  have  been 
added  to  the  County  of  Iberville.  The  only  rea¬ 
son  my  hon.  friend  has  mentioned,  and  he  is  fertile 
in  stating  good  reasons  when  they  exist,  and  with 
great  force  and  plausibility,  is  that  very  doubtful 
one  about  geographical  symmetry.  I  am  not  as  well 
acquainted  with  the  geography  of  that  county 
as  he  is,  and  he  may  be  right  with  regard  to 
that.  But  my  hon.  friend  has  shown,  so  far  as 
nationality  and  population  are  concerned,  that 
there  exists  no  good  reason  whatever  for  this 
change  ;  and  I  understood  this  morning  that  it  was 
fully  intended  that  the  Counties  of  Iberville  and 
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St.  John’s  were  to  be  united  to  form  one  county, 
except  that  the  parish  of  •  Lacolle  was  to  be 
detached  and  added  to  the  County  of  Missisquoi. 
Yt  hy  this  new  feature  should  be  introduced  into 
the  1  »i  11  at  this  eleventh  hour  I  cannot  understand. 
I  regret  very  much  that  my  hon.  friend,  for  whom, 
as  he  knows,  I  have  the  strongest  feelings  of  per¬ 
sonal  friendship,  should  have  been  led  by  any  con¬ 
sideration  whatever  to  make  what  I  consider  a 
mistake,  a  political  mistake  at  least,  and  a  mistake 
which  I  think  is  not  in  the  true  interest  either  of 
his  own  county  or  the  County  of  St.  John’s. 

Mr.  BECHARI).  Perhaps  my  hon.  friend  forgets 
one  thing  with  regard  to  the  equalization  of  popu¬ 
lation.  I  have  already  stated  that  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  s  Bill  the  population  of  Missisquoi  would  be 
21,077,  while  that  of  Iberville  would  be  21,396.  But 
by  the  proposed  change  the  population  of  Iberville 
will  be  made  23,017,  while  the  population  of  Mis¬ 
sisquoi  will  be  only  19,456,  a  difference  of  nearly 
4,000.  I  think  that  this  is  a  strange  way  of  equal¬ 
izing  the  population. 


(«.)  The  electoral  district  of  St.  Hyacinthe  shall  con¬ 
sist  ol  the  city  of  St.  Hyacinthe,  and  the  parishes  of  Notre 
Dame  de  St.  Hyacinthe,  St._  Hyacinthe  le  Confesseur,  St. 
Hiirnabe,  St.  Jude,  St.  Louis  de  Bonsecours,  La  Pr4sen- 
tation,  tot.  Damase,  St.  Charles,  St.  Denis,  St.  Antoine 
and  St.  Marc. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  It  is  moved  that 
this  paragraph  be  dropped. 

Mr.  BERNIER.  (Translation).  I  see  St.  Louis 
de  Bonsecours,  in  the  enumeration  of  the  parishes, 
comprised  within  the  limits  of  the  County  of  St.’ 
Hyacinthe,  although  this  parish  is  mentioned  as 
a  part  of  the  County  of  Richelieu. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  The  provisions 
for  changing  the  County  of  St.  Hyacinthe  have 
been  struck  off  from  the  Bill.  Since  the  county 
remains  what  it  was,  there  is  no  need  of  speaking 
of  it  again. 

Mr.  BERNIER.  (Translation.)  I  desire  to 
draw  the  attention  of  the  hon.  Minister  to  the  fact 
that  a  part  of  the  parish  of  St.  Jude  was  annexed 
to  the  parish  of  St.  Louis  de  Bonsecours,  which 
was  formed  out  of  a  part  of  the  parish  of  St.  Jude, 
in  the  County  of  St.  Hyacinthe,  and  parts  of  the 
parishes  of  St.  AimeandSt.  Victoire,  in  the  County 
of  Richelieu.  If  you  count  with  Richelieu  the 
parish  of  St.  Louis  de  Bonsecours  the  part  detached 
from  St.  Jude  and  which  was  part  of  the  County 
of  St.  Hyacinthe,  will  definitely  belong  to  the 
County  of  Richelieu  ?  * 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  Yes. 

Mr.  BERNIER.  (Translation.)  That  is  what 
I  wanted  to  have  stated. 

(£.)  The  electoral  district  of  Chambly  and  Vercheres 
shall  consist  of  the  town  of  Longueuil  and  the  villages  of 
Boucherville,  Chambly  Basin,  Chambly  Canton  and 
Varennes,  and  the  parishes  of  Boucherville,  Chambly, 
Longueuil,  St.  Basile  le  Grand,  St.  Bruno,  St.  Hubert,  St, 
Lambert,  the  municipalities  of  Vercheres,  Contrecoeur, 
fet.  L heodosie,  St.  Antoine,  St.  Marc  and  Beloeil,  and 
Varennes  and  St.  Julie. 

( v .)  The  electoral  district  ofBagot  shall  consist  of  the 
town  of  Acton,  the  village  of  Upton,  the  parishes  of  St. 
Andre  d  Acton,  St.  Ephrern  d’Upton,  Ste.  H^ldne,  St. 
Hugues,  St.  Liboire,  Ste.  Rosalie,  St.  Simon,  St.  Theodore 
a  Acton,  St.  Marcel,  St.  Dominique,  and  all  those  parts  of 
the  ravishes  ot  St.  Nazaire  and  Ste.  Christine  which  are 
included  in  the  township  of  Acton. 

(w.)  The  electoral  district  of  Richelieu  shall  consist 
ot  the  towns  of  St.  Ours  and  Sorel,  and  the  parishes  of  St. 
Joseph  de  sorel,  St.  .Ours,  St.  Louis  de  Bonsecours,  St. 


d^SorcJ6  ®ore^  R°kert>  Ste.  Victoire  and  Ste.  Anne 

Mr.  BRUNEAU.  (Translation.)  If  I  under¬ 
stand  aright,  the  County  of  Richelieu  remains  what 
it  was,  less  the  parish  of  St.  Marcel,  which  is  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  County  of  Bagot.  As  to  the  parish 
of  St.  Louis  de  Bonsecours,  as  my  hon.  friend  from 
St.  Hyacinthe  pointed  out  a  moment  ago,  a  part  of 
it  now  votes  in  the  County  of  St.  Hyacinthe,  and 
another  with  the  County  of  Richelieu.  Is  it  to  be 
understood  that  in  the  future  the  whole  of  the 
parish  will  vote  in  the  County  of  Richelieu  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  As  the  Bill  reads 
now  the  whole  parish  of  St.  Louis  de  Bonsecours 
goes  to  Richelieu.  If  any  changes  are  needed  they 
can  be  made  when  the  third  reading  of  the  Bill 


comes  up. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  It  is  moved  that 
paragraph  {x)  do  not  form  part  of  the  Bill. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LAVERGNE.  I  understood  that  the  parishes 
of  St.  Guillaume  and  St.  Bonaventure,  which  at 
first  were  placed  in  the  electoral  district  of  Bagot, 
have  been  removed  from  that  district  and  are  to  be 
placed  in  the  electoral  district  of  Yamaska.  I  be¬ 
lieve  this  change  to  be  a  fair  one.  The  constitu¬ 
ency  of  Drummond  and  Arthabaskahasa  population 
of  44,000.  The  two  parishes  of  St.  Guillaume  and 
St.  Bonaventure  were  formerly  part  of  that  con¬ 
stituency,  but  twenty  years  ago  they  were  annexed 
to  Yamaska  for  municipal  purposes.  They  form 
part  of  the  County  of  Yamaska  for  judicial  pur¬ 
poses  and  for  registration  purposes,  they  form  part 
of  the  electoral  district  of  Yamaska  for  provincial 
elections,  and  in  fact  all  their  interests  and  connec¬ 
tions  are  with  the  County  of  Yamaska.  I  believe 
that  the  constituency  of  Drummond  and  Artha- 
baska  was  large  enough,  and  it  is  only  fair  that 
these  two  parishes  should  be  detached  from  that 
constituency  and  added  to  Yamaska.  This  would 
make  the  population  of  Yamaska,  which  is  now 
16,000,  20,000,  and  there  would  then  still  be  in 
Drummond  and  Arthabaska  a  population  of  40,000. 

I  believe  that  this  change  would  have  been  very 
proper.  I  have  remarked  that  the  few  last  sub¬ 
sections  which  have  been  read  have  been  modified 
for  the  good  of  the  people,  and  I  certainly  would  not 
raise  a  discordant  voice  to  disturb  the  harmony 
which  seems  to  exist,  as  far  as  that  section  of  the 
country  is  concerned,  but  I  believe  it  to  be  my 
duty  to  make  the  suggestion  which  I  have  already 
referred  to  when  I  spoke  on  the  second  reading  of 
this  Bill.  W  e  were  invited  by  my  hon.  friend  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  to  make  these  sugges¬ 
tions,  and  we  were  told  that,  if  they  were  fair  and 
reasonable,  they  would  be  accepted.  I  suppose  he 
has  forgotten  my  suggestion,  and  I  take  this  occa¬ 
sion  to  recall  it  to  his  mind.  The  constituency  of 
Drummond  and  Arthabaska  is  composed  of  two 
different  municipal  counties,  with  a  population  of 
44,000,  and  if  the  parishes  of  St.  Guillaume  and 
St.  Bonaventure  were  separated  from  that  con¬ 
stituency  it  would  still  have  a  population  of 
40,000,  or  20,000  for  each  county.  The  two  coun¬ 
ties  are  two  distinct  electoral  districts  for  provin¬ 
cial  purposes,  they  are  two  distinct  registration 
divisions,  they  are  two  distinct  judicial  counties, 
and  they  are  two  distinct  municipal  counties. 

I  believe,  if  we  were  to  take  some  of  the  smaller 
counties  and  unite  them,  it  would  be  more  fair  to 
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divide  Drummond  from  Arthabaska  and  allow  each 
to  return  one  member  than  to  see  such  constituencies 
as  Vaudreuil  and  Soulanges,  with  a  total  population 
of  20,000,  sending  two  members  here.  A  county 
of  10,000  sends  one  member  here  and  two  counties 
of  20,000  each  only  one  member  for  the  two.  There 
is  no  reason  why  these  two  large  counties  should 
decrease  in  population.  They  are  large  in  area,  they 
have  large  tracts  of  yet  unsettled  land,  and  they 
have  a  population  of  44,000,  which  has  been  increas¬ 
ed  by  over  6,000  in  the  last  decade,  whereas  the 
population  of  Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil  has  decreas¬ 
ed  by  1,200.  The  probabilities  are  not  that  th^se 
old  settled  counties  will  increase  more  than  Drum¬ 
mond  and  Arthabaska,  and  I  suggest  that  two  of 
these  small  counties  should  be  united.  If  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Public  Works  is  not  disposed  to  put 
together  Vaudreuil  and  Soulanges,  he  might 
take  two  other  counties.  He  might  take 
his  own  County  of  Laval  and  add  it  to  Two 
Mountains  or  to  Jacques  Cartier.  There  are 
many  ways  of  settling  this  matter  and  giving  a 
fair  representation  to  the  constituency  which  I 
now  represent.  Where  is  the  equality  of  popula¬ 
tion  when  you  see  two  small  adjoining  counties 
with  a  total  population  of  20,000  returning  two 
members,  and  another  district  with  a  population 
of  44,000  returning  only  one  member  ?  I  think 
this  suggestion  should  be  adopted  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  I  believe  it  would  be  an  act  of  justice  at 
least  to  detach  the  parishes  of  St.  Guillaume  and 
St.  Bonaventure  from  Drummond  and  add  them 
to  Yamaska,  which  would  make  the  latter  county 
one  of  a  population  of  20,000,  and  would  leave 
Drummond  and  Arthabaska  with  40,000.  It 
would  also  put  in  Yamaska  what  belongs  to  it 
municipally  and  as  a  registration  district  and  a 
judicial  county.  That  would  only  be  a  fair  mea¬ 
sure,  and  I  hope  the  Government  will  yield  to  my 
demand.  I  do  not  speak  from  any  selfish  motive, 
because  those  parishes  gave  me  a  majority  of  about 
100,  but  it  is  a  very  small  measure  of  equalizing 
the  population  to  take  the  4,000  from  a  constitu¬ 
ency  of  44,000  and  add  it  to  a  constituency  which 
has  only  16,000. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  do  not  deny  that  there  is 
some  reason  in  what  the  hon.  gentleman  says,  but 
he  knows  that  the  arrangements  which  are  nearly 
completed  now  were  the  result  of  a  compromise.  I 
am  not  aware  what  political  effect  this  would  have, 
but  I  will  give  the  hon.  gentleman  a  reason  which 
I  think  he  will  accept.  I  have  already  stated  that 
it  was  deemed  expedient  not  to  alter  the  com¬ 
plexion  of  the  group  called  the  Eastern  Townships 
counties.  They  are  nine  in  number,  and  their 
population  is  very  uneven.  If  it  is  necessary  to 
remove  the  inequality  of  the  representation  of  this 
particular  constituency,  it  would  become  necessary 
to  disturb  and  redistribute  the  whole  of  the  Eastern 
Towmships  counties,  and  I  do  not  believe  the  hon. 
gentlemen  have  expressed  any  desire  in  that  direc¬ 
tion.  These  nine  counties  have  a  population  of  203,  - 
131 .  They  have  nine  members.  That  is,  every  mem¬ 
ber  in  the  Eastern  Townships  represents  an  average 
of  22,500,  which  is  as  near  the  unit  as  possible. 
Sherbrooke,  for  instance,  has  only  16,000,  and  Brome 
14,000.  If  we  alter  the  complexion  of  the  County 
of  Drummond  and  Arthabaska,  it  would  be  only 
fair  to  alter  the  complexion  of  all  the  other  Eastern 
Townships  counties,  and,  as  the  leader  of  the 
Mr.  Lavergne. 


Opposition  has  .  expressed  the  opinion  that  we 
should  make  as  few  changes  as  possible,  it  was 
decided  to  leave  all  these  counties  undisturbed. 
I  have  no  political  reason  for  or  against  the  request 
of  the  hon.  gentleman.  It  will  be  better  to  adhere 
to  what  has  been  agreed  upon,  it  will  be  better  to 
adhere  to  the  general  principle  laid  down,  and 
which,  I  think,  received  the  general  approbation 
of  the  House,  namely,  that  in  those  districts  where 
there  is  no  very  patent  ineq  uality,  it  is  better  to 
make  no  change  which  will  necessitate  the  disturb¬ 
ance  of  several  other  constituencies.  I  presume 
that  my  hon  friends  are  not  more  anxious  than  the 
Government  to  go  further  than  is  necessary  in  dis¬ 
turbing  the  different  counties. 

Mr.  LAVERGNE.  I  agree  with  my  hon.  friend 
in  the  principle  he  lays  down,  but  this  is  one  of  the 
patent  inequalities  of  which  he  spoke.  There  is  no 
other  county  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  left  with 
such  a  population.  What  I  ask  does  not  disturb 
any  boundaries  ;  I  ask  merely  that  the  parishes  be 
placed  in  the  constituency  to  where  they  belong. 
They  properly  belong  to  Yamaska,  they  belonged 
to  that  county  for  over  twenty  years.  My  hon. 
friend  has  modified  his  notions  on  that  point  since 
this  afternoon,  because  I  see  that  in  the  Bill  they 
are  placed  in  Bagot,  having  been  removed  from 
Drummond. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  A  great  many  alterations  have 
been  made  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  LAVERGNE.  That  shows  that  the  principle 
first  announced  by  the  Government  has  not  been 
strictly  adhered  to. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  hon.  gentleman  ought  not 
to  blame  us  because  we  have  yielded  to  some  of 
their  suggestions. 

Mr.  LAVERGNE.  I  am  not  pressing  the  pro¬ 
position,  I  am  only  suggesting  it  as  a  thing  which 
I  think  would  be  fair.  Of  course,  under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances,  there  having  been  an  arrangement,  I  do 
not  wish  to  interfere  with  it  in  any  way. 

(y.)  The  present  electoral  districts  of  the  city  of  Three 
Rivers  and  of  the  County  of  St.  Maurice  shall  form  one 
electoral  district,  which  shall  be  called  the  electoral  dis¬ 
trict  of  Three  Rivers  and  St.  Maurice,  and  shall  return 
one  member. 

Mr.  DESAULNIERS.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  before  this  paragraph  is  voted  I  wish  to  make 
a  few  remarks.  I  find  that  both  sides  of  the  House 
agree  to  secure  one  or  the  other  of  the  Counties  of 
St.  Maurice  and  Three  Rivers  to  disappear.  The 
hon.  leader  of  the  Opposition  congratulates  the 
Government  for  having  wiped  out  St.  Maurice.  On 
the  Government  side,  it  is  believed  that  one  of  the 
counties  of  the  district  of  Three  Rivers  must  be 
given  up,  and  it  is  to  be  done  by  joining  Three 
Rivers  and  St.  Maurice.  As  I  am  the  younger  of 
the  two  members  for  these  counties,  it  will  be  my 
county  which  will  be  sacrificed.  I  desire  that  it  be 
known  in  St.  Maurice,  that  I  protested  against  the 
sacrifice  of  that  county.  We  prepared  a  petition 
setting  forth  our  protest.  It  was  presented  to  the 
Government.  I  will  ask  permission  to  read  it,  so 
that  it  be  known  that  I  opposed  this  union  of  the 
two  Counties  of  Three  Rivers  and  St.  Maurice  : 

“Ottawa,  27th  April,  1892, 

“  The  Honourable  J.  J.  C.  Abbott, 

“  First  Minister,  Ottawa. 

“  Dear  Sir— We  hear  that  there  is  some  intention  of 
gerrymandering  the  District  of  Three  Rivers  and  depri- 
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ving  it  of  one  of  the  five  members  that  represent  it  in  the 
House  of  Commons  by  joining  together  the  city  of  Three 
Rivers  and  the  County  of  St.  Maurice. 

“  We  think  it  due  to  you  and  your  colleagues  to  say  at 
once  that  we  cannot  approve  such  a  change.  The  repre¬ 
sentation  of  the  district  is  small  enough  and  the  members 
of  the  district  for  many  years  past  have  been  loyal  sup¬ 
porters  ot  Sir  John  A.  Macdonald’s  Government,  and 
they,  therefore,  would  expect  that  in  any  change  to  be 
made  this  should  not  be  lost  sight  of.  Why  not  leave  well 
alone  ?  If  the  city  of  Montreal,  the  County  of  Hochelaga 
and  the  County  of  Ottawa  require  an  additional  represen¬ 
tation,  why  not  obtain  the  three  additional  members  from 
the  District  of  Montreal  ?  Why  deprive  the  District  of 
Three  Rivers  of  one  of  its  members  to  give  him  to  Ottawa, 
Hochelaga  and  Montreal  City  ?  We  would  understand 
that  one  of  the  five  counties  or  constituencies  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  ot  Three  Rivers  had  increased  its  population  three  or 
four  times,  the  remainder  of  the  district  might  have  to 
contribute  thereto. 

“  Moreover,  the  District  of  Quebec  and  of  Three  Rivers 
have  26  members,  including  Mdgantic.  The  Montreal 
District  and  Eastern  Townships  have  39.  Thus,  this 
Montreal  District  and  Townships  have  50  per  cent  more 
representation  than  Quebec  and  Three  Rivers  Districts. 

“  M  e  hope,  therefore,  that  the  Government  will  not  de¬ 
prive  us  of  one  of  our  five  members. 

“We  remain,  Dear  Sir, 

“  Yours  very  truly, 

“  HECTOR  L.  L  ANGEVIN. 

“J.  T.  ROSS. 

“H.  MONTPLAISIR. 

“  F.  L.  DESAULNIERS. 

“  0.  CARIGNAN.” 

Now  I  must  also  express  the  regret  which  I  feel  at 
seeing  that  the  Government  did  not  take  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  request  privately  made  by  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  this  district,  to  the  effect  that  addi¬ 
tional  members  are  required  for  Montreal  and  Hoche¬ 
laga,  not  to  make  the  district  of  Three  Rivers  suffer 
for  it.  The  Counties  of  Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil 
have  not  been  touched,  and  yet  they  are  within 
the  district  of  Montreal  and  their  aggregate  popu¬ 
lation  is  less  than  that  of  St.  Maurice  and  Three 
Rivers.  The  population  of  Soulanges  and  Vaudreuil 
does  not  reach  20,000,  while  that  of  the  Counties 
of  St.  Maurice  and  Three  Rivers  is  21,000.  A 
representative  from  the  district  of  Three  Rivers  is 
taken  away  to  be  given  to  Montreal  and  while  that 
is  done,  two  counties  of  less  importance,  from  the 
stand-point  of  population,  and  situated  in  the  very 
district  of  Montreal,  are  left  untouched.  The 
future  will  tell  whether  the  Government  did 
well  to  wipe  out  a  constituency  from  the 
district  of  Three  Rivers.  I  will  say  no  more,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  am  a  party  man,  and  yet  I  give  my 
first  vote  against  the  Government  on  this  question. 

I  thought  the  lion,  leader  of  the  Opposition  and 
his  friends,  would  show  me  some  sympathy  on  this 
occasion,  but  they  appeared  to  turn  the  thing  into 
a  laugh,  and  not  appreciate  the  position  I  had 
taken.  Since  it  is  so,  I  return  to  my  party.  In 
concluding,  I  will  ask  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  to  be  good  enough  to  see  that  when  changes 
are  made  amongst  the  government  employees  on 
the  St.  Maurice  River,  they  be  made  upon  the 
advice  of  people  really  interested,  and  not  at  the 
request  of  people  who  have  no  right  to  speak  on 
the  matter.  These  people  should  not  be  listened 
to  or  allowed  to  control  Government  matters  in 
the  County  of  St.  Maurice. 

6.  In  the  Province  of  Prince  Edward  Island  there  shall 
be  five  electoral  districts,  designated  and  constituted  as 
follows 

(a.)  The  electoral  district  of  King’s,  which  shall  consist 
of  lots  numbers  38,  39, 40.  41,  42,  43,  44  ,  45  ,  46,47,  51,  52,  53, 
54,  55,  56,  59  and  66,  in  King’s  County,  as  designated  and 
bounded  on  the  official  survey  and  map  of  the  said  island 
made  by  direction  of  the  Government  of  Great  Britain  by 


Captain  Holland  in  or  about  the  year  1766,  including  the 
town  of  Georgetown. 

Mr.  WELSH.  I  did  not  intend  to  say  anything 
on  this  Bill,  but  owing  to  some  remarks  made  by 
the  senior  member  for  Jving’s  (Mr.  Macdonald)  the 
other  evening,  I  have  made  up  my  mind  to  speak 
upon  it.  I  am  very  sensitive  when  anything 
derogatory  to  Prince  Edward  Island  is  said  in  this 
House.  The  lion,  gentleman,  in  reply  to  my  col¬ 
league  (Mr.  Davies),  said  : 

“I  am  bound  to  accept  the  hon.  gentleman’s  explana¬ 
tion,  when  he  says  he  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  local 
gerrymandering  9f  Prince  Edward  Island.  Report  con¬ 
nected  him  with  it,  and  I  gave  it  as  a  report  when  I  men¬ 
tioned  it  yesterday.  Now,  with  respect  to  this  local  gerry¬ 
mander,  it  is  like  anjr  other  dirty  pool,  the  more  you  stir 
it  the  dirtier  it  gets.  Since  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
brought  this  matter  up  again,  it  is  necessary  I  should  give 
some  further  explanation  to  the  House  as  to  the  mode  in 
which  the  gerrymander  was  brought  about.  It  seems  that 
this  Local  Government  to  which  I  referred  yesterday  in 
not  very  flattering,  but  justifiable,  terms,  was  frightened 
into  introducing  this  gerrymander  into  their  Local  Legis¬ 
lature.  They  had  not  the  manliness,  they  had  not  the 
pluck,  to  bring  it  up  and  fight  it  out  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  of  Assembly.  They  passed  this  gerrymander  in 
the  Local  House  and  sent  it  to  their  friends  in  the  Upper 
House  where  they  had  a  strong  majority,  and  the  local 
Premier  who  was  ruling  in  the  Lower  House  by  a  majority 
of  one,  came  round  by  the  back  door  and  said  to  his 
triends:  Gentlemen,  I  am  only  ruling  by  a  majority  of 
one,  bring  in  a  gerrymander  that  will  offset  this  and 
enable  me  to  come  into  the  House  at  the  next  election 
with  a  good  majority.  That  would  be  the  right  thing  to 
do.  The  Legislative  Council,  at  the  bidding  of  this  auto¬ 
crat,  passed  this  local  gerrymander.” 

Now,  I  am  very  sorry  my  hon.  friend  made  those 
remarks.  I  have  known  Prince  Edward  Island 
pretty  well  for  the  last  40  years,  ever  since  that 
Island  obtained  self-government,  and  I  challenge 
contradiction  when  I  say  that  there  is  no  province 
flying  the  British  flag  in  the'  world  that  has  been 
better  governed  than  Prince  Edward  Island,  by 
either  party  that  has  been  in  power.  Will  my  hon. 
friend  deny  it  ?  No.  I  now  publicly  state  that 
the  present  Premier  of  Prince  Edward  Island  will 
not  disgrace  the  record.  I  am  very  sorry  to  hear 
that  statement  of  my  hon.  friend— because  he  is 
my  friend.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  he  is  a  political  godson  of  mine.  I  am  his 
political  godfather  ;  I  think  he  will  acknowledge 
that.  It  is  a  strange  thing,  when  he  was  christ¬ 
ened  at  that  time,  he  was  a  Liberal,  but  he  has 
changed  his  name,  therefore  I  am  not  answerable 
for  his  sins.  But  we  have  always  been  great 
friends,  in  fact  I  voted  for  the  hon.  gentleman 
when  he  was  a  Liberal,  and  voted  for  his  family  on 
every  occasion  they  set  up.  We  are  very  great 
friends,  although  we  happen  to  differ  on  some  po¬ 
litical  points.  Now,  I  am  sorry  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  made  those  remarks,  because  they  are  in  bad 
taste.  If  there  is  any  fault  to  find  with  the 
Government  of  Prince  Edward  Island,  this  is  not 
the  proper  place  for  it.  If  we  have  got  any  dirty 
clothes  to  wash,  let  us  wash  them  at  home. 
The  hon.  member  made  an  attack  on  the  local 
Premier,  declaring  that  he  introduced  a  Bill  by  the 
back  door,  through  the  Legislative  Council.  But, 
whether  the  Bill  was  right  or  wrong,  it  was  passed 
by  both  branches  of  the  legislature.  A  Gerry¬ 
mander  Bill  could  not  otherwise  be  passed,  and 
even  if  it  were  introduced  in  the  Legislative  Coun¬ 
cil,  it  would  afterwards  come  down  to  the  Low'er 
House  for  its  approval.  The  hon.  gentleman  said 
the  Local  Government  wras  an  autocratic  govern¬ 
ment.  It  is  an  autocratic  government  if  the 
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hon.  gentleman  says  so,  for  we  must  accept  his 
word.  But  it  is  a  Liberal  Government  which 
has  succeeded.  It  had  a  majority,  and  when 
the  last  Dominion  elections  occurred  two  of  its 
prominent  members  resigned  their  seats  and 
contested  Dominion  constituencies.  At  those  elec¬ 
tions  they  were  defeated  and  their  places  were 
filled  by  Liberals,  and  a  Liberal  Government  came 
into  power.  The  ability  of  the  present  Premier, 
who  is  a  rising  and  able  gentleman,  is  shown  by 
the  fact  that  with  a  small  majority  in  the  House 
he  was  able  to  solve  a  problem  that  had  puzzled 
every  Island  Government  during  the  last  20  years. 
During  that  time  there  has  been  an  agitation  in 
favour  of  reducing  the  cost  of  legislation.  We 
have  in  the  Island  two  legislative  bodies,  the 
Legislative  Council  and  the  House  of  Assembly 
and  there  has  been  a  very  general  feeling  of  re¬ 
ducing  expenses,  but  every  government  in  power 
failed  to  solve  the  problem.  This  autocratic 
Government  has,  however,  solved  it,  and  their 
action  has  met  with  the  general  approval  of 
the  people  of  the  Island.  An  hon.  friend  from 
the  Island  has  shown  me  a  map — we  tell  each  other 
all  we  know,  for  I  have  nothing  to  hide,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  other  members  from  the  Island  entertain 
the  same  feeling  towards  each  other— showing  the 
way  the  gerrymander  has  been  carried  out.  But  it 
must  be  admitted  that  it  was  high  time  to  abolish 
Georgetown,  a  borough  with  only  200  resident 
voters,  and  a  population  of  only  1,060,  158  less  than 
10  years  ago,  while  every  other  constituency  in  the 
Island  averaged  7,300.  Was  it  probable  that  the 
Legislative  Council  was  going  to  abolish  their  own 
body  and  leave  a  pocket  borough  like  that,  with 
voters  qualifying  on  property  qualification  and 
franchise  qualification  ?  The  hon.  gentleman  will 
admit  that  it  was  necessary  that  the  borough  of 
Georgetown  should  be  altered  in  some  way  or 
other.  The  hon.  gentleman  may  find  fault  with 
respect  to  the  manner  in  which  it  was  done,  but  the 
local  Government  was  only  following  the  principle 
laid  down  in  this  House  in  1882,  and  which  is  being- 
followed  in  the  present  Bill.  The  Minister  of 
Militia  need  not  shake  his  head,  for  the  Island  has 
not  had  a  day’s  luck  since  it  was  confederated.  We 
lost  one  million  dollars  of  the  fishery  award  by 
joining  Confederation.  Then  there  were  three  mil¬ 
lions  of  money  due  to  the  Island  for  non-fulfilment 
of  terms,  which  the  Dominion  is  too  big  to  admit  it 
should  pay,  and  the  money  has  not  yet  been  paid. 
The  Government  have  taken  away  the  militia  force 
from  the  Island  and  are  going  to  annex  it  to  New 
Brunswick — or  at  all  events  it  is  proposed  to  do  so. 
Then  it  is  proposed  to  take  a  member  from  King’s. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  No. 

Mr.  WELSH.  Oh,  yes.  The  Government  are 
cutting  the  Island  into  pieces.  We  have  already 
lost  our  trade  owing  to  the  National  Policy. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  We  will  leave  the  Island. 

Mr.  WELSH.  You  would  not  leave  the  Island 
if  you  could  take  it  away.  The  Government  must 
admit  that  they  are  taking  away  a  member  from 
King’s  County. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  No. 

Mr.  WELSH.  Only  one  member  is  given  to 
King’s  by  the  Bill.  How  has  this  change  been 
carried  out  ?  The  Government  had  to  come  to  the 
Island  before  they  could  discover  a  principle  to 
Mr.  Welsh. 


work  on  ;  but  when  they  did  come  there,  one  would 
think  they  had  been  living  there  almost  all  their 
lives.  They  ascertained  that  the  fixed  principle 
must  be  a  unit,  22,000  exactly.  But  within  40 
miles  of  the  Island  we  see  great  departures  from 
this  principle.  The  Minister  of  Justice  sympathized 
with  Shelburne,  and  I  have  no  doubt  he  sympathises 
with  King’s,  or  at  least  with  one  of  them.  If  the 
hon.  members  for  King’s  were  on  this  side  of  the 
House  in  political  feeling  as  they  are  in  their  seats, 
there  would  be  very  little  trouble  in  gerrymander¬ 
ing  the  Island.  The  hon.  member  for  North 
Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  laid  down  a  certain 
principle,  and  said  the  boundaries  should  not  be 
changed  when  the  population  came  within  20 
per  cent,  of  the  unit.  Prince  County  has  36,000,  and 
Queen’s  48,000,  or  a  total  of  84,000.  How  is  that 
as  regards  the  unit  when  they  return  4  members  ? 
The  Minister  of  Justice  looks  like  an  honest, 
truthful  man,  and  I  hope  he  will  act  in  that  regard 
with  respect  to  the  Island.  I  never  doubted  him. 
I  have  had  the  fullest  confidence  in  his  honesty 
and  integrity  in  all  matters  brought  before  him, 
and  in  his  desire  not  to  allow  political  feelings  to 
influence  him  ;  but  this  session  I  am  beginning  to 
doubt  him.  King’s  County  is  only  20  per  cent, 
above  the  unit,  yet  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  are 
taking  all  this  trouble  with  regard  to  a  few  thou¬ 
sands,  and  they  are  carving  up  the  Island  on  that 
ground,  although  a  few  moments  ago  they  did  not 
take  much  trouble  with  respect  to  a  few  thousands 
in  Quebec.  The  candidate  who  runs  in  East 
Queen’s  will  carry  his  life  in  his  hands,  for  he  will 
have  to  travel  100  miles  from  one  end  of  the  con¬ 
stituency  to  the  other.  I  am  willing  to  take  three 
honest  men  from  the  opposite  side  of  the  House, 
wherever  we  can  find  them,  and  I  would  not  be 
afraid  to  take  the  Minister  of  Justice  among  the 
number,  and  to  leave  this  matter  to  them.  Take 
them  and  ask  them  to  say  if  it  is  necessary  to  cut 
up  that  Island.  For  120  years  in  Prince  Edw-ard 
Island  the  boundaries  of  the  counties  have  never 
been  touched.  With  all  our  political  agitation 
down  there  we  have  never  interfered  with  them, 
but  now  we  are  told  that  the  Island  is  to  be  carved 
up.  Will  my  hon.  friend  the  Minister  of  Justice 
say  that  the  division  as  proposed  is  fair  to  the 
Island?  You  begin  at  the  north  shore  nearly 
opposite  Gaspe,  and  you  go  right  across  the 
Island  until  you  come  opposite  Pictou  in  Nova 
Scotia,  and  then  you  go  around  until  you  come  to 
Port  Hood.  Talk  about  the  gerrymander,  my 
hon.  friend  from  King’s  (Mr.  Macdonald)  has  got 
on  his  chart  there, Ibut  even  if  his  map  is  correct,  I 
do  not  know  which  of  the  two  is  the  worst. 
I  say  there  is  not  a  shadow  of  reason  why 
these  counties  should  be  carved  up  in  this  manner, 
and  I  do  hope  that  the  good  sense  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  will  see  that  this  proposal  is  not  insisted  on. 
I  sympathize  with  King’s  County,  because  I  know 
it  very  well,  and  I  have  had  as  much  to  do  with  it 
as  any  man  in  Prince  Edward  Island,  but  that 
county  has  to  lose  one  member  and  its  representa¬ 
tives  know  that.  I  hope  the  good  sense  of  the 
House  will  be  brought  to  bear  on  this  question  and 
that  county  lines  in  Prince  Edward  Island  will  be 
untouched.  I  know  that  my  hon.  friends  from 
King’s  have  to  express  an  opinion  in  some  way  or 
other  to  justify  themselves  to  their  constituents  for 
losing  one  member  ;  but  under  the  terms  of  Con¬ 
federation  that  has  to  be  done,  and  it  is  out  of  our 
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power  to  remedy  it.  I  feel  for  King’s  County 
losing  one  member  just  as  much  as  my  hon.  friend 
does,  because  we  want  all  the  members  we  qan  get 
from  Prince  Edward  Island  to  obtain  even-handed 
justice  in  this  House.  I  do  hope  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  will  reconsider  this  matter,  and  that  they 
will  do  as  they  have  done  in  Quebec,  listen  to 
reasonable  counsel. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  want  to  make  a 
verbal  change  in  this  section,  by  adding  after  the 
words  “sixty-six”  in  the  fifth  line,  the  words  “also 
the  town  of  Georgetown,  Common  Royalty  and 
Reserve  Lands  and  Bough  ton  and  Panmure  Island,” 
and  to  strike  out  the  words  “  including  the  town 
of  Georgetown,”  in  the  last  line  of  the  section. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  I  hope  my  hon.  friend 
the  Minister  of  Justice  will  not  press  this  motion 
to  a  division  in  the  House,  because  if  he  does  he 
will  be  inflicting  a  very  severe  injustice  upon  the 
people  of  the  province  I  represent.  I  had  the 
honour  of  presenting  my  views  on  this  matter  to 
the  House  the  other  night,  and  I  would  not  repeat 
my  argument  were  it  not  that  I  have  noticed  dur¬ 
ing  the  last  few  days  a  reasonable  disposition  on 
the  part  of  the  Government  side  to  listen  to  the 
suggestions,  and  to  compromise,  at  least,  if  they 
would  not  accept  all  that  the  Opposition  asked  of 

them.  The  position  I  take  with  respect  to  Prince 
Edward  Island  is  this,  and  I  ask  the  attention  of 
hon.  gentlemen  to  it  for  a  moment,  and  let  them 
judge  whether  it  be  reasonableor  not.  The  Maritime 
Provinces  had  their  counties  laid  off  by  a  royal 
survey  over  120  years  ago,  and  no  county  in  those 
provinces  has  had  its  boundaries  changed  since 

then.  When  you  came  to  apply  the  rules  which 
you  laid  down  for  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Bruns¬ 
wick  you  determined  that  the  controlling  rule 
should  be  the  maintenance  of  these  lines.  Why  ? 
Not  because  there  was  the  same  proportion  of 
population  in  each  of  the  counties,  for  there  was 
nothing  of  that  kind  to  guide  you.  On 
the  contrary  the  population  of  the  counties  in  these 
provinces  was  as  dissimilar  as  possible,  and  varied 
all  the  way  from  8,000  to  74,000.  You  did  not 
determine  because  of  this  variance  in  the  population 
to  depart  from  the  principle  of  adhering  to  county 
lines.  You  thought  that  was  a  just  principle,  that 
the  people  were  satisfied  with  it,  and  you  let  it 
remain.  I  want  to  ask  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
after  you  have  left  county  lines  as  they  were  in 
Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick,  why  do  you  apply 
a  different  principle  to  Prince  Edward  Island  ?  If 
hon.  gentlemen  will  look  at  the  atlas  I  have  placed 
on  the  Table,  they  will  find  that  Prince  Edward 
Island  is  divided  into  three  counties.  Prince  County 
has  a  population  of  36,500  ;  Queen’s  a  population  of 
46,000  ;  and  the  small  County  of  King’s  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  26,000.  One  member  has  got  to  go  from  the 
Island,  and  where  would  common  sense  dictate  he 
should  go  from.  You  cannot  take  a  member  from 
Queen’s  because  Queen’s  has  a  population  of  46,000 
already.  The  county  I  represent  has  had  nearly 
double  the  population  of  King’s  ever  since  Con¬ 
federation,  but  I  never  heard  any  Liberal  say  that 
King’s  *was  unfairly  treated  because  it  had  two 
members.  It  was  a  solemn  compact  made  at 
Confederation  between  the  political  parties  then 
on  the  Island,  that  these  counties  should  remain 
intact,  that  they  shoxdd  have  a  representative 
in  the  Senate,  and  that  they  should  have  two 


members  in  this  House  from  each  county.  That 
has  been  maintained  till  now,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  the  population  of  Queen’s  County  is 
double  that  of  King’s  or  very  nearly  so.  But  now 
we  have  to  lose  a  member,  and  where  should  he 
come  from  ?  The  population  of  King’s  County  is 
only  26,000  and  a  few  hundreds  It  is  only  4,000 
above  the  unit,  and  why  should  you  not  take  the 
member  from  that  county  ?  On  what  principle  or 
reason  are  you  going  to  carve  up  the  Island  and 
ignore  county  lines,  and  making  ridings  which  in 
shape  rival  nothing  that  I  know  of  in  the  world  ? 
Any  hon.  gentleman  who  looks  at  the  map  will  see 
that  an  attempt  of  the  grossest  kind  has  been  made 
to  gerrymander  the  Island.  Talk  about  the  gerry¬ 
mander  in  Quebec  !  Why,  Sir,  there  is  no  gerry¬ 
mander  in  Quebec  compared  to  this.  It  happens 
that  Prince  Edward  Island  has  changed  its  political 
views  time  and  again.  At  present  it  sends  four 
Liberals  and  two  Conservatives  here  ;  but  it  does 
not  follow  that  it  is  always  going  to  do  that  in  the 
future.  In  Prince  County  there  is  a  population  of 
36,500,  which  gives  over  18,000  for  each  member  ; 
in  Queen’s  there  is  a  population  of  46,000  which 
gives  23,000  for  each  member ;  and  in  King’s 
there  is  a  population  of  26,000,  which  gives  a 
population  for  one  member  and  4,000  more.  Look 
what  you  have  done  in  the  counties  just 
across  the  straits  from  us.  Pictou  is  the 
nearest  county.  It  has  a  population  of  34,500 
that  is  1,500  less  than  the  population  of  Prince 
County,  and  yet  you  leave  it  with  two  members. 
Why  do  you  pot  leave  two  members  to  Prince 
County  ?  Why  do  you  apply  a  different  rule  to 
Prince  County  from  that  which  you  apply  to  Pic¬ 
tou  ?  Then  Cape  Breton  County,  which  is  within 
three  hours’  sail  of  Prince  County,  has  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  34,000,  or  2,000  less  than  Prince  County, 
and  it  has  two  members.  You  do  not  cut  and 
carve  it  up  ;  you  do  not  take  townships  from  the 
adjacent  counties,  and  add  them  to  Cape  Breton. 
Not  at  all  ;  you  prefer  to  maintain  the  old  county 
lines  as  they  have  always  existed,  and  you  retain 
the  two  members.  Why  do  you  apply  a  different 
rule  to  Prince  County,  cutting  it  up  and  destroy¬ 
ing  the  county  lines,  and  taking  three  or  four  town¬ 
ships  from  Queen’s  and  adding  them  to  Prince  ? 

I  want  to  appeal  to  the  common  sense  of  justice 
and  fair-play  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite.  This  is 
a  gerrymander  prepared  by  little  local  politicians 
wdiose  souls  cannot  rise  above  their  noses  and  the 
political  advantages  which  they  think  they  will 
get  by  cutting  and  carving  the  electoral  districts. 

It  is  a  gerrymander,  and  is  not  based  upon  any 
proper  principle.  I  have  heard  a  great  deal  of  talk 
from  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  about  the  importance 
of  observing  the  historical  continuity  of  counties. 
Why  are  you  abolishing  the  historical  continuity 
of  the  County  of  King’s,  which  has  existed  for  120 
years  ?  The  people  of  that  county  have  been  accus¬ 
tomed  to  meet  together  at  the  sessions  of  the 
courts,  and  in  agricultural  associations  everyr  year 
as  a  grand  committee  composed  of  men  from  all  the 
county.  They  have  been  accustomed  to  act  to¬ 
gether  in  judicial  matters,  agricultural  matters  and 
political  matters,  and  why  are  you  going  to  sever 
that  historical  continuity  ?  Why  do  you  refuse  to 
apply  to  Prince  Edward  Island  the  rules  which  you 
apply  to  every  county  in  the  adjoining  provinces  ? 
Surely,  because  we  differ  from  hon.  gentlemen  op¬ 
posite  in  our  views,  that  is  no  reason  why  we 
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should  be  dishonestly  treated.  I  appeal  to  the  fair 
play  and  the  common  honour  of  the  House  if  it  is 
right  to  treat  us  in  this  way.  For  the  first  time  in 
the  history  of  Canada  you  are  proposing  to  interfere 
with  the  county  lines  in  the  Maritime  Provinces, 
and  you  are  doing  it  in  the  hope  of  gaining 
a  paltry  political  advantage.  Can  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  justify  it  to  their  consciences?  Is 
there  any  honesty  in  it  ?  The  community  of  inter¬ 
est  in  King’s  County  has  always  been  as  I  have 
described  it ;  in  no  respect  have  the  people  of  King’s 
County  and  Queen’s  County  met  together  to  trans¬ 
act  business  ;  the  political  conventions  they  have 
held  have  been  county  conventions  ;  and  yet  you 
are  proposing  to  take  a  portion  of  the  county  I  re¬ 
present  and  add  a  part  of  the  County  of  King’s  to 
it,  although  the  people  of  those  counties  have  never 
met.  You  want  to  observe  the  principle  of  repre¬ 
sentation  by  population  ;  but  I  have  shown  that 
although  you  have  divided  the  counties  up  in  the 
hope  of  securing  the  return  of  a  Tory  member  who 
would  not  be  returned  in  the  ordinary  course,  you 
have  not  secured  and  cannot  secure  equality  of 
population.  You  have  21,000  in  West  Prince, 
20,000  in  East  Prince,  21,684  in  King’s,  22,000  in 
West  Queen’s,  and  23,406  in  East  Queen’s.  You 
have  about  3,000  more  in  East  Queen’s  than  you 
have  in  East  Prince,  by  your  own  showing  ;  and  if 
you  left  the  county  lines  undisturbed,  you  would 
just  have  4,000  more  in  King’s  County  than  the  unit. 
Look  at  the  counties  across  the  straits  and  see 
what  they  are.  If  you  take  any  of  the  counties  in 
Nova  Scotia  or  New  Brunswick,  you  will  find  large- 
discrepancies  in  their  populations,  and  I  do  not  see 
that  you  make  any  attempt  to  overcome  those  dis¬ 
crepancies.  Take  the  County  of  Westmoreland, 
which  has  41,000;  and  then  take  the  County  of 
Restigouche,  wdiich  lies  alongside,  and  which  has 
only  8,000. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  It  is  not  alongside. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Well,  I  will  take  a 
county  which  is  contiguous,  the  County  of  Albert, 
with  its  population  of  10,971.  I  do  not  see  any 
burning  disposition  evinced  on  the  part  of  any  hon. 
gentleman  in  this  House  to  destroy  the  old  county 
lines  of  Westmoreland  and  Albert  and  divide  them 
into  two  constituencies  with  equal  populations.  I 
do  not  make  any  complaint  about  that.  I  would 
be  sorry  to  see  the  historical  continuity  of  those 
counties  broken  ;  I  think  it  is  better  to  leave  them 
as  they  are,  and  to  leave  the  people  as  they  have 
been  accustomed  to  work  together.  But  why 
should  the  little  silver  streak  which  divides  Prince 
Edward  Island  from  the  mainland  cause  you  to 
alter  the  principles  you  have  applied  in  your  treat¬ 
ment  of  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick  ?  I  say 
that  if  the  hon.  gentleman  wants  to  do  justice,  he 
can  do  it  by  leaving  the  counties  as  they  are.  My 
hon.  friends  complain  that  they  lose  a  member.  That 
is  no  fault  of  this  House  or  of  any  of  us.  As  we 
have  not  the  population,  we  have  to  lose  a  member. 
King’s  County,  if  it  remains  intact,  will  only  have 
4,000  above  the  unit,  and  the  old  historic  county 
of  my  hon.  friend  will  remain  as  it  is.  Why  does 
he  want  to  take  three  townships  from  it  and  shove 
them  into  Queen’s?  Your  Bill  shows  that  you 
have  done  that ;  you  are  creating  a  county  here, 
East  Queen’s,  over  100  miles  in  length,  and  we 
will  have  to  drive  to  go  down  to  the  new  town¬ 
ships  where  we  have  never  been  accustomed  to  go 
Mr.  Davies  (P.  E.  I. ) 


before,  60  or  70  miles  because  there  is  no  railway 
there.  I  cannot  see  on  what  principle  you  are 
acting.  I  heard  the  hon.  member  for  Albert 
contend  strongly  for  the  principle  of  county 
lines.  The  hon.  member  for  Simcoe  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carthy)  the  hon.  member  for  Cumberland  (Mr. 
Dickey)  and  a  number  of  others  expressed  their 
adherence  to  that  principle.  The  hon.  member  for 
East  York  has  stated  to-day  that  the  true  rule,  the 
only  safe  and  statesmanlike  rule  is  that  taken 
by  the  Government  of  disturbing  the  existing 
boundaries  and  conditions  as  little  as  possible. 
Is  that  hon.  gentleman  prepared  to  live  up 
to  his  convictions?  Is  he  prepared  to  vote 
chat  the  principle  which  he  asks  should  be 
applied  to  Ontario  shall  also  be  applied  to 
Prince  Edward  Island  ?  There  is  no  rule  or 
principle  which  has  been  laid  down  by  any  hon. 
member  on  either  side,  as  a  controlling  and  guiding 
rule  to  be  applied,  which,  when  applied  to  Prince 
Edward  Island,  will  not  leave  the  counties  as  they 
are.  The  Bill  then  would  be  satisfactory  to  Queen’s 
County,  and  that  county  will  return  two  members, 
as  it  always  has  done,  having  a  sufficient  popula¬ 
tion.  Prince  County,  the  only  one  whose  popula¬ 
tion  lias  gone  on  increasing  during  the  past  ten 
years,  will  return  two  members,  being  but  a  few 
thousand  below  the  unit,  and  King’s  County  will 
return  one  member  with  only  4,000  above  the  unit. 
I  say  that  will  be  fair  to  all  parties,  and  I  appeal  to 
the  Minister  of  Justice  to  deal  out  to  our  little 
province  the  same  fair-play,  which,  to  some  extent, 
lie  has  shown  towards  Quebec,  I  understand,  to-day. 
There  have  been  concessions  made  there.  I  cannot 
be  made  believe  that  the  Government  themselves 
ever  made  that  division  ;  I  have  no  doubt  it 
was  done  by  some  of  those  who  have  sought  to 
turn  a  small  minority  in  a  large  majority.  You 
may  do  it,  but  you  will  do  it  at  the  sacrifice  of 
principle,  fair-play,  and  common  honesty.  Sir,  do 
you  imagine  this  thing  is  going  to  remain  there  ? 
Break  in  upon  the  county  lines  of  the  Island  if 
you  will  ignore  all  those  principles  which  you  say 
have  guided  you  in  Ontario  and  Quebec,  and  which 
have  controlled  you  in  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Bruns¬ 
wick,  gerrymander  Prince  Edward  Island  as  you 
are  doing,  and  I  doubt  if  you  will  attain  the  ignoble 
end  which  the  gentlemen  who  drew  that  up  had  in 
view.  It  is  true  by  taking  three  townships  away 
from  King’s  and  putting  them  in  East  Queen’s,  by 
going  to  the  other  end  of  the  county  and  taking 
township  number  twenty-four  from  West  Queen’s 
where  it  has  voted  for  forty  years  and  putting  it 
into  East  Queen’s,  you  have  given  yourself  a  nom¬ 
inal  majority  of  about  100  on  the  vote  of  the  last 
election  ;  but  I  have  sufficient  faith  in  the  good 
sense  and  integrity  and  honour  of  the  voters  of  the 
Island  to  be  convinced  that  they  will  not  respond 
to  the  invitation  held  out  to  them  by  this  gerry¬ 
mander  to  return  the  minority  candidate  to  this 
House  as  their  representative.  It  is  the  most  un¬ 
just  and  wicked  attempt  to  gerrymander  that  has 
been  made  in  the  Dominion  ;  it  cannot  be  defended 
on  any  principle  whatever.  Surely  the  Government 
are  strong  enough,  surely  they  have  a  sufficiently 
large  majority,  larger  than  they  ever  expected,  to 
enable  them  to  do  justice.  And,  Sir,  I  appeal  to 
them  on  every  ground,  I  appeal  to  them  on  the 
ground  of  common  justice,  I  was  going  to  say  com¬ 
mon  decency,  I  appeal  to  them  on  the  principles 
which  they  have  applied  to  Nova  Scotia  and  New 
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Brunsw  ick,  not  to  break  down  the  county  line  rule, 
especially  as  the  counties  in  Prince  Edward  Island, 
as  they  now  stand,  represent  populations  which 
come  as  nearly  to  the  unit  as  you  possibly  could 
desire.  You  can  maintain  the  county  associations, 
the  community  of  interests,  and  the  counties  as 
they  are,  and  give  the  five  members  to  the  Island 
without  breaking  down  one  of  these  county  lines 
at  all.  I  think  that  would  be  fair.  I  know  it 
would  be  acceptable,  and  I  never  could  conceive 
how  my  lion,  friends  ever  consented  to  allow'  their 
county  to  be  divided  in  the  way  it  has  been.  Why 
do  they  want  to  lose  those  townships  ?  Why  do 
they  take  the  three  townships,  61,  63  and  64  from 
King's  County,  where  the  people  of  these  town¬ 
ships  and  their  forefathers  before  them  have  alwrays 
voted  ?  Are  they  ashamed  of  them  ?  Why  do 
they  want  to  thrust  them  into  Queen’s. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (King’s).  You  should  not 
be  ashamed  of  them. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  am  not.  I  once  had 
the  honour  of  representing  them,  wdien  a  young 
man,  in  the  Local  Assembly,  and  perhaps, although 
the  lion,  gentleman  does  not  think  so,  I  may  have 
the  honour  of  representing  them  in  this  Chamber. 
I  know  that  you  are  giving  me  a  very  up-hill  tight. 
I  know  that  you  are  putting  328  Conservative 
votes  into  my  riding  in  the  hope  of  swamping  it  ; 
I  know  you  cannot  justify  that  by  any  principle  of 
common  honesty,  but  only  on  the  ground  that  the 
party  in  power  has  the  might  and  are  going  to  do 
what  they  like.  They  are  going  to  overturn  every 
rule  which  controlled  them,  not  only  in  the  Pro¬ 
vinces  of  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick,  but  in 
the  Provinces  of  Ontario  and  Quebec.  I  would 
submit  to  the  Government  that  they  should  take 
time  to  consider  this  proposition,  and  leave  the 
counties  as  they  are.  I  therefore  beg  to  move  : 

That  in  the  Province  of  Prince  Edward  Island  there 
shall  be  three  electoral  districts  as  at  present  constituted 
and  designated,  of  which  the  electoral  district  of  Prince 
County  shall  continue  to  return  two  members,  the  elec¬ 
toral  district  of  Queen’s  County  shall  continue  to  return 
tw'o  members,  and  the  electoral  district  of  King’s  shall 
return  one  member. 

The  lion,  gentlemen  who  represent  King’s  now,  and 
who  propose  that  they  should  only  represent  here¬ 
after  a.  part  of  King’s,  will  then  have  the  honour  of 
representing  the  whole  county.  This  does  not  take 
anything  from  them.  They  surely  will  occupy  as 
powerful  and  dignified  a  position  in  this  House 
when  representing  the  whole  county  as  when 
representing  a  part  of  one.  I  cannot  understand 
why  thejseanction  this  unless  in  the  ignoble  hope 
of  swamping  East  Queen’s,  and  I  do  not  see  why 
they  should  want  to  do  that. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (King’s).  How  many  will 
be  against  you  now  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  When  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  puts  in  the  128  majority  from  King’s  and 
the  200  majority  from  West  Queen’s  there  will  be 
about  100  votes  against  me,  and  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  knows  that  in  the  last  three  elections  I  carried 
that  riding  by  very  handsome  majorities.  The 
majority  I  had  last  in  the  county  was  about  347, 
and  they  are  taking  about  that  number  and  putting 
it  into  East  Queen’s  to  swamp  me.  I  say  it  is 
unfair,  unjust  and  unmanly.  1  say  that  a  party 
having  a  majority  such  as  the  other  side  have 
should  not  stoop  to  gerrymander  a  man  out  of  his 
seat  when  they  cannot  get  the  people  to  vote  him 


out.  To  legislate  a  man  out  of  his  seat  is  not  an 
act  which  will  ever  reflect  credit  on  themselves, 
and  I  believe  there  is  many  a  member  among  them 
who  will  be  ashamed  to  record  his  vote  for  it.  I 
do  not  believe  the  Government  understood  what 
that  division  meant  when  they  first  brought  it 
down.  I  ask  the  Government  to  consider  the  pro¬ 
position  I  have  submitted.  They  have  left  the 
counties  of  New  Brunswick  and  Nova  Scotia 
alone,  although  Pictou  and  Cape  Breton  have  not 
as  large  a  population  as  Prince  County  and  have 
10,000  less  than  Queen’s.  They  have  not  at¬ 
tempted  to  remove  the  discrepancies  in  population 
in  Restigouche  and  Albert  and  other  counties  in 
New  Brunswick,  and  I  ask  them  not  to  apply  that 
mathematical  rule  to  the  Island  of  Prince  Edward 
which  they  shrink  from  applying  elsewhere.  I  say 
it  is  unfair.  I  say  the  natural  division  is  the 
division  which  was  laid  down  120  years  ago,  which 
was  sanctioned  at  Confederation  by  both  parties, 
which  I  believe  the  majority  of  both  parties  desire 
to  maintain,  and  which  I  think  it  would  be  in  the 
interest  of  both  parties  to  maintain. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  If  I  thought  that  this 
provision  in  regard  to  Prince  Edward  Island  justi¬ 
fied  one-twentieth  part  of  the  strong  adjectives 
and  substantives  my  hon.  friend  has  applied  to  it, 

I  would  withdraw  these  clauses  at  once  and  take 
into  consideration  some  other  method  of  redistri¬ 
buting  the  representation  of  Prince  Edward  Island. 

I  would  like  to  meet  the  views  of  the  hon.  gentleman 
if  possible  in  order  that  the  harmony  with  which  the 
Bill  has  proceeded  so  far  through  committee  might 
be  continued  to  the  end,  but  I  am  convinced  that 
the  hon.  gentleman  in  making  the  allusions  he  has 
done  to  the  redistribution  in  Prince  Edward  Island, 
while  I  do  not  question  his  sincerity,  has  been 
speaking  under  the  influence  of  some  strong  excite¬ 
ment  not  due  to  the  provisions  of  the  Bill  itself  but 
due  to  some  extraordinary  view  which  he  has 
taken  of  this  redistribution.  I  am  unable  to  share 
in  that  excitement,  though  I  share  the  views  of  the 
lion,  gentleman  to  a  great  extent  as  to  the  desir¬ 
ability  as  far  as  possible  of  maintaining  county 
lines.  As  I  am  unable  to  share  in  that  excitement, 

I  shall  ask  the  House  to  treat  this  as  a  matter  of 
business  and  to  take  up  detail  after  detail 
and  see  whether  it  is  open  to  the  terms 
of  being  a  dishonest  measure,  of  being  a 
gerrymander,  of  being  a  violation  of  every  principle 
of  fair-play,  and  an  attempt  to  legislate  the  hon. 
gentleman  out  of  his  seat.  It  is  true  that  we  did 
consult  and  get  advice  from  local  sources  as  well  as 
from  our  friends  in  this  House  from  the  County  of 
King’s,  as  to  what  redistribution  should  be  made, 
not  to  secure  the  greatest  party  advantage,  but  a 
redistribution  which  would  challenge  contradiction 
in  this  House  on  the  ground  of  its  fairness.  I  was 
surprised  at  the  hon.  gentleman  attacking  the  re¬ 
distribution  in  his  province  in  such  strong  language 
as  he  did  the  other  night,  because  I  had  hoped  from 
the  information  we  have,  and  from  consulting  the 
maps  and  the  records,  that  the  redistribution  in  all 
the  Maritime  Provinces  W'ould  have  passed  almost 
without  a  dissenting  voice,  so  fair  did  we  believe 
it  to  be.  The  hon.  gentleman  imputes  to  us  the 
base  desire  to  legislate  him  out  of  his  seat.  It  would 
be  vain,  after  every  line  and  syllable  of  the  Bill  has 
been  attacked  on  similar  grounds  for  four  weeks 
past,  to  attempt  to  deny  that  imputation.  We 
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had  over  two  weeks  debate  on  the  second  reading 
of  the  Bill  in  that  strain.  It  was  alleged  that  we 
had  no  desire  but  to  seek  the  political  scalps  of  our 
enemies.  We  assured  them  that  that  was 
not  our  intention,  but  that  we  would  give  every 
consideration  to  suggestions  which  might  be 
made  in  regard  to  the  details  of  the  Bill  when  we 
got  into  committee  if  they  would  ever,  in  time  or 
eternity,  allow  us  to  get  into  committee,  and  stop 
the  everlasting  flow  of  words  which  threatened  to 
go  on  for  ever.  Since  we  have  been  in  commit¬ 
tee,  the  complaints  of  hon.  gentlemen  have  prac¬ 
tically  ceased,  and  the  only  complaint  that  they 
now  have  to  make  is  that  their  grievances  have 
been  removed,  and  that  they  have  not  the  com¬ 
plaints  to  make  to  the  country  which  they  expected 
they  would  have.  As  to  any  design  on  our  part  to 
remove  the  hon.  gentleman  from  his  seat  in  this 
House,  I  not  only  repudiate  that,  but  I  assure  him 
that  I  would  not  pen  one  line  for  that  purpose.  I 
would  be  foolish,  indeed,  to  try  to  legislate  a  majority 
into  the  hon.  gentleman’s  constituency  for  that  pur¬ 
pose,  because  I  know  perfectly  well  the  influence 
he  possesses  in  that  constituency  by  virtue  of  his 
ability,  and  that  it  would  be  a  very  difficult 
task,  even  if  we  equalized  the  votes  as  he  thinks 
we  have  done,  to  deprive  him  of  his  seat  there,  and 
I  know,  moreover,  that  the  influence  he  possesses 
in  the  province  on  account  of  his  abilities  and  his 
long  public  services,  would  place  at  his  disposal  the 
strongest  Liberal  constituency  in  the  Island. 

Mr.  WELSH.  He  does  not  play  that  game. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  hon.  gentleman 
need  not  play  the  game  of  saying  that  we  are 
trying  to  oust  the  hon.  gentleman,  because  I  give 
him  credit  for  possessing  that  strength  in  his  pro¬ 
vince,  on  account  of  his  ability,  to  enable  him  to 
claim  and  possess  any  seat  there  at  the  disposal  of 
the  Liberal  electors  of  the  province.  I  merely  add 
that  to  my  repudiation  of  any  desire  or  intention  to 
legislate  so  as  to  take  the  hon.  gentleman’s  seat 
from  him.  I  think  that  that  charge  is  a  piece  of 
rhetoric,  and  has  been  made  under  excitement,  and 
that  the  bon.  gentleman  would  not  be  disposed  to 
adhere  to  it  on  reflection.  Let  us  take  up  the  fea¬ 
tures  on  which  that  is  based.  The  hon.  gentleman 
has  insisted  that  we  are  going  against  the  principles 
we  have  acted  upon  in  the  other  Maritime  Pro¬ 
vinces.  He  has  put  that  to  the  committee  as  if  we 
were  invading  his  province  with  a  special  view  to 
equalize  the  population. 

Mr.  WELSH.  Hear,  hear. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  My  hon.  friend  ad¬ 
mits  that  that  is  the  way  in  which  it  is  put  to  the 
committee.  We  are  not  going  to  that  province  for 
that  purpose,  but  because  there  is  a  duty  cast  upon 
us  by  the  British  North  America  Act  to  deprive 
that  province  of  one  of  its  representatives.  They 
have  now  three  counties,  each  represented  by 
two  members.  We  have  to  find  five  seats  there 
instead  of  six.  We  have  to  divide  the  three  coun¬ 
ties  into  five  constituencies,  and  how  you  can  do 
that  without  doing  an  unfairness  in  regard  to 
population  or  else  departing  from  county  lines,  I 
am  utterly  unable  to  see. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  The  population  of  the 
counties  settles  that  for  you. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  hon.  gentleman 
pressed  that  very  earnestly  on  the  committee,  but 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


I  am  unable  to  see  it.  I  understand  his  position 
to  be  that  the  County  of  Prince  should  continue  to 
have  two  members,  that  the  County  of  Queen’s 
should  continue  to  have  two  members,  and  that 
the  County  of  King’s  should  lose  one.  If  I  were 
disposed  to  debate  this  matter  in  the  tone  of  ex¬ 
citement  the  hon.  gentleman  assumed,  I  would  say 
why  should  the  County  of  King’s  lose  one  of  its 
members.  Is  it  because  that  county  happens  to  be 
represented  here  by  two  Conservatives.  I  can 
imagine  no  other  reason.  My  hon.  friend  thinks 
lie  has  another  reason  based  on  the  disparity  of  the 
population,  and  I  am  sure  it  was  sincerely  with  that 
view  that  he  pressed  it  upon  the  committee,  but 
would  it  be  a  fair  arrangement  that  Prince  and 
Queen’s  should  each  have  two  members  and  that 
King’s  should  lose  the  one  that  is  to  be  lost  ? 
Under  that  state  of  facts,  one  member  in  the 
County  of  Queen’s  would  represent  about  23,000, 
each  member  in  Prince  would  represent  18,000,  while 
the  solitary  member  for  King’s  would  represent 
26,634.  Why  should  that  disparity  exist  except 
for  the  purpose  of  depriving  a  Conservative  county 
of  one  of  its  representatives  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  For  the  same  reason 
that,  although  a  disparity  four  times  as  great  exists 
in  the  adjoining  province,  you  do  not  break  the 
county  lines  there. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  will  show  that  that 
does  not  hold  good.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  said 
that  we  cannot,  in  redistributing,  get  an  exact 
equalization  of  numbers.  I  admit  that  ;  I  admit 
that  we  cannot  do  it  exactly  without  dividing  town¬ 
ships,  which  we  have  not  done — we  have  adhered 
to  the  township  lines — without  dividing  even 
families,  and  eventually,  I  suppose,  you  would 
have  to  divide  a  man.  But  we  come  as  nearly 
as  we  can  to  that  by  adhering  to  the  lines  of 
townships,  and  the  committee  will  see  how  much 
fairer  in  point  of  equalization  of  population  the 
numbers  are  under  the  new  scheme.  Under  this 
scheme,  King’s  will  have  a  population  of  21,684  ; 
East  Queen’s  will  have  23,466  ;  West  Queen’s  will 
have  22,209  ;  East  Prince  will  have  20,723  ;  and 
West  Prince  will  have  20,987.  Now,  I  do  say  that 
this  is  as  close  an  approximation  to  equality  of 
population  as  you  can  possibly  get  in  that  Island. 
You  get  as  near  an  equalization  of  population  in 
those  districts  as  you  can  possibly  get  without 
dividing  townships,  which  we  do  not  want  to  do. 
But  if  you  take  out  of  one  division  any  township 
and  put  it  in  another  one  of  these  divisions, 
then  you  disturb  the  equalization  that  is 
effected  by  this  scheme.  We  want  to  know  what 
reason  can  be  given  for  taking  that  township  out 
of  that  electoral  district  and  putting  it  into  another 
when  it  disturbs  the  equalization  which  is  approxi¬ 
mately  effected  here.  Again,  I  say  to  the  hon. 
gentleman  that  we  are  not  invading  his  Island  for 
the  purpose  of  equalizing  population,  and  that  is 
the  answer  which  I  make  to  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
allusion  to  what  is  done  in  the  neighbouring  Pro¬ 
vinces  of  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick.  I  will 
first  take  up  his  allusion  to  the  Counties  of  West¬ 
moreland  and  Albert.  Westmoreland,  he  tells  us, 
has  a  population  of  41,000,  and  Albert  a  population 
of  a  little  over  10,000.  If  we  had  by  this  Bill  been 
creating  those  constituencies,  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
argument  would  be  unanswerable.  But  let  the  hon. 
gentleman  tell  me  what  purpose  would  have  been 
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served  in  this  Bill  by  stepping  in  there  and  attempt¬ 
ing  to  equalize  those  populations  thereby  disturb¬ 
ing  county  lines.  We  should  not  have  been  able  to 
provide  for  the  diminution  in  the  representation 
which  the  law  requires  for  the  Province  of  New 
Brunswick,  and  we  do  not  profess  in  this  Bill  to  go 
all  over  the  country  to  remove  anomalies  and 
equalize  population.  We  profess  to  be  making  the 
changes  which  the  British  North  America  Act 
requires  to  be  made,  with  as  little  disturbance  as 
possible,  and  when  we  come  to  a  province  where 
we  cannot  without  injustice  as  regards  population, 
adhere  to  the  county  lines,  we  claim  that  there  is 
no  unfairness  in  redistributing  the  whole  of  that 
province  into  five  constituencies  containing  as  nearly 
as  possible  an  equal  population  in  each. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.  I.)  Will  the  hon.  gentleman 
permit  me  to  remark  that  under  the  distribution 
which  he  has  made  there  is  as  large  a  discrepancy 
between  the  population  of  some  of  the  ridings  as 
there  would  be  between  Queen’s  County  and  King’s 
if  he  had  kept  the  county  lines.  East  Prince  has 
20,000 ;  East  Queen’s,  23,000  ;  or  a  difference  of 
3,000.  If  you  leave  the  counties  as  they  stand, 
Queen’s  County  with  46,000  returns  two  members, 
King’s  with  26,000  returns  one  member,  the  differ¬ 
ence  would  be  3,000 — just  the  same  discrepancy  as 
exists  in  the  present  Bill. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  does  not  strike 
me  at  the  moment,  but  I  will  examine  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  figures  as  soon  as  I  have  an  opportunity. 
But  the  hon.  gentleman  will  need  to  point  out  to 
us  howr  that  can  be  remedied  by  the  removal  of  one 
of  these  townships  into  another  county  without 
creating  greater  disturbance  that  we  have.  Will 
the  hon.  gentleman  say  w'hether  he  does  not  in  that 
larger  district  include  Charlottetown  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E. I.)  Certainly.  I  say  the 
district  which  the  hon.  gentleman  has  carved, 
called  East  Queen’s,  has  23,466,  whereas  East 
Prince  has  only  20,000  odd. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  hon.  gentleman 
will  see  that  the  disparity  which  exists  there,  and 
to  which  he  calls  my  attention,  is  accounted  for  by 
the  fact  that  he  includes  the  city  of  Charlotte¬ 
town,  and  we  have  not  pretended,  nor  can  any¬ 
body  in  drafting  a  Redistribution  Bill,  attempt  to 
give  the  same  representation  by  population  to  the 
cities  as  we  do  to  the  rural  population.  But  the 
hon.  gentleman  proposes,  as  a  substitute,  that  we 
should  transfer  that  disparity  to  a  purely  rural 
constituency  in  the  west  end  of  the  Island, namely, 
the  County  of  King’s,  where  there  would  not  be  any¬ 
thing  like  the  same  justification  for  it  as  thjere  is 
now  with  the  city  of  Charlottetown.  Now,  pur¬ 
suing  the  question  of  existing  anomalies,  let  us 
examine  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia.  What 
purpose  would  have  been  served  by  going  to  the 
Counties  of  Cape  Breton  and  Pictou  and  taking 
away  one  of  the  members  there  ?  You  would 
have  accomplished  the  result  of  diminishing  the 
representation  as  the  law  requires,  but  you  would 
have  provided  that  one  member  there  should  repre¬ 
sent  34,000  people,  whereas  for  the  last  ten  years 
he  had  represented  but  17,000  ;  and  what  is  of 
more  importance  still,  you  would  have  been  leav¬ 
ing  the  County  of  Queen’s,  which  is  under  your 
hand  and  eye,  with  a  population  of  10,000,  lying 
alongside  cf  another  small  county  of  about  14,000 
to  which  it  could  be  annexed  without  the  slightest 


invasion  of  county  lines.  Therefore,  you  would 
have  been  doing  a  palpable  injustice  and  creating 
another  anomaly.  Does  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
argument,  that  there  ai’e  other  anomalies  in  Can¬ 
ada,  justify  in  the  slightest  degree  this  scheme  by 
which  he  proposes  to  give  a  largely  increased 
population  to  the  County  of  King’s  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  misled  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  in  saying  that  Charlottetown  was  in  East 
Queen  s,  it  is  in  W  est  Queen’s.  The  constituency 
that  has  the  largest  population  is  purely  a  rural 
one. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  will  look  at  that  in 
a  moment.  The  hon.  gentleman  referred  to  East 
Queen’s,  that  has  a  population  of  23,466,  and  the 
lowest  is  20,723,  a  difference  of  about  2,700.  But 
the  hon.  gentleman  will  see  that  by  his  scheme  the 
discrepancy  is  much  larger  between  the  smallest 
and  the  greatest,  In  Prince  the  population  for 
each  representative  would  be  18,000  and  in  Queen’s 
it  would  be  26,000. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  Prince  is  increasing  more 
rapidly  than  the  other. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  not  aware  of  it. 
Now,  these  are  the  circumstances  under  which 
this  redistribution  of  Queen’s  is  offered  to  the 
committee.  As  I  said  before,  wTe  were  obliged 
to  go  to  the  Island  for  the  purpose  of  changing  the. 
number  of  seats  ;  otherwise  what  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  has  said  about  disturbing  county  lines  would 
be  correct.  If  the  taking  away  of  dual  representa¬ 
tion  in  the  Provinces  of  New  Brunswick  and 
Nova  Scotia  would  have  accomplished  the  result 
with  anything  like  the  fairness  with  which  that 
result  has  been  accomplished,  all  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  has  said  with  respect  to  the  comparison 
between  his  province  and  the  Provinces  of  Nova 
Scotia  and  New  Brunswick  would  be  applicable 
and  would  be  irrefutable.  I  am  going  to  refer 
the  committee  to  the  local  redistribution,  not  at  all 
for  the  purpose  of  saying — because  I  must  leave 
that  to  the  lion,  gentlemen  who  represent  King’s 
and  who  will  say  more  than  I  can,  because  I  know 
nothing  about  it  except  what  I  see  on  the  plan, 
whether  it  is  a  fair  or  unfair  one — but  I  refer  to  it 
simply  because  I  can  draw  this  argument  from  it  r 
I  am  willing  to  assume  for  the  sake  of  argument 
that  this  local  distribution  was  a  fair,  correct  and 
straightforward  distribution.  The  hon.  members 
for  King’s  have  pressed  on  the  committee  the  view 
that  it  is  not  so.  I  leave  that  to  them,  but  I  assume 
for  the  purpose  of  my  argument  that  it  is  fair  and 
just.  If  there  was  so  much  to  be  said  in  defence 
of  the  county  lines,  if  the  strong  expressions  used 
with  respect  to  honesty,  fairness,  justice  and  mean¬ 
ness  and  all  that  kind  of  thing  could  be  urged  in 
defence  of  the  county  lines  in  the  Island,  surely  the 
Local  Legislature,  wdiich  has  the  domestic  interests 
of  the  Island  in  charge,  which  has  the  power  to 
change  those  county  lines  from  time  to  time  and 
depart  from  them,  should  have  treasured  them  more 
sacredly  than  they  have  done  in  their  measure 
passed  during  the  last  few  months,  when  they 
carved  up  the  country  and  constituted  coloured 
sections  as  shown  in  this  map,  in  which  they  not 
only  departed  from  county  lines - 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  They  never  touched  the 
county  lines. 


4119 


[COMMONS] 


4120 


Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Because  the  whole 
gerrymander  is  within  one  county  ;  or,  I  should 
say,  it  does  not  adhere  to  county  lines.  The 
measure  does  not  profess  to  adhere  to  county  lines, 
and  the  changes  are  carried  out  within  the  county 
lines.  But  hon.  gentlemen  will  see  that  they  have 
not  only  made  a  most  extraordinary  redistribution, 
as  it  would  appear  from  the  map,  but  they  have 
absolutely  departed  from  the  tow  nship  or  lot  lines 
and  every  here  and  there  they  have  divided  a  lot 
in  two.  The  hon.  gentleman  may  avoid  all  re¬ 
sponsibility  by  saying  that  he  entirely  disapproves 
of  the  local  readjustment.  The  hon.  gentlematj  has 
not  done  so  ;  and  until'he  does  so,  I  have  to  repeat 
that  I  assume  that  it  was  a  fair  one  and  one  made 
by  the  Provincial  Legislature  paying  just  as  much 
regard  to  municipal  lines,  or  rather  local  territorial 
divisions,  as  the  Local  Legislature  thought  such 
divisions  deserved  in  treating  the  question  of  redis¬ 
tribution.  I  press  the  argument  on  that  point 
no  further  than  that ;  but  I  do  say  that  if 
the  Local  Legislature,  having  immediately  the 
local  interests  of  the  province  in  charge  in¬ 
vaded  the  lines  of  lots  and  connected  together  for 
representation  purposes  patches  of  territory  which 
cannot  be  approached  without  invading  other  con¬ 
stituencies  altogether,  then  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
pressed  too  strongly  on  this  committee  the  senti¬ 
ments  and  feelings  which  he  entertains  and  which 
he  professes  the  people  of  the  Island  entertain 
as  regards  the  adherence  to  local  boundaries, 
county  or  township  lines  or  lines  of  lots.  When 
the  question  comes  to  be  examined,  apart  from  the 
feeling  which  the  hon.  gentleman  has  thrown  into 
the  question  and  which  the  committee  must  neces¬ 
sarily  divest  itself  of  in  order  to  consider  this  ques¬ 
tion  fairly  and  in  a  business-like  way,  the  redistri¬ 
bution  of  the  Island  will  be  found  to  be  a  fair  one  ; 
and,  in  claiming  that,  I  am  claiming  for  it  even  less 
than  we  expected,  because  we  did  not  expect  that 
its  fairness  or  justice  would  be  challenged,  especially 
as  the  redistribution  sections  with  respect  to  the 
other  Maritime  Provinces  have  passed  with  hardly 
a  word  of  debate. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  The  hon.  gentleman  has 
appealed  to  me  as  to  whether  the  local  gerrymander 
in  the  Island  meets  with  my  approval  or  disap¬ 
proval.  1  have  never  had  the  pleasure  of  seeing 
what  that  gerrymander  is  up  to  this  moment.  I  am 
no  more  responsible  for  it  than  is  the  Minister  of 
Justice  himself.  I  have  a  copy  of  the  Bill  intro¬ 
duced  into  the  Legislative  Assembly,  but  I  do  not 
know  what  measure  has  been  passed.  I  cannot  pass 
my  opinion  upon  it  for  I  have  never  seen  it. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (King’s).  Have  you  not  seen 
the  local  press  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Not  beyond  the  fact  that 
there  was  a  gerrymander  made.  I  saw  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  plan  the  other  night.  I  suppose  the 
hon.  gentleman  will  accept  my  statement,  that  I 
never  was  consulted  about  it,  that  at  present  I 
know  nothing  of  it,  and  that  at  the  present  moment 
I  do  not  kiiow  what  it  is,  except  that  I  have  seen 
a  party-coloured  map,  which  appears  very  strange. 
I  hope  the  Minister  of  Justice  will  not  be  controlled, 
as  I  fear  the  hon.  member  for  King’s  was  controlled 
the  other  day,  in  his  decision  on  this  question,  and 
thereby  do  a  wrong  to  the  people  of  the  Island, 
simply  because  the  wrong  may  have  been  done  by 
the  Local  Legislature. 

Sir  John  Thompson. 


Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Certainly  not. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Let  us  reason  this  matter 
out  on  its  merits  and  deal  even-handed  justice. 
Let  me  press  this  point  on  the  committee.  Here¬ 
tofore  King’s  with  half  the  population  of  Queen’s 
has  had  two  members.  During  the  19  years  we 
have  been  in  Confederation  I  have  never  raised  one 
word  of  complaint  in  regard  to  it,  I  have  never 
suggested  there  should  be  any  equalization  of  the 
counties,  or  that  the  counties  should  be  changed  or 
that  King’s  should  oidy  have  one  representative.  I 
hold  that  the  matter  will  readjust  and  settle  itself. 
As  the  counties  now  stand,  Queen’s  with  its  46,000 
is  entitled  to  two  members  and  King’s  with  26,000 
is  only  entitled  to  one  member,  and  there  are  3,000 
or  4,000  people  over.  The  fact  that  it  has  3,000 
or  4,000  over  the  unit  cannot  be  advanced  as 
a  reason  for  breaking  in  county  lines,  because  you 
have  that  discrepancy  multiplied  fourfold  in 
numerous  cases  in  the  adjoining  provinces.  If  the 
fact  that  one  county  has  3,000  or  4,000  more  than 
the  unit  is  the  only  excuse  for  breaking  down 
county  lines,  and  if  you  act  on  that  excuse  as  re¬ 
gards  Prince  Edward  Island,  how  can  you  justify 
yourself  for  not  applying  it  all  round  in  the  Mari¬ 
time  Provinces?  Does  this  circumstance  justify 
the  Government  in  breaking  into  county  lines 
which  have  been  established  for  120  years?  It 
cannot  be  so.  The  argument  appears  to  me  to  be 
unanswerable,  and  I  desire  to  point  out  that  in  the 
new  division  the  Government  have  made,  they  have 
continued  the  same  discrepancy  that  would  exist 
if  the  county  lines  were  not  interfered  with,  or 
very  nearly  the  same.  The  Government  have  given 
East  Queen’s  23,000  odd  and  East  Prince  20,000 
odd,  or  a  discrepancy  of  3,000.  I  submit  to  the 
committee  that  it  is  impossible  to  avoid  some  small 
discrepancies.  Leave  the  county  lines  alone. 
Leave  the  people  of  King’s,  who  have  worked 
together  in  all  their  affairs,  alone,  and  maintain 
the  sacred  principle  of  county  lines  until  forced  to 
break  them  down,  and  do  not  seek  to  do  so  by  some 
subterfuge.  I  accept  the  statement  unreservedly, 
as  made  by  the  Minister  of  Justice,  that  he  did  not 
attempt  to  gerrymander  me  ;  but  I  cannot  ignore 
the  fact  that  I  am  gerrymandered.  The  person 
who  prepared  the  Bill  has  placed  in  East  Queen’s 
128  Conservative  majority  from  King’s,  and  200 
Conservative  majority  from  West  Queen’s,  mak¬ 
ing  328  Conservative  majority  put  into  East 
Queen’s.  It  is  impossible  to  get  over  this 
fact — you  have  gerrymandered  me  out.  Talk 
as  much  as  you  like  about  your  intention  ;  I 
carried  the  county  with  some  hundreds  majority 
and  whether  I  am  able  to  overcome  the  effect  of 
this  gerrymander  or  not  is  a  problem  which  the 
future  alone  will  solve.  I  have  stated  nothing  but 
the  bald  facts,  and  I  am  not  going  to  be  taken 
away  from  the  argument  by  hon.  gentlemen  say¬ 
ing  that  the  Local  Legislature  did  this  or  did  that. 
If  they  did  a  wrong  let  them  be  held  responsible 
for  it,  but  do  not  let  us  do  another  wrong  of  that 
kind  :  two  wrongs  do  not  make  a  right.  If  you 
break  down  county  lines  in  Prince  Edward  Island 
how  long  will  the  county  lines  in  New  Brunswick 
and  Nova  Scotia  remain  ?  They  will  go  down 
some  day,  and  some  party  will  be  urged  by  its 
supporters  to  do  so,  and  they  will  point  to  the 
fact  that  the  county  lines  have  been  broken  down 
in  Prince  Edward  Island  and  demand  that  the 
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principle  should  he  extended  to  the  other  Mari¬ 
time  Provinces.  I  say  that  we  have  a  sound  prin¬ 
ciple  to  go  on  in  the  maintenance  of  county  lines, 
which  maintains  the  historic  continuity,  which 
maintains  the  community  of  interests,  and  which 
maintains  the  relations  of  the  people  of  the  coun¬ 
ties  as  they  have  done  for  120  years.  Hon.  gen 
tlemen  know  that  in  the  Maritime  Provinces  poli¬ 
tical  party  lines  do  not  prevail  as  rigidly  as  they 
do  in  Ontario.  Since  Prince  Edward  Island  came 
into  Confederation  the  county  which  I  represent 
and  which  for  three  elections  has  sent  two  Liberals 
here,  sent  on  one  occasion  two  Conservatives  to 
this  House  with  700  majority.  That  has  been 
all  changed,  I  think  for  the  better  and 
you  may  think  for  the  worse.  The  people  are 
not  in  their  political  convictions  educated  the  same 
way  as  they  are  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  You 
may  be  the  gainer,  as  you  think,  of  a  temporary 
political  advantage,  but  possibly  you  may  not  suc¬ 
ceed  in  your  efforts.  However  that  may  be,  you 
are  introducing  a  vicious  system,  a  system  which, 
if  adopted  by  your  opponents,  would  gerrymander 
you  out  of  existence  on  the  Island,  and  if  applied 
to  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick  might  be  pro¬ 
ductive  of  the  worst  results.  I  appeal  to  hon. 
gentlemen  whether,  for  a  paltry  advantage  which 
may  or  may  not  be  gained,  it  is  worth  while  to 
break  down  the  principle  you  have  sacredly  ob¬ 
served  in  the  Maritime  Provinces  heretofore.  I 
hope  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  will  study  the 
figures  I  have  given  him,  and  not  press  this  matter 
to  a  vote  to-night.  The  hon.  Minister  said  that  I 
have  been  labouring  under  excitement,  and  perhaps 
I  have.  I  have  fought  the  fight  in  that  county 
three  times,  as  hard  as  mortal  man  ever  fought  in 
election  contests,  and  I  do  not  want  to  see  the  old 
county  I  have  represented  for  ten  years  broken  in 
upon,  and  three  portions  of  another  constituency 
brought  into  it,  so  that  it  will  take  a  long  time  for 
me  to  get  in  touch  with  the  people.  You  are 
dragging  the  people  from  King’s  County  and  bring¬ 
ing  them  into  Queen’s,  and  you  make  them  associate 
with  people  with  whom  they  never  associated  be¬ 
fore,  politically.  I  can  see  no  other  advantage  to 
be  gained  from  it  except  a  party  one,  and  I  appeal 
to  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  to  give  the  figures  I 
have  submitted  to  him  fair  consideration  before  he 
presses  this  matter  to  a  vote. 

Mr.  DENISON.  If  this  map  which  I  have  here, 
properly  represents  the  gerrymander  of  constitu¬ 
encies  by  the  Local  House,  I  believe  that  it  is  a 
most  disgraceful  thing.  That  being  the  case,  I  see 
no  reason  why  this  House  should  attempt  to  follow 
it  even  though  at  a  distance,  and  I  think  that  for 
the  sake  of  a  paltry — if  I  can  use  the  term — num¬ 
ber  of  3,000  people,  that  it  is  hardly  necessary  for 
this  committee  to  go  to  work  and  gerrymander  the 
whole  Island.  I  shall  vote  for  the  amendment. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  are  not  gerry¬ 
mandering  it  at  all. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  wish  to  offer  a  few  words 
on  this  matter.  Although  I  am  not  familiar  witli 
the  geography  of  Prince  Edward  Island,  yet  from 
the  few  facts  that  stand  out  in  this  discussion,  and 
which  struck  me  as  being  of  a  character  that  ought 
to  press  themselves  upon  the  mind  of  the  Minister 
of  Justice,  it  is  evident  that  if  the  county  lines  of 
Prince  Edward  Island  are  respected,  that  the  dis¬ 
parity  in  the  unit  of  repi*esentation  is  not  sufficient 


to  warrant  a  resort  to  any  such  measure  as  is  con¬ 
templated  by  this  proposal  to  cut  and  carve  up  the 
Island.  The  public  can  see  rightly  or  wrongly, 
that  the  placing  of  an  adverse  Conservative  major¬ 
ity  in  the  riding  of  my  hon.  friend  from  Queen’s 
County  (Mr.  Davies)  is  an  unwarrantable  attempt 
to  gerrymander  out  of  this  Parliament  one  of  the 
most  useful  public  men  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada. 
We  have  had  exhibitions  in  the  United  States  of 
attempts  to  relegate  public  men  of  prominence 
to  private  life  in  that  way,  and  these  attempts 
have  always  brought  discredit  on  the  party  which 
made  them.  There  is  no  reason  whatever  that  can 
be  adduced  for  the  operation  which  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  apply  to  the  Province  of  Prince  Edward 
Island.  The  fact  that  King’s  would  have  26,000 
inhabitants,  the  fact  that  the  two  members  for 
Prince  would  receive  18,000  each,  a  county  that  is 
increasing  rapidly  in  population  and  where  the  dis¬ 
parity  will  lessen  rapidly  ;  I  say  that  this  dispar¬ 
ity  does  not  warrant  any  interference  with  the 
county  lines  which  have  been  established  for  120 
years.  This  disparity  is  much  less,  if  the  county 
lines  are  respected,  than  exists  in  Ontario,  or  Que¬ 
bec,  or  in  Nova  Scotia,  or  in  New  Brunswick. 
This  disparity  will  not  justify  the  action  that  is 
proposed  to  be  taken  ;  it  is  no  argument  whatever 
in  favour  of  it,  and  I  hope  that  the  Minister  of  Jus¬ 
tice  will  allow  this  matter  to  stand  over  for  further 
consideration.  I  am  happy  to  say  that  in  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  details  of  this  Bill,  we  have  had  a 
disposition  evinced  by  the  Government  which  has 
somewhat  surprised  me.  I  confess,  Sir,  that  if  I 
had  been  aware  of  the  existence  of  this  dis¬ 
position  before,  perhaps  my  criticism  on  the 
general  character  of  this  measure  woidd  have 
been  a  little  less  warm  than  it  has  been.  I  hope 
that  the  Government,  having  so  far  shown  a  dis¬ 
position  in  many  cases  to  give  us  fair-play,  will  not 
now  stultify  their  record  by  persisting  in  this  proposal 
in  regard  to  Prince  Edward  Island.  I  am  sure  if  the 
Minister  of  J ustice  will  take  time  to  reflect  on  this 
matter  coolly,  he  will  feel  that  the  proposal  with 
regard  to  the  rearrangement  of  these  constituencies 
is  not  in  the  interests  of  the  Government,  or  in  the 
interest  of  fair-play  to  carry  out.  Do  not  have  the 
stigma  cast  on  the  Government  that  an  attempt  is 
made  to  import  three  or  four  hundred  Conservative 
majority  into  my  hon.  friend’s  riding.  Let  us  have 
this  feature  of  the  Bill  carried  out  in  the  line  of 
the  other  features  that  characterized  the  Bill,  where 
concessions  were  made,  and  then  the  feelings  of 
this  House  and  of  the  country  will  be  much  better, 
and  the  reputation  of  the  Government  will  be  bet¬ 
ter  than  if  they  persisted  in  the  small  advantage 
that  would  accrue  to  them  by  the  proposal  in  the 
Bill.  I  hope  that  the  Minister  of  Justice  will  see 
the  force  of  these  arguments,  and  will  allow  the 
section  to  stand  over. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  As  regards  the  dispa¬ 
rity  which  the  hon.  member  refers  to,  and  to  which 
the  hon.  member  for  West  Toronto  (Mr.  Denison) 
made  allusion,  instead  of  it  being  3,000,  it  would 
be  more  fair  to  state  the  facts,  and  to  say  that  it  is 
8,000.  The  hon.  gentleman  took  for  the  purpose 
of  his  comparison  that  which  suited  the  argument 
of  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s,  namely,  the  county 
which  had  the  largest  population  ;  but  he  over¬ 
looked  the  fact  that  he  was  proposing  to  give  in 
Prince  County  a  representative  to  every  18,000 
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persons.  As  regards  the  characterization  of  the 
local  redistribution,  I  say  nothing  about  it.  The 
hon.  member  for  West  Toronto  does  not  know 
whether  it  is  fair  or  unfair  :  he  knows  less  about  it 
than  any  of  us  who  belong  to  the  Maritime  Prov¬ 
inces  ;  and  no  one  who  merely  looks  at  a  plan  can  tell 
whether  it  is  fair  or  unfair.  But  it  shows  that 
those  boundaries  which  are  so  sacred  in  the  mind 
of  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  are  not  regarded 
by  the  Local  Legislature. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  I  have  listened  very  care¬ 
fully  to  the  remarks  of  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice 
to-night.  I  always  listen  very  carefully  to  any¬ 
thing  he  says  in  the  House  ;  and  since  this  Redis¬ 
tribution  Bill  has  come  before  the  House,  I  have 
been  specially  careful  to  hear  on  what  principle  he 
advocates  it.  He  has  introduced  a  new  principle 
to-night  ;  he  has  evinced  a  great  deal  of  new-born 
zeal  for  the  principle  of  equalization — I  use  the  term 
new-born  zeal  advisedly,  because  he  has  been  urged 
again  and  again  to  look  at  the  inequalities  which  exist 
all  over  the  country  and  to  do  something  to  rectify 
them,  and  he  has  steadily  refused  to  take  any  action 
in  the  premises.  The  only  intelligible  principle  I 
have  heard  him  lay  down  was  that  which  he  laid 
down  in  his  speech  the  other  night  in  reply  to  the 
hon.  member  for  Bothwell,  when  that  hon.  member 
pleaded  that  county  lines  should  not  be  interfered 
with,  but  that  old  association,  should  be  respected. 
In  order  that  I  may  not  misrepresent  him,  I  will 
read  the  words  he  made  use  of  : 

“  Every  word  that  the  hon.  member  said  upon  that 
subject  as  regards  their  communityof  interests,  as  regards 
their  familiarity  with  each  other’s  views,  as  regards  their 
consultation  with  each  other  as  to  the  best  men  to  repre¬ 
sent  them  in  Parliament,  as  to  their  habit  of  thought  and 
their  habit  of  congregating  together  for  purposes  con¬ 
nected  with  their  representation  in  Parliament ;  every 
word  the  hon.  member  said  in  favour  of  continuing  the 
county  lines  applies  with  ten-fold  force  to  the  continuance, 
as  far  as  possible,  of  the  existing  political  divisions  of  the 
counties.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  recognizes  that  it  is  im¬ 
possible  to  keep  people  who  are  accustomed  to  sit  on  the 
jury  bench  together,  who  are  accustomed  to  elect  municipal 
councillors  together,  who  are  accustomed  to  select  their 
wardens  together  ;  if  it  be  at  all  important  to  congregate 
these  persons  together  and  keep  then*  within  the  lines 
within  which  they  are  accustomed  to  act,  it  is  surely  of 
equal  importance,  at  least,  that  these  people,  having  been 
congregating  within  certain  political  lines  during  the  last 
10  years,  since  i  882,  and  having  acted  together  in  political 
matters  so  far  as  this  Parliament  is  concerned  for  the  last 
10  years,  and  shall  not  now  be  wantonly  severed  upon  any 
mere  theoretical  principle  are  regards  county  lines  or  any 
other.  Is  it  not  important  that  we  shall  continue  the 
principle  of  continuity,  that  we  shall  continue  with  the 
party  convention  it  may  be,  the  party  caucus  it  may  be, 
the  occasional  political  discussion  on  the  street  it  may  be, 
of  men  who  are  accustomed  to  assemble  to  discuss  their 
political  requirements?  Is  it  not  important,  I  ask,  that 
we  should  provide  that  these  persons  shall  continue  to 
congregate,  and  to  meet,  and  to  consult,  and  to  advise 
and  to  vote  together,  as  they  have  been  doing  for  the  last 
10  , years,  unless  some  good  reason  can  be  offered  to  this 
committee  to  the  contrary  ?  It  is  upon  that  principle,  I 
say,  that  all  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills) 
urged  with  regard  to  the  county  lines— and  all  of  that  we 
are  not  disposed  to  dispute  as  regards  any  matters  which 
affects  the  counties  themselves — applies  with  ten -fold 
force  to  the  maintenance  of  the  political  divisions  of  the 
last  10  years,  unless  some  reason  is  given  to  show  that  that 
political  line  is  unjust,  that  it  ought  to  be  violated,  or 
that  it  operates  unjustly  to  some  other  section  of  the 
country.” 

That  was  the  principle  the  hon.  gentleman  laid 
down,  and  from  which  he  refused  to  depart.  We 
pointed  out  that  by  the  Redistribution  Act  of 
1882,  if  you  choose  to  call  it  by  that  soft  name, 
the  grossest  injustice  was  done  throughout  the 
country,  but  the  hon.  gentleman  refused  to  rectify 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


that  injustice,  because  he  held  that  it  was  more 
important  that  the  continuity  of  the  present  elec¬ 
toral  districts  should  be  maintained.  And  now, 
Sir,  I  appeal  to  his  own  principle,  and  I  ask  him, 
if  it  is  important  that  the  boundary  lines  laid 
down  ten  years  ago  should  be  respected,  is  it 
not  at  least  of  equal  importance  that  the  lines  laid 
down  120  years  ago  should  be  respected  and  con¬ 
tinued  ?  The  figures  have  been  given  over  and 
over  again,  but  let  me  refer  to  them  again.  King’s 
County  has  a  population  of  26,633,  Prince  36,470, 
and  Queen’s  45,977.  Now,  what  the  hon.  member 
for  Queen’s  proposes  is  that  the  member  who  is 
to  be  taken  away  from  the  Island  should  simply 
be  taken  from  King's  County,  and  the  con¬ 
tinuity  of  120  years  not  interfered  with,  but 
that  the  other  two  counties  shall  continue  to  elect 
two  representatives  each  to  this  House.  Now,  the 
only  reason  the  hon.  gentleman  can  urge  to-night 
for  refusing  to  accede  to  that  resolution  is  that  by 
his  scheme  the  population  is  equalized.  Well,  Sir, 
on  his  own  reasoning  since  this  Bill  came  before 
the  House,  that  has  no  force  whatever.  If  it  were 
necessary  I  could  point  to  one  constituency  in 
the  adjoining  province  which  has  not  2,000  or 
3,000  more,  but  which  has  17,000  more  than  the 
County  of  King’s  would  have  if  left  as  it  is  ;  I 
refer  to  Drummond  and  Arthabaska  ;  and  yet  the 
hon.  gentleman  refuses  to  rectify  that  inequality. 
He  will  also  find  that  the  population  of  East  Que¬ 
bec  is  36,384,  some  12,000  or  13,000  more  than  the 
unit,  while  West  Quebec  has  only  8,000  ;  and  yet 
the  hon.  gentleman  does  not  see  fit  to  apply  his 
principle  of  equalization  to  remedy  that  gross  in¬ 
equality. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  Does  the  hon.  gentleman  desire 
Quebec  W est  to  be  done  away  with  ? 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  I  certainly  do  not,  but  I 
want  it  to  have  something  like  the  same  population 
that  East  Quebec  has.  I  want  the  hon.  Minister  of 
Justice  to  apply  the  principle  all  round  if  he  is 
going  to  apply  it  to  Prince  Edward  Island.  On  the 
principle  which  he  himself  has  laid  down,  there  is 
not  the  slightest  justification  for  this  breaking  up 
of  the  Island,  call  it  by  the  term  redistribution, 
gerrymander,  or  what  you  will.  Now,  since  no 
principle  the  hon.  gentleman  has  laid  down  can  be 
applied  to  it,  we  have  a  right  to  charge  that  it  is 
done  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  our  hon.  friend 
out  of  this  House,  and  the  country  will  so  regard 
it.  I  do  not  believe  it  will  have  that  effect.  I 
believe  the  people  of  Prince  Edward  Island  have 
sufficient  honour  and  honesty  to  resent  such  an 
attempt,  and  will  send  the  hon.  gentleman  back  by 
an  increased  majority  ;  but  the  attempt  is  made  all 
the  same,  and  the  disposition  to  do  the  wrong  is 
unmistakable.  Is  this  House  not  to  be  governed 
by  the  ordinary  rules  of  fair-play  and  justice  which 
characterize  people  outside  the  House.  Why, 
school  boys  on  the  play-ground  would  be  ashamed 
to  take  advantage  of  their  opponents  in  any 
such  manner.  I  have  only  to  refer  to  the 
gerrymander  of  1882.  Let  me  just  point  out 
one  of  the  things  done  then.  We  had  a  few 
months  ago  to  regret  the  loss  of  the  Hon.  Alex¬ 
ander  Mackenzie,  a  man  who  had  broken  himself 
down  in  the  service  of  the  country,  a  man  who 
had  spent  his  life  and  money  in  its  service.  He 
had  left  the  constituency  he  had  represented  ever 
since  he  came  to  Parliament,  and  accepted  a  nom- 
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ination  in  East  York,  aiul  you  would  fancy  that, 
under  the  circumstances,  broken  down  in  health 
and  unable  to  engage  in  a  canvass,  if  any  one 
were  entitled  to  fair-play  it  would  be  him.  The 
highland  chief,  when  about  to  engage  in  battle 
with  his  foe,  seeing  that  his  enemy  had  nothingbut 
his  naked  blade,  threw  away  his  own  target  and 
engaged  in  the  fight  on  equal  terms.  Did  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  deal  with  Mr.  Mackenzie  in  that  way  ? 
No  ;  despite  his  condition,  they  gerrymandered  his 
riding  so  as  to  secure  his  defeat,  tied  his  hands  and 
then  left  him  to  fight  his  battle.  That  is  what  they 
are  trying  to  do  with  the  hon.  member  for  East 
Queen  s.  I  do  not  believe  they  will  be  successful. 
The  amendment  he  has  proposed  has  carried  one 
gentleman  on  the  other  side,  and  I  hope  it  will 
carry  sufficient  others  to  secure  its  adoption. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  The  Minister 
of  J ustice  has  stated,  and  so  have  a  good  many 
other  gentlemen  opposite,  that  what  the  Govern¬ 
ment  desire  above  all  is  to  conduct  these  distribu¬ 
tions  in  the  several  provinces  with  the  minimum 
of  disturbance.  That  is  a  good  principle,  but  when 
I  tendered  a  practical  application  of  that  principle 
in  the  case  of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  when  I 
showed  that  by  simply  uniting  the  four  smallest 
constituencies  in  that  province,  you  might  supply 
the  requisite  number  of  members  for  Toronto  and 
Algoma,  my  practical  application  of  the  principle 
did  not  meet  with  the  concurrence  of  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  aryl  his  followers.  But  passing  that,  it 
does  appear  to  me  that  there  is  absolutely  no  satis¬ 
factory  reason  for  refusing  to  acquiesce  in  the  pro¬ 
position  of  my  hon.  friend.  When  you  remember 
that  these  26,000  people  in  King’s  have  been,  on  the 
principle  laid  down  of  equalizing  the  popidation, 
enormously  over-represented  for  a  great  many 
years,  there  is  verjr  little  hardship  in  saying  that 
King’s,  which,  as  I  see  by  the  census  returns,  is  a 
perfectly  stationary  county,  should  now  have  a  re¬ 
presentation  slightly  below  the  unit  of  representa¬ 
tion.  Prince  County  is  the  only  one  in  the  Island 
which  has  had  any  material  increase  during  the 
last  ten  years,  and  if  the  state  of  things  which  led 
to  that  continues,  before  another  ten  years  come 
round,  in  all  probability  its  population  will  be 
nearly  equal  that  of  King’s. 

Sir  JOHX  THOMPSON.  Only  2,000  of  an 
increase. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  That  is  a  con¬ 
siderable  increase  in  an  Island  where  in  no  other 
part  is  there  any  increase  at  all.  There  has  been 
on  the  contrary  a  considerable  decrease  on  the 
Island  at  large,  but  King’s  County  has  remained 
stationary.  If  the  desire  of  the  hon.  gentleman  is 
to  have  a  minimum  of  disturbance,  no  proposition 
can  be  made  which  can  compare  with  that  of  my 
hon.  friend.  \  ou  simply  remove  one  member  from 
one  county,  and  everything  goes  on  as  before.  We 
are  entitled,  I  submit,  with  all  due  deference  to 
the  Minister  of  Justice,  to  look  to  the  adjoining 
Province  of  Nova  Scotia.  It  is  very  unfair  to  apply 
to  Prince  Edward  Island  a  principle  which  the  hon. 
gentleman  refuses  entirely  to  apply  to  Nova  Scotia. 
He  refuses  to  allow  any  dual  representation,  so 
called,  that  is  to  say  giving  each  county  the  right 
or  privilege,  if  it  be  a  privilege,  to  return  two 
members — he  refuses  to  allow  that  to  continue  in 
Prince  Edward  Island,  but  he  does  not  in  the 
slightest  degree  disturb  Cape  Breton,  Pictou  or 


Halifax  City  or  Halifax  County  in  his  own  pro¬ 
vince.  The  hon.  gentleman  just  now  made  the 
argument  that  36,471  people  in  Prince  County  are 
too  few,  and  that  its  proportion  of  representation 
was  altogether  too  great. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Only  as  compared 
with  others. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Only  as  com¬ 
pared,  but  in  all  the  other  provinces  enormous  dis¬ 
proportions  exist  which  he  refuses  to  remedy. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  not  going  about 
the  Dominion  redressing  anomalies. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  You  deliber¬ 
ately  create  them. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  All  I  contend  for  is 
when  you  have  to  alter  constituencies  you  have  to 
do  it  with  regard  to  population. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  But  not  to 
the  extent  of  disturbing  the  whole  province,  because 
it  is  necessary  to  take  away  one  member.  Prince 
County  has  two  members  for  36,471.  I  turn  to 
Cape  Breton  ;  it  has  two  members  for  34,000. 
Pictou,  which  is  a  diminishing  county — it  has 
diminished  I  see  by  the  census — has  two  mem¬ 
bers  for  34,550.  Now,  in  my  own  Province  of 
Ontario  the  hon.  gentleman  had  no  scruple  what¬ 
ever,  when  he  might  have  reduced  some  anomalies, 
in  disturbing  as  many  counties  as  he  saw  fit, 
and,  at  the  same  time,  allow  the  greatest  an¬ 
omalies  to  exist.  Take  the  counties  I  pointed  to 
the  other  afternoon,  the  County  of  Frontenac  with 
13,300  and  Lennox  with  14,900  people,  adjoining 
the  County  of  Addington  with  24,000  people, 
11,000  more  in  the  one  case  and  9,000  more  than  in 
the  other,  and  that  might  have  been  done  with  the 
most  perfect  propriety,  because,  although  the  hon. 
gentleman  does  not  know  it,  I  know  it  because  I 
have  represented  these  counties,  Lennox  and  Ad¬ 
dington  are  properly  one  county.  The  mun¬ 
icipal  counties  of  Lennox  and  Addington  have 
a  population  of  very  little  more  than  the 
unit,  and  it  would  have  been  infinitely  better 
for  him  to  have  restored  Frontenac  to  its  old  popu¬ 
lation  and  Lennox  and  Addington  to  their  old 
population  and  given  them  two  members  than  to 
have  cut  and  carved  the  Niagara  Peninsula  as  he  did. 
That  would  have  met  with  the  universal  approval 
of  all  fair-minded  men,  and  have  redressed  some  of 
the  other  inequalities  I  have  pointed  out.  But  here 
all  the  hon.  gentleman  need  to  do  is  simply  to  leave 
the  two  counties  of  Queen’s  and  Prince  alone.  No 
human  being  can  say  that  any  real  injustice  would 
be  inflicted  on  the  inhabitants  of  King’s  by  giving 
them  one  member  for  26,634,  for  it  is  notorious 
that  both  in  Ontario  and  Quebec  there  are  a 
score  of  counties  with  a  larger  population  than 
King’s  would  have.  There  are  counties  with 
44,000  people,  there  are  counties  with  36,000 
people,  there  are  counties  with  38,000,  there  are 
Several  counties  with  30,000,  31,000  and  35,000.  Sir, 
there  can  be  no  possible  injustice,  if  that  is  all  that 
is  standing  in  the  way  of  hon.  gentlemen  acquiescing 
in  my  hon.  friend’s  proposal,  in  doing  in  Prince 
Edward  Island  what  they  have  done  or  permitted 
to  continue  to  be  done  in  both  the  great  Provinces 
of  Ontario  and  Quebec,  not  to  speak  of  the  very 
glaring  cases  which  exist  in  New  Brunswick, 
where  you  do  not  feel  called  upon  to  redress  such  en¬ 
ormous  and  improper  inequality  as  Restigouche  with 
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8,000  and  the  County  of  Westmoreland  with  40,844. 
There  is  an  inequality,  if  the  hon.  gentleman  likes. 
There  is  a  thing  which  ought  to  be  redressed. 
There  is  a  thing  which,  if  you  choose  to  meddle 
with  county  boundaries,  you  are  bound  to  redress. 
It  is  a  gross  injustice  that  41,000  people  in  the 
County  of  Westmoreland  should  have  one  repre¬ 
sentative  and  that  8,000  people  in  the  County  of 
Restigouche  should  have  one  representative.  With 
these  facts  staring  you  in  the  face,  it  is  simply 
trifling  with  the  House  to  say  that  it  is  a  gross 
injustice  that  26,000  people  should  only  have  one 
representative.  The  discrepancy  between  Prince 
and  King’s  is  not  to  be  compared  to  this.  King’s 
has  always  been  over-represented.  I  find  that,  in 
1881,  that  county  had  a  population  of  26,100, 
while  there  was  a  population  of  48,110  in  another 
constituency  in  that  Island.  No  one  complained 
that  one  man  in  King’s  was  nearly  equal  to  two 
men  in  Queen’s,  and  it  is  preposterous  to  allege 
that  any  injustice  or  any  wrong  would  be  done  by 
making  the  population  of  that  county  3,000  or 
4,000  more  than  the  unit  of  representation.  I 
would  add  to  what  has  been  said  by  my  hon. 
friend  beside  me,  my  desire  that  this  matter  may 
be  allowed  to  lie  over  and  be  considered,  in  the 
hope  that  the  hon.  gentleman  will  see  that  he  is 
doing  a  thing  which  is  not  fairly  justifiable  in  it¬ 
self  and  which  will  certainly  provoke  very  high¬ 
handed  retaliation  one  day  or  another,  if  the  party 
on  this  side  of  the  House  are  ever  called  upon  to 
redistribute  the  representation  of  the  Maritime 
Provinces. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (King’s).  The  hon.  gentle' 
man  ended  his  remarks  by  saying  that  this  Bill 
would  only  lead  to  retaliation  at  some  future  time. 
If  the  retaliation,  when  it  takes  place,  is  done  on 
the  same  fair  basis  as  this  redistribution,  there 
will  be  nothing  to  complain  of.  I  will  leave  it  to  any 
honest,  honourable  man  who  takes  the  plan  of 
Prince  Edward  Island  in  his  hand  and  knows  that 
one  representative  has  to  be  taken  away  and  that 
three  counties  have  to  be  redistributed  so  as  to 
give  five  seats,  to  say  that  this  is  not  the  fairest 
distribution  which,  under  the  circumstances,  can 
take  place.  The  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr. 
Davies)  tries  to  make  a  point  on  the  ground  that 
the  whole  of  this  redistribution  has  the  sole  aim  of 
driving  him  out  of  Parliament.  I  would  not  like 
to  see  him  out  of  Parliament,  but  he  has  a  city 
and  a  county  which  is  a  safe  constituency  for  him 
as  long  as  he  behaves  himself  and  the  people  sup¬ 
port  him.  Next  to  that  there  is  a  constituency  in 
which,  taking  the  past  census  and  the  past  vote, 
there  will  be  a  majority  of  89  or  90  Conservatives.  I 
think  there  is  pluck  enough  in  the  hon.  gentleman 
to  face  a  majority  of  that  kind.  I  have  faced  a 
majority  of  that  kind  myself,  and  I  turned  a  major¬ 
ity  against  me  of  60  or  70  into  a  majority  in  my 
favour  of  150.  Looking  at  this  fairly  and  squarely 
without  any  party  bias  at  all,  it  is  a  fair  distribu¬ 
tion  remembering  that  there  is  only  about  90  con¬ 
servative  majority  in  East  Queen’s.  The  hon. 
gentleman  has  a  safe  constituency  in  Queen’s. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  East  Queen’s  has  always 
been  my  constituency. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (King’s).  See  how  unfair 
the  hon.  gentleman  is.  It  is  not  true  that  East 
Queen’s  has  always  been  his  constituency  any  more 
than  West  Queen’s.  Does  he  not  live  in  West 
Sir  Richard  Cartwright. 


Queen’s,  that  is,  in  Charlottetown,  and  has  lie 
not  that  constituency  safe  for  him  ?  We  had 
to  divide  the  Island  into  five  ridings,  and  we  com¬ 
menced  at  the  east  point  and  took  township  after 
township  until  we  got  the  unit  as  close  as  possible. 
We  might  commence  from  the  north,  and  in  the 
same  way  reach  the  same  results.  The  hon. 
member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  laid  great  stress 
on  the  county  lines,  and  said  they  had  lasted  for 
100  years,  and  it  was  a  shame  to  disturb  them.  I 
may  inform  the  committee  that  with  us  there  are 
practically  no  county  lines.  We  have  no  county 
councils,  no  county  taxes,  no  county  rates,  and 
yet  this  hon.  gentleman  w'ill  come  before  you  and 
say,  do  not  be  guilty  of  this  iniquity,  do  not  allow 
these  county  lines  to  be  blotted’  out.  The  only 
thing  we  have  in  common  is  the  courts. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Are  there  no  county 
courts  ? 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (King’s).  Of  course  there 
are  county  courts,  but  we  are  the  only  province  in 
the  Dominion,  and  possibly  in  the  world,  with  no 
taxes  of  a  municipalnature,  or  almost  of  any  nature. 
The  hon.  gentleman  from  Queen’s  says  this  measure 
is  unfair  and  unjust.  I  deny  the  charge  and,  as 
far  as  I  was  consulted  by  the  Government  about 
this  redistribution,  the  only  thing  the  Government 
wanted  to  impress  upon  me  was  to  see  that  there 
was  a  fair  and  equal  distribution.  They  did  not 
want  to  cut  off  their  opponents,  but  they  wanted 
to  divide  the  province  fairly  into  five  ridings.  It 
would  have  been  easy  for  us  to  have  left  certain 
townships  in  King’s  County  and  strengthened  our 
hands  very  materially,  or  to  have  so  arranged  the 
townships  as  to  strengthen  our  friends  in  eastern 
Queen’s,  but  we  made  a  fair  and  generous  distribu¬ 
tion,  and  while  we  left  ourselves  a  fair  chance  for  a 
fight,  we  left  our  opponents  also  a  fair  chance  for 
a  fight.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  great  point  the 
senior  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  tries 
to  make  out,  is  that  we  want  to  swamp  him. 
Now,  Sir,  a  more  ridiculous  statement  could 
not  be  made  in  this  House.  He  has  a  consti¬ 
tuency  that  gives  him  a  majority  of  three 
or  four  hundred,  and  I  dare  say  that  no  man  could 
take  it  from  him  ;  therefore  he  has  nothing  to  com¬ 
plain  of.  As  I  said  before,  they  have  got.  another 
constituency  in  the  same  county  in  which  they 
have  a  good  fighting  chance,  and  I  think  we  have 
treated  them  fairly  right  through.  Now,  he  also 
stated  that  the  three  lots  that  were  taken  from 
King’s  County  and  placed  in  Queen’s,  had  no  asso¬ 
ciation  in  common  with  Queen’s.  1  deny  that.  At 
least  lots  63  and  64  have  as  much  in  common  with 
Queen’s  County  as  they  have  with  King’s  County. 
In  the  first  place  they  have  more  trade  in  common, 
their  trade  is  much  larger  with  Charlottetown  than 
it  is  with  the  county  town  of  Georgetown.  In  the 
next  place,  they  are  largely  of  the  same  way  of 
thinking,  as  they  are  mostly  Presbyterians,  and 
their  associations  are  much  more  with  the  people 
of  Queen’s  in  the  county  adjoining  them.  I  shall 
not  trouble  the  House  to-night  by  referring  to  the 
local  gerrymander.  I  could  say  a  good  deal  to 
show  the  iniquitous  way  in  which  that  gerryman¬ 
der  was  forced  through  the  Legislature  of  Prince 
Edward  Island,  but  as  the  hour  is  late  I  will  for¬ 
bear.  I  merely  repeat  that  I  defy  the  hon.  member 
for  Queen’s,  or  any  other  unabiassed  gentleman,  to 
make  a  fairer  distribution  of  the  Province  of  Prince. 
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Edward  Island  into  five  ridings,  than  lias  been  done 
under  the  present  Bill. 

Mr.  PERR^i  .  I  have  been  hoping  for  a  few 
days  past  that  the  Government  would  think 
proper  to  reconsider  the  Bill  now  before  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  that  some  concessions  would  be  made 
to  1 1  ince  Edward  Island.  I  formed  the  opinion 
from  the  fact  that  concessions  were  made  in  the 
great  Province  of  Ontario  and  the  great  Province 
of  Quebec,  but  I  am  afraid,  after  listening  to  the 
speech  delivered  by  the  Minister  of  Justice,  that 
1  rince  Edward  Island  has  very  little  to  expect. 
Is  it  because  Prince  Edward  Island  is  the  smallest 
province  in  the  Dominion  that  we  are  to  get  no 
consideration?  The  present  Government  of  Can¬ 
ada  shoot  very  sharply  with  the  people  of 
1  i ince  Edward  Island  when  they  carry  out  the 
terms  of  Confederation  so  far  as  representation  is 
concerned,  but  they  are  not  so  particular  when  the 
people  of  Prince  Edward  Island  ask  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  fulfil  their  part  of  the  terms  of  Confedera¬ 
tion.  As  soon  as  they  think  they  have  the  shadow 
of  a  reason  to  deprive  Prince  Edward  Island  of 
one  member,  they  do  it  at  once.  I  was  under  the 
impression  at  one  time  that  the  Government 
would  be  magnanimous  enough  not  to  extend 
their- wrath  down  to  Prince  Edward  Island,  but  I 
see  that  they  are  going  to  do  so  in  the  shape  o 
this  Gerrymander  Bill.  Providence  has  lately  been 
more  kind  to  Prince  Edward  Island  than  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Last  week  a  great  storm  swept  over  a 
great  portion  of  Canada,  but  it  did  not  cross  the 
Straits  of  Northumberland— I  suppose  because  the 
tunnel  is  not  yet  built.  But  the  poor  people  of  that 
Island  are  to  be  visited  with  a  gerrymander  storm. 
Now,  my  lion,  friend  from  King’s  (Mr.  Macdonald) 
who  has  just  sat  down,  got  very  warm  ;  he  takes 
credit  to  himself  by  saying  :  We  have  done  this, 
and  we  have  done  that,  we  have  framed  a  Gerry¬ 
mander  Bill  for  Prince  Edward  Island  on  equitable 
terms.  We  have  commenced  at  the  North  Cape  of 
Prince  Edward  Island,  in  Prince  County,  and  we 
have  gone  on  and  cut  out  one  riding,  we  have  gone 
into  three  townships  in  Queen’s  County.  I  would 
like  to  a,sk  the  Minister  of  Justice  if  he  got  his 
information  from  my  hon.  friendfrom  King’s  County. 

Is  that  Bill  framed  by  the  hon.  member  for  King’s  ? 

W  ho  asked  the  Government  to  make  this  alter¬ 
ation  ?  How  did  the  Government  find  out  that  it 
ay  as  pleasing  to  the  people  of  the  Island  that  county 
lines  should  be  broken  up  ?  I  find  here  in  sub-sec¬ 
tion  (cl)  it  is  provided  that  the  electoral  district  of 
East  Prince  shall  consist  of  lots  numbered  so  and  so, 
enumerating lots  29, 30and  67  in  Prince  County.  Now 
these  toAYmships  are  notin  Prince  County,  theyare  in 
Queen’s  County.  Let  me  ask  the  Minister  of  Justice, 
Avhen  the  sheriff  of  Prince  County  issues  his  pro¬ 
clamation  calling  a  meeting  of  the  Supreme  Court 
at  the  shire-toAvn  of  Prince  County,  what  are  these 
people  going  to  do  ?  Are  these  people  in  townships 
29,  30  and  67  going  to  obey  that  proclamation,  or 
wiH  they  go  to  a  court  in  Charlottetown,  Queen’s 
County,  the  county  in  which  they  actually  live  ? 
Let  me  tell  the  Minister  of  Justice  that  this  pro¬ 
vision  of  his  Bill  may  create  a  great  deal  of  trouble 
there.  Hie  plan  adopted  by  the  Go\rernment  in 
NeAV  Brunswick  and  NoA\a  Scotia  has  not  been 
followed  in  Prince  Edward  Island,  and  why  ?  Just 
because  it  would  not  do  to  take  one  member  from 
Cape  Breton,  because  the  five  members  from  Cane 
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Breton  are  Conservatives.  It  would  not  do  to  take 
one  member  from  Pictou,  because  both  members 
from  Pictou  are  Conservatives ;  it  would  not  do  to 
take  one  from  Halifax  because  there  they  are  both 
Conservatives.  But  in  Prince  Edward  Island  it  is 
all  right,  because  that  Island  sends  four  Liberals 
to  this  House.  Under  the  present  arrangement 
the  Conservative  votes  in  Prince  Edward  Island 
will  be  1,100  or  1,200  in  the  minority,  but  they  will 
be  able  under  this  Bill,  to  return  three  Conseiwative 
members,  whereas  the  Liberals  can  only  return  t\\To. 
the  Government  suppose  that  their  party  with  a 
minority  of  1,100  or  1,200  in  the  Island  will  be 
able  by  this  gerrymander  to  return  three  members 
out  of  five.  By  the  present  arrangement  West 
1  rince  is  hived.  1  here  will  be  a  majority  there 
of  500  or  600  Liberal  \rotes,  whoeA^er  may  run.  I 
think  that  constituency  is  quite  safe  for  a  Liberal 
whether  I  run  there  myself  or  not,  and  I  will  cr0 
bail  for  the  fact  that  no  Tory  need  apply,  and  one 
will  not  get  in  there  while  I  live,  at  all  events.  In 
cutting  out  West  Prince  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
commenced  at  township  1  and  went  down  to  town¬ 
ship  16  both  inclusive.  They  passed  over  toAvn- 
ship  ]  5  and  left  it  in  East  Prince.  Why  was  that 
done  ?  It  will  be  necessary  to  go  25  miles  from 
the  eastern  border  of  township  16  in  order  to  cross 
a  bridge  to  go  to  West  Prince  to  attend  a  nomina¬ 
tion  or  election.  That  goes  to  show  that  the  hon. 
member  for  King’s  who  appears  to  have  advised 
the  Minister  of  Justice  in  regard  to  this  Bill 
knows  nothing  at  all  about  West  Prince.  He  may 
know  something  about  Queen’s,  but  I  do  not  think 
he  e\  ei  saw  Prince.  In  regard  to  the  reason  why 
the  Government  passed  over  township  15  and  took 
16,  I  believe  the  Government  were  actuated  in  do- 
ing«>  by  the  fact  that  township  15  had  a  majority 
of  Conservatives  and  it  Avas  necessary  to  add  that 
township  to  East  Prince,  so  that  no  Liberal 
would  have  a  chance  to  run  successfully  in 
that  division.  They,  however,  leave  township 
16,  which  has  a  majority  of  Liberals,  to  West  Prince 
which  has  already  a  Liberal  majority  of  500  or  600. 
That  is  the  kind  of  justice  that  Prince  County  is 
recemng  from  hon.  gentlemen  opposite.  There  is 
no  doubt  that  the  Bill  is  prepared  for  the  purpose 
of  gerrymandering  the  hon.  gentleman  for  Queen’s 
(Mr.  Davies)  out  of  his  seat.  I  will  hardly  go  so 
far  as  to  say  that  the  Minister  of  Justice  kneAYr  at 
the  time  he  framed  the  Bill  that  it  would  gerry¬ 
mander  my  hon.  friend  out  of  his  constituency. 
But  it  ay  ill  have  that  effect,  and  it  looks  as  if  the 
Government  Yvell  knew  it.  But  the  people  of  the 
Island  are  not  to  be  disturbed  by  these  small  mat¬ 
ters  from  doing  their  duty,  and  they  are  not  to  be 
turned  aside  by  any  Avhim  of  the  Government.  The 
people  of  the  Island  are  independent.  One  would 
imagine  from  the  speech  of  the  hon.  member  for 
King  s  (Mr.  Macdonald)  that  all  the  people  on  the 
Island  are  beggars.  I  do  not  knoAv  the  people  of 
lis  constituency,  but  the  constituents  of  Queen’s 
and  Prince  are  not  beggars,  but  are  as  independent 
as  any  other  people  of  the  Dominion,  not  only  in 
pocket  but  in  mind.  Perhaps  his  constituents  haY'e 
not  minds  of  their  oAvn,  and  in  fact  I  doubt  it  Avhen 
Ley  sent  the  hon.  gentleman  here.  In  order  to 
defend  the  present  Bill  the  Government  have  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  act  that  the  Local  Legislature  of  the 
Island  have  passed  a  Gerrymander  Bill.  The  hon. 
member  for  King’s  has  shoYvn  a  map  which  is 
enough  almost  to  frighten  a  horse  off  its  oats  ; 
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but  will  the  lion,  gentleman  swear  that  the 
map  is  correct  and  that  it  shows  exactly  the 
gerrymander  carried  out  on  the  Island  ?  We 
have  only  the  lion,  gentleman’s  word  for  it, 
and  it  is  quite  easy  for  any  one,  more  particularly 
for  a  man  having  his  finger  in  the  Government  pie, 
to  get  up  a  plan.  No  doubt  it  does  not  cost  him 
much.  If  it  cost  a  little,  he  would  have  enough 
left  out  of  the  election  funds.  I  will  not  say  where 
the  funds  came  from,  but  I  am  afraid  they  came 
partly  from  the  Red  Parlour.  I  think  they  had 
some  little  money  left,  I  suppose  enough  to  pay 
for  the  plan.  There  is  no  reason  why  the 
Island  shoukPbe  gerrymandered,  why  the  county 
lines  should  be  disturbed,  and  I  warn  the  Minister 
of  Justice  that  a  disturbance  of  these  lines  may 
create  great  trouble  in  that  province.  For 
instance,  a  magistrate  living  in  Prince  has  no 
jurisdiction  in  Queen’s,  and  a  Magistrate  living 
in  Queen’s  has  no  jurisdiction  in  King’s, 
and  suppose  of  magistrate  living  in  town¬ 
ships  29,  30,  67,  issues  a  warrant  for  a  person 
in  Prince  County,  how  could  the  warrant  be  carried 
out?  The  Minister  of  Justice  will  tell  me  that 
these  three  townships  are  still  in  Queen’s  County. 
But  the  Bill  says  that  “  29,  30  and  67  in  Prince 
County  as  designated  and  bounded  on  the  said 
official  survey  and  map  on  the  said  Island.” 
What  is  that  survey  ?  The  survey  of  Captain  Hol¬ 
land  in  1766.  In  that  survey  no  such  lots  appeared 
in  Prince  County.  If  that  is  the  kind  of 
information  furnished  by  the  hon.  member  for 
King’s,  professional  men  must  be  laughing  at  it.  I 
had  in  my,  mind  when  the  amendment  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Queen’s  was  disposed  of  to  move  another 
amendment  to  leave  the  Island  represented  by  six 
members  as  at  present.  It  would  be  interesting 
then  to  see  how  the  hon.  members  for  King’s  would 
vote,  and  whether  they  would  dare  to  vote  against 
the  representation  of  the  Island  by  six  members.  I 
would  like  to  see  that,  but  I  think  I  would  have  a 
little  more  charity  than  my  hon.  friend.  I  am  a 
loyal  subject,  and  I  am  not  going  to  be  a  rebel  now 
but  I  will  submit  to  the  law.  I  say  that  when  the 
fathers  of  Confederation  came  here  in  1873  to  sign 
the  terms  of  union  with  Canada,  they  had  a  right 
to  ensure  that  Prince  Edward  Island  would  never 
be  represented  by  less  than  six  members.  The 
Government  having  found  out  that  they  made  that 
mistake  take  advantage  of  it,  but  when  the  people 
of  the  Island  ask  them  to  fulfil  the  terms  of  Confe¬ 
deration  as  far  as  winter  communication  is  con¬ 
cerned,  they  say  we  are  not  bound  to  do  it.  Yet 
the  hon.  members  for  King’s  are  satisfied  with  the 
Government  for  not  carrying  out  the  terms  of  Con¬ 
federation,  they  are  satisfied  with  the  Gerrymander 
Bill,  and  are  satisfied  that  the  Island  should  be 
represented  by  only  five  members.  Let  my 
hon.  friend  from  King’s  (Mr.  Macdonald)  go 
across  to  Cape  Breton  and  he  would  find 
that  Cape  Breton  has  a  population  of  only  86,000, 
but  it  is  represented  by  five  members.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  took  care  that  although  Nova  Scotia  had  to 
lose  a  member  they  would  not  take  him  from  Cape 
Breton,  because  the  five  members  from  there  hap¬ 
pened  to  be  supporters  of  the  Government.  My 
lion,  friend  from  King’s  has  taken  the  responsibility 
of  the  whole  of  this  gerrymander,  and  he  says  that 
we  did  this  and  we  did  that,  and  that  we  have  pre¬ 
pared  a  just  and  equitable  measure.  I  do  not 
know  who  the  “we”  along  with  himself  is,  but  it 
Mr.  Perry. 


might  be  the  gentleman  known  as  the  wirepuller  in 
Summerside.  I  ask  is  it  just  to  tamper  and  meddle 
with  the  county  lines  of  poor  little  Prince  Edward 
Island  because  she  is  the  smallest  province,  and 
because  her  voice  cannot  be  heard  here  as  the  voice 
of  Ontario  and  Quebec  is?  Is  it  fair  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  single  her  out  and  say  :  You  are  a  small 
little  province  with  a  population  of  only  109,000, 
and  we  have  a  majority  at  our  back,  and  will 
punish  you  because  you  have  not  sent  six  members 
to  support  this  immaculate  Government  of  ours  ?  I 
was  glad  to  find  a  little  while  ago  that  there  was 
one  independent  Conservative  on  the  other  side  of 
the  House  who  stood  up  manfully  and  said  that  he 
would  support  the  amendment  of  my  hon.  friend 
from  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies).  He  is  not  a  Grit,  but  he 
is  a  man  of  conscience,  and  aman  who  would  like  to 
do  justice  even  to  the  smallestprovince  inthewhole 
Dominion.  I  am  glad  to  find  that  small  a  province 
as  we  are  we  have  friends  from  Ontario  and  Nova 
Scotia  and  New  Brunswick  to  come  to  our  rescue, 
and  that  being  the  case  I  have  every  reason  to  hope 
that  justice  is  going  to  be  done  to  the  people  of 
Prince  Edward  Island.  If  the  Minister  of  Justice 
once  visited  that  Island,  if  he  breathed  the  pure 
air  in  the  month  of  July  or  August,  he  would  have 
a  good  opinion  of  it.  If  he  does  the  people  justice, 
and  if  he  comes  to  visit  that  Island,  even  the 
children  going  to  school  would  say  here  is  the 
Minister  of  Justice,  the  benefactor  of  the  people, 
who  gave  fair-play  to  the  people  of  Prince  Edward 
Island,  and  soon.  Why,  Sir,  it  would  be  a  great 
consolation  to  him.  I  do  not  know  that  they 
would  not  even  throw  flowers  under  his  feet  while 
he  was  passing  through  the  streets  of  Charlottetown 
and  Summerside.  I  would  advise  the  Minister  of 
Justice  to  adjourn  the  House  now,  and  go  home 
and  take  a  good  sleep,  to  sleep  the  sleep  of  the 
just,  and  to  wake  up  to-morrow  morning  with  a 
full  conviction  that  he  is  going  to  do  the  people  of 
Prince  Edward  Island  justice,  and  if  he  does  that 
I  doubt  very  much  if  I  will  oppose  him  any  more 
during  the  present  session. 

Mr.  McLEAN  (P.  E.I. )  I  have  listened  care¬ 
fully  to  the  hon.  members  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies) 
and  Prince  (Mr.  Perry)  to  see  in  what  respect  they 
find  fault  with  the  redistribution  as  it  applies  to 
Prince  Edward  Island.  I  find  that  the  only  fault 
they  tried  to  point  out  to  the  House  is  the  one  fact 
that  the  county  lines  will  be  broken,  and  I  think 
that  the  House  will  agree  with  me  that  if  they 
had,  as  they  had  during  the  last  Parliament,  in 
this  House,  six  Liberals  representing  Prince  Ed¬ 
ward  Island,  they  would  not  find  fault  with  the 
gerrymander,  as  they  call  it,  as  it  is  at  present. 
Do  the  hon.  gentlemen  from  Queen’s  pretend  to 
tell  this  House  that  if  there  were  two  Liberals 
representing  King’s  in  this  House  at  the  present 
time  that  they  would  say  that  this  redistribution 
was  unfair.  Let  us  enquire  for  a  moment  what 
they  say  they  have  to  complain  of.  I  may  point 
out  for  the  information  of  the  House,  in  the  first 
place,  that  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr. 
Davies),  if  he  conveyed  an y  impression  at  all  to 
my  mind,  conveyed  the  impression  that  East 
Queen’s  always  was  his  county.  I  want  to  assure 
the  House  that  he  never  lived  in  East  Queen’s, 
and  that  if  there  is  any  representative  for  East 
Queen’s  it  is  his  colleague  (Mr.  Welsh),  because 
he  actually  does  live  in  East  Queen’s  as  it  is 
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now.  His  summer  residence  is  on  lot  48,  which 
is  in  East  Queen  s,  but  the  lion,  member  from 
Charlottetown  (Mr.  Davies)  never  represented  East 
Queen’s  any  more  than  he  did  the  whole  of  the 
county,  except  that  the  tivo  lion,  gentlemen  ran  as 
colleagues.  According  to  the  redistribution  as  it  is 
now ,  and  taking  the  last  election  in  King’s  County 
and  adding  the  whole  vote  Liberal  and  Conserva¬ 
tive,  and  dividing  it  in  two,  the  result  would  stand 
that  King’s  County  gave  171  Conservative  major¬ 
ity*  and  Queen  s  Last  gave  a  Conservative  majority 
of  89.  Now,  1  think  that  the  lion,  member  for 
East  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  as  he  calls  himself,  will 
say  that  if  the  Government  have  done  half  the 
wicked  things  he  has  said  they  have  done  during 
thisand  lastsession,  that  itw’ouldnotbehardto  ovei- 
come  that  majority  of  89  against  him.  But  the 
lion,  gentleman  dreads  the  fact  that  in  the  election 
before  the  last  he  had  about  a  1,000  majority  in 
Queen  s  while,  last  election  lie  had  only  a  majority 
of  about  400,  and  he  is  perhaps  afraid  that  it  will 
go  on  in  that  direction.  I  do  not  think  that  he 
could  otherwise  complain  that  a  majority  of  89 
is  going  to  gerrymander  him  out  of  the  county. 
In  West  Queen’s  there  is  a  Liberal  majority 
of  305,  and  that  should  be  a  safe  constituency 
for  the  lion,  gentleman  if  he  wants  to  get 
one,  ami  is  afraid  of  being  gerrymandered. 
Now,  it  is  said  that  there  is  a  gerrymander  being 
attempted  in  East  Prince.  When  I  tell  the  House 
that  in  Last  Prince  there  is  a  Conservative 
majority  of  only  30,  it  cannot  be  fairly  asserted 
that  an  attempt  has  been  made  to  gerrymander 
that  district,  while  in  the  western  part  of  the 
county,  from  lot  1  to  lot  16,  there  is  a  Liberal 
majority  of  516,  and  these  lots  are  not  interfered 
with  in  any  way.  When  the  Island  is  divided  into 
five  ridings,  instead  of  three  counties  as  before, 
each  man  running  an  election  wall  have  to  run  on 
his  own  merits  ;  he  cannot  be  helped  by  his  col- 
league  w  ho  lives  at  the  other  end  of  the  county  ; 
and  on  that  principle  this  is  as  fair  a  redistribution 
of  the  Island  as  could  be  made.  I  w’ould  ask  any 
lion,  gentleman  who  thinks  it  is  unfair  to  take  this 
fact  into  consideration,  that  although  the  popula¬ 
tion  has  been  equalized  as  nearly  as  possible,  not 
one  lot  has  been  broken  ;  and  any  gentleman  who 
takes  the  map  and  goes  into  a  room,  not  knowing 
the  political  complexion  of  one  part  or  another  of 
the  Island,  and  attempts  to  divide  the  Island  into 
hve  constituencies,  he  will  arrive  at  the  very  same 
figures. 

Mr.  DA  A IES  (P.  E.I.)  YY  ill  the  hon.  gentleman 
admit  that  he  has  divided  the  Island  so  as  to  give 
Conservative  majorities  in  three  districts  ? 

Mr.  McLEAN  (P.E.I. )  I  w’ill  ask  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  if  there  has  been  one  lot  passed  over  for  the 
purpose  of  doing  that  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Yes. 

Mr.  McLEAN  (P.E.I.)  Does  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  claim,  because  there  are  four  Liberal  represen¬ 
tatives  in  this  House,  that  they  have  such  a  large 
majority  that  they  are  entitled  to  that  for  all  time 
to  come  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  The  hon.  gentleman  did 
not  hear  my  question.  I  asked  him  if  the  Island 
has  not  been  so  divided  that,  while  it  sends  five 
Liberal  members  and  one  Conservative  member  to¬ 
day,  there  will  be  Conservative  majorities  in  three 
of  the  districts  out  of  the  five  ? 
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Mr.  McLEAN  (P.E.I.)  I  have  been  so  fair  that  I 
have  given  the  exact  figures  in  each  county,  and  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  not  tried  to  deny  them. 

Mr. .DAAIES  (P.E.I.)  Do  they  not  showr  a 
majority  in  three  districts  ? 

Mr.  McLEAN  (P.E.I.)  I  have  read  them  so  ; 
but  tne  only  trouble  with  the  hon.  gentleman  is 
this  :  He  has  pointed  out  that  lot  24  has  voted  in 
West  Queen’s  for  the  last  20  years.  I  do  not 
know  that  it  has  voted  with  the  hon.  gentleman 
every  time  he  has  run  an  election  ;  but  it  has  not 
been  transposed  ;  it  is  in  the  centre  of  the  county. 
The  hon.  gentleman’s  idea  was  to  put  lot  24  iii 
V  est  Queen  s.  East  Queen  s  wfill  have  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  23,466,  and  West  Queen’s  22,210.  Lot  24 
has  2,615.  lake  that  out  of  East  Queen’s  and  add 
it  to  \\  est  Queen’s  and  it  would  leave  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  Last  Queen  s  at  20,851  and  make  the  popu- 
ation  of  West  Queen’s  24,825.  That  is  what  the 
hon.  gentleman  says  would  be  a  fair  division  ;  but 
lie  foi  gets  to  add  that  it  would  convert  his  minor- 
ity  of  89  to  a  majority  of  120. 

.  Mr.  DAY  IES  (P.  E.I. )  That  is  just  the  reason  it 
is  put  in,  to  convert  my  majority  into  a  minority. 

M1’.  McLEAN  (P.E.I.)  I  appeal  to  this  House 
if  that  would  be  a  fair  division.  Then  wre  have  the 
fact  that  the  hon.  gentleman  lives  in  West  Queen’s, 
and  he  is  not  compelled  to  run  in  East  Queen’s  un¬ 
less  he  sees  fit.  If  he  thinks  he  has  more  influence 
in  the  county  than  he  had  in  previous  elections, 
and  if  he  thinks  that  this  is  a  gerrymander  in  the 
eyes  of  the  people  of  Prince  Edward  Island,  with 
the  object  of  taking  his  seat  from  him,  surely  it  is 
not  a  great  task  for  him  to  overcome  a  majority  of 
89.  We  know  that  in  Prince  Edward  Island  the 
gieat  question  before  the  people  has  been  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  free  trade,  and  upon  that  question  the  hon. 
gentleman  has  carried  his  election  by  a  large 
majority ;  but  he  lorgets  to  tell  this  House  that 
that  majority  has  been  greatly  reduced,  and  it  is  his 
fear  of  further  reduction  that  makes  him  dread 
even  the  small  majority  of  89  against  him. 
The  man  who  has  only  89  against  him,  and  has  not 
faith  in  his  policy  overcoming  that  majority,  does 
not  deserve  to  be  a  leader  in  a  great  party.  I  do 
claim  that  this  is  a  fair  distribution,  and  it  has  not 
been  attacked.  The  hon.  gentleman  says  that  it 
will  compel  him  to  travel  100  miles  to  go  from 
one  end  of  East  Queen’s  to  the  other.  Well,  if 
we  left  Queen’s  County  as  it  is,  the  distance  the 
hon.  gentleman  would  have  to  travel  from  lot 
20  to  lot  62  would  be  much  further  than  the  dis¬ 
tance  in  East  Queen’s  from  lot  24  to  lot  61.  That 
is  not  the  reason  wrhy  the  hon.  gentleman  wants 
Queen’s  County  and  Prince  County  left  intact.  It  is 
so  that  the  hon.  members  from  Prince,  one  living  at 
one  end  of  the  county  and  the  other  at  the  other 
end,  will  be  able  to  combine  their  influence  and  run 
together.  Y  et  in  the  case  of  King’s  County,  the 
hon.  gentleman  evidently  thinks  it  is  no  trouble  for 
one  man  to  canvass  120  miles  of  territory.  That  is 
Ins  idea  of  fair-play.  Now’,  wre  have  in  Prince 
Edward  Island  three  counties  to  be  formed  into 
five  ridings,  as  nearly  equal  in  population  as  may 
be  ;  and  in  carrying  that  plan,  no  hon.  gentleman 
can  point  out  where  any  injustice  is  done.  As  for 
community  of  interest,  as  my  hon.  colleague  has 
pointed  out,  apart  from  the  fact  that  if  a  man 
commits  a  crime  in  King’s  County  he  has  to  be  tried 
at  Georgetown,  or  in  Queen’s  County  he  has  to  be 
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tried  in  Charlottown,  or  in  Prince  County  he  has 
to  be  tried  at  Summerside,  there  is  no  other  inter¬ 
ference  with  the  people  of  Prince  Edward  Island  so 
far  as  county  boundaries  are  concerned. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  progress. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  House  adjourned  at  12.40 
a.m.  (Thursday.) 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Thursday,  23rd  June,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Eleven  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

ENQUIRY  FOR  RETURN. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  desire  to 
enquire  whether  those  census  returns,  which  were 
promised  ten  days  ago,  are  yet  forthcoming  or  are 
likely  to  be  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  They  are  expected 
every  day.  The  delay,  I  am  informed  by  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Agriculture,  is  in  the  Printing  Bureau. 

GENERAL  INSPECTION  ACT. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  second  reading 
of  Bill  (No.  95)  further  to  amend  the  General 
Inspection  Act.  He  said  :  I  do  not  propose  to  dis¬ 
cuss  this  Bill  at  this  stage,  nor  do  I  propose  to  ask 
the  House  to  go  into  committee  upon  it  to-day  ; 
but  some  members  of  the  House,  who  are  obliged 
to  leave  Ottawa  very  shortly,  desire  to  present 
some  views  on  the  measure,  and  I  move  the  second 
reading  to-day  in  order  to  give  them  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  do  so. 

Mr.  BORDEN.  I  am  very  much  obliged  to  the 
hon.  Minister  of  Justice  for  having  moved  the 
second  reading  of  this  Bill  in  order  to  give  me, 
among  others,  an  opportunity  of  presenting  the 
views  of  some  persons,  in  the  Province  of  Nova 
Scotia,  who -are  interested  in  the  subject,  and  who, 
I  believe,  have  asked  that  some  action  be  taken  in 
reference  to  the  inspection  of  apples  and  apple 
barrels.  I  do  not  understand  that  the  Bill  meets 
the  case  as  put  by  the  Fruit  Growers’  Association 
of  Nova  Scotia.  It  provides  that  apples  shall  be 
included  within  the  provisions  of  the  General 
Inspection  Act.  I  understand  the  complaint  of 
the  Fruit  Growers’  Association  to  be  with  reference 
to  the  size  of  the  barrel.  The  difficulty  is  not  so 
much  with  the  quality  of  the  fruit  as  in  the  fact 
that  barrels  of  different  sizes  are  used  in  the  ship¬ 
ment  of  apples  to  Great  Britain,  which,  of  course, 
is  our  principal  market.  The  Fruit  Growers’  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  Nova  Scotia  had  a  meeting  recently,  and 
the  secretary  of  that  association  has  forwarded  to 
me  a  resolution  which  puts  the  case  from  their 
stand-point  much  better  than  I  can,  and  as  it  is 
very  short,  I  will  read  it  : 

“  Whereas  the  Nova  Scotia  Fruit  Growers’  Association, 
now  convened  at  Middleton,  consider  it  desirable  that  a 
change  be  made  in  the  statute  relative  to  the  size  of  apple 
barrels;  trouble  and  loss  having  come  to  Nova  Scotia 
shippers,  owing  to  the  fact  that  the  Upper  Provinces  use 
Mr.  McLean  (P.E.I.) 


a  much  larger  barrel  than  the  law  provides,  and  whereas 
the  shippers  of  Nova  Scotia  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  law  and  use  the  sized  barrel  therein  provided  :  There¬ 
fore  resolved— That  the  Government  be  requested  to 
legislate  in  the  matter,  and  compel  shippers  to  use  a  bar¬ 
rel  of  the  exact  dimensions,  no  larger  and  no  smaller,  so 
that,  the  size  of  barrel  shall  be  uniform  throughout  the 
Dominion.  Every  barrel  to  be  branded  by  a  sworn 
inspector  under  penalty.  Also  the  cubic  contents  be  given 
as  well  as  length  between  heads,  diameter  of  head  and 
diameter  of  bilge  instead  of  measurements  as  at  present.’’ 

In  sending  this  resolution  to  me  the  secretary  of 
the  association  wrote  me  somewhat  in  detail.  I 
will  not  trouble  the  House  with  reading  his  letter, 
but  will  merely  mention  that  lie  points  out  that  the 
shippers  of  apples  in  Ontario  are  in  the  habit  of 
using  the  flour  barrel,  which  is  a  very  much  larger 
barrel  than  that  provided  for  in  the  statute.  They 
desire  to  have  this  grievance  remedied  rather  than 
an  inspection  of  the  fruit.  The  amendment  before 
the  House  provides  only  for  the  inspection  of 
apples  ;  it  does  not  provide  for  any  regulation  of 
the  size  of  the  barrel ;  and  I  desire  to  ask  the 
Government  whether  it  is  their  intention  to  intro¬ 
duce  any  provision  in  this  Bill  for  an  inspection  of 
the  barrel  itself.  I  do  not  myself  see  how  this 
can  be  done,  because  that  would  really  be  an 
amendment  to  the  Weights  and  Measures  Act,  and 
not  properly  to  the  General  Inspection  Act.  I 
may  say  that  besides  the  meeting  of  the  Fruit 
Growers’  Association  to  which  I  have  referred, 
there  was  a  meeting  very  largely  attended  of  fruit 
growers  and  dealers  in  my  county,  shortly  after  the 
date  of  the  meeting  of  the  Fruit  Growers’  Associa¬ 
tion  ;  and  as  a  result  of  that  meeting  a  committee 
was  appointed  to  draw  up  such  a  Bill  as  would 
meet  the  views  of  the  persons  interested,  and  a 
copy  of  that  Bill  was  sent  to  me.  I  showed  it  tn 
the  Minister  of  Inland  Revenue,  and  asked  him  if 
it  would  be  possible  for  him  to  introduce  this  Bill, 
which  is  really  an  amendment  to  the  Weights  and 
Measures  Act  of  the  Dominion,  and  he  said  he 
thought  he  could  not  do  it  this  year,  although  it 
might  be  possible  to  introduce  an  amendment  to 
the  present  Bill  as  it  was  going  through  this  House 
which  would  meet  the  point ;  and  it  is  with  a  view 
to  that  that  I  desire  to  put  these  views  before  the 
House  now.  The  Weights  and  Measures  Act 
provides  for  a  barrel  of  a  certain  size,  but  it  does, 
not  provide  for  the  greatest  diameter  of  the  barrel. 
It  provides  that  the  staves  shall  be  so  many  inches 
in  length,  I  think  27  inches  from  croe  to  croe, 
that  the  head  of  the  barrel  shall  be  from  16^ 
to  17  inches  in  diameter,  and  that  the  barrel 
shall  be  as  nearly  cylindrical  as  possible ;  but 
it  does  not  provide  for  the  greatest  diameter 
of  the  barrel,  namely,  at  the  bilge.  The  con¬ 
sequence  is  that  dishonest  shippers  make 
their  barrels  very  nearly  straight,  and  in  that  way 
make  the  contents  less  than  they  ought  to  be.  It 
is  desired  that  the  exact  dimensions  of  the  barrel 
should  be  fixed,  not  only  the  length  of  the  staves 
but  the  length  of  the  barrel  inside  between  the 
heads,  because  dishonest  shippers  are  in  the  habit 
of  making  the  heads  of  unusual  thickness  and 
putting  the  thick  side  on  the  inside,  thereby 
diminishing  the  capacity  of  the  barrel.  They  are 
also  in  the  habit  of  making  the  barrel  very  straight, 
and  in  that  way  diminishing  its  gross  diameter. 
It  is  proposed  that  the  exact  dimensions  shall  be 
given,  and  that  the  maker  of  the  barrel  shall  be 
required  to  have  his  name  stamped  legibly  on  the 
barrel,  and  that  a  fine  shall  be  imposed  upon  the 
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maker  of  any  barrel  which  is  not  up  to  the  stand¬ 
ard,  and  also  upon  the  shipper  of  any  barrel  under 
size.  I  do  not  know  that  it  is  necessary  for  me  to 
go  any  further.  I  think  I  have  expressed  the  views 
of  the  Fruit  Growers’  Association  of  Nova  Scotia, 
very  many  of  whom  are  my  constituents,  and  in 
that  respect  have  discharged  my  duty  ;  and  I 
desire  to  say  that  if  it  is  impossible  to  introduce  a 
provision  to  meet  the  case  in  the  Bill  now  before 
the  House,  I  hope  the  Government  will  take  the 
matter  into  consideration  and  introduce  the  Bill 
required  by  these  people  during  next  session.  In 
fact,  I  think  that  would  be  the  better  way,  be¬ 
cause  the  men  engaged  in  manufacturing  barrels 
have  now  tens  of  thousands  manufactured,  and  it 
would  be  evidently  a  hardship  to  them  that  a  cer¬ 
tain  size  should  be  required  for  the  market  now 
after  those  barrels  have  been  made  in  good  faith. 
But  if  the  Government  would  give  an  intimation 
of  their  intention  to  make  this  amendment  and 
decide  what  size  they  propose  to  adopt,  that 
would  be  a  notice  to  these  people  to  be  on  their 
guard  for  next  season.  I  may  add  that  it  is 
desired  potato  barrels  should  be  included  as  well 
as  apple  barrels  in  the  provisions  of  the  Bill.  At 
present  the  people  of  Nova  Scotia  are  shipping  all 
their  potatoes  to  the  West  Indies,  which  is  the 
only  market  they  have  ;  and  from  the  fact  that 
barrels  of  different  sizes  are  shipped,  they  are, 
when  they  reach  the  market  in  Havana,  divided 
into  two  classes,  small  and  large  barrels,  and  the 
pr  ice  of  the  small  ones  is  altogether  out  of  propor¬ 
tion  to  the  size  of  the  barrel.  Although  only 
slightly  smaller  than  the#  average,  the  price  re¬ 
ceived  for  them  is  very  much  less,  and  it  is  desir¬ 
able,  therefore,  that  the  potato  barrels  should  be  in¬ 
cluded  as  wellas  theapple barrels.  Before  taking  my 
seat,  I  would  like  to  point  out  to  the  Minister  of 
Justice  the  fact  that  there  seems  to  be  a  law  in  the 
Province  of  Nova  Scotia,  included  in  the  Acts  of  the 
provinces  of  Canada  now,  not  repealed  by  the 
Revised  Statutes  of  1887.  And  this  law  is  a  very 
much  better  one  than  the  provisions  contained  in 
the  Weights  and  Measures  Act  with  reference  to 
barrels.  In  fact,  I  may  say  that  the  Bill  which 
has  been  forwarded  to  me  to  have  enacted  here  is 
almost  an  exact  copy  of  the  Nova  Scotia  statute, 
and  I  would  like  to  ask  the  Minister  of  Justice 
whether  this  law  is  really  in  force  in  the  Province 
of  Nova  Scotia  now.  I  assume  that  it  is,  from  its 
appearance  in  this  volume,  but  it  does  not  agree 
with  the  Act  in  the  Dominion  statute.  The  size 
of  the  barrel  laid  down  here  does  not  agree  with 
the  size  of  the  barrel  provided  in  the  Dominion 
statutes,  and  perhaps  the  Minister  of  Justice  would 
answer  me  with  reference  to  this  and  also  with 
reference  to  the  question  I  put  as  to  whether  it  is 
intended  in  the  Bill  now  before  the  House  to  intro¬ 
duce  any  further  amendment  providing  for  the 
inspection  of  the  barrel  itself. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Annapolis).  This  question  of  the 
inspection  and  packing  of  apples  has  been  for  some 
time  a  very  important  one,  not  only  in  Nova  Scotia 
but  now  in  the  North-West.  In  my  county  and  in 
the  county  of  the  lion,  gentleman  who  has  just  taken 
his  seat,  it  has  been  agitated  for  years.  We  have 
all  seen  the  desirability  of  having  a  proper  inspec¬ 
tion  of  apples.  The  different  fruit  growers’  asso¬ 
ciations,  the  different  traders  in  apples,  and  the 
honest  farmer,  have  been  endeavouring  for  some 


time  to  get  a  proper  way  of  controlling  the  packing 
of  the  apples,  and  I  think  the  Government  are 
taking  a  proper  step  in  this  direction  by  placing 
apples  in  the  General  Inspection  Act.  This  mat¬ 
ter  has  also  been  lately  brought  to  my  attention,  as 
well  as  to  the  attention  of  the  lion,  member  for 
King’s,  by  the  Nova  Scotia  Fruit  Growers’  Asso¬ 
ciation.  We  are  both  anxious  to  have  it  put  upon 
a  proper  basis  and  properly  regulated.  This  is, 
however,  an  Inspection  Act,  and  has  not,  I  pre¬ 
sume,  much  to  do  with  the  size  of  the  barrel. 
Y\  e  have  a  law  now,  under  chapter  104  of  the 
Weights  and  Measures  Act,  with  reference  to  the 
size  of  the  barrel,  which  has  been  referred  to  by 
the  hon.  gentleman  ;  and  the  coopers  generally,  as 
I  am  informed — I  have  taken  pains  to  become  in¬ 
formed  on  this  matter — govern  themselves  in  accor¬ 
dance  with  section  18  of  the  Weights  and  Measures 
Act.  That  section  reads  as  follows  : — 

“All  apples  packed  in  Canada  for  sale  by  the  barrel 
shall  be  packed  in  good  and  strong  barrels  of  seasoned 
wood,  made  as  nearly  cylindrical  as  may  be.  The  staves 
of  such  barrel  shall  be  27  inches  in  length  from  ci’oe  to 
croe,  with  heads  from  16£  to  17  inches  in  diameter;  and 
such. barrels  shall  be  sufficiently  hooped  with  lining  hoops 
within  the  chimes,  the  whole  well  secured  by  nails. 

“  Every  person  who  offers  or  exposes  for  sale  by  the 
barrel,  otherwise  than  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing 
provisions  of  this  section,  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty  of 
25  cents  for  each  barrel  of  apples  so  offered  or  exposed 
for  sale.” 

I  think  that  law  obtains  generally  in  Nova  Scotia, 
and  coopers  govern  themselves  by  it.  Now,  in 
order  to  see  that  not  only  the  apples  but  the  barrels 
also  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  law,  I  would 
suggest,  if  it  can  be  possibly  done  in  the  Bill  before 
the  House,  to  have  not  only  an  inspection  of  apples 
but  also  an  inspection  of  barrels,  so  that  the  barrels 
shall  be  in  accordance  with  this  Act.  This  Act 
may  not  at  present  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
trade.  It  may  not  be  sufficiently  defined.  There 
is  a  margin  with  reference  to  the  bilge  of  the 
barrel.  The  law  says  it  shall  be  as  cylindrical  as 
possible.  Now,  in  order  to  make  a  substantial 
barrel,  there  must  be  of  necessity  some  dimension 
fixed.  Some  apple  traders  say  there  must  be  more 
bilge  than  at  present  given  to  the  barrel,  not  only 
to  add  strength  to  it  even  for  moderate  shipment  but 
also  for  shipment  across  the  water,  because  that  is 
the  trade  which  governs  all  these  matters  with  us 
at  present,  our  larger  shipments  being  to  London 
more  particularly.  The  bilge  of  the  barrel  pro¬ 
duces  strength  and  breadth  to  it,  and  when  apples 
are  shipped  by  steamers,  from  10,000  to  15,000 
barrels  at  a  time,  the  greater  bilge  there  is  to  the 
barrel,  the  greater  is  the  protection  to  the  apples 
against  being  crushed  in  the  lower  tiers  of  the  vessel. 
However,  I  agree  perfectly  with  what  has  been 
said  by  my  hon.  friend  respecting  any  material 
change  in  the  construction  of  the  barrel  at  the 
present  time,  for  I  am  informed  that  the  coopers 
have  thousands  of  dollars’  worth  of  stuff  out,  and 
are  making  the  barrel  for  the  coming  shipment, 
and  it  would  be  unjust  to  them  to  be  put  to  any 
inconvenience  or  expense  by  adopting  a  new  law 
on  the  subject  at  present.  There  is  now  a  sufficient 
margin  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  shipper, 
and,  if  there  is  an  inspection  provided  in  the 
present  Bill  for  the  barrel,  I  think  for  the  present 
year  the  matter  could  be  easily  arranged.  I  have 
had  frequent  consultations  with  the  Minister  of 
Inland  Revenue  with  reference  to  this,  and  that  is, 
as  I  gather,  his  idea.  I  understand  there  is  no 
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apparent  reason  why  this  Act  cannot  be  amended 
in  committee,  so  that  the  inspection  of  barrels  may 
be  had  as  well  as  the  inspection  of  the  apple. 
There  are  other  details  in  this  Bill  which  would 
be  more  properly  considered  when  the  Bill 
gets  into  committee.  There  has  been  a  considerable 
discussion  in  reference  to  the  fee,  and  there  will  no 
doubt  be  an  argument  as  to  who  will  pay  the  fee, 
and  there  will  be  a  discussion  or  some  argu¬ 
ment,  I  presume,  as  to  who  will  inspect,  where 
the  inspection  will  take  place,  and  how  many  in¬ 
spectors  there  will  be.  Another  important  matter 
to  be  considered  will  be,  whether  the  date  of  the 
inspection  should  not  be  placed  on  the  barrel,  and 
there  are  also  some  matters  to  be  considered  with 
reference  to  what  No.  1  and  No.  2  Canadian  apples 
should  be.  There  should,  in  my  opinion,  be  some¬ 
thing  in  the  Act  providing  against  slack  barrels. 
The  price  of  any  barrels  which  go  to  the  London 
market  and  are  there  called  slack  is  reduced  enor¬ 
mously.  We  often  see  bills  come  back  in  which 
barrels  of  apples  are  marked  slack,  and  their  prices 
are  reduced  considerably,  though  the  apples  may  be 
better  than  those  which  are  not  slack.  All  these 
things  will,  of  course,  be  taken  up  when  the  Bill 
goes  into  committee  and  will  be  thoroughly  consid¬ 
ered.  It  is  a  most  important  matter,  particularly 
for  our  section  of  the  country,  and  it  is  getting  to 
be  important  for  other  sections  of  the  country.  I 
consider  that,  when  apples  are  sent  in  barrels  to  the 
London  market,  they  should  be  sent  in  uniform  bar¬ 
rels.  If  they  are  sent  in  boxes,  they  should  be  sent 
in  uniform  boxes.  There  is  no  necessity  now  to  go 
into  the  question  why  that  should  be.  In  London 
they  have  a  system  of  placing  upon  the  market  the 
small  barrels  and  large  barrels  separately,  and,  as 
has  been  stated,  the  price  of  small  barrels  is  less 
and  very  much  out  of  proportion  to  the  price  of 
larger  barrels  ;  and,  although  these  smaller  barrels 
are  more  in  accordance  with  the  Act  and  fulfil  the 
law  in  every  particular,  still  the  one  who  sends  the 
larger  barrel  reaps  a  greater  benefit  than  the  one 
who  sends  the  smaller  barrel  ;  so,  when  this  export 
trade  is  considered,  I  think  it  is  proper  to  have  a 
uniform  barrel.  I  will  take  occasion  to  refer  to 
other  matters  when  the  Bill  goes  into  committee. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  only  able  to 
speak  with  much  reserve  as  to  what  may  be  done 
in  regard  to  the  inspection  of  apple  barrels,  be¬ 
cause  the  Minister  in  charge  of  the  Bill  must  deal 
with  that,  and  he  has  knowledge  from  his  depart¬ 
ment  which  I  do  not  possess  at  the  moment.  I 
have  understood  the  difficulty  as  to  the  packing  of 
apples  to  be  that,  while  the  Inspection  Act  now 
provides  what  the  capacity  of  an  apple  barrel 
should  be,  a  larger  barrel  has  been  used.  1  do  not 
think  there  is  any  complaint  that  apples  have  been 
packed  and  sold  in  barrels  of  less  capacity. 

Mr.  BORDEN.  The  Act  does  not  provide  for 
greatest  diameter — a  most  important  omission. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Still  the  capacity  is 
provided  for. 

Mr.  BORDEN.  No  ;  the  length  of  the  stave  and 
the  diameter  of  the  head  are  provided  for,  but  not 
the  capacity. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  see  I  am  subject  to 
correction  even  in  regard  to  what  I  thought  I  knew 
about  this  measure.  The  representations  which 
have  been  made  will  be  given  to  the  Minister  in 
Mr.  Mills  (Annapolis). 


chai’ge  of  the  department,  and  if  it  be  possible  to 
meet  the  views  of  hon.  gentlemen,  I  am  sure  it  will 
be  done.  If  not,  we  will  perhaps  next  year  regulate 
the  capacity  of  the  barrel.  I  doubt  if  it  will  be  pos¬ 
sible  to  inspect  the  barrel  as  to  its  capacity  and  con¬ 
struction.  I  think  that  is  a  matter  which  the  sellers 
will  have  to  look  after  for  their  own  preservation. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  one  of  thediffieul- 
ties  is  that  the  barrel  now  provided  for  is  smaller 
than  that  previously  provided  for.  The  change 
was  made  some  years  ago  at  the  suggestion  of  some 
member  from  Nova  Scotia,  and  I  think  one  of  the 
difficulties  now  is  that  the  capacity  of  the  barrel  as 
fixed  by  our  statute  is  smaller  than  that  fixed  in 
other  countries,  so  the  attempt  to  pass  on  the  mar¬ 
kets  of  the  world  a  barrel  of  smaller  capacity  than 
is  used  elsewhere  has  injured  the  market  price  of 
the  Canadian  article. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  I  think  the  barrels 
should  be  exactly  the  same.  size.  They  should  not 
be  1G^  or  17  inches,  but  should  be  definitely 
one  or  the  other.  I  had  a  long  conversation 
with  a  gentleman  who  saw  a  quantity  of  apples 
bought  in  London  and  in  Glasgow  last  fall. 
He  stated  that  the  barrels  in  Canada  were  a  little 
larger  than  the  barrels  on  the  continent  of  Europe, 
and  the  apples  were  equal  if  not  superior,  yet  the 
small  barrels  of  Europe  brought  the  highest  price. 
The  size  of  the  barrel  should  be  definitely  stated, 
and  it  must  have  a  considerable  amount  of  bilge. 
Unless  a  barrel  has  a  considerable  amount  of  bilge, 
it  is  impossible  to  pack  the  apples  as  tightly  as  you 
can  in  a  cylindrical  barrel,  and  consequently  there 
is  a  good  deal  of  whaUthey  call  slack  within  the 
barrels,  especially  if  the  apples  are  large.  There¬ 
fore,  the  size  of  the  barrel  and  the  amount  of  bilge 
should  certainly  be  stated,  because  you  can  then 
tell  the  quantity  of  apples  in  the  barrel.  A 
difference  of  one  inch  in  the  size  would  make  a 
difference,  upon  thirty  barrels,  of  about  one  barrel 
between  the  larger  and  the  smaller  class.  With 
respect  to  inspection,  the  inspection  of  any  article 
to  be  taken  away  from  the  farmers  should  not  be 
made  imperative,  because  we  should  have  a  clear 
understanding  what  value  we  are  to  get  for  our 
goods  before  they  go  out  of  our  possession.  When 
the  goods  get  to  Montreal,  the  inspection  ought  to 
be  made  permissive  and  not  imperative,  else  the 
article  should  be  inspected  before  it  leaves  the 
farmer’s  place. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Unless  there  is  some  good 
reason  for  interfering  with  the  trade  as  it  has  been 
conducted  in  the  past,  I  do  not  think  the  Govern¬ 
ment  should  interfere  very  much.  Now,  I  know 
the  practice  at  present  in  Ontario  is  to  make  the 
apple  barrel  or  cask  the  same  size  as  the  flour 
barrel.  The  staves  in  the  flour  barrel  made  here¬ 
tofore  used  to  be  30  inches  in  length,  but  lately 
they  have  found  that  28^  inch  staves  were  long 
enough  to  hold  the  required  quantity  of  flour,  and 
were  better  than  30  inch  staves,  so  they  are  now 
making  their  flour  and  apple  barrels  out  of  the 
28^  inch  stave,  that  is  about  27  inches  on  the 
inside,  and  the  heads  are  made  16^  inches  in 
diameter.  That  is  the  size  of  the  apple  barrels  as 
well  as  the  flour  barrels  now.  The  only  reason 
the  apple  barrels  have  not  as  much  bilge  as  the 
flour  barrels,  is  that  it  saves  a  large  amount  in  the 
freight.  We  know  that  freight  across  the  ocean  is 
according  to  space,  and  the  more  bilge  there  is  to 
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the  barrel  the  more  freight  you  have  to  pay  ;  it  is 
for  that  reason  that  the  apple  barrels  are  made 
with  only  a  sufficient  bilge  on  the  barrel  to  tighten 
the  hoops.  Now,  I  do  not  think  that  it  requires 
very  much  bilge  to  strengthen  the  barrel.  If  barrels 
are  made  out  of  seasoned  staves,  they  do  not 
require  very  much  bilge,  only  sufficient  to  tighten  the 
hoops.  The  apples  are  packed  tightly  in  these  barrels, 
and  are  carried  all  right  without  very  much  bilge, 
and  it  saves  a  great  deal  in  the  freight  of  the 
fruit.  W  e  know  that  to-day  there  is  hardly  a 
barrel  of  flour  carried  across  the  ocean,  because  the 
bilge  of  the  barrel  increases  so  much  the  price  of 
freight,  that  it  pays  better  to  carry  the  flour  in 
sacks.  The  reason  they  are  making  apple  barrels 
without  bilge  is  to  save  freight  in  crossing  the 
ocean.  Experience  has  proved  that  the  fruit  can 
be  carried  just  as  well  in  a  barrel  with  very  little 
bilge  as  it  is  in  a  barrel  with  a  large  bilge.  I  do 
not  think  the  Government  would  be  wise  in  inter¬ 
fering  at  all  with  the  trade  in  that  respect.  I 
have  heard  no  complaints  at  all  from  the  western 
part  of  Ontario,  and  I  think  it  is  better  to  let  the 
trade  regulate  this  matter.  In  the  county  I  have 
the  honour  to  represent,  there  are  thousands  upon 
thousands  of  apple  barrels  made  every  year,  and  I 
have  yet  to  hear  of  one  single  complaint  either  in 
reference  to  the  packing  or  the  inspection.  I  think 
unless  a  case  can  be  made  out  stronger  than  has 
been  made  out  the  Government  should  not  inter¬ 
fere  with  this  matter  at  all.  Those  that  manu¬ 
facture  flour  barrels  are  usually  men  who  manu¬ 
facture  apple  barrels,  and  they  are  not  going  to 
make  three  different  kinds  of  barrels. 

Mr.  TAILOR.  If  the  apple  question  has  been 
disposed  of,  I  wish  to  make  a  few  remarks  with 
reference  to  the  cheese  question.  I  see  by  the 
General  Inspection  Act  that  provision  is  made  for 
the  inspection  of  almost  every  article  that  is  pro¬ 
duced  in  the  country  save  the  article  of  cheese.  It 
makes  provision  for  the  inspection  of  flour,  meal, 
wheat  and  other  grains,  beef  and  pork,  potashes 
and  pearl  ashes,  pickled  fish,  fish  oil,  leather  and 
raw  hides.  Butter  is  provided  for  by  the  General 
Inspection  Act,  and  by  the  Act  that  is  now  before  the 
House,  provision  is  being  made  for  the  inspection 
of  apples.  I  have  given  notice  : 

That,  in  the  opinion  of  this  House,  it  is  expedient  that 
provision  be  made  by  the  Government  for  the  official 
inspection  of  elieese  and  butter,  in  order  to  adjust  any 
differences  that  may  arise  between  the  buyers  and  the 
sellers. 

That  was  on  the  Notice  Paper,  but  the  Government 
having  taken  private  members’  day,  Monday,  we 
will  not  be  able  to  reach  it.  Therefore,  I  intend,, 
when  this  Bill  goes  into  committee,  to  move  that  a 
clause  be  added  giving  the  Government  power  to 
make  provision  for  the  inspection  of  cheese.  There  is 
ageneral  complaint  throughout  eastern  Ontario,  and 
it  is  beginning  to  be  heard  in  Quebec,  since  that  pro¬ 
vince  is  increasing  her  cheese  production,  regarding 
the  necessity  for  cheese  inspection.  In  eastern 
Ontario  particularly  most  all  the  cheese  is  sold 
at  the  Boards.  At  Brock ville  last  week  80,000 
boxes  were  placed  upon  the  Board  ;  valuing  these 
at  $7  a  box,  it  would  amount  to  $56,000  worth  of 
cheese  sold  on  the  Board  last  week  at  Brockville, 
and  that  is  continued  every  week  during  the  entire 
summer.  Factory  men  meet  there  and  they  mark 
on  the  Board  the  number  of  boxes,  naming  the 
factory  where  made.  The  buyers  bid  for  it,  and  it 


is  shipped  to  Montreal,  and  there  it  is  inspected 
by  the  buyers.  There  is  a  general  complaint  among 
the  pioducers  of  cheese  that  if  the  markets  go 
down,  when  the  cheese  arrives  at  Montreal  the 
buyers  simply  say  that  there  are  so  many  boxes 
not  up  to  the  grade,  and  the  sellers  have  got  to 
take  the  price  the  buyers  offer  them  on  the  pre¬ 
tense  that  the  article  is  not  up  to  the  grade ; 
but  the  producers  say  that  the  cheese  is  all  of  the 
same  quality,  and  it  is  merely  because  the  market 
has  fallen  that  the  buyers  declare  the  cheese  off 
grade.  In  western  Ontario  it  is  quite  different.  It 
used  to  be  different  in  the  Brockville  district.  In 
western  Ontario  the  buyers  go  around  and  buy  at 
the  factories,  and  inspect  thei*e,  weigh  there,  and 
pay  for  the  article.  Professor  Robertson,  who 
has  travelled  through  this  district,  reports  that 
there  is  a  general  feeling  among  the  producers 
of  cheese  throught  the  Province  of  Ontario  that 
some  provision  should  be  made  for  appointing  a 
person  at  Montreal  to  inspect  cheese  and  adjust 
differences  between  buyers  and  sellers  if  the  cheese, 
when  it  arrives  there,  is  reported  by  the  buyer  not 
to  be  up  to  the  standard  quality.  I  think  Leeds 
County  this  year  is  the  banner  county  of  the 
Dominion  for  the  production  of  cheese.  By  the 
census  of  ten  years  ago  Oxford  County  headed  the 
list,  but  I  am  informed  now  that  Leeds  County 
produces  the  most  cheese  of  any  county  in  the 
Dominion.  Our  people,  at  their  meeting  at  Brock¬ 
ville  a  few  weeks  ago  to  establish  a  Board,  discussed 
this  question  and  agitated  very  strongly  in  favour 
of  the  Government  making  provision  for  the  in¬ 
spection  of  cheese  at  Montreal.  In  the  Agriculture 
C  ommittee  which  met  yesterday,  I  moved  a  resolu¬ 
tion  asking  that  the  House  recommend  this  course, 
and  that  report  of  the  committee  was  adopted  by 
the  House  yesterday,  and  I  presume  when  the 
House  goes  into  committee  on  this  Bill,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  will  approve  of  a  clause  being  added  that 
will  empower  them  to  make  such  provision  for  the 
appointment  of  a  man  at  Montreal,  which  is  the 
principal  port  of  export  for  eastern  Ontario  and 
Quebec,  and  where  the  cheese  is  inspected  and 
shipped,  as  will  settle  this  vexed  question  as  to 
whether  the  producers  of  cheese  are  receiving 
justice  at  the  hands  of  the  buyers  when  the  cheese 
reaches  Montreal.  The  clause  will,  no  doubt, 
make  provision  that  it  be  permissive,  as  my  hon. 
friend  from  West  Huron  wanted  the  inspection 
to  be  in  reference  to  apples.  There  will  be  nothing 
to  prevent  a  merchant  buying  his  cheese  at  the 
factory  and  having  it  inspected  there,  the  same  as 
any  other  article.  But  if  cheese  is  sold  and  subject 
to  Montreal  inspection,  if  a  dispute  arises  between 
the  producer  and  the  buyer,  there  should  be  some 
authority  to  whom  reference  might  be  made  to  say 
whether  it  is  up  to  grade  or  not.  I  do  not  believe 
that  the  fault  is  so  much  with  buyers  as  rumour 
says  it  is.  I  think,  perhaps,  it  would  be  a  benefit 
to  the  cheese  producer  to  know  that  there  was 
provision  made  for  inspection,  and  that  it  would 
have  a  tendency  to  make  all  the  factories  get  their 
cheese  up  to  a  better  grade.  Therefore,  I  think  it 
would  be  as  much  in  the  interests  of  the  cheese 
producers  as  of  the  buyers  that  the  Government 
should  take  action  and  make  provision  for  the  in¬ 
spection  of  cheese,  as  well  as  every  other  produce 
that  is  sold.  Cheese  is  now  one  of  the  leading,  if 
not  the  leading,  article  of  produce  ;  it  is  growing 
in  proportion  every  year,  and  I  believe  that  pro- 
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vision  should  be  made  whereby  it  can  be  dealt 
with  under  the  Inspection  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  Bill  read  the  second  time. 

REPRESENTATION  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF 

COMMONS. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on 
Bill  (No.  76)  to  readjust  the  representation  in  the 
House  of  Commons. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Mr.  COC'KBURN.  Mr.  Chairman,  feeling  as  I 
do  a  deep  interest  in  the  political  and  general 
welfare  and  fortunes  of  the  Island  of  Prince  Edward, 
I  do  not  like  to  allowr  the  present  occasion  to  pass 
without  saying  a  few  Words  in  reference  to  the  Bill 
now  before  the  House.  If  the  intent  of  this  Bill 
were  to  remove,  or  to  legislate  as  it  were,  from  the 
Chamber,  the  genial  member  from  West  Queen’s 
(Mr.  Davies),  I  should  indeed  deeply  regret  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  such  a  step.  He  is  a  gentleman  of  whom 
the  little  Island  has  every  reason  to  be  proud,  and 
in  his  private  relations  he  has  always  showm  him¬ 
self  courteous  and  refined.  I  am  sure  I  echo  the 
sentiments  of  every  member  of  this  House  w7hen 
I  say  that  we  would  indeed  regret  his  removal 
from  the  arena  of  politics  in  this  Dominion.  But, 
Sir,  the  question  that  has  forced  itself  upon  the 
consideration  of  the  House  is  not  one  that  the 
Government  have  sought  themselves.  The  very 
Act  of  Confederation  from  which  we  draw  our 
national  life,  forced  the  question  of  redistribution 
upon  the  consideration  of  the  Government,  and  the 
problem  that  confronted  them  was  :  how7  they  were 
to  divide  into  five  constituencies  a  territory  which 
had  formerly  been  represented  by  six  members. 
Well,  Sir,  if  the  redistribution  were  absolutely 
necessary,  I  cannot  say  that  the  proposed  redis¬ 
tribution  in  the  Bill  is  an  unfair  one.  At  the  same 
time  I  think  that  a  better  redistribution,  on  the 
same  lines  even,  could  have  been  made,  but 
the  question  is  whether  a  redistribution  at  all 
is  necessary.  If  you  take  the  redistribution  as 
proposed,  by  the  electoral  districts  I  find  that  the 
difference  between  the  highesc  and  the  lowest  is 
only  some  3,000  population,  whereas  if  you  take 
the  proposal  of  my  hon.  friend  from  West  Queen’s 
(Mr.  Davies)  there  is  a  difference  between  the  low¬ 
est  and  the  highest  of  some  8,000.  Well,  Sir,  I  do 
not  consider  a  difference  of  8,000  to  be  very  ma¬ 
terial.  I  know  myself  that  in  the  city  of  Toronto 
an  imaginary  line  divides  me  from  my  hon.  friend 
on  the  east,  and  that  while  I  have  26,000  of  the 
choice  electors  of  Toronto  to  represent,  my  friend 
has  43,000,  or  a  difference  of  17,000.  I  do  not  wish 
to  enter  here  into  any  question  of  politics,  but  If  I 
had  been  allowed  to  do  so  the  other  day  by  the  hon. 
Chairman  I  was  prepared  to  show  the  superior 
merits  of  Centre  Toronto.  I  say  that  a  difference 
of  8,000  is  to  me  but  a  small  difference  when  I 
recollect  this  great  difference  between  East  and 
Centre  Toronto,  or,  again,  West  Toronto.  If  I  look 
to  the  Maritime  Provinces  I  find  there  the 
County  of  Westmoreland  with  an  electorate  of 
some  42,000  and  an  imaginary  line  dividing 
it  from  the  County  of  Albert  with  a  population 
of  10,000  or  11,000,  showing  a  difference  of 
32,000.  The  ground  may  be  taken  that  nothing 
wras  done  wfith  reference  •  to  remedying  that 
apparent  incongruity,  because  the  people  did  not 
Mr.  Taylor. 


wish  it,  or  for  the  still  stronger  reason  that  a 
national  organic  county  life  had  sprung  up  in  these 
sections  and  that  it  was  unwise  to  disturb 
it.  I  fully  sympathize  with  that  feeling,  and  the 
question  in  my  mind  to  decide  is  :  whether  really 
in  the  Island  of  Prince  Edward  there  does  exist 
that  same  strong  county  feeling  and  habit  of  co¬ 
operation  inside  of  counties  which  exist  in  the 
neighbouring  Provinces  of  New  Brunswick  and 
Nova  Scotia.  I  think  the  question  hinges  on  that. 
We  are  assured  by  the  hon.  member  for  West 
Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  that  for  generations  the 
people  of  Prince  Edw  ard  Island  have  voted  within 
these  lines,  that  the  county  line  is  regarded  by 
them  as  something  in  a  manner  sacred,  and  that 
they  have  been  accustomed  to  work  together  in 
these  counties.  On  the  other  hand  I  am  assured 
by  other  gentlemen  that  there  are  no  municipal  or 
county  councils  in  the  Island,  and  that  they  are 
not  even  blessed  with  county  taxes.  The  state¬ 
ments  are  somewhat  conflicting,  but  with  me  it  is 
a  very  important  matter  to  determine  whether 
this  national  county  feeling  exists  among  the  various 
electoral  districts  of  Prince  Edward  Island,  and  if 
I  have  from  my  hon.  friend  (Mr.  Davies)  the 
repeated  assurance  that  he  is  labouring  under  no 
mistake,  that  those  Counties  of  Queen’s,  King’s,  and 
Prince’s  have  been  accustomed  to  regard  their  divi¬ 
sions  in  the  same  sacred  light  as  he  believes  that  the 
electoral  districts  of  Albert  and  Westmoreland  have, 
then  I  am  prepared  to  say  that  I  do  not  think  it 
necessary  to  redistribute  the  Island  of  Prince  Ed¬ 
ward.  I  must  have  that  assurance,  however,  before 
I  take  the  ground  that  one  rule  should  be 
applied  to  Prince  Edward  Island  and  another 
to  the  neighbouring  Province  of  New  Brunswick, 
that  Westmoreland  should  remain  with  its  42,000 
and  Albert  with  its  10,000,  and  that  we  should 
ignore  in  Prince  Edward  Island  those  principles 
which  are  so  highly  respected  in  dealing  with  the 
Provinces  of  New  Brunswick  or  Nova  Scotia. 
Can  my  hon.  friend  from  West  Queen’s  (Mr. 
Davies)  give  me  the  assurance  that  the  people  in 
Prince  Edward  Island  regard  these  lines  with  much 
the  same  feeling  as  the  electorate  regard  their 
county  lines  in  Albert  and  Westmoreland  ?  If  he 
can  my  course  is  clear,  and  no  other  course  is  open 
to  me  as  far  as  I  can  see  but  to  vote  with  him.  I 
must  confess  that  I  should  have  preferred  to  have 
seen  the  109,000  of  Prince  Edward  Island  divided 
somewhat  differently.  If  county  lines  are  to  count 
for  nothing  in  that  province,  I  should  have  prefer¬ 
red  to  take  the  Bill  that  has  been  brought  in  by 
the  Government  and  have  allotted  to  Prince 
County  West  21,000,  and  20,723  in  the  East ;  to 
Queen’s  West  I  would  have  allotted  24,824,  but  I 
would  have  brought  into  that  No.  24  township, 
and  in  that  I  would  have  included  the  town  of 
Charlottetown,  and  in  including  that  I  would  not 
consider  the  increase  to  the  24,000  more  than  the 
21,000  of  the  other,  for  I  have  been  taught  only 
yesterday  that  cities  are  of  very  little  account  in 
a  redistribution.  To  East  Queen’s  I  would  have 
given  20,851  population,  and  to  King’s  21,684. 
It  does  appear  to  me  that  if  there  must  be  a  redis¬ 
tribution,  and  if  those  are  the  lines  on  which  we 
are  to  go,  this  would  be  a  somewhat  fairer  redis¬ 
tribution  than  that  which  lias  been  proposed.  Per¬ 
mit  me  to  say  now,  that  I  think  my  hon.  friend 
from  Queen’s  West  (Mr.  Davies)  was  wrong  in  im¬ 
puting  to  the  great  Conservative  party  any  desire 
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to  practice  a  gerrymander  in  the  Island  of  Prince 
Edward.  It  is  a  small  and  tidy  little  Island.  1 
think  that  in  this  House  it  has  more  than  held 
its  own.  It  may  not  have  arrived  at  the  dignity 
of  having  a  $20,000,000  tunnel  to  connect  it  with 
the  mainland,  but  it  must  be  said  that  the  people 
have  lived  in  hopes  for  many  years  ;  and  1  have 
no  doubt,  when  engineers  are  going  down  there 
— and  particularly  about  the  time  of  every  elec¬ 
tion — that  their  hopes  have  been  fostered,  and  that 
before  gray  hairs  begin  to  appear  on  the  heads  of 
the  youngest  citizens  of  the  Island,  they  may  have 
this  bond  of  union  which  they  love  so  dearly.  I 
should  like  to  receive  from  my  lion,  friend  (Mr. 
Davies)  an  assurance  in  the  House  that  these  county 
lines  are  considered  sacred  in  Prince  Edward  Island. 
I  should  be  glad,  indeed,  to  see  this  matter  amicably 
settled.  So  far  the  Government  have  yielded  to 
every  reasonable  representation  which  has  been 
made  to  them  from  the  Opposition  with  reference 
to  the  redistribution  of  electoral  divisions,  and  it 
has  been  to  me  a  great  pleasure  to  see  yesterday  so 
many  leading  members  of  the  Opposition  get  up  in 
their  seats  and  express  their  gratitude,  or  their 
quasi  gratitude,  to  the  Government  for  the  reason¬ 
able  consideration  which  had  been  extended  to  their 
proposals. 

Sir  JOHN"  THOMPSON.  It  is  very  quasi. 

Mr.  COCKBURN.  It  was  quasi ,  but  still  I 
may  state  there  is  no  doubt  about  it,  that  there 
was  a  feeling  in  this  House  that  the  Government 
had  yielded  a  great  many  points,  and  that  in  a 
matter  of  this  kind  where  feeling  runs  high  on 
both  sides,  they  had  acted  fairly  and  honourably 
on  the  whole.  I  honestly  believe  that  my  hoii. 
friend  from  Queen’s  East  (Mr.  Welsh),  in  his  glow¬ 
ing  language  yesterday,  really  expressed  the  senti¬ 
ment  of  his  heart,  and  that  he  thought  his  little 
Island  was  going  to  be  disembowelled  and  torn  into 
shreds  and  patches  and  blotted  from  existence. 
His  heart  is  in  his  province,  his  soul  is  in  it,  and  I 
do  not  wonder  at  that.  It  is  a  pretty  Island,  a  small 
Island,  but  still  it  has  been  an  important  factor  in 
this  great  confederacy  of  the  Dominion,  and  I  have 
no  doubt  that  if  the  electorate  of  Prince  Edward 
Island  continue  to  send  the  same  class  of  represen¬ 
tatives  which  they  have  sent  hitherto,  the  high 
fame  of  the  Island  will  be  maintained. 

An  lion.  MEMBER.  If  they  send  Tories. 

Mr.  COCKBURN.  My  hon.  friend  suggests  that 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  Island  to  send  Tories  instead 
of  Grits.  I  have  no  doubt  that  as  the  Island  grows 
in  knowledge  and  grows  in  wisdom,  it  will  see 
things,  perhaps,  in  a  new  and  better  light ;  but  I 
feel  persuaded  that  if  we  pass  this  Bill,  and  the 
sentiment  exists  strongly  in  the  Island  that  it  is  a 
gerrymander — which  I  do  not  believe  it  to  be — if 
this  feeling  is  spread  throughout  the  Island,  we 
shall  not  see  one  Conservative  member  returned 
from  it.  The  people  of  the  Island  of  Prince 
Edward  are  a  high-spirited  race.  They  come 
from  Scotch  descent  and  naturally  they  pos¬ 
sess  a  great  many  of  the  traits  and  characteris¬ 
tics  of  that  people.  They  have  been  a  loyal  people, 
and  they  have  not  even  retained  one  shred  of  the 
land  that  belongs  to  themselves.  One  county  is  the 
Queen’s,  another  is  the  King’s,  another  is  the 
Prince’s,  and  the  whole  Island  belongs  to  the  Prince, 
so  that  they  are  exuding  with  loyalty  ;  and  when 
they  come  to  us  at  the  end  of  this  long  debate  and 


ask  us  to  be  merciful,  and  when  we  look  at  the 
majority  that  we  have  of  (35  stalwart  men,  I  think 
that  the  appeal  made  by  my  hon.  friend  from 
M  est  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  for  at  least  merciful 
treatment,  is  worthy  all  consideration.  I  think, 
Sir,  that,  in  concluding  this  debate,  we  might  extend 
at  least  to  the  Island  some  consideration  for  the 
feelings  with  which  they  are  now  actuated. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  Conclude  with  prayer. 

Mr.  COCKBURN.  My  hon.  friend  suggests 
that  I  should  offer  up  a  short  prayer  in  their  behalf. 
Well,  Sir,  I  can  only  say  that  if  this  Bill  were  to 
pass,  and  if  all  is  true  that  my  hon.  friends  from 
Queen’s  East  and  West  have  said,  then  they  would 
be  past  praying  for.  I  have  nothing  more  to  say 
with  reference  to  the  question  of  representation 
except  to  express  the  hope  that  we  shall  deal  fairly, 
honestly  and  liberally  with  the  Island. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  What  about  the  coloured 
race  ? 

Mr.  COCKBURN.  A  gentleman  here  on  my  left, 
somewhat  dark  in  colour,  is  very  anxious  about  the 
coloured  race.  I  sympathized  with  his  aspirations, 
not  once,  not  twice,  but  again  and  again  as  he  made 
affectionate  enquiries  with  reference  to  the  coloured 
race,  and  I  honour  him  for  the  fact  that  he  is  nowise 
ashamed  of  the  progenitors  from  whom  he  comes.  I 
trust  that  in  the  future  they  may  live  up  nobly  to 
the  example  that  they  have  shown  in  sending  me 
to  this  House.  I  feel  proud  to  represent  them,  and 
I  feel  sure  that  if  they  had  to  deal  with  this  ques¬ 
tion,  they  would  mete  out  to  the  Island  of  Prince 
Edward  all  that  justice  to  which  it  is  fairly  entitled. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
indeed  be  a  very  hard  feeling  man  if  I  did  not 
accept  with  pleasure  the  kind  sentiments  the  hon. 
gentleman  has  expressed  towards  Prince  Edward 
Island,  and  although  there  was  a  little  facetiousness 
with  which  he  garnished  his  speech,  yet  I  know 
that  he  was  sincerely  desirous  of  bringing  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  some  reasonable  terms  in  this  matter.  He 
has  appealed  to  me  with  regard  to  certain  facts, 
and  I  will  state  them  to  the  committee,  and  they 
can  draw  their  own  conclusion  from  them.  The 
Island  of  Prince  Edward  was  divided  off  into 
three  counties  by  a  Royal  Commission  in  1766; 
For  a  period  of  time  before  we  had  responsible 
government  these  counties  were  represented  sepa¬ 
rately  in  the  Assembly  which  then  existed.  Respon¬ 
sible  government  was  obtained  in  1850,  and  I 
suppose  political  passion  raged  more  intensely"  in 
that  little  Island  than  it  did  anywhere  else  in 
Canada,  because  they  say  that  the  smaller  the  pit 
the  fiercer  the  rats  fight.  Our  people  struggled 
manfully  to  upset  the  old  family  compact  which 
had  fastened  on  the  Island  and  political  passion 
was  at  a  white  heat.  Then  in  the  midst  of  that 
political  passion  they  divided  the  Island  into  politi¬ 
cal  districts.  I  ask  hon.  gentlemen,  if  there  ever 
was  a  time  in  the  history  of  the  Island  when  they" 
would  be  disposed  to  ignore  county  lines,  was  it 
not  then  ?  Queen’s  County  had  at  that  time  nearly 
three  times  the  population  that  King’s  had,  but 
what  did  the  Local  Legislature  do  '?  They  sub¬ 
divided  the  county  into  equal  electoral  districts, 
giving  King’s  County"  as  many  representatives  as 
Queen’s  had,  although  Queen’s  County  had  three 
times  the  population.  There  was  not  a  man  in 
Prince  Edward  Island  to  say  :  Let  us  tear  up  the 
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county  lines  which  had  been  settled  by  Lane  in 
1766  at  the  command  of  the  Queen  ;  and  whatever 
political  advantage  was  gained  to  one  party  or  the 
other,  those  lines  were  sacredly  maintained. 
Political  parties  in  the  Island  fought  their  battles 
on  those  lines  from  1850  to  1862,  when  an  elective 
Legislative  Council  was  formed  ;  and  what  did  they 
do  then  ?  Although  Queen's  County  had  double  the 
population  of  King’s,  each  of  the  three  counties  was 
divided  into  an  east  and  a  west  riding,  each  of 
which  elected  a  member  to  the  Legislative  Council. 
The  county  lines  were  not  infringed  upon.  I  care 
not  how  high  political  feeling  has  raged,  and  it  has 
been  pretty  high  in  Prince  Edward  Island,  there 
was  not  a  man  found  to  ask  the  Legislative  Council 
to  break  down  those  county  lines. 

Mr.  McLEAN  (P.E.I.)  Did  they  not  give  a 
legislative  councillor  to  the  city  of  Charlottetown  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.  I.)  Certainly.  Queen’s 
County  was  divided  into  two  electoral  districts  for 
the  Council,  and  the  city  of  Charlottetown,  with 
its  population  of  14,000,  was  given  one  councillor 
itself.  I  say  that  no  man  was  found  in  Prince 
Edward  Island,  either  when  the  Island  was  divided 
into  fifteen  electoral  districts  for  the  Lower  House, 
or  into  seven  for  the  Upper  House,  to  propose  that 
county  lines  should  be  infringed  upon  ;  and  although 
Queen’s  County  had  double,  and  at  one  time  treble 
the  popirlation  of  King’s  County,  we  never  asked 
for  a  larger  representation  than  King’s.  I  say  this 
is  the  first  time  in  the  political  history  of  Prince 
Edward  Island  that  any  man  has  ever  attempted 
to  infringe  on  those  lines.  The  hon.  gentleman 
asks  me  what  about  the  community  of  interests  in 
those  counties.  •  I  tell  him  that  there  is  a  shire 
town  in  each  county  ;  the  county  assizes  meet  at 
that  town  twice  a  year  ;  the  grand  and  petit  jurors 
are  drawn  exclusively  from  the  county  ;  the  sheriffs 
are  appointed  from  the  county  ;  county  exhibitions 
are  held  in  each  county  once  a  year  ;  and  when  I 
led  the  Government  in  the  Local  House  and  ven¬ 
tured  to  propose  that  those  county  exhibitions 
should  be  done  away  with  and  one  exhibition  sub¬ 
stituted  for  the  whole  Island,  I  never  heard  such  a 
storm  in  my  life,  and  one  of  those  wrho  opposed 
the  proposal  was  the  hon.  member  for  King’s. 
Take  away  our  county  exhibitions,  they  said, 
where  four  or  five  thousand  people  gather  socially 
together  every  year  and  exhibit  their  wares 
from  different  parts  of  the  county  ?  Never  ;  and  I 
could  not  carry  a  majority  of  my  own  ranks  with 
me.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  perfectly  right  in  say¬ 
ing  that  the  counties  are  not  municipalities  :  but 
before  we  came  into  Confederation  we  made  them 
judicial  districts.  Each  county  has  its  county 
judge  and  county  court  and  assize  court,  and  I  do 
not  know  anythingthat  exists  quoad  county  institu¬ 
tions  that  does  not  exist  there.  I  have  no  objection 
to  the  people  whom  you  are  goingto  include  in  Queen’s 
County.  They  are  a  bright,  intelligent  people.  As 
I  said  last  night,  I  had  the  honour  to  receive  my 
political  baptism  there,  having  represented  that 
district  in  the  Local  Assembly.  But  I  say  that 
when  you  are  infringing  upon  county  lines  in  Prince 
Edward  Island,  you  are  laying  down  a  principle 
that  will  be  used  to  your  disadvantage  all  over  the 
Maritime  Provinces.  Adopt  this  principle  there, 
and  before  long  you  will  see  it  applied  also  in  Nova 
Scotia  and  New  Brunswick.  You  are  legislating 
two  Liberals  out  of  the  House,  and  if  your  divisions 
Mr.  Davies  (P.E.I.) 


had  existed  at  the  last  election,  instead  of  having 
four  Liberals  here,  we  would  only  have  tw’o  from 
the  same  vote.  You  can  do  it  if  you  like  ;  you 
have  your  majority.  Go  on  and  do  it.  I  have 
ended  my  protest ;  I  have  said  my  say  ;  and  if 
there  is  not  manliness  enough  and  generosity 
enough  among  you  to  apply  to  Prince  Edward 
Island  the  same  rules  that  you  apply  to  Nova 
Scotia  and  New  Brunswick,  I  will  submit.  But 
we  have  not  yielded  yet  ;  we  will  have  a  fight 
about  it  when  we  go  among  the  people  ;  and  if  we 
do  not  find  fair-play  here,  we  will  find  it  there. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am,  indeed,  glad  to 
hear  the  hon.  member  for  Centre  Toronto  (Mr. 
Cockburn)  to-day.  I  admire  very  much  his  senti¬ 
ments  of  extreme  generosity  to  Prince  Edward 
Island,  and  the  only  thing  I  regret  is  that  I  cannot 
emulate  them.  Although  he  is  not  able  to  make  a 
fair  redistribution  of  Prince  Edward  Island,  he  is 
willing  to  readjust  his  treatment  of  the  Island  in  a 
way  that  is  very  satisfactory  to  the  friends  of  that 
Island,  among  whom  I  class  myself  ;  and,  though 
he  is  not  able  to  give  them  the  tunnel,  he  is  quite 
willing  to  accede  to  the  excited  feelings  of  the  gen¬ 
tlemen  who  are  animated  by  the  notion  that  this 
Bill  is  devised  by  some  local  enemy  to  inflict  an  in¬ 
jury  upon  them.  It  would  be  very  enjoyable  for 
me  to  exercise  that  feeling  of  generosity  which 
prompts  some  of  our  friends  on  this  side  of  the 
House  to  endeavour  to  meet  the  wishes  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Queen’s.  Nothing  would  be  so  pleasant 
to  me,  as  one  member  of  the  House,  but  I  cannot 
yield  to  that  temptation  to  show  generosity,  simply 
in  order  to  gerrymander  a  county  which  happens 
to  be  in  the  position  of  supporting  the  Government, 
and  that  is  precisely  the  position  here.  Another 
redistribution  is  proposed  which  can  only  have  that 
effect,  and  which  we  must  assume,  therefore,  has 
only  that  purpose.  But  when  my  hon.  friend  re¬ 
peats  seriously  the  contention  that,  because  an  an¬ 
omaly  exists  in  a  neighbouring  province,  we  should 
repeat  that  anomaly  in  Prince  Edward  Island,  it 
seems  to  me  that  he  is  going  far  afield  to  look  for 
any  principle  on  which  to  base  a  redistribution.  In 
New  Brunswick  we  have  not  disturbed  the  county 
lines  of  Westmoreland  and  Albert,  because  there 
was  no  necessity  for  doing  so  ;  but,  if  the  constitu¬ 
tion  provided  that,  instead  of  each  of  those  coun¬ 
ties  having  one  member,  there  must  be  three 
members  elected  from  the  two  counties,  undoubt¬ 
edly  we  would  have  laid  our  hands  upon  those 
counties  and  created  three  districts.  We  were  not 
going  about  with  a  tape  measure  to  measure  all 
the  electoral  districts  in  Canada  ;  but  where  wre 
have  had  to  create  new  districts  we  have  en¬ 
deavoured  to  equalize  them  as  far  as  possible,  and 
before  any  hon.  gentleman  can  charge  us  with  incon¬ 
sistency,  he  should  show  that  in  any  electoral  dis¬ 
tricts  created  by  this  Bill  we  have  departed  from  that 
principle.  When  the  hon.  gentleman  speaks  of  dispar¬ 
ity  between  different  constituencies,  I  must  remind 
him  that  the  extent  of  the  disparity  is  to  be  consid¬ 
ered,  as  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  considered 
it  last  night,  in  reference  to  the  whole  population 
of  a  province  ;  and  when  he  speaks  of  a  disparity 
of  8,000  in  Prince  Edward  Island  as  being  small, 
it  is  relatively  large  when  we  remember  that  that 
is  nearly  8  per  cent  of  the  entire  population  of  the 
province.  I  should  like  exceedingly,  if  it  were  a 
mere  question  of  generosity  or  personal  considera- 
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tion,  to  yield  to  the  strong  feelings  presented  by 
the  other  side  of  the  House  ;  but  I  am  sure  that 
nothing  that  has  transpired  yet,  not  even  the  strong 
statement  of  facts  presented  by  the  hon.  member 
for  Queen's  as  to  the  attachment  of  the  people  to 
the  county  lines — as  to  which,  however,  I  under¬ 
stand  the  hon.  members  for  King’s  to  differ  from 
him — not  even  that  has  convinced  me  that  this 
redistribution  of  Prince  Edward  Island  is  other 
than  fair,  and  for  my  part  I  must  confess  that  I 
entertain  the  feeling  which  I  had  when  I  laid  the 
plan  on  the  Table,  that  of  all  the  parts  of  the  mea¬ 
sure  that  would  bear  examination,  scrutiny  and 
contest,  this  was  above  all  fair  and  reasonable. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think,  Sir,  if  there 
is  anything  that  would  go  to  show  the  propriety  of 
the  course  pursued  by  this  side  of  the  House  in 
regard  to  the  interpretation  of  section  51  of  the 
British  North  America  Act,  it  is  the  state  of 
tilings  that  we  have  before  us  in  the  case  of  Prince 
Edward  Island.  It  is  pretty  clear,  all  through 
this  discussion  from  first  to  last,  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  have  felt  themselves  not  a  little  embarrassed 
in  regard  to  what  they  have  to  do  with  their  own 
friends  and  supporters.  The  Administration  will 
find  it  necessary,  in  conformity  with  the  British 
North  America  Act,  to  make  a  redistribution.  We 
find  it  necessary  to  take  away  from  certain  of  the 
Maritime  Provinces  the  portion  of  the  representa¬ 
tion  which  they  now  possess,  and  everywhere  we 
find  that  the  Administration  have  this  question  be¬ 
fore  them  :  how  they  are  to  protect  all  their  own 
supporters  now  having  seats  in  the  House  and 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  law.  The  hon. 
gentleman  yesterday,  when  he  had  under  consider¬ 
ation  the  provisions  dealing  with  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  undertook  to  obliterate,  out  of  all  pro¬ 
portion  to  the  number  of  representatives  in  this 
House,  seats  held  by  hon.  gentlemen  on  this  side  ; 
and  now,  when  the  Government  come  to  deal  with 
Prince  Edward  Island,  if  they  were  to  act  in  a 
perfectly  impartial  manner,  they  would  find 
it  necessary  to  take  a  representative  from 
the  county  which  sends  two  here  to  support  the 
Government.  Every  speech  made,  and  especially 
that  made  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  last  evening 
and  again  to-day,  shows  that  the  Government  are 
unwilling  to  deprive  a  supporter  of  theirs  of  a  seat 
in  this  House,  and  that  illustrates  what  I  believe 
to  be  the  wisdom  of  the  provision  of  the  British 
North  America  Act,  under  which  the  general  prin¬ 
ciple  on  which  redistribution  is  to  take  place  shall 
be  determined  by  this  House,  and  the  work  of 
carrying  out  that  redistribution  shall  be  in  the 
hands  of  a  body  not  affected  by  any  such  consider¬ 
ations  as  those  which  are  at  this  moment  proving 
paramount  with  the  Administration.  The  Minister 
of  Justice  says  in  effect  that  it  will  be  grossly  un¬ 
fair  to  deprive  a  supporter  of  the  Government  of  a 
seat  in  this  matter  of  redistribution.  But  if  he  is 
acting  upon  some  principle,  I  apprehend  that  the 
principle  he  is  undertaking  to  apply  where  the  in¬ 
terests  of  a  supporter  are  not  in  question,  which  is 
to  deprive  the  constituency  which  is  smallest  in 
population,  of  the  power  of  sending  a  representa¬ 
tive,  ought  to  apply  in  this  case  also.  That  is  the 
rule  he  has  undertaken  to  apply  in  the  Province  of 
Nova  Scotia  and  in  some  degree  also  in  the  Pro- 
vine  of  New  Brunswick.  If  you  were  to  apply  that 
rule  to  Prince  Edward  Island,  the  solution  would 


be  perfectly  simple.  You  would  be  obliged  to  see 
which  of  the  three  counties  of  Prince  Edward 
Island  has  the  smallest  population  and  to  with¬ 
draw  the  member  from  that  county.  I  will  ven¬ 
ture  to  say  that  if  the  County  of  King’s  had  sent 
two  representatives  supporting  the  Opposition, 
there  would  not  have  been  one  moment’s  question  on 
the  part  of  the  Administration  in  making  up  its  mind 
what  course  ought  to  be  taken.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  about  that.  Let  us  look  at  the  state  of  tilings 
in  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick.  Prince  Ed¬ 
ward  Island  is  divided  into  three  constituencies. 
They  are  double  constituencies,  it  is  true,  but  there 
are  the  three.  What  did  the  Government  do  in 
Nova  Scotia  ?  Did  the  Government  come  down  here, 
and  because  they  had  to  withdraw  a  member  from 
Nova  Scotia,  propose  to  redistribute  the  whole 
province?  Why,  they  did  not  find  it  necessary  to 
redistribute  any  constituencies  except  the  two" ad¬ 
joining  ones  having  the  smallest  population.  They 
united  those  two  constituencies  and  left  every  other 
one  untouched.  The  Minister  of  Justice  spoke  last 
evening  as  though,  because  two  constituencies  are 
united  into  one,  a  different  rule  should  apply.  You 
may  withdraw,  he  argued,  one  member  from  a  con¬ 
stituency  returning  only  one  member  and  you  need 
not  disturb  any  other  constituency  except  that 
one  and  the  adjoining  constituency.  But  when  the 
hon.  gentleman  comes  to  Prince  Edward  Island,  he 
says  when  you  undertake  to  withdraw  one  member 
where  there  were  two  a  different  rule  must  apply. 
Why  should  a  different  rule  apply  ?  Suppose  that 
Shelburne  and  Queen’s,  Nova  Scotia,  had  been 
united  and  returned  two  members,  as  Pictou 
returns  two,  and  the  hon.  gentleman  had  carried 
out  his  rule,  would  it  not  have  been  just  as  easy  to 
have  withdrawn  the  one  member  from  Queen’s  and 
Shelburne  as  to  withdraw  one  member  from  Shel¬ 
burne  and  unite  Queen’s  and  Shelburne  ?  Is  it 
not  exactly  the  same  thing  ?  And  when  you  come 
to  Prince  Edward  Island  and  you  have  three  con¬ 
stituencies  returning  two  members  each,  one  con¬ 
stituency  having  a  population  of  36,000,  the  other 
46,000,  and  the  other  26,000,  where  should  your 
act  of  subtraction  take  place  if  not  in  the  constitu¬ 
ency  having  the  smallest  number  of  people?  You 
withdraw  a  member  from  the  one  with  26,000 
inhabitants  and  leave  it  with  one  member.  Why 
should  you  interfere  with  the  other  two  ?  What 
rule  is  there  which  the  hon.  member  has  under¬ 
taken  to  lay  down  ?  I  admired  the  ingenuity  of  his 
speech  last  night,  but  I  thought  it  was  so  clever  that 
the  hon.  gentleman  himself  must  have  felt  it  was  a 
specious  argument,  because  there  could  be,  from 
the  fact  that  two  members  are  returned  from  each 
constituency,  no  difference  in  the  principle  from 
the  fact  of  two  adjoining  constituencies  returning 
one  member  each.  The  rule  is  exactly  the  same, 
the  principle  of  subtraction  is  exactly  the  same. 
You  have  withdrawn  in  Nova  Scotia  and  New 
Brunswick  a  member  from  a  county  witli  the 
smallest  population  where  you  can  most  conveni¬ 
ently  unite  it  with  another  small  county,  and 
when  you  withdraw  a  member  from  a  small 
county  in  the  Island,  the  reason,  if  there 
there  be  any  difference,  is  more  potent  in  favour  of 
withdrawing  a  member  from  a  double  constituency, 
because  you  have  no  disturbance  whatever  and 
have  neither  union  or  distribution  to  make.  You 
have  simply  to  reduce  the  representation  in  the 
constituency  having  26,000.  When  the  hon.  gentle- 
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man  says  that  the  case  of  the  Island  is  different 
on  account  of  the  smallness  of  its  population,  I  am 
unable  to  see  that  it  is.  Prince  Edward  Island 
sends  representation  to  this  House  in  proportion  to 
its  population.  It  is  because  you  are  applying  the 
rule  of  representation  by  population  among  the 
provinces  that  you  are  taking  a  member  away  from 
the  Island.  Now  as  to  the  question  of  equality, 
the  same  rule  of  convenience  and  of  historic 
continuity  and  of  preservation  of  the  county 
boundary  that  you  ought  to  apply  in  every  other 
province  applies  with  equal  force  in  Prince  Edward 
Island.  The  Government  profess  in  this  Ball  to 
have  gone  on  the  principle  of  disturbing  commu¬ 
nities  as  little  as  possible.  Why,  then,  should  you 
disturb  Prince  and  Queen’s?  Why  should  you  go 
beyond  the  boundary  of  King’s  in  the  case  of 
Prince  Edward  Island  more  than  in  other  cases  ? 
Queen’s  County  has  a  population  of  46,000,  or 
23,000  for  each  member.  King’s  has  a  population 
of  26,000  ;  but  do  you  not  find  that  difference  in 
every  other  province?  Take  the  case  of  Drum¬ 
mond  and  Arthabaska,  in  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
with  a  population  of  44,000.  You  have  not 
divided  that,  although  it  is  entitled  to  two  mem¬ 
bers,  and  you  have  the  County  of  Soulanges  with  a 
population  of  9,000  which  you  have  not  undertaken 
to  unite  to  the  adjoining  constituency  of  Vaudreuil, 
though  the  two  together  would  have  a  population 
of  less  than  21,000.  If  you  can  leave  those  anom¬ 
alies  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  why  do  you  under¬ 
take  to  deal  with  anomalies,  if  you  think  it  worth 
while  to  call  them  so,  in  the  Province  of  Prince 
Edward  Island,  which  are  less,  if  you  withdraw  a 
member  from  King’s,  than  the  anomalies  in  any 
other  province  in  the  Dominion  ?  There  is  greater 
equality  of  representation,  if  you  respect  county 
boundaries  and  give  two  members  to  Prince  and 
two  members  to  Queen’s,  as  they  now  have,  and 
withdraw  one  from  King’s,  than  under  any  other 
arrangement  you  can  possibly  make.  Why,  then, 
should  you  interfere  ?  It  is  precisely  as  I  have 
stated.  The  Government  have  certain  supporters 
here  who  are  pressing  upon  the  Administration 
not  to  obliterate  the  seats  they  now  have,  and  the 
Government  are  yielding  to  these  importunities 
beyond  what  the  public  interest  requires.  That  by 
itself  goes  a  long  way  to  show  the  wisdom  of 
the  course  which  is  marked  out  in  the  British  North 
America  Act,  and  which  should  be  followed.  I  was 
not  a  little  surprised  and  I  was  somewhat  amused  by 
the  speech  addressed  to  the  committee  last  night 
by  one  of  the  members  from  King’s.  The  hon. 
gentleman  said  that  the  senior  member  for  Queen’s 
(Mr.  Davies)  was  a  very  popular  member,  that  he 
was  a  courageous  man,  that  he  was  a  gentleman  of 
ability,  and  that  he  expected  he  would  go  into  this 
county  notwithstanding  the  change  which  is  made, 
and  would  stake  his  political  fortune  upon  his 
chance  of  carrying  it.  The  hon.  gentleman  said 
my  hon.  friend  had  jumped  pretty  high  before, and 
they  would  put  the  bar  one  peg  higher,  they 
would  put  it  up  to  a  majority  of  89  against  him, 
and  ask  him  to  run  and  see  whether  he  could  clear 
that  bar  or  not.  That  is  the  proposition  which  is 
made  and  the  proposition  which  these  gentlemen  have 
pressed  upon  the  Administration,  and  which  the 
Administration  are  asking  us  to  adopt.  The  Min¬ 
ister  of  Justice  told  us  early  in  the  discussion  that 
we  ought  not  to  legislate  with  a  view  to  political 
advantages  or  disadvantages,  that  party  interests 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


ought  not  to  be  taken  into  considerations,  or,  at 
all  events,  ought  not  to  be  made  paramount.  Why, 
the  hon.  gentleman  has  told  us  to-day  that  party 
interests  are  governing  in  this  matter.  He  said  : 
How  can  the  lion,  member  for  Queen’s  expect  us  to 
wipe  out  a  seat  in  a  constituency  which  is  held  by 
a  supporter  of  the  Administration  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  beg  your  pardon. 
I  did  not  say  anything  of  the  kind.  I  said  there 
would  be  no  excuse  for  adopting  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man’s  proposal,  except  on  the  ground  of  depriving 
one  of  our  supporters  of  his  seat. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Of  course,  I  accept  the 
hon.  gentleman’s  statement,  but  it  shows  what 
facts  had  found  a  lodgment  in  his  memory.  They 
were  that  this  constituency  returns  supporters  to 
the  Administration,  and  that  the  proposition  of 
my  hon.  friend  would  take  away  one  of  those  sup¬ 
porters.  The  question  is,  whether  it  is  fair  to  take 
away  that  supporter  ?  Would  it  be  fair  to  take 
one  member  away  from  Queen’s  ?  If  my  hon.  friend 
had  gone  to  the  Government  and  said,  in  case 
Queen’s  had  been  represented  by  supporters  of  the 
Administration  with  a  population  of  46,000,  leave 
King’s  and  Prince  with  two  representatives  each 
and  take  one  away  from  Queen’s,  then  the  observa¬ 
tion  of  the  Minister  of  Justice  would  have  had 
great  force  because  my  hon.  friend  would  have  been 
asking  that  a  member  should  be  withdrawn  from  a 
county  having  the  highest  population,  and  the 
Minister  might  have  said  with  very  great  force  : 
Your  proposition  is  in  the  interests  of  a  party,  be¬ 
cause  you  are  proposing  to  take  away  a  member 
from  that  constituency  which  is  entitled  by  its 
population  to  retain  its  present  representation. 
But  that  is  not  my  hon.  friend’s  proposition.  It  is 
that  we  shall  take  away  a  representative  from  the 
constituency  having  the  smallest  population,  and 
because  it  has  the  smallest  population.  It  is 
pointed  out  that  there  are  only  3,000  people  in 
the  county  above  the  unit.  It  ought  not  to 
have  a  second  representative  unless  its  popula¬ 
tion  was  something  more  than  one-half  above 
the  unit.  If  King’s  had  a  population  of 
35,000  instead  of  26,000,  then  the  observation  of 
the  Minister  of  Justice  would  have  had  great  force. 
If  these  constituencies  had  been  nearly  equal  so 
that  it  was  impossible  to  make  choice  between 
them,  there  would  have  been  great  force  in  his 
observation  and  there  would  have  been  some  reason 
for  applying  a  different  rule  from  that  which  is 
followed  in  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick  ;  but, 
when  there  is  a  great  disparity  in  the  population, 
when  the  condition  of  the  three  constituencies 
enables  the  Government  to  find  a  simple  solution 
for  the  difficulty,  then  I  say  that  there  is  no  valid 
reason  for  departing  from  the  rule  which  has  been 
adopted  in  the  Provinces  of  Nova  Scotia  and  New 
Brunswick.  Further,  my  hon.  friend  has  pointed 
out  that  in  the  Province  of  Prince  Edward  Island 
a  majority  of  the  population  voted  at  the  elec¬ 
tion  of  1891  against  the  Administration  and  in  fav¬ 
our  of  the  Opposition  candidates,  and,  as  a  result 
of  that,  under  the  existing  organization,  a  majority 
of  the  representatives  from  the  Island  were  returned 
to  this  side  of  the  House.  But  with  that  same 
vote,  upon  the  divisions  that  you  propose  to  make 
the  Island  of  Prince  Edward  woqld  have  returned 
three  supporters  of  the  Administration  and  two 
members  of  the  Opposition.  I  would  like  to  know 
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upon  what  ground  the  Ministerof  Justice,  or  thehon. 
gentlemen  from  Prince  Edward  Island  who  are 
pressing  this  matter  on  the  Government  unduly 
and  unfairly,  can  propose  to  make  a  division 
of  the  Island  which,  taking  the  last  vote,  would 
give  to  the  minority  of  the  people  a  majority 
of  the  seats  in  this  House  ?  That  is  your 
proposition.  You  come  here  and  ask  the  House  to 
make  such  a  division  of  the  Island  of  Prince  Edward 
that  a  minority  of  votes  shall  return  a  majority  of 
mem  hers  to  this  House.  What  would  be  the  condition 
of  this  country  if  you  applied  that  everywhere?  It 
would  create  revolution.  It  would  be  legislating 
men  into  Parliament  and  legislating  men  out  of 
Parliament.  I  say  that  the  two  supporters  of  the 
Administration  from  King’s  are  not  loyal  to  the 
Island,  they  are  not  fair  to  the  Parliament  of 
Canada,  they  are  not  fair  to  the  Administration 
which  they  follow,  when  they  press  upon  the 
Administration  a  division  of  the  Island  that  will 
produce  such  results.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
ought  to  support  the  amendment  of  my  hon.  friend  ; 
they  ought  to  resent  any  attempt  on  the  part  of 
supporters  from  any  section  of  this  Dominion  to 
force  upon  the  Administration  a  policy  which  is  in 
itself  unjust.  NSir>  the  Administration  in  this  mat¬ 
ter  requires  the  protection  of  their  supporters 
against  undue  influence  of  this  sort.  It  is  undue 
influence,  it  is  improper  influence,  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  have  been  saved  from  that  influence  if 
they  had  taken  the  view  of  my  hon.  friend  and 
myself  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  law.  But  that 
was  rejected,  and  the  House  has  thrown  upon  the 
Administration  the  difficult  task  of  making 
a  redistribution  under  these  circumstances  ; 
and  if  you  impose  upon  the  Administration  the 
duty  of  proposing  a  scheme  of  redistribution,  you 
ought  to  have  special  care  that  neither  the  hon. 
members  from  King’s  nor  the  hon.  members  from 
any  other  constituency  in  this  country  can  come 
to  the  Administration  and  say:  Gentlemen,  we 
have  been  supporters  of  yours  in  this  House,  and 
we  wish  to  preserve  our  seats  at  all  hazards.  If 
members  are  to  be  withdrawn  from  this  House,  let 
them  be  withdrawn  from  the  Opposition  ;  if  there 
is  to  be  a  denudation  of  the  representation  in  any 
province,  let  it  fall  upon  the  Opposition  and  let  us 
be  protected,  no  matter  whether  we  have  the  popu¬ 
lation  behind  us  or  not.  That  is  the  position  taken 
by  these  hon.  gentlemen  ;  that  is  what  they  are 
forcing  upon  the  Administration.  They  are  forcing 
the  Minister  of  Justice  to  defend  a  redistribution 
in  Prince  Edward  Island  that  he  has  not  permitted 
to  be  applied  to  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia,  in 
which  he  has  a  special  interest  as  a  representative 
and  a  Minister.  It  is  a  principle  that  has  not 
been  applied  to  the  same  extent  in  any  other  pro¬ 
vince,  and  I  ask  hon.  gentlemen  who  wish  to  pre¬ 
serve,  to  some  extent,  the  historical  continuity  of 
the  counties,  who  think  that  is  more  important 
than  the  mere  application  of  the  rule  of  three  to 
the  redistribution  of  seats — and  I  entirely  agree 
with  him — I  ask  them  to  come  to  the  support  of 
the  constitution,  to  support  the  amendment  of  my 
hon.  friend  from  Queen’s,  and  not  to  permit  the 
two  representatives  from  King’s,  the  smallest  con¬ 
stituency  in  Prince  Edward  Island,  to  bulldoze  the 
Government,  and  to  abuse  the  power  given  for  the 
distribution  of  seats  under  the  constitution. 

Mr.  1)A YIN.  I  was  very  much  pleased  last  night 
to  hear  the  hon.  member  for  North  Norfolk  (Mr. 


Charlton)  say  what  he  did  about,  the  Bill.  The 
Bill,  with  the  exception  of  a  seat  in  Prince  Edward 
Island,  is  pretty  well  through  this  committee.  I 
was  very  much  gratified  to  hear  the  member  for 
Norfolk  say  that  the  Government  had  dealt  fairly 
— that  the  Bill  was  a  pretty  satisfactory  one.  I 
was  very  much  pleased,  also,  to  hear  my  hon.  friend 
from  Montmagny  (Mr.  Choquette)  say,  as  he  did  to 
me,  that  he  considered  this  a  fair  Bill.  Now,  when 
we  have  one  stalwart  Reformer  from  Quebec,’ and  a 
stalwart  Reformer,  a  leader  among  the  Reformers, 
from  Ontario,  declaring  that  the  Bill  is  a  fair  Bill ’ 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  As  amended  for  Quebec. 

Mr.  DAVIN— no  doubt  his  attention  would  be 
mainly  directed  to  the  Bill  as  regards  Quebec.  We 
remember  that,  in  the  debate  on  the  second  read¬ 
ing,  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  and  some  sup¬ 
porters  of  the  Government  said  that  when  the  Bill 
got  into  committee,  if  there  were  some  defects  in 
it,  the  Conservative  party  would  consider  them  in 
a  fair  spirit.  But  what  was  the  language  of  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite?  Day  after  day  they  held  langu¬ 
age  of  complete  distrust,  although  in  the  earlier 
part  of  the  debate  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
sounded  the  keynote  of  the  attitude  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  Committee  of  the  Whole  ;  he  said  :  Let  us 
go  into  committee,  and  any  fair  proposition  will  be 
considered.  I  am  not  surprised  that  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  should  have  shown  their  gratitude,  because 
they  were  like  doubting  Thomas,  and  not  until 
they  went  into  committee  did  they  realize  the  fair¬ 
ness  and  sense  of  justice  of  the  Conservative  party 
in  this  House. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  It  remains  to  be  seen  now. 

Mr.  DA  YIN.  1  suppose  my  hon.  friend  means 
with  Regard  to  Prince  Edward  Island.  Now,  my  hon. 
friend  from  North  Norfolk  read  to  us  the  other  night 
at  great  length  to  bring  out  the  principle  laid  down 
for  the  Boundary  Commissioners  in  England.  In 
a  few  remarks  I  addressed  to  the  House  on  the 
second  reading  of  the  Bill,  I  brought  out,  as  I 
venture  to  think  at  the  time  and  think  now,  all 
those  portions  of  the  directions  to  the  Boundary 
Commission  that  were  necessary  to  support  the 
propositions  which  I  intended  to  defend.  I  said  my 
own  inclination  would  lead  me  not  to  look  entire¬ 
ly  to  population,  but  I  would  look  to  other  consi¬ 
derations,  and  amongst  others  to  county  lines. 
But  the  principle  that  the  Bill  has  gone  on,  and 
the  principle  that  has  been  endorsed  by  hon. 
gentlemen,  is  to  represent  population  and  to  give 
an  even  representation.  That  is  the  main  prin¬ 
ciple  of  the  Bill,  and  the  Government  have  added 
this  further  principle,  to  effect  this  object  with  the 
minimum  of  disturbance.  Now,  we  have  here  the 
language  of  an  hon.  gentleman  who  has  taken  a 
leading  position  in  the  debate.  The  hon.  member 
for  Both  well  (Mr.  Mills),  speaking  on  the  15th 
June  in  this  House,  said  : 

“  Let  us  deal  fairly  in  this  matter.  Let  us  adopt  that 
course  which  is  best  in  the  public  interest ;  and  if  we  do 
that  I  am  satisfied  that  we  can  make  a  redistribution 
measure  satisfactory  to  both  sides  of  this  House  ;  but  you 
cannot  make  it  satisfactory  proceeding  as  you  are  doing, 
lou  either  go  altogether  too  far,  or  else  you  do  not  go  far 
enough.  II  you  are  disposed  to  disregard  county  bound¬ 
aries,  make  the  electoral  districts  equal.” 

Now,  the  hon.  gentleman  who  leads  the  Opposition, 
and  I  feel  that  I  am  expressing  the  opinion  of  my 
brother  members  of  the  Conservative  party,  when 
I  say  that  he  leads  it  with  as  much  pleasure  to  his 
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opponents  as  to  his  followers — the  lion,  the  leader 
of  the  Opposition  in  his  speech  said  : 

“  If  there  is  a  principle  which  ought  to  be  recognized, 
in  a  measure  of  this  kind,  as  far  as  possible,  it  is  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  representation  bv  population.” 

Mr.  WELSH.  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  “Hear,  hear,”  says  my  hon. 
friend  from  Queen’s.  I  refer  to  the  more  genial 
member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Welsh)  because  it  is  only 
a  question  of  degree  in  geniality  between  the  two 
representatives  from  that  county.  Then  the  hon. 
member  for  Norfolk  (Mr.  Charlton),  in  his  speech 
which  he  repented  of  last  night - - 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  No. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  He  did  not  exactly  put  on  a  white 
sheet  or  wear  an  absolutely  Ash-Wednesday  face, 
but  he  expressed  himself  as  agreeably  surprised  at 
the  Bill,  and  he  recanted  what  he  had  said.  In  his 
speech  on  the  17th  June,  in  which  he  indulged  in 
very  violent  language  against  the  Conservative 
party  and  the  Conservative  Government,  when 
dealing  with  the  Redistribution  Bill  of  1885  in 
England — and,  of  course,  he  was  holding  it  up  as  a 
model  for  the  Conservative  party  here  to  follow — 
he  said  : 

“  If  the  hon.  gentleman  will  take  the  population  of  the 
British  Empire  and  divide  it  by  the  number  of  members 
of  the  House  of  Commons,  he  will  find  what  the  unit  of 
population  is.  He  will  find  that  the  population  of  those 
boroughs,  while  they  do  not  conform  precisely  and  exactly 
to  the  average  basis  of  population,  they  conform  to  it  as 
nearly  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  and  the  instruc¬ 
tions  to  the  commissioners  will  permit.  The  Bill,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  a  Bill  which  met  the  approval  of  the  whole 
House.  It  was  prepared  by  no  party.  It  was  devised  by 
a  general  conference  of  the  managers  of  both  parties,  and 
so  you  had  a  Bill  which  gave  you  representation  that  bore 
as  exactly  an  equivalent  to  population  as  the  circum¬ 
stances  of  the  case  would  allow.” 

Very  well,  Sir.  The  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario 
(Mr.  Edgar),  who  is  also  a  leader  of  the  party,  a 
very  important  man,  and  the  most  plan-making 
mind,  I  believe,  in  the  party — I  do  not  use  the 
characterization  of  that  hon.  gentleman  in  a  bad 
sense,  but  in  a  good  sense,  because  no  man  can  be 
a  leader  in  politics  unless  he  can  make  schemes, — 
when  I  refer  to  the  hon.  gentleman  from  West 
Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar)  as  the  scheme  enacting  genius 
'of  the  party.  Now,  what  does  the  hon.  member 
say,  and  of  course  he  was  very  violent  against  the 
Government,  and  very  distrustful.  He  says  that 
he  did  not  see  why  some  broad  general  principle 
should  not  be  adopted,  and  he  thought  that  due 
weight  should  be  attached  to  population. 

[At  one  o’clock  the  Committee  adjourned,  and  at 
three  o’clock  resumed.] 

Mr.  DAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  an  argument  from 
comparison  was  used  by  the  hon.  member  for  Both- 
well  (Mr.  Mills),  an  argument  comparing  Prince 
Edward  Island  with  other  provinces,  and  applying 
what  was  done  in  one  or  two  cases  in  other  pro¬ 
vinces  to  the  whole  of  Prince  Edward  Island.  Now, 
Sir,  there  is  a  Greek  proverb  that  I  learned  when  I 
first  began  to  attempt  that  language,  and  it  is  a 
famous  proverb.  It  is  that  the  half  is  greater  than 
the  whole,  and  we  have  also  the  divine  statement 
that  a  mite  is  larger  than  a  million.  We  have  been 
told  that  when  the  widow  threw  in  the  mite,  she 
threw  in  more  than  all  the  other  subscriptions  that 
were  put  into  the  poor-box  on  the  celebrated  occa¬ 
sion. 

Mr.  Davin. 


Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  That  did  not  amount  to 
a  million  nor  anything  like  it. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  My  hon.  friend  thinks  it  did  not 
amount  to  a  million.  Perhaps,  I  am  thinking  of 
what  they  threw  in  out  of  their  bounteousness,  and 
comparing  it  with  what  I  would  throw  in  myself  ; 
and  my  hon,  friend  is  perhaps  making  the  same 
comparison  with  regard  to  what  he  would  put  up 
in  the  box,  and  probably  then  it  might  not  amount 
to  so  much  as  a  million.  I  want  to  point  out  to 
my  hon.  friend  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  the 
fallacy  he  fell  into.  If  you  take  a  lareje  province, 
and  we  will  suppose  that  province  sends  50  or  GO 
members  to  this  House,  you  may  secure  that 
the  representation  shall  be  practically  just  in 
carrying  out  the  principle  of  your  Bill,  and  yet  in 
one  or  two  details  for  some  reasons  or  other  that 
may  seem  cogent  to  Parliament,  you  may  not 
actually  insist  on  the  principle  of  “rep.  by  pop.” 
which  is  a  principle  so  dear  to  hon.  members.  If 
you  take  a  small  province  with  five  or  six  members, 
and  if  yon  say  you  want  to  adhere  there  to  county 
lines,  why,  Sir,  you  might  commit  so  violent  a 
breach  of  the  principle  you  have  been  applying  to 
the  larger  provinces,  that  the  thing  would  be 
absurd  and  would  jeopardize  and  destroy  the 
harmony  of  your  Bill. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Let  me  call  my  hon. 
friend’s  attention  to  his  fallacy. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  You  have  not  heard  my  side  of 
the  argument  in  full,  and  what  can  you  know  of 
the  fallacy  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Yes,  I  see  it.  The  case 
of  the  difference  in  Prince  Edward  Island  is  the 
case  of  the  difference  between  one  or  two  constitu¬ 
encies  which  if  all  aggregated  together  would  amount 
to  a  very  small  percentage  of  the  entire  population. 
But  in  a  province  like  Ontario  this  difference  may 
extend  to  50  different  constituencies,  and  when  you 
aggregate  that  you  will  find  that  there  is  just  as 
large  a  percentage  as  there  is  in  the  case  of  Prince 
Edward  Island.  That  was  also  the  fallacy  of  the 
argument  of  the  Minister  of  Justice. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  My  hon.  friend  (Mr.  Mills)  is 
quite  wrong,  and  he  cannot  get  over  the  argument 
that  I  made.  I  say  here  that  what  is  proposed  to 
be  done  by  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr. 
Davies)  is  this :  He  proposes  actually  that  the 
difference  in  population  between  two  constitu¬ 
encies  in  Prince  Edward  Island  returning  members 
to  this  House,  shall  be  one-twelfth  of  the  whole 
population  of  the  Island.  If  you  want  to  see  the 
full  absurdity  of  that  proposal,  what  you  have  to 
do  is  to  take  the  population  of  Ontario,  which  is 
about  two  and  a  half  millions.  Take  the  one- 
twelfth  of  two  and  a  half  millions,  and  add  it  on  to 
23,000,  and  you  have  a  constituency  of  23,000  plus 
the  one-twelfth  of  the  two  and  a  half  millions 
returning  one  member  here,  while  you  have  another 
constituency  of  23,000  also  returning  one  member. 
That  will  explain  to  you  the  absurdity  which  the 
hon.  member  from  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  wants  to 
insist  upon.  Now,  Sir,  looking  at  the  map  of  the 
proposed  division,  we  see  that  what  was  clearly 
done  is  this  :  The  Government  proceeded  to  take 
the  extremity  of  the  Island.  It  proceeded  from  town¬ 
ship  to  township  until  itarrivedattheunit.  It  arrived 
at  the  unit  in  lot  59  in  King’s  County.  It  next  com¬ 
mences  at  lot  61,  and  it  does  not  arrive  at  the 
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unit  until  it  gets  to  lot  24.  When  it  gets  to  lot 
24,  it  commences  again  and  goes  on  until  it  gets  to 
lot  20.  Then  again  it  commences  at  lot  30  in 
East  Prince  and  goes  to  lot  15,  and  then  again 
it  commences  at  lot  10  and  goes  on  to  lot  1,  at 
the  other  end.  Whatever  way  you  take  ’  it, 
whether  you  commence  at  lot  1  at  one  end  in 
Prince,  or  lot  4/  at  the  other  end  in  King’s,  you 
will  come  precisely  to  the  same  result  if  you  are 
aiming  at  getting  at  the  unit.  Now,  Sir,  1  do  not 
see  the  lion,  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  here 
just  now,  but  I  am  told  that  the  hon.  member 
objects  greatly  to  lot  24  being  in  East  Queen’s. 
He  seems  to  try  to  impress  this  House  with  the 
view  that  East  Queen  s  is  his  constituency,  but, 
Sir,  there  has  not  been  up  to  the  present  time,  nor 
will  there  be  until  the  Bill  has  passed,  any  such 
constituency  as  East  Queen’s.  There  is  the  County 
of  Queen’s,  returning  two  members  to  this  House, 
and  the  hon.  member  (Mr.  Davies)  is  as  much  a 
member  for  what  is  called  West  Queen’s  in  this 
Bill,  as  he  is  for  East  Queen's.  As  a  matter  of  fact 
he  lives  in  Charlottetown,  and  he  is  actually  more 
the  member  for  West  than  East  Queen’s.  I  do 
not  want  to  enter  into  the  reasons  why,  but  a  little 
bird  has  whispered  it  to  me  ;  one  of  my  colleagues 
in  the  representation  here  who  has  conversed  with 
the  member  for  Queen’s,  tells  me,  that  one  of  the 
reasons  he  objects  to  have  lot  24  in  East  Queen’s — 
and  that  in  fact  he  would  be  pretty  well 
satisfied  if  township  24  had  been  taken  out 
of  East  Queen’s  and  put  into  West  Queen’s— 
is  the  reason  that  there  is  a  certain  complexion, 
partly  religious  and  partly  political  in  lot  24.  Let 
me  ask  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills), 
who  is  so  logical,  what  are  his  friends  and  himself 
doing  when  they  found  an  argument  on  the  opinions 
of  the  people  of  lot  24  ?  1’hey  are  doing  the  very 
tiling  that  they  say  the  Minister  of  Justice  and 
this  Government  must  not  do,  and  which  I  agree 
that  we  should  not  do.  We  are  told  that  we  should 
ha\e  no  regard  whatever  to  the  political  opinions 
of  the  people,  but  that  we  should  make  a  redistri¬ 
bution  fairly  on  a  broad  principle,  and  not  think 
of  taking  a  party  advantage.  We  are  told  that  we 
have  nothing  to  do  with  that  ;  but  what  does  the 
hon.  gentleman  opposite  do.  He  says  :  I  am  going 
to  analyse  the  opinions  of  these  people  ;  and  in 
doing  that,  does  he  go  all  over  their  past  history 
and  all  over  the  elections  in  which  they  have  voted  ? 
No,  but  he  goes  to  some  recent  election,  and 
because  they  may  have  voted  in  a  given  way,  he 
says:  I  am  not  going  to  allow  you  to  make  a 
symmetrical  division  of  this  Island,  in  order  that 
we  shall  have  the  principle  of  representation  by 
population  carried  out.  Therefore,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  very  gentlemen  who  denounce  in  this 
House  the  allowing  of  political  or  party  consider¬ 
ations  to  weigh  with  us  ;  these  are  the  very 
gentlemen  who  allow  political  and  party  con¬ 
siderations  to  weigh  with  them.  If  I  admitted 
for  one  minute,  which  I  do  not,  that  there  is  any 
cogency  in  the  argument  of  the  principle  of  poli¬ 
tical  opinions  being  considered,  I  must  remember 
that  if  lot  24  is  made  part  of  East  Queen’s,  yet  in 
lots  61,  63  and  64  of  King’s,  though  there  is  cer¬ 
tainly  a  Catholic  vote,  there  are  large  numbers 
of  Orangemen,  and  these  lots  are  placed  in  East 
Queen’s.  Lots  61,  63  and  64  have  about  3,000 
Protestants  to  200  Catholics,  and  I  am  informed 
by  one  who  can  speak  with  authority,  that  the 


majority  of  the  Protestants  belong  to  the  Orange 
older.  \\  hat,  then, is  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s 
so  very  angry  about?  Now,  Sir,  I  will  say  one 
word  to  my  hon.  friend  from  Centre  Toronto  (Mr. 
Cockburn).  There  was  a  certain  warmth,  not  to 
say  tenderness  of  sentiment,  in  the  way  he  dealt 
with  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s.  My  hon.  friend 
iad  only  one  difficulty  in  going  some  distance  with 
t  le  hon.  member  for  Queen  s  ;  he  wanted  an  assur- 
ance  from  that  hon.  member.  I  could  not  help 
thinking  that  he  was  very  much  in  the  position  of 
a  gentleman  in  love,  who  was  about  to  propose  to 
some  one  around  whose  name  the  poisoned  tongue 
of  suspicion  had  breathed  some  dark  whispers,  and 
lie  said  to  her  :  All  will  be  right,  only  I  must 
have  an  assurance.  I  need  hardly  say  that  where 
there  was  ground  for  suspicion  there  would  be 
indignation  and  objurgation  ;  this  would  be  in 
exact  ratio  to  the  foundation  for  suspicion.  And 
what  occurred?  The  young  person  from  Queen’s 
came  out  with  an  indignant  assurance,  and  I 
think  my  hon.  friend  from  Centre  Toronto  has  been  in 
this  House  long  enough,  for  six  years,  to  know 
that  the  siren  from  Queen’s  has  enough  assurance 
for  anything.  But  I  could  not  help  contrasting 
the  violent  manner  of  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s 
with  the  balanced  and  calm  manner  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Bothwell  and  the  hon.  member  for 
Quebec  East.  I  could  not  help  thinking  that  while 
they  felt  that  there  were  some  things  in  the  Bill 
which  they  had  good  ground  for  criticising,  the 
hon.  member  for  Queen’s  felt  that  he  had  no  good 
ground  for  any  complaint  whatever.  Because  the 
tone  of  the  hon.  member  was  not  the  tone  of  a 
man  who  wanted  to  persuade.  It  was  a  defiant 
objurgation  ;  it  was  the  tone  of  a  man  who  was 
posing  as  a  pseudo  martyr  before  the  people  of 
I  i  ince  Edv  ard  Island,  not  of  one  who  was  anxious 
to  change  anything  in  this  Bill.  In  fact,  he  told 
us  that  he  did  not  mind  very  much  for  he  felt  very 
confident  what  the  result  would  be. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  beg  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man’s  pardon ;  he  misunderstood  me.  I  did  not 
say  I  felt  very  confident.  I  said  I  indulged  the 
hope  that  the  better  nature  of  the  people  there 
would  reverse  the  injustice  of  the  decision  which 
this  House  apparently  intended  to  come  to. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  I  suppose  that  is  confidence. 
Now,  Sir,  my  hon.  friend  from  Queen’s  spoke  of 
the  rearrangement  by  the  Bill  as  if  it  would  re¬ 
turn  for  certain  three  Conservatives  and  two  Lib¬ 
erals.  He  said  that  would  be  the  result. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  On  the  vote  of  last  elec¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  But  all  you  have  to  do  is  to  look 
at  the  history  of  Prince  Edward  Island  to  see  that 
you  cannot  take  the  vote  of  last  election  as  indi¬ 
cating  the  way  in  which  the  people  of  Prince 
Edward  Island  will  go  in  the  future.  But  suppose 
that  should  be  the  result ;  are  we  going  to  pause 
and  say  we  will  not  make  a  fair  and  equal  division 
because  we  are  assured  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Queen’s  that  if  we  do  the  people  may  return  three 
Conservatives  and  two  Liberals  ?  That  would  be 
allowing  considerations  of  party  politics  to  weigh 
with  us. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  simply  gives  to  the 
minority  three  representatives  and  to  the  majority 
two. 
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Mr.  DAVIN.  In  going  over  the  townships  of 
the  Island,  have  we  anything  to  do  with  the  poli¬ 
tical  complexion  of  the  people  ? 

Some  lion.  MEMBERS.  Oh,  oh. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  Hon.  gentlemen  know,  from  the 
part  I  have  taken  upon  this  Bill,  and  from  my 
views  generally,  that  if  I  saw  any  turning  aside  to 
gain  a  party  advantage  by  that  distribution,  I 
would  not  support  it.  But  I  say,  looking  at  the 
principles  upon  which  we  have  been  acting,  of 
going  from  township  to  township  and  equalizing 
the  populations  of  the  constituencies  ;  looking  at 
the  fact  that  in  Committee  of  the  Whole  this  Bill 
has  been  made  with  regard  to  Ontario  and  Quebec 
what  my  hon.  friend  from  Montmagny  said  was  a 
good  Bill,  and  a  Bill  which  the  hon.  member  for 
North  Norfolk  last  night  was  led  to  praise  ;  I  say, 
seeing  that  this  fair  principle  of  going  from  town¬ 
ship  to  township  has  been  adopted,  I  have  no  hesita¬ 
tion  in  saying  that  I  cannot  vote  for  the  amend¬ 
ment,  and  must  vote  for  the  arrangement  which  the 
Government  have  placed  on  the  Table. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  do  not  intend  to 
take  up  much  time  in  reiterating  arguments  that 
have  already  been  advanced  in  favour  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  has  been  proposed.  It  is  evident  from 
the  speech  of  the  hon.  gentleman  who  last  spoke 
that  lie  is  convinced  that  the  Bill  is  all  right  ;  and 
from  his  well-known  independence  of  character  in 
the  House,  which  makes  him  ready  at  all  times  to 
vote  in  the  way  he  thinks  right,  I  can  see  that 
there  is  no  hope  of  his  voting  for  the  amendment. 
Even  though  the  Ministry  should  be  influenced  by 
the  arguments  to  accept  it,  it  will  have  an  inde¬ 
pendent  opponent  in  the  hon.  member  for  Assini- 
boia.  I  say  I  will  not  go  over  the  arguments  which 
have  been  adduced  to  show  how  the  county  lines 
of  Prince  Edward  Island  can  be  maintained  and  a 
distribution  made  that  would  be  fair  and  just  to 
all.  There  is  one  difficulty,  judging  from  what  the 
Minister  of  Justice  says.  He,  perhaps,  did  not  say 
it  in  so  many  words,  but  it  is  the  one  point  to  which 
I  wish  to  give  special  attention,  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  proposed  by  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s 
involves  a  sacrifice  on  the  part  of  the  Government  of 
one  of  their  supporters  from  King’s  ;  and  what  the 
Minister  of  Justice  said  gave  us  to  understand  that 
was  a  thing  which  was  not  to  be  expected  from 
them.  I  can  sympathize  with  that  feeling.  As  a 
party  man  myself,  I  can  understand  that  it  would 
not  be  pleasant  for  him  to  contemplate  doing  what, 
in  his  view,  would  be  the  wdjDing  out  of  one 
of  his  political  friends.  When  we  had  the 
Redistribution  Bill  of  1882,  one  of  the  features 
that  aroused  the  most  opposition  and  the  most  ill- 
will  was  that  it  was  designed  to  strike,  and  did 
strike  at,  personally,  a  great  many  of  the  then  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House.  It  was  intended  and  designed  by 
its  provisions  to  politically  put  to  death  man  after 
man  who  sat  upon  this  side.  That,  of  course, 
was  bound  to  arouse  feeling  on  the  part  of  the 
political  associates  of  these  gentlemen.  It  must 
have  been  also  distasteful  to  their  political  oppon¬ 
ents  who  recognize  something  like  legitimate  war¬ 
fare  and  considered  that  illegitimate,  because, 
however  you  may  differ  in  political  sentiment  in 
this  House,  it  is  impossible  for  a  party,  associated 
together  as  the  members  of  Parliament  are,  not  to 
form  personal  attachments,  while  there  may  be 
Mr.  Davin. 


political  differences.  You  will  find  the  sentiment 
of  good-will  pervading  the  different  members  who 
are  called  together,  and  therefore  when  any  Bill 
is  designed  to  strike  any  individual  member  of  the 
House,  and  to  take  an  unfair  aVl vantage  of  him,  it 
is  calculated  not  only  to  arouse  opposition  on  the 
part  of  those  who  value  him,  not  only  politically 
but  personally,  but  it  is  calculated  also  to  arouse 
opposition  from  those  who,  while  not  agreeing  with 
him  politically,  esteem  him  personally  ;  and  if  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Queen’s  meant  to  strike,  personally,  at  one 
of  the  representatives  from  that  division, 
while  the  Bill  itself  was  intended  to  pre¬ 
vent  that,  and  if  there  was  an  injustice  in  the 
amendment,  I  could  quite  understand  the  Minister 
resenting  it  and  others  members  not  liking  it.  But 
the  position  is  this.  The  amendment,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  of  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr. 
Davies),  while  it  proposes  to  leave  just  one  mem¬ 
ber  for  King’s  and  two  to  Queen’s  and  two  to 
Prince,  not  interfering  with  boundary  lines,  does,  as 
I  understand  it,  no  personal  injustice  to  either  of  the 
representatives  of  King’s.  If  it  did,  it  would  have 
some  weight.  The  Bill  introduced  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  strikes  out  one  of  the  members  for  King’s. 
Under  its  provisions  one  of  these  gentlemen  must 
retire  ;  that  cannot  be  helped.  Gentlemen  on  this 
side  can  sympathize  with  those  gentlemen  just  as 
well  as  gentlemen  on  the  other  side,  but  the  stern 
facts  of  the  case,  much  as  we  regret  it  on  this  side 
as  well  as  on  the  other,  require  the  loss  of  one 
member  or  the  other.  Whatever  be  the  cause  of 
the  condition  which  necessitates  this  loss,  it  cannot 
be  charged  to  the  hon.  gentleman  who  leads  the 
Liberal  contingent  in  the  Province  of  Prince 
Edward  Island,  or  the  Liberal  party.  The  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  representation  of  the  Island  is  due 
to  its  loss  of  popiilation,  and  whatever  may 
be  the  cause  of  that  loss,  these  gentlemen 
are  not  responsible.  The  hon.  member  for  Toronto 
(Mr.  Cockburn),  in  pointing  to  the  great  increase 
of  that  city  in  prosperity  and  w'ealth,  an  increase 
in  which  we  all  rejoice,  claimed  that  it  was  the 
result  of  the  Government  policy.  If  he  takes  that 
ground,  he  must  admit  that  the  opposite  results  in 
other  parts  of  the  Dominion  are  equally  the  conse¬ 
quence  of  that  policy,  and  logically,  then,  the  loss  of 
population  in  Prince  Edward  Island  is  not  to  be 
attributed  to  any  action  on  the  part  of  the  hon. 
gentleman  from  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  or  the  Libe¬ 
rals  of  Prince  Edward  Island,  but  must  be  due,  by 
parity  of  reasoning,  to  the  policy  pursued  by  the 
Government.  If  that  be  so,  certainly  the  Liberal 
party  in  that  province  are  not  the  ones  that  should 
suffer  because  of  this  loss  of  population.  One  of 
the  members  for  King’s  must  go  and  is  going  under 
this  Bill,  and  it  cannot  be  urged  that  a  personal 
injury  is  being  done  to  either  of  the  members  of 
that  county.  But  while  the  Bill  takes  a  member 
from  that  county,  it  is  designed  to  strike  person¬ 
ally  at  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies). 

Mr.  DAVIN.  No. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  In  my  judgment  that 
is  its  design,  and  I  emphasize  the  fact  that  the 
amendment  of  my  hon.  friend  from  Queen’s  dpes 
not  strike  at  either  of  the  members  for  King’s. 
That  has  been  done  by  the  Bill  itself,  and  that  is 
unavoidable  under  the  circumstances,  but  the  Bill 
also  goes  further,  and  in  the  interests  of  the  party, 
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strikes  at  the  leader  of  the  Liberals  in  that  pro¬ 
vince. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  Why  ? 

Mr.  PA  1  ERSON  (Brant).  Because  it  is  in  de¬ 
fiance  of  the  rule  followed  out  in  Nova  Scotia  and 
Aew  Brunswick,  which  is  not  to  interfere  with 
county  lines. 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  There  are  no  counties  in 
1  mice  Edward  Island.  How  can  it  interfere  with 
them  ? 


Mr.  PA1  ERSON  (Brant).  In  purpose  or  in 
effect,  at  any  rate,  it  is  putting  my  lion,  friend 
from  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  in  a  minority,  and  if  he 
is  put  in  a  minority  I  can  only  understand  that  to 
be  done  m  the  hope  that  he  may  be  defeated  in  the 
next  contest. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  That  implies  he  must  go  to  a 
constituency  in  which  he  cannot  live. 

Mr.  PAIERSON  (Brant).  The  lion,  gentle¬ 
man  says  it  implies  he  must  go  there.  I  do  not 
see  that  that  carries  weight.  The  lion,  gentleman 
knows  that  the  leader  of  the  Liberals  from  that 
pro\  ince  wants  to  have  the  Liberal  party  get  fair- 
play  and  their  proper  representation  in  this  House, 
and  if  he  considers  that  he  is  struck  at  in  the  rid- 
ing  in  which  he  ought  to  run,  and  struck  at  per¬ 
sonally,  he  is  justified  in  denouncing  this  as  an 
unfair  Bill.  Hon.  gentlemen  must  look  at  it  in  the 
light  t licit  the  Bill  itself  strikes  at  one  of  the  mem- 
bers  for  King  s,  not  designedly,  but  by  force  of  cir¬ 
cumstances,  but  it  further,  without  any  justifica¬ 
tion,  also  strikes  at  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s 
(Mr.  Davies),  whereas  the  amendment  takes  out 
the  i  icious  sting  from  the  Bill  and  leaves  what 
everybody  admits  to  be  fair.  Whether  the  amend¬ 
ment  or  the  Bill  prevails,  the  County  of  King’s  must 
lose  a  member,  but  because  it  must  lose  a  member 
is  no  reason  why  an  unfair  blow  should  be  struck 
at  the  leader  ef  the  Liberal  party  in  that  province. 
The  argument  of  equalizing  the  population  used  by 
the  last,  speaker  is  not  carried  out,  and  is  not  the 
guiding  principle  of  the  Government.  The  guidiiw 
principle  of  the  measure  as  enunciated  by  the  Min° 
ister  of  Justice,  the  only  principle  laid  down  in  this 
discussion,  Iirs  been  tlicit  you  should  preserve  exist 
ing  electoral  divisions  as  much  as  possible, 
and  the  .  amendment  proposes  the  preservation 
of  existing  electoral  divisions,  leaving  two 
members  for  Queen’s,  two  members  for  Prince,  and 
one  for  King  s,  and  by  doing  this  you  have  about 
the  exact  unit  in  one  case,  you  approach  moder- 
ately  near  it  in  another,  while  in  King’s,  with  one 
l epresentative,  you  will  have  about  the  same  num¬ 
ber  as  many  other  constituencies  in  other  parts  of 
the  Dominion.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  proposi¬ 
tion  of  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  is  one  that 
must  commend  itself  to  the  House.  If  it  struck 
personally  at  one  of  the  members  in  this  House  for 
King’s,  I  could  understand  that  the  Minister  of 
Justice,  whom  they  support,  would  hesitate  to  adopt 
such  a  proposal,  and  so  would  hon.  gentlemen  on 
this  side  of  the  House  on  personal  grounds,  but  the 
Bill  itself  takes  away  the  seat  of  one  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  for  King  s,  and  then  it  comes  down  to  a  mere 
matter  of  political  success.  Which  of  these  gen¬ 
tlemen  will  secure  the  nomination  for  King’s  I  can¬ 
not  say,  but  the  other  hon.  gentleman  is  not  likely 
to  ask  for  a  seat  in  either  of  the  other  divisions  of 
the  Island.  I  understand  that  neither  of  them 
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li\es  in  the  section  of  King’s  which  is  proposed  to 
be  put  in  the  County  of  Queen’s,  and  the  probabil¬ 
ity  is  that  some  one  else  may  be  put  in  there,  so 
that  the  personal  feelings  which  would  weigh  with 
any  one  in  a  matter  of  that  kind  do  not  come  in 
here  except  in  regard  to  the  member  for  Queen’s 
1 ™’lesl  who  is  struck  at  personally  in  this 
.  .  L  1“®-*  Is  "’here  that  hon.  gentleman  lias  cast 
his  political  lot.  He  has  fought  his  battles  there, 
and  the  design  of  this  Bill  is  to  put  him  in  a  minor¬ 
ity,  and  to  make  him  fight  an  uphill  battle. 

Mr  MACDQNALD  (King’s).  He  might  as  well 
come  to  King  s  County. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  believe  he  lives  on 
the  border  of  that  county,  so  my  hon.  friend  will 
have  the  pnvdege  of  going  to  one  of  the  other 
counties  if  he  chooses,  but,  as  the  hon.  member  for 
Queen  s  (Mr.  Davies)  has  pointed  out,  he  views  this 
measure  as  being  purposely  levelled  against  him. 
He  has  signified  that  he  intends  to  contest  that 
particular  riding. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  And  to  carry  it. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  And  to  carry  it  if  he 
can  because  you  cannot  always  tell  how  elections 
will  go.  As  my  hon.  friend  from  Both  well  (Mr. 
Mills)  said,  he  has  jumped  a  pretty  high  bar  before 
and  he  may  do  it  even  if  the  bar '  is  placed  a  little 
higher.  But  that  does  not  do  away  with  the  un¬ 
fairness  of  the  proposition,  and  the  Liberal  party 
who  admire  him  and  recognize  his  talents,  do  not 
like  to  see  a  Bill  which  goes  out  of  its  way  to  strike 
at  him.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  recognize  his  tal¬ 
ents  as  shedding  a  lustre  on  this  Parliament,  and  they 
will  not  view  this  Bill  with  any  greater  favour  be¬ 
cause  it  is  doing  such  an  injustice  to  this  gentleman 
That  is  the  only  point  I  wanted  to  urge,  because 
the  Minister  of  Justice  suggested  that  an  injustice 
would  be  done  to  the  member  for  King’s  if  the  amend- 
ment  were  carried.  That  is  not  so,  because  it  is 
not  likely  that  either  of  these  gentlemen  will  seek 
a  seat  in  the  other  counties.  Will  it  not  be  con-’ 
ceded  that  it  would  be  fair  to  give  an  opportunity 
to  the  majority  of  the  people  of  the  Island  to  elect 
a  majority  of  representatives  in  this  House? 
Instead  of  that  hon. 1  gentlemen  are  endeavouring 
to  secure  to  a  minority  of  the  electors  a  majority 
of  the  representatives.  That  is  not  in  accordance 
with  the  spirit  of  the  constitution.  It  is  not  fair 
or  legitimate,  and  therefore,  while  we  all  regret 
that  one  of  the  members  for  King’s  can  no  longer 
have  a  seat  as  a  representative  for  that  county  it 
is  not  the  fault  of  the  Opposition  or  of  the  amend¬ 
ment,  but  it  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  Island  has 
not  maintained  its  population.  There  is  still  time 
however,  to  do  what  is  just  and  fair,  and  not  to 
remove  from  public  life  a  gentleman  who  is  admired 
on  this  side  of  the  House  and  who  is  also,  I  believe 
held  in  personal  estimation  on  the  other  side.  It  is 
these  personal  features  in  the  Bill  that  cause  such  a 
feeling  in  regard  to  it.  In  1882,  that  raised  the 
feeling  which  I  am  happy  to  say  we  have  not 
had  to  the  same  extent  in  regard  to  this  Bill. 
There  we  saw  the  member  for  North  Perth  sitting 
in  the  House,  and  before  facing  the  electors 
again,  he  had  200  or  300  electors  thrown  into 
another  constituency.  That  savoured  of  cowardice 
on  his  part,  but  we  saw  some  gentlemen  plotting 
m  secret  to  put  to  political  death  the  other  repre 
sentative  from  that  county,  living  in  the  same  city 
with  himself,  holding  social  relations  with  himself, 
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and  yet  plotting  to  put  him  to  political  death  by 
throwing  a  Liberal  township  into  the  next  riding. 
In  that  case  we  saw  men  on  the  other  side  of  the 
House  who  were  too  cowardly,  in  a  political  sense, 
to  enter  upon  the  battle  until  they  had  strengthened 
themselves  by  adding  Conservatives  to  their  riding, 
and  throwing  Liberals  off,  at  the  same  time  plotting 
to  compass  the  political  death  of  men  with  whom 
they  were  associated,  and  who  happened  to  have 
seats  on  this  side  of  the  House.  That  is  what 
aroused  great  enmities  against  that  Bill ;  these  are 
the  feelings  that  make  Liberals  to-day,  who  went 
through  that  battle,  speak  with  bitterness  with 
reference  to  it.  It  was  not  legitimate,  it  was  liot 
manly  warfare.  We  think  we  see  in  this  Bill  as  it 
affects  Prince  Edward  Island,  a  repetition  of  that 
kind  of  warfare  ;  we  believe  we  see  one  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House  whom  we  hold  in  esteem  on 
both  sides  of  the  House,  being  struck  at  in  this  Bill, 
and  we  ask  that  that  be  not  done,  but  that  we 
frame  a  Bill  that,  while  it  does  injustice  to  no  one, 
will  do  what  is  just,  honourable  and  fair,  and  leave 
that  gentleman  to  fight  his  battle  as  he  has  fought 
it  before,  with  the  disadvantages  or  advantages 
that  he  may  have  had  in  the  past,  but  that  this 
Parliament  shall  not  lend  the  weight  of  its  power 
to  place  that  gentleman  at  an  unfair  advantage. 
The  Parliament  of  Canada  should  not  be  engaged 
in  the  work  of  endeavouring  to  strengthen  by 
legislative  enactments  the  supporters  of  the  Govern  - 
ment,  or  to  weaken  opponents  of  the  Government, 
but  it  should  move  on  the  plan  of  doing  what  is 
just  and  right.  When  municipal  bounds  have  not 
been  altered  in  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick, 
though  we  had  to  lose  a  member  from  each  of  them, 
it  is  suspicious  on  the  very  face  of  the  Bill  that 
while  in  those  two  provinces  you  disturb  no  county 
lines  in  order  to  accomplish  that,  when  you  come 
into  the  little  Province  of  Prince  Edward  Island 
you  tear  up  all  the  bounds  of  that  Island.  I  say 
it  is  suspicious  on  the  face  of  it,  I  say  that  there 
'is  a  something  guiding  the  action  of  this  Govern¬ 
ment  that  is  not  commendable.  It  cannot  be  a 
desire  to  equalize  population,  else  the  same  plan 
would  have  been  followed  in  Nova  Scotia  and 
New  Brunswick ;  but  with  inequalities  left  in 
those  provinces  greater  than  would  exist  under 
the  proposition  of  the  lion,  member  for  Queen’s 
(Mr.  Davies),  members  on  this  side  of  the 
.House  are  forced  to  the  conclusion  that  Prince 
Edward  Island  is  being  dealt  with  in  a  different 
manner  from  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick,  and 
that  is  done  with  a  view  to  damage  the  leader  of  the 
Liberals  from  that  province,  and  the  Liberal  party 
in  the  province.  The  proposition  of  the  member 
for  Queen’s  appeals  to  the  House  not  to  act  from 
partisan  motives,  but  to  act  according  to  the  princi¬ 
ples  of  justice  and  fairness,  and  that  as  we  dealt 
with  the  Provinces  of  New  Brunswick  and  Nova 
Scotia  where  they  had  to  lose  a  member  each,  so  we 
should  deal  with  the  Province  of  Prince  Edward 
Island.  Then,Ithink,  willtheGovernmentbeentitled 
to  some  credit  for  doing  what  is  right  in  reference  to 
Prince  Edward  Island,  as  they  have  received  credit 
from  the  member  for  North  Norfolk  (Mr.  Charlton) 
and  the  member  for  Montmagny  (Mr,  Choquette) 
for  amendments  that  were  right  in  reference  to  Ont¬ 
ario  and  Quebec.  I  may  say  to  the  hon.  member 
for  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin),  that  they  ought  not  to 
be  blamed  for  recognizing  these  concessions  on  the 
part  of  the  Government,  for  it  is  to  their  credit  to 
Mr.  Paterson  (Brant). 


acknowledge  where  the  Government  made  conces¬ 
sions,  instead  of  its  being  made  a  matter  of  reproach 
to  them. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  I  never  said  it  was  a  matter  of 
reproach,  I  said  it  was  greatly  to  their  credit. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Yes,  but  there  was 
a  sneer  in  the  tone  of  the  hon.  gentleman,  as  I 
understood  him.  But  I  accept  his  statement  as  he 
puts  it  in  that  way.  But  when  I  heard  it  I  thought, 
from  the  tone  in  which  he  spoke,  as  if  he  meant 
that  the  member  for  North  Norfolk  had  eaten  his 
own  words  ;  he  used  some  such  expression  as  that. 
Why,  Sir,  the  members  of  the  Opposition  are  will¬ 
ing  to  admit  when  the  Government  do  what  is 
right,  just  as  they  are  ready  to  censure  them  when 
they  do  wrong.  We  admit  that  in  the  matter  of 
Ontario  some  amendments  were  made,  and  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec  still  greater  amendments,  as  we 
consider,  were  made  in  the  direction  of  justice,  and 
we  desire  to  give  this  advice  to  the  Minister  :  Per¬ 
severe  in  well  doing  ;  as  you  have  done  well  in  the 
other  provinces  in  reference  to  some  matters,  con¬ 
tinue  in  that  course,  and  finish  this  Bill  by  doing 
what  is  just  and  right ;  deal  with  Prince  Edward 
Island  as  you  dealt  with  Nova  Scotia  and  New 
Brunswick,  and  then  you  will  secure  for  yourselves 
a  still  greater  meed  of  praise. 

Mr.  YEO.  Last  night  the  hon.  member  for 
King’s  (Mr.  Macdonald),  in  addressing  the  House, 
stated  that  he  considered  the  proposition  of  the 
Government  for  redistributing  Prince  Edward 
Island,  fair  in  every  respect.  Now,  Sir,  there  may 
be  a  great  difference  of  opinion  in  reference  to 
this  matter.  If  I  were  a  supporter  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  anxious  to  serve  the  interests  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  only,  I  might,  perhaps,  consider  the  pro¬ 
position  fair  and  just ;  but  I  am  of  a  different 
opinion.  However,  I  do  not  wish  to  speak  of  it  as 
to  its  political  bearings  altogether.  As  one  of  the 
representatives  from  Prince  Edward  Island,  I  ask 
that  that  province  should  be  dealt  with  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  Government  have  dealt  with  New 
Brunswick  and  Nova  Scotia.  If  the  same  principles 
which  have  been  adopted  in  this  House  with  regard 
to  these  provinces  are  extended  to  us,  we  cannot 
complain.  I  was  surprised  to  hear  the  senior 
member  for  King’s  (Mr.  Macdonald)  say  last  night 
that  the  county  lines  of  Prince  Edward  Island 
were  purely  imaginary.  I  do  not  think  the  hon. 
gentleman  would  make  that  statement  in  Prince 
Edward  Island.  I  have  lived  on  that  Island 
nearly  all  my  life,  and  I  know  that  county  lines 
have  been  strictly  adhered  to  there. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (King’s).  The  hon.  member 
will  excuse  me — I  said,  except  in  so  far  as  the 
courts  were  concerned. 

Mr.  YEO.  I  accept  the  hon.  member’s  ex¬ 
planation — in  so  far  as  courts  are  concerned.  But 
I  say  that  in  every  other  way  county  lines  have 
been  strictly  adhered  to.  Every  man  living  in 
each  county  who  has  any  interest  in  that  county, 
is  proud  of  being  a  native  of  it,  whether  it  is 
Prince,  King’s  or  Queen’s  County.  We  have 
county  institutions,  we  have  agricultural  exhibi¬ 
tions  in  which  the  people  meet  together  yearly  ; 
and  in  our  common  courts,  our  Supreme  Courts, 
and  in  many  other  ways  county  lines  are  observed. 
I  see  it  is  intended  that  we  shall  have  registry 
offices  in  the  different  counties,  and  judges  of  pro- 
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bate  offices,  and  all  these  things  which  tend  to 
unite  the  people  of  a  county  more  closely  together. 
In  iny  opinion,  no  greater  injustice  could  be  in¬ 
flicted  on  the  people  of  Prince  Edward  Island  than 
to  sever  these  county  lines.  These  lines— as  lias 
already  been  stated — were  established  more  than 
1*20  years  ago,  and  they  have  been  closely  adhered 
to  ever  since.  Now,  why  is  this  proposition  made 
by  the  Government  ?  <Just  because  King's  County 
happens  to  have  a  population  of  4,000  over  the 
unit  for  one  member.  As  we  stand  just  now, 
King’s  County  will  have  about  4,000  above  the 
unit  for  one  member,  Queen’s  County  will  have 
about  2,000  above  the  unit  for  two  members, 
and  Prince  County  will  have  between  5,000 
and  6,000  below  the  unit  for  two  members. 
The  difference  in  population  between  these  coun¬ 
ties  has  been  greater  in  the  past  than  it  is  at  pre¬ 
sent.  King  s  County  has  always  been  largely  be- 
lov  the  unit,  it  has  scarcely  one-half  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  Queen’s  County,  still  there  was  no  desire  to 
reduce  the  representation  of  that  county.  It  has 
always  been  held  that  while  we  had  six  represen¬ 
tatives,  King’s  County  should  have  an  equal 
number  with  the  other  two.  This  division  of  the 
counties  was  strictly  adhered  to  when  we  entered 
Confederation.  The  members  were  then  allotted 
by  the  Local  Legislature,  composed  of  both  sides  of 
politics,  and  although  at  that  time  King’s  Countv 
had  23,000  and  Queen’s  County  46,000  people,  still 
it  was  thought  that  it  would  be  better  to  leave  each 
county  to  be  represented  equally  rather  than  inter¬ 
fere  in  any  way  with  county  boundaries.  It  has 
remained  so  from  that  time  until  the  present.  If 
the  amendment  proposed  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Queen  s  (Mr.  Davies)  is  carried,  I  do  not  consider 
any  injustice  will  be  done  to  King’s  County.  I  am 
sure  either  of  the  hon.  gentlemen  who  represent 
King  s  County  at  this  time,  if  he  should  happen  to 
be  chosen  as  representative  at  the  next  general 
election,  would  better  represent  the  county  as  a 
whole  than  it  would  be  represented  if  a  portion  of 
the  people  were  placed  in  another  county  and 
the  people  united  with  those  with  whom  they  have 
no  acquaintance.  I  think  I  am  correct  in  saying 
that  the  senior  member  for  King’s  has  been  a 
candidate  at  every  election  in  that  county  since 
we  entered  Confederation,  and  if  he  should  be  the 
lucky  one  to  be  chosen  as  a  candidate  and  should 
be  elected  at  the  next  election,  I  am  sure  no 
one  in  the  Island  would  know  the  county  better 
than  he  does.  I  am  sure  the  people  of  the 
county  would  feel  better  pleased  at  being  repre¬ 
sented  by  that  hon.  gentleman  than  to  be  repre¬ 
sented  by  a  gentleman  living  in  another  county. 
It  is  strange  that  Prince  Edward  Island  should  be 
the  only  province  singled  out  for  the  purpose  of 
applying  the  principle  of  equalization  of  population. 
It  is  somewhat  singular  that  the  Government  should 
have  gone  to  the  smallest  province  in  the  Dominion 
to  apply  this  principle.  If  we  look  across  the 
straits  at  New  Brunswick  and  Nova  Scotia,  we  find 
the  same  principle  has  not  been  acted  on  there. 
Hon.  gentlemen  who  have  preceded  me  have  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  disparity  in  the  populations  of  the 
different  constituencies  in  Nova  Scotia  as  well  as 
in  New  Brunswick.  Pictou  County  with  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  34,000  has  two  members  ;  Antigonish  with 
16,000  has  one  member;  Richmond  with  14,000 
has  one  member,  whilst  Cumberland  with  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  34,000  has  only  one  member.  I  do  not 
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understand  how  hon.  members  from  Nova  Scotia 
can  reconcile  themselves  to  this  fact,  that  while 
they  are  anxious  to  retain  county  lines  in  that  pro¬ 
vince  and  consider  it  proper  to  do«o,  they  appear  to 
be  willing  to  break  down  county  lines  in  Prince  Ed¬ 
ward  Island.  If  that  principle  of  retaining  county 
boundaries  was  proper  in  Nova  Scotia,  why  should 
it  not  be  carried  out  in  the  Island  of  Prince  Ed- 
war?  Further,  I  find  that  Cape  Breton  County  with 
34,000  has  two  members,  Victoria  with  12,000  one 
member,  and  Halifax  C  ity  and  County  with  71,000, 
two  members.  So  we  see  in  Nova  Scotia  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  counties  ranging  from  71,000  to  12,000,  a 
far  greater  disparity  than  exists  in  Prince  Edward 
Island  counties.  In  New  Brunswick  almost  a 
similar  disproportion  of  population  exists.  West¬ 
moreland  with  41,000  has  one  member,  while  the 
adjoining  County  of  Albert  with  only  10,000  has 
one  member.  If  it  is  right  and  proper  to  equalize 
the  population  in  Prince  Edward  Island,  why 
should  it  not  also  be  done  in  New  Brunswick  ?  No 
attempt  has  been  made  to  equalize  the  population 
there.  And  if  I  am  correctly  informed,  when  it 
was  found  there  was  an  increase  of  population  in 
Nova  Scotia  and  the  province  was  entitled  to  two 
additional  members,  no  attempt  was  made  to 
equalize  the  unit  of  population,  but  the  additional 
members  were  given  to  the  two  constituencies  hav- 
ing  the  largest  population.  Under  the  present 
Bill,  when  it  was  necessary  to  take  away  a  repre¬ 
sentative  from  Nova  Scotia,  it  was  done  by  merging 
two  counties  together,  and  the  combined  population 
of  the  two  counties  will  be  above  the  unit,  and 
largely  above  the  population  of  many  of  the  other 
counties.  Still  this  was  the  best  course  to  adopt 
under  the  circumstances.  A  similar  course  was 
also  taken  with  respect  to  New  Brunswick,  and 
one  member  was  taken  from  the  City  and  County 
of  St.  J ohn.  I  suppose  if  the  principle  of  equaliza¬ 
tion  of  population,  which  is  put  forward 
as  one  of  the  principles  of  this  Bill  now,  were 
applied,  St.  John  might  fairly  claim  to  have 
three  lepresentatives,  because  in  one  New  Bruns¬ 
wick  constituency  there  are  only  8,000  people.  I 
may  point  out  to  the  committee  that  during  the 
last  20  years  King’s  County  has  increased  in  popu¬ 
lation  3,000,  and  Prince  County  during  the  same 
time  has  increased  8,000  ;  so  the  population  in 
Prince  is  increasing  far  more  rapidly  than  the  popu¬ 
lation  in  King’s.  \Y  ithin  the  last  ten  years  King’s 
County  has  increased  in  population  only  200  while 
Prince  has  increased  over  2,000.  I  consider  if 
the  redistribution  is  carried  out  as  proposed  in  this 
Bill,  a  very  serious  injustice  will  be  inflicted  on 
Prince  Edward  Island,  regardless  of  the  political 
bearing  it  may  have.  I  do  not  look  upon  that  con¬ 
sideration  as  being  of  first  importance  ;  I  look  upon 
the  convenience  of  the  people  of  the  province  as 
being  paramount  rather  than  the  political  effect 
such  changes  may  secure.  In  Prince  Edward  Island 
each  county  has  its  proportionate  share  of  repre¬ 
sentation  in  the  Local  Legislature,  the  public 
grants  are  distributed  equally  between  Prince 
and  King’s,  and  in  every  way  they  are  treated 
equally.  If  the  system  provided  for  in  this 
Bill  is  introduced  it  may  completely  change 
the  order  of  things  in  that  respect.  I  think  we 
have  a  right  to  claim  for  Prince  Edward  Island 
that  the  application  of  the  same  principles  which 
are  carried  out  in  the  neighbouring  provinces  should 
be  extended  to  us.  YV e  ask  nothing  more ;  we 
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have  the  smallest  province  of  the  Dominion  and 
have  the  smallest  representation  in  this  House, 
and  on  these  grounds  we  have  the  right  to  expect 
that  the  Government  and  the  majority  of  this 
House  will  give  us  at  least  equal  justice  with  the 
other  provinces.  I  do  not  think  the  Island  should 
suffer  because  the  people  thought  fit  at  the  last 
general  election  to  return  four  Liberals  and  two 
Conservatives.  I  hope  that  will  not  enter  into  the 
consideration  of  this  House  in  dealing  with  this 
question.  I  trust,  Sir,  that  there  is  a  feeling  on 
the  part  of  the  Government  and  of  this  committee 
to  deal  fairly  towards  Prince  Edward  Island  by 
leaving  the  county  lines  remain  undisturbed.  The 
hon.  Minister  of  Justice,  when  speaking  last  even¬ 
ing,  said  that  he  had  received  information  which 
bore  out  the  statement  that  this  redistribution 
was  fair  and  just.  A  great  deal  depends  upon 
what  source  he  received  this  information  from.  I 
feel  confident  that  I  am  correct  in  saying  that  if 
the  hon.  Minister  would  take  his  information  from 
any  one  but  an  interested  politician, — and  I  do  not 
care  what  party  he  may  belong  to — I  am  sure  that 
the  advice  would  be  to  leave  the  county  lines  un¬ 
disturbed.  I  believe  that  would  be  the  honest 
opinion  of  any  Prince  Edward  Islander  who  had 
given  the  matter  any  consideration.  It  is  a  matter 
of  universal  regret  to  every  one  in  Prince  Edward 
Island  that  it  is  found  necessary  to  deprive  us  of  one 
of  our  representatives,  but  as  such  is  unfortunately 
the  case  I  think  it  ought  to  be  done  in  such  a  way 
as  to  deal  out  the  least  injustice  to  us.  If  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  should  be  adopted,  the  loss 
of  a  member  from  King’s  County  would  be  in  one 
respect  a  loss  to  the  Island  as  a  whole.  I  dare 
say  that  hon.  gentlemen  have  seen  that  when  any 
question  affecting  the  interest  of  our  province  arises 
the  representatives  from  that  province  generally 
manage  to  act  and  vote  together.  It  matters  not 
what  particular  county  he  may  represent,  where 
the  interests  of  the  province  are  concerned  every 
representative  of  the  Island  does  his  best  to  see 
that  she  gets  fair-play  and  justice.  Really,  so  far 
as  the  division  of  counties  is  concerned,  and  as  to 
the  number  of  representatives  from  each  county,  it 
makes  no  great  difference.  I  can  only  say  that, 
if  I  represented  the  smallest  county  in  Prince  Ed¬ 
ward  Island,  I  should  have  no  hesitation  in  saying 
that  a  member  should  be  taken  from  it.  I„look 
upon  it  that  it  would  be  better  to  do  almost  any¬ 
thing  than  to  break  into  county  lines ;  it  is, 
besides,  adopting  a  very  vicious  principle.  If 
the  proposal  of  the  Bill  is  carried  out  now, 
in  ten  years,  in  all  probability,  if  a  further 
reduction  has  to  be  made,  you  will  have  to  re¬ 
enact  the  same  kind  of  measure  again.  There 
may  be  a  change  in  the  party  in  power,  and 
then  there  may  be  changes  made  which  the  oppon¬ 
ents  of  the  Government  will  consider  very  unjust. 
If  you  adhere  to  the  county  lines  now,  and  take  a 
member  from  the  smallest  county,  then  when  any 
further  reduction  is  necessary,  and  I  sincerely  hope 
it  will  not  be  necessary,  you  can  take  that  member 
from  the  next  smallest  county,  the  county  which  I 
have  the  honour  to  represent  now.  If,  on  the  other 
hand,  we  should  be  entitled  to  receive  an  additional 
member,  then  King’s  County  could  get  that  extra 
member,  and  we  would  be  placed  in  the  same  position 
as  at  present.  Some  hon.  members  have  contended 
that  the  dual  representation  should  be  done  away 
Mr.  Yeo. 


with.  If  that  rule  is  adopted  universally,  well  and 
good,  but  we  find  that  it  is  not  proposed  in  the 
other  provinces,  and  I  do  not  see  why  it  should  be 
extended  to  Prince  Edward  Island.  I  am  sorry  to 
see  that  on  one  or  two  occasions  the  Redistribution 
Bill  passed  by  the  Local  Legislature  Iras  been 
brought  into  this  debate.  I  do  not  think  it  is  a 
matter  which  this  House  has  anything  to  do 
with,  and  I  was  very  sorry  to  hear  my  hon.  friend 
from  King’s  (Mr.  Macdonald)  referrather  disrespect¬ 
fully  to  the  Local  Government  of  Prince  Edward 
Island.  I  can  only  say  from  my  personal  knowledge 
of  the  Premier  of  that  province  he  is  a  gentleman  of 
high  ability  and  good  reputation,  and  a  gentleman 
whom  a  Prince  Edward  Islander  has  reason  to  be 
proud  of.  I  know  the  members  of  the  Local  Legisla¬ 
ture  personally,  and  from  my  knowledge  of  them  I  do 
not  believe  they  would  pass  any  measure  which  was 
calculated  to  inflict  an  injustice  on  the  people  of 
Prince  Edward  Island.  I  know  they  are  men 
who  have  large  interests  in  that  province,  and 
I  am  sure  that  they  would  not  do  anything 
calculated  to  inflict  injury  on  the  people,  or  which 
would  in  any  way  attempt  to  curtail  their  privi¬ 
leges  and  rights.  If,  unfortunately,  they  should 
be  mistaken  and  pass  any  measure  which  is  calcu¬ 
lated  to  inflict  an  injury  on  the  people,  the  people 
of  that  province  will  not  be  slow  to  resent  it.  I 
would  strongly  advise  my  hon.  friend  from  King’s 
(Mr.  Macdonald)  to  reserve  his  indignation  until 
he  gets  back  to  the  Island,  where  the  matter  can  be 
more  properly  discussed,  and  where  it  will  have 
more  effect  than  in  this  Legislature.  Now,  Sir,  I 
only  wish  that  I  could  use  stronger  language  to 
convince  the  Government  and  the  majority  of  this 
House  of  the  great  injustice  they  will  inflict  on 
Prince  Edward  Island  if  they  adhere  to  the  Bill  as 
introduced  here.  I  feel  sure  that  the  interference 
with  county  lines  will  meet  with  almost  general 
disapprobation  from  the  people  of  that  pro¬ 
vince.  From  my  knowledge  of  the  people,  and 
from  the  deep  interest  they  take  in  their  own 
particular  county,  and  the  attachment  which  they 
have  for  -their  counties,  I  believe  that  they  will 
look  upon  this  as  an  act  of  great  injustice. 
As  to  the  political  bearings  it  may  have  it  is  very 
hard  to  say.  The  people  of  Prince  Edward  Island 
are  a  reading  and  intelligent  people,  and  they  are 
well  informed  as  to  the  passing  events  of  the  day. 
They  take  a  good  deal  of  interest  in  political  mat¬ 
ters,  and  in  this  respect  I  may  say  that  they  com¬ 
pare  very  favourably  with  their  fellow  citizens  in 
any  part  of  Canada,  so  that  I  feel  sure  that  when 
they  find  that  the  Government  are  determined  to 
carry  out  the  propositions  of  this  Bill  it  will 
meet  with  their  strong  condemnation.  One  reason 
urged  by  the  hon.  member  from  King’s  (Mr.  Me 
Lean)  against  the  continuation  of  county  lines, 
was  the  inconvenience  the  candidates  would  be  put 
to  in  travelling  a  long  distance  to  canvass  the  whole 
of  the  county.  I  do  not  know  that  candidates 
think  very  much  of  this,  or  that  their  convenience 
is  much  studied  by  the  people,  but  if  it  does  put 
them  to  extra  inconvenience  it  will  not  be  so  great 
as  the  inconvenience  which  the  people  of  these 
three  townships  will  be  put  to,  if  the  proposal 
now  before  the  committee  is  carried  out.  In  those 
counties  the  people  have  always  more  or  less  busi¬ 
ness  with  the  county  towns.  They  are  obliged  to 
go  there  frequently  ;  their  whole  business  lies  in 
that  direction  ;  and  by  this  Bill  you  propose  to  put 
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them  off  from  old  associations,  and  thus  inflict 
serious  injustice  upon  them.  I  can  only  hope  and 
trust  that  the  good  sense  of  this  House  will  induce 
them  to  adopt  the  amendment  which  lias  been 
moved  by  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s.  If  they 
do,  they  will  be  giving  us  the  same  treatment  that 
has  been  meted  out  to  our  neighbours  in  Nova 
Scotia  and  New  Brunswick,  and  that  will  meet 
with  the  wishes  of  the  majority  of  the  people  of 
the  Island.  So  much  has  been  said  on  this  ques¬ 
tion,  and  so  well  and  ably  said,  on  this  side  of  the 
House  and  by  some  hon.  gentlemen  on  the  other 
side,  that  it  is  unnecessary  for  me  to  say  anything 
further.  My  principal  object  in  rising  was  to  en¬ 
deavour  to  convince  the  House  of  the  necessity  of 
maintaining  county  lines,  by  showing  that  those 
lines  are  not  merely  imaginary,  but  are  real  and 
strictly  adhered  to,  and  that  adherence  to  them  in 
regard  to  representation  in  this  House,  would  be 
to  the  interest  and  welfare  of  the  people  of  Prince 
Edward  Island. 

Mr.  MASSON.  I  have  taken  a  particular  in¬ 
terest  in  this  debate,  which  was  opened  so  warmly 
by  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s,  and  I  expected 
to  find  in  the  course  of  the  debate  some  reasons 
given  of  a  practical  and  not  simply  of  a  sentimental 
nature,  to  show  that  this  redistribution  in  the 
Island  of  Prince  Edward  was  not  only  questionable, 
but  absolutely  wrong.  So  far,  however,  I  have 
not  heard  any  reasons  advanced  to  show  that  it  is 
absolutely  wrong;  I  have  heard  very  few  that 
would  lead  me  to  regard  it  as  even  questionable. 

1  he  two  main  objections  urged  so  warmly  by  my 
hon.  friend  from  Queen’s  are,  first,  that  this  redis¬ 
tribution  interferes  with  county  boundaries,  and 
secondly,  that  it  is  a  personal  attack  upon  himself. 
As  to  the  first  objection,  I  must  say  that  while 
listening  to  the  hon.  gentleman’s  references  to  the 
antiquity  of  these  county  boundaries,  I  thought  he 
made  out  a  strong  case  in  favour  of  their  mainten¬ 
ance.  I  was  then  ignorant  of  the  fact  that  the 
counties  so-called  in  Prince  Edward  Island  are 
entirely  different,  in  almost  every  material  re¬ 
spect,  from  counties  as  we  know  them  in  other 
parts  of  this  Dominion.  We  are  told  by 
members  from  that  Island— and  as  the  state¬ 
ment  has  not  been  contradicted  I  accept  it  as 
a  fact  that  there  is  no  such  thing  there  as 
a  county  council  or  a  county  municipality.  The 
so-called  counties  are  nothing  more  or  less  than 
judicial  districts,  and  their  associations  are  onlysuch 
as  pertain  to  judicial  districts.  But  as  respects  inter¬ 
course  between  the  people,  the  county  boundaries 
are  admitted  to  be  merely  arbitrary  lines  of  great 
antiquity.  That  being  the  case,  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  Province  of  Prince  Edward  Island  affords  an 
opportunity  of  trespassing  on  county  lines  such  as 
no  other  province  affords.  But  the  hon.  member 
for  Queen’s  told  us  this  morning  that  for  some  rea¬ 
son  or  other,  these  boundaries  were  held  in  high 
esteem  by  the  people  of  the  Island,  and  he  spoke 
in  glowing  language  of  a  time  when,  although 
political  passions  ran  high  and  political  feeling  was 
at  fever  heat,  so  great  was  the  respect  of  the  people 
for  those  county  divisions  that,  in  distributing  the 
representation,  the  Local  Legislature  of  the  prov¬ 
ince  gave  to  King’s  County  the  same  number  of 
representatives  as  to  Queen’s,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  Queen  s  had  double  the  population  of 
King’s.  That  was  certainly  a  respect,  not  of  the 


boundaries  alone,  but  of  certain  rights  that  those 
di\  isions,  as  divisions,  were  supposed  to  possess. 
I  will  not  attempt  to  enquire  why  that  is  so.  It  may 
be  on  account  of  the  majority  in  one  division  being 
of  one  religious  complexion,  and  in  another  of  another 
complexion.  Itakethefactasstatedby  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  who  has  led  the  debate  on  this  question  as  be¬ 
ing  true,  no  matter  on  what  ground  it  rests,  but 
these  divisions  have  claimed,  and  have  been  allowed, 
equal  rights  in  representation.  Now,  when  Prince 
Edward  Island  was  brought  into  the  union,  it 
was  easy,  as  six  representatives  were  given  to  the 
Island,  to  respect  those  divisions  by  giving  them 
two  representatives  to  each  county.  But  now  an 
entirely  different  problem  is  presented.  Instead  of 
being  able  to  give  two  representatives  to  each  divi- 
siou,  respecting  the  equal  rights  of  those  different 
divisions,  the  problem  is  how  to  give  five  represent¬ 
atives  to  the  three  divisions.  Now,  the  Bill  pro¬ 
poses  to  do  that,  irrespective  of  the  divisions,  by 
equalizing  the  population.  As  was  stated  in  the 
opening  of  the  debate,  there  was  no  possibility  of 
taking  one  township,  or  lot  as  it  is  called,  from  one 
division  and  giving  it  to  another  without  making  the 
discrepancy  greater.  But  what  does  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  propose  ?  Does  he  propose  to  respect  the  equal 
rights  of  those  divisions  ?  No.  Although  his 
province,  while  political  passions  were  at  fever 
heat,  respected  the  equal  rights  of  the  different 
divisions,  his  proposition  is  to  throw  those  rights 
aside  ;  and  while  he  would  retain  for  the  County 
of  Queen’s  two  representatives  and  for  the  County 
of  Prince  two  representatives,  he  would  for  some 
reasons  give  to  the  County  of  King’s  only  one. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  would  not.  The  British 
North  America  Act  does  it. 

Mr.  MASSON.  That  is  only  the  way  in  which 
the  hon.  gentleman  proposes  to  solve  the  problem 
of  giving  five  representatives  to  the  three  divisions. 
Now,  I  will  not  pretend  to  say  why  the  hon. 
gentleman  wants  to  do  away  with  the  equal  rights 
of  these  divisions.  I  will  not  undertake  to  say 
whether  it  is  on  political  grounds  or  on  account 
of  the  religious  complexion  of  one  end  of 
the  Island  as  compared  with  the  religious 
complexion  of  the  other  end  ;  but  it  is  clear 
that  for  some  reason  or  other  he  thinks 
that  King’s  County  is  not  entitled  to  equal  repre¬ 
sentation  with  the  other  divisions.  He  would 
trample  under  foot  this  sentiment  so  dear  to  the 
Island  in  the  days  he  spoke  of,  and  he  would  retain 
the  double  representation  for  Prince  and  Queen’s. 
The  other  objection  that  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
urged  against  the  Bill  is  that  it  strikes  personally 
at  the  leader  of  the  Liberal  party  from  the  Island. 
Now,  that  is  a  man  of  straw  put  up  for  the 
purpose  of  being  knocked  down.  Why  does  the 
Bill  strike  personally  at  the  leader  of  the  Liberal 
party  from  Prince  Edward  Island  ?  That  leader, 
recognized  and  honoured  as  such,  represents  the 
County  of  Queen’s,  which  has  two  representatives. 
He  is  one  of  the  two  members  elected  in  that 
county,  each  of  whom  represents  the  whole  county, 
and  he  lives  in  one  of  the  divisions  which  he  admits 
is  a  Liberal  division.  He  says  that  we  are  striking 
personally  at  him,  and  his  friends  repeat  the  charge, 
because  one  of  the  divisions,  in  which  he  does  not 
live  but  which  contains  a  portion  of  what  he  now 
represents,  under  this  Bill,  had  a  Liberal  majority 
of  89.  Certainly  that  is  so  light  a  man  of  straw 
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that  it  does  not  require  the  rhetoric  we  have  had 
here  to-day  to  knock  it  down.  It  is  clear  that,  as 
leader  of  the  Liberal  party  of  the  Island,  the  lion, 
gentleman  may  see  that  it  is  his  privilege  and  duty 
to  accept  the  more  difficult  of  the  two  seats.  He 
may  say  :  I  will  give  to  my  colleague  the  easy 
battle,  and  I  will,  as  leader,  enter  into  the  heat  of 
the  fray,  and  I  will  win  though  I  may  have  to  face 
fearful  odds.  But  the  odds  which  he  says  are 
against  him  are  by  no  means  so  tremendous.  He 
says  himself  he  has  fought  against  greater  odds 
before,  and  is  not  afraid  of  being  beaten.  However, 
he  says  he  is  not  confident  but  hopes  to  win.  Then 
why  all  this  fury  about  the  Bill  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I.)  Would  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  himself  like  to  be  obliged  to  face  a  majority  of 
98  against  him  ? 

Mr.  MASSON.  I  faced  a  larger  majority  when 
I  entered  this  House.  We  have  the  example  of  one 
of  our  Ministers,  one  of  the  leaders  in  Ontario, 
who  faced  a  much  larger  majority  than  that  at  the 
last  bye-elections,  and  came  out  triumphantly. 
However,  I  will  not  detain  the  committee  by 
referring  at  greater  length  to  this  question.  These 
are  the  two  main  objections  taken  to  the  Bill,  and 
after  all  this  debate  I  can  see  no  weight  in  either. 
As  regards  the  county  boundaries,  I  submit  that 
it  is  impossible,  with  the  problem  before  us,  to 
respect  them  without  doing  violence  to  the  senti¬ 
ment  existing  in  the  Island  that  the  different  divi¬ 
sions  should  be  equally  represented,  and  by  the 
Bill  they  are  as  equally  represented  as  the  popula¬ 
tion  will  allow.  Commencing  at  one  end  of  the 
Island,  the  County  of  King’s  has  one  member  to 
itself,  and  it  has  its  say  in  the  election  of  another. 
The  County  of  Queen’s  has  the  advantage,  if  any, 
over  the  other.  The  County  of  Prince,  at  the  other 
end  of  the  Island,  has  a  member  to  itself,  and  a 
voice  in  the  election  of  another.  In  that  way 
it  cannot  be  said  by  the  people  in  any  one  of 
these  divisions  that  they  have  a  less  representa¬ 
tion  in  the  House  than  the  people  of  the 
other  divisions.  They  have  a  voice  in  the  election 
of  two  members  in  Prince  and  King’s ;  and  if  Queen’s 
has  the  advantage,  it  is  because  it  is  the  largest  and 
has  the  city  with  it.  For  these  reasons,  I  believe 
there  is  not  the  iniquity  in  the  Bill  we  have  heard 
so  much  about.  I  believe  it  is  by  no  means  an 
unjust  measure.  It  is  clearly  based  upon  represen¬ 
tation  by  population,  and,  moreover,  it  is  only  urged 
that  in  the  political  complexion  it  would  have  three 
on  one  side  and  two  on  the  other.  What  does  the 
hon.  member  propose  ?  He  wishes  to  put  four  on 
one  side  and  one  on  the  other.  That  is  an  admission 
on  his  part  that  it  is  impossible  to  keep  the  lines 
exactly  as  they  are  and  distribute  the  population 
on  an  equitable  basis.  The  scheme  he  has  is  to  put 
four  against  one  instead  of  three  against  two. 
Which  is  the  fairest  measure  ?  If  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  were  to  say  that  his  scheme  was  intended 
particularly  for  the  benefit  of  his  political  party,  I 
do  not  think  there  could  be  any  doubt  in  the  matter. 
I  would  be  sorry  to  support  any  measure  which  I 
considered  struck  at  a  prominent  member  of  the 
Opposition.  I  have  had  experience  of  that  feeling, 
as  I  represent  a  county  which  was  formerly 
represented  by  the  present  manager  of  the  Empire, 
then  a  leading  member  of  the  Ontario  Opposition. 
Not  one,  but  two  personal  and  decided  blows  were 
struck  at  him  before  the  Liberal  party  could  de- 
Mr.  Masson. 


capitate  him,  and  they  succeeded  in  that  by  gerry¬ 
mandering  the  county  in  the  most  disgraceful 
manner,  making  a  string  of  townships  north  and 
south  and  a  string  of  townships  east  and  west  across 
the  country,  a  “  T  ’’-shaped  riding,  grouping  the 
Conservatives  outside  the  riding  and  leaving  a 
Liberal  majority  against  him  of  some  300  to  400. 
Such  was  the  means  taken  to  oust  that  gentleman 
from  the  Legislature.  As  a  personal  friend  and 
supporter  of  his,  I  felt  the  injustice  done  my  friend 
on  that  occasion,  and  I  would  be  very  sorry  to  sup¬ 
port  any  measure  which  would  personally  strike  at 
any  gentleman  on  the  other  side.  But  in  dealing 
with  this  matter,  where  a  reduction  has  to  be  made, 
some  party  is  bound  to  suffer,  and  I  would  say, 
with  reference  to  the  remarks  of  the  hon.  member 
for  Brant  (Mr.  Paterson),  who  said  that  the  two 
members  blamed  for  this  dishonest  action  are  the 
two  Conservative  representatives  in  that  riding, 
who  advised  the  Government  to  do  this  for  political 
purposes,  the  answer  to  that  statement  is  that  one 
of  these  very  two  men  must  fall.  It  is  an  evidence 
of  the  good  faith  of  these  gentlemen  that  if  they 
did  devise  this  scheme  they  devised  one  which  ob¬ 
literated.  one  of  themselves  ;  and,  if  they  are  re¬ 
sponsible,  it  is  to  their  credit  that  they  have  de¬ 
capitated  one  of  themselves. 

Mr.  CHARLTON.  I  wish  to  address  a  few  re¬ 
marks  which  are  called  forth  by  some  reference 
made  to  myself  by  the  hon.  member  for  West 
Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin),  and  I  wish  at  the  same 
time  to  urge  again  upon  the  Minister  of  Justice 
and  his  colleagues  the  eminent  justice  of  the  claim 
put  forth  by  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr. 
Davies).  The  hon.  member  for  West  Assiniboia 
has  chosen  to  inform  the  House  that  I  said  this 
was  a  fair  Bill.  I  gave  no  opinion  about  the  Bill. 
I  had  given  my  opinion  before  as  to  the  character 
of  the  Bill.  What  I  did  say  was  that  I  was  very 
glad  to  see  that  the  Government  had  seen  fit  to 
drop  some  of  its  most  obnoxious  features,  and  that 
I  viewed  with  great  pleasure  the  evidence  given  of 
the  spirit  of  fair-play  to  the  extent  it  was  given. 
I  repeat  that  observation.  When  this  Bill  was 
introduced  into  this  House,  it  contained  provisions 
which  were  very  distasteful  to  members  on  this  side. 
It  contained  provisions,  I  believe,  which  were 
eminently  unjust,  and  which  justified  me  in  char¬ 
acterizing  it  as  a  measure  framed  on  the  lines  of 
the  obnoxious  gerrymander  of  1882  ;  and  surely  I 
may  be  permitted,  in  fact  I  would  deem  myself 
unfair  to  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  if  I  failed  to  do 
so,  to  make  due  admission  as  to  the  concessions 
they  have  yielded,  as  to  any  degree  of  fair¬ 
ness  they  might  have  evinced  in  their  course. 
I  repeat  that  I  was  gratified  the  Govern¬ 
ment  took  the  steps  it  did,  in  some  instances, 
and  it  would  have  disarmed  to  some  extent,  I  repeat 
again,  the  vigour  of  my  remonstrance  at  the  outset 
if  the  Government  had  frankly  declared  that  certain 
objectionable  features  of  theBillwould  beeliminated 
as  they  have  been.  I  expressed  the  regret  then,  and 
I  repeat  that  expression  now,  that  the  Government 
have  not  seen  fit  to  crown  its  course  of  conciliation, 
so  far  as  it  has  pursued  such  a  course,  by  dealing 
fairly  with  my  hon.  friend  from  Queen’s.  If  the 
Minister  of  Justice  had  chosen  to  have  made  this 
gracious  concession  that  we  had  a  right  to  expect 
from  him,  and  that  I  have  a  very  great  wish  he 
should  give,  I  should  have  had  a  great  deal  more  feel- 
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ing  in  favour  of  this  Bill  than  I  now  have,  and  I 
cannot  avoid  expressing  the  wish  that  even  now  the 
Minister  of  Justice  will  see  that,  in  view  of  the 
temper  of  the  House  and  of  what  many  of  his  sup¬ 
porters  have  said,  the  wish  expressed  by  the  lion, 
member  for  Queen's  (Mr.  Davies)  shall  be  adopted 
even  at  this  eleventh  hour,  and  that  steps  may  be 
taken  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  which  will  be 
highly  creditable  to  himself  and  will  remove  one  of 
the  most  objectionable  features  of  this  Bill,  and  will 
go  as  far  as  it  can  to  reconcile  the  public  sentiment 
of  the  country  with  this  Bill,  unless  he  were 
to  go  so  far  as  to  withdraw  it  altogether.  The 
Minister  of  Justice  informed  us  before  lunch 
that  there  was  an  undue  feeling  of  generosity 
on  his  side  of  the  House.  I  suppose,  if  he  intends 
to  persist  in  this  provision  in  regard  to  Prince 
Edward  Island,  he  will  be  bound  to  consider  that 
the  feelings  expressed  by  the  two  lion,  members 
from  Toronto  were  unduly  generous,  but  I  believe 
those  lion,  gentlemen  gave  expression  to  the  views 
which  are  actually  entertained  by  the  great  major¬ 
ity  of  hon.  gentlemen  who  sit  behind  the  Minister  of 
Justice.  I  do  not  believe  there  is  more  than  a  small 
minority  of  members  who  are  not  desirous  to  see 
fair-play  dealt  out  to  an  hon.  member  of  this  House, 
and  who  do  not  sympathize  with  the  views  expressed 
by  the  hon.  gentlemen  from  Toronto.  The  Minister 
of  Justice  says  he  cannot  meet  the  views  of  his 
friends  in  this  regard.  I  am  very  sorry  that  is  the 
case,  but  I  can  understand  that  certain  manipula¬ 
tors  residing  on  the  Island  of  Prince  Edward,  having 
no  higher  view  than  to  get  certain  political  advan¬ 
tages,  not  recognizing  how  gross  a  crime  it  is  to 
interfere  with  free  representation  and  to  drive  from 
public  life  a  public  man,  are  desirous  to  have  Prince 
Edward  Island  fixed  up  in  their  own  particular 
interest,  and  I  can  understand  why  the  Minister  of 
J ustice  cannot  act  in  the  manner  desir  ed  by  the  more 
liberal-minded  members  of  his  party,  because  he 
has  the  pressure  on  him  of  these  men  who  have  these 
selfish  and  narrow-minded  viewsand  persist  in  their 
endeavour  to  prevent  justice  and  fair- play  being 
done  with  regard  to  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s. 
The  hon.  member  for  West  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin) 
informed  us  that  a  necessity  rested  upon  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  carry  out  this  arrangement,  that  the 
main  principle,  the  underlying  principle  of  this  Bill 
was  to  secure  as  nearly  as  possible  equal  representa¬ 
tion,  and  that,  acting  upon  that  principle  alone,  the 
Government  have  felt  compelled  to  carry  out  that 
arrangement.  How  near  have  they  come  to  that  in 
other  provinces  ?  They  have  made  a  readjustment 
in  Nova  Scotia  and  in  New  Brunswick  of  the  same, 
nature  as  we  are  considering  in  Prince  Edward 
Island.  W  ere  they  governed  by  the  principle  of 
equality  of  representation  in  those  two  provinces  ? 
Did  they  leave  any  less  glaring  inequalities  there  ? 
They  left  Albert  with  a  population  of  10,971,  they 
left  Restigouche  with  a  population  of  8,309,  they 
left  Westmoreland  with  41,478,  and  York  with 
40,979.  Here  are  inequalities  which  are  unadjust¬ 
ed  in  the  Province  of  New  Brunswick  both  in  regard 
to  excess  of  population  and  lack  of  population, 
greater  disparity,  a  greater  departure  from  the 
principle  of  equalizing  the  population  than  will 
exist  in  the  Island  of  Prince  Edward  if  the  proposi¬ 
tion  of  my  hon.  friend  is  acceded  to.  How  did  they 
treat  Nova  Scotia?  They  dealt  with  it  in  the  same 
sense.  Did  they  equalize  the  representation  there  ? 
Not  at  all.  They  left  Antigonish  with  a  population 


of  16,112,  Guysborough  with  17,195,  Richmond 
with  14,400,  Victoria  with  12,337  ;  and  then,  in 
excess  of  the  unit,  they  left  Cape  Breton  with 
34,223,  Colchester  with  24,000,  Cumberland  with 
34,529,  Halifax  with  32,865,  Lunenburg  with 
31,076.  Here  are  inequalities  of  representation 
very  much  greater  and  more  glaring  than  the 
inequalities  in  the  representation  in  Prince  Edward 
Island  would  be  if  the  resolution  of  my  hon.  friend 
is  accepted.  If  the  resolution  of  my  hon.  friend  is 
accepted,  the  representative  of  King’s  would  have 
a  population  of  26,633.  In  New  Brunswick  two 
ridings  are  left  with  a  larger  population  than 
King  s  would  have,  and  in  Nova  Scotia  there  are 
six  ridings  with  a  larger  population  than  King’s 
would  have.  If  it  is  necessary  to  deal  with  King’s, 
why  is  it  not  necessary  to  deal  with  Cape  Breton, 
with  a  population  of  34,000,  Colchester  with 
2/, 000,  Cumberland  with  34,000,  Halifax  with 
32,000,  or  Lunenburg  with  31,000?  If  it  is  not 
proper  to  leave  King’s  County  with  a  population  of 
26,000  for  one  member  on  account  of  this  sacred 
principle  of  the  equalization  of  population,  why 
should  Westmoreland  be  left  with  one  member  for 
a  population  of  41,000  and  more,  and  York  with 
nearly  the  same  population  ?  If  the  principle  is  so 
sacred  in  Prince  Edward  Island,  audit  is  necessary 
to  cut  up  the  County  of  Queen’s  because  it  has  some 
4,000  above  the  unit,  why  has  not  that  principle 
been  applied  in  the  other  provinces  down  by  the 
sea?.  That  proves  that  the  Government  are  not 
binding  themselves  by  any  hard  and  fast  lines,  but 
that  they  permit  other  considerations  to  have 
weight  with  them.  What  these  other  considera¬ 
tions  are,  it  is  not  necessary  to  enquire  now. 
How  have  they  dealt  with  the  Province  of  Ontario? 
They  have  redistributed  seats  in  that  province, and 
the  same  principle  with  regard  to  the  equalization 
of  representation  would  apply  to  the  Province  of 
Ontario  that  they  say  must  apply  in  Prince 
Edward  Island.  What  have  they  done  ?  Why, 
they  have  left  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  a  popula¬ 
tion  greater  than  the  County  of  King’s,  P.E.I., 
possesses,  in  a  large  number  of  counties.  They 
have  left  Cornwall  and  Stormont,  with  27,000  ; 
East  Elgin,  with  26,734  ;  North  Essex,  with 
31,500  ;  Kent,  with  31,500  ;  North  Perth, 
within  a  few  of  27,000  ;  Russell,  with  31,643  ; 
Simcoe  East,  with  35,800  ;  Simcoe  North,  with 
29,000  ;  East  York,  with  35,000  ;  West  York, 
with  41,000.  If  the  principle  of  equalization  of 
population  was  so  necessary  to  be  applied  in  the 
case  of  Prince  Edward  Island,  why  was  it  not 
necessary  to  apply  that  principle  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario  ?  Here  is  the  County  of  Queen’s  with  a 
population  of  36,670,  which,  if  divided,  would 
give  to  each  representative  18,335.  It  is  necessary 
to  redistribute,  and  cut  and  carve  this  county  be¬ 
cause  it  has  a  population  too  small  in  order  to  secure 
the  application  of  the  principle  of  equalization ; 
but  the  hon.  gentleman  has  left  in  Ontario, 
Brockville,  with  15,800;  Cardwell,  with  15,300; 
Durham  West,  with  15,300 ;  Frontenac,  with 
13,445 ;  Grenville  South,  with  12,031  ;  Hastings 
East,  with  18,053;  Leeds  and  Grenville,  with 
13,523  ;  Lennox,  with  14,902  ;  Middlesex  West, 
with  17,288  ;  Northumberland  West,  with  14,947  ; 
Peel, with  15,472;  Peterborough,  with  15,808;  Prince 
Edward,  with  18.892 ;  Victoria  North,  with  16,849. 
Now,  if  it  is  necessary  to  break  over  county  lines 
in  Prince  Edward  Island  for  the  purpose  of  reduc- 
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ing  the  population  of  King’s  below  26,633,  if  it  is 
necessary  to  break  over  county  lines  in  order  to  give 
the  County  of  Prince  more  than  36,470  to  entitle  it 
to  two  members,  with  18,235  each,  why  was  it  not 
necessary  to  deal  with  Cardwell,  with  15,000 ; 
with  Durham  West,  Frontenac,  Grenville 
South,  Huron  East,  Leeds  and  Grenville, 
Lennox,  Middlesex  West,  Northumberland 
West,  Peel,  Peterborough,  Prince  Edward, 
Victoria,  every  one  of  these  ridings  having 
a  smaller  population  than  Prince  would  have  if 
divided  by  two  ?  Why  was  it  not  necessary  to 
apply  the  principle  of  equalization  in  the  case  ,of 
Ontario,  when  it  becomes  a  sacred  duty  to  apply  it 
in  the  case  of  Prince  County,  P.  E.  I.  ?  And 
if  it  was  necessary  to  cut  down  the  population 
of  King’s  from  26,633  because  it  was  some  4,000 
above  the  unit  of  representation,  why  was  it  not 
necessary  to  cut  down  the  population  of  Cornwall 
and  Stormont,  with  27,000  ;  of  Elgin,  with  27,000  ; 
of  Essex  North,  with  31,000  ;  of  Kent,  with  31,000  ; 
of  Russell,  with  31,000  ;  of  Simcoe  East,  with 
35,000 ;  of  Simcoe  North,  with  28,000  ;  of  East 
York,  with  35,000  ;  of  West  York,  with 
41,000?  Why,  if  the  principle  requires  ab¬ 
solute  application  in  the  Island  of  Prince 
Edward,  the  cutting  down,  and  the  raising  up, 
and  the  carving,  and  the  redistribution  pro¬ 
cess,  in  order  to  equalize  the  population  of  the 
riding,  then  this  sacred  principle  should  have  been 
applied  to  Ontario,  should  have  been  applied  to 
Quebec,  should  have  been  applied  to  Nova  Scotia 
and  New  Brunswick.  It  has  not  been  applied  to 
any  one  of  these  four  provinces,  and  there  is  no 
necessity  why  it  should  be  applied  to  Prince  Ed¬ 
ward  Island.  Sir,  the  remarks  of  my  hoii.  friend 
from  North  Grey  (Mr.  Masson)  with  regard  to 
county  lines  in  Prince  Edward  Island,  I  believe  are 
not  correct.  He  told  us  that  they  have  not  any 
counties  there,  that  the  people  do  not  realize  that 
they  live  in  counties  in  Prince  Edward  Island. 
They  have  a  sort  of  commonistic  arrangement,  I 
suppose,  down  in  that  province.  They  do  realize 
they  have  got  a  province,  I  suppose,  but  they  do 
not  realize  that  they  have  counties.  Sir,  that  is 
sheer  nonsense.  Have  they  not  county  courts  ? 
Have  they  not  assizes  ?  Have  they  not  sheriffs  ? 
Have  they  not 'county  officers?  Have  they  not 
county  organizations?  Have  they  not  county  agri¬ 
cultural  societies  ?  Have  they  not  been  acting  as 
counties  for  the  last  120  years  ?  And  simply  be¬ 
cause  their  county  arrangements  does  not  embrace 
the  same  duties  and  powers  that  are  embraced  in 
Ontario,  because  there  is  a  difference  with 
regard  to  municipal  arrangements  and  muni¬ 
cipal  authority,  we  are  told  that,  inasmuch 
as  they  do  not  conform  to  the  Ontario  precedent 
and  standard  in  every  respect,  consequently  they 
have  not  got  counties.  Sir,  they  have  got  counties, 
and  so  great  is  their  pride  in  their  county  arrange¬ 
ments  that  the  Local  Legislature,  I  understand,  have 
not  dared  to  disregard  county  lines  ;  and  there  is 
no  province  in  this  Dominion  where  stronger  rea¬ 
son  exists  for  paying  attention  to  the  county  pre¬ 
judices  and  county  interests  that  have  grown  up 
within  county  lines,  than  exists  at  the  present 
moment  in  the  Province  of  Prince  Edward  Island. 
Now,  we  are  told  by  the  lion,  member  for  North 
Grey  that  the  claim  put  forth  that  this  measure 
was  calculated  to  destroy  a  prominent  Liberal 
member  in  this  House,  is  all  mere  moonshine,  that 
Mr.  Charlton. 


it  is  a  man  of  straw  put  up  to  be  knocked  down. 
Well,  my  lion,  friend  from  Queen’s  certainly  is  put 
up  to  be  knocked  down.  That  is  the  object  of  the 
arrangement,  it  places  a  hostile  majority  of  98 
against  him.  They  want  to  knock  him  down,  un¬ 
doubtedly.  But  he  is  not  a  man  of  straw.  It  is 
evident  there  is  no  reason  for  disregarding  county 
lines,  there  is  no  reason  for  modifying  the  inequal¬ 
ities  of  representation  in  the  Province  of  Prince 
Edward  Island,  that  does  not  exist  in  all  the  other 
provinces.  I  say  there  is  no  reason  for  refusing  to 
leave  those  inequalities  except  the  reason  that  cer¬ 
tain  local  politicians  in  Prince  Edward  Island  want  to 
arrange  th  e  district  so  as  to  secure  the  illegitimate  and 
improper  advantage  that  is  derived  from  the  gerry¬ 
mander,  the  object  of  which  is  to  relegate 
to  private  life  a  prominent  public  man.  Mem¬ 
bers  on  the  opposite  side  of  this  House  realize 
that.  They  realize  the  unfairness  of  this 
measure  ;  the  instinctive  spirit  of  justice  that 
actuates  every  Briton,  cannot  be  repressed,  and 
leads  many  of  these  men  in  their  secret  hearts  to 
say,  and  some  of  them  openly,  that  this  movement 
is  one  that  cannot  meet  with  their  approval.  The 
hon.  member  for  North  Grey  said  he  would  be 
sorry  to  deal  a  stroke  to  any  member  in  this 
House.  Well,  let  him  give  evidence  of  his  faith 
by  his  works.  If  he  would  be  sorry  to  deal  a 
stroke,  let  him  refrain  from  assisting  in  dealing  a 
stroke.  If  he  thinks  that  it  is  not  fair-play  to 
manipulate  and  carve  up  ridings  in  such  a  way  as 
to  place  a  hostile  majority  in  that  riding  against 
the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s,  let  him  refuse  to  be 
a  party  to  the  transaction.  I  hope  that  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Justice  and  his  colleagues  will  realize  that 
this  is  a  little  game  that  is  rather  beneath  their 
handling,  and  their  character  would  be  just  as 
good,  their  prospects  of  success  just  as  good,  their 
position  in  the  country  just  as  good,  if  they  list¬ 
ened  to  the  voice  of  reason  and  refused  to  become  a 
party  to  an  arrangement  that  is  calculated  to  drive  to 
private  life  a  prominent  public  man.  Sir,  that  is  a 
scheme  similar  to  that  perpetrated  in  Ohio  when 
Governor  McKinley  was  gerrymandered  out  of 
his  district  and  was  driven  from  public  life  in 
Congress,  it  is  just  such  a  scheme  as  has  been  prac¬ 
tised  in  the  Uuited  States  scores  of  times,  a  scheme 
for  the  purpose  of  so  manipulating  districts  as  to 
stab  public  men  to  death,  as  to  drive  them  from 
public  life,  and  give  them  no  hope  of  being  able  to 
serve  their  country  in  a  useful  capacity.  It  is  a 
cowardly  way  of  dealing  with  public  men,  it  is  an 
indefensible  scheme,  it  is  one  that  the  Government 
ought  not  to  adopt,  it  is  something  this  House 
ought  not  to  sanction  ;  and  the  excuse  that  is 
offered  for  the  perpetration  of  this  wrong,  namely, 
that  we  must  equalize  the  population  in  the  differ¬ 
ent  ridings  in  Prince  Edward  Island,  I  repeat  is  a 
mere  excuse,  and  is  entirely  without  foundation. 
Because  I  have  proved  by  figures  that  there  is  not 
a  province  in  which  the  Government  has  not 
attempted  to  deal  with  ridings  with  more  than 
the  unit  and  with  less  than  the  unit.  I  believe 
if  we  take  the  course  we  should  adopt  in  this 
matter,  we  will  be  able  to  put  this  Bill  through 
and  separate  with  a  feeling  that  after  all  there  is  a 
spirit  of  justice  and  fair-play  actuating  public  men 
in  this  country  that  will  not  permit  the  perpetra¬ 
tion  of  glaring  wrongs.  I  felt  last  night,  not 
exactly  a  spirit  of  pride,  but  a  spirit  of  gratifica¬ 
tion  at  the  concessions  which  the  Government  have 
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made.  I  really  felt  as  though  they  were  beginning 
to  he  actuated  by  a  desire  to  secure  justice  as  far 
as  they  could.  I  did  not  know  but  that  there 
might  be  a  political  millennium  approaching  some 
years  hence  when  truth,  righteousness  and  justice 
would  be  kept  in  view  in  the  administration  of  the 
Government.  1  beg  the  Minister  of  Justice  not  to 
have  my  illusion  so  rudely  dispelled  in  that  matter 
as  it  will  be  by  his  continuing  to  insist  on  a  gerry¬ 
mander,  a  redistribution  that  places  a  hostile 
majority  of  98  against  a  leading  member  of  the 
Opposition  and  against  a  leading  and  most  useful 
public  man  in  the  Dominion,  and  to  insist  on 
applying  to  the  Island  a  principle  of  equalization 
of  population  that  has  not  been  applied  to  any 
other  one  of  the  provinces,  and  not  having  been 
so  applied,  the  lion,  gentleman  is  debarred  from 
claiming  that  he  is  compelled  to  apply  it  to  the 
Province  of  Prince  Edward  Island. 

Mr.  W  ELDON.  I  desire  to  address  a  few  re¬ 
marks  to  the  committee,  although  I  should  have 
preferred  to  have  given  my  vote  without  offering 
any  explanations  of  the  reasons  which  influence  me 
in  giving  it.  The  discussion  that  has  taken 
place  on  this  sub-section  6  of  clause  2  has  been 
impassioned  and  heated  to  a  degree  that  is  not 
justifiable  by  the  Bill  before  the  House.  I  was 
somewhat  surprised  by  the  intemperate  language 
of  the  lion,  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies),  the 
impassioned  language  of  the  lion,  member  for 
Brant  (Mr.  Paterson),  and  the  extreme  language  of 
the  lion,  member  for  North  Norfolk  (Mr.  Charl¬ 
ton),  and  the  impassioned  language  last  night  of 
the  lion,  member  for  South  Middlesex  (Mr.  Arm¬ 
strong).  I  sympathize  very  strongly  with  the 
position  taken  in  the  speech  delivered  by  the  lion, 
member  for  Prince,  who  regretted  there  was  not 
power  under  the  constitution  to  protect  the  Island 
of  Prince  Edward  and  enable  it  to  retain  its  six 
members  with  which  that  Island  entered  the  union. 
If  it  had  been  at  all  possible  to  set  in  motion  section 
52  of  the  constitution  so  as  to  preserve  the  six 
members  without  increasing  unduly  the  size  of  the 
House,  I  would  have  been  prepared  to  sup¬ 
port  a  motion  in  that  direction  ;  but  when  cal¬ 
culations  were  made,  it  appeared  to  be  practi¬ 
cally  impossible.  If  it  were  feasible,  and  I 
throw  out  the  suggestion,  it  is  perhaps  worth 
considering  whether  it  would  not  be  well  to  ask  for 
Imperial  legislation  with  a  view  at  least  to  pre¬ 
serving  to  the  smaller  provinces,  which  do  not  grow 
as  rapidly  as  the  Province  of  Quebec,  the  number 
of  members  which  they  possessed  at  the  time  of  the 
union.  \\  hen  Quebec  outgrows  Prince  Edward 
Island,  New  Brunswick  and  Nova  Scotia  the  amour 
propre  of  those  smaller  provinces  is  wounded,  and 
yet  the  rights  of  the  great  provinces  would  not  be 
materially  interfered  with  if  the  number  of  repre¬ 
sentatives  with  which  those  provinces  entered 
Confederation  is  maintained.  As  regards  the  Bill, 

I  cannot  concur  in  the  opinions  held  by  a  large 
number  of  my  colleagues.  This  does  not  seem  to 
be  an  outrageous  Bill,  but  it  is  a  Bill  intelligently 
and  reasonably  carrying  out  the  redistribution  of 
the  Island  of  Prince  Edward  in  deference  to  a 
principle  which  I  thought  had  commanded  the 
assent  of  the  great  majority  of  the  members  on 
both  sides  of  the  House,  although  it  certainly  did 
not  convince  my  own  mind.  When  I  spoke  one 
week  ago,  and  also  two  weeks  ago,  I  pointed  out 


that  the  great  difficulty  with  which  any  tribunal 
or  commission  would  have  to  deal  in  considering  a 
scheme  of  redistribution  would  be  this,  that  while 
they  would  agree  that  three,  four  or  five  principles 
were  all  good  principles,  the  difficulty  would  arise 
in  deciding  which  of  two  sound  principles  where 
they  conflict  should  prevail.  The  Minister  of 
Justice  stated  most  distinctly  not  once  but  many 
times  that  the  Bill  was  not  prepared  in 
deference  to  one  or  two  principles  but  that 
several  principles  must  be  regarded,  and  that 
if  one  principle  exclusively  were  attempted 
to  be  carried  out  we  would,  in  common  parlance, 
run  it  into  the  ground.  But  to  go  back,  I  pointed 
out  some  days  ago  that  the  practical  difficulty 
would  be  to  choose  between  two  principles — on  the 
one  hand  to  make  the  electoral  districts  equal  in 
population,  and  on  the  other  hand  to  create  as  little 
disturbance  as  possible.  I  gathered  from  the 
speeches  made  by  hon.  gentlemen,  notably  the 
members  from  Ontario,  not  so  strongly  by  the  hon. 
members  from  Quebec,  that  they  were  strongly  of 
the  opinion,  and  they  committed  themselves  to  this 
position  by  the  wording  of  the  motion  of  the  hon. 
member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  that  it 
was  important  to  place  in  the  foreground  this  prin¬ 
ciple  of  equalization  of  population.  I  desire  to 
refer  to  the  remarks  made  by  the  hon.  member  for 
King’s,  P.E.I.,  to  the  effect  that  if  you  start  out 
by  adopting  that  principle,  you  cannot  do  better 
than  adopt  the  provisions  contained  in  this  Bill. 
That  contention  has  not  been  answered.  The  hon. 
member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  has  spoken  long 
and  often,  but  he  has  not  contradicted  it. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.  I. )  That  stage  of  the  discus¬ 
sion  has  not  been  reached,  because  I  have  submit¬ 
ted  an  amendment  embodying  a  principle  to  which 
the  hon.  gentleman  gave  his  assent  the  other  day. 

Mr.  W  ELDON.  The  hon.  member  for  King’s 
has  convinced  me  and  many  members  of  the  House 
that  if  you  have  to  regard  the  equalization  of  the 
districts,  and  not  meddle  with  the  lines  of  lots  and 
townships  you  cannot  make  a  more  equitable 
and  reasonable  arrangement  than  that  proposed  in 
the  Bill.  In  an  earlier  stage  of  this  discussion  I 
declared  my  opinion  to  be  that  the  cardinal  rule 
should  be  that  of  making  the  least  possible  disturb¬ 
ance  of  boundaries.  I  adhere  to  that  position  now. 
Whenever  these  two  principles  to  which  I  have 
referred  come  in  conflict,  it  is  better  not  to  stand 
for  equalization  of  population  but  rather  for  the 
principle  of  least  disturbance.  F or  this  reason  alone, 
dissenting  from  almost  everything  that  has  been 
said,  I  am  compelled  to  vote  for  the  motion  of  the 
hon.  member  for  Queen’s. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  difficulty  the  committee 
finds  itself  in  now  arises  largely  from  the  point 
referred  to  by  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr. 
W  eldon),  the  entire  abnegation  of  principle  in 
settling  this  question.  Whilst  it  is  true  efforts 
have  been  made  at  various  stages  of  the  discussion 
to  fix  upon  some  principle  or  principles  that  should 
guide  us  in  settling  throughout  the  Dominion  the 
constituencies,  we  are  now  confronted  with  the 
fact  that  the  majority  of  this  House  has  refused  to 
be  governed  by  a  principle,  and  as  all  principle  is 
being  set  aside,  we  are  now  dealing  with  each 
question  as  it  arises.  That  being  the  case,  it  is 
specially  the  duty  of  the  Government,  and  of  that 
member  of  the  Government  who  is  charged  with 
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the  administration  of  justice,  that  no  proceeding 
shall  take  place  whereby  substantial  injustice  will 
be  done.  Let  me  call  the  attention  of  the  Minister 
of  Justice  to  a  proposition  he  laid  down  at  an  early 
stage  of  the  discussion.  The  hon.  gentleman  will 
find  that  in  the  speech  delivered  by  him  on  the 
15th  instant,  he  also  laid  it  down  as  a  proposition 
that  whatever  strength  there  might  be  in  the 
argument  in  favour  of  maintaining  county  lines  for 
municipal  or  other  purposes,  the  argument  spoke 
with  tenfold  force  when  applied  to  political  mat¬ 
ters  ;  and  that  if  it  were  unwise  to  disturb  county 
lines  for  municipal  or  local  purposes  it  was  ten 
times  more  unwise  to  break  up  these  combinations 
which  existed  between  various  localities  which 
brought  men  together  from  time  to  time  to  coiifer 
as  to  the  best  persons  to  represent  them  in  Parlia¬ 
ment.  I  now  call  the  attention  of  the  Minister  of 
Justice  to  the  attitude  which  he  assumed  less  than 
two  weeks  ago,  and  I  ask  him,  has  there  been  a 
case  made,  warranting  the  disregard  of  that  prin¬ 
ciple,  and  warranting  him  in  calling  upon  the 
House  now  to  say  that  the  county  lines  of  Prince 
Edward  Island  shall  be  entirely  set  aside,  and  that 
there  shall  be  some  other  principle  applied  that 
has  not  been  applied  elsewhere?  The  hon.  member 
for  West  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin)  offered  an  extra¬ 
ordinary  explanation  for  this  arrangement,  when 
he  said  that  symmetry  should  be  the  guiding  prin¬ 
ciple.  Do  you  think  that  any  one  with  a  regard 
for  symmetry  would  divide  Prince  Edward  Island 
as  it  is  proposed  to  be  divided  on  that  map  ?  Why, 
Sir,  to  look  at  it  you  would  think  that  chain  light¬ 
ning  had  struck  the  Island. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  You  have  numerical  symmetry, 
not  geographical. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Oh,  he  did  not  refer  to  geograph¬ 
ical  symmetry  then.  Well,  we  will  see  how  far 
numercial  symmetry  has  been  carried  throughout 
the  Dominion.  I  do  not  speak  now  in  any  spirit  of 
anger  or  indignation.  I  speak  as  a  member  of  this 
House  desirous  of  seeing  the  House  assuming  a 
dignified  position,  and  I  do  say  that  Parliament 
could  not  more  degrade  itself — I  am  not  suggesting 
now  that  it  is  going  to  do  so — than  to  prostitute  the 
power  of  a  majority  to  tyrannize  over  a  minority, 
and  thereby  defeat  the  will  of  the  people.  Although 
a  member  of  this  House  may  in  a  moment  of  heat, 
and  in  the  hope  of  obtaining  a  party  advantage, 
cast  a  vote  that  will  in  fact  degrade  Parliament, 
yet  I  am  sure  there  is  not  one  member  here  who 
when  he  returns  to  his  constituency,  and  in  his 
cooler  moments  but  would  regret  such  a  vote.  I 
appeal  to  the  better  sent  iments  of  the  members  of 
this  House,  and  more  particularly  to  those  of  the 
Minister  of  Justice  from  whom  I  do  expect  fair- 
play  and  from  whom  the  country  expects  fair-play. 
I  appeal  to  the  sentiments  of  hon.  gentlemen  on  all 
sides  of  this  House  to  see  that  no  unjust  decision 
is  arrived  at,  which  although  it  may  temporarily 
be  a  party  advantage,  will  permanently  injure 
the  position  of  Canada  in  the  eves  of  the 
people.  I  presume  that  when  the  member 
for  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin)  speaks  about  numerical 
symmetry,  he  means  equalization  of  population.  ■  I 
ask  him  as  a  lawyer  if  he  thinks  it  is  fair  to  pass  a 
law  that  is  not  general  in  its  application.  When 
we  pass  a  statute  did  you  ever  hear  us  say  that  the 
provisions  of  that  statute  should  only  apply  to  a 
particular  class  ?  Was  there  ever  legislation  passed 
Mr.  Mulock. 


of  such  a  character  as  that  ?  Then,  Mr.  Chairman, 
if  it  is  not  the  custom  of  this  Parliament  to  pass 
laws  local  in  their  application,  on  what  principle 
are  we  to  justify  the  contention  that  representation 
by  population  or  numerical  symmetry  shall  only 
apply  to  the  Island  of  Prince  Edward  and  be 
ignored  thoughout  the  rest  of  the  Dominion  ? 

M  r.  DAVIN.  It  is  not  ignored. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  We  will  see  how  it  is  not 
ignored.  The  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon), 
correctly  says  that  if  that  were  the  guiding  prin¬ 
ciple  you  have,  so  far  as  numbers  can  be  arrived  at  a 
fair  numerical  basis,  that  representation  in  Prince 
Edward  Island.  But  take  any  other  of  the  pro¬ 
vinces  and  what  do  you  find  there  ?  Among  the 
rural  constituencies  in  Ontario  I  find  that  there  is 
one  constituency  with  a  population  12,931  and 
another  with  a  population  of  35,000.  We  have  a 
variation  of  23,000  people  in  ridings  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Ontario,  and  will  the  hon.  member  for 
West  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin)  tell  me  how  the 
principle  of  numerical  symmetry  is  applied  in 
Ontario  ? 

Mr.  DAVIN.  It  is  applied  in  Ontario  in  this 
way  :  The  number  of  members  that  were  to  be 
dealt  with  in  Ontario  would  not  justify  any  rational 
man  in  going  over  all  the  constituencies  in  that 
province.  But  you  have  six  constituencies  in 
Prince  Edward  Island  and  one-sixth  of  the  repre¬ 
sentation  is  to  be  taken  away  from  it,  and  one- 
sixth  of  the  representation  having  to  be  taken 
away  from  it,  there  is  a  rational  ground  for  dealing 
with  the  six  constituencies. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. ).  Did  you  do  that  in  New 
Brunswick  when  you  took  away  one-eighth  of  the 
representation  ? 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  hon.  member  for  Assini¬ 
boia  (Mr.  Davin)  has  not  made  his  case  much 
better.  He  simply  told  us  the  principle  has  not 
been  applied  to  Ontario,  but  he  knew  that  before. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  How  could  it  be  universally 
applied  ? 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Well,  why  did  you  say  it  had 
been  ?  That  is  what  I  wanted  you  to  explain.  If 
we  go  through  the  whole  Dominion  the  same  diffi¬ 
culty  confronts  us.  In  the  Province  of  Quebec  the 
riding  of  Quebec  West  has  a  population  of  9,241, 
represented  by  one  member,  while  Drummond  and 
Arthabaska  has  a  population  of  43,926,  also  repre¬ 
sented  by  only  one  member.  That  is  an  illustra¬ 
tion  of  the  application  of  the  principle  of  numerical 
symmetry,  so  far  as  Quebec  goes.  What  do  we  find 
in  the  Province  of  New  Brunswick  in  this  regard  "t 
We  find  Restigouche,  with  a  population  of  8,309, 
represented  by  one  member,  and  we  find,  at  the 
other  extreme,  the  County  of  Westmoreland  repre¬ 
sented  by  one  member  only,  with  a  population  of 
41,478.  One  riding  in  that  province  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  five  times  greater  than  another,  and 
has  only  one  member  to  represent  it.  I  sup¬ 
pose  that  the  hon.  member  for  West  Assini¬ 
boia  will  say  that  that  is  another  beautiful  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  principle  of  representation  by  popula¬ 
tion.  Let  us  come  to  Nova  Scotia  and  see  how  the 
principle  is  applied  there.  The  County  of  Victoria 
has  a  population  of  12,387  and  the  County  of  Cum¬ 
berland  has  34,529,  orabout300  percent  greater  than 
the  population  of  Victoria,  and  yet  each  has  but 
one  representative  in  this  House.  If  the  principle 
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of  representation  by  population  lias  not  been  ap¬ 
plied  in  any  of  these  four  other  provinces  what 
cogency  is  there  to  compel  the  Minister  of  Justice 
in  this  case  to  disregard  the  argument  which  he  ad¬ 
vanced  to  the  House  when  he  said  that  the  obliga¬ 
tion  to  maintain  existing  lines  was  tenfold  greater 
in  regard  to  political  than  municipal  lines  ?  How 
comes  it  that  you  insist  on  the  application  of  the 
principle  in  the  Island  of  Prince  Edward  which  has 
been  disregarded  in  the  whole  Dominion?  It  is  not 
often  that  we  find  the  tail  wagging  the  dog,  but  in 
this  case  we  find  two  powerful  members  of  the 
House  dictating  to  the  Government. 

Mr.  FAIRBAIRN.  The  boys,  too. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  dare  say  the  boys  may  do  it 
— persons  who  do  not  appreciate  the  importance  of 
their  obligations.  But  I  am  appealing  to  those 
members  of  the  House  who  have  a  sense  of  justice. 
This  is  not  a  boys’  game  ;  it  is  a  game  of  men,  and 
I  would  like  to  know  if  the  time  has  arrived  when 
the  Administration  are  going  to  be  dictated  to,  and 
allow  then* selves  to  be  dragooned  into  a  certain 
line  of  action  merely  because  two  of  its  followers 
wish  them  to  do  it. 

Mr.  McLEAN  (P.  E.I.)  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
lion,  gentleman  to  say  how  my  colleague  and  my¬ 
self  are  going  to  be  benefited  by  the  Bill  which  the 
Government  have  brought  in.  If  he  examines  the 
figures,  he  will  find  that  whoever  runs  in  King’s 
County  will  have  his  majority  reduced  by  some¬ 
thing  like  120  or  130.  The  hon.  gentleman  for 
Bothwell  also  spoke  as  if  we  were  bulldozing  the 
Government  ;  but  I  do  not  see  that  my  colleague 
or  myself  have  anything  to  gain  from  this  redis¬ 
tribution. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  is  so  dis¬ 
interested,  he  will  deal  with  this  question  impar¬ 
tially,  and  not  as  he  and  his  colleague  did  last 
night,  when  they  appealed  to  their  colleagues  to 
support  them.  Why  did  he  not  rest  his  argument 
on  a  fair  statement  of  the  figures  ?  If,  however,  they 
have  no  personal  or  political  interests  to  serve,  let 
them  deal  with  this  matter  in  a  judicial  and  impar¬ 
tial  way,  and  then  there  will  be  no  occasion  for 
any  of  the  comments  I  have  made  on  their  conduct. 
But  until  they  do  that,  they  certainly  expose  them¬ 
selves  to  the  charge  of  being  the  leaders  of  this 
movement.  How  comes  it  that  they  have  such  an 
influence  on  the  Cabinet?  It  is  not  an  influence 
which  has  been  manifested  on  the  floor  of  this 
House,  but  outside  of  this  House ;  and  it  is  time 
for  the  House  to  protect  itself  against  influences  of 
this  character. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (P.E.I. )  What  influences  do 
you  refer  to  ?  Name  them,  if  you  dare  ? 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  refer  to  the  political  and  party 
pressure  which  has  been  brought  to  bear  by  these 
hon.  gentlemen  in  order  to  secure  to  themselves 
advantages  which  the  situation  does  not  warrant  in 
itself.  Now,  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  laid  down 
a  principle  that  ought,  I  think,  to  commend  itself  to 
the  judgment  of  the  House,  and  I  would  like  to  ask 
those  hon.  gentlemen  who  are  now  so  sensitive 
about  their  positions,  how  they  get  over  his  propo¬ 
sition.  The  Minister  of  Justice,  who  seemed  much 
influenced  by  the  arguments  of  the  hon.  gentlemen 
from  King’s,  has  apparently  decided  against  the 
proposition  of  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s,  namely, 
that  this  whole  difficulty  could  be  removed  by  sim¬ 


ply  giving  one  member  to  King’s.  The  Minister  of 
Justice  will  remember  that  he  himself  urged  that 
there  should  be  as  little  disturbance  as  possible 
wherever  any  rearrangement  was  necessary  ;  and 
in  view  of  that  he  explained  why  there  had  not  been 
any  greater  disturbance  elsewhere.  We  did  at  one 
time  during  this  debate  urge  that  the  wrong  done 
by  the  measure  of  1882,  which  has  no  defender  in 
this  House,  should  be  undone  ;  and  what  did 
the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  say  ?  He  said 
that  the  effect  of  doing  that  would  be  to 
disturb  a  great  many  ridings,  I  think  60  or 
70  ;  and  he  asked,  is  it  reasonable  to  suppose  that 
after  this  Act  has  been  in  force  ten  years,  a  number 
of  gentlemen  will  unite  to  disturb  so  many  ridings 
and  to  legislate  a  dozen  members  out  of  Parliament? 
He  said  therefore  he  would  not  be  a  party  to  a 
wholesale  disturbance  of  the  province  merely  for 
the  purpose  of  rectifying  a  wrong  which  every 
man  in  this  House,  and  every  man  in  Canada  with 
any  conscience,  admits  was  a  gross  outrage.  If  that 
was  a  sound  position  for  the  Minister  to  take,  how 
comes  it  that  his  doctrine  is  entirely  ignored  in  the 
Island  of  Prince  Edward,  and  that  every  riding  in 
the  Island  is  to  be  torn  to  pieces  in  order  to  remove 
one  seat.  There  is  one  simple  way  out  of  the  diffi¬ 
culty,  and  I  now  come  to  a  question  which  I  want 
to  put  to  the  Minister  of  Justice.  If  the  proposition 
of  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  is  caned  out,  what 
does  it  involve  ?  It  involves  only  one  member  for 
King’s  representing  2(3,663  people.  This  would 
meet  the  view  of  the  Minister  that  there  should 
not  be  any  more  disturbance  than  necessary.  Now, 

I  ask  the  Minister  of  Justice  why  he  should  not 
assent  to  that  poposition  with  reference  to  Prince 
Edward  Island,  when  he  has  assented  to  the  same 
proposition  with  reference  to  all  the  other  parts  of 
the  Dominion. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  spoke  fully  on  that 
last  night,  and  the  hon.  gentleman  cannot  expect 
me  to  repeat  my  remarks. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  You  have  not  done  it  in  other 
parts  of  the  Dominion. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  My  hon.  friend  did 
not  hear  me  last  night. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  It  was  so  soporific  a  speech — 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  glad  it  had  a 
soothing  effect  on  the  hon.  gentleman. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Now  that  I  have  awakened  to 
the  merits  of  the  case - 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  cannot  be  expected 
to  speak  twice  because  the  hon.  gentleman  went  to 
sleep  during  my  speech. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  At  all  events,  I  can  tell  the  hon. 
gentleman  how  he  has  left  the  population  in  other 
parts  of  the  Maritime  Provinces. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  have  not  gone 
there. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  But  you  were  not  called  upon 
to  disturb  the  county  boundaries  in  Prince  Edward 
Island  either.  The  same  duty  was  cast  upon  you 
in  one  province  in  rearranging  the  representation 
as  in  another.  There  is  exactly  the  same  obligation 
in  all.  New  Brunswick  and  Nova  Scotia  have  lost 
each  a  member  as  well  as  Prince  Edward  Island,  and 
the  same  duty  was  cast  upon  you,  and  you 
should  have  followed  the  same  course  of  acting  in 
the  one  province  as  in  the  other  two.  In  Nova 
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Scotia  you  have  left  one  member  to  represent  30,  - 
979  of  a  population  in  the  County  of  York.  If 
a  county  in  Nova  Scotia  can  represent  30,000, 
why  cannot  a  county  in  Prince  Edward  Island 
represent  26,000  ?  You  leave  Westmoreland,  N.  S., 
with  40,000,  and  why  cannot  one  member  represent 
26,000  in  King’s,  P.  E.  I. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  The  same  argument  would  justify 
and  probably  that  would  satisfy  the  hon.  member 
having  two  members  for  King’s,  two  members 
for  Queen’s  and  one  for  Prince.  That  is  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  argument. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  There  are  three  counties  in 
Prince  Edward  Island.  King’s  has  a  population  of 
26,000  ;  Prince,  37,000,  and  Queen’s,  45,000.  If 
there  is  to  be  one  member  taken  away,  surely  com¬ 
mon  sense  would  dictate  taking  him  away  from  the 
county  having  the  smallest  population.  If  one  repre¬ 
sentative  is  sufficient  for  Westmoreland,  N.B. , 
which  has  41,000,  how  comes  it  you  cannot  be 
satisfied  with  one  for  King’s  ?  And  so,  if  we  turn 
to  Nova  Scotia,  you  have  one  representative  for 
Colchester  with  a  population  of  27,000,  one  for 
Lunenburg  with  a  population  of  31,000,  and  one 
for  Cumberland  with  a  population  of  34,000.  How 
comes  it  that  in  this  rearrangement  you  can  leave 
these  ridings  with  one  representative  each,  and 
you  cannot  make  things  right  by  having  one 
representative  for  King’s,  P.  E.I.  ?  Your  action 
in  this  matter  in  one  province  affects  all  the 
others,  because  you  are  dealing  with  represen¬ 
tation  of  the  whole  of  Canada  by  this  Bill. 
The  hon.  gentleman,  as  a  lawyer,  knows  well  that 
is  the  case.  You  are  now  laying  down  a  system  of 
representation  in  this  Parliament  for  ten  years  to 
come.  Every  portion  of  the  representation  in  the 
Dominion  is  now  under  consideration,  and  will 
have  to  be  guided  in  future  by  the  precedents  you 
are  establishing  now.  Go  to  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  and  you  find  the  very  same  system  obtains 
there.  In  that  province,  the  following  ridings 
have  populations  greater  than  King’s  County,  and 
are  represented  by  but  one  member.  There  is 
East  Elgin  with  a  population  of  26,000,  North 
Perth  with  a  population  of  26,000,  Cornwall  with 
27,000,  North  Simcoe  28,000,  North  Perth  31,000, 
Russell  31,000,  East  Simcoe  35,000,  and  there  is  a 
large  number  with  about  26,000 ;  so  that  throughout 
the  whole  Dominion,  with  the  exception  of  Prince 
Edward  Island,  you  find  members  representing  each 
a  far  greater  population  than  that  of  King’s,  P.E.I. , 
and  yet  we  are  told  that  these  precedents  amount 
to  nothing,  and  that  it  is  necessary  to  ignore  them. 
We  are  told  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  to  disregard 
county  lines  and  disturb  the  whole  of  Prince  Edward 
Island  in  order  to  remove  one  member.  I  hope 
before  the  Bill  leaves  the  committee,  the  Minister 
of  Justice  will  endeavour  to  bring  an  impartial  mind 
to  bearonthisquestion,  because  if  he  does  not,  he  will 
be  held  primarily  responsible  for  this  measure. 
The  country  had  expectations,  and  I  hope  it  has 
not  yet  lost  them.  I  certainly  do  not  desire  my¬ 
self  to  lose  my  confidence  in  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
integrity,  or  in  his  desire  to  do  what  is  right.  It  is 
desirable  that  a  public  man  in  his  position  should 
be  recognized  as  being  moved  by  a  desire  to  do 
equal  justice  throughout  the  whole  of  Canada  ;  and 
if  on  this  occasion  he  turns  a  deaf  ear  to  the  argu¬ 
ments  addressed  to  him  in  this  matter  and  allows 
this  arrangement  to  take  place,  I  venture  to  say 
Mr.  Mulock. 


that  he  in  the  end  will  be  the  greater  siifferer,  as 
he  will  lose  the  good  opinion  of  many  who  desire  to 
recognize  in  him  the  embodiment  of  what  is  right. 
The  responsibility  will  rest  with  him  if  in  the  end 
he  does  not  assert  his  power  and  allows  my  hon. 
friend  from  Prince  Edward  Island  6r  any  others  to 
coerce  him  into  sanctioning  a  measure  not  right  in 
itself.  Therefore,  while  there  is  yet  a  locus  peni- 
tentia,  I  ask  the  Minister  of  Justice  to  suspend 
action  with  regard  to  this  provision  in  order  that 
he  may  be  able  to  do  justice,  and  thus  leave  no 
cause  of  complaint  with  respect  to  the  representa¬ 
tion  of  Prince  Edward  Island. 

Amendment  negatived  :  Yeas,  49;  Nays,  71. 

(6.)  The  electoral  district  of  East  Queen’s. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  hope  that  paragraph 
will  not  be  carried  as  it  now  stands.  I  would 
solicit  from  the  committee  a  little  attention  to  this 
paragraph,  and  I  sincerely  hope  that  the  Minister 
of  Justice  will  not  rigidly  exact  from  his  party  a 
compliance  with  this  section  as  it  is  drafted.  There 
are  a  few  minor  errors  into  which  I  will  enter 
later,  and  which  involve  no  party  disputes,  but  I 
desire  to  call  his  attention  to  the  division  he  has 
made.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  taken  three  town¬ 
ships  from  King’s  County  ayidput  them  into  Queen’s. 
That  has  been  settled,  and  I  have  to  accept  that, 
those  three  townships  having  a  population  of  about 
5,000,  and  a  Conservative  majority  of  128.  Queen’s 
County  has  been  divided  into  two  ridings,  but 
township  24  has  always  been  in  the  west  riding  in 
regard  to  local  affairs  and  has  never  voted  with 
the  east  end  of  the  county  either  for  the  Legislative 
Council  or  the  Legislative  Assembly.  Town¬ 
ship  24  has  a  Conservative  majority  of  200,  and 
I  submit  to  the  committee  as  a  matter  of  fair- 
play  that,  having  transferred  the  three  town¬ 
ships  from  King’s  County  into  Queen’s,  it  is 
unfair  to  take  this  township  with  a  Conservative 
majority  of  200  from  the  west  into  the  east.  I  only 
ask  the  Government  to  leave  that  township  where 
it  always  has  been.  Surely  hon.  gentlemen  oppo¬ 
site  do  not  want  to  legislate  a  man  out  entirely. 
By  the  proposal  of  the  hon.  gentleman,  West 
Prince  will  have  a  population  of  21,000,  East  Prince, 
20,723  ;  King’s,  21,684,  West  Queen’s,  22,209,  and 
East  Queen’s,  23,466.  By  this  proposal,  there  will 
be  about  3,000  more  in  East  Queen’s  than  in  East 
Prince,  so  you  cannot  get  mathematical  accuracy 
in  this  division,  but,  if  this  principle  is  adopted, 
let  us  come  as  near  to  it  as  possible.  East  Queen’s 
has  the  largest  population  of  any  and  is  a  purely 
rural  district.  The  Minister  of  Justice  was  under 
the  impression  that  Charlottetown  was  in  East 
Queen’s.  It  is  not,  but  is  in  West  Queen’s.  I  pro¬ 
pose  to  leave  lot  24  where  it  has  always  been,  and 
to  allow  it  to  vote  in  West  Queen’s,  which  will 
make  the  population  of  West  Queen’s  24,824,  and 
the  population  of  East  Queen’s  20,821.  I  think 
that  is  not  unfair.  My  first  motion  has  been  voted 
down,  but,  as  the  Government  have  determined  to 
break  up  the  boundaries,  I  would  ask  that  town¬ 
ship  24  should  be  left  in  West  Queen’s  where  it 
always  has  been  and  where  it  has  been  left  by  the 
Local  Legislature. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  If  I  understand  the 
effect  of  the  hon.  gentleman’s  proposal,  it  is  not 
very  reasonable.  I  stated  to  the  committee  last 
night  that  I  thought  the  distribution  had  been  as 
fairly  made  as  possible  without  dividing  townships, 
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and  that  we  could  not  transfer  one  lot  or  town¬ 
ship  without  making  a  wanton  disparity  in  the 
representation.  My  lion,  friend  now  says  that 
East  Queen’s,  which  he  regards  as  his  constituency 
has  now  a  population  of  23,406,  which  is  something 
over  the  unit,  but  he  proposes  that  we  should  take 
out  of  it  lot  24,  which  has  a  population  of  2,615. 
That  would  reduce  that  constituency  to  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  20,851.  Let  us  see  what  the  effect  of  this 
transference  would  be.  West  Queen’s,  which  now 
has  a  a  population  of  22,209,  with  the  addition  of 
lot  24,  would  have  a  population  of  25,824,  while 
under  the  system  we  have  in  the  Bill,  the  largest 
constituency  has  about  23,000  and  the  others  about 
21,000.  I  think  there  ought  to  be  some  reason 
given  for  ransferring  that  township  other  than  the 
fact  that  the  inhabitants  have  been  accustomed  to 
vote  in  Queen’s  County.  They  are  still  in  that 
county,  but  the  hon.  gentleman  wants  them  trans¬ 
ferred  from  the  east  to  the  west- 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  hon.  gentleman  sees 
that  he  is  not  putting  my  argument  fairly  before 
the  House.  I  said  that  township  24  properly 
belongs  to  the  west  end  of  the  county.  Any  one 
can  look  at  the  map  and  see  that  for  himself,  and 
by  the  local  division  it  belongs  to  the  west  riding 
of  the  county.  Of  course,  when  the  county  was 
one,  the  people  in  that  township  voted  with  the 
others,  but  there  is  no  reason  for  transferring  it  to 
the  east  except  it  be  that  at  the  last  election  it 
polled  a  Conservative  majority  of  200,  and  you  are 
taking  it  out  of  the  west  riding  where  it  has  always 
been  and  putting  it  into  the  east  on  that  account. 
How  can  that  be  justified  ?  West  Queen’s  is  largely 
an  urban  population.  As  the  hon.  gentleman  argued 
very  properly  last  night,  it  is  impossible  to  bring 
down  an  urban  population  with  accuracy.  There 
are  14,000  people  in  the  city  of  Charlottetown,  but 
when  you  find  that  this  township  24  is  geographically 
situated  at  the  north-west  part  of  the  county  and 
has  always  been  kept  in  the  west  end  under  the 
local  divisions,  that  the  people  have  never  had  any 
interest  with  the  east  in  voting  for  either  the 
assembly  or  the  council,  but  have  had  all  their 
political  associations  and  connections  with  the 
west,  what  is  the  object  of  transferring  that  town¬ 
ship  to  the  east,  when  without  it  East  Queen’s 
would  have  a  population  of  20,851,  which  is  close 
to  the  unit.  The  unit  in  Prince  Edward  Island  is 
21,880,  and  the  population  of  East  Queen’s,  if  my 
proposal  is  carried  out,  would  be  20,051.  For  the 
House  of  Assembly  lot  24  always  votes  with  21, 
23,  and  the  other  adjoining  townships.  They 
were  in  the  west  riding  of  Queen’s,  and  when 
Queen’s  was  divided  into  two  ridings  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  election  to  the  Legislative  Council,  lot  24 
was  in  the  west ;  it  always  voted  there  along  with 
23,  with  21  and  20.  But  you  take  it  out  and  put 
it  along  with  the  townships  in  the  other  end  of  the 
county.  I  do  not  think  that  is  fair-play. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  Is  not  lot  24  in  Queen’s  now, 
as  represented  by  the  hon.  member  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Certainly. 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  Well,  they  will  still  vote  with 
Queen’s  will  they  not  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  have  not  made  myself 
understood. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  You  argue  that  because  it  is  in 
the  division  which  now  exists  for  the  House  of  As¬ 


sembly,  therefore  we  must,  for  Dominion  purposes, 
put  it  in  the  same  riding.  That  is  what  you  argue! 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  No,  I  do  not.  In  the  first 
place  it  is  geographically  situated  in  the  west  side 
of  the  county.  By  the  old  Bill  township  24  w'as 
placed  in  the  west  riding  in  1852.  When  respon¬ 
sible  government  was  granted  to  the  Island,  town¬ 
ship  24  was  in  the  west,  and  in  1862,  when  the 
Legislative  Council  was  made  elective,  township 
24  remained  in  the  west  riding,  and  has  always 
been  part  of  the  west  riding  for  the  purposes 
of  election  to  the  Legislative  Council.  Now, 
it  is  there  geographically,  it  is  there-  by  legis! 
lative  enactment,  they  have  always  voted  there, 
and  why  take  them  out?  I  believe  there  are 
not  ten  men  in  the  whole  of  lot  24  who  have  ever 
been  in  lot  61,  62  or  64  in  King’s  County  ;  they 
never  met  the  people  of  those  lots  in  their  lives.  It 
is  the  most  unjust  division  that  can  possibly  be 
conceived.  I  know  by  whom  it  is  done.  It  is  done 
by  the  local  men  who  instruct  the  Government  in 
this  matter.  They  have  taken  the  128  Conserva¬ 
tive  majority  of  Queen’s  County,  and  they  take  200 
majority  in  this,  in  order  to  swamp  East  Queen’s. 
Is  this  House  going  to  sanction  that  gerrymander  ? 
I  appeal  to  the  good  sense  of  the  House,  to  that 
sense  of  fair-play  which  certainly  animates  some  of 
the  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  and  to  the  sense  of 
fair-play  which  I  hope  will  distinguish  the  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Justice.  There  is  no  reason  in  the  wmrld  for 
dragging  them  out,  unless  you  do  it  on  the  prin¬ 
ciple  that  you  want  to  gerrymander  the  county. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  In  the  speech  which 
the  Minister  of  Justice  addressed  to  the  House  on 
this  subject  last  night,  he  said  that  the  division  in 
which  Charlottetown  was  placed,  was  the  division 
which  contained  the  largest  population,  and  that 
the  Government  w^ere  not  giving  by  this  Bill  to  an 
urban  population,  representation  to  the  same 
extent  as  to  rural  constituencies.  Now,  if  that  be 
so,  there  can  be  no  reason  for  making  a  rural 
constituency  in  this  case  considerably  larger  than 
the  one  in  which  the  city  of  Charlottetown  is 
placed. ^  Now,  putting  lot  24  from  East  Queen’s 
into  West  Queen’s,  as  my  hon.  friend  suggests, 
makes  the  division  in  which  the  tdwn  of  Char- 
lottetowm  is  found  a  little  larger  than  the  other, 
and  so  you  arrange  the  matter  in  accordance  with 
the  rules  which  the  Minister  of  Justice  himself 
enunciated,  and  upon  which  he  says  the  Govern¬ 
ment  were  proceeding  in  this  Bill. 

Sir  JOHIs  THOMPSON.  I  did  not  say  that. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Does  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  argue  that  a  rural  constituency  ought  to  be 
larger  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  have  not  discussed 
that  at  all. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
said  last  evening  that  in  this  matter  they  were 
giving  to  the  division  in  which  Charlottetown  was 
the  larger  population,  and  upon  the  principle 
which  I  have  mentioned.  I  think  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  will  find  that  in  Hansard.  All  through  this 
discussion  the  Government  have  maintained  that 
the  urban  population  were  not,  in  consequence 
of  their  ability  to  act  with  greater  intensity  than  a 
rural  population  scattered  over  a  larger  territory, 
entitled  to  the  same  representation  in  proportion 
to  their  number.  Here  the  hon.  gentleman  is  re- 
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versing  that  principle  and  undertaking  to  give  to 
an  urban  population  a  larger  representation  in  pro¬ 
portion  to  their  numbers,  than  to  a  rural  popu¬ 
lation. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Notwithstanding  the  strong 
position  taken  by  my  hon.  friend  the  Minister  of 
Justice  upon  this  question,  I  still  venture  to  hope 
that  he  will  come  to  another  conclusion.  I  am 
sure  the  hon.  gentleman  will  admit  that,  though  it 
is  desirable  to  equalize  population,  it  is  also  de¬ 
sirable,  as  far  as  possible,  not  to  interfere  with  the 
existing  state  of  things,  if  the  two  objects  can  be 
harmonized,  that  of  equalizing  the  population,  and 
that  of  maintaining  the  old  landmarks.  I  under¬ 
stand  that  the  County  of  Queen’s  has  been  di¬ 
vided  for  the  Local  Legislature,  and  the  present 
Bill  proceeds  upon  the  same  lines  of  division  ex¬ 
cept  in  regard  to  township  24.  As  I  understand, 
the  local  Act  divides  the  Island  into  two  equal 
parts,  but  this  division  has  not  been  accepted  for 
Dominion  purposes.  I  understand  this  division 
has  existed  for  the  Local  Legislature  for  more  than 
40  }Tears  ;  it  has  always  been  satisfactory  to  the 
people,  no  complaint  has  been  made.  It  strikes 
me  that  this  division  ought  to  be  accepted,  since 
it  is  found  acceptable  for  the  Local  Assembly.  It 
is  true,  it  may  make  a  difference  in  population,  but  as 
the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  has  said,  it  is  impossible 
mathematically  to  equalize  the  population  ;  one 
division  must  have  a  few  more  and  another  a  few 
less  than  the  unit.  But  as  I  understand  it, 
whether  you  place  township  24  into  the  one  or 
the  other  division,  the  difference  in  population 
will  be  more  than  2,000. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  4,000. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  No,  as  I  understand  the 
figures  given  by  the  hon.  gentleman  a  moment  ago, 
it  would  leave  the  population  of  East  Queen’s  at 
20,821.  Under  such  circumstances,  if  you  adopt 
the  line  which  has  been  adopted  by  the  Local  Legis¬ 
lature  from  time  immemorial,  you  preserve  the  old 
landmarks,  which  is  a  desirable  thing  to  do.  Un¬ 
der  such  circumstances  it  seems  to  be  time  that  the 
hon.  gentleman  should  be  guided  by  the  weight  of 
justice  and  his  better  sentiments  in  this  matter. 

Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock,  the 
Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  I  desire  to  know  whether 
the  Minister  of  J ustice  will  yield  to  the  suggestion 
I  made  before  recess.  I  do  not  know  whether  I 
made  myself  clear  about  the  discrepancy  of  popula¬ 
tion  ;  but  I  pointed  out  yesterday  that  there  is  a 
discrepancy  by  the  present  division  of  3,000 
between  East  Queen’s  and  East  Prince,  and  the 
hon.  gentleman  accounted  for  it  by  suggesting  that 
Charlottetown  was  included.  Charlottetown  is  not 
included  in  the  east  but  in  the  west.  The  hon. 
gentleman’s  argument  I  thought  was  very  reason¬ 
able.  He  said  : 

“  Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  see 
that  the  disparity  which  exists  there,  and  to  which  he 
calls  my  attention,  is  accounted  for  by  the  fact  that  he 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


includes  the  city  of  Charlottetown,  and  we  have  not  pre¬ 
tended,  nor  can  anybody  in  drafting  a  Redistribution 
Bill,  attempt  to  give  the  same  representation  by  popul¬ 
ation  to  the  cities  as  we  do  to  the  rural  population.  ” 

As  a  matter  of  fact  the  hon.  gentleman  will  see 
that  Charlottetown  is  in  the  west,  and  that  the  dis¬ 
parity  to  which  I  called  his  attention  was  in  the 
riding  of  East  Queen’s  and  not  in  East  Prince.  The 
change  which  I  propose,  of  leaving  township  24  in 
West  Prince,  where  it  geographically  belongs,  would 
create  a  similar  disparity  to  the  one  that  exists 
now,  but  that  disparity  would  be  accounted  for  on 
the  reasoning  which  the  hon.  gentleman  adopted 
in  his  speech  yesterday,  that  it  contains  the  city  of 
Charlottetown.  That  is  the  only  reason  why  the 
disparity  exists — there  are  14,000  people  in  Char¬ 
lottetown,  and  it  is  in  the  west  riding.  Lot  24  is 
in  the  west  riding  of  the  county,  as  it  was  divided 
by  the  legislature  30  years  ago  for  Legislative  Coun¬ 
cil  purposes.  It  is  in  the  west  riding  also  for 
Assembly  purposes.  The  people  have  never  poli¬ 
tically  associated  with  the  people  of  the  ease  riding 
except  in  the  Dominion  elections  when  the  county 
was  one.  Now  that  we  are  making  two  ridings 
of  the  county,  it  would  be  fair  and  equitable  that 
township  24  should  be  left  where  it  has  always 
belonged — in  the  west  riding.  I  am  not  asking 
very  much  in  requesting  the  Minister  of  Justice  to 
yield  that  one  point,  to  leave  two  evenly  fighting 
districts  where  there  will  not  be  a  large  majority 
in  favour  of  either  party.  I  am  sure  this  arrange¬ 
ment  will  be  more  in  unison  with  the  feelings  and 
desires  of  the  people,  and  it  will  be  maintaining 
the  local  electoral  districts  as  they  have  been  in 
existence  from  time  immemorial.  It  is  unreason¬ 
able  to  destroy  not  only  county  lines  but  local 
electoral  districts.  I  press  the  hon.  gentleman 
to  deal  a  little  generously  in  this  matter  and  yield 
this  point. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  Is  it  that  objectionable  town¬ 
ship  where  it  is  rumoured  you  do  not  like  the  poli¬ 
tical  complexion  of  the  electorate  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  Of  course  I  do  not  like 
the  complexion  of  the  electorate  of  that  township. 
I  have  endeavoured  to  point  out  that  those  who 
inspired  the  Bill  transferred  township  24  from 
the  west  to  the  east  because  it  gives  200  Tory 
majority.  That  is  what  I  object  to,  and  I  have 
not  concealed  it  from  the  committee.  It  amounts 
to  a  gerrymander,  and  you  are  destroying  local 
electoral  districts,  and  taking  single  townships 
from  a  county  and  placing  it  in  the  east,  when  it 
belongs  to  the  west  geographically,  because  it 
happens  to  give  a  Conservative  majority.  I  say 
this  is  unfair  and  unjust,  and  I  can  only  appeal  to 
the  majority  to  do  justice,  and  I  ask  that  it  be 
done.  I  suppose  you  could  use-  a  majority  to  tear 
up  the  local  electoral  divisions  everywhere. 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  Township  24  has  always  been 
in  Queen’s  for  Dominion  purposes. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  But,  as  you  are  dividing 
the  county  into  two  portions,  the  question  arises  as 
to  which  riding  you  shall  place  it  in.  You  have 
put  it  in  the  east.  It  belongs  to  the  west  for  both 
branches  of  the  Legislature,  and  it  is  now  put  in 
the  east  for  the  first  time  in  history. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  Because  there  has  never  been  a 
division  of  the  county  for  Dominion  purposes.  W e 
are  not  dividing  it  for  local  purposes. 
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Mr.  DA\  IES  (P.  E.I. )  The  division  is  now  being 
made  into  two  ridings.  There  have  been  tw'o 
ridings  for  local  purposes,  and  township  24  has  al¬ 
ways  been  in  the  west,  as  it  is  geographically,  am 
you  are  taking  it  from  there  and  putting  it  in  the 
east.  T his  change  cannot  be  justified  on  any  prin¬ 
ciple. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  That  is  a  very  common  occur¬ 
rence.  In  Ontario  we  do  not  have  Dominion  and 
Local  Legislature  lines  the  same. 

Mr.  DA^  IES  (P.  E.  I.)  You  may  not  have 
Dominion  and  local  lines  the  same. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  They  were  nearly  the  same 
until  1882. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  Nothing  of  the  kind. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  When  the  county  has 
been  divided  into  the  east  and  west  for  30  or  40 
years,  it  will  require  some  argument  to  justify 
the  taking  of  a  township  from  one  electoral  divi¬ 
sion  and  placing  it  in  another  to  which  it  does  not 
geographically  belong.  I  know  "why  it  has  been 
done.  It  is  done  because  there  is  200  Conservative 
majority  there,  and  that  is  just  what  a  gerry¬ 
mander  is,  and  that  is  what  I  am  protesting  against, 
and  what  I  ask  you  not  to  do.  I  can  only  appeal' 
to  the  sense  of  justice  on  that  side  of  the  House, 
and  I  think  the  House  will  see  what  it  is  justice  to 
do.  J 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (P.E.I.)  Mr.  Chairman, 
permit  me  to  say  a  few  words  on  this  matter.  The 
hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  is  very 
indignant  because  the  lines  that  constitute  the  elec¬ 
toral  district  for  the  Legislative  Council  of  the 
Island  have  been  interfered  with.  There  was  no 
sign  of  his  indignation  when  these  lines  broached 
on  the  County  of  King’s,  but  as  soon  as  it  comes 
to  Queen  s  County,  he  rises  in  great  indignation 
and  he  thinks  it  a  terrible  thing.  Now  it  does  not 
make  a  pin’s  worth  of  difference,  it  does  not  alter 
the  polling  divisions  or  anything  else.  The  thing 
m  ill  just  go  on  as  it  did  before,  and  there  is  no  reason 
in  the  wide  world  why  the  Legislative  Council  lines 
for  the  Local  Legislature  district  should  be  called 
in  question  in  this  matter  at  all.  Now,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  have  heard  certain  rumours  going  around 
this  House,  and  as  I  am  an  outspoken  man  I  will 
state  them  here  now.  When  I  hear  a  thing  I  am 
prepared  to  face  the  man  with  it,  and  I  may7  as  well 
say  it  here  since  I  have  heard  it.  I  have  heard 
that  the  hon.  gentleman  from  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies) 
has  been  going  around  among  our  friends  on  the 
other  side  of  the  House  and  he  has  been  saying  to 
them  :  Look  what  they  are  doing,  they  are  dump¬ 
ing  lot  24  on  us,  they  are  dumping  a  township  on 
us  made  up  of  Catholics,  and  put  them  in  my  con¬ 
stituency. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Perhaps  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  will  be  kind  enough  to  give  his  authority  for 
this  statement  ? 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Give  your  authority. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (P.E.I.)  It  is  a  common 
rumour. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Common  rumour  won’t 
do ;  name  your  authority. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (P.E.I.)  I  will  ask  the  hon. 
gentleman  if  he  did  do  so. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  No,  I  did  not.  I  tell 
the  hon.  gentleman  that  I  did  not  go  round  amongst 


his  friends  at  all.  Some  of  his  friends  were  looking 
at  the  map  the  other  day  and  he  and  his  colleague 
were  present,  and  I  was  called  across  the  floor 
of  the  House  to  ask  what  this  meant.  I  went,  and 
in  the  presence  of  five  or  six  gentlemen,  among 
others  he  and  his  colleague,  we  talked  the  matter 
over,  and  I  told  them  it  was  an  outrage  that  having 
created  128  majority  in  the  east,  they  were  now 
creating  200  Tory  majority  in  the  west.  I  said  it 
was  an  outrage  and  I  repeat  it. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (P.E.I.)  Do  you  deny 
making  that  statement,  Mr.  Davies  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  What  statement? 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (P.E.I.)  That  the  Govern¬ 
ment  was  turning  over  lot  24  in  your  constituency 
which  had  a  large  Catholic  vote  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  deny  saying  anything 
about  the  Catholic  vote.  I  said  there  was  a  large 
Tory  majority  of  200  against  me. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (P.E.I.)  Well,  I  have  made 
my  statement  of  the  rumour  ;  I  am  not  one  who 
will  go  behind  Mr.  Davies’s  back  and  say  a  thing 
which  I  would  not  say  before  his  face. 

Mr.  DA\ IES  (P.E.I.)  Did  the  hon.  gentleman 
ever  hear  me  say  it  ? 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (P.E.I.)  I  did  not,  but 
having  heard  it,  I  thought  it  my  duty  to  give  you  a 
chance  to  deny  it. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  Take  it  back  now. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (P.E.I.)  Take  what  back  ? 

I  will  take  back  any  language  of  mine  when  I  make 
a  wrong  assertion,  but  I  have  acted  like  a  man, 
and  I  have  told  the  hon.  gentleman  to  his  face  what 
I  have  heard,  and  if  he  denies  it  why  that  is  the 
end  of  it.  It  has  been  common  rumour  and  I 
thought  I  had  a  right  to  say  it.  Now  let  us  look 
for  a  moment  at  the  proposition  of  the  hon.  member 
from  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies).  He  says  that  we  have 
dumped  a  large  Conservative  vote  on  him.  The 
:  acts  of  the  case  are,  that  according  to  the  Redis¬ 
tribution  Bill,  East  Queen’s  shows  a  majority  in 
avour  of  the  Conservatives  of  89  votes.  According 
:o  the  proposition  of  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s, 
die  taking  off  of  lot  24  from  East  Queen’s  and  add- 
ing  it  to  West  Queen’s,  would  leave  him  still  a 
majority  in  West  Queen’s  of  227.  I  ask  hon. 
gentlemen  which  is  the  fairer  proposition  :  our 
small  majority  of  89  for  the  Conservatives,  or  his 
proposition  to  take  off  lot  24,  and  leave  a  large 
majority  in  favour  of  himself  and  his  friends.  I  be- 
ieve  that  the  proposition  of  the  Government  as 
stated  in  the  Bill  is  as  fair  as  any  man  could  make 
it  taking  it  from  one  end  of  the  Island  to  the  other, 
and  as  fair  as  it  is  possible  to  do  it,  having  the 
township  lines  iii  view.  Now,  a  great  deal  has 
been  said  to-day  about  the  influence  of  myself  and 
my  colleague  being  brought  to  bear  on  the  Govern¬ 
ment^  That  statement  bears  contradiction  on 
the  face  of  it,  because  if  our  object  was  to  bring  in¬ 
fluence  on  the  Government,  I  suppose  that  we 
would  bring  that  influence  to  bear  in  favour  of 
ourselves.  If  we  were  so  inclined  to  bring  to  bear 
influence  of  that  kind,  and  had  only  our  own  selfish 
ends  to  serve,  we  could  very  easily  have  taken  a 
portion  of  southern  Queen’s  and  added  it  to  King’s, 
or  we  could  have  taken  a  portion  of  northern 
Queen’s  and  added  it  to  King’s,  and  carved  out 
two  very  nice  constituencies  for  ourselves.  But, 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  that  we  had  no  such  object 
in  view,  as  making  Conservative  hives  for  our¬ 
selves  or  our  friends.  All  we  wanted  was  a  lair 
and  square  distribution  and  that  is  what  is  con¬ 
tained  in  the  present  Bill.  It  is  a  fair  and  honest 
redistribution,  and  any  removal  of  lot  24,  or  any 
other  lot,  will  leave  it  in  a  much  more  unfair  posi¬ 
tion  than  it  is  at  present,  and  will  give  a  party 
advantage  to  either  one  or  the  other,  greater  than 
does  tile  present  Bill  as  now  constituted.  I  am  glad 
that  the  hon.  gentleman  has  been  able  to  deny  the 
rumour  which  has  been  floating  around,  for  I  did 
not  think  it  was  possible  that  the  hon.  gentleman 
would  be  so  unfair  as  to  make  an  assertion  of  that 
kind,  when  there  was  no  reason  for  it,  and  when 
he  has  got  a  majority  in  Queen’s  County  as  it  is 
now  constituted  of  about  two  Protestants  to  one 
Catholic.  I  did  not  think  it  was  possible  that  the 
hon.  gentleman  would  make  an  assertion  of  that 
kind,  and  I  am  glad  tp  hear  him  deny  it.  I  might 
say,  however,  that  the  lots  that  were  taken  from 
King’s  County  and  put  into  Queen’s  had  4,092 
Protestants  and  847  Catholics.  I  have  these  figures 
before  me  in  order  to  show  that  there  was  no  dis¬ 
position  to  create  any  feeling  of  that  kind ,  and  I 
was  sorry  indeed  to  hear  that  anything  of  that 
nature  should  be  spoken  of.  I  repeat  again  that  I 
am  glad  to  know  that  the  hon.  gentleman  could 
contradict  it. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  I  think  the  hon.  member  from 
Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  should  satisfy  the  committee 
that  the  interests  of  equality  of  population  should 
be  suited  by  the  change  he  proposes,  because,  if  we 
depart  from  county  lines,  I  cannot  see  what  mea¬ 
sure  this  committee  can  take  of  the  electoral  dis¬ 
tricts,  unless  they  resort  to  mere  numbers.  Per¬ 
sonally,  I  was  opposed  to  departing  from  county 
lines  in  Prince  Edward  Island,  but  the  committee 
have  decided  otherwise,  and  I  do  not  see  how  this 
committee  can  take  the  assertion  of  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  that  there  is  a  Tory 
majority  in  a  particular  district,  which  remark 
only  applies  to  the  last  election,  and  can  act  upon 
that.  As  I  understand  it,  this  division  was  made 
by  going  to  the  north-east  end  of  the  Island,  and 
making  a  constituency  as  nearly  as  possible  to  the 
unit  without  dividing  a  township,  and  working 
from  that  westward,  forming  constituencies  that 
came  as  nearly  as  possible  to  the  unit.  The  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  city  of  Charlottetown  render  that 
second  constituency  of  irregular  shape,  but,  as  I 
understand  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr. 
Davies),  Charlottetown  must  go  into  the  west  riding, 
and  therefore  it  seems  to  me  that  the  division 
which  the  Government  proposes  now — the  com¬ 
mittee  having  decided  to  depart  from  county  lines 
— is  the  best  that  can  be  proposed.  I  would  sub¬ 
mit  to  my  hon.  friend  from  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies) 
that  it  is  a  fatal  objection  to  his  scheme  that  it 
makes  so  disproportionate  a  division  in  the  east 
riding  of  Queen’s. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  On  that  point  the  hon. 
gentleman  is  a  little  mistaken.  I  will  call  his 
attention  to  the  figures.  By  the  division  as  it  at 
present  exists,  there  is  a  discrepancy  of  nearly 
8,000  between  East  Queen’s  and  East  Prince.  That 
is  caused  by  putting  lot  24  in  East  Queen’s.  I 
want  to  put  lot  24  where  it  geographically  be¬ 
longs. 

Mr.  Macdonald  (P.E.I.) 


Mr.  DICKEY.  I  understand  that  that  dis¬ 
crepancy  is  unavoidable  owing  to  the  different 
sizes  of  the  townships.  Unless  we  adopt  the 
principle  of  dividing  the  townships,  we  cannot 
get  rid  of  a  certain  discrepancy  ;  but  the  division 
which  the  hon.  gentleman  recommends  would  in¬ 
volve  a  greater  discrepancy  still.  Having  departed 
from  one  principle,  I  think  we  should  now  keep  as 
closely  as  possible  to  the  other. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  discrepancy  caused 
by  putting  lot  24  in  East  Queen’s  is  3,000.  The 
discrepancy  which  would  be  caused  by  leaving  it 
in  its  natural  and  historical  place  wotild  be  4,000, 
and  that  discrepancy  is  due  to  Charlottetown  being 
in  the  western  division.  Does  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  say  that  a  difference  of  1,900  in  the  discrepancy 
justifies  the  transfer  of  one  township  from  the  west 
end  to  the  east  end  ?  The  idea  is  preposterous. 
The  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  gave  the  best  answer 
yesterday  that  could  possibly  be  given  when  he 
said  that  where  you  have  a  city  like  Charlottetown 
at  one  end  of  a  county,  you  cannot  pretend  to  give 
the  same  representation  to  the  city  district  as  to  the 
rural  district.  In  such  a  case  there  must  necessar¬ 
ily  be  a  little  discrepancy.  But  my  proposition 
leaves  the  township  where  it  belongs  geographi¬ 
cally,  and  where  the  Local  Legislature  has  for  forty 
years  determined  that  it  should  be.  Surely  that 
ought  to  have  some  weight.  These  people  have 
been  accustomed  for  the  last  forty  years  to  vote  in 
political  alliance  with  the  west  end  of  the  county, 
and  never  in  the  east  end.  If  the  hon.  gentleman 
will  do  me  the  favour  of  looking  at  the  map,  he 
will  not  look  at  it  five  minutes  before  he  sees  that 
the  division  proposed  in  the  Bill  is  a  wrong  divi¬ 
sion.  I  do  not  want  unreasonably  to  press  this 
thing  ;  but  hon.  gentlemen  will  see  that  they  are 
proposing  a  division  that  will  always  be  a  source  of 
trouble  ;  and  every  year  an  amendment  to  this 
Redistribution  Bill  will  come  up  until  it  is  recti¬ 
fied,  for  the  people  will  not  be  satisfied.  I  am 
convinced  that  there  is  not  a  man  in  this  com¬ 
mittee  who,  if  he  looks  at  the  map,  will  not  say  at 
once  that  1  am  right. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  What  about  the  three  town¬ 
ships  taken  from  King’s  and  put  into  Queen’s  ?' 
You  might  as  well  ask  that  these  should  be  put 
back. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  argued  all  day  yester¬ 
day  and  to-day  that  they  should  be  put  back,  and 
the  committee  have  decided  against  me. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  If  the  committee  have  decided 
against  you  in  that  case,  they  have  decided  against 
you  here. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  No,  the  committee  have 
not  decided  against  me  here.  They  have  simply 
decided  that  three  townships  should  be  taken  out 
of  King’s  and  put  into  Queen’s,  so  as  to  equalize 
the  population. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  The  same  here. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  No.  According  to  the 
division  in  the  Bill,  the  population  of  East  Prince 
is  20,000  odd,  and  the  population  of  East  Queen’s 
23,000,  a  difference  of  3,000. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  It  appears  to  me  that  there  is 
very  little  force  in  the  argument  of  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man,  or  there  must  be  a  different  condition  of 
things  in  Prince  Edward  Island  from  what  exists 
in  Ontario.  He  advances  two  reasons  why  this. 
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township  should  be  left  as  it  is.  One  is  a  political 
reason,  because  the  complexion  of  the  electors  is 
different  from  that  of  his  side  of  the  House,  and 
the  other  is  geographical,  because  the  township  is 
part  of  the  other  county  for  local  purposes.  If  he 
came  up  to  Ontario  he  would  find  that  the  out¬ 
lines  of  the  local  electoral  divisions  and  those  of 
the  Dominion  divisions  are  scarcely  ever  the  same. 
In  my  district,  for  instance,  there  are  some  town¬ 
ships  from  the  local  division  of  North  Grey,  some 
from  the  centre  division,  and  one  from  the  south 
division.  I  cannot  understand  why  it  can  make  so 
much  difference  in  Prince  Edward  Island  that  one 
township  should  be  in  one  division  for 'federal  pur¬ 
poses  and  in  another  division  for  local  purposes. 
The  other  argument,  regarding  the  political  com¬ 
plexion  of  the  electors,  is  not,  I  think,  an  argu¬ 
ment  that  should  weigh  with  this  House.  If  that 
were  the  principle  on  which  we  were  dividing  up 
the  country,  we  would  have  to  go  upon  different 
lines  from  those  we  have  adopted  in  regard  to  this 
or  any  other  redistribution  of  seats.  I  understand 
that  this  division  is  one  based  on  the  principle  of 
numbers  and  of  maintaining  township  lines,  and 
the  division  the  lion,  gentleman  desires  would  make 
the  districts  more  unequal  than  they  are  under  the 
Bill. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Just  a  word  or  two. 

I  cannot  submit  in  silence  to  have  these  appeals 
characterized  as  appeals  to  fairness  and  justice, 
because  while  I  admit  the  perfect  sincerity  of  the 
gentlemen  who  call  them  so,  they  strike  me  as  being 
appeals  to  secure  a  party  advantage.  While,  as  I 
have  said  so  often  before,  nothing  would  give  me 
greater  pleasure  than  to  yield  to  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man’s  personal  wishes  and  expostulations  in  this 
matter,  I  do  feel  that  in  doing  that  I  would  be 
departing  from  the  only  principle  on  which  we  can 
be  guided  in  dealing  with  Prince  Edward  Island, 
in  order  to  give  a  party  advantage  to  our  opponents. 
As  the  hon.  member  for  Cumberland  has  said,  it  is 
a  very  difficult  matter  to  arrive  at  a  distribution  of 
a  whole  province  like  Prince  Edward  Island,  where 
we  have  to  depart  from  county  lines  and  where  we 
have  no  other  guide  but  numbers.  The  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Bothwell  was  unfair,  and  to  some  extent 
'  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  also,  in  making  use  of 
my  remarks  of  last  night  about  Charlottetown.  The 
hon.  gentleman  called  my  attention  to  the  fact  that 
one  of  these  constituencies  had  2,700  less  than 
another,  and  I  asked  him  if  that  were  not  ac¬ 
counted  for  by  the  fact  that  Charlottetown  was 
in  the  larger  one.  He  said  it  was,  for  the  moment 
being  mistaken  ;  and  accepting  that,  I  said  :  You 
cannot  expect  in  an  electoral  district  containing 
a  city  that  the  numbers  shall  not  be  somewhat 
swollen  over  those  of  a  rural  district.  It  turns 
out  that  the  city  of  Charlottetown  is  not  in  that 
district,  and  that  we  have  in  the  two  districts, 
notwithstanding  the  city  of  Charlottetown,  nearly 
an  equalization  of  numbers.  But  these  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  seek  to  turn  my  argument  into  this,  that 
although  it  happens  that  you  have,  in  the  district, 
that  contains  the  city  of  Charlottetown,  a  fairly 
approximate  equalization,  you  must  not  adopt  it. 

But  having  succeeded  in  approximating  the  equaliz¬ 
ation,  you  must  throw  in  an  extra  township  in 
order  to  make  it  unequal.  I  never  made  the 
argument  to  the  committee  and  it  has  never  been 
made  to  the  House  yet,  that  because  an  electoral 
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district  contains  a  city  it  must  be  made  unequal. 
We  have  admitted  that  where  the  inequality 
exists  we  do  not  propose  to  rectify  it,  and  it 
would  not  be  reasonable  to  rectify  it  to  the  full 
extent  of  numbers  ;  but  I  have  never  heard  that 
you  must  throw  a  rural  district  into  a  district  ad¬ 
joining  a  city  in  order  to  make  its  number  larger. 
The  facts  about  the  numbers  are  these,  and  I  am 
sorry  to  have  to  repeat  them  so  often.  King’s  keeps 
its  21,000;  the  two  divisions  of  Queen’s,  in  con¬ 
sequence  of  Queen’s  being  so  populous,  not  only 
containing  the  city  of  Charlottetown,  but  I  suppose 
containing  the  large  population  which  centres  in 
that  county,  in  consequence  of  the  city  being  there, 
are  somewhat  in  excess,  23,466  and  22,209.°  When 
we  come  to  make  the  two  Princes,  we  come  to  a 
county  which  has  a  small  population,  not  the  small¬ 
est  in  the  Island,  because  King’s,  as  a  whole  county, 
is  the  smallest,  but  when  you  come  to  make  the 
two  divisions  of  Prince,  you  find  it  makes  the 
smallest  divisions  in  consequence  of  the  disparity 
of  population,  and  you  have  in  the  one  20,723  and 
in- the  other  20, 9S/.  Is  that  any  reason  why  we 
should  step  into  the  next  county,  in  which  we  can 
make  a  pretty  fair  approximation  of  the  numbers, 
and  say  we  will  take  a  township  out  of  one  and  put 

it  into  the  other,  and  make  a  disparity  of  4,000 _ 

and  for  no  other  reason  than  the  one  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  candidly  gives,  that  this  township  casts  a  large 
Conservative  majority?  When  hon.  gentlemen 
state  that  as  a  reason  why  we  should  change  the  lot 
from  one  riding  to  another,  it  seems  to  me  they  ask 
us  to  depart  from  the  principle  I  declared  we  ought 
to  base  the  redistribution  upon,  and  notwithstand¬ 
ing  all  that  has  been  said,  we  have  made  our  redis- 
tiibution  upon  a  basis  that  will  be  fair, 
regardless  of  the  mere  question  of  party.  I 
think  we  have  proved  that.  We  have  con¬ 
ceded  in  the  other  provinces  almost  everything 
demanded,  down  almost,  if  not  quite,  to  the  point 
of  giving  the  advantage  to  the  other  side.  And 
here  it  is  claimed  we  cannot  meet  the  demands  of 
justice  and  fairness,  unless  we  deliberately  take  a  lot 
out  of  one  riding  and  put  it  in  another,  simply 
because  that  riding  is  inconvenient  by  reason  of  the 
fact  that  it  casts  a  Conservative  vote.  It  seems  to 
me  that  to  recast  the  Bill  on  that  ground  is  what 
we  cannot  be  expected  to  do.  As  the  hon.  member 
for  Cumberland  stated  to  the  committee,  the  reason 
why  we  cannot  more  exactly  approximate  equality 
is  that  we  do  not  want  to  divide  townships.  If  we 
did  that,  we  could  approximate  much  better  to  the 
principle  of  equality.  But  short  of  that,  this  is  as 
fair  an  arrangement  as  it  is  possible  to  make,  and  I 
cannot  seethe  force  of  the  argument  that  geographi¬ 
cally  the  lot  belongs  to  no  one  division  more  than 
another,  because  we  wer^  told  last  night  and  all 
to-day  that  the  geographical  divisions  of  the  Island 
are  counties,  and  this  lot  always  has  been  in  the 
county  in  which  it  is  in  this  Bill.  The  one  point  . 
remaining  then  is  the  hon.  gentleman’s  point,  that 
it  is  in  the  other  riding  for  local  legislative  pur¬ 
poses,  but  we  cannot  undertake  to  regard  local 
divisions.  Its  people  have  always  voted  with  those 
with  whom  they  will  be  associated  hereafter  for 
Federal  purposes,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  removes 
any  complaint. 

Mr.  DA\  IES  (P.E.I.)  The  hon.  gentleman  is 
not  fair  in  saying  that  I  am  asking  him  to  put 
township  24  out  of  the  riding  where  it  is  now  into 


4195 


[COMMON’S] 


4196 


another.  I  am  not  asking  that.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  sees  it  is  in  the  west  riding  now  for  local 
purposes,  and  it  has  been  so  for  the  past  40  years, 
and  he* is  taking  lot  24  ont  of  the  west  riding  and 
putting  it  into  East  Queen’s.  I  am  asking  to  leave 
the  lot  where  it  is.  I  am  asking  the  hon.  gentleman, 
when  reconstructing  the  riding,  not  to  break  in  upon 
the  geographical  divisions  of  the  county  and  upon 
the  local  subdivisions  which  have  existed  for  so 
many  years  and  which  work  so  well  ;  and  as  to  the 
slight  disparity  which  will  be  thus  caused  the  hon. 
gentleman  gave  a  complete  answer  yesterday  when 
he  §aid  that  would  exist  necessarily  because*  the 
city  was  in  that  riding,  and  you  could  not  pretend 
to  equalize  with  mathematical  certainty  where  there 
are  cities.  These  are  his  words  : 

“  We  have  not  pretended,  nor  can  anybody  in  drafting 
a  Redistribution  Bill,  attempt  to  give  the  same  represent¬ 
ation  by  population  to  the  cities  as  we  do  to  the  rural 
population.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  For  that  reason  both 
of  these  two  ridings  are  much  larger  than  the 
others. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  If  the  hon.  gentleman 
would  leave  Tot  24  where  it  ought  to  be  and  where 
it  has  always  been,  there  will  be  a  slight  disparity 
of  only  4,000,  and  that  is  caused  by  the  fact  that 
the  city  is  there,  and  the  objection  to  that  disparity 
was  answered  yesterday  when  he  said  that  where 
there  are  cities  you  cannot  avoid  the  disparity,  as 
the  population  must  be  necessarily  larger  because 
of  the  city  being  there.  You  cannot  cut  a  town¬ 
ship  into  two.  I  would  move  that  township  24  be 
struck  out  of  section  (6.) 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
paragraph  (6.)  Those  in  favour  of  that  paragraph 
remaining  as  it  is  in  the  Bill  will  please  rise. 

Paragraph  agreed  to  :  Yeas  59  ;  Naj7s  39. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  It  is  moved  that  in 
paragraph  (/>. )  after  number  24,  the  words  “Rustico 
Island  ”  be  added. 

Amendment  agreed  to. 

(d.)  The  electoral  district  of  East  Prince. 

Mr.  PERRY.  I  do  not  understand  how  the 
Government,  or  whoever  framed  this  Gerrymander 
Bill,  came  to  the  conclusion  of  adding  lot  15  to 
East  Prince.  Lot  16  is  added  to  West  Prince. 
Hon.  gentlemen  could  not  have  looked  at  the  map 
or  they  would  have  found  that  lot  16  is  separated 
from  lot  14  by  the  Grand  River,  which  is  about 
two  miles  in  width  at  the  mouth,  and  there  is  no 
means  of  crossing  except  in  canoes  or  scows.  Lot 
15  naturally  belongs  to  West  Prince,  and  there  is 
no  understanding  why  it 'is  added  to  East  Prince, 
thereby  unnecessarily  extending  the  distance  25 
miles  from  the  north  of  lot  15  to  the  end  of  the 
riding  as  now  gerrymandered.  I  suppose  this  is 
because  there  happens  to  be  a  majority  of  Conser¬ 
vatives  in  lot  15,  and  the  Government  think  that 
East  Prince  would  not  be  strong  enough  without 
it  to  elect  a  Tory.  I  suppose  they  were  aiming 
at  my  colleague.  This  is  trying  to  gerrymander 
Prince  in  the  same  way  as  they  have  gerrymandered 
Queen’s  County.  The  hon.  member  for  King’s 
County  says  “  we  ”  have  done  this  and  that.  Yes, 
they  have  gerrymandered  the  Island,  and  a  pretty 
mess  they  have  made  of  it.  Now  he  is  gerrymander¬ 
ing  a  county  which  he  never  saw  an  acre  of.  The 
Mr.  Davies  (P.E.I.) 


Minister  of  Militia,  the  Minister  of  Customs  and  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  are  the  people  of  Prince 
Edward  Island,  and  they  are  arranging  all  these 
things.  They  say  :  We  have  tried  to  bribe  them 
by  promises  of  a  tunnel  and  we  have  not  succeeded 
in  that  ;  now  we  will  gerrymander  them.  They 
use  their  power  and  are  determined  to  show  these 
Grits  what  they  can  do.  It  is  something  to  boast 
of,  and  it  is  amusing  to  hear  members  from  Ontario 
who  never  saw  Prince  Edward  Island,  stating  what 
they  believe  should  be  done  for  the  good  of  the 
people  of  that  Island.  I  am  not  going  to  move  in 
regard  to  this,  because  I  see  it  is  no  use.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  are  determined  to  carry  their  Bill  in  all  its 
unfairness  and  ugliness.  Is  it  because  there  are 
2,000  French  Acadians  in  lot  15  that  they  must  be 
sent  down  to  vote  away  from  where  they  have  al¬ 
ways  voted  ?  I  was  surprised  awhile  ago — and  I 
hope  that  rabid  speech  will  not  be  reported — to 
hear  the  hon.  member  for  King’s  appeal  to  this 
House  with  an  attempt  to  affect  the  prejudices  of 
the  people.  He  said  that  my  hon.  friend  from 
Queen’s  County  (Mr.  Davies)  went  begging  to  mem¬ 
bers  on  the  other  side  of  the  House,  asking  them, 
for  God’s  sake,  to  transfer  lot  24  out  of  his  county 
because  the  people  there  were  Roman  Catholics. 
Yes;  they  are  Roman  Catholics.  They  are  coun¬ 
trymen  of  my  own.  They  are  Acadians  and  a  fine 
people  the}7  are.  The  hon.  member  for  Queen’s 
has  fought  here  on  their  behalf.  He  has 
fought  for  the  maintenance  of  the  Rustico 
Bank.  Can  my  hon.  friend  from  King’s 
County  say  the  same  ?  My  hon.  friend  is  too  well 
known  in  Rustico  and  in  Prince  Edward  Island  for 
any  members  to  stand  up  here  and  say  that  Mr. 
Davies  is  ashamed  or  afraid  to  have  the  Catholics  of 
Rustico  in  his  county.  This  is  an  unmanly  attack, 
which  may  be  well  enough  for  the  hon.  member 
for  King’s  to  make  ;  but  where  is  the  charity  and 
fair- play  ?  I  am  not  so  fortunately  situated  as 
is  that  hon.  gentleman  from  that  stand-point.  I 
have  the  honour  to  represent  the  majority  of  my 
constituents,  who  are  Protestants,  and  I  can  truly 
say  that  we  get  along  well  in  Prince.  We  meet 
socially  and  at  our  pic-nics,  and  religious  divisions 
are  never  mentioned.  I  throw  back  in  the  teeth 
of  the  hon.  gentleman  the  statement  he  has  made, 
which  I  believe  is  not  correct.  I  want  the  House 
to  understand  that  there  is  no  religious  feeling  on 
the  Island,  that  Catholics  and  Protestants  there 
are  living  together  harmoniously,  that  political 
contests  take  place  altogether  on  political  grounds, 
and  such  a  speech  as  has  been  delivered  by  the 
senior  member  for  King’s  is  simply  intended  to 
arouse  religious  feeling  among  innocent,  quiet,  law- 
abiding  people.  Although  the  injustice  is  great, 
although  I  am  convinced  that  lot  15  should  be 
added  to  West  Prince  and  lot  16  to  East  Prince,  I 
will  not  move  an  amendment  in  that  direction, 
for  it  would  be  useless  to  do  so.  The  Government 
have  made  up  their  minds  that  because  Prince  Ed¬ 
ward  Island  is  the  smallest  province  and  because  the 
people  do  not  send  a  majority  to  support  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  to  perpetrate  an  injustice  on  the  people. 
They  have  made  up  their  minds  to  gerrymander  the 
constituencies,  so  that  a  minority  of  votes  shall  re¬ 
turn  a  majority  of  representatives.  Is  that  fair,  is 
there  any  justice  in  it,  can  such  action  be  defended  ? 
If  so,  we  had  better  get  out  of  the  country  alto¬ 
gether.  I  expected  something  better  from  the 
Minister  of  Justice;  I  thought  he  would  do  what 
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was  right.  \\  hat  is  the  meaning  of  the  word  “we” 
which  has  been  used  so  frequently,  and  whicli  has 
not  meant  well  to  the  welfare  of  the  people  of  the 
Island  ?  I  challenge  the  member  for  King's  to  show 
that  a  single  petition  from  any  part  of  the  Island 
has  been  sent  here  asking  that  the  province  be 
gerrymandered.  Perhaps  the  hon.  member  for 
King's  County  has  been  assisted  by  the  two  Sena¬ 
tors  from  that  county.  Although  that  county  is 
the  smallest  in  the  Island  and  the  least  populous, 
it  has  two  senators,  while  Prince,  which  has  a 
population  of  11,000  or  12,000  more  than  King’s, 
has  not  one  senator.  I  may  be  told  that  we  are 
represented  by  Senator  Howlan.  I  deny  it.  He 
has  not  lived  in  Tignish  for  the  last  10  or  12  years, 
and  certainly  does  not  represent  Prince  County. 
The  two  senators  from  King’s  possess  a  large 
amount  of  influence,  but  they  appear  not  to  be 
satisfied  until  there  is  a  wholesale  gerrymander 
carried  out.  This  gerrymander  must  be  carried 
out  just  as  the  two  members  for  King’s  wish 
it.  I  have  seen  them  on  different  occasions 
cross  the  floor  with  a  gerrymander  map  and  point 
out  to  Government  supporters  how  important  it 
was  to  support  the  Gerrymander  Bill  and  pass  a 
law  in  such  a  way  that  for  all  time  to  come  the 
Government  Mill  have  three  or  four  represent¬ 
atives.  They  do  not  follow  the  principle,  “do  unto 
others  as  you  wish  others  to  do  unto  you.”  If  they 
repeated  the  Lord’s  Prayer  tvfice  daily  they  would 
not  support  such  a  measure  ;  and  if  they  came 
here  and  heard  Mr.  Speaker  repeat  those  words  in 
the  Lord’s  Prayer  at  the  opening  of  the  House,  they 
would  hardly  do  it.  There  are  a  large  number  of 
French  Acadians  on  the  Island,  and  because  the 
Government  suppose  they  are  my  friends  and 
supporters,  they  must  be  victimized  and  thrown 
adrift.  It  is  almost  as  cruel  as  the  action  taken  in 
1755,  when  10,000  of  my  countrymen  were  expa¬ 
triated.  I  shall  be  very  much  mistaken  if  these 
people  do  not  resent  this  action,  for  they  are  not 
accustomed  to  being  so  treated.  They  are  honour¬ 
able,  law-abiding  and  loyal  subjects,  and  I  am 
proud  to  have  them  among  my  constituents.  If 
any  one  of  them  votes  against  me,  he  does  so  on 
principle  ;  but  when  he  mJII  find  this  Gerrymander 
Bill  passed  by  the  Government,  he  will  resent  it 
as  an  outrage  perpetrated  upon  his  people. 

Mr.  MILLS  (BotliM^ell).  I  M'as  going  to  ask  the 
Administration  whether  it  w\as  their  intention  to 
keep  unenfranchised  Indians  on  the  voters’  lists, 
because  I  purpose  to  call  the  attention  of  the  House 
before  the  end  of  the  session  to  the  effect  that  that 
has  had  upon  the  administration  of  Indian  Affairs. 

I  would  like  that  the  hon.  Minister  of  the  Interior 
would  state  fully  the  effect  in  the  cost  of  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  his  department,  and  on  the  control 
that  the  department  can  exercise  over  these  re¬ 
serves  on  which  the  unenfranchised  Indians  have 
been  placed  on  the  voters’  lists.  I  never  raised  the 
objection,  although  I  knew  that  they  were  not 
legally  in  the  county,  but  the  revising  officer  lias 
held  a  court  there,  and  they  have  always  resisted 
being  put  upon  the  voters’  lists.  I  think  that  last 
year,  after  a  good  deal  of  effort  and  about  a  fort¬ 
night  being  spent  amongst  them,  20  of  them  were 
persuaded  to  allow  their  names  to  go  on  the  list, 
and  they  are,  I  have  no  doubt,  legally  outside  the 
limits  of  the  county. 
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Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  hon.  gentleman 
in  using  the  term  “unenfranchised  Indians,’ 
puzzled  me  for  a  moment,  but  I  remember  now 
that  he  used  the  term  in  the  sense  of  the  Indian 
Act,  and  'that  there  are  Indians  who  have  the 
electoral  franchise  on  this  Island. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  There  are  Indians  who, 
if  they  choose  to  apply  to  be  put  on  the  voters’ 
list,  would  be  entitled. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  that  every 
island  ought  to  be  in  some  constituency,  if  it  has 
voters.  We  have  not  considered  the  question  of 
the  Franchise  Act  in  connection  with  this  subject.  I 
did  not  knoMr  what  the  population  was,  but  I  have 
received  letters  saying  that  these  islands  appear  to 
be  overlooked,  and  that  they  ought  to  be  in  some 
constituency,  and  were  nearest  to  Bothwell. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Certainly  they  are 
nearest  to  Bothwell,  and  if  it  is  necessary  to  put  them 
in  some  constituency  I  am  not  objecting.  I  am  only 
calling  the  attention  of  the  Government  to  the  fact 
that  there  are  no  persons  there  except  unen¬ 
franchised  Indians.  I  have  no  objection  myself 
now ,  any  more  than  I  had  udien  that  section  wras 
under  discussion,  to  fmt  enfranchised  Indians  on 
the  a  oters  list.  I  think  they  are  entitled  to  go  on 
on  exactly  the  same  terms  as  any  other  class  of 
the  population.  These  islands  are  included,  in  the 
Upper  Canada  statute,  in-  the  County  of  Lambton 
for  judicial  purposes,  but  they  are  not  included  in 
any  county  for  electoral  purposes,  for  the  very 
reason  that  it  M^as  never  proposed  until  1885, 
to  enfranchise  politically  the  M'ards  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  These  Indians  are  under  the  control  of  the 
department,  and  I  know  myself  from  communica¬ 
tions  which  I  have  had,  that  the  influence  of  the 
department  over  the  Indians  on  these  various  re¬ 
serves  in  Ontario,  where  the  political  franchise  has 
been  extended,  lias  in  a  large  degree  been  destroyed, 
and  the  department,  so  far  as  its  influence  is  concern¬ 
ed,  has  been  completely  demoralized.  The  Indian 
agents  in  many  places  having  been  forced  into  po¬ 
litical  practices  have  lost  that  control  over  the 
Indians  as  wards  of  the  Government  that  they 
ought  to  possess,  and  all  the  enquiries  I  have  made 
point  in  every  instance  in  the  same  direction.  I 
shall  mention  later  matters  which  I  do  not  intend 
to  mention  now,  because  they  are  not  directly  in¬ 
volved,  but  which  must  be  known  to  the  Minister. 
They  shoM^  the  very  great  impropriety  and  the 
great  mischief  that  have  been  done  the  Indian 
population  by  undertaking  to  extend  to  them,  when 
they  are  still  Mfards  of  the  Administration  and  still 
held  to  be  incapable  of  exercising  control  over 
their  own  affairs,  the  political  franchise ;  the 
highest  franchise  known  to  our  law  and  to  our 
constitution.  I  am  not  objecting  to  these  islands 
being  put  in  the  County  of  Bothwell.  They  are 
placed  nearly  opposite  the  township  of  Chatham, 
and  I  do  not  object  to  their  being  placed  in  that 
county. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  : 

The  electoral  district  of  Bothwell  shall  consist  of  the 
township  of  Sambro  (including  Walpole  Island.  Ste. 
Anne’s  Island  and  the  other  islands  at  the  mouth  of  the 
ttt'  Uaire))  Dawn,  Chatham  and  Zone,  the  villages  of 
Wallaceburg,  Dresden  and  Thamesville  and  the  town  of 
Bothwell. 

Mr.  MILLS  (BotliMrell).  I  suggested  the  other 
evening  that  certain  changes  in  the  County 
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of  Bothwell  should  be  made,  but  I  understand 
from  the  Minister  that  the  Government  object  to 
consent  to  these  changes,  and  so  I  do  not  propose 
to  press  them  at  this  time  upon  the  attention  of  the 
House. 

( b .)  The  city  of  St.  John,  as  now  existing  under  pro¬ 
vincial  legislation,  shall  also  form  part  of  the  electoral 
district  of  the  City  and  County  of  St.  John,  and  the  said 
electoral  district  shall  return  one  member  only. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  As  I  understand  this 
provision,  the  people  of  the  city  of  St.  John  first 
vote  exclusively  for  the  election  of  a  member  for 
the  city,  and  then  they  unite  with  the  electors,  of 
the  county  to  assist  them  in  electing  their  man. 
That  seems  to  be  a  most  improper  and  indefen¬ 
sible  system.  Why  not  divide  the  two  and  give 
the  city  its  own  member,  and  place  the  county  in 
exactly  the  same  position  ?  To  give  the  city  electors 
two  votes  while  the  electors  of  the  county  have 
only  one  is  something  which  I  venture  to  say  has 
no  parallel  in  any  portion  of  the  British  dominions. 
If  the  hon.  gentleman  wishes  to  have  a  united 
constituency,  and  to  allow  the  voters  of  the  whole 
constituency  to  vote  for  two  members,  that  isopen 
to  the  same  objection  as  any  other  double  consti¬ 
tuency  ;  but  to  give  the  inhabitants  of  the  city  of 
St.  John  the  privilege  of  electing  a  member  for 
themselves,  and  after  that  the  privilege  of  assisting 
in  defeating  or  it  may  be  of  electing  another  mem¬ 
ber,  is  a  most  unusual  and  improper  thing.  You 
might  as  well  give  the  inhabitants  of  the  city  of 
Ottaw'a  the  privilege  of  going  out  and  voting  in  the 
County  of  Carleton  after  they  have  elected  a  mem¬ 
ber  for  the  city. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  The  system  to  which  the  hon. 
member  for  Bothwrell  takes  exception  is  one  that 
has  prevailed  in  the  city  of  St.  John  for  the  last 
hundred  years. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  We  do  not  care  for 
that. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  Surely  the  hon.  member  for 
Bothwell  has  some  respect  for  historical  continuity. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  That  is  not  a  principle 
of  historical  continuity.  It  is  an  ancient  abuse 
according  to  the  hon.  gentleman’s  statement. 

Mr.  Hx4ZEN.  We  will  not  discuss  to-night 
whether  it  is  an  ancient  abuse  or  historical  conti¬ 
nuity  ;  but  I  say  that  old  institutions  of  this  sort 
are  entitled  to  a  certain  amount  of  respect.  That 
system  has  prevailed  in  St.  John  over  since  it  wTas 
a  constituency.  It  prevailed  at  the  time  of  the 
Confederation  of  the  British  North  American  pro¬ 
vinces.  At  that  time,  when  New  Brunswick'  came 
into  the  Union  with  the  other  provinces,  and  when 
the  constituencies  for  federal  purposes  were  formed 
under  the  British  North  America  Act,  one  member 
was  assigned  to  the  city  of  St.  John  and  another  to 
the  city  and  county  of  St.  John.  In  1872,  under 
the  redistribution  of  that  year,  that  constituency 
w'as  not  interfered  with  at  all,  but  the  extra  mem¬ 
ber  given  to  the  Province  of  New  Brunswick  was 
assigned  to  the  city  and  county  of  St.  John.  In  1882 
that  constituency  was  not  interfered  with,  and  I 
think  there  should  be  some  very  good  reason  given 
to  this  House  before  it  interferes  with  a  system 
which  has  worked  successfully  ever  since  that 
constituency  was  a  constituency,  and  against 
which  not  one  single  word  of  criticism  has  been 
uttered  from  the  people  interested,  either  in  the 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


newspapers  or  elsewhere.  Now,  I  will  point  out 
to  the  hon.  gentleman  that  a  year  or  two  ago  that 
constituency  presented  a  greater  anomaly  than  it 
does  at  the  present  time.  Until  a  few  years  ago 
the  city  of  St.  John  included  25,000  or  26,000 
people.  There  were  five  parishes  outside  of  the 
city,  one  of  which  was  the  parish  of  Portland. 
That  parish  grew  rapidly  until  it  became  a  town 
and  finally  a  city,  and  a  few  years  ago  it  was 
united  to  the  city  of  St.  John.  In  the  general 
election  of  1891  the  city  member  was  elected  by 
the  smaller  constituency,  containing  about  25,000 
people.  At  that  time  there  were  16,000  or  18,000 
people  in  the  city  of  Portland  who  voted  separ¬ 
ately  from  the  city  of  St.  John.  After  this  Bill 
passes  the  whole  city  will  consist  of  39,000  people, 
being  the  old  city  of  St.  J ohn  and  the  city  of 
Portland  united,  and  the  member  representing 
the  city  of  St.  John  will  represent  those  39,000 
people.  Outside  of  the  city  of  St.  John  there  are 
four  parishes,  containing  altogether  about  10,000 
people.  The  system  has  prevailed  from  time  im¬ 
memorial,  for  local  as  wTell  as  for  federal  purposes. 
Up  to  a  year  ago  for  the  Local  Legislature  the  city 
elected  two  members  and  the  city  and  the  county 
four  members.  The  charter  of  the  city  of  St. 
John  was  a  charter  originally  taken  from  New' 
York.  The  system  has  worked  well,  and  no  ex¬ 
pression  of  opinion  against  it  has  been  heard  from 
any  representative  body  or  from  the  press  of  either 
side  of  politics  in  the  city  of  St.  John  ;  and  when 
the  representative  of  both  the  city  and  the  county 
are  of  opinion — perhaps  it  is  a  matter  of  sentiment 
largely — that  it  is  better  to  adhere  to  the  old  sys¬ 
tem  of  things,  na  objection  having  been  raised 
against  it,  I  do  not  see  any  reason  for  changing  it. 
I  may  say  that  from  a  party  stand-point  it  does  not 
make  the  slightest  difference.  I  am  the  represen¬ 
tative  of  the  cit}^  and  county,  and  it  does  not  make 
the  slightest  difference  to  me  personally  whether  in 
the  next  election  I  run  for  the  city  and  the  county 
alone,  or  in  association  with  another  candidate. 
There  is  no  party  advantage  to  be  gained,  and 
there  is  no  sinister  purpose  in  view.  My  sole 
desire  for  having  the  system  maintained  as  it  is  at 
present  is  because  I  believe  that  unless  there  is  a 
good  reason  given  for  making  a  change,  it  is  not 
wise  to  disturb  an  old  custom  such  as  this. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  do  not  regard  this  as 
a  matter  of  custom  at  all.  I  suppose  that  if  there 
had  been  in  the  city  of  St.  John  a  special  fran¬ 
chise,  the  hon.  gentleman  would  not  come  here  and 
ask  that  that  franchise  should  not  be  interfered 
with.  We  had  provincial  franchises,  and  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  friends  all  insisted  that  they  should  be 
done  away  with,  and  they  proposed  a  franchise  of 
a  wholly  different  character.  Now,  the  hon. 
gentleman  comes  forward  and  says  that  the  city  of 
St.  John  ought  to  elect  one  member,  but  that  the 
County  of  St.  John  ought  not  to  elect  a  member, 
but  it  may  be  entrusted,  along  with  the  city,  with 
the  privilege  of  exercising  the  elective  franchise. 
What  kind  of  electors  has  the  hon.  gentleman  in 
the  County  of  St.  John  that  he  cannot  entrust  them 
with  the  election  of  a  member  to  this  House  ?  He 
is  willing  to  allow  them  to  vote  along  with  the 
people  of  the  city,  but  he  dare  not  put  them  in  a 
position  of  equality.  They  are  an  inferior  race 
according  to  the  hon.  gentleman’s  contention.  You 
give  to  every  man  living  in  the  city  of  St.  John  two 
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votes,  but  to  every  man  in  the  county  you  give  the 
privilege  of  voting  only  with  the  electors0  of  the 
citj .  If  the  lion,  gentleman  were  to  come  forward 
and  say  that  the  county  should  be  separated  from 
the  city,  that  would  be  an  intelligible  proposition. 
If  the  lion,  gentlemen  were  to  say  that  the  city  and 
county  should  be  united  and  return  two  members, 
as  the  city  and  county  of  Halifax  do,  that  would 
be  an  intelligent  proposition,  but  he  declares 
that  the  people  of  the  County  of  St.  John 
Mere  KM)  years  ago  placed  in  a  position  of 
inferiority  and  that  this  inferiority  shall  be  per¬ 
petuated.  1  hat  is  what  the  lion,  gentleman  now 
stands  up  and  supports.  Because  that  was  so 
100  years  ago  and  the  people  have  not  complained, 
lie  is  willing  to  perpetuate  that  condition  of  things. 
Well,  the  lion,  gentleman  has  been  ready  to  under¬ 
take  to  alter  counties  in  this  Bill  which  ‘the  people 
have  not  asked  him  to  change.  W  hy,  he  has  assisted 
us  in  gerrymandering  the  whole  district  of  Niagara. 
The  people  of  Niagara  did  not  ask  him  to  do  that. 
The  representatives  from  that  district  did  not  ask 
him  to  do  that ;  but  when  it  conies  to  the  district 
in  which  the  lion,  gentleman  lives,  the  City  and 
County  of  St.  John,  he  says  that  this  abuse,  this 
stamp  of  inferiority  has  been  placed  upon  these 
people  for  100  years  and  he  declines  to  remove 
it.  They  do  not  complain,  they  are  ready  to  submit 
to  it,  and  they  are  not  to  be  trusted  to  vote  alone, 
and  so  they  are  tied  alongside  of  the  people  of 
the  city  just  as  you  would  an  unbroken  colt 
alongside  of  an  old  trained  horse  in  order  that  it 
may  be  kept  going  right.  So  the  lion,  gentleman 
says  that  these  people,  although  they  have  been 
subject  to  this  training  for  100  years,  have 
not  been  sufficiently  broken  in,  and  are  not  to  be 
trusted  with  the  electoral  franchise,  standing 
alone.  I  will  be  interested  in  seeing  what  the 
electors  of  the  County  of  St.  John  will  say  to  the 
defence  the  hon.  gentleman  has  made  of  this  stamp 
of  inferiority. 


Mr.  HAZEN.  I  have  always  entertained  a  very 
high  regard  for  the  wisdom  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Bothwell,  and  I  must  say  I  have  never  seen  it  more 
prominently  manifested  than  on  this  occasion.  The 
city  and  County  of  St.  John,  since  Confederation, 
has  been  represented  in'  this  House,  at  times,  by 
men  of  experience  and  ability,  some  of  whom  have 
belonged  to  the  Reform  party,  and  one  of  whom 
was  a  Cabinet  Minister  in  the  Government  of  which 
my  hon.  friend  was  a  member.  That  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  who  had  a  seat  in  the  Liberal  Cabinet  with 
the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell,  never  thought  fit  to 
raise  his  voice  against  that  condition  of  things,  and 
it  has  remained  for  the  hon.  gentleman,  with  the 
superior  wisdom  he  possesses,  a  wisdom  so  vastly 
superior  to  that  of  the  Liberals  of  the  City  and 
County  of  St.  John,  who  have  never  found  any 
occasion  to  express  a  desire  for  any  change  in  the 
system  which  has  existed  in  those  districts  since 
Confederation,  to  find  out  that  the  people  of  the 
county  are  oppressed,  and  treated  as  an  inferior- 
class  to  the  people  of  the  city.  I  must  say  that  I 
admire  the  hon.  gentleman’s  wisdom  to-day  more 
than  I  ever  admired  it  before,  and  I  wonder  what 
his  Liberal  friends  in*  the  city  of  St.  John,  and 
those  who  have  sat  in  this  House  with  him, 
session  after  session,  representing  the  county, 
will  have  to  say  of  his  present  course.  I 
m  onder  what  the  friends  of  the  hon.  gentleman 


who  was  a  Cabinet  Minister  with  him  representing 
that  county  will  say,  when  they  find  his  colleague 
saying  that  he  did  not  properly  represent  his 
constituency,  anti  that  it  remained  for  that  hon. 
gentleman  to  come  here  and  stand  up  in  the  inter¬ 
est  of  the  County  of  St,  John,  and  show  that  the 
people  of  that  county  were  not  receiving  fair-play 
at  the  hands  of  the  Government.  I  repeat  again 
that  in  18(57,  at  the  time  of  Confederation,  this 
system  existed  of  one  gentleman  being  elected  to 
this  House  from  St.  John  city  and  one  from  the 
city  and  county,  just  exactly  as  it  will  be  when 
this  Bill  becomes  law.  And  in  1872,  as  I  have 
pointed  out  before,  when  the  then  City  and  County 
of  St.  John  were  united  as  now,  we  did  not  hear 
any  one,  either  Liberal  or  Conservative,  get  up  in 
this  House  and  say  that  the  people  of  that  county 
were  being  treated  as  an  inferior  race,  because  the 
citizens  of  the  city  of  St.  John  voted  for  three 
representatives  and  the  people  of  the  county  only 
voted  for  two.  Does  the  hon.  gentleman  think 
that  the  people  of  the  County  and  City  of  St.  John 
are  behind  the  times  and  unable  to  understand 
their  own  interests?  Does  he  think  that  the 
people  living  in  the  county  have  so  little  an  idea  of 
what  is  going  on  that  they  do  not  know  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Bill?  And  does  he  think  that  the 
people  are  so  lacking  in  intelligence  that  if  they 
felt  they  were  downtrodden  they  would  remain 
silent  and  not  raise  their  voices  in  their  own  be¬ 
half  ?  The  system  has  worked  satisfactorily  and 
well,  and  that  being  the  case,  and  there  beino- 
no  protest  from  the  community  at  all,  there  not 
being  the  slightest  opposition  to  it,  and  there  never 
having  been  heard  any  voice  raised  against  it  on 
the  part  of  any  of  the  representatives  of  that  dis¬ 
trict  at  any  time  in  this  House — and  were  there 
any  injustice,  not  only  the  representatives  of  that 
constituency  but  of  the  other  constituencies  in  the 
pro\  inces  would  not  be  slow  in  making  their  pro¬ 
tests  heard— people  there  will  be  able  to  appreciate 
the  kindly  interest  and  motives  which  influence 
the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  in  exercising  so  pater¬ 
nal  a  care  over  their  interests.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man,  in  his  anxiety  to  score  a  point  against  me  and 
put  something  in  the  Hansard  that  could  be  circu¬ 
lated  in  the  constituency  to  my  detriment,  has  been 
unfair  enough  to  charge  me  with  having  said  that 
the  people  of  the  county  were  an  inferior  class. 

E vei y  man  within  the  sound  of  my  voice  knows 
that  I  said  nothing  of  the  sort.  If  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman’s  argument  is  correct,  if  I  said  so,  not  in 
words  but  practically,  then  the  same  thing  was  said 
by  the  former  members  in  that  constituency,  his 
colleagues  in  this  House.  The  same  thing  was 
said  by  the  Hon.  Mr.  Burpee  and  Mr.  Weldon  and 
other  distinguished  Liberals  who  had  a  seat  here, 
and  to  whom  the  hon.  gentleman’s  view  of  the 
question  never  presented  itself  at  all.  The  people 
of  the  county  are  not  an  inferior  class.  The  people 
of  the  parishes  of  St.  John  are  a  people  who  have  a 
high  degree  of  intelligence,  are  a  well  educated, 
enterprising  people,  a  people  in  every  respect  on  a 
par  with  the  electors  of  every  other  portion  of  the 
country,  and  a  people  I  believe  who  even  possess 
as  much  intelligence  as  the  constituents  which 
send  the  hon.  gentleman  himself  to  this  House. 
Now  the  hon.  gentleman  says  I  cannot  trust  these 
four  country  parishes  to  elect  a  member. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  You  do  not. 
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Mr.  HAZEN.  The  lion,  gentleman  is  mistaken. 
They  are  trusted  as  they  have  been  for  100 
years.  They  feel  proud  of  forming  part  of  the  con¬ 
stituency  of  St.  John  and  do  not  protest  against 
this  system.  We  have  every  confidence  and  every 
regard  for  them,  and  have  no  desire  in  any  way  to 
treat  them  with  disrespect  or  with  any  feeling 
other  than  respect  and  confidence.  If  the  House 
had  adopted  the  principle  of  dividing  the  constitu¬ 
encies  into  ridings  in  every  instance,  there  would 
have  been  some  basis  for  the  argument  of  the  lion, 
gentleman,  but  no  such  principle  has  been  affirmed. 
In  some  cases  we  have  two  members  for  the  same 
constituency,  in  others  we  have  the  constituencies 
divided ;  and  until  some  fixed  principle  or  rule  is  laid 
down,  I  cannot  see  why  the  present  system  which 
prevails  in  the  city  of  St.  John  and  in  the  county, 
and  which  has  worked  so  well  in  the  past,  should 
not  be  retained.  The  lion,  gentleman,  in  the 
course  of  his  remarks,  made  reference  to  the  Niagara 
Peninsula.  I  do  not  see  what  that  has  to  do  with 
the  City  or  County  of  St.  John  or  that  it  has  any¬ 
thing  to  do  with  the  argument  before  the  House. 
As  I  understand,  the  question  is  entirely  different 
in  the  Province  of  New  Brunswick  from  what  it  is 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  In  the  Province  of 
Ontario  it  is  decided  that  an  additional  representa¬ 
tive  should  be  given  to  the  great  city  of  Toronto, — 
and  to  my  lion,  friend  (Mr.  Cockburn)  who 
says  “hear,  hear,”  I  must  say  that  I  fully 
appreciate  the  greatness  and  importance  of  that 
city — and  it  had  been  decided  that  a  member 
should  be  given  to  the  Nipissing  district,  and 
to  do  that  it  is  necessary,  in  some  way  or  other, 
to  arrange  the  province  so  as  to  reduce  the  repre¬ 
sentation  elsewhere  in  Ontario.  Nothing  of  that 
sort  occurs  in  the  Province  of  New  Brunswick. 
Unfortunately,  under  the  British  North  America 
Act,  they  have  to  lose  two  members,  but  the  ques¬ 
tion  is  in  what  manner  you  are  going  to  make  good 
the  loss  ?  This  has  been  done  by  uniting  Sunbury 
and  Queen’s,  and  taking  one  member  from  the  City 
and  County  of  St.  John  which  was  given  to  them  in 
1872,  so  that  the  City7  and  County  of  St.  John  stands 
precisely  in  the  same  condition  as  it  did  at  Con¬ 
federation  and  up  to  the  year  1872.  As  far  as  I  am 
personally  concerned,  it  makes  not  the  slightest 
difference  to  me  whether  the  whole  constituency 
returns  two  members,  whether  it  is  divided  into 
two  ridings,  or  whether  the  present  system  is  con¬ 
tinued,  but  the  present  system  has  proved  satisfac¬ 
tory,  and  I  do  not  see  why  it  should  be  departed 
from. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  rise  and  report  progress. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. ).  When  does  the  lion, 
gentleman  propose  to  resume  the  committee  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON..  Not -until  Monday. 
The  amendments  suggested  require  some  conside¬ 
ration,  and  we  have  very  little  time  for  that  until 
Saturday. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  progress. 

FIRST  READINGS. 

Bill  (No.  96)  to  make  further  provision  respecting 
grants  of  land  to  members  of  the  militia  force  on 
active  service  in  the  North-West  Territories. — (Mr. 
Dewdney. ) 

Mr.  Hazen. 


Bill  (No.  97)  to  amend  the  Winding-up  Act. — (Sir 
John  Thompson.) 

DOMINION  LANDS  ACT. 

House  resumed  adjourned  debate  on  the  proposed 
motion  of  Mr.  Dewdney :  That  Bill  (No.  89) 
further  to  amend  “The  Dominion  Lands  Act,” 
be  read  a  third  time,  and  the  motion  of  Mr.  Davin 
in  amendment  thereto. 

Mr.  DAVIN  moved  : 

That  this  Bill  be  not  now  read  the  third  time,  but  that 
it  be  referred  back  to  Committee  of  the  Whole  for  the 
purpose  of  striking  out  all  the  words  after  the  word  “  Inte¬ 
rior  ”  in  the  5th  line  of  the  2nd  page  up  to  and  including 
the  word  “  acre  ”  on  the  19th  line  of  the  2nd  page. 

He  said  :  The  effect  of  the  amendment  will  be  to 
make  cancelled  pre-emptions  when  homesteaded 
subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  other  lands. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  Bill  reconsidered  in  com¬ 
mittee,  reported,  and  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 

SUPPLY— CONCURRENCE. 

House  proceeded  to  consider  resolutions  reported 
from  Committee  of  Supply. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  This  is  the 
fit  time  to  obtain  from  the  Minister  in  charge, 
whoever  he  may  happen  to  be,  some  information  as 
to  the  recent  loan  floated  in  England.  I  presume 
the  Ministers  have  received  the  details,  and  can 
give  the  House  the  requisite  information. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  The  Minister  of  Finance  is  not 
in  the  House  to-night, but  he  will  be  here  to-morrow, 
when  he  will  be  able  to  give  the  lion,  gentleman 
the  information  he  desires.  I  confess  I  am  not  in 
a  position  at  the  present  moment  to  do  so.  If  the 
hon.  gentleman  desires  we  will  allow  item  No.  1  to 
stand  in  order  that  he  may  put  the  question  when 
the  Minister  of  Finance  is  here,  or  he  may  take  the 
opportunity  on  any  other  item. 

Department  of  Printing  and  Stationery.  $22,842  50 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  With  respect 
to  this  item,  I  may  take  occasion  to  remark  that 
it  does  not  appear  to  ine  that  the  alteration  that 
has  been  made  has  at  all  facilitated  the  business  of 
the  House.  There  appears  to  have  been  very  great 
delay  this  session  in  furnishing  us  with  papers, 
which  under  the  old  regime  we  w'ere  in  the  habit  of 
receiving  at  a  much  earlier  period,  more  particu¬ 
larly  papers  in  connection  with  the  census  returns. 
Over  and  over  again — and  I  impute  no  blame  to 
the  Minister  of  Agriculture — he  has  informed  the 
House  that  such  and  such  documents  would  be 
brought  down  within  a  day  or  two,  and  weeks  and 
weeks  have  elapsed  without  the  production  of  those 
documents,  and  in  other  respects  unusual  delay  and 
increased  expense  have  taken  place  in  connection 
with  this  department. 

Mr.  CARLING.  I  would  say  to  myT  hon.  friend 
that  the  bulletins  have  been  in  the  hands  of  the 
printer.  I  expect  that  I  will  be  able  to  distribute 
them  to  the  members  perhaps  this  week.  It  is  not 
the  fault  of  the  department. 
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Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  say  it  is  the 
fault  of  the  printers,  that  new  department  we  have 
created. 

Mr.  CARLING.  They  have  so  much  work  to 
do  that  they  cannot  get  this  ready  in  time. 

Kingston  Penitentiary . $162,763  49 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  wish  to  en¬ 
quire  of  the  Minister  of  Justice  whether  any  alter¬ 
ations  or  extensions  are  to  be  made  at  Kingston, 
and  if  so  what  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes;  we  propose  to 
erect  a  lunatic  asylum  and  a  prison  for  female  con¬ 
victs  as  soon  as  possible,  anti  I  propose  to  ask  the 
House  for  a  vote  for  the  preparation  of  material  for 
these  purposes.  It  is  under  consideration  whether 
we  shall  ask  likewise  for  a  grant  of  money  to  pur¬ 
chase  a  site,  as  additional  land  will  be  required  if 
we  carry  out  both  enterprises.  I  am  not  able  to 
say  yet  whether  the  Government  will  ask  for  this 
grant  this  session  or  not. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  About  how 
many  people  would  be  required  to  be  accommo¬ 
dated  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Among  the  women 
about  30,  and  I  think  about  the  same  number  of 
lunatics. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Where  are 
they  now  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  lunatics  are  in  a 
large  ward  by  themselves,  in  the  building  where 
the  mill  is  ;  but  the  ward  has  no  accommodation 
for  recreation  or  exercise.  In  fact,  they  are  not 
allowed  out  at  all  and  do  not  receive  any  of  the 
treatment  usually  extended  to  lunatics  for  their 
health  and  restoration,  such  as  gardening,  and  I  am 
very  anxious  to  have  a  building  erected  for  that 
purpose.  The  accommodation  for  the  women  is 
now  in  the  basement  of  the  prison,  and  although 
there  is  room  enough  for  them  there,  the  place  is 
very  unsuitable  as  regards  dampness  and  ventilation. 

Publishing  Debates . $40,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  am  afraid 
that  this  is  wholly  inadequate.  Of  course  we  have 
to  take  the  vote,  but  what  will  it  cost  altogether  ? 

Mr.  ROWELL.  The  only  information  I  have  is 
that  this  is  the  ordinary  vote  ;  but  we  have  been  in 
the  habit  in  the  past  of  taking  a  supplementary 
vote,  and  from  the  information  I  can  obtain  just 
now,  $25,000  more  will  be  required. 

Board  of  Customs  and  outside  Detective 
Service — To  meet  expenditure  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith,  including  $400  sal¬ 
ary  of  Commissioner  of  Customs  as 
Chairman  of  the  Board . $23,600 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  understand 
the  Minister  of  Customs  has  introduced  a  consider¬ 
able  number  of  rather  important  changes  having 
regard  to  the  use  of  detectives  and  the  distribution 
of  seizures.  It  might  be  as  well  to  state  what 
these  changes  are  and  what  induced  him  to  make 
them. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  They  are  not  very  impor¬ 
tant,  but  I  think  they  are  in  a  good  direction. 
Certain  officers  receive  a  certain  salary  who  were 
formerly  entitled  to  a  share  in  the  fines  or  penalties 
and  forfeitures  made  in  connection  with  the 


seizures  of  smuggled  goods.  Now,  by  a  modifica¬ 
tion  of  the  regulations,  collectors  over  a  certain 
salary  have  no  share  in  those  fines  and  seizures, 
and  all  other  officers  receiving  certain  salaries  are 
not  to  have  a  share  either.  One  provision  of  the 
regulation  also  is  that  a  certain  percentage  shall  be 
taken  on  the  gross  proceeds  of  all  seizures,  lines 
and  penalties  to  assist  in  meeting  the  expenditure 
in  connection  with  the  preventive  service. 

Department  of  the  Interior .  $95,414 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  If  I  remember 
aright,  there  \yas  a  considerable  amount  of  discus¬ 
sion  as  to  the  policy  to  be  adopted  with  respect  to 
certain  officers  who  had  been  found  guilty  before 
the  Committee  on  Public  Accounts  of  grave  irre¬ 
gularities,  and  no  definite  statement  was  made  as 
to  the  final  conclusion  the  Government  had  arrived 
at.  I  presume  that  their  salaries  are  included  in 
this  vote,  and  I  presume  also  that  the  Government 
have  by  this  time  settled  what  course  to  adopt 
with  respect  to  the  officials,  and  I  shall  be  glad  to 
know  what  decision  they  have  arrived  at. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  The  position  of  those  officers 
is  the  same  as  when  this  question  was  before  the 
House  some  few  weeks  ago.  The  clerks  are  all 
occupying  the  same  position  as  they  had  then,  and 
the  Government  in  the  meantime  have  not  consi¬ 
dered  it  necessary  to  make  any  change. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  ought  to  have  been  in  a  position  to  have 
informed  the  House  before  prorogation,  because  no 
doubt  the  House  itself  has  an  opinion  upon  the 
question  as  to  what  course  the  Government  have 
been  taking.  The  lion,  gentleman  appointed  a 
commission  and  that  commission  made  a  report.  He 
has  suspended  some  of  the  officers  from  the  position 
they  occupied  and  permitted  them  to  continue  the 
discharge  of  their  duties.  That  is  an  unfair  position 
for  those  men  to  be  kept  in,  and  the  hon.  gentleman, 
befoie  asking  the  House  to  concur  in  this  proposi¬ 
tion,  should  be  ready  to  inform  us  as  to  the  course 
the  Government  intend  to  take.  He  is  asking  for 
public  money,  and  he  has  also  provided  for  the 
payment  of  a  chief  clerk  who  is  really  an  unnecessary 
officer,  an  officer  rendered  necessary  only  by  the 
degradation  to  which  the  hon.  gentleman  has  sub¬ 
mitted  his  deputy.  Before  the  Government  make 
up  their  minds,  they  ought  not  to  ask  the  House 
to  make  this  appropriation.  The  hon.  gentleman 
ought  to  be  prepared  to  give  the  information. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  What  officers  does  the 
hon.  gentleman  refer  to,  because  I  do  not  think  any 
wTere  under  suspension  at  the  time  this  was  dis¬ 
cussed  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
informed  the  House  that  his  deputy  had  been  put 
in  the  position  of  a  chief  clerk,  and  he  provided  for 
the  payment  of  a  chief  clerk  because  there  was  no 
such  officer  previously  provided  for.  That  is  an 
unfair  position  in  which  to  keep  the  deputy  and  to 
keep  the  House.  The  House  ought  to  know  what 
the  hon.  gentleman  intends  to  do.  He  told  us  what 
his  own  inclination  was,  but  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
missioner  was  rather  against  him,  and  we  were  not 
informed  what  view  would  be  taken  by  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  colleagues.  We  ought  to  know  that 
before  the  House  is  asked  to  concur  in  this  esti¬ 
mate. 
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Mr.  DEWDNEY.  The  position  is  the  same  as 
it  was  when  this  item  was  before  the  House  on  a 
previous  occasion.  Mr.  Burgess  is  occupying  the 
position  of  a  chief  clerk,  the  amount  of  his  salary 
having  been  voted  in  the  Supplementary  Estimates 
for  this  year.  It  will  be  necessary,  when  the 
Supplementary  Estimates  come  down  for  next 
year,  to  make  that  provision  if  the  Government 
propose  to  continue  Mr.  Burgess  in  the  same 
position. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  At  present  the  depart¬ 
ment  is  left  without  a  deputy  head.  Mr.  Burgess 
is  a  chief  clerk  acting  as  a  deputy.  The  law  .im¬ 
poses  certain  duties  on  a  deputy.  Either  that  is  a 
necessary  office  or  it  is  not,  and  we  ought  to  know 
what  the  hon.  gentleman  proposes  to  do,  whether 
he  proposes  to  give  Mr.  Burgess  the  position  he 
formerly,  occupied  or  to  withhold  that  position  from 
him.  The  House  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  matter 
of  appointment,  but  it  has  to  do  with  the  appro¬ 
priation  and  with  the  criticism  of  the  Government 
m  reference  to  these  matters.  There  is  a  rumour 
abroad  that  the  hon.  gentleman  proposes  to  intro¬ 
duce  another  officer  connected  with  another  depart¬ 
ment  which  we  understood  was  to  be  transferred  to 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  who  is  to  be  made 
deputy  head.  I  think  the  House  has  a  right  to 
know  what  the  Administration  proposes  to  do  while 
the  estimates  are  under  consideration.  The  hon. 
gentleman  asks  for  an  appropriation  for  a  deputy. 
How  do  we  know  whether  he  will  have  a  deputy 
for  the  next  twelve  months  or  not  ? 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTRIGHT.  I  think  we 
ought  to  be  put  in  possession  of  the  intentions  of 
the  Government.  This  is  not  a  new  matter.  It 
was  brought  very  pointedly  under  the  attention  of 
the  Government  three  or  four  months  ago.  Surely 
the  Government  can  make  up  their  minds  as  to 
what  course  they  will  adopt  in  regard  to  the  late 
Deputy  Minister  of  the  Interior,  and  surely  they 
ought  to  take  the  House  into  their  confidence  as  to 
whether  they  are  going  to  reinstate  that  officer  or 
do  without  a  deputy  or  put  another  deputy  in  his 
place.  As  my  hon.  friend  has  remarked,  a  sum  of 
money  has  been  granted  or  is  to  be  granted  for  the 
salary  of  a  deputy  head  who  is  non-existent  at  pre¬ 
sent,  and  also  a  sum  for  a  chief  clerk  who  I  sup¬ 
pose  is  doing  the  work  of  the  deputy  head.  It  is 
very  reasonable  for  us  to  ask  the  Government 
whether  they  propose  to  have  a  deputy  head,  and 
who  he  is  to  be.  There  has  been  none  for 
some  months,  and  yet  the  deputy  head  is  an  officer 
entrusted  by  statute  with  certain  important  duties. 
I  forgetwhen  Mr.  Burgess  was  suspended,  butl  think 
it  was  about  November.  We  are  now  close  to  the 
1st  of  July,  a  period  of  eight  months,  time  enough  in 
allconsciencefor  the  Ministerof  the  Interior  to  make 
up  his  mind  and  obtain  the  views  of  his  colleagues 
on  the  subject.  If  he  has  not  done  that,  he  had 
better  let  the  item  stand  until  he  can  inform  us 
what  he  is  going  to  do. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  suggestion  made  by  my 
hon.  friend  is  a  very  reasonable  one.  It  is  not 
fair  to  the  House  to  ask  for  the  appropriation  unless 
the  Government  are  prepared  to  give  the  informa¬ 
tion  asked  for.  Almost  three  months  ago  the  hon. 
Minister  gave  us  the  same  answer  as  he  does  now, 
that  Mr.  Burgess  had  been  reduced  to  the  rank  of 
a  chief  clerk,  but  he  could  not  give  any  informa¬ 
tion  as  to  what  would  be  done  in  the  future.  Under 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


the  circumstances,  and  the  hon.  gentleman  not 
being  in  a  position  to  inform  the  House  what  he 
will  do,  I  think  we  should  wait  until  the  House  is 
informed  what  the  intention  of  the  Government  is. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  Although  three  months  have 
passed,  I  am  not  in  a  position  to  make  any  definite 
declaration  with  regard  to  the  position  of  Mr. 
Burgess.  There  are  only  five  members  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  here,  but,  if  they  were  all  here,  I  could 
not  make  any  statement  until  I  had  formally  pre¬ 
sented  my  recommendation  to  them,  and  my  in¬ 
tention  was  not  to  do  that  until  after  the  session. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Then  the  item 
should  stand. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  the  item  is 
under  Civil  Government  salaries  for  the  Department 
of  the  Interior.  The  House  has  voted  a  payment 
for  Mr.  Burgess  as  chief  clerk  up  to  the  1st  July, 
and  has  likewise  passed  in  this  resolution  the 
salary  of  a  deputy  head.  I  understand  the  objection 
to  be  that  it  is  desirable  that  a  statement  shall  be 
made  whether  a  deputy  head  is  to  be  appointed. 
That  cannot  be  done  because  it  has  not  been  men¬ 
tioned  to  Council,  and  of  course  in  addition  to  that 
it  must  be  submitted  to  His  Excellency.  The 
duties  are  provided  for,  as  Mr.  Burgess  is  discharg¬ 
ing  them  with  the  salary  of  a  chief  clerk,  and,  when 
the  Supplementary  Estimates  come  down  in  a  few 
days,  I  propose  to  ask  an  appropriation  which  will 
regulate  that  matter  for  the  coming  financial  year. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Well,  Mr.  Speaker - 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  must  remind  the  House  that 
we  are  not  in  committee  The  hon.  gentleman  has 
spoken  twice  already. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  would  suggest  that 
this  item  should  pass,  and  you  will  have  the  other 
in  the  Supplementary  Estimates  to  discuss. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  No,  we  agreed  to  let 
this  item  go  because  it  was  stated  that  the  subject 
was  under  consideration  and  we  were  to  have  the 
opportunity  of  further  discussing  it  on  concurrence. 
Concurrence  has  come,  and  there  is  yet  nothing 
decided. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  is  nothing  in 
suspense.  My  hon.  friend  intimated  that  his  dis¬ 
position  was  to  make  a  recommendation  in  reference 
to  Mr.  Burgess.  He  has  not  made  that  recommen¬ 
dation,  and  it  remains  in  the  same  position. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Mr.  Burgess  is  practically  dis¬ 
charging  the  duties  of  deputy  head,  although  he 
has  only  the  position  of  a  chief  clerk.  This  is  an 
anomalous  position  which  cannot  last  for  ever. 

Sir  J OHN  THOMPSON.  It  cannot  and  will  not 
last  for  ever.  When  we  take  a  vote  for  salary  for 
a  deputy  head,  it  implies  that  we  will  appoint  one. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  deputy  head  does  not 
exist  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  Government  can¬ 
not  make  an  office  exist  until  the  salary  is  voted. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  We  have  never  yet  passed  an 
estimate,  either  the  present  Government  or  the 
late  Government,  without  some  cases  occurring  in 
which  clerks  and  officers  were  estimated  for  but 
had  not  been  appointed.  The  head  of  a  department 
frequently  found  it  necessary  during  the  coming 
year  to  appoint  a  second  or  third  class  clerk,  and 
lie  took  a  vote  for  the  salary  required.  Butin  some 
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cases  those  officers  were  not  appointed.  I  have  not 
had  an  estimate  during  the  14  years  1  have  been  in 
charge  of  the  Customs  Department,  which  has  noc 
contained  votes  for  salaries  of  officers  whose  posi¬ 
tions  have  not  been  tilled  during  the  year. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  question  is  the 
right  to  keep  the  position  of  deputy  vacant  or  not. 
I  hold  the  Government  has  no  right  to  do  so. 

Resolution  agreed  to  on  division. 

Ammunition—  Government  Cartridge 
factory  at  Quebec . $50,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  desire  to 
enquire  from  the  Minister  of  Militia  whether  he 
has  adopted  regulations  allowing  a  certain  quantity 
of  small  arm  ammunition  to  be  issued  to  officers 
and  men  of  the  active  service  while  engaged  in 
practice.  YY  hat  is  the  rule  of  the  department  ? 

Mr.  BOY\  LLL.  There  has  been  no  change  in 
the  practice  in  vogue  during  the  last  few  years, 
and  the  only  free  ammunition  issued  is  that  allowed 
to  the  Rifle  League.  Of  course,  small  appropria¬ 
tions  are  given  to  the  rifle  associations,  varying 
from  $25  to  $100. 

.Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  is  the 
difference  between  the  Rifle  League  and  the  Rifle 
Association  ? 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CAROLS .  The  Rifle  League  is  a 
union  of  the  different  Rifle  Associations  through¬ 
out  the  Dominion.  Reports  are  published  in  the 
new  spacers  of  matches  when  the  men  are  camping 
out,  and  the  reports  are  carried  over  the  telegraph 
wires.  This  was  considered  by  the  department, 
when  I  had  the  honour  of  presiding  over  it,  to  be 
a  most  efficient  way  of  encouraging  rifle  practice, 
which  is  so  desirable  in  the  force. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  do  not 
object  in  the  least  to  a  reasonable  grant  for 
ammunition,  either  to  the  associations  or  to  the 
league.  On  the  contrary,  my  impression  is  that  it 
will  be  of  very  considerable  benefit  to  the  militia 
service  if  both  the  associations  and  the  league 
receive  a  moderate  quantity  of  ammunition  for  the 
purpose,  and  I  would  support  the  Minister  of 
Militia  in  any  grant  for  that  special  purpose. 

Y\  hat  quantity  of  ammunition  has  been  granted  to 
the  Rifle  League  ? 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  The  Rifle  League  has  been 
established  about  three  years.  Its  headquarters 
are  at  Toronto,  and  its  president  is  Col.  Gibson, 
Provincial  Secretary.  The  amount  of  $2,000  or 
$3,000  is  granted  the  league  for  ammunition.  I 
am  glad  to  hear  the  opinion  expressed  by  the  lion, 
gentleman  in  regard  to  a  larger  vote  for  this  pur¬ 
pose.  Nothing  would  give  me  greater  pleasure, 
as  it  would  all  those  who  are  interested  in  the 
militia,  if  I  had  sufficient  money  at  my  disposal, 
to  double  the  grants  made  to  all  the  rifle  associa¬ 
tions. 

Drill  Pay  of  Militia . $275,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  About  what 
is  the  number  of  militia  intended  to  be  placed  in 
camp  this  year. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  This  amount  will  cover  the 
annual  drill  of  about  25,000  men.  A  number  of 
corps  have  been  ordered  to  drill  in  the  localities 
in  which  the  organizations  exist,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  reducing  transportation  expenses,  which  are 


very  large.  After  considering  the  matter  the 
General  determined,  and  I  fully  concurred  in  his 
opinion,  that  it  would  be  much  better  to  put  a 
larger  number  of  men  under  canvas,  and  perform 
their  annual  drill  this  year  by  confining  them  to 
localities  near  their  headquarters,  than  to  pursue 
the  old  system.  By  adopting  this  plan  we  are 
aide  to  place  more  men  under  canvas  this  year  than 
heretofore. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Does  this  en¬ 
able  the  men  to  receive  instruction  in  rifle  practice  ? 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  \es,  in  all  cases  where  they 
have  butts. 

Improved  Rifled  Ordnance . $3,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  W  ill  this  sum 
purchase  one  gun  or  a  quarter  of  one  of  the  im¬ 
proved  rifled  guns  ?  Is  there  any  possibility  of  our 
being  able  to  turn  this  small  vote  to  any  practical 
account.  I  take  it  that  these  guns  are  wanted  for 
the  defence  of  some  of  our  seaports.  If  that  be 
the  case,  we  are  frittering  our  money  away. 
Either  we  should  go  to  a  much  larger  expendi¬ 
ture  or  leave  it  alone. 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  This  is  for  the  purpose  of  pur¬ 
chasing  improved  ordnance  for  the  Garrison  and 
Field  Batteries.  I  gave  instructions  to  ascertain 
the  cost  of  certain  rifled  ordnance  for  the  purpose 
which  T  indicated,  but  I  h^ve  not  received  that  in¬ 
formation.  I  know  that  the  intention  was  to  ex¬ 
pend  this  and  if  necessary  to  add  the  $3,000  voted 
last  year,  which  has  not  yet  been  expended. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  If  it  is  for 
small  field  pieces  of  course  it  would  be  of  some  use. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  Yes  it  is. 

Monuments  for  Battlefields  of  Canada. .  $2,000 
Sir  RICHARD  CARTWTRIGHT.  Where  are 
these  monuments  on  battle-fields  to  be  erected  ? 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  The  vote  has  been  taken  for 
two  or  three  years  and  the  present  intention  is  to 
have  one  erected  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  and  one 
in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  The  selection  has  not 
yet  been  made,  but  I  think  it  will  be  at  Stoney 
Creek,  or  somewhere  in  that  neighbourhood,  to  com¬ 
memorate  one  of  the  battles  fought  in  that  section 
of  the  country,  and  probably  the  other  will  be  in 
Chateauguay. 

Immigration . $150,000 

Mr.  DEDW'NEY.  I  propose  to  let  this  item 
stand  as  I  may  have  some  changes  to  make. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT. .  What  about 
the  item  for  immigration  expenses,  should  not  that 
stand  ? 

Mr.  DEDW'NEY.  No,  it  is  in  the  staff  that  I 
propose  to  make  the  changes. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  did  want 
to  know  from  the  hon.  gentleman  whether  he  pro¬ 
posed  to  lay  a  scheme  of  expenditure  before  the 
House,  and  for  very  good  reasons,  as  I  intimated 
to  him  on  more  than  one  occasion  my  impression 
that  this  expenditure  of  ours  was  to  an  enormous 
extent  wasted  ;  and  as  the  department  was  now 
passing  from  one  hon.  gentleman  to  another,  and 
as  the  hon.  Minister  of  the  Interior  has  special 
acquaintance  with  the  North-West  which  is  much 
the  most  desirable  field  of  immigration,  I  desired 
to  know  if  he  had  any  special  scheme  for  the 
expenditure  of  this  $150,000.  I  have  the  strongest 
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ground  for  believing — although  in  the  absence  of 
the  information  which  I  have  asked  for  many 
times,  it  is  not  possible  to  state  with  perfect  accu¬ 
racy  what  the  results  are— but  I  have  the  strongest 
ground  for  believing  that  a  vast  proportion  of  the 
immigrants  who  have  been  alleged  to  have  been 
brought  to  Cftnada  during  the  last  eight  or  ten 
years,  have  been  in  the  strictest  sense  birds  of 
passage.  If  they  have  come  here  and  expressed 
any  intention  of  settling  here  at  all,  I  do  not 
believe  that  one  in  four,  and  I  would  not  be 
surprised  to  find  that  not  one  in  ten  have  remained 
here.  That  is  one  reason  why  I  should  like  to 
know  if  the  Minister  of  the  Interior  has  thought 
out  any  plan  for  the  use  of  this  $150,000,  or 
whether  he  proposes  to  proceed  on  the  lines  on 
which  that  amount  has  hitherto  been  expended. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  The  hon.  gentleman  will 
recollect  that  when  this  vote  was  first  submitted  to 
the  House,  it  was  taken  for  a  special  purpose. 
There  had  been  a  strong  pressure  brought  ,  especi¬ 
ally  by  the  western  members,  for  a  large  expendi¬ 
ture  for  immigration  purposes.  A  scheme  was 
then  thought  out,  which  it  was  hoped  would  induce 
a  larger  number  of  immigrants  to  come  and  settle 
in  Canada,  particularly  in  the  western  country. 
The  arrangement  made,  as  the  hon.  gentleman 
knows,  was  to  give  to  each  settler’  coming  from 
Europe  $10  and  to  each  child  over  12  years  of  age 
$5,  when  they  actually  settled.  This  was  an¬ 
nounced  in  the  countries  from  which  we  expected 
to  get  immigration,  and  now,  if  it  were  thought 
advisable  to  stop  that  system,  we  could  not  very 
well  do  it,  because  it  has  been  published  far  and 
wide,  and  a  great  number  of  people  are  coming  in 
every  day  in  expectation  of  receiving  the  bonus. 
Of  course,  everyone  must  know  that  $150,000  is  a 
very  insignificant  amount ;  it  would  be  almost 
impossible  to  formulate  any  large  scheme  of  immi¬ 
gration  with  such  an  amount ;  but  ni)  impression 
is  that  very  good  use  can  be  made  of  this  money. 
In  the  first  place,  we  can  continue  the  inducement 
we  have  been  offering  and  also  advertise  the  coun¬ 
try  by  issuing  pamphlets  and  otherwise.  All 
the  information  we  now  receive  with  regard  to 
immigration  generally  indicates  that  the  tide  is 
flowing  our  way.  Restrictions  upon  immigration 
have  been  adopted,  both  in  the  United  States  and 
in  many  of  the  colonies,  and  Canada  is  being  looked 
to  more  than  it  has  been  for  years.  We  are  getting 
a  large  immigration  from  the  United  States,  and 
we  are  getting  a  good  sprinkling  from  the  old 
country,  where  very  much  more  interest  is  being 
taken  in  Canada  than  has  been  the  case  for  some 
years.  I  think,  therefore,  that  we  may  fairly  look 
for  a  large  immigration.  To  my  mind,  there  are 
only  two  ways  of  getting  immigration  to  this  coun¬ 
try.  The  first  is  by  the  tide  flowing  our  way,  and 
we  know  that  at  one  period  the  tide  of  immigration 
flows  in  one  direction,  and  at  another  period  in  an- 
“ other  direction.  Another  way  is  by  voting  a  large 
sum  of  money  to  promote  immigration,  as  other 
countries  have  done.  Canada  has  never  done  that, 
and  I  doubt  whether  the  country  or  even  this 
House  would  support  the  Government  in  asking 
a  very  large  amount.  The  $150,000  I  propose  to 
utilize,  in  the  first  place,  to  pay  the  bonus.  Of 
course,  if  we  should  get  a  large  immigration,  100,000 
people  for  instance,  we  would  have  to  come  to  this 
House  and  ask  for  a  $1,000,000.  We  do  not 
Sir  Richard  Cartwright. 


expect  to  be  so  fortunate  as  that  ;  but  I  think  we 
can  use  the  money  to  advantage  by  enabling  our 
agents  to  meet  immigrants  when  they  come  here, 
give  them  the  best  attention  we  can,  and  make 
them  satisfied  with  our  country  until  they  are 
settled  on  the  lands  which  they  are  to  occupy.  I 
do  not  think  we  can  make  a  better  use  of  the 
money,  which  I  consider  a  very  small  amount  for 
the  purpose. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  this  whole  sub¬ 
ject  requires  the  very  careful  consideration  of  the 
House,  and  it  will  be  impossible  to  give  it  that 
consideration  at  this  hour  of  the  evening.  I  ven¬ 
ture  to  say  that  there  is  no  other  section  of  country 
in  Christendom  where  so  large  a  sum  of  money  has 
been  spent  with  so  little  result  as  has  been  the  case 
in  the  North-West  Territories  of  Canada.  We 
have  not  only  sought  to  bring  people  from  abroad, 
but  we  have  disturbed  the  population  in  the  older 
provinces  of  our  own  country,  and  many  people 
have  gone  to  the  North-West  and  have  drifted  over 
the  American  border,  who,  if  they  had  been  left 
alone,  would  probably  have  remained  where  they 
were.  I  think  that  to-day  you  could  absorb  a 
great  many  more  people  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
than  you  can  in  the  North-West  Territories.  I 
think  you  could  settle,  among  the  farmers  and  on 
the  unoccupied  lands  of  that  province,  without 
any  inconvenience,  all  the  immigrants  for  a  period 
of  five  years  without  any  disturbance  whatever.  I 
am  not  going  to  detain  the  House  at  this  hour,  but 
I  will  undertake  to  show,  at  a  fitting  opportunity, 
that  there  has  been  an  utterly  inexcusable  waste  in 
the  administration  of  affairs  in  the  North-West  Ter¬ 
ritories.  I  think  it  is  impossible  that  the  members 
of  the  Administration  can  realize  the  waste  that 
has,  been  going  on  there  without  anything  being 
accomplished  for  the  money  spent  ;  and  until  the 
attention  of  the  House,  and  the  attention  of  the 
country  through  the  House,  is  called  to  the  matter, 
I  do  not  see  much  prospect  of  improvement.  I  am 
not  going  to  say  more  at  this  moment  on  the  sub¬ 
ject,  but  I  think  I  shall  be  able  to  show  at  the  pro¬ 
per  time  that  I  am  not  overstating  the  matter  in 
general  terms.  What  we  require  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  all  our  affairs  in  the  North-West  Terri¬ 
tories  is  a  reform  almost  approaching  a  revolution. 

Tracadie  Lazaretto . $4,500. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  would  like 
to  know  how  many  of  these  unfortunates  are  there 
at  present,  and  whether  there  is  any  truth  in  cer¬ 
tain  statements  or  rumours  in  the  press  in  regard  to 
the  disease  having  broken  out  in  one  or  two  places. 

Mr.  CARLING.  There  are  about  22  or  23 
patients  in  the  institution  at  present.  I  am  not 
aware  of  the  disease  having  broken  out  elsewhere. 
Dr.  Smith,  who  is  in  charge,  an  excellent  man,  is 
under  the  impression  that  the  disease  is  dying  out. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Have  any  of 
these  unfortunate  people  been  dismissed  as  cured  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  I  do  not  think  so. 

Lachine  Canal . $175,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  should  be 
glad  to  know  from  the  leader  of  the  Government  in 
this  House  whether  anything  has  been  heard  or 
learned  respecting  the  recent  declaration  by  some 
of  the  American  authorities  that  the}’  were  likely 
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to  interfere  with  the  free  passage  of  the  Sault  Ste. 
Marie  Canal  or  whether  negotiations  are  going  on  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  know  nothing  except 
from  the  newspapers  about  the  message  on  that  sub¬ 
ject,  and  that  has  been  reported  within  the  last 
few  days.  The  negotiations  have  been  going  on. 
and  a  communication  had  reached  Washington  for 
transmission  to  the  Executive  of  the  United  States 
before  the  message  was  sent  to  the  Senate  or  about 
that  time,  probably  the  same  day,  in  pursuance  of 
the  understanding  arrived  at  when  the  Ministers 
of  Militia  and  Finance  were  at  Washington.  When 
these  gentlemen  returned,  I  stated  to  the  House 
that  a  statement  would  be  made  in  a  few  days  and 
probably  a  communication  laid  on  the  Table." I  had 
in  view  the  communication  which  was  subsequently 
transmitted,  and  the  only  reason  why  the  state¬ 
ment  has  not  been  made  within  the  last  few  days  and 
since  the  message  has  been  transmitted,  was  that 
we  desire  to  know  the  text  of  the  President’s  Mes¬ 
sage  before  making  an  anouncement  to  the  House, 
because  that  might  enlarge  the  scope  of  the  com¬ 
munication  we  desired  to  make.  My  hon.  colleague, 
the  Minister  of  Finance,  will  be  here  to-morrow, 
and  my  hon.  colleague  the  Minister  of  Militia  at 
an  early  day  will  be  ready  to  make  the  statement 
to  the  House  which  is  desired. 

Carillon  and  Grenville— Towards  re¬ 
building  masonry  in  wing  walls 
above  guard  lock,  Grenville .  $14,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  noticed 
to-day  that  two  or  three  questions  were  put  on  the 
Notice  Paper  addressed  to  the  Minister  of  Railways 
and  Canals  who  was  not  here  and  did  not  answer 
them.  This  would  be  a  convenient  opportunity  for 
him  to  do  so.  They  had  reference  to  the  alleged 
fact  that  certain  officials  of  the  Government  were 
engaged  in  carrying  on  ordinary  business  occupa¬ 
tions  as  well. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  first  question  is :  (a) 
What  is  the  amount  of  salary  paid  to  Mr.  Prid- 
ham,  collector  of  tolls  on  the  Grenville  Canal  ? 
(b)  What  are  the  duties  of  said  official?  (c)  Is  it 
within  the  knowledge  of  the  Government  that  Mr. 
Pridham  is  actually  engaged  in  business,  and  if 
so,  is  it  in  accordance  with  the  regulations  of  the 
department  that  he  should  carry  on  business  while 
an  official  of  the  department  ?  The  answer  is  that 
Mr.  Pridham  receives  a  salary,  as  collector  of 
tolls,  of  $1,000,  and  as  preventive  officer  of  customs 
of  $100,  making  a  total  of  $1,100.  His  duties  are 
to  issue  let  passes  for  traffie  going  by  way  of  the 
Ottawa  River,  .Lachine  and  Chambly  Canals  ;  to 
examine  passes  issued  by  other  canal  offices  to  craft 
passing  through  the  Grenville  Canal  ;  to  collect 
toll  on  the  passes  issued  by  him  according  to  the 
tariff  rates  ;  and  to  promptly  deposit  such  collec¬ 
tions  to  the  credit  of  the  Receiver-General.  These 
duties  have  been  discharged  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  officer  of  the  Government  who  supervises 
collection  of  canal  revenue.  Mr.  Pridham,  I 
am  informed,  acts  in  the  capacity  of  preventive 
officer  of  the  Customs  and  as  representative 
of  the  United  States  Consul  for  transaction 
of  such  business  as  the  business  men  of  that 
village  may  have  to  perform  with  that  office. 
Then  there  is  another  question,  whether  Mr. 
Thomas  Williamson  is  now  employed  as  lock  master 
on  the  Grenville  Canal  ?  Are  the  Government 


aware  that  Mr.  Williamson  is,  in  addition  to  his 
duties,  engaged  in  other  occupations  ?  Is  it  the 
intention  of  the  Government  to  allow  Mr.  William¬ 
son  to  carry  on  any  other  business  while  engaged 
in  the  public  service  ?  To  this  the  answer  is  :  Yes, 
he  has  a  salary  of  $1.25  a  day.  The  Government 
has  no  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  Mr.  Williamson 
is  engaged  in  other  occupations,  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment  never  allows  its  officers  to  engage  in  any  work 
that  will  interfere  with  the  proper  discharge  of 
their  duties. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Would  the 
Government  allow  a  loekmaster  to  carry  on  any 
other  business  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  have  no  knowledge  of  any 
officer  who  does  so. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  would  ask  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  the  Interior  if  he  can  bring  down  a  statement 
to  the  House  when  we  meet  again,  showing  the 
expenditure  of  the  Indian  school  fund  and  the 
Indian  trust  fund,  and  the  amount  of  interest  which 
has  been  overdrawn  in  each. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  Yres;  I  will  bring  it  down. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  11.35 
p.m. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Friday,  24th  June,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Eleven  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

OTTAWA  VALLEY  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

Mr.  WOOD  (Brockville)  moved  : 

That  Bill  (No.  59)  to  incorporate  the  Ottawa  Valley 
Railway  Cctmpany  be  placed  on  the  Orders  of  this  day  for 
consideration  in  Committee  of  the  Whole  at  7.3(J  p.m. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

PRIVATE  BILLS— REPORTS  FROM 
COMMITTEE. 

Mr.  WOOD  (Brockville)  moved  : 

That  the  time  for  the  reception  of  reports  from  the 
Committee  on  Private  Bills  be  extended  until  Thursday, 
the  30th  instant,  in  accordance  with  the  recommendation 
contained  in  the.  twelfth  report  of  the  Select  Standing 
Committee  on  Railways,  Canals  and  Telegraph  Lines. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

ADJOURNMENT  FOR  HOLIDAYS. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Some  understanding 
should  be  arrived  at  about  the  days  of  the  week 
that  may  be  observed  as  holidays.  Enquiries  are 
continually  made  by  members  who  wish  to  make 
engagements,  and  as  Wednesday  is  a  statutory 
holiday  and  Friday  also,  we  propose  to  adjourn  on 
these  days. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Shall  we  sit  Saturday  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  not. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Then  we  will  sit  Monday, 
Tuesday  and  Thursday  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes. 
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PATENT  ACT  AMENDMENT. 

House  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on  Bill  (No. 
90)  to  amend  the  Patent  Act  and  Acts  amending  the 
same. — (Mr.  Carling.) 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Sir  BICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Is  this  Bill 
the  one  which  proposes  to  lengthen  the  time  granted 
to  inventors  ?  The  hon.  gentleman  will  recollect 
that  there  was  some  discussion  upon  that  and  the 
matter  was  left  over  for  consideration.  I  pressed 
upon  the  Government  that  it  was  very  inexpedient 
in  the  public  interest  to  add  to  the  time  df  the 
patents.  It  is  within  my  personal  knowledge  and 
the  knowledge  of  many  members  of  this  House,  that 
it  is  a  matter  of  very  constant  occurrence,  that  at 
the  very  same  instant  of  time,  half  a  score  of  per¬ 
sons  are  engaged  in  experiments  leading  to  the 
same  results,  and  I  think  the  time  we  grant,  which 
is  15  years,  is  quite  as  long  as  should  be  given  to 
any  single  patent,  unless  under  very  exceptional 
circumstances.  In  the  vast  majority  of  instances, 
we  tie  up  the  thing  quite  long  enough  when  we 
tie  it  up  for  15  years.  I  do  not  care  what  the 
Patent  Inventors’  Association  should  say,  wTe  ought 
not,  in  the  interests  of  the  general  public,  to  extend 
the  time. 

Mr.  CARLING.  It  is  not  the  intention  to 
extend  the  time  for  present  patents  now  in  exist¬ 
ence,  but  this  will  apply  to  future  patents.  I 
understood  the  hon.  gentleman  to  say  it  was 
intended  to  apply  to  patents  already  issued. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  No  ;  I  was 
referring  to  the  general  principle.  The  time  now 
given  inventors  is  quite  long  enough.  I  am  quite 
willing  a  man’s  invention  should  be  recognized, 
and  I  think  it  is  tolerably  well  known  that,  in  the 
vast  majority  of  cases,  it  is  not  the  actual  inventor 
that  gets  the  benefit  but  some  well-to-do  indivi¬ 
duals,  who  purchase  the  patents  and  use  them  for 
all  they  are  worth,  with  very  little  profit  indeed 
to  the  inventor.  On  the  giounds  of  policy,  I  object 
to  the  extention  of  the  time  of  patents.  I  repeat 
what  is  known,  I  think,  to  all  hon.  gentlemen  who 
pay  any  attention  to  these  matters,  that  in  the 
great  majority  of  cases  nowadays,  the  successful 
patentee  is  only  a  few  months,  or  a  few  days,  some¬ 
times  only  a  few  hours,  in  advance  of  half  a  score 
of  other  ingenious  persons  whose  minds  are  work¬ 
ing  in  the  same  direction.  Under  these  circum¬ 
stances,  I  doubt  exceedingly  the  propriety  of 
extending  by  two  or  three  years  the  term  already 
granted.  I  do  not  think  it  is  in  the  public  interest 
at  all.  In  a  great  many  manufactures,  manufac¬ 
turers  are  much  hampered  by  the  length  of  time 
for  which  these  patents  run.  I  am  not  at  all  sure 
that  the  patent  law,  as  it  stands,  confers  any  great 
benefit  on  society  at  large,  bearing  in'  mind  the 
well-known  fact  that  the  real  inventor  gets  exceed¬ 
ingly  little  profit,  in  many  cases,  for  his  invention, 
and  I  am  quite  clear  the  extension  of  time  is  con 
trarv  to  sound  policy. 

Mr.  CARLING.  The  life  of  a  patent  in  Great 
Britain  is  21  years,  and  the  life  of  a  patent  in  the 
United  States  is  17  years.  From  experience  with 
our  patent  law,  and  from  contact  with  the  inven- 
tors  and  those  who  are  specially  interested  in 
patents,  we  find  that  by  extending  the  time  to  18 
years  it  puts  the  Canadian  inventor,  or  the  man 
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who  applies  for  a  patent  in  Canada,  on  the  same 
footing  as  those  in  the  United  States.  When  a 
patent  is  taken  out  in  Canada  it  takes  from  six 
months  to  a  year  before  the  patentee  can  get  it 
through  the  United  States,  and  in  that  case  he  will 
only  have  his  patent  in  the  United  States  for  14 
years  instead  of  15.  Under  this  provision,  allow¬ 
ing  the  patent  to  run  for  18  years,  it  allows  the 
party  who  takes  out  a  patent  in  Canada  to  have  it 
for  the  same  time  in  the  United  States  as  the  party 
who  takes  out  the  patent  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  endorse  the  remarks  of 
the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard 
Cartwright).  The  question  is  whether  this  legis¬ 
lation  is  in  the  interest  of  the  few  or  of  the  many. 
My  hon.  friend,  the  Minister  of  Agriculture,  must 
confess  that  the  legislation  he  proposes  is  in  the 
interest  of  the  inventor.  Now,  past  experience  in 
this  country  has  proved  most  clearly  that  the  pub¬ 
lic  have  suffered  seriously  by  certain  patents  being 
controlled  by  certain  individuals.  Take,  for  in¬ 
stance,  the  patent  in  regard  to  self-binders.  Here 
was  a  patent  controlled  by  a  few  individuals  out 
of  which  immense  sums  have  been  made,  and  the 
result  is  that  those  in  this  country  who  used  that 
machine  have  had  to  pay  excessive  prices  for  it, 
until  increased  facilities  for  manufacturing  the 
machine  reduced  the  price.  While  I  contend  that 
in  the  United  States  they  may  have  legislated  to 
grant  the  life  of  a  patent  for  17  years,  it  is  not 
necessary  that  we  should  do  that  here,  because  in 
the  United  States  the  difficulties  in  the  way  of 
getting  out  a  patent  are  very  much  more  than  they 
are  here.  I  think,  in  place  of  extending  the  time 
to  18  years,  we  should  shorten  it  to  10  years,  be¬ 
cause  the  legislation  the  Minister  of  Agriculture 
is  now  seeking  to  put  through  this  House,  is  en¬ 
tirely  in  the  interest  of  the  inventor  as  against  the 
consumer.  On  the  other  hand,  I  think  we  should 
legislate  in  the  direction  of  giving  the  public  the 
benefit  of  inventions  within  a  reasonable  time  and 
at  a  reasonable  price. 

On  section  5, 

Mr.  CARLING.  I  move  to  amend  by  providing 
that  no  application  for  a  patent  shall  be  withdrawn 
without  the  consent  in  writing  of  each  registered 
assignee  of  the  same,  or  any  portion  thereof.  The 
reason  is  this :  that  a  party  may  apply  for  a  patent 
and  may  assign  his  interest  in  that  patent  to  other 
parties,  and  afterwards  he  may  make  application 
to  have  it  withdrawn,  unknown  to  the  parties  to 
whom  he  has  assigned  ,'  and  this  is  to  prevent  him 
from  doing  so. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  You  are  now  undertaking  to 
protect  the  assignees. 

Mr.  CARLING.  The  clause  is  to  prevent  a 
party  who  has  assigned  his  invention  from  with¬ 
drawing  the  application  afterwards,  without  the 
consent  of  the  assignee. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  You  mean  to  say  that  if  a  man 
makes  application  here,  the  patent  must  come  out 
in  the  name  of  the  original  application  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  Yes. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  should  think  it  would  be 
better  to  let  the  patent  come  out  in  the  name  of 
the  assignee. 

Mr.  CARLING.  The  assignment  does  take  place 
but  often  the  original  applicant  for  the  patent 
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applies  to  have  it  withdrawn,  contrary  to  the 
arrangement  he  has  made  with  the  party  to  whom 
he  lias  assigned. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  do  not  see  why  we  are  called 
upon  to  protect  persons  in  their  private  rights.  If 
a  person  purchases  an  invention  he  must  purchase 
it  with  all  the  risks.  The  assignee  of  an  invention 
can  apply  the  same  as  an  original  inventor  and  the 
patent  can  come  out  in  the  name  of  the  assignee. 
Let  the  assignee  protect  himself  by  filing  his 
assignment  in  the  department. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  patent  is  some¬ 
times  issued  to  the  assignee  if  the  inventor  so  peti¬ 
tions.  What  I  had  in  view  was  the  difficulty  of 
deciding  between  conflicting  assignments.  I  do  not 
think  it  ought  to  be  made  obligatory  to  issue  to 
the  assignee. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  thought  it  would  be  advisable 
for  the  department  not  to  be  mixed  .up  between 
them  and  become  protectors  to  assignees  of  their 
supposed  rights,  as  you  are  proposing  to  do  here. 

1  lie  proper  way  to  protect  the  purchaser  is  to  per¬ 
mit  the  purchaser  to  protect  himself.  Let  him  file 
his  assignment,  and  it  becomes  a  matter  of  record 
in  the  department,  and  he  becomes  entitled  to  the 
patent  in  his  own  name. 

.Sir  J OHX  THOMPSON.  My  observation  about 
it  was  in  order  to  avoid  interfering  between  con¬ 
flicting  assignments,  and  the  lion,  gentleman’s  view 
is  as  mine  regarding  that.  The  provision  here  is 
that  when  an  application  has  been  made  and  there 
is  an  assignment  the  application  shall  not  be  with¬ 
drawn  without  the  consent  of  the  assignee. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  do  not  think  you  will  accom¬ 
plish  anything  by  that.  Either  before  or  after  the 
patent  issues  these  assignments  constantly  take 
place,  and  the  department  runs  the  same  risk  in 
recognizing  the  assignment  after  the  patent  as 
before  it. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  great  object  is 
to  prevent  the  department  being  compelled  to 
interfere  in  disputes  between  the  assignor  and  the 
assignee,  and  the  difficulty  which  frequently  has 
arisen,  I  am  told,  is  this  :  The  inventor  makes  the 
assignment  for  value  after  he  has  made  his  appli¬ 
cation  to  the  department,  and  after  the  assignment 
has  been  registered  in  the  office  a  dispute  arises 
between  the  inventor  and  the  assignee,  and  the 
inventor  under  the  present  practice  has  power  to 
coerce  the  assignee  by  threatening  to  withdraw 
his  application.  It  seems  he  is  permitted  to  with¬ 
draw  his  application,  and  if  that  be  the  case,  it 
would  seem  to  be  putting  an  improper  power  into 
the  hands  of  a  man  who  has  parted  with  his 
interest  in  the  patent. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  trouble  is  that  you  are 
adjudicating  on  the  matter. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  No,  but  we  are  pre¬ 
venting  him  from  withdrawing  the  subject  of  adju¬ 
dication. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  do  not  think  we  should  inter¬ 
vene  between  these  two  persons. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  My  view  is  the  same, 
but  the  object  is  to  prevent  either  party  disturbing 
the  status.  If  it  is  in  his  power  to  withdraw  the 
application,  he  could  without  any  trial  of  his  rights 
obliterate  the  whole  transaction  ;  but  if  you  say 
that  he  shall  not  withdraw  it,  you  leave  the  matter 


in  statu  quo  until  the  courts  shall  decide.  The 
department  ought  require  the  parties  concerned  to 
settle  their  dispute,  and  in  the  meantime  not  des¬ 
troy  the  subject-matter  of  the  litigation. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  I  was  not  in  the  House 
when  the  clause  was  dealt  with  relating  to  models. 
Are  the  models  insisted  upon  ? 

Sir  JOHN  IHOMPSON.  A  clause  is  passed 
dispensing  with  them,  unless  insisted  on  by  the 
department.  J 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  that  is  a  great 
misfortune.  I  would  like  to  say  a  word  on  the 
subject,  although  the  clause  lias  passed.  In  the 
United  States  that  rule  was  adopted  simply  for  the 
want  of  room,  and  I  have  in  my  hands  here  the 
last  report  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  for  the 
United  States,  an  extract  of  which  I  wish  to  read 
for  the  information  of  the  committee.  He  said  : 

“A  considerable  percentage  of  the  applications  for 
patents  received  from  day  to  day  are  found  to  be  met  and 
anticipated  by  the  contents  of  the  model  case.  I  regret 
it  as  nothing  less  than  a  public  cahimity  that  the  office 
was  several  years  ago  compelled  to  dispense  with  models. 

want  °f 

He  points  out  that  this  is  a  source  of  litigation 
which  might  easily  be  got  rid  of  if  the  models  were 
always  produced,  that  there  is  many  an  application 
foi  the  patent  that  would  not  be  received  at  all, 
and  that  could  easily  be  shown  to  be  one  already 
patented,  if  the  models  were  there.  I  think  that 
the  Government  are  making  a  great  mistake.  We 
are  simply  following  in  the  footsteps  of  the  United 
States,  which  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  points 
out  has  been  really  nothing  short  of  a  calamity. 

Mr.  CARLING.  The  Commissioner  of  Patents 
in  the  United  States  made  that  report  some  two 
years  ago,  and  he  has  now  left  the  service  alto¬ 
gether.  Although  he  made  that  report  no  action 
has  been  taken  by  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  to  continue  asking  for  models.  We  have 
now  on  hand  in  the  department  some  35,000  models 
which  take  up  a  great  deal  of  space,  and  if  we  con¬ 
tinue  to  receive  them  it  will  require  large  additional 
space  and  extra  help  to  take  care  of  them.  The 
models  are  not  asked  for  in  Great  Britain,  nor  in  any 
other  country  so  far  as  I  am  aware  of.  We  are  fur¬ 
nished  with  drawings  on  tracing  linen  and  with  the 
cardboard  drawings  of  every  patent  that  is  applied 
for,  and  if  we  find  it  necessary  in  the  interest  of  the 
public  to  ask  for  models,  we  have  the  power  to  do 
so.  But  it  puts  the  inventor  to  a  very  great  un- 
necessai  y  expense.  That  has  been  the  experience 
of  different  countries.  It  has  been  the  experience 
of  the  United  States  notwithstanding  what  has 
been  said  by  the  gentleman  who  was  formerly 
Commissioner  of  Patents  at  Washington,  and 
whose  lepoit  was  not  acted  on  by  the  American 
Government. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  But  he  has  been  Patent 
Commissioner  for  a  great  many  years,  and  he  has 
pointed  out  as  the  result  of  his  experience  that  the 
absence  of  models  has  led  to  the  patenting  of  a 
£i  eat  many  things  that  ought  not  to  be  patented. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  think  it  is  a  mistake  to 
extend  the  life  of  a  patent  to  18  years.  I  contend 
that  10  years  is  quite  long  enough.  To  extend  the 
time  to  18  years  is  virtually  legislating  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  those  who  hold  patents,  because  the  longer 
the  life  of  a  patent  is  the  more  it  is  v'orth. 
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Mr.  CARLING.  As  I  have  explained,  the  life 
of  a  patent  in  the  United  States  is  17  years,  and  in 
Great  Britain,  where  they  have  had  more  experi¬ 
ence  in  patents  than  we  have  had,  it  is  21  years  ; 
and  it  is  considered  by  the  officers  of  the  depart¬ 
ment,  and  by  inventors  and  parties  interested  in 
patents,  that  18  years  would  be  fair  and  right,  and 
would  put  the  man  who  applies  for  a  patent  in 
Canada  on  the  same  footing  as  the  man  who  applies 
for  a  patent  in  the  United  States.  It  usually  takes 
nine  months  or  a  year  to  obtain  a  patent  in  the 
United  States,  and  at  present  if  an  inventor  who 
obtains  a  patent  in  Canada  applies  for  a  patent  in 
the  United  States  at  the  same  time,  his  American 
patent  would  have  a  life  of  only  14  years,  because 
the  American  patent  expires  at  the  same  time  as 
the  foreign  patent.  By  having  one  year  more  in 
Canada  than  in  the  United  States,  our  applicants 
are  placed  on  the  same  footing  as  applicants  in  the 
United  States. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  That  would 
be  well  enough  if  we  were  merely  considering  the 
case  as  between  Canadian  and  American  inventors  ; 
but  after  all  the  case  of  the  inventors  is  only  one 
side  of  the  question.  The  great  bulk  of  the  people 
are  those  whom  we  should  consider.  I  do  not 
object  to  a  reasonable  monopoly  being  conceded  to 
inventors  for  the  purpose  of  encouraging  that  useful 
class ;  but  we  are  speaking  of  something  of  which 
we  have  all  had  experience.  There  is  no  question 
whatever  that  in  many  instances  the  existence  of 
these  patents  has  often  proved  a  serious  injury  to 
the  community  at  large,  and  there  is  no  doubt  that 
these  changes  are  being  sought  not  in  the  interest 
of  the  community  at  large,  scarcely  even  in  the 
interest  of  the  inventor,  who  is  often  obliged  to 
part  with  his  invention  for  a  very  small  considera¬ 
tion.  It  is  not  in  the  public  interest  that  a  patent 
monopoly  should  be  granted  for  any  longer  period 
than  is  required  in  the  public  interest,  and  every 
one  who  looks  over  the  Patent  Reports  knows  that 
there  is  not  the  slightest  discouragement  to  the 
alacrity  of  inventors  by  reason  of  the  short  dura¬ 
tion  of  patents  in  Canada. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  wish  to  suggest  an 
amendment  to  the  patent  law  to  which  I  think 
inventors  are  entitled.  In  many  cases  the  inven¬ 
tors  are  poor  men,  and  under  the  provisions  of  the 
law  unless  they  make  arrangements  for  the  manu¬ 
facture  of  the  article  within  a  particular  time, 
their  patent  interest  is  not  protected.  A  man  may 
succeed  in  selling  his  patent  in  the  neighbouring 
republic  and  may  not  succeed  in  selling  it  in 
Canada.  Now,  it  seems  to  me  that  while  any 
manufacturer  might,  after  the  lapse  of  a  certain 
time,  say  12  months  or  two  years,  have  the  right 
to  notify  the  inventor  that  unless  he  manufactures 
within  the  time  he  would  undertake  to  manufac¬ 
ture  the  article,  the  law  ought  to  provide  for  some 
compensation  being  given  by  the  manufacturer  to 
the  inventor  ;  that  is,  that  the  rights  of  the  in¬ 
ventor  should  not  be  dependent  upon  his  finding 
some  person  to  manufacture  the  article.  The 
manufacturer  or  speculator  may  put  impedients  in 
the  way  of  the  inventor  until  the  time  has  expired, 
and  then  manufacture  his  invention  with  impunity. 
It  seems  to  me  only  right  to  provide  that  the  in¬ 
ventor  should  have  some  royalty,  which  might  be 
fixed  by  the  department  or  some  court  just  as  in 
the  case  of  any  other  valuable  interest  that  may  be 
Mr.  McMullen. 


in  dispute.  The  inventor’s  interest  should  not  be 
a  contingent  but  an  absolute  interest,  whether  the 
time  is  long  or  short. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Of  course,  the  two 
interests  have  to  be  considered,  the  public  interest 
and  the  interest  of  the  inventor  ;  and  while  there 
is  a  great  deal  of  force  in  what  the  hon.  gentleman 
says,  and  while  it  is  true  that  the  inventor  is  very 
often  not  a  manufacturer  and  must  look  to  the 
manufacturer  for  the  development  of  his  invention, 
still  we  have  to  consider  the  great  danger  of  people 
getting  patents,  and  holding  an  invention  entirely 
from  the  public  in  order  to  obtain  a  fancy  price 
for  it. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
will  see  that  my  suggestion  is  that  if  an  inventor 
does  not  manufacture,  any  person  who  gives  notice 
may  have  the  right  to  do  so,  and  the  department 
or  some  person  shall  fix  the  value  to  the  inventor. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  would  be  prac¬ 
tically  forcing  the  purchase  of  the  invention  for  the 
benefit  of  the  inventor. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  is  merely  giving  him 
compensation.  In  many  cases  where  a  man  cannot 
manufacture,  he  is  afraid  to  go  on  with  his  inven¬ 
tion.  I  know  of  cases  of  that  sort,  simply  because 
there  is  no  provision  for  the  protection  of  the  parties 
interested.  Make  it  an  absolute  property,  contin¬ 
gent  on  proper  arrangements  being  made  that  he 
cannot  lock  up  his  invention. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  No  doubt  cases  of 
great  hardship  have  arisen  for  want  of  means  on 
the  part  of  the  inventor,  but  we  have  to  consider 
the  general  convenience,  and  it  seems  to  me,  from 
the  little  knowledge  I  have  acquired  on  the  sub¬ 
ject,  that  there  is  practically  no  necessity  for  this. 
If  anybody  who  wants  to  manufacture  shall  have 
to  pay  a  royalty  to  the  department,  it  would  be 
very  difficult  indeed  to  settle  what  the  royalty 
should  be.  It  would  depend  on  the  success  of 
the  manufacture  and  the  extent  of  the  sale. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  All  these  things  would 
be  taken  into  consideration. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes,  but  it  would  be 
very  difficult  to  provide  machinery  for  this.  It 
seems  to  me  that  if  there  is  a  market  for  his  inven¬ 
tion  in  the  country,  the  inventor  is  very  likely  to  • 
make  a  sale  of  his  patent  rights  to  persons  willing 
to  manufacture,  unless  his  demands  are  unreason¬ 
able  ;  and  very  often  the  manufacturer  who  under¬ 
takes  to  put  an  invention  on  the  market  has  to 
undergo  the  greater  risk  of  losing  his  money, 
and  if  we  add  to  that  risk  his  obligation  to  pay  a 
royalty,  wTe  might  debar  him  from  going  into  the 
manufacture  altogether.  Is  such  a  practice  estab¬ 
lished  in  any  other  countries  where  the  patent 
system  is  in  operation  ? 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  do  not  think 
it  is,  but,  notwithstanding,  it  appears  tome  that  in 
the  public  interest  there  is  a  great  deal  to  be  said 
in  favour  of  the  suggestions  of  my  hon.  friend.  It 
is  a  matter  of  notoriety  to  any  one  who  knows 
anything  of  the  working  of  business  and  the 
customs  that  prevail  between  the  inventor  and  the 
capitalists,  that  the  actual  inventor  is  continually 
squeezed  out  for  most  insignificant  sums,  and  that 
men  who  have  conferred  very  great  benefits  on  the 
community  are  practically  deprived  of  any  parti¬ 
cipation  in  the  profits,  while  on  the  other  hand  capi- 
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talists,  having  money  and  being  able  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  the  law,  frequently  exact  an 
enormous  royalty,  far  beyond  what  would  be  given 
by  the'department  to  the  actual  inventor  for  the 
use  of  his  patent.  I  am  willing  to  encourage  the 
inventor,  and  1  think  it  would  not  be  very  difficult 
for  a  couple  of  provisions  to  be  drawn  Tip  which 
would  meet  the  views  of  my  lion,  friend,  and  the 
practical  application  of  which  would  be  attended 
with  very  little  inconvenience  to  the  manufac¬ 
turer.  For  instance,  the  term  might  very  reason¬ 
ably  be  shortened  in  such  cases,  and  in  no  caste 
should  the  royalty  be  allowed  to  exceed  a  moderate 
percentage.  The  lion,  gentleman,  I  think,  if  he 
enquires  into  the  matter,  will  find  that  this  Bill, 
although  it  operates  to  a  certain  extent  in  the 
interests  of  the  inventor,  is  much  more  in  the 
interests  of  parties  who  get  hold  of  patents  from 
the  real  inventor. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Apart  from  the  diffi¬ 
culties  of  the  case  in  which  the  inventor  has  dis¬ 
posed  of  his  patent,  I  do  not  think  the  advantages  of 
the  proposition  of  the  lion,  member  for  Bothwell 
ought  to  be  extended  to  the  assignee  of  the  inven¬ 
tor. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  That  is  a 
different  matter. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  difficult  to  dis¬ 
tinguish  between  the  two. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  There  are 
grounds  of  public  policy  for  extending  considera¬ 
tion  to  the  actual  inventor  which  hardly  exist  in 
the  case  of  the  assignee. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  so. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  The  actual 
inventor  is  a  man  who  ought  to  be  encouraged. 
The  hon.  gentleman  asks  whether  in  other  countries 
the  proposition  of  my  hon.  friend  is  in  force.  To 
the  best  of  my  knowledge  it  is  not,  but  in  other 
countries  it  is  frequently  the  habit  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  reward  inventors  who  have  discovered 
inventions  of  real  public  utility,  with  gifts  of 
public  money  and  other  distinctions.  We  do  not 
do  that  here,  of  course,  but  refer  them  to  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  patent  law  ;  but  practically  what  my 
hon.  friend  suggests  has  been  done  in  the  way  I 
indicated  by  several  continental  nations.  I  do 
not  know  that  it  has  ever  been  done  in  Fn gland. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  There  has  come  under 
my  notice  specially  the  cases  of  many  parties  who 
have  lost  their  inventions  by  failure  to  manufacture, 
and  those  inventions  were  afterwards  used  by  manu¬ 
facturers  to  their  very  great  profit.  It  seems  to  me 
that  in  cases  where  the  manufacturer  makes  no  very 
great  profit,  if  he  succeeds  in  showing  that  he  has 
not,  he  would  have  little  or  nothing  to  pay.  My 
suggest  ion  would  stimulate  the  inventor  togo  forward 
with  his  inventions  with  the  view  of  perfecting  them 
and  of  being  able  to  get  something  out  of  them,  even 
though  he  be  a  man  without  fortune. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  What  I  was  going  to  | 
suggest  was  that  in  the  event  of  any  such  proposi¬ 
tion  being  adopted,  there  ought  to  be  a  distinction 
made  between  the  assignee  and  the  inventor,  and 
some  method  provided  that  would  prevent  the 
assignee  availing  himself  of  the  name  of  the  inventor 
to  obtain  the  advantage  of  a  compulsory  royalty.  I 
do  not  deny  for  a  moment  that  the  suggestion  is 
worthy  of  consideration.  On  the  contrary,  I  think 


it  is,  as  is  anything  at  all  which  will  practically  give 
help  to  the  inventor  without  means.  I  think  Tt  is 
the  intention  of  my  hon.  colleague  to  consider  very 
carefully  a  number  of  amendments  to  the  Patent 
Act.  In  fact,  when  this  Bill  was  introduced  to 
amend  the  Act,  we  were  showered  with  suggestions 
for  its  improvement,  which  would  require  its  en¬ 
tire  revision.  Having  met  some  of  those  who  are 
in  favour  of  a  complete  revision,  we  promised  that 
during  the  recess  we  would  take  up  the  whole  sub¬ 
ject,  and  we  may  present  some  measure  of  that  kind 
next  session. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Does  the  hon.  gentleman 
si  ill  persist  in  making  the  life  of  a  patent  18 
years  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  Yes. 

Mr.  McMLLLEN.  I  move  that  it  be  reduced 
to  10  instead  of  18.  There  is  any  number  of  pat¬ 
ents  taken  out  for  fencing,  which  is  a  matter  of 
vital  importance  to  agriculturists.  I  think  it  unfair 
to  lock  up  a  patent  for  18  years  in  the  hands  of  one 
man.  If  the  hon.  Minister  will  consider  the 
interests  of  the  agriculturists,  he  will  at  once  con¬ 
sent  to  reduce  the  time  to  10  years,  and  the  patent 
might  be  made  renewable  if  there  was  any  good 
reasons  for  doing  so. 

Mr.  COATS  WORTH.  If  we  were  to  pass  the 
resolution  of  my  hon.  friend,  we  might  as  well 
repeal  the  Patent  Act.  We  have  to  look  at  this 
matter  with  reference  to  other  countries  as  well  as 
our  own  ;  and  if  we  wish  to  send  all  our  inventors 
to  the  United  States,  we  have  only  to  pass  that 
resolution.  W  ith  regard  to  the  extension  of  time 
from  15  to  18  years,  I  may  say  that  since  the  mat¬ 
ter  came  up  in  the  House  for  the  second  reading, 

I  have  had  a  letter  from  the  secretary  of  the 
Manufacturers’  Association  in  Toronto,  in  which 
he  called  my  attention  to  the  fac£  that  the  associa¬ 
tion  is  strongly  in  favour  of  the  extension.  In 
fact,  they  sent  down  some  time  ago  a  deputation  to 
Ottawa  to  interview  the  Minister,  and  this  was  one 
of  the  subjects  on  which  they  intended  to  interview 
him.  They  intended  asking  him  to  do  away  with 
the  necessity  for  models  in  taking  out  patents,  and 
also  to  increase  the  life  of  the  patents.  But  when 
they  found  on  reaching  Ottawa,  and  after  disposing 
of  their  other  business,  that  this  Bill  was  already 
before  the  House,  they  did  not  consider  itnecessarv 
to  trouble  the  Minister  about  it.  However,  the  sec¬ 
retary  assured  me  that  the  Manufacturers’  Associa¬ 
tion  felt  that  it  was  very  essential  in  the  interest 
of  the  patentees  and  the  inventors  of  Canada  that 
the  life  of  the  patent  should  be  made  longer.  I 
wish  to  notice  what  the  hon.  gentleman  said  as  to 
a  supposed  remark  of  mine  about  patent  solicitors. 
W  hat  I  said  the  other  night  as  to  the  association 
of  inventors  and  patentees,  had  no  reference  to 
patent  solicitors  at  all  ;  but  it  was  the  association 
of  men  who  are  most  interested  in  these  matters, 
that  is,  men  who  have  taken  out  patents.  The  posi¬ 
tion  they  take  is  this  :  At  the  present  time  the 
length  of  the  life  of  a  patent  in  Canada  is  15  years, 
in  the  United  States  it  is  17  years,  but  when  they 
take  out  a  patent  in  one  country  they  can  only  get 
a  patent  in  the  other  country  for  the  balance  of 
the  life  of  the  patent  in  the  country  where  they 
first  took  it  out.  Therefore,  if  a  citizen  of  Canada 
invent  some  device  and  desires  to  patent  it  both  in 
the  United  States  and  in  Canada,  as  he  usually 


4223 


[COMMONS] 


4224 


does,  in  order  to  get  the  full  length  of  the  life  of  the 
patent  in  the  United  States,  he  has  got  to  go 
there  first  and  patent  his  invention  in  the  United 
States ;  then  he  can  come  and  patent  here  for  15 
years  ;  whereas  if  he  first  takes  out  his  patent  for 
15  years  here  in  Canada  and  then  goes  over  to  the 
United  States,  he  can  only  get  it  for  the  balance 
of  that  term,  14  years  or  14^,  as  has  been  explained. 
When  a  man  takes  out  a  patent,  of  course  he  is 
bound  to  have  it  for  the  longest  period  possible.  I 
think  it  is  only  fair  to  our  inventors  here  that  the 
time  should  be  extended,  and  it  is  in  the  interest  of 
Canada  if  only  from  a  revenue  point  of  view.  m  It 
is  true,  we  do  not  derive  much  revenue  from  patents, 
although  that  is  a  matter  that  ought  not  to  be  over¬ 
looked.  In  the  first  place,  as  a  matter  of  national 
sentiment,  we  ought  not  to  drive  our  inventors  to  a 
foreign  country  to  patent  their  inventions  ;  then,  as 
a  matter  of  revenue,  we  ought  to  retain  the  fees  on 
those  patents  for  ourselves. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Would  the  hon.  gentleman  say 
what  difference  it  makes  whether  the  applicant  first 
applies  in  the  United  States  or  in  Canada  ? 

Mr.  COAL'S  WORTH.  I  was  going  to  point 
that  out.  The  length  of  the  patent  here  is  15 
years,  and  in  the  United  States  it  is  17  years.  A 
man  can  only  get  a  patent  in  another  country  for 
the  balance  of  the  life  of  the  patent  in  the  country 
where  it  was  first  obtained.  For  instance,  he  takes 
out  a  patent  here  for  15  years,  and  then  goes  over 
to  the  United  States  where  he  can  only  get 
it  for  14  years,  because  he  has  to  lose  the  time  for 
which  it  has  already  ran  in  Canada. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  What  difference  does  it  make 
to  the  people  of  Canada  if  an  applicant  chooses  to 
obtain  his  patent  first  in  the  United  States  ? 

Mr.  COATSWORTH.  The  difference  is  this  :  I 
will  assume  that  the  hon.  gentleman  himself  wished 
to  take  out  a  patent.  He  is  a  citizen  of  Canada, 
and  has  invented  a  device  for  which  he  desires  to 
obtain  a  patent.  Now,  as  is  often  the  case,  the 
invention  has  more  value  in  his  own  estimation 
than  it  has  in  the  estimation  of  any  other  person  ; 
still,  he  desires  to  obtain  the  patent  for  the  full 
length  of  time.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  inventors 
always  do  look  at  the  length  of  time  the  patent 
will  have  to  run,  and  they  choose  between  taking 
it  out  here  and  in  the  United  States.  If  you  take 
it  out  here  you  can  get  it  for  15  years  ;  then  if  you 
choose  to  go  over  to  the  other  side  you  can  only 
get  the  patent  for  the  balance  of  the  time,  and 
that  to  inventors  is  a  practical  difficulty. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Supposing  the  inventor  chooses 
to  take  his  patent  out  in  the  United  States  first,  he 
has  got  17  years  there.  Then  he  applies  in  Canada 
and  obtains  a  15  years  patent ;  by  so  doing  he  gets 
the  full  benefit  of  the  law  in  the  one  country  as  in 
the  other.  I  want  to  know  how  we  are  in  any  way 
prejudiced  by  the  circumstance  of  his  choosing  to 
apply  in  the  States  first  ? 

Mr.  COATSWORTH.  I  will  tell  you  how  we 
are  prejudiced.  In  the  first  place,  I  do  not  think 
we  ought  to  drive  the  citizens  of  our  own  country 
to  a  foreign  country  to  obtain  a  patent.  This  is  a 
matter  of  national  sentiment.  In  the  next  place, 
let  me  give  you  an  illustration  to  show  how  it  will 
affect  our  revenue.  I  do  not  suppose  that  more 
than  one-sixth  of  the  patents  ever  come  to  anything. 
I  say  that  without  any  reflection  at  all  upon  the 
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inventors,  because  it  frequently  happens  that  the 
success  of  a  patent  depends  rather  upon  the  way  it 
takes  with  the  public  than  upon  its  own  excellence. 
If;  is  only  the  country  where  the  device  is  first 
patented  that  reaps  any  benefit  from  it  in  the  way 
of  revenue.  If  we  drive  our  patentees  to  the  United 
Stares  to  take  out  their  patents  first,  the  United 
States  reaps  the  benefit  of  the  revenue,  and  the 
device  is  tested  inside  of  another  two  years,  and  the 
result  is,  if  the  patent  proves  unsuccessful,  it  is  not 
taken  out  here,  and  therefore  we  lose  the  revenue 
we  would  derive  from  its  being  taken  out  here  first. 
I  would  like  to  say  that  the  reason  for  making  it  18 
years  is  in  order  that  our  own  patentees  and  inven¬ 
tors  may  obtain  a  patent  in  Canada,  and  after  it  is 
patented  and  tested  to  a  certain  extent,  they  can 
obtain  the  full  term  of  the  United  States  patent. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  I  wish  to  say  a  word 
upon  the  length  of  time  the  patents  extend.  As  a 
farmer  I  wish  to  say  that  in  the  western  part  of 
Ontario  a  large  number  of  patents  are  taken  out 
with  respect  to  fences.  Fences  in  our  country  are 
becoming  a  very  important  item,  and  the  cheapest 
and  best  methods  of  fencing  that  can  be  adopted 
are  very  much  in  the  interest  of  the  farmers.  I  am 
aware  that  parties  have  invented  methods  of  fenc¬ 
ing,  and  have  not  spent  very  large  sums  of  money  in 
expeiimenting  upon  them  before  the  patent  is  taken 
out ;  therefore,  I  think  that  it  would  be  wrong  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  time  beyond  13  years  as  at  present.  In  many 
cases  individuals  who  take  out  patents  do  not  retain 
them  in  their  possession  but  sell  them  to  others  who 
reap  a  handsome  profit  out  of  them.  Many  people 
have  taken  out  patents  for  agricultural  implements, 
which  are  a  great  necessity  to  the  farming  com¬ 
munity,  and  if  you  extend  the  time  you  are  legislat¬ 
ing  against  the  interests  of  the  farmers.  You  have 
now  been  legislating  in  the  interest  of  the  patentees 
and  the  manufacturers,  and  I  think  you  ought  now 
to  legislate  in  the  interest  of  the  consumers  who 
have  to  pay  out  in  many  instances  such  large  sums 
of  money.  Sometimes  these  patents  are  kept  up 
for  a  number  of  years  upon  agricultural  implements. 
I  think  myself  that  15  years  is  quite  sufficient  for 
the  life  of  a  patent. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  move  that  the  time  be 
reduced  to  15  years. 

Amendment  negatived. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  How  do  these  compare  with 
the  fees  in  the  United  States  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  The  United  States  charge 
$35  on  the  inventor  applying  for  a  patent,  but  it 
is  all  paid  down  on  the  application  being  made  for 
a  17-year  patent. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Your  fee  is  $60  for  a  similar 
period.  A' here  does  your  national  sentiment  come 
in  here  ? 

Mr.  COATSWORTH.  Our  fee  is  divided  into 
three  periods,  but  in  the  United  States  they  have 
to  pay  the  amount  at  once,  whether  the  patent  comes 
to  anything  or  not.  In  Canada,  the  inventor  pays 
$20  for  the  first  six  years,  and  he  has  ample  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  test  the  patent  during  that  time.  If  it  is 
not  of  sufficient  value  to  pay  another  $20  he  need 
not  do  so.  Our  system  is  much  better  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  the  inventor. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Do  you  not  think  that  a  fee  of 
50  cents  a  hundred  words  for  the  first  copy,  and  25 
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cents  per  hundred  for  the  next  copies  is  too  high  ? 
In  Toronto  we  get  them  type-written  for  5  emits 
per  hundred. 

Mr.  CARLING.  I  will  make  that  25  cents  for 
the  first  copy,  and  10  cents  for  the  others.  I  wish 
to  add  the  following  clause  : — 

This  Act  shall  only  apply  to  patents  issued  after  the 
passing  thereof. 


“  (a.)  Is  liable  to  ten  years’  imprisonment  if  such  girl  is 
under  the  age  of  fourteen  years  ;  and 
“  (5.)  Is  liable  to  two  years’  imprisonment  if  such  girl  is 
ot  or  above  the  age  of  fourteen  and  under  the  age  of  six- 
teen  years.” 


This  society  wishes  to  change  the  age  from  sixteen 
to  twenty-one  years.  I  move  accordingly. 

Amendment  negatived. 


Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  If  you  leave  the  old 
law  in  force  as  regards  the  old  patents,  it  ought  to 
be  so  expressed. 

Bill  reported. 

THE  CRIMINAL  CODE. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on 
Bill  (No.  7)  respecting  the  Criminal  Law. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Mr.  CURRAN.  I  have  received  an  intimation 
from  a  society  in  Montreal  interested  in  these 
matters,  expressing  a  desire  to  have  the  age  in 
section  269  extended  from  fourteen  to  sixteen 
years.  The  section  now  reads  : 

‘‘  Every  one  is  guilty  of  an  indictable  offence  and  liable 
to  imprisonment  for  life,  or  for  any  term  not  less  than 
five  years,  and  to  be  whipped,  who  carnally  knows  any 
girl  under  the  age  of  fourteen  years,  whether  he  believes 
her  to  be  of  or  above  that  age  or  not.  53  V.,  c.  37,  s.  12.” 

1  promised  the  society  to  bring  this  matter  before 
the  committee,  and  I  now  move  that  sixteen  be  in¬ 
serted  in  place  of  fourteen. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I. )  I  think  the  society  is 
proposing  a  change  too  radical.  Perhaps  a  com¬ 
promise  might  be  arranged  between  fourteen  and 
sixteen,  and  fifteen  adopted. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  think  it  is 
wise  to  accede  to  the  wish  even  of  gentlemen  who 
are  so  philanthropic,  and  who  give  their  best  con¬ 
sideration  to  such  work.  This  is  an  offence  for 
which  a  drastic  punishment  is  provided,  not  only 
imprisonment  for  life  but  also  flogging,  and  the  in¬ 
tention  of  the  Act  is  to  extend  this  punishment  to 
.those  who  commit  outrages  on  children.  If  you 
extend  the  age  it  will  be  impossible  to  say  whether 
a  man  knew  that  the  woman  was  sixteen  years  of 
age  or  not ;  but  he  must  be  responsible  if  it  is  the 
case  of  a  child.  We  had  a  remarkable  case  under 
consideration  from  Winnipeg  a  short  time  ago,  in 
which  a  man  was  sentenced  to  a  long  term  of  im¬ 
prisonment  and  to  be  whipped  when  it  was  proved 
that  the  girl  was  under  fourteen,  but  was  a  notori¬ 
ous  prostitute.  If  we  extend  the  age  to  sixteen, 
we  shall  be  punishing  offences  against  young  women 
while  this  clause  is  really  intended  to  punish  those 
who  commit  offences  against  children. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  Perhaps  we  might  protect  it 
by  inserting  the  words  not  being  a  prostitute.  ” 

Mr.  MASSON.  At  that  age  you  cannot  prove  it. 
Amendment  negatived. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  I  would  call  attention  to  sec¬ 
tion  187,  which  reads : 

“  Every  one  who,  being  the  owner  and  occupier  of  any 
premises,  or  having,  or  acting,  or  assisting  in,  the  man¬ 
agement  or  control  thereof,  induces  or  knowingly  suffers 
any  girl  of  such  age  as  in  this  section  mentioned  to  resort 
to  or  be  in  or  upon  such  premises  for  the  purpose  of  being 
unlawfully  and  carnally  known  by  any  man,  whether 
such  carnal  knowledge  is  intended  to  be  with  any  parti¬ 
cular  man,  or  generally,  is  guilty  of  an  indictable  offence, 
and— 
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Mr.  I)A\  IE, 8  (P.E.I.)  Has  the  hon.  gentleman 
received  any  representations  respecting  section 
204,  which  relates  to  betting  ?  I  have  had  some 
communication  with  the  same  society  on  that  sub¬ 
ject,  and  I  thought  the  hon.  gentleman  would 
speak  for  it.  I  now  call  the  Minister’s  attention 
to  this  section.  The  committee  very  hastily  passed 
sub-section  (v. )  of  section  204. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  If  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  will  bring  the  matter  up  this  afternoon  we 
will  consider  it. 

[At  one  o’clock  the  committee  adjourned,  and  at 
three  o’clock  resumed.] 

On  section  583, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  A  point  arises  under 
this  section  in  the  case  of  stipendiary  magistrates 
for  cities.  I  may  speak  especially  of  offences  under 
the  Canada  Temperance  Act.  Parties  living  in  the 
city  jus^  outside  the  jurisdiction,  and  the  magis¬ 
trates  have  to  send  a  warrant  out  to  bring  them  in, 
as  of  course  they  will  never  attend  without  a 
warrant.  Take  the  city  of  Charlottetown  with 
about  14,000  population.  A  large  number,  per¬ 
haps  four  or  five  thousand  people  from  the  County 
of  Queen’s,  come  into  the  city  tw  ice  a  week  to 
market,  and  offences  more  or  less  venial  or  heinous 
are  committed,  and  the  stipendiary  magistrate  has 
to  try  them.  The  parties,  of  course,  who  live  out¬ 
side  the  city  return  home,  out  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  city.  By  this  Bill  it  is  properly  provided 
that  a  summons  may  be  served  by  a  magistrate 
without  his  jurisdiction,  but  they  wall  not  acknow¬ 
ledge  that  summons,  and  it  is  open  to  argument 
whether  it  would  not  be  well  to  let  the  warrant  run 
outside  the  cities  within  the  province.  There  may 
be  objections  against  it,  but  I  cannot  see  any. 

Sir  J OHN  THOMPSON.  The  committee  thought 
of  it  carefully,  and  seemed  to  think  there  was  some 
danger  of  allowing  a  magistrate  to  issue  his  war¬ 
rant  for  anywhere  outside  of  his  jurisdiction.  No 
doubt,  in  the  class  of  cases  the  hon.  member  refers 
to  it  would  be  convenient,  but  I  think,  as  a  general 
rule,  it  would  not  do  to  let  the  warrant  run  outside 
the  jurisdiction. 

On  section  629, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  I  never  could  understand 
or  justify  the  rule  prohibiting  a  man  from  pointing 
out  a  flaw  in  the  indictment  after  he  had  pleaded. 
Men  are  called  upon  very  often  to  plead  before 
their  counsel  have  got  time  to  examine  the  indict¬ 
ment.  There  ought  to  be  a  discretion  given  to  the 
court  to  permit  a  man  to  move  to  quash  the  indict¬ 
ment  even  after  he  has  formally  pleaded.  There 
are  cases  wdiere,  through  hasty  pleading  or  through 
counsel  not  catching  the  point,  the  flaw  in  the 
indictment  was  overlooked. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  I  do  not  believe  a  crimina 
should  be  barred  from  waiving  any  flaw  after  plead- 
ing.  \\  hy  should  he  be  precluded  from  moving 
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for  the  arrest  of  judgment  even  after  he  has 
pleaded  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  His  right  should  be  de¬ 
pendent  on  the  permission  of  the  judge,  because 
otherwise  his  counsel  would  allow  the  trial  to  go 
on  in  the  hope  of  securing  an  acquittal,  and  failing 
that  move  after  trial  for  an  arrest  of  judgment  on 
the  ground  of  a  flaw  in  the  indictment  which  he 
■should  have  pleaded  before  the  trial  began. 

Section  amended  by  inserting  the  words  :  “ex¬ 
cept  by  leave  of  the  court  before  which  the  trial 
takes  place.” 

On  section  630, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  There  were  some  nice 
points  raised  in  Ottawa  some  two  months  ago  where 
the  Crown  had  a  prisoner  for  trial  and  Mr.  Me 
•Carthy  insisted  that  as  there  was  a  general  gaol  de¬ 
livery  the  prisoner  should  be  discharged.  The 
Grown  prosecutor  protested  vigorously  that  his 
chief  witness  was  a  detective  in  the  employ  of  the 
Crown  but  at  that  moment  was  absent  and  could 
not  be  obtained,  but  that  he  would  obtain  him  if 
the  trial  were  postponed.  The  judge  overruled  the 
objection  and  would  not  postpone  the  trial.  Will 
this  section  prevent  a  postponement  at  the  request 
of  the  prosecutor  ?  I  do  not  know  whether  this 
section  was  intended  to  extend  to  prosecutors,  or 
was  limited  entirely  to  the  defendants. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  not  intended  to 
affect  the  rights  of  prosecutors. 

On  section  642, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  This  section  proposes  a 
change  with  respect  to  grand  juries.  At  the  pre¬ 
sent  time  I  can  go  before  a  grand  jury  and  prefer  a 
bill  of  indictment.  That  right  is  limited  by  this 
section. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  limited  in  this 
way  :  There  can  be  no  bill  of  indictment  preferred 
before  a  grand  jury  unless  some  one  is  bound  over 
to  prosecute,  or  the  Attorney  General,  or  counsel  by 
direction  of  the  Attorney  General,  or  the  judge 
gives  his  approval.  In  all  other  cases  you  must  go 
before  a  magistrate  first  in  order  to  secure  an  in¬ 
vestigation. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  The  grand  jury  has  the 
general  power  to  enquire  into  all  offences  within  the 
county.  Their  duty  is  to  examine  into  them,  and 
make  a  short  presentment  to  the  court  on  which 
the  Attorney  General  acts.  Any  one  can  go  before 
them  and  say  that  such  and  such  a  crime  has  been 
committed. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  the  theory  ; 
but  my  hon.  friend  will  remember  that  by  statute 
it  is  taken  away  in  a  great  variety  of  cases,  and  it 
is  taken  away  in  all  cases  here  unless  there  is  an  in¬ 
vestigation  before  the  magistrate.  This  is  to  pre¬ 
vent  malicious  persons  bringing  an  indictment. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  It  practically  takes  away 
the  power  of  the  grand  jury  to  investigate  and  pre¬ 
sent  to  the  court.  I  remember  a  memorable  case 
in  Prince  Edward  Island,  where  the  grand  jury 
whose  duty  it  was  to  inspect  the  asylums  and  other 
institutions  found  a  most  horrible  state  of  affairs 
existing,  and  they  indicted  the  keeper  and  the 
medical  officer  and  the  different  attendants  for 
brutality.  It  was  a  tremendous  presentment.  The 
foreman  happened  to  be  a  very  energetic  man  and 
Mr.  McLeod. 


he  pushed  the  matter  on  until  he  presented  the 
facts  to  the  court.  On  this  presentment  the 
Attorney  General  drew  up  his  indictment.  Under 
this  section  that  power  of  the  grand  jury  is  taken 
away. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Of  course  they  have 
access  to  the  Attorney  General  or  the  officer  acting 
for  him  at  all  times. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  remember  a  case  where 
a  prisoner,  who  was  to  some  extent  insane,  had 
his  eye  knocked  out  by  the  keeper,  and  the  sheriff 
did  not  like  to  report  against  the  keeper  ;  but  the 
matter  was  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  court 
by  the  grand  jury.  In  that  case  they  named  the 
party  who  committed  the  offence,  but  this  section 
would  prevent  them  naming  the  party. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes,  unless  they  have 
a  bill  of  indictment ;  but  they  could  very  soon  get 
one. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  am  referring  to  the 
salutary  powers  the  grand  juries  have  hitherto 
possessed,  at  all  events  in  our  province,  with  very 
great  benefit  to  the  public  weal,  and  I  fear  very 
much  that,  by  the  way  section  642  is  worded,  it 
will  be  withdrawn. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  not  intended  to 
be  withdrawn.  It  is  only  intended  to  refer  to  the 
proceedings  of  the  bill  of  indictment,  and  that  is 
exactly  the  statute  now. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  contention  of  my  hon. 
friend  is  that  section  642  limits  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  grand  jury  simply  to  the  finding  of  indict¬ 
ments  and  that  they  have  no  power  to  make  any 
presentment  except  on  indictments. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  The  judge  always  charges  the 
grand  jury  that  they  have  a  right  to  enquire  into 
matters  in  the  county  generally.  They  do  not  in¬ 
dict  h  man,  but  they  present  certain  facts  on  which 
the  court  acts.  The  question  to  my  mind  is, 
whether  this  clause  does  not  take  away  that  power. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  I  would  suggest  whether 
it  would  not  be  well  to  put  in  some  proviso  per¬ 
mitting  the  grand  jury,  under  charge  of  the  judge, 
to  exercise  the  duty  of  investigating  matters  within 
the  county.  The  fact  is,  that  with  us,  unless  the 
grand  jury  kept  strict  watch  of  the  asylums,  gaols 
and  poorhouses,  we  have  no  effective  supervision. 
There  are  gentlemen  generally  on  the  grand  jury 
who  take  an  interest  in  the  public  institutions,  and 
at  their  inspection  twice  a  year,  any  want  of  duty 
on  the  part  of  the  officials  or  any  improper  treat¬ 
ment  of  the  inmates,  is  brought  under  the  notice 
of  the  court  by  the  grand  jury  with  very  salutary 
results.  I  am  very  jealous  of  that  jurisdiction  of 
the  grand  jury  being  encroached  upon  or  taken 
away. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  If  these  functions  are 
found  so  salutary,  I  have  no  objection  to  drop  the 
first  part  of  section  642  altogether,  and  to  make 
sub-section  two  the  entire  section. 

On  section  657, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  I  thought  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  was  going  to  introduce  a  clause  in  the  Bill 
allowing  a  criminal  to  give  evidence  himself. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  have  a  separate 
Bill  for  that,  because  it  relates  not  only  to  the 
Criminal  Law  but  to  all  matters  of  evidence  within 
our  jurisdiction. 
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On  section  660, 

Mr.  LAURIER.  When  the  prisoner  is  in  court 
where  is  he  to  be  ?  At  present,  when  accused  of 
felony,  he  has  to  be  in  the  dock  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  This  does  not  provide 
that  he  may  not  be  in  the  dock. 

Mr.  1)A\  IES  (P.  E.I. )  The  old  distinction  be¬ 
tween  misdemeanour  and  felony  being  abolished, 
where  will  the  prisoner  sit  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  subject  to  the 
discretion  of  the  judge.  There  is  no  provision  in 
the  law  now  as  to  where  he  shall  sit,  but  the  practice 
is  to  compel  a  man  charged  with  felony  to  sit  in  the 
dock,  and  when  charged  with  misdemeanour  he  may 
sit  elsewhere  ;  the  distinction  is  purely  arbitrary. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  about  bail  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  When  committed  for 
trial  for  offences  for  which  he  is  liable  to  a  certain 
extent  of  punishment,  the  bail  will  be  in  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  a  judge. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P. E.I. )  This  clause  is  nonsense 
as  it  is  now.  If  you  take  away  the  word  “  Queen’s,” 
it  won’t  read  English  at  all. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  very  common  for 
counsel  for  the  private  prosecutor  to  be  associated 
with  prosecuting  counsel. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.  I. )  But  he  always  prosecutes 
in  the  name  of  the  Queen.  He  would  contend  that 
he  was  acting  on  behalf  of  the  Crown. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  He  may  be  so  acting 
if  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  is  present  at  the  trial 
and  is  willing  to  associate  him  with  him.  But  it  is 
not  uncommon,  I  think,  for  counsel  to  state  that 
they  appear  for  the  private  prosecutor.  Would  there 
be  any  objection  to  saying  “  or  to  any  counsel  act¬ 
ing  for  either  of  them  ?”  The  object  is  not  to  allow 
the  right  of  reply  to  the  counsel  for  the  private 
prosecutor.  He  must  be  representing  the  Attorney 
General  or  the  solicitor. 

On  section  666, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  There  are  reasons  for 
challenging  the  panel  in  the  common  law  which 
you  have  not  introduced  here  ;  for  instance,  close 
relations  with  the  sheriff. 

Sir  J OHN  THOMPSON.  The  word  ‘  ‘  partiality  ” 

•  would  cover  that.  It  is  better  to  say  “partiality ” 
than  “  relationship,”  because  if  you  say  “  relation¬ 
ship  ”  you  have  to  go  into  the  degrees. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  At  the  present  time  it  seems 
that  there  is  very  little  in  the  objection  of  relation¬ 
ship. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  have  seen  several 
panels  quashed  on  account  of  the  relationship  of 
the  sheriff  with  the  prosecution. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  I  think  “partiality”  would 
cover  that. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  Suppose  a  French-Canadian 
in  Ontario  wished  to  have  a  jury  composed  in  part 
of  his  own  countrymen  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  has  been 
abolished  for  a  good  many  years. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  In  the  Province  of 
Ontario. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  But  not  in  the  other  pro¬ 
vinces.  There  is  a  large  population  of  French- 
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Canadians,  many  of  whom  do  not  speak  English 
at  all. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  they  all 
speak  English  a  great  deal  better  than  many  of 
their  neighbours. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  Suppose  that  the  accused 
did  not  speak  English  at  ill,  he  would  be  deprived 
of  one  of  his  rights.  I  do  not  see  why  he  should 
not  have  the  same  right  that  the  speakers  of 
English  have  in  the  Province  of  Quebec. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  have  ample  pro¬ 
vision  to  meet  that  case. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  I  should  like  to  be  in¬ 
formed  why  French- Canadians  in  Ontario  should 
not  have  a  jury  composed  in  part  of  French-Cana- 
dians  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  formerly  had 
that  provision  in  all  the  provinces  at  common  law, 
not  only  for  the  people  in  the  localities,  but  for 
foreigners  coming  there,  Spaniards,  French  and  all 
others.  It  was  not  uncommon  to  see  a  trial  take 
place  in  that  way.  That  system  has,  however,  been 
abolished  for  a  number  of  years.  As  regards  the 
people  of  our  own  country,  if  there  are  many  French- 
speaking  inhabitants,  for  instance,  in  the  locality 
in  which  a  prisoner  is  tried,  there  will  be,  in  ail 
probability,  some  of  his  fellow  countrymen  on  the 
jury.  There  is  ample  provision  made  for  the  work 
of  interpreting,  and  if  a  fair  trial  cannot  be  had,  a 
change  of  venue  may  be  secured. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  It  is  not  a  question  of  fair 
trial.  The  provision  with  respect  to  Germans  or 
Spaniards  is  correct,  they  being  foreigners  coming 
into  the  Dominion  ;  but  as  regards  Ontario,  where 
there  are  a  large  number  of  French-Canaclians,  I 
do  not  see  why  they  should  not  possess  the  same 
right  as  the  English-speaking  people  in  Quebec. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  In  the  Province  of 
Quebec  the  dual  system  prevails,  and  the  prisoner 
is  tried  in  both  languages.  In  the  other  provinces 
the  prisoner  is  tried  in  the  English  language,  and 
there  would  be  no  practical  utility  in  having  a 
mixed  jury. 

The  Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock,  the 
Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

IN  COMMITTEE— THIRD  READING. 

Bill  (No.  59)  to  incorporate  the  Ottawa  Valley 
Railway  Company.— (Mr.  Tisdale.) 

THE  CRIMINAL  CODE. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on 
Bill  (No.  7)  respecting  the  Criminal  Law. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

On  section  667, 

Mr.  DA  A  IES  (P.E.I.)  Sub-section  6  introduces 
a  new  practice  which  we  have  not  in  Canada.  I 
know  it  is  customary  in  the  London  courts  to 
empapnel  a  jury  to  sit  and  try  perhaps  half  a 
dozen  cases,  but  here  a  new  jury  is  empannelled 
for  each  case.  I  am  not  quite  sure  about  the 
introduction  of  this  new  practice. 
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Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  can  only  be  done 
by  consent. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  In  sub-section  5,  ypu 
have  adopted  a  change  in  practice  in  regard  to 
jurors.  Heretofore,  in  misdemeanours,  the  jury 
were  allowed  to  disperse  after  the  trial  for  the  day 
wTas  over,  and  they  were  not  confined,  but,  under 
this  Act,  you  keep  all  jurors  empannelled  and  sep¬ 
arated  until  the  trial  is  over,  whether  for  felony  or 
misdemeanour. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  not  the  inten¬ 
tion,  it  means  the  names  of  the  men  and  not  the 
men  themselves.  It  is  just  as  at  present  when  we 
keep  the  names  of  the  panel  tied  up  together. 

On  section  671, 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Is  there  any  special  pro¬ 
vision  taking  away  the  right  of  election  to  be  tried 
separately  ?  I  remember  one  time  being  connected 
with  the  trial  of  24  men  for  riot,  and  they  elected 
to  be  tried  separately,  and  we  were  six  weeks  try¬ 
ing  them.  » 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  in  the  discretion 
of  the  court. 

Mr,  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  knowr  that  the  court 
in  that  case  conceded  the  right  to  them. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  They  always  endeavour 
to  be  tried  separately.  In  defending  prisoners  I 
have  tried  very  hard  to  get  it  done,  but  of  late 
years  it  is  never  done  with  us.  Nearly  every  ap¬ 
plication  is  refused. 

On  section  675, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  This  is  a  very  import¬ 
ant  change.  At  present  after  the  jury  is  once 
formed,  the  trial  must  proceed  to  a  finish  ;  but  this 
section  allows  the  jury  to  be  broken  up  and  the 
trial  adjourned  to  a  future  day  just  as  a  civil  case 
may  be,  according  as  justice  may  seem  to  require. 
The  committee  considered  it  very  carefully,  and  I 
hope  this  committee  w’ill  consider  it  very  carefully, 
as  it  is  highly  important. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.  I. )  It  strikes  me  at  first  blush 
as  of  doubtful  utility. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  should  think  it  very  wise. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  wish  to  give  my 
opinion.  I  may  be  entirely  wrong,  as  I  am  speak¬ 
ing  on  the  spur  of  the  moment.  If  the  trial  pro¬ 
ceeds  for  a  couple  of  days,  and  the  prisoner  finds 
himself  in  a  tight  place,  he  may  make  affidavits 
that  he  has  been  taken  entirely  by  surprise,  and 
the  whole  case  goes  by  the  board  after  enormous 
expense  has  been  incurred.  The  jury  would  be 
discharged  and  the  whole  case  broken  up,  and  it 
would  have  to  be  begun  again,  perhaps  at  a  time 
when  the  Crown  witnesses  could  not  be  secured. 
It  is  not  easy  to  keep  Crown  witnesses  on  hand.  I 
have  known  them  to  be  detained  in  custody  to  pre¬ 
vent  them  going  away.  There  are,  no  doubt,  some 
merits  in  the  change,  but  I  think  we  should  have 
some  statement  from  practicing  barristers  that 
some  evil  has  arisen  from  the  present  practice  be¬ 
fore  wTe  agree  to  it.  I  cannot  recall  any  case  in  my 
practice  in  which  any  injustice  has  resulted  from 
the  rule  that,  after  the  jury  is  sworn  and  the  case 
begun,  it  must  continue  to  the  end. 

Mr.  MASSON.  We  had  considerable  discussion 
on  this  matter  in  the  committee,  where  it  was  very 
carefully  considered.  With  regard  to  mentioning 
Mr.  Davies  (P.E.I.) 


a  particular  case  in  which  an  absolute  injustice  has 
arisen  from  the  present  rule,  it  is  very  difficult  to 
recall  such  a  case,  because  the  practice  has  been 
entirely  the  other  way.  But  we  know  that  in  the 
civil  cases,  even  when  we  have  pleadings  prepared 
long  before  the  trial,  surprises  often  occur,  and  oc¬ 
casionally  they  are  such  that  the  court  will  grant 
an  adjournment  after  the  trial  has  commenced,  and 
generally  upon  terms  such  as  the  payment  of  the 
costs  of  the  day,  but  of  course  a  very  strong  case 
has  to  be  made  out.  If  it  is  necessary  in  civil 
cases,  where  only  matters  of  dollars  and  cents 
are  in  question,  how  much  more  important  is  it 
that  it  should  be  granted  in  the  case  of  criminal 
matters  where  a  man’s  life  or  liberty  is  at  stake. 
In  criminal  matters,  the  pleadings  are  not  closed 
until  a  few  minutes  before  the  trial,  immediately 
on  being  called  the  prisoner  pleads,  and  very  often 
his  trial  goes  on,  and  he  may  be  brought  face  to 
face  with  a  case  entirely  different  from  what  he 
expected  ;  and  if,  on  good  grounds,  he  shows  a  case 
of  surprise,  an  adjournment  would  be  asked  for, 
and  if  the  case  is  sufficiently  strong,  it  is  only  fair 
that  the  court  should  take  the  responsibility  of 
granting  it. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  This  section  does  not 
only  provide  for  an  adjournment  but  for  an  absolute 
discharge  of  the  jury  and  a  postponement  of  the 
trial. 

Mr.  MASSON.  An  adjournment  for  two  or  three 
days  might  not  be  sufficient,  and  we  cannot  keep 
the  jury  there  for  ever  or  cause  them  to  return  at  a 
distant  day.  It  is  better  they  should  be  discharged 
and  the  trial  commenced  de  novo  than  that  they 
should  be  kept  waiting  for  a  long  time.  It  is  cer¬ 
tainly  an  innovation,  but  I  think  it  is  one  that  jus.- 
tice  demands,  under,  of  course,  all  the  safeguards 
that  can  be  placed  around  it,  and  I  think  we  can 
trust  our  judges  not  to  grant  an  adjournment  ex¬ 
cept  in  extreme  cases. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  It  strikes  me  the  strongest 
argument  in  favour  of  this  has  not  been  mentioned, 
and  that  is  our  practice  in  criminal  cases.  The 
accused  cannot  get  a  new  trial  on  errors  of  fact, 
and  if  it  were  not  for  that  I  should  be  inclined  to 
oppose  the  clause,  but  that  being  so,  it  strikes  me 
very  favourably.  Under  our  criminal  practice  there 
can  be  no  new  trial  except  on  errors  of  law,  and  in 
errors  of  fact  an  appeal  must  be  made  to  the  Execu¬ 
tive  for  the  exercise  of  clemency.  In  many  countries, 
in  the  United  States  for  instance,  they  allow  new 
trials  for  errors  of  fact,  but  our  practice  is  different 
in  order  to  avoid  the  many  applications  which  would 
be  made  in  criminal  cases  for  new  trials.  Experience 
has  shown,  in  civil  cases  where  postponement  is 
allowed  for  errors  of  fact,  that  the  judges  only 
grant  it  when  a  very  strong  case  has  been  made, 
and  in  fact  our  experience  is  that  in  very  few  cases 
do  the  judges  exercise  this  discretion.  I  oidy  know' 
of  one  ortwo  cases  in  Ontario  where,  after  a  case  had 
gone  into  court  at  any  length,  a  new  trial  was 
granted,  and  those  were  very  urgent  cases  indeed. 

I  do  not  think  we  need  fear  to  trust  our  judges 
with  the  exercise  of  this  discretion,  and  it  will 
relieve  the  accused  from  the  application  of  a  very 
hard  rule. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  My  being  candid  and 
telling  the  committee  my  view’s  will  not  prejudice 
anybody  against  the  clause,  considering  the  fair 
way  in  which  the  provisions  have  been  received 


4233 


[JUNE  24,  1392.] 


4234 


throughout  ;  and  I  hope  I  will  not  be  suspected  of 
not  having  done  my  duty  to  the  joint  committee 
when  I  state  I  have  some  doubts  about  the  clause. 
I  mention  this  in  order  to  get  the  opinions  of  those 
present#  My  own  view  is  such  that  I  adopted 
the  clause  with  great  reluctance.  After  some  ex¬ 
perience  on  both  sides  in  criminal  matters,  though 
I  am,  perhaps,  predisposed  to  look  at  this  ques¬ 
tion  from  the  point  of  view  rather  of  a  prosecuting 
officer  than  of  a  defending  counsel,  having  had 
most  experience  in  that  way,  my  experience  is  that 
the  prisoner  always  makes  a  desperate  effort  to  get 
a  postponement,  if  he  finds  an  unfavourable  jury 
or  the  evidence  against  him  stronger  than  he  ex¬ 
pected.  I  am  afraid  this  would  tend  to  break  up 
the  trial  in  every  case  in  which  the  prisoner  feels 
he  is  getting  the  worst  of  it,  and  in  that  way  might 
lead  to  considerable  abuse.  Considering  the  many 
avenues  of  escape  we  leave  open  to  the  prisoner, 
and  the  difficulty  of  securing  conviction,  I  feel  a 
little  doubt  about  so  radical  a  change,  and  would 
like  the  clause  to  be  very  well  considered  before 
being  rejected  or  adopted.  Its  strength  lies  in 
theory,  and  in  the  fact  likewise  that  it  has  been 
recommended  in  the  English  draft  Bill. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  I  have  had  some  little  ex¬ 
perience  in  the  Courts  of  Queen’s  Bench,  though  it 
is  now  rusty  indeed,  but  I  must  say  that  my  experi¬ 
ence  of  14  or  15  years  of  pretty  large  business  before 
these  courts  leads  me  to  consider  this  clause  as  ob¬ 
jectionable  ;  and  I  may  say  that  the  judges  would  not 
thank  Parliament  for  passing  it,  as  it  would  lead  to 
endless  difficulties  and  tend,  in  many  cases,  to  defeat 
the  ends  of  justice.  The  prisoners,  and  especially 
their  lawyers,  are  very  ingenious  in  finding  means 
to  postpone  the  trial  or  put  difficulties  in  the  way. 
Y\  hen  a  case  is  fixed  for  trial,  the  prisoner  has  had 
all  the  opportunities,  under  our  very  liberal  system 
of  criminal  law,  for  finding  out  what  the  case  really 
is,  and  what  witnesses  are  called  and  to  be  called. 
If  we  are  able  to  boast  of  the  administration  of 
criminal  justice  in  our  country,  it  is  because  trials 
are  carried  on  not  only  with  liberality  but  with 
firmness  and  celerity,  and  there  is  no  avenue 
open  to  the  undue  protraction  of  trials.  We  have 
a  great  advantage  over  our  neighbours  in  that 
respect.  By  closing  those  avenues  I  do  not  mean 
to  say  that  justice  would  be  defeated,  but  I  think 
we  would  be  opening  the  door  to  a  great  deal  of 
difficulty  and  endless  obstacles  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  criminal  justice. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  section  provides  for  two 
cases.  The  first  one  is  when  a  witness  is  produced 
by  the  Crown  who  has  not  been  heard  in  the  pre¬ 
liminary  investigation  ;  the  second  clause  applies 
to  the  case  of  a  witness  who  has  been  examined  in 
the  preliminary  investigation  but  who  does  not  turn 
up  or  is  not  called  by  the  Crown.  No  doubt,  in 
respect  to  the  first  category,  injustice  might  occur 
in  very  extreme  cases,  but  still  we  have  a  right  to 
suppose  that  the  Crown  would  not  do  anything  of 
that  kind  when  they  knew  the  accused  to  be  taken 
by  surprise  in  producing  a  new  witness  of  whom 
the  accused  has  never  heard  before.  In  my  experi¬ 
ence,  as  Crown  prosecutor  for  five  or  six  years  in 
Montreal,  no  such  case  has  presented  itself.  As  to  the 
second  clause,  there  is  certainly  no  reason  at  all  why 
it  should  remain.  In  the  case  of  a  witness  who  has 
been  heard  but  is  not  to  be  found,  the  law  does 
provide  that  his  deposition  may  be  read  in  court  ; 


and  as  the  accused  had  had  an  opportunity  in  the 
preliminary  investigation  to  cross-examine  him,  he 
can  complain  of  no  injustice  in  not  having  a  second 
chance  to  cross-examine  him.  As  to  the  first  class 
of  cases,  I  would  frame  the  section  so  as  not  to 
make  it  a  matter  of  course  for  the  case  to  be 
stopped,  as  it  looks  to  be  now  from  the  way  it 
reads,  and  I  would  not  let  the  court,  on  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  accused,  adjourn  the  further  hearing 
of  the  case,  or  discharge  the  jury.  As  the  clause 
reads,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  judge  has  to  do 
so  as  a  matter  of  course.  But  I  think  the  language 
of  the  clause  might  be  couched  in  a  more 
guarded  way  so  as  to  make  it  appear  that  in  the 
intention  of  the  Legislature  this  clause  would 
only  apply  to  such  cases  as  when  the  judge  himself 
would  see  that  a  glaring  injustice  would  result 
from  the  fact  that  a  witness  had  been  suddenly 
called  up,  I  might  say  fraudulently,  of  whom  the 
accused  knew  nothing.  But  no  such  case  has 
occurred  in  my  experience,  because  we  cannot 
believe  that  a  Crown  prosecutor,  who  has  any 
respect  for  his  dignity  and  his  office,  would  resort 
to  any  such  a  course  as  bringing  up  suddenly  a 
witness  of  whom  the  accused  had  been  kept  in 
the  dark,  with  the  intention  of  taking  him  by 
surprise.  As  I  said,  I  would  only  leave  the  first 
part  of  the  clause.  As  to  the  second  one,  I  see  no 
use  for  it.  In  the  first  one  I  would  alter  the  lan¬ 
guage  so  as  to  give  powder  to  the  judge  in  exceptional 
cases  to  act  on  his  discretion,  that  is,  in  extreme 
cases,  where,  in  his  opinion,  a  patent  injustice 
might  be  done. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  A  case  might  arise  where  a 
witness  is  produced  by  the  prosecution  without 
any  previous  notice,  and  the  defence  so  taken  by 
surprise  be  utterly  unable,  at  the  moment,  to  meet 
his  evidence  or  to  prepare  an  answer  to  it,  although 
if  time  were  given  he  could,  and  the  accused  would 
thus  be  very  much  prejudiced.  That  is  an  ex¬ 
treme  case,  but  it  might  happen.  I  do  not  remem¬ 
ber  that  the  case  ever  did  happen  in  my  ex¬ 
perience,  yet  I  think  it  would  be  well  to  leave  a 
case  like  that  to  the  discretion  of  the  judge,  as 
when  he  sees  that  a  witness  is  produced  whom  the 
prisoner  has  not  had  an  opportunity  of  examining, 
a  witness  who  has  not  made  any  deposition  before, 
and  whom  the  defence  had  no  notice  that  the 
prosecution  intended  to  produce.  His  deposition 
may  not  have  been  taken  on  the  preliminary  in¬ 
vestigation,  but  still  the  accused  may  have  had 
notice  of  intention  to  produce  this  witness.  I  take 
it  the  intention  is  that  if  a  witness  were  produced 
suddenly  at  the  trial  wdiose  evidence  was  of  an  im¬ 
portant  nature,  the  judge  himself  would  see  that 
unless  the  prisoner  had  an  opportunity  to  answer 
the  evidence  so  given  in  some  way,  it  would  be 
very  injurious  to  him.  In  such  a  case  it  is  open  to 
question  whether  the  judge  should  discharge  the 
jury  or  simply  postpone  further  hearing  of  the 
case.  As  to  the  second  clause,  I  do  not  see  any 
strong  reason  for  it.  The  Crown,  I  think,  ought 
to  call  the  witnesses  whose  names  are  on  the  back 
of  the  indictment,  and  this  is  now  the  practice, 
but  I  cannot  see  at  present  why  the  Crown  should 
be  compelled  to  call  others. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  Sometimes  a  new  witness  is 
called  up  through  the  deposition  of  another  wit¬ 
ness  whose  name  is  on  the  back  of  an  indictment, 


and  the  prosecutor,  in  calling  up  this  new  witness, 
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might  be  said  to  take  the  defence  by  surprise.  In 
this  case  one  of  two  things  is  always  open  to  the 
judge.  He  might  say  that  he  could  not  accept  that 
evidence  without  a  large  degree  of  diffidence  or  as 
having  an  absolute  bearing  on  the  case  ;  or  the 
judge  might  say  :  We  have  no  objection  to  granting 
a  brief  adjournment  in  order  that  the  defence  may 
decide  upon  what  course  to  take.  But  a  difficulty 
might  arise  for  the  judge  in  a  case  where  a  man 
of  means  or  high  position  finds  that  he  has  not  a 
“  friendly  jury,”  finds  that  he  is  in  a  tight  place, 
and  with  the  great  means  at  his  command  he  may 
be  able  to  find  witnesses  who  will  give  affidavits, 
and  the  judge  will  either  have  to  say  that  in  his 
opinion  those  witnesses  should  be  heard,  and  dis¬ 
charge  the  jury,  or  adjourn  the  case  until  the  next 
term,  or  else  run  the  risk  of  being  accused  to  have 
been  doing  an  injustice  to  the  prisoner.  I  think 
it  would  be  a  cruel  thing  to  put  a  judge  in  the 
position  of  being  obliged  to  choose  between  such  a 
trying  alternative. 

Mr.  MASSON.  I  think  the  argument  presented 
by  the  Minister  of  Customs,  instead  of  weakening 
my  view,  strengthens  it.  I  do  not  think  that  any 
difficulty  will  arise  in  the  application  of  this  pro¬ 
vision.  The  Crown  must  either  produce  a  witness 
they  did  not  produce  before,  and  the  defence  must 
be  taken  by  surprise,  or  the  Crown  must  have  failed 
to  call  a  witness  as  to  whose  testimony  they  had 
given  notice  and  whose  name  they  had  placed  on 
the  indictment.  In  either  of  these  two  cases  the 
accused  may  be  taken  at  a  great  disadvantage. 
The  lion,  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr.  Davies)  asked 
for  examples.  On  the  spur  of  the  moment  I 
could  not  think  of  an  example,  but  I  have  since 
thought  of  a  very  serious  one,  in  which  I  defended 
a  party  accused  of  murder.  An  investigation 
was  held  before  a  coroner  and  before  a  bench 
of  magistrates.  Before  the  coroner  a  woman 
was  called  and  gave  evidence,  in  the  course 
of  which  she  stated  that  she  knew  nothing  about 
the  matter.  This  woman  was  not  called  before  the 
magistrates.  In  the  meantime  the  detectives  came 
into  the  case,  and  by  the  means  detectives  use  she 
learned  something,  and  she  subsequently  came  for¬ 
ward  and  gave  the  convicting  evidence.  There  is 
a  case  in  which  the  defence  was  taken  by 
surprise.  Our  information  was  that  she  knew 
nothing  about  the  case  and  would  not  be  a 
witness.  The  first  intimation  we  received  was 
the  appearance  of  her  name  on  the  back  of  the 
indictment,  but  as  to  what  she  was  to  say  we  knew 
nothing.  At  all  events,  she  gave  the  convicting 
evidence,  and  without  her  evidence  I  doubt  whether 
the  party  would  have  been  convicted.  There 
are  many  such  cases,  especially  where  detectives 
have  been  called  in  to  work  up  the  evidence. 
Their  aim  is  to  keep  all  the  evidence  they  have 
obtained,  and  one  of  their  methods  of  action  is  to 
have  false  statements  of  the  evidence  about  to  be 
given  published  in  the  press,  Thus  the  prisoner 
comes  to  trial  entirely  in  the  dark  as  to  the  net¬ 
work  of  evidence  which  has  been  woven  around 
him.  The  only  answer  would  be  to  suppose  that 
all  this  evidence  was  undoubtedly  true.  From  my 
experience  of  the  evidence  worked  up  by  detec¬ 
tives,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  all  of  it  is  un¬ 
doubtedly  true,  and  I  hold  that  a  prisoner  should 
have  an  opportunity  of  rebutting  it  when  he  knows 
the  evidence  which  is  to  be  presented.  It  is  im- 
Mr.  Chapleau. 


possible  to  be  prepared  to  rebut  it  until  the  evi¬ 
dence  is  known,  and  when  such  cases  arise  it  is 
only  justice  to  say  that  a  man  on  trial  for  his 
liberty  or  his  life  should  be  given  the  opportunity 
and  time  to  meet  it.  It  may  be  that  he  will  require 
only  a  short  time,  and  it  is  for  the  court  to  say 
what  time  shall  be  given.  It  may  be  that  a  few 
days  will  be  required,  but  all  that  matter  is  in  the 
discretion  of  the  judge.  I  think  we  can  safely 
trust  that  discretionary  power  in  the  hands  of  the 
judges  without  doing  violence  to  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  justice.  I  sympathize  with  the  expressions 
of  lion,  members  whose  principal  practice  has  been 
in  conducting  prosecutions.  Such  has  not  been  my 
experience,  but  I  have  had  a  good  many  years’  ex¬ 
perience  on  the  other  side,  and  as  my  leanings  may 
perhaps  be  on  the  side  of  the  defence,  I  can  quite 
appreciate  the  feelings  entertained  by  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  on  their  own  line  of  practice. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  think  if  is  most  undesirable  to 
depart  from  a  well-known  principle  of  law  which 
has  prevailed  hitherto,  unless  some  very  strong 
case  is  made  out  to  the  contrary.  The  amend¬ 
ment  in  this  case  is  one  based  more  on  suppositions 
than  on  real  facts.  The  hon.  gentleman  who  has 
just  spoken  has  cited  one  fact  from  his  practice, 
but  even  that  solitary  case  is  not  very  conclusive. 
The  hon.  gentleman  appears  to  have  experience  in 
defending  prisoners  ;  but  the  Minister  of  Customs 
has  perhaps  had  as  large  an  experience  as  the  hon. 
gentleman,  and  certainly  his  testimony  is  just  as 
valuable  on  this  question  as  any  testimony  that 
can  be  cited  in  this  House. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  I  have  been  told  that  on 
the  hustings. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  truth  is  told  sometimes 
on  the  hustings.  The  hon.  gentleman  stated,  and 
it  was  the  only  argument  I  have  heard  in  favour 
of  the  amendment,  that  it  is  the  practice  in  civil 
cases.  But  there  is  a  wide  difference  between  civil 
and  criminal  cases.  The  hon.  gentleman  must  be 
aware  from  his  experience  at  the  bar,  that  when  a 
man  is  put  on  trial  it  is  ordinarily  the  event  of  his 
life.  He  has  prepared  for  it  during  days  and 
weeks,  and  when  the  trial  occurs  he  is  fully  pre¬ 
pared  to  make  his  defence.  If  he  is  not  fully  pre¬ 
pared,  the  invariable  tactics  pursued  are  to  appeal 
to  the  court  for  a  further  postponement  of  the 
trial.  When  at  length  the  trial  is  fixed  he  is 
ready  to  meet  it  with  all  the  means  available.  Of 
course  some  accident  may  occur,  but  even  if  the 
prisoner  is  taken  by  surprise  the  court  will  fre¬ 
quently  adjourn  early  in  the  day  and  thus  give 
the  defence  an  opportunity  to  meet  the  emergency 
that  has  occurred.  The  argument  of  the  Minister 
of  Customs  is  unanswerable,  that  if  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  adopted  it  must  inevitably  lead  to  numer¬ 
ous  miscarriages  of  justice. 

Mr.  MASSON.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  truly 
said  that  it  is  usually  the  event  of  a  man’s  life  to  be 
put  on  trial.  But  he  cannot  possibly  prepare  to 
meet  evidence  of  which  he  has  had  no  notice,  and 
evidence  entirely  different  from  that  which  he  was 
called  upon  to  meet  before  the  investigating  magis¬ 
trate.  In  many  cases,  especially  where  the  Crown 
employs  detectives  for  months  hunting  up  the  evi¬ 
dence  and  weaving  a  network  of  circumstantial  evi¬ 
dence,  the  prisoner  may  be  called  upon  for  his  de¬ 
fence  without  having  any  notice  of  the  network 
of  evidence  which  has  been  drawn  around  him. 
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Mr.  TISDALE.  I  confess  that,  looking  at  the 
carefully  prepared  clause,  it  seems  to  me  that  I  un¬ 
derstand  what  the  English  commissioners  must  have 
meant  in  preparing  it.  The  commissioners  wish  to 
provide  against,  not  so  much  taking  advantage  of  a 
prisoner  who  has  had  every  chance  to  be  prepared, 
but  to  prevent  the  Crown  going  over  the  ground  and 
taking  advantage  of  an  ordinary  prisoner.  The 
prisoner  must  satisfy  the  court  that  the  Crown  have 
been  guilty  of  unfairness,  and  the  court  must  judge 
of  that  fairness.  The  prisoner  must  either  show 
that  the  Crown  had  neglected  to  call  a  witness  that, 
under  all  the  fair  circumstances  of  a  criminal  trial 
under  British  practice  they  should  have  called,  or 
that  they  produced  a  witness  which  they  should 
not  have  produced.  It  is  limited  to  these  two 
things.  These  hon.  gentlemen  who  have  pro¬ 
secuted  a  good  deal  must  not  forget,  although  they 
sometimes  do,  that  a  man  is  innocent  until  he  is 
proved  guilty,  and  that  he  should  have  the  fairest 
possible  trial  in  the  world.  I  have  seen  eminent 
American  lawyers  of  large  experience  in  criminal 
cases,  who,  when  they  visited  the  courts  in  England 
and  saw  great  criminal  trials  conducted  there, 
expressed  themselves  as  lost  in  admiration  at  the 
fairness  of  these  trials.  W  hile  we  are  proud  of  our 
courts  in  Canada,  yet  we  have  not  the  experience 
or  the  opportunity,  and  I  am  glad  to  say  not  the 
quantity  of  crime — because  our  population  is  smaller, 
perhaps — to  investigate  as  have  those  eminent 
jurists  in  England.  W  hen  these  great  criminal 
lawyers  and  jurists  of  Great  Britain  lay  down  such 
a  principle,  they  must  have  had  very  strong  reasons 
for  it.  I  will  most  certainly  support  maintaining 
this  in  the  Bill.  Though  I  have  nothing  like  the 
experience  these  English  lawyers  have,  yet  I  have 
acted  sometimes  as  prosecutor  and  sometimes  as 
defending  counsel,  and  I  lean  to  the  old  principle 
that  a  prisoner  who  is  on  trial  for  his  life  or  his 
reputation,  shall  have  the  best  of  it  if  possible,  if 
there  is  any  question  which  side  shall  have  the 
best  of  it.  I  shall  certainly  support  the  retention  of 
this  clause  in  the  Act. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P. E.I. )  I  think  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  did  not  do  justice  to  the  argument  presented 
by  the  Minister  of  Customs  which  seemed  to  me  to 
be  a  very  strong  one.  Here  is  a  judge  sitting  on  j 
the  bench  and  a  man  whose  life  is  at  stake  is  being 
tried.  The  man  has  had  a  fair  jury  empannelled, 
and  he  did  not  object  at  first,  but  as  the  trial  goes 
on  he  sees  he  has  very  little  chance  of  success  ;  and 
suppose  he  submits  half  a  dozen  affidavits  to  prove 
to  the  judge  that  he  is  taken  by  surprise,  the 
judge  would  be  placed  in  an  embarrassing  position. 

Mr.  MASSON.  That  would  not  do. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  Where  is  he  going  to  get  the 
affidavit  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  W7ell,  we  will  suppose 
that  he  presents  his  own  affidavit,  or  the  affidavit 
of  his  attorney.  The  affidavit  swears  that  the  man 
is  taken  by  surprise,  and  the  judge  has  only  to 
decide  on  that,  and  you  are  not  imposing  on  him  a 
very  invidious  duty.  In  civil  cases  the  judge  may 
say  :  You  can  make  an  application  for  a  new  trial 
if  you  do  not  get  justice,  but  in  that  criminal  case 
no  new  trial  can  be  had,  and  the  onus  is  thrown  on 
the  judge  to  say  he  does  not  believe  the  affidavit. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  It  does  not  strike  me  that  the 
affidavit  has  anything  to  do  with  it.  The  Act  says 


“  the  court  is  of  opinion,”  &c.  ;  it  is  not  what  the 
man  says  in  his  affidavit  by  which  the  court  decides. 
The  judge  hears  the  evidence  that  is  given  by  the 
witness,  and  he  simply  forms  his  opinion  from  that. 
It  does  not  necessarily  place  the  judge  in  any 
more  difficult  position  than  that  in  which  he  is 
placed  continually  in  criminal  trials.  He  has 
always  got  to  decide  whether  evidence  offered  is 
good  or  not,  and  he  need  not  reserve  the  case  for  the 
court  unless  he  pleases.  He  takes  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  that  and  there  is  no  appeal  from  his  deci¬ 
sion.  These  are  responsibilities  attached  to  the 
office  of  judge,  and  this  is  merely  giving  him  larger 
jurisdiction  to  protect  the  prisoner.  A  judge  may 
see  that  the  witness  is  being  very  injuriously  pre¬ 
judiced  by  the  production  of  a  witness  of  which  he 
knew  nothing,  and  yet  he  sits  there  powerless,  and 
must  let  the  prisoner  suffer  in  consequence  of  that. 
This  section  puts  the  judge  in  a  position  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  prisoner.  Even  if  it  does  place  the  judge 
in  a  worse  position  than  he  is  in  at  present,  then  I 
submit  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  take  that- 
responsibility.  We  should  not  legislate  in  such  a 
way  as  to  relieve  a  judge  from  responsibility,  but 
we  should  see  that  the  prisoner  has  a  fair  and 
proper  trial.  The  strongest  reason  against  this 
section  which  I  have  heard  is,  that  a  case  like  this 
has  not  arisen.  I  can  see,  however,  that  such  a 
case  might  arise,  and  I  am  strongly  impressed  in 
favour  of  the  section  because  it  has  been  enunciated 
by  distinguished  English  lawyers. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  would  happen  in  almost 
every  case.  If  my  learned  friends  have  had  experi¬ 
ence  in  these  criminal  cases,  they  know  that  in  pre¬ 
liminary  investigations  it  does  not  happen  once  in  five 
cases  that  all  the  witnesses  who  appear  at  the  trial 
have  been  examined  in  the  preliminary  examina¬ 
tion.  For  the  preliminary  examination  at  present, 
it  is  only  necessary  that  there  should  be  one  or  two 
witnesses  examined  to  make  out  a  primd  facie  case, 
sufficient  to  justify  the  magistrate  in  committing. 
Then,  when  the  trial  comes  on  and  the  accused 
produces  his  witnesses,  sometimes  a  large  number 
of  new  witnesses  who  were  not  heard  in  the  pre¬ 
liminary  investigation,  are  called.  That  is  the 
reason  why  the  general  practice  has  been  to  put  on 
the  back  of  the  indictment  the  name  of  every  wit¬ 
ness  who  has  to  be  heard  during  the  trial;  and, 
although  a  witness  may  be  heard  whose  name  is 
not  placed  on  the  back  of  the  indictment,  it  would 
be  considered  unfair  for  the  Crown  to  call  import¬ 
ant  witnesses  whose  names  do  not  appear  on 
the  back  of  the  indictment.  If  this  clause  is 
adopted  in  its  present  form,  there  will  not  be 
one  case  in  a  dozen  in  which  the  accused  will 
not  be  in  a  position  to  produce  an  affidavit  stating 
that  he  was  taken  bj^  surprise,  because  he  did  not 
know  in  advance  what  would  be  said  by  every 
witness  to  be  called  in  the  case.  If  there  is  any 
reason  for  this  clause,  it  is  only  in  the  first  case 
mentioned,  that  is,  when  a  new  witness  is  sprung 
upon  the  defence  without  notice  ;  but  the  placing 
of  the  name  of  the  witness  on  the  back  of  the 
indictment  is,  I  think,  a  sufficient  notice  in  every 
case.  If  a  glaring  injustice  were  to  result  from 
that,  that  would  be  one  of  those  extreme  cases  for 
which  we  could  provide  ;  but  the  second  part  of  the 
clause  is  entirely  useless,  and  would  just  lead  to 
endless  litigation  and  practical  miscarriage  of  jus¬ 
tice  in  five  out  of  six  cases. 
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Mr.  MASSON.  I  still  submit  that  the  possi¬ 
bility  of  the  Crown  being  prejudiced  at  the  trial 
could  easily  be  provided  against  by  the  Crown 
giving  24  or  48  hours’  notice  of  the  evidence  they 
intended  to  produce.  They  do  not  need  to  give  it 
in  detail,  but  such  as  is  given  in  a  statement  of 
particulars  in  a  civil  case.  Then  the  prisoner 
would  consider  before  the  trial  began  whether  he 
would  make  his  application  then  or  whether  he 
would  wait  ;  and  if  he  did  not  make  it  before  the 
trial,  having  had  such  notice,  the  judge  would 
refuse  his  application  if  made  after  the  trial  began. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  In  trials  of  professional  thieVes, 
for  instance,  you  would  never  get  a  conviction  if 
the  accused  had  in  advance  the  name  of  every 
witness,  and  the  substance  of  what  he  was  going  to 
say.  I  have  been  six  years  trying  cases  for  the 
Crown  in  Montreal,  at  least  200  cases  every  year 
in  which  I  have  been  counsel,  and  my  experience 
is  that  the  present  practice  has  not  once  proved  to 
work  unjustly  to  the  accused. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Perhaps  we  had  better 
postpone  the  question  for  to-night. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  We  have  been  in  the  habit  so 
far  of  following  British  legislation  in  criminal 
matters  ;  but  in  this  case  we  would  be  anticipating 
British  legislation.  It  is  true,  we  have  the  report 
of  the  British  Law  Commissioners,  which  is  a  very 
high  authority  ;  but  it  is  not  law,  and  it  is  the 
experience  of  every  one,  except,  perhaps,  my  lion, 
friend  from  Grey  (Mr.  Masson),  that  no  substantial 
injustice  has  occurred.  It  seems  to  me  that  is  a 
good  argument  why  we  should  wait  until  the 
practice  is  changed  in  England  before  we  change  it 
in  Canada. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  I  would  ask  if  the  lion. 
Minister  has  received  any  communication  from  the 
judges  in  Canada  suggesting  the  introduction  of 
such  a  clause  as  this  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  No,  I  have  not. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  suppose  this  provi¬ 
sion  has  been  suggested  by  some  of  those  cases  in 
England  in  which  innocent  persons  were  convicted 
upon  the  evidence  of  persons  who  formed  con¬ 
spiracies  against  them,  and  were  subjected  to  very 
serious  punishment — I  think  in  one  case  to  trans¬ 
portation  for  life  ;  and  in  another  case  a  person 
suffered  imprisonment  for  20  years  before  he 
obtained  evidence  to  prove  his  innocence,  and 
Parliament  had  to  compensate  him  for  the  loss  he 
sustained.  In  another  case,  a  certain  property  was 
sold  at  very  much  less  than  its  value,  and  com¬ 
pensation  was  obtained  from  Parliament.  In  some 
of  the  English  legal  reviews  published  ten  or 
twelve  years  ago,  you  will  find  a  discussion  on  this 
subject.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  only  effect  of 
this  provision  would  be  to  compel  the  prosecuting 
counsel  to  inform  the  defendant  in  a  larger  degree 
than  at  the  present  time  what  he  intends  to  estab¬ 
lish,  in  order  to  avoid  the  very  thing  that  this 
clause  if  carried  authorizes,  the  postponement 
of  the  trial.  If  that  were  the  effect,  the  trial 
on  the  whole  would  be  a  fairer  trial  than  it  would 
be  if  the  law  is  left  as  it  is.  I  do  not  know  that  in 
many  cases  such  serious  hardship  arises  under  the 
present  law,  because  by  appeal  to  the  Executive 
redress  can  be  obtained  ;  but  that  appeal  after 
all  converts  the  Executive  into  a  court  of  review 
in  which  the  decisions  of  the  courts  are  reviewed 
Mr.  Ouimet. 


and  new  evidence  taken  that  was  not  submitted  to 
the  court  at  the  time  of  the  trial.  The  Home  Secre¬ 
tary  is  doing  that  every  day.  There  are  two  circum¬ 
stances  which  contribute  to  it — the  taking  of  the 
prisoner  by  surprise  at  the  trial,  and  the  question 
arising  as  to  his  mental  soundness.  In  these  two 
classes  of  cases  appeals  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Home  Department  are  rendered  necessary,  and  I 
suppose  the  object  of  this  provision  has  been  largely 
to  take  from  the  Executive  Department  of  the 
Government  this  duty,  and  vest  it  in  the  courts, 
where,  after  all,  it  more  properly  belongs. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  progress. 

SUPPLY. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  of 
Supply. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Public  Buildings— Repairs, furniture, 
heating,  etc .  $409,200 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  see  that  the 
hon.  gentleman  proposes  to  make  a  considerable 
reduction.  Is  it  an  imaginary  one  ;  or  are  there 
reasonable  grounds  for  supposing  there  will  be  less 
spent  than  last  year  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  intend  to  ask  at  a  future  day 
an  increase  of  $15,000,  but  I  can  say  that  we  shall 
exert  ourselves  to  reduce  the  expenditure.  This 
is  for  buildings  all  over  the  Dominion,  the  number 
of  which  is  increasing  every  year,  and  to-day  we 
have  92  more  than  we  had  ten  years  ago.  In  the 
future,  instead  of  charging  the  salaries  of  the  staff 
of  the  architect  branch  against  this  item  we  pro¬ 
pose  taking  a  special  vote  at  the  end  of  the  Supple¬ 
mentary  Estimates  for  them,  so  as  to  give  the  House 
a  closer  estimate  of  what  is  really  spent  by  the 
department.  As  a  matter  of  book-keeping  I  think 
that  will  be  an  improvement. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  On  looking 
at  page  C-174  of  the  Auditor  General’s  Report,  I 
see  that  public  buildings,  Ottawa,  are  put  down  at 
$131,323,  special  vote  $1,299,  Rideau  Hall  $20,152, 
Dominion  buildings  $40,756,  making  in  all  $193,000 
for  the  year  ending  30th  June.  Was  that  the 
money  tha  t  was  spent  then  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  That  is  the  money  that  was 
spent  for  general  purposes,  with  the  exception  of 
the  special  votes. 

Grounds,  Public  Buildings,  Ottawa —  $6,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Is  that  ar¬ 
ranged  for  by  contract  or  by  day’s  work  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  is  for  keeping  the  grounds 
in  connection  with  the  public  buildings  on  Parlia¬ 
ment  Hill  in  proper  order.  We  have  given  the 
contract  to  Mr.  Robertson  for  $5,600.  We  have 
given  him  the  use  of  the  conservatory,  and  not 
only  is  he  entrusted  with  the  duty  of  keeping  the 
grounds  in  proper  order,  but  also  of  taking  care 
of  the  flowers  and  doing  everything  except  remov¬ 
ing  the  snow. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Last  year  Parliament  sat 
very  late  in  the  summer,  and  we  had  an  opportu¬ 
nity  of  seeing  how  these  grounds  were  kept,  and  I 
have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  nothing  could  be 
more  reprehensible  than  the  manner  in  which  the 
beautiful  grass  plots  around  these  buildings  were 
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used.  I  have  time  and  again  seen  the  hose  turned 
on  with  great  violence,  and  the  grass  destroyed  in 
large  patches  here  and  there.  Some  years  ago 
there  was  nothing  more  beautiful  than  the  grounds 
around  the  Parliament  buildings  ;  last  year  they 
were  the  worst  kept  grounds  1  saw  anywhere  in 
Ottawa.  The  sod  was  entirely  destroyed  ;  it  was 
shameful  to  see  the  violence  with  which  the  men 
who  held  the  hose  poured  the  water  on  the  beautiful 
turf. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  suppose  the  cricket  players 
and  the  other  players  had  something  to  do  with 
that.  A  new  mode  of  sprinkling  has  been  adopted 
on  Major’s  Hill  by  which  stationary  sprinklers 
throw  the  water  around  like  rain.  I  am  glad  the 
lion,  gentleman  mentioned  this  matter,  and  I  intend 
to  have  these  sprinklers  used  here  instead  of  hose. 

Mr.  DAY  IES  (P.E.I.)  If  the  lion,  gentleman 
would  used  a  perforated  nozzle  at  the  end  of  the 
hose,  it  would  obviate  a  great  deal  of  the  damage. 
He  now  uses  a  large  nozzle  which  looks  as  large  as 
a  two-inch  bore,  which  lets  the  water  out  with 
great  force. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  have  watched  the 
men  myself  last  year,  and  I  saw  the  grass  torn  up 
by  the  water  in  many  cases. 

Removal  of  snow,  Public  Buildings, 

Ottawa . $2,500 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  is  done  by  contract  with 
the  exception  of  Parliament  Hill,  for  which  the 
contract  was  cancelled  during  the  winter,  because 
we  thought  the  work  was  not  being  properly  done. 

Heating  Public  Buildings,  Ottawa . $60,000 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  would  like  some 
explanation  with  reference  to  the  fuel  that  is  used 
in  heating  these  buildings  ;  I  would  like  the  Minis¬ 
ter  to  state  his  experience  as  to  the  cost  of  using 
wood  instead  of  coal.  I  see  for  mixed  wood  we 
paid  $4.75  a  cord  for  3,337  cords  ;  and  we  bought 
furnace  coal,  I  suppose  bituminous  coal,  at  $5.20. 
Of  course,  that  is  rather  higher  than  we  pay  up 
west.  Now,  it  would  be  contrary  to  my  experi¬ 
ence  that  mixed  wood  at  $4.75  can  be  as  cheap  as 
coal  at  $5.20. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  We  do  not  use  bituminous 
coal  for  the  furnaces,  we  only  use  it  for  the  grates. 
The  coal  we  use  is  large-sized  hard  coal. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  What  is  your  ex¬ 
perience  with  wood  at  $4.75  a  cord  ?  Is  it  as  cheap 
as  heating  with  bituminous  coal  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  We  could  not  use  bituminous 
coal  ;  it  would  destroy  the  metal  roof.  I  may  tell 
the  hon.  gentleman  that  I  have  had  a  careful  ex¬ 
amination  made  as  to  the  relative  cost  of  wood  and 
coal,  and  we  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  coal 
is  cheaper,  and  we  are  gradually  adopting  it.  But 
to  adopt  coal  as  the  only  fuel,  would  necessitate 
changing  the  furnaces  and  would  involve  a  great 
expenditure.  The  policy  we  are  following  now  is 
gradually  to  allow  these  furnaces  to  wear  out  and 
not  to  renew  them  with  wood  burners,  but  to  re¬ 
place  them  by  coal  burners,  and  it  will  operate  a  sav¬ 
ing,  we  expect,  of  about  $10,000.  To  use  coal  exclu¬ 
sively  at  once  we  would  have  to  provide  for  12  new 
boilers  at  a  cost  of  $28,000 ;  build  a  coal  shed  at 
$0,000,  and  coal  cellars  at  a  cost  of  $11,000;  so 


that  we  would  have  to  incur  an  expenditure  of 
$37,860.  As  I  said,  none  of  these  boilers  will  be 
replaced  by  boilers  of  the  same  pattern,  but  in 
future  we  will  gradually  use  coal  as  the  only  fuel. 
I  think  the  hon.  gentleman  will  be  of  my  opinion 
that  it  would  be  a  clear  loss  to  throw  away  those 
boilers  and  replace  them  bj^  new  boilers.  They  are 
not  now  fit  to  use  coal ;  it  would  involve  a  large 
expenditure  to  alter  them. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  do  not  know  that 
I  am  of  the  same  opinion  as  the  Minister,  even  with 
the  very  large  figures  he  has  given  us.  I  think  in 
a  few  years  you  would  save  more  in  fuel  than  the 
entire  cost  you  have  mentioned.  I  think  you  would 
be  able  to  make  a  wood-burning  furnace  into  a  coal¬ 
burning  furnace  without  throwing  away  your  boiler. 
From  my  experience  soft  wood  at  $4.75  per  cord 
and  coal  at  $5.20,  which  is  a  very  high  figure  and 
$1  per  ton  higher  than  I  pay,  would  give  results 
showing  that  in  two  years  almost  the  cost  of  new 
boilers  would  be  saved.  I  consider  one  ton  of  coal 
equivalent  to  two  cords  of  this  wood. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  am  told  that  within  a  year  or 
two  the  boilers  will  be  worn  out.  We  will  then  re¬ 
place  them  with  coal  burners. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  There  is  no  difficulty  in 
burning  coal  in  the  present  furnaces.  All  that  is 
necessary  is  to  raise  the  grate  bars.  In  our  mill 
we  burnt  wood,  but  we  now  use  coal  with  the  same 
boilers. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  These  boilers  are  of  very  old 
pattern  and  could  not  be  adapted  except  at  large 
expenditure,  which  could  not  be  justified  when 
within  a  short  time  they  will  be  discarded  altogether. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  I  repeatthat  all  that  is  neces¬ 
sary  is  to  raise  the  grate  bars  and  reduce  the  burn¬ 
ing  space.  When  this  would  be  the  means  of  secur¬ 
ing  such  a  large  saving  it  should  certainly  be  carried 
out. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Perhaps  if  the  hon.  gentleman 
gave  us  the  benefit  of  a  personal  inspection  he 
would  come  to  the  opinion  of  my  engineer ;  but  I 
promise  that  next  near  we  will  put  in  the  Estimates 
a  vote  in  order  to  provide  for  the  change. 

Gas  and  Electric  Light,  Public  Build¬ 
ings,  Ottawa . $26,000 

Mr.  DAYUES  (P.E.I.)  In  the  early  part  of  the 
session  I  moved  for  a  return  showing  which  public 
buildings  are  lighted  by  electricity  and  which  by 
gas,  whether  those  lighted  by  electricity  used  the 
incandescent  or  the  arc  system,  and  a  num¬ 
ber  of  other  particulars.  I  was  anxious  to 
obtain  this  return  before  we  entered  upon 
this  discussion,  as  I  think  the  time  has  arrived 
to  determine  whether  we  should  introduce  the  incan¬ 
descent  system  or  use  gas.  The  hon.  Minister  has 
brought  down  a  return,  but  it  is  an  exceedingly 
partial  one  and  does  not  give  the  cost  of  lighting  the 
public  buildings.  I  hope  the  hon.  gentleman  will 
bring  down  a  full  return,  and  although  I  may  not 
be  able  to  do  anything  this  session,  I  may  be  able 
to  submit  some  statement  to  the  House  next  year, 
if  I  have  the  honour  to  be  here. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  question  has  been  the 
subject  of  very  careful  examination,  especially  so 
far  as  these  buildings  are  concerned.  I  have  the 
summary  of  a  report  here,  from  which  it  appears 
that  the  cost  of  lighting  the  Government  buildings 
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by  electricity  would  be  $16,726,  including  interest 
on  the  cost  of  installation,  which  would  be  $56,991. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  That  is  assuming  the 
Government  owned  the  plant. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  We  have  to  do  so.  We  have 
asked  for  tenders  from  the  different  companies 
here  and  they  have  told  us  the  plant  would  be  so 
costly,  and  it  would  be  used  only  during  the 
session  that  it  would  have  to  be  purchased  by  the 
Government.  The  light  would  cost  half  a  cent  per 
hour  with  our  own  plant,  each  lamp  having  a  power 
of  16  candles.  I  repeat  that  the  city  companies 
have  refused  to  go  into  the  question  of  supplying 
that  large  plant  unless  the  Government  pay  for  it. 
If  we  provided  our  plant,  it  would  be  desirable  to 
have  the  whole  lighting  under  our  own  direction, 
and  while  the  difference  in  cost  between  electricity 
and  gas  would  be  in  favour  of  the  former  by  not 
more  than  $1,000  a  year,  electricity  would  be  deci¬ 
dedly  advantageous  as  giving  better  light. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Does  the  cost  of  gas  now 
amount  to  $16,000  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes,  I  have  these  figures  :  gas, 
$18,216  ;  lighting  of  post  office  by  electricity, 
$1,153;  coal  for  the  dynamo  house  here,  $2,106  ; 
street  lamps,  $2,833  ;  sundry  electrical  supplies, 
$1,128,  making  a  total  of  $25,487,  gas  and  electric¬ 
ity  together.  I  have  had  this  subject  very  care¬ 
fully  examined,  and  my  intention  is  to  further 
consider  the  whole  matter,  and  perhaps  next 
session  I  will  be  able  to  inform  the  House  whether 
it  would  not  be  better  to  provide  for  electric  light¬ 
ing  altogether.  The  suggestion  has  been  made  to 
have  electric  lights  placed  in  the  library.  This 
will  likely  be  done  during  the  recess. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  At  the  last  meeting  of 
the  Library  Committee,  this  matter  came  up,  and 
two  very  contradictory  statements  were  made  as 
to  the  probable  cost.  Several  members  claimed 
that  gas  heated  the  library  so  much  on  warm  nights 
that  they  could  not  remain  there  and  study,  and 
they  suggested  that  the  electric  light  should  be  in¬ 
troduced.  I  think  it  was  the  hon.  member  for 
Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin)  who  gave  some  statement, 
but  it  was  so  entirely  different  from  the  one  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  library  officers,  that  the  committee 
did  not  take  any  action.  Does  the  hon.  gentleman 
know  what  the  estimate  was  for  the  library? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  am  told  that  the  cost  of  in¬ 
creased  plant  would  be  $8,000,  capital  expendi¬ 
ture.  I  believe  that  it  would  be  a  little  less  than 
gas. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  If  it  is  at  all 
nearly  the  same  it  would  be  worth  while  putting  in 
the  electric  light,  because  it  is  no  doubt  that  the 
incandescent  light  is  more  wholesome  in  a  chamber 
like  this  or  like  the  library.  The  atmosphere  of  this 
House  has  been  much  better  for  the  introduction  of 
the  electric  light. 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  I  have  been  making  enquiries 
as  to  the  cost  of  introducing  the  incandescent  light 
in  the  military  college  and  in  the  military  buildings 
at  Fort  Henry,  and  to  substitute  it  for  gasoline 
which  is  used  at  present.  Although  the  estimate 
is  not  complete  yet,  it  shows  that  the  electric  light 
would  cost  a  good  deal  more  than  the  gasoline, 
which  I  have  always  understood  is  cheaper  than 
the  ordinary  gas.  The  plant  alone  would  cost  some 
$12,000,  and  when  we  come  to  calculate  the  inter- 
Mr.  OUIMET. 


est  at  4  per  cent  and  add  it  to  the  expenditure 
necessary  to  light  the  buildings,  I  find  that  it  is  much 
more  expensive.  I  hope  that  before  next  year  I 
will  be  able  to  give  more  definite  information  as  to 
the  actual  cost  of  the  two. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  Does  the  Minister  know  how 
many  lights  he  requires  for  the  Military  College, 
that  the  plant  would  cost  $12,000  ? 

Mr.  ROWELL.  I  have  simply  obtained  the  re¬ 
lative  cost  as  to  the  lighting. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  A  plant  costing  $12,000  would 
be  a  very  large  p  lant.  It  would  supply  a  small  town. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.i. )  I  should  think  it  would 
supply  a  city  of  ten  or  twelve  thousand  inhabitants. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  apprehend  that  the  increased 
cost  of  the  electric  light  would  not  be  so  great  in 
the  present  case  as  if  you  were  putting  in  an  en¬ 
tirely  new  plant,  because  the  number  of  men  now 
employed  in  running  the  machines  supplying  the 
House  of  Commons  would  probably  not  need  to  be 
increased.  It  would  only  be  the  extra  consumption 
of  coal  and  the  cost  of  the  plant  that  you  would 
have  to  take  into  account. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  It  would  be 
worth  while  introducing  the  electric  light  into  the 
library  if  the  Minister  can  manage  it  at  anything 
like  a  reasonable  cost.  Any  one  who  has  occasion 
to  sit  in  the  library  knows  there  are  two  objections 
to  gas.  In  the  first  place  gas  lamps  heat  the  apart¬ 
ment  very  much  more  than  the  electric  light,  and 
in  the  next  place  they  consume  a  very  great  deal 
of  oxygen,  and  foul  the  air.  The  electric  light  is 
vastly  more  cooler  and  vastly  more  wholesome. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  If  the  hon.  Minister  of  Public 
Works  comes  to  the  conclusion  to  put  the  electric 
light  in  the  library  and  of  obtaining  increased, 
plant,  I  would  also  suggest  to  him  the  advisability 
of  lighting  all  offices  of  this  building  with  the 
incandescent  light.  A  good  many  offices  are  at 
present  lighted  with  gas,  and  there  are  complaints' 
from  the  officers  of  the  House  in  reference  to  it.  I 
would  suggest  that  if  the  library  is  lighted,  that 
all  the  offices  of  the  House  should  be  lighted  by 
electricity  also. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  In  our  establishment  we  sub¬ 
stituted  the  electric  light  for  gas.  We  paid  $2  a 
thousand  for  gas,  but  we  put  in  a  dynamo  and 
lighted  our  whole  premises  with  electric  light,  and 
we  have  found  it  very  much  cheaper  than  gas. 
The  sixteen-candle  power  lamps  are  guaranteed  to 
last  600  hours,  and  they  only  cost  about  $35  a 
hundred,  so  that  in  case  you  have  the  plant  the 
cost  of  lighting  is  only  a  trifle.  I  believe  that  all 
the  buildings  here  should  be  lighted  by  electricity. 
I  suppose  it  would  be  impossible  to  have  one  plant 
for  the  entire,  bitt  each  departmental  block  might 
have  a  plant  of  its  own,  which  would  furnish  the 
light  required,  and  I  feel  sure  that  it  would  be 
cheaper  in  the  end.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  cost 
of  putting  in  a  complete  plant  for  say  200  lights 
would  be  more  than  $5,000.  If  you  are  burning 
much  gas  in  the  Military  College,  it  seems  to  me 
that  it  would  be  decidedly  cheaper  to  put  in  a  little 
dynamo  and  light  the  building  yourselves. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  am  told  that  in  the  Printing 
Bureau  they  have  800  lights,  and  the  whole  installa¬ 
tion  only  cost  $8,000.  Of  course,  that  does  not 
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include  the  machinery  to  drive  the  dynamo,  which 
they  had  before. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  After  the  plant  is  in  and 
the  wiring  all  done,  the  expense  will  be  only  a 
mere  trifle. 

Telephone  service,  Public  Buildings, 

Ottawa .  $3,500 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  would  like  a  little 
information  with  reference  to  this  vote.  I  see  that 
we  use  something  like  90  telephones  at  an  average 
cost  of  between  $35  and  $40  each.  But  in  looking 
over  the  Auditor  General’s  Report,  I  see  that  the 
prices  of  the  telephones  vary  very  much,  some 
being  $40,  some  $30,  and  some  $35.  One  at  the 
house  of  the  Minister  cost  $30  and  one  at  the 
house  of  a  subordinate  officer  $35,  and  some  in  the 
public  offices  $40.  I  do  not  understand  these 
differences,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  when  you  are 
using  so  many  telephones  there  ought  to  be  some¬ 
thing  like  a  wholesale  discount.  I  would  also  ask 
the  Minister  whether  it  is  necessary  in  the  public 
interest  to  have  telephones  in  so  many  of  the 
houses  of  the  officials  of  the  departments  ?  I  am 
not  finding  fault,  but  I  am  asking  for  informa¬ 
tion.  I  had  supposed  that  the  officials  would  be 
in  the  offices  during  office  hours,  and  that  there 
would  not  be  much  public  business  attended  to  by 
them  at  their  homes  outside  of  office  hours.  Taking 
the  Minister’s  own  department,  I  find  that  the  cost 
in  the  office  of  the  chief  architect  is  $27.50  ;  in  the 
drafting  room,  $27.50 ;  for  the  foreman  of  the  shops, 
$35  ;  in  the  houses  of  the  Deputy  Minister,  J.  R. 
Arnoldi,  William  Smith  and  H.  F.  Perley,  each 
$35;  at  the  Gatineau  Upper  boom,  $40  ;  and  at  the 
lower  one,  $80 — I  can  understand  this  difference— 
and  in  the  office  at  Rideau  Hall,  $35.  Then  take, 
for  instance,  the  Interior  Department.  The  cost  in 
the  Deputy  Minister’s  office  is  $35  ;  in  the  Surveyor 
General  s  office,  $35  ;  in  the  house  of  the  Minister, 
$30  ;  and  in  the  house  of  the  Deputy  Minister, $30  ; 
but  in  the  house  of  L.  G.  Pereira  it  is  $35.  What 
I  ask  is  why  the  prices  should  vary  so  much, 
whether  all  these  telephones  are  necessary  in  the 
public  interest,  and  if  so  why,  with  so  many  tele¬ 
phones  used,  they  cannot  be  obtained  at  a  consider¬ 
ably  reduced  rate  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  cannot  explain  why  the  rates 
vary  so  much  as  stated  in  the  Auditor  General’s 
Report.  In  the  estimate  I  have  for  next  year,  such 
disparity  does  not  exist.  The  uniform  price  seems 
to  be  $35.  I  will  make  enquiries  and  inform  the 
hon.  gentleman. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Why  is  it  necessary 
to  have  telephones  in  so  many  officials’  houses  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  have  very  often  to  call  up  my 
officers  for  information. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  This  seems  an  ex¬ 
cessive  price  when  the  calls  cannot  be  very 
frequent. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  price  in  Montreal  is  $50  in 
public  offices  and  $35  in  private  houses,  and  there 
is  no  competition  here. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Considering  the 
number  of  telephones  and  the  limited  calls,  the 
lion,  gentleman  might  very  well  secure  a  reduction 
in  price.  I  do  not  pay  that  price  in  my  office, 
where  I  fancy  there  are  many  more  calls  during  the 
day  than  in  those  officials’  houses. 


Mr.  BOW  ELL.  The  distance  may  have  some¬ 
thing  to  do  with  it.  The  Auditor  General  lives 
two  miles  out  of  the  city,  and  the  telephone  at  his 
house  costs  $40,  while  that  in  his  office  only  costs 
$35.  That  possibly  may  account  for  the  difference. 

Mr.  BOM  ERS.  In  St.  John  the  telephones  cost 
from  $20  to  $25,  and  in  my  county  they  run  a 
telephone  from  my  house  to  the  store  at  $10  a 
year.  It  seems  to  me  that  when  so  many  telephones 
are  used  by  the  Government,  the  service  should 
cost  much  cheaper  than  it  does.  . 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  In  my  town  we  get  a  single 
telephone  in  a  business  house  for  $25  and  in  a 
private  house  for  $20,  and  if  two  are  used  we  get 
them  for  $20  apiece.  It  seems  to  me  that  here, 
where  so  many  are  used,  we  should  get  them  at 
wholesale  prices. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  shall  instruct  my  officers  to 
try  and  have  the  price  reduced,  and  if  possible  the 
number. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Threaten  to  take  the  tele¬ 
phones  out,  and  they  will  soon  lower  the  price. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  suppose  there  is  no 
contract  for  this,  and  the  Government  can  have  the 
price  reduced  at  any  time  or  dispense  with  them. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes,  the  economy  can  be  effected 
at  once. 

Heating  Dominion  Buildings,  fuel,  &c.  $48,500 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  is  the 
explanation  of  this  reduction  in  this  item  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  amount  before  was  $60,000. 
During  the  last  year  it  has  not  cost  as  much  ;  we 
have  reduced  it  all  we  could. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  When  the  Minister  is 
keeping  up  that  park  called  Major’s  Hill  Park  he 
has  the  other  side  of  the  street  covered  up  with 
wood.  He  has  the  park  on  one  side  to  adorn  and 
decorate  the  city,  and  on  the  other  side  of  the 
street  he  has  a  wood  pile  for  the  benefit  of  people 
that  come  here. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  That  is  a  military  building, 
belonging  to  the  Department  of  Militia. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  do  not  see  how  the  Min* 
ister,  if  he  has  got  such  an  eye  for  the  beautiful,  is 
going  to  preserve  the  park  here  and  have  a  wood 
pile  on  the  other  side — I  mean  on  Sparks  street. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  We  shall  attend  to  that. 

Lighting  Dominion  Public  Buildings. .  $37,000 

Mr.  LISTER.  What  do  you  pay  a  thousand  for 
gas? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  vote  is  for  lighting  all  the 
public  buildings  in  the  Dominion,  and  I  suppose 
the  price  varies  in  different  cities.  I  think  $2 
is  about  the  average. 

Dominion  Immigration  Buildings,  re¬ 
pairs,  furniture,  <fcc . $3,000 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Do  you  think  you  will 
manage  to  keep  the  immigrants  in  the  country  if 
you  get  these  buildings  fixed  up  ? 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  think  the  officials 
have  been  superannuated  at  different  points,  have 
they  not  ?  How  will  the  buildings  be  occupied 
now  ? 
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Mr.  OUIMET.  You  may  be  sure  if  the  build¬ 
ings  become  vacant,  they  will  lie  closed  up,  and 
that  expenditure  will  be  reduced. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  It  depends  upon  where  the 
immigration  sheds  are.  If  they  are  in  the  west, 
the  money  might  be  required  ;  if  they  are  in  the 
east,  it  may  not  be  required. 

Harbours  and  Rivers— Nova  Scotia — 

West  Chezzetcook . $6,800 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  is  to  complete  a  break¬ 
water  900  feet  long  now  being  built  from  the 
southern  end  of  Conroy  Island.  It  is  to  render 
the  mouth  of  the  river  navigable  by  preventing 
sand  to  form  a  bar. 


Digby— New  pier  at  the  Raauette. 


.$28,500 


Mr.  OUIMET.  I  move  that  this  be  reduced  to 

$20,000. 

Mr.  BOWERS.  For  what  reason? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  construction  of  a  new  pier 
on  the  north  side  of  the  Raquette  has  been  decided 
upon.  It  was  supposed  it  would  serve  for  ocean 
navigation,  and  be  made  a  point  where  ships  could 
be  loaded  with  the  freight  coming  in  by  the  Anna¬ 
polis  and  Yarmouth  Railway  ;  but  the  railway 
company  having  decided  not  to  bring  their  track 
there,  the  construction  of  the  pier  has  been  aban¬ 
doned  as  not  needed.  It  has  been  decided  that  we 
go  instead  on  the  south  side  of  the  Raquette,  and 
place  the  old  pier  now  there  in  a  better  state, 
doing  some  dredging  around  it,  so  as  to  allow  the 
ships  to  load  there.  A  contract  has  already  been 
given,  and  a  large  amount  of  timber  has  been 
brought  in  by  the  contractors.  In  order  to  settle 
with  them  we  shall  probably  have  to  buy  that 
material,  which  will  be  used.  I  think  $20,000  will 
be  sufficient  to  put  that  pier  in  perfect  order,  and  to 
pay  for  the  dredging  and  labour. 

Mr.  BOWERS.  Will  the  new  work  be  on  the 
north  side  of  the  pier  so  that  carts  can  go  down  to 
the  wharf  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  will  be  made  to  suit  the 
commerce  there. 

Mr.  BOWERS.  I  desire  to  call  the  attention  of 
the  Minister  to  some  other  expenditure  required  in 
Digby  County.  I  have  received  several  letters 
which  I  forwarded  to  the  Minister  this  summer  on 
the  question  of  breakwaters  in  Digby,  and  also  two 
petitions.  One  petition  was  from  Belliveau’s  Cove, 
asking  an  appropriation  of  $3,000.  The  harbour 
is  formed  by  two  wharves,  both  of  which  are  out  of 
repair,  so  that  teams  cannot  start  out  on  them  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  cord-wood,  lumber  and 
produce  for  shipment.  The  Minister  will  under 
stand  that  one  of  his  engineers  has  made  a  report 
on  the  subject  and  recommended  that  money  be 
given  for  this  purpose.  Church  Point  wharf  also 
requires  an  additional  amount.  The  Government 
last  year  expended  $800  or  $900,  and  for  this  sum 
it  was  put  in  thorough  repair  although  the  esti 
mate  was  $1,500.  There  is  still  required  an  abut¬ 
ment  to  run  out  on  the  south  side  to  catch  the 
gravel  which  a  south-west  wind  throws  abound  the 
end  of  the  pier.  In  the  course  of  two  or  three  weeks 
a  ridge  of  gravel  is  thrown  inside  the  wharf  to  a 
depth  of  four  or  live  feet,  which  prevents  vessels 
loading  there.  The  wharfinger  at  Meteghan  River 
was  there  with  his  vessel  last  season.  He  was 
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caught  in  this  way  and  telegraphed  the  department 
and  you  ordered  him  to  have  the  gravel  cleared 
away.  Letters  have  been  sent  to  the  Government 
on  this  subject.  A  petition  has  been  forwarded 
from  i here  this  season.  The  expenditure  required 
is  $1,000  or  $1,200.  Without  this  wharf  the 
shipping  facilities  of  that  portion  of  the  country 
are  almost  entirely  useless.  We  next  come  to 
Comeauville  River  wharf.  It  is  one  where  a  con¬ 
siderable  trade  is  carried  on.  Last  winter  the 
outer  blocking  went  adrift  and  the  logs  were  thrown 
up  on  the  shore.  The  inhabitants  dragged  them 
up  so  that  they  should  not  go  adrift.  The  people 
ask  that  $1,000  or  $1,500  be  expended  in  repairing 
that  wharf.  Coming  down  further  we  reach  Mete¬ 
ghan  Co\e  wharf.  No  large  amount  has  been  ex¬ 
pended  on  this  wharf  since  Confederation.  It  was 
built  many  years  ago,  and  is  the  only  wharf  for 
shipment  for  eight  or  ten  miles  of  country.  Last 
winter  the  sea  broke  through  it,  and  unless 
repairs  are  carried  out  it  will  become  useless. 
At  this  wharf  alone  there  was  a  revenue  de¬ 
rived  last  season  of  $132.  These  wharves  in  Digby 
County  are  paying  wharves,  bringing  in  from 
five  to  six  per  cent  on  the  capital  invested.  Next 
we  come  down  to  Salmon  River.  There  is  a 
good  harbour  inside  at  high  water,  but  the  abut¬ 
ment  at  the  outer  end  is  not  long  enough  and  re¬ 
quires  an  addition  of  100  or  150  feet,  so  that 
vessels  drawing  8  or  10  feet  can  go  in  and  load.  At 
the  present  time  only  vessels  drawing  6  to  7 
feet  can  load  there,  and  consequently  the  people 
cannot  obtain  as  much  for  their  wood  and  lumber 
as  they  would  otherwise  receive,  because  there  is 
no  way  of  shipping  it.  At  Salmon  River  the  peo¬ 
ple  have  been  promised  during  10  or  12  years  that 
money  would  be  appropriated  for  this  wharf.  The 
outer  blocking  was  partly  carried  away  last  winter 
and  requires  to  be  fixed  up,  and  the  construction  of 
100  or  150  feet  of  additional  wharf  is,  as,  I  have  said, 
also  necessary.  From  that  wharf  there  are  no  re¬ 
ceipts  but  if  it  was  placed  in  proper  order,  $150  to 
$200  annually  would  be  received  from  it.  I 
have  received  letters  also  from  Broad  Cove 
asking  for  $1,000,  Gulliver’s  Cove  asking  for  $3,000, 
Sandy  Cove  for  $2,500,  Little  River  for  $1,500, 
White  Cove  for  $1,000,  East  Ferry  for  $1,500. 
Tiverton  for  $2,500,  Freeport  for  $2,500,  and 
Westport  for  $6,000.  Here  are  125  or  130  miles  of 
sea  coast  on  which  there  are  only  two  or  three 
natural  harbours,  and  the  whole  trade  of  the  coun¬ 
try  has  to  be  carried  on  by  means  of  breakwaters. 
On  these,  $10,000  or  $15,000  can  be  much  better- 
spent  in  repairs  and  in  building  new  ones  than  for 
immigration  purposes.  For  such  an  expenditure, 
we  could  not  obtain  more  than  200  or  300  immi¬ 
grants,  but  for  that  sum  expended  on  these  break¬ 
waters  2,000  people  could  be  retained  in  the 
County  of  Digby  and  would  have  no  occasion  to 
leave.  It  is  impossible  for  the  people  of  Digby 
to  earn  a  living  and  remain  at  home,  unless  they 
obtain  facilities  for  shipping  their  produce.  In 
1890,  the  total  amount  collected  in  the  whole 
Dominion  from  breakwaters  and  piers  was  $7,476, 
of  which  Nova  Scotia  paid  $4,535  and  Digby 
County  $1,151,  or  16  per  cent  of  the  whole  amount 
paid  in  the  Dominion.  I  contend  that  money  ex¬ 
pended  on  public  works  for  Digby  County  is  not  as 
unprofitable  an  investment  as  is  the  case  in  many 
other  counties,  because  from  an  investment  of 
I  $2,000  or  $3,000,  the  Government  can  collect 


4249 


[JUNE  24,  1892.] 


4250 


wharfage  clues  equal  to  five  or  six  per  cent  of  the 
investment.  In  expending  this  money  in  Digby 
tile  Government  will  be  assisting  in  retaining  the 
people  in  the  county  and  in  saving  the  people  from 
being  compelled  to  dispose  of  their  vessels  and 
emigrate  to  the  United  States.  The  Minister 
should,  instead  of  deducting  $8,500  from  the 
grant,  add  $3,000  more  for  expenditure  in  Digby, 
which  would  make  a  total  vote  of  $11,500.’ 
I  guarantee  that  if  the  Minister  will  repair  the 
breakwaters  which  badly  need  repairing  in  Digby 
County,  that  where  the  receipts  were  only  $1,1 00 
in  1890,  they  will  be  from  $1,500  to  $2,000  next 
year,  and,  in  addition  to  increasing  the  revenue, 
he  will  be  keeping  the  people  at  home.  I  have 
had  letters  from  Mr.  Louis  A.  Melancon  and  an¬ 
other  from  Mr.  John  Belli veau,  and  Mr.  Belliveau 
told  me  that  he  had  to  sell  his  West  India  vessel 
because  he  could  not  bring  her  to  the  wharf  to  load 
and  unload.  Mr.  Louis  Melancon  wrote  me  that 
he  would  probably  have  to  do  the  same  thing;  and 
the  officer  of  Customs  at  Salmon  River,  Mr.  Perry, 
also  informs  me  that  he  would  probably  have  to 
sell  his  vessel  for  the  same  reason,  as  she  could  not 
get  into  the  wharf  to  to  take  his  wood  and  lumber. 

I  hope  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  and  his  col¬ 
leagues  will  take  Digby  County  into  their  con- 
sideiation.  I  do  not  want  him  to  look  at  this 
thing  as  personal  matter  to  me  or  as  a  political 
matter  either,  but  I  wish  them  to  look  at  it  in  the 
light  of  justice.  I  may  state  to  the  Minister  of 
Public  W  orks  that  it  requires  so  large  an  amount 
for  these  breakwaters  that  private  parties  are  not 
able  to  build  them,  and  the  whole  trade  of  the 
Fiench  settlements  along  St.  Mary’s  Bay  depends 
on  these  breakwaters,  so  that  if  they  are  not  kept 
in  repair  it  is  impossible  to  carry  on  the  business 
of  the  country. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  Government  is  disposed  to 
do  anything  in  their  power  that  will  improve  the  con¬ 
dition  of  the  people  in  these  counties,  but  I  do  not 
think  that  the  hon.  gentleman  can  say  that,  under  the 
circumstances,  we  have  been  very  niggardly  about 
his  county.  We  are  doing  pretty  well,  I  think,  and 
if  the  finances  of  the  country  allow  us  to  do  more  we 
shall  certainly  do  it.  The  number  of  wharves  and 
breakwaters  in  that  part  of  Nbva  Scotia,  are  very 
numerous  I  hear.  I  am  told  that  one  can  throw 
a  stone  from  one  wharf  to  another  at  certain 
places.  Most  of  them  have  come  under  the  control 
of  the  Government,  but  it  would  be  entirely  out  of 
the  question  to  undertake  to  keep  up  every  one  of 
these  piers  in  proper  order  and  repair.  It  would 
certainly  cost  too  much  money  for  the  Government 
to  ask  the  approval  of  this  House  to  such  a  large 
expenditure.  I  may  say  that  instructions  have 
been  given  by  me  to  the  resident  engineers  there  to 
have  very  carefully  prepared  during  the  summer,  a 
chart  of  all  these  places  showing  the  different 
\v  hai  ves  and  at  the  same  time  indicating  their  rela¬ 
tive  value  and  importance.  Probably  by  next  ses¬ 
sion  I  shall  be  in  a  position  to  slate  to  the  House 
a  general  plan  for  the  improvement  of  these 
different  piers,  so  as  to  give  to  the  people 
proper  accommodation,  while  at  the  same  time 
I  shall  be  able  to  assure  the  House  that  all  the 
money  which  will  be  spent  there  will  be  spent  in 
the  interest  of  the  country,  and  for  the  greatest 
benefit  of  the  people.  It  would  be  very  difficult 
for  myself  or  my  engineers  to  state  just  now  where 


tiie  money  could  be  most  usefully  expended.  I 
hope  the  hon.  gentleman  (Mr.  Bowers)  will  give 
me  the  credit  of  doing  all  that  I  can  in  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  dealing  out  justice  to  his  people,  and  next 
session  I  will  be  better  able  to  state  exactly  what 
t “e  Government  will  be  in  a  position  to  do  I 
would  suggest  that  this  vote  would  read  “Digby 
lier  instead  of  “Digby,  new  pier  at  the  Ra- 
quette,  because  we  have  abandoned  the  idea  of 
building  a  new  pier  as  where  it  was  intended  to  be 
built  it  would  be  of  no  use  to  any  one.  We  have 
decided  that  it  would  be  better  to  have  the  old  pier 
put  in  good  order  and  repair,  and  made  to  suit  the 
commerce  of  the  place. 

Mr.  BOM  ERS.  I  have  no  objection  to  that, 
and  i  think  myself  you  are  doing  a  wise  thing,  as 
m  my  opinion  it  is  well  to  repair  the  old  wharf. 

I  believe  it  will  be  perfectly  satisfactory  to  a 
great  many  of  the  inhabitants,  because  I  do  not 
think  that  some  of  the  people  who  asked  for  a 
wharf  at  the  Raquette  really  understood  what 
they  required  at  the  time.  The  hon.  Minister  is 
labouring  under  a  mistake  when  he  says  that  you 
can  throw  a  stone  from  one  of  these  breakwaters  to 
the  other.  I  may  inform  him  that  from  Digby  to 
'  estport,  on  the  Bay  of  Fundy,  a  distance  of  40 
miles  there  is  only  one  breakwater,  and  there 
should  be  some  money  spent  on  that.  On  the  St 
Mary  s  Bay  shore,  a  distance  of  30  miles,  there 
are  seven  piers.  I  would  ask  the  Government,  if 
they  cannot  do  anything  else  this  year,  to  try  and 
put  some  money  in  the  Estimates  for  Salmon  River, 
because  the  place  badly  needs  some  expenditure. 
The  people  cannot  really  get  along  there  at  all 
im  ess  that  wharf  is  extended.  They  are  heart¬ 
sick,  and  they  feel  very  bad  about  it.  I  have  had 
as  many  as  12  or  15  letters  from  different  persons 
complaining  about  the  accommodation  there.  I 
\\  ou Id  ask  the  hon.  Minister  if  he  would  promise  a 
grant  of  about  $2,500  for  that  wharf. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  will  do  all  I  can. 

Mr.  BOM  ERS.  Try  and  give  us  some  help  for 
Salmon  River  if  for  no  other.  If  you  put  a  lock 
there  you  will  get  from  $150  to  $200  a  year 
re\  enue  from  that  wharf.  So  badly  do  the  people 
need  accommodation  there  and  so  anxious  are  they 
for  it,  that  I  believe  if  you  put  a  vote  of  $2,500  in  the 
Estimates  to  help  them  at  that  wharf,  they  would 
on  their  part  subscribe  $1,000  worth  of  work  or 
labour  in  order  to  make  up  the  necessary  amount.  If 
the  vote  of  $2,500  were  made  conditional  on  their 
subscribing  $1,000,  I  believe  they  would  do  so. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Does  the  hon.  gentleman  offer 
that  $1,000  will  be  subscribed  ? 

Mr.  BOW  ERS.  I  believe  that  the  people  would 
do  so  if  you  give  them  $2,500. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  If  such  an  offer  were  sent  to  the 
department,  it  would  be  very  acceptable,  I  think. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  That  is  a  very  fair 
offer. 

Mr.  BOWTERS.  You  can  make  your  grant  con¬ 
ditional  on  the  $1,000  being  subscribed. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  cannot  do  it  now,  because  I 
v  ill  ha\  e  to  submit  the  matter  to  my  colleagues 
before  any  grant  is  made. 
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Great  Village  River .  S3, 250 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  is  a  revote  of  last  year,  to 
pay  the  claim  of  the  contractor  for  additional  work 
performed  in  1883,  1884  and  1886  in  connection 
with  a  diversion  of  the  river.  It  was  estimated 
that  the  work  would  cost  $12,000,  out  of  which 
$4,000  was  to  be  paid,  and  has  been  paid,  by  the 
people  of  Great  Village  ;  but  the  wdiole  work  has 
cost  $3,250  more,  and  the  vote  was  granted  last 
year  to  satisfy  that  claim. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Was  it  done  under  contract  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  was  an  agreement  with  the 
people  there  that  on  condition  of  their  contributing 
$4,000,  the  contractor  should  undertake  to  do  the 
work  for  $12,000.  This  claim  has  been  pending 
since  the  work  was  completed  in  1886,  and  I  may 
add  that  it  has  not  been  settled  yet.  I  have  ordered 
further  enquiries  to  be  made,  and  the  claim  will  cer¬ 
tainly  not  be  paid  until  it  is  proved  to  be  correct. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  understand  that  the  contract 
was  for  $12,000. 

Mr.  OUTMET.  Yes  ;  but  the  contract  was  to 
take  a  certain  amount  of  sand  away,  in  order  to 
make  the  river  navigable,  and  in  order  to  accom¬ 
plish  that  object  more  work  had  to  be  done  than 
was  foreseen  by  the  department.  Suppose  you  made 
a  contract  for  the  removal  of  50,000  yards  of  earth, 
and  you  found  afterwards  that  To, 000  yards  had  to 
be  removed. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  should  think  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  would  not  ask  for  a  vote  until  he  has  first  satis¬ 
fied  himself  as  to  whether  the  claim  is  well  founded 
or  not. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  assure  the  hon.  gentleman 
that  the  amount  will  not  be  paid  until  I  am  perfectly 
satisfied  that  the  quantity  of  work  for  which  the 
claim  is  made  has  been  done. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  How  was  the  contract 
let? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  was  an  agreement  made  on 
the  recommendation  of  the  Chief  Engineer,  who  re¬ 
ported  that  there  was  so  much  earth  to  be  removed 
and  that  it  would  cost  so  much. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.  I. )  Was  there  a  written  con¬ 
tract  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  Then  that  would  be  speci¬ 
fied  in  the  contract.  Is  this  a  legal  claim  arising 
out  of  the  contract,  or  merely  an  equitable  claim 
pressed  upon  the  deparment  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  would  be  a  legal  claim  arising 
out  of  the  contract. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Does  the  contract  set 
out  the  quantity  of  earth  to  be  removed  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  plan  attached  to  the  con¬ 
tract  showed  that. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  What  means  have  the 
department  for  ascertaining  whether  the  repre¬ 
sentations  of  the  contractor  are  accurate  or  not  as 
to  the  quantity  that  was  removed  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  That  is  what  we  are  trying  to 
ascertain  now  through  our  engineers.  There  have 
been  conflicting  statements  as  to  that.  We  are 
doing  what  ought  to  be  done  in  the  public  interest 
in  order  not  to  pay  one  cent  of  public  money  that 
has  not  been  earned.  The  whole  thing  was  dis- 
Mr.  Ouimet. 


cussed  last  year,  and  the  fact  that  the  money  has 
not  been  paid  during  the  year,  is  the  best  evidence 
that  the  department  are  taking  all  necessary  pre¬ 
cautions  not  to  pay  what  is  not  really  due,  and  it 
will  not  be  paid  this  year,  unless  the  department 
are  quite  satisfied  that  it  is  due. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  No  one  wants  to  prejudge 
the  man’s  claim  ;  but  the  hon.  Minister  will  see  that 
he  comes  before  the  committee  under  circumstances 
somewhat  suspicious. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  How  suspicious  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I. )  The  claim  is  six  years 
old. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  When  it  was  first  voted,  it  was 
not  six  years  old. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  I  have  no  reason  to 
doubt  the  hon.  Minister’s  statement  that  the  mat¬ 
ter  was  discussed  last  year,  although  I  do  not 
remember  it  ;  but  the  very  fact  that  it  has  been  so 
long  before  the  department  naturally  gives  rise  to 
questions  as  to  why  it  was  not  paid  before.  Every¬ 
body  will  see  that  if  there  was  a  bond  Jicle  legal 
claim,  there  would  be  no  disposition  on  the  part  of 
the  department  to  withhold  the  money  for  six  or 
eight  years,  and  their  having  done  so  causes  doubt 
and  enquiry. 

Big  Tracadie— Repairs  to  breakwater _ $300 

Mr.  FORBES.  Are  any  expenditures  going  on 
at  Summerville  this  year  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  None  now,  but  they  will  be 
commenced  immediately  after  the  1st  of  July,  when 
the  money  is  voted. 

Mr.  FORBES.  Is  there  any  prospect  of  dredg¬ 
ing  going  on  around  the  south  shore  this  summer  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  None  at  all. 

Repairs  to  piers  and  breakwaters, P.E.I.. .$6, 000 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  What  does  the  hon. 
gentleman  propose  to  do  with  the  breakwater  at 
Wood  Island  ?  I  discussed  the  matter  at  great 
length  last  session,  and  there  is  no  need  to  repeat 
my  remarks.  The  breakwater  has  cost  $16,000  or 
$18,000,  and  every  year  you  are  laying  out  $1,000 
to  $1,200  there  without  doing  any  good.  A  report 
was  made  by  Mr.  Brown,  which  certainly  showed 
that  he  made  a  very  thorough  examination  of  the 
place,  and  he  reported  it  would  be  necessary  to 
extend  that  breakwater  and  in  that  way  make  a 
reasonable  harbour.  The  people  there  have  no  rail¬ 
way,  and  this  improvement  is  absolutely  necessary, 
so  that  vessels  may  be  able  to  come  alongside  the 
harbour  and  load  there  which  they  cannot  do  at 
present. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  understand  from  the  report 
that  it  would  be  entirely  useless  to  repair  the 
breakwater  without  dredging,  and  there  are  almost 
insuperable  difficulties  in  the  way  of  dredging. 
The  department  did  send  a  dredge  there,  but  it 
was  so  much  exposed  to  the  wind  that  they  had  to 
take  it  away  to  prevent  its  being  lost.  It  can 
only  work  there  at  the  top  of  the  tide.  A  Mr. 
McCord ock  has  been  entrusted  with  the  duty  of 
going  there  to  see  if  we  cannot  possibly  proceed 
with  the  dredging  and  do  something  with  the 
plant  we  have.  I  quite  acknowledge  the  claim  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  put  before  the  House  on  be¬ 
half  of  these  people  who  have  no  railway  communi- 
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cation,  and  am  really  anxious  to  do  something  to  re¬ 
lieve  them,  but  I  could  not  undertake  the  expendi¬ 
ture,  which  I  am  told  would  be  over  $10, OCX),  with¬ 
out  having  the  certainty  that  it  would  be  useful  to 
the  people.  During  the  summer  the  matter  will  be 
attended  to,  and  if  possible  something  will  be 
done.  If  I  understand  it  aright,  this  Wood  Island 
is  about  the  only  good  harbour  they  have  in  that 
section  of  country,  and  we  will  do  what  we  can  to 
improve  it. 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.  E.I. )  Of  course,  I  accept  the 
statement  the  hon.  gentleman  makes  to  me  in  good 
faith.  I  know  he  is  making  it  in  good  faith.  He 
will  pardon  me  if  I  seem  to  be  a  little  persistent  in 
this  matter,  because  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying 
I  have  been  deliberately  misled  by  the  department 
for  years  back.  I  have  brought  this  up  year  after 
year,  and  the  late  Minister  led  me  to  believe  it 
would  l>e  attended  to — in  fact,  one  session  I  had  a 
positive  promise  made  on  the  floor  of  this  House 
that  it  would  be  attended  to,  but  he  did  not  do  it. 
Now,  the  hon.  gentleman  is  a  little  astray.  If  he 
will  look  at  the  report  made  by  Mr.  Brown  from 
that  department,  he  will  see  there  are  no  insuper¬ 
able  difficulties  at  all.  Mr.  Brown  grasped  the 
situation,  and  he  pointed  out  how  much  would  be 
required  to  do  the  work.  At  the  mouth  of  the 
harbour  there  is  an  island  called  Wood  Island, 
lying  off  the  mainland. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  What  amount  did  he  mention  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Two  amounts,  $5,000 
and  $10,000.  It  depended  upon  the  length  of  the 
breakwater,  and  putting  it  in  a  complete  state  of 
repair.  But  the  department  built  a  small  break¬ 
water  from  the  island  to  meet  the  large  one  which 
runs  out  from  the  mainland,  narrowing  the  en¬ 
trance,  and  the  result  was  that  a  little  outside  the 
entrance  there  was  a  hillock  of  sand  formed  which 
required  either  to  be  dredged  away,  or  the  same 
breakwater  to  be  continued.  Mr.  Brown  explained 
in  his  report  how  that  can  be  overcome.  I  want  to 
tell  the  hon.  gentleman  that  a  large  amount  of  pub¬ 
lic  money  was  laid  out  upon  that  breakwater  before 
the  Island  came  into  Confederation,  and  they  have 
been  peddling  money  into  it  year  after  year, 
throwing  it  away.  I  never  asked  for  it.  I  told 
them  every  year  they  might  as  well  throw  it  into 
the  sea  ;  I  told  them  that  unless  they  could  make 
up  their  mind  to  expend  $5,000  or  $6,000  upon  it 
and  put  it  in  a  good  state  of  repair,  it  was  throwing 
money  away  to  expend  only  $1,000  upon  it.  But 
if  the  hon.  gentleman  can  do  it,  he  will  confer 
a  great  benefit  upon  a  large  number  of  people. 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  What  part  of  the  Island  is 
that  ? 

Mr.  DAVIES  (P.E.I.)  Nearly  opposite  Pictou. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Is  it  not  upon  the  south-east 
part  of  the  Island  ? 

Mr.  DA\  IES  (P.E.I.)  Yes,  the  south-east  part. 
All  the  land  south  of  the  Hillsborough  River,  run¬ 
ning  down  to  the  Northumberland  Straits,  what  we 
call  on  the  Island  the  Belfast  district,  is  without  any 
railway  accommodation,  and  without  any  natural 
harbour  accommodation.  Before  we  came  into 
Confederation  the  Local  Government  tried  to  make 
an  artificial  harbour,  and  laid  out  a  great  deal  of 
money  upon  this.  When  we  came  into  Confederation 
the  Mackenzie  Government  built  a  small  break¬ 
water  from  the  island  that  lies  there  to  meet  the 


main  breakwater  that  was  built  off  the  mainland, 
and  it  accomplished  good  results,  but  it  has  been  left 
to  fall  into  decay.  I  have  made  a  special  point  of 
pressing  it,  year  after  year,  upon  the  Government, 
and  I  felt  exceedingly  hurt  about  it,  because  at  one 
time  the  department  made  a  promise  which  they 
did  not  carry  out.  But  I  will  accept  in  good  faith 
the  statement  of  the  hon.  gentleman  that  he  will 
make  a  bond  fide  examination  of  the  report  of  Mr. 
Brown,  with  a  desire  to  do  what  is  right  in  the 
premises. 

Mr.  PERRY.  Is  this  all  the  money  the  Minister 
intends  to  expend  in  repairing  the  piers  and  break¬ 
waters  on  the  Island  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes,  for  the  present. 

Mr.  PERR\ .  A  few  years  ago  Parliament 
voted  $10,000  for  repairs  to  piers  and  breakwaters, 
and  during  that  year  they  only  expended  $5,155. 
Now,  that  money  has  never  been  expended,  and  I 
am  sure  it  was  not  because  there  was  no  need  of 
repairing  the  piers  and  breakwaters  around  Prince 
Edward  Island  which  were  in  a  dilapidated  condi¬ 
tion.  The  Department  of  Public  Works  never  ex¬ 
pended  that  money.  There  are  27  piers  and  break¬ 
waters,  and  they  have  cost  a  large  amount  of 
money.  They  were  originally  built  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Prince  Edward  Island,  and  taken  over  by 
the  Dominion  Government  on  paying  a  certain 
amount.  Now,  these  are  allowed  to  fall  to  the 
ground.  Take  the  breakwater  that  was  built  by 
the  Island  Government  at  West  Point  some  years 
ago,  at  a  cost  of  about  $8,000,  for  which  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Canada  paid  $6,000.  They  bought  this 
wharf  in  1885,  and  they  have  never  spent  a  single 
dollar  on  it,  but  have  allowed  it  to  go  to  destruction. 

I  have  tried  to  press  upon  the  notice  of  the  depart¬ 
ment  that  this  breakwater  should  bo  built,  and 
the  people  of  West  Point,  who  are  25  miles 
from  railway  accommodation,  badly  need  the 
wharf,  but  still  the  Government  would  do  nothing. 

I  am  almost  tired  of  asking  the  Government  to  do 
anything.  Last  year  I  brought  this  to  their 
notice  unsuccessfully.  I  admit  I  am  not  as  good  an 
advocate  as  my  hon.  friend  from  Digby  (Mi*. 
Bowers) ;  he  is  almost  a  beggar  when  he  asks  any¬ 
thing  from  the  department,  but  I  do  the  best  I  can. 

I  know  I  have  not  got  very  good  English,  and  if  I 
had  better  French  I  would  address  the  House  in 
that  language.  But  I  hope  and  trust  that  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Public  V  orks  will,  during  the  summer, 
cause  proper  surveys  to  be  made  and  maps  pre¬ 
pared,  and  post  himself  fully  on  these  matters. 
There  is  the  breakwater  at  Tignish  which  needs  to 
be  repaired.  Members  of  this  House  coming  from 
the  Maritime  Provinces  know  very  well  that  these 
breakwaters  are  exposed  to  severe  storms  on  the 
coast  of  the  St.  Lawrence.  Y\  e  know  the  old  say¬ 
ing,  that  a  stitch  in  time  saves  nine,  and  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  save  money  by  putting  these  break¬ 
waters  in  repair  before  they  get  any  worse.  I  want 
them  to  understand  that  when  we  vote  $10,000  in 
one  year,  they  charge  Prince  Edward  Island  with 
this  money,  although  it  is  not  expended.  In  the 
next  item  below  this  I  find  there  is  a  vote  for  Mimi- 
negash  breakwater.  It  was  first  voted  in  1890, 
again  in  1891,  and  now  it  is  voted  for  the  third 
time. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  will  be  expended  this  year. 

Mr.  PERRY.  On  the  eve  of  the  general  election 
of  1891  tenders  were  asked  for,  and  a  gentleman 
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named  Mr.  Macdonald  got  the  contract  some  time 
about  the  time  of  the  general  elections  in  March, 
bi\t  it  was  too  late  for  him  to  go  to  the  woods  and 
get  the  lumber  required  to  build  the  breakwater. 
He  asked  the  Government  to  give  him  an  extension 
of  time,  and  the  Government  refused,  as  the  elec¬ 
tions  were  over.  The  building  of  the  breakwater 
was  a  political  job,  and  as  the  elections  were  over 
it  was  left  undone.  Last  year  passed  along  and  no 
contract  was  let.  Part  of  the  time  the  department 
was  without  a  head.  This  should  not  occur,  for 
there  should  be  a  head  if  only  a  sheep’s  head.  The 
people  of  Prince  Edward  Island  should  not  be 
allowed  to  suffer.  The  people  of  Miminegash,'  who 
live  principally  by  fishing,  and  although  they  are 
good  fishermen  suffer  from  hard  times,  suffer  from 
lack  of  accommodation.  If  these  people  do  not 
get  the  accommodation  they  require  to  make  a 
living,  the  Government  may  find  at  the  next  census 
a  reduction  of  500  or  1,000  in  the  population.  Have 
tenders  been  asked  for  Miminegash  breakwater  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Tenders  have  been  advertised 
for. 

Mr.  PERRY.  Two  months  ago  the  Minister 
told  me  that  tenders  had  been  asked  for.  Surely 
the  contract  ought  to  be  let  by  this  time,  for  the 
fishing  season  is  nearly  over.  At  all  events,  it  is 
the  wrong  time  of  the  year  to  give  out  a  contract 
for  that  breakwater,  as  labour  is  dearer  now  than 
in  winter.  What  guarantee  have  we  that  this 
amount  will  be  expended  this  year  ?  Will  the 
Minister  pass  his  word  that  this  expenditure  will 
be  made  before  Parliament  meets  again  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  does  not 
worry  me  too  much,  I  wilf  promise  him  that  the 
amount  will  be  expended  during  this  year. 

Mr.  YEO.  I  invite  the  attention  of  the  Minis¬ 
ter  to  the  necessity  of  giving  some  attention  to 
the  pier  at  West  Point.  It  was  one  of  the  piers 
which  was  taken  over  from  the  Local  Government 
by  the  Federal.  Nothing  has  been  done  in  regard  to 
repairing  that  pier.  I  understand  an  engineer  has 
recently  visited  the  spot,  but  I  do  not  know  the 
purport  of  his  report.  A  previous  report  stated 
that  a  large  expenditure  would  he  required,  but  I 
do  not  think  a  very  large  pier  will  be  required  to 
give  the  necessary  accommodation.  This  is  a  very 
important  place,  the  country  is  fine  farming 
country  ;  there  are  large  quantities  of  produce  to 
be  disposed  of  every  year,  and  it  is  15  miles  from 
the  nearest  railway  station.  If  there  were  shipping 
facilities  the  farmers  would  get  the  same  prices 
at  the  pier  as  at  the  railway,  and  thus  save  haul¬ 
ing  15  miles.  A  good  deal  of  lumber  is  manu¬ 
factured  there,  and  there  are  many  fishing 
establishments.  I  hope  the  Minister  will  take  the 
necessary  steps  to  have  the  proper  work  con¬ 
structed.  I  also  call  the  Minister’s  attention  to  the 
pier  in  course  of  construction  at  Brae.  The  inhabi¬ 
tants  have  expended  $500  of  their  own  money  on 
the  work,  and  a  contract  has  been  let  for  a  similar 
amount.  Unless  another  contract  is  given  out,  the 
work  done  will  be  useless,  but  if  $500  or  $1,000 
more  were  expended  it  would  afford  a  good  ship¬ 
ping  place.  There  is  a  good  harbour  inside, 
but  it  is  shoal  at  the  point  where  the  pier  is 
being  constructed.  I  also  draw  attention  to  the 
pier  at  Victoria  West.  Last  autumn  some  expendi¬ 
ture  was  incurred  there,  and  very  good  work  was 
done.  Some  years  ago  the  Dominion  Government 
Mr.  Perry. 


laid  out  some  money  on  this,  pier,  but  the  party 
who  did  the  work  instead  of  filling  up  the  pier 
either  with  stone  or  clay,  piled  sand  on  it,  and  the 
first  high  tide  washed  the  sand  into  the  river  and 
filled  the  end  of  the  pier.  There  is  quite  a  bank  at 
the  end  of  the  pier,  and  this  must  be  removed  before 
any  use  can  be  made  of  the  work.  An  application 
has  been  made  to  the  Government  to  send  a  dredge 
there,  and  it  is  claimed  that  this  bank  could  be 
removed  within  a  short  time.  The  expenditure  of 
last  year  will  be  entirely  thrown  away  unless  this 
sandbank  is  removed.  I  hope  the  amount  voted 
for  the  Miminegash  breakwater  will  be  expeiid- 
ed.  The  contract  should  be  let  early  in  the 
year,  so  that  the  contractor  would  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  getting  his  lumber  out  during  the  winter, 
when  it  can  be  done  more  cheaply  and  effectively. 
Tenders  I  am  glad  to  hear  have  been  called  for,  and 
I  hope  the  contract  will  soon  be  let.  I  draw  the 
special  attention  of  the  Minister  to  the  pier  at  West 
Point.  It  is  an  actual  necessity,  and  I  hope  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  engineer  will  be  more  favourable  than 
previous  reports  have  been. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  engineer  will  receive  instruc¬ 
tions  to  visit  the  place,  and  if  $500  are  sufficient  to 
make  the  necessary  repairs,  I  think  we  should  get 
the  amount  from  the  general  vote. 

Mr.  YEO.  $500  is  the  amount  required  at  Brae  ; 
at  West  Point  a  larger  sum  would  be  needed. 

River  St.  John,  including  Tobique. ...  $9,500 

Mr.  COLTER.  I  see  that  this  item  has  been 
voted  for  several  years,  and  I  would  ask  the  Min¬ 
ister  how  much  has  been  expended  there  last  year  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  $2,253.58  have  been  expended 
in  1890.  In  1891,  only  $200  was  spent,  but  they 
are  working  there  now.  That  expenditure  is  up  to 
the  31st  December.  I  would  call  the  attention 
of  the  House  to  the  fact  thatthe  session  havingclosed 
so  late  last  year,  it  was  impossible  to  expend  the 
money  that  had  been  voted  and  we  have  to  revote 
a  large  proportion  of  it  now. 

Mr.  COLTER.  Is  the  whole  amount  to  be  ex¬ 
pended  this  year  ? 

Mr-  OUIMET.  Yes. 

Mr.  COLTER.  How  is  it  to  be  expended  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  In  improving  the  navigable 
channel  of  the  river  between  Fredericton  and 
Woodstock,  removing  obstructions  from  the  channel 
above  the  latter  place  and  repairing  and  improving 
the  tow-path  on  the  Tobique  River.  It  is  proposed 
to  expend  $1,500  to  purchase  two  scows  and  to 
provide  a  scraper  for  use  on  the  River  St.  John, 
between  Fredericton  and  Woodstock,  so  as  to  take 
off  the  snags. 

Mr.  COLTER.  I  wish  to  call  the  attention  of 
the  Minister  to  the  fact  that  last  year  the  boat 
plying  between  Fredericton  and  Woodstock  was 
unable  to  run,  except  for  a  few  weeks  in  the  spring, 
on  account  of  a  sand-bar  a  few  miles  above 
Fredericton.  Has  the  Minister  any  report  about 
that  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  do  not  think  we  have,  but  if 
this  money  is  voted,  the  engineer  will  proceed  at 
once  there  and  will  make  a  report  so  as  to  com¬ 
mence  work. 
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Yamaska  River,  P.Q . $1,000 

Mr.  LAURIER.  My  lion,  friend  is  aware  that 
during  the  construction  of  these  works  on  the 
Yamaska  River  the  lands  in  the  commune  of 
Yamaska  were  flooded,  and  the  owners  of  the 
commune  have  been  petitioning  the  Government 
to  have  an  investigation  into  the  extent  of  their 
damages,  and  to  be  compensated  for  the  same.  I 
have  good  reason  to  believe,  in  fact  I  am  informed 
on  good  authority,  that  an  investigation  had  been 
promised  by  the  predecessor  of  my  hon.  friend  in 
the  administration  of  the  department.  So  far 
nothing  has  been  done.  Can  I  hope  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  w  ill  do  what  was  promised  ?  The  only 
tiling  that  is  asked  for  at  this  moment  is  that  an 
engineer  should  be  sent,  so  as  to  have  the  complaint 
investigated,  and  to  see  whether  or  not  damages 
have  been  suffered  on  account  of  the  dam. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  shall  order  an  investigation  to 
be  made. 

Kingston  Harbour .  $7,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Although  I 

am  aware  that  it  is  not  absolutely  in  the  depart¬ 
ment  of  the  hon.  gentleman  I  would  call  his  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  a  short  distance  below  Kingston 

harbour  a  large  floating  beacon  has  lately  been 
erected,  and  apparently  no  provision  has  been  made 
for  lighting  it  at  night  in  any  shape  or  way.  It  is 
almost  in  the  fair-way,  and  the  consequence  is  that 
on  a  dark  night  a  vessel  navigating  the  channel  may 
at  any  moment  run  into  it,  because  from  the  position 
of  the  ground  on  either  side,  when  a  vessel  is  com- 
ing  up  from  the  St.  Lawrence,  it  cannot  be  seen 
at  all.  Any  vessel  which  is  cruising  from  one  side 
to  the  other  at  night  may  run  into  it,  and  as  the 
water  on  the  so-called  shoal  is  13  or  14  feet  deep, 
essels  in  tacking  are  likely  to  pass  over  it  without 
having  regard  to  this  beacon.  A  light  should  be 
placed  there  at  once.  It  is  almost  in  range  of  what 
is  called  Knapp:s  Light.  I  can  speak  of  it  from 
my  own  personal  experience,  for  I  passed  by  it  a 
few  days  ago,  and  there  is  no  question  that  there  is 
considerable  risk  unless  the  thing  is  lighted  up.  It 
consists  of  a  triangular  float  with  heavy  logs  an¬ 
chored  to  the  bottom.  My  hon.  friend  beside  me 
can  tell  whether  damages  would  result  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  if  any  injury  were  caused  by  it.  Appar¬ 
ently  there  is  considerable  risk  to  all  sailing  craft, 
and  indeed  to  steamers.  It  is  about  three  miles 
below  Cedar  Island  and  Fort  Henry.  It  is  a 
triangular  floating  range.  It  is  visible  enough  in 
the  day  time,  but  at  night  no  mortal  could  see  it,  if 
a  swell  were  on  and  the  vessel  were  moving  at  a 
rapid  rate,  until  close  upon  it.  I  have  no  doubt 
that  if  it  is  not  lighted  up  in  some  way  the  depart¬ 
ment  will  be  hearing  of  serious  damage.  It  is  an 
absolutely  new  erection,  having  been  put  up  this 
spring. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  has  been  put  there  for  the 
purpose  of  marking  the  location  of  a  sunken  rock 
which  the  Department  of  Marine  has  asked  our 
department  to  remove,  and  after  the  rock  is  re¬ 
moved  the  float  will  no  longer  be  needed. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Public  Works  the  nature  of  the  work  being 
done  at  Rondeau  Harbour  in  the  County  of  Kent” 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  have  no  information  at  pre¬ 
sent,  but  I  will  enquire  and  let  the  hon.  gentleman 


know  either  before  these  Estimates  are  over  or 
when  the  Supplementary  Estimates  come  down. 

]\Ii .  CAMPBELL.  Can  the  hon.  Minister  in¬ 
form  me  how  the  work  of  removing  the  bar  at  the 
mouth  of  the  River  Thames  is  progressing  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  whole  work  was  to  cost 

1,-00,  $1,000  has  already  been  expended,  so 

that  the  work  must  be  almost  completed. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  have  called  the  hon. 
gentleman  s  attention  by  letter  to  the  obstructions 
in  the  Sydenham  River,  and  I  believe  he  has  re¬ 
ceived  representations  from  the  people  of  Dresden 
and  Wallaceburg  in  regard  to  them.  These  obstruc¬ 
tions  could  be  very  easily  removed  by  sending  the 
dredg*  to  the  Sydenham  River  after  it  gets  through 
at  the  Thames.  The'  two  rivers  are  only  a  few 
miles  apart,  and  the  work  could  be  done  in  a  few 
days.  The  Sydenham  is  a  deep,  narrow  river, 
down  which  immense  numbers  of  logs  are  floated 
every  season,  and  occasionally  some  sink.  When 
the  water  is  high,  trees  also  come  down ;  and,  as 
there  ai  e  se\  ei  al  steamers  navigating  the  river  to 
Sarnia  and  Detroit,  they  often  have  their  wheels 
broken  by  these  obstructions. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  will  enquire  and  let  the  hon. 
gentleman  know  ;  but  the  work  on  the  Thames  is 
being  done  not  by  the  departmental  dredge,  but 
by  a  special  contract  with  the  Chatham  Dredging 
Company.  ® 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  same  dredge  could 
do  the  work  in  a  shorter  time,  perhaps,  and  more 
cheaply  than  it  could  be  done  by  bringing  the 
departmental  dredge  from  a  distance. 

Mi.  CAMPBELL.  I  may  say  that  the  company 
is  not  the  Chatham  Dredging  Company  but  a  new 
company.  There  are  many  obstructions  in  the 
Sydenham  River,  as  well  as  in  the  Thames  River,  up 
to  Chatham,  causing  the  boats  navigating  those 
rivers  to  break  a  good  many  wheels,  which  they 
are  put  to  enormous  expense  in  getting  repaired  ; 
and  it  would  be  a  great  pity  if  the  work  should  not 
be  done  when  it  could  be  done  at  so  little  expense 
while  the  dredge  is  there. 

Dredging— Nova  Scotia . $36,300 

Mr.  STAIRS.  There  are  a  great  many  applica¬ 
tions  now  for  dredging  in  some  very  important 
harbours  m  Nova  Scotia,  which  should  be  done 
There  are  applications  from  Halifax  County  and 
many  other  counties,  and  this  work  cannot  be  per¬ 
formed  because  there  are  not  sufficient  dredges  at  the 
disposal  of  the  department.  A  year  or  so  ago  one 
of  the  dredges  was  lost  and  never  replaced  I 
would  suggest  to  the  Minister  the  importance  of 
providing  some  additional  means  of  carrying  on 
this  very  important  work,  as  in  many  cases  loss  is 
suffered  by  the  owners  of  many  fishing  and  coast- 
ing  \  essels  because  they  cannot  use  the  harbours. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  department  is  fully  alive 
to  the  necessity  of  providing  some  additional 
dredging  plant.  We  intend  to  ask  for  an 

additional  vote  for  that  purpose. 

Assistance  towards  the  construction  of  a 
telegraph  line  from  Moosomin  Station, 

Canadian  Pacific  Railway,  to  Canning- 
ton . $3,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Should  not 

this  be  built  by  the  Canadian  Pacific  Telegraph 
Company  ?  &  1 
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Mr.  BOWELL.  It  is  a  bonus  to  assist  them  in 
building  it. 

Telegraph  line  from  Nanaimo  to  Comox.  $7,000 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Who  owns  this? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  would  be  quite  impossible  for 
any  private  company  to  go  into  this  under¬ 
taking.  It  is  worked  by  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  the  same  as  the  other  lines  there  built 
by  the  Government. 

Mr.  BOWERS.  I  would  impress  on  the  Minis¬ 
ter  the  necessity  of  extending  the  telephone  from 
West  Port  to  the  west  end  of  Briar  Island,  a  dis¬ 
tance  of  only  two  miles,  and  all  the  ships  bound  on 
the  Bay  of  Eundy  and  outward  bound  cdkld  be 
reported  there  at  any  time,  as  well  as  wrecks  or 
anything  happening  to  the  buoys. 

To  provide  for  salaries  of  engineers  and 
draughtsmen  and  other  clerks,  chief 
engineer’s  office . $54,000 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  have  already  stated  that  the 
intention  was  to  have  the  salaries  voted  in  a  special 
vote  instead  of  having  them  charged  to  votes  here 
and  there.  I  think  as  a  matter  of  book-keeping, 
and  also  as  a  matter  of  accommodation  to  the 
House,  it  would  be  much  better  as  it  is  there. 

To  provide  for  salaries  of  Architects, 
draughtsmen  and  clerks  of  chief 
architect’s  office . $29,500 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  is  a  temporary  arrange¬ 
ment.  My  idea  at  first  was  to  have  a  thorough 
reorganization  of  the  department,  but  it  was 
thought  better  after  consideration  to  wait  until  we 
had  the  report  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 
Next  session  a  scheme  of  reorganization  will  be  pre¬ 
pared  and  submitted  to  the  House  for  its  approval. 
The  technical  organization  of  the  department,  I 
find,  is  not  quite  satisfactory  at  present. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  This  means  over 
$80,000  for  these  two  services.  Won’t  that  add 
enormously  to  the  expense  of  the  department  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  No.  These  two  items,  with 
another  item  it  will  be  necessary  to  vote  later  on, 
will  bring  up  the  expenditure  of  the  department  to 
a  figure  lower  than  it  is  at  present  by  over  $10,000. 
I  am  certain  that  a  saving  of  $10,000  will  be  made 
next  year. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  resolutions. 

Mr.  BOWELL  moved  the  adjournment  of  the 
House. 

Motion  agreed  to;  and  House  adjourned  at  12.20 
a. m.  (Saturday). 

HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Monday,  27th  June,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Eleven  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

BUSINESS  OF  THE  HOUSE. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  With  regard  to  the 
arrangements  for  this  week,  I  may  say  to  the  House 
Sir  Richard  Cartwright. 


that,  in  addition  to  what  I  suggested  on  Friday,  it  is 
proposed  that  the  House  shall  meet  on  Saturday, 
for  Supply  and  Concurrence  ;  therefore,  I  move  : 

That  when  the  House  adjourns  on  Tuesday  next  it  stands 
adjourned  till  Thursday  at  11  o’clock  in  the  morning,  and 
when  the  House  adjourns  Thursday,  it  stands  adjourned 
to  Saturday  at  11  o’clock  in  the  morning. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Is  it  the  intention  to 
sit  after  six  o’clock  on  Saturday  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  If  we  are  here  we  might  as  well 
sit. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  would  like  the 
Minister,  if  he  could,  to  give  us  an  idea  how  long 
this  session  will  last,  because  if  it  is  to  come  to  a 
close  within  a  very  few  days,  I  could  understand 
sitting  on  Saturday  ;  but  if  it  is  to  last  two  weeks 
longer  or  something  like  that,  it  would  be  inconve¬ 
nient  for  many  members  to  sit  on  Saturday,  for  all 
we  can  accomplish  on  that  day. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  We  are  coming  very  close  to  the 
end  of  the  financial  year  on  the  30th  instant,  and 
that  is  one  reason  why  I  particularly  urge  that  we 
come  back  on  Saturday  and  take  Concurrence.  We 
might  get  Supply  ready  about  the  first  of  July  for 
the  more  important  items.  Very  heavy  payments 
come  directly  after  the  first  of  July. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell.)  We  ought  to  have  the 
Estimates  down  before. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  Estimates  will  be  down  in 
ten  minutes. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think,  from  what  I 
know  of  the  business  involved  in  the  Estimates  and 
railway  resolutions,  that  the  House  can  easily  finish 
at  the  end  of  next  week. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  When  will  we  have  the  railway 
resolutions  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  To-day  or  to-morrow. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  it  would  be 
well  for  the  Minister  to  allow  this  motion  to  sit 
on  Saturday  to  stand  until  the  railway  subsidies 
are  proposed. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  A  great  many  members  are 
absent  on  Saturday,  and  I  think  it  would  hardly  be 
right  to  take  Concurrence  on  Saturday  or  go  into 
Supply,  in  face  of  the  announcement  that  has  already 
been  made  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  whom  I 
understood  to  say  that  the  House  would  not  meet 
on  Friday  or  Saturday. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  We  will  take  up  Concurrence 
alone  on  Saturday. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  The  announcement 
that  was  made  has  led  some  gentlemen  to  make 
arrangements  to  be  absent  on  Saturday.  For  my 
own  part  I  would  rather  sit  a  little  later  at  nights 
during  the  other  days  than  to  sit  on  Saturday  for 
all  we  could  accomplish  on  that  day. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  It  seems  to  me  that  all  the 
public  measures  ought  to  be  in  to-day.  It  is  not 
in  the  public  interest  that  important  matters  should 
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he  left  when  there  are  only  a  corporal’s  guard  to 
deal  with  them. 


Mr.  HAGGART. 
m  it  ted  : — 


The  following  table  is  sub- 


Mr.  FRASER.  I  think  it  would  be  well  to  sit 
on  Saturday,  if  we  can,  in  the  interest  of  those  who 
live  far  awaj\  Y\  e  have  now  been  here  a  long  time, 
and  I  would  like  to  sit  on  Saturday  if  that  suits 
the  majority  of  the  members. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

SAULT  STE.  MARIE  CANAL. 

Mr.  MULOCK  asked,  1.  What  was  the  estimated 
cost  of  the  lowest  tender  for  the  work  of  deepening 
and  forming  the  upper  entrance  to  the  Sault  Ste. 
Marie  Canal  ?  2.  What  was  the  name  of  such  ten¬ 
derer  ?  Did  he  deposit  any,  and  if  so,  what  security 
along  with  his  tender  ?  3.  Did  he  comply  with  ail 
the  conditions  required  of  him  as  such  tenderer  ? 
4.  Was  the  contract  for  such  work  awarded  to  him  ? 
If  not,  to  whom  was  it  awarded,  and  at  what 
estimated  amount  ?  5.  How  much  has  been  paid  on 
account  of  such  contract  ?  6.  What  amount  is  it 


-■  _ _ 

Year. 

Gross 

Traffic 

Earnings. 

Gross 

Working 

Expenses. 

Remarks. 

1880-81  . 

$  cts. 

8,875  53 
24,410  10 
30,665  94 
53,081  00 
61,381  54 
70,904  08 
73,537  22 
86,242  60 
142,958  01 
153,360  64 
152,633  31  | 

$  cts. 

5,363  18 
20,207  36 
24,303  62 
40,255  73 
46,541  75 
57,201  95 
52,441  16 
58,213  91 
109,537  13 
137,708  45 
148,475  65 

5  months  in  op¬ 
eration. 

1882  . 

1883 . 

1884 . 

1885  . 

1886  . 

1887 . 

1888 . 

1889 . 

1890 . 

1891 . 

Present  ordinary  bonded  debt,  $3,796,00,  at  5  per  cent. 
Annual  interest  on  bonded  debt,  $189,800. 


INSPECTION  OF  MILK  CANS. 


estimated  will  yet  have  to  be  paid  on  such  contract 
until  its  full  completion  ?  7.  If  such  lowest  tenderer 
was  passed  over  and  the  contract  awarded  to  a  higher 
tenderer,  was  such  lowest  tenderer  associated  with 
those  to  whom  the  contract  was  awarded  in  carry¬ 
ing  on  the  work  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  In  answer  to  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  I  may  say  :  1.  Lowest  tender  for  upper  entrance 
to  Sault  Ste.  Marie  Canal,  $231,049;  2.  Name 
of  tenderer,  ,T.  Nicholson,  who  deposited  a  marked 
cheque  for  $7,500  ;  3.  Mr.  Nicholson  tendered  for 
the  upper  and  lower  entrances,  and  before  the 
contracts  were  awarded,  he  wrote  to  the  depart¬ 
ment  absolutely  declining  to  accept  the  contract 
for  the  upper  entrance,  unless  the  contract  for  the 
lower  entrance  also  was  awarded  to  him  ;  4.  Con¬ 
tract  for  upper  entrance  was  not  awarded  to  Mr. 
Nicholson,  but  to  Messrs.  Allan  &  Fleming  the 
next  lowest,  for  $325,926;  amount  paid  on  contract 
to  31st  December,  1892,  $237,401.88;  6.  Amount 
required  to  complete,  $88,525  ;  7.  The  department 
only  dealt  with  the  original  contractors,  and  is  not 
aware  of  any  one  being  associated  with  them. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  think  that  last  answer  is  a 
mistake. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  department  is  not  aware 
of  any  one  being  associated  with  them. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  A  es ;  the  associate’s  name  appears 
in  the  Public  Accounts. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  That  is  the  answer  I  got  from 
the  department. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  have  got  some  papers  I  wiJ 
show  you. 

LAKE  ST.  JOHN  RAILWAY. 

Mr.  MULOCK  asked,  1.  What  has  been  the 
amount  of  the  gross  traffic  earnings  of  the  Quebec 
and  Lake  St.  John  Railway  each  year  since  any 
part  thereof  has  been  opened  for  traffic  ?  2.  What 
has  been  the  amount  of  the  gross  working  expenses 
of  said  railway  each  year  during  the  same  period?  3. 
What  is  the  amount  of  the  present  bonded  debt  of 
said  road  ?  What  is  the  amount  of  the  annual 
interest  on  the  bonded  debt  of  the  road  ? 

134J 


Mr.  BAIN  (Wentworth)  (for  Mr.  Featherston) 
asked,  Whether  the  Government  has  issued  instruc¬ 
tions  to  the  inspectors  of  Inland  Revenue  in  the  Pro- 
a  ince  of  Ontario  to  have  all  milk  cans  inspected  and 
stampted  in  accordance  with  the  Weights  and 
Measures  Regulations  and  Inland  Revenue  Act  ?  If 
not,  is  it  the  intention  of  the  Government  to  issue 
instructions  to  the  inspectors  at  Toronto  and  im¬ 
mediate  vicinity,  to  have  all  milk  cans  inspected 
and  stamped  in  compliance  with  a  promise  made  to 
the  milk  producers  supplying  milk  in  the  city  of 
Toronto  and  its  suburbs  ? 


Mr.  COSTIGAN.  The  Department  of  Inland 
Revenue  has  issued  instructions  to  all  inspectors  of 
weights  and  measures  in  the  Dominion  respecting 
the  inspection  of  milk  cans.  The  following  is  the 
circular  issued  in  connection  therewith  : — 


'  33. 


G.  371. 


U.&  M. 

8  Gal.  Milk 
Measures. 

“  Inland  Revenue  Department, 

“  Ottawa,  April  4th,  1892. 

Inspectors  of  Weights  and  Measures  and  their  assist¬ 
ants  are  hereby  authorized,  under  paragraph  ‘C’  of  sec. 
loof  schedule  ‘E’  of  regulations,  to  verify  milk  measures 
ot  8  and  8£  gallon  capacity  when  the  same  are  presented 
for  verification,  charging  therefor  the  fee  specified  in 
paragraph  ‘  C  ’  aforesaid. 

‘'These  milk  measures  must  be  made  of  good  strong 
material,  free  from  indentations,  and  must,  when  filled 
up  to  the  neck,  contain  the  exact  quantity  represented  as 
their  capacity ;  and,  like  other  measures  of  capacity,  must 
comply  with  the  regulations  in  having  the  maker’s  name 
and  full  capacity  stamped  on  some  conspicuous  part  of  the 
measure. 

“  The  verification  of  these  measures  must  be  made  with 
water,  either  measured  in  a  standard  measure,  or  weighed 
on  a  scale  known  to  be  perfectly  correct. 

“  As  it  is  intended  to.establish,  expressly  for  the  milk 
business,  a  measure  of  eight  gallons’  capacity,  inspectors 
are  requested,  when  verifying  8i  gallon  measures,  to 
notify  the  owners  of  the  same  that  measures  of  that  capa¬ 
city  will  not  be  reverified. 

“  E.  MIALL. 

T  ,  ...  “  Commissioner, 

lo  Inspectors  and  Assistant 
“  Inspectors  of  Weights  and  Measures, 

‘  and  to  all  Milk  Dealers.” 


UNITED  STATES  VESSELS  IN  HUDSON 

BAY. 

Mr.  McMULLEN  (for  Mr.  Charlton)  asked, 
Y\  hether  the  Government  has  given  consideration 
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to  a  report  recently  made  to  the  Minister  of  the 
Interior  by  Lieutenant  Governor  Schultz,  in  which 
the  latter  makes  the  following  statement : — 

“  While  American  whalers  have  ceased  to  visit  that 
part  of  Keewatin  seacoast,  south  of  the  mouth  of  Chester¬ 
field  Inlet,  it  is  simply  because  they  have  exhausted  that 
area  and  confined  their  efforts  to  the  still  more  northern 
Canadian  waters  of  Fox  and  other  channels,  Howe’s  Wel¬ 
come  and  Lyon  Inlet,  leaving  the  more  southern  water 
referred  to,  in  which  they  had  carried  on  their  operations 
without  the  slightest  reference  to  the  distance  from  shore  ; 
while  to  enable  them  to  avoid  late  navigation  of  Hudson 
Straits  they  frequently  wintered,  as  I  advised  you,  in  one 
of  the  harbours  of  Marble  Island,  where  they  traded  to 
the  Esquimaux  with  goods  upon  which  no  duty  was^paid, 
thus  violating  the  revenue  laws  of  Canada,  and  injuring 
the  trade  of  a  Canadian-English  Company  who  traded 
with  goods  upon  which  duties  had  been  paid?  ” 

If  so,  is  it  the  intention  of  the  Government  to 
make  representation  of  these  facts  to  the  arbi¬ 
trators  to  whom  the  Behring  Sea  question  is  to  be 
referred  for  settlement,  or  to  take  other  steps  to 
prevent  a  continuance  of  the  alleged  poaching  and 
smuggling  by  United  States  vessels  in  Canadian 
waters  in  Hudson  Bay  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  Government  has 
not  lost  sight  of  this  matter,  and  will  take  such 
steps  as  may  seem  necessary  under  the  circum¬ 
stances  ;  but  the  present  is  not  the  most  opportune 
time  to  announce  any  action  that  may  seem  desir¬ 
able.  As  regards  the  question  as  to  the  Behring 
Sea  arbitrators,  only  the  questions  which  are  fixed 
by  treaty  can  be  referred  to  that  tribunal. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  The  whole  of  Hudson 
Bay  is  Canadian  water. 

DISTRESS  IN  LABRADOR. 

Mr.  McMULLEN  (for  Mr.  Charlton)  asked, 
Does  the  Government,  in  view  of  the  suffering  and 
starvation  said  to  exist  among  the  people  upon  the 
Labrador  coast,  propose  to  make  enquiries  as  to  the 
truth  of  the  reports  with  a  view  to  affording  relief 
of  such  suffering  and  starvation  as  reported  to  be 
found  to  exist  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  not  aware  as  to 
what  report  the  question  refers  to.  I  do  not  think 
any  information  has  reached  the  Government  as  to 
any  exceptional  distress. 

CHINESE  IMMIGRATION. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  that  Bill  (No.  44) 
further  to  amend  the  Chinese  Immigration  Act  be 
transferred  from  Public  Bills  and  Orders  to  Govern¬ 
ment  Orders.  He  said  :  The  circumstance  under 
which  I  make  this  motion  is  that  some  provision 
seems  to  be  necessary  to  prevent  fabrication  of  the 
certificates  under  which  Chinese  are  entitled  to 
return  to  this  country.  We  are  under  the  impres¬ 
sion  that  a  great  amount  of  fabrication  is  carried 
on  in  the  Chinese  Empire,  and  that  the  return  certi¬ 
ficates  are  sold  along  with  tickets,  and  under  these 
circumstances  we  propose  to  make  a  regulation  on 
the  subject. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

THE  MENNONITES. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Before  the  Orders  of  the 
Day  are  called,  I  desire  to  call  attention  to  a  letter 
I  received  from  a  member  of  the  Mennonite  church, 
who  complained  that  in  the  schedules  of  the  census 
Mr.  McMullen. 


no  mention  is  made  of  that  denomination.  The 
denomination  is  somewhat  large,  very  respectable 
and  is  composed  of  some  of  the  best  citizens  of 
Canada,  and  Mr.  Dirstine  complains  that  they  have 
been  overlooked  in  the  census  schedules.  I  ask 
the  Minister  of  Agriculture  to  explain  how  this 
occurred,  and  whether  the  omission  can  be  remedied 
and  the  denomination  placed  in  that  position  to 
which  they  and  I  consider  they  are  entitled  to. 

Mr.  CARLING.  The  hon.  gentleman  mentioned 
the  matter  to  me  the  other  day,  and  I  made  enqui¬ 
ries  of  Mr.  George  Johnson,  the  census  commis¬ 
sioner.  He  has  since  written  me  as  follows  : — 

“  Department  op  Agriculture,  ■ 

“  Ottawa,  27th  June,  1892. 

“  Hon.  John  Carling, 

“  Minister  of  Agriculture. 

“Dear  Sir, — The  Mennonites  were  classed  as  Baptists 
in  the  different  provinces  in  the  census  of  1891,  inasmuch 
as  the  same  thing  was  done  in  the  census  of  1871,  for  the 
purposes  of  comparison  between  the  two  census  takings. 
When  the  full  volume  is  published  it  will  show  the 
Mennonites  separate  and  distinct,  as  was  done  in  the 
Manitoba  census  of  1886. 

“Yours,  &c., 

(Sgd.)  “  GEO.  JOHNSON.” 
THIRD  READING. 

Bill  (No.  90)  further  to  amend  the  Patent  Act. — 
(Mr.  Carling.) 

GRANTS  TO  NORTH-WEST  MILITIA. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY  moved  second  reading  of  Bill 
(No.  96)  to  make  further  provision  respecting  grants 
of  land  to  members  of  the  militia  force  in  active 
service  in  the  North-West.  He  said  :  Last  year 
land  grants  were  given  to  the  Home  Guards  at 
Battleford  and  Regina.  The  Act  was  passed  late 
in  the  season  and  the  warrants  could  not  issue  until 
November,  and  consequently  the  parties  who  were 
entitled  to  the  land  would  have  been  obliged  to 
make  their  selections  during  the  winter  months. 
They  requested  an  extension  of  time,  and  6  months* 
extension  was  given  under  this  Bill. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  How  many  are  covered 
by  the  Bill  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  Probably  150  or  160. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  What  is  the  ^extent  of  the 
grants  made  to  each  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  Each  man  has  the  option  of 
either  $80  in  scrip  or  320  acres  of  land. 

Motion  agreed  to,  Bill  read  the  second  time  and 
House  resolved  itself  into  committee. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  Are  these  grants  subject 
to  all  the  conditions  of  settlement  applied  in  other 
cases  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  They  are  subject  to  the  same 
conditions. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  The  distinction  between  them  and 
ordinary  homesteaders  is  this  :  They  have  to  ful¬ 
fil  all  the  conditions  of  ordinary  homesteaders,  but 
they  get  the  pre-emption  without  paying  for  it. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  What  quantity  of  land  will 
be  required  to  fulfil  the  conditions  of  this  Bill  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  cannot  state  at  the  moment, 
because  some  of  the  parties  are  professional  and 
business  men  and  will  take  scrip  instead  of  land. 
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Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Have  all  other  members 
of  the  force  who  served  in  the  North-West  received 
similar  grants  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  Yes. 

Mr.  LAXDERKIN.  What  quantity  of  land  has 
altogether  been  granted  for  this  purpose  up  to 
to-day  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  have  not  the  information, 
as  some  parties  have  taken  scrip  and  others  land. 
I  will,  however,  bring  it  down  before  the  third 
reading. 

Bill  reported. 

MESSAGE  FROM  HIS  EXCELLENCY. 

Mr.  FOSTER  presented  a  Message  from  His 
Excellency  the  Governor  General. 

Mr.  SPEAKER  read  the  Message  as  follows  : — 
Stanley  of  Preston. 

The  Governor  General  transmits  to  the  House  ofCom- 
mons,  Supplementary  Estimates  of  sums  required  for  the 
service  of  the  Dominion  for  the  year  ending  30th  June, 
1893,  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  “  The 
British  North  America  Act,  1867,”  he  recommends  these 
Estimates  to  the  House  of  Commons. 

Government  House, 

Ottawa,  June,  1892. 

HARBOUR  COMMISSIONERS  OF  THREE 
RIVERS. 

Mr.  FOSTER  moved  second  reading  of  resolu¬ 
tion  to  authorize  the  Harbour  Commissioners  of 
Three  Rivers  to  raise  a  sum  to  be  applied  to  the 
purchase  of  wharves  or  other  property,  or  the 
construction  of  wharves  or  other  accommodation  for 
vessels  in  the  harbour  of  Three  Rivers. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

FIRST  READING. 

Bill  (No.  98)  respecting  the  Harbour  Commission¬ 
ers  of  Three  Rivers. — (Mr.  Foster.) 

THE  CRIMINAL  CODE. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on 
Bill  (No.  7)  respecting  the  Criminal  Law. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

On  section  687,  sub-section  2, 

Provided  that  if  a  witness  whose  deposition  has  been 
taken  and  signed  in  the  manner  aforesaid  is  absent  from 
the  province,  and  it  is  made  to  appear  that  his  attendance 
at  the  trial  cannot  be  had,  the  court  may  in  its  discretion 
allow  such  deposition  to  be  likewise  read  as  evidence  for 
the  prosecution. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  in  every  such 
case  it  ought  to  be  open  to  the  party  on  the  other 
side  to  discredit  a  witness,  although  no  attempt 
has  been  made  to  discredit  him  before  the  magis¬ 
trate  in  the  preliminary  proceedings. 

Mr.  MU  LOCK.  There  is  a  good  deal  of  objec¬ 
tion  to  this  clause.  The  examination  at  the  pre¬ 
liminary  investigation  is  not  as  thorough  as  that  at 
the  trial  of  the  case.  The  preliminary  examination 
is  done,  the  ex  parte  examination  frequently  taking 
place  without  there  being  any  one  at  all  to  cross- 
examine  the  witness.  I  view  that  sub-section  with 
some  apprehension.  It  is  practically  allowing  ex 


parte  evidence  to  be  offered  under  such  circum¬ 
stances. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  ground  on  which 
the  joint  committee  recommended  it  was,  that  it 
was  after  all  leaving  the  matter  to  the  discretion  of 
the  judge  as  to  whether  he  would  receive  it  or  not. 
If  it  appeared  that  the  witness  had  not  been  cross- 
examined  or  the  prisoner  defended,  and  so  forth, 
the  judge  would  practically  refuse  to  admit  it. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  We  should  be  the  ones  to 
determine  whether,  where  there  has  been  no 
cross-examination,  evidence  should  be  admissible. 
I  would  leave  discretion  to  the  judge  if  there  has 
been  cross-examination,  but  not  otherwise.  As  a 
matter  of  principle,  we  should  not  admit  the 
doctrine  that  depositions  should  be  admissible  as 
evidence  in  the  absence  of  the  witness  where  he  has 
not  been  cross-examined.  If  he  has  been,  and  the 
judge  is  satisfied  there  has  been  a  thorough  exami¬ 
nation,  let  the  judge  exercise  discretion,  and  admit 
the  evidence.  If  he  thinks  the  cross-examination 
has  been  of  a  meagre  and  partial  character,  he 
would  be  acting  wisely  in  refusing  to  admit  it. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  will  not  press  the 
section.  I  think  it  is  highly  doubtful. 

Section  dropped. 

On  section  691, 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Some  recent  decisions 
in  England  have  held  that  where  a  party  has 
made  confessions  or  admissions  to  an  officer  who 
had  him  in  custody,  they  are  not  admissible  as 
evidence.  I  think  that,  perhaps,  is  the  fairer  rule. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  have  the  Evi¬ 
dence  Bill  to  follow,  and  will  consider  the  clause 
then,  in  the  meantime  dropping  it. 

Section  dropped. 

Ou  section  728, 

Mr.  MULOCK.  That  does  not  meet  the  whole 
case.  It  admits  that  interference  with  the  jury 
may  produce  substantial  injury,  but  there  shall  be 
no  relief  unless  discovery  takes  place  before  the 
verdict.  If  there  lias  been  an  improper  interfer¬ 
ence  with  the  jury,  it  ought  to  be  open  to  the 
prisoner  to  show  that,  even  after  verdict. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  so  now.  We 
endeavour  to  make  some  provision  later  on  for  a 
new  trial  in  criminal  cases. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  By  saying  here  that  disobedi¬ 
ence  to  this  rule  shall  be  ground  for  the  discharge 
of  the  jury  and  a  new  trial  in  case  it  is  discovered 
before  the  verdict,  you  imply  there  shall  be  no 
relief  if  discovery  takes  place1  after  the  verdict. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  will  let  that 
stand.  I  ask  the  attention  of  the  committee  to  the 
next  section,  which  provides  that  ten  men  may  find 
a  verdict  after  four  hours. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  There  is  so  much  in  that  it 
would  be  wise  not  to  press  it  this  session. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  do  not  like  the  de¬ 
parture  from  a  unanimous  verdict. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Let  us  see  what  the  country 
thinks  of  it. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  will  let  it  stand 
for  to-day,  but  the  committee  were  unanimous 
about  it. 
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On  section  744, 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  suggest  that  this  section  he 
not  adopted  this  session,  as  it  proposes  very  import¬ 
ant  changes  in  the  criminal  law.  One  of  these  is 
with  respect  to  the  drawing  of  inferences  in  crimi¬ 
nal  proceedings.  There  are  cases  in  which  juries 
bring  in  a  verdict  of  guilty  or  not  guilty  and  do 
substantial  justice,  whereas  if  they  were  compelled 
to  answer  specifically  certain  questions,  this  might 
not  be  the  case.  Another  change  appears  to  render 
a  prisoner  liable  to  be  retried. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  do  not  intend  to 
do  so. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  This  section  is.  at  all  events, 
an  innovation  in  the  law  as  it  is  to-day.  These  two 
questions  raised  by  this  section  are  so  important 
they  should  be  held  over  and  considered  at  a  future 
time. 

Mr.  LISTER.  There  is  this  to  consider  :  sup¬ 
pose  a  jury  found  a  verdict  of  acquittal  upon  certain 
facts,  upon  which  the  court  held  the  opinion  that 
a  conviction  should  be  rendered,  will  the  court 
order  a  new  trial  and  that  the  man  be  retried  ?  If 
so,  that  will  be  a  complete  departure  from  the  old 
law,  and  I  doubt  the  wisdom  of  it.  The  old  English 
rule  is,  that  when  once  a  man  is  tried  and  acquitted, 
that  is  the  end  of  it. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  old  rule  is,  that 
once  a  man  is  put  in  jeopardy  he  cannot  again  be  put 
on  trial.  Under  this  section  not  only  might  a  man 
be  put  in  jeopardy,  but  he  might  be  tried  again 
after  he  has  been  acquitted. 

Mr.  MASSON.  Personally,  I  am  opposed  to  sub¬ 
mitting  questions  to  juries  in  criminal  cases,  and  I 
hold  that  we  should  not  depart  from  the  old  rule. 
In  the  committee,  however,  I  stood  almost  alone  in 
opposing  this  section.  The  question  of  new  trials 
in  cases  where  juries  have  acquitted  might  be  held 
over. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  method  of  submitting  ques¬ 
tions  to  juries  as  carried  out  under  our  law  is  a 
very  unsatisfactory  one.  The  judge  after  the 
trial  has  concluded  and  when  the  counsel  have 
addressed  the  jury,  submits  certain  questions,  of 
which  counsel  have  no  information  and  on  which 
they  were  unable  to  address  the  jury. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  will  strike  out  sub¬ 
section  3  ;  also  in  sub-section  6  the  words  :  “if  the 
result  is  acquittal,  the  accused  shall  be  discharged 
subject  to  being  arrested  again  if  the  court  of 
appeal  orders  a  new  trial  ;  ”  also  the  words  in  sub¬ 
section  4  :  “  unless  it  considers  the  application  fri¬ 
volous.” 

On  section  748, 

Mr.  MASSON.  I  ask  that  the  grounds  for  a 
new  trial  be  extended.  At  present  there  can  be  no 
such  motion  except  in  case  where  the  verdict  is 
against  the  weight  of  evidence.  I  think  this  right 
should  also  be  given  in  case  of  surprise.  It  is 
rarely  that  a  person  is  convicted  against  the  weight 
of  evidence,  but  there  is  danger  that  he  may  be 
convicted  for  lack  of  evidence  from  being  taken  by 
surprise. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  would  be  ex¬ 
tending  the  ground  over  a  very  wide  area. 

Sir  John  Thompson. 


On  section  749, 

Mr.  MASSON.  This  section  shifts  the  respon¬ 
sibility  from  the  Court  of  Appeal  to  the  Minister 
of  Justice.  The  application  will  have  to  be  made 
to  the  Minister,  and  he  will  take  the  responsibility 
of  deciding  it. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  party  will  have  to 
create  a  doubt  in  the  mind  of  the  Minister  of 
Justice  as  to  whether  the  accused  was  properly 
convicted  or  not. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  If  the  Minister  had  no  such 
discretion  the  prisoner  would  either  be  discharged 
when  perhaps  he  should  not  be  discharged  or  un¬ 
justly  kept  in  prison.  In  cases  where  there  is  a 
substantial  doubt,  the  Minister  of  Justice  will  have 
the  matter  cleared  up  and  the  doubt  removed. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  question  is  as  to 
which  is  the  best  place  to  appeal,  the  Minister  of 
Justice  or  to  the  court. 

Mr.  LISTER.  This  gives  more  power  to  the 
Minister  of  Justice  than  to  the  court.  If  the 
court  should  refuse  to  grant  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  the  verdict  was  contrary  to  the  weight 
of  evidence,  then  application  could  be  made  to  the 
Minister  of  Justice,  and  if  there  was  any  doubt  he 
would  direct  a  new  trial. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Under  section  748  the  court  of 
appeal  may  decide  that  the  verdict  is  justified  by 
the  weight  of  evidence,  but  when  the  matter  comes 
before  the  Minister  of  Justice  he  may  decide  that 
there  is  ground  for  setting  aside  the  verdict.  I 
think  we  ought  to  put  the  responsibility  in  one 
place. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  quite  sure  the 
provision  will  not  work  in  -that  way.  If  the 
Minister  of  Justice  saw  that  the  case  was  cogniz¬ 
able  by  the  court  of  appeal  he  would  decline  to 
exercise  his  power  ;  but  after  the  decision  some¬ 
thing  may  arise  to  throw  doubts  upon  the  convic¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  DICKEY.  The  only  objection  I  see  to  this 
section  is  that  if  we  apply  the  term  “  if  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Justice  entertains  a  doubt,”  to  a  review  of 
the  evidence  given,  we  are  introducing  a  new  term 
into  the  law.  That  might  be  understood  differ¬ 
ently  by  different  Ministers  of  Justice.  There  are 
certain  definite  principles  on  which  the  Court  of 
Appeal  would  interpret  that  phrase  ;  but  there  is  a 
good  deal  of  question  as  to  the  propriety  of  introduc¬ 
ing  that  term,  so  far  as  the  Minister  of  Justice  is 
concerned,  unless  we  limit  it  to  a  doubt  produced  by 
something  that  has  arisen  subsequent  to  the  trial. 
I  do  not  think  it  should  be  a  doubt  arrived  at  by  a 
review  of  the  evidence  given  at  the  trial. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  have  known  cases  to 
come  before  the  Minister  of  Justice  in  which  the 
parties  were  discharged  without  additional  evidence 
having  arisen,  but  in  which,  if  such  discharge  had 
not  taken  place,  very  great  wrong  would  have  been 
done.  In  England  the  Home  Secretary,  with  the 
aid  of  the  Attorney  General  and  the  Solicitor 
General,  is  practically  a  Court  of  Appeal  from  all 
the  courts  in  which  the  criminal  law  is  administered. 
In  fact,  the  English  law  as  it  now  stands,  without 
a  proper  classification  of  the  cases  of  homicide, 
would  be  a  very  barbarous  law  indeed  but  for  the 
powers  possessed  by  the  Home  Secretary  ;  and  I 
think  that  in  this  country  we  would  require  to 
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make  a  very  great  revision  of  our  administration  of 
the  law  relating  to  crime,  were  it  not  for  the  very 
large  discretionary  powers  possessed  by  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Justice.  The  question  is  whether  he  ought 
to  have  another  officer  to  assist  him  than  the 
Deputy  Minister  of  Justice.  I  think  there  is  very 
great  advantage  in  this  provision,  unless  we  made 
radical  changes  in  the  administration  of  the 
criminal  law. 

Mr.  MASSON.  I  think  the  full  powers  provided 
by  this  section  should  certainly  be  in  the  hands  of 
the  Minister  of  Justice.  At  present  he  has  either  to 
grant  a  reduction  of  the  sentence,  a  discharge  of 
the  prisoner,  or  a  refusal  ;  he  can  only  take  one  of 
these  three  courses.  This  section  gives  him  another 
privilege,  that  of  referring  the  case  for  a  new  trial, 
if  the  application  is  based  on  the  ground  that  new 
facts  have  been  discovered.  It  might  be  a  case  in 
which  it  would  be  very  improper  either  to  reduce 
the  sentence  or  to  discharge,  unless  he  were  per¬ 
fectly  satisfied  that  the  new  evidence  was  correct. 
So  I  think  the  right  to  refer  for  a  new  trial  is 
quite  proper.  I  do  not  think,  however,  that  it 
meets  the  case  I  wish  to  cover  by  the  suggestion  I 
made  to  extend  the  scope  of  section  748.  That  is 
confined  to  new  trials  being  granted  where  the 
verdict  is  contrary  to  the  weight  of  evidence,  and, 
as  I  have  said,  it  is  very  rarely  the  case  that  a 
prisoner  is  convicted  with  the  weight  of  evidence 
in  his  favour. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  think  what  is  proposed  to  be 
done  in  section  749  is  reasonable.  It  is  much  bet¬ 
ter  for  the  Minister  of  Justice,  in  case  he  thinks 
justice  has  not  been  done,  to  be  in  a  position  to 
direct  that  a  new  trial  shall  take  place,  than  to 
decide  that  the  verdict  of  the  court  was  wrong.  It 
would  probably  be  better  to  have  another  trial,  at 
which  the  accused  would  have  an  opportunity  of 
bringing  forward  evidence  that  would  satisfy  the 
judge  and  jury  that  he  was  not  guilty  or  that  there 
was  a  serious  doubt,  than  that  the  executive 
clemency  should  be  exercised. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  know  two  or  three  cases  in 
which  this  provision  would  have  been  of  great  ad¬ 
vantage.  I  remember  one  case  of  a  man  being  taken, 
while  the  court  was  in  session,  on  a  charge  of  inde¬ 
cent  assault,  and  he  was  tried  on  the  following  day 
and  found  guilty.  There  was  a  great  deal  of  feel¬ 
ing  and  excitement  about  the  case  ;  but  when  the 
facts  became  known  to  the  Minister  of  Justice,  he 
saw  that  there  was  so  little  real  evidence  against 
the  accused  that  he  was  discharged.  This  provision 
would  work  still  better,  because  there  would  be  no 
appeal  to  the  clemency  of  the  Minister,  but  an 
opportunity  for  a  second  trial  after  the  facts  be¬ 
came  known.  I  am  very  much  in  favour  of  this 
section.  I  know  from  my  own  experience  that 
there  has  been  considerable  injustice  done  for  the 
want  of  such  a  provision. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  have  had  cases  in 
which  it  would  have  been  very  desirable  to  have 
the  machinery  for  a  new  trial.  There  was  one  case 
in  Prince  Edward  Island  of  a  most  atrocious  char¬ 
acter,  if  the  prisoner  really  committed  the  crime. 
I  had  no  doubt  in  my  own  mind  that  he  had,  but 
the  conclusive  piece  of  evidence  was  introduced  after 
the  evidence  for  the  defence  had  been  given.  It 
was  not  evidence  in  rebuttal.  It  was  evidence  as 
to  some  clothing  having  been  found  in  a  box  in  the 
jury  room.  I  should  have  liked  very  much  to  have 


tried  him  again  in  order  to  see  whether  he  should 
be  executed.  Here  is  the  report  which  the  com¬ 
missioners  make  on  this  subject  : 

“  A  much  more  difficult  question  arises  in  relation  to 
cases  which  occur  from  time  to  time,  where  circumstances 
throwing  doubt  on  the  propriety  of  a  conviction  are  dis¬ 
covered  after  the  conviction  has  taken  place.  In  these 
cases  it  was  provided  by  the  Bill  that  the  Secretaryof  State 
shouldhave  power  to  give  leave  to  the  person  convicted  to 
apply  to  the  court  of  appeal  for  a  new  trial.  Upon  the  full¬ 
est  consideration  of  the  subject  we  do  not  think  that  such 
an  enactment  would  be  satisfactory.  In  such  a  case  the 
court  of  appeal  must  either  hear  the  new  evidence  itself 
or  have  it  brought  before  it  upon  affidavit.  In  the  former 
case  the  court  would  substantially  try  the  case  upon  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  this  is  opposed  to  the  principle 
of  trial  by  jury.  In  the  latter  case  they  would  have  no 
materials  for  a  satisfactory  decision.  It  is  possible  to 
form  an  opinion  on  the  value  of  evidence  given  on  affidavit 
and  ex  parte  until  it  has  been  checked  and  sifted  by  inde¬ 
pendent  inquiry.  Such  duties  could  not  be  undertaken  by 
a  court  of  appeal.  If  the  Secretary  of  State  gave  leave  to 
a  convict  to  move  the  court  of  appeal  for  a  new  trial  on 
evidence  brought  before  the  court  by  affidavit.the  only  well- 
ascertained  fact  before  the  court  would  be  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  considered  that  there  were  grounds  for  such 
an  explanation.  This  would  make  it  difficult  to  refuse  the 
application.  The  Secratary  of  State  would  be  responsible 
only  for  granting  leave  to  move  the  court  for  a  new  trial. 
The  court,  in  granting  a  trial,  would  always,  in  fact,  take 
into  account  the  opinion  indicated  by  the  Secretary  of 
State’s  conduct.  It  must  also  be  remembered  that  a  court 
of  justice  in  deciding  upon  such  applications  would,  in 
order  to  avoid  great  abuses,  be_  obliged  to  bind  itself  by 
strict  rules,  similar  to  those  which  are  enforced  in  appli¬ 
cations  for  new  trials  in  civil  cases  on  the  ground  of  newly 
discovered  evidence.  Such  applications  cannot  be  made 
at  all  after  the  lapse  of  a  very  short  interval  of  time,  and 
are  not  granted  if  the  applicant  has  been  guilty  of  any 
negligence  ;  and  this  stringency  is  essential  to  the  due 
administration  of  justice  and  to  the  termination  of  con¬ 
troversies.  It  would  be  unsatisfactory  to  apply  such  rules 
to  applications  for  new  trials  in  criminal  cases.  No 
matter  at  what  distance  of  time  the  innocence  of  a  con¬ 
victed  person  appeared  probable,  no  matter  how  grossly  a 
man  (suppose  under  sentence  of  death)  had  mismanaged 
his  case,  it  would  be  impossible  to  refuse  him  a  fresh 
investigation  on  the  ground  of  such  lapse  of  time  or  mis¬ 
management.  Cases  in  which,  under  some  peculiar  state 
of  facts,  a  miscarriage  of  justice  takes  place,  may  S9me- 
times  though  rarely  occur,  but  when  they  occur,  it  is 
under  circumstances  for  which  fixed  rules  of  procedure 
cannot  provide. 

“  Experience  has  shown  that  the  Secretary  of  State  is  a 
better  judjre  of  the  existence  of  such  circumstances  than 
a  court  of  justice  can  be.  He  has  every  facility  for 
inquiring  into  the  special  circumstances  ;  he  can,  and 
does,  if  necessary,  avail  himself  of  the  assistance  of  the 
judge  who  tried  the  case,  and  of  the  law  officers.  The 
position  which  he  occupies  is  a  guarantee  of  his  own  fit¬ 
ness  to  form  an  opinion.  He  is  fettered  by  no  rule,  and 
his  opinion  does  not  form  a  precedent  for  subsequent 
cases.  We  do  not  see  how  a  better  means  could  be  pro¬ 
vided  for  enquiry  into  the  circumstances  of  the  exceptional 
cases  in  question.  The  powers  of  the  Seci*etary  of  State, 
however,  as  to  the  disposing  of  the  cases  which  come  be¬ 
fore  him  are  not  as  satisfactory  as  his  power  of  enquiring 
into  their  circumstances.  He  can  advise  Her  Majesty  to 
remit  or  commute  a  sentence  ;  but,  to  say  nothing  of  the 
inconsistency  of  pardoning  a  man  for  an  offence  on  the 
ground  that  he  did  not  commit  it,  such  a  course  may  be 
unsatisfactory.  The  result  of  the  enquiries  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  may  be  to  show,  not  that  the  convict  is 
clearly  innocent,  but  that  the  propriety  of  the  conviction 
is  doubtful :  that  matters  were  left  out  of  account  which 
ought  to  have  been  considered  ;  or  that  too  little  import¬ 
ance  was  attached  to  a  view  of  the  case,  the  debating  of 
which  was  not  sufficiently  apprehended  at  the  trial.  In 
short,  the  enquiry  may  show  that  the  case  is  one  on  which 
the  opinion  of  a  second  jury  ought  to  be  given.  If  this  is 
the  view  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  he  ought,  we  think,  to 
have  the  right  of  asking  a  new  trial  on  his  own  undivided 
responsibility. 

“  Such  a  power  we  accordingly  propose  to  give  him  by 
section  545.” 

On  section  750, 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Why  not  put  in  hard  labour  ? 
There  is  no  reason  why  any  further  part  of  the 
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sentence  should  not  be  imposed  while  the  appeal  is 
pending. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  means  that  the 
sentence  shall  not  be  kept  in  suspension  in  pursu¬ 
ance  of  the  sentence. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Not  at  hard  labour. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes,  the  sentence  is 
not  to  be  suspended.  That  merely  means  in  con¬ 
trast  to  his  being  let  out  of  gaol.  We  might  stop 
at  the  word  bail. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  We  might  stop  at  the  word 
“  bail.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  would  be  sufficient 
to  give  discretion  to  the  court  about  bail  and  strike 
out  the  words  “  Minister  of  Justice.” 

Section,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

[At  one  o’clock  the  Committee  adjourned,  and  at 
three  o’clock  resumed.] 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  a  section  (752a), 
providing  that  a  court,  in  cases  of  extradition, 
may  take  such  evidence  as  they  may  judge  best  to 
further  the  interests  of  justice. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  This  clause  is  the  result  of  the 
statement  of  a  case  which  I  made  to  the  Minister 
of  Justice.  Last  summer  a  prisoner  named  Garbett 
was  arrested,  charged  with  an  indictable  offence 
committed  in  the  State  of  Texas.  He  was  brought 
before  the  junior  judge  of  the  County  of  York,  and 
there  were  a  number  of  people  in  court  who  were 
ready  to  prove  that  the  prisoner  was  in  the  town 
of  Wingham  at  the  time  he  was  said  to  have  com¬ 
mitted  the  offence  in  the, State  of  Texas,  but  the 
judge  held  that  all  he  had  to  do  was  to  be  satisfied 
that  there  was  a  prima  facia  case,  and  he  accepted 
the  evidence  of  one  person  from  Texas  who  identi¬ 
fied  the  accused,  and  upon  that  the  order  for  extra¬ 
dition  was  made,  although  there  was  an  army  of 
witnesses  prepared  to  testify  that  the  accused  was 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  at  the  time.  It  was 
endeavoured  to  disturb  that  finding,  but  the  various 
judges  held  that  they  could  not  interfere  with  the 
ruling  of  the  judge,  and  Mr.  Meyer,  of  Wingham, 
who  was  acting  for  the  accused,  showed  me  the  in¬ 
justice  of  this,  and  I  felt  satisfied  there  was  a 
failure  of  justice,  and  that  a  man  has  been  taken 
from  Canada  to  a  foreign  country,  without  any 
money  in  his  possession  and  the  witnesses  in  his 
behalf  being  in  Canada,  and  he  is  extradited  on  the 
evidence  of  a  foreigner  who  is  not  subject  to  a 
prosecution  for  perjury  here,  and  in  fact  may  never 
be  seen  again.  At  this  moment  while  we  are  dis¬ 
cussing  this  question  a  prima  facie  case  might  be 
made  out  against  me  by  a  stranger  coming  from 
outside  this  country,  and,  though  every  member 
of  this  House  who  is  present  were  to  be  in  court, 
his  evidence  that  I  was  here  at  the  time  the  offence 
alleged  was  committed  would  not  be  admissible.  I 
think  we  should  not  leave  the  law  in  that  state, 
and  we  should  see  that  substantial  justice  is  done. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  In  most  of  the  pro¬ 
vinces  the  commitment  would  be  set  aside  on  the 
ground  that  the  evidence  was  not  properly  taken. 
According  to  the  view  adopted  in  England  and  in 
my  province,  the  justice  in  a  proceeding  on  an  in¬ 
dictable  offence,  is  bound  to  hear  the  evidence  for 
the  accused,  and  cannot  take  the  committal  simply 
on  a  prima  facie,  case. 

Mr.  Mulock. 


Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  In  England  there  is  an 
express  statute  authorizing  the  magistrate  to  hear 
the  evidence  of  the  party  accused,  and  we  have  no 
such  provision. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  were  decisions 
long  before  that  law  was  passed. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  There  is  now  an  ex¬ 
press  statute.  When  our  criminal  law  was  under 
discussion,  we  brought  that  matter  to  the  attention 
of  the  Prime  Minister  at  the  time,  and  he  thought 
there  was  some  danger  in  putting  the  power  in  the 
hands  of  a  magistrate  in  this  country.  This  sec¬ 
tion  seems  to  go  so  far  as  to  suspend  the  right  of 
habeas  corpus. 

On  section  780, 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  would  suggest  that  in  place  of 
using  letters  throughout  the  Act  to  designate  the 
forms,  numerals  be  used. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  object  is  not  to 
confuse  them  with  the  sections,  but  we  can  do  so, 
if  it  is  more  convenient.  I  think,  perhaps,  numer¬ 
als  would  be  better. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  would  also  be  a 
great  improvement  if  we  were  to  designate  the 
statute  by  the  year  of  Our  Lord,  instead  of  by  the 
year  of  the  reign  of  the  Sovereign. 

On  section  871, 

Mr.  DICKEY.  I  have  an  amendment  to  this 
section  which  I  have  submitted  to  the  Minister  of 
Justice.  It  is  merely  a  formal  amendment  to 
make  the  clause  clearer  than  it  is.  In  sub-section 
3  it  is  proposed  to  provide  for  cases  in  which  a  con¬ 
viction  is  made  under  an  Act  which  does  not  pre¬ 
scribe  any  term  of  imprisonment  in  default  of  pay¬ 
ment  of  a  fine.  I  propose  that  this  sub-section  be 
struck  out  and  that  the  contents  of  it  be  interwoven 
in  sub-sections  (a)  and  (6). 

Amendment  agreed  to. 

On  section  961, 

Mr.  MULOCK.  This  has  not  been  the  law  in 
Canada,  and  I  think  it  was  introduced  in  England 
for  local  reasons. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  a  year  is 
rather  short.  I  make  it  five  years,  so  as  to  be 
equivalent  to  a  felony. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  progress. 

SUPPLY  — POST  OFFICE  SAVINGS  BANKS. 

Mr.  FOSTER  moved  that  the  House  again  re¬ 
solve  itself  into  Committee  of  Supply. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Before  you  leave  the  Chair, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  draw  the  attention  of  the 
House  to  a  matter  which  came  up  a  short  time  ago 
in  connection  with  the  superannuation  of  a  Do¬ 
minion  Savings  Bank  official  in  the  Province  of 
New  Brunswick.  The  lion,  member  for  North 
Brant  asked  the  following  question  : — 

“  Mr.  SOMERVILLE  asked,  1.  Whether  James  Robin¬ 
son,  of  the  Dominion  Savings  Bank,  St.  John,  has  been 
superannuated  ?  If  so,  what  allowance  is  made  him  ?  2. 
Has  H.  D.  McLeod  been  appointed  to  a  position  in  the 
savings  bank  at  St.  John?  If  so,  at  what  salary?  3. 
What  is  Mr.  McLeod’s  age,  and  has  he  passed  the  Civil 
Service  examination  as  required  by  law  ? 

“  Mr.  FOSTER.  James  Robinson,  of  the  Dominion 
Savings  Bank,  St.  John,  has  been  superannuated.  His 
allowance  is  $418  a  year.  Mr.  McLeod  has  been  appoint- 
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ed  to  a  position  in  the  St.  John  Savings  Bank,  at  a  salary 
of  §1,100.  I  don’t  know  Mr.  McLeod’s  age.  He  has  not 
passed  the  Civil  Service  examination.  The  lion,  gentle¬ 
man  is  not  quite  correct  in  stating  the  fact  in  the  latter 
part  of  the  third  question.” 

Now,  I  wish  to  call  the  attention  of  the  Houss  to 
another  statement  of  the  Finance  Minister  with 
regard  to  those  savings  banks.  In  the  Committee 
of  Supply  last  year  I  drew  his  attention  to  the  fact 
that  there  had  been  a  reduction  during  the  year  in 
the  amount  voted  for  the  maintenance  of  those 
savings  banks.  And  the  Finance  Minister  replied  : 

“  That  is  because,  according  to  our  policy,  these  savings 
banks  are  being  absorbed  into  the  post  office  savings 
banks  whenever  by  death  or  other  cause  the  incumbent  for 
the  time  being  vacates  the  office.  By  this  means,  we  save 
a  considerable  portion  of  that  vote,  and  add  very  little 
expense  to  the  management  of  the  post  office  savings 
banks.” 

1  replied  : 

“  I  am  glad  to  learn  the  Government  are  going  to  carry 
out  that  policy.  Has  this  reduction  been  caused  by  the 
death  of  any  of  the  office  holders?  ” 

The  Minister  of  Finance  replied  : 

“  We  transferred  three  savings  banks  last  year,  the 
keepers  of  two  having  died  and  one  keeper  having  re¬ 
signed.” 

I  should  like  very  much  to  see  the  Finance  Minister 
carry  out  that  policy  in  connection  with  the  St. 
John  Savings  Bank  as  well  as  those  referred  to  on 
this  occasion.  I  admit  that  the  sum  deposited  in 
that  particular  savings  bank  is  very  large.  It  is 
one  of  the  established  Receiver  General’s  offices 
for  the  Dominion,  but  at  the  same  time  I  think  it 
highly  desirable  that  all  those  offices  should  be 
abolished,  and  that  we  should  adopt  a  different 
means  for  receiving  money.  For  instance,  we  could 
take  the  same  means  as  you  do  in  Ontario,  and  I 
cannot  see  any  necessity  for  putting  the  country  to 
the  expenditure  incurred  in  the  maintenance  of 
those  offices.  We  have  something  like  39  altogether 
in  the  Dominion,  which  cost  last  year  for  salaries 
$58,600,  or  an  average  of  $1,500  each.  The  Finance 
Minister  may  say  that  we  have  an  enormous  amount 
of  money  on  deposit  in  St.  John,  the  largest  amount 
in  any  office  in  the  Dominion,  something  like 
$3,500,000,  the  next  largest  being  Halifax.  But 
the  amount  on  deposit  in  these  banks  is  ra¬ 
pidly  decreasing.  In  1889  it  was  $19,500,000, 
and  it  is  down,  I  notice  by  the  recent  re¬ 
turns,  to  something  like  $16,000,000,  so  that 
there  is  an  actual  reduction  of  $3,000,000.  Why 
is  it  considered  necessary,  after  the  statement 
I  have  ({noted,  to  still  continue  these  savings 
banks  in  their  present  state  ?  I  would  also  like 
to  know  why  it  is  necessary  to  superannuate 
the  clerk  who  has  been  superannuated  in  the  St. 
John  office  ?  He  was  only  62  years  of  age,  and 
there  are  many  members  in  this  House,  and  even 
some  Ministers  of  the  Crown,  over  that  age,  who 
are  efficiently  discharging  their  duties.  Rot  only 
that,  but  I  find  that  the  hon.  gentleman  is  giving 
the  incumbent  now  discharging  the  duties  of  the 
position  the  same  salary  as  the  gentleman  who 
occupied  it  before.  He  has  placed  a  man  in  charge 
at  $1,100  per  year  as  accountant  or  assistant  clerk 
in  the  Receiver  General’s  office  at  St.  John  to  re¬ 
place  the  official  who  was  superannuated,  though 
only  62  years  of  age,  and  to  whom  he  is  giving  an 
allowance  of  something  like  $418  per  year,  thus  in¬ 
creasing  the  actual  expenditure  by  the  amount  of 
the  superannuation  allowance.  The  Minister  may 
Mr.  McMullen. 


say  that  the  intention  he  expressed  was  with 
regard  to  country  savings  banks  ;  but  I  would  like 
to  know  why  the  policy  he  indicated  should  not  be 
carried  out  with  regard  to  city  savings  banks  as  well. 
He  could  easily  utilize  the  chartered  banks  to  receive 
the  money  for  the  Government  and  to  pay  it  out 
from  time  to  time  wherever  they  have  agencies, 
taking  the  Government  cheqties  free  of  charge,  and 
I  think  that  is  one  of  the  provisions  of  their  re¬ 
newed  charters.  If  we  have  the  advantage,  I  can¬ 
not  see  why  we  should  not  use  it  rather  than  be 
adding  about  $58,000  a  year  to  any  expenditure  for 
the  officials  in  some  39  savings  banks.  I  thought 
it  my  duty  to  draw  the  attention  of  the  House  to 
the  promise  made  by  the  Finance  Minister  with 
regard  to  those  savings  banks.  I  should  like  to 
see  them  all  abolished  and  their  accounts  transferred 
to  the  post  offices,  where  they  can  be  very  easily 
handled.  In  the  Toronto  post  office  savings  bank 
there  is  about  $1,250,000  on  deposit,  about  one-half 
the  amount  deposited  at  St.  John  ;  and  if  the  clerks 
can  handle  that  sum  safely  and  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  people  at  Toronto,  I  cannot  see  why  the  post 
office  department  in  St.  John  cannot  handle  the 
money  deposited  in  the  Government  bank  in  that 
city  with  equal  facility. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  My  explanation  will  be  very 
brief  and,  I  think,  very  satisfactory.  In  the  first  place, 
I  wish  to  disabuse  my  hon.  friend’s  mind  of  this 
impression  that  the  promise  I  made  upon  the  occa¬ 
sion  to  which  he  refers,  and  which  was  made  in  the 
discussion  about  country  savings  banks,  had  refer¬ 
ence  to  what  we  call  our  Assistant  Receiver  Gen¬ 
eral’s  offices,  which  are  quite  different  not  only  on 
account  of  the  amount  of  money  on  deposit  there, 
which  is  a  minor  matter,  and  which  the  banks  or  post 
offices  could  very  well  handle,  but  by  reason  of 
functions  which  these  banks  exercise  and  which  are 
very  different  from  those  exercised  by  the  country 
savings  banks,  regarding  which  the  discussion  then 
arose  and  with  reference  to  which  my  promise  was 
made.  It  has  been  the  policy  of  the  Government 
for  the  last  four  years  that  whenever  any  one  of  the 
country  savings  banks,  which  have  not  the  func¬ 
tions  that  attach  to  the  Receiver  General’s  offices 
in  the  cities,  falls  in,  either  by  the  death  of  the 
incumbent  or  his  resignation  or  any  other 
cause,  we  attach  that  at  once  to  the  post 
office,  because  all  such  banks  are  simply  banks 
for  the  receipt  and  payment  of  deposits.  This 
can  be  done  equally  well  by  the  post  office 
savings  banks,  and  it  is  the  policy  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  call  in  gradually,  as  those  circumstances 
allow,  all  the  Dominion  savings  banks  which  are 
not  Receivers  General’s  offices.  So,  much  with 
reference  to  that.  My  hon.  friend  will  see  that  if 
he  took  that  permission  as  extending  to  Receivers 
General’s  offices,  he  received  a  wrong  impression. 
Naturally  I  would  not  then  have  spoken  of  the 
Receivers  General’s  offices,  because  we  were  discuss¬ 
ing  simply  the  question  of  country  savings  banks. 

I  do  not  hold  out  any  hope  of  the  transfer  of  the 
Assistant  Receiver  General’s  office  at  Halifax,  St. 
John,  Montreal,  Toronto,  Winnipeg  and  Victoria, 
B.C.,  to  the  Post  Office  Department,  simply  be¬ 
cause  it  would  not,  in  the  first  place,  be  a  saving, 
and  in  the  second  place,  it  would  be  very  cumber¬ 
some  and  inconvenient.  The  Assistant  Receivers 
General’s  offices  in  these  cities  are  the  instrument¬ 
alities  between  us  and  the  business  community,  so 
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far  as  the  circulation  of  our  silver  and  copper  coin¬ 
age  and  bank  bills  are  concerned,  and  it  is  this 
function  which  specially  belongs  to  them  and 
occupies  the  greater  part  of  their  time.  This  they 
will  have  still  to  carry  out,  and  I  do  not  think,  if 
my  hon.  friend  will  look  into  it,  that  he  would 
find  it  either  economy  or  good  policy  to 
transfer  these  offices  in  the  way  he  indicates.  It 
is  true  that  Mr.  Robertson  was  superannuated. 
He  was,  however,  not  superannuated  on  account 
of  age,  but  on  account  of  his  ill-health.  For  several 
years,  a  large  proportion  of  his  time  each  year  has 
been  taken  up  with  leave  of  absence,  and  in  that 
way  he  could  not  perform  the  work  of  a  steady 
and  competent  clerk,  and  in  the  end  he  applied  for 
superannuation  on  account  of  ill-health,  and  was 
superannuated  for  that  cause  alone.  It  is  true 
that  Mr.  McLeod  was  appointed  and  at  the  same 
salary.  It  is  also  true  that  there  is  a  vacancy 
of  another  clerk  at  $900,  which  I  have  not  filled, 
because  I  wished  to  see  first  whether,  by  putting 
in  a  clerk  whose  health  was  good,  it  would  be 
necessary  to  fill  up  the  two  vacancies.  It  may 
be  necessary  or  it  may  not  be,  but  I  am  at  present 
saving  a  salary  of  $900  there.  Other  changes  will 
take  place,  and,  after  the  reorganization  takes 
place  there,  I  shall  be  glad  for  the  hon.  gentleman 
to  see  if  on  the  ground  of  efficiency  or  economy  I 
have  made  any  error. 

RAILWAY  SUBSIDIES. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  we  ought  to 
have  some  definite  statement  from  the  Government 
as  to  the  railway  subsidies  which  they  propose  to, 
bring  down.  If  the  amount  should  be  very  con¬ 
siderable,  it  will  l^e  a  very  burdensome  charge  upon 
the  public  resources  of  the  country.  It  is  now  near 
the  close  of  the  session,  and  before  the  House  votes 
any  additional  subsidies  it  should  know  the  merits 
of  the  cases  for  which  these  grants  are  sought. 
There  is  very  little  opportunity  now  left  for  this. 
The  members  in  the  different  localities  may  know 
the  grounds  on  which  the  subsidies  are  proposed, 
but  there  may  be  some  delay  required  to  enable 
other  members  to  acquire  the  information,  and 
there  should  be  some  time  given  to  enable  us  to 
obtain  that  information,  and  it  is  simply  postpon¬ 
ing,  perhaps  for  a  very  considerable  time,  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  session,  if  the  amounts  should  be 
considerable  and  the  number  of  railways  to  which 
aid  is  given  should  be  great,  unless  the  information 
is  speedily  before  us.  We  ought  immediately  to 
know  what  the  intention  of  the  Government  is. 
We  have  been  in  session  four  months  last  Thursday, 
and  to  have  a  matter  of  such  importance  as  this 
still  kept  back  is  in  the  highest  degree  objectionable. 
If  we  are  to  make  appropriations  of  this  sort, 
charges  upon  the  public  revenue  in  aid  of  private 
enterprises,  using  the  capital  of  the  people  of  this 
country  in  order  to  improve  the  private  property 
of  individuals  or  corporations,  we  ought  to  know 
it  early  in  the  session,  and  ought  to  have  some  time 
to  make  ourselves  acquainted  with  the  merits  of 
the  proposals.  To  bring  down  such  measures  at  this 
stage  is  to  endeavour  to  prevent  the  House  from 
discharging  its  most  ancient  and  most  important 
function,  and  I  think  this  is  a  fitting  opportunity 
for  the  Government  to  give  the  House  information 
on  the  subject,  or,  if  they  are  prepared  to  inform 
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us — which  I  have  no  doubt  would  be  the  most 
welcome  announcement  they  could  make  to  a  large 
number  of  the  House — that  they  are  not  going  to 
propose  any  railway  subsidies  this  year  at  all,  it 
would  facilitate  the  remaining  work  of  the  session. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  resolutions  re¬ 
ferring  to  the  railway  subsidies  will  be  laid  on  the 
Table  to-morrow.  The  hon.  member  for  Bothwell 
(Mr.  Mills)  will  be  gratified  to  learn  that  the  num¬ 
ber  of  railways  it  is  proposed  to  aid  will  not  be 
great,  and  that  the  total  sum  which  these  sub¬ 
sidies  comprise  will  not  be  large. 

I.  C.  R.— AUDIT  OF  ACCOUNTS. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  have  heard  it  stated  that 
recently  the  Government  has  caused  an  enquiry  to 
be  made  into  certain  transactions  of  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway,  that  the  Auditor  General  or  some 
other  auditor  has  been  enquiring  into  the  alleged 
arrears  of  moneys  owing  to  that  railway.  I  am 
told  that  the  result  of  the  investigation  shows  a 
very  large  sum  of  money  owing  to  the  Government 
for  freights  over  that  railway.  I  desire  to  enquire 
if  that  is  the  case  ;  if  so,  the  extent  of  the  arrear¬ 
ages,  and  the  reason  why  they  have  been  allowed 
to  accumulate  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  All  I  can  say  in  answer  to  that 
is  that  no  special  enquiry  has  been  ordered.  The 
Auditor  General,  in  pursuance  of  his  duty  as  auditor 
of  all  accounts  of  revenue  and  expenditure  of  the 
Government,  has  been  engaged  in  the  last  fortnight 
in  making  a  thorough  audit  of  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  accounts.  That  is  in  pursuance  of  a  plan 
of  his  own  which  has  been  gradually  taking  in  all 
the  expenditures  of  the  country,  and  also  in  pur¬ 
suance  of  a  request  of  my  own  that  he  should  make 
a  thorough  audit  of  all  the  expenditures  of  the 
Intercolonial  Railway.  He  has  now  returned,  but 
he  has  not  yet  made  his  report  to  me  or  even 
indicated  verbally  to  me  any  extended  observations 
as  to  what  he  has  found.  If  the  hon.  gentleman 
has  information  that  the  arrearages  are  very  large 
or  are  not  large,  he  has  access  to  informations  which 
are  denied  to  me.  The  Auditor  General  is  making 
out  his  report,  and,  when  it  is  in  my  hands,  we 
shall  see  whether  the  surmises  of  my  hon.  friend 
are  proved  correct  or  not.  One  thing  I  may  say, 
and  that  is  that  the  audit  will  be  a  thorough  one, 
will  go  into  all  the  branches  of  expenditure,  and 
wfill  give  all  the  details  of  expenditure  as  far  as  the 
Auditor  General  and  his  aids  can  give  them. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  hon.  gentleman  says  that  I 
must  have  access  to  sources  of  information  which 
are  denied  to  him.  I  do  not  know  what  he  means 
by  that.  I  have  heard  this  stated  as  common  rumour. 
I  have  not  received  any  information  from  the 
Auditor  General.  I  was  not  aware  that  the  Auditor 
General  had  made  the  investigation,  but  I  heard 
that  an  investigation  had  been  made  and  that  the 
amount  of  arrears  was  somewhere  in  the  neighbour¬ 
hood  of  $400,000.  Is  that  about  the  amount  so  far 
as  the  hon.  Minister  knows  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  As  I  have  told  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man,  I  am  unable  to  state. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Will  the  report  be  laid  on  the 
Table  before  prorogation  ? 
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THE  REDISTRIBUTION  BILL. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  When  does  the  lion. 
Minister  of  Justice  propose  to  bring  up  the  Redis¬ 
tribution  Bill  again  ? 

Mr.  M  ULOCK.  He  said  to-day. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  said  not  before 
Monday.  The  Bill  is  before  the  law  clerk  at  pre¬ 
sent,  and  all  I  understood  my  lion,  friends  opposite 
to  wish  was  that  they  should  have  a  few  days’ 
notice  before  it  was  again  brought  up. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  is  important  to 
know  whether  the  Government  propose  to  make 
any  further  changes  in  this  House. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  shall  be  able  to  state 
that  to-morrow. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Because  it  is  desirable 
not  only  to  know  what  they  propose  to  do  with  the 
Bill  in  this  House,  but  also  what  the  Senate  may 
do  with  the  Bill,  as  early  as  possible. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  House  again  resolved  itself 
into  Committee  of  Supply. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Steam  communication  with  the  Mag¬ 
dalen  Islands . $8,600 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  increase  of  $600  is  due  to 
the  larger  number  of  trips.  This  service  is  paid 
for  at  so  much  per  trip,  and  the  seasons  vary. 
Some  seasons  open  earlier  and  close  later  than 
others,  and  two  or  three  more  trips  may  be  made. 

Steam  communication  between  Canso, 

Arichat,  Port  Hood  and  Mabou  and 
such  other  places  between  above  limits 
as  may  be  agreed  upon,  touching  daily 
at  Port  Mulgrave,  and  also  to  provide 
for  continuance  of  service  during  win¬ 
ter,  on  the  Port  Mulgrave  and  Canso 
section  . $4,000 

Mr.  FOS1 ER.  It  has  been  decided  to  run  from 
now  up  to  the  end  of  the  season,  as  follows  : — Mul¬ 
grave  and  Guysborough,  once  a  week  ;  Arichat 
and  Canso,  once  a  week  ;  Port  Hood,  twice  a 
week. 

Mr.  FRASER.  On  what  day  is  the  boat  to  run 
to  Guysborough  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  cannot  tell. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  think  it  is  a  mistake  to  take 
the  boat  off  Guysborough.  There  is  a  large  fishing 
trade  from  Guysborough  as  well  as  from  Canso. 
While  I  think  Canso  is  not  getting  too  much,  I 
would  like  also  that  Guysborough  should  get  as 
much  as  possible. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  seems  to  be  impossible  to  do 
both. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  think  in  fine  weather  she 
could  make  a  trip  to  Arichat  and  Canso  and  Guys¬ 
borough.  I  have  had  a  good  deal  of  representation 
made  about  this  matter,  and  I  would  like  the 
Government  to  enquire  into  it. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  will  do  that. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  would  like  to  know  what  was 
the  reason  for  changing  the  route  of  the  boat  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  My  lion,  friend  knows  that 
Guysborough  lies  fairly  close  to  the  railway  and  has 
communication  in  that  way — I  forget  the  exact 
distance — about  12  miles. 


Mr.  FRASER.  It  is  nearer  30  miles.  Arichat 
only  0  miles  from  the  ferry  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Arichat  is  not  served  by  that. 

Mr.  FRASER.  It  is  served  by  the  lake  boats 
which  run  every  day.  Arichat* is  only  9  miles 
from  the  ferry,  where  the  boat  through  the  lakes 
calls  every  day,  going  and  coming,  and  Guysborough 
is  26  miles  from  the  railway  at  Heatherton.  Boats 
run  through  the  Lennox  passage  every  day,  both 
ways,  within  9  miles  of  Arichat. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  boat  does  not  stop  at 
Arichat. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  would  like  to  know  if  there  is 
no  better  reason  than  that  why  the  boat  was 
changed  from  Guysborough  ?  I  do  not  say  but  it  is 
right,  because  Canso  is  a  thriving  place,  but  both 
being  in  the  County  of  Guysborough,  I  would  like  the 
town  of  Guysborough  to  be  better  served  also.  It  is  a 
matter  that  affects  Guysborough  very  materially.  It 
is  not  so  well  situated  as  Arichat  to  catch  the  boats 
that  run  through  the  lake.  I  want  to  be  able  to 
tell  the  people  of  Guysborough  why  the  boat  is 
taken  away  from  them  once  a  week. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  was  to  give  a  somewhat  fair 
accommodation  to  all  parties.  Canso  is  thriving 
and  has  a  good  deal  of  business.  It  got  but  two 
trips  per  week  before,  and  Arichat  the  same — if 
I  am  not  mistaken.  We  wished  to  give  Canso,  in 
some  way,  on  account  of  its  trade,  a  larger  facility 
for  carrying  on  its  business,  and  a  great  deal  of 
correspondence  ensued.  I  found  it  was  impossible 
to  do  that  without  taking  away  one  trip  from 
Guysborough.  We  keep  up  communication  with 
Guysborough,  although  the  trade  is  not  very  large, 
but  it  is  on  the  direct  line  with  Canso  by  way  of 
Port  Mulgrave.  That  communication,  together 
with  the  railway  communication  of  which  the 
people  of  Guysborough  can  avail  themselves,  seems 
to  be  a  fair  arrangement. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  understand  the  boat  goes  to 
Canso  two  days  a  week. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Three  times  a  week. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Formerlyitwenttwice  to  Canso, 
twice  to  Guysborough  and  twice  to  Port  Hood. 
Why  should  not  the  boat  at  least  go  every  other 
week  to  Guysborough  in  place  of  Arichat  ?  She  calls 
three  times  at  Arichat,  where  they  have  communica¬ 
tions  with  other  steamers.  Thenearestpoint  of  rail¬ 
way  communication  for  the  people  of  Guysborough 
is  27  miles  distant,  at  Heatherton,  from  which  the 
coach  runs.  It  is  24  miles  to  Mulgrave,  but  no 
stage  runs  there.  It  seems  unfair  that  three  trips 
a  week  should  be  made  to  Arichat,  which  is  within 
9  miles  of  the  ferry,  and  only  one  trip  to  Guys¬ 
borough.  I  may  say  that  the  population  of  Guys¬ 
borough  is  much  larger  than  that  of  Arichat. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  have  had  a  great  deal  of  cor¬ 
respondence  in  order  to  get  this  matter  placed  in 
better  shape.  Lsliould  be  very  glad  to  give  Guys¬ 
borough  another  trip.  I  thought  the  claims  of 
Canso  were  very  strong.  If  the  boat  could  make 
every  alternate  week  a  second  trip  to  Guysborough, 

I  should  be  very  glad.  I  will  attend  to  the  matter. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  do  not  think  Canso  has  any 
too  much  accommodation,  but  a  number  of  steamers 
call  at  Canso  from  Halifax  on  their  way  to  Prince 
Edward  Island,  and  if  it  could  be  arranged  so  that 
two  trips  would  be  made  to  Canso  and  Arichat 
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each  week,  with  alternate  trips  to  Guysborough, 
that  would  be  fair  to  all  districts. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  will  look  into  the  matter  and 
see  what  can  be  done. 

Steam  communication  between  San 
Franciso  and  Victoria,  B.C . $17,640 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Has  the  Minister  of 
Finance  any  information  as  to  the  value  of  the  car¬ 
goes  carried  between  these  two  points  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  have  not. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  would  like  to  know 
what  business  is  being  done,  and  in  that  way  ascer¬ 
tain  what  public  interest  is  being  promoted. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  is  not  a  question  so  much  of 
public  service  as  of  a  condition  of  which  the  hon. 
gentleman  is  well  acquainted. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  is  of  very  great  im¬ 
portance  to  know  the  volume  of  trade  in  all  cases 
when  we  subsidize  steamers. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  quite  agree  with  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  on  that  point,  and  in  every  contract  into 
which  I  have  entered,  I  have  made  it  a  condition 
that  the  vessels  shall  furnish  the  Government  with 
copies  of  their  manifests.  I  have  this  information 
with  respect  to  vessels  under  contracts. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Is  there  any  record  of  the 
number  of  trips  the  vessel  makes  between  San 
Francisco  and  Victoria  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  have  no  record.  I  know  the 
vessel  sails  and  performs  the  fortnightly  trip. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  remember  last  session  I  urged 
that  this  was  one  of  the  cases  into  which  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  enquire,  especially  in  view  of  the 
changed  conditions  under  which  this  subsidy  was 
granted. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Although  the  circumstances 
have  changed,  the  condition  has  not  changed,  and 
under  its  wording  we  have  no  power  to  cancel  the 
service.  We  did  go  to  work  three  or  four  years 
ago,  when  Mr.  McLelan  was  Postmaster  General, 
and  negotiations  were  opened  between  that  hon. 
gentleman  and  the  company,  but  after  they  had 
proceeded  a  certain  distance  the  hon.  gentleman  found 
it  was  a  matter  between  this  Government  and  the 
people  of  British  Columbia  as  a  whole,  and  con¬ 
sequently  he  could  not  act. 

Mr.  FRASER.  The  condition  was  based  on  the 
state  of  facts  which  then  existed.  It  was  necessary 
at  that  time  to  have  this  service  in  order  to  secure 
communication  with  the  rest  of  the  Dominion. 
Now  that  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  is  built, 
the  conditions  are  entirely  changed.  MoreoA^er, 
there  is  now  railway  communication  between 
British  Columbia  and  San  Francisco.  Why,  then, 
should  this  Dominion  pay  a  subsidy  which  does  not 
serve  the  purpose  intended,  when  the  people  of 
British  Columbia  have  the  Canadian  Pacific  Rail¬ 
way  by  which  to  reach  other  portions  of  the 
Dominion  ?  Undoubtedly  very  few  people  in  that 
province  use  this  steam  service  by  which  to  come 
to  Ottawa  or  any  other  part  of  Canada.  It  was 
necessary  at  the  time  it  was  granted,  but  the  facts 
have  entirely  changed,  and  it  should  not  be  con¬ 
tinued  when  the  service  fulfils  no  useful  purpose. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  can  scarcely  be  said  that  the 
service  fulfils  no  useful  purpose.  When  Mr. 
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McLelan  was  negotiating  with  the  company,  they 
declared  their  willingness  to  keep  on  the  boat,  even 
though  the  subsidy  was  not  granted.  The  state  of 
facts  has  changed  but  the  terms  of  the  condition 
which  was  made  with  British  Columbia  have  not 
changed,  and  unless  the  province  chooses  to  change 
it,  we  cannot  of  our  own  motion  change  it.  I 
should  very  much  prefer  that  thisamount  of  $17,600 
should  be  devoted  to  some  other  purpose  in  British 
Columbia,  which  I  think  would  be  of  greater 
benefit  to  the  province,  such  for  instance  as  improv¬ 
ing  postal  communications  with  other  districts  not 
well  served.  However,  the  decision  in  this  matter 
does  not  rest  with  us  alone.  If  any  arrangement  of 
the  kind  I  have  suggested  can  be  made,  I  shall  be 
glad. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  do  not  accept  the 
Minister’s  interpretation  of  our  obligation.  This 
subject  was  discussed  last  year.  My  impression  is 
that  the  well-known  legal  maxim  applies — where 
the  reason  ceases,  the  rule  ceases ;  and  if  the  Govern¬ 
ment  can  make  it  clear,  as  I  think  they  can,  that 
when  that  arrangement  was  made  with  British 
Columbia  it  was  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
communication  between  British  Columbia  and 
other  portions  of  the  Dominion,  and  that  as  a  more 
effective  means  of  communication  had  been  estab¬ 
lished,  that  arrangement  is  at  an  end.  My  opinion 
is  that  a  court  would  so  hold.  The  Government 
ought  not  to  acquiesce  in  the  opposite  contention. 
They  might  very  easily  frame  a  case  and  have  the 
matter  submitted  to  the  Supreme  Court,  and  if  all 
the  facts  were  stated,  it  could  be  shown  that  this 
arrangement  was  entered  into  for  a  purpose,  that 
it  was  not  an  ordinary  arrangement  relating  to 
nothing  beyond  the  receipt  of  money.  I  have  not 
looked  over  last  year’s  debate,  but  I  am  strongly 
of  the  opinion  that  the  subsidy  cannot  be  upheld, 
as  improved  means  of  communication  have  now 
been  established. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  stipulation  is  very  explicit : 

“  The  Dominion  will  provide  an  efficient  mail  service 
fortnightly,  by  steam  communication  between  Victoria 
and  San  Francisco,  and  twice  a  week  between  Victoria 
and  Olympia.  The  vessels  to  be  adapted  for  the  conveni¬ 
ence  ol  freight  and  passengers.” 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Even  accepting  the 
absolute  construction  ;  supposing  there  was  a  war 
between  this  country  and  the  United  States  how 
are  you  going  to  fulfil  that  bargain  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Do  not  suppose  that,  it  is  cruel. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  In  case  of  war  the  steamer 
could  not  run  and  would  not  earn  the  subsidy. 

Mr.  FRASER.  She  would  probably  not  come 
'back  after  her  first  trip.  Be  that  as  it  may,  it  is 
clear  that  the  intention  was  to  give  communication 
to  San  Francisco  and  the  Union  Central  Pacific 
Railway,  the  only  road  then  in  operation..  Since 
that,  the  Northern  Pacific  has  been  built  and  can 
be  reached  within  a  few  miles  from  British  Colum¬ 
bia.  What  reason  is  there  now  for  running  a  boat 
to  San  Francisco  ?  Surely  at  this  time  when  the 
circumstances  have  so  materially  changed  we  ought 
to  be  able  to  do  something  in  the  line  of  getting  rid 
of  this  annual  payment.  I  cannot  agree  with  the 
contention  of  the  Minister  of  Finance  that  the 
money  might  be  diverted  and  given  to  British  Col¬ 
umbia  for  other  purposes,  but  even  that  would  be 
preferable  because  it  would  open  up  the  country. 
The  fact  that  the  company  have  stated  that  they 
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would  run  a  boat  even  if  they  did  not  get  a  subsidy, 
shows  that  the  previous  subsidies  have  so  established 
the  line  that  it  does  not  need  a  subsidy  any  longer. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  There  is  another  point 
which  ought  to  be  remembered  by  the  Government. 
This  steam  communication  is  now  diverting  traffic 
from  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  to  the  American 
lines,  ami  it  is  a  question  of  some  importance  as  to 
whether  the  Government  should  subsidize  a  feeder 
to  the  American  lines  in  opposition  to  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  which  was  constructed  by  the 
money  of  the  people  of  this  country. 

Mr.  GORDON.  This  steamship  service  is  of 
great  importance  commercially,  and  it  was  because 
of  its  commercial  importance  at  the  time  of  the 
Union  that  this  condition  was  proposed.  It  seems 
very  strange  that  lion,  gentlemen  opposite  should 
wish  to  put  an  end  to  this  subsidy  of  $17,000. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  You  have  no  commerce  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  and  Canada  ;  there  is  a 
tariff  barrier  which  puts  an  end  to  that. 

Mr.  GORDON.  I  beg  your  pardon,  we  have,  and 
if  the  manifest  of  the  Pacific  Mail  Company’s 
steamer  was  laid  before  the  House,  you  would  find 
that  her  manifest  alone  would  equal  the  trade  of 
many  of  your  ports  either  of  Ontario  or  the  Mari¬ 
time  Provinces.  There  is  a  very  roundabout  way 
of  getting  at  the  terminal  Pacific  railway  facilities 
with  San  Francisco.  If  you  make  that  round 
you  have  to  go  to  Vancouver  and  down  to  Port¬ 
land,  Oregon,  through  the  State  of  Washington, 
through  the  State  of  Oregon,  and  over  the 
mountains  of  California  to  San  Francisco.  That  is 
a  route  which  commerce  does  not  take.  Every  time 
these  steamers  visit  British  Columbia,  they  take 
their  coal  there  and  frequently  carry  cargoes  of  coal 
to  San  Francisco,  so  that  their  trade  is  very  import¬ 
ant.  I  am  astonished  to  think  that  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  should  object  to  this  solemn  compact 
being  carried  out  with  British  Columbia,  at  a  time 
when  all  the  provinces  of  Canada  are  endeavouring 
to  promote  trade  and  commerce  in  every  direction. 
These  hon.  gentlemen  might  as  well  attempt  to  can¬ 
cel  the  terms  of  union  with  every  other  province.  I 
may  point  out  that  our  contributions  to  the  revenue 
which  were  so  small  when  we  entered  Confedera¬ 
tion,  are  now  three  to  one  per  head  of  the  popula¬ 
tion  as  compared  with  any  other  province  of  the 
Dominion.  When  this  obligation  was  entered 
upon  by  the  Dominion  it  cost  $54,000  a  year,  but  it 
has  been  reduced  by  this  Government  until  it  is  now 
cut  down  to  something  over  $17,000.  I  hope  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  will  not  persist  in  their  opposi¬ 
tion  to  this  subsidy. 

Mr.  FORBES.  Do  I  understand  from  the  hon. 
gentleman  that  when  British  Columbia  entered 
into  the  union,  the  Dominion  assumed  the  obliga¬ 
tion  to  subsidize  that  line  ? 

Mr.  GORDON.  No  particular  line. 

Mr.  FORBES.  Why  is  it  then  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  should  subsidize  an  American  line  running 
from  a  port  in  Canada  to  an  American  port,  when 
we  have  two  lines  in  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia 
owned  by  Canadians  which  are  not  so  handsomely 
treated  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Send  them  out  there  and  we 
will  give  them  a  chance  to  compete. 


Mr.  FORBES.  That  is  the  only  place  I  believe 
they  can  get  a  chance.  If  this  subsidy  is  paid  as 
part  of  the  price  of  the  bond  of  union,  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  but  if  it  is  solely  on  the  ground  of  en¬ 
couraging  trade,  I  fail  to  see  why  the  Dominion 
should  pay  it.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  Minister 
of  Finance  whether  any  application  has  ever  been 
made  on  behalf  of  the  Yarmouth  Steamship  Com¬ 
pany  or  Canada  Atlantic  Steamship  Company  to 
subsidize  a  steamboat  line  between  Nova  Scotia 
and  the  United  States  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  “Ever”  is  a  long  time,  and  I 
cannot  answer  that  ;  but  it  has  not  been  made 
during  my  time. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  am  somewhat  sur¬ 
prised  at  the  indignation  of  my  hon.  friend  from 
Nanaimo  (Mr.  Gordon).  He  considers  that  it  is 
vital  to  British  Columbia  that  she  should  trade  with 
San  Francisco.  I  agree  with  him  that  the  trade  of 
San  Francisco  is  important,  and  I  believe  it  would 
be  in  the  interest  of  this  country  to  furnish  facili¬ 
ties  for  foreign  trade.  But  that  is  not  the  policy 
for  which  my  hon.  friend  votes  in  this  House. 
Every  opportunity  that  my  hon.  friend  gets  he 
yotes  for  higher  tariffs,  and  he  seeks  to  put  an 
impediment  in  the  way  of  trade  with  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  Question. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  am  speaking  to  the 
question.  The  hon.  member  says  that  it  is  import¬ 
ant  we  should  have  this  trade  with  San  Francisco, 
and  I  agree  with  him  in  that,  but  what  I  under¬ 
stood  from  the  Minister  was  that  this  line  of  Ameri¬ 
can  steamers  would  be  continued  on  this  route 
whether  it  received  a  subsidy  or  not.  Then  why 
should  my  hon.  friend  wish  to  be  so  generous?  It 
does  not  help  British  Columbia  if  the  line  of  steamers 
would  be  continued  under  any  circumstances,  but 
simply  helps  a  line  of  steamboats  in  San  Francisco, 
and  gives  them  larger  dividends  than  they  would 
otherwise  have.  I  do  not  propose  that  British  Co¬ 
lumbia  shall  have  fewer  outlets  for  her  trade  than 
she  now  has.  I  would  be  glad  to  see  them  ex¬ 
tended,  but  I  think,  if  this  line  of  steamers  would 
be  maintained  without  this  subsidy,  that  better  use 
of  the  money  could  be  made  in  the  interests  of  Brit¬ 
ish  Columbia  and  of  the  whole  Dominion. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  It  was  understood  when 
we  built  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  that  we 
should  have  an  all-rail  route  through  our  own 
territory.  Now  we  are  diverting  the  trade  from 
that  route.  If  the  money  has  to  be  used,  it  had 
better  be  used  in  developing  the  resources  of  British 
Columbia,  especially  if  the  steamer  will  run  with¬ 
out  the  subsidy.  My  hon.  friend  from  Nanaimo 
seems  to  have  developed  a  wonderful  interest  in 
the  steamship  line  from  San  Francisco. 

For  three  lines  of  steamers  running  be¬ 
tween  the  ports  of  Halifax  and  St. 

John,  N.B.,  or  either,  and  the  West 
Indies  and  South  America . $103,000 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  wish  to  ask  the  hon. 
Minister  of  Finance  whether  he  has  any  statement 
with  regard  to  the  amount  of  the  trade  between 
the  West  Indies  and  the  Maritime  Provinces  ? 

Mr.  I OSTER.  The  trade  has  increased  very  ma¬ 
terially  during  the  pastyearand  is  constantly  increas¬ 
ing  from  trip  to  trip.  The  cargoes  on  “  C  ”  service, 
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outward,  beginning  with  the  eleventh  trip,  were 
valued  as  follows  : — The  eleventh  trip,  on  6th  July, 
1891,  $17,878  ;  the  twelfth  trip,  on  12th  July,  $17,- 
844 ;  the  thirteenth  trip,  on  20th  August,  $31,202 ;  the 
fourteenth  trip,  in  September,  $52,434;  the  fifteenth 
trip,  in  October,  $40,638  ;  the  sixteenth  trip,  in 
November,  $38,035  ;  the  seventeenth  trip,  in  De¬ 
cember,  $45,100  ;  the  eighteenth  trip,  in  January, 
$31,717  ;  the  nineteenth  trip,  in  February,  $56,046  ; 
the  twentieth  trip,  in  March,  $44,064  ;  the  twenty- 
first  trip,  in  April,  $49,936.  The  average  is  largely 
in  excess  of  that  of  the  preceding  year.  The  car¬ 
goes  are  varied,  taking  in  chairs,  organs,  hardware, 
matches,  eggs,  all  sorts  of  agricultural  produce, 
lobsters,  syrups,  lard,  bread,  hams,  baking  powder, 
extracts,  varnish,  drugs,  brooms,  groceries  of  dif¬ 
ferent  kinds,  pianos,  mattresses,  camp  chairs,  car¬ 
riages,  biscuits,  apples,  fish,  machinery,  paper,  fur¬ 
niture,  cars,  sawdust,  extracts  of  beef,  wooden 
goods  of  different  kinds,  paints  and  paint  oils,  wire 
mattresses,  &c. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  return  cargoes  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  return  cargoes,  as  my  hon. 
friend  knows,  are  not  so  valuable  or  so  heavy.  I 
have  not  the  values  of  the  cargoes  inwards.  They 
consist,  however,  of  sugar,  molasses,  potatoes  from 
Bermuda  in  season,  cocoa,  cocoanuts,  oranges, 
bananas,  other  fruits  of  different  kinds,  liquors, 
hides,  lime  juice,  and  packages  unenumerated. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  Here  is  a  statement  of  the  cargo 
that  went  out  from  St.  John  on  the  16th  of  June, 
published  in  the  St.  John  Globe.  In  the  cargo  were 
included  carriages,  195  bundles  of  laths,  149  pieces 
of  scantling,  193  bags  of  sawdust,  5  cases  of  canned 
goods,  1,000  onion  crates,  50  bundles  of  hay,  6  tubs 
of  butter,  500  boxes  smoked  herrings,  20  crates  of 
potatoes,  one  barrel  of  beans,  10  boxes  of  dry  fish, 
and  so  on— a  very  large  cargo. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  eleven  cargoes  of  which  I 
read  the  details,  amounted  to  $425,434,  nearly  half 
a  million  dollars. 

Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock,  the 
Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  of 
Supply. 

(In  the  Committee.)- 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Has  the  hon.  gentleman  the 
figures  as  to  return  cargoes  from  the  West  Indies  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  have  the  quantities  but  not 
the  values. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Is  there  any  reason  wThy  you 
have  not  the  values  ?  Perhaps  that  is  significant. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  No,  I  thought  they  were  there 
but  they  are  not. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Is  there  anything  of 
consequence  besides  the  sugar  which  the  refiners 
bring  back  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Take  for  instance,  voyage  No. 
11,  the  first  of  the  fiscal  year  1891-92.  There  are 
100  hogsheads  of  sugar,  3  tons  of  molasses,  1,746 
bushels  of  potatoes,  55  bags  of  cocoanuts,  21 
crates  of  fruits,  35  barrels,  6  hogsheads,  20  tons 
of  liquors,  34  empty  casks,  2  cases  of  preserves, 
three  casks  and  2  barrels  brass,  half  a  barrel 
Mr.  Foster. 


lead,  one  case  merchandise.  Take  voyage  No.  13. 
38  hogsheads  sugar,  150  puncheons  of  molasses, 
102  bushels  of  potatoes,  1,969  bags  of  potatoes,  100 
bags  of  cocoanuts,  10,000  cocoanuts,  19  crates  of 
oranges,  15  bunches  of  bananas,  41  crates  of  fruit, 
30  tons  and  15  barrels  of  liquor,  lignum  vitce,  a 
number  of  packages  of  merchandise,  bananas, 
brass,  copper  and  lead.  That  is  from  the  “C”  ser¬ 
vice.  Some  of  the  voyages  show  larger  and  some 
very  much  smaller  returns. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  When  was  the  contract  for 
this  subsidy  entered  into,  and  for  how  long  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Two  years  ago,  and  for  five 
years. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Was  the  contract  submitted 
to  Parliament  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Yes,  with  all  the  papers,  and 
discussed  for  a  long  while. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Is  the  trade  with  the  West 
Indies  satisfactory  to  the  Minister  ?  Is  it  growing 
as  he  would  like  to  see  it? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  is  advancing. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  notice  in  the  Trade  and 
Navigation  Returns,  taking  the  period  of  1875,  1876 
and  1877,  that  we  exported  these  three  years  goods 
to  the  value  of  $11,409,648  for  the  West  Indies, 
and  in  1885,  1886  and  1887,  we  exported  only 
$6,582,269  worth,  showing  a  falling  off  in  the  latter 
period  of  $4,827,415.  Is  that  what  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  regards  as  satisfactory  ?  Has  our  trade  with 
other  countries  fallen  off  in  the  same  proportion, 
and  is  that  satisfactory  ?  I  think  the  Minister  will 
have  to  go  down  to  the  Islands  and  stay  there,  as 
we  have  not  yet  seen  anything  very  beneficial 
accrue  from  his  mission,  nor  from  that  of  the  late 
commissioner  sent  there.  There  has  to  be  some 
change  in  our  tariff,  or  this  trade  will  dwindle  into 
insignificance. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  There  may  be  some  causes  to 
explain  the  falling  off  to  which  the  hon.  gentleman 
alludes.  Very  likely  there  is  a  large  amount  of 
goods  going  to  the  West  Indies  from  Canada  in 
latter  years  indirectly  which  previously  went  by 
direct  shipment.  There  is  a  large  amount  now 
going  in  an  indirect  way,  which  fifteen  years  ago 
went  by  direct  shipment.  It  is  well  known  to  all 
in  the  West  India  trade,  a  trade  in  which  I  am  not 
directly  interested,  that  during  late  years  steam¬ 
ships  have  developed  to  an  enormous  extent,  and 
at  present  there  are  about  100  steamers  sailing  from 
New  York  to  different  points  in  the  West  Indies 
while  twelve  or  fifteen  years  ago  there  were  com¬ 
paratively  few.  During  later  years  a  very  large 
amount  of  business  has  been  diverted  by  way  of 
New’  York,  and  that  is  a  strong  argument  in  favour 
of  our  establishing  a  steam  service  from  this  coun¬ 
try.  Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  must  not  be  too 
impatient  if  it  takes  a  good  while  to  wrork  up  busi¬ 
ness  by  these  steamship  lines.  I  feel  gratified  at 
the  development  of  the  exports  of  Canada,  for  it  is 
in  those  that  we  are  more  dirctly  interested.  It 
appears,  according  to  the  figures  given  by  the 
hon.  gentleman,  that  our  exports  are  not  as 
large  now  as  they  were  many  years  ago,  but 
I  think  if  he  went  into  this  question  he  would 
find  the  falling  off  is  partly  due  to  the  cause 
I  have  given.  If  he  will  turn  up  the  statistics 
of  10  or  15  years  ago,  he  will  find  the  larger 
amount  of  the  exports  of  Canada  consisted  of  fish 


4285 


[JUNE  27,  1892.] 


4286 


and  lumber,  I  do  not  think  there  was  any  con¬ 
siderable  quantity  of  manufactured  goods.  Now, 
I  understand  that  one  of  the  objects  in  the  esta¬ 
blishment  of  steam  service  was  not  so  much  in  the 
interests  of  the  Maritime  Province  and  our  exports 
of  fish  and  lumber,  because  very  little  rough  lum¬ 
ber  is  shipped  by  steamer,  as  to  promote  the  export 
of  flour  and  manufactured  goods  ;  and  from  what 
has  been  said  by  the  hon.  Minister,  that  trade  is 
growing.  I  have  a  rough  memorandum  before  me 
which  gives  some  of  the  exports  to  the  West  Indies 
of  manufactured  goods  of  Canada  for  the  last  nine 
months.  This  memorandum  was  prepared  about 
the  latter  end  of  March.  These  exports  included 
245  horses,  2,500  tons  of  hay,  20,000  barrels  of 
flour,  1,200  hogsheads  of  ale,  2,650  bags  of  oats, 
750  packages  of  furniture,  945  packages  of  different 
kinds  of  manufactured  goods  including  dry  goods, 
clothing,  machinery,  boots  and  shoes,  printed  mat¬ 
ter,  organs,  pianos,  carriages,  &c.  It  may 
be  said  that  these  are  not  very  large  quan¬ 
tities,  and  for  some  of  the  articles  they  are  not, 
but  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  must  bear  in  mind 
that  it  takes  a  long  time  to  divert  trade  from 
one  channel  to  another,  and  this  trade  has  been 
largely  held  hitherto  by  the  merchants  of  the 
United  States.  It  is  well  worth  the  efforts  of  our 
Canadian  merchants  to  try  and  secure  this  trade, 
but  it  cannot  be  done  at  the  present  time  by  sailing 
vessels  which  in  years  gone  by  did  such  a  large 
amount  of  business  between  Nova  Scotia  and  the 
West  Indies.  If  we  are  to  increase  our  exports  in 
manufactured  goods  it  must  be  done  by  steamship 
lines.  Into  the  ports  at  which  the  steamships  of 
the  Windward  line  trade,  that  is  the  “  C  ”  service, 
there  were  imported  each  year  about  755,000  barrels 
of  flour  and  44,000  barrels  of  bread, — the  memo,  says 
that  the  bread  was  baked  principally  from  the  lower 
grades  of  flour  ;  16,000  barrels  of  split  pease,  25,000 
bags  round  pease,  and  in  addition  large  quantities  of 
cheese  and  butter.  Nearly  all  of  these  imports 
have  gone  previously  from  the  United  States  to 
these  Islands,  and  I  think  we  in  Canada  would  be 
able  to  supply  almost  the  whole  of  them. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Does  the  hon.  gentleman 
wish  to  convey  the  idea  that  these  goods  now  appear 
to  the  credit  of  the  export  of  the  United  States  ? 

Mr.  STAIRS.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  notice 
that  most  of  these  articles  to  which  I  refer  are  pro¬ 
duced  in  Ontario  and  the  upper  provinces,  but  un¬ 
til  these  steamship  lines  were  established  Canada 
secured  but  a  small  portion  of  the  trade  of  the 
West  Indies  in  these  articles.  The  question  of  the 
export  of  flour  to  the  West  Indies  is  a  very  import¬ 
ant  one,  as  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  will  see.  The 
ports  of  the  Windward  Islands  take  in  a  year  about 
750,000barrels,  and  the  other  ports  in  the  West  Indies 
must  take  even  a  larger  quantity.  For  many  years 
it  was  doubted  whether  Canadian  flour  would  keep 
in  the  West  Indies  and  would  suit  the  market,  but 
owing  to  the  efforts  made  particularly  at  the 
Jamaica  Exhibition,  and  also  by  commercial  tra¬ 
vellers  representing  our  business  men  who  visit  the 
ports  of  the  West  Indies,  the  merits  of  Canadian 
flour  are  becoming  pretty  well  known,  and  I  believe 
our  trade  in  that  article  is  fairly  established.  I 
trust  I  may  be  permitted  now  to  read  a  short  ex¬ 
tract  from  a  letter  from  a  Barbadoes  firm  with 
reference  to  Canadian  flour.  It  says  : 


As  far  as  the  flour  itself  was  concerned,  there  was  not 
much  left  to  be  desired.  It  was  white,  sofi  and  smooth, 
and  compared  favourably  with  such  brands  as  “  Superla¬ 
tive  and  “White  light  ”  two  of  the  principal  fancy  brands 
coming  here  from  New  York.” 

I  feel  confident  that  perseverance  and  enterprise 
will  secure  to  Canadian  manufacturers  a  very  large 
trade  with  these  West  Indian  Islands,  and  to  my 
mind  it  will  be  secured  largely  through  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  lines  of  steamers,  which  at  first  must 
be  maintained  by  the  system  we  have  adopted  in 
the  way  of  subsidies. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  In  looking  through 
this  list  presented  by  the  Minister  of  Finance  as  to 
the  inward  cargoes,  I  find  that  sometimes  the 
steamers  seem  to  have  returned  without  any  cargo 
at  all,  or  next  to  nothing.  In  February,  1891,  the 
cargo  brought  back  to  Halifax  was  100  boxes  of 
cocoa  and  nothing  else.  On  the  8th  of  April,  the 
cargo  was  125  puncheons  of  molasses,  eight  bags 
of  cocoa  nuts  and  13  boxes  of  oranges.  Coming  to 
the  year  1892,  I  find,  that  St.  John  on  the  7th 
January  received  as  an  inward  cargo,  two  boxes  of 
oranges,  and  that  was  all.  On  the  18th  March  the 
cargo  to  St.  John  was  nothing  at  all  ;  there  was 
nothing  brought  back.  The  cargo  on  the  19th  of 
April  to  St.  John  was  nothing  at  all  ;  there  is  the 
entry  of  the  vessel  and  that  is  all.  On  the  20th 
May  there  were  579  puncheons  of  molasses,  100  bags 
of  cocoa  and  109  bunches  of  bananas  only.  On  the  21st 
of  June,  there  were  425  puncheons  of  molasses  and  five 
barrels  of  oranges.  I  notice  all  through  that  there  is 
next  to  nothing  imported  into  St.  John.  Halifax  in 
some  cases  is  a  little  better,  but  even  in  Halifax 
there  seems  to  be  occasionally  the  return  of  a  ves¬ 
sel  with  scarcely  any  cargo,  so  that  whatever  may 
be  the  outward-bound  trade,  there  seems  to  be 
next  to  nothing  brought  back,  and  v-hat  little  is 
brought  back,  so  far  as  I  can  see,  consists  of  liquors, 
sugars  and  molasses.  I  suppose  the  sugar  and 
molasses  are  for  refining  purposes  in  Canada.  But 
there  are  certainly  indications  that  there  is  very 
little  importation  into  Canada  from  the  West 
India  Islands.  The  hon.  member  for  Halifax 
(Mr.  Stairs)  referred  to  the  exportation  of  flour  to 
the  West  India  Islands,  but  it  seems  to  be  to  a 
very  small  extent.  I  find  there  were  62  barrels 
from  St.  John,  in  July,  1891  ;  50  barrels  from 
Halifax,  in  August  ;  36  barrels  from  St.  John  in 
August ;  51  barrels  from  Halifax  on  the  27th 
August,  and  36  in  St.  John,  and  on  the  17th 
September,  579  barrels  from  Halifax.  The  largest 
number  I  see  entered  was  on  the  12th  February, 
this  year,  3,685. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  hon. 
gentleman  what  is  the  latest  return  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  latest  return  from 
St.  John  is  five  barrels,  on  April  14th  ;  April  9th, 
from  Halifax,  1 ,942  barrels  ;  in  March  there  were 
2,452  barrels  from  Halifax  ;  nothing  from  St.  John  ; 
in  February  there  were  166  barrels  from  St.  John, 
and  3,685  from  Halifax.  So  that  the  quantity  of 
flour  sent  to  the  West  India  Islands  has  been  very 
little  so  far,  indeed.  However,  the  outward-bound 
cargo  is  larger  than  the  inward-bound,  according 
to  the  returns  which  the  Minister  has  brought 
down.  The  inward-bound  is  certainly  so  insignifi¬ 
cant  that  it  would  be  hardly  worth  while  to  take 
it  into  account. 
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Mr.  STAIRS.  I  think  there  must  be  some  mis¬ 
understanding  as  to  the  quantity  of  flour  that  has 
been  shipped.  I  have  a  return  here  from  a  firm  in 
Halifax  which  gives  the  shipments  they  made  them¬ 
selves  in  some  of  the  late  trips.  The  steamer  that 
sailed  on  the  1.1th  March  this  year  took  1,800 
barrels  of  flour  and  pease  from  Halifax  to  some  of 
the  Windward  Islands,  for  one  firm  ;  the  steamer 
that  sailed  on  the  7th  April  took  1,200  barrels  ;  the 
vessel  that  left  on  the  17th  of  May  took  600  barrels 
of  flour  and  pease  from  this  one  firm.  The  total 
shipments  from  Halifax  for  these  sailings  were 
3,730  barrels  on  the  11th  March  ;  2,296  barrels  on 
the  7th  April  ;  and  1,435  barrels  on  the  17th  May. 
Besides  that,  I  was  under  the  impression  that 
there  was  a  much  larger  quantity  shipped  from  St. 
John,  and  the  merchants  from  Halifax  complained 
very  much  that  a  good  deal  of  the  flour  they  had 
shipped  was  shut  out. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Scarcely  any  thing  from 
St.  John. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  I  am  correct  that  some  went,  be¬ 
cause  a  good  deal  was  shut  out  from  Halifax  that 
could  have  gone,  and  after  the  sailingthat  took  place 
on  the  17th  of  May,  there  were  450  barrels  shipped 
by  one  sailing  vessel,  1,075  by  another,  and  450  by 
the  steamer  Havanna.  I  am  assured  by  my  corres¬ 
pondent  in  Halifax,  that  were  it  not  that  a  good 
deal  of  flour  had  been  shut  out  by  these  late  trips,  a 
much  larger  quantity  would  have  been  sent.  With 
reference  to  what  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell 
(Mr.  Mills)  stated  about  return  cargoes,  of  course 
that  is  one  of  the  difficulties  in  connection  with 
this  service.  It  is  hard  for  the  steamers  to  get 
return  cargoes,  and  that  is  one  of  the  reasons  why 
the  Government  have  granted  a  subsidy,  but  we 
trust  that  in  time  these  return  cargoes  will  be 
developed.  There  is  a  large  amount  of  products 
from  the  West  Indies  coming  into  Canada  in  an 
indirect  way  through  the  United  States,  that  might 
just  as  well  come  direct  to  our  own  ports.  It  takes 
time  to  secure  this,  but  we  can  do  it  if  we  have 
patience. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  have  the  Trade  and 
Navigation  Returns  for  the  year  ending  1891  which 
speak  of  tl\e  large  growth  of  trade  with  the  West 
Indies  from  the  Province  of  Ontario.  The  British 
West  Indies  imported  from  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
of  the  mines,  nothing  ;  of  the  fisheries,  nothing ; 
of  the  forests,  $3,822  ;  animals  and  their  produce, 
$1,184;  agricultural  products,  $32,813;  manu¬ 
factures,  $41,303 — of  this  $720  is  not  the  produce 
of  Canada;  miscellaneous  articles,  $879  ;  or  a  total 
of  $80,001,  from  the  Province  of  Ontario.  From 
the  Province  of  Quebec  there  were  shipped,  of  the 
mines,  nothing ;  of  the  fisheries,  $27,742 ;  of  the 
forest,  $14,562 ;  of  animals  and  their  produce, 
nothing  ;  agricultural  products,  $167  ;  manu¬ 
factures,  $6,034 ;  total,  $48,445.  From  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Nova  Scotia  there  were  shipped,  of  the 
mines,  $15,505  ;  of  the  fisheries,  $1,031,703  ;  of  the 
forest,  $520,223  ;  of  animals  and  their  produce, 
$10,347  ;  of  agricultural  products,  $26,239 ;  of 
manufactures,  $92,892  ;  total,  $1,397,909  from  the 
Province  of  Nova  Scotia.  So  we  see  that  the  trade 
is  of  very  minor  consequence  to  the  other  provinces, 
and  it  has  been  fallling  off  with  Nova  Scotia  as 
compared  with  what  it  formerly  was. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  While  the  member  for 
Halifax  (Mr.  Stairs)  endeavoured  to  impress  upon 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


the  House  the  importance  of  the  export  trade  from 
the  Maritime  Provinces  to  the  West  India  Islands, 
I  may  say  that  had  it  not  been  for  the  influence 
that  was  exercised  by  the  sugar  refiners  of  the 
Maritime  Provinces  in  order  to  lower  the  standard 
of  the  imports  of  sugar  from  16  Dutch  standard  to 
14,  the  probabilities  are  that  we  would  have  had  a 
much  larger  trade  with  the  West  India  Islands. 
The  Minister  of  Finance  went  down  there,  no 
doubt,  with  an  honest  purpose  of  entering  into 
trade  relations,  but  owing  to  the  fact  that  his 
hands  were  tied  by  the  sugar  refiners  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  when  these  people  came  here  with  the  antici¬ 
pation  of  doing  a  trade  with  Canada,  they  were 
met  by  the  reply  that  none  of  their  sugar  could  be 
admitted  into  our  ports  above  14  Dutch  standard. 
The  result  is,  that  after  subsidizing  a  line  of 
steamers  to  work  up  a  trade  between  Canada  and 
those  Islands  in  order  to  protect  the  interests  of 
the  sugar  refiners,  the  profit  was  cut  down  to  a 
point  that  prevented  these  people  from  entering 
into  extended  trade  with  us,  taking  from  us  the 
commodities  that  they  required  and  that  we  could 
lucratively  send  them,  and  we  taking  from  them 
the  commodities  we  required.  The  money  spent  on 
that  commission  was  entirely  thrown  away,  be¬ 
cause  the  Finance  Minister  being  hampered  by  the 
influences  exercised  upon  him  by  the  sugar  refiners, 
the  whole  scheme  fell  through.  Now,  I  have  no 
doubt  the  steamship  subsidy  is  quite  an  advantage 
to  the  refiners.  I  have  no  doubt  that  they  get 
their  raw  material - 

Mr.  STAIRS.  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  McMULLEN-  1  have  no  doubt  that  they 
get  their  raw  material  carried  for  very  much  less 
than  they  otherwise  would. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  The  hon.  gentleman  may  say 
so. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  I  know  it. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  He  speaks  from  an  interested 
stand -point. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  It  is  a  fact. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  It  is  quite  clear  that  the 
principal  cargo  these  steamers  bring  to  Canada  is 
raw  sugars.  The  refiners  are  protected  by  ^5-  of  a 
cent  per  pound  and  their  sugars  are  placed  in  Can¬ 
ada  just  up  to  the  notch  that  they  could  afford  to 
sell  them  if  they  were  brought  in  from  the  Ameri¬ 
can  side.  The  cheaper  the  raw  material  can  be 
brought  in,  the  better  for  them  ;  but  it  does  not 
matter  a  farthing  to  the  consumers  of  this  country. 
The  $103,000  paid  to  the  steamship  company  in 
order  to  keep  these  lines  running  and  facilitate  the 
importation  of  raw  sugars  at  a  nominal  price,  is  of 
no  benefit  to  the  people  of  Canada.  No 
doubt  the  company  would  rather  carry  it 
at  a  very  low  price  than  not  carry  it  at  all, 
and  the  result  is  that  the  people  of  this  country 
are  not  only  paying  ^  of  a  cent  per  pound  upon 
the  sugar  they  use  to  the  refiners  of  this  country 
to  produce  that  commodity  for  them  ;  but  they  are 
paying  the  steamship  company  a  subsidy  to  carry 
the  raw  material  for  them  that  they  may  produce 
the  sugar  at  a  low  price.  Then  they  turn  round 
and  say  to  the  unsubsidized  lines:  We  can  get  our 
raw  material  carried  by  the  subsidized  steamship 
line  for  a  certain  rate,  and  if  you  are  not  disposed 
to  carry  it  at  that  rate,  we  cannot  give  you  any- 
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tiling  to  do.  That  takes  away  a  very  desirable 
competition  in  securing  the  raw  material,  and  the 
people  of  this  country  are  paying  for  that  compe¬ 
tition  and  t8t  of  a  cent  per  pound  in  addition  to  the 
sugar  refiners.  That  is  the  object,  that  is  evidently 
the  advantage  reaped  by  lion,  gentlemen  opposite. 
I  do  not  much  wonder  at  the  lion,  gentleman  rising 
to  defend,  maintain  and  encourage  the  existence  o*f 
this  particular  line  of  steamers.  He  does  well  to 
take  .  that  course.  He  is  interested  personally, 
the  city  in  which  he  lives  is  interested,  and  while 
such  is  the  case,  he  is  advocating  something  that 
directly  benefits  his  own  pocket  and  those  who  are 
interested  in  the  sugar  refinery,  for  this  line  gives 
them  a  great  advantage. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  can  easily  see  that  this  line  of 
argument  might  be  adopted  if  we  were  proposing 
the  initial  service  for  the  West  Indies,  and  a  sub¬ 
sidy  lor  a  certain  number  of  years  ;  or  even  if 
after  a  certain  number  of  years  we  were  approach¬ 
ing  the  time  of  the  completion  of  that  contract, 
and  were  proposing  to  renew  it  for  another  term. 
Neither  of  these  proposals  is  being  made  at  the  pre¬ 
sent  time.  YY  e  have  thoroughly  discussed  this  con¬ 
tract  during  two  previous  sessions.  We  have 
entered  into  it.  The  policy  of  the  Government 
and  the  policy  of  the  Opposition  have  been  stated 
in  regard  to  it.  We  may  talk  as  much  as  we  like 
but  it  will  not  affect  the  permanence  of  the  con¬ 
tract  during  the  three  years  it  has  to  run.  But 
such  discussion  as  the  present  has  this  effect,  that 
if  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  will  persist  in  looking 
upon  none  but  the  unfavourable  side,  and  magnify¬ 
ing  the  difficulties  of  the  trade,  we  cannot  hope  the 
people  of  the  country  will  take  full  advantage  of  the 
service  and  the  facilities  provided.  For  instance, 
what  would  a  good  Liberal  reading,  to-morrow  or 
next  day,  the  remarks  made  some  hon.  gentleman 
opposite,  and  believing  what  they  reab,  but  will 
say  in  his  heart :  “It  is  no  use  trying  to  do  any 
trade  with  the  West  Indies,  I  will  not  trouble 
myself  in  that  matter  at  all.  ”  There  is  another  side 
that  may  be  taken.  I  do  not  wish  to  minimize  the 
troubles  and  difficulties  of  building  up  trade  with 
the  W  est  Indies  ;  on  the  contrary,  I  have  honestly 
stated  over  and  over  again  the  difficulties,  and  they 
are  these  :  Competition  commenced  at  a  late  date 
by  steamship  service,  while  the  United  States  were 
wise  enough,  12  years  ago,  to  establish  such  steam¬ 
ship  service,  increasing  it  year  by  year  until  they 
had  gained  very  large  control  by  the  directness  of 
trade  and  the  persistency  of  trade  in  the  various 
markets  of  the  YY  est  Indies.  This  country,  with¬ 
out  a  single  steamship  line  during  all  this  time,  was 
crowded  out  of  the  markets  in  the  competition 
along  the  lines  of  steamships  rather  than  along  the 
lines  of  sailing  ships.  These  were  the  circumstances 
that  had  to  be  overcome.  Much  allusion  has  been 
made  to  my  trip  to  the  West  Indies.  My  trip  had 
a  certain  object  in  view,  and  it  accomplished  that 
object  to  a  certain  extent,  although  it  did  not  result 
in  the  negotiation  of  a  reciprocity  treaty.  That 
would  have  been  almost  impossible,  in  view  of  the 
peculiar  position  sustained  by  the  West  Indies  to¬ 
wards  the  United  States  as  the  great  market  for  its 
sugar.  That  has  not  taken  place  ;  but  what  has 
taken  place  as  the  result  of  my  visit  and  of  the 
Jamaica  Exhibition  is  that  Canada  and  Canadian 
wares  have  been  made  better  known  to  the  people 
of  the  West  Indies,  and  the  people  have  a  better 
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knowledge  and  warmer  interest  in  the  trade  of 
Canada  than  they  possessed  before.  Take  one 
single  article  that  has  been  spoken  of  and  mini¬ 
mized,  flour.  There  was  not  at  that  time  a  single 
barrel  of  Canadian  flour  entering  the  West  Indies, °or 
used  there.  I  went  to  the  Islands  and  I  mentioned 
this  subject,  and  the  people  said  :  We  would  like  to 
take  your  flour,  but  it  will  not  keep  here.  There 
was  a  prejudice  existing  against  it,  a  prejudice  cul¬ 
tivated  by  our  competitors.  What  happened? 
Some  Canadian  flour  was  sent  down ;  it  was  tried  by 
the  bakers,  samples  were  tried  by  families  in  differ¬ 
ent  places,  and  it  was  found  to"  make  good  bread. 
It  was  kept  three  months  before  bread  was  made 
from  it,  which  demonstrated  that  the  flour  would 
keep  as  long  as  it  is  required  to  be  kept  in  the  West 
Indies.  The  Jamaica  Exhibition  proved  the  same 
fact,  and  to-day  we  are  sending  thousands  of 
barrels  there.  An  hon.  gentleman  has  said  that 
there  was  not  much  flour  going— that  5  barrels 
went  from  St.  John.  Taking  the  shipments  on  a 
single  route,  I  find  the  following  62  barrels  by 
one  vessel,  52  by  another,  338  by  another,  880  by 
another,  400  by  another,  1,380  by  another,  810 
by  another,  1,936  by  another,  3,700  by  another, 
2,452  by  another,  1,947  by  another — these  were  all 
on  the  “  C  ”  route.  There  is  another  point  to  be 
taken  into  account  as  well.  There  are  certain  peri¬ 
ods  of  the  year  when  the  freight  going  out  becomes 
congested  ;  then  during  three  or  four  months  these 
vessels  are  not  able  to  take  all  the  freight  offering, 
and  special  vessels  have  to  be  chartered.  Special 
vessels  have  been  chartered  during  three  months 
and  more,  and  these  were  loaded  very  largely  with 
flour.  We  can  claim  this,  that  to-day  Canada  flour 
has  gained  a  name  for  itself  in  the  West  Indies, 
and  that  our  merchants  and  the  manufacturers  of 
flour,  and  consequently  our  farmers  who  raised  the 
wheat,  are  benefited.  A  point  was  attempted  to  be 
that  our  trade  has  fallen  away  comparing 
1875  with  recent  years.  To  what  does  that  point  ? 
The  fact  that  the  quick  steamship  service  between 
New  \  ork  and  Boston  and  the  YY  est  Indies  has 
gradually  eaten  away  our  trade  should  stir  us  up 
to  enter  on  the  same  line.  Take  away  these  steam¬ 
ships,  and  the  produce  and  goods  we  send  there 
now  will  be  supplied  from  the  United  States.  It  is. 
an  argument,  in  fact,  for  putting  on  steamship 
serv  ice,  if  by  that  means  it  is  possible  to  build  up 
ti  ade  bet w  een  Canada  and  the  West  Indies  and  so 
to  assist  the  volume  of  our  exports.  It  is  certainly 
a  gratifying  result  that  in  the  last  fiscal  year  $880,- 
000  worth  of  exports  had  been  sent  by  those 
steamships  to  the  YY  est  Indies,  whereas  during  the 
fii  st  year  the  exports  were  very  small.  However, 
they  are  constantly  increasing,  and  it  is  largely 
for  the  sake  of  the  exports  and  for  the  sake  of 
obtaining  a  market  for  our  produce  that  this 
steamship  line  was  subsidized.  It  is  true,  as 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  have  stated,  we  do ’not 
get  large  return  cargoes.  We  got  smaller 
when  we  commenced,  but  they  are  not  sufficiently 
large  now.  This  is  the  great  difficulty  of  the  West 
India  trade  felt  in  the  United  States.  When  I 
visited  the  YV  est  Indies  I  sailed  from  New  York, 
and  I  talked  with  those  interested  in  the  trade’, 
and  the  difficulty  stated  was  that  while  there  were 
good  cargoes  out  adequate  return  cargoes  could  not 
be  secured,  that  at  some  seasons  scarcely  anything 
could  be  got,  but  in  other  seasons  there  were  better 
cargoes.  I  he  truth  is  our  exports  have  largely 
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increased,  that  our  imports  have  increased,  and 
while  they  were  small  at  first,  and  they  are  small 
as  yet,  they  are  gradually  growing  and  we  hope  to 
have  them  increase  still  further.  An  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  attempted  to  make  a  point  that  Ontario  sent 
nothing  to  the  West  Indies.  That  is  illusory  to  a 
great  extent.  Halifax  and  St.  John,  which  ship 
flour  to  the  West  Indies,  obtained  that  flour  in  the 
west.  It  is  true,  it  does  not  appear  as  exported 
from  Ontario,  but  appears  as  an  export  of  the  pro¬ 
vince  in  which  the  port  from  which  it  is  shipped  is 
situated  and  from  which  the  trade  is  carried  on. 
If  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  would  inform  them¬ 
selves  as  to  the  activity  which  is  being  displayed  in 
this  matter,  the  manufacturers  and  those  who  are 
conducting  the  industries  of  our  country  in  the 
Upper  Provinces,  they  would  at  once  see  the  deep 
and  general  interest  which  is  taken  in  this  trade. 
Perhaps  hon.  gentlemen  do  not  come  in  contact 
with  this  class  of  our  people  so  much  as  I  do  who 
have  to  a  certain  extent  charge  of  the  service,  and 
have  correspondence  and  hear  about  these  things. 
Travellers  are  going  to  the  West  Indies  from  differ¬ 
ent  firms  in  the  Upper  Provinces  and  are  meeting 
with  a  good  reception,  and  their  goods  are  having 
a  ready  sale  there.  The  exports  include  various 
kinds  of  manufactured  articles,  and  I  may  men¬ 
tion  that  carriages  are  sent  from  Ontario  in  quite 
large  quantities,  which  are  increasing  every  month. 
Seeing  that  our  trade  with  the  West  Indies  was 
falling  off,  finding  that  the  great  reason  it  fell  off 
was  because  a  rapid  steamship  communication, 
which  is  now  the  courier  and  in  fact  the  carrier  of 
trade,  did  not  exist  between  our  country  and  the 
West  Indies,  and  knowing  that  such  a  service  did 
exist  between  the  United  States  and  the  West 
Indies,  and  that  the  United  States  manufacturers 
and  producers  had  gotten  hold  of  the  markets  to 
such  an  extent  that  we  could  only  displace  them 
by  the  keen  force  of  competition  ;  in  view  of  these 
facts  I  believe  it  was  our  duty  to  try  whether  or 
not,  by  a  system  of  steamship  communication,  we 
could  not  ameliorate  the  condition  of  that  trade. 
We  are  ameliorating  the  trade,  and  as  the  Trade 
and  Navigation  Returns,  and  the  reports  which 
I  have  presented  to  the  House  show,  that 
trade  has  been  increasing  for  the  last  few  years. 
Let  us  give  the  enterprise  a  fair  and  honest  trial, 
without  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  throwing  a  douche 
of  cold  water  on  it  every  time  they  discuss  it. 
Let  us  try  whether  our  people  cannot  carry  on 
a  trade  with  the  West  Indies  by  taking  advantage 
of  this  means  of  rapid  transit  which  we  have  given 
them.  If  at  the  end  of  five  years  we  find  that  we 
have  not  made  some  progress  towards  attaining  a 
trade  which  shall  give  promise  of  sustaining  itself, 
then  let  us  review  the  whole  question  and  come  to 
a  conclusion  on  it.  It  is  the  poorest  of  all  argu¬ 
ments  for  an  hon;  gentleman  on  the  other  side  of 
the  House — when  an  hon.  gentleman  on  this  side 
says  that  he  is  in  favour  of  this  means  of  commun¬ 
ication  with  the  West  Indies—  to  state  that  he  does 
it  from  interested  motives,  and  that  he  and  his 
friends  in  the  city  of  Halifax  have  a  selfish  interest 
in  it.  This  service  is  not  meaiit  to  be  a  Halifax  or 
a  St.  John  service  alone.  If  it  were  so,  then  this 
Parliament  might  have  been  justified  in  not  giving 
it.  It  was  meant  for  a  Canadian  service,  and  in 
order  to  get  wider  markets  in  the  West  Indies  for 
our  products,  which  markets  are  largely  held  at 
the  present  time  by  United  States  products,  which 
Mr.  Poster, 


are  no  better  and  no  cheaper  than  our  own.  It 
was  to  endeavour  to  find  a  market  there  for  our 
flour,  our  vegetables,  our  manufactured  goods,  our 
animals,  our  butter  and  our  cheese  that  this  service 
was  initiated,  and  the  result  shows  that  the  mer¬ 
chants  and  manufacturers  of  Canada  are  availing 
themselves  of  the  facilities  thus  afforded  them.  Let 
us  give  them  all  the  encouragement  that  we  as  a 
Parliament  can,  and  let  us  experiment  on  this 
trade  for  five  years  at  least.  We  can  then  find  out 
whether  it  is  worth  while  continuing  or  not  ;  my 
own  belief  is,  that  taking  all  the  circumstances 
into  account,  we  have  developed  and  have  made 
very  fair  progress  and  that  we  are  laying  the 
foundation  for  a  much  more  extended  market  for 
our  goods  in  the  West  Indies,  and  a  much  larger 
and  more  remunerative  trade  with  that  country. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  do  not  know  that  I  should 
have  troubled  the  committee  with  my  remarks 
upon  this  question,  had  it  not  been  for  the  effort 
made  by  the  hon.  member  for  Halifax  (Mr.  Stairs) 
to  try  and  show  this  House  the  advantages  which 
were  being  reaped,  by  the  producers  of  grain  which 
is  manufactured  into  flour,  on  account  of  this 
steamship  arrangement  between  Canada  and  the 
West  Indies.  I  believe  myself  that  had  the  con¬ 
templated  arrangement  made  between  the  Minister 
of  Finance  and  the  people  of  the  West  Indies, with 
regard  to  our  taking  their  sugar,  been  carried  out, 
we-would  have  been  able  to  cultivate  a  much  larger 
trade  with  them.  Had  we  taken  their  sugar  up  to 
16  Dutch  standard  they  would  have  been  able  to 
send  it  to  us  in  very  large  quantities,  but  we  are 
not  receiving  that  grade  from  them  now  because  a 
heavy  duty  is  placed  upon  it.  We  are  only  taking 
14  Dutch  standard  wThich  excludes  all  the  clean 
sugar  products  of  the  West  Indies,  and  we  are 
doing  that  so  as  to  protect  the  sugar  manufacturers 
in  this  country  and  make  sugar  dearer  to  our  people. 
That  is  where  the  secret  of  our  contracted  trade 
with  the  West  Indies  comes  in.  When  Mr.  Solomon 
came  here  to  try  and  make  arrangements  for  an  ex¬ 
change  of  trade  between  Canada  and  the  West  Indies, 
on  the  promise  made  by  the  Finance  Minister  that 
Canada  w'ould  be  willing  to  enter  into  trade  rela¬ 
tions  on  a  uniform  basis,  he  was  surprised  to  find 
that  he  was  hampered  by  the  fact  that  wre  had 
amended  our  law's  so  as  to  prevent  the  importation 
of  sugar  above  14  Dutch  standard,  unless  a  duty 
of  eight-tenths  of  a  cent  per  pound  was  paid  on  it. 
In  the  face  of  that  embargo  on  W^est  India  trade 
this  subsidy  of  $103,000  a  year  to  this  steamship 
company  is  virtually  wasted.  The  change  in  the 
sugar  tariff  was  made  in  order  to  satisfy  the  re¬ 
finers  of  this  country,  and  for  the  purpose  of  en¬ 
abling  them  to  get  control  of  the  supply  of  all 
grades  of  sugar  in  Canada.  It  was  for  that 
reason  that  our  trade  with  the  West  Indies  was 
crippled.  I  would  not  have  spoken  had  it  not 
been  for  the  effort  made  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Halifax  (Mr.  Stairs)  to  try  and  show  the  advantages 
the  farming  community  were  reaping  under  this 
arrangement,  while  he  and  the  hon.  gentleman 
who  sits  beside  him  were  reaping  a  rich  harvest 
out  of  the  charges  made  in  the  refined  sugar  tariff. 
It  ill  becomes  the  hon.  gentleman,  in  my  humble 
opinion,  to  endeavour  to  defend  the  condition  of 
things  as  ihey  now  stand. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  Permit  me  to  say  one  word  in  reply 
to  the  hon.  member  for  North  Wellington  (Mr.  Me 
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Mullen),  as  I  do  not  wish  the  committee  to  he  under 
any  misapprehension  about  this  matter.  The  hon. 
gentleman,  as  he  often  does  in  this  House,  has  spoken 
of  something  he  knows  nothing  at  all  about.  I  deny 
altogether  that  either  my  hon.  friend  beside  me  (Mr. 
Kenny),  or  myself,  or  any  sugar  refinery,  has  an  in¬ 
terest  at  all  in  the  establishment  of  this  steamship 
line  other  than  the  general  interest  which  every  citi¬ 
zen  of  (  anada  has,  or  should  have,  in  the  prosperity 
of  the  country  and  the  encouragement  of  trade  be¬ 
tween  Canada  and  the  outside  world.  I  tell  the 
hon.  gentleman  that  as  emphatically  as  I  possibly 
can,  and  if  he  repeats  the  statement  I  can  only  say 
that  he  is  repeating  a  statement  which  is  not  true 
in  any  sense  whatever.  If  the  hon.  member  (Mr. 
McMullen)  looks  into  the  return  of  the  sugar 
brought  from  the  West  Indies  to  Canada  by  these 
steamships  he  will  find,  as  has  already  been  pointed 
out,  that  one  of  the  difficulties  in  the  way  of  these 
steamships  getting  return  cargoes  is  that  the  quan¬ 
tity  of  sugar  imported  is  infinitesimal  as  compared 
with  the  consumption  of  sugars  by  the  refiners  of 
Canada.  I  doubt  if  there  is  more  than  2,000  tons 
last  year,  so  the  refiners  have  no  interest  in  it.  I 
was  arguing  in  favour  of  these  steamers  far  more 
from  the  stand-point  of  the  Ontario  producer  than- 
I  am  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  merchants  or 
exporters  of  the  Maritime  Provinces.  It  is  true,  I 
believe,  that  the  establishment  of  these  steamers  is 
a  boon  to  the  exporters  of  the  Maritime  Provinces, 
but  not  to  such  an  extent  as  it  is  to  the  producers 
and  manufacturers  of  Ontario.  It  is  the  people  of 
Ontario  who  have  to  look  to  the  West  Indies  to 
endeavour  to  secure  a  market  for  a  large  amount  of 
their  produce,  which,  as  the  hon.  Minister  of 
Finance  has  pointed  out,  is  now  supplied  to  these 
Islands  principally  from  the  port  of  New  York.  I 
do  not  like  to  be  misrepresented  in  a  matter  of  this 
kind,  and  I  think  the  hon.  member  will  take  my 
word  when  I  tell  him  that  he  is  mistaken  in  what 
he  has  said.  As  to  the  reference  he  has  made  to 
the  tariff,  no  change  has  been  made  such  as  he 
speaks  of.  No  variation  has  been  made  in  the 
colour  of  the  sugar  which  comes  in  for  refining 
purposes  and  that  which  has  to  pay  duty.  The 
tariff  previous  to  1891,  admitted  sugar  for  refining 
purposes  at  a  certain  rate  of  duty,  and  all  sugars 
above  that  grade  paid  a  much  higher  duty.  The 
change  made  last  year  simply  admitted  sugar  for 
refining  purposes  free,  and  imposed  a  very  much 
lower  duty  on  refined  sugars.  That  is  exactly  the 
state  of  the  case.  No  change  was  made  in  the 
interest  of  the  refiners  at  all.  The  only  thing  the 
refiners  pressed  for,  when  the  change  was  made, 
v  as  that  they  should  not  be  placed  in  a  worse 
position  than  they  were  before. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  They  were,  in 
fact,  to  be  allowed  to  plunder  the  people  to  the  tune 
of  $2,000,000  a  year.  That  is  what  they  asked,  and 
that  is  what  they  did  before. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  What  the  hon.  member  for  South 
Oxford  says  is  on  a  par  with  what  has  been  said  by 
the  hon.  member  for  North  Wentworth,  and  with 
what  the  hon.  gentleman  has  been  saying  in  the 
country.  They  have  not  the  facts  with  them, 
and  they  have  not  been  able  to  convince  the  country 
for  the  last  thirteen  years. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  asked  for  this  return, 
as  I  was  anxious  to  see  what  the  in  bound  cargoes 
were  on  these  subsidized  vessels  ;  because  I  assume 
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—at  least  it  is  open  to  controversy  if  the  Minister 
thinks  it  is  not  a  sound  assumption-  -that  you  can¬ 
not  carry  on  trade  with  a  country  for  any  length  of 
time  if  you  refuse  to  purchase  what  that  country 
has  to  sell.  J 

Mr.  IOSTER.  That  does  not  follow  at  all. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  When  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  wants  to  discuss  that  question,  1  will  be  ready 
to  discuss  it  with  him,  and  I  will  undertake  to 
show  that  that  is  the  case  ;  and  if  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  expects  that  the  Y\  est  Indies  are  going  to  buy 
large  quantities  of  Canadian  products  while  Cana- 
aidiis  \\  ill  purchase  next  to  nothing  from  them  in 
i eturn,  I  think  he  is  going  on  a  very  illusory  assump¬ 
tion.  It  is  important  to  discuss  this  question,  not 
merely  on  account  of  the  subsidy  itself,  but  also 
because,  if  we  do  pay  a  subsidy,  we  ought  to  have 
au  opportunity  of  making  the  most  of  it  ;  and  we 
have  not  that  opportunity  when  you  undertake  to 
prohibit  the  importation  of  the  products  of  the 
West  Indies  which  would  be  available  for  return 
cargoes.  Now,  the  hon.  member  for  Halifax  (Mr. 
Stairs),  has  referred  to  the  importation  of  sugars  ; 
but  this  much  is,  I  think,  pretty  clear,  that  while 
the  Americans  import  free  all  sugars  below  16 
Dutch  standard,  and  Canada  only  imports  those  of 
14  Dutch  standard  and  below,  the  trade  of  the 
United  States  will  be  preferred  to  the  trade  of 
Canada,  whether  you  have  a  subsidized  line  of 
steamers  or  not.  Then,  the  Minister  of  Finance 
undertook  to  show  that  a  very  large  quantity  of 
flour  was  sent  to  the  West  Indies  by  other  means 
of  carriage  than  the  subsidized  steamers.  If  that 
le  so,  it  seems  that  we  are  subsidizing  one  agency 
to  car  i  y  freight  to  the  YY  est  Indies,  while  we  are 
unfairly  putting  an  unsubsidized  agency  into  com¬ 
petition  with  it.  That  matter  was  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  House  before.  The  hon.  Minister 
says  that  these  contracts  have  two  years  to  run 
after  this  year,  having  been  made  with  the  Govern¬ 
ment  for  five  years.  I  have  no  recollection  of  their 
having  been  submitted  to  Parliament  for  approval, 
and  without  such  submission  Parliament  is  only 
bound  by  the  appropriation  which  it  makes  from 
year  to  year,  whatever  may  have  been  the  obligation 
entered  into  by  the  Government. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Does  the  hon.  gentleman  mean 
to  say  that  these  contracts  were  not  laid  on  the 
Table  of  Parliament  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  do  not  know  as  to 
that.  I  ask  the  Minister  whether  they  were  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  understood  the  hon.  gentleman 
to  make  a  very  emphatic  statement  that  they  were 
not..  Now,  he  says  he  does  not  know;  but  the 
fact  is  that  they  were  laid  on  the  Table,  and  were 
discussed  day  after  day  in  this  House. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  do  not  remember 
that  Parliament  was  ever  called  upon  to  approve 
of  these  contracts.  If  it  was,  the  hon.  gentleman 
can  tell  us  when.  However,  I  am  not  going  to 
discuss  that  question  at  the  present  time.  I  am 
pointing  out  that  the  Minister  has  brought  down 
to  us  a  return  which  shows  that  for  the  whole 
year  but  a  very  few  thousand  dollars’  worth  of 
goods  were  imported  from  the  West  Indies  into 
Canada,  and  I  am  pointing  out,  and  the  Minister 
knows  well,  that  the  reason  why  that  importa¬ 
tion  is  so  small,  is,  the  hon. '  gentleman  has  by 
a  tariff  regulation  deliberately  entered  into  and 
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sanctioned  by  the  House  I  admit,  put  impediments 
in  the  way  of  further  importation.  He  knows 
right  well  that  if  he  were  to  admit  free  sugars  up 
to  16  Dutch  standard,  our  trade  with  the  West 
Indies  would  largely  increase. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  By  how  much,  suppose  we  got 
it  all  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both  well).  To  a  very  considerable 
extent. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Ten  per  cent  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Yes,  considerably  more 
than  10  per  cent.  The  hon.  gentleman  knows  that 
he  is  increasing  largely  the  price  of  sugar  to  the 
consumers  of  this  country  by  the  tax  he  imposes  on 
sugar  between  No.  14  and  No.  16  without  any 
advantage  to  the  revenue.  Now,  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  speaks  about  the  flour  which  is  being  sent  to 
the  West  Indies.  Who  is  benefited  by  that  ?  The 
miller  may  be  to  a  limited  extent  ;  but  the  farmer 
is  not  benefited  to  the  extent  of  one  farthing. 
What  difference  does  it  make  to  me  as  a  farmer, 
when  my  wheat  is  sold,  whether  the  product  of 
that  wheat  is  carried  to  the  West  Indies  or  to 
Liverpool  ?  Not  the  least ;  it  does  not  give  me  any 
better  price  or  stimulate  the  market.  If  the  miller 
has  any  difficulty  in  finding  a  market  for  his  flour, 
he  may  have  some  advantage  from  the  West 
Indian  market  being  open  to  him.  I  am  not  dis¬ 
puting  that ;  but  when  the  hon.  gentleman  under¬ 
takes  to  hold  out  to  the  House  the  prospect  of  that 
trade  growing  to  any  extent  while  we  receive  so 
little  in  return,  he  is  stating  what  will  ultimately 
mislead  the  House  if  it  puts  any  reliance  upon  his 
statement,  and  certainly,  if  he  relies  upon  it 
himself,  it  is  contrary  to  the  experience  of  every 
country  in  the  world.  Just  take  the  case  of  the 
United  States  trade  with  Chili.  The  United  States 
had  an  opportunity  of  carrying  on  an  extensive 
trade  with  Chili  ;  but  while  the  United  States  sold 
next  to  nothing  of  the  products  of  her  cotton  mills 
in  the  markets  of  Chili,  the  English  sold  a  thou¬ 
sand-fold  more,  and  sold  it  because  they  were  will¬ 
ing  to  take  in  exchange  what  the  people  of  Chili 
had  to  sell.  And  what  is  true  there,  is  true  of  every 
other  country  in  South  America.  Just  look  at  the 
change  made  in  the  trade  between  the  United 
States  and  Venezuela,  a  few  years  ago,  when  the 
United  States  took  the  duty  off  coffee  and  hides. 
It  was  doubled  within  a  year  and  trebled  within 
two  years  and  a  half  ;  and  the  same  increase  would 
result  between  Canada  and  the  West  Indies,  if 
Canada  did  not  oppose  such  very  serious  barriers 
in'  the  way  of  trade  with  the  ’West  IndieS.  We 
are  dealing  with  this  matter  precisely  as  we  did 
with  another  to  which  allusion  was  made  a  few 
hours  ago,  when  it  was  said  that  first  we  proposed 
to  facilitate  trade  by  public  works  and  improve¬ 
ments  and  by  subsidies  to  steam  lines,  and  then  we 
turned  round  and  put  impediments  in  the  way  of 
trade  in  the  form  of  high  duty.  And  so,  while  we 
put  forward  efforts  at  the  expense  of  the  public  in 
one  direction,  we  neutralized  them  by  taxes,  and 
the  result  is  the  same  as  if  no  facilities  for  trans¬ 
portation  were  afforded.  The  hon.  gentleman 
either  was  mistaken  in  the  figures  he  gave  before 
6  o’clock  or  those  he  gave  since.  I  think  he  said 
before  6  o’clock  that  the  value  of  our  trade  with 
the  West  Indies  was  something  over  $400,000. 

Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


Mr.  FOSTER.  I  will  not  allow  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  to  misrepresent  me.  I  was  reading  the 
“  C  ”  service  at  the  time. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
was  referring  to  the  importations  from  the  West 
Indies  in  these  ships. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  We  were  discussing  the  “C” 
service,  and  I  had  not  “  A  ”  and  “  B  ”  before  me. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  do  not  know  whether 
the  hon.  gentleman  used  his  figures  in  the  same 
sense  before  as  after.  I  did  not  suppose  he  was 
seeking  to  mislead  the  House  or  the  committee  at 
all,  and  I  was  not  making  any  such  charge,  but 
simply  stated  that,  as  I  understood  him,  he  was 
mistaken  in  one  case  or  the  other.  In  any  case, 
however,  we  are  paying  $100,000  on  less  than 
$1,000,000  of  trade  ;  we  are  paying  a  bounty  of 
$100,000  to  secure  $800,000  worth  of  trade.  And 
if  the  greater  portion  of  that  trade  comes  through 
other  channels,  then  it  is  clear  we  are  paying  $100,- 
000  by  way  of  bounty  for  something  over  $400,000 
of  trade. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  How  is  that  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  We  are  paying  $100,- 
000  on  the  steamships,  and  the  hon.  gentleman 
represents  the  imports,  I  think,  at  something  over 
$400,000  by  these  same  steamships. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  ought  not 
to  persist  in  that.  He  is  taking  the  whole  subsidy 
we  pay  to  the  three  services,  and  then,  for  his  own 
purposes,  he  takes  in  connnection  with  that  the 
results  of  one  of  the  services.  If  the  $103,000  is 
paid  for  the  three  services,  the  hon.  gentleman 
ought  to  calculate  in  his  comparison  the  exports  by 
the  three  and  not  simply  the  one. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  am  not  counting 
exports  but  am  speaking  of  the  imports. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  gave  the  hon.  gentleman  no 
figures  as  to  the  value  of  the  imports. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  am  speaking  of  the 
imports  and  the  imports  alone.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  will  see,  if  he  looks  at  the  figures  he  has 
brought  down,  that  trade  with  the  city  of  St.  John 
amounts  to  scarcely  anything.  If  he  will  give  us 
now  the  amount  of  exports  from  the  city  of  St. 
John  for  the  last  few  years,  the  committee  will  see 
how  very  small  that  trade  is  compared  with  the 
subsidy  which  is  now  being  paid. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Why  does  not  the  hon.  gentleman 
make  his  argument  still  stronger  ?  Why  does  he 
not  take  the  port  of  Guelph  and  show  how  little 
is  sent  from  Guelph  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  am  taking  the  point 
from  which  the  steamers  we  subsidized  do  sail. 

i 

Mr.  FOSTER.  They  are  subsidized  to  sail  from 
ports  from  which  they  can  sail.  These  ports  are 
the  ports  of  the  country. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
says  they  are  the  ports  of  the  country,  but  if  he 
will  look  at  the  figures  he  has  before  him  he  will 
see  that  he  is  subsidizing  a  steamer  to  sail  from  a 
certain  port. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Most  of  them  do. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Some  of  them  sail  from 
very  uncertain  ports,  and  the  hon.  gentleman 
might  make  arrangements  for  some  steamer  to  sail 
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from  some  harbour  where  there  is  no  city  or  town 
at  all. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  And  no  water. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  lion,  gentleman 
perhaps  might  succeed  in  that,  but  ordinary  people 
cannot.  He  has  come  down  and  asked  us  for  a 
subsidy  fora  line  of  steamers  to  sail  from  a  certain 
port,  and  I  am  calling  the  attention  of  the  House 
to  the  fact  that  scarcely  anything  is  either  imported 
into  or  exported  from  that  port,  and  that  is  what 
the  lion,  gentleman  seems  anxious  to  conceal  from 
the  attention  of  the  committee.  The  lion,  gentle¬ 
man  may  think  it  is  of  no  consequence  whether 
there  is  much  or  little  sent  from  that  port,  but  it 
does  seems  to  me,  and  I  think  it  will  to  most  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House,  that  it  is  a  matter  of  some 
consequence  that  we  should  give  subsidies  where 
there  is  something  to  be  done  ;  and  if  the  figures  of 
the  lion,  gentleman  are  accurate,  he  has  represented 
scarcely  anything  as  exported  from  the  port  of  St. 
John  and  still  less  imported  to  that  port.  Well, 
either  there  is  something  wrong  with  the 
lion,  gentleman’s  trade  regulations,  or  the  lion, 
gentleman  has  made  a  mistake,  and  it  is  for 
him  to  explain  to  the  House  how  it  is  that 
so  little  is  done  from  the  port  of  St.  John.  I 
have  always  understood  that  it  is  a  city  of  very 
considerable  trade.  It  has  commerce  with  some 
countries,  whether  it  lias  with  the  West  Indies  or 
not,  and  the  lion,  gentleman  has  asked  for  a  large 
subsidy  to  cause  a  line  of  steamers  to  sail  from  that 
port  to  various  points  in  the  West  India  Islands, 
and  the  report  which  the  lion,  gentleman  brings 
down  shows  that  very  little  is  carried  out  and  next 
to  nothing  carried  in.  I  do  not  think  that  is  a 
satisfactory  condition  of  things,  and  it  is  for  the 
lion,  gentleman  to  see  what  the  impediment  is  in 
the  way  to  trade.  He  has  told  us  about  the  United 
States.  My  lion,  friend  behind  me  has  pointed  out 
to  him,  as  I  have,  that  one  impediment  is  his 
tax  upon  certain  grades  of  sugar ;  and  if  that  is  not 
a  serious  impediment  in  the  way,  it  is  pretty  clear 
that  the  lion,  gentleman’s  whole  system  is  a  failure. 

Mr.  McMullen,  i  would  just  say  a  few  words 
in  reply  to  the  hon.  member  for  Halifax  (Mr.  Stairs). 
He  challenged  the  statement  I  made  that  he 
was  interested  ;  but  if  public  rumour  is  exact,  the 
hon.  gentleman  is  a  stockholder  in  the  sugar  refinery 
in  Halifax. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  What  I  did  challenge  was  the 
statement  that  any  stockholder  in  the  sugar  re¬ 
finery  is  directly  interested  in  the  subsidy  to  these 
steamers,  either  personally  or  as  a  stockholder.  In 
neither  capacity  has  any  one  of  them  any  interest- 
whatever  in  the  steamship  line,  and  they  can  get 
their  sugars  whenever  they  want  them’  without 
that  steamship  line. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  am  referring  to  the  fact  of 
the  interest  the  sugar  refiners  have  in  the  existence 
of  this  line  of  steamers.  Another  pretension  of  the 
hon.  gentleman  was  that  the  duty  on  sugar  was 
not  altered.  If  the  correspondence  and  the  refer¬ 
ences  which  have  been  made  to  the  interview  that 
took  place  between  the  Finance  Minister  and  the 
representatives  of  the  West  India  Islands  are  to 
be  relied  on,  there  was  an  understanding  come  to, 
or  it  was  expected  by  them,  that  the  standard  would 
be  raised  to  1(5  in  place  of  14  Dutch  standard,  and  Mr. 
Solomon,  who  is  a  large  sugar  dealer  in  the  West 


Indies,  came  to  Canada  with  the  expectation  that 
sugar  up  to  16  Dutch  standard  would  be  received 
free  of  duty.  He  was  under  that  impression  ;  but 
when  the  Minister  of  Finance  came  back  and  inter¬ 
viewed  the  sugar  refiners,  he  said  we  could  never 
consent  to  that.  You  would  admit  one-third  of  all 
the  sugars  consumed  in  Canada  ready  for  the  coun¬ 
ter  ;  muscovado  and  grocery  sugar  would  come  in 
free,  and  the  result  would  be  to  deprive  us  of  one- 
third  of  the  entire  consumption  of  sugar  in  this 
country.  It  is  well  known  that  we  have  followed 
the  course  adopted  in  the  United  States  in  regard 
to  their  duty  on  sugar.  When  they  took  their 
duty  off  sugar  down  to  of  a  cent,  we  took  it  off 
down  to  ^  of  a  cent,  because  our  Government 
realized  that  while  the  people  on  the  other  side 
were  getting  their  sugar  at  so  much  less  than  the 
Canadians,  our  people  never  would  stand  the  ex¬ 
tortion  to  which  they  were  subjected.  Now,  what 
has  the  American  Government  done  ?  They  take 
in  from  the  West  Indies  all  the  sugar  they  produce 
up  to  16  Dutch  standard,  and  the  result  is  that  it 
opens  the  gates  for  extended  trade  between 
the  United  States  and  the  West  Indies.  On 
the  other  hand,  we  confine  our  importations  from 
the  West  Indies  to  the  lowest  grade  that  has  to  be 
refined.  They  clean  an  immense  quantity  of  their 
sugar  in  the  West  Indies,  which  leaves  it  ready  for 
common  use  ;  but  we  take  none  of  that.  The  Min¬ 
ister  of  Finance  says  that  an  exchange  of  trade 
between  countries  is  not  the  basis  upon  which  the 
trade  is  generally  conducted,  that  there  may  be  a 
large  trade  secured  without  taking  anything  from 
other  countries  in  return.  I  say  that  the  hon. 
Minister  sets  at  defiance  all  the  trading  ability  of 
the  United  States.  The  McKinley  Bill  was  intro¬ 
duced  for  the  purpose  of  securing  extended  trade 
relations  on  the  basis  of  sending  out  manufactured 
goods  and  taking  in  return  the  raw  commodities  of 
other  countries  ;  and  under  the  operations  of  that 
Bill  they  have  extended  their  trade  with  21,000,000 
of  people.  Yet  the  Minister  of  Finance  says  that 
an  exchange  of  trade  betAveen  tAvo  countries  is  not 
the  essential  basis  of  an  extensive  trade  being 
carried  on  betAveen  those  countries.  I  would  like 
the  Minister  of  Finance  to  point  out  where  he  got 
his  idea.  We  take  largely  from  Great  Britain  and 
Ave  send  largely  to  Great  Britain,  and  the  same 
with  the  United  States.  In  every  case  I  know  of 
that  principle  is  carried  out  ;  and  just  as  you  faci¬ 
litate  the  sending  to  another  country  of  commodities 
which  they  require,  and  Ave  take  from  them  in 
return  those  commodities  they  have  to  sell,  just  in 
proportion  you  will  increase  your  trade  with  that 
country. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  If  the  Minister  of  Finance 
Avill  look  at  the  Trade  and  Navigation  Returns  for 
the  last  twenty  years,  he  will  find  that  since  the 
increase  of  the  tariff  our  trade  with  the  West 
Indies  has  fallen  off.  I  understand  that,  until 
recently,  we  had  not  any  such  subsidized  steamers 
— the  Minister  of  Finance  will,  perhaps,  correct 
me  if  I  am  wrong.  We  did  not  require  to  subsidize 
steamers  before  the  tariff  was  increased.  But  uoav 
it  is  sought  to  bolster  up  a  falling  trade  by  a  large 
subsidy.  Almost  immediately  after  the  increase  of 
the  tariff  the  trade  began  to  decline,  and  if  the 
people  of  this  country  have  to  pay  a  subsidy  to 
encourage  trade  with  the  West  Indies,  it  is  time 
they  should  knoAv  it,  because  it  is  clearly  estab- 


4299 


[COMMONS] 


4300 


lished  that  the  high  duty  has  had  the  effect  of  kill¬ 
ing  off  the  trade  we  had  with  the  West  Indies. 
Twenty  years  ago  we  had  a  larger  trade  than  we 
have  now.  I  have  shown  in  the  Trade  and  Navi¬ 
gation  Returns  that  15  years  ago,  during  three 
years,  we  had  a  trade  of  $5,000,000  more  than  we 
had  in  1885-86-87.  If  you  wish  to  get  that  trade 
back  again,  lower  your  tariff  and  allow  the  products 
of  the  West  Indies  to  come  in  at  a  rate  which  will 
allow  our  people  to  exchange  with  them.  The 
tariff  has  proved  a  fallacy  in  keeping  up  this  trade. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Heretofore  the  flour  that  has 
gone  from  Canada  to  the  West  Indies  has  mostly 
gone  by  way  of  New  York,  but  last  year  an  effort 
was  made  to  get  flour  to  go  via  Halifax,  and  an 
extremely  low  rate  of  freight  was  granted  to  the 
West  Indies  via  Halifax  ;  in  fact,  the  freight  from 
points  in  the  west  to  the  West  Indies  was  only  a 
trifle  higher  than  the  rate  to  Halifax  alone. 
Although  the  trade  increased  somewhat  last  year, 
it  was  forced  in  that  direction  by  extremely  low 
freight  rates.  Now,  in  January  and  February  there 
were  large  quantities  of  flour  bought  in  western 
Ontario  to  be  shipped  to  the  West  India  Islands, 
but  during  the  last  three  months  that  trade  has 
almost  ceased,  and  hereafter  I  think  that  the 
benefits  to  be  derived  from  our  West  India  trade 
will  be  very  slight  indeed.  It  is  natural  that  where 
they  sell  their  goods  they  will  buy  in  return.  I 
think  we  are  making  a  great  mistake  ;  we  are 
almost  throwing  away  this  $103,000  owing  to  the 
regulations  that  we  have  in  force  in  reference  to 
our  sugar.  I  believe  that  sugar  is  one  of  the 
principal  articles  that  we  export  from  the 
West  Indies.  When  the  United  States  admitted 
sugar  from  the  West  India  Islands  up  to  16  Dutch 
standard  free,  then  we  ought  to  have  done  the  same 
thing,  and  had  we  done  so,  we  would  have  retained 
the  trade  we  had  with  the  West  Indies  and  we 
could  have  developed  it  every  year.  But  having 
regulated  our  tariff  so  that  we  can  only  import 
sugar  of  14  Dutch  standard  free,  "it  throws  nearly 
the  whole  trade  into  the  hands  of  the  United  States. 
I  say  it  was  a  great  mistake  on  our  part  that  we 
did  not  immediately  admit  sugar  up  to  16  Dutch 
standard  free  as  well  as  the  United  States.  Now, 
it  seems  to  me  under  the  circumstances  that  the 
time  has  come  when  we  cannot  expect,  under  our 
present  regulation,  to  buy  much  from  the  West 
India  Islands,  because  where  they  sell  their  goods 
they  will  naturally  buy  the  goods  they  want.  The 
Americans  are  now  dealing  with  the  people  of  the 
West  India  Islands  far  more  liberally  than  we  are  ; 
they  will  get  sugar  from  the  West  India  Islands 
and  will  sell  them  their  flour  and  other  goods  in 
return.  I  will  venture  to  say  that  next  year  our 
Trade  and  Navigation  Returns  will  show  that  the 
trade  with  the  West  India  Islands  has  greatly  fallen 
off.  We  cannot  expect  that  trade  to  increase  while 
we  maintain  our  present  tariff ;  I  think,  therefore,  it 
is  well  to  consider  whether  it  is  wise  to  throw  away 
this  $103,000  in  order  to  cultivate  a  trade  under 
such  adverse  circumstances.  If  the  Finance  Minis¬ 
ter  would  change  the  sugar  duties  so  that  we  could 
get  in  sugar  under  16  Dutch  standard  free,  then  I 
would  hold  up  both  hands  to  continue  this  subsidy 
because  then  I  could  see  how  our  trade  would  be 
developed.  I  contend  that  the  giving  of  this  sub¬ 
sidy  to  the  steamship  lines  is  going  to  be  of  con¬ 
siderable  advantage  to  the  sugar  manufacturers. 

Mr.  Laxderkin. 


Here  is  a  line  of  steamers  running  regularly  that  is 
largely  subsidized  by  the  Dominion  Government, 
and  they  can  say  to  these  and  other  vessels  :  If  you 
do  not  carry  this  sugar  at  a  very  low  rate,  why,  we 
will  give  it  to  other  subsidized  lines.  We  are 
giving  the  sugar  manufacturers  large  advantages. 
We  are  highly  protecting  them  and  we  are  subsi¬ 
dizing  a  line  of  steamships  to  enable  them  to  ob¬ 
tain  their  raw  products  cheaply.  The  time  has 
arrived  when  the  Government  should  consider  the 
desirability  of  changing  the  present  system. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  The  exports  to  the  British 
West  Indies  in  1875  from  Nova  Scotia  were  of  the 
value  of  $1,973,740,  while  last  year  they  were  of 
the  value  of  $1,411,600.  From  New  Brunswick  in 
1875  they  were  of  the  value  of  $173,013,  and  last 
year  of  the  value  of  $147,617.  The  exports  to  the 
Spanish  West  Indies  in  1875  were  of  the  value  of 
$258,091,  last  year  they  were  of  the  value  of  $1,026. 
Any  one  looking  over  the  Trade  and  Navigation  Re¬ 
turns  for  these  periods  and  feeling  satisfied  with 
the  growth  of  our  trade  between  the  West  Indies 
and  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick,  is  easily 
gratified.  It  is  evidently  high  time  that  this  ques¬ 
tion  should  beconsidered  not  only  by  the  represent¬ 
atives  of  those  provinces  but  by  the  people  of  this 
Dominion.  The  time  has  arrived  when  our  people 
should  face  the  question  that  we  cannot  bolster  up 
a  trade,  and  at  the  same  time  cut  it  off  by  a  high 
tariff. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  The  Minister  of  Finance  men¬ 
tioned  in  connection  with  the  trade  with  the  West 
Indies  the  difficulties  experienced  in  building  up 
such  a  trade.  The  hon.  gentleman  might  learn 
something  by  looking  at  the  results  that  have  fol¬ 
lowed  the  efforts  made  by  other  countries.  Take 
the  trade  of  the  United  States.  The  trade  returns 
of  the  United  States  show  a  retrograde  movement 
throughout  nearly  the  whole  of  their  export  trade 
with  the  nations  of  the  world.  It  is  not  a  mere  acci¬ 
dent,  but  it  is  the  exact  result  of  the  tariff.  Between 
1881  and  1889  the  export  trade  of  the  United  States 
as  regards  their  whole  output,  including  manufac¬ 
tured  and  raw  materials  declined  as  follows  :  — 

Russia.  Germany.  Holland.  Belgium,  gangdom 

1881 . £  '04  £  -32  £1*32  £1*33  £2'84 

1889 .  -02  *28  *68  *76  2 ‘05 

Those  nations  had  in  that  ratio  ceased  to  be  con¬ 
sumers  of  the  products  of  the  United  States.  If 
you  take  the  trade  of  Great  Britain  as  illustrating 
the  results  of  an  opposite  policy,  you  find  that  its 
trade  with  these  various  countries  has  advanced, 
showing  that  the  Minister  has  not  correctly  stated 
the  cause  of  the  trouble  when  he  is  endeavouring  in 
this  particular  way  to  stimulate  the  trade,  ignor¬ 
ing  the  fact  that  the  true  way  to  stimulate  it  is  to 
place  the  trade  on  a  sound  and  healthy  basis.  The 
lion,  gentleman  is  very  indignant  if  any  one  suggests 
that  he  is  deceiving  the  people,  but  at  all  events  he 
is  deceiving  himself  if  he  cannot  see  the  manifest 
cause  of  his  failure  up  to  the  present  moment  in 
producing  the  results  which  we  all  desire. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant.)  I  desire  to  ask  the 
ex-Minister  of  Customs  wdiether  he  has  noticed  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  year  any  increase  in  the  imports  of 
sugars  over  No.  14  Dutch  standard  ? 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  No,  I  have  not. 
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Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  It  would  be  very 
important  if  we  could  obtain  this  information.  It 
was  contended  that  there  would  be  very  large  im¬ 
portations  of  sugar  over  No.  14,  and  if  we  knew 
whether  such  was  the  case  or  not,  we  could  discuss 
this  matter  more  intelligently.  The  arguments  of 
the  lion,  member  for  Wellington  and  the  lion, 
member  for  Kent  have  great  force.  When  we  have 
placed  our  standard  at  No.  14,  while  the  Americans 
have  placed  theirs  at  No.  10,  it  is  apparent  that 
we  have  placed  an  impediment  in  the  way  of  trade. 
The  Minister  of  Finance  thought  the  House  could 
not  find  fault  with  the  subsidy  proposed,  for  the 
Government  were  thereby  endeavouring  to  improve 
trade,  and  he  pointed  out  that  the  United  States 
had  present  certain  advantages  in  having  earlier 
commenced  to  develop  its  trade  with  the  West 
Indies  ;  but  the  lion,  gentleman  cannot  fail  to  per¬ 
ceive  that  if  he  enters  on  a  scheme  of  encouraging 
trade  on  the  one  hand  and  adopts  measures  to 
repress  trade  on  the  other  by  placing  obstacles  in 
the  way,  it  is  useless  to  expend  public  money.  I 
thought  perhaps  the  Minister  could  state  whether 
there  had  been  an  increase  in  quantity  of  sugars 
imported  over  No.  14.  I  doubt  it  myself,  but  I 
desired  the  information  on  that  point. 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  The  lion,  gentleman  is  aware 
that  the  information  for  which  he  is  asking  could 
only  be  contained  in  the  Trade  and  Navigation 
Returns  for  the  year  ending  30th  of  this  month,  and 
as  they  have  not  been  aggregated,  it  is  impossible 
for  me  to  say  what  the  relative  importations  have 
been  compared  with  former  years.  Speaking  now 
under  correction,  for  I  have  no  data  before  me,  I 
think  the  importations  of  sugar  from  all  the 
W  est  Indies  under  No.  14  have  materially  in¬ 
creased.  I  desire  also  to  draw  attention  to  another 
point.  I  cannot  understand  how  lion,  gentlemen 
opposite  can  come  to  the  conclusion  that,  as  re¬ 
gards  our  trade  with  the  West  Indies,  it  has  fallen 
off  since  the  increase  of  duties.  The  total  trade 
between  Canada  in  1878  and  the  West  Indies,  this 
being  the  year  before  the  duties  were  increased, 
was  of  the  value  of  $4,397,996,  as  compared  with 
$6,360,926  in  1891  ;  or  nearly  two  millions  increase. 

I  do  not  say  that  the  increase  in  our  trade  is  as  large 
as  we  would  wish,  but  the  returns  certainly  do  not 
bear  out  the  assertion  that  our  trade  with  the  British 
West  Indies  has  materially  fallen  off  since  the 
imposition  of  the  present  tariff.  The  exports  show 
an  increase  in  about  the  same  ratio.  In  1888  the 
exports  from  Canada  to  the  W  est  Indies  were  of 
the  value  of  82,601,486,  while  last  year  they  were 
of  the  value  of  $3,122,770. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  What  were  they  in  1875? 

Mr.  BOWELL.  I  am  not  picking  out  the 
years.  The  hon.  gentleman  must  see  that  it  is  very 
inconvenient  to  interrupt  a  speaker.  The  only  real 
increase  has  been  xipon  the  amount  of  duties 
that  have  been  collected  upon  goods  imported  into 
Canada  from  that  country.  In  1878,  before  the 
increase  of  the  tariff,  we  collected  upon  articles 
imported  from  the  W7est  Indies,  $341,240.28,  and 
in  the  year  ending  30th  June,  1891,  $1,337,754.14. 

I  am  merely  giving  these  figures  to  show  that  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  come  to  improper  conclusions 
by  quoting  figures  applicable  to  certain  portions  of 
the  Dominion,  and  upon  that  basing  a  statement 
that  the  total  trade  had  fallen  off  both  in  the  aggre¬ 


gate  and  the  exports  to  the  West  Indies.  I  repeat 
again  that  the  trade  has  not  increased  as  every 
Canadian  would  like  to  see  it,  but  there  is  this 
fact,  that  both  in  the  aggregate  trade  and  in  our 
exports  to  the  WTest  India  Islands,  the  trade  is 
increasing  and  not  decreasing. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  That  is  par¬ 
tially  correct  as  regards  the  short  period  which  the 
hon.  gentleman  took,  but  as  far  as  regards  our  export 
trade  to  the  West  Indies,  I  find  that  in  1 873,  it  was 
$38,988,000,  while  in  1891,  it  was  only  $3, 122,000,  or 
nearly  $900,000  less  in  1891.  The  same  figures  sub¬ 
stantially  prevail  throughout  1874,1885,  1876,  1877 
and  1878  ;  in  all  of  which  years,  when  our  population 
was  very  considerably  smaller  than  it  is  at  present, 
the  export  trade  was  very  much  larger. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  There  was  a  great  difference  in 
values. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTW7 RIGHT.  The  difference 
in  value  in  our  exports  was  certainly  not  great 
during  these  years.  The  difference  in  value  in  our 
imports  may  have  been  considerable,  but  I  am  speak¬ 
ing  at  present  of  the  export  trade.  I  notice  that 
my  hon.  friend  from  Kent  (Mr.  Campbell)  made  a 
statement  to  which  the  attention  of  the  House 
might  as  well  be  directed.  He  stated  that  a  most 
extraordinary  low  rate  had  been  given  from  Ontario 
to  the  W  est  Indies  vid  Halifax.  That  practically 
means  that  these  articles  brought  from  Ontario 
and  particularly  the  flour,  have  been  conveyed  and 
are  being  conveyed  at  a  dead  lo3s  over  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway,  and  that  the  enormous  deficit 
now  existing  on  that  road  is  partly  caused  by  that 
very  circumstance.  It  has  been  called  to  our  notice 
often  that  at  this  present  moment  the  deficit  on  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  amounts  to  many  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  dollars  a  year,  and  that  that  is  very 
considerably  due  to  the  practice  of  conveying  goods 
at  rates  very  much  below  cost.  I  should  like  to 
know  from  the  Minister  of  Railways  at  what  rate 
per  barrel  flour  was  conveyed  for  the  purposes  of 
this  steamship  service  along  the  Intercolonial  Rail¬ 
way.  If  my  information  is  correct,  it  has  been 
carried  at  a  rate  which  renders  it  utterly  impossible 
that  the  railroad  could  have  been  paid,  and  I  must 
say  that  this  practice  of  forcing  trade  by  conveying 
goods  for  far  less  than  cost — particularly  on  a  rail¬ 
way  which  involves  a  charge  on  this  country  of 
about  $1,000,000  a  year  for  working  expenses  over 
receipts — does  not  at  all  commend  itself  to  my  mind 
as  a  wholesome  or  business-like  transaction.  Per¬ 
haps  the  Minister  of  Railways  could  tell  us  what 
rate  is  charged  for  flour  conveyed  to  Halifax  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  cannot  tell  at  what  rate 
flour  is  at  present  carried  from  Chaudiere  to  Hali¬ 
fax,  but  last  season  it  was  carried  at  a  very  low 
rate.  I  think  between  $13  and  $15  a  car  load  for 
676  miles. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  My  hon. 
friend  (Mr.  Campbell)  who  has  a  very  large  experi¬ 
ence  in  this  matter,  tells  me  that  a  car  load  would 
mean  about  15  tons. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  car  load  rates  would  be  I 
think  for  about  10  tons. 

Mr.  KENNY.  The  hon.  member  for  South 
Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  has  referred  to 
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the  remarks  that  were  made  by  the  hon.  member 
for  Kent  (Mr.  Campbell)  in  reference  to  the  cost 
of  the  transportation  of  flour  from  the  points  at 
which  it  was  manufactured  in  Ontario,  to  the 
West  Indies  by  the  Canadian  route.  The  hon. 
gentleman  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  makes  the  con¬ 
tention,  as  I  judge  from  his  remarks,  that  we  have 
been  carrying  that  flour  at  an  exceedingly  low 
rate.  I  listened  attentively  to  the  remarks  of  the 
hon.  member  for  Kent  (Mr.  Campbell).  He  pointed 
out  to  the  committee  the  fact  that  a  few  years 
past  the  flour  which  is  exported  from  Canada  to  the 
West  Indies  went  by  way  of  New  York.  We  must 
recognize  that  an  effort  has  been  made  during*  the 
past  year  or  two  to  divert  the  transportation  of 
that  flour  over  the  Canadian  route.  In  the 
discussion  of  matters  connected  with  the  transit 
of  flour  over  the  Intercolonial  Railway  my 
hon.  friend  from  Kent  (Mr.  Campbell)  always 
takes  an  active  and  intelligent  part,  but  I 
never  heard  the  hon.  member  for  Kent  (Mr.  Camp¬ 
bell)  yet  contend  that  flour  was  carried  at  too  low  a 
rate  either  to  the  West  Indies  or  to  any  points  over 
the  Intercolonial  Railway.  One  hon.  gentleman 
opposite  pointed  out  to  us  that  if  we  desire  to  have 
trade  with  foreign  countries,  we  must  have  facilities 
for  conducting  that  commerce.  I  understand  that 
the  object  that  the  Parliament  of  Canada  had,  in 
subsidizing  a  line  of  steamers  to  the  West  Indies, 
was  exactly  to  do  what  that  hon.  gentleman  thinks 
we  should  do,  namely,  that  we  should  have 
the  same  facilities  as  our  American  neighbours 
have  in  order  to  ‘  secure  for  Canada  a  portion 
of  the  West  Indian  trade  in  articles  which 
Canada  has  for  export.  It  must  be  remembered 
by  the  committee  that  there  are,  I  think,  90 
steamers  plying  between  the  United  States  and 
different  points  in  the  West  India  Islands.  If  we 
desire  a  portion  of  that  trade,  we  can  only  secure 
it  by  having  the  same  facilities  for  steam  transpor¬ 
tation  as  our  American  competitors  enjoy.  Another 
hon.  gentleman  in  the  course  of  his  remarks  made 
the  statement  that  one-third  of  the  muscovado  sugars 
made  in  the  West  Indies  graded  between  14  and  16 
Dutch  standard  :  in  other  words,  if  the  tariff  of 
Canada  admitted  sugars  up  to  16  Dutch  stand¬ 
ard  free,  we  would  import  one-third  more  mus¬ 
covado  sugars  than  we  do  to-day.  I  think  the 
hon.  gentleman  who  made  that  statement  is 
very  seriously  mistaken.  I  do  not  suppose  that 
he  intended  to  mislead  the  House,  but  that  was 
the  actual  result  of  his  statement  ;  because,  if  I  am 
correctly  informed,  the  cpiantity  of  muscovado 
sugar  made  in  the  West  Indies  grading  between  14 
and  16  Dutch  standard  is  not  more  than  10  per 
cent  of  the  whole  product.  It  has  also  been  said 
this  evening  that  this  subsidy  and  the  sugar  tariff 
result  injuriously  to  the  trade  of  Canada,  and  that 
the  Canadian  consumer  is,  consequently,  paying 
more  for  his  sugar  than  the  American  consumer. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  during  the  past  week  granu¬ 
lated  sugar  has  been  selling  in  Canada  at  4  cents  a 
pound,  while  it  has  been  selling  in  New  York  at 
from  4|  to  4^  cents  a  pound  ;  in  other  words,  gra¬ 
nulated  sugar,  largely  manufactured  from  the  sugar 
imported  from  the  West  Indies,  was  selling  last 
week  in  the  city  of  Halifax  at  from  ^  to  x5^  of  a 
cent  per  pound  less  than  it  was  in  the  city  of  New 
York.  Consequently,  it  must  be  -apparent  to  the 
committee,  and  I  am  sure  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
Mr.  Kenny. 


will  be  glad  to  hear  it,  that  the  Canadian  consumer 
under  what  they  regard  as  this  objectionable  clause 
in  the  tariff,  is  paying  no  more  for  his  sugar  than 
the  American  consumer — in  fact,  he  is  paying 
less. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  An  excellent 
reason  for  the  reduction  of  the  duty.  However, 
that  does  not  meet  the  point  I  was  referring  to. 
According  to  the  figures  given  by  the  Minister  of 
Railways,  apparently  for  the  purpose  of  promoting 
this  trade,  if  it  can  be  promoted,  wre  have  been 
conveying  flour  at  the  rate  of  one-seventh  of  a  cent 
per  ton  per  mile*. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  find  that  I  was  mistaken. 
I  was  thinking  of  the  rate  for  wheat.  The  rate  per 
mile  is  about  y3^,  or  about  ^  of  a  cent  per  ton  per 
mile. 

Steam  communication  between  Halifax 
and  St.  John  vid  Yarmouth . $5,000 

Mr.  BOWERS.  Before  this  resolution  is  adopted, 
I  wrould  call  the  attention  of  the  House  and  of  the 
Finance  Minister  in  particular,  to  this  item,  which 
I  suppose  is  for  the  purpose  of  encouraging  inter¬ 
provincial  trade  and  commerce.  I  would  ask  the 
lion,  gentleman,  if,  in  arranging  this  matter  with 
the  Yarmouth  Steamship  Company,  he  could  not 
provide  for  the  steamship  calling  at  Westport  and 
Freeport  on  the  way  from  Yarmouth  to  St.  John 
and  also  on  her  return.  It  is  not  out  of  the  steamer’s 
way,  as  she  passes  through  the  Grand  Passage 
between  Freeport  and  Westport.  There  is  a  large 
passenger  trade  there.  Last  year  I  think  there 
were  1,000  or  1,200  passengers  carried  from  these 
islands  by  this  company.  From  these  two  ports 
$100,000  worth  of  salted  fish,  from  $15,000  to  $25,- 
000  worth  of  fresh  fish,  and  from  $10,000  to  $15,- 
000  worth  of  live  lobsters,  are  shipped  every  year. 
The  population  of  the  two  places  is  from  1,500  to 
1,800,  and  it  is  very  essential  to  the  people 
to  have  communication  w7ith  St.  John  and 
Yarmouth.  The  two  islands,  Briar  Island  and 
Long  Island,  have  had  communication  by  steam 
with  St.  John  and  Yarmouth  for  the  last  fifteen  or 
twenty  years,  and  it  is  only  this  year  that  the 
steamboat  has  neglected  to  call.  This  is  due  to 
the  local  subsidy  having  been  withdrawn.  For  a 
number  of  years  the  steamer  received  $1,500  a  year. 
The  subsidy  was  then  cut  down  to  $1,000,  and  last 
year  it  was  still  further  reduced  to  $600,  and  the 
company  refused  to  call  for  that  amount ;  but  if 
this  Government  will  take  the  matter  in  hand  and 
insist  on  the  Yarmouth  Steamship  Company  calling 
at  Westport  and  Freeport  it  will  be  a  great  advan¬ 
tage  to  those  places  in  the  way  of  trade  and  com¬ 
merce,  and  will  also  add  to  the  receipts  of  the 
steamship  company.  I  cannot  see  any  reason  why, 
as  it  is,  the  steamer  does  not  call,  as  it  would  be  to 
their  financial  advantage  to  do  so.  The  position 
in  which  we  are  placed  at  present  leaves  us  at  a 
great  disadvantage  in  trading  with  other  ports  of 
the  Dominion. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  In  reply  to  the  hon.  gentleman 
I  may  say  that  I  am  in  correspondence  with  the 
company  at  present  in  reference  to  that  matter. 
There  are  some  difficulties  in  the  way.  I  do  not 
know  whether  they  can  be  overcome  or  not. 
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[JUNE  27,  1892.] 


Maintenance  and  Repairs  of  Govern¬ 
ment  Steamers .  $116,600 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  How  is  this 
amount  to  be  applied  ?  Is  there  any  additional 
steamer  to  be  got,  or  is  it  just  for  the  ordinary 
maintenance  of  the  steamers  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  No  ;  it  is  the  ordinary  mainten¬ 
ance  of  the  steamers.  There  is  no  extra  work  so 


far  as  this  vote  is  concerned. 

Canadian  Registration  of  Shipping . $2,500 

Mr.  FOSTER.  This  is  to  provide  for  the  trien¬ 
nial  registration  list. 

Tidal  Observations  . $10,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  This  matter 


may  have  been  discussed  before,  but  I  would  like 
to  know  what  are  those  tidal  observations,  and 
what  has  been  done  in  respect  to  them  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  This  vote  was  discussed  last 
year,  and  the  same  vote  appears  in  the  service  this 
year.  It  is  for  the  establishment  of  tidal  gauges 
at  different  points.  The  idea  is  to  make  an  ac¬ 
curate  record  of  the  rise  and  fall  of  the  tide,  ex¬ 
tending  Along  the  whole  line  of  coast  up  to  Quebec, 
so  as  to  get  at  the  state  of  the  currents  and  height 
of  the  tide.  The  matter  is  dealt  with  in  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  Minister  of  Marine.  The  object  is  to 
enable  us  to  make  the  time  of  high  and  low  water 
on  any  day,  and  it  is  one  which  has  particularly 
interested  the  attention  of  those  engaged  in  ship¬ 
ping.  Many  ships  are  run  ashore  and  wrecked  in 
consequence  of  their  masters  being  mistaken  as  to 
the  state  of  the  tide,  and  supposing  that  they  were 
far  off  the  shore.  The  American  authorities  are 
making  similar  observations  along  their  coast. 

Salaries,  allowances,  &c.,  of  lighthouse 
keepers . $197,200 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Every  year  there  is  an  increase 
in  the  number  of  lighthouses  through  new  light¬ 
houses  being  built  and  new  fog-alarms  and  other 
precautions,  which  of  course  makes  an  increase  in 
the  salaries  and  allowances  of  those  attending  to 
them. 

Maintenance  and  Repairs  to  lights, 
fog-whistles,  buoys  and  beacons  and 
humane  establishments .  $259,100 

Mr.  BOW  ERS.  I  would  call  the  attention  of 
the  Government  to  the  dangerous  character  of  the 
Blonde  Rock  at  the  entrance  of  the  Bay  of  Fundy, 
and  I  would  ask  if  any  steps  have  been  taken  to 
have  another  light  built  on  Seal  Island  or  have  any 
different  plans  been  devised  whereby  the  safety  of 
shipping  may  be  better  attended  to  ?  The  Board 
of  Trade  of  St.  John  has  called  the  attention  of  the 
Minister  of  Marine  and  Fisheries  to  this  matter,  and 
also  to  the  buoy  stationed  on  the  north-west  ledge, 

3  miles  north-west  of  Briar  Island.  The&e  buoys 
go  adrift  every  few  months,  and  something  should 
be  done  to  keep  them  longer  in  their  positions. 
At  present  they  are  anchored  with  heavy  chains,  and 
after  a  few  months  the  chains  snap  apart  and  the 
buoys  go  adrift,  causing  large  expense  to  theGovern- 
ment,  and  their  absence  is  a  great  danger  to  shipping. 
After  they  go  adrift  they  are  advertised  for  a  short 
time  in  the  papers,  and  then  the  advertisement  is 
allowed  to  drop.  In  all  cases,  as  soon  as  the  buoys 
are  off  the  ledges,  the  advertisement  should  be  kept 


in  the  daily  newspapers  until  they  are  replaced,  so 
that  shipmasters  would  be  able  to  see  when  at  any 
time  the  buoys  are  off  the  ledges.  The  Board  of 
Irade  of  St.  John  addressed  an  earnest  remon¬ 
strance  to  the  Marine  Department  this  year  on  these 
subjects.  Possibly  heavy  wire  hawsers  might  be 
employed  with  better  effect  than  these  heavy  chains 
for  fastening  these  buoys  in  position. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  The  matter  to  which  the  lion, 
member  for  Digby  refers  is  one  which  has  attracted 
a  great  deal  of  attention  and  consideration  on  the 
part  of  people  in  St.  John  interested  in  shipping 
and  in  the  navigation  in  the  Bay  of  Fundy.  It 
appears  that  Blonde  Rock  is  a  very  dangerous  point 
on  the  coast,  off  the  County  of  Yarmouth,  several 
accidents  having  occurred  there  ;  and  it  is  said  by 
parties  well  versed  in  the  matter  that  proper  pre¬ 
cautions  have  not  been  so  far  taken  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  prevent  the  losses  which  have  occurred. 
The  Government  have  paid  some  attention  to  the 
matter,  and  have  had  a  buoy  placed  there  which 
affords  some  protection  against  disaster  ;  but  the 
trouble  is  that  the  chains  which  anchor  the  buoys 
are  washed  against  the  rocks  in  the  gales;and  chafed 
and  cut  in  two,  and  then  they  go  adrift,  so  that  it 
is  necessary,  in  the  interests  of  shipping,  that  some 
other  protection  should  be  afforded.  My  colleague 
and  I  had  an  interview  with  the  Minister  of  Marine 
before  he  went  to  England,  and  he  promised  us  he 
would  have  very  careful  enquiry  made  to  ascertain 
what  was  the  best  mode  of  dealing  with  this  danger 
to  navigation.  The  rock  could  be  removed,  but  it 
would  cost  millions  to  do  it.  The  Government 
have  now*  before  them  statements  made  by  exper¬ 
ienced  pilots  and  others  about  this  work,  and  the 
Minister  promised  that  he  would  have  careful 
enquiries  made  and  endeavour  to  have  the  place  so 
protected  that  the  danger  of  accidents  would  be 
minimized  as  much  as  possible.  It  is  a  matter  of 
great  importance  to  the  wTiole  shipping  of  the  Bay 
of  Fundy.  It  requires  one  or  two  more  men  on 
Seal  Island  properly  to  handle  the  light.  There  is 
supposed  to  be  a  force  of  four  men  on  Seal  Island 
all  the  time.  A  complaint  was  made  to  the 
department  that  on  one  occasion  when  an  accident 
occurred  there  were  only  tv*o  men  available  to 
man  the  boat.  The  Minister  said  he  would  enquire 
into  the  matter  and  there  would  no  cause  of  com¬ 
plaint  in  the  future.  So  far  as  the  department 
knew,  there  were  four  men  there,  but  for  some 
reason  or  other  they  were  not  all  attending  to  their 
duty  when  the  accident  occurred. 

Mr.  GORDON.  I  would  like  to  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Government  to  the  importance  of  light¬ 
ing  the  harbour  of  Nanaimo  in  British  Columbia. 
The  trade  at  that  port  has  become  so  great  that  I 
think  the  Minister  will  acknowledge  that  this  sub¬ 
ject  deserves  his  attention.  So  far  back  as  1872, 
when  Sir  Hector  Langevin  visited  that  province, 
he  reported  upon  the  necessity  of  lighting  the 
entrance  to  that  harbour.  At  that  time  the  out¬ 
put  of  coal  at  that  port  w*as  29,843  tons.  Up  to 
the  present  time,  although  many  efforts  have  been 
made  to  induce  the  Government  to  build  a  lighthouse 
there,  it  has  been  deemed  more  important  to  light 
other  points  leading  toother  ports.  Now,  in  order 
to  show  the  increase  of  the  shipping  at  that  port 
which  has  taken  place  since  Sir  Hector  Langevin 
recognized  the  importance  of  the  lighting  the  har¬ 
bour  of  Naniamo,  I  will  read  a  few  statistics  : 
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Statement  of  the  Number,  Tonnage  and  Crews  of 
Vessels  which  arrived  at  and  departed  from  the 
Port  of  Nanaimo,  B.C.,  during  the  year  ending 
30th  June,  1891. 


ARRIVED. 


Under  what  Flag. 

No. 

Tons. 

Crew,  No. 

British  . . . 

49 

402 

3 

14 

30 

50,385 

272,894 

5,109 

32,088 

29,304 

1,066 

7,778 

77 

432 

639 

United  States . 

German. . . . 

Nicaraguan . 

Total . 

498  389,780 

9,992 

DEPARTED. 


British  .  . 

58 

64,847 

1,435 

United  States . 

444 

334,130 

10,372 

German . 

4 

6,812 

89 

Hawaiian . 

14 

32,088 

433 

Nicaraguan.. . 

33 

32,274 

712 

Total . 

553 

470,151 

13,041 

Statement  of  Vessels,  British  and  Foreign,  em¬ 
ployed  in  the  coasting  trade. 

Sailing  Vessels. 


ARRIVED. 


Under  what  Flag. 

No. 

Tonnage. 

Crew,  No. 

British . 

53 

7,594 

133 

DEPARTED. 


British 


66 


152 


641,526  tons  weight  of  the  products  of  that 
part  of  Vancouver  Island  District,  valued  at 
$2,506,859.  The  duties  collected  during  the  same 
period  were  $58,747.10.  The  sick  mariners’  dues 
collected  during  the  same  period  were  $3,323.78, 
being  $497.88  more  that  at  all  the  other  ports  in 
the  province,  and  was  only  exceeded  in  Nova  Scotia 
at  the  port  of  Halifax,  in  New  Brunswick  at  the 
port  of  St.  John,  in  Quebec  at  the  ports  of  Montreal 
and  Quebec,  and  was  over  seven  times  greater  than 
all  the  sick  mariners’  dues  collected  in  Prince 
Edward  Island.  Now,  for  every  ton  of  coal 
carried  from  that  port  there  is  so  much  wealth 
added  to  the  Dominion  through  the  industry  and 
labour  that  are  involved.  I  am  sure  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  not  disregard  the  claims  of  British 
Columbia  to  public  works  of  this  nature  while 
they  are  constructing  similar  works  on  the 
Atlantic  coast  and  on  the  lakes  where  the  ton¬ 
nage  is  nothing  as  compared  with  the  tonnage  I 
have  mentioned.  I  can  think  of  no  other  reason 
which  the  Government  can  urge  to  excuse  their 
palpable  neglect,  than  the  fact  that  we  are  at  so 
great  a  distance  from  the  central  government,  and 
that  our  representation  in  this  House  is  so  small 
that  our  earnest  representations  are  almost  entirely 
disregarded.  I  wish  the  Minister  who  presides  over 
that  department  were  here,  because  it  is  with  him 
especially  that  I  have  a  bone  to  pick  in  this  matter. 
I  hope  the  Government  will,  at  least,  place  two 
small  lights,  one  at  Sharp’s  Point-  the  other  at  De¬ 
parture  Bay,  in  that  harbour  this  year.  If  they 
will  inform  themselves  of  the  facts  they  will 
recognize  the  importance  of  guarding  against 
collisions  and  giving  facilities  to  steamers  entering 
that  port  to  load  and  discharge  their  cargoes  as 
fast  as  possible. 

Sir  BICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  The  other 
evening  I  called  the  attention  of  the  Minister  in 
charge  to  the  condition  of  a  certain  beacon  a  little 
below  the  harbour  of  Kingston,  and  he  promised 
to  make  enquiry  and  let  me  know  whether  any 
light  was  going  to  be  erected.  I  think  it  apper¬ 
tains  to  the  department  of  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works.  I  would  like  to  know  if  he  has  ascertained 
the  exact  state  of  the  case  there. 


Steamers. 

ARRIVED. 

s 


Mr.  OUIMET.  I  could  not  give  any  informa¬ 
tion  to  the  hon.  gentleman  on  this  point.  I  have 
asked  my  officers  to  communicate  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Marine. 


British . 

1,345 

160,954 

13,192 

DEPARTED. 

British . 

1,350 

167,424 

14,408 

GRAND  TOTAL. 

No. 

Tonnage. 

Crew. 

Grand  total  arrived . 

1,893 

558,328 

23,317 

do  departed . 

1,969 

645,315 

27,601 

The  553  vessels  that  cleared  from  the  port  of  Nan¬ 
aimo  during  that  year  conveyed  to  foreign  countries 
Mr.  Gordon. 


Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  If  no  light  is 
placed  there,  some  accident  will  occur  before  the 
season  is  over.  I  desire  to  enquire  what  is  the 
cause  of  no  less  than  $14,000  being  required  for 
gunpowder  and  tubes. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  department  is  substituting 
bombs  at  the  different  stations.  These  are  more 
modern  and  have  proved  useful,  and  experiments 
are  being  conducted  with  them  at  different  stations. 
As  regards  the  remarks  of  hon.  members  as  to 
Blonde  Rock,  the  only  way  of  giving  warning  is 
by  lights  and  .automatic  buoys,  and  every  care 
will  be  taken  to  have  the  buoys  kept  as  per¬ 
manently  as  possible.  They  will  break  away  at 
times,  but  the  department  will  exercise  strict 
supervision  over  them  and  give  them  more  frequent 
overhauling.  I  do  not  think  that  newspaper 
advertising  will  help  us  much,  as  mariners  will  not 
see  the  newspapers.  These  notices  are  posted  up  in 
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the  custom  houses  and  are  seen  by  mariners  when 
they  come  on  shore. 

Mr.  GORDON.  It  is  all  very  well  to  experiment 
with  these  buoy  lights.  They  were  of  no  advantage 
to  shipping  entering  the  harbour ;  one  was  fully 
a  mile  within  the  harbour  entrance.  Those  two 
buoy  lights  will  be  of  great  service  to  vessels  within 
the  harbour  and  have  already  been  duly  appreci¬ 
ated.  N o  vessel  approaching  Nanaimo  harbour  from 
Fairway  or  Middle  Channel,  however,  could  see 
either  of  those  lights  until  the  vessel  got  abreast  of 
the  harbour.  It  was  essential  to  have  a  lighthouse 
erected  on  the  point,  in  order  to  lead  vessels  safely 
into  the  entrance.  Such  a  lighthouse  would  not 
cost  more  than  $2,000  or  $3,000,  and  I  hope  the 
Minister  will  take  that  sum  this  year  out  of  the 
aggregate  vote. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  notice  that 
the  expenditure  under  the  head  of  fuel,  freight, 
cartage,  and  so  forth,  has  increased  from  $22,600  to 
nearly  $30,000.  This  seems  an  unreasonable  ex¬ 
penditure  and  cannot  be  accounted  for  by  additional 
lighthouses. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  These  are  the  estimated  details 
of  the  general  vote.  The  details  are  put  down  ap¬ 
proximately  for  each  particular  branch,  and  it  has 
been  found  that  the  amount  entered  for  that  ex¬ 
penditure  is  too  small,  and  consequently  more  was 
expended  on  that  branch  and  less  on  other  branches. 
The  actual  expenditure  is  not  greater. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  If  transfers 
can  be  made  ad  libitum,  these  details  will  have  no 
practical  value.  I  will  not  say  it  is  an  absolute 
rule,  but  I  thought  there  was  an  understanding 
that  this  should  not  be  done,  and  that  the  Auditor 
General  has  raised  objections. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  Auditor  General  has  raised 
objections.  Take,  for  instance,  the  militia  vote  : 
The  practice  had  been  in  dealing  with  this  vote, 
which  consisted  of  8  or  10  items,  to  over-expend 
one  and  under-expend  another,  provided  the 
department  did  not  exceed  the  total  amount. 
That  was  what  the  Auditor  General  objected  to, 
and  that  is  what  we  entirely  avoid  at  the  present 
time  ;  but  this  is  the  one  vote,  and  these  details 
although  for  the  information  of  the  House  approxi¬ 
mately  and  ought  to  be  as  correct  as  possible,  do 
not  yet  come  under  that  rule. 

Mr.  GORDON.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  acting 
Minister  to  give  a  promise  that  he  will  take  some¬ 
thing  out  of  the  aggregate  vote  for  a  small  light¬ 
house  in  Nanaimo  harbour  which  is  badly  needed 
there.  Any  one  who  is  acquainted  with  the  amount 
of  shipping  in  that  place,  or  who  has  visited  the 
harbour,  will  agree  that  this  place  is  badly  lighted 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  am  in  the  unfortunate  position 
of  not  being  even  the  Acting  Minister,  but  I  have 
called  the  deputy’s  attention  to  it  and  will  see  the 
acting  Minister  about  it  personally.  I  have 
already  stated  that  whatever  the  department  thinks 
is  best  should  be  done,  will  be  done  in  respect  to 
Nanaimo  harbour. 

Meteorological  Service .  $62,900 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  are  the 
extreme  northern  points  that  this  service  touches  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  There  are  stations  in  British 
Columbia,  one  at  Edmonton,  one  near  Fort 
Churchill,  and  one  in  the  Hudson  Bay  Territory. 


Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Does  it  go  so 
high  as  latitude  60  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Not  so  high  as  that.  The 
Hudson  Bay  station  sends  in  written  reports,  which 
are  used  for  the  purposes  of  comparison. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  is  the 
furthest  point  north  to  which  we  have  telegraphic 
communication  ? 

Mr.  'FOSTER.  Edmonton  has  a  telegraphic 
connection,  but  I  cannot  say  whether  they  report 
by  telegraph  or  by  letter. 

Marine  Hospitals . . $30,000 

Mr.  LA  UR  IE  R.  W  hat  marine  hospitals  are 
there  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  now  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  There  has  been  a  change  made 
in  the  hospital  in  the  city  of  Quebec,  but  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  still  take  charge  of  the  disabled  seamen 
and  pay  90  cents  a  day  to  the  hospital  for  them, 
the  same  as  is  done  in  Montreal. 

Mr.  BOWERS.  Is  that  cheaper  than  maintain¬ 
ing  a  marine  hospital  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  is  more  economical  and  far 
less  bother. 

Fishery  Officers,  Ontario .  $25,000 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  notice  that  in  Picton  there 
is  a  man  named  Joseph  Redmond  who  receives 
$300  a  year  salary  and  $173.85  for  travelling  ex¬ 
penses.  That  is  very  much  in  excess  of  many  of 
the  others. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  He  has  acted  as  an  overseer. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  notice  that  at  Napanee 
Mr.  A.  D.  Sills  gets  $150,  while  at  Picton  Red¬ 
mond  gets  $300. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  That  depends  entirely  on  the 
extent  of  the  district.  The  district  at  Napanee 
may  be  very  much  smaller  and  less  important  than 
the  one  at  Picton.  My  lion,  friend  will  find  a  sim¬ 
ilar  disparity  all  through  the  list  for  the  same 
reason. 

Mr.  FORBES.  Has  the  fishery  overseer  at 
Liverpool,  Thomas  Day,  for  the  western  half  of 
Queen’s  County,  been  dismissed  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  am  not  able  to  say.  I  will 
enquire. 

Salaries,  Inspectors  and  Overseers,  Que... .  $10,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  There  is  a 
considerable  increase  here. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  There  are  at  present  no  inspectors 
of  fisheries  in  Quebec.  The  want  of  one  or  two  such 
officers  is  much  felt,  and  the  increase  of  $2,000  in 
this  vote  is  to  supply  that  want. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  W  here  are  they  to  be  located  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  has  not  yet  been  decided. 

Fisheries,  Nova  Scotia . $22,500 

Mr.  FRASER,  I  made  an  enquiry  some  time 
ago  in  regard  to  the  inspectors  and  overseers  in  the 
county  which  I  represent.  At  present  there  is  only 
one  officer  in  the  county  ;  and  having  examined  the 
matter,  I  think  the  service  performed  is  not  at  all 
commensurate  with  the  amount  of  money  paid.  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  Minister  if  his  attention  has 
been  called  to  the  matter,  with  the  view  of  revising 
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it.  I  understand  that  all  the  officers,  except  one  for 
the  district  of  St.  Mary’s,  have  been  dismissed. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  My  hon.  friend  knows,  of 
course,  that  a  change  has  been  made  in  the  system, 
and  is  now  being  carried  out  in  the  different  parts 
of  the  Dominion  as  rapidly  as  the  circumstances 
will  permit.  The  old  system  of  having  wardens 
appointed  for  life,  who  draw  $20  or  $30  a  year,  has 
proved  to  be  just  about  what  my  hon.  friend  has 
said,  useless.  They  thought  they  were  not  paid 
enough  to  make  a  business  of  their  work,  and 
many  of  them  came  to  think  that  the  proper  thing 
to  do  was  to  pocket  the  money  and  do  nothing. 
Therefore,  that  system  has  been  done  away  with, 
and  what  the  Minister  is  doing  is  to  appoint  certain 
overseers  over  larger  districts  with  a  remuneration 
sufficient  to  make  it  an  object  to  them  to  give  their 
time  to  the  work.  Then,  in  special  seasons,  when 
help  is  required,  it  is  intended  to  allow  those  over¬ 
seers  to  hire  guardians  by  the  day  temporarily, 
and  when  their  work  is  done  they  are  no  longer  in 
the  service  of  the  Government.  This  system  is 
being  introduced  in  the  different  counties,  and  I 
suppose  that  dismissals  have  taken  place  in  the 
hon.  gentleman’s  county  as  well  as  in  many  others 
in  pursuance  of  that  policy.  That  system  is,  I 
think,  the  proper  one.  Still,  under  whatever 
system,  there  is  a  great  difficulty  in  having  a 
thorough  supervision  even  over  our  officers,  so 
widely  are  they  scattered  and  so  many  posts  need 
to  be  looked  after. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  would  like  to  ask  whether  a 
saving  is  to  be  effected,  and  what  will  be  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  special  officers  employed,  so  far  as  their 
authority  is  concerned  while  engaged  under  the 
chief  overseers. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  There  will  not  be  much  change* 
either  way,  so  far  as  the  expenditure  is  concerned. 
I  do  not  think  the  work  can  be  done  for  much  less 
money  under  the  new  system  than  under  the  old, 
but  much  better  work  will  be  done  for  the  money. 
The  special  officer  will  have  the  authority  of  a 
fishery  officer  during  the  time  he  is  on  the  beat. 
Of  course,  when  the  time  for  which  he  is  employed, 
be  it  a  month  or  a  month  and  a  half,  is  over,  he  is 
no  longer  a  fishery  officer. 

Mr.  FRASER.  That  is  to  say,  during  the  time 
of  his  appointment  he  will  have  the  same  authority 
as  the  various  sub-inspectors  used  to  have  in  a 
locality  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Yes. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  would  like  to  enquire  who 
fixes  the  travelling  expenses  of  the  assistant  in¬ 
spectors?  I  see  that  Mr.  Bertram  at  North  Sydney 
gets  a  salary  of  $600  a  year  and  $479.60  for  travel¬ 
ling  expenses. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Mr.  Bertram,  although  he  lives 
at  Sydney,  has  the  whole  district  of  Cape  Breton 
under  his  supervision,  and  has  to  travel  from  one 
part  to  another.  His  expenses  are  sent  in  itemized 
showing  every  mile  he  travels  every  day  and  the 
outlay.  If  his  charge  is  considered  too  much  it  is 
audited  down,  and  the  amount  paid  is  that  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  audit  of  the  department.  Besides, 
every  inspector  has  to  keep  an  itinerary,  which  he 
sends  to  the  department. 

Mr.  Fraser. 


Disbursements,  inspectors  and  overseers, 

Prince  Edward  Island . $700 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (P.E.I.)  Some  overseers  are 
wanted  in  Prince  Edward  Island  at  present,  and  I 
do  not  know  whether  we  can  get  them  appointed  in 
the  absence  of  the  Minister  of  Marine  ;  but  the 
rivers  there  are  being  netted  very  frequently  at 
present,  and  this  is  just  the  time  they  should  be 
protected.  I  hope  the  department  will  see  their 
way  clear  to  give  us  a  few  wardens  there  to  look 
after  the  fisheries.  Last  year,  owing  to  the  change 
in  the  system,  the  old  wardens  were  all  dismissed 
and  new  ones  were  not  appointed  in  their  place, 
and  it  is  very  necessary  that  the  rivers  we  have 
there  should  be  looked  after  during  the  fishing 
season. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  If  my  hon.  friend  will  make  his 
representations  to  the  department,  they  will  be 
taken  into  immediate  consideration,  because, 
although  the  Minister  is  away,  the  department 
must  go  on,  and  the  acting  Minister  will  attend  to 
the  business.  Mr.  Hackett,  who  is  the  superin¬ 
tendent  of  the  Island,  has  the  supervision  of  the 
matter,  and  I  suppose  is  now  attending  to  the 
appointment  of  day  and  night  men  as  they  are 
required. 

Mr.  YEO.  In  the  appointments  of  these  guardians 
and  wardens,  great  care  should  be  taken  to  have 
competent  men.  These  wardens  who  report  on  the 
fishery  claims  are  very  often  extremely  zealous  to 
serve  the  party  to  which  they  belong,  and  their 
reports  are  not  always  as  correct  as  thej^  should  be. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  While  Mr.  Hackett  gets  a 
salary  of  $800,  and  travelling  expenses  $200,  I  see 
that  the  revenue  is  only  $112. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Mr.  Hackett  is  superintendent 
for  the  whole  Island,  and  the  fish  caught  there  are 
chiefly  lobsters  which  are  free  fish.  Consequently, 
there  is  not  much  chance  of  getting  fees  from  the 
Island,  but  at  the  same  time  most  careful  super¬ 
vision  is  required,  because  the  lobster  season  is 
very  strict  and  there  are  inducements  to  break 
through  it. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  understand  that  he  only 
works  three  months  in  the  year  altogether,  and 
that  appears  to  be  a  large  salary  in  connection  with 
travelling  expenses  for  that  much  work. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  quite 
mistaken.  The  fishery  season  extends  for  at  least 
six  or  seven  months,  and  then  he  has  the  whole 
office  work  to  do,  besides  enquiring  carefully  into 
the  fishery  claims,  all  of  which  go  through  his 
hands,  so  that  he  has  not  many  spare  days. 

Mr.  YEO.  I  think  the  fishery  inspector  is  enr 
ployed  nearly  the  whole  time  from  the  opening  of 
navigation,  not  only  with  lobsters  but  with  oyster 
and  other  fisheries. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  would  call  attention  to  the 
question  of  the  fish  bounties.  Special  efforts  should 
be  made  to  see  that  only  those  who  are  entitled  to 
the  bounties  should  receive  them.  I  know  myself 
of  several  cases,  and  brought  them  to  the  notice  of 
the  department,  in  which  parties  received  bounties 
who  are  not  entitled  to  them.  I  am  satisfied  that 
if  a  thorough  investigation  were  made,  it  will  be 
found  that  quite  a  large  amount  is  paid  to  parties 
who  do  not  live  in  the  country  at  all.  It  is  not 
fair  to  those  who  do  legitimate  work,  that  others, 
very  often  boys,  who  do  no  work,  should  receive 
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their  share  and  thus  reduce  the  amount  that  ought 
to  go  through  the  proper  channel.  I  hope  that 
during  recess  a  vigilant  enquiry  will  be  made  into 
this  and  it  will  be  found  that  what  I  have  said  will 
be  substantiated.  Many  of  them  have  much  more 
work  to  do  to  make  both  ends  meet  than  is  gener¬ 
ally  supposed. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (King’s,  P.E.I.)  I  concur, 
to  a  large  extent,  with  the  remarks  of  the  lion, 
member  for  Guysborough  (Mr.  Fraser)  so  far  as  the 
past  is  concerned,  but  I  know  that  the  department 
has  taken  steps  to  overcome  that  difficulty,  and  the 
people  who  are  foolish  enough  to  make  false  state¬ 
ments  with  respect  to  their  bounty  are  beginning 
to  find  that  they  will  be  prevented  from  getting 
bounties  in  the  future.  That  fact  alone  is  having 
a  very  good  effect.  I  think  that  the  supervision 
that  is  now  being  made  of  the  bounty  claims,  and 
the  strict  manner  in  which  the  department  has 
been  examining  the  claims  of  the  people  whom  they 
have  reason  to  suspect,  will  have  such  an  effect  in 
the  future  there  will  be  much  less  complaint.  I 
agree  with  the  hon.  gentleman  that  it  is  necessary 
to  keep  a  strict  supervision  over  all  parties  having 
claims  of  that  kind,  because  sometimes  they  are 
put  in,  I  believe,  in  the  names  of  boys  and  others 
who  are  under  age.  However,  that  thing  is  likely 
to  cure  itself.  So  strict  are  they  in  our  part  of  the 
country  that  I  am  afraid,  occasionally,  people  who 
have  really  good  claims  are,  perhaps,  prevented 
from  getting  their  just  dues  on  account  of  the  in¬ 
formation  laid  before  the  department  not  being  al¬ 
ways  correct.  However,  the  intention  of  the  de¬ 
partment  is  good,  and  I  have  no  doubt  that  in  the 
future  there  will  be  less  irregularity  than  there  has 
been  in  the  past. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  think  the  department  would 
do  well  to  settle  with  others  than  their  own  politi¬ 
cal  friends.  These  bounties  are  for  all  the  fisher¬ 
men,  irrespective  of  their  party  proclivities.  I  am 
sure  there  are  a  good  many  in  all  the  counties  who 
are  anxious  to  see  that  the  bounty  reached  the 
hands  of  those  who  were  entitled  to  it.  For  my¬ 
self,  I  would  be  glad  to  give  the  fullest  informa¬ 
tion  to  the  Government  to  prevent  frauds  and  to 
assist  in  the  proper  distribution  of  the  bounties, 
and  I  am  sure  that  there  is  no  member  from  the 
lower  provinces,  whatever  may  be  his  political 
views,  who  has  any  other  desire  than  to  see  this 
fund  equitably  and  honestly  distributed. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  No  doubt  this  fund  is  for  the 
encouragement  of  the  honest  fishermen,  and  every 
dollar  of  it  that  is  bestowed  wrongfully  is  taken 
out  of  the  pockets  of  the  honest  fishermen.  But 
when  you  take  into  consideration  the  large  number 
of  claims,  I  think  but  a  very  small  proportion  of 
them  are  fraudulent.  There  are  some  fraudulent 
claims,  no  doubt.  The  schedule  of  the  steps  neces¬ 
sary  to  get  a  bounty  is  published  ;  they  know  well 
what  they  have  to  do  to  get  their  claims  proved, 
and  the  gauntlet  that  has  to  be  run  at  the  present 
time  is  a  very  severe  one.  Of  course,  it  is  possi¬ 
ble,  by  the  ingenuity  of  the  party  himself,  aided 
by  the  connivance  of  those  before  whom  he  has 
to  go  for  certificates,  to  impose  upon  the  de¬ 
partment.  I  know  that  the  Minister  takes  great 
care  to  prevent  any  unworthy  man  from  receiv¬ 
ing  a  bounty  ;  and  I  think  the  members  from  the 
Maritime  Provinces  would  do  a  great  service  to  the 
department  if  they  would,  when  any  such  informa¬ 


tion  comes  to  them,  as  sometimes  it  will,  inform 
the  department  of  it.  It  is  only  right  to  the  fisher¬ 
men  and  right  to  the  department,  in  order  that  the 
honest1  man  may  be  protected  and  the  dishonest 
man  detected.  No  doubt  the  utility  and  perman¬ 
ency  of  the  system  depends  on  its  honest  adminis¬ 
tration. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  did  not  mean  to  say  anything 
against  the  department  as  being  a  party  to  dishon¬ 
esty,  but  I  do  know  that  some  of  the  petty  officers 
in  the  various  counties  are  not  what  they  ought 
to  be.  I  would  suggest  as  a  method  of  preventing 
fraud,  that  a  list  of  all  fishermen  entitled  to  receive 
bounties  be  sent  to  the  collector  of  customs  to  be 
posted  up,  so  that  every  fisherman  coming  in  can 
see  the  names  who  are  on  the  list.  That  is  never 
done.  You  will  find  in  that  way  the  fishermen 
themselves  will  see  that  no  fraudulent  claims  will 
succeed,  and  they  will  look  after  it  much  better 
than  the  officials. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  would  cost  something  to  post 
up  forty  or  fifty7  thousand  names. 

Mr.  FRASER.  In  each  county  there  may  be 
some  little  outlay,  but  I  fancy  the  Government 
will  save  a  great  deal  more  by  publishing  these 
lists  in  the  various  counties  than  they  are  losing 
now. 

Mr.  KAULBACH.  I  cannot  agree  with  the 
hon.  member  for  Guysborough  (Mr.  Fraser)  in  sug¬ 
gesting  that  a  list  be  placed  in  the  possession  of 
the  customs  officers.  That  would  be  as  much  as  to 
say  that  the  overseer  of  the  fisheries  is  inclined  to 
do  what  is  dishonourable. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  KAULBACH.  It  would  be  hardly  fair  on 
the  part  of  the  Government  towards  the  overseer. 

I  think  the  overseers  of  fisheries  are,  as  a  class, 
above  any  imputations  of  that  kind.  This  bounty 
has  been  given  by  the  Government  for  the  encour¬ 
agement  of  shipbuilding,  as  well  as  the  encourage¬ 
ment  of  fishing,  and  I,  as  representing  a  county 
largely  engaged  in  both  industries,  am  anxious  to 
see  that  the  bounty  reaches  Those  for  whom  it  is 
intended.*  There  may7  be  some  isolated  cases  where 
parties  are  receiving  the  bounty7  improperly.  I  do 
not  know  that  at  present  there  is  any  rule  whereby 
parties  who  are  not  Canadians  and  going  into  the 
deep-sea  fisheries  would  be  deprived  of  the  privilege 
of  receiving  a  bounty.  I  think  the  rule  lias  been 
that  they  receive  it  as  well  as  their  neighours. 
If  that  is  not  the  case,  perhaps  it  would  be  as  well 
for  the  department  to  consider  it  carefully  and  as¬ 
certain  whether  they7  were  entitled  to  it  or  not.  I 
think  myself  they  would  be  entitled  to  it.  If  they 
are  not  Canadian-born  subjects,  they  would  be 
parties  who  came  into  the  country7  and  desired  to 
remain  and  continue  as  citizens,  and  it  would  be 
pretty  hard  were  they  to  be  deprived  of  the  privi¬ 
lege  of  receiving  the  bounty  with  their  neighbours. 
As  regards  bounties  improperly  paid,  I  will  only 
speak  so  far  as  my  own  county7  is  concerned,  and 
say  that  the  overseers  employed  are  very  honour¬ 
able  men  and  so  careful  that  I  do  not  think  a 
solitary  instance  can  be  found  of  wilful  fraud  or 
careless  payments  to  claimants.  I  think  bounties 
are  given  to  boys  of  a  certain  age  who  are  entitled 
to  receive  them.  Boys  have  received  bounties,  but 
only  those  who  were  able  to  do  a  certain  portion  of 
work  in  assisting  their  parents  and  those  in  charge 
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of  the  boats.  I  think  they  naturally  would  be 
entitled  to  receive  bounties,  and  no  person  would 
object  in  any  way.  The  bounty  lists  of  claims  are 
now  so  rigidly  examined  by  the  Department  of 
Fisheries,  that  I  scarcely  think  there  can  be  one 
case  in  which  a  party  would  receive  a  bounty  to 
which  he  was  not  entitled.  I  know  of  some  cases 
in  which  parties  were  entitled  to  the  bounty  and 
did  not  receive  it,  simply,  as  I  view  it,  from 
the  disposition  on  the  part  of  the  department  to 
economize  as  much  as  possible,  and  those  parties, 
by  accident  or  otherwise,  were  prevented  from 
receiving  the  bounty  to'Vhich  I  consider  they  were 
properly  entitled.  The  Department  of  Fisheries 
lias  a  staff  of  officials  in  charge  of  the  bounty  list 
which  renders  it'  unnecessary,  with  the  aid  of  the 
overseers,  that  the  list  should  be  placed  in  the 
hands  of  the  customs,  as  those  officers  are  made 
parties  to  check  the  overseers.  I  am,  therefore, 
obliged  to  dissent  from  the  opinion  expressed  by 
the  lion,  member  for  Guysborough. 

Mr.  FORBES.  I  heartily  concur  in  the  view 
expressed  by  the  lion,  member  for  Guysborough.  I 
can  see  no  reason  why  the  hon.  member  for  Lun¬ 
enburg  should  object  to  the  list  being  placed  in 
the  custom  houses  in  his  county.  The  fishermen 
are  usually  fair  and  honest  and  not  afraid  of  their 
neighbours  knowing  the  amount  they  receive  as 
bounty.  As  regards  frauds  perpetrated  in  the 
distribution  of  the  bounty,  it  is  patent  to  every¬ 
one  who  makes  enquiries  that  gross  frauds  are  per¬ 
petrated.  In  one  county  in  New  Brunswick  over 
$5,000  worth  of  fraudulent  claims  were  put  in. 

Mr.  KAULBACK.  In  which  county  ? 

Mr.  FORBES.  I  will  not  say  the  county.  I 
have  been  told  this  by  the  Minister  of  Marine  him¬ 
self.  There  are  counties  in  Nova  Scotia  where 
enquiries  are  going  on  with  a  view  to  ascertain  the 
amount  so  fraudulently  taken  out  of  the  funds  to 
the  detriment  of  other  fishermen  who  were  hon¬ 
estly  entitled  to  it.  There  is  no  quicker  or  more 
effective  way  by  which  the  Government  can  ascer¬ 
tain  the  guilty  parties  than  that  of  posting  up  this 
list  in  the  custom  houses.  Those  who  are  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  business  will  know  whether  the 
amounts  have  been  honestly  earned,  and  whether 
the  fishermen  have  been  engaged  in  fishing  or  some 
other  occupation.  In  my  own  county  I  know  of 
no  fraudulent  claims  having  been  discovered  ;  I 
will  not  say  none  were  put  in,  as  I  am  not  pre¬ 
pared  to  speak  on  that  point.  I  shall  be  only  too 
glad  to  have  these  lists  posted  in  the  custom 
houses,  and  the  suggestion  is  one  that  should  be 
adopted  by  the  Government. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  have  sufficient  interest  in 
this  subject  to  not  make  it  a  matter  of  public  attack 
on  the  Government,  but  a  matter  of  suggestion. 
If  we  followed  the  advice  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Lunenburg  (Mr.  Kaulbach),  we  would  have  no 
Auditor  General’s  Report  presented.  We  have 
more  confidence  that  the  Government  will  pay  out 
the  money  correctly  than  we  have  that  money  will 
be  properly  expended  by  parties  who  are  not  re¬ 
sponsible  to  the  Government.  It  is  not  an  action 
derogatory  to  the  officers  that  the  parties  who  re¬ 
ceive  bounties  should  be  known.  If  this  plan 
were  adopted  irritation  would  be  removed,  because 
the  fishermen  would  see  the  amounts  received  by 
each  and  fraudulent  claims  would  rapidly  be  de¬ 
tected.  As  to  the  matter  of  boats,  it  would  assist 
Mr.  Kaulbach. 


and  encourage  those  connected  with  the  industry. 
When  you  take  the  people  into  your  confidence,  the 
law  is  much  more  closely  administered  than  by 
officials.  As  to  the  expense,  a  list  would  have  to 
be  prepared  before  payments  were  made,  and 
copies  of  it  could  be  made  and  left  with  the  differ¬ 
ent  officers.  I  hope  the  Government  will  carry  out 
this  suggestion  which  I  submit,  because  I  desire 
the  fund  to  be  honestly  distributed,  and  even  a 
little  extra  expense  should  be  incurred  in  pre¬ 
paring  the  list  in  order  to  carry  out  the  matter, 
the  result  of  which  would  be  to  relieve  1  he  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  much  difficulty  in  being  called  upon  to 
meet  cases  in  which  the  officials  were  not  properly 
carrying  out  the  law. 

Mr.  BOWERS.  When  you  find  a  vessel  of  57 
tons,  such  as  the  Virdexco  hailing  from  Lunen¬ 
burg  with  two  men  drawing  $54.97,  it  is  a  fraud 
on  the  face  of  it,  because  two  men  cannot  navigate 
a  vessel  of  that  tonnage,  and  for  the  fishing  busi¬ 
ness  a  crew  of  ten  or  twelve  men  is  needed.  In  King’s 
County  there  are  six  vessels  ranging  from  11  to  29 
tons,  each  of  which  carried  only  two  men.  These 
twelve  men  drew  somewhere  between  $140  and 
$150  in  bounty,  showing  that  if  those  bounty  lists 
had  been  posted  in  each  county  it  would  have  been 
in  the  interest  of  the  fishermen  to  have  seen  that 
those  fraudulent  claims  were  not  allowed  and  that 
no  man  should  draw  a  bounty  that  was  not  entitled 
to  the  same.  Some  two  or  three  fraudulent  claims 
were  called  to  my  attention  during  this  session,  and 
I  asked  that  reports  and  correspondence  on  the 
bounty  question  should  be  laid  before  Parliament 
some  months  ago,  in  order  to  see  about  them,  but 
they  have  not  been  laid  before  the  House  yet.  I 
now  bring  the  matter  again  before  the  attention  of 
the  Government  and  I  trust  it  will  be  attended  to. 

Mr.  KAULBACH.  I  cannot  understand  the 
position  in  which  the  hon.  member  for  Digby  (Mr. 
Bowers)  is  placing  these  two  parties  to  whom  he 
has  referred  as  receiving  a  larger  portion  of  the 
bounty  than  they  were  entitled  to.  The  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Digby  (Mr.  Bowers)  must  know  that  when 
the  bounty  was  given  in  1882  the  then  Minister  of 
Finance  (Sir  Leonard  Tilley)  was  led  to  under¬ 
stand  that  a  number  of  our  fishermen  were  leaving 
the  shores  of  the  Maritime  Provinces  and  seeking 
a  living  in  the  United  States.  To  avoid  that  exodus 
he  considered,  and  it  was  wisely  considered  by  him 
too,  that  this  bounty  should  be  given  for  the  en¬ 
couragement  of  shipbuilders  as  well  as  fishermen,  in 
order  that  they  might  build  a  class  of  vessels  equal 
to  those  in  the  United  States,  and  that  they 
should  be  as  well  equipped  and  maintained  as  the 
American  vessels,  so  that  our  fishermen  might 
be  able  to  prosecute  the  industry  of  the  deep- 
sea  fisheries  which  was  then,  as  it  were,  in  its 
infancy,  whilst  our  shore  fisheries  were  all  but 
completely  exhausted.  The  object  of  the  bounty, 
therefore,  was  mainly  for  the  encouragement  of 
shipbuilding,  and  in  view  of  that  fact  the  argument 
of  the  hon.  member  for  Digby  (Mr.  Bowers) 
is  most  futile.  The  hon.  member  for  Guysborough 
(Mr.  Fraser)  has  asked  that  the  bounty  lists 
should  be  posted  up  in  the  customs  offices.  I  have 
no  objection  to  them  being  placed  there,  but  I  would 
suggest  that  it  would  be  far  better  to  place  them  in 
the  office  of  the  overseer  of  fisheries  where  they 
would  be  seen  by  the  fishermen  when  they  go  for  the 
bounty.  In  the  office  of  customs  the  list  would  only 
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be  seen  by  those  who  go  for  the  purpose  of  enter¬ 
ing  or  clearing  vessels.  If  they  are  posted  in  the 
overseer's  office  they  can  be  seen  there,  and  if  any 
one  has  received  bounty  to  which  he  is  not  entitled 
it  can  be  readily  discovered. 

-Mr.  BOWERS.  The  hon.  gentleman  entirely 
misunderstood  my  remarks.  I  did  not  refer  to  the 
subject  he  enlarged  on  at  all. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  The  hon.  member  for  Queen’s 
(Mr.  Forbes)  has  stated  to  the  House  that  $5,000 
has  been  paid  out  fraudulently  in  connection  with 
these  fishery  bounties.  That  is  a  most  serious  state¬ 
ment  and  one  which  the  Government  should  enquire 
into  at  once.  In  view  of  this  fact,  it  seems  to  be  a 
very  necessary  thing  that  these  lists  should  be 
posted  in  some  public  place,  that  the  request  of 
the  member  for  Guysborough  (Mr.  Fraser)  should 
be  granted.  If  this  were  done  fraud  would  be 
more  easily  detected. 

Mr.  FRASER.  My  object  is  to  have  these  lists 
posted  where  they  can  be  seen  by  the  fishermen, 
and  if  the  office  of  the  overseer  is  a  better  place,  I 
have  no  objection  at  all  to  their  being  posted 
there.  Having  made  a  convert  of  the  redoubtable 
member  for  Lunenburg  (Mr.  Kaulbach),  I  know 
that  the  Government  will  have  no  objection  to  my 
request,  and  that  the  names  of  those  who  received 
the  bounty  will  be  published. 

Fishery  Overseers,  &c.,  British  Colum¬ 
bia . $10,000 

Mr.  GORDON.  I  wish  to  call  the  attention  of 
the  Government  to  the  fact  that  all  the  fishery 
guardians  of  Vancouver  Island,  outside  of  the 
district  of  Victoria,  have  been  dismissed,  and  the 
latest  report  I  have  had  with  reference  to  the 
matter  is  that  one  has  been  reappointed.  If  the 
fishery  guardians  had  been  dismissed,  I  would  like 
to  ask  why  should  not  the  Government  as  well 
dismiss  the  fishery  guardians  of  the  other  pro¬ 
vinces,  because  it  is  just  as  essential  to  protect  the 
fisheries  in  British  Columbia  as  in  any  other  part 
of  the  Dominion.  There  are  eight  or  ten  valuable 
fish  rivers  in  Vancouver  Island,  and  20  or  30  fine 
lakes  where  fish  were  plentiful,  but  where,  through 
over-fishing,  or  fishing  out  of  season,  they  are 
now  becoming  scarce.  I  call  the  attention  of  the 
Government  to  this  fact,  that  they  may  all  know 
what  has  occurred,  and  that  they  may  rectify  what 
has  been  done,  and  have  guardians  appointed  to 
look  after  the  fishery  there  at  the  proper  season. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  There  is  an  increase  in  this  vote 
for  British  Columbia  and  that  is  no  doubt  intended 
to  provide  proper  inspectors  and  overseers.  I 
understand  that  the  inspector  for  British  Columbia 
has  instructions  to  employ  what  help  is  necessary  in 
order  to  protect  these  rivers.  I  will  also  call  the 
attention  of  the  acting  Minister  to  what  the  hon. 
gentleman  has  stated. 

To  cover  the  cost  of  building  Lobster 
Hatcheries  . $5,000 

Mr.  FRASER.  Will  the  hon.  Minister  please 
give  the  House  the  information  where  these  lob¬ 
ster  hatcheries  are  ?  I  understand  there  is  one  at 
Pictou  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Yes,  there  is  one  at  Bay  View, 
which  I  understand  is  near  Pictou.  That  is  the 
only  one  that  is  fully  established  in  the  Province 
of  Nova  Scotia. 


Mr.  FRASER.  What  success  has  attended  it  so 
far  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  think  it  is  in  its  initiatory 
stage;  but  7,000,000  young  lobsters  were  hatched 
there  last  spring. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  do  not  say  that  this  is  not  a 
wise  expenditure,  but  I  am  somewhat  doubtful  of 
the  result.  Have  any  others  been  established  in 
the  Dominion,  and  if  so  have  they  been  successful  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  think  this  is  the  only  one  that 
has  been  established. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Then  this  $5,000  is  for  that 
lobster  hatchery  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  No  ;  I  understand  that  the  Bay 
View  lobster  hatchery  is  built,  its  total  cost  hav¬ 
ing  been  $4,121.  This  $5,000,  I  suppose,  is  for 
maintenance  of  that  and  for  extending  operations. 
I  understand  that  the  department  are  having  incu¬ 
bators  prepared,  which  are  to  be  given  to  the  differ¬ 
ent  lobster  factories,  and  they  are  to  collect  in  these 
the  berry  of  the  lobster  which  they  catch,  and 
breed  them.  In  that  way  operations  are  to  be 
extended. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  trust,  for  the  county  I  repre¬ 
sent,  that  this  hatchery  will  be  successful,  the  more 
so  because  it  gives  employment  to  the  gentleman 
who  opposed  me,  as  evidently  he  was  able  to  hatch 
more  young  lobsters  than  votes. 

Mr.  KAULBACH.  I  quite  approve  of  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  this  kind  for  lobster  hatcheries,  and  I 
would  ask  the  hon.  Minister  whether  it  is  his  in¬ 
tention  to  establish  fish  hatcheries  for  other  kinds 
of  fish  than  lobsters.  I  think  it  would  be  very 
advisable  that  he  should  do  so,  and  in  that  way 
restore  the  fish  to  their  normal  quantity.  I  would 
also  urge  that  the  incubators  should  be  distributed 
along  the  shore  and  given  to  the  packers  as  much 
as  possible,  so  that  they  or  any  other  person  who 
feels  disposed  may  have  an  opportunity  to  make 
use  of  them.  In  that  way  I  think  the  shores 
would  have  restored  to  them  the  quantity  of  fish 
they  had  in  days  gone  by.  The  western  shore 
of  Nova  Scotia  has  been  considerably  depleted, 
whilst  the  eastern  shore  is  as  yet  well  supplied  with 
lobsters.  I  think  the  distribution  of  the  incubators 
along  the  western  shore  would  be  advisable. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  Minister  where  the  vote  for  fish  hatcheries  is 
being  expended — whether  in  one  establishment  or 
several,  or  in  completing  something  that  has 
already  been  undertaken  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  is  for  the  maintenance  of  all 
the  hatcheries,  quite  a  large  number,  which  we 
have  in  the  different  provinces.  I  do  not  under¬ 
stand  that  it  is  intended  from  this  vote  to  estab¬ 
lish  any  new  ones. 

Mr.  BOWERS.  Before  this  item  is  passed,  I 
would  call  the  attention  of  the  Government  to  the 
claims  of  the  western  part  of  Nova  Scotia  to  these 
lobster  hatcheries. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  incubators  are  going  to  go 
around  the  coast. 

Mr.  BOWERS.  Will  they  be  in  Digby  County  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  They  will  be  there. 

Mr.  BOW  ERS.  The  lobsters  have  nearly  deserted 
the  western  part  of  our  province. 
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Mr.  GORDON.  I  would  like  to  enquire  of  the 
Minister  whether  it  is  proposed  to  establish  a  lob¬ 
ster  hatchery  in  British  Columbia  ?  I  may  remark 
that  the  late  Mr.  Mowat  was  very  enthusiastic  in 
his  endeavours  to  induce  the  Government  to  estab¬ 
lish  a  lobster  hatchery  in  that  province,  and,  dur¬ 
ing  his  lifetime,  he  reported  strongly  in  favour  of 
it.  At  one  time  an  assurance  was  given  us  that  as 
soon  as  the  test  then  being  made  by  the  American 
Government  in  Washington  Territory  had  settled 
the  question  of  the  cultivation  of  the  lobster,  this 
Government  would  take  some  steps  in  that  direc¬ 
tion.  I  am  informed  that  the  test  on  the  Ameri¬ 
can  side  has  proved  a  perfect  success,  and  that  the 
lobsters  are  being  developed  very  rapidly.  I  would 
like  to  have  some  assurance  from  the  Government 
on  this  point,  because  we  like  variety  in  our  fish. 

Mr.  FOSTER,  The  hon.  gentleman  will  remem¬ 
ber  that  on  two  occasions  we  attempted  to 
transport  the  lobster  across  the  country  to  British 
Columbia,  but  in  those  instances  the  lobster  un¬ 
fortunately  did  not  survive  the  journey.  The 
United  States  had  several  experiences  of  the  same 
kind.  I  have  not  followed  the  subject  closely,  and 
I  do  not  know  whether  the  later  experiments  in 
the  United  States  have  succeeded  or  not.  If  they 
do  succeed,  and  it  is  better  we  should  wait  the  re¬ 
sult  of  their  experiment,  the  Minister  will  have* 
lobsters  planted  on  the  coast  of  British  Columbia, 
provided  the  conditions  are  equal,  and  I  suppose 
they  will  be,  but  during  the  present  year  nothing 
will  be  done. 

To  provide  for  the  cost,  maintenance 
and  repair  of  fishery  protection 
steamers  and  vessels .  $100,000 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Under  the  existing  modus  vi- 
vendi,  the  same  number  of  steamers  has  to  be  kept 
rip  and  the  same  amount  of  supervision.  Last  year 
about  $76,000  was  spent  on  the  Acadian,  La 
Canadienne,  the  Stanley,  the  Cruiser,  the  Dream, 
the  Vigilant  and  the  Agnes  Macdonald. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  understand  that  a  change  has 
been  made  in  the  command  of  one  of  the  vessels  in 
the  lower  provinces  and  that  Captain  Gordon  has 
been  replaced.  Who  has  taken  his  place  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Captain  Spain  of  the  Royal  Navy. 
He  has  been  in  the  country  for  some  years,  but  the 
whole  charge  of  the  fleet  is  under  the  commander 
of  La  Canadienne,  one  of  our  oldest  and  most  com¬ 
petent  fishery  officers,  supervised  at  Ottawa  by 
Lieut.  Gordon. 

Mr.  FRASER.  What  were  the  special  reasons 
for  his  appointment  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  department  wished  to  get 
the  most  valuable  men,  and  it  is  of  some  consider-, 
able  importance  to  have  on  that  service  men  who 
command  confidence,  not  only  of  our  own  people, 
but  of  the  Home  Government,  and  men  who  have 
been  trained  in  the  Royal  Navy  are  particularly 
well  adapted  in  the  work. 

Mr.  FRASER.  There  may  be  a  difference  of 
opinion,  but  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  a  first-class 
Nova  Scotia  captain,  who  understands  all  about 
Nova  Scotia,  would  be  a  man  better  fitted  for  the 
work.  I  say  nothing  about  this  gentleman,  who 
no  doubt  is  an  admirable  man  in  the  Royal  Navy, 
but  there  are  other  qualifications,  such  as  a  full 
knowledge  of  the  fisheries  and  the  people  and  the 
Mr.  Bowers. 


coast,  which  that  gentleman  may  not  have,  and 
which  would  be  more  apt  to  be  found  in  a  Nova 
Scotia  captain. 

Mr.  GORDON.  Last  year  the  inspector  of 
fisheries  of  British  Columbia  was  directed  to  pro¬ 
ceed  to  Sproat’s  Lake  on  the  west  coast  of  Van¬ 
couver  Island  to  examine  the  approach  to  that  lake 
from  the  Stamp  or  Sumas  River,  with  the  view  of 
facilitating  the  passage  of  fish  to  that  lake  as  aspawn¬ 
ing  ground.  The  fish  have  great  trouble  in  getting 
over  the  falls  except  when  the  water  is  very  high. 
The  inspector  reported  favourably  on  the  lake,  and 
suggested  that  certain  improvements  should  be 
made.  He  estimated  the  cost  of  connecting  Sproat’s 
Lake  with  Sumas  River  at  $750,  and  of  an  approach 
to  Central  Lake  at  about  $1,500.  This  report  was 
forwarded  to  me  by  the  department,  and  I  recom¬ 
mended  that  the  connection  with  Sproat’s  Lake 
should  be  made  this  year,  leaving  the  connection 
with  the  great  Central  Lake  for  some  future  time. 
Has  anything  been  done  with  regard  to  that  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  have  noted  the  enquiry,  and 
the  Deputy  Minister  will  see  about  it.  He  does 
not  recollect  at  present  whether  anything  was  done 
or  not.  This  vote  is  particularly  for  purposes  of 
that  kind. 

Survey  of  Oyster  beds  and  Oyster  culture. .  $5,000 

Mr.  YEO.  What  parts  of  Prince  Edward  Island 
are  to  be  served  by  this  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  They  are  engaged  at  present 
inspecting  Shediac  Harbour,  and  when  the  work 
is  over  there  they  shall  go  to  Summerside  Harbour. 
The  work  is  under  the  immediate  direction  of  the 
inspectors  at  the  respective  places. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  resolutions. 

Mr.  BO  WELL  moved  the  adjournment  of  the 
House. 

Motion  agreed  to;  and  House  adjourned  at  12.05 
a.m.  (Tuesday). 

HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Tuesday,  28th  June,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Eleven  o’clock. 

Prayers  . 

REPORT. 

Annual  Report  of  the  North-West  Mounted 
Police.  — (Mr.  Dewdney. ) 

DOMINION  DAY. 

Mr.  KAULBACH.  Before  the  Orders  of  the 
Day  are  proceeded  with,  I  ask  the  indulgence  of  the 
House  for  a  few  moments  with  respect  to  the 
announcement  made  the  other  day  by  the  hon. 
leader  as  to  the  celebration  of  Friday  next  as 
Canada’s  holiday.  The  announcement  was  received 
with  very  great  favour  by  the  House,  conceiving 
that  every  one  feeling  the  pride  of  being  a  Canadian 
desired  that  that  day  should  be  celebrated  in  every 
sense  of  the  term  as  Canada’s  national  holiday.  On 
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1st  July,  I  riday,  Canada  will  have  completed  her 
Loth  year  of  existence  as  a  Dominion, 


.  Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  presume  the  hon.  gentleman 
is  not  going  to  make  a  speech.  If  the  hon.  gentle- 
mail  desires  to  ask  a  question,  he  can  do  so. 

Mr.  KAULBACH.  1  desire  to  offer  just  a  few 
imperfect  remarks. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  The  hon.  gentleman  cannot 
proceed  to  make  a  speech  on  the  calling  of  the 
Orders  of  the  Day. 

REPRESENTATION  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF 
COMMONS. 

Tj-??vTSe  ^gain  resolved  itself  into  committee  on 
bill  (No.  /6)  to  readjust  the  representation  in  the 
House  of  Commons. 


(In  the  Committee.) 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  In  section  2  I  would 
like  a  verbal  amendment  to  this  purpose.  In 
various  parts  of  the  Bill  we  use  the  words  :  “  and 
this  district  shall  return  one  member.”  I  propose 
to  insert  words  which  will  suffice  for  that  purpose 
Without  having  to  repeat  the  words  I  have  men¬ 
tioned,  and  the  words  I  suggest  to  add  are:  “  each 
of  the  representative  districts  shall,  unless  herein 
provided  to  the  contrary,  return  one  member.” 

Amendment  agreed  to. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  move  that  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  section  be  added  as  sectionS:  “This 
Act  shall  take  effect  only  after  the  dissolution  of 
the  present  Parliament.” 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Mr.  Chairman,  before 
jou  leport  the  Bill  I  wish  to  make  a  suggestion. 
As  there  are  a  large  number  of  the  members  of  the 
House  who  hold  very  strong  views  as  to  the  power 
of  the  House  to  enact  a  measure  of  this  sort  I 
would  suggest  to  the  Minister  of  Justice  that  we 
make  provision  in  the  Bill  to  the  effect'that  a  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  Supreme  Court  shall  be  had  upon  the 
question,  as  to  the  interpretation  of  section  51. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  course  could  be 
taken  at  any  time  without  a  clause  being  put  in  the 
Bill,  and  therefore  k  is  not  necessary  to  insert  it. 

I  do  not  wish  the  House  to  suppose,  however,  that 
that  course  will  be  taken.  The  view  is  held  very 
strongly  on  this  side  of  the  House,  that  we  have 
power  to  deal  with  the  subject,  and  we  propose  to 
proceed  now  as  Parliament  did  in  1872  and  1882 
and  whenever  a  measure  of  redistribution  came 
before  it. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  is  not 
ready  to  put  a  clause  in  the  Bill  to  that  effect,  I 
cannot  for  my  part  say  that  I  find  very  serious 
fault.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  agree  with  us  that 
this  is  a  very  important  point  and  would  require 
consideration,  and  I  trust  he  will  not  make  up  his 
mind  altogether  not  to  take  the  opinion  of  the 
couit  upon  this  point.  It  is  manifest  that  at  some 
time  or  other  this  question  must  be  decided  by  the 
couit,  no  matter  what  may  be  the  respective 
opinions  of  members  of  this  House.  It  would  be 
preferable,  I  should  think,  to  have  the  constitu¬ 
tional  point  decided  by  the  court  in  every  way. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Of  course  the  Minister 
of  Justice  might  refuse  to  take  the  judgment  of  the 
court  upon  a  question  of  this  sort,  but  it  seems  to 
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me  the  question  can  be  raised  by  a  private  party  in 
reference  to  any  electoral  district,  the  boundaries 

A  rhl?  \o'jrC  fa?ed  by  tlle  British  North  America 
Act  of  186/,  about  the  validity  of  which  there 

can  be  no  doubt,  and  which  have,  for  the  first 
time,  been  altered  by  this  Bill.  Take,  for  in¬ 
stance,  all  these  constituencies  south  of  the  St  Law 
rence,  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  which  are  altered 
for  the  first  time.  I  am  of  opinion  that  in  any  one 
of  these  cases  the  question  might  be  brought  before 
the  courts  as  to  the  validity  of  the  election,  and 
that  question  ought  to  be  determined  before  a 
geneial  election  is  held.  If  we  are  right  in  our 
contention  that  this  House  has  not  the  power  to 
legislate  in  this  way,  we  had  better  ascertain  that 
fact  before  there  is  a  general  election  so  that  we 
may  conform  to  the  law.  If  the  view  taken  by  the 
majority  of  the  House  is  upheld,  then  no  harm  is 
none,  but  it  would  be  extremely  inconvenient  to 
have  a  general  election,  and  to  find  that  the  election 
would  be  invalid  in  a  large  number  of  the  constitu¬ 
encies  of  that  province,  because  the  boundaries  as 
fixed  by  the  British  North  America  Act  have  been 
altered  by  an  authority  not  authorized  by  the  con¬ 
stitution.  J 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  want  to  ask 
the  Minister  of  Justice  how  this  clause  which  has 
been  inserted,  that  this  Act  does  not  take  effect 
imtu  the  dissolution  of  this  Parliament,  is  likely  to 
affect  the  operation  of  the  revision  of  voters’  lists 
under  the  Franchise  Bill?  If  this  Act  does  not 
take  effect  m  any  shape  or  form  until  Parliament  is 
dissolved,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  various  voters’ 
lists  must  be  revised  on  the  lines  of  the  present 
constituencies.  1 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes,  undoubtedly 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Is  not  that 
likely  to  produce  a  considerable  practical  incon¬ 
venience  ?  You  are  altering  some  40  or  50  consti¬ 
tuencies  at  least  by  this  Bill,  and  it  certainly  will 
be  a  matter  of  convenience  for  the  members  on  both 
sides  that  the  revision  of  the  voters’  lists  should  be 
conducted  on  the  lines  of  the  constituencies  that 
are  to  be  the  subject  of  elections.  It  may  not  be 
possible  to  avoid  the  difficulty,  but  ft  will  be  a 

practical  difficulty,  I  suspect. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON;  Assuming  that  the 
r  ranchise  Act  is  to  remain  as  it  is,  the  revision 
must  take  place  on  the  old  lines  in  view  of  the 
possibility  of  a  bye-eleetion  in  any  constituency, 
a-ncl  it  will  be  useless  until  the  last  revision  before 
dissolution  to  revise  upon  the  new  lines,  because 
the  lists  would  not  be  available  until  after  dissolu¬ 
tion.  A  ext  session,  when  the  amendments  to  the 
Franchise  Act  are  being  considered,  it  will  be 
necessary  to  consider  the  way  in  which  this  revision 
is  to  take  place,  in  view  of  a  dissolution,  and  it  will 
be  necessary  likewise  to  make  provision  for  the 
appointment  of  revising  officers  in  the  new  electoral 
districts  which  are  created  in  this  Bill,  because  the 
boundaries  of  many  of  them  are  changed,  and  the 
jurisdiction  is  changed  for  the  revising  officers. 
Necessarily  that  whole  subject  will  come  up  next 
session,  and,  as  I  have  said,  the  revision  in  view  of 
a  dissolution  of  the  present  Parliament  must  be 
provided  for. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  would  suggest  to  my  hon. 
friend  that  if  he  were  to  revert  to  the  old  system 
of  municipalities  making  the  list,  we  would  avoid 
all  these  difficulties. 
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Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  is  a  novel  idea. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  You  never  heard  it  before. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Mr.  Chairman,  before 
you  report  the  Bill  I  beg  to  bring  a  matter  before 
the  attention  of  the  House.  When  the  Minister 
of  Justice  was  defining  the  electoral  district  of 
South  Brant  the  other  Jay,  I  suggested  that  it 
would  be  desirable  that  he  should  add  to  it  the 
townships  of  Burford  and  Oakland,  which  had  been 
taken  from  it  and  placed  in  the  County  of .  Oxford. 

I  thought  the  hon.  gentleman  was  giving  this 
consideration,  but  I  find  he  has  said  nothing  about 
the  matter,  and  I  wish  to  have  an  opportunity  now 
of  proposing  that  this  change  be  made.  There  may 
be  objections  taken  to  adding  the  township  of 
Burford  to  South  Brant,  as  it  is  a  large  township 
and  might  have  an  effect  upon  tty£  population  ;  but 
I  will  waive  that  point  in  the  meantime,  and  make 
this  simple  proposition  now  :  that  the  township  of 
Oakland  shall  be  added  to  the  electoral  district  of 
South  Brant.  I  do  not  see  any  reason  why  the 
committee  shoitld  object  to  that.  Territorially,  the 
change  is  demanded,  because  as  I  pointed  one 
before,  this  is  a  little  three-cornered  township 
which  squares  off  the  township  of  West  Brantford. 
It  is  eight  or  ten  miles  from  the  County  of  Oxford 
to  which  it  is  now  attached,  and  the  population  is 
only  some  858  souls.  Geographically,  commer¬ 
cially,  municipally  and  in  every  way  it  is  con¬ 
nected  with  the  County  of  Brant.  The  city 
of  Brantford  is  the  trading  place  of  the  people  ; 
they  have  no  interest  with  any  other  county, 
and  it  would  be  a  matter  of  pleasure  to  them 
to  be  placed  back  among  their  old  associations. 
No  political  consideration  enters  into  this  proposi¬ 
tion.  Political  considerations  did  enter  into  the 
change  that  was  made  in  1882,  but  there  are  none 
now.  The  electoral  district  of  South  Brant  is 
Liberal  and  has  gone  Liberal  at  three  successive 
elections  since  1882.  It  had  a  Liberal  majority  in 
1882  of  between  200  and  300,  in  1887  of  over  500, 
and  last  year  of  over  500  ;  while  South  Oxford  is 
also  overwhelmingly  Liberal  in  all  its  municipalities. 
Every  individual  municipality  in  South  Brant  is 
Liberal,  and  the  representative,  so  far  as  I  know, 
has  not  lost  confidence  there.  Therefore,  there  is  no 
political  consideration  standing  in  the  wray  ;  but 
the  people  feel  wholly  isolated  from  the  County  of 
Oxford,  municipally  and  in  every  other  way.  Of 
course  they  are  very  proud  to  be  represented  by 
the  present  member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir 
Richard  Cartwright),  as  any  people  would  be  who 
knew7  the  talents  of  that  hon.  gentleman  ;  but 
there  is  no  object  in  the  direction  of  strengthening 
or  weakening  either  county,  and  I  make  the  motion 
as  a  matter  of  justice  to  those  people,  w7ho  wish  to 
be  again  associated  with  their  old  friends  in  the 
south  riding  of  Brant. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  When  I  moved  that  the 
committee  rise  and  report  the  Bill,  members  of  the 
committee  will  remember  that  wre  passed  over  two 
amendments  which  were  upon  the  Paper,  and  I 
cannot  say  how7  many  others  have  been  urged  upon 
us  which  are  not  consequent  upon  the  changes 
wre  have  made  as  regards  new  constituencies.  If 
we  yielded  to  this  amendment  we  should  have  to 
entertain  all  the  others,  and  I  think  at  this  stage 
the  hon.  member  would  do  wrell  not  to  press  the 
Mr.  Laurier. 


amendment,  especially  as  he  says  it  has  not  any 
political  significance. 

Amendment  negatived. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Before  the  committee  rises,  I 
wish  to  make  a  motion  relative  to  the  riding  of 
East  Simcoe.  When  the  Redistribution  Bill  of 
1882  w  as  passed,  I  think  a  reference  to  Hansard 
will  show  that  no  constituency  then  created  was 
received  with  such  marks  of  dissatisfaction  as  that 
of  East  Simcoe.  It  wras  not  denied  that  the  riding 
had  been  constituted  with  no  other  object  than  to 
diminish  the  importance  of  the  Liberal  party  in 
twro  ridings,  and  virtually  to  make  what  has  been 
known,  until  the  last  election,  as  the  Liberal  hive 
of  East  Simcoe  ;  and  I  appeal  to  hon.  gentlemen 
here,  irrespective  of  politics,  who  wish  to  see  a 
wrong  rectified,  if  the  representation  of  that 
riding  should  not  be  changed,  and  changed  to 
the  direction  indicated  in  my  motion.  That  riding 
is  entirely  different  from  the  riding  of  East 
Simcoe  for  the  Local  Legislature.  In  the  first 
place,  it  is  made  up  in  part  of  the  local  riding 
of  W'est  Simcoe,  in  part  of  the  local  riding  of 
East  Simcoe,  and  in  part  of  the  local  riding 
of  Muskoka  ;  so  the  glaring  anomaly  is  presented 
of  a  riding  for  this  House  composed  of  parts  of 
three  ridings  for  the  Local  House.  In  the  next 
place,  the  portion  of  the  riding  of  which  we  com¬ 
plain,  that  is,  the  Muskoka  portion,  is  .not  in  any 
way  connected  with  East  Simcoe  for  judicial  pur¬ 
poses.  The  district  of  Muskoka  has  its  own  assize 
court,  its  own  county  courts  and  its  own  division 
courts.  The  result  is  that  men  who  sit  on  juries 
in  the  district  of  Muskoka  and  men  who  sit  on 
juries  in  the  County  of  Simcoe  never  see  each  other, 
and  the  only  occasion  on  which  they  are  ever 
brought  face  to  face  is  once  in  five  years  when  the 
party  caucuses  are  held.  In  the  next  place,  they 
are  divided  for  county  purposes.  There  is  a 
county  council  for  the  district  of  Muskoka,  and 
there  is  a  county  council  also  for  the  County  of 
Simcoe.  The  result  is  that  the  members  of  the 
County  Council  of  Simcoe  and  the  members  of  the 
County  Council  of  Muskoka  never  meet  face  to  face. 
They  have  also  separate  agricultural  societies ; 
there  is  an  electoral  division  society  for  Muskoka, 
and  also  an  electoral  division  society  for  East 
Simcoe.  But  the  most  ludicrous  part  of  the  matter 
is,  that  in  order  to  go  from  the  Simcoe  portion  of 
the  riding  to  the  Muskoka  portion,  you  have  to 
travel  through  20  miles  of  another  riding.  This  is  a 
glaring  instance  of  a  wrong  that  should  be  rectified. 
Not  only  should  the  present  standing  of  the 
riding  be  considered,  but  when  a  wrong  has 
been  done  it  should  be  rectified  ;  and  in  this  case 
there  was  a  grievous  wrong,  so  grievous  that  no 
one  in  this  House  rose  to  defend  the  measure  when 
it  was  attacked  in  1882.  The  old  riding  of  North 
Simcoe  had  a  very  large  population  in  1882.  In 
1878  there  was  polled  in  North  Simcoe  5,836  votes. 
When  the  constituency  was  divided,  the  vote  in 
the  portion  given  to  East  Simcoe  and  the  portion 
given  to  North  Simcoe  remained  fairly  propor¬ 
tionate.  In  1878  the  district  of  Muskoka  polled 
2,455  votes,  while  the  riding  of  East  Simcoe  proper 
polled  2,524  votes.  But  in  order  to  give  a  member 
to  the  north  riding  of  Ontario  population,  it  was 
found  necessary  to  detach  certain  portions  of  the 
district  of  Muskoka,  and  the  result  was  that  the 
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vote  of  Muskoka  was  reduced  to  1,988,  therefore 
a  vast  disproportion  in  population  existed  between 
Eas^  Simcoe  and  the  remaining  part 
or  Muskoka.  But  a  further  deduction  was  made 
for  hast  Simcoe,  with  the  result,  according  to  the 
figures  of  1878,  that  the  present  constituency  of 
hast  Simcoe  had  2,524  votes  and  the  district  of 
Muskoka  1,678  votes.  I  regret  that  the  lion, 
member  for  Muskoka  (Mr.  O’Brien)  is  not  in  his 
place  to-day,  because,  although  I  do  not  contend 
that  he  was  interested  in  or  engineered  the  ar¬ 
rangement  carried  into  effect  in  1882,  still  there  is 
this  fact,  that  lie  had  been  defeated  in  the  general 
elections  of  1878  by  a  narrow  majority,  and 
this  portion  of  Muskoka  that  was  thrown  into  the 

rif  !!!?  •  East  ,silncoe  bad  polled  a  majority 
of  164  in  favour  of  the  Liberal  party.  Now,  I  say 
it  is  a  gross  injustice  that  the  riding  of  East  Simcoe, 
\wth  its  vast  population  to-day,  numbering  nearly 
10,000  souls  more  than  that  of  Muskoka,  should 
ha\  e  thrown  upon  it  a  part  of  a  riding  with  which 
it  is  in  no  wise  connected,  either  municipally  or 
judicially,  and  to  reach  which  you  must  travel  20 
miles  through  another  riding.  Hon.  gentlemen  to 
your  left  have  contended  in  favour  of  county 
boundaries  ;  they  have  also  contended  for  an 
advance  towards  an  equality  of  population  ;  and 
hon.  gentlemen  to  your  right  have  not  denied  that 
these  principles  are  right.  Then,  why  should  their 
application  be  denied  to  the  riding  of  East  Simcoe  ? 
To  myself  it  is  no  concern  which  way  that  portion 
of  the  riding  may  go.  What  I  propose  is  that 
there  should  be  placed  in  the  riding  of  Muskoka 
the  townships  of  Monck,  Medora  and  Wood  ;  and 
this  change,  so  far  as  party  results  are  concerned 
makes  very  little  difference.  The  population  of 
the  electoral  district  of  Muskoka  would  then  be 
28,290,  while  the  population  of  East  Simcoe  would 
be  31,380.  From  the  remaining  portion,  the  town 
of  Gravenhurst  and  the  township  of  Muskoka 
should  be  taken  and  added  to  North  Ontario, 
which  would  make  the  population  there  23,363! 
Even  then  the  population  of  East  Simcoe  would  be 
n®aiTb  10,000  more  than  that  of  the  adjoining  riding 
.  Eor*'b  Ontario,  and  some  3,000  more  than  the 
riding  of  Muskoka ;  and  this  change  would 
place  together  a  number  of  people  who  are  asso¬ 
ciated  by  reason  of  county  boundaries,  in  county 
councils  and  judicial  districts.  I  sincerely  trust 
that  the  Minister  of  Justice  will  see  fit  to  make 
this  amendment  in  the  Act,  because  it  will  be 
consonant  with  the  wishes  of  the  people  of  both 
political  parties  there.  Any  political  advantage 
that  may  be  derived  from  the  change  will  be  very 
trifling,  but  it  will  improve  an  unwieldy  riding, 
one  which  is  certainly  not  a  credit  to  those  who 
constituted  it,  and  which  will  be  less  creditable  to 
lion,  gentlemen  on  both  sides  of  this  House  if  they 
favour  a  continuance  of  it.  There  is  also  this  to  be 
borne  in  mind,  that  the  riding  of  East  Simcoe  to-day 
which  would  then  have  31,380  souls,  is  a  growing 
riding,  having  grown  in  the  last  ten  years  10,000, 

.  Mot  id  mgs  are  stationary  ;  in  fact! 
Muskoka  is  rather  retrograding,  by  reason  of  the 
fact  that  the  lumber  interest,  which  was  formerly 
carried  on  there  extensively,  is  now  declining.  I  do 
trust  that  hon.  gentlemen  on  both  sides  of  the 
House  will  be  consistent  in  this  matter.  If  it  is 
right  to  have  a  continuance  of  county  boundaries 
and  an  advance  towards  the  equalization  of  popula- 
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tion,  then  my  amendment  will  be  adopted  without 
a  dissenting  voice.  1  move  : 

*-he  riding  of  East  Simcoe  consist  of  the  townshins 
Ord  !?  ’  ia,y’,Me(l°nte>  O/o,  Matchedash, North  and  South 
guiihene  the  t0wnS  of  0rillia’  Midland  and  Penetan- 

Mr.  McNEILL.  I,  personally,  am  not  interested 
in  this  matter.  I  do  not  understand  much  about 
the  proposed  arrangements,  but  the  hon.  member 
toi  Muskoka  has  written  me  to  say  that  he  does 
not  wish  it  to  be  supposed  he  is  a  consenting  party 
to  this  arrangement  or  approves  of  it.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  lie  disapproves  of  it. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  have  a  sketch  here  which 

Y“m*  ZlU  con.vlnce  hon.  gentlemen.  The  riding 
ot  East  Simcoe  in  the  main  lies  to  the  west,  there 
is  a  large  river  running  between  the  riding  proper 
and  the  Muskoka  part,  and  I  ask  in  fairness  that 
lie  should  have  those  townships.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  had  the  ridings  taken  out  in  1882  to  save  him¬ 
self,  and  surely  he  should  have  now  a  trial  of  the 
reverse.  In  the  election  of  1878,  that  portion 
situated  m  East  Simcoe  gave  an  adverse  majority 
of  164,  and  in  the  succeeding  election  the  lion, 
member  for  Muskoka  was  elected  by  2,  so  it  is 
easy  to  see  what  would  have  been  the  result  had 
the  164  been  left  in.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  not 
leie  to  oppose  this,  and  that  is  an  intimation  that 
ie  acquiesces  in  my  amendment.  The  hon.  mem- 
oer  for  Muskoka,  in  the  discussion  on  the  second 
readmg,  asked:  “Why  should  the  riding  of 
East  Simcoe  be  left  with  a  population  of  35,800 
while  there  are  small  constituencies  ?  No  person 
he  said,  ever  would  defend  the  Bill  of  1882,  and 
lie  took  occasion  to  denounce  that  Bill.”  He  has 
placed  himself  on  record  as  being  in  favour  of 
nothing  else  than  the  continuance  of  county  bound¬ 
aries,  and  no  doubt  he  is  not  here  to-day  because 
he  does  not  wish  to  stultify  himself. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  What  does  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  intend  to  do  with  the  part  he  takes  off  East 
Simcoe  ?  It  will  not  do  to  leave  it  out  in  the  cold  ? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  If  from  the  riding  of  East 
Simcoe,  which  has  nearly  3,600  souls,  a  portion  be 
added  to  Muskoka,  to  which  it  belongs,  that  would 
increase  the  population  of  Muskoka  to  about  28  000 
If  the  other  portion  be  added  to  North  Ontario! 
winch  in  part  was  made  up  of  the  district  of 
Muskoka,  it  would  place  the  population  of*  North 
Ontario  at  23,360. 


Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  If  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Muskoka  were  here,  it  would  not  be 
necessary  for  me  to  say  a  word,  but  I  think  it  is 
the  duty  of  some  one  to  point  out  the  effect  this 
amendment  would  have  on  his  constituency.  The 
lion,  member  for  East  Simcoe  proposes  to  give  to 
Muskoka  the  following  townships : — Monck  contain¬ 
ing  a  population  of  854  :  Medora  and  Wood,  921 . 
Now,  the  hon.  gentleman  will  notice,  on  looking 
oyer  the  returns  of  the  last  general  election,  that 
Monck  gave  a  Liberal  majority  of  30,  and  Medora 
and  \\  ood  a  Liberal  majority  of  5,  and  therefore 
he  proposes  to  take  away  a  Liberal  majority  of  5 
from  East  Simcoe  and  hand  it  over  to  his  friend 
Muskoka.  I  hat  is  not  all.  There  are  two  other  from 
districts  proposed  to  be  taken  from  North  Ontario, 
namely,  the  township  of  Muskoka  which  gave  a 
Liberal  majority  of  12  at  the  last  general  election, 
and  the  town  of  Gravenhurst  which  gave  a  Liberal 
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majority  of  20,  and  these  are  proposed  to  be  added 
to  North  Ontario. 

Mr.  MADILL.  It  is  proposed  to  place  them  in 
North  Ontario. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  Yes,  but  that 
takes  from  East  Simcoe  a  majority  of  12  Liberal 
votes  for  the  township  of  Muskoka  and  20  for  the 
town  of  Gravenhurst.  The  hon.  gentleman  pro¬ 
poses  to  take  away  from  East  Simcoe  no  less  than 
a  majority  of  67  Liberal  votes,  increasing  his  ma¬ 
jority  to  that  extent  over  what  it  was  at  the  last 
election.  That  majority  was  16,  and  this  addition 
would  give  the  hon.  gentleman  a  majority  at* the 
next  election  of  83.  North  Ontario,  by  this  amend¬ 
ment,  would  give  Muskoka  a  majority  of  43  Liberal 
votes,  which,  with  the  35  given  from  East  Simcoe, 
would  give  to  the  present  sitting  member  for  Mus¬ 
koka  a  majority  of  78  Liberal  votes  to  contend 
against  more  than  he  has  now.  He  had  only  a 
majority  of  130,  and  this  amendment,  if  carried, 
will  cut  down  his  majority  78,  leaving  him  only 
52  to  come  and  go  upon.  In  addition  to  giving 
these  Liberal  votes,  the  hon.  gentleman  is  giving 
additional  territory  with  4,000  more  population  to 
work.  North  Ontario  is  to  receive  from  East 
Simcoe  a  majority  of  32  Liberal  votes. 

Mr.  MADILL.  Is  the  hon.  gentleman  taking 
the  general  election  or  the  bye- election  ? 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  am  taking  the 
bye-election.  North  Ontario  gives  to  Muskoka  43 
Liberal  votes  and  receives  from  East  Simcoe  32, 
so  North  Ontario  gains  11  votes  by  that  transac¬ 
tion.  North  Ontario  gives  to  North  Victoria  the 
townships  of  McLean,  Ridout  and  Oakland. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  motion  now  before  the 
Chair  is  not  the  first  motion  which  I  made,  which 
is  dropped. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  It  does  not  say 
what  you  will  do  with  the  other  townships. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  am  not  asking  for  any  inter¬ 
ference  with  Victoria  at  all. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  Then  it  is  more 
selfish  than  ever.  The  hon.  gentleman  seeks  by 
this  amendment  to  thrust  on  the  member  for  Mus¬ 
koka  a  majority  of  78  Liberal  votes,  relieves  himself 
of  67,  and  North  Ontario  is  given  a  majority  of  32 
Liberal  "votes  and  Muskoka  35,  giving  himself  an 
advantage  of  67  for  no  other  purpose  than  to  de¬ 
crease  the  Liberal  majority  in  the  riding  he  repre¬ 
sents,  and  thrust  the  disadvantage  on  one  of  his 
own  friends  who  appears  to  be  more  independent 
than  the  Government  would  like  him  to  be.  To 
my  mind,  that  does  not  appear  to  be  a  very  gentle¬ 
manly  course  to  take  in  the  absence  of  a  member 
who  cannot  defend  himself.  The  only  reason  I 
rose  was  to  call  the  attention  of  the  colleagues  of  • 
the  hon.  member  for  Muskoka  (Mr.  0:Brien)  to 
the  facts,  and,  if  the  Government  deems  it  advis¬ 
able  to  change  the  Bill  in  such  a  way  that  the 
member  for  Muskoka  will  have  a  majority  of  78 
additional  Liberal  votes  and  4,000  additional 
people  to  deal  with,  well  and  good,  but  they  must 
take  the  responsibility  of  it. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  hon.  member  for 
Huron  (Mr.  Macdonald)  seems  to  share  the  inde¬ 
pendence  which  he  says  is  unpalatable  to  the 
Government  on  the  part  of  the  member  for  Mus¬ 
koka  (Mr.  O’Brien),  though  I  should  think  his 
Mr.  Macdonald  (Huron). 


statement  must  be  decidedly  unpalatable  to  those 
among  whom  he  sits  when  he  says  it  is  a  most 
ungentlemanly  thing  to  propose  to  put  a  number  of 
Liberals  into  another  man’s  riding.  Nothing  would 
give  me  greater  pleasure  than  to  concur  in  the  sug¬ 
gestions  of  the  hon.  member  for  East  Simcoe  (Mr. 
Bennett),  and  I  think  he  has  presented  strong  reasons 
why  this  should  be  done  if  we  were  starting  afresh, 
and  the  member  for  Huron  (Mr.  Macdonald)  has  also 
presented  reasons  in  the  same  direction,  but  neither 
hon.  gentleman  has  convinced  me  that  we  should 
yield  at  this  stage  of  the  Bill.  Representations 
have  been  made  to  us,  as  I  stated  a  few  minutes 
ago,  in  regard  to  various  changes,  and  many  pro¬ 
posals  have  been  made  in  reference  to  the  district 
of  Quebec,  but  we  have  stated  time  and  again  that 
we  could  not  undertake  to  redress  what  hon. 
gentlemen  thought  grievances  in  the  Act  of  1882, 
and  therefore  it  would  be  unwise  at  this  stage  of 
the  Bill  to  accept  the  proposal  of  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  MADILL.  The  hon.  member  for  Huron 
seems  to  insinuate  that  this  proposal  emanates  from 
the  member  for  North  Ontario. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  did  not  say 
anything  of  the  kind. 

Mr.  MADILL.  I  am  quite  satisfied  to  have  my 
riding  as  it  is.  According  to  the  motion  of  the 
hon.  member  for  East  Simcoe  (Mr.  Bennett),  if  it 
were  carried  out  in  its  entirety,  I  would  have  no 
objection,  but  North  Ontario  to-day  is  125  miles 
long.  Under  the  Redistribution  Bill  of  1882  a  por¬ 
tion  of  Muskoka  was  added  to  that  riding.  It  was 
made  a  Reform  riding  and  carried  by  the  Liberals 
at  the  following  election.  If  we  have  redeemed 
North  Ontario  and  held  it  for  two  elections  since 
that,  it  is  not  because  of  the  Redistribution  Bill* 
because  North,  South  and  West  Ontario  were  car¬ 
ried  by  the  Reform  party  at  the  election  which 
followed  the  Redistribution  Act  of  1882.  I  was 
willing  to  give  the  township  of  Macaulay  and  the 
town  of  Bracebridge,  and  to  take  in  the  town  of 
Gravenhurst  with  the  township  of  Muskoka. 
though  the  result  would  be  that  I  would  lose 
14  votes.  My  riding  is  almost  up  to  the  aver¬ 
age  of  population,  and  at  the  last  election  we 
polled  more  votes  than  Muskoka,  more  votes  than 
the  city  of  London,  and  more  than  half  the  votes 
polled  in  Hamilton  with  its  two  representatives. 
It  polled  more  votes  than  the  city  of  Ottawa 
with  its  two  members.  There  are  63  ridings  out  of 
the  92  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  that  polled  less 
votes  than  North  Ontario,  which  I  think  is  up  tor 
if  not  beyond,  the  average  constituency  in  Ontario 
as  regards  the  number  of  electors  and  the  number 
of  votes.  However,  after  hearing  the  remarks  of 
the  Minister  of  Justice,  I  have  nothing  more  to 
'  say.  I  was  prepared  to  support  the  original  pro¬ 
position  of  the  member  for  East  Simcoe  (Mr. 
Bennett),  but  I  w7as  not  prepared  to  consent  that 
all  these  additional  towmships  and  territories  should 
be  dumped  upon  North  Ontario.  Now7,  as  there 
are  only  29  constituencies  in  Ontario  which  polled 
more  votes  at  the  last  election  than  my  riding,  and 
as  it  has  so  extensive  a  territory,  I  think  it  has  a 
fair  claim  to  be  entitled  to  remain  as  it  is. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Since  the  hon.  member  for 
Huron  (Mr.  Macdonald)  has  insinuated  that  the 
action  taken  by  me  was  not  of  my  own  accord,  but 
was  rather  prompted  by  the  Government,  I  wish 
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to  make  this  statement.  In  the  early  part  of  the 
session  when  I  understood  a  Redistribution  Bill 
was  to  he  brought  down,  I  took  occasion  to  confer 
with  a  gentleman  who  I  believed  was  in  the  confi¬ 
dence  of  the  Government,  and  I  was  led  to  believe 
there  was  to  be  such  a  change  made  in  Simcoe  as 
would  be  consistent  with  the  principles  of  repre¬ 
sentation  by  population.  I  was  afterwards  assured 
that  if  such  a  change  was  not  made  as  was  sug¬ 
gested  by  that  gentleman,  at  least  a  measure  that 
contained  in  itself  every  element  of  fairness  and  of 
impartiality  like  the  present  one,  would  be  reason-’ 
ably  entertained  by  the  House.  I  now  wish  to  state 
that  I  had  no  communication  with  any  lion,  gentle¬ 
man  of  the  Cabinet  relative  to  this  matter  until  I 
spoke  about  it  to  the  Minister  of  Justice,  who  told 
me  that  it  would  be  better  that  I  should  place  a 
notice  on  the  Paper  of  my  intention  to  move.  I 
have  moved  in  the  matter  solely  because  it  is  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  wishes  of  both  political  parties  in 
my  riding  ;  I  have  moved  in  the  matter  because  I 
believed  hon.  gentlemen  in  this  House  were 
actuated  by  a  desire  to  do  what  was  right,  to  do 
what  was  fair,  and  that  my  proposition  would  be 
consistent  with  their  utterances.  As  for  hon. 
gentlemen  on  the  Government  benches,  I  can  only 
say  that  I  presume  the  same  liberty  of  thought  and 
action  is  given  to  them  that  the  Minister  of  Justice 
stated  was  vouchsafed  to  all  the  other  evening,  and 
I  presume  that  same  principle  has  effect  on  your 
left.  If  that  feeling  actuates  hon.  gentlemen,  then 
I  trust  that  the  motion  will  be  carried. 

Amendment  negatived. 

Bill  reported. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  third  read¬ 
ing  of  the  Bill. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Before  this 
Bill  is  read  the  third  time  I  desire  to  place  before 
the  House  an  amendment  of  which  I  have  given 
notice,  in  order  that  there  may  be  no  misunder¬ 
standing.  Those  hon.  gentlemen  who  took  part  in 
the  discussions  on  this  Bill  will  recollect  perfectly 
well  that  certain  principles  were  laid  down  as 
being  those  by  which  the  Government  desired  to 
be  guided.  Now,  I  have  considered  those  prin¬ 
ciples  carefully,  and  I  believe  that  the  amendment 
which  I  am  about  to  place  in  your  hands  will  give 
the  Government  an  opportunity  of  acting  up  to 
their  principles,  which  I  cannot  doubt  they  most 
sincerely  desire  to  do  ;  although,  in  consequence  of 
the  want  of  knowledge  of  the  peculiar  position  of 
Ontario,  which,  no  doubt,  stood  in  the  way  of  the 
hon.  Minister  of  Justice  acting  up  to  his  principles, 
he  has  not  been  able,  in  the  case  of  my  province,  at 
all  to  carry  them  out  in  the  way  that  I  am  sure  he 
desires  to  do.  However,  as  all  I  have  got  to  say 
is  pretty  well  embodied  in  the  motion,  I  am  not 
going  at  this  moment  to  delay  the  House  by  a  long 
disquisition  on  the  subject,  but  I  will  simply  place 
the  motion  in  your  hands,.  My  motion  is  as  fol¬ 
lows 

That  the  Bill  he  not  now  read  a  third  time,  but  that  it 
be  resolved,  that  inasmuch  as  the  members  of  the  1 
Government  have  repeatedly  stated  in  their  places  in 
this  House: 

b  That  so  far  as  the  Province  of  Ontario  was  concerned 
their  only  reason  for  disturbing  the  existing  constituen¬ 
cies  was  that  it  was  necessary  to  provide  two  additional 
members,  one  for  the  city  of  Toronto  and  the  other  for  ( 
the  district  of  Algorna  and  Nipissing  ; 

2.  That  they  desired  to  effect  this  object  with  the  mini-  1 
mum  possible  disturbance  of  existing  constituencies; 


3.  That  so  far  as  was  consistent  with  the  said  objects 
they  wished  to  equalize  the  numerical  representation; 
and  whereas  it  appears  from  the  official  returns  of  the 
census— (1)  That  the  35  constituencies  which  lie  east  of 
*oo  a' bounty  of  lork,  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  contain 
•>55,000  people,  and  have  at  present  by  this  Bill  thirty- 
five  representatives:  (2)  that  the  .51  constituencies  of 
the  said  Province  of  Ontario  which  lie  west  of  the  County 
oi  lork,  contain  1,184,000  people,  and  have  been  hereto¬ 
fore  represented  by  51  members  of  this  House ;  and  (3) 
whereas  it  further  appears  that  the  exact  unit  of  re¬ 
presentation  for  the  Province  of  Ontario  is  23  965  :  and 
(4)  that  the  35  ridings  lying  cast  of  Toronto  fall  below  the 
Sfd  unit  by  an  average  of  3,265  each  and  collectively  by 
about  114,000  souls,  and  have  consequently  a  representa¬ 
tion  of  about  five  members  in  excess  of  the  number  to 
which  they  are  entitled  in  proportion  to  their  numbers  ; 
apd  (5)  whereas  the  said  51  ridings  lying  west  of  the  city 
or  loronto,  contain  on  an  average  a  population  of  23,200 
souls,  being  nearly  250  on  the  average  in  excess  of  the 
unit  of  representation,  and  collectively  about  13,000 
souls;  and  whereas  it  is  proposed  by  the  said  Bill  to  re¬ 
duce  the  number  of  the  representatives  heretofore  given 
to  the  said  western  division  of  Ontario,  and  for  that  pur¬ 
pose  to  disturb  the  boundaries  of  not  less  than  17  different 
ridings ;  and  whereas  the  said  two  additional  representa¬ 
tives  required  for  the  city  of  Toronto  and  the  district  of 
Algorna  and  Nipissing  can  be  obtained  with  a  minimum 
of  disturbance,  and  with  far  better  results  as  regards  the 
equalization  of  the  population  of  the  several  districts  by 
uniting  together  the  four  smaller  electoral  districts  now 
existing  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  to  wit,  the  riding  of 


South  Grenville,  with . 12,931 

North  Leeds  and  Grenville,  with . 13,523 

Frontenac,  with . 12,425 

Lennox,  with . 14,902 


this  Bill  be  referred  back  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  with  instructions  to  amend  sub-section  2  of  section 
2  by  striking  out  the.  said  sub-section  and  by  providing 
that  the  electoral  districts  of  South  Grenville  and  of 
North  Leeds  and  Grenville  be  united  and  henceforward 
return  one  member,  and  that  the  electoral  districts  of 
Frontenac  and  Lennox  be  miffed  and  henceforward  return 
one  member,  and  that  the  two  members  so  obtained  be 
given  to  the  city  of  Toronto  and  to  the  district  of  Al- 
gorna  and  Nipissing.  and  that  the  rest  of  the  constituencies 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  remain  unaltered. 

Mr.  CALVIN.  I  have  had  the  privilege  of  being 
in  this  House  only  a  few  days,  but  there  is  one 
image  on  my  mind  which  is  very  distinct,  and  it  is 
this,  the  respect  which  hon.  members  of  the  Oppo¬ 
sition  entertain  for  county  lines.  This  has  been 
the  burden  of  the  song  of  those  hon.  gentlemen  day 
after  day — respect  for  county  lines.  But  now  the 
hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cart¬ 
wright)  proposes  to  divide  these  counties,  to  sepa¬ 
rate  entirely  the  north  from  south,  to  bring  together 
two  ridings  which  have  no  community  of  interest, 
and  to  utterly  disregard  county  lines.  And 
why  ?  There  must  be  some  reason  for  this  action. 
May  we  not  reasonably  suppose,  may  we  not  sus¬ 
pect  at  least  that  there  is,  perhaps,  something  of  a 
personal  character  in  this  proposal  ?  The  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  resides  in  Frontenac  ;  the  hon.  gentleman 
has  large  business  interests  in  Lennox  ;  but  in  spite 
of  these  facts,  and  in  spite  of  the  well-known  urba¬ 
nity  of  manner  and  honeyed  words  and  melting 
eloquence  of  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford, 
lie  represents  not  Frontenac,  not  Lennox,  but  South 
Oxford  in  the  west. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  desire  to  say  a 
few  words  on  this  matter,  because  this  amendment 
comes  with  particularly  bad  grace  from  a  gentleman 
who  represented  Lennox  from  1863  to  1878  in  Par¬ 
liament.  When  this  hon.  gentleman,  who  is  now 
the  member  for  South  Oxford,  was  first  elected,  he 
was  returned  for  the  riding  of  Lennox  and  Ad¬ 
dington.  So  far  as  my  memory  serves  me,  he 
represented  the  municipal  County  of  Lennox  and 
Addington.  But  at  Confederation  those  boun- 
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claries  were  changed  very  peculiarly,  because  the 
township  of  Camden,  which  would  have  made 
Lennox  a  square  and  compact  constituency  with 
about  the  unit  of  population  was  left  out  ;  and, 
I  think,  for  a  very  good  reason,  because  at  the 
previous  general  election  it  had  gone  pretty 
strongly  against  the  hon.  member  then  sitting  for 
Lennox  and  Addington.  Is  it  to  be  supposed  that 
this  change  was  made  at  Confederation  without 
the  member  who  represented  that  riding  being  con- 
sulted  ?  He  was  a  strong  supporter  at  the  time  of 
Sir  John  Macdonald,  and  I  have  no  doubt  but  that 
he  was  consulted  and  that  the  lines  laid  down.for 
the  riding  of  Lennox  were  marked  out  by  that  hon. 
gentleman.  Perhaps  he  found  the  riding  of  Len¬ 
nox  and  Addington  a  pretty  expensive  riding, 
because  at  his  first  election  there  were  heaps  of 
American  silver  carried  around  in  bags,  and  every 
doubtful  voter,  after  he  had  voted  for  the  hon. 
gentleman,  put  his  hand  into  the  bag,  pulled  out  a 
handful  of  silver,  and  that  was  the  price  of  his  vote. 
In  1867  there  was  a  general  election,  and  the  hon. 
gentleman  on  that  occasion  was  opposed  by  Mr. 
J.  T.  Greene,  a  resident  of  Napanee,  and  we  had  two 
days’  polling.  On  the  first  day,  the  hon.  member 
for  South  Oxford  happened  to  be  behind  by  about 
20  votes,  but  on  the  next  day  when  evening  came, 
he  was  elected.  And  why  ?  He  was  president  of 
the  old  Commercial  Bank  at  the  time,  and  it  was 
said  that  after  banking  hours  large  amounts  of 
money  were  drawn  from  the  bank  and  distributed 
in  the  county.  That  hon.  gentleman  was  elected 
in  1867  as  a  strong  supporter  of  the  Administration 
of  Sir  John  Macdonald  ;  but  it  will  be  remember¬ 
ed,  that  before  another  general  election  came 
round,  Sir  Francis  Hincks  happened  to  be  appoint¬ 
ed  Minister  of  Finance,  and  the  hon.  gentleman 
took  a  short  turn,  became  independent,  and  when 
he  came  back  for  re-election  in  1872  he  was  elected 
as  an  independent  supporter  of  the  Government. 
When  he  came  before  his  constituents  in  1873,  after 
he  had  taken  office  in  the  Mackenzie  Administra¬ 
tion,  with  a  pledge  that  he  was  tired  of  corruption, 
that  he  would  give  the  people  a  strong  and  honest 
administration,  he  was  elected  by  a  majority  of 
800.  When  the  general  election  came  round  in 
1874,  the  hon.  gentleman  was  elected  by  acclama¬ 
tion.  But,  after  the  pjeople  had  an  experience  of 
his  work  in  the  Cabinet  during  five  years, 
and  of  his  mismanagement  of  the  affairs  of 
the  country,  wlien  he  came  back  for  re-election, 
his  opponent,  whom  he  had  beaten  in  1873  by  800 
votes,  defeated  him  by  57,  and  since  that  thne  he 
has  been  a  wanderer  all  over  Ontario,  taking  any 
constituency  wherever  one  could  be  found.  He 
has  been  in  Huron  and  in  South  Oxford,  and  I  am 
told  the  people  are  getting  tired  of  him  in  his  pre¬ 
sent  constituency,  and  I  give  him  a  cordial  invita¬ 
tion  to  return  to  Lennox,  where  his  great  wealth 
lies,  where  he  owns  all  the  water  power  in 
Napanee  and  other  property  outside  of  Napanee, 
and  I  promise  him  a  warm  reception.  Since  1878 
only  two  Reform  members  have  been  returned,  for 
Lennox,  and  they  were  only  able  to  hold  their  seat 
for  one  session  each.  Why?  When  that  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  was  elected  in  1883  and  was  subsequently  com¬ 
pelled  to  go  into  the  courts,  a  large  number  of  his 
friends  found  it  convenient  to  absent  themselves  in 
the  United  States  ;  he  was  unseated,  and  he  was 
simply  saved  from  being  disqualified  by  the  absence 
of  his  friends.  What  was  the  result  of  the  last 
Mr.  Wilson. 


general  election  ?  A  candidate  of  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man’s  political  faith  was  elected,  but  when  he  came 
to  court  he  forthwith  threw  up  the  sponge  and 
paid  all  the  expenses,  including  the  expenses 
on  the  personal  charges.  I  think  it  is  most  unfair 
that  the  hon.  gentleman  who  has  received  so  many 
favours  at  the  hands  of  the  people  of  Lennox 
should  now  endeavour  to  wipe  out  the  constituency, 
and  add  them  to  the  riding  of  Frontenac,  which 
would  make  it  a  long  narrow  constituency  along  the 
front,  and  to  connect  us  with  people  with  whom  we 
have  no  business  relations,  with  whom  we  have  no 
municipal  connection,  and  with  whom  we  have  no 
dealings  whatever.  I  trust  that  this  House  will 
see  its  way,  as  I  have  no  doubt  it  will,  to  vote  down 
the  amendment  of  the  hon.  gentleman. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  wish  to  say  a  few  words 
upon  this  question  before  the  Bill  is  disposed  of. 
We  were  all  rather  pleased  to  listen  to  the  hon. 
member  for  Frontenac  (Mr.  Calvin)  making  his 
maiden  speech  in  this  Chamber.  We  can  all 
remember  at  the  time  of  his  election  that  it  was 
understood  he  came  to  this  House  as  an  Indepen¬ 
dent  member,  but,  Sir,  I  think  we  must  conclude 
from  his  introductory  speech  that  he  is  independent 
all  to  one  side  like  the  handle  of  a  jug.  He  has 
taken  the  first  opportunity  afforded  him  to  vent 
his  bitterness  upon  the  hon.  member  for  South 
Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright).  I  have  this  to 
say  also  with  regard  to  the  hon.  member  for 
Lennox  (Mr.  Wilson).  When  he  was  first  member 
for  that  constituency  there  was  a  post  office  pro¬ 
mised  to  the  town  of  Napanee,  and  that  post  office 
has  been  built,  at  a  cost  of  $56,000  to  this  country, 
in  order,  if  possible  to  secure  that  riding  for  him. 
Before  the  Public  Accounts  Committee  last  session, 
there  were  exposures  made  with  regard  to  the  ex¬ 
travagances  in  the  construction  of  that  building, 
and  it  was  proved  that  the  clock  alone  cost  $1,850. 
I  contend  that  the  slurs  that  have  been  cast  on  the 
hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cart¬ 
wright  are  quite  uncalled  for,  for  the  reason  that 
on  every  occasion  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  could 
get,  they  endeavoured  to  gerrymander  him  out 
of  his  seat.  He  was  in  Huron,  and  they 
gerrymandered  him  out  of  that.  They  have 
pursued  him  with  bitterness  on  every  possible 
opportunity,  but  notwithstanding  that  fact  he  is 
still  in  Parliament  and  is  an  honoured  member  of 
this  House.  He  has  never  been  turned  out  of  this 
Chamber  on  a  Pacific  scandal.  My  hon.  friend 
refers  to  his  having  been  rejected  in  Lennox.  Why, 
Sir,  the  leader  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  was 
rejected  in  the  Conservative  hive  of  Kingston  in 
1882  when  his  acts  were  such  that  even  the  people 
of  Kingston  could  not  swallow  the  crime  that  was 
laid  at  the  door  of  himself  and  his  colleagues. 
There  is  nothing  said  about  that  now,  but  after 
hunting  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir 
Richard  Cartwright)  for  15  to  20  years,  gerry¬ 
mandering  him  from  constituency  to  constituency, 
and  spending  all  the  power  and  means  and  influence 
that  could  be  used  against  him,  the  gentlemen 
opposite  have  never  been  able  to  turn  him  out  of 
this  Chamber,  and  they  never  will  be  able.  The 
hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard 
Cartwright)  stands  to-day  untarnished  by  any 
political  crime  or  any  political  disgrace.  He  has  sat 
in  Parliament  25  years,  and  there  has  never  been 
any  Pacific  scandal  against  him.  There  has  never 
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been  a  single  contract  by  which  he  has  taken  the 
money  of  the  people  of  this  country  fastened  on  him, 
and  hon.  gentlemen  should  be  ashamed  in  this 
House  to  make  an  uncourteous  remark  towards 
that  distinguished  member. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  I  shall  detain  the  House  but  a 
few  moments.  I  would  not  have  spoken  at  all  were 
it  not  that  the  interests  of  the  constituency  which 
I  represent  are  somewhat  concerned  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir 
Richard  Cartwright).  I  shall  not  touch  upon  the 
history  of  any  of  the  parties  to  this  amendment  or 
of  those  who  have  spoken  upon  it.  The  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  !North  Y\  ellington  (Mr.  McMullen)  referred 
to  the  unfair  means  which  have  been  taken  to 
gerrymander  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford 
(Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  out  of  his  position  ;  but 
it  remained  for  his  own  friend  (Mr.  Paterson)  to 
give  him  the  unkindest  cut  of  all,  by  endeavouring 
to  tack  on  to  his  county  the  township  of  Oakland. 
That  is  the  only  gerrymander  that  has  been 
attempted  on  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford 
this  session  at  all  events.  So  far  as  I  have  been 
able  to  gather  from  the  amendment  before  the 
House,  I  think  the  intention  is  to  allow  the  con¬ 
stituencies  of  North  Wentworth  and  Monck  to 
remain  as  they  are  at  present,  and  to  make  the 
necessary  changes  in  the  constituencies  east  of 
Toronto  ;  Frontenac  and  Lennox  to  be  united,  and 
also  the  Counties  of  South  Grenville  and  Leeds  and 
Grenville.  In  regard  to  the  equalization  of  popula¬ 
tion,  I  am  unable  to  see  that  very  much  will  be 
obtained  by  that,  because  if  Frontenac  and  Lennox 
are  united,  they  will  make  a  constituency  of 
28,347  in  population,  something  like  5,000  over  j 
the  unit,  and  the  other  constituencies  if  united 
will  give  a  population  of  26,454,  or  3,500  above  the 
unit.  But,  Sir,  I  do  not  object  on  that  ground, 
but  because  it  seems  to  me  that  notwithstanding 
the  disposition  of  the  hon.  gentleman  to  do  fairly 
by  western  Ontario,  the  real  motive  is  to  wipe  out 
two  Conservative  constituencies  in  order  to  make 
the  necessary  additions  to  Toronto  and  Algoma.  If 
it  were  not  for  this  apparent  object  I  would  give 
the  amendment  more  hearty  support.  In  regard  to 
equalization  of  population,  I  do  not  think  there  is 
much  to  complain  of  in  the  scheme  proposed  by  the 
Minister  of  Justice.  The  constituencies  of  South 
Norfolk,  Haldimand,  Monck,  North  Wentworth, 
North  Brant  andSouth  Wentworth  are  all  very  much 
below  the  unit.  In  fact  I  think  that  either  east 
or  west  of  Toronto,  scarcely  six  constituencies  can 
be  found  near  by  each  other  in  which  the  popu¬ 
lation  is  so  small.  Therefore,  I  think  it  would  not 
be  unjust  to  allow  one  of  these  constituencies 
to  be  wiped  out  of  that  group,  and  as  North 
Brant  is  the  smallest  of  the  lot,  I  think  that 
is  the  one  that  ought  to  be  sacrificed.  If 
the  hon.  gentleman  had  made  an  amendment 
by  which  one  of  these  constituencies  in  the  west  and 
one  in  the  east  had  been  extinguished,  and  in  which 
the  political  balance  of  the  parties  would  not  have 
been  disturbed,  I  would  have  supported  it  more 
cordially.  But,  Sir,  although  I  think  that  his 
motive  may  not  be  a  good  one,  nevertheless  I  am 
here  first,  and  above  all,  to  represent  the  constitu¬ 
ency  of  Monck.  It  is  my  duty  to  fight  for  that 
constituency,  and,  notwithstanding  all  the  objec¬ 
tions  which  I  have  to  the  amendment  of  the  hon. 


member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright) 
I  feel  it  my  duty  to  support  it. 

House  divided  on  amendment  of  Sir  Richard 
Cartwright  : 

Ykas  : 


Allan, 

Armstrong, 

Bain  (Wentworth), 
B6chard, 

Beith, 

Bernier, 

Bourassa, 

Bowers, 

Bowman, 

Boyle, 

Brown, 

Campbell, 

Cartwright  (Sir  Richard), 
Christie, 

Colter, 

Delisle, 

Fauvel, 

Featherston, 

Forbes, 

Geoffrion, 

Gibson, 

Godbout, 

Grieve, 

Guay, 

Innes, 

Landerkin, 


ssieurs 

Laurier, 

Lavergne, 

Leduc, 

Legris, 

Lister, 

Livingston, 

Lowell, 

Macdonald  (Huron), 
McMillan  (Huron), 
McMullen, 
Mignault, 

Mills  (Bothwell), 
Monet, 

Mulock, 

Paterson  (Brant), 
Perry, 

Rider, 

Rinfret, 

Rowand, 

Sanborn, 

Scriver, 

Semple, 

Somerville, 

Vaillancourt, 

Yeo.— 51. 


ays  : 


Messieurs 


Bain  (Soulanges), 

Baker, 

Bennett, 

Bergeron, 

Bergin, 

Bowell, 

Calvin, 

Cargill, 

Carignan, 

Carling, 

Carpenter, 

Caron  (Sir  Adolphe), 
Chapleau, 

Coatsworth, 

Cochrane, 

Cockburn. 

Corby, 

Costigan, 

Craig, 

Davin, 

Davis, 

Desjardins  (Hochelaga), 
Desjardins  (L’lslet), 
Dewdney, 

Dickey, 

Dugas, 

Dupont, 

Dyer, 

Fair  bairn. 

Ferguson  (Leeds  and  Gren. 
Ferguson  (Renfrew), 
Foster, 

Frechette, 

Gillies, 

Guillet, 

Haggart, 

Henderson, 

Hughes, 

Ingram, 

Jeannotte, 

Kenny, 

Langeyin  (Sir  Hector), 
LaRivi&re, 

L6pine, 

LippG 


Macdonald  (King’s), 
Macdonell  (Algoma), 
Maclean  (York), 
McAlister, 

McDonald  (Victoria), 
McDougald  (Pictou), 
McDougall  (Cape  Breton), 
McKay, 

McLean  (King’s), 
McLennan, 

McLeod, 

McNeill, 

Madill, 

Mara, 

Masson, 

Miller, 

Mills  (Annapolis), 
Montague, 

Northrup, 

Ouimet, 

Patterson  (Colchester), 
Patterson  (Huron), 
Pelletier, 

Pope, 

Pridham, 

Putman, 

Reid, 

Rosamond, 

Ross  (Dundas), 

,  Ross  (Lisgar), 

Skinner, 

Smith  (Ontario), 

Sproule, 

Stairs, 

Temple, 

Thompson  (Sir  John), 
Tisdale, 

Turcotte, 

Tyr  whitt, 

YVallace, 

Weldon, 

White  (Cardwell), 

Wilmot, 

Wilson, 

Wood  (Brockville). — 90. 


Pairs  : 

Ministerial.  Oppositio  n. 

Mr.  Taylor,  Mr.  Sutherland, 

Mr.  Macdonald  (Winnipeg),  Mr.  Choquette, 

Mr.  Ryckman,  Mr.  Devlin, 

Mr.  McKeen,  Mr.  Borden, 
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Mr.  Ives, 

Mr.  Cleveland, 

Mr.  Cameron, 

Mr.  Hazen, 

Mr.  Tupper, 

Mr.  Joncas, 

Mr.  Monerieff, 

Mr.  Hearn, 

Mr.  FORBES.  The 


Mr.  Edgar, 

Mr.  Carroll, 

Mr.  Fraser, 

Mr.  Gillmor, 

Mr.  McGregor, 

Mr.  Bruneau, 

Mr.  Brodeur, 

Mr.  Fremont. 

lion,  member  for  West 


Lamb  ton,  the  hon.  member  for  Guysborough,  the 
lion,  member  for  Charlotte,  and  the  hon.  member 
for  Ottawa  County,  have  not  voted. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  understood  that  I  was  paired 
with  the  hon.  member  for  East  Lambton.  I  find 
that  such  is  not  the  case,  and  I  desire  to  vote*  for 
the  amendment. 


Mr.  McKAY.  The  hon.  member  for  West 
Lambton  was  paired,  but  I  may  say  that  the  hon. 
member  is  justly  entitled  to  vote. 

Mr.  DEVLIN.  I  did  not  hear  the  amendment 
read. 

Mr.  GILLMOR.  I  am  paired  with  the  hon. 
member. for  St.  John  (Mr.  Hazen). 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  am  paired  with  the  hon. 
member  for  Inverness  (Mr.  Cameron). 

Amendment  negatived. 

Mr.  YEO.  Before  the  question  is  put,  I  beg 
leave  to  move  : 

That  the  Bill  be  not  now  read  the  third  time,  but  that 
it  lie  referred  back  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House, 
with  power  to  amend  the  same  as  follows  : — 

That  section  6  be  struck  out  and  the  following  substitu¬ 
ted  therefor : 

In  Prince  Edward  Island  there  shall  be  three  electoral 
districts  as  at  present  constituted  and  designated,  of 
which  the  electoral  district  of  Prince  County  shall  con¬ 
tinue  to  return  two  members,  the  electoral  district  of 
Queen’s  County  shall  continue  to  return  two  members, 
and  the  electoral  district  of  King’s  County  shall  return 
one  member. 

I  need  scarcely  say  that  the  effect  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  to  leave  county  lines  as  they  are  at 
present  established. 

House  divided  on  amendment  of  Mr.  Yeo  : 


Yeas  : 


Messieurs 


Allan, 

Armstrong, 

Bain  (Wentworth), 
B6chard, 

Beith, 

Bernier, 

Bourassa, 

Bowers, 

Bowman, 

Brown, 

Campbell, 

Cartwright  (Sir  Richard), 
Christie, 

Colter, 

Delisle, 

Devlin, 

Dickey, 

Fauvel, 

Featherston, 

Forbes, 

Geoffrion, 

Gibson, 

Godbout, 

Grieve, 

Guay, 

Innes, 

Landerkin, 


Bain  (Soulanges), 
Baker, 

Bennett, 

Bergeron, 

Mr.  Boyle. 


Laurie  r, 

Lavergne, 

Leduc, 

Legris, 

Lister, 

Livingston, 

Lowell, 

Macdonald  (Huron), 
Maclean  (York), 
McMillan  (Huron), 
McMullen, 

Mignault, 

Mills  (Bothwell), 
Monet, 

Mulock, 

Paterson  (Brant), 
Perry, 

Rider, 

Rinfret, 

Rowand, 

Sanborn, 

Scriver, 

Semple, 

Somerville, 
Vaillancourt, 
Weldon, 

Yeo.— 51. 

Nays: 

Messieurs 

LippG 

Macdonald  (King’s), 
Macdonell  (Algoma), 
McAlister, 


Bergin, 

Boweli, 

Boyle, 

Calvin, 

Cargill, 

Carignan, 

Carling, 

Carpenter, 

Caron  (Sir  Adolphe), 
Chapleau, 

Coatsworth, 

Cochrane, 

Cockburn, 

Corby, 

Costigan, 

Craig, 

Davin, 

Davis, 

Desjardins  (Hochelaga), 
Desjardins  (L’lslet), 
Dewdney, 

Dugas, 

Dupont, 

Dyer, 

Fairbairn, 

Ferguson  (Leeds  and  Gren . 
Ferguson  (Renfrew), 
Foster, 

Frechette, 

Gillies, 

Guillet, 

Haggart, 

Henderson, 

Hughes, 

Ingram, 

Jeannotte, 

Kenny. 

Langevin  (Sir  Hector), 
LaRivi&re, 

Lupine, 


McDonald  (Victoria), 
McDougald  (Pictou), 
McDougall  (Cape  Breton), 
McKay, 

McLean  (King’s), 
McLennan, 

McLeod, 

Madill, 

Mara, 

Masson, 

Metcalfe, 

Miller, 

Mills  (Annapolis), 
Montague, 

North  rup, 

Ouimet, 

Patterson  (Colchester), 
Patterson  (Huron), 
Pelletier, 

Pope, 

Pridham, 

Putnam, 

Reid, 

Rosamond, 

Ross  (Dundas), 

,  Ross  (Lisgar), 

Skinner, 

Smith  (Ontario), 

Sproule, 

Stairs, 

Temple, 

Thompson  (Sir  John), 
Tisdale, 

Turcotte, 

Tyrwhitt, 

Wallace, 

Wilmot, 

Wilson, 

Wood  (Brockville).— 87. 


[Pairs  same  as  previous  division.] 


Amendment  negatived. 


[At  one  o’clock  the  House  adjourned,  and  at  three 
o’clock  resumed.] 

Mr.  BECHARD.  I  move  an  amendment  : 

That  this  Bill  be  not  now  read  the  third  time,  but  be 
referred  back  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  in 
order  that  it  be  so  amended  as  to  provide  that  the  locali¬ 
ties  called  Notre  Dame  des  Anges  and  Notre  Dame  de 
Stanbridge  village  be  declared  as  continuing  to  form  part 
of  the  electoral  district  of  Missisquoi. 

When,  on  Wednesday  of  last  week,  the  House,  in 
Committee  of  the  Whole,  was  dealing  with  the  Bill, 
a  motion  was  made  to  the  effect  that  these  two 
municipalities  should  be  severed  from  the  County 
of  Missisquoi,  of  which  they  were  forming  part,  and 
be  annexed  to  the  County  of  Iberville.  I  must  say 
that  this  motion  was  a  surprise  to  me  and  to  the. 
people  whom  it  affects,  because  it  did  not  form  part 
of  the  Bill  as  prepared  by  the  Government,  and  the 
people  had  no  notice  of  it  ;  and  because,  further,  it 
was  not  a  part  of  the  arrangement  which  I  under¬ 
stood  was  made  between  members  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  during  the 
afternoon  of  Wednesday  last,  concerning  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec.  It  was  a  surprise  to  me  for  this 
other  reason,  that  during  the  morning  sitting  of 
this  House,  on  the  same  date,  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  by  the  mouth  of  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works,  declared,  in  answer  to  a  question 
put  by  the  leader  of  the  Opposition,  that  with 
regard  to  the  Counties  of  Iberville  and  St. 
John’s,  it  was  a  settled  question  that  there  would 
be  no  change.  Now,  as  the  House  knows,  I  made 
on  that  day  strenuous  efforts  to  oppose  the  pro¬ 
posed  transfer  of  those  two  municipalities  from  the 
County  of  Missisquoi  to  the  County  of  Iberville.  I 
showed  that  it  would  be  a  gross  violation  of  the 
principle  of  equalization  of  population,  which  I 
understand  the  Government  have  undertaken  to 
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apply,  as  it  could  conveniently  be  done,  in  the  pre¬ 
paration  of  this  Bill.  I  showed  that  by  the  Bill, 
as  prepared  by  the  Government,  while  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  Missisquoi  would  be  21,077  souls,  that  of 
the  new  electoral  district  of  Iberville  and  St.  John’s 
would  be  only  21,396,  a  difference  of  over  200 
souls.  That  was  as  perfect  an  equalization  of 
the  population  as  could  be  had  under  present  cir¬ 
cumstances.  I  showed  also  that  by  the  annexation 
of  those  two  municipalities  to  the  County  of  Iber¬ 
ville,  the  respective  populations  of  the  two  counties 
would  be  as  follows  :  Iberville,  23,017  ;  Missisquoi, 
19,450,  a  difference  of  4,000  between.  These  figures 
prove  that  by  adopting  this  motion  of  annexing 
those  two  municipalities  from  Missisquoi  to  Iber¬ 
ville  and  St.  John’s,  we  would  not  effect  that  close 
approximation  of  the  principle  of  equalization 
adopted  by  the  Government  in  this  Bill.  I  said 
that  these  people  had  no  community  of  interests 
with  St.  Johns  and  Iberville.  The  centre  of 
those  two  municipalities  to-day  is  only  four 
miles  distant  from  the  shire-town  of  Missisquoi, 
Bedford.  It  is  in  that  town  their  banking 
business  is  done,  and  their  judicial  business 
is  done  either  in  Bedford  or  Sweetsburg, 
the  place  of  residence  of  the  lion,  member  for 
Missisquoi  ;  and  by  removing  them  from  Missisquoi 
to  annex  them  to  Iberville  and  St.  John’s,  you  place 
them  at  about  20  miles  from  the  town  of  Iberville 
and  St.  John’s  where  they  have  no  business  to  go. 
Certainly,  if  they  want  to  make  large  purchases  of 
goods,  they  will  go  to  Montreal  rather  than  to  St. 
John’s,  as  they  have  more  business  with  Montreal 
than  with  the  latter  city,  and  all  the  other  business 
is  done  in  Missisquoi.  Since  the  other  day,  I  have 
received  a  protest  from  the  people  of  those  two 
municipalities  to  whom  I  gave  notice  of  what  was 
taking  place.  Of  course  they  had  no  notice  of 
this  change.  It  was  not  comprised  in  the  Bill  as  at 
first  prepared,  so  that  they  had  no  notice  as  the 
rest  of  the  people  had,  who  had  what  was  proposed 
to  be  done  in  the  Bill  before  them  several  weeks 
before  the  measure  was  submitted  to  the  House. 
These  people,  however,  had  no  notice  whatever  of 
this  change,  as  it  was  not  in  the  Bill,  and  further, 
it  did  not  form  part  of  the  arrangement  arrived  at 
between  members  of  the  Government  and  the 
leader  of  the  Opposition,  concerning  the  Province 
of  Quebec.  The  following  is  the  document  which  I 
have  received,  and  which  I  will  submit  to  this 
House  : — 

“At  a  public  meeting  of  the  freeholders  of  the  munici¬ 
palities  of  Notre  Dame  des  Anges  West,  held  on  Sunday, 
June  the  26th,  1892,  in  the  village  of  Notre  Damede  Stan- 
bridge,  after  mass,  in  order  to  ascertain  what  was  the 
opinion  of  the  electors  on  the  Bill  now  before  the  House 
of  Commons,  bv  which  it  is  proposed  to  take  the  said 
municipalities  from  the  County  of  Missisquoi  and  to  add 
them  to  the  County  of  Iberville: 

“  Mr.  J.  J.  B.  (Josselin  moved,  seconded  by  L£on  Lacoste 
and  J.  B.  Bouchard  : 

“  That  Framjois  Marchessault  and  CharlesWehr,  mayors 
of  the  said  municipalities,  be  appointed  presidents  of  the 
said  meeting,  and  that  Mr.  J.  G.  Trahan  be  appointed 
secretary. 

“  Messrs.  Sobel  Hubert  and  Jean  Bouchard  moved,  sec¬ 
onded  by  Messrs.  Charles  Cot6  and  John  Farrell,  that  the 
electors  of  the  said  municipalities  disapprove  of  the  Bill 
by  which  it  is  proposed  to  annex  the  said  municipalities 
of  the  County  of  Missisquoi  to  the  County  of  Iberville. — 
Carried  unanimously. 

“  Messrs.Charles  C6t6  and  John  Farrell  moved,  seconded 
by  Sobel  Hubert  and  J.  B.  Bouchard,  that  this  meeting 
disapprove  of  the  Hon.  6.  B.  Baker  using  his  influence  as 
a  member  of  the  House  to  take  such  an  important  portion 
•of  the  County  of  Missisquoi  and  annex  it  to  the  County  of  | 


Iberville  without  even  consulting  the  electors.— Carried 
unanimously. 


FRANCOIS  MARCHESSAULT. 

,,  President. 

“CHARLES  C.  WEHR, 

President. 
“  J.  G.  TRAHAN, 

“ Secretary .” 


Besides  this,  there  is  a  petition  addressed  to  the 
members  of  this  House,  which  I  received  yesterday 
at  about  one  o’clock  : 


“  Notre  Dame  de  Staxrridge,  27th  June,  1892. 

“  To  the  Honourable  Members  of  the 

House  of  Commons  of  Canada. 

“The  undersigned  electors  of  the  municipalities  of  Notre 
Dame  de  Stanbridge  and  of  Notre  Dame  des  Anges  West, 
for  the  federal  elections,  respectfully  submit : 

“  1st.  That  their  interests  are  closely  connected  with 
those  of  the  electors  of  theCounty  of  Missisquoi,  the  shire- 
town  of  which  is  only  four  miles  distant  from  the  centre 
of  said  municipalities. 

“  2nd.  That  they  have  no  business  relations  with  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  I'ounty  of  Iberville. 

“  Therefore  they  pray  that  the  aforesaid  municipalities 
shall  not  be  taken  from  the  County  of  Missisquoi  and 
annexed  to  the  Counties  of  St.  John’s  and  Iberville. 

“  And  your  humble  petitioners  will  ever  pray.” 


Then  follow  127  names  which  I  will  not  read.  This 
petition  is  made  according  to  our  rules,  and  all  the 
signatures  are  certified.  This,  I  think,  is  sufficient 
to  justify  the  position  I  took  the  other  day  when 
I  said  I  had  reason  to  believe  the  people  of  these 
two  municipalities  were  hostile  to  their  proposed 
annexation  to  the  County  of  Iberville.  I  was  told 
the  other  day  that  I  was  raising  a  prejudice.  I 
answered  to  that  that  I  had  never  done  it,  and, 
after  25  years  passed  in  this  House,  I  can  claim 
that  I  have  never  made  any  appeal  to  racial  or 
religious  prejudices,  and  I  have  always  disdained 
to  do  it  upon  the  hustings.  I  believe  in  a  country 
like  this,  composed  of  men  belonging  to  different 
races  and  different  creeds,  every  man  holding  a 
position  as  a  public  man  should  feel  it  his  duty  to 
teach  his  fellow-men  who  may  be  less  informed, 
that  they  must  take  the  means  to  live  in  peace 
with  their  fellow  citizens  of  different  origin,  and 
consider  them  as  brethren ;  but,  while  I  stand 
above  prejudice,  and  would  denounce  any  appeal 
to  prejudice,  that  is  no  reason  why,  holding 
a  position  in  this  House,  I  should  not  attempt 
to  defend  the  rights  of  some  of  my  fellow 
citizens  because  they  are  Frenchmen.  I  would 
have  been  very  glad  if  my  lion,  friend  from  Missis¬ 
quoi  (Mr.  Baker)  had  come  to  the  conclusion  to 
have  that  proposed  annexation  of  a  part  of  his  con¬ 
stituency  to  Iberville  dropped  and  abandoned, 
because,  as  he  has  given  no  reason,  no  legitimate, 
even  no  plausible  reason,  to  justify  the  transfer, 
we  will  be  left  to  make  conjecture  as  to  what  the 
reason  is.  The  only  reason  he  alleged  was  that  of 
symmetry  as  to  the  boundaries  of  the  two  counties. 
Surely  he  fails  to  recollect  that  bj’  crossing  the 
river  and  invading  the  large  municipality  of  Lacolle, 
he  is  making  a  larger  departure  from  symmetry  than 
he  desires  to  rectify.  I  stated  that  these  two 
municipalities  are  nearly  all  French.  The  lion, 
gentleman  said  I  was  mistaken.  I  cannot  say  as 
to  that,  but  I  am  sure  there  is  a  large  majority  of 
French  in  the  population,  and  they  may  think  it  is 
on  account  of  their  nationality  that  they  are  re¬ 
moved  to  Iberville,  which  is  a  French  constitu¬ 
ency.  I  have  English-speaking  people  in  my  county, 
and  I  would  strenuously  object  to  their  being  re- 
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moved.  They  are  good,  peaceable  citizens.  Some 
of  them  support  me  and  some  vote  against  me, 
but  there  would  be  no  reason  on  account  of  their 
nationality  for  their  being  removed  from  that  con¬ 
stituency.  I  do  not  say  that  nationality  is  the 
ground  for  this  proposed  change,  but  it  may  be 
interested  in  that  way  by  those  who  are  affected 
by  this  Bill.  Of  course,  in  the  Province  of  Quebec 
both  races  live  in  harmony,  and  there  are  many 
counties  which  are  represented  in  this  House  by 
gentlemen  speaking  the  English  language,  where 
three-fourths  of  the  people  are  French -Canadians. 
They  have  done  w’ell  to  elect  those  gentlemen. 
They  had  to  consider  whether  they  were  worthy  of 
their  confidence  or  not,  and  then,  no  matter  what 
language  they  speak,  they  had  good  reason  to  elect 
them.  At  the  same  time,  while  the  minority  in 
the  Province  of  Quebec  is  generously  treated  by 
the  majority,  I  think,  whenever  the  minority  is 
French,  and  is  found  in  the  neighbourhood  of  an 
English-speaking  population,  they  should  be  as 
generously  treated  and  their  rights  should  be  taken 
into  consideration.  I  think  these  documents  speak 
for  themselves,  and  I  will,  therefore,  add  no  more 
to  what  I  have  said. 

Mr.  BAKER.  It  is  no  doubt  the  duty  of  every 
member  of  this  House  to  receive  with  meekness  and 
humiliation  criticism  and  even  castigation  at  the 
hands  of  those  who  haAe  done  their  utmost  to  pre¬ 
vent  him  from  becoming  a  member  of  Parliament, 
and  in  that  condition  of  affairs  I  accept  the  con¬ 
demnation  that  is  offered  by  the  resolution  that  has 
been  read  to  the  House  by  my  hon.  friend  the  mem¬ 
ber  for  Iberville  (Mr.  Bechard).  But  I  think  that, 
if  the  history  of  that  resolution  were  made  known 
to  the  House,  ic  would  be  found  to  have  emanated 
with  the  hon.  gentleman  himself. 

Mr.  BECHARD.  Ha  !  ha  ! 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  have  not  the  slightest  doubt 
that  that  resolution  was  inspired  from  the  seat  of 
the  hon.  member  for  Iberville,  and  I  ask  him  to 
state  frankly  whether  he  has  not  communicated 
with  Mr.  Gosselin,  the  Rouge  leader  in  that  parish, 
in  connection  with  this  subject. 

Mr.  BECHARD.  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying 
that  these  people  having  had  no  notice  of  the 
change  proposed  by  the  Minister  of  Customs  with 
regard  to  them,  I  gave  notice  of  it  to  one  per¬ 
son  only  there.  I  told  that  person  what  was 
being  done,  and  I  said  to  him  :  I  give  you 
notice,  and  you  may  do  as  you  think  proper, 
but  if  you  like  to  protest  against  it  now  is  your 
time  to  do  so. 

Mr.  BAKER.  How  the  patriotic  efforts  of  my 
hon.  friend  melt  away  in  the  light  of  the  facts. 
This  Mr.  Gosselin  has  called,  not  a  town  meeting 
in  the  proper  sense  of  the  word,  but  he  has  called 
together  a  few  kindred  spirits  whose  names  I  know, 
and  whom  I  have  known  ever  since  I  have  been  in 
politics  as  the  most  active  and  virulent  Grits  in  the 
Dominion  of  Canada,  who  have  taken  upon  them¬ 
selves  to  speak  for  the  whole  county.  But  these 
gentlemen  were  under  an  entire  misapprehension. 
The  reasons  set  forth  by  them  and  the  reasons 
given  by  the  hon.  gentleman  from  his  seat  in  this 
House,  were  that  their  banking  arrangements  will 
be  disturbed,  that  their  business  relations  will  be 
thrown  out  of  gear,  that  their  judicial  business 
cannot  be  accomplished  as  easily  as  it  has  been  in 
Mr.  Bechard. 


the  past.  Can  it  be  possible  that  these  men  do 
not  understand  that  they  are  not  to  be  detached 
from  the  County  of  Missisquoi,  they  are  not  sent 
to  the  chef-lieu  of  another  district  to  do  their  judi¬ 
cial  business,  but  they  remain  exactly  where  they 
were.  More  than  that,  they  put  their  votes  into 
the  very  ballot  box  where  they  would  have  put 
them  if  they  had  remained  a  part  of  the 
County  of  Missisquoi.  They  can  exercise 
their  discretion  in  going  either  to  the  chef - 
lieu  of  St.  John’s  and  Iberville  to  listen  to  the 
political  expositions  of  my  hon.  friend  on  nomi¬ 
nation  day,  or  they  can  take  themselves  to  Missis¬ 
quoi  where  I  promise  them  they  will  hear  political 
affairs  discussed  with  considerable  vehemence. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not  going  to  fight  over  again 
the  battles  that  were  fought  in  committee.  The 
committee  considered  this  matter  and  decided  up¬ 
on  a  certain  line  of  conduct.  They  decided  to 
adopt  the  amendment  that  was  offered  in  commit¬ 
tee,  and  I  submit  that  at  this  stage  of  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  it  is  not  expedient  to  go  over  the  same 
ground  again.  My  hon.  friend  has  said  that  it 
was  no  part  of  the  arrangement  that  was  arrived 
at  between  the  members  of  the  Government  and 
the  members  of  the  Opposition.  I  was  not  present 
at  that  conference,  and  consequently  took  no  part 
in  it,  but  I  certainly  understood  that  the  whole 
matter  was  considered,  and  that  this  amendment 
was  offered  as  a  part  of  the  understanding  that  was 
entered  into  upon  that  occasion.  So  far  as  the 
hon.  gentleman  imputes  blame  to  me,  I  state 
frankly  that  I  would  have  been  just  as  well  pleased 
if  Missisquoi  had  been  left  within  its  old 
lines,  but  for  reasons  which  were  obvious 
to  those  who  had  charge  of  the  Bill,  Lacolle 
was  brought  into  Missisquoi.  It  was  brought 
into  the  County  of  Missisquoi  for  reasons  that 
Avere  held  to  be  sufficient,  and  the  same  reasons, 
made  it  expedient  to  detach  these  two  parishes 
and  make  them  form  part  of  the  County  of  Iber- 
A7ille.  rAs  to  the  pretension  that  this  is  done  for 
the  purpose  of  getting  rid  of  the  French  popula¬ 
tion,  it  has  not  the  slightest  shadow  of  foundation. 
The  relations  betAveen  the  English  and  French 
population  will  not  be  disturbed  by  bringing  in 
Lacolle,  and  detaching  these  two  parishes.  There 
are  as  many  French-Canadians  in  the  parish  of 
Lacolle,  who  are  brought  into  Missisquoi,  as  are 
taken  away  by  detaching  these  two  parishes.  The 
census  returns  will  show  that  there  are  more 
French-Canadians  in  the  parish  of  Lacolle  than 
in  these  two  parishes.  Sir,  I  do  not  think  it 
necessary  to  go  o\rer  the  arguments  that  were 
offered  at  the  time  this  amendment  was  adopted  in 
committee,  bat  I  submit  to  my  hon.  friend  that, 
having  inspired  his  friends  in  the  County  of 
Missisquoi  to  take  action,  and  having  succeeded  in 
getting  this  resolution  upon  the  records  of  the 
House,  he  has  obtained  his  object,  and  I  suggest 
that  he  withdraw  his  amendment. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  My  hon.  friend  from  Missis¬ 
quoi  (Mr.  Baker)  treats  this  amendment  in  a. 
jocular  way,  and  perhaps  after  all  that  is  the 
wisest  wuiy  to  deal  with  it.  It  is  an  old  saying 
that  Avhene\Ter  you  have  no  argument  to  offer,  the 
best  Avay  to  get  out  of  a  bad  position  is  to  treat  it 
as  a  joke.  These  are  the  tactics  adopted  by  the 
hon.  gentleman  to-day.  I  did  hope,  however,  that 
the  Government  would  see  their  way  to  accept  this. 
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proposition  of  my  hon.  friend  from  Iberville  (Mr. 
Bechaid).  No  serious  argument  whatever  has 
been  offered  in  favour  of  the  change  that  is  now 
contemplated  by  the  Bill.  The  only  reason  alleged 
the  other  day  by  the  member  for  Missisquoi  was 
that  detaching  these  two  parishes  from  Missisquoi 
and  adding  them  to  Iberville,  would  improve  the 
symmetry  of  the  constituency.  This  pretension  has 
the  resemblance  of  an  argument,  but  after  all,  that 
is  not  the  primarj^motive.  The  hon.  gentleman 
says  that  he  is  perfectly  indifferent,  that  he  would, 
in  fact,  have  preferred  that  these  two  parishes 
remain  where  they  are,  and  I  do  not  see  why  his 
wishes  should  not  be  gratified  in  this  matter.  The 
hon.  gentleman  says  that  my  hon.  friend  communi¬ 
cated  with  the  people  in  those  interested  parishes. 
So  he  did,  and  I  think  it  was  not  only  his  right, 
but  his  duty  to  do  so  ;  it  wTas  perfectly  proper  that 
those  people  should  be  made  aware  of  what  is 
going  on.  The  hon.  gentleman  knows  that  the 
discontent  created  by  the  removal  of  these  twro 
parishes  is  not  confined  alone  to  those  parishes,  but, 
I  understand,  pretty  generally  through  the  County 
of  Missisquoi.  I  submit  that  all  the  reasons  that 
prevailed  the  other  day  to  maintain  the  township 
of  Clarence  in  the  County  of  Russell,  apply  with 
still  greater  force  to  keep  these  two  parishes  in  the 
County  of  Missisquoi  where  they  have  been  for  so 
many  years. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  My  hon.  friend  knows  that 
the  same  reasons  do  not  apply  and  cannot  apply  in 
this  case. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Well,  let  us  see. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  In  the  case  of  Clarence,  a 
township  of  6,000  people  was  put  into  another 
county,  where  the  majority  did  not  want  it,  and 
where  the  unit  of  representation  was  already  ex¬ 
ceeded.  This  addition  to  the  County  of  Missisquoi 
was  not  made  at  the  request  of  my  hon.  friend. 
Lacolle  was  a  parish  which,  in  1871,  had  over  3,000 
population.  It  diminished  in  1881,  and  in  1891  it 
had  fallen  to  2,528.  The  exodus  from  the  parish  has 
not  been  French,  and  I  deny  the  statement  of  my 
hon.  friend  who  says  that  this  change  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  take  away  the  influence  of  the  French- 
Canadian  electors  from  the  County  of  Missisquoi. 
There  is  no  foundation  whatever  for  that  state¬ 
ment,  because  the  French-Canadian  vote  and 
French -Canadian  influence  added  to  the  County  of 
Missisquoi  by  the  admission  of  Lacolle,  are  equi¬ 
valent  in  numbers  and  in  influence,  to  what  it  loses 
by  these  two  parishes.  There  are  at  least  as  many, 
if  not  more,  French-speaking  electors  in  Lacolle 
added  to  Missisquoi,  as  there  are  French-Canadians 
added  to  St.  John’s  and  Iberville. 


House  divided  on  amendment  of  Mr.  Bechard  : 


Allan, 

Armstrong, 

Bain  (Wentworth), 
Bechard, 

Beith, 

Bernier, 

Bourassa, 

Bowers, 

Bowman, 

Brown , 

Campbell, 

Cartwright  (Sir  Richard), 
Christie, 

Colter, 


Ykas: 

Messieurs 

Laurier, 

Lavergne, 

Leduc, 

Lupine, 

Lister, 

Livingston, 

Lowell, 

Macdonald  (Huron), 
McMillan  (Huron), 
McMullen, 
Mignault, 

Mills  (Bothwell), 
Monet, 

Mulock, 


Delisle, 

Devlin, 

Fauvel, 

Featherston, 

Flint, 

Forbes, 

Geoffrion, 

Gibson, 

Godbout, 

Grieve, 

Guay, 

Innes, 

Landerkin, 


Paterson  (Brant), 
Pelletier, 

Perry, 

Pope, 

Rider, 

Rinfret, 

Rowand, 

Sanborn, 

Scriver, 

Semple, 
Somerville, 
Vaillancourt, 
Yeo. — 54. 


Nays  : 


Bain  (Soulanges), 

Baker, 

Bennett, 

Bergeron, 

Bergin, 

Bowell, 

Boyle, 

Calvin, 

Cargill, 

Carignan, 

Carpenter, 

Caron  (Sir  Adolphe), 
Chapleau, 

Coatsworth, 

Cochrane, 

Cockburn, 

Corby, 

Costigan, 

Craig, 

Davin, 

Davis, 

Desjardins  (Hochelaga), 
Desjardins  (L’Islet), 
Dewdney, 

Dickey,' 

Dugas, 

Dyer, 

Earle, 

Fairbairn, 

Ferguson  (Leeds  and  Gren. 
Foster, 

Frechette, 

Gillies, 

Girouard  (Two  Mountains), 
Gordon, 

Guillet, 

Haggart, 

Henderson, 

Hughes, 

Ingram, 

Jeannotte, 

Kaulbach, 

Kenny, 

Langevin  (Sir  Hector), 

La  Riviere, 

[Pairs,  same  as  previous  divi 
for  Mr.  Devlin  i 


ssieurs 

Lipp6, 

Macdonald  (King’s), 
Macdonell  (Algoina), 
Maclean  (York), 

McAlister, 

McDonald  (Victoria), 
McDougald  (Pictou), 
McDougall  (Cape  Breton), 
McKay, 

McLean  (King’s), 
McLennan, 

McLeod, 

Madill, 

Mara, 

Masson , 

Metcalfe, 

Miller, 

Mills  (Annapolis), 
Montague, 

Northrup, 

Ouimet, 

Patterson  (Colchester), 
Patterson  (Huron), 
Pridham, 

Putnam, 

Reid, 

Robillard, 

Roome, 

Rosamond, 

),Simard, 

Skinner, 

Smith  (Ontario), 

Sproule, 

Stairs, 

Temple, 

Thompson  (Sir  John), 
Tisdale, 

Turcotte, 

Tyrwhitt, 

Wallace, 

Weldon, 

Wilinot, 

Wilson, 

Wood  (Brockville).— 8y. 

sion,  substituting  Mr.Edwards 
n  Opposition  list.] 


Amendment  negatived. 

Mr.  PELLETIER.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Speaker, 
before  this  Bill  is  read  a  third  time,  I  wish  to  make 
some  few  observations.  By  this  Bill,  as  amended, 
the  Counties  of  Laprairie  and  Napierville  are 
annexed  to  each  other.  During  the  debate  on 
this  matter  there  were  brought  up  two  questions  : 
the  question  of  equalizing  the  population  by  the 
Government,  and  the  question  of  political  equaliz¬ 
ing  by  the  Opposition.  Although  anxious  to  see 
these  two  counties  now  united  still  return-  two 
members  as  before,  when  I  happen  to  notice  that 
the  Government  are  coming  to  an  understanding 
with  the  gentlemen  opposite,  I  am  bound  to  con¬ 
sider  one  thing,  that  is,  that  it  is  an  utter  impossi¬ 
bility  on  my  part  to  prevent  this  being  done.  But 
if  both  the  Counties  of  Laprairie  and  Napierville 
are  united,  let  us  at  all  events  respect  the  rules 
that  proceed  from  these  two  questions  of  equaliz¬ 
ing  brought  up  in  respect  to  population  and  the 
political  views  of  the  voters  affected  by  this  Bill 


4343 


[COMMONS] 


4344 


I  cannot  see  why,  according  to  this  understanding 
accepted  by  both  sides  in  this  House  and  under 
which  both  the  Counties  of  Laprairie  and  Napier- 
ville  will  return  only  one  member, — I  say  I  cannot 
see  why  the  Indian  reserve  of  Caughnawaga  should 
be  taken  from  Laprairie  and  thrown  into  the  County 
of  Chateauguay.  The  Iroquois  who  live  on  that 
reserve  always  belonged  to  the  County  of  Laprairie 
since  they  have  a  right  to  vote.  It  is  through  the 
voters  of  the  County  of  Laprairie  that  they  became 
familiar  with  the  exercise  of  that  right  ;  it  is 
through  the  voters  in  Laprairie,  St.  Constant 
and  St.  Isidore,  three  parishes  of  the  present 
County  of  Laprairie  with  which  they  are  in  steady 
relations, — I  repeat  it  is  with  these  three  parishes 
that  they  have  joined  interest.  That  was  the 
natural  path  they  had  to  follow.  Annexing  them 
to  the  County  of  Chateauguay  as  proposed,  will 
compel  them  to  reascend  the  river,  will  bind  them 
to  a  path  they  have  never  followed  up  to  this  time  ; 
it  is  causing  them  to  walk  in  an  unknown  direction ; 
it  is  coupling  them  with  people  with  which  they 
never  had  any  connection  whatever  ;  while  com¬ 
pelling  them  to  desert  other  people  alongside  of 
whom  they  were  used  to  fighting.  On  Sunday  last 
I  went  and  visited  a  certain  number  of  the  voters 
of  my  county  and  I  went  to  the  Caughnawaga 
reserve.  I  talked  the  matter  over  with  the  in¬ 
habitants  on  that  reserve.  They  all  said  they 
regretted  to  be  thrown  away  in  another  county, 
thereby  being  torn  in  a  violent  way  from  an  elec¬ 
toral  riding  where  they  had  steady  connections. 
For  these  reasons,  and  at  the  instance  of  my  electors 
from  Laprairie,  and  also  at  the  instance  of  the 
electors  of  Caughnawaga,  I  think  it  my  duty  to 
move,  seconded  by  the  lion,  member  for  Montcalm 
(Mr.  Dugas) : 

That  the  Bill  (No.  76)  be  not  now  read  the  third  time, 
but  that  it  be  recommitted  to  a  Committee  of  the  Whole 
to  amend  it  by  striking  out  in  paragraph  (p.)  of  sub-section 
3  of  section  2  the  words  “  and  St.  Louis  (or  Indian  village 
and  reserve  of  Caughnawaga)”  and  adding  the  said  words 
to  paragraph  (<?)  of  section  3. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  amendment  made 
in  the  Bill  is  the  result  of  suggestions  which  were 
made  at  a  conference  between  leading  members  on 
both  sides  of  the  House.  The  proposition  which 
came  from  the  other  side  of  the  House  was  that 
these  two  counties  should  be  united,  and  that  was 
acceded  to  on  a  condition  with  respect  to  the  locality 
mentioned  in  this  amendment.  If  there  has  been 
any  misunderstanding  on  that  point,  it  is  very 
much  to  be  regretted,  but  we  must  give  the  lion, 
gentleman  the  same  answer  we  have  given  to  our 
other  friends,  that  we  cannot  yield  to  any  proposi¬ 
tion  now  made  to  amend  the  Bill  in  committee. 
The  proposal  respecting  the  Caughnawaga  Indians 
was  certainly  fully  understood  by  the  committee 
when  the  section  was  adopted. 

Amendment  negatived. 

Bill  reported,  and  read  the  third  time  and  passed. 

THE  CRIMINAL  CODE. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on 
Bill  (No.  7)  respecting  the  Criminal  Law. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  propose  to  amend 
section  2  so  that  the  Act  shall  not  come  into  force 
M.  Pelletier. 


until  the  first  day  of  July,  1893,  instead  of  first  of 
January,  1893.  There  was  a  good  deal  of  discus¬ 
sion  on  section  6,  because  it  undertakes  to  state  the 
extent  to  which  the  criminal  law  of  Canada  is 
applicable,  and  it  can  only  state  it  correctl}7  by 
referring  to  the  statutes  of  the  United  Kingdom 
which  extend  the  authority  of  our  courts  beyond 
our  legislative  jurisdiction.  Although  the  section 
is  instructive  as  it  stands,  and,  I  think,  correctly 
states  the  law,  yet  I  propose  to  drop  it  in  order  to 
avoid  ambiguity. 

Oil  section  5, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  had  some  discus¬ 
sion  about  the  question  of  easement,  and  I  propose 
to  strike  out  this  section  altogether,  and  leave  the 
matter  as  it  is  by  common  law. 

On  section  63, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Sub-section  2  of  that 
stood  over  in  order  that  we  might  redraft  it  to  make 
provision  for  the  husband  not  being  accessory  to 
the  fact,  by  the  mere  fact  that  he  shelters  his  wife  : 

“  No  married  person  whose  husband  or  wife  has  been  a 
party  to  the  offence  shall  become  an  accessory  after  the 
fact  thereto  by  receiving,  comforting  or  assisting  the  other 
of  them,  and  no  married  woman  whose  husband  has  been 
a  party  to  the  offence  shall  become  an  accessory  after  the 
fact  thereto  by  receiving,  comforting,  or  assisting,  in  his 
presence  or  by  his  authority,  any  other  person  who  has 
been  a  party  to  such  offence  in  order  to  enable  her  husband 
or  other  persons  to  escape.” 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  On  page  4,  we  will 
alter  a  definition,  which  will  remove  some  difficul¬ 
ties  that  we  are  just  coming  to.  I  propose  to  strike 
out  the  two  last  lines  of  sub-section  (w),  in  the 
middle  of  the  page.  There  are  various  provisions 
as  we  go  on  for  the  punishment  by  heavy  penalties, 
of  any  one  who  interferes  with  a  public  officer  in 
the  discharge  of  his  duty,  and  the  objection  was 
made  that  that  would  include  even  a  messenger.  I 
propose  to  strike  out  the  two  last  lines,  25  and  26 
of  paragraph  (w)  of  clause  3  on  page  4,  finishing  the 
clause  with  the  word  “  Canada.” 

On  section  75, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  that  is  all  right. 
There  was  some  question  as  to  whether  holding  out 
inducements  to  a  man  not  to  turn  out  on  parade 
would  be  inducing  him  to  desert.  We  have  ascer¬ 
tained  that  is  not  the  case. 

On  section  110, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  This  is  worded  rather 
ambiguously.  I  propose  to  alter  that  by  making 
it  read  thus  : 

“  Every  one,  not  thereto  required  by  his  lawful  trade  or 
calling,  who  is  found  in  any  town  or  city  carrying  about 
his  person  any  sheath  knife,  and  so  on.” 

On  section  111, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  propose  to  insert 
after  the  word  “soldier”  in  the  first  line  the 
words:  “public  officer  or  peace  officer.”  I 

want  penitentiary  officers  to  be  authorized  to 
carry  arms  in  the  discharge  of  their  duty. 

O11  section  122, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  This  is  the  one  about 
which  we  had  a  discussion  as  to  sedition.  I  think 
the  amendment  I  propose  will  meet  all  views  about 
that,  I  propose  to  strike  out  all  the  words  of  the 
section  down  to  line  22,  including  the  words, 
“  Provided  that  ”  in  clause  2  of  sub-section  (d) ; 
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so  that  we  shall  make  no  definition  of  seditions 
intention,  but  will  simply  go  on  to  say  what  shall 
not  be  seditious,  leaving  the  definition  of  sedition 
to  common  law.  The  section  will  begin  with  : 
“  No  one  shall  be  ”  on  the  twenty-second  line. 

On  section  *265, 

Mr.  MULOCIv.  My  lion,  friend  from  Peel 
(Mr.  Featherston)  has  received  a  letter  from  a 
member  of  the  Ontario  bar  who  gives  his  opinion 
that  this  section  makes  the  punishment  of  a  party 
guilty  of  an  indictable  offence,  on  summary  con¬ 
viction,  liable  to  both  a  tine  and  imprisonment. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Where  a  clause  says 
that  a  convicted  person  is  subject  to  two  kinds  of 
punishment  either  kind  may  be  inflicted,  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court ;  as  for  instance,  when  we 
say  that  a  man  shall  be  liable  to  be  imprisoned  and 
to  be  whipped,  it  does  not  follow  that  he  is  to 
suffer  both. 

On  sections  191,  192  and  193, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  These  sections  were 
left  at  the  request  of  the  committee,  but  I  think 
they  are  all  right  after  we  leave  out  the  words 
“property  or  comfort”  in  section  191. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  These  were  the  sec¬ 
tions  that  were  left  to  lie  dealt  with  as  matters  of 
civil  right. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  it  is  all  right 
to  pass  them.  It  gives  a  right  to  abate  a  nuisance 
without  being  liable  criminally.  It  has  that  effect 
under  our  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Take  the  enforcement  of  muni¬ 
cipal  by-laws.  It  is  a  man’s  legal  duty  to  comply 
with  a  by-law.  Supposing  he  neglects  to  comply 
with  it. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  That  does  not.  touch 
a  by-law  unless  the  fiuisance  affects  health,  safety, 
life  or  property. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Supposing  there  is  a  by-law 
requiring  people  to  clean  away  the  snow  in  front 
of  their  premises.  By  allowing  the  snow  and  ice 
to  accumulate  a  person  runs  the  risk  of  falling,  and 
the  owner  is  liable  to  be  indicted. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  If  it  affects  public 
safety. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Any  person  who  is  a  defaulter 
in  regard  to  snow  cleaning  is  subject  to  certain 
penalties  under  the  municipal  by-laws,  but  we  are 
now  making  the  individual  liable  to  imprisonment. 
I  think  this  section  is  going  too  far.  The  matter 
should  be  left  to  be  enforced  by  municipal  author¬ 
ities. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  mere  enforce¬ 
ment  of  the  by-law  would  not  be  sufficient.  Any 
one  is  now  indictable  who  leaves  the  sidewalk  in 
a  condition  that  is  dangerous  to  the  public  safety. 
We  are  doing  nothing  more  than  affirming  that 
principle.  But  after  the  word  “imprisonment” 
we  should  add  the  words,  “ora  fine.” 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Long  ago  this  question 
ceased  to  be  dealt  with  by  the  criminal  law  and 
became  a  part  of  the  police  regulations.  It  is  a 
question  whether  we  should  deal  with  it,  or 
whether  we  leave  it  to  be  dealt  with  by  the  Local 
Legislature. 


Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  only  change  in 
recent  times  has  been  in  the  procedure  ;  although 
they  are  offences  against  the  criminal  law,  the  pro¬ 
cedure  is  that  of  a  civil  case.  \Ve  should  retain 
control  of  all  matters  connected  with  the  life, 
safety  and  health  of  the  people. 

On  section  205, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  move  to  strike  out 
the  first  two  lines  and  substitute  the  following  : 
“Every  one  is  guilty  of  an  offence  and  liable  on 
summary  conviction  to  two  years’  imprisonment 
and  a  fine  of  $2,000  who.”  I  also  move  the  follow¬ 
ing  sub-section  :  “  Every  one  is  guilty  of  an  offence 
and  liable  to  a  penalty  of  $20,  who  buys  or  raffles 
any  lottery  ticket.”  I  propose  to  add  as  sub-section 
{d)  the  following  :  “  Any  company  or  association 

heretofore  incorporated  by  or  authorized  under  the 
provisions  of  any  Act  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada, 
or  any  statute  of  the  Provincial  Legislature  to  do 
an}  of  the  acts  in  this  section  specified.”  In  the 
Province  of  Quebec  authority  is  given  to  certain  in¬ 
corporated  companies  to  dispose  of  their  bonds  to  a 
certain  extent  in  that  way.  The  provision,  I  think, 
is  that  the  bond  shall  be  subject  to  redemption  by 
lot,  and  that  the  person  to  whom  the  lot  falls  loses 
his  investment,  but  is  compensated  by  a  prize.  The 
intention  is  to  say  that  the  penalty  shall  not  apply 
to  that. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  It  is  an  ordinary  thing  to  pro¬ 
vide  in  the  issue  of  bonds  that  they  shall  be  re¬ 
deemed  by  lots. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes,  but  there  is  a 
prize  given  in  these  cases  also. 

On  section  326, 

Mr.  FLINT.  When  this  section  was  before  the 
committee,  I  think  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  (Mr. 
Davies)  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  term  of  five 
years  was  a  little  too  long  ;  but  the  Minister  of  Jus¬ 
tice  thought  that  as  the  offence  was  a  very  serious 
one,  that  of  stealing  letters,  the  section  had  better 
remain  as  it  was.  In  conversation  very  recently 
with  a  person  who  had  an  opportunity  of  knowing 
something  of  the  inside  feelings  of  a  jury  who  tried 
a  prisoner  at  the  Hull  or  Aylmer  assizes  not  long 
ago  for  this  very  offence,  I  learned  that  the  prisoner 
was  acquitted  by  two  juries  in  succession,  and  this 
was  because  the  penalty  being  compulsory  to  the 
extent  of  five  years  had  a  great  influence  on  the 
minds  of  a  large  number  of  the  jury.  I  would 
submit  whether  the  ends  of  justice  might  not  be 
better  served  by  giving  the  judge  a  little  more 
discretion  to  reduce  the  punishment  where  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  are  such  that  would  meet  the  case — - 
say  three  years. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  For  the  reasons  I  gave 
to  the  committee,  I  should  not  like  to  reduce  the 
term  much  ;  but  I  would  have  no  objection  to 
reducing  it  to  four  years. 

Section,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

On  section  504, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  This  is  the  section  which 
was  discussed  by  the  hon.  member  for  Queen’s  when 
he  spoke  of  the  mortgagor  removing  a  house  from 
the  property.  This  is  his  amendment,  with  a  few 
words  added  : 

“  Every  one  is  guilty  of  an  indictable  offence  and  liable 
to  five  years’  imprisonment  who,  being  possessed  of  any 
dwelling-house  or  other  building,  or  part  of  any  dwelling- 
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house  or  any  building,  which  is  built  on  lands  subject  to  a 
mortgage,  or  which  is  held  for  any  term  of  years  or  other 
less  term,  or  at  will,  or  held  over  after  the  termination  of 
any  tenancy,  wilfully  and  to  the  prejudice  of  the  mortga¬ 
gee  or  owner :  #  / 

“  ( a .)  Pulls  down  or  demolishes,  or  begins  to  pull  down 
or  demolish,  the  same  or  any  part  thereof,  or  removes  or 
begins  to  remove  the  same  or  any  part  thereof,  from  the 
premises  on  which  it  is  first  erected  ;  or, 

“  ( b .)  Pulls  down  or  severs  from  the  freehold  any  fixture 
fixed  in  or  to  such  dwelling-house  or  building,  or  part  of 
such  dwelling-house  or  building.” 

Mr.  McLEOD.  Suppose  the  mortgagor,  being 
in  possession,  proposes  to  effect  some  changes  in 
the  premises  without  asking  the  permission  of  the 
mortgagee,  as  is  frequently  done,  he  might  .come 
under  this  clause. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  understand  that  the  changes 
must  be  to  the  prejudice  of  the  mortgagee. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  Suppose  the  mortgagor  makes 
some  changes  in  the  premises,  the  mortgagee  may 
say  they  are  to  his  prejudice  and  the  mortgagor 
will  be  liable  to  criminal  prosecution. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  He  has  the  protection  of  the 
jury. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  He  should  not  be  liable  to  prose¬ 
cution. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  There  are  cases  of  this 
sort.  The  mortgagee  cannot  take  possession  unless 
the  mortgagor  is  in  default.  Take  the  case  where 
the  mortgagor  isthe  owner  of  the  adjoining  property, 
and  the  principal  value  of  the  property  for  which 
he  has  given  the  mortgage  is  the  buildings  on  it, 
and  he  removes  them  to  property  owned  by  himself. 
I  have  in  my  mind  a  case  of  that  sort,  and  it  is 
necessary  to  protect  against  such  fraud. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  The  mortgagee  is  the  legal 
owner  and  has  the  right  to  take  possession  in  our 
law.  As  a  matter  of  fact  the  mortgagor  is  left  in 
possession  and  he  goes  on  making  improvements 
with  which  the  mortgagee  does  not  interfere,  so 
long  as  his  interest  is  paid. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  Suppose  they  are  made  for  the 
purpose  of  wilfully  prejudicing  the  interests  of  the 
owner. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  The  difficulty  is  to  tell  whether 
they  are  or  not.  Take  the  case  of  a  mortgagor  who, 
of  his  own  motion  and  without  any  authority  from 
the  mortgagee,  did  make  changes.  The  mortgagee 
might  say  they  did  prejudice  him.  That  brings  him 
within  this  section,  and  the  section  should  not  be  so 
drawn  as  to  have  that  effect. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  How  is  the  mortgagee 
protected  ? 

Mr.  McLEOD.  He  can  take  possession  of  the 
property. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  have  in  my  mind 
cases  where  buildings  were  moved  off  the  property 
weeks  before  the  mortgagee  knew  anything  about 
it.  The  mortgagee  was  living  in  another  part  of 
the  country  and  found  his  property  damaged  to 
one-half  its  value. 

Mr.  FLINT.  The  amendment  suggested  is  not  to 
prevent  any  changes  or  alterations  that  would  be 
deemed  reasonable  or  prudent.  They  must  be  to 
the  prejudice  of  the  mortgagee. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  The  prejudice  is  that  it  makes 
the  property  less  valuable. 

Sir  J ohn  Thompson. 


Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  On  page  128,  those 
five  sections  were  allowed  to  stand  in  order  that 
we  might  have  a  debate  on  trade  combinations.  I 
propose  that  they  now  pass  so  as  to  leave  the  law 
as  it  is  ? 

Sections  agreed  to. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  For  the  purpose  of 
providing  as  nearly  as  possible  for  the  separate 
trial  of  children,  I  propose  a  clause  which  will 
come  in  conveniently  as  550^.  It  is  as  follows  : — 

“The  trials  of  all  persons  apparently  under  the  age  of 
16  years  shall,  so  far  as  it  appears  expedient  and  prac¬ 
ticable,  take  place  without  publicity  and  separately,  and 
apart  from  other  accused  persons,  and  at  suitable  time  to 
be  designated  and  appointed  for  that  purpose.” 

On  section  557, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  propose  to  strike 
out  sub-section  3.  We  have  no  means  of  providing 
how  the  constable  shall  be  paid  and  who  shall  pay 
him,  as  that  is  not  within  our  jurisdiction,  and 
therefore  it  is  not  worth  while  saying  that  he  shall 
be  entitled  to  be  paid. 

On  section  558, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  propose  that  this 
section  be  left  as  it  was  originally  printed.  The 
joint  committee  altered  it,  but  I  think  they  made 
it  a  little  out  of  shape  as  regards  the  technical 
language. 

On  section  765, 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  suggest  that  the  option  allow¬ 
ed  to  the  accused  of  taking  a  speedy  trial  before  a 
judge  instead  of  waiting  to  go  before  a  jury,  should 
be  allowed  him  even  during  the  sitting  of  the  court. 
In  the  city  of  Montreal  we  have  five  terms  every 
year,  a  term  always  lasts  more  than  a  month,  and 
sometimes  it  lasts  nearly  two  months,  so  that  the 
court  is  practically  sitting  all  the  time.  I  do  not 
see  why  this  option  of  having  a  speedy  trial,  which 
also  amounts  to  having  a  trial  before  a  judge  in¬ 
stead  of  before  a  jury,  should  not  be  left  to  the 
accused.  I  propose  he  shall  have  the  power  to 
elect  at  any  time,  whether  the  court  is  sitting  or 
not,  as  to  the  tribunal  before  which  he  shall  be 
tried. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  there  will  be 
a  great  objection  to  introduce  a  system  of  leaving  it 
optional  to  the  prisoner  to  decide  whether  he  shall 
be  tried  before  a  jury.  The  only  reason  of  the  Act 
introduced  by  Mr.  Sand  field  Macdonald  shortly 
after  Confederation,  was  to  get  rid  of  the  expense 
of  maintaining  a  prisoner  for  a  long  term  in  gaol,  or 
keeping  an  innocent  party  who  may  have  been 
accused,  for  a  long  period  before  his  trial  began  ; 
and  so  the  trial  was  allowed  to  take  place  before 
a  judge. 

Bill  reported,  and  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 

It  being  six  o’clock,  the  Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

SUPPLY— PUBLICATIONS  IN  THE  GLOBE 
RE  ELECTION  EXPENSES. 

Sir  J  OHN  THOMPSON  moved  that  the  House 
again  resolve  itself  into  Committee  of  Supply. 
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Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Mr.  Speaker, 
before  you  leave  the  Chair  I  desire  to  take  the 
opportunity  of  calling  the  attention  of  the  House 
to  certain  statements  which  have  been  placed 
officially  on  the  records  of  this  Legislature.  I 
cannot  say  that  the  task  is  a  pleasant  one, 
but  at  the  same  time  I  hold  that  it  is  our  clear 
duty,  once  these  documents  have  been  put  on  re¬ 
cord,  to  see  that  the  fidl  force  and  intent  of  them 
is  thoroughly  understood.  The  House  has  had  an 
opportunity  of  hearing  these  documents  read,  and 
also  of  inspecting  them  if  it  sees  fit,  and  it  likewise 
has  had  an  opportunity  of  hearing  the  replies  which 
the  Government,  after  full  opportunity  for  de¬ 
liberation,  has  thought  proper  to  make  to  them.  I 
have  simply  to  say  with  respect  to  these  state¬ 
ments  :  They  appear  to  be  of  a  very  extraordinary 
character.  I  have  had,  as  probably  you  know, 
a  considerable  experience  of  parliamentary  affairs 
in  this  country.  I  have  had  my  fuil  share 
of  the  vicissitudes  of  parliamentary  life.  It  is 
almost  thirty  years  since  I  first  took  my  seat 
in  the  Parliament  of  old  Canada,  and,  since  that 
time,  with  scarcely  an}’  interruption,  I  have  held  a 
seat  in  this  Chamber.  Sir,  I  have  been  a  member 
of  this  House  during  sessions  in  which  the  fate  of 
Ministries  depended  upon  a  single  vote.  I  have 
been  a  member  of  overpowering  majorities,  and  I 
have  likewise  been  a  member  of  defeated  but  by  no 
manner  of  means  vanquished  minorities,  and  I  will 
say,  that  in  all  those  thirty  years  I  cannot 
call  to  mind  any  single  instance  in  which  documents 
of  an  equally  incriminatory  kind  have  ever  been 
placed  on  the  official  record  of  this  Parliament,  nor 
do  I  remember  having  ever  read  in  any  other  coun¬ 
try  of  similar  documents  having  been  placed  on  the 
records  of  the  Legislatures  of  those  countries.  To¬ 
day  it  is  my  purpose  to  enquire  how  far  the  House 
is  satisfied  with  the  explanation  which  it  has  re¬ 
ceived  from  Ministers  in  respect  to  these  documents. 
I  M  ill  not  conceal  my  own  opinion,  an  opinion 
which  has  been  groM'ing  for  a  considerable  number 
of  years,  that  our  parliamentary  system  in  Canada 
is  in  very  great  danger  of  an  utter  break-down.  Al¬ 
though  it  may  be  true  that  in  former  times  our  par¬ 
liamentary  system  did  fairly  represent  the  people, 
and  although  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  in 
other  places  and  in  other  countries  a  similar  parlia- 
mentary  system  may  not  work  well,  yet,  in  our 
country  at  this  present  time  I  am  compelled 
to  say  that  I  cannot  regard  the  Parliament  of 
Canada  as  in  any  proper  sense  or  shape  a 
really  representati\  e  body.  On  the  contrary, 
Sir,  I  say  that  our  system  is  one  which  presents  the 
most  tremendous  premium  to  fraud  and  to  bribery, 
and  that  this  Parliament,  as  also  other  Parliaments 
in  past  times,  is  to  an  enormous  extent  the  out¬ 
come  in  the  first  place  of  deliberate  legislative  fraud, 
assisted,  and  largely  assisted  too,  by  organized 
corruption.  I  am  not  going  to  deny,  Sir,  that  these 
are  very  hard  Mrords,  but  I  say  that  they  are  sup¬ 
ported  by  still  harder  facts.  I  say  that  these 
statements  to  which  I  have  called  the  attention 
of  the  House  are  in  themselves  a  proof  of  the  ac¬ 
curacy  of  what  I  say,  and  I  state  further  that  these 
legislative  enactments  M'hich  we  have  seen  driven 
through  this  House — such  legislative  enactments 
as  the  Gerrymander  Act  of  1882,  as  the  Franchise 
Bill  of  1885,  and  (though  in  a  lesser  degree)  the 
very  Act  which  Mre  have  sent  to  the  Upper  Chamber 
this  day — all  go  strongly  to  confirm  the  truth  of 


my  statement.  I  desire  to  call  your  attention,  Sir, 
to  what  these  statements  are  and  what  they  imply. 
1  hey  are,  in  t lie  first  place,  clear,  absolute  and 
perfect  proof  and  evidence  of  the  truth  of  those 
particular  charges  advanced  by  the  member  for 
M  est  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar),  which  this  House 
recently,  on  motion  of  the  Government,  san-  fit  to 
suppress  and  erase.  They  have  had  the  utmost 
possible  publicity  for  many  days  and  many  weeks, 
t  here  can  be  no  mistake  about  these  documents. 

I  hey  are  at  once  charges  and  proofs.  They  give 
with  all  possible  particularity  of  place  and  time 
and  circumstances,  full  and  ample  details  confirm¬ 
ing  most  minutely  the  allegations  which  were 
made  by  that  hon.  gentleman  to  whom  I  have 
alluded  when  he  recently  preferred  his  charges 
in  Parliament  against  the  hon.  the  Postmaster 
General.  Sir,  up  to  the  present  time  the  silence 
with  M'hich  these  things  have  been  received  has 
been  most  strange.  I  doubt  very  much  if  there  is 
another  parliamentary  body  on  the  face  of  the  earth, 
which,  after  the  publication  of  such  charges, 
much  more,  after  these  charges  had  been  made 
matters  of  official  record,  would  not  have  insisted  at 
any  cost  and  at  all  hazards  on  their  being  investi¬ 
gated  and  probed  to  the  bottom.  Sir,  if  these 
charges  be  true — and  the  House  M’ill  remember 
that  their  authenticity  has  not  been  denied  by  the 
parties  whose  names  M’ere  brought  most  promi¬ 
nently  before  the  public — they  prove  nothing  less 
than  a  prolonged  conspmacy  against  the  state — a 
conspiracy  in  which  a  part  of  the  Government  of 
Canada  were  active  participators,  in  which  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  Government,  to  say  the  least  of  it, 
were  passive  accomplices,  and  of  M’hich  all  were 
cognizant.  One  thing  is  certain  :  all  the  members 
of  the  Government  have  profited  by  these  things, 
and  all  up  to  the  present  time  have  remained 
dumb  respecting  them,  as  have  also  their  paid 
press,  as  have  also  their  subsidized  supporters. 
Nom',  Sir,  I  Mould  like  to  ask  this  House  what 
is  the  object  of  this  conspiracy  ?  As  I  under-' 
stand  the  constitution  of  this  country,  the  object 
of  this  conspiracy  is  in  the  very  strictest  sense 
high  treason  against  the  State.  Our  constitution 
places  supreme  poMer  in  the  hands  of  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  people,  and  the  object  of  this 
conspiracy  is  to  debauch  the  electorate  who  send 
these  representatives  here,  and  to  defeat  completely 
the  true  M  ill  and  honest  intent  of  the  people  of 
Canada  ;  and  the  means  are  worthy  of  the  object. 
The  means,  as  is  alleged,  and  as  it  is  abundantly 
clear  from  the  information  which  has  been  given  to 
this  House,  not  on  this  occasion  alone,  but  on  many 
other  occasions,  M’as  the  robbery,  by  direct  or  in¬ 
direct  methods,  of  public  funds,  and  the  application 
of  those  funds  to  the  purpose  of  debauching  the 
electorate  of  Canada,  with  this  inevitable  result  : 
that,  in  so  far  as  they  have  been  successful,  they 
tend  utterly  and  wholly  to  destroy  parliamentary 
government  here,  and,  what  is  worse,  to  make  a 
very  large  number  of  the  elected  I’epresentatives  in 
this  House  M’ho  are  accomplices  in  these  transac¬ 
tions,  no  better,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  than 
men  M'lio  have  conspired  and  assisted  to  defraud 
the  State.  And  here,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  for  my  part 
desire  to  draw  a  distinction.  It  has  been  urged 
against  myself  and  against  other  gentlemen  M'lfo 
have  found  it  their  unpleasant  duty  to  bring 
these  matters  to  light,  that  in  reproaching  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  in  reproaching  the  parliamentary  ma- 
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jority  which  supports  them,  we  cast  a  slur  on  the 
majority  of  the  electors  of  Canada  who  return  them 
to  power.  I  say  a  distinction  is  to  be  observed 
here.  There  is  no  doubt  whatever  in  my  mind, 
there  never  has  been  any  doubt,  that  a  corrupt  Gov¬ 
ernment  does  indeed  prove  and  presuppose  the 
existence  of  a  corrupt  majority  of  representatives  ; 
but  I  never  have  gone,  and  I  do  not  propose  to  go, 
the  extreme  length  of  saying  that  a  corrupt  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  representatives  of  the  people  does 
necessarily  imply  that  the  great  mass  of  the  people 
are  also  corrupt.  Sir,  it  is  quite  possible  for  you 
to  have  a  corrupt  majority  of  representatives  while 
at  the  same  time  the  electors  who  send  them  .here 
may  be  grossly  deceived  ;  or,  for  the  matter  of  that, 
as  we  have  seen  and  know,  the  majority  of  the 
electors  may  be  gerrymandered  out  of  the  exercise 
of  their  just  rights  ;  and  we  may  see  the  spectacle 
of  a  majority  . of  the  representatives  unjustly  affect¬ 
ing  to  represent  the  people  of  Canada  here.  Or, 
what  is  more  dangerous,  and  I  fear  is  more  common, 
the  parliamentary  system  of  any  country  may  be 
so  arranged  that  a  small  corrupt  section  of  each 
constituency  may  practically  control  the  balance  of 
power,  and  it  may  come  to  pass,  therefore,  that 
while  the  majority  of  the  electors  are  reasonably 
and  fairly  honest,  nevertheless  a  majority  of  the 
representatives  may  be  sent  here  wholly  and  en¬ 
tirely  by  corrupt  means.  Now,  Sir,  I  am  very 
well  aware  that  such  things  have  been  done  else¬ 
where.  There  is  no  doubt  that  in  other  representa¬ 
tive  bodies,  although  in  but  few  of  equal  dignity 
and  importance  with  this,  similar  things  have  been 
done  and  similar  results  have  been  attained  ;  but 
here  alone,  so  far  as  I  know,  on  proof  having  been 
given,  has  it  been  found  possible  lor  those  who  are 
clearly  proved  to  have  committed  these  things  to 
escape  punishment.  Canada  at  present  has  this 
evil  distinction,  that  in  Canada  alone,  so  far  as  I 
know,  has  investigation  into  charges  so  preferred 
ever  been  refused  ;  and  in  Canada  alone,  what  is 
even  worse  than  a  blunt  refusal  of  investigation, 
has  the  attempt  been  made  to  substitute  a  mock 
trial — a  sham  trial  for  a  real  one.  Now,  Mr.  Speaker, 
it  is  a.  perfectly  open  secret  that  for  a  great  many 
years  the  Government  of  Canada  has  been  carried 
on  by  means  of  deliberateorganized  corruption.  A 
very  large  number  of  the  supporters  of  those  hon. 
gentlemen,  when  this  matter  is  discussed  in  private, 
do  not  hesitate  to  admit,  as,  indeed,  in  face  of  the 
evidence,  itis  scarcely  possible  for  them  todeny,  that 
such  is  the  case  ;  but  they  are  in  the  habit  of 
pleading — and  I  have  noticed  that  their  press  is 
in  the  habit  of  echoing,  more  or  less,  that  apology 
— that  in  a  country  like  Canada,  and  under  the 
conditions  existing  in  Canada,  it  is  practically  im¬ 
possible  to  carry  on  government  by  any  other 
means.  Now,  Sir,  I  wholly  and  entirely  deny 
that  assertion  ;  but  I  am  perfectly  well  aware, 
and  I  have  been  aware  for  many  years,  that  the 
Government  of  Canada  was  deliberately  carried  on 
by  corrupt  means  ;  and  I  have  also  been  perfectly 
well  aware  of  the  proceedings  of  the  three  rings, 
through  whose  instrumentality  these  corrupt 
means  were  chiefly  furnished.  I  am  perfectly  well 
aware  that  ever  since  the  initiation  of  the  National 
Policy  there  has  been  a  protected  manufacturers’ 
ring  ready,  in  consideration  of  being  allowed  to 
rob  the  people  for  their  own  special  benefit,  to 
divide  the  spoils  for  the  purposes  of  electoral  cor¬ 
ruption.  I  am  perfectly  well  aware  that  for  a  great 
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many  years  past  there  has  been  a  contractors" 
ring,  although  in  that  case,  I  am  free  to  say  that  I 
hold  the  contractors  to  have  been  in  a  great  num¬ 
ber  of  cases  rather  the  victims  of  the  Government 
than  their  willing  partners  ;  and  I  am  perfectly 
well  aware  that  there  has  been  a  railway  pro¬ 
moters’  ring,  of  all  sorts  and  sizes  and  conditions 
of  men,  who  likewise  have  been  perfectly  ready,  in 
consideration  of  railway  subsidies,  to  share  the 
spoils  with  the  Government  that  enriched  them. 
Now,  Sir,  it  is  an  interesting  thing  to  observe  how 
these  various  rings  have  been  working  in  this 
country  ;  and,  not  to  dwell  too  long  upon  this  por¬ 
tion  of  my  remarks,  I  will  take  the  liberty  of  quot¬ 
ing  briefly  from  a  speech  which  I  delivered  two  or 
three  years  ago - 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Oh,  oh. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT,— in  which  I 
took  the  liberty  to  call  the  attention  of  the  people 
of  Canada  to  the  mode  in  which  those  several 
rings  were  carrying  on  their  operations. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  Did  nobody  read  it  then  ? 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Yes,  it  was 
read,  but  I  am  afraid  it  was  not  profited  by,  and  I 
mean  to  give  these  hon.  gentlemen,  too,  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  reading,  marking,  learning  and  inwardly 
digesting  at  least  a  part  of  it.  I  am  speaking,  Sir, 
of  the  influence  in  the  first  place  of  this  same  pro¬ 
tective  system  ;  and  what  I  said  was  this  : 

“But  perhaps  of  all  the  several  deleterious  influences 
which  have  combined  to  bring  about  the  present  disgrace¬ 
ful  state  of  things  none  have  contributed  so  much  to  mak& 
politics  and  political  relations  a  mere  thing  of  barter  and 
sale  as  the  introduction  of  the  protective  system. 

“  I  do  not  intend  to  occupy  your  time  by  any  discussion 
of  the  economic  merits  of  free  trade  and  protection.  You 
know  my  views,  but  let  us  admit  that  something  may  be 
said  from  the  economic  point  of  view  in  favour  of  protec¬ 
tion. 

“  Were  everything  that  could  be  urged  as  true  as  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  to  be  false,  it  would  leave  its  effects  on  practical 
politics  untouched.  This  is  aside  of  the  question  which 
is  far  too  commonly  passed  over.  Now,  I  know  something 
of  the  effect  of  the  protective  system  on  politics  in  the 
United  States,  and  a  good  deal  more  of  the  way  it  works: 
out  in  Canada,  and  I  say  this  in  all  seriousness,  if  your 
object  is  by  direct  legislative  enactment  to  make  honest 
government  impossible — to  establish  a  large,  permanent,, 
effective  corruption  fund  and  generally  to  demoralize  all 
political  relations  you  could  hardly  imagine  a  better 
agency  than  the  protective  system.  It  is  not  so  much  the 
fault  of  the  men  who  clamour  for  it  and  make  profit  of  it .. 
It  is  inherent  in  the  thing  itself.  Why,  just  look  at  its 
everyday  practical  results. 

“  Here  by  direct  operation  of  law  you  make  it  the 
interest  of  a  number  of  the  most  pushing,  energetic  busi¬ 
ness  men  in  the  community — men  who,  if  not  always 
wealthy,  have,  almost  always,  a  large  command  of  ready 
money — you  make  it,  I  say,  the  direct _ interest  of  these 
men  to  control  legislation  and  the  legislature  for  their 
own  ends.  Of  course,  they  will  try  to  do  it,  and  there  is 
only  one  way  they  can  do  it  Being  subsidized,  they  must 
subsidize  in  return. 

“  Here,  if  nowhere  else,  you  will  find  a  most  complete 
and  perfect  unrestricted  reciprocity. 

“  It  is  a  most  profitable  thing  to  have  the  arrangement 
of  the  tariff  absolutely  in  your  own  hands,  and  a  few  in¬ 
vestments  pay  better  than  to  turn  the  Minister  of  Finance 
into  a  speaking  trumpet  for  the  benefit  of  the  manufac¬ 
turers’ association.  Sir,  I  don’t  greatly  blame  the  pro¬ 
tected  manufacturers,  who,  after  all,  form  in  truth  but  a 
small  portion  of  the  whole  body  of  manufacturers,  most 
of  whom  cannot  be  protected,  and  many  of  whom  lose 
more  by  a  protective  tariff  than  they  can  ever  gain  by  it. 
Nor  do  I  allege  even  that  all  protected  manufacturers 
give  bribes.  There  are  exceptions,  but  we  are  talking  of 
the  natural  and  general  tendency,  and  as  to  that  I  say 
that  the  inevitable  effect  of  making  it  by  law  these  men’s 
pecuniary  interest  to  control  legislation  is  to  put  an  over¬ 
whelming  inducement  in  their  way  to  use  their  money  (as 
they  themselves  would  and  do  say)  to  protect  their  busi- 
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ness  interests,  without  caring  or  indeed  knowing  what  the 
merits  or  demerits  of  either  political  party  may  chance 
to  be.  Hence,  it  is  in  obedience  to  the  ordinary  laws  of 
human  nature  that,  wherever  a  protective  system  is 
established  you  have,  as  in  the  United  States,  and  as  in 
Canada  to-day,  a  steady  perennial  source  of  corruption — a 
continual  temptation— a  perpetual  blister  applied  to  the 
most  peccant  parts  of  frail,  mortality.” 

And  this  holds  true  of  your  railway  subsidies  and 
of  your  contractors’  rings.  Every  man  here  knows 
perfectly  well  that,  by  the  terms  of  the  ordinary 
contracts  entered  into  between  the  Government 
and  contractors,  the  fortunes  of  those  contrac¬ 
tors  are  placed  at  the  absolute  mercy  of  the 
Minister  of  the  day.  Every  one  knows  that  it  is 
in  his  power  to  make  the  public  contractors  feel 
that  they  are  dependent  on  him  to  an  extraordinary 
extent,  so  that  when  he  demands  of  them  subsidies 
or  subscriptions,  they  have  practically,  to  all  in¬ 
tents  and  purposes,  no  choice  but  to  comply.  And 
I  may  remind  this  House  that,  time  and  again, 
when  it  was  proposed  from  this  side  of  Parliament 
to  check  that  evil  and  to  make  it  penal  for  these 
men  to  subscribe  to  election  funds  and  for  corrupt 
purposes,  four  times  in  succession  those  motions 
were  voted  down  and  thrown  out  by  the  majority. 
Now,  I  will  not  go  at  length  into  the  question  of 
railway  subsidies  further  than  to  say  this  :  I 
believe  that,  with  a  very  few  exceptions,  the  whole 
of  the  subsidies  are  granted  in  direct  violation  of 
the  fundamental  principles  of  our  constitution, 
and  that  whether  they  are  or  not  so  granted, 
one  thing  is  certain,  that  these  railways  have 
continuously  and  systematically  been  used  for  the 
purpose  of  debauching  the  representatives  of  con¬ 
stituencies,  and,  in  some  cases,  for  the  purpose  of 
debauching  whole  provinces.  Now,  Sir,  what  I 
said  in  1889  I  proved  at  the  time,  and  proved  con¬ 
clusively,  although  I  had,  it  is  true,  a  very  much 
smaller  number  of  facts  to  lay  before  the  electors 
of  Canada  than  it  is  unhappily  in  my  power  to  do  to¬ 
day.  But  I  call  the  attention  of  the  House  to  the 
fact  that  all  these  things  were  brought  to  light  and 
were  tolerably  well  known — so  far,  at  any  rate,  as 
their  general  operation  went — a  matter  of  some 
three  years  ago  ;  and  that  the  subsequent  develop¬ 
ments  which  have  occurred  ought  surely,  in  all 
conscience,  to  be  enough  to  convince  every  reason¬ 
able  and  impartial  man  that  in  no  respect  did  I 
overstate  the  case  w  hen  I  said  in  1889  what  I  re¬ 
peat  here  on  the  floor  of  Parliament,  that  for  years 
past  the  Government  of  Canada  has  been  carried  on 
by  means  of  organized  corruption.  What  had  we 
in  1890?  This  House  will  hardly  forget — I  am 
quite  sure  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  will  not  for¬ 
get — the  exhibition  which  was  given  this  House  of 
the  effect  of  this  corrupt  system  on  individual  mem¬ 
bers  in  the  case  of  Mr.  John  Charles  Rykert.  I 
remember  very  well  on  that  occasion  certain  critics 
took  great  exception  to  the  metaphor  I  used, 
when  I  said  that  if  the  truth  were  known  Mr. 
Rykert  would  be  found  to  be  standing  on  the 
peak  of  a  mountain  of  submerged  corruption ; 

I  might  have  said  a  continent  and  told  no  lie. 
Then,  in  1891,  we  had  the  case  of  the  hon. 
Minister  of  Public  Works  (Sir  Hector  Langevin) 
and  his  department,  and  now,  in  1892,  we  have,  to 
all  intents  and  purposes,  the  case  of  the  whole 
Government.  It  is  a  very  pretty  progressive  exhi¬ 
bit  and  a  most  suggestive  one.  In  the  case  of  Mr. 
Rykert,  we  have  the  case  of  an  individual  member 
of  Parliament,  and  we  see  how  he  was  affected  by 
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this  corrupt  system,  and  I  may  recall  to  the  House 
thedeclaration,thesomewhatcelebrated  declaration, 
made  by  this  hon.  gentleman  to  his  electors,  when 
he  declared  that  he  was  most  harshly  and  hardly 
treated,  saying  that  he  was  made  the  sole  scape¬ 
goat  when  there  were  twenty  others  worse  than  he. 
In  the  case  of  the  ex- Minister  of  Public  Works  (Sir 
Hector  Langevin),  we  have  the  case  of  an  indivi¬ 
dual  minister  and  of  an  individual  department 
at  stake ;  and  now,  in  the  case  of  the  hon. 
Postmaster  General  (Sir  Adolphe  Caron),  we 
have  practically  the  ease  of  the  whole  Govern¬ 
ment,  inasmuch  as  they,  by  their  own  action,  have 
made  and  confessed  themselves  accomplices  with 
him,  both  before  and  after  the  act.  Sir,  it  is  very 
interesting  to  see  how  these  successive  develop¬ 
ments  were  treated  by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite. 
At  first  there  were  certain  spasms  of  virtue  ; 
and  it  is  very  curious  to  observe  how  differently  the 
conscience  of  the  Minister  of  Justice  seems  ,  to 
work  at  different  periods.  This  House  will 
well  remember  the  righteous  wrath  of  that  hon. 
gentleman  in  the  case  of  Mr.  Rykert.  This  House 
will  well  remember  the  very  fitting  terms  in  which 
he  denounced  “  the  most  shocking  correspondence  ” 
brought  to  light  in  that  gentleman’s  case.  A  still 
more  shocking  correspondence,  not  conducted  by 
individual  members  of  Parliament,  but  conducted 
by  his  own  colleagues,  was  lately  put  into  the  hands 
of  the  Minister  of  Justice  and  brought  under  his 
notice,  and  I  have  as  yet  failed  to  hear  any  similar 
indignation  and  remonstrance  on  his  part.  I  do 
not  doubt  that  the  hon.  gentleman,  who  has  the 
reputation,  by  the  way,  of  being  somewhat  of  a 
theologian,  has  pondered  deeply  and  long  on  the 
profound  wisdom  of  the  statement  that  there  are 
times  and  seasons  for  all  things.  I  do  not  doubt 
that  it  is  with  a  profound  conviction  of  the  truth 
of  that  declaration  of  Holy  Writ  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  saw  that  there  was  a  time  to  denounce 
Mr.  Rykert,  and  also  that  there  was  a  time  to  ab¬ 
stain  from  denouncing  the  Minister  of  Railways. 
He  saw  there  was  a  time  for  getting  rid  of  the  ex- 
Minister  of  Public  Works,  and  that  there  was  a 
time  for  standing  firm  and  fast  as  the  champion  of 
the  Postmaster  General.  Sir,  his  conscience  works 
with  singular  discretion  ;  in  the  case  of  Mr.  Rykert, 
we  have  the  exhibition  of  his  conscience  in  a  glow 
of  red  hot  zeal,  particularly  before  a  general  elec¬ 
tion  ;  in  the  case  of  the  ex-Minister  of  Public  Works, 
we  see  it  still  warm,  although  not  at  fever  heat,  pre¬ 
paratory  to  the  late  bye-elections  ;  and  in  thecase  of 
the  Postmaster  General,  we  see  how  the  same  con¬ 
science  worked  when  the  general  and  bye-elections 
were  both  disposed  of.  It  appears  to  me  that  the 
hon.  Minister  has  a  curious  dual  nature  after  all. 
It  appears  to  me  that  the  hon.  gentleman  has  to  a 
certain  extent  taken  for  his  model  that  celebrated 
lady  immortalized  by  Pope,  who  was  “  a  sad,  good 
Christian  at  the  heart,  a  very  heathen  in  the  carnal 
part.”  But  the  House  may  think  that,  after  all 
said  and  done,  like  most  of  the  rest  of  us,  there  are 
two  natures  working  in  him.  The  old  Adam  and 
the  new  Adam  are  contending  against  one  another, 
or,  as  we  read  in  Persian  stories,  sometimes  Ahriman 
gets  the  advantage  and  sometimes  Ormuzd.  We 
may  find  in  him  no  bad  instance  of  the 
tendencies  illustrated  in  the  modern  parable 
of  Dr.  Jekyll  and  Mr.  Hyde.  But  at  last  and 
at  long,  I  am  afraid  that  Thompson  the  sinner 
has  entirely  got  the  better  of  Thompson  the  saint. 
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I  speak  more  in  sorrow  than  in  anger.  The  House 
will  bear  me  witness  that  more  than  a  year  ago, 
while  the  hon.  gentleman  had  still,  I  think,  some 
good  intentions,  although  they  seem  to  have  gone  to 
that  place  where  good  intentions  are  generally  sent, 
I  did  my  best  to  guide  his  tottering  steps  in  the  way 
they  should  go,  and  even  now  that  he  has  fallen  from 
grace,  I  still  promise  him  that  I  will  use  my  very 
best  endeavours,  by  sincere  expostulation  and  honest 
plain  dealing,  to  arouse  him  to  a  sense  of  his  errors. 
I  have  a  word  or  two  to  say  as  to  the  rings  from 
which  we  have  been  suffering.  There,  can  be  no 
doubt  whatever  that  one  of  these  rings  has  been  a 
legalized  form  of  corruption.  We  have  been  at 
great  pains  to  create  a  permanent  corruption  fund, 
and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  that  fund  has  been 
used  and  is  being  used,  and  very  largely  used,  to 
supply  the  means  of  political  corruption.  For  a 
very  long  time,  we  have  had  information  as  to  the 
organization  of  these  agencies  against  us  from  one  end 
of  the  country  to  the  other.  The  facts  which  have 
lately  come  before  the  public  have  been  for  a  long 
time  no  secret  to  me  or  to  many  other  gentlemen 
on  this  side  of  the  House,  but  legal  proof  of  these 
transactions  is  very  difficult  to  obtain.  These 
deeds  of  darkness  shun  the  light,  and  you  have  no 
chance  of  getting  the  legal  proof  of  them  until  the 
time  arrives  when  the  rogues  happen  to  fall  out  and 
some  of  them  turn  Queen’s  evidence,  and  then  the 
proof  becomes  available,  but  even  then  you  cannot 
entirely  depend  upon  it  unless  their  statements 
are  substantiated  by  documentary  evidence.  You 
will  find  the  same  influences  operating  on  every  side. 
As  to  the  Red  Parlour,  whether  it  be  in  Nova  Scotia,  in 
Ontario  or  even  in  the  North-West,  there  is  no  place 
in  the  country  where  we  do  not  find  its  heavy  hand. 
Had  we  the  opportunity  of  proving  the  facts,  we 
could  have  shown  what  Section  “  B  ”  and  its  con¬ 
geners  had  been  doing  throughout  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  As  to  the  Province  of  Quebec,  you  have 
only  to  read  the  results  of  the  investigations  of  last 
session  to  understand  what  means  were  brought  to 
bear  on  the  electorate  of  that  province,  while  con¬ 
tractors  and  railway  promoters  are  likewise  distri¬ 
buted  everywhere,  and,  though  they  may  have  no 
legal  habitation,  it  is  probable  that  they  may  be 
found  working  most  largely  in  the  Maritime  Pro¬ 
vinces.  Then,  as  to  the  modus  operandi.  In  regard 
to  the  district  of  Quebec,  the  House  is  in  possession 
of  information  as  to  how  some  of  this  fund  has  been 
administered  by  Mr.  McGreevy  and  his  friends.  As 
to  the  district  of  Montreal,  the  Minister  of  Customs 
and  his  allies  could  give  us  some  information  if  they 
chose.  These  things  have  been  brought  forward 
time  and  again,  they  have  been  alluded  to  times 
without  number  on  the  floor  of  Parliament  and  on 
the  hustings,  and  twice  over  formal  charges 
have  been  made  on  the  floor  of  Parliament,  and 
either  they  have  been  refused  to  be  entertained 
or  they  have  been  evaded.  I  desire  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  House  to  this  circumstance  : 
When  a  case  of  this  kind  was  brought  before 
Parliament  to  whom  did  the  members  of  the 
Opposition  propose  to  refer  the  investigation  ? 
Hid  they  ask  that  the  conduct  of  the  Government 
and  their  friends  should  be  investigated  by  a  hos¬ 
tile  tribunal  or  by  a  tribunal  of  which  the  majority 
were  unfriendly  to  the  present  Administration  ? 
They  simply  asked  to  be  allowed  to  proceed  with 
the  proof  of  the  facts  which  they  alleged  before  a 
tribunal  two-thirds  of  whom  had  been  named  by 
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the  Government,  two-thirds  of  whom,  to  say  the 
least,  were  strongly  interested  in  making  use  of 
every  possible  point  against  the  accuser,  two- 
thirds  of  whom  had  a  heavy  stake  in  declaring  the 
Ministers  innocent  ;  and  yet  the  charges  were 
either  refused  to  be  investigated  at  all,  or  they 
were  deliberately  evaded,  the  charges  were  de¬ 
liberately  redrawn,  and  the  accused  was  allowed 
not  only  to  choose  his  own  judges  but  also  to 
frame  his  own  charges.  When  the  Parliament  of 
Canada  thus  refuses  to  discharge  the  chief  function 
for  which  a  Parliament  exists — that  chief  function 
being  to  investigate  the  conduct  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  day  and  to  see  that  charges  against 
them  are  fairly  tried — it  is  time  that  we  should 
seriously  consider  the  result.  Under  these  circum¬ 
stances,  what  the  third  estate  declined  to  do,  the 
fourth  estate  has  taken  upon  itself,  and  it  is  to  the 
public  energy  and  enterprise  of  the  proprietors  of 
the  Globe  newspaper  that  we  owe  it  that  these 
charges  have  been  brought  forward  in  such  a  way 
that  silence  is  no  longer  possible.  These  things 
have  been  for  weeks  before  Parliament,  and  these 
statements  contain  in  themselves  proof  with  every 
possible  detail  of  time,  place  and  matter.  Scores, 
if  not  hundreds,  of  facsimiles  of  receipts  have  been 
produced,  and  scores,  if  not  hundreds,  of  facsimiles 
of  letters  have  been  printed.  Just  read  the  very 
last  charge  to  which  I  called  the  attention  of  the 
hon.  gentleman.  Here  is  what  is  called  the  official 
list  of  expenditures  in  the  counties  named  : 


Presse .  $  5,500 

Quebec  Centre .  4,100 

Quebec  East .  2,300 

Montmagny .  2,200 

Montmorency .  2,700 

L6vis .  3,500 

Berthier .  1,600 

Gaspe .  1,500 

Bellechasse .  3,900 

Rimouski .  2,750 

Kamouraska.. .  3,000 

Temiscouata .  2,250 

Yamaska .  4,000 

Champlain .  3,000 

St.  Maurice  .  2,500 

Charlevoix .  3,000 

Chicoutimi .  2,250 

Portneuf .  ...  3,000 

L’lslet .  2,500 

Beauce .  2,500 


MeganUc, .  ....  $  2,500 

Lotbini&re. .  1,350 

Drummond .  700 

Dorchester .  3,000 

Jos.  Hamel,  petty. .  2,500 


$68,000 

Quebec  County . 

do  West . 

Three  Rivers . 

Charlevoix,  2nd  elec¬ 
tion .  1,000 

18,500 

16.800 

68,300 

8,000 


$112,700 


$58,250 

Sir,  do  hon.  gentlemen  now  pretend  to  say  that 
there  is  any  vagueness  about  these  details  ?  After 
every  single  one  of  these  items  I  have  enumerated 
have  been  supported  by  the  publication  of  these 
vouchers  and  letters,  giving  every  possible  detail 
of  place,  time  and  circumstances,  do  they  dare  to 
pretend  that  these  charges  are  not  specific  enough, 
are  not  clear  enough,  are  not  distinct  enough,  for 
this  Assembly,  or  for  any  other  assembly  on  the 
face  of  the  earth,  to  deal  with  ?  Now,  what  do 
these  establish  ?  They  establish  these  three  things, 
first  of  all.  They  establish  in  the  first  place,  the 
existence  of  a  huge  reptile  fund  ;  they  establish  in 
the  second  place,  the  systematic  corruption,  or 
attempted  corruption,  of  a  great  group  of  counties 
numerous  enough  to  determine  entirely  the  fate  of 
parties  in  this  House  ;  and  they  establish  in  the 
third  place,  the  full  privity  of  the  Government 
with  all  that  is  going  on.  First,  you  have  the 
orders  of  the  ex-Minister  of  Public  Works  and  the 
orders  of  the  Postmaster  General — not  one,  not 
two,  but  scores  of  them,  all  showing  absolute  and 
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full  knowledge  on  their  part  of  what  is  going  on. 
Then  you  have  clear  proof  of  the  complicity  of  the 
late  Premier  in  the  whole  transaction.  You  have 
not  merely  letters  from  him  to  the  Hon.  Thomas  Me 
Greevy,  but  we  have  had  it  stated  in  this  House,  in 
his  own  presence,  authoritatively  by  Mr.  Tarte,  that 
years  before  the  investigation  which  we  conducted 
last  session,  full  and  perfect  details  of  all  that  had 
been  going  on,  all  that  had  taken  place,  had  been 
placed  in  the  hands  of  that  right  hon.  gentleman. 
Now,  with  respect  to  the  Postmaster  General  I 
have  a  word  to  say.  For  my  part,  I  do  not  at  all 
believe,  I  do  not  at  all  intend  to  say,  that  the 
Postmaster  General,  whatever  his  offences  may 
be— and  I  am  not  here  to  defend  them — is  one 
whit  worse  than  any  of  his  colleagues ;  on  the 
contrary,  I  am  rather  inclined  to  think  that  he  is 
the  more  honest,  because  he  ran  the  risk  and  they 
took  the  profits.  Sir,  for  my  part,  if  there  is 
a  choice,  I  very  decidedly  prefer  a  bold  burglar 
to  the  fence  who  eggs  him  on  and  pockets  the 
largest  share  of  the  booty.  It  is  a  matter  of  taste  ; 
but  I  for  one  prefer  your  gallant  highwayman — 
your  political  Dick  Turpin — to  Mr.  Jonathan 
W  ild,  or  even  those  eminent  thieves’  lawyers, 
Messrs.  Twist,  Gammon  &  Snap.  Now,  Sir,  there 
are  certain  questions  which  must  inevitably  pre¬ 
sent  themselves  when  the  attention  of  the  House  is 
called  to  these  facts.  First  of  all,  where  did  this 
money  come  from?  No  human  being  supposes 
that  it  was  subscribed  by  voluntary  benefi¬ 
ciaries  ;  no  human  being  in  this  House  or  out  of 
it  has  the  slightest  doubt  where  this  $112,000 
came  from,  and,  if  they  have  a  shadow  of  doubt,  I 
recall  to  the  recollection  of  members  of  this  Par¬ 
liament  the  evidence  of  last  session  ;  I  recall 
to  them  the  way  in  which  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  is  administered;  I  recall  to  them 
the  proof  -which  was  submitted  over  and  over 
again,  all  going  to  show  that  in  two  or  three 
individual  works,  $3,000,000  were  charged  to  the 
people  of  Canada  for  work  which  ought  not  to  have 
cost  $2,000,000.  I  say  there  is  no  possible  doubt  as 
to  the  source  that  money  came  from.  Now,  Ihave 
spoken  so  far  simply  of  what  we  have  actual  proof  of. 

I  speak  now  of  what  there  is  an  overwhelming  pre¬ 
sumption  of.  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  all  this  is  merely 
a  specimen  brick  ;  I  say  we  have  only  lifted,  on  one 
occasion,  one  corner  of  the  veil.  Everything  here, 
every  one  of  these  statements  I  have  submitted  to 
the  House,  bespeaks  long  practice  ;  everything  here 
shows  that  these  men  are  experienced  in  their  evil 
ways.  Now,  the  Minister  of  Justice  has  shown 
that  he  is  well  versed  in  all  matters  affecting  crim¬ 
inal  law,  and  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  Minister  of 
Justice  in  his  time  has  also  shown  that  he  was  an 
expert  defender  of  dangerous  criminals,  and,  being 
so,  he  will  know  that  if  there  is  one  thing  better 
established  in  criminal  practice  than  another  it  is 
this  :  that  an  experienced  officer  can  always  tell 
when  he  examines  the  spot  where  a  burglary  was 
committed  whether  it  was  done  by  an  old  hand  or 
not.  I  propose  to  apply  that  test  to  the  present 
case,  and  I  ask  the  House  to  consider  it.  Looked 
at  in  a  business  aspect,  it  is  altogether  most  credit¬ 
able.  Here  you  have  a  regular  debitor  and  creditor 
account,  a  very  well-kept  debitor  and  creditor  ac¬ 
count,  with  each  of  these  separate  constituencies. 
Each  has  its  appropriation,  which  appropriation  it 
is  not  allowed  to  exceed,  unless,  peradventure,  in 
the  case  of  Ministers  of  the  Crown,  who,  I  presume, 
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on  the  principle  that  you  must  not  muzzle  the  ox 
that  treadeth  out  the  corn,  seem  to  have  been 
allowed  several  mouthfulls.  But  in  all  other  cases 
perfect  business  accuracy  is  required.  You  have 
the  vouchers  and  letters  carefully  preserved  ;  all 
things  seem  to  be  done  decently  and  in  order.  They 
had  all  been  there  before  and  often  too.  It  is  so 
clear  that  he  who  runs  may  read.  1882,  1887  and 
1891  were  all  lineal  successors  of  1872.  This  was 
no  case  of  mere  local  rascality.  This  is  a  specimen 
of  what  has  been  going  on  all  over  Canada  for  the 
last  14  years,  and  if  you  will  apply  the  rule  of  pro¬ 
portion  in  jLese  matters,  you  may  fairly  say  that  as 
24  is  to  215,  so  is  $112,000  to  the  sum  which  it  was 
necessary  to  spend  to  carry  a  general  election  in 
Canada.  Hon.  gentlemen  can  work  that  sum  out 
foi  themselves,  but  as  some  of  them  are  not  very 
good  at  that  kind  of  work,  I  may  tell  them  that 
the  result  is  about  $1,045,000.  The  merest  tyro 
knows  perfectly  well  what  that  means  ;  the  merest 
tyro  in  public  affairs  knows  that  if  this  kind  of 
thing  was  done  in  one  corner  of  a  province 
in  188/,  there  can  be  no  doubt  the  same  thing 
was  being  done  in  other  parts,  and  on  a  larger  scale* 
It  is  wholly  and  utterly  absurd  to  suppose  that 
this  huge  sum  was  spent  in  that  quarter  alone,  and 
none  elsewhere,  and  largely — and  that  is  a  curious 
incident  in  the  case — in  hopeless  cases.  A  very  con¬ 
siderable  portion  of  the  amountwasspent  in  counties 
which  the  Government  did  not  expect  to  carry, 
where  they  fought  a  desperate  battle  andwheieail, 
at  the  outside,  they  hoped  to  attain  was  to  keep 
some  of  their  opponents  at  home.  So  far  fiom  be-  • 
lieving  that  there  was  nothing  like  this  elsewhere,  I 
am  persuaded,  or  rather  I  happen  to  know,  that  this 
kind  of  thing  was  going  on  in  every  quarter.  It 
was  not  limited  to  the  district  of  Quebec  alone,  it 
was  not  the  Quebec  Harbour  Works  alone  that 
were  taxed  ;  precisely  the  same  things  were  going 
on  in  the  district  of  Montreal,  with  its  twenty 
millionaires,  any  one  of  whom  could  have  afforded 
to  have  spent  the  sum  expended  in  Quebec  district  on 
receiving  from  the  Government  in  return  the  right 
to  tax  the  people  at  his  own  sweet  will.  What 
was  going  on  in  Ontario  we  are  not  legally  aware, 
because  we  were  refused  an  investigation  into  Sec¬ 
tion  ‘‘  B.  As  to  what  was  going  on  in  the  Maritime 
Provinces,  let  those  who  have  examined  the  work¬ 
ings  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  speak.  That 
Intercolonial  Railway  for  many  years  has  been 
a  perfect  sink  for  public  money.  During 
this  very  last  year  of  which  we  have  re¬ 
cord,  I  find  that  the  expenses  have  exceeded  the 
receipts  by  no_  less  than  $684,946,  the  revenue 
being  $2,977,395,  and  the  expenditure  $3,662,341. 
Any  other  railway,  I  believe,  of  similar  size  and 
magnitude,  if  properly  managed,  could  be  worked, 
and  would  be  worked  for,  at  the  very  outside,  75 
or  80  per  cent  of  the  gross  receipts.  We  know 
that  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway,  which  has 
great  difficulties  to  contend  with,  which  for  a  very 
large  number  of  miles  runs  through  an  utterly 
unproductive  country,  is  worked  for  64  or  65  per 
cent,  and  I  do  not  hesitate  to  say,  that  under 
proper  business  management,  the  Intercolonial,  at 
the  outside,  should  not  cost  more  than  75  per  cent 
of  its  total  earnings.  What  does  it  cost  ?  It  costs 
25  per  cent  more  than  all  its  earnings,  and  the 
difference  between  what  it  ought,  and  what  it  does 
cost  this  House,  particularly  if  hon.  members  will 
take  the  trouble  to  read  the  recent  report  of  the 
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Civil  Service  Commissioners,  can  learn  as  well  as 
what  it  means  to  use  a  great  public  work  simply 
and  solely  as  a  political  machine.  That  report  has 
not  yet  been  printed,  but  I  had  an  opportunity  of 
perusing  it,  and  I  found  it  there  laid  down  by  the 
officer  in  charge,  that  it  was  impossible  to  appoint  any 
one  except  on  the  recommendation,  for  political  rea¬ 
sons,  of  the  various  members  through  whose  counties 
the  railway  passes,  and  that  when  he  desired  to 
dismiss  men  the  same  political  influences  stood  in 
his  way.  In  one  word,  in  every  shape  and  form  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  is  being  used  as  a  great 
machine  for  political  corruption.  This  shows  well 
how  fields  were  won.  This  leaves  no  room  for  doubt, 
any  more,  if  there  ever  was  any  room  for  doubt, 
how  the  general  elections  of  1882  as  well  as  the 
general  elections  of  1891  were  carried,  and  it  shows 
clearly  how  the  recent  bye-elections  in  Ontario 
were  carried.  I  am  perfectly  well  aware  that 
unfortunately  in  every  section  and  constituency 
there-  is  a  number,  not  a  very  large  number  in 
proportion  to  the  total  number  of  electors,  but  still 
a  very  considerable  number  of  men  whose  votes 
are  for  sale  ;  and  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  men 
who  applied  $112,000  to  the  purchase  or  attempted 
purchase  of  24  constituencies  in  Quebec  were  not 
the  men  to  shirk  from  finding  that  amount 
or  double  that  amount  when  occasion  required  them 
to  purchase  a  dozen  constituencies  in  Ontario. 
The  plain  facts  are  simply  these  :  Under  our 
present  system  every  item  in  our  protective  tariff 
in  one  way  or  other  is  either  a  bribe,  or  is  being 
made  the  means  of  obtaining  funds  for  corrupt 
purposes.  There  is  the  strongest  reason  for  be¬ 
lieving,  after  what  we  have  seen,  that  every  con¬ 
tract  in  the  Public  Works  Department  at  all 
events  has  been  discounted  for  the  same  purpose, 
and  every  railway  subsidy  granted  has  in  all  pro¬ 
bability  been  tolled.  All  these  facts  beyond  doubt 
reflect  the  most  intolerable  discredit  on  the  people 
of  Canada.  I  pause  here  to  call  attention  to  one 
of  the  most  impudent  complaints  ever  yet  made  by 
the  parties  wffiose  conduct  is  impugned.  We  are  told, 
forsooth,  that  as  patriotic  men  we  should  be  silent 
about  these  offenders,  because  if  we  expose  these 
villainies  we  shall  hurt  the  country.  In  this  con¬ 
nection,  I  may  very  well  recall  the  language  which 
was  used,  not  a  very  long  time  ago,  by  the  hon. 
gentleman  who  sits  opposite  me  and  his  leader  when 
the  latter,  Mr.  Abbott,  said  : 

“  I  would  ask  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  to  join  with  us 
in  trying  to  find  out  what  the  facts  are  about  this  alleged 
rascality.  We  ask  them  to  give  us  the  benefit  of  their  ex¬ 
perience  in  this  enquiry,  to  assist  us  in  ascertaining  the 
facts  and  placing  them  before  the  public,  in  order  that 
they  may  be  dealt  with  properly,  and,  if  found  guilty, 
that  summary  vengeance  may  be  exercised  upon  those 
who  are  found  guilty  of  appropriating  public  money- 
stealing — be  they  high  or  low.  That  is  the  determination 
of  this  Government  and  this  side  of  the  House.” 

The  Minister  of  Justice  also  repeated  the  invitation 
he  had  given  elsewhere,  and  said  : 

“  He  [Sir  John  Thompson]  repeated  the  invitation  made 
elsewhere,  that  if  any  one  has  any  evidence  of  wrong¬ 
doing  against  any  official  or  member  of  Parliament,'  he 
ledged  his  honour  that  the  fullest  investigation  should 
e  made,  and  the  information  used  in  the  prosecution 
and  punishment  of  the  guilty  party.  Mr.  Abbott’s  Gov¬ 
ernment  was  fully  determined  and  pledged  to  investi¬ 
gate,  root  out  and  punish  wrong-doing  wherever  they 
found  it.” 

Sir,  there  are  their  promises,  these  are  their  state¬ 
ments.  I  have  just  given  in  detail  the  several 
charges  preferred  by  the  Globe ,  and  I  ask  now  how 
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those  pledges  have  been  redeemed.  They  have 
been  redeemed  by  allowing  the  accused  party,  as  I 
have  said,  to  appoint  a  commission  of  his  own 
friends  to  try  him,  and  by  allowing  him  to  alter 
the  charges  preferred  against  him,  and  by  allowing 
what  never  yet  was  done  in  any  court  of  justice  or 
in  any  assembly  like  this  in  the  world,  by  allowing 
a  man  who  is  charged  with  one  offence  to  substitute 
for  that  charge  another  and  different  charge  of  his 
own  drawing.  I  say,  in  view  of  all  these  facts, 
that,  for  the  last  ten  years  at  least,  to  speak 
of  no  longer  period,  to  go  no  further  back 
than  the  Gerrymander  Act  of  1882,  which  was  very 
properly  denounced  by  hon.  gentlemen  on  both  sides 
of  this  House,  these  statements,  and  later  on  this 
other  evidence  which  has  been  collected,  afford 
clear  and  conclusive  proof  that  this  Government 
has  owed  its  majority  in  Parliament  to  direct  fraud. 
To  a  Parliament  and  a  Government  so  elected  and 
so  selected  no  allegiance  is  due,  and  I  use  these 
words  with  a  full  understanding  of  all  they  mean 
and  all  they  imply.  I  tell  hon.  gentlemen  that  in 
all  this  there  is  clanger  and  great  danger  in  the 
very  near  future.  Let  them  say  w’hat  they  please 
as  to  the  majority  they  possess,  they  cannot  deny 
that,  even  if  we  give  them  credit  for  all  the  manu¬ 
factured  votes  which  the  franchise  list  gives  them, 
if  we  give  them  credit  for  their  plural  votes,  for 
votes  polled  under  the  names  of  people  wdio  have 
left  Canada,  and  for  votes  given  by  men  who  have 
been  brought  back  to  this  country  at  great  expense 
at  the  various  general  elections  to  cast  their  votes 
against  the  Liberal  party — still  the  fact  remains, 
that  although  hon.  gentlemen  on  this  side  of  the 
House  do  not  possess  one-half  the  seats  in  the 
House,  yet  they  do  represent  a  full  half,  or  nearly 
a  full  half,  of  ail  the  people  of  this  country.  If  we 
do  represent  them,  Sir,  and  if  we  do  express  their 
sentiments — and  I  know  that  we  do — I  say  to  hon. 
gentlemen,  that  half  the  people  of  Canada  are 
convinced  that  the  Government  of  Canada  lives  and 
moves  by  bribery  and  corruption,  and  that  the 
Government  of  Canada  is  wholly  and  utterly  un¬ 
worthy  of  respect  and  obedience  by  reason  of  the 
fraud  to  which  it  owes  its  origin.  Then,  Sir,  I  say  to 
these  gentlemen  opjx>site  that  the  attempt  to 
build  a  nation  upon  such  a  foundation,  is  about 
as  hopeless  as  to  make  ropes  of  the  sea  sand. 
Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  ask  us  sometimes  :  Why, 
if  the  people  of  Canada  hold  these  convictions,  why, 
if  we  do  truly  represent  the  feelings  of  so  large  a 
mass  of  the  people,  why  no  overt  resistance  has 
been  made  to  them  ?  I  am  sorry  to  say,  Sir,  that  the 
census  returns  are  here  to  tell  you  why.  Stop  the 
exodus  and  you  will  defeat  this  Government  to  a 
certainty,  whether  it  be  at  the  polls  or  elsewhere. 
But  unhappily  the  country’s  grievous  loss  is  that 
party’s  very  great  political  gain,  as  some  of  the 
more  indiscreet  of  hon.  gentlemen’s  own  colleagues 
have  not  hesitated  on  more  than  one  occasion  to 
admit.  Now,  Sir,  I  desire  to  ask  whether  hon. 
gentlemen  consider  that  the  answer  which  was 
given  by  the  Minister  of  Justice  to  the  questions 
which  I  put  the  other  day,  are  at  all  the  replies 
which  were  worthy  of  the  occasion  or  worthy  of  a 
Government  that  desired  to  redeem  such  pledges 
as  these  men  have  given  ?  What  was  that  answer  ? 
When  I  enquired  of  the  Government,  whether  in 
view  of  the  facts  which  I  had  placed  on  record, 
facts  which  I  repeat  were  in  themselves  at  once 
charges  and  proofs  ;  whether  the  Government  were 
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or  were  not  disposed  to  reconsider  their  determina¬ 
tion  ;  whether  the  Government  were  or  were  not 
disposed  even  at  the  twelfth,  even  at  the  thirteenth, 
hour  to  cause  these  to  be  investigated  as  they  ought 
and  should  be  investigated,  what  did  the  lion.  Min¬ 
ister  reply  to  me?  Why,  Sir,  he  replied  as  follows 

The  publication  of  the  statements  and  documents 
quoted  in  the  preceding  questions,  referring  as  they  do  to 
expenditures  alleged  to  have  been  made  in  the  year  1887 
in  the  elections  tor  the  Parliament  whose  term  expired 
in  1891,  was  evidently  made  in  pursuance  of  the  charges 
which  were  preferred  in  this  House  by  the  hon.  member 
for  West  Ontario,  and  which  were  interpreted  by  that 
gentleman  and  two  or  three  other  members  of  this  House 
m  opposition  to  the  Government,  as  charges  that  the 
Postmaster  General  had  diverted  railway  subsidies  from 
the  purpose  for  which  they  were  granted,  by  receiving  for 
election  purposes  large  sums  of  money  out  of  such  sub¬ 
sidies  and  out  of  moneys  raised  on  the  credit  of  such 
subsidies,  and  so  forth,  as  stated  in  the  resolution  of  this 
House  passed  on  the  4th  of  May,  1892.  This  House,  on 
that  day,  resolved  that  it  was  expedient  that  enquiry 
should  be  made  as  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  allegations 
and  charges,  and  that  the  evidence  relating  to  the  same 
should  be  taken  by  commissioners  under  the  statute 
which  provides  for  such  enquiries  being  made  by  com¬ 
missioners,  and  that  the  evidence,  when  taken,  should  be 
laid  before  this  House.  Two  eminent  judges  have  been 
selected  to  be  such  commissioners,  and  their  appointment 
has  been  approved  by  the  House,  without  any  dissent 
being  expressed  as  _  to  their  fitness  and  impartiality. 
Ample  powers  are  being  conferred  on  the  commissioners, 
and  when  their  labours  are  concluded  the  result  of  such 
labours  will  be  laid  before  the  House  for  such  action  as 
may  seem  proper  under  the  circumstances.” 

I  have  this  to  say  in  the  first  place  with  respect  to 
that  answer  :  That  the  whole  answer  from  first  to 
last  is  an  evasion.  That  answer  would  imply  that 
the  House  had  appointed  a  commission  for  the 
purpose  of  investigating  into  those  charges  and 
allegations  to  which  I  have  called  the  attention  of 
the  House.  The  House  knows  very  well  that 
nothing  at  all  of  that  kind  was  done.  I  take  the 
lion,  gentleman’s  answer  in  detail,  and  I  say  as  to 
his  first  assertion,  that  it  was  entirely  inaccurate. 

I  say  that  the  statement  which  he  puts  into  the 
mouth  of  the  hon.  member  for  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar) 
was  not  in  the  slightest  degree  the  statement  or 
the  charge  made  by  that  hon.  member  and  which 
is  on  record  on  our  files.  I  say,  Sir,  that  when  the 
hon.  Minister  gave  the  House  to  infer  that  these 
allegations  and  charges  contained  in  these  docu¬ 
ments  would  be  investigated  by7  that  commission, 
the  hon.  Minister  made  a  statement  utterly  desti¬ 
tute  of  foundation,  in  fact,  seeing  that  he  himself 
had  been  the  very  first  and  foremost  to  strike  out 
these  charges  from  the  charges  brought  by  Mr. 
Edgar,  and  to  substitute  for  them  other  charges 
bearing  a  totally  different  construction.  And 
so  it  is  with  regard  to  the  allegation  that 
ample  powers  were  conferred  on  this  commis¬ 
sion.  Ample  powers  may  be  conferred  on  these 
commissioners,  but  powers  for  what  ?  To  try 
charges  which  were  not  made  by  Mr.  Edgar. 
The  Minister  tells  us  that  the  Government  will  not 
interfere.  W  ell,  Sir,  the  Government  no  doubt  will 
not  interfere.  Having  interfered  already  to  erase 
these  charges,  there  is  not  the  slightest  need  or 
occasion  for  them  to  interfere  with  their  commis¬ 
sioners.  \\  hen  the  Minister  of  Justice  implies 
that  there  was  no  dissent  as  to  the  commissioners, 
and  that  there  was  no  objection  to  them,  the  hon. 
gentleman  knows  full  well  that  the  question  was 
not  raised  at  all,  that  the  Opposition  took  objection, 
and  took  very  strong  objection,  to  the  reference  to 
the  commission  altogether,  but,  that  the  character 
of  these  commissioners  was  in  no  respect  in  ques¬ 


tion  in  one  way  or  other,  and  that  this  side  of  the 
House,  as  my  hon.  friend  from  Both  well  (Mr. 
Mills)  reminds  me,  had  no  voice  in  their  appoint¬ 
ment.  There  has  been  a  good  deal  of  what  I  must 
call  deliberate  cant  about  the  propriety  of  referring 
these  charges  to  an  impartial  tribunal.  Sir,  I 
think  that  on  this  point,  too,  it  is  well  that  we 
should  speak  out,  and  I  for  my  part  am  prepared 
to  contend  that  judges  are  often  the  most  unfit 
possible  persons  to  be  appointed  to  try  a  question 
involving  grave  political  issues.  W  e  know  too 
well  in  this  House  that  a  bit  of  parchment  is  not 
going  to  change  men’s  characters.  We  know 
mat  judges  who  are  partisans,  very  often,  and 
too  often,  remain  partisans  always.  Sir,  I  am  not 
going  to  pretend  that  there  are  not  many  men  on 
the  Canadian  bench  who  would  be  an  honour  to 
that  bench,  or  an  honour  to  any  judiciary  in  the 
world.  But,  Sir,  I  have  not  held  a  seat  in  Parlia¬ 
ment  for  30  years,  I  have  not  seen  who  were  ap¬ 
pointed  judges,  and  how  they  came  to  be  appointed 
judges,  without  knowing  that  on  the  Canadian 
bench  in  the  several  provinces  there  are  a  very 
considerable  number  of  men  who  are  the  direct  op¬ 
posite.  I  have  known  men  of  very  indifferent 
character  to  be  appointed  j  udges.  I  have  known 
men  of  notoriously  intemperate  habits  appointed 
judges.  I  have  known  men -who  were  known  to 
be  ignorant  of  law  appointed  judges.  I  have 
known  party  hacks  appointed  in  return  for  having 
done  the  very  dirtiest  political  work.  I  have  even 
known  men  appointed  because  they  belonged  to 
special  sects.  But,  Sir,  worse  yet.  We  talk  of  the 
impartiality  of  judges.  Why,  Sir,  I  have  known 
cases  in  which  seats  in  this  House  have  been  bar¬ 
tered  and  sold  for  seats  on  the  bench,  and  I  would 
like  to  enquire  of  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice 
whether  in  the  course  of  his  long  experience  he  has 
ever  heard  of  a  case  in  which  a  member  of  the 
Opposition  was  induced  to  sell  his  seat  in  Parlia¬ 
ment  in  consideration  of  a  judgeship,  to  provide  the 
means  of  enabling  a  Minister  obtaining  a  seat  here. 

An  hon.  MEMBER.  Never  remember  any  case 
like  that. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  The  hon. 
gentleman  never  heard  of  such  a  case,  did  he  not  ? 

[Mr.  Fergusox  (Leeds)  exhibited  a  placard  at  this 
stage,  with  the  following  inscription  :  “  Another  corrupt 
election — Pontiac,  60U  majority.”] 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  There  is  only 
one  thing  remains  for  the  hon.  gentleman  to  add 
to  that  placard,  and  that  is  a  statement  of  how 
much  the  Pontiac  election  cost  the  country.  When 
he  has  given  that  information,  we  will  understand 
how  the  election  was  carried. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  You  would  use  it  next  year. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  If  he  gives 
us  that  information  then  we  will  be  able  to  judge 
of  the  moral  value  of  this  sort  of  certificate  of 
character.  But,  Sir,  perhaps  the  Minister  of 
Justice  never  heard  of  a  case  in  which  a  seat 
was  purchased  for  a  gentleman  who  desired  to 
enter  Parliament  by  the  gift  of  .a  judgeship.  If 
he  has  not,  I  think  there  are  some  in  this  House 
who  could  enlighten  him.  Now,  Sir,  while  I  admit 
frankly  that  there  are  many  members  of  the  judi¬ 
ciary  who  are  an  honour  to  it,  and  who  would  be  an 
honour  to  any  judiciary,  yet,  we  all  know  right 
well  that  there  are  likewise  plenty  of  judges  who 
have  been  the  most  humble  suppliants  for  the 
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offices  they  now  hold  ;  and  we  know  right  well, 
that  there  have  been  a  few  judges,  I  am 
very  sorry  to  say,  who  have  been  constantly  intri¬ 
guing  for  promotion  at  the  hands  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  day.  And  with  the  knowledge  of  these 
facts  staring  us  in  the  face,  known  to  every  man  of 
any  political  experience,  these  hon.  gentlemen  rise 
in  their  places  a'nd  tell  us  that  those  men  are  of  all 
men  the  fittest  to  try  important  political  issues  in¬ 
volving  peradventure  the  downfall  of  the  very  Gov¬ 
ernment  that  appointed  them.  Sir,  I  am  sorry  to 
have  to  say  it,  but  the  language  of  the  Minister  of 
Justice  in  the  statements  I  have  just  read,  inferring 
as  he  does  or  as  he  tried  to  infer,  that  the  Opposi¬ 
tion  had  full  confidence  in  the  judges  who  are  ap¬ 
pointed,  is  really  neither  more  nor  less  than  a 
suggestio falsi.  Nothing  of  that  kind  was  suggested  ; 
and,  speaking  for  myself,  I  have  simply  to  say 
that  these  men  may  be  good  or  they  may  be  bad, 
but  they  are  persons  whose  names  are  not  at  all 
known  outside  of  their  own  province,  and  being 
outside  of  their  own  province  obscure  and  unknown 
men,  it  is  in  the  last  degree  inexpedient  that  a 
great  political  issue  such  as  is  involved  in  this  ques¬ 
tion  should  be  relegated  to  a  couple  of  gentlemen 
of  that  sort.  Sir,  it  is  well  to  understand  and  mark 
that  the  Government,  when  cross-questioned,  have 
not  ventured  to  deny  or  dispute  the  authenticity  of 
any  one  of  these  vouchers  and  documents  which  I  read 
to  the  House  and  placed  upon  the  official  record ;  and 
for  good  reason.  They  were  obliged  to  remainsilent ; 
they  were  obliged  to  confess  that  those  documents 
were  authentic,  or  there  would  have  been  no  escape 
for  them.  The  responsibility  would  have  been 
thrown  upon  them  to  bring  an  action  and  to  have 
the  whole  matter  adjudicated  upon  in  a  court  of 
law — the  very  last  thing,  I  venture  to  say,  that 
these  hon.  gentlemen  desire.  Then,  in  reply  to 
another  question,  the  hon.  gentleman  intimated 
that  the  Government  had  explained  the  case  to  the 
Governor  General.  Well,  Sir,  I  fear  that  there  was 
not  perfect  candour  in  that  matter  either.  I  should 
like  to  know  what  they  explained  to  His  Excel¬ 
lency.  I  should  like  to  know  when  they  explained 
it.  I  should  like  to  know  very  much  if  those  ex¬ 
planations  were  made  after  the  conclusion  of  the 
publication  of  the  documents  in  the  Globe  news¬ 
paper.  Unless  that  was  done,  I  say  that  the  ex¬ 
planation  given  to  His  Excellency  was  of  no  value 
whatever.  More  than  that,  I  say  if  it  is  implied  in 
the  statement  of  the  Minister  of  Justice  that  an 
explanation  of  these  things  was  given  to  His  Ex¬ 
cellency,  then  that  explanation  should  be  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  House.  I  say  that  if  His  Excellency  called 
upon  his  Ministers  to  give  explanations,  and  these 
Ministers  gav,e  explanations,  this  Parliament  has  a 
right  now  to  declare  that  having  been  informed 
that  explanations  have  been  given,  it  has 
a  right  to  have  these  explanations.  More,  I 
say  it  is  the  duty  of  the  advisers  of  the 
Crown,  as  a  mere  matter  of  fair-play  to  His 
Excellency  himself,  to  lay  those  explanations 
before  the  House  and  the  country,  in  order  that  the 
people  of  Canada  may  understand  why  it  is  and 
how  it  is  that  His  Excellency  has  been  satisfied 
that  the  men  who  now  advise  him  are  fit  to 
retain  that  position.  Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  House, 
and  the  Government  too,  will  do  well  to  remember 
that  these  matters  are  now  on  record  for  ever,  and 
that  they  cannot  remove  them  from  our  journals  or 
from  our  official  records.  There  is  no  longer  the 
Sir  Richard  Cartwright. 


smallest  pretense  for  saying  that  the  House  is 
ignorant  of  these  facts  ;  there  is  no  pretense  for 
saying  that  any  individual  member  of  this  House  is 
not  in  full  possession  of  them.  What  have  these 
gentlemen  to  say  to  it  ?  Sir,  so  far,  as  I  have  seen, 
there  is  but  one  plea — a  most  pitiable  and  contempt¬ 
ible  plea  it  is — advanced  in  their  behalf.  We  are 
told,  Sir,  that  though  these  things  be  true,  never¬ 
theless  they  ought  to  be  gently  and  tenderly  dealt 
with,  because  Mr.  Mercier  was  as  bad  as  they  are. 
Out  of  their  own  mouths  let  them  be  judged,  Sir. 
Now,  I  am  not  here  to  defend  or  excuse  Mr.  Mercier  ; 
but  let  the  House  consider  what  sort  of  a  confes¬ 
sion  is  theirs.  Let  the  House  consider  what 
desperate  demoralization  is  implied  in  offering  such 
a  plea.  Sir,  I  grant  that  Mr.  Mercier  sinned  griev¬ 
ously,  and  grievously  has  Mr.  Mercier  been 
punished.  But  who  are  they  that  condemn  him  ? 
Who  are  they  who  prosecute  Mr.  Mercier  ?  Which 
of  them  would  have  a  right  to  cast  the  first  stone, 
if  the  truth  were  told  ?  Sir,  Mr.  Mercier  followed 
a  very  bad  example  set  for  him  in  the  highest 
quarters  of  this  Dominion  ;  and  he  did  not  follow 
it  until  long  after  that  evil  example  had  been 
apparently  condoned  and  approved  of  by  the  major¬ 
ity  of  the  people  of  Canada.  And  this  at  least  has 
been  said  for  Mr.  Mercier,  that  he  appears  to  have 
left  office  a  great  deal  poorer  man  than  he  entered 
it,  which  I  fear  is  a  great  deal  more  than  those 
who  have  persecuted  and  condemned  him  could 
say.  Now,  Sir,  I  say  distinctly  that  whatever  may 
have  been  the  case  when  my  hon.  friend  from  West 
Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar)  first  presented  his  charges  to 
the  House,  there  can  be  no  doubt  whatever  as  to 
the  duty  of  Parliament  to  take  action  now.  Either 
those  vouchers  and  those  letters  are  most  audacious 
forgeries,  or  else  they  prove  a  vast  conspiracy 
against  the  welfare  of  this  commonwealth  ;  and, 
Sir,  if  Parliament  fails  to  do  its  duty,  then  the 
duty  reverts  to  the  people  of  Canada.  It  is  quite 
true — and  I  give  the  gentlemen  the  benefit  of  the 
statement — that  so  far  a  great  number  of  the  people 
of  Canada  have  been  grossly  recreant  to  their  duty. 
I  shall  not  deny  that,  and  I  shall  not  deny  either 
that  my  own  Province  of  Ontario  has  been  the  worst 
of  all.  I  say  here  that  I  am  ashamed  of  my  province, 
and  ashamed  for  it,  judging  from  the  results  of  the 
recent  bye-election.  Those  elections  show  beyond 
doubt  that  a  considerable  number  of  the  people 
are  intolerably  dishonest,  and  have  been  ready 
to  take  the  thirty  pieces  of  silver  and  betray 
their  birthright,  and  also  that  a  very  considerable 
number  of  them  were  dead  to  all  sense  of  honour 
and  decency  and  self-respect.  Sir,  I  say  it  with 
shame  and  regret,  that  there  is  no  other  English- 
speaking  country  possessing  representative  insti¬ 
tutions  where  the  publication  of  such  evidences 
and  documents  as  have  been  made  public  in  Canada 
during  the  last  few  weeks,  would  not  at  once  have 
produced  a  most  formidable  agitation — public  meet¬ 
ings,  letters  from  constituents  to  their  represent¬ 
atives,  petitions  to  Parliament  and  to  His  Excel¬ 
lency  ;  denunciations  from  press  and  pulpit,  in  one 
word,  all  engines  capable  of  exerting  an  influence 
on  public  opinion  would  have  combined  to  bring 
the  delinquents  to  justice.  Sir,  no  people  have 
ever  had  such  proofs  placed  before  them  of  the 
i  existence  of  a  system  of  organized  corruption  on 
the  part  of  their  governors,  and  no  people  have 
had  such  manifest  and  incontrovertible  warnings 
of  the  consequences  of  allowing  such  corrupt  action 
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to  exist.  I  admit,  if  it  be  any  consolation  to  bon. 
gentlemen  opposite  and  particularly  to  the  hon. 
gentleman  who  recently  displayed  yonder  placard, 
that  the  taint  has  spread.  I  admit  that,  as  a 
natural  result  of  those  causes  to  which  I  have 
alluded,  corruption  is  everywhere  in  Canada.  It 
is  not  merely  t  he  case  of  whole  departments  being 
so  saturated  with  corruption,  it  is  the  case  of 
the  whole  Government  being  so  afflicted.  It  is  not 
merely  the  case  of  whole  districts  and  provinces,  but 
I  very  much  fear  of  the  whole  Dominion.  At  any 
rate  this  much  has  been  done,  and  this  much  has  been 
gained,  that  these  rascalities  have  been  made  plain  ; 
at  any  rate,  the  foundations  of  the  power  of  govern¬ 
ment  have  been  laid  bare  ;  at  any  rate  these  hypo¬ 
crisies  and  hypocrites  have  been  exposed,  and  we 
know  who  and  what  manner  of  men  they  are. 
And  now,  what  next  ?  I  say  the  future  of 
Canada  to  a  very  great  extent  hangs  on  the 
answer.  I  know  that  the  Government  is  more  than 
ever  corrupt.  Canada  to-day  stands  at  the  parting 
of  the  ways.  There  is  no  doubt — I  do  not  conceal 
it  from  myself,  it  would  be  impossible  to  conceal  it 
from  myself  and  no  thoughtful  man  can  fail  to  see 
it,  that  it  is  entirely  out  of  the  question  that  such 
exposures  as  these  recently  made  could  fail  of  pro¬ 
ducing  a  very  great  effect,  but  whether  for  good  or 
evil  is  more  than  I  can  say.  Sir,  one  of  two  results 
is  inevitable.  Whenever  such  proof  as  I  have  given 
and  as  has  been  laid  before  this  House  has  been 
brought  to  the  notice  of  any  community,  either  you 
will  have,  and  that  shortly,  a  purification  of  politics 
and  morals,  or  you  will  have  a  very  great  accelera¬ 
tion  of  degradation  and  corruption  all  through. 
If  the  nation  chooses  to  do  its  duty,  the  country 
will  emerge  very  considerably  benefited  and  regen¬ 
erated.  If  the  nation  neglects  its  duty,  there  is  no 
doubt  whatever,  on  the  other  hand,  that  the  cancer 
will  speedily  destroy  the  vitals  of  the  whole  com¬ 
munity.  For  my  part,  I  take  no  stock  ;  I  never 
took  stock  in  that  cheap  optimism  which  some 
people  indulge  in  on  these  occasions.  I  do  not 
believe  in  the  slightest  degree  that  things  are  going 
to  right  themselves  of  themselves.  It  is  a  very  com¬ 
forting  morality,  no  doubt,  for  those  who  believe 
it  ;  but  I  tell  the  House,  history  does  not  say  so, 
reason  does  not  say  so,  analogy  and  experience 
do  not  say  so,  and  that  it  is  very  much  more  likely 
that  things  will  go  from  bad  to  worse  than  that 
they  will  right  themselves  without  the  earnest 
intervention  of  the  people.  I  know  that  the  case 
of  Canada  is  peculiar  in  many  ways.  These 
things  could  not  happen  at  any  worse  time 
in  our  history  than  now,  and  I  know  quite  well 
that  it  is  more  difficult  for  us  to  shake  off  this 
corruption  than  for  older  nations,  who  have  a 
long  historic  past  to  appeal  to.  One  of  the  worst 
results  of  all  these  things  to  which  I  have  alluded, 
all  these  evidences  of  corruption  which  have  been 
accumulating,  not  for  one  or  two  or  three  years 
but  for  many  years  back,  is  this :  that  they  tend,  and 
tend  very  largely,  to  destroy  the  patriotic  instincts 
of  ourpeople.  Therecanbe  no  doubt, whatever  there 
may  have  been  in  times  past,  that  nowadays  it  is 
utterly  impossible  to  cherish  a  healthy,  patriotic 
instinct  unless  one  is  able  at  the  same  time  to 
respect  the  country  in  which  one  lives,  and  no  honest 
man  can  respect  a  people  who,  with  such  proofs  as 
are  now  before  the  people  of  Canada,  permit 
these  things  to  go  unpunished.  The  case  is  wholly 
different  and  always  was  wholly  different  in  the 


case  of  nations  who  were  oppressed  and  down-trod¬ 
den  into  slavery.  Here  in  Canada  if  we  do  wrong, 
a  very  large  section  of  the  people  must  feel  them¬ 
selves  accomplices  in  their  own  degradation.  And 
now,  I  have  to  call  the  attention  of  the  House  and 
the  Government  to  the  questions  which  are  being 
asked  to-day  from  oneendof  the  country  to  theother. 
These  hon.  gentlemen  may  not  know  it,  they  may 
not  be  in  the  way  of  hearing  questions  which  men 
are  putting  to  one  another  on  these  points  ;  but  I 
can  tell  them  that  wherever  men  are  meeting  to-day, 
it  is  a  common  matter  to  hear  the  question  raised, 
whether,  in  all  the  circumstances  and  under  such 
conditions,  it  is  possible  for  Canada  to  exist  politi¬ 
cally  much  longer.  I  tell  them  that  that  question 
is  being  put. 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Hear,  hear. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Yes,  and  they 
will  very  soon  find  that  thatquestion  has  a  very  grave 
and  important  meaning  for  all  of  us.  The  question 
is  being  put,  aye,  from  one  end  of  the  country  to 
the  other,  whether  our  parliamentary  system  is  not 
an  utter  and  down-right  failure,  whether  it  is  any¬ 
thing  more  than  a  mere  mask  for  a  system  of  intol¬ 
erable  corruption.  I  tell  them  that  the  question  is 
being  put  whether,  if  it  be  unhappily  true,  as  some 
of  their  apologists  assert,  that  the  condition  of 
things  in  Canada  is  such  that  you  can  oniy  keep 
Confederation  together  by  these  corrupt  methods — 
whether,  if  that  be  true,  which  heaven  forbid. 
Confederation  would  not  be  a  moral  nuisance  to  be 
extinguished  from  the  face  of  the  earth.  They 
are  asking  whether  the  exodus,  besides  draining 
our  physical  manhood,  is  draining  all  the  moral 
and  political  manhood  out  of  Canada  as  well.  The 
practical  answer  is  given  to  this  question,  an  an¬ 
swer,  I  am  sorry  to  say,  not  in  words  but  in  deeds. 
You  will  find  it  contained  in  this  most  pregnant 
and  significant  fact,  that  in  the  last  ten  years,  if 
the  official  statements  given  are  to  be  relied  upon, 
Canada  has  lost  1,500,000  people.  You  will  find 
it  in  the  fact  that  a  country  which  might  well 
sustain  50,000,000,  and  has  a  present  population 
of  less  than  5,000,000,  has  lost  nearly  one-third, 
or  the  equivalent  of  one-third  of  its  population, 
and  they  have  gone  because  they  have  lost  faith 
and  hope  in  their  country.  I  ask  this  House 
whether  the  fiercest  civil  war  that  ever  raged 
in  any  country  would  have  done  more  harm  to 
Canada  than  the  decade  of  misgovernment  we  have 
just  closed.  The  answer  is  not  far  to  seek.  I  have 
here  a  statement  of  the  results  of  the  fiercest  civil 
war  that  has  raged  on  this  continent  for  this  century. 

I  have  here  a  statement  of  the  results  to  the  entire 
Southern  Confederacy,  and  it  is  well  worth  while 
for  the  people  of  Canada  and  for  this  House  to 
consider  what  those  results  were.  I  find  that  the 
population  of  the  States  of  Virginia,  Florida, 
Georgia,  Texas,  Louisiana,  Alabama,  Mississippi, 
Missouri,  North  and  South  Carolina,  and  Tennessee, 
was  in  1860  exactly  11,000,000.  I  find  that  in 
1870  that  had  grown  to  12,487,385  souls,  so  that 
in  the  Southern  Confederacy,  which  for  four  years 
was  desolated  by  the  very  fiercest  civil  war  almost 
that  the  world  has  seen  for  this  century  at  least, 
the  growth  of  those  southern  states,  all  of  which 
were  the  scene  of  bloody  hostilities,  amounted  in 
ten  years  to  very  nearly  fifteen  per  cent  ;  whereas 
I  find  that  in  Old  Canada  and  the  Maritime  Prov¬ 
inces,  in  the  decade  from  1881  to  1891.  the  total 
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growth  of  its  population  was  just  325,000  over  the 
original  population  of  4,156,645,  a  little  less  than 
eight  per  cent,  about  half  the  growth  which  occurred 
in  the  southern  states  in  the  decade  marked  by  the 
civil  war  I  have  alluded  to.  I  say  that  that  fact 
alone  ought  to  open  the  eyes  of  the  people  of 
this  country  and  the  eyes  of  this  House  to  the 
enormous  cost  and  waste,  not  to  speak  of  the 
wickedness  and  folly,  of  the  system  under  which  we 
have  been  governed  for  this  last  ten  years.  And 
now,  let  me  briefly  sum  up  the  results  we  have 
attained  in  these  same  fourteen  years,  materially 
and  morally.  Materially,  as  this  House  knows,  our 
taxes,  in  the  space  of  about  fourteen  years,  have 
been  very  nearly  trebled,  if  you  have  regard  to  the 
amount  which  is  taken  out  of  the  pockets  of  the 
people  and  not  merely  to  the  amount  which  is 
paid  into  the  federal  treasury.  And  more  than 
that,  so  unjust  and  so  oppressive  is  the  distribution 
of  this  taxation  that  it  is  a  literal  fact  that  to¬ 
day  in  Canada,  the  man  who  is  most  severely 
and  oppressively  taxed  is  the  farmer  and  the 
labourer  and  the  artisan  with  a  large  family — 
the  very  man  of  all  other  whom  wise  and  prudent 
statesmen  should  endeavour  to  spare.  I  find  as 
another  result,  that  whereas,  a  matter  of  25 
years  ago,  we  started  with  a  debt  per  head 
for  federal  purposes  of  exactly  one-third  of 
the  then  debt  of  the  United  States,  our  debt 
is  now  quadruple  the  debt  of  that  country. 
I  find  that  in  vast  sections  of  Canada  the  property 
of  the  people  has  depreciated  enormously  in  value, 
and  I  find  what  is  worse,  that  all  through  this 
period  there  has  been  a  huge  exodus  of  the  very 
best  and  bravest  and  choicest  of  our  whole  popula¬ 
tion.  I  find  also  that  in  the  territory  which  we 
obtained  in  the  North-West,  we  have  fooled  an 
empire  away  with  absolutely  nothing  to  show. 
We  have  parted  with  all  control  of  about  200,000 
square  miles,  and  we  have  absolutely  not  realized 
enough  to  pay  the  cost  of  management,  and  as 
for  immigration,  we  have  not  added  in  the  last 
twenty  years  one  family  for  every  square  league. 
As  for  the  moral  results,  there  is  no  occasion  to 
dwell  on  them  more.  No  one  who  has  paid  any 
attention  to  what  occurred  last  session,  no  one  who 
has  paid  any  attention  to  what  was  said  of  us  by 
the  journals  of  all  English-speaking  nations 
throughout  the  world,  but  must  confess  that 
the  reputation  of  Canada  has  sunk  to  a  fright¬ 
fully  low  ebb.  We  have  a  fiscal  system,  which, 
as  I  have  already  stated,  is  nothing  but  an  instru¬ 
ment  of  organized  robber}7,  and  our  people  to  a  very 
great  extent  have  been  reduced  to  the  condition 
of  being  virtually  the  serfs  and  slaves  of  the  several 
rings  I  have  alluded  to.  Within  a  few  hours,  or  a 
few  days,  our  Dominion  Day  will  arrive,  and  in 
every  quarter  of  Canada  a  thousand  orators  will 
explain  to  a  thousand  audiences  that  we  are  the 
best  and  bravest,  the  most  virtuous  and  enlightened 
and  intelligent  people  in  the  world.  So  far  as  the 
natural  advantages  of  the  country  is  concerned,  I 
am  not  going  to  object  to  that,  but  for  once  1  could 
wish  that  these  gentlemen  would  drop  this  tawdry 
and  useless  bombast,  which  is  neither  good  for 
them  to  utter  nor  for  others  to  hear,  and  would 
warn  their  hearers  that  if  these  things  are  allowed 
to  go  unredressed,  if  the  people  and  the  Parliament 
of  Canada  can  permit  such  things  as  have  been 
brought  to  the  attention  of  this  House  to  pass  with¬ 
out  proper  investigation,  they  ought  to  haul  down 
Sir  Richard  Cartwright. 


the  old  flag  which  they  have  disgraced  and  dis¬ 
honoured  and  which  they  have  dared  to  make  a 
cloak  for  their  own  misdeeds,  and  hoist  the  black 
ensign  which  is  the  one  fit  and  proper  emblem  for 
a  people,  of  whom  the  majority  are  willing  accom¬ 
plices  in  their  own  dishonour. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  find  I  must  detain 
the  House  from  going  into  Committee  of  Supply 
and  ask  you  for  a  few  moments  not  to  leave  the 
Chair,  not  at  all  because  the  speech  we  have  just 
listened  to  contained  anything  new  or  true,  but 
because  I  have  certain  obligations  to  express  to 
the  lion,  gentleman  who  delivered  it  which  may  be 
uttered  more  fervently  now  than  if  time  were 
allowed  to  elapse.  When  the  lion,  gentleman  was 
good  enough  this  afternoon  to  intimate  that  he 
desired  very  much  that  I  should  be  present  when 
he  delivered  himself  as  he  has  done  this  evening, 
and  that  he  had  forborne  for  a  long  time  from 
staying  the  other  business  of  the  House  in  order 
that,  in  the  full  House  and  in  my  presence,  he 
might  utter  that  long  preserved,  not  to  say  kiln- 
dried  specimen  which  he  has  given  this  evening,  I 
asked  one  of  my  friends  what  it  could  possibly  be 
that  engaged  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford 
(Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  so  earnestly  and  made 
him  so  anxious  at  the  closing  hours  of  the  session, 
and  when  we  at  least,  if  not  he  and  his  friends, 
feel  ourselves  somewhat  overtaxed  with  the  exer¬ 
tions  necessary  to  bring  the  deliberations  of  Parlia¬ 
ment  to  a  close,  to  deliver  himself  of  a  great  speech. 
My  friend  told  me  that  probably  in  ransacking  his 
speeches  of  the  past,  the  hon.  member  had  found 
that  there  was  some  adjective  which  he  had  missed, 
and  he  wanted  to  get  it  into  Hansard.  As  far  as  I 
am  concerned  I  am  gratified  that  the  hon.  gentleman 
has  been  favoured  with  the  opportunity,  although 
I  feel  that  he  has  not  even  found  the  new  adjective, 
and  although  we  have  but  heard  the  old  battered 
stock  of  superlatives  and  the  old  stale  invective 
which  has  caused  this  House  and  the  electorate  of 
this  country  so  often  to  listen  to  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  with  disgust  and  to  regard  his  name  with  dis¬ 
dain,  though  we  have  had  to  listen  to  this  on  the 
eve  of  a  patriotic  occasion  like  the  first  of  July,  to 
which  the  hon.  gentleman  made  allusion  at  the  close 
of  his  remarks.  I  am  deeply  indebted  personally  to 
the  hon.  member  for  having  waited  to  deliver  these 
observations  until  I  was  present,  because  it  appears 
I  was  to  be  the  subject  of  many  of  them,  but  apart 
from  that  it  was  a  great  delight  to  me  to  sit  here 
for  an  hour  and  a-half  and  hear  the  hon.  gentleman 
with  eye  and  finger  pointed  to  his  supporters,  lec¬ 
turing  them  on  political  corruption,  and  to  see  how 
they  took  it  without  a  murmur  or  a  cheer,  and  to 
see  how  the  stricken  consciences  which  the  coun¬ 
tenances  of  his  followers  showed  mirrored  the  mis¬ 
ery  he  showed  in  his.  I  am  deeply  indebted  for 
another  thing,  and  that  is  for  the  picture  which  the 
hon.  member  presented  to  us,  if  not  in  new  tones 
and  colours,  at  least  in  faithful  and  living  portrai¬ 
ture,  of  the  faithless  Minister,  the  corrupt  politi¬ 
cian,  the  scheming  scandal-monger,  who  goes  abroad 
through  this  country,  and  the  man  who,  when 
himself  in  office,  jobbed  the  treasury  for  the 
purpose  of  political  prostitution,  lent  the  money  of 
the  public  to  banks  without  interest  in  order  that 
men  interested  in  those  banks  might  go  through 
the  by-ways  of  the  country  and  bribe  the  electors 
to  keep  him  in  office.  I  am  obliged  to  the  hon. 
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gentleman  for  that  portraiture,  because  I  know 
that  a  great  author  has  said:  “Never  does  a 
man  portray  his  own  character  so  vividly  as  in 
his  manner  of  portraying  another.”  I  am  obliged 
to  the  lion,  gentleman  for  the  kindness  which 
he  showed  to  myself,  for  the  care  he  says  he 
exercised  over  my  tottering  footsteps  when  I 
entered  public  life.  When  I  entered  public  life 
in  this  arena,  my  steps  may  have  been  tottering, 
but,  although  I  had  not  seen  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man,  I  had  learnt  of  him  in  history  as  being  one  of 
the  most  miserable  totterers  that  ever  crossed  the 
stage  of  public  life  in  Canada.  I  am  much  obliged 
to  the  hon.  gentleman,  further,  for  not  allowing 
Parliament  to  separate,  after  a  session  of  nearly 
five  months,  without  his  giving  us  another  of  those 
war,  famine  and  pestilence  speeches  which  have  so 
often  carried  constituencies  for  the  Government.  I 
am  obliged  to  him,  when,  in  reiteration  of  the  de¬ 
nunciations  of  his  country  and  his  countrymen  all 
over  Canada,  he  felt  obliged  to  appeal  for  support 
to  some  authority,  he  appealed  only  to  himself  and 
read  for  corroboration  one  of  his  own  speeches, 
thus  presenting  the  kind  of  endorsations  which  is 
known  inthe  slangof  commerce  as  “Pork  onBacon.” 
I  am  much  obliged  to  the  hon.  gentleman  that  on 
the  eve  of  a  patriotic  occasion  such  as  the  celebra¬ 
tion  of  the  natal  day  of  this  country  he  has  laid 
aside  the  mask,  even  if  only  for  a  few  hours,  and 
if,  when  Friday  shall  have  come,  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  will  blandly  smile  with  satisfaction,  we,  at 
least,  shall  have  upon  the  Hansard  the  record  that 
here,  within  a  few  hours  of  the  dawn  of  the  na 
talday  of  this  country,  the  hon.  memberdeclaredfrom 
his  place  in  Parliament,  the  most  public  place  in 
Canada,  that  resistance  was  lawful  to  a  Govern¬ 
ment  like  this,  and  that  men  were  going  about 
the  streets  asking  how  long  this  country  ought  to 
be  allowed  to  stand.  Sir,  it  is  gratifying  for  us  to 
know  that  he  has  laid  aside  the  mask,  even  if  only 
for  to-night,  and  though  he  may  masquerade 
in  other  disguises,  on  Friday  next,  at  least  the 
country  and  the  House  will  have  taken  the  weight 
of  the  hon.  gentleman,  and  will  have  realized,  as 
we  all  have  done,  and  as  the  country  has  done,  that 
the  traitor  is  generally  the  truckling  corruptionist 
as  well.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon.  gentleman  paid  me 
a  very  high  compliment ;  the  hon.  gentleman,  after 
denouncing  his  party  as  guilty  of  every  legislative 
and  electoral  crime  that  a  party  could  be  guilty 
of,  turned  at  last,  almost  for  the  first  time 
in  the  course  of  an  hour’s  harangue,  and 
pointing  at  me,  declared  that  I  had  shown  an 
intimate  knowdedge  of  criminal  law,  and  had  no 
doubt  been  a  successful  defender  of  dangerous 
criminals.  Sir,  I  decline  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
brief. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  You  must 
have  the  fee  first. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  have  had  some  ex¬ 
perience,  both  in  defending  criminals  and  in  prose¬ 
cuting  them  ;  I  have  never  shrunk  in  my  calling  as 
a  member  of  the  bar,  from  taking  any  man’s  case, 
no  matter  how  desperate  it  might  be,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  saying  for  him  wrhat  he  might  properly  say 
for  himself  ;  but  I  have  sometimes  spurned  the  fee 
of  a  blatent  scoundrel  who  denounced  everybody 
else  in  the  world,  and  was  himself  the  truculent 
savage  of  them  all.  I  doubt  that  the  gratitude 
w  ith  which  I  listened  to  the  hon.  gentleman’s  ad¬ 


dress,  w  ill  be  shared  by  his  followers  ;  I  doubt 
that  they  wrill  consider  that  the  occasion  was  the 
most  timely  the  hon.  gentleman  could  have  chosen. 
1’hey  w  ill  think  that  the  hon.  gentleman  might 
have  got  off  his  address  at  one  of  the  earlier  stages 
of  the  business  of  the  House,  when  he  forbore  to 
intrude  himself  upon  the  attention  of  Parliament. 
I  think  they  will  recall  this  evening  the  sad  fact 
for  them,  that  he,  by  his  personal  influence,  by  the 
power  of  his  language,  by  the  force  of  his 
invective,  and  by  his  close  criticism  of  public 
affairs  in  this  country,  has  reduced  their 
ranks  by  50  per  cent  since  we  met  last  ; 
and  they  will  recall  the  fact  that  not  only 
did  every  constituency  which  he  addressed 
give  a  verdict  against  them,  but  that  every  city, 
town  and  hamlet  in  his  own  province  w'hieh  he 
addressed,  gave  a  rolling  majority  against  his 
party  ;  and  they  will  recall  the  fact  that  he 
chose  for  the  occasion  of  his  speech  to-day, 
when  they  were  celebrating  another  defeat — the 
wresting  of  another  constituency,  almost  within 
sound  of  my  voice,  by  the  Liberal-Conservative 
party  from  the  hands  into  which  it  fell  at  the 
last  general  election.  Nowq  if  I  cannot  elicit 
from  his  own  supporters  the  gratitude  which 
I  feel  towards  him,  I  can  at  least  do  this  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  my  personal  gratitude ; 
although  the  hon.  gentleman  supposes,  I  fancy, 
that  he  has  reflected  upon  me,  that  he  has  even 
attacked  me,  and  that,  perhaps,  he  has  made  me 
feel  badly  for  a  moment,  notwithstanding  that,  I, 
as  a  member  of  the  Liberal-Conservative  party, 
owe  him  such  a  debt  of  gratitude  that  if  it  shall  be 
necessary  to  retain  the  hon.  gentleman’s  services 
in  the  party  which  he  does  not  lead,  and  w'hich 
would  not  have  him  for  a  leader,  and  which  barely 
tolerates  him  as  a  supporter— -if  it  be  necessary  to 
retain  him  in  that  capacity  I,  for  one,  will  propose 
a  subsidy  to  Parliament  to  keep  him  there.  I 
know',  Sir,  that  the  hon.  gentleman  did  not  do  himself 
half  justice  when  he  declared  that  the  task  before  him 
was  not  a  pleasant  one.  Why,  Sir,  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  would  rather  abuse  his  country  and  defame 
it,  than  eat  his  breakfast  any  day.  I  can  tell  the 
hon.  gentleman  that,  strong  as  his  language  was, 
doleful  as  his  forecast  was,  of  the  future  of  this 
country,  alarming  to  some  people  of  delicate 
nerves,  as  it  might  be  if  they  had  not  heard  it 
before,  as  we  have  so  often  heard  it,  language 
about  the  future  of  Canada,  about  the  people  w'ho 
are  asking  how  long  this  country  can  stand,  and 
about  people  who  are  advising  resistance  to 
authority  in  this  country,  w^e,  for  our  part,  believe 
that  on  the  part  of  the  great  majority  of  the  people 
of  this  country,  there  is  no  fear  and  no  alarm. 
Confident  of  the  position  which  this  country  has 
obtained  in  spite  of  the  efforts  of  the  hon.  member 
for  South  Oxford,  confident  in  the  path  that  she 
has  chosen  for  herself,  they  are  not  to  be  alarmed 
even  by  the  threats  of  a  leading  public  man  wdio 
counsels  resistance,  and  declares  that  the  fate  of 
his  country  is  sealed  ;  because  they  know  as  well 
as  we  know,  that  when  the  hon.  gentleman  talks 
of  resistance,  and  the  death  of  his  country,  and  all 
that  kind  of  stuff,  his  courage  is  all  in  his  tongue, 
and  that  the  motto  which  he  carries  upon  his 
escutcheon  is  “  Words,  not  deeds.”  Sir,  the  hon. 
gentleman  has  made  an  allusion  to  me  which  I 
may  refer  to  while  it  is  in  my  memory.  Having 
stigmatized  his  own  party  to  whom  he  wTas  point- 
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ing  and  whom  he  was  addressing,  with  every  crime 
in  the  political  calendar,  and  many  in  the  moral 
calendar  as  well,  having  reminded  them  of  the 
sad  fact  that  they  had  so  polluted  certain  consti¬ 
tuencies  of  this  country  with  stolen  money,  that 
this  Assembly  was  hardly  to  be  regarded  as  a  repre¬ 
sentative  body,  the  hon.  gentleman  proceeded  to 
attack  the  judges  of  this  country.  I  have  no 
doubt  that  the  hon.  gentleman  has  good  cause  for 
quarrel  with  the  judges.  The  hon.  gentleman  has 
the  same  cause  for  quarrel  with  the  judges  of  the 
country  that  the  culprit  has  for  the  lash  which 
smacks  his  back.  The  judges  of  the  country  have 
found  him  and  his  party,  while  their  mouths  were 
full  of  virtue,  guilty  of  every  degrading  crime 
which  the  electoral  law  punishes  and  declares  to  be 
a  fraud,  and  have  unseated  in  this  Parliament  up¬ 
wards  of  30  of  his  supporters  ;  and  the  constitu¬ 
encies  to  the  number  of  16,  taking  advantage  of 
that  fact,  in  his  own  province  and  in  the  Province 
of  Quebec,  have- reversed  the  votes  and  repented 
of  the  support  which  they  gave  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  less  than  two  years  ago.  But  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  having  his  quarrel  with  the  judges,  thought 
he  might  drag  me  into  the  quarrel,  too,  and  de¬ 
clared  that,  forsooth,  the  judges  were  not  fit  people 
to  try  cases,  because  they  were  not  impartial.  The 
hon.  gentleman  is  the  only  kind  of  man  who  ought  to 
try  a  case,  andabove  all  is  the  only  kind  of  judge  who 
should  sit  on  the  trial  of  a  political  opponent.  He 
is  so  pure,  he  is  so  above  reproach,  he  is  so  well 
known  outside  of  his  own  province,  which  those 
unfortunate  judges  who  are  appointed  are  not, 
that  he  above  all  others  made  in  the  same  mould — 
which  thank  God  nature  broke  when  she  cast  him — 
was  fit  to  sit  in  judgment  in  cases  whether  political 
or  civil  in  this  country.  Let  us  imagine  what  the 
outcome  must  be,  if  having  judges  to  hear  evidence 
this  Parliament  is  to  be  told  that  they  are  the  most 
unfit  men  in  the  country  to  perform  this  duty, 
because  they  are  men  unworthy  of  their  positions, 
men  who  do  not  know  the  law  and  who  were  ap¬ 
pointed  because  they  were  party  hacks.  I  do  not 
know,  I  have  not  looked  at  the  record  of  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  appointments,  but  it  may  be  so  as  to 
some.  But  for  the  party  which  is  in  power  now  I 
stigmatize  that  as  disgraceful  a  misstatement  as 
can  be  uttered  in  Parliament,  and  I  have  only  to 
appeal  to  the  recollection  of  every  man  who  hears 
me  to  corroborate  me  in  stating  that  above  all 
other  things  the  late  leader  of  the  Liberal-Conser¬ 
vative  party  achieved  public  respect  for  the  course 
he  took  in  selecting  proper  men  to  occupy  the  judg¬ 
ment  seats  of  this  country.  But,  again  I  say,  the 
hon.  gentleman  tried  to  drag  me  into  his  quarrel 
with  the  judges,  the  quarrel  of  a  convicted  man 
against  the  bench,  because  we  all  know  that  when 
a  man  has  lost  his  case  and  been  convicted  of  a  dis¬ 
graceful  crime  he  has  but  two  options — one  is  to 
appeal  and  the  other  is  to  abuse  the  judge,  and  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  chosen  the  latter  course.  He  has 
dragged  me  into  that  controversy  for  the  purpose 
of  making  the  miserable  insinuation  that  I  bought 
the  position  I  now  fill  by  giving  a  seat  upon  the 
bench  to  a  member  of  this  House.  That  statement 
is  absolutely  untrue ;  it  has  not  a  shadow  of 
foundation.  I  suppose  there  are  few  persons 
present  who  know  what  actually  occurred  when  I 
was  invited  to  be  a  member  of  Sir  John  Macdonald’s 
Cabinet,  and  as  I  am  not  fond  of  referring  to 
personal  details,  I  shall  not  go  into  this  matter  at 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


length,  but  I  can  say  this,  as  the  matter  has  been, 
brought  up  for  the  first  time  in  Parliament  in  my 
hearing,  that  the  invitation  to  come  here  was  not. 
regarded  by  me  as  a  very  tempting  one,  or  one  that 
would  induce  me  to  bribe  any  man  to  give  me  a  seat. 
If  I  had  followed  my  personal  choice  and  inclination 
of  what  I  preferred— while  I  do  not  regret  the-, 
change  I  have  made — I  would  have  stayed  where  I 
was.  But  the  seat  upon  the  county  bench  which  a 
supporter  of  the  hon.  gentleman  for  South  Oxford 
(Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  took,  and  which  made  a 
vacancy  which  I  stood  for,  was  vacated  by  the 
death  of  Judge  Campbell,  and  it  was  inti¬ 
mated  to  me  not  only  that  my  presence  would 
be  desirable  as  a  member  of  the  Cabinet  and 
in  the  capacity  of  Minister  of  Justice,  but  that 
I  would  have  an  opportunity,  if  I  desired  it,  of 
standing  for  the  old  county  which  I  liad  always 
represented  in  the  Provincial  Legislature,  because 
it  was  probable  that  Mr.  Mclsaac  would  be- 
offered  the  vacancy  on  the  county  bench.  Mr.  Me 
Isaac  was  the  leading  barrister  and  leading  counsel 
in  that  district  beyond  all  comparison.  I  declined 
not  once  but  more  than  once  the  invitation,  and  in 
doing  so  I  stated  that  from  the  knowledge  I  had  of 
that  judicial  district  the  appointment  ought  to  be 
given  to  Mr.  Mclsaac,  if  he  were  willing  to  accept 
it,  regardless  altogether  of  any  appointment  of  my¬ 
self.  Those  who  knew  him,  those  who  knew  his 
relations  in  the  county,  and  know  the  way  in  which 
he  has  discharged  his  duties,  will  say  that!  was  right 
and  gave  sound  advice,  and  they  will  not, 
stalwart  Reformers  as  they  are  to  this  day,  my 
leading  opponents  as  they  are  to  this  day,  thank 
the  old-time  leader  behind  whom  their  friend  Mr. 
Mclsaac  sat,  for  the  unworthy  insinuation,  even  if 
it  were  true,  that  he  was  bought  with  a  seat  on  the 
bench  for  the  purpose  of  giving  me  a  place  in  this 
House.  I  dare  say  if  the  judge  were  to  express  his 
own  opinion,  it  would  be  this,  that  he  was  willing 
to  accept  a  seat  on  the  bench  or  any  other  place 
because  he  had  sat  quite  too  long  behind 
the  member  for  South  Oxford.  Now,  Mr.  Speaker, 
we  are  told  that  parliamentary  institutions  in 
this  country  are  in  danger,  that  this  House  can 
hardly  be  regarded  as  a  representative  body, 
that  legislative  fraud  has  been  supported  by  organ¬ 
ized  corruption,  that  the  Government  is  silent  and 
its  subsidized  press  and  paid  supporters  are  equally 
silent,  and  all  this  because  it  is  said  we  have  refused 
an  investigation  and  substituted  for  it  a  mock  trial. 
I  will  not  make  so  little  of  the  House  as  to  ask  the 
House  whether  that  statement  is  true  or  whether 
it  is  false  ;  but  I  ask  the  House  whether  it  thinks 
a  man  worthy  to  sit  within  its  walls  who  stigmatizes 
as  a  mock  trial  an  investigation  to  be  held  by  two. 
of  the  highest  judges  of  this  country,  who  have  not 
yet  taken  their  seat  and  opened  the  investigation. 
I  should  like  to  ask  the  House  if  that  is  not  on  a 
par  with  the  vehemence  with  which  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  has  criticized  these  proceedings  from  the 
beginning  to  the  end,  and  not  vehemence  only  but 
disgraceful  unfairness,  which  has  never  been  paral¬ 
leled  in  the  history  of  parliamentary  debate.  The 
hon.  gentleman  denounced  the  accused  person  as 
guilty  almost  before  he  had  made  an  answer 
in  his  defence,  and  the  judges  had  no 
sooner  been  named  by  this  House  and  an 
investigation  proposed  by  which  they  will  take 
evidence  than  it  is  declared  that  everything  is 
wrong  in  the  country,  that  the  Government  is  cor- 
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rupting  the  country  by  legislative  fraud  and  auth¬ 
orized  corruption,  and  that  the  investigation  which 
those  judges  are  going  to  conduct  is  a  mock  trial. 
^  ell,  Sir,  upon  that  point  I  have  only  to  add  this  : 
I  am  quite  sure  that  whether  those  two  gentlemen 
who  have  been  selected  are  known  to  the  hon. 
member  for  South  Oxford  or  not,  the  people  who 
do  know  them,  and  they  are  widely  known  in  their 
own  province,  and  well  known,  too,  by  members  of 
their  profession  in  other  provinces  as  well,  will 
know  how  to  characterize  as  fair  or  baselessly  false 
and  malicious  the  accusation  that  any  trial  they 
aie  to  conduct  is  a  mock  trial.  Is  it  true  or  false 
that  we  have  suppressed  the  charge  which  has  been 
made  !  Is  that  statement  not  disgraceful  to  the 
man  who  uttered  it  again  ?  Why,  time  and  time 
again,  I  have  shown  to  the  House,  unnecessarily  as 
regai  ds  the  great  majority,  uselessly  as  regards 
the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford,  that  we 
have  not  suppressed  the  charge,  that  we  have 
refused  to  allow  hon.  members  to  try  a  large 
number  of  contested  election  cases,  many  of 
v  hicli  had  been  already  tried  in  the  courts. 
But  as  regards  anything  to  connect  a  member  of 
this  I  arliament  or  a  member  of  this  Government 
with  these  electoral  corruptions,  the  charges  are 
there  and  are  to  be  investigated  if  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  has 
the  courage  to  come  forward  to  sustain  them,  or 
if  he  is  not  simply  lying  when  he  tells  this  House 
that  these  charges  can  be  proved.  One  or  the 
other.  The  investigation  has  been  refused,  Sir, 
has  it?  I  he  charges  have  been  suppressed,  have 
they  ?  \\  hy,  Sir,  there  are  the  charges  to-day  as 

framed  by  the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario 
(Mr.  Edgar)  as  emphasized  by  the  hon.  member 
foi  South  Oxford  himself  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright) 
and  in  so  far  as  we  have  changed  them,  we  have 
simply  changed  them  to  conform  to  the  violent 
language  with  which  the  hon.  member  for  South 
Oxford  sought  to  enforce  them  ;  and  if  they  are 
not  proved,  the  result  will  be  to  stamp  him  with 
the  name  upon  his  forehead  that  he  deserves. 
Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  place  after  place  in  the 
charges  we  have  not  hesitated  to  put  before  this 
commission  these  statements  that  the  Postmaster 
General  is  charged  with  a  conspiracy  to  obtain  pub¬ 
lic  money  for  companies,  to  obtain  that  money  for 
companies  for  electoral  purposes  and  for  the  purpose 
of  corrupting  constituencies — although  it  makes 
not  a  particle  of  difference  as  far  as  he  is  concerned, 
for  he  must  fall,  if  it  be  true,  th^t  he  was  engaged  in 
such  a  conspiracy  whether  he  used  the  money  for 
the  elections  or  not.  W  e  put  that  in,  too,  so  that 
these  hon.  gentlemen  might  prove  it  if  they  could, 
and  in  every  respect  the  charges  are  just  as  full  and 
specific,  so  far  as  the  Postmaster  General  is  con¬ 
cerned,  as  they  were  the  day  they  were  brought  by 
the  hon.  member  for  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar).  One  thing 
which  we  have  eliminated  is  the  general  charge 
that  other  persons  interested  in  these  subsidies 
may  have  given  these  moneys  too,  and  the  general 
charge  that  these  moneys  were  used  in  some  24  or 
25  constituencies,  and  in  some  three  or  four  elec¬ 
tions  in  each  of  these  constituencies.  But,  so  far 
as  the  charges  against  the  Government  are  con¬ 
cerned,  and  so  far  as  the  charges  against  the  Post¬ 
master  General  are  concerned,  they  are  just  as 
clear  and  just  as  precise  and  just  as  open  for  in¬ 
vestigation  as  the  day  they  were  made.  The  hon. 
member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright) 


challenged  me  to  state  if  they  are  vague  now. 
They  are  not  vague  now,  thanks  to  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  who  made  them,  thanks  to  the  hon.  member 
for  Bothwell  who  supported  them,  and  thanks  to 
the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  who  sought  to 
drive  them  home  with  invective  which  he  is  sorry 
for  now  because  he  cannot  sustain  it.  These, 
charges  have  been  made  precise  and  they  have 
been  made  specific,  and  if  the  hon.  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  is  not  afraid  to  meet  them,  there  are  three  men 
who  are  afraid  ;  because  they  have  just  sought  to 
shelter  themselves  on  the  plea  of  privilege  against 
appearing  before  the  commission  at  all.  They  are 
the  member  for  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar),  the  member 
for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  and  the  member  for  South 
Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright).  The  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  South  Oxford  has  declared  that  these  com¬ 
missioners  are  the  appointees  of  the  Postmaster 
General  himself.  No  statement  more  utterly  at 
variance  with  the  truth  can  be  put  upon  Hansard, 
because,  as  a  fact,  they  have  been  appointed  by  this 
House  and  by  a  vote  of  this  House  practically  una¬ 
nimous  as  regards  their  qualifications.  The  Oppo¬ 
sition  abstained  from  committing  themselves  to  the 
principle  of  appointing  commissioners  at  all,  but 
every  member  of  the  House  knows  that  it  was 
perfectly  consistent  for  the  Opposition  to  say  : 
that  if  the  House  should  eventually  appoint  com¬ 
missioners  these  men  were  unfit  by  reason  of 
this  or  that  disqualification,  or  this  or  that 
unfitness  of  temperament.  If  these  commis¬ 
sioners  were  the  villains  whom  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright) 
portrays  as  sitting  on  the  bench  of  this  country 
from  one  end  to  the  other,  if  they  were  par¬ 
tisans,  if  they  were  party  hacks,  if  they  were 
men  not  versed  in  the  law,  if  they  were  men  not 
likely  to  be  impartial,  every  member  who  sits  with¬ 
in  these  walls  was  challenged  to  say  so. 
He  had  an  opportunity  to  say  so  ;  he  was 
bound  to  say  so,  notwithstanding  he  thought 
that  no  commission  should  be  appointed  at  all ; 
but  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  did  not  dare  to  say 
so,  and  in  spite  of  the  repudiation  of  the  hon. 
member  for  South  Oxford,  I  declare  that  these 
commissioners  were  fully  sanctioned  by  this  House 
without  a  single  dissent  as  to  their  fitness  or 
disqualification,  and  after  dissent  had  been  chal¬ 
lenged  or  defied,  for  I  defied  it  myself  standing  in 
my  place  here.  The  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford 
(Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  has  declared  that  the 
details  which  are  published  in  his  reptile  story,  in 
his  organ  in  Toronto,  to  which  organ  he  says  we 
are  so  deeply  indebted  for  these  disclosures— as  we 
are,  of  course,  also  to  him,  as  I  have  already  ex¬ 
plained  in  the  opening  remarks  I  have  offered  to 
the  House — the  hon.  member  has  declared  that 
such  a  set  of  docmnents  with  regard  to  electoi’al 
corruption  never  in  previous  times  was  laid  before 
this  country.  The  hon.  gentleman’s  memory  is 
short.  He  forgets  that  about  nine  times  what  was 
alleged  to  have  been  expended  in  any  one  of  these 
constituencies— saving  the  election  of  Three  Rivers 
as  to  which  the  statement  is  very  vague — he  for¬ 
gets  that  about  nine  times  what  was  spent  in  the 
most  expensive  of  these  constituencies  was  spent, 
at  the  election  of  1887,  to  secure  him  a  supporter 
in  a  county  within  100  miles  from  where  I  stand, 
and  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard 
Cartwright)  was  not  so  virtuous  or  so  regretful 
then. 
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Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Perhaps  you 
would  give  us  particulars  of  your  election? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  will  give  the  hon. 
gentleman  particulars  fast  enough,  and  I  will  tell 
him  where  to  find  what  I  refer  to.  I  was  about  to 
say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  hon.  member  for  South 
Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  was  not  such  a 
purist  then,  or  was  not  such  a  hypocrite  then, 
whichever  it  may  be,  and  he  was  not  ashamed  to  sit 
cheek  by  jowl  with  a  man  who  got  his  seat  by  the 
expenditure  of  $36,000.  If  the  hon.  gentleman 
wants  proof  of  details,  he  can  find  them  in  the  elec¬ 
tion  courts  which  he  shudders  to  think  of  as  being 
presided  over  by  men  of  such  doubtful  character, 
and  after  that,  if  he  goes  to  the  highest  tribunal  in 
this  country  lie  will  find  the  record  there,  and  he 
will  find,  furthermore,  that  that  man  held  his  seat 
by  the  purest  technicality  in  the  world,  and  that 
the  judgment  as  to  the  corruption  stands  unrever¬ 
sed  to  this  day.  Yes,  Sir,  and  more  than  that,  when 
the  appeal  from  the  decision  unseating  that  member 
had  succeeded  by  reason  of  a  technicality,  and  that 
member  appeared  in  the  House  in  the  afternoon, 
the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard 
Cartwright)  led  the  cheers  of  congratulation  which 
greeted  him.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  wants  proof 
of  details  like  that,  his  memory  can  serve  him,  if 
he  goes  back  to  the  record  of  the  London  trial  and 
of  a  good  many  others  too. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  The  Lennox 
trial. 

Mr.  ROWELL.  The  Cook  trial. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes,  he  can  find  the 
records  of  a  good  many  others  too  in  which  for 
disgraceful  bribery  candidates  were  rewarded  by 
favours  from  the  Cabinet  in  which  the  hon.  member 
for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  sat.  If 
the  hon.  gentleman  wants  his  record  and  wants  his 
details,  he  has  only  to  give  us  another  war,  pesti¬ 
lence  and  famine  speech,  and  he  will  have  enough 
of  them  for  the  night.  Sir,  I  could  not  help  being 
amused  at  the  story  which  was  trotted  out  about 
the  “Red  Parlour”  for  the  thousandth  time  here — 
but,  Sir,  while  that  passes  through  deaf  ears  wLer- 
everit  is  uttered  now,  because  everyone  in  this  coun¬ 
try  has  found  out  by  this  time  that  it  is  all  a'phan- 
tom,  and  that  the  subscriptions  which  are  supposed 
to  have  been  given  by  the  manufacturers  at  the 
so-called  ‘  ‘  Red  Parlour  ”  would  not  carry  any  one  of 
the  constituencies,  which  the  hon.  memberfor  South 
Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  has  been  accus¬ 
tomed  to  run  for  within  the  last  20  or  30  years— 
when  that  is  so  well  known  and  understood  in  this 
country,  the  way  it  is  echoed  and  re-echoed  excites 
laughter  wherever  the  phrase  is  used  ;  yet  the  hon. 
gentleman  got  one  of  his  sympathizers  and  satellites 
to  attend  to  his  business  in  Washington  while  we 
were  there  in  April  last.  He  got  him  to  write  a 
leading  article  in  a  Washington  paper,  which 
greeted  us  the  morning  we  arrived  in  Washington, 
and  before  we  were  introduced  to  the  authorities 
of  the  United  States,  for  the  purpose  of  putting 
the  subject  and  the  object  of  our  mission  just 
in  the  favourite  language  of  the  hon.  member  for 
South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright). 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  hon.  gentleman  is  making  a  statement  abso¬ 
lutely  destitute  of  foundation  in  fact,  as  he  knows. 

Sir  John  Thompson. 


Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
can  produce  the  article  and  anybody  who  reads  it 
and  who  has  heard  the  speeches  of  the  hon.  member 
for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  cannot 
fail  to  recognize  the  author. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  If  the  hon. 
gentleman  has  been  told - 

Some  hon.  MEMBERS.  Order,  order. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT— that  I  did  so, 
I  would  tell  him  that  I  did  nothing  of  the  kind, 
and  he  states  what  is  false. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  did  not  mean  to  say 
that  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  was  the 
author  ;  and  if  he  denies  it,  I  am  willing  to  with¬ 
draw  the  statement  that  he  induced  the  author  to 
write  that  article. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  The  hon. 
gentleman  knows  that  it  is  a  falsehood. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  know  any¬ 
thing  of  the  kind,  but  if  anything  would  induce 
me  to  believe  it,  it  is  the  hon.  gentleman’s  denial. 
What  I  was  going  on  to  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  was 
this,  that  the  author,  whoever  he  was — and  there 
can  be  no  doubt  as  to  who  he  was — reflected 
exactly  the  sentiments  and  opinions  of  the  hon. 
member  for  South  Oxford  ;  this  is  his  duty  and  his 
work,  such  as  it  is,  in  certain  important  publica¬ 
tions  in  the  city  of  Toronto  and  elsewhere.  And 
in  re-echoing  the  hon.  gentleman’s  story  about  cor¬ 
ruption  in  this  country  and  the  imposture  of  our 
mission  to  Washington,  of  course  it  could  not  be  a 
faithful  portrayal  of  his  master’s  words  and  ideas 
unless  the  “  Red  Parlour  ”  were  introduced  too, 
although  I  suppose  Washington  would  open  its 
eyes  to  know  what  “Red  Parlour  ”  had  to  do  with 
it  or  what  “  Red  Parlour”  meant;  and  so  little  was 
known  or  understood  of  the  term  there  that  the 
innocent  printers  published  it  to  the  world  as  the 
“bed  parlour.”  The  hon.  member  for  South 
Oxford  has  undertaken  to  speak  biographically  of 
this  Government,  and  he  has  declared  that  we  have 
gradually  progressed — by  rapid  stages,  but  still  by 
stages — and  that  we  began  at  a  period  when, 
as  he  says,  my  steps  were  tottering  and 
faltering,  and  when  he  accused  a  member  sitting  on 
this  side  of  the  House  of  being  the  top  of  a  moun¬ 
tain  range  of  undefined  corruption—  a  submerged 
mountain  top,  or  similar  picturesque  language  ; 
there  was,  at  any  rate  something  mountainous 
about  the  hon.  gentleman’s  statement,  we  all  knew 
at  the  time  how  much  truth  there  was  in  the 
allusion  of  the  hon.  member  ;  but  his  candour  and 
sagacity  are  at  any  rate  remarkable  for  this  cir¬ 
cumstance,  that  although  he  was  at  that  time,  and  has 
ever  since  been  accusing  Mr.  Rykert  of  being  guilty 
of  falsehood,  and  corrupt  falsehood,  in  all  the 
letters  and  statements  he  had  made  with  regard 
to  that  matter  ;  yet  now,  when  it  suits  his  purpose, 
he  quotes  the  words  of  that  gentleman  as  a  witness 
on  his  behalf,  for  the  statement  that  dozens  of  mem¬ 
bers  among  whom  he  sat  were  just  as  corrupt  as  he 
had  been,  and  had  been  guilty  of  justasmany  breaches 
of  parliamentary  decorum.  All  I  can  say,  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  is  that  if  Mr.  Rykert  was  worthy  of  the  strong 
invectives  which  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford 
has  applied  to  him  in  times  past — and  we  know 
that  the  English  language  affords  no  stronger — he 
is  a  worthy  witness  for  the  hon.  member  for  South 
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Oxford  this  evening.  I  have  said,  Sir,  that  we 
thought  we  knew  how  much  of  truth  there  was  in 
the  lion,  gentleman’s  statement ;  but  until  the 
lion,  gentleman  and  his  party  went  a  few  stages 
forward,  and  we  found  that,  not  only  in 
this  Province  of  Ontario,  but  everywhere  else 
throughout  this  country,  and  even  in  the  Ma¬ 
ritime  Provinces,  of  which  the  lion,  gentleman 
has  spoken  as  having  been  corrupted  by  Govern¬ 
ment  influences,  the  money  that  was  stolen  from 
the  treasury  of  a  neighbouring  province  was  used 
to  help  them  in  the  elections  ;  until  we  heard  that 
development,  and  until  we  found  men  sitting  in 
this  House  by  means  of  that  money,  we  could 
not  suspect  how  much  truth  that  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  had  uttered.  The  hon.  gentleman  has 
spoken  of  railway  subsidies.  When  we  consider 
that  one  railway  company  gave  for  his  purpose  as 
much  as  is  alleged  to  have  been  spent  in  all  these 
25  constituencies,  we  can  see  that  there  was  more 
truth  than  poetry  in  the  hon.  gentleman’s  remarks 
about  a  great  mountain  range  of  which  Mr.  Rykert 
was  the  visible  top.  Now,'  I  have  referred  to  the 
only  matters  that  required  attention  in  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  remarks,  and  they  did  require  some 
attention  from  me  as  a  grateful  tribute  to  the  debt 
which  I  felt  I  owed  him  for  the  notice  he  took  of 
me,  and  for  the  kind  care  and  guardianship  which 
he  has  shown  for  me  in  the  past,  but  which  I 
trust  I  have  explained  to  him  will  not  be  a 
welcome  attention  in  the  future.  I  have  only  to 
say  this,  that  speaking  as  the  hon.  gentleman 
has  done  with  regard  to  being  ashamed  of  his 
country,  he  has  laid  himself  open  to  the  very 
obvious  answer  that  the  history  of  the  past  twelve 
months  has  proved  that  this  country  is  desper¬ 
ately  ashamed  of  him.  In  the  stigmatization  and 
denunciation  of  his  country,  its  institutions  and 
his  countrymen,  which  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
used  abroad  without  effect,  and  which  he  has  used 
at  home  with  desperate  effect  to  his  friends,  the 
hon.  gentleman  felt  that  he  needed  some  authority, 
and  he  failed  to  find  any  corroboration  except  him¬ 
self.  But,  Sir,  I  venture  to  say  this,  that  when  on 
the  1st  of  July,  the  people  of  this  country  will 
meet  in  their  various  gatherings  to  be  addressed  by 
patriotic  men,  from  east  to  west,  while  those  who 
speak  and  those  w7ho  hear  will,  I  am  sure,  express, 
as  they  naturally  would,  the  greatest  desire  for 
good  government  and  good  institutions  in  this 
country,  there  is  not  one  of  them  who  has  a  heart 
for  his  country  but  will  repudiate  in  every  breath 
of  his  patriotism,  every  word  which  the  hon. 
gentleman  has  used  with  regard  to  his  country 
to-night. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  any  thing  were 
wanting  to  vindicate  the  strong  arraignment  deli¬ 
vered  a  few  moments  ago  against  the  Government 
of  the  day  by  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford, 
it  is  the  language  we  have  just  heard  from  the 
Minister  of  J ustice  in  answer  to  the  charges  which 
my  hon.  friend  has  made.  In  answer — no  ;  not 
a  word  did  we  hear  in  answer  to  the  charges  made 
by  the  hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  ;  but  from 
first  to  last  the  hon.  gentleman  had  nothing  in  his 
mouth  but  personal  abuse  of  my  hon.  friend. 
Usually  cautious  in  his  language,  he  stooped  on 
this  occasion  from  the  language  of  parliamentary 
government  to  the  invective  of  Billingsgate.  My 
hon.  friend  beside  me,  I  am  sure,  does  not  care  to 


l)e  defended  from  hard  language  ;  he  is  accustomed 
to  that.  Time  and  again  he  has  been  assailed  from 
that  side  of  the  House  in  a  manner  to  which  I  am 
sure  he  has  become  callous  many  years  ago.  But 
there  is  just  one  word  of  the  hon.  gentleman  which 
I  caie  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  House  on 
this  occasion  ;  it  is  his  statement  that  when  my 
hon.  friend  was  in  office  he  jobbed  the  public  trea¬ 
sury  for  party  purposes.  Sir,  every  man  in  this 
broad  Dominion  knows  that  never  was  a  more 
wanton  slander  uttered.  There  is  no  love  lost  on 
the  other  side  of  the  House  for  my  hon.  friend 
from  South  Oxford  ;  but  no  man  up  to  this 
moment  has  ever  dared,  in  any  manner  whatever, 
to  utter  a  single  breath  against  his  personal  honour. 
Hon.  gentlemen  opposite  feel  so  hardly  against  him 
that  not  one  of  them  can  forgive  him  for  this,  that 
he  is  above  all  things  an  honest  man  ;  and  if  they 
could  by  any  means  attack  his  honour  or  his  honesty, 
man  after  man  of  them  would  rise  and  take  advant¬ 
age  of  the  opportunity.  But,  Sir,  he  is  proof 
against  all  these  accusations ;  and,  whatever  may  be 
said  of  my  hon.  friend,  when  the  history  of  this 
country  comes  to  be  written,  it  will  be  written  of 
him  that,  living  in  an  age  of  corruption,  he  proved 
to  the  last  an  honest  man.  The  hon.  gentleman 
said  a  moment  afterwards  that  my  hon.  friend  had 
appealed  to  resistance.  I  did  not  so  understand 
the  language  of  my  hon.  friend  ;  but  even  if  he 
had,  lie  would  have  the  authority  of  a  gentleman 
held  in  high  honour  on  the  other  side  of  the 
House.  He  would  have  the  authority  of  Lord 
Salisbury  who,  not  many  weeks  ago,  stated  that  on 
certain  occasions  men  were  free  to  disregard  the 
opinion  of  Parliament  and  to  take  arms"  against 
the  majority  if  the  actions  of  the  majority  did  not 
suit  them,  the  minority.  But  there  was  not,  as  I 
said  a  moment  ago,  one  word  of  answer  in  all  the 
language  of  the  hon.  gentleman  to  the  charges 
brought  on  this  occasion  by  my  hon.  friend.  The 
hon.  gentleman  resented  the  expression  of  my 
hon.  friend  when  he  spoke  of  the  trial  by  the  com¬ 
mission  appointed  to  sit  on  the  charges  brought 
some  time  ago  by  the  hon.  member  for  West  Ont¬ 
ario  (Mr.  Edgar)  as  being  a  mock  trial.  I  have  no 
hesitation  in  repeating  the  words  of  my  hon. 
friend,  and  I  do  so  advisedly.  The  trial,  if  trial 
it  be,  which  is  to  take  place  before  the  royal 
commission,  is  to  be  a  mock  trial.  Not  that  I 
want  to  impugn  in  any  way  the  character  or  the 
reputation  of  the  judges  who  are  to  hold  this  in¬ 
vestigation  ;  I  would  refuse  on  this  occasion,  as  I 
did  on  a  former  occasion,  to  utter  a  single  word 
against  them  ;  I  will  not  even  challenge  the  praise 
the  hon.  gentleman  has  expressed  of  those  judges. 
But,  as  the  hon.  gentleman  well  knows,  it  is  to  be 
a  mock  trial  because  the  charges  are  not  only  emas¬ 
culated  but  made  unrecognizable.  He  has  again 
stated  that  he  did  not  in  any  way  alter  the  charges, 
that  they  were  the  same  to-day  as  when  uttered 
by  the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar), 
with  the  exception  only  that  they  were  emphasized 
by  the  comments  of  the  hon.  members  for  Both- 
well  and  South  Oxford.  These  very  words  show 
to  what  extent  the  trial  is  to  be  a  mockery.  Who¬ 
ever  heard  that  charges  brought  by  an  hon. 
member  against  another  were  to  be  tried 
not  upon  the  language  in  which  they  were 
clothed,  but  upon  comments  made  by  other 
members  or  by  anybody  else  speaking  on  the  same 
subject  ?  This  is  not  all.  The  hon.  gentleman 
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knows  that  when  my  hon.  friend  from  West 
Ontario  accused  the  Postmaster  General  of  having 
corruptly  offered  certain  railway  companies  money 
which  Parliament  had  voted,  upon  the  assertion  by 
these  companies  that  they  wanted  public  funds  to 
meet  their  indebtedness,  which  they  were  not  able, 
out  of  their  own  private  means,  to  meet — he  knows 
very  well  that  the  tenth  item  of  those  charges 
stated  in  so  many  words  that  $100,000  of  these 
moneys  had  been  expended  in  some  20  or  22  different 
constituencies  or  districts  of  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
which  were  in  charge  of  the  Postmaster  General 
■and  which  he  had  undertaken  to  carry  for  the 
Administration.  Although  this  charge  was  'there 
recited  in  so  many  words,  although  the  names  of 
the  counties  in  which  the  moneys  had  been  expended 
were  given,  the  hon.  gentleman  knows  that  with 
his  own  hand  he  erased  that  paragraph  from  the 
charges.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  aware  that  this 
commission  which  is  to  sit  upon  the  charges  brought 
by  the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario  have  it  not 
in  their  authority  now  to  investigate  in  what 
manner  these  $100,000  were  expended  in  those 
counties.  He  knows  perfectly  well  that  if  my  hon. 
friend  from  West  Ontario  were  to  go  before  this 
commission  and  say,  I  want  to  prove  not  only  that 
the  money  hasbeen  accepted  and  received  by  the  Post¬ 
master  General,  but  that,  as  I  stated  in  my  indictment 
•and  as  I  am  prepared  to  prove,  they  were  expended 
in  such  counties  for  such  purposes,  he  would  be 
met  by  the  judges  with  the  statement  :  We  have 
no  authority  to  enquire  into  these  matters,  as  they 
have  not  been  referred  to  us.  These  matters  were 
excised  from  the  charges,  and  I  remember,  if  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  forgotten,  the  very  reasons 
which  he  gave  for  excising  them.  It  was  that  the 
investigation  into  them  would  be  tantamount  to 
trying  members  for  their  seats,  that  it  would  be 
converting  this  investigation  into  an  election 
court.  I  am  not  disputing  this  point  with  the  hon. 
gentleman.  It  would  not  have  been  trying  those 
members  for  their  seats,  but  there  was  something 
more  than  the  holding  of  the  seats  by  the  hon. 
gentlemen  elected  by  means  of  that  money.  It  was 
the  bringing  to  the  attention  of  the  House  and  the 
country  the  corrupt  method  by  which  the  Govern¬ 
ment  have  been  enabled,  year  after  year,  to  carry 
the  country.  This  was  the  reason  the  charge  should 
have  been  investigated,  and  the  hon.  gentleman 
knows  it  is  not  now  in  the  power  of  the  commis¬ 
sion  to  investigate  them.  After  the  House  had 
taken  this  course  of  eliminating  this  charge  at  the 
dictation  of  the  hon.  gentleman,  the  Globe  news¬ 
paper  began  publishing  a  series  of  letters  and  papers 
and  vouchers,  which,  unless  they  are  claimed  to  be 
forgeries,  prove  conclusively  that  every  word  stated 
by  the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario  in  that  tenth 
paragraph  is  true  to  the  letter.  And  we  know- 
something  more.  We  know  that  after  the  publica¬ 
tion  in  the  Globe  newspaper  of  these  letters  and 
vouchers  a  communication  took  place  between  His 
Excellency  and  his  advisers.  Whether  this  com¬ 
munication  took  place  at  the  request  of  His  Excel¬ 
lency  or  whether  it  was  the  result  of  the  spontaneous 
action  of  his  advisers  the  hon.  gentleman  did  not 
tell  us,  but  this  is  not  material.  Neither  did  the 
hon.  gentleman  tell  us  what  was  the  nature  of  the 
advice  which  he  and  his  colleagues  offered  His  Ex¬ 
cellency.  Though  invited  so  to  do,  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  did  not  venture  to  give  the  House  the 
nature  of  the  advice  given  by  him  and  his  colleagues 
Mr.  Laurier. 


to  His  Excellency,  but  we  know  very  well  what  it 
was.  We  know  from  his  own  mouth  in  this  House, 
though  not  in  answer  to  that  interrogatory,  what  it 
was  ;  and  I  say  at  once  that  the  advice  given  by 
him  and  his  colleagues  to  His  Excellency  was  not 
the  same  as  that  given  to  this  House,  but  very  dif¬ 
ferent.  In  this  House  he  stated  that  there  was  no 
occasion  to  enquire  wThere  the  money  obtained  by 
the  Postmaster  General,  if  he  obtained  it  at  all, 
was  expended,  because  that  would  be  trying  the 
seats  of  some  hon.  members.  But  to  His  Excel¬ 
lency  he  addressed  different  language.  W e  have  it 
in  his  statement  to  this  House  in  answer  to  the 
hon.  member  for  South  Oxford.  He  said : 

“  The  Government  did  not  intend  to  ask  the  House  to 
interfere  with  that  investigation  or  substitute  for  it  a 
method  of  investigation  which  would  be  less  complete 
and  less  impartial,  nor  do  they  propose  in  the  meantime 
to  express  any  opinion  on  the  question  which  that  enquiry 
will  involve  or  on  the  facts  which  are  to  be  proved  or  dis¬ 
proved  before  the  commissioners.” 

This  implies,  since  we  have  to  wait  for  this  inves¬ 
tigation,  that  there  is  a  matter  to  be  investigated 
after  all.  There  is  an  implication  also  that  the 
matter  therein  referred  to  will  be  enquired  into  by 
the  commission.  Now,  I  do  not  hesitate  to  say  to 
the  hon.  gentleman  that  in  the  answer  he  gave 
there  is  falsehood  and  deceit.  The  hon.  gentleman 
is  aware  that  under  the  order  of  reference  to  the 
commission,  not  a  word  of  truth  will  be  known 
with  regard  to  the  application  of  these  moneys 
alleged  to  have  been  received  by  the  Postmaster 
General  from  these  companies.  And,  therefore, 
when  the  hon.  gentleman  tells  us  that  we  must 
wait  until  we  have  the  result  of  the  commission 
before  anything  further  can  be  done,  there  is  in 
his  answer  falsehood  and  deceit  unworthy  of  his 
position  as  adviser  to  His  Excellency.  There  is 
something  more  in  this  matter.  It  is  not  simply 
whether  the  Postmaster  General  had  or  had  not 
done  what  he  is  accused  of  having  done,  but  we 
must  go,  once  for  all,  to  the  bottom  of  the  system 
whereby  the  Government  have  been  enabled, 
from  time  to  time,  to  carry  the  country.  They 
boast  of  their  strength  in  the  country.  But 
there  never  was  an  occasion  when  they  dared  to 
meet  their  opponents  in  a  fair  field  on  an  equal 
footing.  I  venture  to  say  that,  whenever  it  may 
come,  as  it  must  come,  when  we  shall  be  able  to 
meet  the  Government  on  their  own  record  and  on 
the  record  of  the  Opposition,  upon  their  policy  and 
the  policy  of  the  Opposition,  they  will  be  swept 
out  of  sight.  They  boast  to-day  of  a  large  major¬ 
ity  in  the  County  of  Pontiac.  That  should  be  the 
last  thing  they  should  boast  of,  because  their  victory 
has  been  won  by  the  same  methods  they  have  ever 
employed,  and  I  know  whereof  I  am  speaking. 
The  House  is  aware,  because  it  was  brought  before 
the  House  by  the  then  member,  Mr.  Murray,  that 
there  is  in  the  County  of  Pontiac  a  question  deeply 
affecting  the  people.  The  people  there  voted 
$150,000  in  support  of  certain  individuals  who  were 
to  carry  on  a  railway.  The  member  then  in  this 
House  asked  the  Government  for  help  to  pay  that 
bonus.  He  was  refused.  The  Minister  of  Railways 
and  the  Minister  of  Militia  said  it  was  not  possible 
to  do  that,  and  now  it  is  true  that  the  gentleman 
who  has  just  been  elected  boasts  that  he  has  in  his 
pocket  a  letter  which  promises  aid  and  help,  and 
states  that,  if  the  people  wish  to  be  rid  of  that  bonus 
which  they  have  voted,  they  have  only  to  elect 
him  and  they  will  have  satisfaction  from  the 
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Government.  That  is  the  manner  in  which  they 
work. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Mr.  Bryson  has  not 
said  so,  there  is  no  such  letter. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  do  not  say  that  there  is  any 
such  letter,  but  the  hon.  gentleman  will  not  tell  me 
that  Mr.  Bryson  did  not  say  so. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (L’lslet).  He  never  said  so. 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  It  is  impossible  to  sustain  the 
•charge  that  any  member  of  the  Government  ever 
made  such  a  promise. 

Air.  LAURIER.  Oh  !  I  see.  The  election  is 
now  won  and  the  promises  are  repudiated.  If  the 
Minister  of  Militia  had  been  in  the  county  yester¬ 
day,  and  had  made  the  statement  which  he  just 
made,  Air.  Murray  would  have  been  elected  to-day 
and  not  Mr.  Bryson.  It  is  very  well  for  gentlemen 
opposite  to  say  that  Air.  Bryson  did  not  say  so. 
Air.  Bryson  stated  on  the  platforms  and  from  house 
to  house:  “  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  give  you  particu¬ 
lars,  but  vote  for  me  and  you  will  have  satisfaction, 
which  you  cannot  have  if  you  elect  Air.  Murray.” 
The  hon.  gentleman  referred  to  the  plundered 
treasury  of  a  neighbouring  province  which  had 
gone  to  help  the  Liberal  party.  I  have  only  this 
to  say  in  regard  to  this  accusation.  If  the  hon. 
gentleman  can  substantiate  the  charge  he  has 
now  made,  as  my  name  has  been  more  than 
once  connected  with  these  accusations,  I  say,  let 
him  bring  up  his  charges  against  me  and  I  will  be 
the  first  man  to  move  fora  committee  of  the  House 
to  investigate  them.  I  do  not  pretend  to  be  a 
puritan.  I  do  not  pretend  to  be  better  than  my 
fellowmen.  I  have  my  faults  and  my  shortcom¬ 
ings,  but  I  am  no  hypocrite,  and  my  faults  are  not 
the  faults  on  which  I  accuse  my  opponents.  I  fight 
>a  fair  battle.  I  want  to  win  upon  fair  grounds, 
and,  if  to  obtain  victory  it  is  necessary  to  corrupt 
the  people,  I  and  my  friends  are  willing  to  remain 
25  years  more  in  Opposition.  It  is  very  well  for 
gentlemen  to  make  vague  charges  as  they  have 
done.  I  repel  those  charges  and  hurl  them  back 
at  them,  unless  they  have  the  manliness  to  bring 
them  before  the  House  in  such  a  way  that  they 
can  be  investigated. 

Air.  0UIA1ET.  I  do  not  intend  to  delay  the 
House  from  going  into  Committee  of  Supply  very 
long.  I  only  intend  to  answer  a  few  words  of  my 
hon.  friend,  the  leader  of  the  Opposition,  who  has 
been  kind  enough  to  tell  us  that  we  have  never 
dared  to  meet  him  on  the  hustings.  I  had  the  honour 
at  the  last  bye-elections  to  meet  my  hon.  friend 
on  the  hustings,  and  I  know  the  means  he  adopted 
to  win  the  electors,  and  especially  the  country 
electors,  to  his  cause.  He  says  he  does  not  want 
any  money.  He  may  not  want  any  money,  because 
there  is  not  a  bad  instinct  in  the  people  to  which 
he  does  not  appeal  during  an  election.  During 
that  election  did  he  not  tell  these  people  at  St. 
Scholastique,  in  the  County  of  Two  Alountains,  that 
they  had  to  revolt  against  the  city  people,  that  it 
was  a  fight  and  a  struggle  between  the  farmers  and 
the  manufacturers,  that  these  manufacturers  were 
taking  away  all  their  money,  and  that  they  had  to 
fight  monopolies  ?  Did  he  not  tell  them  that  he  had 
to  fight  the  cities  just  the  same  as  he  has  done  during 
discussion  on  the  Redistribution  Bill  when,  accord¬ 
ing  to  his  liberal  principles,  he  was  refusing  to  the 
city  people  their  proper  share  of  representation  ? 


Did  he  not  tell  them  that  the  only  reason  why 
they  could  not  sell  their  horses  or  their  grain  or 
their  produce  generally  was  that  the  Government 
refused  to  make  an  arrangement  with  the  United 
Mates  Government  in  order  to  allow  them  the 
benefit  of  the  American  market  ?  Was  that  true 
or  false?  It  was  false.  Was  it  the  fault  of  the 
Government  if  the  Americans  refused  us  a  market 
oi  our  produce  ?  I  say  no.  W  henever  there  is  a 
Liberal  member  on  the  hustings,  his  theme  is 
always  this.  If  you  are  poor  to-day  and  obliged 
to  work  without  benefit  and  have  difficulties  to 
meet,  it  is  the  fault  of  the  Conservatives,  because 
their  policy  is  an  anti-national  policy,  and  it  would 
be  better  for  the  country  to  be  annexed  to  the 
L nited  States  than  to  continue  to  go  on  with  this 
Government  in  power. 

Air.  LANDERKIN.  That  is  what  your  Premier 
said  when  he  signed  the  manifesto. 

Air..  OUIMET.^  We  tell  the  people  that  every 
man  is  protected  by  this  Government  on  their 
policy.  W  e  tell  them  to  work  and  they  will  have 
the  benefit  of  their  work.  If  a  man  is  a  capitalist 
his  money  can  be  invested  ;  if  he  is  a  manufacturer, 
he  can  have  work  ;  if  he  is  an  artisan,  he  can  make 
a  living  ;  if  he  is  a  farmer,  we  are  trying  to  get  for 
him  a  remunerative  and  good  market.  During  the 
last  campaign  we  met  the  hon.  gentleman  every¬ 
where,  and  everywhere  he  met  with  defeat.  Now 
it  has  been  stated  that  the  Province  of  Quebec  has 
been  corrupted  by  this  Government.  This  Govern¬ 
ment  in  my  knowledge  never  spent  any  money  in 
that  province  but  what  was  for  legitimate  expenses. 
Hon.  gentlemen  might  have  tried  to  prove  their 
statement  before  the  courts.  Did  they  try  to  prove 
it  ?  How  many  of  our  friends  fell  victims  ?  How 
many  of  our  men  were  repudiated  by  the  people  ? 
Every  one  was  elected,  and  was  elected  on  fair 
grounds.  The  only  exception  was  in  Richelieu,  and 
what  was  the  cause  ?  The  cause  was  this  :  That  while 
they  were  charging  this  Government  with  not  doing 
its  duty  in  prosecuting  the  Connollys  and  Air.  Ale 
Greevy,  these  very  men ^mre  preventing  us  from  hold¬ 
ing  thatconstituency.  Wedidourduty  fearlessly  and 
to  our  own  detriment,  and  we  paid  the  penalty ;  but 
the  people  have  rewarded  us  since  by  continual 
victories.  The  hon.  gentleman  speaks  of  Pontiac. 

M  ell,  there  is  a  witness  here,  the  hon.  member 
for  L’lslet  (Mr.  Desjardins),  who  says  that  the 
county  was  deceived  by  declarations  on  the  part 
of  the  Liberal  speakers  that  the  bonus  they 
now  owe  to  the  Pontiac  Pacific  Junction  Railway 
ought  to  be  paid  by  this  Government.  Well,  these 
gentlemen  are  very  much  to  be  pitied.  After  they 
have  made  in  Parliament  the  most  solemn  declara¬ 
tions  that  this  Government  ought,  on  no  account, 
to  assume  that  bonus,  they  dare  go  before  the  people 
of  Pontiac  and  state  just  the  contrary.  It  would 
seem,  Air.  Speaker,  that  these  men  believe  that  the 
country  electors  are  a  lot  of  fools,  that  there  is  not 
a  particle  of  intelligence  or  honesty  among  them. 
They  do  not  dare  to  go  before  the  electors  and  tell 
them  so  to  their  faces,  but  they  will  stay  here  for 
four  or  five  months  at  the  public  expense,  talking 
to  the  Hansard  and  repeating  their  stale  stories 
about  corruption,  and  all  that  kind  of  thing.  Why 
don’t  they  go  into  L’Aesomption  ?  Why  don’t  they 
go  into  Frontenac?  Why  don’t  they  go  into  Pontiac? 
They  tell  the  people  in  that  county  that  this  cor¬ 
rupt  Government  is  spending  money  elsewhere,  but 
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we  are  not  generous  enough  to  give  them  a  little 
relief  for  their  railway,  although  they  have 
solemnly  declared  in  this  House  that  they 
could  not  do  it  with  justice  to  the  rest  of  the 
country.  Why  don’t  they  say  these  things  in  Pon¬ 
tiac  and  elsewhere  ?  No,  Sir  ;  they  prefer  to  speak 
to  the  Hansard  ;  they  spend  thousands  and  thou¬ 
sands  of  dollars  to  keep  this  Parliament  sitting, 
because  here  they  have  reporters  paid  by  the  people 
to  report  the  stories  which  they  think  the  people 
will  finally  believe  by  constant  repetition,  and  they 
have  the  privilege  of  members  of  Parliament  to 
shelter  themselves  against  the  wrath  of  the  people 
who  refuse  to  believe  them,  and  who  repudiate  them 
every  time  they  have  a  chance.  Now,  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  Province  of  Quebec  has  been  mentioned.  It  is 
all  very  well  for  the  hon.  gentleman  to  say  that  he 
had  nothing  to  do  with  Mr.  Mercier’s  money.  I 
will  admit  it  ;  but  is  it  not  true  that  Mr.  Mercier 
never  left  the  city  of  Quebec  until  after  Mr.  Pacaud 
had  telegraphed  to  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  that 
if  he  came  down  to  Mr.  Mercier’s  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  the  latter  would  go  to  Montreal  and  be  present 
on  the  same  platform  with  the  hon.  gentleman  to 
endorse  his  policy  and  his  party  ?  Is  it  not  a  fact 
that  after  the  answer  to  this  telegram  had  been 
received  by  Mr.  Pacaud,  the  leader  of  the  Opposi¬ 
tion,  having  thought  that  everything  was  all  right, 
Mr.  Mercier  turned  up  six  hours  after,  by  the  next 
train,  in  the  Bonsecours  market. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  That  is  not  true. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  is  on  record. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  challenge  you  to  make  a 
formal  accusation. 

Mr.  DELISLE.  It  is  not  true. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  would  be 
funny  if  it  were  serious.  The  more  serious  the 
hon.  gentleman  is,  the  more  funny  it  looks.  Did 
he  not,  that  very  night  in  the  presence  of  Mr. 
Mercier,  promise  him  that  if  he  and  his  party  were 
returned  to  power  the  Province  of  Quebec  would 
receive  a  slice  of  public  money  in  the  way  of  in¬ 
creased  subsidy  ?  Did  he  not  state  there  that  Mr. 
Mercier  could  go  on  with  his  extravagant  expen¬ 
diture,  with  his  wasting  the  money  of  the  province, 
because  if  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  came  into 
power  he  would  give  to  Mr.  Mercier  the  necessary 
resources  to  carry  on  the  affairs  of  the  country,  to 
pay  the  interest  on  the  increased  debt,  and  to  make 
a  further  loan  on  the  Paris  market  for  another  ten 
millions,  at  conditions  which  would  have  allowed 
Mr.  Mercier  and  his  friends  to  have  a  nice  commis¬ 
sion,  by  which  they  could  shelter  themselves  from 
the  wrath  of  the  people  of  the  province  ?  Are  these 
facts  not  known  ?  If  we  followed  the  example  of 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  we  could  bring  the  hon. 
member  to  his  trial  before  this  House.  We  might 
do  it,  and  then  he  might  laugh,  and  justly  laugh, 
in  our  faces,  because  he  would  say  that  he  only 
mode  political  promises.  These  promises  were 
made  to  the  electors,  he  would  say,  and  although 
the  electors  accepted  them  and  were  influenced 
by  them,  the  House  had  nothing  to  do  with  them. 
We  know  very  well  that  they  have  great  courage 
in  their  speeches  before  this  House,  because  they 
shelter  themselves  under  cover  of  their  privileges 
as  members  of  Parliament.  When  wre  offer  to  send 
the  charges  they  make  against  this  Government 
to  a  commission,  they  say  we  have  emasculated 
Mr.  Ouimet. 


their  charges.  Sir,  we  have  emphasized  them  with 
their  own  language,  and  now  if  they  dare  not  go 
before  that  commission,  as  the  leader  of  this  House 
has  said,  they  will  be  marked  on  their  forehead 
with  the  brand  they  deserve.  Sir,  I  will  only  add 
that  we  are  ready  at  any  time  to  submit  our  case 
to  the  people.  They  are  our  natural  judges,  and 
we  are  willing  to  appeal  to  them,  as  we  have 
already  done  on  many  occasions.  The  people  have 
shown  that  although  they  may  be  deceived  they 
are  not  long  in  discovering  it,  and  in  meting  out 
the  proper  reward  to  the  deceivers.  Mr.  Mercier 
was  a  great  man  for  four  years.  He  was  a  great  man 
because  he  had  succeeded  in  convincing  the  people 
after  the  Riel  affair  that  he  was  a  patriotic  defender 
of  their  nationality,  that  he  was  the  avenger  of 
their  wrongs  ;  and,  more  than  that,  he  succeeded  in 
convincing  them  that  his  policy  was  one  of  true 
progress  and  of  true  patriotism.  Then  it  was  dis¬ 
covered  that  he  was  nothing  but  a  man  ready  to 
put  his  hand  in  the  treasury  of  his  province  in 
order  to  assist  his  friends,  as  he  has  done,  for  it 
cannot  be  denied  that  at  least  $150,000  or  $200,000 
was  spent  by  them  during  the  last  election.  I  might 
give  the  names  of  some  of  those  who  supplied  that, 
money.  About  $200,000  in  1891  were  placed  at  the 
disposal  of  the  hon.  gentleman  for  carrying  his 
elections. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Not  a  cent  of  it. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  If  circumstantial  evidence  was 
worth  something,  and  the  books  say  it  is  after  all 
the  best  evidence  that  can  be  adduced  when  it  is 
complete,  I  could  tell  him  about  $25,000  which 
were  sent  to  Montreal.  He  will  not  deny  that 
$25,000  were  deposited  by  Mr.  Langlois  to  Mr. 
Mercier’s  credit  in  Quebec  and  transferred  to  the 
Banque  Jacques  Cartier  in  the  name  of  Mr.  Mercier 
or  his  brother ;  and  further,  that  the  money  was 
placed  to  the  credit  of  Mr.  Geoffrion,  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  right-hand  man  in  Montreal.  He  will 
not  deny  that  the  very  evening  after  the  money  had 
been  deposited  the  faces  of  all  his  friends  showed 
that  something  had  turned  up  to  elevate  their 
spirits,  and  that  he  himself,  in  a  restaurant  not  very 
far  from  St  James  street,  was  dining  with  Mr. 
Mercier  and  Mr.  Geoffrion. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  deny  that  most  positively.  I 
cannot  characterize  the  hon.  gentleman’s  language. 
This  statement  has  been  repeated  often  in  the  press, 
I  know,  but  I  never  take  any  notice  of  a  newspaper 
article  ;  but  now  that  a  charge  has  been  made  by 
a  member  here,  I  declare  that  I  never  dined  with 
Mr.  Mercier  and  Mr.  Geoffrion  during  the  elections. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Suppose  the  hon.  gentleman  had 
not  dined.  He  may  have  lunched  perhaps. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  That  is  one  of  those  slanders 
created  and  repeated,  and  easily  believed  by  the 
hon.  gentleman,  who  is  of  a  very  credulous  natiire. 
I  never  took  a  meal  with  Mr.  Geoffrion  and  Mr. 
Mercier  during  the  elections. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  never  said 
that  Mr.  Geoffrion  had  told  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  that  the  money  had  come  up  ;  but  the  hon. 
gentleman  might  have  known,  if  he  had  followed  his 
election,  that  the  next  day  his  friends,  who  were  a 
day  or  two  previous  in  a  state  of  despair,  boomed 
up  and  were  all  happy,  and  left  Montreal  like  a 
flock  of  birds,  happy  to  carry  around  the  good 
news  that  at  last  Mr.  Mercier  had  come  to  the  res- 
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cue,  and  everything  was  to  be  all  right  for  the 
Liberal  party.  Now,  the  lion,  gentleman  says  he 
did  not  know  that.  But  in  view  of  these  facts;  how 
can  the  lion,  gentleman  accuse  every  one  on  this 
side  of  the  House  with  knowing  that  money  was 
given  by  Mr.  McGreevy  or  any  other  man  ?  How  can 
the  lion,  gentleman  say  he  is  meting  out  even  jus¬ 
tice  to  us  ?  How  can  he  say,  for  instance,  that  I 
for  one  was  an  accomplice  of  Mr.  McGreevy  or  any 
man  when  I  was  in  Montreal  and  those  parties 
vt  ere  in  Quebec  ?  How  can  the  hon.  member  for 

\r  xfA°rl,charge  us  w*th  being  accomplices 
with  Mr.  McGreevy  or  any  other  man  when  he 
knows  very  well  that  such  is  not  the  fact  ?  But  the 
hon  gentleman  had  control  of  his  own  campaign 
He  knew  very  well  when  Mr.  Geoftrion,  the  secre- 
taiy-ti  easurer,  had  his  hands  full  of  money  or  when 
he  had  no  funds.  \\  hen  he  had  none  and  Mr 
Mercier  turned  up  the  next  day,  his  hands  sudden¬ 
ly  became  full  of  money.  They  had  money,  because 
in  my  own  county  where  I  was  elected  by  500 
\otes,  oi  equal  to  a  two-thirds  majority 
•'m,  *00  were  spent  for  the  sake  of  keeping  me  in  my 
county.  Imagine  when  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
had  a  fighting  chance  in  the  county  how  much  they 
would  spend  ?  It  is  a  fact  that  Dr.  Ladouceur  re¬ 
ceived  81,700,  8200  for  his  deposit,  $1,0*00  at  one 
time  and  8500  afterwards.  Where  did  the  $14  000 
go  w  hich  Mr.  C  harlebois  declared  under  oath  he 
gave  Mr.  Mercier  for  the  elections  ?  But  that  was 
only  a  tnfle,  for  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  consider 
$14,000  a  very  small  sum.  Money  was  pouring 
like  water  around  the  hon.  gentleman  ;  but  lie  was 
so  high  that  he  would  not  even  cast  his  eyes  down 


in  order  to  see  the  money  that  was  passing  and 
thus  his  virtue  would  never  be  tainted.  Well,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  disposed  to  accept  the  challenge  of 
the  hon.  gentleman,  but  I  may  not  be  credited 
with  much  courage  because  it  appears  at  present  as 
“  we  could  not  meet  the  hon.  gentleman  until  this 
-Parliament  dies  its  natural  death.  At  the  bye- 
elections  we  do  not  see  them  anywhere  ;  but  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  given  me  the  opportunity  to 
tell  him  that  at  the  next  election  we  will  be  ready 
to  meet  them.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  had  gone  to 
L  Assomption  our  friends  would  have  met  him  there. 
As  lie  has  not  thought  proper  or  in  consonance  with 
his  dignity  to  go  to  Pontiac,  our  friends  were  not 
able  to  meet  him  there.  But  our  opponents  have 
not  the  same  late  all  round.  There  is  nothing  new 
in  w  hat  has  been  brought  before  the  House  to- 
niglit.  This  House  has  affirmed  its  confidence  in 
the  Government,  which  has  declared  that  the 
charges  in  question  will  be  fully  investigated  by  a 
proper  tribunal  composed  of  two  impartial  judges. 
Hiis  trial  will  take  place  as  soon  as  the  House  will 
have  risen,  and  I  contend  that  it  was  in  the  best  in¬ 
terest  of  the  count  ry  and  in  the  best  interests  of  this 
Parliament  that  we  should  not  again  witness  here 
a  repetition  of  wrhat  took  place  last  session.  I  for 
one  am  ready  to  declare  that  this  House  is,  per¬ 
haps,  the  worst  place  to  take  evidence  in  a  trial  of 
the  kind  we  had  last  year,  and  of  the  kind  the  hon. 
Postmaster  General  is  going  to  have  in  a  short  time. 
^Not  later  than  a  month  ago,  I  proved  here  that 
my  predecessor  in  the  Department  of  Public  Works, 
had  wrongly  succumbed  under  one  special  accusa- 
tion,  besides  the  others,  and  that  was  the  accusa¬ 
tion  of  having  corruptly  given  the  contract  for  the 
building  of  the  Kingston  graving  dock.  I  had 
some  opportunity  since  then  of  examining  the  whole 
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tecord  which  was  recently  discussed  before  this 
House,  and  I  was  gratified  to  be  able  to  show  hon. 
gentlemen  here,  that  not  only  was  there  no 
special  favour  granted  to  the  Connollys,  but  if 
there  was  a  mistake  in  the  whole  thing 
it  was  a  mistake  in  favour  of  another  contractor 
than  the  Connollys.  This  will  show  to  the  House 
how  unjust  an  enquiry  of  the  kind  which  took 
place  last  year  may  be.  Hon.  gentlemen  who  are 
on  the  committee  of  enquiry  take  care  to  bring 
evidence  against  every  one  which  ought  not  to  be 
brought  in  at  all,  and  injustice  will  certainly  fol- 
ow,  because,  as  was  the  case  last  session,  a  mass 
o  e\  idence  was  not  properly  adduced,  and  there 
was  not  a  proper  record  for  this  Parliament  to 
pass  a  fair  and  equitable  judgment  upon.  If  the 
hon.  Postmaster  General  is  going  to  succumb,  he 
will  at  least  have  a  fair  trial.  The  policy  of  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  who  declare  here  in  advance 
that  the  hon.  Postmaster  General  is  guilty  before 
he  has  had  his  trial,  is  just  the  specimen  of  the 
measure  of  justice  that  the  Postmaster  General 
might  expect  if  he  was  brought  up  in  that  com¬ 
mittee  room  where  we  spent  three  months  last 
year.  I  should  think  that  every  one  looking  back 
to  what  passed  there  will  always  be  sorry  to  have 
taken  a  part  in  such  a  proceeding. 

I  MIL^S  (Both well).  The  hon.  gentleman 

I  ought  to  resign  and  let  the  hon.  member  for  Three 
Kivers  (Sir  Hector  Langevin)  back  to  his  office. 

Ml-  ^^MMET.  If  the  hon.  member  says  so  he 
might  have  a  chance.  I  did  not  want  to  occupy 
le  hon.  gentleman  s  position,  nor  never  did  I  ex¬ 
pect  it,  or  never  did  I  seek  it,  and  if  I  can  only 
discharge  my  duty  with  credit  to  myself,  I  do  not 
think  I  will  die  m  the  office  either.  Hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  have  only  one  way  of  dealing  out 
justice  to  their  opponents  and  that  is  to  have  them 
convicted  before  they  are  tried.  The  hon.  member 
for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  the  other  day  told  us  of  a 
case  in  which  when  the  court  rose  at  12  o’clock  they 
said  to  the  judge  that  probably  there  would  be  no 
necessity  for  going  on  with  the  proceedings  in  the 
afternoon.  Some  people  foresaw  that  the  verdict 
would  not  be  quite  in  accord  with  the  popular  sym¬ 
pathy,  and  at  2  o’clock  when  the  judge  came  back 
there  was  no  trial  to  be  had  because  there  was  no 
accused  to  be  tried.  He  had  been  disposed  of  during- 
the  interval.  That  is  the  way  hon.  gentlemen  op¬ 
posite  proceed  with  their  trial  of  a  political  oppo¬ 
nent.  I  hey  hang  him  first  and  try  him  afterwards. 

.  Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  again  resolved 
ltseli  into  CoinmittGo  of  Supply. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Geological  Survey .  $60  000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Where  is  this 
money  to  be  expended  ? 

.Mr.  DEWDNEY.  Many  of  the  geological  en¬ 
gineers  will  work  in  the  examination  of  the  same 
districts  as  last  year.  It  is  the  intention  of  Dr 
Dawson  to  work  at  British  Columbia  in  the  Crows 
ISest  Pass  and  surrounding  districts,  and  Mr.  Me 
Elroy  in  the  country  adjoining  ;  Mr.  McConnell  will 
be  engaged  in  the  Rocky  Mountains  west  of  Alberta  • 

Mr  Tyrrell  in  the  district  south  of  Athabasca  Lake 
and  west  of  Reindeer  Lake ;  Dr.  Bell  will  complete 
the  work  in  the  Sudbury  district  ;  Mr.  Barlow  is- 
woking  in  the  office,  mapping  out  the  Sudbury 
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district  ;  Dr.  511s  will  be  in  Argenteuil  and  counties 
north  of  the  Ottawa  River  ;  Mr.  Giroux,  mapping 
out  certain  portions  of  the  Eastern  Townships  ; 
Mr.  Low  will  continue  exploration  in  the  waters 
north  of  James  Bay  and  will  cross  the  waters  of 
the  East  Main  River  to  work  there,  in  accordance 
with  the  request  made  by  Sir  Hector  Langevin  in 
reference  to  the  northern  boundaries  of  Quebec. 
In  New  Brunswick,  Mr.  Chalmers  will  continue 
his  work  of  mapping  soils  and  distribution  of 
forests.  In  Nova  Scotia,  Mr.  Fletcher  will  continue 
his  work  in  the  Counties  of  Cumberland  and  Col¬ 
chester,  and  Mr.  Faribault  in  Halifax  Copnty. 
Prof.  Bell  will  be  engaged  in  Digby,  Shelburne  and 
Yarmouth  Counties.  Mr.  Ingall  will  give  most  of 
the  summer  to  the  investigation  of  the  new  district 
in  Kootenay  and  the  south-western  portion  of  British 
Columbia. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  There  is  only 
one  point  on  which  I  would  like  to  have  some  infor¬ 
mation  in  a  little  more  detail ;  that  is,  what  infor¬ 
mation  has  the  lion,  gentleman  to  give  us  about  the 
discoveries  in  the  petroleum  district,  and  what  do 
the  Government  propose  to  do  in  the  way  of  dis¬ 
posing  of  petroleum  licenses  or  lands  ?  More  parti¬ 
cularly,  I  would  like  to  know  if  the  Government 
propose  to  reserve  any  particular  portion  of  these 
petroleum-bearing  lands  for  further  developments? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  In  reference  to  any  further 
developments,  there  have  been  none  since  last  session. 
Mr.  McConnell,  who  was  then  just  about  returning 
from  his  investigations  there,  has  described  what 
he  thinks  is  an  extensive  petroleum  area,  about  400 
miles  square.  There  has  been  no  basin  discovered, 
because  no  borings  have  been  made  ;  but  the  indi¬ 
cations  appear  over  a  very  large  district.  He  calcu¬ 
lates  that  there  are  some  58  square  miles  of  what 
he  calls  tar-sand,  that  is,  immense  banks  saturated 
with  tar  ;  and  so  dense  is  the  tar  that  it  will  burn 
freely  in  a  fire.  I  fancy  it  would  make  a  first-class 
natural  asphalt  for  making  roads.  There  having 
been  no  boring,  it  is  only  possible  to  surmise  the 
depth  of  these  petroleum  beds.  It  is  thought  that 
in  the  neighbourhood  of  Athabasca  Landing,  some 
80  miles  north  of  Edmonton,  you  would  have  to  bore 
1,500  feet  in  order  to  reach  the  basin  ;  and  it  is 
estimated  that  a  little  farther  north  on  the  Atha¬ 
basca  River  it  would  be  necessary  to  bore  to  a 
lower  depth.  Mr.  McConnell’s  investigations  this 
year  will  be  extended  further  east  over  a  track  of 
country  almost  the  same  size  as  that  explored  be¬ 
fore,  and  in  which  no  white  man  has  ever  been. 
The  Government  have  not  yet  considered  what 
disposition  they  will  make  of  these  lands.  There 
have  been  some  applications  made  from  parties  in 
England,  and  also  from  parties  in  Canada,  but  no 
scheme  has  been  formulated  and  no  determination 
come  to.  The  question  was  raised  a  short  time 
ago  whether  it  would  be  wise  for  the  Government 
to  send  up  boring  machines  and  do  some  boring 
ourselves  ;  but  I  did  not  feel  inclined  to  advocate 
that  course,  because  in  sending  machinery  where 
it  would  be  difficult  to  obtain  renewal  parts  and 
repairs  in  case  it  should  get  out  of  order,  there  is 
no  knowing  where  the  expense  would  end.  With 
regard  to  the  disposition  of  the  lands,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  have  come  to  no  conclusion  at  all — in  fact, 
they  have  hardly  thought  of  it. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  would  like 
to  ask  whether  the  Government  have  agreed  upon 
Mr.  Dewdney. 


any  terms  as  to  leasing  these  lands  ?  I  have  a 
strong  opinion  that  in  the  case  of  great  resources 
of  this  kind,  the  state  should  not  part  with  its 
right,  but  should  impose  a  royalty.  T  am  quite 
aware  that  this  is  against  the  opinion  of  specul¬ 
ators  in  such  lands,  and  I  am  quite  aware  also  of 
all  that  has  been  said  as  to  the  desirability  of 
encouraging  enterprise,  and  so  on.  But  in  other 
countries  very  considerable  revenues  have  been 
obtained  from  royalties  on  resources  of  this  kind, 
and  I  do  not  see  why  we  should  not  derive  a  similar 
benefit  from  these  resources,  more  particularly  as 
our  properties  in  the  North-West  have  not  bene¬ 
fited  us  financially  to  any  great  extent  so  far.  I 
would  like  the  hon.  Minister  to  state  what  policy 
the  Government  propose  to  pursue  with  regard  to 
the  property — whether  they  think  it  desirable  to 
part  with  it,  or  whether  they  intend  to  preserve 
some  kind  of  interest  in  it  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  may  state  that  there  M  ere 
regulations  framed  under  our  Dominion  Lands  Act 
for  the  working  of  minerals,  amongst  others  petro¬ 
leum,  but  they  were  found  to  be  utterly  unwork¬ 
able.  I  think  they  were  to  this  effect :  that  any 
parties  in  petroleum  districts  could  stake  off  160 
acres,  and  by  expending  a  small  amount  every  year 
could  hold  that  property  for  five  years  at  $100  a 
year.  A  great  many  parties  in  Southern  Alberta 
located  and  took  up  a  large  quantity  of  these  lands. 
Tventy  or  thirty  of  them  clubbed  together  and 
applied  to  be  alloM  ed  to  bunch  their  expenditure 
at  one  spot.  They  MTere  given  that  privilege,  but 
their  work  did  not  amount  to  anything.  They 
endeavoured  to  make  arrangements  with  capitalists 
to  bore  for  them,  but  the  negotiations  fell  through. 
I  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  regulations  M’ere 
unworkable,  and  they  were  cancelled,  and  no  more 
petroleum  lands  M'ere  alloM^ed  to  be  taken  up  under 
them  ;  and  as  soon  as  these  entries  that  M^ere  made 
fall  in,  the  lands  will,  of  course,  become  public  pro¬ 
perty  as  they  were  before.  There  have  been  appli¬ 
cations  for  petroleum  lands,  but  there  being  no 
regulations  the  Government  have  not  disposed  of 
them.  I  look  on  petroleum  property  as  somewhat 
different  from  ordinary  mining  property,  with 
regard  to  royalties.  I  do  not  think  if  the  Govern¬ 
ment  were  to  resolve  this  royalty  on  petroleum, 
there  M'ould  be  the  same  objection  to  it  that  there 
is  among  capitalists  to  royalties  on  mining  proper¬ 
ties  generally.  I  will  bring  the  matter  before  my 
colleagues,  and  if  we  can  come  to  any  conclusion 
I  will  inform  the  House  of  it. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  would  like 
to  know,  when  we  come  to  concurrence,  what  has 
been  decided  upon,  as  the  matter  is  one  of  consider¬ 
able  practical  interest  ? 

Mr.  FLINT.  If  I  am  not  mistaken,  there  are 
20,000  volumes  of  the  large  reports  and  a  large 
number  of  volumes  of  the  smaller  reports,  which 
are  bound  together  to  make  the  larger  reports,  in 
the  possession  of  the  librarian  of  the  Geological 
Survey  and  not  given  to  the  public.  I  would 
suggest  that  a  number  of  the  copies  be  placed  in 
the  Parliamentary  Library,  and  that  some  scheme 
be  devised  by  which  the  surplus  now  encumbering 
the  cellars  of  the  Geological  Department  should  be 
distributed  to  public  libraries  and  schools  and 
people  generally  throughout  the  country.  If  an 
lion,  member  desires  special  reports,  there  is  a 
cast-iron  rule  by  which  he  has  to  pay  for  them, 
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I  think  arrangements  should  he  made  by  which 
e\et  \  member  could  obtain  copies  for  distribution 
among  his  friends  in  foreign  countries  and  in 
this  country.  The  amount  received  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  copies  sold  is  so  insignificant  that 
it  is  hardly  worth  considering.  If  any  person 
requires  the  report  of  the  Geological  Survey,  he 
ought  to  be  able  to  obtain  it  without  charge,  if  his 
request  be  endorsed  by  ci  member  of  Parliament, 
and  the  loss  to  the  Government  would  be  very  slight.' 
I  think  it  would  be  well  if  the  department  would 
adopt  some  rule  for  the  distribution  of  these 
reports  upon  a  more  satisfactory  basis,  always 
retaining  a  sufficient  number  in  the  department  to 
meet  all  possible  contingencies  in  the  future.  It 
would  be  also  well  to  consider  the  advisability  of 
the  amalgamation  of  the  Geological.  Library  with 
the  Parliamentary  Library.  We  have  in  the  Geo¬ 
logical  Library  probably  one  of  the  most  valuable 
collection  of  books  on  this  continent,  but  I  think 
it  is  a  mistake  to  have  that  library  distinct  from 
the  Parliamentary  Library.  If  that  cannot  be  done, 
a  duplicate  of  every  work  in  the  Geological  Library 
should  be  placed  in  the  Parliamentary  Library  for 
more  convenient  reference. 

Mr.  DLW  DNEl.  That  question  has  been  once 
or  twice  before  this  House  already.  I  brought  a 
return  down  last  session  or  the  session  before  show¬ 
ing  the  number  of  reports  we  had  in  the  library 
not  distributed,  and  it  was  found  that,  while  in 
some  years,  when  I  suppose  the  report  was  not  so 
interesting  as  in  others,  a  large  number  remained 
in  .stock,  in  other  years  they  were  almost  com¬ 
pletely  run  out,  and  it  would  be  impossible  to  dis¬ 
tribute  full  sets  of  the  geological  reports  to  any 
parties  now,  e\en  to  institutions  which  consider 
them  of  so  much  value.  There  is  a  regulation  by 
v  Inch  the  distribution  is  guided.  So  many  are 
allowed  to  each  governor  of  a  province,  so  many 
to  each  member  and  senator,  and  a  large  number 
are  exchanges  with  scientific  institutions  all  over 
the  world.  When  any  large  public  institution 
applies,  we  give  sets  as  far  as  our  means  allow’.  I 
cannot  agree  with  the  hon.  gentleman  that  all 
these  volumes  now  in  the  museum  should  be  dis¬ 
tributed,  because  we  would  then  find  ourselves 
in  the  same  position  in  regard  to  them  as 
we  are  in  regard  to  some  years’  reports 
which  are  now’  out  of  print.  When  individual 
applications  have  been  made  by  members  for 
themselves  or  friends,  I  do  not  think  any  have  been 
refused,  if  we  found  we  had  a  sufficient  number  in 
stock,  though  I  am  not  sure  whether  it  was  within 
my  right  to  authorize  an  issue  of  that  kind.  The 
reports  are  sold  at  different  points  throughout  the 
Dominion,  and  generally  the  places  where  they  can 
be  purchased  are  mentioned  in  the  reports.  *  The 
non.  gentleman  knowTs  that  they  are  really  valuable 
books  and  they  are  sold  at  the  lowest  possible  price, 
w  hich  I  do  not  think  any  of  those  who  interest 
themselves  in  the  geologj^  of  this  country  hesitate 
to  give.  With  regard  to  the  amalgamation  of  the 
Museum  Library  with  the  Parliamentarv  Library 
this  is  the  first  time  the  matter  has  been  brought 
to  my  notice.  The  Museum  Library  is  becoming 
very  valuable  and  extensive,  and  we  have  not  room 
now  for  the  books  we  have  there  and  are  applying  to 
the  Public  Works  Department  to  increase  the  capa¬ 
city.  The  bulk  of  thebookswegetareexchanges  from 
various  countries.  The  director  has  authority  to 


purchase  books  which  lie  considers  absolutely  neces¬ 
sary  fur  Ins  department,  and  also  works  which  he 
considers  necessary  to  be  kept  in  the  library, 
i  do  not  think  I  could  recommend  that  an  amal¬ 
gamation  should  be  made,  because  so  many  of  the 
nooks  in  the  library  of  the  museum  are  needed  for 
constant  reference  by  the  engineers,  who  spend 
nearly  half  a  year  on  their  work  there.  The  build- 
mg  we  have  is  altogether  too  small  for  the  work 
we  are  carrying  on,  the  samples  are  increasing 
e\  ery  year  and  the  work  is  increasing,  and  corn* 
plaints  are  made  by  the  director  that  he  has  not 
sufficient  room  for  his  work.  I  know  that  some 
members  have  visited  the  museum  and  have  seen 
solue  Infn  working  in  the  basement  and  consider  it 
unhealthy  and  not  fit  for  men  to  work  in.  I  hope 
t  le  time  is  not  far  distant  when  the  country  will 
see  that  it  is  necessary  to  provide  better  accommo¬ 
dation  for  this  work. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  have  often  been  to  get 
additional  copies  and  have  been  told  that  they 
could  be  got  only  on  being  paid  for.  I  would 
suggest  that  those  which  are  in  stock  should 
oe  distributed  amongst  the  mechanics’  institutes 
throughout  the  province.  I  think  the  Printing 
Committee  made  a  recommendation  on  this 
subject  this  year,  though  I  do  not  know 
whether  the  report  has  been  adopted  or  not. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  The  Minister  will  remember  that 
strong  representations  have  been  made  to  him  by 
those  interested  in  mines  in  Nova  Scotia  as  to  the 
scale  adopted  for  maps  in  that  province.  At  first 
it  was  one  mile  to  the  inch,  but  in  the  last  map  it 
was  reduced  to  4  miles  to  the  inch,  and  practical 
men  have  found  that  this  scale  was  of  very  little 
use  and  did  not  bring  out  the  features  of  the 
country  in  the  way  in  which  it  was  intended  they 
should  be.  I  would  ask  the  Minister  what  progress 
he  has  made  towards  complying  with  the  desires  of 
those  to  whom  I  refer  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  agree  with  the 
i  mister  that  the  building  where  the  branch  is  now 
situated  is  not  convenient,  not  very  suitable,  and 
not  very  safe,  and  I  think  it  was  a  pity  it  was  ever 
purchased  for  that  purpose.  I  think  a  building 
erected  on  Major’s  Hill,  as  close  to  the  bank  of  the 
river  as  possible,  would  be  in  the  right  location. 

\  on  require  unobstructed  light  in  an  institution 
like  that,  and  it  should  be  placed  in  a  locality 
where  it  would  be  as  free  as  possible  from  dust 
JN  either  of  those  conditions  is  fulfilled  in  its 

Prieifinti  atlon’  and  1  think  both  would  be 
fulfilled  if  it  were  situated  in  the  place  I  suggest. 

1  would  say  with  regard  to  the  library  of  the 
Geological  Branch,  that  it  is  technical  in 'its  char¬ 
acter,  and  professional,  and  it  is  one  that  requires 
to  be  at  the  immediate  disposal  of  parties  who  are 
engaged  there.  I  do  not  see  how,  unless  you  were 
to  remove  the  whole  branch  up  to  the  library  here 
you  can  remove  the  library  away  from  those  who 
require  constantly  to  use  it.  Then,  with  regard  to 
the  publications.  YV  hile  it  is  important  to  supply 
liberally  all  the  institutions  where  such  works  may 
be  useful,  nevertheless  it  is  necessary  not  to  deal 
'with  these  publications  improvidently,  because 
there  are  always  new  establishments  coming  into 
existence  with  whom  you  desire  to  make  exchanges, 
and  who  call  for  your  publications  of  previous 
years,  and  if  you  distribute  them  until  you  have 
scarcely  any  left,  you  will  not  be  able  to  supply 
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these  when  they  are  required,  and  so  it  will  always 
he  necessary  to  keep  a  considerable  number,  per¬ 
haps  not  so  many  as  are  kept  at  the  present  time, 
on  hand  in  the  department.  While  perhaps  the 
department  has  carried  the  principle  of  economy 
to  the  extreme,  it  is  nevertheless  desirable  not  to 
distribute  them,  so  as  to  retain  none  in  your 
possession  for  future  distribution,  if  it  is  found 
necessary. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  must  reply  to  the  question 
put  by  the  hon.  member  in  reference  to  a  matter 
in  which  I  know  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia  takes 
a  great  interest,  that  is  in  regard  to  the  scale  which 
has  lately  been  adopted  for  the  maps  we  make  of 
that  country.  Some  years  ago,  as  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  probably  knows,  arrangements  were  made  with 
the  Nova  Scotia  Government  by  which  we  agreed 
to  publish  maps  of  Nova  Scotia  and  Cape  Breton 
at  a  scale  of  one  mile  to  the  inch,  provided  some 
assistance  was  given  by  Nova  Scotia.  The  same 
arrangement  was  made  with  British  Columbia,  both 
being  important  mining  countries.  British  Colum¬ 
bia  paid $5, 000,  and  Nova  Scotia  paid  $1,500.  I  sup¬ 
pose  as  soon  as  the  money  stopped  that  came  from 
Nova  Scotia,  the  scale  was  reduced  in  order  not  to 
overdraw  the  expenditure  on  the  Geological  vote. 
The  matter  was  referred  to  me  by  several  scientific 
gentlemen  in  Nova  Scotia  who  pressed  it  very 
strongly.  I  also  received  letters  from  the  hon. 
member  for  Guysborough,  and  indeed  from  nearly 
every  member  from  Nova  Scotia,  and  I  made  it  my 
business  to  make  a  very  careful  enquiry  into  the 
cause  of  the  change  of  scale,  and  I  was 
told  by  the  director  that  it  was  entirely 
owing  to  financial  reasons.  He  found  that 
the  finances  would  not  allow  him  to  continue  draw¬ 
ing  plans  on  this  large  scale.  As  every  one  knows, 
the  difference  between  a  scale  of  one  mile 
to  the  inch  and  four  miles  to  the  inch 
means  sixteen  times  the  quantity  of  paper, 
and  besides  very  much  extra  work  in  regard  to 
drawing  and  engraving.  I,  therefore,  made  en¬ 
quiries  whether  it  would  be  possible  to  do  our 
work  by  the  photo-lithographic  system  rather  than 
by  engraving,  and  in  order  to  see  if  that  could  be 
done  I  set  our  best  draughtsman  at  work  to  prepare 
one  of  the  sheets  of  Nova  Scotia  for  that  purpose. 
It  was  found  that  although  a  very  fair  impression 
could  be  made  by  that  process,  it  was  not  anything 
like  as  satisfactory  as  wTas  the  engraving.  I 
then  calculated  the  time  it  would  take  for  a  re¬ 
drawing  of  all  these  maps  that  would  have  to  be 
done  in  this  way,  and  I  found  it  would  cost 
very  little  more  to  have  the  maps  engraved.  Con¬ 
sequently,  I  came  to  the  conclusion  that  our  vote 
would  be  able  to  stand  it.  I  also  took  into  con¬ 
sideration  that  the  last  portion  of  Nova  Scotia  had 
been  drawn  on  that  scale,  and  the  country  being 
essentially  a  mining  country,  I  appreciated  the 
difficulty  that  mining  men  and  the  scientific  men 
in  Nova  Scotia  had  in  studying  out  the  features  of 
that  country,  and  I  gave  instructions  to  have  the 
scale  increased  as  far  as  Nova  Scotia  was  con¬ 
cerned.  I  hope  that  I  shall  not  have  the  same 
demand  from  all  the  other  provinces,  and  I  think 
there  is  no  necessity  for  it,  because  it  depends  so 
much  upon  the  nature  of  the  country  and  how  the 
rocks  lie,  as  to  what  the  scale  shall  be.  In  a  coun¬ 
try  wrhere  the  rocks  lie  horizontally  it  is  not  so  im¬ 
portant,  but  where  they  stand  almost  perpendi- 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


cularly,  as  they  do  generally  in  mining  countries, 
or  at  an  angle,  it  is  very  difficult  to  show  the  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  country  on  a  small  scale. 

Committee  reported  resolutions. 

ADJOURNMENT-  LAND  OFFICE  AT 
EDMONTON. 

Mr.  FOSTER  moved  the  adjournment  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Before  the  House  adjourns  I 
would  like  to  know  the  intention  of  the  Minister  of 
the  Interior  with  regard  to  the  land  office  at  Edmon¬ 
ton.  I  received  a  telegram  from  Edmonton  the 
other  day,  and  called  the  attention  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  the  fact  that  there  was  great  dissatisfaction 
in  Edmonton  because  the  people  believed  that  the 
Government  wrere  going  to  remove  the  land  office 
to  the  other  side  of  the  river.  I  have  to-day 
received  this  telegram  from  Edmonton  : 

“Napoleon  Gagne  and  others  applied  for  homestead 
entry  on  Stoney  Plain,  north  side,  at  Edmonton  land 
office  this  morning.  Officer  in  charge  unable  to  take 
entry  as  books  on  south  side.  Consider  this  breach  of 
faith.  Want  to  know  if  Government  intend  to  keep  faith 
or  not.  Excitement  rising.” 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  When  the  matter  was  brought 
up  in  the  House  I  wTas  not  present,  and  the  leader 
of  the  House  answered  the  hon.  gentleman.  He 
stated  then  that  there  had  been  some  trouble  on 
account  of  the  impression  among  the  people  that 
the  land  office  was  going  to  be  removed  from  the 
north  side  of  the  river  to  the  south  side.  It 
appears  there  was  some  misunderstanding  with 
regard  to  that,  because  the  agent  on  the  north  side 
had  instruction  to  move  the  office  on  the  south  side 
to  give  the  immigrants  who  were  coming  in  from 
the  south  an  opportunity  to  make  arrangements 
there  w  ithout  having  to  make  a  long  trip  across 
the  river  and  back  again.  That  created  some  diffi¬ 
culty.  At  that  time  I  w7as  continually  receiving 
telegrams,  one  of  wdiich  was  to  this  effect  :  That 
there  were  some  nine  parties  waiting  to  make 
entry  at  the  office  north  of  the  river,  which  had 
been  closed,  and  that  there  were  several  hundred 
wraiting  to  take  out  hay  permits.  This  was 
at  a  time  when  there  was  a  little  block  in  trans¬ 
ferring  the  books  from  one  side  of  the  river 
to  the  other.  When  I  found  there  was  a 
misunderstanding,  I  telegraphed  to  the  agent  to 
this  effect :  If  there  has  been  any  misunderstanding 
with  regard  to  my  instructions,  you  must  consider 
this  telegram  your  instruction.  Keep  the  office 
open  on  the  north  side  of  the  river,  but  take  such 
documents  as  are  necessary  to  give  entries  to  the 
immigrants  who  are  coming  in  on  the  south  side. 
A  few  hours  after  that  I  received  a  telegram  say¬ 
ing  it  was  satisfactory,  and  that  the  office  was  open 
on  the  north  side.  I  received  a  telegram  from  the 
agent  stating  that  it  appeared  in  the  papers  there 
were  a  number  of  people  waiting  to  make  entries 
on  the  north  side,  and  that  a  large  number  of 
farmers  were  also  waiting  to  take  out  hay  per¬ 
mits,  that  the  office  had  been  open  for  two  days, 
and  that  although  there  had  been  a  little  block, 
there  w7as  no  longer  any  trouble.  That  is  the 
position  on  the  north  side. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  received  a  telegram  on  Fri¬ 
day. 
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Mr.  DEM  DXEY.  That  was  the  state  of  the 
case. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  1  hen  the  office  will  be  kept 
open  at  Edmonton,  on  the  north  side  ? 

Mr.  DEW  DXEY.  I  he  main  office  is  kept  open 
on  the  north  side.  There  is  a  temporary  office,  in 
a  ea,r  loaned  to  us,  on  the  south  side,  in  order  to 
obviate  the  necessity  of  men  crossing  the  river.  I 
received  a  telegram  from  there  yesterday,  stating 
that  a  delegate  had  arrived  there  with  20  settlers, 
that  they  had  made  entries  on  the  south  side  of 
the  river  and  were  very  well  satisfied  with  the 
accommodation  given  them. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  12.10 
a. m.  (Wednesday). 


To  1st  June,  1891. 

Receipts .  $2,739,2 38  61 

Working  expenses .  3,278,986  63 

boss .  $  539,748  02 

To  1  st  June,  1892. 

Receipts .  $2,694,816  33 

Working  expenses .  3,240,642  29 

boss .  $  545,825  96 


RAILWAY7-  SUBSIDIES. 

Mr.  HAGGART  moved  that  the  House  resolve 
itself,  on  Saturday  next,  into  Committee  of  the 
W  hole  to  consider  the  following  proposed  resolu¬ 
tions  : — 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Thursday,  30th  June,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Eleven  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

RESIGNATION  OF  MEMBER. 

Mr.  SPEAKER  informed  the  House  that  he  had 
received  a  communication  from  Robert  Watson, 
Esq.,  resigning  his  seat  as  representative  for  the 
electoral  district  of  Marquette. 

Mr.  SPEAKER  also  informed  the  House  that  he 
had  issued  his  warrant  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown 
in  Chancery  to  make  out  a  new  writ  for  the  said 
electoral  district. 

KINGSTON  PENITENTIARY"— COAL 
CONTRACT. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  Whether 
any  contract  for  the  supply  of  coal  to  the  Kingston 
penitentiary  has  been  granted,  and  if  so,  to  whom, 
and  at  what  rate  per  ton  for  the  several  qualities 
of  coal  supplied  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  1.  Coal  contract  for  Kingston 
penitentiary  has  been  awarded.  2.  To  John  Gas¬ 
kin.  3.  American  smiths,  $6  per  ton,  30  tons  ; 
screened  egg,  $4.30  per  ton,  2,300  tons  ;  Briar 
Hill,  $6  per  ton,  50  tons  ;  screened  chestnut,  $4.30 
per  ton,  15  tons  ;  Newcastle  smiths,  $7  per  ton, 
10  tons. 

I.  C.  R. — RECEIPTS  AND  EXPENDITURES. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT  asked,  What 
are  the  receipts  and  expenditures  on  the  Intercolo¬ 
nial  Railway  to  the  1st  days  of  May  and  June  in 
the  years  1891  and  1892  respectively? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  receipts  and  expenditures 
are  as  follows  :  — 

To  1  st  May,  1891. 

Receipts .  $2,504,285  07 

W orking  expenses .  3,021,269  26 

boss . .  $  516,984  19 


To  let  May,  1892. 

Receipts .  $2,456.-337  06 

N  orking  expenses .  3,032,314  05 

boss .  $  575,976  99 


1-  Resolved,  That  it  is  expedient  to  authorize  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  in  Council  to  grant  the  subsidies  hereinafter  men¬ 
tioned  to  the  railway  companies,  and  towards  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  railways  also  hereinafter  mentioned,  that 
is  to  say : 


To  the  bake  Erie  and  Detroit  River  Railway  Company, 
for  08  miles  of  their  railway  from  a  point  at  or  near  Cedar 
Creek  to  the  town  of  Ridgetown,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidies 
granted  to  the  Lake  Erie  and  Detroit  Paver  Railway 
Company  (provincial  charter)  by  the  Acts  53  Victoria, 
chapter  2,  and  52  Victoria,  chapter  3,  $224,000. 

To  the  Ottawa,  Arnprior  and  Parry  Sound  Railway 
Company,  for  55  miles  of  their  railway  from  Barry’s  Bay 
towards  the  Northern  Pacific  Junction  Railway,  a  subsidy 
not  exceeding  $6,400  per  mile  on  the  first  27£  miles  out 
from  Barry’s  Bay  and  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile  on 
the  second  2 miles,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $264,000. 

For  a  railway  from  a  point  on  the  Canadian  Pacific  Rail¬ 
way  at  or  near  Revelstoke  to  the  head  of  Arrow  Lake,  for 
25  miles  of  such  railway,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,2 JO 
per  mile,  nor  exceeding  iii  the  whole  $80,000. 

For  a  railway  from  the  north  end  of  the  11  miles  for 
which  a  subsidy  was  granted  by  the  53  Victoria,  chapter 
2,  to  Plaister  Rock  Island,  for  3  miles  of  such  railway,  a 
subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in 
the  whole  $9,600. 

To  the  Monfort  Colonization  Railway  Company,  for  21 
miles  of  their  railway  from  Lachute  or  St.  Jer6me  west¬ 
ward,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  ex¬ 
ceeding  in  the  whole  $67,200. 

To  the  Ontario,  Belmont  and  Northern  Railway  Com¬ 
pany.  lor  10  miles  of  their  railway  from  the  Belmont  Iron 
Mines  to  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  and  the  Central 
Ontario  Railway,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile 
nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $32,000. 

To  the  Montreal  and  Champlain  Junction  Railway  Com¬ 
pany,  the  balance  remaining  unpaid  of  the  subsidies 
granted  by  the  Acts  50-51  Victoria,  chapter  24,  and  51  Vic¬ 
toria,  chapter  3,  a  subsidy  of  $15,100. 

To  the  Buctouche  and  Moncton  Railway  Company,  for 
32  miles  of  their  railway  from  Moncton  to  Buctouche,  the 
balance  remaining  unpaid  of  the  subsidy,  not  exceeding 
$3,200  per  mile,  granted  by  the  Acts  49  Victoria,  chapter 
10,  and  50-51  Victoria,  chapter  24,  nor  exceeding  in  the 
whole  $35,480. 


To  the  Cobourg,  Northumberland  and  Pacific  Railway 
Company for  19  miles  of  their  railway  from  Cobourg  to 
the  Ontario  and  Quebec  Railway  (in  addition  to  the  sub¬ 
sidy  granted  by  the  Act  53  Victoria,  chapter  2),  a  subsidy 
not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole 
$60,800. 


For  a  railway  from  the  parish  of  St.  ROni,  in  the  County 
of  Napierville,  to  St.  Cyprien,  in  the  said  county,  for  12 
miles  of  such  railway,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per 
mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $38,400. 

To  the  Inverness  and  Richmond  Railway  Company  (or 
any  other  company  undertaking  the  work),  for  25  miles  of 
their  railway  from  a  point  on  the  Cape  Breton  Railway, 
at  or  near  Orangedale,  to  Broadcove,  a  subsidy  not  ex¬ 
ceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  of  $50,000 
granted  for  the  said  railway  company  by  53  Victoria, 
chapter  2,  and  on  the  same  conditions,  nor  exceeding  in 
the  whole  $80,000. 


To  the  Nicola  Valley  Railway  Company,  for  25  miles  of 
their  railway  from  a  point  to  the  Canadian  Pacific  Rail¬ 
way,  at  or  near  Spence’s  Bridge  towards  Nicola  Lake, 
$80,000. 
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To  the  Lotbiniere  and  Megantic  Railway  Company,  for 
15  miles  of  their  railway  from  St.  Jean  des  Chaillons  to¬ 
wards  Glen  Lloyd,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile, 
nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $48,000. 

For  a  railway  from  a  point  on  the  Intercolonial  Rail¬ 
way,  through  the  Stewiacke  Valley,  on  a  line  which  will 
afford  facilities  of  communication  with  the  iron  mines  at 
Springside,  Upper  Stewiacke  and  Musquodoboit  settle¬ 
ments,  25  miles,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  53  Vic¬ 
toria,  chapter  2,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile, 
nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $80,000. 

To  the  Philipsburg  Junction  Railway  and  Quarry  Com¬ 
pany,  for  6  75-100  miles  of  their  railway  from  Stanbridge 
Station  to  Philipsburg,  in  the  County  of  Missisquoi,  a  sub¬ 
sidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the 
whole  $21,600. 

To  the  Kingston,  Napanee  and  Tamworth  Railway  Com¬ 
pany,  for  3  miles  of  their  railway  from  a  point  at  or 
near  Harrowsmith  to  a  point  at  ornear  Sydenham,  in  lieu 
of  the  subsidy  granted  for  this  section  of  road  by52  Victo¬ 
ria,  chapter  3,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile, 
and  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  $9,600. 

For  a  railway  from  Cape  Tormenti  towards  Murray  Bay, 
20  miles,  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidy 
granted  by  52  Victoria,  chapter  3,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding 
$3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $64,000. 

For  a  railway  from  Truro,  or  a  point  between  Truro  and 
Stewiacke,  to  New  Port  or  to  Windsor,  in  the  Province 
of  Nova  Scotia,  for  49  miles  of  such  railway,  in  lieu  of  the 
subsidy  granted  by  the  Act  52  Victoria,  chapter  3,  a  sub¬ 
sidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the 
whole  $156,800. 

To  the  Restigouche  and  Victoria  Railwav  Company, 
for  15  miles  of  their  railway  from  Campbellton  towards 
Grand  Falls,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor 
exceeding  in  the  whole  $48,000. 

For  a  railway  from  St,  John  to  St.  Rosalie,  32  miles,  a 
subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the 
whole  $102,400. 

For  a  railway  from  St.  Placide  to  St.  Andrew's,  8  miles, 
a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in 
the  whole  $25,600. 

For  a  railway  to  complete  the  connection  between  Syd¬ 
ney  and  Louisburg,  in  the  County  of  Cape  Breton,  for  28 
miles  of  such  railway,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per 
mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $89,600. 

To  the  Belleville  and  Lake  Nipissing  Railway  Company, 
for  30  miles  of  their  railway  from  Belleville  to  Tweed  and 
thence  to  Bridgewater,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  granted,  53 
Victoria,  chapter  2,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per 
mile, nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $96,000. 

To  the  Kingston,  Smith’s  Falls  and  Ottawa  Railway 
Company,  for  56  miles  of  their  railway  from  the  city  ot 
Kingston  to  Smith’s  Falls,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidies,  not  to 
exceed  $179,200,  granted  by  the  Acts  53  Victoria,  chapter 
3,  and  53  Victoria,  chapter  2,  a  subsidy  calculated  on  a 
basis  of  3^  per  cent  on  the  amount  of  such  subsidies  so 
granted,  to  be  paid  in  semi-annual  instalments  for  such 
period  not  exceeding  21  years,  as  the  company  may  elect, 
which  represents  a  grant,  in  cash,  of  $179,200. 

Provided  that  upon  the  completion  of  28  miles  of  the 
said  railway  a  semi-annual  subsidy  may  be  paid  propor¬ 
tionate  to  the  value  of  the  portion  so  completed  in  com¬ 
parison  with  that  of  the  whole  56  miles:  Provided  also, 
that  the  company  may  deposit  with  the  Minister  of 
Finance  and  Receiver  General,  a  sum  not  exceeding 
$1,170,000. 

In  consideration  whereof  there  shall  be  paid  to  the 
company  for  such  period,  not  exceeding  20  years,  as  the 
company  may  elect,  a  semi-annual  annuity  calculated  on 
a  basis  of  3£  per  cent  on  the  amount  so  deposited :  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  that  the  Governor  in  Council  may  permit 
the  company  to  assign  the  said  subsidy  and  annuity  to 
trustees  by  way  of  security,  for  any  bonds  or  securities 
which  may  be  issued  by  the  company  in  respect  of  their 
undertaking,  and  the  subsidy  to  the  Kingston,  Smith’s 
Falls  and  Ottawa  Railway  shall  be  paid  in  instalments, 
the  first  semi-annual  payment  upon  which  shall  be  made 
at  the  end  of  the  six  months  from  the  date  of  the  Chief 
Engineer’s  certificate  of  the  completion  of  the  28  miles  of 
railway,  and  each  subsequent  payment  at  the  end  of  six 
months  thereafter,  for  the  term  of  20  years  or  less. 

To  the  St.  Catharines  and  Niagara  Central  Railway 
Company,  for  20  miles  of  their  railway  from  the  end  of 
the  line  subsidized  by  the  Act  50-51  Victoria?  chapter  24, 
at  St.  Catharines,  towards  the  city  of  Hamilton,  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  the 
Mr.  Haggart. 


Act  52  Victoria,  chapter  3,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding 
$3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $64,000. 

For  a  railway  from  Woodstock  towards  Centreville,  20 
miles,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  50-51  Victoria, 
chapter  24,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  ex¬ 
ceeding  in  the  whole  $64,000. 

To  the  Brockville,  Westport  and  Sault  Ste.  Marie 
Railway  Company,  for  the  balance  remaining  unpaid  of 
the  subsidy  granted  by  the  52  Victoria,  chapter  3,  not  ex¬ 
ceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  and  also  for  the  balance  remaining 
unpaid  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  the  53  Victoria,  chapter 
2,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $96,800. 

For  a  railway  connecting  the  works  of  the  New  Glasgow 
Iron,  Coal  and  Railway  Company  with  the  Intercolonial 
Railway  at  Eureka,  forl2i  miles  of  such  railway,  a  subsidy 
not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole 
$40,000. 

To  the  Thousand  Islands  Railway  Company,  for  13  miles 
of  their  railway  from  Gananoque  Junction  of  the  Grand 
Trunk  Railway  to  a  junction  with  the  Brockville,  West- 
port  and  Sault  Ste.  Marie  Railway,  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  53  Victoria, 
chapter  3,  for  this  section  of  road,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding 
$3,200  per  mile;  also  the  balance  remaining  unpaid  of  the 
subsidy  granted  by  the  same  Act  for  4  miles  of  their  rail¬ 
way  from  a  point  near  the  St.  Lawrence  River,  in  the 
Gananoque  Village,  to  Gananoque  Junction  of  the  Grand 
Trunk  Railway,  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceed¬ 
ing  in  the  whole  $44,000. 

To  the  Manitoulin  and  North  Shore  Railway  Company, 
for  39  miles  of  their  railway  from  Little  Current  to  the 
Algoma  Branch  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway,  in  lieu 
of  the  subsidy  granted  by  53  Victoria,  chapter  2,  a  subsidy 
not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole 
$96,000. 

To  the  Lindsay,  Bobcaygeon  and  Pontypool  Railway 
Company,  for  16  miles  of  their  railway  from  the  end  of 
subsidy  granted  by  53  Victoria,  chapter  2,  at  junction  of 
Midland  Railway  to  Pontypool,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding 
$3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $51,200. 

For  75  miles  of  the  railway  from  Sand  Point,  Shelburne 
Harbour,  in  Nova  Scotia,  to  a  junction  at  or  near  New 
Germany  on  the  Nova  Scotia  Central  Railway  and  to 
Annapolis,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  in  lieu 
of  the  subsidy  to  the  like  amount  granted  by  53  Victoria, 
chapter  2,  for  the  same  length  of  railway  from  Shelburne 
and  from  Liverpool  towards  Annapolis,  nor  exceeding  in 
the  whole  $240,000. 

To  the  Kingston,  Napanee  and  Tamworth  Railway 
Company,  for  20  miles  of  their  railway,  being  extension 
in  the  Counties  of  Hastings  and  Addington  towards  the 
iron  deposits,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor 
exceeding  in  the  whole  $64,000. 

To  the  St.  John  Valley  and  Riviere  du  Loup  Railway 
Company,  for  15  miles  of  their  railway  from  the  north  end 
of  the  line  subsidized  by  the  53  Victoria,  chapter  2,  to  the 
town  of  Woodstock,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per 
mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $48,000. 

To  the  Cobourg,  Northumberland  and  Pacific  Railway, 
for  30  miles  of  their  railway  from  Cobourg  to  the  Ontario 
and  Quebec  Railway,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  the 
53  Victoria,  chapter  2,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per 
mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $96,000. 

To  the  Ottawa,  Arnprior  and  Parry  Sound  Railway 
Company,  for  30  miles  of  their  railway  from  Eganville  to 
Barry’s  Bay,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  53  Victoria, 
chapter  2,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor 
exceeding  in  the  whole  $96,000. 

To  the  Ottawa,  Arnprior  and  Parry  Sound  Railway 
Company,  for  32  miles  of  their  railway  from  a  point  on  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  to  Eganville,  in  lieu  of  the 
subsidy  granted  by  the  51  Victoria,  chapter  3,  a  subsidy 
not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole 
$70,400. 

To  the  Lake  Temiscamingue  Colonization  Railway 
Company,  for  35  miles  of  their  railway  from  Mattawa  to 
the  Long  Sault,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidies  granted  by  the  52 
Victoria,  chapter  3,  and  53  Victoria,  chapter  2,  a  subsidy 
not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceedingin  the  whole 
$112,000. 

To  the  Temiscouata  Railway  Company,  for  12  miles  of 
their  railway  from  the  north  end  of  the  section  of  the 
St.  Francois  Branch,  subsidized  by  the  51  Victoria,  chap¬ 
ter  3,  being  the  first  12  miles  on  the  section  subsidized  by 
the  51  Victoria,  chapter  2,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $1,800 
per  mile,  in  addition  to  the  subsidy  already  granted,  nor 
exceeding  in  the  whole  $21,600. 
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To  (he  Tilsonburg.  Lake  Erie  and  Pacific  Railway,  for 
lfimiles  of  their  railway  from  Port  Burwell  to  Tilsonburg, 
a  subsidy  not  exceeding  S3, 200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in 
the  whole  $51,200. 

To  the  Woodstock  andCentreville  Railway  Company,  for 
6 miles  of  their  railway  from  the  west  end  of  the  20  miles 
subsidized  by  the  50-51  Victoria,  chapter  24,  to  the  inter¬ 
national  boundary  between  the  Province  of  New  Bruns¬ 
wick  and  the  State  of  Maine, in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  granted 
by  the  53  Victoria,  chapter  2,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding 
$3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $19,200. 

To  the  Lake  Temiscamingue  Colonization  Railway  Com¬ 
pany,  for  15  miles  of  their  railway  from  the  Long  Sault  to 
the  crossing  of  the  Kippewa  River,  a  subsidy  not  exceed¬ 
ing  $3,200  per  mile,  and  a  subsidy  of  15  percent  on  the 
value  of  a  wooden  truss  bridge  over  the  Ottawa  River  near 
Mattawa,  not  exceeding  $15,000,  and  not  exceeding  in  the 
whole  $63,000. 

To  the  Goderich  and  Wingham  Railway  Company,  for 
31  miles  of  their  railway  from  Goderich  to  Wingham  vid 
Port  Albert,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor 
exceeding  in  the  whole  $99,200. 

To  the  Joliette  and  St.  Jean  de  Matha  Railway  Com¬ 
pany,  for  8  miles  of  their  railway  from  St.  F61ix  de  Valois 
to  St.  Jean  de  Matha,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per 
mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $25,600. 

To  the  Bracebridge  and  Baysville  Railway  Company,  for 
15  miles  ot  their  railway  from  Bracebridge  towards  Bays¬ 
ville,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceed¬ 
ing  in  the  whole  $48,000. 

To  the  Nipissing  and  James  Bay  Railway  Company,  for 
25  miles  of  their  railway  from  at  or  near  North  Bay 
station,  on  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway,  towards  James 
Bay,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding 
in  the  whole  $80,000. 

For  a  railway  from  a  point  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
between  Ste.  Flavie  and  Little  Metis  Station  to  Matane, 
for  50  miles  of  such  railway,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200 
per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $160,000. 

To  the  St.  Lawrence  and  Adirondack  Railway  Company, 
for  2  40-100  miles  of  their  railway  from  the  end  of  the 
section  subsidized  by  53  Victoria,  chapter  2,  at  Huntingdon , 
towards  the  international  boundary,  a  subsidy  not  exceed¬ 
ing  S3, 200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $7,680. 

To  the  Hereford  Railway  Company,  for  3  miles  of 
their  railway  between  Hereford  and  the  International 
Railway,  Cookshire,  at  the  Quebec  Central  Railway,  at 
Dudswell,  uncovered  by  the  subsidies  granted  by  the  49 
Victoria,  chapter  10,  and  52  Victoria,  chapter  3,  a  subsidy 
not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole 
$9,600. 

To  the  Ontario  and  Pacific  Railway  Company,  for  53 
87-100  miles  of  their  railway  from  Cornwall  to  Ottawa,  in 
lieu  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  the  52  Victoria,  chapter  3, 
a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in 
the  whole  $172,400. 

For  a  railway  from  a  point  on  the  line  of  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  on  the  Island  of  Jesus,  in  the  County  of 
Laval,  towards  St.  Eustache,  for  12  miles  of  such  railway, 
in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  the  50-51  Victoria, 
chapter  24,  to  the  Carillon  and  Grenville  Railway  Com¬ 
pany,  for  12  miles  of  their  railway,  from  St.  Eustache  to 
Sault  au  Recollet,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per 
mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $38,400. 

For  a  railway  from  St.  Eustache  to  St.  Placide,  in  the 
County  of  Two  Mountains,  for  18  miles  of  such  railway, 
in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  the  49  Victoria,  chapter 
10, a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding 
in  the  whole  $57,600. 

2.  Resolved,  That  the  subsidies  hereinbefore  mentioned 
as  to  be  granted  to  companies  named  for  that  purpose 
shall  be  granted  to  such  companies  respectively;  all  the 
lines  for  the  construction  of  which  subsidies  are  granted, 
unless  they  are  already  commenced,  shall  be  commenced 
within  two  years  from  the  first  day  of  August  next,  and 
completed  within  a  reasonable  time,  not  to  exceed  four 
years,  to  be  fixed  by  Order  in  Council  ;  and  shall  also  be 
constructed  according  to  descriptions  and  specifications 
and  upon  conditions  to  be  approved  by  the  Governor  in 
Council,  on  the  report  of  the  Minister  of  Railways  and 
Canals,  and  specified  in  an  agreement  to  be  made  in  each 
case  by  the  company  with  the  Government,  and  which 
the  Government  is  hereby  empowered  to  make ;  the  loca¬ 
tion,  also,  of  every  such  line  of  railway  shall  be  subject 
to  the  approval  of  the  Governor  in  Council ;  and  all  the 
said  subsidies  respectively  shall  be  payable  out  of  the 
Consolidated  Revenue  Fund  of  Canada,  by  instalments, 
on  the  completion  of  .each  section  of  the  railway  of  not 


less  than  ten  miles,  proportionate  to  the  value  of  the  por¬ 
tion  so  completed  in  comparison  with  that  of  the  whole 
work  undertaken,  to  be  established  by  the  report  of  the 
said  Minister,  or  upon  the  completion  of  the  work  subsi¬ 
dized,  except  as  to  the  subsidy  granted  to  the  Kingston, 
Smith’s  Falls  and  Ottawa  Railway  Company,  the  first 
semi  annual  payment  upon  which  shall  be  made  at  the 
end  of  six  months  from  the  date  of  the  Chief  Engineer’s 
certificate  of  the  completion  of  twenty-eight  miles  of  the 
railway,  and  each  subsequent  payment  at  the  end  of  each 
six  months  thereafter,  for  the  term  of  twenty  years  or 
less. 

3.  Resolved,  That  the  granting  of  such  subsidies  re¬ 
spectively  shall  be  subject  to  such  conditions  for  securing 
such  running  powers  or  traffic  arrangements  and  other 
rights  as  will  afford  all  reasonable  facilities  and  equal 
mileage  rates  to  all  railways  connecting  with  those  so 
subsidized,  as  the  Governor  in  Council  determines. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  to  make 
a  very  strong  remonstrance  against  the  manner  in 
which  these  resolutions  are  brought  into  the 
House.  Here  are  some  sixty  different  resolutions 
involving  the  appropriation  of  over  two  millions  of 
dollars  brought  in  at  the  last  day  of  the  session, 
when  prorogation  is  almost  within  sight.  The  hon. 
member  must  admit,  and  every  member  of  the 
House  must  be  impressed  that  such  a  large  expen¬ 
diture  of  money  as  is  here  demanded^  ought  to  be 
introduced  as  early  as  possible  in  the  session. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  would  remind  the  hon. 
gentleman  that  a  discussion  cannot  take  place  until 
the  House  is  moved. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  want  to  come  to  this,  more¬ 
over,  which  I  am  sure  will  be  in  order,  namely, 
that  we  have  not  a  scrap  of  paper  laid  on  the 
Table  of  the  House  with  regard  to  this  appropria¬ 
tion.  It  has  been  customary  for  the  Government 
under  such  circumstances  to  lay  on  the  Table  of 
the  House  all  the  correspondence  with  regard  to 
this  appropriation.  As  the  hon.  gentleman  intends 
to  move  the  House  on  Saturday,  we  should  have 
that  correspondence  before  we  go  into  committee. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

ST.  JOHN,  N.B.,  HARBOUR  COMMISSION. 

Mr.  FOSTER  moved  that  the  House  resolve  itself, 
on  Saturday  next,  into  Committee  of  the  Whole  to 
consider  the  following  proposed  resolution  : — 

Resolved,  That  it  is  expedient  to  authorize  the  Gover¬ 
nor  in  Council  to  raise  by  the  issue  of  debentures,  the 
sum  of  two  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars,  which  sum 
may  be  advanced  and  paid  to  the  Harbour  Commissioners 
of  St.  John,  in  the  Province  of  New  Brunswick,  for  the 
purposes  and  subject  to  the  provisions  set  forth  in  the  Act 
relating  to  the  Harbour  of  St.  John,  being  chapter  fifty- 
one  of  the  Statutes  of  1882,  and  be  in  addition  to  the  sum  of 
seven  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars  by  the  said  Act 
authorized  to  be  so  advanced. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

IMPERFECT  POSTAL  SERVICE. 

Mr.  McDOUGALL  (Cape  Breton).  Before  the 
Orders  of  the  Day  are  proceeded  with,  I  would  like 
to  call  the  attention  of  the  hon.  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  to  the  unsatisfactory  mail  service  between  here 
and  the  eastern  portion  of  the  Province  of  Nova 
Scotia.  Passengers  leaving  Sydney  by  train  on 
Monday  morning  arrive  here  on  Tuesday  night, 
but  the  mails  do  not  arrive  here  until  9  o’clock  or 
noon  on  the  following  day.  Letters  mailed  here  on 
Wednesday  night  only  arrrive  at  Sydney  on  Satur¬ 
day  night,  while  passengers  leaving  on  Thursday 
at  noon  arrive  at  the  same  time.  I  do  not  know 
why  these  irregularities  exist  unless  it  is  that  pro¬ 
per  connections  are  not  made  at  Montreal.  During 


4399 


[COMMONS] 


4400 


the  last  few  months  many  passengers  who  have 
been  in  the  habit  of  coming  by  way  of  St.  John  and 
the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  have  reached  Ottawa 
about  half-past  9  o’clock  on  the  evening  preced¬ 
ing  the  day  on  which  the  mails  arrive.  I  call  the 
attention  of  the  Postmaster  General  to  the  matter 
in  the  hope  that  these  irregularities  will  be  cor¬ 
rected. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  My  attention  has 
already  been  called  to  the  irregularities  which  my 
lion,  friend  mentions,  and  I  have  caused  enquiry  to 
be  made  by  the  officers  of  the  department.  I  think 
they  must  be  due  to  the  fact  that  no  connection  is 
made  at  Montreal  by  the  Short  Line.  I  expect  to 
receive  in  a  few  days  all  the  reports  which  I  require 
to  show  exactly  the  cause  of  these  irregularities, 
and  I  can  assure  the  hon.  gentleman  that  if  it  is 
within  the  power  of  the  department  to  rectify 
them,  that  shall  lie  done. 

GRANTS  TO  NORTH-WEST  MILITIA. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY  moved  third  reading  of  Bill 
(No.  96)  to  make  further  provision  respecting  grants 
of  land  to  members  of  the  Militia  Force  in  active 
service  in  the  North-West.  He  said  :  I  promised 
on  the  third  reading  of  the  Bill  to  give  to  the  hon. 
member  for  South  Grey  (Mr.  Landerkin)  some 
information  in  reference  to  the  number  of  land 
warrants  and  scrip  notes  that  had  been  issued.  Up 
to  the  28th  of  June  of  this  year  4,999  scrip  notes 
were  issued  for  $80  each,  amounting  in  all  to 
$399,920,  and  1,263  land  warrants  had  been  issued. 
But,  subsequently,  279  exchanged  land  warrants 
for  scrip,  leaving  the  number  at  984.  With  regard 
to  the  present  Bill,  I  find  that  the  Prince  Albert 
Company,  which  I  was  uncertain  about,  comes 
within  the  provisions  of  the  Bill,  which  increases 
the  number  to  244. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  Bill  read  the  third  time 
and  passed. 

SUPPLY— DOMINION  DAY  CELEBRATION. 

Mr.  FOSTER  moved  that  the  House  again  re¬ 
solve  itself  into  Committee  of  Supply. 

Mr.  KAULBACH.  Mr.  Speaker,  before  the 
House  goes  into  Committee  of  Supply,  I  desire  to 
offer  the  few  remarks  which  I  attempted  to  make 
the  other  day,  thinking  that  you  would  indulge  me 
in  that  privilege.  It  is  not  my  intention  to  occupy 
the  time  of  this  House  at  this  late  stage  of  the 
session,  more  than  to  offer  a  few  words  regarding 
the  announcement  made  by  the  hon.  leader  re¬ 
specting  Friday  next  as  a  Canadian  holiday.  I  can 
assure  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  feel  that  the  announce¬ 
ment  was  received  with  much  favour  by  this 
House,  much  as  we  all  desire  to  see  business  des¬ 
patched  and  we  get  to  our  respective  homes,  as  it 
was  very  generally  felt  that  all  Canadians,  whether 
by  adoption  or  birth,  would  have  an  inclination  to 
do  their  utmost  on  that  day  to  make  it  one  of 
pleasure,  and  have  it  kept  in  every  sense  of  the 
term,  Canada’s  national  holiday.  On  the  1st  of 
July  next — Dominion  Day — Canada  will  have  com¬ 
pleted  the  25th  year  of  its  existence.  Twenty-five 
years  ago  Canada  confederated,  comprising  Lower 
Canada  and  Upper  Canada,  better  known  as 
Canada  East  and  Canada  West,  Nova  Scotia 
and  New  Brunswick.  Now  we  comprise  the  entire 
area  of  continental  British  North  Amer  ica,  and  it  is 
Mr.  McDougall  (Cape  Breton). 


to  be  hoped  ere  long  to  bring  in  with  us  our  sister 
colony,  Newfoundland,  and  form  one  grand  whole. 
It  is  a  pleasing  recollection  to  know  that  when  our 
neighbours  to  the  south  of  us,  across  the  border, 
just  previous  to  Coxrfederation  refused  us  trade 
relations  with  them,  and  we  had  no  other  alter¬ 
native  bat  to  encourage  trade  of  an  interprovincial 
character,  that  the  historic  old  band  of  faithful  ones 
as  pioneers,  nothing  daunted,  the  fathers  of  Con¬ 
federation,  with  our  late  lamented  and  grand  old 
chieftain  at  its  head,  worked  out  the  great  national 
scheme  of  Confederation,  which  has,  since  its  found¬ 
ing,  proved  such  incalculable  success  to  us,  and  so  far 
beyond  our  most  sanguine  expectations.  Many  of 
the  faithful  ones — the  fathers  of  Confederation — 
have  ceased  from  their  work  of  usefulness,  and  joined 
the  great  majority,  but  their  names,  with  their 
great  old  leader,  will  live  in  history.  We  have 
a  number  still  spared  to  us  who  will,  I  feel,  be  only 
too  anxious  to  join  with  us  in  this  national  holi¬ 
day,  and  assist  with  their  presence,  in  making  it 
indeed  a  gala  one  for  us  all.  Ottawa  as  the  metro¬ 
politan  city  shoidd  be  foremost  in  this  movement, 
and  there  is  no  city  in  Canada  better  calculated 
this  year,  and  better  able  to  do  honour  to  this  day, 
not  only  as  being  the  metropolitan  city,  but  being 
as  it  has  Parliament  in  session  and  every  county 
in  the  Dominion  represented  from  the  Atlantic  to 
the  Pacific.  It  may  be  that  not  every  one  is  seeing 
eye  to  eye  with  the  Government  in  matters 
politic,  still  they  will  be  actuated  by  honourable, 
generous  and  patriotic  motives  as  Canadians 
to  advance  this  great  Dominion  of  ours,  and 
join  heartily  with  us  in  our  sports.  A  quarter 
of  a  century’s  experience  shows  us  to  day  how 
rapidly  we  have  advanced  with  the  age  of 
progress  and  how  steadily  we  are  increasing  as 
a  country  in  material  greatness,  having  com¬ 
pleted  as  a  body  confederated  that  gigantic  work, 
the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway — that  iron  road 
across  this  continent — the  high  road  to  the  world, 
thanks  to  the  patriotism,  the  wisdom,  and  the 
skilful  guidance  of  our  leaders  at  the  helm  of 
state,  backed  by  a  people  full  of  energy,  and  true¬ 
hearted  loyalty  in  sentiment  and  feeling  for  Can¬ 
ada,  her  constitution  and  her  law's.  We  are  told 
Canada  is  “the  brightest  gem  in  the  Crown  of 
the  British  Empire  ” — a  beautiful  sentiment,  and 
of  which  we  may  be  justly  proud.  Then  may  I 
ask,  how  has  she  acquired  the  proud  position  ? 
Has  not  the  harbinger  of  all  her  success  been  in 
the  fact  of  the  separate  provinces  having  become 
one  confederated  w'hole  ?  Then  as  a  great  and 
prosperous  country  having  acquired  greatness  in 
the  wray  I  have  referred  to,  let  us  keep  Friday 
next,  “Dominion  Day” — our  national  holiday — 
in  a  becoming  manner,  and  consider  it  a  day 
worthy  of  all  the  recognition  wre  as  Canadians  can 
give  it.  Let  the  day  contrast  favourably  with  the 
celebrations  of  Independence  kept  by  our  neigh¬ 
bours  across  the  border,  and  let  us  prove  our 
faith,  our  devotion  and  our  attachment  to  Canada 
by  our  w'orks.  I  do  not  desire  exactly  to  dictate 
as  to  what  should  be  done  here,  not  being  a  resi¬ 
dent  of  this  city,  but  would  merely  suggest  that  it 
would  add  greatly  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  day 
w  ere  the  Dragoon  Guards,  Troop  of  Cavalry,  Batt¬ 
eries  of  Artillery  and  the  companies  of  Infantry, 
with  their  bands,  to  parade  on  that  day.  A  salute 
to  be  fired  in  the  morning,  or  at  noon,  or  both. 
In  fact  anything  available  tp  attract  should  be 
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brought  into  requisition  on  that  day.  If  the  lion, 
the  Minister  of  War  will  give  an  encouraging 
word  in  this  direction,  I  feel  certain  the  General 
will  do  his  part,  and  the  citizens  their  part 
to  have  a  programme  well  carried  out.  We  have 
material  in  this  Chamber  glad  to  do  their  part,  in 
giving  an  oration  suitable  for  the  occasion  as  an 
educator  to  the  growing  youth  of  the  country. 


BRITISH  FARMERS’  DELEGATES  REPORTS. 


Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  I  wish  to  make  a 
few  remarks  on  the  farmer  delegates’  reports. 
The  first  report  is  that  of  Mr.  McQueen,  on  which 
I  propose  to  make  a  few  comments.  He  states  that 
he  got  into  Halifax  on  the  30th  of  August,  and  on 
the  1st  of  September  they  started  on  a  tour 
through  the  province.  He  comments  on  everything 
worthy  of  commendation,  and  I  believe  gives  a  fair 
and  honest  statement  of  all  he  saw  in  that  province. 
Owing  to  an  unfortunate  hitch,  he  says,  between 
the  Dominion  and  Provincial  Governments  as  to 
who  was  to  guide  them  through  the  province,  they 
could  not  leave  for  Windsor  until  3.20  p.m.  rail¬ 
way  time  or  4.20  Halifax  time.  It  is  most  unfor¬ 
tunate  that  the  tenant  farmers  were  not  allowed  to 
be  shown  through  the  province  by  members  of  the 
Provincial  Government,  or  the  parties  appointed  for 
that  purpose,  as  it  was  at  the  instigation  of  the 
Provincial  Government  the  delegates  visited  the 
provinces.  Some  of  the  farms  he  found  well  kept 
and  the  stock  in  good  condition,  and  he  made  spe¬ 
cial  mention  of  the  Government  farm  and  the  good 
work  it  was  doing.  He  points  out  the  very  excel¬ 
lent  crop  of  swedes,  mangels  and  Indian  corn,  and 
praises  the  country  in  that  locality  as  a  capital 
grass-growing  country  and  capable  of  producing 
lots  of  good  wheat,  barley  and  oats.  He  shows 
conclusively  that  the  natural  conditions  are  such 
that  farming  could  be  carried  on  there  successfully  ; 
then  he  goes  on  to  speak  of  the  cheese  industry, 
and  shows  that  10  cents  per  pound  is  realized 
on  cheese.  In  this  line  also  he  found  everything 
in  good  condition.  He  then  went  into  New 
Brunswick  and  visited  the  woollen  and  cotton 
factories,  and  found  the  goods  of  excellent  quality 
in  certain  lines.  After  that  visit,  he  gives  the 
prices  of  cows  in  Nova  Scotia,  as  ranging  from  £4  to 
£7 for  fairly  good  animals,  the  milk  sellingat  5  pence 
or  10  cents  per  gallon.  Let  me  say  that  this  is  equal 
tothe  amount  realized  by  the  farmers  who  bring  their 
milk  to  the  cheese  factories  in  Ontario.  He  goes 
on  to  show  that  lambs  are  not  selling  at  such  very 
good  prices,  as  many  can  be  got  at  8  shillings 
to  10  shillings  per  head.  He  describes  the  cattle 
at  a  show  in  New  Brunswick,  and  says  they  have 
some  very  fair  thorough-bred  cattle  and  excellent 
Ayrshires,  and  that  the  country  is  well  fitted  to 
produce  cattle  of  that  description,  and  shows  what, 
both  the  Provincial  and  Dominion  Governments 
are  doing  in  the  interests  of  farmers  in  that 
locality.  Then  he  goes  on  to  show  that  in  certain 
localities  there  is  a  large  quantity  of  land  for  sale, 
and  mentions  particularly  the  Amherst  district. 
He  mentions  also  the  Skye  River  district  in  the 
Province  of  Nova  Scotia,  where  there  are  a  great 
many  farms  for  sale.  He  mentions  also  that  a  large 
number  of  the  farms  are  mortgaged,  and  that  the 
farmers  are  not  in  a  prosperous  condition.  A  great 
many  of  the  farms  in  the  Skye  River  Valley  are 
for  sale  cheap,  but  he  adds  : 


let  I  consider  workingmen  getting  good  wages  in  the 
old  country  are  ever  so  much  better  off  than  the  farmers 
in  this  district.’’ 

I  draw  the  attention  of  the  Government  particu¬ 
larly  to  this  statement,  as  it  has  attracted  great  at¬ 
tention  in  the  old  country.  He  goes  on  and  shows 
that  some  of  the  farms  are  well  cultivated  and 
others  only  moderately  cultivated.  Summing  up, 
he  shows  there  is  a  quantity  of  good  land  in  the 
various  provinces  valuable  for  settlement  purposes. 
He  describes  particularly  the  soil  in  Prince  Edward 
Island  and  says  it  is  well  fitted  for  raising  potatoes, 
large  quantities  of  which  are  raised,  but  which,  since 
the  McKinley  Bill,  cannot  be  sold  except  at  a  loss, 
the  price  at  the  time  of  the  delegate’s  visit  being 
only  pence  per  bushel,  or  14  or  15  cents,  which 
would  not  pay  for  the  growing  of  them.  What  I 
want  more  particularly  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
House  to  is  Mr.  McQueen’s  general  conclusions 
after  visiting  the  provinces  : 

“  I  must  now  give  the  conclusions  I  have  formed,  from 
an  immigration  point  of  view,  of  the  capabilities  and 
resources  of  the  Maritime  Provinces.  Any  one  reading 
my  report  will  have  some  idea  of  what  they  are.  I  may 
say  my  co-delegate  and  I  held  exactly  the  same  views 
and  came  to  the  same  conclusions  regarding  the  state  of 
the  country.  As  many  former  delegates  to  Canada  and 
the  Maritime  Provinces  have  given  such  glowing,  and  I 
think  rather  misleading  and  overdrawn  reports  of  the 
country,  it  places  me  in  a  delicate  and  unenviable  position 
to  be  compelled  to  do  the  reverse.  I  cannot  say  anything 
derogatory  of  the  resources  and  capabilities  of  the  pro¬ 
vinces  ;  they  are  great  and  capable  of  great  development, 
particularly  the  mineral.  But  facts  prove  that  agriculture 
and  farming  has  for  a  number  of  years,  but  more  clearly 
since  the  McKinley  Bill  came  into  operation,  been  on  the 
down  grade,  and  in  a  very  depressed  state.  Nearly  all  the 
young  people  are  leaving  the  old  folks  on  their  farms  and 
going  to  the  United  States.  Land,  consequently,  is  badly 
farmed  and  getting  run  down  ;  houses  and  buildings  in 
many  instances  falling  out  of  repair.  Any  number  of 
farms  can  be  purchased  at  a  very  low  figure,  often  at  less 
than  the  houses  and  buildings  on  them  cost.  A  large 
number  of  farms  are  heavily  mortgaged.  The  output  of 
coal  is  increasing  very  slowly,  and  the  iron  industry  is 
not  developing  as  it  ought  to  do.  The  census  returns 
issued  some  months  ago  showed  that  the  increase  of  popu¬ 
lation  in  the  Maritime  Provinces  during  the  last  ten 
years  was  very  small,  not  at  all  commensurate  with  the 
natural  increase  of  the  population  and  the  number  of  im¬ 
migrants  coming  into  the  provinces.  The  questions  natu¬ 
rally  arise:  What  is  the  cause  of  this  depression  ?  andean 
I  recommend  farmers,  labourers  or  artisans  to  emigrate 
to  the  Maritime  Provinces?  In  answer  to  the  first  ques¬ 
tion,  from  my  own  observations  and  from  all  I  could  hear 
and  learn,  it  is  from  the  want  of  better  trade  relations 
with  the  United  States,  the  natural  market  for  the  surplus 
produce.  Some  may  say,  ‘  you  have  nothing  to  do  with 
the  question ,  it  is  out  of  your  province  and  touches  on  poli¬ 
tics,’  but  I  hold  it  is  so  closely  associated  with  our  mission 
and  the  object  of  our  report,  that  we  are  bound  to  bring 
it  forward.  In  answer  to  the  second  question  as  to  recom¬ 
mending  immigrants  to  goto  the  Maritime  Provinces; 
until  there  is  unrestricted  reciprocity  with  the  United 
States,  so  that  the  farmers  would  have  a  better  market, 
and  be  able  to  command  higher  prices  for  their  produce. 
I  must  decidedly  say,“  No.” 

“  In  coming  to  this  conclusion,  I  may  say  that  I  went 
to  the  provinces  unbiased  and  unprejudiced,  and  have 
endeavoured  to  give  an  honest  and  just  report. 

“  JOHN  McQUEEN. 

“  Oakland,  Selkirk,  Scotland,  18th  Jan.,  1892.” 

I  would  say  that  this  is  one  of  the  best  lessons  the 
Government  have  ever  received  as  to  their  policy 
in  view  of  bringing  immigrants  to  this  country. 
This  gentleman,  as  he  says,  came  here  unprejudiced 
and  unbiased  to  investigate  the  capabilities  of  some 
sections  of  this  country  as  to  immigration,  and  he 
gives  his  opinion  in  a  very  straightforward  man¬ 
ner,  and  he  would  have  been  untrue  to  his  duties  if 
he  had  not  given  a  proper  opinion  as  to  the  con¬ 
dition  of  the  country  with  regard  to  its  trade  rela¬ 
tions  as  well  as  in  regard  to  its  conditions  for 
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settlement.  I  am  about  to  read  a  letter  addressed 
by  Mr.  McQueen  to  the  North  British  Agriculturist, 
a  paper  published  in  Edinburgh.  It  seems  that 
the  editor  published  an  article  on  the  suppression 
of  Mr.  McQueen’s  report,  and  he  sends  this  letter  : 

“  Canada  as  a  Field  for  Intending  Emigrants. 

“  Sir, — With  reference  to  the  article  in  your  last  issue, 
entitled  *  Suppressing  the  Report  of  the  Delegates,’  I  beg 
leave  to  make  the  following  explanation. 

“  My  reason  for  not  being  able  to  recommend  the  Mari¬ 
time  Provinces  to  intending  emigrants,  is  not  the  heavy 
tariffs  on  imported  goods  altogether,  but  that  the  farmers 
of  those  provinces,  as  well  as  Ontario  and  Quebec,  are  cut 
out  of  their  natural  market— the  United  States — by  the 
national  policy  and  the  high  tariffs  between  the  two 
countries.  Canada,  but  most  particularly  the  eastern 
provinces,  is  sadly  wanting  better  trade  relations,  or 
unrestricted  reciprocity  with  the  States. 

“  Land  in  the  Maritime  Provinces  has  fallen  from  "0  to 
35  per  cent  in  ten  years,  and  nearly  all  the  young  men  are 
leaving  the  old  folks  on  the  farms,  and  going  mostly  to 
the  States  or  the  North-West  of  Canada.  Consequently, 
land  is  getting  run  down,  and  into  poor  order.  Hundreds 
of  farms  are  offered  for  sale  at  less  than  the  houses  and 
buildings  on  them  cost.  Altogether,  farming  in  the  Mari¬ 
time  Provinces  is  in  a  wretchedly  depressed  state.  A 
great  deal  of  the  land  is  poor,  wet  and  miserable.  I  could 
not,  therefore,  with  any  consistency  or  honesty  report 
favourably  on  the  Maritime  Provinces.  I  feel  I  am 
laced  in  a  very  invidious  and  unpleasant  position  as  I 
ave  done,  but  I  would  belie  the  characteristics  of  a 
Scotchman  had  I  done  otherwise. 

“  The  McKinley  Bill,  or  the  want  of  better  trade  relations 
with  the  United  States,  don’t  affect  agriculturists  in  Mani¬ 
toba  and  the  North-West,  which  the  farmer  delegates 
mostly  visited,  to  the  same  extent  as  the  eastern  pro¬ 
vinces,  Britain  being  the  natural  market  for  wheat,  their 
principal  product. 

“  My  opinion  is  that  the  present  policy  will  very. soon 
drive  the  Canadians  to  annexation.  I  believe  Canada  has 
a  great  future  before  her.  Though  I  cannot  report  favour¬ 
ably  _  on  the  Maritime  Provinces,  I  think  so  highly  of 
Manitoba  that  I  have  taken  up  some  land  in  one  of  the 
best  wheat-producing  districts,  and  intend  leaving 
Scotland  in  another  year  to  go  out  there  to  settle. 

“  I  am,  &c., 

“  JOHN  McQUEEN. 

“  Oakland,  Selkirk,  29th  April,  1892.” 

Here  is  a  letter  which  shows  conclusively  that  a  very 
deep  interest  was  taken  in  the  work  of  the  dele¬ 
gates  who  came  out  to  visit  the  Maritime  Provin¬ 
ces  and  to  see  whether  or  not  they  were  a  desirable 
field  for  immigration  purposes.  A  good  deal  of 
excitement  must  have  spread  through  that  country 
when  the  editor  of  one  of  the  most  widely  circu¬ 
lated  agricultural  papers  in  Great  Britain  felt  it 
necessary  to  call  for  the  publication  of  this  sup¬ 
pressed  report  of  Mr.  McQueen.  It  is  evident  that 
the  Government,  in  order  to  undo  the  mischief 
which  has  been  done,  will  have  to  adopt  a  trade 
policy  which  will  show  to  that  country  that  their 
markets  have  been  restored  to  the  people  of  the 
Lower  Provinces,  not  only  reducing  the  price  of 
what  they  purchase  and  giving  them  the  full 
value  of  their  money,  but  also  opening  out 
the  market  with  the  United  States,  which,  he  truly 
states,  is  the  natural  market  of  those  people.  We 
have  often  heard  it  stated  in  this  House  that  the 
United  States  is  not  the  natural  market  for  the 
people  of  the  Maritime  Provinces,  but  here  is  the 
opinion  of  a  gentleman  who  came  out  here  un¬ 
biased,  and  that  opinion,  based  on  his  experi¬ 
ence  and  on  the  information  he  was  able  to 
collect,  is  that  the  United  States  is  the  natural 
market.  It  must  be  remembered  that  at  the  time 
that  lie  was  going  through  the  provinces  he  was 
under  the  care  of  the  Dominion  Government  and 
under  the  control  of  individuals  sent  by  them, 
so  that  the  information  which  he  received  was 
Mr.  McMillan  (Huron). 


as  favourable  as  could  be  given  to  him  so  far 
as  the  Government  could  control  such  informa¬ 
tion.  I  believe  that  Canada  has  a  great  future, 
and  I  believe  many  people  would  come  to  this 
country  if  it  were  not  for  the  tariff  wall  which 
exists  between  this  country  and  the  United  States. 
For  a  certain  time  we  heard  that  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  were  not  willing  to  enter  into 
trade  relations  with  us,  but  statements  have  been 
made  by  Mr.  Secretary  Blaine  and  Mr.  Foster  of 
the  United  States,  which  show  that  they  were 
willing  to  enter  into  trade  relations  with  us,  if  a 
certain  number  of  manufactured  articles  were 
included  in  any  treaty  which  was  entered 
into.  We  have  always  contended  that  that  was 
the  case,  and  now  it  is  shown  to  be  correct. 

I  hope  the  Government  will  take  this  into  their 
serious  consideration,  and  as  far  as  possible  give 
every  opportunity  for  unrestricted  trade  relations 
in  as  many  articles  as  possible,  in  the  interest  of 
Canada,  between  the  United  Statesandthis  country. 

I  believe  myself  that  our  interest  lies  in  the  United 
States  market  as  well  as  in  that  of  Great  Britain. 
It  is  true  that  for  our  beef  cattle  and  for  our  cheese, 
England  is  our  principal  market.  Let  me  say  that 
Mr.  McQueen  gives  a  very  good  account  of  the  cattle 
trade,  because  he  says  in  one  instance  that  a  farmer 
bought  a  good  stock  of  steers,  paying  from  $25  to 
$40  per  head,  and  he  was  able  to  sell  those  steers 
for  from  .$60  to  $75  per  head  in  the  Lower  Provinces. 
That  is  doing  as  well  as  we  can  do  in  Ontario.  He 
shows  that  the  system  of  agriculture  is  in  a  pretty 
advanced  condition  there,  because  they  have  gone 
into  the  silo,  the  most  important  and  cheapest 
system  of  feeding,  and  in  some  localities  they  have 
been  very  successful.  I  hope  the  Government  will 
take  this  into  their  serious  consideration,  and  that 
before  wemeet  again  they  will  beprepared  tooffer  for 
our  consideration  a  proposition  for  such  trade  rela¬ 
tions  with  the  United  States  as  that  country  may 
agree  to.  I  think  myself  that  if  we  can  obtain  reci¬ 
procal  trade  relations  with  that  country  it  will  be 
one  of  the  greatest  blessings  that  can  be  conferred, 
not  only  upon  the  agriculturists  of  the  Lower  Pro¬ 
vinces,  but  upon  those.of  Ontario  and  Quebec,  yes, 
and  of  the  North-West  provinces  also.  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  that  it  is  the  trade  policy  adopted  by  this 
Government  that  has  kept  back  our  North-West 
from  prospering  as  it  ought  to  have  done. 

Mr.  COLTER.  Coming  from  the  Province  of 
New  Brunswick,  one  of  the  provinces  visited  by 
these  farmers’  delegates,  I  claim  the  privilege  of 
saying  a  few  words.  I  did  not  have  the  pleasure  of 
accompanying  these  delegates  when  they  visited  the 
county  I  have  the  honour  to  represent  ;  my  prede¬ 
cessor  in  this  Parliament,  and  my  opponent  at  the 
last  two  general  elections,  accompanied  these  gen¬ 
tlemen  in  their  visit.  But  I  did  see  them  when  they 
returned  to  the  town  of  Woodstock,  and  I  was  very 
much  impressed  with  their  ability  to  do  the  work 
which  had  been  assigned  to  them.  But  whilst  they 
were  very  enthusiastic  over  the  capabilities  of  that 
section  of  the  Province  of  New  Brunswick,  yet 
during  the  short  conversation  I  had  with  them  I 
found  that  they  could  not  recommend  their  fellow 
countrymen  to  emigrate  to  the  Maritime  Provinces 
forthe  reason,  chiefly,  of  the  want  of  a  better  mar¬ 
ket.  This  question  of  a  market  was  one  intimately 
connected  with  the  object  of  their  visit.  Whilst 
the  country  might  be  all  that  could  be  desired  so 
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far  a?  soil,  climate  and  farming  capabilities  are 
concerned,  yet  if  the  farmers  have  not  a  paying 
market  in  which  to  dispose  of  their  produce,  the 
fact  constitutes  a  great  drawback  to  that  country, 
and  one  that  these  gentlemen,  if  true  to  themselves 
and  the  object  of  their  mission,  could  not  overlook 
in  making  a  report  to  their  fellow  countrymen.  I 
have  looked  over  the  reports  of  these  delegates, 
and  I  find  that  Mr.  Davey,  after  being  at  Sackville 
and  speaking  in  high  terms  of  the  farming  capabi¬ 
lities  of  that  district,  goes  down  to  Sussex  and  St. 
John,  and  speaks  highly  of  the  farms  in  that  neigh¬ 
bourhood.  On  page  28  I  find  that  he  says  : 

“  In  putting  facts  and  figures  together  at  this  point  of 
our  journey,  we  could  not  see  how  the  farmers  in  this 
locality  could  do  any  more  than  secure  a  bare  subsist¬ 
ence.” 

On  the  same  page  he  says  again  : 

“  On  our  way  we  met  a  dealer  with  a  nice  lot  of  lambs 
(about  30  lbs.  each,  dead  weight),  which  had  just  been 
purchased  at  10  shillings  each.  The  present  owner  in¬ 
tended  sending  them  to  the  States,  but  would  (thanks  to 
the  McKinley  tariff)  have  to  pay  a  duty  of  75  cents  each 
before  crossing  the  dividing  line.” 

Now,  Sir,  it  would  be  only  facts  and  figures  of 
this  kind  that  could  lead  this  gentleman  to  write 
as  he  did  of  that  locality  ;  fcrr  I  well  remember 
driving  through  it  a  few  years  ago,  and  it  is  one  of 
the  most  flourishing  farming  regions  in  the  County 
of  \ork.  On  page  88.  Mr.  Davey,  speaking  of  the 
Province  of  New  Brunswick,  says  : 

“  New  Brunswick  produces  every  kind  of  grain  and 
root  crops  that  is  produced  in  England,  as  well  as  some 
which  will  not  come  to  maturity  in  the  climate  of  the 
latter  country.” 

Again  he  says : 

“  All  who  have  given  the  subject  proper  attention  agree 
in  stating  that  New  Brunswick  is  particularly  well  adapted 
for  a  system  of  varied  husbandry,  combined  with  cattle 
raising  and  feeding.  The  pastures  are  excellent,  and  the 
abundant  crops  of  roots  afford  the  means  of  preparing 
beef  and  mutton  for  the  English  and  provincial  market. 
That  this  can  be  done  with  profit  has  been  demonstrated 
beyond  a  doubt.  ***** 

The  position  of  the  Maritime  Provinces  on  the  Atlan¬ 
tic  sea-board,  and  their  proximity  to  Great  Britain,  give 
them  special  advantages  for  the  transport  of  their  pro¬ 
ducts  to  that  market.” 

Then,  on  page  89,  he  concludes  by  saying  : 

“  That  the  introduction  of  improved  breeds  has  led  to 
the  raising  of  large  numbers  of  cattle  for  the  English 
market,  a  business  which  is  now  conducted  on  an  exten¬ 
sive  scale  by  the  farmers  of  Albert  and  Westmoreland. 
Some  of  these  establishments  in  those  counties  stall-feed 
as  many  as  200  or  300  heads  in  the  winter,  and  large 
aggregate  numbers  are  exported.” 

Now,  Sir,  in  this  report  of  Mr.  Davey  I  find 
several  statements  that  I  am  sorry  to  say  are  in¬ 
correct.  True  it  is  that  the  farmers  of  New  Bruns¬ 
wick  and  Nova  Scotia  did  attempt  a  few  years  ago 
to  sell  live  cattle  to  the  English  market,  but  I  am 
sorry  to  say  their  effort  was  not  a  financial  success  ; 
I  believe  it  nearly  ruined  every  man  who  had  any¬ 
thing  to  do  with  it.  But  I  hope  that  with  a  proper 
system  of  silo,  and  with  a  rapid  and  easy  commu¬ 
nication  between  St.  J ohn  and  Liverpool,  in  the  near 
future  we  will  be  able  to  do  something  in  that  line. 
I  also  find  in  Mr.  Davey’s  report  a  statement  of  the 
exports  of  the  Province  of  New  Brunswick,  and  as 
he  makes  this  statement  immediately  after  the 
extract  I  have  quoted,  I  will  read  it  : 

“Of  the  product  of  the  mines,  New  Brunswick  exported 
$109,839,  nearly  all  of  which  went  to  the  United  States. 


Of  the  products  of  the  fisheries.  New  Brunswick  exported 
$588,504,  of  which  $27,000  worth,  in  round  numbers,  went 
to  England,  and  $470, 000  went  to  the  United  States.” 

We  exported  of  animals  and  their  products  the 
value  of  $253,449,  of  which  $3,959  went  to  Great 
Britain  and  $247,638  to  the  United  States.  Of 
the  value  that  went  to  Great  Britain  $3,914  was 
in  the  shape  of  undressed  furs,  which  cannot  be 
considered  a  true  farm  product,  leaving  $45  as  re¬ 
presenting  beef  sent  to  the  British  market,  of  which 
we  have  heard  so  much  of  late.  Of  manufactures, 
the  total  amount  exported  was  the  value  of  $495,- 
607,  of  which  $83,440  went  to  Great  Britain  and 
$316,472  to  the  United  States.  I  think  these 
figures  show  that  the  conclusions  read  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Huron  (Mr.  McMillan)  from  the  farm 
delegates’  report,  were  correct  to  the  letter  as  re¬ 
gards  New  Brunswick.  I  find  from  the  returns  for 
1891  that  the  trade  of  New7  Brunswick  with  Great 
Britain  declined  by  a  little  over  $500,000,  while  the 
trade  writh  the  United  States  increased  by  about  the 
same  amount.  Of  the  export  trade  of  forest  produce, 
$2,904,711  to  the  English  market,  w7e  find  that 
spruce  deals  and  deal  ends  amount  to  $2,866,678, 
leaving  as  the  value  of  all  other  kinds  of  lumber  sent 
there,  $38,033  ;  while  of  all  other  kinds  of  lumber 
sent  to  the  American  market  were  of  the  value  of 
$2,133,008.  Moreover,  it  must  be  borne  in  mind 
that  in  the  American  market  w7e  are  met  by  very 
high  duties,  while  in  the  English  market  our  lum¬ 
ber  is  admitted  free.  I  desire  to  read  the 'conclu¬ 
sion  arrived  at  by  Mr.  McQueen,  one  of  the  farm¬ 
ers’  delegates  from  New  Brunswick,  as  follows  : — 

“  I  must  now  give  the  conclusions  I  have  formed,  from 
an  immigration  point  of  view,  of  the  capabilities  and 
resources  of  the  Maritime  Provinces.  Any  one  reading 
my  report  will  have  some  idea  of  what  they  are.  I  may 
say  my  co-delegate  and  I  held  exactly  the  same  views 
and  came  to  the  same  conclusions  regarding  the  state  of 
the  country.  As  many  former  delegates  to  Canada  and 
the  Maritime  Provinces  have  given  such  glowing,  and  I 
think  rather  misleading  and  overdrawn  reports  of  the 
country,  it  places  me  in  a  delicate  and  unenviable  posi¬ 
tion  to  be  compelled  to  do  the  reverse.  I  cannot  say  any¬ 
thing  derogatory  of  the  resources  and  capabilities  of  the 
provinces ;  they  are  great  and  capable  of  great  develop¬ 
ment,  particularly  the  mineral.  But  facts  prove  that 
agriculture  and  farming  has  for  a  number  of  years,  but 
more  clearly  since  the  McKinley  Bill  came  into  operation, 
been  on  the  down  grade,  and  in  a  very  depressed  state. 
Nearly  all  the  young  people  are  leaving  the  old  folks  on 
their  farms  and  going  to  the  United  States.  Land,  conse¬ 
quently,  is  badly  farmed  and  getting  run  down:  houses 
and  buildings  in  many  instances  falling  out  of  repair. 
Any  number  of  farms  can  be  purchased  at  very  low 
figures,  often  at  less  than  the  houses  and  buildings  on 
them  cost.  A  large  number  of  farms  are  heavily  mort¬ 
gaged.  The  output  of  coal  is  increasing  very  slowly,  and 
the  iron  industry  is  not  developing  as  it  ought  to  do.  The 
census  returns  issued  some  months  ago  showed  that  the 
increase  of  population  in  the  Maritime  Provinces  during 
the  last  ten  years  was  very  small,  not  at  all  commensurate 
with  the  natural  increase  of  the  population  and  the  num¬ 
ber  of  immigrants  coming  into  the  provinces.  The  ques¬ 
tions  naturally  arise  :  What  is  the  cause  of  this  depres¬ 
sion  ?  and  can  I  recommend  farmers,  labourers  or  artisans 
to  immigrate  to  the  Maritime  Provinces  ?  In  answer  to  the 
first  question,  from  my  own  observations  and  from  all  I 
could  hear  and  learn,  it  is  the  want  of  better  trade  rela¬ 
tions  with  the  United  States,  the  natural  market  for  the 
surplus  produce.  Some  may  say,  “  you  have  nothing  to 
do  with  the  question,  it  is  out  of  your  province  and 
touches  on  politics,”  but  I  hold  it  is  so  closely  associated 
with  our  mission  and  the  object  of  our  report,  that  we  are 
bound  to  bring  it  forward.  In  answer  to  the  second  ques¬ 
tion,  as  to  recommending  immigrants  to  go  to  the  Maritime 
Provinces:  until  there  is  uni’estricted  reciprocity  with 
the  United  States,  so  that  farmers  would  have  a  better 
market,  and  be  able  to  command  higher  prices  for  their 
produce,  I  must  decidedly  say,  ‘No.’  ” 

Let  us  see  for  a  moment  if  we  can  bring  forward 
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anything  to  corroborate  Mr.  McQueen’s  report.  I 
do  not  know  any  better  way  of  doing  so  than  by  in¬ 
stituting  a  comparison  between  Aroostook  in  Maine 
and  the  County  of  Carleton  in  New  Brunswick. 
These  two  counties  lie  side  by  side  for  a  distance  of 
60  or  70  miles,  they  are  inhabited  by  the  same  class 
of  people,  and  in  many  other  respects  they  are 
similar,  but  Aroostook  has  an  advantage  in  having  a 
market  of  65,000,000  of  people  while  Carleton  has 
only  the  Rational  Policy.  Aroostook  has  no  rail¬ 
way  of  her  own.  The  New  Brunswick  system  enters 
that  county  in  two  places.  Aroostook  has  no  great 
river  running  through  it  from  one  end  to  the  other 
as  is  the  case  with  Carleton.  The  lumber  of  the'Aroo- 
stook  region  is  directed  into  the  small  streams  that 
flow  into  the  St.  John  River,  and  it  is  manufactured 
in  New  Brunswick  and  shipped  by  our  railways  and 
our  vessels.  Yet  what  do  we  find  in  regard  to  the 
population  of  these  two  counties  ?  Aroostook  dur¬ 
ing  the  last  ten  years  has  increased  9,000  souls, 
while  Carleton  has  lost  900.  I  believe  if  we  had  a 
proper  return  of  the  immigrants  to  Aroostook  it 
would  be  found  that  they  included  most  of  the 
900  people  who  went  from  Carleton,  and  peoplefrom 
other  parts  of  New  Brunswick  and  the  other  Mari¬ 
time  Provinces.  Let  us  now  look  at  the  census,  and 
see  if  the  returns  for  New  Brunswick  will  corro¬ 
borate  this  report  made  by  Mr.  McQueen.  I  find  that 
in  the  ten  years  from  1851  to  1861  the  total  increase 
of  population  in  New  Brunswick  wTas  58,247,  and  I 
call  attention  to  the  fact  that  nearly  eight  years  of 
that  decade  wras  covered  by  the  old  reciprocity 
treaty.  That  number,  58,247,  was  nearly  one-quar¬ 
ter  of  the  whole  population  at  that  time.  In  the 
next  ten  years,  from  1861  to  1871,  during  the  first 
four  years  of  which  we  were  under  the  treaty  and 
the  last  four  years  under  Confederation  and  a 
revenue  tariff,  the  province  gained  33,548  people. 
Between  1871  and  1881,  during  eight  years  of  which 
we  were  under  a  revenue  tariff,  the  province  gained 
35,639  people.  But  during  the  last  ten  years,  from 
1881  to  1891,  while  we  have  been  under  the 
National  Policy,  the  province  has  gained  only  61 
people,  ft  has  lost  the  natural  increase,  which 
would  amount  to  something  like  38,000,  besides 
12,000  immigrants,  brought  into  the  (province  dur¬ 
ing  the  last  decade  ;  so  that  we  have  the  fact  that 
50,000  people  have  been  lost  to  the  province  during 
the  last  ten  years,  and  if  we  had  retained  that  num¬ 
ber  of  people  in  the  province  this  Parliament  would 
not  during  the  present  session  have  deprived  New 
Brunswick  of  one-eighth  of  its  representation  in  this 
House.  Now,  Sir,  I  think  this  shows  that  if  we  had 
reciprocity  with  our  neighbours  to  the  south,  or  had 
simply  a  revenue  tariff,  we  -would  not  require,  as 
was  suggested  by  my  hon.  friend  from  Albert  (Mr. 
Weldon)  the  other  night,  to  ask  for  Imperial 
legislation  with  a  view  to  secure  for  the  smaller 
provinces  the  same  number  of  representatives  they 
had  when  they  entered  Confederation. 

N.  W.  SETTLER’S  GRIEVANCE. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  desire  to  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Minister  of  the  Interior  to  a  complaint 
which  I  have  received  in  regard  to  a  settler  in 
Manitoba.  He  went  to  that  province  years  ago, 
and,  being  anxious  to  have  his  son  located  near 
him,  he  took  advantage  of  the  two-mile  limit  to 
take  up  two  sections  that  had  been  abandoned. 
He  broke  and  cropped  10  acres  the  first  year,  13 
Mr.  Colter. 


acres  the  second  year,  and  17  acres  the  third  year, 
in  accordance  with  what  he  understood  to  be  the 
regulations  whereby  he  would  be  permitted  to 
make  a  homestead  and  get  a  grant.  He  made 
application  for  the  purpose  of  getting  his  patent, 
but,  not  having  measured  the  ground,  he  declared 
that  he  had  broken  10  acres  the  first  year,  13  the 
second  and  17  the  third,  and  that  he  had  the 
whole  40  acres  broken  and  cropped  as  provided  by 
the  law  regulating  the  taking  up  of  abandoned 
sections.  It  appears  the  Commissioner  refused 
the  application  for  the  patent  on  account  of  his 
not  having  broken  sufficient  ground  the  second 
year,  during  which  I  fancy  13  acres  had  been 
broken  instead  of  15.  The  man  had  to  borrow 
$400  and  pay  it  in  order  to  save  the  homestead 
that  had  been  taken  by  his  son,  although  he  had 
broken  and  cropped  the  40  acres  in  three  years. 
This  appears  to  be  very  harsh  treatment.  I  do 
not  know  whether  it  is  customary  to  compel  set¬ 
tlers  to  break  the  exact  number  of  acres  each  year, 
but  it  seems  to  me  that  when  the  required  number 
was  broken  in  three  years  the  man  should  have 
his  patent.  I  think  it  a  pity  that  settlers  going 
in  there  should  be  treated  apparently  harshly,  as 
this  man  appears  to  have  been  in  connection  with 
this  matter.  I  mention  this  to  the  hon.  Minister 
of  the  Interior,  trusting  that  he  may  see  his  way 
to  consider  the  matter  and  do  justice  to  this  man. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  do  not  know  whether  the 
matter  has  been  brought  to  my  attention  or  not, 
but  if  the  hon.  gentleman  sends  me  the  name  of 
the  settler  I  will  enquire  into  the  circumstances. 
I  know  that  the  law  has  been  very  strictly  adhered 
to  with  reference  to  all  applications,  but  I  was 
under  the  impression  that  last  year,  certainly 
with  regard  to  the  five  years’  clause,  the  Act  was 
amended  so  that  if  the  quantity  of  land  at  the  end 
of  the  five  years  was  cultivated,  any  little  irregu¬ 
larity  with  regard  to  not  having  done  sufficiently 
in  previous  years  was  overlooked,  and  the  patent 
issued.  I  think  the  case  the  hon.  gentleman  men¬ 
tions  refers  to  the  two-mile  radius  clause,  and  if 
that  is  the  case,  the  settler  might  not  probably 
have  carried  out  the  conditions  strictly  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  Act.  If  I  understand  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  remarks  correctly,  I  am  afraid  there  is 
no  discretion  on  my  part.  Howrever,  I  will  enquire 
into  it,  and  if  there  is  any  possibility  of  correcting 
it,  I  will  be  glad  to  do  so. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  House  again  resolved  itself 
into  Committee  of  Supply. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Mr.  Chairman,  before 
you  call  the  first  item  I  wish  to  bring  under  the 
attention  of  the  committee  the  general  policy  con¬ 
nected  with  the  management  of  Indian  affairs,  and 
I  think  this  is  the  most  favourable  opportunity  of 
doing  so.  I  suppose,  if  we  were  to  follow  the 
English  practice,  the  Minister  would  make  to  the 
committee  a  statement  of  the  general  policy  of  his 
depart ment  ;  and  as  some  years  have  gone  by  since 
we  have  minutely  considered  the  management  of 
Indian  affairs,  I  desire  to  bring  the  matter  under 
the  attention  of  the  committee  very  briefly.  If  it 
were  earlier  in  the  session  I  would  go  into  details 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  what  I  consider  the 
abuses  and  extravagances  which  have  grown  up  in 
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connection  with  the  management  of  this  particular 
department.  The  committee  will,  perhaps,  be  sur¬ 
prised  when  I  say  that  the  lion,  gentleman  in  his 
department  pays  out  for  salaries  a  sum  of  upwards 
of  $560,000  a  year.  $231,000  is  paid  out  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Department  of  the  Interior  proper  ; 
$273,318  for  salaries  in  connection  with  the  Indian 
Branch  ;  $49,450  for  the  Geological  Branch,  and 
$9,550  in  connection  with  the  management  of  the 
Mounted  Police  at  the  central  office. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  That  is  not  in  my  depart¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Excluding  that  there 
is  something  ovrer  $550,000  paid  out  in  salaries  in 
connection  with  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and 
Indian  Affairs.  I  am  not  going  to  discuss  the  Lands 
management  to-day  at  all,  but  Igivethehon.  gentle¬ 
man  notice  that  if  we  both  should  have  the  good 
fortune  to  meet  here  next  session  of  Parliament,  I 
purpose  entering  into  a  detailed  discussion,  which 
I  feel  I  would  not  be  warranted  in  doing  at  this 
late  period  of  the  session,  in  connection  with  that 
branch  of  the  department.  Let  me  call  attention 
to  some  facts.  The  head  office  at  Ottawa  in  con¬ 
nection  with  Indian  matters  is  represented,  as 
appears  in  the  estimate  of  appropriations  taken,  as 
paying  out  last  year  about  $50,000.  The  head 
office  at  Regina,  in  the  North-West  Territories, 
employs  25  persons  and  costs  the  country  $31,150. 
The  head  office  in  British  Columbia  employs  23 
persons  and  costs  $30,860,  and  the  Manitoba  agency 
costs  $5,740.  For  these  four  central  offices,  includ¬ 
ing  the  department  here,  the  salaries  to  101  persons 
amount  to  $116,125.  The  outside  service  in  Ontario 
employs  34  persons,  at  salaries  amounting  to  $16,- 
656,  and  in  Quebec  12  persons  are  employed  in  the 
outside  service  at  a  cost  of  $3,000.  The  medical 
branch  disbursements  for  Ontario  and  Quebec  amount 
to  $5,930.  In  this  department  63  persons  were 
employed  at  a  cost  of  $23,586.  In  Nova  Scotia 
18  persons  are  employed  at  a  cost  of  $1,203,  in 
New  Brunswick  eight  persons  at  a  cost  of  $1,240, 
and  in  Prince  Edward  Island  one  person  at  a  cost 
of  $300  ;  the  total  number  of  persons  employed  in 
the  Maritime  Provinces  being  27,  at  an  aggregate 
cost  of  $2,743.  In  the  Province  of  Manitoba,  the 


officials  and  expenses 

are  divided 

as  follows 

: — 

Agency. 

No. 

of 

Officials 

Cost. 

!. 

No.  of 
Indians. 

Central  Offiee  . 

.  5 

$  5,740 
1,950 

Treaty  No.  1 . 

.  2 

2,413 

do  2 . 

.  1 

1,000 

760 

do  3 . 

.  5 

4,150 

3,002 

do  5 . 

.  2 

2,000 

3,701 

Totals . 

.  15 

S  15,840 

9,876 

This  is  equal  to  about  $1.40  paid 

to  the  officials  for 

every  Indian  in  Manitoba.  I  am  not  complaining 
that  this  is  an  inordinately  large  expense.  On  the 
whole  it  seems  to  be  about  the  same  as  the  cost  of 
the  Indian  management  in  Ontario  and  Quebec.  It 
is  when  we  come  to  the  North-West  Territories 
proper  that  we  find  an  extremely  large  expenditure 
for  the  management  of  Indian  affairs.  The  head 
office  in  the  North-West  Territories  employs  25 
persons  at  salaries  amounting  in  all  to  $31,150. 
Let  me  speak  of  the  various  agencies  under  each  of 
the  three  treaties.  In  Treaty  No.  4  the  number  of 


officials,  the  cost  and  the  number  of  Indians  at  the 
different  agencies  are  as  follows  : — 


Agency. 


Birtle . 

Fort  Pelly . 

Moose  Mountain 
Crooked  Lake. . . 

File  Hills . 

Muscowpetung. . 
Touchwood  Hills 
Assiniboine . 


No. 

of  Cost. 
Officials. 

.  3  $  2,340 

.  2  1,540 

■ .  5  2,880 

.  10  4,880 

.  3  2,320 

.  9  5,220 

..  10  5,000 

.  2  1,680 


No.  of 
Indians. 

524 

650 

250 

752 

276 

552 

828 

211 


Totals .  44  $  25,860 


4,043 


So  that,  to  take  charge  of  the  4,043  Indians  within 
Treaty  No.  4,  there  are  44  agents,  not  including 
those  in  the  Regina  office,  employed  at  a  cost  of 
$25,860,  which  is  equal  to  $6.39  for  every  Indian 
within  the  limits  of  the  treaty.  As  the  treaty  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  distribution  of  $5  a  head  amongst  the 
Indians,  leaving  out  the  extra  sum  paid  to  chiefs 
and  headmen,  it  costs  $1.29  more  to  pay  the  agents 
employed  in  the  distribution  of  the  fund  than  the 
amount  of  the  fund  itself.  The  figures  in  Treaty 
No.  6  are  as  follows  : — 


No. 

No. 

Agency. 

of 

Cost. 

of 

Officials. 

Indians. 

Duck  Lake . 

.  7 

$  3,730 

663 

Carleton . 

2,080 

1,239 

Non-Treaty  Sioux . 

624 

953 

Battleford . . 

8,150 

1,018 

Onion  Lake  . 

.  2 

1,620 

660 

Saddle  Lake . 

.  3 

2,200 

711 

Edmonton . . . . 

.  5 

3,000 

716 

Peace  Hills . 

.  5 

2,400 

554 

Totals . 

.  40 

S23,804 

5,561 

In  Treaty  No.  7  the  figures  are  as  follows  : — 


No. 

No. 

Agency. 

of 

Cost. 

of 

Officials* 

Indians. 

Sarcee . . 

.  4 

$  2,760 

846 

Blackfoot. .  . 

3,300 

1,479 

Blood  Reservation  . 

.  10 

6,100 

1,736 

Piegan  Reservation . 

2,940 

974 

Totals . 

.  24 

815,100 

4,947 

Taking  together  the  Regina  office  and  the  various 
agencies,  we  find  that  to  take  charge  of  13,885  In¬ 
dians,  leaving  out  the  non-treaty  Indians  and  the 
extra  amounts  paid  to  chiefs  and  headmen,  costs 
$95,914,  or  $6.91  for  every  Indian — considerably 
more  than  the  Indians  receive.  I  will  first  take 
the  cost  for  a  single  year, 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  That  is  for  the  management, 
not  including  food. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Yes;  I  am  just  taking 
the  salaries  alone  which  those  officers  receive. 
Really  the  officers  cost  us  more  than  the  Indians. 
If  we  go  to  British  Columbia,  we  find  that  the  cost 
of  the  Indian  management  there  is  often  even  more 
extravagant  than  it  is  in  the  North-West  Territories. 
I  have  looked  over  the  number  of  cattle  and  sheep, 
the  quantity  of  grain,  the  amount  of  wood  and  hay 
and  furs,  the  amount  received  for  labour  and  freight 
amongst  the  Indian  population  of  that  district,  and 
I  find  the  total  in  the  year  is  but  $40,875,  or  far 
less  than  we  pay  the  parties  who  take  chai'ge  of 
these  Indians  to  enable  them  to  produce  this 
amount  of  crop  for  the  market.  I  do  not  wish  to 
do  more  than  briefly  sketch  what  I  think  is  the  ex- 
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travagance  indicated  in  the  management  of  the 
Indians  of  the  North-West  Territories.  In  my 
opinion,  looking  over  the  expense  of  the  department, 
its  efficiency  could  be  increased  and  $100,000  annu¬ 
ally  wiped  off,  I  would  not  say  from  the  amount 
the  Indians  receive,  but  from  the  salaries  of  those 
employed  to  make  the  distribution  and  to  take 
charge  of  Indian  affairs.  I  think  it  would  be 
altogether  within  the  mark  to  say  that  $100,000 
in  salaries  alone  could  be  saved  without  at  all 
interfering  with  the  efficiency  of  the  Department 
of  Indian  Affairs.  When  I  look  at  British 
Columbia,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  manage¬ 
ment  there  is  even  less  efficient  and  *  more 
costly  than  it  is  in  the  North-West  Territories. 
In  British  Columbia  the  several  officers  in  the 
Indian  Department  cost  $30,860.  I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  warrant  for  such  a  cost.  If  any  hon. 
gentleman  will  take  the  trouble  of  looking  into 
the  report  on  Indian  Affairs,  he  will  find  that  the 
commission  which  was  established  about  1874  or 
1875  for  setting  out  the  Indian  reserves,  and  which 
it  was  then  thought  would  come  to  an  end  about 
1881  or  1882,  as  all  the  reserves,  it  was  thought, 
would  then  be  set  out,  is  existing  to-day  ;  and  that 
the  Indian  Department  has  little  or  nothing  to  do 
at  present.  Let  us  look  at  the  cost  of  the  commission. 
Mr.  O’Reilly  receives  a  salary  of  $3,500  a  year.  I 
have  looked  at  the  services  done  and  at  the  work 
undertaken  by  the  head  office  ;  and  taking  the 
salaries  of  the  chainmen  who  were  employed,  you 
can  tell  nearly  how  many  days  they  were  at  work 
by  seeing  how  much  each  of  them  received.  The 
full  amount  that  all  this  cost  is  $3,026,  and  the 
parties  in  the  offices  were  evidently  employed  less 
than  five  days  during  the  year.  Any  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  who  will  analyse  the  report  will  see  that  that 
is  the  case.  Takethenumber  of  chainmen  and  divide 
the  amount  paid  them  by  the  ordinary  wages  of 
each  man  per  day,  and  you  will  find  that  less  than 
five  days’  employment  were  given  those  men,  and 
there  is,  therefore,  no  necessity  for  keeping  up  that 
commission  at  present.  Let  me  call  attention  to 
some  of  the  agencies.  Take  the  Kootenay  agency. 
You  pay  the  agent  a  salary  of  $1 ,225,  besides  $420 
travelling  expenses  and  $248  office  expenses,  mak¬ 
ing  the  total  cost  of  the  agency  in  salaries,  travel¬ 
ling,  and  office  expenses  $2,893.  What  did  that 
Kootenay  agency  do  in  return  for  this  expendi¬ 
ture  ?  Let  any  hon.  gentleman  turn  up  part  second 
of  the  Indian  Report,  and  he  will  see  for  himself. 
It  provided  nothing  for  supplies,  and  distributed 
implements  to  the  value  of  $130.68. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  The  industrial  school. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  am  leaving  out  the 
school  altogether,  because  the  schools  are  not  under 
the  control  of  the  agents  but  of  their  principals. 
The  agricultural  implements  distributed  cost 
$130.68,  the  seed  grain  distributed  among  the 
destitute  Indians  cost  $166.65,  and  medicine  was 
given  to  the  amount  of  $65.80,  so  that  there  were 
distributed  among  the  Indians  $296.73  worth  of 
seed  grain  and  ploughs  and  $65  worth  of  medicine, 
for  the  work  of  distributing  which  we  pay  in 
salaries  to  the  agents  $2,893.  Let  any  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  say  whether  there  is  any  justification  for  such 
an  expenditure,  and  whether  such  an  organization 
has  any  other  object  for  its  existence  than  simply 
to  pension  certain  parties  upon  the  public  treasury. 
I  do  not  think  it  has.  I  think  it  is  perfectly  clear 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


that  all  this  expenditure  is  simply  a  charge  upon 
the  public  treasury  which  might,  without  detri¬ 
ment  to  the  public  service,  be  nearly  if  not  altogether 
dispensed  with.  Take  the  North-West  Coast 
agency.  There  was  paid  in  salaries  to  agents, 
$2,975.21  ;  travelling  expenses,  $650.65  ;  and  office 
expenses,  $429.98,  or  in  all  $4,045.84.  What  was 
done  for  this  money  ?  What  services  did  these 
men  perform  in  the  public  interest  to  whom  this 
money  was  paid  ?  They  distributed  $193.50  among 
the  destitute  Indians.  They  distributed  imple¬ 
ments  and  seed  grain,  $148.95,  and  they  dosed  the 
Indians  with  $2,114  worth  of  medicine.  I  am  not 
going  into  details  to  see  where  these  medicines 
were  purchased  and  from  whom,  but  every  one 
will  see  at  once  how  preposterous  such  a  bill  is.  It 
would  be  of  some  use,  possibly,  to  have  given  to 
these  Indians  $2,000  worth  of  food  or  provisions, 
but  to  have  given  them  instead  pills  and  powders 
and  cataplasms  and  plasters  to  the  value  of  $2,114 
seems  preposterous,  and  I  think  the  hon.  gentleman 
himself  must  feel  that  it  is  an  unwarrantable 
charge  on  the  public  treasury.  Then,  if  you  take  the 
Kwahkewlth  agency,  I  find  we  pay  to  the  agent  there 
$1,200,  besides  $353.76  travelling  expenses  and  $46 
office  expenses,  or  in  all  $1,600.  What  did  he  do  for 
that?  He  paid  out  to  the  school  $55.63,  to  destitute 
Indians  $202.21 ,  and  for  medicine  $98. 78 ;  so  that  for 
the  payment  of  a  little  more  than  $300  you  are  charg¬ 
ing  for  salaries  $1,600.  Then,  when  we  come  to  the 
Fraser  agency,  there  is  an  agent  at  $1,200  and  assist¬ 
ance  at  $47.50,  travelling  expenses  $137.50,  office  ex¬ 
penses  $27-75,  making  a  total  of  $1,412.75.  The 
school  there  costs  $1,651.55,  the  provision  for  the 
destitute  Indians  is  $777.49,  for  seed  grain  $332.65, 
and  for  medicines  $1,941.17.  In  British  Columbia 
the  largest  item,  next  to  the  salaries  of  the  officers  of 
the  Indian  Branch,  is  the  charge  for  medicines  sup¬ 
plied  for  these  Indians.  In  the  Cowichan  agency, 
the  salary  is  $1,200,  the  wages  of  men  employed  in 
the  agency  $261,  the  travelling  expenses  $400,  the 
office  expenses  $213,  or  a  total  of  $2,074.  The 
school  there  receives  $68.94,  the  destitute  Indians 
$555.90,  for  implements  and  seed  grain  the  amount 
is  $106.35,  and  for  medicines  $491.81.  So  that 
there  the  amount  distributed  amongst  the  Indians 
is  less  than  half  the  amount  distributed  amongst 
the  white  men  for  salaries,  &c.  In  the  West  Coast 
agency,  salaries,  office  expenses  and  travelling 
expenses  foot  up  to  $1,754.  The  school  there  re¬ 
ceives  $74,  destitute  Indians  $216,  and  for  medi¬ 
cines  $230 ;  so,  if  you  add  the  medicines  and  schools 
and  destitute  Indian  funds  together,  that  will 
amount  to  about  $500,  and  to  distribute  that  $500 
to  the  Indians  you  pay  $1,754  in  salaries  and  so  on, 
or  three  times  the  amount  is  paid  to  the  white 
men  in  the  form  of  salaries  than  you  give  to  the 
Indians  in  the  way  of  necessities  and  benevolences. 
Then,  in  the  Babine  agency,  the  salary,  wages, 
travelling  expenses  and  office  expenses  amount  to 
$2,386.52,  the  school  there  costs  $23.28,  for  seed 
grain  and  implements  there  is  paid  $30.75,  for 
medicine  $259,  and  for  the  relief  of  destitute 
Indians  $723,  so  that  you  have  still  less  than  half 
the  amount  distributed  and  paid  over  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Indians  than  the  amount  which  is 
paid  in  the  form  of  salaries  to  white  men  in  the 
public  service.  In  the  Williams’  Lake  agency,  the 
salaries,  wages,  travelling  expenses  and  office  ex¬ 
penses  amount  to  $1,806,  the  seed  grain  and  im¬ 
plements  cost  $318.60,  to  destitute  Indians  $333, 
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ami  the  medicines  $492.  If  the  hon.  gentleman 
were  to  get  rid  of  physic,  if  he  were  to  throw  that 
to  the  dogs,  and  were  to  discharge  his  officials,  the 
public  treasury  would  be  relieved  of  more  than 
$70,000  in  British  Columbia  alone.  I  might  refer 
to  the  other  agencies.  In  the  Kamloops  agency, 
the  salaries,  travelling  and  office  expenses  amount 
to  $2,165,  the  charges  for  destitute  Indians  are 
$13.35,  for  seed  grain  and  implements  $217.39,  and 
for  medicines  $1,230.33  If  you  were  to  leave  out 
the  medicines,  the  Indians  receive  about  one-tenth 
of  the  amount  received  by  the  officials. 

[At  one  o’clock  the  committee  adjourned,  and  at 
three  o’clock  resumed.] 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  had  one  more  agency 
to  refer  to  in  British  Columbia  when  you  left  the 
Chair  at  one  o’clock,  and  that  is  the  Okanagan  agency. 
The  salary  there  is  $400,  and  is  paid  to  Mr.  McKay, 
who  is  also  the  agent  at  Kamloops  ;  so  that  he  re¬ 
ceives  $2,200  as  salary  for  his  services  at  these  two 
agencies.  The  sum  paid  there  for  the  relief  of  desti¬ 
tute  Indians  was  $12.37  ;  for  seed  grain  and  imple¬ 
ments, $38.83 ;  medicine, $135. 19;  so  thateven  there 
the  amount  received  by  the  agent  was  three  times  as 
great  as  the  amount  distributed  amongst  the  Indians 
for  the  various  purposes.  Now,  there  are  several  in¬ 
dustrial  schools  in  British  Columbia  ;  I  do  not  pro¬ 
pose  to  find  any  fault  with  the  expenditure  for 
that  purpose.  1  do  not  knowhow  far  these  schools 
are  efficient,  or  how  much  the  attendance  is.  I  find 
the  industrial  school  at  Metlakahtla  costs  $5,711  ; 
at  Kamloops,  $5,302 ;  at  Kuper,  $5,237  ;  at  Koo¬ 
tenay,  $7,000;  and  at  Coccjua  Leetza  Home,  $2,300. 
They  all  may  be  necessary  ;  what  the  attendance 
is  I  cannot,  at  this  moment,  say  ;  but,  if  the  schools 
are  efficient,  I  have  no  fault  to  find  with  that  ex¬ 
penditure.  I  now  wish  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
committee  for  a  moment  to  the  expenditure  on  sur¬ 
veys.  I  pointed  out  to  the  committee  that  about 
1875a  dispute  arose  between  the  Government  of  Brit¬ 
ish  Columbia  and  the  Department  of  Indian  Affairs 
here  with  regard  to  the  expenditure  on  the  Indian 
reserves  that  should  be  set  apart  to  the  Indians  under 
the  term  of  union  between  British  Columbia  and 
Canada.  In  order  to  set  apart  what  was  regarded  as 
adequate  and  fair  reserves  in  the  interest  of  the  In¬ 
dians,  showing  that  no  Indian  title  was  recognized  in 
the  soil,  two  commissioners  were  appointed,  one  by 
each  Government,  and  a  third  was  agreed  upon, 
and  they  proceeded  to  set  apart  reservations  in 
various  parts  of  British  Columbia.  After  two  or 
three  years  it  was  agreed  that  the  party  who  was 
acting  as  umpire  in  the  case  should  be  sole  com¬ 
missioner  for  this  purpose.  At  a  still  later  period, 
some  time  about  1880  or  1881,  a  surveying  party 
was  established  in  which  Mr.  O’Reilly  was  named 
as  chief  commissioner.  Four  surveyors  were  named, 
I  think,  at  $1,800  each,  whose  names  are  mentioned 
here  in  the  report  of  the  Minister  of  the  Interior, 
and  they  have  continued  in  existence  ever  since. 
Now,  at  page  43  of  Part  II,  will  be  found  an  expen¬ 
diture  under  Mr.  Green  for  Indian  surveys,  men¬ 
tioned  on  the  top  of  the  page  as  $401.  So  far  as 
one  can  judge,  about  ten  days  were  occupied  by 
that  party.  Then  there  was  an  expenditure  under 
Mr.  Skinner,  another  surveyor,  who  received  nine 
months’  salary,  $1,350.  It  will  be  seen  by  the  wages 
of  the  axemen  and  other  expenses  that  probably 
fifteen  days  W'ere  occupied  by  that  party.  Then 
there  is  an  expenditure  under  Mr.  Devereux,  an¬ 


other  surveyor,  who  received  eleven  months’  salary, 
$1 ,009.35.  1  hat  party  seems  to  have  been  occupied 
about  four  months,  or  four  and  a  half.  Then  there 
is  an  expenditure  under  Mr.  Fletcher,  who  received 
two  months’  salary,  $300,  and  it  will  be  seen  from 
the  wages  of  the  chainmen,  axemen  and  others, 
that  the  whole  expenditure  of  this  survey  was 
$1,821,  and  perhaps  a  month  and  a  half  or  two 
months  were  taken  in  that  survey.  Then  the  Indian 
commission,  as  I  have  mentioned,  at  a  cost  of 
$6,326,  seems  to  have  devoted  about  five  days  to 
surveying  operations.  There  is  the  salary  of  Mr. 
0  Reilly,  $3,500  ;  the  salary  of  a  surveyor,  $1,800; 
wages  of  a  ehainman,  $10.  I  do  not  know  whether 
he  was  paid  $2  or  $3  a  day  ;  certainly  he  was  not 
paid  less  than  $2,  and  that  would  imply  five  days’ 
service.  Then  there  is  the  wages  of  the  various 
axemen,  board  allowance,  provisions,  packing, 
transportation,  and  so  on,  making  a  total  cost  of 
$6,326.  YY  ell,  probably  part  of  the  expense  was 
salary  of  the  commissioner,  the  surveyor  for  the 
year,  and  the  cost  of  transportation.  Whether  the 
survey  was  made  at  a  great  distance  from  Victoria, 
I  cannot  say ,  but  it  is  pretty  clear,  from  the  wages 
to  the  parties  of  chainmen,  that  not  more  than 
five  days  could  have  been  occupied  in  the  surveys. 
Now,  I  bring  these  matters  under  the  attention  of 
the  committee,  and  I  specially  direct  the  attention 
of  the  Minister  of  Finance  and  the  Minister  of  the 
Interior  to  these  charges.  I  know  that  there  could 
be  an  enormous  saving  in  this  department.  I  am 
satisfied  that  a  hundred  thousand  dollars,  as  I  have 
already  said,  could  be  saved  in  salaries  alone 
without  in  the  smallest  degree  interfering  with 
the  efficiency  of  the  department ;  on  the  con¬ 
trary,  I  believe  that  efficiency  would  be  increased 
if  the  organization  in  the  outlying  districts 
were  simplified,  and  responsibility  increased  by 
being  fixed  upon  some  definite  party,  and  a 
small  allowance  in  the  way  of  salary  for  payment 
of  actual  services  given.  It  seems  to  me  prepos¬ 
terous,  wrhere  a  man  is  occupied  for  two  or  three 
days  in  the  year  visiting  the  Indian  reserves, 
looking  after  some  Indian  matters,  that  he  should 
be  paid  a  salary  of  $1,500  a  year  when  he  has 
really  nothing  to  do.  I  make  no  objection  to  the 
department  having  in  its  mind  some  person  to 
whom  it  may  refer  to  undertake  the  responsibilities 
for  the  two  or  three  days,  or  a  week,  that  his  ser¬ 
vices  may  be  required  ;  but  I  see  the  greatest  ob¬ 
jection  to  such  a  man  being  a  permanent  officer  of 
the  department  with  a  fixed  annual  salary,  when 
he  can  have  no  services  to  perform  on  behalf  of  the 
public  for  the  moneys  which  he  receives.  I  am  not 
further  going  to  trespass  upon  the  indulgence  of 
the  committee ;  I  know  that  the  committee  is  be¬ 
coming  impatient,  and  that  hon.  gentlemen  are 
anxious  to  attend  to  their  own  private  affairs.  But 
I  notify  the  Minister  of  the  Interior  that  if  we  meet 
again  next  session  I  will  ask  for  a  very  full  consi¬ 
deration,  a  minute  consideration  of  these  various 
branches  of  the  public  service  under  his  control, 
which  I  am  sure  may  be  greatly  reformed  in  the 
way  of  diminishing  the  expense  without  in  the 
slightest  degree  impairing  the  efficiency,  and  this 
especially  in  the  case  of  British  Columbia  and  of 
the  North-West  Territories. 

Mr.  DEYVDNEY.  I  am  always  glad  to  listen  to 
the  remarks  of  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr. 
Mills),  especially  when  they  are  made  in  connec- 


4415 


[COMMONS] 


4416 


tion  with  the  department  which  I  have  the  honour 
to  administer.  He  has  taken  advantage  every  ses¬ 
sion  to  address  observations  on  this  head,  and  I 
have  on  some  occasions  obtained  from  the  hon. 
gentleman  valuable  information,  on  which  I  have 
been  able  to  act  to  the  advantage  of  the  depart¬ 
ment.  But  I  never  listened  to  the  hon.  gentleman 
when  I  was  so  disappointed  as  I  was  to-day.  The 
hon.  gentleman  has  confined  himself  almost  entirely 
to  the  financial  aspect  of  the  Indian  question  ;  he 
has  not  referred  to  the  general  Indian  question,  he 
has  not  touched  upon  a  circumstance  which  he  must 
have  found  apparent  if  he  had  carefully  read  the 
report,  the  very  great  advancement  made  by  the 
Indians  during  the  last  few  years.  If  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  had  gone  into  the  figures,  he  would  also 
have  found  that  a  very  great  reduction  had  taken 
place  during  the  last  few  years  in  regard  to  an  item 
to  which  we  looked  forward  hopefully  as  being  re¬ 
duced  in  the  future  to  a  very  great  extent,  that  is 
the  Indian  destitute  vote.  The  question  of  manage¬ 
ment  is,  of  course,  the  one  to  which  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  has  referred,  and  the  one  item  for  which  we 
have  to  find  money  for  many  years  to  come  out  in 
that  western  country,  if  we  hope  our  Indians  will 
continue  in  the  same  frame  of  mind  they  are 
to-day,  anxious  to  progress  and  advance.  The 
hon.  gentleman,  who  knows  the  country  pretty 
well,  must  be  aware  that  if  we  were  to  withdraw 
the  close  supervision  we  have  to-day  on  the  Indians, 
especially  in  the  west,  they  would  retrograde  and 
become  as  ignorant,  as  indolent  and  incapable  of 
providing  for  themselves,  as  they  were  before  we 
took  charge  of  them.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  re¬ 
ferred  especially  to  the  cost  of  the  Indians  in  the 
North-West  and  Manitoba,  and  he  has  also  devoted 
considerable  time  to  those  of  British  Columbia.  In 
regard  to  Manitoba,  the  hon.  gentleman  made  the 
remark  that  he  could  not  so  much  complain  of  the 
cost  of  administration  in  that  province  as  in  the 
North-West.  It  must,  however,  be  remembered 
that  the  Indians  in  Manitoba  are  much  less  in 
number,  and  they  are  to  a  great  extent  in  the  same 
position  as  our  eastern  Indians.  They  are  able  to 
provide  their  own  living,  almost  entirely,  by  fish¬ 
ing  and  hunting,  and,  consequently,  we  are  relieved 
from  the  expense  of  exercising  a  close  supervision 
over  their  reserves,  and  especially  watching  their 
farming  operations.  The  only  way  we  shall  be 
able  to  reduce  the  expense  is  by  keeping  a  suffi¬ 
cient  number  of  employes  at  the  elbows  of  the 
Indians  in  order  to  keep  up  their  courage  and 
assist  and  advise  them  in  working  their  farms  and 
gardens.  Any  one  who  will  carefully  peruse  the 
report  must  see  that  the  Indians  of  the  western 
country  are  making  great  progress.  In  Manitoba  we 
have  eight  agencies,  where  the  agents  draw  salaries 
varying  from  $900  to  $1,000.  They  have  their 
medical  officers.  There  is  no  reason  why  we  should 
have  a  large  staff  in  that  province,  because  the 
agents  are  able  to  give  the  supervision  necessary 
to  the  Indians  in  regard  to  their  farming  opera¬ 
tions.  In  the  North-West  Territories  we  have  18 
agencies,  the  average  salary  paid  to  an  agent 
being  $1,200,  and  clerks  are  also  provided,  as  they 
are  absolutely  necessary  in  order  to  keep  correct 
returns  of  the  issues  made  and  the  different  opera¬ 
tions  on  the  reserves.  The  agents  have  to  closely 
supervise  the  farm  operations,  and  assist  the  In¬ 
dians  in  selling  their  products,  and  advise  them  as 
to  what  should  be  sold  and  what  retained  for  their 
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own  use,  and  for  seed.  If  these  matters  are  not 
attended  to,  the  Indians  will  become  as  wild  as 
formerly.  The  question  might  be  asked  why  we 
have  so  many  of  the  agencies  ?  It  must  be  remem¬ 
bered  that  they  are  scattered  over  a  very  large 
territory,  and  the  number  of  Indians  in  the  agencies 
varies  from  a  few  hundred  to  2,000  odd.  Of  course, 
in  order  to  make  a  calculation  as  to  the  cost  of  the 
management  of  Indians,  it-  must  be  remembered 
that  it  will  vary  in  accordance  with  the  number  of 
Indians.  On  the  Assiniboia  reserve,  which  the 
hon.  gentleman  cited,  the  average  cost  was  a  little 
over  $6  ;  while  on  the  Blood  reserve,  where  the  In¬ 
dians  are  more  numerous,  the  average  was  brought 
down  to  $1.25.  But  even  if  the  average  cost  is  $6 
in  the  case  of  the  Assiniboia  reserve,  that  is  one  of 
those  bodies  of  Indians  that  is  practically  off  our 
hands.  Last  year  and  for  several  years  previ¬ 
ously  they  have  progressed  so  rapidly  until  this 
year  they  have  raised  almost  sufficient  for  their 
own  use.  This  shows  the  necessity  of  having 
officers  to  supervise  the  Indians  in  order  to  keep 
down  the  very  large  expenditure  we  must  be 
called  upon  to  make,  unless  the  Indians  are  able  to 
provide  food  for  themselves.  In  1879  there  was 
scarcely  a  house  for  an  Indian  to  live  in,  now  there 
are  5,000  houses,  many  of  which  are  furnished 
comfortably.  At  that  time  they  had  virtually  no 
stock  ;  now  they  have  over  16,000  head  of  cattle 
and  horses,  cows  3,000,  70  bulls,  2,000  oxen,  5,900 
horses,  200  pigs.  13,500  acres  are  under  culti¬ 
vation  this  year,  and  they  have  also  broken  an 
additional  2,000  acres.  Next  year  they  will  have 
between  15,000  and  16,000  acres  under  crop. 
Every  acre  to-day  is  broken  by  the  Indians  them¬ 
selves  ;  we  have  no  white  farm  hands  now,  they 
have  all  disappeared.  If  we  have  to  employ 
any  labour  on  the  reserves,  we  employ  Indian 
labour,  and  they  get  the  advantage  of  that  em¬ 
ployment,  and  all  white  labour  is  dispensed  with 
except  on  a  few  reserves,  where  we  have  farm  in¬ 
structors  proper  who  supervise  the  whole  work  on 
the  reserve.  In  1879  there  were  only  16  schools, 
with  an  attendance  of  500  children  ;  now  there  are 
150  schools,  with  nearly  4,000  children  in  attend¬ 
ance,  this  return  including  the  North-West  and 
Manitoba.  It  is  impossible  to  curtail  the  salaries 
of  the  agents  in  the  North-West,  for  you  must  pay 
them  sufficient  to  cause  them  to  feel  they  are  mak¬ 
ing  a  fair  living  for  themselves.  With  respect  to 
British  Columbia,  it  is  impossible  to  send  men 
into  tlie  wilds  of  that  country  and  pay  them  $500 
or  $400  when  they  will  be  called  upon  to 
live  away  from  civilization.  It  is  necessary 
to  have  an  agent  there,  and  we  should  pay 
him  at  least  a  fair  salary.  The  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman,  in  speaking  of  the  cost  of  administer¬ 
ing  agencies  in  British  Columbia,  based  his  argu¬ 
ment  on  the  fact  that  there  was  a  very  small 
amount  spent  for  relief,  and  that  the  largest  items 
were  for  medical  attendance.  That  has  also  been 
the  case  in  the  Maritime  Provinces  for  years,  but  I 
think  we  ought  to  consider  ourselves  fortunate 
that  that  is  the  state  of  affairs,  and  that  the  Indians 
we  are  supervising  in  these  provinces  are  really 
making  their  own  living.  Of  course,  they  have 
difficulties  to  contend  with  and  they  want  some  one 
within  easy  reach  to  whom  they  can  appeal  in  case 
of  trouble,  so  that  it  is  absolutely  neeessary  we 
should  have  agents  to  attend  to  their  business.  In 
British  Columbia,  as  the  hon.  gentleman  knows. 
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the  country  is  broken  and  of  vast  extent  and  the 
agencies  extend  over  a  territory  of  385,000  square 
miles,  larger,  I  think,  than  the  Province  of  Ontario. 
I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  the  whole  of  this  country 
is  covered  by  the  agencies,  but  all  that  portion  of 
it  is  in  which  the  whites  are  likely  to  be  brought 
into  contact  with  the  Indians.  I  have  myself  made 
calculations  with  regard  to  some  of  the  agencies  in 
the  North-West  in  order  to  discover  how  much 
it  does  really  cost  per  diem  to  feed  and  manage 
our  Indians.  I  have  not  done  as  the  lion, 

gentleman  has,  discarded  the  items  for  food ; 
but,  adding  all  the  costs  together,  I  find 
that  in  the  Assiniboia  agency,  including  food, 
clothing,  tools,  schools  on  the  reserve  and 
everything  else,  with  the  exception  of  the  annuity 
money  which  has  to  be  paid  under  the  treaty,  the 
cost  per  head  on  the  Assiniboia  reserve  is  6  cents 
per  diem.  Making  a  calculation  on  the  same 
■  basis,  I  find  that  the  average  per  head  at  the 
Birtle  agency  in  Manitoba  is  3  cents  per  day.  On 
the  Black  foot  reserve,  where  we  have  to  feed 
every  one  of  the  Indians,  men,  women  and  child¬ 
ren,  with  fair  rations,  except  a  few  "who  are  able 
to  gain  a  livelihood  by  labour,  the  expenditure  is 
9  cents  per  day.  At  the  Crooked  Lake  reserve 
the  average  was  6  cents  per  diem.  This  is  based 
on  the  report  of  the  Auditor  General,  and  that 
report  next  year  will  show  that  that  average  will 
be  reduced,  because  the  Crooked  Lake  reserve  and 
Assiniboia  reserve  and  one  or  two  others  are  vir¬ 
tually  self-supporting  ;  several  of  them  in  regard 
to  their  flour,  and  some  with  regard  to  their  beef, 
which  they  raise  themselves.  I  do  not  think  the 
hon.  gentleman  can  complain  of  the  expenditure 
incurred  at  the  head  office  at  Victoria,  B.C.  The 
staff  there  is  composed  of  a  superintendent,  his  as¬ 
sistant  and  two  clerks.  The  different  agencies,  12  or 
14  in  number,  extend  over  the  entire  province  from 
north  to  south,  and  from  the  coast  quite  a  distance 
into  the  interior.  The  hon.  gentleman  mentioned 
Kwakewlth  agency,  which  was  represented  by  Mr. 
R.  H.  Pidcock.  He  receives  a  salary  of  $1,200, 
and  from  my  own  knowledge  of  British  Columbia, 

I  can  say  that  these  Indians  were  the  most  war¬ 
like  and  caused  the  most  trouble  in  British  Colum¬ 
bia  in  the  early  days.  That  gentleman  has  been 
among  them  and  they  are  just  as  good  Indians  now 
as  any  others  in  British  Columbia.  The  lower 
Fraser  agency  is  the  most  important  agency  there. 
Mr.  McTiernan,  the  agent,  has  no  one  to  assist  him. 
He  does  the  whole  work  himself  and  while  super¬ 
vising  the  small  expenditure  he  attends  to  the 
business  of  the  Indians,  and,  as  my  hon.  friends 
from  British  Columbia  will  admit,  it  is  absolutely 
necessary  that  we  should  have  an  agency  there.  It 
does  appear  from  the  remarks  of  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  that  the  surveys  did  cost  a  great  deal  of  money 
for  the  work  done,  but  the  hon.  gentleman  must 
take  into  consideration  the  nature  of  the  work 
in  the  Province  of  British  Columbia  and  the  time 
it  takes  for  a  person  to  travel  from  one  portion  to 
the  other.  The  custom  has  been  for  the  reserve 
commissioner  to  first  visit  the  Indians  in  the  dif¬ 
ferent  localities  of  British  Columbia  and  to  ar¬ 
range  with  them  what  portions  of  territories  shall 
be  given  as  reserves.  These  have  been  kept  down 
in  area  as  small  as  possible,  and  although  their 
numbers  have  been  necessarily  large  for  the  reason 
that  the  fishing  stations  and  favourite  locations  have 
been  reserved  for  them,  the  arrangements  are  made 
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by  which  the  boundaries  are  determined  on,  and 
rough  sketches  taken  by  the  surveyor  who  accom¬ 
panies  the  Reserve  Commissioner.  When  this  dis¬ 
trict  has  been  dealt  with,  the  surveyor  then  instructs 
one  of  his  deputies  to  go  into  the  district  and  to  make 
the  surveys  agreed  upon  by  the  Indians.  V ery  often 
a  steamer  has  to  be  chartered  for  the  purpose  of 
taking  the  party  along  the  coast.  It  may  take 
them  but  a  very  few  days  to  make  a  survey  of  the 
reserve,  but  they  may  be  kept  waiting  there  idle 
until  they  are  taken  off  to  another  part  of  the 
country  to  complete  their  work.  I  am  sure  that  if 
the  lion,  gentleman  understood  the  circumstances 
of  British  Columbia  he  would  see  the  peculiarities 
of  the  province  which  necessitate  what  appears  to 
be  a  large  expenditure  in  the  survey  branch.  The 
gentleman  who  is  in  charge  is  a  most  careful,  com¬ 
petent  and  worthy  officer  who  has  the  confidence  of 
the  Provincial  Government  and  of  our  Government, 
and  who  was  appointed  specially  on  account  of  his 
high  qualifications  for  the  office.  Since  he  has 
acted,  there  has  been  very  little  difficulty  with  the 
Indians  and  we  have  been  able  to  get  the  reserves 
into  a  more  satisfactory  position  than  they  were 
before.  I  am  obliged  to  the  hon.  gentleman  for  his 
remarks  and  I  do  wish  that  not  only  he  himself, 
but  his  friend,  the  leader  of  the  Opposition, 
would  travel  more  through  our  western  country 
and  through  the  Province  of  British  Columbia. 
The  hon.  gentleman,  I  know,  has  not  visited  our 
western  country  now  for  some  years.  I  should 
like  to  take  him  through  as  my  guest,  and  show 
him  the  advancement  that  has  been  made  by  the 
Indians.  I  should  like  to  take  him  to  the  offices  of 
our  Indian  agencies  and  show  him  the  work  that 
has  been  done.  I  should  like  to  show  him  the 
fields  which  have  been  cultivated  by  the  Indians, 
the  way  they  fence  their  lands,  and  the  houses  they 
have  built ;  and  the  next  year,  when  we  came  to 
talk  over  the  matter  again,  I  have  no  doubt  that 
we  should  be  able  to  agree  as  to  some  means  of 
reducing  the  expense.  I  have  not  said  anything 
about  the  Regina  office,  which  is  to-day  in  a  very 
different  condition  from  what  it  was  some  ten 
years  ago,  when  it  was  started.  The  work  of  that 
office  can  now  be  done  more  expeditiously  than  it 
could  when  it  was  established.  Transport  is  easier 
and  means  of  communication  are  better,  and  I  have 
reports  from  my  department  and  also  from  the 
commissioner  as  to  the  ways  in  which  savings  can 
be  made.  In  that  office  we  have  two  inspectors  of 
agencies,  a  caretaker  and  two  school  inspectors. 
YY  e  established  there  two  or  three  years  ago  a 
warehouse  which  has  been  the  means  of  saving  a 
large  amount  of  money.  The  bulk  of  our  supplies  are 
now  distributed  from  there  instead  of  from  the  agen¬ 
cies.  When  the  supplies  were  under  the  control 
of  the  agencies,  the  Indians  were  continually  begging 
for  them  ;  but  now  the  supplies  are  not  sent  to 
the  agencies  until  the  head  office  is  satisfied  that 
there  is  real  need  for  them.  There  are  also  at 
that  office  two  surveyors,  who  are  absolutely  neces- 
saiy.  Therefore,  when  we  come  to  details,  we 
find  that  the  only  clerks  whom  we  might  dispense 
with  in  the  immediate  future  are  those  doing  dupli¬ 
cate  work,  which  I  admit  does  now  exist  between 
the  Regina  office  and  the  head  office.  I  have  a  re¬ 
port  from  my  officers  in  that  regard,  and  there  is 
no  doubt  that  we  can  make  a  saving  there.  I  have 
no  doubt,  also,  that  we  may  be  able  in  the  near 
future  to  dispense  with  the  services  of  one  of  the 


4419 


[COMMONS] 


4420 


inspectors  in  the  west,  whose  time  is  not  fully- 
occupied.  I  hope  to  be  able  to  make  arrangements 
with  the  Local  Government  for  utilizing  the  public 
school  inspectors  of  the  province  for  the  inspection 
of  our  Indian  schools,  as  is  done  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  To-day  we  have  two  inspectors,  one  for 
the  Protestant  schools  and  the  other  for  the  Roman 
Catholic  schools,  and  their  travelling  expenses  are 
necessarily  heavy.  I  have  endeavoured  to  answer 
in  as  few  words  as  I  could  the  remarks  of  the  hon. 
gentleman,  which  I  have  received  in  the  spirit  in 
which  I  am  sure  they  have  been  given. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Just  one  word  further, 
and  I  shall  have  nothing  more  to  say  on  the  Indian 
estimates  ;  that  is,  with  regard  to  the  Indian  land 
management  fund,  the  Indian  fund  of  the  Province 
of  Quebec,  and  the  Indian  school  fund.  These 
accounts  have  been  largely  overdrawn — the  Indian 
land  management  fund  to  the  extent  of  $76,400, 
the  Indian  fund  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  to  the 
extent  of  $28,000,  and  the  Indian  school  fund  to 
the  extent  of  $26,000,  making  in  all  $133,400. 
Now,  I  am  not  aware  that  the  department  has  any 
authority  for  expending  for  Indian  purposes  more 
than  the  amount  of  the  interest  on  these  funds  as 
it  accrues,  and  I  would  like  to  know  under  what 
authority  the  hon.  Minister  has  overdrawn  these 
funds,  the  purposes  for  which  the  money  has  been 
applied,  and  how  he  proposes  to  recoup  the  funds 
which  have  been  so  overdrawn  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  had  hoped  that  in  dealing 
with  this  matter  I  should  have  received  the  assist¬ 
ance  of  the  hon.  gentleman  himself,  who,  I  think, 
during  some  portions  of  the  years  when  these 
funds  were  withdrawn,  had  charge  of  the  depart¬ 
ment.  A  short  time  ago,  in  examining  the  accounts 
published  in  the  Indian  report,  and  comparing 
them  with  those  of  the  Auditor  General,  I  found 
that  the  two  did  not  agree,  and  I  set  about  making 
enquiries  with  regard  to  the  discrepancy.  A 
memorandum  was  prepared  for  me  by  officers  of  the 
department,  giving  the  particulars.  I  then  referred 
the  question,  which  I  thought  a  serious  one,  to  my 
colleagues,  and  a  committee  has  been  appointed 
from  my  department  and  the  Finance  Department 
to  look  into  it  and  to  endeavour  to  bring  about  an 
adjustment  of  the  funds.  I  asked  my  deputy  to 
report  as  to  the  authority  on  which  those  expendi¬ 
tures  have  been  made.  He  sent  me  a  report  stat¬ 
ing  that  it  had  been  going  on  for  years,  his  report 
beginning  with  the  year  1870-71,  and  showing  the 
state  of  the  accounts  at  the  end  of  each  year.  In 
some  years  certain  amounts  were  taken  from  the 
main  fund  and  added  to  the  school  fund,  but  I  can 
find  no  record  in  the  department  showing  why  that 
was  done.  However,  I  am  quite  sure  that  before 
next  session  we  shall  make  a  rearrangement  on  a 
financial  basis  which  will  be  satisfactory  to  the 
country. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  I  desire  to  call  the  attention  of 
the  hon.  Minister  of  the  Interior  to  a  matter  which  I 
have  already  had  occasion  more  than  once  to  bring 
to  the  notice  of  the  House.  There  is  a  band  of 
Chippewa  Indians  located  on  the  Indian  reservation 
of  Georgina  Island  and  a  few  on  Snake  Island. 
The  fund  at  the  disposal  of  the  band  amounted  to 
$24,674.57  at  the  commencement  of  the  fiscal  year 
ending  to-day,  and  the  interest  arising  from  that 
fund  amounted  to  $1,232.48.  The  total  number  in 
Mr.  Dewdney. 


the  band,  according  to  the  last  report  of  the  agent 
at  Sutton  West  is  125,  an  increase  of  two  since  the 
last  annual  report.  The  band  in  question  is  a  very 
advanced  one.  The  Indians  are  devoted  largely 
to  agriculture,  their  lands  have  been  all  divided 
among  them  by  the  Government  under  the  system 
of  location  tickets  and  separation  of  property,  each 
having  a  separate  holding,  and  I  can  only  refer 
the  Minister,  for  corroboration  of  my  remarks,  to 
the  figures  in  possession  of  the  department  showing 
the  amount  they  raise  annually  in  farm  products. 
The  Minister  will  see  from  the  report  of  the  Indian 
agent  that  the  band  in  question  is  possessed  of  a 
considerable  quantity  of  live  stock,  that  there  are 
many  agricultural  implements  in  use  among  them, 
and  that  the  output  would  be  creditable  to  an  agri¬ 
cultural  community  of  white  people.  Nowthey  are 
under  the  management  of  an  Indian  agent,  a  very 
estimable  man,  Mr.  Stevenson,  who  resides  in  the 
village  of  Sutton  West,  six  or  eight  miles  from  Geor¬ 
gina  Island.  The  Indian  agent,  I  am  free  to  admit, 
takes  a  deep  interest  in  the  welfare  of  the  band,  and 
I  would  not  like  anything  I  am  about  to  say  to  be 
regarded  as  involving  the  slightest  reflection  on  him. 
Nevertheless,  I  must  call  the  attention  of  the 
Minister  to  this  fact,  that  the  gross  receipts  from 
the  fund  is  $1,232.48,  and  that  of  this  amount  the 
Indians  received  $970.05  last  year,  or  at  the  rate  of 
$7.76  per  head.  Now,  when  we  look  at  the  Auditor 
General’s  Report,  we  find  that  the  Indian  agent 
receives  per  annum  $500  in  connection  with  this 
reserve,  or  at  the  rate  of  $4  per  head  for  every  man, 
woman  and  child  in  the  band,  and  this  he  receives 
for  the  distribution  of  this  fund  of  $970.05.  I  think 
that  his  salary  is  out  of  all  proportion  to  what  it 
ought  to  be.  If  the  Government  have  any  money 
to  spare,  it  would  be  better  applied  in  increasing 
the  annuity  than  in  paying  an  unnecessary  amount 
to  the  agent.  It  should  be  our  duty  to  offer 
every  reasonable  inducement  to  the  Indians  to 
make  progress,  and  if  it  is  possible  for  us  to 
offer  prizes  to  them  which  would  lead  to  this 
desirable  result,  we  should  do  so.  If  there  be  found 
in  the  band  a  man  quite  capable  of  discharging  the 
duties  of  Indian  agent,  why  should  he  not  be  given 
that  office  and  receive  the  emolument  instead  of 
having  it  vested  in  some  one  at  a  distance  ?  He 
would  be  on  the  spot,  and  would  have  more  in¬ 
fluence  in  the  band,  with  whom  he  would  be  always 
present,  and  the  fact  that  the  Government  did  that 
simple  act  of  justice  to  the  Indians  would  be  an  in¬ 
ducement  to  others  to  aim  to  attain  that  degree  of 
advancement  which  perhaps  would  bring  them 
within  the  reach  of  the  prize  as  well.  So  that  my 
remarks  are  twofold  :  first,  to  suggest  to  the  Minis¬ 
ter  to  look  into  the  matter,  and  see  whether  he  is 
not  paying  the  Indian  agent  more  than  his  services 
are  worth,  and,  if  so,  whether  the  excess  could  not 
be  properly  used  to  increase  the  annuities  ;  and, 
secondly,  whether,  with  regard  to  this  and  all  other 
bands  as  well,  there  could  not  be  a  policy  adopted 
by  which  these  services  now  performed  by  white 
men  might  not  be  entrusted  to  those  advanced  pro¬ 
gressive  Indians  for  whose  benefit  after  all  the 
whole  fund  is  set  apart,  and  for  whose  advance¬ 
ment  we  ought  to  endeavour  in  every  reasonable 
way  to  use  the  public  service.  You  will  understand, 
Sir,  that  in  alluding  to  the  Indian  agent,  I  desire 
to  do  so  in  the  kindest  spirit,  for  I  believe  he  is 
doing  his  duty.  At  the  same  time,  I  feel  it  my 
duty  to  make  this  suggestion,  believing  that  it  will 
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be  for  the  ultimate  advantage  of  the  Indians  them¬ 
selves. 

Mr.  I)EWDNE\ .  Of  course  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  knows  that  I  am  not  as  familiar  with  the 
Indians  of  Ontario  as  with  our  western  Indians. 
W  ith  regard  to  the  policy  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
suggested  to  be  followed  in  the  reserve  of  Georgina, 
it  is  the  policy  I  have  followed  as  far  as  possible  in 
our  western  country,  that  is,  if  we  can  find  an 
Indian  who  can  do  the  work  as  well  as  a  white  man 
we  give  him  the  preference  in  connection  with  the 
expenditure  for  the  benefit  of  the  Indians.  The 
hon.  gentleman’s  suggestion  with  reference  to  the 
appointment  of  Indians  as  agents  in  supervision  of 
Indian  bands  requires  a  good  deal  of  consideration 
and  a  perfect  knowledge  of  the  band  in  which  such 
a  policy  might  be  adopted.  If  the  Indians  are  so 
advanced  as  the  hon.  gentleman  indicates,  in  the 
band  he  has  mentioned,  no  doubt  one  of  themselves 
could  be  selected  to  do  the  duties  of  the  agent  ;  but 
as  a  rule,  we  do  find  that  it  does  not  do  to  place 
an  Indian  over  his  band.  That  is  my  experience. 
Therefore,  I  am  unable  to  express  an  opinion  very 
decidedly  with  regard  to  the  agency  to  which  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  referred.  With  regard  to  the 
funds,  I  may  say  that  the  amount  divided  among 
the  Indians,  as  interest  money,  was  a  portion  of 
the  total,  $1,232.  The  balance  was  for  the  salary 
of  the  chief,  who  is  appointed  by  themselves,  and 
other  charges.  I  am  glad  to  hear  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  speak  so  well  of  the  Indian  agent,  whom  I  do 
not  know  personally,  but  who,  so  far  as  I  know, 
has  conducted  the  affairs  of  the  band  very  satisfac¬ 
torily.  Is  the  hon.  gentleman  aware  whether  he 
does  anything  else  besides  this  agency  business  ? 

Mr.  MULOCK.  He  is  a  very  substantial  man 
there. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  If  it  is  necessary  to  have  an 
agent,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  $500  is  very 
excessive,  although,  if  he  is  a  gentleman  of  inde¬ 
pendent  means,  no  doubt  he  might  do  the  work  for 
less  money.  I  cannot  believe  that  the  duties  are 
very  onerous  as  the  band  is  a  very  small  one. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  At  one  time  this  band  occupied 
principally  Snake  Island,  which  is  in  the  southerly 
part  of  Lake  Simcoe,  and  it  was  subsequently 
transferred  to  Georgina  Island  in  the  north.  I 
think  a  few  families  are  still  on  Snake  Island,  and 
it  is  probable  that  the  agent  has  occasionally  to 
pay  a  visit  to  Snake  Island.  Air.  Stevenson  is,  I 
think,  a  man  of  means. 

Sohools . $27,000 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Can  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  give  any  information  as  to  how  the  schools  in 
Ontario  are  progressing  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  think,  generally,  the  schools, 
especially  the  industrial  schools,  are  progressing 
'  ery  favourably.  T  he  report  which  came  down, 
which  perhaps  the  hon.  gentleman  has  not  been 
aide  to  peruse,  shows  that. 

Air.  PATERSON  (Brant).  How  many  are  in 
Ontario,  how  many  in  Quebec,  and  how  many  in 
the  Alaritime  Provinces  ? 

Mr.  DEW  DNEY.  We  have  42  schools  in  Quebec 
and  Ontario,  8  of  which  are  in  Quebec.  In  Nova 
Scotia  there  are  6  ;  in  New  Brunswick,  5 ;  and  in 
Prince  Edward  Island,  1. 
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Air.  1  ATERSON  (Brant).  I  see  it  is  reported 
that  several  additional  schools  have  been  brought 
into  operation  during  the  year.  Have  you  a  list  of 
the  reserves  they  are  on  ? 

Air.  DEW  DNEY.  I  cannot  pick  out  the  addi¬ 
tional  schools  that  we  have  established  this  year. 
In  Ontario  we  are  assisting  in  the  same  way  as  last 
year  the  industrial  school  near  Brantford. 

Air.  I  ATERSON  (Brant).  You  do  not  do  much 
for  that  except  in  the  way  of  prizes  ? 

Air.  DEWDNEY.  Assistance  is  given  for  90 
pupils  at  $60  a  head. 

Air.  PATERSON  (Brant).  W  here  they  have  trust 
funds  in  the  reserves,  do  they  themselves  aid  the 
maintenance  of  the  school,  or  is  that  altogether 
defrayed  by  public  grants  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  Nearly  all  the  salaries  are 
paid  by  the  denominations  to  which  they  belong. 
The  Methodists,  for  example,  pay  Half  the  salaries. 
In  the  industrial  school,  it  was  only  last  year  that 
we  gave  assistance.  The  New  England  Company 
were  doing  that  before,  and,  when  I  was  in  Eng¬ 
land,  I  attended  one  of  their  meetings,  and  the*y 
called  my  attention  to  it,  and  I  asked  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  undertake  that,  and  last  year  was  the  first 
that  it  was  done. 

Survey  of  Indian  Reserves . $500 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Where  does  the 
Minister  intend  to  make  surveys  this  year  ? 

Air.  DEWDNEY.  I  do  not  think  the  depart¬ 
ment  has  made  up  its  mind  on  that  subject.  This 
is  for  the  purpose  of  rectifying  disputed  boundaries 
when  trespasses  occur  and  applications  are  made. 

Indians  of  Manitoba,  North-West 
Territories  and  Keewatin . $768,920 

Air.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  see  there  are  con¬ 
siderable  decreases  here  ;  for  instance,  for  farm 
v  ages,  seed  grain,  live  stock  and  supplies  for 
destitute  Indians.  I  suppose  this  is  to  be  taken  as 
an  indication  of  the  more  prosperous  condition  of 
die  Indians,  and  that  they  are  more  self-supporting 
than  they  were.  I  do  not  suppose  that  the  Minister 
is  cutting  down  supplies. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  That  is  the  fact.  The  Indians 
now  are  raising  so  much  produce  of  their  own  that 
they  are  able  to  sell  considerable  quantities,  and  to 
provide  themselves  to  a  large  extent  with  farming 
implements,  with  which  we  had  previously  sup¬ 
plied  them.  Now  they  are  buying  their  own 
waggons,  to  a  great  extent,  and  self-binders.  I 
think  last  year,  on  three  or  four  reserves,  they 
bought  their  own  self-binders.  One  progressive 
man  would  be  able  to  obtain  his  self-binder  from 
the  agricultural  implement  manufacturers,  who 
would  give  the  Indians  just  as  good  terms  as  the 
white  man,  and  he  would  cut  for  his  neighbours 
and  be  paid,  receiving  a  percentage  of  the  crop  ;  this 
lie  would  sell,  the  agent  managing  the  business  for 
him.  In  that  way  they  are  able  to  secure  their  own 
implements  to  a  great  extent. 

Reserve  Commission .  $8,000 

Air.  LAURIER.  Before  we  leave  these  items 
foi  Indian  Affairs,  I  would  like  to  call  the  attention 
of  the  Alinister  to  a  complaint  which  has  been  made 
to  me  by  the  Saulteaux  Indians  of  the  St.  Peter’s 
reserve  in  Alanitoba.  Perhaps  the  hon.  gentleman 
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lias  heard  of  that  case,  but  as  he  may  not  recollect  it 
at  the  moment,  I  may  say  that  the  St.  Peter’s  re¬ 
serve,  as  I  understand  it,  is  the  joint  reserve  for  two 
bands  of  Indians,  theSaulteaux  band  and  the  Swamp 
Indians.  I  understand  that  the  Saulteaux  complain 
that  they  are  not  getting  along  well  with  their 
neighbours,  the  Swamp  Indians,  and  they  desire 
that  the  reserve  should  be  divided  into  two  portions, 
one  for  them  and  one  for  the  Swamp  Indians,  the 
two  divisions  to  extend  to  the  boundary  line  on 
each  side  of  the  river.  For  some  reason  with  which 
I  am  not  familiar,  these  Saulteaux  Indians  are  not 
able  to  agree  with  their  neighbours  ;  one  band  seems 
to  be  more  disposed  to  farming  and  the  otlier  to 
hunting.  I  would  like  to  know  from  the  Minister  if 
there  is  any  objection  to  this  change  being  carried 
out  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  *This  is  the  first  time  I  have 
heard  of  an  application  being  made  for  that  purpose 
by  the  band  of  Indians  on  the  St.  Peter  Reserve 
near  Winnipeg.  I  know  they  have  been  occupying 
it  ever  since  the  reserve  was  established.  I  think 
some  of  them  are  pagans  and  others  are  christian¬ 
ized,  and  I  think  the  pagans  do  a  great  deal  of 
hunting  and  keep  a  great  deal  off  the  reserves.  I 
cannot  at  this  moment  say,  without  consulting  the 
officers  of  the  department,  what  objection  there 
may  be  to  a  division  of  that  kind,  but  I  fancy  that 
there  would  be  some  objection,  because  the  reserve 
has  been  so  much  cut  up  and  located  on  different 
portions  by  Indians  scattered  from  one  end  of  the 
reserve  to  the  other,  that  there  may  be  some  diffi¬ 
culty.  If  there  is  a  large  portion  of  the  reserve 
on  which  there  is  no  settlement,  perhaps  some 
arrangement  may  be  ,come  to.  I  would  like  to 
know  further  particulars  with  regard  to  it  before 
I  express  an  opinion. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman  give 
me  his  official  answer  upon  Concurrence  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  will. 

North-West  Mounted  Police— Pay  of 
Force . $310,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Is  there  any 
considerable  reduction  to  be  made  in  the  number 
of  this  force,  or  is  there  any  reasonable  ground  for 
supposing,  as  has  been  promised,  that  this  reduction 
will  be  carried  out  in  reality,  and  be  something 
more  than  a  mere  paper  reduction  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  may  state  that  the  total 
authorized  strength  of  the  force,  by  statute,  is 
1,123.  In  November  last  the  total  force  consisted 
of  1,016  men,  and  in  June,  this  present  month,  the 
force  is  970  strong,  so  that  we  are  gradually  making 
a  slight  decrease.  In  November  last  the  number 
of  horses  was  861,  and  the  number  now  is  857. 
So  we  are  keeping  down  the  force  as  much  as  we 
possibly  can. 

Subsistence .  $85,000 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  There  is  a  reduction  here. 
For  the  four  years  from  30th  June,  1878,  the  aver¬ 
age  cost  per  man  and  horse  was  $1,149,  and  it  grad¬ 
ually  decreased  from  year  to  year,  except  in  the 
year  1885-86,  when  there  was  an  extra  expenditure 
averaging  for  each  man  and  horse  $1,354.  For 
the  three  years  1886,  ’87,  ’88  and  ’89  the  cost  was 
$825  ;  in  1889-90,  $753  ;  1890-91,  $741  ;  1891-92, 
$701.  It  is  estimated  that  the  average  for  1892-93 

Mr.  Laurier. 


will  be  $675,  and  we  hope,  next  year,  to  be  able  to 
bring  down  to  $650  the  average  cost  per  man  and 
horse.  The  cost  of  transportation  and  the  improved 
facilities  for  moving  cheapen  the  price  of  supplies. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Can  the  hon. 
gentleman  tell  us  the  amount  paid  to  the  railway 
companies  for  the  transportation  of  this  force  from 
place  to  place  last  year  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  fancy  it  was  about  $15,000 
or  $13,000. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Not  more 
than  that  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  No,  I  think  not,  according 
to  the  informatian  I  have  got.  I  think  last  year  it 
was  $13,000. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  thought  on 
looking  over  the  Auditor  General’s  Report,  it  was 
considerably  in  excess.  But  I  suppose  the  hon. 
gentleman  is  speaking  from  detailed  information 
supplied  to  him. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  That  is  the  information  sup¬ 
plied  to  me.  Perhaps  the  hon.  gentleman  may  be 
thinking  of  some  arrears  that  stood  over  for  some¬ 
time. 

Mr.  Fabre’s  salary  and  contingencies  of 
office . $3,500 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  We  should 
have  the  long  promised  report,  showing  what  ser¬ 
vices  have  inured  to  the  Dominion  of  Canada  from 
the  employment  of  this  officer  during  the  past  year. 
Where  is  the  report  to  be  found  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  think  this  matter  is  under 
supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  State  or  the  Finance 
Department. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  We  have  paid 
during  the  past  ten  years  about  $40,000  to  this, 
official,  and  I  want  to  know  what  he  has  done. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  This  is  the  usual  vote  to  Mr. 
Fabre. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  am  quite 
aware  of  that. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  We  have  had  his  case  pretty 
well  discussed  in  former  years.  Last  year  we  had 
a  discussion  with  respect  to  it,  and  the  vote  was 
passed  on  the  understanding  that  in  the  meantime 
the  Government  would  consider  the  matter,  come 
to  a  conclusion  with  respect  to  that  agency,  and 
announce  its  policy.  The  Government  have  con¬ 
sidered  it  and  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
agency  ought  not  to  be  dispensed  with  at  the 
present  time.  I  have  been  making  arrangements 
with  respect  to  commercial  agencies,  and  by 
Order  in  Council  I  have  made  Mr.  Fabre  a  com¬ 
mercial  agent,  and  have  placed  certain  duties  upon 
him  in  the  way  of  making  researches  and  reports  to 
me  in  the  matter  of  tariffs  and  commercial  relations 
in  France  and  Belgium,  which  will  occupy  a  good 
deal  of  his  time.  These  duties  will  be  added  to 
the  duties  formerly  performed  by  Mr.  Fabre,  those 
of  immigration  proper,  in  which  he  has  been  mod¬ 
erately  successful,  considering  the  difficulty  of  in¬ 
ducing  immigration  from  France,  which  all  admit. 
It  was  stated  last  year  that  no  immigrants  from 
France  had  come  here,  or  not  more  than  three. 
That  is  quite  a  mistake,  as  the  record  shows  a 
large  number  of  immigrants  have  come  here  as  the 
result  of  Mr.  Fabre’s  efforts.  The  'sum  is  not  a 
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large  one,  and,  looking  at  the  importance  of  keep- 
ing  np  our  connection  for  immigration  and  com¬ 
mercial  purposes  with  so  great  a  country  as  France, 
the  Government  do  not  think  this  is  too  large  a 
sum  to  be  voted. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  We  want  the 
report  and  details. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  will  place  Mr.  Fabre’s  report 
on  the  Table,  for  I  think  I  have  it  here.  Last 
year  the  question  of  the  report  of  Mr.  Fabre  came 
up,  and  it  was  stated  that  it  had  not  been  sent. 
That  was  not  fair  to  Mr.  Fabre,  because  it  had 
been  sent.  It  had  been  sent  to  the  Secretary  of 
State,  and  ordered  by  him  to  be  sent  to  my  depart¬ 
ment,  but  the  order  had  been  mislaid,  so  that  the 
report  was  not  sent  to  my  department  until  later. 
I  lay  the  report  of  Mr.  Fabre  on  the  Table  of  the 
House,  and  also  his  report  of  last  year. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Where  is  the 
report  of  his  immigration  performances  ?  I  do  not 
see  anything  about  that  here. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  That  report  has  not  come  to 
hand.  It  is  made  to  Sir  Charles  Tupper,  and  the 
department  has  not  yet  received  it. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  We  shall  have 
an  opportunity  of  ascertaining  what  has  been  done 
when  we  get  the  details  of  the  census,  and  I  shall 
be  very  curious  to  see  how  many  natives  of  old 
France  have  been  induced  to  settle  in  Canada  dur¬ 
ing  the  last  ten  years  as  the  result  of  this  gentle¬ 
man’s  exertions.  I  observe  there  is  very  little  of 
this  report  devoted  to  immigration. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  That  is  the  report  he  made 
to  me. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  have  the 
two  reports,  one  under  date  of  September  3,  1891, 
in  which  he  refers  to  his  exertions  in  the  matter  of 
immigration. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  might  take 
a  little  time  to  read  the  reports,  and  again  refer  to 
•  the  matter  on  Concurrence. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTW  RIGHT.  Concurrence 
is  not  a  desirable  time,  and  I  do  not  think  that  the 
House  is  in  a  temper  to  devote  a  good  deal  of  time 
to  any  items  in  Concurrence.  I  perceive  that  this 
gentleman  dwells  somewhat  more  on  our  emigration 
than  on  our  immigration,  for  he  congratulates  us 
on  the  fact  that  there  is  annually  a  large  number 
of  students  and  artists  of  Canadian  birth  in  Paris, 
which  is  very  satisfactory  no  doubt.  This  report 
really  appears  to  be  devoted  to  his  consideration  of 
the  commercial  relations. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Yes,  he  deals  with  the  tariff 
legislation. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  And  not  very 
particularly  with  the  immigration.  What  total 
number  of  immigrants  does  the  hon.  gentleman 
suppose  that  we  have  got  from  old  France  within 
the  last  ten  years,  to  settle  in  Canada  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  can  only  speak  for  one  dis-  I 
trict,  and  I  know  that  there  is  a  large  settlement 
at  YV  hitewood,  X.  Y\  .T. ,  composed  entirely  of  old 
country  Frenchmen,  who  are  interested  largely  in 
raising  beets  and  chicory,  and  also  sheep  and 
horses. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Can  the  hon. 
gentleman  give  us  some  idea  of  the  total  number  ? 


Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  have  not  the  remotest 
idea. 

Sir  RICHA  RD  CART  WRIGHT.  I  know  some¬ 
thing  of  the  \\  hitewood  settlement  myself,  and 
unless  they  came  there  very  recently*  I  do  not 
think  there  is  a  very  great  number. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  It  is  sometimes  said  in  the 
House  that  only  three  or  four  French  immigrants 
have  come  annually  to  this  country,  and  that  is  a 
mistake.  There  is  a  large  settlement  at  White- 
wood,  and  within  the  last  two  or  three  years  several 
hundred  have  emigrated  to  the  North-West,  bring¬ 
ing  as  a  rule  their  families  and  some  capital  besides. 
H  my  hon.  friend  will  look  at  the  report  of  Mr. 
Foursin,  one  of  the  farmer  delegates,  he  will  find  a 
good  deal  of  information  about  Whitewood  and  a 
couple  of  other  settlements  in  the  North-West  pub¬ 
lished  there.  I  may  mention  for  the  information  of 
the  House  that  within  the  last  seven  or  eight  years 
a  large  number  of  immigrants  from  old  France  have 
settled  in  the  region  of  Lake  St.  John,  and  the 
upper  part  of  the  constituency  that  I  represent. 
Of  course  immigration  is  encouraged  by  this  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  the  immense  territories  which  we  pos¬ 
sess  in  the  North-West,  but  surely  immigrants 
which  come  to  the  other  provinces  are  not  to  be 
left  out  of  consideration  when  we  are  discussing 
the  small  sum  of  money  for  our  agent  in  France, 
which  is  all  that  has  been  spent  in  favour  of  immi¬ 
gration  from  that  part  of  the  world  to  this  country. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Could  the 
hon.  gentleman  state  approximately  how  many  he 
supposes  have  come  ? 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  I  said  that  more  than  five  or 
six  hundred  at  least  have  come  within  the  last 
three  years. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT/  To  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  district  ? 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  No,  I  am  referring  now  to 
the  North -YY  est  Territories.  I  cannot  say  exactly 
the  number  in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  I  saw  at 
one  time  that  25  families  were  established  in  the 
Lake  St.  John  district.  Mr.  Lesage,  the  Deputy 
Minister  of  Agriculture  at  Quebec,  and  the  late 
Monsignor  Labelle,  have  been  instrumental  in 
bringing  out  a  certain  number  of  them 
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Cost  of  litigated  matters .  $10,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  YVhat  is  that  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  These  are  general  matters  of 
litigation  which  may  occur  in  the  course  of  the 
year.  I  do  not  think  they  are  intended  to  cover 
cases  in  which  the  actual  costs  are  known,  but  it 
would  be  impossible  to  give  details.  This  is  put 
into  one  vote,  but  formerly  we  used  to  give  a  por¬ 
tion  to  the  different  departments. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Can  you  tell 
us  how  you  spent  the  $15,000  you  got  last  year  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  cannot  tell  that. 

Commercial  Agencies . $5,000 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  brought .  this 
matter  of  commercial  agencies  before  the  Minister 
last  year,  and  I  understood  from  the  remarks  he 
then  made  that  he  would  have  succeeded  in  doing 
something  with  this  fund  in  the  direction  indicated 
at  that  time,  and  which  seems  to  me  is  the  object 
for  which  the  money  is  voted.  This  amount  has 
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been  granted  for  many  years  now,  and  I  believe  that 
the  object  it  was  intended  for,  and  to  which  it 
should  be  legitimately  applied,  has  never  been 
accomplished  yet.  For  instance,  it  was  expended 
last  year  for  the  following  purposes  :■ — 

“  Information  re  Newfoundland,  $300;  poultry  and  egg 
trade:  John  Sanders, $350  ;  ocean  fares.  $120;  fare  and 
pullman  to  New  York,  $28  :  expenses  in  Ottawa  preparing 
report,  $20;  West  India  trade  negotiations,  J.  &  A, 
McMillan,  St.  John,  $35  ;  freight  and  expenses  of  books, 
$21.33;  Washington  trade  negotiations,  Sir  Charles  Tap¬ 
per’s  expenses  :  78  days  at  $10  a  day,  $780 ;  fare  Liverpool 
to  New  York,  $243.83;  New  York  to  London,  $250  ;  other 
expenses,  $266.65.” 

Then,  there  is  the  travel  for  Ottawa  officials  which 
you  find  at  page  B-87  of  the  Auditor  General’s 
Report  and  which  amounts  to  $105.97,  having 
something  to  do,  I  suppose  with  Sir  John  Thomp¬ 
son’s  visit  to  Washington  or  London,  and  then 
there  is  charged  to  this  item,  for  unforeseen  ex¬ 
penses,  $1,400.  These  are  all  the  items  apparently 
for  which  this  vote  was  expended  last  year,  and  not 
saying  that  the  information  was  not  necessary 
with  reference  to  Newfoundland,  and  the  egg  trade, 
and  Sir  Charles  Tupper’s  and  the  other  Ministers’ 
negotiations  at  Washington.  I  hold  that  is  not 
the  purpose  for  which  this  grant  was  instituted, 
and  I  think  the  Minister  should  either  drop  this 
vote,  or  charge  these  expenditures  to  a  more  legi¬ 
timate  vote.  I  understood  from  the  Minister  last 
year  that  he  was  devising  a  plan  which  he  expected 
would  be  carried  out  this  year,  for  establishing  resi¬ 
dent  agents  in  foreign  countries  to  promote  foreign 
trade  and  commerce,  to  be  ready  to  give  informa¬ 
tion  to  Canadian  exporters,  and  to  aid  them  in 
every  way  they  could  in  effecting  sales  in  those 
countries  ;  in  short,  to  help  Canadian  exporters  to 
open  up  trade  with  those  countries.  I  am  not 
objecting  to  the  expenditure,  but  I  hold  that  that 
is  not  the  object  of  the  grant,  and  it  would  be  in¬ 
teresting  to  the  House  if  the  Minister  were  in  a 
position  to  state  at  what  points  he  thought  foreign 
trade  could  be  profitably  done  and  where  resident 
agents  are  to  be  located. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  hon.  gentlemah  is  cpiite 
right  in  saying  that  a  vote  for  commercial  agencies 
should  be  used  for  commercial  agencies  in  the  proper 
sense  of  that  term.  I  do  not  suppose  that  he  wishes 
me  to  go  into  an  explanation  of  the  items  for  the 
current  year  which  he  has  read.  Having  this  vote, 
ana  not  having  utilized  it  for  commercial  agents 
resident  in  foreign  countries,  we  have  used  it  for  the 
purpose  of  defraying  expenses  in  connection  with 
commercial  negotiations.  I  have,  however,  been  at 
work  in  connection  with  the  establishment  of 
agencies  proper,  and  we  have  now  in  operation 
some  eight  agencies  in  the  West  Indies,  Great 
Britain  and  France.  In  France  Mr.  Fabre,  who  is 
our  resident  agent  there,  has  also  been  made  our 
commercial  agent ;  and  under  instructions  from  the 
department  here,  he  is  engaged  in  making  whatever 
researches  are  thought  necessary  and  beneficial,  and 
in  keeping  me  informed,  especially  as  to  the  trend  of 
tariffs  and  the  like  ;  and  his  suggestions  and  reports 
to  me  are  of  very  great  benefit  in  keeping  me  au 
courant  with  the  legislation  in  that  country  in  regard 
to  commercial  matters.  In  Great  Britain  I  have 
taken  authority,  by  an  Order  in  Council,  to  select 
certain  immigration  agents  and  make  them  also 
commercial  agents.  They  are  under  instructions 
to  report  with  reference  to  certain  phases  of  our 
trade  in  those  countries  ;  and  those  reports  are  also 
Mr.  Paterson  (Brant). 


being  sent  to  me.  In  the  West  Indies  I  have 
established  five  agencies — two  in  the  Leeward 
Islands,  one  in  the  Windward  Islands,  one  in 
Jamaica,  and  one  on  the  coast  of  British  Guiana. 
These  gentlemen  are  now  at  work,  and  their  first 
report  is  expected  by  the  next  mail  from  the  West 
India  Islands.  I  suppose  my  hon.  friend  made  a 
slij)  of  the  tongue  in  speaking,  for  they  are  not 
actually  to  buy  and  sell. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Oh,  no  ;  I  did  not 
mean  that. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  have  furnished  them  thoroughly 
with  all  papers  and  documents  from  this  country 
that  I  thought  would  be  useful  to  them  for  supply¬ 
ing  information  to  the  merchants  and  traders  of 
the  countries  in  which  they  live.  Then,  I  have 
asked  them  to  make  reports  to  me  on  special  sub¬ 
jects  which  I  have  designated  ;  and  I  have  put 
them  in  communication  with  all  the  boards  of 
trade  in  Canada,  and  have  notified  those  bodies  of 
the  appointment  of  those  gentlemen,  so  as  to 
encourage  the  different  commercial  bodies  in 
Canada  to  correspond  directly  with  them.  Sup¬ 
pose  information  is  required  at  Toronto  or  Guelph 
with  reference  to  the  probability  of  opening  up 
trade  at  a  particular  point ;  the  manufacturers  or 
merchants  there  may  write  to  these  agents  and 
obtain  information  direct  from  them.  They  will 
make  reports  to  me,  quarterly  at  any  rate,  and 
these  reports  will  be  embodied  in  a  report  at 
the  end  of  the  year,  and  laid  on  the  Table  of 
Parliament,  and  printed  and  distributed  among 
the  different  commercial  bodies  of  the  country — 
if  not  in  full,  the  essence  of  them.  Although 
these  agencies  have  been  in  operation  only 
three  months,  I  have  myself  heard  of  benefits 
which  have  resulted  from  them  in  the  way  of  open¬ 
ing  up  trade.  I  am  also  in  correspondence  with 
the  view  of  opening  a  similar  agency  at  Yokohama 
for  our  Japan  trade,  which  is  opening  up  well,  and 
one  at  Shanghai  for  our  China  trade.  I  am  quite 
convinced  that  this  is  a  good  policy  for  us  to  pur¬ 
sue  on  a  fairly  extensive  scale.  I  believe  that  this 
vote  will  be  largely  used  up  this  year  for  this  ser¬ 
vice,  and  if  it  works  well,  as  I  am  sure  it  will,  I 
shall  ask  Parliament  next  year  for  a  somewhat 
larger  vote,— not  intending  to  be  extravagant,  how¬ 
ever,  for  these  gentlemen  are  not  extravagantly 
paid.  In  fact,  they  are  experimenting  with  me  in 
the  matter,  and  are  not  at  all  greedy  in  their 
demands  on  the  public  treasury. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  think  we  are  mov¬ 
ing  in  the  direction  for  which  this  vote  is  intended, 
and  I  hope  that  benefits  will  result  from  the  expen¬ 
diture.  There  has  been  nothing  done  in  Australia  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Not  yet. 

Survey,  construction  of  roads,  bridges, 
and  other  necessary  works  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  Hot  Springs  Preserva¬ 
tion,  near  Banff  Station,  North-West 
Territories . $8,000 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  see  that  last  year 
we  took  a  vote  of  $10,000  for  this,  and  expended 
within  16  cents  of  $17,000. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  The  revenue  for  1890-91  was 
$2,347.25.  The  revenue  for  the  eight  months 
ending  29th  of  February  this  year  was 
$2,889.76.  These  are  the  two  last  years,  so  that  the 
revenue  is  increasing,  and  I  suppose  at  the  end  of 
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this  month  another  quarter  will  be  added,  bringing 
it  up  to  $3,400. 

Classification  of  old  records  of  the  late 
Province  of  Canada  in  Department  of 
Secretary  of  State .  $1,500 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Who  is  en¬ 
trusted  with  this  duty  ? 

Mr.  PATTERSON  (Huron).  Colonel  Audette. 
These  records  comprise  documents  dating  from  the 
year  I860,  and  have  been  classified  up  to  1870. 
There  is  a  great  mass  of  important  matter,  in¬ 
structions  to  governors,  orders  to  generals  of  forces 
in  time  of  war  and  other  documents,  which  will  be 
of  great  historic  interest. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Do  they  cover 
Upper  Canada  as  well  as  Quebec  ? 

Mr.  PATTERSON  (Huron).  I  presume  they  do, 
because  they  were  handed  over  from  the  old  Prov¬ 
inces  of  Upper  and  Lower  Canada. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  As  a  matter 
of  antiquarian  interest,  I  would  be  glad  if  the  hon. 
gentleman  would  have  a  search  made  in  his  depart¬ 
ment  to  ascertain  whether  we  are  in  possession  of 
the  record  showing  the  names  of  the  first  Parlia¬ 
ment  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  which  sat  at 
Niagara  a  hundred  years  ago  and  also  whether  we 
have  a  record  of  their  proceedings. 

Mr.  PATTERSON  (Huron).  I  will  do  so,  and  I 
propose  having  a  special  report  made  on  this  branch 
to  be  placed  in  the  Secretary’s  report  next  year. 

Classification  of  old  records  of  Canada 
in  Office  of  the  Privy  Council .  $1,000 

Mr.  FOSTER.  This  is  the  work  which  Mr. 
McGee  has  been  carrying  on  for  three  years,  a  small 
sum  being  voted  each  year.  It  comprises  old  par¬ 
liamentary  records  which  he  is  bringing  into  order 
and  arranging  under  cover  so  that  they  may  be 
easy  for  reference.  I  happened  the  other  day  to  be 
in  his  office,  and  went  up  to  where  he  is  keeping 
his  records,  and  found  they  are  being  very  nicety 
and  conveniently  arranged. 

Further  amount  required  for  plant  for 
Printing  Bureau  . . .  $6,000 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  That  bureau  has  cost 
us  a  good  deal  already  and  is  yet  not  able  to  keep 
up  with  the  work.  If  the  Minister  wants  this 
plant  to  expedite  the  work  we  will  have  to  give  it, 
as  it  is  desirable  the  work  should  be  done  expedi¬ 
tiously.  The  printing  of  voters’  list  was  very  much 
behind,  and  this  year  I  know  that  one  report  of  a 
department  was  prepared  for  a  long  time  and  yet 
we  only  got  it  into  our  hands  last  week,  and  I 
understand  that  the  delay  was  in  the  Printing 
Bureau.  The  Minister  will  perhaps  see,  if  we  give 
him  this  aclditionnal  plant,  that  the  work  is  kept 
up  better  in  the  future. 

Mr.  PATTERSON  (Huron).  This  is  required  to 
pay  for  the  linotype  machines  which  were  ordered 
last  year  and  not  yet  delivered,  and  which  are 
required  to  keep  up  to  the  work.  With  regard  to 
printing  the  voters’  lists,  the  delay  did  not  occur  in 
the  Printing  Bureau  but  on  the  part  of  the  revising 
officers  who  did  not  send  in  their  lists  in  time.  In 
nineteen  out  of  twenty  cases,  the  lists  were  not 
received  until  the  1st  of  January,  and  the  super¬ 
intendent  of  the  department  had  to  give  preference 
to  the  lists  of  counties  in  which  contests  were 


pending.  I  would  remind  the  House  that  the  delay 
in  the  first  instance  was  due  to  the  solicitations 
of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  for  an  extension  of 
some  sixteen  or  seventeen  days  in  the  time  for 
receiving  the  preliminary  lists,  and  this  put  the 
machinery  of  the  revising  officers  to  some  extent 
out  of  gear. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  The  voters’  list  for  the  County 
of  Kent  has  never  been  published,  although  the 
revising  barrister  sent  it  in  some  months  ago  in  due 
time.  When  is  it  likely  to  be  printed  ? 

Mr.  PATTERSON  (Huron).  I  brought  down  the 
list  to  that  date,  and  will  bring  down  a  list  again 
Monday  next. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  Have  the  revising 
officers  been  instructed  not  to  proceed  with  their 
business  this  year  ? 

Mr.  PATTERSON  (Huron).  Yes,  at  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  June. 

To  meet  cost  of  arbitration  respect¬ 
ing  the  accounts  between  the  Domi¬ 
nion  of  Canada  and  the  Provinces 
of  Ontario  and  Quebec.  (Payments 
on  account  of  services  rendered 
may  be  made  to  members  of  the 
Civil  Service  not  withstanding  any¬ 
thing  in  the  Civil  Service  Act) ....  $10,000 

Mr.  FOSTER.  A  year  and  a  half  ago,  just  before 
the  session,  an  agreement  was  come  to  between  the 
Dominion  and  Provincial  Governments  to  provide 
for  a  Board  of  Arbitration  to  settle  the  long-pending 
disputed  points  in  the  Public  Accounts,  and  both 
the  Provinces  of  Ontario  and  Quebec  adopted  legis¬ 
lation  to  carry  out  the  arbitration.  By  some  means 
or  other,  the  Province  of  Quebec  failed  to  appoint 
its  arbitrator,  and  the  matter  has  hung  over  until 
this  time.  Now,  I  hope  this  year  the  arbitrators 
will  meet  and  the  points  will  be  determined,  so 
that  this  long-standing  matter  may  be  closed  out. 

Excise . $394,538  75 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  I  would  ask  the  Minister  of 
Customs  if  the  vacancy  in  the  town  of  Chatham 
recently  caused  by  the  death  of  Mr.  McGregor  has 
been  filled.  I  think  it  was  filled  by  the  promotion 
of  Mr.  Eberts,  but  I  should  like  to  know  if  the 
Minister  intends  to  fill  his  position. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  There  is  no  other  officer  to 
replace  Mr.  Eberts. 

Adulteration  of  Food . $25,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  amount 
was  actually  required  for  this  service  last  year  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  $24,725.  ' 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  How  is  that 
chiefly  expended  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  On  inspectors  and  analysts,  and 
chemical  apparatus,  and  samples,  and  travelling 
expenses,  and  the  salaries  of  the  staff  at  Ottawa. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Whereabout 
are  these  analysts  stationed  ? 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  Besides  the  staff  at  Ottawa, 
we  have  an  analyst  at  Toronto,  London,  Winnipeg, 
St.  John,  N.  B. ,  Halifax,  Quebec  and  Montreal. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  They  are  all  salaried 
officers  ? 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  Not  one.  They  are  paid  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  number  of  samples  they  analyse. 
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Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  How  is  this  amount 
that  we  are  taking  now,  $25,000,  to  be  expended  ? 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  That  covers  the  whole  expen¬ 
diture,  here  and  outside,  throughout  the  Dominion, 
salaries,  fees  and  other  expenditure. 

Dominion  Land  Agents’  salaries .  $20,195 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  There  is  an  increase 
here  of  $900.  Have  you  appointed  another  agent  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  This  is  for  Mr.  Jessup,  a 
clerk.  The  salary  was  estimated  for  in  1891-92, 
at  $800,  and  this  year  $900  are  asked  for.  He  is 
appointed  at  Red  Deer  River,  half  way  between 
Calgary  and  Edmonton.  It  is  a  sub-office  of  the 
Calgary  office.  He  has  to  be  there  during  the 
summer  months  to  keep  it  open.  He  works  during 
the  winter  at  the  head  office. 

To  pay  salaries  of  extra  clerks  at  Head 
Office,  Ottawa,  advertising,  copying, 
etc .  $6,000 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  There  is  a  decrease 
here  of  $7,000  ;  how  is  that  accounted  for  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER,  Economy. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  There  is  a  transfer, 
is  there  not,  in  some  way  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  No,  we  have  dispensed  with 
17  extra  clerks  last  year  at  the  head  office. 

To  provide  for  the  amount  required 
for  surveys,  examination  of  survey 
returns,  printing  of  plans,  &c .  $100,000 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  How  is  this  sum 
expended  ?  Where  are  the  surveys  being  carried  on  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  The  surveys  we  propose  to 
carry  on  during  the  year  1892,  consist  of  10  parties, 
estimated  to  cost  $42,600.  Seven  of  these  are 
located  between  Calgary  and  Edmonton  on  the  new 
line  of  railway.  A  large  number  of  settlers  are 
going  in  there.  There  is  also  one  at  Prince  Albert, 
one  at  the  head  of  St.  Mary’s  River,  one  south  of 
Qu’Appelle,  and  one  at  Lake  Otter.  We  have  to 
send  strong  parties  both  on  the  line  between 
Calgary  and  Edmonton  and  between  Regina  and 
Prince  Albert.  The  bulk  of  the  immigration 
appears  to  be  going  in  there,  and,  as  is  usual,  it 
appears  that  settlers  prefer  to  go  on  land  unsur¬ 
veyed  rather  than  settle  on  surveyed  land.  That 
is  our  experience,  and  we  have  had  several  applica¬ 
tions  for  survey  of  sections  where  no  subdivision  has 
taken  place.  We  also  find  that  a  good  many  of  the 
survey  marks,  more  particularly  in  Prince  Albert, 
which  were  made  in  1882-83,  have  virtually 
disappeared,  and  we  have  had  to  appoint  some  of 
our  surveyors  to  do  the  work  with  the  settlers  as 
they  come  in,  in  order  to  relieve  the  latter  of  the 
difficulty  and  delay  of  running  the  lines  themselves. 
The  chief  of  the  survey,  Mr.  Dennis,  is  in  the 
Edmonton  district,  and  Mr.  Ogilvie  is  at  Prince 
Albert.  A  portion  of  the  land  in  the  New  West¬ 
minster  district  is  being  subdivided,  the  land  in 
the  railway  belt  ;  and  we  have  also  a  party  work¬ 
ing  along  the  line  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway, 
by  which  means  we  are  able  to  connect  any  portion 
of  the  territory  which  is  wanted  for  settlement  or 
for  mines  or  any  other  purpose,  and  we  thus 
obviate  the  necessity  of  surveying  large  portions  of 
land  for  which  there  would  be  no  application  for 
settlement.  This  work  is  being  carried  on  by  some 
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of  our  most  experienced  surveyors.  Triangulations 
are  being  made  through  the  mountains  and  points 
astronomically  fixed  by  which  we  can  connect 
portions  of  the  country  for  which  applications  are 
made,  both  for  settlement  and  mining  purposes. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Why  should  the 
cost  of  relaying  out  old  lines  be  charged  to  capital 
account  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  have  more  than  once 
called  the  attention  of  the  department  to  the  im¬ 
propriety  of  pushing  on  surveys  years  in  advance  of 
settlement,  the  tendency  of  which  is  to  scatter 
population  over  an  immense  territory.  The  surveys 
should  never  proceed  more  than  about  one  year  in 
advance  of  settlement.  The  business  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  to  observe  the  direction  in  which  settlers 
are  moving  and  the  districts  which  they  regard  as 
desirable,  and  carry  out  the  surveys  accordingly. 
This  would  reduce  the  expenditure. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  That  is  exactly  what  the 
Government  have  been  doing  the  last  few  years. 
But  in  1881-82-83  almost  every  surveyor  who  could 
run  a  compass  was  sent  out,  in  anticipation  of 
a  very  large  immigration.  The  result  has  be'en 
that  in  some  portions  of  the  surveyed  lands  the 
wooden  posts  have  been  burned  and  the  marks 
have  disappeared. 

Department  of  the  Interior — salary  of  a 
chief  clerk .  . $2,800 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Perhaps  the  Minister  will  ex¬ 
plain  this  item  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  is  to  provide  a  salary  for  the 
position  of  a  chief  clerk,  at  present  occupied  by  the 
late  deputy  head,  Mr.  Burgess. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Is  the  Government  yet 
able  to  state  whether  they  are  going  to  reinstate 
Mr.  Burgess  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  am  not  in  a  position  to  give 
that  information  to-day. 

Department  of  Marine  and  Fisheries — 
salaries  of  two  draughtsmen  for  hy¬ 
drographic  survey . $1,200 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Will  the  Minister  explain  this 
item  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  This  amount  is  to  provide  for  the 
salaries  of  two  draughtsmen  for  the  hydrographic 
survey  in  connection  with  the  Georgian  Bay,  a  sur¬ 
vey  which  is  at  present  going  on,  or  for  any  hydro- 
graphic  surveys  that  may  be  conducted  in  future. 
They  are  to  be  taken  from  the  graduates  of  the 
Royal  Military  College  and  to  be  placed  under 
Commander  Boulton,  who  is  in  charge  of  the 
Georgian  Bay  survey,  with  the  idea  of  training 
them,  as  others  have  been  trained  under  him,  to 
conduct  hydrographic  surveys.  The  head  hydro- 
graphic  surveyor,  who  was  taken  from  the  Military 
College  some  four  or  five  years  ago,  first  entered  the 
service  of  the  Minister  of  Marine  and  afterwards 
became  an  adept  in  hydrographic  survey  work,  and 
this  year  has  conducted  an  independent  survey  of 
Burrard  Inlet,  to  the  complete  satisfaction  of  the 
home  authorities.  The  time  will  come  when  Com¬ 
mander  Boulton’s  services  will  not  be  any  longer  at 
our  disposal,  and  then  we  shall  have  these  younger 
men  who  are  able  to  do  our  hydrographic  surveys 
themselves. 
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To  pay  clerks,  Privy  Council  Department. .$307 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  is  the  explanation  of 
this  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  These  gentlemen  were  temporary 
clerks,  and,  under  the  law,  the  Auditor  General 
held  that  they  could  not  be  continuously  employed 
but  that  they  should  be  put  off  for  a  month  and 
then  taken  back  again  if  necessary.  They  per¬ 
formed  the  service  during  the  time  mentioned,  and 
although  temporary  clerks,  they  are  regularly  em¬ 
ployed  in  the  Privy  Council  Office. 

To  increase  salary  of  Mr.  E.  L.  San¬ 
ders,  Customs  Department . $212  50 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  is  Mr. 
Sanders’s  present  salary  ? 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  $1,400,  less  $212.50.  Mr. 
Sanders,  who  was  appointed  13  years  ago,  is  one  of 
the  most  deserving  officers,  and  who,  outside  of 
his  particular  duties  as  general  correspondent  of 
the  department,  was  the  private  secretary  of  the 
late  Minister  of  Customs.  He  is  now  no  more 
private  secretary,  and  he  loses  $600  a  year,  and  I 
give  him  the  full  amount  of  his  class  as  compensa¬ 
tion. 

Machinery,  Kingston  Penitentiary . $20,000 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  ma¬ 
chinery  was  required  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  think  it  is  the  intention  of  the 
Minister  of  Justice  to  put  in  machinery  for  the 
manufacture  of  binding  twine  to  be  used  for  the 
purposes  of  the  farm. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  There  is  a 
very  large  increase  in  this  vote  for  the  isolation  of 
prisoners,  what  is  that  for  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  is  for  keeping  the  sexes  apart, 
and  the  more  dangerous  criminals  by  themselves. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  was  under 
the  impression  that  the  sexes  were  kept  apart  in 
the  Kingston  Penitentiary. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  We  are  going  to  isolate  them 
still  more. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  That  is  a  very 
unsatisfactory  explanation. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  We  will  let  the  item  stand  until 
I  see  the  Deputy  Minister. 

World's  Columbian  Exposition,  Chicago..  $100,000 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  think  the  Minister 
ought  to  explain  what  is  to  be  done  with  this  vote  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  At  the  exhibition  to  be  held  at 
Chicago,  which  commences  on  the  1st  of  May,  1893, 
it  is  the  desire  of  the  Government  that  Canada 
should  make  a  good  exhibit.  Our  exhibit  at  Phila¬ 
delphia  cost  a  trifle  under  $100,000.  At  Chicago 
we  have  asked  for  nearly  double  the  space  we  had 
at  Philadelphia,  and  we  expect  that  our  exhibit 
there  will  be  the  best  that  has  ever  taken  place  at 
any  world’s  fair.  The  different  provinces  will 
actively  co-operate.  The  Government  of  Ontario 
has  voted  a  sum  of  money  for  the  purpose,  and  the 
Government  of  Quebec  has  done  the  same  and  both 
are  preparing  exhibits  of  minerals  and  timber  ;  in 
fact,  all  the  Provincial  Governments  are  preparing 
for  the  exhibition  in  unison  with  the  Dominion 
Government. 


Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Have  they  all  made 
grants  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  Not  all ;  but  those  that  have 
not  yet  done  so,  have,  I  believe,  intimated  their  in¬ 
tention  of  doing  so.  It  is  intended  to  have  a  build¬ 
ing  erected  in  Chicago  as  a  rendezvous  for  Cana¬ 
dian  visitors  and  containing  offices  for  the  commis¬ 
sioners.  This,  it  is  expected,  can  be  completed  for 
$15,000  or  $20,000.  Of  course,  it  is  impossible  to 
give  details  of  the  expenditure.  From  all  that  I 
can  learn  of  the  interest  being  taken  in  the  exhibi¬ 
tion  by  the  Provincial  Governments,  and  by  manu¬ 
facturers,  agriculturists,  and  in  fact  by  every  class, 
I  am  satisfied  that  Canada  will  make  a  first-class 
exhibit,  and  it  is  the  intention  and  hope  of  the 
Government  that  it  will  be  a  credit  to  the  Dom¬ 
inion. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Individually,  I  am 
in  favour  of  this  vote.  If  we  make  an  exhibition  at 
all  we  want  to  make  a  good  one,  and  I  trust  that 
will  be  done.  Is  this  our  first  vote  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  We  have  already  taken  a  small 
vote  of  $5,000  for  preliminary  expenses. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Does  the  Minister 
expect  that  this  grant,  with  the  grants  of  the  Pro¬ 
vincial  Governments,  will  defray  the  whole  ex¬ 
pense,  or  is  it  thought  that  another  grant  will  be 
necessary  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  I  am  inclined  to  think  we  will 
be  able,  possibly,  to  do  all  the  work  with  that 
amount  of  money.  It  may  take  more,  but  I  do  not 
think  a  great  deal.  I  do  not  think  it  will  exceed 
over  and  above  the  amount  I  have  named,  $20,000. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  Will  the  American 

Government  charge  duty  on  the  goods  exhibited  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  No  ;  not  unless  the  goods  are 
sold. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Has  the  Minister 
decided  whom  he  will  appoint,  as  far  as  the 
Dominion  is  concerned  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  The  commissioner  appointed 
some  time  ago  by  the  Government  is  Professor 
Saunders,  who  is  chief  director  of  the  Experimental 
Farm. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Who  will  be  under 
him  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  No  assistant  commissioners 
have  yet  been  appointed,  but  in  time,  as  circum¬ 
stances  require,  additional  assistance  will  be  pro¬ 
vided. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  think  Mr.  Larke 
was  engaged  in  connection  with  this  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  He  has  been  for  the  last  month 
or  two  employed  in  soliciting  exhibits  in  the  west, 
with  the  view  of  ascertaining  the  wishes  of  our 
manufacturers  regarding  exhibits  of  their  products. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  think  the  Minister 
has  stated  that  he  has  had  correspondence  with 
the  Local  Governments.  Does  he  anticipate  that 
everything  will  work  harmoniously  between  the 
provinces  and  the  Dominion,  and  that  there  will 
be  no  conflict  of  authority  or  any  unpleasantness 
of  that  kind  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  I  do  not  anticipate  anything 
of  that  kind,  because  the  Provincial  Governments 
have  not  only  been  corresponded  with,  but  Prof. 
Saunders  has  had  personal  interviews  with  most 
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of  the  Local  Governments,  and  everything  ap¬ 
pears  to  be  working  very  satisfactorily  and  har¬ 
moniously. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  What  is  the  date  of  Mr. 
Larke’s  appointment  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  Some  time  in  May ;  I  think 
the  1st  May. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  What  pay  is  he  getting? 

Mr.  CARLING.  He  is  being  paid  the  same  as 
was  paid  by  the  Government  in  similar  cases  at  the 
Colonial  and  Indian  Exhibition — $5  a  day  and 
travelling  expenses. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  And  his  services  commenced 
the  1st  of  May  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  Yes. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Does  the  hon.  gentleman 
know  that  he  has  been  attending  public  meetings 
in  the  North-West  and  stumping  in  several  ridings? 

Mr.  CARLING.  Yes,  but  he  was  not  paid  by 
the  Government  during  that  time.  I  think  he  was 
so  engaged  once  or  twice,  but  he  got  leave  of 
absence  and  was  not  paid  during  his  absence.  In 
fact  he  is  very  particular  about  that. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Then,  when  he  is  stumping 
some  constituency  in  the  interests  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  he  does  not  draw  pay  from  the  moment  he 
leaves  on  that  mission  until  his  return  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  He  is  paid  so  much  a  day,  and 
when  not  doing  this  work  he  is  not  paid. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Who  keeps  count  of  his 
absences  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  The  account  is  kept  in  the 
office.  He  has  been  away  only  once  or  twice. 
He  gives  notice  when  he  wants  to  go  away  for  a 
day  or  two. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  He  keeps  his  own  account  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  No,  it  is  kept  in  the  office. 
When  absent  from  work  he  is  not  paid. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Do  I  understand  the  hon. 
gentleman  to  say  that  before  Mr.  Larke  went  on 
any  of  his  stumping  tours  he  returned  to  the  office 
and  gave  formal  notice,  and  gave  simillar  notice 
when  he  came  back  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  When  he  goes  out  to  give  an 
address,  he  does  not  remain  until  the  election  is 
over.  Mr  Larke  attended  one  or  two  meetings, 
and  then  caffiie  back  and  attended  to  his  work. 

Mr.  MULOCK.  What  is  the  nature  of  his 
engagement  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  To  visit  the  different  factories 
in  Ontario,  and  ascertain  what  exhibits  they  are 
prepared  to  send  to  Chicago  and  to  what  extent,  just 
as  was  done  in  the  case  of  every  other  exhibition. 
Mr.  Larke  is  a  very  intelligent  gentleman  who  has 
been  engaged  in  manufacturing  and  understands 
thoroughly  what  he  is  about. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  He  failed  in  his  business. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  National  Policy  killed  him. 

Mr.  CARLING.  If  he  failed,  I  am  very  sorry 
for  it.  He  is  a  very  good  and  clever  man  and  is 
paid  only  during  the  time  he  is  employed. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Who  pays  him  for  the 
political  work  done  in  the  interests  of  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  ?  Mr.  Webster,  immigration 
agent,  also  goes  around  stumping  constituencies, 
Mr.  Carling. 


perhaps  carrying  the  boodle,  while  presumably  in 
discharge  of  his  duty  as  immigration  agent.  Air. 
Larke  is  a  very  convenient  man ;  evidently  he  is 
quite  larky.  He  crops  up  very  conveniently  in 
different  constituencies  at  election  time,  and  I  will 
not  deny  that  he  is  a  valuable  man  to  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite.  But  he  gets  paid  a  nice  little  political 
commission,  and  I  do  not  think  the  people  should 
be  called  on  to  support  him  besides  with  $5  a  day 
and  travelling  expenses  for  the  purpose  of  defending 
the  Government. 

Mr.  CARLING.  I  have  told  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man. 

Air.  McAlULLEN.  I  know,  but  we  had  the 
same  thing  told  us  with  regard  to  Air.  Webster, 
whose  accounts  I  took  the  opportunity  last  year  of 
going  over.  He  did  electioneering  work  in  North 
Victoria. 

Air.  HUGHES.  He  was  not  in  North  Victoria. 

Air.  AlcAlULLEN.  And  while  helping  the 
Government  in  North  AUctoria,  he  was  drawing 
pay  as  an  immigration  agent,  and  this  Mr.  Larke 
is  filling  the  same  dual  position.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  should  be  ashamed  to  ask  the  committee  to 
consent  to  this. 

Mr.  CARLING.  It  is  unfair  to  say  Mr.  Larke 
is  travelling  around  the  country  at  the  public  ex¬ 
pense  attending  to  public  meetings.  I  have  said 
most  positively  that  is  not  so.  Mr.  Larke  said  he 
would  not  receive  any  pay  whatever  while  attend¬ 
ing  political  meetings.  He  is  a  very  conscien¬ 
tious,  straightforward  man,  and  only  gets  paid  the 
days  he  works  for  the  Government. 

Air.  AIILLS  (Bothwell).  Would  it  not  be  con¬ 
venient  if  the  hon.  gentleman  were  also  to  stipulate 
with  him  that  he  should  not  engage  in  these  politi¬ 
cal  enterprises  while  in  the  service  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  ? 

Air.  TISDALE.  The  Ontario  Government  at 
present  have  an  agent,  and  a  very  able  one,  I  am 
glad  to  say,  though  he  is  also  one  of  the  strongest 
political  stumpers  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  I 
allude  to  Air  Awrey,  Al.P.P.  He  is  employed  by 
the  Ontario  Government  to  do  the  same  work  as 
Air.  Larke  is  doing  for  the  Dominion.  I  may  say 
the  Ontario  Government  could  not  have  a  more 
competent  gentleman.  I  do  not  think  that  we 
should,  over  a  matter  like  the  Columbian  Exhibi¬ 
tion,  indulge  in  any  political  acrimony  whatever. 
Each  of  the  Governments  has  taken  a  gentleman 
who  has  rendered  it  political  service,  and  both  gen¬ 
tlemen  are  political  speakers  of  considerable  ability. 
I  am  glad  to  be  able  to  say  that  the  gentleman  the 
Ontario  Government  has  employed  is  an  able  speaker 
and  a  competent  man  for  the  position.  No  better 
representative  could  have  been  chosen  from  either 
side  of  politics.  I  believe  Air.  Larke  is  also  a  good 
man.  Unfortunately,  according  to  the  view’s  of 
the  hon.  member  for  Wellington,  he  is  able  to  make 
strong  speeches,  but,  no  doubt,  that  wrill  make 
him  all  the  better  representative.  He  and  Mr. 
Awrey  will  do  good  work  together  to  the  credit  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario  and  of  the  Dominion,  as 
in  this  matter  men  can  be  united  in  feeling  and 
sympathy.  I  am  glad  to  hear  the  hon.  member  for 
South  Brant  (Air.  Paterson)  say  that  he  is  prepared 
to  vote  more  money,  if  necessary,  as  I  think  wre  are 
all  desirous  that  there  should  be  no  stint  in  this 
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matter,  while  not  spending  more  than  is  necessary, 
in  order  to  make  our  representation  a  success. 

Mr.  HUGHES.  I  just  rise  to  correct  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  lion,  member  for  North  Wellington 
that  Mr.  Webster  was  in  North  Victoria  during 
the  campaign.  He  was  certainly  not  there,  to  my 
knowledge,  and  never  took  any  part  directly  or 
indirectly  in  the  election. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  was  in  North  Victoria  and 
saw  him  at  work.  I  was  there  when  he  was  there. 
With  regard  to  Mr.  Awrey,  I  challenge  the  hon. 
member  for  South  Norfolk  to  point  out  a  single 
place  where  he  made  speeches  since  he  was  ap¬ 
pointed. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  I  met  him  in  two  or  three 
places. 

Mr.  McMLTLLEN.  Not  since  his  appointment. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  I  think  so;  at  any  rate,  I  know 
he  would  take  part  if  he  got  the  opportunity,  and 
I  know  he  would  not  deny  it  either. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  spoken 
in  very  complimentary  terms  of  Mr.  Awrey  and 
the  efforts  the  Government  of  Ontario  have  made 
for  the  purpose  of  aiding  the  steps  taken  by  the 
Dominion  Government.  I  would  say  to  the  Minister 
of  Agriculture  that  the  Ontario  Government  ap¬ 
pointed  a  gentleman  from  both  sides  of  politics  for 
the  purpose  of  making  our  share  in  the  exhibition  a 
success  and  I  hope  he  will  follow  the  precedent. 

Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock  the 
Speaker  left  the  Chair 

After  Recess. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  of 
Supply. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Additional  amount  required  for  Census..  $12,000 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  would  ask  the  Minister 
if  J.  P.  Payne  is  employed  in  the  census  just  now  ? 

Mr.  CARLING.  No. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  notice  that  he  has  drawn 
a  large  amount  in  the  Agriculture  Department 
during  the  last  year,  and  that  he  was  engaged  in 
this  office. 

Mr.  CARLING.  He  is  not  employed  in  the 
census  at  the  present  time,  and  has  not  been. 

Further  amount  required  for  Militia 
drill  pay . $6,000 

Mr.  HUGHES.  Is  this  amount  for  drill  pay  for 
the  current  year  or  for  the  next  year  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  For  this  year. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Annapolis).  I  would  ask  why  the 
militia  in  the  County  of  Annapolis  were  not  called 
out  this  year  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  Minister  of  Militia  is  not 
here  now,  but  I  will  bring  the  matter  to  his  atten¬ 
tion. 

Oxford  and  New  Glasgow  Railway, 

,  Construction . $5,000 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  is  this  for? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  is  a  sum  required  to  com¬ 
plete  the  water  service,  the  tanks  and  so  on. 


Canadian  Pacific  Railway .  $590,000 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  is  the  meaning  of  this 
vote  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  is  to  pay  the  award  of  the 
arbitrators  in  reference  to  the  line  between  Port 
Moody  and  Savona’s  Ferry,  and  $10,745  to  pay 
legal  and  other  expenses,  as  well  as  the  salary  of 
the  engineer  superintending  the  work. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  What  is  the  total 
amount  of  the  award  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  $579,255. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  And  the  expenses 
of  the  arbitration  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  That  is  included  in  this 
$10,745.  I  think  there  is  a  sum  in  the  estimate  of 
the  Minister  of  Justice,  or  the  cost  of  the  arbitra¬ 
tion  was  paid  out  of  the  construction  vote  last 
year. 

Trent  Valley  Canal,  swing  bridge  at  Fen- 
elon  Falls .  . $10,000 

Mr.  HUGHES.  In  my  opinion  and  in  that  of 
many  others,  that  sum  will  not  be  nearly  sufficient. 
At  present  there  is  no  swing  in  the  bridge.  The 
bridge  has  been  built  for  a  number  of  years,  and 
the  canal  is  useless  because  the  bridge  crosses  the 
river  without  a  swing.  The  Grand  Trunk  Railway 
has  proposed  to  change  the  route  from  above  the 
village  and  go  below  the  falls,  thus  obviating  the 
necessity  of  a  swing.  The  swing  would  make  it 
very  difficult  for  navigation.  When  the  bridge  was 
built,  it  was  not  expected  that  there  would  be  a  canal 
there,  and  now,  if  the  swing  be  placed  in  the  present 
bridge,  the  barges  and  other  boats  will  find  it  diffi¬ 
cult  to  make  the  passage  when  there  is  any  wind. 
There  is  quite  a  strong  current,  and  the  boatmen 
have  petitioned  the  Government  to  change  the  site 
to  below  the  falls.  They  maintain  that,  if  there  is 
a  wind,  their  barges  will  be  driven  against  the 
piers.  If  the  bridge  were  removed  below  the  falls, 
it  would  be  different,  and  the  railway  company  say  it 
would  be  altogether  in  the  interests  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  do  that,  and  the  owners  of  boats  there  also 
say  it  would  be  much  better.  The  fact  that  the  road 
is  going  to  be  extended  to  Mattawa  in  a  few  years 
would  be  an  argument  in  favour  of  the  Government 
considering  the  feasibility  of  changing  the  route. 
The  Irondale,  Bancroft  and  Ottawa  Railway  also 
touches  this  road,  and  is  being  pushed  on  to  the 
eastward  very  rapidly,  and  thus  increases  the 
travel  over  that  road.  While  the  company  is 
desirous  of  avoiding  as  far  as  possible  all  swing 
bridges,  still  if  the  sum  of  $10,000  only  is  voted  in 
this  connection,  the  bridge  will  stay  where  it  is 
now.  That  will  certainly  be  a  drawback  to  navi¬ 
gation,  but  will  be  to  the  interest  of  the  com¬ 
pany.  The  company,  I  presume,  would  prefer,  so 
far  as  they  are  concerned,  to  have  it  where  it  is 
now,  unless  they  are  more  largely  assisted.  I  would 
respectfully  draw  the  attention  of  the  Government 
to  that  phase  of  the  case,  and  I  would  be  much 
pleased  if  this  item  could  be  held  over  and  a  larger 
amount  given  to  meet  the  proposed  change.  If  it 
is  left  in  its  present  condition  I  am  satisfied  this  is 
not  sufficient  to  complete  the  work,  and  the  result 
will  be  the  postponement  of  its  completion  for 
another  year. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  agree  with  the  remarks  of 
the  hon.  gentleman  with  regard  to  deviating  the 
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line  of  railway  if  it  possibly  could  be  done,  but  I 
am  afraid  that  the  expense  of  running  the  road 
through  the  centre  of  the  town  on  the  east  side  of 
the  canal,  would  be  very  large.  If  the  deviation 
could  be  made  and  the  swing  bridge  could  be  dis¬ 
pensed  with  above  the  falls,  it  would  be  much 
better.  That  bridge  is  now  within  three  or  four 
feet  of  the  water,  and  you  cannot  possibly  utilize 
the  stream  for  a  row  boat  when  the  swing  bridge  is 
there. 

To  provide  for  salaries  of  extra  clerks 
and  copyists,  Railways  and  Canals...  $17,000 

Mr.  LAURIER.  That  is  a  very  large  item  for 
extra  clerks. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  is  simply  an  alteration  in 
the  manner  of  book-keeping.  The  practice  hitherto 
has  been  to  charge  the  salaries  of  engineers, 
draughtsmen  and  extra  clerks  at  Ottawa,  to  the 
various  appropriations  for  the  works.  The  Auditor 
General  objects  to  that  system,  and  it  is  now  pro¬ 
posed  to  obtain  this  special  vote.  It  is  for  those 
that  I  have  now  in  the  employment  of  the  depart¬ 
ment. 

Ship  Channel  between  Quebec  and 
Montreal . $30,000 

Mr.  LAURIER.  How  is  that  to  be  expended  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  This  is  to  complete  the  work. 
It  has  been  going  on  for  some  time,  and  was  con¬ 
templated  under  a  former  arrangement. 

Esquimalt  Graving  Dock,  balance  due 
contractors  for  stop-gate,  with  hoist¬ 
ing-frame  and  winches  complete . $4,827 

Mr.  LAURIER.  \V  ho  are  those  contractors  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  Albion  Iron  Company  of 
Victoria. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  have  learned  that  the 
graving-dock  has  been  very  largely  used  by  the 
British  Government  during  the  last  season.  I 
would  like  to  know  if  that  is  the  case  ?  If  it  is,  it 
would  be  much  better  to  take  that  dock  entirely 
into  the  hands  of  this  Dominion,  as  we  have  been 
deprived  of  a  considerable  amount  of  revenue. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Originally,  as  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  knows,  the  graving  dock  was  undertaken  by 
the  British  Columbia  Government,  and  they  had 
made  an  arrangement  with  the  British  Government, 
who  had  aided  it  to  the  extent  of  $250,000.  In 
consequence,  arrangements  were  made  in  order  to 
accommodate  the  ships  of  the  Admiralty.  When 
this  Government  took  hold  of  the  work  they  had 
to  accept  it  on  the  same  terms  as  regards  the 
Admiralty.  I  think  that  for  the  last  few  years  the 
dock  was  monopolized  to  a  certain  extent  by  the 
xldmiralty,  but  that  will  not  be  the  case  this  year, 
and  the  revenue  will  be  considerably  decreased. 
The  dock  has  not  been  very  much  used  this  year 
because  so  few  wrecks  have  taken  place.  This 
year  the  dock  will  certainly  accommodate  every 
ship  that  will  demand  to  be  received  there.  The 
revenue  last  year  was  $29,000. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  There  are  no  dock  dues  paid 
by  any  British  ships  when  they  come  in  for 
repair  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  They  pay  all  expenses.  They 
have  a  reduced  rate,  but  all  they  have  to  pay  they 
have  paid. 

Mr.  McMullen. 


Railways  and  Canals— To  provide  for  the 
salary  of  a  second-class  clerk . $1,100 

Mr.  HAGGART.  This  is  to  make  provision  for 
a  party  who  has  been  a  clerk  of  records  for  a  vast 
number  of  years,  a  very  deserving  officer  in  the 
Department  of  Railways. 

Privy  Council  Office— To  provide  for  one 
third  class  clerkship . $800 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  was  put  in  there  “notwith¬ 
standing  anything  contrary  to  the  Civil  Service 
Act  ”  for  this  reason  :  This  is  for  a  clerk  who  has 
been  transferred  from  the  Auditor  General’s  depart¬ 
ment,  a  clerk  of  superior  training  and  grade,  who 
is  needed  in  the  Privy  Council  Office  for  special 
work,  and  he  is  to  get  $150  in  increased  salary. 

Kingston  Penitentiary — Prison  of  Isola¬ 
tion . $18,150 

Mr.  FOSTER.  This  is  for  officering  the  prison 
of  isolation,  which  is  almost  completed.  This 
prison  is  for  the  more  hardened  criminals,  who  are 
being  separated  from  the  general  prisoners  and 
placed  by  themselves,  with  their  special  officers  and 
their  own  industries  and  trade  instructors.  Houses 
are  to  be  built  for  officers  at  Kingston  Peniten¬ 
tiary,  which  will  be  done  by  prison  labour,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,000- each. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  understand  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  contemplate  manufacturing  binding  twine 
in  the  prison  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Yes.  ^ 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Thq  Ontario  Govern¬ 
ment  have  established  a  similar  manufactory  in  the 
Central  Prison  in  Toronto,  and  it  will  be  a  great 
mistake  to  establish  another  industry  of  exactly 
the  same  sort  at  Kingston  Penitentiary,  because 
the  probability  is  that  one  industry  will  manu¬ 
facture  all  the  binding  twine  for  which  we  can  find 
a  market  in  Canada. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  do  not  think  so. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  More  especially  is  this 
the  case  when  already  a  large  number  of  private 
establishments  are  in  existence.  Although  the 
money  has  been  voted,  the  Government  are  not 
bound  to  establish  such  an  industry  if  they  should 
find  these  facts  to  be  the  case,  and  the  vote  might 
be  diverted  to  establishing  some  other  manufacture. 
It  would  be  a  great  mistake  to  undertake  to  manu¬ 
facture  binding  twine  beyond  the  requirements  of 
the  country,  and  simply  follow  in  the  track  of  an¬ 
other  institution  that  lias  already  established  an 
industry  of  this  kind. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  This  was  decided  on  by  the 
Government  before  we  knew  that  the  Ontario  Gov¬ 
ernment  had  engaged  in  this  industry.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  carefully  consider  the  matter  and 
invest  the  amount  in  what  is  considered  to  be 
most  advisable.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  not  ask 
for  a  monopoly. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  My  remarks  were 
made  in  order  to  prevent  waste  of  energy  and 
labour. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  An  enormous  quantity  of 
binding  twine  is  required  in  the  country.  If  the 
result  of  the  establishment  of  this  industry  would 
be  to  increase  the  competition  so  as  to  give  the 
farmers  binding  twine  at  a  very  much  cheaper  price, 
I  would  not  object  to  this  vote.  I  should  regret  if 
the  money  invested  in  machinery  should  be  lost 
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on  account  of  more  twine  being  produced  than 
could  be  used  in  the  country  ;  but  at  the  same 
time  if  this  expenditure  would  tend  to  reduce  the 
price  to  a  very  low  one,  I  would  rather  see  the 
money  invested  in  this  industry  than  in  other  in¬ 
dustries. 

Mr.  FLINT.  What  is  the  explanation  of  $175 
royalty  for  use  of  seat  in  refectory  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  steward  has  invented  a 
particularly  convenient  seat  for  the  dining  room 
and  this  is  a  small  royalty  given  him  as  a  reward 
for  his  inventive  genius. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  Has  a  patent  been 
taken  out  for  the  seat  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Yes. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  Is  this  an  annual 
payment  or  a  lump  sum  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  A  lump  sum. 

Halifax  Drill  Hall . $40,000 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Is  this  for  a  new 
work  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  Halifax  drill  hall  was  de¬ 
stroyed  by  fire,  and  this  vote  is  for  a  new  drill 
hall  for  the  use  of  the  volunteers. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  What  is  being  done 
about  the  Brantford  drill  shed  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  amount  has  been  revoted. 
It  is  at  the  disposal  of  the  corporation  or  the  mili¬ 
tary  authorities  of  that  city  whenever  they  see  fit 
to  take  it. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  What  has  been  done 
about  repairs  to  the  present  shed  ?  The  roof  has 
been  on  the  ground  for  almost  a  year,  the  building 
is  open  to  the  weather,  and  one  of  the  best  regi¬ 
ments  in  the  country  is  entirely  without  any  place 
in  which  to  store  their  arms. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  None  of  these  complaints  have 
reached  me. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  No,  they  will  have 
been  submitted  to  the  Minister  of  Militia/ 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Perhaps  the  hon.  gentleman 
will  bring  the  matter  up  on  Concurrence. 

St.  John  Custom  House . $50,000 

Mr.  BOWERS.  There  seems  to  have  been  care¬ 
lessness  in  regard  to  this  building,  as  I  understand 
it  was  not  insured,  and  no  night  watchman  was 
there. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  have  every  reason  to  believe 
there  was  a  night  watchman  there.  The  building 
was  not  insured,  as  none  of  the  Government  build¬ 
ings  are  insured. 

Mr.  FLINT.  Has  the  report  of  the  investiga¬ 
tion  committee,  in  regard  to  the  late  fire,  been  laid 
before  the  Government  yet  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  committee  who  made  the 
investigation  were  not  able  to  ascertain  the  cause 
of  the  fire. 

Mr.  BOWERS.  I  was  in  St.  John  a  few  days 
after  the  fire,  and  I  was  informed  that  if  a  watch¬ 
man  had  been  there,  the  fire  would  not  have  ob¬ 
tained  such  headway,  and  could  have  been  extin¬ 
guished  in  a  short  time.  I  was  told  there  was  no 
watchman  in  the  building. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  There  was  a  watchman  in  the 
building.  I  was  not  in  St.  John  at  the  time  the 


fire  occurred,  but  I  was  there  shortly  afterwards, 
and  I  was  told  the  watchman  had  gone  all  through 
the  building  shortly  before  the  fire  took  place,  and 
he  saw  no  signs  of  fire.  It  is  difficult  to  tell  how 
it  occurred.  It  was  simply  an  accident.  There 
happened  to  be  a  high  wind  blowing  at  the  time, 
and  when  once  the  fire  had  got  under  way  inside 
it  was  practically  impossible  for  the  firemen  to 
prevent  the  destruction  of  the  building.  This 
amount  will  not  be  sufficient  to  complete  the  work, 
but  I  trust  the  Government  will  subsequently  take 
another  vote. 

Mr.  BOWERS.  I  understand  a  watchman  had 
been  engaged  but  had  not  yet  taken  his  position, 
and  wTas  not  expected  to  do  so  for  about  a  week. 

Mr.  McLEOD.  He  was  there. 

Mr.  BOWERS.  In  such  a  building  a  time  clock 
should  be  usbd. 

Vancouver  Post  Office,  Ac.,  additional 
amount  required .  $9,000 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  How  is  that? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  That  is  to  complete  the  post 
office  at  Vancouver. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  What  are  you  asking 
the  extra  amount  for  now  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  This  is  to  complete  it.  We  did 
not  expect  to  complete  it  this  year,  but  now  we  see 
that  it  will  probably  be  built  during  the  course  of 
the  fall,  and  we  want  to  have  the  additional  amount 
pi  order  to  pay  the  contractors. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  It  is  not  that  I  object 
to  this  vote,  but  I  just  wanted  to  know  what 
principle  the  department  worked  on.  I  see  in 
half  a  dozen  items  that  there  were  sums  taken  to 
commence  the  work,  and  additional  amounts  asked 
for  after  they  are  commenced.  As  the  wrorks 
proceeded  and  according  as  additional  sums  are 
required  the  Government  asks  the  House  for  them. 
I  want  to  know  why  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
cannot  commence  the  Brantford  drill  shed  with  the 
money  at  his  disposal,  and  then  if  he  finds  he  has 
not  enough  to  go  on,  come  to  Parliament  and  ask 
for  more.  There  should  be  some  straight  line  of 
working  on  in  the  department.  That  drill  shed 
is  badly  needed.  The  work  is  urgently  required. 
We  have  here  instance  upon  instance  in  which  the 
Government  do  not  take  the  ground  that  because 
they  have  not  got  enough  money  they  will  not 
commence  the  work,  but  they  begin  on  whatever 
they  have  and  ask  the  House  to  supplement  it 
afterwards.  Now  why  is  not  that  done  in  the  case 
of  the  Brantford  drill  shed  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  am  sorry  the  Minister  of 
Militia  is  not  here  because  this  matter  is  in  his 
department. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  It  is  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Public  Works. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  We  only  make  the  plans  and 
erect  the  buildings  with  the  money  that  is  asked 
as  being  necessary  to  complete  the  work.  In 
the  case  of  Vancouver  public  building  a  certain 
amount  is  estimated  as  the  probable  cost.  A  part 
of  it  was  voted,  and  now  there  is  a  demand  for  the 
balance  because  the  works  are  being  completed  a 
little  earlier  than  we  expected.  If  I  understand 
aright,  in  the  Brantford  case  a  certain  amount  is 
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voted  to  assist  the  city  of  Brantford  to  erect  a  drill 
shed. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  department  has  never  un¬ 
dertaken  to  build  that  drill  shed  ;  at  least  I  do  not 
understand  so.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  will  leave 
the  matter  until  Concurrence  when  the  Minister  of 
Militia  is  here,  I  am  sure  he  will  be  glad  to  hear 
the  hon.  gentleman. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Apparently  I  have 
done  all  that  I  can  with  the  Minister  of  Militia, 
and  now  I  want  to  try  t lie  Minister  of  Public  Works. 
If  it  were  attempted  to  repair  the  drill  shed  i  un¬ 
derstand  that  it  would  be  under  the  Minister  of 
Militia,  but,  in  my  opinion,  it  would  be  money 
wasted  to  do  so  because  the  old  building  is  a  per¬ 
fect  wreck.  Moreover,  it  is  standing  on  ground  on 
which  it  lias  no  right  to  stand,  as  the  lease  has  ex¬ 
pired  long  ago.  It  is  for  the  Militia  Department, 
of  course,  to  say  what  they  are  going  to  do  with 
reference  to  accommodation  for  one  of  their  own 
regiments.  The  regiment  does  not  belong  specially 
to  the  city  of  Brantford.  It  was  not  enlisted  for 
the  defence  of  the  city  ;  it  is  an  honour  to  the  mil¬ 
itia  force  of  Canada  and  its  purpose  is  for  the  de¬ 
fence  of  the  wffiole  Dominion.  It  is  quartered  in  a 
building  part  of  the  roof  of  which  has  been  lying  on 
the  ground,  and  in  wdiich  the  arms  are  getting  de¬ 
stroyed,  and  where  there  is  no  acoonnnodation  for 
officers  or  privates.  This  matter  has  been  two  or 
three  years  before  the  department  now,  and  the 
statement  is  made  that  the  vote  granted  is  not  suffi¬ 
cient,  according  to  the  plans,  to  complete  the  work. 
I  ask  why  does  the  Minister  not  go  on  and  com¬ 
mence  the  work  as  he  does  in  other  cases,  and  then 
come  here  again  and  ask  for  more  money  if  he 
wants  it  ?  This  is  not  a  personal  matter  with 
me.  It  is  a  matter  in  which  the  militia  force 
of  the  whole  country  is  concerned.  The  hon. 
Minister  stated  that  the  money  was  voted  for  the 
city  of  Brantford  to  build  a  drill  shed.  _  The  city  of 
Brantford  is  not  building  drill  sheds  ;  it  is  no  part 
of  the  work  of  this  Government  to  throw  the  build¬ 
ing  of  armouries  and  drill  sheds  upon  the  people  of 
a  city,  who  are  not  more  interested  in  it  than  the 
people  of  any  other  portion  of  Canada.  That 
battalion  is  for  the  defence  of  this  Dominion  in  any 
part,  to  go  anywhere.  There  must  be  some  solution 
found  for  this  matter.  This  regiment  cannot  be 
expected  to  go  on  labouring  under  their  present  dif¬ 
ficulties.  It  is  utterly  discouraging  and  dispiriting ; 
and  now  that  we  have  a  new  Minister  of  Public 
Works,  I  hope  he  will  find  a  solution,  either  by  reduc¬ 
ing  the  plans  or  otherwise.  He  must  not  throw  the 
responsibility  on  the  city  of  Brantford.  The  people 
of  that  city  honour  the  regiment,  and  have  volun¬ 
tarily  granted  $10,000,  but  it  is  not  their  duty  to 
provide  a  drill  shed.  Let  the  Government  commence 
the  work  with  what  they  have,  and  if  they  find 
that  they  have  not  enough,  let  them  take  an  addi¬ 
tional  vote.  I  trust  that  the  Minister  will  go  into 
this  matter  thoroughly  and  find  some  solution  for 
the  difficulty  that  exists.  It  is  not  for  the  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  riding,  nor  for  the  officers  of  the 
battalion,  nor  for  the  municipality  of  the  city  of 
Brantford  to  find  the  solution.  The  citizens  granted 
$10,000  simply  to  show  their  appreciation  of  their 
volunteer  force,  and  their  desire  to  have .  the 
regiment  properly  provided  for.  It  was  a  very 
handsome  grant,  and  the  Government  have 
Mr.  Ouimet. 


only  given  $10,000.  In  many  other  cases  drill 
sheds  have  been  built  in  cities  which  have  not 
contributed  nearly  one-half  of  the  amount  of  the 
building  ;  and  why  should  a  distinction  be  made  ? 
It  cannot  be  because  the  riding  in  which  the  city 
is  situated  sends  to  Parliament  a  representative 
W'lio  is  opposed  to  the  Government.  That  cannot 
enter  into  consideration  when  you  are  talking  about 
providing  for  the  militia  force  of  the  country.  It 
is  not  a  local  force,  but  it  is  a  part  of  the  Dominion 
force,  and  must  be  looked  upon  in  that  light.  I 
press  upon  the  Minister  that  there  ought  to  be  and 
must  be  a  solution  found  for  the  difficulty.  I  am 
sure  that  the  Minister  of  Militia  would  not  like  to 
see  a  regiment  like  this  disbaiided  for  want  of 
accommodation.  These  men  were  so  enthusiastic 
that  they  lent  their  influence  to  carry  the  bonus  of 
$10,000,  and  did  carry  it ;  and  while  that  has  been 
done  and  the  site  lias  been  bought  and  deeded  to 
the  Government,  they  find  that  they  cannot  get 
enough  money  to  put  up  a  building ;  and  there  the 
whole  matter  stands,  while  the  present  drill  shed 
is  a  ruin,  a  large  part  of  the  roof  lying  on  the 
ground,  and  the  new  site  lying  idle.  I  do  not 
think  the  matter  ought  to  be  trifled  with  any 
further.  The  duty  devolves  on  the  Government, 
and  the  Government  ought  not  to  shirk  that  duty 
or  throw  the  responsibility  of  erecting  a  public 
building  for  the  accommodation  of  Dominion  troops 
upon  the  municipality.  I  have  spoken  on  this 
matter  before  ;  I  speak  now  in  good  nature,  but  I 
speak  earnestly.  It  is  not  only  a  matter  of  justice 
but  it  is  the  imperative  duty  of  the  department  to 
see  that  this  thing  is  done. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  think  we  have  had  this  question 
debated  on  several  occasions,  and  nobody  knowTs 
better  than  the  hon.  gentleman  who  has  just  taken 
his  seat  the  conditions  on  which  that  $10,000  was 
granted.  The  fact  that  we  have  a  new  Minister  of 
Public  Works  does  not  alter  the  old  conditions  ; 
I  suppose  they  remain  and  will  remain.  The  grant 
of  $10,000  for  Brantford  was  given  on  a  parity 
with  that  for  Belleville.  The  people  of  Belleville 
built  a  drill  shed,  and  we  promised  $10,000 
as  a  subsidy.  We  promised  in  the  same  w'ay 
to  contribute  $10,000  for  a  drill  shed  in  Brant¬ 
ford,  wdiether  it  should  be  built  by  the  military, 
the  friends  of  the  military,  or  the  city  ;  and  when 
the  drill  shed  is  built  the  $10,000  will  be  paid. 
But  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  Government  to 
build  a  drill  hall  at  Brantford.  Their  liability 
commenced  and  ended  with  giving  the  $10,000  as 
subsidy  towards  one. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  notice  that  $25,000  is 
granted  for  military  buildings  at  Winnipeg  without 
any  conditions  at  all  being  attached.  I  suppose 
that  in  all  these  cases  the  jurisdiction  over  military 
matters  rests  with  this  Parliament,  and  not  with 
any  municipality.  While  the  people  of  any  district 
in  the  country  may  voluntarily  contribute,  I  am 
not  aware  that  there  is  any  legal  obligation  what¬ 
ever  resting  upon  them  to  raise  a  dollar  for  a  work 
of  this  sort,  and  I  never  learned  that  the  city  of 
Brantford  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  erect  a  drill  shed.  It  may  be  that  the 
Government  offered  $10,000  to  any  parties  who 
would  contribute  the  money  ;  but  that  is  merely 
an  offer  on  the  part  of  the  Administration  that 
binds  nobody  else.  If  the  Government  can  do 
without  buildings  of  this  sort  all  over  the  country, 
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I  suppose  the  rest  of  the  inhabitants  will  be  able 
to  stand  it  ;  and  those  who  think  as  I  do,  that  we 
ought  to  direct  our  expenditures  to  providing  for 
the  civil  necessities  of  the  country,  will  perhaps, 
after  all,  not  be  dissatisfied  if  that  is  made  a  rule 
of  universal  application.  But  they  would  not  like 
to  see  one  rule  adopted  towards  a  constituency 
represented  by  a  member  on  this  side  of  the  House, 
and  a  different  rule  adopted  towards  another  con¬ 
stituency  represented  by  a  member  on  the  opposite 
side. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  did  not  mean  to  be  understood 
that  the  city  of  Belleville  entered  into  an  arrange¬ 
ment  with  the  Government.  The  building  was 
erected  by  the  military  themselves  or  by  their 
friends,  the  Government  contributing  $10,000 
towards  it.  The  grant  for  the  Brantford  drill  shed 
was  made  on  precisely  the  same  conditions.  I  do 
not  say  that  the  city  of  Brantford  entered  into  a 
contract  to  erect  a  building,  but  the  Government 
agreed  to  contribute  $10,000  for  the  erection  of  the 
building  at  that  place. 

Mr.  PATERSON( Brant).  The  Ministerof Finance 
has  spoken  very  positively  about  what  the  Govern¬ 
ment  will  do  and  will  not  do.  He  need  not  have 
spoken  so  positively.  I  suppose  the  Government 
were  ready  to  receive  suggestions.  Will  he  tell 
me  on  what  grounds  $40,000  is  voted  to  erect  a 
drill  shed  at  Halifax  without  any  contribution  be¬ 
ing  asked  from  that  city,  while,  at  the  same  time, 
he  says  the  Government  will  not  do  any  more  for 
Brantford  than  they  have  done  ?  What  greater 
claim  has  Halifax  than  Brantford  ?  It  has  a  claim; 
its  drill  shed  ought  to  be  built ;  but  the  Government 
have  no  more  right  to  provide  suitable  accommoda¬ 
tion  for  one  regiment  than  they  have  for  another 
regiment. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  same  thing  might  be  said 
about  Belleville. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  The  same  thing 
might  be  said  about  any  place  ;  but  why  is  it  done  ? 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  I  may  be  permitted 
to  say  a  word,  as  the  vote  now  under  discussion 
originated  while  I  had  the  honour  of  being  Minister 
of  Militia.  I  see  a  great  deal  of  difference  between 
the  cases  the  hon.  gentleman  has  been  referring  to. 
The  vote  for  Halifax  is  to  rebuild  a  building  which 
has  been  burned  down.  At  the  time  of  the  vote  for 
the  erection  of  the  drill  shed  fit  Brantford,  two 
applications  were  submitted  at  tl^e  same  time — one 
by  the  city  of  Belleville  and  the  other  by  the  city 
of  Brantford.  It  was  agreed,  and  nothing  more 
was  asked  from  the  Department  of  Militia,  that 
$10,000  should  cover  the  amount  to  be  provided  by 
the  Government  for  the  purpose  of  giving  to  the 
militia  force  at  Belleville  and  to  the  militia 
force  at  Brantford  the  accommodation  which  was 
considered  by  the  department  to  be  necessary. 
Belleville  accepted  the  $10,000  and  built  a  drill 
shed,  which  to  my  mind  is  equal  to  any  in  the 
Dominion,  in  so  far  as  accommodating  the  force  in 
that  place  is  concerned  ;  and  I  thought  that  Brant¬ 
ford  would  have  followed  in  the  wake  of  Belleville 
and  taken  advantage  of  the  liberality  of  Parliament 
in  voting  the  $10,000,  and  have  put  up  a  drill  shed 
quite  sufficient  for  the  requirements  of  the  force 
there.  Several  applications  were  made  to  me  while 
I  still  held  the  portfolio  of  Minister  of  Militia  to  de¬ 
part  from  the  conditions  which  had  been  accepted  by 


the  city  of  Brantford,  but  I  always  refused,  as  my 
successor  equally  has  refused.  I  know  that  the 
present  drill  shed  is  in  such  a  condition  that  it  is 
unfit  for  the  storage  of  the  arms  held  there,  and  I 
think  we  are  losing  precious  moments  through  the 
city  of  Brantford  not  making  use  of  the  $10,000 
voted  by  Parliament  to  put  up  a  drill  shed.  I  would 
advise  the  people  there  to  go  to  work  and  follow 
the  example  of  the  people  of  Belleville  ;  and  by  so 
doing,  they  would  do  much  more  to  benefit  the 
force  than  by  discussing  year  after  year  whether 
Parliament  is  going  to  give  in  to  Brantford  or 
whether  Brantford  is  going  to  condescend  to  accept 
the  vote  of  Parliament. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  like  the  tone  of  the 
Minister’s  last  remarks  better  than  that  of  his  pre¬ 
vious  remarks.  The  people  of  Brantford  would  be 
satisfied  with  a  drill  shed  similar  to  that  of  Belle¬ 
ville. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  We  gave  Belleville 
only  $10,000. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Exactly,  and  the 
Belleville  officers  did  not  give  another  $10,000. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  They  gave  more  than 
that. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  do  not  think  they 
gave  nearly  as  much.  I  do  not  think  the  drill  shed 
cost  $20,000. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  Yes. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  think  not.  But 
here  is  the  trouble.  Would  the  Public  Works  De¬ 
partment  accept  a  building  if  the  Brantford  people 
would  put  up  one  as  up  to  their  standard  ?  If  Brant¬ 
ford  would  put  up  A,  (Irill  shed  the  same  as  the  one 
in  Belleville,  the  department  might  not  accept  it. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  Why  not  ? 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  The  officers  of  the 
department  say  they  will  not.  If  the  Minister  will 
say  now  that  the  Government  will  accept  a  drill 
shed  built  the  same  as  the  Belleville  one,  we  will 
have  something  to  go  on. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  And  pay  $10,000  for 
it. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  It  is  their  business 
to  build  a  drill  shed.  Will  the  department  go  on 
and  build  a  drill  shed  the  same  as  the  Belleville 
shed,  which  was  built  with  that  money  and  for  a 
less  amount  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  was  not  the  department 
built  it. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  No,  but  they  ac¬ 
cepted  it.  Will  the  department  say  now  that  if  a 
shed  is  built  the  same  as  that  of  Belleville,  they 
will  accept  it  ?  The  officers  of  the  department  say 
they  will  not. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  It  is  for  the  Minister  of  Militia 
to  say  whether  he  will  be  satisfied  with  the  kind  of 
building  that  will  be  given  by  the  military  of 
Brantford. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  think  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman’s  own  architects  must  be  satisfied.  The 
Public  Works  Department  will  not  be  responsible 
for  any  building  unless  it  conforms  to  their  ideas 
and  plans. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Will  the  military  of  Brantford 
be  satisfied  with  a  drill  shed  costing  $20,000  in¬ 
cluding  the  site  ? 
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Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  If  built  on  the  same 
plans  and  having  the  same  accommodation  as  the 
Belleville  drill  shed.  I  think  it  will  be  satisfactory. 
Will  the  Minister  say  that  he  will  accept  a  drill 
shed  no  more  substantial  than  that  of  Belleville  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  For  my  part  I  have  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  tell  the  hon.  gentleman  that  I  will  examine 
into  the  matter  and  confer  with  the  Minister  of 
Militia  about  it,  but  he  has  already  been  told  that 
the  military  of  Brantford  ought  to  go  to  work  and 
build  a  drill  shed  similar  to  that  of  Belleville  ;  and 
I  do  not  see  why  there  should  be  any  objection  on 
the  part  of  the  Minister  of  Militia  to  accept  such  a 
building.  The  Militia  Department  accepted  the 
drill  shed  at  Belleville,  and  I  do  not  see  why  they 
should  not  accept  a  similar  one. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Will  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man’s  own  department  accept  it  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  have  nothing  to  accept.  When 
a  drill  shed  is  demanded  by  the  Militia  Depart  ment, 
they  state  what  they  want.  My  officers  then  go  to 
work  and  make  plans  and  estimate  the  cost.  The 
whole  thing  is  then  referred  back  to  the  Department 
of  Militia,  and  submitted  to  Council  for  approval. 
It  is,  therefore,  for  the  Department  of  Militia  to 
say  whether  they  will  be  satisfied  with  the  plans 
prepared  by  the  military  of  Brantford,  and  if  they 
are,  it  is  for  the  Brantford  prople  to  go  on  and 
build  it. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  The  erection  of  new 
public  buildings,  I  understand,  comes  under  the 
hon.  gentleman’s  department,  and  the  repairing  of 
old  drill  sheds  under  the  Department  of  Militia. 
The  Public  Works  Department  must  express  them¬ 
selves  as  satisfied  with  the  building. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  Department  of  Militia  want 
a  drill  shed.  They  tell  us  what  kind  of  building  they 
want,  and  we  instruct  our  architects  to  make  out  the 
plans  and  estimates.  These  are  sent  to  the  Militia 
Department  for  approval.  If  they  are  satisfactory, 
the  plans  are  returned  to  my  department,  and  the 
department  asks  for  a  vote.  When  the  building  is 
completed,  it  is  transferred  to  the  Department  of 
Militia,  and  the  Department  of  Public  Works  has 
nothing  more  to  do  with  it.  I  understand  that  it 
was  in  this  case  decided,  instead  of  asking  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Public  Works  to  build  a  drill  shed, 
that  the  Government  should  give  $10,000  towards 
the  construction.  I  understand  that  plans  were 
demanded  from  my  department,  I  do  not  know 
why,  but  of  course  when  plans  are  demanded  by 
the  Minister  of  Militia  for  his  own  use,  we  supply 
them. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Will  the  depart¬ 
ment  have  any  objection  to  have  plans  made  by 
their  own  officers  on  the  same  lines  as  those  for 
the  Belleville  drill  shed  ?  A  municipality  is  not 
likely  to  be  involved  in  putting  up  a  building 
unless  it  is  sure  that  it  will  pass  muster. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  see  no  objection  to  my  officer 
going  to  Belleville  to  have  plans  made  according  to 
what  has  been  built  there,  and  then  refer  them  to 
the  Department  of  Militia  to  see  what  that  depart¬ 
ment  wants  to  have  done.  The  arrangement  was 
that  $10,000  was  to  be  given  by  Parliament,  and 
then  the  people  of  Brantford  were  to  give  a  similar 
sum,  so  that  it  would  cost  $20,000. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  understand  that 
the  Minister  will  have  no  objection  to  have  plans 
Mr.  Ouimet. 


prepared  according  to  the  plan  of  the  Belleville 
drill  shed.  I  will  rely  on  the  Minister  doing  that. 

Experimental  Farms — Improvements, 
renewals,  etc . $6,000 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  I  would  like  to 
know  what  this  is  for.  This  is  a  new  farm  and 
should  not  require  many  repairs. 

Mr.  CARLING.  This  is  for  some  new  works  on 
the  different  farms.  One  amount  is  for  fencing  and 
poultry  buildings  at  Agassiz  in  British  Columbia, 
and  also  for  lumber  and  supplies  and  fittings  in  the 
museum-room  in  the  central  farm,  with  other 
amounts  coming  to  a  total  of  $6,000. 

Harbours  and  rivers  in  Nova  Scotia — 

Meteghan  Cove,  repairs  to  pier . $300 

Mr.  BOWERS.  Have  not  the  Government 
made  a  mistake  of  a  cipher  here  ?  Should  it  not 
be  $3,000  instead  of  $300.  Even  $1,000  would 
scarcely  repair  one  end  of  the  wharf,  and  $300  is  of 
no  use,  but,  if  you  could  give  a  little  more  out  of 
the  fund  for  repairs  to  piers  and  breakwaters,  you 
might  be  able  to  do  something  with  one  end  of  the 
wharf  this  year. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  think  we  could  expend. use¬ 
fully  a  larger  amount  on  the  work  in  question,  but 
I  believe  $300  will  do  what  is  necessary  for  this 
summer. 

Mr.  BOWERS.  At  the  end  of  the  wharf,  the 
tide  has  washed  through,  and  washed  out  a  great 
deal  of  the  ballast,  while  the  sides  are  rotting  away. 

Maitland,  repairs  to  wharf . $300 

Mr.  FLINT.  This  amount  is  small,  but  I  sup¬ 
pose  it  is  the  result  of  careful  calculations  by  the 
proper  officers.  I  want  to  ask  if  the  department  has 
decided  to  do  anything  in  repairing  the  Sandford 
breakwater. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  An  examination  has  been  made 
of  the  work  and  a  report  has  been  made,  but  the 
amount  necessary  has  been  considered  too  large  to 
put  in  the  Estimates  this  year. 

Mr.  FLINT.  Then,  as  the  department  has  a 
report,  and  is  thoroughly  aware  of  the  circum¬ 
stances  of  the  case,  it  will  not  be  necessary  for  me 
just  now  to  make  any  remarks  as  to  the  import¬ 
ance  of  making  these  repairs.  I  hope  next  year 
the  Government  will  see  its  way  clear  to  do 
something  for  this  important  work. 

Prince  Edward  Island — Bay  Fortune — 
Additional  amount  required  to  complete 
extension  of  breakwater. .  . $700 

Mr.  McLEAN  (King’s,  P.E.I. )  I  wish  to  ask 
the  Minister  of  Public  Works  whether  it  is  his 
intention,  during  the  present  session,  to  have  the 
breakwater  at  Souris,  P.E.I.,  repaired  ?  I  may  say 
that  I  accompanied  the  engineer  when  he  went 
down  there  after  the  breakwater  had  been  partly 
destroyed  by  a  storm  last  fall,  and  he  made  a 
survey,  and,  as  I  understand,  reported  to  the 
department.  In  my  estimation,  it  will  take  from 
$10,000  to  $15,000  to  make  these  repairs.  I  would 
like  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  to  understand 
that  this  is  a  place  of  great  importance  to  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  Prince  Edward  Island.  This  breakwater  was 
built  some  years  ago  at  an  expense  of  something 
like  $120,000.  During  the  storms  of  last  season 
300  feet  in  the  centre  of  the  breakwater  was  carried 
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away.  The  outer  wall  was  carried  away  and 
allowed  the  ballast  to  fall  out  of  that  portion  of 
the  work.  If  this  is  not  repaired  during  the  pre¬ 
sent  season  before  the  fall  storms  come  on,  I  have 
no  hesitation  in  predicting  that  it  will  cost  $25,000 
or  $30,000  to  repair  it.  It  is  a  work  of  great  im¬ 
portance.  Souris  is  the  only  harbour  of  refuge  for 
all  that  part  of  the  coast,  it  and  Georgetown  being 
the  two  nearest  ports  to  the  vessels  on  the  fishing 
grounds.  Besides,  we  have  three  steamers  a  week 
calling  at  that  place,  and  that  breakwater  is  the 
only  protection  they  have.  Not  only  that,  but  the 
Government  themselves  have  a  railway  wharf  that 
was  built  at  a  cost  of  $35,000,  and  the  only  protec¬ 
tion  to  it  is  the  breakwater.  I  was  under  the  im¬ 
pression  the  Government  would  see  the  necessity 
of  having  this  repaired  during  the  present  season. 
The  time  of  the  year  when  most  of  the  vessels  fre¬ 
quent  that  place  as  a  harbour  of  refuge,  is  the  very 
time  the  breakwater  is  most  liable  to  be  carried 
away,  and  it  will  then  be  in  a  very  dangerous  con¬ 
dition,  both  for  the  work  inside  and  for  the  vessels 
frequenting  it.  I  hope  the  Minister  will  see  his 
way  clear  to  put  in  an  amount  sufficient  to  make 
the  repairs,  whatever  may  be  required.  I  do  not 
know  what  it  will  cost. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (King’s,  P.  E.I. )  I  was  going 
to  call  attention  to  what  my  hon.  colleague  said, 
and  I  would  add  to  that,  that  so  important  is  that 
work  for  that  section  of  the  country  that  it  would 
be  better  to  forego  many  of  the  votes  that  we  are 
passing  for  other  public  works,  in  order  to  do  the 
repairs  of  which  my  hon.  colleague  has  spoken.  It 
is  the  only  place  for  shipping  for  the  eastern 
portion  of  King’s  County  for  a  distance  of  60  or 
70  miles  of  coast,  except  St.  Peter’s  harbour  on  the 
north  side.  All  that  large  portion  of  country  from 
East  Point  to  Souris,  and  up  the  north  side,  is 
dependent  on  the  shipping  at  Souris.  It  will  be 
a  great  loss  to  the  people  of  that  country 
as  well  as  a  loss  to  the  Government,  because,  as 
my  colleague  has  said,  the  railway  wharf  is  alto¬ 
gether  dependent  on  that  breakwater  for  protec¬ 
tion.  It  is  not  built  to  stand  the  heavy  seas  of  the 
gulf  that  it  would  have  to  encounter  if  the  break¬ 
water  is  further  carried  away,  and  it  will  certainly 
entail  a  very  large  additional  cost  on  the  country 
if  the  present  repairs  are  not  attended  to.  I  would 
earnestly  press  upon  the  Government  to  take  some 
means  of  doing  the  necessary  work.  I  very  much 
regret  to  see  that  there  is  no  amount  in  the  Esti¬ 
mates  for  it,  as  I  certainly  expected  there  would 
be.  I  wish  to  impress  upon  the  Government  the 
very  great  importance  of  attending  to  this  matter 
as  early  as  possible  before  the  fall  storms  come  on, 
else  the  whole  structure  will  be  carried  away. 

Public  Works,  Quebec — River  Nicolet — 
additional  amount  required . $1,000 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  Minister  told  us  some 
time  ago  in  voting  the  main  estimates,  that  that 
sum  would  complete  the  work. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  That  sum  in  the  main  estimates 
was  to  rebuild  one  or  two  ice-breakers  that  had 
been  carried  away  by  the  ice.  This  amount  will 
suffice  to  put  the  works  in  complete  order. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Are  we  commencing  to  repair 
these  works  before  they  are  completed  ? 
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Mr.  OUIMET.  The  result  of  the  carrying  away 
of  these  ice-breakers  was  to  impair  the  works 
themselves. 

River  Ottawa — Compensation  to  Mrs.  N. 

Guindon  for  land  taken  at  Papineau- 
ville  in  1888 .  $500 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  is  the  explanation  of 
this  item  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  In  1888  a  special  appropriation 
was  voted  by  Parliament  with  a  view  to  dredge  a 
channel  for  the  steamboat  to  call  at  Papineauville, 
which  is  situated  on  the  north  side  of  the  River 
Ottawa  in  a  bay.  The  officers  of  the  department 
thought  it  would  be  cheaper  to  make  the  channel 
through  the  presqu’isle  forming  the  bay  in  order 
to  get  by  a  short  cut  to  the  pier,  and  this  was 
made  through 'the  property  of  Mrs.  Guindon.  Since 
then  negotiations  have  taken  place  as  to  the  amount 
of  damages  which  should  be  paid,  and  the  depart¬ 
ment  considered  that  $500  would  be  a  satisfactory 
sum,  and  that  it  would  do  better  to  pay  that  amount 
rather  than  have  the  matter  sent  to  the  Exchequer 
Court. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  desire  to  draw  the  attention 
of  the  Minister,  to  a  matter  that  has  been  placed 
in  my  hands  by  the  hon.  member  for  Montmagny 
(Mr.  Choquette).  My  hon.  friend  has  been  long 
complaining  of  certain  damages  done  on  the 
Riviere  du  Sud  to  property  adjacent  to  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway  bridge.  A  pier  has  been  built  in 
the  centre  of  the  river,  the  effect  of  which  is  to 
divert  the  channel  and  cause  the  damages  com¬ 
plained  of.  I  understand  the  matter  has  been  in¬ 
vestigated  by  the  department,  and  that  an  en¬ 
gineer  has  reported  favourably  on  the  claim  of  the 
riparian  owners.  I  call  the  attention  of  the  Min¬ 
ister  to  a  letter  addressed  to  my  hon.  friend  by  the 
Hon.  Frank  Smith,  then  acting  Minister  of  Public 
Works,  dated  28th  October,  1891,  in  which  he 
said  : 

“  I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  26tli  instant,  and 
in  accordance  with  your  request  will  ask  in  the  next 
estimates  for  $3,500,  for  the  works  mentioned.” 

I  understand  no  amount  has  been  placed  in  the 
Estimates,  notwithstanding  the  promise  contained 
in  this  letter. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  am  sorry  to  say  that  certain 
difficulties  have  presented  themselves  which  have 
prevented  this  amount  being  at  present  granted.  A 
question  of  jurisdiction  has  arisen  between  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Railways  and  Canals  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Public  Works.  The  damage,  if  damage  has 
been  caused,  has  been  caused  by  the  piers  of  the 
bridge,  and  piers  that  have  been  placed  above  the 
bridge  in  order  to  protect  it.  This  work  comes 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  Rail¬ 
ways,  and  I  have  not  had  time  to  adjudicate  the 
matter  with  that  department,  and  so  it  had  to  be 
left  over.  It  will  be  duly  considered. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  This  answer  is  hardly  satisfac¬ 
tory.  I  have  nothing  to  say  with  respect  to  the 
question  of  jurisdiction  between  the  two  depart¬ 
ments,  but  as  they  are  within  the  same  Govern¬ 
ment,  it  should  be  a  very  easy  matter  to  settle  that 
question. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  difficulty  is  that  the  officers 
of  the  Department  of  Railways  maintain  that  the 
damage  done  is  not  due  to  the  piers. 
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Mr.  LAURIER.  As  I  understand  it,  the  officers 
of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  say  the 
reverse.  The  matter  has  been  investigated  and  a 
claim  for  damage  admitted,  and  under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  whatever  may  be  the  dispute  between  the 
departments,  -the  fact  remains  that  the  public  still 
suffer. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  Is  any  portion  of 
the  §7,500  for  general  repairs  to  be  expended  on 
Bayfield  Harbour,  Lake  Huron? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Half  of  this  sum  will  be  expend¬ 
ed  in  Ontario  and  the  other  half  in  Quebec.  I  do 
not  think  there  will  be  sufficient  to  do  anything  at 
Bayfield,  as  a  large  amount  will  be  required  to 
place  the  harbour  in  a  state  of  repair.  I  believe 
it  is  not  precisely  a  Government  harbour.  My 
attention  having  been  drawn  to  it,  if  any  expendi¬ 
ture  can  be  made,  it  will  be  made. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  I  think  it  is  a  Govern¬ 
ment  harbour,  for  the  people  subscribed  §30,000,  and 
the  Government  then  proceeded  and  completed  the 
building.  The  Government  repaired  the  pier.  They 
did  not  take  advantage  of  the  cribwork,  but  they 
used  piles,  and  owing  to  the  nature  of  the  bottom 
of  the  river  they  would  not  hold,  and  accordingly 
they  were  carried  away  by  the  first  storm.  I  have 
received  a  letter  from  the  fishermen  asking  me  to 
bring  this  matter  up  with  a  view  to  have  such 
repairs  made  as  would  enable  them  to  enter  the 
harbour.  Unless  the  necessary  repairs  are  carried 
out,  very  great  injustice  will  be  done  to  the  people, 
because  this  is  an  incorporated  village  and  the 
people  have  strongly  supported  the  Government  up 
to  the  present  time.  *  Indeed,  they  have  never 
given  a  Reform  majority,  but  they  have  been 
“  hived,”  and  that  no  doubt  was  one  of  the  reasons 
why  this  case  has  not  been  taken  into  considera¬ 
tion.  I  observe  that  both  Goderich  and  Port 
Albert  harbours  are  to  be  repaired,  and  Bayfield  is 
as  important  as  Port  Albert.  I  hope  the  Govern¬ 
ment  will  take  this  matter  into  consideration, 
because  something  should  be  done  in  order  to 
enable  the  fishermen  to  enter  the  harbour. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  understand  the  dredge  will 
pass  at  that  point  and  will  remain  there  to  do  the 
dredging  that  is  necessary.  As  to  the  repairs  to 
the  works  constructed  by  the  municipality  as  well 
as  by  the  Government,  these  will  cost  a  very  large 
amount,  which  the  department  does  not  think  it 
advisable  to  expend  this  year.  The  dredging, 
however,  will  be  done  so  as  to  afford  relief  to  the 
fishermen. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  In  looking  over  the 
Estimates  I  see  no  special  provision  made  for  the 
cleansing  of  the  River  Sydenham,  which  I  brought 
before  the  attention  of  the  Government  at  the 
beginning  of  the  session.  I  pointed  out  to  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works  that  the  dredge  engaged 
at  the  mouth  of  the  River  Thames  would  be  only 
two  hours’  sail  from  the  River  Sydenham,  where  it 
could  be  well  utilized  in  removing  the  obstructions 
to  navigation  which  exist  there.  The  Trade  and 
Navigation  Returns  show  that  the  tonnage  enter¬ 
ing  Sydenham  harbour  is  larger  than  the  tonnage 
entering  any  other  port  in  Ontario,  except  Toronto. 
An  immense  trade  is  done  on  the  river.  There  are 
large  mills  engaged  in  manufacturing  elm  into 
barrel  staves  and  heads,  and  from  the  village  of 
Wallaceburg,  which  has  3,000  inhabitants,  there  is 
Mr.  Ouimet. 


shipped  every  day  a  train  load  of  this  material 
for  the  Canadian  and  American  markets.  There 
are  immense  quantities  of  timber  taken  down 
the  river  every  year  to  the  city  of  Detroit.  The 
river  is  usually  navigable,  but  serious  obstructions 
now  exist  in  navigation.  I  received  a  letter  from 
there  to-day  from  which  it  appears  that  recently 
property  has  been  damaged,  and  loss  to  the  extent 
of  upwards  of  §100,000,  on  account  of  the  want  of 
care  on  the  part  of  the  department  with  respect  to 
the  navigation  of  that  river.  I  can  point  out  in 
these  Estimates  §200,000  that  might  stand  over 
without  any  serious  detriment  to  the  public  service, 
and  yet  the  lion,  gentleman  has  not  inserted  an  ap¬ 
propriation  for  the  removing  of  these  obstructions 
ii*  the  River  Sydenham.  I  told  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man,  when  I  addressed  the  House  before,  that 
steamboats  ran  daily  from  the  town  of  Dresden  on 
one  branch  of  the  Sydenham  to  the  city  of  Detroit 
and  to  Sarnia,  but  recently  there  have  been  such 
serious  obstructions  to  navigation  on  account  of  the 
logs  that  have  been  floated  down  the  river  that  it  is 
impossible  that  a  vessel  can  pass  either  to  Dresden 
or  up  the  North  Sydenham  to  Wilkesport.  The 
hon.  gentleman  has  had  the  courtesy  to  send 
me  a  report  made  by  an  officer  of  his  de¬ 
partment  who  says  that  it  will  take  some¬ 
thing  like  §2,000  to  remove  the  obstructions 
to  navigation  in  the  one  branch  of  the  river,  and 
about  the  same  amount  in  the  other.  These  are 
certainly  not  large  sums  of  money  when  you  con¬ 
sider  the  immense  amount  of  traffic  on  the  river.  I 
say  there  is  not  another  river  of  equal  extent  in  all 
this  Dominion  upon  which  there  is  one-half  the 
traffic,  and  there  is  no  place  in  Canada  where  ob¬ 
structions  to  navigation,  at  the  present  time,  can 
do  as  much  detriment  to  the  public  interest  as 
there.  Between  25,000  and  30,000  people  reside 
on  these  two  branches  of  the  Sydenham,  and  for 
forty  years  an  immense  trade  has  been  carried  on 
there.  Unless  the  Government  do  take  some  action 
serious  difficulties  will  arise.  I  hold  in  my  hand 
a  letter  in  which  it  is  said  that,  in  consequence  of 
the  obstructions  in  the  river,  the  embankments 
of  a  large  extent  of  territory,  which  has  recently 
been  brought  into  cultivation  and  where  steam 
pumps  are  employed  to  keep  the  land  perfectly  dry, 
have  been  broken  down  by  the  water  rising  on 
account  of  these  obstructions. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  What  is  the  nature  of  these 
obstructions  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  They  are  sunken  logs 
which  can  easily  be  removed  by  a  dredge.  Twice 
within  twenty  years  these  two  branches  of  the 
river  have  had  these  obstructions  removed.  On 
account  of  the  immense  quantity  of  timber  carried 
down  the  river  some  of  the  logs  sink,  and  these  accu¬ 
mulate  bars.  The  statement  made  to  me  is  that 
some  5,000  acres  of  crops  have  been  destroyed  by 
these  floods,  that  about  fifty  families,  as  I  judge 
from  the  account,  have  been  obliged  to  leave  their 
houses  in  boats,  that  their  cattle  had  to  be  driven 
on  the  land  of  their  neigbours,  and  notwithstand¬ 
ing  that  the  water  has  been  pumped  out  by  these 
steam  pumps,  four  or  five  thousand  acres  of  crops 
are  absolutely  destroyed.  Mr.  Clancy,  the  local 
member  who  is  a  supporter  of  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite,  has  had  500  acres  of  wheat  destroyed  by 
these  inundations.  If  the  department  could  have 
taken  action  earlier  in  the  season  and  given  author- 
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ity  to  the  customs  officer  at  Wallaceburg  to  see 
that  the  lumbermen  in  bringing  down  their  logs 
did  not  wholly  impede  navigation,  these  damages 
could  have  been  prevented.  I  ask  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  that  immediate  action  should  be  taken, 
because  if  not  the  injury  which  the  country  will 
sustain  will  be  out  of  all  proportion  to  the  cost 
of  the  neeesarv  work.  I  say  that  it  is  not  over¬ 
estimating  the  injury  to  state  that  $100,000  worth 
of  property  has  been  destroyed  within  the  last 
week,  and  a  far  larger  amount  may  be  destroyed 
if  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  does  not  take 
immediate  action. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  only 
notified  me  of  these  damages  to-day. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Of  course  it  was  only 
to-day  I  received  notice  of  the  damages. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  matter  has  not  been  brought 
to  my  attention  before,  and  I  never  did  understand 
that  the  work  asked  for  by  the  hon.  gentleman 
was  so  necessary  or  so  urgent  as  he  now  states. 
The  matter  wil  1  he  attended  to  at  once. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL..  I  corroborate  all  that  the 
hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  states  in 
reference  to  this  matter.  I  know  that  the  ob¬ 
structions  in  the  river  are  doing  a  great  deal  of 
damage  to  that  part  of  the  country,  and  the  diffi¬ 
culty  can  be  removed  at  a  very  small  expense. 
There  are  two  dredges  now  in  the  town  of  Chatham 
which  are  doing  nothing  and  could  be  obtained  at 
a  very  low  rate  per  day  bjT  the  Government,  and  a 
few  days’  work  would  be  all  that  is  required.  I 
called  the  Minister’s  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
River  Thames  was  in  a  similar  position.  These  two 
rivers  are  almost  together  and  arrangements  could 
be  made  writh  one  of  the  dredging  companies  in 
the  town  of  Chatham  to  do  all  this  work  at  a  small 
expense.  I  hope  that  the  Minister  will  take 
immediate  steps  to  have  the  obstructions  removed 
in  both  these  rivers. 

Mr.  RINFRET.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Speaker, 
before  voting  the  present  item,  I  would  like  to 
know  whether  it  is  the  intention  of  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works  to  cause  certain  improvements  to  be 
made  on  the  shore,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Jean  des 
Chaillons,  in  the  County  of  Lotbiniere  ?  I  had  oc¬ 
casion  to  call  the  attention  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Three  Rivers  (Sir  Hector  Langevin)  when  he  was 
Minister  of  Public  Works,  during  the  session  of 
1890,  to  the  importance  of  the  improvements  in 
question.  For  some  years  there  have  been  brick¬ 
yards  on  the  shore  at  St.  Jean  des  Chaillons. 
When  these  brickyards  were  established,  boats 
could  land  easily  there  ;  but,  since  then,  the 
deepening  of  the  river  in  front  of  these  brickyards 
has  resulted  in  lowering  the  water  to  a  great  ex¬ 
tent,  and  the  consequence  is  that,  during  a  great 
part  cf  the  summer,  it  is  now  impossible  for  boats 
to  land  there.  In  the  course  of  last  session  I  called 
the  attention  of  the  hon.  Minister  to  that  state  of 
things.  He  promised  that  he  would  attend  to  the 
matter.  The  improvements  I  wish  for  would  really 
cost  very  little.  Every  spring  a  number  of  dredg¬ 
ing  machines  are  sent  to  that  point  to  dredge  the 
river.  Moreover,  stone-lifters  are  also  there  to  re¬ 
move  the  stones.  For  the  first  week  after  their 
arrival  in  the  spring  the  dredges  cannot  do  any¬ 
thing  owing  to  the  height  of  the  water.  It  would 
be  easy,  then,  to  employ  them  at  removing  the 
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stones  from  the  shore,  instead  of  keeping  them 
idle.  Should  a  stone-lifter  be  employed  there  two 
or  three  days,  it  could  free  the  shore  of  all  the 
stones  which  now  prevent  the  landing  of  vessels. 
I  would  like  to  learn  from  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  whether  it  is  his  intention  to  do  anything 
in  answer  to  the  request  of  the  people  interested  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  All  I  can  say  to 
the  hon.  member  is  that  I  will  examine  the  reports 
which  must  have  been  made  on  the  subject,  since 
the  question  has  already  occupied  the  attention  of 
the  department.  It  would  take  $5,000  or  $0,000  to 
make  the  improvements  suggested  by  the  hon. 
member.  However,  the  matter  will  be  examined 
again. 

Mr.  RINFRET.  (Translation.)  I  will  point  out 
that  the  first  request  which  was  made  was  to  have 
some  dredging  done  opposite  the  brickyards.  If 
the  hon.  Minister  thought  this  would  be  too  ex¬ 
pensive,  he  could  at  any  rate  cause  the  removal  of 
the  stones  which  obstruct  the  river  and  prevent 
the  boats  from  landing.  I  am  told  that  if  the 
stones  were  removed,  it  would  be  an  immense  im¬ 
provement.  Instead  of  being  kept  idle,  the  men 
could  be  employed  on  the  shore  for  a  few  days,  and 
the  work  could  be  done  without  costing  a  cent  to 
the  Department  of  Public  Works. 

Dredging  in  the  Maritime  Provinces — 
additional  amount  required . $3,700 

Mr.  GILLIES.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  Minister 
of  Public  Works  how  many  dredges  are  available 
for  operations  in  the  Maritime  Provinces  ?  I  may 
say  that  down  there  we  are  an  essentially  mari¬ 
time  people,  with  the  homes  of  many  upon  the  deep, 
and  this  is  a  very  deserving  service.  I  had  occasion 
myself  last  year  to  draw  the  attention  of  the 
Department  of  Public  Works,  then  presided  over 
by  the  Hon.  Mr.  Smith,  to  the  very  inadequate 
manner  in  which  dredging  was  carried  on  in  the 
Island  of  Cape  Breton.  Some  years  ago  one  of  the 
dredges  assigned  to  the  Maritime  Provinces  was 
destroyed  or  lost  at  sea,  and  has  not  since  been 
replaced.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  hon.  Minister  of 
Public  Works  if  it  is  the  intention  of  the  depart¬ 
ment  to  have  that  loss  supplied,  and  the  number  of 
dredges  available  increased.  From  St.  Peter’s  Bay 
to  Louisbourg,  for  some  60  or  70  miles,  there  is  an 
iron  bound  wild  coast,  which  has  not  been  pro¬ 
tected.  I  ui'ged  the  claims  of  the  harbour  of 
Fourchu  for  some  attention  at  the  hands  of  the 
department.  Last  year  the  department  was  kind 
enough  to  send  one  of  the  dredges  to  the  harbour 
of  Descousse,  and  I  had  great  difficulty  in  keeping 
it  at  work  long  enough  to  accomplish  anything. 
The  inspector  did  all  he  could  to  have  the 
dredge  taken  away  before  any  work  could  be 
done,  and  only  for  the  kindness  of  the  then  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Public  Works  it  would  have  been  taken 
away  before  anything  of  service  to  the  place  was 
accomplished.  The  harbour  of  Descousse  is  one  own¬ 
ing  some  35  vessels,  which  aggregating  a  value  of 
some  $200,000,  shows  the  Government  the  great 
enterprise  of  the  people  of  that  large  and  deserving 
community,  and  until  last  year  vessels  could  not 
enter  that  harbour  except  at  high  tide.  This  will 
show  the  Minister  the  desirability,  if  not  the  abso¬ 
lute  necessity,  of  having  the  work  completed  at 
that  portion  of  the  Island  of  Cape  Breton,  and  I 
wish  particularly  to  impress  my  desire  upon  him  to 
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have  this  work  done.  Then  there  is  the  Bras  d’Or 
end  of  the  canal.  The  accumulation  of  debris 
there  has  caused  the  water  to  become  two  feet 
shallower  than  in  the  canal  itself.  This  requires 
attention.  The  mouth  of  the  Grand  River  has  been 
brought  by  me  to  the  notice  of  the  hon.  Minister. 
Work  at  this  point  is  necessary  in  the  interests  of 
the  fishermen  and  of  the  people  of  that  locality. 
I  would  like  to  ask  these  three  questions  : 
First,  if  it  is  the  intention  of  the  Minister  to 
have  a  greater  number  of  dredges  made  avail¬ 
able  for  the  Maritime  Provinces  ;  secondly,  if 
it  is  his  intention  to  have  the  loss  of  the  dredge 
George  Mackenzie  supplied  ;  and,  thirdly,  if  it  is  his 
intention  to  have  some  dredging  done  at  the  points 
mentioned  on  the  southern  coast  of  Cape  Breton  at 
an  early  day  ?  The  importance  of  the  places  I  have 
mentioned  cannot  be  over-estimated,  and  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  the  dredging  I  ask  for  now  is  strongly  de¬ 
manded  and  ardently  desired. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  department  is  very  anxious 
to  increase  the  dredging  accommodation  in  the  Mar¬ 
itime  Provinces  ;  but  although  we  have  a  Maritime 
Finance  Minister  we  cannot  get  all  the  money  we 
require.  In  fact,  the  department  has  not  yet  been 
in  a  position  to  obtain  the  necessary  money  for  all 
the  dredging  that  the  hon.  gentleman  from  the  Ma¬ 
ritime  Provinces  require.  It  is  the  intention  of 
the  department  to  replace  the  dredge  George  Mac¬ 
kenzie  as  soon  as  the  finances  of  the  Government 
will  enable  it  to  do  so.  As  to  the  dredging  of  Cape 
Breton,  the  dredge  St.  Lawrence  is  going  to  do  the 
work  asked  for  by  the  hon.  gentleman. 

Mr.  FORBES.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  hon. 
Minister  if  any  appropriations  are  to  be  made  for 
the  purchase  of  a  new  dredge  for  the  Maritime 
Provinces  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  have  said  that  there  is  no  such 
intention  this  year,  but  that  it  is  the  intention  as 
soon  as  the  resources  of  the  Government  will  per¬ 
mit. 

Mr.  FORBES.  Last  year  the  very  same  answer 
was  made  to  me  by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works. 
He  said  it  would  be  done  as  soon  as  the  finances  of 
the  country,  not  the  Government,  would  permit. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  hon.  gentleman  must  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  we  have  not  yet  reached 
that  period. 

Mr.  FORBES.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  hon. 
Minister,  since  he  has  told  me  that  the  St.  Laiv- 
rence  dredge  is  going  to  Cape  Breton,  whether  it  is 
not  possible  that  that  dredge  can  at  the  same  time 
accommodate  the  people  on  the  south  side  of  the 
province.  There  are  several  localities  along  there 
absolutely  in  need  of  dredging. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  understand  that  that  dredge 
cannot  do  the  work  along  the  south  shore  of  Nova 
Scotia  because  she  draws  too  much  water. 

Mr.  FORBES.  We  have  just  as  deep  water  as 
they  have  on  the  Island  of  Cape  Breton,  and  I  fail 
to  understand  how  that  explanation  will  work.  A 
few  years  ago  the  dredge  which  was  used  for  that 
purpose  on  the  shores  of  Nova  Scotia  was  lost.  The 
year  subsequent  to  that  a  large  boat  was  made  for 
dredging  in  the  waters  of  the  lakes  in  Ontario,  and 
the  Minister  then  said  that  very  shortly  afterwards 
a  grant  would  be  asked  for  to  replace  the  lost 
dredge  to  the  Maritime  Provinces.  I  would  very 
strenuously  urge  upon  the  Minister  that  it  is 
Mr.  Gillies. 


necessary  we  should  have  several  of  our  ports 
looked  after.  Fishermen  are  bitterly  complaining 
that  harbours  where  they  could  formerly  anchor 
their  boats  with  safety  are  now  gradually  filling  up. 

Dredging,  Quebec  and  Ontario— addi¬ 
tional  amount  required . $6,300 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  Does  the  Government  intend 
this  year  making  any  further  dredging  on  the  Riche¬ 
lieu  ?  \ 

Mr.  OUIMET.  There  is  something  to  be  done 
by  the  Department  of  Railways  near  the  entrance 
of  the  Chambly  Canal,  but  nothing  by  my  depart¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  I  would  call  the  attention  of 
the  Government  to  the  fact  that  some  years  ago 
dredging  was  begun  opposite  St.  Hilaire  near  a 
wharf,  and  the  work  was  left  unfinished.  It  is 
now  impossible  for  large  boats  to  reach  the  wharf, 
and  I  would  ask  the  Government  to  complete  their 
work.  It  would  not  cost  very  much,  as  they  could 
use  the  dredge  which  is  near  the  entrance  of  the 
Chambly  Canal,  about  10  or  15  miles  distant,  and  it 
would  be  of  great  advantage  to  the  shipping. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  will  mention  the  matter  to 
the  Minister  of  Railways,  who  will  no  doubt  attend 
to  it. 

Dredging,  B.C. — additional  amount  re¬ 
quired . $5,000 

Mr.  GORDON.  I  would  like  to  enquire  of  the 
Minister  whether  any  portion  of  this  sum,  or  of  the 
$15,000  in  the  main  estimates,  is  intended  for 
dredging  in  Nanaimo  Harbour  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  am  sorry  to  say  there  is  not, 
as  we  have  no  dredge  that  can  dredge  to  the  depth 
necessary  there. 

Mr.  GORDON.  I  was  in  hopes  the  department 
would  engage  the  dredge  belonging  to  Mr.  Rithet, 
of  Victoria,  which  is  capable  of  dredging  to  any 
depth  required.  The  number  of  large  ships  which 
sailed  from  Nanaimo  Harbour  last  year  was  553, 
and  they  carried  away  to  foreign  countries  640,000 
tons  of  the  products  of  that  district.  Through 
want  of  dredging  several  ships  have  grounded,  and 
the  rates  of  insurance  are  likely  to  be  raised  in 
consequence.  Every  cent  of  advance  on  freight  is 
so  much  taken  out  of  the  pockets  of  the  men  who 
work  in  the  mines,  who  scatter  the  money  they 
earn  in  the  maintenance  of  themselves  and  families. 
I  hope  the  Minister  will  arrange  to  employ  Mr. 
Rithet’s  dredge  for  a  portion  of  the  summer  at  least. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Mr.  Rithet  is  very  exacting  in 
his  terms,  and  we  have  not  been  able  to  come  to 
any  arrangement. 

Mr.  GORDON.  Where  is  it  intended  to  expend 
this  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  In  British  Columbia  generally. 

Mr.  GORDON.  With  that  broad  assurance  we 
may  expect  some  consideration. 

Saguenay  District— To  effect  a  settlement 
with  William  Larouche  and  Gagn6  and 
Rochette,  in  full  of  all  demands  for 
damages  caused  to  their  mills  by  the 
breaking  a  way  of  the  Government  works 
on  the  Petite  D6charge  ”  outlet  from 
Lake  St.  John . $1,500 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman 
explain  this  ? 
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Mr.  OUIMET.  This  vote  is  to  pay  damages  to 
the  parties  mentioned.  These  damages  were  caused 
by  the  breaking  of  booms  belonging  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  on  account  of  which  a  quantity  of  logs  were 
let  loose  and  caused  damages  to  these  different 
parties.  We  sent  an  engineer  up  there  who  reported 
that  the  accident  was  due  to  the  fault  of  the  officers 
employed  at  the  boom.  We  thought  it  better  to 
make  this  very  reasonable  arrangement  with  the 
parties,  who  agreed  to  accept  the  amount,  rather 
than  have  the  matter  brought  up  in  the  Exchequer 
Court. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Of  course,  if  the  Government 
caused  damage  to  the  mill-owners,  it  is  only  fair 
they  should  make  compensation.  Will  the  hon. 
gentleman  bring  down  the  report  of  the  engineer  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  Yes. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  must  ask  you  to  go  back  to 
the  Goderich  item  and  add  “extension  to  piers.” 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  thank  theGovern- 
ment  for  having  voted  this  money  for  the  town  of 
Goderich  and  for  having  kept  their  promises  made 
at  the  last  election,  in  consequence  of  which  the  pre¬ 
sent  member  for  West  Huron  was  elected  and  my 
friend  Mr.  Cameron  was  left  at  home.  Now  they 
feel  that  they  have  redeemed  the  promises  they 
made. 

Temporary  clerical  and  other  assistance, 

Department  of  Public  Worksi . $36,000 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  have  already  explained  that 
this  amount  was  intended  to  pay  clerks  "who  were 
formerly  paid  in  a  different  manner.  Before  this 
year  these  temporary  clerks  were  paid  out  of  the 
amounts  appropriated  on  the  different  works.  This 
was  considered  by  the  Auditor  General  and  by  the 
Minister  of  the  department,  a  better  manner  to 
deal  with  it  in  regard  to  book-keeping.  It  does  not 
increase  the  amount,  but,  on  the  contrary,  I  have 
showed  that  the  amount  paid  in  1890-91  will  be 
reduced  this  year. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  would  like  to  ask  if  this 
includes  any  payment  to  Mr.  J.  L.  Payne.  I  find 
that  Mr.  Payne  was  paid  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  $1,031.12;  for  extra  work  fdr  1 16A 
hours  at  50  cents  ;  he  was  paid  travelling  expenses 
to  London,  22nd  June  to  5th  July,  1890,  $55.50, 
and  10th  to  16th  August,  $46.25  ;  to  Toronto  8th  to 
18th  Sept.,  $57 ;  to  Sherbrooke,  18th  and  19th  Sept., 
$18.40;  to  London,  25th  to  28th  Sept.,  $38;  to 
Toronto,  13th  to  18th  Nov.,  $11.50;  Montreal  to 
Toronto,  14th  to  19th  Dec.,  .$42.55  ;  London, 
Toronto  and  London,  3rd  Feb.  to  7th  March,  1891  — 
this  is  during  the  election — $148.90.  Then  I  find 
also  cab-hire  at  Ottawa,  $12.25,  and  also  that  he  is 
paid  for  reporting  for  a  committee,  13,379  folios  at 
30  cents,  $4,013.90,  besides  117  sittings  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  at  $5,  $585.  In  all  he  has  drawn  during  the 
last  year  $6,060. 17.  I  think  this  is  undoubtedly  an 
extraordinary  amount  for  one  man  to  draw  for 
services  during  one  year,  and  I  think  it  is  a  ridicu¬ 
lous  amount  for  one  man  to  be  allowed  to  draw 
during  one  year.  I  understand  this  man  is  the 
private  secretary  of  the  Minister  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Does  the  hon.  gentleman  mean 
to  say  that  $6,000  was  drawn  by  Mr.  Payne  for  his 
own  services  ? 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Yres,  I  have  quoted  from 
the  Auditor  General’s  Report. 


Mr.  FOSTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  dealing 
with  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the 
Minister  is  not  here  now. 

Monument  to  the  late  Sir  John  A.  Mac¬ 
donald . * . $10,000 

Mr.  LAURIER.  How  is  that  to  be  expended  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  amount  will  be  expended  in 
the  way  the  vote  implies.  I  think  the  monument 
will  be  something  in  the  style  of  that  which  was 
erected  to  the  late  Sir  George  Cartier. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  While  I  am  very  much  in 
favour  of  preserving  the  memory  of  the  public  men 
of  Canada  by  monuments  and  works  of  that  kind, 
I  believe  it  would  be  better  to  leave  that  for 
private  initiative  instead  of  to  pay  for  it  out  of  the 
public  treasury.  However,  if  this  principle  is 
admitted,  I  would  suggest  to  the  hon.  gentleman 
that  we  have  lately  lost  a  statesman  of  as  high  a 
rank  as  the  late  Sir  John  Macdonald,  and  that,  if 
the  hon.  gentleman  wants  to  be  generous  and 
patriotic,  he  should  remember  those  statesmen  on 
one  side  of  politics  as  well  as  those  on  the  other. 

Mr.  FOST  ER.  I  agree  with  the  hon.  gentleman’s 
estimate  of  the  late  leader  of  the  Opposition,  and 
of  the  Government  from  1873  to  1878.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  have  given  some  consideration  to  that 
matter  and  we  will  give  more  consideration  to  it, 
but  we  have  not  felt  justified  in  bringing  any  further 
proposition  before  the  House  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Will  this  cover  the  total 
amount  required  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  is  expected  that  it  will. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  do  not  think  it  is  right 
that  the  whole  country  should  be  asked  to  pay  for 
a  monument  to  the  deceased  leader  of  half  the 
people  of  this  Dominion,  and  I  am  sure  that  the 
other  half  are  of  the  opinion  that  it  was  to  their 
misfortune  that  he  should  have  governed  the 
country  so  long.  While  I  have  no  objection  that  a 
certain  portion  of  the  people  should  contribute  to 
the  erection  of  this  monument,  I  do  not  think  that 
the  other  half  should  be  compelled  to  contribute 
towards  it.  As  to  the  late  Hon.  Alex.  Mackenzie, 
his  followers  are  willing  to  contribute  to  the  erec¬ 
tion  of  a  monument  to  him  out  of  their  own  pockets. 
Now,  I  believe  that  the  admirers  of  any  public 
man  in  this  country  are  quite  at  liberty,  if  they 
choose,  to  contribute  their  money  to  the  erection 
of  a  monument  to  his  memory  ;  but  I  do  not  think 
it  is  right  that  you  should,  by  numerical  force, 
compel  the  Reformers  of  this  country,  who  are  not 
disposed  to  recognize  the  long  reign  of  Sir  John  A. 
Macdonald  as  having  been  a  blessing  to  this  country, 
to  contribute  their  money  to  the  erection  of  his 
monument. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  do  not  rise  to  answer  the  rather 
ungenerous  allusion  the  hon.  gentleman  has  made 
with  reference  to  the  late  Sir  John  A.  Macdonald. 
But  there  may  be  gentlemen  just  as  conscientious  as 
some  Reformers,  who  may  believe  that  the  rule  and 
reign  of  the  late  Mr.  Mackenzie  was  not  for  the 
benefit  of  this  country  ;  but  I  should  hope  there  is 
no  Conservative  from  one  end  of  this  country  to  the 
other,  who  would  be  ungenerous  enough  to  say  of 
him  after  his  death  what  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
said  of  Sir  John  Macdonald.  With  reference  to 
the  vote  that  was  taken  for  Mr.  Bayne’s  services, 
that  sum  represents  the  cheques  that  were  given  to 
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Mr.  Payne  for  distribution  amongst  the  stenographic 
reporters  who  took  part  in  reporting  the  investi¬ 
gation  before  the  Privileges  and  Elections  Com¬ 
mittee — Mr.  Taylor,  Mr.  Wallace,  Mr.  Cook,  Mr. 
Dickson,  Mr.  Payne  and  Mr.  Marceau,  himself  be¬ 
ing  one. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  If  the  explanation  given  by 
the  Minister  of  Finance  is  correct,  the  accounts  of 
the  department  are  kept  in  an  imprudent  way. 
These  cheques  should  go  before  the  Public  Accounts 
Committee  and  be  audited  by  the  Auditor  General. 

Mr*  FOSTER.  Undoubtedly  they  did  go  before 
the  committee,  and  undoubtedly  they  were  audited 
by  the  Auditor  General  ;  but  my  hon.  friend  had 
better  be  sure  and  see  where  to  distribute  the 
blame.  It  may  be  a  mistake  in  the  Audit  Office. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  If  the  accounts  that  were 
sent  in  by  Mr.  Payne  were  paid  to  any  other  par¬ 
ties,  undoubtedly  the  Auditor  General  would  take 
notice  of  it.  Now,  I  have  made  a  statement  to 
the  committee,  and  am  prepared  to  stand  by  it. 
The  pages  of  the  Auditor  General’s  Report  clearly 
show  that  this  money  was  paid  to  Mr.  Payne,  and 
if  Mr.  Payne  paid  it  out  to  other  people  he 
should  have  furnished  vouchers  to  the  Auditor 
General,  and  if  the  Auditor  General  audited  the 
accounts  it  would  undoubtedly  appear  in  his  re¬ 
port.  There  is  no  such  account,  and  the  attempt 
to  evade  the  charge  I  made  in  the  statement  I  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  House,  by  saying  that  he  paid  the 
money  out  to  other  people,  has  not  been  success¬ 
ful. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  persists  in 
representing  to  the  country  that  the  statement  I 
have  made  is  not  true,  and  that  the  $6,000  was 
given  to  Mr.  Payne  for  his  own  services.  If  he 
chooses  to  do  that  I  cannot  quarrel  with  him. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  It  would  be  well  to 
put  on  record  what  sums  are  given  to  each  one. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  have  not  got  that  here. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  Mr.  Payne 
employed  the  parties  who  assisted  him  in  taking 
evidence  before  the  Committee  on  Privileges  and 
Elections  last  year,  and  in  all  probability  a  con¬ 
siderable  proportion  of  that  money  that  was  paid 
to  Mr.  Payne  for  reporting,  was  paid  over  by  him 
to  those  men  who  assisted  him.  What  amount 
was  paid  to  Mr.  Payne,  and  what  amount  went  to 
other  parties,  of  course  does  not  appear.  I  think, 
however,  that  Mr.  Cook’s  name  is  one  of  the  other 
reporters  whose  name  appears  in  the  Auditor 
General’s  Report,  not  for  a  portion  of  the  money 
that  Mr.  Payne  received,  but  for  a  sum  paid 
to  himself,  and  I  think  the  sum  paid  to  Mr. 
Payne  does  not  represent  the  whole  amount  paid 
for  reporting.  What  the  whole  amount  is,  I 
cannot  at  this  moment  say.  It  would  have  been 
more  satisfactory,  both  for  Mr.  Payne  and  for 
each  of  the  other  parties,  if  each  party  had  drawn 
a  cheque  for  his  own  amount,  and  then  there 
would  have  been  no  misapprehension  in  the  minds 
of  the  members.  But  I  understand  some  time  ago 
that  this  large  amount  charged  to  Mr.  Payne  was 
not  all  received  by  him  for  himself,  but  was  dis¬ 
tributed  amongst  the  other  reporters. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  memorandum  I  have  says  it 
was  distributed  equally  amongst  the  six  reporters. 

Mr.  Foster. 


Mr.  CAMPBELL.  I  would  like  to  ask  if  this 
Mr.  Payne  is  the  same  gentleman  who  writes  for 
the  London  Free  Press  and  edits  that  paper  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  will  have  to 
•refer  to  better  sources  of  information  than  myself. 

To  pay  Macdonald  Brothers  for  their  ser¬ 
vices  in  saving  the  boiler  and  engine 
of  the  Dominion  steamer  Napoleon 
III.  wrecked  at  Little  Glace  Bay, 

Cape  Breton,  N.S.,  November,  $1890..  .$4,000 

Mr.  FORBES.  Was  that  done  under  contract  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  cannot  say  how  it  was  done, 
but  I  will  find  out  and  let  the  hon.  gentleman  know. 

Expenses  in  connection  with  Behring 
Sea  matters . . . $60,000 

Mr.  FOSTER.  This  is  a  vote  towards  meeting 
the  expenses  incurred  in  the  Behring  Sea  matters 
andfor  the  commission.  The  commissioners  are  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  Governments  of  Great  Britain  and 
the  United  States,  and  large  expenses  are  involved 
of  which  Canada  has  to  bear  a  certain  share. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  What  share  will  w*e 
bear  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  We  are  in  communication  now 
with  the  British  Government,  and  have  not  settled 
exactly  how  the  expense  will  be  apportioned. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  This  amount  will  be 
subject  to  final  decision  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Yes,  it  will  take  all  this,  and 
probaby  more,  as  our  share. 

To  provide  for  the  payment  of  the  first  of 
twelve  years’  arrears  of  annuity  to  Mon¬ 
treal  Lake  and  Lac  la  Rouge  bands . $900 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  When  this  treaty  was  made 
with  the  Indians  of  Montreal  Lake  some  three  years 
ago,  it  was  not  decided  whether  they  would  be 
entitled  to  arrears  of  annuities  between  the  date  of 
Treaty  6,  w'hich  was  made  some  nine  years  previous, 
and  that  treaty.  It  has  since  been  decided  by  the 
department  that  they  are  entitled  to  these  arrears. 
Our  practice  has  been  not  to  pay  the  whole  arrears 
at  one  time,  but  to  spread  the  payments  over  a 
number  of  years. 

To  provide  for  payment  to  wives  of  in¬ 
structors  for  services  in  teaching  Indian 
women  the  domestic  arts . $700 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  Last  year  there  was  an  item 
of  *$1,900  in  the  Estimates  for  this  purpose.  On 
enquiry  I  came  to  the  conclusion  that  a  number  of 
the  women  instructors  were  doing  nothing  towards 
assisting  the  Indians,  and  the  item  was  struck  out 
of  the  Estimates.  On  considering  the  subject  fur¬ 
ther,  I  learned  that  5  or  6  of  them  have  given  great 
attention  to  teaching  Indian  women  cooking, 
knitting  and  so  forth,  and  so  I  propose  to  retain  5 
altogether. 

Hospital  on  the  Blood  Reserve . $2,500 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  This  is  a  new  departure, 
and  it  has  been  entered  upon  at  the  earnest  request 
of  Father  Lacombe,  who  has  impressed  its  ad  vis* 
ability  on  the  department  during  the  last  twTo  or 
three  years.  He  is  of  the  opinion,  as  I  am,  that 
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in  many  cases*  it  is  impossible  to  successfully  treat 
sick  Indians  in  their  houses  or  tents,  anil  that 
many  lives  are  lost  in  consequence.  The  father’s 
idea  is,  if  this  hospital  is  established,  to  take  per¬ 
sonal  supervision  of  it,  to  put  some  of  his  people 
in  charge  of  it,  the  Government  supplying  the 
medicine,  and  not  only  to  take  sick  Indians  into 
the  hospital  but  to  train  Indian  women  to  nurse 
them. 

Expenses  re  enquiry  made  by  Justice 
Kingsmill  into  Dr.  Spohn’s  charges  in 
connection  with  supplies  for  3teamer 
Bayfield . $250 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Has  there  been  a  re¬ 
port  of  this  enquiry  made  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Yes  ;  and  the  charges  were  not 
sustained. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Has  the  report  been 
printed  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  No.  The  charges  were  not  sus¬ 
tained,  except  with  respect  to  the  steward  in  one 
or  two  very  slight  cases.  The  whole  tenor  of  the 
evidence  showed  that  these  irregularities  were  not 
wilfully  committed,  but  the  steward  thought  they 
were  part  of  his  perquisites.  He  has,  however, 
paid  back  all  the  money — it  was  not  a  large  amount 
— and  been  dismissed  from  the  service. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Can  the  report  be 
brought  down  before  Concurrence  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  ob¬ 
jection  to  bring  it  down. 

Expenses  of  litigation,  Bulmer  vs.  the 
Queen .  $1,500 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  What  is  this  case  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  In  1883  and  1884  the  author¬ 
ity  of  Council  was  obtained  to  issue  licenses  to 
Mr.  Henry  Bulmer  and  seven  other  persons  to  cut 
timber  on  ten  berths  in  what  was  known  as  the 
disputed  territory,  and  these  persons  subsequently 
assigned  to  Mr.  Bulmer.  Licenses  were  issued  for 
the  year  1884  to  cut  timber  on  three  of  the  berths. 
Licenses  for  the  year  1885  were  issued  to  cut  tim¬ 
ber  on  the  three  berths  in  question  and  also  on 
three  other  berths,  but  no  licenses  were  issued  for 
the  four  remaining  berths.  No  licenses  to  cut 
timber  on  any  of  these  berths  were  issued 
for  18S6,  the  Minister  of  the  Interior  having 
decided  not  to  renew  any  licenses  pending  the 
settlement  of  the  question  as  to  the  Indian 
title  to  the  lands  in  the  disputed  territory. 
Mr.  Bulmer  has  tiled  with  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  a  claim  for  $200,000  damages,  or  in  the 
event  of  his  not  being  able  to  recover  damages,  for 
payment  of  $65,575,  which  amount  he  alleges  he  ex¬ 
pended  in  surveys,  erection  of  sawmill,  &c. ,  and  in 
payment  of  bonuses  and  rent  in  connection  with  the 
said  berths.  The  claim  was  submitted  to  the 
Minister  of  Justice,  who  advised  that  it  be  referred 
to  the  Exchequer  Court  for  adjudication.  This  has 
been  done,  and  the  estimate  of  $1,500  now  sub¬ 
mitted  is  to  cover  the  litigation. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  This  is  not  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  meeting  the  payment  of  Mr.  Bulmer  but 
simply  for  the  purpose  of  the  expenses  of  litiga¬ 
tion  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  Yes. 


To  refund  amount  received  from  sun¬ 
dry  persons  by  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  as  bonus  and  rents  for 
licenses  to  cut  timber  on,  and  for 
their  actual  outlay  for  serveys 
(under  instructions  from  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior)  of  certain 
timber  berths  in  the  late  disputed 
territories,  as  after  the  award  of 
Boundary  Commission,  no  timber 
has  been  cut . $34,225.53 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  This  requires  some  ex¬ 
planation. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  On  the  9th  January,  1883, 
an  Order  in  Council  was  passed  acquiescing  in  the 
action  of  the  Government  of  Ontario  in  abrogating 
the  conventional  arrangement  between  that  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  Dominion  Government  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  lands  in  the  disputed  territories  which 
was  ratified  by  Order  in  Council  of  the  8th  of  July, 
1884.  The  Minister  of  the  Interior  was  authorized 
to  issue  licenses  to  cut  timber  on  certain  berths  in 
the  disputed  territories  to  the  persons  mentioned 
in  the  annexed  schedule  and  these  persons  filed 
the  returns  of  the  survey  of  their  berths  in  the 
Department  of  the  Interior.  These  surveys  wrere 
made  under  instructions  from  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  but  the  cost  thereof  was  defrayed  by 
the  persons  whose  names  are  mentioned  in  the 
schedule.  The  information  derived  from  these 
surveys  has  been  of  great  service  to  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  in  the  preparation  of  plans  of  the 
country  in  which  the  berths  are  situated  and  the 
returns  thereof  are  still  in  the  possession  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior.  The  persons  men¬ 
tioned  in  the  schedule  have  not  cut  any  timber 
upon  the  berths  accorded  to  them  and  wTere  unable 
pending  the  decision  of  the  courts  as  to  the  owner¬ 
ship  of  the  territory  in  which  the  berths  w-ere 
situated,  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  regula¬ 
tions.  It  is  considered  right  and  equitable  that 
they  should  be  recompensed  for  their  actual  outlay 
in  making  these  surveys,  provided  the  items  of 
outlay  can  be  substituted  by  such  vouchers  and 
evidence  as  the  Surveyor  General  usually  requires 
in  respect  of  similar  surveys  executed  under  his 
instructions,  and  it  is  for  this  purpose^  that  the 
vote  of  $15,372.77  is  asked. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Can  you  give  us  the  names 
of  these  parties  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY-.  Yes;  they  are  the  following  : 
John  Macdonald,  L.  Oliver,  Hugh  Macdonald, 
Thomas  Shortiss,  C.  J.  Campbell,  C.  C.  Small,  W. 
B.  Scarth,  H.  L.  St.  George,  F.  Arnoldi,  J.  S. 
Aikins,  David  Blain,  F.  C.  Campbell,  H.  O'Brien, 
L.  R.  O'Brien/  John  Gunty,  A.  Moflatt,  Smith  & 
Muir,  R.  Longtin,  E.  Lecourt,  F.  J.  Bulmer,  R.  T. 
Sutton,  James  McKnight,  H.  Bulmer,  jun.,  T.  G. 
Blackstock,  N.  J.  Paterson,  John  Bain,  Bain  & 
Paterson,  Ilover,  Isbester  &  Gibbons,  Wm.  Me 
Carthy,  St.  Catharines  Milling  and  Lumber  Com¬ 
pany,  Thomas  Birkett,  I).  E.  Sprague,  J.  B.  Sprague, 
E.  W.  Nesbitt,  H.  Bulmer,  jun.,  A.  C.  Williamson 
Thomas  Marks,  John  Ross,  J.  D.  Foreman,  Frank 
Thompson,  H.  M.  Stanton,  J.  J.  Foster,  McArthur, 
Boyle  &  Campbell,  P.  McRae,  N.  Treateau,  F.  F. 
Bulmer,  A.  J.  Parsons,  Jos.  McCoy,  A.  J.  Le- 
faivre,  Nicol  Kingsmill. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Is  the  claim  of  the  St. 
Catharines  Milling  Company  settled  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  Yes. 
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Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  What  was  the  amount? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  don’t  think  they  got  any¬ 
thing  at  all. 

Proportion  of  Expenditure  —  Interna¬ 
tional  Customs  Bureau,  Brussels . $600 

% 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  What  is  this  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  This  is  the  International  Bureau 
which,  as  the  result  of  a  conference,  has  been 
established  at  Brussels.  The  object  is  to  collate 
all  the  tariffs  of  the  countries  that  belong  to  the 
union,  and  to  furnish  them  to  each  country.  This 
is  done  under  the  auspices  of  the  King  of*  the 
Belgians.  Every  change  made  in  the  tariff  is  re¬ 
ported  and  furnished  to  each  nation  in  its  own 
language. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Does  it  include  many 
countries  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  includes  all  of  the  principal 
countries  now. 

Amount  required  to  meet  expenses  of 
the  North-West  Mounted  Police  Com¬ 
mission .  $3,300 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Has  this  commission  reported 
yet? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  evidence  has  been  taken, 
but  the  report  is  not  in  yet. 

To  provide  for  expense  of  survey  of  bed 
of  Straits  between  Capes  Tormentine 
and  Traverse . . . . .  $12,900 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Is  that  the  com¬ 
mencement  of  the  tunnel  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  cannot  say  that  it  is  the  com¬ 
mencement  of  the  tunnel,  but  it  is  inorder  to  carry 
out  the  work  which  the  Governmentpromised  should 
go  on  until  it  was  proved  what  the  condition  of  the 
bottom  of  the  straits  was,  and  whether  the  strata 
were  such  that  a  tunnel  would  be  feasible.  In  order 
to  find  that  out,  it  is  necessary  for  borings  to  be 
made  at  certain  intervals  in  the  bed  of  the  channel, 
and  about  30  borings  will  be  made  to  various  depths 
from  60  to  200  or  300  feet.  A  record  of  these  borings 
is  to  be  taLen  and  kept.  This  vote  will  overtake 
that  work,  and  the  information  will  furnish  any 
parties,  who  may  wish  to  pursue  the  matter 
further, '  with  all  the  data  necessary  in  order  to 
decide  as  to  the  feasibility  of  a  tunnel  and  as 
to  its  probable  cost.  In  providing  the  money 
necessary  to  make  that  preliminary  investiga¬ 
tion,  the  Government  does  not  pledge  itself  at 
all  in  any  way  to  the  building  of  the  tunnel.  I 
may  say  also,  in  connection  with  this,  that  the 
Government  is  making  some  investigations  with 
reference  to  another  passage  over  these  straits,  that 
is,  from  Richibucto  or  near  thereon  the  main  land  to 
Point  Wolfe  on  the  Prince  Edward  Island  side.  It  has 
been  contended,  and  is  contended,  that  there  is  a 
portion  of  the  straits  there  which  is  open  nearly 
every  day  in  the  year,  year  in  and  year  out.  This 
is  vouched  for  by  old  residents  in  the  vicinity,  not¬ 
ably  by  some  priests  who  have  been  there  for  a 
number  of  years  ;  and  the  Minister  of  Marine  and 
Fisheries  has  for  the  last  two  or  three  years  had 
observations  taken  by  his  officers,  lighthouse 
keepers  and  others  in  the  vicinity,  every  day  in  the 
year  as  to  the  state  of  the  ice,  the  winds,  the  cur¬ 
rents  and  the  like.  These  observations  will  be 
carried  on  for  another  year,  and  in  this  way  some 

Mr.  Dewdney. 


reliable  data  will  be  gained  as  to  the  open  stretches 
there.  There  is  a  company  which  has  in  mind,  if 
the  thing  is  feasible,  to  carry  the  railway,  by  the 
addition  of  a  few  miles,  to  the  straits,  and  to 
build  staunch  ice  vessels  to  carry  the  trains  across 
every  day  in  the  year,  which  they  think  can  be  done. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  What  is  the  distance? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  think  about  13  miles  ;  I  am 
not  quite  sure.  Then  a  short  spur  will  provide  a 
connection  on  the  other  side  with  the  Island  rail¬ 
way.  Both  of  these  preliminary  investigations  are 
being  carried  on  by  the  Government,  and  the  re¬ 
sults  will  be  given  to  the  House  next  session. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  suppose  the  hon. 
gentleman  would  have  no  objection  to  leaviug  it  to 
the  representatives  from  the  Island  to  say  whether 
this  money  should  be  devoted  to  this  experimental 
investigation,  or  whether  it  should  be  applied  to 
the  improvement  of  the  breakwaters  and  the  harbours 
of  the  Island.  I  think  it  would  be  of  more  service 
to  the  public  if  it  were  applied  in  the  latter  way, 
and  I  should  be  quite  ready  to  vote  that  it  should 
be  so  applied  if  the  members  from  the  Island  should 
prefer  that  application  of  the  money. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  think  I  might  leave  it  to  the 
members  from  the  Island,  for  I  am  certain,  from 
the  heat  of  the  discussions  which  we  had  on  the 
subject,  that  the  members  from  the  Island  would 
not  agree  with  my  hon.  friend.  They  have  urged 
the  matter  very  strongly  upon  the  Government, 
and  they  have  had  a  lurking  suspicion  that  the 
Government  did  not  intend  to  carry  out  its  pro¬ 
mises  in  regard  to  making  these  investigations  ; 
and  it  is  to  lull  that  suspicion  thar  this  vote  is 
taken.  I  am  afraid  that  the  hon.  gentleman  will 
get  himself  into  hot  water  for  making  that 
suggestion. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  would  submit  whether 
the  members  from  the  Island  would  prefer  to  have 
the  money  expended  on  the  bed  of  the  straits  or 
on  the  breakwaters,  because  the  Minister  says  he 
will  abide  by  their  decision.  They  have  the  op¬ 
portunity  of  saying  which  they  prefer. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Does  the  Minister 
think  the  members  for  the  Island  would  be  willing 
to  take  both  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Perhaps  they  might. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  resolutions. 
RIVER  SYDENHAM  FLOODS. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  call  the  attention  of 
the  Government  to  the  serious  damage  private 
parties  have  sustained  and  to  the  considerable  dis¬ 
tress  a  large  number  will  be  in  for  some  time  owing 
to  the  losses  occasioned  by  the  floods  on  the  Lower 
Sydenham.  I  take  this  occasion  to  bring  the  mat¬ 
ter  before  the  House  as  the  session  must  soon  come 
to  a  close.  There  is  in  that  district  a  very  consider¬ 
able  tract  of  land,  some  thousands  of  acres,  which 
is  frequently  scarcely  above  water.  That  land  has 
been  dyked  and  ditched,  steam  pumps  have  been 
used  for  the  purpose  of  draining  it,  and  it  has  been 
cultivated  during  the  four  or  five  years  since  the 
embankment  was  made  with  a  considerable  degree  of 
success.  I  have  a  letter  written  by  one  of  the  parties 
who  says  :  “  The  drainage  works  here  have  worked 
admirably,  even  better  than  the  artificial  drainage, 
and  notwithstanding  the  wet  season,  has  kept  our 
land  within  the  embankment  in  really  better  con- 
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dition  than  the  lands  in  the  surrounding  district, 
and  the  whole  area  was  under  crop.”  He  further 
says  that  the  rising  in  the  water  inundated  the 
embankments  and  destroyed  them,  and  that  the 
whole  5,000  acres  are,  to  the  depth  of  two  feet, 
under  water.  The  season  being  warm,  the  crops 
were  totally  destroyed.  There  was  a  large  portion 
of  the  land  covered  by  a  magnificent  wheat  crop 
which  is  completely  destroyed,  and  the  writer  says 
nothing  can  be  more  sickening  to  the  proprie¬ 
tors  than  to  see,  since  the  pumps  have  removed  the 
water  from  the  surface,  the  absolute  desolation 
which  exists  over  this  entire  area.  He  cannot  say 
how  many  families  occupied  those  lands,  but  there 
must  be  a  considerable  number,  and  the  writer 
asks  me  to  bring  this  matter  to  the  attention  of  the 
Government.  He  says  :  “I  have  given  you  a  true 
statement  of  the  facts,  and  some  of  the  proprietors 
are  so  much  disheartened  that  they  speak  of 
abandoning  the  district  ;  ”  and  he  asks  me  to  men¬ 
tion  the  matter  to  the  Minister.  I  do  so.  This  is 
perhaps  of  all  seasons  of  the  year  the  one  in  which 
the  greatest  injury  can  be  done  the  farmer.  I  know 
the  district  well.  The  harvest  there  is  within  a 
week  or  ten  days  of  being  ripe,  and  all  this  wheat, 
barley  and  oats  harvest  and  the  hay  ready  for 
cutting  is  absolutely  destroyed.  The  writer  speaks 
of  the  stock  of  the  farmers  having  to  be  driven 
away  in  order  to  prevent  their  starving  or  drown¬ 
ing,  so  that  these  people  are  left  with  nothing. 
They  do  not  differ  very  much  from  a  population 
who  would  be  entirely  burned  out,  and  we  have 
sometimes  come  to  the  rescue  of  parties  who  have 
had  all  their  property  destroyed  by  fire.  I  think 
that  was  done  in  this  district.  It  was  done  in  the 
city  of  St.  John  at  the  time  of  the  very  serious 
fire  that  occurred  there.  I  understand  from  the 
Minister  that  the  last  appropriation  has  been  made 
for  the  season,  but  I  thought  that  this  would  be  a 
fair  subject  for  warranting  the  Government  in 
giving  some  moderate  gratuity  to  these  parties 
who  have  so  seriously  suffered.  I  have  no  doubt 
that  the  county  will  consider  the  matter,  but  I 
apprehend  that  there  is  perhaps  more  involved 
than  they  would  care  to  deal  with. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  story  that  the  lion,  gentle¬ 
man  has  told  of  the  suffering  and  loss  that  has 
come  in  that  district  is  certainly  one  to  evoke 
sympathy  from  members  on  both  sides  of  the  House. 
It  is  a  question  how  far  the  Federal  Government 
can  alleviate  local  losses  incurred  in  this  way.  It  is 
true  that,  in  the  St.  John  fire,  action  was  taken,  but 
that  was  a  tremendous  calamity.  There  have  been 
great  losses  incurred  in  the  Eastern  Townships  by 
the  recent  cyclone,  and  I  can  only  say  that  the 
Government  will  take  this  into  consideration, 
but  it  will  be  well  for  the  parties  to  apply  to  the 
Local  Government. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  No  doubt  that  will  be 
done.  I  have  only  received  the  information  to-day, 
and  I  purpose  to  make  further  enquiry  and  com¬ 
municate  the  results  to  the  Government. 


SCHOOL  SAVINGS  BANK  BILL 

Mr.  WOOD  (Westmoreland)  moved  : 

That  owing  to  the  advanced  period  of  the  session.  Bill 
(No.  36)  to  amend  the  Act  to  incorporate  the  School  Sav¬ 
ings’  Bank  be  placed  on  the  Orders  of  the  Day  for  con¬ 
sideration  in  Committee  of  the  Whole  immediately  after 
routine  proceedings  on  Saturday  next. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON  moved  the  adjourn¬ 
ment  of  the  House. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Several  days  ago  we  wrere 
promised  that  a  communication  would  be  made  to 
the  House  in  regard  to  the  late  negotiations  at 
Washington.  I  suppose  that  that  communication 
will  be  made  at  an  early  day. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  think  I  can  promise  it  on 
Monday. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at 
11.35  p.m. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 


Saturday,  2nd  July,  1892. 
The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Eleven  o’clock. 


Prayers. 

RAILWAY  SUBSIDIES. 

Mr.  HAGGART  moved  that  the  House,  on 
Monday  next,  resolve  itself  into  committee  to  con¬ 
sider  the  following  resolutions 

1.  Resolved ,  That  it  is  expedient  to  authorize  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  in  Council  to  grant  the  subsidies  hereinafter  men¬ 
tioned  to  the  railway  companies,  and  towards  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  railways  also  hereinafter  mentioned,  that 
is  to  say : — 

To  the  Port  Arthur,  Duluth  and  Western  Railway  Com¬ 
pany,  the  balance  remaining  unpaid  of  the  ' subsidy 
granted  by  the  Act  51  Victoria,  chapter  3,  not  exceeding, 
with  the  amount  already  paid,  $3,200  per  mile,  nor 
exceeding  in  the  whole  $114,125. 

To  the  St.  Catharines  and  Central  Railway  Company, 
for  14  miles  of  their  railway,  from  the  end  of  the  20  miles 
subsidized  by  the  Act  52  Victoria,  chapter  3,  to  Hamilton, 
in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  the  Act  53  Victoria, 
chapter  2,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor 
exceeding  in  the  whole  $44,800. 

2.  Resolved,  That  the  subsidies  hereinbefore  mentioned 
as  to  be  granted  to  companies  named  for  that  purpose 
shall  be  granted  to  such  companies  respectively ;  all  the 
lines  for  the  construction  of  which  subsidies  are  granted, 
unless  they  are  already  commenced,  shall  be  commenced 
within  two  years  from  the  first  day  of  August  next,  and 
completed  within  a  reasonable  time,  not  to  exceed  four 
years,  to  be  fixed  by  Order  in  Council ;  and  shall  also  be 
constructed  according  to  descriptions  and  specifications 
and  upon  conditions  to  be  approved  by  the  Governor  in 
Council,  on  the  report  of  the  Minister  of  Railways  and 
Canals,  and  specified  in  an  agreement  to  be  made  in  each 
case  by  the  company  with  the  Government,  and  which 
the  Government  is  hereby  empowered  to  make  ;  the  loca¬ 
tion,  also,  of  every  such  line  of  railway  shall  be  subject 
to  the  approval  of  the  Governor  in  Council  ;  and  all  the 
said  subsidies  respectively  shall  be  payable  out  of  the 
Consolidated  Revenue  Fund  of  Canada,  by  instalments, 
on  the  completion  of  each  section  of  the  railway  of  not 
less  than  ten  miles,  proportionate  to  the  value  ot  the  por¬ 
tion  so  completed  in  comparison  with  that  of  the  whole 
work  undertaken,  to  be  established  by  the  report  of  the 
said  Minister,  or  upon  the  completion  of  the  work 
subsidized. 

3.  Resolved,  That  the  granting  of  such  subsidies  respec¬ 
tively  shall  be  subject  to  such  conditions  for  securing 
such  running  powers  or  traffic  arrangements  and  other 
rights  as  will  afford  all  reasonable  facilities  and  equal 


Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Is  it  the  intention  of 
the  Government  to  submit  any  further  estimates  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  am  afraid  I  cannot  answer 
that,  but  I  can  promise  the  hon.  gentleman  that 
there  will  be  nothing  further  for  the  Brantford  drill 
hall. 
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mileage  rates  to  all  railways  connecting  with  those  so  sub¬ 
sidized,  as  the  Governor  in  Council  determines. 

4.  Resolved,  That  notwithstanding  the  expiration  of  the 
time  limited  by  the  Act  47  Victoria,  chapter  8,  and  by  the 
contract  entered  into  with  the  Pontiac  Pacific  Junction 
Railway  Company,  the  Governor  in  C(mncil  may  pay  the 
balance  remaining  unpaid  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  the 
said  Act  to  the  said  company,  according  as  it  becomes  due 
and  payable  in  accordance  with  the  said  contract  and  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  terms  ahd  conditions  applicable  to  the  Act. 

•5.  Resolved,  That  notwithstanding  the  expiration  of  the 
time  limited  by  the  Act  52  Victoria,  chapter  3,  and  by  the 
contract  entered  into  with  the  Quebec  and  Lake  St. 
John  Railway  Company,  the  Governor  in  Council  may 
ay  the  balance  remaining  unpaid  of  the  subsidy  granted 
y  the  said  Act  to  the  said  company,  according  as  it 
becomes  due  and  payable  in  accordance  with  the  said 
contract,  and  subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  said  subsidy  under  the  terms  of  the  said  Act. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  think  that  the  House  will  he 
hardly  in  a  position  to  take  up  these  resolutions  on 
Monday.  We  have  not  yet  had  laid  on  the  Table 
of  the  House  any  correspondence  with  reference  to 
them,  and  certainly  we  shall  not  engage  in  a 
discussion  of  them  unless  we  have  the  corres¬ 
pondence  some  time  beforehand. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  am  trying  very  hard  to  get 
all  the  correspondence  down  this  evening.  Of 
course,  if  it  is  not  down  in  time  for  Monday,  we 
will  not  take  the  resolutions  up  on  Monday. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

SUPPLY. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  of 
Supply. 

(In  the  Committee. ) 

To  meet  cost  of  litigated  matters .  $10,000 

Mr.  FOSTER.  This  item  was  held  over  for 
explanations.  I  gave  the  explanations  on  the  vote 
in  the  Supplementary  Estimates  which  was  taken  to 
supplement  this  sum.  Both  votes  will  be  necessary 
for  the  cases  we  are  carrying  on. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  resolution. 

SUPPLA— CONCURRENCE. 

House  proceeded  to  consider  resolutions  reported 
from  Committee  of  Supply  : 


Immigration  Agent,  Ottawa . $1,300  00 

do  Kingston .  1,300  00 

do  Toronto .  1,650  00 

do  Hamilton .  1,250  00 

do  London .  1,000  00 

do  Winnipeg .  1,400  00 

Assistant  Agent,  Winnipeg .  1,000  00 

Immigration  Agent,  Brandon  ..  ..1,400  00 

do  Calgary .  1,200  00 

do  Port  Arthur. .. .  1,000  00 

do  Victoria  .  1,200  00 

do  Vancouver .  1,200  00 


Mr.  FOSTER  moved  that  the  above  items  be 
disagreed  to.  It  was  the  policy  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  do  away  with  the  useless  Canadian 
agencies. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Edmonton  Crown  lands  and  timber 
agent’s  office . $10,000 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  would  again  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Minister  to  the  land  office  at  Edmonton. 
I  put  a  question  some  time  ago  to  the  Government 
as  to  whether  it  was  their  intention  to  remove  the 
Mr.  Haggart. 


office  to  the  south  side  of  the  Saskatchewan  River  ? 
I  was  glad  to  hear  from  the  hon.  gentleman  at  that 
time  that  there  was  no  such  intension  on  the  part 
of  the  Government,  but  there  must  be  a  misappre¬ 
hension  there,  or  the  hon.  gentleman’s  agents  have 
not  rightly  understood  the  intention  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  because  I  find  that  the  local  agent  has 
published  the  following  advertisement  : — 

“  Notice. — The  timber  and  land  office  has  been  removed 
over  to  South  Edmonton,  immediately  opposite  the  depot 
built  for  the  immigration. 

“  THOS.  ANDERSON, 

“  D.L.A.  &  C.T.A.” 

Has  this  order  been  cancelled  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  Yes  ;  he  had  no  authority 
whatever  to  do  that.  The  intention  was  to  remove 
temporarily  to  the  south  side  and  not  to  close  the 
office  on  the  north  side.  I  was  surprised  to  hear 
that  this  notice  had  been  issued,  and  the  interpre¬ 
tation  the  agent  has  put  upon  his  instructions  is 
wrong. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  have  received  numerous 
complaints  about  this,  but  I  suppose  the  answer 
will  go  that  there  is  no  intention  of  making  any 
change  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  There  is  no  intention  of 
making  any  change. 

Major’s  Hill  Park,  Ottawa . $4,000 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Is  it  the  intention  of  the 
Government  to  continue  the  expenses  connected 
with  Major’s  Hill  Park  ?  It  seems  to  me  to  be 
almost  set  aside  for  the  benefit  of  the  citizens  of 
Ottawa  who  monopolize  not  only  that  park  but  the 
walks  and  seats  around  the  Parliament  buildings 
and  the  walk  below.  If  they  are  to  enjoy  the 
advantages  of  that  park,  the  city  should  be  pre¬ 
pared  to  contribute  to  the  cost.  It  has  cost  the 
country  a  great  deal  of  money,  and  if  it  is  a  com¬ 
pliment  to  the  city  of  Ottawa,  we  should  know  it. 
I  think  it  is  unfair  that  the  country  should  be 
asked  to  contribute  $4,000  or  $5,000  a  year  to  keep 
up  Major’s  Hill  Park  in  its  present  condition.  It 
is  a  lovely  spot,  but  it  is  almost  entirely  devoted 
to  the  pleasure  of  citizens  of  Ottawa.  I  would  like 
to  know  if  it  is  the  intention  of  the  Government  to 
continue  to  support  the  park  at  the  Dominion 
expense  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  may  say  to  my  hon.  friend  that 
there  are  mutual  considerations  in  respect  to  these 
grounds  and  to  certain  streets  in  Ottawa  which  the 
Government  have  to  take  into  account  and  upon 
which  they  have  been  proceeding  for  a  number  of 
years,  and  it  is  the  intention  of  the  Government  to 
take  care  of  Major’s  Hill  Park  until  some  other 
arrangements  are  made.  It  will  be  done  with  the 
utmost  economy.  It  will  be  seen  that  the  vote  has 
been  appreciably  lessened  from  what  it  was  three 
or  four  years  ago.  Nothing  will  have  to  be  done 
except  simply  to  take  care  of  the  grounds  and  keep 
them  in  order.  It  is  true,  they  are  for  the  use  of 
the  city  of  Ottawa  to  a  certain  extent,  but  the 
same  may  be  said  of  these  grounds.  If  my  hon. 
friend  wishes,  he  can  take  a  constitutional  over 
there  every  morning  and  enjoy  the  beauties  of  the 
park. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  While  the  Government  are 
beautifying  the  public  buildings  and  preserving  this 
park,  right  across  the  principal  street  in  Ottawa, 
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on  the  Ordnance  land  that  belongs  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  they  allow  a  space  to  lie  crowded  with  wood, 
slabs  and  all  that  sort  of  thing.  Why  should  we 
repair  the  park  on  the  other  side  and  let  this  un¬ 
sightly  yard  remain  right  in  the  centre  of  the  city? 
I  think  it  is  about  time  that  it  should  be  renovated 
and  made  to  look  as  it  should  look  in  the  centre  of 
the  city  of  Ottawa. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  At  the  request  of  my  lion,  friend, 
supported,  I  suppose,  by  his  colleagues  on  that 
side  of  the  House,  I  will  bring  this  matter  before 
the  attention  of  my  colleagues.  As  it  will  involve 
some  expense,  to  which  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen)  is  much  averse,  I  am 
afraid  he  will  have  to  have  a  private  conference 
with  the  hon.  member  for  Grey  (Mr.  Landerkin) 
to  see  whether  it  would  be  wise  to  support  that 
expenditure. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  We  have  discussed  this  item 
year  after  year,  and  I  have  never  yet  heard  a  good 
reason  why  the  Government  should  continue  the 
maintenance  of  this  park.  There  is  every  reason 
why  it  should  be  given  over  to  the  care  of  the 
municipal  authorities  of  the  city  of  Ottawa,  like 
every  other  park  in  other  cities  in  the  Dominion. 
It  seems  a  misappropriation  of  public  money  to 
apply  it  in  this  way.  I  hope  that  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man's  intention  of  making  an  arrangement  with 
the  municipal  authorities  will  be  carried  into 
effect,  otherwise  wre  shall  take  strong  exception  to 
this  vote  in  the  future. 

For  three  lines  of  steamers  between 
Halifax  and  St.  John,  N. B.,  or 
either,  and  the  West  Indies  and 
South  America . $103,000 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  desire  to  know  if  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Finance  has  thought  over  the  remarks 
offered  by  hon.  members  on  this  side  of  the  House 
with  respect  to  this  line  of  steamers  to  the  West 
Indies,  and  wdietlier  the  hon.  gentleman  proposes 
to  continue  the  expenditure  in  face  of  the  pros¬ 
pective  limited  trade  with  those  islands  ?  This 
appears  to  be  a  proposal  to  throw  away  $103,000. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  have  tried  to  think  over  the 
remarks  that  were  made,  but  this  is  a  matter  of 
contract  as  w^ell  as  a  matter  of  policy.  There  is  no 
prospect  of  dropping  the  vote  during  the  continua¬ 
tion  of  the  contract,  and  I  hope  not  after  that  time. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  do  not  propose  that  we 
should  dispute  the  voting  of  the  money  this  year, 
as  we  are  bound  by  contract,  but  it  is  wrell  to  dis¬ 
cuss  this  matter  often  so  as  to  impress  upon  the 
hon.  gentleman  that  all  the  reasons  on  which  he 
demanded  this  money  a  fewr  years  ago  have  not 
been  realized.  The  view?s  he  enunciated  and  the 
expectations  he  held  out  led  to  the  belief  that  we 
would  be  able  to  build  up  a  large  trade  with  the 
West  Indies.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  shown 
that  there  has  been  an  increase  in  the  imports 
to  the  West  Indies,  but  he  has  not  been  able  to 
show  that  there  has  been  a  return  trade  from 
the  West  Indies  to  Canada.  Unless  this  trade  is 
developed  much  more  in  the  future  than  in  the 
past,  I  think  this  contract  will  have  to  be  dropped. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  When  the  contract  period  runs 
out,  of  course  it  will  be  for  the  House  to  consider 
whether  it  will  continue  the  same  policy.  I  under¬ 
stand  the  hon.  gentleman  does  not  intend  to  chal¬ 
lenge  the  vote  now  ? 


Mr.  LAURIER.  No,  because  it  is  now  under 
contract ;  but  I  desire  the  hon.  gentleman  to  under¬ 
stand  that  it  will  be  challenged  whenever  the  oc¬ 
casion  arises. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  In  the  meantime  I  must  enter  a 
gentle  protest  against  the  statement  that  the  trade 
has  not  increased.  It  has  increased  largely.  The 
import  trade  is  not  very  large  and  w'as  not  ex¬ 
pected  to  be,  but  one  item  alone,  within  the  past 
three  months,  12,000  barrels  of  flour,  have  been 
shipped  from  Canada  to  the  West  Indies. 

To  meet  cost  of  arbitration  respecting 
the  Accounts  between  the  Dominion  of 
Canada  and  the  Provinces  of  Ontario 
and  Quebec . $10,000 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Can  the  hon.  Minister  of  Finance 
inform  the  House  how  these  accounts  stand  now  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Without  going  into  the  earlier 
history  of  the  matter,  I  may  say  that  after  re¬ 
peated  conferences  between  the  Dominion  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  representatives  of  the  twro  Provincial 
Governments,  most  of  the  items  have  been  agreed 
to.  But  there  are  certain  items  on  which  we  do 
not  agree,  and  there  is  also  a  question  in  dispute  as 
to  the  rate  of  interest.  These  we  have  agreed  to 
refer  to  arbitration,  and  this  vote  is  to  pay  the  ex¬ 
penses  of  that  arbitration.  In  the  last  two  years 
legislation  has  been  had  by  both  Provincial  Govern¬ 
ments  with  reference  to  the  arbitrators  ;  Ontario 
has,  I  think,  appointed  hers,  but  up  to  a  late  date 
the  Quebec  Government  had  not  made  any  move 
in  the  matter.  I  think,  however,  that  they  will 
immediately  do  so,  when  the  arbitration  will 
proceed,  and  the  w^hole  matter  will  be  adjusted. 

On  account  of  expenses  in  connection 
with  the  Survey  of  Georgian  Bay... .  $18,000 

Mr.  O’BRIEN.  Before  this  resolution  is  adopted, 
I  would  like  to  ask  the  Government  seriously  to 
consider  before  they  make  any  change  in  the  con¬ 
duct  of  that  survey.  I  understand  it  is  in  conteni- 
•plation  not  to  employ  any  further  on  that  survey 
the  gentleman  wrho  has  hitherto  directed  it,  Capt, 
Boulton,  R.N.  His  survey  has  been  most  satisfac¬ 
tory  and  has  been  most  economically  conducted, 
and  has  given  the  greatest  possible  satisfaction  to 
all  interested  in  the  navigation  and  geography  of  the 
lakes.  It  has  the  sanction  and  stamp  of  the  Admiral¬ 
ty,  and  to  make  a  change  now,  before  the  work  is 
completed,  wdll  degrade  the  character  of  the  work. 
Therefore,  the  work  should  be  completed  as  begun. 
No  one  has  found  the  slightest  fault  with  it  so  far, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  it  has  gained  the  approval  of 
all ;  and  I  trust  the  Government  will  make  no 
change  in  the  hydrographic  survey  until  that  par¬ 
ticular  piece  of  work  is  completed.  It  is  reasonable 
to  establish  a  hydrographic  board  of  service  of 
our  own,  but  to  make  a  change  before  Capt. 
Boulton’s  survey  is  completed,  no  matter  howr  well 
qualified  his  assistants  may  be,  would  be  a  great 
misfortune. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  do  not  know  what  the  inten¬ 
tions  of  the  Minister  of  Marine  are  with  reference 
to  this  matter,  but  my  hon.  friend  may  rest  assured 
that  nothing  will  be  done  which  will  militate  at  all 
against  the  efficiency  of  the  survey. 

Post  Office  Mail  Service . $2,046,846 

Mr.  HUGHES.  I  take  this  opportunity  of  drawl¬ 
ing  attention  to  the  fact  that  members  of  this  House 
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have  been  franking  the  private  correspondence  and 
private  business  cards  of  a  gentleman  who  is  not  a 
member  of  this  House.  These  cards  and  circulars 
have  been  extensively  circulated  throughout  North 
Victoria.  They  are  the  business  cards  and  private 
circulars  of  Mr.  John  A.  Barron.  I  have  letters 
here  bearing  the  frank  of  Mr.  J.  Sutherland,  a 
member  of  this  House,  and  Mr.  Bowers,  also  a 
member  of  this  House,  who  have  violated  their 
franking  privilege  and  defrauded  the  revenue  of 
some  money  in  this  matter. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  were  to 
be  consistent,  he  would  move  to  abolish  the  frank¬ 
ing  system.  I  do  not  think  it  is  fair  for  him  to 
select  one  or  two  members  in  particular,  because  I 
am  afraid  there  are  few  not  open  to  the  charge  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  made. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman 
mention  the  names  again  ? 

Mr.  HUGHES.  I  can  mention  more  names,  but 
those  I  have  already  mentioned  are  the  names  of 
Mr.  Sutherland  and  Mr.  Bowers. 

Mr.  FORBES.  Did  the  hon.  gentleman  notify 
Mr.  Sutherland  that  he  intended  to  make  this  state¬ 
ment  ? 

Mr.  HUGHES.  He  has  not  been  here. 

Mr.  FORBES.  He  has  been  absent  some  days, 
and  I  presume,  if  present,  could  give  proper  ex¬ 
planation. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Since  this  question  has  come 
up,  I  would  like  to  call  the  attention  of  members 
to  the  fact  that  a  rather  wide  interpretation  of  the 
franking  system  seems  to  prevail.  I  have  had  one 
or  two  circulars  and  business  cards  brought  to  my 
attention,  which  are  circulated  through  the  country 
under  frank,  and  bear  the  names  of  persons  belong¬ 
ing  to  the  House,  but  who  have  had  them  circu¬ 
lated  under  the  franking  privilege  and  thus  avoided 
postage.  There  is  no  reason  why  the  whole  country 
should  not  have  its  correspondence  franked  as  wrell 
as  these  persons.  It  is  defrauding  the  revenue  to* 
a  large  extent,  although  it  may  not  be  looked  upon 
in  that  light  by  those  who  thoughtlessly  do  it.  It 
is  an  abuse  of  the  franking  privilege,  and  I  hope  it 
will  not  occur  again. 

Mr.  LAUHIER.  It  is  hardly  fair  for  the  hon. 
gentleman  to  select  one  or  two  members  as  having 
abused  their  franking  privilege,  without  having 
given  them  notice,  more  especially  as  it  is  within 
the  knowledge  of  everybody  that  almost  every 
one  does  this.  The  proper  reform  to  make  would 
be  to  abolish  the  franking  system  altogether. 

Mr.  BOW  ERS.  An  hon.  member  of  this  House 
has  handed  me  on  two  or  three  occasions  a  number 
of  envelopes  and  asked  me  to  put  my  initials  on 
them,  which  I  did  without  asking  him  what  they 
were. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  agree  with  what  the  leader  of 
the  Opposition  has  said,  that  none  of  us  can  cast  a 
stone  against  the  other,  and  I  do  not  know  that 
the  hon.  member  for  North  Victoria  (Mr.  Hughes) 
has  been  so  pure  himself  in  this  matter.  I  can 
understand  that,  when  a  friend  comes  to  a  member, 
he  thinks  it  is  a  small  matter,  but  still  this  does 
strike  an  important  question.  I  do  not  believe  in 
the  franking  privilege  at  all.  It  is  all  wrong. 
There  are  members  in  the  House  who  do  much 
more  writing  than  others,  and,  if  you  state  a 
Mr.  Hughes. 


certain  sum  to  be  given  instead  of  the  franking 
privilege,  perhaps  one  would  make  more  than 
another.  If  the  Government  would  ascertain  what 
a  member’s  correspondence  is  and  would  pay  him 
the  sum,  that  would  be  a  fair  way  of  dealing  with 
it.  Suppose  an  extra  clerk  were  to  count  the  num¬ 
ber  of  letters  of  all  the  members,  and  divide  it  by 
the  number  of  members,  you  might  get  at  it.  This 
is  a  bad  system.  It  is  a  temptation  to  every  mem¬ 
ber  to  frank  a  letter  when  he  ought  not.  However, 
it  is  so  widespread  that  we  cannot  afford  to  strike 
at  one  man  more  than  another. "  In  the  Local 
Legislatures,  they  have  not  the  power  to  send  the 
letters  free,  but  the  Government  give  each  member 
his  stationery  and  a  sum  in  lieu  of  postage.  I 
think  the  Government  should  do  the  same  thing 
here.  I  would  recommend  that  before  next  session, 
the  Government  should  enquire  into  that  matter 
and  find  out  what  would  pay  each  member  to  buy 
his  own  stamps. 

Mr.  HUGHES.  This  is  not  a  solitary  instance, 
but  these  letters  have  been  franked  to  every  elector 
in  North  Victoria.  As  to  the  statement  of  the 
last  speaker  (Mr.  Fraser)  that  I  have  not  been 
purer  than  any  other  member  in  this  matter,  I 
assert  that  I  have  never  abused  the  franking  privi¬ 
lege,  and  I  have  never  travelled  on  a  railway  pass 
after  the  period  for  that  pass  has  expired. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Neither  did  I.  I  had  the  pass 
in  my  pocket  and  it  was  not  called  in  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  thinks  it  is  wrong 
to  use  a  pass  which  is  granted  for  a  year  and  is  not 
called  in  by  the  Government,  I  tell  him  I  will  do 
it  every  time.  If  he  brings  a  criterion  to  his  moral 
conduct  that  he  cannot  apply, - 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  Order. 

Mr.  FRASER — I  only  desire  to  ask  how  we  can 
prove  whether  the  hon.  gentleman  has  done  it  or 
not  ? 

Department  of  the  Interior— salary  of 
a  Chief  Clerk .  $2,800 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  I  would  ask  the  Minister 
of  the  Interior  if  any  steps  have  been  taken  to 
reorganize  the  department  as  promised  to  the 
House  ?  When  the  item  was  up  for  discussion  in 
the  early  part  of  the  session,  we  were  told  the 
department  would  be  reorganized,  and  so  far  we 
have  had  no  information  on  that  point.  Has  the 
deputy  been  reinstated,  or  is  it  the  intention  of  the 
Government  to  reinstate  him  or  to  appoint  another  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  do  not  recollect  having 
stated  to  reorganize  the  department. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  about  Mr.  Burgess  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  We  had  that  matter  up  a 
day  or  two  ago,  when  I  said  I  did  not  propose  to 
make  any  recommendation  to  Council  until  after 
the  session. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Then  what  is  the  reason  for 
this  item  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  This  is  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  Mr.  Burgess  the  salary  of  a  chief  clerk. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  These  reasons  are  not  satis¬ 
factory.  Mr.  Burgess  was  suspended  almost  a 
year  ago  for  a  grave  dereliction  of  duty,  but, 
though  twelve  months  have  elapsed,  the  hon. 
gentleman  is  not  prepared  to  state  what  is  to  be 
done.  If  he  would  say  that  Mr.  Burgess  is  to  be 
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the  deputy  head,  the  creation  of  this  office  would 
not  be  necessary,  and,  as  the  lion,  gentleman  lias 
not  been  able  to  state  what  he  is  going  to  do,  I  beg 
to  move  that  all  the  words  after  “  That  ”  be  left 
out,  and  the  following  substituted 

This  House  refuses  to  concur  in  this  item  until  the 
Government  informs  the  House  of  the  reasons  which  in 
its  opinion  necessitate  the  appointment  ot  a  chief  clerk 
in  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

* 

House  divided  : 

Yeas: 


THE  SPANISH  TREATY. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Before  you  leave  the  Chair,  I 
wish  to  make  an  announcement  with  reference  to 
the  Spanish  Treaty,  and  at  the  earliest  opportunity 
in  order  that  the  country  may  have  the  information, 
l  am  able  to  announce  that  pending  the  negotia¬ 
tions  we  get  the  benefit  of  the  minimum  tariff  in 
Spain,  which  puts  us  upon  equal  terms  in  the 
matter  of  fish  and  lumber,  with  Norway  and  other 
competitors,  and  we  get  the  minimum  tariff  also  in 
the  West  Indies. 


Armstrong, 

Messieurs 

Leduc, 

Beith , 

Lister, 

Bowers, 

Lowell, 

Bowman, 

Macdonald  (Huron), 

Brodeur, 

McMillan  (Huron), 

Campbell, 

McMullen, 

Casey, 

Mignault, 

Christie, 

Mills  (Bothwell), 

Fauvel, 

Paterson  (Brant), 

Fraser, 

Geoff  rion, 

Perry, 

Pronlx, 

Gibson, 

Rinfret, 

Godbout, 

Rowand, 

Grieve, 

Sanborn, 

Guay, 

Somerville, 

Landerkin, 

Vaillancourt, 

Laurier, 

Yeo.— 34. 

Mr.  FORBES.  Will  the  Minister  tell  us  whether 
the  tariff  on  lumber  and  fish  accorded  to  us  by  the 
Spanish  West  Indies,  is  higher  than  that  on  exports 
of  the  same  kind  from  the  United  States  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  just  stated  that  we  get  the 
minimum  tariff. 

Mr.  FORBES.  The  Minister  mentioned  Norway. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  stated  that  we  get  the  minimum 
tariff  in  Spain  with  reference  to  fish  and  lumber, 
and  that  puts  us  on  the  same  terms  as  other  com¬ 
petitors  ;  also,  the  minimum  tariff  with  the  Spanish 
West  Indies. 


Nays  : 
Messieurs 


Amyot, 

Bain  (Soulanges), 
Bowell, 

Boyle, 

Cameron, 

Carling, 

Caron  (Sir  Adolphe), 
Chapleau, 

Cockburn, 

Costigan, 

Curran, 

Davin, 

Desjardins  (L’lslet), 
Devvdney, 

Dickey, 

Dupont, 

Earle, 

Fairbairn, 

Foster, 

Gillies, 

Haggart, 

Henderson, 

Hughes, 

Kenny, 


Langevin  (Sir  Hector), 
Lipp6, 

Macdonald  (King’s), 
McAlister, 

McDougald  (Pietou), 
McLeod, 

Masson, 

Mills  (Annapolis), 
Moncrieff, 

O’Brien, 

Ouimet, 

Patterson  (Colchester), 
Pridham, 

Roome, 

Rosamond, 

Ross  (Lisgar), 

Skinner, 

Temple, 

Turcotte, 

Wallace, 

Weldon. 

White  (Cardwell), 
Wilson. — 47. 


Pairs  : 


Ministerial. 
Mr.  Frechette, 

Sir  John  Thompson, 
Mr.  Corbould, 

Mr.  Taylor, 


Opposition. 

Mr.  Lavergne, 

Mr.  Forbes, 

Mr.  Davies, 

Mr.  Sutherland, 

Mr.  Macdonald  (Winnipeg).  Mr.  Choquette. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
County  (Mr.  Devlin)  and  the  hon.  member  for 
Queen’s,  N.S.  (Mr.  Forbes)  have  not  voted. 

I  paired  with  Sir  John  Thomp- 


Mr.  FORBES, 
son. 


Mr.  DEVLIN.  I  paired  with  the  hon.  member 
for  Cornwall  (Mr.  Bergin). 

Mr.  McDOUGALD  (Pietou).  The  hon.  member 
for  South  Leeds  (Mr.  Taylor)  has  not  voted. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  I  paired  with  the  hon.  member 
for  North  Oxford  (Mr.  Sutherland). 

Motion  negatived,  and  resolution  concurred  in. 


[At  one  o’clock  the  Committee  adjourned,  and 
at  three  o’clock  resumed.] 

/ 

World’s  Columbian  Exhibition  in 
Chicago .  $100,000 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Speaker, 
before  the  adoption  of  this  item,  I  wish  to  ask  the 
Government  if  it  is  their  intention  to  appoint  a 
French-Canadian  to  represent  Canada  at  the 
Chicago  exhibition  ?  From  the  statements  made 
the  other  day  by  the  Minister  of  Agriculture,  I 
understood  that  Mr.  Saunders  has  been  appointed 
chief  commissioner  for  Canada,  but  the  hon.  Min¬ 
ister  said  also  that  other  persons  would  be  ap¬ 
pointed  to  assist  him.  I  believe  that  it  would  be 
but  an  act  of  justice  for  the  Government  to  appoint 
a  French-Canadian  as  deputy  commissioner.  It 
was  astonishing  enough  for  the  Government  of  the 
Province  of  Quebec  to  appoint  an  Englishman  to 
represent  French  Canada.  I  hope  that  the  Do¬ 
minion  Government  ac  least  will  do  their  duty  in 
this  connection,  and  will  appoint  some  of  my 
countrymen  to  represent  us  there.  We  have  now 
more  than  a  million  French-Canadians  in  the 
United  States,  and  I  think  they  must  expect  that 
on  an  occasion  like  this  they  will  find  some  one  of 
their  nationality  representing  Canada  in  Chicago. 
In  my  opinion,  it  would  be  an  ignominy  if  the  deputy 
commissioner  was  not  selected  among  the  French- 
Canadians.  I  dare  say  that  it  will  be  enough  to 
call  the  attention  of  the  Government  to  this  mat¬ 
ter,  and  that  they  will  accede  to  the  wishes  of  my 
countrymen. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  Minister  who  has  charge  of 
this  vote  is  not  at  present  in  his  seat,  but  I  will 
bring  to  his  attention  the  remarks  which  have  been 
made  by  the  hon.  gentleman.  I  understand  that 
no  person  has  been  appointed  as  yet  besides  Prof. 
Saunders,  who  will  be  the  chief  director.  What¬ 
ever  other  appointments  may  be  necessary  hereafter 
— I  dare  say  there  will  be  some — will  be  carefully 
considered  by  the  Government  in  the  light  of  the 
remarks  my  hon.  friend  has  made. 
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Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  wish  to  make  an  explana¬ 
tion  with  reference  to  the  remarks  I  made  about  a 
large  sum  of  money  which  was  drawn  last  session 
by  a  certain  Mr.  Payne  for  shorthand  reporting.  I 
have  received  an  explanation  of  that  matter,  and  I 
understand  that  he  acted  as  chief  of  the  staff  who 
took  charge  of  the  reporting  of  the  proceedings 
before  the  Public  Accounts  Committee  and  before 
the  Committee  on  Privileges  and  Elections,  and  that 
the  money  he  received  was  divided  among  those 
who  were  associated  with  him  in  the  discharge  of 
that  duty.  I  am  quite  willing  to  make  the  matter 
right  so  far  as  Mr.  Payne  is  concerned.  What  I 
specially  drew  the  attention  of  the  committee  to 
was  that  Mr.  Payne  had  received  money  otherwise, 
as  to  which  I  think  a  full  explanation  has  not  been 
given.  But  I  am  quite  willing  to  make  the  expla¬ 
nation  that  he  acted  as  chief  of  the  staff  of  re¬ 
porters. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Hear,  hear.  That  has  always 
been  the  custom. 

Train  Ferry  between  Mulgrave  and  Point 
Tnpper . $21,700 

Mr.  FRASER.  Do  the  Government  intend  to 
have  a  larger  boat  on  that  service  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  This  vote  I  understand  is  for  that 
purpose. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  is  to  carry  out  the  arrange¬ 
ment  made  by  the  department  for  a  ferry.  It  is  at 
present  in  contemplation  to  have  a  vessel  which  will 
carry  a  train  and  be  towed  over  by  another  vessel. 

Oxford  and  New  Glasgow  Railway — 
Construction .  $5,000 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  When  this  item  was  before 
the  committee,  I  asked  what  amount  was  paid  for 
the  construction  of  this  railway.  The  lion.  Minister 
could  not  give  me  the  information  then,  but  he  said 
he  would  give  it  on  Concurrence. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  did  not  say  I  would  give  it 
on  Concurrence.  I  told  the  hon.  gentleman  that  he 
would  find  it  in  the  Railway  Report.  The  statement 
there  includes  all  the  cost  except  a  few  thousand 
dollars. 

Trent  Valley  Canal— Towards  building 
and  maintaining  a  swing  bridge  at 
Fenelon  Falls .  $10,000 

Mr.  HUGHES.  I  would  like  again  to  draw  the 
attention  of  the  Government  to  the  fact  that  this 
sum  is  considered  too  small  for  any  purpose,  either 
for  constructing  a  swing  bridge  or  for  diverting  the 
route.  When  the  matter  was  before  the  committee 
the  other  day  I  intended  to  have  it  explained,  but 
the  item  was  passed  over  so  rapidly  that  it  could 
not  be  done.  Now,  this  bridge  crosses  the  river 
between  Cameron  Lake  and  Sturgeon  Lake,  above 
Fenelon  Falls  proper.  There  are  several  spans  in 
the  bridge,  and  it  is  built  just  where  the  current 
becomes  rapid,  after  leaving  the  lake.  The  falls 
are  below  the  bridge  about  a  quarter  of  a  mile.  It 
is  maintained  on  the  one  hand  by  the  railway  com¬ 
pany,  that  they  are  not  called  on  to  place  this 
swing  bridge  in  position,  and  as  a  consequence,  ever 
since  the  completion  of  these  canal  works  at  Fene¬ 
lon  Falls,  they  have  been  completely  useless,  owing 
to  the  existence  of  this  bridge  over  the  stream 
above  the  falls,  thus  preventing  vessels  going  from 

Mr.  Foster. 


Cameron  Lake  to  Sturgeon  Lake,  or  vice  verm. 
The  railway  company  contend  that  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  Government  to  make  a  swing  bridge,  inas¬ 
much  as  the  bridge  was  there  before  the  canal 
was  constructed.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  I  understand,  maintain  that  they  can  oblige 
the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Company  to  place  a 
swing  bridge  there,  inasmuch  as  the  stream  below 
the  bridge  and  down  to  the  falls  was  navigable 
before  the  bridge  was  constructed.  At  all  events, 
the  discussion  has  been  going  on  and  nothing  has 
been  done,  and  the  people  of  the  locality  who  wish 
to  obtain  the  advantage  of  this  canal  in  order  to 
get  their  freight  and  products  to  market  on  favour¬ 
able  conditions  have  been  debarred  from  the  use  of 
that  canal.  Now,  I  think  a  good  solution  of  the 
difficulty  would  be  to  take  the  money  that  is  to  be 
spent  in  law — the  lawyers  get  enough  of  this  kind 
of  business  without  our  throwing  any  more  in  their 
way  — and  spend  it  in  completing  the  work.  Let 
the  Government  aild  the  railway  company  come  to 
terms,  and  let  the  work  be  completed.  I  see  here 
the  item  of  $3,000,  and  an  additional  item  of  $1,000, 
for  a  simple  waggon  bridge  across  a  feeder  in  the 
YV  elland  Canal.  I  am  satisfied,  from  the  information 
obtained  from  the  Grand  Trunk  engineers  and  other 
engineers  whoareacquainted  with  thesematters,  that 
$10,000  will  not  complete  the  work  proposed,  and 
the  effect  will  be  that  the  work  will  stand  over  for 
another  year,  and  the  people  of  that  locality  will 
be  debarred  from  having  the  advantage  of  com¬ 
munication  through  that  canal.  I  would  suggest 
that  this  matter  lie  considered  again,  and  that,  as 
$10,000  is  not  enough,  some  assurance  shall  be 
given  that  whatever  sum  is  required  shall  be  pro¬ 
vided. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  may  state  that  this  ques¬ 
tion  came  up  before  the  Railway  Committee  of 
the  Privy  Council,  and  on  a  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  which  was  adopted,  this  item  was  put  in 
the  Estimates.  If  I  remember  rightly,  it  was 
to  this  effect  :  That  as  the  Victoria  Rail¬ 
way,  a  branch  of  the  Midland  Railway, 
which  is  at  present  possessed  by  the  Grand 
Trunk  Railway,  had  a  bridge  over  the  Trent  River, 
the  committee  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  it  was 
but  right  that  the  Government,  when  they  made 
the  stream  navigable,  should  contribute  towards 
the  swing  bridge  ;  and  in  their  report  to  the 
Council  they  recommended  the  payment  to  the 
Grand  Trunk  Railway  of  the  amount  that  would 
be  required  to  make  the  swing  and  keep  it  up. 
Upon  the  report  of  the  engineer  who  was  ordered 
to  enquire  into  the  matter,  I  find  that  the  cost  of 
a  swing  steel  span  there  would  be  $11,400.  The 
engineer  reported  that  the  trestle  work  over  that 
particular  portion  of  the  road  is  in  bad  condition 
and  will  have  to  be  rebuilt,  and  therefore  the 
Grand  Trunk  Railway  would  be  obliged  to  make 
the  pier.  The  total  cost  of  the  steel  span  would 
be, $11,400,  and  if  there  was  no  span  it  would  cost 
to  the  railway  $5,900.  The  difference  in  cost 
would  be  $5,500,  and  to  that  is  to  be  added  the 
cost  of  maintenance,  semaphores,  &c.,  which 
capitalized  would  amount  to  about  $8,000,  or  a 
total  of  $13,500.  The  Government  thought  that 
$10,000  was  enough  to  contribute  for  their  share 
towards  having  a  swing  span  in  that  particular 
section,  and  I  have  no  doubt  we  will  be  able  to 
have  it  done  for  that  sum. 
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Heating  Public  Buildings,  Ottawa,  ad¬ 
ditional  amount . $15,000 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  With  reference  to 
this  item,  I  would  again  press  on  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works  what  I  think  is  very  desirable, 
namely,  that  if  it  is  possible  he  should  make  a 
change  in  the  fuel  that  is  used.  I  am  sure  that 
it  would  be  greatly  in  the  interest  of  economy  if 
this  M  ere  done.  I  feel  satisfied  that  using  mixed 
wood  at  $4.75  a  cord  for  the  heating  of  these 
buildings  is  most  injudicious  from  an  economi¬ 
cal  point  of  view,  and  I  think  the  sooner  the 
Minister  will  make  arrangements  to  change  the 
grates  so  that  coal  can  be  used,  the  more  it  will  be 
in  the  interests  of  economy.  In  addition  to  the 
economy  of  the  thing,  it  is  anything  but  sightly  to 
have  great  piles  of  wood  lying  about  public  build¬ 
ings  such  as  these.  The  construction  of  cellars  for 
coal  may  involve  an  outlay  at  first,  but  I  feel  sure 
that  it  would  be  amply  compensated  for  in  a  short 
time.  I  again  impress  on  the  Minister  that  he 
should  consider  this  matter  before  next  session. 
Could  the  Minister  state  whether  the  contract  for 
wood  is  a  yearly  contract  or  whether  it  runs  over 
a  number  of  years  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  last  contract  was  made  for 
three  years,  and  I  think  there  is  another  year  to 
run. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  beg  to  call  the  attention 
of  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  to  the  ventilation 
of  this  Chamber,  which  is  an  important  question 
to  the  members.  A  number  of  members  on  this 
side  of  the  House,  who  sit  beyond  the  second  row, 
have  been  unable  to  stay  in  the  Chamber  when  im¬ 
portant  public  questions  were  being  discussed  and 
have  had  to  retire  to  other  rooms.  It  appears  to 
be  impossible  to  heat  the  back  portion  of  this 
House  so  as  to  prevent  cold  air  rushing  in,  and 
unless  some  provision  is  made  to  put  the  Chamber 
into  a  better  condition  before  next  session  we  will 
have  to  complain  more  than  we  do  now.  On  the 
opposite  side  of  the  Chamber  there  are  no  windows 
to  let  in  the  cold  air,  but  on  this  side  we  suffer  a 
very  great  inconvenience.  I  have  consulted  the 
engineer  in  charge  and  he  appears  to  be  unable  to 
find  out  how  it  is  that  there  is  such  a  rush  of  cold 
air  on  this  side  of  the  House.  I  am  sure  that  the 
members  will  feel  deeply  grateful  to  the  Minister 
of  Public  Works  if  he  would  make  a  thorough  in¬ 
vestigation  to  see  if  the  evil  could  not  be  remedied. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  question  of  ventilation  has 
been  a  vexed  one  for  the  last  25  years,  and  numer¬ 
ous  examinations  have  been  held  without  satisfy¬ 
ing  everybody.  Enquiries  have  been  made  during 
this  session,  and  we  will  utilize  the  result  of  the 
experiments  made  by  our  chief  architect  to  try 
and  improve  matters.  The  question  will  receive 
my  attention  during  the  recess. 

Harbours  and  Rivers,  Nova  Scotia . $40,740 

Mr.  FRASER.  Will  it  be  possible  for  the  de¬ 
partment  to  send  an  officer  to  New  Harbour  and 
Beckerton,  County  of  Guysborough,  to  make  en¬ 
quiry  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  These  two  places  have  not  been 
brought  under  my  notice. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  have  been  bringing  them 
under  the  notice  of  Parliament  for  the  last  two 
years  until  I  am  almost  ashamed  of  the  matter. 


Last  year  there  was  a  petition  presented,  which  is 
now  on  file  in  the  department,  relating  to  New 
Harbour.  It  was  numerously  signed  by  electors 
on  both  sides,  and  I  have  the  sympathy  of  the 
Minister  of  Militia  just  now'  who  said  that,  in  a 
matter  of  pressing  importance,  something  might 
be  done  after  making  enquiries.  It  is  absolutely 
necessary  that  something  should  be  done  in  those 
two  places  in  order  that  fishing  may  be  carried  on. 
During  the  recess,  an  officer  should  be  sent  to  en¬ 
quire  into  the  matter,  and  if  he  be,  I  guarantee 
the  friends  of  the  Government  will  impress  upon 
him  the  necessity  for  having  something  done. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  will  be  very  glad  to  send  an 
officer  there  who  will  make  a  report. 

Mail  Service  between  Canada  and 
Liverpool .  $126,533 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  would  ask  my  hon.  friend 
what  has  become  of  the  grand  proposal  which  was 
launched  two  years  ago  with  a  great  flourish  of 
trumpets,  as  to  obtaining  a  mail  service  across  the 
Atlantic  equal  to  any  on  the  ocean  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  matter  has  not  been  lost 
sight  of.  Attempts  have  been  made  on  three 
different  occasions  by  calling  for  tenders  and  by 
negotiations  to  carry  this  out,  but  untoward  cir¬ 
cumstances  have  each  time  prevented  our  obtaining 
this  service.  The  Government  has  not  abandoned 
its  policy  in  regard  to  getting  a  fast  and  adequate 
service,  and  hopes  to  attain  that  object  in  a  reasonable 
time. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  remember  that  a  former 
member  for  Halifax  said  it  was  not  practicable,  and 
it  looks  very  much  like  that  now. 

Expenses  in  connection  with  Behring 
Sea  matters . $60,000 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  will  take  this  opportunity  to 
enquire  of  the  Government  if  they  have  any  inform¬ 
ation  that  the  steamer  Coquitlam  which  some  time 
ago  sailed  from  Victoria  with  supplies  to  the  sealers, 
and  was  returning  with  some  seals  on  board,  was 
seized  by  the  American  authorities  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  have  not  heard  of  it,  but  the 
news  may  be  in  the  department. 

Further  amount  for  Fish-breeding . $1,000 

Mr,  GILLIES.  I  should  like  to  ask  the  Minister 
in  charge  of  this  department  whether  it  is  the  in¬ 
tention  of  the  Government,  as  has  been  for  some 
time  contemplated,  to  remove  the  obstructions  on 
the  Grand  River  which  runs  from  the  Loch  Lomond 
Lakes  into  the  ocean  in  Richmond  County  ?  Some 
years  ago  a  considerable  amount  of  money  was 
expended  in  removing  those  obstructions,  but  that 
money  was  improperly  or  irregularly  or  unscientifi¬ 
cally  expended,  and  consequently  the  obstructions 
remain.  Last  year  the  Minister  of  Marine  caused 
a  survey  to  be  made  of  the  obstructions  on  that 
river.  The  survey  was  made  by  a  competent  en¬ 
gineer  and  estimates  were  sent  in  to  the  department 
by  him  and  tenders  were  called  for,  but  there  was 
no  money  available  then  to  carry  out  the  intentions 
of  the  department.  The  Minister,  however,  in¬ 
formed  me  that  he  was  strongly  disposed  to  carry 
out  the  objects  of  the  investigation,  and  assured  me 
that  provision  would  be  made  this  year.  The  chain 
of  lakes  that  are  to  be  connected  with  the  ocean  by 
this  river,  lam  told  by  experts  in  fish-breeding,  form 
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possibly  the  best  fish-breeding  grounds  in  the 
world.  I  will,  therefore,  ask  if  the  Government 
intend  to  have  these  obstructions  removed  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  cannot  give  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  any  definite  information,  but  I  remember 
having  some  conversation  with  the  Minister  on  this 
question,  because  it  was  brought  up  when  I  was 
Minister  of  Marine.  I  see  that  the  Minister  has  a 
new  item  in  the  main  Estimates  of  $5,000  for  clear¬ 
ing  rivers  and  building  fishways,  and  it  is  possible 
that  this  is  one  of  the  works  contemplated. 

Damages  to  Duncan  Chisholm’s  lands  in 
Antigonish,  N.S.,  through  Indian  depre-  * 
dations  upon  the  timber,  &c. . . . .  $473 

Mr.  LAURIER.  No  explanation  whatever  has 
been  given  as  to  this  vote,  and  it  is  somewhat  ex¬ 
traordinary  in  its  character. 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  I  think  no  questions  were 
asked  about  it.  My  recollection  is  that  an  Indian 
reserve  adjoins  the  property  of  Mr.  Chisholm,  and 
the  Indians  have  been  destroying  his  wood  for  some 
years  past.  Complaint  was  made  to  the  depart¬ 
ment,  an  investigation  took  place,  and  an  estimate 
was  made  of  the  amount  of  the  depredations  com¬ 
mitted,  which  was  valued  by  the  appraiser  at  $400. 
There  was,  also,  a  proposition  made  that  the  wood 
that  remained  might  be  reserved  for  the  use  of  the 
Indians  for  ten  years,  which  accounts  for  $60  of 
the  amount  last  year,  and  the  balance  is  $13  for  the 
cost  of  the  appraisement. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Although  this  seems  a  small 
matter,  it  is  one  that  the  Government  should  be 
fully  informed  upon  before  they  deal  with  it.  We 
have  in  Nova  Scotia  very  few  Indian  reserves,  and 
the  consequence  is  that  the  Indians  roam  at  large 
and  cut  down  wood  everywhere.  As  they  owned 
the  land  at  first,  nobody  says  anything  about  it. 
I  venture  to  say  there  are  5,000  cases  in  Nova 
Scotia  similar  to  this.  The  Indians  go  everywhere, 
and  they  cut  down  trees.  If  we  begin  to  acknow¬ 
ledge  that  the  Government  has  to  pay  for  every 
stick  they  cut  upon  every  man’s  property,  we  have 
a  big  contract  on  hand.  This  may  be  a  special 
case  ;  but  I  know  that  in  the  county  from  which  I 
come,  everybody  expects  that  an  Indian  may  cut 
down  any  tree  that  suits  him.  Of  course,  we  took 
the  land  from  them,  and  we  feel  that  is  part  of  the 
contribution  that  we  ought  to  make  to  them.  I 
venture  to  say  there  will  be  a  number  of  cases  like 
this  before  next  year.  At  Merigomish,  in  Nova 
Scotia,  there  is  an  Indian  settlement,  and  they 
take  wood  where  they  like,  and  there  are  many 
farmers  who  ought  to  be  paid  for  this  wood  if  the 
Government  admit  the  principle  that  we  are  to  pay 
for  any  wood  that  an  Indian  takes. 

Indians — British  Columbia... . .  $3,100 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  The  hon.  leader  of  the  Oppo¬ 
sition  spoke  the  other  night  about  an  application 
that  had  been  made  by  the  Indians  on  the  St.  Peter 
Reserve  in  Manitoba,  and  I  promised  to  give  him 
the  information  he  asked  for.  I  find  that  a  little 
over  a  year  ago  the  Indians  made  an  application 
that  their  treaty  payments  jnight  be  made  at 
different  points,  the  Saulteaux  Indians  to  be  paid 
where  they  reside,  and  Swampies  where  they 
reside.  That  matter  was  looked  into  by 
the  agent,  and  we  left  him  to  follow  his  own 
judgment  as  to  making  the  payments  at  the  most 
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convenient  places.  Subsequently  correspondence 
has  been  going  on  in  the  direction  indicated  by  the 
hon.  gentleman,  and  they  made  an  application  that 
the  reserve  be  divided  In  looking  over  the  cor¬ 
respondence  I  find  that  the  superintendent  in  Mani¬ 
toba,  about  a  month  or  two  ago,  reported  very 
strongly  against  the  application  for  the  reasons 
that,  in  the  first  place,  it  would  be  very  difficult  to 
divide  the  reserve  on  account  of  settlement,  andr  in 
the  next  place,  they  have  been  inter-marrying  for 
the  last  fifty  years,  and  consequently  it  would  be 
impossible  to  make  a  division  so  as  to  do  them  all 
justice.  However,  he  is  on  his  way  down  here 
from  the  west,  and  I  will  confer  with  him  personally 
about  it.  But  from  my  own  knowledge  and  in¬ 
formation,  I  believe  there  will  be  great  difficulty 
in  acceding  to  their  request. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman  lay 
on  the  Table  a  copy  of  the  correspondence,  on 
Monday  ? 

Mr.  DEWDNEY.  Yes. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  resolutions. 

VOTERS’  LISTS,  1891. 

House  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on  Bill  (No. 
67)  respecting  the  Voters’  Lists  of  1891. — (Mr. 
Patterson,  Huron.) 

(In  the  Committee.) 

On  section  1, 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  suppose  this  section  is  in¬ 
tended  to  cover  some  irregularities  supposed  to 
have  taken  place  at  the  bye-elections.  I  notice 
that  in  Welland  the  seat  of  the  present  member 
is  contested,  and  one  of  the  allegations  is  as  fol¬ 
lows  : — 

"  The  voters’  lists  used  by  the  said  several  deputy 
returning  officers  at  the  said  election  were  not  correct 
and  authentic  copies  of  the  original  lists  of  voters 
entitled  to  vote  at  the  said  election  within  the  several 
polling  subdivisions  or  polling  districts  of  the  said  elec¬ 
toral  district,  nor  were  such  voters’  lists  duly  certified 
according  to  the  statute  in  that  behalf,  but  the  names  of 
divers  persons  not  properly  entitled  to  vote  at  the  said 
election,  and  whose  names  did  not  appear  upon  the  original 
voters’  lists  of  the  said  electoral  district,  and  who  voted 
for  the  said  James  A.  Lowell,  were  improperly  inserted 
in  such  voters’  lists;  and  the  names  of  divers  or 
other  persons  who  were  properly  entitled  to  vote 
thereat,  and  whose  names  appeared  upon  the  said 
original  lists  as  finally  revised,  were  omitted  from  the 
said  voters’  lists  ;  and  by  reason  thereof  the  result  of  the 
said  election  was  materially  affected,  and  the  election  of 
the  said  James  A.  Lowell  should  be  declared  null  and 
void.” 

This  section  is  intended  to  correct  the  irregularities. 
I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  broad  enough  to  cover 
the  irregularities  mentioned  in  this  petition  ;  but  if 
it  is  not  broad  enough,  it  should  be  so  amended, 
because  really  it  is  most  unfair  to  the  sitting  mem¬ 
ber  that  he  should  be  made  responsible  for  irregu¬ 
larities  for  which  the  officers  of  the  Government 
were  altogether  to  blame. 

Mr.  PATTERSON  (Huron).  I  quite  agree  with 
the  hon.  gentleman,  and  if  the  hon.  gentleman  can 
suggest  any  words  to  give  additional  strength  to 
this  section,  I  shall  be  very  glad  to  insert  them. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  am  much  gratified  to  hear 
the  remark  of  the  hon.  member,  and  I  shall  be  glacl 
to  suggest  some  words  before  the  third  reading. 

Bill  reported. 
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RAILWAY  ACT  AMENDMENT. 

Rill  (No.  84)  to  amend  the  Railway  Act,  was 
read  the  second  time,  and  House  resolved  itself  into 
Committee. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

On  section  8, 

Section  two  hundred  and  forty-six  of  the  said  Act  is 
hereby  amended  by  adding  thereto  the  following  sub¬ 
section 

"4.  Nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  construed  to 
prevent  the  company  from  making  such  conditions,  with 
respect  to  the  receiving,  forwarding  and  delivering  of  any 
animals,  articles,  goods  or  things,  as  are  adjudged  by  the 
court  or  judge  before  whom  any  question  relating  thereto 
is  tried,  to  be  just  and  reasonable  ;  and  nothing  herein 
contained  shall  render  invalid  any  special  contract  made 
for  the  carriage  of  property  of  any  kind  such  as  is  above 
mentioned,  by  the  car  load,  where  such  contract  is  entered 
into  in  consideration  of  the  company  receiving  and  carrv- 
ing  such  property  at  a  reduced  rate :  Provided  always, 
that  no  special  contract  between  such  company  and  any 
other  parties,  respecting  the  receiving,  forwarding  or  de¬ 
livery  of  any  animals,  articles,  goods,  property  or  things 
as  aforesaid,  shall  be  binding  unless  signed  by  the  shipper 
or  by  the  person  delivering  such  animals,  articles,  pro¬ 
perty,  goods  or  things,  respectively,  for  carriage.” 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  object  of  this  is  to  allow 
the  company  to  make  any  special  contract  for  dan¬ 
gerous  classes  of  goods,  such  as  plate  glass.  It  is  a 
copy  of  the  English  Act.  Under  the  old  Act  the 
company  could  not  make  any  special  contract. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  This  is  a  wide  departure  from 
the  policy  we  have  hitherto  pursued.  The  hon. 
gentleman  must  recollect  that  some  years  ago,  and 
during  several  successive  sessions  of  Parliament, 
complaints  were  made  of  invidious  discrimination 
between  trader  and  trader  by  the  railway  com¬ 
panies.  I  remember  remonstrances  being  made 
more  than  once  against  the  companies  being 
allowed  to  make  any  special  contracts.  I  do  not 
know  at  present  whether  the  amendment  is  a  good 
one  ;  but  I  think  it  is  rather  late  to  introduce  such 
a  wide  departure  at  this  stage  of  the  session. 

Mr.  MASSON.  If  it  is  advisable  to  permit 
these  special  contracts,  the  contract  should  be 
signed  by  the  shipper  or  by  some  one  properly 
authorized  by  him  to  sign.  Under  this  provision,  a 
shipper  might  make  a  special  bargain  with  the  com¬ 
pany  for  a  reduced  rate  and  nothing  be  said  about  the 
special  terms  as  to  liability.  He  might  then  send 
his  carter  or  agent  with  the  goods,  who  would 
make  delivery,  and  who  would  naturally  sign 
without  considering  what  he  was  doing,  knowing 
nothing  about  the  agreement.  I  think  if  special 
privileges  releasing  from  liability  are  to  be 
embodied  in  the  contract  and  we  allow  it  to  be 
signed  by  persons  not  authorized,  we  are  placing 
the  power  entirely  in  the  hands  of  the  railway 
company.  I  think  the  latter  part  of  the  clause 
should  be  struck  out,  or  worded  so  that  the  signa¬ 
ture  must  be  that  of  the  shipper  himself  or  some 
person  duly  authorized. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  do  not  think  it  is  intended 
at  all  to  apply  to  any  special  contract  in  the  direc¬ 
tion  the  hon.  gentleman  states. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  To  pass  the  first  part  of  the 
clause  without  the  last  would  interfere  with  what 
is  very  largely  in  the  interest  of  shippers.  It  ap¬ 
plies  to  what  is  called  car  load  transportation  and 
has  no  reference  to  the  first  part.  Its  object  is  to 
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prevent  any  interference  with  special  arrangements,, 
and  is,  therefore,  in  the  interest  of  shippers.  If  my 
hon.  friend  will  read  the  latter  part  of  the  clause 
carefully,  he  will  see  that  it  relates  to  car  load  lots, 
and  to  carry  out  his  proposition  would  injuriously 
interfere  with  present  facilities  for  shipping  such 
lots.  It  reads  : 

“  Contracts  made  for  the  carriage  of  property  of  any 
kind  such  as  is  above  mentioned,  by  the  car  load,  where 
such  contract  is  entered  into  in  consideration  of  the  com¬ 
pany  receiving  and  carrying  such  property  at  a  reduced 
rate,  are  to  be  valid  and  binding  on  the  parties  notwith¬ 
standing  anything  herein  contained. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  clause  does  not  apply  to 
rates  whatever. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  No. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  is  only  in  reference  to 
negligence.  They  may  make  such  a  contract  with 
individuals  that  they  may  not  be  held  for  negli¬ 
gence,  provided  the  court  holds  it  just  and  reason¬ 
able.  I  have  no  object  in  pressing  the  clause,  and 
if  the  committee  objects  let  it  be  thrown  out. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  It  is  an  important  one,  and 
comes  up  very  late,  and  I  do  not  think  can  be  given 
the  consideration  it  demands. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  Better  drop  the  whole  section. 

Section  dropped. 

Amendments  concurred  in  and  Bill  reported. 
QUEBEC  HARBOUR  AND  RIVER  POLICE. 

Mr.  FOSTER  moved  that  Order  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  (No.  66)  to  repeal  the  Act  of  the 
Harbour  and  River  Police  of  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  be  discharged,  and  the  Bill  withdrawn. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  Bill  withdrawn. 

GENERAL  INSPECTION  ACT. 

House  resolved  itself  into  Committee  on  Bill  (No. 
95)  further  to  amend  the  General  Inspection  Act. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  I  wish  to  add  cheese  to  the 
articles  to  be  inspected. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  is  the  reason  for  that  ? 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  This  is  in  compliance  with 
the  very  general  request  which  has  been  made  to 
have  an  inspection  of  cheese  exported  from  this 
country.  During  the  last  two  or  three  sessions 
the  question  has  been  brought  prominently  before 
the  House,  and  there  has  been  a  difference  of 
opinion  as  to  the  standard  to  be  established.  Per¬ 
sonally,  I  would  prefer  to  leave  this  until  next 
year,  but  the  pressure  has  been  so  strong  that  we 
propose  to  add  cheese  to  the  list  of  articles  to  be 
inspected,  and  the  Governor  in  Council  may  make 
regulations  as  to  the  standard  and  system  of  in¬ 
spection,  not  in  the  same  way  as  in  regard  to 
apples,  because  there  we  define  the  grades.  There 
will  be  a  subsequent  clause  providing  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  in  Council  may  make  regulations  for  the  inspec¬ 
tion  of  cheese  and  the  branding  of  packages.  When 
the  Bill  was  before  the  House  some  time  ago  I  find  that 
some  difficulty  arose  in  regard  to  dimensions  of  the 
barrel  of  apples.  Every  one  seemed  to  agree  that 
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the  inspection  of  apples  was  desirable.  Some  mem¬ 
bers  did  not  seem  to  be  aware  that  the  present  law 
regulates  the  size  of  the  barrel.  I  have  been  asked 
to  alter  that,  but  it  would  involve  the  amendment 
of  another  Act,  and  I  object  to  doing  that  at  this 
stage  of  the  session.  No  great  difficulty  can  arise 
until  next  session.  The  inspection  of  apples  will 
involve  the  inspection  of  the  barrels.  Some  lion, 
gentlemen  thought  that,  because  only  the  length  of 
the  stave  and  the  diameter  at  the  end  of  the  barrel 
were  mentioned,  without  naming  any  diameter  for 
the  centi’e,  therefore  the  Bill  is  imperfect.  It  does 
not  make  much  difference  because,  if  you  define  the 
length  of  the  stave  and  the  diameter  of  the  h6ad, 
if  then  you  increase  the  bilge,  you  shorten  the 
length  of  the  barrel,  and  the  capacity  is  not  ma¬ 
terially  altered. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Not  if  you  increase  the 
width  of  the  stave. 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  If  you  increase  the  width  of 
the  stave  at  the  middle  you  shorten  the  length  of 
the  barrel. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Not  to  the  same  extent. 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  I  think  nearly  to  the  same 
extent.  The  other  change  in  this  Bill  is  in  reference 
to  selecting  standards  of  wheat.  In  future,  these 
samples  will  be  selected  under  the  supervision  of 
the  Government  who  will  be  responsible  for  them, 
and  they  have  taken  power  to  reject  standards  if 
they  are  badly  selected  and  substitute  others.  It 
is  found  at  present  that  the  system  of  bringing  to¬ 
gether  the  boards  of  trade  is  very  unwieldy  and 
adds  materially  to  the  expense. 

Mr.  MoMILLAN  (Huron).  Has  the  inspection 
of  cheese  been  asked  for  by  the  Dairymen’s  Asso¬ 
ciation  ? 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  I  do  not  know,  but  we  have 
had  strong  representation  from  prominent  persons 
engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  cheese,  including 
members  of  this  House. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  The  dairymen  meet 
annually,  and  all  these  matters  are  discussed  by 
them,  and  no  action  should  be  taken  in  this  matter 
unless  they  have  requested  it.  The  system  of 
buying  cheese  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  has  been 
very  satisfactiory  without  any  inspection.  The 
buyers  inspect  the  cheese  at  the  different  factories, 
and,  unless  the  cheese  is  all  inspected  in  the  factory, 
I  do  not  think  the  inspection  should  take  place 
unless  it  is  asked  for  by  the  dairymen  in  their 
associations.  I  am  convinced  that  if  there  was  any 
great  necessity  for  the  inspection  of  cheese,  it 
would  have  been  asked  for  by  the  Dairymen’s 
Association.  I  would,  therefore,  ask  the  Minister 
to  allow  the  clause  to  stand  over,  unless  the  Dairy¬ 
men’s  Association  ask  that  it  be  passed.  I  am 
aware  that  it  might  be  in  the  interest  of  some 
buyers  if  they  could  get  cheese  inspected  without 
going  to  the  country,  while  agreeing  to  the  settle¬ 
ment  of  any  dispute  that  might  arise  between  the 
buyers  and  sellers.  The  system  that  has  been 
followed  for  years  past  of  sending  people  to  the 
factory  to  weigh  the  cheese  and  see  it  all  before 
it  is  put  into  boxes,  does  away  with  any 
trouble  between  the  buyers  and  sellers.  That 
system  has  been  very  satisfactory,  and  I  do  not 
think  it  would  be  satisfactory  to  establish  any 
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other  system  that  would  take  cheese  from  the 
factory  until  it  was  inspected  and  full  arrange¬ 
ments  were  entered  into. 

Mr.  RINFRET.  (Translation.)  I,  also,  am  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  cheese  industry,  and  I  know  pretty 
well  how  things  go  in  that  trade.  I  am  in  favour 
of  the  suggestion  made  by  the  Minister  of  Inland 
Revenue,  and,  before  him,  by  the  hon.  member  for 
South  Leeds  (Mr.  Taylor).  I  am  in  favour  of  the 
appointment  of  such  an  inspector,  provided  his 
duties  be  so  determined  that  he  may  only  have  to 
interfere  in  cases  of  dispute  between  buyers  and 
vendors.  It  is  known  how  the  difficulties  arise. 
The  cheese  at  the  time  of  the  transaction  seems 
acceptable  to  the  buyer,  and  may  be  really  so  ;  but 
here  is  what  frequently  happens.  If  there  is  a  rise 
in  the  price  of  cheese,  nothing  is  said,  but  if  there 
be  a  drop  in  the  market,  the  buyer  finds  objections 
in  order  to  avoid  having  to  take  the  cheese  pur¬ 
chased,  and  he  complains  of  a  lack  of  uniformity  in 
the  article  sold.  Often  it  is  quite  hard  to  settle 
such  disputes,  as  it  is  a  question  of  degrees.  It  is 
easy  to  understand  that  in  the  case  of  a  drop  in  the 
prices,  the  buyer  is  interested  in  depreciating  the 
article,  hence  endless  contentions  which  turn  to  the 
detriment  of  the  producer.  If  an  inspector  was 
appointed,  he  could  be  called  as  an  arbitrator  in 
cases  like  this.  I  share  the  opinion  of  the  hon. 
member  for  South  Leeds  (Mr.  Taylor)  as  to  the 
services  which  such  an  officer  would  render.  But 
I  believe  that  his  interposition  should  not  be  forced 
upon  the  trade.  The  interested  parties  should  have 
the  right  to  refuse  his  services  as  an  arbitrator,  for 
we  can  foresee  what  could  happen.  Should  they  be 
obliged  in  all  cases  to  resort  to  the  services  of  this 
inspector,  it  is  quite  possible  that  this  office  be  held 
by  a  dishonest  individual,  or  a  man  accessible  to 
corruption,  and  the  shipper  could  then  make  a 
friend  of  him  by  means  that  are  known.  I  therefore 
favour  the  appointment  of  such  an  inspector,  pro¬ 
vided  the  contending  parties  are  not  obliged  by 
law  to  take  him  as  an  arbitrator,  that  his  salary  be 
not  too  high,  and  that  it  should  at  all  events  be 
borne  by  the  Government. 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  I  am  glad  the  hon.  member 
for  Lotbini^re  (Mr.  Rinfret)  takes  that  view  of  it. 
He  may  remember  that  some  years  ago  I  intro¬ 
duced  an  amendment  to  the  Inspection  Act  by 
which  inspection  was  made  voluntary  instead  of 
compulsory  in  all  cases.  We  propose  to  remedy 
the  complaint  the  hon.  gentleman  has  alluded  to, 
by  providing  some  means  of  settling  disputes  be¬ 
tween  the  buyer  and  seller.  We  provide  that  the 
inspection  law  shall  be  a  machine  to  be  used  by 
those  who  desire  that  inspection  should  be  had  of 
leather,  hides  and  several  other  articles,  and  of 
butter,  as  it  is  under  the  present  law  ;  but  the 
inspection  is  not  compulsory  for  any  of  these 
articles.  The  inspection  of  fish,  for  instance,  is 
not  compulsory,  but  we  afford  machinery  for  those 
who  would  like  to  have  it  inspected.  I  am  sorry 
to  hear  my  hon.  friend  from  Huron  (Mr.  Me 
Millan)  take  such  strong  ground  against  the  pro¬ 
position.  I  understood  him  the  other  day  to  say 
that  he  was  well  satisfied  with  the  amendment, 
and  the  only  point  upon  which  he  differed  was 
that  he  thought  the  inspection  should  take  place  at 
the  factory  and  not  at  the  port.  That  is  a  matter 
of  detail.  To-day  he  seems  to  think  that  we 
should  not  move  at  all  unless  the  Dairymen’s 
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Association  think  it  advisable.  I  think  this 
amendment  will  afford  relief  to  those  who  want 
something  to  be  done.  I  would  be  very  glad  to  be 
assisted  by  the  lion,  member  for  Lotbiniere  and 
others  who  take  an  interest  in  this  matter,  in  fram¬ 
ing  such  regulations  as  will  meet  the  case. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  lion,  gentleman  at  the 
present  time  only  proposes  to  include  the  word 
cheese.  If  we  are  to  come  under  the  regulations 
which  the  Governor  in  Council  propose  to  make,  I 
suppose  he  has  a  plan  ready,  and  if  he  would  lay 
this  plan  before  the  House  probably  that  would 
facilitate  business.  I  see  there  is  a  wish  for  an  in¬ 
spection  of  some  kind  ;  the  only  question  is 
whether  it  should  be  compulsory. 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  I  would  not  make  it  com¬ 
pulsory. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  lion,  member  for  West 
Huron  (Mr.  McMillan)  raises  the  point  that  it 
should  take  place  at  the  factory  and  not  at  the 
port  of  shipping.  If  the-  lion,  gentleman  would 
make  known  the  plan  which  he  intends  to  follow, 
it  would  facilitate  business. 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  I  explained  at  the  outset  that 
the  reason  I  did  not  introduce  legislation  myself 
was  that  I  did  not  see  my  way  to  frame  such  regu¬ 
lations  as  would  meet  the  case,  and  satisfy  the  dif¬ 
ferent  views  of  the  buyers  and  sellers  of  cheese. 
But  if  these  gentlemen  are  anxious  for  inspection, 
then  this  Bill  will  give  the  Governor  in  Council 
power  to  make  regulations.  I  cannot  lay  down 
regulations,  I  can  do  no  more  than  to  say  that  we 
shall  exercise  that  power  in  the  interest  of  the 
parties  to  be  affected  by  it,  and  we  shall  be  guided 
by  the  advice  of  lion,  gentlemen  on  both  sides  of 
the  House  who  are  known  to  take  an  interest  in 
this  industry. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  I  regret  very  much  that  I  was 
unable  to  understand  the  remarks  of  my  lion, 
friend  who  has  just  spoken  (Mr.  Rinfret),  who  is  a 
manufacturer  of  cheese  in  the  Province  of  Quebec. 
I  understood  that  my  hon.  friend  from  Huron  (Mr. 
McMillan)  used  the  same  argument  the  other  day, 
when  this  question  was  discussed  before.  As  I 
understand,  the  inspection  is  to  be  permissive,  and 
it  will  not  interfere  with  the  producers  of  cheese  in 
any  part  of  the  Dominion  who  wish  to  sell  their 
cheese  at  the  factory.  Suppose  the  inspection  takes 
place  at  the  factory.  The  buyer  offers  so  much  for 
the  output  of  a  factory,  say,  for  the  month  of  May. 
At  the  end  of  the  month  when  the  cheese  is  fit  for 
shipment,  he  goes  there  and  weighs  it,  inspects  it 
ami  pays  for  it.  Now,  the  Inspection  Act  will  not 
at  all  interfere  with  that.  But  we  want  to  provide 
for  these  cheese  boards,  as  we  have  them  established 
in  our  county  at  Brockville.  Last  week  there  were 
over  8,000  boxes  offered  on  the  board  in  one  day. 
Each  dairyman  conies  forward  and  marks  on 
the  board  the  number  of  boxes  that  the  factory 
has  for  sale,  white  or  coloured.  The  cheese 
is  subject  to  inspection  when  it  arrives  at  Mon¬ 
treal.'  That  inspection,  however,  is  made  simply 
in  the  interest  of  the  purchaser.  I  may  say 
that  I  have  over  LOO  factories  in  my  constituency, 
and  I  have  received  letters  from  the  owners  of 
these  establishments,  urging  the  Government 
to  take  some  action,  and  a  deputation  has  waited  on 
me  likewise,  urging  the  Government  to  take  action, 
and  to-day  I  handed  to  the  Minister  of  Inland  Rev- 
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enue  a  letter  from  the  secretary  of  the  county  agri¬ 
cultural  society,  stating  that  the  association  hopes 
this  Bill  will  pass,  as  it  meets  with  t lie  approval  of 
every  cheese-producer  in  the  county,  and  tlie  secre¬ 
tary  of  this  association  isa  very  good  Liberal.  When 
this  cheese,  having  been  sold,  arrives  at  Montreal,  it 
is  declared  to  be  of  fine  quality  provided  the  market 
advances,  in  which  event,  a  complaint  is  never  made ; 
but  if  the  market  declines,  20,  80,  or  50  boxes  are 
declared  to  be  ill-flavoured,  and  a  certain  reduced 
price  is  offered.  What  the  producers  ask  is  that  at 
the  export  point,  Montreal,  there  should  be  an  officer 
who  is  a  competent  authority  on  cheese  to  decide 
such  questions  as  arise,  and  who  will  be  able 
to  decide  whether  the  cheese  on  its  arrival 
is  of  fine  quality  or  not.  If  we  introduce 
this  provision,  it  may  be  well  after  a  year 
or  two  to  make  compulsory  the  inspection  of. 
every  box  of  cheese  that  leaves  Canada,  and  that 
it  shall  be  branded  with  the  Government  inspection 
mark.  This  would  be  one  of  the  first  steps  taken 
to  raise  the  standard  of  Canadian  cheese.  We  do 
not,  however,  ask  for  that  regulation  to  be  enforced 
at  present,  but  we  ask  that  some  form  of  inspection 
be  adopted  to  meet  this  difficulty  experienced  by 
cheese  producers  in  regard  to  their  sales  to  buyers. 
As  the  representatives  of  buyers  will  not  go  to  the 
factories,  the  cheese  should  be  inspected  at  Montreal. 
I  do  not  say  the  buyers  are  to  blame  in  all  cases, 
but  the  producers  affirm  that  they  are  to  blame, 
that  their  cheese  is  all  good  quality,  and  it  is  simply 
because  a  fall  occurs  in  the  market  that  complaints 
are  made  by  the  buyers.  In  view  of  these  state¬ 
ments  I  think  there  should  be  an  authority  ap¬ 
pointed  who  can  declare  whether  the  cheese  is  of 
prime  quality  or  not,  and  by  whose  means  the 
purchasers  will  be  compelled  to  carry  out  their  bar¬ 
gains.  There  will  be  no  difficulty,  as  suggested  by 
the  hon.  member  for  West  Huron  (Mr.  McMullen), 
in  the  case  of  cheese  sold  at  the  factories,  because 
it  will  not  necessarily  be  inspected. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  At  one  time  I  was 
manager  of  a  cheese  factory,  and  I  generally  sold 
our  products  at  the  Board  of  Trade  in  Stratford, 
and  sometimes  in  Listowel.  We  put  up  our  cheese 
as  stated.  I  object  to  any  system  of  inspection 
after  the  cheese  leaves  the  factory.  I  have 
had  difficult}7  with  buyers  of  cheese.  My  diffi¬ 
culty  has  been  in  regard  to  weight.  I  have 
found  that  cheese  would  be  weighed,  and  one  or 
two  pounds  given  in  favour  of  the  buyers.  Cheese 
should  be  inspected  in  the  factory,  and  any  system 
which  institutes  a  system  of  inspection  out¬ 
side  of  the  factory  is  detrimental  to  the  interests 
of  the  fanners  of  Ontario.  The  hon.  gentleman 
says  that  after  this  permissive  system  has  been  in 
force  a  year  or  two  it  will  be  proposed  to  make  it 
imperative.  I  do  not  think  this  will  be  in  the  in¬ 
terests  of  our  farmers.  The  hon.  genlleman  has 
spoken  about  raising  the  quality  of  Canadian 
cheese  in  the  English  market.  He  should  be  aware 
that  Canadian  cheese  at  the  present  time  holds  a 
higher  position  in  the  English  market  than  the 
cheese  of  any  country  sending  cheese  there.  It 
stands  as  high  as  a  good  deal  of  the  English 
cheddar,  and  I  have  seen  comparisons  made  between 
Canadian  and  Scotch  cheese,  in  which  our  cheese 
compared  favourably.  In  regard  to  the  butter 
industry,  the  Provincial  Dairy  Commissioner  went 
round  the  Ontario  factories  and  did  good  work 
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among  them.  Any  one  who  is  acquainted  with  the 
butter  export  trade  is  aware  that  when  butter  is 
once  packed  for  shipment  the  packages  should  not 
be  disturbed,  as,  after  the  air  has  been  readmitted, 
the  condition  of  the  article  is  deteriorated.  In 
this  case  also  an  inspection  should  not  be  had  after 
it  is  in  the  factory.  Our  butter  is  one  of  the  dairy 
products  which  it  is  necessary  to  ship  in  excellent 
condition  for  the  British  market,  and  I  am,  there¬ 
fore,  convinced  that  no  inspection  should  be  made 
after  it  has  left  the  factory. 

Mr.  FAIRBAIRN.  I  have  listened  with  much 
pleasure  to  the  remarks  of  the  lion.  Minister  of 
Inland  Revenue,  and  the  hon.  member  for  Huron 
(Mr.  McMillan),  and  the  hon.  member  for  South 
Leeds  (Mr.  Taylor),  and  I  approve  very  heartily  of 
the  remarks  made  by  the  hon.  Minister  and  the 
member  for  South  Leeds.  I  have  been  salesman, 
as  well  as  the  hon.  member  for  Huron  (Mr.  Me 
Millan,  for  a  cheese  factory,  and  I  can  assure 
hon.  members  that  I  have  experienced  great 
difficulty  after  our  cheese  has  been  sold.  I  could 
enumerate  several  cases  in  which,  after  our  cheese 
was  sold,  there  was  a  decline  in  the  market,  and 
accordingly  the  price  fell.  Then  we  received  com¬ 
plaints  as  to  the  quality  of  the  cheese  ;  but  if  the 
market  advanced,  our  cheese  was  right  in  every 
case.  The  farmers  should  have  some  protection, 
for  it  must  be  remembered  that  the  cheese  in¬ 
dustry  has  become  one  of  the  most  important  in¬ 
dustries  of  the  farm.  The  butter  industry  is  pro¬ 
perly  protected  under  the  present  law,  but  I  am 
satisfied  there  should  be  some  different  provisions 
applied  to  the  cheese  industry.  Anything  that  is 
in  the  interest  of  the  farmers  and  of  the  cheese  in¬ 
dustry  should  be  adopted.  The  farmers  of  Ont¬ 
ario  can  no  longer  look  for  extensive  wheat  crops 
as  a  means  of  living,  but  they  must  look  to  the 
dairy  as  their  great  source  of  revenue,  and  it  will 
be  well  to  adopt  measures  to  develop  arid  promote 
this  important  industry  in  our  province.  I  heartily 
approve  of  the  remarks  of  the  hon.  Minister,  and  I 
regret  that  the  hon.  member  for  West  Huron, 
being  a  farmer,  should  object  to  the  adoption  of 
measures  for  the  protection  of  farmers  in  regard 
to  this  particular  branch  of  industry. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  The  cheese  industry  has  be¬ 
come  a  very  important  one  in  this  Dominion,  and  it 
is  well  that  very  great  care  should  be  taken  in  regard 
to  any  legislation  that  could  possibly  affect  that 
industry.  The  cheese  industry  has  been  growing 
very  rapidly  and  has  been  progressing  very  satis¬ 
factorily.  I  am  rather  surprised  that  no  application 
has  been  made  by  the  Dairymen’s  Association  for 
this  proposed  change  in  the  law.  I  think  that,  if 
the  Dairymen’s  Associations  have  not  urged  this 
legislation  upon  the  Government,  it  is  imprudent 
for  the  Minister  to  press  the  change.  They  have 
handled  the  cheese  industry  very  creditably.  I  am 
glad  to  learn  that  the  inspection  is  to  be  made  per¬ 
missive,  but  I  see  a  difficulty  in  that.  Suppose  a 
cheese  factory  sells  a  good  portion  of  its  cheese  to  a 
buyer  who  does  not  take  the  care  of  it  he  should, 
and  keeps  it  for  sometime,  and  then  when  it  reaches 
the  port  of  Montreal  it  is  inspected  and  is  branded 
as  second  or  third  class,  the  factory  which  produced 
it  will  be  seriously  affected.  The  object  of  the 
Government  should  be  to  help  the  cheese-producing 
institutions  in  this  country,  and,  if  this  Bill  is  going 
to  cripple  or  injure  those  factories,  the  Government 
Mr.  McMillan  (Huron). 


should  hesitate  in  proceeding  with  it.  My  hon. 
friend  to  my  left  (Mr.  McMillan)  speaks  by  the 
book,  and  I  have  some  experience  in  this  matter,  as 
I  hold  an  interest  in  two  cheese  factories,  one  of 
which  took  the  first  prize  in  Ontario  last  year.  I 
do  not  see  how  this  matter  can  be  regulated  without 
running  serious  risks,  and,  unless  there  is  an  almost 
unanimous  demand  by  thecheeseproducersthrough- 
out  the  Dominion,  I  think  the  Government  are 
assuming  a  very  serious  responsibility  in  legislating 
in  this  way. 

Mr.  McMILLAN(Huron).  The  cheese  is  frequently 
taken  away  from  the  factory  and  kept  for  a  time 
before  it  is  shipped  to  Montreal,  so  that,  if  any 
inspection  is  to  take  place,  which  I  hope  will  not 
be  the  case  at  present,  there  should  be  a  clause 
providing  that  it  should  be  inspected  within  a 
certain  time  after  it  leaves  the  factory,  or  rather  it 
should  be  in  the  factory  itself. 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  The  factory  can  sell  the 
cheese  without  inspection  or  subject  to  inspection, 
or  subject  to  inspection  within  ten  days,  or  can 
make  any  bargain  it  likes.  If  the  cheese  has  dete¬ 
riorated  before  being  exported,  it  should  be  branded 
with  a  lower  number.  The  manufacturer  can  pro¬ 
tect  himself. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  agree  with  the  Minister 
that  the  producer  can  sell  the  cheese  without  in¬ 
spection,  or  subject  to  inspection,  but,  if  the  buyer 
holds  it  for  a  month  or  six  weeks  and  it  deterio¬ 
rates  before  it  is  inspected  in  Montreal,  and  is 
branded  No.  2  or  No.  3,  that  report  goes  back  to 
the  cheese  factory,  and  that  will  injuriously  affect 
the  sale  of  their  cheese  the  following  year. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  The  argument  of  the  last 
speaker  (Mr.  McMullen)  should  have  no  weight, 
from  the  fact  that  the  maker  in  nearly  every 
factory  is  changed  nearly  every  year.  Because  a 
factory  makes  bad  cheese  one  year,  it  is  no  reason 
why  it  should  make  bad  cheese  the  next  year.  I 
think  that  in  a  few  years  every  cheese  that  leaves 
Canada  should  bear  the  Government  brand.  Then 
it  will  raise  Canadian  cheese  in  the  market,  and  a 
bad  box  of  cheese  will  not  be  sent  over  to  the  old 
country.  If  it  is  branded  No.  1,  the  box  need  not 
be  opened,  it  will  be  known  that  it  has  been 
inspected  and  that  it  is  not  United  States  cheese, 
and  I  think  that  will  make  producers  careful  to 
send  only  good  cheese.  I  do  not  know  whether 
the  Dairymen’s  Association  have  made  reports  or 
not,  but  I  know  that  every  producer  in  my  county 
has  asked  for  this.  The  Dairymen’s  Association  is 
chiefly  made  up  of  the  buyers  of  cheese,  but  the 
producer  is  the  man  in  whose  interest  we  should 
legislate.  When  the  Inspection  Act  was  first 
passed,  we  had  no  inspection  of  dairy  articles.  Since 
then  butter  has  been  added,  and  cheese  is  the  only 
important  item  of  produce  which  isleftoutof  the  Act. 
Cheese  is  the  only  important  product  of  this  coun¬ 
try  which  does  not  come  within  the  operations  of 
that  Act,  and  the  cheese  industry  has  grown  to 
such  proportions  and  the  producers  have  suffered 
so  much  in  the  past  that  they  now  ask  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  come  to  their  relief,  and  appoint  an  in¬ 
spector  to  decide  in  case  of  a  dispute  arising  be¬ 
tween  the  buyer  and  the  seller.  That  is  all  that 
we  are  asking,  and  I  do  not  see  how  any  member 
representing  an  agricultural  district,  and  consider¬ 
ing  the  question  on  its  merits,  can  ask  the  Govern- 
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meat  to  withhold  this  relief.  Mr.  Robertson,  the 
Dairy  Commissioner,  who  lias  travelled  all  over 
the  country,  states  that  a  grievance  does  exist  in 
this  respect,  both  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  and  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  he  asks  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  pass  this  legislation.  The  Government,  I 
believe,  will  not  take  action  without  asking  our 
Dairy  Commissioner  what  is  the  best  course  to 
pursue  in  order,  to  remedy  this  grievance,  and  1 
am  sure  that  the  Government  will  deal  with  it  in  a 
way  not  only  to  meet  the  views  of  the  producers, 
but  to  do  no  injustice  to  the  purchasers. 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  J  do  not  see  how  there  can  be 
any  force  in  the  objection  taken  by  the  lion,  mem¬ 
ber  for  South  Huron,  that  the  course  proposed 
would  injure  the  reputation  of  any  factory.  We 
all  know  that  each  box  of  cheese  bears  the  name  of 
the  factory  where  it  was  manufactured.  If  it  be 
of  an  inferior  quality  when  it  reaches  England, 
the  factory  will  stand  in  just  as  much  disrepute, 
and  more  so,  if  such  cheese  is  sold  as  “A  ”  No. 
1.  If  the  package  contains  the  inspector’s  mark 
attesting  its  actual  quality  when  it  left  the  coun¬ 
try,  how  could  that  do  the  factory  any  more  harm  ? 
When  I  was  in  England  a  few1  years  ago,  I  took  some 
pains  to  visit  the  markets  at  Preston  and  Liverpool, 
and  I  heard  a  general  complaint  that  the  marks  on 
the  packages  were  not  sufficiently  distinct.  I  saw 
thousands  of  boxes  containing  the  abbreviated 
word  “Ont.,”  and  Mr.  Dyke,  the  Government 
agent  there,  pointed  out  to  me  that  there  was 
scarcely  a  man  who  knew  what  “Ont.”  meant. 
At  that  time  Canadian  cheese  did  not  stand  as  well 
in  the  English  market  as  it  does  to-day,  and  I 
pointed  out  the  necessity  of  putting  the  word 
“  Canada  ”  on  the  package,  so  that  the  purchaser 
would  know  where  the  cheese  came  from.  Now, 
I  do  not  see  how  a  factory  can  be  injured  by  the 
proposed  inspection.  We  can  only  have  one  object 
in  view,  that  is  to  have  Canadian  cheese  occupy  in 
the  markets  of  Europe  the  position  which  we  be¬ 
lieve  its  quality  justilies  ;  and  it  must  have  been  a 
matter  of  congratulation  to  every  man  who  has 
given  any  attention  to  that  subject,  to  know  that 
Canadian  cheese  is  now  worth  more  in  the  English 
market  than  thatproduced  by  our  neighbours.  Three 
years  ago  when  I  was  in  Europe,  I  found,  not  only  in 
London,  but  in  Paris,  Germany  and  Switzerland, 
that  Canadian  cheese  had  a  place  on  the  bills  of 
fare  at  the  hotels.  That  could  only  be  for  the 
reason  that  Canadian  cheese  was  found  to  be 
superior  to  the  product  of  other  countries.  Now, 
if  my  lion,  friend  from  Huron  (Mr.  McMillan)  will 
point  out  how  any  injury  can  be  done  to  the  fac¬ 
tories  by  having  the  article  inspected  and  branded, 
when  we  remember  that  the  name  of  the  factory 
is  stamped  on  each  box,  it  would  assist  my  hon. 
friend  the  Minister  of  Inland  Revenue  in  amending 
the  Bill,  if  necessary,  in  the  interest  of  the  pro¬ 
ducer,  while  doing  no  injustice  to  the  purchaser. 

Mr.  HUGHES.  I  would  like  to  see  the  BiJ 
provide  for  the  inspection  of  cheese,  not  only  at 
the  ports  of  shipment  to  the  old  country,  but 
also  at  the  place  of  delivery,  that  is,  in  addition 
to  the  steamship  ports  in  this  country.  In  Vic¬ 
toria  County  the  cheese-makers  meet  together 
on  what  we  call  cheese  boards  on  a  couple  of 
days  in  each  month.  They  there  meet  the  buy¬ 
ers  who  come  to  purchase.  These  buyers  inspect 
the  cheese  for  themselves  at  certain  localities,  and 


enter  into  contracts  for  its  purchase  at  certain 
prices,  to  be  delivered  on  certain  days  ;  but  it  very 
frequently  occurs  between  the  time  of  purchase 
and  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  cheese  that 
prices  fall,  and  the  buyer  then  has  the  seller  at  an 
advantage.  He  says  to  the  cheese-maker  :  Your 
cheese  is  scarcely  up  to  the  standard,  and  I  can 
only  allow  you  so  much  for  it.  I  know  that  the  pro¬ 
ducers  of  cheese  in  the  Victoria  district  would  be 
glad  to  have  the  cheese  inspected  by  Government 
inspectors,  so  that  when  it  reaches  a  certain  standard 
they  can  claim  the  price  agreed  upon.  But  I  would 
like  to  see  the  Act  so  framed  that  it  will  be  optional 
to  have  the  cheese  inspected  anywhere. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  It  is  gratifying  to  know 
that  our  cheese  industry  has  made  such  rapid  strides 
as  it  has.  This  it  has  done  without  restriction  or 
limitation  or  Government  interference  ;  and  when 
we  find  this  industry  increasing  so  rapidly,  while 
other  branches  of  trade  are  not  increasing  as  rapidly 
as  we  would  like,  would  it  not  be  good  policy  to 
leave  well  enough  alone  ?  In  my  experience  buyers 
always  pay  for  the  cheese  when  it  is  delivered  at 
the  railway  station,  and  I  do  not  see  how  under 
that  method  any  one  is  placed  at  a  disadvantage.  I 
have  heard  farmers  say  that  the  best  paying 
brandies  of  farming  to-day  are  the  cheese  and 
butter  branches  ;  and  if  that  is  so,  would  it  not  be 
as  well  to  refrain  from  placing  any  imposts  upon 
these  articles  that  might  lie  prejudicial  to  the  in¬ 
terests  of  the  prQducers  ?  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Minister  what  staff  will  be  required  to  carry  on  this 
service  ? 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  As  I  stated  before,  this  is 
simply  putting  cheese  on  the  list  of  articles  subject 
to  the  General  Inspection  Act.  The  number  of 
officers  to  be  appointed  will  depend  upon  the  ap¬ 
plications  of  those  who  wish  to  take  advantage  of 
the  Act.  We  do  not  appoint  salaried  officers,  but 
place  the  machinery  before  the  public ;  and  the 
farmers  and  producers  and  others  may  then  utilize 
the  machinery  to  any  extent.  They  may  use  the 
system  of  inspection  or  not  use  it  as  they  please  ; 
and  as  regards  the  export  of  cheese,  an  inspector 
paid  by  fees  will  be  appointed  at  Montreal,  and  also 
one  perhaps  at  some  point  in  the  Maritime  Prov¬ 
inces  and  another  at  some  point  in  Quebec.  Three 
at  the  outside  will  be  appointed.  If  the  inspection 
is  wanted  at  the  factory,  the  machinery  will  be 
there,  and  we  will  apply  it. 

Mr.  FAIRBAIRN.  It  is  evident  the  hon. 
member  for  Grey  (Mr.  Landerkin)  scarcely  knows 
what  he  is  talking  about  when  he  takes  up 
this  question  of  cheese.  On  that  question  I  would 
back  my  judgment  against  his,  but  would  be 
quite  willing  to  yield  to  him  the  preference  in 
matters  of  medicine.  I  can  give  one  case  as  an 
instance  of  the  necessity  of  this  inspection.  A  fac¬ 
tory  in  South  Victoria  last  year  sold  a  quantity  of 
cheese  and  delivered  it,  but  after  delivery  the  price 
went  down,  and  the  buyers  refused  to  take  it  un¬ 
less  at  a  reduced  price.  The  consequence  was  that 
a  meeting  of  the  patrons  of  the  factory  was  held, 
and  the  salesman  said  to  them  :  If  you  will  bear 
with  me  and  do  without  your  money  for  a  while,  I 
will  ship  the  cheese  myself  and  run  the  risk  of 
having  a  good  result.  The  consequence  was  the 
farmers  were  kept  out  of  their  money  for  three  or 
four  months  until  returns  were  had  from  the  old 
country,  to  which  the  cheese  was  shipped,  and  they 
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then  received  a  good  deal  more  money  than  was 
offered  by  the  men  who  bought  it  in  the  first  in¬ 
stance.  If  we  had  had  a  Government  inspector  to 
call  on,  in  cases  of  disputes  of  that  kind,  that  diffi¬ 
culty  would  have  been  got  rid  of,  and  the  farmers 
would  have  had  their  money  three  or  four  months 
earlier.  It  is  in  very  bad  taste  for  lion,  gentlemen 
opposite  to  do  anything  against  the  interests  of  the 
farmers,  whose  hard  lot  they  have  been  deploring 
all  session.  Now,  however,  when  they  have  an 
opportunity  of  defending  the  farmer  against  mono¬ 
polies,  they  refuse  to  help  him.  I  will  just  say  to 
my  lion,  friend  that  while  I  am  quite  willing  to  bow 
to  his  opinion  in  matters  of  medicine,  I  must  ineist 
on  preferring  my  own  in  a  matter  of  this  kind  and 
what  is  of  interest  to  the  farmer. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
lion,  gentleman  what  difference  it  would  have  made 
whether  that  cheese  had  been  inspected  by  the 
Government  inspector  or  by  the  business  inspector 
who  did  inspect  it.  If,  after  the  price  had  gone 
down,  the  firm  refused  to  pay  the  full  price,  what 
remedy  would  a  Government  inspection  have  given 
which  the  sellers  have  not  now.  Does  the  lion, 
gentleman  know  what  he  is  talking  about?  I 
think  he  has  not  looked  at  this  Bill,  or  he  would 
say  that,  in  dealing  with  men  of  the  character  of 
the  buyers  he  referred  to,  the  difficulty  would  still 
remain,  whether  you  had  inspection  by  a  Govern¬ 
ment  inspector  or  not.  I  would  like  the  hon. 
gentleman  to  look  better  after  the  interests  of 
farmers  in  matters  of  this  kind,  because  if  the 
factories  will  sell  to  men  who  are  not  honourable, 
they  will  find  that  they  will  require  to  have  re¬ 
course  to  law  to  make  these  men  act  up  to  their 
contract,  if  they  are  worth  suing.  This  business 
has  been  doing  very  well,  and  I  do  not  see  why  we 
should  not  let  well  enough  alone.  There  may  be 
difficulties  in  the  way  without  the  Bill,  but  there 
may  perhaps  be  greater  difficulties  with  it. 

Mr.  FAIRBAIRN.  These  sales  are  all  made 
subject  to  inspection  by  the  very  men  who  buy 
them,  and  what  we  require  is  a  Government  inspec¬ 
tion  to  prove  that  the  cheese  sold  was  up  to  the 
mark. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  In  answer  to  the  hon. 
member  for  Leeds  (Mr.  Taylor)  who  has  said  that  the 
Dairymen’s  Associations  were  largely  composed  of 
cheese  buyers,  I  admit  that  there  are  a  great  many 
buyers  in  them,  but  there  is  hardly  a  cheese-maker 
in  Ontario  who  is  not  a  member  of  these  associations, 
and  a  very  large  number  of  the  farmers  are  direct¬ 
ors  of  the  joint-stock  factories  and  members  of  the 
associations  also,  so  that  these  associations  are  not 
in  the  hands  of  the  cheese  buyers.  I  wish  to  reply 
to  the  hon.  Minister  with  respect  to  his  astonish¬ 
ment  at  what  I  said.  I  am  astonished  at  his  action, 
because  he  said  he  woidd  not  take  action  in  the 
matter,  when  he  and  I  had  a  conversation  about  it, 
but  that  he  would  allow  it  to  stand  over  for  an¬ 
other  year.  Not  only  that,  but  I  said  I  would 
bring  the  matter  up  at  every  Farmers’  Institute  I 
attended,  and  the  Minister  replied  he  would  be 
happy  to  get  from  me  what  information  I  could 
collect.  I  am,  therefore,  astonished  at  his  action 
now,  after  that  conversation.  If  we  are  to  have 
an  inspection,  it  should  take  place  at  the  factory, 
before  the  cheese  goes  into  the  hands  of  the  buyer. 
As  I  said  before,  there  is  just  as  much  advantage 
in  keeping  the  cheese  in  good  condition  and  curing 
Mr.  Faikbairn. 


it  properly,  after  it  is  manufactured,  as  in  manu¬ 
facturing  it  properly  ;  and  when  it  is  taken  away 
from  the  factory  and  not  sent  direct  to  Montreal, 
but  put  into  a  cold  cellar  in  the  fall,  and  not 
in  a  spot  where  it  can  cure  properly,  it  is  often 
injured.  If  inspection  is  to  take  place,  let  it  take 
place  at  the  factory  where  it  is  made.  It  is  not  in 
the  interest  of  the  farmer  or  cheese-maker  to  let. 
the  cheese  go  from  the  factory  and  be  inspected 
either  at  Montreal  or  other  port  of  shipping,  be¬ 
cause  as  long  as  it  is  in  the  factory  and  inspected 
there,  if  any  dispute  arises,  the  manufacturers  can 
hold  the  cheese  and  resell  it,  but  once  out  of  their 
hands  they  can  have  no  control.  I  am  not  opposed 
so  much  to  inspection  as  to  the  inspection  of  the 
cheese  after  it  leaves  the  hands  of  the  seller  or  the 
farmer. 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  The  hon.  gentleman  does  not 
seem  to  have  understood  me.  He  made  the  bald 
statement  that  I  promised  him  that  this  would  lie 
over  until  next  session,  and  that  I  would  wait  until 
1  had  received  from  him  communication  of  his  in¬ 
terviews  with  the  different  associations  in  Ontario, 
before  bringing  down  the  Bill  next  session. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  You  did  not  say  you 
would  wait  on  me,  but  that  you  wanted  to  collect 
all  the  information  you  could,  and  would  be  happy 
to  receive  information  from  me. 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  No  doubt  I  said  so  to  the  hon. 
gentleman,  and  my  sense  of  courtesy  in  dealing 
with  him  would  naturally  prompt  me  to  say  so. 
That  is  exactly  what  I  did  tell  him,  and  that  is 
consistent  with  my  opening  remarks.  I  said,  when 
this  matter  was  first  brought  under  my  notice,  that 
I  would  prefer  letting  it  stand  over  and  not  deal¬ 
ing  with  it  this  session.  It  was  then  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  had  a  conversation  with  me,  and  it  was 
then  I  told  him  I  did  not  see  my  way  clear  to 
provide  regulations  and  lay  down  a  standard  and 
so  forth,  but  would  prefer  letting  the  matter  stand 
over.  I  said  also  that  I  would  be  very  glad  to  avail 
myself  of  any  information  he  could  give  me,  know¬ 
ing  that  he  was  thoroughly  conversant  with  that 
business.  But,  as  I  have  said,  since  then  the 
pressure  has  been  so  strong  that  I  thought  fit  to 
yield  to  the  general  demand  of  the  country  for  a 
measure  of  this  kind.  The  hon.  gentleman  has 
said  that  the  only  objection  had  was  that  the  in- 
pection  was  not  to  be  at  the  factories.  Well,  the 
Bill  does  not  prevent  inspection  at  the  factories. 
It  is  at  the  option  of  the  manufacturers  them¬ 
selves  to  have  the  inspection  there  or  in  Mont¬ 
real  or  elsewhere.  The  Bill  does  not  make  inspec¬ 
tion  compulsory  at  Montreal  or  anywhere  else, 
but  provides  machinery  for  the  trade  to  take 
advantage  of  when  and  where  they  will;  and 
in  bringing  down  this  Bill  I  yielded  to  the 
strong  pressure  brought  upon  me  from  all 
sections  of  the  country,  since  I  had  the  con¬ 
versation  the  hon.  gentleman  referred  to.  While 
I  did  tell  the  hon.  gentleman  that  I  con¬ 
curred  in  letting  the  matter  stand  till  another 
session,  the  hon.  gentleman  knows  that  was  my 
wish,  but  I  yielded  to  the  pressure  that  was. 
brought  from  all  quarters  for  a  measure  of  this  kind, 
and  then  I  told  my  hon.  friend  I  was  going  to 
introduce  this,  and  I  understood  that  his  only 
objection  was  that  the  inspection  should  be  at  the 
factory  instead  of  at  the  point  of  export. 
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Mr.  SPEAKER.  Under  what  mode  are  the 
samples  now  supplied  to  the  inspectors  ?  Is  it  by 
the  boards  of  trade? 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  hope  this  amendment  will 
remove  a  cause  of  complaint  which  is  very  pre¬ 
valent  in  the  section  of  the  country  from  which  I 
come.  The  millers  there  complain  that  the  wheat 
sent  from  Manitoba  and  the  North-West  under  the 
Winnipeg  inspection  is,  in  a  majority  of  cases, 
not  up  to  the  standard.  I  hope  the  proposal  in 
this  Rill  will  remove  that  cause  of  complaint. 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  That  is  the  object. 

Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock,  the 
Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

On  section  4, 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  I  propose  to  add  as  section 

111  : 

The  Governor  in  Council  may  make  regulations  for 
the  inspection  of  cheese,  or  bioinding  the  packages  there¬ 
of,  and  may  make  a  tariff  of  fees  and  charges  to  be  al¬ 
lowed  to  inspectors  for  such  inspection. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Making  a  tariff, — is 
that  tariff  to  be  submitted  to  the  House  for  ap¬ 
proval  ? 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  I  am  afraid  you  will  have  to 
trust  to  the  Governor  in  Council  to  make  the  tariff. 
Of  course,  we  will  make  the  tariff  as  light  as  pos¬ 
sible.  The  Government  will  endeavour  to  keep  the 
revenue  self-sustaining,  and  at  the  lowest  figure 
possible. 

Amendment  concurred  in  and  Bill  reported. 

ST.  JOHN  HARBOUR  COMMISSION. 

Mr.  FOSTER  moved  : 

That  the  House  resolve  itself  into  Committee  of  the 
Whole  to  consider  a  certain  resolution  (June  30)  to  autho¬ 
rize  the  raising  by  the  issue  of  debentures  of  the  sum  of 
$250,000  to  be  advanced  to  the  Harbour  Commissioners  at 
St.  John,  N.B. 

He  said  :  The  resolution  explains  itself.  It  is  to 
give  authority  to  advance  $250,000  to  the  Harbour 
Commissioners  of  St.  John.  There  was  an  Act 
passed  in  1882  constituting  a  Board  of  Harbour 
Commissioners  in  the  city  of  St.  John,  and  giving 
authority  to  the  Government  to  advance  $750,000. 
That  Act  has  never  been  taken  advantage  of  by  the 
city  of  St.  John,  and  one  of  the  reasons,  amongst 
others,  is  that  $750,000  is  not  sufficient  to  acquire 
the  property  and  make  the  improvements  that  are 
necessary  ;  so  that  if  the  harbour  had  been  put 
into  commission  with  that  amount,  the  work 
would  have  been  stopped,  and  the  harbour  would 
have  remained  incomplete.  It  is  calculated 
that  $1,000,000  will  be  sufficient  for  this  purpose, 
and  this  proposition  to  increase  the  amount  by 
$250,000  is  made  on  the  same  terms  and  for  the 
like  purposes  as  are  set  forth  in  the  Act  of  1882. 
If  any  hon.  gentleman  has  looked  up  that  Act  he 


will  see  that  it  is  well  and  strictly  drawn  in  every 
respect  to  safeguard  the  interests  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  I  need  not  take  up  the  time  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  saying  anything  with  reference  to  the 
commerce,  shipping  and  enterprise  of  the  city  of 
St.  John.  It  is,  however,  a  point  of  some  interest 
to  know  whether  there  are  sufficient  revenues  to 
ensure  the  Government  a  return  of  the  interest  oi\ 
the  investment,  for  it  is  an  investment.  I  have  a 
statement  here  of  the  revenues  of  the  harbour 
of  the  city  of  St.  John  since  1882,  which  show 
that  the  revenue  has  largely  increased  since  that 
year  ;  and  during  the  last  series,  say,  six  years, 
has  kept  remarkably  steady.  The  tonnage  has 
increased  outwards  and  inwards  and  runs  up  to  a 
little  over  half  a  million  tons  each  way  for  sea¬ 
going  vessels.  In  1882  the  income  of  the  port, 
over  which  the  city  has  exercised  control  and 
which  the  harbour- master  has  under  his  charge, 
was  $27,16(3.  In  1891  the  revenue  was  $34,647, 
and  for  the  last  six  years  the  revenue  has  been  re¬ 
markably  even,  being  in  1885  $30,476,  in  1887 
$31,779,  in  1891,  $34,647.  That,  however,  does 
not  take  in  all  the  revenues.  The  private  wharves 
which  will  be  acquired  by  the  commission  yield  a 
revenue  of  more  than  $15,000.  So  that,  taking 
last  year  as  an  example,  the  revenue  of  the  wharves 
of  the  city  of  St.  John  was  in  round  numbers 
$50,000.  The  interest  which  will  be  paid  is  at  the 
rate  of  4  per  cent,  so  that  when  the  whole 
$1,000,000  will  be  used,  which  will  not  be  the  case 
fora  certainnumber  of  years,  the  amount  paid  will  be 
$40,000.  The  revenue  will,  without  doubt,  largely 
increase,  because  for  lack  of  facilities  in  the 
harbour,  the  properties  are  not  as  productive  and 
the  revenues  are  not  as  great  as  they  wall  be  when 
improvements  are  made  and  facilities  offered,  and 
consequently  the  attractiveness  of  the  property  in¬ 
creased. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  What  contract  is  there 
between  the  city  of  St.  John  and  the  Dominion  as 
to  payment  of  interest  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  There  is  no  contract.  The  in¬ 
terest  on  the  investment  is  the  first  lien  on  the 
income  of  the  harbour.  It  is  enacted  by  the  Act 
of  1882  that  there  shall  be  five  commissioners,  three 
appointed  by  the  Government — which  gives  the 
Government  a  majority — one  by  the  board  of  trade 
of  the  city  and  one  by  the  city  council  ;  and  it  is 
also  enacted  by  the  same  statute  that  from  the  re¬ 
venues  shall  be  first  paid  the  interest  on  the  invest¬ 
ment  and  the  money  advanced  by  the  Government. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Do  I  understand  that  $500,000 
have  been  advanced  already  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Nothing  has  been  advanced. 
The  Act  of  1882  authorized  an  advance  of  that 
amount  of  money,  but  it  has  never  been  taken  ad¬ 
vantage  of,  owing  to  the  fact  that  it  was  not  suffi¬ 
cient  to  acquire  the  necessary  property  and  place 
the  harbour  in  a  proper  state,  and  ensure  facilities 
for  the  large  trade  of  St.  John. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Is  there  no  sinking 
fund  or  special  obligation  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  There  is  no  sinking  fund. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  do  not  intend,  at  all  events 
at  this  stage,  to  oppose  the  resolution,  but  the  hon. 
gentleman  will  fully  understand  that  the  informa¬ 
tion  which  he  has  given  to  the  House  should  have 
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been  placed  before  the  House  some  time  ago.  Per¬ 
haps  the  lion,  gentleman  will  lay  all  the  papers  on 
the  Table. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Everything  that  is  necessary  in 
the  way  of  information  will  be  cheerfully  given. 
With  respect  to  a  port  so  well  known  as  St.  John, 
the  record  of  which  is  embodied  in  the  public 
documents  issued  every  }7ear,  I  did  not  think  it 
necessary,  so  far  as  the  trade  is  concerned,  that 
information  should  be  laid  before  the  House. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Are  these  facts  from  the  public 
documents  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  They  are  semi-public.  They 
are  contained  in  petitions  asking  for  the  increase. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  suppose  there  is  an  applica¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  harbour  commissioners. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  harbour  commission  is  not 
formed.  The  Act  of  1882  gives  authority  to  form 
a  harbour  commission,  but  the  city  has  first  to  take 
advantage  of  that  Act. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Then  there  is  an  application 
on  the  part  of  the  city. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  No. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  On  whose  behalf  is  the  appli¬ 
cation  made  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Ey  the  members  for  the  city  and 
county  of  St.  John,  who  are  the  representatives  of 
the  people. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  want  to  see  the  application. 

Mr.  MoLEOD.  An  Act  was  passed  in  1882  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  placing  of  the  harbour  of  St.  John  in 
commission.  The  improvement  of  the  harbour  is  a 
matter  that  has  interested  the  citizens  of  St.  John 
for  some  time,  and  after  giving  the  subject  a  great 
deal  of  attention,  both  in  the  council  and  in  the 
board  of  trade,  the  Harbour  Act  of  1882  was  passed. 
It  provides  for  the  appointment  of  a  commission  of 
five  members,  three  to  be  appointed  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  including  the  chairman,  and  one  by  the 
board  of  trade,  and  one  by  the  common  council. 
There  was  also  local  legislation  obtained,  authoriz¬ 
ing  St.  John  city  to  sell  the  harbour  to  the  com¬ 
mission  when  it  was  formed,  and  providing  that 
this  could  only  be  done  by  a  two-thirds  vote  of 
the  common  council.  One  of  the  difficulties  with 
respect  to  our  harbour  is  the  number  of  owners. 
The  city  alone  has  control  of  the  harbour  and  owns 
many  of  the  wharves.  Then  there  are  private 
wharf-owners.  So  a  difficulty  exists  in  regard  to 
adopting  and  carrying  out  any  geueral  scheme 
of  improvement,  because  some  parties  who  own 
wharves  do  not  desire  any  improvement,  while 
others  desire  improvement.  The  object  of  appointing 
a  general  harbour  commission  has,  therefore,  been 
to  secure  the  carrying  out  of  a  general  scheme  of 
improvement.  In  connection  with  this  Act  author¬ 
izing  the  appointment  of  a  commission,  authority 
was  given  the  Government  to  advance  to  the 
commission,  when  formed,  $750,000,  $500,000  of 
which  was  to  be  paid  to  the  city  of  St.  John 
for  its  interest  in  the  harbour,  the  city  control¬ 
ling  the  harbour  and  owning  a  large  portion  of  the 
wharves.  The  balance  was  to  be  used  in  making  im¬ 
provements  and  in  buying  from  time  to  time  private 
wharves.  The  private  wharf-owners  objected  to  the 
scheme,  urging  that  it  was  scarcely  fair  to  put  them 
in  competition  with  the  commission,  and  that  their 
wharves  should  be  acquired  as  well  as  the  city 
Mr.  Laurier. 


wharves.  That  was  a  fair  proposition.  It  was 
ascertained,  however,  that  $750,000  would  not 
enable  the  commission  to  obtain  control  of  the 
entire  harbour  and  make  the  necessary  improve¬ 
ments,  and  so  the  city  has  not  taken  advantage 
of  the  Act.  The  expenditure  necessary  will  cover 
improvements  to  wharves  and  considerable  dredging, 
which  is  necessary  on  account  of  the  high  tides, 
and  the  ebb  and  flow  causing  filling-in  at  some  of 
the  wharves.  Some  other  improvements  are 
required,  one  of  which  is  to  provide  better 
facilities  for  the  shipment  of  grain.  These  are 
the  objects  we  have  in  view,  and  we  have -asked 
the  Government  to  increase  the  loan  from  $750,000 
to  $1,000,000.  The  Minister  of  Finance  has 
been  furnished  with  an  official  statement  of  the 
collections  from  the  city  wharves  during  the 
last  10  years.  These  are  matters  of  public 
record.  He  has  also  a  statement  of  the  average 
incomes  from  the  private  wharves.  The  actual 
revenue  from  all  the  wharves  to-day  is  about  $50,- 
000.  Of  course,  with  the  improvements  that  are 
contemplated,  we  expect  to  increase  the  revenue 
very  largely,  and  the  Act  provides  that  the  interest 
on  this  money  so  advanced  shall  be  the  first  charge 
on  the  revenues  of  the  wharves,  so  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  run  no  risk.  There  is  this  further  provision, 
that  the  commission  have  not  absolute  power  to 
make  the  expenditure,  but  are  still  controlled  by 
the  Government. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  the  House  has 
reason  to  complain  of  the  period  of  the  session  at 
which  the  Minister  of  Finance  has  brought  this 
matter  under  its  attention.  It  is  very  well  to  refer 
to  an  Act  of  ten  years  ago,  passed  before  two-thirds 
of  the  present  members  had  seats  in  the  House. 
This  measure  has  only  been  before  us  since  the  30th 
June,  and  we  are  just  at  the  close  of  the  session. 
It  seems  to  me,  if  the  Government  contemplated 
anything  of  the  sort,  it  ought  to  have  been  brought 
under  the  attention  of  Parliament  at  a  very  early 
period  of  the  session.  I  understand  from  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  Minister  that  the  city  of  St.  John,  as  a 
municipal  body,  has  not  made  any  application  in 
this  matter.  The  hon.  members  for  St.  John  are 
here  as  any  other  members  of  the  House.  They 
are  here  as  members  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada. 

Mr.  McLEOI).  While  the  council  have  not 
made  any  application  as  a  council,  the  members  of 
the  common  council  of  St.  John  have  been  in  com¬ 
munication  with  my  colleagues  and  myself  in  regard 
to  this  matter.  In  fact,  some  of  the  information 
was  furnished  by  the  mayor  himself. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Botlnvell).  It  is  easy  to  be  seen 
that  these  gentlemen  spoke  not  in  their  official  but 
in  their  private  capacity.  They  cannot  speak  to 
the  hon.  gentleman  in  their  official  capacity.  They 
have  not  taken  any  steps  in  council,  yet  you  pro¬ 
pose  to  impose  obligations  upon  them  to  which 
they  are  not  in  any  way  parties. 

Mr.  SKINNER.  This  cannot  impose  anything 
upon  the  council,  because  the  council  cannot  put 
the  harbour  in  commission  unless  they  pass  that  by 
a  two-thirds  vote,  so  under  the  proposed  legislation 
t  is  left  to  the  council. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  do  not  know  how 
that  may  be  nor  is  it  of  great  consequence.  What 
is  important  to  this  House  is  that  obligations  of 
this  sort  ought  to  be  incurred  in  the  interest  of 
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commerce  when  they  are  incurred  at  all,  and,  as 
the  city  has  a  special  interest  in  the  matter  there 
ought  to  have  been  some  understanding  between 
the  city  and  the  Government  before  the  Govern¬ 
ment  proposed  this  scheme.  This  is  partly  in  the 
interest  of  the  Dominion  as  affecting  the  commerce 
of  the  country,  and  it  is  specially  in  the  interest  of 
the  city  of  St.  John,  and  the  city  ought  to  have 
spoken  before  the  lion,  gentleman  came  here  to 
Parliament.  We  do  not  know  yet  what  the  city 
will  be  prepared  to  assent  to,  and  the  Government 
and  the  city  ought  to  have  agreed  to  a  scheme  or  plan 
before  the  Government  proposed  to  take  a  million 
of  dollars  from  the  Treasury  of  Canada  or  loan  it 
upon  the  credit  of  Canada  to  St.  John  at  4  per 
cent  interest.  I  think  it  would  be  of  considerable 
importance  if,  before  this  matter  comes  before  us 
again,  the  Minister  could  state  to  the  House  what 
is  the  relation  of  the  Government  to  each  of  the 
other  large  centres  of  commerce  in  the  Dominion, 
such  as  Toronto,  Halifax,  Montreal  and  Quebec, 
and  I  believe  Three  Rivers,  which  had  an  advance 
from  the  Dominion,  and  we  ought  to  have  some 
general  scheme  or  plan  on  which  the  Government 
propose  to  proceed  so  that  we  may  know  whether 
we  are  making  an  appropriation  absolutely  at  the 
expense  of  the  whole  people  of  Canada  or  an  appro¬ 
priation  to  be  borne  by  the  trade  and  commerce  of 
the  harbour  of  the  city  of  St.  John.  I  would  be 
very  far  from  saying  that  we  should  deal  less  favour¬ 
ably  with  the  city  of  St.  John  than  we  do  with  the 
other  cities  of  the  Dominion,  but  some  plan  or 
scheme,  properly  considered  and  worked  out,  should 
be  placed  before  Parliament  so  that  it  may  know 
precisely  what  it  is  doing.  That  has  not  been 
done,  and  is  not  being  done,  and  there  is  no 
opportunity  of  considering  this  subsidy  as  its 
importance  requires  at  this  period  of  the  session. 
I  do  not  suppose  the  city  of  St.  John  will  be 
disposed  to  take  any  action  now.  In  fact  it  is  scarcely 
possible  that  it  can  do  so  before  Parliament  meets 
again.  We  are  now  at  midsummer  and  the  whole 
scheme  should  be  placed  before  Parliament  at  an 
early  day,  and  it  should  be  well  considered  both  by 
the  city  of  St.  John  and  the  Government,  and 
Parliament  should  have  an  opportunity,  with  full 
information  as  to  what  has  been  done  elsewhere, 
and  the  conditions  and  circumstances,  to  consider  a 
general  plan  under  which  all  the  large  commercial 
ports  of  the  Dominion  may  be  placed  on  a  footing 
of  equality.  The  present  method  is  treating  the 
House  of  Commons,  which  should  be  the  body 
exercising  paramount  authority  in  regard  to  all 
matters  of  expenditure,  as  a  mere  registering  body 
in  regard  to  matters  which  the  Government  may 
have  hurriedly  determined  upon  and  which  up  to 
this  moment,  as  the  Minister  states,  appear  not  to 
have  been  even  cursorily  considered. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  There  might  be  a  good  deal  in  what 
the  lion,  gentleman  says  if  this  Rill  was  new  legisla¬ 
tion,  but  in  1882  the  House,  which  was  then  the 
result  of  the  people’s  wishes  as  the  present  Parlia¬ 
ment  is,  went  through  all  the  clauses  of  a  long  Rill 
and  settled  the  whole  plan  on  which  this  advance 
was  to  be  made.  The  powers  the  city  should  have 
anil  the  powers  the  Government  should  have  were 
then  considered. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Rothwell).  That  was  ten  years 
ago. 


Mr.  FOSTER.  Yes,  but  what  we  propose  now 
is  not  to  begin  new  legislation,  but  to  advance 
$250,000  more  than  the  power  then  given  authorized 
us  to  do.  I  will  get  all  the  information  I  possibly 
can  as  to  some  of  the  other  principal  ports  before 
the  reading  of  the  Rill,  but  it  is  impossible  to  adopt 
a  uniform'  system  for  all  our  ports  or  even  for  all 
our  maritime  ports.  They  differ  as  to  the  disposi¬ 
tions  of  the  people  as  to  how  a  harbour  should  be 
carried  on.  Some  will  not  put  it  under  a  commis¬ 
sion,  and  others  think  that  is  the  better  plan.  We 
have  to  study  the  feelings  and  views  of  the  people, 
and  no  uniform  scheme  would  be  adaptable  to  all 
the  harbours.  As  my  lion,  friend  from  St.  John 
stated,  this  is  no  compulsion.  The  city  of  St.  John, 
represented  by  its  council,  is  not  compelled  to  take 
advantage  of  this  Act.  They  know  in  advance 
what  amount  they  can  expect,  and  they  will  con¬ 
sider  whether  it  will  be  sufficient  or  not.  If  they 
consider  the  Act  beneficial,  they  will  adopt  it  of 
their  own  free  will.  It  is  a  matter  entirely  at 
their  option. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  This  is  a  very  important 
matter.  The  experience  of  old  Canada  in  lending 
money  to  the  municipalities  for  harbour  improve¬ 
ments  proved  to  be  very  unsatisfactory  in  the  end. 
In  a  great  many  cases  the  moneys  so  lent  were 
never  returned.  Now,  we  have  already  lent  some 
money  in  the  Maritime  Provinces,  and  I  do  not 
think  we  have  received  very  much  in  return.  I 
would  like  to  know  if  the  interest  on  the  $300,000 
which  was  lent  to  build  a  bridge  across  the  St. 
John  River,  has  been  regularly  and  annually  paid. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Yes,  the  interest  has  been 
regularly  paid  on  that  investment. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  House  resolved  itself  into 
committee. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Can  any  of  the  lion,  members 
from  the  city  of  St.  John  explain  why  no  action  has 
been  taken  under  this  Act  for  the  last  ten  years? 

Mr.  McLEOD.  As  I  have  stated,  the  $750,000 
has  been  available,  but  it  was  not  sufficient  to 
enable  the  commission  to  acquire  all  the  private 
wharves  necessary  to  make  the  improvements.  The 
private  wharf-owners  naturally  said  :  It  is  not  fair 
to  us  that  the  city  shall  sell  its  wharves  and  place 
the  whole  harbour  under  the  control  of  the  com¬ 
mission,  without  our  wharves  being  transferred  to 
the  commission  at  the  same  time  ;  and  the  $750,000 
was  not  sufficient  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  is  the  present  liability 
of  the  city  ? 

Mr.  McLEOD.  The  city  has  no  liability  on  the 
wharves  beyond  the  city  bonds  which  have  been 
issued,  and  which  are  to  be  retired  out  of  this 
money.  The  amount  is  under  $50,000,  though  I 
do  not  know  exactly  how  much  it  is.  The  reve¬ 
nues  obtained  by  the  city  from  the  wharves  in  1891 
amounted  to  something/ over  $30,000. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Are  the  Government  in  pos¬ 
session  of  an  estimate  of  the  private  property  which 
is  to  be  purchased  ? 

Mr.  McLEOD.  Yes. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  suppose  that  will  be  brought 
down  also. 

Resolution  reported. 
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HARBOUR  OF  THREE  RIVERS. 

Bill  (No.  98)  respecting  the  Harbour  Commis¬ 
sioners  of  Three  Rivers  was  read  the  second  time, 
considered  in  committee,  reported,  read  the  third 
time  and  passed. 

Mr.  BOWELL  moved  the  adjournment  of  the 
House. 

Motion  agreed  to ;  and  House  adjourned  at  9  p.m. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Monday,  4th  July,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Eleven  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

CHARGES  AGAINST  A  MEMBER. 

Mr.  Landerkin  proceeded  to  ask  a  question 
respecting  certain  charges  published  in  a  newspaper 
reflecting  on  a  member  of  the  House. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  would  like  to  draw  the 
attention  of  the  House  to  the  rule  with  regard  to 
questions.  It  is  this  : 

“  It  is  not  proper  to  put  a  question  on  the  Paper  affecting 
the  character  or  the  conduct  of  a  member.” 

In  my  opinion,  it  is  just  as  improper  to  quote  a 
letter  from  a  newspaper  and  base  a  question  upon 
that  letter,  which  affects  the  character  of  a  member, 
as  it  is  to  put  a  question  directly  affecting  his  char¬ 
acter. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  was  about  finishing  the 
question. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  My  opinion  is  the  question  is 
improper.  Of  course  it  is  for  the  House  to  say 
whether  my  ruling  is  correct  or  otherwise.  I  had 
not  looked  at  the  question  until  the  hon.  gentleman 
began  to  put  it ;  but  looking  at  it  and  reading  the 
statements  it  contains,  one  of  which  is  that  the 
hon.  member  for  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Dewdney)  pro¬ 
cured  the  telling  of  a  lie  by  his  groom,  it  appears 
to  me  that  that  is  a  reflection  on  the  conduct  of  a 
member  which  ought  not  to  be  put  in  the  form  of  a 
question. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  am  not  responsible  for 
the  question. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes,  you  are,  if  you 
put  it  on  paper  and  ask  it. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  The  criminal  code  is  not 
adopted  yet,  so  I  suppose  it  is  not  a  crime. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  a  violation  of  the 
practice  of  the  House,  and  is  not  decent. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Was  it  indecent  for  me  to 
read  that  he  told  the  lie  or  for  him  to  tell  the  lie  ? 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  Order.  The  hon.  gentleman 
is  out  of  order,  but  he  may  appeal  from  my 
ruling. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  What  is  your  ruling  ? 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  ruled  that  the  question  is 
improper. 

SPANISH  WEST  INDIES— EXPORTS. 

Mr.  FORBES  asked,  Will  imports  into  the 
Spanish  West  India  ports  from  Canada  be  there 
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received  on  equally  favourable  terms  with  similar 
imports  from  the  United  States  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  have  nothing  further  to  add  to 
the  information  I  gave  the  House  on  Saturday. 

69th  BATTALION  OF  ANNAPOLIS. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Annapolis)  asked,  Why  it  was  the 
69th  Battalion,  of  Annapolis,  N.S.,  was  not  called 
out  to  Camp  Aldershot  this  year  ? 

Mr.  BOWELL.  The  reason  was  the  same  that 
existed  in  regard  to  a  large  number  of  other 
battalions,  that  there  was  not  enough  money  to 
drill  the  whole  force,  and  this  battalion  had  to 
remain  at  home  like  many  others.  There  were  no 
other  reasons,  and  the  probabilities  are  that  this 
battalion  may  be  called  out  next  year. 

RIVER  SYDENHAM  FLOODS. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Before  the  Orders  of 
the  Day  are  proceeded  with,  I  would  refer  to  a 
matter  I  brought  under  the  attention  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  Supply,  on  Saturday  evening,  in  reference 
to  the  disasters  produced  by  floods  on  the  River 
Sydenham,  and  I  have  also  privately  called  the 
attention  of  the  Minister  of  Finance  to  the  damages 
that  parties  in  that  locality  have  sustained.  My 
information  is  that  these  damages  considerably 
exceed  $100,000,  and  that  the  actual  damage  to  the 
crops  amounts  to  something  like  $70,000. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  That  is  included  in  the  $100,000. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Yes.  Of  course  that 
affects  a  considerable  extent  of  farming  territory, 
and  while,  if  it  affected  only  a  few  individuals, 
others  in  the  locality  would  have  come  to  their 
assistance,  where  it  affects  perhaps  one  hundred, 
families  in  all,  it  is  quite  out  of  the  power  of  those 
in  the  immediate  locality  to  give  that  relief.  I 
again  ask  the  Government  if  they  are  disposed  to- 
ask  Parliament  to  contribute  something  towards, 
the  present  relief  of  this  population.  There  is  no¬ 
doubt  the  county  would  be  disposed  to  do  some¬ 
thing,  but  at  the  same  time  I  do  not  think  it  would 
be  improper,  looking  at  what  was  done  in  the  case 
of  the  Hull  fire,  that  some  contribution  should  be 
made  out  of  the  public  treasury.  Of  course  the 
hon.  gentleman  will  understand  that,  happening  as 
this  does,  on  the  eve  of  the  harvest,  it  is  a  loss 
which  these  people  cannot  repair  in  the  present 
season, 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  have  nothing  further  to  say  in 
addition  to  what  I  said  on  Saturday,  except  that  the- 
Government  have  had  no  opportunity  since  of  con¬ 
sidering  the  matter.  Of  course  it  is  difficult  for 
the  Dominion  Government  to  undertake  to  alleviate 
these  local  distresses  which  arise  from  wind,  or  fire,, 
or  storm,  or  the  like  of  that. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  We  did  in  the  case  of 
Hull. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Our  rule  has  been  very  general,, 
and  exception  has  only  been  made  in  one  or  two- 
extreme  cases  such  as  the  St.  John  fire  and  the 
Hull  fire.  However,  the  Government  have  not  had 
time  to  consider  the  matter  yet. 

VOTERS’  LISTS,  1891. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  third  reading  of 
Bill  (No.  67)  respecting  the  voters’  lists  of  1891. 
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Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  The  House  is  aware  that 
there  has  been  a  great  deal  of  dispute  in  reference 
to  the  voters’  list  in  the  city  of  London.  As  it  now 
stands,  it  contains  over  “230  bogus  names,  declared  to 
he  bogus,  declared  that  the  men  represented  by  these 
names  have  no  right  to  the  franchise  in  the  city  of 
London,  and  so  declared  by  the  Conservative  revis¬ 
ing  officer  who  revised  the  list.  It  is  an  intolerable 
hardship  that  such  a  state  of  things  should  continue. 
It  might  be  that  an  election  might  take  place,  as 
human  life  is  mutable,  or  there  might  be  a  general 
election  before  the  list  is  revised  again.  I  move  : 

That  the  Bill  be  not  now  read  the  third  time  but  be 
referred  back  to  Committee  of  the  Whole  with  instructions 
to  amend  the  same  by  adding  the  words  “  except  in  the 
city  of  London  ”  to  the  second  clause. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  think  the 
lion,  gentleman  has  given  sufficient  reason  for  the 
House  to  refer  the  Bill  back  to  committee  in  order  to 
adopt  this  amendment.  I  understand  his  argument 
to  be  that  the  revising  officer  decided  that  there 
were  names  on  the  list  which  ought  not  to  be  there, 
and  in  consequence  of  that  the  lion,  gentlemen  is  of 
opinion  that  there  should  he  a  revision  in  the  city 
of  London.  I  do  not  know  that  the  same  state  of 
affairs  exists  in  other  constituencies,  but  I  suppose 
in  every  constituency  there  has  been  more  or  less 
contest  as  to  the  revision,  and  that  in  most  consti¬ 
tuencies  there  are  some  parties  dissatisfied  with  the 
revision  who  would  like  to  have  it  made  over  again. 
These  matters  have  been  left  for  adjudication  by 
the  proper  authorities  and  the  proper  legal  course 
has  been  pursued,  I  presume  in  every  case,  to  test 
whether  the  revision  should  lie  disturbed  or  not. 
The  usual  legal  remedies  having  been  exhausted, 
the  only  question  is  whether  the  lists  made  last 
year  should  stand  good  for  another  year  without 
any  further  revision  or  not.  If  the  House  should 
make  an  exception  in  one  case,  I  do  not  see  why 
the  same  reasons  should  not  apply  to  a  general 
revision.  When  the  Bill  was  introduced,  it  was  the 
understanding  that  no  revision  would  take  place 
this  year,  and  the  Revising  officers  were  instructed 
not  to  proceed  with  the  revision  this  year,  which  it 
would  otherwise  have  been  their  duty  to  do  about 
the  1st  of  June.  Notwithstanding  the  time  has 
elapsed,  if  it  is  considered  necessary  to  have  a 
revision,  we  are  prepared  to  go  on  with  it  and  to 
have  it  made  in  every  part  of  the  country,  but,  in 
view  of  the  indications  which  were  given  to  the 
House  by  the  Minister  who  introduces  this  Bill,  it 
is  considered  advisable  to  avoid  having  a  revision 
this  year  in  order  to  save  expense  and  also  in  view 
of  some  amendments  which  it  is  intended  to  pro¬ 
pose  to  the  Bill.  There  is  no  reason  why  London 
should  be  made  an  exception  or  why  this  expense 
should  be  incurred  there,  if  it  is  unnecessary  else¬ 
where.  The  contingency  of  a  bve-election  in  the 
city  of  London  is  very  remote  and  hardly  sufficient 
to  make  it  necessary,  I  suppose,  to  call  for  a  special 
revision  there. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  do  not  think  the  case 
of  London  stands  in  the  same  position  as  any  other 
electoral  district  as  far  as  I  know.  I  think  I  have 
in  my  desk  a  copy  of  the  evidence  taken  before  the 
revising  officer.  I  understand  the  position  to  be 
this  :  There  were  230  names  that  the  revising  officer 
struck  off’  the  list  on  the  ground  that  they  were 
not  possessed  of  the  necessary  qualifications  ;  these 
230  names  are  still  left  upon  the  list.  Application 
was  made  to  the  county  judge — the  Minister 


knows  well,  and  the  House  knows  wells  the  con¬ 
troversy  that  took  place  and  the  decision  incident¬ 
ally  given  by  the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  and  the 
Court  of  Appeals  with  regard  to  that  matter — and 
the  county  judge  decided  that  these  names  should 
be  allowed  to  remain  on  the  list,  not  because  the 
parties  had  any  claim  to  be  there  on  the  ground  of 
qualification,  but  on  the  ground  that  the  notice 
for  the  removal  was  not  such  a  notice  as  the  law  re¬ 
quires.  It  was  upon  that  ground  alone  that  the 
county  judge  allowed  these  names  to  remain. 
Now,  it  seems  to  me  that  when  the  fact  is  shown 
that  the  revising  officer  decidetl  that  these  names 
should  go  off  on  the  ground  that  the  parties  had  no 
qualification,  and  that  they  were  retained  simply 
on  the  ground  that  the  notice  had  not  been  adequate, 
it  is  certainly  an  abuse  of  power  to  put  the  names 
upon  the  list,  and  I  think  that  these  names,  under 
the  circumstances,  should  not  be  allowed  to  remain. 
I  am  not  awere  of  any  other  case - 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  was  going  to  ask 
my  hon.  friend  if  he  was  not  aware  that  that  is  the 
case  in  a  great  many  constituencies,  perhaps  not  to 
the  same  extent  ;  but  the  ruling  sometimes  has 
been  against  one  party  and  sometimes  against 
another.  But  in  a  great  many  constituencies,  I 
think  fully  one-half,  the  applications  have  been 
ruled  out  on  the  ground  of  insufficient  notice. 

Mr.  MILLS  'Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
will  find  that  there  are  not  many  such  ;  I  do  not 
believe  he  will  find  two  per  cent.  In  almost  every 
case  the  revising  officer  is  himself  a  county  judge, 
and  therefore  his  decision,  where  he  held  that  the 
notice  was  not  adequate,  would  also  fail  to  estab¬ 
lish  the  absence  of  any  qualification.  The  Minister 
will  see  that  in  this  case  the  evidence  was  taken 
before  the  revising  officer,  and  the  fact  that  they 
did  not  possess  the  qualification  was  established, 
which  makes  this  case  differ  from  any  others,  so 
far  as  I  know. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  not 
been  fully  informed  of  the  facts.,  I  am  in  a  position 
to  assert  positively  that  a  large  number  of  these 
gentlemen  declined  to  appear,  because  they  relied 
on  the  advice  of  their  counsel  that  they  had  no 
business  to  appear,  and  if  they  did,  they  would 
waive  the  legal  right  they  at  first  had,  to  avail 
themselves  of  appeal,  and  a  large  number  did  not 
appeal.  These  things  are  well  known  ;  the  proceed¬ 
ings  were  published  in  the  London  papers  at  the 
time  the  dispute  arose  about  the  action  of  Judge 
Elliott.  Certainly  40  or  50  declined  to  appear  who 
resided  in  the  neighbourhood  of  London.  Another 
thing  the  hon.  gentleman  forgets.  Even  where 
the  evidence  was  taken,  the  other  parties  did  not 
appear,  and  only  ex  parte  evidence  -was  given.  But 
apart  from  all  that,  surely  the  hon.  gentleman  will 
not  seriously  argue  that  it  is  not  a  good  answer,  on 
a  contest  whether  a  name  should  be  on  the  voters’ 
list,  to  object  to  the  notice,  and  if  the  notice  is  held 
to  be  bad,  that  ends  the  dispute.  That  proposition 
holds  good,  not  only  in  these  courts,  but  in  all 
others ;  if  a  party  who  seeks  to  attack  another  does 
not  make  out  a  legal  case  against  him,  he  has  no 
right  to  complain  afterwards  of  an  unjust  decision. 
In  my  own  experience,  limited  to  my  own  county, 
I  have  seen  but  very  few  revisions  in  which  one 
party  or  the  other  did  not  succeed  in  preventing  an 
enquiry  by  showing  insufficiency  of  notice.  I  have 
seen  cases  stated  in  the  press,  notably  in  the  city 
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of  Hamilton,  and  nobody  complained  of  there  being 
any  injustice  because  the  decisions  of  the  courts 
were  upheld.  If  it  were  a  bye-election,  it  would  be 
a  different  proposition  altogether ;  it  would  be 
quite  proper  that  protection  should  be  given,  and 
that  a  mistake  should  be  remedied.  I  will  venture 
to  say  that  in  20  per  cent  of  the  ridings  of  Ontario 
such  things  have  happened,  and  people  have  been 
shut  out  because  the  notices  were  held  to  be  insuffi¬ 
cient. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  It  is  quite  possible  there  was 
no  complaint  in  any  of  these  cases  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  alludes  to,  but  here  there  was  a  complaint  that 
an  injustice  had  been  done,  and  that  is  the' reason 
why  there  should  be  a  revision.  In  the  other  cases, 
if  there  was  no  complaint,  that  was  a  reason  why 
there  should  be  no  other  revision. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  There  was  a  good  deal  of  com¬ 
plaint  from  one  side  or  the  other.  Your  case  is 
where  there  is  dissatisfaction.  What  I  am  arguing 
is  that  in  the  other  cases  they  submitted  to  the 
decision  ;  here  they  do  not  want  to  submit  to  the 
•decision. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  think  that  in  justice  to 
the  electors  of  the  city  of  London  the  Minister  of 
Justice  should  consent  to  a  revision  of  that  parti¬ 
cular  list  during  this  year.  Now,  the  facts  of  the 
case,  so  far  as  I  understand  them,  are  these  :  In 
preparing  the  preliminary  list  the  judge  gave  notice 
that  he  intended  to  add  a  number  of  names  in  the 
city  of  London.  Then  we  objected  to  these  names 
being  added  to  the  list,  giving  notice  that  they 
were  not  qualified,  without  stating  specifically  in 
what  the  disqualification  consisted.  The  result 
was  that,  when  the  case  came  before  the  judge  the 
Conservative  party  held  that  the  notice  was  not 
sufficient,  that  in  the  notice  the  grounds  on 
which  they  were  qualified  should  be  set  out.  The 
revising  officer  accepted  the  objection,  but  decided 
to  give  them  three  days  longer  to  put  in  the  neces¬ 
sary  notices  of  qualification.  On  the  expiration  of 
the  three  days  the  Conservatives  raised  the  objection 
that  the  judge  had  no  right  to  extend  the  time, 
and  they  entered  an  appeal  against  his  deci¬ 
sion.  That  appeal  was  carried  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Ontario  and  argued  before  the  court.  The 
judges  at  that  time  declined  to  make  an  order  de¬ 
claring  that  the  judge  should  pursue  a  certain 
course,  and  as  the  time  for  the  election  was  ap¬ 
proaching  the  result  was  that  before  a  decision 
could  be  reached  a  proper  revision  of  the  lists  was 
not  completed  before  the  election  took  place,  this 
being  due  to  one  movement  and  another  made  on 
behalf  of  the  Conservative  party.  These  men  were 
thus  permitted  to  vote.  I  do  not  think  the  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Justice,  or  any  one  who  understands  the  facts 
connected  with  the  revision  of  the  London  lists, 
will  decline  to  admit  that  there  are  very  many 
names  there  that  should  under  the  last  revision  be 
struck  off,  the  names  of  men  whose  right  to  vote 
should  have  been  tested  in  accordance  with  the  ap¬ 
peal  made  by  the  party  which  objected  to  these 
names  being  on  the  list.  The  application  of  the 
provisions  of  the  Franchise  Act  to  this  voters’  list 
failed  to  reach  these  people  owing  to  the  technical 
objections  ixtised  from  time  to  time  by  the  Conser¬ 
vative  party,  and  by  these  means  the  names  still 
remain  on  the  list.  I  contend  there  is  no  other 
constituency  where  the  same  irregularities  in  re- 
gard  to  revision  have  occurred  as  in  London.  Why 
Mr.  Tisdale. 


should  we  continue  to  put  on  the  voters’list  a  number 
of  names  which  represent  simply  bogus  votes ; 
and  we  have  a  right  to  say  they  are  bogus  votes 
because  the  justice  of  their  retention  on  the  voters’ 
list  has  never  been  shown,  and  although  their 
right  to  be  on  the  list  has  been  contested,  the 
question  has  never  been  decided.  We  should  give 
those  who  object  to  these  names  being  on  the  list 
an  opportunity  of  deciding  whether  they  should 
be  retained  on  the  list  or  not.  There  is  not 
another  case  where  there  is  such  evidence  of 
flagrant  irregularities  as  in  London,  where  the  law 
has  completely  failed  to  purge  the  list  of  objec¬ 
tionable  votes.  The  Minister  of  Justice  has  said 
there  is  not  a  constituency  which  has  not  names 
on  its  voters’  list  which  should  be  removed.  But 
the  provisions  of  the  Franchise  Act  have  been 
applied  fully  and  fairly  in  every  division  except 
London,  and  why  should  we  decline  to  make  full 
application  of  the  Franchise  Act  to  London  and 
allow  the  provisions  of  the  statute  to  be  defeated 
by  technical  objections  ?  There  must  be  an  object 
in  allowing  these  names  to  improperly  remain  on 
the  list.  We  do  not  know  how  long  any  hon. 
member  may  be  entitled  to  a  seat  in  the  House, 
for  death  may  occur  and  London  may  be  opened, 
and  in  such  an  event  these  names  would  still 
appear  on  the  list  and  the  men  would  be  again 
allowed  to  vote.  There  is  not  another  consti¬ 
tuency  in  the  Dominion  where  there  has  been  such 
evidence  of  the  failure  of  the  present  4ct,  and  that 
is  the  strongest  argument  that  can  be  advanced 
why  we  should  apply  without  delay  the  provisions 
of  the  Franchise  Act  and  have  a  revision  of  the 
voters’  lists  of  that  city  and  purge  the  list  of  those 
names  which  have  no  right  to  appear  there. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  was  sorry  to  hear  the 
Minister  of  Justice  state  that  there  were  many 
constituencies  in  which  the  same  state  of  things 
prevailed  in  regard  to  the  voters’  lists  as  existed  in 
London.  It  is  a  lamentable  state  of  affairs,  if  such 
is  the  case,  and  the  Minister  of  Justice  should  at 
once  take  steps  to  remove  such  great  defects  as  are 
found  to  exist  in  the  voters’list  of  London.  It  is 
reasonable  that  the  amendment  moved  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Middlesex  ( Mr.  Armstrong)  should  be 
adopted,  and  that  delay  should  take  place  in  order 
to  have  a  proper  revision  carried  out  and  these 
wrongs  remedied.  There  is  no  one  who  under¬ 
stands  the  matter  who  will  not  be  prepared  to  admit 
that  there  are  complaints  of  a  very  serious  character 
in  regard  to  the  voters’list  in  London,  which  it  is 
desirable  this  House  should  remedy  and  remove. 
It  is  a  reflection  on  the  character  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  those  who  support  them  to  allow  such  a 
system  to  continue,  without  urging  the  advisability 
of  a  new  revision  taking  place.  If  names  impro¬ 
perly  appear  on  the  voters’  list,  they  should  be 
struck  off,  and  the  adoption  of  the  amendment 
would  give  the  Government  an  opportunity  to  have 
this  list  revised,  and  if  the  names  of  parties  had 
been  excluded  by  reason  of  insufficient  evidence, 
they  should  have  an  opportunity  of  having  their 
names  inserted,  and  if  names  had  been  placed  on 
the  list  improperly,  they  should  be  removed. 
Such  would  be  the  proper  course  to  take  in  order 
that  justice  might  be  done  to  all  parties. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  desire  to  offer  a 
word  of  explanation.  I  did  not  say  that  the  exact 
state  of  affairs  stated  to  have  prevailed  in  London 
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exists  in  many  constituencies,  but  I  said  that  in  a 
great  many  constituencies  applications  have  failed 
from  technical  defects. 

House  divided  on  amendment  of  Mr.  Armstrong  : 


THIRD  READING. 

Bill  (No.  95)  further  to  amend  the  General  Inspec¬ 
tion  Act. — (Sir  John  Thompson.) 


Yeas  : 


SECOND  AND  THIRD  READING. 


Allan, 

Armstrong. 

Bain  (Wentworth), 
Bowers, 

Bowman, 

Campbell, 

Edgar, 

Forbes, 

Fraser, 

Geotfrion,  , 

Gibson, 

Godbout, 

Grieve, 

Landerkin, 

Laurier, 


Messieurs 

Lister, 

Macdonald  (Huron), 
McMillan  (Huron), 
McMullen, 
Mignault, 

Mills  (Bothwell), 
Paterson  (Brant), 
Perry, 

Rowand, 

Sanborn, 

Semple. 

Somerville, 

Sutherland, 

Vaillancourt, 

Yeo. — 30. 

Nays  : 

Messieurs 


Amyot, 

Baker, 

Bowell, 

Boyle, 

Carling. 

Caron  (Sir  Adolphe), 
Cockburn, 

Costigan, 

Daly, 

Davin, 

Denison, 

Desjardins  (L’Islet), 
Dewdney, 

Dickey, 

Dugas, 

Dupont, 

Earle, 

Fairbairn, 

Ferguson  (Renfrew), 
Foster, 

Gordon, 

Grandbois, 

Guillet, 

Haggart, 

Henderson, 

Hodgins, 

Hughes, 

Kenny, 

Langevin  (Sir  Hector), 
LaRivi&re, 

Lipp6, 

Macdonald  (King’s), 
Ministerial. 


McAlister, 

McDonald  (Victoria), 
McDougald  (Pictou), 
McDougall  (Cape  Breton), 
McLeod, 

Mara, 

Masson, 

Mills  (Annapolis), 
MoncriefF, 

Montague, 

O’Brien, 

Patterson  (Colchester), 
Pridham, 

Putnam. 

Robillard, 

Roome, 

Ross  (Lisgar), 

Simard, 

Skinner, 

Stairs, 

Taylor, 

Temple, 

Thompson  (Sir  John), 
Tisdale, 

Turcotte, 

Tyrwhitt, 

Wallace, 

Weldon, 

White  (Cardwell), 

Wilson, 

Wood  (Brockville). — 63. 


Opposition. 


Mr.  Corbould,  Mr.  Davies  (P.E.I.), 

Mr.  Macdonald  (Winnipeg),  Mr.  Choq-uette, 

Mr.  Frechette,  Mr.  Lavergne, 

Mr.  Chapleau,  Mr.  Guay, 

Mr.  Ouimet,  Mr.  Rinfret, 

Mr.  Wood  (Westmoreland),  Mr.  Welsh, 

Mr.  Tupper.  Mr.  Flint. 


Mr.  TAYLOR.  I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that 
the  hon.  member  for  St.  John  has  not  voted. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  I  am  paired  with  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Charlotte  (Mr.  Gillmor). 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  hon.  member  from  Lotbi- 
niere  has  not  voted. 


Mr.  RINFRET.  I  am  paired  with  the  hon. 
Minister  of  Public  Works.  I  would  have  voted  for 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  FORBES.  The  member  for  Levis  has  not 
voted. 

Mr.  GUAYr.  I  am  paired  with  the  hon.  member 
for  Terrebonne  (Mr.  Chapleau). 

Amendment  negatived,  and  Bill  read  the  third 
time  and  passed. 


Bill  (No.  97)  further  to  amend  the  Winding-up 
Act. — (Sir  John  Thompson.) 

WAYS  ANQ  MEANS. 

Mr.  FOSTER  moved  : 

That  towards  making  good  the  Supply  granted  to  Her 
Majesty,  on  account  of  certain  expenses  of  the  Public 
Service  for  the  financial  year  ending  the  30th  June,  1893, 
the  sum  of  $23,586,398.23  be  granted  out  of  the  Consoli¬ 
dated  Revenue  Func  of  Canada. 

Resolution  reported. 

ST.  JOHN  HARBOUR  COMMISSION. 

Resolution  (July  2)  to  authorize  the  raising  of  a 
sum  to  be  advanced  to  the  Harbour  Commissioners 
at  St.  John,  N.  B.,  was  read  the  second  time  and 
concurred  in. 

Mr.  FOSTER  moved  for  leave  to  introduce 
Bill  (No.  99)  to  amend  the  Act  relating  to  the 
Harbour  of  St.  John,  in  the  Province  of  New 
Brunswick. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  Bill  read  the  first  time. 
RAILWAY  SUBSIDIES. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee  to  con¬ 
sider  certain  proposed  resolutions  on  the  subject  of 
subsidies  to  be  granted  to  the  railway  companies, 
therein  mentioned. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

To  the  Ottawa,  Arnprior  and  Parry  Sound  Railway 
Company,  for55  miles  of  their  railway  from  Barry’s  Bay 
towards  the  Northern  Pacific  Junction  Railway,  a  subsidy 
not  exceeding  $6,400  per  mile  on  the  first  27£  miles  out 
from  Barry’s  Bay,  and  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile  on 
the  second  27i  miles,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $264,000, 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  How  is  it  that  $6,400  per 
mile  is  granted  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  This  is  a  very  important  road, 
running  from  the  city  of  Ottawa  and  connecting 
with  that  portion  which  is  subsidized  and  now 
nearly  complete  between  Parry  Sound  and  the 
Northern  Railway.  There  is  no  subsidy  for  the 
portion  from  Ottawa  to  Renfrew.  The  first  por¬ 
tion  subsidized  runs  from  Renfrew-  to  Barry’s  Bay. 
Of  the  remaining  portion  of  55  miles,  there  are. 
27^  miles  through  a  very  difficult  country,  and  on 
this  account  the  Government  recommend  for  it  a 
subsidy  to  the  extent  of  $6,400  a  mile.  Some  large 
mills  are  to  be  built  along  the  line  of  railway. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  can  well  understand  no 
subsidy  being  given  to  the  line  between  Ottawa 
and  Renfrew.  I  think  the  leader  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  two  or  three  years  ago,  stated  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  intended  to  adopt  the  principle  followed 
by  the  Ontario  Government  of  granting  no  subsidies 
to  competing  lines.  I  think  that  is  a  very  proper 
course  if  subsidies  are  to  be  granted  at  all.  Is  the 
country  rocky  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Yes,  it  is  a  very  rocky  and 
unsettled  section. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  I  suppose  the  Government  have 
taken  care  to  ascertain  that  the  subsidies  to  be 
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given  for  the  construction  of  this  road  will  secure 
its  construction. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Yes  ;  the  contracts  are  to  be 
let  to-day  for  a  considerable  portion  of  it,  and  the 
assurance  is  given  to  the  Government  that  the 
whole  road  from  Ottawa  to  the  point  to  which  it  is 
subsidized  will  be  finished  within  two  years. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  A  great  many  assurances  have 
been  given  to  the  Government  in  regard  to  other 
roads  which  have  not  been  substantiated.  When 
they  are  giving  double  the  usual  subsidy  for  27 
miles,  I  think  they  should  know  what  the.road  is 
going  to  cost. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  road  is  located  and  the 
location  plan  is  filed  with  the  department,  and  I 
think  the  tenders  for  a  good  portion  of  the  road 
will  be  opened  to-day  or  to-morrow.  The  length 
of  road  to  be  built  is  about  200  miles,  of  which  52 
miles  are  already  subsidized,  and  these,  with  the  55 
covered  by  this  resolution,  will  make  107  miles  ; 
and  the  cost  of  this  is  estimated  by  the  depart¬ 
ment  to  be  $23,000  per  mile. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  That  is  oply  an  estimate.  I 
remember  a  railway  which  was  very  largely 
assisted  by  this  Government,  and  which  the  Minis¬ 
ter  stated  was  estimated  to  cost  $32,000  a  mile.  I 
know  that  since  then  it  has  turned  out  to  cost 
quite  double  that.  I  refer  to  the  Quebec  and  Lake 
St.  John  Railway. 

Mr.  O’BRIEN.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any 
railway  company  in  this  list  more  deserving  of 
consideration  by  the  House  than  the  one  under 
discussion.  The  object  of  the  line  is  to  make  a 
complete  through  line  from  Georgian  Bay  through 
to  the  eastern  ports  ;  and  any  one  who  looks  at  the 
map  will  see  that  it  is  the  shortest  route  that  can 
be  devised  between  these  two  points.  This  much 
also  can  be  said  in  its  favour,  that  I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  one  connected  with  railways  in  this 
country  whose  name  will  command  more  respect 
for  business  enterprise  and  integrity  than  the 
gentleman  at  the  head  of  this  company,  Mr.  J.  R. 
Booth,  of  Ottawa.  If  there  is  any  one  company 
which  is  free  from  any  taint  of  corruption  or  any 
taint  which  should  at  all  disqualify  it  from  receiv¬ 
ing  the  attention  of  the  House,  it  is  the  Canada 
Atlantic  Company,  with  which  this  line  is  inti¬ 
mately  connected,  and  all  those  connected  with  it, 
both  on  this  and  the  other  side  of  the  line,  are  men 
of  the  greatest  integrity  and  enterprise,  and  of 
considerable  financial  success.  I  would  like  to 
suggest  this  consideration.  There  are  a  number  of 
railways  desirous  of  obtaining  access  to  the  mineral 
regions  above  Sudbury  and  the  Geoi’gian  Bay 
as  well  as  Sault  Ste.  Marie.  There  are  five  or  six 
lines  all  competing  for  this  traffic,  and  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  Minister  whether  he  could  not  consider 
a  proposal  by  which  some  point  could  be  fixed  to 
which  a  line  common  to  all  might  be  constructed 
over  a  very  considerable  portion  of  the  route.  It  is 
no  slight  enterprise  to  build  a  line  of  this  sort  run¬ 
ning  through  an  unsettled  country,  the  resourcesof 
which  must  largely  depend  on  the  timber  trade,  so 
far  as  local  traffic  is  concerned  ;  but  all  those  in¬ 
terested  have  a  common  object  in  reaching  a  point 
which  would  be  to  a  great  extent  common  to  them 
all.  It  would  develop  a  considerable  portion  of 
eastern  Ontario,  it  would  add  largely  to  the 
Mr.  Edgar. 


resources  of  the  province,  and  would  probably 
bring  in  a  very  large  population  who  would 
contribute  to  the  resources  of  the  Dominion. 
It  would  be  very  desirable  to  adopt  a  plan 
by  which  the  Government  should  give  rea¬ 
sonable  and  immediate  assistance  to  a  line  which 
would  accomplish  all  these  objects.  The  American 
companies  are  desirous  of  obtaining  connection  with 
Georgian  Bay,  the  lakes  and  Chicago.  The  west¬ 
ern  trade  of  that  country  are  all  willing  to  assist  in 
the  building  of  this  line,  but  until  it  is  completed 
any  expenditure  made  by  them  or  by  any  one  on 
their  behalf  will  be  unremunerative.  The  mere 
subsidizing  of  40  or  50  miles  will  be  of  no  advan¬ 
tage  whatever  to  these  people,  because  until  they 
get  a  through  route  they  will  derive  no  bene¬ 
fit.  Of  course  the  local  traffic  will  benefit  to  some 
extent  by  the  development  of  the  mineral  and 
lumber  resources  of  the  country,  but  the  great 
object  of  the  through  route  cannot  be  obtained 
until  the  whole  line  is  completed.  I  understand 
the  policy  of  the  Government  to  be  only  to  sub¬ 
sidize  a  certain  portion  of  the  line.  That  will  not 
at  all  answer  the  object  these  people  have  in  view. 
In  order  to  concentrate  the  resources  which  might 
be  brought  to  bear  on  such  an  undertaking,  it 
would  be  a  reasonable  proposal  of  the  Government 
to  suggest  that  if  all  these  lines  should  unite,  the 
Government  might  aid  in  building  150  or  200  miles 
which  should  be  common  to  them  all.  That  would 
immediately  develop  the  country  and  attain  the 
object  desired  and  be  the  means  of  bringing  outside 
capital  into  the  undertaking.  Something  of  the 
same  sort  was  done  in  the  building  of  the  Northern 
Pacific  Junction,  and  it  seems  to  me  a  similar 
course  might  be  taken  with  regard  to  the  proposal 
now  before  us.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  could  build  a  common  line,  of  common  bene¬ 
fits  to  all  the  companies  which  have  sought  incor¬ 
poration,  instead  of  asking  us  every  year  for  sub¬ 
sidies  to  enable  them  to  move  in  the  direction  of 
the  subsidy  now  given.  Instead  of  this,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  give  substantial  assistance  so  as  to 
enable  the  whole  line  to  be  put  under  construction 
from  end  to  end.  If  that  were  done,  a  great  deal 
of  foreign  capital  would  be  brought  into  the  enter¬ 
prise  which  is  now  not  available,  beeause  until  the 
whole  line  is  constructed  the  subsidizing  of  portions 
here  and  there  will  be  of  no  adventage  whatever. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  might  state  that  assurance 
has  been  given  the  Government  that  this  road  will 
be  completed  all  through  in  about  two  years.  The 
road  is  nearly  completed  to  the  Northern  Railway. 
The  proprietor  or  promoter  of  this  scheme  has 
made  arrangements,  I  think  within  these  few  days, 
or  will  within  a  few  days,  to  get  the  control  of  that 
portion  of  the  road  between  Parry  Sound  and  the 
Northern  Extension,  which  goes  up  to  North  Bay. 
He  has  also  assured  me  that  he  has  made  arrange- 
ments  to  have  the  line  completed  to  the  extent  of 
these  50  miles  within  a  couple  of  years,  and  has 
every  prospect  of  the  whole  road  being  completed 
and  under  one  management  and  one  company  within 
a  couple  of  years. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  With  reference  to  what  the  lion, 
member  for  Muskoka  (Mr.  O’Brien)  has  said  with 
reference  to  connecting  Sudbury  and  that  region  by 
another  railway,  I  think  there  is  a  great  deal,  but 
I  do  not  see  that  this  line  proposes  to  go  to  Sudbury 
at  all. 
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Mr.  O'BRIEN.  No  ;  what  I  meant  was  that 
there  is  a  very  considerable  portion  of  this  line 
which  might  be  given  to  all  the  lines  as  a  connect¬ 
ing  point  with  Sudbury  or  Georgian  Bay. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  That  would  be  only  run  east  and 
west. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  might  say,  in  addition, 
that,  in  my  opinion,  it  is  highly  desirable,  if  any 
money  be  granted  to  this  line  at  all,  that  t lie  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  urge  on  the  proprietors  to  rush  it 
through  to  completion,  because  it  is  quite  evident, 
from  the  remarks  of  the  Minister  of  Railways,  that 
this  country  is  a  wilderness  and  its  resources  almost 
entirely  lumber.  It  is  not  fit  at  all  for  agriculture. 
If  the  country  is  to  reap  any  advantages  at  all  from 
the  construction  of  a  road  it  will  only  be  by  having 
a  through  line  from  Parry  Sound  connecting  down 
here  with  the  other  lines  ;  and,  to  reap  that  advan¬ 
tage,  the  country  would  have  a  right  to  expect, 
from  the  grant  of  this  large  subsidy,  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  engage  that  the  road  would  be  com¬ 
pleted  within  two  years  or  as  short  a  period  as  pos¬ 
sible.  The  proprietor  of  the  road  being  a  lumber 
merchant,  in  granting  this  money  we  are  enabling 
him  to  remove  the  enormous  wealth  which  he  has 
there  in  the  shape  of  timber,  and  consequently  the 
road  will  be  of  no  real  provincial  or  Dominion  value 
until  there  is  a  through  line  to  Georgian  Bay. 
When  it  reaches  there  it  may  possibly  form  one  of 
the  arteries  through  which  a  very  large  percentage 
of  our  north-western  wheat  trade  will  flow.  Parry 
.Sound  is,  I  understand,  a  very  good  harbour  ;  and, 
should  the  North-West  develop,  as  we  all  earnestly 
desire  it  will,  the  outflow  of  grain  through  Lake 
Superior  and  Georgian  Bay  may  be  very  large,  and 
it  may  take  more  than  the  port  of  Owen  Sound,  and 
even  of  the  port  of  Parry  Sound,  to  handle  the  ex¬ 
port  trade.  I  readily  understand  that  the  remarks 
of  the  lion,  member  for  Muskoka  (Mr.  O'Brien)  are 
pertinent  to  the  question,  and  I  think  the  Govern¬ 
ment  should  urge  on  the  construction  of  the  entire 
line  within  the  shortest  period  possible. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  It  is  no  doubt  the  fact  that  the 
head  of  this  concern  is  a  very  substantial  man,  and 
that  it  is  in  good  hands,  but  we  know  that  people 
interested  in  railways  raise  the  mone}^  to  build 
them  by  the  issue  of  bonds  and  stock  on  the  road, 
and  do  not  put  their  hands  into  their  own  pockets 
to  build  them.  Now,  the  Government,  I  suppose, 
will  tell  us  what  is  the  financial  basis  on  which  it 
is  proposed  to  build  this  road,  and  on  the  strength 
of  which  we  are  giving  a  Dominion  subsidy.  How 
is  the  balance  of  the  money  required  proposed  to 
be  raised  ?  Is  it  by  bonds  or  stock,  and  in  what 
proportion  of  each  ?  No  doubt  the  Minister  of 
Railways  has  ascertained  that,  because  he  would 
not  think  of  proposing  to  the  House  to  give  this 
subsidy  merely  on  the  credit  of  the  parties  inter¬ 
ested. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  is  a  very  unusual  course 
for  a  Minister  to  take  to  ask  this  question  of  a  com¬ 
pany,  but  I  can  assure  the  lion,  gentleman  that  I 
have  made  enquiries  on  that  subject.  Mr.  Booth 
affirms  that  he  has  capital  sufficient  of  his  own  to 
build  the  road  right  up  to  Renfrew,  and  that  he  in¬ 
tends  to  build  to  that  point  out  of  his  own  resources 
and  have  it  completed  this  summer.  He  has  also 
made  arrangements  with  the  parties  who  have  pur¬ 
chased  the  limits,  consisting  of  large  quantities  of  ; 
lands,  and  who  are  Michigan  people,  to  build  mills  , 


where  he  intends  to  have  the  road  finished  in  a 
couple  of  years.  He  has  made  a  contract  with 
them  to  have  the  road  finished  up  to  that  particular 
section,  and  they  intend  to  build  several  mills  on 
the  faith  of  that.  He  has  made  no  arrangement 
that  I  know  of  for  the  present  to  float  bonds  or  any 
other  securities,  but  he  assured  me  he  was  in  pos¬ 
session  of  sufficient  capital  himself  and  had  such 
faith  in  the  enterprise,  that  he  intended  to  put  his 
own  money  into  it  and  build  the  section  to  Renfrew 
this  summer.  I  believe  the  contracts  are  to  be 
opened  to-day. 

Mr.  LA  DRIER.  What  is  to  be  the  total  length 
of  this  road  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Up  to  the  junction  with  the 
Northern  road,  it  is  about  200  miles.  Then  there 
is  the  distance  from  Ottawa  up  to  Rainy  River, 
which  is  about  43  miles,  a  total  distance  from  here 
to  the  Northern  Railway  of  about  243  miles. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  What  is  the  distance  from  the 
Northern  Railway  up  to  Parry  Sound  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  49  miles. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  There  are  two  other  resolutions 
in  favour. of  this  road  further  on. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Yes,  they  are  simply  renewals 
of  subsidies  already  granted. 

For  a  railway  from  a  point  on  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway,  at  or  near  Revelstoke,  to  the  head  of  Arrow  Lake 
for  25  miles  of  such  railway,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding 
S3, 200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $80,000. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  This  is  to  build  a  road  from 
Revelstoke  on  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway,  along¬ 
side  that  portion  of  the  river  which  is  at  portions 
of  the  year  not  navigable,  to  Arrow  Lake.  Then 
it  is  the  intention  to  connect  that  with  the  road 
which  we  have  already  subsidized  and  is  at  present 
being  built,  called  the  Columbia  and  Kootenay 
River  Road. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  This  is  a  subsidy  to  the  Can¬ 
adian  Pacific  Railway  Company  itself  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  is  an  application  made  by 
the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Company,  but  I 
think  it  is  another  company  independent  of  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Company. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Then  the  resolution  should 
show  to  whom  the  grant  is  to  be  made,  as  it  is  too 
vague  at  present.  I  would  object  to  any  money 
being  given  unless  we  adopt  the  policy  that  the 
subsidy  is  to  be  given  to  some  one  company  or  in¬ 
dividual  who  is  named.  This  does  not  say  to  whom 
the  money  is  to  be  paid.  The  application  laid 
before  us  by  the  Minister  is  not  for  any  other  com¬ 
pany  but  for  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Com¬ 
pany  itself.  It  is  dated  in  their  office,  speaks  in 
their  name,  and  is  signed  by  their  president. 

Mr.  HAGGART-  There  was  an  application 
made  by  a  separate  company  for  a  charter  from 
the  Local  Legislature  of  British  Columbia,  but  I 
understand  it  was  too  late  to  pass  it  this  session. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  In  former  years  we  have  given 
subsidies  for  intending  companies  which  were  not 
yet  formed,  but  provision  was  always  made  in  the 
resolution  for  that  purpose.  No  such  provision 
occurs  here,  and  I  think  it  is  a  vicious  principle  to 
vote  money  without  having  the  name  of  the  per¬ 
sons  to  whom  the  money  is  to  be  given  stated. 

(  To  me  it  is  a  matter  of  no  consequence  whether  this 
|  money  is  to  be  given  to  the  Canadian  Pacific  Rail- 
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way  Company  or  any  other  company  or  individual, 
but  I  strongly  object  to  giving  this  to  anybody  un¬ 
less  the  name  is  mentioned. 

Mr.  MARA.  I  think  this  will  be  called  a  part 
of  the  Columbia  and  Kootenay  Railway,  which  is 
built  from  Robinson  to  Nelson,  and  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  Company  can  negotiate  the  bonds 
better  if  that  is  done  in  the  Tiame  of  that  company, 
and  guaranteed  by  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway. 
The  Columbia  and  Kootenay  line  is  virtually  owned 
and  run  by  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Com¬ 
pany. 

Mr.  LA  CRIER.  We  should  say  to  whom  we 
are  giving  the  money.  I  have  no  objection  whether 
we  pay  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Company  or 
the  Kootenay  and  Columbia  Company,  but  some 
name  should  be  put  in. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  The  second  resolution  here  pro¬ 
vides  “that  the  subsidies  hereinbefore  mentioned 
to  be  granted  to  companies  named  for  that  purpose 
shall  be  granted  to  such  companies  respectively.  ” 
It  does  not  say  that  it  will  be  granted  to  indi¬ 
viduals. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  do  not  know  whether 
the  leader  of  the  Opposition  desired  to  express  a 
general  principle  in  regard  to  this  matter  or  whether 
his  observations  are  confined  to  this  particular 
grant. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  spoke  on  general  principles. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  the  House 
should  pause  before  adopting  a  general  rule  that 
the  company  should  be  named  in  the  resolution. 
There  are  often  companies  which  are  ready  to 
undertake  the  enterprise,  but,  if  we  confine  it  to 
them,  we  are  practically  in  their  hands  though  we 
may  have  little  faith  in  their  ability  to  carry  out 
their  intention.  I  think  in  most  cases  our  hands 
should  be  free  to  give  the  subsidy  to  them  or  to  any 
other  company  which  may  be  formed.  Of  course 
there  are  cases  in  which  the  company  has  given 
assurances  of  its  ability  to  carry  on  the  work,  and 
in  those  cases  we  mention  the  name  of  the  company. 
I  have  in  view  certain  cases  named  in  these  resolu¬ 
tions,  and  I  think,  in  regard  to  any  company  now 
in  existence  and  where  the  bond  fide*  of  the  cotn- 
any  or  its  financial  ability  is  not  very  well  establish¬ 
ed,  we  should  be  in  a  position  to  go  past  that  com¬ 
pany  and  seek  other  organizations. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  lion,  member  will  agree 
with  me  that  the  principle  he  lays  down  is  a  very 
unsafe  one.  When  the  Government  ask  for  an 
appropriation  for  a  certain  work,  I  suppose  they 
have  confidence  in  the  stability  and  feasibility  and 
prospects  of  the  work  which  it  wants  subsidized. 
Now,  if  the  work  is  feasible  and  one  that  is  to  the 
general  advantage  of  the  public,  there  ought  to  be 
no  difficulty  in  forming  a  company  to  operate  the 
work  when  substantial  help  is  given.  It1  may  be 
that  at  this  moment  there  is  no  company  inexistence, 
or  no  individuals  ready  to  take  the  subsidy  ;  but 
in  such  case  let  such  a  provision  be  made  as  I  have 
pointed  out  in  former  years,  that  so  soon  as  a  com¬ 
pany  is  organized  under  general  powers,  the  aid 
may  be  given  with  the  sanction  of  the  Governor  in 
Council.  But  here  you  say  that  a  sum  of  $80,000 
be  granted  for  a  railway  from  a  point  on  the  Cana¬ 
dian  Pacific  Railway  at  or  near  Revelstoke  to  the 
head  of  Arrow  lake.  To  whom  is  this  money  to  be 
paid  ?  There  is  nothing  whatever  in  the  resolution 
Mr.  Laurier. 


to  show  that  the  money  is  to  be  paid  to  this  party 
or  to  the  other  party.  There  is  not  a  syllable  in 
this  resolution  which  gives  authority  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  pay  the  money  to  anybody  whatever.. 
Now,  this  is  what  I  object  to.  I  say  that  Parlia¬ 
ment  should  know  to  whom  the  Government  is  to 
pay  that  money,  if  it  is  voted. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  understand  that 
to  meet  the  hon.  gentleman’s  view,  if  these  reso¬ 
lutions  are  adopted,  a  general  resolution  will  be 
added,  stating  that  where  a  company  is  incorpora¬ 
ted  for  this  purpose,  and  that  company  gives  evi¬ 
dence  to  the  Minister  of  Railways  of  their  ability 
to  carry  on  the  work - 

Mr.  LAURIER.  That  has  been  done  in  former 

years. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON,  There  is  no  objection 
to  that.  But  I  think  there  are  some  of  these  rail¬ 
way  companies  to  whom  it  would  be  very  unwise 
to  give  a  subsidy. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  In  this  case,  the 
application  is  ftom  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  very  likely  that 
the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  will  undertake  this. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  application  is  made  by 
the  president  of  the  company  himself. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  was  not  speaking; 
of  this  particular  case.  I  quite  agree  that  it  would 
be  well  to  add  a  resolution  to  the  other  resolutions, 
governing  the  other  cases  that  I  have  mentioned. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Apart  from  the  general  prin¬ 
ciple,  in  this  case  the  money  is  to  be  given  to  the 
company  who  applies  for  it,  and  who  says  that  it 
is  ready  to  undertake  the  work,  and  in  this  case  it 
is  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Company.  I  see 
no  reason  why  you  should  not  give  it  to  the  com¬ 
pany  applying  for  it,  but  you  are  reserving  the 
right  to  give  it  to  some  other  party  who  has  not 
applied  for  it. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  In  a  similar  manner  they 
have  applied  for  subsidies  to  other  lines  of  road, 
as  the  South-Western  and  the  Souris  Branch 
Railway  in  Manitoba.  It  is  an  entirely  different 
company  that  subscribes  the  funds  necessary  to 
build  the  road.  It  is  true  that  it  is  in  the  interest  of 
the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  to  have  these  con¬ 
nections,  but  they  may  find  it  difficult  to  get 
stockholders  to  embark  in  an  undertaking  of  this 
kind,  but  they  might  get  individual  members  of 
the  company  to  risk  an  investment  in  this  particu¬ 
lar  enterprise. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  All  these  statements  go. 
to  show  that  the  Government  are  moving  faster 
than  the  country  requires  with  regard  to  these  ap¬ 
propriations.  Now,  when  a  company  is  organized 
and  submits  plans  and  show’s  that  the  road  is. 
feasible,  then  it  may  come  to  the  Government  for 
aid,  and  we  know  with  whom  we  are  dealing. 
But  when  you  say  that  w’e  will  grant  $3,200  or 
$6,400  a  mile  to  a  railway  company  to  build  a  road 
from  one  point  to  another,  and  you  make  that 
announcement  without  knowing  with  whom  you 
are  dealing,  you  are  merely  advertising  what  you 
are  willing  to  do  if  a  company  can  be  found  to  un¬ 
dertake  such  work.  Then  you  will  have  such 
scandals  as  occurred  here  three  or  four  years  ago, 
when  parties  obtained  charters  and  w’ent  to  Newr 
York  or  London  or  elsewhere,  and  undertook  to 
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sell  them,  or  to  see  how  much  of  the  bonus  they 
would  be  allowed  for  the  charter  for  the  com¬ 
pany  that  was  about  to  be  organized.  I  do  not 
think  that  is  a  desirable  thing,  it  is  not  in  the 
public  interest  it  should  be  done.  It  seems 
to  me  that  wherever  you  think  a  railway  can 
be  built  with  a  view  to  promoting  settlement  or  to 
the  public  advantage,  and  no  company  is  yet 
organized,  it  would  be  just  as  well  to  let  it  alone 
until  an  application  is  made.  In  this  case  I  under¬ 
stand  the  Minister  to  say  that  while  the  applica¬ 
tion  is  made  by  the  president  of  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway,  the  company  in  itself  is  in  no  sense 
a  party,  so  that  really  there  is  no  person  or  body 
of  persons  who  are  organized  or  prepared  to  organize 
themselves  into  a  company,  that  are  ready  to  under¬ 
take  the  construction  of  the  road.  If  I  understand 
the  Minister  rightly,  it  would  be  to  the  interest  of 
the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  to  have  these  tribu¬ 
tary  branches,  but  the  stockholders  may  not  be 
ready  to  embark  in  the  enterprise,  and  may  think 
that  on  the  whole  it  would  diminish  the  value  of 
the  stock  in  the  end.  It  seems  to  me  that  is  a 
reason  for  delay.  If  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway 
has  an  interest  and  does  not  wish  to  undertake  the 
responsibility,  it  no  doubt  will  see  that  a  company 
is  organized,  and  if  they  are  here  next  year,  then 
would  that  not  be  a  more  proper  time  to  make  the 
appropriation  than  the  present  time  ? 

Mr.  MARA.  In  this  case  I  am  glad  to  be  able 
to  inform  the  lion,  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills) 
that  the  Government  are  not  going  too  fast,  but  on 
the  contrary  they  are  about  two  years  too  slow. 
This  subsidy  ought  to  have  been  granted  two  years 
ago. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  To  whom  ? 

Mr.  MARA.  Either  to  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  Company  or  to  the  Columbia  and  Kootenay 
Railway  Company. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  They  are  not  applying. 

Mr.  MARA.  The  Columbia  and  Kootenay  Rail¬ 
way  is  practically  owned  by  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway.  The  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  have 
leased  the  line  for  99  years,  end  are  running  it,  and 
part  of  this  subsidy  is  to  extend  their  main  line  to 
deep  water  which  will  give  the  Kootenay  country 
communication  with  other  parts  of  Canada  during 
nine  or  ten  months  in  the  year.  The  point  to 
which  it  is  proposed  to  extend  the  line  is  at  the 
head  of  Arrow  Lake,  and  except  in  the  narrows 
between  the  two  lakes,  there  is  navigable  water 
except  for  a  month  or  two  in  the  year  when  the  ice 
forms  near  the  shore.  I  may  also  state  that  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  contemplate  building  a 
line  from  Nakusp  on  Arrow  Lake  rid  Slocan  Lake 
and  Slocan  River  to  connect  with  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  at  the  mouth  of  the  Slocan,  that 
would  give  almost  uninterrupted  railway  communi¬ 
cation  with  the  railway  system  of  Canada.  But, 
instead  of  the  Government  being  too  fast  in  this 
matter,  they  are  too  slow,  and  the  subsidy  should 
have  been  granted  two  years  ago. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  That  may  be  ;  I  do  not  object 
to  granting  this  subsidy,  I  agree  with  the  Govern¬ 
ment  that  the  subsidy  is  necessary  ;  but  I  submit 
that,  in  these  matters,  the  Government  ought  to 
deal  with  Parliament  fairly  and  openly.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  this  case  are  not  acting  on  their  own 
motion,  but  they  are  acting  on  the  motion  of  some¬ 
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body  else  who  comes  to  them  and  says  :  Here  is  a 
work  in  the  public  interest,  and  we  want  a  subsidy 
to  help  build  this  railway.  The  party  who  does 
this  is  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway,  and  it  is  upon 
the  application  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway 
Company  that  the  Government  asks  Parliament  to 
vote  this  money.  Now,  the  public  are  entitled  to 
know  the  reason  for  which  the  Government  asks  to- 
vote  this  $80,000,  and  the  only  reason  the  Govern¬ 
ment  give  is  this  :  It  is  represented  to  us  that  if 
we  give  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railw’ay  that  sum  of 
money  they  will  build  the  railway  and  will  give  to 
the  locality  in  question  the  railway  benefit  wdiich 
they  must  have.  But,  strange  to  say,  although 
they  act  upon  the  application  of  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway,  when  they  go  before  the  Council 
and  represent  to  His  Excellency  that  Parliament 
should  be  asked  to  vote  that  appropriation  they 
do  not  give  the  appropriation  to  the  company 
which  asked  for  it.  The  lion,  gentleman  gives 
us  a  narration  of  fads  wdiich  I  submit  have  no 
relation  at  all  to  the  present  case.  We  are  not  inter¬ 
ested  whether  this  railway  is  to  be  operated  by  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Company  or  by  the  Colum¬ 
bia  and  Kootenay  Company.  The  only  thing  which 
I  submit  Parliament  has  to  deal  with  is  the  reasons 
which  are  given  to  them  for  the  voting  of  the 
money.  In  looking  through  these  reasons  I  find 
that  the  money  is  asked  by  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Raihvay  themselves.  They  represent  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  that  if  they  are  given  the  subsidy  of 
$80,000  they  wdll  give  that  section  of  the  country 
the  railway  facilities  needed*.  Under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  understand  why  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  cannot  have  the  appro¬ 
priation  if  they  ask  for  it,  and  since  they  are  pre¬ 
pared  to  carry  out  the  contract.  It  is  stated  in 
this  resolution  that  the  Government  will  enter  into 
a  contract  wdth  the  company,  but  with  which  com¬ 
pany  wdll  they  enter  into  a  contract  ?  Manifestly 
with  the  company  which  shall  receive  the  subsidy, 
and  I  presume  the  hon.  gentleman  will  move  to 
amend  the  resolution  and  to  give  the  money  to  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Company. 

Mr.  MARA.  I  suggest  that  the  resolution  should 
read:  “the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Company  or 
the  Columbia  and  Kootenay  Railway  Company.” 

Mr.  HAGGART.  There  is  no  objection  to  that, 
and  I  move  that  the  resolution  be  amended  in  that 
way. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

For  a  railway  from  the  north  end  of  the  11  miles  for 
which  a  subsidy  was  granted  by  the  53  Victoria,  chapter 
2,  to  Plaister  Rock  Island,  for  three  miles  of  such  rail¬ 
way,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceed¬ 
ing  in  the  whole  $9,600. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Where  is  this  road  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  is  the  Tobique  Valley 
Railway.  It  is  to  enable  a  road  which  we  have 
subsidized  already  to  accomplish  its  mission.  That 
is,  to  get  to  the  plaister  beds  on  the  river. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Why  wras  not  the  full  length 
of  the  road  included  in  the  first  application  for  the 
subsidy  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  This  is  for  a  road  running  from 
the  mouth  of  the  Tobique  River  along  the  valley  of 
the  Tobique  ;  the  design  being  to  get  to  Plaister 
Rock,  and  ultimately  to  go  up  the  valley,  which  is 
fine  agricultural  land  and  thickly  settled.  The 
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road,  as  subsidized  at  present,  comes  within  three 
miles  of  the  Plaister  Rock,  which  contains  a  large 
deposit  of  valuable  plaister,  used  for  fertilizing  and 
building  purposes.  It  has  always  been  the  intention 
to  subsidize  the  road  up  to  that  point. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  have  always  understood  that 
there  was  more  plaster  already  in  New  Brunswick 
tli an  you  can  find  a  market  for  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Plaster  and  “Plaister  Rock’' 
are  quite  different. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  subsidy  would  be  a  good 
one  if  you  had  reciprocity. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  What  company  does  this  subsidy 
go  to  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  company  which  has  built 
the  rest  of  the  line. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  Tobique  Valley  Railway 
Company  should  be  mentioned.  Let  the  resolution 
be  amended  in  that  way. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Very  well. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Has  this  plaister  been 
thoroughly  tested  both  as  regards  extent  and 
quality  for  fertilizing  purposes  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Yes. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Is  it  in  the  hands  of  a  pri¬ 
vate  company  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Some  of  the  plaister  rock  de¬ 
posits  belong  to  the  Provincial  Government  and 
some  to  private  parties,  and  the  Provincial  Govern¬ 
ment  have  subsidized  this  road  with  a  view  of  de¬ 
veloping  that  deposit,  as  well  as  helping  the  agri¬ 
culturists  who  live  there.  The  great  trouble  that 
has  been  met  heretofore  is  the  lack  of  facility  in 
getting  the  plaister  away. 

[At  one  o’clock  the  Committee  adjourned,  and  at 
three  o’clock  resumed.] 

To  the  Monfort  Colonization  Railway  Company,  for  21 
miles  of  their  railway  from  Lachute  or  St.  jirfime  west¬ 
ward,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  ex¬ 
ceeding  in  the  whole  $67,200. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  want  this  resolution  amended 
by  adding  to  it  “or  from  a  point  at  or  near  St. 
Sau  veu  r.” 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  is  the  reason  of  that  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  road  is  finished  from 
St.  Sauveur  and  it  is  in  reality  the  starting  point. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  understand  there  is  a  con¬ 
flict  of  opinion  as  to  whether  the  road  should  start 
from  St.  Sauveur  or  St.  Jerome,  and  that  Lachute 
is  out  of  the  question  because  there  are  practical 
engineering  difficulties  in  the  way. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Lachute  is  at  the  other  end. 
The  road  is  finished  from  Lachute  to  near  Gren¬ 
ville.  The  road  is  being  built  from  St.  Sauveur  in 
the  direction  of  Lachute,  and  it  is  built  from  La¬ 
chute  to  St.  Andrews. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  According  to  the  resolution, 
you  have  the  option  of  spending  the  money  on  25 
miles  of  road  cither  from  Lachute  or  St.  Jerome. 
In  the  application  of  the  company  signed  by  the 
president,  E.  Senecal,  and  dated  Montreal,  13th 
May,  1892,  I  find  the  following  : — 

“  After  examination  the  Lachute  line  had  to  he  aban¬ 
doned,  and  a  choice  had  to  be  made  between  St.  J6r<5me 
and  St.  Sauveur,  and  the  company  had  commenced  their 
work  at  St.  Sauveur.” 

Mr.  Foster. 


The  company  seemed  to  prefer  St.  Sauveur,  but  I 
understand  there  is  a  dispute  among  the  public  as 
to  whether  it  should  be  St.  Sauveur  or  St.  Jerome. 
For  what  reason  does  the  Minister  now  propose  a 
change  ? 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (L’lslet).  The  company  has 
actually  started  from  St.  Sauveur,  and  of  course 
they  want  to  apply-  the  subsidy  from  that  point. 

Mr.  LAURIER,  There  is  something  which  I  do 
not  understand  in  all  this.  On  the  13th  May,  1892, 
the  company  made  application  for  a  subsidy  to 
start  from  St.  Sauveur,  but  the  Government,  appar¬ 
ently  for  reasons  of  their  own,  did  not  comply  with 
that  request  and  asked  Parliament  to  bonus  a  road 
to  start  from  St.  Jerome.  Now  the  Government 
for  some  reason  complies  with  the  request  of  the 
company,  and  I  want  to  know  what  is  the  reason  for 
that  change  of  opinion  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Perhaps  you  had  better  let 
this  resolution  stand  until  my  colleagues  from  Que¬ 
bec  come  into  the  House. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (L’lslet).  My  information 
is  that  it  was  a  clerical  error,  and  that  the  works 
are  actually  commenced  at  St.  Sauveur. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Let  it  stand. 

To  the  Ontario,  Belmont  and  Northern  Railway  Com¬ 
pany,  for  10  miles  of  their  railway  from  the  Belmont  Iron 
Mines  to  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  and  the  Central 
Ontario  Railway,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding $3,200  per  mile, 
nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $32,000. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Has  the  railway  been  constructed 
up  to  this  point  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  No,  that  is  the  commencing 
point  ;  they  have  partially  graded  the  road. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  What  kind  of  a  standard  does  the 
Government  require  for  a  road  of  this  kind  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  same  as  the  others  ;  all 
companies  make  the  same  contract. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  You  mean  the  agreement  with 
the  Government  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Yes. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  The  company  is  building  it 
themselves. 

To  the  Buctouche  and  Moncton  Railway  Company,  for 
32  miles  of  their  railway  from  Moncton  to  Buctouche. 
the  balance  remaining  unpaid  of  the  subsidy,  not  ex¬ 
ceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  granted  by  the  Acts  43  Victoria, 
chapter  10,  and  50-51  Victoria,  chapter  24,  nor  exceed¬ 
ing  in  the  whole  $35,480. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  This  is  the  balance  of  their 
subsidy  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Yes ;  the  road  is  built  and  run¬ 
ning,  but  some  of  the  road  was  not  up  to  the  re¬ 
quirement  of  the  contract  and  this  is  simply  to 
continue  the  subsidy. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  There  is  no  increased  sum  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  No. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  do  not  object  to  the  subsidy, 
but  I  wish  to  ensure  that  the  payment  shall  be 
made  under  the  same  conditions  that  the  money 
was  originally  voted  on.  , 

Mr.  HAGGART.  That  is  what  is  intended.  It 
must  be  up  to  the  contract. 

To  the  Cobourg,  Northumberland  and  Pacific  Railway 
Company,  for  19  miles  of  their  railway  from  Cobourg  to 
the  Ontario  and  Quebec  Railway  (in  addition  to  the  sub- 
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sidy  granted  by  the  Act  53  Victoria,  chapter  2),  a  subsidy 
not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole 
$60,800. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  This  seems  to  he  in  addition  to 
the  subsidy.  Does  that  make  it  more  than  $3,200 
a  mile  or  an  additional  length  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  is  for  an  additional  length 
of  19  miles.  The  road  is  49  miles  and  the  former 
subsidy  was  for  30  miles.  This  is  to  make  connec¬ 
tion  between  Cobourg  and  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Is  the  original  section  for 
which  a  subsidy  was  granted  completed  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  is  not  commenced  yet. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Do  the  company  anticipate 
being  able  to  complete  this  entire  section  this  year  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  understand  that  they  feel 
very  certain  of  having  the  road  built  within  a 
couple  of  years. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  There  is  no  portion  of  it  let 
yet  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  There  is  no  portion  of  it  built 
yet. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  believe  that  the  electors 
were  told  that  if  they  returned  a  supporter  of  the 
Government  they  would  get  this  bonus.  I  under¬ 
stand  that  when  Mr.  Hargraft  was  defeated,  strong 
representations  were  made  to  the  electors  that  if 
they  wanted  a  grant  for  the  harbour,  or  if  they 
wanted  the  railway,  they  would  have  to  return  a 
supporter  of  the  Government.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  shakes  his  head. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  never  heard  it  before. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  It  was  stated  in  the  public 
press. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  That  was  a  yarn. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  There  have  been  a  good 
many  such  yarns  during  the  elections.  This  is  the 
first  fulfilment  of  the  promise  made  with  a  wink  to 
the  electors  of  the  County  of  Northumberland  that 
if  they  defeated  Mr.  Hargraft  and  elected  his  op¬ 
ponent  they  would  no  doubt  get  the  subsidy  and  a 
grant  for  their  harbour.  Yet  hon.  gentlemen  have 
the  hardihood  of  taunting  us  with  losing  the  bye- 
elections,  and  twitting  us  when  we  say  that  the 
constituencies  have  been  bought. 

Mr.  GUILLET.  I  would  like  to  say  a  word 
in  regard  to  the  assertions  which  have  been  made 
on  the  floor  of  this  House  and  in  the  press  of  the 
country  on  this  subject.  I  say  that  no  such 
promise  was  made  either  by  me  or  any  of  the 
speakers  who  addressed  the  electors  at  the  recent 
bye-election.  The  hon.  member  for  South  Grey 
(Mr.  Landerkin)  will  bear  me  out  in  this.  He  was 
present  at  a  meeting  where  I  told  the  electors  that 
I  wanted  them  to  vote  on  the  issues  before  the 
country,  and  not  to  consider  the  railway — that 
that  was  a  matter  of  very  little  importance,  com¬ 
pared  with  the  issues  before  the  country.  I  say, 
fearless  of  contradiction,  that  the  proposition  to 
build  that  railway  was  really  an  injury  to  me,  be¬ 
cause  it  was  the  means  of  turning  against  me  the 
influence  of  a  great  corporation,  and  it  also  turned 
against  me  the  votes  of  a  good  many  electors 
who  were  told  that  if  they  defeated  me  they 
would  not  have  a  dollar  to  pay  off  the  bonus 
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which  they  had  granted  to  the  railway.  My  gains 
were  made  in  the  central  and  western  portions  of 
Hamilton,  remote  from  the  railway,  and  in  the 
township  of  Alnwick,  which  is  not  interested  in  the 
railway  to  any  extent  ;  whereas  in  the  northern 
part  of  Haldimand,  where  the  line  is  projected,  I 
lost  ground,  not  receiving  as  large  a  majority  as 
I  did  in  the  previous  election.  It  is  not  the 
case  that  any  promise  was  held  out  to  the  people 
that  they  would  or  would  not  have  this  railway, 
according  to  the  result  of  the  election.  The  Gov- 
ernment  were  committed  to  the  railway,  as  every¬ 
body  knew,  by  the  previous  vote.  Rut  what  in¬ 
fluences  were  exercised  in  favour  of  my  opponent? 
It  is  well  known  in  Ontario  that  what  is  called  the 
educational  federation  policy  of  the  Ontario  Govern¬ 
ment  caused  the  removal  of  Victoria  College  from 
Cobourg,  and  efforts  were  made  to  induce  that 
Government  to  buy  the  university  buildings  at 
Cobourg  and  locate  a  public  institution  there  ;  and 
deputations  from  Cobourg  interviewed  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  on  that  subject.  During  the  election  a 
prominent  architect  and  a  prison  inspector  were 
sent  to  Cobourg  to  inspect  the  buildings,  and  the 
idea  was  spread  abroad  that  the  Local  Government 
would  have  a  large  amount  of  patronage  there  and 
would  provide  a  great  deal  of  employment.  That 
was  a  direct  interference  in  the  election.  In  a 
similar  way  the  license  commissioners  there  held  a 
rod  over  the  holders  of  licenses  to  induce  them 
to  vote  against  us.  We  had  the  power  of  the 
Local  Government  and  of  every  local  official 
against  us,  as  well  as  the  opposition  of  a  powerful 
corporation,  and  the  proposition  to  build  the  rail¬ 
way,  instead  of  being  an  advantage  to  me,  was  a 
disadvantage.  If  there  was  any  direct  interference 
in  the  election  to  intimidate  the  electors,  it  was  on 
the  part  of  our  opponents,  and  it  has  always  been 
so.  Why,  Sir,  when  the  municipal  loan  fund  in¬ 
debtedness  was  settled,  we  had  a  Conservative 
representative  ;  and  we  were  told  that  if  we  had 
elected  a  supporter  of  the  Government,  that  indebt¬ 
edness  would  have  been  wiped  out ;  but  as  we  had 
aConservativerepresentative  itwas  saddled  upon  us. 
It  was  finally  compromised  at  a  reduced  amount ; 
but  we  were  told^ln  the  public  platform  by  the  ex¬ 
mayor  of  Cobourg  that  if  we  returned  Mr.  Field  as 
a  supporter  of  the  Government,  we  would  not  have  a 
dollar  of  that  indebtedness  to  pay.  Yet  we  are 
told  that  we  are  the  corrupt  party,  and  that  we 
buy  up  the  constituencies.  We  are  not  in  the 
habit  of  posing  as  purists  in  the  country  ;  but  the 
disguise  of  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  is  too  thin.  The 
school  boys  all  know  as  well  as  the  intelligent  elec-  “ 
tors  and  the  judges  on  the  bench,  that  these  men 
are  masquerading  in  a  false  cloak  of  purity  ;  but 
behind  it  we  can  see  all  their  dirty  linen  and  their 
political  deformity. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  is  pretty  obvious 
that  this  is  a  very  unpopular  proposition.  It  has 
nearly  killed  the  hon.  gentleman.  He  only  got 
here  by  the  narrowest  escape  possible  from  defeat ; 
and  now  the  Government,  seeing  what  very  serious 
mischief  they  are  doing  to  a  friend,  ought  not  to 
persist  in  this  proposition. 

Mr.  GUILLET.  They  are  doing  their  duty  to 
the  country. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
has  shown  that  the  further  away  from  the  railway 
the  better  the  vote  he  polled,  and  that  this  was  such 
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a  very  unpopular  project  that  he  dare  not  even 
mention  it.  After  a  statement  of  that  kind,  I 
think  the  Government  should  not  persist  in  their 
proposition - 

Mr.  BOWELL.  The  public  good  must  always 
be  paramount  in  cases  of  this  kind. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell) — greatly  against  the  will 
and  greatly  to  the  detriment  of  the  lion,  gentle¬ 
man’s  friends. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  It  does  appear  that  the 
hon.  gentleman  is  also  opposed  to  the  Local  Gov¬ 
ernment  establishing  a  public  work  at  the  old 
university  building.  As  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
appealed  to  me,  I  might  say  that  I  was  in  North 
umberland  at  the  time  of  the  elections,  and  remem¬ 
ber  that  at  a  meeting  held  there  they  had  a  motto 
on  the  wall  : 

“  If  you  want  the  railway,  vote  for  George  Guillet.” 

It  looked  to  me  very  significant,  but  I  believe  they 
did  not  say  anything  about  it,  because  in  that  part 
of  the  riding,  I  understand,  the  railway  was 
unpopular,  but  in  the  north  part  of  the  riding  they 
had  that  motto  not  only  at  the  public  meetings,  but 
on  the  fences  and  everywhere  around.  I  am  willing 
to  bear  testimony  to  this  when  called  upon. 

To  the  Invei'ness  and  Richmond  Railway  Company 
(or  any  other  company  undertaking  the  work),  for  25 
miles  of  their  railway  from  a  point  on  the  Cape  Breton 
Railway,  at  or  near  Orangedale,  to  Broad  Cove,  a  subsidy 
not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  of 
$50,0n0  granted  for  the  said  railway  company  by  53  Vic¬ 
toria,  chapter  2,  and  on  the  same  conditions,  nor  exceed-, 
ing  in  the  whole  $80,000. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  As  regards  the  pro¬ 
posal  to  build  this  branch,  the  applications  have 
been  very  numerous  on  behalf  of  the  people  there 
to  have  the  Cape  Breton  Railway  connected  with 
Broad  Cove,  where  there  are  valuable  deposits  of 
coal  only  partly  developed.  There  is  reason  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  road  possesses  resources  which  will 
justify  the  expenditure  of  capital  necessary  to  build 
this  branch,  and  likewise  justify  the  extension  of 
the  road  northward  to  Cheticamp  and  southward 
to  Port  Hood.  Two  or  thr  <r  years  ago  this 
same  company  undertook,  in  advance  altogether  of 
any  subsidy,  to  build  their  line  of  railway,  not, 
however,  upon  this  branch,  but  along  the  northern 
shore  of  Cape  Breton  in  the  direction  of  Port 
Hood.  A  small  subsidy  was  given  them,  $1,000 
a  mile,  for  a  railway  from  Point  Tupper  or  Port 
Hastings,  I  forget  which,  to  Port  Hood,  it  being 
understood  to  be  a  very  easy  portion  of  road  to 
grade,  and  that  very  great  progress  had  been  made 
with  the  work.  Some  hopes  were  likewise  held  out 
on  behalf  of  the  Provincial  Government  of  a  further 
subsidy,  but  the  company  abandoned  that  piece  of 
work.  I  am  not  aware  what  the  reason  was,  but  they 
never  complied  with  the  conditions  under  which 
they  would  be  entitled  to  a  subsidy,  and  the  sub¬ 
sidy  has  therefore  lapsed.  In  view  of  the  expected 
development  of  the  Broad  Cove  mines,  we  thought 
it  better  that  the  subsidy  should  be  transferred,  with 
such  additional  aid  as  we  can  give,  to  a  branch 
line  connecting  with  the  Cape  Breton  Railway,  which 
would  be  a  feeder  to  the  Intercolonial  Railway. 

I  have  reason  to  believe  that  if  the  company  named 
in  the  resolution  will  not  undertake  the  work  an¬ 
other  company  is  prepared  to  offer  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  that  piece  of  road. 

Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


Mr.  MeMULLEN.  Ill  granting  subsidies  to  rail¬ 
way  companies  the  Government  should  confine  their 
grants  to  those  which  intend  to  develop  the  country 
generally.  Where  you  grant  subsidies  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  developing  mines  already  in  the  hands  of 
private  parties  you  are  simply  assisting  private 
enterprise.  I  would  like  to  know  whether  there  is 
an  agricultural  district  along  this  road  of  sufficient 
importance  to  warrant  its  construction.  If  it  is  to 
be  built  only  for  the  purpose  of  opening  mines  now 
in  the  hands  of  private  individuals  or  corporations, 
I  say  that  is  an  unjustifiable  use  of  public  money. 
When  these  parties  secured  the  mines  they  knew 
they  were  considerably  distant  from  any  railway, 
and  must  have  calculated  on  building  a  railway 
themselves  to  carry  their  coal. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  would  ask  my  hon. 
friend  from  Inverness  (Mr.  Cameron)  to  reply  as 
to  the  agricultural  character  of  the  district  ;  but 
I  do  not  understand  it  to  be  a  disadvantage  that 
there  should  be  mineral  deposits  at  any  railway 
point.  On  the  contrary,  I  consider  that  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  such  deposits  will  be  of  great  advantage 
to  the  community  at  large,  and  a  great  source  of 
profit  both  to  this  railway  and  the  Cape  Breton 
line.  At  present  there  is  no  railway  in  that  section 
whatever,  and  the  mines  are  consequently  only 
developed  to  a  very  limited  extent.  As  they  are 
developed,  the  farming  community  will  likewise  be 
benefited. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  What  are  the  shipping 
facilities  at  these  mines,  what  distance  are  they 
from  the  sea-board,  and  what  is  the  population  to 
be  benefited  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  They  are  right  on 
the  sea-board. 

Mr.  CAMERON.  I  would  like  to  inform  my 
hon.  friend  from  Wellington  that  this  road  will 
pass  through  one  of  the  best  agricultural  dis¬ 
tricts  in  the  County  of  Inverness,  which  is  un¬ 
questionably  the  best  agricultural  county  in  the 
Province  of  Nova  Scotia.  I  would  also  inform  him 
that  the  Broad  Cove  coal  district  is  one  of  the  best 
coal  areas  in  the  whole  province.  There  are  no 
harbour  facilities  there  for  export,  and,  therefore, 
it  is  essential  for  the  development  of  that  coal  dis¬ 
trict  that  it  should  have  a  branch  line  to  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway.  My  only  regret  is  that  the  sub¬ 
sidy  will  not  extend  further  into  the  interior  of  the 
county.  The  people  have  been  applying  year  after 
year,  for  subsidies  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  that 
road  in  Inverness,  but  up  to  the  present  we  have 
been  left  without  any  railway,  and  I  have  no  doubt 
but  that  this  branch  will  be  the  best  paying  one  in 
the  whole  province. 

Mr.  McMullen,  it  is  to  be  earnestly  hoped 
that  it  will  be  a  paying  branch  and  give  the  coun¬ 
try  something  for  the  money  invested.  We  have 
invested  a  large  amount  of  money  in  Cape  Breton 
on  the  construction  of  a  road,  and  we  hail  my  hon. 
friend’s  assurance  that  it  would  at  least  pay  run¬ 
ning  expenses. 

Mr.  CAMERON.  So  it  does. 

Mr.  MeMULLEN.  I  do  not  know  that  it  does  ; 
I  think  not.  Hon.  members  from  the  Maritime 
Provinces  appear  to  be  the  most  fortunate  and  suc¬ 
cessful  members  of  this  House  in  securing  bonuses, 
either  for  roads,  or  harbours,  or  anything  else, 
and  seein  to  have  most  powerful  influence  to 
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obtain  aid  for  any  undertaking  they  press  upon 
the  attention  of  the  Government.  They  have 
secured  railways  at  an  enormous  expense  to  the 
country,  on  which  the  people  will  have  to  pay 
the  interest  as  long  as  they  live,  and  never 
see  a  farthing  in  return  ;  but  they  got  the  road 
through  their  influence  with  the  Government,  and  I 
suppose  this  is  the  second  addition  of  it.  I  must 
take  exception  to  what  the  Minister  of  Justice 
says.  We  do  not  for  a  moment  deny  that  it  is  an 
advantage  to  have  mineral  facilities,  and  I  pre¬ 
sume  this  road  to  be  constructed  will  connect  with 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  or  the  Cape  Breton  line, 
and  will  be  a  benefit  in  the  sense  of  securing  traffic 
to  these  lines  from  the  development  of  these  mines. 
At  the  same  time,  if  these  mines  are  held  by  pri¬ 
vate  individuals  or  corporations,  and  this  road  is 
going  to  add  very  materially  to  the  value  of  their 
property,  I  think  it  is  they  who  should  build  it 
and  not  we.  If  the  mines  were  in  the  hands  of  the 
Government  or  in  any  way  controlled  by  the  Dom¬ 
inion,  or  if  we  had  a  royalty  out  of  them,  it  might 
be  wise  to  develop  them,  but  I  question  whether 
we  have  any  such  interest. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  would  not  make 
any  difference  if  they  were  public  property,  because 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  require  that  they  shall  be 
given  to  the  first  applicant  on  the  payment  of  a 
very  small  sum.  There  is  a  royalty  reserved  to  the 
Provincial  Government. 

To  the  Nicola  Valley  Railway  Company,  for  25  miles 
of  their  railway,  from  a  point  on  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway,  at  or  near  Spence’s  Bridge,  towards  Nicola  Lake, 
$80,000. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  This  is  a  very  important  road 
and  is  to  connect  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway 
with  one  of  the  finest  agricultural  regions  in  British 
Columbia.  The  total  length  of  the  road  is  50  miles, 
but  this  vote  is  for  25  miles.  It  is  a  well  settled 
district! 

Mr.  MARA.  This  is  an  agricultural  and  stock- 
raising  country,  but  there  are  valuable  coal  de¬ 
posits  which  can  only  be  developed  by  a  railway 
being  built  to  connect  with  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway.  In  the  interior  of  British  Columbia,  from 
$8  to  $10  a  ton  is  paid  for  coal.  This  is  the  largest 
and  richest  coal  deposit  in  the  interior  of  the  pro¬ 
vince.  There  is  coal  at  Kamloops,  a  few  miles  from 
the  railway,  but  not  sufficient  to  warrant  a  large 
expenditure  in  sinking  shafts. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Is  this  company  ready  to 
undertake  the  work  ? 

Mr.  MARA.  Yes,  two  companies  were  charter¬ 
ed,  and  they  have  been  amalgamated. 

For  a  railway  from  a  point  on  the  Intercolonial  Rail¬ 
way,  through  the  Stewiacke  Valley,  on  a  line  which  will 
afford  facilities  of  communication  ivith  the  iron  mines  at 
Springside,  Upper  Stewiacke  and  Musquodoboit  settle¬ 
ments,  25  miles,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  53  Vic¬ 
toria,  chapter  2,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile, 
nor  exceeding  in  the  Avhole  $80,000. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  This  is  merely  a  revote  of  a 
subsidy.  No  ten-mile  section  has  been  completed, 
but  a  great  deal  of  work  has  been  done,  and  this  is 
to  allow  the  Government  to  pay  for  the  work  which 
has  been  done. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  What  railway  company  is  doing 
this?  There  is  none  mentioned. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  think  it  is  the  Stewiacke  and 
Lansdowne  Railway  Company. 


Mr.  FRASER.  Of  course  the  Government  are 
aware  that  the  company  have  issued  bonds,  and 
floated  quite  a  large  loan  in  London  a  year  or  two 
ago  on  the  strength  of  the  subsidy. 

Mr.  PUTNAM.  I  would  call  the  attention  of 
the  Minister  of  Railways  to  this  Arote.  The  line  is 
from  Brookfield  on  the  Intercolonial,  to  Newton 
Mills  and  Stewiacke.  There  is  another  line  by 
Maitland  to  Newport  or  Windsor,  a  distance  of  49 
miles.  There  is  a  link  which  is  not  yet  subsidized 
of  15  miles,  and  in  order  to  allow  the  company  to 
complete  their  financial  arrangements,  I  would  call 
the  attention  of  the  Government  to  that  fact. 

Mr.  KENNY.  I  am  glad  to  see  that  the  name 
of  Musquodoboit  has  been  introduced  in  this  resolu¬ 
tion,  and  I  suppose  it  is  intended  ultimately  to  ex¬ 
tend  this  line  to  that  settlement  which  is  one  of  the 
best  farming  settlements  in  Nova  Scotia,  and  I  say 
this  with  all  respect  to  my  lion,  friend  from  Inver¬ 
ness  (Mr.  Cameron).  A  few  years  ago  I  called  the 
attention  of  the  Government  to  the  fact  that  in 
this  section  of  the  County  of  Halifax  there  ivas  no 
railway  connection,  and  I  am  glad  to  see  that  the 
name  has  been  introduced  now,  because  I  take  it 
that  it  is  understood  that  something  will  be  done  to 
aid  railway  development  in  that  district. 

Mr.  FRASER.  What  is  the  intention  of  the 
Government  in  regard  to  this  vote  ?  Is  the  line  to 
be  built  from  Truro  directly,  or  is  it  to  be  joined 
at  Brookfield  with  the  Stewiacke  and  Lansdowne 
Railway  ?  There  is  a  distance  of  eight  miles  left 
there.  There  was  a  question  whether  the  company7 
would  build  through  the  County  of  Hants  or 
directly  from  Truro.  I  would  like  to  knoiv 
whether  it  is  the  intention  to  join  the  line  from 
Brookfield,  or  to  have  an  independent  road  from 
Windsor  ? 

Mr.  PUTNAM.  The  contract  for  this  line  has 
been  signed  from  Newton  Mills  to  Brookfield,  and 
then  down  to  Shubenacadie,  and  down  through  the 
County  of  Hants  to  Windsor  or  Newport.  That  is 
subsidized  by  the  Local  as  well  as  by  the  Dominion 
Government  ;  and  I  now  ask  w  hether  the  line  from 
Newton  Mills  to  Lansdowme,  on  the  Pictou  branch, 
a  distance  of  15  miles,  is  to  be  subsidized? 

Mr.  FRASER.  A  great  deal  was  said  about 
this  in  the  County  of  Colchester  during  the  last 
election,  and  I  should  like  to  know  if  the  road  is  to 
be  continuous  with  the  Stewdacke  and  Lansdowne 
road  through  Brookfield,  or  if  a  road  is  to  be  built 
from  Truro  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  understand  it  is  a 
continuous  road,  and  goes  by  Brookfield,  and  not 
from  Truro.  As  I  understand  it,  there  are  prac¬ 
tically  two  lines,  one  from  Newport  or  Windsor, 
and  the  other  the  Ste'viacke  line. 

To  the  Philipsburg  Junction  Railway  and  Quarry  Com¬ 
pany,  for  6  75-100  miles  of  their  railway  from  Stanbridge 
Station  to  Philipsburg,  in  the  County  of  Missisquoi,  a  sub¬ 
sidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the 
whole  $21,600. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  lion,  gentleman  has 
brought  down  no  papers  whatever  in  regard  to  this 
railway. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  is  for  the  purpose  of 
building  a  railway  to  a  very  valuable  stone  quarry 
at  Philipsburg. 

Mr.  BAKER.  This  subsidy  is  to  secure  the  com¬ 
pletion  of  a  line  of  railway  which  will  connect  the 
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old  Philipsburg,  Farnham  and  Yamaska  Railway 
with  Missisquoi  Bay.  This  company  was  char¬ 
tered  as  long  ago  as  1871.  This  line  runs 
right  through  the  heart  of  the  fertile  counties 
lying  on  the  south  side  of  the  Richelieu  River,  in¬ 
cluding  Rouville,  St.  Hyacinthe  and  Bagot,  down 
to  the  St.  Lawrence.  The  northern  portion  of  the 
road  has  been  constructed,  but  it  stops  at  Stan- 
bridge  station.  Recently  a  new  company  has  been 
incorporated  by  the  Quebec  Legislature,  authorizing 
the  construction  of  the  southern  extremity  of  this 
old  railway,  which  is  necessary  in  order  to  complete 
the  general  communication  between  the  northern 
counties  and  Missisquoi  Bay.  There  are  valuable 
quarries  of  stone  and  marble  there.  It  will  enable 
the  northern  section  of  that  country  to  get  com¬ 
munication  with  navigable  waters,  and  it  will  give 
an  outlet  to  the  products  of  these  fertile  farming 
countries  with  which  my  hon.  friend,  the  leader  of 
the  Opposition,  is  acquainted,  and  it  will  also  give 
an  outlet  for  the  large  production  of  lumber  that  is 
produced  in  Nicolet.  Without  disparaging  other 
railw  ay  enterprises,  this  is  one  of  the  most  import¬ 
ant  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  and  this  subsidy 
can  be  abundantly  justified. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  And  these  wealthy  people  are 
not  able  to  build  six  miles  of  railway  without  pub¬ 
lic  aid. 

Mr.  BAKER.  My  hon.  friend  must  be  aware 
that  railway  enterprises  in  the  Province  of  Quebec 
have  been  in  times  past  considerably  crippled.  That 
company  passed  into  the  hands  of  the  South-East¬ 
ern  Company,  and  circumstances  over  which  the 
company  had  no  control  compelled  them  to  abandon 
the  construction  of  that  part  of  the  railway. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Does  this  run  to  a  saw 
mill  ? 

Mr.  BAKER.  It  runs  from  Stanbridge  station, 
the  present  terminus  of  the  railway,  to  Missisquoi 
Bay,  that  is,  to  navigable  water.  Missisquoi  Bay  is 
a  part  of  Lake  Champlain,  and  it  gives  direct  com¬ 
munication  with  the  United  States,  to  which  my 
hon.  friend  looks  with  yearning  eyes. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  But  you  should  give  us  an 
entrance  to  the  United  States. 

To  the  Kingston,  Napanee  and  Tamworth  Railway 
Company,  for  3  miles  of  their  railway  from  a  point  at  or 
near  Harrowsmith  to  a  point  at  or  near  Sydenham,  in  lieu 
of  the  subsidy  granted  for  this  section  of  road  by  52  Vic¬ 
toria,  chapter  3,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile, 
and  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  $9,600. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  name  of  the  railway 
should  be  the  Kingston,  Napanee  and  Western. 
There  was  a  mistake  in  drawing  the  resolution. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Why  is  Tamworth  left  out  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  is  the  same  railway  as  the 
Napanee,  Tamworth  and  Quebec,  which  was 
changed  by  Act  of  Parliament.  This  is  merely  a 
re  vote  of  a  subsidy  that  was  voted  two  years  ago. 
It  was  given  for  the  purpose  of  getting  from  the 
present  end  of  the  line  to  Harrowsmith  or  Syden¬ 
ham  down  to  the  lake.  The  point  it  is  intended 
to  reach  is  on  the  lake  shore.  The  object  was  to 
get  wood  for  the  extensive  charcoal  manufactory 
that  those  gentlemen  have  at  Deseronto.  They  are 
going  into  the  manufacture  of  charcoal  and  pig 
iron. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  understand  that  in  some 
cases  subsidies  have  been  granted  to  lines  before 
Mr.  Baker. 


they  are  located,  or  even  before  a  survey  of  any 
kind  has  been  made.  Now,  in  order  to  obviate 
the  granting  of  small  subsidies  to  build  these  small 
ends  of  lines,  the  Government  in  every  case  should 
insist  upon  the  survey  and  location  of  the  line,  and 
then  they  would  know  the  exact  length  of  the  road. 

For  a  railway  from  Cape  Tormenti  towards  Murray 
Bay,  20  miles,  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  in  lieu  of  the 
subsidy  granted  by  52  Victoria,  chapter  3,  a  subsidy  not 
exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole 
$64,000. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  There  is  a  mistake  in 
the  name  that  is  given  to  this  road.  It  is  Cape 
Tourmente,  and  is  an  extension  of  the  Quebec, 
Montmorency  and  Charlevoix  Railway. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  This  road,  I  understand,  is 
subsidized  from  Quebec  to  Murray  Bay. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  Yes. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  road  is  completed  to  Ste. 
Anne,  and  there  will  be  a  gap,  according  to  this 
subsidy. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  The  extension  is  not 
proposed  to  go  beyond  Cape  Tourmente  ;  the  ex¬ 
tension  down  to  Murray  Bay  is  not  contemplated 
in  this  resolution.  < 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Then  I  do  not  understand  the 
language  of  the  resolution.  The  hon.  gentleman 
says  it  is  not  intended  to  go  on  with  the  railway. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  It  is  a  revote. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  If  it  is  a  re  vote,  we  must 
understand  what  we  are  voting.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  tells  us  that  it  is  not  intended  to  carry  on  the 
railway  any  further  than  Cape  Tourmente,  the 
appropriation  that  is  now  asked  for  is  to  build  a 
road  from  Cape  Tourmente  to  Murray  Bay. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  The  last  subsidy 
which  was  given  to  this  road  was  for  a  line  going 
to  Cape  Tourmente ;  it  was  given  only  for  a 
time,  which  will  have  elapsed  when  the  present 
resolutions  come  into  force.  It  is  contemplated 
now  to  renew  that  subsidy*  and  this  is  a  revote  to 
continue  the  road,  in  so  far  as  the  present  extension 
is  concerned,  as  far  as  Cape  Tourmente. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  This  resolution  states  that  it  is 
in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  52  Victoria,  chap¬ 
ter  8,  but  that  Act  only  grants  a  subsidy  from  the 
bank  of  the  St.  Charles  River  to  or  near  Cape  Tour¬ 
mente,  and  does  not  go  beyond  it  at  all. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  think  there  are  two  sub¬ 
sidies,  and  it  is  intended  to  renew  one  of  them. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  If  the  hon.  gentleman 
will  look  at  the  statute  it  will  be  found  that  the 
subsidy  is  given  just  exactly  as  I  have  stated.  The 
first  subsidy  was  given  to  Cape  Tourmente,  and 
the  second  subsidy  is  given  from  Cape  Tourmente 
down  to  Murray  Bay.  It  is  that  subsidy  we  are 
revoting  now  to  prevent  it  lapsing. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  If  so,  this  resolution  is  wrongly 
drawn,  because  it  is  stated  that  this  resolution  is 
granted  in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  52  Vic¬ 
toria,  chapter  3,  and  that  is  only  from  St.  Charles 
to  Cape  Tourmente. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  There  were  two  subsidies 
granted  in  the  same  year.  One  is  described  as 
being  for  a  road  from  the  east  branch*  of  the  St. 
Charles  towards  Cape  Tourmente.  That  road  is  under 
contract,  and  is  nearly  finished.  The  other  subsidy 
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was  granted  for  a  line  from  Cape  Tourmente  to¬ 
wards  Murray  Bay. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  The  construction  was  to  he 
completed  within  two  years,  and  two  years  have 
elapsed.  There  were  two  subsidies  granted  in  that 
year. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Then  this  resolution  should 
be  amended  so  that  the  subsidy  will  be  granted  to 
the  Quebec,  Montmorency  and  Charlebois  Railway 
Company. 

Resolution,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

For  a  railway  from  Truro,  or  a  point  between  Truro 
and  Stewiacke,  to  Newport  or  to  Windsor,  in  the  Pmvince 
of  Nova  Scotia,  for  49  miles  of  such  railway,  in  lieu  ot 
the  subsidy  granted  by  the  Act  52  Victoria,  chapter  3,  a 
subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in 
the  whole  $158,800. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  To  what  company  is  this  sub¬ 
sidy  to  be  given  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  To  the  same  company. 

To  the  Restigouche  and  Victoria  Railway  Company, 
for  15  miles  of  their  railway  from  Campbellton  towards 
Grand  Falls,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor 
exceeding  in  the  whole  $48,000. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Where  will  this  road  run? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  This  is  a  road  which  has  been 
agitated  in  New  Brunswick  for  a  number  of  years. 
A  few  years  ago  it  was  surveyed  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  the  cost  of  construction  was  approxi¬ 
mately  estimated  at  $20,000  per  mile.  It  will  pass 
through  a  very  fair  farming  country  and  also  an 
extensive  lumbering  region. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  With  what  railway  will  it  con¬ 
nect  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  will  connect  with  the  New 
Brunswick  Railway  that  runs  north  to  Temiscouata 
and  also  with  the  Intercolonial. 

For  a  railway  from  St.  John’s  to  Ste.  Rosalie,  32  miles, 
a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in 
the  whole  $102,400. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  This  road  will  run  between 
St.  John’s,  Que.,  and  St.  Hyacinthe,  and  will  connect 
with  the  Drummond  County  Railway  at  Ste.  Rosalie. 
The  name  of  the  company  was  the  United  Counties 
Railway  Company.  As  the  company  has  not  been 
in  very  active  existence  lately,  the  subsidy  is  to  be 
given  to  a  company  established  by  new  arrange¬ 
ments  entered  into,  I  understand,  between  the  late 
shareholders  and  other  persons  who  have  joined 
them. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Is  the  subsidy  not  given  to 
the  United  Counties  Company  ? 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  It  is  given  to  the  railway 
which  was  proposed  to  be  built  by  the  United  Coun¬ 
ties  Railway  Company. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  What  railway  facilities  are 
there  in  that  section  now  ? 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  Between  those  towns,  which 
are  progressive  communities,  there  are  only  two 
ways  of  communication.  One  is  by  going  from  St. 
John’s  to  St.  Lambert  and  back  to  St.  Hyacinthe 
by  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  ;  and  the  other  is  by 
going  round  by  the  South-Eastern,  which  will  be 
two  or  three  times  as  long  a  journey.  I  might 
add  that  these  people,  who  are  very  active,  intelli¬ 
gent  and  progressive,  have  so  far  received  no  rail¬ 
way  subsidy  from  this  Government.  They  have 


received  railway  subsidies  from  the  Quebec  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  they  now  ask  a  small  subsidy  from 
the  Dominion  Government,  which  is  equivalent  to 
the  usual  subsidies  granted  to  these  enterprises. 
The  valley  between  the  Richelieu  and  Yamaska 
Rivers  is  one  of  the  richest  valleys  in  the  whole 
Province  of  Quebec. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Do  I  understand  that  this 
section  has  already  railway  accommodation  at  two 
points,  and  this  line  is  to  make  direct  connection 
across  the  intervening  country  ? 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  Across  the  country  between 
those  two  towns  which  have  railway  communica¬ 
tion,  one  from  Montreal  to  Portland  by  the  Grand 
Trunk  Railway,  and  one  from  Montreal  to  the  in¬ 
ternational  boundary. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  What  reason  is  there  why  the 
name  of  the  company  to  which  the  subsidy  is  to 
be  given  should  not  appear  ? 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  I  said  the  affairs  of  the 
company  were  rather  in  an  unsettled  state  when 
the  Government  intended  to  grant  a  subsidy. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  had  in  1884  the  honour  to  address  the  House  and 
ask  the  Minister  of  Railways  and  Canals  to  grant 
subsidies  to  railways,  in  order  to  relieve  the  Pro¬ 
vincial  Governments  from  the  burden  of  subven¬ 
tions  to  commercial  roads.  I  then  represented  to 
the  Government  that  the  subsidies  granted  by  the 
Local  Governments  must  necessarily  involve  ex¬ 
penditures  which  should  not  be  incumbent  on 
them,  and  which  sooner  or  later  create  difficulties 
which  will  be  more  or  less  hard  to  face.  Since 
1884  the  Dominion  Government  undertook  the 
subsidizing  of  those  roads,  and  declared  that  it  was 
their  intention  to  adopt  a  policy  calculated  to 
insure  the  building  of  railways  in  the  different 
provinces.  The  road  now  subsidized  by  the  pre¬ 
sent  resolutions,  from  St.  John’s  to  Ste.  Rosalie, 
obtained  under  Mr.  Mercier’s  regime  a  land  grant 
equivalent  to  the  subvention  now  given  by  this 
Government.  I  have  no  objection  to  see  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  insure  the  building  of  a  railway  between 
St.  John’s  and  St.  Hyacinthe,  but  I  wish  that  a 
restriction  be  added  to  the  resolutions,  to  the  effect 
that  this  company,  as  well  as  all  others  receiving 
subsidies  from  the  Dominion  Government,  shall 
have  no  right  to  receive  grants  of  a  Provincial  Gov¬ 
ernment.  These  railways  are  commercial  enter¬ 
prises,  which  must  be  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Dominion  Parliament  and  not  under  that  of  the 
provinces.  Now,  the  provinces  should  not  grant 
subsidies  to  the  same  companies  ;  for  if  these  are 
allowed  to  get  money  from  both  Dominion  and 
Provincial  Governments,  we  will  necessarily  find 
speculations  taking  place  at  the  expense  either  of 
the  federal  or  of  the  provincial  treasury. 

Mix  LAURIER.  (Translation.)  Two  instead 
of  one. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  As  to  such 
subsidies,  I  consider  that  there  is  generally  much 
danger  of  boodlers  fattening  their  wallets  with 
them  ;  but  when  they  are  too  large  the  danger  is 
really  too  apparent.  Now,  the  last  dodge  in 
boodling  is  to  form  companies  of  political  friends 
of  the  Government  and  to  cause  some  political 
opponents  of  the  Administration  to  join  in,  so  as  to 
insure  impunity  to  the  raids  made  on  the  public 
treasury.  I  will  tell  my  lion,  friend  that  I  believe 
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that  a  subsidy  of  $6,400  per  niile  for  a  road  from 
St.  Hyaeinthe  to  St.  John’s,  in  a  country  which 
offers  no  obstacle  to  such  a  construction,  is  too 
much.  I  know  what  is  the  cost  of  a  railway  per 
mile  on  such  a  surface  ;  and  if  such  an  enterprise 
has  any  commercial  value  at  all,  it  can  be  carried 
out  with  a  subvention  of  $3,200  per  mile.  Conse¬ 
quently,  it  is  undesirable  to  force  the  Quebec  trea¬ 
sury  to  yield  another  $3,200  per  mile,  so  as  to 
bring  the  total  to  $6,400  per  mile.  I  consider  that 
this  provincial  subsidy  was  granted  at  a  time  when 
politics  in  Quebec  were  in  the  hands  of  extravagant 
men.  If  the  grant  now  given  by  the  Dominion  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  not  sufficient,  I  have  no  objection- — since 
this  Government  is  to  have  the  control  of  the 
road — that  it  be  increased  ;  but  I  object  to  see  the 
Provincial  Government  obliged  to  pay  an  equal 
sum,  for  the  provincial  grant  of  10,000  acres,  con¬ 
verted  into  money,  will  give  a  sum  equal  to  the 
Dominion  subsidy.  Now,  the  building  of  a  rail¬ 
way,  in  a  region  like  that  through  which  this  road 
is  to  run,  will  cost  less  than  $6,000  per  mile. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  (Translation.)  Does  my  lion, 
friend  know  that  the  economical  men  who  to-day 
govern  the  Province  of  Quebec  have  given  a  sub¬ 
vention  to  the  Lake  St.  John  Railway  Company. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  I  know  that 
and  I  do  not  approve  that  subvention.  I  will  give 
here,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  cost  of  building  such  a 
road  per  mile  : 


Cost  of  a  Mile  of  Railway  on  Level  Ground. 


Purchase  of  land,  9  arpents  and  20  perches,  at 

$80  per  arpent . 

Wire  fencing .  . 

Earthwork .  . . . 

Steel  rails,  88  tons  at  $21  per  ton . 

Spikes,  nuts,  bolts,  4  30-100  tons  at  $50  per  ton. 

Ties,  2,300  at  22  cts.  each .  . 

Distributing  the  ties,  2,300  at  3  cts.  each .... 

Laying  down  the  rails . 

Ballast,  2,000  cubic  yards  at  20  cts.  per  yard _ 

Telegraph . < . 

Public  and  farm  road  crossings,  and  cattle 

guards  .  . 

Station  buildings,  engine  houses,  sheds,  turn- 
plates,  engineering . 


$  720  00 
400  00 
700  00 
1,848  00 
215  00 
506  00 

69  00 

70  00 
400  00 

75  00 

150  00 
400  00 


Total .  $5,553  0u 

According  to  these  figures  the  total  cost  per 
mile  is  about  $5,500.  Therefore,  the  subsidy  from 
the  Local  Government  is  an  abuse,  when  such  com¬ 
panies  are  equally  subsidized  by  the  Dominion  Gov¬ 
ernment.  When  such  roads  are  to  run  through 
regions  like  that  where  the  railway  of  the  united 
counties  is  to  be  built,  and  where  the  work  can  be 
done  for  at  most  $6,000  per  mile,  the  House  will 
agree  with  me  that  the  companies  which  undertake 
them  should  contribute  something  to  the  cost  of 
their  construction.  The  contractors  must  not 
expect  that  the  Dominion  and  Local  Governments 
will  grant  them  such  subsidies  that  when  the  road 
is  built,  they  will  still  have  on  hand,  over  and 
above  its  cost,  a  bonus  for  its  construction. 

Mr.  BERNIER.  (Translation.)  As  was  stated  by 
the  Minister  of  Customs,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  rail¬ 
way  now  subsidized  had  for  its  promoters  Mr. 
Morrison,  of  St.  Hyaeinthe,  the  late  Mr.  Massue,  of 
Varennes,  formerly  member  for  Richelieu,  and  the 
late  Mr.  Labelle,  member  for  the  same  county, 
and  two  or  three  other  prominent  Conservatives, 
and  myself.  The  first  charter  we  obtained  was  in 
1883,  but  owing  to  certain  difficulties  resulting 
Mr.  Dupont. 


from  an  amendment  passed  by  the  Legislative 
Council  we  were  obliged  to  have  this  charter  re¬ 
newed  in  1885.  Finally,  in  1888,  we  obtained  a 
charter  allowing  to  build  a  road  from  St.  John  to 
Sorel.  In  1890,  the  Quebec  Government  granted 
this  company  a  land  subsidy,  as  they  had  done  to 
many  others.  This  subsidy  consisted  of  10,000 
acres  per  mile,  which  were  to  be  converted  in 
money  at  the  rate  of  70  cents  per  acre,  35  cents  of 
which  would  be  payable  in  money  after  the  con¬ 
struction  of  every  ten-mile  section,  and  the  balance 
after  the  sale  of  the  lands.  As  was  mentined  by 
the  Minister  of  Customs,  Mr.  Morrison  and  myself 
assigne.l  to  other  persons  all  the  rights  we  had  in 
the  charter.  I  am  happy  to  say  that  the  person 
at  the  head  of  the  enterprise  is  an  able  and  ex¬ 
perienced  engineer,  who  has  already  built  railways, 
and  if  this  subsidy  is  granted  I  am  satisfied  that  the 
building  of  the  road  will  be  assured.  The  hon. 
member  for  Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont)  objects  to  the 
granting  of  the  proposed  subsidy  to  this  road,  and 
he  came  before  the  committee  to  give  estimates  of 
the  probable  cost  of  the  work.  He  told  us  that 
the  rails  would  cost  $21  per  ton ;  the  grad¬ 
ing  $700  per  mile,  and  so  on.  I  have  known 

the  hon.  member  for  a  long  while,  and  I 

know  that  when  it  is  a  question  of  St.  Hyaeinthe, 
he  must  not  be  excepted  to  show  sympathies  for 

that.  But,  seeing  that  the  road  passes  by  the 

parish  of  Ste.  Rosalie,  a  parish  in  his  own  county 
and  which  is  as  interested  as  is  St.  Hyaeinthe  in 
the  success  of  the  enterprise,  I  thought  at  least 
that  he  would  do  nothing  to  prevent  the  granting 
of  this  subsidy.  The  hon.  member  brought  out  an 
altogether  new  theory.  He  did  not  want  the  Dom¬ 
inion  Government  to  give  any  aid  to  a  railway 
enterprise  already  subsidized  by  the  Provincial 
Government.  This  is  the  first  time  I  hear  a  mem¬ 
ber  raise  such  an  objection,  and  ask  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  grant  no  subsidy  to  a  road,  on  the  ground 
that  it  has  already  received  some  help  from  a  Pro¬ 
vincial  Government.  He  added  that  his  object 
was  to  prevent  the  promoters  of  this  road  from 
making  money  at  the  expense  of  the  public  treasury 
and  to  prevent  boodlers  from  speculating  with  that 
money.  I  do  not  think  there  are  any  boodlers  in 
that  company,  and  I  do  not  believe  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  could  name  a  single  man  in  it  deserving  that 
name.  For  the  first  time  perhaps,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  approve  the  Government,  as  they  show  their 
willingness  of  facilitating  the  building  of  that  road. 
It  is  true  that  the  town  of  St.  Hyaeinthe  has 
means  of  communication  with  the  city  of  Mon¬ 
treal  b}'  the  Grand  Trunk  and  the  Pacific,  but  the 
latter  route  is  much  too  long  to  offer  very  great 
advantages.  With  the  proposed  road  not  only 
shall  we  have  easy  and  direct  communication 
with  the  different  localities  which  it  is  to  cross, 
but  we  will  all  be  put  in  connection  with  an 
important  Eastern  Township  road,  the  Drum¬ 
mond  Railway,  which  will  pass  by  St.  Hyaeinthe, 
St.  Darnase,  the  Counties  of  Rouville  and  Iber¬ 
ville,  and  will  connect  us  with  the  American 
railroads.  We  can,  therefore,  in  the  future  expect 
to  be  able  to  trade  with  the  Eastern  Townships 
and  the  United  States,  as  well  as  Montreal.  The 
farmers  will  take  the  shortest  line,  which  will  be 
that  one  now  contemplated.  If  my  information  is 
correct  it  will  be  the  shortest  route  from  Quebec  to 
New  York,  and  the  distance  so  saved  will  not  be 
less  than  50  miles.  I  hope  now  that  the  hon. 
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member  for  Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont)  lias  expounded  his 
theory  on  Dominion  and  provincial  subsidies,  and 
shown  his  knowledge  as  an  engineer  as  to  the  cost 
of  railway  construction,  he  will  be  satisfied  and 
will  not  carry  his  opposition  any  further.  I  hope 
also  that  the  Government  will  not  withdraw  from 
its  position  in  consequence  of  this  manifestation  of 
opposition  by  the  lion,  member  for  Bagot  (Mr. 
Dupont).  The  new  company  in  whose  favour  this 
subsidy  is  to  be  voted  is  composed  of  men  perfectly 
qualified  to  carry  the  enterprise  to  completion.  If 
the  lion,  member  for  Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont)  thinks 
that  my  presence  in  this  company  is  sufficient  in 
his  opinion  to  be  an  obstacle  to  granting  this 
subsidy,  I  will  tell  him  that  neither  Mr.  Morrison 
nor  myself,  nor  any  of  the  original  members  of  the 
company,  have  any  other  interest  in  it  now  than 
that  of  seeing  St.  Hyacinthe  and  the  counties  which 
this  road  is  to  cross  benefit  by  its  construction. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  If  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  St.  Hyacinthe  (Mr.  Bernier)  understands  that 
I  am  opposed  to  this  subsidy  he  is  greatly  mis¬ 
taken.  What  I  said  and  what  I  repeat,  is  that  I 
object  to  seeing  commercial  lines  subsidized  by  the 
Quebec  Provincial  Government.  It  is  not  reason¬ 
able  that  such  enterprises  be  a  burden  on  the 
provincial  treasury  when  they  are  to  bring  no 
revenue  to  that  treasury,  and  that  all  the  benefit  is 
to  accrue  to  the  Dominion  Government.  I  also 
added — and  this  will  prove  that  I  am  not  opposed 
to  the  subsidy — that  I  would  be  glad  to  see  a  larger 
subsidy  granted,  if  that  which  is  now  provided  for 
is  not  sufficient  to  insure  the  building  of  the  road. 
But  what  I  want  is  that  the  Quebec  Government  be 
not  forced  to  pay  a  sum  of  two  or  three  hundred 
thousand  dollars  for  an  enterprise  which  will  only 
benefit  the  Dominion  Government,  in  the  matter  of 
revenue,  and  for  the  building  of  a  purely  commer¬ 
cial  railway.  The  hon.  member  for  St.  Hyacinthe 
(Mr.  Bernier)  seems  to  have  taken  for  himself  what 
I  said  about  boodlers.  I  will  assure  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  that  I  in  no  way  referred  to  him  or  any  of  the 
members  of  the  company  ;  I  only  spoke  in  a  general 
way  of  much-to-be-regretted  speculations  carried 
on  by  the  class  of  men  known  as  boodlers.  It  is 
well  known  that  the  speculators  of  this  type  are 
not  very  particular  when  an  occasion  comes  of 
easily  making  mone}7  at  the  expense  of  the  public 
treasury.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  hon.  member 
should  be  of  my  opinion,  w  hen  I  say  that  a  railway 
company  should  not  be  at  the  same  time  under  the 
control  of  two  governments,  and  that  people  should 
not  be  allowed  to  draw  money  from  two  govern¬ 
ments,  and  even  make  profits  on  the  construction 
cost  of  a  railway  out  of  the  subsidies  granted  to  the 
enterprise.  The  hon.  member  gave  to  understand 
that  I  have  the  pretension  to  pose  as  an  engineer, 
because  I  gave  figures  as  to  the  cost  of  building  the 
railway.  I  will  point  out  to  my  hon.  friend  that 
these  figures  are  not  mine,  but  those  of  the  engineers 
who  built  railways  on  similar  ground.  They  must 
know  as  much  as  the  hon.  member  for  St.  Hyacin¬ 
the  (Mr.  Bernier)  about  such  questions.  The  figures 
I  read  were  put  before  the  committee,  and  any  one 
can  see  if  they  are  true  or  false.  If  the  railway  is 
to  benefit  the  town  of  St.  Hyacinthe,  I  will  be  glad 
for  that,  but  since  it  is  such  an  important  enter¬ 
prise,  and  since  it  will  afford  direct  communication 
with  Montreal  and  even  the  United  States,  I  see  in 
that  an  additional  ground  for  my  position,  when  I 


contend  that  the  enterprise  falls  within  the  imme¬ 
diate  province  of  the  Dominion  Government,  and 
that  the  Quebec  Government  who  is  to  derive  no 
benefit  from  this  road,  should  not  be  called  upon  to 
subsidize  it.  Moreover,  since  this  railway  is  to  run 
through  a  valley  where  there  is  much  made,  which 
will  make  it  profitable  to  its  owners  ;  if,  as  is  said, 
the  city  of  St.  Hyacinthe  is  to  derive  so  great 
advantages  from  this  road,  I  do  not  see  why  the 
promoters  of  the  enterprise  should  want  to  have,  by 
way  of  subsidies,  enough  money  to  build  the  road, 
and  still  have,  after  its  completion,  a  balance  on 
hand  applicable  to  its  equipment.  I  am  not  hostile 
to  the  interest  of  the  city  of  St.  Hyacinthe  ;  on  the 
contrary,  the  policy  which  I  always  supported  has 
caused  the  prosperity  of  that  city,  while  the  lion, 
member  for  St.  Hyacinthe  (Mr.  Bernier)  voted 
against  subsidies  to  railways,  and  opposed  with  all 
his  strength  a  policy  so  favourable  to  the  industrial 
and  commercial  interests  of  St.  Hyacinthe. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  I  wish  to  correct  some  of  the 
figures  of  my  hon.  friend.  If  the  hon.  member  for 
Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont)  can  give  the  secret  to  an  en¬ 
gineer  or  capitalist  to  build  a  railway  through  a 
well  settled  and  rich  farming  country  where  the 
cost  of  expropriation  is  very  heavy,  for  $6,000  a 
mile,  I  am  sure  that  without  boodling  he  could 
make  a  good  deal  of  money  out  of  his  patent. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  I  have  given  the  figures  to  the 
Minister. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  Figures  are  very  deceiving 
things,  especially  in  building  a  railway. 

Mr.  FORBES.  Not  in  a  railway  subsidy. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  Yes,  in  the  building  of  a 
railway  like  this.  This  railway  implies  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  bridge  over  the  Richelieu  River  at 
St.  John’s,  and  of  another  over  the  River  Yamaska 
at  St.  Hyacinthe  ;  and  although  I  am  not  an  en¬ 
gineer  every  one  who  knows  that  place  will  see  it 
is  an  expensive  undertaking. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  They  will  run  over  the  same 
bridge. 

•  Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  They  will  not  and  cannot, 
and  the  cost  of  that  bridge  will  be  over  $70,000. 

Mr.  BERNIER.  $75,000. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  I  repeat  that  even  if  these  two 
bridges  were  not  there,  that  if  the  hon.  gentleman 
can  build  a  railway  through  a  country  such  as  this  for 
less  than  $12,000  a  mile,  with,  the  equipment  of  the 
road,  he  has  a  secret  that  engineers  do  not  possess. 

Mr.  BERNIER.  (Translation.)  When  we  made 
the  surveys  we  had  an  engineer  who,  after  having 
made  the  plans,  stated  to  us  that  the  road  would 
not  cost  less  than  $9,000  or  $10,000  a  mile.  That  is 
the  estimation  of  a  competent  engineer  who  had 
the  supervision  of  the  works  on  the  Drummond 
Railway  from  beginning  to  end. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  With  the  bridges. 

Mr.  BERNIER.  (Translation.)  Without  the 
bridges.  The  bridges  are  to  be  added  to  that.  I 
am  not  only  referring  to  the  bridges  on  the  Yamaska 
or  the  Richelieu.  At  that  time  there  was  no  inten¬ 
tion  of  crossing  the  County  of  JBagot  in  order  to 
please  the  hon.  member  as  is  the  case  to-day.  The 
road  was  to  cross  the  Counties  of  Iberville,  Rouville, 
St.  Hyacinthe  and  Richelieu.  Now,  according  to 
the  present  location,  the  road  will  reach  beyond 
Drummondville  and  Nicolet  in  the  Eastern  Town- 


4531 


[COMMONS] 


4532 


ships.  It  will  connect  with  the  Drummond  Railway. 
My  hon.  friend  must  know  that  there  is  a  bridge 
to  be  constructed  on  the  Yamaska,  at  a  distance  of 
some  ten  arpents  below  the  Grand  Trunk  bridge. 
This  structure  will  cost  about  .$75,000.  I  could  not 
say  how  much  the  bridge  at  St.  John’s  would  cost ; 
but  I  will  say,  as  did  the  Minister  of  Customs,  that 
if  the  hon.  member  for  Bagot  has  a  secret  for  build¬ 
ing  railways  for  $6,000  a  mile,  he  ought  to  give  it 
to  us. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  I  have  given 
you  my  secret. 

Mr.  BERNIER.  (Translation.)  That  was  purely 
theoretical,-  and  I  do  not  believe  that  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  would  like  to  undertake  the  construction 
of  a  railway  for  the  sum  he  mentioned  notwith¬ 
standing  his  ability  and  his  brilliant  faculties  as 
an  engineer.  I  will  now  come  to  his  theory  that 
the  Dominion  Government  should  not  subsidize 
railways  which  receive  help  from  Provincial  Gov¬ 
ernments.  This  has  often  been  done,  and  the  hon. 
member  never  objected.  I  find  with  regret  that 
the  hon.  member  chooses  an  occasion  when  the 
interests  of  St.  Hyacinthe  are  at  stake  to  come  and 
unfold  a  new  theory,  the  result  of  which,  should  it 
be  adopted,  would  be  detrimental  to  St.  Hyacinthe 
and  to  a  large  number  of  electors  of  his  county, 
the  prosperity  of  whom  depends  on  the  prosperity 
of  St.  Hyacinthe  to  a  certain  extent.  As  the  leader 
of  the  Opposition  has  pointed  out,  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  has  just  voted  a  resolution  for  a  subsidy  to  a 
New  Brunswick  Railway  which  also  receives  a 
grant  from  the  Local  Government.  It  is  possible 
that  he  has  not  paid  as  much  attention  to  the 
resolutions  concerning  New  Brunswick  as  to  those 
which  refer  to  the  Province  of  Quebec,  for  he 
seems  to  have  concentrated  his  mind  on  the  St. 
John’s  and  Ste.  Rosalie  Railway.  I  hope  that  be¬ 
fore  the  debate  is  over,  the  hon.  member  will  ad¬ 
mit  that  he  was  wrong  in  offering  this  opposition ; 
he  will  admit  that  he  had  forgotten  the  parish  of 
Ste.  Rosalie,  where  he  took  his  first  education  as  a 
notary.  I  hope  that  he  will  apologize  for  having 
attempted  to  deprive  it  of  a  railway  which  is  to  be 
shorter  and  more  rapid  than  those  now  in  exis¬ 
tence. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  I  will  tell  my 
hon.  friend  for  St.  Hyacinthe  that  the  electors  of 
Ste.  Rosalie  agree  with  me  as  to  the  subvention 
which  was  granted  by  the  Provincial  Government. 
No  more  than  those  of  St.  Hyacinthe  wfill  the 
electors  of  Ste.  Rosalie  feel  like  standing  direct 
taxation  to  favour  the  building  of  a  railway,  when 
this  railway,  as  I  said  before,  can  be  subsidized  by 
the  Dominion  Government.  While  the  building  of 
this  road  can  be  insured  by  the  Dominion  sub¬ 
vention,  it  is  useless  for  the  Quebec  Government  to 
pay  $150,000  towards  it,  when  the  latter  Govern¬ 
ment  has  no  interest  in  it.  The  Minister  of  Cus¬ 
toms  turned  into  ridicule  the  figures  which  I  put 
before  the  House.  Before  ridiculing  my  figures  he 
should  be  able,  as  well  as  the  hon.  member  for  St. 
Hyacinthe,  to  furnish  the  figures  given  by  the 
engineers  of  the  enterprise.  Can  the  Minister  of 
Customs  say  that  steel  rails  to-day  cost  any  more 
than  $21  per  ton  ?  About  80  tons  are  necessary  to 
lay  down  a  mile  of  track.  The  hon.  Minister 
knows  also  the  cost  of  sleepers  or  ties.  The 
engineers  say  that  it  takes  2,300  ties  to  the  mile. 
Now,  they  cost  $22  a  hundred.  And  so  on  with 
Mr.  Bernier. 


the  different  items  which  I  enumerated.  When 
the  cost  of  the  material  and  that  of  labour  are 
given,  I  think  the  whole  is  covered.  If  the  hon. 
members  treat  this  as  a  secret  they  simply  close 
their  eyes  to  the  light  in  order  not  to  see  the  truth, 
because  they  are  bent  upon  granting  large  subsidies 
that  may  allow  the  contractors  to  enrich  them¬ 
selves. 

Mr.  BERNIER.  (Translation.)  I  will  ask  the 
hon.  member  if  he  is  not  forgetting  a  rather  impor¬ 
tant  item.  I  mean  the  ballast.  Could  he  tell  me 
whether  the  necessary  ballast  will  be  found  along 
the  road  ? 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  I  will  tell  the 
hon.  member  that  there  is  no  ballast  on  this  line, 
because  there  are  no  natural  obstacles  to  overcome  ; 
and  if  the  road  is  to  connect  with  the  Drummond 
County  Railway,  it  will  be  easy  to  get  the  necessary 
ballast  on  the  latter.  Consequently,  the  matter  of 
ballast  cannot  be  considered  in  advance  as  an 
obstacle.  The  number  of  cubic  yards  per  mile  is 
about  2,000,  and  will  cost  about  $400. 

Mr.  BECHARD.  (Translation.)  If  I  am  not 
mistaken,  the  hon.  member  for  Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont) 
stated  that  he  only  objected  to  this  subsidy  for  the 
reason  that  this  company  is  already  receiving  a 
grant  from  the  Quebec  Provincial  Government,  and 
that  he  is  opposed  to  a  railway  company  receiving 
subsidies,  both  from  Provincial  and  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernments.  It  seems  that  the  answer  to  this  is 
very  simple.  He  ought  to  have  opposed  all  the 
subsidies  that  were  under  the  same  circumstances  ; 
and  that  is  what  he  did  not  do.  He  never  cared 
as  long  as  those  double  subsidies  were  for  other 
roads,  but  he  brought  his  opposition  to  bear  on 
this  one  alone.  The  hon.  member  seems  opposed 
to  the  Quebec  Government  paying  subventions  to 
railways  that  are  subsidized  by  the  Dominion  Gov¬ 
ernment.  I  will  point  out  to  the  hon.  member 
that  this  is  not  the  place  for  him  to  urge  this  ob¬ 
jection.  Let  him  have  some  of  his  friends  urge  it 
in  the  Quebec  Legislature.  The  hon.  member  says 
that  the  Quebec  provincial  treasury  is  not  in  a 
condition  to  subsidize  such  enterprises,  which  are 
in  the  interest  of  the  Dominion  treasury  ;  but  this  is 
not  a  reason  which  should  deter  the  Dominion 
Government  from  favouring  this  railway,  as  it  did 
others  under  the  same  circumstances,  that  is  to  say, 
other  railways  receiving  subsidies  from  both 
Governments.  He  seems  to  fear  the  boodlers. 
On  that  point  we  oil  agree  ;  the  boodlers  are 
the  worst  plagues  for  all  governments  ; 
but  I  don’t  know  that  there  are  boodlers  to  be 
feared  in  connection  with  this  road.  I  have  not 
the  practical  knowledge  of  an  engineer,  and  I  do 
not  know  the  history  of  this  enterprise  ;  all  I  know 
is  that  this  road  will  cross  a  territory  where  land 
will  cost  a  considerable  sum.  It  crosses  one  of  the 
finest  regions  of  the  Province  of  Quebec,  and  con¬ 
sequently  the  right  of  way  must  cost  very  much. 
The  hon.  Minister  of  Customs  told  us  that  the  com¬ 
pany  will  have  to  build  a  bridge  at  St.  Hyacinthe, 
and  another  one  on  the  Richelieu  River.  These 
two  bridges  'will  cost  much  money,  for  one  of  them 
is  to  be  no  less  than  a  half  mile  long,  which  means 
that  it  must  be  an  expensive  structure.  I  hope 
that  the  hon.  member  for  Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont)  will 
not  continue  his  opposition  to  the  subsidy,  and 
that  he  will  approve  the  policy  which  favours  this 
enterprise.  He  contends  that  the  Quebec  Provin- 
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cial  Government  lias  not  the  means  to  subsidize 
railways.  He  may  be  right ;  let  him  then  take 
measures  for  remedying  that  with  the  Provincial 
Government,  but  in  the  meanwhile  let  him  accept 
the  resolution  for  this  subsidy. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  (Translation.)  I  am  happy,  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  see  the  Government  pursue  a  policy 
calculated  to  develop  the  resources  of  the  province 
and  encourage  particularly  the  railway  enterprises 
of  the  district  of  Montreal.  1  understand  that  the 
lion,  member  for  Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont)  does  not 
oppose  that  policy  which  he  finds  excellent,  since 
he  is  ready  to  vote  for  an  increase  of  the  subsidy  by 
the  Dominion  Government  if  necessary,  so  that  the 
Quebec  Provincial  Government  be  not  called  upon 
to  pay  for  the  carrying  out  of  that  enterprise.  The 
lion,  member  deserves  the  approbation  of  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec,  for  it  is  time  that  we  should  know 
whether  the  Provincial  Government  should  subsi¬ 
dize  railways  that  are  to  be  put  under  the  control 
of  the  Dominion  Government  as  soon  as  they  are 
built.  But  this  is  not  the  point  to  which  I  wish  to 
call  the  attention  of  the  committee.  It  seems  to  be 
forgotten  that  there  is  in  the  district  of  Quebec  a 
large  territory  which  has  no  railway  to  help  its  de¬ 
velopment.  It  seems  to  be  forgotten  that  there  is, 
behind  the  Alleghanies,  a  region  which  deserves 
that  some  help  be  given  by  the  Government 
towards  the  construction  of  a  railway  within  its 
area.  I  notice  on  the  map  now  on  the  Table  of  the 
House,  the  indication  of  a  railway  starting  from 
St.  Anselme,  and  going  through  the  Counties  of 
Belleehasse,  Montmagny,  l’lslet,  Kamouraska  and 
Temiscouata.  I  wish  to  draw  the  attention  of  the 
Government  to  that  proposed  railway.  The  public 
have  long  asked  for  the  realization  of  this  project, 
which  is  calculated  to  develop  that  important  part 
of  the  province.  I  do  not  accuse  the  Government 
of  negligence,  but  I  urge  them  not  to  forget  that 
there  is  behind  the  Alleghanies  a  vast  territory 
deprived  of  means  of  communication.  This  rail¬ 
way  would  be  the  shortest  route  from  the  Province 
of  Quebec  to  the  Maritime  Provinces.  We  would 
have  there  a  railway  whose  whole  length  would  be 
on  Canadian  territory,  and  which  would  favour  the 
development  of  the  agricultural,  lumbering  and 
mining  interests  of  this  large  region.  I  hope  that 
next  session  the  Government  will  ask  us  to  vote  a 
sum  towards  the  construction  of  that  railway.  The 
idea  expressed  by  my  hon.  friend  the  member  for 
Bagot  (Mr.  Dupont)  deserves  the  most  serious  at¬ 
tention,  if  we  want  to  consolidate  the  work  of  con¬ 
federation.  We  must  give  it  all  our  solicitude,  for 
it  is  well  known  that  the  Provincial  Legislatures 
have  not  resources  enough  to  subsidize  railway 
enterprises. 

For  a  railway  from  St.  Placide  to  St.  Andrews,  8  miles, 
a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200,  per  mile  nor  exceeding  in 
the  whole  $25,600. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  ground  covered  by  this 
subsidy  forms  part  of  a  line  of  railway  which  is 
intended  to  be  built  from  a  point  in  the  County  of 
Laval,  near  Bord  a  Plouffe,  passing  St.  Martin,  Ste. 
Dorothee,  St.  Eustache,  St.  Joseph,  St.  Benoit,  St. 
Placide,  to  St.  Andrew’s,  in  the  County  of  Argen- 
teuil,  and  thence  by  a  line  already  built  to  Laclmte, 
on  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway.  In  1887  a  sub¬ 
sidy  was  granted  covering  the  ground  between  St. 
Placide  and  St.  Eustache,  and  the  following  year 
another  subsidy  covered  the  ground  from  St.  Eus¬ 


tache  to  Sault  au  Recollet,  the  starting  point  in 
that  line  which  I  have  just  described.  These  two 
subsidies  are  revoted  this  year.  One  of  the  subsi¬ 
dies  that  was  first  voted  was  voted  to  the  Grenville 
and  Carillon  Railway  Compauy,  which  owns  the 
road  from  Carillon  to  Grenville,  and  forms  part  of 
the  Ottawa  River  Navigation  Company’s  line  of 
communication.  That  company  has  done  nothing, 
and  this  year  the  grant  has  been  revoted  simply 
for  a  railway  from  St.  Eustache  to  St.  Placide,  and 
to  continue  that  line  from  St.  Eustache  to  Sault  au 
Recollet,  which  is  to  form  a  line  traversing  a  valu¬ 
able  farming  country,  and  a  country  of  great  value 
also  as  having  some  splendid  places  for  summer 
resorts.  This  is  to  encourage  the  formation  of  a 
new  company,  and  if  a  company  can  be  formed  to 
build  that  road  it  will  be  a  great  benefit  to  the 
locality.  Of  course,  if  that  company  cannot  be 
formed  the  scheme  will  have  to  be  abandoned,  I 
suppose,  but  I  hope  a  company  will  be  formed  that 
will  build  the  line  with  the  subsidy  that  is  now 
granted. 

For  a  railway  to  complete  the  connection  between 
Sydney  and  Louisbourg,  in  the  County  of  Cape  Breton,  for 
28  miles  of  such  railway,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200 
per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $89,600. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  This  is  a  projected 
railway  from  the  terminus  of  the  Cape  Breton  Rail¬ 
way,  at  Sydney,  connecting  with  the  shipping  port 
of  Louisbourg.  There  are  two  or  three  applications 
for  the  subsidy,  two  I  believe  filed  by  incorpor¬ 
ated  companies.  It  has  been  considered  better  not 
to  name  any  particular  company  in  the  subsidy, 
because  we  wish  first  to  see  which  company  will 
give  us  the  best  terms  and  have  the  best  prospects 
of  success. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  see  no  application  except 
from  the  Louisbourg  Railway  Company. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  One  company  is  the 
company  that  owns  the  mine,  and  an  abandoned 
narrow  gauge  railway  running  towards  Louisbourg, 
but  not  through  from  Sydney.  The  other  appli¬ 
cation  was  made  by  persons  interested  in  the 
International  Coal  Company.  I  am  not  aware 
whether  it  was  intended  that  the  International 
Coal  Company  should  take  up  the  subsidy  and  con¬ 
struct  a  railway,  or  whether  it  would  be  done  by 
shareholders  in  that  enterprise. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  How  many  miles  of 
railway  would  the  hon.  gentleman  say  had  been 
subsidized,  including  what  is  now  pioposed  to  be 
granted  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  Government  work 
consists  of  80  miles,  and  this  mileage  of  28  miles 
and  the  Orangedale  branch  is  all  there  is  in  the 
Island.  As  regards  the  International  Coal  Com¬ 
pany,  I  have  received  to-day  a  letter  from  one  of 
the  principal  shareholders  in  that  company — in 
fact,  I  think  the  manager,  who  states 

“I  have  a  telegram  from  Mr.  McDougall  advising  me 
that  the  subsidy  lias  been  voted  to  the  Lunenburg  line, 
$3,200  per  mile  for  a  distance  of  28  miles.  In  this  form  I 
assume  no  company  is  mentioned,  but  I  take  it  our  many 
times  renewed  applications  cover  it,  not  only  as  regards 
route,  but  also  priority.  The  amount  is  less  than  we  had 
counted  on,  and  under  previously  existing  cii'cumstances 
would  have  been  insufficient  to  secure  the  prompt  build¬ 
ing  of  the  road;  but  negotiations  have  been  going  on 
with  some  parties  for  a  larger  enterprise  than  the  railway 
to  Lunenburg,  which  will  form  part  of  this  scheme,  and 
it  looks  now  as  if  these  would  come  to  a  practical  issue 
immediately.  Will  you  kindly  advise  me  if  auy  further 
application  is  necessary  from  us?” 
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This  is  from  Mr.  J.  S.  McLennan,  who  is  the  man¬ 
ager  of  the  International  Coal  Company.  We  will 
ascertain  which  company  is  the  best  to  deal  with, 
without  committing  ourselves  to  any. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  same  gentleman  is  one  of 
the  incorporators  of  the  Louisbourg  Company.  I 
find  his  name  among  those  in  the  application. 

To  the  Belleville  and  Lake  Nipissing  Railway,  for  30 
miles  of  their  railway  from  Belleville  to  Tweed  and 
thence  to  Bridgewater,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  granted,  53 
Victoria,  chapter  2,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per 
mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $96,000. 

Mr.  MuMULLEN.  Is  this  a  renewal  of  an  old 
gran  t  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Yes. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Has  any  progress  been  made  ? 
Mr.  HAGGART.  No. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Is  there  any  prospect  of  any  ? 
I  think  when  such  a  large  grant  is  renewed  we 
should  be  told  by  the  Government  what  prospect 
there  is  of  the  railway  being  built  within  a  reason¬ 
able  time.  Otherwise  it  is  a  farce  to  renew  the 
grant. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  I  made  a  similar  remark  the 
other  day,  when  in  Belleville,  to  those  interested 
in  the  railway.  I  pointed  out  that  unless  there 
was  a  prospect  of  the  road  being  built,  it  was 
nonsense  to  go  on  voting  the  subsidy,  and  they 
assured  me  that  there  was  every  prospect  of  the 
work  going  on.  I  also  told  them  that  they  need  not 
expect  another  renewal  of  the  subsidy. 

To  the  Kingston,  Smith’s  Falls  and  Ottawa  Railway 
Company,  for  56  miles  of  their  railway  from  the  city  of 
Kingston  to  Smith’s  Falls,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidies  not  to 
exceed  $179,200,  granted  by  the  Acts  53  Victoria,  chapter 
3,  and  53  Victoria,  chapter  2,  a  subsidy  calculated  on  a 
basis  of  31  per  cent  on  the  amount  of  such  subsidies  so 
granted,  to  be  paid  in  semi-annual  instalments  for  such 
period  not  exceeding  21  years,  as  the  company  may  elect, 
which  represents  a  grant  in  cash  of  $179,200. 

Provided  that,  upon  the  completion  of  28  miles  of  the 
said  railway,  a  semi-annual  subsidy  may  be  paid  propor¬ 
tionate  to  the  value  of  the  portion  so  completed  in  com¬ 
parison  with  that  of  the  whole  56  miles:  Provided  also, 
that  the  company  may  deposit  with  the  Minister  of 
Finance  and  Receiver  General  a  sum  not  exceeding 
$1,170,000. 

In  consideration  whereof  there  shall  be  paid  to  the 
company  for  such  period  not  exceeding  20  years  as  the 
company  may  elect,  a  semi-annual  annuity  calculated  on 
a  basis  of 31  per  cent  on  the  amount  so  deposited:  Prov¬ 
ided  further,  that  the  Governor  in  Council  may  permit 
the  company  to  assign  the  said  subsidy  and  annuity  to 
trustees  by  wav  of  security  for  any  bonds  or  securities 
which  may  be  issued  by  the  company  in  respect  of  their 
undertaking,  and  the  subsidy  to  the  Kingston,  Smith’s 
Falls  and  Ottawa  Railway  shall  be  paid  in  instalments, 
the  first  semi-annual  payment  upon  which  shall  be  made 
at  the  end  of  the  six  months  from  the  date  of  the  Chief 
Engineer’s,  certificate  of  the  completion  of  the  28  miles  of 
railway,  and  each  subsequent  payment  at  the  end  of  six 
months  thereafter,  for  the  term  of  20  years  or  less. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  This  is  rather  a  new  system  of 
giving  aid  to  railways.  It  may  be  a  good  one  or  it 
may  not  be  ;  but  I  think  we  should  have  a  pretty 
full  consideration  before  we  enter  upon  it.  I 
suppose  that  when  the  Government  guaranteed  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  securities,  they  established 
something  of  a  precedent ;  but  if  we  assume  that 
this  grant  of  $179,200  is  proper,  then  I  suppose  we 
can  come  to  the  question  which  the  Minister  of 
Finance  has  had  to  consider.  It  is  proposed 
apparently,  in  the  first  part,  that,  instead  of 
paying  that  subsidy  in  money  when  it  is  earned, 
the  country  shall  borrow'  as  it  were  that  amount 
Sir  John  Thompson. 


from  the  railway  company  and  pay  them  back 
an  equivalent  in  an  annuity  for  20  years,  that 
annuity  to  be  calculated  at  3^  per  cent.  That  is 
a  sale  of  an  annuity  pure  and  simple  for  a  subsidy 
which  the  railway  shall  earn.  Then  we  come  to 
the  other  provision,  which  is  still  more  unusual, 
that  the  Government  shall  borrow  from  the 
railway  company  $1,170,000,  and  pay  them  that 
also  by  an  annuity  calculated  at  3^  per  cent.  Now, 
I  can  understand  that  that  would  be  an  excellent 
plan  for  a  railw'ay  to  raise  money  from  supple¬ 
menting  the  assistance  which  they  get  from  muni¬ 
cipalities,  and  it  would  of  course  stiffen  their  bonds 
and  enable  them  to  borrow  the  money.  It  is  a 
question,  however,  for  the  Minister  of  Finance. 
If  3i  per  cent  be  the  present  rate  at  which  we  can 
borrow  money  at  par,  and  this  annuity  has  to  run 
for  20  years,  the  question  is  whether  it  is  a  pro¬ 
fitable  investment  for  Canada. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  question,  as  my  hon.  friend 
has  stated,  is  not  a  new'  one.  It  was  introduced 
the  year  before  last  when  we  voted  the  subsidies. 
When  we  give  $3,200  a  mile  for  a  certain  length  of 
railway,  the  money  is  paid  over  when  the  w’ork  is 
completed  and  the  money  is  earned  ;  instead  of 
having  the  whole  sum  given  to  them  at  that  time, 
they  preferred,  what  was  an  exact  equivalent,  that 
they  shoidd  receive  the  payment  over  a  certain 
number  of  years.  That  is,  the  capital  amount 
was  turned  into  an  annuity  on  a  3^  per  cent 
basis.  The  first  thing  to  be  considered  is  the 
fact  that  the  cost  to  the  Government  is  exactly  the 
same  ;  and,  in  the  second  place,  the  putting  of  a 
certain  amount  on  deposit  is  really  a  loan  to  the 
Government.  We  take  that  much  money  from 
the  company  and  keep  it  in  trust,  and  pay  it 
in  the  form  of  an  annuity  costing  us  3|  per 
cent  per  annum.  The  whole  question  is  whether 
we  calculate  the  annuity  at  too  high  a  rate  of 
interest  or  not.  I  have  never  undertaken  to  take 
from  railway  companies  whatever  they  may  choose 
to  offer.  This  is  the  sole  instance  in  this  system  of 
railwav  subsidies,  outside  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  of  course,  in  which  this  has  been  done  ; 
and  I  would  not  like  to  go  into  it  as  a  policy, 
because  if  we  did  it,  it  would  place  moneys  in  our 
hands  which  we  might  not  need.  At  the  time  I  made 
this  arrangement,  we  were  in  need  of  money,  at 
least  we  expected  to  be  within  a  year,  and  if  I 
could  have  got  it  in  that  way  within  the  year,  it 
would  have  been  better  for  us  than  to  raise  a  loan 
on  the  market.  The  company  were  not  able  to 
raise  it  in  that  time,  but  we  had  put  ourselves 
under  the  obligation  to  agree  to  this,  and  as  I  shall 
have  to  raise  money  from  time  to  time  that  money 
will  come  in  very  well.  The  percentage  is  not 
very  high,  it  is  exactly  what  we  pay  in  the  savings 
banks  but  more  advantageous,  as  it  has  this 
advantage,  that  we  do  not  incur  the  same  charges 
in  paying  it  out.  We  will  not  have  to  pay  the 
charges  which  the  management  of  the  savings 
banks  entails,  though  these  charges  are  small,  of 
course,  distributed  over  the  whole  amount.  Com¬ 
paring  it  with  loans  we  raise  at  home,  where  we 
have  to  pay  when  the  rates  of  exchange  may  be 
against  us  in  transmitting  money  between  Great 
Britain  and  this  country,  it  is  to  our  advantage. 
We  have  also  to  take  into  account,  with  regard  to 
loans  in  the  old  country,  the  cost  of  putting  the 
loan  on  the  market.  We  have  also  to  take  into 
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account  our  own  costs  which  are  slight,  and  the 
charges  and  fees  of  our  agents,  besides  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  a  percentage  on  every  half  year’s  interest. 
In  this  transaction  there  will  be  none  of  these 
costs,  so  that  altogether  I  think  it  is  fully  as  fav¬ 
ourable  as,  perhaps  a  little  more  than,  any  loan  we 
can  make  on  the  British  market.  There  is  this 
other  circumstance  if  that  be  an  advantage,  that 
the  interest  is  paid  in  our  own  country,  the  money 
being  kept  here. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  think  the  explanation  given 
by  the  Minister  of  Finance  is  very  clear  and  explicit 
with  regard  to  this  particular  transaction,  but  I  am 
glad  to  hear  him  intimate  that  it  is  not  the  policy 
of  the  Government  to  adopt  this  mode  of  aiding 
railway  lines  to  any  very  considerable  extent  be¬ 
cause  circumstances  might  arise  under  which  the 
Government  would  be  paying  interest  when  they 
did  not  require  the  money.  There  cannot  be  any 
doubt  at  all  that  the  rate  of  three  and  a-half  paid 
here,  without  any  of  the  incidental  charges  that 
are  attached  to  loans  in  the  old  country, ^is  an  ad¬ 
vantage  to  the  people  of  Canada  ;  and  I  can  only 
say  I  wish  that  the  rate  of  interest  fixed  in  the  post 
office  savings  banks  were  such  that  a  larger  amount 
of  money  would  be  deposited  by  the  people  in 
those  banks  than  is  deposited  at  present,  but  cir¬ 
cumstances  might  arise  when  moneys  would  be  de¬ 
posited,  if  this  principle  were  adopted,  to  a  very 
considerable  extent,  and  interest  be  paid  upon  it 
when  the  requirements  of  the  Government  did  not 
necessitate  a  loan. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Under  the  Act,  there  seems  to 
be  a  possibility  of  the  railway  company  paying  in 
this  money  at  any  time  and  in  separate  amounts. 
There  is  no  time  fixed  in  the  law.  It  says  :  “  Pro¬ 

vided  also  that  the  company  may  deposit  with  the 
Finance  Minister  or  Receiver  General  a  sum  not 
exceeding  so  much.”  Within  what  time  is  it  to  be 
deposited  and  in  what  manner  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  There  is  no  provision  as  to  time. 
It  is  to  be  deposited  when  they  can  raise  the 
money  in  a  lump  sum.  It  is  not  understood  that  I 
am  to  take  it  in  small  amounts.  If  that  were  so,  it 
would  be  stipulated  so.  At  any  time  when  this 
amount  is  paid  in  to  me,  I  can  stop  just  so  much 
at  5  per  cent  interest,  so  that  the  country  will  be 
the  gainer  of  1^  per  cent. 

To  the  St.  Catharines  and  Niagara  Central  Railway 
Company,  for  34  miles  of  their  railway,  from  the  city  of 
St.  Catharines  to  the  city  of  Hamilton,  in  lieu  of  sub¬ 
sidies  not  to  exceed  $108,000,  granted  by  the  Acts  52  Vic., 
cap.  3,  and  53  Vic.,  cap.  2,  a  subsidy  equal,  on  the  basis 
of  3|  per  cent  on  the  amount  of  the  said  subsidies,  to  be 
paid  in  semi-annual  instalments,  in  such  period,  not 
exceeding  twenty  years,  as  the  company  may  elect, 
representing  a  grant  in  cash  of  $108,000.  Provided  that, 
upon  completion  of  10  miles  of  said  railway,  the  semi¬ 
annual  subsidy  may  be  paid  proportionately  on  the  value 
of  the  portion  so  completed  in  comparison  with  that  of  the 
whole  34  miles  ;  provided  always,  that  the  company  may 
deposit  with  the  Minister  of  Finance  and  Receiver  General 
a  sum  not  exceeding  $400,000;  in  consideration  whereof 
there  shall  be  paid  by  the  Government  to  the  company 
for  such  period,  not  exceeding  twenty  years,  as  the  com¬ 
pany  may  elect,  the  same  annual  annuity,  calculated  on 
the  basis  of  31  per  cent  on  the  amount  so  deposited,  on  a 
guarantee  of  a  like  sum  as  interest  on  the  bonds  of  the 
company  ;  provided  further,  that  the  company,  with  the 
approval  of  the  Governor  in  Council,  may  assign  the  said 
subsidy  and  annuity  to  proceeds,  by  way  of  security  for 
principal  or  interest  of  any  bonds  or  securities  which 
may  be  issued  by  the  company  in  respect  of  their  under¬ 
taking  ;  and  the  subsidy  last  above  mentioned,  to  the 
St.  Catharines  and  Niagara  Railway  Company,  shall  be 
paid  in  instalments,  the  first  semi-annual  payment  upon 


which  shall  be  made  at  the  end  of  six  months  from  the  date 
ot  the  Chief  Engineer’s  certificate  of  the  completion  of 
the  first  ten  miles  of  railway,  and  each  subsequent  pay¬ 
ment  at  the  end  of  six  months  thereafter,  for  a  term  of 
twenty  years  or  less.  It  is  a  condition  of  this  resolution 
that  the  sum  not  exceeding  $400,000  above  mentioned, 
shall  be  deposited  with  the  Minister  of  Finance  before 
1st  January,  1893. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  would  like  to  enquire  where 
the  road  runs  in  respect  of  the  Grand  Trunk  Rail¬ 
way  from  St.  Catharines  to  Hamilton  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  runs  very  close  to  it. 

Mr.  I  RASER.  I  know  nothing  about  the  pre¬ 
vious  one,  but  I  take  it  for  granted  it  was  through 
the  country  where  a  road  should  go,  but  if  we  are 
to  have  another  road  from  St.  Catharines  to  Hamil¬ 
ton  where  we  have  already  one  of  the  best  roads 
anywhere,  while  large  portions  of  the  Dominion 
have  no  road  at  all,  it  seems  to  me  to  be  voting 
money  for  an  almost  useless  purpose.  In  addition 
to  this,  there  is  the  fact  that  the  road  already 
completed  by  the  same  company  is  a  disgrace  to 
the  country.  Has  the  Minister  seen  the  road  the 
company  has  completed  already  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  No. 

Mr.  FRASER.  If  he  had  he  would  not  have 
brought  down  this  subsidy.  It  is  a  road  away  up 
12  or  15  feet  on  trestle  work,  running  along  mile 
after  mile  through  the  country  ;  a  wooden  railway 
that  cannot  stand  for  the  20  years  that  this  money 
is  to  be  paid  back.  When  I  passed  up  there  I  felt 
that  I  would  be  afraid  to  travel  on  the  road.  I 
think  that  this  should  be  enquired  into.  I  have 
been  in  the  country  lately,  subsequent  to  these 
subsidies  being  brought  down,  and  when  I  looked 
at  the  railway  I  was  surprized  that  there  should  be 
a  proposal  to  subsidize  such  a  line  as  that.  It  is 
not  an  elevated  railway  such  as  they  have  in  New 
York,  built  on  iron  trestles,  but  it  is  an  elevated 
road  built  along  the  canal  on  wooden  trestles.  As 
everybody  knows,  from  St.  Catharines  down  to 
Hamilton,  you  can  make  as  good  a  run  as  in  any 
part  of  Canada.  It  is  a  beautiful  country  and 
should  have  a  railway,  but  why  we  should  subsidize 
this  other  line  passes  my  comprehension.  The 
hon.  Minister  has  told  us  that  this  will  run  quite 
close  to  the  existing  line,  and  I  believe  that  it  is 
not  a  judicious  expenditure  of  money  when  there 
are  so  many  rich  parts  of  this  Dominion  yet 
unopened  by  railways.  I  think  that  the  Minister 
should  enquire  into  this  matter  before  he  proposes 
to  subsidize  the  line. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  know  nothing  about  the  rail¬ 
way  that  is  built,  but  it  must  have  been  built 
according  to  contract.  This  is  merely  a  renewal 
of  subsidies  that  have  been  granted  for  a  road  on 
which  wrork,  I  believe,  has  already  been  commenced. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  am  sure  the  Minister  cannot 
have  seen  the  work,  and  I  believe  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  should  at  once  enquire  into  it.  I  do  not  know- 
on  what  authority  the  road  now'  built  has  been 
built,  and  I  am  not  giving  my  opinion  as  an  en¬ 
gineer,  because  I  am  not  an  engineer  ;  but  I  do  say 
that  in  this  country,  where  w'e  have  such  severe 
winters,  an  elevated  railway  on  trestle  work  is  not 
a  proper  railway  to  build.  If  the  railway  is  going 
to  be  continued  beyond  St.  Catharines  to  Hamil¬ 
ton,  then  I  say  before  a  dollar  is  paid,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  should  enquire  as  to  the  character  of  the  road 
that  is  already  built,  and  ensure  that  this  road  will 
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be  built  properly.  I  do  not  approve  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  voting  money  to  build  a  parallel  line  to  one 
already  existing,  which  I  suppose  is  not  a  mile 
distant  from  it  at  any  point,  when  there  are  other 
rich  sections  of  the  country  which  have  yet  no  rail¬ 
way  accommodation. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  think  it  is  well  that  this 
matter  should  be  investigated.  It  is  quite  clear  as 
my  hon.  friend  has  stated  that  that  section  of  the 
country  has  ample  railway  accommodation  now. 
There  is  a  road  running  along  there,  and  there  is 
no  necessity  for  another  line.  The  Minister  says 
they  have  commenced  work,  and  I  dare  say  the 
company  may  have  been  led  to  understand  that  the 
previous  grant  would  be  renewed.  If  there  was  any 
distinct  understanding  of  that  kind,  the  country,  I 
suppose,  is  bound  to  carry  out  its  promise,  but 
unless  there  is  such  a  distinct  understanding,  I  do 
not  think  it  is  wise  that  a  subsidy  should  be  given. 
If  the  Minister  of  Railways  had  been  through  that 
district  he  would  know  that  it  is  a  very  narrow 
piece  of  land  from  the  mountain  to  the  lake,  and 
that  there  is  no  room  for  more  than  one  road.  I 
think  the  road  already  built  gives  ample  accommo¬ 
dation  to  that  section,  and  I  cannot  see  that  there 
is  any  ground  whatever  for  running  another  line 
side  by  side  with  it.  You  can  almost  step  from 
one  track  to  the  other  at  some  places. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  I  think  the  addition  to  the 
resolution  made  by  the  Minister  of  Finance  seems 
to  be  a  very  prudent  one.  Is  he  going  to  allow  the 
other  railway  to  have  unlimited  time  with  the 
deposit  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  arrangement  made  with  the 
other  railway  did  not  contemplate  any  particular 
time,  and  Ido  not  care  to  put  it  in  now.  That, 
as  I  said  before,  I  can  do  at  any  time.  I  should 
like  to  have  this  the  present  year. 

To  the  Brockville,  Westport  and  Sault  Ste.  Marie 
Railway  Company,  for  the  balance  remaining  unpaid  of 
the  subsidy  granted  by  the  52  Victoria,  chapter  3,  not 
exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  and  also  for  the  balance  re¬ 
maining  unpaid  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  the  53  Victoria, 
chapter  2,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $96,000. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  I  see  the  subsidy  granted  by  52 
Victoria  was  $64,000. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  There  are  two  grants  by  the 
52  and  53  Victoria,  one  for  $128,000,  and  the  other 
for  $64,000.  All  has  been  paid  except  $96,800. 

For  a  railway  connecting  the  works  of  the  New  Glas¬ 
gow  Iron,  Coal  and  Railway  Company  with  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway  at  Eureka,  for  12^  miles  of  such  railway, 
a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in 
the  whole  $40,000. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  want  to  amend  that  resolu¬ 
tion  so  that  it  may  read  : 

For  a  railway  from  Eureka  Junction,  on  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway  ,  to  a  point  at  or  near  Sunnybrae,  includ¬ 
ing  a  branch  line  to  the  Charcoal  Iron  Furnace  at 
Bridgeville,  for  12J  miles  of  such  railway,  a  subsidy  not 
exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole 
$40,000. 

Mr.  FRASER.  I  am  glad  to  see  by  the  map 
that  the  Government  propose  to  extend  this  line. 
I  take  it  this  map  will  receive  the  mark  of  the 
Government  and  remain  the  property  of  the  House, 
so  that  every  line  the  Government  has  seen  fit  to 
mark  upon  it  shall  receive  a  subsidy,  and  in  this 
way  a  little  measure  of  justice  will  be  done  to  a 
Mr.  Fraser. 


very  deserving  county,  and  a  very  deserving  peo¬ 
ple.  I  do  not  like  the  colour  of  the  line  indicated 
to  the  south,  but  I  trust  the  fact  that  it  is  green 
will  not  interfere  with  the  promise  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  that  they  will  build  this  road.  There  is  a 
company  that  are  investing  about  a  million  dollars. 
This  subsidy  was  promised 'some  time  ago,  and  I 
think  it  is  right.  From  Sunnybrae,  12  miles  from 
the  Intercolonial  Railway,  a  company  proposes  to 
build  a  road  down  to  County  Harbour,  in  my 
county,  and  when  that  road  is  built  it  will  be  one 
of  the  most  useful  in  Nova  Scotia.  It  would  be 
easy  to  continue  it  40  miles  longer  to  Canso,  the 
principal  fishing  port  of  eastern  Nova  Scotia.  I 
have  no  doubt  that  the  trade  in  fresh  fish  from  that 
point  to  the  United  States  will  be  larger  than  from 
any  other  part  of  the  world.  I  know  that  there  are 
houses  in  Chicago  already  who  have  been  making 
enquiries,  and  who  will  take  a  car  load  of  fresh  fish 
every  day.  This  is  the  best  fishing  district  in  Nova 
Scotia.  As  the  Minister  has  kindly  indicated  that 
this  road  is  to  be  assisted  down  to  County  Harbour, 
if  the  company  who  are  proposing  to  build  it  show 
themselves  to  be  worthy,  and  have  the  funds,  I  am 
glad  it  is  the  intention  of  the  Government  to  assist 
that  road  down  to  County  Harbour.  County  Harbour 
is  one  of  the  best  harbours  in  Nova  Scotia,  and  that 
means  one  of  the  best  harbours  in  the  world.  It  is 
within  some  40  miles  from  Sunnybrae.  I  think  re¬ 
presentations  have  been  made  by  this  company  to 
the  Government.  I  do  not  wish  the  Minister  of 
Justice  to  commit  the  Government  to  any  policy, 
but  I  should  like  to  know  his  views  of  the  line  as 
marked  out.  I  trust  they  will  be  favourable,  es¬ 
pecially  if  the  company  should  prove  itself  able  to 
build  the  road.  They  also  propose  to  erect  smelt¬ 
ing  works,  but  they  wish  to  have  a  harbour  where 
they  can  ship  their  products.  In  the  district  through 
which  the  line  will  run  there  is  an  unlimited  sup¬ 
ply  of  iron.  According  to  experts,  including  men 
who  are  authorities  in  the  United  States,  the  best 
portion  of  the  southern  states  do  not  furnish  now 
favourable  conditions  for  making-  iron,  than  does 
this  portion  of  the  Pictou  district.  There  is, 
as  I  have  said,  an  abundant  supply  of 
iron,  there  are  five  coal  mines  within  three  or  four 
miles  of  the  company’s  works  and  an  un¬ 
limited  supply  of  lime,  which  lies  near  the  iron  ore. 
A  railroad  running  through  a  country  like  this  will 
pay  for  itself  within  a  very  short  time,  and  it  was 
on  the  ground  that  they  wmuld  derive  from  the 
company  an  adequate  return  the  Local  Government 
agreed  to  grant  a  subsidy  to  the  company.  I  hold 
that  the  Dominion  Government  would  make  no 
mistake  in  voting  a  subsidy  to  any  road  first  sub¬ 
sidized  by  a  Local  Government,  because  a  Local 
Government  cannot  afford  as  well  as  the  Dominion 
Government  to  grant  subsidies,  and  in  this  way 
there  is  an  assurance  that  only  such  roads  will  be 
bonused  as  are  in  the  true  interests  of  the  country. 
I  should  like  to  know  the  views  of  the  Government 
in  regard  to  this  matter,  and  if  they  have  arrived 
at  any  policy  on  this  undertaking  which  is  of  great 
importance  to  the  county  I  represent. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Of  course,  it  is  pre¬ 
mature  to  say  what  will  be  the  policy  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  next  year-  -and  perhaps  that  is  what  the 
hon.  member  for  Guysborough  desires  me  to  state. 
But,  speaking  for  myself,  I  may  say  that  the  road 
w'hich  the  hon.  gentleman  advocates  appears  to 
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have  a  great  deal  of  merit  and  to  present  pretty 
substantial  guarantees,  considering  that  the  com¬ 
pany  offers  to  put  up  a  smelting  furnace  at  a  cost 
of  over  $100,000.  But  the  Government  were  unable 
to  consider  the  merits  of  the  road  or  to  frame  any 
policy  in  regard  to  it,  from  the  fact  that  the  small 
amount  we  propose  this  year  to  vote  for  new  sub¬ 
sidies  was  consumed,  so  far  as  Nova  Scotia  was 
concerned,  by  lines  of  railway  which  had  antecedent 
claims.  For  this  reason  the  road  to  which  the  lion, 
gentleman  has  alluded  is  not  one  of  those  sub¬ 
sidized. 

To  the  Thousand  Islands  Railway  Company,  for  13 
miles  of  their  railway  from  Gananoque  Junction  of  the 
Grand  Trunk  Railway  to  a  junction  with  the  Brockville, 
Westport  and  Sault  Ste.  Marie  Railway  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  53  Victoria, 
chapter  3,  for  this  section  of  road,  a  subsidy  not  exceed¬ 
ing  S3, 200  per  mile;  also  the  balance  remaining  unpaid  of 
the  subsidy  granted  by  the  same  Act  for  4  miles  of  then- 
railway  from  a  point  near-the  St.  Lawrence  River,  in  the 
Gananoque  Village,  to  Gananoque  Junction  of  the  Grand 
Trunk  Railway,  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  ex¬ 
ceeding  in  the  whole  $44,000. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  I  see  the  grant  in  1889  was  $64,- 
400.  Has  that  been  expended  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  work  is  divided  into  two 
sections,  on  one  of 'which  the  company  could  obtain 
payment  for  every  10  miles,  and  on  the  other  for 
every  14  miles.  I  understand  one  section  has  been 
•completed. 

Resolution,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

To  the  Manitoulin  and  North  Shore  Railway  Com¬ 
pany,  for  30  miles  of  their  railway  from  Little  Current  to 
the  Algoma  Branch  ef  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway,  in 
lieu  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  53  Victoria,  chapter  2,  a 
subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in 
the  whole  $96,000. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  This  is  another  case  in  which  the 
House  should  know  what  progress  is  being  made. 
I  suppose  it  is  a  revote  of  the  same  amount. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  That  is  all. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  What  work  has  been  done  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  [  have  the  assurance  that 
there  is  every  prospect  of  the  road  being  built.  A 
further  grant  was  asked  for  the  completion  of  the 
road  the  whole  length  of  Manitoulin  Island,  but 
the  Government  thought  it  would  be  well  to  wait 
and  see  the  road  finished  to  the  present  terminal 
point,  Little  Current. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Is  it  proposed  to  bridge  the 
waters  there  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  think  that  is  their  intention. 

To  the  Lindsay,  Bobcaygeon  and  Pontypool  Railway 
(Company,  for  16  miles  of  their  railway  from  the  end  of  sub¬ 
sidy  granted  by  53  Victoria,  chapter  2,  at  junction  of 
Midland  Railway,  to  Pontypool,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding 
.$3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $51,200. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  No  papers  are  filed  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  this  proposed  vote. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Nearly  every  one  in  eastern 
Ontario  knows  the  country  from  Bobcaygeon  to 
Lindsay  and  from  Lindsay  to  Pontypool.  It  is  one 
of  the  finest  sections  of  the  province,  and  this  vote 
is  for  the  purpose  of  extending  the  railway  com¬ 
munication  to  the  thriving  village  of  Bobcaygeon, 
where  there  are  large  milling  establishments, 
so  as  to  enable  the  people  to  have  railway  communi¬ 
cation  in  connection  with  .the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway. 


Mr.  McMULLEN.  This  is  a  renewal. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Yes,  all  but  16  miles. 

For  75  miles  of  the  railway  from  Sand  Point,  Shelburne 
Harbour,  in  Nova  Scotia,  to  a  junction  at  or  near  New 
Germany  on  the  Nova  Scotia  Central  Railway  and  to 
Annapolis,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  in  lieu 
of  the  subsidy  to  the  like  amount  granted  by  53  Victoria, 
chapter  2,  for  the  same  length  of  railway  from  Shelburne 
and  from  Liverpool  towards  Annapolis,  nor  exceeding  in 
the  whole  $240,000. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  propose  to  amend  the  reso¬ 
lution  as  follows  ; — 

For  75  miles  of  the  railway  from  Sand  Point,  Shel¬ 
burne  Harbour,  in  Nova  Scotia,  to  Annapolis  Royal,  in 
the  County  of  Annapolis,  and  to  a  junction  at  or  near 
New  Germany,  on  the  Nova  Scotia  Central  Railway,  with 
a  view  to  future  construction  to  Liverpool,  a  subsidy  not 
exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  for  the 
like  amount  granted  by  53  Victoria,  chapter  2,  for  the 
same  length  of  railway  from  Shelburne  and  from  Liver¬ 
pool  towards  Annapolis,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole 
$240,000. 

Mr.  FORBES.  Is  that  intended  to  pass  through 
the  town  of  Caledonia  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Yes  ;  I  believe  it  is  expected 
to  pass  through  there. 

Mr.  FORBES,  Will  the  hon.  gentleman  so 
amend  the  resolution  as  to  make  it  sure  that  it 
will  pass  there  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  impossible  to 
amend  the  resohUion  so  as  to  say  what  way  the  road 
shall  pass.  It  is  fully  expected  that  this  line  will 
pass  through  Caledonia,  but  we  cannot  say  that 
until  we  make  a  contract.  The  great  object  is  to 
secure  a  railway  between  the  termini  mentioned  ; 
and  until  we  get  a  company  willing  to  make  a  con¬ 
tract,  we  cannot  lay  down  the  route  with  precision. 
When  it  comes  to  make  a  proposal  for  a  contract 
the  company  may  have  representations  to  make 
as  regards  the  route  which  we  may  be  bound  to 
accept.  In  all  probability  this  line  will  pass  through 
Caledonia. 

Mr.  FORBES.  Why  is  it  that  the  link  from 
Liverpool  to  Caledonia  is  dropped  ?  In  1890  a 
resolution  was  passed  in  this  House  for  75  miles  of 
road  from  Shelburne,  in  the  County  of  Shelburne, 
and  from  Liverpool  in  the  County  of  Queen’s,  to 
Annapolis,  in  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia.  The 
word  “to”  was  changed  to  “towards.”  On  the 
30th  March  last,  the  Minister  of  Justice  told  me 
across  the  floor  of  the  House  that  I  was  perfectly 
correct  in  stating  that  the  subsidy  then  granted 
was  only  a  part  of  the  whole  subsidy  intended  to 
be  given  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  a  road  to 
Liverpool,  as  well  as  to  Shelburne  and  Annapolis. 
I  quote  his  words  as  follows  : — 

“  The  hon.  gentleman  is  right  in  stating  to  the  extent  that 
Hansard  supports  him,  that  the  Government  were  pledged 
to  give  a  subsidy  for  the  remainder  of  the  line  to  Anna¬ 
polis.  That  is  to  say,  we  indicated  to  this  House  clearly, 
in  bringing  down  the  subsidy  for  the  line  from  Shelburne 
and  Liverpool  in  the  direction  of  Annapolis,  that  our 
intention  was  not  to  stop  there,  but  to  reach  its  terminal 
point  on  the  Bay  of  Fundy  which  is  Annapolis.” 

Now,  the  subsidy  which  is  brought  in  to-day,  is 
to  build  a  line  from  Sand  Point  towards  Annapolis, 
and  not  even  binding  the  company  to  go  through 
Caledonia.  More  than  that,  they  go  from  a  junc¬ 
tion  somewhere  on  the  Annapolis  line,  east  to  New 
Germany'  to  tap  the  line  of  the  Nova  Scotia 
Central,  thereby  deliberately  providing  that  the 
town  of  Liverpool  should  not  be  touched  by  the 
line,  and  neglecting  to  subsidize  the  line  from 
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Liverpool.  I  would  like  to  get  an  explanation 
from  the  Minister  as  to  why  he  has  dropped  that 
provision  in  last  year’s  subsidy.  I  will  further  call 
the  hon.  gentleman’s  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
line  which  he  proposes  to  give  a  subsidy  for  now 
will  be  fully  98  miles  in  length,  whereas  the 
appropriation  is  only  for  75  miles  of  road.  I 
would  suggest  that  he  would  amend  the  resolution 
so  as  to  subsidize  the  entire  mileage  of  that  route, 
or  else  I  would  suggest  that  the  Government  should 
decide  now  where  the  eastern  terminus  of  the  line 
should  be  ;  whether  at  New  Germany  or  Annapolis. 
I  take  it  that  this  resolution  is  brought  down 
for  the  purpose  merely  of  pleasing*  the 
supporters  of  the  Government  in  this  House 
wdio  are  demanding  the  construction  of  railways  in 
the  Counties  of  Shelburne  and  Annapolis.  If  it 
were  intended  to  accommodate  the  Counties  of 
Queen’s  and  Shelburne  with  railways  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  feel  bound,  as  I  claim  the  Minister  of 
Justice  is  personally  bound,  to  provide  that  the 
line  should  run  from  Liverpool  and  Shelburne  to 
Caledonia,  and  thence  to  Annapolis  and  New  Ger¬ 
many.  Neither  the  Counties  of  Queen’s  nor  Shel¬ 
burne  have  any  railway  accommodation  whatever  ; 
Queen’s  is  30  miles  from  any  railroad  and  the 
County  of  Shelburne  is  over  GO  miles.  I  fail  to 
understand  how  these  counties  are  to  get  any  rail¬ 
way  accommodation  by  the  present  resolution,  or 
how  98  miles  of  railway  is  going  to  be  built  on  the 
subsidy  for  only  75  miles.  There  is  another  point 
which  I  trust  the  hon.  gentleman  has  not  over¬ 
looked.  I  hope  that  a  request  has  been  made  for 
this  subsidy,  although  I  have  no  knowledge  that  it 
has.  The  only  record  I  can  find  bearing  on  this 
resolution  are  two  letters  signed  by  hon.  members 
of  this  House.  One  of  them  asked  for  the  extension 
of  the  subsidy  granted  in  1890  for  a  line  from  Cale¬ 
donia  eastward  to  connect  with  the  Nova  Scotia 
Central  ;  the  other  one  is  of  a  much  later  date  and 
is  as  follows  : — 

“  Ottawa,  22nd  March,  1892. 

“  The  Hon.  Johx  Haggart,  M.P. , 

“  Minister  of  Railways  and  Canals, 

“  Ottawa. 

“  Sir, — We  the  undersigned  desire  to  renew  our  appli¬ 
cation  of  last  year  for  a  subsidy  for  a  line  of  railway  from 
the  harbour  of' Shelburne,  in  the  County  of  Shelburne, 
through  or  near  Caledonia,  in  the  County  of  Queen’s,  to 
New  Germany  or  some  convenient  point  on  the  Nova 
Scotia  Central  Railway  in  the  County  of  Lunenburg. 

“  We  have  the  honour  to  be,  Sir, 

“  Your  obedient  servants, 

(Signed)  “  N.  W.  WHITE. 

“JOHN  F.  STAIRS, 

“  ALFRED  PUTNAM, 

“  T.  E.  KENNY, 

“  C.  EDW.  KAULBACH.” 

I  presume  that  it  is  on  the  strength  of  that  request 
that  the  subsidy  we  are  now  discussnig  has  been 
brought  down.  If  so,  I  would  like  the  Minister  to 
explain  the  following  points  : — First,  why  it  is  that 
two  outlets  are  given  to  this  proposed  line,  one  to 
Annapolis  and  another  to  New  Germany  ;  second, 
why  the  Liverpool  Branch  is  dropped  ;  and  third, 
how  he  proposes  to  make  a  subsidy  for  75  miles 
complete  a  route  which  is  estimated  to  be  98  miles 
in  length  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  My  hon.  friend  is  in 
error  in  supposing  that  this  is  an  extension  and 
completion  of  the  subsidy  which  was  granted  two 
years  ago.  I  think  that  that  mistake  has  led  him 
into  the  mystery  which  he  says  exists  as  to  these 
Mr.  Fcbbes. 


three  points.  He  is  quite  right  in  stating  that  I 
declared  to  the  House  that  our  intention  was  to 
complete  the  line  to  Annapolis,  and  he  is  also  right 
in  stating  that  this  subsidy  will  not  suffice  for  that 
purpose.  The  reason  we  have  not  done  so  is  simply 
that  we  have  not  the  money  this  year  to  do  it,  and 
that  we  have  not  been  able  to  do  what  I  expected 
two  years  ago  we  would  have  been  able  to  do, 
namely,  to  subsidize  the  whole  length  of  the  road. 
The  reason  why  the  Liverpool  part  of  it  has  been 
dropped  is  this  :  The  subsidy  was  expressed  to  be, 
two  years  ago,  from  Shelburne  and  from  Liverpool 
to  Annapolis.  These  are  the  two  principal  ports 
on  the  south-western  coast  of  Nova  Scotia,  and  it 
was  intended  to  go  to  the  other  side  of  the  province 
and  reach  the  harbour  of  Annapolis,  on  the  Bay  of 
Fundy.  I  think  there  was  only  one,company  that 
had  a  charter  to  build  the  line.  At  any  rate  there 
was  only  one  company  that  had  any  negotiations 
with  the  Government,  and  I  must  repeat  what  I 
said  on  the  occasion  to  which  the  hon.  member 
(Mr.  Forbes)  refers  :  that  I  was  very  much  disap¬ 
pointed  indeed  that  no  more  active  efforts  were 
made  by  that  company  to  take  up  the  work.  In 
expressing  that  remonstrance  to  them,  during  the 
present  session,  the  answer  which  I  was  met  with 
was,  that  we  had  altogether  over-weighted  the 
enterprise  by  insisting  that  they  should  at  the 
same  time  construct  the  toad  to  Liverpool,  and 
that  it  would  be  an  advantage  to  them  to  be 
permitted  to  build  from  Shelburne,  and  to  connect 
with  the  Nova  Scotia  Central  Railway,  as  proposed 
in  this  resolution,  at  or  near  New  Germany.  We 
have  not  abandoned  the  project  of  constructing  the 
railway  to  Annapolis  ;  but  in  the  meantime  all  we 
can  give  towards  the  enterprise  is  a  renewal  of  the 
subsidy  that  we  gave  two  years  ago.  We  are, 
therefore,  simply  holding  the  ground,  and  at  the 
same  time  relieving  the  company  of  some  condi¬ 
tions  which  they  thought  were  onerous,  as  to  com¬ 
pleting  the  roacl  both  to  Annapolis  and  Liverpool 
at  the  same  time.  We  do  expect  that  it  will  reach 
both  places  ultimately,  but  that  must  be  by  a 
further  grant. 

Mr.  FORBES.  I  understand  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  is  not  granting  the  subsidy  in  the  inter¬ 
est  of  the  counties,  but  in  the  interest  of  the  com¬ 
pany. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  trying  to  get 
the  subsidy  in  such  a  shape  that  some  company 
will  take  up  the  undertaking.  It  is  for  the  benefit 
of  the  counties.  I  do  not  care  a  straw  about  the 
company.  I  am  rather  disappointed  at  the  little 
effort  the  company  have  made  hitherto,  and  I  have 
asked  the  Government  not  to  stipulate  that  they 
will  get  the  subsidy,  and  they  will  not  get  it  un¬ 
less  they  show  more  enterprise  than  they  have 
shown  within  the  last  two  years.  At  the  same 
time  we  have  tried  to  meet  their  views  as  far  as 
possible,  because  there  was  apparently  no  other 
company  to  do  the  work. 

Mr.  FORBES.  I  presume  it  is  the  same  com¬ 
pany  to  which  the  last  subsidy  was, granted. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  .  We  did  not  grant  the 
last  subsidy  to  any  company  ;  but  they  were  the 
only  company  on  the  ground. 

Mr.  FORBES.  They  are  the  same  persons. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes,  the  same  persons 
who  allege  that  they  are  ready  to  take  up  the  work. 
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I  do  not  know  whether  they  are  or  not,  and  we  do 
not  intend  to  be  bound  to  them  in  this  vote. 

Mr.  FORBES.  Is  it  intended  to  go  on  imme¬ 
diately  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Yes,  with  the  whole 
work  if  the  company  are  prepared  to  sign  the 
contract. 

Mr.  FORBES.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman  tell  me 
what  objection  he  has  to  inserting  a  rider  to  the 
effect  that  before  any  of  the  subsidy  is  paid,  the 
company  must  give  o  certain  guarantee  that  they 
will  subsequently  construct  the  road  to  Liverpool  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Because  I  have  told 
the  hon.  gentleman  that  we  cannot  expect  that  as¬ 
surance  now  unless  Parliament  will  vote  a  further 
subsidy,  the  subsidy  we  are  now  getting  not  being 
at  all  sufficient  to  construct  the  whole  road. 

Mr.  FOR  BES.  The  railway  is  98  miles  in  length, 
and  after  the  75  miles  here  provided  for  are  con¬ 
structed,  23  more  miles  will  be  required  to  complete 
the  line.  Will  a  subsidy  for  that  be  granted  before 
the  subsidy  is  granted  for  the  line  to  Liverpool  ? 
I  trust  not.  I  trust  that  the  Government  will  be 
prepared  to  grant  the  rest  of  the  subsidy  in  the 
interest  of  the  county,  and  not  in  the  interest  of 
the  company. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Any  further  grant 
will  be  simply  with  the  view  of  providing  the  two 
counties  with  railway  accommodation.  I  am  not 
prepared  to  say  what  we  shall  be  able  to  recom¬ 
mend  next  year.  I  am  very  anxious  to  have  these 
two  counties  united  by  railway  communication. 

Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock,  the 
Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  Committee. 

(In  the  Committee. ) 

To  the  Kingston,  Napanee  and  Western  Railway  Com- 
any,  for  20  miles  of  their  railway,  being  extensions  or 
ranches  in  the  Counties  of  Peterborough,  Hastings, 
Addington,  Frontenac  or  Leeds  towards  iron  deposits,  a 
subsidy  not  exceeding  $3, 200. per  mile,  payable  in  instal¬ 
ments  regulated  by  the  length  of  each  such  extension,  the 
subsidy  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  $64,000. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  may  explain  that  the  object 
of  this  is  to  build  a  little  extension  to  meet  one  of 
the  railways  beyond  Tweed,  and  to  build  two  or 
three  extensions  in  order  to  reach  lakes  or  large 
bodies  of  navigable  waters  for  the  purpose  of  utiliz¬ 
ing  the  iron  deposits,  and  also  the  woods  for  mak¬ 
ing  charcoal.  The  intention  is  to  establish  char¬ 
coal  smelting  furnaces  at  Deseronto,  and  to  make 
use  of  these  branches  to  obtain  supplies  for  a  num¬ 
ber  of  years. 

To  the  St.  John  Valley  and  Riviere  du  Loup  Railway 
Company,  for  15  miles  of  their  railway  from  the  north  end 
of  the  line  subsidized  by  53  Victoria,  chapter  2,  to  the 
Town  of  Woodstock,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  S3, 200  per 
mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $48,000 

Mr.  EDGAR.  In  what  condition  is  the  railway, 
and  what  are  the  subsidies  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  was  subsidized  on  two  occa¬ 
sions  from  Fredericton  towards  Woodstock.  This 
is  the  third  section,  but  it  does  not  reach,  I  believe, 
the  city  of  Woodstock,  so  I  shall  put  in  the  word 
“towards”  instead  of  “to.”  The  road  has  been 
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surveyed,  and  the  company  are  preparing  to  go  on 
with  the  work.  It  is  entirely  a  new  road. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Perhaps  the  Minister  may  be 
able  to  tell  us  what  is  the  financial  position  of  the 
extension  the  Government  are  aiding  ?  Is  it  con¬ 
tracted  for,  and  what  is  the  financial  estimate  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Some  of  the  work  has  been 
done  on  the  road,  but  on  account  of  financial  diffi¬ 
culties  the  company  were  not  able  to  complete  the 
scheme.  The  first  section  was  contracted  for,  but 
not  having  been  completed  in  accordance  with  the 
contract,  they  have  got  none  of  their  subsidy  yet. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Has  this  section  any  rail¬ 
way  accommodation  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  No,  not  within  a  long  distance 
from  the  line  along  the  River  St.  John  where  this 
will  run.  There  is  a  railway,  but  it  runs  from 
Fredericton  out  in  a  direct  line,  and  this  goes  by 
way  of  McAdam,  being  a  long  way  distant  from 
the  bank  of  the  river,  and  it  provides  the  farming 
section  along  the  whole  river  with  railway  accom¬ 
modation.  The  river  is  navigable  for  only  a  short 
period  of  the  year.  When  the  water  falls  it  is 
impassable  for  steamboats,  so  that  the  farmers  are 
entirely  dependent  upon  waggons  to  transport  their 
produce. 

To  the  Cobourg,  Northumberland  and  Pacific  Railway, 
for  30  miles  of  their  railway  from  Cobourg  to  the  Ontario 
and  Quebec  Railway,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  the 
53  Victoria,  chapter  2,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per 
mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $96,000. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  will  take  this  opportunity 
of  drawing  the  attention  of  the  committee  again  to 
this  road.  The  hon.  member  who  represents  that 
constituency  (Mr.  Guillet)  took  the  opportunity 
this  afternoon  of  stating  that  the  road  was  virtually 
an  injury  to  him  in  his  candidature  instead  of  help¬ 
ing  him.  I  hold  in  my  hand  the  Morning  Sentinel- 
Star ,  printed  in  Cobourg,  and  with  the  portrait  of 
the  hon.  gentleman  at  the  top.  It  is  as  follows 

“  But  in  view  of  the  present  strong  position  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  we  are  more  concerned  about  the  future  of  our 
own  locality,  and  the  effect  which  the  result  of  the  pre¬ 
sent  contest  will  have  upon  our  town  in  particular.  This 
being  the  county  town  and  the  largest  centre  of  population 
in  the  riding,  it  is  but  natural  to  assume  that  what  will 
benefit  the  town  will  also  prove  beneficial  to  the  whole 
riding.  It  is  also  the  largest  market  for  the  farmers  of 
this  section  of  country,  where  the  produce  of  the  farm 
may  always  find  ready  sale  at  fair  prices.  The  interests 
of  the  town  and  country  are  therefore  identical,  and  we 
have  never  witnessed  a  more  striking  example  of  this 
than  in  the  expressed  sentiment  of  the  people  with  regard 
to  our  new  railway  project  at  its  first  inception.  But  we 
ha  ve  also  witnessed  with  much  regret  the  efforts  of  our 
political  opponents  to  belittle  the  railway  question  in  the 

resent  contest.  Of  course  this  is  done  for  political  effe  ct, 

ecause  when  the  railway  question  was  uppermost,  without 
attendant  political  excitement,  none  were  more  enthusias¬ 
tically  anxious  for  the  new  railway  than  were  our  Grit 
friends.  But  when  the  general  election  came  on  they  threw 
their  anxiety  about  the  welfare  of  the  town  to  the  winds 
and  worked  to  their  utmost  for  the  defeat  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  But  the  Government  triumphed  with  a  largy 
majority,  although  unfortunately  for  the  town  our  candi¬ 
date  in  this  riding  was  defeated  and  with  him  for  the  time 
being  all  hope  of  the  new  railway.  The  opportunity  is 
again  offered  to  the  people,  however,  to  secure  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  new  railway,  or  otherwise  as  they  may 
decide  at  the  polls  on  Tuesday.  Let  them  not  be  deceived, 
for  upon  their  decision  in  this  contest  depends  the  fate 
of  Cobourg  for  at  least  the  present  decade.  We  do  not 
propose  to  deceive  the  people,  nor  to  hold  out  to  them 
false  hope.  Our  success  just  now  depends  upon  sending 
to  Ottawa  a  representative  friendly  to  the  Government  so 
that  the  charter  for  the  new  road  may  be  extended  and 
the  additional  subsidy  granted,  which  will  in  all  human 
probability  secure  its  construction.” 
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Further  on  the  writer  says  : 

“  And  we  never  ha  d  a  representative  in  Parliament  who 
obtained  such  solid  benefits  for  our  town.  He  secured  the 
Government  dredge  and  tug  to  clean  out  and  deepen  our 
harbour,  which  work  if  done  by  contract  would  have  cost 
the  ratepayers  ot  Cobourg  over  twenty  thousand  dollars. 
He  also  secured  an  annual  grant  to  keep  the  new  pier  in 
repair.  And  better  still,  in  the  hour  of  our  need,  when 
we  appealed  to  the  Provincial  and  Federal  Governments 
for  relief,  owing  principally  to  his  influence  and  persist¬ 
ence  with  the  Government,  Sir  John  Macdonald  returned 
us  nearly  twenty-five  thousand  dollars  of  our  share  of  the 
cost  of  building  the  new  pier,  and  also  cancelled  and  re¬ 
turned  our  debentures  held  by  the  Government  for  the 
purchase  of  the  Port  Hope  and  Rice  Lake  gravel  road, 
about  twenty-five  thousand  more,  thus  assisting  us  to  the 
amount  of  about  fifty  thousand  dollars.” 

These  are  the  arguments  that  were  put  forth  by 
that  paper  which  supports  the  hon.  gentleman, 
and  it  publishes  a  full-sized  picture  of  him  at  the 
head  of  the  article.  Yet  the  hon.  gentleman  told 
ais  this  afternoon  that  this  project  virtually  did 
him  harm  in  his  canvass.  It  is  a  very  singular 
thing  that  this  devoted  sheet,  published  in  Cobourg, 
should,  the  day  before  the  vote  was  taken,  on  the 
5th  March,  publish  this  article  to  persuade  the 
A’oters  of  Cobourg  and  Northumberland  that  their 
Lest  interests,  their  financial  well-being,  the  future 
of  their  county  and  of  their  town,  and  of  their  rail¬ 
way  and  the  construction  of  their  line,  all  depended 
on  whether  the  hon.  gentleman  was  returned  to 
Parliament  or  not ;  and  yet  this  afternoon  he  says 
that,  instead  of  being  a  benefit,  it  was  an  injury  to 
him  and  he  lost  votes  by  it.  The  editor  of  the 
paper  says  the  well-being  of  Cobourg  is  tied  up  in 
the  Government  of  the  day  being  sustained.  I 
believe  the  hon.  gentleman  is  a  resident  of  Cobourg, 
and  the  people  there,  like  those  in  many  other  con¬ 
stituencies,  have  been  bought  with  their  own 
money.  The  editor  of  the  paper  must  have  known 
that  they  might  count  upon  certain  advantages  if 
they  returned  the  hon.  gentleman.  They  had 
either  received  a  wink  directly  or  indirectly  from 
the  candidate  or  the  Government,  or  from  those 
who  were  sent  to  stump  the  county  in  the  interest 
of  the  candidate,  and  the  people  were  led  to  under¬ 
stand  that  they  were  to  be  benefited  if  they  re¬ 
turned  the  hon.  gentleman  ;  and  now  we  find  that  19 
miles  more  are  to  be  aided,  and  we  are  to  renew  and 
extend  the  bonus  already  granted  to  30  miles.  This 
is  a  clear  case  of  buying  out  a  constituency  with 
promises  of  their  own  money. 

Mr.  GUILLET.  What  I  stated  this  afternoon 
was  not  that  this  question  of  railway  was  not 
spoken  of  by  anyone  during  the  campaign.  It 
would  be  impossible  to  muzzle  people  and  to  pre¬ 
vent  them  from  talking  or  writing  on  such  a  sub¬ 
ject.  I  suppose  hon.  gentlemen  of  the  Opposition 
would  be  very  sorry  sometimes  to  be  held  respon¬ 
sible  for  some  of  the  utterances  of  their  local 
journal  there  during  an  election.  What  I  said  was 
that  they  were  using  every  interest  against  us, 
and  a  powerful  corporation  was  also  against  us. 
In  the  township  of  Haldimand,  when  the  railway 
bonus  by-law  was  submitted,  the  solid  vote  in  the 
north  of  the  township  carried  it  against  the  majority 
of  the  south.  The  Opposition  candidate  appealed 
to  these  people  in  the  south  to  vote  against  me,  and 
thus  by  defeating  me  get  rid  of  the  bonus.  Is  it 
surprising,  then,  that  some  of  our  supporters,  on 
patriotic  grounds  as  well  as  in  the  interests  of  the 
community,  appealed  to  the  local  interest  in  the 
railway  against  the  powerful  influences  which  were 
brought  to  bear  against  us  ?  No  matter  what  utter- 
Mr.  McMullen. 


anees  may  have  been  made  on  the  streets,  there  was 
none  of  this  kind  made  on  the  platform.  We 
made  none,  and  we  were  not  authorized  to  make 
any  promises.  If  there  was  any  indirect  advant¬ 
age  to  be  gained,  there  was  a  great  indirect  dis¬ 
advantage,  from  the  fact  that  the  railway,  pro¬ 
moted  by  a  patriotic  Government,  was  being  used 
as  a  means  of  injuring  their  candidate  and  had 
provoked  the  hostility  of  a  great  rival  institution. 
The  Local  Government  sent  down  a  prominent  en¬ 
gineer  and  an  inspector  of  public  institutions,  who 
inspected  the  college  there,  with  the  view,  it  was 
understood,  to  turn  it  into  a  public  institution, 
which  would  employ  labour  ;  and  that  was  held  up 
before  the  electors  in  order  to  induce  them  to  vote 
for  Mr.  Hargraft  instead  of  me.  No  such  action 
was  taken  by  this  Government.  There  is  no  doubt 
the  railway  was  mentioned,  but  it  was  unfair  and 
unjust  to  accuse  the  Government,  or  to  accuse  me, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  we  had  to  meet  the  opposition 
of  a  powerful  railway  corporation.  I  did  not  say 
the  railway  had  not  been  mentioned,  but  I  said  it 
was  not  mentioned  with  authority,  or  by  me  or  my 
friends  on  the  platform.  We  had  to  meet  extensive 
bribery  there  on  the  Opposition  side  and  a  large 
amount  of  personation.  We  have  now  two  of  those 
who  engaged  in  personation  lodged  in  gaol,  and 
there  is  no  doubt  that  an  organized  gang  of  per- 
sonators  were  brought  down  there  by  Mr.  Preston, 
the  organizer  of  the  Reform  party,  in  collusion  with 
leading  Reformers  in  my  riding.  While  proclaim¬ 
ing  purity  of  election  they  were  at  the  same  time 
bribing  and  paralyzing  electors  with  wrhiskey. 
They  spirited  one  man  away  to  Port  Hope  and  put 
him  in  a  back  shed,  a  man  named  Linton — and  this 
conduct  reminds  me  of  the  plan  of  a  notorious  horse 
thief.  He  took  the  expedient  of  becoming  a  revival 
preacher  and  he  established  a  camp  on  the  frontier 
of  a  western  state,  and,  while  he  was  working 
up  the  people  to  a  high  state  of  devotional  fervour, 
and  made  them  very  anxious  about  their  souls,  his 
confederates  were  on  the  outskirts  of  the  camp 
stealing  the  horses  and  carrying  them  off.  These 
pretenses  of  political  purity  are  a  mere  masquerad¬ 
ing  before  the  country,  because  the  people  know 
that  it  is  pure  hypocrisy,  and  I  hope  both  sides  of 
the  House  are  convinced  that  it  is  time  we  were 
done  with  this,  because,  if  the  Opposition  had  not 
indulged  so  much  in  this,  they  would  not  have  left 
their  party  in  opposition  so  long. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  do  not  want  the  hon. 
gentleman,  by  drawing  a  herring  across  the  trail, 
to  take  away  the  attention  of  the  House  from  the 
question.  This  afternoon  he  said  the  railway  cry 
was  an  injury  to  him. 

Mr.  GUILLET.  I  said  it  did  me  as  much  injury 
as  good. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  He  said  it  did  him  more 
harm  than  good.  Now  he  says  it  did  him  as  much 
harm  as  good.  Perhaps  a  little  further  on  he  will 
say  it  did  him  a  little  more  good  than  harm.  It  is 
quite  clear  from  the  statement  made  by  the  journal 
that  has  reported  him,  that  it  was  a  clear  bargain 
and  sale,  so  far  as  this  journal  was  concerned. 
One  of  the  leading  papers  in  the  town  of  Cobourg 
had  the  audacity,  the  brass,  to  publish  the  hon. 
gentleman’s  photograph  at  the  top  of  the  page,  and 
put  the  items  I  have  read  under  it.  I  should 
advise  him  hereafter,  when  he  has  another  contest, 
to  give  his  journal  directions  what  to  say,  because 
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it  is  evident  here  that  they  intended  to  do  him 
good,  whether  they  did  or  not.  It  is  clear  that 
constituency  was  bought,  not  only  with  the  promise 
of  the  revival  of  the  grant  that  is  now 
before  us,  but  with  the  promise  that  an  addi¬ 
tional  grant  for  19  miles  more  would  be  made. 
That  promise  is  now  being  carried  out,  and  we 
are  now  called  upon  to  give  a  grant  for  the 
other  30  miles  in  payment  to  that  constituency  for 
rejecting  Mr.  Hargraft,  after  his  protest  had  been 
carried  through  and  he  had  been  unseated  on  a 
flimsy  technicality.  The  hon.  gentleman  says  that 
the  Ontario  Government  and  Mr.  Preston  had 
something  to  do  with  inciting  personation,  and  two 
of  the  offenders  are  in  gaol.  I  would  recommend 
him  to  follow  up  Mr.  Preston  if  there  was  any  per¬ 
sonation  done  at  his  instigation.  We  are  now 
pledging  the  people’s  money  in  return  for  favours 
granted  to  the  opposite  party  by  rejecting  a  man 
who  was  the  representative  of  the  constituency  and 
sending  another  man  here  to  support  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  We  are  called  upon  to  vote  an  additional 
sum  for  19  miles  of  railway  in  fulfilment  of  that 
contract,  and  to  revive  a  grant  that  had  lapsed  for 
30  miles  more.  That  clearly  shows  the  means  by 
which  the  bye-elections  have  been  carried,  and  I 
dare  say  if  we  could  ferret  out  the  secrets  of  all  the 
rest,  they  would  come  in  line  with  this  one. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  There  is  something  about  these 
two  resolutions  that  require  explanation,  because 
as  I  read  this  one  it  is  not  only,  as  suggested  by 
my  hon.  friend  behind  me  (Mr.  McMullen),  a  grant 
to  revive  the  original  grant  for  30  miles,  and  an 
additional  grant  for  19  miles  more,  but  it  is  a  re¬ 
vival  of  the  original  grant  for  30  miles,  and  a 
duplication  of  the  first  19  miles  from  Cobourg  by 
another  $3,200  a  mile.  If  it  does  not  mean  that, 
the  language  will  have  to  be  changed.  As  the 
resolution  reads  it  distinctly  means  for  the  first 
19  miles  out  of  Cobourg,  $0,400  per  mile.  The 
resolution  we  are  considering  now  is  a  correct 
statement  of  the  old  vote,  and  if  it  is  intended  to 
be  a  revote  of  that  old  vote,  it  is  right.  But  the 
resolution  we  passed  in  the  afternoon  says  : 

“  To  the  Cobourg,  Northumberland  and  Pacific  Rail¬ 
way  Company,  for  19  miles  of  their  railway  from  Cobourg 
to  the  Ontario  and  Quebec  Railway  (in  addition  to  the 
subsidy  granted  by  the  Act  53  Vie.  chap.  2),  a  subsidy 
not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole 
$60,800.” 

Now,  if  the  English  language  means  anything  at 
all,  this  is  duplicating  the  first  19  miles  from 
Cobourg,  $3,200  per  mile.  The  Minister  of  Justice 
has  come  into  his  seat,  and  I  yvill  ask  him  whether 
it  does  not  mean  that  in  English  ;  and  if  it  is  not 
intended  that  it  should  be  $6,400  per  mile,  we 
shall  havd  to  alter  the  language.  I  do  not  know 
whether  it  is  more  than  30  miles  from  Cobourg  to 
the  Ontario  and  Quebec  Railway,  but  the  Minister 
can  tell  us  how  far  it  is. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  The  language  seems  to  me  plain 
enough.  The  first  resolution  does  not  give  the 
points  it  merely  mentions  that  the  aid  is  given  to  a 
railway  which  is  to  run  in  its  whole  length  from 
Cobourg  to  the  Ontario  and  Quebec  Railway.  I  do 
not  think  there  is  any  doubt  of  the  intention.  It 
says  19  miles  of  their  railway  from  Cobourg  to  the 
Ontario  and  Quebec. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  From  Cobourg. 
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Mr.  TISDALE.  That  is  more  than  19  miles, 
but  that  is  a  description  of  what  the  whole  road 
covers  ;  19  miles  will  not  reach  from  Cobourg  to 
the  Ontario  and  Quebec  Railwa)\  I  quite  agree 
with  the  hon.  gentleman  that  if  there  is  any  doubt 
it  ought  to  be  amended.  The  resolution  of  this 
afternoon  is  clearly  a  description  simply  of  the 
whole  length  of  their  road  from  Cobourg  to  the 
Ontario  and  Quebec  Railway  ;  that  is  19  miles,  and 
the  30  miles,  and  I  do  not  know  how  much  more. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  What  is  wanted  is  to  say  that 
this  is  a  grant  from  the  end  of  the  30  miles  running 
out  from  Cobourg  towards  the  Ontario  and  Quebec 
Railway. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  We  can  alter  the  original 
resolution  so  as  to  cover  the  point  made  by  the 
hon.  gentleman,  although  I  do  not  think  there  is 
any  doubt  as  to  its  meaning  at  present.  We  can 
state  : 

To  the  Cobourg,  Northumberland  and  Pacific  Rail¬ 
way,  for  a  further  distance  of  19  miles  on  the  railway 
from  Cobourg  to  the  Ontario  and  Quebec  Railway,  in 
extension  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  the  Act  53  Vic., 
chap.  2. 

That  will  remove  all  doubt.  Before  it  comes  to  the 
third  reading  we  will  put  some  words  in. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  The  resolution  now  covers 
the  line  from  Cobourg  to  the  Ontario  and  Quebec 
Railway. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  understand  the  19 
miles  are  intended  to  be  an  extension  of  this  30 
miles.  Therefore,  we  can  come  back  to  that 
question. 

To  the  Ottawa,  A  rnprior  and  Parry  Sound  Railway  Com¬ 
pany  for  32  miles  of  their  railway  from  a  point  on  the  Cana¬ 
dian  Pacific  Railway,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  the 

51  Victoria,  chapter  3,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per 
mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $70,400. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  I  understood  from  the  Minister 
when  he  was  discussing  the  previous  vote  that  the 
money  had  been  earned.  Has  it  been  earned  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  No ;  none  of  it  ha  s  been  earned. 
The  first  section  is  from  Renfrew  to  Eganville,  and 
the  second  one  from  Eganville  to  Barry’s  Bay. 

To  the  Lake  Tdmiscamingue  Colonization  Railway 
Company,  for  35  miles  of  their  railway  from  Mattawa  to 
the  Long  Sault,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidies  granted  by  the 

52  Victoria,  chapter3,and  53  Victoria,  chapter  2, a  subsidy 
not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole 
$112,000. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  This  company  was  a  narrow 
gauge  company,  and,  as  a  colonization  company,  had 
constructed  a  short  road.  It  is  now  proposed  to 
widen  the  road  to  the  broad  gauge,  and  join  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  at  Mattawa.  There  is  a 
provision  for  15  per  cent  for  the  bridge. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  company  is  only  asking 
for  a  subsidy  of  $2,000  per  mile. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  company  ask  $2,000  a 
mile  in  excess  of  the  subsidy  of  $3,200  per  mile. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  do  not  think  so.  This  is 
what  I  read  in  the  application  of  the  company  : 

“  The  company  was  chartered  by  the  Dominion  Gov 
ernmentin  July,  1885,  for  the  purpose  of  building  a  nar¬ 
row  gauge  road  between  the  foot  of  Lake  Ttfmiscamingue 
and  a  point  on  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  near 
Mattawa,  with  a  branch  to  Lake  Kippewa. 
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“  It  was  granted  Dominion  subsidies  as  follows  : — 


Act  of 

1 1885 . 

do 

1886 . 

.  6,000 

do 

1887 . 

.  12,400 

do 

1888 . 

.  33.000 

do 

1889 . 

do 

1890 . 

“  Disconnected  portions  of  the  line  have  been  completed’ 
and  Dominion  subsidies  paid  to  the  amount  of  about 
$75,000  and  traffic  is  now  being  handled  between  Mattawa 
and  the  lower  end  of  Lake  Kippewa  by  a  part  rail  and 
part  water  route,  involving  transfer  from  the  rail  to  the 
water  and  vice  versa  at  nine  different  points  in  50  miles. 
This  makes  the  expense  of  transportation  practically 
prohibitory.  With  the  completion  of  the  narrow  gauge 
line  as  proposed,  the  necessity  for  transfer  would  be  re¬ 
moved.  except  at  Mattawa,  where  transhipment  to  and 
from  the  narrow  gauge  cars,  would,  of  course,  be  neces¬ 
sary. 

“  The  territory  in  the  vicinity  of  Lake  Kippewa  and 
north  to  the  head  of  Lake  Temiscamingue  is  rich  in 
timber  and  minerals,  and  with  a  suitable  means  of  con¬ 
nection  enterprises  of  great  advantage  to  the  country 
would  be  quickly  developped,  but  with  a  narrow  gauge 
road  the  increased  expense  of  transportation  and  tran¬ 
shipment  would  be  a  serious  bar  to  the  movement  of 
coarse  freight  like  lumder  and  minerals. 

“  With  the  subsidies  already  granted,  the  T4miscamin- 
gue  Company  would  be  unable  to  complete  even  a  narrow 
gauge  road,  and  the  long  bridge  over  the  Ottawa,  to  a 
point  of  connection  with  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway 
near  Mattawa  and  the  subsidies  already  paid  would  be 
practically  wasted. 

“  The  Temiscamingue  Company  being  unable  to  continue 
the  work  to  completion  have  asked  this  company  to  take 
it  over  and  finish  it,  and  this  company  therefore  desires 
to  submit  to  your  Government  a  proposition  to  take  over 
the  Temiscamingue  road,  complete  it  of  standard  gauge 
from  Mattawa  to  Lake  Kippewa,  a  distance  of  about  fifty 
miles,  provided  that  your  Government  will  grant  an 
additional  subsidy  of  $2,000  per  mile,  not  exceeding  $100,- 
000  in  all,  and  a  subsidy  of  15  per  cent  of  the  cost  of  a 
wooden  structure  across  the  Ottawa  River  near  Mattawa.” 

Mr.  HAGGART.  This  is  an  additional  subsidy. 

Mr.  LAUR1ER.  Over  and  above  what  has  been 
paid  ?  The  Government  have  already  paid,  I  under¬ 
stand,  $75,000. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  $3,215  per  mille.  Other  sub¬ 
sidies  were  paid  by  the  Local  Government.  What 
the  company  really  asked  was  $2,000  per  mile  over 
and  above  the  subsidy  already  granted. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  You  simply  propose  to  continue 
the  same  subsidy  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Under  this  resolution  we 
propose  to  revote  the  same  subsidy  for  35  miles  of 
the  road,  and  revote  $3,200  per  mile  for  15  miles, 
which  was  completed  as  a  narrow  gauge  road. 
They  state  that  they  do  not  expect  to  be  able  to 
use  the  same  line. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  No  doubt  the  company  will 
have  to  use  a  new  line  of  railway  all  the  way  to  the 
Mattawa.  These  short  pieces  of  road  with  their 
light  grades  were  simply  constructed  to  get  around 
the  rapids  connecting  the  navigation  of  the  stretches 
of  water  between  Mattawa  and  Lake  Temisca¬ 
mingue.  It  is  now  proposed  by  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  Company,  as  I  understand,  to  cross 
the  Mattawa  to  the  north  side  of  the  Ottawa,  and 
construct  the  road  continuously  right  up  to  the 
Long  Sault,  at  the  foot  of  Lake  Temiscamingue  ; 
and,  therefore,  the  company  will  be  wholly  unable 
to  utilize  any  portion  of  the  connecting  links  that 
constitute  the  work  of  the  Temiscamingue  Coloniza¬ 
tion  Railway  Company. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Then  the  Government  simply 
continue  the  same  subsidy,  giving  15  per  cent  for 
the  bridge. 

Mr.  Laurier. 


Mr.  HAGGART.  We  continue  the  same  sub¬ 
sidy  for  35  miles  and  propose  to  vote  $3,200  per 
mile  for  15  miles.  The  vote  for  the  15  miles,  and 
also  the  15  per  cent  for  the  bridge,  and  $3,200  per 
mile  for  a  couple  of  miles  connecting  with  the 
bridge,  comprise  a  new  vote. 

To  the  Temiscouata  Railway  Company,  for  12  miles  of 
their  railway,  from  the  north  end  of  the  section  of  St. 
Francois  Branch  subsidized  by  51  Victoria,  chapter  3, 
being  the  first  12  miles  on  the  section  subsidized  by  the 
53  Victoria,  chapter  2,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $1,800  per 
mile,  in  addition  to  the  subsidy  already  granted,  not 
exceeding  in  the  whole  $21,600. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  This  proposal  seems  to  be  one 
for  an  additional  $1,800  per  mile  for  the  first  12 
miles  of  a  portion  of  this  line  subsidized  by  53 
Victoria.  The  subsidy  given  to  Temiscouata 
Railway  Company  in  that  year  was  for  16  miles 
at  the  rate  of  $3,200  per  mile.  Therefore  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  now  by  this  grant,  to  make  the  subsidy 
$5,000  per  mile  for  this  portion  of  12  miles.  I  fail  to 
see  what  claim  that  railway  can  possibly  have  upon 
this  country  for  an  additional  subsidy.  I  find  in 
the  Railway  Statistics  that  this  railway  is  81  miles 
in  length,  that  the  company  have  been  voted  Domin¬ 
ion  railway  subsidies  in  one  way  and  other  of 
$649,000  ;  that  they  have  been  voted  a  subsidy 
from  the  Quebec  Government  of  $462,000  for  that 
81  miles  ;  that  they  have  received  a  subsidy  from 
the  New  Brunswick  Government  of  $36,000,  and 
that  they  have  received  a  municipal  subsidy  of 
$25,000,  or  altogether  $1,1/2,200  of  public  moneys 
for  that  81  miles  of  road,  which  would  be  equal  to 
$14,471  per  mile.  It  is  proposed  now  to  give  them 
a  further  subsidy  as  if  they  had  not  received 
enough  ;  but,  Sir,  we  fortunately,  from  the  Railway 
Statistics  which  have  been  published,  have  some 
idea  of  the  financial  position  of  that  railway  com¬ 
pany.  In  addition  to  this  subsidy  of  $14,471  per 
mile  I  find  that  they  have  issued  their  bonds  to  the 
extent  of  $1,574,640.  Now,  supposing  you  place  that 
issue  at  75  cents  on  the  dollar  which  is  a  moderate 
figure  for  6  per  cent  bonds,  that  would  produce 
$1,180,000  or  $14,580  and  more,  per  mile  for  that 
railway.  That  railway  appears  to  have  received 
$29,051  per  mile  of  public  moneys  from  the  Dom¬ 
inion  and  Local  Governments  and  the  municipali¬ 
ties.  They  fed  upon  this  Government,  they  fed 
upon  the  Quebec  Government,  they  fed  upon  the 
New  Brunswick  Government  and  they  fed  upon 
the  municipalities,  and  then  they  issued  their  bonds 
properly  enough,  and  got  $15,000  more  per  mile  for 
them. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  do  not  know,  but  is  it  not 
very  likely  the  bonds  were  issued  on  the  guarantee 
of  the  subsidy  from'  the  Quebec  Government,  or 
perhaps  the  Quebec  Government  guarantees  it. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  If  that  is  so  the  lion,  gentleman 
should  have  stated  it  in  the  Railway  Statistics 
which  are  furnished  to  the  public.  There  is  nothing 
of  that  kind  shown  -and  I  do  not  think  it  is  at  all 
likely.  I  never  heard  of  it,  and  I  do  not  think  it 
is  so.  At  any  rate  there  is  the  security  of  the  road 
in  the  shape  of  bonds  and  the  subsidy  of  the 
Government ;  and  besides  that,  Sir,  I  do  not. 
know  whether  it  amounts  to  anything  or  not, 
it  seems  they  had  $791,000  of  paid-up  stock 
which  would  represent  $9,765  more  per  mile  for 
this  railway.  Perhaps  we  will  throw  the  stock 
in,  and  not  consider  that  it  was  paid  up  at  all, 

I  although  it  appears  on  the  returns  of  the  Govern- 
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ment  as  paid-up  stock.  Now,  I  would  like  to  know 
why  this  House  should  be  called  upon  to  vote  one 
single  cent  more  to  that  railway.  I  looked  this 
up  and  I  saw  in  the  Hansard  that  the  present 
member  for  Three  Rivers  (Sir  Hector  Langevin) 
who  was  then  explaining  the  policy  of  the 
Government  in  describing  the  character  of  this 
road,  said  in  1885,  “it  is  an  easy  road  to 
build  for  a  long  distance,”  and  then  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Inland  Revenue  whom  I  see  there 
also  in  his  seat,  on  the  same  occasion  said, 
that  the  New  Brunswick  Railway  Company  offered 
to  build  it  for  a  subsidy  of  $6,000  per  mile.  The 
Minister  of  Inland  Revenue  will  be  very  much 
surprised  to  learn  that  this  railway  has  received 
over  $14,000  per  mile  in  subsidies  from  this  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  other  Governments,  and  the  munici¬ 
palities.  I  say,  therefore,  that  it  is  preposterous 
to  call  upon  this  House  to  vote  any  additional  sum 
to  that  pampered  railway.  If  that  were  not 
enough,  Sir,  to  cause  this  House  to  hesitate,  I  want 
to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  in  my  place  in  this 
House  on  the  6th  of  April  last,  I  made  certain 
charges  in  connection  with  that  very  Temiscouata 
Railway  which  have  not  been  investigated  yet,  and 
I  protest  against  one  single  cent  of  public  money 
being  voted  by  Parliament  to  that  railway  until 
these  charges  are  investigated.  I  do  not  say 
whether  the  tribunal  I  asked  for  is  granted  or  not. 
I  will  not  discuss  that,  but  the  charges  were  made 
in  this  House,  and  they  are  not  investigated  in 
reference  to  the  disposal  of  a  portion  of  these 
subsidies  that  were  granted  to  that  railway.  I 
protest  on  that  ground  also  against  this  vote  being 
carried  by  the  House  to-night. 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  The  lion,  gentleman  has 
covered  a  good  deal  of  ground,  but  I  do  not  think 
it  was  necessary  for  him  to  travel  quite  so  far. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  On  the  contrary  he  said  a 
good  deal. 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  I  do  not  think  it  was  neces¬ 
sary  to  say  quite  as  much  as  he  did.  The  question 
before  the  House  now  is  with  regard  to  a  subsidy 
payable  on  the  construction  of  12  miles  of  road 
which  has  no  connection,  and  never  had  any  con¬ 
nection,  with  the  Temiscouata  Railway  proper.  The 
Temiscouata  Railway  was  the  missing  link  neces¬ 
sary  to  connect  the  Intercolonial  Railway  with  the 
New  Brunswick  Railway,  starting  from  Riviere 
du  Loup  on  the  Intercolonial  Railway  and  making 
a  connection  at  Edmundston.  The  construction  of 
that  road  was  undertaken  by  the  Temiscouata 
Railway  Company  for  which  they  received  subsi¬ 
dies  to  the  extent  of  $9,000  per  mile,  and  not 
$14,000  as  stated  by  the  hon.  gentleman  ;  $6,000 
from  the  Dominion  Government  and  $3,000  some 
odd  from  the  Province  of  Quebec.  The  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  says  that  they  scooped  up  subsidies  from 
Quebec,  from  the  Dominion  and  from  the  New 
Brunswick.  The  81  miles  from  Riviere  du  Loup 
to  Edmundston  passes  mostly  through  the  Province 
of  Quebec  and  has  a  subsidy  from  the  Dominion 
and  from  the  Province  of  Quebec  to  the  boundary 
line  of  that  province.  There  were  1 1  miles  of  that 
81  miles  constructed  in  New  Brunswick,  and  of 
course  the  New  Brunswick  Government  paid  a 
small  subsidy  for  that  1 1  miles,  and  for  that  por¬ 
tion  the  Province  of  Quebec  did  not  pay  any  sub¬ 
sidy.  Afterwards  the  line  of  railway  that  was  in 
contemplation  as  a  rival  line  to  this  Temiscouata 


road — what  is  called  the  St.  Francis  route — was  to 
be  constructed.  It  is  one  of  the  most  important 
lines  in  the  whole  of  the  Maritime  Provinces, 
and  one  which  will  develop  greater  resources 
than  any  30  miles  of  railway  that  has 
been  constructed  or  could  be  constructed.  It 
develops  not  only  the  local  trade  of  the  country, 
but  if  hon.  gentlemen  look  at  the  map  they  will  see 
that  the  great  bulk  of  the  future  cut  of  lumber  in 
the  State  of  Maine  has  to  be  cut  and  brought  down 
the  river  St.  John,  and  that  this  line  taps  that  very 
country.  All  supplies  necessary  to  operate  the 
cutting  of  that  lumber  which  is  manufactured  in 
our  own  province,  affording  employment  to  our 
people,  have  to  be  carried  there.  I  say  that  no 
railway  of  the  same  length  promises  to  develop  so 
much  trade  as  that  line  now  under  consideration. 
I  point  out  again  that  it  is  not  the  Temiscouata 
Railway  and  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  charges 
which  the  hon.  gentleman  (Mr.  Edgar)  has  made  in 
the  House.  This  company  after  completing  their 
contract  with  the  Government  for  the  construction 
of  the  Temiscouata  Railway  made  an  offer  to  build 
this  branch  up  the  St.  Francis  River  from  Edmund¬ 
ston,  in  another  direction.  The  understanding  was 
they  were  to  get  $5,000  a  mile,  and  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  asks  why  was  not  the  House  required  to  give 
$5,000  towards  that  railway  ?  The  original  under¬ 
standing  with  this  company  was  that  they  should 
construct  45  miles  to  reach  the  border  of  the 
Province  of  Quebec  on  the  St.  Francis  River.  After 
a  meeting  of  the  leading  merchants  and  lumbermen 
interested,  we  found  that  we  could  get  along  with¬ 
out  pressing  for  the  construction  of  the  road  for 
the  whole  of  that  distance.  A  subsidy  had  been 
granted  by  this  Parliament  at  the  rate  of  $5,000  a 
mile  for  the  first  20  miles.  It  was  understood  that 
that  would  bring  the  railway  to  one  of  the  important 
points,  and  that  after  that  portion  was  constructed 
a  n  application  would  be  mad  e  for  af  urther  subsidy  for 
the  balance  of  the  road.  But  after  the  first  twenty 
miles  were  constructed  it  was  concluded  that  if  the 
road  were  carried  12  miles  further  it  would  meet 
all  the  requirements  of  the  country  for  a  long  time 
to  come.  Therefore  the  company  applied  for  a 
subsidy  for  the  12  miles,  at  the  same  rate  as  the 
subsidy  for  the  first  20  miles,  the  length  of  the 
whole  road  thus  being  reduced  from  45  miles  to  32 
miles.  Parliament  granted  a  subsidy  at  the  rate 
of  $3,200  per  mile  in  the  usual  way  for  16  miles, 
and  when  the  promoters  came  to  make  arrange¬ 
ments  for  the  construction  of  that  portion  of  the 
road,  the  contract  was  signed  with  the  understand¬ 
ing  that  they  would  hold  to  the  original  arrange¬ 
ment  for  $5,000  a  mile.  They  have  gone  on  and 
constructed  the  other  12  miles,  and  they  want  to 
stop  there  so  as  to  make  the  subsidy  $5,000  a  mile 
for  the  12  miles  instead  of  $3,200  a  mile  for  16 
miles.  The  House  will  understand  that  this  is  an 
old  line  in  connection  with  the  Temiscouata  Rail¬ 
way  and  now  connected  wdth  the  New  Brunswick 
Railway.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  that  missing  link  from  Riviere  du  Loup  to 
Edmundston.  Although  the  Temiscouata  Railway 
Company  constructed  the  road,  it  was  open  to  any 
other  company  to  contract  for  the  work. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  hon.  gentleman  undertakes 
to  say  that  the  amount  of  the  subsidy  granted  to 
this  road  amounts  to  only  about  $9,000  a  mile  in 
contradiction  to  the  statement  of  my  hon.  friend 
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from  West  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar).  Now,  the  state¬ 
ment  which  my  hon.  friend  read  shows  that  this 
company  received  Dominion  subsidies  to  the  extent 
of  $649,000  for  81  miles,  Quebec  subsidies  to  the 
extent  of  $462,000,  New  Brunswick  subsidies  to 
the  extent  of  $36,000,  and  municipal  subventions  to 
the  extent  of  $25,000,  or  in  all  $1,172,000  or 
$14,471  per  mile.  Besides,  it  received  whatever  its 
bonds  sold  for,  estimated  by  my  hon.  friend  at  75 
cents  on  the  dollar,  amounting  to  $1,180,980;  or 
total  subventions  tq  the  extent  of  $2,353,180,  or 
$29,000  per  mile.  Now,  when  the  Government  of 
which  the  hon.  gentleman  is  a  member  first  intro¬ 
duced  this  system  of  subventions,  it  was  done%  for 
the  purpose  of  encouraging  the  construction  of 
railways.  It  wras  supposed  that  gentlemen  who 
embarked  in  this  kind  of  enterprise  would  be  pre¬ 
pared  to  put  at  all  events  a  small  portion  of  their 
own  funds  into  them.  But  the  system  has  gone  on 
from  year  to  year,  and  we  know  as  a  fact  that  few 
if  any  of  the  railways  that  ha\  e  been  constructed 
in  recent  years  have  had  expended  upon  them  any 
money  belonging  to  the  promoters  at  all.  These 
people  expect  to  have  the  railways  built  at  the  cost 
of  the  public,  and  to  be  the  owners  of  the  proper¬ 
ties  after  they  are  completed.  Let  us  advert 
for  a  moment  to  the  case  of  the  Northern 
Pacific  Junction  Railway.  This  Parliament  voted  to 
that  road  something  like  $12,500  per  mile,  and  under 
their  statute  the  company  had  the  right  to  issue 
bonds  to  the  extent  of  $20,000  per  mile,  making  a 
total  of  $32,500  jier  mile  available  for  building  the 
railway.  Yet  wTe  know  as  a  fact  that  that  road 
never  cost  at  the  outside  more  than  $25,000  per 
mile,  and  it  is  well  known  that  the  promoters 
placed  several  hundred  thousand  dollars  in  their 
own  pockets,  besides  becoming  the  owners  of  the 
road.  Take  the  case  of  the  Pontiac  and  Pacific 
Junction  Railway.  For  that  railway  a  subvention 
was  granted  by  the  Quebec  Government  to  the 
extent  of  $6,600  a  mile,  and  a  subvention  was 
granted  by  the  Dominion  Government  to  the 
extent  of  $3,200  per  mile,  or  $9,200  per  mile  in  all  ; 
and  the  company  had  bonding  powers  besides  ;  yet 
any  person  who  passes  over  that  road  will  see  that  it 
traverses  almost  a  dead  level,  that  the  bridges  are 
of  small  consequence,  that  the  culverts  are  built  of 
wood,  and  that  the  rails  are  of  a  very  light  char¬ 
acter.  I  venture  to  say  that  that  road  equipped — 
because  it  has  no  stations  of  any  consequence — never 
cost  $15,000  a  mile  ;  and  it  is  manifest  that  the 
promoters  of  that  road  did  not  put  one  single  dollar 
of  their  own  money  into  it,  while  they  have  taken 
out  of  it  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars.  It  is  a 
question  whether  it  is  not  time  to  put  the  brakes 
on,  and  stop  this  kind  of  thing.  Here  is  a  road 
for  which  the  hon.  gentleman  defends  a  bonus  to 
the  enormous  extent  of  $29,000  a  mile,  and  hon. 
gentlemen  have  the  effrontery  to  come  before  Parlia- 
mentand  ask  fora  further  subsidy  for  it,  and  they  are 
listened  to  by  the  Government.  It  is  monstrous,  [f 
the  Government  are  going  to  recognize  the  policy 
of  building  those  roads  and  handing  them  over  to 
companies,  allowing  private  individuals  to  enrich 
themselves  at  the  expense  of  the  country  at 
large,  let  us  understand  it  ;  but  if  we  are  only 
going  to  encourage  the  construction  of  roads  when 
the  gentlemen  promoting  them  will  put  their  hands 
in  their  own  pockets  and  contribute  something  to¬ 
wards  their  construction,  there  can  be  no  objection 
to  aiding  portions  of  the  country  in  obtaining  the 
Mr.  Lister. 


railway  accommodation  they  require.  But  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  here  to  grant  a  bonus  to  this  company  which 
is  involved  in  the  shocking  scandals  which  have 
been  brought  before  this  House,  for  it  is  this  com¬ 
pany  to  which  this  road  will  belong,  and  which 
must  undertake  to  run  it.  I  say  that  in  view  of 
these  circumstances  and  until  these  charges  are 
fully  investigated,  this  Parliament  should  not  vote 
one  dollar  for  the  construction  of  this  road.  If  it 
is  true  that  the  gentlemen  engaged  in  this  enter¬ 
prise  have  taken  from  the  Government  a  portion  of 
the  subsidies  which  have  been  granted  by  Parlia¬ 
ment,  and  handed  them  back  for  the  purpose  of 
promoting  the  election  of  lion,  gentlemen  on  the 
other  side  of  the  House,  then  they  have  forfeited 
all  claim  to  the  consideration  of  this  House,  and 
they  are  not  entitled  to  receive  any  aid  from  the 
funds  of  the  people  of  this  country. 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  The  hon.  gentleman  who  has 
just  spoken  would  not,  I  think,  willingly  misrepre¬ 
sent  the  case.  I  stated  that  the  subsidies  paid  by 
the  Domiuion  and  Local  Government  to  the  Temis- 
couata  Railway  Company  did  not  amount  to  any¬ 
thing  like  $14,000  per  mile.  The  subsidy  paid  to 
the  company  by  the  Dominion  Government  was  at 
the  rate  of  $6,000  per  mile  up  to  the  boundary  line, 
and  the  Provincial  Government  of  Quebec  gave  a 
subsidy  for  about  69  miles  of  the  road  from  Riviere 
du  Loup  through  the  Province  of  Quebec  at  $3,500 
per  mile,  and  no  more  ;  and  for  the  fourteen  miles 
from  the  boundary  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  to 
Edmundston,  in  New  Brunswick,  the  company  re¬ 
ceived  the  Dominion  subsidy  of  $6,000  a  mile  and 
the  New  Brunswick  provincial  subsidy  of  $3,000 
per  mile,  or  $500  less.  Therefore,  for  the  69  miles 
of  the  road - 

Mr.  LISTER.  For  the  whole  81  miles. 

Mr.  COSTIGAN, — for  the  69  miles  they  received 
$9,500  and  for  the  other  fourteen  miles  they  only 
received  $9,000  per  mile,  including  the  Dominion 
and  provincial  subsidies,  and  not  over  $14,000.  The 
only  way  the  mistake  could  occur  would  be  by  the 
hon.  gentleman  taking  the  subsidy  for  the  32  miles 
constructed  on  the  St.  Francis  Branch.  If  he  did 
that,  he  would  have  to  divide  the  amount  by  115 
miles  instead  of  by  83  ;  but  the  w'hole  subsidy  paid 
and  voted  by  this  House  was  $6,000  per  mile  for 
the  83  miles  and  by  the  Quebec  Government  for  its 
portion  $3,500  per  mile  and  by  the  New  Brunswick 
Government  for  its  14  miles  $3,000.  Therefore,  the 
whole  subsidy  , Dominion  and  provincial,  for  the  83 
miles,  is  $9,500  per  mile,  and  for  the  next  20  miles 
$5,000.  The  House  granted  in  1888  to  the 
Temiscouata  Railway  Company  for  a  branch  rail¬ 
way  of  20  miles  from  Edmundston  towards  the 
Francis  River  a  subsidy  of  $100,000  for  20  miles  or 
$5,000  per  mile.  That  is  completed,  and  the  com¬ 
pany  has  been  paid  the  subsidy  and  that  cost  $1,000 
less  Dominion  subsidy  and  $500  less  provincial 
subsidy.  This  vote  now'  under  discussion  is  simply 
to  give  for  the  12  miles,  beyond  the  20  they  con¬ 
tracted  at  $5,000  a  mile,  the  $5,000  which  it  was 
intended  to  give  them  for  the  first  20  miles,  and 
this  is  to  be  made  the  terminus  of  the  road  instead 
of  putting  it  some  13  miles  further. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  The  hon.  gentleman  forgot 
to  say  anything  with  regard  to  the  money  the 
company  have  drawn  from  bonds  on  the  road. 
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Mr.  COSTIGAN.  I  did  not  touch  that  question 
at  all.  I  merely  wanted  to  correct  the  statement 
of  the  hon.  gentleman  that  $14,000  was  paid  in 
Government  subsidies. 

Mr.  McM  ULLEN.  A  sum  in  the  neighbourhood 
of  $24,000  a  mile  has  actually  been  provided 
between  Dominion,  provincial  and  municipal  aid, 
and  the  bonds  issued  on  the  road  and  put  on  the 
market.  In  the  face  of  the  statement  made  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Three  Rivers  (Sir  Hector  Lange- 
vin)  that  the  road  was  easily  built,  that  it  was  not 
at  all  a  difficult  line  to  construct,  and  in  face  of  the 
statements  made  by  other  hon.  gentlemen,  quite 
aware  of  the  character  of  the  section  of  country 
through  which  the  road  runs,  and  who  said  it  would 
not  be  at  all  a  difficult  line  to  build,  I  would  like 
to  know  how  it  becomes  necessary  to  spend  a  bonus, 
taking  the  figures  the  hon.  gentleman  has  given, 
of  $9,500  a  mile,  and  in  that  I  question  whether  he 
has  included  all  the  provincial  and  municipal  aid 
secured.  I  understand  that  the  Provincial  Govern¬ 
ments,  both  of  Quebec  and  New  Brunswick,  granted 
aid  to  this  road. 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  Not  on  the  same  mileage. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  think  it  is  on  the  same 
line.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  particular  line  has 
proved  itself  a  Dominion  and  provincial  and  muni¬ 
cipal  blood -sucker.  It  appears  to  me  that  it  has 
been  drawing  money  from  all  sources  :  first,  the 
Dominion  treasury,  then  the  municipalities,  then 
the  provincial  treasuries  ;  and  in  addition  to  that 
they  have  coated  the  road  with  bonds  to  the  extent 
of  $1,500,000,  and  placed  them  on  the  market.  I 
would  like  to  know  from  some  experienced  gentle¬ 
man,  able  to  give  an  expert  opinion,  such  as  the 
hon.  member  for  South  Norfolk,  who  has  had  ex¬ 
tensive  experience  in  the  construction  of  railways 
whether  he  has  ever  been  connected  with  any  road 
— and  I  venture  to  say  he  has  not — which  has  cost 
$29,000  a  mile.  I  would  like  to  know  why  it  is 
considered  necessary  to  give  a  further  grant  from 
the  Dominion  treasury  for  the  construction  of  that 
road.  The  hon.  Minister  of  Inland  Revenue  says 
it  is  not  the  same  line  at  all.  Why,  the  resolution 
reads  : 

“The  T6miscouata  Railway  Company  for  12  miles  of 
their  own  railway  from  the  north  end  of  the  section  on 
the  St.  Francis  Branch,  subsidized  by  the  51  Viet.  chap. 
3,  being  the  first  12  miles  on  the  section  subsidized  by  the 
53  Viet.  chap.  2,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $1,800  per  mile.” 

I  think  that  is  quite  clear,  yet  he  says  it  is  not  the 
same  company. 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  I  did  not  say  it  is  not  the 
same  company. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  I  understood  the  hon. 
gentleman  to  say  so.  I  think  that  before  the  Govern¬ 
ment  asks  this  House  to  sanction  this  grant  they 
should  at  least  lay  on  the  Table  a  clear,  and  concise, 
and  correct  statement  of  the  moneys  granted  by  this 
House  for  the  construction  of  that  road,  and  those 
granted  by  the  Provincial  Government,  so  that  we 
might  have  some  idea  of  the  amount  buried  in  its 
construction,  because  for  a  line  to  cost  within 
$6,000  of  the  amount  set  out  here,  unless  the 
region  it  runs  through  is  a  very  rocky  one,  and  the 
hon.  member  for  Three  Rivers  told  us  two  years  ago 
the  road  could  be  easily  built - 


Mr.  McMILLAN, — in  the  face  of  these  facts,  I 
do  not  see  how  it  can  cost  $29,000  a  mile. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  amount  of  money  paid 
by  the  Dominion  Government  for  the  first  75  miles 
was  $7,000  per  mile.  You  will  see  it  was  voted  in 
twro  sums  of  $3,200  and  $3,800  per  mile  for  the  75* 
miles.  On  eight  miles  there  was  $6,000  per  mile. 
These  20  miles  are  an  entirely  different  road,  as 
my  colleague  has  said,  the  St.  Francis  Branch  being 
entirely  out  of  the  main  line,  and  being  an  under¬ 
taking  gone  into  subsequent  to  the  building  of  the 
main  line  to  Edmundston.  The  subsidy  for  the  20 
miles  is  $5,000  per  mile.  The  subsidy  for  the  16 
miles  intended  first  to  be  built  was  $3,200  per  mile, 
this  is  now  to  be  given  in  full  to  the  12  miles  which 
is  all  at  present  required  to  be  built  by  those  in¬ 
terested.  The  Quebec  subsidy  was  hypothecated 
as  security  for  10  years’  interest  on  the  bonds  sold. 
I  do  not  know  what  the  bonds  realized. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  interest  was  secured  for  ten 
years  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Yes,  on  the  amount  of  the 
issue  of  bonds  by  hypothecating  the  subsidy 
granted  by  the  Quebec  Government,  so  that  the 
actual  amount  for  the  whole  would  be  about  $6,000 
per  mile. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Who  got  the  bonds  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  They  were  sold  in  England. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Did  the  company  handle 
them  or  were  they  given  to  the  contractor  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  think  the  contractor  made 
the  contract  and  negotiated  the  bonds  himself. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Who  was  the  contractor  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  One  of  the  contractors  was 
John  J.  Macdonald  ;  I  do  not  know  who  was  asso¬ 
ciated  with  him. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  My  hon.  friends,  the 
Minister  of  Inland  Revenue  and  the  Minister  of 
Railways,  have  explained  to  the  House  the  merits 
of  the  railway,  and  their  explanations,  it  seems  to 
me,  ought  to  be  quite  satisfactory.  I  can  say  that 
the  region  through  which  the  road  runs  is  a  rich 
one,  and  the  railway  subsidized  has  contributed  to 
the  development  of  that  section  of  country  more 
possibly  than  any  other  road. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  And  the  election  fund. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  I  will  attend  to  the 
hon.  gentleman.  This  road  is  opening  up  to  the 
markets  of  Quebec  the  forests  of  a  portion  of  New 
Brunswick  and  a  portion  of  the  United  States,  and 
it  is  developing  the  resources  of  that  section  of  the 
country  to  a  great  extent.  Now,  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar)  has  distin¬ 
guished  himself  more  than  once  by  propositions 
which  did  not  appeal  to  the  good  sense  or  the 
judgment  of  members  of  this  House,  and  now  he 
gives  as  a  reason  why  no  subsidy  should  be  given 
to  a  railway  ;  why  the  whole  of  the  population 
from  the  St.  Lawrence  to  the  frontier,  between 
Canada  and  the  United  States,  should  be  deprived 
of  help  towards  the  construction  of  a  railway  which 
is  in  the  interests  of  the  country,  the  fact  that  he, 
the  hon.  gentleman,  has  stood  up  in  his  place  and 
made  charges  which  I  hope  he  will  be  present  to 
substantiate.  I  can  tell  the  hon.  gentleman  or  any¬ 
body  else,  when  they  bring  charges  against  me,  they 
shall  find  me  ready  to  meet  the  charges.  If  I  can 
believe  the  rumours  that  have  been  spread  abroad. 
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he  will  not  take  upon  himself  the  responsibility 
which  his  position  here  as  a  member  of  Parlia¬ 
ment  protects  him  in  making  the  charges  which  he 
has  made  against  me.  Let  him  assume  the  respon¬ 
sibility  in  a  different  place  and  under  different 
circumstances  ;  let  him  meet  me  face  to  face  and 
I  shall  be  prepared  to  meet  the  charges,  and,  if 
lie  can  prove  those  charges  which  he  has  brought 
against  me  and  upon  which,  under  the  rules  of 
this  House,  I  have  been  unable  to  speak  until 
now  on  a  side  issue,  so  to  speak,  I  will  do  what  he 
had  not  the  manliness  to  do,  I  will  risk  my  seat 
and  walk  out  of  this  House  disgraced  and  dishonour¬ 
ed.  I  say  he  is  unable  to  prove  those  charges,  »and, 
as  far  as  this  present  company  is  concerned,  I 
never  directly  or  indirectly  had  any  communica¬ 
tion  with  any  member  of  it.  Whenever  I  had  any¬ 
thing  to  say,  as  far  as  the  development  of  my  section 
of  the  country  was  concerned,  I  did  so  believing  I 
was  looking  after  the  public  interest,  and  scorning 
the  charges  which  were  brought  against  me,  such 
as  the  lion,  gentleman  did  and  which  I  tell  him  he 
is  unable  to  prove,  and  doing  what  I  considered  my 
duty. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  The  hon.  gentleman  who  has  just 
taken  his  seat  has  alluded,  as  he  says  on  a  side 
issue,  to  a  matter  of  considerable  importance,  and 
I  am  very  glad  he  has  referred  to  it.  The  hon. 
gentleman  has  challenged  me  for  taking  advantage  of 
my  position  in  this  House  to  make  charges  against 
him,  and  lean  tell  you,  Sir,  that  before  he  has  done 
with  that  investigation  he  will  find  those  charges 
proved.  I  am  not  shirking  any  responsibility  I 
undertook,  or  shielding  myself  behind  my  position 
in  regard  to  any  charges  I  have  made  against  him 
in  this  House  or  anywhere  else.  This  is  the 
first  example  I  ever  heard  of  in  this  House 
where  a  member  charged,  as  I  have  charged 
him  to  his  face,  has  shirked  an  investigation 
at  the  earliest  possible  moment,  by  his  peers  in 
this  House,  and  that  is  what  the  hon.  gentleman 
is  boasting  of.  Have  I  shirked  anything  ?  Did  I 
not  stand  here  months  ago  and  make  a  charge 
against  him  and  ask  for  a  trial  before  a  committee 
of  my  peers  and  his  peers,  where  he  would  be  in  a 
large  majority,  and  did  I  not  hold  myself  respon¬ 
sible  for  my  seat,  my  reputation  and  for  everything 
I  hold  most  dear.  But  he  shirked  the  investigation 
and  his  colleagues,  as  well  as  he,  shirked  it.  He  did 
not  sit  meekly  under  the  charge  as  his  former  col¬ 
league  from  Three  Rivers  (Sir  Hector  Langevin)  did 
and  allow  his  colleagues  to  drive  him  out  of  office.  I 
admire  the  Postmaster  General  for  his  pluck.  He 
said  to  them  that  they  would  all  hang  together  or 
hatig  separately,  and  they  will  all  hang  together 
when  these  charges  are  proved.  Let  him  not  pre¬ 
tend  that  he  is  not  shirking  the  issue.  Among  my 
faults,  I  do  not  think  I  have  any  want  of  pluck, 
and  I  will  never  shirk  the  issue  till  the  day  I  die. 
Now,  as  to  the  matter  more  particularly  in  hand, 
the  Minister  of  Inland  Revenue  says  my  statistics 
are  not  correct.  The  Minister  of — whatever  he  is 
now — the  Postmaster  General  says  my  statistics 
are  not  correct. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  I  never  said  that. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  He  said  the  subsidies  were  not 
correctly  given  by  me. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  I  never  said  anything 
about  the  subsidies. 

Sir  Adolphe  Carojt. 


Mr.  EDGAR.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  says  he 
did  not,  I  will  not  accuse  him  of  saying  so.  I  will 
refer  to  the  statistics  of  railways  furnished  by  the 
Government  of  Canada  and  show  that  every  word 
I  used  to-night  was  correct.  In  the  summary  of 
railways  for  the  year  ending  the  30th  June,  1891, 
it  is  stated  that  the  Temiscouata  Railway  is  81 
miles  in  length,  and  I  find  that  the  company  receiv¬ 
ed  from  the  Dominion  $649,200.  The  Minister  of 
Railways  was  telling  us  just  now  how  much  was 
paid  to  that  company.  If  they  received  that 
amount,  that  settles  it,  and,  if  they  have  not 
received  it  yet,  let  them  wait  till  they  have  earned 
it  before  they  ask  for  more.  I  am  reading  from 
his  own  statistics  what  the  money  voted  to  that 
railway  was  and  I  can  give  him  the  years  when  it 
was  voted.  Then  from  the  Government  of  Quebec 
it  was  voted  $462,000,  and  by  the  New  Brunswick 
Government  $36,000,  as  I  stated,  and  by  the  mu¬ 
nicipality — I  do  not  know  what  municipality  it 
was,  but  it  is  under  the  head  of  municipal  aid — 
$25,000.  If  they  will  take  the  trouble  to  add 
these  figures  up  they  will  find  that  they  amount  to 
$1,172,200,  as  I  said.  That,  on  81  miles  of  railway, 
amounts  to  $13,471  a  mile,  exactly  as  I  said.  Then 
as  to  the  bonded  debt.  He  says  the  statistics  show 
that  the  bonds  raised  and  paid  up  on  that  81  miles 
were  $1,574,640,  exactly  as  I  said.  But  I  reduced 
this,  and  instead  of  putting  them  at  par,  I  took 
them  at  75  per  cent.  But  if  the  hon.  Minister  is 
correct  in  saying  that  the  Quebec  subsidy  was  used 
to  stiffen  those  bonds  and  to  guarantee  the  interest, 
they  must  have  gone  at  par.  But  1  only  calctilated 
at  75  per  cent,  and  they  made  $1,180,980,  or  alto¬ 
gether  in  subsidies  and  bonds,  $2,353,180,  or 
$29,051  per  mile  for  that  81  miles  of  railway.  Let 
the  Minister  of  Railways  and  his  colleagues  dis- 
pixte  those  statistics,  if  they  are  wrong,  and  I  do 
not  believe  they  are  wrong.  These  statistics  were 
got  up  by  responsible  officers,  who,  I  suppose, 
knew  what  they  were  doing,  and  had  no  case  to 
make  out  one  way  or  another.  Therefore  I  say 
that  in  addition  to  that  the  paid-up  stock  is  shown 
to  run  just  as  I  gave  it,  at  $791,000,  or  $9,765  per 
mile.  This  is  the  same  railway  which  has  been 
subsidized  to  the  extent  of  $14,471  per  mile  by  the 
Dominion  and  provincial  and  muncipal  bodies,  and 
if  sensible  men  in  this  House  or  in  this  country  can 
believe  that  this  railway  is  entitled  to  another  sub¬ 
sidy  in  addition  to  the  $3,200  which  they  are 
given  for  this  12  miles,  I  will  be  very  much  sur¬ 
prised.  I  say  it  is  a  flagrant  waste  of  public 
money  to  give  this  vote  to  that  pampered  com¬ 
pany.  I  maintain  that  while  there  is  a  charge 
pending,  not  before  a  committee  of  this  House,  but 
before  a  Royal  Commission  issued  by  that  very 
Government  that  is  asking  this  vote,  to  enquire 
into  charges  made  in  respect  to  this  very  railway, 
I  say  it  is  indecent  and  improper  to  vote  this  or  any 
other  sum  to  that  railway.  Therefore,  I  move  that 
this  vote  be  struck  out. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  The  Postmaster  General 
stated  in  the  House  that  this  road  had  rendered 
valuable  services  to  that  section  of  the  country  and 
was  doing  quite  an  extensive  trade.  Now  I  find 
from  the  Railway  Statistics  just  furnished  to  this 
House  that  on  that  railway,  81  miles  long,  the 
total  earnings  last  year  were  $36,634.77,  ’and  I  find 
that  the  total  working  expenses  of  the  line  amoun¬ 
ted  to  $49,872.95  or  $13,500  more  for  the  working 
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expenses  than  the  entire  earnings  of  the  road. 
Certainly  it  cannot  do  a  very  extensive  trade  if 
that  is  a  correct  statement.  After  we  have  made 
statements  to  this  House  of  the  enormous  sub¬ 
sidies  granted  to  this  road  by  Dominion  and  Pro¬ 
vincial  Governments  ;  the  lion.  Minister  has  tried 
to  deny  that  this  road  has  been  subsidized  to  the 
extent  of  $14,471  per  mile. 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  And  deny  it  yet. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  Then  you  are  prepared  to 
challenge  the  statement  made  in  this  report  ?  I 
think  the  Minister  of  Inland  Revenue  and  the 
Minister  of  Railways  should  get  together  and  dis¬ 
cuss  the  contents  of  this  book  before  it  is  placed  in 
our  hands.  Everything  my  lion,  friend  has  quoted 
has  been  taken  from  this  book. 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  I  dare  say  the  statement  is 
correct  with  regard  to  the  payment,  but  this  was 
for  81  miles  besides  20  miles  additional,  and  12 
miles  besides. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  It  says  81  miles. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  That  is  the  length  of  the  Te- 
miscouata  Railway  alone,  the  St.  Francis  Branch  is 
32  miles  besides.  I  may  correct  another  statement 
of  the  lion,  gentleman.  I  say  there  has  been  no 
payment  to  the  branch  at  all  except  the  Dominion 
subsidy  and  the  $2,500  voted  by  the  New  Bruns¬ 
wick  Government,  not  a  dollar  more. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  I  think  the  mistake  which  lion, 
gentlemen  opposite  are  falling  into  arises  from  the 
fact  that  they  have  charged  against  this  road  from 
Riviere  du  Loup  to  Edmundston,  the  subsidies  voted 
to  the  whole  of  the  road,  including  the  83  miles 
between  Riviere  du  Loup  and  Edmundston,  and  the 
32  miles  between  Edmundston  and  St.  Francis. 

Mr.  LANDER  KIN.  What  is  the  last  road  you 
mentioned  ? 

Mr.  HAZEN.  From  Edmundston  to  St.  Francis 
is  32  miles,  and  the  entire  mileage  of  the  road  is  115. 
It  is  82  miles  from  Riviere  du  Loup  to  Edmundston 
where  it  joins  the  old  New  Brunswick,  which  is  at 
present  under  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  manage¬ 
ment  ;  and  then  there  are  32  miles  from  Edmund¬ 
ston  to  St.  Francis. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Where  can  I  find  this  ? 
The  Edmundston  and  St.  Francis  is  not  mentioned 
in  the  Railway  Statistics. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  It  isabranch  of  the  Temiscouata- 
If  the  lion,  gentleman  will  look  at  the  map  he  will 
see  that  what  I  am  stating  is  correct.  From 
Edmundston  to  St.  Francis  is  a  part  of  the  Temis¬ 
couata  system,  that  is,  it  is  built  by  the  same 
company  and  controlled  by  the  same  company  ; 
but  it,  is  32  miles  in  addition  to  the  83  miles  of  the 
main  line  of  the  Temiscouata  Railway.  Now,  the 
subsidies  granted  by  this  Parliament  are  as  fol¬ 
lows  : — On  the  83  miles  from  Riviere  du  Loup  to 
Edmundston,  this  Parliament  has  granted  $6,000 
per  mile,  which  amounts  to  $498,000.  For  the  first 
20  miles  leading  from  Edmundston  up  to  the  St. 
Francis  Branch,  $5,000  per  mile  was  granted  by 
this  Parliament,  which  amounts  to  $100,000  ;  and 
then  for  the  12  miles  in  addition  on  the  St.  Francis 
Branch  beyond  the  20  miles,  we  have  added  $3,200 
per  mile,  which  amounts  to  $38,400.  If  lion, 
gentlemen  opposite  will  add  these  figures  together, 
the  $498, 000  for  the  main  line,  the  $100,000  for  the 


first  20  miles,  the  branch  line,  and  $38,400  for  the 
12  miles,  they  amount  together  to  $636,400. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  In  1890  there  was  a  grant  of 
$51,200. 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  That  was  16  miles. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  If  lion,  gentlemen  will  take  the 
whole  road,  1 15  miles,  and  divide  it  into  this  $626,- 
400  in  subsidies  voted  by  this  Parliament,  they  will 
find  that  the  average  is  $5,534  per  mile.  Now  in 
addition  to  that — I  am  confining  myself  to  the  sub¬ 
sidies  alone,  I  am  not  speaking  about  bonds — they 
got  for  that  portion  of  the  Temiscouata  Railway 
leadingfrom  Riviere  du  Loup  to  Edmundstoi),  which 
is  69  miles  within  the  Province  of  Quebec,  $3,500 
per  mile  from  the  Quebec  Government.  That  would 
leave  for  that  portion  of  the  road  within  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec  total  subsidies  from  the  Local  and 
Dominion  Government  of  $9,500  per  mile.  Then 
when  we  come  to  the  Province  of  New  Brunswick 
they  have  $6,000  from  the  Federal  Government 
and  from  the  Provincial  Government  $3,000  per 
mile  ;  so  for  that  portion  of  the  main  line  within 
New  Brunswick  they  have  $9,000  per  mile.  In 
other  words,  the  company  have  $9,500  per  mile 
from  both  Governments  for  the  portion  of  the 
road  within  the  Province  of  Quebec,  and  $9,000 
from  both  Governments  for  the  portion  of  the  main 
line  in  New  Brunswick.  Then  taking  the  branch  line 
of  32  miles  leading  up  to  Edmundston,  they  receive 
$5,000  per  mile  from  this  Government  for  the  first 
20  miles  and  $2,500  per  mile  from  the  Government 
of  New  Brunswick,  or  $7,500  per  mile  from  both 
Governments.  For  the  12  miles,  the  company 
receive  $3,200  per  mile  from  this  Government  and 
$2,500  from  the  Government  of  New  Brunswick, 
or  $5,700  per  mile  from  both  Governments.  That 
is  all  they  receive  in  subsidies,  except,  as  stated,  a 
sum  of  $25,000  from  a  municipality,  I  think  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec.  If  you  divide  $25,000  over 
the  whole  line  of  115  miles,  hon.  gentlemen  will 
see  that  it  gives  only  $217  per  mile.  That  is  the 
position  in  which  the  subsidies  to  this  road  stand 
at  the  present  time.  The  error  into  which  hon. 
gentlemen  opposite  have  fallen  is  in  taking  the  sub¬ 
sidies  and  applying  them  only  to  82  miles  instead 
of  the  whole  115  miles. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  road  does  not  so  appear  in 
the  Railway  Statistics. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  The  St.  Francis  Branch  is  not 
mentioned  in  the  Railway  Statistics  in  connection 
with  the  Temiscouata  road  ;  but  it  is  really  part  of 
the  Temiscouata  which  runs  from  the  junction  of 
New  Brunswick  and  the  main  line  from  Edmundston 
up  the  River  St.  John. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  What  is  the  length  of  the 
Temiscouata  road  ? 

Mr.  HAZEN.  It  begins  from  the  main  line  at 
Riviere  du  Loup  and  runs  to  Edmundston,  where  it 
joins  the  New  Brunswick  system.  The  distance  is 
83  miles.  The  distance  of  the  branch  line,  or  the 
St.  Francis  Branch  as  it  is  called,  is  32  miles',  giving 
a  total  length  of  115  miles. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Are  not  both  the  sections 
spoken  of  by  the  hon.  gentleman  not  included  in 
the  grant  spoken  of  by  the  hon.  member  for  West 
Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar)  ? 

Mr.  HAZEN.  Yes.  ‘  But  the  mistake  lion- 
gentlemen  opposite  have  made  is  in  applying  these 
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charges  to  a  mileage  of  only  83,  instead  of  adding 
the  branch,  which  gives  a  total  mileage  of  115 
miles. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  We  have  82  miles  com¬ 
pleted  and  32  under  contract. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  The  charges  in  the  Railway  Sta¬ 
tistics  are  charges  against  the  whole  mileage  of  the 
road.  I  hope  I  have  made  myself  clear  to  hon. 
gentleman,  as  I  believe  I  have  to  other  members 
of  the  committee. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  do  not  think  the  hon. 
gentleman  has  made  it  clear  to  himself. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  I  hope  I  have  made  myself1  clear 
to  the  hon.  gentlemen. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  I  do  not  wish  to  detain  the 
committee,  but  I  desire  to  refer  to  a  remark  made 
by  the  hon.  member  for  Lambton  (Mr.  Lister).  I 
would  characterize  his  attack  as  unwarranted  and 
unjust  did  I  not  believe  that  he  made  it  without 
knowing  the  facts  of  the  case  of  which  he  spoke. 
I  refer  to  his  attack  on  the  Pontiac  and  Pacific  J unc¬ 
tion  Railway  Company.  The  hon.  gentleman  has 
characterized  the  work  of  that  company  as  work  of 
an  inferior  kind,  and  he  has  characterized  the  sub¬ 
sidies  received  and  the  profits  obtained  by  those 
connected  with  the  company  as  really  scandalous. 
I  say  that  is  unjust  and  unfair. 

Mr.  LISTER.  I  never  used  the  word  “scandal¬ 
ous.  ” 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  The  hon.  gentleman  says 
that  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  in  profits 
would  be  made  by  the  promoters  of  that  enterprise 
with  the  bonding  powers  of  the  company,  and  so 
on.  I  do  not  want  to  make  a  plea,  pro  domo  mea , 
but  I  know  the  difficulties  under  which  the  com¬ 
pany  are  now  striving.  The  hon.  gentleman  said 
the  company  had  received  very  large  subsidies. 
The  company  have  received  from  the  Province  of 
Quebec  $>6,000  in  cash.  By  an  old  statute  giving 
to  the  construction  of  a  railway  to  deep  water — 
which  was  the  beginning  of  the  projected  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway- -a  subsidy  of  $6,000  per  mile  was 
granted.  The  usual  subsidy  of  $3,200  per  mile  has 
been  added  by  this  Parliament,  making  $9,200  per 
mile.  A  subsidy  which  the  hon.  gentleman  seems 
to  have  forgotten  was  $100,000  as  a  bonus  from  the 
municipality  of  Pontiac,  and  this  was  added  for  a 
railway  of  the  length  of  100  miles,  which  is  now 
built  for  a  distance  of  71  miles.  The  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  said — I  am  sure  the  hon.  gentleman  did  not 
know  the  facts  when  lie  made  the  statement — that 
the  road  could  be  built,  at  the  highest  figure,  for 
$14,000  per  mile. 

Mr.  LISTER.  $15,000. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  I  know  the  promoters  of 
the  enterprise  have  expended  a  good  deal  more  than 
that  amount,  if  you  take  into  consideration  the 
equipment  of  the  road.  It  has  cost  in  the  vicinity 
of  $17,000.  At  all  events,  the  work  could  not  be 
constructed  for  $15,000  per  mile.  Take  only  $9,200 
per  mile,  and  there  is  a  difference  between  that  and 
$15,000  of  almost  $6,000  per  mile  for  the  70  miles 
now  built,  and  for  the  other  30  miles  to  be  built  in 
order  to  complete  the  road  ;  and  from  this  calcula¬ 
tion  it  will  be  apparent  what  balance  remains  to 
be  obtained  on  the  security  of  the  company.  The 
road  has  been  built  not  by  inferior  work.  The 
bridges  are  not  of  inferior  quality,  for  although 
Mr.  Hazen. 


under  the  contract  they  were  to  be  build  of  wood, 
they  are  being  constructed  of  iron  with  stone 
foundations,  piers  and  abutments,  which  place  these 
structures  among  first  railway  bridges.  I  am  bound 
to  say  this  much  in  justice  to  the  enterprising 
contractor  who  has  taken  hold  of  the  railway, 
Mr.  Beeiner.  He  has  built  the  Lake  St.  John 
Railway,  the  Quebec  and  Montmorency,  the  Lau- 
rentide,  the  Montreal  and  Western,  the  Gatineau 
Valley,  and  the  Pontiac  and  Pacific  Junction 
Railway.  To  carry  to  a  successful  issue  those  impor- 
tant  enterprizes,  he  has  struggled  with  and  is 
struggling  against  great  difficulties  which  do  not 
warrant  such  an  attack  on  this  enterprise  which  he 
is  endeavouring  to  carry  to  completion.  I  may  add 
that  this  company  has  not  spent  a  single  dollar  for 
directors’  fees,  for  press  expenses,  for  promotion 
expenses,  for  legal  expenses  in  organizing  the  com¬ 
pany  ;  in  fact,  not  a  single  dollar  of  the  subsidy 
received  from  the  Federal  or  Local  Government 
has  been  expended  outside  of  the  actual  work  per¬ 
formed  by  the  contractor  who  is  building  the 
road.  Some  of  the  promoters  of  the  railway  have 
invested  their  own  money,  not  to  a  very  large  ex¬ 
tent,  but  to  a  pretty  large  extent,  and  that 
money,  which  they  hope  to  recover  from  the  enter¬ 
prise,  is  not  now  more  secure  than  the  money 
which  is  invested  in  any  fair  enterprise  ;  and  the 
great  difficulties  met  by  such  enterprises  will  not 
be  diminished  if.  attacks  of  the  kind  that  have 
been  made  by  my  hon.  friend  from  Lambton  (Mr. 
Lister)  are  to  continue.  I  say  this  only  in  justice 
to  the  man  who  has  put  his  energy  and  his  money 
in  the  enterprise,  and  to  the  capitalist  who  has 
also  invested  his  money — I  speak  of  the  late  Sena¬ 
tor  Ross  of  Quebec,  whose  heir  and  successor  (Mr. 
Frank  Ross)  has  left  the  investment  in  that  road, 
in  order  to  try  and  struggle  against  difficulties, 
and  in  order  to  build  a  railway  more  for  the  benefit 
of  that  part  of  the  country  than  to  the  profit  of 
those  who  are  promoting  the  line,  or  even  of  the 
contractor  who  has  built  it. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Would  the  hon.  gentleman  say 
how  much  the  road  has  been  bonded  for? 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  I  think  the  power  of  bond¬ 
ing  the  road  is  equivalent  to  $20,000  a  mile.  If  my 
hon.  friend  would  give  me  the  quotation  at  which 
these  bonds  can  be  floated,  and  if  he  wishes  to 
place  them  on  the  money  market,  I  am  perfectly 
sure  he  can  get  a  good  bargain  by  securing  a  fair 
quotation.  The  road  can  be  bonded,  under  the 
power  given  in  the  statute,  to  $20,000  a  mile,  but 
not  a  dollar  of  the  bonds  has  been  floated  yet. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Has  the  company  borrowed 
money  on  them  ? 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  No,  sir.  The  company  has 
only  had  the  advance  of  the  late  Senator  Ross  to 
the  extent  of  about  $300,000  or  $400,000. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  have  gone  over  the  figures 
submitted  by  the  hon.  gentleman  opposite  and 
after  comparing  them  with  the  figures  submitted 
in  the  Railway  Statistics  I  find  them  as  follows  : — 
$462,000  was  granted  by  the  Quebec  Government ; 
$36,000  was  granted  by  the  New  Brunswick  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  $649,200  was  granted  by  the  Domin¬ 
ion  Government,  in  all  $1,147,200.  Then  the  bonded 
debt  is  $1,574,680,  gross  total  $2,721,640,  or  taking 
the  road  at  115  miles  as  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
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state,  that  would  make  about  $24,000  a  mile  with¬ 
out  counting  the  municipal  subsidies  at  all. 

Mr.  HAZEX.  The  hon.  gentleman’s  figures  with 
regard  to  Dominion  subsidies  are  practically  the 
same  as  mine.  He  makes  them  $649,000  and  I 
make  them  $636,000  ;  but  the  hon.  gentleman  is 
taking  the  bonds  at  par,  as  if  these  bonds  could  be 
sold  at  par.  I  do  not  think  the  bonds  are  sold  yet. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  The  Quebec  subsidy  is  only 
$321,500. 

Mr.  HAZEX.  I  fail  to  see  hoW  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  got  the  figures  which  he  has  quoted  for  Quebec. 

Mr.  McMULLEX.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  will 
turn  to  page  50  of  the  Railway  Statistics  he  will 
find  “  Temiscouata  Railway  Company  :  aid  granted 
railway  by  Government  of  Quebec,  $462,000.”  That 
is  what  I  quoted. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  They  must  have  made  a  mis¬ 
take  in  giving  their  return. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Suppose  I  give  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  the  benefit  of  all  they  claim.  Suppose  we 
take  the  length  of  this  road  completed  and  uncom¬ 
pleted  at  113  miles;  81  completed  and  32  uncom¬ 
pleted,  although  by  the  Railway  Statistics  up  to 
the  30th  June,  1891,  there  were  only  81  miles  com¬ 
pleted.  The  Dominion  subsidies  given  here  are 
correct,  because  I  checked  them  and  the  total  is 
$649,200.  In  1885  there  were  $498,000  voted  ;  in 
1888,  $100,000  ;  and  in  1891,  $51,200,  or  a  total  of 
Dominion  subsidies  of  $649,200  as  I  said.  These 
Railway  Statistics  give  the  Quebec  subsidies  at 
$462,000. 

Mr.  HAZEX.  That  cannot  be  right.  The  sub¬ 
sidy  voted  by  the  Quebec  Government  was  $3,500 
a  mile,  and  there  are  only  65  miles  of  the  road  in 
Quebec.  Quebec  did  not  subsidize  the  part  in  Xew 
Brunswick. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Will  the  hon.  gentleman  ex¬ 
plain,  or  will  1  lie  Minister  of  Railways  explain,  or 
will  some  member  of  the  Government  explain  to 
the  House,  how  they  come  to  report  year  after  year 
to  the  people  of  this  country,  that  the  Quebec  sub¬ 
sidies  to  these  railways  were  $462,000,  if  that  is  not 
a  fact  ? 

Mr.  TISDALE.  I  will  explain.  If  you  know 
anything  about  it,  you  know  that  the  Government 
have  no  more  to  do  with  these  figures  than  you 
have.  Each  company  makes  a  return  at  a  certain 
time  of  the  year,  and  the  Government  are  bound  to 
put  in  that  return.  The  company  may  have  done 
this,  but  the  hon.  gentleman  asks  how  are  the 
Government  responsible  2  The  company  may  have 
made  the  mistake. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  The  Government  is  responsible 
for  the  Dominion  return. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  If  you  look  at  the  amount 
paid  out  it  is  only  $847,470  instead  of  $1,000,000 
odd  which  these  sums  make. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  I  am  giving  what  is  voted. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  What  is  paid  is  $847,470. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  If,  as  the  Minister  of  Railways 
says,  a  larger  sum  has  been  voted  to  this  company 
than  has  been  paid,  what  is  the  use  of  voting  more 
money  to  this  railway.  Wait  until  they  require 
it.  This  is  an  additional  reason  for  not  voting 
this  sum  to-night.  If  there  is  a  large  balance  un¬ 
paid  to  this  railway,  let  them  earn  it,  and  let  them 


get  paid  if  paid  they  must  be.  What  I  claim  is, 
that  these  amounts  have  been  voted  and  granted 
to  this  railway,  and  if  you  take  these  sums 
amounting  to  $1,172,000  of  subsidies,  and  divide 
113  miles  into  them — as  hon.  gentlemen  opposite 
maintain  that  much  is  finished — you  will  find  that 
this  railway  gets  a  bonus  of  $10,300  a  mile  at  the 
very  least.  I  say  that  that  is  quite  enough  for  any 
railway,  and  I  notice  that  the  Minister  of  Inland 
Revenue  did  not  say  anything  about  the  quotation 
in  his  speech  I  made  from  Hansard  of  some  years 
ago,  when  he  said  that  a  Xew  Brunswick  railway 
company  were  prepared  to  build  this  road  for  a 
subsidy  of  $6,000  a  mile,  and  it  had  already  got 
$10,000  a  mile.  That  is  another  reason  why  we 
should  not  vote  the  present  subsidy. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  hon.  Minister  of  Customs 
assumed  that  I  had  made  an  attack  on  the  Pontiac 
and  Pacific  Junction  Railway  Company,  and  he 
felt  called  upon  to  rise  in  his  place  to  defend  it.  I 
desire  to  say  that  I  made  no  attack  upon  that 
company  ;  I  was  attacking  the  system  of  building 
railways  adopted  by  the  Government  of  the  day. 
So  far  as  that  railway  is  concerned,  I  have  seen 
the  portion  constructed,  and  I  can  say  without  any 
hesitation  at  all,  that  it  would  be  difficult  to 
imagine  a  section  of  country  where  a  railway  could 
be  constructed  cheaper  than  the  country  through 
which  that  railway  runs.  The  rock  excavations 
are  almost  nothing,  and  the  country  is  almost  a 
dead  level.  I  would  remind  the  hon.  gentleman  of 
his  statement  that  the  company  had  received  from 
the  Quebec  Government  $6,000  a  mile,  and  from  the 
Dominion  Government  $3,200  a  mile,  in  all  $9,200 
a  mile,  in  addition  to  which  they  were  voted  by 
the  County  of  Pontiac  a  bonus  of  $100,000  ;  making 
subventions  amounting  to  over  $10,200  per  mile. 
Then,  the  hon.  gentleman  says  that  the  company 
pledged  their  bonds  for  $300,000  ;  so  that  the  total 
cash  receipts  available  for  the  construction  of  the 
road  amounted  to  $13,000  a  mile.  Xow,  I  stated 
that  I  believed  that  road  could  be  built  and 
equipped  for  $15,000  a  mile,  and  I  adhere  to  that 
statement.  My  hon.  friend  says  that  the  company 
are  in  deep  water,  and  that  they  have  never  been 
able  to  sell  their  bonds.  All  I  can  say  is  that  having 
the  right  to  bond  the  road  for  $20,000  a  mile,  they 
shouldhave  had  the  sagacity  of  thiseompany  which  is 
now  asking  for  an  additional  subsidy,  and  out  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  bonds  retained  enough  to  secure 
the  purchasers  of  the  bonds  ten  years’  interest. 
That  is  an  old  and  well  understood  trick,  which 
has  been  carried  out  in  all  the  provinces.  But  the 
gentlemen  promoting  that  road  never  put  a  dollar 
of  their  own  money  into  it,  hardly  enough  even  to 
get  their  Bill  through  Parliament.  The  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  has  not  informed  the  House  whether  that 
road  was  constructed  by  a  construction  company 
composed  of  Mr.  Beemer  and  others,  or  whether  it 
has  been  constructed  by  Mr.  Beemer  alone.  A 
favourite  system  in  this  country  is  to  form  a  con¬ 
struction  company  inside  of  the  railway  company, 
and  to  give  the  construction  company  all  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  of  the  bonuses.  If  the  road  passes  through  a 
favourable  section  of  country,  sooner  or  later  it 
must  become  a  profitable  undertaking  ;  and  the 
company  have  bonding  powers  to  the  extent  of 
$20,000  a  mile,  with  the  possibility  of  receiving 
$30,000  for  the  construction  of  the  road,  it  is  not 
difficult  to  imagine  how  much  profit  there  must  be 
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in  it  for  some  of  the  promoters.  As  to  the  manner 
in  which  the  road  has  been  constructed,  I  repeat 
that  the  culverts  are  wooden  ;  I  said  nothing  about 
the  bridges  ;  and  I  say  again  that  the  iron  on  the 
road  is  light  and  not  at  all  suitable  for  heavy  traffic. 
More  than  that,  the  road  has  no  station  at  Aylmer  ; 
it  has  a  couple  of  small  stations  along  the 
line  ;  it  has  a  few  passenger  and  freight  cars  ;  but 
its  total  equipment  is  quite  insignificant,  and 
would  not  to  any  great  extent  enter  into  a  con¬ 
sideration  of  its  cost.  So  that  I  venture  to  say  that 
there  is  not  a  dollar  of  the  money  of  the  promoters 
or  the  present  stockholders  in  that  road,  but  that 
it  has  been  built  entirely  out  of  the  subsidies 
granted  and  the  money  borrowed  on  the  bonds 
issued  by  the  company.  I  am  not  complaining  of 
the  hon.  gentleman.  I  am  not  saying  that  he  had 
anything  to  do  with  the  road,  directly  or  indirect¬ 
ly  ;  I  know  nothing  about  that ;  I  care  nothing 
about  that.  I  simply  instanced  that  road  to  show 
that  we  were  adopting  a  system  which,  in  my 
judgment,  was  pernicious.  People  are  now  begin¬ 
ning  to  think  that  instead  of  asking  for  §3,000  a 
mile,  they  must  get  enough  money,  by  hook  or  by 
crook,  to  build  the  whole  road,  and  they  are 
coming  to  this  House  for  §6,000  a  mile,  and  one 
road  a  few  years  ago  received  §12,000  a  mile.  I 
protest  again  against  a  system  that  makes  the 
people  lean  upon  the  Government  for  everything 
instead  of  depending  upon  individual  enterprise 
and  capital.  All  that  this  Government  ought  to  do 
is  to  encourage  the  investment  of  private  capital 
by  slight  aid  to  these  undertakings.  The  mere  fact 
that  a  road  passes  through  a  section  of  country 
that  requires  accommodation  is  no  reason  why  the 
Government  should  undertake  to  provide  the 
principal  cost  of  its  construction.  It  is 
shown  unmistakably  that  this  road  which  the 
hon.  Minister  of  Inland  Revenue  speaks  about 
has  been  subsidized  enormously,  and  at  this  parti¬ 
cular  time  this  Parliament  should  not  entertain  the 
proposition  to  subsidize  it  further.  The  proposi¬ 
tion  should  be  postponed,  at  all  events  until  the 
conclusion  of  the  investigation  which  the  Govern¬ 
ment  have  shirked  in  this  House,  and  which  they 
have  handed  over  to  a  tribunal  appointed  by  them¬ 
selves.  Sir,  the  hon.  Postmaster  General  in  his 
utterances  showed  considerable  courage — not  Dutch 
courage,  I  hope.  That  hon.  gentleman  had  no  right 
to  charge  the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario  with 
want  of  courage  when  he  was  afraid  himself  ro  face 
the  charges  in  this  House,  and  the  Government  came 
to  the  determination  to  vote  down  the  charges  en¬ 
tirely,  but  I  have  no  doubt  that,  on  account  of  the 
pressure  of  their  followers,  they  devised  the  scheme 
of  referring  the  charges  to  a  special  commission  tor 
investigation,  which  was  an  act  of  cowardice  ontne 
part  of  the  hon.  gentleman  and  the  Government 
who  permitted  him  to  escape  in  that  sort  of  way. 
If  my  hon.  friend  should  refuse  to  appear  before 
that  commission,  he  would,  I  conceive,  be  doing 
nothing  more  than  he  has  the  right  to  do,  because 
having  made  those  charges  in  this  House,  it  was 
the  plain  duty  of  this  House  to  investigate  them 
and  not  throw  the  responsibility  of  doing  so  on 
other  shoulders. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  I  repeat  what  I  have  said, 
that  the  statement  of  the  hon.  gentleman  who  lias 
last  spoken  is  unwarranted,  ungenerous,  and 
untrue.  I  say  this  of  my  own  motion,  and  not  as 
Mr.  Lister. 


speaking  on  behalf  of  those  connected  with  that 
company  ;  and  in  so  doing,  I  speak  especially  for 
the  gentleman  who  has  devoted  his  energies  to  the 
building  of  that  road.  I  refer  to  the  promoter  of 
the  building  of  the  road.  My  hon.  friend  has  said 
that  those  who  are  interested  in  that  company  never 
risked  a  dollar  of  their  money  in  it.  That  is  untrue. 
Mr.  Beemer  has- put  more  than  §100,000  of  his  money 
into  the  enterprise,  and  has  involved  his  credit  to 
a  still  larger  extent.  Those  who  are  assisting  him 
in  a  smaller  proportion  have  also  risked  their 
money,  and  they  have  never  asked  for  or  received 
a  single  dollar  out  of  any  subsidy  voted  by  any 
government  or  municipality  ;  and  if  an  investiga¬ 
tion  were  had,  it  could  be  conclusively  proved  that 
not  a  dollar  of  public  money  has  been  expended  on 
anything  except  for  the  work  actually  done  on  the 
road.  I  challenge  an  investigation  into  this  matter, 
and  I  do  so  in  the  interests  of  the  gentlemen  who 
have  advanced  their  money  to  construct  the  road, 
and  of  the  capitalists  who  have  assisted  them.  My 
hon.  friend  has  insinuated  that  these  railways 
were  built  by  construction  companies.  They  were 
built  by  the  regular  chartered  company,  with  the 
money  of  the  promoters  and  the  assistance  of  the 
two  Governments  and  the  county  which  subsidized 
them.  The  enterprise  is  not  one  of  those  great 
commercial  enterprises,  the  bonds  in  connection 
with  which  require  only  to  be  put  on  the  market 
to  find  purchasers,  and  it  is  not  by  slandering  the 
gentlemen  connected  with  it  in  the  way  they  have 
been  slandered  and  by  treating  them  in  the  acri¬ 
monious  and  ungenerous  manner  in  which  they 
have  been  treated,  that  hon.  gentlemen  can  show 
their  zeal  for  the  interests  of  the  country.  The 
attacks  made  are  unwarranted  and  untrue,  and 
calculated  to  do  injury  to  the  promoters  of  this 
enterprise,  who  are  honestly  striving  to  bring  it  to 
completion.  These  parties  are  beside  engaged  in 
other  public  enterprises,  as,  for  instance,  the  bridge 
on  the  Ottawa  River,  the  construction  of  which  will 
cost  §200,000  or  §300,000,  and  which  might  lie 
impeded  by  these  slanderous  accusations  with  re¬ 
ference  to  the  enterprise  under  discussion.  I  chal¬ 
lenge  my  lion,  friend  to  ask  for  an  investigation  ; 
and  if  he  should  do  so,  I  am  confident  it  will  result 
in  proving  that  the  promoters  have  not  spent  a 
dollar  on  that  railway  of  all  the  Government  and 
municipal  subsidies  except  in  its  lawful,  just  and 
economical  construction,  and  that  the  work,  which 
is  of  the  best  description,  has  entailed  considerable 
sacrifices  on  their  par-t. 

Mr.  COSTIGAX.  The  company  in  making  their 
railway  returns,  gave  the- orginal  subsidy  granted 
which  was  a  bulk  subsidy  of  §462,000,  being  the  value 
of  the  land  given  them,  valued  at  70  cents  per  acre. 
But  that  land  subsidy  was  afterwards  commuted 
by  the  Quebec  Government  for  a  cash  subsidy  of 
just  half  that  amount,  or  §3,500  per  mile,  and  that 
is  the  only  subsidy  paid  in  cash  under  that  arrange¬ 
ment.  The  first  subsidy,  however,  was  put  down  in 
the  return,  and  this  explains  the  discrepancy.  The 
actual  payment  by  the  Quebec  Government  was 
§3,500  in  cash  instead  of  twice  that  amount  in 
land. 

Mr.  FRASER.  When  a  road  of  only  12  miles  is 
to  be  built,  Parliament  should  see  that  the  pro¬ 
moters  have  means  of  their  own  to  build  it  before 
granting  any  subsidy.  I  can  very  well  understand 
how  a  large  enterprise  may  be  depending  upon  the 
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Government  subsidy  for  the  progress  of  the 
work,  but  a  company  which  has  not  sufficient 
backing  to  builcl  a  road  only  12  miles  long,  without 
first  being  paid  the  Government  subsidy,  is  not 
deserving  of  being  subsidized.  Take,  for  instance, 
the  road  in  the  County  of  Pictou,  a  subsidy  for 
which  was  voted  a  little  while  ago,  what  did  the 
promoters  do  in  that  ciise.  Did  they  go  to  the 
Government  and  ask  fora  subsidy  before  they  pro 
ceded  to  construct  it  ? 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  This  is  the  last  12  miles  of 
a  road  115  miles  long. 

Mr.  FRASER.  It  ought  to  be  all  the  easier  to 
build  the  last  12  miles  than  the  first,  because  the 
company  have  got  all  the  previous  subsidies.  That 
only  makes  the  argument  all  the  stronger.  What 
did  the  company  which  built  the  road  in  the  County 
of  Pictou,  to  which  I  have  just  referred,  do  ? 
They  did  not  ask  for  a  subsidy  at  all  until  they  had 
built  the  road,  and  the  road  was  in  operation  be¬ 
fore  the  subsidy  was  voted.  That  is  the  proper 
policy  to  be  followed  in  building  railways.  A  rail¬ 
way  company  which  cannot  stand  except  with  the 
aid  of  the  Government  subsidy,  and  which  requires 
to  have  its  subsidies  paid  before  its  road  is  com¬ 
pleted,  ought  not  to  be  subsidized  at  all.  That 
ought  to  be  the  general  principle  on  which  the 
Government  ought  to  proceed.  It  may  be  taken 
for  granted  that  a  company  which  cannot  build  a 
road  until  it  is  subsidized  is  not  capable  of  carry¬ 
ing  through  the  work.  In  the  case  of  the  company 
to  which  I  refer,  the  junior  member  for  Halifax 
and  other  capitalists  put  their  money  into  the  road 
and  completed  it,  and  built  a  furnace  that  cost 
8250,000  before  they  asked  the  Government  for  a 
dollar.  They  paid  for  the  whole  thing,  and  now 
that  it  is  completed  and  they  have  shown 
their  bond  fide s,  they  ask  for  a  subsidy.  It 
is  all  right  to  assist  railways  by  means  of  Gov- 
ernment  subsidies ;  but  when  the  subsidy  is 
the  chief  factor  in  building  the  road,  that  is  sure 
evidence  that  the*  road  is  not  such  a  one  as  ought 
to  be  built.  In  a  case,  where  there  is  a  long 
stretch  of  road  to  be  built  like  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway,  it  may  be  necessary  for  a  com¬ 
pany  before  completing  it  to  receive  their  subsidy, 
but  in  the  case  of  small  roads  like  this,  to  grant  the 
subsidy  in  advance  is  simply  opening  the  door  to 
enable  a  number  of  men  to  undertake  building 
railways  with  no  other  means  at  their  disposal  than 
the  Government  aid.  Before  a  dollar  of  the  sub¬ 
sidy  is  paid,  the  road  ought  to  be  in  operation  ; 
and  if  this  were  insisted  on,  the  Government  could 
not  make  any  mistake.  Otherwise  you  will  find 
companies  pledging  their  Government  subsidy  to 
raise  the  money  to  go  on  with  the  work,  and  in 
such  cases  you  are  not  likely  to  have  roads  that 
will  prove  of  benefit  to  the  country.  Before  the 
construction  of  a  railway  is  entered  upon  at  all, 
the  people  undertaking  the  enterprise  should  be 
assured  that  the  section  through  which  it  runs  is 
likely  to  furnish  a  traffic  that  will  make  it  a  paying 
property.  It  will  not  be  contended,  unless  the 
Government  are  going  to  own  every  road  in 
the  country,  that  the  assistance  it  gives  ought 
to  be  the  chief  factor  in  going  on  with  the 
work.  If  the  principle  is  to  be  laid  down 
that  the  Government  ought  to  build  the  road, 
then  let  it  equip  it  and  run  it ;  but  otherwise  we 
should  certainly  refuse  to  pay  over  the  Govern¬ 


ment  subsidy  on  a  road  only  12  miles  long  before 
it  is  begun.  In  doing  that,  this  Parliament  will  be 
going  outside  its  legitimate  duty,  I  think  the 
Government  should  impose  the  condition  that  not 
a  dollar  of  the  subsidy  will  be  paid  until  the  road 
is  completed.  If  that  course  were  followed,  we 
would  have  none  of  these  scenes  we  have  witnessed 
and  would  not  have  all  these  comments  we  hear 
from  time  to  time  about  these  railways.  I  agree 
with  the  lion,  member  for  Lambton  that  the  road 
under  discussion  cannot  be  difficult  to  build.  I 
know  nothing  about  the  internal  econonv  of  the 
company  and  therefore  am  not  going  to  speak  on 
that  matter,  but  I  know  of  my  own  knowledge 
that  there  are  roads  built  throughout  the  country 
just  as  difficult  to  construct  as  this  one,  which 
have  been  built  with  the  amounts  of  Government 
grants  and  municipal  aid.  As  to  that  8100,000, 
the  company  have  got  it. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  How  much  is  that  ? 

Mr.  FRASER,  $10,000  a  mile. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  They  have  not  got  that. 

Mr.  FRASER.  They  have  $6,000  from  the 
Quebec  Government.  I  mean  the  Pontiac  road. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  thought  the  hon.  gentleman 
was  speaking  of  the  Temiscouata  road. 

Mr.  FRASER.  The  Pontiac  road  has  received 
$100,000.  They  sold  the  bonds  which  the  county 
issued  to  Mr.  Ross  and  got  the  money. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  No. 

Mr.  FRASER.  They  sold  the  municipal  bonds. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  No. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Ross  sued  on  them  and  recovered. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Ross  sued  on  them.  Were  they 
afraid  to  sue  themselves  ?  They  parted  with  the 
bonds,  because  the  man  muse  have  got  the  bonds 
before  he  could  sue.  I  say  that  a  similar  road  could 
have  been  built  for  $10,000  or  $11,000  a  mile. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  There  is  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  truth  and  fancy. 

Mr.  FRASER.  There  is  no  fancy  about  the 
$9,200  a  mile. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  No. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Neither  is  there  any  fancy  as  to 
Ross  having  got  the  bonds. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  No. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Where  is  the  fancy  ? 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  The  fancy  of  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  is  that  this  road  could  be  built  for  $9,000  a 
mile  when  it  cost  $16,000. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Of  course,  I  do  not  know  as 
much  as  the  hon.  gentleman  about  that,  but  what 
I  said  was  that  I  know  of  a  road  which  was  as  well 
built  for  $9,000  or  $10,000  a  mile.  I  know  the  roads 
in  Nova  Scotia  have  sometimes  cost  twice  as  much 
as  that.  If  it  were  known  that  the  Government 
subvention  would  not  be  paid  over  until  the  road 
was  built,  it  would  lead  to  economy  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  road.  If  a  company  know  they 
have  to  build  the  road  out  of  their  own  means 
before  they  get  the  Government  subvention,  then 
they  build  the  road  cheaply,  but  otherwise  they 
are  liable  to  be  extravagant.  This  Pontiac  road, 
though  a  very  good  road,  does  not  strike  me  as  one 
that  should  have  cost  very  much.  When  yOU  have 
to  buy  your  ticket  in  a  little  ordinary  car  at  Aylmer, 
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I  am  sure  the  road  could  not  have  cost  that  much. 
But  I  submit,  as  a  matter  that  members  on  both 
sides  of  the  House  ought  to  agree  upon,  that,  upon 
all  the  roads,  and  particularly  upon  these  short 
roads,  not  a  dollar  should  be  paid  over  by  the 
Government  until  the  company  show  that  they 
have  sufficient  funds  themselves,  and  that  their 
credit  is  good  enough  to  finish  the  road  before  they 
get  the  Government  subvention. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  Perhaps  thehon.  gentleman 
had  a  trip  over  that  road  lately,  which  may  have 
left  him  a  little  sore. 

Mr.  FRASER.  No,  I  am  never  sore.  1  can 
fight  and  laugh  if  I  win,  and  if  I  do  not  win  I  can 
laugh  just  as  well.  But  the  warmth  which  the 
hon.  Minister  shows  may  indicate  something  behind 
the  scenes  as  to  how  we  were  beaten  in  the  comity, 
and  that  may  show  it  came  about  that  those  who 
made  the  promise  in  that  county  succeeded  in  their 
desires. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  That  is  another  fancy. 

Mr.  F RASER.  That  is  no  fancy,  because  I  heard 
it. 

Resolution  agreed  to  on  a  division. 

To  the  Tilsonburg.Lake  Erie  and  Pacific  Railway,  for  16 
miles  of  their  railway  from  Port  Burwell  to  Tilsonburg,  a 
subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in 
the  whole  $51,200. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  object  of  this  road  is  to 
connect  with  Lake  Erie  at  Port  Burwell.  It  is  a 
very  good  section  of  the  country  and  this  will  be 
a  benefit  to  the  farming  community  in  that  district. 

To  the  Woodstock  and  Centreville  Railway  Company, 
for  6  miles  of  their  railway  from  the  west  end  of  the  20 
miles  subsidized  by  the  50-51  Victoria,  chapter  24,  to  the 
international  boundary  between  the  Province  of  New 
Brunswick  and  the  State  of  Maine,  in  lieu  of  the  subsidy 
granted  by  the  53  Victoria,  chapter  2,  a  subsidy  not  exceed¬ 
ing  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $19,200. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  would  like  to  know  if  this 
is  not  granted  to  connect  with  an  American  line  at 
the  boundary  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  No  ;  there  is  no  American  line 
there. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  What  object  is  there  in 
connecting  with  the  American  boundary  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Just  the  same  as  there  was  in 
paying  anything  towards  that  road.  It  goes  through 
a  fine  farming  country  and  runs  to  the  Aroostook 
border. 

To  the  Lake  T4miscamingue  Colonization  Railway 
Company,  for  15  miles  of  their  railway  from  the  Long 
Sault  to  the  crossing  of  the  Kippewa  River,  a  subsidy  not 
exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  and  a  subsidy  of  15  per  cent  on 
the  value  of  a  wooden  truss  bridge  over  the  Ottawa  River 
near  Mattawa,  not  exceeding  $15,000,  nor  exceeding 
in  the  whole  $63,000. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  How  much  subsidy  has 
been  granted  to  this  road  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  $3,200  a  mile  for  50  miles. 
35  miles  of  this  have  been  renewed,  and  this  is  for 
a  bridge  and  the  15  miles  which  I  explained  some 
time  ago  on  the  other  vote. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  see,  by  the  statistic8 
furnished  to-day,  that  this  Lake  Temiscamingue 
Railway  has  already  received  $177,200  of  a  bonus. 

Mr.  HAGGART  All  I  am  aware  of  their  having 
received,  is  $3,200  for  15  miles. 

Mr.  Fraser. 


Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  How  much  of 
the  road  is  actually  constructed  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  15  miles. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  That  would  be  about  $48,000. 
I  cannot  understand  how  the  Railway  Statis¬ 
tics  make  out  $177,000  paid  by  the  Dominion 
Government. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Is  not  that  liability  on  the 
whole  road  ? 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  Is  not  that  $177,200  the 
amount  that  has  been  granted  in  the  way  of  sub¬ 
sidy,  and  a  part  of  which  has  not  yet  been  paid? 
That  is  the  amount  granted,  but  there  is  a  revote, 
as  the  hon.  gentleman  will  see  in  a  former  resolu¬ 
tion,  of  $12,000,  which  shows  that  only  a  compara¬ 
tively  small  portion  of  the  amount  of  aid  that  has 
been  granted  by  this  Parliament,  has  been  paid  to 
the  company. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  I  notice  that  in  the  Railway 
Statistics  there  is  no  distinction  made  in  the  pay¬ 
ments  by  the  different  governments.  For  instance, 
in  this  railway  under  consideration,  the  Dominion 
and  Quebec  Governments  have  voted  large  subsi¬ 
dies,  and  there  is  only  one  item  for  the  amounts 
paid  by  both,  not  distinguishing  how  much  each 
Government  has  paid.  That  is  a  mistake  that  ought 
to  be  corrected  in  the  next  edition  of  these  statistics. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  am  glad  the  hon.  gentleman 
has  found  the  paid-up  column,  and  the  amount  of 
cash  that  is  actually  paid  on  the  railways.  If  he 
had  found  that  column  before,  he  would  not  have 
made  the  mistake  that  he  made  in  regard  to  the 
Temiscouata  Railway  a  little  while  ago.  The  hon. 
gentleman  will  find  that  between  the  Quebec  and 
Dominion  Governments,  only  $3,200  per  mile  for 
15  miles  has  been  granted. 

To  the  Goderich  and  Wingham  Railway  Company* 
for  31  miles  of  their  railway  from  Goderich  to  Wingham 
via  Port  Albert,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile, 
nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $99,200. 

Mr.  H  AGGART.  The  object*  of  the  road  is  to 
form  a  connection  between  Wingham,  on  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway,  and  the  thriving  town 
of  Goderich.  That  is  the  nearest  connection  from 
Wingham  across. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  suppose  this  is  in  fulfil¬ 
ment  of  the  promise  made  to  West  Huron  for 
electing  the  Secretary  of  State.  No  doubt  the  same 
use  is  made  of  this  subsidy  that  was  made  of  the 
subsidy  granted  in  the  County  of  Northumberland. 
If  the  hon.  Secretary  of  State  should  deny  that  this 
vote  has  any  reference  to  the  promise  that  was 
made  to  West  Huron,  we  may  require  to  search 
up  and  find  out  what  was  said  by  the  papers.  This 
was  a  projected  line  for  some  years  ;  there  was  a 
charter  granted.  It  is  a  singular  coincidence 
that  just  as  soon  as  a  constituency  reverses  its 
vote,  and,  in  place  of  a  supporter  of  the  Reform 
party,  sends  to  Parliament  a  supporter  of  the 
Administration,  the  Government  wake  up  to  the 
fact  that  it  requires  a  subsidy  for  a  railway,  or 
requires  to  be  relieved  from  some  obligation.  And 
after  that  the  Government  say  they  do  not  buy 
people  nor  constituencies  where  our  friends  are 
unseated. 

Mr.  MACDONALD  (Huron).  I  am  glad  to  see 
this  sum  placed  in  the  resolutions,  because  I  think 
we  have  more  than  an  ordinary  claim  for  assist¬ 
ance  in  that  section  of  the  country.  This  road  will 
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be  extended  from  the  town  of  Wingham  to  the 
town  of  Goderich,  through  a  very  fine  section  of 
agricultural  country,  which  is  not  very  conve¬ 
niently  situated  to  a  railway.  It  will  make  Gode¬ 
rich — a  town  in  which  I  take  a  good  deal  of  interest, 
because  it  is  the  county  town  of  the  county  a  part 
of  which  I  have  the  honour  to  represent — a  com¬ 
petitive  point,  and  it  will  certainly  draw  traffic 
from  the  north  of  the  lakes  and  across  the  lakes 
from  Michigan,  and  the  Goderich  people  will  have 
a  competing  railway  to  carry  the  trade  that  will 
centre  there.  This  line  was  surveyed  about  two 
years  ago,  and  we  then  expected  to  receive  a  sub¬ 
sidy  from  the  Government,  because  the  Government 
having  adopted  the  policy  of  subsidizing  railways, 
we  thought  we  were  entitled,  under  that  policy,  to 
a  subsidy  for  a  railway  for  the  purpose  of  opening- 
up  that  section  of  the  country.  Now,  I  may  say 
thattheCounty  of  Huron  has  contributed,  probably, 
as  much  to  the  revenue  as  any  other  county  in  the 
Dominion  of  Canada,  and  all  that  it  has  ever 
received  in  aid  for  railways  is  $16,000.  The  county 
itself  has  contributed  to  the  building  of  railways, 
$696,000  and  after  those  railways  had  been  built 
by  municipal  and  county  aid  they  were  taken  in 
charge  by  the  Dominion  Government.  Therefore, 
I  think  it  is  only  an  act  of  justice  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  make  this  grant ;  I  am  very  glad  to  see  it, 
and  I  will  accept  it  with  thanks. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  agree  with  my  hon.  friend 
who  has  just  spoken  that  the  county  he  represents 
will  reap  considerable  benefit  from  the  construction 
of  this  road,  but  the  point  I  wished  to  make  out  is 
that  the  money  has  been  withheld  from  that  county 
up  to  the  present  moment  simply  because  it  was 
represented  by  an  opponent  of  the  present  Govern¬ 
ment.  But  the  moment  that  constituency  reverses 
its  political  complexion,  the  Government  imme¬ 
diately  proceeds  to  grant  this  bonus.  Again,  this 
grant  is  in  violation  of  the  pledge  made  by  the 
First  Minister  two  years  ago,  when  he  said  that 
the  Government  had  decided  that  they  would  not 
grant  bonuses  to  roads  that  were  competing  lines 
to  any  existing  lines,  but  they  would  only  grant 
bonuses  to  roads  that  would  open  up  new  sections 
of  country.  In  this  case,  that  section  of  country 
is  already  accommodated  with  railways.  This  will 
be  a  competing  line.  The  Grand  Trunk  Railway 
and  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  both  go  to 
Wingham,  and  this  will  be  a  continuation,  I  pre¬ 
sume,  of  the  Toronto,  Grey  and  Bruce,  which  is 
now  a  branch  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  to 
Goderich.  Goderich  has  also  the  Grand  Trunk 
which,  in  going  to  Goderich,  crosses  a  branch  of 
the  London,  Huron  and  Bruce.  It  must  cross  that 
to  go  to  Goderich.  So  that  virtually  that  section 
of  the  country  has  already  accommodation  by  one 
line.  No  doubt  the  Government  might  possibly 
present  as  an  excuse  for  not  giving  this  grant,  that 
it  would  be  a  violation  of  the  principle  laid  down 
some  years  ago,  that  the  Government  would  not 
subsidize  roads  in  a  part  of  the  country  where 
accommodation  is  ali’eady  given.  But  chat  princi¬ 
ple  is  set  at  naught  in  order  to  grant  aid  because 
West  Huron  has  changed  its  political  complexion. 

Mr.  PATTERSON  (Huron).  This  proposed  vote 
is  to  accommodate  one  of  the  most  important  dis¬ 
tricts  in  that  section  of  the  country,  and  the  rail¬ 
road  will  go  through  a  part  of  the  country  which 
has  no  railway  accommodation,  although  it  is  one  of 


the  oldest  settlements  in  that  part  of  Ontario. 
The  grant  now  proposed  is  submitted  in  fulfilment 
of  a  promise  made  by  the  late  First  Minister  two 
years  ago,  as  I  am  assured  by  the  directors.  The 
allegations  made  respecting  what  took  place  during 
the  late  campaign  by  the  hon.  member  for  Welling¬ 
ton  (Mr.  McMullen)  are  of  a  purely  imaginary 
character.  I  was  never  asked  to  promise  a  politi¬ 
cal  favour  in  the  County  of  Huron  during  the 
recent  contest ;  I  never  promised  to  grant  one, 
either  of  a  public  or  private  character.  This  road 
can  stand  on  its  own  merits,  and  I  have  no  doubt 
it  will  find  favour  with  the  hon.  gentleman  when 
it  is  completed,  and  the  hon.  gentleman  takes  the 
opportunity  of  travelling  over  it.  I  understand 
the  projectors,  who  are  not  of  one  political  party 
in  their  relations,  include  Messrs.  J.  T.  Garrow, 
M.  G.  Cameron,  Dr.  Holmes,  Horace  Horton, 
William  Lee  and  other  leading  gentlemen  of  the 
district.  It  is  stated  that  the  intention  is  to 
run  the  railway  in  a  northerly  direction  to  a  point 
between  Port  Albert  and  Dungannon  and  thence 
easterly  to  Wingham,  with  the  intention  of  continu¬ 
ing  it  in  a  northerly  direction  at  a  later  date  from 
the  neighbourhood  of  Dungannon  as  far  as  Kincar¬ 
dine.  In  this  wray  it  is  considered  that  this  road 
will  furnish  accommodation  to  the  people  of  Huron 
and  Bruce,  who  are  so  well  entitled  to  this  recogni¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  Dominion  Government. 

To  the  Joliette  and  St.  Jean  de  Matha  Railway  Com¬ 
pany,  for  8  miles  of  their  railway  from  St.  F51ix  de  Va¬ 
lois  to  St.  Jean  de  Matha,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200 
per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $25,600. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  object  of  this  vote  is  to 
facilitate  the  settlement  of  the  vast  fertile  country 
to  the  north  of  the  Counties  of  Joliette,  Berthier 
and  Maskinonge. 

Mr.  LIPPE.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
subsidy  now’  asked  for  in  order  to  help  the  building 
of  a  railway  between  St.  Jean  de  Matha  and  St. 
Felix  de  Valois  is  of  a  very  great  importance  for 
the  advancement  of  colonization  and  agriculture. 
This  railway  will  be  the  great  channel  which  seven 
or  eight  parishes  will  naturally  take  for  the  convey¬ 
ance  of  their  imports  and  their  exports.  For  these 
parishes  St.  Jean  de  Matha  is  much  nearer  than 
any-  other  point  to  the  commercial  centres.  I  will 
point  out  that  we  already  have  several  grist  mills, 
17  saw-mills,  15  cheese  factories.  This  alone 
constitutes  quite  a  trade.  We  have  lumber  in 
quantities  ;  fine  w'ater  powers  still  unoccupied,  and 
fertile  lands  where  cattle  are  raised.  When  our  far¬ 
mers  will  have  secured  this  road,  which  they  so 
long  prayed  for,  they  will  be  remunerated  for  their 
work  and  encouraged  to  stay  in  the  country.  As 
to  those  who  have  left  they  will  hasten  to  come 
back  ;  it  is  their  most  earnest  wish.  I  have  lived 
long  enough  with  them  to  know  their  dispositions. 
Our  mechanics  and  our  manufacturers  will  also  be 
encouraged.  They  will  double  and  treble  their 
operations.  On  another  hand,  the  unimproved 
lands  which  are  numerous,  w  ill  soon  be  taken  up, 
occupied  and  cultivated.  We  have  there  fine  lands 
capable  of  forming  20  new  parishes,  which  will  all 
have  St.  Jean  de  Matha  as  their  outlet.  The 
building  of  this  road  is  then  a  direct  work  of  repa¬ 
triation  and  colonization.  It  will  be  an  encourage¬ 
ment  for  farmers,  who  can  carry  on  an  enormous 
trade  in  hay,  wood,  grain,  butter,  cheese,  cattle 
and  other  farm  produce.  It  wfill  facilitate  the 
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development  of  our  mining  industries  which  are 
already  promising  much.  This  road  can  hurt  no 
other  railway,  I  am  positive  of  that.  Besides,  I 
think  that  all  the  hon.  members  of  this  House  are 
satisfied  that  it  is  useful  to  work  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  resources  of  the  country,  and  the 
growth  of  their  yield.  This  railway  will  be  an 
important  means  of  reaching  that  end.  For  these 
reasons  and  many  others,  I  believe  that  the  resolu¬ 
tion  now  before  us  is  very  wise  and  very  patriotic. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  (Translation.)  For  my  part, 
I  am  quite  ready  to  admit  the  reasons  urged  by  the 
hon.  member  for  the  voting  of  this  grant.  But 
will  the  hon.  member  allow  me  to  ask  him  a  ques¬ 
tion  ?  I  see  that  in  a  letter  which  he  addressed  to 
the  Minister  of  Railways  on  the  24th  March  last, 
he  said  ? 

“  While  hoping  that  my  request  will  be  listened  to,  and 
that  the  subsidy  asked  for  will  be  granted  without  delay, 
I  will  add  that  if  the  Government  takes  in  consideration 
the  immense  good  which  this  new  line  can  do  the  country, 
the  necessity  of  our  having  this  subsidy  immediately  in 
order  not  to  lose  the  Quebec  grant,  and  the  services  which 
I  may  have  rendered  last  year  and  this  year  in  the  County 
of  Joliette,  I  have  reason  to  believe  that  they  will  grant 
us  a  generous  subsidy,  and  that  they  will  let  us  know  as 
soon  as  possible  their  decision,  so  that  we  may  start 
without  delay  on  the  necessary  preliminary  work.” 

I  see  that  my  hon.  friend  does  not  share  the 
opinion  of  the  member  for  Bagot,  who  holds  that  we 
should  not  subsidize  railways  which  have  already 
received  a  grant  from  the  Quebec  Government. 
But  I  would  like  to  ask  my  hon.  what  are  those 
services  which  he  may  have  rendered  in  the  County 
of  Joliette  ? 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation. )  I  will  point  out 
to  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  that  the  Joliette 
and  St.  Jean  de  Matha  Railway  justly  depends  on 
the  Quebec  Government  as  a  colonization  road. 
It  is  assuredly  allowable  for  the  Quebec  Govern¬ 
ment  to  subsidize  colonization  roads.  On  the  other 
hand  the  railway  interested  in  the  subsidy 
before  us  this  afternoon  was  not  such  a  road,  and 
the  subsidy  wanted  had  no  reason  to  be  given. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  (Translation.)  The  parishes 
of  St.  Jean  de  Matha  and  St.  Felix  de  Valois  are 
as  old  as  that  of  Ste.  Rosalie. 

Mr.  DUPONT.  (Translation.)  This  is  not  in 
the  interest  of  St.  Jean  de  Matha,  but  of  the 
twenty  new  parishes  spoken  of  by  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Joliette. 

To  the  Bracebridge  and  Baysville  Railway  Company 
for  15  miles  of  their  railway  from  Bracebridge  towards 
Baysville,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor 
exceeding  in  the  whole  $48,000. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Perhaps  the  Minister  will  explain 
this  new  vote  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  This  subsidy  is  for  a  pro¬ 
mised  railway  from  Bracebridge  on  the  Grand 
Trunk  Railway,  to  Baysville,  a  small  place  situated 
on  the  lake  qr  bay.  It  is  for  the  purpose  of  con¬ 
necting  a  large  watershed,  which  is  over  100  miles 
in  length.  It  is  an  enterprise  of  a  most  laudable 
character. 

To  the  Nipissing  and  James  Bay  Railway  Company 
for  25  miles  of  their  railway  from,  at  or  near  North  Bay 
station  on  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  towards  James 
Bay,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceed¬ 
ing  in  the  whole  $80,000. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Will  the 
Minister  explain  this  item  ? 

Mr.  Lippe. 


Mr.  HAGGART.  This  railway  will  start  from 
North  Bay  and  pierce  a  magnificent  timber  country 
to  the  north,  and  also  a  large  tract  of  land  available 
for  settlement.  It  is  opening  up  the  timber  re¬ 
sources  of  the  country,  and  there  will  be  a  connec¬ 
tion  at  North  Bay  with  the  line  that  runs  from 
Toronto,  and  a  connection  with  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway.  It  is  a  road  the  claims  of  which 
have  been  urged  on  the  Government  by  the  citi¬ 
zens  of  Toronto  and  the  western  portion  of  Ontario. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  If  the  road  is 
going  to  James  Bay,  25  miles  will  prove  an  exceed¬ 
ingly  small  section.  To  what  are  the  Government 
committing  the  House  by  this  proposal  ?  How 
many  hundreds  of  miles  further  will  be  required  to 
reach  James  Bay  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  About  420  miles.  But  we  are 
not  committing  ourselves  to  any  such  scheme  as 
that ;  we  are  only  committing  ourselves  to  25 
miles. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Who  are  the 
promoters  of  this  enterprise,  and  what  guarantee 
have  they  given  the  Government  that  they  possess 
the  requisite  funds  to  go  on  with  the  enterprise  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Mr.  W.  D.  McMurrich,  of 
Toronto,  and  several  other  gentlemen  are  promoters 
of  the  scheme. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  The  Ontario  Government  have 
already  granted  aid  for  50  miles  of  the  road.  This 
will  reach  a  large  timber  and  mineral  region,  and 
also  a  valuable  agricultural  region,  as  shown  by 
the  report  of  Mr.  Bayley.  I  have  no  doubt  that 
the  one  section  of  50  miles,  if  the  road  was  never 
helped  any  further,  would  be  of  great  benefit  not 
only  to  that  part  of  the  country,  but  connecting  as 
it  does  with  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  at  North 
Bay,  it  would  enable  a  large  lumber  region  to  be 
reached.  Two  years  ago  the  Ontario  Government 
voted  $3,000  a  mile  for  50  miles  of  this  road,  and 
the  company  have  made  arrangements  with  the 
Grand  Trunk  Railway  to  operate  this  road  when  it 
is  built.  They  have  also  arranged  that  so  soon  as 
this  aid  is  granted,  making  a  total  aid  of  $6,200 
per  mile,  construction  will  be  at  once  proceeded 
with.  Mr.  W.  D.  McMurrich,  of  Toronto,  Mr. 
Hendry,  Mr.  Jaffray,  and  other  men  of  that 
stamp,  are  interested  in  this  scheme,  so  there  is  no 
doubt  as  to  the  work  being  commenced  so  soon  as 
this  assistance  is  given.  In  regard  to  committing 
this  Parliament  to  a  larger  scheme,  the  50  miles 
aided  by  the  Ontario  Government  is  the  first  sec¬ 
tion,  and  there  is  no  other  road  started  or  project¬ 
ed  to  go  into  that  part  of  the  country.  This  Nip- 
pissing  and  James  Bay  road  has  been  before  the 
public  for  some  years,  and  large  expenditures  were 
necessarily  involved  to  make  a  thorough  explora¬ 
tion,  the  results  of  which  were  submitted  to  the 
Ontario  Government  before  they  granted  aid  ;  but 
the  Dominion  Government  has  never  seen  its  way 
until  now  to  grant  aid,  which  is  now  proposed  at 
the  request  of  a  large  part  of  the  western  portion 
of  the  province.  The  Boards  of  Trade  of  Toronto, 
Hamilton,  and  other  cities,  have  sent  deputations 
to  wait  on  this  Government,  as  they  waited  on  the 
Ontario  Government,  and  urge  the  granting  of 
this  aid  to  a  road  which  will  open  up  a  valuable 
agricultural,  mineral  and  timber  region. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  This  may  be 
a  road  of  some  merit — possibly  it  is — -but  all  the 
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hon.  gentleman  has  said  only  goes  to  show  the 
extreme  impropriety  of  the  course  adopted  by  the 
Government  in  bringing  down  these  important 
measures  at  this  late  period  of  the  session.  In  all 
honour  and  conscience,  every  one  of  those  resolu¬ 
tions  should  be  laid  before  us  at  an  early  stage  of 
the  session,  together  with  the  papers  connected 
with  them,  in  order  that  we  might  examine  into 
them,  and  be  able  to  have  some  sort  of  an  intelli¬ 
gent  idea  of  what  we  are  voting  millions  of  money 
away  for.  Not  half  the  House  is  here  now,  nor  is 
it  possible  for  us  who  are  here  to  examine  the 
papers  which  were  put  into  my  hon.  friend’s  hands 
on  Saturday  last,  at  a  time  when  only  one  or  two 
at  the  outside  could  possibly  examine  them.  I  say 
that  this  wholesystemof  keeping  back  these  railway 
resolutions  to  this  time  of  the  session  is  perfectly 
disgraceful  from  a  business  point  of  view  and  in 
every  other  way. 

For  a  railway  from  a  point  on  the  Intercolonial  Rail¬ 
way  between  Ste.  Flavie  and  Little  M6tis  station  to 
Matane,  for  50  miles  of  such  railway,  a  subsidy  not  ex¬ 
ceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole 
$160,000. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  This  road  is  projected  from 
the  Intercolonial  Railway  at  a  point  near  little 
Metis  station  to  follow  down  the  St.  Lawrence 
river  to  Matane.  It  is  claimed  that  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  this  road  will  be  a  great  boon  to  the  agri¬ 
cultural  and  commercial  interests  of  the  district. 
I  believe  this  is  a  very  good  port,  and  that  if  a  rail¬ 
way  was  constructed  there,  that,  perhaps,  it  would 
be  the  best  place  for  the  purpose  of  landing  mails 
from  the  steamships.  I  believe,  also,  that  it  is  a 
road  that  is  greatly  commended,  and  in  which  a 
great  deal  of  interest  was  taken  by  the  late  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  Quebec. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  find  no  fault  with  the  ap¬ 
propriation  itself.  If  any  section  of  the  country  is 
deserving  of  public  aid  I  suppose  this  portion  is  as 
much  entitled  to  it  as  any  other.  I  see  no  provi¬ 
sion  yet  as  to  whom  the  subsidy  is  to  be  paid,  and 
I  am  not  aware  even  that  there  is  any  intention  of 
forming  a  company.  The  whole  project  seems  to 
be  so  far  in  a  very  crude  state. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  intend  to  add  to  the  resolu 
tion  the  usual  form  giving  the  Government  power 
to  give  it  to  a  company  to  be  formed. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Who  are  the 
promoters  who  come  to  the  Government  asking  for 
this  money,  and  what  guarantee  do  they  offer  that 
they  will  go  on  ? 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  I  think  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  will  find  in  the  Quebec  Act  the  names  of 
the  incorporators  who  have  organized  a  company 
for  the  purpose  of  building  this  road.  What  the 
Minister  of  Railways  has  just  stated,  that  he 
intends  to  surround  this  vote  with  the  usual  pre- 
cautionai’y  measure  which  is  adopted  in  all  these 
subsidies,  makes  it  quite  safe,  and  I  do  not  see  that 
there  can  be  any  more  difficulty  about  this  than 
about  the  other  subsidies  which  have  been  granted 
under  similar  circumstances. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  I  would  like  to  know  what  rea¬ 
sons  there  are  for  not  naming  the  company  in  this 
case  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  intend  to  amend  the  reso¬ 
lution  in  the  same  form  as  the  others. 
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Mr.  EDGAR.  That  is  not  the  point.  In  a  good 
many  cases  where  it  was  intended  to  take  a  general 
vote  without  naming  the  company,  it  was  agreed 
that  that  was  not  desirable,  except  under  exceed¬ 
ingly  special  circumstances,  and  in  every  case 
except  one  where  these  special  circumstances  were 
given,  we  have  amended  the  resolution  and  inserted 
the  name  of  the  company  to  whom  the  money  is  to 
be  paid.  The  Minister  has  told  us  that  there  is  an 
authorized  company  for  this  railway,  and  I  suppose 
it  is  to  that  company  you  wish  to  give  the  grant. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  It  is  manifest  that  the  subsidy 
must  go  to  that  company.  They  have  got  the 
Quebec  subsidy,  and  no  other  company  has  been 
incorporated  or  can  be  incorporated. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  The  subsidy  granted  by 
Quebec  in  1890,  was  granted  to  the  Matane  Rail¬ 
way  Company. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  No  other  road  can  be  charter¬ 
ed  as  long  as  this  one  is  in  existence  ;  and  as  I 
suppose  the  Government  do  not  contemplate  to 
have  a  rival  company  organized,  and  the  Dominion 
subsidy  given  to  one,  and  the  provincial  subsidy  to 
another,  I  do  not  see  why  this  subsidy  should  not 
be  given  to  the  company  which  has  undertaken  to 
do  the  work. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  If  there  is  a  reason  why  it  cannot 
be  given  to  that  company,  and  it  is  apparent  no 
other  company  can  get  it,  why  not  strike  the 
subsidy  out  and  wait  until  there  is  another  com¬ 
pany  ready  to  take  it.  There  is  no  hurry  in 
putting  this  subsidy  through  unless  there  is  a 
company  ready  to  take  it. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  It  seems  to  me  that 
one  of  the  first  duties  of  the  Government  would  be 
to  ascertain  all  about  this  company.  Under  a 
clause  in  the  statute  which  is  framed  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  protecting  the  money  which  will  be  voted 
by  Parliament,  it  is  said  : 

“The  subsidies  hereinbefore-mentioned  as  to  be  granted 
to  companies  named  for  that  purpose,  shall  be  granted  to 
such  companies  respectively.  The  other  subsidies  shall 
be  granted  to  such  companies  as  shall  be  approved  by  the 
Governor  in  Council,  as  having  established  to  his  satisfac¬ 
tion  their  ability  to  construct  and  complete  the  said  rail¬ 
ways  respectively.” 

Under  this  clause  it  is  quite  evident,  without  men¬ 
tioning  anything  about  the  present  company,  that  it 
would  be  the  duty  of  the  Government  to  ascertain 
by  every  means  in  its  power,  the  desirability  of  that 
company  being  given  the  subsidy  which  is  voted. 
If  it  be  not  given  to  that  company  it  must  be  given 
to  a  company  which  is  acceptable  to  the  Governor 
in  Council. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  We  would  suppose  that  the 
Government  would  have  ascertained  all  that  before 
they  asked  for  the  appropriation.  There  is  no 
special  application  made  for  this  subsidy,  and  the 
provincial  subsidy  is  made  to  the  Matane  Railway 
Company. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  That  does  not  tend 
us. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  know  that  very  well,  but 
are  we  to  understand  from  the  hon.  gentleman  that 
he  has  not  ascertained  whether  that  company  is 
ready  to  build  the  railway  or  not  ?  Are  we  to  un¬ 
derstand  that  he  is  going  to  vote  $160,000  without 
knowing  where  it  is  to  go,  or  ascertain  the  condi¬ 
tion  of  the  country  ?  If  that  is  all  the  information 
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the  hon.  gentleman  can  give  us  all  we  can  do  is  not 
to  vote  for  the  appropriation.  The  hon.  gentleman 
cannot  seriously  ask  ns  to  vote  for  it  when  he  has 
no  reasons  whatever  to  give  ns  for  it. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  I  have  given  reasons, 
but  the  hon.  gentleman  does  not  seem  to  accept 
them.  The  country  is  thoroughly  well-known,  and 
a  couple  of  surveys  were  made — one  I  know,  be¬ 
cause  I  met  the  engineer  personally  when  I  was 
travelling  around  that  section  of  the  country. 
Judging  from  the  fact  that  the  company  have  al¬ 
ready  received  a  subsidy  from  the  Local  Govern¬ 
ment,  they  must  have  shown  to  the  Local  Govern¬ 
ment  that  they  were  in  a  position  to  build  the  rail¬ 
way  ;  otherwise  I  suppose  the  money  would  not 
have  been  given  to  them.  What  we  want  to  do  is 
to  ascertain  whether  this  company  are  still  in  the 
position  they  occupied  before,  and  if  they  cannot 
satisfy  the  Government  of  their  ability  to  build  the 
road,  then  it  will  be  given  to  a  company  that  will 
be  acceptable  to  the  Governor  in  Council. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  That  company  will  have  no 
charter. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  My  hon.  friends  on 
this  side  are  certainly  hard  to  please.  My  hon. 
friend  the  Postmaster  General  met  an  engineer 
who  told  him  that  the  road  was  necessary  and  that 
the  country  was  a  very  good  one  through  which  to 
build  a  road,  and  that  ought  to  satisfy  Parliament 
of  the  propriety  of  voting  this  large  sum  of  money. 
I  would  like  to  know  if  that  is  all  the  information 
we  are  to  receive.  It  does  not  seem  that  a  railway 
company  has  been  organized  to  build  the  road  or 
that  an}^  organization  has  made  an  application  for 
a  subsidy  ;  but  the  Government  have  so  much 
money  that  they  do  not  know  what  to  do  with  it 
that  they  propose  to  advertise  that  we  have  some 
hundi’eds  of  thousands  of  dollars  ready  to  appro¬ 
priate  in  this  way  if  somebody  can  be  found  who 
will  take  the  money.  That  is  about  the  proposition 
which  the  hon.  gentlemen  makes  to  us.  One  would 
suppose  that  before  appropriations  of  this  sort 
could  be  asked  for  from  Parliament  by  the  Crown, 
there  would  be  carefully  prepared  surveys,  esti¬ 
mates  and  statements  showing  the  population  of  the 
particular  district,  the  amount  of  trade  likely  to  be 
secured,  and  all  that  information  that  any  private 
company  could  find  it  necessary  to  possess  before 
they  would  undertake  to  launch  their  money  in 
such  an  enterprise. 

To  the  St.  Lawrence  and  Adirondack  Railway  Company 
for  240-100  miles  of  their  railway  from  the  end  ofthe  sec¬ 
tion  subsidized  by  53  Vic.,  chap.  2,  at  Huntingdon,  to¬ 
wards  the  international  boundary,  a  subsidy  not  exceed¬ 
ing  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $7,680. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  wish  to  substitute  for  this 
the  following  : — 

To  the  St.  Lawrence  and  Adirondack  Railway  Com¬ 
pany  for  5  42-100  miles  of  their  railway  from  Huntingdon 
towards  the  international  boundary,  which,  with  the 
distance  between  Yalleyfield  and  Huntingdon  12  58-100 
miles,  makes  up  the  distance  of  18  miles  named  in  53  Vic¬ 
toria,  chapter  2,  and  for  2  40-100  miles  from  the  east  end 
of  the  18  miles  referred  to,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200 
per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $25,024. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  I  desire  to  ask  the  hon.  Minis' 
ter  if  he  is  quite  certain  that  his  figures  with  regard 
to  this  railway  are  correct  now  ?  A  mistake  was 
made  last  year  in  inserting  the  word  Huntingdon. 
The  number  of  miles  were  given  correctly,  but 
owing  to  the  word  Huntingdon  being  inserted  the 
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Auditor  General  refused  to  pay  for  more  than  12 
miles.  I  understand  that  the  deficiency  of  6  miles 
is  provided  for  here. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  original  grant  was  for  18 
miles  from  Valleyfield  to  Huntingdon  ;  but  the 
distance  is  only  12  miles  and  the  road  I  understand 
was  built  six  miles  beyond  Huntingdon.  The 
Auditor  General  refused  to  pay  for  the  18  miles, 
only  paying  for  the  12  miles  to  Huntingdon.  This 
vote  is  to  cover  the  six  miles  and  the  miles. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  There  is  a  point  of  order  in 
reference  to  this  vote.  It  is  proposed  to  increase 
the  vote. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  takes 
the  point  of  order  I  am  afraid  there  w ill  be  nothing 
left  for  me  but  to  give  notice  of  the  amended  reso¬ 
lution. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  think  it 
should  be  done.  I  do  not  urge  the  point  at  all  in  a 
captious  spirit,  but  the  matter  is  one  of  importance, 
and  I  rather  think  it  would  be  illegal  if  carried 
without  notice. 

To  the  Ontario  and  Pacific  Railway  Company,  for 
53  87-100  miles  of  their  railway  from  Cornwall  to  Ottawa> 
in  lieu  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  the  52  Victoria,  chapter 
3,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding 
in  the  whole,  $172,400. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  This  is  a  revote. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  What  is  the  prospect  of  getting 
the  railway  ?  Has  anything  been  done  towards  its 
construction,  even  if  the  subsidy  has  not  been 
earned  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  There  was  nothing  hard  in 
regard  to  the  construction,  but  a  large  amount  of 
money  has  been  expended  in  the  shape  of  surveys, 
&c.  From  all  I  can  learn,  I  believe  that  the  com¬ 
pany  is  in  a  position  now,  if  it  gets  the  subsidy,  to 
go  on  and  build  the  road. 

To  the  Lake  Erie  and  Detroit  River  Railway  Com¬ 
pany,  for  58  miles  of  their  railway  from  a  point  at  or  near 
Cedar  Creek  to  the  town  of  Ridgetown,  in  lieu  of  the 
subsidies  granted  to  the  Lake  Erie  and  Detroit  River 
Railway  Company  (provincial  charter)  by  the  Acts  53 
Vic.,  chap.  2,  and  52  Vic.,  chap.  3,  $224,000.” 

Mr.  ALLAN.  In  the  proposed  grant  to  the  Lake 
Erie  and  Detroit  River  Railway  Company,  no  pro¬ 
vision  is  made  for  the  Amherstburgh  Branch  as  in 
the  graat  of  1889  of  which  this  is  a  re  vote  with 
that  of  the  grant  of  1890.  I  desire  £o  ask  the  hon. 
Minister  of  Railways  what  his  intentions  are  as  to 
that  part  of  the  line. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  There  was  an  application,  I 
believe,  for  the  building  of  that  branch,  but  we 
were  limited  in  the  amount  of  money  for  Ontario. 
I  believe  it  is  a  very  important  branch,  and  I  hope 
it  will  receive  favourable  consideration  at  another 
time  from  the  Government. 

Mr.  PATTERSON  (Huron).  I  feel  strongly,  with 
the  hon.  member  for  South  Essex,  the  desirability 
of  aiding  this  portion  of  road  from  Harrow  to  Am- 
herstburg,  and  I  hope  that  in  the  coming  session  it 
will  receive  the  consideration  it  merits. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  might  add  to  the  remarks 
of  the  hon.  gentleman  who  has  just  spoken  m}T 
opinion  that  no  grant  given  by  Parliament  would 
be  of  more  service  than  the  one  just  referred  to. 

To  the  Montfort  Colonization  Railway  Company,  for  25 
miles  of  their  railway  from  Lachute.St.  Jer6me,or  a  point 
at  or  near  St.  Severe,  on  the  line  of  the  Montreal  and 
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Western  Railway,  to  Montfort  westward,  a  subsidy  not 
exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole 
$67,200. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  is  the  reason  for  this 
change  ? 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  The  attempt  was  first  made 
to  have  that  railway  start  from  St.  Jerome.  A 
petition  was  sent  to  the  Government  to  start  the 
railway  from  St.  Jerome,  which  is  the  chef-lieu  of 
the  County  of  Terrebonne.  It  would  then  run 
however  almost  parallel  to  the  Montreal  and 
Western  Railway,  which  will  be  very  soon  the 
property  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  and  would 
duplicate  that  railway  fora  distance  of  about  10  or 
12  miles.  The  resolution  is  therefore  proposed  in 
this  form  to  make  it  in  conformity  with  the  grant 
given  to  the  Montfort  Colonization  Railway  Com¬ 
pany  by  the  Quebec  Government,  giving  it  option  to 
start  from  any  one  of  those  three  points. 

To  the  Montreal  and  Champlain  Junction  Railway 
Company,  the  balance  remaining  unpaid  of  the  subsidies 
granted  by  the  Acts  50-51  Vic., chap.  24,  and  51  Vic.,  chap. 
3,  a  subsidy  of  $15,100. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  I  desire  to  move  an  addition  to 
this  resolution.  This  railway,  really  a  branch 
of  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway,  passes  through  the 
county  I  have  the  honour  to  represent,  the  county 
of  Huntingdon,  and  the  township  bordering  on  the 
frontier,  through  which  it  passes,  the  township  of 
Dundee,  a  populous  and  fertile  township,  has 
never  been  given  a  railway  station  by  this  com¬ 
pany.  The  railway  has  been  in  operation  some 
years,  and  the  people  resident  in  that  township  are 
subjected  to  very  great  inconvenience  for  the  want 
of  this  station.  The  company  have  shown  them¬ 
selves  exceedingly  unreasonable  with  regard  to 
the  whole  question.  Not  long  after  the  railway 
was  built,  a  proposition  was  made  by  the  represen¬ 
tative  of  the  company  to  the  effect  that  if  the 
municipality  would  grant  the  sum  of  $2,000,  the 
company  would  give  them  two  railway  stations, 
showing  plainly  that  the  company  at  that  time 
recognized  the  reasonableness  of  the  township 
having  this  accommodation.  For  some  reason  or 
other  that  arrangement  was  not  carried  out.  I 
believe  the  municipality  were  willing  to  grant  the 
sum,  but  the  company  finally  decided  that  they 
would  only  give  them  one  instead  of  two  stations. 
The  matter  fell  and  nothing  has  been  done  since. 
Since  that  period,  the  financial  condition  of  the 
township  has  been  rendered  a  great  deal  worse 
than  it  was  then  by  the  necessity  it  was  under  of 
raising  $50,000  to  settle  with  the  Indians.  The 
township  being  on  a  reserve,  in  order  to  obtain  a  title 
to  their  lands  they  were  obliged  to  borrow  $50,000 
to  pay  to  the  Indians,  so  of  course  their  financial 
position  is  a  serious  one,  as  they  are  paying  this 
money  by  instalments  with  the  interest,  so  they 
are  not  in  a  financial  position  to  put  up  the  station. 
I  think  this  company  which  has  already  received  a 
subsidy  from  the  Government  should  be  compelled 
by  the  Government  to  give  the  people  of  Dundee  the 
accommodation  they  require.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
they  have  to  cross  the  line  and  go  to  Fort  Covington, 
which  is  a  mile  beyond  the  boundary  line,  in  order 
to  load  their  produce  there  and  send  it  to  Montreal. 
The  American  customs  officers  have  been  very  kind 
in  allowing  them  to  do  it,  though  it  is  in  violation 
of  the  law,  but  when  cattle  come  into  question,  it 
is  a  different  thing.  Our  law  prevents  cattle  being 
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imported,  and  the  result  is  they  have  to  be  driven 
eight  miles  to  White’s  station  in  Godmanehester. 
I  beg  to  move  : 

That  the  said  unpaid  balance  of  subsidy  shall  be  paid  to 
the  said  Montreal  and  Champlain  Railway  Company  only 
upon  their  undertaking  the  building  and  completion  by 
the  1st  July,  1893,  at  St.  Agnes  Crossing  in  the  township  of 
Dundee,  P.Q.,  of  a  railway,  passenger  and  freight  station, 
to  cost  not  less  than  $1,200. 

Speaking  for  the  people  of  that  township,  I  think 
I  am  very  modest  in  my  demands. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  We  have  made  a  contract 
already  with  the  railway  company,  and  I  do  not  see 
how  we  can  embody  any  more  conditions  in  that 
than  we  have  already  made.  This  is  only  a  revote 
for  the  purpose  of  paying  them  under  the  contract 
already  entered  into.  I  will  promise  the  hon. 
gentleman  that  I  will  enquire  into  the  facts,  and  I 
believe  they  are  true,  because  I  have  heard  of  this 
from  the  hon.  member  for  Missisquoi  (Mr.  Baker). 
I  will  remonstrate  with  the  railway  in  regard  to  it. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  is  asking 
for  a  revote,  it  must  be  because  the  original  condi¬ 
tions  have  ceased  to  exist. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  No,  it  is  because  our 
power  to  pay  has  ceased.  I  understand  the  com¬ 
pany  are  entitled  to  the  money  under  the  contract, 
but  we  have  no  authority  to  pay  it.  I  am  sure,  if 
anything  can  be  done,  short  of  breaking  faith  with 
the  company,  to  meet  the  views  of  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Huntingdon  (Mr.  Scriver)  we  will  do  it.  It 
would  be  much  better  to  do  this  by  agreement 
between  the  Government  and  the  company  than 
by  coercion.  If  we  stipulate  the  putting  up  of  the 
station,  we  must  require  that  the  trains  should 
stop  there,  and  I  think  it  would  be  better  to  do 
both  by  negotiation. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  Upon  the  assurance  which  the 
Minister  of  Justice  has  been  good  enough  to  give 
me,  that  the  Government  will  use  all  its  influence 
with  the  company  to  build  that  station,  I  will 
withdraw  the  amendment. 

For  a  railway  from  the  parish  of  St.  Remi,  in  the  County 
of  Napierville,  to  St.  Cyprien,  in  the  said  county,  for  12 
miles  of  such  railway,  a  subsidy  not  exceeding  $3,200  per 
mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $38,400. 

Mr.  MONET.  (Translation.)  I  see  with  plea¬ 
sure  that  the  Government  has  had  a  thought 
for  my  county.  As  I  had  occasion  to  say  last  year, 
when  I  had  the  honour  to  present  a  request  for  a 
subsidy  for  this  railway,  the  County  of  Napierville 
has  never  been  spoiled  by  Government  favours.  This 
is  the  first  time  the  county  istheobjectof  anyfavour. 
I  do  not  think  that  this  can  be  laid  to  partiality 
or  party  consideration.  As  to  partiality  the  state¬ 
ment  I  just  made  shows  that  the  Government  could 
not  be  accused  of  that.  It  could  not  be  called 
either  a  party  favour,  since  I  am  not  a  supporter 
of  the  Administration.  The  reason  of  it  is 
that  the  grant  is  just,  and  that  the  necessity  or 
desirability  of  this  road  has  been  noticed  by  one  of 
the  members  of  the  Government,  I  mean  the 
Minister  of  Customs.  At  the  time  of  the  bye-election 
which  took  place  in  the  county  in  1890,  the  Minister 
of  Customs  paid  us  a  visit  which  alarmed  me  first, 
not  groundlessly,  for  I  was  defeated  that  time  ;  but 
I  feel  gratified  of  it  now,  since  having  on  that  visit, 
noticed  the  desirability  of  this  railw'ay,  the  hon. 
Minister  urged  the  Government  to  grant  the  subsidy 
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which  is  now  before  the  committee.  In  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  favour  to  the  County  of  Napierville  I 
forget  the  past  and  I  thank  the  hon.  Minister. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  did  say  in  the  course  of  the  election  cam¬ 
paign  referred  to  by  the  hon.  member,  that  the 
recjuest  made  for  a  subsidy  to  this  railway  should 
call  for  the  most  serious  attention  on  the  part  of 
the  Government.  To  prove  that  we  feel  towards 
the  county  no  ill-will  for  having  returned  an 
opponent  of  the  Government,  the  promise  I  then 
made  is  now  fulfilled,  as  I  was  sincere  in  the  view 
I  had  expressed  regarding  the  desirability  of  that 
road. 

Mr.  RINFRET.  (Translation.)  Before  the  adop* 
tion  of  this  resolution,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to 
make  a  few  remarks.  This  is  certainly  one  of  the 
most  important  railways  to  which  our  attention  is 
called,  the  most  important  railway  of  the  district 
of  Quebec,  I  dare  say,  after  that  of  Lake  St.  John. 
In  looking  over  the  papers  which  were  put  before 
the  House  in  connection  with  these  grants,  I  find 
an  interesting  letter  from  Mr.  King,  and  I  will 
take  the  liberty  of  quoting  a  part  of  it  : 

“  The  line  projected  will  start  from  St.  Jean  des  Chail- 
lons,  in  the  County  of  Lotbiniere,  taking  a  southerly 
course  will  pass  at  a  distance  of  about  six  miles  through 
the  young  and  thriving  parish  of  Ste.  Philomene.  South 
of  this  place  it  is  fully  expected  that  three  or  more  parishes 
will  speedily  be  opened. 

“  Striking  the  line  of  the  Grand  Trunk  Bailway  at  a 
point  about  thirty  miles  from  the  starting  point,  it  will 
pass  through  the  village  of  Lyster  station,  continue  on 
through  the  parish  of  Ste.  Anastasie,  and  thence  to  the 
proposed  terminal  point,  at  or  near  Glen  Lloyd,  in  the 
County  of  M^gantic. 

“  The  section  between  the  St.  Lawrence  Biver  and  the 
line  of  the  Grand  Trunk  will  afford  an  outlet  to  a  large 
portion  of  the  County  of  Lotbiniere  and  the  easterly 
portion  of  the  County  of  Nicolet  to  both  navigation  and 
a  trunk  line  of  railway  in  summer ;  and,  in  winter,  to  the 
trunks  lines  of  railway,  no  outlet  at  present  existing  with 
the  exception  of  very  indifferent,  and  in  many  cases, 
almost  impracticable  colonization  roads. 

“  To  the  south  of  the  line  of  the  Grand  Trunk  Bail  way 
an  impetus  would  be  given  to  the  farming  interest  in  a 
fine  section  of  the  County  of  M4gantic,  with  the  prospect  of 
encouraging  capitalists  to  invest  in  and  utilize  the  magni¬ 
ficent  water  power  in  the  neighbourhood,  on  the  B£can- 
cour  Biver.” 

This  railway  will  pass  between  the  seigniories  of 
Mr.  King  and  Mr.  Joly,  and  will  serve  a  territory 
of  at  least  250  miles  in  area,  where  a  large  lumbering 
trade  is  carried  on.  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  com¬ 
pany  will  perform  the  work  undertaken,  for  Messrs. 
King,  who  are  at  the  head  of  the  company,  are  about 
millionaires.  St.  Jean  des  Chaillons  is  a  very 
important  parish.  There  are  in  the  place  a  number 
of  brick-yards  and  a  large  trade  is  carried  on  there. 
The  fact  is  that  you  find  in  the  locality  merchants 
quite  as  important  as  in  any  parish  of  the  Province 
of  Quebec.  I  wish  also  to  draw  the  attention  of 
the  Minister  of  Public  Works  to  another  improve¬ 
ment  with  which  he  could  favour  the  County  of 
Lotbiniere.  About  a  mile  east  of  the  church  of  St. 
Jean  des  Chaillons,  exactly  opposite  the  terminus 
of  the  proposed  line,  there  is  a  place  which  could 
make  a  very  fine  harbour,  and  I  believe  that  Mr. 
King  himself  will  share  this  opinion.  If  the 
Government  would  build  a  wharf  at  that  place,  the 
Richelieu  Company  boats,  and  even  vessels  of  a 
larger  tonnage,  could  easily  come  alongside.  I 
have  no  doubt  that  if  this  was  done,  the  result  would 
be  very  favourable  to  the  prosperity  of  that  locality. 
I  have  no  doubt  either,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  if  the 
railway  which  is  now  being  subsidized  is  built,  the 
Mr.  Monet. 


parish  of  St.  Jean  des  Chaillons  will  become  a  very 
important  one.  Not  only  will  that  parish  benefit 
thereby,  but  the  parishes  of  the  Counties  of  Lotbi¬ 
niere  and  Nicolet  must  also  largely  profit  by  the 
building  of  this  road. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  In  the  resolution  granting 
aid  to  the  Cobourg,  Northumberland  and  Pacific 
Railway  I  wish  to  made  an  amendment,  so  that  it 
shall  read  : 

For  19  miles  of  their  railway  from  Cobourg  to  the  Ont¬ 
ario  and  Quebec  Bailway  in  addition  to  the  subsidy 
granted  by  53  Vic.,  chap.  2,  and  from  the  end  of  the  30 
miles  subsidized  by  that  Act. 

That  means  eastward  from  the  part  that  was  sub¬ 
sidized  before. 

On  resolution  3, 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  have  an  amendment  to  offer 
at  this  stage.  I  think  our  legislation  has  been  de¬ 
ficient  with  regard  to  all  the  subsidies  which  we 
have  voted,  because  no  precaution  has  been  taken 
either  to  prevent  fraud,  which  may  take  place  in 
the  misuse  of  the  public  money,  or  even  to  account 
as  to  the  employment  of  this  money.  Therefore  I 
beg  leave  to  move  the  following  amendment : — 

Resolved,  Tthat  within  four  days  after  the  opening  of 
each  session,  the  Minister  of  Bailways  shall  lay  upon  the 
Table  of  the  House,  copies  of  all  agreements  made  by  any 
of  the  companies  with  the  Government,  together  with  a 
statement  of  all  payments  made  by  the  Government  up  to 
date,  for  subsidies  earned  by  any  of  the  said  companies, 
and  the  Orders  in  Council  authorizing  such  paymenls. 

Resolved,  That  within  a  month  after  the  payment  to 
any  company  of  any  portion  of  the  subsidies,  the  president 
and  manager  of  the  said  company  shall  furnish  to  the 
Auditor  General  a  statement  under  oath  showing  if  the 
whole  of  the  subsidies  so  paid  to  the  company  have  been 
applied  in  the  manner  herein  intended,  and  that  a  similar 
statement  shall  be  supplied  by  every  contractor  of  the 
company  who  is  to  receive  or  has  received  the  payment 
out  of  any  such  subsidies  or  out  of  the  proceeds  thereof, 
and  that  within  four  days  after  the  opening  of  each 
session,  the  Auditor  General  shall  lay  all  such  statements 
upon  the  Table  of  the  House. 

Resolved,  That  all  such  documents  thus  laid  on  the 
table  of  the  House  shall  be  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Public  Accounts,  to  be  by  them  investigated  in  the  same 
manner  asthe  Public  Accounts. 

Resolved,  That  every  officer  and  director  of  the  said 
companies,  and  every  person  having  a  contract  with  any 
of  the  companies  for  the  performance  of  any  work,  the 
doing  of  anything,  or  the  furnishing  of  any  goods,  effects, 
food  or  materials,  and  having  or  expecting  to  have  any 
claim  or  demand  against  the  company  by  reason  of  such 
contract,  who  either  directly  or  indirectly,  by  himself  or 
by  any  person  on  his  behalf,  subscribes,  furnishes  or  gives, 
or  promises  to  subscribe,  furnish  or  give,  any  money  or 
other  valuable  consideration  for  the  purpose  of  promoting 
the  election  of  any  candidate,  or  of  any  number,  class  or 
party  of  candidates  to  a  legislature  or  to  Parliament,  or 
with  the  intent  in  any  way  of  influencing  or  affecting  the 
result  of  a  provincial  or  Dominion  election  ; 

Is  guilty  of  a  misdemeanour  and  liable  to  a  fine  of  not 
less  than  one  hundred  dollars  and  not  exceeding  one 
thousand  dollars  ;  unless  the  value  of  the  amount  or  thing 
paid,  offered,  given,  loaned,  promised,  received  or  sub¬ 
scribed,  as  the  case  may  be,  shall  exceed  the  last  men¬ 
tioned  sum,  in  which  case  the  fine  may  be  raised  to  a  sum 
not  exceeding  such  value,  and  also  to  imprisonment  for  a 
term  not  exceeding  one  year  and  not  less  than  one  month, 
and  in  default  of  payment  of  such  fine,  to  imprisonment 
for  a  further  term  not  exceeding  six  months. 

I  nmy  say  the  object  of  the  amendment  is  simply 
to  provide  that  public  moneys  voted  by  Parliament 
shall  be  audited  and  investigated  in  the  same  way 
as  other  public  moneys,  and  if  any  fraud  takes 
place  with  respect  to  these  moneys,  it  shall  be 
punished  in  the  same  way  as  is  the  case  with  other 
public  moneys. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  I  shall  have 
to  ask  the  hon.  gentlemen  to  allow  this  motion  to 
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stand  until  to-morrow,  in  order  that  I  may  have 
time  to  examine  it.  There  are  some  points  of  detail 
which  are  objectionable.  Four  days  after  the  open¬ 
ing  of  Parliament  is  too  soon  for  the  papers  to  be  laid 
on  the  Table.  Then,  it  is  not  in  order  to  direct  the 
Auditor  General  to  lay  a  statement  before  Parlia¬ 
ment.  I  think  it  is  very  objectionable  to  insert  in 
subsidy  resolutions  any  provision  of  the  criminal 
law.  Probably  the  existing  provision  is  wide 
enough  to  cover  the  case  ;  if  not  the  provision  of 
the  criminal  law  should  be  amended  in  that  respect. 
It  would  be  very  awkward  to  have  a  criminal  law 
provision  in  a  subsidy  Act.  Furthermore,  it  would 
be  an  anomalj  to  have  this  provision  applying  to 
only  one  set  of  subsidies. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  have  no  objection  to  the 
wording  of  the  provision  carrying  out  this  object 
being  amended,  if  the  hon.  gentleman  accepts  the 
proposition. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Let  the  motion  stand 
until  to-morrow. 

Amendment  postponed. 

Resolutions  reported. 

MAILS  IN  LOTBINIERE  COUNTY. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  A  question  was  asked 
to-day  which  I  was  not  in  a  position  to  answer  at 
the  time,  and  which  I  desire  to  answer  now.  The 
hon.  member  for  Lotbiniere  (Mr.  Rinfret)  asked  : 

“  Whether  it  is  the  intention  of  the  Government  to  grant 
a  daily  mail  service  to  the  parish  of  St.  Edouard,  Post 
Office  ‘  Riviere  Boisclair,’  in  the  County  of  Lotbiniere? 
Is  it  the  intention  of  the  Government  to  alter  the  mode  of 
carrying  the  mail  for  that  locality  and  to  cause  the  mail 
to  be  sent  from  Ste.  Croix,  in  place  of  from  Lotbiniere  as  at 
present?” 

I  can  tell  the  hon.  gentleman  that  it  is  not  the 
intention  of  the  Government  to  alter  the  mode  of 
carrying  the  mails  in  that  locality. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  11.55 
p.m. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Tuesday,  5th  July,  1S92. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Eleven  o’clock. 

Prayers. 

OFFICIAL  REPORT  OF  THE  DEBATES. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (Hochelaga)  moved  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  second  report  of  the  committee  appointed 
to  supervise  thedebates  of  the  House.  He  said  :  The 
report  recommends  a  change- in  the  way  of  printing 
the  official  report  so  as  to  meet  the  suggestions  made 
by  the  Queen’s  Printer  in  his  annual  report.  He  has 
found  that  the  issue  of  the  printed  revised  edition 
was  insufficient,  while  the  publication  of  the  daily 
sheet  to  the  extent  of  1,750  copies  was  too  much, 
while  for  practical  use  the  revised  edition  was 
desired  by  members.  In  order  to  meet  that 
demand,  the  committee,  after  having  consulted 
with  him,  has  decided  to  recommend  that  300 
copies  of  the  daily  sheet  shall  be  published  instead 


of  1,750,  and  1,750  of  the  revised  copies  shall  be 
published.  In  order  to  ensure  the  prompt  delivery  of 
the  Hansard  after  the  session,  a  rule  has  been  made 
which  requires  the  proper  officers  who  are  entrusted 
with  the  preparation  of  the  index  to  prepare  it 
along  with  the  English  and  French  editions  as 
they  are  prepared,  and  it  is  expected  that  in  that 
way  the  bound  copies  of  the  debates  could  be 
deliveied  to  members  within  one  month  after  pro¬ 
rogation.  There  is  also  a  revision  of  the  rules 
governing  the  publication  of  the  Hansard, ,  but 
there  is  no  material  change.  These  rules  have 
been  prepared  after  consulting  the  Queen’s  Printer, 
the  chief  reporter  and  the  chief  translator.  It  is 
expected  that  by  the  adoption  of  these  rules  the 
printing  and  delivery  of  the  Hansard  will  be  more 
regular  than  it  has  hitherto  been. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Will  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  tell  us  what  delay  the  change  will  involve 
in  the  distribution  of  the  Hansard  to  the  public  ? 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (Hochelaga).  A  delay  of  five 
days.  Three  days  are  given  to  the  members  after  the 
publication  during  which  they  are  entitled  to 
make  corrections,  and,  if  the  copy  is  not  sent  to 
the  printer  within  three  days,  the  printer  is 
instructed  to  go  on  with  the  printing,  so  the 
revised  copy  will  be  ready  for  distribution  to  the 
public  four  or  five  days  after  the  printing  of  the 
first  copy. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Do  the  changes 
involve  any  extra  expense  ? 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (Hochelaga).  I  think  rather  a 
i  eduction,  because  there  will  only  be  300  daily  sheets 
instead  of  1,750. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  I  understand  there  is  to  be  one 
copy  in  place  of  three  for  each  member. 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  I  would  suggest  to  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  that  a  good  deal  of  the 
expense  might  be  avoided  in  carrying  out  the 
scheme  of  official  reporting.  Those  who  have  any 
knowledge  of  practical  printing  know  that,  where 
the  corrections  are  as  numerous  and  as  great  as 
they  are  in  almost  all  the  speeches  that  are  sent 
back  to  the  printer,  the  expense  of  correcting  and 
making  changes  and  alterations  is  almost  equal  to 
the  cost  of  composition  itself.  It  strikes  me  that, 
if  the  official  reporters  made  their  copy  on  a  half 
sheet,  as  it  is  now  nearly  all  done  on  the  type¬ 
writer,  leaving  one-half  blank  for  the  member  to 
make  his  corrections,  then  the  speech  would  go  to 
the  printer  already  corrected  by  the  member,  and 
save  all  the  trouble  and  delay  and  expense  attend¬ 
ing  these  corrections,  and  running  over,  which 
very  often  occurs.  In  addition  to  that,  the  only 
remaining  work  would  be  the  ordinary  proof-read¬ 
ing  to  correct  typographical  errors  and  “  outs  ”  and 
matters  of  that  kind.  I  think  there  are  some 
practical  printers  on  that  committee  who  will 
understand  fully  the  force  of  what  I  have  pointed 
out  to  them,  and  I  would  strongly  recommend  this 
suggestion  to  them  as  I  think  it  would  reduce  by 
at  least  one-third,  if  not  more,  the  expenses  of 
official  reporting  as  far  as  the  preparation  of  the 
speeches  for  Hansard  is  concerned. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (Hochelaga).  The  difficulty 
will  be  this.  You  require  the  daily  publication  of  the 
Hansard,  and  it  must  be  ready  for  3  o’clock  the  day 
ensuing,  so,  if  you  were  to  give  the  copy  to  the  mem¬ 
bers  before  it  was  printed,  it  would  be  impossible  to 
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get  it  back  in  time  for  daily  publication.  It  is  for 
that  reason  that  that  scheme,  which  has  been 
already  discussed,  has  been  left  aside,  because  it 
would  be  impossible  to  have  the  regular  publication 
of  the  daily  sheet.  We  know  that  it  would  save 
much  of  the  expense  if  we  could  do  that,  but  it 
would  be  impossible  to  do  it  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  members,  so  the  corrections  must  be  made  only 
for  the  revised  copy. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  I  confess  that  I  foresaw  the 
objection  which  might  be  made  to  this  plan.  If 
the  committee  were  to  impress  upon  the  members 
the  absolute  necessity  of  their  returning  the  proof- 
sheet  immediately,  the  delay  would  not  occur.  But 
that  delay  to  which  the  hon.  member  refers  always 
does  occur,  so  far  as  it  applies  to  the  corrected  re¬ 
port.  Now,  many  of  these  reports  that  are  sent 
broadcast  throughout  the  country  really  do  not  con¬ 
tain,  in  many  cases,  not  only  the  exact  words,  but 
even  the  meaning  of  the  utterances  of  those  who 
have  spoken  in  this  House.  In  many  cases  speeches 
are  quoted  at  election  times  as  having  been  made 
by  members  in  Parliament,  that  are  directly  op¬ 
posed  to  what  they  really  said,  either  through  a 
mistake  of  the  printer  in  setting  up  the  copy,  or 
through  the  reporter  failing  to  catch  the  particular 
idea  of  the  speaker.  I  do  not  find  fault  with  the 
reporters,  because  sometimes  when  members  are 
speaking  there  is  so  much  noise,  and  trouble,  and 
interruption,  that  it  is  almost  impossible  for  the 
reporter  to  hear  correctly  what  was  said.  I  know 
that  there  is  a  strong  feeling  arising  in  the  House 
against  the  expense  attending  this  official  reporting. 
Although  the  delays  might  occur  to  which  my  hon. 
friend  from  Hochelaga  (Mr.  Desjardins)  refers,  I 
think  it  is  much  better  that  those  delays  should 
take  place  than  that  the  errors  which  occur  in  the 
reports  of  Hansard  should  be  circulated  through¬ 
out  the  country.  I  do  not  think  that  the  country 
will  suffer  much  by  it. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (Hochelaga).  It  is  for  the 
very  purpose  of  meeting  these  objections  that  the 
committee  propose,  instead  of  distributing  the 
daily  sheet  to  the  public,  to  wait  four  or  five  days 
and  send  out  only  the  revised  copy.  We  propose 
that  henceforth  there  shall  be  011I37  one  copy  for 
the  use  of  members,  or  about  300  copies  in  all,  and 
this  copy  will  not  be  sent  out  to  the  country,  but 
will  be  limited  to  the  use  of  members  ;  and  the 
edition  which  will  be  sent  out  to  the  public  will 
lmve  been  revised  by  the  members  who  have 
spoken. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  I  quite  appreciate  the 
remarks  made  by  the  Minister  of  Militia  with 
regard  to  the  first  copy  sent  to  the  printer  being 
correct  before  it  reaches  his  hand,  but  he  will  see 
the  great  difficulty  which  will  attend  that  course. 
For  instance,  when  the  House  sits  very  late  at 
night  the  speeches  would  have  to  be  brought  in  to 
the  members  immediately,  and  they  would  have  to 
be  corrected  before  the  printer  could  be  put  in 
possession  of  the  copy,  and  the  printers  woidd 
have  to  set  up  the  matter  for  publication  so  as 
to  be  delivered  to  members  here  at  3  o’clock 
on  the  succeeding  day.  It  would  be  practi¬ 
cally  impossible  to  carry  out  that  rule,  for 
the  simple  reason  that  after  speeches  are 
delivered  by  members,  say,  in  the  course 
of  the  afternoon  or  evening,  it  often  happens  that 
they  leave  the  House  and  go  off  by  the  train,  and 
Mr.  Desjardins  (Hochelaga). 


such  delay  would  be  caused  in  the  preparation  of 
the  copy  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  publish  the 
Hansard  at  the  hour  mentioned.  The  suggestion 
is  a  good  one  if  it  could  be  carried  out,  but  I  think 
it  is  impossible  to  carry  it  out.  I  think  the  deter¬ 
mination  arrived  at  by  the  committee  is  quite 
an  improvement  on  the  old  course.  We  agree  by 
this  report  to  furnish  to  the  members  an  original 
copy  of  the  Hansard  as  printed  at  3  o’clock. 
One  single  copy  is  allowed  to  each  member  upon 
which  he  may  make  his  corrections,  and  then  the 
additional  copies  are  furnished  to  him,  stitched 
and  cut  ready  to  be  sent  out  corrected,  so  that 
when  his  speech  is  sent  out  to  the  public  it  is  sent 
in  a  corrected  form,  and  there  is  only  a  delay  of 
about  four  days.  I  think  the  House  will  agree 
with  the  committee  that  this  is  a  very  desirable 
change  to  make  in  the  publication  of  the  Hansard . 
I  agree  with  tlie  Minister  of  Militia  that  if  the 
other  suggestion  could  be  carried  out  it  would  be 
preferable,  but  I  do  not  think  it  would  be  possible 
to  carry  that  out.  I  am  satisfied  that  if  the  House 
adopt  this  report  it  will  be  a  move  in  the  right 
direction,  and  be  satisfactory  to  every  member  of 
the  House. 

M  r.  DAVIN.  I  am  a  member  of  this  committee, 
but  I  must  say  I  do  not  quite  agree  with  the  recom¬ 
mendation.  Anybody  who  has  gone  on  a  marine 
excursion  knows  how  completely  late  newspapers 
lose  their  interest.  One  of  the  things  that  makes 
Hansard  valuable  to  the  public,  in  my  opinion,  is 
the  rapidity  with  which  an  approximately  correct 
account  of  what  is  said  in  this  House  reaches  the 
public  through  the  country  press.  We  have  been 
told  in  the  committee,  on  the  authority  of  promi¬ 
nent  members  of  this  House  and  prominent  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee,  that  the  newspapers  would 
prefer  to  wait  until  they  get  a  corrected  report.  I 
never  met  myself  a  newspaper  man  that  would.  I 
must  say  that  they  have  just  about  as  good  a  chance 
of  getting  a  correct  report  from  Hansard  as  they 
will  from  the  reporters  on  the  daily  papers  where 
the  speeches  are  given  in  full,  and  where  men  have 
to  write  under  far  more  exigent  conditions  than 
they  have  to  write  on  the  Hansard.  I  may  point  out 
that  Hansard  is  of  this  peculiar  value  at  this 
present  time,  that  it  does  give  to  the  public  an 
account  of  what  is  said  in  this  House.  We  must 
remember  that  since  Hansard  came  into  existence, 
or  for  this  cause  or  for  some  other  reason  that  I  am 
not  aware  of,  the  leading  newspapers  in  this  country, 
such  as  the  Globe,  the  Mail  and  the  Empire,  no  long¬ 
er  give  the  full  reports  that  they  used  to  give  10  or  15 
years  ago.  I  remember  some  14  years  ago  that  you 
could  take  up  the  Globe  newspaper  and  get  a  fairly 
full  report  of  what  had  taken  place  the  night  before. 
The  leading  men  on  each  side  had  their  speeches 
reported  in  full,  and  those  who  occupied  a  less  high 
rank  in  their  respective  parties,  had  a  fair  summary 
given  of  what  they  said.  But  we  know  now  that 
all  the  leading  papers  have  abandoned  that. 
In  the  United  States  the  leading  newspapers 
do  not  report  what  takes  place  in  Congress, 
but  Congress  is  in  a  wholly  different  position  from 
this  Parliament.  Congress  is  not  nearly  in  as  close 
relation  with  public  opinion  as  the  Parliament  of 
Canada,  or  the  Parliament  of  Great  Britain.  It  is 
of  the  utmost  importance,  in  a  system  of  govern¬ 
ment  such  as  ours,  that  what  is  said  in  this  House 
and  what  takes  place  in  this  House,  should  get  into 
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touch  with  the  public  mind  outside  as  soon  as  pos¬ 
sible.  Even  in  the  intei’est  of  lion,  gentlemen  of 
the  Opposition,  that  is  of  great  importance.  No 
matter  how  small  the  Opposition  may  be  in  this 
House,  no  matter  what  party  is  in  power,  yet  if  there 
are  able  men  in  the  Opposition,  no  matter  how  few 
in  number,  they  are  yet  formidable  if  what  is  said 
by  them  gets  to  the  public  ear  outside.  Now,  what 
I  am  afraid  of  is  this  :  If  the  suggestion  of  my  hon. 
friend — and  the  committee  generally  were  of  his 
opinion — iscarried  out,  four  or  five  days  will  elapse  be¬ 
fore  the  country  newspaper  editors  in  each  constitu¬ 
ency  can  give  the  people  any  account  of  what  their 
member  said,  because  they  cannot  get  it  from  the 
leading  newspapers  in  Toronto.  Four  or  five  days 
afterwards  their  speeches  will  come  out,  and 
that  strong  interest  in  a  subject  that  has  been 
discussed  a  night  or  two  before  in  the  House  of 
Commons,  will  have  gone  entirely  from  those 
stale  reports.  I  am  not  sure  that  the  suggestion 
of  the  hon.  Minister  of  Militia  is  practicable.  I 
am  not  going,  of  course,  to  make  any  counter  mo¬ 
tion,  but  I  will  say  this,  that  no  matter  what  the 
defects  may  be  in  Hansard,  I  do  not  consider  they 
are  greater  than  the  defects  that  I  have  known  to 
exist  in  the  reports  of  the  leading  newspapers  in 
London,  England,  and  in  Toronto,  made  by  report¬ 
ers  late  at  night,  and  in  the  hurry  of  the  occasion. 
Isay  thatat  present  it  is  theonly  means  by  which  the 
public  outside  can  get  at  what  is  done  in  this  great 
council  of  the  nation,  and  that  is  something  of  great 
importance  to  the  public,  and  of  great  importance 
to  the  efficiency  of  this  House. 


Mr.  SPROULE.  I  do  not  agree  with  the  hon. 
member  for  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davm)  in  his  sugges¬ 
tion  ;  I  think  he  is  entirely  wrong.  Some  time  ago 
1  put  a  notice  on  the  Paper  that  the  reporting  of 
the  Hansard  should  be  abolished,  and  one  of  the 
strong  reasons  why  I  did  so  was  that  an  incorrect 
copy  of  the  Hansard  was.  sent  out  to  the  press  and 
the  public.  In  many  instances  members  of  this 
House  were  reported'by  the  weekly  papers  in  their 
locality  to  have  made  speeches  which  they  never 
made,  or  at  least,  speeches  conveying  an  entirely 
different  meaning  from  what  they  intended  to 
convey.  Another  objection  is  the  increasing 
expense  of  the  Hansard.  I  believe  when  it  was 
contemplated  to  issue  Hansard,  it  was  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  information  to  the  people,  correct 
information,  and  it  was  supposed  that  this  could  be 
done  at  a  moderate  cost  to  the  country,  and  would 
prove  to  be  valuable.  I  have  before  me  returns 
showing  the  cost  of  Hansard  since  1878,  and  instead 
of  the  expense  being  kept  within  reasonable  bounds 
it  seems  to  have  grown  very  rapidly.  In  1878  the 
cost  was  $20,364  ;  1879,  $16,000—1  am  only  giving 
the  amount  in  round  figures,  the  hundreds  are  left 
out  ;  1880,  $20,000  ;  1882,  $26,000  ;  1883,  $28,000  ; 
1884,  $38,000  ;  1885,  $69,000;  1886,  $38,000;  1887, 
$39,000;  1888,  $42,000 ;  1889, $43,000 ;  1890,$58,000, 
and  for  this  year  the  cost  will  be  over  $64,000.  These 
figures  show  the  rapid  increase  in  the  cost  of  the  work. 
If  the  result  of  this  very  large  expenditure  was  to 
get  a  correct  review  of  what  was  said  in  the  House, 
there  would  be  less  objection  to  it ;  but  we  find,  at 
all  events  I  have  found,  and  other  hon.  members 
must  have  also  found,  that  speeches  made  from 
time  to  time  are  so  reported  as  to  convey  an  entirely 
different  meaning  from  that  which  the  speaker 
intended  to  convey.  The  suggestion-offered  by  the 
Debates  Committee  is  a  valuable  one,  because  it  has 


for  its  object  the  keeping  back  of  the  incorrect 
report  until  corrections  have  been  made,  and  thus 
the  newspapers  will  publish  correct  reports.  This 
change  will  do  away  in  a  very  large  measure 
with  some  of  the  strongest  objections  against 
Hansard.  I  do  not  agree  with  t lie  hon.  member 
for  West  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin),  that  it  is  a  matter 
of  so  much  impoi'tance  to  have  this  information 
presented  to  the  country  at  once.  The  intention 
was  to  have  these  reports  go  to  the  various  districts 
of  the  country.  If  they  were  printed  in  the  daily 
papers,  a  difference  of  four  or  five  days  in  the  issue 
would  be  of  importance  ;  but,  in  nineteen  cases  out 
of  twenty,  the  reports  are  printed  in  weekly  papers, 
and  very  often  speeches  delivered  in  the  early  part  of 
the  week  in  this  House  would  be  issued  in  time  to 
appear  in  that  week’s  papers.  In  many  instances 
reports  which  appear  from  time  to  time  from  the 
committees  are  printed  in  the  weekly  papers  two 
or  three  weeks  afterwards,  and  are  practically  new 
matter,  for  thousands  of  people  take  only  a  weekly 
paper.  I  do  not  see  any  valid  objection  to  hold¬ 
ing  back  the  report  two  or  three  days,  if  we  can 
thereby  obtain  a  correct  report  of  what  has  taken 
place  in  this  House.  It  would  be  much  more 
valuable  to  the  people  who  read  it,  and  it  would 
do  greater  justice  to  the  members  who  deliver  the 
speeches,  and  provide  for  this  very  large  expense 
for  the  purpose  of  getting  a  correct  report  before 
the  people.  I  hold,  on  the  other  hand,  that  Han¬ 
sard  might  well  be  done  away  with  for  one  of  the 
reasons  stated  by  the  hon.  member  for  Assiniboia 
(Mr.  Davin).  It  is  this  :  because  we  have  Hansard, 
which  is  incorrect  but  which  ought  to  contain  what 
is  said,  the  daily  papers  in  the  large  cities  and  towns 
refrain  from  reporting  at  the  length  they  should 
report  what  takes  place  in  this  House.  They  are 
saved  expense,  and  they  are  willing  to  remain 
in  that  position  just  so  long  as  the  Hansard 
furnishes  the  report.  What  is  the  result?  The 
work  of  giving  this  information  to  the  country  is 
thrown  on  the  different  members  of  the  House, 
and  the  information  is  not  distributed  so  widely  as 
it  would  be  if  it  reached  the  country  through  the 
daily  papers.  The  members  have  to  distribute 
these  reports  through  the  mail ;  much  increased 
work  is  thrown  on  the  Post  Office  Department, 
and  the  distribution  of  the  information  is  not 
nearly  so  extensive  as  it  would  be  if  given  through 
the  leading  papers.  Those  who  read  the  daily  papers 
hardly  ever  get  an  extended  report  of  what  has  taken 
place  in  this  House.  In  my  opinion,  Hansard  should 
be  abolished.  It  involves  an  expense  which  will  not 
be  justified  by  the  country  after  a  time,  and  it  really 
takes  away  the  work  from  the  daily  newspapers  with 
which  they  would  charge  themselves  if  we  had  not 
the  Hansard,  and  the  press  would  give  at  an 
earlier  date  a  more  correct  report  than  is  given  to 
the  country  at  present.  If  we  must  have  Hansard, 
the  next  best  course  is  to  carry  out  the  suggestion 
of  the  Debates  Committee  and  delay  the  report  for 
three  or  four  days  until  corrections  are  made,  so  as 
to  have  a  correct  report  of  what  has  been  said  in 
this  House,  because  this  will  be  doing  justice  to 
members  of  Parliament  and  will  be  giving  correct 
information  and  not  misleading  information  as  at 
present. 

Mr.  DENISON.  This  may  be  the  proper  time 
to  offer  an  observation  in  regard  to  Hansard,  so  far 
as  reporting  in  committee  is  concerned.  In  the 
House  many  valuable  speeches  are  preserved  by 
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having  the  Hansard ,  but  in  committee  a  great 
many  speeches  are  delivered  which  are  entirely 
unnecessary,  and  these  go  into  Hansard  and  fill 
up  the  pages.  During  the  all-night  sittings  a  great 
manj-  speeches  that  were  immaterial  and  unneces¬ 
sary,  and  contained  material  foreign  to  the  subject 
under  consideration,  were  delivered  and  appeared 
in  Hansard.  It  appears  to  me  that  if  we  could 
abolish  reporting  in  Committee  of  the  Whole,  a  lot 
of  unnecessary  matter  would  be  omitted,  and  the 
volume  of  Hansard  would  be  decreased  probably 
by  two-thirds.  I  think  that  would  be  a  move  in 
the  right  direction.  In  the  House  the  Speaker  can 
control  the  debate,  and  the  same  speeches  cannot 
be  repeated  because  the  rules  will  not  permit  it  ; 
but  in  Committee  of  the  Whole  it  is  patent  to 
every  one  that  the  same  matter  is  gone  over  time 
and  time  again.  I  think  we  should  do  away  with 
the  reporting  in  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  cannot  permit  the  remarks 
of  the  hon.  member  for  East  Grey  (Mr.  Sproule) 
to  pass,  as  they  cast  a  reflection  on  the  Hansard 
reporters.  I  think  any  person  who  has  carefully 
read  over  the  reports  of  the  debates  of  this  House 
must  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  duties  devolv¬ 
ing  on  the  Hansard  reporters  have  been  most 
efficiently  and  correctly  performed.  ,  I  cannot 
allow  this  slur  cast  by  the  hon.  member  for  East 
Grey  to  pass  unnoticed. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  entirely 
incorrect,  if  he  says  I  cast  a  slur  on  the  reporters. 
I  did  nothing  of  the  kind. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  The  hon.  gentleman  stated 
that  the  reports  were  very  incorrect,  that  in  some 
cases  hon.  members  were  made  to  say  the  very 
opposite  to  what  they  intended  to  say.  A  man 
who  allows  his  mouth  to  run  ahead  of  his  thinking 
faculty  may  be  in  that  position.  There  are  some 
men  who  speak  first  and  think  afterwards,  and  the 
hon.  member  for  East  Grey  belongs  to  that  class. 
I  do  not  much  wonder  that  he  makes  such  blunders  ; 
these  are  not  due  to  the  reporters,  but  to  himself. 
With  respect  to  the  continuation  of  Hansard ,  lam 
sorry  to  find  the  cost  is  annually  increasing.  I 
should  very  much  like  to  see  the  Debates  Committee 
curtail  the  expense  as  much  as  possible  ;  at  the 
same  time  I  do  not  think  the  people  will  be  willing 
to  abolish  Hansard.  I  hold  that  the  expense  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  production  of  a  verbatim  report  of  what 
is  said  in  this  House  will  be  sanctioned  by  the  people 
of  this  Dominion  ;  and  when  the  working  of  the 
report  is  now  in  an  effective  condition,  with  an 
efficient  staff  of  reporters,  it  would  be  a  pity  to 
abolish  this  very  valuable  reproduction  of  the 
business  transacted  and  speeches  delivered  in  this 
House.  I  quite  agree  with  the  hon.  member  for 
Toronto  (Mr.  Denison)  that  there  are  a  great  many 
things  said  in  committee  that  might  as  well  not  be 
reported.  While  that  may  be  true,  yet  often  very 
important  discussions  occur  on  items  of  Supply,  and 
a  verbatim  report  is  perhaps  necessary.  Taking 
our  Hansard  as  a  whole  for  the  last  ten  years,  the 
volumes  contain  matter  which  is  a  very  creditable 
production  to  the  Parliament  of  Canada.  The  work 
done  by  the  Hansard  staff,  as  well  as  by  those 
employed  in  getting  out  Hansard,  is  highly  credit¬ 
able,  and  the  record  of  the  proceedings  of  this  House 
from  year  to  year  can  be  handed  down  to  succeed¬ 
ing  generations  as  a  memento  of  the  ability  of  mem¬ 
bers  who  have  sat  here  I  certainly  would  not  like 
Mr.  Denison. 


to  see  this  institution  abolished.  I  hope  that  hon. 
gentlemen  will  find  that  as  a  rule  they  are  correctly 
reported  in  Hansard,  and  that  they  will  not  find 
themselves  in  the  unfortunate  position  in  which  the 
hon.  member  for  East  Grey  (Mr.  Sproule)  described 
himself  to  be  when  addressing  the  House. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  As  a  member  of  the  Hansard 
Committee,  I  ask  permission  to  say  a  word  or  two. 
I  may  say  that  this  proposed  change  was  carefully 
discussed  by  practical  newspaper  men  on  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  the  conclusion  arrived  at,  and  which 
appears  in  the  report,  was  a  unanimous  one.  The 
committee  were  influenced  by  two  considerations  : 
one  of  economy,  and  the  other  a  desire  to  secure  a 
report  which,  when  it  goes  to  the  newspapers  of 
the  country,  will  be  perfectly  accurate.  Now,  any 
hon.  gentleman  who  has  paid  any  attention  to  this 
matter  must  be  convinced  that  the  reports  of  the 
speeches  made  in  the  House  which  appear  in  the 
country  newspapers  are  almost  altogether  in  the 
first  place  made  from  extracts  taken  from  the 
metropolitan  press,  and  are  not  taken  from  the 
Hansard.  The  speeches  in  which  the  constituents 
and  the  various  members  take  a  deep  interest  are 
printed  from  corrected  copies  of  the  Hansard.  It 
was  felt  by  the  committee  that  it  was  especially 
desirable  that  the  report  sent  to  the  newspapers 
for  publication  should  be  correct.  To  this  conclu¬ 
sion  I  may  say  that  the  hon.  member  for  Assiniboia 
(Mr.  Davin)  assented,  but  with  that  facility  of 
changing  his  opinion  which  he  has  shown  with 
regard  to  various  matters,  he  seems  to  have 
changed  his  mind  since  the  meeting  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  at  which  this  report  was  adopted,  and  he 
has  to-day  favoured  the  House  with  new  theories, 
which  would  seem  to  me  not  to  be  in  accordance 
with  what  it  is  desirable  that  the  House  should 
adopt. 

Mr.  DAYIN.  My  hon.  friend  is  entirely  wrong* 
I  spoke  strongly  against  it  in  the  committee  and 
used  the  same  arguments  that  I  used  to-day,  but 
I  did  not  vote  for  the  proposal,  as  I  was  over¬ 
whelmed  by  the  contrary  opinion  in  the  com¬ 
mittee.  As  I  stated  a  moment  ago,  the  feeling  of 
the  committee  was  very  strong  in  favour  of  the  pro¬ 
posal  in  the  report,  but  I  opposed  it  on  the  same 
grounds  as  I  did  to-day. 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  merely  rise  to  endorse  the 
suggestion  of  the  Minister  of  Militia.  I  have  not 
had  an  opportunity  of  being  present  at  the  meet¬ 
ing  of  the  committee  at  which  the  report  was 
adopted,  and  therefore  I  could  not  take  part  in  its 
deliberation.  The  suggestion  made  by  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Militia  of  sending  in  to  the  members  who 
are  in  the-House  a  type-written  copy  of  the  speeches 
before  being  sent  to  the  printers,  seems  to  me  bet¬ 
ter  than  the  suggestion  contained  in  the  report, 
and  I  heartily  endorse  it. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  I  endorse  that  recommend¬ 
ation  too,  and  I  think  that  the  House  might  very 
well  consider  the  suggestion  made  by  the  hon. 
member  for  W7est  Toronto  (Mr.  Denison),  that  we 
should  abolish  Hansard  in  Committee  of  the 
Whole.  There  is  another  thing  too  which.  I  think 
ought  to  be  considered  by  the  Printing  Committee, 
and  that  is  that  if  the  Hansard  is  to  cost  the  large 
amount  of  money  that  it  does,  members  should  be 
supplied  with  a  greater  number  of  copies  for  distri¬ 
bution.  If  it  is  for  the  purpose,  as  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Assiniboia  (Mr.  Davin)  says,  of  giving 
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information  to  the  country,  we  should  be  supplied 
with  a  larger  number  of  copies  than  we  receive  at 
the  present  time. 

Mr.  WOOD  (Brockville).  I  wish  to  add  one 
word  to  what  has  been  said  with  regard  to  the 
existence  and  continuance  of  Hansard.  In  the 
session  of  1886,  on  the  motion  in  Supply,  to  vote  a 
sum  of  $60,000,  to  cover  the  expenses  of  Hansard, 
I  moved  simply  that  the  Hansard  should  be 
abolished.  That  was  so  favourably  received  by  this 
House  that  it  came  within,  I  think,  forty  votes  of 
being  carried.  It  received  the  support  of  the  then 
leader  of  the  Opposition,  the  hon.  member  for 
West  Durham  (Mr.  Blake),  and  I  may  say  that 
having  then  given  the  matter  a  good  deal  of  atten¬ 
tion  and  consideration,  I  have  not  changed  iny 
mind  up  to  the  present  time.  I  believe  that  the 
proceedings  of  this  Parliament  would  be  very  much 
improved  if  we  could  abolish  Hansard  in  committee. 
As  the  years  have  gone  by,  and  I  have  given  the 
subject  more  careful  attention,  I  am  more  firmly 
of  that  opinion  than  ever.  Hon.  gentlemen  must 
agree  with  me  that  owing  to  the  elasticity  of  our 
procedtire,  advantage  is  taken  of  the  privilege  of 
Hansard,  and  it  is  abused  by  making  speeches 
entirely  foreign  to  the  item  under  consideration.  I 
believe  in  many  cases  these  speeches  are  made  for 
the  purpose  of  satisfying  the  curiosity  or  interest 
of  a  certain  constituency  and  not  for  the  good  of 
the  country  generally.  Therefore,  whenever  the 
hon.  member  can  bring  forward  his  motion,  if  he 
cannot  do  it  this  session,  I  shall  support  it.  I  shall 
not  only  support  it,  but  I  shall  do  all  that  I  can  to 
.get  it  to  pass  this  House 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  As  a  member  of  the  Hansard 
Committee,  I  may  say  that  at  our  last  meeting  I 
moved  that  the  reporting  should  be  abolished  in 
the  committees  of  the  House,  but  while  many 
members  of  the  committee  were  in  favour  of  that 
view,  the  opinion  was  that  it  was  a  question  for 
the  House  to  decide  and  not  for  the  committee  to 
deal  with.  I,  like  my  hon.  friend  the  member  for 
Brockville  (Mr.  Wood),  strongly  favour  abolishing 
the  reporting  of  Hansard  in  committee,  but  I  am 
in  favour  of  having  the  speeches  reported  while  the 
Speaker  is  in  the  Chair. 

Mr.  LISTER.  The  hon.  member  for  Haldimand 
(Mr.  Montague)  suggests  that  a  greater  number  of 
copies  of  the  Hansard  should  be  printed  for  dis¬ 
tribution,  but  one  can  readily  understand  that  if 
.such  a  course  were  taken,  ic  would  add  enormously 
to  the  cost  of  printing. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Not  very  much.  It  is  not 
the  extra  copies  that  causes  the  expense,  it  is  the 
setting  of  the  type. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Oh  yes,  the  number  of  extra 
copies  would  need  to  be  very  great  indeed  to  be  of 
any  real  value,  if  a  member  is  disposed  to  send  them 
to  his  constituents. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  Say  six  copies  more. 

Mr.  LISTER.  That  would  be  a  very  trifling 
number.  I  may  say  that  if  hon.  gentlemen  desire 
to  send  the  Hansard  to  their  constituents  they  are 
now  able  to  get  it  from  the  printing  establishment 
for  almost  a  nominal  cost.  Formerly,  when  these 
speeches  were  printed  at  the  regular  printing  office, 
they  cost  a  considerable  sum  of  money,  but  as  it  is 
now,  hon.  gentlemen  are  able  to  get  them  by  the 
thousand  in  corrected  form  at  a  mere  nominal  cost. 


I  think  it  would  not  lie  advisable  to  add  to  the 
number  of  copies  sent  to  the  members  but  rather 
to  leave  that  part  of  the  publication  as  it  is  now. 
So  far  as  the  reporting  of  the  committee  proceed¬ 
ings  is  concerned  there  is  a  good  deal  that  can  be 
said  against  that,  because,  as  the  hon.  member  for 
Brockville  (Mr.  Wood)  says,  hon.  gentlemen  on 
both  sides  of  the  House  take  advantage  of  that  for 
the  purpose  of  making  speeches  for  the  benefit  of  a 
particular  constituency. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  Why  should  they  not  ? 

Mr.  LISTER.  It  is  a  question  as  to  whether 
the  public  should  pay  for  it. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  am  inclined  to  think 
that  if  the  speeches  are  not  for  the  benefit  of  the 
constituents  it  is  hardly  worth  while  to  make  them, 
because  we  do  not  apparently  make  many  converts 
in  Parliament,  whatever  we  do  outside.  There  are 
these  considerations  with  regard  to  the  abolition  of 
reporting  in  committee.  Very  often  members 
specially  devote  themselves  to  the  work  of  a 
particular  department  and  examine  into  the  man¬ 
ner  of  its  management,  and  when  supplies  are  being 
asked  for,  the  public  reap  the  advantage  of  what¬ 
ever  information  they  have  collected  and  whatever 
suggestions  they  have  to  make.  If  you  do  away 
with  reporting  in  committee  altogether,  you  would 
in  a  large  measure  do  away  with  perhaps  the 
reporting  of  the  most  important  part  of  the  work 
of  the  session,  so  far  as  practical  details  are  con¬ 
cerned.  When  Mr.  Speaker  is  in  the  Chair  we 
discuss  the  general  principles  of  measures  that  are 
brought  forward,  but  when  you  come  to  discuss 
the  practical  administration,  and  when  you  come 
to  consider  the  question  of  Supply,  then  your  com¬ 
mittee  are  discussing  matters  which  have  a  special 
value.  While,  if  the  matter  is  left  wholly  to  the 
reporters  they  might  make  a  fair  condensation.  I 
would  be  very  sorry  to  see  reporting  in  committee 
omitted  from  Hansard  altogether.  I  think  that 
would  be  a  great  mistake.  I  think  it  is  one  of  the 
mistakes  that  our  friends  on  the  press  make,  that 
very  often  they  overlook  important  matters  that  are 
discussed  in  committee. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  fail  to  appreciate 
the  line  of  reasoning  which  brings  an  hon.  member 
to  the  conclusion  that  it  is  desirable  to  continue 
Hansard,  but  that  it  is  not  desirable  that  it  should 
contain  reports  of  what  takes  place  in  Committee 
of  Supply  and  in  the  other  committees  of  this  House. 
I  am  inclined  to  agree  with  the  hon.  member  for 
Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  that  if  it  is  important  that 
there  should  be  a  correct  report  of  the  proceedings 
of  this  House,  it  is  especially  important  that  there 
should  be  a  correct  report  of  what  takes  place  in 
Committee  of  Supply  and  in  committees  on  Bills 
affecting  the  well-being  of  the  country,  it  seems  to 
me  that  it  is  of  the  greatest  importance,  if  we  have 
a  Hansard  at  all,  that  there  should  be  a  coirect 
report  of  what  occurs  in  this  House  when  the  expen¬ 
diture  of  money  is  under  consideration,  and  I  for 
one  would  strongly  oppose  the  omission  from  Han¬ 
sard  of  the  discussions  in  committee.  I  was  pleased 
to  hear  the  hon.  member  for  North  Wellington 
(Mr.  McMullen)  express  the  hope  that  the  expense 
of  Hansard  would  be  curtailed  in  future.  One 
very  excellent  way  of  curtailing  the  expense  of 
Hansard  would  be  for  hon.  members  to  curtail 
their  speeches,  and  not  speak  at  such  length  or  so 
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often  as  they  are  in  the  habit  of  doing  ;  and  if  the 
lion,  member  is  sincere  in  his  desire  to  curtail  the 
expense,  I  am  afraid  we  shall  not  have  the  pleasure 
of  hearing  him  in  the  future  so  often  as  we  have 
heard  him  in  the  last  two  sessions. 

Mr.  McNEILL.  I  wish  to  say  just  one  word  in 
regard  to  this  matter.  I  am  very  much  inclined  to 
agree  with  the  view  expressed  by  my  hon.  friend 
for  Both  well  (Mr.  Mills).  It  does  seem  to  me 
that  it  would  be  very  unfortunate  if  we  had  no 
official  record  of  the  criticisms  and  arguments 
which  have  been  made  in  Committee  of  the  Whole. 
One  of  the  difficulties  that  the  public  have  to  con¬ 
tend  with  at  the  present  time  is  that  we  have  no 
newspaper  in  Canada  which  gives  an  impartial  re¬ 
port  of  the  debates  that  take  place  in  this  House. 
Each  newspaper  gives  a  report  of  what  has  been 
said  by  its  own  side,  and  if  any  person  wishes  to 
know  what  has  really  occurred,  it  is  absolutely 
necessary  for  him  to  take  at  least  two  newspapers. 
I  recollect  very  wTell  on  one  occasion,  when  an  im¬ 
portant  debate  on  the  boundary  question  took 
place  in  the  Ontario  Chamber,  where  they  have,  un¬ 
fortunately,  no  official  report,  being  very  anxious 
to  ascertain  what  could  be  urged  on  one  side  or  the 
other,  I  was  obliged  to  take  two  papers,  the  Mail  on 
the  one  hand  and  the  Globe  on  the  other  ;  and  when 
I  had  read  one  speech  on  the  Conservative  side  in  the 
Mail,  I  laid  it  down  and  took  up  the  Globe  and  read 
a  Reform  speech,  and  then  took  up  the  Mail  again, 
and  so  on.  I  think  it  is  of  the  utmost  importance  to  the 
public  that  there  should  be  some  official  record 
which  is  admitted  on  all  hands  to  be  correct,  and  I 
think  that  the  debates  which  take  place  in  com¬ 
mittee  are  of  such  importance — the  very  greatest 
importance,  in  fact — that  the  public  should  have 
some  official  record  to  fall  back  on.  I  know  that 
it  is  felt  by  some  hon.  members  that  if  Hansard 
were  done  away  with  altogether,  the  debates  would 
be  curtailed  very  much,  and  we  should  have  a  very 
much  shorter  session.  I  do  not  altogether  coincide 
•  in  that  view.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  session 
would  be  prolonged  very  much  in  another  direc¬ 
tion.  We  would  have  statements  made  with 
reference  to  something  that  had  fallen  from  one 
side  of  the  House  or  the  other.  For  example,  some 
one  on  this  side  would  get  up  and  say  that  the 
hon.  member  for  South  Brant,  perhaps,  had  made  a 
certain  statement.  The  hon.  member  would  pro¬ 
bably  differ,  and  there  would  be  a  debate  between 
those  two  gentlemen  on  that  subject ;  different 
members  would  get  up  and  support  one  side  or  the 
other,  and  we  should  have  interminable  debates  on 
side  issues  of  that  kind — and  debates  which  would 
not  be  unimportant  either,  because  it  might  be 
very  important  to  decide  what  statements  had  been 
made  on  the  floor  of  Parliament.  Therefore,  I  am 
not  at  all  of  the  opinion  that  doing  away  with  the 
Hansard  would  curtail  the  debates  in  committee 
as  much  as  some  hon.  gentlemen  suppose.  What  I 
think  desirable  is  that  hon.  gentlemen  themselves 
should  curtail  their  remarks.  They  are  undoubt¬ 
edly  altogether  too  lengthy,  and  not  only  so,  but 
are  often  repetitions  of  matters  that  have  been  dis¬ 
cussed  ad  nauseam  in  the  House.  With  regard  to 
the  Hansard  reporters  and  what  my  hon.  friend 
from  East  Grey  (Mr.  Sproule)  has  said,  I  entirely 
agree  with  him  as  to  the  incorrectness  of  many  of 
the  reports  that  go  out  in  Hansard.  At  the  same 
time,  I  utterly  repudiate  the  statement  made  by  the 
Mr.  Hazen. 


hon.  member  for  North  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen) 
to  the  effect  that  in  such  a  statement  it  is  implied 
that  the  Hansard  staff  are  inefficient.  There  are  very 
many  reasons  which  conspire  together  to  make  the 
reports  inaccurate,  however  able  the  reporter  may 
be  to  discharge  his  duties  at  the  table.  It  is 
almost  impossible  to  have  an  accurate  report  if 
the  report  is  not  corrected  by  the  speaker.  In  the 
first  place,  the  reporter  may  not  hear  accurately 
what  the  member  says.  Every  one  knows  how 
difficult  it  is  for  us  to  hear  in  this  House  what  is 
going  on.  In  the  second  place,  suppose  the  reporter 
does  hear,  the  matter  may  be  of  a  nature  which  he 
does  not  very  well  understand,  and  the  mere 
change  of  a  word  may  make  all  the  difference 
in  the  sense.  In  the  next  place,  suppose  he 
reports  with  absolute  accuracy  what  is  said 
on  the  floor  of  this  House,  it  has  then  to  be 
written  by  the  type-writer,  and  the  type-writer 
may  make  a  mistake  ;  and  then,  suppose  the  type¬ 
writer  does  not  make  a  mistake,  it  has  to  go  to 
the  printer,  and  we  all  know  how  many  mistakes 
are  made  by  the  printer.  If  we  write  a  letter  to  the 
press,  we  know  how  many  mistakes  are  intro¬ 
duced  into  it  as  it  is  printed.  Therefore,  it  is 
necessarily  the  case  that  these  reports  may  go  out 
stuffed  with  errors,  and  that  without  any  faidt  on 
the  part  of  the  reporters.  I  am  delighted  to  hear, 
the  proposal  that  the  reports  should  be  corrected 
before  they  go  to  the  public.  It  has  always  seemed 
an  absurd  thing  to  me  that  the  only  Hansard 
which  the  public  see — because  the  bound  copy  is 
scarcely  seen  at  all — is  the  Hansard  which  must 
necessarily  be  liable  to  be  stuffed  full  of  errors,  and 
which,  in  many  cases,  is  really  a  libel  on  the  speakers 
whose  speeches  are  supposed  to  be  accurately  re¬ 
ported  ;  and  you  must  remember  that  it  is  the  official 
report,  and  that  the  public  read  it  supposing  that 
the  speeches  are  accurately  reported.  I  think  the 
suggestion  of  the  hon.  Minister  of  Militia  is  a 
good  one,  and  it  should  be  adopted. 

Mr.  WOOD  ( Brock ville).  How  many  of  the 
public  see  that  report  ? 

Mr.  McNEILL.  It  is  the  only  report  they  do 
see.  If  the  Hansard  be  worth  sending  out  at  all, 
it  is  worth  sending  out  in  a  correct  and  not  an  in¬ 
correct  form. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  I  rise  to  make  an  explanation. 
When  this  proposal  was  brought  up  in  the  com¬ 
mittee,  I  spoke  strongly  against  it,  but,  as  I  have 
said,  the  opinion  of  the  committee  seemed  to  be  over¬ 
whelmingly  against  me.  At  the  meeting,  however, 
at  which  this  report  was  adopted,  I  was  not  present. 
There  were  present,  according  to  the  minutes,  Mr. 
Desjardins,  chairman  ;  Messrs.  Bechard,  Taylor, 
Innes,  Somerville,  Scriver  and  LaRiviere,  a  bare 
quorum.  That  shows  how  inaccurate  my  hon.  friend 
is,  who  is  generally  very  fair,  when  he  wants  to 
make  a  partisan  lunge  at  me. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  I  disclaim  any  intention  what¬ 
ever  of  making  a  partisan  lunge  at  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Assiniboia  or  any  other  member  of  the 
House  on  this  or  any  other  occasion.  That  is  some¬ 
thing  I  have  never  done  and  never  will  do.  I  spoke 
from  recollection,  and  I  am  borne  out  by  the  chair¬ 
man  and  my  hon.  friend  who  supports  me  as  to  my 
recollection  of  what  the  hon.  gentleman  did  say  at 
the  meeting  at  which  he  was  present.  My  recol¬ 
lection  is  that  he  supported  the  principle  contained 
in  the  report  now  submitted  to  the  House. 
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Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  I  would  affirm  what  has 
been  said  by  the  lion,  gentleman  who  has  just 
spoken. 

Mr.  DENISON.  A  number  of  the  members 
agree  in  the  idea  of  abolishing  the  Hansard  com¬ 
pletely. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  Unless  the  lion,  gentleman  has 
a  personal  explanation  to  make,  he  is  out  of  order, 
because  he  has  already  spoken. 

Mr.  WALLACE  moved  in  amendment  : 

That  the  said  report  be  referred  back  to  the  committee 
with  instructions  to  consider  the  advisability  of  instruct¬ 
ing  the  Hansard  reporters  to  condense  the  speeches  made 
in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  to  the  utmost  extent 
possible. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER,  I  second  that 
motion. 

Mr.  SOMERVILLE.  I  think  it  would  be  very 
bad  policy  to  adopt  any  such  motion  because  the 
Hansard  Committee  has  now  arranged  matters  so 
that  the  members  of  the  House  and  the  public  will 
be  put  in  possession  of  a  correct  report  of  the 
speeches  delivered  here.  The  effect  of  the  passage 
of  the  motion  would  be  that  at  the  beginning 
of  next  session  we  will  be  back  in  the  old 
track  in  which  we  have  been  for  years,  and 
we  will  have  a  Hansard  which  will  be  incorrect. 
The  attempt  by  the  committee  to  furnish  the  House 
and  public  a  correct  report  of  the  speeches  ought 
to  commend  itself  to  the  approval  of  the  House, 
and  to  pass  this  amendment  would  be  to  set  the 
efforts  of  the  committee  at  naught.  In  regard  to 
the  value  of  the  reports  of  speeches  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole,  some  of  the  most  important 
debates  take  place  in  Committee  of  the  Whole, 
and  if  we  are  to  have  any  report  at  all, 
we  ought  to  have  a  report  of  the  discussions 
which  take  place  in  committee,  when  matters 
affecting  the  expenditure  of  public  money  are  under 
consideration.  With  regard  to  the  publication  of 
the  Hansard  itself,  of  course  there  are  some  incon¬ 
veniences  arising  in  that  connection,  but  taking  it 
altogether,  I  believe  that  it  has  a  good  effect  upon 
the  members  of  the  House  and  the  country  at  large, 
and  it  would  be  ill-advised  for  the  House  to  attempt 
anything  in  the  way  of  curtailing  or  abolishing  the 
official  reports.  As  regards  the  correctness  of  the 
reporting,  I  am  satisfied  that  the  staff  on  the 
Hansard  is  the  best  that  can  be  found  on  the  con¬ 
tinent.  I  believe  the  whole  staff  of  Hansard  is 
composed  of  men  who  are  thoroughly  up  in  their 
profession  and  who  give  accurate  reports  of  what¬ 
ever  is  said  in  this  House,  and  they  are  entitled  to 
all  the  credit  we  can  possibly  give  them  for  the 
efforts  they  put  forth. 

Mr.  MONTAGUE.  I  would  suggest  to  the  lion, 
member  for  West  York  that  he  change  his  amend¬ 
ment  so  as  to  make  it  a  motion  for  the  total  aboli¬ 
tion  of  reporting  in  Committee  of  the  Whole.  I 
do  not  think  any  member  of  this  House  could  sup¬ 
port  the  amendment  in  its  present  shape,  as  it 
would  leave  to  the  reporters,  who  are  not  members 
of  the  House,  the  decision  as  to  what  should  go 
upon  record  in  the  Hansard . 

Mr.  TISDALE.  I  hope  the  hon.  gentleman  will 
withdraw  his  amendment  altogether.  Next  session 
we  will  see  how  the  new  plan  suggested  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  works,  and  will  then  be  in  a  better  position 
to  discuss  whether  there  should  be  any  change.  I 
am  prepared  to  say  at  present  that  I  would  be  in 


favour  of  curtailing  some  of  the  reporting,  but  at 
the  same  time  I  think  the  matter  ought  to  be  left 
over  until  we  have  experience  next  session  of  the 
working  of  the  plan  recommended  by  the  com¬ 
mittee.  I  am  glad  that  the  hon.  member  for  Grey 
mentioned  the  matter,  because  otherwise  he  would 
not  have  any  chance  to  reach  his  motion  this  session ; 
but  in  view  of  the  report  of  the  committee,  which 
a  large  majority  of  the  House  will  support,  I  think 
he  ought  not  to  press  it.  I  think  it  most  inoppor¬ 
tune  that  we  should  prolong  the  discussion  any 
longer,  and  am  in  favour  of  our  adopting  the  report 
of  the  committee,  and  I  would  ask  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man,  as  one  wdio  to  a  certain  extent  supports  his 
motion,  to  withdraw  it. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  amendment,  as  it 
stands,  will  supersede  the  report  altogether,  and 
will  thus  defeat  the  object  the  hon.  gentleman 
himself  has  in  view,  which  is  to  have  his  amend¬ 
ment  adopted  without  superseding  the  report.  The 
hon.  gentleman  would  carry  his  amendment  if  he 
could  get  a  majority  to  vote  for  it,  but  in  that  case 
the  report  of  the  committee  would  be  set  aside 
altogether.  I  trust  the  House  will  not  force  a  dis¬ 
cussion  on  the  propriety  of  abolishing  reports  in 
committee  at  this  session.  I  am  satisfied  that,  when 
hon.  gentlemen  come  to  consider  that  subject, 
they  will  find  that  they  would  make  a  great 
mistake  if  they  undertook  to  abolish  reports  in 
committee. 

Mr.  ROWELL.  I  did  not  so  understand  the 
effect  of  the  motion  in  the  Speaker’s  hands.  As 
I  understand  the  amendment,  it  only  provides  that 
the  committee  should  change  their  report  to  that 
extent.  Whatever  might  be  the  report  they  might 
make  as  to  the  mode  of  securing  correct  reports 
with  the  Speaker  in  the  Chair,  it  would  not  affect 
this  report  of  the  committee,  because,  if  this  recom¬ 
mendation  were  passed,  which  I  do  not  think  it 
will  be,  it  would  not  have  the  effect  of  superseding 
the  report  of  the  committee  altogether. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  If  this  motion  were  adopted, 
it  would  entirely  supersede  the  motion  for  the 
adoption  of  the  report,  because  this  is  a  motion 
that  all  the  words  after  the  word  “  lhat  be  left 
out. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  Before  the  amendment  is  put, 
as  I  had  not  an  opportunity  of  setting  myself  right 
after  the  remarks  of  the  hon.  member  for  North 
Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen),  I  desire  to  say  that  I 
am  not  in  favour  of  this  amendment.  I  do  not 
think  it  reaches  the  question  as  it  should,  nor  do  I 
think  that  an  amendment  to  the  amendment,  which 
I  would  like  very  much  to  make,  for  the  abolition 
of  the  Hansard ,  would  be  in  order  at  the  present 
time,  or  I  would  make  it.  I  do  not  think  the  argu¬ 
ments  of  some  of  the  members  who  have  spoken  in 
favour  of  the  continuance  of  the  Hansard  are 
worthy  of  consideration,  particularly  when  you 
analyse  the  length  of  the  sessions  of  this  Parliament 
from  the  time  when  we  started  the  Hansard.  Look 
over  the  length  of  the  sessions  from  the  time  the 
Hansard  was  commenced  until  the  present,  and 
you  will  find  that  it  has  materially  lengthened,  that 
something  like  23  days  have  been  added  to  the 
length  of  the  session  since  the  system  of  reporting 
by  Hansard  was  introduced.  I  am  only  speaking 
from  memory.  The  hon.  member  for  North  W  Ell¬ 
ington  (Mr.  McMullen),  by  some  strange  mode  of 
I  reasoning,  came  to  the  conclusion  that  I  intended 
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in  my  remarks  to  reflect  upon  the  Hansard  report¬ 
ers.  Nothing  was  further  from  my  intention.  I 
believe  we  have  as  good  a  staff  of  reporters  as  could 
probably  be  found  in  Canada,  men  who  endeavour 
to  do  their  duty  faithfully,  and  who  do  it  credit¬ 
ably,  taking  into  consideration  the  circumstances 
by  which  they  are  surrounded ;  but,  when  you 
take  into  consideration,  as  the  hon.  member  for 
North  Bruce  (Mr.  McNeill)  has  said,  the  numerous 
circumstances  by  which  they  are  surrounded, 
and  when  you  consider  the  numerous  reasons 
for  the  reports  going  out  incorrectly,  it  is  not  to  be 
wondered  at  t  hat  incorrect  reports  reach  the  news¬ 
papers  in  the  country.  It  is  utterly  impossible  for 
the  reporters  to  reproduce  a  man’s  speech  correctly, 
and  have  it  copied  perhaps  the  third  time,  and  ex¬ 
pect  it  to  reach  the  country  in  the  form  he  deliv¬ 
ered  it.  It  is  no  reflection  on  the  Hansard,  staff  to 
say  that  incorrect  reports  are  made.  The  hon. 
member  for  North  Wellington  (Mr.  McMullen),  in 
his  remarks  said  that  possibly  the  expense  might 
be  reduced  if  members  would  curtail  the  length  of 
their  speeches.  I  do  not  know  any  member  in  this 
House  to  whom  that  remark  would  apply  with  as 
much  force  as  the  hon.  gentleman  himself — a  man 
who  has  occupied  the  time  of  the  House  so  much 
as  he  has,  and  has  made  800  or  900  speeches  during 
the  present  session.  I  think  it  would  be  well  if  he 
tried  to  curtail  his  speeches.  As  to  the  matter  of 
these  speeches,  as  to  whether  they  are  relevant  or 
irrelevant,  I  think  I  may  leave  it  to  the  public  to 
judge,  but  I  may  safely  say  that  a  great  deal  of  it 
is  irrelevant,  and  I  think  what  the  hon.  gentleman 
says  adds  no  additional  light  to  the  other  speeches 
which  are  made  in  this  House.  I  agree  with  the 
hon.  members  who  suggest  that  the  Hansard 
should  be  abolished  when  we  are  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House.  That  would  be  a  step  in  the  right 
direction.  It  would  tend  to  lessen  the  expense,  it 
would  tend  to  shorten  the  speeches,  and  also  to 
shorten  the  session,  but  I  would  go  a  step  further 
and  would  abolish  the  whole  report.  Then  we 
would  have  the  newspapers  giving  a  much  more 
lengthy  and  more  correct  report  than  they  do  now 
to  the  public,  and  the  public  would  be  better  satis¬ 
fied  with  it. 

Mr.  BERGERON.  As  I  seconded  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  hon.  member  for  West  York  (Mr. 
Wallace),  I  think  I  should  state  that  I  did  so 
through  courtesy  and  that  I  hardly  heard  the 
terms  of  the  amendment.  I  would  not  support  it 
even  as  it  reads.  I  would  be  in  favour  of  abolish¬ 
ing  the  Hansard  in  committee,  and  that  has  been 
my  opinion  for  many  years.  I  would  not  have 
said  anything  to-day  on  this  subject,  because  it 
might  be  thought  I  wanted  to  gain  time  for  myself 
in  presiding  over  the  committees,  but  I  spoke 
about  this  ten  years  ago,  long  before  I  ever  dreamed 
having  the  appointment  of  chairman  of  committees. 

Mr.  LANDERKIN.  I  do  not  recollect  that. 

Mr.  BERGERON.  The  member  for  Grey  was 
not  in  the  House  at  that  time.  It  seems  to  me 
that,  instead  of  this  b^ing,  as  it  ought  to  be,  a  de¬ 
bating  Parliament,  it  is  more  like  an  essay  school. 
No  doubt  the  Hansard  affords  an  opportunity  to 
some  gentlemen  who  would  not  try  to  enlighten 
the  House  and  country  if  there  was  no  Hansard 
to  carry  their  remarks  to  their  electors,  and  I  have 
found  sometimes  that  the  very  same  speeches 
are  heard  in  committee  and  then  delivered  before 
Mr.  Sproulf.. 


you,  Mr.  Speaker.  Those  who  are  in  favour  of 
economy  would  be  in  favour  of  abolishing  the 
Hansard  in  committee,  and  that  would  save  a  great 
deal  of  money. 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  It  appears  to  me  that  the 
recommendation  of  the  Hansard  Committee  is  an 
eminently  proper  and  good  one.  There  are  two 
things  to  be  had  in  view  in  publishing  the  Hansard. 
The  first  is  the  convenience  of  members  of  this 
House,  and  the  second  is  for  the  correct  information 
of  the  public.  For  the  first,  the  convenience  of 
the  members  of  this  House,  it  is  necessary  that  a 
copy  of  Hansard  should  be  in  the  hands  of  each 
member  at  the  earliest  possible  moment.  I  need 
not  tell  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  who  are  so  well  ac¬ 
quainted  with  this  question,  that  this  is  probably 
one  of  the  worst  rooms  in  the  country  to  hear  any¬ 
thing  in,  that  there  are  not  twenty  members  who 
can  stand  in  their  places  and  speak  so  that  all  the 
members  in  the  House  can  hear  them,  and,  when  a 
member  makes  a  statement,  it  is  necessary  that 
that  statement  should  come  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  other  members  of  the  House  so  that  they 
can  either  controvert  it  or  agree  with  it.  Take 
the  case,  for  instance,  of  the  leader  of  this 
House,  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice.  I  venture  to 
say  that  on  the  back  seats  on  this  side  of  the 
House,  and  even  where  I  sit,  his  utterances,  parti¬ 
cularly  when  there  is  any  noise  or  disturbance, 
are  impossible  to  be  heard  correctly,  and  I 
venture  to  say — though  I  have  no  experience 
myself  in  regard  to  that — that  gentlemen 
sitting  behind  him  have  the  same  difficulty. 
For  such  a  thing  there  is  only  one  remedy,  and 
that  is  to  put  a  copy  of  what  the  hon.  gentleman 
says,  or  any  other  member  says,  in  the  hands  of 
the  members  at  the  earliest  possible  moment. 
This  report  of  the  committee  contemplates  the 
members  having  a  copy  within  24  hours  after  the 
speeches  are  delivered.  Then  the  recommendation 
of  the  committee  provides  for  the  correct  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  country.  They  recommend  a  plan  by 
which  all  the  newspapers  in  the  country,  and  all 
those  to  whom  the  Ha,nsard  is  sent,  shall  two  days 
later  receive  correct  copies  of  it.  I  think  this  is 
an  eminently  proper  arrangement,  and  one  that 
will  meet  all  the  necessities  of  the  case.  Now, 
one  word  with  regard  to  the  amendment.  The 
amendment  entirely  does  away  with  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  committee,  and  it  leaves  the  mat¬ 
ter  just  where  it  stood  in  that  respect.  But  it  goes 
further,  and  it  demands  that  there  shall  be  no  re¬ 
port  of  the  debates  in  Committee  of  the  Whole. 
Now,  allow  me  to  ask,  why  does  the  House  go 
into  Committee  of  the  Whole  ?  Is  it  not  to  be 
better  able,  untrammelled  by  the  rules,  to  bring 
out  all  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  to  give  members 
a  chance  to  look  at  it  in  all  its  aspects,  and  to  dis¬ 
cuss  the  question  freely  and  fully  ?  If  the  intention 
of  going  into  Committee  of  the  Whole  is  to  have  a 
more  full  and  free  discussion  of  the  question,  certain¬ 
ly  it  is  of  still  greater  importance  that  the  speeches 
delivered  in  Committee  of  the  Whole  should  be 
reported.  I  hope,  therefore,  that  the  House  will 
not  adopt  the  amendment,  but  that  it  will  adopt 
the  recommendation  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  DENISON.  The  amendment  of  the  hon. 
member  for  West  York  (Mr.  Wallace)  meets  with 
my  approbation.  The  only  argument  I  have  heard 
against  it  is  that  it  puts  too  much  power  into  the 
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hands  of  the  reporter.  Now,  we  have  had  the  re¬ 
porters  lauded  to  the  skies  on  both  sides  of  the 
House,  and  1  can  agree  with  all  that  has  been  said 
on  that  score.  Our  reporters  are,  I  am  sure,  of 
the  highest  class.  We  all  know  that  the  reporters, 
even  now,  often  drop  sentences  that  are  repetitions, 
and  if  they  can  do  that  now,  why  could  we  not 
allow  them  to  exercise  a  still  further  discretion, 
and  curtail  the  speeches  to  the  utmost  extent  in 
Committee  of  the  \\  hole  ?  A  great  many  members 
are  in  favour  of  abolishing  reporting  altogether  in 
committee,  and  I  would  vote  for  that,  if  I  did  not 
think  it  would  be  going  a  little  too  far,  while  the 
amendment  of  the  member  for  West  York  about 
meets  the  case. 

Amendment  (Mr.  Wallace)  negatived. 

Mr.  GILLIES.  I  beg  to  move  another  amendment 
which  I  think  will  meet  with  the  views  that  have 
been  put  forth  by  many  members  of  the  House.  I 
think  we  all  agree  that  any  measure  that  will  tend 
to  shorten  the  proceedings  of  the  House  without  at 
all  impairing  the  record  of  Parliament,  will  be 
treated  with  acclaim.  It  is  with  that  object  that 
I  move  this  amendment : 

That  the  report  be  referred  back  to  the  committee,  with 
instructions  to  amend  the  same  by  recommending  that 
there  shall  be  no  report  of  the  discussions  or  proceedings 
in  Supply  or  in  Committee  of  the  Whole  House. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  hope  the  Minister  of  Finance 
will  be  the  first  to  rise  and  oppose  this  amend¬ 
ment.  He  knows  better  than  anybody  else  that  if 
the  reports  of  Hansard  were  suppressed  in  Com¬ 
mittee  of  Supply,  one  of  the  greatest  values  of 
that  publication  would  disappear.  I  am  quite 
aware  that  a  good  deal  of  the  discussion  that  takes 
place  in  committee  is  irrelevant,  but  it  sometimes 
happens  that  the  discussions  with  the  Speaker  in 
the  Chair  are  of  no  more  relevancy.  The  discus¬ 
sion  when  in  Committee  of  Supply  is  often  of  the 
most  important  character,  even  more  important 
than  the  discussions  that  take  place  with  the 
Speaker  in  the  Chair.  The  discussions  on  the 
changes  in  the  tariff  which  are  made  in  Committee 
of  Ways  and  Means,  are  of  the  most  important 
character  ;  it  is  in  Committee  of  Ways  and  Means 
that  the  most  important  questions  of  finance  are 
debated,  and  if  we  are  to  have  a  Hansard  at  all,  I 
submit  that  it  should  be  maintained  especially  in 
committee. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  I  think  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  in  the  right  direction.  I  would  like  to  see 
this  amendment  discussed  in  a  full  House.  I  think 
that  the  lion,  gentleman,  in  making  this  proposition 
at  this  stage  of  the  session  when  the  House  is  not 
full,  is  making  a  mistake  in  the  interest  of  the  end 
which  he  wishes  to  gain.  His  amendment  should 
be  calmly  discussed  in  a  full  House.  I  would  like 
to  hear  it  so  discussed,  and  I  might  perhaps  favour 
it  ;  but  in  face  of  a  report  so  excellent  as  that  of 
the  committee,  I  must  vote  against  the  amendment. 

Amendment  negatived,  and  report  concurred  in. 
DRILL  HALL,  OTTAWA. 

Mr.  LISTER.  Before  the  Orders  of  the  Day  are 
called,  I  would  ask  the  Minister  of  Militia  if  he  is 
prepared  to  answer  the  question  that  was  put  to 
him  yesterday,  as  follows  : — 

“1.  Who  has  the  contract  for  roofing  the  Drill  Hall, 
Ottawa,  with  zinc?  2.  Were  tenders  asked  for  ?  3.  Who 
tendered?  4.  AVhat  is  the  amount  of  each  tender?  5.  Will 


there  be  extras  on  account  of  change  in  the  work  ? 
b.  It  so,  what  is  the  estimated  amount  consequent  on  such 
change  (  7.  Is  it  the  intention  to  raise  the  side  walls  of 
the  Drdl  Shed  to  the  same  height  as  the  roof?  8.  If  so, 
have  or  will  tenders  be  asked  for  ?  9.  Will  the  lowest 
tender  be  accepted  ? 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  1.  Wm.  Borthwick,  Esq.,  Ot¬ 
tawa.  2.  Yes.  3.  Wm.  Borthwick,  Ottawa  1 
Yieille  Montague  Zinc  Company,  per  T.  C.  Jordan, 
Ottawa;  Geo.  L.  Cliitty  and  Joseph  White,  Ottawa; 
T.  R.  Esmonde,  Ottawa  ;  Montreal  Roofing  Com- 
Pany,  per  J.  James;  B.  Batson  (Batson).  4.  W. 
Borthwick,  $2,430;  V.  M.  Zinc  Company,  $2,778.37; 
Cliitty  &  White,  $2,989  ;  T.  R.  Esmonde,  $3,150  ; 
Montreal  Roofing  Company,  $3,480;  B.  Batson, 
$3,987.  5.  No  extras  are  to  be  paid  for  by  the 

Government  to  the  contractor  on  account  of  any 
change  in  the  character  of  the  work.  The  weight 
of  the  zinc  is,  however,  to  be  changed  from  No.  10 
gauge  to  No.  13  gauge.  0.  Simply  the  difference 
in  weight  between  the  two  gauges,  amounting,  pro¬ 
bably,  to  about  $1,000.  7.  Yes.  8.  No.  The 

walls  will  be  raised  by  day’s  work  under  the  inspec¬ 
tion  of  a  departmental  officer. 

TRADE  RELATIONS  WITH  SPAIN  AND 
THE  SPANISH  WEST  INDIES. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  wish  to  amplify  an  announce¬ 
ment  that  1  made  the  other  day  with  respect  to 
trade  relations  between  ourselves  and  Spain  and 
the  Spanish  W  est  Indies.  It  will  be  remembered 
that  I  stated  at  that  time  that  we  get  the  minimum 
tariff  in  Spain  and  the  minimum  tariff  in  the 
Spanish  Y\  est  Indies.  The  question  was  put  to  me 
afterwards  with  respect  to  our  position  relative  to 
that  of  the  United  States,  and  a  question  was  also 
put  yesterday  on  the  same  line.  I  made  no  other 
answer  to  those  two  questions  than  that  which  was 
contained  in  the  statement  which  I  made  at  first  to 
the  House.  I  immediately  telegraphed  for  further 
information,  and  I  find  the  state  of  the  case  to  be 
to  the  effect  that  we  get  the  minimum  tariff  in 
Spain,  we  get  the  minimum  tariff  in  the  Spanish 
West  Indies,  and  negotiations  are  in  progress 
towards  giving  to  our  trade,  if  possible,  the  more 
favoured  tariff  that  is  accorded  under  the  reci¬ 
procity  arrangements  with  the  United  States. 
Spain*  has  a  maximum  and  a  minimum  tariff.  She 
gives  us  the  minimum  tariff  both  in  the  mother 
country  and  in  the  Spanish  West  India  Islands  ; 
but  she  has  a  more  favourable  arrangement  with 
the  United  States  under  their  reciprocity  treaty 
made  last  year.  We  have  not  the  advantage  of 
that  as  yet,  although  the  British  Government  on 
our  behalf  are  pressing  for  the  same  treatment  to 
be  extended  to  us  as  to  the  United  States. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Is  the  hon.  gentleman  able  to 
tell  us  at  this  moment  what  is  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  minimum  tariff  with  us  and  the  tariff 
treaty  with  the  United  States  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  am  not  able  to  say  at  this 
moment.  I  am  having  the  matter  tabulated  in  the 
department,  and  as  soon  as  I  am  able  to  obtain  the 
information,  I  will  furnish  it. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Has  any 
correspondence,  which  the  hon.  gentleman  is  at 
liberty  to  lay  before  the  House,  taken  place  in  re¬ 
gard  to  this  matter,  or  has  this  business  chiefly  been 
conducted  by  cable  ? 
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Mr.  FOSTER.  It  has  been  conducted  by  cable 
and  by  correspondence.  I  have  no  objection  to  lay 
the  whole  correspondence  before  the  House— it  is 
of  a  routine  nature. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  This  is  a 
matter  of  very  great  interest  to  many  of  our 
merchants,  and  it  is  desirable,  if  the  lion,  gentle¬ 
man  can  do  so  without  prejudicing  our  interests, 
to  lay  the  correspondence  on  the  Table. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  will  look  up  the  correspondence, 
and  what  can  be  laid  on  the  Table  I  will  bring 
down. 

WAYS  AND  MEANS. 

Resolution  adopted  yesterday  in  Committee  of 
Ways  and  Means  was  reported,  read  the  second 
time,  and  concurred  in. 

SUPPLY  BILL. 

Mr.  FOSTER  moved  for  leave  to  introduce  Bill 
(No.  100)  for  granting  to  Her  Majesty  certain  sums  of 
money  required  for  defraying  certain  expenses  of  the 
public  service  for  the  financial  year  ending  the  30th 
June,  1893,  and  for  other  purposes  relating  to  the 
public  service. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Perhaps  the  lion,  gentleman  is 
now  in  a  position  to  state  the  Orders  which  the 
Government  intend  to  proceed  with,  and  those 
which  they  intend  to  drop. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  announcement  as 
to  what  the  Government  intend  to  drop  can  only 
be  made  tentatively.  I  think  it  is  the  intention  of 
the  Government  to  drop  item  6  (Bill  to  amend  the 
Fisheries  Act). 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  about  item  7  (Bill  re¬ 
specting  Witnesses  and  Evidence)  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  not  yet  quite 
certain  about  that  Order  ;  we  have  time  to  con¬ 
sider  the  Bill.  I  think  it  is  the  intention  of  the 
Government  to  drop  item  8  (Bill  to  amend  the 
North-W7est  Territories  Act),  but  I  am  not  quite 
certain  until  the  Minister  of  the  Interior  is  here. 
That  is,  I  think,  all  the  Orders  that  will  be  dropped, 
and  the  others  will  be  proceeded  with. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  Bill  read  the  first  time. 
ST.  JOHN  HARBOUR. 

Bill  (No.  99)  to  amend  the  Act  relating  to  the 
Harbour  of  St.  John,  N.B. ,  was  read  the  second 
time,  and  House  resolved  itself  into  committee. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  observe  that  this  Bill  is  not 
printed  in  French. 

Mr.  FOSTER  moved  that  the  committee  rise  and 
report  progress. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  progress. 
RAILWAY  ACT  AMENDMENT. 

Mr.  HAGGART  moved  third  reading  of  Bill 
(No.  84)  to  amend  the  Railway  Act. 

Mr.  MACLEAN  (East  York).  After  the  obser¬ 
vations  I  submitted  to  the  House  some  days  ago,  I 
will  confine  my  remarks  to  moving  an  amend¬ 
ment,  which  I  propose  to  submit  to  the  House  to 
Sir  Richard  Cartwright. 


amend  the  regular  tariff  charged  by  railway  com¬ 
panies  in  regard  to  passenger  traffic.  But  at  the 
outset  it  seems  I  have  first  to  vindicate  the  right 
of  this  House  and  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada  to 
regulate  railways.  It  is  pretended  that  we  have 
no  right  to  regulate  railways  here  and  regulate  the 
tolls  of  railways.  I  take  issue  directly  with  those 
who  advance  that  contention,  and  I  say  that  a 
Parliament  which  has  subsidized  railways  by  large 
grants  of  money  and  of  land,  a  Parliament  that  has 
given  railways  large  powers  of  franchise,  and  a 
Parliament  which  has  done  so  much  to  forward 
railway  interests,  has  a  right  to,  and  ought  to, 
exercise  the  right  to  regulate  the  railways  in  every 
respect.  I  lay  down  that  principle  here,  I  contend 
for  that  principle,  and  it  is  a  sound  principle  to  be 
maintained  by  the  Parliament  of  Canada.  Take 
even  our  street  railways.  The  city  of  Toronto  not 
only  regulates  its  street  railway  and  prescribes  its 
tariff",  but  regulates  the  railway  in  every  respect, 
and  we  ought,  at  least,  to  go  as  far  in  this  Parlia¬ 
ment  in  regulating  our  railways  as  a  muni¬ 
cipality  can  go  in  regulating  street  rail¬ 
ways  within  its  boundaries.  Now,  the  Par¬ 
liament  and  Legislatures  of  the  various  coun¬ 
tries  of  the  world  do  regulate  their  railroads. 
They  have  fought  out  the  question  in  the  United 
States,  and  Congress  does  to-day  regulate  the 
railroad  tariffs,  as  it  has  appointed  an  Inter¬ 
state  Commission  which  really  controls  the  rail¬ 
ways.  So  it  is  in  England,  and  so  it  is  in  all  the 
great  countries  of  Europe.  They  do  regulate  the 
railroads,  and  they  maintain  the  right  to  regulate 
them,  and  I  maintain  that  we  in  Canada  should 
uphold  the  same  right  and  should  go  further  and 
regulate  the  railroad  tariff.  As  hon.  gentlemen  in 
this  House  are  aware,  the  railway  problem  is  the 
great  problem  of  the  day.  It  is  only  second  to  the 
labour  problem,  if  that  takes  precedence  of  it.  I 
wish,  therefore,  at  the  outset  to  maintain  the  prin¬ 
ciple  that  we  have  a  right  to  regulate  railroads  in 
the  matter  of  tolls,  and  that  it  is  our  duty  as  a 
Parliament  to  do  so.  As  a  matter  of  fact  our 
Statute-book  to-day  prescribes  that  all  tolls  on 
railroads  shall  be  subject  to  the  approval  of  the 
Railway  Committee  of  the  Government  of  Canada. 
That  being  the  case,  we  have  already  accepted  the 
principle  that  Parliament  has  the  power  and  ought 
to  regulate  the  rates.  I  advocate  this  proposal 
for  a  2  cent  passenger  rate,  first  of  all,  in  the 
interest  of  the  people,  because  I  believe  that 
it  would  be  in  the  interests  of  the  people 
of  this  country  if  they  could  get  cheaper  travel. 
It  would  promote  trade  in  this  Dominion,  and 
most  of  all,  it  would  tend  to  greater  and  more 
frequent  intercourse  between  the  people  of  the 
different  provinces.  We  are  often  told  that  this 
Dominion  is  made  up  of  disintegrated  provinces. 
Now,  what  better  means  can  there  be  of  binding 
the  people  together  and  of  creating  a  community 
of  interests  between  the  different  provinces  than 
the  establishment  of  cheaper  railway  travel.  Com¬ 
merce  would  be  greatly  benefited  by  it.  I  have 
met  a  great  many  of  the  merchants  of  Toronto  who 
have  told  me  that  if  they  could  get  cheaper  travel 
on  railroads — although  at  present  commercial  tra¬ 
vellers  have  a  preferred  l’ate— they  would  send  out 
more  travellers,  they  would  go  out  themselves,  and 
more  country  merchants  would  come  into  the 
centres  of  commerce  to  buy  their  goods.  I  do  not 
think  any  one  can  be  found  to  deny  the  statement 
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that  cheaper  rates  would  promote  traffic  and  would 
promote  every  kind  of  interest  and  communication 
between  the  people  ofthecountry ;  and, Mr.  Speaker, 
it  is  travel  that  makes  the  man.  Another  great 
point  in  favour  of  this  proposal  is  that  it  is  in  the 
interest  of  labour.  There  are  lion,  gentlemen  in 
this  House  who  profess  to  advocate  the  cause  of  the 
workingman,  and  I  trust  they  will  give  support 
to  this  proposal.  The  great  trouble  with  the 
workingman  to-day  is  to  find  work,  not  that 
there  is  not  work  in  the  country,  but  the 
workingman  must  get  to  the  point  where  that 
employment  is.  If  we  had  cheaper  railway  travel 
in  Canada  workingmen  would  be  able  to  move 
easily  in  search  of  work  ;  as  they  say  in  Europe, 
there  would  be  greater  mobility  of  population,  and 
men  would  be  able  to  get  to  the  large  centres  of 
industry.  I  shall  read  to  the  House  by  and  by  a 
short  extract,  in  order  to  show  that  the  argument 
made  in  Europe  that  cheaper  travel  on  the  railway 
is  in  the  interests  of  labour.  In  the  next  place,  I 
am  advocating  this  measure  in  the  interests  of  the 
railroads  themselves.  I  contend  that  they  would 
make  more  money  and  that  their  shareholders 
would  have  a  better  return  if  they  encouraged 
larger  travel  by  the  reduction  of  their  fares.  It 
has  been  shown  that  wherever  there  has  been  a 
reduction  in  rates  generally,  there  has  been  in¬ 
creased  travel,  and  that  wherever  they  have  given 
reduced  rates  to  privileged  classes  there  has  also 
been  a  great  increase  in  the  passengers  carried. 
If  the  railways  reduce  their  rates  the  increase  of 
revenue  to  them  would  be  greater  in  proportion 
to  the  reduction  in  rates,  and  therefore  it  is  in 
the  interests  of  the  railways  that  they  should 
adopt  the  2  cent  rate.  They  have  regulated  the 
railway  fares  in  England,  and  the  different  roads 
were  obliged  to  run  a  parliamentary  train  at 
a  penny  a  mile  rate ;  the  result  of  which  was 
that  third-class  travel,  which  had  been  discour¬ 
aged  previously  by  the  railways,  became  a  great 
source  of  revenue,  and  became  in  the  end  the 
only  part  of  their  traffic  out  of  which  they  made 
any  money.  I  contend  that  the  railways  in  this 
country  must  be  governed  by  examples  of  that  kind, 
and  especially  must  they  be  governed  by  the  success 
of  railroad  passenger  fare  reform  in  Hungary,  the 
particulars  of  which  I  propose  to  cite  to  this  House 
in  a  few'  moments.  Let  the  railways  take  example 
by  the  reduction  in  the  costs  of  telegraphy,  and 
the  cost  of  postage  and  parcel  delivery,  and  they 
will  reap  the  same  success.  Every  time  the  post¬ 
age  rate  has  been  reduced  there  has  been  a  great  in¬ 
crease  in  the  postal  business  and  a  corresponding 
increase  in  the  revenue  of  the  Post  Office,  with  the 
restdt  that  revenue  and  expenditure  have  come 
very  nearly  together,  whereas  formerly  the  expen¬ 
diture  wras  always  in  excess  of  the  receipts.  We 
have  not  come  to  the  end  of  postal  reform  yet.  It 
has  been  going  on  for  years,  and  I  hope  it  will  go 
on  for  years  to  come,  and  after  I  have  obtained  my 
2  cent  railway  rate,  I  trust  that  I  may  be  suc¬ 
cessful  in  pressing  on  our  Government  the  advisabil¬ 
ity  of  adopting  a  2  cent  rate  on  letter  postage. 
Wherever  a  reduction  in  rates  has  been  tried  in  re¬ 
gard  to  postal  matters  it  has  been  a  great  success, 
and  it  has  been  a  success  also  w  ith  regard  to  the 
cheapening  of  telegrams  in  England.  When  the  Eng¬ 
lish  Government  reduced  the  cost  of  each  message  by 
one-half,  the  revenue  was  greatly  increased,  the 
efficiency  of  the  service  wras  greatly  benefited,  and 


the  Government  made  money  rather  than  lost  as 
had  been  the  case  previously.  I  believe,  therefore, 
that  if  we  had  a  2  cent  mileage  rate  on  railways  in 
this  country,  not  only  would  it  be  in  the  interests 
of  the  people,  but  it  w'ould  be  in  the  interests  of 
the  railways  as  w  ell.  We  have  been  told  that  the 
railways,  and  not  Parliament,  are  the  best  judges  of 
what  is  in  their  interest.  I  cited  a  quotation  here 
the  other  day  in  the  case  of  England  to  show  that 
for  years  the  railroads  were  opposed  to  cheap 
third-class  travel,  and  discouraged  it  in  every  way, 
while  to-day,  when  cheap  travel  was  made  com¬ 
pulsory  on  them,  they  find  it  is  the  only  branch  of 
their  passenger  traffic  from  which  they  derive  any 
profit.  Let  me  point  out  that  outside  criticism  has 
always  been  in  the  right  direction.  The  British 
army  and  navy  has  been  improved  time  and  time 
again  by  outside  criticism.  At  onetime  they  would 
not  hear  of  reform  coming  from  the  outside,  but  the 
public  pressed  their  measure  on  Parliament,  and  the 
English  army  and  navy  have  been  repeatedly  re¬ 
formed  by  reason  of  the  outside  criticism.  There¬ 
fore,  though  I  may  be  only  a  small  fish,  yet  I  claim 
that  I  can  tell  that  great  whale,  Mr.  Van  Horne, 
that  he  ought  to  reduce  his  passenger  rates.  When 
I  call  him  a  great  whale,  I  mean  to  say  that  he  is 
the  greatest  whale  in  this  country,  and  it  is  time 
the  small  fish  of  Canada  should  have  some  regard 
to  him,  or  otherwise  that  great  whale  may  gobble 
us  all  up  if  we  do  not  regulate  him.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  would  like  to  point  out  that  there  has  been  a 
reduction  in  the  cost  of  everything  consumed  by 
the  people  of  this  country,  except  a  reduction  in 
the  maximum  passenger  rates  on  railways.  For 
the  present  what  I  urge  here  is  a  reduction  in  the 
maximum  rate.  It  may  be  that  if  there  is  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  maximum  rate  there  may  have  to  be  an 
abolition  of  the  lower  rates  that  are  obtained  now 
by  certain  classes.  Well,  I  cannot  object  to  that, 
but  I  do  contend  that  the  reduction  in  the  maxi¬ 
mum  railway  rate  should  take  place  right  away, 
because  it  is  the  ordinary  passenger  on  the  railroad 
that  I  am  interested  in.  It  is  the  man  who  wants 
to  go  from  Toronto  to  Montreal  and  buys  his  ticket 
at  the  station  and  has  to  pay  3  cents  a  mile 
for  it  ;  that  is  the  man  whose  interest 
we  ought  to  look  after  in  this  Parliament. 
The  commercial  travellers  and  others  who  have 
preferred  rates  can  look  after  themselves,  but  it  is 
our  duty  to  have  the  maximum  rate  reduced  even 
if  the  minimum  rate  has  to  come  up  somewhat. 
This  is  the  strong  point  of  the  argument  I  wish 
to  urge  here  to-day,  because  the  railways  are  carry¬ 
ing  any  number  of  people  for  a  cent  a  mile,  and 
even  less,  and  yet  they  have  the  hardihood  to 
charge  the  regtdar  traveller,  their  best  paying 
customer,  3  cents  a  mile.  I  can  tell  the  House  that 
this  is  a  live  question,  and  that  the  press  from  one 
end  of  the  country  to  the  other  have  taken  it  up. 
I  have  a  number  of  extracts  from  newspapers  which 
I  will  not  trouble  the  House  to  read,  but  there  is 
one  article  I  would  like  to  refer  to  from  the  paper 
with  which  my  hon.  friend, — a  very  old  friend  of 
mine, — the  member  for  Cardwell  (Mr.  White)  is 
identified.  The  Montreal  Gazette ,  in  criticising  my 
proposal,  says  : 

“  The  proposal  of  Mr.  Maclean  is,  however,  more  than 
ordinarily  ambitious,  because  if  Parliament  should 
undertake  to  arbitrarily  fix  the  rate  of  passenger  fares 
by  railway,  it  can  of  course  regulate  the  rates  for  freight.” 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  the  very  point  I  do 
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contend  for,  not  only  that  Parliament  can  and 
ought  to  regulate  the  freight  rates,  but  passenger 
rates  as  well.  It  does  not  become  a  paper  like  the 
Montreal  Gazette  to  tell  this  Parliament  that  it  can¬ 
not  regulate  the  rates  for  freight  and  passengers  in 
this  country,  because  I  take  it  that  that  paper  is  a 
protectionist  paper,  and  it  has  endorsed  the  action 
of  this  Parliament  in  regulating  the  prices  of  goods 
throughout  the  country  ;  .for  tariff  legislation  does 
involve  the  regulation  of  prices,  and  the  Gazette  is 
quite  inconsistent  in  saying  that  we  exceed  our 
duties  when  we  attempt  to  regulate  the  prices  of 
railway  travel.  Then  the  article  goes  on  to  say  : 

“  If  investors’  rights  are  to  be  entertained,  and  in'com- 
mon  justice  they  cannot  be  ignored,  it  is  obvious  that  in 
respect  of  the  great  majority  of  Canadian  railways  the 
capital  invested  has  been  practically  thrown  away.” 

If  that  capital  has  been  thrown  away,  it  has  not 
been  the  fault  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada  ;  and  if 
it  is  in  the  interest  of  the  people  of  Canada  that 
the  rates  should  be  regulated,  even  though  the 
railways  do  not  make  any  money  as  a  consequence, 
that  is  their  concern,  and  not  ours.  But  as  I  said 
in  my  opening  remarks,  the  reduction  of  rates 
would  increase  the  revenues  of  the  railways,  and 
not  be  to  their  detriment.  But  the  strongest 
evidence  I  have  to  bring  before  the  House  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  2  cent  rate  is  that  furnished  by  the 
experience  of  Hungary,  which  is  supposed  to  be 
one  of  the  backward  countries  of  Europe.  It  may 
be  said  that  the  case  of  Hungary  is  not  analogous, 
but  I  say  that  in  the  result  it  is  analogous,  and  I 
propose  to  read  an  extract  from  a  recent  article 
in  the  Review  of  Reviews  dealing  with  that  case  : 

“  On  Aug.  1, 1889,  a  radical  reform  in  railway  passenger 
rates  was  introduced  by  the  Hungarian  Government — an 
innovation  which  has  attracted  wide  attention  every¬ 
where.  The  railroads  of  Hungary  belong  for  the  most 
part  to  the  governmental  system,  which  has  an  aggregate 
length  of  6,000  kilometres,  or  nearly  4,000  miles.  The  new 
system  was  also  adopted  by  some  of  the  privately-owned 
and  operated  railways  of  the  country.  What  is  now 
universally  known  as  the  ‘Zone  Tariff’  has  already  ac¬ 
complished  the  very  best  results  in  Hungary,  and  it  promi¬ 
ses  to  become  the  starting  point  for  almost  revolutionary 
changes  in  passenger  tariff  arrangements  in  other  coun¬ 
tries.  The  information  upon  which  the  following  account 
of  the  character  and  consequences  of  the  Hungarian 
system  is  based  has  just  been  sent  to  the  American  editor 
of  the  Review  of  Reviews  by  a  high  Hungarian  authority. 
Dr.  Joseph  Korosi,  whose  communication  is  herewith 
almost  literally  translated. 

“  ‘  In  countries  of  vast  extent  passenger  rates  will  never 
assume  the  absolute  uniform  character  of  the  penny  post, 
by  which  one  could  for  the  same  fee  make  the  shortest  or 
the  longest  journey.  The  two  kinds  of  business  are  not 
analogous.  The  forwarding  of  a  letter  requires  sucha  mini¬ 
mum  of  service  that  it  is  practically  impossible  to  fix  a 
scale  of  charges  based  upon  distance,  whereas  the  trans¬ 
portation  of  each  individual  passenger  requires  some  ad¬ 
ditional  outlay  and  trouble.  The  mail  bag  which  contains 
a  hundred  letters  can  be  made  to  carry  a  thousand  with¬ 
out  appreciable  enhancement  of  cost,  while  the  same  in¬ 
crease  in  the  passenger  traffic  of  a  railway  would  cause  an 
enormous  addition  to  the  working  expenditure. 

“  ‘  Passenger  rates  must,  therefore,  in  the  main,  always 
make  account  of  distance,  especially  upon  railways 
traversing  extensive  territory.  With  this  fact  firmly 
grasped,  it  is  obvious  that  improvement  in  passenger 
tariffs  can  only  be  sought  by  means  of  a  general  reduction 
to  the  lowest  possible  point,  a  simplificatiqn  of  the  system 
and  an  improved  organization  of  the  service.  The  Hun¬ 
garian  Zone  Tariff  embodies  reforms  in  all  these  direc¬ 
tions.  As  to  its  general  reduction  of  rates  the  new  tariff 
averages  from  40  to  50  per  cent  less  than  old  rates  for 
distances  up  to  225  kilometres  (a  kilometre  is  five-eighths 
of  a  mile).  Thus  a  trip  of  150  kilometres — a  ticket  for 
which  formerly  cost  4j  florins — the  charge  at  present  is 
2£  florins,  the  florin  being  worth  40  cents  of  our  money. 

“  ‘  It  is  very  important  to  note,  however,  that  beyond  the 
13th  zone,  whose  outer  circle  is  at  a  distance  of  225  kilo¬ 
metres  from  Buda-Pesth,  the  capital,  there  is  at  present 
Mr.  Maclean  (East  York). 


one  uniform  charge  of  four  florins  only,  regardless  of  the 
distance.  Thus,  the  longest  distance  within  the  State  of 
Hungary  is  nearly  1,000  kilometres,  and  the  price  of  a 
ticket  for  this  journey  previous  to  August,  1889,  was  28 
florins  ;  but  this  long  journey  may  now  be  made  for  the 
uniform  foui’-florin  ticket,  which  will  carry  the  passenger 
on  any  of  the  Hungarian  lines  from  the  centre  at  Buda- 
Pesth  to  any  point  outside  the  13th  zone.  With  the  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  cheap  steamboat  connections  it  is  highly  interest¬ 
ing  to  know  that  the  traveller  may  now  accomplish  the 
long  journey  from  the  furthest  frontier  of  Hungary — that 
is,  from  the  Roumanian  border — all  the  way  to  the 
Adriatic  Sea,  thence  by  water  to  Italy,  and  thence  by  rail 
to  Rome,  for  a  trifling  sum  amounting  perhaps  to  one-fifth 
of  the  old  time  charges. 

“  ‘  For  local  travel  the  great  advantage  of  the  Zone  Tariff 
consists  in  the  uniform  small  rate  of  25  kreutzers  (10  cents) 
per  zone,  these  zones  having  such  an  extent  as  to  put  all 
local  business  upon  practically  the  same  basis  of  a  uni¬ 
form  fee  as  one  finds  on  the  New  York  elevated  railways 
or  on  any  ordinary  American  street  railway  line.  Most 
of  the  zones  have  a  width  of  15  kilometres,  the  two  outer 
ones  being  25  kilometres  in  extent,  while  the  unified  14th 
zone  includes  all  the  irregular  outlying  parts  of  Hungary 
which  extend  in  any  direction  beyond  the  even  circum¬ 
ference  of  the  13th  zone. 

“  ‘  As  has  already  been  explained,  this  uniform  long¬ 
distance  price  to  any  point  in  the  14th  zone  is  four  florins. 
This  great  reduction  is  based  upon  the  supposition  that 
the  long  distances  are  only  travelled  as  a  rule  for  business 
purposes  of  some  importance.  It  is  held,  therefore,  that 
facility  of  communication  must  be  attended  by  excellent 
economic  and  commercial  results,  especially  when  one 
takes  into  account  the  state  of  the  labour  market  in  Hun¬ 
gary  and  the  desirability  for  a  greater  freedom  of  move¬ 
ment  of  the  industrial  population.  As  regards  the  trans¬ 
portation  of  labourers  itis  further  to  be  observed  that  under 
the  existing  arrangement  workingmen  in  groups  are 
carried  at  half  of  the  regular  Zone  Tariff  prices,  so  that 
labourers  from  the  remotest  provinces  may  now  go  up  to 
the  capital  for  the  trifling  sum  of  two  florins. 

“ 4  But  besides  these  remarkable  reforms  in  long-distance 
rates,  Minister  Baross,  who  invented  and  introduced  the 
entire  new  system,  has  provided  a  no  less  remarkable  ar¬ 
rangement  for  the  small-distance  travellers  who  wish  to  go 
simply  from  one  station  to  the  next  inside  of  zone  limits. 
He  has  established  a  special  so-called  ‘  Vicinity  Tariff,’ 
which  includes  a  uniform  ticket  of  ten  kreutzers  for  a  one 
station  journey  and  of  15  kreutzers  for  two  stations.  The 
ten  kreutzers  is  worth  about  four  cents  of  our  money,  and 
the  15  kreutzers  about  six  cents.  Such  rates,  considering 
how  thinly-settled  the  country  is,  are  much  the  lowest 
that  have  ever  been  made  anywhere. 

“  ‘  This  tarifl  system,  moreover,  introduces  an  admirable 
simplicity  and  clearness.  It  does  away  with  an  enormous 
amount  of  book-keeping  and  red  tape.  Railway  tickets 
are  purchasable  like  cigars  at  any  tobacco  store,  ancl  no¬ 
formalities  of  stamping  or  punching  are  needed,  nothing 
being  required  except  the  purchaser’s  own  record  on  the 
back  of  the  ticket  of  the  day  of  the  month  upon  which  he 
uses  it.  These  facts  being  taken  into  account,  it  is  plain 
that  the  Hungarian  system  is  not  a  mere  ‘zone  system,’ 
and  still  less  is  it  a  simple  ‘  penny-post  ’  system.  It  is 
an  entirely  peculiar  and  independent  creation  of  Herr 
Gabriel  von  Baross,  and  quite  unlike  anything  either  be¬ 
fore  or  since  attempted  elsewhere. 

“  ‘  The  enquiry  naturally  arises  to  what  extent  this  new 
system  has  influenced  the  volume  of  travel,  and  the 
eq  ually  important  question  what  are  the  financial  results, 
will  occur  to  any  enquirer.  It  might,  of  course,  be  taken 
for  granted  that  the  reduced  rates  would  very  consider¬ 
ably  increase  the  movement  of  population,  but  the  official 
reports  show  even  greater  than  any  one  could  have  anti¬ 
cipated.  In  the  first  year  of  the  zone  tariff  the  number  of 
passengers  increased  from  6,000,000  to  18,000,000.  Against 
this  extraordinary  success  the  opponents  of  the  zone  tariff 
(for  this  innovation  has  its  home  critics)  claim  that  for¬ 
merly  the  number  of  passengers  was  underestimated,  in¬ 
sufficient  allowance  having  been  made  for  people  carried 
on  return  tickets,  while  under  the  new  system  the  num¬ 
ber  appears  so  enormous  because  the  capital  city  of  the 
country  now  forms  the  central  and  dividing  point,  so  that 
every  passenger  who  passes  through  Buda-Pesth  is  obliged 
to  purchase  two  tickets.  This  objection  has  its  measure 
of  truth.  It  is  time  that  the  statistics  of  the  number  of 
passengers  carried  and  the  statistics  of  the  number  of 
tickets  sold,  should  not  be  regarded  as  identical. 

“  ‘  Not  withstanding  all  this  it  remains  true  that  the  Zone 
Tariff  has  increased  the  actual  amount  of  travel  in  an 
altogether  unexpected  ratio.  This  is  positively  proven  if 
we  compute,  instead  of  the  total  number  of  passengers 
carried,  the  number  which  falls  to  each  kilometer.  In 
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this  way  we  find  that  in  the  last  year  of  the  old  tariff  there 
were  71,800  passengers  carried  for  every  kilometre  of  dis¬ 
tance,  while  in  the  first  year  of  the  Zone  Tariff,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  average  number  per  kilometre  was  124,000. 
The  enormous  increase  of  passenger  traffic  is  further 
demonstrated  by  the  fact  that  whereas  under  the  old  sys¬ 
tem  each  passenger  travelled  on  the  average  a  journey  61 
kilometres  long,  with  the  inauguration  of  the  new  system 
the  average  has  come  down  to  41  kilometres.  In  Germany, 
it  should  be  said,  the  average  at  last  accounts  was  oniy 
28  kilometres.  This  reduction  in  the  length  of  the  jour¬ 
ney  indicates,  when  compared  with  the  total  amount  of 
business  done, an  enormous  new  development  of  the  travel¬ 
ling  habit  with  people  formerly  accustomed  to  make 
journeys  only  at  intervals.’  ” 

[At  one  o’clock  the  House  suspended  the  sitting, 
and  resumed  at  three  o’clock], 

Mr.  MACLEAN.  Before  the  House  took  recess, 
I  had  read  an  extract  showing  the  immense  in¬ 
crease  in  the  volume  of  railway  travel  in  Hun¬ 
gary,  under  their  present  system,  and  I  will  now 
read  another  paragraph  to  show  that  the  railways 
have  made  more  money  under  that  system,  and  the 
quotation  is  as  follows  : — 

“  It  is  obvious  that  the  general  prosperity  of  the 
country  must  be  greatly  enhanced  by  this  wonderful  in¬ 
crease  of  mobility  in  the  population  ;  so  that  even  if  for 
the  present  the  railway  department  could  show  no  net 
revenue  gains  the  system  might  nevertheless  be  declared 
a  financial  success.  It  is  true  that  while  formerly  for 
each  passenger  carried  a  hundred  kilometres  (or  for 
each  hundred  ' passengers  carried  one  kilometre)  there 
was  a  revenue  of  264  kreutzers,  the  amount  under  the 
new  system  is  only  170  kreutzers.  But  the  significant  fact 
is  that  the  grand  total  of  the  revenue  has  increased 
by  30  or  40  per  cent,  that  is,  from  a  sum  ranging  between 
9,000,000  and  10,000,000  florins  to  about  12,500,000  florins. 
The  expenses,  to  be  sure,  have  increased  in  a  somewhat 
corresponding  ratio,  still  there  remains  a  net  advance  in 
the  revenue  over  and  above  the  additional  expenses  in¬ 
curred,  and  this  net  benefit  amounts  to  about  1,500,000 
florins  per  annum.” 

And  the  article  concludes  : 

“  When  one  considers  how  great  a  saving  to  the  general 
public  this  new  system  has  effected,  and  what  a  mar¬ 
vellous  expansion  in  the  economic  and  industrial  life  of 
the  people  has  already  resulted  from  it,  while  on  its  own 
part  the  state  has  not  only  sustained  no  loss,  but  is  able 
to  show  an  actual  gain  as  the  result,  of  its  experiment,  one 
may  well  pardon  the  Hungarian  people  for  their  pride  in 
what  they  call  a  ‘new  institution,’  and  can,  moreover, 
readily  understand  why  the  Minister  of  Commerce,  Herr 
Yon  Baross,  should  have  become  so  popular.  This  la¬ 
mented  statesman  and  economist  was  a  man  to  whose 
activity  his  fatherland  owes  a  long  list  of  important 
reforms,  and  who  has  in  this  wonderful  railway  departure 
built  himself  a  lasting  monument  of  fame.  While  the 
precise  details  of  the  Hungarian  system  cannot  be  re¬ 
garded  as  applicable  to  American  conditions,  it  is  never¬ 
theless  true  that  there  is  very  much  that  might  be  learned 
from  a  study  of  the  Baross  system  and  its  results.” 

Not  to  take  up  any  more  time  of  the  House,  I  sim¬ 
ply  wish  to  review  my  position.  I  consider  that 
Parliament  is  supreme  in  this  matter,  and  that  it 
is  not  only  its  right  but  its  duty  to  regulate  the 
tariff ;  and  in  the  next  place -I  say  that  such  a 
reduction  as  I  propose  in  the  rates  of  passenger 
travel  would  result  in  benefit  to  the  people,  first  of 
all,  and  then  in  benefit  to  the  railway  companies. 
That  is  my  pretension.  In  conclusion,  I  wish  to 
say,  with  reference  to  the  statement  that  the  rail¬ 
way  companies  themselves  will  make  this  conces¬ 
sion  in  proper  time,  that  they  have  never  made 
concessions  unless  forced  to  do  so  by  reason  of  com¬ 
petition  or  legislation,  and  that  we  will  never  have 
reduced  rates  until  we  demand  them  ourselves.  I 
therefore  propose  to  move  that  the  Bill  now  before 
the  House  be  amended  as  follows  : — 

•  145 


Nothing  in  any  by-law  or  regulation  of  any  railway  or 
railway  company,  whether  approved  of  by  the  Railway 
Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  or  not,  shall  be  so  con¬ 
strued  as  to  allow,  on  or  after  the  1st  July,  1893,  any  rate 
of  fare  for  way  passengers  greater  than  2  cents  per  mile 
to  be  charged  or  taken  over  the  track  or  tracks  of  such 
railway  or  company  east  of  a  meridian  line  drawn  through 
Port  Arthur,  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  WOOL)  ( Brock ville).  I  desire  to  say  a  few 
words  on  the  amendment  of  the  lion,  member  for 
East  York  (Mr.  Maclean)  before  the  vote  is  taken. 
I  will  premise  by  observing  that  that  lion,  gentle¬ 
man  has  evidently  learned  something  from  the 
House  since  he  first  addressed  it  on  this  subject  a 
few  days  ago.  Reading  the  speeches  made  upon 
the  resolution  then  introduced  by  the  lion,  gentle¬ 
man,  I  fail  to  find  in  them  any  reference  to  the  line 
he  now  draws,  dividing  the  Province  of  Ontario 
and  making  the  principle  of  the  amendment  only 
applicable  to  a  certain  portion  of  the  country.  On 
the  contrary,  its  application  then  was  general  over 
the  entire  railway  system  of  Canada.  I  am,  there¬ 
fore,  quite  justified  in  saying,  and  I  am  glad  to  be 
able  to  say  it,  that  the  hon.  gentleman  lias  learned 
something  from  the-  discussion  which  has  already 
been  had  here.  I  would  add  further,  before  enter¬ 
ing  upon  the  few  remarks  I  desire  to  present  on 
this  subject,  that  I  am  quite  in  favour  of  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  railway  passenger  rates — in  fact  not  only  the 
members  of  this  House  but  every  man  in  this  country 
possessing  any  common  sense  is  in  favour  of  it — and 
in  favour  not  only  of  having  the  average  passenger 
rate  upon  railways  in  this  country  reduced  to  2 
cents  per  mile  as  a  maximum  rate,  but  even  to  1 
cent,  or  nothing  at  all,  if  we  can  ride  on  railways 
for  nothing.  But  the  principle,  in  so  far  as  the 
practical  carrying  out  of  this  amendment  is  con¬ 
cerned,  is  one  involving  consequences  most  serious 
to  interests  which  have  been  created  upon  the  faith 
of  legislation  granted  by  this  Parliament.  Who¬ 
ever  supposed,  Mr.  Speaker — that  in  a  question  of 
this  kind,  involving  consequences  so  far  reaching, 
affecting  those  who  live  outside  this  country  and 
who  have  invested  their  money  here  on  the  faith  of 
legislation  we  have  given  them — of  anything  so  im¬ 
portant  being  made  the  subject  of  arbitrary  legis¬ 
lation  in  the  shape  of  the  amendment  now  being 
sought  to  add  to  our  general  Railway  Act,  without 
first  having  made  it  the  subject  of  special  enquiry 
either  before  a  special  committee  or  the  Railway 
Committee  of  this  House.  I  believe  I  am  quite 
within  the  recollection  of  hon.  gentlemen  in  this 
House,  of  those  who  are  among  its  oldest  members, 
when  I  say  that  there  is  not  one  member  of  this 
House  and  not  one  business  man  in  the  country 
worthy  of  the  name  who  would  be  in  favour  of 
arbitrarily  adding  this  amendment  to  the  general 
Railway  Act  of  this  country  without  first  having 
made  it  the  subject  of  parliamentary  enquiry,  so 
that  the  interests  of  those  who  may  be  opposed  to  it 
may  be  discussed  in  all  their  phases,  in  order  that 
whatever  legislation  we  may  pass  here,  aside  from 
the  mere  sentimentality  of  the  Act  itself,  will  not 
involve  injustice  to  outsiders.  We  must  bear  in 
mind  that  while  it  is  our  bounden  duty  to  legislate 
in  the  interests  of  the  public,  it  is  at  the  same  time 
our  manifest  duty  to  see  that  the  interests  of  those 
who  have  invested  their  money  in  it  are  not  in  any 
way  prejudiced.  I  would  say  to  the  hon.  member 
for  East  York  that  the  allusion  he  made  to  the 
article  which  appeared  in  the  Gazette  was  somewhat 
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unfair.  I  do  not  mean  that  he  personally  intended 
to  be  unfair,  because  I  am  quite  sure  he  would  not 
forget  that  unvarying  courtesy  which  prevails 
among  newspaper  men,  but  if  he  will  read  that 
article  in  the  spirit  in  which  it  is  written,  I  am 
quite  sure  he  will  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
writer  did  not  mean  that  this  Parliament  had  not 
the  power  to  regulate  the  traffic  of  railway  companies, 
for  we  have  done  so  already,  and  indeed  no  action 
of  this  Parliament  can  possibly  clothe  the  Committee 
of  the  Privy  Council  with  larger  powers  than  it  now 
possesses  in  that  very  respect ;  but  what  the  writer  of 
the  article  in  the  Gazette  meant  was  this,  and  he  wrote 
the  words  in  this  spirit,  that  this  Parliament  plight 
not  to  deliberately  confiscate  rights  which  it  has 
enabled  outsiders  to  obtain  on  the  strength  of  its 
own  legislation.  That  is  a  perfectly  fair  proposi¬ 
tion,  and  one  which,  I  am  sure,  will  meet  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  every  one  who  has  given  the  subject  any 
attention  whatever.  What  does  this  amendment 
involve?  Where  is  the  necessity  for  it,  in  the  first 
place  ?  As  I  have  said,  we  are  all  in  favour  of 
cheap  passenger  rates,  but  the  lion,  gentleman  has, 
unfortunately  for  himself,  chosen  as  illustrating  his 
amendment,  a  country  where,  I  do  not  hesitate  to 
say,  the  maximum  passenger  rate  per  mile  is  lower 
than  in  any  other  country  or  state  on  this  continent. 
I  do  not  wish  to  trouble  the  House  at  great 
length — you  all  know  that — but  I  am  disposed  just 
to  draw  its  attention  to  some  of  those  rates,  as 
they  are  at  present : — 


Railroad. 

Year. 

Rate  per 
passenger 
per  mile. 

Southern  Pacific . . 

1891 

2'187 

Pennsylvania  . 

1891 

2A83 

Union  Pacific  system . 

1891 

2'477 

Lake  Shore  and  Michigan  Southern. . . . 

1891 

2-177 

Boston  and  Maine  Railroad. .  . 

1891 

1-818 

Philadelphia,  Wilmington  and  Balti- 
more  Railroad  and  Branches . 

1891 

2-081 

New  York,  Ontario  and  Western . 

1891 

2-822 

Wabash..,  . 

1891 

2-177 

Northern  Pacific .  . 

1890 

2-548 

New  York,  New  Haven  and  Hartford. . 

1891 

1-687 

Great  Northern  . 

1891 

2-30 

Chicago  and  Alton  ...  . 

1890 

2  135 

Chicago  and  Noi’th-Western . 

1891 

2 "  17 

Chicago,  Rock  Island  and  Pacific . 

1891 

2  198 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul . 

1891 

2'391 

Fitchburg . 

1891 

1  87 

Michigan  Central  . 

1891 

2'249 

Canadian  Pacific . 

1891 

1-70 

Gi'and  Trunk  (about) . 

1891 

1-73 

From  this  it  will  be  seen  that,  in  comparison  with  the 
passenger  rates  in  other  countries,  we  live  in  a  highly 
favoured  land.  Every  person  will  admit  that  it  is 
essential  to  the  development  of  the  vast  resources  of 
this  country  that  capital  should  be  directed  this 
way,  but,  if  the  legislation  proposed  by  the  hon. 
gentleman  were  adopted  in  this  arbitrary  manner, 
one  of  the  first  effects  would  be  that  capital,  which 
is  always  sensitive,  would  be  alarmed  at  the  diffi¬ 
culties  in  the  way  and  would  hesitate  in  investing 
in  the  development  of  railways  which  are  for  the 
interests  of  Canada.  In  Mulhall’s  Railway  Statis¬ 
tics,  I  have  looked  at  the  figures,  and  I  have  pre¬ 
pared  a  statement  which  shows  the  rates  in  differ¬ 
ent  countries  as  follows: — 

Mr.  Wood  (Bx-ockville). 


Rates  for  Passengers  and  Goods  in  Various 

Countries. 


Pence  per  10  miles. 

> 

1st 

class. 

2nd 

class. 

3rd 

class. 

For 
goo'ds 
per  100 
miles. 

United  Kingdom . 

21 

16 

10 

140 

France  . 

20 

15 

10 

110 

Germany . 

15 

11 

8 

82 

Russia . 

18 

14 

8 

120 

Austria . 

19 

14 

9 

115 

Italy . 

18 

13 

9 

125 

Spain . 

21 

16 

10 

Port  11 271,1 . 

18 

14 

10 

Sweden . 

15 

11 

8 

160 

Norway . 

8 

5 

2  i 

120 

Denmark  . . . 

16 

11 

8 

144 

Holland . 

16 

13 

8 

78 

Belgium . 

12 

9 

6 

80 

Switzerland . 

19 

13 

10 

165 

f-rrepee  .  .  .  .  . 

14 

9 

7 

Roumania . 

36 

14 

10 

78 

Turkey . 

29 

26 

14 

• 

We  thus  see  that,  reckoning  in  pence  instead  of 
cents,  our  average  rates  are  cheaper.  I  say  that 
the  hon.  member  for  East  York  (Mr.  Maclean)  has 
chosen  a  country  which  really  needs  railway  de¬ 
velopment,  and  where  the  average  railway  develop¬ 
ment  is  less  than  that  in  any  other  country  ;  and  a 
country  which  needs  so  much  in  the  way  of  rail¬ 
way  development  is  not  the  one  in  which  the 
experiment  should  be  tried.  I  shall  show  that 
this  would  have  a  tendency  to  injure  the  railway 
system  of  this  country.  I  give  the  hon.  gentleman 
every  credit  for  intending  to  benefit  the  railways 
themselves,  but,  with  all  deference  to  him,  I  think 
the  railways  are  never  very  much  behind  in  legis¬ 
lating  on  matters  which  affect  their  own  interests. 
I  have  been  for  ten  years  a  member  of  the  Railway 
Committee  and  a  member  of  this  House,  and  I  have 
never  known  a  case  where  the  railway  companies 
were  indifferent  to  their  own  interests.  I  am  certain 
that,  if  I  were  here  for  the  next  ten  years,  I  should 
not  witness  a  case  in  which  it  would  be  necessary  to 
advise  the  railway  companies  as  to  their  own 
interest.  I  do  not  think  the  experience  of  any  hon. 
member  will  differ  from  my  own  in  that  respect. 
What  would  follow  if  the  hon.  gentleman  succeeded 
in  making  this  a  part  of  the  railway  law  of  this 
country  ?  This  would  follow.  In  the  districts  where 
different  roads  are  running,  in  the  County  of 
Oxford  for  example,  or  in  the  neighbourhood  of 
Montreal  and  Toronto  where  special  rates  are 
given  to  commercial  travellers  and  others, 
those  special  rates  would  be  abolished  and  the 
maximum  passenger  rate  of  2  cents  would  be 
charged,  and,  while  possibly  the  ordinary  traveller 
or  passenger  would  have  his  rate  reduced  from 
3  cents  to  2  cents  between  Toronto  and 
Montreal,  for  example,  it  would  come  very  hard  on 
the  railway  companies  and  on  outside  districts,  and 
the  result  would  be,  in  the  country  where  the  popu¬ 
lation  is  sparse,  that  there  would  be  a  falling  oft’  in 
the  revenues.  Who  would  suffer  ?  To  start  with, 
the  fixed  charges,  the  payment  on  outstanding 
bonds,  have  to  be  met  by  the  railway  companies, 
and  the  wages  of  the  workingmen  would  have  to 
be  reduced.  There  would  be  a  scrimping  all  along 
the  line,  and  it  would  not  be  the  head  officials  who 
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would  suffer  but  the  men  who  work  day  and  night, 
and  whose  wages  are  little  enough  now.  On 
behalf  of  100  railway  employes  whom  I  represent 
in  my  own  riding,  as  well  as  on  behalf  of  many 
others,  I  say  I  believe  it  would  be  harmful  to  the 
railway  companies  themselves  to  adopt  this  pro¬ 
posal,  and  I  am  perfectly  sure  it  would  be  injuri¬ 
ous  to  the  interests  of  the  workingmen,  whose 
wages  now  are  no  higher  than  they  ought  to  be.  I 
desire  also  to  say  something  as  to  a  class  of  roads 
that  would  be  affected  by  the  motion  of  the  hon. 
member,  as  he  has  altered  it,  that  is,  not 
to  take  in  the  western  part  of  the  country. 
The  railway  legislation  of  this  country  has  affected 
outlying  districts,  and  moneys  voted  by  this  Parlia¬ 
ment  have  as  a  rule  been  devoted  to  the  aid  of 
struggling  railways  which  are  feeders  to  the  main 
lines,  and  which  have  entered  the  country  north¬ 
ward  and  westward.  The  people  were  so  anxious 
to  get  railway  accommodation  that  they  voted  rail¬ 
way  bonuses,  and  this  Parliament  voted  subsidies 
to  these  railways,  but  still  most  of  them  are  not 
paying,  and  it  will  be  some  years  before  they  will 
be  able  to  pay  a  fair  dividend  on  their  first  securi¬ 
ties.  Those  railways  now  charge  3  cents  a  mile, 
and  in  some  cases  4  cents  a  mile.  It  is  true  that 
the  people  along  the  line  would  desire  to  have  their 
fares  reduced  to  2  cents,  or  even  to  1  cent  a 
mile,  but  they  are  glad  to  have  the  road,  and  they 
find  it  very  much  better  than  the  old  stage  line. 
Are  these  people  to  be  exempted  from  the  payment 
of  the  higher  rate  ?  In  the  County  of  Leeds, 
where  they  used  to  haul  their  freights  40  or  50  miles, 
I  consulted  these  people  and  found  that,  as  I  expect¬ 
ed,  they  would  rather  pay  a  higher  price  than  do 
without  the  increased  accommodation.  If  the  pro¬ 
posal  were  at  all  feasible,  it  would  have  a  most 
injurious  effect  upon  all  those  small  roads, 
branches  or  feeders  of  the  trunk  lines,  which 
are  now  scarcely  able  to  pay  expenses  even  at 
3  cents  a  mile.  These  are,  briefly,  the  reasons 
why  I  am  opposed  to  the  proposed  amendment. 
I  am  not  opposed  to  any  proposition  looking  to  an 
improvement  in  the  passenger  and  freight  rates, 
that  is  first  made  the  subject  of  examination  by  a 
committee;  I  am  willing  to  listen  to  everything 
that  can  be  said  pointing  in  that  direction  ; 
but  to  make  this  amendment  a  part  of  the  Genr 
eral  Railway  Act  of  this  country,  without  ever 
consulting  the  managers  of  railways,  or  those 
interested  in  the  various  railways  of  this  country, 
and  without  giving  them  an  opportunity  to  show 
whether  they  are  now  failing  to  pay  interest,  I 
say  would  be  a  monstrous  thing  for  us  to  do,  and 
I  have  not  the  slightest  doubt  that  it  will  not 
be  done.  Now,  we  know  that  railways  are  keenly 
alive  to  their  own  interest,  and  I  think  there  are 
some  cases  where,  perhaps,  something  in  the  shape 
of  a  railway  commission  might  be  useful.  While  I 
am  on  my  feet  I  will  draw  the  attention  of  the 
House  to  the  conduct  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Rail¬ 
way  and  Grand  Trunk  Railway  in  so  far  as  they 
are  attempting  to  serve  the  interests  of  the  people 
in  eastern  Ontario.  Some  years  ago  when  the 
Brock ville  and  Ottawa  Railway  was  but  a  small 
institution  it  served  the  interests  of  the  public 
along  the  line  very  well  indeed  ;  when  it  became 
the  Canada  Central  Railway  and  enlarged  itself 
somewhat,  it  served  the  interests  of  the  public 
very  well  indeed.  But  it  has  now  become  a  part 
of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  system  ;  and 
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there  being  a  rivalry  between  the  Canadian  Pacific 
system  and  the  Grand  Trunk  system,  the  re¬ 
sult  is  that  whilst  it  is  highly  amusing  to  the 
officials  and  others  not  interested  of  both  these 
railways  to  see  the  passengers  of  western  trains 
come  into  Brockville  on  the  Grand  Trunk  Rail¬ 
way  just  in  time  to  see  the  Canadian  Pacific 
trains  moving  off,  it  is  very  awkward  and  in¬ 
convenient  for  the  travelling  public  who  come 
in  on  the  western-bound  trains.  I  have  in  my 
humble  way  endeavoured  to  cure  this  by  writing, 
and  by  getting  some  boards  of  trade  to  write, 
to  these  different  companies,  and  unless  some¬ 
thing  is  done  to  remedy  this  palpable  neglect  of 
duty  on  the  part  of  these  two  companies  I  shall 
ask  the  House  next  session  to  refer  the  matter  to 
the  Railway  Committee,  to  see  if  they  cannot  in 
some  way  have  this  matter  amended.  I  will  only 
say  that  it  is  unworthy  these  two  great  railway 
companies  to  act  in  the  way  they  are  doing  in  so 
far  as  the  interests  of  the  people  of  eastern  Ont¬ 
ario  are  concerned.  If  the  hon.  member  for  East 
Y  ork  will  show  me  anything  in  the  way  of  a  griev¬ 
ance  I  will  join  hand  in  hand  with  him  to  see  that 
it  is  corrected  ;  but  I  trust  that  the  House,  before 
they  vote  upon  this  amendment  of  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man — I  have  no  doubt  that  they  will  not  pass  it — 
will  look  into  it  and  appreciate  the  very  great  in¬ 
terests  that  are  involved,  and  if  there  is  a  necessity 
in  a  future  session  of  taking  this  matter  up,  I 
see  no  objection  to  appointing  a  special  committee 
to  look  into  the  matter  and  report  to  the  House  on 
the  subject.  The  fact  is,  I  think,  that  if  we  had 
more  special  committee  work  it  would  be  very 
much  better  for  the  House.  Our  sessions  are  get¬ 
ting  very  long,  and  I  believe  that  the  special  com¬ 
mittees  would  shorten  the  length  of  our  sessions. 
Take  the  Railway  Committee  ;  the  work  of  that 
committee  comes  into  this  House  and  passes 
without  any  discussion.  If  we  had  to  discuss  over 
again  all  these  questions  that  are  settled  in  that 
committee,  we  would  be  here  six  months.  Now, 
in  conclusion,  I  repeat  that  there  is  no  legislation 
that  the  hon.  member  for  East  York  seeks  that  we 
have  not  got  now.  He  has  simply  got  to  go  to  the 
Railway  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  and  lay 
before  them  any  grievance  he  has,  as  under  the 
Railway  Act  they  have  power  to  remedy  every  evil 
that  has  been  mentioned  here  to-day. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  I  have  no  doubt  the  intentions 
of  the  hon.  member  for  East  York  (Mr.  Maclean), 
in  making  this  motion,  are  most  praiseworthy,  and 
that  the  object,  if  he  could  accomplish  it  as  he 
wishes,  is  a  desirable  one.  But  I  am  afraid  he  has 
not  given  the  matter  that  thorough  consideration 
which,  I  think,  a  legislator  ought  to  do.  This  is  a 
matter  which  should  not  be  approached  in  a  hurry. 
The  interests  are  altogether  too  large  to  be  dealt 
with  in  an  off-hand  way  towards  the  close  of  the 
session,  and  I  am  sure  that  the  hon.  member  who 
has  made  the  motion  does  not  expect  that  they 
can  be  dealt  with  in  as  serious  a  manner  as  could 
be  desired  on  this  occasion.  I  think  that  many 
things  will  have  to  be  considered,  if  this  matter 
comes  before  the  House  again,  as  to  the  power  of 
this  Legislature  to  legislate  in  the  direction  of 
which  he  speaks.  Now,  I  am  not  so  clear  as  he  is 
about  that ;  I  think  the  Legislature  has  rather  tied 
its  hands  in  that  respect.  I  find  that  in  1851  the 
Parliament  of  old  Canada,  legislating  almost  for 
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the  first  time  on  the  subject  of  railways,  and  pass¬ 
ing  a  general  Railway  Act  for  the  first  time,  made 
a  provision  which  affects  this  question.  It  was 
then  enacted  : 

“  The  Legislature  of  this  province  may,  from  time  to 
time,  reduce  the  tolls  upon  the  railway,  but  not  without 
consent  of  the  company,  or  so  as  to  produce  less  than  15 
per  cent  per  annum  profit  on  the  capital  actually  expended 
in  its  construction ;  nor  unless  on  an  examination  made 
by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Works  of  the  amount  re¬ 
ceived  and  expended  by  the  company,  the  net  income  from 
all  sources,  for  the  year  then  last  passed,  shall  have  been 
found  to  exceed  15  per  cent  upon  the  capital  so  actually 
expended.” 

Now,  that  clause  has  been  re-enacted  in  every  Rail¬ 
way  Act  until  1888  ;  I  think  it  was  left  out  of  the 
Act  of  1888,  as  for  some  reason  it  does  not  appear 
there.  Still,  the  railways  which  would  be  affected 
by  the  legislation  proposed  by  the  member  for  East 
York,  were  all,  or  practically  all  of  them,  brought 
into  existence  before  1888,  and  while  that  clause  was 
the  law  of  the  land.  Now,  whether  that  clause 
was  right  or  wrong  we  cannot  shut  our  eyes  to  the 
fact  that  an  enormous  amount  of  foreign  capital, 
chiefly  British  capital,  was  brought  into  Canada 
under  provisions  of  that  legislation.  Why,  Sir, 
the  amount  of  capital  that  has  come  into  this  coun¬ 
try  to  build  railways  is  something  stupendous  ;  it 
is  a  great  deal  more  than  double  the  gross  national 
debt  of  Canada.  The  securities  upon  Canadian 
railways  amount  to  over  $600,000,000,  and  all  that 
investment  has  been  made  under  the  shelter  of  this 
clause  in  the  Act  of  1851.  Well,  Sir,  are  we,  in 
a  hasty  manner,  and  in  violation  of  that  law, 
whether  it  was  right  or  wrong,  to  say  novT  that 
this  Legislature  shall  reduce  the  tolls  by  Act  of 
Parliament  and  without  the  consent  of  the  rail¬ 
ways  ?  I  am  sure  it  needs  only  to  be  pointed  out 
to  the  House,  or  to  any  committee  that  may  be 
appointed  that  that  would  be  in  a  large  measure  an 
act  of  confiscation.  What  would  be  the  effect  if 
we  were  to  do  that  ?  I  presume  the  people  who 
hold  these  railway  securities  in  England,  are  largely 
the  people  who  hold  the  securities  of  the  Dominion 
of  Canada,  and  they  would  immediately  resent  it  ; 
the  credit  of  the  country  would  be  endangered, 
and  the  Dominion  as  a  whole  would  be  discredited. 
The  provision  of  that  Act  alluding  to  15  per  cent 
profit  upon  the  capital  expended  in  the  construc¬ 
tion,  was  rather  an  extensive  one,  and  was  one,  I 
suppose,  put  there  to  show  the  absolute  protection 
that  investors  wrould  have.  Of  course,  if  a  share 
earned  15  per  cent  or  anything  like  it,  he  could  very 
well  afford  to  reduce  his  fare  ;  but  as  a  matter  of  fact 
when  you  look  at  the  railway  statistics  of  the  coun¬ 
try  and  at  the  net  profits,  deducting  the  working 
expenses  from  the  gross  profits,  you  find  that  there 
will  be  not  as  much  as  2^  per  cent  paid  as  interest 
on  the  capital  invested  on  our  railways.  If  that  is 
the  case,  it  behooves  us  to  go  rather  slowly  before 
we  enter  upon  this  legislation.  The  restrictive 
clause  to  which  I  have  referred  is  still  law  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  Suppose  this  Parliament 
choose  to  do  so,  and  suppose  we  had  the  power 
to  do  so,  and  we  reduced  the  rate  to  two 
cents,  the  railways  under  the  provincial  charter 
would  not  be  bound  by  this  legislatioxr.  So 
that  on  the  whole  I  think  the  House  is  not  in  a 
position,  without  making  further  investigation,  to 
proceed  with  this  amendment.  I  am  sure  the 
member  for  East  York  (Mr.  Maclean)  will  find  a 
great  many  ways,  if  he  has  himself  placed  on  the 
Railway  Committee,  in  which  he  can  be  of  great 
Mr.  Edgar. 


assistance  to  the  public  in  guarding  their  interests 
against  the  railway  companies,  and  he  will  find, 
when  he  has  been  on  the  Railway  Committee  as 
long  as  some  of  us,  that  there  is  a  great  deal  to  be 
done  there  of  a  practical  character,  without  under¬ 
taking  this  gigantic  scheme  which  the  young 
member  has  undertaken,  and  which  he  will  find 
when  he  is  a  little  more  mellow  in  parliamentary 
ways,  is  much  beyond  his  reach  or  the  reach  of 
any  of  us. 

Mr.  CORBY.  In  the  argument  addressed  to  the 
House  by  the  mover  of  the  amendment  I  did  not 
hear  him  state  that  the  railways  in  this  country 
were  earning  very  large  dividends.  In  fact,  we 
are  all  well  aware  that  there  is  a  large  investment 
of  British  capital  made  in  our  Canadian  railways, 
especially  in  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway,  which 
never  receives  even  interest.  I  certainly  think 
this  House  should  be  careful  in  dealing  with  this 
question,  as  the  interests  of  stockholders  and  bond¬ 
holders  are  involved,  and  we  have  no  right  to  pass 
an  Act  that  will  cut  down  the  revenues  of  these 
roads  when  we  know  that  the  people  of  the  old 
country  have  invested  their  money  in  our  railways 
in  good  faith.  Our  Canadian  railways  should  not 
be  compared,  as  has  been  done  by  the  hon.  member 
for  East  York,  witli  American  railways  and  rail¬ 
ways  in  Europe.  We  are  all  aware  that  in  London 
alone  there  is  as  large  a  population  as  in  the  whole 
of  Canada.  We  have  built  our  roads  throughout 
this  country,  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  extending 
over  4,000  miles,  and  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway 
possessing  about  the  same  mileage.  The  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  Company  have  built  a  road  from 
the  Atlantic  to  the  Pacific,  part  of  it  being  through 
a  country  from  which  no  revenue  is  derived.  It  is 
unfair  to  compel  these  companies  to  reduce  their 
rates,  when  they  are  not  at  present  paying  fair 
dividends  on  their  investments  ;  as  an  hon.  member 
has  just  stated,  they  are  not  payingto-daymore  than 
2  or  2^  per  cent.  As  member  for  West  Hastings 
I  hold  that  if  the  railways  in  Canada  to-day  were 
paying  enormous  profits  their  rates  should  be  re¬ 
duced  in  regard  to  passenger  traffic  ;  but  I  cer¬ 
tainly  hold  that  if  we  pass  in  this  House  an  Act 
to  reduce  the  passenger  rates  to  2  cents  per  mile, 
such  a  reduction  must  injuriously  affect  the  work¬ 
ing  of  the  road.  The  companies  must  reduce  the 
running  expenses  in  order  to  meet  that  reduction 
in  revenue.  Representing  as  I  do  100  railway  em¬ 
ployes  in  Belleville,  I  stand  here  to  protest  against 
the  passing  of  a  resolution  which  will  have  the 
effect  of  reducing  the  wages  of  men  working  on 
railways  in  Canada.  This  legislation  proposed  is 
not  in  the  interest  of  the  workingmen,  as  it  is  not 
in  the  interest  of  the  railway  men.  It  is  in  the 
interest  of  the  rich  men.  We  all  know  that  work¬ 
ingmen  do  not  travel  a  great  deal,  and  rich  men, 
if  they  want  to  secure  a  low  rate,  can  take  a  1,000 
mile  ticket  at  2|  cents  per  mile,  and  that  is  suffi¬ 
cient  protection  for  them.  I  understand  that  the 
only  road  in  the  United  States  which  has  a  2 
cent  rate  is  the  New  York  Central.  I  believe  a 
large  number  of  the  western  roads  charge  3  and  4 
cents  per  mile.  The  Canadian  railways  are  very 
liberal,  as  a  rule.  If  ten  or  a  dozen  persons  want 
to  go  on  an  excursion  either  by  the  Canadian 
Pacific  or  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway,  they  can 
secure  excursion  rates  from  one  end  of  the  country 
to  the  other.  If  we  had  a  thickly  settled  popula- 
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tion  as  in  London,  in  Europe,  or  the  United  States, 
it  would  be  a  different  matter,  but  when  we  have 
to  carry  our  railways  4,000  miles  through  a  sparsely 
settled  country,  the  present  passenger  rates  cannot 
be  considered  excessive.  I  certainly  cannot  vote 
in  favour  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  In  seconding  this  resolution  I 
do  so  because  I  believe  it  is  the  commencement  of 
an  agitation  which  is  ultimately  intended  to  remove 
a  long-standing  grievance  in  the  country.  It  is  a 
fact,  notliwithstanding  what  may  be  said  to  the 
contrary,  that  the  public  feel  that  railway  corpora¬ 
tions  have  very  little  consideration  either  for  the 
convenience  or  for  the  pocket  of  the  public.  No 
matter  what  assistance  we  give  them,  no  matter 
what  consideration  we  extend  to  them,  no  matter 
how  much  exemption  from  taxation  we  allow  them, 
when  we  come  to  use  the  road  the  company  shows 
very  little  consideration  for  the  people.  I  was 
rather  amused  at  the  argument  of  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Brockville  (Mr.  Wood)  regarding  the  great 
injustice  that  would  be  done  to  the  railway 
companies  if  the  amendment  were  adopted.  In 
the  hon.  gentleman’s  closing  remarks  he  said  he 
had  been  a  member  of  the  House  for  a  number  of 
years  and  also  a  member  of  the  Railway  Committee, 
and  he  was  a, ware  of  the  fact,  as  every  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  must  be,  that  if  the  public  have  any  grievance 
against  a  railway  corporation  all  they  had  to  do 
was  to  appear  before  the  Railway  Committee  of  the 
Privy  Council  and  the  grievance  would  be  remedied, 
and  he  added  that  he  was  not  aware  of  a  single 
instance  in  which  any  inconvenience  on  the  part 
of  the  public  had  not  been  removed.  Yet  in  the 
same  breadth  the  hon.  gentleman  told  of  an  incon¬ 
venience  in  his  own  part  of  the  country  where 
the  passengers  arriving  on  the  Grand  Trunk  Rail¬ 
way,  and  desiring  to  leave  by  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  found  the  train  had  just  left.  He  had 
appealed  to  the  corporation  through  the  Board  of 
Trade  and  in  various  other  ways,  but  the  diffi¬ 
culty  had  not  been  removed,  and  up  to  the  present 
time  that  inconvenience  had  not  been  remedied, 
and  he  might  be  compelled  to  appeal  to  Parlia¬ 
ment  to  force  the  companies  to  remedy  it,  pro¬ 
vided  they  held  out  much  longer.  Yet  the  hon. 
gentleman  stated  that  the  Railway  Committeeof  the 
Privy  Council  is  prepared  to  remove  any  grievance 
brought  before  it.  I  wonder  the  hon.  gentleman 
did  not  think  well  to  appeal  to  the  Railway  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Privy  Council  in  order  to  remove  this 
grievance  of  which  he  complained.  Some  hon. 
gentlemen  contend  that  Parliament  has  no  right  to 
regulate  the  tolls  on  railways  or  the  rates  of  rail¬ 
way  tariff.  I  do  not  so  understand  the  rights  of 
Parliament.  Nor  do  I  consider  it  to  be  outside  the 
province  of  this  Parliament  to  pass  a  law  to  regu¬ 
late  such  rates.  At  the  present  time  we  regulate 
the  rates  of  traffic  on  a  ferry.  If  we  give  a  corpo¬ 
ration  the  right  to  run  a  ferry  we  authorize  it  to 
charge  a  certain  tariff  and  no  more,  and  we  oblige 
it  to  keep  within  the  provisions  of  that  tariff.  We 
fix  the  rates,  not  according  to  the  arguments 
advanced  by  the  promoters  of  the  enterprise,  but 
according  to  the  judgment  of  Parliament.  Then, 
again,  if  we  allow  a  corporation  the  right  to  build 
a  bridge,  we  fix  the  rates  for  foot  passengers.  Then, 
again,  if  we  give  a  corporation  the  right  to  build  a 
telegraph  line  we  fix  the  tariff,  25  cents  for  10 
words  and  1  cent  for  each  additional  word,  and 


so  on.  In  all  these  cases,  while  we  give  cer¬ 
tain  powers  to  these  corporations  we  hold  them 
down  by  law  and  compel  them  to  charge  only  a 
certain  consideration  to  the  public  when  they  use 
either  bridge,  ferry  or  telegraph  line.  We  have 
had  very  extensive  agitations  from  time  to  time 
springing  up,  not  only  in  our  Parliament  but 
in  Parliaments  of  other  countries,  having  for 
their  object,  that  the  Government  shall  take  over 
the  railways  and  telegraph  lines  of  the  coun¬ 
try.  The  cause  of  this  agitation  existing  is,  be¬ 
cause  the  public,  after  subsidizing  these  railway 
corporations  with  both  land  and  money,  find 
that  after  all  the  assistance  given,  they  have  very 
little  consideration  for  the  interest  or  conveni¬ 
ence  of  the  public.  Many  believe  to-day  that  the 
time  will  come  in  Canada  when  Parliament  will  he 
obliged  to  buy  out  the  railway  companies  of  this 
country  and  to  take  over  the  telegraph  lines  also, 
so  that  they  may  prevent  the  people  from  being 
charged  exorbitant  rates  for  the  use  of  these  public 
conveniences.  We  profess  to  regulate  the  charges 
of  the  railway  traffic  in  this  country.  We  say, 
that  when  a  railway  corporation  earns  10  per  cent 
on  their  money  invested  it  cannot  go  any  higher. 
It  is  merely  a  nominal  protection  to  the  public, 
because  we  find  that  the  restriction  amounts  to 
nothing  at  all,  for  these  railway  companies  either 
water  their  stock,  or  lay  so  much  to  rest  ac¬ 
count,  or  double  up  the  expenditure  in  one  way 
or  another  on  capital  account,  so  as  to  evade  the 
law  by  showing  that  they  are  not  able  to  pay 
10  per  cent  on  the  capital  invested.  Nominally 
the  Railway  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  has 
control  over  the  tariffs,  but  when  they  are  sanctioned 
by  the  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  we  have 
practically  no  control  over  them  whatever.  We 
say  that  railways  shall  charge  so  much  per  hundred 
for  first,  second  and  third  class  freight,  but  imme¬ 
diately  the  railway  companies  set  their  ingenuity 
to  work  to  evade  the  law.  We  say  that  the  rail¬ 
ways  should  carry  third  class  freight  for  so  much 
per  ton  per  mile,  but  they  turn  round  find  say  that 
a  certain  class  of  goods  which  weighs  a  few  hundred 
pounds  shall  be  charged  as  a  ton,  and  they  bring 
it  under  the  tariff'  for  that  quantity.  Take,  for 
example,  the  carriage  of  cattle  on  railroads.  If 
you  put  a  mere  calf  on  the  train,  they  will 
charge  you  freight  on  2,000  lbs.  while  perhaps  the 
animal  only  weighs  200  lbs.  In  a  hundred  different 
ways  they  evade  the  law,  so  that  it  is  of  no  value 
whatever.  They  say  that  your  freight  is  bulky 
and  therefore  they  charge  so  much  more  for  it,  or 
they  say  that  it  is  dangerous  to  carry  and  conse¬ 
quently  they  iucrease  the  rate.  By  these  various 
devices  they  evade  the  law,  so  that  theoretically 
while  we  have  control  over  the  freight  rates,  prac¬ 
tically  we  have  no  control  over  them  whatever.  The 
hon.  member  for  Brockville  (Mr.  Wood)  criticised 
the  case  cited  by  the  hon.  member  for  East  Y"ork 
(Mr.  Maclean)  when  he  said  that  in  Hungary  ex¬ 
perience  had  proved  that  when  the  rate  was  reduced 
the  passenger  traffic  was  increased. 

Mr.  WOOD  (Brockville).  I  never  said  anything 
of  the  kind.  It  was  some  other  member  who  said 
that. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  That  was  the  only  instance 
cited.  At  any  rate,  if  I  correctly  understood  him, 
he  referred  to  the  instances  cited  and  said  that  an 
old  and  populous  country  was  selected  and  that 
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there  could  be  no  fair  comparison  between  it  and 
Canada. 

Mr.  WOOD  (Brockville).  I  think  it  was  the 
hon.  member  for  Hastings  (Mr.  Corby)  who  said 
that. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  I  have  before  me  a  return 
which  shows  that  the  passenger  travel  in  Hungary, 
before  the  reduction  in  rates,  only  amounted  to  6, 000,  - 
000  persons  per  annum,  while  in  Canada  I  find  from 
the  return  that  over  13,000,000  passengers  were 
carried  on  the  railways  in  one  year.  Therefore, 
Canada  must  be  either  a  much  more  populous 
country  than  Hungary,  or  else  it  must  have  many 
more  miles  of  railways  and  more  travelling.  At  all 
events,  we  know  that  in  Hungary  where  the  rail¬ 
ways  only  carried  6,000,000  passengers  per  year, 
before  the  reduction  in  rates,  after  that  reduction 
the  number  increased  threefold.  Itseemsto  meavery 
easyproblem  to  ascertain  how  far  the  railways  would 
or  would  not  benefit  by  a  reduction  in  the  cost  of 
travel.  If  you  can  increase  the  number  of  passengers 
carried  threefold  by  reducing  the  rates  one-third, 
surely  the  companies  must  have  the  benefit  in  their 
favour.  If  the  same  result  from  a  reduction  of 
rates  followed  in  Canada  as  in  Hungary,  and  it  is 
reasonable  to  suppose  that  it  might,  the  railways 
would  reap  an  enormous  benefit.  Suppose  the 
reduction  of  one-third  in  the  rates  charged,  only 
doubled  the  number  of  passengers  carried,  the 
railway  companies  would  still  be  the  gainers.  I 
can  well  understand  that  there  is  a  great  difference 
between  carrying  passengers  and  carrying  freight 
on  a  railway,  because  if  you  increase  the  freight, 
it,  of  necessity,  requires  an  increase  in  the  num¬ 
ber  of  hands  for  loading  and  unloading.  It  is 
not  so  with  the  travelling  public.  When  a  car 
draws  up  to  a  station  the  passenger  gets  on  or  off 
the  train,  and  whether  he  travels  one  mile  or  one 
hundred  or  one  thousand  miles,  there  is  no  addi¬ 
tional  cost  to  the  company.  It  is  true  that  it  might 
require  more  rolling  stock  to  move  increased 
passenger  traffic,  but  that  would  be  but  a  small 
additional  expense  compared  with  the  increased 
earnings  of  the  road.  I  have  no  doubt  whatever 
that  the  time  will  come  when  Parliament  will  be 
obliged  to  control  the  railways.  A  few  years  ago 
we  made  a  motion  in  the  direction  of  appointing  a 
Railway  Commission,  but  that  was  abandoned  on 
the  plea  that  the  Government  was  about  to 
appoint  a  Railway  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council 
and,  by  an  amendment  of  the  Railway  Act, 
to  give  extended  powers  to  that  com¬ 
mittee  so  that  they  could  deal  with  the 
grievances  between  railway  companies  and  the 
public,  and  between  the  railway  companies  them¬ 
selves.  We  thought  that  by  this  means  we  woxdd 
be  able  to  overcome  the  difficulty,  but  we  find,  un¬ 
fortunately,  that  many  of  the  grievances  that  the 
country  had  to  contend  with  are  not  touched  at  all 
by  this  Railway  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council. 
Unfortunately  it  is  very  difficult  to  fight  these 
powerful  railway  companies.  The  hon.  member 
for  Brockville  (Mr.  Wood)  says  :  You  can  lay  your 
grievances  before  the  Railway  Committee  of  the 
Privy  Council,  but  let  a  private  individual  or  a 
small  corporation  lay  a  grievance  before  that  com¬ 
mittee  and  let  a  great  corporation  like  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  with  millions  at  its  back,  fight 
you  on  the  other  side,  and  what  chance  has  the 
individual  got ?  We  know  that  even  in  the  courts 
Mr.  Sproule. 


of  the  land  where  they  are  supposed  to  deal  out 
justice  without  fear,  favour,  or  affection,  that  if 
you  take  a  rich  man  on  the  one  side  and  a 
poor  man  on  the  other,  or  a  millionaire  on  the  one 
side  and  a  pauper  on  the  other,  the  pauper  must 
generally  go  to  the  wall.  It  is  a  very  difficult  matter 
for  a  private  individual  to  fight  a  railway  corpora¬ 
tion,  and  for  that  reason  we  hear  nothing  at  all 
'about  many  of  the  grievances  that,  exist  in 
this  country  on  the  part  of  individuals  against 
such  corporations.  It  is  true  that  if  you  go 
to  court  the  findings  have  been  usually  against 
railways  on  the  other  side  of  the  line  and  to 
some  extent  it  is  the  same  thing  here,  but 
poor  people  are  not  able  to  fight  these  wealthy  cor¬ 
porations  and  in  the  end  they  succumb.  We  give 
these  railway  corporations  large  subsidies,  we 
enable  them  to  take  the  best  of  our  property 
whether  it  pleases  us  or  displeases  us  so  long  as  it 
may  be  in  the  public  interest  ;  we  put  low  muni¬ 
cipal  taxes  on  their  property,  we  give  them  very 
many  considerations,  and  then  if  we  ask  them  to 
move  our  local  freight  they  sometimes  refuse  to  do 
so.  At  many  of  the  stations  along  these  lines 
there  are  car  loads  of  pease,  oats,  barley  and  other 
commodities,  which  has  perhaps  been  sold  to  be 
delivered  within  a  certain  time,  but  if  you  ask 
a  railway  company  to  move  it  for  you,  the 
chances  are  ten  to  one  you  will  not  get  it  carried 
until  the  time  for  delivery  has  passed.  I  have 
known  dozens  of  contracts  that  have  had  to  be 
cancelled,  and  where  persons  have  been  subjected 
to  a  great  deal  of  loss  and  trouble  because  the  rail¬ 
way  companies  would  not  furnish  cars.  Their  ex¬ 
cuse  was  :  Our  through  traffic  is  so  great  that  we 
are  unable  to  supply  the  local  demand  and  in  very 
many  instances,  the  people  are  obliged  to  suffer 
without  being  able  to  seek  redress  from  the 
railway  company,  and  they  suffer  because  the 
railway  wants  to  compete  with  corporations  out¬ 
side  of  our  country  and  carry  freight  on  long 
hauls  which  does  not  pay  them.  We  are  told 
that  the  amount  of  money  invested  in  rail¬ 
ways  yields  a  very  small  return.  I  believe  it 
does  ;  but  I  think  that  the  money  invested  in  most 
of  these  railway  corporations,  with  the  assistance 
which  has  been  given  by  the  public,  yields  to  the 
owners  of  the  stock  quite  as  much  as  it  would  if 
they  had  the  money  in  banks  in  England,  where 
they  could  not  get  more  than  3^  and  4  per  cent. 
They  are  getting  more  than  that  from  the  money 
invested  in  many  railways  here  ;  but,  in  addition 
to  that,  railway  officials  have  a  great  many  conven¬ 
iences  and  advantages  which  might  be  considered 
in  lieu  of  any  loss  they  sustain  by  virtue  of 
the  small  dividend  they  receive  on  their  stock. 
They  have  the  advantage  of  travelling  for  no¬ 
thing,  and  they  have  the  advantage  of  being  as¬ 
sociated  with  large  corporations,  which  promotes 
their  interest  in  many  ways.  Now,  these  griev¬ 
ances  against  the  railways  are  growing.  We  know 
that  these  great  railway  corporations  do  not  serve 
the  public  as  well  as  they  might  in  many  localities. 
For  instance,  in  my  part  of  the  country  we  had  a 
railway  which  we  subsidized  to  the  extent  of 
$300,000,  besides  giving  it  property  for  railway 
station  grounds  and  other  conveniences  for 
nothing  ;  and,  notwithstanding  that,  we  are  to¬ 
day  paying  as  much  for  carrying  freight  on  that 
railway,  a  distance  of  20  or  30  miles,  as  we  would 
have  to  pay  for  carrying  it  by  team.  Not  long 
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ago,  I  was  talking  to  a  gentleman  who  lives  within30 
miles  of  Toronto,  and  who  told  me  that  it  cost  him 
10  cents  a  hundred  to  get  his  freight  carried  to 
Toronto.  Time  and  time  again  we  have  teamed 
freight  30  miles  at  10  cents  a  hundred  and  made  a 
profit  out  of  it.  After  having  paid  for  our  railways 
exorbitant  amounts  of  money  in  the  shape  of  muni¬ 
cipal  bonuses  and  Government  subsidies,  we  find 
that  they  do  not  supply  the  public  with  those  con¬ 
veniences  which  we  might  naturally  expect  to  receive. 
While  I  feel  that  there  is  a  good  (jeal  of  force  in 
the  argument  advanced  by  the  lion,  member  for 
Brockville  that  perhaps  it  would  be  a  rather  radical 
move  to  tack  such  an  amendment  as  this  on  to  the 
Railway  Act  before  giving  the  railway  corporations 
an  opportunity  to  come  before  a  committee  of  this 
House  and  present  their  reasons  to  show  why  it 
would  be  unfair  to  enact  such  a  provision  ;  yet  I 
suppose  that  the  lion,  gentleman  believes,  as  no 
doubt  does  the  hon.  member  who  made  the  motion, 
that  it  will  not  carry  to-day.  But  unless  we  advo¬ 
cate  the  correction  of  these  grievances  they  will 
never  be  remedied.  The  subject  will  be  discussed  in 
this  House  and  by  the  press  of  the  country,  and  I  have 
no  doubt  it  will  be  brought  upagain,  when  perhaps  a 
committee  will  be  appointed  to  consider  it.  The  hon. 
Minister  of  Railways  intimated  a  few  days  ago  that 
the  Government  would  be  disposed  to  grant  a  com¬ 
mittee,  and  I  think  that  cannot  be  done  too  soon. 
Then,  wdien  we  have  all  the  necessary  information 
before  us,  we  shall  be  able  to  deal  with  the  subject 
more  intelligently  than  we  can  to-day.  But  when 
we  have  on  record  the  fact,  which  cannot  be  refuted 
or  gainsaid,  that  railway  corporations  similarly  cir¬ 
cumstanced  to  the  railway  corporations  of  Canada, 
have  reduced  their  fares  and  at  the  same  time  in¬ 
creased  their  revenues  enormously,  it  is  a  very 
strong  argument  to  prove  that  we  would  be  justi¬ 
fied,  even  against  the  wishes  of  the  railway  com¬ 
panies,  if  necessary,  in  adopting  such  a  course  here. 
What  has  happened  in  other  countries  must  happen 
in  Canada.  The  companies  have  in  the  past  fought 
against  amendments  which  have  proved  to  be  valu¬ 
able  and  in  the  interest  of  the  companies  themselves, 
as  w'ell  as  in  the  interest  of  the  country.  The  fact 
that  the  railway  corporations  oppose  a  change  is  no 
reason  why  the  House  should  not  adopt  it.  If  any 
remedy  is  needed,  we  should  apply  that  remedy, 
whether  it  pleases  or  displeases  the  railway  com¬ 
panies.  We  hear  a  great  deal  about  the  sensitiveness 
of  money.  There  is  no  doubt  that  money  is  sensi¬ 
tive  ;  but  we  sometimes  allow  ourselves  to  be 
carried  away  by  that  idea.  Many  men  invest 
money  where  it  yields  a  very  small  return  ;  but  if 
this  amendment  were  adopted,  I  believe  it  would 
only  have  the  effect  of  increasing  the  earnings  of 
capital  invested  in  railways  instead  of  reducing 
them.  Now,  I  hope  that  this  agitation  will  con¬ 
tinue  from  session  to  session  until  the  Government 
either  take  the  matter  into  their  own  hands  and 
regulate  the  rates  of  the  railways,  and  insist 
upon  their  providing  the  public  with  the  conveni¬ 
ences  which  they  have  a  right  to  expect  in  return 
for  the  privileges  we  have  given  to  them,  or  else 
take  the  railways  into  their  own  hands  and  run 
them  like  the  Intercolonial,  in  the  interest  of  the 
public.  Who  are  the  parties  suffering  to-day  ? 
They  are  the  weaker  and  poorer  class  of  the 
country.  Commercial  men,  clergymen,  and  cor¬ 
porations  get  reduced  rates.  The  hon.  member  for 
West  Hastings  (Mr.  Corby)  has  said  that  we  can 


purchase  a  thousand-miles  ticket  at  24  cents  a  mile. 
I  never  knew  it  before.  I  know  that  many  men 
would  take  advantage  of  that  if  they  were  aware 
of  it.  But  the  people  who  are  obliged  to  bear 
this  burden  are  the  people  who  are  the  least  able 
to  bear  it — the  poorer  classes,  who  would  travel 
more  if  the  rates  were  reduced.  If  wages  were  low 
in  one  locality,  the  labouring  class  would  move 
to  another  locality  where  the  wages  are  better. 
If  one  class  of  the  community  would  benefit  more 
than  another  from  reduced  rates,  it  is  the  poorer 
class.  The  rich  man  can  travel  all  the  time  if  he 
likes,  for  he  is  able  to  bear  the  expense  ;  but  the 
poor  man  is  able  only  to  travel  on  excursions  when 
reduced  rates  are  given  ;  he  must  accept  the  time 
fixed  by  the  railway  company  instead  of  suiting 
his  own  convenience.  But  give  him  this  reduction 
in  rates  and  he  would  travel  more,  while  the  rail¬ 
ways  would  have  very  little  additional  expense. 
I  have  no  doubt  they  would  have  the  same  experi¬ 
ence  as  the  railways  of  Hungary,  they  would  find 
that  the  travelling  public  would  be  threefold  what 
it  is  to-day,  and  their  revenue  would  be  very  largely 
increased  without  any  increase  in  their  working 
expenses. 

Mr.  COCKBURN.  Representing  as  do  a  con¬ 
stituency  containing  a  considerable  number  of 
railways  employes,  I  desire  to  say  a  few  words  on 
the  amendment  now  before  the  House,  and  I  pro¬ 
mise  that  at  this  stage  of  the  session  they  shall  be 
very  few.  I  fully  sympathize  with  my  hon.  friend 
from  East  York  (Mr.  Maclean)  in  his  desire  to 
render  cheaper  the  facilities  for  railway  travelling, 
especially  in  the  interest  of  the  labouring  man  ;  but 
I  am  afraid  he  has  somewhat  mistaken  the  situa¬ 
tion,  and  while  desiring  to  benefit  that  class,  would 
really  inflict  an  injury  upon  them.  I  must  say  that 
he  has  chosen  a  rather  inopportune  moment  for 
introducing  a  proposition  of  this  kind,  just  after 
we  have  been  voting  railway  subsidies  to  the 
amount  of  $4,000,000  or  $5,000,000.  We  have 
already  voted  about  $140,000,000  of  subsidies  to 
railways  in  Canada  and  we  have  granted  these  on 
the  simple  ground  that  without  such  subsidies  the 
railways  would  not  be  built ;  and  yet  at  the  same 
time  we  are  asked  to  diminish  by  33g  per  cent  the 
earnings  of  these  railways.  It  is  absurd  to  come 
and  ask  us  to  vote  millions  of  dollars  to  help  to 
build  railways  on  the  plea  that  if  these  millions 
be  not  granted  these  railways  cannot  be  built,  and 
then,  within  an  hour  after,  ask  us  to  diminish  by 
33  per  cent  the  net  earnings  to  be  obtained  from  the 
passenger  traffic  on  these  very  roads.  The  one  pro¬ 
position  is  absolutely  in  contradiction  to  the  other. 
The  hon.  member  for  East  Grey  (Mr.  Sproule)  has 
told  us  that  in  his  own  county  they  voted  $300,000 
in  aid  of  a  railway.  Why  ?  It  must  have  been  on 
the  understanding  given  to  the  county  and  accepted 
by  it,  that  unless  this  sum  were  voted  the  company 
would  not  be  able  to  build  the  road  and  run  it. 
Yet  now  he  wants  to  deprive  these  people,  who 
were  in  such  poverty  that  they  were  unable  to 
build  the  road  out  of  their  own  resources,  of  one- 
third  of  their  earnings.  He  has  told  us  that  capital 
is  not  shy,  and  that  it  always  looks  to  its  own  pro¬ 
fits.  Of  course  it  does.  It  makes  no  difference  to 
the  capitalist,  so  long  as  he  gets  a  safe  and  adequate 
return,  where  he  invests  his  money,  in  Canada,  or 
the  United  States,  or  Great  Britain,  or  France,  or 
Germany,  or  Hungary,  or  Bulgaria ;  but  if  he  finds 
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that,  after  the  solemn  assurances  given  by  this  House 
to  the  railway  companies,  the  earning  powers  of 
these  companies  are  to  be  suddenly  reduced  33 
per  cent,  he  would  be  very  shy  indeed  of  in¬ 
vesting  his  capital  in  our  Dominion,  and  there  is 
nothing  we  need  more  to  develop  our  resources  than 
the  introduction  of  foi'eign  capital.  If  the  dividends 
of  our  railway  companies  were  as  large  as  they  are 
on  the  New  York  Central,  there  might  be  some  rea¬ 
son  for  this  amendment.  The  New  York  Central,  on 
which  the  2  cent  per  mile  rate  is  carried  out, 
is  one  of  the  oldest  roads  in  the  United 
States,  but  it  is  a  road  running  through  a  com¬ 
paratively  small  country  with  a  population  of 
over  6,000,000  ;  and  it  was  found  that  the  direct¬ 
ors  were  still  able,  after  watering  and  rewatering 
the  stock,  to  pay  an  8  per  cent  dividend.  The 
powers  at  Washington  then  took  the  matter  up 
while  dealing  with  a  proposed  amendment  to  the 
charter,  and  said  :  If  you  are  able  to  pay  8  per 
cent  dividend  on  your  watered  stock,  you  ought  to 
be  able  to  run  your  road  at  a  certain  diminution  of 
profits,  and  they  have  been  able  to  do  so,  and.  they 
were  mulcted  accordingly  in  the  same  manner  as 
that  now  proposed  by  the  hon.  member  for  East 
YTork.  But  the  conditions  were  diametrically 
opposite  to  those  of  railway  companies  in  this 
country.  The  hon.  member  for  East  Grey  (Mr. 
Sproule)  says,  why,  you  fix  the  rates  for  bridges  and 
ferries  and  telegraph  companies.  Well  and  good. 
He  says  you  fix  the  rates  on  the  bridge  over  the 
River  Ottawa  here.  But,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  can  all 
see  the  Ottawa  River.  It  is  the  same  service 
rendered  to  every  one,  but  the  hon.  gentleman  does 
not  mean  to  tell  me  that  he  is  going  to  put  a  2 
cent  per  mile  rate  as  a  return  on  the  capital  invest¬ 
ed  in  making  a  road  through  the  Rocky  Mountains, 
because  we  fix  the  rates  over  a  bridge  across  a  river, 
or  because  he  would  fix  them  on  a  railway  from 
Ottawa  to  Montreal  ? 

Mr.  SPROULE.  This  amendment  only  affects 
railways  west  of  Lake  Superior. 

Mr.  COCKBURN.  Well,  there  are  other  roads 
west  of  Lake  Superior  to  which  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man’s  argument  would  be  equally  inapplicable. 
There  is  no  analogy  whatever  between  fixing  the 
rates  for  a  ferry  or  over  a  bridge,  and  fixing  the 
rates  of  passenger  travel  over  a  railway  extend¬ 
ing  1,500  or  3,000  miles  through  every  variety 
of  country.  We  have  been  referred  to  Hungary. 
Well,  I  have  travelled  there,  and  I  must  say 
that  there  is  not  a  Canadian  with  any  self- 
respect  who  would  consent  to  travel  in  one  of  their 
lower  class  carriages.  It  is  all  very  well  to 
speak  about  what  you  can  get  in  other  countries  ; 
but  the  question  is,  what  is  the  accommodation  our 
people  are  accustomed  to  and  would  consent  to 
accept  ?  Three  years  ago,  for  the  fun  of  the  thing, 
when  in  Switzerland,  I  took  a  short  trip  of  20  miles 
in  a  cattle  car  over  one  of  these  foreign  roads,  at 
less  than  a  2  cent  per  mile  rate.  There  were 
some  forty  of  us  in  a  railway  cattle  car,  fourth 
class,  and  I  assure  you,  Sir,  I  do  not  wish  to  repeat 
the  experiment.  I  do  not  think  that  you  can  get 
the  Canadian  people,  accustomed  to  their  present 
accommodation,  to  travel  in  such  a  carriage ;  nor 
do  I  think  that  if  we  were  to  adopt  this  2  cents 
per  mile  rate  we  would  be  able  to  build  any  more 
roads,  or,  indeed,  that  the  roads  that  we  have 
would  be  able  to  run  and  furnish  the  facilities  that 
Mr.  Cockburn. 


they  are  now  granting.  We  have  been  told  by 
gentlemen  earlier  in  the  debate  that  all  the  passen¬ 
gers  pay  per  head  on  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway 
was  1  ‘70  cents  per  mile  on  an  average,  and  on  the 
Grand  Trunk  Railway,  I  believe,  they  cost  about 
1  ‘60  cents  per  mile. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  Does  the  poor  man  get  that 
rate  ? 

Mr.  COCKBURN.  The  poor  man  travels  over 
that  road  at  a  3  cent  per  mile  rate  like  any  other 
man.  The  hon.  gentleman  mentioned  clergymen. 
Well,  they  are  pretty  poor  men,  and  he  also  men¬ 
tioned  the  average  member  of  Parliament,  who  is 
also  pretty  poor  and  who  travels  at  less  than  that 
as  a  rule.  I  cannot  but  feel  that  in  adopting  this 
amendment,  we  would  be  falsifying  and  stultifying 
our  own  policy,  and  that  instead  of  diminishing  by 
one-third  the  charges  on  the  passenger  traffic,  while 
we  are  granting  these  enormous  subsidies  to  railway 
companies,  it  would  be  more  sensible  for  us  to  leave 
the  railway  passenger  rates  as  they  are  and  dispense 
with  these  railway  subsidies.  Itisall  nonsense  to  say 
that  we  are  to  launch  out  these  millions,  and  then 
at  the  same  time  take  back  with  the  right  hand 
what  we  have  given  with  the  left.  One  of  the 
main  objections  I  have  to  this  amendment,  so  far 
as  my  own  constituency  is  concerned,  is  that  I 
believe  the  railway  employes  do  hard  work  and  are 
honest  men,  and  I  feel  that  if  a  pressure  of  this 
kind  were  put  upon  the  railway  companies,  the  in¬ 
evitable  result  would  be  a  tendency — however 
much  it  might  be  against  the  will  of  the  manage¬ 
ment — to  reduce  the  wages  of  the  workingman. 
But  apart  from  that,  there  is  not  a  man,  I  think, 
in  tli is  House  who  can  say  that  he  has  before  him 
sufficient  information  to  justify  his  taking  so  radical 
a  step  as  that  proposed,  especially  at  this  hour  of 
the  session,  by  the  hon.  member  for  East  York.  I 
would  suggest,  therefore,  that  the  hon.  gentleman 
should  either  withdraw  his  amendment  or  allow  it 
to  stand  over  until  next  session  and  then  call  for  a 
committee  of  enquiry  ;  and  I  think  that  then  the 
whole  matter  can  be  fully  discussed,  with  such  evi¬ 
dence  before  us  as  will  justify  us  in  dealing  with 
the  matter  fairly  and  liberally. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  I  do  not  propose  to  occupy 
much  of  the  time  of  the  House,  and  wish  first  to 
correct  the  hon.  member  for  East  York  in  two  or 
three  particulars.  In  his  remarks  the  other  night, 
he  read  a  letter  from  a  gentleman  in  London, 
which  led  to  the  inference  that  the  president  of  the 
Grand  Trunk  Railway  had  been  so  impressed  by 
this  2  cent  rate  that  he  promised  to  lay  it  be¬ 
fore  his  board.  The  general  manager  of  the  Grand 
Trunk  Railway  cabled  to  the  president,  who 
answered  as  follows  : — 

“  The  statement  of  the  resident  of  London  untrue. 
Oppose  the  2  cent  rate  to  the  utmost,” 

I  was  merely  asked  to  make  that  correction,  lest  it 
might  convey  the  impression  to  the  country  that 
the  Grand  Trunk  Raihvay  board  were  going  to 
consider  the  possibility  of  granting  this  rate.  The 
hon.  gentleman  was  misinformed  with  regard  to 
two  propositions  he  advanced  in  his  opening  re¬ 
marks.  One  was  that  in  the  United  States  to-day, 
he  understood  that  the  commission  regulated  or 
rather  fixed  the  railway  rates. 

Mr.  MACLEAN.  What  I  intended  to  say  was  in 
the  States  the  Interstate  Commission  prevented  the 
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railways  from  making  discriminations  in  their 

tolls. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  I  understood  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  to  say  just  the  opposite.  I  understood  him  to 
say  that  in  the  United  States  to-day  and  in  Eng¬ 
land  there  were  authorities  who  had  power  to  fix 
the  rates,  and  it  is  his  misunderstanding  on  this 
point  which  I  wished  to  correct.  In  neither  of 
those  countries  have  they  any  power  to  fix  rates. 
They  have  power  to  prevent  discrimination,  but  in 
the  United  States  they  have  what  are  called  maxi¬ 
mum  rates  in  every  state  almost  in  the  Union  ;  and, 
therefore,  so  far  as  the  hon.  gentleman’s  argument 
goes,  the  legislatures  in  that  country  have  power  to 
fix  the  rates,  and  he  is  quite  right  in  this  respect. 
They  have  the  same  power  in  England.  There, 
since  1864,  the  maximum  rates  have  been  6  cents 
for  first  class,  4  cents  for  second  class,  and  2^  cents 
for  third  class.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  will  look 
in  vain,  either  in  the  United  States  or  in  England, 
or,  I  apprehend,  in  any  country  in  Europe,  unless 
it  is  a  very  modern  precedent  indeed,  for  a 
parallel  to  this  legislation,  except  in  the  case  he 
mentioned,  that  of  the  New  York  Central  Railway, 
over  which  line  a  2  cent  rate  has  been  fixed. 
He  will  look  in  vain  for  any  case  where,  after  the 
railways  have  been  constructed,  the  maximum  rate 
has  been  lowered  except  in  the  case  of  the  New 
York  Central,  which  forms  no  parallel  to  this  case. 
The  New  York  Central  was  a  rich  road  and  had 
watered  its  stock,  and  when  it  went  to  the  legisla¬ 
ture  the  legislature  said  :  We  will  not  give  you 
what  you  ask  unless  you  agree  not  to  charge  more 
than  2  cents  a  mile  on  your  own  line,  and  any  other 
lines  which  you  now  operate  upon  which  you  now 
only  charge  2  cents  per  mile.  The  maximum  rate 
in  the  State  of  New  York  is  5  cents  a  mile.  The 
hon.  gentleman  said  there  had  been  no  reduction 
in  the  rates  for  thirty  years.  I  have  a  statement 
under  the  hand  of  the  auditor  of  the  Grand  Trunk 
Railway  showing  the  average  rate  ;  and  that  is 
what  should  govern  in  all  matters  of  business, 
because,  if  any  unfair  advantages  are  taken  to  dis¬ 
criminate  in  favour  of  one  person  and  against  an¬ 
other,  the  law  is  and  has  been  for  many  years  such 
that  that  can  be  prevented.  In  1872  the  average 
earnings  for  passengers  were  $1.55,  and  at  the  end 
of  1891  they  were  only  89  cents.  The  freight  charges 
in  1872  amounted  to  1  ‘42  cents  per  ton  per  mile, 
and  at  the  end  of  1891  the  average  freight  charge 
per  ton  per  mile  was  only  *72  of  a  cent.  I  think 
that  no  one  will  compare  the  accommodation  given 
twenty  years  ago  with  what  is  given  now.  I  do 
not  think  it  is  any  argument  to  say  that  legislators 
should  see  that  this  is  a  popular  question.  The 
whole  question  is  whether  it  is  fair  and  just,  and  I 
think  it  would  be  dangerous  to  experiment  in  a 
matter  of  this  kind.  On  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  their  average  earning  per  passenger  per 
mile  is  1'70  cents,  allowing  for  their  long  mileage, 
and  on  the  New  York  Central  the  average  per  mile 
per  passenger  is  1  '96  cents.  Now,  I  propose  to  take 
up  the  question  where  the  member  for  West  Ont¬ 
ario  (Mr.  Edgar)  left  it.  In  1888,  as  he  stated,  the 
law  in  this  country  was  that  the  railway  company 
could  arrange  their  own  rates  unless  they  paid  more 
than  15  per  cent  on  their  own  capital.  In  1888  a 
royal  commission  was  appointed,  of  which  Sir 
Alexander  Galt  was  chairman,  and  they  visited 
several  states  of  the  Union  and  took  evidence,  and 
they  reported  as  follows  : — 


"Tariffs. 

"  The  commission  have  carefully  considered  all  the  in¬ 
formation  before  them  on  this  important  subject,  and 
believe  the  interest  of  commerce  will  be  best  served  by 
leaving  the  arrangement  of  tariff  rates  for  passengers  and 
goods  in  the  control  of  the  several  railway  companies 
respectively,  subject  only  to  approval  and  revision  of  the 
maxima  rates  by  an  authorized  tribunal. 

"  They  therefore  recommend  : — 

‘“That the  railway  companies  may  make  and  establish 
tariffs,  subject  to  the  approval  and  revision  of  the 
maxima  rates,  by  such  tribunal  as  may  be  constituted.’  ” 

Again,  on  page  13,  they  further  recommend  : 

“That  it  is  expedient  to  adopt  a  rule  of  equal  mileage 
rates,  irrespective  of  distance  and  cost  of  service.” 

And  on  pages  19  and  21,  they  recommended  as 
follows  : — 

“  In  considering  the  important  question  of  the  character 
and  composition  of  a  tribunal  to  give  effect  to  the  various 
recommendations  made  in  their  report,  the  commission 
have  felt  themselves  limited  to  the  selection  of  one  of  two 
courses  : 

“  1.  The  creation  of  a  commission,  independent  of 
Government  control  with  practically  irresponsible  author¬ 
ity. 

"  2.  The  maintenance  of  the  Railway  Committee  of  the 
Privy  Council  with  such  extension  of  its  powers  and 
requisite  departmental  machinery  to  secure  the  proper 
execution  of  the  law. 

“  After  the  fullest  discussion  and  most  deliberate  consi¬ 
deration  the  commission  desire  to  report  as  their  final 
recommendation : 

“  That  the  powers  of  the  Railway  Committee  of  the 
Privy  Council  be  enlarged  so  far  as  to  enable  them  to 
administer  the  proposed  law,  providing  : 

“  1st.  That  the  committee  shall  itself  hear  and  deter¬ 
mine  all  disputes  arising  between  railway  companies, 
with  power  to  appoint  proper  officers  to  take  evidence 
locally. 

“  2nd.  That  the  committee  shall  itself  decide  all  ques¬ 
tions  of  classification  of  freight,  tariff  and  uniform 
railway  returns. 

“  3rd.  That  the  committee  shall  have  power  to  appoint 
officers  in  each  province,  to  hear  and  determine  all 
complaints  against  railway  companies,  subject  to  power 
of  reference  by  such  officer  of  any  point  to  the  committee, 
and  also  subject  to  the  right  of  appeal  to  the  committee 
itself.” 

Now,  following  up  that  recommendation,  in  the 
consolidation  of  the  Railway  Act  of  1888,  by 
section  1 1  it  was  enacted  : 

“The  Railway  Committee  shall  have  power  to  enquire 
into,  hear  and  determine  any  application,  complaint  or 
dispute  respecting ;  . 

“  k.  Tolls  and  rates  for  the  transportation  of  freight 
and  passengers ; 

“  l.  The  adjustment  of  such  tolls  and  rates  between 
companies ; 

“  to.  Running  powers  or  haulage ; 

"  n.  Traffic  arrangements  ; 

“  o.  Transhipment  or  interchange  of  freight ; 

“  p.  Unjust  preferences,  discrimination  or  extension; 

“Sec.  12.  The  Railway  Committee  or  the  Minister  may 
appoint  or  direct  any  person  to  make  an  enquiry  and 
report  upon  any  application,  complaint  or  dispute  pending 
before  such  committee,  or  any  matter  or  thing  connected 
therewith  or  incident  thereto.” 

Now,  that  is  still  law.  It  shows  after  all  how 
quickly  we  forget,  unless  we  are  interested  in  some 
way  in  looking  into  them,  the  most  important 
transactions,  important  enquiries,  however  full  they 
may  have  been,  or  however  expensive.  That  was 
an  expensive  commission,  a  full  report,  made  by 
competent  men.  They  gave  to  the  Railway  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Privy  Council,  a  tribunal  responsible 
to  Parliament,  an  authority  that  no  other  country 
has  yet  entrusted  to  any  tribunal,  that  is,  the  power 
not  only  to  fix  rates,  but  to  regulate  and  change 
them.  And  here,  in  my  opinion,  comes  the  whole 
pith  of  the  objection  tothe  hon.  gentleman’s  motion, 
it  is  in  relation  to  fixing  a  maximum  rate.  If  there 
is  any  reason  why  it  should  be  fixed  at  all,  it  should 


4627 


[COMMONS] 


4628 


be  done  after  an  enquiry  into  the  position,  cost  of 
maintenance,  cost  of  operation,  and  quantity  of 
freight  and  number  of  passengers  carried  on  any 
one  line,  or  any  part  of  the  line.  Now,  I  want  to 
tell  hon.  gentlemen  who  think  there  should  be  a 
further  enquiry,  that  I  think  we  cannot  improve 
the  present  state  of  the  law.  I  do  not  agree  with 
the  hon.  gentleman  that  we  can  have  now  any  such 
discussion  as  ought  to  take  place.  It  woidd 
weary  the  House  were  I  to  give  them  an  idea, 
by  reading  quotations,  of  the  vexed  questions  that 
arise  with  regard  to  regulating  rates.  Therefore, 
we  have  got  to  consider  the  whole  question,  and  it 
would  be  tantamount  to  asking  us  to  vote  a  want 
of  confidence  in  the  executive  of  the  day,  were  we 
deliberately  to  make  a  change  of  that  magnitude. 
The  proposition  has  not  been  supported  by  argu¬ 
ments,  and  to  make  a  change  in  the  law  passed 
only  four  years  ago,  after  an  exhaustive  and  exten¬ 
sive  enquiry  by  competent  railway  authorities 
would  be  a  great  mistake.  I  think  a  deliberative 
body  is  not  just  the  proper  one  to  take  either  the 
time  or  the  pains  to  enquire  into  a  question  of  this 
magnitude.  Neither  of  the  hon.  gentlemen  who 
have  spoken  in  favour  of  this  proposition,  showed 
any  reasons,  or  gave  any  statistics,  or  presented 
any  grievances,  to  show  that  the  decision  come  to 
four  years  ago  ought  not  to  remain  the  law  of  the 
land.  My  hon.  friend  from  Brockville  (Mr.  Wood), 
who  holds  very  strong  and  sensible  views  upon  the 
impropriety  of  this  resolution,  alluded  to  a 
grievance  which  exists  at  Brockville,  and  I  wish 
to  say  to  him  that  all  he  has  got  to  do 
is  to  bring  these  two  railway  companies  be¬ 
fore  the  Railway  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council, 
if  he  wants  to  prevent  them  from  running 
their  trains  so  as  to  discommode  the  public.  I 
venture  to  say  that  that  committee  would  not  dare 
to  sanction  such  an  arrangement  as  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  speaks  of.  If  my  hon.  friend  from  East  York 
(Mr.  Maclean)  will  go  to  the  Railway  Committee 
of  the  Privy  Council  and  show  that  over  certain 
roads  or  parts  of  them,  under  the  circumstances  of 
their  construction,  operation  and  maintenance,  the 
maximum  rate  charged  is  unfair,  under  the  law  as 
it  now  stands,  the  matter  can  be  investigated  and 
the  rate  changed  if  any  grievance  is  established. 
Now,  what  is  the  maximum  rate  ?  3  cents,  and 

2  cents  on  the  Grand  Trunk,  that  is  the  local  rate. 
They  never  charge  higher  than  3  cents  for  first 
class,  and  2  cents  for  second  class  ;  whereas  the 
minimum  rate  in  England  is  2^  cents  for  third- 
class  accommodation,  and  we  get  other  concessions. 

Mr.  O'BRIEN.  A  penny  a  mile  in  England. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  No,  it  is  five  farthings.  Since 
the  hon.  gentleman  put  this  notice  on  the  paper  I 
have  examined  the  English  Act  of  Parliament,  as  I 
do  not  like  to  make  positive  assertions  in  Parlia¬ 
ment  without  being  sure.  I  thought  it  was  a 
penny,  but  I  find  it  is  three  pence,  two  pence  and 
five  farthings  ;  these  are  the  rates  fixed  by  the 
Act  of  1864,  and  they  are  still  in  force  in  England. 
Five  farthings  are  about  two  cents  and  a  half,  as 
near  as  you  can  make  it.  I  shall  conclude  my  re¬ 
marks  by  saying  that  before  we  overturn  the  ex¬ 
pensive  and  well-considered  arrangement  of  this 
matter  that  was  made  in  1888,  a  very  strong  case 
indeed  should  be  made  out. 

Mr.  MACLEAN  (East  York).  I  wish  to  take  up 
the  time  of  the  House  for  a  moment  only  in 
answering  one  or  two  objections. 

Mr.  Tisdale. 


Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  must  draw  the  attention  of 
the  hon.  member  to  the  fact  that  unless  he  is 
rising  to  make  a  personal  explanation,  or  unless  he 
has  been  misunderstood  and  wishes  to  explain 
himself  more  clearly,  he  cannot  speak  again.  The 
rule  is  that  a  member  moving  an  amendment  can¬ 
not  speak  twice. 


House  divided 

on  amendment  of  Mr.  Maclean  : 
Yeas  : 

Messieurs 

Btichard, 

Girouard  (Two  Mountains), 

Brodeur, 

Jeannotte, 

Brown, 

Landerkin, 

Bruneau, 

Leduc, 

Choquette, 

Maclean  (York), 

Colter, 

Denison, 

McNeill, 

Mignault, 

Devlin, 

O’Brien, 

Dupont, 

Sanborn, 

Flint, 

Sproule. — 20. 

Nays  : 

Messieurs 

Allan, 

Kaulbach, 

Amyot, 

Kenny, 

Bain  (Soulanges), 

Langelier, 

Bain  (Wentworth), 

Langevin  (Sir  Hector), 

Beith, 

LaRiviere, 

Bennett, 

Laurier, 

Bergeron, 

Bergin, 

Bernier, 

Bourassa, 

Bowel  1, 

Bowers, 

Bowman, 

Boyle, 

Burnham, 

Cameron, 

Campbell, 

Carling. 

Carpenter, 

Caron  (Sir  Adolphe), 
Carroll, 

Cartwright  (Sir  Richard), 
Chapleau, 

Christie, 

Cleveland, 

Coatsworth, 

Cochrane, 

Cockburn, 

Corby, 

Costigan, 

Craig, 

Curran, 

Daly, 

Davis, 

Dawson , 

Desjardins  (Hocbelaga), 
Desjardins  (L’Islet), 
Dickey, 

Dyer, 

Earle, 

Edgar, 

Fairbairn, 

Featherston, 

Ferguson  (Renfrew), 
Forbes, 

Foster, 

Frechette, 

Fremont, 

Geoff  rion, 

Gibson, 

Gillies, 

Godbout, 

Gordon, 

Grandbois, 

Grieve, 

Guay, 

Guillet, 

Haggart, 

Henderson, 

Hughes, 

Hutchins, 

Ingram; 

Innes, 

Ives, 


navergne, 

Lippe, 

Livingston, 

Macdonald  (Huron), 
Macdonald  (King’s), 
Macdonell  (Algoma), 
McAlister, 

McDonald  (Victoria), 
McDougald  (Pictou), 
McGregor, 

McLennan, 

McLeod, 

McMillan  (Huron), 
McMillan  (Vaudreuil), 
McMullen, 

Madill, 

Masson, 

Metcalfe, 

Miller, 

Mills  (Annapolis), 

Mills  (Bothwell), 
Moncrieff, 

Monet, 

Montague, 

Northrup, 

Ouimet, 

Paterson  (Brant), 
Patterson  (Colchester), 
Perry, 

Pridham, 

Proulx, 

Putnam, 

Reid, 

Rider, 

Rinfret, 

Robillard, 

Roome, 

Rosamond, 

Ross  (Dundas), 

Ross  (Lisgar), 

Scriver, 

Semple, 

Siruard, 

Somerville, 

Stairs, 

Stevenson, 

Taylor, 

Thompson  (Sir  John), 
Tisdale, 

Turcotte, 

Tyrwhitt, 

Vaillancourt, 

Wallace, 

Weldon, 

White  (Cardwell), 
Wilmot, 

Wilson, 

Wood  (Brockville). — 128. 


Amendment  negatived,  and  Bill  read  the  third 
time  and  passed. 
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RAILWAY  SUBSIDIES. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  committee  to 
consider  certain  resolutions  on  the  subject  of  sub¬ 
sidies  to  be  granted  to  railways. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

1.  Resolved,  That  it  is  expedient  to  authorize  the 
Governor  in  Council  to  grant  the  subsidies  hereinafter 
mentioned  to  the  railway  companies,  and  towards  the 
construction  of  railways  also  hereinafter  mentioned,  that 
is  to  say  : — 

To  the  Port  Arthur,  Duluth  and  Western  Railway 
Company,  the  balance  remaining  unpaid  of  the  subsidy 
granted  by  the  Act  51  Victoria,  chapter  3,  not  exceeding, 
with  the  amount  already  paid,  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  ex¬ 
ceeding  in  the  whole  $114,125. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  This  is  a  renewal  of  a  subsidy 
already  granted.  The  road  is  to  be  85  miles  in 
length,  and  is  running  into  the  region  south  of  the 
west  of  Port  Arthur.  It  is  nearly  completed,  and 
all  the  subsidy  has  been  earned  and  paid,  except 
$114,125,  which  has  lapsed.  The  object  of  this 
resolution  is  to  revote  that  sum. 

2.  Resolved,  That,  notwithstanding  the  expiration  of  the 
time  limited  by  the  Act  47  Victoria,  Chapter  8,  and  by  the 
contract  entered  into  with  the  Pontiac  Pacific  Junction 
Railway  Company,  the  Governor  in  Council  may  pay 
the  balance  remaining  unpaid  of  the  subsidy  granted 
by  the  said  Act  to  the  said  company,  according  as  it  be¬ 
comes  due  and  payable  in  accordance  with  the  said  con¬ 
tract,  and  subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions  applicable 
to  the  said  subsidy  under  the  terms  of  the  said  Act. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  is  the  explanation  about 
this  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  It  is  only  a  renewal  of  the 
subsidy  already  granted  to  that  road  ;  an  exten¬ 
sion  of  time. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Can  the  hon.  gentleman  state 
what  are  the  reasons  which  prevented  the  com¬ 
pany  fulfilling  the  conditions  of  this  contract  up  to 
the  present  time  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  Some  of  the  road  is  not  built. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  Including  the  bridge  across 
to  Pembroke. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  are  the  reasons  which 
prevented  the  company  from  fulfilling  the  contract 
in  the  time  assigned  ? 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  It  is  the  reason  that 
prevented  me.  some  years  ago,  from  buying  a  new 
coat :  I  had  no  money. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  should  like  to  enquire  from 
the  Minister  of  Railways  how  much  of  this  road 
still  remains  unbuilt,  and  what  amount  of  the 
original  subsidy  of  $272,000,  granted  in  1884,  still 
remains  to  be  paid  to  the  company  upon  the  pcfr- 
tions  yet  to  be  built  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  have  not  the  railway  returns 
here  ;  it  is  in  my  report  of  this  year. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  The  reason  that  I  ask  this 
question  is  this  :  I  understand  that  under  the 
agreements  which  are  usually  made  by  these 
railway  companies  the  subsidy  is  not  paid  in 
amounts  of  $3,200  per  mile  upon  every  10-mile 
section  ;  but  that  the  companies  are  required  in 
their  agreement  with  the  Government  to  give  an 
estimate  of  the  cost  of  each  10-mile  section,  and 
the  subsidy  is  paid  upon  each  10-mile  section 
in  the  proportion  that  the  cost  of  the  section 
bears  to  the  whole  cost  of  the  railway.  As  I  un¬ 
derstand  it  with  regard  to  this  particular  enterprise, 


the  last  section  will  be  very  much  more  expensive 
than  these  sections  which  have  already  been  con¬ 
structed.  As  a  consequence  I  understand  that  a 
very  considerable  sum  has  been  reserved  out  of  the 
$3,200  per  mile  on  these  sections  that  have  already 
been  paid  for.  What  I  want  to  drawthe  attention 
of  the  committee  and  the  Minister  of  Railways  to, 
and  what  I  wish  to  learn  from  him,  is — whether  it 
is  proposed  that  any  portion  of  that  sum  which  is 
so  kept  back  will  be  paid  to  the  company  before  the 
road  is  completed,  in  accordance  with  the  original 
agreement  entered  into  with  the  Minister  of  Rail¬ 
ways  in  1884  or  1885  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  As  I  understand  it  the  actual 
cost  of  the  road  is  calculated  as  a  whole,  and  a 
particular  10-mile  section  may  require  less  to  do  it 
per  mile  than  the  average  of  the  whole.  Then  that 
amount  is  retained,  and  it  is  paid  on  the  more 
difficult  portions  of  the  road.  The  amount  I  sup¬ 
pose  that  is  retained  was  arranged  on  that  principle, 
and  the  amount  that  is  retained  will  be  given  to 
the  more  difficult  portion  of  that  road,  when  it  is 
built,  but  not  till  then.  No  portion  of  that  amount 
will  be  paid  until  the  more  difficult  portion  is  built. 

3.  Resolved,  That  notwithstanding  the  expiration  of  the 
time  limited  by  the  Act  52  Victoria,  chapter  3,  and  by  the 
contract  entered  into  with  the  Quebec  and  Lake  St.  John 
Railway  Company,  the  Governor  in  Council  may  pay  the 
balance  remaining  unpaid  of  the  said  subsidy  granted  by 
the  said  Act  to  the  said  company,  according  as  it  becomes 
due  and  payable  in  accordance  with  the  said  contract,  and 
subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions  applicable  to  the  said 
subsidy  under  the  terms  of  the  said  Act. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  propose  to  amend  this  reso¬ 
lution  and  make  it  read  as  follows  : — 

4.  Resolved,  That  notwithstanding  the  expiration  of  the 
time  limited  by  the  Act  52  Victoria,  chapter  3,  and  by 
the  contract  entered  into  with  the  Quebec  and  Lake  St. 
John  Railway  Company,  the  Governor  in  Council  may 
pay  the  balance  remaining  unpaid  of  the  said  subsidy 
granted  by  the  said  Act  to  the  said  company,  according 
as  it  becomes  due  and  payable  in  accordance  with  the 
said  contract  and  subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions 
applicable  to  the  said  subsidy  under  the  terms  of  the  said 
.A-Ct 

And  further  resolved  that  the  balance  of  the  amount 
remaining  unpaid  of  the  subsidy  granted  by  the  51st 
Victoria,  chapter  24,  amounting  to  $12,800,  be  paid  on 
the  four  miles  of  road  from  the  north  end  of  the  main  line 
subsidized,  toward  Roberval,  four  miles. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  How  much  is  unpaid  of  these 
amounts  that  have  been  earned?  There  were 
$64,000  voted  under  52  Victoria. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  By  the  52nd  Victoria,  chapter 
3,  a  subsidy  was  granted  to  this  company  for  the 
construction  of  30  miles,  Chicoutimi  branch.  The 
contract  was  entered  into  and  work  proceeded  with 
and  $14,916  has  been  earned  and  paid,  leaving  a 
balance  of  $81,060  unpaid.  By  the  51st  V  ictoria,  a 
subsidy  was  granted  for  9  miles  of  the  railway, 
amounting  to $28, 800— $16, 000  was  earned  and  paid, 
leaving  a  balance  of  $12,800  which  has  lapsed,  and 
it  is  proposed  to  revote  this  ;  also  the  amount  un¬ 
paid  on  these  two  sections  of  $93,890.  The  former 
9-mile  subsidy  that  was  granted  was  not  considered 
sufficiently  clear  as  to  its  location,  it  being  con¬ 
tended  by  the  company  that  it  was  to  apply  to  the 
Lake  St.  John  end,  whereas  the  Government 
officials  maintain  that  five  miles  apply  to  the  Lake 
St.  John  end  and  four  miles  to  the  Quebec  end. 
This  resolution  is  the  better  to  define  the  location 
of  the  four  miles.  I  move  that  the  committee  rise 
and  report  the  resolutions. 
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Mr.  LAURIER.  I  would  ask  the  Minister  of 
Justice  now,  whether  he  is  prepared  to  accept  the 
resolution  which  I  offered  last  night. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  No,  Mr.  Chairman. 
For  the  reasons  I  gave  yesterday  I  think,  as  at 
present  advised,  I  cannot  accept  it  ;  but  there  will 
be  an  opportunity  to  discuss  that  when  we  come  to 
the  Bill.  The  Minister  of  Railways  wishes  to  insert 
in  the  Bill  the  provisions  usual  in  subsidy  Acts, 
that  the  returns  and  contracts  should  be  laid  on 
the  Table  early  in  the  session. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  resolutions. 

CHINESE  IMMIGRATION  ACT. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU  moved  second  reading  of  Bill 
(No.  44)  further  to  amend  the  Chinese  Immigration 
Act.  He  said  :  In  moving  the  second  reading  of 
this  Bill,  I  may  state  that  when  the  House  goes 
into  committee,  it  is  my  intention  to  propose 
amendments  thereto.  For  instance,  I  think  the 
first  clause,  permitting  the  number  of  Chinese 
immigrants  carried  by  steamships  to  Canada  to  be 
one  for  each  100  tons  of  the  vessel,  should  disappear 
from  the  Bill,  and  the  Act  should  be  left  as  it  is  in 
that  respect,  namely,  that  the  proportion  should 
be  one  immigrant  to  every  50  tons  of  the  tonnage 
of  the  vessel.  I  think  the  second  clause  should  be 
amended  so  as  to  meet  the  great  grievance  which 
exists  in  British  Columbia  in  regard  to  the  forgery 
of  the  certificates,  or  the  using  of  forged  certificates 
by  Chinese  coming  to  Canada  in  order  to  avoid 
paying  the  duty.  Section  13  of  the  Act  allows 
any  Chinaman  who  has  already  been  admitted 
to  Canada  and  who  has  paid  his  entrance 
duty,  to  re-enter  the  country  on  obtaining  a 
certificate  from  the  comptroller  of  immigration. 
Numbers  of  Chinese  immigrants  have  come  into 
the  country  on  certificates  which  have  been  found 
to  have  been  forged.  I  may  say  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  have  taken  measures  to  prosecute  the  authors 
of  these  forgeries,  and  to  punish  them  if  they  can 
be  convicted.  Some  means  should  be  provided  for 
preventing  these  frauds,  either  by  dispensing  alto¬ 
gether  with  the  certificates,  or  by  providing  some 
other  method  by  which  Chinese  who  in  good  faith 
ask  permission  to  visit  their  native  country,  may 
do  so  on  condition  that  they  return  within  a  cer¬ 
tain  time.  The  time  should  be  limited,  if  not  to 
four  months  as  provided  in  the  Bill,  at  least  to  six 
months  ;  and  the  onus  probaudi  of  the  identity  of 
such  returning  emigrant  should  rest  with  the  latter. 
I  make  these  explanations,  because  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  not  wish  to  be  responsible  for  the  Bill 
in  its  present  form. 

Mr.  GORDON.  I  must  express  my  extreme  re¬ 
gret  that  a  Bill  of  such  importance  to  our  province 
should  have  been  brought  on  at  a  time  when,  so  to 
speak,  the  sand  is  shivering  in  the  glass  at  the  last 
hour  of  the  session.  That  is  through  no  fault  of  mine. 
It  will  be  remembered  that  this  Bill  was  introduced 
at  an  early  period  of  the  session.  It  is  a  mea¬ 
sure  far  below  what  was  requested  by  our  province. 
The  Province  of  British  Columbia  has  protested 
against  the  immigration  of  the  Chinese  as  a  class, 
not  only  by  resolutions  of  the  legislature  and  mi¬ 
nutes  of  council,  but  by  petitions  from  the  people 
from  all  parts  of  the  province.  It  is  well  known  that 
Chinese  immigration  has  driven  from  our  shores 
many  respectable  labouring  people  who  have  come 
Mr.  Haogart. 


from  the  eastern  provinces.  These  people  have 
travelled  across  the  continent,  thinking  that  labour 
there  was  as  honourable  as  it  is  here  in  old  Canada  ; 
and  upon  their  arrival  there,  with  nothing  to  depend 
upon  but  their  labour,  what  do  they  find  ?  They 
find  that  they  must  submit  to  work  side  by  side 
with  servile  labour  which  is  farmed  out  by  one  of 
the  Chinese  companies,  a  class  of  labourers  who 
have  no  personal  identity,  but  who  are  hired  out  by 
the  hundred,  and  whose  payment  is  collected  by  one 
individual.  These  are  facts  which  have  come  under 
my  own  observation.  It  is  a  difficult  matter  for 
me,  especially  as  I  have  been  rather  unwell  during 
the  last  month,  to  attempt  to  deal  with  this  ques¬ 
tion  at  this  late  hour  of  the  session.  But  I  will  read 
to  the  House,  in  justification  of  the  limited  course 
which  I  have  taken  on  this  Bill,  a  Minute  of  Coun¬ 
cil  of  the  Provincial  Government,  which  shows 
that  what  I  have  asked  in  this  Bill  is  far  more 
moderate  than  the  requests  of  the  Provincial  Govern¬ 
ment  : 

“The  Committee  of  Council  submit  for  the  approval  of 
His  Honour  the  Lieutenant  Governor,  the  following 
resolution  passed  by  the  Legislative  Assembly  during  its 
present  session,  viz. : — 

“  Whereas  the  Chinese  Immigration  Act  of  Canada  has 
proven  in  a  great  measure  beneficial,  but  in  some  re¬ 
spects  defective,  more  especially  as  the  5th  section  per¬ 
mits  vessels  to  carry  one  Chinese  immigrant  to  any  part 
of  Canada  for  every  fifty  tons  of  its  tonnage  ;  but  we  are  of 
opinion  that  a  much  larger  restriction  should  be  imposed 
and  fewer  Chinese  carried  on  each  vessel,  or  their  impor¬ 
tation  prohibited ; 

“  And  whereas  the  8th  section  imposes  only  an  en¬ 
trance  duty  of  $50  on  every  person  of  Chinese  origin 
entering  Canada,  when  $100  is  in  our  opinion  the  lowest 
entrance  duty  that  should  be  charged,  if  Chinese  are 
allowed  to  enter  Canada  at  all ; 

“  And  whereas  the  4th  sub-section  of  the  8th  section 
provides  that  the  entrance  duty  of  $50  should  not  apply  to 
any  Chinese  person  who  resided  or  was  within  Canada  on  / 
1st  January,  1886.  and  the  13th  section  authorizes  the 
issuance  of  a  certificate  of  leave  to  depart  and  return  to 
Chinese  who  wish  to  leave  and  return  to  Canada,  but  in 
our  opinion  the  enti*anc6  should  apply  to  all  Chinese 
other  than  those  mentioned  in  sub-section  ‘  A  ’  and  ‘  B  ’ 
of  section  B,  and  the  issuance  of  the  above  mentioned 
certificates  should  be  entirely  abolished  ; 

“  Be  it  therefore  resolved,  that  a  respectful  address  be 
presented  to  His  Honour  the  Lieutenant  Governor, 
requesting  him  to  move  the  Dominion  Government  to 
cause  the  ‘Chinese  Immigration  Act  of  Canada’ to  be 
made  more  restrictive  in  the  manner  indicated. 

“  The  committee  advise  that  a  copy  of  this  Minute  if 
approved  be  forwarded  to  the  Honourable  the  Secretary 
of  State  for  Canada. 

“  Certified, 

“Victoria,  2nd  March,  1891. 

(Signed)  “  JOHN  ROBSON, 

“  Clerk,  Executive  Coimcil.” 

In  drafting  this  Bill  which  I  have  submitted  to 
the  House,  I  have  made  but  two  amendments  to 
tfie  original  Act,  with  the  view  of  not  disturbing, 
more  than  was  necessary  the  labour  market  of 
that  province  ;  and  I  thought  it  was  better  and 
more  conservative  to  approach  the  amendments 
to  the  Act  by  degrees,  feeling  assured  that  this 
Parliament  would,  in  the  interests  of  the  people, 
amend  it  further  from  year  to  year  as  might 
become  necessary.  I  may  say  that  in  other  parts 
of  Canada  the  people  have  interested  themselves  in 
the  difficulties  which  confront  the  people  of  British 
Columbia,  and  from  the  great  centres  of  population 
petitions  have  been  laid  on  the  Table  of  this  House 
this  session,  some  of  which  I  mention,  in  order  that 
they  may  be  brought  more  clearly  to  mind  as  indi¬ 
cating  a  feeling  of  approaching  danger  to  them¬ 
selves  and  families.  Among  the  petitions  were  the 
following  : — 


4033 


[JULY  5,  1892.] 


4634 


“  March  10th.— Of  Cabinet  and  Piano  Makers’ National 
Union;  of  Builders’ Labourers’ Union,  No.  2 ;  of  Journey¬ 
men  Coopers’ Union  ;  and  of  United  Association  of  Jour¬ 
neymen  Plumbers,  Gas  and  Steam  Fitters,  all  of  Toronto. 
Ontario;  severally  praying  for  the  passing  of  an  Act  to 
prohibit  the  importation  of  Chinese  labour  into  Canada. 

“  March  11th.— Oflron  Moulders’  Union, No.l36.0sha\va, 
Ontario  ;  praying  for  the  passing  of  an  Act  to  prohibit  the 
importation  of  Chinese  labour  into  Canada. 

“  March  14th.— Of  Toronto  Trades  and  Labour  Council, 
Ontario:  and  of  Miners’  and  Mine  Labourers’  Protective 
Association,  Nanaimo,  British  Columbia  ;  severally  pray¬ 
ing  for  the  passing  of  an  Act  to  prohibit  the  importation 
of  Chinese  labour  into  Canada. 

“  March  17th. — Of  Typographical  Union,  No.  159  ;  and  of 
District  Assembly,  No.  20,  Knights  of  Labour,  all  of  Que¬ 
bec  ;  of  Cigar  Makers’  Union,  No.  58  ;  of  Cigar 
Makers’  Union,  No.  220;  of  Assemblee  Grande 
Hermine,  No.  7806,  Knights  of  Labour;  of  Ameri¬ 
can  Flint  Glass  Blowers’  Union:  of  Hope  Assembly, 
No.  3745;  and  of  Brotherhood  of  Carpenters  and  Joiners 
of  America,  No.  311,  all  ot  Montreal ;  and  ot  Fidelity  As¬ 
sembly,  No.  2056,  Knights  of  Labour,  St.  Catharines, 
Ontario ;  severally  praying  for  the  passing  of  an  Act  to 
prohibit  the  importation  of  Chinese  into  Canada. 

“March  18th.— Of  Vancouver  Branch  of  Journeymen 
StoneCutters’  Association  of  North  America;  of  Vancouver 
Branch  of  Amalgamated  Society  of  Carpenters  and  Join¬ 
ers  ;  of  Vancouver  Trades  and  Labour  Council;  and  of 
Brotherhood  of  Carpenters’  Union,  No.  617,  Vancouver, 
all  of  British  Columbia ;  severally  praying  for  the  passing 
of  an  Act  to  prohibit  the  importation  ot  Chinese  labour 
into  Canada.  .  ,  , ,  __ 

“  March  21st.— Of  Champlain  Assembly,  No.  10581, 
Knights  of  Labour,  Quebec  ;  of  Amalgamated  Society  of 
Carpenters  and  Joiners,  Toronto  ;  and  of  London  Trades 
and  Labour  Council,  all  of  Ontario  ;  severally  praying  for 
the  passing  of  an  Act  to  prohibit  the  importation  of 
Chinese  labour  into  Canada,  . 

“  March  23rd.— Of  Brotherhood  of  Carpenters  and  Joiners 
of  America,  Union  No.  83,  Halifax,  Nova  Scotia  ;  praying 
fer  the  passing  of  an  Act  to  prohibit  the  importation  ot 
Chinese  labour  into  Canada.  ,  _  x  . 

“Of  Local  Assembly,  No.  6952,  Peterborough,  Ontario  ; 
praying  for  the  passing  of  an  Act  to  prohibit  the  importa¬ 
tion  of  Chinese  labour  into  Canada.  T_  .  . 

“  March  28th.— Of  Local  Assembly,  No.  62o0,  Knights  of 
Labour,  Toronto,  Ontario,  praying  for  the  passing  of  an 
Act  the  prohibit  the  importation  of  Chinese  labour  into 

Canada.  .  .  m 

“  March  30th.— Of  Dominion  Trades  and  Labour  Con¬ 
gress  ;  praying  for  the  passing  of  an  Act  to  prohibit  the 
importation  of  Chinese  labour  into  Canada. 

“  March  31st.— Of  L^vis  Assembly,  Knights  of  Labour, 
Quebec;  and  of  Local  Assembly,  No.  2305,  Toronto, 
Ontario;  severally  praying  for  the  passing  of  an  Act  to 
prohibit  the  importation  of  Chinese  labour  into  Canada. 

“  April  1st. — Of  Local  Assembly,  No.  6798,  Knights  of 
Labour,  Thorold,  Ontario ;  praying  for  the  passing  of  an 
Act  to  prohibit  the  importation  of  Chinese  labour  into 

Canada.  .  _  ,  t  , 

“  April  4th.— Of  New  Westminster  Trades  and  Labour 
Council ;  and  of  Brotherhood  of  Painters  and  Decorators 
of  America,  Union  No.  117,  Winnipeg,  Manitoba  ;  sever¬ 
ally  praying  for  the  passing  of  an  Act  to  prohibit  the  im¬ 
portation  of  Chinese  labour  into  Canada. 

“  April  7th.— Of  Winnipeg  Bricklayers’  and  Masons 
Union,  No.  1;  praying  for  the  passing  of  an  Act  to  pro¬ 
hibit  the  importation  of  Chinese  labour  into  Canada. 

“  May  20th.— Of  David  A.  Carey,  Master  Workman,  and 
Hugh  McCaffry, Recording  Secretary  of  Local  Assembly, 
No.  2622,  Knights  of  Labour,  Torontp,  Ontario,  praying 
for  certain  amendments  of  ‘The  Chinese  Immigration 
Act.  * 

“  May  39th.  — The  petition  of  James  Brown  and  others, 
oflron  Moulders’  Union,  No.  29,  Brantford.  Ontario; 
praying  for  certain  amendments  to  l'he  Chinese  Immi¬ 
gration  Act,’  was  read  and  received.” 

Then  there  have  been  resolutions  of  the  Legislative 
Assembly  and  Minutes  of  Council  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  British  Columbia  protesting  against 
Chinese  immigration:  On  9th  May,  1876  ;  on  31st 
July,  1878  ;  on  28th  March,  1879  ;  on  21st  April, 
1880;  on  26th  February,  1882;  on  19th  August, 
1882,  Minute  of  Council  ;  28th  February,  1883. 
Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  difficulties  which  confront 
the  labourers  of  the  Pacific  province  have  not  as 
yet,  to  any  very  great  extent,  affected,  seriously  at 
any  rate,  the  various  classes  of  labour  in  the  east¬ 


ern  provinces.  In  the  Province  of  British  Columbia 
if  you  exclude  the  Indian  population,  the  Chinese 
are  about  one-eighth  of  the  entire  population,  and 
lion,  gentlemen  will  readily  imagine  the  effect  of 
placing  in  these  older  provinces,  in  the  city  of 
Toronto  or  Quebec  or  Montreal,  for  instance,  a 
Chinese  population  equal  to  one- eighth  of  their 
present  population.  In  order  to  do  so,  you  would 
have  to  displace  three  whites  for  every  Chinese 
immigrant  who  would  settle  there  as  a  labourer. 
There  is  not  a  white  labourer  in  any  of  the  older 
provinces  who  has  not  depending  on  him  either 
wife  or  child,  or  who  does  not  work  to  maintain  a 
widowed  mother  or  a  sister,  and  it  is  fair  to  assume 
that  nearly  every  male  labourer  in  these  older 
provinces  represents  a  population  of  three  in  the 
Dominion  census.  Now,  if  you  were  to  follow  this 
to  its  legitimate  conclusion,  and  allow  this  class  of 
immigration  to  enter  Canada  freely,  what  will  be 
the  condition  of  Canada  in  a  very  few  years  ?  Take 
the  Province  of  Quebec,  and  you  would  find  in 
the  city  of  Quebec  7,886  Chinese,  who  would  dis¬ 
place  23,658  of  the  white  population.  You  would 
find  that  in  the  city  of  Montreal,  whose  popula¬ 
tion  is  216,650,  giving  it  the  proportion  of 
Chinese  which  British  Columbia  now  has,  that  you 
would  have  27,081  Chinese  who  would  displace 
81,443  of  the  present  industrious,  law-abiding  popu¬ 
lation  of  that  city,  and  the  same  may  be  said  of 
every  city  and  town  throughout  this  Dominion 
from  Halifax  to  the  Pacific  Ocean.  If  such  a  policy 
as  that  were  to  be  considered  as  a  favourable 
course  for  this  Dominion  to  pursue,  I  would  have 
to  express  my  absolute  dissent  from  it,  as  one  who 
feels  as  deep  an  interest  in  Canada  as  any  man 
who  has  a  seat  in  this  House.  The  Chinese  popu¬ 
lation,  as  will  be  seen  by  the  remarks  of  the  Min¬ 
ister  of  Customs,  contrive  to  make  their  way 
into  this  Dominion  by  means  of  forged  certificates, 
which  they  forge  and  upon  which  they  attempt 
to  enter  this  country  in  violation  of  the  law.  I 
would  ask  the  Minister  of  Customs  if  he  could  tell 
me  how  many  of  these  forged  certificates  he  has 
now  in  his  department.  I  think  I  may  safely  say 
he  has  more  than  100,  and  I  think  I  may  also  safely 
say  that  there  has  not  been  one  prosecution  under 
the  17th  section  of  the  Chinese  Immigration  Act 
for  violation  of  the  clause  relating  to  the  forgery  of 
certificates.  I  do  not  wish  to  detain  the  House  by 
going  over  all  the  difficulties  which  a  continuation 
of  this  unsuitable  immigration,  this  slave  immigra¬ 
tion,  this  class  of  criminal  immigration  which  is 
farmed  out  to  the  Chinese  companies  who  bring 
them  into  this  country,  are  calculated  to  produce. 
California  has  had  hard  experience  of  that  unde¬ 
sirable  class  of  immigrants.  The  United  States 
has  had  legislation  on  the  subject  and  has  recently 
renewed  that  legislation.  It  has  been  contended 
in  a  portion  of  the  press  of  this  Dominion  since  I 
introduced  this  Bill  that  the  effect  of  it,  if  carried 
out,  might  hurt  our  trade  with  China,  but  I  am  glad 
to  know  that  the  hon.  the  Minister  of  Customs  did 
not  lay  any  stress  upon  that  phase  of  the  question. 
I  will  call  your  attention  to  that,  because  that 
seems  to  be  the  principal  objection  urged  against 
excluding  that  class  of  people  from  Canada  or  of 
limiting  the  number  that  may  come.  During  the  19 
years  from  1873  to  1891,  our  imports  from  China  and 
Japan  amounted  to  $29,226,592  for  home  consump¬ 
tion, and  during  the  sameperiod  our  exports  to  those 
countries  amounted  to  only  $1,191,822.  It  is 
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believed,  and  I  think  truthfully,  that  during  that 
period  no  less  than  an  average  of  7,000  of  the 
natives  of  China  were  resident  in  the  Province  of 
British  Columbia.  They  sent  at  least  $100  each 
per  annum  of  their  earnings  to  that  country,  leav¬ 
ing  nothing  whatever  in  British  Columbia  except 
the  results  of  their  labour.  Everything  which 
they  could  obtain  in  the  way  of  food  and  clothing 
from  China  they  did  obtain.  Of  course  the  Dominion 
treasury  received  duties  on  the  articles,  but  you  will 
see  that  they  sent  not  less  than  $13,300,000  in  gold 
and  silver  to  their  own  country.  Then  turn  to 
the  trade  of  China  and  Japan  and  compare  it  with 
the  trade  of  South  America.  During  the ,  same 
period  the  exports  from  Canada  to  South  America 
amounted  to  $20,762,990,  and  our  imports  for  home 
consumption  to  $14,284,429.  The  same  comparison 
will  prevail  with  regard  to  every  other  country. 
Turn,  if  you  like,  to  any  of  the  South  American 
states,  or  to  the  British  colonies,  where  we  have  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  same  race  as  ourselves,  and  you  will  see 
that  we  have  a  greater  advantage  in  dealing  with 
them.  Take  the  Newfoundlanders,  if  you  like. 
They  take  an  interest  in  our  country  in  which  they 
feel  a  pride,  but  such  a  population  as  this  which  I 
refer  to  has  no  interest  whatever  in  this  country, 
beyond  the  gold  and  silver  they  can  extract  from  it. 
They  bring  small-pox  and  leprosy  to  our  shores, 
and  I  would  draw  the  attention  of  the  Minister  of 
Agriculture  to  the  fact  that  the  citizens  of  Victoria 
and  Vancouver  are  paying  for  the  maintenance  of 
a  lazaretto  for  the  care  of  lepers.  It  is  not  their 
fault  that  they  have  to  maintain  that  class  of 
people. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  Those  lepers  came  from  the 
States. 

Mr.  GORDON.  It  does  not  matter  where  they 
came  from.  They  were  Chinese,  it  is  one  of  their 
national  misfortunes  to  have  leprosy.  Our  people 
are  in  daily  dread  of  small-pox.  Three  vessels  have 
arrived  since  March  last  with  the  small-pox,  and  our 
people  are  in  consternation  at  the  prospect  of  it 
spreading  and  of  more  coming.  At  this  late  stage 
of  the  session,  I  shall  make  my  observations  as  short 
as  possible,  but  I  desire  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
House  to  last  year’s  trade.  The  imports  and  ex¬ 
ports  from  China  were  as  follows  : — 

Imports  from  China,  1891. 


— 

Dutiable. 

Free. 

Total. 

Ontario . . . 

$ 

2,379 

2,291 

$ 

145,261 

118,159 

2,567 

32,664 

11,658 

97,370 

$ 

147,640 

120,450 

2,567 

32,680 

11,708 

553,937 

Quebec . 

Nova  Scotia* . 

New  Brunswick . 

16 

50 

456,567 

Manitoba . 

British  Columbia . 

461,303 

407,679 

868,982 

Exports. 


Ontario . 

390 

Quebec  . 

9,397 

43,136 

British  Columbia . 

52,923 

From  Japan  we  imported  $1,254,329  worth,  and 
Mr.  Gordon. 


we  exported  $17,776  worth.  The  Japanese  popula¬ 
tion  have  not  yet  paid  much  attention  to  the  Paci¬ 
fic  coast,  but  as  a  labouring  class  they  are  not  de¬ 
sirable.  One  coal  company  did  bring  out,  under 
contract,  a  certain  number  to  work  in  the  Union 
Mines,  but  they  proved  either  inefficient  or  too  in¬ 
dependent,  I  don’t  know  which,  and  the  latest 
word  I  have  is  that  they  have  not  been  successful 
competitors  in  that  field  of  labour.  Now,  I  think 
if  the  Government  will  carefully  consider  the  effect 
of  such  a  population  upon  Canada  they,  at  least, 
would  consent  to  the  Bill  I  propose,  because  the 
first  clause  merely  limits  the  number  that  may  be 
brought  out  in  vessels  of  a  certain  tonnage.  It 
doubles  the  tonnage,  and  consequently  limits  to 
one-half  the  present  number.  The  number  that  ves¬ 
sels  are  allowed  to  bring,  at  the  present  time,  is  one 
Chinese  passenger  for  every  fifty  tons  of  its  tonnage. 
Section  2  does  away  with  the  issue  of  return 
certificates  altogether,  and  consequently  avoid¬ 
ing  the  possibility  of  fraud  and  forgery.  Then, 
again,  theProvince  of  British  Columbia  receives  only 
one-fourth  the  amount  of  this  head  tax,  although  her 
population  has  to  suffer  all  the  misery  and  all  the 
evil  which  this  class  of  immigrants  inflicts  upon  the 
municipalities  who  have  to  maintain  order  and 
take  care  of  the  lepers,  which  no  Christian  commu¬ 
nity  would  allow  to  suffer.  1  hope  that  the  Minis¬ 
ter  may  see  his  way  to  transfer  to  that  province 
the  head  money  collected  from  these  immigrants, 
on  account  of  the  increased  cost  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  justice,  due  to  their  presence  in  the  province, 
and  permitted  to  continue  to  arrive  there  in  disre¬ 
gard  of  its  Government  and  people.  I  am  not  aware 
of  the  feeling  of  the  House  upon  this  important 
question.  I  am  satisfied  that  if  every  member  had 
the  same  proportion  of  Chinese  in  his  county  that 
there  is  is  my  county,  there  would  be  only  one 
voice  from  the  head  of  the  Government  down 
through  the  ranks  on  both  sides  of  the  House, 
calling  for  protection.  There  is  not  a  member  of 
the  Government,  nor  a  member  of  this  House  who, 
if  he  had  one-eighth  of  Chinese  population  in  his 
county  as  I  have  in  mine,  but  who  would  not  only 
accept  this  Bill,  but  he  would  even  go  to  the  length 
of  the  United  States  and  declare  for  absolute  prohi¬ 
bition.  Now,  some  portion  of  the  press  has  been  kind 
enough  to  point  out  that  this  Bill  of  mine  is  a  Red 
Indian  Bill,  that  I  am  pursuing  the  same  course 
that  has  been  pursued  in  the  United  States,  and 
that  I  want  to  drive  the  Chinese  into  the  sea. 
Sir,  the  United  States  have  decided  this  question  on 
its  merits,  and  they  have  decided  that  the  Chinese 
population  is  not  a  congenial  population  to  inhabit 
their  country  along  with  the  whites,  that  they  are 
like  so  many  ugly  ulcers  upon  every  community 
where  they  have  congregated.  They  have  de¬ 
cided  that  the  trade  question,  so  far  as  China 
was  concerned,  is  of  little  consequence  as  compared 
with  the  evils  of  Chinese  immigration  as  a  condition 
of  that  trade.  During  the  period  from  1866  to  1890 
inclusive,  the  exports  from  China  to  the  United 
States  were  $452,278,487,  and  the  exports  from 
the  United  States  to  China  were  $144,950,174, 
showing  a  balance  against  the  United  States  dur¬ 
ing  that  period  of  $307,328,318.  During  that  same 
period  there  was  exported  from  the  United  States 
to  China — of  gold  and  silver  coin  and  bullion, 
$213,742,336,  and  there  was  imported  from  China 
into  the  United  States  $2,209,130.  It  is  believed 
by  careful  business  men  in  California,  that  during 
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that  *2.1  years  there  were  on  an  average  75,000 
Chinese  residents  in  that  state  who  sent  annually  to 
China  from  their  earnings,  at  least  $100  per  head 
annually,  which  would  aggregate  $187,500,000.  This 
accounts  for  the  immense  drainage  of  the  gold  and 
silver  that  has  been  mined  not  only  from  the  mines 
of  California  but  from  those  of  British  Columbia. 
But  the  great  harm,  the  great  injury,  and  the  great 
curse  which  we  have  suffered  from  Chinese  immi¬ 
gration,  lies  in  the  fact  that  the  white  man,  every 
brother  of  ours  who  goes  from  this  country  to  the 
Pacific  coast,  has  to  confront  Chinese  labour,  and  he 
scorns  to  compete  with  it,  and  immediately  goes 
somewhere  else  where  they  are  prohibited  from 
entering,  and  in  that  way  we  are  losing  some  of  the 
best  young  men  that  go  out  from  this  country.  I 
hope  that  the  Government  will  accept  this  Bill  and 
allow  it  to  become  law. 

Motion  agreed  to,  Bill  read  the  second  time, 
and  House  resolved  itself  into  committee. 

Committee  rose,  and  it  being  six  o’clock  the 
Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  committee. 

(In  the  Committee). 

Mr.  BOWELL  moved  that  the  committee  rise 
and  report  progress. 

Mr.  CHRISTIE.  I  desire  to  say  a  word  or  two 
in  opposition  to  the  anti-Chinese  Bill  now  before 
this  committee.  I  have  no  sympathy  with  any 
legislation  which  discriminates  against  any  class, 
creed  or  nationality,  and  I  hold  that  all  classes  and 
all  nationalities  should  be  placed  exactly  on  the 
same  basis.  We  have  treated  the  Chinese  rather 
unkindly,  rather  harshly.  The  present  law  imposes 
a  tax  of  $50  per  capita  on  every  Chinaman  coining 
into  the  Dominion.  It  appears  to  me  that  this  is  a 
heavy  penalty  for  the  crime  of  being  born  a  China¬ 
man.  That  tax  of  $50  is  not  sufficiently  restrictive 
apparently  to  shut  them  out,  and  now  it  is  proposed 
to  increase  the  tax  to  $100.  Possibly  that  may 
exclude  them  altogether  from  the  Dominion.  If  the 
Chinese  Government  should  retaliate,  and  they  might 
do  so,  and  if  the  same  treatment  should  be  extended 
to  white  men  going  to  China,  a  storm  of  indignation 
would  arise  at  their  barbarous  action.  It  is  quite 
true  I  have  been  told  that  the  cases  are  not  parallel, 
that  the  Chinese  are  immoral,  are  addicted  to  the 
use  of  opium,  are  filthy  in  their  habits  and  that 
their  presence  in  the  Dominion  tends  to  corrupt 
and  demoralize  our  people.  But  I  believe  these 
statements  are  very  greatly  exaggerated  ;  and  if 
some  of  them  are  addicted  to  the  habit  of  opium 
eating,  and  that  is  a  bad  habit,  we  ought  to 
remember  who  are  responsible,  who  forced  the 
opium  on  them  at  the  point  of  the  bayonet.  But  I 
believe  their  immorality  and  opium  eating  are  not 
the  chief  causes  of  this  hostility  to  the  Chinese.. 
The  real  reason  is  that  they  live  more  cheaply,  that 
they  work  at  cheaper  rates  than  white  men  and 
their  labour  enters  into  competition  with  white 
labour.  If  we  examine  the  report  of  the  Committee 
on  Chinese  Immigration  in  1884-85  we  will  find  the 
Chinese  labourer  has  been  a  great  benefit  to  Canada 
and  that  his  exclusion  will  prove  a  great  injury. 
If  we  were  to  treat  these  people  kindly,  if  we  were 
to  throw  open  our  schools  and  allow  their  children 


to  be  educated,  they  woidd  become  just  as  good 
citizens  as  people  of  other  nationalities.  We 
know  that  even  now  under  the  treatment  which 
has  been  extended  to  them,  many  have  become 
christianized,  even  in  Victoria.  I  was  reading  a 
few  days  ago  in  the  Missionary  Review  of  the  World 
that  105  of  these  Chinese  had  united  with  the 
Methodist  church  in  Victoria  alone,  and  in  other 
places  in  British  Columbia  many  others  had  united 
with  churches  and  become  Christians.  In  San 
Francisco  the  mission  schools  have  educated  5,000 
Chinese  children,  and  all  of  them  have  renounced 
idolatry.  Under  these  circumstances  I  think  it 
would  be  in  the  interests  of  humanity,  in  the 
interests  of  Christianity,  and  not  only  so  but  in 
the  interest  of  trade  and  commerce,  that  we  should 
endeavour  to  have  friendly  relations  with  the 
great  Empire  of  China.  In  order  to  prove  the 
accuracy  of  the  statements  I  have  made,  I  should 
like  to  read  an  extract  or  two  from  the  report  on 
Chinese  immigration,  an  able  report  and  I  think  a 
fair  one.  The  first  clause  of  the  resume  says  : 

“  That  Chinese  labour  is  a  most  efficient  aid  in  the 
development  of  the  country,  and  a  great  means  to  wealth. 
As  a  railway  navvy  the  Chinaman  has  no  superior,  and  his 
presence  in  California  has  given  the  state  a  start  many 
years  ahead  and  added  incalculably  to  its  material  pros¬ 
perity  ;  while  in  British  Columbia  Chinese  labour  has 
been  attended  by  great  advantages  to  the  province  and 
the  same  excellent  effects  would,  most  likely,  for  many 
years  from  now  follow  its  utilization.” 

With  regard  to  their  immorality,  the  same  report 
states  : 

“  That  the  statement  as  to  their  bad  moral  effects  on 
the  communitv  are  grossly  exaggerated.  In  fact  their 
morality  is  not  lower  than  that  of  the  same  classes  of  other 
nationalities.” 

We  are  told  in  the  same  report  that  the  Chinese 
excel  as  market-gardeners,  as  domestic  servants 
and  as  laundrymen.  I  will  not  occupy  the  time  of 
the  House  by  reading  other  extracts  ;  but  these 
statements  are  very  clear  and  authentic,  and  I 
believe  they  are  fair  and  impartial,  and  they  are 
worthy  of  being  considered  by  this  House  before 
we  adopt  the  restrictive  legislation  proposed.  I 
will  not  further  trespass  on  the  time  of  the  House, 
but  I  will  simply  express  the  hope  that  the  House 
will  deal  kindly  and  humanely  with  the  Chinese 
and  will  not  adopt  this  restrictive  policy.  Per¬ 
sonally  I  am  an  out-and-out  free  trader,  and  I  am 
in  favour  of  free  trade  in  labour  as  well  as  in  any¬ 
thing  else. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  progress. 

THE  SCHOOL  SAVINGS  BANKS. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (Hochelaga).  Yesterday, 
when  the  Order  for  Private  Bills  was  called  I  was 
asked  by  the  Government  to  defer  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  Bill  (No.  36)  to  amend  the  Act  to  incorpor¬ 
ate  the  School  Savings  Bank.  With  the  consent 
of  the  House,  I  now  move  that  the  House  resolve 
itself  into  committee  on  the  said  Bill,  and,  in  view 
of  the  lateness  of  the  session  I  hope  the  motion 
will  be  adopted. 

Motion  agreed  to,  Bill  considered  in  committee, 
reported,  and  read  the  third  time  and  passed. 

THE  CIVIL  SERVICE  ACT. 

Bill  (No.  74)  to  amend  the  Act  respecting  the 
Civil  Service  was  read  the  second  time,  and  House 
resolved  itself  into  committee. 


4639 


[COMMONS] 


4640 


(In  the  Committee.) 

On  section  2, 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  propose  to  stop  at 
the  words  “public  service”  in  the  seventeenth  line. 
We  do  not  need  to  describe  what  salaries  shall  be 
paid,  because  another  part  of  the  Act  provides 
that  they  may  be  paid  at  the  rate  of  $400  a 
year,  and  persons  having  special  qualifications  may 
be  paid  at  a  higher  rate. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  not 
given  any  reason  why  this  exception  which  is  made 
m  the  law  should  apply  to  this  particular  class  of 
public  servants. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  policy  is  briefly 
this  :  The  Civil  Service  Act  contains  an  entire  re¬ 
organization  of  the  method,  not  only  of  employing 
and  paying  permanent  civil  servants,  but  tempora¬ 
ry  employes  as  well.  It  was  the  policy  of  the 
Act  and  indeed  was  declared  upon  its  face,  that 
those  who  were  in  the  Civil  Service  at  the  time 
it  came  into  force  should  not  be  prejudicially 
affected  by  it  as  regards  their  emoluments.  So  far 
well.  The  Act  also  contains  provision  that  per¬ 
sons  who  were  in  the  temporary  employment  of 
any  department  when  the  Civil  Service  Act  came 
into  force  and  remained  therein  continuously  after¬ 
wards  might  be  continued  in  temporary  employ¬ 
ment,  but  that  provision  about  temporary  em¬ 
ployes  was  dropped,  in  amending  the  section  in 
which  it  appeared.  I  do  not  know  whether  it  was 
by  inadvertence  or  otherwise,  but  I  am  sure  that 
the  hardship  which  it  worked  was  unforeseen.  I 
think  it  is  fair  and  proper  that  the  protection 
which  was  extended  by  the  provisions  of  the 
original  Civil  Service  Act  not  only  to  the  regular 
staff  but  to  the  temporary  employes  should  be 
continued,  and  there  are  some  of  them  who  are 
still  in  the  departments.  It  is  proposed,  therefore, 
that  those  who  were  at  that  time  in  temporary  em¬ 
ployment  may  be  continued  in  temporary  employ¬ 
ment  still,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  the 
Civil  Service  Act.  The  provisions  of  the  Civil 
Service  Act  as  regards  temporary  employes  are 
that  they  cannot  be  employed  at  all  unless  they  are 
persons  who  have  passed  the  qualifying  examina¬ 
tion  under  the  Civil  Service  Act.  Therefore  if  we 
do  not  .retain  the  provision,  that  those  who  were  in 
temporary  employment  when  the  Civil  Service 
Act  came  into  force  could  still  be  continued  in 
temporary  employment,  the  Act  does  prejudicially 
affect  them,  and  that  was  not  the  policy  of  the 
Act.  It  extends  not  to  many  cases,  but  to  some 
deserving  clerks  who  were  on  the  1st  of  July,  1882, 
in  temporary  employment. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Let  them  pass  the  examination 
and  qualify  themselves. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  They  cannot  pass  the  exam¬ 
ination  because  they  are  over  the  age  prescribed  in 
the  Civil  Service  Act.  If  they  did  pass  the  exam¬ 
ination  they  would  not  be  eligible  for  employment. 

Mr.  TISDALE.  I  think  the  Act  should  be 
made  to  read  “  on  or  before  the  1st  of  July,  1882. 
There  are  not  many  clerks,  but  there  are  a  few 
whose  services  may  have-  been  temporarily  dis¬ 
pensed  with  before  the  1st  of  July,  and  who  may 
not  have  been  recalled  until  after  the  1st  of  July. 
They  may  have  become  too  old  to  pass  the  exami¬ 
nation,  and  I  would  suggest  that  they  should  be 
included  in  the  benefits  of  this  provision.  I  do  not 
Mr.  Desjakdins  (Hochelaga). 


think  any  abuse  would  arise  from  taking  that 
course.  I  think  that  there  ought  also  to  be  power 
to  give  to  temporary  employes  who  might  be 
appointed  permanently,  a  salary  not  greater  than 
the  maximum  which  they  obtained  while  tempor¬ 
arily  employed  ;  otherwise  they  would  have  to  go 
into  the  minimum  of  the  class  in  which  they  were 
employed,  though,  perhaps,  having  been  in  the 
service  10  years. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  My  hon.  friend  will 
see  that  these  are  persons  who  had  no  rights 
practically  at  the  time  the  Civil  Service  Act  was 
passed.  I  do  not  want  to  enlarge  the  provisions 
which  were  made  in  the  Civil  Service  Act  itself  to 
guard  the  rights  and  privileges,  if  I  may  so  term 
them,  of  those  who  had  no  acknowledged  status 
when  the  Act  came  into  force.  There  may  have  been 
many  persons  employed  before  that  who  possessed 
no  rights  of  that  kind,  and  these  persons,  I  think, 
ought  to  pass  the  qualifying  examination.  I  do 
not  know  the  fact,  but  it  may  be  that  the  number 
of  temporary  employes  was  reduced  in  view  of  this 
provision  of  the  Civil  Service  Act,  in  order  that 
there  might  be  a  smaller  number  having  claims 
upon  us.  Besides  the  amendment  I  propose,  I 
think  they  all  ought  to  be  able  to  pass  the  pro¬ 
motion  examination,  which  is  nothing  more  than 
an  examination  in  the  duties  of  the  office  ;  but  I 
think  that  to  adopt  the  suggestion  of  the  hon. 
member  for  South  Norfolk  would  be  to  enlarge  the 
class  who  have  claims  and  to  infringe  on  the  policy 
of  the  Act. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Though  1  do  not  like  to  press 
the  objection  very  strongly,  because  after  all  it  is 
an  invidious  matter,  and  no  one  cares  to  stand  in 
the  way  of  the  promotion  of  this  class  of  public 
employes,  still  there  are  considerations  of  a  broader 
nature  which  should  not  be  forgotten.  The  exa¬ 
mination  required  for  the  civil  service  has  been 
adopted  for  good  reasons,  to  provide  for  a  class 
specially  qualified  for  the  work  intended  to  be 
performed  by  them.  Now,  it  must  strike  every¬ 
body  that  time  and  again  we  have  adopted  amend¬ 
ments  in  this  House  which  practically  not  only 
diminish  but  altogether  destroy  the  advantages 
which  are  contemplated  to  be  derived  from  the 
civil  service  examinations.  It  is  proposed  now 
that  when  men  have  been  in  the  service  ten  years 
and  have  failed  year  after  year  to  take  advantage 
of  the  opportunity  of  qualifying  themselves,  they 
shall  be  relieved  altogether  from  the  necessity  of 
passing  an  examination  and  incur  no  penalty  or 
loss  for  their  neglect  to  comply  with  the  law.  It 
is  said  that  they  may  be  beyond  the  age,  but  whose 
fault  is  that  ? 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  They  may  have  been  beyond 
the  age  in  1882. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  That  may  have  been  a  reason 
for  not  appointing  them  ;  but  they  knew  the  law 
in  1882,  and  if  the  Government  appointed  them 
though  they  were  beyond  the  age  at  that  time,  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  Government  was  still  more 
derelict  in  their  duty,  because  they  practically 
connived  with  the  employes  in  evading  the  law. 
The  whole  thing  seems  to  be  ill-conceived  and 
likely  to  injure  the  service.  The  examination  is 
not  a  severe  one,  and  since  it  is  deemed  to  be  for 
the  public  advantage,  I  think  we  should  adhere  to 
it  more  stringently  than  we  have  done  in  the  past. 
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Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  think  the  hon.  member 
forgets  that  the  Civil  Service  Act  of  1882  made  a 
special  provision  with  regard  to  those  then  in  the 
employ  of  the  Government.  It  was  not  until  the  revi¬ 
sion  of  the  statutes  took  place  in  1886  that  the 
saving  clause  which  existed  in  the  Act  of  1882  was 
eliminated,  as  the  hon.  Minister  of  Justice  says, 
either  by  design  or  inadvertence  ;  and  it  seems  to 
me  that  it  would  be  a  hardship  to  those  men  who 
were  in  the  service  on  the  conditions  existing  prior 
to  1882,  and  who  have  been  in  the  service  ever 
since,  if  they  should  be  deprived  of  their  employ¬ 
ment  because  they  have  exceeded  the  age  at  which 
they  could  now  enter  the  service  ;  and  although  the 
examination  may  not  be  a  very  severe  one,  yet  I 
think  the  leader  of  the  Opposition  will  agree  with 
me  that  there  are  a  great  many  who  would  find  it 
difficult  to  pass  it.  A  great  many  of  the  clerks 
in  the  department  who  are  very  efficient  and  per¬ 
fectly  competent  to  discharge  their  duties  would 
find  it  very  difficult  to  pass  the  examination. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  must  confess  that  if  I  had  to 
pass  the  examination  without  any  preparation,  I 
would  probably  be  among  those  who  would  fail  ; 
but  I  think  that  after  a  few  weeks  or  months  pre¬ 
paration  I  could  stand  it.  I  have  a  vague  recollec¬ 
tion,  and  perhaps  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  have  also,  that 
we  had  the  very  same  question  before  us  five  or  six 
years  ago,  and  it  was  then  decided  that  some  in¬ 
dulgence  would  be  given  the  public  employes  on 
condition  that  they  would  sin  no  more. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  would  like  to  know 
whether  all  these  parties  are  able  to  read  and  Avrite 
or  not,  because  I  have  heard  of  some  in  the  public 
serArice  who  cannot  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  They  have  been  read¬ 
ing  and  writing  for  upwards  of  ten  years. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  That  is  perhaps  a 
violent  presumption. 

Mr.  McMULLEN.  I  presume  the  change  in  the 
Act  will  bring  these  people  under  the  operation  of 
the  Superannuation  Act  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  No  ;  the  only  change 
made  is  as  to  temporary  clerks,  and  they  are  not 
within  the  Superannuation  Act  at  all. 

Sections  3  and  4  dropped. 

Bill  reported,  and  read  the  third  time  and  passed. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

GOVERNMENT  BUSINESS. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Can  the  leader  of  the  House 
inform  us  now  what  measures  he  proposes  abso¬ 
lutely  to  discharge  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  My  colleague  tells  me 
that  No.  38  and  No.  6  will  be  dropped.  These  are 
the  only  ones  we  expect  to  drop. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  If  you  do  not  drop  No.  7,  we 
might  discuss  it  this  evening. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  If  the  hon.  gentleman 
does  not  propose  to  bring  the  Criminal  Law  into 
operation  until  July,  1893,  he  need  not  press  this 
measure  this  session. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  had  it  in  my  mind 
that  it  might  stand  over  until  next  session,  but  I 
would  ask  my  hon.  friend  not  to  press  me  to  dis¬ 
charge  it  to-night. 
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Mr.  LAURIER.  What  about  the  judges’ 
salaries  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  will  let  the  hon. 
gentleman  know  to-morrow  Avhether  we  will  take 
that  up  or  not. 

CANAL  TOLLS. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  hon.  gentleman  promised 
us  some  time  ago  to  give  us  some  information  with 
regard  to  the  negotiations  at  Washington. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  promised  the  hon.  gentleman 
the  other  day  to  make  a  short  statement  with 
reference  to  the  discussion  that  was  had  with  the 
Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States  on  the 
canal  tolls  question.  The  conference  that  was  had 
in  February  of  this  year  had  for  its  object  the  dis¬ 
cussion  of  a  set  of  questions  which  had  been  previ¬ 
ously  outlined.  In  the  course  of  the  discussion  of 
these  questions,  that  of  the  canal  tolls  arose,  and 
what  was  asserted  to  be  the  discrimination  exer¬ 
cised  against  United  States  \7essels  and  citizens  on 
our  canals  by  the  Dominion  Government  came  in  inci- 
dentially  and  was  discussed  very  briefly  in  an 
informal  way.  The  result  of  that  discussion  pro¬ 
duced  an  impression  of  a  different  nature  upon  the 
delegates  on  each  side  respectively. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  On  that  question  only. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Yes  ;  Mr.  Blaine,  the  Secretary 
of  State,  and  his  coadjutor,  General  Foster,  having 
taken  the  impression  that  the  Canadian  delegates 
acknowledged  there  was  discrimination  and  promised 
to  have  the  grievance  redressed  at  once  on  their 
return  to  Ottawa.  The  impression  which  the  Cana¬ 
dian  delegates  had  was  quite  the  opposite,  namely, 
that  they  promised  to  take  the  matter  into  con¬ 
sideration  when  they  returned  to  Ottawa,  in  con¬ 
junction  with  their  colleagues,  and  to  consider  it 
as  fairly  as  they  possibly  could.  That  was  done  on 
the  return  of  the  delegates.  After  discussing  the 
matter  in  council  thoroughly,  the  Government 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  tolls  should  be  im¬ 
posed  as  it  was  last  year,  and  an  Order  in  Council  was 
passed  to  that  effect.  Naturally,  Mr.  Blaine,  having 
the  impression,  as  I  have  stated,  that  the  Canadian 
GoA'ernment  had  not  treated  him  and  the  United 
States  fairly,  complained,  and  some  correspondence 
ensued,  the  result  of  which  was  that  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  Canadian  Government  went  to  Washing¬ 
ton  and  had  a  personal  conference  with  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State.  The  Minister  of  Militia  and  myself 
were  sent  for  that  purpose.  We  had  a  conference 
with  Mr.  Blaine  and  General  Foster,  and  on  two 
occasions  we  discussed  the  matter  thoroughly.  We 
did  not  arrive  at  an  agreement  as  to  our  rights  under 
the  treaty,  and  as  to  whether  we  were  discriminat¬ 
ing  in  our  policy  against  citizens  of  the  United 
States.  I  am  not  now  going  over  the  ground  of 
the  discussion,  because  I  propose  to  lay  on  the  Table 
a  Minute  showing  the  grounds  w-hich  this  Govern¬ 
ment  took.  Suffice  it  to  say  that,  after  a  full  inter- 
echange  of  views,  the  delegates  returned  to  Ottawa, 
and  a  proposition  which  is  embodied  in  the  Minute 
which  I  will  lay  on  the  Table  was  sent  to  the 
British  Ambassador  at  Washington.  In  the  mean¬ 
time,  as  is  known,  President  Harrison  sent  his 
Message  to  Congress,  and  since  that  he  has  added 
the  statement  which  we  sent  to  the  British  Ambas¬ 
sador  for  the  Secretary  of  State.  There  is  no  neces¬ 
sity  for  me  to  go  further,  because  the  intention 
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of  the  Government  is  pretty  fully  set  forth  in  this 
Minute. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  What  about  the  cor¬ 
respondence  which  preceded  it  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  That  was  largely  of  a  routine 
nature.  I  have  not  that  correspondence  with  me, 
and  I  am  not  in  a  position  to  lay  it  on  the  Table 
to-night. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Will  you  to-morrow  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  correspondence  we  had  was 
through  the  British  Government,  and  permission 
will  have  to  be  asked  from  them. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Do  I  understand  that  is  the  same 
memorandum  which  has  been  communicated 
already  by  the  President  of  the  United  States  to 
Congress  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  This  memorandum  has  been  in 
whole  or  in  part  forwarded  to  the  Senate  in  the 
second  Message. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  There  is  a  provision  in 
the  Washington  Treaty  as  to  the  use  of  the  canals 
in  the  State  of  New  York,  and  the  endeavours  which 
the  Washington  Government  were  to  make  in  order 
to  obtain  the  free  use  of  those  canals  for  the  citi¬ 
zens  of  Canada.  I  would  like  to  know  what  effort 
has  been  made  to  obtain  the  fulfilment  of  that 
arrangement  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  That  was  brought  under  the 
attention  of  the  United  States  Cabinet  and  was 
fully  discussed  with  the  Secretary  of  State  at  both 
interviews. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Is  it  referred  to  in  the 
memorandum  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Not  in  this  memorandum. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bottrwell).  Is  there  any  memoran¬ 
dum  on  the  subject  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  do  not  think  so.  A  good  deal 
in  reference  to  that  matter  is  in  documents  already 
before  the  House  brought  down  in  1874  and  1876. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  am  aware  of  that, 
but  when  this  question  was  raised  by  the  American 
Government  we  would  like  to  see  how  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  opposite  discharged  their  duties  in  regard  to 
it. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  We  endeavoured  to  discharge 
our  duties  effectively. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  suppose  we  shall  see  what 
the  action  of  the  Government  was  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  is  a  difficulty 
in  laying  these  papers  on  the  Table  to-night,  but 
to-morrow  I  will  move  for  an  Order  of  the  House 
to  bring  them  down. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  9.05 
p.m. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Wednesday,  6th  July,  1892. 
The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Eleven  o’clock. 
Prayers. 

I.  C.  R.— SHIPMENT  OF  HAY. 

Mr.  LAVERGNE  asked,  1.  Whether  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway  authorities  have  any  right  to 
Mr.  Foster. 


charge  demurrage  on  cars  detained  on  their  rail¬ 
way  when  said  cars  belong  to  other  companies, 
and  when  these  companies  agree  to  forego  such 
charges?  2.  Is  the  Government  aware  of  such 
charges  being  claimed  by  the  Intercolonial  Rail¬ 
way  authorities  from  Mr.  Charles  Arpin,  of  St. 
John’s,  P.Q.,  on  some  cars  of  hay  shipped  to  the 
Maritime  Provinces  on  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway 
and  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  cars,  in  March  last  ? 
3.  Were  not  the  Intercolonial  Railway  authorities 
made  aware  of  the  fact  that  the  Grand  Trunk  Rail¬ 
way  and  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Companies 
agreed  to  forego  any  charges  for  demurrage  which 
they  might  have  claimed  from  Mr.  Arpin?  4.  Was 
it  not  agreed  between  the  authorities  of  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  and  said  Mr.  Arpin,  on  the  12th  of  April 
last,  that  in  case  of  such  agreement  being  made 
with  the  said  railway  companies,  no  demurrage 
would  be  charged  to  Mr.  Arpin?  5.  What  are  the 
reasons  of  the  Intercolonial  Railway  authorities, 
under  such  circumstances,  for  refusing  Mr.  Arpin 
the  possession  of  his  hay,  and  thereby  causing  him 
considerable  damages  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  1.  Yes,  that  is  the  practice 
under  the  system  of  exchange  of  cars  between 
the  railways  ;  they  are  practically  the  cars  of  the 
road  on  which  they  are  for  the  time  being.  2. 
Yes,  the  Government  is  aware  of  it.  3.  Yes ; 
Mr.  Arpin  informed  the  General  Manager  of  the 
Intercolonial  Railway  that  the  Grand  Trunk  Rail¬ 
way  and  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  were  will¬ 
ing  to  forego  any  charges  they  might  have.  4.  No; 
what  was  said  to  Mr.  Arpin  was  this  :  That  if 
the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  or  the  Grand  Trunk 
Railway  had  any  charges  for  demurrage  and  agreed 
to  forego  them,  the  General  Manager  of  the  Inter¬ 
colonial  Railway  had  no  objection.  5.  Because 
neither  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  nor  the  Grand 
Trunk  Railway  had  any  charges  for  demurrage  ; 
the  demurrage  was  due  the  Intercolonial  Railway, 
therefore  Mr.  Arpin  could  not  be  given  possession 
of  the  hay  until  the  charges  were  paid. 

CANAL  TOLLS— U.  S.  AND  CANADA. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  : 

That  an  Address  be  presented  to  His  Excellency  the 
Governor  General  for  a  copy  of  a  report  of  a  committee 
of  the  Honourable  the  Privy  Council,  approved  by  His 
Excellency  the  Governor  General  in  Council,  on  the  17th 
June,  1892,  on  the  subject  of  a  despatch  dated  4th  Novem¬ 
ber,  1891,  from  Lord  Knutsford,  inviting  an  expression  of 
the  views  of  the  Canadian  Government  upon  the  complaint 
of  alleged  discrimination  on  the  part  of  the  Government 
of  Canada  against  citizens  of  the  United  States  in  the 
matter  of  canal  tolls. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

RAILWAY  SUBSIDIES 

Mr.  HAGGART  moved  that  the  House,  at  this 
sitting,  resolve  itself  into  committee  to  consider 
the  following  resolutions  : — 

l.  . Resolved ,  That  it  is  expedient  to  authorize  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  in  Council  to  grant  the  subsidies  hereinafter  men¬ 
tioned  to  the  railway  companies,  and  towards  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  railways  also  hereinafter  mentioned,  that 
is  to  say : 

To  the  Drummond  County  Railway  Company,  for  4  6-10 
miles  of  their  railway  from  Bull’s  Wharf,  on  the  St.  Law¬ 
rence  River,  near  Nicolet,  to  Ste.  Rosalie  Junction,  an 
excess  of  distance  by  the  constructed  line  over  the  subsi¬ 
dies  heretofore  voted  for  a  railway  between  the  said  points, 
$3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole  $14,720. 
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To  the  St.  Lawrence  and  Adirondack  Railway  Company, 
for  5  42-100  miles  of  their  railway,  from  Huntingdon  to¬ 
wards  the  international  boundary,  which,  with  the 
distance  between  Valleyfield  and  Huntingdon,  12  58-100 
miles,  makes  up  the  distance  of  18  miles  named  in  the 
53  Victoria,  chapter  2,  granting  a  subsidy  to  this  company, 
and  for  2  40-100  miles  from  the  last  end  of  the  18  miles 
referred  to,  to  the  international  boundary,  a  subsidy  not 
exceeding  $3,200  per  mile,  nor  exceeding  in  the  whole 
$25,024. 

‘i.  Resolved,  That  the  subsidies  hereinbefore  mentioned 
as  to  be  granted  to  the  companies  named  for  that  purpose 
shall  be  granted  to  such  companies  respectively;  all  the 
lines  for  the  construction  of  which  subsidies  are  granted, 
unless  they  are  already  commenced,  shall  be  commenced 
within  two  years  from  the  first  day  of  August  next,  and 
completed  within  a  reasonable  time,  not  to  exceed  four 
years,  to  be  fixed  by  Order  in  Council  ;  and  shall  also  be 
constructed  according  to  descriptions  and  specifications 
and  upon  upon  conditions  to  be  approved  by  the  Governor 
in  Council,  on  the  report  of  the  Minister  ot  Railways  and 
Canals,  and  specified  in  an  agreement  to  be  made  in 
each  case  by  the  company  with  the  Government,  and 
which  the  Government  is  hereby  empowered  to  make ; 
the  location,  also,  of  every  such  line  of  railway  shall  be 
subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Governor  in  Council ;  and 
all  the  said  subsidies  respectively  shall  be  payable  out  of 
the  Consolidated  Revenue  Fund  of  Canada,  by  instal¬ 
ments,  on  the  completion  of  each  section  of  the  railway 
of  not  less  than  ten  miles,  proportionate  to  the  value  of 
the  portion  so  completed  in  comparison  with  that  of  the 
whole  work  undertaken,  to  be  established  by  the  report 
of  the  said  Minister,  or  upon  the  completion  of  the  work 
subsidized. 

3.  Resolved,  That  the  granting  of  such  subsidies  respec¬ 
tively  shall  be  subject  to  such  conditions  for  securing 
such  running  powers  or  traffic  arrangements  and  other 
rights  as  will  afford  all  reasonable  facilities  and  equal 
mileage  rates  to  all  railways  connecting  with  those  so 
subsidized,  as  the  Governor  in  Council  determines. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  There  is  no  objection  to 
taking  them  up  at  this  sitting,  if  there  is  no  other 
business  to  occupy  the  House.  My  consent  will 
depend  upon  the  business  we  have  before  us. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  think  we  had  better 
allow  the  motion  to  pass,  and  unless  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  are  w  illing,  we  will  not  go  on  with  it  to¬ 
day. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

DISMISSAL  OF  POSTMASTER  AT  STE. 
ANGELE. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Speaker, 
before  passing  to  the  Orders  of  the  Day,  I  wish  to 
draw  the  attention  of  the  Government  to  the  fact 
that  at  the  beginning  of  the  present  session  I 
asked  for  certain  papers  concerning  the  dismissal 
of  the  postmaster  of  the  parish  of  Ste.  Angele,  in 
my  county,  and  that  the  papers  have  not  yet  been 
brought  down.  On  the  7th  March  last  the  House 
ordered  their  production  as  follows  : — 

“Copies  of  all  petitions,  correspondence,  vouchers,  de¬ 
positions,  reports  and  documents  whatsoever,  respecting 
the  dismissal  ofB.  Loiselle,  Esq.,  postmaster  of  the  parish 
of  Ste.  AngMe,  County  of  Rouville. 

I  do  not  know  whether  there  is  any  mystery  in  the 
tile. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  would  advise  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  not  to  make  a  speech,  as  he  only  rose  to 
ask  a  question. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  I  want  to  get  some  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  non-pi’oduction  of  these  documents. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  think  you  had  better  not 
make  a  speech,  as  this  is  not  a  question  of  pri- 
-vilege. 
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Mr.  BRODEUR.  I  would  like  to  know,  at  all 
events,  the  reasons  w  hy  the  Government  does  not 
produce  these  documents. 

Mr.  BECHARD.  I  understand  that  the  House 
has  ordered  the  production  of  these  papers,  and  I 
do  not  see  why  they  should  not  be  brought  down. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  Are  the  papers  the  hon. 
gentleman  mentions,  in  connection  with  the  diffi¬ 
culty  at  the  parish  in  Rouville  of  which  he  has 
spoken  to  me  ? 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  Last  year  I  sent  for  these 
papers  myself,  immediately  after  the  session,  and 
the  Postmaster  General  sent  them  to  my  office.  As 
I  was  about  absenting  myself,  I  charged  one  of  my 
officers  to  have  an  interview  with  the  hon.  member 
for  Rouville  on  this  matter.  The  officer  in  question 
was  Mr.  Tache,  my  private  secretary,  wffio  has  now 
left  the  service.  These  papers  were  put  into  his 
hands,  and  I  now  understand  that  they  have  been 
mislaid,  if  they  are  not  in  his  possession.  The  last 
time  I  wrote  to  Mr.  Tach^,  he  stated  that  he 
had  probably  put  these  papers  with  his  own,  and  at 
that  date  he  had  not  been  able  to  find  them,  but 
thought  they  were  mixed  up  w  ith  some  papers  he 
had  taken  with  him  when  he  left  the  department. 
I  have  written  to  Mr.  Tache  about  it  within  the 
last  few  days.  I  am  sorry  my  hon.  friend  has  not 
yet  seen  the  papers,  as  I  wanted  him  to  see  them, 
although  I  considered  them  confidential.  Still,  as 
a  member  of  Parliament  he  has  a  right  to  see  them, 
and  I  desired  that  he  should  see  them.  I  will  make 
another  enquiry,  and  I  promise  the  hon.  gentleman 
that  the  papers  will  be  forthcoming  as  soon  as 
possible. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  There  is  some  misunderstand¬ 
ing  about  these  papers  somewhere,  because  the 
gentleman  in  whose  hands  the  Minister  says  the 
papers  were  put  to  be  shown  to  me,  has  declared 
to  me  many  times  that  I  could  not  see  them  for 
the  reason  that  they  were  confidential.  That  was 
last  year,  and  this  is  the  reason  why  1  ask  this 
year  that  these  documents  should  be  brought 
before  the  House.  Now  I  am  told  they  are  lost. 
The  document  I  should  like  to  see  is  especially 
the  inspector’s  report,  and  it  would  be  very  easy 
for  the  Government  .to  have  a  copy  of  the  in¬ 
spector’s  report  brought  down. 

Mr.  CHAPLEAU.  I  am  sure  my  colleague  the 
Postmaster  General  w’ould  be  willing  to  obtain  a 
duplicate  of  the  inspector’s  report.  I  thought  what 
the  hon.  gentleman  wanted  to  see  was  the  envelope 
and  the  letter,  the  stamp  of  which  was  tampered 
with,  which  were  among  those  documents.  The 
inspector’s  report  was  confidential,  but  I  had  asked 
my  secretary  to  have  it  submitted  to  the  hon. 
member. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  I  desire  not  so  much  to  see 
the  documents,  as  to  see  the  inspector’s  report. 

Sir  ADOLPHE  CARON.  The  hon.  gentleman 
called  at  the  department  on  more  than  one  occasion 
in  regard  to  the  papers  to  which  he  has  referred. 
I  am  not  at  all  disposed  to  admit  that  I  should 
bring  down  the  report  of  the  inspector.  The  hon. 
gentleman  knows  it  has  been  the  practice,  and  it  is 
the  practice  followed  in  every  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment,  that  reports,  especially  inspectors’  reports, 
are  always  of  a  confidential  nature.  If  the  hon. 
gentleman,  as  my  colleague  the  Minister  of  Cus- 
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toms,  has  just  stated,  desires  for  his  own  informa¬ 
tion  to  read  the  report,  if  we  have  it  in  the  depart¬ 
ment  I  shall  be  glad  to  communicate  it  to  the 
lion,  gentleman.  We  have  endeavoured  in  every 
way  to  find  out  what  has  become  of  the  papers 
to  which  the  hon.  gentleman  has  referred.  The 
lion,  gentleman  told  me  they  had  never  been 
in  his  possession,  and  I  willingly  admit  the  accur¬ 
acy  of  wdiat  the  hon.  gentleman  said.  But,  for 
one  reason  or  another,  it  has  been  quite  impossible 
for  the  department  to  find  those  documents.  If 
the  inspector  has  the  original,  or  a  copy  of  the  re¬ 
port  sent  in  by  him  to  the  department,  and  if  the 
lion,  gentleman  desires,  for  his  own  information,  to 
see  it,  I  shall  be  very  glad  to  allow  him  to  do  so  ; 
but  I  will  not  admit  the  principle  that  reports  of 
inspectors  can  be  called  for  and  laid  on  the  Table 
of  the  House.  It  will  seriously  interfere  with  the 
efficiency  of  the  service  and  with  communications 
made  to  the  head  of  the  department  embodying  in¬ 
formation  which  it  is  indispensable  he  should 
possess,  if  these  reports  should  be  liable,  at  any 
time,  to  be  called  for  and  laid  on  the  Table  of  the 
House. 


INSPECTION  OF  MILK  CANS. 

Mr.  FEATHERSTON  asked,  Whether  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  issued  instructions  to  the  inspectors  of 
Inland  Revenue  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  or  at 
Toronto  and  immediate  vicinity,  to  compel  all  milk 
dealers  to  present  their  milk  cans  for  inspection  ? 
If  not,  does  the  Government  intend  issuing  instruc¬ 
tions  to  their  inspectors  of  Inland  Revenue  to  com¬ 
pel  all  milk  dealers  in  the  Pi’ovince  of  Ontario,  or 
at  Toronto  and  its  suburbs,  to  present  their  milk 
cans  for  inspection,  in  accordance  with  the  Weights 
and  Measures  Regulations  and  Inland  Revenue 
Act? 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  In  reply  to  the  first  portion 
of  the  question,  I  answer  that  instructions  have  been 
sent  to  the  inspectors.  In  regard  to  the  second 
portion  of  the  question,  I  answer  that,  it  having 
been  decided  that  this  matter  came  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Weights  and  Measures  Act,  these  cans 
will  be  inspected.  No  further  instructions  have 
been  issued  to  the  inspectors  beyond  those  I  have 
already  read  to  the  House,  because  further  instruc¬ 
tions  w'ere  not  necessary,  but  if  it  should  be  found 
that  the  milk  dealers  do  not  comply  writh  the  law, 
then  steps  will  be  taken  to  enforce  the  law. 

ST.  JOHN,  N.  B.,  HARBOUR. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  committee  on 
Bill  (No.  99)  relating  to  the  harbour  of  St.  John. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Since  this  question  was  before 
this  House  the  other  day,  I  have  been  informed  of 
the  reasons  which  have  hitherto  prevented  the 
carrying  out  of  this  Act,  which  has  been  so  long  on 
the  Statute-book.  The  Act  wre  are  now  proposing 
to  amend  has  been  on  the  Statute-book  since  1882. 
We  contemplated  to  transfer  the  marine  property 
now  held  by  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  St. 
John  to  a  board  of  commissioners,  the  appointment 
of  which  is  provided  for  by  the  Act.  I  am  in¬ 
formed  that  when  the  question  was  submitted  to 
the  people,  they  did  not  take  a  favourable  view  of 
the  Act  and  refused  to  transfer  that  property  to 
Sir  Adolphe  Caron. 


the  harbour  commissioners,  for  reasons  of  their 
own.  I  desire  to  ask  the  Government  if  they  will 
agree  that  the  power  intended  to  be  conveyed  to 
the  harbour  commissioners  to  secure  the  transfer  of 
this  marine  property  in  St.  John  be  not  carried 
out,  except  with  the  approval  of  the  municipal 
electors  of  the  city.  Is  the  Government  prepared 
to  receive  such  an  amendment  ? 

Mr.  McLEOD.  Advantage  cannot  be  taken  of 
this  Act,  and  the  harbour  property  cannot  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  a  proposed  commission,  except  by  vote  of 
two-thirds  of  the  city  council.  So  the  matter  is 
guarded  in  that  way,  and  this  protection  is  more 
effectual  than  any  provision  to  leave  the  question 
to  the  people,  because  on  a  matter  of  this  kind  it 
is  very  difficult  to  get  a  popular  vote.  When  this 
question  was  submitted  to  the  people  two  objec¬ 
tions  were  raised,  which  wre  are  now  endeavouring 
to  avoid.  One  objection  was  that  the  Government 
have  the  appointment  of  three  members  of  the 
commission,  and  they  are  not  obliged  to  be  citizens 
of  St.  John.  They  affirmed  that  as  the  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  St.  John  railways  was  controlled  at 
Ottawa,  the  management  of  St.  John  harbour  might 
be  located  there.  The  second  objection  was,  and 
it  was  pressed  especially  by  private  wharf  owners, 
that  as  the  Government  would  control  the  commis¬ 
sion,  they  shoidd  acquire  all  the  private  wharves, 
as  it  was  unfair  that  private  wharf  owners  should 
be  called  upon  to  compete  with  wharves  owned  by 
the  Government.  The  passing  of  this  Act  does  not 
place  the  harbour  in  commission,  because  this  can-  ■ 
not  be  done  except  by  a  vote  of  two-thirds  of  the 
city  council.  So  I  hold  that  both  the  city  rights 
and  private  rights  are  protected  in  every  way 
this  Bill. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  submit  that  the  very  facts 
stated  by  the  hon.  gentleman  go  to  support  the 
amendment  which  I  have  suggested.  The  subject- 
matter  was  referred  to  the  people  some  years  ago, 
and  the  people  voted  against  it  and  rejected  it. 

Mr.'  FOSTER.  Three  years  ago. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Three  years  ago  the  people 
rejected  this  very  proposal  to  transfer  the  pro¬ 
perty  to  the  harbour  commissioners,  and  now  a 
demand  is  made,  which  was  rejected  by  the  people,, 
that  the  Parliament  of  Canada  should  absolutely  re¬ 
fer  it  to  the  city  council.  The  hon.  gentleman  will 
remember  that  there  has  been  no  demand  from  the 
corporation  of  the  city  of  St.  John  for  this  resolution, 
for  reasons  which  are  not  apparent.  It  is  the 
three  members  who  represent  the  city  of  St. 
John  in  this  House  who  have  made  the  demand,, 
but  the  council  of  the  city  of  St.  John  have  not 
themselves  joined  in  it.  It  is  true  that  the  trans¬ 
fer  of  property  must  take  place  by  the  city 
council  itself,  and  it  is  true,  perhaps — I  take  the 
hon.  gentleman’s  statement  for  that — that  it  would 
require  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the  council.  But, 
Sir,  if  three  years  ago  only  the  people  of  the  city 
of  St.  John  were  consulted  upon  the  matter,  if  the 
city  council  did  not  choose  to  vote  on  the  matter 
themselves,  but  preferred  to  consult  the  people, 
and  if  the  proposal  was  rejected  by  the  people,  it 
seems  to  me  that  that  is  all  the  stronger  reason 
why  the  property  should  not  be  transferred  by  the 
council,  but  that  it  should  be  subject  to  the  vote  of 
the  people  and  that  they  should  be  consulted  once 
again  as  they  were  consulted  before.  If  the  people 
have  now  changed  their  minds  upon  the  question 
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they  can  so  express  their  opinion  at  the  poll.  The 
very  statement  made  by  the  hon.  gentleman  con¬ 
firms  me  in  the  opinion  I  have  expressed,  that  this 
proposal  should  meet  with  the  sanction  of  the 
people  at  the  polls. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  do  not  think  my  hon.  friend  is 
reasonable  in  making  this  demand,  and  I  will  tell 
him  why.  Before  anything  can  be  done  in  the  way 
of  putting  the  harbour  of  St.  John  under  a  com¬ 
mission,  even  after  the  Act  of  1882  was  passed,  by 
which  we  took  power  to  advance  a  certain  sum  of 
money;  before  the  city  of  St.  John  could  dispose  of 
its  property,  and  before  the  harbour  could  be  put 
in  commission,  an  agreement  was  made  and  legis¬ 
lation  had  as  to  the  conditions  under  which  this 
should  be  done,  and  the  Local  Act  provides  that 
the  city  may  accept  the  scheme  for  a  harbour  com¬ 
mission  on  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the  representative 
body  of  the  city.  That  was  the  arrangement  made 
by  the  people  of  St.  John  in  their  Local  Legislature, 
looking  towards  the  putting  of  the  harbour  in 
commission.  When  the  question  came  up  before 
the  city  council  to  vote  upon,  the  city  council 
was  not  obliged  to  ask  for  a  vote  of  the  people  upon 
it,  but  they  said  among  themselves  :  This  is  a  matter 
in  which  the  people  of  the  city  are  interested,  we 
are  their  representatives,  we  have  the  power  given 
to  us  by  a  two-thirds  vote  to  accept  this  scheme,  but 
we  will  first  ask  the  people  their  views  upon  the  mat¬ 
ter.  It  was  of  their  own  free  will  that  they  referred 
the  matter  to  the  people  and  took  their  views  upon 
it.  Now,  I  do  not  think  that  we  should  impose  upon 
the  city  of  St.  John,  or  upon  the  common  council 
of  St.  John,  a  limitation  of  the  powers  which  were 
given  them  by  the  Provincial  Act.  They  are  just 
as  sensible  now  as  they  were  then.  If  they  think 
that  instead  of  carrying  it  by  a  two-thirds  vote  in 
the  city  council  they  should  ask  the  people  to  give 
their  opinion  upon  it,  it  is  within  their  right  now 
to  do  so,  and  I  do  not  think  that  we  should  be 
called  upon  to  make  that  condition  obligatory.  We 
very  often  find,  even  in  representative  institutions, 
that  the  representatives  of  the  people  choose  to 
consult  public  opinion  either  in  one  form  or  another, 
and  I  think  that  we  should  leave  that  choice  to  the 
representative  body  of  the  city  of  St.  John.  Every 
one  knowrs  that  a  two- thirds  majority  is  a  very  large 
majority,  and  that  is  the  condition  upon  which  the 
city  council  of  St.  John,  if  they  wish,  can  take  action 
in  this  matter.  It  is  quite  unreasonable,  I  think, 
that  the  proposition  of  the  hon.  gentleman  should 
be  insisted  upon. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Does  it  mean 
two-thirds  absolute  majority,  or  two-thirds  of  those 
present  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  At  least  two-thirds  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  common  council.  It  is  an  absolute 
majority. 

Mr.  McLEOI).  That  question  was  decided 
before  the  courts.  The  question  was  raised  as  to 
whether  it  meant  an  absolute  majority  or  a  major¬ 
ity  of  those  present,  and  the  court  held  it  was  an 
absolute  majority.  So  far  as  this  amendment  is 
concerned,  I  think  it  is  an  amendment  that  this 
Parliament  has  no  power  to  make.  We  cannot 
say  that  the  city  of  St.  John  shall  not  sell  its  har¬ 
bour  to  the  commissioners  without  a  popular  vote. 
The  right  to  sell  is  vested  in  the  city  council  by 
the  Local  Legislature,  so  that,  although  you  could 
amend  this  Act  to  stop  its  going  into  operation 


until  certain  conditions  were  observed,  yet  I  believe 
that  this  Parliament  has  no  right  to  say  that 
the  city  of  St.  John  shall  not  sell  without  a  popu¬ 
lar  vote,  when  they  have  the  power  to  sell  under 
an  Act  of  the  Local  Government. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  do  not  dispute  that,  but 
that  is  not  the  point. 

Mr.  McLEOI).  The  city  council  of  St.  John 
can  to-day  by  a  majority  vote,  if  in  their  wisdom 
they  see  fit,  refer  the  matter  to  the  people  again. 
That  is  a  matter  for  their  consideration.  It  is 
a  matter  entirely  for  the  city  council  of  St. 
John  to  decide  what  course  they  shall  take, 
and  I  do  not  believe  any  particular  course  should 
be  made  obligatory  under  this  Act.  The  members 
of  the  city  council  are  elected  for  a  year,  and  I 
submit  that  they  are  better  judges  than  this  Par¬ 
liament  as  to  the  best  mode  of  procedure. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  quite  agree  that  the  city 
council  of  St.  John  can  part  with  their  property  in 
any  manner  they  please,  and  anything  we  might 
do  here  would  not  detract  from  their  power  in  that 
respect.  However,  the  hon.  gentleman(Mr.  McLeod) . 
will  not  dispute  that  if  we  authorize  the  Governor 
in  Council  to  grant  a  million  dollars  to  the  harbour 
commissioners,  on  the  condition  that  they  should 
receive  from  the  city  of  St.  John  certain  property, 
we  have  a  perfect  right  to  say  that  this  money  will 
be  granted  provided  the  people  of  the  city  of  St. 
John  approve  of  that  transaction.  It  is  a  condition 
which  we  have  a  right  to  put  upon  the  favour 
which  we  are  now  giving  to  the  city  of  St.  John. 
I  know  very  well  that  the  city  council  of  St.  John 
can  take  action  in  this  matter  without  referring  to 
the  people  at  all.  Still,  if  they  did  not  choose  on 
a  former  occasion  to  apply  the  power  which  had 
been  given  them  by  the  Local  Legislature  in  passing 
this  by-law  by  a  two-thirds  vote,  manifestly  it  was 
because  the  movement  was  not  popular  among  the 
people  of  the  city  and  because  there  was  strong 
objection  on  the  part  of  the  citizens.  The  city 
council  would  not  have  hesitated  one  moment  to 
take  advantage  of  the  power  given  them  by  the 
Local  Legislature  if  they  had  felt  public  opinion  was 
with  them.  If  they  did  not  take  advantage  of  this 
power,  it  was  simply  because  they  knew  that 
popular  feeling  was  against  the  scheme,  and  as  the 
event  proved  it,  because  when  it  was  referred  to 
the  people  it  was  defeated.  Under  such  circum¬ 
stances  what  right  have  we  to  impose  on  the  people 
of  the  city  of  St.  John  a  provision  which  they 
rejected  only  three  years  ago  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  We  do  not  impose  it  on  them. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  city  council  of  St.  John 
have  not  moved  in  this  matter,  the  people  of  the 
city  are  taken  by  surprise  in  this  matter,  and  since 
it  became  known  that  this  resolution  was  intro¬ 
duced,  I  have  received  a  communication  on  the 
subject.  If  the  city  council  had  come  here  and 
petitioned  for  this  favour,  I  could  understand  it, 
and  we  could  hear  them  and  hear  their  reasons  ; 
but  not  a  word  has  been  heard  from  them  upon 
this  subject,  and  therefore  the  very  precautions 
which  were  taken  at  one  time,  should  be  made 
obligatory  to  be  taken  again.  The  people  have 
rejected  this  matter  once  before,  and  1  insist  all  the 
more  that  they  should  be  consulted  before  this 
legislation  is  passed. 
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[At  one  o’clock  the  committee  adjourned,  and  at 
three  o’clock  resumed.] 

On  section  2, 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  move  that  the  following  he 
added  to  this  section  : — 

Provided,  however,,  that  the  powers  herein  granted  to 
the  Governor  in  Council  shall  be  exercised  only  on  the 
condition  that  any  contract  entered  into  between  the  said 
corporation  of  the  harbour  of  St.  John  and  the  said  cor¬ 
poration  of  the  city  of  St.  John,  for  the  acquisition  of  the 
said  harbour  property,  shall  have  been  previously  approved 
by  the  municipal  electors  of  the  said  city.” 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  the  proposition 
is  a  reasonable  one.  The  city  of  St.  John  has 
already  had  this  subject  before  it,  and  it  Was 
referred  to  the  electors  of  that  city  by  the  muni¬ 
cipal  council,  and  the  electors  have  rejected  the 
proposition.  The  Government  have  nothing  before 
them  to  show  that  the  view  taken  by  the  city  of 
St.  John  has  changed,-  and  there  is  no  certainty,  if 
the  council  of  the  city  of  St.  John  were  to  agree  to 
this  proposition,  that  it  has  the  approval  of  the 
electors.  Now,  in  the  end  they  ought  to  be  re¬ 
garded  as  the  best  judges  of  what  is  for  their  own 
interest.  I  do  not  think  t[iat  any  obligation  ought 
to  be  imposed  upon  them  without  their  consent. 
The  fact  that  the  Provincial  Legislature  has  con¬ 
ferred  a  power  of  this  sort  does  not  in  the  smallest 
degree  change  any  moral  obligation  that  rests  on 
this  Parliament  or  on  the  representatives  of  the 
city  with  respect  to  the  matter.  There  is  this  fact 
established,  in  the  information  which  has  been 
presented  to  us  :  that  there  has  been  some  com¬ 
munication  between  the  representatives  of  the  city 
of  St.  John  in  this  House  and  certain  members  of  the 
council  ;  but  it  has  never  been  put  before  the  council 
in  their  official  capacity,  and  there  has  been  no 
expression  of  their  opinion  upon  it.  I  do  not  see 
how  the  council,  at  any  rate,  would  have  any  right 
to  enter  into  negotiation  with  the  Government — 
certainly  no  more  right  after  they  have  referred 
the  question  to  the  electors  of  the  city,  and  the 
electors  have  pronounced  against  it.  I  think  it  is 
rather  an  unusual  proceedingto  undertake  to  make 
an  appropriation  of  this  kind,  after  there  has  been 
a  formal  expression  of  the  citizens  on  the  subject ; 
and  I  do  not  think  it  is  at  all  unreasonable,  and 
certainly  it  is  not  an  improper  proposal,  that  this 
reference  should  be  made.  \Vhat  harm  can  be 
done  ?  I  do  not  suppose  the  Minister  of  Finance 
would  want  to  go  oil  and  act,  wdiatever  might  be 
his  own  personal  opinion  on  the  subject,  if  he  thought 
the  majority  of  the  'electors  were  opposed  to  the 
proceeding.  Supposing  the  electors  were  to  pro¬ 
nounce  against  it  by  petition  or  by  public  meeting  ; 
are  the  Government  prepared  to  go  on  and  enter 
into  the  arrangement  and  bind  the  city,  at  the  in¬ 
stance  of  the  corporation,  simply  because  the  cor¬ 
poration  hold  the  power  by  law  ?  I  do  not  think 
that  should  be  done.  Certainly  no  harm  can  arise 
from  submitting  the  question  to  the  electors,  because 
if  the  electors  approve  there  will  be  that  additional 
sanction,  and  if  they  fail  to  approve  the  Govern¬ 
ment  ought  not  to  want  to  proceed  with  the  matter. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  I  can  assure  the  hon.  gentlemen 
opposite  who  have  spoken  on  this  Rill  that  there  is 
not  the  slightest  danger  that  the  rights  or  interests 
of  the  citizens  will  be  in  any  way  violated  or  in¬ 
fringed  upon. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Well,  support  the  pro¬ 
position. 

Mr.  Laurier. 


Mr.  HAZEN.  I  do  not  support  it,  because  I 
think  it  is  a  very  wrong  principle  to  introduce  into 
a  measure  of  this  kind.  Before  this  Bill  can  be 
effective,  and  before  the  harbour  of  the  city  of  St. 
John  can  be  put  in  commission,  the  proposal  has 
to  be  sanctioned  by  18  out  of  the  26  members  of 
the  municipal  body  of  the  city  of  St.  John.  As  the 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  probably  know,  those 
gentlemen  are  elected  every  year.  They  also  know 
that  men  in  their  position,  who  have  to  go  back  for¬ 
election  every  year,  are  very  sensitive  to  public 
opinion,  and  are  not  at  all  likely  to  do  .anything 
contrary  to  public  opinion.  If  it  were  a  majority 
of  the  council  that  had  to  be  obtained,  the  rights 
and  interests  of  the  citizens  might  be  placed  in  jeo¬ 
pardy  ;  but  as  a  two-thirds  majority  has  to  be 
obtained,  and  as  every  man  at  the  council  board 
who  votes  on  this  measure  knows  that  he  will 
have  to  go  back  to  the  electors  within  a  few  months 
after  giving  that  vote,  hon.  gentlemen  opposite  may 
be  satisfied  that  before  voting  they  will  be  reason¬ 
ably  sure  what  the  view  of  the  electors  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  is.  I  can  assure  my  hon.  friends  that  these 
gentlemen,  representing  all  shades  of  politics  and 
every  part  of  the  city,  are  in  a  better  position  to 
give  correct  information  on  this  subject  than  some 
of  those  who  have  written  to  my  hon.  friends  in  re¬ 
gard  to  it ;  and  whatever  two-thirds  of  the  council 
of  St.  John  may  decide  on  the  C|uestion,  I  am  sure 
they  will  act  from  a  public  stand-point  and  in  the 
interests  of  the  citizens.  The  hon.  gentleman  com¬ 
mented  on  the  fact  that  three  years  ago  the  people 
voted  upon  this  scheme.  True,  they  did  ;  and  the 
reason  the  council  asked  for  a  vote  of  the  people 
was  that  the  council  themselves  were  in  very  great 
doubt  as  to  what  the  state  of  public  opinion  was.. 
The  two-thirds  necessary  would  not  then  take  the 
responsibility  of  placing  the  harbour  in  commission. 
But  my  hon.  friends  opposite  must  remember  that 
the  scheme  voted  on  then,  was,  to  a  certain  extent, 
a  defective  scheme  compared  with  the  present  one, 
and  the  main  objection  to  placing  the  harbour 
in  commission  three  years  ago  was  that  if  the  city 
authorities  gave  away  their  harbour  rights  for 
$750,000,  the  balance  remaining^  $250,000,  would  not 
be  anything  like  sufficient  to  put  the  commis¬ 
sion  in  a  position  to  provide  for  the  requisite 
accommodations  to  make  the  harbour  a  success. 
That  difficulty  is  removed  by  the  provision  of  the 
present  Bill.  Another  objection  to  the  previous 
Bill  was  that  the  commission  would  be  run  in  the 
interests  of  the  Government,  and  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  might  appoint  as  commissioners  men  who 
were  not  citizens  of  the  city  and  perhaps  did  not 
live  there  at  all.  But  that  objection  is  also  met 
by  this  Bill.  These  two  principal  objections  being 
met,  thepresentscheme  is,  therefore,  notthat  which 
was  submitted  to  the  people  in  1889.  As  to  whether 
the  council  would  adopt  the  scheme  or  not,  I  can¬ 
not  say.  They  have  not  sent  any  representatives 
here,  and  I  have  not  had  any  correspondence  with 
any  of  them  to  know  whether  they  will  accept  it 
or  not.  But  from  my  own  stand-point  as  a  citizen 
of  St.  John,  speaking  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
city,  I  believe  it  will  be  to  the  interests  of  St.  John 
to  accept  it,  and  I  believe  the  Government  wfill 
have  a  good  asset  and  receive  interest  on  its  money 
every  year. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Hid  my  hon.  friend  vote  for  it 
on  the  previous  occasion  ? 
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Mr.  HAZEN.  I  was  not  residing  in  St.  John  at 
the  time,  and  do  not  know  how  I  would  have  voted, 
but  I  believe  I  would  have  voted  in  its  favour. 

Mr.  LAURIER,  Most  of  the  arguments  the  lion, 
gentleman  has  given  do  not  apply  at  all.  I  do  not 
know  what  the  complexion  of  the  council  is  to-day 
and  whether  it  will  be  in  favour  of  this  Bill  or  not, 
but  I  do  not  know  what  the  public  feeling  is  with 
regard  to  this  question.  What  I  object  to  is 
giving  the  council  of  St.  John  the  power  of  binding 
the  people  on  a  question  concerning  which  the  peo¬ 
ple  were  never  consulted.  We  stand  in  this  posi¬ 
tion  to-day  :  that  three  years  ago  the  people  of  St. 
John  did  not  want  to  barter  away  their  property 
even  for  the  consideration  of  obtaining  .$750,000 
from  the  public  treasury.  Now  it  is  supposed  they 
have  changed  their  mind.  They  may  have,  or 
they  may  have  not,  but  in  either  case,  what  harm 
can  be  done  by  the  amendment  ?  There  is  every 
reason  why  the  people  should  be  given  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  say  whether  the  Bill  is  acceptable  to  them 
or  not. 

Mr.  HAZEN.  The  council  have  full  power  to 
do  and  may  do  it. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Certainly,  and  if  the  council 
had  petitioned  for  this,  we  would  be  in  a  position  to 
know  what  their  views  are.  But  this  proposal  has 
not  emanated  from  the  council,  and  we  have  not  a 
word  from  them  to  show  that  they  are  in  favour  of 
it.  On  the  contrary,  the  resolution  has  been  sprung 
upon  the  House,  and  not  at  the  instance  of  any 
responsible  body.  I  have  seen  the  signatures  of  my 
hon.  friend  and  his  colleagues  in  its  favour,  but  we 
have  nothing  else  to  show  in  its  favour. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  think  my  hon.  friend’s  argu¬ 
ment  scarcely  leads  him  to  the  conclusion  to  which 
he  has  come.  He  says  that  if  the  council  had 
sent  a  petition  for  this,  we  would  have  known 
their  views,  and  we  must  infer  that  if  they  had 
petitioned  for  it,  he  would  not  ask  us  to  adopt  this 
amendment,  and  would  have  no  objections  to  the 
Bill  passing  through  as  it  is.  But  if  the  council 
are  in  favour  of  the  measure,  the  amendment  of 
my  hon.  friend  will  put  them  in  no  better  posi¬ 
tion,  and  if  they  are  not  they  will  simply  not 
accept  it,  and  they  will  be  thus  under  no  disad¬ 
vantage  by  our  passing  the  Bill  as  it  is.  The  point 
I  make  is  this  :  that  when  the  city  got  the  power  to 
dispose  of  this  property,  it  obtained  that  power 
deliberately,  with  full  knowledge  of  all  the  cir¬ 
cumstances,  and  on  condition  that  this  property 
could  be  disposed  of  in  this  way  when  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  city,  by  a  two-thirds  vote,  had 
decided  that  it  should  be  so  disposed  of.  Now,  I 
think  we  had  better  leave  the  city  with  the  powers 
they  thought  sufficient  for  the  purpose,  and  if  the 
majority  is  in  favour  of  this  measure,  we  have  no 
right  to  impose  a  condition  on  the  city.  Y\  e  gave 
this  council,  as  a  representative  body,  the  power 
to  accept  this  legislation,  and  we  should  not  now 
seek  to  eui'tail  that  power. 

Amendment  negatived. 

Mr.  FOSTER,  I  desire  to  add  as  an  amendment 
to  the  third  sub-section  of  clause  8,  by  adding  after 
the  word  “  harbours  ”  in  the  fifth  line  :  “  And  the 
construction  of  such  works  as  may  improve  faci¬ 
lities  for  shipment  therein.” 

Amendment  agreed  to. 

Bill  reported. 


Mr.  FOSTER  moved  the  third  reading  of  the 
Bill. 

Mr.  LAURIER  moved,  in  amendment,  that  the 
Bill  be  not  now  read  a  third  time,  but  be  referred 
back  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole,  with  power 
to  amend  the  same  by  adding  the  following  words 
to  section  2  : — 

Provided,  however,  that  the  powers  herein  granted 
to  the  Governor  in  Council  shall  be  exercised  only  on  con¬ 
dition  that  any  contract  entered  into  between  the  said 
corporation  of  the  harbour  of  St.  John  and  the  said  cor¬ 
poration  of  the  city  of  St.  John,  for  the  acquisition  of  the 
said  harbour,  shall  have  been  previously  approved  by  the 
municipal  electors  of  the  said  city. 


House  divided  : 


Yeas: 

Messieurs 


Allan, 

Armstrong, 

Bain  (Wentworth), 
B6chard, 

Beith, 

Bernier,  • 

Bourassa, 

Bowers, 

Bowman, 

Brodeur, 

Bruneau, 

Campbell, 

Carroll, 

Cartwright  (Sir  Richard), 
Casey, 

Christie, 

Colter, 

Dawson, 

Edgar, 

Featherston, 

Flint, 

Forbes. 

Frechette, 

Fremont, 

Geoffrion, 

Gillmor, 

Godbout, 


Grieve, 

Guay, 

Innes, 

Ives, 

Landerkin, 

Laurier, 

Lavergne, 

Leduc, 

Livingston, 

Lowell, 

Macdonald  (Huron), 
McGregor, 
McMullen, 
Mignault, 

Mills  (Bothwell), 
Monet, 

Paterson  (Brant), 
Rider, 

Rinfret, 

Rowand, 

Sanborn, 

Scriver, 

Semple, 

Somerville, 

Sutherland, 

V  aillancourt.— 53. 


Nays  : 


Messieurs 


Amyot, 

Bain  (Soulanges), 
Baker, 

Bennett, 

Bergeron, 

Bergin, 

Bowell, 

Boyle, 

Burnham, 

Calvin, 

Cameron, 

Carling, 

Carpenter, 

Caron  (Sir  Adolphe), 
Chapleau, 

Cleveland, 

Coatsworth, 

Cochrane, 

Cockburn, 

Costigan, 

Craig, 

Curran, 

Davin, 

Denison, 

Desjardins  (L’lslet), 
Dewdney, 

Dickey, 

Dugas, 

Dupont, 

Dyer, 

Earle,  # 

Fairbairn, 

Ferguson  (Leeds  and 
Ferguson  (Renfrew), 
Foster, 

Gillies, 

Gordon,  _ 

Grandbois, 


LaRiviere, 

Lipp6, 

Macdonald  (King’s), 
Macdonell  (Algorna), 

.  McAlister, 

McDonald  (Victoria), 
McDougald  (Pictou), 
McKay, 

McLennan, 

McLeod, 

McMillan  (Vaudreuil), 
Madill, 

Mara, 

Marshall, 

Masson, 

Metcalfe, 

Miller, 

Mills  (Annapolis), 
Montague, 

Ouimet, 

Patterson  (Colchester), 
Patterson  (Huron), 
Pelletier, 

Pridham, 

Putnam, 

Robillard, 

Roome, 

Rosamond, 

Ross  (Lisgar), 

Skinner, 

Smith  (Ontario), 
Sproule, 

.), Stairs, 

Stevenson, 

Taylor, 

Temple, 

Thompson  (Sir  John), 
Tisdale, 


4655 


[COMMON'S] 


4656 


Haggart, 

Hazen, 

Hearn, 

Henderson, 

Hodgins, 

Hughes, 

Hutchins, 

Kenny, 

Langevin  (Sir  Hector), 


Turcotte, 

Tyrwhitt, 

Wallace, 

Weldon, 

White  (Cardwell), 
Wilmot, 

Wilson, 

Wood  (Brockville).— 93. 


Pairs  : 

Ministerial.  Opposition. 

Mr.  Corbould,  Mr.  Davies  (P.E.I.), 

Mr.  Macdonald  (Winnipeg),  Mr.  Choquette, 

Mr.  Wood  (Westmoreland),  Mr.  Welsh, 

Mr.  McDougall  (C.  Breton),  Mr.  Fraser, 

Mr.  Ryckman,  Mr.  Perry, 

Mr.  McLean  (P.E.I.),  Mr.  Yeo. 


Mr.  GUAY.  The  lion,  member  for  Montmagny 
has  not  voted. 


Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  I  have  paired  with  the  hon. 
member  for  Winnipeg  (Mr.  Macdonald). 

Amendment  negatived,  and  Bill  read  the  third 
time  and  passed. 


SUPPLY  BILL-BUSINESS  OF  THE  HOUSE. 


Mr.  FOSTER  moved  third  reading  of  Bill  (No. 
100)  for  granting  to  Her  Majesty  certain  sums  of 
money  required  for  defraying  certain  expenses  of 
the  public  service  for  the  financial  year  ending  the 
30th  June,  1893,  and  for  other  purposes  relating  to 
the  public  service. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  suppose  now  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  is  in  a  position  to  inform  the  House  when 
Parliament  is  to  be  prorogued,  and  what  business 
he  intends  to  go  on  with. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  day  of  proroga¬ 
tion  is  not  fixed,  and  cannot  at  present  be  fixed, 
in  view  of  the  business  which  is  still  before  the 
Senate.  It  is  not  unlikely  that  the  Senate  will 
still  be  occupied  for  a  good  many  days.  I  am  not 
in  a  position  to  state  that  we  propose  to  abandon 
any  measure  on  the  Paper  other  than  those  which 
I  have  already  indicated  will  be  dropped. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  As  to  the  Supply  Bill,  we  are 
now  on  the  sixth  day  of  the  current  year  with 
bills  maturing  for  payment  from  the  first  of  the 
month,  and  we  are  without  a  dollar  to  carry  on  the 
public  business.  It  is  important,  as  we  have  made 
no  partial  Supply  Bill  this  year  as  we  did  last 
year,  in  order  to  meet  the  current  wants,  that  we 
should  get  this  Bill  passed  through  so  that  the 
public  service  may  be  provided  for. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  No  doubt  that  is  a  considera¬ 
tion,  but  I  have  understood  from  the  Minister  of 
Justice  that  the  Senate  are  likely  to  sit  some 
weeks. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Some  days. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Why  should  we  sit  for  some 
days  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  There  is  no  objection 
to  our  sitting  when  the  Senate  is  sitting. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  We  might  adjourn. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Not  till  we  get 
through  the  business  on  the  Paper. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Many  members  desire  to  know 
if  we  are  to  have  an  adjournment. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  If  there  is  a  prospect 
of  the  Senate  being  kept  for  a  week,  which  is 
Mr.  Foster] 


likely,  we  might  propose  a  short  adjournment,  but 
we  cannot  know  till  to-morrow. 

Motion  agreed  to,  Bill  read  the  second  time,  con¬ 
sidered  in  Committee  and  reported. 

WORK  ON  RIVIERE  DU  SUD. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Speaker, 
before  proceeding  any  further  with  the  Orders  of 
the  Day,  I  wish  to  ask  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  what  he  has  decided  to  do  concerning  the 
work  which  should  be  performed  on  Riviere  du 
Sud  ?  The  matter  was  to  be  settled  by  his  prede¬ 
cessor,  the  Hon.  Frank  Smith.  I  hear  that  certain 
complications  have  arisen — -I  do  not  think  they  are 
very  serious,  however  ;  but  the  affair  is  still  pend¬ 
ing,  and  I  would  like  to  know  what  he  proposes 
to  do  ? 

Mr.  OUIMET.  (Translation.)  As  I  have  al¬ 
ready  had  the  honour  to  state  to  my  hon.  friend 
for  Montmagny  (Mr.  Choquette),  a  question  of 
jurisdiction  has  arisen  which  for  the  time  being 
prevents  the  definite  settlement  of  the  question. 
Consequent  upon  the  representations  made  by  the 
member  for  Montmagny  concerning  damages  which 
he  alleged  to  have  been  caused  to  the  owners  of 
land  bordering  on  Riviere  du  Sud,  a  first  survey 
was  made  by  the  employes  of  the  Railway  Depart¬ 
ment.  These  gentlemen  made  a  report  represent¬ 
ing  that  the  department  was  in  no  way  responsible 
for  the  damages,  since  they  were  not  caused  by  the 
work  on  the  Intercolonial  bridge  ;  so  that  that  de¬ 
partment  found  no  cause  for  action.  Later  on,  the 
question  was  referred  to  the  Department  of  Public 
Works.  I  know  not  why,  for  if  the  damages  were 
caused  by  works  under  the  control  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Railways  and  Canals,  the  latter  should 
have  to  answer  for  them,  and  not  the  Department 
of  Public  Works.  However,  the  matter  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Department  of  Public  Works.  The 
then  Minister  of  Public  Works  good-naturedly 
sent  an  engineer  to  examine  the  locality  with  a 
view  of  reporting  on  the  causes  of  the  damages 
complained  of  by  the  hon.  member.  I  must  say 
that  the  report  of  our  department  is  to  the  effect 
that  the  damages  were  caused  by  the  works  of  the 
Railway  Department.  Hon.  Mr.  Smith,  who 
acted  as  Minister  during  the  interregnum  which 
preceded  my  accession  to  the  department, 
gave  the  member  for  Montmaguy  a  quasi  promise 
that  the  department  would  see  that  the  required 
works  should  be  done.  A  request  to  that  effect  was 
made,  but  as  there  was  conflict  between  the  engi¬ 
neers  of  the  two  departments,  the  Government 
thought  better  to  have  a  new  survey  made,  so  as  to 
justify  the  Government  or  one  of  the  two  depart¬ 
ments  to  undertake  the  work.  I  may  say  that  the 
Minister  of  Railways  purposes  to  go  himself  with 
his  engineer,  soon  after  the  closing  of  the  present 
session,  to  examine  the  locality  and  see  the  cause 
of  the  damages.  If  really  the  Government  is 
responsible  for  them,  they  shall  be  repaired. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  I  must  say 
that  I  do  not  find  much  fault  with  the  answer  just 
given  me  by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  but  I 
must  say  also  that  it  is  not  altogether  satisfactory. 
The  hon..  Minister  says  that  Hon.  Mr.  Smith  with 
much  kindness  granted  my  request.  I  will  say  it 
was  no  kindness,  but  justice.  He  did  so  because 
he  found  that  he  should.  Again,  it  is  not  a  quasi 
promise  which  he  gave  me,  but  an  official  and 
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authentic  promise  of  the  department  that  the 
damages  should  be  repaired. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  Order.  I  draw  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber’s  attention  to  the  fact  that  he  has  already  spoken, 
and  cannot  speak  again  unless  he  wishes  to  make  a 
personal  explanation. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  (Translation.)  If  the  House 
will  allow  me  I  will  say  just  a  few  words  more  to  set¬ 
tle  the  matter.  I  must  say  that  I  have  no  wish  to 
judge  the  Government  with  more  severity  than  I 
should  under  the  circumstances.  I  am  to  a  certain 
extent  happy  to  find  good-will  in  the  answer  given 
me  by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works.  As  it  will  be 
the  pleasure  of  the  Minister  of  Railways  to  come 
down  soon,  I  hope  that  he  may  let  me  know  the 
date  of  his  trip,  so  that  I  may  be  at  home,  first  to 
receive  him,  and  then  to  see  him  myself  to  the 
grounds. 

I  was  saying  that  I  am  not  entirely  satisfied  with 
the  answer  of  the  Minister.  I  am  sure  that  if  the 
Minister  of  Railways  will  visit  the  place  himself 
and  see  the  situation  of  the  bridge,  he  will  be  con¬ 
vinced  that  the  Government  is  responsible.  I  am 
glad  I  shall  have  the  pleasure  of  a  visit  from  the 
Minister  of  Railways,  and  I  should  like  him  to  in¬ 
form  me  beforehand  of  the  day  he  will  arrive,  so 
that  I  may  receive  him  as  well  as  I  can. 

RAILWAY  SUBSIDIES. 

House  resolved  itself  into  committee  to  consider 
a  certain  proposed  resolution  (p.  4644)  to  authorize 
the  granting  of  subsidies  to  certain  railway  com¬ 
panies,  and  towards  the  construction  of  the  rail¬ 
ways  therein  mentioned. 

Resolution  reported  and  concurred  in. 

RAILWAY  SUBSIDIES— CONCURRENCE. 

House  proceeded  to  consider  railway  subsidy 
resolutions  reported  from  Committee  of  the  W  hole. 

Temiscouata  Railway  Company . $21,600 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  several 
reasons  to  give  why  this  item  should  not  be  con¬ 
curred  in,  and  I  will  try  to  state  them  as  briefly  as 
I  can  to  the  House.  In  the  first  place  the  sub¬ 
sidies  which  have  already  been  voted  to  this  rail¬ 
way  have  been  ample  if  not  excessive.  Even 
taking  the  figures  which  the  Minister  of  Railways 
claims  to  be  correct,  as  the  amount  of  the  vote  for 
the  Temiscouata  Railway  Company,  and  taking 
his  own  statistics,  we  find  that  for  the  whole 
length  of  the  line,  including  the  portion  that  was 
mentioned  in  the  Railway  Statistics  as  uncom¬ 
pleted,  there  were  1 13  miles  of  road, — if  it  is  all 
finished  as  they  say  it  is — and  his  own  statistics 
show  as  I  pointed  out  in  committee  that  the  sub¬ 
sidies,  Dominion,  provincial  and  municipal,  grant¬ 
ed  to  that  railway  company  amounted  to  $172,200, 
or  a  public  subsidy  of  $10,373  per  mile  for  113 
miles. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  understood  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  to  say  that  by  the  Railway  Statistics  publish¬ 
ed  in  my  department  that  is  the  result. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Yes,  that  is  the  result  for  the  113 
miles  completed  and  uncompleted  shown  in  the 
Railway  Statistics.  I  will  not  go  over  the  details 
now,  .but  the  hon.  gentleman  has  them  as  I  gave 
them  the  other  night.  It  is  now  proposed  to  aid 


that  railway  by  giving  it  $1,800  per  mile  for  a 
portion  of  it,  in  addition  to  all  that.  YY  hen  this 
railway  was  under  discussion  some  years  ago  in 
this  House,  we  had  statements  made  by  the  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Public  Works,  who  had  charge  of  the  vote, 
and  by  the  Minister  of  Inland  Revenue — who  are 
both  in  the  House  now  I  am  glad  to  see — on  the 
subject  of  the  estimated  cost  of  the  construction  of 
that  road.  In  1885,  Sir  Hector  Langevin,  when  he 
was  proposing  to  increase  the  subsidy  to  $6,000  per 
mile,  said,  as  I  find  it  reported  at  page  2975  of  the 
Hanmrd  : 

“  We  have  been  informed  by  the  parties  connected  with 
this  company  that  if  the  subsidy  were  increased  to  $6,000 
per  mile,  they  could  obtain  the  necessary  funds  to  carry 
on  that  work.” 

There  was  no  discussion  then  or  no  hope,  appar¬ 
ently,  of  any  provincial  subsidy.  It  was  supposed, 
and  it  was  proposed  to  the  then  Minister  of  Public 
Works,  that  a  subsidy  of  $6,000  per  mile  would 
enable  this  road  to  be  constructed.  During  the 
same  debate  on  the  same  day  we  find  the  Minister 
of  Inland  Revenue,  who  seemed  to  be  familiar 
naturally  with  that,  locality  and  the  railways  there, 
as  of  course  a  portion  of  this  is  in  his  constituency , 
said  : 

“  Whether  $6,000  is  sufficient  or  not,  I  may  say  that  the 
New  Brunswick  Railway  Company  are  very  anxious  to 
push  the  road  through,  as  they  repeatedly  represented 
that  if  a  subsidy  of  $6,000  per  mile  were  given,  they  were 
prepared  to  put  the  road  through  vigorously,  and  I  have 
no  doubt  they  will  do  so.” 

Then  he  went  on  to  give  a  little  more  particular8 
about  the  reasons  for  his  hope.  He  said  : 

“I  may  say  that  Mr.  Burpee  was  vice-president  or 
manager  of  the  road,  and  he  was  here  and  he  told  me  in 
conversation  I  had  with  him  that  the  company  would 
consider  a  subsidy  of  $6,000  a  mile  sufficient  to  put  the 
road  through,  though  he  did  not  seem  very  anxious  about 
it  at  the  time,  but  if  this  subsidy  was  voted  and  given  to 
them  they  would  undertake  to  push  the  road  through. 

That  was  in  1885,  the  second  time  this  railway  was 
before  Parliament  for  a  vote  increasing  the  sub¬ 
sidy  from  $3,200  to  $6,000  per  mile.  I  have  shown 
that  this  company  got  $10,373  per  mile,  and  I 
think  that  they  should  have  no  more.  However, 
there  is  another  reason  which  I  think  should  pre¬ 
vent  the  House  from  passing  this  resolution.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  earlier  part  of  this  session,  some  three 
months  ago,  I  made  in  my  place  in  Parliament 
very  serious  charges  connected  with  the  dealings 
with  the  subsidies  of  this  very  Temiscouata  Rail¬ 
way  Company,  and'  that  there  can  be  no  doubt 
about  the  distinctness  of  the  charges  and  the  appli¬ 
cability  of  these  charges  to  the  matter  we  are  now 
discussing,  I  will  read  charges  7,  8  and  9  : 

“  7.  That  the  Temiscouata  Railway  Company  was  given 
incorporation  by  letters  patent  issued  by  the  Canadian 
Government  on  6th  October,  1885,  and  since  that  date  the 
said  railway  company  has  received  from  the  Dominion 
of  Canada  subsidies  to  the  extent  of  $642,200. — which  sub¬ 
sidies  were  voted  by  Parliament  on  the  recommendation 
of  Ministers  of  the  Crown.  ,  , 

“  8.  That  since  the  6th  October,  1885,  and  while  the  said 
Temiscouata  Railway  was  being  constructed  in  part  by 
means  of  the  said  subsidies,  the  said  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  cor¬ 
ruptly  received  large  sums  of  money  from  the  persons 
who  from  time  to  time  controlled  the  said  Temiscouata 
Railway  Company  and  the  said  subsidies,  or  who  were 
beneficially  interested  in  the  said  subsidies. 

“  9.  That  also  since  the  said  6th  October,  188o,  the  per¬ 
sons  who  from  time  to  time  controlled  the  said  T6mis- 
couata  Railway  Company  and  the  said  subsidies,  or  who 
were  beneficially  interested  in  the  said  subsidies,  paid 
and  contributed  large  sums  at  the  request  and  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  said  Sir  A.  P.  Caron,  for  election  pur¬ 
poses  to  aid  in  the  election  to  the  House  of  Commons  ot 
the  said  Sir  A.  P.  Caron,  and  other  members  and  support- 
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ers  of  the  Government  of  which  he  was  a  member,  and 
that  after  some  of  such  last-mentioned  corrupt  payments 
and  contributions  were  made,  further  and  other  subsidies 
were  granted  and  paid  to  the  said  railway  company  by 
the  Government  of  which  the  said  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  was  a 
member. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  these  charges  were  made  three 
months  ago  to-day.  It  is  not  my  fault  that  they 
have  not  been  investigated.  There  was  plenty  of 
time  to  have  had  them  fully  investigated  long  before 
this.  It  cannot  be  said  to-day,  when  the  House 
is  asked  to  vote  another  subsidy  to  this  railway, 
that  they  have  not  had  the  fullest  kind  of  notice 
of  these  charges,  and  if  they  vote  this  subsidy  they 
vote  it  in  the  face  of  these  charges  standing*  unin¬ 
vestigated.  Now,  whether  these  charges  have  been 
properly  referred  to  a  Royal  Commission  or  not,  or 
whether  only  a  parody  of  them  has  been  referred, 
I  do  not  care.  In  either  event  this  vote  should  not 
be  passed  by  this  House  until  the  investigation 
takes  place.  I  know  it  is  contended  by  some  hon. 
gentlemen  on  the  other  side  that  all  the  charges 
made  on  this  head  have  been  referred  to  the  Royal 
Commission.  I  do  not  think  they  have  ;  but  as¬ 
suming  that  they  have,  can  hon.  members 
consistently  vote  to  grant  another  subsidy 
to  this  railway  company  when  they  admit 
that  the  investigation  of  these  very  charges 
is  pending  ?  I  say  they  cannot  do  it,  and  they 
will  stultify  themselves  if  they  do  it.  In  such 
a  state  of  affairs  we  ought  not  to  be  asked  to  vote 
this  money.  There  is  no  excuse  for  it.  The 
Government  cannot  get  out  of  it.  They  have  to 
face,  and  their  supporters  have  to  face,  this  ques¬ 
tion  before  the  public  :  Whether  in  a  condition  of 
affairs  like  that  they  are  going  to  vote  a  large  addi¬ 
tional  sum  of  public  money  to  this  company  to  be 
expended  in  the  same  line.  There  has  been  no 
change  in  the  control  of  that  road,  so  far  as  we 
know,  and  if  there  were  that  would  not  make 
much  difference.  I  made  those  charges,  and  they 
may  or  may  not  have  been  referred.  But  there 
was  another  charge  which,  intimately  affecting  this 
railway,  I  made  at  the  same  time,  and  which  was 
not  referred  at  all,  but  which  was  boldly  and 
squarely  struck  out  of  the  charges  which  were 
referred  to  the  Royal  Commission.  I  refer  to 
charge  10,  in  which  I  said  : 

“  That  the  said  sums  of  money  hereinbefore  mentioned 
in  paragraphs  6  and  9,  as  paid  and  contributed  for  election 
purposes,  were  so  used,  together  with  other  sums  con¬ 
tributed  by  public  contractors  with  the  Dominion  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  were  controlled  and  distributed  by  the  direct 
authority  and  with  the  knowledge  of  the  said  Sir  A.  P. 
Caron,  in  lavish  and  illegal  amounts  for  the  purpose  of 
corruptly  influencing  the  electors,  and  in  the  general 
election  of  1887  alone,  upwards  of  $100,000  of  moneys  so 
contributed  were  so  used  for  the  purpose  of  corruptly 
influencing  the  elector's  in  the  following  electoral  dis¬ 
tricts.” 

And  then  I  named  them.  I  was  not  allowed,  even 
rhrough  the  farce  of  a  Royal  Commission  and  an 
emasculated  reference,  to  go  into  that  charge  at  all. 
But  although  the  doors  of  Parliament  were  shut 
against  me,  I  am  glad  to  say  that  there  was  one 
door  open,  that  was  the  public  press  ;  and  on  that 
charge  10  the  public  press,  in  the  interest  of  the 
public,  has  taken  up  the  investigation  which  was 
absolutely  refused  to  me  in  this  House,  and  has 
proved  distinctly  that  moneys  were  “  controlled 
and  distributed  by  the  direct  authority  and  with 
the  knowledge  of  the  said  Sir  A.  P.  Caron,  in  lavish 
and  illegal  amounts  for  the  purpose  of  corruptly 
influencing  the  electors.”  If  anything  was  ever 
Mr.  Edgar. 


proved  by  publication  in  the  newspapers,  that  was 
proved.  Why,  Sir,  to  take  one  case  alone — the 
case  of  the  constituency  of  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral,  the  County  of  Quebec.  Photographic  copies 
of  documents  were  published,  which  were  not 
denied  and  not  disputed,  and  which  cannot  be 
denied  or  disputed,  over  his  own  signature, 
showing  that  the  expenditure  in  that  one  elec¬ 
tion  was  $4,250,  whereas  his  election  agent  returned 
only  $904  as  the  total  legitimate  expenses.  There¬ 
fore,  I  say  that  portion  of  that  charge  has  been 
proved.  The  other  portion  is  uninvestigated  ;  but 
I  say  here  that  every  word  of  my  charges  7,  8  and 
9,  I  am  prepared  to  prove,  and  there  are  members 
of  this  House,  whether  they  are  in  the  Chamber 
now  or  not,  who  know  that  I  can  prove  them.  There¬ 
fore,  I  say  that  this  vote  should  not  pass.  Now,  I 
would  like  to  give  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr. 
Weldon)  an  opportunity  of  correcting  a  very  gross 
error  into  which  he  fell  not  long  ago — I  will  not  say 
where — when  he  undertook  to  show  the  public  that 
the  charges  which  I  had  made  were  included  in 
those  referred  to  the  Royal  Commission.  I  remem¬ 
ber  hearing  it  said  that  the  hon.  member  for  Assi- 
niboia  (Mr.  Davin)  for  one,  and  I  think  some  other 
members  of  this  House,  were  influenced  in  their 
judgment  as  to  whether  the  Royal  Reference  Com¬ 
mission  covered  the  charges  or  not,  by  the  opinion 
of  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr.  Weldon) ;  and 
I  want  to  show  that  hon.  gentleman  that  unwit¬ 
tingly  he  made  a  very  gross  error,  which  must  have 
misled  him,  and  must  have  misled  other  gentlemen 
who  depended  on  his  judgment  in  this  matter. 

kSir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  presume  the  hon. 
gentleman  is  not  going  to  reopen  a  past  debate. 
He  is  evidently  doing  so  under  the  guise  of  saying 
that  he  does  not  intend  to  say  where  the  debate 
took  place. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  I  have  not  referred  to  the  debate, 
and  am  trying  not  to  refer  to  a  previous  debate. 
The  hon.  member  for  Albert  is  here,  and  I  am  sure 
he  will  be  the  first  to  desire  to  correct  the  mistake 
he  has  made.  I  say  that  when  he  was  explaining 
in  a  public  place  that  the  charges  referred  to  the 
Royal  Commission  were  practically  the  same  as  those 
I  made,  he  quoted  charges  3,  4  and  5  of  my  original 
charges,  and  said  that  they  were  just  the  words  of 
those  referred  to  the  Royal  Commission.  He  also 
quoted  clause  6  of  my  charges,  which  he  said  were 
equally  the  words  of  the  charges  referred  to  the 
Royal  Commission. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  hon.  gentleman 
is  discussing  a  past  debate.  I  do  not  wish  to  call 
him  to  order,  but  I  would  be  very  glad  if  he  would 
discuss  the  matter  without  doing  so. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  must  ask  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  to  confine  himself  as  closely  to  the  question 
before  the  House  as  possible.  I  have  listened  care¬ 
fully  to  what  the  hon.  gentleman  has  said  with 
reference  to  the  motion  before  the  House,  and  I 
assumed  he  was  arguing  that  this  vote  should  not 
be  passed  until  the  investigation  ordered  by  the 
House  had  taken  place.  Of  course  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  will  understand  that  he  cannot  refer  to  a  pre¬ 
vious  debate. 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  would  ask  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  to  be  good  enough  to  tell  me  whether  or  not 
what  he  refers  to  he  took  from  the  first  printed 
copy  of  Hansard,  such  as  it  is  on  the  files  ? 
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Mr.  EDGAR.  Of  course  I  have  not  seen  the 
corrected  proof. 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  can  only  say  that  the  first 
printed  report  of  what  I  said  in  the  Caron  matter 
gave  wrong  quotations.  The  reporters  quoted  the 
sections  3,  4  and  6,  and  did  me  entire  injustice, 
and  if  the  lion,  gentleman  will  look  at  the  corrected 
copy  he  will  see  what  I  really  did  say. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  He  is  not  referring 
to  the  debate. 

Mr.  WELDON.  If  he  is,  all  I  can  say  is  that 
the  Hansard  men,  through  some  fault,  miscited 
the  sections,  as  the  lion,  gentleman  will  see  if  he 
will  refer  to  the  printed  revised  copy,  and  I  may 
add  that  I  have  never  spoken  outside  this  House 
on  the  subject. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  I  am  glad,  indeed,  to  hear  that 
the  lion,  member  for  Albert  has  taken  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  put  himself  right,  although  I  submit  he 
should  have  taken  an  earlier  one  to  correct  what 
undoubtedly  has  been  spread  throughout  the 
country,  and  what  he  says  is  an  erroneous  report 
of  his  speech. 

Mr.  WELDON.  If  that  is  the  practice,  I  never 
heard  of  it  until  now.  I  know  I  have  the  unhappy 
gift  of  speaking  in  such  an  abrupt  manner  that  the 
reporters  always  report  me  badly  on  technical 
questions.  In  the  first  proof,  there  is  not  a  single 
report  which  does  not  make  me  speak  unmitigated 
nonsense.  The  fault  is  not  with  the  reporters,  but 
with  myself.  They  tell  me  that  I  speak  in  a  rapid, 
abrupt  way,  and  they  cannot  catch  my  words,  so 
that  when  the  argument  is  technical  they  do  not 
catch  what  I  say,  although  the  lion,  members  of 
this  House  will  not  charge  me,  I  am  sure,  with 
always  talking  nonsense. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  I  am  glad  to  hear  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman’s  explanation.  The  error,  he  says,  was 
made  by  the  Hansard  reporters,  and  unfortunately 
it  was  carried  through  a  very  long  period  of  his 
remarks.  It  is  not  only  in  clauses  3,  4  and  5,  but 
afterwards  in  clause  7,  and  again  in  clause  8,  and 
then  when  the  hon.  member  undertook  to  quote 
from  the  original  charges  which  I  made,  he  is  made 
to  quote  clause  8  of  the  amended  charges,  so  that 
the  whole  thing  is  in  a  hopeless  muddle. 

Mr.  WELDON.  That  is  true,  but  that  is  not 
my  fault,  and  I  am  not  to  be  blamed  unless  it  be  that 
I  should  have  called  the  attention  of  the  House  to 
the  matter  before.  I  never  have  done  so,  but  the 
reporters  did  me  no  more  injustice  in  this  speech 
than  they  did  in  'others. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  Unwittingly  the  hon. 
member  for  West  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar)  is  referring 
to  a  past  debate. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  The  hon.  gentleman  who  has  just 
spoken  has  referred  to  it,  and  I  could  not  help 
doing  so  also,  and  am  sorry  to  have  transgressed 
the  rules  so  far.  However,  I  have  little  more  to  say 
except  to  move  my  amendment.  It  would  almost 
look  as  if  this  enquiry  had  been  delayed  in  order  to 
give  this  additional  vote  to  the  railway  before  the 
enquiry  takes  place.  It  has,  at  any  rate,  that  ap¬ 
pearance  and  that  effect.  Therefore  I  think  the 
vote  should  be  postponed  as  well  as  the  enquiry, 
and  would  beg  to  move  : 

"Whereas  it  appears  by  the  official  railway  statistics 
that  Dominion,  provincial  and  municipal  subsidies  have 


been  voted  in  aid  of  the  T6miscouata  Railway  Company 
to  the  amount  of  $1,172,200  for  an  entire  distance  of  113 
miles,  being  at  the  rate  of  §10,373  per  mile  ;  and  whereas 
a  charge  has  been  formally  made  in  this  House  that 
Sir  A.  P.  Caron,  a  Minister  of  the  Crown,  corruptly 
received  large  sums  of  money  from  the  persons  who 
from  time  to  time  controlled  the  said  railway  com¬ 
pany  and  the  said  subsidies,  or  who  were  beneficially 
interested  in  the  said  subsidies ;  and  whereas  the  said^ 
charge  has  not  been  investigated ;  therefore,  in  vievv  of 
the  unusual  extent  of  the  existing  subsidies  and  in  view 
of  the  serious  charges  now  pending,  and  uninvestigated 
as  aforesaid,  this  House  refuses  to  concur  in  this  item. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  wish  to  say  a  few  words 
in  reply  to  the  hon.  gentleman  as  to  the  amount  of 
the  subsidies  he  says  this  road  has  received  from 
Dominion,  provincial  and  municipal  sources.  Yes¬ 
terday,  when  the  discussion  of  this  item  was  up,  he 
stated  that  upwards  of  $14,000  per  mile  had  been 
received  from  sources  of  that  kind,  according  to 
my  statistics. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  That  would  be  for  the  81  miles. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  lTes,  for  the  81  miles.  To-day 
this  amount  is  down  to  §10,873  a  mile,  and  the 
hon.  gentleman  still  quotes,  as-  he  did  yesterday, 
my  Railway  Statistics  to  prove  it.  If  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  will  read  the  Railway  Statistics  carefully,  he 
will  see  that  they  prove  no  such  thing.  The 
Temiscouata  Railway  is  stated  to  have  a  length  of 
81  miles,  and  the  length  of  the  branch  is  32  miles, 
or,  as  the  hon.  gentleman  has  stated,  J 13  miles  in 
all.  The  amount  of  bonuses  given  to  the  rail¬ 
way  by  the  different  Governments  is  as  follows  : — 
from  the  Dominion  Government,  $649,200  ;  from 
the  Quebec  Government,  $462,000  ;  from  the  New 
Brunswick  Government,  $36,000;  or  in  all,  $1,- 
147,200. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  You  have  forgotten  the  munici¬ 
pal  subsidy  of  $25,000. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  am  coming  to  that  after¬ 
wards.  That  is  a  total  of  $1,147,200  ;  but  the  hon. 
gentleman  forgets  to  look  at  the  amount  which  has 
been  paid  upon  that,  which  he  will  find  in  the  next 
column,  where  lie'  will  see  that  the  total  amount 
paid  to  the  railway  is  $847,470.  Add  to  this  the 
$25,000  of  the  municipal  subsidy,  and  that  will 
make  $872,470  as  the  total  received,  according  to 
my  statistics,  by  this  railway  in  the  form  of  Domi¬ 
nion,  provincial  and  municipal  subsidies,  or,  instead 
of  $10,873  a  mile,  a  total  subsidy  of  $7,721  a  mile. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  returns  to  prove  anything 
else.  The  hon.  gentleman  knows,  because  it  was 
explained  to  him  last  night,  how  the  total  amount 
of  the  Government  subsidy  from  Quebec  was  not 
paid,  that  it  was  a  land  subsidy  at  the  rate  of  75 
cents  per  acre,  and  that  the  company  settled  with 
the  Provincial  Government  for  35  cents  an  acre,  or 
about  $^40,000  as  a  total  which  they  received  from 
the  Quebec  Government.  If  he  goes  over  the  figures 
again,  he  will  find  there  is  no  mistake  that  the 
total  amount  paid  in  the  form  of  subsidies  from  all 
these  sources,  instead  of  being  $14,000  a  mile  as 
he  said  yesterday,  or  $10,373  as  he  said  to-day,  is 
$7,721. 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  would  ask  the  member  for 
West  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar)  if  he  would  say  where 
the  public  place  was  in  which  I  am  reported  to 
have  used  the  words  he  quoted,  and  which  I 
declare  I  did  not  use. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  It  was  in  this  House,  and  I  find 
the  report  in  the  Hansard. 
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Mr.  WELDON.  If  I  remember  aright,  the 
member  for  West  Ontario  was  in  the  House  during 
that  night. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  No ;  I  was  not  in  this  part  of 
the  country. 

Mr.  WELDON.  A  number  of  members  wrere 
present  and  some  of  them  followed  me  on  that  argu¬ 
ment.  If  I  had  misread  the  resolutions  of  thehon. 
gentleman,  I  would  acknowledge  it,  but  the  blunder 
was  not  mine  but  that  of  the  reporter,  and  I  think 
the  hon.  gentleman  should  make  the  amende  hon¬ 
orable  to  me. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  I  made  the  statement  in  order  to 
give  the  hon.  gentleman  an  opportunity  of  explain¬ 
ing,  because,  when  the  first  copies  of  these  Hansards 
are  distributed,  they  have  to  be  accepted,  and 
nothing  will  be  seen  for  a  year  afterwards  of  the 
hon.  gentleman’s  corrections.  These  copies  are 
distributed  to  the  members  of  the  House,  to  the 
press,  and  to  the  public  institutions  of  the  country, 
and,  if  the  hon.  gentleman  did  say  what  he  is  re¬ 
ported  to  have  said,  it  would  mislead  everybody 
who  read  it. 

Mr.  WELDON.  I  thank  the  hon.  gentleman 
for  giving  me  this  opportunity  of  putting  myself 
right. 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  I  desire  to  say  a  few  words 
more  in  reply  to  some  of  the  remarks  of  the  mover 
of  the  amendment,  and  in  the  first  place  to  state 
that  I  think  the  discussion  on  his  part  was  rather 
an  unfair  one.  I  do  not  think  that,  in  calculating 
the  cost  of  the  road,  the  portion  which  is  referred 
to  as  a  branch  should  be  charged  with  a  propor¬ 
tionate  rate  of  the  cost  of  the  whole  construction. 
The  Temiscouata  Railway  was  a  road  by  itself, 
forming  a  link  between  the  Intercolonial  Railway 
and  the  New  Brunswick  system,  and  years  ago  a 
land  subsidy  was  voted  by  the  Quebec  Government 
amounting  to  10,000  acres  a  mile.  It  was  after 
that  was  granted  by  the  Quebec  Government  that 
a  vote  of  $6,000  a  mile  was  made  to  supplement 
that  grant,  and  it  was  thought  that  would  be 
sufficient.  It  is  impossible  to  prove  by  the  records, 
even  taking  the  subsidies  which  have  been  voted, 
that  the  Temiscouata  road  can  be  charged  with 
anything  like  what  the  hon.  gentleman  has  stated. 
The  grant  of  10,000  acres  a  mile  by  the  Province  of 
Quebec  was  valued  at  70  cents,  which  would 
represent  $440,000,  but,  as  I  showed  last  night, 
before  a  contract  was  entered  into,  the  Quebec 
Government  altered  that  to  a  cash  vote  of 
half  the  amount,  or  about  $221,000,  so  that  the 
sum  granted  or  paid  to  the  road  by  the  Quebec 
Government  was  $221,000,  just  half  the  amount 
mentioned  by  the  hon.  gentleman.  Another  thing 
which  I  want  to  point  out  to  the  House  when  it  is 
asked  to  vote  down  this  appropriation  to  the  Temis¬ 
couata  Railway  Company,  is  that  this  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  charges  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
made,  whether  they  are  well  founded  or  not.  The 
charge  which  he  made  was  that  this  company  had 
used  part  of  this  money  to  demoralize  certain 
constituencies — where  ?  In  the  Province  of  New’ 
Brunswick?  No,  in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  This 
vote  applies  to  a  branch  road  in  New  Brunswick, 
and  there  is  no  charge  made  that  any  corrupt 
practice  took  place  there  in  connection  with  these 
subsidies.  He  states  that  the  House  is  asked  to 
vote  $20,000  more  to  this  company  which  has 
Mr.  Edgar. 


received  so  much  before.  I  want  this  transaction 
to  be  judged  on  its  own  merits.  This  $20,000 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  original  construction  of 
the  Temiscouata  road,  which  has  been  completed 
long  ago.  There  was  a  separate  contract  made  for 
the  construction  of  the  road  from  Edmundston 
into  the  constituency  which  I  represent,  20  miles  at 
$5,000  a  mile.  Then  another  contract  was  made  for 
12  miles  more,  but  only  $3,200  a  mile  was  voted,  but 
the  road  was  constructed  on  the  expectation  of 
$5,000  a  mile,  and  this  $21,000  is  to  give  them  the 
benefit  of  that  understanding  that  the  amount  paid 
would  be  the  same  as  on  the  first  section,  at  $5,000 
a  mile.  If  that  branch  is  constructed  in  New  Bruns¬ 
wick,  it  will  cost  $1,000  a  mile  less  than  the  amount 
voted  for  the  first  line.  You  will  give  a  subsidy  of 
$5,000  instead  of  the  amount  of  $6,000  which  was 
voted  for  the  line  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  and 
they  will  receive  a  local  subsidy  of  $25,000  instead 
of  $35,000  as  they  did  in  Quebec.  So,  in  giving 
this  subsidy,  the  House  will  be  doing  something 
which  has  no  connection  with  the  original  building 
of  the  road.  The  building  of  this  32  miles  will 
have  cost  this  country  a  subsidy  of  $5,000  instead 
of  $6,000  which  was  voted  for  the  Quebec  portion, 
which  may  be  more  expensive  possibly,  and  the 
local  subsidy  will  be  $25,000  instead  of  $35,000. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Are  the  proprietors  of  that  road 
not  the  same  as  they  were  before  ? 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  It  is  the  same  company,  but 
I  do  not  feel  that  the  road  constructed  in  my  pro¬ 
vince,  in  regard  to  which  no  charge  of  misappro¬ 
priation  of  the  funds  has  been  even  hinted  at, 
should  be  made  the  ground  for  bringing  up  the 
charges  in  the  way  they  have  been  brought  up  to¬ 
day  as  to  the  construction  of  the  other  portion  of 
the  road.  This  vote  is  for  the  two  sections  in  New 
Brunswick,  one  of  20  miles  and  the  other  of  12 
miles,  and  this  will  bring  the  subsidy  for  the  last 
12  miles  even  with  the  subsidy  for  the  first  20 
miles.  It  is  evident  that,  instead  of  the  road  be¬ 
ing  charged  with  more  than  $10,000  a  mile,  it  is 
not  chargeable  with  more  than  about  $7,250  a  mile. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  argument  of  the 
Minister  of  Inland  Revenue  is  rather  extraordi¬ 
nary.  His  argument  is  that  that  portion  of  the 
railway  belonging  to  this  corporation  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  New’  Brunswick  has  nothing  to  do  with, 
and  is  in  no  way  tainted  or  affected  by,  the  charges 
againsc  the  corporation,  because  they  relate  only 
to  the  portion  of  the  road  lying  within  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec.  I  take  it  that  this  corporation 
is  a  unit.  It  does  not  matter  w’hether  a  part  of 
their  railway  lies  in  New’  Brunswick. 

Mr.  COSTIGAN.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  w’ill 
allow  me,  I  forgot  to  mention  one  thing.  Of  course, 
they  are  the  same  company,  but  you  should  look  at 
the  dates  and  at  the  time  of  the  charges.  This 
company  never  received  a  dollar  for  the  New 
Brunswick  portkm  until  1890. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  subject  of  the  first 
appropriation  of  the  road  was  discussed  in  this 
House  before  the  1st  July,  1885,  and  I  find  that 
the  railway  company  was  incorporated  on  the  6th 
October,  1885,  so  that  it  had  no  existence  as  a  cor¬ 
poration  when  the  appropriation  was  first  made, 
and  could  not  at  that  time  have  received  any  sub¬ 
sidy  from  the  Province  of  Quebec,  which  must  have 
been  given  after  the  date  of  the  incorporation, 
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because  there  was  nobody  in  existence  to  whom  a 
grant  could  be  made  at  the  time  the  Government 
asked  Parliament  here  to  make  an  appropriation 
for  this  road,  and  at  the  time  the  lion,  gentleman 
stated  what  the  cost  of  the  railway  would  be.  At  the 
present  time  the  position  is  this  :  My  lion,  friend 
from  Ontario  (Mr.  Edgar)  charged  against  this  cor¬ 
poration,  and  against  the  Postmaster  General  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  corporation,  that  a  very  large 
amount  of  the  subsidy  that  had  been  voted  by  Parlia¬ 
ment  to  aid  this  railway  corporation  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  this  road,  was  diverted  from  that  purpose  to  a 
political  purpose  to  aid  the  friends  of  the  lion,  gen¬ 
tleman  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  and  the  support¬ 
ers  of  the  Administration  in  their  efforts  to  win  cer¬ 
tain  seats  in  that  province.  It  seems  to  me,  if  that 
statement  was  well  founded,  and  the  lion,  gentle¬ 
man  has  assumed  the  responsibility  to  establish 
that,  if  the  opportunity  is  given  him  which,  up  to 
this  moment,  it  has  not  been,  then  it  is  clear  that  this 
railway  corporation  ought  not  to  receive  further 
aid  from  the  public  funds  of  Canada.  It  is  a  mis¬ 
use  of  the  appropriation  already  made.  It  does 
not  matter  whether  the  railway  lies  wholly  in  the 
Province  of  New  Brunswick,  or  wholly  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  or  partly  in  one  province  or 
partly  in  the  other.  It  is  not  with  the  railway 
itself  that  Parliament  is  called  upon  to  deal  by  the 
motion  of  my  lion  friend  ;  it  is  with  the  corpora¬ 
tion,  it  is  with  the  railway  company.  It  is  the 
company  that  has  allowed  these  moneys  to  be 
diverted  from  the  purpose  for  which  Parliament 
voted  them,  to  another  and  different  purpose,  a  pur¬ 
pose  for  which  Parliament  could  not  without  a  high 
crime  against  the  people  of  this  country,  have  ap¬ 
plied  any  portion  of  the  public  money.  Now,  that  is 
the  position  in  which  this  matter  stands.  Then  the 
Minister  of  Railways  has  undertaken  to  show  that 
my  hon.  friend  has,  in  his  motion,  over-stated  the 
amount  of  moneys  per  mile  which  this  railway  cor¬ 
poration  has  received,  or  is  entitled  to  receive, 
from  the  public  treasury.  The  statement  of  the 
motion  is  that  the  amount  of  $1,172,200  was  voted 
for  the  entire  distance  of  113  miles,  that  is  at  the 
rate  of  $10,373  per  mile.  I  think  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  will  find  this  calculation  correct.  The  Min¬ 
ister  of  Railways  says  they  have  not  received  so 
large  an  amount ;  it  is  true  that  amount  has  been 
appropriated,  he  says,  but  the  money  has  not  been 
paid.  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  why  has  the  money  not 
been  paid  ?  Because  the  road  has  not  yet  been 
completed.  There  are  only  81  miles  of  road  com¬ 
pleted,  and  32  miles  are  still  under  construction, 
and  that  being  the  case  it  follows  that  the  amount 
of  money  which  has  been  voted  by  Parliament  is 
not  the  amount  of  money  which  the  railway  corpo¬ 
ration  up  to  this  moment  has  received.  I  find  that 
the  Dominion  Parliament  has  voted  $649,200,  the 
Legislature  of  Quebec  has  voted  $462,000,  New 
Brunswick  has  voted  $36,000,  and  a  municipality 
has  voted  $25,000. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  The  total  amount  of  Dominion 
subsidies  that  has  been  voted  has  been  paid  on  the 
32  miles  and  the  81  miles.  As  I  told  the  hon. 
gentleman,  the  amount  was  not  a  money  vote  by 
the  Quebec  Government,  it  was  a  vote  in  lands  of 
the  value  of  75  cents  per  acre,  which  they  resold 
again  to  the  Quebec  Government  for  35  cents. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  am  reading  from  the 
statistics  which  the  hon.  gentleman  himself  has 


furnished,  and  if  a  railway  company  chooses  to 
give  away  its  lands,  I  do  not  think  that  would 
make  any  difference.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  can 
show  that  the  lands  were  not  of  the  full  value  which 
the  Government  have  placed  upon  them,  then  of 
course  to  the  extent  to  which  he  could  show  that 
thelands  were  worth  less  than  that  sum,  the  amount 
in  cash  would  be  diminished.  But  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  might  undertake  to  show  that  a  railway  com¬ 
pany  had  disposed  of  its  subsidy  in  advance  for  less 
than  it  was  actually  worth  ;  but  if  a  railway  com¬ 
pany  chose  to  make  improvident  use  of  the  pro¬ 
perty  placed  at  its  disposal,  that  is  no  reason  why 
Parliament  should  make  a  further  appropriation  to 
that  company.  What  amount  this  company  may 
have  received  from  the  Province  of  Quebec  in  the 
shape  of  land,  or  what  amount  of  money  they  may 
have  received,  I  do  not  know.  If  the  Minister  of 
Railways  has  figures  to  show  that  they  received 
less,  and  that  they  have  received  all  they  are  en¬ 
titled  to,  then  the  hon.  gentleman  could  perhaps 
make  out  a  case  that  the  amount  stated  in  the  ab¬ 
stract  before  me  is  over-estimated.  But  the  hon. 
gentleman  says  that  the  whole  sum  voted  byr  the 
Dominion,  $649,200,  has  been  paid  ;  and  if  that  be 
so,  then  it  is  a  matter  for  the  hon.  gentleman  to  ex¬ 
plain  to  this  House.  Surely  the  hon.  gentleman 
does  not  pretend  to  say  that  the  Government  have 
paid  to  this  railway  company  moneys  they  had  not 
earned.  If  the  Government  have  paid  the  whole 
of  the  subsidies,  they  have  paid  the  amount  on  the 
12  miles  yet  to  be  constructed.  How  came  the 
Government  to  pay  moneys  that  had  not  been 
earned  ? 

Mr.  HAGGART.  I  believe  the  12  miles  are 
constructed. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Then  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  proposes  to  give  $20,000  more  than  the  com¬ 
pany  already  have  received  for  the  road. 

Mr.  HAGGART.  That  amount  is  to  be  paid  on 
the  12  miles  already  constructed. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  All  I  can  say  is  that 
the  Government  are  dealing  very  generously  with 
the  public  funds.  The  Government  pledge  them¬ 
selves  to  give  a  certain  sum  per  mile,  and  the  rail¬ 
way  company  on  receiving  that  pledge  proceeded  to 
complete  the  whole  line.  The  money  has  been  paid, 
and  now  the  Government  ask  Parliament  to  give 
money  that  has  not  been  pledged,  $20,000  odd,  in 
addition  to  the  sum  already  granted.  Parliament 
has  made  no  promise  to  give  this  amount.  The 
only  object  Parliament  has  in  view  in  making  these 
appropriations  is  to  enable  railway  companies  to 
complete  roads,  in  the  public  interest,  which  other¬ 
wise  would  not  be  constructed.  Now  the  Minister 
says  the  Government  have  paid  out  the  money  which 
Parliament  promised  to  the  company.  The  road  is 
built,  and  yet  Governmentnow  comes  to  this  House 
and  ask  for  a  further  sum  of  $20,000  to  the 
same  railway  company  for  the  road  which  is 
already  completed.  I  think  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man’s  statement  is  more  indefensible  than  one 
would  have  been  inclined  to  infer  from  the  actual 
statement  we  have  before  us.  But  whether  the 
road  is  completed  or  whether  a  portion  is  yet  to  be 
built,  whether  this  is  to  encourage  an  enterprise 
or  whether  it  is  to  pay  an  additional  sum  to  a  rail¬ 
way  which  is  an  accomplished  fact,  is  not  the 
principal  question  now  before  us  ?  The  principal 
question  before  us  is  that  an  hon.  member  has 
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made  certain  specific  charges  in  connection  with 
this  company  ;  he  has  charged  that  the  funds  have 
been  misdirected  and  used  for  other  purposes  than 
those  for  which  Parliament  appropriated  them, 
and  it  seems  to  me  until  the  company  is  purged  of  this 
charge  a  further  appropriation,  whether  it  were 
under  ordinary  circumstances  meritorious  or  not, 
should  not  be  made. 

House  divided  on  the  amendment  of  Mr.  Edgar  : 

Yeas  : 

Messieurs 


Allan, 

Grieve, 

Armstrong, 

Guay, 

Bain  (Wentworth), 

Innes, 

Beith, 

Landerkin, 

Bernier, 

Laurier, 

Bourassa, 

Leduc, 

Bowers, 

Livingston, 

Bowman, 

Lowell, 

Brodeur, 

McMullen, 

Braneau, 

Mignault, 

Campbell, 

Mills  (Bothwell), 

Carroll, 

Monet, 

Cartwright  (Sir  Richard), 

O’Brien, 

Casey, 

Paterson  (Brant), 

Christie, 

Rider, 

Colter, 

Rinfret, 

Dawson, 

Rowand, 

Edgar, 

Sanborn, 

Featherston, 

Scriver, 

Flint, 

Somerville, 

Forbes, 

Sutherland, 

Geoffrion, 

Vaillancourt. — 45. 

Godbout, 

Nays  : 
Messieurs 


Amyot, 

Bain  (Soulanges), 

Baker, 

Bennett, 

Bergeron, 

Bergin, 

Bowell, 

Boyle, 

Burnham, 

Calvin, 

Carling, 

Carpenter, 

Chapleau, 

Cleveland, 

Cochrane, 

Oockburn, 

Costigan, 

Craig, 

Curran, 

Davin, 

Denison, 

Desjardins  (L’Islet), 
Dewdney, 

Dickey, 

Dugas, 

Dupont, 

Dyer, 

Fairbairn, 

Ferguson  (Leeds  &  Gfren.), 
Ferguson  (Renfrew), 
Foster, 

Frechette, 

Girouard(Two  Mountains), 
Gordon, 

Grandbois, 

Guillet, 

Haggart, 

Henderson, 

Hughes, 

Hutchins, 

Ives, 

Jeannotte, 

Kaulbach, 

Kenny, 

Langevin  (Sir  Hector), 
LaRiviMe, 


Lipp6, 

Macdonald  (King’s), 
Macdonell  (Algoma), 
McAlister, 

McDonald  (Victoria), 
McDougald  (Pictou), 
McKay, 

McLennan, 

McLeod, 

McMillan  (Vaudreuil), 
Madill, 

Mara, 

Marshall, 

Masson, 

Metcalfe, 

Miller, 

Montague, 

Ouimet, 

Patterson  (Colchester), 
Patterson  (Huron), 
Pelletier, 

Pridham, 

Putnam, 

Reid, 

Robillard, 

Roome, 

Rosamond, 

Ross  (Dundas), 

Ross  (Lisgar), 

Simard, 

Smith  (Ontario), 
Sproule, 

Stairs, 

Stevenson,  t 

Taylor, 

Temple, 

Thompson  (Sir  John), 
Tisdale, 

Turcotte, 

Tyrwhitt, 

Wallace, 

Weldon, 

White  (Cardwell), 
Wilmot, 

Wilson, 

Wood  (Brockville). — 92. 


(Pairs  same  as  previous  division.) 

Amendment  negatived. 

Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


Mr.  HAGGART  moved  for  leave  to  introduce 
Bill  (No.  101)  to  authorize  the  granting  of  subsi¬ 
dies  in  aid  of  the  construction  of  lines  of  railway 
therein  mentioned. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  Bill  read  first  and  second 
times. 

It  being  six  o’clock,  the  Speaker  left  the  Chair. 

After  Recess. 

WAYS  AND  MEANS— THE  TARIFF. 

Mr.  FOSTER  moved  that  the  House  again  re¬ 
solve  itself  into  Committee  of  Ways  and  Means. 
He  said  :  Mr.  Speaker,  in  asking  the  House  to  go 
into  Committee  of  Ways  and  Means  I  desire  to 
make  a  brief  explanation  of  what  it  is  proposed  to 
ask  the  committee  to  consider.  I  do  not  intend  at 
this  late  hour  in  the  session  to  propose  any  very 
extended  changes  in  the  tariff.  In  fact,  although 
a  good  many  subjects  were  brought  to  my  attention, 
they  did  not  appear  to  be  of  such  a  nature  as  to 
make  it  advisable  at  this  session,  and  so  soon  after 
a  somewhat  general  revision  of  the  tariff  had  taken 
place,  to  undertake  again  any  general  revision  ;  and 
my  view  in  this  regard  is  all  the  stronger  on  account 
of  the  late  hour  of  the  session.  So  that  what  I  have 
to  propose  this  year  is  largely  in  the  way  of  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  duties,  not  very  important  in  themselves, 
but  yet  of  assistance  in  certain  directions,  and  in 
one  or  two  cases  an  increase  of  duties  for  specific 
objects.  One  of  the  greatest  difficulties  that  we 
have  met  in  the  course  of  the  year  has  been  in 
connection  with  the  article  of  molasses.  The  duty 
placed  upon  that  article  by  the  tariff  was  on 
molasses  over  40  and  up  to  56,  1^  cents  per  gallon. 
Below  40,  in  fact  at  40,  molasses  is  not  of  very  good 
quality,  and  going  downwards,  it  rapidly  deterior¬ 
ates  ;  and  in  order  to  protect  the  market  against 
the  poorer  qualities,  and  to  encourage  the  trade 
and  consumption  of  the  better  qualities,  which 
have  really  saccharine  material  in  them,  the  duty 
was  graded,  a  certain  addition  of  duty  being  made 
for  every  degree  below  40.  That,  however,  was 
not  a  very  large  addition,  and  it  has  been  found 
during  the  year  that  the  market  has  been  flooded 
with  molasses,  or  what  is  called  molasses,  of  a  very 
poor  grade,  showing  by  the  test  a  very  small  pro¬ 
portion  of  saccharine  matter ;  and  it  is  to  protect 
the  legitimate  and  the  better  trade  in  this  article, 
and  to  keep  out  the  spurious  and  worse  article,  that 
I  propose  to  amend  the  tariff  by  adding  a  larger 
percentage  per  gallon  for  each  degree  or  fraction  of 
a  degree  under  40.  I  propose,  instead  of  ^  of  a  cent 
per  gallon,  to  add  1  cent  per  gallon  for  each  degree 
below  40.  When  it  goes  down  to  30  or  25,  the 
duty  becomes  nearly  prohibitive,  and.  that  is  the 
intention  of  the  enactment,  because  stuff  which 
will  not  show  more  than  20  or  30  degrees 
of  saccharine  material,  is  molasses  of  very  in¬ 
different  quality,  the  use  of  which  ought 
not  to  be  encouraged  as  coming  in  competition  with 
the  better  article.  Then,  strong  representations 
have  been  made  by  the  tanners  of  this  country  in 
favour  of  the  introduction  free  of  duty  of  two 
articles  used  in  the  process  of  making  leather.  One 
is  an  article  known  as  degras,  and  the  other  as 
oleostearine,  neither  of  which  is  manufactured  in 
this  country,  and  both  of  which  are  necessary  to 
the  manufacture  of  the  better  grades  of  leather, 
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especially  leather  which  is  now  being  made  in 
increasingly  large  quantities  for  the  foreign 
market,  especially  the  English  market,  in  which 
a  considerable  and  promising  trade  is  opening 
up.  This  article  of  oleostearine  was  classed  with 
stearic  acid  and  wax  and  charged  a  duty  of  3 
cents  a  pound.  The  value  of  the  article  is  (j  cents 
a  pound,  so  that  the  duty  is  a  very  heavy  one  ; 
and  it  is  proposed  to  allow  that  article  to  come  in 
free  of  duty  for  the  use  of  tanners  in  making  their 
leather.  Glove  leathers,  which  are  a  special  item 
by  themselves,  are  admitted  at  10  per  cent,  while 
leathers  of  similar  kinds,  but  not  used  in  the  manu¬ 
facture  of  gloves,  pay  a  duty  of  15  per  cent. 
In  that  list  of  glove  leathers,  the  names  were  given, 
but  amongst  the  names,  that  of  lamb  was  left  out. 
Every  one  knows  that  the  finest  grade  of  kid  which 
is  used  is  made  from  the  skin  of  the  lamb — a  sort 
of  imitation  of  kid  made  from  the  skin  of  the 
lamb — and  in  order  to  make  the  item  consist¬ 
ent  and  prevent  difficulty  in  the  rulings  of  the 
Customs  Department,  the  word  “lamb”  has  been 
inserted  with  the  other  designations.  On  the  free 
list  also  will  be  placed  tin  waste  in  strips  ;  tin  itself 
in  sheets  comes  in  free,  but  for  some  reason  or 
other,  the  waste,  which  is  used  in  the  manufacture 
of  heads  of  tacks  and  for  various  other  purposes, 
has  been  charged  a  duty  of  20  per  cent,  being  put 
in  the  unenumerated  list.  For  dyeing  purposes, 
we  let  in  most  of  the  articles  free,  amongst  others 
nitrate  of  soda,  but  another  substance  somewhat 
similar  to  this  but  different  in  some  of  its  elements, 
nitrite  of  soda,  which  is  used  for  dyeing  purposes,  is 
not  mentioned  in  the  list,  and  I  propose  to  put  it  in 
the  free  list.  There  is  no  distinction  in  duty  between 
lime  juice  refined  and  the  crude  lime  juice.  Neither 
is  charged  a  very  high  duty,  but  it  is  proposed  to 
make  the  crude  lime  juice  free,  the  refined  lime  juice 
being  charged  a  duty  of  10  cents  per  gallon.  It  is 
also  proposed  to  place  a  duty  on  eggs  of  5  cents  per 
dozen.  I  notice  that  this  pleases  the  hon.  member 
for  Grey  (Mr.  Landerkin),  and  I  hope  he  will  not 
have  to  pay  any  more  for  the  article.  Eggs  come 
from  Canada  into  the  United  States,  which  coun¬ 
try,  up  to  the  passage  of  the  McKinley  Bill,  con¬ 
stituted  a  very  large  market  for  that  product,  and 
we  propose  to  charge  a  duty  on  eggs  of  5  cents  per 
dozen.  In  looking  over  the  returns  and  studying 
carefully  the  trade,  we  find  that  a  very  considerable 
number  of  eggs  are  imported  from  the  United  States 
into  this  country,  and  we  consider  it  only  fair  to 
give  the  farmers  of  this  country  a  protection  of  5 
cents  per  do?en,  so  that  they  may  have  the  home 
market  for  such  of  their  products  as  are  required  for 
consumption  in  this  country,  inasmuch  when  they 
have  to  seek  a  foreign  market,  they  are  obliged  to 
seek  it  largely  outside  of  the  United  States.  It  is 
also  proposed,  owing  to  certain  reasons,  to  take 
power  for  the  Governor  in  Council  of  ordering  that, 
at  any  time  when  it  is  considered  in  the  public  in¬ 
terest  to  suspend  the  discriminative  duty,  which  is 
very  small — 5  per  cent  on  the  value — on  sugars  im¬ 
ported  into  this  country  otherwise  than  by  direct 
shipment,  the  discriminative  duty  may  besuspended 
for  a  stated  period,  and  the  duties  upon  the  article 
so  treated  made  the  same,  whether  imported  by 
direct  or  by  indirect  shipment.  It  is  also  pro¬ 
posed  to  add  a  resolution  giving  power  to  the 
Governor  in  Council,  when  it  is  deemed  in  the 
public  interest  to  do  so,  to  suspend  certain  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Customs  Acts,  in  so  far  as  they  pro¬ 


vide  for  the  remission  of  duty,  or  otherwise,  on 
sugars,  molasses  and  tobacco,  when  imported  from 
any  country  which  it  may  be  shown  to  our  satis¬ 
faction  does  not  accord  to  Canada  the  most-fav¬ 
oured-nation  treatment,  and  to  order  that,  during 
such  suspension,  the  sugars,  molasses  and  tobaccos 
shall  be  subject  to  certain  duties.  This  step  is 
taken  in  view  of  the  fact  that,  in  the  development 
of  tariff  negotiations  and  trade  negotiations,  we 
have  been  treated  by  our  sister  colonists  in  the 
West  India  Islands  very  fairly  indeed.  Owing  to 
their  peculiar  circumstances,  owing  to  the  fact  that 
their  export  is  largely  in  sugars,  and  that  that 
market  has  been  found  very  largely  in  the  United 
States,  they  have  had  to  negotiate  with  the  United 
States,  in  view  of  the  third  section  of  the  McKinley 
Bill,  for  a  continued  entrance  into  that  country  for 
their  products  free  of  duty;  and,  in  order  to  secure 
that  benefit,  as  they  consider  it,  they  find  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  give  corresponding  advantages  on  certain 
articles  coming  from  the  United  States,  consisting 
largely  of  agricultural  products,  together  with 
some  manufactured  articles.  Although  subjected 
to  great  pressure,  the  British  West  India  Islands 
made  no  distinction  in  that  respect  as  regards 
Canada,  and  placed  Canadian  products  of  the 
same  kind  that  are  scheduled  in  their  arrange¬ 
ment  with  the  United  States  on  exactly  the  same 
plane  as  those  of  the  United  States,  giving 
us  in  all  respects  an  equal  treatment.  We  hope  to 
gain  the  same  advantage  from  other  countries 
which  raise  these  products  in  which  Canada  deals 
largely,  and  to  which,  so  far  as  her  tariff  is  con¬ 
cerned,  we  give  very  liberal  treatment.  If,  however, 
it  is  found  that,  in  the  end,  our  arguments  do  not 
prevail,  and  it  is  impossible  for  us  to  get  that  equal 
and  fair  treatment,  it  would  be  unfair  to  the  British 
West  India  Islands — which  produce  those  articles 
largely  and  have  treated  us  in  the  manner  I  have 
indicated — to  place  their  exports  to  Canada,  such 
as  sugar  and  molasses,  in  no  better  position  than 
the  same  articles  raised  by  other  countries  which 
will  not  grant  to  us  the  most-favoured  treatment  ; 
and,  therefore,  I  ask  that  this  power  be  given  the 
Government,  so  that,  should  it  become  necessary, 
we  will  be  in  a  position  to  give  an  adequate  return 
to  those  who  give  us  very  favourable  treatment 
with  regard  to  these  products,  and  the  House  may 
rest  assured  that  we  will  use  this  power  with 
wisdom,  prudence  and  for  the  benefit  of  our  trade. 
This  is  about  all  the  explanation  I  have  to  give  in 
regard  to  the  items  which  I  am  going  to  ask  the 
House  to  resolve  itself  into  committee  to  consider. 

l.  Resolved,  That  it  is  expedient  to  amend  the  Act, 
Chapter  33,  Revised  Statutes,  intituled :  “  An  Act  re¬ 
specting  the  Duties  of  Customs,”  by  repealing  the  item 
numbered  610  in  schedule  “C”  to  the  said  Act ;  and  to 
amend  the  Act  53  Victoria,  chapter  20,  intituled :  “  An 
Act  to  amend  the  Act  respecting  the  Duties  of  Customs,” 
by  repealing  the  items  numbered  95  and  122  under  section 
1(5  of  the  said  Act ;  and  to  amend  the  Act  54-55  Victoria, 
chapter  45,  intituled  :  “  An  Act  to  amend  the  Acts  re¬ 
specting  the  Duties  of  Customs,”  by  repealing  the  item 
numbered  1  under  section  1  of  the  said  Act,  and  to  pro¬ 
vide  otherwise  by  enacting  that  the  following  rates  of 
duty  be  substituted  in  lieu  thereof : — 

1.  Eggs,  five  cents  per  dozen. 

2.  All  molasses  n.o.p.,  all  syrups  n.o.p.,  all  tank  bottoms, 

all  tank  washings,  all  cane  juice,  all  concen¬ 
trated  cane  juice,  all  beet-root  juice  and  all  con- 
'  centrated  beet-root  juice,  when  imported  direct, 
without  transhipment  from  the  country  of  growth 
and  production  ; 

(a)  Testing  by  polariscope,  forty  degrees  or  over  and 
not  over  fifty-six  degrees,  a  specific  duty  of  one  and 
one-half  cents  per  gallon. 
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( l )  When  testing  less  than  forty  degrees  a  specific  duty 
of  one  and  one-half  cents  per  gallon,  and  in  ad¬ 
dition  thereto  one  cent  per  gallon  for  each  degree 
or  fraction  of  a  degree  less  than  forty  degrees. 

(c)  And  in  addition  to  the  foregoing  rates  a  further 
specific  duty  in  all  cases  9f  two  and  one-halt  cents 
per  gallon  when  not  so  imported  direct  without 
transhipment.  .  .  .  ^  , 

The  packages  (when  of  wood)  in  which  imported  to  be 
in  all  cases  exempt  from  duty. 

3.  Paraffine  wax,  stearic  acid  and  stearine  of  all  kinds 

n.  e.  s.,  three  cents  per  pound. 

4.  Glove  leathers  when  imported  by  glove  manufacturers 

for  use  in  their  factories  in  the  manufacture  ot 
gloves,  viz.,  kid,  lamb,  buck,  deer,  antelope  and 
water  hog,  tanned  or  dressed,  coloured  or  uncolour¬ 
ed,  ten  per  cent  ad  valorem. 

•>.  Resolved,  That  it  is  expedient  to  provide  that  the 
duties  of  Customs,  if  any,  imposed  by  the  said  Acts  on  the 
articles  named  In  this  section  are  hereby  repealed,  and 
that  the  said  articles  may  be  imported  into  Canada  or 
taken  out  of  warehouse  for  consumption  free  <Df  duty. 

1.  Oleostearine  when  imported  by  manufacturers  of 

leather  for  use  in  the  manufacture  of  leather  in 
their  own  factories. 

2.  Tin  strip  waste. 

3.  Nitrite  of  soda. 

4.  Lime  juice,  crude  only. 

a.  Resolved ,  That  it  is  expedient  to  provide  that  the 
Governor  in  Council  may  order,  at  any  time  when  he  may 
deem  it  in  the  public  interest  to  do  so.  that  item  2  under 
the  foregoing  resolution  1  shall  be  suspended  for  such 
period  as  he  may  name  and  that  during  such  period  the 
following  be  substituted  therefor 
1.  All  molasses  n.o.p.,  all  syrups  n.o.p.,  all  tank  bot¬ 
toms,  all  tank  washings,  all  cane  juice,  all  concentrated 
cane  juice,  all  beet-root  juice  and  all  concentrated  beet¬ 
root  juice ;  „  , 

(«)  Testing  by  polariscope,  forty  degress  or  over  and 
not  over  fifty-six  degrees,  a  specific  duty  of  one 
and  one  half  cents  per  gallon. 

(6)  When  testing  less  than  forty  degrees,  a  specific  duty 
of  one  and  one-half  cents  per  gallon,  and  in  addi¬ 
tion  thereto  one  cent  per  gallon  for  each  degree 
or  fraction  of  a  degree  less  than  forty  degrees. 

The  packages  (when  of  wood)  in  which  imported  to  be 
in  all  cases  exempt  from  duty. 

And  also,  that  for  the  like  period  item  2  of  section  1  of 
the  Act  54-55  Victoria,  chapter  45,  intituled :  “  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Acts  respecting  the  Duties  of  Customs,”  shall 
be  suspended. 

And  the  Governor  in  Council  may,  as  aforesaid,  further 
order  that  section  2  of  the  said  54-55  Victoria,  chap¬ 
ter  45,  shall  be  suspended  for  such  period  as  he  may  name 
and  that  during  the  said  period  the  following  be  substi¬ 
tuted  therefor : — 

The  duties  of  Customs,  if  any,  imposed  by  the  said  Acts 
on  the  articles  mentioned  as  follows  are  hereby  repealed, 
and  the  said  article*  may  be  imported  into  Canada  or  taken 
out  of  warehouse  for  consumption  free  of  duty,  that  is  to 
p.&y  i 

Ail  cane  sugar  not  above  number  fourteen  Dutch 
standard  in  colour,  all  beet-root  sugar  not  above  fourteen 
Dutch  standard  in  colour,  all  sugar  sweepings,  all  sugar 
drainings  orpumpings  drained  in  transit,  all  melado,  all 
concentrated  melado,  all  molasses  n.o.p.,  all  concentrated 
molasses  n.  o.  p.,  all  cane  juice  n.  o.  p.,  all  concentrated 
cane  juice  n.  o.  p.,  all  beet-root  juice  n.  o.  p.,  all  concen¬ 
trated  beet-root  juice  n.o.p.,  all  tank  bottoms  n.  o.  p., 
and  all  concrete  n.  o.  p. 

Resolved,  That  it  is  expedient  to  provide  that  the 
Governor  in  Council  may,  at  any  time  when  he  may  deem 
it  in  the  public  interest  to  do  so,  suspend  the  provisions 
of  any  and  all  Acts  relating  to  duties  of  Customs  in  so  far 
as  they  provide  for  the  payment  of  duty  or  otherwise  on 
any  sugars,  molasses  or  tobacco,  when  imported  from  any 
country  which  may  be  shown  to  his  satisfaction  does  not 
accord  to  Canada  most-favoured-nation  treatment,  and 
may  order  that  during  such  suspension  all  sugars, 
molasses  and  tobacco,  when  imported  from  such  countries, 
shall,  in  lieu  of  any  other  provisions,  be  subject  to  and 
chargeable  with,  and  there  shall  be  collected  thereon 
Customs  duties  as  follows  \r— 

All  cane  sugar  not  above  number  fourteen  Dutch  stand¬ 
ard  in  colour,  all  beet-root  sugar  not  above  number 
fourteen  Dutch  standard  in  colour,  all  sugar  sweep¬ 
ings,  all  sugar  drainings  or  pumpings  drained  in 
transit,  all  melado,  all  concentrated  melado,  all 
molasses  n.  o.  p.,  all  concentrated  molasses  n.  o.  p., 
all  cane  juice  n.o.p. ,  all  concentrated  cane  juice 
n.o.p.,  all  beet-root  juice  n.o.p.,  all  concentrated 
juice  n.o.p.,  all  tank  bottoms  n.o.p.,  and  all  con- 
Mr.  Foster. 


crete  n.  o. p.,  testing  by  polariscope  over  seventy' 
degrees — one  cent  per  pound,  and  for  every  addition¬ 
al  degree  or  fraction  of  a  degree,  three  and  one- 
third  cents  per  one  hundred  pounds  additional. 

All  sugars  above  number  fourteen  Dutch  standard  in 
colour,  and  refined  sugar  of  all  kinds,  grades  or 
standards,  and  all  sugar  syrups  derived  from  refined 
sugars,  a  specific  duty  of  two  cents  per  pound. 

All  molasses  n.  o.  p.,  all  tank  bottoms,  all  tank  wash¬ 
ings,  all  cane  juice,  all  concentrated  cane  juice, 
all  beet-root  juice  and  all  concentrated  beet-root 
juice — the  rate  payable  under  the  tariff  at  the  time 
in  force — with  twenty-five  per  cent  of  such  rate 
additional. 

Cut  tobacco,  fifty-five  cents  per  pound  and  fifteen  per 
cent  ad  valorem. 

Manufactured  tobacco  N.  E.  S.,  and  snuff,  forty-five 
cents  per  pound  and  fifteen  per  cent  ad  valorem. 

Unmanufactured  tobacco,  twenty-five  cents  per  pound. 
Resolved,  That  the  foregoing  changes  in  the  duties  of 
Customs  shall  come  into  force  and  take  effect  on  the  6th 
day  of  July,  1892. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  would 
really  seriously  ask  the  hon.  Minister  of  Finance 
and  the  Government  to  consider  what  they  are 
doing.  Without  desiring  at  this  moment  to  go 
into  the  question  of  the  mer  its  or  demerits  of  the 
several  propositions  now  made,  I  wish  to  submit  to 
them  and  the  House  that  it  is  a  matter  of  the 
gravest  possible  injury  to  the  trade  and  commerce 
of  the  country,  that  measures  of  this  kind  should 
be  introduced  into  the  House  at  such  a  stage  of 
the  session  as  this.  I  have  never  known  in  all  my 
experience — and  if  the  hon.  gentleman  has  any  pre¬ 
cedent  to  give,  I  should  be  glad  to  hear  it — a  case 
in  which  alterations  in  the  tariff  were  made  after 
the  Supply  Bill  had  been  read  the  second  time. 
More  than  that,  everybody  who  has  had  the  slight¬ 
est  acquaintance  with  ordinary  commercial  trans¬ 
actions,  knows  that  if  there  is  any  one  thing  more 
than  another,  as  to  which  it  is  desirable  that  the 
commercial  community  should  be  informed  in 
proper  time,  it  is  the  matter  of  changes  in  the 
tariff.  With  all  the  attention  the  Finance  Minis¬ 
ter  can  give,  and  all  the  information  he  can  obtain, 
he  is  constantly  in  danger  of  being  misled  by 
the  representations  of  interested  parties  as 
to  changes  of  this  kind  in  the  tariff  ;  and  if 
these  changes  are  brought  down  when  the  House  is 
on  the  very  verge  of  prorogation,  if  they  are  pushed 
through  the  House  without  the  commercial  com¬ 
munity  having  had  any  opportunity  whatever  of 
knowing  what  the  Government  propose,  or  any 
opportunity  whatever  of  communicating  with  the 
representatives  of  commercial  interests  and  com¬ 
munities  in  Parliament,  all  I  have  to  say  to  the 
House  and  the  hon.  gentleman  is  this,  that  they 
are  establishing  a  precedent  which  is  certain  in  the 
future  to  be  fraught  with  innumerable  mischievous 
consequences.  It  is  always  a  very  difficult  matter 
for  a  Minister  of  Finance  to  resist  pressure  made 
upon  him  to  change  the  tariff.  If  he  chooses  to 
hold  out  a  premium  to  all  those  persons  who  find 
an  interest  in  making  tariff  changes,  if  he  chooses 
to  hold  out  an  expectation  that  long  after  his 
Budget  has  been  disposed  of,  long  after  the  House, 
as  it  supposes,  and  the  community  at  large  as  they 
suppose,  have  had  the  opportunity  of  learning  what 
the  Minister  of  Finance  intends  to  do,  that  at  the 
twelfth  or  thirteenth  hour  changes  more  or  less  im¬ 
portant  may  be  sprung  on  the  House,  I  tell  him  for 
his  own  sake  he  ought  to  pause,  because  in  the  future 
he  will  find  most  mischievous  consequences  arise. 
In  this  particular  instance,  there  are  some  changes 
which  may  be  of  considerable  importance,  and  some 
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that,  as  far  as  they  effect  trade  interests,  I  should 
have  thought  might  have  been  dealt  with  under 
the  authority  which  we  have  vested  in  the  Treasury 
Board.  But,  whether  the  case  be  good  or  bad, 
whether  the  change  be  important  or  not,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  Minister  and  of  the  Government  to 
give  reasonable  notice  of  such  changes,  or,  at  any 
rate,  after  these  matters  have  been  proposed,  to 
allow  a  reasonable  time  to  elapse  so  that  the  com¬ 
mercial  community,  if  they  have  any  representa¬ 
tions  to  make  in  regard  to  these  changes,  should 
have  an  opportunity  of  making  them.  That  is 
impossible  at  the  present  moment,  but,  if  we  go 
into  committee  and  allow  these  provisions  to  become 
law  before  the  parties  who  have  an  interest  can  be 
represented,  knowing  the  mischief  which  will 
result,  I  desire  to  warn  the  hon.  gentleman  in  the 
strongest  possible  manner  against  the  precedent  he 
is  Setting  of  introducing  tariff  changes  at  this  late 
moment.  He  has  had  four  months  and  a  half  to 
consider  what  changes  he  should  make  in  the  tariff, 
and  surely  such  changes  should  have  been  laid 
before  the  House  and  indicated  to  the  country 
before  this.  I  hope  the  hon.  Minister  and  the 
Government  will  see  the  extreme  inexpediency  of 
persisting  in  what  they  are  now  proposing  to  do. 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  The  protest  made  by  the  hon. 
gentleman,  and  the  reason  given  why  delay  should 
take  place  in  this  case  are  not  wrell  founded.  It  is 
certainly  to  the  advantage  both  of  the  trade  con¬ 
cerned  and  to  the  revenue  of  the  country,  where  ma¬ 
terial  changes  are  to  be  made,  that  the  public  should 
not  have  notice.  I  have  a  distinct  recollection, 
when  acting  on  behalf  of  my  colleague  some  years 
ago,  when  changes  were  made  in  the  tariff,  that  the 
hon.  member  for  South  Oxford  called  attention  to 
the  fact  that  merchants  and  the  commercial  com¬ 
munity  had  taken  advantage  of  the  knowledge 
which  they  had  obtained  by  some  means  of  the 
changes  that  were  to  be  made  in  the  tariff,  and 
thereby  profited  by  them  to  the  loss  of  the  revenue. 
I  remember  also  distinctly,  and  I  think  it  will  be 
borne  out  by  the  official  report,  that  that  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  used  strong  language  of  condemnation  that 
that  information  had  been  given.  Now,  it  is  in 
the  interest  of  the  revenue,  wThere  changes  of  an 
important  character  are  to  be  made,  that  the  com¬ 
mercial  community  should  not  know  it,  and  that 
it  should  be  sprung,  if  I  may  use  that  term,  not 
onlv  upon  the  House  but  upon  the  country  with  as 
little  notice  as  possible.  1  know  it  may  be  said, 
on  the  other  hand,  that  after  these  resolutions 
have  been  proposed  and  published,  those  who  are 
interested  should  have  an  opportunity  of  approv¬ 
ing  or  rejecting  them,  and  that  I  take  to  be  the 
principal  argument  of  the  hon.  gentleman  who 
has  just  spoken.  But  in  a  case  of  this  kind  where 
there  are  no  material  changes  which  will  affect  the 
general  trade  of  the  country,  the  hon.  gentleman  s 
argument  does  not  prevail  to  the  same  extent  as  he 
supposes.  I  am,  however,  quite  free  to  admit  that 
it  is  a  precedent  which  ought  not  to  be  followed 
where  radical  changes  are  proposed  to  be  made, 
either  in  increasing  or  reducing  the  tariff,  as  the 
result  might  be  inconvenient  to  the  commercial 
community.  Now,  the  only  article  in  this  whole 
proposition  that  affects  the  trade  materially  is  that 
of  molasses,  and  it  is  necessary,  in  order  to  protect 
the  consumers  and  the  importers,  that  this  change 
should  take  place,  otherwise  the  country  will  con- 
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tinue  to  be  flooded  with  an  article  which  has  really 
no  saccharine  strength  or  quality.  In  the  other 
articles,  with  the  exception  alone  of  eggs,  the 
change  in  which  will  not  materially  affect  the  trade 
of  the  country,  the  changes  are  in  the  direction 
of  a  reduction  of  duties,  and  to  place  articles  which 
are  used  by  manufacturers  upon  the  free  list,  a 
proposition  that  I  should  suppose  would  meet 
with  the  approbation  of  the  hon.  gentleman,  as  it 
is  in  consonance  with  his  trade  policy.  If  the  lion, 
gentleman  will  reflect  for  a  moment  he  will  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  he  is  altogether  wrong  in 
his  estimate  of  the  powers  which,  he  says,  are 
vested  in  the  Treasury  Board  to  deal  with  many 
of  the  articles  mentioned  by  the  Finance  Minister. 
The  only  power  given  to  the  Treasury  Board  is  to 
place  an  article  upon  the  free  list  which  is  used  in 
the  manufacture  of  another  article,  and  not  to 
reduce  a  duty.  The  hon.  gentleman  himself  has  ad¬ 
vanced  the  argument  that  it  is  objectionable  for  the 
Governor  in  Council,  through  the  Treasury  Board, 
to  exercise  any  of  these  powers  with  which  they 
are  vested  by  the  Customs  Act,  except  in  extreme 
cases,  or  in  cases  of  absolute  necessity  where  it  is 
required  in  the  general  interest  of  the  public.  So 
far  as  that  power  is  concerned  I  fully  concur  in  the 
view  that  it  should  be  exercised  as  discreetly  as  pos¬ 
sible,  and  only  when  it  is  in  the  interests  either  of 
the  manufacturing  or  the  consuming  community. 
Now,  I  have  pointed  out  to  the  House  that  if  any 
great  changes  were  proposed  affecting  the  general 
trade  of  the  country,  there  might  be  some  force  in 
the  advice  presented  to  the  House  by  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Soiith  Oxford  ;  but  in  the  present  case  the 
change  only  affects  an  article  the  trade  on  which 
is  actually  ruined  by  the  tariff  as  it  stands,  the 
tariff  allowing  an  article  to  be  placed  upon  the 
market  at  a  very  low  price  which  has  really  no 
value.  When  we  reflect  that  the  policy  of  the 
Government,  ever  since  1879,  has  been  to  prevent 
as  much  as  possible  the  introduction  of  that  par¬ 
ticular  article  called  blackstrap,  or  the  washings  of 
tanks  in  the  refining  of  sugar,  we  are  doing  good 
to  the  community  by  keeping  it  out. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  How  is  it  that  escaped 
the  attention  of  the  Government  until  now  ? 

Mr.  BOWELL.  In  the  same  way  as  many  other 
things  have  escaped  attention.  The  processes  em¬ 
ployed  in  the  manufacture  of  sugar  and  of  many 
other  articles  change  rapidly,  and  the  process 
which  is  in  force  to-day  may  be  replaced  by  one 
entirely  different  12  months  hence.  The  system 
of  producing  sugar  was  formerly  by  the  centrifugal 
process,  and  by  the  draining  process,  by  which 
you  had  a  quality  of  molasses  that  would  test  from 
40  to  50  and  55  per  cent  saccharine  strength  ;  but 
new  machinery  has  been  perfected  to  such  an  ex¬ 
tent  that  almost  all  the  saccharine  matter  has  been 
taken  from  this  very  article  which  is  brought  into 
the  country  and  sold  as  molasses,  and  which  really 
has  no  intrinsic  value.  That  is  one  of  the  reasons 
why  this  change  is  necessary,  and  why  changes  are 
constantly  necessary  in  any  tariff  based  upon  the 
principles  upon  which  our  tariff  is  based.  If  you 
w'ere  to  introduce  the  free  trade  principle  in  its  en¬ 
tirety,  I  admit  these  arguments  would  be  of  no 
avail.  I  might  mention  other  reasons  arising  from 
the  working  of  the  McKinley  tariff  in  the  United 
States,  but  I  do  not  desire  to  detain  the  House  by 
going  into  a  minute  description  of  the  manufacture 
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of  sugar.  I  have  given  one  reason  which  I  think 
is  quite  sufficient  to  sustain  the  position  taken  by 
the  Government,  and  when  the  House  reflects  a 
few  moments  upon  the  proposition,  they  will  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  commercial  community 
of  Canada  are  not  at  all  menaced  by  the  dangers 
predicted  by  the  lion,  member  for  South  Oxford. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  think  when  the 
House  reflects  upon  the  alleged  necessity  for  mak¬ 
ing  these  changes,  it  will  be  surprised  that  the 
Minister  was  not  able  to  discover  this  necessity 
before,  and  introduce  the  Bill  at  the  proper  time. 
The  proceeding  of  the  Government  is  without,  pre¬ 
cedent  and,  I  think,  is  altogether  objectionable. 
The  Minister  of  Militia  admits  that  if  the  changes 
had  been  more  numerous  it  would  be  objectionable. 
I  think  it  is  objectionable  under  any  circum¬ 
stances,  and,  as  has  been  forcibly  pointed  out  by 
the  lion,  member  for  South  Oxford,  to  introduce 
resolutions  of  this  kind  at  the  very  closing  hours  of 
the  session,  after  the  Supply  Bill  has  passed  its 
second  reading,  is  something  that  is  wholly  extra¬ 
ordinary  and  altogether  unjustifiable.  The  Ministry 
must  have  had  knowledge  of  this  matter  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  molasses  and  with  reference  to  eggs  ;  they 
are  acquainted  with  the  tariff  of  the  United  States 
and  with  our  own  tariff,  they  are  in  possession  of 
the  figures  showing  the  amount  of  the  importations 
of  those  articles,  and  no  doubt  representations 
must  have  been  made  to  them  long  ago  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  those  articles ;  yet  the  proposition  is  de¬ 
layed  until  this  season,  and  I  think  some  valid 
reasons  ought  to  be  given  to  justify  this  extraor¬ 
dinary  proceeding  before  the  House  consents  to  it. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  Minister  of  Militia 
says  that  if  there  were  any  important  changes  in 
the  tariff  he  would  consider  himself  that  such  a 
proposition,  made  under  these  circumstances, 
would  be  objectionable,  but  how  are  we  to  distin¬ 
guish  between  changes  of  a  material  character 
from  those  which  are  less  so  ?  You  cannot  draw  a 
distinction  between  a  very  important  change  and  a 
change  of  less  importance.  If  the  Government  had 
proposed  great  changes  in  the  tariff,  I  apprehend 
that  hon.  gentlemen  opposite,  as  well  as  hon.  gen¬ 
tlemen  on  this  side  of  the  House,  would  be  disposed 
to  agree  that  a  proceeding  like  this  would  be 
dangerous.  But  it  is  because  the  changes  are  not 
of  great  importance,  that  the  House  is  in  danger  of 
giving  its  assent  to  an  objectionable  precedent.  I 
do  not  remember  an  instance  during  the  present 
century  in  the  English  Parliament  where,  at  the 
close  of  a  session,  changes  were  proposed  in  the 
tariff.  The  subject  of  tariff  changes  is  always  dealt 
with  at  a  very  early  period  in  the  session  ;  and 
now  hon.  gentlemen,  at  the  very  close  of  the 
session,  are  proposing  to  make  changes  in  the  tariff. 
The  hon.  gentleman  has  spoken  of  certain  kinds  of 
molasses  that  possess  very  little  saccharine  matter, 
that  are  being  introduced,  and  that  ought  to  be 
kept  out,  and  he  says  the  character  of  the  article 
prevents  the  purchaser  from  distinguishing  between 
that  which  is  of  some  value  and  that  which  is  of 
scarcely  no  value.  I  admit  the  soundness  of  the 
proposition,  but  that  proposition  was  just  as  sound 
ten  years  ago  as  it  is  to-day.  There  is  no  difference 
in  that  respect,  nor  does  the  process  of  manufac¬ 
ture  make  the  slightest  difference.  Why,  if  you 
introduce  molasses  possessing  20  per  cent  of  saccha- 
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rine  matter,  is  it  a  matter  of  any  consequence 
whether  that  molasses  is  produced  by  the  manu¬ 
facture  of  sugar  in  one  way  or  another  ?  Every  one 
who  has  given  any  attention  to  the  subject  of  the 
manufacture  of  suga.r  knows  that  there  are  inferior 
varieties  of  molasses  produced,  and  that  since  the 
modern  process  of  refining  has  been  adopted  you 
have,  perhaps,  as  bad  a  quality  as  you  well  could 
have,  and  it  is  not  a  whit  worse  under  the  process  of 
manufacturing  to-day  than  it  wras  ten  years  ago. 
The  fact  is  that  molasses  of  a  very  inferior  quality 
ought  to  be  subjected  to  a  higher  taxation  to  dis¬ 
courage  its  introduction.  That  may  be  a  sound 
principle,  but  it  does  not  depend  upon  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  free  trade  or  protection  ;  it  depends  wholly 
upon  another  principle,  the  inability  to  distinguish 
between  one  variety  of  an  article  and  another.  You 
are  in  this  case  adopting  the  principle  of  free  trade, 
and  you  might  require  that  parties  should  mark 
the  percentage  of  saccharine  matter  upon  the  cask 
containing  the  article  which  they  offer  for 
sale.  The  subject  which  the  Government  now 
brings  before  us  is  one  that  was  just  as  obvious 
at  the  beginning  of  this  session  as  it  is  at  this 
moment.  It  does  not  matter  how  inferior  a  quality 
of  molasses  is  produced,  there  is  the  fact  that  you 
are  putting  upon  the  market  an  article  which 
enables  the  vendor  to  impose  upon  the  purchaser, 
and  if  you  wish  to  prevent  that  being  done  you 
ought  to  have  considered  the  subject  of  taxation  at 
an  earlier  period.  I  think  no  inconvenience  that 
the  public  are  likely  to  suffer,  no  loss  that  the 
treasury  could  suffer,  is  at  all  as  great  as  the  in¬ 
convenience  or  danger  that  is  likely  to  arise  from 
an  attempt  tointroducesuch  a  measure  at  thisperiod 
of  the  session.  I  think  the  Government  had  better 
take  the  advice  of  the  hon.  member  for  South  Ox¬ 
ford  and  pause  before  pressing  this  measure  through 
Parliament.  They  might  have  introduced  this 
measure  three  months  ago  just  as  well  as  to-day, 
and  Parliament  would  have  had  time  to  consider  it. 
Everybody  knows  that  nearly  one-lialf  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House  are  absent  ;  they  supposed  that 
the  work  of  the  session  was  practically  over,  and  un¬ 
der  these  circumstances  it  is  highly  improper  for  the 
Government  to  propose  these  changes  at  this  period 
of  the  session.  I  think  it  is  most  inexpedient  that 
this  should  be  done  ;  it  is  introducing  a  dangerous 
principle — a  principle  that  might  be  used  in  case 
revolutionary  changes  were  proposed  in  the  tariff 
as  readily  as  in  the  case  of  these  insignificant 
changes  which  the  Minister  proposes  to  make.  I 
admit  that  a  tax  of  5  cents  a  dozen  on  eggs,  on  the 
few  dozens  imported  into  Canada,  is  not  a  matter 
of  very  great  consequence.  The  Government  may 
believe  they  will  thereby  encourage  home  industry, 
and  the  hon.  Minister  may  perhaps  agree  with  one 
of  their  former  supporters  who  declared  that  the 
hens  laid  bigger  eggs  and  more  of  them  under  a 
protective  tariff  than  under  a  policy  of  free  trade, 
and  the  Finance  Minister  may  cackle  over  that 
idea  if  he  likes  ;  but  I  do  not  think  he  will  per¬ 
suade  any  hon.  gentleman  on  this  side  of  the 
House  that  he  is  going  to  relieve  the  necessities 
of  the  farming  community  by  the  benefits  he  is 
undertaking  to  extend  to  the  hens.  The  hon. 
gentleman,  if  he  wanted  to  propose  changes  in 
the  tariff,  ought  to  have  submitted  them  earlier. 
The  Minister  of  Militia  says  that  the  public  ought 
not  to  know  the  changes  that  are  about  to  take 
place.  That  depends  altogether  on  circumstances. 
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If  the  Government  are  proposing  a  very  great  in¬ 
crease  in  the  tariff, - 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Which  they  are  not. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell), — and  if  the  changes  be¬ 
came  known,  the  effect  might  be  to  hasten  importa¬ 
tions.  Gentlemen  engaged  in  importing  the 
particular  article  in  question  might  import  large 
quantities  before  the  change  came  into  force,  and 
thus  anticipate  the  change  and  cause  the  country 
to  lose  a  certain  amount  of  revenue.  But  it  may 
work  the  other  way.  Let  us  suppose  that  the  hon. 
gentleman  was  taking  off  a  tax  ;  that  change  might 
affect  seriously  parties  who  had  made  large  impor¬ 
tations  a  few  weeks  previous.  That  might  happen, 
and  the  considerations  which  the  hon.  gentleman 
has  mentioned  are  not  those  which  are  operating 
in  this  particular  case.  What  we  have  to  consider 
now  is  the  impropriety  of  forcing  an  important 
matter  of  this  sort  upon  the  attention  of  Parliament 
at  the  very  close  of  the  session  ;  and  in  the  second 
place,  of  tinkering  with  the  tariff  at  every  possible 
period  of  the  session.  There  ought  not  to  be 
changes  constantly  made.  Men  engaged  in  busi¬ 
ness  carry  on  their  operations  on  certain  principles 
based  on  the  actual  condition  of  affairs.  They 
purchase  at  particular  prices,  they  have  paid  cer¬ 
tain  duties  to  the  Government,  and  they  have 
placed  their  articles  on  the  market  with  respect  to 
the  duties  they  have  paid  to  the  Government  and 
the  prices  at  which  they  have  purchased,  and  the 
Government  by  undertaking  to  tinker  with  the 
tariff  two  or  three  times  during  the  session,  at  the 
beginning  and  the  end  of  the  session,  are  creating 
a  spirit  of  distrust  and  doubt  that  will  do  infinitely 
more  mischief  to  trade  and  commerce  than 
possibly  can  be  done  by  the  evil  which  the  hon. 
gentleman  says  he  desires  to  remove  before  this 
session  closes. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  House  resolved  itself  into 
committee. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

On  resolution  1,  item  1 — eggs, 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  simply  point 
out  to  you,  Mr.  Deputy  Speaker,  that  there  is  not 
probably  a  member  in  this  House,  unless  he  is  a 
party  engaged  in  the  trade,  who  can,  from  hearing 
you  read  that  resolution,  form  any  idea  of  the 
changes  proposed.  It  may  be  as  the  hon.  Minister 
has  stated,  or  it  may  not  be  so.  It  may  have  the 
effect  he  indicates,  or  it  may  have  an  effect  dif¬ 
ferent  from  what  he  imagines  ;  not  one  of  us  can 
tell.  The  House  is  proceeding  blindfold  in  this 
matter,  which  may  have  considerable  consequence, 
which,  may  have  more  important  consequences  than 
the  Minister  is  aware  of,  because  we  know  that 
gentlemen  connected  with  the  sugar  refineries  have 
obtained  the  passage  of  measures  through  this 
House  of  a  similar  character  to  this  one  which 
resulted  in  consequences  not  at  all  perceived  by  the 
House  at  the  time  they  were  passed,  and  most 
assuredly  no  member  of  the  committee  can  offer 
any  kind  of  opinion  as  to  what  the  results  will  be 
of  the  changes  now  proposed. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  There  is  not,  certainly,  a  school 
boy  1 1  years  old  but  what  can  take  the  tariff  as  it 
is  to-day — and  the  hon.  gentleman  can  certainly 
get  a  copy  of  the  tariff — and  follow  the  items  and 
understand  the  whole  thing.  In  the  first  place,  the 
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resolution  refers  to  item  G10.  That  is  not  difficult 
to  find  out. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  You  do  not 
state  what  item  610  is. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  When  he  turns  to  No.  610,  he 
will  find  it  is  the  article  which  now  makes  eggs  free 
of  duty  ;  and  as  it  is  proposed  to  put  a  duty  of  5 
cents  per  dozen  on  eggs,  it  becomes  necessary,  in 
the  first  place,  to  repeal  the  item  which  now  places 
eggs  on  the  free  list.  When  we  come  to  the  second 
item,  the  resolution  proposes  to  amend  items  95  and 
12*2.  He  will  find  these  items  relate  to  two  articles, 
one  with  respect  to  glove  leather,  and  the  other 
with  respect  to  oleostearine,  and  repeal  those 
items  so  as  afterwards  to  enact  them  with  the 
changes  which  I  have  explained  to  the  House.  In 
the  same  way  we  act  with  respect  to  molasses.  It 
is  all  simple  and  easy,  and  the  hon.  gentleman  is 
conjuring  up  a  difficulty  which  does  not  exist. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  We  have  had 
plenty  of  experience  of  these  changes  before.  We 
know  very  well  that  changes  have  been  made, 
which  apparently  meant  very  little,  in  fact  almost 
nothing  at  all,  which  when  practically  carried  into 
force  placed  very  large  sums  of  money  in  the 
pockets  of  individual  manufacturers.  My  remarks 
now  are  more  particularly  confined  to  molasses, 
and  I  simply  say  this,  that  on  hearing  such  a 
statement  read,  as  has  been  read  now,  it  is  quite 
impossible,  even  for  the  Minister  himself,  to  know 
precisely  what  the  results  are  going  to  be.  We 
have  time  and  time  again  seen  changes,  apparently 
as  innocent  and  innocuous,  put  through,  and  we 
have  found  that  afterwards  they  involved  very 
considerable  changes  in  the^tariff.  It  is  a  matter  of 
common  experience,  and  well  known  to  us  all. 

On  item  2 — molasses, 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
you  please  to  let  us  have  a  few  printed  copies  of 
these  resolutions  and  then  we  can  understand  them 
better  ?  We  have  been  accustoned  to  have  them 
when  we  are  making  those  changes. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  My  hon.  friend  I  do  not  think 
can  cite  an  example  of  wdiere  printed  copies  have 
been  prepared  at  this  stage.  The  resolutions  have 
always  been  introduced  in  this  way.  They  have 
been  read  a  first  time  and  then  they  have  been 
printed,  and  then  discussed  by  the  House,  and  I 
propose  the  same  method  shall  be  followed  now. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  Who  brought  this 
question  of  molasses  to  the  attention  of  the  Minister 
and  pressed  upon  him  these  changes  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  will  tell  my  hon.  friend  so  as 
to  relieve  his  very  great  anxiety,  that  it  was  not 
the  sugar  refiners. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  My  question  was  not 
who  had  pressed  these  changes  upon  him,  but  my 
question  was,  who  brought  the  matter  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Minister  ?  W e  are  accustomed  to  hear 
the  Minister  tell  us  in  making  tariff  changes  that 
he  has  been  moved,  or  incited  thereto,  by  parties 
either  interested  or  disinterested,  and  when  he 
remembers  the  fact  that  this  matter  has  been  going 
on  for  a  long  time,  one  would  suppose  it  had  been 
pressed  upon  his  attention.  I  would  like  to  know 
who  did  it  and  when  it  was  done  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Having  given  my  friend  the 
negative  answer,  I  will  now  give  an  affirmative 
answer.  After  satisfying  him  that  it  was  not  press- 
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eel  upon  my  attention  by  the  sugar  refiners,  I  will 
say  it  has  been  pressed  upon  my  attention  and  the 
attention  of  the  Department  of  Customs  by  the  deal¬ 
ers  in  and  importers  of  molasses,  and  from  I  think 
nearly  every  city  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada.  They 
have  been  here  repeatedly  pressing  this  matter  upon 
my  attention,  and  I  can  assure  my  hon.  friend  that  it 
is  a  matter  which  the  trade  in  genuine  West  Indies 
molasses  feels  very  keenly  all  over  the  country.  If 
there  is  any  item  which  has  ever  been  pressed  upon 
my  attention  strongly,  and  I  think  with  the  best 
of  reasons,  it  is  this  one. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Then,  why 
did  not  the  hon.  gentleman  introduce  these  resolu¬ 
tions  at  the  proper  time,  and  give  us  an  opportun¬ 
ity  of  discussing  this  resolution  ?  These  things 
ought  to  have  been  brought  to  our  notice  months 
ago.  We  have  been  here  since  the  ‘25th  February 
and  there  have  been  any  quantity  of  opportunities, 
if  the  hon.  gentleman  considered  it  a  proper  change, 
to  have  moved  the  House  into  Committee  of  Ways 
and  Means  at  a  time  of  the  session  when  the  ques¬ 
tion  could  have  been  discussed,  and  when  we  could 
have  communicated  with  parties  interested.  That 
is  utterly  impossible  now. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  It  does  not  seem  to  me  that 
the  changes  are  so  important  or  so  many  that  it  is 
difficult  for  any  one  to  understand  them.  I  do  not 
think  it  wo\ild  require  much  effort  on  the  part  of 
this  House  to  understand  the  importance  of  putting 
a  duty  of  5  cents  per  dozen  on  eggs.  It  is  an 
easy  matter  to  find  how  many  have  been  imported, 
and  to  understand  how  it  affects  the  trade  here  in 
Canada.  It  must  also  be  an  easy  matter  for  any  one 
who  understands  what  molasses  are  and  what  is 
meant  by  increasing  the  duty  as  the  grade  in 
quality  goes  downwards,  considering  that  a  grade 
at  40  is  about  as  suitable  a  preparation  of  molasses 
as  can  be  used,  and  that  you  increase  the  duty  as 
the  grade  works  downwards.  It  is  just  on  the 
same  principle  as  the  inspection  of  food  in  order  to 
give  the  consumers  an  unadulterated  article.  I  do 
not  think  it  is  difficult  to  understand  that,  nor  do 
I  consider  that  any  of  the  other  tariff  changes  pro¬ 
posed  are  difficult  to  understand.  I  do  not  agree 
with  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  that  the  intro¬ 
duction  of  this  principle  is  objectionable,  because 
it  happens  to  come  late  in  the  session,  and  because 
he  cannot  look  back  for  100  years  and  cite  prece¬ 
dents  for  what  is  done.  It  seems  to  me  that  a  good 
thing  cannot  be  done  out  of  season  at  any  time, 
and  though  it  may  be  late  in  the  session,  it  is  much 
better  to  have  it  adopted  by  the  House  now  than 
to  leave  it  over  for  another  year.  I  regret  that 
the  Government  did  not  go  much  further  even 
at  this  late  stage  of  the  session.  They  have  put  a 
duty  on  the  article  of  eggs  which  is  a  very  important 
matter  to  the  agriculturists  of  this  country. 
The  farmers  of  the  country  have  been  expecting 
that  for  years,  and  they  thought  they  were  justly 
entitled  to  have  it  ;  but,  although  it  is  a  little 
tardy  now,  still  it  has  come  at  last  and  will  be 
welcome.  What  I  do  regret  is  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  have  not  gone  further  and  increased  the  duty 
on  mess  pork  as  the  farmers  of  this  country  ex¬ 
pected  they  would.  The  Trade  and  Navigation 
Returns  furnish  us  with  the  very  strongest  argu¬ 
ments  in  favour  of  imposing  a  duty  on  mess  pork. 
When  the  duty  was  raised  to  3  cents  a  pound  a  few 
years  ago,  the  importation  of  the  class  of  pork  that 
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come  under  that  regulation  dropped  off  more  than 
three-fourths  inside  of  one  year.  When  the  duty 
on  mess  pork  was  put  on  at  only  14  cents  a  pound, 
the  importation  continued,  but,  whereas  the  im¬ 
portation  the  year  before  that  duty  was  put  on 
was  about  14,000,000  lbs.  of  mess  pork,  the  year 
after  the  duty  it  dropped  to  11,000,000  lbs.  In 
the  other  kind  of  pork  we  stopped  the  importation- 
by  putting  the  duty  on,  but,  in  this  line,  we  did 
not  put  the  duty  as  high  as  it  should  be,  and  as 
high  as  we  believe  it  ought  to  be.  I  regret  very 
much,  in  the  interest  of  the  agriculturists  of  this 
country,  that  the  Government  did  not  go  as  far  as 
we  expected  them  to  go,  or  as  far  as  they  should 
have  gone,  and  increased  the  duty  on  mess  pork  to 
3  cents  a  pound,  the  same  as  on  other  k  nds  of 
meat  imported. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  While  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Grey  (Mr.  Sproule)  tells  us  the  farmers  have 
been  looking  for  years  for  this  measure  of  relief  as 
he  calls  it,  he  will  be  prepared  to  blame  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  that  they  have  let  the  farmers  suffer  under 
that  grievous  injury  for  four  months  of  this  session. 

Mr.  SPROULE.  That  is  just  what  I  am  doing. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  am  glad  to  know 
that  he  once  in  a  while  can  speak  a  little  word  in 
that  direction.  However,  I  think  we  are  discuss¬ 
ing  molasses  just  now.  I  was  about  to  ask  the 
Minister  of  Militia — who,  with  all  due  respect  to 
the  Minister  of  Finance,  I  suppose  understands  the 
matter  a  little  better — does  it  necessarily  follow 
that  this  molasses  run  down  in  polariscopic  test 
should  be  black  in  colour  and  unsaleable-looking,  or 
are  there  bright  molasses  that  come  under  that 
head  ? 

Mr.  BOWELL.  I  have  seen  bright  and  almost 
amber-coloured  syrup  of  an  inferior  grade.  An 
importer  had  come  to  the  department  while 
I  was  at  its  head,  complaining  bitterly  of  the  rul¬ 
ing  of  the  officials,  declaring  that  it  was  not 
only  an  article  fit  for  food  but  that  it  was  a 
superior  article  ;  but  when  he  was  taken  to  the 
laboratory  and  shown  by  the  polariscope  that  this 
amber-coloured  syrup,  as  clear  as  crystal  almost, 
would  only  polarize  from  22  to  24  per  cent  of 
saccharine  matter,  he  went  away  satisfied,  to  use 
his  own  expression  :  “That  although  he  had  been 
importing  molasses  for  20  years  he  knew  nothing 
about  it.”  There  are  cases  in  which  molasses 
of  darker  colour  have  been  imported,  and  when 
tested  there  was  not  one  single  degree  of  saccharine 
matter  to  be  found.  It  is  sweetened  by' the  aid  of 
the  new  article  called  saccharine,  which  I  have  no 
doubt  the  hon.  gentleman  understands  as  well  as  I 
do,  and  of  which  a  small  particle  not  so  large  as  a 
pea  will  sweeten  a  gallon  of  water  to  the  extent 
almost  of  half  a  pound  of  sugar.  By  the  aid  of  that 
saccharine  placed  in  the  washings  of  the  sugar  vats, 
it  will  give  the  substance  as  sweet  a  taste  and  flavour 
as  if  it  had  saccharine  matter  in  it. ' 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  The  reason  I  asked 
the  Minister  was  that  that  was  my  impression.  I 
understood  the  Minister  when  speaking  to  refer 
to  this  low  grade  as  “blackstrap  ”  and  I  imagined 
that  he  could  find  the  brighter  coloured  article 
with  a  low  grade  of  saccharine  matter. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  The  hon.  gentleman  is  quite 
correct. 
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Mr.  FLINT.  I  desire  to  join  in  the  protest  that 
has  been  littered  on  this  side  of  the  House  against 
the  Government  making  these  changes  at  this  late 
hour  of  the  session,  without  giving  to  members  of 
the  House  an  opportunity  of  considering  the  effect 
that  these  alterations  will  have  upon  the  trade  or 
upon  the  consumer.  I  think  the  Government  are 
taking  a  very  serious  responsibility  in  bringing 
down  ineasures  of  this  kind  at  this  period  of  the 
session,  even  although  the  matter  may  not  be  of 
such  grave  importance  as  it  would  have  been  had 
the  view  of  the  hon.  member  for  East  Grey  (Mr. 
Sproule)  been  carried  out.  I  cau  very  well  under¬ 
stand,  from  the  course  of  the  hon.  member  for  East 
Grey  here,  that  he  would  support  the  Government 
most  heartily  at  this  late  hour  of  the  session  in 
bringing  down  very  extensive  changes  in  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  protecting  the  line  of  goods  he  has  men¬ 
tioned,  and  increasing  the  duty  on  mess  pork  and 
articles  of  that  kind.  But  I  beg  leave  to  differ 
entirely  with  him  as  to  the  propriety. of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  taking  such  serious  action,  affecting  so 
largely  the  welfare  and  prosperity  of  large  num¬ 
bers  of  the  people  of  this  country,  when  gentlemen 
who  are  intimately  acquainted  with  the  trades 
interested,  and  the  effect  of  these  changes  on 
the  consumers,  are  prevented  from  making 
proper  enquiries  and  participating  intelligently 
in  this  discussion.  I  hope  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  will  not  soon  yield  to  the  views  of  the 
hon.  member  for  East  Grey  in  regard  to  increasing 
the  duties  upon  what  are  almost  the  necessaries  of 
life  to  large  numbers  of  the  most  industrious  popu¬ 
lation  of  the  Maritime  Provinces.  Of  course,  it  is 
improper  at  this  time  to  debate  the  question  he 
has  raised,  because  it  is  not  involved  in  the  resolu¬ 
tion  before  the  House  ;  but  I  do  protest  against 
the  Government  making  any  changes  of  such  im¬ 
portance  unless  they  are  made  at  an  early  period 
of  the  session,  when  every  member  has  a  full  op¬ 
portunity  of  discussing  them  in  their  full  bearings 
before  they  pass  the  House.  Now,  I  think  it  is 
very  strange  that  the  discovery  has  been  just  made 
at  this  late  hour  of  the  session  that  it  is  of  vital 
importance  to  the  trade  of  this  country  that  an 
extra  duty  should  be  levied  on  the  low  grades  of 
molasses.  I  think  there  must  have  been  informa¬ 
tion  in  possession  of  the  Finance  Department  long 
ago  to  the  same  effect  as  that  which  the  Minister  has 
given  ns  to-night.  If  there  have  been  these  strong 
representations  from  the  trade,  I  am  surprised  that 
the  Government  have  been  so  neglectful  of  their 
duty  in  the  past  as  not  to  have  made  these  sugges¬ 
tions  when  their  tariff  changes  were  being  made  in 
the  House  :  and  the  fact  that  these  changes  are 
brought  down  at  this  late  hour,  without  any  notice 
having  been  given  to  the  members  that  they  Avere 
contemplated,  naturally  causes  those  who  are  not 
familiar  with  the  effect  of  these  changes,  to  suspect 
that  some  deeper  reason  than  that  stated  to  the 
House  for  making  these  changes  may  possibly  be  in 
existence.  I  have  no  doubt,  of  course,  that  these 
alterations  will  be  accepted  by  the  House,  in  con¬ 
sequence  of  the  large  majority  supporting  the 
Government ;  but  as  a  member  of  the  Opposition 
at  any  rate,  and  as  representing  a  community 
largely  interested  in  these  trades,  I  must  join  in 
the  protest  against  the  action  of  the  Government  in 
suggesting  these  alterations  at  this  late  hour  of  the 
session.  I  think  we  should  have  an  opportunity 
of  considering  and  discussing  them,  and  of  com¬ 


municating  with  our  constituents  as  to  their 
probable  effect ;  and  I  do  trust  that  in  the  future 
we  shall  not  have  the  Government  attempting  an 
outrage  of  this  kind  by  proposing  important  altera¬ 
tions  in  the  taxation  of  the  country  within  twenty- 
four  or  forty-eight  hours  of  the  close  of  the  session. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  cannot  ascertain 
from  the  Trade  and  Navigation  Returns  what  per¬ 
centage  of  molasses  under  40  per  cent  has  been 
imported.  The  Minister  must  have  been  furnished 
with  some  information  as  to  whether  the  propor¬ 
tion  is  large  or  small. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  proportion  has  been  very 
considerable.  Of  course,  a  record  of  that  is  kept 
in  the  Department  of  Customs  where  the  testing  is 
done.  The  hon.  gentleman  knows  that  it  would 
take  but  a  small  proportion  of  that  kind  of  molasses 
put  on  the  market  to  demoralize  the  whole  market, 
but  the  proportion  is  very  considerable. 

Mr.  BERGIN.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  pro¬ 
test  of  the  hon.  member  for  Yarmouth  (Mr.  Flint) 
was  a  rather  extraordinary  one  to  come  from  a 
Maritime  Province  representative.  We  all  know 
that  molasses  and  syrups  form  very  important 
articles  of  consumption  by  the  fishermen  and  others 
in  the  Maritime  Provinces,  and  it  really  does  seem 
to  me  that  a  member  representing  a  maritime 
constituency  would  desire  good,  honest  molasses 
and  syrup  to  be  furnished  to  his  people.  He 
complains  also  that  this  change  is  going  to  disar¬ 
range  trade.  I  cannot  see  that  any  class  of 
the  commercial  community  is  likely  to  be  in¬ 
jured  by  the  introduction  of  this  measure 
now,  except  it  be  the  manufacturers  of  these 
spurious,  false  syrups  on  the  American  side. 
The  protest  comes  from  the  honest  dealers  in 
Canada,  who  find  that  the  spurious  article  has 
been  imposed  upon  them,  and  that  they  are  selling 
to  the  community  as  a  syrup  that  which  is  not 
syrup,  but  only  sweetened  water  ;  and  if  they  ask 
the  Government  to  protect  the  public  and  them¬ 
selves  against  the  introduction  of  this  deleterious 
and  unwholesome  article  of  food,  the  Government 
are  to  be  commended  for  doing  it,  even  though  at 
the  very  last  hour.  It  has  not  been  a  secret  for 
some  weeks  past  that  this  spurious  article  has 
been  placed  on  the  market,  because  leading  dealers, 
among  others  Lightbound,  Rolston  &  Company, 
have  sent  circulars  I  think  to  all  the  members  of 
this  House,  calling  their  attention  to  the  flooding 
of  the  market  with  this  spurious  article,  and  asking 
the  Government  to  impose  a  duty  on  that  which 
does  not  reach  60,  so  as  to  drive  that  article  out  of 
the  market. 

Mr.  STAIRS.  I  would  like  to  say  to  the  hon. 
member  for  Yarmouth  (Mr.  Flint)  that  the  change 
now  proposed  is  certainly  in  the  interests  of  his 
constituency.  Not  only  will  it  have  the  ettect 
mentioned  by  the  hon.  member  for  Cornwall  (Mr. 
Bergin),  not  only  will  it  tend  to  give  the  consumers 
of  molasses  in  the  Maritime  Provinces  a  very  much 
better  article,  but  it  will  also  encourage  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  West  Indies  trade,  in  which  the 
hon.  gentleman’s  constituents  are  largely  inter¬ 
ested.  For  that  reason,  he  should  be  inclined  to 
support  it,  even  though  it  does  come  down  at  a 
late  period  in  the  session.  The  effect  of  the  resolu¬ 
tion  in  the  tariff  last  year  was  seriously  to  inter¬ 
fere  with  the  importation  of  pure,  sweet  and  good 
molasses  from  the  West  Indies.  It  was  found,  as 
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pointed  out  by  the  Finance  Minister  and  the  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Militia,  that  a  very  inferior  syrup  is  being 
largely  sent  into  this  country  from  the  United 
States,  thus  interfering  with  our  direct  trade  with 
the  West  Indies,  besides  furnishing  our  people  with 
an  unwholesome  and  inferior  article.  This  change 
is  proposed,  not  in  the  interests  of  the  refiners  of 
Canada,  but  of  the  West  Indian  merchants  and 
the  consumers  in  this  country  ;  and  it  is  the  only 
way  by  which  the  desired  results  of  encouraging 
further  the  West  India  trade  and  providing  our 
people  with  what  they  desire  to  have,  a  better 
article  than  they  are  getting  from  the  United 
States,  can  be  obtained.  I  trust,  therefore,  That 
even  though  the  measure  be  brought  down  at  this 
late  period,  the  lion,  gentleman  will  see  that  it  is 
in  the  interests  of  his  constituents. 

Mr.  FLINT.  From  the  remarks  made  by  the 
lion,  gentleman  who  has  just  sat  down,  the  impres¬ 
sion  would  be  derived  that  my  objection  to  the 
measure  before  the  House  was  aimed  at  the  effect 
of  the  measure.  I  was  careful  to  state  as  one  of 
my  objections,  that,  owing  to  the  fact  that  the 
resolution  was  brought  down  at  such  a  late  stage  of 
the  session,  thus  giving  us  no  opportunity  to  study 
the  subject  or  communicate  with  those  interested, 
it  was  impossible  for  us  to  come  to  any  conclusion 
as  to  its  effect.  My  objection  simply  was  to  bring¬ 
ing  forward  changes  of  this  kind  at  such  a  late 
hour  of  the  session,  and  I  endorse  the  opinions  of 
those  who  spoke  before  me  on  this  point  from  this 
side  of  the  House.  Another  objection  which  I 
ventured  to  make,  or  rather  another  observation 
upon  the  subject,  was  that  it  appears  very  strange 
that  so  very  important  a  proposition  should  have 
only  occurred  to  the  Ministry  within  the  last  few 
days.  There  certainly  must  have  existed  for  many 
years  the  same  danger  to  the  fishermen  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  now  dread,  and  to  the  other  consumers  of 
molasses,  through  the  manufacture  of  liquids  con¬ 
taining  saccharine  matter.  This  danger  must 
have  existed  ever  since  the  importations  began. 
Many  years  ago  we  heard  of  the  manufacture  of 
material  of  this  kind  of  a  very  low  grade  and  of  its 
being  imported  into  this  country  from  the  United 
States,  but  the  Government  did  not  then  think 
fit  to  bring  forward  any  measure  to  prevent  that 
importation.  There  has  been  no  popular  agitation 
in  the  matter,  and  I  may  say,  so  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  that  I  have  not  seen  any  of  the  complaints 
alluded  to  by  hon.  gentlemen  opposite.  I,  therefore, 
think  we  are  justified  in  asking  the  reason  of  this 
sudden  and  fiery  zeal  on  the  part  of  the  Government 
to  protect  these  people  at  all  hazards,  by  bringing 
down  these  changes  at  this  late  hour.  I  do  not 
think  that  the  people  are  so  absolutely  helpless,  I 
do  not  think  that  the  importers  or  consumers  are  so 
absolutely  helpless  with  regard  to  what  they  import 
and  consume,  that  they  require  the  Government  to 
rush  in  at  any  time  or  season,  as  it  suits  their  con¬ 
venience,  to  protect  them  in  this  way.  The  people 
have  managed  to  protect  themselves  for  150  or  200 
years  in  this  country,  and  might  be  trusted  to  pro¬ 
tect  themselves  seven  or  eight  months  longer  with¬ 
out  the  interference  of  the  Government,  but  at  the 
same  time,  if,  as  a  result  of  information  given  by 
those  who  understand  and  are  interested  in  this 
matter,  it  is  shown  that  this  change  is  desirable,  I 
would  have  no  objection  to  it  on  its  merits  ;  but  I 
object  to  changes  being  made  in  the  tariff  at  any 
Mr.  Stairs. 


time  whatever  without  the  House  being  given  full 
opportunity  to  consider  their  effect.  This  will  be 
the  introduction  of  a  precedent  which  may  have  a 
very  bad  effect  upon  the  legislation  of  this  House 
at  some  future  time. 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  The  position  of  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  is  simply  this  :  that  while  he  is  not  prepared 
to  admit  that  this  proposition  will  have  any 
injurious  effect,  on  the  contrary  he  tacitly  admits 
that  it  is  in  the  interests  of  his  own  constituency,, 
and  more  particularly  in  the  interests  of  the  West 
India  trade  and  of  the  fishermen  who  are  the 
largest  consumers  of  molasses,  still  he  is  prepared 
to  oppose  this  beneficial  change  in  the  tariff  solely 
because  it  was  not  brought  down  at  an  earlier 
period  in  the  session,  and  despite  the  fact  that  it 
is  in  the  direct  interests  of  his  own  constituents. 
Had  the  hon.  gentleman  studied  the  question,  he 
would  not  have  made  the  remarks  he  has  just  ut- 
tured.  He  asks  why  this  proposition  did  not  sug¬ 
gest  itself  to  the  Government  before  two  or  three 
days  ago.  The  hon.  gentleman  seems  to  be  a  sort  of 
Rip  Van  Winkle,  and  to  have  just  awakened  from 
a  long  sleep  during  a  number  of  years.  The  prin¬ 
ciple  involved  in  the  changes  we  are  making  were 
embodied  in  the  tariff  resolutions  by  Sir  Leonard 
Tilley,  when  Minister  of  Finance  in  1879  ;  and  the 
same  reasons  which  were  given  then  for  the  imposi¬ 
tion  of  a  higher  duty  upon  the  lower  grade  of 
molasses  are  given  to-day,  but  under  different  cir¬ 
cumstances.  That  article  of  saccharine,  to  which  I 
called  the  attention  of  the  committee  a  short  time 
ago,  had  not  then  been  discovered  or  its  extraordin¬ 
ary  sweetening  qualities  fully  known,  consequently 
the  results  which  have  followed  that  discovery 
could  not  by  any  possibility  have  then  been 
known ;  yet  the  lion,  gentleman  tells  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  Government  have  been  derelict  in 
their  duty  because  they  did  not  foresee  the  effect 
of  this  discovery,  which  has  completely  revolu¬ 
tionized  the  sweetening  qualities  of  almost  every 
article  in  which  it  is  used.  The  hon.  gentleman 
should  at  least  study  the  tariff  and  the  principles 
on  which  it  is  based  before  rising  to  condemn  any 
proposition.  I  am  fully  in  accord  with  my  hon. 
friend  on  my  right  (Mr.  Sproule)  that  if  a  proposi¬ 
tion  be  in  the  interests  of  the  people  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  Government,  even  at  a  late  moment  in  the 
session,  to  give  effect  to  such  proposition,  and  legis¬ 
late  for  the  benefit  of  the  people.  I  do  not  believe 
that  it  is  good  policy  on  the  part  of  a  Government  to 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  people  can  look  after 
themselves  in  all  the  changing  circumstances  of 
trade  which  are  constantly  taking  place,  and  to 
refuse  to  deal  with  such  changes  in  a  manner  that 
will  benefit  the  people,  simply  because  they  may 
have  to  do  so  at  a  late  period  of  the  session.  It  is 
not  my  idea  of  statesmanship  or  of  wisdom  in 
governing  a  country,  that  because  you  have  not 
given  the  community  or  the  members  of  the  House 
a  month’s  notice  therefore  you  should  not  legislate 
in  the  interests  of  the  people.  When  we  find 
that  an  injury  has  been  done  by  any  provision 
of  the  tariff  upon  the  community,  we  believe  it  to 
be  our  duty  to  come  down  to  the  House  at  once 
and  ask  power  to  apply  a  remedy,  and  that  is  pre¬ 
cisely  what  we  are  doing  now.  If  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  will  reflect  a  little,  and  forget  for  a  moment 
that  he  is  in  the  ranks  of  the  Opposition,  and  con¬ 
siders  it  his  duty  to  oppose  everything  the  Govern- 
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ment  submit  to  the  House,  he  will  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  our  action  in  this  respect  is  emin¬ 
ently  proper. 

Mr.  FLINT.  Remarkable  as  the  address  of  my 
hon.  friend  has  been,  I  would  not  refer  to  it,  were 
it  not  his  evident  intention  to  place  me  in  a  false 
position  with  regard  to  my  attitude  in  this  matter. 
The  whole  assumption  of  the  hon.  gentleman's 
address  was  that  1  am  opposed  to  the  adoption  of 
any  measure  which  would  have  the  effect  of  pro¬ 
tecting  or  improving  the  position  of  consumers  as 
regards  these  articles.  I  was  careful  to  state  my 
objection  to  the  proposition  to  be  that  I  was  not 
aware  and  had  not  the  opportunity  of  being  aware 
of  the  effect  it  would  probably  have,  so  I  was 
careful  to  abstain  from  stating  that  I  was  opposed 
to  the  principle  of  the  proposition.  I  was  comment¬ 
ing  on  the  sudden  necessity  the  Government  had 
found  within  the  last  few  days  of  making  these 
changes,  though  the  hon.  gentleman  admits  that  the 
discovery  of  the  invention  to  detect  pure  saccharine 
took  place  a  few  years  ago.  I  think  he  will  find  his 
admission  was  accentuated  in  1879  when  Sir  Leo¬ 
nard  Tilley  was  Finance  Minister.  I  objected  to 
altering  the  tariff  and  interfering  with  the  trade 
and  commerce  of  the  country  to  a  larger  or  smaller 
degree  but  to  an  extent  of  which  we  could  not 
be  aware,  as  we  had  not  the  opportunity  at  so 
short  notice  to  make  ourselves  aware.  I  am  not 
willing  that  the  hon.  gentleman  should  place  me  in 
the  position  of  objecting  to  any  reasonable  measure 
of  precaution  as  regards  the  consuming  interests  of 
the  country.  Up  to  the  present  the  consumers 
have  managed  to  protect  themselves  very  fairly, 
and  I  think  they  could  do  so  until  a  few  weeks 
after  the  end  of  next  session.  At  all  events,  I 
would  be  willing  to  trust  the  good  sense  of  the 
consumers  in  my  county  for  that  time. 

On  resolution  4, 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  think  that  is 
open  to  the  objection  that  the  House  is  asked  to 
divest  itself  of  its  proper  legislative  power  in  favour 
of  the  Governor  in  Council.  I  think  we  have  done 
that  a  great  deal  too  much  of  late  years,  and  I 
think  it  is  inexpedient  for  us  to  add  to  that  power. 
The  House  should  reserve  that  to  itself  and  should 
not  allow  the  Governor  in  Council,  or  in  other 
words  the  Ministry  of  the  day,  to  possess  the 
power  of  imposing  heavy  duties  during  the  period 
when  Parliament  is  not  sitting.  The  worst  that 
can  happen  by  leaving  things  as  they  are  for  some 
three  or  four  months,  is  that  it  may  be  impossible 
to  deal  with  a  particular  state  of  things.  Now, 
that  is  a  far  less  inconvenience  than  for  Parliament 
deliberately  to  hand  over  its  legislative  authority, 
that  it  ought  jealously  to  guard,  to  a  Government 
which  is  after  all  only  a  committee  of  the  House. 

Manufactured  tobacco  not  elsewhere  stated,  and  snuff, 
45  cents  per  pound  and  15  per  cent  ad  valorem. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Is  that  an 
additional  duty,  or  is  that  also  at  the  pleasure  of 
the  Governor  in  Council  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  These  duties  are  fixed,  but  the 
option  rests  with  the  Governor  in  Council. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Are  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  proposing  to  add  to  the  duties  on  tobacco 
by  this  resolution  ? 


Mr.  FOSTER.  No,  except  to  take  power  in  the 
case  which  is  contemplated  in  the  resolution. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  This  is  a  very 
important  departure,  and  is  introducing  a  new 
principle  in  our  legislation,  and  that  adds,  if  pos¬ 
sible,  still  more  strongly  to  the  objections  we  have 
urged.  Very  grave  changes  indeed  may  be  made 
in  the  customs  tariff  on  the  assumption  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  that  it  is  for  the  public  interest  to  do  so 
without  consulting  Parliament.  These  will  become 
the  law  of  the  land  and  can  only  be  repealed  by 
Parliament  itself.  I  must  say  that  I  think  this 
legislation  is  about  as  inconsiderate,  as  uncalled  for, 
as  unconstitutional  and  as  opposed  to  British  pre¬ 
cedent  as  any  legislation  I  have  ever  heard  of. 
There  is  something  like  it  to  be  found  in  the  Me 
Kinley  tariff,  and  I  strongly  suspect  that  this  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  copying  from  the  McKinley  tariff ;  and 
this  is  another  illustration  of  the  fact  that  when 
an  evil  is  to  be  done,  or  an  evil  precedent  is  to  be 
found — because  I  hold  the  powers  the  American 
Congress  conferred  on  their  President  were  very 
objectionable  powers — the  Ministry  are  prepared  to 
take  it ;  they  are  prepared,  as  usual,  to  turn  their 
back  upon  the  English  practice  and  upon  English 
precedent,  and  to  take  the  American  precedent. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  We  take  a  good  thing  wherever 
we  find  it. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  You  take  a 
bad  thing  wherever  you  find  it,  and  you  are  pretty 
active  and  diligent  in  finding  it. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  think  the  proposition 
of  the  Government  is  a  very  inconsiderate  one.  At 
the  close  of  last  session  the  Government  took 
authority  by  which  they  secured  the  repeal  of  the 
favoured-nation  clause  by  the  Spanish  Government 
in  reference  to  our  trade  with  the  W  est  Indies. 
The  hon.  gentleman  has  a  proposition  here  with 
regard  to  the  most-favoured-nation  clause  ;  he  pro¬ 
poses  to  take  the  power,  wherever  it  is  found  that 
Canada  is  not  placed  upon  the  footing  of  the  most 
favoured  nation,  to  impose  a  maximum  amount  of 
duty  upon  certain  articles  imported  from  that 
nation.  It  would  be  quite  as  well  for  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  to  name  the  specific  goods  he  has  in  view,  and 
to  leave  the  responsibility  with  Parliament,  and  I 
shall  state  my  reason  for  taking  that  view  in  a 
moment.  But  the  hon.  gentleman  seems  to  for¬ 
get  that  the  principle  of  the  most-favoured¬ 
nation  clause  in  certain  cases  is  beyond  our 
control.  What  the  condition  of  our  trade  may 
be  with  certain  nations  depends  upon  treaty 
stipulations  with  the  Imperial  Government.  That, 
I  think,  is  the  case  with  Germany.  But  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  no  power  to  put  Canada  upon 
a  footing  of  the  most  favoured  nation  as  respects 
Germany.  Whether  in  some  other  instances  that 
rule  would  apply,  I  cannot  at  this  moment  say, 
but  it  is  pretty  clear  to  any  member  of  the  House 
who  has  looked  into  the  subject  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  cannot  in  every  instance  do  what  they  pro¬ 
pose  to  do  by  these  resolutions.  Now,  I  beg  to 
submit  to  the  House  this  fact,  that  taxation  is 
assumed  under  our  constitutional  system  to  be  a 
grant  from  the  party  to  whom  property  belongs,  to 
the  Government.  We,  sitting  here  as  a  Parliament, 
are  acting  in  this  respect,  not  so  much  as  represent- 
tatives  but  as  delegates  of  the  people,  speaking  as 
their  agents,  and  making  to  the  Crown  an  appro¬ 
priation  on  their  behalf.  Now,  the  hon.  gentle- 
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man’s  proposition  is  that  this  property,  whether 
it  be  in  the  form  of  money  or  otherwise,  may  be 
put  directly  into  the  hands  of  the  Crown.  The 
hon.  gentlemen  in  this  respect  are  acting,  not  as 
members  of  the  House,  but  as  Ministers  of  the 
Crown  when  they  advise  the  Crown,  and  they 
are  asking  us  to  delegate  the  power  of  taxation, 
during  the  interval  between  this  session  and  the 
next,  to  the  Crown  itself,  because  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  have  no  power  to  do  anything  in  the  matter 
except  as  advisers  to  the  Crown.  The  act  is  the 
act  of  the  Crown.  It  is  true  they  are  responsible 
to  Parliament  as  advisers  of  the  Crown,  but  in 
point  of  law  it  is  in  the  hands  of  the  Crown  that 
the  hon.  gentlemen  ask  this  Parliament  to  place  the 
power  of  taxation.  I  say  this  is  a  most  objection¬ 
able  proposition.  It  is  altogether  at  variance  with 
the  genius  of  our  institutions,  because  the  right  of 
taxation  belongs  to  Parliament.  It  is  a  gift  and 
grant.  The  Crown  possesses  the  revenue  raised  by 
customs  and  excise  duties,  because  it  has  been  given 
and  granted  by  the  people  of  Canada  to  the  Crown  ; 
and  the  hon.  gentleman  asks  us  not  merely  to  give 
and  grant  certain  rates  of  taxation  on  particular 
articles,  but  to  give  and  grant  into  the  hands  of  the 
Crown  the  right  to  fix  a  rate  of  taxation  on  parti- 
*  cular  articles.  That  is  a  most  objectionable  pro¬ 
posal,  and  the  Minister  should  not  ask  Parliament 
to  consent  to  it.  What  they  should  do  is  to  ascer¬ 
tain  in  what  cases  and  with  what  countries  they 
wish  to  apply  the  rule  they  refer  to,  and  they 
should  ask  this  House  to  assist  them  in  legislating 
on  the  subject,  if  it  is  necessary  to  deal  with  the 
matter  at  all. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  been 
very  chary  this  evening  with  respect  to  imparting 
to  the  House  information  as  to  the  motives  which 
led  him  to  propose  this  extraordinary  legislation, 
but  on  reading  the  resolution  we  understand  his 
motives.  He  has  simply  taken  a  leaf  out  of  the 
McKinley  tariff.  This  resolution  submitted  is  the 
same  resolution  which  is  incorporated  in  the 
McKinley  tariff  with  respect  to  Latin- America.  It 
provided  that  if  tobacco  and  sugar  producing  coun¬ 
tries  failed  to  enter  into  negotiations  with  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  on  trade  matters, 
then  the  President  was  empowered  to  levy  high 
customs  duties  on  goods  coming  from  those  coun¬ 
tries.  That  is  exactly  what  is  provided  for  here.  It 
is  resolved  that  it  is  expedient  to  provide  that  the 
Governor  in  Council  may,  at  any  time  when  he  may 
decide  it  to  be  in  the  public  interest  to  do  so,  to 
suspend  the  provision  of  any  and  all  articles  rela¬ 
ting  to  customs  duties  in  so  far  as  regards  sugar, 
molasses  or  tobacco  when  imported  from  any 
country  which  it  may  be  shown  to  his  satisfaction 
does  not  afford  to  Canada  the  most-favoured¬ 
nation  treaty,  and  may  order  that  during  such 
period  all  sugar,  molasses  and  tobacco  when  im¬ 
ported  from  such  countries  shall  be  subject  and 
shall  be  chargeable  with  such  customs  duties  as 
follows.  So  that  if  the  Spanish  West  Indies  have 
failed  to  give  us  the  treatment  which  they  have 
given  to  the  United  States  by  treat}  ,  in  such  case 
the  Governor  in  Council  may  levy  high  customs 
duties  on  their  products  when  imported  into 
Canada.  That  is  practically  the  provision  of  the 
McKinley  tariff.  What  is  the  difference  ?  It  is 
the  same  thing.  The  provision  of  the  McKinley 
was  simply  that  under  certain  conditions,  if  the 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


countries  of  Latin- America  failed  to  respond  to 
the  advances  of  the  American  Government,  in  such 
case  the  President  was  authorized  to  cause  to  be 
levied  higher  customs  duties  on  their  products.  I 
commend  this  suggestion  to  hon.  gentlemen  oppo¬ 
site.  They  have  always  opposed  the  policy  of 
unrestricted  reciprocity  as  one  that  would  assimil¬ 
ate  our  tariff  with  the  tariff  of  the  United  States. 
If  that  is  not  assimilation  with  a  vengeance,  I  ask 
hon.  gentlemen  opposite  what  it  is. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  It  is  reciprocity  of 
tariffs. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  hon.  member  for  Bothwell 
(Mr.  Mills)  I  think  answered  himself.  If  we  have 
the  most-favoured-nation  tariff  clause  with  any 
country,  then  to  that  country,  while  that  tariff 
lasts,  this  provision  cannot  apply.  It  eliminates 
all  countries  which  have  the  most-favoured-nation 
tariff  in  Great  Britain. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  While  the  most-favoured¬ 
nation  clause  extends  to  the  United  Kingdom,  it 
is  obliged  to  extend  to  the  whole  empire. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  That  is  so,  and  the  exercise  of 
the  power  by  the  Government  will  have  to  be  gauged 
by  thecircumstanceswhich  are  found  to  exist.  With 
respect  to  the  statement  of  the  leader  of  the  Opposi¬ 
tion  that  we  have  copied  exactly  the  provision  of  the 
McKinley  Bill,  I  think  he  is  quite  mistaken.  The 
difference  in  the  power  is  very  great,  and  it  is 
marked  in  this  respect.  The  third  section  of  the 
McKinley  tariff  leaves  it  with  the  President  en¬ 
tirely  to  judge  as  to  whether  or  not  the  duties 
exacted  in  any  country  are  equal  and  fair,  or  not, 
and  if  he  judges  these  are  not,  and  the  range  of 
judgment  is  wide — that  is  to  say  it  is  entirely 
within  his  own  power,  it  is  not  a  question  of  fact 
settled  by  Congress,  but  simply  at  the  option  of 
the  President  himself  as  to  whether  he 
considers  any  country  is  not  giving  the  treat¬ 
ment  which  should  be  extended  to  the  United 
States  —  then  he  may  proclaim  that  certain 
duties  shall  go  into  effect.  That  is  very  different 
indeed  from  our  position.  The  duties  are  to  go 
into  effect  on  certain  articles  on  which  the  rate  is 
fixed  by  Parliament  or  by  Congress ;  but  when  they 
are  to  go  into  force  with  us  is  a  matter  which  is  a 
question  of  fact,  not  a  question  of  opinion  at  all,  for 
Parliament  lays  down  the  conditions  under  which 
such  a  power  shall  be  exercised,  and  the  exact  extent 
of  the  power  which  shall  be  exei'cised  in  such  a  case. 
So,  I  think,  there  is  quite  a  difference  between  the 
two  resolutions.  The  powers  given  by  legislative 
authority  in  this  case  are  fixed  and  definite,  as  to 
the  extent  and  conditions  ;  in  the  case  of  the  United 
States  they  are  fixed  as  to  the  extent,  but  they  are 
not  fixed  as  to  the  conditions.  The  President  has 
the  sole  judgment  and  option  of  these. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  only  difference  is  that  if 
the  Governor  in  Council  is  of  the  opinion  that  we 
do  not  enjoy  the  most-favoured-nation  clause,  he 
can  cause  the  imposition  of  high  duties.  I  suggest 
that  in  order  to  be  consistent,  we  shoidd  supplement 
this  power  by  giving  the  Governor  in  Council  the 
power  to  abolish  subsidies  which  Parliament  has 
voted  to  certain  lines  of  steamers  with  those  coun¬ 
tries  in  order  to  promote  trade. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  have  one  resolution  to  add  : 

•The  foregoing  changes  and  duties  respecting  customs 
shall  come  into  force  and  take  effect  on  6th  July,  1892. 
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Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  did  not 
hear  the  Deputy  Speaker  read  the  resolution  re¬ 
specting  5  per  cent  reduction  on  sugars. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Every  item  has  been  read. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  did  not  hear 
one  word  of  it. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  I  do  not  remember 
reading  about  5  per  cent. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  It  certainly 
was  not  read.  I  listened  very  carefully  and  did  not 
hear  one  word  of  it.  The  only  reference  to  it  I 
heard  was  when  the  lion,  gentleman  introduced  the 
resolution.  I  will  trouble  you,  Mr.  Deputy  Speaker, 
to  read  it. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  I  read  everything 
in  my  hand. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  Idid  not  hear 
that  resolution  read. 

Mr.  ROWELL.  I  heard  it  read.  The  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  for  South  Brant  (Mr.  Paterson)  came  over, 
and  he  and  I  discussed  the  question.  He  asked  me 
for  an  interpretation  as  to  what  it  meant. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  I  had  been  at  the 
chair  and  read  it.  These  resolutions  were  evidently 
prepared  in  a  hurry. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  did  not  hear 
one  word  of  that  important  resolution  read. 

Mr.  PATERSON  (Brant).  As  a  matter  of  court¬ 
esy  it  might  be  read  again. 

Mr.  BOW  ELL.  I  do  not  deny  it,  but  I  mention 
this  to  show  that  it  has  been  read. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  am  pretty 
certain  it  has  not  been  read,  and  Mr.  Chairman  him¬ 
self  distinctly  stated  he  did  not  recollect  reading  it. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAK  LR.  I  read  everything 
I  have  here,  but  I  did  not  read  anything  specially 
about  5  per  cent. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  We  are  dis¬ 
cussing  these  matters  under  the  extremest  disad¬ 
vantage,  and  a  certain  number  of  copies  ought  to 
have  been  printed.  I  would  be  obliged  to  you,  Sir, 
if  you  would  read  that  or  send  it  to  me. 

Mr.  DEPUTY  SPEAKER.  I  would  sooner 
send  it  to  you  than  read  it. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  must  say 
on  looking  at  these  papers  that  I  do  not  wonder 
the  Chairman  found  it  difficult  to  know  whether 
he  had  read  it  or  not.  I  do  not  see  that  resolu¬ 
tion  which  the  Minister  referred  to  in  his  speech 
about  the  removal  of  a  certain  5  per  cent  duty  on 
sugars. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Perhaps  the  Minister 
has  changed  his  mind  since  that. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  must  say 
it  is  making  a  perfect  farce  of  legislation  here  that 
with  all  the  appliances  the  Ministers  have  at  their 
command,  they  cannot  manage  to  have  a  few 
copies  confidentially  printed.  That  is  the  custom. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  Never. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  did  it  my¬ 
self  half  a  dozen  times  and  distributed  the  copies 
to  members  of  the  then  Opposition. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  You  did  what  was  wrong. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  It  is  a  simple 
disgrace  to  the  Parliament  of  Canada  that  we  are 


called  upon  to  legislate  upon  a  question  of  this 
kind  and  that  we  are  not  even  able  to  get  read  one 
of  the  chief  tariff  resolutions  which  the  hon. 
gentleman  introduces.  The  hon.  gentleman,  as  I 
understand,  proposes  to  make  an  alteration  which 
will  involve  very  important  consequences  to  the 
trade  between  the  West  Indies  and  the  Maritime 
ports.  He  proposes  that  the  Governor  in  Council 
shall  take  power  to  remove  the  duty  of  5  per  cent 
on  sugars  not  imported  direct  from  the  YY  est 
Indies.  Such  a  change  as  that  is  doubly  objection¬ 
able.  It  may  interfere  very  materially  with  the 
West  India  trade  for  which  we  have  recently  voted 
large  subsidies,  and  it  gives  very  objectionable 
power  to  the  Governor  in  Council  to  tinker  the 
tariff  without  referring  the  special  case  to  Parlia¬ 
ment.  Over  and  above  that,  we  have  subsidized 
this  line  of  steamers  to  the  West  Indies  and  now 
he  proposes  to  affect  that  trade  considerably  by 
taking  power  in  certain  contingencies  not  specified 
to  remove  the  discriminating  duty  which  now 
exists,  as  I  understand,  in  favour  of  the  importation 
direct  to  this  country  from  the  W  est  Indies  to 
Halifax,  St.  John  or  Montreal,  as  the  case  may  be. 
On  that  point  the  hon.  gentleman  said  very  little 
and  I  think  he  had  better  explain  his  reasons  for 
introducing  a  policy  of  very  considerable  moment 
and  of  still  more  doubtful  expediency.  I  should 
like  to  hear  what  the  hon.  gentleman  has  to  say  on 
this  subject. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  resolution  is  No.  3.  “Re¬ 
solved  that  it  is  expedient  to  provide  that  the 
Governor  in  Council  may  order  at  any  time  that  he 
may  deem  it  in  the  public  interest  to  do  so,  that 
item  2,  of  the  foregoing  resolution  (1)  shall  be  sus¬ 
pended  for  such  period  as  he  may  name,  and  that 
during  the  said  period  the  following  be  substituted 
therefor.”  Item  2,  as  my  hon.  friend  will  see,  is  a 
duty  upon  molasses,  having  in  it  a  clause  that  for 
indirect  shipments  the  value  of  5  pei  *cent  additional 
is  added  and  when  that  is  suspended  the  Gover¬ 
nor  General  has  power  to  bring  in  a  resolution 
which  is  the  resolution  referring  to  molasses  with 
the  indirect  shipment  clause  left  out.  The  old 
clause  with  the  direct  and  indirect  shipment  in  it 
is  extended  in  the  resolution,  and  in  this  other 
resolution  the  whole  clause  is  extended  with  that 
indirect  shipment  condition  left  out. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  As  I  under¬ 
stand  it  a  large  quantity  of  sugar  finds  its  way  from 
the  West  Indies  to  the  maritime  ports,  very  con¬ 
siderably  in  consequence  of  this  discrimination  in 
favour  of  a  direct  importation.  That  the  hon. 
gentleman  proposes  to  do  away  with.  The  conse¬ 
quence  of  that  must  be,  I  think,  largely  to  interfei  e 
with  the  projected  trade  with  the  YY  est  Indies 
which  must,  so  far  as  cargoes  from  the  West  Indies 
go,  consist  chiefly  of  sugar.  The  hon.  gentleman 
knows  that  perfectly  well.  He  has  been  asking  us 
recently  to  subsidize  lines  of  steamers  to  the  West 
Indies  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  that  trade,  and 
by  this  resolution  he  takes  power  in  the  Governor 
in  Council  to  deal  a  very  serious  blow  at  that  trade. 
Surely  some  explanation  is  needed  and  should  be 
given  to  the  House  of  the  reasons  which  induced 
the  Government  to  take  such  a  step. 

Mr.  MARA.  Before  the  resolutions  are  reported 
I  wish  to  state  that  I  think  British  Columbia  had 
a  right  to  expect  that  if  any  changes  in  the  tariff 
were  made  this  session,  the  Government  would 
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have  asked  the  House  to  consider  the  advisability 
of  increasing  the  duty  on  lead.  When  we  remem¬ 
ber  that  the  American  Government  impose  a  duty 
of  $40  a  ton  on  manufactured  lead  and  $30  a  ton  on 
lead  ore,  which  duties  are  almost  prohibitive,  and 
when  we  know  that  we  have  large  deposits  of  low 
grade  galena  in  British  Columbia  awaiting  develop¬ 
ment,  which  if  developed  would  find  a  market,  I 
think  we  had  a  right  to  expect  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  have  given  this  subject  some  consider¬ 
ation,  or,  at  all  events,  have  asked  the  House  to 
consider  it.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  Minister  of 
Finance  if  the  Government  have  taken  this  ques¬ 
tion  into  consideration,  and  if  they  have  any  pQlicy 
upon  the  subject? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  may  say  to  my  hon.  friend,  as 
he  well  knows,  that  full  representations  with 
reference  to  that  matter  have  been  laid  before 
myself  and  other  Ministers  by  the  hon.  gentleman 
himself,  as  coming  from  that  district  which  is 
interested  in  these  ores,  and  the  Government  have 
given  some  consideration  to  the  subject.  I  myself 
have  given  some  special  consideration  to  it,  as  has 
also  the  Premier  ;  and  if  any  extensive  changes  had 
been  made  in  the  tariff  in  the  way  of  a  general 
rearrangement  of  the  duties,  that  subject  would 
have  received  full  consideration,  with  a  view  to 
seeing  whether  or  not  the  Government  could  have 
made  a  recommendation  to  the  House  in  the  line 
of  placing  a  duty  on  lead.  But  as  my  hon.  friend 
sees,  these  resolutions  do  not  deal  with  additions 
to  the  tariff,  with  the  sole  exception  of  molasses 
which  was  in  such  a  position  that  the 
Government  did  not  see  their  way  not  to  make  a 
change. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  And  eggs. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Everybody  has  a  sympathy  for 
the  Canadian  hen,  and  the  advantage  of  the  small 
duty  on  eggs  will  be  recognized  by  all,  even  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills). 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  As  eggs  have  been  mentioned, 
I  suppose  it  will  be  in  order  for  me  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  hon.  Minister  of  Finance  to  some 
facts,  and  to  ask  him  a  question  or  two. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Make  the  question  easy. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  I  will  show  every  consideration 
for  my  unfortunate  friend  in  this  matter.  When  I 
was  at  home  a  short  time  ago,  in  the  little  village 
in  which  I  reside  eggs  were  selling  at  10  cents  a 
dozen,  while  six  miles  away,  across  the  border,  in 
a  little'  village  in  the  State  of  New  York,  they 
were  selling  at  15  cents  a  dozen.  Under  these 
circumstances,  I  want  to  ask  my  hon.  friend  what 
particular  addition  to  the  revenue  of  the  country 
he  expects  to  derive  from  this  impost,  and  what 
amount  of  protection  it  will  really  afford  to  the 
Canadian  farmer?  I  believe  it  to  be  a  fact,  however, 
that  for  a  small  period  of  the  year,  mainly  during 
the  month  of  March,  some  importations  of  eggs  are 
made  into  Canada  from  the  south-western  states. 
Beyond  that  I  am  afraid  no  good  will  come  from 
this  impost. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  As  my  hon.  friend  has  answered 
himself,  it  is  only  necessary  for  me  to  cite  himself 
in  reply.  He  has  laid  down  the  position  that  the 
imposition  of  a  duty  of  five  cents  a  dozen  by  the 
McKinley  tariff  has  made  the  price  of  eggs  five 
cents  a  dozen  higher  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Mara. 


Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  But  it  may  be 
some  consolation  to  my  hon.  friend  from  British 
Columbia  to  know  that  although  he  cannot  get  a 
tax  on  lead,  this  duty  on  eggs  will  add  about 
$10,000  to  what  the  people  of  British  Columbia 
will  have  to  pay  annually  if  they  continue  to 
import  eggs  from  the  United  States  to  the  same 
extent  that  they  did  last  year,  when  they  imported 
about  200,000  dozen. 

Mr.  MARA.  And  if  some  of  the  hon.  gentle* 
man’s  friends  in  Ontario  who  deal  in  eggs  would 
take  the  trouble  to  put  them  up  properly,  so  that 
they  could  be  shipped  to  British  Columbia,  they 
would  get  from  25  to  50  cents  a  dozen  for 
them.  In  British  Columbia  eggs  are  never  sold 
at  less  than  25  cents  a  dozen ;  in  winter 
they  sell  at  50  cents,  and  during  the  Christmas 
season  as  high  as  75  cents  a  dozen.  Though 
eggs  are  shipped  to  British  Columbia  from 
Ohio  and  other  western  states,  the  farmers  of 
Ontario  do  not  seem  to  be  able  to  pack  them  in 
such  a  way  that  they  can  be  shipped  to  the  Pacific 
coast. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  Minister  has 
held  out  hopes  to  the  hon.  member  from  British 
Columbia  that  there  will  be  a  further  calamity 
inflicted  on  the  people  of  this  country  in  the  form 
of  higher  taxes  in  the  interest  of  any  one  who  may 
undertake  to  mine  what  the  hon.  gentleman  calls 
the  inferior  lead  mines  in  the  Province  of  British 
Columbia. 

Mr.  MiVRA.  I  beg  pardon.  I  never  said  in¬ 
ferior.  I  said  low  grade  galena,  which  is  widely 
different. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Low  grade  means  in¬ 
ferior  ;  it  means  mines  in  which  the  per  cent  of  the 
mineral  is  not  very  large - 

Mr.  MARA.  Certainly  not. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell), — and  the  hon.  gentle* 
man  puts  us  in  that  position,  and  it  is  the  neces¬ 
sary  consequence  of  the  tariff  which  hon.  gentle¬ 
men  adopted  years  ago,  and  which  they  persist  in 
adhering  to,  notwithstanding  that  it  has  well  nigh 
driven  half  the  population  out  of  the  country,  that 
evei’y  new  discovery  is  an  additional  calamity  upon 
the  people  of  this  country.  If  we  had  no  coal 
mines  or  iron  mines,  we  would  have  none  of  these 
high  taxes  ;  the  agriculturist  would  have  been  able 
to  buy  his  implements  for  about  half  what  he  buys 
them  for  now  ;  but  every  new  discovery  is  a  pre¬ 
text  for  an  additional  tax  on  the  population  of  the 
country,  and  here  is  the  hon.  gentleman  coming 
before  us  and  saying  that  at  this  time  it  does  not 
pay  to  work  the  lead  mines  of  British  Columbia, 
and  pleading  for  the  imposition  of  another  tax  on 
the  people  of  this  country  to  increase  the  cost  of 
lead,  so  that  some  person  may  be  able  to  work 
mines  which  in  the  present  state  of  the  country 
cannot  be  worked  at  a  profit.  J ust  make  the  lead 
twice  as  dear  to  every  one  who  consumes  lead  in 
this  country,  in  order  that  somebody  may 
make  5  per  cent  on  his  investment  in  lead 
mines  in  British  Columbia,  when  he  might 
make  10  per  cent  on  the  same  money  if 
he  engaged  in  some  business  that  did  not  re¬ 
quire  the  protection  of  the  Government.  The 
request  of  the  hon.  gentleman  further  illustrates 
the  absurdity  of  the  policy  on  which  this  country 
entered  fourteen  years  ago.  We  well  remember 
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a  physician  in  “Gil  Bias,”  who,  although  he  killed 
a  great  many  patients  by  a  particular  system  of 
practice,  was  never  influenced  in  the  smallest 
degree  by  the  death  of  the  patients  to  make  any 
change  in  his  system  ;  and  so  the  hon.  gentlemen, 
although  they  have  driven  a  million  people  out  of 
the  country  during  the  past  six  or  seven  years,  and 
although  they  are  impoverishing  the  agricultural 
population  through  the  depreciation  in  the  value  of 
real  estate  to  the  extent  of  30  or  40  per  cent,  are 
ready  to  persist  in  their  policy  and  to  continue  to 
impose  additional  burdens  on  every  man  who  has 
not  genius  or  sense  enough  to  make  a  good 
use  of  his  money,  in  order  to  enable  him 
to  invest  it  in  some  profitless  enterprise,  and  to 
compel  the  rest  of  the  community  to  pay  tribute  to 
him.  My  hon.  friend  from  British  Columbia  will 
find  that  whenever  that  policy  is  extended  in  its 
full  force  to  British  Columbia,  the  people  will  flee 
from  that  province  just  as  they  have  fled  from 
other  provinces  of  the  Dominion. 

Committee  rose  and  reported  resolutions. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

ADJOURNMENT— JUDGES’  SALARIES. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  Do  the  Government  intend 
to  proceed  with  the  resolution  to  increase  the  sala¬ 
ries  of  the  judges  ?  Many  of  us  intend  leaving  for 
home  to-morrow  ;  but  before  doing  so  would  like 
to  know  whether  this  question  will  come  up,  be¬ 
cause  if  it  should  we  would  remain  over.  For  my 
part,  I  am  opposed  to  the  resolution,  and  should 
like  to  be  here  and  say  a  few  words  on  it,  because 
I  will  not  be  able  to  record  my  vote,  having  paired 
with  the  hon.  member  for  Winnipeg. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  have  stated  fully 
the  matters  on  the  Paper  which  we  will  drop,  and 
cannot  state  before  3  o’clock  to-morrow  what  other 
measures  will  be  abandoned. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  Would  it  not  be  possible 
to  let  us  know  at  1 1  o’clock  to-morrow,  as  there  is 
a  train  leaving  at  a  quarter  to  12  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  would  gladly  inform 
the  hon.  gentleman  to-night  if  I  could,  but  I  must 
consult,  and  we  have  no  opportunity  of  meeting  in 
Council  until  2  o’clock  in  consequence  of  the  early 
meeting  of  the  House. 

Mr.  CHOQUETTE.  Do  you  wish  to  consult  the 
Opposition  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  hon.  gentleman 
has  been  good  enough  to  inform  me  that  he  is 
opposed  to  the  resolution,  and  therefore  I  need  not 
consult  him. 

Motion  agreed  to ;  and  House  adjourned  at 
10.55  p.  m. 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Thursday,  7th  July,  1892. 
The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Eleven  o’clock. 
Prayers. 

PRINTING  OF  PARLIAMENT. 

Mr.  BERGIN  moved  that  the  eleventh  report  of 
the  Joint  Committee  on  the  Printing  of  Parliament 


be  concurred  in.  He  said  :  In  moving  the  adoption 
of  this  report,  I  am  instructed  by  the  committee  to 
call  the  attention  of  the  House  to  the  very  large  ex¬ 
penditure  incurred  in  connection  with  the  returns 
which  are  asked  for  by  members.  There  are  on  the 
Table  three  reports,  which  are  of  no  public  interest 
whatever,  and  which  have  cost  a  very  large  sum  in 
their  preparation.  One  has  838  pages,  and  cost  about 
$380  in  its  preparation.  All  that  hon.  gentlemen  can 
ascertain  from  it  is  the  amount  which  it  has  cost 
the  judges  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  in  travelling 
expenses  and  hotel  bills  during  the  year.  It  is  of 
no  interest  to  anyone,  except  the  hon.  gentleman 
who  moved  for  it,  and  that  hon.  gentleman  has  not 
yet  seen  it. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  What  report  is  that  ? 

Mr.  BERGIN.  The  report  of  the  travelling 
expenses  of  judges  in  the  Province  of  Quebec. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  It  has  been  seen  by  me  and 
by  several  hon.  members. 

Mr.  BERGIN.  It  has  not  been  seen  by  the  hon. 
member  who  moved  for  it;  he  said  he  had  no  inter¬ 
est  in  it.  This  return  cost  not  only  that  sum  in 
preparation,  but  when  the  cost  of  printing  was 
referred  to  the  Queen’s  Printer,  he  forwarded  an 
estimate  giving  the  cost  of  printing  at  $3,950. 
There  is  another  return  concerning  a  contested 
election  in  the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia,  which  is 
of  no  interest  to  any  one  except  to  the  contestant, 
and  of  no  public  interest  whatever.  It  contains 
832  pages,  and  cost  as  much  in  its  preparation  as 
the  other  report.  There  is  a  third-return,  which 
came  down  two  or  three  days  ago,  in  connection 
with  the  Temperance  Colonization  Society  in  the 
North-West,  which  cost  as  much.  These  three 
returns  would  cost  in  the  neighbourhood  of  $11,000 
or  $11,500,  if  they  were  printed.  The  committee 
ask  me  to  submit  the  question  to  the  House  as  to 
whether  some  plan  could  not  be  adopted  by  Min¬ 
isters  to  curtail  these  returns.  In  the  great  major¬ 
ity  of  cases,  I  have  no  doubt  the  heads  of  the 
departments  would  be  very  much  pleased  to  have 
hon.  members  go  and  look  over  the  papers  ;  they 
would  furnish  all  the  information  in  the  de¬ 
partment  without  these  returns  being  brought 
down  to  the  House  at  such  great  cost  to  the 
country.  The  expense  of  the  printing  of  Parliament 
has  increased  within  two  years  to  an  amount  that  is 
almost  incredible.  For  1889-90  the  cost  was  about 
$70,000  ;  for  1890-91  about  $75,000.  The  sum  of 
$70,000  was  placed  in  the  Estimates  for  1891-92, 
and  the  committee  has  been  obliged  to  ask  for 
$35,000  more,  and  there  was  not  $100  unexpended 
on  1st  July  this  year.  The  committee  are  of  the 
opinion  that  if  hon.  members  will  exercise  a  little 
care,  if,  instead  of  moving  for  these  returns,  they 
will  go  to  the  departments  in  all  personal  and 
local  matters  and  look  over  the  documents  there, 
no  doubt  Ministers  will  be  only  too  glad  to 
afford  hon.  gentlemen  every  opportunity  to  examine 
papers,  and  large  amounts  will  thereby  be  saved 
to  the  country.  When  you  consider  that  these 
three  returns  would  cost  the  country,  if  printed, 
over  $11,000,  what  must  be  the  cost  of  the  many 
hundreds  of  returns  brought  down  almost  every 
session  ?  The  committee  have  adopted  measures  to 
cut  down  the  expenditure  for  1892-93,  and  if  we  are 
as  successful  during  the  next  session  as  we  have 
been  during  the  past  session,  we  hope  to  bring 
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down  the  expenditure  for  1892-93  to  $50,000, 
instead  of  $105,000  in  1891-92. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Are  these  three  returns  recom¬ 
mended  to  be  printed  ? 

Mr.  BERGIN.  No,  they  are  not ;  we  have 
recommended  they  be  not  printed. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  observe  by  the  language  of  the 
lion,  gentleman  that  the  committee  were  unable  to 
make  any  specific  recommendation,  except  in 
general  terms,  that  members  should  abstain  from 
asking  for  returns  which  were  of  a  purely  personal 
character.  Of  course  there  is  no  rule  in  regard  to 
this  matter.  Every  hon.  member  upon  his  re¬ 
sponsibility  as  a  member  asks  only  for  returns  that 
are  in  the  public  interest,  and  never  allows  himself 
to  be  the  instrument  of  party  spite,  or  spite  of  any  kind. 
I  might  take  exception  to  the  criticisms  of  certain 
reports  to  which  the  hon.  gentleman  has  alluded. 
The  report  in  regard  to  the  travelling  expenses  of 
judges  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  was  a  most 
opportune  one.  Having  looked  at  this  return 
myself,  I  must  say  that  I  do  not  construe  the 
statute  as  it  is  construed  by  some  of  the  judges, 
and  if  so,  the  statute  may  retpiire  to-  be  amended. 
For  instance,  a  judge  leaves  his  district  in  the 
morning,  goes  to  Montreal  for  a  few  hours,  and 
returns  in  the  evening,  and  he  charges  for  three 
days.  Under  such  circumstances  the  judge  has  no 
right  to  charge  for  three  days  ;  but  I  see  that  this 
sum  has  been  charged  by  some  of  the  judges. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  And  this  in  cases 
where  a  judge  left  in  the  morning  and  returned  in 
the  afternoon  of  the  same  day. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  understand  from  this  report 
that  a  judge  will  leave  his  district  by  train  in  the 
morning,  sit  one  hour  or  two  hours  in  Montreal, 
return  to  his  residence  on  the  same  day  ;  and 
charge  three  days’  travelling  expenses.  I  do  not 
think  this  is  fair  and  right.  I  understand  that 
when  a  judge  leaves  his  district  and  travels  part  of 
the  day,  sits  during  the  next  day  and  returns  on 
the  following  day,  he  has  a  right  to  charge  for 
three  days  ;  and  I  do  not  object  to  that.  But  we 
cannot  allow  a  judge  travelling  under  the  circum- 
tances  I  have  previously  mentioned  to  charge  three 
days. 

Mr.  BERGIN.  It  will  have  cost,  if  the  return 
is  printed,  $4,220  to  find  it  out. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  judge  might  as 
well  charge  three  months  as  three  days.  I  think 
the  committee  have  done  good  service  in  bringing 
this  matter  to  the  attention  of  the  House.  The 
committee  have  not  done  it  in  any  fault-finding 
spirit,  but  for  the  purpose  of  showing  members, 
and  Ministers  as  well,  the  cost,  not  only  of  prepar¬ 
ing  returns  of  this  kind,  but  of  printing  them. 
There  is  a  great  deal  of  force  in  what  the  chairman 
has  said  as  to  the  accessibility  of  the  information 
required.  I  am  quite  sure  the  bon.  member  who 
asked  for  the  return  respecting  judges’  expenses 
was  not  aware  of  the  cost  that  would  be  incurred  ; 
but,  at  the  same  time,  he  was  perhaps  not  aware  of 
the  facilities  given  in  the  departments  to  obtain  any 
information  on  any  subject  or  access  to  any  docu¬ 
ment.  If  hon.  members  will  bear  this  in  mind  they 
will  find  that  information  can  be  obtained  more 
quickly  and  satisfactorily,  and  at  less  expense,  by 
calling  at  the  departments  than  by  moving  for 
returns.  I  trust  likewise  that  the  fact  of  the 
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matter  being  mentioned  will  induce  members  to 
bear  with  us  when  we  sometimes  remonstrate 
against  the  great  expense  that  will  be  incurred  by 
passing  a  motion. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  The  practice  exists  in 
some  departments,  and  I  mentioned  it  earlier  in  the 
session,  of,  where  a  paper  is  found  in  a  file  that 
requires  to  be  copied  and  brought  down  as  a  part 
of  a  return,  they  copy  the  whole  file.  There  may 
be  30  or  40  documents  on  the  file  and  one  only 
required.  Of  course  that  is  in  the  interests  of 
persons  who  are  paid  so  much  a  folio  for  copying, 
but  often  it  adds  enormously  to  the  cost  of  a  return 
beyond  what  is  actually  necessary.  While  there 
ought  to  be  caution,  no  doubt,  on  the  part  of  mem¬ 
bers  in  asking  for  returns,  it  is  equally  proper  that 
the  deputy  heads  of  departments  should  see  that 
nothing  more  is  copied  than  is  required. 

Mr.  BERGIN.  I  quite  agree  with  the  hon. 
member  for  Both  well  (Mr.  Mills).  A  return  was 
sent  to  me  this  morning  with  a  request  from  a  gen¬ 
tleman  in  the  other  House  asking  for  a  copy,  and 
when  I  looked  at  the  return,  I  found  that  nearly 
one-half  of  it  was  of  just  such  matter  as  the  hon. 
gentleman  refers  to  ;  routine  letters  between  the 
different  departments  and  individuals,  which  had 
no  possible  interest  for  the  public  and  which  could 
be  of  no  use  to  anybody.  If  the  document  were 
copied  as  desired,  it  would  cost  probably  $40, 
while  $20  would  pay  for  the  copying  of  all  the 
papers  necessary.  The  gentleman  I  refer  to  would 
not  take  the  paper  to  look  it  over,  as  he  had  no 
time  for  that  now,  and  he  wanted  a  copy  to  take 
home  with  him.  Here  was  $20  thrown  away  on  a 
matter  of  no  public  interest  whatever.  I  would 
ask  my  hon.  friend,  if  he  will  permit  me  to  call 
him  so,  the  leader  of  the  Opposition,  to  look  at 
these  returns,  and  he  will  find  that  two  of  them 
are  from  Conservatives,  so  that  both  sides  of  the 
House  sin  in  the  matter. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  One  of  the  returns 
which  the  hon.  gentleman  (Mr.  Bergin)  refers  to 
was,  however,  induced  by  an  amendment  to  the 
motion  of  a  Conservative  member. 

Mr.  BO  WELL.  If  I  understood  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  for  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills)  aright,  he  stated 
that  certain  portions  of  this  correspondence  that  is 
on  file  should  be  eliminated,  providing  they  are  not 
pertinent  to  the  question  and  of  public  interest. 
If  that  principle  were  adopted  I  am  afraid  every 
department  would  be  subject  to  condemnation  for 
having  left  out  certain  letters  which  were  on  file, 
and  probably  which  the  person  who  movedfor  them 
was  most  anxious  to  see. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  hon.  gentleman 
will  see  that  is  not  my  statement.  I  say  that  fre¬ 
quently  a  letter  that  is  contained  in  a  file  relates  to 
the  subject  on  hand,  while  all  the  rest  of  the  file 
relates  to  a  wholly  different  matter  ;  and  while  the 
whole  file  is  copied  the  whole  file  is  not  brought 
down.  The  very  discretion  which  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  said  we  find  fault  with  is  exercised,  and  all 
the  rest  of  the  papers  are  thrown  away  after  they 
are  copied. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  By  whom  ? 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  By  the  officers  of  the 
department. 
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Mr.  BOW  ELL.  Perhaps  the  hon.  gentleman 
may  be  speaking  from  his  own  personal  knowledge 
when  he  was  in  the  department. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  am  speaking  of  a  very 
different  practice. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  That  has  never  been  the  prac¬ 
tice  in  any  department  that  I  have  controlled. 
The  hon.  gentleman  no  doubt  has  means  of 
obtaining  information  of  the  mode  of  conducting 
departments  different  from  those  who  are  at  their 
head.  I  assure  the  hon.  gentleman  that  it  has  not 
taken  place  in  my  department.  There  may  have 
been  private  letters  which  in  the  copying  have 
been  left  out.  As  to  the  relevancy  of  letters  I  do 
not  think  that  it  would  be  well  to  leave  that  to  the 
discretion  of  any  clerk  or  any  Minister.  I  know 
that  if  I  were  moving  for  a  return  over  which  the 
hon.  gentleman  has  control,  I  would  not  like  it. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  report  concurred  in. 
BUSINESS  OF  THE  HOUSE. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  : 

That  when  the  House  adjourns  to-day  it  stand  ad¬ 
journed  until  three  o’clock  to-morrow. 

He  said  :  The  pressure  of  business  is  not  so  much 
now  that  we  require  to  sit  in  the  morning,  and  it 
might  be  some  inconvenience  to  hon.  gentlemen 
who  require  the  forenoon  to  attend  to  private 
business. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  would  have  expected  that 
when  we  had  adjourned  to-day  we  could  have 
adjourned  for  six  months.  I  do  not  see  what  busi¬ 
ness  there  is  on  the  Paper  to  keep  us  anjr  longer. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  We  shall  of  course 
have  to  consider  any  amendments  made  by  the 
Senate. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

BEET-ROOT  SUGAR. 

Mr.  FOSTER  moved  that  the  House  resolve  itself 
into  committee  to  consider  the  following  resolu¬ 
tion  : — 

Resolved,  That  it  is  expedient  to  provide  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  General  in  Council  may  authorize  the  payment,  out 
of  the  Consolidated  Revenue  Fund  of  Canada,  under  such 
regulations  and  restrictions  as  are  made  by  Order  in  Coun¬ 
cil,  to  the  producers  of  any  raw  beet-root  sugar  produced 
in  Canada,  wholly  from  beets  grown  therein,  between  the 
first  day  of  July,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  ninety- 
three,  and  the  thirtieth  day  of  June,  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  ninety-five,  of  a  bounty  of  one  dollar  per  one 
hundred  pounds,  and  in  addition  thereto, three  and  one- 
third  cents  per  one  hundred  pounds  for  each  degree  or 
fraction  of  a  degree  over  seventy  degrees  shown  by  the 
polariscopic  test. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  would  expect  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  to  give  a  statement  of  what  has  been 
expended  in  that  matter. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  amount  paid  out  for  bounty 
last  year  was  about  $23,000.  The  average  test,  I 
suppose,  would  be  probably  about  90,  and  that 
would  be  about  a  cent  and  three-quarters  per 
pound. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  House  resolved  itself  into 
Committee. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  reason 
is  there  for  bringing  on  this  now  ?  Could  it  not  be 
done  just  as  well  next  year  ? 


Mr.  FOSTER.  If  it  is  to  be  done  at  all,  it  has 
to  be  done  this  year,  because  the  seed  must  be  of 
the  very  best  kind  and  it  is  furnished  by  the  fac¬ 
tories  themselves  to  the  farmers.  That  seed  has 
to  be  selected  and  distributed  so  that  it  can  be 
sown  early  in  the  season,  and  it  is  necessary  to 
give  notice  this  year  so  that  the  manufacturers 
may  have  some  financial  basis  on  which  to  work. 

If  this  were  left  over  until  next  year,  the  matter 
would  be  in  uncertainty,  and  the  manufacturers 
would  not  know  whether  or  not  they  could  depend 
on  the  bounty  and  would  not  feel  disposed  to  go 
on  with  their  work.  It  is,  therefore,  necessary  to 
legislate  a  year  in  advance.  The  Government  pro¬ 
pose  to  continue  this  bounty  for  two  years,  chiefly 
on  the  ground  that  the  season  which  has  passed 
was  very  different  from  the  present  season.  Last 
season  was  a  very  good  one,  and  the  present  season 
is  unfavourable,  so  that  it  will  not  be  possible  to 
make  a  fair  test  by  taking  the  two,  the  one  being 
a  fairly  good  and  the  other  an  exceptionally  bad 
season,  and  therefore  the  Government  propose  to 
continue  the  experiment  two  years  longer. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  What  does 
the  Government  propose  to  do  in  the  long  run  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  We  propose  to  be  guided  by  the 
success  of  the  experiment  over  four  years. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  If  this  is  going 
to  crystallize  into  a  regularly  fixed  charge,  we 
may  find  ourselves  committed  to  the  payment  of  a 
vastly  larger  amount  than  the  House  has  any  idea 
of.  It  is  proposed  to  pay  $40  per  ton  for  the  sugar. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  will  be  If  cents  per  pound. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  That  would 
be  $35  per  ton,  supposing  it  stopped  at  90.  That 
approaches  very  closely  to  the  actual  value  of  the 
article  in  Germany,  at  the  place  of  manufacture, 
and  also  in  some  other  countries. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Not  very  far  from  it. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  It  does  appear 
to  me  to  be  running  protection  into  the  ground  to 
say  that  we  are  going  to  pay  for  the  growth  of  beet¬ 
root  sugar  here  a  sum  equal  to  the  actual  cost  of 
producing  it  in  other  places,  wholly  apart  from 
the  fact  that  we  may  be  involved  in  very  heavy 
expenditure  without  any  profit  to  the  country, 
whatever  there  may  be  to  the  individual  beet 
grower. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  Government  does  not  bind 
itself  by  this  legislation  to  carry  on  the  experiment 
beyond  the  two  years  or  to  a  policy  of  bounty  as  a 
permanent  policy.  But  the  circumstances  prevail¬ 
ing  in  the  country  are  such  as  to  induce  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  make  the  experiment  for  two  years 
longer.  And  it  is  well  that  we  should  continue 
the  experiment  during  the  period  mentioned  in 
this  resolution,  so  that  we  may  have  the  practical 
results,  under  our  climatic  and  labour  conditions, 
as  well  as  the  theoretical  information  obtained  by 
reports  and  researches  in  different  directions.  It  is 
only  with  this  view  that  the  Government  have 
consented  to  carry  on  the  experiment  two  years 
longer.  At  the  end  of  that  period,  it  will  be  for 
the  Government  and  the  House  to  consider  what 
policy  shall  govern  the  country  in  the  future. 
Now,  the  amount  of  bounty  approaches  very 
closely  to  the  cost  of  production  in  Germany,  and 
there  is  no  doubt,  if  we  propose  to  bonus  all  that 
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is  raised,  and  if  it  be  possible  to  raise  all  that  we  , 
need  for  consumption,  that  will  entail  a  very 
heavy  drain  on  the  revenue.  The  bounty  is  largely 
for  the  benefit  of  the  farmers  who  engage  in 
the  growing  of  beet.  The  culture  of  the  beet  will 
have  a  most  excellent  effect  in  the  development  of 
farm  lands  by  bringing  them  into  a  higher  condi¬ 
tion  of  cultivation  ;  and  it  is  more  on  that  account 
than  for  the  benefit  of  the  factories,  that  this 
experiment  is  made.  It  is  also  based  on  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  which  have  grown  up  under  our  tariff, 
and  left  us,  when  we  abolished  the  tariff  on  raw 
sugar,  with  an  established  industry  in  which  a 
large  amount  of  capital  was  invested  and  from 
which  the  protection  was  entirely  taken. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  If  any  con¬ 
siderable  number  of  people  go  into  the  business 
under  the  stimulus  of  this  exorbitantly  high  bounty, 
we  all  know  that  very  great  pressurewill  be  brought 
on  the  Government  to  continue  it,  and  we  may  find 
ourselves  committed  to  a  wholly  indefensible  policy 
which  will  cost  us  a  great  deal  of  money.  If  the 
thing  succeeds  under  this  stimulus,  I  do  not  call  it 
a  success  in  the  real  sense  of  the  term — if  it  succeeds 
under  this  enormous  bounty,  we  will  have  a  great 
deal  of  trouble  in  getting  rid  of  this  from  our 
statute.  I  would  rather  of  the  two,  if  it  is  decided 
to  assist  this  enterprise,  support  a  very  consider¬ 
able  vote  in  favour  of  having  an  experiment  tested 
in  various  quarters  than  to  support  the  placing  of 
this  bounty  on  the  Statute-book. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  This  must  be  taken  in  the  nature 
of  an  experiment  in  connection  with  the  existing 
factories,  because  no  man  would  undertake  to  put 
a  sufficient  amount  of  money  into  a  factory  to 
commence  a  new  experiment  without  sufficient 
assistance.  The  experiment  which  will  be  carried 
on  with  this  aid  will  be  much  more  economical  than 
if  the  Government  were  to  invest  in  plant  and 
buildings  and  carry  on  the  experiment  themselves. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  did  not 
suggest  that,  but  simply  that  we  might  give  the 
amount  of  aid  instead  of  this  bounty  which  is 
indefinite  in  amount. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  This  is  very  much  in  the  way 
the  hon.  gentleman’s  suggests. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  There  is  this 
difference,  that,  for  three  years,  we  pledge  ourselves 
to  give  this  bounty  to  anybody,  and  I  regard  the 
amount  of  the  bounty  as  altogether  exorbitant. 
Apart  from  the  economic  question  involved,  I  think 
the  sum  is  too  great.  You  might  stimulate  the  cul¬ 
tivation  of  oranges  in  this  country,  and  by  giving 
a  sufficient  remuneration,  you  could  produce  them  ; 
but  I  doubt,  if  once  this  is  put  on  the  Statute-book 
and  these  bounties  are  kept  in  force  for  three  or 
four  years  together,  you  will  be  able  to  get  rid  of 
it.  This  is  one  of  those  questions  which  it  would 
have  been  better  to  bring  up  three  or  four  months 
ago  in  order  that  the  opinion  of  practical  men  could 
have  been  ascertained.  I  would  be  glad  to  see  the 
beet-root  sugar  manufacture  succeed  in  this  country 
if  it  can  be  done,  but  I  am  not  in  favour  of  the 
public  at  large  being  taxed  for  the  benefit  of  two 
or  three  localities  though  no  doubt  it  may  be  gone 
into  extensively  there.  There  is  a  possibility  of 
our  having  to  pay  one  or  two  millions  a  year  under 
this  resolution.  It  would  not  be  a  very  extraor¬ 
dinary  yield  if  fifty  thousand  tons  of  sugar  were 
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produced  in  each  year,  looking  at  what  has  been 
done  in  other  countries,  and  that  would  involve 
a  charge  on  the  revenue  of  from  $1,750,000  to 
$2,000,000  a  year. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  I  am  sorry  the  hon.  member  for 
Berthier  (Mr.  Beausoleil)  is  not  here,  because  I  am 
sure  he  would  ask  the  member  for  South  Oxford 
(Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  not  to  oppose  this  resolu¬ 
tion.  That  hon.  member,  in  many  speeches,  well 
stocked  with  figures,  has  established  the  import¬ 
ance  of  this  industry  to  the  country,  and  I  am  sorry 
to  find  that  the  financial  leader  of  the  Opposition 
is  opposed  to  it.  He  says  that  it  is  only  in  a  few 
localities  that  this  manufacture  will  take  place,  and 
that  it  may  cost  one  or  two  millions  a  year.  I  do 
not  see  how  his  statements  agree.  In  our  section 
of  the  country  we  want  this  manufacture  encour¬ 
aged.  We  find  that  those  who  manufacture  wood 
or  leather  or  other  things  of  that  kind  are  pro¬ 
tected,  and  we  think  the  farmers  should  also  be 
protected. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  The  hon.  gentleman  has  not 
apprehended  the  remarks  of  my  hon.  friend  from 
South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright).  He 
simply  says  that  these  resolutions  commit  us  to  an 
unknown  expenditure  which  may  amount  to  one  or 
two  or  three  millions.  I  do  not  think  many  farmers' 
are  likely  to  go  into  this  industry.  There  are  only 
two  factories  now  established  for  the  manufacture 
of  this  sugar,  those  at  Berthier  and  Farnham,  and 
I  do  not  see  any  probability  of  any  other  factories 
being  established,  though  theoretically  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  beet-root  sugar  may  appear  feasible. 

Mr.  AMYOT.  How  can  we  place  a  limit  on  the 
amount  we  will  vote  ?  We  say  to  the  farmers: 
Cultivate  the  beet-root  and  we  will  give  you  a  bonus. 
We  cannot  say  whether  it  will  be  rain  or  fine 
weather,  and  we  cannot  decide  how  much  they  will 
cultivate.  This  is  the  only  proper  way  of  granting 
the  aid. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  It  is  easy  to  place  a  limit.  It 
is  not  probable  that  the  beet-root  can  be  cultivated 
profitably  more  than  14  miles  away  from  the 
factory. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (Hochelaga).  It  is  culti¬ 
vated  100  miles  away. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  It  may  be,  if  it  is  on  a  line  of 
railway,  but  you  can  fix  approximately  the  amount 
from  the  production  of  last  year,  when  it  was  about 
$14,000. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  do  not  say, 
if  the  hon.  gentleman  wants  protection  for  the 
farmers,  that  I  would  not  go  in  with  him  to  a 
certain  extent,  but  I  would  go  further  than  he  does. 
I  want  to  see  the  farmers  indemnified  for  the  loss 
they  have  sustained  on  the  growth  of  barley.  Let 
the  Government  pay  them  30  cents  a  bushel  on 
their  barley.  If  we  go  into  this  thing,  let  us  do  it 
thoroughly.  Let  us  give  a  bounty  on  every  fat 
animal  raised  in  this  country,  and  put  the  farmers 
on  the  same  footing  as  the  manufacturers.  It  would 
only  cost  the  country  about  $150,000,000  a  year. 
The  hon.  gentleman  would  consider  that  well  spent 
money,  and  so  would  I.  At  least,  I  would  consider 
it  better  spent  money  than  that  which  we  now 
spend  on  the  manufacturers. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  I  saw  this  resolution  on  the 
Notice  Paper  with  considerable  surprise  and  regret 
— surprise,  because  the  Finance  Minister  stated  on 
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a  previous  occasion  that  this  bounty  was  given  in 
the  guise  of  an  experiment  and  that,  after  two 
years,  probably  the  bounty  would  be  sufficient  to 
give  the  matter  a  fair  test.  I  must  say  that,  as  to 
the  experiment  made  at  Farnham,  a  particular 
friend  of  mine  having  been  connected  with  that 
enterprise  and  having  been  ruined  by  it,  I  have 
some  personal  and  practical  knowledge  in  regard 
to  it,  and  I  have  also  given  some  attention  to  the 
experiments  that  have  been  made  in  the  United 
States  under  as  favourable  circumstances  as  they 
have  been  made  here,  and  under  more  favourable 
circumstances  as  far  as  the  growth  of  the  beet  is 
concerned.  At  Farnham,  our  experiment  was  the 
most  disastrous  failure  as  to  the  growth  of  the  beet 
and  its  manufacture  into  sugar. 

Mr.  DESJARDINS  (Hochelaga).  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  I  repeat  that  it  was  a  most 
disastrous  failure.  The  hon.  gentleman  may  ask 
the  Messrs.  Gault,  Montreal,  how  much  that  ex¬ 
periment  cost  them.  I  am  told  on  good  authority 
that  they  sunk  in  that  experiment  not  less  than 
half  a  million  dollars  ;  and,  as  I  said  before,  a 
personal  friend  of  mine  sunk  what  was  to  him  a 
fortune,  although  it  was  a  small  sum  compared 
with  the  amount  that  the  Messrs.  Gault  lost  in  the 
operation.  I  say  without  hesitation  that  every 
attempt  to  make  beet-root  sugar  in  this  country, 
and  on  this  continent,  has  been  a  failure  from  first 
to  last,  and  from  all  I  can  learn  there  is  no  reason 
to  suppose  that  it  will  be  a  success  in  the  future. 
The  hon.  gentleman  surely  cannot  have  forgotten 
that  he  is  putting  this  resolution  on  the  Notice 
Paper  in  face  of  the  report  made  by  an  official 
chosen  by  himself  to  examine  into  this  question  ; 
he  must  know  what  the  report  of  Prof.  Saunders 
was  on  the  cultivation  of  beet-root  sugar.  I  have 
studied  that  report  with  considerable  care,  and 
I  must  say  that  it  is  written  with  a  great  deal 
of  ability  ;  it  affords  proof  that  Prof.  Saunders  has 
given  this  question  an  intelligent,  careful  and 
thorough  study,  and  I  think  that  any  one  after 
studying  that  report  with  imbiassed  opinions,  must 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  prospect  of  making 
beet  sugar  successfully  in  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
or  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  is  not  at  all  encour¬ 
aging.  When  these  resolutions  were  introduced  I 
ventured  to  ask  my  hon.  friend,  the  Finance  Minis¬ 
ter,  a  question  affecting  my  own  constituents.  I  am 
opposed  to  this  bounty  business,  but  I  would  say  with 
my  hon.  friend  from  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard 
Cartwright)  that  if  it  is  to  be  given  to  one  class  of 
people  in  this  country,  it  should  be  given  to  other 
classes  who  stand  in  a  similar  position.  I  ventured 
to  ask  the  Finance  Minister  :  What  about  maple 
sugar  ;  and  he  replied  jocularly,  “  Well,  it  will 
be  as  sweet  as  ever.  ”  I  dare  say  it  is,  but  in  one 
respect  it  is  not  as  sweet  as  ever  since  the  change  in 
duties  that  took  place  last  year.  It  does  not  pro¬ 
duce  the  same  profit  to  those  who  manufacture  it 
that  it  did  before.  I  can  assure  the  hon.  gentleman 
that,  though  it  may  be  as  sweet  to  the  palate,  the 
effect  of  the  change  of  duties  which  was  made  last 
year  upon  imported  sugar,  has  reduced  the  price  of 
maple  sugar  by  3  or  4  cents  a  pound.  It  was  not 
felt  this  last  spring  because  of  the  unfavourable 
character  of  the  season,  the  quantity  made  was 
much  less  than  usual.  Maple  sugar,  therefore,  and 
syrup  at  all  events,  do  not  bring  as  high  a  price  as 
they  did  last  year  ;  but  had  the  season  been  a  nor¬ 


mal  one  and  the  quantity  made  as  great  as  usual, 
the  result  would  have  been  a  reduction  of  3  or  4 
cents  a  pound  in  the  value  of  the  products  on  the 
market.  Now,  the  hon.  Minister,  perhaps,  does 
not  come  from  a  part  of  the  country  where  this 
industry  is  an  important  one. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  SCRIVER.  So  much  the  better,  then  he 
can  sympathize  in  my  views.  But  I  come  from  a 
part  of  the  country  where  this  industry  is  import¬ 
ant,  and  the  Eastern  Townships,  east  of  my  county, 
are  also  largely  interested.  There  are  compara¬ 
tively  few  farmers  there  who  have  not  a  sugary  of 
from  two  hundred  to  a  thousand  trees,  and  the 
product  represents  to  them  from  $100  to  $500,  and 
it  is  made  at  a  season  of  the  year  when  they  have 
little  else  to  do  upon  their  farms.  It  is  conse¬ 
quently  a  very  important  industry  to  them,  and 
the  effect  of  the  reduction  of  duties  upon  this  article 
is  a  very  serious  one  for  a  large  class  of  people  in 
that  part  of  the  country. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  As  a  farmer,  I  would 
like  to  say  a  few  words  upon  this  question.  In  the 
Province  of  Ontario  a  few  years  ago  beet-root  seed 
was  sent  out  to  a  large  number  of  prominent  far¬ 
mers,  and  they  went  into  the  cultivation  of  beet¬ 
roots,  but  there  is  hardly  a  farmer  at  the  present 
time  that  is  engaged  in  growing  beets,  and  even 
those  who  were  the  most  successful  have  given  it 
up.  No  system  of  farming  will  so  quickly  run  a  farm 
down  as  the  raising  of  beets  for  sugar.  A  farmer 
at  the  present  time  needs  to  adopt  some  system 
that  will  maintain  the  fertility  of  the  soil,  and 
he  can  only  do  that  by  returning  to  the  soil 
in  the  form  of  manure  a  portion,  at  least,  of 
what  he  takes  off  from  it.  But  if  he  goes  into  the 
raising  of  beet  roots,  every  beet  is  taken  away 
from  the  farm  and  nothing  is  returned  in  the  way 
of  manure.  A  report  placed  in  our  hands  lately 
shows  that  the  price  the  farmers  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario  received  for  their  beets  was  only  12^ 
cents  a  bushel.  Now,  I  am  convinced  that  no 
practical  farmer  will  raise  a  crop,  the  whole  pro¬ 
duce  of  which  is  taken  from  the  land.  Beets  require 
a  great  deal  more  cultivation  than  a  general  crop 
of  grain.  They  have  to  be  cultivated  thoroughly, 
and  they  have  to  be  kept  covered  up,  because  if 
you  allow  them  to  grow  above  ground,  it  lessens 
the  amount  of  sugar  in  them.  I  am  convinced  the 
proposition  of  the  Minister  is  a  step  in  the  wrong 
direction.  Every  encouragement  to  farmers  at  the 
present  time  should  be  in  the  direction  of  inducing 
them  to  raise  crops  that  Mull  retain  or  increase  the 
fertility  of  the  soil,  instead  of  taking  it  av^av.  It  is 
true  that  in  the  neighbourhood  of  large  cities  where 
manure  can  be  obtained  in  large  quantities  and 
very  cheaply,  the  cultivation  of  beet-roots  may 
prove  successful,  but  in  the  country  parts, 
M’here  eveiy  farmer  has  to  make  omui  his  manure, 
this  business  can  never  be  successful. 

Mr.  BECHARD.  I  have  not  myself  given  par¬ 
ticular  attention  to  the  cultivation  of  beet-roots,  but 
I  have  often  talked  with  persons  who  have  cultivated 
them  in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  Some  have  been 
discouraged  and  given  it  up.  But  from  all  they  said  I 
could  infer  that  that  failure  was  due  to  the  fact  that 
they  had  not  given  proper  attention  to  that  cultiva¬ 
tion.  I  have  met  with  many  others  who  have  told  me 
that  it  was  a  paying  business,  and  they  felt  greatly 
encouraged  in  prosecuting  it.  Some  men,  I  know, 
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will  differ  entirely  from  the  opinion  expressed  by 
my  hon.  friend  from  Huron  (Mr.  McMillan)  as  to 
the  effect  of  that  cultivation  on  the  soil,  as  they  re¬ 
gard  it  as  one  of  the  best  means  of  enriching  the 
soil.  Now,  whilst  the  Government  is  continuing 
to  encourage  the  manufacture  of  beet-root  sugar,  I 
must  say  that  I  entirely  agree  with  the  hon.  mem¬ 
ber  for  Huntingdon  (Mr.  Scriver)  in  asking  for  an 
equal  encouragement  to  the  manufacturers  of  maple 
sugar.  It  is  quite  true  that  the  price  of  maple 
sugar  was  reduced  last  year  by  reason  of  the  dimi¬ 
nution  of  the  duty  upon  imported  sugar,  and  if  the 
season  had  been  more  favourable  last  spring 
to  the  manufacturers  of  maple  sugar,  the  .quan¬ 
tity  made  would  have  been  larger,  and  the  price 
would  have  been  still  smaller  than  it  is  to-day. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  the  lessening  of  the  duty  on 
imported  sugar  has  considerably  contributed  to  the 
reduction  of  the  price  of  maple  sugar.  Now,  I  ex¬ 
pect  that  the  Government  will  give  special  atten¬ 
tion  to  that  article,  and  that  they  will  be  prepared 
in  the  future  to  encourage  the  manufacture  of 
maple  sugar  as  well  as  that  of  beet-root  sugar.  We 
all  know  that  the  manufacture  of  maple  sugar  in 
this  country  is  very  considerable,  not  only  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  but  also  I  believe  in  many 
parts  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  and  every¬ 
body  knows  that  it  is  a  very  fine  article 
and  deserves  encouragement.  I  dare  say  there  is 
not,  in  the  markets  of  the  whole  world,  a  syrup 
which  can  be  compared  with  maple  syrup.  I 
have  no  doubt  that  all  the  progress  attainable 
has  not  yet  been  made  in  the  manufacture  of 
maple  sugar,  and  if  encouragement  was  given,  such 
as  is  given  to  the  manufacture  of  beet-root  sugar, 
within  a  short  time  an  article  would  be  manufac¬ 
tured  which  would  rival  any  similar  article  manu¬ 
factured  in  the  world. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  As  to  maple  sugar,  I  may  say 
that  the  Government  have  listened  with  much  in¬ 
terest  to  the  remarks  which  have  fallen  from  the 
hon.  member  for  Iberville  (Mr.  Bechard) ;  but  if 
the  consideration  given  to  this  question  by  the 
Government  was  no  more  serious  than  that  bestow¬ 
ed  upon  it  by  the  hon.  gentleman,  it  would  not 
have  been  very  seriously  considered.  But,  joking 
apart,  I  say  this  bonus  is  intended  to  encourage  the 
cultivation  by  the  farmers  of  beet-root,  and  also  to 
assist  the  development  of  an  industry  which  has 
achieved  great  success  in  other  countries  and  proved 
a  great  source  of  wealth  there,  especially  when 
entered  into  on  a  large  scale.  The  cultivation  of 
beet-root  in  France  and  Germany  has  been  crowned 
with  great  success  ;  and  not  only  has  great  success 
been  secured  by  the  farmers  but  also  great  success  has 
been  achieved  from  an  industrial  point  of  view,  and 
also  as  a  means  of  revenue  to  those  two  Govern¬ 
ments.  The  error  has  been  entertained  by  many 
that  this  sugar  industry  in  those  two  countries 
never  thrived  and  prospered  except  by  means  of 
bounties  given  to  it  by  the  different  Governments. 
In  France,  the  excise  duty  on  beet-root  sugar  is  a 
little  over  6  cents  per  pound,  and  it  yields  a  large 
revenue.  The  only  encouragement  given  is  not  as 
regards  the  production  of  the  beet-root  sugar  in  the 
country  itself,  but  in  the  form  of  a  certain  rebate 
given  on  the  beet-root  sugar  exported  to  other 
countries.  That  is,  however,  only  a  rebate  on  the 
excise  duty  which  has  been  actually  paid  by  the 
manufacturer.  I  repeat  that  in  France  beet-root 
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sugar  manufacture  is  a  source  of  large  revenue  to 
the  Government.  If  such  is  the  case,  it  is  positive 
proof  that  the  industry  can  exist  by  itself,  and, 
moreover,  in  France  the  beet-root  crop,  although 
the  farmer  does  not  receive  more  than  $3.50  per 
ton  on  an  average,  is  considered  to  be  the  most 
profitable  crop  in  that  country,  as  well  as  in  Ger¬ 
many.  Here  the  manufacturers  have  been  obliged 
to  pay  $5.50  per  ton,  which  is  considered  a  very 
high  price,  and  while  it  is  not  expected  that  this 
price  will  be  maintained,  it  affords  evidence  that 
this  is  the  most  profitable  paying  crop  that  the  far¬ 
mer  can  raise.  Not  only  is  this  the  most  profita¬ 
ble  crop,  but  it  has  the  great  advantage  of  being 
advantageous  in  the  direction  of  improving  land, 
because  it  lias  been  established  by  practical  tests 
that  the  cultivation  of  potatoes  and  beets  improve 
the  land,  and  especially  contribute  to  destroy  all 
the  weeds  that  are  now  growing  everywhere.  In 
France  and  Germany  this  beet-root  industry  is  not 
only  self-sustaining  but  a  source  of  revenue  to  the 
Government,  and  a  source  of  progress  and  prosper¬ 
ity  to  the  farming  community  there.  If  we  are  con¬ 
vinced  that  this  industry,  for  the  sake  of  the  farmers 
as  well  as  for  the  sake  of  the  manufacturers,  should 
be  encouraged,  we  must  remember,  says  the  hon. 
member  for  Huntingdon  (Mr.  Scriver),  that  this 
industry  has  been  the  means  of  ruining  a  great 
many  people  in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  But  this 
is  not  the  only  industry  which  has  been  the  means 
of  ruining  a  great  many  people,  and  which  has 
ultimately  proved  to  be  a  great  success  and  a 
source  of  profit.  To-day  we  have  the  evidence  of 
the  manufacturers  at  Farnham  who  consider  that, 
if  this  encouragement  is  continued  for  two  years, 
this  industry  will  be  able  to  exist  independent  of 
any  bonus  after  that  period.  I  do  not  think  it  is 
a  laughing  matter  that  these  manufacturers,  who 
came  to  this  country  when  the  industry  was  pro¬ 
tected  by  customs  duties  imposed  on  raw  sugar 
equivalent  to  3  cents  per  pound,  should  find  them¬ 
selves  without  that  protection  ;  and  it  would  be  a 
great  injustice  if,  after  they  have  expended  money 
here,  and  when  they  appear  to  be  on  the  eve  of 
achieving  success,  we  should  withhold  assistance 
and  condemn  them  to  utter  ruin  by  withdrawing 
from  them  the  very  advantage  which  induced 
them  to  come  to  this  country — a  protective 
tariff  on  raw  sugar.  This  is  the  only  way 
of  affording  encouragement,  and  it  is  only  of 
a  temporary  character.  The  hon.  member  for 
South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  has  stated 
that  .this  assistance  might  prove  to  be  a  great 
drain  on  the  treasury  of  the  country,  that  this 
arrangement  might  imply  a  large  expenditure 
by  the  Dominion  to  pay  the  bounty  ;  but  if  that 
were  the  case,  it  would  not  be  a  loss,  for  the  money 
would  be  well  invested.  This  beet  cultivation  is 
going  to  prove  the  salvation  of  our  agriculture  in 
the  Province  of  Quebec.  I  do  not  refer  to  Ontario, 
because  I  am  not  sufficiently  acquainted  with  that 
province,  but  I  make  this  statement  in  regard  to 
Quebec  ;  and  if  on  account  of  the  bounty  our 
farmers  entered  largely  into  beet-root  cultivation, 
and  even  if  as  a  result  of  that  bounty  the  Govern¬ 
ment  were  called  upon  to  expend  $1,000,000  per 
year,  it  would  show  that  about  five  million  pounds 
of  beet-root  sugar  were  produced  arid  consumed 
out  of  the  eight  million  pounds  of  sugar  now  con¬ 
sumed  in  this  country.  If  the  farmers  of  our 
country  can  produce  half  of  what  is  now  imported, 
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I  say  that  our  country  will  be  enriched  by  the 
$5,000,000  which  will  not  go  out  of  the  country, 
but  which  will  remain  here  for  the  encouragement 
of  our  different  lines  of  commerce  and  of  industry. 
I  repeat  that  it  would  be  a  great  injustice  to  the 
manufacturers  who  have  invested  their  money  here 
by  the  inducement  of  a  protective  duty,  and  it  would 
be  at  the  same  time  a  great  injustice  to  the  farmers 
who  have  commenced  the  cultivation  of  beets.  Let 
us  suppose  that  this  beet  culture  will  be  a  failure 
in  the  production  of  the  sugar  consumed  in  this 
country,  nevertheless  I  say  that  the  farmers  will 
discover  that  the  sugar-producing  beet-root  is  the 
best  root  that  can  be  fed  to  the  cattle,  and  that 
that  will  be  a  compensation  to  them.  A  farmer  in 
my  county  told  me  the  other  day  that  he  had  un¬ 
dertaken  to  cultivate  five  acres  of  sugar  beet  this 
year  :  last  year  he  cultivated  only  a  small  quantity 
which  was  not  worth  sending  to  the  manufacturer, 
and  he  fed  it  to  his  cattle,  but  he  said  that  the 
difference  between  sugar  beet  and  the  ordinary 
beet-root  was  50  per  cent  in  favour  of  the  sugar  beet 
for  fattening  purposes.  Even  if  the  refiners  of 
beet-root  sugar  should  fail,  the  beet-root  would 
still  remain  one  of  the  staple  articles  of  production 
for  the  fattening  of  cattle,  and  would  be  oiie  of  the 
greatest  advantages  to  our  agriculturists.  Under 
these  circumstances  I  say  that  if  this  experiment  is 
not  to  be  a  success  it  will  cost  but  comparatively 
little  ;  but  if  it  is  to  be  a  success  the  money  will 
be  well  invested  for  the  sake  of  our  farmers,  for 
the  sake  of  our  industries  and  for  the  sake  of  our 
country. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  is  pretty  difficult  to 
say  upon  what  ground  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  supports  this  bounty.  He  told  us  that 
there  was  large  excise  duty  imposed  in  France, 
and  one  would  suppose  he  was  arguing  in  favour 
of  it  as  a  future  source  of  revenue,  and  that  instead  of 
paying  a  bounty  to  those  engaged  in  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  sugar  beet  he  proposed  to  tax  them  the 
moment  it  became  successful  as  a  source  of  revenue 
for  Canada. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  I  never  said  that.  I  said  that 
in  countries  where  this  was  a  success,  it  became  a 
source  of  revenue.  I  never  said  that  it  was  pro¬ 
posed  to  become  a  source  of  revenue  here. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  If  the  hon.  gentleman 
did  not  intend  that  this  was  to  be  a  source  of 
revenue,  he  was  hardly  speaking  relevantly  in 
pointing  out  what  a  large  source  of  revenue  it  had 
become  in  France.  The  hon.  gentleman  said  it 
would  be  a  real  gain  to  this  country  if  this  were 
to  be  successful,  even  if  we  were  to  pay  a  million 
dollars  from  the  public  treasury  as  a  bounty  upon 
the  sugar  beet.  Well,  Sir,  who  is  to  pay  the 
million  dollars?  Is  the  money  to  be  manufactured 
by  magic  ?  Somebody  must  pay  it,  and  it  is  the 
man  who  produces  barley,  and  wheat,  and  wool,  and 
cattle,  who  will  be  taxed  on  his  particular  system 
of  farming  to  pay  this  money.  His  business  is  to 
be  discouraged  in  order  that  some  one  may  be  in¬ 
duced  to  raise  sugar  beet.  Will  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  tell  the  House  why  the  man  who  produces 
wheat  should  be  taxed,  while  the  man  who 
produces  beets  should  receive  compensation 
from  the  public  treasury  ?  My  opinion  is  that 
the  public  interest  is  promoted  by  letting  the  beet¬ 
root  producers  engage  in  their  own  business  which 
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they  can  follow  successfully  without  coming  to  the 
public  treasury  for  aid.  The  hon.  gentleman  has 
a  different  opinion,  and  if  as  he  says  all  the  sugar 
that  is  consumed  in  this  country  can  be  produced 
by  this  system,  what  would  the  sugar  cost  the 
people  of  the  country  ?  It  would  cost  the  ordinary 
market  value  with  the  bounty  added,  and  all  this 
additional  burden  is  to  be  imposed  upon  the  ordinary 
business  of  the  country  in  order  that  one  industry, 
some  fad  of  some  particular  party,  should  receive 
support  from  the  public  treasury,  and  that  people 
should  be  induced  to  divert  their  energies  from  one 
production  in  order  to  engage  in  another.  The  hon. 
gentleman  has  not  pointed  to  a  single  instance  why 
the  producer  of  the  sugar  beet  should  receive  aid 
from  the  public  treasury,  and  why  the  producer  of 
wheat,  or  cattle,  or  wool,  or  onions,  should  not. 
There  is  not  a  single  farm  product  which  is  not  en¬ 
titled  to  a  bounty  just  as  much  as  this  particular  one 
which  the  hon.  gentleman  has  named.  I  do  not 
know  whether  the  production  of  sugar  beet  is  an 
advantageous  system  of  farming  or  not,  but  if  it  be 
advantageous  there  is  no  doubt  that  people  will 
follow  it  in  preference  to  something  else,  and  it  is 
of  the  first  consequence  that  the  Government  should 
keep  its  hands  off  the  ordinary  industries  of  the 
country  and  allow  people  to  exercise  their  own 
judgment  as  to  what  is  the  most  profitable  industry 
to  which  they  can  apply  their  labour  and  capital. 
The  hon.  Minister  of  Finance  is  in  favour  of  this 
system  of  taxation,  but  he  is  also  in  favour  of  voting 
upwards  of  $100, 000  a  year  from  the  public  treasury 
to  promote  the  West  Indian  trade.  He  now  says 
that  it  would  be  an  advantage  if  that  trade  were 
killed.  Why  does  the  hon.  gentleman  want  to  en¬ 
courage  trade  with  the  people  of  the  West  Indies 
who  produce  sugar  and  then  pay  a  bounty  to  people 
here  to  produce  an  article  intended  to  keep  the 
West  Indian  sugar  out  of  the  market?  The  hon. 
gentleman  ought  either  to  oppose  the  vote  to  the 
West  Indian  steamers,  or  he  should  withdraw  the 
bounty  to  those  who  are  engaged  in  the  production 
of  the  sugar  beet.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  considers 
that  this  is  a  kind  of  farming  that  is  going  to  be 
profitable,  then  he  ought' to  define  and  limit  this 
resolution  in  order  that  those  who  are  engaged  in 
sugar  beet  production  may  not  be  induced  to  sup¬ 
pose  that  their  particular  kind  of  farming  is  to 
become  a  charge  on  the  public  treasury  for  all  time 
to  come.  That  is  the  hon.  gentleman’s  proposition, 
and  he  says  that  this  increases  the  fertility  of  the 
farm.  Why,  that  is  perfectly  absurd.  There  is 
nothing  that  you  can  profitably  raise  which  does 
not  take  a  certain  amount  of  chemical  elements 
from  the  soil  and  diminish  its  fertility.  I  do  not 
care  what  the  crop  is.  You  may  improve  the  cul¬ 
tivation  of  the  soil  by  cutting  down  noxious  weeds 
and  keeping  your  land  clean  and  giving  opportunity 
for  an  acceleration  of  moisture,  but  you  are  not  going 
to  increase  its  fertility  by  what  you  take  out. 
What  is  the  whole  theory  of  the  rotation  of  crops  ? 
It  is  this,  that  when  you  take  a  crop  from  the  soil, 
you  take  a  certain  amount  of  the  chemical  products 
from  it,  and  when  you  repeat  the  process  you  are 
incapable  of  extracting  the  same  quantity  out  of 
the  soil  because  the  quantity  of  chemical  elements 
necessary  is  diminished,  so  that  you  must  put  in 
another  crop  of  another  kind  which  will  take  out 
different  chemical  elements  and  allow  the  former 
to  be  reproduced,  thus  restoring  the  equilibrium 
of  the  various  elements  that  make  up  the  quality 
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of  the  soil.  By  the  continued  production  of  the 
same  root,  you  are  taking  out  certain  chemical  pro¬ 
ducts  which  you  must  replace  artificially,  or  your 
soil  will  deteriorate  in  its  character.  Everybody 
who  has  given  any  attention  to  agriculture  knows 
that  thatfis  the  case,  and  the  hon.  gentleman  knows 
that  he  cannot  continue  growing  one  particular 
grain  or  root  without  determinating  the  value  of 
the  soil.  You  are  compelled  either  to  have  a 
rotation  of  crops  or  have  recourse  to  artificial 
appliance.  I  care  not  for  the  small  amount  that 
this  resolution  will  cost,  but  the  remarks  addressed 
to  the  House  by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  im¬ 
ply  that  we  are  to  fasten  a  burden  to  the  people, 
in  order  to  encourage  a  certain  agricultural  pro¬ 
duction  in  the  interests  of  a  class  who  are  no  more 
entitled  to  the  special  favour  of  the  Government 
than  any  other  honest  industrious  class  of  our 
population. 

Mr.  WELDON.  Before  this  motion  is  adopted, 
I  wish  to  say  a  few  words  on  it.  I  learn  from 
those  well  acquainted  with  the  sugar  trade  that 
the  protection  given  by  this  resolution  is  2  cents 
per  pound. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  will  allow 
me  to  interrupt  him,  I  have  the  exact  average, 
which  is  lyV  cents  per  pound. 

Mr.  WELDON.  My  information  is  that  the 
cost  of  the  raw  imported  sugar  used  in  making  the 
pure  sugar  is  a  little  less  than,  or  about,  3  cents  per 
pound,  so  that  it  is  proposed  to  give  protection  to 
the  beet-root  sugar  industry  of  between  50  and  GO 
per  cent.  This  I  believe  to  be  an  excessive  protec¬ 
tion  and  a  wrong  departure  on  the  part  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  I  have  no  intention  of  addressing  the 
House  at  any  length  at  this  period,  but  merely 
wish  to  express  my  opinion  that  this  seems  to  be 
going  outside  the  true  principle  of  protection.  I 
have  often  expressed  myself  in  favour  of  encourag¬ 
ing  industries  with  a  moderate  protection,  but  in 
this  matter  it  seems  to  me  that  we  are  taking  a  step 
in  the  wrong  direction,  and  I  must  energetically 
protest  against  the  resolution. 

Mr.  BRODEUR.  (Translation.)  Before  the 
resolution  is  adopted,  I  wish  to  make  a  few 
remarks  on  the  subject.  I  entirely  approve  the 
idea  of  the  Government  of  encouraging  the  cultiva¬ 
tion  of  the  beet-root,  for  I  believe  that  if  that 
industry  could  be  introduced  here,  it  would  be  a 
boon  not  only  to  the  Province  of  Quebec,  but  to 
the  country  at  large.  Moreover,  I  do  not  see  why 
the  farmers  would  not  be  put  on  the  same  footing 
as  the  fishermen.  We  pay  a  bonus  to  the  fisher¬ 
men  of  Nova  Scotia,  New  Brunswick  and  Prince 
Edward  Island,  and  I  do  not  see  why  as  much 
could  not  be  done  for  the  farmers.  That  is  the 
reason  why  I  approve  the  Government  for  wishing 
to  encourage  the  cultivation  of  beet-root.  Only,  I 
find  it  to  be  regretted  that  the  Government  have 
not  adopted  a  better  way  of  applying  this  bonus. 

I  think  they  ought  to  have  followed  the  example 
which  was  given  them  and  is  still  given  them  by 
the  Quebec  Government.  Instead  of  paying  this 
bonus  to  the  beet-root  sugar  manufacturer,  as  will 
be  done  according  to  the  present  resolution,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  we  should  give  directly  to  the 
grower.  That  is  the  system  adopted  by  the  Quebec 
Government  and  I  think  it  is  the  best.  I  do  not 
mean  by  that  to  cast  the  least  suspicion  against  the 
manufacturers  of  this  article,  but  I  believe  that  the 
Mr.  Mills  (Bothwell). 


lack  of  success  complained  of  is  largely  due  to  the 
fact  that  in  the  past  the  beet-root  sugars  manu¬ 
facturers  did  not  fulfil  their  promises  to  the  farmers 
and  that  if  success  is  to  crown  this  new  attempt 
made  to  establish  this  industry  in  the  country,  the 
growers  must  he  made  confident  of  being  duly  paid. 
Every  one  knows  that  if,  in  1882,  the  attempt  was 
not  successful,  it  was  due  to  the  fact  that  the 
growers  were  not  paid.  I  did  not  say  that  there 
was  any  fraud.  But  if  success  is  wanted  to  be 
insured,  the  farmers  must  first  be  shown  the 
advantages  of  that  industry.  And  the  best  way  to 
make  them  aware  of  them  would  be  to  pay  directly 
to  them  the  bonus  given  by  the  Government,  as 
has  been  and  is  still  done  by  the  Quebec  Govern¬ 
ment.  This  would  be  a  popular  measure,  and  it  is 
to  be  regretted  that  the  Government  does  not  mean 
to  pay  this  bonus  to  the  farmers  themselves,  instead 
of  giving  it  to  the  manufacturers.  Therefore,  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  a  vote  is  asked  for,  I  will  be  obliged, 
on  this  account,  to  vote  against  this  resolution, 
although  I  would  be  glad  to  see  the  Government 
encourage  this  industry,  for  this  would  be  a  step 
in  the  right  direction. 

Mr.  DAVIN.  I  want  to  point  out  the  true  prin¬ 
ciple  on  which  the  encouragement  of  any  new  indus¬ 
try  rests.  It  is  this,  that  an  industry  which  is  not, 
so  to  speak,  natural  to  the  country,  which  does  not 
naturally  establish  itself,  and  which  is  not  estab¬ 
lished,  but  which  there  is  reason  to  believe  would 
prosper,  you  may  properly  encourage  ;  and  Mr. 
John  Stuart  Mill  points  out  that  the  proper  method 
of  encouragement  in  such  cases  is  by  means  of  a 
bonus.  My  hon  friend  from  Bothwell  (Mr.  Mills) 
talks  of  onions,  and  wheat,  and  barley,  as  not  being 
bonused.  He  might  also  talk  of  potatoes,  because 
all  these  agricultural  industries  have  been  proved 
to  be  remunerative  in  this  country,  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment  which  would  propose  to  protect  them  would 
be  committing  an  absurdity  from  the  point  of  view 
of  political  economists  ;  and  nobody  knows  this 
better  than  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell.  But 
Mr.  John  Stuart  Mill,  who  is  a  kind  of  god  with  a 
certain  school  of  politico-economic  philosophers, 
lays  it  down  that  in  the  case  of  an  industry  not  yet 
established  in  the  country,  you  may  properly 
bonus  it.  Therefore  a  great  deal  of  what  the  hon. 
member  for  Bothwell  has  said  is  utterly  falla¬ 
cious,  and  fallacious  on  the  surface,  and  you 
have  only  to  state  what  the  principle  of  encour¬ 
aging  new  industries  is  to  see  that.  Then  with 
regard  to  the  statement  of  the  hon.  member 
for  Bothwell,  that  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
contemplates  that  this  is  to  be  a  perpetual  charge, 

I  must  say  that  if  such  were  the  case  I  would 
not  support  it.  But  what  I  understood  from  the 
remarks  of  the  hon.  Minister  is  this,  that  it 
would  be  a  rational  policy — because  I  hope  I  am 
supporting  a  rational  government — to  encourage 
this  industry  so  as  to  put  it  on  its  feet,  and 
then  let  it  run  by  itself.  With  reference  to  the 
point  raised  by  the  hon.  member  for  Albert  (Mr. 
Weldon)  as  to  the  amount  of  the  bonus,  he  takes 
the  ground,  that,  in  the  initial  step  of  encouraging 
an  industry  of  this  kind,  we  ought  to  make  a  com¬ 
parison  between  the  amount  of  protection  and  the 
relative  cost  of  production  in  other  countries.  I 
take  it  that  that  is  not  the  proper  principle  to  act 
upon  at  the  commencement.  But  in  any  case  that 
seems  to  me  a  subordinate  question.  That  is  a 
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question  to  be  considered  only  after  this  industry 
had  been  started  ;  and  once  you  have  set  it  going, 
you  can  then  consider  what  should  be  the  bonus 
to  be  given  over  any  length  of  time.  The  time 
proposed  here  is  not  long,  and  if  you  could  get  the 
beet-root  sugar  manufacturers  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  by  means  of  this  bonus,  to  go  on  with 
their  industry,  I  consider  that  this  bonus  ought 
to  receive  our  support.  One  word  as  to  what 
was  stated  by  the  hon.  member  for  South  Huron. 
In  France  and  Germany  this  industry  has  been 
gone  into  extensively.  There  may  appear  to  be 
some  confusion  between  what  the  hon.  Minister 
of  Public  Works  has  said  and  the  statements  of 
some  hon.  gentlemen  who  are  familiar  with  the 
growtli  of  beets  and  the  manufacture  of  beet-root 
sugar.  Where  the  beet-root  sugar  industry  has 
succeeded,  those  who  have  engaged  in  its  produc¬ 
tion  have,  at  the  same  time,  gone  into  cattle  rais¬ 
ing  extensively,  and  what  is  taken  out  of  the 
ground  by  the  growth  of  the  best  is  given  back  by 
the  cattle  ;  and  that  meets  the  objection  of  the  hon. 
member  for  South  Huron  What  I  want  to  point 
out  to  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell  is  this.  He 
says  that  we  are  going  to  give  these  persons  a  grant 
of  a  bonus  for  an  indefinite  time,  but  in  doing  so 
we  are  only  doing  what  is  absolutely  necessary  to 
encourage  a  new  industry.  We  are  only  compen¬ 
sating  them  for  the  risk  they  must  assume  while 
establishing  the  industry,  so  that  we  may  be  enabled 
to  judge  whether  the  industry  can  be  established 
in  Canada  or  not.  Why  it  should  not  be  established 
in  the  Province  of  Quebec  as  well  as  in  France,  I  do 
not  know  ;  and  if  it  can  be  securely  established, 
the  time  will  inevitably  come,  just  as  in  the  case 
of  the  manufacture  of  malt  liquors,  when  it  will  be 
able  to  stand  on  its  own  bottom,  and  will  besides 
furnish  a  revenue  to  the  country  as  well.  There¬ 
fore  the  statement  of  my  hon.  friend  from  Bothwell 
(Mr.  Mills)  as  to  a  charge  resting  on  the  public 
treasury  for  all  time  to  come,  and  the  fallacious 
comparison  he  made  in  regard  to  this  problematical 
and  new  industry,  but  at  the  same  time  one  which 
there  is  good  reason  to  believe  could  be  established 
here  in  Canada,  is  one  which  it  seems  to  me  should 
not  weigh  with  the  committee. 

Mr.  OUIMET.  The  hon.  member  for  Rouville 
(Mr.  Brodeur)  says  he  is  in  favour  of  the  encourage¬ 
ment  of  the  beet- root  culture,  but  that,  if  it  is 
carried,  the  bounty  should  be  paid  to  the  farmer 
instead  of  to  the  manufacturer,  as  is  done  by 
the  Local  Government.  The  object  of  this  Govern¬ 
ment  is  twofold,  first  to  encourage  the  cultivation 
of  beet-root,  and  there  is  where  we  encour'age 
the  farmer,  and  then  we  want  to  encourage  the  con¬ 
version  of  beet-root  into  sugar,  and  I  say  that 
both  must  go  together,  and,  when  the  Local  Govern¬ 
ment  in  Quebec  pay  50  cents  for  each  ton  of  beet-root 
produced  in  that  province,  they  are  within  their 
jurisdiction,  and,  when  we  give  a  bounty  to  encour¬ 
age  the  conversion  of  beet-root  into  sugar,  we 
are  doing  what  the  policy  of  this  Government  has 
been  for  the  last  twelve  years,  to  encourage  national 
industries.  If  the  hon.  gentleman  thinks  he  can 
assist  himself  in  the  County  of  Rouville  by  speak¬ 
ing  in  that  way,  and  by  giving  a  vote  against  this 
resolution  under  the  pretext  that  it  is  not  framed 
for  the  encouragement  of  the  farmer  but  only  of 
the  manufacturer,  he  will  not  find  that  the  Geny- 
mander  Bill  will  benefit  him  as  much  as  he  thinks. 

148* 


Mr.  LEGRIS.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Chairman, the 
hon.  member  for  Huntingdon  (Mr.  Scriver)  said  a 
moment  ago  that  the  at  tempts  at  growing  beet-root 
in  the  Province  of  Quebec  had  generally  been 
unsuccessful.  1  must  say  that  if  this  is  true  for 
certain  places,  it  is  nevertheless  to  be  admitted 
that  in  others  the  efforts  made  to  induce  the 
cultivation  of  this  produce  have  certainly  succeeded. 
Now,  if  the  farmers  have  been  able  to  raise  beets 
successfully  in  certain  places,  why  could  not  we 
expect  that  this  may  become  more  general  ?  It  is 
clear  that  the  growing  of  beet- root  needs  some 
fosteringas  well  as  the  application  of  certain  intelli¬ 
gence  to  the  work  ;  for  it  is  quite  an  art  to  raise  beets 
successfully.  In  different  places  the  farmers  tried 
it  on  a  small  scale  with  very  satisfactory  results. 
So  many  elements  go  to  making  the  growing  of  the 
beet-root  a  success,  that  it  is  impossible  to  hope 
that  the  farmers  can  from  the  first  meet  with 
the  same  fortune  everywhere.  I  myself  have  grown 
beet-root  for  the  Berthier  factory.  I  can  freely  say 
that  of  a  certain  number  of  acres  devoted  to  beets, 
a  part  paid  me  well,  while  the  rest,  to  which  I  had 
not  given  all  the  necessary  care,  did  not  pay. 
Hence,  I  came  to  the  conclusion  that  we  can 
certainly  get  to  cultivating  the  beet  with  profit  in 
the  Province  of  Quebec,  as  elsewhere  in  the  jDomi- 
nion,  at  the  price  offered  to-day.  The  hon.  member 
for  Rouville  (Mr.  Brodeur)  said  a  moment  ago  that 
he  would  prefer  to  have  the  bonus  given  to  the 
growers  as  is  done  with  the  bonus  given  by  the 
Quebec  Government.  I  am  not  ready  to  say  that 
this  would  not  be  more  profitable  and  better,  but, 
in  my  humble  opinion  the  two  schemes  ought  to  go 
together.  The  low  price  of  sugar  on  the  market  to¬ 
day  would  probably  not  allow  the  manufacturers 
to  produce  immediately  an  article  capable  of  com¬ 
peting  successfully  with  the  imported  product. 
Now,  what  I  regret  the  most  in  the  resolution  now 
before  the  House,  is  not  so  much  to  see  the  Govern¬ 
ment  offering  a  bonus  to  the  manufacturers  only 
as  to  see  that  the  bonus  is  not  offered  for  a  period 
long  enough.  The  bonus  is  only  for  two  years.  I 
greatly  fear,  and  have  all  reasons  for  fearing,  that 
this  period  will  not  be  long  enough  to  induce 
capitalists  to  push  any  further  their  attempts  at 
manufacturing  beet-root  sugar.  When  we  consider 
the  drawbacks  which  this  industry  met  with  at  its 
start  in  the  countries  of  Europe,  especially  in 
Spain  and  in  France,  we  must  not  wonder  if  here, 
in  Canada,  where  we  are  used  to  cultivate  farms 
often  too  big,  where  we  are  consequently  not  used 
to  the  careful  cultivation  necessary  for  the  growing 
of  the  beet-root  ;  we  must  not  wonder,  I  say,  if 
the  manufacturers  meetwith  some  disappointments. 
But,  on  another  hand,  it  is  evident  that  the 
capitalists  who  came  from  Europe  to  put  their 
money  in  that  industry  here,  are  men  who  under¬ 
stand  their  business.  Now,  it  is  impossible  to 
believe  that  these  men  came  here  to  lose  their 
money.  We  know  there  have  been  large  sums 
invested  in  the  beet-root  sugar  industry  at  Ber¬ 
thier  and  Farnham.  Hundreds  of  thousands  of 
dollars  were  put  in  the  building  of  the  necessary 
works.  I  say  that  these  men,  with  the  experience 
they  had,  came  and  started  that  industry  with  the 
certitude  that,  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  especially, 
the  growing  of  the  beets  could  be  carried  on  with 
advantage  both  for  the  manufacturer  and  the 
grower.  The  hon.  member  for  Huntingdon 
referred  to  Mr.  Saunders’s  report.  That  report  is 
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pretty  hard  to  fully  understand.  The  author 
speaks  favourably  of  the  raising  of  the  beets,  and 
gives  figures  and  details  which  show  that  it  can  be 
carried  on  in  a  practical  manner.  But  when  he 
comes  to  conclude,  he  says  that  it  would  be  better 
to  grow  the  beets  for  feeding  cattle.  I  will  not 
gainsay  this,  but  if  it  is  true  that  we  can  raise 
beets  for  feeding  cattle,  we  can  also  cultivate  them 
for  manufacturing  into  sugar. 

[At  one  o’clock  the  committee  adjourned,  and 
at  three  resumed.] 

Mr.  LEGRIS.  (Translation.)  Mr.  Chairman? 
when  you  left  the  Chair  at  one  o’clock,  I  was  say¬ 
ing  that  the  report  of  Mr.  Saunders,  the  director  of 
the  experimental  farm,  although  not  as  favourable 
in  its  conclusions  as  could  be  expected  for  the  beet¬ 
root  sugar  industry,  is  not  any  the  less,  as  a  whole, 
very  favourable  to  the  growing  of  beets  in  the 
country.  Mr.  Saunders  says  that  it  is  beyond 
question  that  the  cultivation  of  the  beets  is  very 
beneficial,  as  it  improves  the  soil.  It  is  already 
quite  a  point  in  its  favour.  If  we  could  adopt  in 
this  country  a  culture  whose  effect  would  be  to 
improve  the  soil,  no  one  would  gainsay  the  advan¬ 
tages  of  such  a  cour.se.  Further  on  Mr.  Saunders 
quotes  the  words  of  Mr.  Cuisset,  who  says  that 
experience  has  undeniably  shown  that  the  soil  of 
Canada  is  very  favourable  to  the  production  of  the 
sugar  beet,  and  that,  with  a  good  system  of  culti¬ 
vation,  15  to  20  tons  per  acre  can  easily  be  grovvn  ; 
and  further,  that  “  there  could  be  no  doubt  as  to 
the  excellence  and  saccharine  richness  of  the  beets 
raised  in  different  parts  of  Canada,  as  well  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec  as  in  that  of  Ontario,  and  they 
are  even  exceptionally  rich.”  Mr.  Saunders  quotes 
also  the  report  of  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  for 
Ontario,  who  estimates  that  in  1890  the  approxi¬ 
mate  cost  of  beet-root  sugar  varied  from  $15  to  $35 
per  acre.  Mr.  JohnFixter,  director  of  the  Ontario 
experimental  farm,  shows  that  in  1891  the  cost  of 
an  acre  of  sugar  beets  on  that  farm  was  $37.79. 
Mr.  Cuisset  estimates  that  the  cost  of  an  acre  of 
land  in  beets  in  the  Province  of  Quebec  will  be 
$34,  including  rent  and  fertilizers.  Mr.  Saunders 
again  tells  us  that  on  the  Government  farm,  at 
Ottawa,  the  yield  of  beets  was  from  13  to  35  tons 
an  acre.  Now,  from  these  data  it  can  easily  be 
said  that  his  report  could  not  be  held  to  militate 
against  the  cultivation  of  the  beets,  since  by  quot¬ 
ing  the  opinions  of  those  who  wrote  before  him  on 
the  approximate  cost  of  the  roots  per  acre,  as  well 
as  the  yield  of  his  own  trials,  Mr.  Saunders  shows 
that  there  would  be  a  considerable  margin  left  to 
those  who  would  undertake  this  culture.  As  to 
the  richness  of  the  beets  raised  in  this  country,  Mr. 
Saunders  refers  to  the  report  by  Mr.  F.  T.  Shutt, 
chemist  of  the  Dominion  experimental  farms,  who 
states  that  60  per  cent  of  the  samples  gave  more 
than  12  per  cent  of  sugar,  and  38  yielded  more  than 
13  per  cent,  adding  : 

“  The  averages,  however,  as  they  stand,  indicate  a  very 
fair  factory  beet,  and  all  things  being  considered,  compare 
well  and  favourably  with  those  of  other  countries  in  which 
beet-sugar  is  manufactured.  Sufficient  work  has  been 
done  to  indicate  that  both  as  regards  yield  per  acre  and 
richness  in  sugar,  with  a  more  careful  cultivation,  sugar- 
beets  may  be  raised  in  many  parts  of  Ontario  fully  equal 
to  those  of  Europe  and  the  United  States. 

I  now  ask  how  the  lion,  member  for  Huntingdon 
could  reach  the  conclusion  that  Mr.  Saunders  is 
unfavourable  to  the  cultivation  of  the  sugar  beet, 
Mr.  Legris. 


when  Mr.  Saunders  wonders  that  with  such  chances 
of  success  this  industry  was  not  introduced  sooner  ? 
He  says  that  in  1890,  we  imported  223,841,171 
lbs.  of  sugar,  at  a  cost  of  $5,837,895  ;  and  in  1891, 
174,045,720  lbs. ,  which  cost  $5,186,158  ;  and  he  asks 
with  reason  why  this  undustry,  with  the  advantages 
it  may  meet  with  here,  was  not  established  sooner? 
We  must  not  forget  that  in  Europe  this  industry 
met  with  difficulties  of  all  sorts.  We  must  expect 
that  we  will  meet  difficulties  here  also.  We  know 
this  culture  requires  great  care.  Our  people  not 
being  in  the  habit  of  such  careful  cultivation,  they 
are  not  ready  to  produce  from  the  first  enough 
beets  to  supply  the  factories  with  profit.  More¬ 
over,  should  it  be  produced  in  large  enough  quan¬ 
tities,  the  new  material  would  not  yet  be  good 
enough  in  quality  to  allow  the  factories  to  work 
it  with  profits.  We  cannot  hope  for  success 
without  a  great  deal  of  groping  and  trying  as  was 
the  case  in  Europe.  In  the  report  of  the  Quebec 
Minister  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Barnard  says  : 

“The  average  production  of  raw  sugar  per  ton  of  beet 
did  not  exceed  7  per  cent  until  1880,  while  now  it  is  about 
12  per  cent ;  while  there  is  room  for  a  possible  increase  of 
40  per  cent,  after  future  improvements.  Improved  varie¬ 
ties  of  beets  are  now  largely  raised,  which  contain  an 
average  of  18  per  cent  pure  sugar,  and  which  will  soon 
give  a  possible  increase  of  40  per  cent  to  50  per  cent  of 
sugar.” 

Now,  it  is  clear  that  in  order  to  reach  this  per¬ 
fection,  our  agricultural  people  must  needs  learn 
more  ;  they  need  practice  and  patient  observation, 
before  they  can  supply  the  factories  with  a  product 
of  superior  quality.  As  to  the  advantages  to  be 
gained  from  this  industry  in  our  country,  they  are 
evident,  and  need  not  be  shown.  No  one  could 
deny  them,  if  one  considers  that  to-day,  in  France, 
more  than  65,000  workmen  are  employed  in  beet¬ 
root  sugar  factories,  and  that  more  than  110,000 
are  employed  in  the  beet  fields.  These  figures  are 
enough  to  show  what  advantages  our  country  could 
derive  from  this  industry,  if  by  means  of  judicious 
and  patriotic  assistance  the  Government  encour¬ 
aged  the  farmers  to  raise  the  beet  and  the  manu¬ 
facturers  to  convert  it  into  sugar.  The  beet-root 
sugar  gives  to-day  to  the  world  about  the  two- 
thirds  of  its  whole  sugar  consumption.  Now,  is  it 
possible  to  believe  that  here,  with  a  very  fertile 
soil,  with  an  industrious  people,  often  forced  to 
emigrate  from  lack  of  labour,  we  could  not  build 
that  industry,  which  would  so  highly  favour  our 
farmers  and  our  workingmen  ?  For  it  must  not  be 
forgotten  that  it  would  not  only  give  work  to  the 
farmers  in  summer,  but  also  to  the  workingmen  in 
winter,  while  the  refuse  from  the  factories  would 
furnish  a  new  food  for  the  cattle  on  the  farms,  im¬ 
proving  them,  and  giving  their  owners  the  means 
of  increasing  their  stock.  Besides  the  value  of  the 
sugar  produced  in  the  country,  and  besides  im¬ 
proved  and  increased  herds,  we  would  attain  an¬ 
other  very  desirable  object,  namely,  the  regenera¬ 
tion  of  our  soil,  which,  although  far  from  being 
exhausted,  still  ueeds  the  improvement  which  such 
a  cultivation  would  afford.  At  the  same  time,  we 
would  give  a  vigorous  impulse  to  another  industry 
which  is  so  valuable  to  the  agricultural  classes — I 
mean  the  manufacture  of  cheese.  For  my  part,  I 
believe  that  any  attempt  which  the  Government  may 
make  to  foster  the  manufacture  of  beet-root  sugar, 
deserves  all  the  support  which  we  can  give.  But  I 
ask  if,  while  encouraging  this  industry  as  it  deserves, 
the  Government  ought  not  to  have  had  a  thought 
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for  the  farmers  ?  The  interests  of  the  farmers  and 
the  interests  of  the  beet-root  sugar  manufacturers 
are  intimately  allied.  In  order  that  the  manufac¬ 
turers  be  prosperous,  the  grower  also  must  be  pros¬ 
perous  ;  and  if  the  grower  does  not  find  in  the  cul¬ 
tivation  whose  product  must  supply  the  factory, 
the  remuneration  which  he  has  a  right  to  expect, 
if  this  remuneration  is  not  reasonable,  he  will  not 
continue  a  system  of  farming  which  will  not  bring 
him  returns  proportionate  to  his  labour.  Therefore 
I  say  that  the  Government  should  not  in  this 
measure  have  overlooked  the  interests  of  the  farmer. 
The  farmer  who  is  willing  to  devote  to  this  industry 
all  the  means  and  hands  that  he  can  afford  must 
deserve  the  attention  of  the  Government.  It  is 
true  that  the  Quebec  Government  offered  a  bonus 
for  every  ton  of  beets  produced  in  the  province, 
but  Ibelievethat  here,  in  their  measure,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  have  too  easily  forgotten  that  the  two  interests 
are  essentially  allied,  and  in  my  opinion  they  ought 
to  have  remembered  that  the  source,  the  ground¬ 
work  of  this  industry  lies  with  the  farmer.  I  think 
I  have  reason  to  say  that  the  Government  should 
have  remembered  also  that  it  is  especially  at  the 
start  thatthefarmer  needsprotection  and  assistance, 
at  least  as  much  as  the  manufacturers  themselves. 

Mr.  McMILLAN  (Huron).  Before  this  resolu’ 
tion  is  adopted,  I  would  like  to  draw  the  attention 
of  the  House  and  the  Government  to  the  report  on 
this  subject  of  Mr.  Saunders  of  the  Experimental 
Farm.  He  shows  that  in  France  the  cost  is  about 
$80  an  acre.  That  estimate  may  possibly  be  ex¬ 
cessive,  but  I  believe  the  figure  of  $40  an  acre, 
which  is  given  for  Nebraska,  Germany  and  Can 
ada,  is  about  fair.  We  find  that  8  tons  per  acre 
have  been  raised  at  Farnham,  and  about  $4.50  a 
ton  was  the  price  paid  for  it.  If  that  is  the  true 
price,  there  is  a  loss  of  $10  an  acre.  I  read  the 
following: — 

“  At  Farnham,  in  Quebec,  $4.50  per  ton  has  been  paid, 
delivered  at  the  factory,  added  to  which  a  bounty  has 
been  given  for  one  year  by  the  Quebec  Government  of  50 
cents  per  ton,  increasing  the  receipts  of  the  farmers  to  $5 
per  ton.  It  is  said  that  the  factories  cannot  afford  to  pay 
a  higher  price  than  $4.50,  and  if  that  be  correct,  it  would 
appear  to  be  more  profitable  for  farmers  to  raise  sugar  beets 
for  feeding  stock  than  for  the  sugar  factories.  It  would 
also  appear  to  offer  a  partial  explanation  of  the  reason 
why  in  Germany,  after  the  farmers  have  had  the  experi¬ 
ence  of  about  50  years  in  the  cultivation  of  the  beets,  the 
owners  of  the  factories  are  still  obliged  to  grow  an  average 
of  more  than  one-half  of  all  the  beets  they  consume.” 

It  may  be  said  that  the  conditions  are  very  different 
in  Germany  from  what  they  are  in  Canada.  That 
is  true.  In  Germany  the  price  of  land  is  very  high 
but  labour  is  very  low,  not  more  than  one-third  or 
one-fourth  of  what  it  is  in  Canada,  while  in  Canada 
the  price  of  land  is  low  and  the  price  of  labour  is 
high.  This  statement,  that  it  is  cheaper  to  raise 
sugar  beets  for  feeding  cattle  than  to  supply  sugar 
factories,  should  make  the  Government  pause  before 
carrying  out  this  policy.  I  know  that  these  beets 
are  good  for  fattening  cattle.  I  have  grown  them 
for  that  purpose  myself,  but  they  will  not  pay.  The 
Minister  of  Finance  said  they  wrere  excellent  for 
increasing  the  fertility  of  the  soil,  but  in  regard  to 
that  he  was  well  answered.  It  would  be  well  for 
the  Minister  to  turn  his  attention  to  farming  and 
increase  his  education  on  that  point.  You  cannot 
take  anything  out  of  the  soil  without  putting  some¬ 
thing  back  to  take  its  place.  These  artificial  ferti¬ 
lizers  will  only  last  for  a  time,  but  the  barnyard 
manure  is  the  best.  As  to  these  beet  roots,  unless 


you  get  back  the  pulp  from  the  factories,  your  farm 
will  run  back  very  rapidly.  Root  crops  only  bring 
the  fertilizing  matter  to  the  surface  to  be  taken 
up  by  the  next  crop.  The  more  thoroughly  the 
soil  is  fertilized,  the  more  rapidly  it  goes  off  in 
value  unless  it  is  renewed.  It  will  not  be  for  the 
benefit  of  the  farmers  of  Quebec  to  grow  these  beets 
for  the  benefit  of  the  factories,  and  in  Ontario  it 
would  not  pay  to  grow  them  even  to  fatten  the 
cattle,  because  we  have  other  things  which  we  can 
raise  more  cheaply.  I  hold  that  this  report  of  Mr. 
Saunders  is,  of  itself,  sufficient  evidence  to  warrant 
the  Government  in  staying  their  hands  before  they 
induce  individuals  to  come  here  and  invest  money, 
or  get  the  farmers  to  go  into  this  system.  No 
farmer  can  change  rapidly  from  one  system  to  an¬ 
other  without  great  loss.  I  hope  the  Government 
will  take  that  precaution,  and  consider  well  Mr. 
Saunders’s  summing  up  that  I  have  read,  where  he 
shows  that  it  will  pay  farmers  better  to  raise  beets 
to  fatten  cattle  than  to  sell  to  the  factories.  I  am 
convinced  that  it  will  pay  no  farmer  to  raise  beets 
to  fatten  cattle  with  the  systems  we  have  at  the 
present  time. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Would  the  Minister  of  Finance 
at  this  moment  furnish  the  figures  I  asked  for  this 
morning  ? 

Mr.  FOSTER.  The  total  amount  of  sugar,  as 
reported,  is  1,395,508  pounds,  and  the  bounty  paid 
was  $23,756.56.  A  note  attached  to  that  says  there 
may  be  a  small  quantity  yet  to  come  in. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  That  is  a  rate 
of  more  than  2  cents  per  pound. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  1XV  cents  per  pound. 

Bill  reported. 

BUSINESS  OF  THE  HOUSE. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  Is  the  Minister  of  Justice  able 
to  tell  us  what  business  remains  to  be  taken  up  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  was  asked  yesterday 
evening  to  state  what  would  be  done  with  item  9, 
respecting  judges’  salaries.  I  regret  to  say  we  do 
not  see  our  way  to  bring  those  resolutions  forward 
this  session.  It  is  my  expectation  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  bring  them  forward  and  ask  a  vote 
upon  them  at  an  early  period  next  session.  In  the 
meantime,  it  is  intended  that  some  representations 
shall  be  made  by  the  Government  to  the  Provincial 
Governments  of  some  of  the  provinces,  with  a  view 
to  improving  the  judicial  system.  If  it  meet  the 
pleasure  of  the  House  next  session,  as  I  hope  it 
may,  the  salaries  of  the  judges  will  be  made  as  the 
resolutions  have  indicated.  Item  6,  respecting 
evidence,  will  not  be  pressed,  in  deference  to  the 
views  expressed  by  the  hon.  member  for  Bothwell 
(Mr.  Mills),  that  so  important  a  measure  should  be 
distributed  widely  throughout  the  country  among 
professional  men  and  judges. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  want  to  re¬ 
mark  to  the  Minister  of  Justice  that  he  has 
omitted  entirely  in  his  proposal  to  increase  the 
judges’ salaries,  any  reference  whatever  to  the  County 
Court  judges  of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  who,  in 
my  opinion,  and,.  I  think,  in  the  opinion  of  a  great 
many  members  of  this  House,  are  fully  as  deserving 
of  an  increase  in  salary  as  any  of  the  other  gentle¬ 
men  whose  salaries  it  is  proposed  to  increase  ;  and 
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I  call  his  attention  to  that  omission  in  order  that, 
in  the  interval  between  now  and  the  next  session, 
the  Government  may  consider  the  question.  My 
own  opinion  is  that  if  the  salaries  are  to  be  increas¬ 
ed  at  all,  that  class  of  officials  have  to  the  full  as 
good  a  right  as  any  of  the  gentlemen  whose 
salaries  are  proposed  to  be  increased. 

NEW  MEMBER. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  have  the  honour  to  inform 
the  House  that  the  Clerk  of  the  House  has  received 
from  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery,  a  certifi¬ 
cate  of  the  election  and  return  of  John  Bryson, 
Esq. ,  for  the  Electoral  District  of  the  Counfy  of 
Pontiac. 

MEMBER  INTRODUCED. 

John  Bryson,  Esq.,  Member  for  the  Electoral  District 
of  Pontiac ;  introduced  by  Mr.  Haggart  and  Mr.  Desjar¬ 
dins  (L’Islet). 

BOUNTY  ON  BEET-ROOT  SUGAR. 

Mr.  FOSTER  moved  for  leave  to  introduce 
Bill  (No.  102)  respecting  a  bounty  on  beet-root 
sugar. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  Bill  read  the  first  and 
second  times. 

SUPPLY  BILL. 

Mr.  FOSTER  moved  that  Bill  (No.  100)  for 
granting  to  Her  Majesty  certain  sums  of  money 
required  for  defraying  certain  expenses  of  the 
public  service  for  the  financial  year  ending  the 
30th  June,  1893,  and  for  other  purposes  relating  to 
the  public  service,  be  read  the  third  time. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  I  think  that 
ought  to  be  the  last  subject  the  House  takes. 
Other  matters  ought  to  be  gone  through  first  before 
we  part  with  Supply. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  It  is  so  near  the  last  we  might  as 
well  finish  it. 

Sir  RICHARD  CARTWRIGHT.  But  it  is  not 
the  last  yet.  I  think  in  all  conscience  the  hon. 
gentleman  ought  to  wait  for  this  third  reading  until 
the  other  items  are  disposed  of. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  You  have  Bills  which  are  not 
yet  printed,  and  as  soon  as  they  are  distributed  I 
have  no  objection  to  take  them  at  once. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  Stand. 

WAYS  AND  MEANS. 

Resolutions  reported  from  Committee  of  Ways 
and  Means  read  the  second  time,  and  concurred  in. 

Mr.  FOSTER  moved  for  leave  to  introduce  Bill 
(No.  103)  to  amend  the  Act  respecting  Customs 
duties. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  Bill  read  the  first  and 
second  times. 

INDEMNITY  TO  MEMBERS. 

Mr.  FOSTER  moved  that  the  House  now  re¬ 
solve  itself  into  committee  to  consider  the  follow¬ 
ing  resolution  : — 

Resolved,  That  it  is  expedient  to  provide  that,  for  the 
present  session,  the  deduction  of  eight  dollars  per  day. 
Sir  Richard  Cartwright. 


mentioned  in  section  26  of  chapter  112  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  of  Canada,  shall  not  be  made  for  twelve  days  in 
the  case  of  members  who  have  been  absent  from  a  sitting 
of  the  House  or  committee  thereof  during  such  number  of 
days,  but  this  provision  shall  not  operate  to  extend  the 
maximum  amount  mentioned  in  section  25  of  the  Act.re- 
lating  to  the  Senate  and  House  of  Commons,  nor  in  the 
case  of  any  member  elected  since  the  commencement  of 
the  session  shall  it  apply  to  days  prior  to  his  election. 

Motion  agreed  to,  resolution  considered  in 
committee  and  reported. 

Mr.  FOSTER  moved  for  leave  to  introduce  Bill 
(No.  104)  to  amend  the  Act  respecting  the  Senate 
and  the  House  of  Commons. 

Motion  agreed  to,  and  Bill  read  the  first  time. 

CHINESE  IMMIGRATION  ACT. 

House  again  resolved  itself  into  committee  on 
Bill  (No.  44)  to  further  amend  the  Chinese  Immi¬ 
gration  Act. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

Mr.  BOWELL.  It  is  proposed  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  omit  the  first  section  of  this  Bill  as  intro¬ 
duced,  and  substitute  in  lieu  of  section  2,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : — 

Section  13  of  the  said  Act  is  hereby  repealed  and  the 
following  substituted  therefor :  Every  Chinese  person  who 
wishes  to  leave  Canada  with  the  intention  of  returning 
thereto  shall  give  notice  of  such  intention  to  the  comp¬ 
troller  at  the  port  or  place  whence  he  proposes  to  sail  or 
depart,  in  which  notice  shall  be  stated  the  foreign 
port  or  place  which  such  person  wishes  to  visit,  and  the 
route  he  intends  taking  both  going  and  returning,  and 
such  notice  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  fee  of  $1,  and  the 
comptroller  shall  thereupon  enter  in  a  register  to  be  kept 
for  the  purpose  the  name,  the  residence,  occupation  and 
description  of  the  said  person,  and  such  other  information 
regarding  him  as  is  deemed  necessary  under  such  regula¬ 
tions  as  are  made  for  the  purpose  by  the  Governor  in 
Council. 

2.  The  person  whose  name  and  description  is  so 
registered,  shall  be  entitled  on  his  return,  which  shall  be 
within  six  months  after  such  registration,  and  on  proof  of 
his  identity  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  comptroller,  as  to 
which  the  decision  of  the  comptroller  shall  be  final,  to  re¬ 
ceive  from  the  comptroller  the  amount  of  the  entrance 
duty  paid  by  him  on  his  return. 

I  may  mention  in  explanation  of  this  provision  that 
when  a  Chinaman  leaves  Hong  Kong  or  any  port 
in  China  he  lias  to  deposit  with  the  steamship  com¬ 
pany  a  fee  of  $50  in  order  that  the  steamship  com¬ 
pany  shall  be  held  harmless  from  pecuniary  loss,  in 
case  he  should  not  be  the  person  who  had  left  Can¬ 
ada  upon  certificate.  This  fee  is  paid  over  to  the 
comptroller  before  the  Chinaman  is  allowed  to  land, 
but  immediately  upon  his  identification  having  been 
established  the  fee  is  handed  back  to  him.  Of 
course  the  committee  will  understand  that  if  he  is 
not  the  person  represented  in  the  certificate,  or  if 
he  be  a  Chinaman  who  has  not  been  in  Canada,  the 
$50  is  kept  by  the  comptroller  and  placed  to  the 
credit  of  the  Receiver  General. 

Notwithstanding  anything  in  the  next  preceding  sec¬ 
tion  any  Chinese  person  who  has  left  Canada  under  thef 
provisions  of  the  section  thereby  repealed  may  return  to 
Canada  thereunder  at  any  time  duiing  six  months  after 
the  passing  of  this  Act. 

That  places  the  Chinaman  who  has  left  Canada 
with  a  certificate  in  the  position  of  those  who  may 
be  returning  without  a  certificate.  These  are  the 
amendments  which  we  propose  to  make  to  the  Bill 
as  introduced  by  the  hon.  member  for  Vancouver 
(Mr.  Gordon).  I  may  further  state  that  the  prin¬ 
cipal  object  of  this  Bill  is  to  prevent  as  far  as  it  is 
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at  all  practicable  the  frauds  that  have  been  com¬ 
mitted  by  Chinamen  who  come  to  this  country,  or 
by  those  at  the  port  of  departure  from  whom  the 
Chinaman,  perhaps  innocently,  buys  false  and  fraud¬ 
ulent  certificates.  In  most  of  those  cases  in  which 
certificates  have  been  presented,  they  have  been  paid 
for  by  Chinamen.  There  is,  however,  another  practice 
which  has  prevailed  in  the  purchase  of  these  certifi¬ 
cates.  The  steamship  company  is  only  permitted  to 
bring  to  Canada  a  certain  number  in  proportion  to  the 
tonnage  of  each  vessel.  But  those  who  have  certi¬ 
ficates  do  not  come  within  the  meaning  of  that 
description,  and,  consequently,  if  the  vessels  are 
entitled,  as  some  of  them  are,  to  carry  120  or 
more  as  the  case  may  be,  those  holding  certificates 
are  looked  upon  as  Canadians  returning  to  the 
country,  and  permitted  to  enter  without  payment 
of  the  $50  fee.  I  have  some  of  these  certificates 
before  me,  and  it  appears  that  the  Chinese  go  to 
brokers,  or  to  some  other  parties  in  Hong  Kong,  or 
other  port  of  sailing,  and  receive  from  them  a  cer¬ 
tificate  of  entry  ;  but  the  Chinamen  admit,  in  some 
cases,  when  they  arrived  at  Vancouver  or  Victoria, 
that  these  certificates  are  purchased  on  the  dis¬ 
tinct  understanding  that  the  certificate  is  given  to 
enable  them  to  obtain  passage  on  the  vessel,  and 
that,  on  arriving  at  Victoria  or  Vancouver,  they 
will  have  to  pay  the  $50.  That  condition  is  writ¬ 
ten  on  the  back  of  the  certificate  which  is  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  comptroller.  I  propose  by  this  Bill, 
as  amended,  to  prevent  these  frauds  upon  the 
Chinamen  and  also  upon  the  comptroller  or  the 
Customs  officers.  I,  therefore,  move  that  the  first 
clause  be  struck  out. 

Mr.  GORDON.  1  cannot  refrain  from  asking  the 
Government  for  some  expression  of  opinion,  or  some 
definition  of  their  policy,  with  regard  to  Chinese  im¬ 
migration  into  our  province,  which  has  suffered  ex¬ 
clusively  from  that  class  of  immigrants  for  years. 
That  immigration  is  constantly  increasing,  as  will  be 
seen  by  the  following  official  figures  : — In  1888, 381 ; 
1889,  729  ;  1890,  1,427  ;  1891,  2,508.  It  will  thus 
be  seen  that  they  are  increasing  in  a  tremendous 
proportion,  but  the  evil  effects  are  not  felt  here, 
and  consequently  we  find  very  little  sympathy 
among  those  who  have  not  suffered  as  yet.  Last 
session  the  Provincial  Legislature  of  British  Col¬ 
umbia  passed  a  Bill  authorizing  the  Provincial  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  borrow  $750,000  for  the  promotion  of 
immigration  from  the  Lnited  Kingdom,  a  portion 
of  which  is  to  be  devoted  to  aid  the  settlement  of 
crofters,  a  class  of  people  who  are  particularly 
adapted  to  carry  on  the  fishing  industry  in  all  its 
various  branches.  It  is  also  intended  to  aid  all 
other  classes  of  immigrants  from  the  United 
Kingdom  to  settle  in  our  province  and  de¬ 
velop  its  resources  ;  but  if  the  policy  of  this 
Government  is  to  admit  these  Asiatics,  it 
will  be  simply  a  waste  of  money  to  spend  even  $5, 
much  less  $750,000  in  promoting  British  immigra¬ 
tion,  because  the  latter,  when  confronted  with  the 
former  vile  element,  will  not  remain  but  will  cross 
over,  as  many  of  them  have  done,  into  the  neigh¬ 
bouring  territory.  For  this  reason  I  ask  for  some 
expression  from  the  Government  regarding  their 
policy  on  this  question.  Owing  to  the  lamentable 
death  of  our  provincial  Premier,  who  was  engaged 
in  London  in  raising  this  loan,  a  new  Government 
will  necessarily  have  to  be  formed  ;  and  if  this 
new  Government  are  to  b$  confronted  with  a 


Dominion  policy  allowing  that  class  of  immigration 
to  flood  our  province,  it  will  naturally  hesitate 
before  incurring  such  a  heavy  expense.  I  do  not 
think  I  could  urge  anything  more  on  behalf  of  our 
country  and  the  province  of  which  I  am  a  humble 
representative,  than  to  urge  the  Government  to 
accept  this  clause  of  the  Bill,  or  else  give  some 
good  reasons  why  those  people  should  be  permitted 
to  come  in,  as  they  are  now  coming,  in  increasing 
numbers.  I  am  sure  that  none  of  the  eastern  pro¬ 
vinces  want  them.  Look  at  the  Toronto  Empire, 
and  read  the  discoveries  which  have  shocked  the 
community  of  that  populous  centre.  In  that 
paper  there  is  a  lengthy  article  headed  :  “Opium 
dens  in  Toronto  discovered  by  the  Empire  — 
Sorcery  of  Madjoun  —  Strong  foothold  of  the 
Chinese  Curse — A  Reporter  “Hits  the  Pipe” — First 
chapter  of  an  astounding  Story  —  Now  let  the 
Police  work.”  That  is  the  first  discovery  of  the 
Chinese  and  their  attendant  evils  in  the  city  of 
Toronto  ;  but  these  evils  are  so  common  with  us, 
in  all  their  extensive  degradation  and  far-reaching 
effects,  that  we  have  become  hardened  to  them, 
and  pay  no  attention  to  them  now  further  than 
to  blame  this  Government  for  their  existence. 
The  Empire  goes  on  to  state  : — “  Now  let  the 
Police  work.”  Yes,  I  am  sure  the  Minister  of 
Justice  will  recognize  the  fact  that  a  vast  amount 
of  money  is  expended  by  our  province  in  enforcing 
the  administration  of  justice  solely  in  connection 
with  this  class  of  people,  and  I  am  sure  the  Minis¬ 
ter  of  Militia  will  recognize  the  injustice  of  inflicting 
on  the  people  of  Victoria  and  Vancouver  the  heavy 
cost  of  supporting  the  lazaretto  on  the  Darcy  Island. 
The  Empire  proceeds  to  give  the  following  alarm¬ 
ing  headings  : — 

“  Joints  proved  to  have  existed  for  years  in  the  city— A 
queer  business  carried  on  in  the  back  rooms  of  Oriental 
laundries— How  the  information  was  obtained— An  al¬ 
leged  smoker  on  Queen  Street  refuses  to  talk— The  man 
from  Chicago  and  his  letter  of  introduction  to  Canadian 
pipe  owners— A  Saturday  morning’s  visit  to  shops  on  Par¬ 
liament  and  Jarvis  Streets— Why  morphine  eaters  take  to 
smoking— Description  of  a  ‘  lay-out,’  which  consists  of  a 
pipe,  lamp,  a  ‘  Yen-She-Gow,’  a  ‘  Hop-Toi,’  a  ‘  Yen-Hock  ’ 
and  other  strange  instruments— The  wearer  of  a  ‘  queue  ’ 
is  generally  a  liar— A  sensational  chapter  to-morrow.” 

I  do  not  know  what  number  of  Chinese  forged  or 
fraudulent  certificates  are  on  record  in  the  Customs 
Department,  but  there  must  be  a  great  many,  and 
I  have  not  heard  of  one  prosecution  under  the  clause 
in  the  Chinese  Restriction  Act,  which  provides  : 

“  Every  Chinese  person  who  wilfully  evades,  or  attempts 
toevade  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act  as  respects  the 
payment  of  duty  by  personating  any  other  individual,  or 
wh  o  wilfully  makes  use  of  any  forged  or  fraudulent  certi¬ 
ficate  to  evade  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  every  person 
who  wilfully  aids  or  abets  any  such  Chinese  person  in  any 
evasion,  or  attempt  at  evasion,  of  any  of  the  provisions  of 
this  Act  is  guilty  of  a  misdemeanour  and  liable  to  impris¬ 
onment  for  a  term  not  exceeding  twelve  months  or  to  a 
fine  not  exceeding  five  hundred  dollars,  or  to  both.” 

I  have  never  heard  yet  of  a  Chinaman  who  has 
committed  these  misdemeanours  being  prosecuted, 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  I  have  never  heard  of  a 
white  man  who  has  not  been  prosecuted  to  the 
greatest  extent  of  the  law  who  had  committed  a 
misdemeanour.  It  will  be  for  some  of  the  officers 
to  give  an  explanation  of  that.  My  object  in 
calling  the  attention  of  the  Government  to  this 
matter  is  in  the  interest  of  our  province.  A  new 
steamship  company,  with  a  steamer  called  the 
Phra  Nang,  has  been  started  from  the  terminus 
of  the  Northern  Pacific  to  Chinese  ports.  On  her 
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first  trip  she  landed  75  Chinese  in  Victoria.  The 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  steamers,  in  three  or 
four  trips,  have  landed  Chinese  varying  in  number 
from  531  down  to  400.  They  are  coming  here  in 
greater  numbers  continually,  and,  if  that  is  allowed 
to  continue,  you  will  prevent  any  other  class  of 
immigration  from  settling  there,  and  the  greatness 
of  the  province  will  be  crippled  or  blackened  to 
such  a  degree  as  to  make  every  Canadian  ashamed 
of  it.  I  do  not  wish  to  detain  the  House,  but  I 
ask  the  Government  to  accept  the  first  clause  of  the 
Act,  and  if  it  is  claimed  that  it  is  necessary  that 
our  great  steamship  line  going  to  China  should 
have  some  support  to  enable  them  to  continue  that 
great  service  which  enables  our  countrymen  to 
traverse  the  globe  by  way  of  the  Suez  Canal,  in¬ 
crease  their  subsidy  by  $20,000,  $30,000,  $40,000, 
$50,000,  or  even  $100,000  a  year,  but  make  it  a 
condition  that  they  shall  not  bring  this  class  of 
immigrants  to  our  shores.  I  make  this  appeal  in 
the  best  interests  of  our  province,  and,  I  believe, 
of  every  province  in  the  Dominion.  I  would  like 
to  hear  some  expression  of  opinion  from  the  Govern¬ 
ment  as  to  their  policy  on  this  matter. 

Mr.  ROWELL.  I  have  very  little  to  add  to 
what  I  have  already  said,  further  than  to  state 
that,  if  the  facts  to  which  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
alluded  are  found  to  exist  in  the  future  to  the  extent 
he  anticipates,  it  will  be  the  duty  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  reconsider  the  position  they  have  taken  to¬ 
day  on  this  question,  and  prevent  such  a  state  of 
affairs  if  they  possibly  can  do  so.  I  saw  the  article 
to  which  my  hon.  friend  referred,  as  published  in  the 
Toronto  Empire,  and  I  have  no  doubt  that  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  that  paper  has  investigated  it  may  be  quite 
true  ;  but,  apart  from  the  opium-smoking  portion 
of  the  evil  which  is  said  to  exist,  I  fancy  that  the 
same  immoral  places  and  the  same  immoralities 
exist  in  the  city  of  Toronto  as  among  the  Chinese, 
and  I  fancy  it  is  the  same  in  other  cities.  The 
statistics  we  have  do  not  indicate  that  the  Chinese, 
or  the  descendants  of  the  Mongolian  race,  exist  in 
British  Columbia  to  the  extent  to  which  the  .com¬ 
mittee  would  be  led  to  believe  they  do  from  the 
remarks,  of  the  hon.  gentleman.  Where  they  go 
to  I  do  not  know,  but  the  last  census  returns  show 
that  in  British  Columbia,  in  the  whole  province, 
there  were  only  8,910 ;  in  Manitoba,  23 ;  New  Bruns¬ 
wick,  5  ;  Nova  Scotia,  4 ;  Ontario,  39 — including 
those  referred  to  in  the  city  of  Toronto  ;  Quebec,  20 ; 
Prince  Edward  Island,  none  ;  North-West  Terri¬ 
tories,  38 ;  making  a  total  of  only  9,039  in  the  whole 
Dominion.  I  have  compared  thatwith  the  statement 
of  my  hon.  friend  from  Vancouver  (Mr.  Gordon)  that 
the  steamers  are  bringing  the  Chinese  over  in  the 
numbers  indicated  by  him,  andit  is  possible  that  the 
immigration  may  be  larger  than  in  the  past  from 
the  fact  that  a  new  line  of  steamers  has 
been  placed  on  the  route  between  the  terminus 
of  the  Northern  Pacific  and  the  Chinese  ports. 
Considering  that  each  of  these  vessels  is  restricted 
to  a  certain  number  in  proportion  to  their  tonnage, 
the  presumption  is  that  they  will  also  bring  over  a 
certain  number  of  immigrants,  but,  until  the  evils 
really  exist,  which  my  hon.  friend  thinks  will  exist, 
and  is  supposed  to  exist  at  present,  but  of  which  we 
have  no  official  information,  and  considering  the 
question  of  trade  between  this  country  and  China, 
it  is  a  matter  for  very  serious  consideration  how  far 
the  Government  should  go  in  adopting  the  American 
Mr.  Gordon. 


system  of  total  prohibition  in  reference  to  this  race 
of  people.  I  have  the  returns  of  the  trade  with  that 
people  before  me,  but  I  do  not  know  that  it  is 
particularly  pertinent  to  the  discussion  now,  further 
than  to  show  that  the  trade  of  the  United  States 
with  China  has  fallen  off  considerably  since  they 
adopted  a  restrictive  policy,  while  that  of  British 
Columbia — and  I  mention  that  province,  because  it 
is  there  that  the  trade  is  principally  carried  on — 
has  increased  by  a  percentage  equal  to  the  falling 
off  in  the  United  States.  I  hope  my  hon.  friend 
will  be  content  to  accept  the  Bill  as  we  propose  to 
pass  it  now,  with  the  assurance  that,  if  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  are  convinced  hereafter  that  the  great 
evils  arise  from  a  larger  number  of  these  people 
going  into  British  Columbia  or  any  other  portion 
of  the  Dominion,  which  he  anticipates,  they  will 
again  consider  the  question. 

Mr.  GORDON.  I  have  here,  handed  to  me  by 
a  friend,  a.  copy  of  the  Toronto  Globe  with  these 
headings  : 

“  200  Chinamen — Have  arrived  in  Toronto  this  year — A 
mysterious  influx— Where  are  the  Celestials  going  to  ?— 
Daily  arrivals  direct  from  the  Flowery  Laud — Their  desti¬ 
nation  an  enigma.” 

Any  one  who  knows  the  Chinese  character  knows 
that  it  is  impossible  to  trace  them  unless  you  have 
them  in  sight  all  the  time.  You  will  not  find  a 
man  in  British  Columbia  who  will  not  tell  you  that 
the  census  enumerators  did  not  take  one-half  of 
the  Chinese  in  that  province.  An  enumerator  calls 
at  Ah  Sin’s  house  and  takes  his  name,  and  next 
morning  the  enumerator  would  find  every  man  he 
met  was  Ah  Sin,  who  would  say,  “You  catchee  me 
yesterday.”  The  result  was  that  the  enumerator 
had  to  take  those  whose  face  he  was  familiar  with 
whom  he  met  on  the  street  or  in  their  miserable  dens. 
It  is  also  true,  as  I  read,  that  they  are  liars  generally. 
Although  the  statement  was  printed  in  a  Toronto 
paper,  it  has  described  their  character  perfectly, 
especially  when  dealing  with  any  of  our  laws,  and 
particularly  when  they  desire  to  evade  the  payment 
of  any  taxes  or  duties,  or  anything  connected  with 
the  revenue  of  Canada  or  of  the  province.  Now, 
that  these  new  steamers  are  running,  and  the 
Guion  line  is  going  to  put  on  another  line  of 
steamers  on  that  route,  so  it  is  reported,  if  you 
allow  them  to  bring  this  class  of  immigrants  to  our 
shores,  you  will  find  it  will  seriously  injure  the 
prospects  of  the  province.  I  met  a  Chinaman  the 
other  day,  and  I  was  surprised  to  ascertain  that 
there  were  six  in  Ottawa  at  the  present  time,  and  he 
told  me  they  had  been  here  for  three  years.  I  do 
not  know  whether  he  told  the  truth  or  not ;  but  at 
any  rate  he  did  not  suppose  that  I  was  a  census 
enumerator.  I  certainly  do  think  that  no  greater 
harm  can  be  done  to  this  country,  w'hen  we  are 
endeavouring  to  get  a  better  class  of  people  to 
inhabit  our  new'  provinces  and  to  develop  our  coun¬ 
try,  than  to  allow7  a  class  to  come  in  wdio  make  no 
homes  among  us,  who  take  no  part  in  our  social 
life,  and  w'ho  create,  as  it  were,  so  many  ulcers  in 
every  city  where  they  congregate.  What  I  am 
asking  is  far  below  what  the  people  of  the  province 
and  the  members  of  the  Local  Legislature  have  asked 
for.  For  the  information  of  the  Minister,  I  will 
read  some  of  the  remarks  made  by  members  of  the 
Local  Legislature  when  that  Minute  of  Council  was 
being  considered  to  which  I  referred  the  other 
night.  Mr.  Brown  moved  the  following  motion  : — 
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“  Whereas  the  introduction  of  Chinese  into  the  province 
is  highly  prejudicial  to  the  best  interests  of  the  country, 
as  Chinese  never  can  become  citizens  in  the  true  sense  of 
the  word  :  therefore,  be  it  resolved  that  an  humble  ad¬ 
dress  be  presented  to  His  Honour  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
praying  nim  to  take  such  steps  as  may  seem  best  to  him 
to  induce  the  Dominion  Government  to  increase  the  tax 
on  Chinese  coming  into  the  country,  from  $50  to  $200.” 

The  Hon.  John  Robson,  whom  we  all  regret  to 
know  has  passed  away  while  in  the  midst  of  his 
endeavours  to  bring  out  a  crofter  immigration  to 
settle  our  country,  spoke  as  follows  : — 

“  I  am  prepared  to  go  the  length  of  $100,  and  would  sup¬ 
port  $200  or  $500  if  I  thought  there  was  any  chance  of 
carrying  it.  *  *  * 

“  He  thought  the  province  ought  to  get  two-thirds  of 
the  tax  instead  of  what  we  now  receive.  The  Chinese 
came  here  to  the  detriment  of  the  province,  and  against 
the  will  of  the  province.  He  also  believed  in  excluding 
the  Japanese  just  as  stringently  as  the  Chinese,  declaring 
that  they  had  not  as  strong  claims  as  the  Chinese.” 

And  one  after  another  the  members  of  that  House 
condemned  Chinese  immigration,  and  I  think  I 
but  feebly  echo  the  voice  of  the  people  and  of  the 
Legislature  of  British  Columbia  when  I  ask  that 
we  go  only  half  the  length  that  our  Local  Legisla¬ 
ture  has  asked,  in  restricting  Chinese  immigration. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  The  Minister  said 
there  were  restrictions  as  to  the  number  of  China¬ 
men  a  vessel  might  carry  ;  I  do  not  remember  the 
provision.  In  Australia  they  allow  one  person  for 
100  tons  of  the  ship’s  regisl  er  to  be  carried  as  a  pas¬ 
senger  from  China.  What  is  it  here  ? 

Mr.  BOWELL.  The  fifth  clause  of  the  Chinese 
Act,  chapter  (37,  provides  : 

“  No  vessel  carrying  Chinese  immigrants  to  any  port 
of  Canada  shall  carry  more  than  one  such  immigrant  for 
every  50  tons  of  the  tonnage  ;  and  the  owner  of  any 
such  vessel  who  carries  any  number  in  excess  of  the 
number  allowed  by  this  section,  shall  incur  a  penalty  of 
$59  for  each  Chinese  immigrant  so  carried  in  excess  of 
such  number.” 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  If  that  be  so,  then  I 
do  not  see  how  the  steamships  could  carry  any¬ 
thing  like  the  number  which  the  hon.  member  for 
Vancouver  (Mr.  Gordon)  mentions,  unless  they 
are  violating  the  law,  because  that  would  be 
only  two  Chinamen  for  100  tons,  or  20  Chinamen  for 
1,000  tons.  I  do  not  suppose  that  the  tonnage  of 
these  ships  is  more  than  3,000  or  4,000  tons,  and 
that  would  allow  less  than  100  Chinamen  that  the 
ship  would  be  allowed  to  carry  without  violating 
the  law.  I  understood  my  hon.  friend  to  say  that 
over  500  came  at  once. 

Mr.  GORDON.  531  were  brought  over  in  AprJ 
on  one  steamer. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  That  is  five  or  six  times, 
perhaps  seven  times,  as  many  as  the  steamer  could 
carry  without  a  violation  of  the  law.  Now,  it  seems 
to  me  that  the  effectual  way  of  checking  Chinese 
immigration  is  not  merely  by  putting  in  the  pro¬ 
hibition  the  sum  which  the  hon.  gentleman  men¬ 
tions,  but  it  is  by  enforcing  the  law  against  the 
steamship  company.  That  would  be  a  far  more 
effectual  check  than  the  $100  which  the  hon.  gen¬ 
tleman  proposes.  Certainly  there  is  no  steamer  on 
the  Pacific  at  the  present  time  carrying  passengers, 
that  can  carry  more  than  100  Chinamen  without  a 
violation  of  the  law. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  I  think  the  hon.  gentleman  has 
forgotten  what  I  stated  in  my  opening  remarks  in 
reference  to  these  certificates.  The  legal  point  is 
this  :  If  a  Chinaman  has  been  in  Canada,  and  has 


paid  his  $50  entrance  fee,  and  he  leaves  Canada 
with  a  certificate,  is  he  an  immigrant  when  he  re¬ 
turns  ?  I  do  not  pretend  to  give  any  opinion  upon 
this  matter  myself.  But  if  the  legal  interpretation 
of  that  clause  is  that  a  Chinaman  who  has  been  in 
Canada  and  has  left  with  his  certificate,  has  a  right 
to  return  without  the  payment  of  the  $50  that  is 
provided  for  in  the  law,  then  he  is  not  an  immi¬ 
grant.  He  presents  his  certificate  in  Hong  Kong 
in  order  to  obtain  a  passage,  and  when  he  arrives 
in  this  country  the  steamship  company  say  :  He 
has  presented  his  certificate,  and  it  is  not  for  us  to 
enquire  whether  it  is  legal  or  a  forgery.  That  is 
the  only  way  I  can  account  for  the  number  to  which 
the  hon.  member  for  Vancouver  refers.  I  do  not 
remember  the  case  to  which  he  calls  attention,  but  I 
know  that  is  the  interpretation  put  upon  the  law, 
and  I  know  that  is  the  reason  given  by  the  steam¬ 
ship  companies  for  bringing  more  than  they  should 
if  they  were  considered  immigrants.  The  Canadian 
Pacific  Railway  vessels  that  are  now  running  be¬ 
tween  Victoria  and  China  are  permitted  to  bring 
120  only  per  trip. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  do  not  see  how  the 
certificate  can  be  any  protection  to  the  steamship 
company.  If  the  certificates  arte  granted  by  some¬ 
body  at  Hong  Kong  that  would  be  no  protection  to 
the  vessel.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  ship-owner  is 
absolutely  bound  to  assume  the  risk  of  the  party 
that  he  carries.  If  that  certificate  were  obtained 
from  an  officer  in  Canada,  authorized  under  a  statute 
of  Canada  to  issue  such  certificates,  then  I  think 
that  would  be  a  protection  to  the  steamship  com¬ 
pany  ;  but,  surely,  the  Government  of  Canada  has 
not  authorized  any  person  living  at  Hong  Kong  or 
elsewhere  to  certify  that  a  party  has  been  in  Can¬ 
ada  ;  and  if  the  Government  of  Canada  have  not 
appointed  an  officer  to  do  that  I  do  not  see  that  the 
certificate  would  be  of  1  any  more  value  than  if  it 
was  granted  by  the  greatest  stranger  in  the  world, 
or  by  a  person  who  had  never  been  in  the  country. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  I  am  afraid  I  have  not  been 
able  to  make  myself  nnderstood.  I  thought  I 
made  the  statement  clearly  that  many  of  the 
certificates  handed  to  the  steamship  companies 
were  forgeries,  and  that  the  pursers  or  clerks  who 
admitted  the  Chinamen  on  board  did  not  know 
whether  those  certificates  were  forgeries  or  not. 
All  these  papers  purport  to  have  been  issued  either 
at  Vancouver  or  Victoria,  but  are  forgeries.  They 
purport  to  be  signed  by  Mr.  Milne,  comptroller  at 
Victoria,  or  by  the  comptroller  at  Vancouver  or 
Nanaimo,  or  other  ports  of  the  Dominion,  and 
they  are  accepted  in  good  faith.  Iam  not  prepared 
to  say  whether  the  steamship  officers  do  not  wink 
at  this  violation  of  the  law.  These  certificates  are 
presented  at  Hong  Kong  or  some  other  port,  and 
are  forgeries,  and  it  is  that  fraud  we  are  trying  to 
stop. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Is  a  seal  required  ? 

Mr.  BOWELL.  Yes,  just  the  same  as  other 
documents.  Cases  of  this  kind  occur :  A  China¬ 
man  will  leave  British  Columbia  and  does  not  re¬ 
turn,  but  he  hands  his  certificate  to  another  China¬ 
man  who  is  coming  to  this  conntry,  and  until  he 
appears  at  the  port  in  British  Columbia  for  identi¬ 
fication,  and  is  found  either  too  short  or  too  tall, 
and  in  some  cases  there  is  scarcely  any  difference 
between  Chinamen,  the  matter  is  not  investigated. 
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In  the  United  States  they  have  adopted  the  system 
of  the  thumb  mark,  and  in  many  eases  this  is  the 
only  way  of  discovering  whether  the  Chinaman  is 
the  individual  he  claims  to  be. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  This  question  has  been 
before  the  courts  in  South  Australia,  from  which  a 
case  was  carried  to  the  Judicial  Committee  of 
the  Privy  Council,  where  a  decision  was 
given  on  it.  Under  the  South  Australian  law 
a  steamship  is  allowed  only  to  carry  one  China¬ 
man  for  every  100  tons  register.  A  ship  came 
into  one  of  the  ports,  I  think  Melbourne ;  she 
had  a  registry  of  1,400  tons  and  carried  several 
hundred  Chinamen.  According  to  the  law  she 
could  only  carry  14  of  such  passengers.  On  the  arrival 
of  the  vessel  in  port  the  Customs  Officer  refused 
to  allow  any  Chinaman  to  land.  Fourteen  of  them 
tendered  the  amount  required  ;  but  he  refused  to 
allow  any  to  land,  because  the  ship  was  not  allowed 
to  carry  more  than  one  passenger  for  100  tons. 
One  of  these  Chinamen  brought  an  action  against 
the  officer.  This  Chinaman  was  a  returning  pas¬ 
senger  who  had  resided  in  that  place,  and  as  the 
Custom  house  officer  refused  to  allow  any  of  them 
to  land,  the  ship  was  obliged  to  carryall  the  China¬ 
men  back  to  the  port  of  shipment.  The  Chinaman 
brought  an  action  against  the  Government,  and  I 
forget  whether  the  case  went  for  the  contestant  or 
against  him,  but  the  court  was  divided  and  it  was 
appealed  to  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy 
Council,  which  decided  that  a  foreigner  and  an  alien 
could  not  bring  an  action  against  any  officer  of  the 
Government  in  the  United  Kingdom  or  in  any  one 
of  Her  Majesty’s  dependencies,  that  his  redress  was 
a  redress  that  could  only  be  obtained  by  diplomacy, 
and  that  he  had  no  right  of  action  whatever  in  the 
courts.  In  view  of  this  decision,  because  it  is  a 
decision  on  all-fours  with  what  is  happening  in 
British  Columbia  just  now,  it  appears  to  me  that 
the  Custom  house  officer  in  British  Columbia  can 
refuse  to  permit  any  Chinaman  to  land  and  can 
compel  the  vessel  to  carry  them  back. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  How  would  it  be  in  the  case 
of  a  Chinaman  in  Hong  Kong  which  is  a  British 
dependency  ?  The  question  has  arisen  as  to 
whether  Chinamen  born  and  residing  in  Hong 
Kong,  and  being  British  subjects,  would  not  have 
a  right  to  bring  action. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Certainly,  but  an 
Indian-Chinaman  would  not.  It  was  urged  by  the 
counsel  in  the  case  to  which  I  refer  that  14  of  the 
Chinamen  had  the  right  to  land,  and  that  these 
were  the  first  14  who  tendered  the  money  ;  but  the 
Judicial  Committee  took  the  ground  that  as  the 
ship  carried  more  than  the  number  permitted  by 
law  there  was  no  one  of  them  could  step  out  and 
say  he  had  a  right  to  land  under  the  statute. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  No  one  would  have  the  right 
under  that  decision. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  It  is  a  very  recent  de¬ 
cision. 

Mr.  CURRAN.  The  real  difficulty  I  see  rests 
in  the  issuing  of  certificates  which  can  be  used  in 
sending  different  Chinamen  over  to  this  country. 
There  is  nothing  to  prevent  a  Chinaman  on  obtain¬ 
ing  a  certificate,  sending  it  over  to  China,  so  that 
another  person  might  come  in  on  it. 

Mr.  GORDON.  The  last  clause  is  to  do  away 
with  this  practice,  because  there  can  be  no  fraud, 
Mr.  Bowell. 


as  the  certificates  would  be  of  no  value,  because 
each  Chinaman  would  have  to  pay  $50.  It  would 
also  do  away  with  the  suspicion  that  officers 
had  been  bribed.  One  of  the  troubles  in  San 
Francisco  was  the  fact  that  it  was  well  known, 
or  reputed  to  have  been  known,  that  officers 
were  bribed  by  the  Chinese  companies,  and  by 
means  of  swearing  their  way  through  the  ports 
over  100,000  Chinamen,  during  ten  years,  forced 
their  way  into  San  Francisco  in  violation  of  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  through  perjury  and 
personation.  If  we  want  to  stop  that  practice  effec¬ 
tually  and  prevent  all  chance  of  Chinamen  impro¬ 
perly  landing  in  this  country,  do  away  with  the 
certificates  and  make  every  Chinaman  pay  $50.  I 
yet  hope  the  Minister  will  consent  to  do  away  with 
the  certificates.  This  will  be  the  means  of  reducing 
the  trouble  and  difficulties  experienced  by  the 
Government,  and  it  will  destroy  altogether  the 
chance  of  officers  being  bribed.  If  we  do  away  with 
the  return  certificates,  and  after  giving  four  months 
notification  to  those  holding  them  to  avail  them¬ 
selves  of  them,  there  can  be  no  reasonable  grounds 
for  complaint,  and  then  the  matter  will  be  finally 
settled.  On  giving  this  matter  due  consideration, 
the  Minister  will  see  how  the  adoption  of  this 
system  will  lessen  the  difficulties  with  the  depart¬ 
ment  in  dealing  with  this  matter,  and  how  it  will 
effectually  stop  that  system  of  fraud  and  perjury 
which  prevails  among  them. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  The  Bill  as  it  is  proposed  to  be 
amended  does  away  with  the  issuing  of  certificates 
altogether.  We  contemplate  that  instead  of  issuing 
certificates  the  Chinaman  shall  register  as  he  does 
now,  that  the  fullest  possible  description  of  the  in¬ 
dividual  shall  be  entered  and  that  on  his  return  he 
shall  be  identified.  He  must  also  indicate  by 
what  route  he  is  going  to  China,  where  he  is  going, 
and  by  what  route  he  intends  to  return,  and  be 
identified  when  he  does  return,  and  that  identifica¬ 
tion  must  be  in  accordance  with  the  record  kept  by 
the  comptroller  in  the  collector’s  office  in  the  port 
at  which  he  arrives  in  this  country. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Howt  do  you  propose  to 
make  the  steamship  companies  responsible  ? 

Mr.  BOWELL.  This  will  prevent  the  excuse 
they  have  now  that  a  forged  certificate  is  presented 
to  them.  If  they  take  more  Chinamen  than  their 
tonnage  will  entitle  them  to,  they  assume  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  when  they  arrive  in  this  country.  I 
know  there  have  been  many  cases,  when  I  was  head 
of  the  department,  in  which  Chinamen  have  been 
brought  before  the  courts  and  some  of  them  have 
been  punished  and  some  of  them  acquitted.  My 
hon.  friend  (Mr.  Gordon)  has  read  extracts  from 
speeches  made  in  the  Local  Legislature  in  the  Pro¬ 
vince  of  British  Columbia.  VVe  must  remember 
that  from  the  records  of  this  Legislature  vTe  might 
read  extracts  from  speeches  which  the  hon.  gentle¬ 
man  has  himself  delivered  to-day,  but  would  they 
be  an  indication  of  the  general  feeling  of  the  wdiole 
House  upon  this  question  ?  I  have  a  resolution 
here  which  was  moved  by  Mr.  Keith,  whom  the 
hon.  gentleman  probably  knows,  in  the  Local  Legis¬ 
lature,  and  it  reads  as  follows  : — 

“  Whereas  the  ‘  Chinese  Immigration  Act  of  Canada’ 
has  proven  in  a  great  measure  beneficial,  but  in  some  re¬ 
spects  defective,  more  especially  as  the  5th  section  per¬ 
mits  vessels  to  carry  one  Chinese  immigrant  to  any  part 
of  Canada  for  every  fifty  tons  of  its  tonnage  :  but  we  are 
of  the  opinion  that  a  much  larger  restriction  should  be 
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imposed,  and  fewer  Chinese  carried  on  each  vessel,  or 
their  importation  prohibited  ; 

“  And  whereas  tne  eighth  section  imposes  only  an  en¬ 
trance  duty  of  $50  on  every  person  of  Chinese  origin  enter¬ 
ing  Canada,  when  $500  is,  in  our  opinion,  the  lowest  en¬ 
trance  duty  that  should  be  charged,  if  Chinese  are  allowed 
to  enter  Canada  at  all ; 

“  And  whereas  the  fourth  sub-section  of  the  eighth  sec¬ 
tion  provides  that  the  ent  rance  duty  of  $50 shall  not  apply 
to  any  Chinese  person  who  resided  or  was  within  Canada 
on  1st  January,  1886,  and  the  thirteenth  section  author¬ 
izes  the  issuance  of  a  certificate  of  leave  to  depart  and  re¬ 
turn,  to  Chinese  who  wish  to  leave  and  return  to  Canada  ; 
but,  in  our  opinion,  the  entrance  duty  should  apply  to  all 
Chinese  other  than  those  mentioned  in  sub-sections  (a) 
and  (A)  of  section  8,  and  the  issuance  of  the  above-men¬ 
tioned  certificates  should  be  entirely  abolished  ; 

“  Be  it  therefore  resolved,  That  a  respectful  address  be 
presented  to  His  Honour  the  Lieutenant-Governor,  re¬ 
questing  him  to  move  the  Dominion  Government  to  cause 
the  ‘Chinese  Immigration  Act  of  Canada ’to  be  made 
more  restrictive  in  the  manner  indicated.” 

I  have  copied  this  from  the  Nanaimo  Free  Press  of 
the  29th  March,  1892.  That  resolution  was  de¬ 
feated  in  the  Legislature  of  British  Columbia,  it  is 
true,  by  a  small  majority,  but  it  shows  at  least  that 
the  whole  province  does  not  entertain  the  extreme 
view  of  the  gentleman  who  moved  that  resolution, 
or  if  I  may  be  permitted  to  say  so,  of  my  hon.  friend 
behind  me  (Mr.  Gordon). 

Mr.  GORDON.  Perhaps  I  may  be  permitted  to 
explain  that  that  motion  was  voted  down  the  same 
way  as  many  motions  are  voted  down  here,  which  is 
moved  by  an  hon.  member  of  the  Opposition.  It 
may  have  many  good  points  in  it,  but  for  party 
reasons  it  is  voted  down,  and  I  might  say  that  I 
have  assisted  on  many  occasions  to  vote  down 
motions  which  had  some  good  points  about  them. 
However,  I  am  not  too  old  to  learn.  Again,  that 
resolution  asked  for  an  imposition  of  $500  fee,  which 
no  reasonable  person  in  the  province  believed  for  a 
moment  this  Government  would  assent  to.  They 
took  what  they  thought  was  a  reasonable  course, 
but  even  that  was  not  acted  upon  by  the  Federal 
Government,  and  I  think  they  were  perfectly  justi¬ 
fied  in  refraining  from  further  action  until  some¬ 
thing  Avas  done  by  the  Government  here.  The 
resolution  was  only  lost  by  one  vote.  I  have 
never  yet  seen  the  Opposition  in  this  House  come 
so  near  carrying  their  point  on  a  party  question 
as  to  reach  within  one  vote.  I  again  call  the 
attention  of  the  Government  to  the  question  of 
quarantine  in  connection  with  the  Asiatic  trade, 
and  I  wish  to  point  out  that  recently  516  Chinese 
on  the  Empress  of  China  were  sent  into  quaran¬ 
tine.  On  three  different  occasions  within  the  last 
three  months,  small-pox  has  been  brought  into  the 
province.  It  is  circulated  from  Vancouver,  West¬ 
minster  and  Victoria,  and  recently  at  Fort  Macleod, 
all  traceable  to  the  same  source,  and  our  people  in 
Nanaimo  are  in  constant  dread,  and  are  taking  muni¬ 
cipal  measures  to  prevent  it  being  spread  to  that 
locality.  It  was  impossible  that  the  number  of  pas¬ 
sengers  on  the  Empress  of  China  could  have  been 
regulated  by  the  tonnage  mentioned  in  the  Act.  I 
protest  against  the  proposition  of  the  Minister  that 
a  Chinaman  may  be  permitted  to  establish  his 
identity,  because  if  lie  should  be  unable  to  estab¬ 
lish  it,  you  have  either  to  send  him  to  prison  or 
send  him  back  to  China,  as  the  United  .States  have 
done.  In  either  case  we  would  inflict  upon  the 
treasury  of  this  country  a  very  serious  burden.  It 
seems  to  me  that  a  provision  should  be  made  that 
no  more  certificates  should  issue,  and  then  we 
would  save  all  the  litigation  and  the  corruption 


and  bribery  that  otherwise  would  exist.  I  trust 
that  the  Government  will  yet  see  their  way  to 
accept  the  first  and  second  sections  of  my  Bill. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Both well).  I  noticed  some  state¬ 
ments  in  the  press  recently  that  leprosy  had  been 
introduced  into  the  city  of  New  York  by  Chinamen. 

I  do  not  know  to  what  extent  the  disease  is  preval¬ 
ent  amongst  them,  but  it  would  be  a  serious  matter 
if  the  disease  were  introduced  into  British  Colum¬ 
bia  by  Chinese  immigration.  The  Government 
should  pass  some  legislation  on  the  subject  to  take 
care  that  persons  inflicted  with  diseases  of  that 
kind  are  not  permitted  to  land. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  The  law  provides  for  that. 
There  is  inspection  and  quarantine  now. 

Mr.  BERG  IN.  I  would  suggest  to  the  hon. 
Minister  who  has  charge  of  this  Bill,  that  as  we 
have  to-day  a  very  alarming  report  from  Europe  that 
Asiatic  cholera  broke  out  in  London,  that  it  would 
be  well  to  adopt  the  suggestion  which  I  make,  that 
is,  to  take  power  under  this  Bill  that,  in  the  event 
of  cholera  or  any  such  disease  breaking  out  in 
China  or  Japan,  this  Government  should  be"  able  to 
prevent  any  Chinese  or  Japanese  coming  into  the 
country  during  the  existence  of  this  disease. 

Mr.  BOWELL.  The  Minister  of  Agriculture 
has  that  power  now  under  the  law.  It  applies  to 
all  portions  of  the  Dominion  as  well  as  to  the  St. 
Lawrence.  If  any  of  these  Pacific  steamers  has  , 
that  dreaded  disease  on  board,  the  passengers  will 
not  be  permitted  to  land,  but  will  be  quarantined 
as  they  are  at  Grosse  Isle,  in  the  St.  Lawrence. 

Section  1  dropped,  and  Bill  reported. 

Mr.  BOWELL  moved  third  reading  of  the  Bill. 

Mr.  GORDON.  I  beg  to  move  that  this  Bill  be 
not  now  read  the  third  time,  but  be  referred  back 
to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  with  instructions 
to  strike  out  clause  15  and  substitute  the  following 
therefor : — 

All  duties,  pecuniary  penalties  and  other  sources  of 
revenue  under  this  Act  shall  be  paid  into  the  Consolidated 
Revenue  Fund  of  Canada  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the 
province  wherein  the  same  were  collected,  and  shall,  at 
the  end  of  every  fiscal  year,  after  deducting  the  cost  of 
administration,  pay  the  same  over  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
said  province. 

I  am  sure  the  Government  will  recognize  the 
injustice  inflicted  upon  us  by  the  exclusion  of 
the  better  class  of  people,  who  would  engage  in 
the  development  of  the  country  and  build  up  homes 
there  and  add  largely  to  its  revenue.  Considering 
the  cost  of  the  administration  of  justice  imposed 
upon  us  through  the  admission  of  a  class  of  people, 
who  neither  the  Provincial  Legislature  nor  the 
people  desire  to  have,  we  should  at  least  be  en¬ 
titled  to  the  head  money  collected  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  who  allows  these  people  to  enter.  I  need 
not  dwell  on  the  importance  of  this  clause.  I  feel 
pretty  sure  that  this  motion  w  ill  be  declared  out 
of  order  ;  but  I  move  it  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
Government  to  this  mater,  so  that  they  wfill  take 
the  opportunity  of  considering  it  between  now  and 
the  next  session,  and  see  the  justice  of  paying  over 
to  the  Province  of  British  Columbia  the  head 
money  collected  from  that  undesirable  class,  which 
our  people  consider  so  detrimental  to  the  interests 
of  Canada  and  to  our  province  in  particular. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  am  afraid  this  motion  is 
hardly  in  order,  as  it  proposes  to  appropriate  cer¬ 
tain  sums  out  of  the  public  treasury. 
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Mr.  BO  WELL.  I  might  tell  the  House  that  the 
present  law  provides  for  the  annual  payment  to  the 
British  Columbia  Government  of  one-fourth  of  all 
entry  dues  paid  to  the  Customs  by  the  Chinese,  and 
that  is  transmitted  to  them  at  the  end  of  every 
fiscal  year. 

Mr.  DA  YIN.  As  I  had  something  to  do  with 
the  Act  on  the  Statute-book,  I  may  be  permitted 
to  make  a  suggestion.  I  think  the  clause  should 
be  so  amended  as  to  allow  no  more  money  to  go 
into  the  Consolidated  Fund  of  the  Dominion  than 
will  reimburse  the  Dominion  Government  for  the 
cost  of  dealing  with  this  immigration.  I  cannot 
agree  with  my  lion,  friend  from  Vancouver  that  the 
whole  fund  should  go  to  the  Provincial  Government, 
but  I  would  ask  the  Dominion  Government  to  re¬ 
imburse  them  the  balance  after  deducting  expenses. 

Mr.  GORDON.  That  is  all  I  ask  for  in  this 
particular  motion. 

Amendment  negatived,  and  Bill  read  the  third 
time  and  passed. 

SECOND  READING. 

Bill  (No.  101)  to  authorize  the  granting  of  sub¬ 
sidies  in  aid  of  the  construction  of  the  lines  of  rail¬ 
way  therein  mentioned. — (Mr.  Haggart. ) 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  5.10 
p.m. 

HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Friday,  8th  July,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Three  o’clock. 
Prayers. 

BOUNTY  ON  BEET-ROOT  SUGAR. 

House  resolved  itself  into  committee  on  Bill  (No. 
102)  respecting  the  bounty  on  beet-root  sugar. 

(In  the  Committee. ) 

On  section  1, 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  beg  to  move,  in  amendment 
to  section  1  : 

That  the  premium  be  paid,  not  to  the  producers  of 
sugars,  but  to  the  producers  of  beets. 

Amendment  negatived,  and  Bill  reported  read  the 
third  time  and  passed. 

IN  COMMITTEE— THIRD  READING. 

Bill  (No.  104)  to  amend  the  Act  respecting  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Commons. 

RAILWAY  SUBSIDIES. 

Bill  (No.  101)  to  authorize  the  granting  of  sub¬ 
sidies  in  aid  of  the  construction  of  lines  of  railway 
therein  mentioned,  was  considered  in  committee 
and  reported. 

Mr.  HAGGART  moved  third  reading  of  the 
Bill. 

Mr.  Gordon. 


Mr.  LAURIER  moved  in  amendment  : 

That  within  four  days  after  the  opening  of  each  session* 
the  Minister  of  Railways  shall  lay  upon  the  Table  of  the 
House,  copies  of  all  agreements  made  by  any  of  the  com¬ 
panies  with  the  Government,  together  with  a  statement 
of  all  payments  made  by  the  Government  up  to  date,  for 
subsidies  earned  by  any  of  the  said  companies,  and  the 
Orders  in  Council  authorizing  such  payments. 

That  within  a  month  after  the  payment  to  any  company 
of  any  portion  of  the  subsidies,  the  president  and  man¬ 
ager  of  the  said  company  shall  furnish  to  the  Auditor 
General  a  statement  under  oath  showing  if  the  whole  of 
the  subsidies  so  paid  to  the  company  have  been  applied  in 
the  manner  herein  intended,  and  that  a  similar  state¬ 
ment  shall  be  supplied  by  every  contractor  of  the  com¬ 
pany  who  is  to  receive  or  has  received  the  payment  out  of 
any  such  subsidies  or  out  of  the  proceeds  thereof,  and 
that,  within  four  days  after  the  opening  of  each  session, 
the  Auditor  General  shall  lay  all  such  statements  upon 
the  Table  of  the  House. 

That  all  such  documents  thus  laid  on  the  Table  of  the 
House  shall  be  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public 
Accounts,  to  be  by  them  investigated  in  the  same  manner 
as  the  Public  Accounts. 

That  every  officer  and  director  of  the  said  companies, 
and  every  person  having  a  contract  with  any  of  the  com¬ 
panies  for  the  performance  of  any  work,  the  doing  of 
any'ft*ing,  or  the  furnishing  of  any  goods,  effects,  food  or 
materials,  and  having  or  expecting  to  have  any  claim  or 
demand  against  the  company  by  reason  of  such  contract, 
who  either  directly  or  indirectly,  by  himself  or  by  any 
person  on  his  behalf,  subscribes,  furnishes  or  gives,  or 
promises  to  subscribe,  furnish  or  give,  any  money  or 
other  valuable  consideration  for  the  purpose  of  promoting 
the  election  of  any  candidate,  or  of  any  number,  class  or 
party  of  candidates  to  a  Legislature  or  to  Parliament,  or 
with  the  intent  in  any  way  of  influencing  or  affecting  the 
result  of  a  provincial  or  Dominion  election  ; 

Is  guilty  of  a  misdemeanour  and  liable  to  a  fine  of  not 
less  than  one  hundred  dollars  and  not  exceeding  one 
thousand  dollars;  unless  the  value  of  the  amount  or 
thing  paid,  offered,  given,  loaned,  promised,  received  or 
subscribed,  as  the  case  may  be,  shall  exceed  the  last- 
mentioned  sum,  in  which  case  the  fine  may  be  raised  to  a 
sum  not  exceeding  such  value,  and  also  to  a  term  not 
exceeding  one  year  and  not  less  than  one  month,  and  in 
default  of  payment  of  such  fine,  to  imprisonment  for  a 
further  term  not  exceeding  six  months. 

Amendment  negatived  on  a  division,  and  Bill 
read  the  third  time  and  passed. 

CUSTOMS  ACT  AMENDMENT. 

House  resolved  itself  into  committee  on  Bill 
(No.  103)  further  to  amend  the  Act  respecting  the 
Duties  of  Customs. 

(In  the  Committee.) 

On  the  preamble, 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  will  take  this  opportunity  to 
put  a  question  to  the  Minister  of  Finance.  I  am 
informed  that  an  article  of  export  from  Newfound¬ 
land  which  is  known  as  liquid  fish  glue,  is  made 
subject  to  a  duty  of  50  per  cent,  whereas  the  inter¬ 
pretation  of  the  importers  and  the  interpretation 
of  the  Newfoundland  Government  is  that,  under  the 
agreement  with  that  Government,  the  article  should 
be  admitted  free. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  That  subject  has  been  brought 
to  the  attention  of  the  Government  and  lias  been 
settled  in  the  way  my  hon.  friend  suggests,  that  is, 
that  it  is  free  under  the  agreement  with  New¬ 
foundland. 

Mr.  LAURIER.  I  would  like  to  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Government  to  a  letter  that  I  have 
received  from  the  firm  of  Lightbound,  Rolston  & 
Co.,  who  represent  to  me  that  when  the  duties  on 
sugar  were  removed  last  year  some  allowance  was 
made  to  the  refiners  who  had  syrups  in  bond,  but 
the  same  allowance  was  not  made  to  them  as 
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merchants,  and  they,  therefore,  complain  that  there 
seems  to  be  one  law  for  the  refiners  and  another  for 
the  merchants.  1  am  not  sure  whether  the  hon. 
gentleman  is  in  a  position  to  give  an  answer  to  this, 
but  I  bring  it  to  his  attention  that  the  matter  may 
he  looked  into.  It  seems  to  me  there  should  be  a 
uniform  law  with  respect  to  all  those  holding  syrup 
at  the  time  the  changes  in  the  tariff  were  made. 

Mr.  FOSTER.  I  will  call  the  attention  of  the 
Minister  of  Customs  to  it. 

Bill  reported,  and  read  the  third  time  and  passed. 
THIRD  READING. 

Bill  (No.  *100)  for  granting  to  Her  Majesty  cer¬ 
tain  sums  of  money  required  for  defraying  certain 
expenses  of  the  public  service  for  the  financial  year 
ending  the  30th  June,  1893,  and  for  other  purposes 
relating  to  the  public  service. — (Mr.  Foster.) 

ADJOURNMENT— THE  MODUS  VIVENDI. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON  moved  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Mr.  KAULBACH.  Before  the  House  adjourns, 

I  would  like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  a  matter  of  considerable  importance,  and  I 
rise  with  the  utmost  reluctance  at  this  late  stage 
of  the  session,  knowing  how  anxious  all  are  for  the 
necessary  business  to  be  despatched,  and  Parlia¬ 
ment  prorogued  as  early  as  possible,  but  the 
importance  of  the  subject  I  feel  really  demands  it, 
and  it  is  the  only  apology  I  have  to  offer  for  tres¬ 
passing  upon  the  indulgence  of  this  House  at  the 
present  moment.  I  refer  to  the  modus  vivendi 
between  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States  as 
respects  our  fisheries  on  the  Atlantic  coast,  feel¬ 
ing  constrained  to  call  attention  to  this  mat¬ 
ter,  lest  the  Government  might,  during  recess, 
or  before  we  are  again  convened  for  the  dispatch 
of  business,  be  proceeding  under  the  Bills  passed 
during  the  early  stage  of  this  session,  and  its 
action  might  in  a  measure  very  seriously  affect 
the  interest  of  our  fishermen  unless  their  wishes 
as  respects  their  position  were  known  and  clearly 
understood.  We  were  told  that  in  consequence  of 
Parliament  usually  sitting  somewhat  later  in  the 
season  than  the  period  when  it  should  be  known 
as  to  the  intention  of  the  Government  granting  the 
modus  vivendi  or  otherwise,  the  Governor  in  Coun¬ 
cil  in  the  past  had  been  obliged  by  the  nature 
of  things  to  exercise  authority  in  advance  of 
the  sanction  of  Parliament,  the  owners  of  vessels 
being  required  to  know  in  the  early  part  of  the 
year,  so  as  to  make  the  necessary  arrangements 
for  the  season’s  fishing.  We  were  further  advised 
that  it  was  not  from  any  desire  on  the  part  of  the 
Government  to  deprive  Parliament  of  any  right  in 
this  connection,  but  simply  for  the  convenience  or 
benefit  of  those  engaged  in  the  industry  of  fishing, 
to  place  the  power  in  the  hands  of  the  Governor  in 
Council,  to  issue  or  refuse  licenses  as  they  thought 
proper  in  the  interest  of  Canada.  In  this,  I  in  a 
measure  concurred,  but  felt  at  the  same  time  that 
in  an  important  international  matter  of  this  sort, 
Parliament  ought  not  to  cease  to  exercise  jurisdic¬ 
tion  or  authority.  However,  I  was  pleased  to  see 
that  the  clauses  in  the  Bill  in  this  connection  were 
so  amended  as  to  remove  the  objection.  It  was 
feared  we  were  weakening  our  claim  to  our  terri. 


torial  rights,  by  placing  the  right  to  issue  or  refuse 
licenses  in  the  hands  of  the  Governor  in  Council, 
which  appears  to  me  need  not  be  entertained  for 
one  moment.  The  very  fact  that  the  payment  of 
the  license  fee  by  the  United  States  vessels,  under 
the  modus  vivendi ,  into  the  treasury  of  this  Do¬ 
minion  is  an  unquestionable  admission  of  our 
right  to  the  control  of  our  fisheries,  and  to  our 
territorial  waters,  and  I  cannot  understand  how  it 
could  be  interpreted  otherwise.  It  was  feared  the 
Government  in  this  Bill  referred  to,  was  granting 
a  modus  vivendi  of  a  permanent  character,  but 
rightly  interpreted  it  is  simply  a  convenience  to 
meet  a  purpose  where  diverse  interests  are  in¬ 
volved,  without  affecting  the  original  Bill.  When 
contrasting  theterritorialrightsof  the  United  States 
under  the  various  treaties  with  those  of  our  own,  it 
was  considered  that  if  the  United  States  were  en¬ 
titled  to  the  whole  of  Chesapeake  Bay  and  other 
bays  covering  large  sheets  of  -water  over  six  miles 
in  width,  we,  on  the  same  principle,  should  be 
entitled  to  the  whole  of  the  waters  of  the  Bay  of 
Fundy.  I  am  not  so  certain  about  the  United  States 
being  entitled  to  the  whole  of  Chesapeake  Bay  or 
any  of  the  other  bays  over  six  miles  in  width,  al¬ 
though  they  profess  to  claim  them,  but  to  my  mind 
there  can  be  no  comparison  whatever  between  the  two 
positions,  and  the  reason  is  obvious.  In  the  case  of 
Chesapeake  Bay  the  territory  on  both  sides  is  owned 
by  the  United  States,  whilst  in  the  Bay  of  Fundy,  the 
United  States  own  partly  on  the  one  side,  and  we 
on  the  other.  Some  persons  have  expressed  a  desire, 
who  certainly  could  not  be  interested  in  Canada,  to 
continue  the  modus  vivendi  so  as  to  enable  the 
fishermen  of  Nova  Scotia  to  go  to  Gloucester,  in 
the  United  States,  as  they  were  accustomed  to  do, 
and  prosecute  the  industry  of  fishing  in  American 
vessels.  This  really  is  unfair  to  Canada,  and  unjust 
to  the  policy  we  honestly  claim  to  advocate.  I  can 
state  to  such  persons  that  the  very  object  of  this 
Government  in  1882  when  granting  a  bounty  to 
fishermen  of  .$150,000,  and  which  last  year  was 
supplemented  by  $10,000  additional,  was  to  pre¬ 
vent  an  exodus  of  our  fishermen,  as  it  was  repre¬ 
sented  to  the  Government  that  many  of  them  were 
finding  their  way  to  the  United  States  to  sail  in 
better  vessels,  and  more  comfortably  equipped  than 
our  own.  To  correct  this  evil,  Sir  Leonard  Tilley, 
the  then  Minister  of  Finance,  in  1882,  when  intro¬ 
ducing  the  Bill  granting  the  bounty,  very  clearly 
and  forcibly  expressed  his  views  on  that  point  by 
stating  that  the  intention  of  the  bounty  was  to 
encourage  ship-building  and  construct  a  class 
of  vessels,  for  safety  and  comfort,  equal  to 
the  American  vessels  in  every  particular,  that  our 
fishermen  might  be  induced  to  remain  at  home 
and  sail  in  them.  This,  I  am  happy  to  state,  so 
far  as  my  county '  (Lunenburg)  is  concerned,  has 
been  fully  realized,  and  I  have  the  proud  satisfac¬ 
tion  in  stating  that  we  are,  so  to  speak,  the 
Gloucester  of  America,  possessing  a  fleet  second  to 
none  in  the  world,  averaging  in  size  from  75  to  100 
tons,  most  of  them  prosecuting  the  deep  sea  fishing 
in  summer,  and  in  winter  many  of  them  are  occupied 
in  the  West  Indian  trade.  Having  this  fine  fleet, 
and  prosecuting  a  trade  with  the  West  Indies,  I 
may  here  state  that  I  have  never  considered  it  just 
that  a  subsidy  or  bonus  should  be  given  to  a  line  of 
steamers  from  Halifax  to  the  West  Indies  to  com¬ 
pete  against  us.  As  we  are  supplementing  the 
fleet  by  some  25  or  30  this  year,  I  would  say  to  my 
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friends  to  divert  the  exodus  they  speak  of,  and 
have  those  fishermen  dissatisfied  with  their  homes 
and  seeking  employment,  come  to  Lunenburg  where 
they  will  meet,  if  they  are  expert  hands,  with  ready 
employment.  I  may  here  state,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
under  existing  circumstances  I  am  strongly  opposed 
to  the  granting  of  the  modus  vivendi  to  the  United 
States,  excluded  as  we  are  by  a  tariff-wall  from 
their  market,  and  in  making  this  statement  I 
feel  I  am  voicing,  in  very  mild  terms,  the  senti¬ 
ments  of  our  fishermen,  who  are  expressing  their 
denunciations  from  day  to  day  in  no  uncertain 
strains  regarding  the  unfairness  of  their  position 
in  the  privileges  United  States  fishermen  'enjoy 
under  the  modus  vivendi  over  themselves.  Had 
the  Government  been  aware,  when  they  consented 
to  extend  the  modus  vivendi ,  at  the  commencement 
of  this  year,  that  they  would  have  failed  to  negoti¬ 
ate  a  treaty  with  the  United  States,  on  a  fair  basis, 
I  feel  very  certain  they  would  not  have  granted 
this  concession  ;  and  to  suddenly  have  withheld  all 
further  licenses  for  the  fishing  season,  would,  I 
presume,  have  been  considered  discourteous,  and  a 
violation  of  the  understanding  that  it  should  be 
extended  this  year.  Anyway,  I  do  hope  that  it  will 
be  the  last  year  that  Canada  will  extend  such  a 
privilege  to  them  on  existing  terms,  as  they  (the 
United  States  fishermen)  by  it  are  getting  double 
advantages  over  us,  inasmuch  as  they  are  having 
their  own,  ours  and  the  Newfoundland  waters  for 
their  fishing  and  bait.  Whilst  I  am  aware  it  is 
impossible  for  the  House  to  deal  further  with  the 
matter  this  session,  it  is  my  intention  to  bring  it 
more  prominently  before  the  House  the  next  meet¬ 
ing  of  Parliament. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  I  am  sorry  my  col¬ 
league  the  Minister  of  Marine  and  Fisheries  has  not 
been  able  to  hear  my  hon.  friend’s  views  as 
expressed  in  this  House,  but  I  shall  have  great 
pleasure  in  directing  his  attention  to  them,  as  well 
as  the  attention  of  my  other  colleagues,  when  the 
subject  of  any  proposed  renewal  of  the  modus 
vivendi  comes  under  consideration. 

Motion  agreed  to  ;  and  House  adjourned  at  4.05 
p.m. 

HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 

Saturday,  9th  July,  1892. 

The  Speaker  took  the  Chair  at  Eleven  o’clock. 
Prayers. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  have  received  the  following 
communication  : —  , 

Ottawa,  9th  July,  1892. 

Sir,— I  have  the  honour  to  inform  you  that  His  Excel¬ 
lency  the  Governor  General  will  proceed  to  the  Senate 
Chamber  to  prorogue  the  session  of  the  Dominion  Parlia¬ 
ment  on  Saturday  the  9th  inst.  at  three  o’clock. 

I  have  the  honour  to  be*  Sir, 

Your  obedient  servant, 

C.  J.  JONES, 

Chief  Clerk,  Governor  General's  Office. 

CONTROVERTED  ELECTIONS. 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  I  have  received  from  the  Hon. 
Mr.  Justice  Townshend  and  the  Hon.  Mr.  Wallace 
Graham  the  two  judges  selected  for  the  trial  of  elec  • 
Mr.  Kaulbach. 


tion  petitions,  pursuant  to  the  Dominion  Contro¬ 
verted  Elections  Act  and  the  amendments  thereto, 
a  certified  report  relating  to  the  election  in  the 
electoral  district  of  Shelburne,  N.S.,  by  which  the 
election  petition  was  dismissed. 

LIEUTENANT  GOVERNORSHIP  OF  NEW 
BRUNSWICK. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
leader  of  the  House,  before  the  Orders  of  the  Day 
are  called,  whether  it  is  the  intention  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  continue  Sir  Leonard  Tilley  as  Lieu¬ 
tenant  Governor  of  New  Brunswick  for  another 
term,  or  whether  theGovernment  propose  to  appoint 
somebody  else  to  that  office  ?  It  seems  somewhat 
irregular  that  the  Government  should  continue  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  in  office  so  long  after  the 
period  for  which  he  was  appointed  has  expired. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  As  the  hon.  gentleman 
is  probably  aware,  the  term  of  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  expired  about  a  year  ago,  and  the  matter 
of  his  appointment  for  a  further  term  has  not  yet 
been  considered,  but  will  be  immediately  after 
prorogation. 

EXTRA  CLERKS. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
leader  of  the  House  whether  the  Government  pro¬ 
pose  to  deal  with  the  extra  clerks  as  they  deal  with 
those  permanently  on  the  staff,  with  regard  to 
allowing  them  holidays,  or  whether  the  holidays 
have  been  withdrawn  from  those  not  permanent  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  The  Order  in  Council 
relating  to  that  subject  allows  them  statutory  holi¬ 
days  and  Sundays,  and  the  allowance  which  may 
be  necessary  on  account  of  illness  depends  upon 
the  terms  of  engagement  of  these  officers.  In  some 
departments  they  are  engaged  simply  by  the  day, 
in  others  they  are  hired  annually,  and  in  others 
monthly  ;  but  I  think  it  is  in  contemplation  to  ar¬ 
range  that  reasonable  allowance  should  be  made  for 
absence  in  case  of  actual  sickness. 

Mr.  MILLS  (Bothwell).  Is  the  system  of  con¬ 
tinuing  irregular  servants  to  remain  in  force,  or 
are  they  to  be  regarded  generally  as  employed  by 
the  year  ? 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  They  will  still  be 
temporarily  employed. 

Mr.  MULLS  (Bothwell).  It  puts  them  on  a  great 
unequality  in  the  different  departments. 

Sir  JOHN  THOMPSON.  An  attempt  will  be 
made  to  equalize  them  in  all  the  departments,  but 
there  are  officers  of  different  grades,  some  being  pro¬ 
fessional,  such  as  engineers,  whose  tenure  of  office 
is  longer  than  that  of  those  engaged  in  clerical  work  ; 
but  I  presume  eventually  the  only  distinction  made 
will  be  among  the  various  classes. 

CRIMINAL  CODE. 

Amendments  made  by  the  Senate  to  Bill  No.  7 
respecting  the  Criminal  Law,  were  read  the  second 
time  and  concurred  in 

PROROGATION. 

A  Message  from  His  Excellency  the  Governor 
General  by  the  Gentleman  Usher  of  the  Black  Rod  : 
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Mr.  Speaker  : 

His  Excellency  the  Governor  General  desires  the  im¬ 
mediate  presence  of  this  House  in  the  Senate  Chamber. 

Accordingly,  Mr.  Speaker,  with  the  House,  went 
up  to  the  Senate  Chamber. 


IN  THE  SENATE  CHAMBER. 

His  Excellency  was  pleased  to  give,  in  Her 
Majesty’s  name,  the  Royal  Assent  to  the  following 
Bills  : — 

An  Act  respecting  the  Cobourg,  Northumberland  and 
Pacific  Railway  Company. 

An  Act  respecting  certain  railway  works  in  the  City  of 
Toronto. 

An  Act  to  incorporate  the  Victoria  Life  Insurance  Com¬ 
pany.  • 

An  Act  respecting  the  Bell  Telephone  Company  of 
Canada. 

An  Act  to  incorporate  the  Canso  and  Louisbourg  Rail¬ 
way  Company. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Ontario  Pacific  Railway  Company. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Pontiac  Pacific  Junction  Railway 
Company. 

An  Act  to  confirm  an  agreement  between  the  Tobique 
Valley  Railway  Company  and  the  Canadian  Pacific  Rail¬ 
way  Company. 

An  Act  for  the  relief  of  James  Albert  Manning  Aikins. 

An  Act  for  the  relief  of  Herbert  Rimmington  Mead. 

An  Act  for  the  relief  of  Ada  Donigan. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Great  Northern  Railway  Com¬ 
pany. 

An  Act  to  confer  on  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  certain 
powers  for  the  relief  of  Carl  Auer  Von  Welsbach  and 
others. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Manitoba  and  North-Western 
Railway  Company  of  Canada. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Albei’ta  Railway  and  Coal  Com¬ 
pany. 

An  Act  to  incorporate  the  High  River  and  Sheep  Creek 
Irrigation  and  Water  Power  Company. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Canada  Atlantic  Railway  Com¬ 
pany. 

An  Act  to  incorporate  the  Winnipeg  and  Atlantic  Rail¬ 
way  Company. 

An  Act  respecting  the  London  and  Port  Stanley  Railway 
Company. 

An  Act  to  incorporate  the  Buckingham  and  Lievre  Ri¬ 
ver  Railway  Company. 

An  Act  to  revive  and  amend  the  Act  to  incorporate  the 
Brockville  and  New  York  Bridge  Company. 

An  Act  to  incorporate  the  Dominion  Millers’  Associa¬ 
tion. 

An  Act  to  amend  an  Act  to  incorporate  the  Manitoba 
and  Assiniboia  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Montreal  and  Western  Railway 
Company. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Chignecto  Marine  Transport  Rail¬ 
way  Company,  Limited. 

An  Act  for  the  relief  of  Hattie  Adele  Harrison. 

An  Act  for  the  relief  of  James  Wright. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Ottawa  City  Passenger  Railway 
'Company. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Montreal  and  Lake  Maskinong6 
Railway  Company. 

An  Act  to  revive  and  amend  the  Acts  respecting  the 
Ottawa,  Waddington  and  New  York  Railway  and  Bridge 
Company. 

An  Act  further  to  amend  the  Inland  Revenue  Act. 

An  Act  respectingthe  Midland  Railway  of  Canada. 

An  Act  further  to  amend  the  Patent  Act. 

An  Act  to  make  further  provision  respecting  Grants  of 
Land  to  members  of  the  Militia  Force  on  active  service 
in  the  North-West. 

An  Act  to  incorporate  the  Ottawa  Valley  Railway  Com¬ 
pany. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Voters’  Lists  of  1891. 

An  Act  further  to  amend  the  General  Inspection  Act. 

An  Act  further  to  amend  “  The  Winding-up  Act.” 

An  Act  to  incorporate  the  Burrard  Inlet  Tunnel  and 
Bridge  Company. 

An  Act  further  to  amend  the  Dominion  Lands  Act. 

An  Act  to  readjust  the  Representation  in  the  House  of 
■Commons. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Harbour  Commissioners  of  Three 
Rivers. 

An  Act  further  to  amend  the  Railway  Act. 

An  Act  to  amend  the  Acts  respecting  the  Civil  Service. 


An  Act  further  to  amend  the  Chinese  Immigration  Act. 

An  Act  to  amend  the  Act  respecting  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Commons. 

An  Act  further  to  amend  the  Acts  respectingthe  Duties 
of  Customs. 

An  Act  respecting  the  bounty  on  Beet-Root  Sugar. 

An  Act  to  authorize  the  granting  of  subsidies  in  aid  of 
the  construction  of  the  lines  of  rail  way  therein  mentioned. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Criminal  Law. 

An  Act  to  amend  the  Act  relating  to  the  Harbour  of  St. 
John,  in  the  Province  of  New  Brunswick. 

Then  the  Honourable  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Commons  addressed  His  Excellency  the  Governor 
General  as  follows  : — 

May  it  Please  Your  Excellency  : 

The  Commons  of  Canada  have  voted  certain  Supplies 
required  to  enable  the  Government  to  defray  the  expenses 
of  the  Public  Service. 

In  the  name  of  the  Commons,  I  present  to  Your  Excel¬ 
lency  the  following  Bill : — 

“  An  Act  for  granting  to  Her  Majesty  certain  sums  of 
money  required  for  defraying  certain  expenses  of  the 
Public  Service,  for  the  financial  year  ending  the  30th 
June,  1893,  and  for  other  purposes  relating  to  the  Public 
Service,”  to  which  Bill  I  humbly  request  Your  Excel¬ 
lency’s  assent. 

To  this  Bill  the  Royal  Assent  was  signified  in  the 
following  words 

In  Her  Majesty’s  name,  His  Excellency  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  General  thanks  Her  loyal  subjects,  accepts  their 
benevolence,  and  assents  to  this  Bill. 

After  which  His  Excellency  the  Governor  General 
was  pleased  to  close  the  Second  Session  of  the 
Seventh  Parliament  of  the  Dominion  with  the 
following  speech : — 

Honourable  Gentlemen  of  the  Senate , 

Gentlemen  of  the  House  of  Commons  : 

In  relieving  you  from  further  attendance  in  Parliament 
I  congratulate  you  on  the  useful  legislation  which  has 
resulted  from  your  deliberations  during  this  long  and 
arduous  session. 

The  adoption  of  the  Code  of  Criminal  Law  will  confer  a 
great  benefit  on  all  the  classes  who  are  concerned  in  the 
administration  of  that  branch  of  jurisprudence,  and  is  an 
achievement  which  will  reflect  credit  on  the  Parliament 
of  Canada. 

The  difficult  task  of  readjusting  the  representation  of 
the  people  in  the  House  of  Commons,  in  accordance  with 
the  Census  Returns,  has  been  accomplished  with  com¬ 
paratively  little  disturbance  of  existing  electoral  divisions 
and  in  a  manner  that  I  hope  will  prote  to  be  satisfactory 
in  its  operation. 

The  legislation  relating  to  the  North-West  Territories, 
Dominion  Lands,  Railways,  Patents,  and  to  the  Inspec¬ 
tion  of  Provisions,  and  the  various  other  measures  which 
have  been  completed,  are  calculated  to  benefit  the  indus¬ 
trial  and  commercial  interests  of  the  country,  and  to 
promote  its  general  welfare. 

You  have  been  doubtless  gratified  by  the  announcement 
that  the  Government  of  Newfoundland  is  likely  to  hold  a 
friendly  conference  with  my  Government  upon  the  differ¬ 
ences  which  had  arisen  between  Canada  and  that  Colony, 
and  that  in  the  meantime  all  causes  of  further  dispute,  or 
irritation,  have  been  removed. 

A  representation  has  been  made  by  the  Administration 
of  the  Uni  ted  States  that  the  schedule  of  tolls,  which  has 
been  in  force  upon  the  Canadian  canals  for  some  years 
past,  operates  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  shipping  and  pro¬ 
ducts  of  United  States  citizens  on  the  Great  Lakes-  This 
complaint  has  been  examined  and  discussed  with  the 
authorities  of  the  United  States,  and  a  proposal  has  been 
submitted  on  behalf  of  my  Government  that  the  United 
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States  will  restore  the  concessions  that  were  made  on  the 
part  of  that  country  by  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  as  an 
equivalent  for  concessions  on  the  part  of  Canada  as  to  the 
canals,  but  which  were  withdrawn  by  the  United  States 
without  cause,  so  far  as  Canada  is  concerned.  This  pro¬ 
posal  has  not  yet  been  replied  to,  but  it  is  hoped  that  the 
fairness  of  the  position  taken  by  my  Government  will  be 
duly  appreciated  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States, 
so  that  all  further  misunderstanding  on  the  question  may 
be  avoided. 

Gentlemen  of  the  House  of  Commons: 

I  trust  that  the  provisions  which  you  have  made  for  the 
public  service  will  be  found  ample  for  its  demands. 

Honourable  Gentlemen  of  the  Senate : 

Gentlemen  of  the  House  of  Commons : 

At  the  close  of  this  session  I  take  leave  of  you  with  the 
hope  that  the  sacrifices  which  you  have  been  called  on  to 


make  by  so  protracted  an  attendance  may  be  rewarded 
by  proof  that  your  labours  have  been  fruitful  of  benefits 
to  the  Dominion,  and  that  our  people  in  every  part  of 
Canada  may  likewise  be  blessed  with  prosperity  in  the 
harvest  season  which  approaches. 

The  Speaker  of  the  Senate  then  said  : 

Honourable  Gentlemen  of  the  Senate,  and 

Gentlemen  of  the  House  of  Commons : 

It  is  His  Excellency  the  Governor  General’s  will 
and  pleasure,  that  this  Parliament  be  prorogued  until 
Thursday,  the  eighteenth  day  of  August  next,  to  be  here 
held,  and  this  Parliament  is  accordingly  prorogued  until 
Thursday,  the  eighteenth  day  of  August  next. 

The  Parliament  of  the  Dominion  of  Canada  was. 
then  prorogued  to  the  18th  day  of  August  next. 


I  N  D  E  X 


SECOND  SESSION— SEVENTH  PARLIAMENT,  1892. 


Abbreviations  of  well  known  words  and  Parliamentary  expressions  are  used  in  the  following : — 1°,  2°, 
3°,  First  Reading,  Second  Reading,  Third  Reading;  3m.  h.,  6  m.  h.,  G  w.  h.,  Three  Months’  Hoist,  Six 
Months’  Hoist,  Six  Weeks’  Hoist ;  *,  without  remark  or  debate  ;  Acts.,  Accounts  ;  Adj.,  Adjourn  ;  Adjd.> 
Adjourned;  Amt.,  Amendment;  Amts.,  Amendments;  Amalg.,  Amalgamation;  Ans.,  Answer;  Ass., 
Assurance;  B.,  Bill;  B.  C.,  British  Columbia;  Can.,  Canada  or  Canadian;  C.  P.  R.,  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway;  Com.,  Committee;  Co.,  Company;  Cone.,  Concur.,  Concurred,  Concurrence;  Consd.,  Consider; 
Consdn.,  Consideration  ;  Cor.,  Correspondence  ;  Deb.,  Debate  ;  Dept.,  Department ;  Depts.,  Departments  ; 
Div.,  Division;  Dom.,  Dominion;  Govt.,  Government;  His  Ex.,  His  Excellency  the  Governor  General; 
Hse.,  House  ;  H.  of  C.,  House  of  Commons  ;  Incorp.,  Incorporation  ;  Ins.,  Insurance  ;  I.C.R.,  Intercolonial 
Railway;  Man.,  Manitoba;  Mess.,  Message;  M.,  Motion;  m.,  moved ;  Neg.,  Negatived;  N.B.,  New 
Brunswick  ;  N.W.T.,  North-West  Territories  ;  N.S.,  Nova  Scotia ;  O.C.,  Order  in  Council ;  Ont.,  Ontario  ; 
P.E.I.,  Prince  Edward  Island  ;  P.O.,  Post  Office  ;  Par.,  Paragraph  ;  Prop.,  Proposed  ;  Q.,  Quebec  ;  Ques., 
Question ;  Recom.,  Recommit ;  Ref.,  Refer,  Referred,  Reference  ;  Rep.,  Report,  Reported  ;  Reps.,  Reports ; 
Res.,  Resolution  ;  Ret.,  Return  ;  Ry.,  Railway  ;  Rys.,  Railways  ;  Sel.,  Select ;  Sen.,  Senate  ;  Sp.,  Special ; 
Stmnt.,  Statement;  Sup.,  Supply;  Suppl.,  Supplement,  Supplementary  ;  Wthdn.,  Withdrawn;  Withdrl., 
Withdrawal ;  Y.  N.,  Yeas  and  Nays  ;  Names  in  Italic  and  parentheses  are  those  of  the  mover. 


Adams,  Mr.  M.,  Northumberland,  N.B. 

Supply  : 

Railways— Capital :  I.C.R.  (St.  John,  accommoda¬ 
tion)  2598  (ii). 

Allan,  Mr.  H.  W.,  South  Essex. 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2862  (ii). 
Prosser,  Wm.,  Fishery  Overseer,  Dismissal 
(Ques. )  2490  (ii). 

- (M.  for  Cor.,  &c.)  3114  (ii). 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4580  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Somerville)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3665  (ii). 

Saw  Logs,  &c.,  Export  Duty,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 

Ives)  1279  (i). 

Supply : 

Militia  (Clothing)  1341  (i). 

Public  Works — Income:  Buildings  (Que.)  2862  (ii). 

Amyot,  Mr.  G-.,  Bellechasse. 

Beet-Root  Sugar  Bounty,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4700. 
Budget,  on  the,  564  (i). 

Compulsory  Voting  (B.  46,  1°*)  578  ;  2°  and 
ref.  to  Sel.  Com.,  1083  (i). 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thomptson)  in  Com., 
2702  (ii). 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  in 
Com.,  3097,  3368,  3381  (ii). 

Militia,  Active,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  676  (i). 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4533  (ii). 
Trudel,  Edmond,  Emplymt.  by  Govt.  (Ques. 
3237  (ii). 


Armstrong,  Mr.  J.,  South  Middlesex. 

Debates,  Official,  2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  Amt. 

(Mr.  Wallace)  to  cone.,  4600  (ii). 

Land  Grants  to  Rys.,  Man.  and  N.W.T.,  on  M. 
for  Ret.,  2280  (i). 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  on 
M.  for  2°,  1080  (i) ;  in  Com.,  3393  (ii). 

N.  W.T.  Act  Amt.  B.  27  (Mr.  McCarthy)  on  M. 
to  set  Day  for  2°,  2485  (ii). 

- Education  and  Dual  Languages  (prop. 

Res.)  3062  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Lauricr)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3160  ;  in  Com.,  3937,  3957,  4123,  4326  (ii). 
Saw  Logs,  &c.,  Export  Duty,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 

Ives)  1276  (i). 

Supply  : 

Arts,  Agriculture ,  Ac.  (Experimental  Farms)  1438. 
Canale — Capital  (Sault  Ste.  Marie)  2248  (i). 

Civil  Government  (Interior)  851  (i). 

Immigration  (Agents’  Salaries)  1842  (i). 
Miscellaneous  (C.  S.  Commissioners)  1005  (1). 
Voters’  List,  1891,  B.  67  (Sir  John  Thompson)  on 
M.  for  3°  (Amt.)  4501  ;  neg.  (Y.  30,  N.  63) 
4505  (ii). 

Wilson,  Convict  Ed.,  Release  (M.  for  Ret.) 2642. 

Bain,  Mr.  J.  W.,  Soulanges. 

Address,  The,  in  Answer  to  His  Ex.’s  Speech 
(seconded)  18  (i). 

Soulanges  and  Beauharnois  Canals,  Engineers’ 
Reps.,  <&c.,  on  M.  for  copies,  19,  209,  224  (i). 
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Bain,  Mr.  T.,  North  Wentworth. 

Binding  Twine,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Watson)  in 
Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1709  (i). 

Milk  Cans,  Inspection  under  Act  (Ques.)  4262. 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M. 
for  2°,  3577  ;  in  Com.,  3912,  3934,  3957  (ii). 

Saw  Logs,  &c.,  Export  Duty,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 

Ives)  1269  (i). 

Supply : 

Arts,  Agriculture,  &c.  (Census)  983  (i). 

Civil  Government  (High  Commissioner)  contin¬ 
gencies,  904  (i). 

Collection  of  Revenues :  Customs  (Detective  Ser¬ 
vice)  1019  (i). 

Immigration  (Agents’  Salaries)  1526, 1836,  1909  (i). 

Baker,  Mr.  G-.  B,,  Missisquoi. 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4522  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.,  4095 ;  on  Amt.  (Mr. 
Bechard)  to  M.  for  3°,  4339  (ii). 

Barnard,  Mr.  F.  S.,  Cariboo. 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson )  on  M.  for  1°,  1871  (i). 

Indian  Reserves,  B.C.  (M.  for  Ret.)  511  (i). 

Beausoleil,  Mr.  C.,  Berthier. 

Beet  Root  Sugar  Bounty  (Ques.)  751  (i). 

- Bounty  for  Manufacture  (M.  for  Cor.) 

1373  (i). 

— — — -Cultivation,  French  Reps.  (Ques.)  750  (i). 

- Prof.  Saunders’  Rep.  (M.  for  copies)  1373. 

- Manufacture,  &c.  (M.  for  Stmnt.)  1366  (i). 

Fishing  License,  on  St.  Lawrence  (Ques.)  2641. 
Lake  St.  Peter,  Fishing  Privileges,  (Ques.)  2955. 
Montreal  and  Lake  Maskinonge Ry.  Co.’s  (B.  87, 
1°  *)  2700  (ii). 

National  Mutual  Loari  and  Building  Society’s  B. 
53  (M.)  to  ref.  to  Sel.  Com.,  3556;  neg.  (Y.  53, 
N.  96)  3563  (ii). 

Bechard,  Mr.  F.,  Iberville. 

Beet-Root  Sugar  Bounty,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4702. 
Budget,  on  the,  423  (i). 

Eaton ville  Harbour  (N.S.)  Expenditure  (Ques.) 
2641  (ii). 

Fishing  Licenses  on  St.  Lawrence  (Ques.)  2641. 
Montreal  and  Lake  Maskinonge  Ry.  Co.  Pet. 
(M.)  2482  (ii). 

N.W.T.  Act  Amt.  B.  27  (Mr.  McCarthy)  on  M. 

to  set  Day  for  2°,  2484  (ii). 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4532  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Lauricr)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3174;.  in  Com.,  3992,  4042,  4046,  4093  ; 
on  M.  for  3Q  (Amt.)  4336  ;  neg.  (Y.  54,  N.  89) 
4342  (ii). 

Ste.Angele  Postmaster,  Dismissal  (remarks)  4646. 
ThreeSisters’  Har’bour,  N.S.,  Expenditure  (Ques.) 
2489  (ii). 


Bennett,  Mr.  W.  H.,  East  Simcoe. 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3459  ;  in  Com.,  3965,  4324  (ii). 

Supply— on  the  Budget,  423  (i). 

Canals — Capital  (Trent)  2061  (i). 

Militia  (Drill  Sheds,  Ac.  ,1375  (i). 

Bergeron,  Mr.  J.  G-.  H.,  Beauharnois. 

Coteau,  Water  Overflow  (remarks)  914  (i). 
Debates,  Official,  2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  Amt.  (Mr. 

Wallace)  to  cone.,  4599  (ii). 

De  LaRonde,  late  Pierre  A.  Denis  (M.  for  Ret.) 
2286  (i). 

Employes  in  Customs  Department,  on  M.  for 
Com.  of  Sup.  (remarks)  2506  (ii). 

Soulanges  and  Beauharnois  Canals,  Engineers’ 
Reps.,  &c.  (M.  for  copies)  191,  229  (i). 

Bergill,  Mr.  D.,  Cornwall  and  Stormont. 

Chinese  Immigration  Act  Amt.  B.  44  (Mr. 

Chaplcau)  in  Com.,  4726  (ii). 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thomqoson)  in  Com., 
2977  (ii). 

Ont.  and  Pacific  Ry.  Co.’s  (B.  50  1°*)  823  (i). 
Printing  Com.  (Joint)  5th  Rep.  cone.,  (M.)  2171. 

- 8th  Rep.,  cone.  (M.)  3643  (ii). 

St.  Lawrence  River  Canals,  Deepening,  on  prop. 
Res.  (Mr.  Denison )  144  (i). 

Ways  and  Means — The  Tariff,  in  Com.  on  Res. 
4682  (ii). 

Bernier,  Mr-  M.  E.,  St.  Hyacinthe. 

Cap  St.  Ignace  Station  P.  0.  (Ques.)  290  (i). 
Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4527  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.,  4056,  4066,  4101  (ii). 

Borden,  Mr.  F.  W.,  King’s ,  N.S. 

C.  P.  R.,  P.  O.  and  Militia  Services,  Payments 
(Ques.)  3331  (ii). 

Dodwell,  C.  E.  W.,  Emplymt.  by  Govt.  (Ques.) 
1715  (i). 

General  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  95  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  M.  for  2°,  4135  (ii). 

I.  C.  R.,  Passenger  Cars,  Amount  paid  C.  P.  R. 
(Ques.)  399  (i). 

Kentville  Postmaster,  Suspension  (Ques.)  1088  (i), 
3752  (ii). 

Montreal  Cadets,  Duty  on  Presentation  Flag 
(Ques.)  509  (i). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2750, 
2769  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.,  3838,  4082  (ii). 

Sheet  Harbour  Wharves,  Dues  collected,  &c. 
(Ques.)  1032  (ip 

Spanish  West  Indies,  Exports  (Ques.)  509  (i). 
Supply : 

Civil  Government  (Interior)  843  (i). 

Immigration  (Expenses)  1893  (i). 
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Bordeh,  Mr.  F.  W. — Continued. 

Supply —Continued. 

Legislation  :  House  of  Commons  (Salaries,  Ac.)  764, 
770,782  (i). 

Public  Works — Consolidated  Fund  :  Buildings 
(N.B.)  989  (i). 

Income:  Buildings  (N.S.)  2750  (ii). 

Railways:  I.  C.  R.  (Expenses)  2389  (i). 

West  Indian  Trade,  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup. 
(remarks)  1877  (i). 

Bo  well,  Hon.  M.,  North  Hastings. 

American  Cattle  in  Bond  (Ans.)  400  (i). 

Beef  and  Pork  (American)  Lumbermen’s  Im¬ 
ports  (Ans.)  291  (i). 

- on  M.  for  Ret.,  294  (i). 

Beet-Root  Sugar  Bounty,  Sums  paid  (Ans.)  41  (i). 

- Manufactured,  &c.,  on  M.  for  Simnt.,  1366. 

Bridges,  St.  Lawrence  River  (Ans.)  1549  (i). 
Cape  Breton  Ry.,  Terminal  accommodation 
(Ans.)  1549  (i). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  prop. 
Res.  (Amt.)  2068;  agreed  to  (Y.  125,  N.  63) 
2169  (i). 

Chatham  Customs  Collector  (Ans.)  1391  (i). 
Chinese  Immigration  Act  Amt.  B.  44  (Mr. 

Chapleau)  in  Com.,  4716  (ii). 

Civil  Servants,  Permanent  Clerks,  Extra  Pay, 
on  M.  for  Ret.,  1718  (i). 

Debates,  Official  Rep.,  Select  Com.  (M.)  34  (i). 

- 2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone.,  4586  (ii). 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  Wallace)  4598  (ii). 

Dods,  P.  B.,  case  of,  re  Loss  of  Diamonds,  on 
M.  for  Ret.,  2289  (i). 

Esquimalt,  Defence  of,  Imp.  and  Can.  Govts., 
on  M.  for  Cor.,  222,  244  (ii). 

Drill  Hall,  Ottawa,  Contract  for  Roofing  (Ans.) 
4602  (ii). 

Exports  and  Imports,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  100  (i). 
- (remarks)  111  (i). 

Farm  Produce,  Exports,  on  M.  (Mr.  McMullen ) 
for  Ret.,  292  (i). 

Fertilizers,  Artificial,  Imports,  on  M.  for  Ret., 
528  (i). 

Fortifications  at  Esquimalt,  Imp.  and  Can. 
Govts.  (Ans.)  222  (i). 

- on  M.  for  Cor.,  244  (i). 

General  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  95  (Mr.  Costi- 
gem)  in  Com.,  4489  (ii). 

Globe  Printing  Co.’s  B.  31  (Mr.  Innes)  in  Com., 
1229  (i). 

Gov.  Gen.’s  Body  Guard,  Affidavits  re  Pay  List 
(remarks)  1203,  1219  ;  on  Ques.  of  Priv.  (Mr. 
Denison)  1333  (i). 

Granite,  Manufactured,  Imports  and  Exports, 
(Ans.)  509  (i). 

Hammond,  E.,  Seizures  (Ans.)  2782  (ii). 

Inland  Revenue  Officer  at  Quebec  (Ans.)  2639. 
I.C.R.,  Receipts  and  Expenditures  (Ans.)  3897. 
Lake  St.  John  and  Chicoutimi  Rjt.  (Ans.)  1549. 
London  Election,  Charges  against  Judge  Elliott, 
on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Lister)  2349  (i). 


Bowell,  Hon.  M.— Continued. 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  in 
Com.,  2298  (i),  3103,  3366  (ii). 

Military  District  No.  9,  Suspension  of  Officers 
(Ans.)  3332,  3643  (ii). 

Militia,  Active,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  680  (i). 

Militia  and  Defence  Depth  Rep.  (presented) 
1153  (i). 

- 60th  Battalion,  Annual  Drill  (Ans.)  4500. 

Montreal  Cadets,  Duty  on  Presentation  Flag 
(Ans.)  509  (i). 

Mounted  Police,  Reduction  of  Force,  on  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  McMullen )  2689  (ii). 

Newfoundland  and  Canada,  Bonding  Privileges 
(Ans.)  189  (i). 

- Duty  collected  on  Fishing  Outfits  (Ans.) 

189  (i). 

-  Discriminating  Tariff  (Ans.)  454  (i). 

- Papers,  &c.,  re  Trade,  on  M.  for  copies, 

687  (i). 

Ordnance  Lands,  Annapolis  (Ans.)  1364  (i). 
Pontiac  County  Ry.  Debt,  on  M.  for  Cor.,  1994. 
Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.  2764, 
2892  (ii). 

Preferential  Trade  with  G.  B.,  Despatch  to 
London  Times  re  Deb.  (remarks)  2495  (ii). 
Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4535  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John  Thomp¬ 
son)  in  Com.,  3908,  3924,  3961  (ii). 

Rheaume,  Antoine,  Land  Grant  (Ans.)  2490  (ii). 
Saw  Logs,  Ac.,  Export  Duty,  Removal  (Ans.) 
1032. 

Standing  Corns.,  Rep.  of  Sel.  Com.  (Lists  pre¬ 
sented)  101 ;  cone.,  106  (i). 

- additional  Names  (M.)  217,  563  (i). 

Supply  : 

Arts,  Agriculture,  &c.  (Jamaica  Exhibition)  977  (i). 
Civil  Government  (Customs)  268 ;  (High  Commis¬ 
sioner)  277  :  (Interior)  869  (i),  cone.,  4208  (ii). 
Collection  of  Revenues:  Customs  (Craven,  Geo., 
Gratuity)  1007;  (Detective  Service,  Ac.)  1018; 
(Inspectors’  Travelling  Expenses)  821 ;  (B^l.) 
820 ;  (N.  S.)  811  ;  (Ont.)  812.  Excise  (Customs 
Officers’  Commissions)  1016  (i). 

Immigration  (Agents’  Salaries)  1538,  1833  1912; 

(Printing  Pamphlets)  1014,  2023  (i). 

Justice  (Exchequer  Court)  cone.,  1086  (i). 
Legislation :  House  of  Commons  (Printing  Voters’ 
Lists)  976  (i)  ;  (Publishing  Debates)  cone.,  4205 
(ii).  Senate, 974  (i). 

Mail  Subsidies,  &c.  (Halifax,  Ac.,  and  West 
Indies)  4301  (ii). 

Militia  (Ammunition)  1161  (i),  cone.,  4209  (ii)  ; 
(Armouries,  Ac.)  1351,  1415;  (Clothing)  1340; 
(District  Staff)  1161 ;  (Drill  Pay)  1354  (i),  cone., 
4209  (ii) ;  (Drill  Sheds,  Ac.)  1374 ;  (Military 
College)  1376  (i) ;  (Monuments)  cone.,  4210  (ii); 
(Permanent  Forces)  1419 ;  (Rifled  Ordnance) 
1363  (i),  cone.,  4210  (ii) ;  (Stores)  1353  (i). 

Miscellaneous  (International  Customs  Bureau) 
1006 ;  (International  Educational  Association) 
1006  (i). 

Pensions  (Veterans  of  1812)  1018  (i). 
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Bowell,  Hon.  M. — Continued. 

Supply — Continued. 

Public  Works — Capital:  Harbours  and  Rivers 
(Ont.)  2626.  Income:  Buildings  (B.C.)  2951; 
(N.SJ2764;  (Que.)2914;  (Gas  and  Electric  Light) 
4243  :  (Telephone  Service)  4246  (ii). 

Quarantine  (Cattle)  2040  (i). 

Railways—  Capital :  I.C.R.  (Halifax, accommoda¬ 
tion)  2267  (i) ;  (St.John,  accommodation)  2577, 
2606  (ii). 

Superannuation  (W.  Wallace)  797  (i). 

Territorial  Account  (N.  W.  Rebellion)  1018  (i)  ; 
cone.,  1087  (i). 

Supply  (B.  62)  Res.  in  Com.  and  1°*,  1087  ;  2°  m., 
1090  (i). 

Trade  and  Navigation  Rets,  (presented)  37  (i). 

U.  S.  Newspapers,  Free  Admission  (Ans.)  1231. 
Ways  and  Means — The  Tariff,  on  M.  for  Com., 
4673  ;  in  Com.  on  Res.,  468  0  (ii). 

Worsley,  Lieut.  Col.  and  Lieut.  Col.  Murray 
(Ans.)  3332,  3643  (ii). 

Wrecking  in  Can.  Waters  (B.  8,  1°)  106 ;  2°  m., 
173  ;  2*  in.,  970  ;  in  Com.,  1091  (i). 

Bowers,  Mr.  E.  C  ,  Digby . 

Bear  River  Railway  Bridge  (Ques.)  398  (i). 
Bounties  to  Fishermen,  Distribution  (Ques.)  190. 

- Applications  Granted,  &c.  (M.  for  Ret.*) 

417  (i). 

Canvas  Coal  Bags,  Tenders  for  making  (Ques.) 
2954  (ii). 

Church  Point  Wharf,  Expenditure  for  Repairs 
(Ques.)  398  (i). 

Copyright,  Reciprocity  with  U.  S.  (Ques.)  137  (i). 
Fisheries  Act  Amt.  B.  9  (Mr.  Tupper)  on  M. 

for  Com.,  2213  ;  in  Com.,  2220  (i). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup., 2751,  2769. 
Raquette  Pier,  completion  (Ques.)  398  (i). 

St.  Mary’s  Bay,  Hatcheries  (Ques.)  398  (i). 
Supply  : 

Collection  of  Revenues :  Post  Office  (Mail  Service, 
cone.,  4471  (ii). 

Fisheries:  (Fish-Breeding)  4318;  P.E.I.  (Salaries) 
4316  (ii). 

Lighthouse  and  Coast  Service  (Maintenance,  Ac.) 
4305  (ii). 

Mail  Subsidies,  Ac.  (Halifax  and  St.John  (4304  (ii). 
Marine  Hospitals,  4310  (ii). 

Penitentiaries  (St.  Vincent  de  Paul)  741  (i). 

Ptiblic  Works — Income :  Buildings  (N.  B.)  4441 ; 
(N.S.)  2751 ;  (Telephone  Sendee)  4246.  Harbours 
and  Rivers  (Raquette  Pier)  4247,  4448.  Tele¬ 
graphs  (Nanaimo,  Ac.)  4259  (ii). 

Railways— I.  C.  R.  (St.  John,  accommodation 
2599  (ii). 

Superannuation  (W.  Wallace)  798  (i). 

Westport  Harbour,  Can  Buoys  (Ques.)  399  (i). 

West  Indian  Trade,  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.  (re¬ 
marks)  1880  (i). 

Bowman,  Mr-  I.  E.,  North  Waterloo. 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.  3869  (ii). 


Boyle,  Mr.  A.,  Monck. 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson )  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3566;  in  Com.,  3780,  3847,  3882,  3914;  on 
Amt.  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  to  M.  for  3°, 
4333  (ii). 

Brodeur,  Mr.  L.  P.,  Rouville. 

Beet-Root  Sugar  Bounty,  in  Com.  on  Res., 
4707  (ii). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  Amt. 
(Mr.  Boivell )  to  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Edgar)  2101  (i). 

- -  Approval  of  Commissioners,  on  Amt.  (Mr. 

Laurier)  3040  (ii). 

Fishing  Rights  on  Richelieu  River  (Ques.)  35  (i). 
Judiciary  of  Prov.  of  Quebec  (Ques.)  2639  (ii). 
Mail  Conductors,  Superannuation  (M.  for  Ret.) 
2699  (ii). 

Post  Offices,  Erection  (West  Farnham)  in  Com. 
of  Sup.,  2902  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson )  on  M.  for  1°,  1861  (i)  ;  on  Amt.  (Mr. 
Laurier)  to  M.  for  2°,  3164;  in  Com.,  3978, 
4025,  4044,  4053  (ii). 

Ste.  Angele  Postmaster,  Dismissal  (M.  for  Pets., 
Ac.*)  100  (i). 

- (remarks)  4645  (ii). 

St.  Cesaire  Postmaster,  Money  Deposits  (M.  for 
Cor.)  400  (i). 

Supply  : 

Arts,  Agriculture,  &c.  (Columbian  Exhibition) 
cone.,  4474  (ii). 

Public  Works <—  Income :  Buildings  (Que.)  2902. 
Dredging  (Que.,  Ac.)  4456  (ii). 

Brown,  Mr.  J.  P.,  Chateauguay. 

Post  Offices,  Erection  (Laprairie)  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  2866  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.,  4032,  4092  (ii). 

Supply  : 

Public  Works — Income:  Buildings  (Que.)  2866  (ii) 

Bruneau,  Mr.  A.  A.,  Richelieu. 

Lavalliere  Bay,  Dredging  (M.  for  Ret.*)  2457  (ii). 
McCarthy,  Messrs.,  Lease  of  Land  in  Sorel 
(Ques.)  3184  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.,  4102  (ii). 

Richelieu  River,  Subsidy  for  Bridge  (M.  for  Ret.) 

2453  (ii). 

Supply  : 

Legislation  :  H.  of  Commons  (Salaries,  Ac.)  775  (i). 

Burns,  Mr.  K.  F.,  Gloucester. 

Fisheries  Act  Amt.  B.  9  (Mr.  Tupper)  on  M.  for 
Com.,  2202  (i). 

Calvin,  Mr.  H.  A.,  Frontenac. 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright) 
to  M.  for  3°,  4330  (ii). 
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Cameron,  Mr.  H.,  Inverness. 

Ontario  Pacific  Ry.  Co.’s  B.  (M.  to  introd.)  660. 
Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4520  (ii). 
Supply — on  the  Budget,  567  (i). 

Immigration  (Agents’  Salaries)  1521,1919  (i). 

Public  Work* — Income:  Buildings  (Que.)  2901  (ii). 
West  Bay,  Customs  Inspectors’  Rep.  (M.  for 
copy*)  2287  (i). 

Whycocomagh,  Port  of  Entry  (M.  for  Ret.*) 
2287  (i). 

Campbell,  Mr.  A.,  Kent,  Ont. 

Binding  Twine,  Imports  (M.  for  Ret.  )'537  (i). 
Budget,  on  the,  482  (i). 

Coal  Oil  and  Kerosene,  Imports,  on  M.  for  Ret., 
3059  (ii). 

General  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  95  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  M.  for  2°,  4140  (ii). 

Gov.  Gen.’s  Body  Guard,  Affidavits  re  Pay  List 
(remarks)  1201  (i). 

Home  Rule  for  Ireland,  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Tisdale) 
to  prop.  Res.,  3342  (ii). 

Lepage,  J.  B.,  Emplymt.  by  Govt.  (Ques.) 
1392  (i). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2869, 
2891,  2915  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Lauricr)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3286  (i) ;  in  Com.,  3882  (ii). 

Rheaume,  Antoine,  Land  Grant  (Ques.)  2490  (ii). 
Supply — on  the  Budget,  482  (i). 

Arts,  Agriculture,  &c.  (Criminal  Statistics)  1160. 
Canals— Capital  (Trent)  2058.  Income  (Carillon 
and  Grenville)  2261 ;  (Chambly)  2257  (i). 
Collection  of  Revenues:  Customs  (Detective  Ser¬ 
vice)  1021  (i).  (Excise)  4430  (ii). 

Immigration  (Agents’  Salaries)  1837  ;  (Expenses) 
1910, 1945  (i). 

Mail  Subsidies,  Ac.  (Halifax,  See.,  and  West 
Indies)  4299  (ii). 

Militia  (Ammunition)  1186  ;  (Drill  Pay)  1361  (i). 
Miscellaneous  (Clerical  Assistance)  4460  ;  (Printing 
Bureau,  Plant)  4430  (ii). 

Penitentiaries  (St.  Vincent  de  Paul)  740  (i). 

Public  Works— Capital:  Harbours  and  Rivers 
(Ont,)  2624.  Income — Buildings  (Que.)  2869, 2915 ; 
(Gas  and  Electric  Light)  4244  :  (Heating  Ottawa 
Buildings)  4242.  Harbours  and  Rivers  (Ont., 
Kingston  Harbour)  4257  (ii). 

Railways— I.  C.  R.  (Expenses)  2427  ;  (Flour  Rates) 
2559  (ii). 

Superannuation,  802  (i) . 

Sydenham  River,  Obstructions,  in  Com.  of  Sup. 
(remarks)  4453  (ii). 

West  Indian  Trade,  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.  (re¬ 
marks)  1886  (i). 

Carling,  Hon.  J.,  London. 

Agriculture,  Deptl.  Rep.  (presented)  1062  (i). 

- Letter  of  Dep.  Minister  (Ans.)  1947  (i). 

Archives  of  Canada  (presented)  1153  (i). 

Butter  and  Cheese  Industry  (Ques.)  3331  (ii). 
Canada  Illustrated,  Purchase  of  A  olumes  (Ans.) 
397  (i). 


Carling,  Hon.  J.— Continued. 

Census  and  Statistics,  Maps  (Ans.)  824  (i). 

- Origins  and  Religions  (Ans.)  190  (i),  2491, 

3566  (ii). 

Dairies  and  Cheese  Factories,  Prov.  of  Que. 
(Ans.)  2781  (ii). 

Experimental  Farm  (Central)  Dairy,  on  M.  for 
Ret.,  402  (i). 

- French  Ed.  of  Reps.  (Ans.)  397  (i). 

- Papers  respecting  (remarks)  3185  (ii). 

High  Commissioner’s  Rep.  (presented)  1062  (ii). 
London  Election  on  B.  76  on  M.  for  2°,  (remarks) 
3249  (ii). 

Mennonite  Settlers  and  Census  Returns  (remarks) 
4264  (ii). 

Nationalities,  &c.,  of  the  Population  (Ans.) 824  (i). 
Patent  Act  Amt.  B.  (90,  1°*),  3300  ;  2°  m.,  3729  ; 
in  Com.,  4215  (ii). 

Payne,  J.  L.,  Payments  for  Services  (Ans.) 
1548  (i). 

Quarantine  in  B.  C.  (remarks)  1548  (i). 

Supply  : 

Arts,  Agriculture,  Ac.  (Census)  983;  (Columbian 
Exhibition) 983 (i),  4433 (ii):  (Criminal  Statistics) 
1160;  (Dairy  Industry)  1464;  (Experimental 
Farms)  1424;  (Jamaica  Exhibition)  976 ;  ( Patent 
Record)  1159  (i;. 

Civil  (zorernmendPrinting and  Stationery)  cone., 
4204  (ii). 

Immigration  (Agents’  Salaries)  1492,  1828,  1852 ; 

(Expenses)  1889  ;  (Printing  Pamphlets)  2009  (i). 
Public  Works— Income:  (Experimental  Farms) 
4448  (ii). 

Quarantine  (Cattle)  987  ,  2033;  (Grosse  Isle)  2026, 
2033;  (St.  John,  Halifax  and  Victoria)  2032  (i)  ; 
(Tracadie  Lazaretto)  cone.,  4212  (ii)  ;  (Unorgan¬ 
ized  Service)  2049  (i). 

Tenant  Farmers’  Delegates  Reps.  (Ans.)  1638  (i). 

- on  M.  for  copy,  2452  (ii). 

- Visit,  C.  H.  Cahan’s  Services  (Ans.)  2432. 

Caron,  Hon.  Sir  A.,  K.C.M.Gh,  Rimouski. 
Atlantic  Mail  Service  (Ans.)  1231  (i). 

Berthier  (Montmagny)  P.  O.,  Management 
(Ans.)  2638  (ii). 

Cap  St.  Ignace  Station,  Appmnt.  of  Postmaster 
(Ans.)  223  (i). 

- - Opening  (Ans.)  290,  751  (i). 

C.  P.  R.,  P.  O.  and  Militia  Services,  Payments 
(Ans.)  3331  (ii). 

Debates,  Official,  1st  Rep.  of  Coin.,  on  cone., 
1467  (i) 

Des  Aulnets  P.  O.,  Management  (Ans.)  750  (i). 
Gov.  Gen.’s  Body  Guard,  Affidavits  re  Pay  List, 
1197  (i). 

Hull  P.  O.,  Sunday  Opening  (Ans.)  3184  (ii). 
Kentville  Postmaster,  Suspension  (Ans.)  1088  (i), 
3752  (ii).' 

Letter  Postage,  Reduction  (Ans.)  190  (i). 

L’lslet,  Appmnt.  of  Postmaster  (Ans.) 750  (i). 
Lotbiniere  County,  Mail  Service  (Ans.)  4585  (ii). 
Mail  Service,  Imperfect  (remarks)  4399  (ii). 
Montmagny  Postmaster  (Ans.)  2638  (ii). 
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Caron,  Hon.  Sir  A. — Continued. 

Ocean  Mails,  Train  Service  (Ans.)  3185  (ii). 

Point  Tupper  and  Sydney  Mail  Service  (Ans.) 
2641  (ii). 

Postmaster  Gen.’s  Deptl.  Rep.  (presented)  1364  (i) 
Quebec  and  Pointe  aux  Trembles  Mail  Contract 
(Ans.)  1366  (i). 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4524  (ii). 
Ste.  Anne  de  la  Pocatiere  Mail  Service*  (Ans.) 
2954  (ii). 

Ste.  Louise  Postmaster,  Rep.  of  Enquiry  (Ans. ) 
2431  (ii). 

Ste.  Angele  Postmaster,  Dismissal  (remarks) 
4646  (ii). 

St.  Cesaire  Postmaster,  Money  Deposits,  on  M. 
for  Cor.,  400  (i). 

Savings  Bank,  Interest  on  Deposits  (Ans.)  916. 
Stadacona  P.O.,  Opening  (Ans.)  222  (i). 
Summerstown  P.O.,  Receipts  (Ans.)  1365  (i). 
Supply  : 

Militia  (Ammunition)  1197  (l),  cone.,  4209  (ii) ; 
(Clothing)  1341  (i). 

Public  Works — Consolidated  Fund:  Buildings 
(Ont.)  990  (i).  .  Income :  Buildings  (B.C.)  4445  (ii). 

Carpenter,  Mr.  F.  M.,  South  Wentworth. 

St.  Catharines  and  Niagara  Central  Ry.  Co.’s 
(B.  40,  1°*)  315  (i). 

Carroll,  Mr.  H.  G.,  Kamouraska. 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  Amt. 

(Mr.  Bowell)  to  prop.  Res.,  2124  (i). 

I.  C.  R.,  Accident  at  St.  Joseph  de  Levis  (M.  for 
Cor.,  &c.*)  292  (i). 

Kamouraska  Wharf,  Construction  (M.  for  Ret.) 
510  (i). 

Ste.  Anne  de  la  Pocatiere  Mail  Service  (Ques.) 
2954  (ii). 

Cartwright,  Hon.  Sir  R.,  K.C.M.G.,  South 
Oxford. 

Beet-Root  Sugai  Bounty,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4697. 
Budget,  The  (Ques.)  161  ;  (Reply)  335  (i). 
Business  of  the  House  (remarks)  4714  (ii). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  prop. 
Res.  (Mr.  Edgar)  1060,  1741  (i). 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  Bowell)  to  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 

Edgar)  2144:  Amt.  to  Amt.,  2147  (i);  neg. 
(Y.  63,  N.  125)  2169  (i). 

Census  and  Statistics  (remarks)  824  (i). 

- Origins  and  Religions  (Ques.)  824  (i), 

2491,  3566  (ii). 

Civil  Service  Commissioners’  Rep.  (Ques.)  751  (i). 
Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson) in  Com., 
2783,  3330  (ii). 

Diplomatic  Papers,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Laurier) 
in  Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1817  (i). 
Election  Expenses,  Publications  in  Toronto  Globe 
(Ques.)  3734  (ii). 

- on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.  (remarks)  4348  (ii). 

Estimates,  Suppl.,  1892  (remarks)  822  (i). 


Cartwright,  Hon.  Sir  R.  — Continued. 

Exports  and  Imports  (M.  for  Ret.)  100  (i). 

-  (remarks)  111  (i). 

Gov.  Gen.’s  Warrants,  on  presentation  (remarks) 
34  (i). 

- ref.  to  Pub.  Acts.  Com.  (M.)  50  (i). 

Govt  Short  Loans  (Ques.)  137  (i). 

I. C.R.,  Receipts  and  Expenditures  (Ques.)  41  (i), 
4392  (ii). 

- Running  Privileges,  &c.,  granted  C.P.R., 

on  M.  for  Ret.,  562  (i). 

Kingston  Graving  Dock,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2739. 

- Penitentiary,  Coal  Contract  (Ques.)  4393. 

Lieut.  Gov.’s  Assent,  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup. 
(remarks)  2241  (i). 

Marine  and  Fisheries  Dept.  Amalgamation  B.  12 
(Mr.  Tupper)  in  Com.,  183  (i). 

National  Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Society  s’  B. 
53  (Mr.  Beausoleil)  on  M.  to  ref.  back  to  Sel. 
Com.,  3561  (ii). 

Nationalities,  &c.,  of  the  Population  (Ques.)  824 
(i),  2491,  3566  (ii). 

Newfoundland,  Papers,  &c.,  re  Trade,  on  M.  for 
copies,  688  (i). 

Order,  Ques.  of,  2923  (ii). 

Ordnance  Lands  (Toronto)  Conveyance  B.  58  (Mr. 
Dewdney)  in  Com.  on  Res.,  174  (i). 

Patent  Act  Amt.  B.  90  (Mr.  Carling)  on  M.  for 
2°,  3730  ;  in  Com.,  4215  (ii). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2798, 
2802,  2890,  2894,  2905  (ii). 

Preferential  Trade  with  G.  B.,  despatch  to  Lon¬ 
don  Times  re  Deb.  (remarks)  2496  (ii). 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4576  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  M.  for  1°,  1863  (i). 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for  2°, 

3445  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  3836,  3929,  3949,  4125,  4322  (ii). 

- on  M.  for  3°  (Amt.)  4329;  neg.#(Y.  51, 

N.  90)  4334  (ii). 

Supply : 

Arts,  Agriculture ,  &c.  (Columbian.  Exhibition) 
983  ;  (Experimental  Farm)  1439 ;  (Jamaica  Ex¬ 
hibition)  979  (i). 

Canals— Capital  (Carillon  and  Grenville)  cone., 
4213  (ii)  ;  (Cornwall)  2053 ;  (Lachine)  2049  (i), 
cone.,  4212  (ii) ;  (Murray)  2054;  (St.  Lawrence 
River,  Ac.)  2054 ;  (Trent)  2055 ;  Sault  Ste. 
Marie)  2241.  Income  (Carillon  and  Grenville) 
2261 ;  (Chambly)  2258  ;  (Rideau)  988 ;  (St.Peter’s) 
2263  ;  (Trent  Valley)  2262;  (Welland)  2252  (i). 

Charges  of  Management  (Brokerage,  Ac.)  254  ; 
(Public  Debt, Commission)  253;  (Dominion  Notes) 
Printing)  255  ;  (Inspector,  Ac.)  250  (i). 

Geological  Survey,  4386  (ii). 

Government  of  N.  W.  T.  (Schools)  994  (i). 

Civil  Government  (Auditor  General’s  Office)  267  ; 
(High  Commissioner)  contingencies,  896,  cone., 
1085;  (Interior)  257,  825,  844,  867  (i),  cone., 
4206  (ii) ;  (Mounted  Police)  265;  (Printing  and 
Stationery)  256  (i),conc.,  4204  (ii) ;  (Privy  Coun¬ 
cil  Office)  255;  (Railways  and  Canals)  274  (i). 
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Cartwright,  Hon.  Sir  R. — Continued. 

Supply — Contin  ucd. 

Collection  of  Revenues :  Adulteration  of  Food, 
4430  (ii).  Canals  (Lachine)  1017.  Excise 

(Tobacco  Stamps,  Ac.)  1010  ;  (General  Vote)  811 ; 
(Detective  Service)  1019,  cone.,  4205  (ii)  ;  (N.S.) 
811 ;  (Ont.)  818  (i).  Railways  (Windsor  Branch) 
2029  (ii). 

Fisheries  (Commissioners’  Expenses)  993  (i). 
Immigration  (Agents’  Salaries)  1491,  1540,  1840, 
cone.,  4210  (ii);  (Expenses)  1899, 1918  ;  (Printing 
Pamphlets)  2008  (i). 

Legislation:  H.  of  Commons  (Printing  Paper, 
Ac.)  794  ;  (Salaries,  Ac.)  703  ;  (Printing  Voters’ 
Lists)  cone.,  1086.  Library  (Salaries,  Ac.)  789. 
Senate  (Salaries,  Ac.)  754  (i). 

Lighthouse  and  Coast  Service  (Maintenance,  Ac.) 
4308  (i). 

Ma  il  Subsidies,  Ac.  (Halifax,  Ac.  and  West  Indies) 
4293  (ii). 

Militia  (Ammunition)  cone.,  4209  (ii) ;  (Military 
College)  1885  (i)  ;  (Rifled  Ordnance)  cone.,  4210. 
Miscellaneous  (Fabre,  Mr.,  Salary)  4424;  (Old  Re¬ 
cords’  Classification)  4429  (ii). 

Mounted  Police  (Pay  of  Force)  4423  (ii). 

Ocean  and  River  Service  (Govt.  Steamers)  4305  (ii). 
Pensions  (Fraser,  H.  A  R.)  1018  (i). 

Penitentiaries  (Kingston)  cone.  4205;  suppl., 
4433  (ii) ;  (St.  Vincent  de  Paul)  972  (i). 

Public  Works— Capital  (Kingston  Graving  Dock) 
2739  (ii).  Consolidated  Fund  :  Buildings  (N.B.) 
988,  cone.,  1086 ;  (Ont.)  990.  Dredging  (Man.) 
992  ;  (Que.)989(i).  Income:  Buildings  (B.C.)2952; 
(N.B.)  2798 ;  (N.S.)  2767 ;  (N.W.T.)  2936,  2941 ; 
(Ont.)  2918  ,  2929 ;  (Que.)  2802,  2905  ;  (Repairs, 
Ac.)  4240;  (Gas  and  Electric  Light)  4243.  Har¬ 
bours  and  Rivers  (Kingston  Harbour)  4257  (ii). 
Quarantine  (Grosse  Isle)  2027  (i);  (Tracadie  Lazar¬ 
etto)  cone.,  4212  (ii). 

Railways— Capital:  C.  P.R.  (construction)  987  (i). 
I.C.R.  (Expenses)  2509  (ii)  ;  (Halifax,  accomoda¬ 
tion)  2264  (i);  (St.  John, accommodation)  2616  (ii). 
Scientific  Institutions  (Meteorological  Service)  4309 
(ii). 

Superannuation  (W. Wallace)  796  (i). 

Territorial  Accounts  (N.  W.  Rebellion)  101 1  ;  cone., 
1087  (i). 

Supply  B.  62  (Mr.  Bowell)  on  M.  for  2°,  1091  (i). 

- B  100  (Air.  Foster)  on  M.  for  3°,  4715  (ii). 

Tenant  Farmers’  Delegates  Reps.  (Ques.)  1638(i). 
Three  Rivers  Harbour  Commissioners  B.  (Air. 
Foster) on  AI.  for  Com.  on  Res.,  1874  ;  in  Com., 
1875  (i). 

Trade  Relations  with  Spain  (remarks)  4602  (ii). 
Treaty  Negotiations  with  Germany  (remarks  )1363. 

- Despatch  to  London  Times  (remarks)  110. 

Unparliamentary  Language,  on  withdrawal  (re¬ 
marks)  69  (i). 

Voters’  Lists,  1891,  B.  67  (Air.  Patterson ,  Huron) 
on  Al.  for  2°,  3301  (ii). 

Way  and  Means— The  Tariff, on  Al.for  Com. ,4672  ; 
in  Com.  on  Res.,  4677  (ii). 

Casey,  Mr.  G-.  E.,  West  Elgin. 

Binding  Twine,  on  prop.  Res.  (Air.  Watson)  in 
Amt.  to  AI.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1693  (i). 


Casey,  Mr.  G.  E.— Continued. 

Canadian  Representative  at  Washington, on  prop. 

Res.  (Air.  McCarthy)  1960  (i). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  Amt.  to 
Amt.  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  to  prop.  Res. 
2162  (i). 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson )  in  Com., 
3643  (ii). 

Dom.  Cotton  Alills  Co.,  Letters  Patent,  on  Al. 
for  Ret.,  924  (i). 

Electoral  Lists,  Revising  Officers,  &c.,  on  AI. 
for  Ret.,  955  (i). 

Geological  Survey  Dept.  B.  43  (Air.  Dewdney)  on 
AL  for  2°,  1653  (i). 

Gov.  Gen.’s  Body  Guard,  on  Ques.  of  Priv.  (Air. 
Denison)  1332  (i). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2760} 
2768,  2806,  2888,  2911  (ii). 

Preferential  Trade  with  G.  B.,  despatch  to  Lon¬ 
don  Times  re  Deb.  (remarks)  2500  (ii). 

Procedure  (Ques.  of)  on  Notices  of  Alotion,  1550. 
Prohibition,  Plebiscite  on,  prop.  Res.  (Air. 
Charlton)  2657  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  AI.  for 
2°,  3441  (ii). 

St.  Thomas,  Appmnt.  of  Customs  Collector 
(Al.  for  Cor.)  1998,  2003  (i). 

Supply  : 

Arts,  Agriculture,  &c.  (Census)  983  ;  (Columbian 
Exhibition)  984  ;  (Experimental  Farms)  1455  ; 
(Jamaica  Exhibition)  978  (i). 

Canals— Income  (Lachine)  2250  (i). 

Immigration  (Agents’  Salaries)  1514, 1830  (i). 
Legislation:  House  of  Commons  (Salary,  Dep. 
Speaker)  975.  Senate  (Debates)  974  (i). 

Militia  (Ammunition)  1164;  (Armouries, Ac. )1350  ; 
(Contingencies,  Ac.)  1363  ;  (Clothing)  1340  ;  (Drill 
Pay)  1353  ;  (Military  College)  1383;  (Permanent 
Forces)  1415  ;  (Rifled  Ordnance)  1363  ;  (Stores) 
1353  (i). 

Miscellaneous  (C.  S.  Commissioners)  1004  (i). 

Public  Works— Income :  Buildings  (B.C.)  2951 ;  (N.  S.) 
2760;  (Que.)  2806,  2884,  2911  (ii). 

Tenant  Farmers’  Delegates  Reps.,  on  M.  for  copy, 
2435  (ii). 

U.  S.  Fishing  Vessels  B.  11  (Air.  Tapper)  in 
Com.,  1478  (i). 

Chapleau,  Hon.  J.  A.,  Terrebonne. 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  Approval  of 
Commissioners,  on  Amt.  (Air.  Lauricr)  2991  (ii). 
Chinese  Immigration  Act  Amt.  B.  44  (Air.  Gor¬ 
don)  2°  m.,  4631  (ii). 

Criminal  Cod*'  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in  Com., 
2977,  3324,  4233  (ii). 

Customs  Seizures,  Commissions  Paid  (Ans.)  3238. 
Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Air.  Charlton)  in 
Com.,  3107  (ii). 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4525  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.,  4034,  4093  (ii). 

- on  Amt.  (Air.  Bichard)  to  M.  for  3°,  4341. 
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Chapleau,  Hon.  J.  A..— Continued. 

Ste.  Angele  Postmaster,  Dismissal  (remarks)  4646. 
Supply  : 

Civil  Government  (Customs)  4433  (ii). 

Collection  of  Revenues :  Customs  (Detective 
Service,  Ac.)  cone.,  4205  (ii). 

Miscellaneous  (Fabre,  Mr.,  Salary)  4426  (ii). 

Trudel,  Edmond,  Emphnnt.  by  Customs  (Ans.) 
3237  (ii). 

Charlton,  Mr.  J.,  North  Norfolk. 

Adjmnt.,  Ascension  and  Queen’s  Birthday 
(remarks)  2781  (ii). 

Columbian  Exhibition,  Sunday  Observance  (prop. 
Res.)  1037  (i). 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in 
Com.,  3320  (ii). 

Diplomatic  Papers,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Laurier) 
in  Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1822  (i). 

Dom.  Lands  Act  Amt.  B.  89  (Mr.  Dewdney )  in 
Com.,  3313  (ii). 

Electoral  Lists,  Revising  Officers,  &c.,  on  M.  for 
R@t.,  935  (i). 

Geological  Survey  Dept.  B.  43  (Mr.  Dewdney )  in 
Com.,  1655  (i). 

Govt.  Business,  on  M.  to  take  in  Wednesdays, 
2490  (ii). 

Labrador,  reported  Disti'ess  (Ques)4263  (ii). 

Land  Grants  to  Rys.,  Man.  and  N.W.T.  (M.  for 
Ret.)  2269,  2283  (i). 

Lindsay,  Bobcaygeon  and  Pontypool  Ry.  Co.’s 
B.  45  (Mr.  Fairbairn)  in  Com.,  1228  (i). 

Liquor  Traffic,  Members  of  Royal  Commission 
(Ques.)  2172  (i). 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  (B.  2,  1°*)  40 ;  2°  m.,  1062. 

- (M.)  to  place  B.  on  Order  Paper,  2431  (ii). 

- on  M.  that  Com.  rise,  2294,  2302  (i). 

- - M.  for  Com.  agreed  to  (Y.  77,  N.  40)  3090 ; 

in  Com.,  3091,  3363,  3374  (ii). 

Obscene  Literature,  &c., Suppression  (B.  21)  2°m., 
2457  (ii). 

Ocean  Mails,  Train  Service  (Ques.)  3184  (ii). 
Preferential  Trade  with  G.  B.  on  Amt.  (Mr. 
Davies,  P.E.I.)  to  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  McNeill) 
1629  (i). 

- Despatch  to  London  Times  re  Deb.  (re¬ 
marks)  2507  (ii). 

Prohibition,  Plebiscite  (prop.  Res.)  2646,  2664. 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  75  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  M.  for  1°,  1864  (i). 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  M.  for  2°,  3136. 

- in  Com.,  3820,  3849,  4121,  4172  (ii). 

St.  Lawrence  River  Canals,  Deepening,  on  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Denison)  155  (i). 

Sault  Ste.  Marie  Canal,  Tenders  for  Deepening 
(Ques.)  3184  (ii). 

Saw-Logs,  &c.,  Export  Duty,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 
Ives)  1240,  1271  (i). 

Steamboat  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  13  (Mr. 
Tupper)  in  Com.,  1395  (i). 


Charlton,  Mr.  J.— Continued. 

Supply  ; 

Arts,  Agriculture,  Ac.  (Census)  983;  (Columbian 
Exhibition)  984  :  (Experimental  Farms)  1443  (i). 
Civil  Government  (Interior)  1158  (i). 

Government  of  N.  W.T.  (Schools)  1001  (i). 
Immigration  (Agents’  Salaries)  1495,  1830  (i). 
Militia  (Ammunition)  1161  (i). 

Public  Works— Capital :  Harbours  and  Rivers 
(Ont)  2622  ;  (Que.)  2619. 

Tenant  Farmers’  Delegates  Reps.,  on  M.  for  copy, 
2437  (ii). 

U.  S.  Vessels  in  Hudson  Bay  (Ques.)  4262  (ii). 
Wrecking  in  Can.  Waters  B.  8  (Mr.  Boivell)  on 
M.  for  2°,  173;  on  M.  for  2°,  970;  in  Com., 
1091  (i). 

Choquette.  Mr.  P.  A.,  Montmagny. 

Alert,  Str.,  Accident  (Ques.)  750,  917  (i). 

Berthier  (Montmagny)  P.O.,  Management  (Ques.) 
2638  (ii). 

Butter  and  Cheese  Industry  (Ques.)  3331  (ii). 

Cap.  St.  Ignace  Station,  Appmnt.  of  Postmaster 
(Ques.)  223  (i). 

- -  Opening  (Ques.)  290,  751  (i). 

- M.  for  Ret..*  1555  (i). 

- M.  for  Cor.,  2667  (ii). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  Amt. 

(Mr.  Boivell)  to  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Edgar)  2116  (i). 
Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in  Com., 
4229  (i). 

Debates,  Official,  1st  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone., 
1469  (ii). 

Des  Aulnets  P.O.,  Management  (Ques.)  750  (i). 
Experimental  Farms,  Papers  respecting  (remarks) 
3114,  3185  (ii). 

Franchise  Act,  Legislation  (Ans.)  916  (i). 
Hammond,  E.,  Seizures  (Ques.)  2782  (ii). 

Inland  Revenue  Officer  at  Quebec  (Ques.)  2639. 
La  Riviere  du  Sud,  Works  (M.  for  Cor.*)  2699. 

- (remarks)  4656  (ii). 

L’lslet,  Appmnt.  of  Postmaster  (Ques.)  750  (i). 
Montmagny  Postmaster  (Ques.)  2638  (ii). 

Post  Offices,  Erection  (Laprairie)  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  2803,  2853  (ii). 

Quebec  Legislature,  Sessions  (Ques.)  3644  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  M.  for  2°, 
3186  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  4001,  4049  (ii). 

Riviere  duLoupP.  O.,  Workmen’s  Claims  (Ques.) 
3238  (ii). 

Ste.  Louise  Postmaster,  Rep.  of  Enquiry  (Ques. ) 

2431  (ii). 

Supply  : 

Public  Works— Income :  Buildings  (Que.)  2801, 
2853,  2880  (ii). 

Christie,  Mr.  T.,  Argenteuil. 

Binding  Twine,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Watson)  in 
Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1667  (i). 
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Christie,  Mr.  T.— Continued. 

Chinese  Immigration  Act  Amt.  B.  44  (Mr.  Chap- 
lea  u)  on  M.  for  2°,  4637  (ii). 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  on 
M.  for  2%  1079  ;  in  Coin.,  2300  (i). 

Prohibition,  Plebiscite,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 
Charlton)  2660  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3634  (ii). 

Coatsworth,  Mr.  E.,  jun„  East  Toronto. 

Boiler  Inspection  and  Ins.  Co.  of  Canada  (B.  19, 
1°*)  129  (i). 

Gov.  Gen.’s  Body  Guard,  on  Ques.  of  Priv.  (Mr, 
Denison)  1323  (i). 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  in 
Com.,  3105,  3391  (ii). 

Man.  and  North-Western  Ry.  Co.  of  Canada  (B. 
80,  1°*)  2006  (i). 

Nipissing  and  James’  Bay  Ry.  Co.’s  (B.  29,  1°*) 
245  (i). 

Ordnance  Lands  (Toronto)  Conveyance,  B.  58  (Mr 
Dewdnev)  in  Com.,  1640  (i). 

Patent  Act  Amt.  B.  99  (Mr.  Carling)  on  M.  for 
2°,  3730  ;  in  Com.,  4222  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3545  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  4073  (ii). 

Cockburn,  Mr.  G.  R.  R.,  Centre  Toronto. 

Baie  de  Chaleurs  Ry.,  Workmen’s  Claims,  &c. 

(M.  for  Sel.  Com.)  42  (i). 

Canadian  Representatives  at  Washington,  on 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  1962  (i). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  Amt. 

(Mr.  Boivell)  to  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Edgar)  2139  (i). 
Gov.  Gen.’s  Body  Guard,  on  Ques.  of  Priv.  (Mr 
Denison)  1330  (i). 

Railway  Act  Amt.  B.  84  (Mr.  Haggart)  on  Amt. 

(Mr.  Maclean,  East  York)  to  M.  for  3°,  4622  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3590  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  4070,  4143  (ii). 

Victoria  Life  Ins.  Co.’s  incorp.  (B.  47, 1°*)749  (i). 

Colter,  Mr.  N.  R.,  Carleton,  N.B. 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  M.  for  1°,  1858  (i). 

Supply  : 

Public  Works — Income  :  Harbours  and  Rivers 
(N.B.)  4256  (ii). 

Tenant  Farmers’ Delegates  Rep.,  on  M.  for  Com. 

of  Sup.  (remarks)  4404  (ii). 

Woodstock  Public  Building,  Caretaker  (Ques.) 
3480  (ii). 


Corbould,  Mr.  G.  E.,  New  Westminster. 

Burrard  Inlet  Tunnel  and  Bridge  Co.’s  incorp. 
(B.  65,  1”*)  1153  (i). 

Lobsters  and  Whitefish  for  B.C.  (Ques.)  751  (i). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.,  3727,  4090  (ii). 

Saw-Logs,  &c.,  Export  Duty,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 
Ives)  1239  (i). 

Corby,  Mr.  H.,  West  Hastings. 

Belleville  and  Lake  Nipissing  Ry.  Co.’s  (B.  28, 1J) 
245  (i). 

Post  Offices,  Erection  (St.  Henri)  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  2880  (ii). 

Railway  Act  Amt.  B.  84  (Mr.  Haggart)  on 
Amt.  (Mr.  Maclean,  East  York)  to  M.  for  3°, 
4616  (ii). 

Costigan,  Hon.  J.,  Victoria,  N.B. 

Apples,  Export,  under  Inspection  Act  (Ans.) 
3238  (ii). 

General  Inspection  Act  Amt.  (B.  95)  in  Com., 
4482  (ii). 

Home  Rule  for  Ireland,  on  Amt.  to  Amt.  (Mr. 

McCarthy)  to  prop.  Res.,  3361  (ii). 

Inland  Revenue  Act  Amt.  (B.  71, 1°)  1469 :  2J  m., 
2007  (i). 

Inland  Revenue  Deptl.  Rep.  (presented)  751  (i). 
Milk  Cans,  Inspection  under  Act  (Ans.)  4262, 
4647  (ii) 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4553 ;  cone., 
4662  (ii). 

Supply : 

Collection  of  Revenues  (Adulteration  of  Food) 
4430  (ii).  Excise  (Customs  Officers’  Commis¬ 
sions)  1015 ;  (Preventive  Service)  1014 ;  (To¬ 
bacco  Stamps)  1007  ;  (Weights  and  Masures)  con¬ 
tingencies,  1016  (i). 

Tobacco,  &c.,  Law  respecting  (Ans.)  750  (i). 

Craig,  Mr.  T.  D.,  East  Durham. 

Supply — on  the  Budget,  465  (i). 

Curran,  Mr.  J.  J.,  Centre  Montreal. 

Adjmnt.,  Ascension  and  Queen’s  Birthday  (re¬ 
marks)  2781  (ii). 

Alberta  Ry.  and  Coal  Co.’s  (B.  39,  1°*)  315  (i). 
Bell  Telephone  Co.  of  Can.  (B.  41, 1°*)315  (i). 
Buckingham  and  Lievre  River  Ry.  Co.’s  incorp. 
(B.  86,  1°*)  2699  (ii). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Edgar)  1770  (i). 

Chinese  Immigration  Act  Amt.  B.  44  (Mr.  Chap - 
lean)  in  Com.,  4723  (ii). 

Civil  Service  Act  Amt.  B.  74  (Mr.  Patterson « 
Huron)  on  M.  for  V,  1636  (i). 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in 
Com.,  2704,  2968,  3648,  4225  (ii). 

Dods,  P.  B.,  case  of,  re  Loss  of  Diamonds  (M.  for 
Ret.)  2287  (i). 

Gear  and  Tackle  Inspector,  Appmnt.  (Ques.)  224. 
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Curran,  Mr.  J.  J. — Continued. 

Home  Rule  for  Ireland,  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Tisdale) 
to  prop.  Res.,  3349  (ii). 

Lachine  Canal,  New  Bridge  at  Montreal  (M.  for 
Ret. )  524  (i). 

Montreal  Board  of  Trade  (B.  25,  1°*)  161  (i). 
Montreal  Island  Ry.  Co.’s  incorp.  (B.  73,  1°*) 
1636  (i). 

Prohibition,  Plebiscite,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 
Charlton)  2655  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.,  4030  (ii). 

Daly,  Mr.  T.  M.,  Selkirk. 

Dom.  Lands  Act  Amt.  B.  89  (Mr.  Dewdney)  in 
Com.,  3305  (ii). 

Gov.  Gen.’s.  Body  Guard,  Affidavits  re  Pay  List 
(remarks)  1212  (i). 

Supply  : 

.  Arts,  Agriculture,  &c.  (Columbian  Exhibition) 
986  (i). 

Immigration  (Expenses)  1S53, 1938  (i). 

Militia  (Ammunition)  1212  (i). 

Quarantine  (Cattle)  2048  (i). 

Davies,  Mr.  L.  H.,  Queen's,  P.E.I. 

Binding  Twine,  Imports,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  553  (i). 
Budget,  on  the,  629  (i). 

Canadian  Representative  at  Washington,  on 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  1974  (i). 

Canals,  Contracts  for  Enlargement,  &c.  (M.  for 
Ret.*)  417  (i). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  Amt.  to 
Amt.  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  2156  (i). 
Approval  of  Commissioners  on  Amt.  (Mr. 
Laurier)  3027  (ii). 

Commercial  Relations  with  U.S. ,  Sir  C.  Tupper’s 
Speech  (remarks)  224  (i). 

Crown  Prosecutions  and  Suits,  on  prop.  Res. 

(Sir  John  Thompson )  1303  (i). 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in 
Com.,  2702,  2786,  2827,  2958,  3637,  3644, 
4225  (ii). 

Diplomatic  Papers,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Laurier) 
in  Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1809  (i). 
Electoral  Lists,  Revising  Officers,  &c. ,  on  M.  for 
Ret.,  960  (i). 

Electi’ic  Lighting,  Public  Buildings  in  Can.  (M. 
for  Ret.*)  417  (i). 

Fisheries  (Lobster)  Act  Amt.  B.  9  (remarks)  160. 
Fisheries  Act  Amt.  B.  9  (Mr.  Tapper)  in  Com. 
on  Res.,  1655  (i). 

- on  M.  for  Com.,  2190  ;  in  Com.,  2225,  2230 

Fishing  Vessels  ( Modus  Vivendi)  of  U.S.  B.  11 
(Mr.  Tapper)  on  M.  for  2°,  177 ;  in  Com.,  1472. 
Gov.  Gen.’s  Body  Guard,  Affidavits  re  Pay  List 
(remarks)  1217  (i). 

Govt.  Rys.,  Employes,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  694  (i). 
Indian  Reserves,  B.C.,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  523  (i). 

I.  C.  R.,  Arrangements  with  C.  P.  R.  (Ques. 
667  (i). 


Davies,  Mr.  L.  H .—Continued. 

I.  C.  R.,  Employes,  Salaries  and  Dismissals  (M. 
for  O.C.’s)  293  (i). 

- Running  Privileges,  &c.,  Amount  paid  by 

C.  P.  R.  (Ques.)  510  (i). 

- (M.  for  Ret.)  556  (i). 

- St.  John,  Expropriation  of  Property 

(Ques.)  1031  (i). 

Lieut.  Gov.’s  Assent,  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup. 
(remarks)  2238  (ii). 

- (remarks)  2457,  2491,  3089  (ii). 

- (Ques.)  2957  (ii). 

London  Election,  on  Ques.  of  Priv.  (remarks)  246. 

- Charges  against  J udge  Elliott,  on  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Lister)  2354  (i). 

Lord’s  D£y  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  in 
Com.,  3094  (ii). 

Marine  and  Fisheries  Dept,  amalgamation  B.  12 
(Mr.  Tapper)  in  Com.,  181  (i). 

National  Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Society’s  B. 
53  (Mr.  Beausoleil)  on  M.  to  ref.  back  to  Sel. 
Com.,  3557  (ii). 

Newfoundland,  Admission  into  Can.  (M.  for 
Cor.,  &c. *)  695  (i). 

- Negotiations  re  Settlement  of  difficulties 

(Ques. )  825  (i),  2956  (ii). 

- Despatch  re  complications  (remarks)  1638. 

- Papers  respecting  (Ques.)  508,  684,914, 

1088,  1227.  1491  (i). 

- Discriminating  Tariff  (Ques.)  454  (i). 

N.  W.  T.  Act  Amt.  B.  27  (Mr.  McCarthy)  on  M. 

to  set  Day  for  2°,  2486  (ii). 

Ordnance  Lands  (Toronto)  Conveyance  B.  58 
(Mr.  Dewdney)  in  Com.,  1640  (i). 

Piers,  Breakwaters,  &c.  (P.  E.  I. )  Expenditure, 
on  M.  for  Stmnt.,  237  (i). 

Preferential  Trade  with  G.  B.,  on  prop.  Res. 
(Mr.  McNeill)  1614  ;  (Amt.)  1623  ;  neg.  (Y.  64, 
N.  98)  1634  (i). 

- Despatch  to  London  Times  re  Deb.  (remarks) 

2492  (ii). 

P.  E.  I.  Ry.,  Dismissal  of  Employes,  on  M.  for 
Ret.,  2005  (i). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Tho  mpson)  on  M.  for  1°,  1858  (i). 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  M.  for  2°,  3239. 

- - in  Com.,  3725,  3753,  4109,  4146,  4184  (ii). 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  Somerville)  3697  (ii). 

Robertson,  J.  F.,  Claim  re  Ry.  Accident  (M.  for 
Ret.)  1367  (i). 

Sea  Fisheries  Development  B.  5  (Mr.  Tapper)  on 
M.  for  2°,  162 ;  in  Com.,  166  (i). 

Steamboat  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  13  (Mr. 

Tapper)  on  Res.,  752  ;  in  Com.,  1402  (i). 
Supply — on  the  Budget,  629  (i). 

Arts,  Agriculture,  &c.  (Criminal  Statistics)  1160  ; 

(Experimental  Farms)  1425  (i). 

Civil  Government  (Civil  Service  Examiners)  283; 
(High  Commissioner)  277,  contingencies,  909 ; 
(Interior)  258,  832,  848,  1155;  (Justice)  913; 
(Marine)  270;  (Public  Works)  271;  (Railways 
and  Canals)  273  (i). 
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Davies,  Mr.  L.  H.  —  Continued. 

Supply  —  Continu  cd. 

Collection  of  Revenues  :  Railways  (P.E.I.)  2635. 
Dominion  Police, 3 13  (i). 

Immigration  (Agents’  Salaries)  1517  ;  (Expenses) 
1896  (i). 

Justice ,  Administration  of  (Circuit  Allowances, 
B.C.)  311 ;  (Exchequer  Court)  971  i  (Registrar  in 
Admiralty,  Que.)  313 ;  (Supreme  Court,  Re¬ 
porter)  312  (i). 

Legislation  :  House  of  Commons  (Printing,  Paper, 
Ac.)  794;  Library  (Purchase  of  Books)  792; 
(Salaries,  Ac.)  789.  Senate  (Salaries,  Ac.  753, 
59  (i). 

Militia  (Ammunition)  1167, 1217 ;  (Brigade  Majors) 
1161 ;  (Drill  Sheds,  Ac.)  1374  (i). 

Penitentiaries  (Man.)  973  (i). 

Public  Works—  Capital :  Harbours  and  Rivers 
(N.B.)  2618.  Income:  Buildings  (N.W.T.)  2943; 
(Gas  and  Electric  Light)  4242,  (Ottawa  Grounds) 
4240.  Harbours  and  Rivers  (N.S.)  4251  ;  (P.E.I.) 
4252  (ii). 

Railways. — Capital :  I.  C.  R.  (Halifax,  accommo¬ 
dation)  2264,  2530 ;  (St.  John,  accommodation) 
2563  (ii). 

Superannuation  (W.  Wallace)  796  (i). 

Three  Rivers  Harbour  Commissioners  B.  (Mr. 

Foster)  in  Com.,  1876  (i). 

Tunnel  (Submarine)  P.E.I.  and  Mainland,  on  M. 
for  Cor.,  413  (i). 

U.  S.  Fishing  Vessels  B.  11  (Mr.  Tupper)  on 
M.  for  2°,  177 ;  in  Com.,  1472  (i). 

Winter  Communication  with  P.  E.  I.  (remarks) 
187  (i). 

Davin,  Mr.  N.  F.,  West  Assinihoia. 

Beet-Root  Sugar  Bounty,  in. Com.  on  Res.,  4708. 
Binding  Twine,  Imports,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  544  (i). 
Blue-Books,  Ac.,  Throwing,  on  Adjmnt.  (re¬ 
marks)  1636  (i). 

Budget,  on  the,  648  (i). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  Amt. 
(Mr.  Bowell )  to  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Edgar )  2089  (i). 

- - Approval  of  Commssioners,  on  Amt.  (Mr. 

Laurier )  3001  (ii). 

Chinese  Immigration  Act  Amt.  B.  44  (Mr.  Chap, 
lean)  in  Com.,  4727  (ii). 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in  Com., 
3322  (ii). 

Debates,  Official,  2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone.,  4588. 
Dom.  Lands  Act. :  prop.  Amt.  (wthdn.)  3183  (ii). 
Dom.  Lands  Act.  Amt.  B.  89  (Mr.  Dewdney)  in 
Com.,  3307  ;  on  M.  for  3°,  3815;  (Amt.)  3818, 
4204  (ii). 

Gov.  Gen’s  Body  Guard,  on  Ques.  of  Priv.  (Mr. 
Denison)  1338  (i). 

Land  Grants  to  Militia  B.  96  (Mr.  Dewdney)  in 
Com.,  4264  (ii). 

Lord's  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  in 
Com.,  3092,  3397  (ii). 

Man.  and  Assiniboia  Grand  Junction  Ry.  Co.’s 
(B.  88,  1°)  3183  (ii). 

North-West  Assembly  Resolutions  (M.  for  copies) 
1551  (i). 


Davin,  Mr.  N.  F .—Continued. 

Preferential  Trade  with  G.B.,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 
McNeill)  1604  (i). 

- Despatch  to  London  Times  re  Deb.  (re¬ 
marks)  2498  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  M.  for2\ 
3279  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  4011,  4153  (ii). 

- on  M.  to  adjn.  deb.  (personal  explanation) 

3472  (ii). 

St.  Lawrence  River  Canals,  Deepening,  on  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Denison)  151  (i). 

Supply — on  the  Budget,  648  (i). 

Civil  Government  (Mounted  Police)  266  (i). 
Government  of  N.  W.  T.  (Schools)  999  (i). 
Quarantine  (Cattle)  2036  (i). 

Tenant  Farmers’  Delegates  Rep.,  on  M.  for  copy, 
2452  (ii). 

Davis,  Mr.  D.  W.,  Alberta. 

High  Creek  and  Sheep  Creek  Irrigation  and 
Water  Power  Co.’s  (B.  23,  1'*)  161  (i). 

Dawson,  Mr.  G-.  W.  W.,  Addington. 

Electoral  Lists,  Revising  Officers,  Ac.,  on  M.  for 
Ret.,  965  (i). 

Representation  in  H  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John  Thomp¬ 
son)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Somerville)  to  M.  for  2°,  3675 

(ii)- 

Supply — on  the  Budget,  456  (i). 

Canals — Capital  (Trent)  2055  (i). 

Delisle,  Mr.  A.,  Portneuf. 

Judges  on  Commissions  (Ques.)  37  (i). 

Post  Offices,  Erection  (Laprairie)  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  2814  (ii). 

St.  Raymond  P.  O.  (Ques.)  37  (i). 

Supply : 

Public  Works— Income :  Buildings  (Ques.)  2814  (ii). 

Denison,  Mr.  F.  C.,  C.M.G.,  West  Toronto. 

Debates,  Official,  2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone., 
4590  (ii) ;  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Wallace)  to  cone.,  4600. 
Dom.  Lands  Act  Amt.  B.  89  (Mr.  Dewdney)  in 
Com.,  3315  (ii). 

Gov.  Gen.’s  Body  Guard,  Affidavits  re  Pay-List 
(denial)  1192  (i);on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.  (Ques. 
of  Priv.)  1319  (i). 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  in 
Com.,  3100  (ii). 

Militia,  Active,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  678  (i). 

N.  W.  T.  Act  Amt.  B.  27  (Mr.  McCarthy)  on  M. 

to  set  Day  for  2°,  2483  (ii). 

Ordnance  Lands  (Toronto)  Conveyance  B.  5b  (Mr. 
Dewdney)  in  Com.  on  Res.,  1<  5  ;  in  Com.  on  L., 
1639  (i). 

Preferential  Trade  with  G.  B.,  Despatch  to 
London  Times  re  Deb.  (remarks)  2505  (ii). 
Private  Bills,  Reps,  from  Com.,  extension  of 
time  (M.)  3564  (ii). 
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Denison,  Mr.  F.  C. — Continued. 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.,  3962,  4070,  4121  (ii). 

St.  Lawrence  River  Canals,  Deepening  (prop. 
Res.)  138  (i). 

Supply  : 

Collection  of  Revenue:  Customs  (Ont.)  819  (i). 

Militia  (Ammunition)  1161,  1188;  (Military  Col¬ 
lege)  1379  (i). 

Toronto  Ry.  Works  (B.  18,  1°*)  129  (i). 

Desaulniers,  Mr.  F.  S.  L .,  St.  Maurice. 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  Amt. 
(Mr.  Bowcll)  to  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Edgar)  2128  (i). 

Debates,  Official,  1st  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone., 
1467  (i). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.,  4104  (ii). 

Desjardins,  Mr.  A.,  Hochelaga. 

Debates,  Official,  1st  Rep.  of  Com.  (presented) 
1153  (i). 

- cone.  (M.)  1465  (i). 

- 2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  cone.  (M.)  4585  (ii). 

Montreal  and  Western  Ry.  Co.’s  (B.  82, 1°*)  2171. 

School  Savings  Bank  incorp.  Act  Amt.  (B.  36, 
1°*)  314  (i)  j  in  Com.,  4638  (ii). 

Supply  : 

Legislation:  Senate  (Salaries,  Ac.)  755  (i). 

Desjardins,  Mr.  L.  G-.,  LTslet. 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  Amt. 
(Mr.  Bowell)  to  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Edgar)  2107  (i). 

Preferential  Trade  with  G.  B.,  on  prop.  Res. 
(Mr.  McNeill)  1571  (i). 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4516  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  M.  for  2°, 
3205  ii). 

Suppply : 

Militia— (Drill  Pay)  1357  (i). 

Devlin,  Mr.  C.  R.,  Ottaiva  County. 

Budget,  on  the,  498  (i). 

Civil  Service  Employes,  Stoppage  of  Pay,  on 
M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.  (remarks)  2238  (i). 

Commercial  Treaties,  on  prop.  Res  (Mr.  Mills , 
Both  well)  in  Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup., 
1150  (i). 

Culbute  Canal,  Cost  of  Construction,  on  M.  for 
Stmnt.  929  (i). 

Experimental  Farm  Reps.,  French  Ed.  (Ques) 
397  (i). 

Govt.  Business,  on  M.  to  take  Mondays,  3565  (ii) 

N.  W.  T.,  Education  and  Dual  Languages,  on 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Armstrong)  3072  (ii). 

Ottawa  Ship  Canal,  prop.  Construction  (M.  for 
Cor.*)  1719  (i). 

Pontiac  County  Ry.  Debt.,  on  M.  for  Cor.,  1991# 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2749,  2816, 
2879,  2892,  2899  (ii). 


Devlin,  Mr.  C.  H  . — Continued. 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  M.  for  2°, 
3147  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  4018  (ii). 

Home  Rule  for  Ireland  (prop.  Res.)  3335  (ii). 

- despatch  in  London  Times  (Ques.  of  Priv.) 

3815  (ii). 

Hull  P.  O.,  Sunday  Opening  (Ques.)  3184  (ii). 
Ottawa  City  Passenger  Ry.  Co.’s  B.  16  (Mr. 

Bobillard )  in  Com.,  2939  (ii). 

Saw-Logs,  &c.,  Export  Duty,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 
Ives)  1267  (i). 

Supply—  on  the  Budget,  498  (i). 

Canals — Capital  (Sault  Ste.  Marie)  2247.  Income 
(Carillon  and  Grenville)  2260;  (Culbute)  2263; 
(Welland)  2252  (i). 

Government  of  N.  W.T.  (Schools)  1000  (i). 

Justice,  Administration  of  (Judges  Queen’s  Bench, 
Man.)  312  (i). 

Legislation:  House  of  Commons  (Salaries,  Ac.,) 
765  (i). 

Public  Works — Consolidated  Fund :  Harbours  and 
Rivers  (Que.)  991  (i).  Income  :  Buildings  (N.S.) 
2749  ;  (Que.)  2879,  2899  (ii). 

Raihoays :  I.C.R.  (Halifax,  accomodation)  2542. 

Dewdney,  Hon.  E.,  East  Assiniboia. 

Boundaries  of  Prov.  of  Que.,  on  M.  for  Cor.,  &c., 
119  (i). 

Coekburn  Island,  Location  Tickets,  on  M.  for 
copies,  1981  (i). 

Dom.  Lands  Act  Amt.  (B.  89, 1°)  2979  ;  in  Com., 
3302,  3733;  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Bavin)  to  M.  for  3°, 
3819,  4204  (ii). 

Geological  Survey  Dept.  Act  Amt.  (B.  43,  1°*) 
578  ;  2°  in..  1648  ;  in  Com.,  1655  (i). 

Geological  Survey,  Depth  Rep.  (presented)  2172. 
Govt.  Land  Sale  in  Quebec  City  ( Ans. )  1089  (i). 
Indian  Affairs  Depth  Rep.  (presented)  112  (i). 

- Management,  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup. 

(remarks)  4414  (ii). 

- Reserves,  B.C.,  on  M.  for  Ret.  513  (i). 

Indians,  B.C.  and  Proclamation  (Ans.)  289  (i). 
Interior,  Depth  Rep.  (presented)  3300  (ii). 

Land  Grants  to  Militia  (B.  96,  1°*)  4203;  2 
and  in  Com.,  4264 ;  3°  m.,  4399  (ii). 

Lind  Grants  to  Rys.  (Man.  and  N. Vv’.T.)  on  M. 
for  Ret.,  2273  (i). 

Land  Office,  Edmonton,  Removal  (remarks)  4392 
Lands  Sold  or  Leased  in  Man.  and  N.W.T.,  on 
M.  for  Ret.,  242  (i). 

Lapage,  J.  B.,  Emplymnt.  by  Govt.  (Ans.)  1392. 
Man.  North-Western  Ry.  Co.’s  B.  80  (Mr.  Wal¬ 
lace)  on  M.  for  2°,  2638  (ii). 

Morton  Dairy  Co.’s  Claims  (Ans.)  916  (i). 
Mounted  Police,  Reduction  of  Force,  on  prop. 
Res.  (Mr.  McMullen)  2673,  2698  (ii). 

- - Rep.  (presented)  4320  (ii). 

N.  W.  T.  Act  Amt.  (B.  61,  1°*)  1062  (i). 
Ordnance  Lands  (Toronto)  Conveyance  (prop. 
Res.)  129  ;  (M.  for  Com.  on  Res.)  174 ;  in  Com., 
1639  ;  (B.  58,  1°*)  825  (i). 
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Dewdney,  Hon.  E .—Continued. 

Ranching  Companies,  N.W.T.  (Ans.)  1946  (i). 
Settlers’  Claims  (Ans.)  223  (i). 

-  Grievances,  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup. 

(remarks)  4408  (ii). 

Supply : 

Civil  Government  (Interior)  258,  825  ,  845, 1154  (i) ; 
cone.,  4206,  4472  (ii). 

Collection  of  Revenue  :  Dom.  Lands,  4431  (ii). 
Dominion  Land* — Capital  (Surveys,  Ac.)  4431  (ii). 
Geological  Survey,  4386  (ii). 

Government  of  N.  IF.  T.  (Schools)  093  (i). 
Immigration  (Expenses)  1846, 1899  (i)  ;  cone.,  4210. 
Indiana,  4460  ;  (B.C.)  cone.,  4479;  (D.  Chisholm’s 
Claim)  cone.,  4479;  (Reserve  Commission)  4423  ; 
(Schools)  4421  (ii). 

Miscellaneous  (Banff  Springs)  4428 ;  (Bulmer  vs. 
Queen,  Expenses)  4461  (ii) ;  (Jukes,  Dr.  A.,  medi¬ 
cal  Services)  1003  (i) ;  (Refunds)  4462  (ii) ;  (Ross, 
Hon.  J.  G„  Refund)  1002  (i). 

Mounted  Police  (Pay  of  Force)  4423  (ii). 

Pensions  (Fraser,  II.  &  R.)  1018  (i). 

Public  Works— Income :  Buildings  (N.W.T.)  2942  ; 
cone.,  4468  (ii). 

Temperance  Colonization  Society,  on  M.  for  Ret., 
930  (i). 

Waldron  Co.’s  Ranehe,  Settlers’  Claims  (Ans.) 
223  (i). 

White  Pine  Timber  Areas, on  M.  for  Map,  293(i). 

Dickey,  Mr.  A.  R.,  Cumberland. 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Edgar)  1750  (i). 

Chignecto  Transport  Ry. Co.’s  (B.  831,°*)  2301(ii). 
Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in  Com., 
2829,  3320,  4268  (ii). 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  in 
Com.,  3384  (ii). 

National  Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Society’s  B. 
53  (Mr.  Beau  soldi)  on  M.  to  ref.  back  to  Sel. 
Com.,  3563  (ii). 

Prohibition,  Plebiscite,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Charl¬ 
ton)  2654  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3414  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  4191  (ii). 

Supply : 

R<tilxcays :  I.C.R.  (Coal  Tariff)  2548  (ii). 


Edgar,  Mr.  J.  D.,  West  Ontario. 

Alberta  Ry.  and  Coal  Co.’s  B.  39  (Mr.  Curran) 
on  M.  for  2°,  2254  (i). 

Alien  Labour  Prohibition  B.  4  (Mr.  Taylor)  on 
M.  for  2°,  306  (i), 

Beet-Root  Sugar  Bounty,  Sums  Paid  (Ques.)  41  (i). 
Canal  Tolls  and  U.  S.  (remarks)  4643  (ii). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against  (Stmnt.  read) 
1032  (i). 

- (prop.  Res.)  1038,  1760  (i). 

- on  Amt.  to  Amt.  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright) 

2147  (i). 

Copyright  Laws,  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.  (re¬ 
marks)  2233  (i). 

Dom.  Cotton  Mills  Co.,  Letters  Patent  (M.  for 
copies)  920  ;  (enquiry)  2172  (i). 

Elliott,  Judge,  Charges  against, on  M.  (Mr.  Lister) 
re  Pet.,  666  (i). 

Favoured  Nations  Clause  (Ques.)  34  (i). 

Globe  Printing  Co.’s  B.  31  (Mr.  Innes)  in  Com., 
1230  (i). 

Lands  Sold  or  Leased  in  Man.  and  N.  W.  T.  (M. 
for  Ret.)  241  (i). 

Ontario  Pacific.  Ry.  Co.’s  B.,  on  M.  to  receive 
Pet.  (objection)  667  (i). 

Order  (Ques.  of)  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1502  (i). 
Railway  Act  Amt.  B.  84  (Mr.  Haggart)  on  Amt. 

(Mr.  Maclean,  York)  to  M.  for  3°,  4614  (ii). 
Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4506;  on 
cone.  (Amt.)  4657  ;  neg.  (Y.  45,  N.  92)4667  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Coin.,  3857  (ii). 

Supply : 

Legislation:  Senate  (Salaries,  Ac.)  758  (i). 
Wrecking  in  Canadian  Waters  B.  8  (Mr.  Boicell) 
in  Com.,  1093  (i). 

Edwards,  Mr.  W.  C.,  Russell. 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  M.  for  2°, 
3234  (ii). 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for  2°, 

3630  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  3780  (ii). 

Supply  : 

Arts,  Agriculture,  Ac.  (Experimental  Farms) 
1451  (i). 


Dugas,  Mr.  L.  E.,  Montcalm. 

Dairies  and  Cheese  Factories,  Prov.  of  Quebec 
(Ques.)  2781  (ii). 

Dupont,  Mr.  F.,  Bagot. 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  Amt. 

(Mr.  Bowell)  to  prop.  Res.  (Mr .Edgar)  2122  (i). 
Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2857  (ii), 
Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4o26  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3192  (ii). 

- in  Com.  4054,  4061  (ii). 

Supply  : 

Public  Works— Income  :  Buildings  (Que.)  2857  (ii). 


Fairbairn,  Mr.  C.,  South  Victoria. 

Binding  Twine,  Imports,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  550  (i). 

- On  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Watson)  in  Amt.  to 

M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1672  (i). 

General  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  95  (Mr.  Costi- 
gan)  in  Com.,  4487  (ii). 

Lindsay,  Bobcaygeon  and  Pontypool  Ry.  Co.’s 
Act  Amt.  (B.  45,  1°*)  578  (i). 

Supply  : 

Public  Works— Income :  Buildings  (Que.)  2898  (ii). 

Fauvel,  Mr.  O.  Le  B.,  Bonaventure. 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2824, 
2898  (ii). 
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Fauvel,  Mr.  O.  Le  B .—Continued. 

Supply  : 

Penitentiaries  (St.  Vincent  cle  Paul) 742  (i). 

Public  Works— Income :  Buildings  (Quc.)  2824  (ii). 

Featherston,  Mr.  J.,  Peel. 

Milk  Cans,  Inspection  under  Act  (Ques.)  42G2, 
4647  (ii). 

Ordnance  Lands  (Toronto)  Conveyance  B.  58 
(Mr.  Dewdney)  in  Com.,  1642  (i). 

Supply  : 

Arts,  Agriculture,  &c.  (Columbian  Exhibition) 
985;  (Experimental  Farms)  1458;  (Saras 
National  Co.)  1465  (i). 

Collection  of  Revenues  :  Weights  and  Measures 
(contingencies)  1016  (i). 

Quarantine  (Cattle)  987,  2033  (i). 

Ferguson,  Mr.  C.  F.,  Leeds  and  Grenville. 

Binding  Twine,  Imports,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  548  (i). 

Flint,  Mr.  T.  B.,  Yarmouth. 

Can.  Temp.  Act  Amt.  (B.  6, 1°)  98  ;  2°  m.,  418  ; 
in  Com.,  455  (i). 

C.  P.  R.,  P.  O.  and  Militia  Services,  Payments 
(Ques.)  3331  (ii). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  Amt* 
(Mr.  Boxoell)  to  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Edgar)  2074  (i). 

- Approval  of  Commissioners,  on  Amt.  (Mr. 

Laurier)  2995  (ii). 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in  Com., 
2785,  2837,  2967,  3320,  4346  (ii). 

Dom.  Millers’  Association  B.  70  (Mr.  Stevenson) 
on  M.  for  3°,  2940  (ii). 

Electoral  Lists,  Revising  Officers,  &c.  (M.  for 
Ret.)  930,  962  (i). 

Fisheries  Act  Amt.  B.  9  (Mr.  Tapper)  in  Com., 
2216,  2230  (i). 

Fishing  Bounty,  Ret.  (Enquiry)  914  (i). 

Judges,  Prov.  of  Que.,  Travelling  Expenses 
(Enquiry  for  Ret.)  3115  (ii). 

Kentville  Postmaster,  Suspension  (Ques.)  1088  (i). 
Point  Tupper  and  Sydney  Mail  Service  (Ques.) 
2641  (ii). 

Post  Offices,  Erection  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2747, 
2770,  2845,  2890  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3481  (ii). 

Sandford  Breakwater  (Ques.)  398  (i). 

Steamboat  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  13  (Mr.  Tup¬ 
per)  in  Com.,  1414  (i). 

Superior  Court  Judges,  Que.,  Travelling  Ex¬ 
penses,  &c.  (M.  for  Ret.*)  695  (i). 

Supply  : 

Arts,  Agriculture,  Ac.  (Ci'iminal  Statistics)  1160  (i). 
Civil  Govvernment  (High  Commissioner)  contin¬ 
gencies,  910  (i). 

Geological  Survey,  4388  (ii). 

Immigration  (Expenses)  1889, 1915  (i). 

Legislation  :  House  of  Commons  (Salaries,  &.C.) 
774,  781  (i). 

Militia  (Military  College)  1382  (i). 


Flint,  Mr.  T.  B. — Continued. 

Supply — Co  nt  inued. 

Penitentiaries  (Kingston)  664  (i),  4441  (ii) ;  (St. 
Vincent  de  Paul)  741  (i). 

Public  Works — Income :  Buildings  (N.B.)  4441 ; 
(N.S.)  2747;  (N.W.T.)  2937;  (OntJ  2926;  (Que.) 
2845.  Harbours  and  Rivers  (N.S.)  4448  (ii). 
Quarantine  (Cattle)  2044  (i). 

Railways — Capital:  I.  C.  R.  (Halifax,  accommo¬ 
dation)  2552  ;  (St.  John,  accommodation)  2600. 
Superannuation,  807  (i). 

Tenant  Farmers’  Delegates  Reps.,  on  M.  for 
copy,  2444  (ii). 

Ways  and  Means — The  Tariff,  in  Com.  on  Res., 
4681  (ii). 

West  Indian  Trade,  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup. 
(remarks)  1882  (i). 

Worsley,  Lieut.  Col.,  and  Lieut.  Col.  Murray 
(Ques.)  3643  (ii). 

Forbes,  Mr.  F.  G-.,  Queen's,  N.S. 

Annapolis  and  Atlantic  Ry.  Co.  (M.  for  Cor., 
tfec.)  688  (i). 

Beef  and  Pork  (American)  Lumbermen’s  Imports 
(Ques.)  291  (i). 

- (M.  for  Ret.)  294  (i). 

Election  Pets.,  Decisions,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  1554. 
Fisheries  Act  Amt.  B.  9  (Mr.  Tupper)  on  M.  for 
Com.,  2206  ;  in  Com.,  2219  (i). 

Oi’dnance  Lands,  Annapolis  (Ques.)  1364  (i). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2773  (ii). 
Printing-  Bureau,  Sale  of  Type  (Ques.)  2954  (ii). 
Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4542  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sie  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.,  4075  (ii). 

Spanish  West  Indies,  Exports  (Ques.),  4499  (ii). 
Supply  : 

Collection  of  Revenues  :  Post  Office  (Mail  Service) 
cone.,  4471  (ii). 

Fisheries  (Ont.)4310;  (P.E.I.)  4315  (ii). 
Immigration  (Expenses)  1893  (i). 

Lesislation :  House  of  Commons  (Salaries,  &c.) 
772  (i). 

Mail  Subsidies  (San  Francisco  and  Victoria,  B.C.) 
4281  (ii). 

Public  Works — Income:  Buildings  (N.S.)  2773. 
Dredging  (Mar.  Provs.)  4455.  Harbours  and 
Rivers  (N.S.)  4252  (ii). 

Railways:  I.  C.  R.  (Halifax,  accommodation) 
2266,  2543  (ii). 

Treaty  with  Spain  (remarks)  4474  (ii). 

West  Indian  Trade,  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1884. 

Foster,  Hon.  G.  E.,  King's,  N.B. 

Adjmnt.  for  Holidays  vremarks)  4260  (ii). 

Auditor  Gen.’s  Rep.  (Ans.)  36  (i). 

- (presented)  188  (i). 

Beet-Root  Sugar  Bounty  (prop.  Res.)  4697;  in 
Com.,  4698  ;  (B.  102,  l°*j  4715  (ii). 

- Bounty  (Ans.)  751  (i). 

- Cultivation,  French  Reps.  (Ans.)  750  (i). 

— : —  Prof.  Saunders’  Rep.  (presented)  71  (i). 
Budget,  The  (Ans.)  161,  663  (i). 

- (Annual  Stmnt.)  315  (i). 
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Foster,  Hon.  G.  E .—Continued. 

Canadian  Representative  at  Washington,  on  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  1953  (i). 

Canal  Tolls  and  U.  S.  (remarks)  4642  (ii). 

Civil  Service,  Rep.  of  Privy  Council  (presented) 
751  (i). 

Commercial  Treaties,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Mills, 
Bothwell)  in  Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup. 
1124  (i). 

Crude  Petroleum,  Duty  (Ans.)  1940  (i). 

Customs  Act  Amt.  (B.  103,  1°*)  4715  ;  in  Com., 
4728  (ii). 

Estimates,  The  (presented)  138  (i). 

- Suppl.,  1892  (remarks)  822  (i). 

- Suppl.,  1893,  (presented)  4265  (ii). 

Favoured  Nations  Clause  (Ans.)  35  (i). 

-  Despatch  re  Treaties,  Mess,  from  His  Ex. 

(presented)  1470  (i). 

Gov.  Gen.’s  Warrants  (presented)  34  (i). 

- on  M.  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  to  ref.  to 

Pub.  Acts.  Com.,  50  (i). 

Govt.  Short  Loans  (Ans.)  137  (i). 

High  Commissioner’s  Rep.  (presented)  605  (i). 

I.  C.  R.  Audit  of  Accts.,  on  M.  for  Com  of  Sup., 
4276  (ii). 

Kingston  Penitentiary,  Coal  Contract  (Ans.) 
4393  (ii). 

Lieut.  Gov.’s  Assent  (remarks)  2457  (ii). 

Liquor  Traffic,  Members  of  Royal  Commission 
(Ans.)  2172  (i). 

Members’  Indemnity  (Res.  and  1°  of  B.  104) 
4715  (ii). 

National  Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Society  B. 
53  (Mr.  Beausoleil)  on  M.  to  ref.  back  to  Sel. 
Com.,  3557  (ii). 

Newfoundland  and  Canada,  negotiations  (Ans.) 
2957  (ii). 

Order  (Ques.  of)  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1199  (ii). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2818, 
2895,  2905  (ii). 

Preferential  Trade  with  G.  B.,  on  prop.  Res. 
(M.  McNeill)  1608  (i). 

Prohibition  (Plebiscite)  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Charl¬ 
ton)  2661  (ii). 

Public  Accounts,  (presented)  37  (i). 

Quebec  Harbour  Police  B.  (wthdn.)  4482  (ii). 
Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4514, 
4536  (ii). 

St.  John  Harbour  Commission  (prop.  Res.)  4398. 

- (M.  for  Com.)  4493  (ii). 

St.  John  Harbour  Commission  (B.  99)  Res.  cone. 

in  and  1°*  of  B.,  4506  ;  in  Com.,  4649  (ii). 
Savings  Bank  at  St.  John,  Mr.  McLeod’s  ap¬ 
pointment  (Ans.)  3644  (ii). 

Savings  Banks,  Superannuation  of  Officials,  on 
M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.  (remarks)  4274  (ii). 
Saw-logs,  &c.,  Export  Duty,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 
Ives)  1281  (i). 

Spanish  West  Indies,  Exports  (Ans.)  509  (i), 
4500  (ii). 

Superannuation  of  Civil  Servants  (Ans.)  1637  (i). 


Foster,  Hon.  G.  E.  — Continued. 

Supply—  Res.  for  Com.,  33  (i). 

Arts,  Agricidture,  drc.  (Columbian  Exhibition) 
cone.,  4474  (ii) ;  (Experimental  Farms)  1429  (i). 
Charges  of  Management  (Brokerage,  Ac.)  254  ; 
(Dom.  Notes,  Printing)  255:  (Inspector)  250; 
(Pub.  Debt,  Commission)  253  (i). 

Civil  Government  (Auditor  Gen.’s  Office)  267  ; 
(Civil  Service  Examiners)  283  ;  (Customs)  267  ; 
(Depth  Buildings,  care,  Ac.)  contingencies,  286  ; 
(Finance  and  Treasury  Board)  contingencies, 
285 ;  (Gov.  Gen.’s  Sec.’s  Office)  255,  contingencies, 
284;  (High  Commissioner)  275,  contingencies, 282, 
896  ;  (Interior)  257, 826, 844, 1154  (i),  4432  ;  (Ma  rine 
and  Fisheries)  4432  (ii) ;  (Militia  and  Defence) 
256 ;  (Mounted  Police)  265 ;  (Printing  and  Sta¬ 
tionery)  256 ;  (Public  Works)  271 ;  (Privy  Coun¬ 
cil)  255  (i),  4433,  4440  (ii) ;  (Railways  and  Canals) 
contingencies,  286  (i). 

Collection  of  Revenues:  Adulteration  of  Food. 
4430  (ii).  Customs  (General  Vote)  811 ;  (Ont.)  820 
(i).  Post  Office  (Mail  Service)  cone., 4471  (ii). 
Dominion  Police,  314  (i). 

Fisheries  (Behring  Sea  Arbitration)  4460  ;  (Fish- 
Breeding)  4317,  cone.,  4479  ;  (B.C.,  Salaries)  4317  ; 
(N.S.)  4311 ;  (Ont.)  4310;  (P.E.I.)  4312  ;  (Protec¬ 
tion  Steamers)  4319  (ii). 

Immigration  (Agents’  Salaries)  1842  (i);  cone., 
4467  (ii). 

Legislation :  House  of  Commons  (Printing,  Paper, 
Ac.)  794  ;  (Salaries,  Ac.)  777.  Library  (Purchase 
of  Books)  794  :  (Salaries,  Ac.)  791.  Senate  (Sal¬ 
aries,  Ac.)  752  (i). 

Lighthouse  and  Coast  Sei'vice  (Maintenance,  Ac.) 

4308  ;  (Salaries,  Ac.)  4305  (ii).', 

Mail  Subsidies,  &c.  (Can.  and  Liverpool)  cone.. 
4478  ;  (Canso,  Aricliat,  Ac.)  4277 ;  (Halifax,  Ac., 
and  West  Indies)  4282,  cone.,  4469;  (Magdalen 
Islands)  4277 ;  (San  Francisco  and  Victoria, 
B.C.)  4279  (ii). 

Marine  Hospitals,  4310  (ii). 

Miscellaneous  (Arbitration,  Costs)  4430,  cone.,  4470  ; 
(Str.  Bayfield,  Supplies)  4461 ;  (Clerical  assist¬ 
ance)  4457  ;  (Commercial  Agencies)  4427 ;  (Geor¬ 
gian  Bay  Survey)  cone.,  4470;  (International 
Customs  Bureau)  4463 ;  (Litigated  matters) 
4426;  (Mr.  Fabre’s  Salary)  4424;  (Monument, 
late  Sir  John  Macdonald)  4458  ;  (Old  Records, 
classification)  4429  ;  (Survey,  P.E.I.  and  Main¬ 
land)  44i)3  (ii). 

Ocean  and  River  Service  (Tided  Observations)  4305. 
Penitentiaries  (Kingston)  4433,  4440  (ii). 

Public  Works— Income:  Buildings  (B.C.)  4442  ; 
(Que.)  2818  ,  2898.  Harbours  and  Rivers  (Ship 
Channel)  4439.  (Major’s  Hill  Park)  cone.,  4468. 
Scientific  Institutions  (Meteorological  Service) 

4309  (ii). 

Superannuation  (W.  Wallace)  796  (i). 

Supply  B.  62  (Mr.  Bowell)  on  M.  for  2°,  1090  (i). 

- (B.  100)  Res.  in  Com.,  4506  ;  1°,  4603  ;  2° 

m.,  4655;  3°  m.,  4715  (ii). 

Sydenham  River  Floods  (remarks)  4465,  4500  (ii). 
Three  Rivers  Harbour  Commissioners  (prop. 
Res.)  1788  (i). 

- (M.)  for  Com.,  1874  ;  in  Com.,  1875. 

- Res.  cone,  in,  4265  (ii). 

Three  Rivers  Harbour  Commissioners  (B.  98,  1  '*) 
4265  (ii). 


XVI 


INDEX. 


Foster,  Hon.  G.  E.  — Continued. 

Trade  Relations  with  Spain,  &c.  (remarks)  4602. 
Treaty  with  Spain  (remarks)  4474  (ii). 

Treaty  with  Germany,  Despatch  to  London 
Times  (remarks)  110  (i). 

Tunnel  (Submarine)  P.E.  I.  and  Mainland  (Ans.) 
98  (i). 

- on  M.  for  Cor.,  417  (i). 

Ways  and  Means — prop.  Res.  for  Com.,  34  (i). 

- The  Tariff  (M.  for  Com.)  4668  (ii). 

- in  Com.  on  Res.,  4677  (ii). 

West  India  Trade,  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.  (re¬ 
marks)  1880  (i). 

Fraser,  Mr.  D.  C.,  Guysborough. 

Adjmnt.  for  Holidays  (remarks)  4261  (ii). 

Alien  Labour  Prohibition  B.  4  (Mr.  Taylor )  on 
M.  for  2°,  297  (i). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  Amt. 
(Mr.  Bowell )  to  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Edgar)  2130. 

- Approval  of  Commissioners,  on  Amt.  (Mr. 

Laurier)  3007  (ii). 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in  Com., 
2840,  2976,  3321,  4269  (ii). 

Fisheries  Act  Amt.  B.  9  (Mr.  Tupper)  in  Com., 
2218,  2231  (i). 

Fishery  Regulations,  Mackerel  (Ques.)  3054  (ii). 
Home  Rule  for  Ii  eland,  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Me 
Carthy)  to  prop.  Res.,  3362  (ii). 

I.  C.  R.,  Accident  at  New  Glasgow  (remarks) 
3088  (ii). 

- Passenger  Cars,  Amount  Paid  C.  P.  R. 

(Ques.)  399  (i). . 

- Traffic  at  Mulgrave  Station  (M.  for  Stmnt. ) 

35  (i). 

- Receipts  and  Expenditures  (Ques.)  3896. 

Liabilities  of  the  Dom.,  Amount  (M.  for  Ret.*) 
969  (i). 

London  Election,  Charges  against  Judge  Elliot, 
on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Lister)  2329  (i). 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  in 
Com.,  3100  (ii). 

Midland  Ry.  Co.  of  Can.  B.  93  (Mr.  Tisdale)  in 
Com.,  3775  (ii). 

Military  District  No.  9,  Suspension  of  Officers 
(Ques.)  3332  (ii). 

Nova  Scotia  Steel  and  Forge  Co.’s  (B.  30,  1°*) 
245  (i). 

Point  Tupper  and  Sydney  Mail.  Service  (Ques.) 
2641  (ii). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2913  (ii). 
Printing  Bureau,  Sale  of  Type  (Ques.)  2954  (ii). 
Prohibition,  Pets,  presented  to  H.  of  C.  (M.  for 
Stmnt.*)  100  (i). 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4522  (ii). 
Rimouski,  Change  of  Route  (Ques.)  3183  (ii). 

Sea  Fisheries  Development  B.  5  (Mr.  Tupper)  in 
Com.,  170  (i). 

Telegraph  Line  in  Victoria,  N.S.  (Ques.)  3897. 
Supply  : 

Civil  Government  (Interior)  264  (i). 


Fraser,  Mr.  D.  C.— Continued. 

S  u  ppl  Y —  Continn  ed. 

Collection  of  Revenues:  Customs  (Detective  Ser¬ 
vice)  1030  (i).  P.  0.  (Mail  Service)  cone.,  4471. 
Fisheries  (Fish-Breeding)  4317 ;  (N.  S.  Salaries) 
4310  ;  (P.E. I.)  4312  ;  (Protection  Vessels)  4319. 
Indians  (D.  Chisholm’s  Claim)  cone.,  4479  (ii). 
Legislation  :  House  of  Commons  (Salaries,  Ac., 
783  (i). 

Mail  Subsidies  (Canso,  Arichat,  Ac.)  4277;  (San 
Francisco  and  Victoria,  B.C.)  4279  (ii). 

Militia  (Ammunition)  1163, 1210  (i). 

Public  Works  Consolidated.  Fiend  :  Buildings  (N.B.) 
989  (i).  Income:  Buildings  (N.W.T.)  2946 ;  (Que.) 
2914.  Harbours  and  Rivers  (N.S.)  cone.  4477  (ii). 
Railways :  I.  C.  R.  (Expenses)  2398  (ii). 

Fremont,  Mr.  J.  J.  T.,  Quebec  County. 

Bridges,  St.  Lawrence  River  (Ques.)  291, 1549  (i). 
C.  P.  R.,  North  Shore  Section  (Ques.)  3480  (ii). 
Experimental  Farms,  Location  &c.  (M.  for 

Stmnt. )  682  (i). 

- -  Papers  respecting  (remarks)  3114  (ii). 

Govt.  Land  Sale  in  Quebec  City  (Ques.)  1089  (i). 
Grain  Shipments  via  New  York  &c.  (Ques.)  291. 
I.  C.  R.,  Transfer  to  a  Company  (Ques.)  3055  (ii). 
Lake  St.  John  and  Chicoutimi  Ry.  (Ques.)  1549. 
Railway  Bridge  at  Quebec,  construction  (Ques.) 
291  (i). 

Stadacona  P.O.,  Opening  (Ques.)  222  (i). 

Gauthier,  Mr.  J.,  V Assomption. 

Great  Northern  Ry.  Engineer’s  Rep.  (Ques.)  915. 
Tobacco,  &c.,  Law  respecting  (Ques.)  750  (i). 

Geoffrion,  Hon.  F.,  Vcrcheres. 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.,  4044,  4052  (ii). 

German,  Mr.  W.  M.,  Welland. 

Welland  Election,  on  M.  (Mr.  Tisdale)  declaring 
Seat  vacant,  578  (i). 

Gibson,  Mr.  W.,  Lincoln  and  Niagara. 

Kingston  Graving  Dock,  Payments  to  Bancroft, 
Connolly  &  Co.  (M.  for  Ret.*)  2006  (i). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2716  (ii). 

Post  Offices,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2883  (ii). 

Seditious,  &c.,  Associations  and  Oaths  B.  85 
(Mr.  Kirkpatrick)  on  M.  for  1°,  2489  (ii). 
Supply : 

Canals — Capital  (Soulanges)  2050  ;  (Trent)  2056  (i). 
Collection  of  Revenues :  Customs  (Detective  Ser¬ 
vice)  1022  (i). 

Immigration  (Agents’  Salaries)  1829, 1849  (i). 

Public  Works — Capital  (Kingston  Graving  Dock) 
2716.  Income:  Buildings  (Que.)  2883  (ii). 
Quarantine  (Cattle)  2038  (i). 

Gillies,  Mr.  J.  A.,  Richmond ,  N.S. 

Canadian  Ry.  Co.’s  incorp.  (B.  51,  1°*)  823  (i). 

-  2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone.  (Amt.)  4601. 

Election  Pets.,  Decisions  (M.  for  copies)  1553  (i). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson )  in  Com.,  4079  (ii). 
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Gillies,  Mr.  J.  A. — Continued. 

Supply : 

Fisheries  (Fish-Breeding)  cone.,  4478  (ii). 

Public  Work s — Income  :  Dredging  (Mar.  Provs.) 
4454  (ii). 

Railways :  I.  C.  R.(Halifax,  accommodation)  2537. 

Gillmor,  Mr.  A.  H.,  Charlotte. 

Binding  Twine,  Imports,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  554  (i) 
Electoral  Lists,  Revising  Officers,  &c.,  on  M.  for 
Ret.,  957  (i). 

Fisheries  Act  Amt.  B.  9  (Mr.  Tapper)  in  Com., 
2221  (i). 

Granite,  Manufactured,  Imports  and  Exports 
(Ques. )  509  (i). 

Saw-Logs,  &c. ,  Export  Duty,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 

Ives)  1204  (i). 

Supply : 

Railways  :  I.C.R.  (Expenses)  2527  (ii). 
Superannuation,  804  (i). 

Gordon,  Mr.  D.  W.,  Vancouver  Island. 

Chinese  Immigration  Act  Amt.  B.  44  (Mr.  Chap- 
leau)  on  M.  for  2°,  4031  ;  in  Com.,  4717  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  7(5  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.,  3728  (ii). 

Supply : 

Fisheries  (B.  C.,  Salaries)  4317;  (Fish-Breeding) 
4218  ;  (Protection  Vessels)  4320  (ii). 

Lighthouse  and  Coast  Service  (Maintenance,  &c.) 
4306  (ii). 

Mail  Subsidies,  d'c.  (San  Francisco  and  Victoria, 
B.C.)  4281  (ii). 

Public  Works— Income  :  Dredging  (B.C.)  4456  (ii). 

Guay,  Mr.  P.  M.,  Levis. 

Alert,  Str.,  Accident  (Ques.)  917  (i). 

Butter  and  Cheese  Industry  (Ques.)  3331  (ii). 
Franchise  Act,  Legislation  (Ques.)  916  (i). 

Great  Northern  Ry.  Co.,  Engineer’s  Rep.  (Ques.) 
915  (i). 

I.  C.  R.,  Drake,  Alfred,  Dismissal  (Ques.)  2490 
(ii). 

- Quinn,  Michael,  Dismissal  (M.  for  Ret.) 

401  (i). 

- (M.  «for  Cor.)  3332  (ii). 

Judiciary  of  Prov.  of  Quebec  (Ques.)  2639  (ii). 
Longueuil  Wharf,  Expenditure  (Ques.)  1231  (i). 
Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2815  (ii). 
Summerstown  P.  O.,  Receipts  (Ques.)  1305  (i). 
Supply  : 

Public  Works — Income  :  Buildings  (Que.)  2815  (i). 

Guillet,  Mr.  G.,  West  Northumberland. 

Cobourg,  Northumberland  and  Pacific  Ry.  Co.’s 
(B.  49,  1°*)  823  (i). 

Ontario  Pacific  Ry.  Co.’s  B.  (M.  to  receive  Pet.) 
667  (i). 

Privilege  (Ques.  of)  Northumberland  Election, 
3058  (ii). 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4517  (ii). 

B 


Haggart,  Hon.  J.  G.,  South  Lanark. 

Coteau,  Water  Overflow  (remarks)  915  (i). 

Culbute  Canal,  Cost  of  Construction,  on  M.  for 
Stmnt.,  928  (i). 

Fertilizers,  Artificial,  Imports,  on  M.  for  Ret.,. 
535  (i). 

Galops  Rapids,  Str.  Traveller ,  on  M.  for  Ret., 
132  (i). 

Govt.  Rys.,  Employes,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  41,  694  (i). 

- Property  accommodation,  on  M.  for  copies, 

1984  (i). 

Great  Northern  Ry.,  Engineer’s  Rep.  (Ans.)  916. 

I.  C.  R.,  Arrangements  with  C.  P.  R.  (Ans.)  667. 

- Drake,  Alfred,  Dismissal  (Ans.)  2490  (ii). 

- Employes,  Salaries  and  Dismissals,  on  M. 

for  O.  C.’s,  293  (i). 

- Live  Stock  Tariff  (Ans.)  1365  (i). 

- Passenger  Cars,  Amount  paid  C.  P.  R. 

(Ans.)  399  (i). 

- Quinn,  Michael,  Dismissal  on  M.  for 

Ret.,  401  (i)  ;  on  M.  for  Cor.,  3335  (ii). 

- Receipts  and  Expenses  (Ans.)  41  (i),  4393. 

- Running  Privileges,  &c.,  Amount  Paid  by 

C.P.R.  (Ans.)  510  (i). 

- Running  Privileges,  &c.,  granted  C.P.R., 

on  M.  for  Ret.,  561  (i). 

- St.  John,  Expropriation  of  Property  (Ans) 

1031  (i). 

- Shipment  of  Hay  (Ans.)  4644  (ii). 

- - Stationery  Supplies  (Ans.)  1032  (i). 

- Transfer  to  a  Company  (Ans.)  3055  (ii). 

Lachine  Canal,  New  Bridge  at  Montreal,  on  M. 
for  Ret.,  526  (i). 

Lake  St.  John  Ry.,  Gross  Traffic  Earnings  (Ans.) 
4262  (ii). 

Midland  Ry.  Co.  of  Can.  B.  93  (Mr.  Tisdale)  in 
Com.,  3774  (ii). 

Miscouche  Station,  Closing  (Ans.)  2563  (ii). 

Pontiac  and  Pacific  Junction  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy, 
on  M.  for  Ret.,  919  (i). 

Pontiac  County  Ry.  Debt,  on  M.  for  Cor., 
1989  (i). 

Pridham,  Mr.,  Salary  Paid,  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
4213  (ii). 

P.  E.  I.  Ry.,  Employes  dismissed, on  M.  for  Ret., 
2006  (i). 

Railway  Act  Amt.  (B.  84,  1°)  2488  ;  in  Com., 
4481  (ii). 

Railways  and  Canals,  Deptl.  Rep.  (presented) 
1052  (i). 

Railway  Bridge  at  Quebec,  Construction  (Ans.) 
291  (i). 

Railway  Com.  of  Privy  Council,  Applications  or 
Complaints,  on  M.  for  Stmnt.,  1949  (i). 

Railway  Statistics  (Ans.)  3398  (ii). 

Railway  Subsidies,  prop.  Res.  (1st)  4394  ;  (2nd 
4466  ;  (3rd)  4644  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  4506,  4629,  4644,  4662  (ii). 

- (B.  101,  1°*)  4669  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3436  (ii). 
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Haggart,  Hon.  J.  Gr. — Continued. 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.,  in  Com.,  3787, 
3949  (ii). 

Richelieu  River,  Subsidy  for  Bridge,  on  M.  for 
Ret.,  2456  (ii). 

St.  Lawrence  River  Canals,  Deepening,  on  prop. 
Res.  (Mr.  Denison)  153  (i). 

Sault  Ste.  Marie  Canal,  Contract  for  Deepening, 
&c.  (Ans.)  2954,  3184,  4261  (ii). 

Soulanges  and  Beauharnois  Canals,  Engineers’ 
Reps.,  See.,  on  M.  for  copies,  227  (i). 

Summerside  and  Richmond  Branch  Ry.  (Ans.) 
40  (i). 

Supply  : 

Canals— Capital  (Carillon  and  Grenville)  cone., 
4213(ii);  (Cornwall) 2053;  (Lachine) 2049;  (Murray) 
2054;  (Rapide  Plat)  2054;  (St,  Lawrence  River, 
Ac.)  2054;  (Sault  Ste.  Marie)  2241;  (Soulanges) 
2050;  (Trent)  2055  (i) ;  cone.,  4476  (ii).  Income: 
(Carillon  and  Grenville)  2260:  (Chambly)  2257 ; 
(Culbute)  2263  ;  (Lachine)  2250  ;  (Miscellaneous) 
2264  (i),  4439  (ii) ;  (Rideau)  988;  (Ste.  Anne’s 
Lock)  2260 ;  (St.  Peter’s)  2263 ;  (Trent  Valley) 
2262;  (Welland)  2252  (i). 

Civil  Government  (Railways  and  Canals)  273  (i). 
Collection  of  Revenues  :  Canals  (Lachine)  1017  (i). 
Railways  (I.C.R,)  2628  (ii)  ;  (P.E.I.)  1017  (i), 
2632  ;  (Windsor  Branch)  2629  (ii). 

Mail  Subsidies,  &c.  (Halifax,  Ac.,  and  West  In¬ 
dies)  4302  (ii). 

Public  Works — Capital  :  Harbours  and  Rivers 
(Ont.)  2625  (ii). 

Railways — Capital :  C.  B.  Ry.  (Train  Ferry)  cone., 
4475.  C.  P.  R.,  4438;  (Arbitrators’ Award)  4438 
(ii);  (Construction)  98^  2264  (i).  I.  C.  R.  (Halifax, 
accommodation)  2563 ;  (Expenses)  2361,  2379, 
2516  ,  2524.  Oxford  and  New  Glasgow  (Con¬ 
struction)  cone.,  4475  (ii). 

Trent  Valley  Canal,  Commissioner’s  Rep.  (Ans.) 
397  (i). 

Hazen,  Mr.  J.  D.,  St.  John,  N.B.,  City  and  County. 

Debates,  Official,  2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone., 
4594  (ii). 

Gov.  Gen.’s  Body  Guard,  Affidavits  re  Pay-List 
(remarks)  1214  (i). 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  in 
Corn.,  3388  (ii). 

Marine  and  Fisheries  Dept.  Amalgamation  B.  12 
(Mr.  Tupper)  in  Com.,  185  (i). 

Pilotage  Act  Amt.  B.  10  (Mr.  Tupper)  on  M.  for 
2°,  173  (i). 

Preferential  Trade  with  G.  B.,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 
McNeill)  1578  (i). 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4561  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson  in  Com.,  4199  (ii). 

St.  John  Harbour  Commissioners  B.  99  (Mr.  Fos¬ 
ter)  in  Com.,  4651  (ii). 

Steamboat  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  13  (Mr. 
Tupper)  in  Com.,  1397,  1645  (i). 

Supply  : 

Lighthouse  and  Coast  Service  (Maintenance,  Ac.) 
4306,  4366  (ii). 


Hazen,  Mr.  J.  D.~  Continued. 

Supply —  Con  tinned. 

Mail  Subsidies  (Halifax,  Ac.,  and  West  Indies) 
4283  (ii). 

Militia  (Ammunition)  1168  (i). 

Railways — Capital:  I.  C.  R.  (St.  John,  accommo¬ 
dation)  2581 ;  (Expenses)  2418  (ii). 

Henderson,  Mr.  D.,  Halton. 

Binding  Twine,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Watson)  in 
Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1684  (i). 

Supply  : 

.  Collection  of  Revenues:  Weights  and  Measures 
(contingencies)  1017  (i). 

Hughes,  Mr.  S.,  North  Victoria,  Ont. 

Budget,  on  the,  443  (i). 

Exports  (Can.)  to  Nfld.  (M.  for  Ret.*)  113  (i). 
Fenelon  Falls  Ry.  Bridge,  Govt,  and  G.  T.  R. 

Agreement  (M.  for  Ret.*)  133  (i). 

Flour  (Can.)  admitted  into  Nfld.  (M.  for  Ret.)  112. 
General  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  95  (Mr.  Costigan) 
in  Com.,  4489  (ii). 

Meat  and  F arm  Products  (American)  Imports  (M. 
for  Ret.*)  291  (i). 

Militia,  Active  (M.  for  Ret.)  667,  681  (i). 

Pork  and  Hog  Products,  Imports  from  IT.  S.  (M. 
for  Ret.*)  292  (i). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3493  (ii). 

- on  M.  to  adjn.  Hse.  (personal  explanation) 

3541  (ii). 

Supply — on  the  Budget,  443  (i). 

Arts,  Agriculture,  &c.  (Columbian  Exhibition) 
4437  (ii) ;  (Experimental  Farms)  1447  (i). 

Canals — Capital  (Trent)  2059  (i),  4438  (ii).  Income 
(Trent)  cone.,  4475  (ii). 

Collection  of  Revenues :  Post  Office  (Mail  Service) 
cone,,  4470  (ii). 

Militia  (Ammunition)  1163  (i). 

Ingram,  Mr.  A.  B.,  East  Elgin. 

Alien  Labour  Prohibition  B.  4  (Mr.  Taylor)  on 
M.  for  2°,  309  (i). 

Canada  Southern  Ry.  Co.’s  (B.  34,  1°*)  245  (i). 
Electoral  Lists,  Revising  Officer^  Ac.,  on  M.  for 
Ret.,  955  (i). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2912  (ii). 
St.  Thomas,  appointment  of  Collector  of  Customs, 
on  M.  for  Cor.,  2001  (i). 

Supply : 

Militia  (Drill  Sheds,  Ac.)  1375  (i). 

Public  Works— Income :  Buildings  (N.  S.)  2762; 
(Que.)  2912  (ii). 

Innes,  Mr.  J.,  South  Wellington. 

Crude  Petroleum,  Duty  (Ques.)  1946  (i). 

Globe  Printing  Co.’s  (B.  31,  1°*)  245  (i). 

U.  S.  Newspapers,  Free  Admission  (Ques.)  1230. 
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Ives,  Mr.  W.  B.,  Sherbrooke. 

Alien  Labour  Prohibition  B.  4  (Mr.  Taylor )  on 
M.  for  2°,  307  (i). 

Canadian  White  Pine  Areas  (M.  for  Map)  217  (i). 
Fertilizers,  Artificial,  Imports,  on  M.  for  Ret., 
530  (i). 

N.  W.  T.  Act  Amt.  B.  27  (Mr.  McCarthy)  on  M. 

to  set  Day  for  2J,  2487  (ii). 

Saw-Logs,  &c.,  Export  Duty  (prop.  Res.)  1231, 
1270  (i). 

Transfer  of  Shares  in  Corporations  (B.  48,  1°) 
749  (i). 

White  Pine  Timber  Areas  (M.  for  Map)  293  (i). 

Jeannotte,  Mr.  H.,  VAssomption. 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson )  in  Com.,  3999,  4027  (ii). 

Joncas,  Mr.  L.  Z.,  Gcispe. 

Fisheries  Act  Amt.  B.  9  (Mr.  Tapper)  in  Com., 
2218  (i). 

Kaulbach,  Mr.  C.  E.,  Lunenburg. 

Dominion  Day  (remarks)  4320  (ii). 

- on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.  (remarks)  4399  (ii). 

License  Fees,  Refund  by  Nfld.  (Ques.)  190  (i). 
Modus  Vivendi,  on  Prorogation  (remarks)  4729. 
Newfoundland  Bait  Act,  Cor.,  &c.  (Ques.)  98  (i). 

- and  Canada,  Bait  Sales  to  St.  Pierre 

Fishermen  (Ques.)  189  (i). 

- Bonding  Privileges  (Ques.)  189  (i). 

• - Duty  collected  on  Fishing  Outfits  (Ques.) 

189  (i). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2770. 
Supply  : 

Fisheries  (Fish-Breeding)  4318  ;  (P.E.I.,  Salaries, 
Ac.)  4314  (ii). 

Public  Works — Income:  Buildings  (N.S.)  2770  (ii). 

Kenny,  Mr.  T.  E.,  Halifax. 

Binding  Twine,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Watson)  in 
Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1700  (i). 

Fisheries  Act  Amt.  B.  9  (Mr.  Tapper)  on  M.  for 
Com.,  2195  (i). 

Preferential  Trade  with  G.B.,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 
McNeill)  1606  (i). 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4522  (ii). 
Supply  : 

Mail  Subsidies , de.CH alifax ,  &c„  and  West  Indies) 
4302  (ii). 

Hallways — Capital  (Expenses)  2381  (i) ;  (Halifax, 
accommodation)  2533  (ii). 

Kirkpatrick,  Hon.  G.  A.,  Frontenac. 

C.  P.  Ry.  Co.’s  (B.  38,  1°*)  315  (i). 

Library  of  Parlt.,  1st  Rep.  of  Com.,  cone.  (M.) 
2826  (ii). 

London  Election,  Original  Voters’  Lists,  on  M. 

(Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  to  lay  on  Table,  38  (i). 
Ordnance  Lands  (Toronto)  Conveyance  B.  58  (Mr. 

Dewdney)  in  Com.  on  Res.,  174  (i). 

Qu’Appelle,  Long  Lake  and  Saskatchewan  Rail¬ 
road  and  Steamboat  Co.’s  (B.  53,  1°*)  823  (i). 


Kirkpatrick,  Hon.  G.  A  .—Continued. 

Seditious,  &c.,  Associations  and  Oaths  (B.  85,  1°) 
2488  (ii). 

Supply : 

Legislation  :  House  of  Commons  (Salaries,  Ac.) 
765  ,  784  (i). 

Militia  (Ammunition)  1162;'  (Brigade  Majors) 
1161 :  (Military  College)  1387  (i). 

U.  S.  Fishing  Vessels  B.  11  (Mr.  Tapper)  in 
Com.,  1482  (i). 

Wrecking  in  Canadian  Waters  B.  8  (Mr.  Bowcll) 
in  Com.,  1094  (i). 

Landerkin,  Mr.  G.,  South  Grey. 

Budget,  on  the,  725  (i). 

Canadian  Cattle  scheduled  in  England  (remarks) 
249  (i). 

Charges  against  a  Member  (Ques.)  4499  (ii). 

Civil  Servants,  Permanent  Clerks  Extra  Pay,  on 
M.  for  Ret.,  1719  (i). 

Cobourg  Customs  Buildings,  Lease  (Ques.)  1366. 

Controverted  Election  Act,  Legislation  (Ques.) 
134  (i). 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in  Com., 
2828  (i). 

Dodwell,  C.  E.  W.,  Emplymt.  by  Govt.  (Ques.) 
1715  (i). 

Election  Statistics  (remarks)  3185  (ii). 

Electoral  Lists,  Revising  Officers,  &c.,  on  M.  for 
Ret.,  931  (i). 

Eugenia,  Dismissal  and  Appmnt  of  Postmaster 
(M.  for  Ret.)  1985  (i). 

Finlcle,  Roland,  Appmnt.  as  Fishery  Inspector 
(Ques.)  1365  (i). 

General  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  95  (Mr.  Costigan) 
in  Com.,  4490  (ii). 

Govt.  Rys.,  Employes  (M.  for  Ret.)  41  (i). 

Land  Grants  to  Militia  B.  96  (Mr.  Dewdney)  in 
Com.,  4265  (ii). 

McIntyre,  Dismissal  and  Appmnt.  of  Post¬ 
master  (M.  for  Ret.)  1985  (i). 

Mennonite  Settlers  and  Census  Returns  (remarks) 
4263  (ii). 

Montreal  Cadets,  Duty  on  Presentation  Flag 
(Ques.)  509  (i). 

Mounted  Police,  Reduction  of  Force,  on  prop. 
Res.  (Mr.  McMullen)  2694  (ii). 

Population  of  Electoral  Districts,  Ret.  (enquiry) 
2700  (ii). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2752, 
2798,  2812,  2870  (ii). 

Preferential  Trade  with  G.  B.,  despatch  to  Lon¬ 
don  imes  re  Deb.  (remarks)  2498  (ii). 

Pub.  Works,  Return  re  Expenditure  (Ques.)  1090. 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4519,  4562. 

Ranching  Companies,  N.W.T.  (Ques.)  1946  (i). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  M.  for  2°, 
3247  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  3808,  3956  (ii). 

Rets,  (enquiry)  100  (i),  2700  (ii). 
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Landerkin,  Mr.  G-. — Continued. 

Royal  Commissions  since  Confederation  (M.  for 
Ret.*)  39  (i). 

- enquiry  for  Ret.,  2089,  2172  (i),  2700, 

3239  (ii). 

St.  Maurice  Public  Words  (Ques.)  3564  (ii). 
Supply — on  the  Budget,  725  (1). 

Canals — Capital  (Trent)  2063  (i). 

Civil  Government  (High  Commissioner)  contingen¬ 
cies,  902  ;  (Interior)  853  (i). 

Government  of  N.  W.T.  (Schools)  994  (i). 
Immigration  (Printing  Pamphlets)  2025  (i). 
Legislation :  Senate  (Salaries,  &c.)  753  (i). 

Mail /S'a5«ic(fes,i&c.(Halifax,  &e.,and  W  est  Indies) 
4284;  (San  Francisco  and  Vic.,  B.C.)  4279  (ii). 
Miscellaneous  (Ross,  Hon.  J.  G.,  Refund)  1003  (i). 
Public  Works— Income  :  Buildings  (N.B.)  2798  ; 
(N.S.)  2752;  (Que.)  2802,2870  ,  2889;  (Heating, 
&c.)  4246  ;  (Major’s  Hill  Park)  cone.,  4468  (ii). 
Quarantine  (Grosselsle)  2028  ;  (Unorganized  Ser¬ 
vice)  2049  (i). 

Voters’  Lists,  1891,  B.  67  (Sir  John  Thompson) 
on  Amt.  to  M.  for  3°,  4504  (ii). 

Voters’  Lists  (Ques.)  1637  (i). 

- Cost  of  Revision  (M.  for  Ret.)  683  (i). 

Langelier,  Mr.  F.,  Centre  Quebec. 

Beet-Root  Sugar  Bounty  (Ques.). 751  (i). 

- —  Cultivation,  French  Reps.  (Ques.)  750  (i). 

Bic  Wharf,  Collector  (Ques.)  2638  (ii). 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in  Com., 
2701  (ii). 

Debates,  Official,  1st  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone., 
1465  (i). 

Divorce,  Mead,  H.  R.,  Relief  B.  81  (Mr.  Taylor) 
on  M.  for  3°,  2636  (ii). 

National  Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Society’s 
(B.  55,  1°*)  823  (i). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  ofSup.,  2816  (ii). 
Quebec  and  Pointe  aux  Trembles  Mail  Service 
(Ques.)  1366  (i). 

Supply  : 

Arts,  Agriculture,  &c.  (Jamaica  Exhibition)  977. 
Canals— Income  (Chambly)  2259  (i). 

Legislation  :  House  of  Commons  (Salaries,  etc.)  775. 
Quarantine  (Cattle)  2033  (i). 

U.  S.  Alien  Labour  Law  (remarks)  1548  (i). 

Langevin,  Hon.  Sir  H.,  K.C.M.G-.,  Three 

Rivers. 

Boundaries  of  Prov.  of  Que.  (M.  for  Cor.,  &c.) 
115  (i). 

- (remarks)  99  (i). 

Census,  Origin  and  Religious  Creeds  (Ques.)  190. 
Divorce,  H.  R.  Mead  Relief  B.  81  (Mr.  Taylor) 
on  M.  for  2°,  2093  (i). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  M.  for  1°,  1862  (i). 

LaRiviere,  Mr.  A.  A.  C.,  Provenchcr. 

Barret  vs.  City  of  Winnipeg,  Supreme  Court 
Judgt.  (M.  for  copy)  158  (i). 

Man.  and  South-Eastern  Ry.  Co.’s  (B.  35,  1°*)  245. 
N.  W.  T.  Act.  Amt.  B.  27  (Mr.  McCarthy)  on  M. 
for  1°,  221  (i). 


Laurier,  Hon.  W.,  East  Quebec. 

Address,  on  the,  23  (i). 

Adjmnt.,  Ascension  Day  and  Queen’s  Birthday 
(re-marks)  2700,  2781  (ii). 

— - Easter  (remarks)  1311  (i). 

Agriculture,  Letter  of  Dep.  Minister  (Ques.) 
1947  (i). 

Alien  Labour  Prohibition  B.  4  (Mr.  Taylor)  on 
M.  for  2°,  304  (i). 

Allan,  Messrs.,  &c.,  Duties  on  Iron  (M.  for 
Pets.*)  159  (i). 

Baie  de  Chaleurs  Ry.,  Workmen’s  Claims,  on  M. 
(Mi.  Cockburn )  for  Sel.  Com.,  50  (i). 

Beef  and  Pork,  American  Imports,  on  M.  for 
Ret.,  295  (i). 

Beet- Root  Sugar  Bounty,  in  Com.  on  Res., 
4700,  4714  (ii). 

Behring’s  Sea  Seal  Fisheries,  Press  despatch  re 
Treaty  (read)  36  (i). 

Cacouna  Pier,  Expenditure  (Ques.)  137  (i). 

Canadian  Representative  at  Washington,  on 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  1956,  1976  (i). 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  Tapper)  to  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 

McCarthy)  2467  (ii). 

Canadian  White  Pine  Areas,  on  M.  for  Map 
(objection)  217  (i). 

Canal  Tolls  in  LT.  S.  (remarks)  4642  (ii). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  Mr. 
Edgar's  Stmnt.  (remarks)  1035  (i). 

- - on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Edgar)  1047  (i). 

- Approval  of  Commissioners  (Amt.)  2981  ; 

neg.  (Y.  32,  N.  79)  3053  (ii). 

Charlebois,  F.,  Claim  against  Fisheries  Dept. 
(M.  for  Cor.)  1036  (i). 

Civil  Service  Act  Amt.  B.  74  (Mr.  Patterson , 
Huron)  on  M.  for  1°,  1636  (i);  in  Com., 
.4639  (ii). 

Civil  Servants,  Permanent  Clerks  Extra  Pay,  on 
M.  for  Ret.,  1718  (i). 

Cockburn  Island,  Location  Tickets,  on  M.  for 
copies,  1984  (i). 

Commercial  Treaties,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Mills, 
Bothwell )  in  Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup., 
1136  (i). 

Compulsory  Voting  B.  46  (Mr.  Amyot)  on  M.  for 
2°,  1083  (i). 

Criminal  Law  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  on  M. 
for  2°,  1316  (i) ;  in  Com.,  2709,  2966,  2782,  3322, 
3646,  4228  (ii). 

Crown  Prosecutions  and  Suits,  on  prop.  Res.  (Sir 
John  Thompson)  1307  (i). 

Customs  Act  Amt.  B.  103  (Mr.  Foster)  in  Com., 
4728  (ii). 

Debates,  Official,  1st  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone., 
1468  (i). 

- 2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Gillies) 

4601  (ii). 

Diplomatic  Papers  (prop.  Res.)  in  Amt.  to  M. 
for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1789;  neg.  (Y.  57,  N.  98) 
1827  (i). 
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Laurier,  Hon.  W .—Continued. 

Edmonton  Land  Office,  Removal  (remarks)  4043, 
4302  (ii). 

Election  Expenses,  Publications  in  Toronto  Globe, 
on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  4377  (ii). 

Electoral  Lists,  Revising  Officers,  Ac.,  on  M.  for 
Ret.,  030  (i). 

Elliott,  Judge,  Charges  against,  on  M.  (Mr.  Lis¬ 
ter)  re  Hobbs’,  Ac.,  Pet.,  606  (i). 

Esquimalt,  Defences  of,  Imp.  and  Can.  Govts. 
(M.  for  Cor.)  244  (i). 

Fertilizers,  Artificial,  Imports,  on  M.  for  Ret., 
536  (i). 

Fishing  Rights  on  Richelieu  River  (Ques.)  35  (i). 

Fishing  Vessels  {Modus  Vivendi)  of  U.S.  B.  11 
(Mr.  Tapper)  on  M.  for  2°,  176  ;  in  Com.,  1475, 
1639  (ii). 

General  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  95  (Mr.  Costigan) 
in  Com.,  4485  (ii). 

Geological  Survey  Dept.  B.  43  (Mr.  Dewdney)  on 
M.  for  2°,  1648  (i). 

Govt.  Business,  on  M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  to 
take  in  Thursdays,  699  (i), 

- Wednesdays,  2491  (ii). 

- Mondays,  3565  (ii). 

Govt.  Rys.,  Employes,  on  M.  for  Ret., 41,  694  (i). 

Govt.  Measures  (remarks)  1153  (i). 

Gov.  Gen.’s  Body  Guard,  Affidavits  re  Pay  Lis^ 
(remarks)  1215  (i). 

- on  Ques.  of  Priv.  (Mr.  Denison)  1329  (i). 

Inland  Revenue  Act  Amt.  B.  (Mr.  Costigan)  on 
M.  for  2°  (objection)  1648  ;  on  M.  for  2°,  2007. 

Land  Office,  Edmonton,  Removal  (remarks)  4043, 
4392  (ii). 

L’Assomption  and  Pontiac  Writs  (Ques.)  2700. 

Lieut.  Gov.’s  Assent,  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup. 
(remarks)  2241  (i). 

Lieut.  Gov.’s  Instructions  (M.  for  copy)  2268  (i). 

London  Election,  Original  Voters’  Lists,  on  M. 
(Mr.  Mills,  Bothivcll)  to  lay  on  Table,  38,  64  (i). 

- on  Ques.  of  Priv;  (remarks)  248  (i). 

Mackenzie,  late  Hon.  Alex,  (remarks)  1389  (i). 

Ministers’  Visit  to  Washington,  Papers  respect¬ 
ing  (remarks)  333  (i),  3239,  3398  (ii). 

Mounted  Police,  Reduction  of  Force,  on  prop. 
Res.  (Mr.  McMullen)  2684  (ii). 

National  Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Society’s  B. 
53  (Mr.  Beausoleil)  on  M.  to  ref.  back  to  Sel. 
Com.,  3558  (ii). 

Newfoundland  Bait  Act,  Cor.,  Ac.  (remarks)  98. 

- Fishing  Licenses  (remarks)  135  (i). 

- Papers  respecting  (Ques.)  315  (i). 

- on  M.  for  copies,  686  (i). 

N.  W.  T.  Act  Amt.  B.  27  (Mr.  McCarthy)  on 
M.  to  set  Day  for  2°,  2484  (ii). 

Order,  Ques.  of,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1502  (i). 

Ordnance  Lands  (Toronto)  Conveyance,  B.  58 
(Mr.  Dewdney)  in  Com.  on  Res.,  174  (i). 

Perth,  North  Riding,  Issue  of  Writ  (Ques.)  1639. 

Pontiac  Electoral  District,  Issue  of  Writ  (Ques.) 
2700,  2980,  3054  (ii). 


Laurier,  Hon.  W .—Continued. 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2820  (ii). 
Preferential  Trade  with  G.  B.,  despatch  to  Lon¬ 
don  Times  re  deb.  (remarks)  2499  (ii). 
Prohibition,  Plebiscite,  on  prop.  Res.  {^lr. Charl¬ 
ton)  2652  (ii). 

Railway  Act  Amt.  B.  84 (Mr.  Haggart)  in  Com., 
4481;  on  M.  for  3°  (Amt.)  4728  (ii). 

Railway  Com.  of  Privy  Council,  Applications  or 
Complaints,  on  M.  for  Stmnt.,  1949  (i). 
Railway  Subsidies,  on  pro]).  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart) 
4398  (ii). 

- on  2nd  prop.  Res.,  4467  (ii). 

- -  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4510,  4629  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  M.  for  1°,  1866  (i). 

- on  M  for  2"  (Amt.)  3116  ;  (Y.  58,  N.  100) 

3299  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  3727,  3782,  3912,  3966,  4022,  4026, 

4037,  4047,  4098,  4187,  4321  (ii). 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  Bechard)  to  M.  for  3°,  4340. 

Returning  Officers,  Ac., Duties,  on  Amt. (Sir  John 
Thompson)  to  prop.  Res.,  90  (i). 

St.  Cesaire  Postmaster,  Money  Deposits,  on  M. 
for  Cor.,  401  (\). 

St.  John  Harbour  Commission,  on  M.  for  Com. 
on  Res.,  4494  ;  in  Com.,  4498  (ii). 

- B.  99  (Mr.  Foster)  in  Com.,  4647 ;  on  M. 

for  3°  (Amt.)  neg.  (Y.  53,  N.  93)  4654  (ii). 

Sick  Mariners’  Dues,  Circular  issued  by  Marine 
Dept.  (M.  for  copies*)  159  (i). 

Sittings  of  the  Hse.,  on  M.  (Sir  John  Thompson) 
3897  (ii). 

Soulanges  and  Beauharnois  Canals,  Engineers’ 
Reps.,  Ac.,  on  M.  for  copies,  232  (i). 

Supply : 

Civil  Government  (High  Commissioner)  277  ;  (In¬ 
terior)  837,  884  (i),  cone.,  4207  4472  (ii) ;  (Printing 
and  Stationery)  912;  (Public  Works)  272  (i). 
Collection  of  Revenues :  Post  Office  (Mail  Service) 
cone.,  4471.  Railways  (I.  C.  R.)  2628  (ii). 
Dominion  Police,  314  (i). 

Fisheries  (Behring  Sea  Arbitration)  cone.,  4478. 
Indians  (Reserve  Commission)  4422  (ii). 
Legislation:  House  of  Commons  (Salaries,  Ac.) 
779  (i). 

Mail  Subsidies,  Ac.  (Can.  and  Liverpool)  cone., 
4478;  (Halifax,  Ac.,  and  West  Indies)  4283; 
cone.,  4469  (ii). 

Marine  Hospitals,  4310  (ii). 

Miscellaneous  (Monument,  late  Sir  John  Mac¬ 
donald)  4458  (ii). 

Penitentiaries  (St.  Vincent  de  Paul)  736  (i). 

Public  Works — Income:  Buildings  (N.W.T.)  2950, 
cone,  4467 ;  (Que.)  2303.  Harbours  and  Rivers 
(X.S.)  4251 ;  (Que.)  4257,  4449.  Slides  and  Booms, 
4457  (ii). 

Supply  B.  100  (Mr.  Foster)  on  M.  for  1°,  4603 ;  on 
M.  for  2°,  4655  ;  on  M.  for  3°,  4715  (ii). 

Tenant  Farmers’  Delegates  Rep.,  on  M.  for 
copy,  2435,  2444  (ii). 

Three  Rivers  Harbour  Commissioners  B.  98  (Mr. 
Foster)  on  M.  for  Com  on  Res.,  1874. 
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Laurier,  Hon.  W .—Continued. 

Trade  Relations  with  G.  B.  (Ques.)  1979  (i). 

- with  Spain  (remarks)  4602  (ii). 

U.S.  Fishing  Vessels  B.  11  (Mr.  T upper )  on  M.  for 
2°,  176;  in  Com.,  1475,  1639  (ii), 

Voters’  Lists,  1891,  B.  67  (Mr.  Patterson,  Huron) 
on  M.  for  2°,  3300  ;  in  Com..  4480  ;  on  Amt. 
(Mr.  Armstrong )  on  M.  for  3°,  4503  (ii). 

Wags  and  Means — The  Tariff,  in  Com.  on  Res., 
4687  (ii). 

Welland  Election,  on  M.  (Mr.  Tisdale )  declaring 
Seat  vacant,  396,  583;  (Amt.)  584  (i). 

Wrecking  in  Can.  Waters  B.  8  (Mr.  Boivell)  on 
M.  for  1°,  106  (i). 

Writs  for  Elections,  on  enquiry  for  Ret.,  3115  (ii). 

- Ques.,  2700,  2980,  3054  (ii). 

Yamaska  River,  Damages  through  Dam  (M.  for 
Ret.)  1985  (i). 

Lavergne,  Mr.  J.,  Drummond  and  Arthabaska. 

I.  C.  R.,  Shipment  of  Hay  (Ques.)  4643  (ii). 
Pmsonneault,  Alfred,  Resignation,  &c.  (Ques.) 
749  (i). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier )  to  M.  for  2°, 
3151  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  4102  (ii). 

Saw-Logs,  &c.,  Export  Duty,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 
Ives)  1264  (i). 

Leduc,  Mr.  J.  H.,  Nicolet. 

Drummond  County  Postal  Service  (Ques.)  289  (i). 
Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2850, 
2861  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  M.  for  2°, 
3229  (ii). 

Supply  : 

Public  Works— Income :  Buildings  (Que.)  2850, 
2861  (ii). 

Legris,  Mr.  J-  H.,  Maskinonge. 

Beet-Root  Sugar  Bounty,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4711. 
Supply : 

Public  Works — Income  :  Buildings  (Que.)  2861  (ii). 

Lepine,  A.  T.,  East  Montreal. 

Gear  and  Tackle  Inspector,  Appmnt.  (Ques.)  224. 

Lippe,  Mr.  U.,  Jolictte. 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4574  (ii). 

Lister,  Mr.  J.  F.,  West  Lambton. 

Binding  Twine,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Watson)  in 
Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1698  (i). 
Cockburn  Island,  Location  Tickets  (M.  for 
copies)  1980,  2006  (i). 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in  Com., 
2704,  4267  (ii). 

Debates,  Official,  2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone., 
4593  (ii). 


Lister,  Mr.  J.  F. — Continued. 

Drill  Hall,  Ottawa,  Contract  for  Roofing  (Ques. ) 
4601  (ii). 

Elliott,  Judge,  Charges  against  (M.  re  Pet.)  665. 
Granite,  Manufactured,  Exports  and  Imports 
(Ques.)  509  (i). 

Kingston  Graving  Dock,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2723  (ii) 
London  Election,  Charges  against  Judge  Elliott 
(prop.  Res.)  1719  (i). 

- Res.,  2344  (i) ;  neg.  (Y.  50,  X.  93)  2361  (i). 

- Papers  respecting  (remarks)  1089  (i). 

- Ret.  of  last  Election  (M.)  245  (i). 

- Voters’  Lists,  &c.  (M.)  245  (i). 

- (M.  for  copies)  292  (i). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Slip.,  2722,  2756, 
2870,  2894  (ii). 

Preferential  Trade  with  G.B.,  despatch  to  London 
Times  re  Deb.  (remarks)  2505  (ii). 

Privilege,  Ques.  of  (Mr.  Patterson,  Huron)  North 
Perth  Election  (remarks)  3056  (ii). 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4554  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3612  (ii). 

Supply : 

Arts,  Agriculture,  &c.  (Columbian  Exhibition) 
4437  (ii). 

Canals— Income  (Chambly)  2257  (i). 

Immigration  (Expenses)  1900;  (Printing  Pamph¬ 
lets)  2013  (i). 

Public  Works— Capital :  Harbours  and  Rivers 
(Ont.)  2620;  (Kingston  Graving  Dock)  2722.  In¬ 
come:  Buildings  (N.S.)  2756  ;  (Ont.)  2933  ;  (Que.) 
2994  (ii). 

Quarantine  (Cattle)  2033  (i). 

Railways:  I.C.R.  (St.  John, accommodation) 2604. 
Tenant  Farmers’  Delegates  Rep.,  on  M.  for  copy, 
2441  (ii). 

Lowell,  Mr.  J.  A.,  South  Waterloo. 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.,  3889  (ii). 

Supply : 

Public  Works— Income :  Buildings  (Que.)  2865  (ii). 

Macdonald,  Mr.  A.  C., King's,  P.E.I. 

Adjmt.,  Ascension  Day  and  Queen’s  Birthday  (re¬ 
marks)  2781  (ii). 

Fisheries  Act,  Amt.  B.  9  (Mr.  Tapper)  on  M.  for 
Com.,  2209;  in  Com.,  2224  (i). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompsoyi)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Somerville)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3705  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  4127,  3754,  4189  (ii). 

Supply : 

Fisheries  (P.E.I. ,  Salaries)  4312  (ii). 

Public  Works— Income :  Harbours  and  Rivers 
(P.E.I.)  4449  (ii). 

I 

Macdonald,  Mr.  H.  J.,  Winnipeg. 

Preferential  Trade  with  G.B.  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 
McNeill)  1594  (i). 
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Macdonald,  Mr.  H.  J.— Continued. 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  70  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.,  3914  (ii). 

Wood  Mountain  and  Qu’Appelle  Ry.  Co.'s  (B.  33, 
1°*)  245  (i). 

Macdonald,  Mr.  P.,  East  Huron. 

Binding  Twine,  Imports,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  546; 
Budget  on,  the,  469  (i). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against  on  Amt.  to 
Amt.  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  to  prop.  Res., 
2152  (i). 

Coal  Oil  and  Kerosene,  Imports,  (M.  for  Ret.) 
3059  (ii). 

Contracts  (Govt.)  since  Confedn.  (M.  for  Stmnt.) 
99;  Wthdn.,  110  (i). 

Contracts  (Govt.)  1887  to  1891  (M.  for  Stmnt.*) 
110  (i). 

Electoral  Lists,  Revising  Officers,  &c.,  on  M.  for 
Ret.,  951  (i). 

Fertilizers,  Artificial,  Imports,  on  M.  for  Ret., 
532,  (i). 

X.  W.T.,  Education  and  Dual  Languages,  on  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Armstrong )  3075  (ii). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2921  (ii). 
Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4572  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3528  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  3811,  3837,  3916,  4326  (ii). 

Tenant  Farmers’  Delegates  Rep. ,  on  M.  for  copy, 
2438  (ii). 

Supply — on  the  Budget,  469  (i). 

Arts,  Agriculture,  Ac.  (Criminal  Statistics)  1161  (i). 
Immigration  (Expenses)  1924, 1943  (i). 

Legislation:  House  of  Commons  (Salaries,  &c.) 

7t)7.  Senate  (Salaries,  etc.)  753  (i). 

Public  Works — Income :  Buildings  (Ont.)  2921. 

Slides  and  Booms,  4457  (ii). 

Quarantine  (Grosse  Isle)  2029  (i). 

Macdonell,  Mr.  G-.  H.,  A/goma. 

Kingston  Graving  Dock,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2727. 
Niagara  Falls  and  Queenston  Ry.  and  Bridge 
Co.’s  incorp.  (B.  54,  1°*)  823  (i). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2776, 
2884  (ii). 

St.  Lawrence  River  Canals,  Deepening,  on  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Denison )  149  (i). 

Supply  : 

Canals — Income  (Lachine)  2251  (i). 

Public  Works— Capital  (Kingston  Graving  Dock) 
2727.  Harbours  and  Rivers  (Ont.)  2625.  Income : 
Buildings  (Que.)  2884  (ii). 

Mackintosh,  Mr.  C.  H.,  Ottawa  City. 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3620  (ii). 

Maclean,  Mr.  W.  F.,  East  York. 

Midland  Ry.  Co.  of  Can.  B.  93  (Mr.  Tisdale) 
in  Com.  (Amt.)  3771  (ii). 


Maclean,  Mr.  W.  F .—Continued. 

Railway  Act  Amt.  B.  84  (Mr.  Haggart)  on  M. 

for  3°  (Amt.)  4603  ;  neg.  (Y.  20,  N.  128)  4628. 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.,  4074  (ii). 

McAlister,  Mr.  J.,  Restigouche. 

Fisheries  Act  Amt.  B.  9  (Mr.  Tapper)  in  Com., 
2231  (i). 

Supply  : 

Railways-.  I.  C.  R.  (Expenses)  2377  (i). 

McCarthy,  Mr.  D.,  North  Simcoe. 

Canadian  Representative  at  Washington  (prop. 
Res.)  1950,  1977  (i). 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  Tapper)  2480Jii). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  Approval  of 
Commissioners  (M.)  2170  (i). 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in 
Com.,  2705,  2788,  3324  (ii). 

Globe  Printing  Co.’s  B.  31  (Mr.  Innes)  in  Coin., 
1230  (i). 

Home  Rule  for  Ireland,  on  prop.  Res.  (Amt.  to 
Amt. )  3357  (ii). 

N.  W.  T.  Act  Amt.  (B.  27,  1°)  217  ;  2°,  neg. 

(Y.  33,  N.  132)  241  (i)  ;  Day  for  2°  (M.)  2483. 

N.  W.  T.  Education  and  Dual  Languages,  on 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Armstrong)  3076  (ii). 

Railway  Com.  of  Privy  Council,  Applications  or 
Complaints  (M.  for  Stmnt.)  1937,  1950  (i). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  M.  for  2°,  3399  ;  (Amt.)  3414  ; 
neg.  (Y.  62,  N.  109)  3636  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  3785  (ii). 

- on  M.  to  adjn.  Deb.,  (personal  explana¬ 
tion)  3472  (ii).  . 

Supply  : 

Civil  Government  (Interior)  848  (i). 

Legislation:  House  of  Commons  (Salaries,  *fec.) 
784  (i). 

Welland  Election,  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to 
ref.  to  Com.  on  Priv.  and  Elec.,  588  (i). 

McDonald,  Mr.  J.  A.,  Victoria,  N.S. 

London  Election,  Charges  against  J udge  Elliott, 
on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Lister)  2335  (i). 

Supply : 

Civil  Government  (Interior)  847  (i). 

I 

McDougall,  Mr.  H.  F.,  Cape  Breton. 

Mail  Service,  Imperfect  (remarks)  4398  (ii). 

McDougald,  Mr.  J.,  Pictou. 

I.C.R.,  Accident  at  New  Glasgow  (remarks)  3088. 

- Expenditure  out  of  Income  (M.  for  Ret.) 

1371  (ii). 

Supply  : 

Railways  :  I.  C.  R.  (Expenses)  2410  (ii). 

McGregor,  Mr.  W.,  North  Essex. 

Mounted  Police,  Reduction  of  Force,  on  prop. 
Res.  (Mr.  McMullen)  2697  (ii). 
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McGregor,  Mr.  W . — Continued. 

N.  W.  T.  Act  Amt.  B.  27  (Mr.  McCarthy)  on  M. 

to  set  Day  for  2°,  2485  (ii). 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4580  (ii). 

Saw  Logs,  &c.,  Export  Duty,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 
Ives)  1262  (i). 

Steamboat  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  13  (Mr. 

Tupper)  in  Com.,  1646  (i). 

Supply  : 

Canals — Capital  (Sault  Ste.  Marie)  2246  (i). 
Collection  of  Revenues :  Customs  (Detective 
Service)  1026  (i). 

Militia  (Ammunition)  1183  (i). 

Quarantine  (Cattle)  2039  (i). 

Superannuation,  804  (i). 

Wilson, Convict, Ed.,  Release,  on  M.  for  Pet.,  &c., 
2645  (ii). 

Wrecking  in  Canadian  Waters  B.  8  (Mr.  Bowell) 
in  Com.,  1096  (i). 

McKay,  Mr.  A.,  Hamilton. 

Alien  Labour  Prohibition  B.  4  (Mr.  Taylor)  on 
M.  for  2°,  306  (i). 

Cotton  Seed  Oil,  Imports  (M.  for  Ret.*)  1555  (i). 
National  Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Society’s  B. 
53  (Mr.  Beausoleil)  on  M.  to  ref.  back  to  Sel. 
Com.,  3559  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.,  3911,  3945  (ii). 

McLean,  Mr.  J.,  Queen's,  P.E.I. 

Fisheries  Act  Amt.  B.  9  (Mr.  Tupper)  on  M.  for 
Com.,  2185;  in  Com.,  2231  (i). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson )  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Somerville)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3711  (ii). 

- B.  76  in  Com.,  4132,  4181  (ii). 

Supply  : 

Collection  of  Revenues :  Railways  (P.E.I.)  2634  (ii). 
Public  Works — Income:  Harbours  and  Rivers 
(P.E.I.)  4448  (ii). 

McLeod,  Mr.  E.,  St.  John,  N.B. 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in  Com., 
4226,  4347  (ii). 

St.  John  Harbour  B.  99  (Mr.  Foster)  in  Com., 
4648  (ii). 

- Commission,  on  M.  for  Com.  on  Res., 

4495;  in  Com.,  4498  (ii). 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  in 
Com.,  3103  (ii). 

Supply : 

Public  Works — Income :  Buildings  (N.B.)  4441  (ii). 
Railways:  I.  C.  R.  (St.  John,  Accommodation) 
2572  (ii). 

McMillan,  Mr.  H.,  Vaudreuil. 

Ottawa  Valley  Ry.  Co.’s  incorp.  (B.  59,  1°*)  970. 

McMillan,  Mr.  J.,  South  Huron. 

Beet-Root  Sugar  Bountj",  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4702, 
4713  (ii). 

Binding  Twine,  Imports,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  543  (i). 


McMillan,  Mr.  J.  —  Continued. 

Binding  Twine,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Watson)  in 
Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1679  (i). 

Budget,  on  the,  701  (i). 

Dom.  Millers’  Association  incorp.  B.  70  (Mr. 

Stevenson)  on  M.  for  3°,  2940  (ii). 

Electoral  Lists,  Revising  Officers,  &c.,  on  M.  for 
Ret.,  954  (i). 

Experimental  Farm  (Central)  Dairy  (M.  for  Ret.) 
402  (i). 

Fertilizers,  Artificial,  Imports  (M.  for  Ret.)  526. 
General  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  95  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  M.  for  2°,  4140;  in  Com.,  4483. 
Patent  Act  Amt.  B.  90  (Mr.  Carling)  in  Com., 
4224  (ii). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2877  (ii). 
Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4557  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3595  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  3864  (ii). 

Supply — on  the  Budget,  701  (i). 

Arts ,  Agriculture,  &c.  (Dairy  Industry)  1454 ; 
(Experimental  Farms)  1425;  (Haras  National 
Co.)  1465  (i). 

Immigration  (Expenses)  1941  (i). 

Ocean  and  River  Service  (Cattle  Inspection)  992. 
Penitentiaries  (Kingston)  4441  (ii). 

Public  Works — Income:  Buildings  (Que.)  2877. 
Experimental  Farms,  4448.  Harbours  and 
Rivers  (Que.)  4451  (ii). 

Tenant  Farmers’  Delegates  Rep.  (M.  for  copy) 
2432  (ii). 

- (Ques.)  3116,  3566,  3637  (ii). 

- on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.  (remarks)  4401. 

McMullen,  Mr.  J.,  North  Wellington. 

Adjmt.  for  Holidays  (remarks)  4260  (ii). 

Auditor  Gen.’s  Rep.  (Ques.)  36  (i). 

Binding  Twine,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Watson)  in 
Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1668  (i). 

Budget,  on  the,  4  9  (i). 

Cape  Breton  Ry.,  Terminal  Accommodation 
(Ques.)  1549  (i). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  Amt. 
to  Amt.  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  2167  (i). 

- Approval  of  Commissioners,  on  Amt. 

(Mr.  Laurier)  3047  (ii). 

Chatham,  Customs  Collector  (Ques.)  1391  (i). 
Civil  Service  Act  Amt.  B.  74,  in  Com.,  4641  (ii). 

- Commissioners’  Rep.  (Ques.)  1547  (i). 

Customs  Seizures,  Commissions  Paid  (Ques.) 
3238  (ii). 

Debates,  Official,  2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone., 
4591  (ii). 

Dom.  Lands  Act  Amt.  B.  89  (Mr.  Dewdney)  in 
Com.,  3306  ;  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Bavin)  to  M.  for 
3°,  3819  (ii). 

Electoral  Lists,  Revising  Officers,  &c.,  on  M.  for 
Ret.,  940  (i). 

Farm  Produce,  Exports  (M.  for  Ret.)  292  (i). 
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McMullen,  Mr.  J. — Continued. 

Fisheries  Dept.,  Irregularities  by  Dep.  Min.  (M. 
for  Ret.*)  418  (i). 

General  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  95  (Mr.  Costi- 
gan)  in  Com.,  4487  (ii). 

Gov.  Gen.’s  Body  Guard,  Affidavits  re  Pay  List 
(remarks)  1223  (i). 

Govt.  Rys.,  Employes  (M.  for  Ret.)  41 ;  Deb. 
rsmd.,  092,  699  (i). 

- Property  accommodation  (M.  for  Ret.) 

1984  (i). 

I.  C.  R.,  Employes,  Number,  &e.  (M.  for  Ret.*) 
909  (i). 

- Stationery  Supplies,  value  (Ques.)  1032. 

Kingston  Graving  Dock,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2715. 

Labrador,  reported  Distress  (Ques.)  4203  (ii). 

Land  Grants  to  Militia  B.  96  (Mr.  Dcwdney )  in 
Com.,  4264  (ii). 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  on 
M.  for  2°,  1078  (i) ;  in  Com.,  3099  (ii). 

Marine  and  Fisheries  Dept.  Amalgamation  B. 
12  (Mr.  T upper )  in  Com.,  183  (i). 

Morton  Dairy  Co.’s  Claims  (Ques.)  910  (i). 

Mounted  Police,  Reduction  of  Force  (prop.  Res.) 
2608,  2099  (ii). 

N.  W.  T.  Act  Amt.  B.  27  (Mr.  McCarthy)  on  M. 
to  set  Day  for  2°,  2483  (ii). 

- Education  and  Dual  Languages,  on 

prop  Res.  (Mr.  Armstrong)  3009  (ii). 

Patent  Act  Amt.  B.  90  (Mr.  Carling)  in  Com., 
4216  (ii). 

Payne,  J.  L.,  Payments  for  Services  (Ques.) 
1548  (i). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2742, 
2768  (ii). 

Prohibition,  Plebiscite,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Charl¬ 
ton)  2000  (ii). 

Railway  Statistics  (Ques.)  3398  ;  (remarks)  3185. 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4506  (ii). 

Ranching  Companies,  N.W.T.  (Ques.)  1946  (i). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  70  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3499  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  3702,  3778,  3878,  3906,  3933, 

4332  (ii). 

- on  Amt.  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  to  M. 

for  3°,  4332  (ii). 

- on  Ques.  of  Order,  3545  (ii). 

St.  John  Harbour  Commission,  on  M.  for  Com. 
on  Res.,  4498  (ii). 

Savings  Banks,  Superannuation  of  Officials,  on 
M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.  (remarks)  4272  (ii). 

Settlers’  Grievances,  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup. 
(remarks)  4407  (ii). 

Supply — on  the  Budget,  429  (i). 

Arts,  Agriculture ,  Ac.  (Census)  4437 :  (Columbian 
Exhibition)  986  (i),  4435,  cone.,  4475  (ii) ;  (Crim¬ 
inal  Statistics)  1160 ;  (Experimental  Farms) 
1424  ;  (Jamaica  Exhibition)  976  ;  ( Patent  Record) 
1159  (i). 

Canals— Capital  (Soulanges)  2051 ;  (Trent)  2066 
(i),  4438  (ii).  Income  (Rideau)  988  (i). 


McMullen,  Mr.  J.— Continued. 

Supply — Continued. 

Charges  of  Management  (Public  Debt,  Commission) 
253 ;  (Country  Savings  Banks)  250  (i). 

Civil  Government  (Agriculture)  contingencies,  286  ; 
(Civil  Service  Examiners)  283;  (Customs)  269; 
(Deptl.  Buildings,  care,  Ac.)  contingencies, 286  ; 
(Finance  and  Treasury  Board)  contingencies, 
285;  (Gov.  Gen.’s  Sec.’s  Office)  contingencies, 
284;  (High  Commissioner)  275,  contingencies) 
282,  898  ;  (Interior)  261,  847,  895,  1154  ;  (Printing 
and  Stationery)  912  ;  (Public  Works)  271;  Rail¬ 
ways  and  Canals)  273  (i). 

Collection  of  Revenues :  Customs  (Detective  Service) 
1031;  (B.CJ821;  (N.SJ811;  (Ont.)817;  (Craven, 
Geo.,  Gratuity)  1007.  Excise  (Customs  Officers’ 
Commissions)  1015  ;  (Tobacco  Stamps)  1009  (i). 
Fisheries  (N.  S.,  Salaries)  4311 ;  (Ont.)  4310 ; 
(P.E.I.)  4312  (ii). 

Government  of  N.  W.T.  (Schools)  995  (i). 
Immigration  (Agents’  Salaries)  1510,  1828;  (Ex¬ 
penses)  1908,  1932;  (Printing  Pamphlets)  2020- 
Justice,  Administration  of  (Circuit  Allowances, 
B.C.)  311:  (Judges,  Queen’s  Bench,  Ac.,  Man.) 
312;  (Judges’  Travelling  Expenses,  N.W.T.) 
310  (i). 

Legislation:  House  of  Commons  (Committees,  Ac.) 
788;  (Salaries,  Ac.)  762;  (Salary,  Dep.  Speaker) 
974.  Senate  (Salaries,  Ac.)  752  (i). 

Mail  Subsidies,  Ac.  (Halifax,  Ac. ,  and  West  Indies) 
4284;  cone.,  4469  (ii). 

Militia  (Ammunition)  1185 ;  (Clothing)  1346 ;  (Dis¬ 
trict  Staff)  1161;  (Drill  Sheds,  Ac.)  1373:  Mili¬ 
tary  College)  1380;  (Permanent  Forces)  1421; 
(Stores)  1353  (i). 

Miscellaneous  (Clerical  Assistance)  4457  (ii)  ; 
(Jukes,  Dr.  A.,  Medical  Services)  1003  (i) ;  Monu¬ 
ment,  late  Sir  John  A.  Macdonald)  4458  (ii)  ; 
(Ross,  Hon.  J.  G.,  Refund)  1003  (i). 

Penitentiaries  (Kingston)  4440  (ii)  ;  (Man.)  <44, 
973 ;  (Regina  Gaol)  748 ;  (St.  Vincent  de  Paul) 
736,  972  (i). 

Public  Works—  Capital :  (Esquimalt  Graving 
Dock)  4439 ;  (Kingston  Graving  Dock)  2715,  2741. 
Income:  Buildings  (Heating)  cone.,  4477 ;  (N.  S.) 
2742;  (Major’s  Hill  Park)  cone.,  4468  (ii). 
Quarantine  (Grosse  Isle)  2025;  (St.  John  and 
Halifax)  2032  (i). 

Railways— Capital :  I.  C.  R.  (Accomodation,  St. 
John)  988  (i) ;  (Expenses)  2367,  2515  (ii).  Oxford 
and  New  Glasgow  (Construction)  cone.,  4475  (ii). 
Superannuation  (W.  Wallace)  798  (i). 

Unprovided  Items,  1018  (i). 

Tenant  Farmers’ Delegates  Rep.,  on  M.  for  copy, 

2450  (ii). 

U.  S.  Vessels  in  Hudson  Bay  (Ques.)  4262  (ii). 
Voters’  Lists,  1891,  B.  07  (Sir  John  Thompson)  on 
Amt.  (Mr.  Armstrong)  to  M.  for  3°,  4503  (ii). 
Waldron  Ranch  Co.,  Settlers’  Claims  (M.  for  Cor., 
&c.*)  292  (i). 

- Settlers’  Claims  (Ques. )  223  (i). 

McNeill,  Mr.  A.,  North  Bruce. 

Atlantic  Mail  Service  (Ques.)  1231  (i). 

Canadian  Representative  at  Washington,  on  prop. 
Res.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  1907  (i). 
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McNeill,  Mr.  A..— Continued. 

Debates,  Official,  2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone., 
4595  (ii). 

Preferential  Trade  with  G.B.  (prop.  Res.)  1555 
T**-  (i) ;  agreed  to  (Y.  97,  N.  G3)  1635  (i). 

- despatch  to  London  Times  re  Deb.  (re¬ 
marks)  2497  (i). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John  Thomp¬ 
son)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  M.  for  2°,  3295. 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for  2°, 

3603  (ii). 

Supply  : 

Civil  Government  (Interior)  876  (i). 

Madill,  Mr.  F.,  North  Ontario. 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.,  4327  (ii). 

Mara,  Mr.  J.  A.,  Yale. 

B.  C.  and  Southern  Ry.  Co.’s  (B.  20,  1°*)  129  (i). 

Electoral  Districts  in  B.C.  (M.  for  Ret.)  2287  (i). 

Indian  Reserves,  B.C.,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  519  (i). 

Nelson  and  Fort  Sheppard  Ry.  Co.’s  incorp.  (B. 
26,  1°*)  189  (i). 

Nicola  Valley  Ry.  Co.’s  (B.  24,  1°*)  161  (i). 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4511  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.,  3725,  4091  (ii). 

Ways  and  Means — The  Tariff,  in  Com.  on  Res., 
4690  (ii). 

Masson,  Mr.  J.,  North  Grey. 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in  Com., 
2845,  2960,  3326,  3638,  4225,  4267  (ii). 

Dom.  Lands  Act  Amt.  B.  89  (Mr.  Dewdney)  in 
Com.,  3304  (ii). 

Railway  Act  Amt.  B.  84  (Mr.  Haggart)  in  Com., 
4481  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3449  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  4169  (ii). 

Welland  Election,  on  M.  (Mr.  Tisdale)  declaring 
Seat  vacant,  580  (i). 

Winnipeg  and  Atlantic  Ry.  Co.’s  incorp.  (B.  72, 
1°*)  1636  (i). 

Mignault,  Mr.  R.  M.  S.,  Yamaska. 

Yamaska  River  Lock,  Navigation,  &c.  (Ques.) 
2171  (i). 

- Works,  Total  Cost  (Ques.)  1714  (i). 

Mills,  Hon.  D.,  Bothwell. 

Adjmnt.  for  Holidays  (remarks)  4260  (ii). 

Alien  Labour  Prohibition  B.  4  (Mr.  Taylor)  on  M. 
for  2°,  307  (i). 

Behring’s  Sea  Seal  Fisheries,  Seizure  of  Say  ward 
(remarks)  36  (i). 

Binding  Twine,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Watson)  in 
Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1704  (i). 

Boundaries  of  Prov.  of  Que.,  on  M.  for  Cor.,  &c., 
121  (i). 


Mills,  Hon.  D. — Continued. 

Budget,  on  the,  589  (i). 

Bye  Elections,  Enquiry  for  Rets.,  1491  (i). 

Canadian  Representative  at  Washington,  on  prop. 
Res.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  1964  (i). 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  Tapper)  2470  (ii). 

Canal  Tolls  and  U.  S.  (remarks)  4643  (ii). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  prop. 
Res.  (Mr.  Edgar)  1052  (i). 

- Approval  of  Commissioners,  on  Amt.  (Mr. 

Laurier)  2984  (ii). 

Census  and  Statistics,  Maps  respecting  (Ques.) 
824  (i). 

Chinese  Immigration  Act  Amt.  B.  44  (Mr.  Gor¬ 
don)  in  Com.,  4721  (ii). 

Civil  Servants,  Permanent  Clerks  Extra  Pay,  on 
M.  for  Ret.,  1717  (i). 

Civil  Service  Act  Amt.  B.  74,  in  Com.,  4641  (ii). 

Commercial  Treaties  (prop.  Res.)  in  Amt.  to  M. 
for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1104;  neg.  (Y.  62,  N.  106) 
1151  (i). 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  on  M. 
for  2°,  1317  (i). 

- in  Com.,  2702  2785,  2828,  2959,  3641,  3645, 

4228,  4265,  4345  (ii). 

Crown  Prosecutions  and  Suits,  on  prop.  Res.  (Sir 
John  Thompson)  1295  (i). 

Debates,  Official,  2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone., 
4594  (ii). 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  Wallace)  4598  (ii). 

Diplomatic  Papers,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Laurier) 
in  Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1802  (i). 

Dom.  Lands  Act  Amt.  B.  89  (Mr..  Dewdney)  in 
Com.,  3302  (ii). 

Elections,  General,  1891-92,  Ret.  re  Returning 
Officers  (remarks)  2491  (ii). 

Electoral  Lists,  Revising  Officers,  &c.,  on  M.  for 
Ret.,  932  (i). 

Extra  Clerks’  Pay,  Reduction,  4732  (ii). 

Fisheries  Act  Amt.  B.  9  (Mr.  Tapper)  in  Com., 
2228  (i). 

Fishing  Vessels  ( Modus  Vivendi)  of  U.S.  B.  11 
(Mr.  Tupper)  on  M.  for  2°,  178  ;  in  Com.,  1483. 

Flour  (Can.)  admitted  into  Nfld.,  on  M.  for  Ret., 
112  (i). 

General  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  95  (Sir  John 
Thompson )  on  M.  for  2°,  4140  (ii). 

Geological  Survey  Dept.  B.  43  (Mr.  Dewdney)  on 
M.  for  2°,  1649  ;  in  Com.,  1654  (i). 

Globe  Printing  Co.’s  B.  31  (Mr.  Innes)  in  Com., 
1230  (i). 

Govt.  Business,  on  M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  to 
take  in  Thursdays,  700  (i). 

Govt.  Rys.,  Employes,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  696  (i). 

Incomes  of  the  People  (remarks)  456  (i). 

Indian  Affairs,  Management,  on  M.  for  Com.  of 
Sup.,  4408  (ii). 

- Reserves,  B.C.,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  515  (i). 

- School  Fund,  Expenditure  (remarks)  4214. 

Land  Grants  to  Rys.,  Man.  and  N.W.T.,  on  M. 
for  Ret.,  2275  (i). 
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Mills,  Hon.  D.— Continued. 

Lieut.  Gov.,  N.B.  (remarks)  4732  (ii). 

London  Election,  Original  Voters’  Lists  (M.  to 
lay  on  Table)  37,  52,  72  (i). 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  in 
Com.,  3094  (ii). 

Mackenzie,  late  Hon.  Alex,  (remarks)  1390  (ib 

Marine  and  Fisheries  Dept.  Amalgamation  B.  12 
(Mr.  Tapper )  in  Com.,  180  (i). 

Midland  Rv.  Co.  of  Can.  B.  93  (Mr.  Tisdale)  in 
Com.,  3776  (ii). 

Minister’s  Visit  to  Washington,  Rep.  respecting 
(Ques.)  332  (i). 

Mounted  Police,  Reduction  of  Force,  on  prop. 
Res.  (Mr.  McMullen)  2680  (ii). 

National  Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Society’s 
B.  53  (Mr.  Bcausoleil)  on  M.  to  ref.  back  to 
Sel.  Com.,  3559  (ii). 

Newfoundland,  Papers,  Ac.,  re  Trade,  on  M.  for 
copies,  684  (i). 

N.  W.  T.  Act  Amt.  B.  27  (Mr.  McCarthy)  on 
M.  to  set  Day  for  2°,  2484  (ii). 

- Education  and  Dual  Languages,  on  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Armstrong)  3082  (ii). 

Ordnance  Lands  (Toronto)  Conveyance  B.  58 
(Mr.  Dcwdney)  in  Com.,  1641  (ii). 

Patent  Act  Amt.  B.  90  (Mr.  Carling)  on  M.  for 
2°,  3730 ;  in  Com.,  4218  (ii). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2743, 
2775  (ii). 

Polling  Rets,  at  General  Elections  (M.  for  Map, 
Ac.)  112  (i). 

Preferential  Trade  with  G.  B.,  despatch  to  Lon¬ 
don  Times,  re  Deb.  (remarks)  2496  (ii). 

Prohibition,  Plebiscite,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Charl¬ 
ton)  2656  (ii). 

Railway  Subsidies,  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup. 
(remarks)  4275  (ii). 

- - in  Com.  on  Res.,  4512  ;  cone.,  4664  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  M.  for  1J,  1858,  1871  (i). 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  M.  for  2D,  3262. 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  Somerville)  3682  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  3720,  3756,  3781,  3839,  3878, 

3913,  3920,  3940,  4007,  4023,  4051,  4089,  4149, 
4186,  4197,  4221  (ii). 

Returning  Officers,  &c.,  Duties  at  Elections  (prop. 
Res.)  73  (i). 

St.  John  Harbour  Commission,  on  M.  for  Com. 
on  Res.,  4493  (ii). 

- B.  99  (Mr.  Foster)  in  Com.,  4651  (ii). 

St.  Lawrence  River  Canals,  Deepening,  on  prop- 
Res.  (Mr.  Denison)  156  (i). 

Speaker’s  Warrants,  vAe. ,  Issued  since  last  Ses¬ 
sion  (M.  for  Ret.*)  71  (i). 

- incomplete  Ret.  (remarks)  100  (i). 

Steamboat  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  13  (Mr. 
Tapper)  in  Corn.,  1399,  1643  (i). 

Supply — on  the  Budget,  589  (i). 

Arts,  Agriculture,  Ac.  (Columbia  Exhibition) 
4436  (ii). 


Mills,  Hon.  D.-  Continued.. 

Supply — Continued. 

Canals — Capital  (Soulanges)  2051  (i). 

Civil  Government  (Customs)  268;  (High  Commis¬ 
sioner)  contingencies,  890;  (Interior)  259  ,  827 r 
864,  1154  (i),  suppl.,  4432,  cone.,  4432,  4206  (ii) ; 
(Printing  and  Stationery)  913  (i). 

Collection  of  Revenues :  Railways  (I.C.R.)  2628  (ii). 
Dominion  Lands — Capital  (Surveys,  Ac.)  4431  (ii). 
Fisheries  (Fish-Breeding)  4318  (ii). 

Geological  Survey,  4390  (ii). 

Immigration  (Agents’  Salaries)  1536  ;  (Expenses) 
1897, 1936  (i) ;  cone.,  4212  (ii). 

Legislation  :  Library  (Salaries,  Ac.)  790.  Senate 
(Salaries,  Ac.)  759  (i). 

Mail  Subsidies,  &e.  (Halifax  and  West  Indies) 
4282  ;  (San  Francisco  and  Vic.,  B.C.)  4279  (ii). 
Militia  (Military  College)  1387  (i). 

Miscellaneous  (Clerical  Assistance)  4459;  (Bul- 
mer  vs.  The  Queen,  Expenses)  4461  ;  (Printing 
Bureau,  Plant)  4430 ;  (Survey,  P.E.I.  and  Main¬ 
land)  4463  (ii). 

Penitentiaries  (Kingston)  664  (i),  4440  (ii)  ;  (St. 
Vincent  de  Paul)  743  (i). 

Public  Works— Capital :  Harbours  and  Rivers 
(Ont.)  2622  (ii). 

Income:  Buildings  (B.C.)  4444;  (N.  S.)2/43.  vN. 
W.  T.)  2938,  2942.  Harbours  and  Rivers  (Ont.,. 
Kingston  Harbour)  4258;  (Que.)  4451.  Miscel¬ 
laneous,  4259  (ii). 

Quarantine  (Cattle)  2041  (i). 

Railways — Capital:  I.  C.  R.  (Expenses)  2521  (ii)  ; 
(Halifax,  accommodation)  2267  (i) ;  (St.  John, 
accommodation)  2588  (ii). 

Sydenham  River,  Obstructions,  in  Com.  of  Sup. 

(remarks)  4451,  4464,  4500  (ii). 

Voters’  Lists,  1891,  B.  67  (Mr.  Patterson,  Huron), 
on  M.  for  2°,  3300  ;,on  Amt.  (Mr.  Armstrong). 
to  M.  for  3°,  4501  (ii). 

Washington  Conference  (remarks)  1228  (i). 

Ways  a  nd  Means— The  Tariff,  on  M.  for  Com., 
4675  ;  in  Com.,  4686  (ii). 

Welland  Election,  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to 
ref.  to  Com.  on  Priv.  and  Elec.,  587  (i). 

West  Indian  Trade,  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup. 
(remarks)  1887  (i). 

West  Indies,  Minister’s  Visit  (remarks)  1224, 
1228  (i). 

- Reps.,  Ac.  (M.  for  copy)  1372  (i). 

Wrecking  in  Canadian  Waters  B.  8  (Mr.  Bowell) 
in  Com.,  1096  (i). 

Writs  for  Bye-Elections  (remarks)  3186  (ii). 

Writs  of  Election,  delay  in  Issuing  (remarks) 
1089  (i),  3115  (ii). 

Mills,  Mr.  J.  B.,  Annapolis. 

Apples,  Export,  under  Inspection  Act  (Ques.) 

3238  (ii). 

General  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  95  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  VI.  for  2°,  4137  (ii). 

Militia,  60th  Battalion,  Annual  Drill  (Ques.) 
4500  (ii). 

Private  Bills,  Pets.,  Extension  of  Time  (VI.)  454, 
97°  (i). 

- Presentation,  Extension  of  Time  (VI.)  823. 
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Mills,  Mr.  J.  IS. —Continued. 

Round  Hill  Shear  Dam,  Tenders  (Ques.)  2171  (i). 

Supply  : 

Legislation:  House  of  Commons  (Salaries,  &c.) 

769  (i). 

Moncrieff,  Mr.  G-.,  East  Lambton. 

London  and  Port  Stanley  Ry.  Co.’s  (B.  22,  1°*) 
101  (i). 

London  Election,  Charges  against  Judge  Elliot, 
on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Lister)  1728  (i). 

- Original  Voters’  Lists,  on  M.  (Mr.  Mills, 

Bothwell )  to  lay  on  Table,  04  (i). 

Returning  Officers,  &e.,  Duties  at  Elections,  on 
Amt.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  to  prop.  Res.,  92  (i). 

Winding-Up  Act  Amt.  (B.  94,  1°)  3479  (ii). 

Monet,  Mr.  D.,  NapierviUe. 

Post  Office,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2806  (ii). 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4582  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  M.  for  2°, 
3223  (ii) 

- in  Com.,  4039,  4093  (ii). 

Supply  : 

Public  Works — Income:  Buildings  (Que.)  2806  (ii). 

Yamaska  River  Lock,  Navigation,  &c.  (Ques.) 
2171  (i). 

- Works,  Total  Cost  (Ques.)  1734  (i). 

Montague,  Mr.  W.  H.,  Hold  imand. 

Debates,  Official,  2nd  Rep.  of  Coin.,  on  cone., 
4592  (ii). 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  Wallace)  4597  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  70  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3618  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  3910,  3919,  3939  (ii). 


Mulock,  Mr.  W.— Continued. 

Gov.  Gen.’s  Body  Guard,  on  Ques.  of  Priv.  (Mr. 
Denison )  1335  (i). 

Gov.  Gen.’s  Warrants  issued  since  Recess  (M. 
for  Ret.*")  Ill  (i). 

- on  M.  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  to  ref.  to 

Pub.  Accts.  Com.,  51  (i). 

Indian  Affairs,  Management,  on  M.  for  Com.  of 
Sup.  4419  (ii). 

I.  C.  R.,  Audit  of  Accounts,  on  M.  for  Com.  of 
Sup.  (remarks)  4270  (ii). 

- Running  Privileges,  &c.,  granted  C.  P.  R., 

on  M.  for  Ret.,  560  (i). 

Lake  St.  John  Ry.,  Gross  Traffic  Earnings 
(Ques.)  4201  (ii). 

London  Election,  Charges  against  Judge  Elliott, 
on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Lister)  2305  (i). 

- Original  Voters’  Lists,  &c.,  on  M.  (Mr. 

Mills,  Bothwell)  to  lay  on  Table,  67  (i). 

Midland  Ry.  Co.  of  Can.  B.  93  (Mr.  Tisdale)  in 
Com.,  3777  (ii). 

Newfoundland,  Papers,  &c.,  re  Trade,  on  M.  for 
copies,  087  (i). 

Ordnance  Lands  (Toronto)  Conveyance  B.  58 
(Mi\  Dewdney)  in  Com.,  1039  (i). 

Patent  Act  Amt.  B.  90  (Mr.  Carling)  on  M.  for 
2°,  3729,  3731;  in  Com.,  4210  (ii). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2759, 
2799,  2810,  2871,  2890,  2896  (ii). 

Pontiac  County  Ry.  Debt,  on  M.  for  Cor.,  1993. 

Procedure,  Notices  of  Motion  (remarks)  1551  (i). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John  Thomp¬ 
son)  in  Com.,  3806,  4048,  4178  (ii). 

Sault  Ste.  Marie  Canal,  Deepening,  Tenders 
(Ques.)  2954,  3184,  4261  (ii). 

Steamboat  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  13  (Mr.  Tap¬ 
per)  in  Com.,  1406,  1644  (i). 

Supply : 


Mulock,  Mr.  W.,  North  York,  Ont. 

Adjmnt.  for  Holidaj^s  (remarks)  4260  (ii). 

Binding  Twine,  Imports,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  550  (i). 

- on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Wats<m)  in  Amt.  to  M. 

for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1661  (i). 

Can.  Temp  Act  Amt.  B.  6  (Mr.  Flint)  in  Com., 
455  (i). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Edgar )  1780  (i). 

Civil  Service  List,  Number  of  Employes  (Ques.) 
917  (i). 


Copyright  Act,  Proclamation  (Ques.)  1366  (i). 
Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in  Com., 
2701,  2784,  2826,  2964,  3639,  4265,  4272,  4345  (ii). 
Crown  Prosecutions  and  Suits,  on  prop.  Res.  (Sir 
John  Thompson)  1309  (i). 

Fertilizers,  Artificial,  Imports,  on  M.  for  Ret., 
528  (i). 


Geological  Survey  Dept.  B.  43  (Mr.  Dewdney)  on 
M.  for  2°,  1651  (i). 

Globe  Printing  Co.’s  B.  31  (Mr.  Inncs)  in  Com., 
1229  (i). 


Arts,  Agriculture,  Ac.  (Experimental  Farms) 
1459  (i). 

Civil  Government  (Interior)  849,877  (i). 

Collection  of  Revenues  :  Customs  (Ont.)  813  (i)/ 
Immigration  (Printing  Pamphlets)  2020  (i). 

Justice  (Exchequer  Court)  cone.,  1085  (i). 
Legislation  :  House  of  Commons  (Printing,  Paper, 
ttc.)  795;  (Printing  Voters’  Lists)  cone.,  1086; 
Library  (Purchase  of  Books)  793.  (Senate,  Sala¬ 
ries,  &c.)  754  (i). 

Mail  Subsidies,  Ac.  (Halifax,  &c.,and  AVest  Indies) 
4300  (ii). 

Militia  (Clothing)  1348 ;  (Military  College,  1375  (i). 
Public  Works — Income:  Buildings  (N.B.)  2799; 
(N.S.)  2762  ;  (X.W.T.)  2936  ;  (Ont.)  2918  ;  (Que.) 
2802  ,  2810,  2896  (ii). 

Railways —  Capital :  I.  C.  R.  (Expenses)  2379  (ii). 
Superannuation,  799  (i). 

Tenant  Farmers’  Delegates  Rep.,  on  M.  for 
copy,  2440  (ii). 

Murray,  Mr.  T.,  Pontiac. 

Culbute  Canal,  Cost  of  Construction  (M.  for 
Stmnt.)  927  (i). 

Dredging,  Ottawa  River  (M.  for  Stmnt. )  926  (i). 
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Murray,  Mr.  T.— Continued. 

Electoral  Lists,  Revising  Officers,  &c.,  on  M.  for 
Ret.,  958  (i). 

Pontiac  and  Pacific  Junction  Ry.  Co.’s  (13. 
03,  1°*)  1153  (i). 

- Subsidy  (M.  for  Ret.)  917  (i). 

Pontiac  County  Ry.  Debt  (M.  for  Cor.,  &c. ) 
1986,  1997  (i). 

Northrup,  Mr.  W.  B.,  East  Hastings. 

Address,  The,  in  Ans.  to  His  Ex.’s  Speech 
(moved)  7  (i). 

O’Brien.  Mr.  W.  E.,  Muskoka. 

Binding  Twine,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Watson)  in 
Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1064  (i). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Edgar)  1058  (i). 

Commercial  Treaties,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Mills, 
Bothwell)  in  Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup., 
1140  (i). 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson )  in  Com., 
3328  (ii). 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  in 
Com.,  2300  (i),  3092  (ii). 

Militia,  Active,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  673  (i). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2856  (ii). 
Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4507  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  70  (Sir  John. 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  M.  for  2°, 
3233  (ii). 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for  2°, 

3442  (ii). 

Saw-Logs,  &c. ,  Export  Duty,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 
Ives)  1254  (i). 

Treaty  with  Germany,  despatch  to  London  Times 
(remarks)  109  (i). 

Supply  : 

Collection  of  Revenues :  Customs  (Inspectors’  Trav¬ 
elling  Expenses)  821  (i). 

Immigration  (Expenses)  1930  (i). 

Legislation  :  House  of  Commons  (Salaries,  etc) 
767  (i). 

Militia  (Ammunition)  1162  ;  (Armouries,  etc.)  1349 ; 
(District  Staff)  1161 ;  (Drill  Pay)  1354  ;  (Perman¬ 
ent  Forces)  1423  (i). 

Miscellaneous  (Georgian  Bay  Survey)  cone.,  4470. 
Public  Works— Income  (Que.)  2856  (ii). 

U.  S.  Fishing  Vessels  B.  11  (Mr.  Tupper)  in  Com., 

1473  (i). 

Ouimet,  Hon.  J.  A.,  Laval. 

Beet-Root  Sugar  Bounty,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4703. 
Dodwell,  C.  E.  W.,  Emplymt  by  Govt.  (Ans.) 
1715  (i). 

Eaton ville  Harbour  (N.S.)  Expenditure  (Ans.) 
2041  (ii). 

Election  Expenses,  Publications  in  Toronto  Globe, 
on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  4381  (ii). 

Kingston  Graving  Dock,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2715. 
Cacouna  Pier,  Expenditure  (Ans.)  13<  (i). 

C.  P.  R.,  North  Shore  Section  (Ans.)  3480  (ii). 


Ouimet,  Hon.  J.  A..— Continued. 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  prop. 

Res.  ((Mr.  Edgar)  1050  (i). 

Church  Point  Wharf,  Expenditure  for  Repairs 
(Ans.)  399  (i). 

Cobourg  Customs  Buildings,  Lease  (Ans.)  1306. 
Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in  Com., 
4233,  4348  (ii). 

Crown  Prosecutions  and  Suits,  on  prop.  Res.  (Sir 
John  Thompson)  1308  (i). 

Little  Miminegash  Breakwater  (Ans.)  190  (i). 
Longueuil  Wharf,  Expenditure  (Ans.)  1231  (i). 
Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  in 
Com.,  3372  (ii). 

McCarthy,  Messrs.,  Lease  of  Land  in  Sorel  (Ans  ) 
3184  (ii). 

Miminegash  Breakwater,  Contract  (Ans.)  40  (i), 
2431  (ii). 

N.  W.  T.  Act  Amt.  B.  27  (Mr.  McCarthy)  on  M. 

to  £>et  Day  for  2°,  2487  (ii). 

Piers,  Breakwaters,  &c.,  P.  E.  I.,  Expenditure, 
on  M.  for  Stmnt.,  239  (i). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2743, 
2708,  2798,  2802,  2859,  2868,  2890,  2894  (ii). 
Public  Works  Depth  Rep.  (presented)  1393  (i). 
Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4533  (ii). 
Raquette  Pier,  Completion  (Ans.)  398  (i). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  M.  for  1°,  1867  (i). 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  M.  for  2°,  3130. 

- in  Com.,  3766,  3826,  3973,  4021,  4037,  4044, 

4103  (ii). 

Riviere  du  Loup  P.  O.,  Workmen’s  Claims  (Ans.) 
3238  (ii). 

Riviere  du  Sud  Works  (remarks)  4656  (ii). 

Round  Hill  Shear  Dam  (Ans.)  2171  (i). 

St.  Maurice  Public  Works  (Ans.)  3564  (ii). 
Sandford  Breakwater  (Ans.)  398  (i). 

Sheet  Harbour,  Wharves,  &c.  (Ans.)  1032  (i). 

Supply  : 

Collection  of  Revenues:  Public  Works  (Esquimalt 
Graving  Dock)  1017  (i). 

Civil  Government:  (Public  Works)  271  (i). 
Legislation  House  of  Commons  (contingencies) 
788  ;  (Salaries,  Ac.)  780  (i). 

Lighthouse  and  Coast  Service:  (Maintenance, 
Ac.)  4308  (ii). 

Miscellaneous  (Clerical  Assistance)  4457  (ii). 
Public  Works—  Capital :  Harbours  and  Rivers 
(Esquimalt  Graving  Dock)  4439  (ii) ;  (N.B.)  2617  ; 
(Ont.)  2619  ;  (Que.)  2619  ;  (Kingston  Graving 
Dock)  2715  (ii).  Consolidated  Fund :  Buildings 
(N.B.)  988,  cone.,  1086;  (Ont.)  990;  (Que.)  989. 
Dredging  (Man.)  992.  Harbours  and  Riv¬ 
ers  (Mar.  Provs.)  990  (i).  Income  :  Build¬ 
ings  (B.C.)  2951,  4442;  (Gas  and  Electric 
Light)  4242 ;  (Heating  Public  Buildings)  4241, 
cone.,  4477;  (Man.)  2936;  (N.B.)  2798,  4441; 
(N.S.)  2742,  4441  ;  (N.W.T.)  2936  ,  2941  ;  (Ont.) 
2918  ,  2929;  (Que.)  2801,  2860;  (Repairs,  Ac.) 
4240.  Dredging  (Mar.  Provs.)  4455 ;  (N.S.) 
4458.  Harbours  and  Rivers  (N.  B.)  4256; 
(N.S.)  4247,  4258,  4448;  (Ont.,  Kingston 
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Ouimet,  Hon.  J.  A..— Continued. 

Supply — Continued. 

Public  Work* — Income — Continued. 

Harbour)  4257  ;  (P.E.I.)  4252  ;  (Que.)  4449. 
Miscellaneous,  4259  ;  (Ottawa  Grounds)  4240). 
Slides  and  Booms,  4457.  Telegraphs  (Nanaimo, 
Ac.)  4259  ;  (Telephone  Service)  4245  (ii). 
Unprovided  Items,  1018  (i). 

Sydenham  River,  Obstructions,  in  Com.  of  Sup. 
(remarks)  4453  (ii). 

Three  Sisters  Harbour,  N.S.,  Expenditure  (Ans.) 
2490  (ii). 

Woodstock  Public  Building,  Caretaker  (Ans.) 
3480  (ii). 

Yamaska  River,  Damages  through  Dam,  on  M. 
for  Ret.,  1986  (i). 

- — - —  Lock,  Navigation,  &c.  (Ans.)  2172  (i). 
- Works,  Total  Cost  (Ans.)  1715  (i). 

Paterson,  Mr.  W.,  South  Brant. 

Adjmnt.  for  Holidays  (remarks)  4260  (ii). 

B.C.  Indians  and  Proclamation  (Ques.)  289  (i). 
Budget,  on  the,  381  (i). 

Indian  Reserves,  B.C.,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  520  (i). 
Order,  Ques.  of,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1503  (i). 

Patent  Act  Amt.  B.  90  (Mr.  Carling)  on  M.  for 
2°,  3733  (ii). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2876  (ii). 
Preferential  Trade  with  G.B.,  despatch  to  London 
Times  re  Deb.  (remarks)  2508  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson )  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3454  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  3796,  3876,  3911,  3937,  4159,  4323. 

Supply — on  the  Budget,  381  (i). 

Arts,  Agriculture,  &c.  (Columbian  Exhibition)  986 
(i),  4433  (ii) ;  (Experimental  Farms)  1429  (i). 
Canals — Capital:  (Trent)  2057,  2066  (i). 

Civil  Government :  (Customs)  267  (i) ;  (Finance  and 
Treasury  Board)  contingencies,  285  ;  (High  Com¬ 
missioner)  279,  contingencies,  897 ;  (Interior) 
262,  880  ;  (Marine)  271  ;  (Militia  and  Defence) 
256;  (Public  Works)  272  (i). 

Collection  of  Revenues :  Customs  (Detective  Ser¬ 
vice)  1019  (i).  Dom.  Lands, 4431  (ii).  Customs  (In¬ 
spectors’  Travelling  Expenses)  821  ;  (Ont.)  818. 
Excise  (Customs  Officers’  Commissions)  1015: 
(Preventive  Service)  1015 ;  (Tobacco  Stamps) 
1008  (i). 

Immigration  { Agents’  Salaries)  1530;  (Expenses) 
1850,1923,1934;  (Printing  Pamphlets)  2017  (i). 
Indians  (Schools)  4421  (ii). 

Legislation  :  Senate  (Salaries,  Ac.)  757  (i). 

Ma  il  Subsidies,  Ac.  (Halifax,  Ac.  and  West  Indies) 
4300  (ii). 

Miscellaneous  (Banff  Springs)  4428  ;  (Commercial 
Agencies)  4426  ;  (Printing  Bureau,  Plant)  4429  ; 
(Str.  Bayfield,  Supplies)  4461  (ii). 

Penitentiaries  (Kingston)  664 ;  (St.  Vincent  de 
Paul)  740  (i). 

Pensions  (Veterans  of  1812)  1018  (i). 

Public  Works — Income:  Buildings  (B.C.)  4442; 
(N.S.)  4441;  (Ont.)  2931;  (Que.)  2876;  (Heating) 
4241,  cone.,  4477 ;  (Telephone  Service)  4245  (ii). 
Ways  and  Means — The  Tariff,  on  M.  for  Com., 
4675;  in  Com.,  4678  (ii). 


Patterson,  Hon.  J.  C.,  West  Huron. 

Civil  Service  Act  Amt.  (B.  74,  1Q)  1636  (i). 

Civil  Service  List,  Number  of  Employes  (  Ans.) 
917  (i). 

Election  Statistics  (remarks)  3185  (ii). 

Electoral  Lists,  Revising  Officers,  &c.,  on  M.  for 
Ret.,  930  (i). 

Franchise  Act,  Legislation  (Ans.)  916  (i). 

London  Election,  Papers,  Ac.  (Ans.)  914  (i). 
Printing  and  Stationery,  Depth  Rep.  (presented) 
3734  (ii). 

Printing  Bureau,  Sale  of  Type  (Ans.)  2954  (ii). 
Privilege  (Ques.  of)  North  Perth  Election,  3055. 
Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4573  (ii). 
Supply : 

Civil  Government  (Printing  and  Stationery)  912  (i.) 
Legislation :  House  of  Commons  (Printing,  Paper, 
Ac.)  795;  (Printing  Voters’  Lists)  cone.,  1086  (i). 
Miscellaneous  (Old  Records,  Classification)  4429; 
(Printing  Bureau,  Plant)  4429  (ii). 

Voters’  Lists  (Ans.)  1637  (i). 

Voters’  Lists,  1891  (B.  67,  1°)  1227  (i) ;  2°  m., 
3300;  in  Com.,  4480  (ii). 

Writs  for  Bye-Elections  (remarks)  3186  (ii). 

Patterson,  Mr.  W.  A.,  Colchester. 

I.  C.  R.,  Accident  at  Truro  (M.  for  Ret.*)  969  (i). 

Pelletier,  Mr.  L.  C.,  Lapraifie. 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2851  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  M.  for  3°  (Amt.)  4342  (ii). 

Supply  : 

P  ublic  Works— Income :  Buildings  (Que.)  2851  (ii). 

Perry,  Mr.  S.  F.,  Prince,  P.E.I. 

Cascumpeque  Harbour,  Engineers’  Rep.  (M.  for 
copy)  2268  (i). 

Fisheries  Act  Amt.  B.  9  (Mr.  Tuppcr)  on  M.  for 
Com.,  2197  ;  in  Com.,  2227  (i). 

Little  Miminegash  Breakwater  (Ques.)  190  (i). 
Miminegash  Breakwater,  Contract  (Ques.)  40  (i), 
2431  (ii). 

Miscouche  Station,  Closing  (Ques.)  2563  (ii). 
Mounted  Police,  Reduction  of  Force,  on  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  McMullen)  2681  (ii). 

Piers,  Breakwaters,  Ac.,  P.E.I.,  Expenditure  (M. 
for  Strrint.)  233,  241  (i). 

P.  E.  I.  Ry.,  Employes  Dismissed  (M.  for  Ret.) 
2004  (i). 

Pontiac  County  Ry.,  Debt,  on  M.  for  Cor.,  1992. 
Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2825  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Somerville)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3713  (ii). 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  M.  for  2°,  3157. 

- in  Com.,  4129,  4195  (ii). 

Summerside  and  Richmond  Bay  Branch  Ry. 
(Ques.)  40  (i). 

Supply' — on  the  Budget,  504  (i). 

Canals — Income  (Chambly)  2260  (i). 


INDEX. 


XXXI 


Perry,  Mr.  S.  F. — Continued. 

Supply  —Continued. 

Civil  Government  (Interior)  866  (i). 

Collection  of  Revenues  :  Railways  (P.E.I.)  2629. 
Immigration  (Agents’  Salaries)  1524, 1832  (i). 
Legislation :  House  of  Commons  (Salaries,  Ac.) 
768  (i). 

Public  Works — Capital:  Harbours  and  Rivers 
(N.B.)  2619  (ii).  Consolidated  Fund:  Dredging 
(N.S.)  991.  Harbours  and  Rivers  (Mar.  Provs.) 
990  (i).  Income:  Buildings  (Que.)  2825.  Har¬ 
bours  and  Rivers  (P.E.I.  4254  (ii). 

Railways — Capital:  I.  C.  R.  (Expenses)  2373; 

(St.  John,  accommodation)  2613  (ii). 
Superannuation,  806  (i). 

Tignish  Wharfinger,  Fees  Collected  (Ques. )  98  (i). 
Tunnel  (Submarine)  P.  E.  I.  and  Mainland 
(Ques.)  98  (i). 

- (M.  for  Cor.,  &c.)  403  (i). 

- Papers  respecting  (remarks)  1471  (i). 

Prefontaine,  Mr.  R.,  Chambly. 

Longueuil  Wharf,  Expenditure  (Ques.)  1231  (i). 

Prior,  Mr.  E.  G-.,  Victoria ,  B.C. 

Fortifications  at  Esquimalt  and  Imp.  H.  of  C 
(Ques.)  222  (i). 

Quarantine  in  B.  C.  (remarks)  1547  (i). 

Supply  : 

Militia  (Ammunition)  1167  ;  (Clothing)  1341 ;  Drill 
Pay)  1359  ;  (Dom.  Artillery  Asson.)  1363  (i). 
Victoria,  B.C.,  Public  Buildings  (M.  for  Cor.) 
1550  (i). 

Putnam,  Mr.  A.,  Hants. 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4522  (ii). 

Reid,  Mr.  J.  D.,  South  Grenville. 

Galops  Rapids,  Str.  Traveller  (M.  for  Ret.)  130. 
St.  Lawrence  River  Canals,  Deepening,  on  prop. 
Res.  (Mr.  Denison )  148  (i). 

Rider,  Mr.  T.  B,,  Stanstcad. 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2893  (ii). 
Saw-Logs,  &c.,  Export  Duty,  Removal  (Ques.) 
1032. 

- (M.  for  Cor.)  1715  (i). 

Supply  : 

Public  Works — Income:  Buildings  (Que.)  2893  (ii). 
Vote  (explanation)  1828  (i). 

Rinfret,  Mr.  G.  I.,  Lotbiniere. 

General  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  95  (Mr.  Costi- 
(jan)  in  Com.,  4484  (ii). 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4583  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3201  (ii). 

Ste.  Anne  de  la  Pocatiere  Mail  Service  (Ques.) 

2954  (ii). 

Sufply  : 

Public  IVorA-# — Income:  Harbours  and  Rivers 
(Que.)  4453  (ii) . 


Robillard,  Mr.  H.,  Ottawa  City. 

McKay  Milling  Co.’s  incorp.  Act  Amt.  (B.  15, 
1°*)  129  (i). 

Ottawa  City  Passenger  Ry.  Co.’s  (B.  10,  1°*)  129. 

Ross,  Mr.  A.  W.,  Lisgar. 

Dom.  Lands  Act  Amt.  B.  89  (Mr.  Dewdney )  in 
Com.,  3312  (ii). 

Lake  Manitoba  Ry.  and  Canal  Co.  (B.  37,  1°*) 
315  (i). 

Supply : 

Penitentiaries  (Man!)  746  (i). 

Ross,  Mr.  H.  H.,  Dundas. 

Ottawa,  Waddington  and  New  York  Ry.  and 
Bridge  Co.’s  (B.  08,  1°*)  1304  (i). 

Rowand,  Mr.  J.,  West  Bruce. 

Supply  : 

Arts,  Agriculture,  Ac.  (Experimental  Farms)  1450. 

Ryckman,  Mr.  S.  S.,  Hamilton. 

Alien  Labour  Prohibition  B.  4  (Mr.  Taylor)  on 
M.  for  2°,  305  (i). 

Scriver,  Mr.  J.,  Huntingdon. 

Beet-Root  Sugar  Bounty,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4701. 
Debates,  Official,  2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone. 
4592  (ii). 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  in 
Com.,  3108  (ii). 

National  Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Society’s  B. 
53  (Mr.  Beausoleil)  on  M.  to  ref.  back  to  Sel. 
Com.,  3563  (ii). 

N.  W.  T.  Act  Amt.  B.  27  (Mr.  McCarthy)  on  M. 
to  set  Day  for  2°,  2487  (ii). 

- Education  and  Dual  Language,  on  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Armstrong)  3075  (ii). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2803  (ii). 
Prohibition,  Plebiscite,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Charl¬ 
ton)  2666  (ii). 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4579  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.,  4034,  4041,  4043,  4092,  4100. 
Supply  : 

Canals— Capital  (Soulanges)  2052  (i). 

Collection  of  Revenues  :  Customs  (Detective  Ser¬ 
vice)  1024  (i). 

Legislation:  Library  (Purchase  of  Books)  793; 
(Salaries,  Ac.)  789  (i). 

Public  Works— Income :  Buildings  (Que.)  2803  (ii). 
Ways  and  Means— The;  Tariff,  in  Com.  on  Res., 
4691  (ii). 

Semple,  Mr.  A.,  Centre  Wellington. 

Binding  Twine,  Imports,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  553  (i). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3550  (ii). 

Supply : 

Arts,  Agriculture,  Ac.  (Experimental  Farms 
1454  (i). 

Superannuation,  805  (i). 
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Skinner,  Mr.  C.  N.,  St.  John ,  N.B.,  City  and  Co. 
Preferential  Trade  with  G.  B.,  on  prop.  Res. 
(Mr.  McNeill)  1585  (i). 

St.  John  and  Maine  Ry.  Co.,  &c.  (B.  57,  1°*) 
823  (i). 

St.  John  Harbour  Commission,  on  M.  for  Com. 
on  Res.,  4496  (ii). 

Tobique  Ry.  Co.  and  C.P.R.  Co.’s  (B.  56,  1°*) 
823  (i). 

Smith,  Mr.  W.,  South  Ontario. 

Binding  Twine,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Watson)  on 
Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1683  (i). 

Supply  : 

Arts,  Agriculture ,  &c.  (Experimental  Farms) 
446  (i). 

Somerville,  Mr.  J.,  North  Brant. 

Debates,  Official,  2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone., 
4587  (ii). 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  Wallace)  4597  (ii). 

Dominion  Illustrated ,  Purchase  of  Volumes 
(Ques.)  397  (i). 

Engraving  and  Printing  since  1882,  Tenders  and 
Contracts  (M.  for  Ret.*)  159  (i). 

Galops  Rapids,  Work  done  by  Tug  Iroquois  (M. 
for  Ret.*)  159  (i). 

Gov.  Gen’s.  Body  Guard,  Affidavits  re  Pay-List 
(read)  1189  (i). 

- on  Qifes.  of  Priv.  (Mr.  Denison)  1324, 1339. 

Letter  Postage,  Reduction  (Ques.)  190  (i). 

Live  Cattle  admitted  from  U.S.  (M.  for  Cor.*) 
159  (i). 

Post  Office,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2804  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson )  on  M.  for  2°,  3649  ;  (Amt.)  3665; 
neg.  (Y.  60,  N.  95)  3717  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  3879,  3912,  3936  (ii). 

Returns  (Enquiry)  1637  (i). 

Savings  Bank  at  St.  John,  Mr.  McLeod’s 
Appmnt.  (Ques. )  3644  (ii). 

Supply  : 

Arts,  Agriculture,  &c.  (Columbian  Exhibition) 
984  ;  (Jamaica  Exhibition)  977  (i). 

Charges  of  Management  (Dom.  Notes,  Printing) 
255  (i). 

Civil  Government  (Customs)  267  ;  (High  Commis¬ 
sioner)  276,  contingencies,  282,  898  ;  (Interior) 
257,828  ,  846,851  (i),  cone.,  4472  (ii)  ;  (Printing 
and  Stationery)  256;  (Public  Works)  271  ;  (Rail¬ 
ways  and  Canals)  273,  contingencies,  286  (i). 
Collection  of  Revenues  :  Excise  (Customs  Officers’ 
Commissions)  1016 ;  (Tobacco  Stamps)  1008  (i). 
Government,  of  N.  W.T.  (Schools)  1002  (i). 
Immigration  (Agents’  Salaries)  1889  ;  (Expenses) 
1848, 1901 ;  (Printing  Pamphlets)  2011  (i). 
Legislation  :  House  of  Commons  (Printing  Voters’ 
Lists)  976.  Senate  (Debates)  974  (i). 

Militia  (Ammunition)  1189;  (Clothing)  1343  (i). 
Miscellaneous  (Jukes,  Dr.  A.,  Medical  Services) 
1003  (i). 

Public  Works — Income  :  Buildings  (Que.)  2804  (ii). 
Quarantine  (Cattle)  2034  ;  (Grosse  Isle)  2027,  2033  ; 
(Unorganized  Service)  2049  (i). 

Voters’  Lists,  Revised,  Printing  (Ques.)  2641  (ii). 


Speaker,  Mr.  (Hon.  Peter  White)  North  Ren¬ 
frew. 

Address,  The,  His  Ex.’s  Reply  (read)  129  (i). 

Canada  and  Nfld.,  Recognition  of  Licenses, 
Mess,  from  His  Ex.  (read)  245  (i). 

Can.  White  Pine  Areas,  on  M.  for  Map  (remarks) 
217  (i). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against  (ruling) 
1035  (i). 

Charges  against  a  Member,  Ques.  ruled  out  of 
Order,  4499  (ii). 

Civil  Service  Act  Amt.  B.  74,  in  Com.,  4639  (ii). 

Civil  Service  Commissioners’  Rep.,  Mess,  from 
His  Ex.  (read)  2917  (ii). 

Controverted  Elections,  1,  6,  39,  96,  1062,  1152^ 
1391  (i),  2461,  2714,  2979,  3681.  4731  (ii). 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in  Coin., 
3329  (ii). 

Coal  Oil  and  Kerosene,  Imports,  on  M.  for  Ret. 
3059  (ii). 

Debates,  Official,  2nd  Rep.,  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Wallace) 
to  cone.,  4598  (ii). 

Duke  of  Clarence  and  Avondale,  Address  of  Con¬ 
dolence,  Mess,  from  Sen.  (read)  71,  96  (i). 

- Mess,  from  His  Ex.  (read)  1393  (i). 

- Reply,  Mess,  from  His  Ex.  (read)  2170  (i). 

Elliott,  Judge,  Charges  against,  on  M.  (Mr.iJ's^er) 
re  Hobbs’  Pet.,  665  (i). 

Estimates,  The,  Mess,  from  His  Ex.  (read)  138, 
822,  (i),  4265  (ii). 

Favoured  Nation  Clauses,  despatch  re  Treaties, 
Mess,  from  His  Ex.  (read)  1470  (i). 

Fisheries,  Pacific  and  Atlantic  Coasts,  Mess, 
from  His  Ex.  (read)  667  (i). 

Frontenac  Electoral  District,  Issue  of  Writ,  3055. 

Internal  Economy  Commission,  Mess,  from  His 
Ex.  (read)  71  (i). 

L’Assomption  and  Pontiac,  Writs  (remarks) 
2700  (ii). 

Lennox  Electoral  Lists,  notification  of  produc¬ 
tion,  287  (i). 

Lieut.  Gov.’s.,  Instructions,  on  presentation  of 
Documents,  2268  (i). 

London  Election,  on  Ques.  of  Priv.  (remarks)  246 
248,  287  (i). 

- Original  V oters’  Lists,  Clerk  of  Crown  in 

attendance,  72  (i). 

- on  M.  (Mr.  Lister)  for  copies  (remarks) 

292  (i). 

- Returns,  attendance  of  Clerk  of  Crown 
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notification,  287  (i). 

- Pet.  of  T.  S.  Hobbs,  &c.,  M.  (Mr.  Suther¬ 
land)  ruled  out  of  Order,  824  (i). 

Marquette  Electoral  District,  Issue  of  Writ,  4393. 

Members,  New,  notification  of  Return,  3,  6,  40, 
97,  111,  114,  133,  138,  453,  1364,  1391  (i) ;  2431, 
3183,  3649,  3770,  3815,  4715  (ii). 

Member’s  remarks  checked,  1833,  2000,  2004  (i) ; 
3185,  4321,  4628,  4645,  4657  (ii). 

Member’s  Resignation  (notification)  4393  (ii). 
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Speaker,  Mr. — Continued. 

Mess,  from  His  Ex.  (read)  71,  129,  138,  216,  245, 
667,  822,  1088,  1393,  1470,  2170  (i),  2461,  2917, 
4265  (ii). 

Ministers’  Visit  to  Washington  (ruling)  334  (i). 
Newfoundland  and  Canada,  Papers  respecting, 
Mess,  from  His  Ex.  (read)  1088  (i),  2917  (ii). 

- Sale  of  Bait,  Mess,  from  His  Ex.  (read) 

2461  (ii). 

Newspaper  Paragraphs,  Reading  checked,  2561. 
N.  W.  T.  Act  Amt.  B.  27  (Mr.  McCarthy)  on  M. 

to  set  Day  for  2°,  2485  (ii). 

Ontario  Pacific  Ry.  Co.’s  B.,  on  M.  (Mr.  Cameron) 
to  introd.,  667  (i). 

Privilege,  Ques.  of  (Mr.  Patterson,  Huron)  North 
Perth  Election,  3056  (ii). 

Prorogation,  Communication  from  Gov.  Gen.’s 
Acting  Sec.,  4731  (ii). 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4537,  4629; 
cone.,  4660  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson )  in  Com.,  3908,  3962  (ii). 

- Ques.  of  Order,  3542,  3615,  3664  (ii). 

Serjeant-at- Anns,  Deputy,  Appmnt.  (notifica¬ 
tion)  749  (i). 

Speech  from  the  Throne  (Rep.)  4  (i). 

Supply : 

Canals — Income  (Chambly)  2258  (i). 

Collection  of  Revenues  (Out.)  817  (i). 

Legislation :  House  of  Commons  (Committees, Ac.) 
788;  (Salaries,  Ac.)  763;  (Salary,  Dep.  Speaker) 
975 ;  (Serjeant-at-Arms)  789  (i).  Library  (Ses¬ 
sional  Messengers)  976.  Senate  (Salaries,  Ac.) 
755,  974  (i). 

Public  Works— Income  (Gas  and  Electric  Light, 
4244  (ii). 

Superannuation,  808  (i). 

Trade  Extension,  Canada  and  U.S.,  Mess,  from 
His  Ex.  (read)  216  (i). 

Vacancies,  2,  1547  (i),  4393  (ii). 

York,  East  Riding,  Ret.  of  Member  (notifica¬ 
tion)  2917  (ii). 

- Vacancy  in  Representation,  Issue  of  Writ, 

1547  (i). 

Unparliamentary  Language,  69  (i). 

Speaker,  Deputy  (Mr.  J.  G.  H.  Bergeron) 
Beauharnois. 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  in 
Com.  (ruling)  3374  (ii). 

Members  called  to  Order,  774,  904  (i),  3754,  3767. 
Member’s  Remarks  checked,  1833  (i). 

Ways  and  Means — The  Tariff,  in  Com.  on  Res., 
4689  (ii). 

Sproule,  Mr.  T.  S.,  East  Grey. 

Alien  Labour  Prohibition  B.  4  (Mr.  Taylor)  on 
M.  for  2°,  299  (i). 

American  Cattle  in  Bond  (Ques.)  399  (i). 

Debates,  Official,  2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone., 
4589  (ii). 

-  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Wallace)  4598  (ii). 


Sproule,  Mr.  T.  S  . — Continued. 

Electoral  Lists,  Revising  Officers,  Ac.,  on  M.  for 
Ret.,  947  (i). 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  in 
Com.,  3371  (ii).  * 

Midland  Ry.  Co.  of  Can.  B.  93  (Mr.  Tisdale)  in 
Com.,  3774  (ii). 

Obscene  Literature,  &c.,  Suppression  B.  21  (Mr. 

Charlton)  on  M.  for  2°,  2460  (ii). 

Order  (Ques.  of)  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1499  (i). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2748, 
2881  (ii). 

Railway  Act  Amt.  B.  84  (Mr.  Hagejart)  on  Amt. 

(Mr.  Maclean,  East  York)  to  M.  for  3°,  4617  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3516  (ii). 

- in  Com.,  3781,  3804,  3838,  4193  (ii). 

Saw-Logs,  &c.,  Export  Duty,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 
Ives)  1250  (i). 

Supply — on  the  Budget,  715  (i). 

Arts,  Agricidture,  &c.  (Dairy  Industry)  1464  ;  (Ex¬ 
perimental  Farms)  1435  (i). 

Civil  Government  (Interior)  858  (i). 

Militia  (Ammunition)  1206  (i). 

Public  Works — Income:  Buildings  (N.S.)  2748; 

(Que.)  2881  (ii). 

Quarantine  (Cattle)  2037  (i). 

Railways:  I.C.R.  (Expenses)  2396  (i). 
Temperance  Colonization  Society  (M  for  Ret.) 
929  (i). 

Ways  and  Means — The  Tariff,  in  Com.  on  Res., 
4670  (ii). 

Stairs,  Mr.  J.  Fitz-Wm.,  Halifax. 

Carl  Auer  Von  Welsbach  Patent  Relief  (B.  75, 1°*) 
1714  (i). 

Binding  Twine,  Imports,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  553  (i). 
Fisheries  Act  Amt.  B.  9  (Mr.  Tapper)  in  Com., 
2221,  2231  (i). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2746  (ii). 
Steamboat  Inspection  Act.  Amt.  B.  13  (Mr. 

Tapper)  in  Com.,  1644  (i). 

Supply  : 

Geological  Survey,  4390  (ii). 

Mail  Subsidies,  &c.  (Halifax,  Ac.  and  West  Indies) 
4284  (ii). 

Public  Works — Income:  Buildings  (N.  S.)  2746  ; 
(Gas  and  Electric  Light)  4244.  Dredging  (N.S.) 
4258  (ii). 

Railways:  I.  C.  R.  (Halifax,  accommodation) 
2557  (ii). 

Ways  and  Means — The  Tariff,  in  Com.  on  Res., 
4682  (ii). 

Women’s  Baptist  Missionary  Union  of  Maritime 
Provs.  incorp.  (B.  32,  1°*)  245  (i). 

Stevenson,  Mr.  J.,  West  Peterborough. 

Dominion  Millers’  Association  (B.  70,  1°*)  1465. 
Trent  Valley  Canal,  Commissioners’  Rep.  (Ques.) 
397  (i). 
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Sutherland,  Mr.  J.,  North  Oxford. 

Adjmnt.,  Easter  (remarks)  1311  (i). 

Beet-Root  Sugar  Bounty,  Sums  Paid  (Ques.)  41. 
Binding  Twine,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Watson)  in 
Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1663  (i). 

Civil  Service  List,  Number  of  Employes  (Ques.) 
917  (i). 

Elliott,  Judge,  Charges  against,  Printing  Pet.  in 
Votes  and  Proceedings  (M.)  823  (i). 

Exports  and  Imports  (M.  for  Ret.)  100  (i). 

Govt.  Short  Loans  (Ques.)  137  (i). 

Lepage,  J.  B.,  Employment  by  Govt.  (Ques.) 
1392  (i). 

London  Election  Returns  (M.)  to  lay  on  Table, 
287  (i). 

- Papers  respecting  (Ques.)  824,  914  (i). 

- Pet.  of  T.  S.  Hobbs  and  others  (M. )  1037. 

Midland  Ry.  Co.  of  Can.  B.  93  (Mr.  Tisdale)  in 
Com.,  3775  (ii). 

National  Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Society’s  B. 
53  (Mr.  Beausoleil)  on  M.  to  ref.  back  to  Sel. 
Com.,  3560  (ii). 

Ordnance  Lands,  Annapolis  (Ques.)  1364  (i). 
Patent  Act  Amt.  B.  90  (Mr.  Carling)  on  M.  for 
2°,  3731  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  in  Com.,  3946  (ii). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2821  (ii). 
Returning  Officers  and  General  Election  (M.  for 
Cor/)  969  (i). 

Soulanges  Canal,  Tenders,  &c.  (M.  for  Ret.)  128. 
Summerstown  P.  O.,  Receipts  (Ques.)  1365  (i). 

Supply  : 

Collection  of  Revenues :  Customs  (Detective  Ser¬ 
vice)  1027 ;  (Ont.)  815  (i). 

Legislation:  House  of  Commons  (Salaries,  <fcc.) 

786  (i).  f 

Militia  (Ammunition)  1174;  (Drill  Sheds,  &c.) 
1375  (i). 

Public  Works— Income:  Buildings  (Que.)  2821  (ii). 

Taylor,  Mr.  G.,  South  Leeds. 

Adjmnt.,  Easter  (remarks)  1311  (i). 

Alien  Labour  Prohibition  (B.  4,  1°*)  40 ;  2°  m., 
295  (i). 

Brockville  and  New  York  Bridge  Co.  ’s  incorp.  Act 
Amt.  (B.  42,  1°*)  454  (i). 

Canada  Atlantic  Ry.  Co.’s  (B.  64,  1°*)  1153  (i). 
Debates,  Official,  2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone., 
4593  (ii). 

Divorce,  Aikins,  J.  A.  M.,  Relief  (B.  78,  1°*) 
2006  (i). 

- Donigan,  Ada,  Relief  (B.  79,  1°*)  2006. 

- Mead,  H.  R.,  Relief  (B.  81, 1°*)  2068;  2°  on 

adiv.,  2093  (i) ;  3°  agreed  to  (Y.  63,  N.  31)  2636, 
General  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  95  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  M.  for  2°,  4141 ;  in  Com.,  4485. 
Govt.  Business,  on  M.  to  take  in  Mondays,  3565. 
Great  Northern  Ry.  Co.’s  (B.  60,  1°*)  1031  (i). 
Macdonald,  Sir  John,  Erection  of  Monument 
(Ques.)  917  (i). 


Taylor,  Mr.  G .—Continued. 

Ottawa,  Morrisburg  and  New  York  Ry.  Co.’s 
Act  Amt.  (B.  77, 1°*)  1946  (i). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2824  (ii). 
Prohibition,  Plebiscite,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 

Charlton )  2654  (ii).  • 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson )  in  Com.,  3922  (ii). 

Supply  : 

Civil  Government  (Interior)  891, 1157  (i), 

Public  Works — Income  :  Buildings  (Que.)  2824. 
2887,  2897  (ii). 

Temple,  Mr.  T.,  York,  N.B. 

Steamboat  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  13  (Mr. 

Tapper)  in  Com.,  1410  (i). 

Supply  : 

Railways:  I.  C.  R.  (St.  John,  accommodation) 
2596  (ii). 

Thompson,  Hon.  Sir  J.,  K.C.M.G.,  Anti- 

gonish. 

Address,  on  the,  30  (i). 

- Com.  to  draft  Ans.  (M.)  33  (i). 

- - His  Ex.’s  Reply  (presented)  129  (i). 

Adjnmt.,  Absence  of  Leader  of  Opposition  (M.)  6. 

-  Ascension  Day  and  Queen’s  Birthday 

(remarks)  2700  ;  (M.)  2780  (ii). 

- Annunciation  Day  (M.)  392  (i). 

- Ash  Wednesday  (M.)  35  (i). 

- Corpus  Christi  (M.)  3752  (ii). 

- - Dom.  Day,  &c.  (remarks)  4214  (ii). 

— — - Easter  (M.)  1088,  1364  ;  (remarks)  1311  (i). 

Alberta  Ry.  and  Coal  Co.’s  B.  39  (Mr.  Curran) 
on  M.  for  2°,  2256  (i). 

Alien  Labour  Prohibition  B.  4  (Mr.  Taylor)  on 
M.  for  2°,  299  (i). 

Annapolis  and  Atlantic  Ry.  Co.,  on  M.  for  Cor., 
690  (i). 

Baie  de  Chaleurs  Ry.,  Workmen’s  Claims,  on  M. 

(Mr.  Cockburn)  for  Sel.  Com.,  48  (i). 

Bear  River  Railway  Bridge  (Ans.)  398  (i). 
Behring’s  Sea  Seal  Fisheries,  Press  despatch  re 
Treaty  (remarks)  36  (i). 

Boundaries  of  Prov.  of  Que.,  on  M.  for  Cor.,  See., 
120  (i). 

Budget,  on  the,  614  (i). 

Business  of  the  House  (remarks)  7  (i). 

- Adjmnt.  for  Holidays  (M.)  4259  (ii). 

- Adjmnt  (M.)  4697  (ii). 

- See  “Govt.  Business.” 

Canadian  Representative  at  Washington,  on  prop. 
Res.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  1970  (i). 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  Tupper)  to  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 

McCarthy)  2477  (ii). 

Canal  Tolls,  U.  S.  and  Canada  (M.  for  Address 
to  His  Ex.)  4644  (ii). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  Mr. 
Edgar’s  Stmnt.  (objection)  1035  (i). 

- —  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Edgar)  1040  ;  M.  to 

set  Day  for  Deb.,  1788  (i). 

- Approval  of  Commissioners  (M.)  2980;  M. 

agreed  to  (Y.  79,  N.  32)  3053  (ii). 
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Thompson,  Hon.  Sir  J .—Continued. 

Census  and  Statistics,  Maps  respecting  (Ans.) 
824  (i). 

Chicoutimi  and  Saguenay  Election,  Judges’  Rep. 
(remarks)  3733  (ii). 

- Issue  of  Writ  (M. )  389G  (ii). 

Chinese  Immigration  Act  Amt.  B.  44  (Mr.  Gor¬ 
don)  M.  to  transfer  to  Govt.  Orders,  42G3 ;  on 
Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  3015  (ii). 

Civil  Servants,  Permanent  Clerks’  Extra  Pay,  on 
M.  for  Ret.,  1719  (i). 

Civil  Service  Act  Amt.  B.  74  (Mr.  Patterson, 
Huron )  on  M.  for  1°,  1G36  (i) ;  in  Com.,  4639. 

Civil  Service  Commissioners’  Rep.  (Ans.)  751, 
1547  (i). 

- Mess,  from  His  Ex.  (presented)  2917  (ii). 

Civil  Service  Employes,  Deduction  of  Pay,  on  M. 
for  Com.  of  Sup.  (remarks)  2238  (i). 

Columbian  Exhibition,  Sunday  Observance,  on 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Charlton)  1038  (i). 

Commercial  Relations  with  U.  S.,  Sir  Charles 
Tupper’s  Speech  (remarks)  224  (i). 

Compulsory  Voting  B.  46  (Mr.  Arnyot )  on  M.  for 
2°,  1083  (i). 

Contracts  (Govt.)  since  Confedn.,  on  M.  for 
Stmnt.,  99  (i). 

Controverted  Elections  Act,  Legislation  (Ans.) 
134  (i). 

Copyright  Act,  Proclamation  (Ans.)  1366  (i). 

- on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.  (remarks)  2235  (i). 

- -  Reciprocity  with  U.  S.  (Ans.)  137  (i). 

Criminal  Code  (B.  7,  1°)  106  (i). 

- 2°  m.,  1312  ;  2°  and  ref.  to  Sel.  Joint 

Com.,  1319  (i). 

- in  Com.,  2701,  2783,  2958,  3320,  3638,  3645, 

4225,  4266,  4272,  4343  (ii). 

Crown  Prosecutions  and  Suits  (prop.  Res.)  1283. 

Debates,  Official,  2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone., 
4586  (ii). 

De  la  Ronde,  late  Pierre  A.,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  2287. 

Diplomatic  Papers,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr  Laurier) 
in  Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1795  (i). 

Divorce,  Mead,  H.  R.,  Relief  B.  81  (Mr.  Tay¬ 
lor)  on  M.  for  2°,  2094  (i). 

Dom.  Cotton  Mills  Co.,  Letters  Patent,  on  M. 
for  Ret.,  923  (i). 

Dom.  Lands  Act  Amt.  B.  89  (Mr.  Dewdney)  in 
Com.,  3301  (ii). 

Drummond  County  Postal  Service  (Ans.)  289  (i). 

Duke  of  Clarence  and  Avondale,  Joint  Address 
of  Condolence  to  Her  Maj.  (M.)  72  (i). 

- Prince  and  Princess  of  Wales,  (M.)  73  (i). 

- Mess,  from  His  Ex.  (presented)  1393  (i). 

- Reply,  Mess,  from  His  Ex.  (presented) 

2170  (i). 

Edmonton  Land  Office,  Removal  (remarks)  4043. 

Election  Expenses,  Publications  in  Toronto  Globe 
(Ans.)  3735,  3750  (ii). 

- on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  4368  (ii). 

Elections,  General,  1891,  Ret.  re  Returning 
Officers  (remarks)  2491  (ii). 


Thompson,  Hon.  Sir  J  .—Continued. 

Election  Pets.,  Decisions,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  1554  (i). 
Electoral  Lists,  Revising  Officers,  &c.,  on  M.  for 
Ret.,  961  (i). 

Elliott,  Judge,  Charges  against,  on  M.  (Mr. 

Lister)  re  Hobbs’  Pet.,  665  (i). 

Experimental  Farms,  Location,  &c.,  on  M.  for 
Stmnt.,  683  (i). 

- Papers  respecting  (remarks)  3114  (ii). 

Estimates,  Suppl.,  1892,  Mess,  from  His  Ex. 
(presented)  822  (i). 

Extra  Clerks,  Reduction  of  Pay  (remarks)  4732. 
Fishing  Vessels  ( Modus  Vivendi)  of  U.  S.,  B.  11 
(Mr.  Tapper)  on  M.  for  2°,  179;  in  Com., 
1475  (i). 

General  Inspection  Act  Amt.  (B.  95,  1°*)  3896  ; 
2°  m.,  4135  (ii). 

Geological  Survey  Dept.  B.  43  (Mr.  Dewdney)  on 
M.  for  2°,  1650  ;  in  Com.,  1655  (i). 

Govt.  Business,  precedence  on  Mondays  (M. ) 
3564  (ii). 

- Wednesdays  (M.)  2490,  2980  (ii). 

- Thursdays  (M.)  699  (i). 

- Sittings  of  the  Hse.  (M.)  3897  (ii). 

Govt.  Employes,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  697  (i). 

Govt.  Measures  (remarks)  1153  (i). 

Gov.  Gen.’s  Body  Guard,  Affidavits  re  Pay-List 
(remarks)  1216  (i). 

- on  Ques.  of  Priv.  (Mr.  Denison)  1329  (i). 

Grain  Shipments  via  New  York,  &c.  (Ans.)  291. 
Incomes  of  the  People  (Ans.)  456  (i). 

Inland  Revenue  Act  Amt.  B.  71  (Mr.  Costigan) 
on  M.  for  2°,  1648,  2008  (i). 

Internal  Economy  Commission,  Mess,  from  His 
Ex.  (presented)  71  (i). 

I.C.R.,  Accident  at  New  Glasgow  (remarks)  2089. 
Judges  on  Commissions  (Ans.)  37  (i). 

- Prov.  of  Que.,  Travelling  Expenses  (Ans.) 

3115  (ii). 

- Salaries,  Increase  (prop.  Res.)  1392  (i). 

Judiciary  of  Prov.  of  Que.  (Ans.)  2640  (ii). 
Labrador,  Reported  Distress  (Ans.)  4263  (ii). 
L’Assomption  and  Pontiac  Writs  (Ans.)  2700  (ii). 
Library  of  Parlt.,  Joint  Com.  (M.)  112  (i). 

- 1st  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone.,  2826  (ii). 

Lieut.  Gov.’s  Assent  (remarks)  2492,  2957,  3089. 

- on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.  (remarks)  2240  (i). 

- Instructions  (presented)  2268  (i). 

Lieut.  Gov.  of  N.B.  (remarks)  4732  (ii). 

Lobster  Packing  Fee  (prop.  Res.)  699  (i). 

London  Election,  Original  Voters’  Lists,  on  M. 

(Mr.  Mills,  Bothivell)  to  lay  on  Table,  3756  (i). 

' - Pet.  of  T.  S.  Hobbs,  &c.,  M.  (Mr.  Suther¬ 

land)  objected  to,  823  (i). 

- on  Ques.  of  Priv.  (remarks)  247  (i). 

- Papers  respecting  (remarks)  1089  (i). 

- Charges  against  Judge  Elliott,  on  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Lister)  665,  2349  (i). 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  on 
M.  for  2°,  1076;  in  Com.,  2296  (i),  3091, 
3364  (ii). 
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Thompson,  Hon.  Sir  J. — Continued. 

Macdonald,  Sir  John,  Erection  of  Monument 
(Ans.)  917  (i). 

Mackenzie,  late  Hon.  Alex,  (remarks  and  M.  to 
adjn.  Hse. )  1388  (i). 

Man.  School  Act,  Legal  Expenses  (Ans.)  2068  (i). 

Ministers’  Visit  to  Washington,  Ques.  (Mr. 
Mills)  objected  to,  333  (i). 

— - - (remarks)  3239,  3398  (ii). 

Modus  Vivendi,  on  Prorogation  (remarks)  4731. 

Mounted  Police,  Reduction  of  Force,  on  prop. 
Res.  (Mr.  McMullen )  2685  (ii). 

National  Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Society’s  B. 
53  (Mr.  Beausoleil )  on  M.  to  ref.  back  to  Sel. 
Com.,  3559  (ii). 

Newfoundland  and  Canada,  Duties  on  Can.  pro¬ 
ducts  (remarks)  3054  (ii). 

- Negotiations  re  Settlement  of  difficulties 

(Ans.)  825  (i),  2957  (ii). 

- - Papers  re  Fishing  Vessels,  Mess,  from  His 

Ex.  (presented)  2917  (ii). 

- - —  re  Trade,  on  M.  for  copies,  685  (i). 

- Sale  of  Bait,  Mess,  from  His  Ex.  (pre¬ 
sented)  2461  (ii). 

- Recognition  of  Licenses,  Mess,  from  His 

Ex.  (presented)  245  (i). 

N.  W.  T.  Act  Amt.  B.  27  on  M.  (Mr.  McCarthy ) 
to  set  Day  for  2°,  2483  (ii). 

Oaths  of  Office  (B.  1,  1°*)  4  (i). 

Obscene  Literature,  &c.,  Suppression  B.  21  (Mr. 
Charlton )  on  M.  for  2°,  2460  (ii). 

Order,  Ques.  of,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1502  (i). 

Ordnance  Lands  (Toronto)  Conveyance  B.  58 
(Mr.  Dewdney)  in  Com.  on  Res.,  176;  in  Com. 
on  B.,  1640  (i). 

Ottawa  City  Passenger  Ry.  Co.’s  B.  16  (Mr.  Robil- 
lard)  in  Com.,  2939  (ii). 

Patent  Act  Amt.  B.  90  (Mr.  Carling)  in  Com., 
4217  (ii). 

Penitentiaries  Rep.  (presented)  397  (i). 

Perth,  North  Riding,  Issue  of  Writ  (Ans.)  1639. 

Polling  Rets,  at  General  Election,  on  M.  for  Map 
of  Dom. ,  113  (i). 

Population  of  Electoral  Districts  (remarks)  2700, 
2827  (ii). 

Preferential  Trade  with  Great  Britain,  on  Amt. 
(Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I.)  to  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  McNeill) 
1623  (i). 

- despatch  to  London  Times  re  Deb. 

(remarks)  2495  (ii). 

Printing,  Joint  Com.  (M.)  112  (i). 

-  8th  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone.,  3643  (ii). 

Private  Bills  Pets.,  Extension  of  Time  (M.)  72. 

Procedure,  Ques.  of  (Mr.  Casey)  on  Notices  of 
Motion  (remarks)  1550  (i). 

Quebec  Legislature,  Sessions  (Ans.)  3644  (ii). 

Railway  Com.  of  Privy  Council,  Applications 
or  Complaints,  on  M.  for  Stmnt.,  1950  (i). 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4511,  4631; 
cone.,  4660  (ii). 

- on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.  (remarks)  4276  (ii). 


Thompson,  Hon.  Sir  J  .—  Continued. 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  (B.  76,  1°)  1855  (i). 

- 2°  m.,  3116,  3254  ;  agreed  to  (Y.  97,  N.  60) 

3719  (ii). 

- - -  in  Com.,  3721,  3755,  3781,  3790,  3910,  4002, 

4048,  4073,  4084,  4114,  4148,  4193,  4321  (ii). 

- 3Q  m.,  4329;  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Pelletier) 

4343  (ii). 

Returning  Officers,  &c.,  Duties  at  Elections,  on 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  85;  (Amt.)  89. 

Returns,  on  Enquiry  for  (remarks)  2172  (i). 

Rimouski,  Change  of  Route  (Ans.)  3183  (ii). 

Robertson,  J.  F.,  Claim  re  Ry.  Accident,  on  M. 
for  Stmnt.,  1369  (i). 

Royal  Commissions,  Ret.,  on  Enquiry,  2700,  3090, 
3239  (ii). 

St.  Raymond  Post  Office  (Ans.)  37  (i). 

Sittings  of  the  Hse.  (M. )  3897  (ii). 

Soulanges  Canal,  Tenders,  &c.,  on  M.  for  Ret., 
128  (i). 

Speaker’s  Warrants,  on  incomplete  Ret.  (re¬ 
marks)  101  (i). 

Speech  from  the  Throne,  consdn.  (M.)  5  (i). 

Standing  Committees  (M.)  5  (i). 

- Com.  to  prepare  Lists  (M.)  34  (i). 

Supply — on  the  Budget,  614  (i). 

Canals — Capital  (Lachine)  cone.,  4213  (ii). 

Civil  Government  (High  Commissioner)  278,  con¬ 
tingencies,  cone.,  1085  ;  (Interior)  260,  830,  862, 
(i),  cone.,  4208  (ii)  ;  (Justice)  913 ;  (Mounted 
Police)  266  ;  (Public  Works)  272  (i). 

Collection  of  Revenues  :  Excise  (Tobacco  Stamps) 
1011  (i). 

Dominion  Police,  313  (i). 

Immigration  (Expenses)  1895  (i). 

Justice ,  Administration  of  (Circuit  Allowances, 
B.C.)  311 ;  (Exchequer  Court,  Publishing  Re¬ 
ports)  313,  cone.,  1085;  (Judges,  Queen’s  Bench, 
Ac.,  Man.)  311;  (Judges,  Travelling  Expenses, 
N.W.T.)  311;  (Registrar  in  Admiralty,  Que.)313; 
(Supreme  Court)  312,  971  (i). 

Legislation :  House  of  Commons  (Printing,  Paper, 
Ac.)  795;  (Salaries,  Ac.)  772;  (Printing  Voters’ 
Lists)  cone.,  1086.  Library  (Purchase  of  Books) 
793  ;  (Salaries,  Ac.)  789.  Senate  (Salaries,  Ac.) 
754  (i). 

Miscellaneous  (C.  S.  Commissioners)  1004  (i). 
Penitentiaries  (B.C.)  748 ;  (Dorchester)  972  ;  (King¬ 
ston)  664  (i),  cone.,  4205  (ii)  ;  (Man.)  744,973; 
(Regina  Gaol)  748,  973;  (St.  Vincent  de  Paul) 
736,  972  (i). 

Public  Works — Income:  Buildings  (N.W.T.)  2937, 
2944;  (Ont.)  2923  (ii). 

Railways— Capital :  I.C.R.  (Halifax,  accommoda¬ 
tion)  2267;  (St.  John,  accommodation)  988  (i), 
t  2571  (ii).  j 
Superannuation,  803  (i). 

Territorial  Accounts  (Rebellion,  N.W.T.)  cone., 
1087  (i). 

Supply  B.  100  (Mr.  Foster)  on  M.  for  1°,  4603  ; 
on  M.  for  2°,  4655  (ii). 

Telegraph  Line,  Victoria,  N.S.  (Ans.)  3897  (ii). 

Tenant  Farmers’  Delegates  Rep.,  on  M.  for  copy, 
2435,  2443  (ii). 

- (remarks)  3116,  3566  (ii). 
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Thompson,  Hon.  Sir  J.— Continued. 

Trade  Extension,  Canada  and  U.S.,  Mess,  from 
His  Ex.  (presented)  216  (i). 

Trade  Relations  with  Great  Britain  (Ans.)  1080. 

U.  S.  Alien  Labour  Law  (remarks)  1548  (i). 

U.  S.  Vessels  in  Hudson  Bay  (Ans.)  4263  (ii). 

Voters’  Lists,  1891,  B.  67  (Mr.  Patterson,  Huron) 
3°  m.,  4500  (ii). 

Voters’  Lists,  Revised,  Printing  (Ans.)  2641  (ii). 

West  Indies,  Minister’s  Visit  (remarks)  1224  (i). 

- Reps.,  &c.,  on  M.  for  copy,  1372  (i). 

Welland  Election,  on  M.  (Mr.  Tisdale)  declaring 
Seat  Vacant,  396  (i). 

- Day  suggested  for  Deb.,  454  (i). 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  ref.  to  Com.  on 

Priv.  and  Elec.,  584  (i). 

Wilson,  Convict  Ed.,  Release,  on  M.  for  Pet., 
&c.,  2612  (ii). 

Winding-Up  Act  Amt.  (B.  97,  1°*)  4204  (ii). 

Witnesses  and  Evidence  (B.  69,  1°)  1391  ;  2°*  and 
ref.  to  Com.  on  B.  7,  2008  (i). 

Wrecking  in  Can.  Waters  B.  8  (Mr.  Bowell)  on 
M.  for  1°,  107  (i). 

Writs  for  Elections,  on  enquiry  for  Ret.,  3115. 

Tisdale,  Mr.  D.,  South  Norfolk. 

Civil  Servants,  Permanent  Clerks  Extra  Pay 
(M.  for  Ret.)  1715  (i). 

Civil  Service  Act  Amt.  B.  74  (Mr.  Patterson, 
Huron)  in  Com.,  4639  (ii). 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in  Com., 
4232  (ii). 

Debates,  Official,  2nd  Rep.,  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Wal¬ 
lace)  to  cone.,  4597  (ii). 

Divorce,  Hattie  Adele  Harrison,  Relief  (B.  92,1°) 
3300  (ii). 

- Wright,  James,  Relief  (B.  91,  1°)  3300  (ii). 

Dom.  Lands  Act  Amt.  B.  89  (Mr.  Deivdney)  in 
Com.,  3317  (ii). 

Home  Rule  for  Ireland,  on  prop.  Res.  (Amt.) 
3340  (ii). 

Kingston  Belt  Line  Ry.  Co.’s  incorp.  (B.  52,  1°*) 
823  (i). 

G.  T.  R.  Co.  of  Can.  (B.  14,  1°*)  129  (i). 

Gov.  Gen.  ’s  Body  Guard,  Affidavits  re  Pay-List 
(remarks)  1199  (i). 

London  Election,  Charges  against  Judge  Elliott, 
on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Lister)  2315  (i). 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  M. 
that  Com.  rise,  2293  (i) ;  in  Com.,  3364,  3386. 

Midland  Ry.  Co.  of  Can.  (B.  93,  1°*)  3300  (ii). 

P.  O.  Savings  Banks,  Interest  on  Deposits  (Ques.) 
916  (i). 

Privilege  (Ques  of)  par.  in  Free  Press  re  Trades 
and  Labour  Council,  2561  (ii). 

Railway  Act  Amt.  B.  84  (Mr.  Dewdney)  in  Com., 
4481  ;  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Maclean,  East  York)  to  M. 
for  3°,  4624  (ii). 

Railway  Subsidies,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4549  (ii). 

Representation  in  H.of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John  Thomp¬ 
son)  3915  (ii). 


Tisdale,  Mr.  D .—Continued. 

Supply  : 

Arts,  Agriculture,  &c.  (Columbian  Exhibition)  4436. 
Militia  (Ammunition)  1199  (i). 

Voters’  Lists,  1891,  B.  67  (Sir  John  Thompson)  on 
Amt.  (Mr.  Armstrong)  to  M.  for  3°,  4502  (ii). 
Welland  County  Election,  Proceedings  at  Trial, 
&c.  (M.  for  Ret.*)  244  (i). 

- (M.)  declaring  Seat  Vacant,  392  (i). 

- on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  ref.  to  Com.  on 

Priv.  and  Elec.,  588  (i). 

Tupper,  Hon.  C.  H.,  Pictou. 

Alert,  Str.,  Accident  to  (Ans.)  750,  917  (i). 

Bic  Wharf,  Collector  (Ans.)  2638  (ii). 

Bounties  to  Fishermen,  Distribution  (Ans.)  190. 
Canadian  Representative  at  Washington,  on 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  2463  ;  (Amt.)  2467. 
Canadian  Cattle  scheduled  in  England  (remarks) 
249  (i). 

Canvas  Coal  Bags,  Tenders  for  Making  (Ans.) 
2954  (ii). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  on  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Edgar)  1049  (i). 

Charlebois,  F.,  Claim  against  Fisheries  Dept., 
on  M.  for  Cor.,  1036  (i). 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in  Com., 
2841  (ii). 

Crown  Prosecutions  and  Suits,  on  prop.  Res. 

(Sir  John  Thompson)  1302  (i). 

Diplomatic  Papers,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Laurier) 
in  Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1813  (i). 
Finkle,  Roland,  Appmnt..  as  Fishery  Inspector 
(Ans.)  1365  (i). 

Fisheries,  Lobster  (prop.  Res.)  130;  (remarks) 
160  (i). 

Fisheries  Act  Amt.  (B.  9,  1°)  107  ;  2°  m.,  1655 
in  Com.  on  Res.,  1656  ;  M.  for  Com.  on  B., 
2173  ;  in  Com.,  2216,  2230  (i). 

Fisheries,  Depth  Rep.  (presented)  3237  (ii). 
Fisheries,  Pacific  and  Atlantic  Coasts,  Mess. 

from  His  Ex.  (presented)  667  (i). 

Fishery  Regulations,  Mackerel  (Ans.)  3055  (ii). 
Fishing  Rights  on  Richelieu  River  (Ans.)  35  (i). 
Fishing  Vessels  ( Modus  Vivendi)  of  the  U.  S. 
(B.  11,  1°)  109;  2°  m. ,  176;  in  Com.,  1474, 
1639  (i). 

Gear  and  Tackle  Inspector,  Appmnt.  (Ans.)  224. 
Gov.  Gen.’s  Body  Guard,  Affidavits  re  Pay-List 
(remarks)  1222  (i). 

Harbour  and  River  Police  (Que.)  Repeal  (B.  66, 
1°)  1225  (i). 

Flour  (Can.)  admitted  into  Nfld.,  on  M.  for  Ret., 
112  (i). 

Lake  St.  Peter,  Fishing  Privileges  (Ans.)  2956. 
License  Fees,  Refund  by  Nfld.  (Ans.)  190  (i). 
Lobsters  and  Whitefish  for  B.C.  (Ans.)  751  (i). 
Marine  and  Fisheries  Dept.  Amalgamation  (B. 

12,  1°)  109;  in  Com.,  181  (i). 

Marine,  Depth  Rep.  (presented)  913  (i). 
Newfoundland  Bait  Act,  Cor.,  &c.  (Ans.)  98  (i). 
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Tupper,  Hon.  C.  H  . — Continued. 

Newfoundland  Bait  Act,  Bait  Sales  to  St.  Pierre 
Fishermen  (Ans. )  189  (i). 

-  Fishing  Regulations,  enforcing  (Ans.)  134. 

- Imperial  Assent  (Ans.)  136  (i). 

- Papers  respecting  (Ans.)  315,  508,  914, 

1228,  1491  (i). 

-  Mess,  from  His  Ex.  (presented)  1088  (i). 

Pilotage  Act  Amt.  (B.  10,  1°)  108 ;  2°  m.,  173  (i). 
Pinsonneault,  Alfred,  Resignation,  &c.  (Ans.) 
749  (i). 

Prosser,  Wm.,  Fishery  Overseer,  Dismissal  (Ans.) 
2490  (ii). 

St.  Mary’s  Bay  Hatcheries  (Ans.)  398  (i). 

Sea  Fisheries  Development  Act  Amt.  (B.  5,  1°) 
97  ;  2°  m.,  161 ;  in  Com.,  167  (i). 

Sheet  Harbour,  Dues  Collected  (Ans.)  1032  (i). 
Steamboat  Inspection  Act  (prop.  Res.)  129;  on 
Res.,  752  (i). 

■ - (B.  13,  1°)  114  ;  in  Com.,  1394,  1642  (i). 

Supply — on  the  Budget,  358  ;  (remarks)  386, 
577,  630  (i). 

Civil  Government  (Marine)  270  (i). 

Fisheries  (Commissioners’  Expenses)  993  ;  (Intel¬ 
ligence  Bureau)  992  (i). 

Immigration  (Expenses)  1891  (i). 

Militia  (Ammunition)  1222  (i). 

Ocean  and  River  Service  (Cattle  Inspection)  992. 
Railways — Capital:  I.C.R.  (Halifax, accommoda¬ 
tion)  2265  (i). 

Tignish  Wharfinger,  Fees  Collected  (Ans.)  98  (i). 
Westport  Harbour,  Can  Buoys  (Ans.)  399  (i). 

Tyr Whitt,  Mr.  R.,  South  Simcoe. 

Gov.  Gen.’s  Body  Guard,  Affidavits  re  Pay-List 
(remarks)  1208  (i). 

Supply  : 

Arts,  Agriculture,  &c.  (Experimental  Farms)  1441. 
Militia  (Ammunition)  1208  (i). 

Vaillan court,  Mr.  O.  E.,  Dorchester. 

Judges  on  Commissions  (Ques.)  37  (i). 

St.  Raymond  Post  Office  (Ques.)  37  (i). 

Wallace,  Mr.  N.  c.,  West  York ,  Ont. 

Debates,  Official,  2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone. 
(Amt.)  4597  (ii). 

Electoral  Lists,  Revising  Officers,  &c.,  on  M.  for 
Ret.,  938  (i). 

Home  Rule  for  Ireland,  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Tisdale) 
to  prop.  Res.,  3345  (ii). 

N.W.T.,  Act  Amt.  B.  27  (Mr.  McCarthy)  on  M. 
to  set  Day  for  2°,  2486  (ii). 

- - Education  and  Dual  Language,  on  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Armstrong)  3067  (ii). 

Preferential  Trade  with  Great  Britain,  despatch 
to  London  Times  re  Deb.  (remarks)  2500  (ii). 
Pub.  Accounts  and  Auditor  Gen.’s  Rep.,  ref.  to 
Standing  Com.  (M.)  188  (i). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John  Thomp¬ 
son)  in  Com.,  3836,  3951,  3842,  3893  (ii). 

Supply : 

Arts,  Agriculture,  &c.  (Experimental  Farms) 
1442  (i). 


Watson,  Mr.  R.,  Marquette. 

Binding  Twine,  on  M.  for  Ret.,  540  (i). 

- (prop.  Res.)  in  Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of 

Sup.,  1656;  neg.  (Y.  63,  N.  107)  1713  (i). 
Budget,  on  the,  656  (i). 

Land  Grants  to  Rys.,  Man.  and  N.  W.  T.,  on 
M.  for  Ret.,  2277  (i). 

Man.  School  Act  (M.  for  Ret.*)  2287  (i). 

- Legal  Expenses  (Ques.)  2068  (i). 

Mounted  Police,  Reduction  of  Force,  on  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  McMullen )  2678  (ii). 

Preferential  Trade  with  Great  Britain,  on 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  McNeill)  1600  (i). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  M.  for  1°,  1865  (i). 

Supply — on  the  Budget,  656  (i). 

Canals — Income  (Chambly)  2259  (i). 

Immigration  (Agents’  Salaries)  1834,  1851 ;  (Ex¬ 
penses)  1931, 1943  (i). 

Militia  (Drill  Pay)  1355  (i). 

Penitentiaries  (Man.)  745  (i). 

Quarantine  (Cattle)  2043  (i). 

Superannuation,  800  (i). 

Tenant  Farmers’  Delegates  Rep.,  on  M.  for 
copy,  2449  (ii). 

Weldon,  Mr.  R.  C.,  Albert. 

Beet-Root  Sugar  Bounty,  in  Com.  on  Res.,  4707. 
Canadian  Representative  at  Washington,  on 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  1959,  1973  (i). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against,  Approval  of 
Commissioners,  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  3034  (ii). 
Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in  Com., 
2705,  3324  (ii). 

Diplomatic  Papers,  on  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Laurier) 
in  Amt.  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1807  (i). 
Debates,  Official,  2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone., 
4592  (ii). 

I.  C.  R.  Running  Privileges,  &c.,  granted  C.P.R., 
on  M.  for  Ret.,  559  (i). 

London  Election,  Charges  against  Judge  Elliott, 
on  Res.  (Mr.  Lister)  2339  (i). 

Post  Offices,  Erection,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2759  (ii). 
Railway  Subsidies,  on  cone.,  4660  (ii). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3464  (ii). 

- in  Com..  3872,  3912,  3918,  4177  (ii). 

Supply  : 

Public  Works — Income :  Buildings  (N.S)  2759  (ii). 
Railioays :  I.C.R.  (Halifax,  accommodation)  2547. 

Welsh,  Mr.  W.,  Queen’s,  P.E.I. 

Fisheries  Act  Amt.  B.  9  (Mr.  Tupper)  on  M.  for 
Com.,  2196,  2231  (i). 

Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson )  in  Com.,  3755,  4106  (ii). 

Steamboat  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  13  (Mr.  Tup¬ 
per)  in  Com.,  1395  (i). 

Supply : 

Railways:  I.C.R.  (Halifax,  accommodation)  2513. 
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White,  Mr.  N.  W.,  Shelburne. 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  John  Thompson)  in  Com., 
2829  (ii). 

Electoral  Lists,  Revising  Officers,  <fcc.,  on  M.  for 
Ret.,  904  (i). 

Fisheries  Act  Amt.  B.  9  (Mr.  T upper)  on  M.  for 
Com.,  2204;  in  Com.,  2232  (i). 

Fish,  Fish  Oil,  &c.,  Imports  from  Nfld.  (M.  for 
Ret.*)  159  (i). 

Fishing  Vessels  ( Modus  Vivendi)  U.S.  B.  11  (Mr. 

Tapper)  in  Com.,  1479  (i). 

Nfld.  Bait  Act,  Imperial  Assent  (Ques.)  136  (i). 

- Fishing  Regulations,  enforcing  (Ques. ) 

134  (i). 

Newfoundlanders  in  Labrador,  &c.  (M.  for  Ret.*) 
159  (i). 

Tenant  Farmers’  Delegates  Visit,  C.  H.  Cahan’s 
Services  (Ques.)  2432  (ii). 

White,  Mr.  R.  S.,  Cardwell. 

Insurance  Act  Amt.  (B.  3,  1°)  40  ;  2°  m.,  456  (i). 
Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2  (Mr.  Charlton)  in 
Com.,  3101  (ii). 

Preferential  Trade  with  Great  Britain,  on  Amt. 
(Mr.  Davies ,  P.E.I.)  to  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  McNeill) 
1632  (i). 

Wilson,  Mr.  U.,  Lennox. 

Lennox  Voters’  List  (M.  for  Ret.*)  159  (i). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright) 
to  M.  for  3°,  4330  (ii). 

Supply  : 

Superannuation  (W.  Wallace)  798  (i). 

Wood,  Mr.  J.  F.,  Brockville. 

Alberta  Ry.  and  Coal  Co.’s  B.  39  (Mr.  Curran) 
on  M.  for  2°,  2255  (i). 

Criminal  Code  B.  7  (Sir  JohnThompson)  in  Com., 
2712  (ii). 

Debates,  Official,  2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  on  cone., 
4593  (ii). 

Edwards,  W.  C.,  Co.’s  incorp.  (B.  17,  1°")  129  (i). 
National  Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Society’s  B. 
53  (Mr.  Beausoleil)  on  M.  to  ref.  back  to  Sel . 
Com.,  3561  (ii). 


Wood,  Mr.  J.  F.  — Continued. 

Ottawa  Valley  Ry.  Co.’s  (B.  59)  M.  to  place  on 
Order  Paper,  4214  (ii). 

Private  Bills,  Reps,  from  Com.,  Extension  of 
Time  (M.)  4214  (ii). 

Railway  Act  Amt.  B.  84  (Mr.  Haggart)  on  Amt. 
(Mr.  Maclean,  East  York)  to  M.  for  3°,  4610. 

Supply  : 

Lraidation :  House  of  Commons  (Salaries,  Sec.) 
771.  Senate  (Salaries,  &c.)  755  (i). 

Wood,  Mr.  J.,  Westmoreland. 

Live  Stock,  Tariff  (Ques. )  1365  (i). 

- (M.  for  Ret.)  2285  (i). 

I.  C.  R.,  Expenditure  out  of  Income  (M.  for  Ret.) 
1371  (i). 

National  Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Society’s  B. 
53  (Mr.  Beausoleil)  on  M.  to  ref.  back  to  Sel. 
Com.,  3558  (ii). 

Private  Bills,  Reps,  from  Com.  Extension  of 
Time  (M.)  3815  (ii). 

School  Savings  Bank  B.  36  (Mr.  Desjardins, 
Hochelaga)  M.  to  place  on  Orders  of  the  Day, 
4466  (ii) 

Supply : 

Railioays :  I.C.R.  (Expenses)  2405  (ii). 

Yeo,  Mr.  J.,  Prince,  P.E.I. 

Fisheries  Act  Amt.  B.  9  (Mr.  T upper)  on  M.  for 
Com.,  2214  (i). 

Little  Miminegash  Breakwater  (Ques.)  190  (i). 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  76  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Somerville)  to  M.  for 
2°,  3707  (ii). 

- in  Com.  4164  (ii). 

- on  M.  for  3°  (Amt.)  4335;  neg.  (Y.  54, 

N.  87)  4335  (ii). 

Supply  : 

Collection  of  Revenues :  Railways  (P.E.I.)  2631  (ii). 
Fisheries  (P.E.I.,  Salaries,  See.)  4312  (ii). 

Public  Works— Income :  Harbours  and  Rivers 
(P.E.I.)  4255  (ii). 

Tunnel  (Submarine)  P.E.I.  and  Mainland,  on  M. 
for  Cor.,  411  (i). 
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“A,”  “B”  and  “C”  Batteries,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  1419  (i). 

Active  Militia,  Drill,  Qualified  Officers,  &c.  : 

M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Hughes)  667  (i). 

Addington  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ Rep., 

Ki). 

Address  in  Ans.  to  His  Ex.’s  Speech  :  moved  (Mr. 
Northrup)  7  ;  seconded  (Mr.  Bain ,  Soulanges)  18. 

- His  Ex.’s  Reply,  129  (i). 

ADJOURNMENTS,  Annunciation  Day:  M.  (Sir 
John  Thompson)  392  (i). 

- Ash  Wednesday  :  M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  35. 

- Corpus  Christi  :  M.  (Sir  John  Thompson) 

3752  (ii). 

-  Dominion  Day,  &c.  :  Remarks  (Sir  John 

Thompson)  4214  (ii). 

- M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  4260  (ii). 

- Easter:  M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  1088,  1364. 

- Remarks  (Mr.  Taylor)  1311  (i). 

- Queen’s  Birthday,  &c.  :  Remarks  (Sir  John 

Thompson)  2700  (ii). 

- M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  2780  (ii). 

Administration  of  Justice.  See  “Justice.” 

Administration  of  Oaths  of  Office  B.  No. 

1  (Sir  John  Thompson).  1°*  {pro  forma)  4  (i). 
Admiralty  Court,  Que.,  Registrar  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  313  (i). 

Adulteration  of  Food  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4430  (ii). 
Agents’  (Dom.  Lands)  Salaries,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  4431  (ii). 

- See  “Immigration.” 

Agriculture  and  Colonization  Com.  :  List  of  Mem¬ 
bers,  105  (i). 

AGRICULTURE: 

British  Farmers’  Delegates  Bep.  :  M.  for  copy 
(Mr.  McMillan,  Huron)  2432,  3637  (ii). 

- See  “  Tenant  Farmers.”' 

Butter  and  Cheese  Industry,  Pamphlet  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  ChoQuette)  3331  (ii). 

Cattle  Shipments,  Inspection:  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
992,  2033  (i). 

Dairying  Interests  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1464  (i). 
Deptl.  Contingencies  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  286  (i). 

- Hep.:  Presented  (Mr.  Carling)  f062  (i). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup. ,  286  (i). 

Deputy  Minister,  Letter  re  Pamphlets  :  in  Com. 

of  Sup.,  Ques.  (Mr.  Laurier)  1947  (i). 
Experimental  (Central)  Farm,  Dairy  Stock,  &c.  : 

M  •  for  Ret.  (Mr.  McMillan,  Huron)  402  (i). 
- French  Cor.  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Frhnont)  3114. 


AGRICULTURE -CWouted. 

Experimental  Farms  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1424  ,  4448. 

- Number,  Location,  Expend.,  &c.  :  M.  for 

Stmnt.  (Mr.  Frimont)  682  (i). 

- Reps.,  French  Edition:  Ques.  (Mr.  Devlin) 

397  (i). 

- Remarks  (Mr.  Frtmont)  3185  (ii). 

Haras  National  Co.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1465  (i). 
High  Commissioner’s  Office  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  275, 
282,  896  ;  cone.,  1085  (i). 

Intelligence  Bureau,  Daily  Reps.  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  992  (i). 

Morton  Dairy  Co.’s  Claim  :  Ques.  (Mr.  McMullen) 
916  (i). 

Nationalities  of  the  Population  :  Ques.  (Sir 
Richard  Cartwright)  824  (i). 

“  Patent  Record  ”  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1159  (i). 
Sugar-Beet  Cultivation,  French  Edition  of  Reps.: 

Ques.  (Mr.  Beausoleil)  750  (i). 

- See  “  Beet-Root.” 

Tenant  Farmers’  Delegates  Reps.:  Ques'.  (Mr. 
McMillan,  Huron)  3166,  3566  (ii). 

- Ques.  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  1638  (i). 

- Remarks  (Mr.  McMillan,  Huron)  on  M.  for 

Com.  of  Sup.,  4401  (ii). 

- M.  for  copies  (Mr.  McMillan,  Huron)  2432, 

3637  (ii). 

- Visit,  Mr.  C.  Cahan’s  Expenses  :  Ques.  (Mr. 

White,  Shelburne)  2432  (ii). 

[See  “Arts  and  Statistics;”  “Immigration;” 
“  Supply.”] 

Alberta  Ry.  and  Coal  Co.’s  B.  No.  39  (Mr. 
Curran).  1°*,  315  ;  2°*,  418  ;  M.  for  Com.,  2254  ; 
in  Com.  and  3°*,  2256  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  30.) 

Aikins,  Jas.  A.  M.  See  “Divorce.” 

“Alert,”  Str.,  Enquiry  re  Loss:  Ques.  (Mr.  Cho- 
quette)  750,  917  (i). 

Algoma,  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep., 
1  (i). 

Alien  Contract  Labour  Prohibition  B. 

No.  4  (Mr.  Taylor).  I0*,  40;  2°  m.,  295  ;  deb. 
adjd.,  310  (i) ;  Amt.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  6  m. 
h.,  agreed  to,  2457  (ii). 

Alien  Labour  Law  (U.  S.)  Press  Despatch  :  Re¬ 
marks  (Mr.  Langelier)  1548  (i). 

Allan,  Messrs.,  &c.,  Decrease  of  Customs  Duties  : 

M.  for  Pets.  (Mr.  Laurier)  159  (i). 

American  Cattle  in  Bond,  Imports:  Ques.  (Mr. 
Sproule)  399  (i). 

Ammunition,  Manufacture,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup. 
1161  (i) ;  cone.,  4209  (ii). 
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Annapolis  and  Atlantic  Ry.,  &c.,  Cor.,  &c.,  re 
Subsidy  :  M.  for  Cor.  (Mr.  Forbes)  688  (i). 
Apples,  Export,  Inspection  under  Act  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Mills,  Annapolis)  3238  (ii). 

Arbitration  re  Provincial  Accounts  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  4430;  cone.,  4470  (ii). 

Archibald,  H.  D.,  Conductor  on  I.  C.  R.,  Dis¬ 
missal  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Patterson ,  Colchester) 
969  (i). 

Architects,  Engineers,  &c.,  Public  Works:  in 
Com.  of  Sup.,  4259  (ii). 

Armouries  and  Care  of  Arms  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
1349  (i). 

Arpin,  Mr.,  Charges  for  Demurrage  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Lavergne )  4643  (ii). 

Artificial  Fertilizers,  Quantity  Imported  :  M. 
for  Ret.  (Mr.  McMillan ,  Huron)  526  (i). 

ARTS  and  STATISTICS : 

Census  and  Statistics,  Map  showing  Boundaries  : 

Ques.  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  824  (i). 

- Birthplaces,  &c.  :  Ques.  (Sir  Richard  Cart¬ 
wright)  3566  (ii). 

- Enquiry  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  4135  (ii). 

- in  Coin,  of  Sup. ,  983  (i),  4437  (ii). 

- Origin  and  Religious  Creeds  :  Ques.  (Sir 

Hector  Langevin)  190  (i),  2490  (ii). 

Criminal  Statistics  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1160  (i). 
Election  Statistics  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Patterson, 
Huron)  3185  (ii). 

Jamaica  Exhibition  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  976  (i). 
Mennonites,  Enumeration  in  Census  :  Remarks 
(Mr.  Landerkin)  4263  (ii) . 

Population  of  Electoral  Districts  :  Enquiry  for 
Ret.  (Mr.  Landerkin)  2700  (ii). 

Railway  Statistics,  Delay  in  presenting:  Re¬ 
marks  (Mr.  McMullen)  3185  (ii). 

- Ques.  (Mr.  McMullen)  3398  (ii). 

World’s  Columbian  Exhibition:  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
983  (i),  4433;  cone.,  4474  (ii). 

[See  “Agriculture;”  “Immigration.”] 

Arts,  Agriculture  and  Statistics  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  976,  983,  1159,  1424,  1464  (i),  4433;  cone., 
4474  (ii). 

Assistant  Receiver  Gen.,  Yic.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
250  (i). 

Atlantic  Coast  Fisheries  and  Newfoundland  : 

Mess,  from  His  Ex.,  1088  (i). 

Atlantic  Mail  Service  :  Ques.  (Mr.  McNeill)  1231. 

- -  Sunday  Train  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Charlton)  3184  (ii). 

Auditor  General’s  Office  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  267  (i). 

- Rep.  :  Presented  (Mr.  Foster)  188  (i). 

Audit  of  Accounts,  I.C.R. :  Remarks  (Mr.  Mulock) 
on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  4276  (ii). 

Baie  des  Chaleurs  Ry.  :  M.  for  Sel.  Com.  (Mr. 
Cockburn)  42  (i). 

Bain.  Jas.  Wm.,  Esq.,  Member  for  Soulanges  :  In¬ 
troduced,  3  (i). 

Bancroft  &  Connolly.  See  “Kingston  Graving 
Dock.” 

Banff  Springs,  Survey,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4428. 
Banking  and  Commerce  Com.  :  List  of  Members, 
104  (i). 

Baptist  Missionary  Union.  See  “Woman’s.” 


Barrett  vs.  City  of  Winnipeg,  Supreme  Court 
Jdgt.  :  M.  for  copy  (Mr.  LaRiviere)  158  (i). 

- Legal  Expenses  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Watson)  2068. 

“Bayfield,”  Str.,  Supplies,  Enquiry:  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  4461  (ii). 

Bear  River  (N.S.)  Railway  Bridge  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Bowers)  398  (i). 

Beauharnois  Canal,  Engineers’  Reps.,  &c.,  re 
Building  :  M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Bergeron)  191, 
224  (ii). 

Beef  and  Pork,  U.S.  and  Can.  Fishermen  :  M.  for 
Ret.  (Mr.  Forbes)  294  (i). 

- Lumbermen’s  Imports  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Forbes) 

291  (i). 

Beet-Root  Sugar,  Prof.  Saunders’  Rep.  :  Presented 
(Mr.  Foster)  71  (i). 

- Instructions  :  M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Beausoleil) 

1373  (i). 

- Bounty  on  Manufacture  :  M.  for  Stmnt. 

(Mr.  Beausoleil)  1366,  1373  (i). 

- Bounties  Paid  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Edgar)  41  (i). 

- See  “Sugar  Beet.” 

Beet-Root  Sugar  Bounty  B.  No.  102  (Mr. 

Foster).  Res.  prop,  and  in  Com.,  4697  ;  1°*  and 
2°*  of  B.,  4715  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  4727  (ii).  (55-56 
Vic.,  c.  8.) 

Behring’s  Sea  Arbitration  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4460  ; 
cone.,  4478  (ii). 

- Seal  Fisheries,  Press  Despatch  :  Remarks 

(Mr.  Laurier)  36  (i). 

Belleville  and  Lake  Nipissing  Ry.  Co.’s 

B.  No.  28  (Mr.  Corby).  I0*,  245;  2°*,  289  ;  in 
Com.  and  3°*,  696  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  31.) 

- Subs  idy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4395  ;  in 

Com.,  4535  (ii). 

Bell  Telephone  Co.  of  Can.  B.  No.  41  (Mr. 

Curran).  I0*,  315  ;  2°*,  418 ;  in  Com.  and  3°*, 
1373  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  67.) 

Bennett,  Wm.  H.,  Esq.,  Member  for  East  Simcoe  : 
Introduced,  129  (i). 

Berthier  (Montmagny)  P.O.,  Management  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Choquette)  2638  (ii). 

Bic,  Collector  at  Wharf,  Salary,  &c.  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Langelier)  2638  (ii). 

Big  Fortune  Breakwater  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4448. 
Big  Tracadie  Breakwater  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4252. 
Bill  (No.  1)  Respecting  the  Administration  of  Oaths 
of  Office. — (Sir  John  Thompson.) 

1°*,  4  .  pro  forynd' 

Bill  (No.  2)  To  secure  the  better  observance  of  the 
Lord’s  Day,  commonly  called  Sunday. — (Mr. 
Charlton. ) 

1°*,  40  ;  2°  m.,  1062 ;  2°,  1083  ;  in  Com.,  2293  ;  Com. 
rose,  2305  (i) ;  Ms.  to  recom.,  2431,  3090  ;  agreed 
to  (Y.  77,  N.  50)  and  in  Com.,  3091;  again  in 
Com.,  3363  (ii). 

Bill  (No.  3)  To  amend  the  Insurance  Act. — (Mr. 
White,  Cardwell.) 

1°*,  40  ;  2°,  456  (i). 
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Bill  (N o.  4)  To  prohibit  the  importation  and  migra¬ 
tion  of  foreigners  and  aliens  under  contract  or 
agreement  to  perform  labour  in  Canada. — (Mr. 
Taylor. ) 

1°*,  40;  2J  m.,  295;  deb.  adjd.,  310  (i) ;  Amt.  (Sir 
John  Thompson)  G  m.  h.  agreed  to,  2457  (ii). 

Bill  (No.  5)  To  amend  Chap.  9G  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  to  encourage  the  development  of  the 
Sea  Fisheries  and  the  building  of  Fishing  Vessels. 
— (Mr.  T upper.) 

1°,  97  ;  2°*,  130  ;  M.  for  Com.,  161  ;  in  Com.,  166  ; 
3°*,  249  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  18.) 

Bill  (No.  6)  To  amend  the  Canada  Temperance 
Amendment  Act  of  1888.— (Mr.  Flint.) 

1°,  98;  2°,  418  ;  in  Com.,  455;  3°*,  692  (i).  (55-56 

Vic.,  c.  26.) 

Bill  (No.  7)  Respecting  the  Criminal  Law. — (Sir  John 
Thompson.) 

1°,  106  ;  2°,  1312  (i) ;  in  Com.,  2701,  2782,  2795,  2826, 
2958,  3320,  3637,  3640,  3644,  4225,  4230,  4265, 
4343  ;  3°,  4348  ;  Sen.  Amts.  cone,  in,  4732  (ii). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  29.) 

Bill  (No.  8)  Respecting  aid  by  United  States  Wreckers 
in  Canadian  waters. — (Mr.  Bowell.) 

1°,  106;  2»  m.,  173;  2°,  970  ;  in  Com.,  1091;  3°*, 
1153  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  4.) 

Bill  (No.  9)  Further  to  amend  the  Fisheries  Act. — 
(Mr.  T upper.) 

Res.  prop.,  130;  1°,  107 ;  2°,  1655;  Res.  in.  Com., 
1656  ;  M.  for  Com.  on  B.,  2173  ;  in  Com.,  2216, 
2230  (i). 

Bill  (No.  10)  To  amend  the  Pilotage  Act. — (Mr. 
Tapper. ) 

1°,  108;  2°,  173;  in  Com.,  970;  3°*,  1090  (i).  (55- 
56  Vic.,  c.  20.) 

Bill  (No.  11)  Respecting  Fishing  Vessels  of  the 
United  States  of  America. — (Mr.  Tapper.) 

1°,  109 ;  2°,  176  ;  in  Com.,  1472,  1639 ;  3°*,  1789  (i). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  3.) 

Bill  (No.  12)  Respecting  the  Department  of  Marine 
and  Fisheries. — (Mr.  Tapper.) 

1°,  109  ;  2°  and  in  Com.,  181 ;  3°*,  249  (i).  (55-56 

Vic.,  c.  17.) 

Bill  (No.  13)  To  further  amend  the  Steamboat 
Inspection  Act. — (Mr.  Tapper.) 

Res.  prop.,  129;  1°,  114  ;  2°,  752;  Res.  in  Com., 
752 ;  B.  in  Com.,  1394,  1642 ;  3°*,  1789  (i). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  19.) 

Bill  (No.  14)  Respecting  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway 
Company  of  Canada. — (Mr.  Tisdale.) 

1°*,129 ;  2°*,  134;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  695  (i).  (55-56 
Vic.,  c.  39.) 

Bill  (No.  15)  To  amend  the  Act  to  incorporate  the 
McKay  Milling  Company.— (Mr.  Robillard.) 

1°*,  129;  2°*, 134;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  855  (i).  (55-56 

Vic.,  c.  73.) 

Bill  (No.  16)  Respecting  the  Ottawa  City  Passenger 
Railway  Company. — (Mr.  Robillard.) 

1°*,  129;  2°*,  134  (i) ;  in  Com.,  2939  ;  3°*,  2940  (ii). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  53.) 


Bill  (No.  17)  To  incorporate  W.  C.  Edwards  and 
Company. — (Mr.  Wood,  Brockville.) 

1°*,  129  ;  2°*,  134  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  855  (i).  (55-56 
Vic.,  c.  72.) 

Bill  (No.  18)  Respecting  certain  Railway  Works  in 
the  City  of  Toronto. — (Mr.  Denison.) 

1°*,  129  ;  2°*,  134  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  1740  (i).  (55-56 
Vic.,  c.  61.) 

Bill  (No.  19)  Respecting  the  Boiler  Inspection  and 
Insurance  Company  of  Canada. — (Mr.  Coats- 
worth.  ) 

1°*,  129  ;  2°*,  134  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  1373  (i).  (55-56 

Vic.,  c.  68.) 

Bill  (No.  20)  Respecting  the  British  Columbia 
Southern  Railway  Company.  — (Mr.  Mara. ) 

1°*,  129  ;  2°*,  134  (i). 

Bill  (No.  21)  For  the  suppression  of  obscene  litera¬ 
ture,  and  to  provide  for  the  punishment  of  certain 
immoral  and  criminal  practices.  — (Mr.  Charlton. ) 

1°*,  133  (i) ;  2°  m.,  2457  ;  2°  and  ref.  to  Sel.  Com.  on 
B.  (No.  7)  2461  (ii). 

Bill  (No.  22)  Respecting  the  London  and  Port  Stan¬ 
ley  Railway  Company. — (Mr.  Moncrieff.) 

1°*,  161 ;  2°*,  275 ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  2093  (i).  (55-56 

Vic.,  c.  43.) 

Bill  (No.  23)  To  incorporate  the  High  River  and 
Sheep  Creek  Irrigation  and  Water  Power  Com¬ 
pany. — (Mr.  Davis.) 

1°*,  161 ;  2°*,  275  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  2093  (i).  (55-56 
Vic.,  c.  66.) 

Bill  (No.  24)  Respecting  the  Nicola  Valley  Railway 
Company.  — ( Mr.  Mara. ) 

1°*,  161;  £°*,  275;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  695  (i).  (55-56 
Vic.,  c.  50.) 

Bill  (No.  25)  Respecting  the  Montreal  Board  of 
Trade. — (Mr.  Curran.) 

1°*,  161 ;  2°*,  275 ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  1373  (i).  (55-56 
Vic.,  c.  70.) 

Bill  (No.  26)  To  incorporate  the  Nelson  and  Fort 
Sheppard  Railway  Company.— (Mr.  Mara.) 

1°*,  189  ;  2°*,  275  (i). 

Bill  (No.  27)  To  further  amend  the  Acts  respecting 
the  North-West  Territories.  — (Mr.  McCarthy.) 

1°,  217  (i) ;  2°  m.,  2461  ;  neg.  (Y.  33,  N.  132)  2462  ; 
M.  to  recom.,  2483  (ii). 

Bill  (No.  28)  Respecting  the  Belleville  and  Lake 
Nipissing  Railway  Company. — (Mr.  Corby.) 

1°*,  245  ;  2°*,  289  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  696  (i).  (55-56 
Vic.,  c.  31.) 

Bill  (No.  29)  Respecting  the  Nipissing  and  James’ 
Bay  Railway  Company.— (Mr.  Coatsworth.) 

1°*,  245  ;  2°*,  289  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  695  (i).  (55-56 
Vic.,  c.  51.) 

Bill  (No.  30)  Respecting  the  Nova  Scotia  Steel  and 
Forge  Company  (Limited). — (Mr.  Fraser.) 

I0*,  245 ;  2°*,  289 ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  1373  (i).  (55-56 

Vic.,  c.  74.) 

Bill  (No.  31)  Respecting  the  Globe  Printing  Com¬ 
pany.^ — (Mr.  Innes.) 

1°*,  245;  2U*,  289  ;  in  Com.,  1229  ;  3U*,  1230  (i). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  75.) 
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Bill  (No.  32)  To  incorporate  the  Women’s  Baptist 
Missionary  Union  of  the  Maritime  Provinces. — 
(Mr.  Stairs.) 

I0*,  245 ,  2 °*  289  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  1228  (i).  (55- 

56  Vic.,  c  76.) 

Bill  (No.  33)  Respecting  the  Wood  Mountain  and 
Qu’Appelle Railway  Company. — (Mr.  Macdonald, 
Winnipeg. ) 

1°*,  245;  2"*,  289  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  1740  (i).  (55- 

56  Vie.,  c.  63.) 

Bill  (No.  34)  R3specting  the  Canada  Southern  Rail¬ 
way  Company. — (Mr.  Ingram.) 

I0*,  245  ;  2°*,  289  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  1228  (i)  (55-56 
Vic.,  c.  34.) 

Bill  (No.  35)  Respecting  the  Manitoba  and  South- 
Eastern  Railway  Company. — (Mr.  LaRiviere.) 

1°*,  245  ;  2°*,  289  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  696  (i).  (55-56 

Vic.,  c.  46.) 

Bill  (No.  36)  To  amend  the  Act  to  incorporate  the 
School  Savings  Bank.— (Mr.  Desjardins,  Hoche- 
laga. ) 

1°*,  314  ;  2°*,  418  (i) ;  M.  to  transfer  to  the  Orders 
of  the  Day,  4466  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  4638  (ii). 

Bill  (No.  37)  Respecting  the  Lake  Manitoba  Rail¬ 
way  and  Canal  Company. — (Mr.  Ross,  Lisgar.) 

1°*,  315  ;  2°*,  418  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  1740  (i).  (55- 

56  Vic.,  c.  41.) 

Bill  (No.  38)  Respecting  the  Canadian  Pacific  Rail¬ 
way.  — (Mr.  Kirkpatrick. ) 

1°*,  315 ;  2°*,  418 ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  1228  (i).  (55- 

56  Vic.,  c.  35.) 

Bill  (No.  39)  Respecting  the  Alberta  Railway  and 
Coal  Company. — (Mr.  Curran.) 

I0*,  315;  2°*,  418  ;  M.  for  Com.,  2254;  in  Com. 
and  3°*,  2256  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  30.) 

Bill  (No.  40)  Respecting  the  Saint  Catharines  and 
Niagara  Central  Railway  Company. — (Mr.  Car¬ 
penter.  ) 

1°*,  315  ;  2°*,  418  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  1228  (i).  (55- 
56  Vic.,  c.  58.) 

Bill  (No.  41)  Respecting  the  Bell  Telephone  Com¬ 
pany  of  Canada. — (Mr.  Curran.) 

1°*,  315  ;  2°*,  418  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  1373  (i).  (55- 

56  Vic.,  c.  67.) 

Bill  (No.  42)  To  revive  and  amend  the  Act  to  incor¬ 
porate  the  Brockville  and  New  York  Bridge 
Company.  — (Mr.  Taylor. ) 

1Q*,  454  ;  2°*,  509  (i) ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  2461  (ii). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  64.) 

Bill  (No.  43)  To  amend  an  Act  respecting  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Geological  Survey — ( from  the  Senate). 
— (Mr.  Dewdney.) 

1°*,  578;  2°,  1648;  in  Com.,  1654;  3°*,  1789  (i). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  16.) 

Bill  (No.  44)  Further  to  amend  the  Chinese  Immigra¬ 
tion  Act. — (Mr.  Gordon.) 

1°*,  508  (i) ;  M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  to  transfer  to 
Govt.  Orders,  4263;  2°  m.,  4631  ;  in  Com., 
4637,  4716 ;  Amt.  (Mr.  Gordon)  4726 ;  neg.  and 
3Q,  4727  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  25.) 


Bill  (No.  45)  To  revive  and  amend  the  Act  to  incor¬ 
porate  the  Lindsay,  Bobcaygeon  and  Pontypool 
Railway  Company. — (Mr.  Fairbairn.) 

1°*,  578;  2°*,  696;  in  Com.,  1228  ;  3°*,  1229  (i). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  42.) 

Bill  (No.  46)  To  make  Voting  compulsory. — (Mr. 
Amyot.) 

1°*,  578 ;  2°  and  ref.  to  Sel.  Com.,  1083  (i). 

Bill  (No.  47)  To  incorporate  the  Victoria  Life  Insur¬ 
ance  Company. — (Mr  Cockburn.) 

1°*,  749  ;  2°*,  855 ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  1373  (i).  (55- 
56  Vic.,  c.  69.) 

Bill  (No.  48)  Respecting  the  transfer  of  Shares  in 
Corporations. — (Mr.  Ives.) 

1°,  749  (i). 

Bill  (No.  49)  Respecting  the  Cobourg,  Northumber¬ 
land  and  Pacific  Railway  Company. — (Mr. 
Guillet.) 

M.  to  read  and  receive  Pet.,  667  ;  1°*,  823  ;  2°*,  915  ; 
in  Com.  and  3°*,  1740  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  38.) 

Bill  (No.  50)  Respecting  the  Ontario  Pacific  Railway 
Company.  — (Mr.  Bergin. ) 

M.  to  introd.,  666 ;  1°*,  823  ;  2°*,  915  ;  in  Com.  and 
3l>*,  2093  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  52.) 

Bill  (No.  51)  To  incorporate  the  Canadian  Railway 
Company  (name  changed  to  “  Canso  and  Louis- 
bourg”). — (Mr.  Gillies.) 

I0*,  823 ;  2°*,  915;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  1740  (i).  (55- 

56  Vic.,  c.  36.) 

Bill  (No.  52)  To  incorporate  the  Kingston  Belt  Line 
Railway  Company. — (Mr.  Tisdale.) 

1°*,  823 ;  2°*,  915  (i). 

Bill  (No.  53)  Respecting  the  Qu’Appelle,  Long  Lake 
and  Saskatchewan  Railroad  and  Steamboat 
Company. — (Mr.  Kirkpatrick. ) 

1°*,  823 ;  2°*,  915  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  1740  (i).  (55- 

56  Vic.,  c.  57.) 

Bill  (No.  54)  To  incorporate  the  Niagara  Falls  and 
Queenston  Railway  and  Bridge  Company.— (Mr. 
Macdonell,  Algoma.) 

1°*,  823  ;  2°*,  1061  (i). 

Bill  (No.  55)  To  amalgamate  the  National  Mutual 
Loan  and  Building  Society  of  Montreal  and  the 
National  Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Society  of 
Hamilton  under  the  name  of  “The  National 
Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Society. — (Mr.  Lan- 
gelier. ) 

1°*,  823 ;  2°*,  1061  (i)  ;  M.  to  ref.  Rep.  back  to 
Banking  and  Commerce  Com.,  3556;  neg.  (Y. 
53,  N.  96)  3563  (ii). 

Bill  (No.  56)  To  confirm  an  agreement  between  the 
Tobique  Valley  Railway  Company  and  the  Can¬ 
adian  Pacific  Railway  Company. — (Mr.  Skinner.) 

1°*,  823  ;  2°*,  915  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  2093  (i).  (55-56 
Vic.,  c.  60.) 

Bill  (No.  57)  Respecting  the  St.  John  and  Maine 
Railway  Company  and  the  New  Brunswick  Rail¬ 
way  Company. — (Mr.  Skinner.) 

1°*,  823 ;  2°*,  915 ;  in  Com.  and  3?*,  1740  (i).  (55- 

56  Vic.,  c.  59.) 
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Bill  (No.  58)  To  authorize  the  conveyance  to  the  Cor¬ 
poration  of  the  City  of  Toronto  of  certain  Ord¬ 
nance  Lands  in  that  city. — (Mr.  Dewdney.) 

Res.  prop.,  120  ;  in  Com.,  174  ;  1°*,  825  ;  2°*,  1491 ;  in 
Com.,  1639;  3°*,  1642  (i).  (55  -56  Vic.,  c.  7.) 

Bill  (No.  59)  To  incorporate  the  Ottawa  Valley  Rail¬ 
way  Company. — (Mr.  McMillan,  Vaudreuil.) 

1Q*,  970  ;  2°*,  1062  (i) ;  in  Com.  and  3’*,  4230  (ii). 
(55-56  Vic-.,  c.  54.) 

Bill  (No.  60)  Respecting  the  Great  Northern  Railway 
Company. — (Mr.  Taylor.) 

1°*,  1031 ;  2"*,  1181  (i) ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  2594  (ii). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  40.) 

Bill  (No.  61)  To  amend  the  North-West  Territories 
Act,.— (Mr.  Dewdney.) 

1°*,  1062  (i). 

Bill  (No.  62)  For  granting  to  Her  Majesty  certain 
sums  of  money  required  for  defraying  certain  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Public  Service,  for  the  financial 
year  ending  the  30th  June,  1892,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses  relatingto  the  Public  Service. — (Mr.  Bowell. ) 
Res.  in  Com.  and  1°*  of  B.,  1087  ;  2°,  1090  ;  3°*, 
1091  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  1.) 

Bill  (No.  63)  Respecting  the  Pontiac  Pacific  Junc¬ 
tion  Railway  Company. — (Mr.  Murray.) 

1°*,  1153  ;  2°*,  1230 ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  2093  (i).  (55  - 
56  Vic.,  c.  56.) 

Bill  (No.  64)  Respecting  the  Canada  Atlantic  Rail¬ 
way  Company. — (Mr.  Taylor.) 

1°*,  1153  ;  2°*,  1230 ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  2256  (i).  (55- 
'56  Vic.,  c.  33.) 

Bill  (No.  65)  To  incorporate  the  vBurrard  Inlet  Tun¬ 
nel  and  Bridge  Company. — (Mr.  Corbould.) 

1°*,  1153;  2°*,  1230  (i) ;  Com.,  in  Com.  and  3°*> 
3207  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  65.) 

Bill  (No.  66)  To  repeal  the  Act  respecting  the  Har¬ 
bour  and  River  Police  of  the  Province  of  Quebec. 
— (Mr.  Tapper.) 

1°,  1225  (i)  ;  B.  wthdn.,  4482  (ii). 

Bill  (No.  67)  Respecting  the  Voters’  Lists  of  1391. — 
(Mr.  Patterson,  Huron.) 

1°,  1227  ;  2°  m.,  3300 ;  2°,  3301 ;  in  Com.,  4480  ;  3° 
m.,  4500;  Amt.  (Mr.  Armstrong)  4501;  neg. 
(Y.  30,  N.  63)  4505  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  12.) 

Bill  (No.  68)  To  revive  and  amend  the  Acts  respect¬ 
ing  the  Ottawa,  Waddington  and  New  York 
Railway  and  Bridge  Company. — (Mr.  Boss,  Dun- 
das.  ) 

1°*,  1364  ;  2°*,  1497 ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  3511  (ii). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  55.) 

Bill  (No.  69)  Respecting  Witnesses  and  Evidence. 
—(Sir  John  Thompson.) 

1°,  1391 ;  2°*  and  ref.  to  Sel.  Com.  on  B.  7,  2008  (i). 
Bill  (No.  70)  To  incorporate  The  Dominion  Millers* 
Association.— (Mr.  Stevenson. ) 

1°*,  1465 ;  2°*,  1548  (i) ;  in  Com.  and  3°,  2940  (ii). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  71.) 

Bill  (No.  71)  Further  to  amend  the  Inland  Revenue 
Act. — (Mr.  Costigan.) 

1°,  1469  ;  2°  objected  to,  1648  ;  2°  and  in  Com., 
2007  ;  3°*,  2172  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  22.) 


Bill  (No.  72)  To  incorporate  the  Winnipeg  and  At¬ 
lantic  Railway  Company. — (Mr.  Masson.) 

1°*,  1636;  2°*,  1740  (i) ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  2461  (ii). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  62.) 

Bill  (No.  73)  To  amend  the  Act  to  incorporate  the 
Montreal  Island  Railway  Company. — (Mr.  Cur¬ 
ran.) 

V*,  1636  ;  2°*,  1740  (i). 

Bill  (No.  74)  To  amend  the  Acts  respecting  the 
Civil  Service. — (Mr.  Patterson,  Huron.) 

1°*,  1636  (i) ;  2°*,  4638  ;  in  Com.,  4639  ;  3°*,  4641  (ii). 
(55-56  Vtc.,  c.  14.) 

Bill  (No  75)  To  confer  on  the  Commissioner  of  Pat¬ 
ents  certain  powers  for  the  relief  of  Carl  Auer 
Von  Welsbach  and  others. — (Mr.  Stairs.) 

1°*,  1714  ;  2°*,  1882  (i) ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  2594  (ii). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  77.) 

Bill  (No.  76)  To  readjust  the  representation  in  the 
House  of  Commons. — (Sir  John  Thompson.) 

1°  m.,  1855  (i) ;  2°  m.,  3116  ;  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier) 
3129  ;  deb.  rsmd.,  3186,  3239  ;  neg.  (Y. 
58,  N.  109)  3298  ;  2°  m.,  3398  ;  Amt.  (Mr.  Me 
Carthy)  3414  ;  deb.  rsmd.,  3480,  3566  ;  neg. 
(Y.  62,  N.  109)  3636  ;  deb.  rsmd.  on  M.  for  2°, 
3649  ;  Amt.  (Mr.  Somerville)  3665  ;  deb.  rsmd., 
3682  ;  neg.  (Y.  60,  N.  95)  3717  ;  2°  agreed  to 
(Y.  97,  N.  60)  3718  ;  in  Com.,  3720,  3753,  3778, 
3820,  3898,  3966,  4043,  4143,  4321  ;  3°  m.,  Amt. 
(Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  4329 ;  neg.  (Y.  51, 
N.  90)  4334  ;  Amt.  (Mr.  Yco)  4335  ;  neg.  (Y. 
54,  N.  87)  4335  ;  Amt.  (Mr.  Bechard)  4336  ; 
neg.*(Y.  54,  N.  89)  4341  ;  Amt.  (Mr.  Pelletier) 
neg.  and  3°  of  B.,  4343  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  11.) 

Bill  (No.  77)  To  revive  and  amend  the  Act  incor¬ 
porating  the  Ottawa,  Morrisburgh  and  New  York 
Railway  Company,  and  to  change  the  name 
thereof  to  the  Canadian  American  Railway  Com¬ 
pany. — (Mr.  Taylor.) 

1°*,  1946  ;  2°,  2093  (i). 

Bill  (No.  78)  For  the  relief  of  James  Albert  Manning 
Aikins — ( from  the  Senate). — (Mr.  Taylor.) 

I0*,  2006  ;  2°*,  2093  (i)  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  2636  (ii). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  78.) 

Bill  (No.  79)  For  the  relief  of  Ada  Donigan — ( from 
the  Senate). — (Mr.  Taylor.) 

1°*,  2006  ;  2°*,  2093  (i)  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  2636  (ii). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  79.) 

Bill  (No.  80)  Respecting  the  Manitoba  and  North- 
Western  Railway  Company  of  Canada. — (Mr. 
Coatsworth.) 

I0*,  2006  ;  2°*,  2093  (i)  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  2638  (ii) . 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  45.) 

Bill  (No.  81)  For  the  relief  of  Herbert  Rimmington 
Mead — ( from  the  Senate). — (Mr.  Taylor.) 

1°*,  2068  ;  2°  on  a  div.,  2093  (i)  ;  3°m.,  2636  ;  agreed 
to  (Y.  63,  N.  31)  2637  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  81.) 
Bill  (No.  82)  Respecting  the  Montreal  and  Western 
Railway  Company. — (Mr.  Desjardins,  Hochelaga.) 
I0*,  2172  ;  2°*,  2256  (i)  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  3321  (ii). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  49.) 
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Bill  (No.  83)  Respecting  the  Chignecto  Marine  Trans¬ 
port  Railway  Company. — (Mr.  Dickey.) 

1°*,  2361  ;  2°*,  2461 ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  3207  (ii). 
(55-56  Vic. ,  c.  37.) 

Bill  (No.  84)  To  amend  the  Railway  Act. — (Mr. 
Haggart. ) 

1°,  2488  ;  2°*  and  in  Com.,  4481  ;  3°  m.  and  Amt. 
(Mr.  Maclean)  4603  ;  neg.  (Y.  20,  N.  128)  and 
3°  of  B.,  4628  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  27.) 

Bill  (No.  85)  Further  to  amend  the  10th  Chapter  of 
the  Consolidated  Statutes  for  Lower  Canada, 
respecting  seditious  and  unlawful  associations 
and  oaths. — (Mr.  Kirkpatrick.) 

1°,  2488  (i). 

Bill  (No.  86)  To  incorporate  the  Buckingham  and 
Lievre  River  Railway  Company — (from  the  Sen¬ 
ate). — (Mr.  Curran.) 

I0*,  2699  ;  2°*,  2795  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  3207  (ii). 
(55  56  Vic.,  c.  32.) 

Bill  (No.  87)  Respecting  the  Montreal  and  Lake 
Maskinonge  Railway  Company.- — (Mr.  Bcau- 
soleil. ) 

1°*,  2700  ;  2°*,  2795  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  3207  (ii). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  46.) 

Bill  (No.  88)  To  amend  an  Act  to  incorporate  the 
Manitoba  and  Assiniboia  Grand  Junction  Rail¬ 
way  Company — ( from  the  Senate).— (Mr.  Bavin.) 

1°,  3183 ;  2°*,  3321  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  3511  (ii). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  44.) 

Bill  (No.  89)  To  amend  the  Dominion  Lands  Act, 
and  amendments  thereto. — (Mr.  Dewdney .) 

1°,  2979;  2°*  and  in  Com.,  3301,  3733;  3*  m.,  Amt. 
(Mr.  Davin )  3815  ;  deb.  adjd.,  3820;  deb.  rsmd., 
B.  reconsid.  and  3°*,  4204 (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  15.) 

Bill  (No.  90)  To  amend  the  Patent  Act  and  Acts 
amending  the  same. — (Mr.  Carling.) 

1°*,  3300;  2°,  3729;  in  Com.,  4215;  3°*,  4264  (ii). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  24.) 

Bill  (No.  91)  For  the  relief  of  James  Wright — (from 
the  Senate). — (Mr.  Tisdale.) 

1°  on  a  div.,  3300 ;  2°*,  3363 ;  in  Com.  and  3°  on  a 
div.,  3640  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  82.) 

Bill  (No.  92)  For  the  relief  of  Hattie  Adele  Harrison. 
— (Mr.  Tisdale.) 

1°  on  a  div.,  3300  ;  2°*,  3363 ;  in  Com.  and  3°  on  a 
div.,  3640  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  80.) 

Bill  (No.  93)  Respecting  the  Midland  Railway  of 
Canada. — (Mr.  Tisdale.) 

1°*,  3300;  2°*,  3363;  in  Com.,  3771;  3°*,  3778  (ii). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  47.) 

Bill  (No.  94)  To  amend  the  Winding-Up  Act. — (Mr. 
Moncricjf. ) 

1°,  3479  (ii). 

Bill  (No.  95)  Further  to  amend  the  General  Inspec¬ 
tion  Act.— (Sir  John  Thompson.) 

I0*,  3S96;  2°  m.,  4135;  in  Com.,  4482;  3°*,  4506 
(ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  23.) 

Bill  (No.  96)  To  make  further  provision  respecting 
grants  of  land  to  members  of  the  Militia  force  on 
Active  service  in  the  North-West  Territories. — 
(Mr.  Dewdney.) 


1°*,  4201 ;  2°  and  in  Com.,  4264  ;  3°,  4399  (ii).  (55-56 
Vic. ,  c.  6.) 

Bill  (No.  97)  To  amend  the  Winding-Up  Act. — (Sir 

John  Thompson.) 

1°*,  4202 ;  2°*,  in  Com.  and  3°*,  4506  (ii).  (55-56 
Vic.,  c.  28.) 

Bill  (No.  98)  Respecting  the  Harbour  Commissioners 
of  Three  Rivers. — (Mr.  Foster.) 

Res.  prop.,  Res.  cone,  in  and  1°*  of  B.,  4265;  2°*, 
in  Com.  and  3°*,  4499  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  10.) 

Bill  (No.  99)  To  amend  the  Act  relating  to  the  Har¬ 
bour  of  St.  John,  in  the  Province  of  New  Bruns¬ 
wick. — (Mr.  Foster.) 

Res.  prop.,  4398  ;  M.  for  Com.,  4493;  in  Com., 
4498,  4603  ;  1°  of  B.,  4506  ;  2°*,  4603  ;  in  Com., 
4647  ;  3°  m.  and  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  neg.  (Y. 
53,  N.  93)  4654  (ii).  (55-56  Vie.,  c.  9.) 

Bill  (No.  100)  For  granting  to  Her  Majesty  certain 
sums  of  money  required  for  defraying  certain  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Public  Service,  for  the  financial  year 
ending  the  30th  June,  1893,  and  for  other  purposes 
relating  to  the  Public  Service. 

Res.  in  Com.,  4506;  cone,  in  and  1°  of  B.,  4603 ;  2°, 
4715;  3°*,  4729  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  2.) 

Bill  (No.  101)  To  authorize  the  granting  of  Subsidies 
in  aid  of  the  construction  of  the  lines  of  railway 
therein  mentioned.  — (Mr.  Haggart.) 

Res.  prop.  (1st)  4394  ;  in  Com,,  4506  ;  M.  for  cone, 
and  Amt.  (Mr.  Edgar)  4657  ;  neg.  (Y.  45,  N.  92) 
4667;  (2nd  Res.)  4466;  in  Com.,  4629;  (3rd 
Res.)  4644  ;  in  Com.,  4667  ;  1°*  and  2°*  of  B., 
4668  ;  3°*,  4727  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  5.) 

Bill  (No.  102)  Respecting  a  Bounty  on  beet-root  sugar. 
— (Mr.  Foster.) 

Res.  prop,  and  in  Com.,  4697  ;  1°*  and  2°*  of  B., 
4715  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  4727  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  8.) 

Bill  (No.  103)  To  amend  the  Act  respecting  Customs 
Duties. — (Mr.  Foster.) 

Res.  prop.,  4670  ;  in  Com.,  4677;  cone,  in  and  1°* 
and  2°*  of  B.,  4715;  in  Com.,  4728  ;  3°*,  4729 
(ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  21.) 

Bill  (No.  104)  To  amend  the  Act  respecting  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Commons. — (Mr.  Foster.) 

Res.  cone,  in  and  1°*  of  B.,  4716  ;  2°*,  in  Com.  and 
3°*,  4727  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  13.) 

Bills,  Royal  Assent,  1286,  2370  (i),  4732  (ii). 

Binding  Twine,  Quantity  Imported  :  M.  for  Ret. 
(Mr.  Campbell)  537  (i). 

Deb.  ,(Mr.  Watson)  540;  (Mr.  McMillan,  Huron)  543; 
(Mr.  Davin)  544;  (Mr.  Macdonald,  Huron)  546; 
(Mr.  Muloclc)  550;  (Mr.  Ferguson)  548;  Mr.  Fair- 
bairn)  550 ;  (Mr.  Semple)  553 ;  (Mr.  Stairs)  553 ; 
(Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I.)  553  ;  (Mr.  Gillmor)  554  (i). 

Binding  Twine,  Duty,  Removal  :  Amt.  (Mr.  Wat¬ 
son )  to  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1656;  neg.  (Y.  63, 
N.  107)  1713  (i). 

Deb.  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Mulock)  1661;  (Mr.  Sutherland) 
1663;  (Mr.  O'Brien)  1664;  (Mr.  Christie)  1667; 
(Mr.  McMullen)  1668 ;  (Mr.  Fairbairn)  1672  ;  (Mr. 
McMillan,  Huron)  1679;  (Mr.  Smith,  Ont.)  1683; 
(Mr.  Henderson)  1684;  (Mr.  Casey)  1693;  (Mr. 
Lister)  1698;  (Mr.  Kenny)  1700;  (Mr.  Mills,  Botli- 
xvell)  1704 ;  Mr.  Bain,  Wentworth)  1709  (i). 
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Board  of  Customs  and  Detective  Service  :  in  Com. 

of  Sup.,  1018  (i);  cone.,  4205  (ii). 

Boiler  Inspection  and  Ins.  Co.  of  Can.  B. 
No.  19  (Mr.  Coaisworth).  1°*,  129;  2°*,  134; 
in  Com!  and  3°*,  1373  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  68.) 
Books,  Purchase  of  :  in  Coin,  of  Sup.,  792  (i). 
Borden,  W.  W.,  Esq.,  Member  for  King’s,  N.S.  : 
Introduced,  36  (i). 

Bothwell,  Controverted  Election:  Judges’ Rep., 

l(i). 

Boundaries  of  Quebec  Prov.  :  Remarks  (Sir  Hector 
Lnngevin)  99  (i). 

- M.  for  Cor.  (Sir  Hector  Langevin)  115  (i). 

Bounties  to  Fishermen  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Bowers)  190  (i). 

- Applications  and  Refusals  :  M.  for  Ret. 

(Mr.  Bowers )  417  (i). 

Bowers,  Chas.  Ed.,  Esq.,  Member  for  Dic.by  :  In¬ 
troduced,  7  (i). 

Boyle,  Arthur,  Esq.,  Member  for  Monck  :  Intro¬ 
duced,  454  (i). 

Bracebridge  and  Baysville  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy: 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4397 ;  in  Com., 
4575  (ii). 

Brandon  Public  Building  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
2936  (ii). 

Breakwaters,  &c.,‘in  Prince  Co.,  Govt.  Expend.: 

M.  for  Stmnt.  (Mr.  Perry)  233  (i). 

Bridge  over  Richelieu  River  at  Sorel  :  M.  for 
Cor.,  &c.  (Mr.  Bruncau)  2453  (ii). 

Brigade  Majors  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1161  (i). 
BRITISH  COLUMBIA  : 

Customs  and  P.  0.  Buildings,  Victoria  :  M.  for  Cor. 
(Mr.  Prior)  1550  (i). 

Electoral  Districts  in  B.C.,  Voters:  M.  for  Ret. 
(Mr.  Mara)  2287  (i). 

Esquimalt  Defences,  Imp.  and  Can.  Govts.,  Cor.: 
M.  for  copy  (Mr.  Laurier)  244  (i). 

- prop.  Fortification  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Prior)  222. 

Gamble  and  Fletcher,  Cor.  re  Pub.  Buildings, 
Victoria:  M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Prior)  1550  (i). 
Indians,  Proclamation  of  1892:  Ques.  (Mr.  Pater¬ 
son,  Brant)  289  (i). 

Lobsters  and  Whitefish  for  B.C.:  Ques.  (Mr. 
Corbould)  751  (i). 

Military  Buildings,  Victoria:  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
2952  (ii). 

Nanaimo  to  Comox  Telegraph:  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
4259  (ii). 

Nicola  Valley  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 

Haggart)  4394 ;  in  Com . ,  4521  (ii). 

Penitentiary  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  748  (i). 

Revelstoke  and  Arrow  Lake  (C.  P.  R.)  Subsidy: 

prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4394  ;  in  Com.,  4510  (ii). 
Small-pox  on  “  Empress  of  Japan  ”  :  Remarks  (Mr. 
Prior)  1547  (i). 

Wallace,  W.,  ex-Postmaster,  Victoria  :  in  Com. 
of  Sup.,  796  (i). 

Vancouver  P.  0.,  Ac. :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2951,  4442. 
Victoria  Drill  Hall  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2951  (ii). 

B.  C.  Southern  Ry.  Co.’s  B.  No.  20  (Mr. 

Mara).  1°*,  129 ;  2°*,  134  (i). 

British  Farmers’  Delegates  Rep.  :  M.  for  copy 
(Mr.  McMillan,  Huron)  2432  (i). 

- See  “  Tenant  Farmers.” 


Brockvill6  and  New  York  Bridge  Co.’s 
(revival)  B.  No.  42  (Mr.  Taylor).  1°*,  454  ; 
2°*,  509  (i) ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  2461  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.., 
c.  64.) 

Brockville,  Westport  and  Sault  Ste.  Marie  Ry. 
Co.’s  Subsidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4396  ; 
in  Com.,  4539  (ii). 

Brome  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep.,  1. 
Bruce,  East  and  North,  Controverted  Elections  : 
Judges’  Rep.,  1  (i). 

Brdneau,  Arthur  Aim£,  Esq.,  Member  for  Riche¬ 
lieu  :  Introduced,  3  (i). 

Bryson,  John,  Esq.,  Member  for  Pontiac  :  Intro¬ 
duced,  4715  (ii). 

Buckingham  and  Lievre  River  Ry.  Co.’s 
incorp.  B.  No.  86  (Mr.  Curran).  1Q*,  2699  ; 
2°*,  2795  ;  in  Com,  and  3°*,  3207  (ii).  (55-56  Vic., 
c.  32.) 

Buctouche  and  Moncton  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy  :  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4394;  in  Com.,  4516  (ii). 
BUDGET,  The,  Annual  Stmnt.  (Mr.  Foster)  315 ; 
Reply  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  335  (i). 

Deb.  (Mr.  Tapper)  358 ;  (Mr.  Paterson,  Brant)  381 ; 
(Mr.  Bennett)  423 ;  (Mr.  McMullen)  429 ;  (Mr.  Hughes) 
443 ;  ((Mr.  Dawson)  455 :  (Mr.  Craig)  465 ;  (Mr. 
Macdonald,  Huron)  469:  (Mr.  Campbell)  482 ;  (Mr. 
Devlin)  498  ;  (Mr.  Perry)  504  ;  (Mr.  Amyot)  564  ;  (Mr. 
Cameron)  568  ;  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  589  ;  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  614:  (Mr.  Davies,  P.EI.)  629;  (Mr. 
Davin)  648;  (Mr.  Watson)  656;  (Mr.  McMillan, 
Huron)  701;  (Mr.  Sproule)  715;  (Mr.  Landerkin) 
725  (i). 

- Remarks  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  161  (i). 

Bulmer  vs.  The  Queen,  Litigation  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  4461  (ii). 

Burgess,  A.  M. :  ref.  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  825,  1157  (i). 
Burrard  Inlet  Tunnel  and  Bridge  Co.’s 
incorp.  B.  No.  65  (Mr.  Corbould).  1°*, 
1153;  2°*,  1230  (i) ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  3207  (ii). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  65.) 

Business  of  the  House.  See  “Govt.  Business.” 
Butter  and  Cheese  Industry,  Pamphlet  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Choquette)  3331  (ii). 

Bye-Elections,  Issuer  of  Writs:  Ques.  (Mr. 
Mills,  Bothwell)  1491  (i). 

Cacouna  Pier,  Expenditure:  Ques.  (Mr.  Laurier) 
137  (i). 

Calgary  P.O.,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2938,  2941  (ii). 
Cameron,  D.  M.,  Emplymnt.  by  Govt.:  Ques.  (Mr. 
Choquette)  2639  (ii). 

Can.  and  Liverpool  Mail  Service:  cone.,  4478  (ii). 
Can.  Atlantic  Ry.  Co.’s  B.  No.  64  (Mr. 
Taylor).  1°*,  1153  ;  2°*,  1230  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*, 
2256  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  33.) 

Can.  Cotton  Mills  Co.’s  Letters  Patent  :  M.  for 
copies  (Mr.  Edgar)  920  (i). 

Can.  Southern  Ry.  Co.’s  B.  No.  34  (Mr.  In¬ 
gram).  1°*,  245  ;  2°*,  289  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*, 
1228  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  34.) 

Can.  Temp.  Act  Amt.  B.  No.  6  (Mr.  Flint). 
1°*,  98  ;  2°,  418  ;  in  Coin.,  455 ;  3°*,  692  (i).  (55-56 
Vic.,  c.  26.) 
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Canadian  Cattle  in  Eng.  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Lander- 
kin)  249  (i). 

- Representative  at  Washington  :  prop.  Res. 

(Mr.  McCarthy)  1950  (i)  ;  Deb.  rsmd.,  2463  ; 
Amt.  (Mr.  Tupper)  2467  ;  agreed  to,  2482  (ii). 

Deb.  (Mr.  McCarthy )  1950,  1977,  2480  ;  (Mr.  Foster ) 
1953  ;  (Mr.  Laurier)  1956,  1976  ,  2467  ;  (Mr.  Weldon) 
1959, 1973  ;  (Mr.  Casey)  1960  ;  (Mr.  Cockburn)  1962  ; 
(Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  1964,  2470;  (Mr.  McNeill) 
1967;  (Sir  John  Thompson)  1970, 2477  ;  (Mr.  Davies, 
P.  E.  I.)  1974  (i). 

_  Immigration  Agents  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 

1491  (i),  4431;  cone.,  4467  (ii). 

C.  P.  R.,  P-  O.  and  Militia  Services,  Payments  : 
Ques.  (Mr.  Flint)  3331  (ii). 

- - Arrangements  with  I.C.R. :  Ques.  (Mr. 

Davies,  P.E.I.)  510,  667  (i). 

- Construction  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  987,  2264  (i), 

4438  (ii). 

_ North  Shore  Section  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Frhnont) 

3480  (ii). 

c.  P.  R.  Co.’s  B.  No.  38  (Mr.  Kirkpatrick).  I0*, 
315  ;  2°*,  418  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  1228  (i).  (55-56 
Vic.,  c.  35.) 

CANALS  : 

Canals,  Deepening:  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Denison)  138. 
Canals,  Harbours,  Docks,  &c.,  Contracts  for 
Enlargement,  &c.  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Davies , 
P.E.I.)  417  (i). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1017,  2049,  2241  (i). 

Canal  Tolls,  Discrimination  against  U.  S. :  Re¬ 
marks  (Mr.  Foster)  4642  (ii). 

- U.  S.  and  Canada,  Address  to  His  Ex.: 

M.  (Sir  John  Thompson )  4644  (ii). 

Beauharnois,  Engineers’  Reps.,  &c.,re  Building  : 

M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Bergeron)  191,  224  (i). 
Carillon  and  Grenville  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2260  (i) ; 
cone.,  4213  (ii). 

Cornwall  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2053  (i). 

Chambly  :  in  Com,  of  Sup.,  2257  (i). 

Culbute,  Cost  of  Construction,  &c.  :  M.  for 
Stmnt.  (Mr.  Murray)  927  (i). 

Galops  Rapids,  Surveys,  Plans,  Ac.:  M.  for  Ret. 
(Mr.  Reid)  130  (i). 

- M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Somerville)  159  (i). 

Lachine  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1017,  2049  (i)  ;  cone., 
4212  (ii). 

- New  Bridge  at  Montreal  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr. 

Curran)  524  (i). 

Lake  St.  Louis  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2050  (i). 

Murray  :  in  Com.  of  Sup  ,  2054  (i). 

Rapide  Plat  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2054  (i). 

Rideau,  Valuator’s  Expenses  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
988  (i). 

St.  Lawrence  River  and  Canals  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
2054  (i). 

Sault  Ste.  Marie  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2241  (i). 

- Tenders  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Sutherland)  128. 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2050  (i). 

- Contracts  for  Deepening:  Ques.  (Mr.  Mulock) 

3184  (ii). 

- Lowest  Tender  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Mulock)  4261  (ii). 

Soulanges,  Engineers’  Reps.,  &c.,  re  Building  : 

M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Bergeron)  191,  224  (i). 

Trent  Valley  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2055,  2262  (i),  4438  ; 
cone.,  4473  (ii). 

Welland  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2252  (i). 


Canned  Lobsters,  Fee  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Tupper) 
699  (i). 

- See  “  Fisheries  B.  9.” 

Canso  and  Louisburg  Ry.  Co.’s  incorp. 

B.  No.  51  Mr.  {Gillies).  I0*,  823 ;  2°*,  915 ;  in 
Com.  and  3°*,  1740  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  36.) 

Canso,  Arichat,  Port  Hood,  &c.,  Steam  Com.  :  in 
Com.  of  Sup.,  4277  (ii). 

Canvas  Coal  Bags,  Tenders  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Bowers) 
2954  (ii). 

Cape  Breton  Ry.,  Construction  and  Equipment: 
in  Com.  of  Sup.,  988  (i). 

- Terminal  Accommodation  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Me 

Mullen)  1549  (i). 

Cap.  St.  Ignace  Station,  Postmaster  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Choquette)  223  (i). 

- Opening  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Choquette)  290,  751  (i). 

- M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Choquette)  1555  (i). 

- M.  for  Cor.  (Mr.  Choquette)  2667  (ii). 

Cape  Tormente  and  Murray  Bay  Ry.  Subsidy  : 

prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4395  ;  in  Com.,  4524  (ii). 
Cape  Tormentine  Harbour:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2617. 
Cargill,  H.,  Esq.,  Member  eor  East  Bruce  :  Intro¬ 
duced,  36  (i). 

Carillon  and  Grenville  Canal  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
2260  (i) ;  cone.,  4213  (ii), 

Carleton  (N.B.)  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  39,  1391  (i). 

Carling,  Hon.  John,  Member  for  London  :  Intro¬ 
duced,  161  (i). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against  :  Stmnt. 
read  (Mr.  Edgar)  1032  ;  M.,  1038  (i). 

Deb.  (Mr.  Edgar)  1038 ;  (Sir  John  Thompson)  1040  r 
(Mr.  Laurier)  1047  ;  (Mr.  Tupper)  1049  ;  (Mr.  Mills,. 
Bothwell)  1052 ;  (Mr.  Ouimet)  1056 ;  (Mr.  O’Brien) 
1058 ;  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  1060,  1741 ;  (Mr. 
Dickey)  1750 ;  (Mr.  Edgar)  1760 ;  (Mr.  Curran) 
1770  ;  (Mr.  Mu  lock)  1780  ;  (Mr.  Bowell)  2068 ;  Amt. 
2068  (i). 

- Amt.  (Mr.  Bowell)  to  prop.  Res.,  2068  ;  agreed 

to  (Y.  125,  N.  63) ;  Amt.  to  Amt.  (Sir  Richard 
Cartwright)  2144 ;  neg.  ( Y.  63,  N.  125)  2169 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  to  ref.  Commissioners’ 
Names  for  approval  of  Hse.,  2170  (i). 

Deb.  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Flint )  2074 :  (Mr.  Davin)  2089 ; 
(Mr.  Brodeur)  2101 ;  (Mr.  Desjardins,  L’ Islet)  2107  ; 
(Mr.  Choquette)  2116;  (Mr.  Dupont)  2122;  (Mr. 
Carroll)  2124 ;  (Mr.  Desaulniers)  2128  ;  (Mr.  Fraser) 
2130;  (Mr.  Cockburn)  2139  ;  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright) 
Amt.  to  Amt.,  2144  (i). 

Deb.  on  Amt.  to  Amt.  (Mr.  Edgar)  2147 ;  (Mr.  Mac¬ 
donald,  Huron)  2152  ;  (Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I.)  2156 ;  (Mr. 
Casey)  2162  ;  (Mr.  McMullen)  2167  (i). 

- approval  of  Commissioners  :  Res.  (Sir  John 

Thompson)  2980  ;  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  2984 ;  neg. 
(Y.  32,  N.  79)  3053  (ii). 

Deb.  (Mr.  Laurier)  2981r;  Amt.  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell) 
2984;  (Mr.  Chapleau)  2991;  (Mr.  Flint)  2995;  (Mr. 
Davin)  3001 ;  (Mr.  Fraser)  3007  ;  (Sir  John  Thomp¬ 
son)  3015;  (Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I  )  3027;  (Mr.  Weldon) 
3034;  (Mr.  Brodeur)  3040;  (Mr.  McMullen)  SOU  (ii). 

- M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  setting  day  for  Deb., 

1788  (i). 
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Cascumpeque  Harbour,  Rep.  re  Blasting  :  M.  for 
copy  (Mr.  Perry)  2268  (i). 

Cattle  Disease  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  987,  2033  (i). 

- Live,  Admission  from  U.  S.  :  M.  for  Cor.* 

(Mr.  Somerville)  159  (i).  • 

-  Shipments,  Inspection  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 

992,  2033  (i). 

Census  and  Statistics,  Map  showing  Boundaries  : 
Ques.  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  824  (i). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  983  (i),  4437  (ii). 

- Origin  and  Religious  Creeds  :  Ques.  (Sir 

Hector  Langevin )  190  (i). 

- Ques.  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  2491  (ii). 

- Birthplaces,  &c.  :  Ques.  (Sir  Richard  Cart¬ 
wright)  3506,  4135  (ii). 

Chambly  Canal  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2257  (i). 
Champlain  Controverted  Election:  Judges’ Rep., 

1  (i). 

Charges  of  Management  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  250  (i). 
Charges  against  a  Member  :  asking  Ques.  checked 
(Mr.  Speaker)  4499  (ii). 

Charlebois,  F.,  Claims  against  Fisheries  Dept.  : 

M.  for  Cor.  (Mr.  Laurier)  1036  (i). 

Charlevoix  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  6  (i). 

Chatham  Customs  Collector,  Superannuation  : 
Ques.  (Mr.  McMullen)  1391  (i). 

- Post  Office  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2798  (ii). 

Chicoutimi  and  Saguenay  Controverted  Election  : 
Judges’  Rep.,  2971,  3733  (ii). 

- Evidence  :  Remarks  (Sir  John  Thompson) 

3896  (ii). 

Chignecto  Marine  Transport  Ry.  Co.’s  B. 

No.  83  (Mr.  Dickey).  I0*,  2361  ;  2°*,  2461  ;  in 
Com.  and  3°*,  3207  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  37.) 

Chinese  Immigration  Act  Amt.  B.  No.  44 

(Mr.  Gordon).  1°*,  508  (i) ;  M.  to  transfer  to  Govt. 
Orders,  4263;  2°*  m.,  4631;  in  Com.,  4637,  4716  ; 
Amt.  (Mr.  Gordon)  4726  ;  neg.  and  3°,  4727  (ii). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  25.) 

Chisholm,  D.,  Land  Damages  :  cone..  4479  (ii). 
Church  Point  Wharf,  Digby,  N.S.,  Repairs: 

Ques.  (Mr.  Boivers)  398  (i). 

Circuit  Allowances,  B.C.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  311. 
Civil  Government  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  255,  267,  825, 
896,  1007,  1154  (i),  4205,  4432,  4440,  4472  (ii). 
Civil  Servants  and  Extra  Pay  :  Remarks  (Mr. 
Casey)  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  2500  (ii). 

- - Sick  Pay  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Devlin)  on  M.  for 

Com.  of  Sup.,  2238  (i). 

- Superannuated,  &c.  :  Stmnt.  (Mr.  Foster) 

1637  (i). 

Civil  Service  Acts  Amt.  B.  No.  74  (Mr. 
Patterson,  Huron).  1°*,  1636  (i) ;  2°*,  4638  ;  in 
Com.,  4639  ;  3°*,  4641  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  14.) 

Civil  Service  Commission  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1004. 

- Commissioners’ Rep.  :  Presented  (Mr.  Foster) 

751  (i). 

- Ques.  (Mr.  McMullen)  1547  (i). 

- Examiners  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  283  (i). 
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Civil  Service,  Extra  Clerks,  Payments  for  Deduc¬ 
tions  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  4732  (ii). 

- Extra  Payments,  1874-1878  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr. 

Tisdale)  1715  (i). 

— * —  List,  Number  of  Employes  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Mulock)  917  (i). 

Claims  re  Rebellion,  N.  W.  T.  (1885) :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  1017  ;  cone.,  1087  (i). 

Claims,  &c.,  Settlement  of:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,. 
2259  (i),  4450  (ii). 

Clerical  Assistance:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4457  (ii). 
Clothing  and  Overcoats:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1340  (i). 
Coal  Oil  and  Kerosene,  Imports  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr. 
Campbell)  3059  (ii). 

Cobourg  Customs,  &c.,  Buildings,  Lease:  Ques. 
(Mr.  Landerkin)  1366  (i). 

Cobourg,  Northumberland  and  Pacific 
Ry.  Co’s  B.  No.  49  (Mr.  Guillet).  I0*,  823; 
2°*,  915;  M.  to  read  and  receive  Pet.,  669;  in 
Com.  and  3°*,  1740  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  38.) 

- prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4394,  4396 ;  in  Com., 

4516,  4546  (ii). 

Cockburn  Island,  Location  Ticket  of  Peter 
McLennan  :  M.  for  copy*  (Mr.  Lister)  2006  (i). 

- J.  A.  McLennan  :  M.  for  copy  (Mr.  Lister) 

19S0  (i). 

Collection  of  Revenues:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  811, 
1007  (i),  4430  ;  cone.,  4205  (ii). 

Columbian  Exhibition  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  983  (i), 
4433  ;  cone.,  4474  (ii). 

Commercial  Agencies  :  in  Con),  of  Sup.,  4426  (ii). 

- Relations,  Can.  and  Great  Britain  :  prop. 

M.  (Mr.  Fauvel)  1979  (i). 

- Treaties  :  Amt.  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  to  M. 

for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1104  ;  neg.  (Y.  62,  N.  106) 
1151  (i). 

Commissioners’  (Fisheries)  Expenses  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  993  (i). 

Commissions  on  Customs  Seizures  :  Ques.  (Mr. 

McMullen)  3238  (ii). 

COMMITTEES : 

Agriculture  and  Colonization  :  List  of  Members, 
105  (i). 

J3aie  des  Chaleurs  Ry.  :  M.  for  Sel.  Com.  (Mr. 
Cockburn)  42  (i). 

Banking  and  Commerce  :  List  of  Members,  104  (i). 
Debates,  Official  Rep.  :  M.  for  Sel.  Com.  (Mr. 
Bowell)  34  (i). 

- 1st  Rep.  :  Presented  (Mr.  Desjardins,  Hoche- 

laga)  1153  ;  cone.,  1465  (i). 

- 2nd  Rep.  :  cone.,  M.  (Mr.  Desjardins,  Hoche- 

laga)  4585  (ii). 

Expiring  Laws  :  List  of  Members  101  (i). 

Library  of  Parliament  :  List  of  Members,  104  (i). 

- Joint  Com.  :  M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  112  (i). 

Printing  :  List  of  Members,  104  (i). 

- Joint  Com.  :  M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  112  (i). 

- 5th  Rep.  :  cone.,  M.  (Mr.  Bergin)  2171  (i). 

- 8th  Rep.  :  conc.,M.  (Mr.  Bergin)  3643  (ii). 

- 11th  Rep.  :  cone.,  M.  (Mr.  Bergin)  4693  (ii). 

Privileges  and  Elections  :  List  of  Members,  101  (i). 
Private  Bills,  Miscellaneous  :  List  of  Members, 
103  (i). 

Public  Accts  :  List  of  Members,  104  (i). 
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COMMITTEES — Continued. 

Railways,  Canals  and  Telegraph  Lines  :  List  of 
Members,  102  (i). 

Select  Standing:  prop.  M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  5. 

- Special  Com.  to  prepare  Lists  :  M.  (Sir  John 

Thompson )  34  (i). 

- Lists  presented  (Mr.  Bowell )  101  (i). 

- Addition  or  Names:  M.  (Mr.  Bowell)  217, 

563  (i). 

Standing  Orders  :  List  of  Members,  103  (i). 

Committees,  Sessional  Clerks,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  788  (i). 

COMPANIES.  See 

Bell  Telephone  Co. 

Boiler  Inspection  and  Insurance  Co. 

Brockville  and  New  York  Bridge  Co. 

Burrard  Inlet  Tunnel  and  Bridge  Co. 

Edwards,  W.  C.,  Co. 

High  River,  Ac.,  Irrigation  and  Water  Power  Co. 

McKay  Milling  Co. 

National  Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Society. 

Noya  Scotia  Steel  and  Forge  Co. 

Ottawa  City  Passenger  Ry.  Co. 

Victoria  Life  Insurance  Co. 

[See  “Railways;”  “Subsidies;”  &c.] 

Compulsory  Voting  B.  No.  46  (Mr.  Amyot). 
I0*,  578;  2°  and  ref.  to  Sel.  Com.,  1083  (i). 

Concurrence,  1084  (i),  4204, 4463  (ii). 

Contingencies  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  282,  788,  1007, 
1363  (i),  4433  (ii). 

Contracts.  Nee  “Govt.” 

Contract  Labour.  Nee  “Alien.” 

Controverted  Elections,  1,  6,  39,  96,  1062,  1152, 
1391  (i),  2461,  2714,  2979,  3681,  4731  (ii). 

Controverted  Elections  Act,  Legislation  :  Ques . 
(Mr.  Landerkin)  134  (i). 

Copyright  Act,  Proclamation  respecting  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Mulock)  1366  (i). 

- Remarks  (Mr.  Edgar)  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup., 

2233  (i). 

- Reciprocity  with  U.S. :  Ques.  (Mr.  Bowers) 

137  (i). 

Cornwall  Canal:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2053  (i). 

Coteau,  Overflow  of  Land  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Ber¬ 
geron)  914  (i). 

Cotton-seed  Oil,  Crude,  Imports  for  1891 :  M.  for 
Ret.  (Mr.  McKay)  1555  (i). 

Coulter,  N.  R.,  Esq.,  Member  for  Carleton,  N.B.  : 
Introduced,  1391  (i). 

Court  House  and  Lock-Ups,  N.W.T. :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  2943  (ii). 

Craven,  George,  Gratuity  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1007. 

Criminal  Law  Amt.  (Witnesses  and  Evi¬ 
dence)  B.  No.  69  (Sir  John  Thompson).  1°, 
1391 ;  2°*  and  ref.  to  Sel.  Com.  on  B.  7,  2008  (i). 

Criminal  Law  (Codification)  B.  No.  7  (Sir 
John  Thompson ).  1°,  106  ;  2°,  1312  (i);  in  Com., 
2701,  2782,  2795,  2826,  2958,  3320,  3637,  3640,  3644, 
4225,  4230,  4265,  4343 ;  3°,  4338 ;  Sen.  Amts, 
cone,  in,  4732  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  29.) 


Criminal  Statistics  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1160  (i). 

Crown  Prosecutions  and  Suits  :  prop.  Res.  (Sir 
John  Thompson)  1283  (i). 

Deb.  (Mr.  Miljs,  Bothwell)  1295 ;  (Mr.  Tapper)  1302 ; 
(Mr.  Davies,  P.  E.  I.)  1303;  (Mr.  Laurier)  1307; 
(Mr.  Ouimet)  1308  ;  (Mr.  Mulock)  1309  (i). 

Culbute  Canal,  Cost  of  Construction,  &c.  :  M. 

for  Stmnt.  (Mr.  Murray)  927  (i). 

Cumberland  Controverted  Election:  Judges’  Rep., 

1  (i). 

CUSTOMS  : 

Allan,  Messrs.,  Decrease  of  Customs  Duties  :  M. 

for  Pets.*  (Mr.  Laurier)  159  (i). 

Apples,  Export,  Inspection  under  Act:  Ques.  (Mr. 
Mills,  Annapolis)  3238  (ii). 

Beef  and  Pork  (American)  Lumbermen’s  Importa¬ 
tion:  Ques.  (Mr.  Forbes)  291  (i). 

-  U.  S.  and  Can.  Fishermen  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr. 

Forbes)  294  (i). 

Binding  Twine,  Imports  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Camp¬ 
bell)  537  (i). 

- Duty,  Removal  :  Amt.  (Mr.  Watson)  toM.  for 

Com.  of  Sup.,  1656  ;  neg.  (Y.  63,  N.  107)  1713  (i). 

Board  of  Customs  and  Detective  Service  :  in  Com. 

of  Sup. ,  1018  (i)  ;  cone. ,  4205  (ii). 

Bonding  Privileges,  Newfoundland  and  Can.  : 

Ques.  (Mr.  Kaulbach)  189  (i). 

Cattle  (American)  in  Bond,  Imports  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Sproule)  399  (i). 

Coal  Oil  and  Kerosene,  Imports  :  M.  for  Ret. 
(Mr.  Campbell)  3059  (ii). 

Commissions  on  Customs  Seizures  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
McMullen)  3238  (ii). 

Cotton-seed  Oil,  Crude,  Imports  for  1891 :  M.  for 
Ret.  (Mr.  McKay)  1555  (i). 

Craven,  George,  Gratuity  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1007. 
Customs  and  P.  0.  Buildings,  Victoria,  B.C. :  M. 
for  Cor.  (Mr.  Prior)  1550  (i). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  267,  1007,  1018  (i) ;  cone., 

4205  ;  suppl.,  4433  (ii). 

Customs  Officers’  Commissions  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
1015  (i). 

Customs  :  in, Com.  of  Sup.,  811, 1007  (i),  4431  ;  cone., 
4205  (ii). 

Dods,  P.  D.,  Case  re.  Loss  of  Diamonds  :  M.  for 
Papers  (Mr.  Curran)  2287  (i). 

Eggs  :  in  Com.  on  Ways  and  Means,  4677  (ii). 
Exports  and  Imports  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Sir  Richard 
Cartwright)  100  (i). 

- Can.  Produce  to  Newfoundland  ;  M.  for 

Ret.  (Mr.  Hughes)  113  (i). 

- Free  Produce  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  McMullen) 

292  (i). 

Fertilizers,  Artificial,  Imports  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr. 
McMillan,  Heron)  526  (i). 

Flour  (Can.)  Trade  and  Newfoundland  :  M.  for 
Cor.  (Mr.  Hughes)  112  (i). 

Grain  Shipments  via  New  York  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Fremont)  291  (i). 

Granite,  Exports  and  Imports  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Gillmor) 
509  (i). 

Hammond,  E.,  Seizures  and  Share  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Choquette)  2782  (ii). 

Ingram,  W.  H.,  Appmnt.  as  Col.  of  Customs,  St. 

Thomas  :  M.  for  Cor.  (Mr.  Casey)  1998  (i). 
Inspectors  of  Ports,  Travelling  Expenses  :  in 
Com.  of  Sup.,  821  (i). 
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CUSTOMS — Contin  ued. 

International  Customs  Bureau  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
1006  (i),  4463  (ii). 

Meat  and  Farm  Produce,  Imports  :  M.  for  Stmnt. 
(Mr.  Hughes)  291  (i). 

Molasses  :  in  Com.  on  Ways  and  Means,  4678  (ii). 
Petroleum,  Crude,  Reduction  of  Duty:  Ques. 
(Mr.  /««es)1946  (i). 

Pork  Imports  from  U.  S. :  M-  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Hughes) 
292  (i). 

Presentation  Flag,  Remission  of  Duty:  (Mr. 
Lcmderkin)  509  (i). 

St.  Thomas,  Col.  of  Customs,  Appmnt.  :  M.  for  Cor. 
(Mr.  Casey)  1998  (i). 

Saw-Logs,  Export  Duty  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Ives)  1231. 

- Ques.  (Mr.  Rider)  1032  (i). 

- M.  for  Cor.,  Ac.  (Mr.  Rider)  1705  (i). 

Spanish  West  Indies,  Exports  to:  Ques.  (Mr. 
Forbes)  4499  (ii). 

Trudel,  Edmond,  Seizures  and  Shares:  Ques. 
(Mr.  Amyot)  3237  (ii). 

U.  S.  Newspapers,  Free  Entry  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Tunes) 
1230  (i). 

West  Bay  as  a  Port  of  Entry,  Inspector’s  Rep.  : 

M.  for  copy  (Mr.  Cameron)  2287  (i). 
Whycocomagh  as  a  Port  of  Entry,  Inspector’s 
Rep.  :  M.  for  copy  (Mr.  Cameron)  2287  (i). 

Customs  (Duties)  Act  Amt.  B.  No.  103 

(Mr.  Bowell).  Res.  prop.,  4670;  in  Com.,  4677; 
cone,  in  and  1°*  and  2°*  of  B.,  4715;  in  Com., 
4728  ;  3°*,  4729  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  21.) 

Dairies  and  Cheese  Factories,  Prov.  of  Que.  : 

Ques.  (Mr.  Dugas )  2781  (ii). 

Dairying  Interests  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1464  (i). 
Dartmouth  Post  Office  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2742  (ii). 
Debates  (H.  of  C.)  Official  Rep.  :  M.  for  Sel. 
Com.  (Mr.  Bowed)  34  (i). 

- 1st  Rot*,  of  Com.  :  Presented  (Mr.  Desjardins, 

Hochelaga)  1153  (i). 

- cone.,  M.  (Mr.  Desjardins ,  Hochelaga)  1465  (i). 

- 2nd  Rep.  of  Com.  :  cone.,  M.  (Mr.  Desjardins, 

Hochelaga)  4585  (ii). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  974  (i);  cone.,  4205  (ii). 

De  la  Ronde,  late  Pierre  A.  Denis,  Papers,  &c.  , 
re  Succession  :  M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Bergeron) 
2286  (ii). 

Departmental  Buildings,  Care,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  286  (i). 

Deposits  in  Peel  Savings  Bank,  I  nterest  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Tisdale)  916  (i). 

DesAulnets,  P.O.,  Management:  Ques.  (Mr.  Cho- 
quette)  750  (i). 

Peel  Controverted  Election:  Judges’  Rep.,  1  (i). 
Detective  Service,  Customs  :  cone.,  4205  (ii). 
Dickey,  Arthur  R.,  Esq.,  Member  for  Cumber¬ 
land  :  Introduced,  6  (i). 

Dig  by  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep.,  1  (i). 
Diplomatic  Papers  :  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  M.  for 
Com.  of  Sup.,  1789  ;  neg.  (Y.  57,  N.  98)  1827  (i). 
Deb.  on  Amt.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  1795 ;  (Mr.  Mills, 
Bothwell)  1802 ;  (Mr.  Weldon)  1807 ;  (Mr.  Davies, 
P.E.I.)  1809;  (Mr.  Tupper)  1813;  (Sir  Richard 
Cartwright)  1817 ;  (Mr.  Charlton)  1822  (i). 


DIVISIONS : 

Binding  Twine,  Removal  of  Duty  :  on  M.  for  Com. 
of  Sup.,  Amt.  (Mr.  Watson)  1656  ;  neg.  (Y.  63,  N. 
107)  1713  (i). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against  :  prop.  Res. 
(Mr.  Edgar)  to  ref.  to  Com.  on  Privileges  and 
Elections,  1032  ;  Amt.  (Mr.  Bowell)  2068  ;  Amt. 
to  Amt.  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  neg.  (Y.  63, 
N.  125)  2169 ;  Amt.  (Mr.  Bowell)  agreed  to  (Y. 
125,  N.  63)  2170  (i). 

- prop.  Res.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  approving  appoint¬ 
ment  of  Commissioners,  agreed  to  (Y.  125,  N.  63) 
2170  (i). 

- Res.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  approving  appoint¬ 
ment  of  Commissioners,  2980  ;  Amt.  (Mr.  Laur¬ 
ier)  2981 ;  neg.  (Y.  32,  N.  79)  3053  (ii). 
Commercial  Treaties:  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup., 
Amt.  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  1104;  neg.  (Y.  62, 
N.  106)  1151  (i). 

Diplomatic  Papers  :  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  Amt. 

(Mr.  Laurier)  1789  ;  neg.  (Y.  57,  N.  98)  1827  (i). 
Divorce  (Mead,  Herbert  R.)  B.  81 :  M.  (Mr.  Taylor) 
for  3°  agreed  to  (Y.  63,  N.  31)  2637  (ii). 

Elliott,  Judge,  Charges  against  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 
Lister)  to  ref.  Hobbs’  and  others  Pet. ,  re  London 
Election,  to  Special  Com.,  1719  ;  neg.  (Y.  50,  N. 
93)  2360  (i). 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  2:  M.  (Mr.  Charlton) 
to  recom.  agreed  to  (Y.  77,  N.  50)  3090  (ii). 
National  Mutual  Loan  and  Building  Society  : 
M.  (Mr.  Beausoleil)  to  ref.  back  Rep.  of  Sel. 
Standing  Com.  on  Banking  and  Commerce, 
3556 ;  neg.  (Y.  53,  N.  96)  3563  (ii). 

N.  W.  T.  Act  Amt.  B.  27 :  M.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  for  2®, 
neg.  (Y.  33,  N.  132)  2462  (ii). 

Preferential  Trade  with  Great  Britain:  prop. 
Res.  (Mr.  McNeill)  1555 ;  Amt.  (Mr.  Davies, 
P.E.I.)  1623;  neg.  (Y.  64,  N.  98)  1634;  Res. 
agreed  to  (Y.  97,  N.  63)  1635  (i). 

Railway  Act  Amt.  B.  84  :  on  M.  (Mr.  Haggart)  for 
3°,  Amt.  (Mr.  Maclean)  two  cent  per  mile  rate, 
4610 ;  neg.  (Y.  20,  N.  128)  4628  (ii). 
Representation  in  House  of  Commons  :  on  M.  tor 
2°,  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  refer  B.  to  a  Confer¬ 
ence,  3129  ;  neg.  (Y.  58,  N.  109)  3298 ;  Amt.  (Mr. 
McCarthy)  basis  of  equality  of  population,  Ac., 
3414;  neg.  (Y.  62,  N.  109)  3636;  Amt.  (Mr. 
Somerville)  Provinces  and  Census,  3665;  neg. 
(Y.  60,  N.  95)  3717 ;  2°  agreed  to  (Y.  97,  N.  60) 
3718;  on  M.  for  3°,  Amt.  (Sir  Richard  Cart¬ 
wright)  Ontario,  neg.  (Y.  51,  N.  90)  4334;  Amt. 
(Mr.  Yeo)  P.  E.  I.,  neg.  (Y.  54,  N.  87)4335 ;  Amt. 
(Mr.  Bichard)  Missisquoi  and  Iberville  coun¬ 
ties,  neg.  (Y.  54,  N.  89)  4341  (ii). 

St.  John  Harbour  Commissioners  B.  99:  on  M. 
(Mr.  Foster)  for  3®,  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  to  ref. 
back  to  Com.,  neg.  (Y.  53,  N.  93)  4654  (ii). 

Subsidies  to  Rys.— Concurrence  :  on  Res.,  Temis- 
couata  Ry.,  Amt.  (Mr.  Edgar)  neg.  (Y.  45,  N. 
92)  4667  (ii) . 

Supply— Concurrence  :  Res.,L.  C.  Pereira’s  Salary, 
,  Dept,  of  Interior,  neg.  (Y.  86,  N.  61)  1084  (i). 

- on  Res.,  Chief  Clerk’s  Salary,  Dept,  of 

Interior,  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  neg.  (Y.  34,  N.  47) 
4473  (ii). 

Voters’  Lists  B.  67  :  on  M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  for 
38,  Amt.  (Mr.  Armstrong)  to  ref.  back  to  Com., 
neg.  (Y.  30,  N.  63)  4505  (ii). 
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Divorce  (Aikins,  Jas.  A.  M.)  B.  No.  78  (Mr. 

Taylor).  1°*,  2006  ;  2°*,  2093  (i)  ;  in  Com.  and 
3°*,  2636  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  78.) 

- (Donigan,  Ada)  B.  No.  79  (Mr.  Taylor). 

1°*,  2006  ;  2°*,  2093  (i) ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  2636  (ii). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  79.) 

- (Mead,  Herbert  R.)  B.  No.  81  (Mr. 

Taylor).  I0*,  2068  ;  2°  on  a  div.,  2093  (i) ;  3°  m., 
2636  ;  agreed  to  (Y.  63,  N.  31)'  2637  (ii).  (55-56 
Vic.,  c.  81.) 

- (Harrison,  Hattie  A.)  B.  No.  92 

(Mr.  Tisdale).  1°  on  a  div.,  3300  ;  2°*,  3363  ;  in 
Com.  and  3°  on  a  div.,  3640  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c. 

80.) 

- (Wright,  Jas.)  B.  No.  91  (Mr.  Tisdale). 

1°  on  a  div.,  3300  ;  2°*,  3363  ;  in  Com.  and  3°  on 
a  div.,  3640  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  82.) 

Dobs,  P.  D.,  Case  re  Loss  of  Diamonds  :  M.  for 
Papers  (Mr.  Curran)  2287  (i). 

Dodwell,  C.  E.  \Y.,  Employment  by  Govt.  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Borden)  1715  (i). 

Dom.  Artillery  Association  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
1363  (i). 

Dom.  Buildings  in  Can.,  Electric  Lighting  :  M. 

for  Ret.  (Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I.)  417  (i). 

Dom.  Cotton  Mills  Co.’s  Letters  Patent  :  M. 

for  copies  (Mr.  Edgar)  920  (i). 

Dom.  Day  Celebration  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Kaulbach) 
4320  (ii). 

- Remarks  (Mr.  Kaulbach)  on  M.  for  Com.  of 

Sup.,  4399  (ii). 

«‘Dom.  Illustrated,”  Copies  Purchased:  Ques. 

(Mr.  Somerville)  397  (i). 

Dom.  Lands  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4431  (ii). 

Dom.  Lands  Act  Amt.  B.  No.  89  (Mr. 
Dewdney).  1°,  2979  ;  2°*  and  in  Com.,  3301,  3733; 
3°m.,  Amt.  (Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I.)  3815;  deb.  adjd., 
3820 ;  deb.  rsmd. ,  B.  recom.  and  3°*,  4204  (ii). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  15.) 

Dom.  Millers’  Association  incorp.  B.  No. 

70  (Mr.  Stevenson).  I0*,  1465 ;  2°*,  1548  (i) ;  in 
Com.  and  3°,  2940  (ii).  (55-56  Vicr,  c.  71.) 

Dom.  Notes,  Printing  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  255  (i). 
Dom.  Police:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  313  (i). 

Dorchester  Penitentiary  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  972  (i). 
Donigan,  Ada.  See  “Divorce.” 

Dredge,  Construction  of  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
2262  (i). 

Dredging  Ottawa,  between  Pembroke  and  Des 
Joachims  :  M.  for  Stmnt.  (Mr.  Murray)  926  (i). 

-  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  991  (i),  4258,  4454  (ii). 

Drill  Pay  and  Instruction  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
1353  (i) ;  cone.,  4209  ;  suppl.,  4437  (ii). 

Drill  Sheds,  &c.,  Care  and  Maintenance  :  in  Com. 
of  Sup.,  1373  (i). 

Drummond  County  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy  :  prop.  Res. 
(Mr.  Haggart)  4644;  cone.,  4657  (ii). 

- Postal  Service  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Leduc)  289  (i). 

Dugas,  Louis  E.,  Esq.,  Member  for  Montcalm  :  In¬ 
troduced,  161  (i). 


Duke  of  Clarence  and  Avondale,  Address  of 
Condolence  :  M.  (Sir  John  Thompson )  72,  96  (i). 

- Reply  to  Address  :  Mess,  from  His  Ex., 

1393,  2170  (i). 

Dual  Languages  in  N.  W.  T.  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 
Armstrong)  3062  (ii). 

Duty-Pay,  Excise  Officers  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1014. 

Dyer,  Eugene  A.,  Esq.,  Member  for  Brome  :  Intro¬ 
duced,  161  (i). 

Eatonville  Harbour,  Total  Expenditure  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Bichard)  2641  (ii). 

Edmonton  Land  Office,  Removal  :  Remarks  (Mr. 
Laurier)  4043,  4392  (ii). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2936 ;  cone.,  4467  (ii). 

Edwards,  W.  C.,  Co.’s  incorp.  B.  No.  17 
(Mr.  Wood,  Brockville).  1°*,  129  ;  2°*,  134  ;  in 
Com.  and  3°*,  855  (i).  (53-54  Vic.,  c.  72.) 

Eugenia  Postmaster,  Dismissal,  &c.  :  M.  for  Ret. 
(Mr.  Landerkin)  1985  (i). 

Eggs  :  in  Com.  on  Ways  and  Means,  4677  (ii). 

Election  Expenses,  Publications  in  Toronto 
“Globe”:  Ques.  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  3734- 
3751  (ii). 

- Remarks  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  on  M.  for 

Com.  of  Sup.,  4349  (ii). 

Election,  General,  Polling  Rets.  :  M.  for  Map 
(Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  112  (i). 

- Officials’  Duties  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Mills, 

Bothwell)  73  (i). 

- Petitions.  See  “ London ;”  “Richmond.” 

- Statistics  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Patterson,  Huron) 

3185  (ii). 

Elections,  1891-92,  Cor.,  Ret.  Officers  and  Govt., 
&C.  :  M.  for  copy  (Mr.  Sutherland)  969  (i). 

- Last  General,  Cor.,  Govt,  and  Ret.  Offi¬ 
cers  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Mills ,  Bothwell)  2491  (ii). 

- See  “Controverted.” 

Electoral  Districts  in  B.C.,  Voters:  M.  for  Ret. 
(Mr.  Mara)  2287  (i). 

Electoral  Lists.  See  “Lennox;”  “London;’5, 
“  Voters’  Lists.” 

Elgin,  E.,  Controverted  Election*,  Judges’ Rep., 
1  (i). 

Elliot,  Judge.  See  “  London  Election.” 

Engraving  and  Printing,  Tenders  and  Con¬ 
tract  :  M.  for  copies*  (Mr.  Somerville)  159  (i). 

- Returns  :  Enquiry  (Mr.  Somerville)  1637  (i). 

Esquimalt  Graving  Dock  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1017  (i), 
4439  (ii). 

- Defences,  Imp.  and  Cah.  Govts.  :  M.  for 

Cor.  (Mr.  La  urier)  244  (i). 

- Fortifications  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Prior)  222  (i). 

Essex,  S.,  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep.,  1. 

ESTIMATES,  The,  1892-93,  Mess,  from  His  Ex.  i 
Presented  (Mr.  Foster)  138  (i). 

- Suppl.,  1891-92  :  Mess,  from  His  Ex.,  822  (i). 

- Suppl.,  1892-93  :  Mess,  from  His  Ex.,  4265  (ii). 

European  Immigration  Agents:  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
1491,  1828  (i). 

- See  “  Immigration.” 

Evidence.  Sec  “Criminal  Law.” 
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Exchequer  Court,  Editing  Reports  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  313,  971  (i). 

Excise  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1007  (i),  4430  (ii). 
Experimental  (Central)  Farm,  Dairy  Stock,  &c.  : 
M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  McMillan,  Huron)  402  (i). 

- French  Cor.  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Frimont)  3114. 

- Reps.  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Fremont)  3185  (ii). 

- French  Edition  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Devlin)  397  (i). 

- Number,  Location,  Expend.,  &c.  :  M.  for 

Stmnt.  (Mr.  Fremont)  682  (i). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1424  (i),  4448  (ii). 

Expiring  Laws  Com.  :  List  of  Members,  101  (i).  . 

Exports  and  Imports  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Sir  Richard 
Cartwright)  100  (i). 

- Can.  Produce  to  Newfoundland  :  M.  for 

Ret  (Mr.  Hughes)  113  (i). 

- Free  Produce  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  McMullen) 

292  (i). 

- See  “  Customs.” 

Extra  Clerks,  &c.,  Salaries  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
4439  (ii). 

Fabre,  Mr.,  Salary,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4424  (ii). 
Fairbairn,  Chas.,  Esq.,  Member  for  South  Vic¬ 
toria  :  Introduced,  3  (i). 

Farmers’  Delegates.  See  “  British  ”  ;  “ Tenant.” 
Farm  Produce.  See  “Exports.” 

Favourable  Nations’  Clause  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Edgar) 
34  (i). 

- Imp.  Despatch  :  Mess,  from  His  Ex.,  1470. 

Featherston,  Jos.,  Esq.,  Member  for  Peel  :  Intro¬ 
duced,  3  (i). 

Fenelon  Falls  Ry.  Bridge,  Agreement  between 
Govt,  and  G.  T.  R.  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Hughes) 
133  (i). 

- Swing  Bridge  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4438 ;  cone., 

4475  (ii). 

FINANCE  : 

Assistant  Receiver  Gen.,  Victoria.,  B.C. :  in 
Com.  of  Sup.,  250  (i). 

Auditor  General’s  Office  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  267. 
Beet-Root  Sugar,  Bounty  on  Manufacture  :  M. 
for  Stmnt.  (Mr.  Beausoleil)  1366,1373  (i). 

- Bounties  Paid  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Edgar)  41  (i). 

- Bounty,  Continuation  :  Ques. (Mr. Beausoleil) 

751  (i). 

- Res.  prop,  and  in  Com.  (Mr.  Foster )  4697  (ii). 

Budget,  The  :  Annual  Statement  (Mr.  Foster)  315. 
Charges  of  Management  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  250  (i). 
Civil  Service,  Extra  Clerks,  Payments  for  De¬ 
ductions  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  4732. 
Civil  Servants,  Superannuated,  Ac.  :  Stmnt.  (Mr. 
Foster)  1637  (i). 

Deposits  in  Peel  Savings  Bank,  Interest  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Tisdale)  916  (i). 

Dominion  Notes,  Printing  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  255. 
Finance  and  Treasury  Board:  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
285  (i). 

Financial  Inspector  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  250  (i). 

Gov.  Gen.’s  Warrants  :  Stmnt.  presented  (Mr. 
Foster)  34  (i). 

- M.  to  ref.  to  Pub.  Accts.  Com.  (Sir  Richard 

Cartwright)  50  (i). 

- Reps,  of  Ministers  and  0.  C.’s*:  M.  for 

copies  (Mr.  Mulock)  111  (i). 


FINANCE — Continued. 

Incomes  of  the  People,  Statement:  Ques.  (Mr. 
Mills,  Bothwell)  456  (i). 

Loans,  Govt.  Short:  Ques.  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright ) 
137  (i). 

Public  Accts.  of  Can.  :  M.  to  ref.  to  Sel.  Com. 
(Mr.  Wallace)  188  (i). 

Public,  Debt  Commission  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  253  (i). 
Savings  Banks,  N.  B.,  N.  S.,  P.E.I. :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  250  (i). 

- St.  John  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Somerville)  3644  (ii). 

Sinking  Fund,  Brokerage,  See. :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
254  (i). 

Statutory  Votes,  Dom.  Liabilities  under  :  M.  for 
Ret.  (Mr.  Fraser)  969  (i). 

Superannuation:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  796  (i). 

- Mail  Conductors  :  M.  for  Ret  (Mr.  Brodeur) 

2699  (ii). 

Unprovided  Items  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1618  (i). 

[See  “Supply.”] 

Finkle,  Roland,  Fishery  Inspector,  Appmnt.  : 
Ques.  (Mr.  Landcrkin)  1365  (i). 

FISHERIES  : 

Atlantic  Coast  Fisheries  and  Newfoundland  : 

Mess,  from  His  Ex.,  1088  (i). 

Behring  Sea  Arbitration,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4478  (ii). 
Bounties  to  Fishermen  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Bowers)  190  (i). 

- Applications  and  Refusals*  :  M.  for  Ret. 

(Mr.  Bowers)  417  (i). 

Canned  Lobsters  Fee:  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Tapper) 
699  (i). 

Charlebois,  F.,  Claims  against  Fisheries  Dept.: 

M.  for  Cor.  (Mr.  Laurier)  1036  (i). 

Deptl.  Rep.:  Presented  (Mr.  Tapper)  3237  (ii). 
Finkle,  Roland,  Fishery  Inspector,  Appmnt.  : 

Ques.  (Mr.  Landerkin)  1365  (i). 

Fish-Breeding:  cone., 4478  (ii). 

Fisheries,  Deputy  Minister,  Letters,  Complaints  , 
Ac.  :  M.  for  copies  (Mr.  McMullen)  418  (i). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  992  (i),  4310,  4460  (ii). 

- Papers  respecting:  Remarks  (Mr.  Davies, 

P.E.I.)  1491  (i). 

Fishery  Officers,  Salaries  :  in  Com.  of  Sup. ,  4310. 

- Regulations,  Alteration  :  Ques.  (Mr.Drasev) 

3054  (ii). 

Fish,  Fish-Oil,  Ac.,  Imported  from  Newfound¬ 
land*:  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  White,  Shelburne)  159. 
Fishing  Bounty  :  Enquiry  for  Rets.  (Mr.  Flint)  914. 

- Licenses,  North  Shore  and  St.  Lawrence 

River:  Ques.  (Mr.  Beausoleil)  2641  (ii). 
Hatcheries.  St.  Mary’s  Bay,  N.S. :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Bowers)  398  (i). 

Lobster  Fisheries,  on  M.  for  Adjmnt.  :  Remarks 
(Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I.)  160  (i). 

- Hatcheries  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4317  (ii). 

Prosser,  Wm.,  Fishery  Overseer,  Dismissal  :  M. 

for  Cor.  (Mr.  Allan)  3114  (ii). 

Protection  Vessels:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4319  (ii). 
Richelieu  River,  Fishing  Rights:  Ques.  (Mr. 
Brodeur)  35  (i). 

U.S.  Vessels  in  Hudson  Bay,  alleged  Poaching  : 
Ques.  (Mr.  Charlton)  4262  (ii). 

Fisheries  Act  further  Amt.  B.  ISJo.  9  (Mr. 

Tapper).  1°,  107  ;  2°,  1655;  Res.  prop.,  699  ;  in 

Com.,  1656  ;  M.  for  Com.  on  B.,  2173  ;  in  Com., 

2216,  2230  (i). 
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Fisheries  B.  No.  9 — Continued. 

Deb.  on  M.  for  Com.  (Mr.  Tupper)  2173  ;  (Mr.  McLean ) 
2185;  (Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I.)  2190;  (Mr.  Kenny) 
2195;  (Mr.  Welsh)  2196;  (Mr.  Perry )  2197;  (Mr. 
Burns )  2202 ;  (Mr.  White,  Shelburne )  2204 ;  (Mr. 
Forbes)  2206 ;  (Mr.  Macdonald,  P.E.I.)  2209 ;  (Mr. 
Bowers)  2212 ;  (Mr.  Yeo)  2213;  (Mr.  Flint)  2216  (i). 
Fisheries  Dept.  See  “  Marine.” 

Fishing1  Vessels.  See  “Sea  Fisheries  Develop¬ 
ment.” 

Fishing  Vessels,  U.S.  { Modus  Vivlndi )  B.  No. 

.  11  (Mr.  Tupper ).  1°,  109 ;  2°,  176 ;  in  Com., 

1472,  1639  ;  3°*,  1789  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  3.)  * 

Flour  (Can.)  Trade  and  Newfoundland:  M.  for 
Cor.  (Mr.  Hughes)  112  (i). 

Forbes,  Francis  G.,  Member  for  Queen’s,  N.S.  : 
Introduced,  97  (i). 

Franchise  Act,  Legislation  respecting  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Choquette )  916  (i). 

Fraser,  Miss  H.  and  Mr.  Roderick  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  1018  (i). 

Frontenac  Election,  Issue  of  Writ  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Laurier)  3116  (ii). 

- -  Writ  Issued  (Mr.  Speaker)  3055  (ii). 

Galops  Rapids  Survey,  Deepening  :  M.  for  Ret. 
(Mr.  Somerville)  159  (i). 

- Surveys,  Plans,  &c.  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Reid) 

130  (i). 

Gamble  &  Fletcher,  Cor.  re  Pub.  Buildings,  Vic¬ 
toria,  B.C.:  M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Prior)  1550  (i). 
Gas  and  Electric  Light  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4242  (ii). 
Gaudet,  Benj.,  Warfinger  at  Tignish  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Perry)  98  (i). 

Gear  and  Tackle  Inspector  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Curran) 
224  (i). 

General  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  No.  95 

(Sir  John  Thompson).  1°*,  3896  ;  2°  m.,  4135  ;  2°, 
4143;  in  Com.,  4482  ;  3°*,  4506  (ii).  (55-56  Vic., 
c.  23.) 

Geological  Rep.:  Presented  (Mr.  Dcwdney)  2172  (i). 
Geological  Survey  Dept.  Act  Amt.  B.  No. 
43  (Mr.  Dewdney).  1°*,  578  ;  2°*,  1648  ;  in 
Com.,  1654  ;  3°*,  1789  (i).  (55-56  Vic  ,  c.  16.) 

Geological  Survey  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4386  (ii). 
Georgian  Bay  Survey  :  cone.,  4470  (ii). 

German  Treaty,  Press  Despatch  :  Remarks  (Mr. 
O'Brien)  109  (i). 

“Gerrymander.”  See  “Representation.” 

Gibson,  William,  Esq.,  Member  for  Lincoln  and 
Niagara  :  Introduced,  3  (i). 

Gillies,  Joseph  A.,  Esq.,  Member  for  Richmond,  j 
N.S.  :  Introduced,  3  (i). 

Girouard,  Joseph,  Esq.,  Member  for  Two  Moun¬ 
tains  :  Introduced,  106  (i). 

Glaziers’  Diamonds.  See  “Dods,  P.  D.” 
Glengarry  Controverted  Election:  Judges’Rep.,  1. 
“Globe”  Printing  Co’s.  B.  No.  31  (Mr. 
Innes).  1°*,  245  ;  2°*,  289  ;  in  Com.,  1229  ;  3°*, 
1230  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  75.) 

“Globe.”  See  “Election  Expenses.” 

Goderich  and  Wingham  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy  :  prop. 
Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4397 ;  in  Com.,  4572  (ii). 


Govt.  Business,  Adjournment  :  Change  of  Time, 
M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  4697  (ii). 

- M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  to  take  in  Mondays, 

3564  (ii). 

-  M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  Wednesdays,  2490. 

- M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  Thursdays,  699  (i). 

- Remarks  (Sir  John  Thompson)  4259,  4714  (ii). 

Govt.  Contracts  since  Confdn.  :  M.  for  Stmnt. 
(Mr.  Macdonald,  Huron)  99  ;  wthdn.,  110  (i). 

- since  30th  June,  1887,  to  30th  June,  1891: 

M.  for  Stmnt.  (Mr.  McDonald,  Huron)  110  (i). 
Govt,  of  N.  W.  T.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  993  (i). 

Govt.  Rys.,  additional  Property  Accommodation: 

M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  McMullen)  1984  (i). 

- Names,  &c.,  Employes:  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr. 

McMullen)  41,  692  (i). 

Gov.  Gen.  ’s  Body  Guard,  Affidavits  re  Pay-List  : 
read  (Mr.  Somerville)  1189  (i). 

Deb.  (Mr.  Daly)  1212;  (Mr.  Hazen)  1214;  (Mr. 
Laurier)  1215,  1329  ;  (Sir  John  Thompson)  1216, 
'  1329  ;  (Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I.)  1217  ;  (Mr.  Bowell) 
1219  ;  (Mr.  Tupper)  1222 ;  (Mr.  Denison)  1319 ; 
(Mr.  Coatsworth )  1323  ;  (Mr.  Somerville)  1324, 
1339  ;  (Mr.  Cockburn)  1330 ;  (Mr.  Casey)  1332 ; 
(Mr.  Bowell)  1333  ;  (Mr.  Mulock)  1335  ;  (Mr. 
Davin)  1338  (i). 

Gov.  Gen.’s  Warrants:  Stmnt.  presented  (Mr. 
Foster)  34  (i). 

-  M.  to  ref.  to  Pub.  Accts.  Com.  (Sir  Richard 

Cartwright )  50  (i). 

- Reps,  of  Ministers  and  O.  C.  ’s  :  M.  for 

copies  (Mr.  Mulock)  111  (i). 

Gov.  Gen.’s  Sec.’s  Office:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  255, 
284  (i). 

Grain  Shipments  via  New  York  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Fre¬ 
mont)  291  (i). 

Grand  Trunk  Ry.  Co.  of  Can.  B.  No.  14 

(Mr.  Tisdale).  1°*,  129  ;  2°*,  134  ;  in  Com.  and 
3°*,  695  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  39.) 

Granite,  Exports  and  Imports  :  Ques.  {Mr.  Gillmor) 
509  (i). 

Great  Northern  Ry.  Co.’s  B.  No.  60.  (Mr. 

Taylor).  I0*,  1031 ;  2°*,  1181  (i)  ;  in  Com.  and 
3°*,  2594  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  40.) 

Great  Northern  Ry.  Co.,  Engineer’s  Rep.  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Gauthier)  915  (i). 

Great  Village  River  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4251  (ii). 
Grieve,  James  Nicol,  Esq.,  Member  for  North 
Perth  :  Introduced,  3183  (ii). 

Grosse  Isle  Quarantine  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2025, 
2033  (i),  2801  (ii). 

Grounds,  Ottawa  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4240  (ii). 
Guillet,  Geo.,  Esq.,  Member  for  West  Northum¬ 
berland  :  Introduced,  454  (i). 

Guindon,  Mrs.  N.,  Settlement  of  Claim  :  in  Com. 
of  Sup.,  4450  (ii). 

Guysborough  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 

Rep.,  1  (i). 

Haldimand  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep., 

l(i). 

Halifax,  &c.,  and  West  Indies,  &c.,  Steam  Com.  : 
in  Com  of  Sup.,  4282 ;  cone.,  4469  (ii). 
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Halifax  and  St.  JoHNvid  Yarmouth,  Steam  Com.  : 
in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4304  (ii). 

- Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep.,  1. 

- Drill  Hall  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4441  (ii). 

- Increased  Accommodation,  I.C.R.  :  in  Com. 

of  Sup.,  2204  (i),  2302,  2500  (ii). 

- Public  Buildings  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2742  (ii). 

- Quarantine  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2032  (i). 

Hall’s  Harbour  (N.  S.)  Works,  Examination  : 

Ques.  (Mr.  Borden)  1715  (i). 

Halton  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ Rep.,  1. 
Hammond,  E.,  Seizures  and  Share  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Choquette)  2782  (ii). 

Haras  National  Co.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.  1465  (i). 
Harbours  and  Rivers:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  990  (i), 
4240,  4448  ;  cone.,  4477  (ii). 

Harbour  Commissioners.  See  “St.  John 
“  Three  Rivers.” 

Harrison,  Hattie  A.  See  “  Divorce.” 
Hastings,  E.,  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.  1  (i). 

Hatcheries,  St.  Mary’s  Bay,  N.  S.  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Bowers)  398  (i). 

Hearn,  John,  Esq.,  Member  for  Quebec  West  : 
Introduced,  508  (i). 

Heating  Pub.  Buildings  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4241  ; 
cone.,  4477  (ii). 

Heeley’s  Falls  Dam,  Repairing  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
2263  (ii). 

Henderson,  David,  Esq.,  Member  for  Halton:  In¬ 
troduced,  3  (i). 

Henry,  K.  J. :  Ref.  to,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  844  (i). 
Hereford  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy:  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 
Haggart )  4397  (ii). 

High  River,  &c.,  Irrigation  and  Water 
Power  Co.’s  incorp.  B.  No.  23  (Mr. 
Davis).  I0*,  161 ;  2°*,  275  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*, 
2093  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  66.) 

High  Commissioner’s  Office  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
275,  282,  896  ;  cone.,  1085  (i). 

- Rep.  :  Presented  (Mr.  Carling)  1062  (i). 

Home  Rule  for  Ireland  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Devlin) 
3335 ;  Amt.  (Mr.  McCarthy)  3361  (ii). 

- Remarks  (Mr.  Devlin)  3815  (ii). 

HOUSE  OF  COMMONS  : 

Adjournment  :  Remarks  (Sir  John  Thompson) 
2730  (ii). 

- See  general  heading. 

Address  iN  Ans.  to  His  Ex.’s  Speech  :  moved 
(Mr.  Northrup)  7 ;  seconded  (Mr.  Bain,  Sou- 
la  nges)  18  (i). 

- His  Ex.’s  Reply,  129  (i). 

Bills,  Royal  Assent,  1286  (i),  2370,  4733  (ii). 
Bye-Elections,  Issue  of  Writs:  Ques.  (Mr. Mills, 
Bothwell)  1491  (i). 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against.  See  gen¬ 
eral  heading. 

Chicoutimi  and  Saguenay  Election,  Judges’  Rep.  : 
Remarks  (Sir  John  Thompson)  3733  (ii). 

-  Evidence  :  Remarks  (Sir  John  Thompson) 

3896  (ii). 

Charges  against  a  Member  :  Ques,  checked  (Mr. 
Speaker)  4499  (ii). 


HOUSE  OF  COMMONS — Continued. 

Committees.  See  general  heading. 

- Sessional  Clerks,  &c. :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 

788  (i). 

Contingencies:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  788  (i). 
Controverted  Elections  Act,  Legislation:  Ques. 
(Mr.  Landerkin)  134  (i). 

- Judges’  Reps.,  1,  39  ,  96,  1062,  1152,  1391  (i), 

2461,  2714,  2971, 2979,  3681,  4731  (ii). 

Debates,  Official.  See  general  heading. 

Election  Expenses,  Publications  in  Toronto 
“  Globe  ” :  Ques.  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  3734- 
3751  (ii). 

- on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup. :  Remarks  (Sir  Richard 

Cartwright)  4348  (ii). 

Franchise  Act,  Legislation  respecting  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Choquette)  916  (i). 

Frontenac  Election,  Issue  of  Writ  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Laurier)  3116  (ii). 

Govt.  Business,  Adjournment,  Change  of  Time: 

M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  4697  (ii). 

- M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  to  take  in  Wednes¬ 
days,  2490  (ii). 

- M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  Thursdays,  699  (i). 

- Remarks  (Sir  John  Thompson)  4259,  4714  (ii). 

- M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  Mondays,  3564  (ii). 

In  Com.  of  Sup.  :  762,  974;  cone.,  1086  (i),  4205  (ii). 
Lennox  Co.  Electoral  Lists,  Original,  &c.  :  M. 
for  Ret.  (Mr.  Wilson)  159. 

L’Assomption  and  Pontiac,  Issue  of  Writ:  Ques. 
(Mr.  Laurier)  2700  (ii). 

Library  of  Pari.t.,  1st  Rep.  of  Com.:  cone.,  M. 
(Mr.  Kirkpatrick)  2826  (ii). 

- Purchase  of  Books  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  792  (i). 

- Salaries  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  789  (i). 

London  Election.  See  general  heading. 
Mackenzie,  Hon.  Alex.,  Decease  :  M.  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  to  adjn.  House,  1388  (i). 

Members’  Indemnity:  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Foster) 
4715  (ii).  See  B.  (No.  104). 

- Introduced,  3,  71,  97,  454,  508,  1364,  1391  (i), 

2700,  2918,  3183,  3815,  4715  (ii). 

- Resignation:  Notification  (Mr.  Speaker)  4393. 

New  Members,  Return  :  Notification  (Mr.  Speaker) 
3,  6,  40,  453,  1364,  1391  (i),  2431,2917,3183,3649, 
3815,  4717  (ii). 

Order,  Privilege,  &c.  See  general  heading. 
Parliament,  7th,  2nd  Session  :  Opening,  1  (i) ;  Pro¬ 
rogation,  4736  (ii). 

Perth,  North,  Issue  of  Writ:  Remarks  (Mr. 
Laurier)  1639  (i). 

Pontiac  Election,  Issue  of  Writ:  Ques.  (Mr. 
Laurier)  2980,  3115  (ii). 

Printing,  Paper  and  Binding:  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
794, 976  (i). 

Private  Bills.  See  general  heading. 

Prorogation  :  Com.  from  Gov.  Gen.’s  Acting  Sec., 
4731  (ii). 

Richmond  Controverted  Election,  Petitions  and 
Decisions  :  M.  for  copy  (Mr.  Gillies)  1553  (i). 
Salaries  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  762  (i). 

Select  Standing  Committees.  See  “  Committees.” 
Serjeant-at-Arms,  Deputy,  Appmnt.  :  Notification 
(Mr.  Speaker)  749  (i). 

- Estimate  :  in  Com.  of  Sup. ,  789  (i). 

Sessional  Clerks,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  975  (i). 
- Messengers  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  976  (i). 

Sittings  of  the  House,  Change  of  Time:  M.  (Sir 
John  Thompson)  3897  (ii). 
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Speaker,  Deputy,  Salary  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  974  (i). 

Speeches  from  the  Throne  :  Opening,  4  (i) ;  Pro¬ 
rogation,  4733  (ii). 

Vacancies  :  Notification  (Mr.  Speaker)  1  (i),  3055, 
4393  (ii). 

Voters’  List,  Printing  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  976;  cone., 
1086  (i). 

Warrants  and  Writs  of  Election,  Incomplete 
Ret.  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Mills.  Bothwell)  100  (i). 

Welland  Controverted  Election.  See  general 
heading. 

Writs  for  Elections,  Issue  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Mills, 
Bothwell)  3115  (ii). 

- Delay  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  1089. 

- Bye-Elections  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Mills,  Both¬ 
well)  3186  (ii). 

- East  York,  Issue  :  Notification  (Mr.  Speaker) 

1547  (i). 

- Frontf.nac,  Vacancy  and  Issue  :  (Mr. 

Speaker)  3055  (ii). 

-  Marquette,  Vacancy  and  Issue  :  (Mr. 

Speaker)  4393  (ii). 

[See  “  Order,  Privilege  ;  “  Representation.”] 

Hughes,  Sam.,  Esq.,  Member  for  North  Victoria  : 
Introduced,  3  (i). 

Hull  P.  O.,  Sunday  Service  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Devlin) 

3184  (ii). 

Huron,  W.,  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 

Rep.,  1  (i). 

IMMIGRATION : 

Agents’  Salaries,  Ac.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4431  (ii). 

Canadian  Agents  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1491  (i) ;  cone., 
4467  (ii.) 

Deputy  Minister,  Letter  re  Pamphlets  :  in  Com. 
of  Sup.,  Ques.  (Mr.  Laurier)  1947  (i). 

“Dom.  Illustrated,”  Copies  Purchased:  Ques. 
(Mr.  Somerville)  397  (i). 

European  Agents  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1828  (i). 

Expenses  ($150,000):  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1889  (i)  ; 
cone.,  4210  (ii). 

Fabre,  Mr.,  Salary,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4424  (ii). 

Hett’s  German  Pamphlet  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2008. 

High  Commissioner’s  Rf.p.  :  Presented  (Mr.  Car¬ 
ling)  1062  (i). 

- Rates,  Taxes,  Insurance,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of 

Sup.,  896;  cone.,  1085  (i). 

In  Com.  of  Sup.:  1491,  1828,  1889  ,  2008  (i) ;  cone., 
4210,  4467  (ii). 

Immigration  Agents’  Salaries  : 

Deb.  in  Com.  of  Sup.  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  1491, 
1540 ;  (Mr.  Carling)  1492, 1547, 1828, 1853, 1896, 1909, 
1928,  1937,  2009  ;  (Mr.  Charlton)  1495,  1830  ;  (Mr. 
Foster)  1499;  (Mr.  Laurier)  1502;  (Mr.  Edgar) 
1502;  (Sir  John  Thompson)  1502,  1895;  (Mr. 
Paterson,  Brant)  1503,  1850,  1934,  2017 ;  Mr. 
Mulock)  1506,  2020  ;  (Mr.  McMullen)  1510,  1828, 
1908,  1932;  (Mr.  Casey)  1514,  1830;  (Mr.  Davies, 
P.E.I.)  1517,  1896  ;  (Mr.  Cameron)  1521, 1532,  1543, 
1919 ;  (Mr.  Perry)  1524,  1832 ;  (Mr.  Bain,  Went¬ 
worth)  1526, 1836, 1909  ;  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  1536; 
(Mr.  Bowell)  1538,  1912,  2014  ,  2023 ;  (Mr.  Gibson) 
1829,  1837 ;  (Mr.  Campbell)  1837,  1910,  1945 ;  (Mr. 
Watson)  1838,  1929,  1943  ;  (Mr.  Somerville)  1839, 
1905  ,  2011,2024;  (Mr.  Armstrong)  1842  ;  (Mr .  Dewd- 
ney)  1846;  (Mr.  Daly)  1853,  1938;  (Mr.  Flint) 
1889,  1915 ;  (Mr.  Tapper)  1891 ;  (Mr.  Borden)  1893 ; 
(Mr.  Lister)  1905,  2013 ;  (Mr.  Macdonald,  Huron) 


Immigration  Agents’  Salaries — Continued . 

1924,1943;  (Mr.  O'Brien)  1936 ;  (Mr.  McMillan, 
Huron)  1941 ;  (Mr.  Landerkin)  2025  (i). 

[See  “  Agriculture,”  &c.] 

Immigration.  See  “  Chinese.” 

Immoral  and  Criminal.  See  “  Obscene.” 
Imports  of  Artificial  Fertilizers,  Quantities  : 
M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  McMillan,  Huron)  526  (i). 

- Binding  Twine,  Quantity  :  M.  for  E(et.  (Mr. 

Campbell)  537  (i). 

- Crude  Cotton-seed  Oil  for  1891 :  M.  for 

Ret.  (Mr.  McKay)  1555  (i). 

- Pork  from  U.  S. :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Hughes) 

292  (i). 

- Meat  and  Farm  Products  :  M.  for  Stmnt. 

(Mr.  Hughes)  291  (i). 

Incomes  of  the  People  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell) 
456  (i). 

INDIANS : 

B.  C.  Indians,  Proclamation  of  1892:  Ques.  (Mr. 
Paterson,  Brant)  289  (i). 

Chisholm,  D.,  Land  Damages  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
4479  (ii). 

Deptl.  Rep.  :  Presented  (Mr.  Dewdney)  112  (i). 

In  Com.  of  Sup.  :  4408,  4460;  cone.,  4479  (ii). 
Management  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  on  M. 
for  Com.  of  Sup.,  4408  (ii). 

Reserves,  B.  C.,  Number,  Location,  &c. :  M.  for 
Ret.  (Mr.  Barnard)  511  (i) . 

Ingram,  A.  B.,  Esq.,  Member  for  East  Elgin  :  In¬ 
troduced,  36  (i). 

- W.  H.,  Appmnt.  as  Col.  of  Customs,  St. 

Thomas  :  M.  for  Cor.  (Mr.  Casey)  1998  (i). 

INLAND  REVENUE : 

Inland  Revenue  Act,  Procedure:  Remarks  (Sir 
John  Thompson)  1648  (i). 

- Detective  Service  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Choquette) 

2639  (ii). 

Deptl.  Rep.  :  Presented  (Mr.  Costigan)  751  (i). 
Duty-Pay,  Excise  Officers:  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
1014  (i). 

In  Com.  of  Sup.  :  1014  (i),  4430  (ii). 

Tobacco  :  in  Com.  on  Ways  and  Means,  4685  (ii). 

- Law  re  Manufacture  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Gauthier) 

750  (i). 

- Stamps  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1007  (i). 

Weights  and  Measures,  contingencies  :  in  Com. 
of  Sup.,  1016  (i). 

Inland  Revenue  further  Act  Amt.  B.  No. 

71  (Mr.  Costigan).  1°,  1469 ;  2°  objected  to, 
1648 ;  2°  and  in  Com.,  2007  ;  3°*,  2172 (i).  (55-56 
Vic.,  c.  22.) 

Inspection.  Nee  “  Boiler  “Steamboat.” 
Inspectors  of  Ports,  Travelling  Expenses  :  in 
Com.  of  Sup.,  821  (i). 

Insurance  Act  Amt.  B.  No.  3  (Mr  White, 
Cardwell).  1°,  40  ;  2°,  456  (i). 

Intelligence  Bureau,  Daily  Reps.  :  in  Com.  of 

Sup.,  992  (i). 

INTERCOLONIAL  RAILWAY  : 

Accident  at  New  Glasgow  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Fraser) 
3088  (ii). 

- St.  Joseph  de  Levis  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Car- 

roll)  292  (i). 
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M.  for  copies  (Mr. 


(Mr.  Davies, 


INTERCOLONIAL  RAILWAY 

Accident  at  Truro,  Reps.,  Ac. 

Patterson,  Colchester)  969  (i). 

Archibald,  H.  D.,  Dismissal:  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr 
Patterson,  Colchester)  969  (i). 

Arrangements  with  C.P.R. :  Ques 
P.E.I.)  667  (i). 

Dismissal  of  Employes.  0.  C.’s :  M.  for  copies  (Mr. 

( Davies ,  P.E.I.)  293  (i). 

Disposal  to  a  Company  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Fremont)  305- >. 

Drake,  Alfred,  Dismissal:  Ques.  (Mr.  Guay)  2490. 

Employes,  all  Grades,  Number  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr. 
McMullen)  969  (i). 

Expend,  under  Income  for  Permanent  Improve 
ment  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  McDougald,  Pictou) 
1371  (i). 

Expropriation  of  Property  at  St.John:  Ques 
Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I.)  1031  (i). 

Halifax,  Increased  Accommodation  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  2264  (i),  2362,  2509,  2628  (ii). 

Live  Stock  Tariff  :  Ques.  (Mr .Wood, Westmoreland) 
1365  (i). 

- M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Wood,  Westmoreland)  2285 

Passenger  Cars  and  C.P.R. :  Ques.  (Mr./ Fraser) 
399  (i). 

Receipts  and  Expenditures  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Fraser) 
3896  (ii). 

- Ques.  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  41  (i),  4393  (ii). 

Running  Privileges  granted  C.P.R.  :  Ques.  (Mr 
Davies,  P.E.  I.)  510  (i). 

St.  John,  Increased  Accommodation  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  988  (i),  2563  (ii). 

Shipment  of  Hay  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Lavergne)  4643  (ii). 

Stationery  Supplies  :  Ques.  (Mr.  McMullen)  1032 

Traffic,  Ac.,  Mulgrave  Station:  M.  for  Stmnt 
(Mr.  Fraser)  35  (i). 

Quinn, Michael,  Dismissal  :  M.  for  Cor.,  Ac. 


INTERIOR — Continued. 

Rhf.aume,  Antoine,  Land  Grant  for  Services  : 

Ques.  (Mr.  Campbell)  2490  (ii). 

Turner,  H.  H.:  Ref.  to  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  844  (i). 
White  Pine  Areas  :  prop.  M.  for  Map  (Mr.  Ives), 217. 
[See  “Mounted  Police.”] 

Internal  Economy  Commission  :  Mess,  from  His 
Ex.,  71  (i). 

International  Customs  Bureau  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
1006  (i)  ;  4463  (ii). 

—  Education  Association  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
1006  (i). 

Inverness  and  Richmond  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy:  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Harjejart)  4394  ;  in  Com.,  4519  (ii). 
Jamaica  Exhibition  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  976  (i). 
Jeannotte,  Hormidas,  Esq.,  Member  for  L’As- 
somption  :  Introduced,  3815  (ii). 

J OLIETTE  AND  ST.  JEAN  MATHA  R\\  Co.’s  SUBSIDY'  : 

prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart )  4397  ;  in  Com.,  4574. 
Judiciary  of  the  Province  of  Que.,  Reorganiz¬ 
ation  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Brodeur)  2639  (ii). 

Jukes,  Dr.  A.,  Medical  Services  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
1003  (i). 

JUSTICE  : 

Administration  of:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  310,  971; 
cone.,  1085  (i). 

Admiralty  Court,  Que.,  Registrar  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  313  (i). 

Alien  Labour  Law,  U.S.  Press  Despatch:  Re¬ 
marks  (Mr.  Langelier)  1548  (i). 

Arbitration  re  Provincial  Accounts  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  4430,  4470  ;  cone.,  4470  (ii). 

Barrett  vs.  City  of  Winnipeg,  Supreme  Court 
Judg’t:  M.  for  copy  (Mr.  LaRivih'e)  158  (i). 

See  “  Logan.” 


(Mr.  Guay)  401  (i),  3332  (ii). 

[See  “Railways;”  “Subsidies  “Supply.”] 

I.  C.  Ry.,  Statement,  Expenses: 

Deb.  in  Com.  of  Sup.  (Mr.  Haggart)  2362,  2380,  2516, 
2524,  2563  ;  (Mr.  McMullen)  2368,  2517  ;  (Mr.  Perry) 
2373,  2613 ;  (Mr.  McAlister)  2377  ;  (Mr.  Kenny)  2382  ; 
(Mr.  Borden)  2389  ;  (Mr.  Hazen)  2394,  2418,  2581 ; 
(Mr.  Spvoule)  2396 ;  (Mr.  Fraser)  2398  ;  (Mr.  Wood, 
Westmoreland)  2405 ;  (Mr.  McDougald,  Pictou) 
2410 ;  (Mr.  Campbell)  2427,  2559 ;  (Sir  Richard 
Cartwright)  2509,  2517,  2616;  (Mr.  ))elsh)  2513; 
(Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  2521 ;  (Mr.  Gilhnor)  2527 ; 
(Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I.)  2530,  2564,  2586,  2594,  261o; 
(Mr.  Gillies)  2537  ;  (Mr.  Devlin)  2542  ;  (Mr.  Forbes) 
2543;  (Mr.  Weldon)  2547;  (Mr.  Dickey)  2548;  (Mr. 
Flint)  2552,  2600;  (Mr.  Stairs)  2557;  (Mr.  Bowell) 
2564,  2569,  2606, 2616 ;  (Mr.  McLeod)  2572,  2587, 2597, 
2605  ;  (Sir  John  Thompson)  2594 ;  (Mr.  Temple)  2596 ; 
(Mr.  Adams)  2598  ,  2611 ;  (Mr.  Bowers)  2599 ;  (Mr. 
Lister)  2604  (ii). 

INTERIOR  : 

Interior  Dept.,  Chief  Clerk’s  Salary:  cone,  in 
(Y.  34,  N.  47)  4472  (ii). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  257,  825,  844,  1154;  con., 

1084  (i),  4266,  4432  ;  cone.,  4472  (ii). 

Banff  Springs  Sury'ey,  Ac.,  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4428. 
Burgess,  A.  M. :  Ref.  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  825  (i). 
Df.ptl.  Rep.  :  Presented  (Mr.  Dewdney)  3300  (ii). 
Henry,  J.  K. :  Ref.  to  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  844  (i). 
Pereira,  L.  C. :  Ref.  to  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  844,  849-876. 
-  Salary  :  Res.  cone,  in  (Y.  86,  N.  61)  1084  (i). 


Behring’s  Sea  Arbitration  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4460 ; 
cone.,  4478  (ii). 

- Seal  Fisheries,  Press  Despatch  :  Remarks 

(Mr.  Laurier)  36  (i). 

Bulmer  vs.  The  Queen,  Litigation:  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  4461  (ii). 

Cost  of  Litigated  Matters  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4426. 
Crown  Prosecutions  and  Suits:  prop.  Res.  (Sir 
John  Thompson)  1283  (i). 

Circuit  Allowances,  B.  C. :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  311  (i). 
Exchequer  Court,  Editing  Reports:  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  313,  971  (i). 

Judges  acting  on  Commissions:  Ques.  (Mr. Delisle) 
37  (i). 

Judges  in  Prov.  of  Quebec,  Travelling  Expenses  : 
Ques.  (Mr.  Flint)  3115  (ii). 

Judges’  Salaries,  Increase:  prop.  Res.  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  1392  (i). 

- - -  Remarks  (Mr.  Choquette)  4693  (ii). 

Justice  Dept.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  913  (i). 

Kingston  Penitentiary*,  Coal  Contract  :  Ques. 

(Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  4393  (ii). 

Logan  vs.  City  of  Winnipeg,  Pleadings,  Ac.  .  M. 

for  copies  (Mr.  Watson)  2287  (i). 

Miscellaneous  Expenditure,  Goy\  Gen.’s  War¬ 
rant:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  972  ;  cone.,  1085  (i). 
Miscellaneous  Expenses:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1085. 
Paige,  W.  W.,  Repayment  of  Costs:  in  Com.  of 
Sup.  1014  (i). 

Privy  Council,  Complaints  to  :  M.  for  Stmnt.  (Mr. 
McCarthy)  1947  (i). 

Refund,  Sundry  Persons  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4462  (ii). 
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Supreme  Court,  Reporter  and  Librarian  :  in  Com. 
of  Sup.,  312  (i). 

Travelling  Expenses,  Judges,  N.W.T. :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  310  (i). 

Wilson,  Convict  Edward,  Pets.,  &c.,  for  Release  : 
M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Armstrong )  2642  (ii). 

[See  “Penitentiaries  “Supply.”] 
Kaministiquia  River,  Turning  Basin  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  2619  (ii). 

Kamouraska  Wharf,  Construction,  Accts,  &c.  : 

M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Carroll )  510  (i). 

Kent  (Ont.)  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

Kentville  (N.S.)  Appmnt.  of  Postmaster:  Ques. 
(Mr.  Borden)  1088  (i). 

- Suspension  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Borden)  3752  (ii). 

Kenny,  Thomas  E.,  Esq.,  Member  for  Halifax  : 
Introduced,  161  (i). 

Kerosene  Oil,  Imports  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Campbell) 
3059  (ii). 

King’s  (N.S.)  Controverted  Election:  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

Kingston  Belt  Line  Ry.  Co.’s  incorp.  B. 

No.  52  (Mr.  Tisdale).  1°*,  823  ;  2°*,  915  (i). 

Kingston  Graving  Dock,  Certificate  re  $32,000 
paid  Bancroft  &  Connolly  :  M.  for  copy  (Mr. 
Gibson)  2006  (i). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2715  (ii). 

— — —  Harbour:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4257  (ii). 
Kingston,  Napanee  and  Tamworth  Ry.  Co.’s  Sub¬ 
sidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4396  ;  in  Com., 
4545  (ii). 

- prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4395 ;  in  Com.,  4523. 

Kingston  Penitentiary,  Coal  Contract:  Ques. 
(Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  4393  (ii). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  664  (i) cone.,  4205  ;  suppl., 

4433,  4440  (ii). 

Kingston,  Smith’s  Falls  and  Ottawa  Ry.  Co.’s 
Subsidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4395 ;  in 
Com.,  4535  (ii). 

Labour  Prohibition.  See  “  Alien.  ” 

Labrador,  alleged  Distress,  Relief  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Charlton)  4263  (ii). 

Lachine  Canal  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1017,  2049  ;  cone., 
4212  (ii). 

- New  Bridge  at  Montreal  :  M.  for  Ret. 

(Mr.  Curran)  524  (i). 

Lake  Erie  and  Detroit  River  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy: 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4394  ;  in  Com.,  4580. 

Lake  Man.  Ry.  and  Canal  Co.’s  B.  No.  37 

(Mr.  Ross,  Lisgar).  I0*,  315  ;  2°*,  418  ;  in  Com. 
and  3°*,  1740  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  41.) 

Lake  St.  John  and  Chicoutimi  Ry.  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Fremont)  1549  (i). 

Lake  St.  John  Ry.,  Traffic  Earnings  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Mulock)  4261  (ii). 

Lake  St.  Louis  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2050  (i). 

Lake  St.  Peter,  Fishing  Privileges  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Beausoleil)  2955  (ii). 


Lake  Temiscamingue  Colonization  Co.’s  Subsidy  : 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4396  ;  in  Com.,  4550. 

- prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4397  ;  in  Com.,  4571. 

Lamoureaux’s  Bros’.  Claim  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2259. 

Lands,  Conveyance.  ^“Ordnance.” 

Land  Grants  to  Militia  (provision)  B.  No. 
96  (Mr.  Dewdney).  I0*,  4201  ;  2°  and  in  Com., 
4264  ;  3°,  4399  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  6.) 

Land  Grants  to  Rys.,  Man.  and  N.  W.  T.  :  M. 
for  Ret.  (Mr.  Charlton)  2269  (i). 

Land  Office  at  Edmonton,  Removal  :  Despatch 
respecting,  4392  (ii). 

Land  Sales  in  Quebec  City  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Fremont) 
1089  (i). 

Lands  Sold,  Granted  or  Leased  in  Man.  and  N. 
W.T.  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Edgar)  241  (i). 

Laprairie,  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ Rep., 
3681  (ii). 

— - P.O.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2802,  2845  (ii). 

Lavalliere  Bay,  Dredging  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr. 
Bruneau)  2457  (ii). 

Larouche  and  Gagne’s  Claims  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
4456  (ii). 

L’Assomption,  Controverted  Election:  Judges’ 
Rep.,  2714  (ii). 

Legislation  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  752,  974  (i). 

Lennox  Co.  Electoral  Lists,  Original,  &c.  :  M. 
for  Ret.  (Mr.  Wilson)  159  (i). 

- - -  laid  on  Table,  287  (i). 

- Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep.,  1. 

Lepage,  J.  B.,  Emplymnt.  by  Govt.  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Campbell)  1392  (i). 

Letter  Postage,  Reduction  :  Ques,  (Mr.  Somerville) 
190  (i). 

Lethbridge  Custom  House,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
2938  (ii). 

Levis  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ Rep.,  1  (i). 

Library  of  Parliament,  Joint  Com.  :  M.  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  112  (i). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  789,  976  (i). 

- 1st  Rep.  of  Com.  :  cone.  (M.)  2826  (ii). 

Lieut.  Governors’  Commission  :  M.  for  copy  (Mr. 
Laurier)  2268  (i). 

- Commissions,  Instructions  :  Presented  (Sir 

John  Thompson)  2268  (i). 

- Assent:  Remarks  (Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I.)  2238 

(i),  2491,  2547,  2957,  3089  (ii). 

Lieut.  Governor  (N.B.)  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Mills,  Both - 
ivcll)  4732  (ii). 

Lighthouse  and  Coast  Service  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
4305  (ii). 

Lincoln  and  Niagara,  Controverted  Election: 
Judges’  Rep.,  1  (i). 

Lindsay,  Bobcaygeon  and  Pontypool 
Ry.  Co.’s  (revival)  B.  No.  45  (Mr.  Fair- 
bairn).  1°*,  578;  2°*,  696  ;  in  Com.,  1228  ;  3°*, 
1229  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  42.) 

-  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4396  ;  in  Com., 

4591  (ii). 

L’Islet,  Appmnt.  of  Postmaster  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Choquette)  750  (i). 
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L'Islet  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep.,  l(i). 
Litigated  Matters,  Costs  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  442G. 
Live  Stock  Rates  on  I.  C.  R.  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr. 

Wood, ,  Westmoreland)  2280  (i). 

Loans,  Govt.,  Short  :  Ques.  (Sir  Richard  Cart¬ 
wright)  137  (i). 

Lobsters  and  White  Fish  for  B.  C.  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Corbould)  751  (i). 

Lobster  Fisheries,  on  Adjnmt.  :  Remarks  (Mr. 
Davies ,  P.E.I .)  100  (i). 

- See  “  Fisheries  ”  B.  9. 

Lobster  Hatcheries  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4317  (ii). 
Logan  vs.  City  of  Winnipeg,  Pleadings,  &c.  :  M. 

for  copies  (Mr.  Watson)  2287  (i). 

Loiselle,  B.,  Postmaster,  Ste.  Angele,  Dismissal, 
Pets.,  &c.  :  M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Brodcur)  100  (i). 

London  and  Port  Stanley  Ry-  Co.  s  B. 

No.  22  (Mr.  Moncrieff).  1°*,  101  ;  2°*,  275 ;  in 
Com.  and  3°*,  2093  (i).  (55-50  Vic.,  c.  43.) 

LONDON  ELECTION  :  Judges’  Rep.,  1. 

- Elliott,  Judge,  Charges  against,  Hobbs’, 

&c.,  Pet.  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Lister)  005  (i). 

- - prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Lister) 823  ;  M.,  1719  ;  neg.  (Y. 

50,  N.  93)  2301  ;  Deb.  rsmd.,  2305  (i). 

- M.  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  52  (i). 

- Original  Voters’  Lists  :  laid  on  Table  (Mr. 

Speaker)  72  (i). 

- Papers  respecting  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Lister) 

1089  (i). 

_ Qu*es.  of  Priv.,  Original  Voters’  Lists  :  M. 

(Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  37  (i). 

- Ques.  °f  Priv.  (Mr.  Lister)  245  (i). 

- - Returns  :  Clerk  of  Crown  in  attendance,  287. 

- Electoral  Voters’  Lists  :  M.  for  copies  (Mr. 

Lister)  292  (i). 

Longueuil  Wharf,  Expenditure  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Pre- 
fontaine)  1231  (i). 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  at  World’s  Exhibition  : 

prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Charlton)  1037  (i). 

Lord’s  Day  Observance  B.  No.  2  (Mr. 

( Charlton).  1**,  40  ;  2°  m. ,  1002 ;  2°,  1083 ;  in  Com. , 
2293  ;  Com.  rose,  2305  (i)  ;  Ms.  to  recom.,  2431, 
3090  ;  agreed  to  (Y.  77,  N.  50)  3091  ;  in  Com., 
3303  (ii). 

Lotbiniere  and  Megantic  Ry.  Co.  s  Subsidy  : 

prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4395  (ii). 

Lotbiniere  Mail  Service  :  Ans.  (Sir  Adolphe  Caron) 
4585  (ii). 

Lowell,  James  A.,  Esq.,  Member  for  Welland  :  In¬ 
troduced,  2700  (ii). 

Lunenburg  Post  Office,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 

2708  (ii). 

Macdonald  Bros.,  Services  at  Wreck  :  in  Com.  of 

Sup.,  4400  (ii). 

Macdonald,  Sir  John,  Monument  to  Memory. 

Ques.  (Mr.  Taylor)  917  (i). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4458  (ii). 

Mackenzie,  Hon.  Alex.,  Decease  :  M.  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  to  adjn.  Hse.,  1388  (i). 

Maclean,  Wm.  F.,  Esq.,  Member  for  East  York  : 

Introduced,  2918  (ii). 


McCarthy,  Messrs.,  Lease  of  Land  at  Sorel  : 

Ques.  (Mr.  Bruneau)  3184  (ii). 

McDonald,  John  A.,|Esq.,  Member  for  Victoria 
N.S.  :  Introduced  0  (i). 

McIntyre,  Dismissal,  &c.,  of  Postmaster  :  M.  for 
Ret.  (Mr.  Landcrkin)  1985  (i). 

McKay  Milling  Co.’s  incorp.  B.  No.  15  (Mr. 
Robillard).  1°*,  129 ;  2°*,  134  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*, 
855  (i).  (55-50  Vic. ,  c.  73.) 

McLennan,  Jno.  A.  and  Peter.  See  “Cockburn 
Island.” 

McLennan,  Roderick  R.,  Esq.,  Member  of  Glf.n- 
garry  :  Introduced  0  (i). 

McMillan,  Hugh,  Esq.,  Member  for  Vaudreuil  : 
Introduced  133  (i). 

McQueen  and  Davie,  Messrs.  See  “British; 

“  Tenant  Farmers.” 

MARINE : 

“  Alert”  Str.,  Enquiry  re  Accident  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Choquette)  750,  917  (i). 

“  Bayfield,”  Str.,  Supplies,  Enquiry  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.  4461  (ii). 

Deptl.  Rep.  :  Presented  (Mr.  Tapper)  913  (i). 

Gear  and  Tackle  Inspector:  Ques.  (Mr.  Curran) 

224  (i).  . 

Macdonald  Bros.,  Services  at  Wreck  :  in  Com.  ot 

Sup.,  4460  (ii). 

Maintenance  and  Repairs,  Lighthouses,  &c.  :  in 
Com.  of  Sup.,  4305  (ii). 

Marine  and  Fisheries  Dept.  :  in  Com,  of  Sup.,  2/0 
(i ) , 4432  (ii). 

Marine  Hospitals  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4310  (ii). 
Meteorological  Service  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.  4309  (n). 

“  Quadra,”  Str.,  Enquiry  re  Accident:  Ques.  (Mr. 
Corbould)  3331  (ii). 

“Rimouski,”  Str.,  Change  of  Route  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Fraser)  3183  (ii). 

Sick  Mariners’  Dues,  Circular  Issued  :  M.  tor 
copy*  (Mr.  Layrier)  159  (i). 

Tidal  Observations:  in  Com.  of  Sup.  ,4305  (ii). 
Marine  and  Fisheries  Dept.  Amalg1.  B.No. 
12  (Mr.  Tapper).  1°,  109  ;  2°  and  in  Com.,  181  ; 
3°*,  249  (i).  (55-50  Vic.,  c.  17.) 

Map  of  Dom.  re  Polling  Returns  at  G.  E. :  M.  for 
copy  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  112  (i). 

Marshall,  Jos.  H.,  Esq.,  Member  for  East  Mid¬ 
dlesex  :  Introduced,  30  (i). 

MANITOBA  : 

Barrett  vs.  City  of  Winnipeg,  Legal  Expenses  . 

Ques.  (Mr.  Watson)  2068  (ii).  _ 

Brandon  Public  Building  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2936. 
Land  Grants  to  Rys.,  Man.  and  N.W.T. :  M.  for 
Ret.  (Mr.  Charlton)  2269  (i). 

Lands  Sold,  Granted  or  Leased  in  Man.  and 
N.W.T. :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Edgar)  241  (i). 

Logan  vs.  City  of  Winnipeg,  Pleadings,  Ac.  :  M. 

for  copies  (Mr.  Watson)  228/  (ii). 

Man.  School  Act,  Legal  Expenses  :  Ques.  (Mr. 

Watson)  2068  (i).  ; 

“  Manitoba  School  Case,”  Supreme  Court  Judg  r. . 

M.  for  copy  (Mr.  LaRiviere)  158  (i). 
Penitentiary:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  G4,  973  (i). 

Man.  and  Assiniboia  Grand  Junction 
Ry.  Co.’s  Act  Amt.  B.  No.  88  (Mr. 
Davin).  1°,  183;  2°*,  3321;  in  Com.  and  3°*, 
3511  (ii).  55-50  Vic.,  c.  44.) 
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Man.  and  North-Western  Ry.  Co.’s  B.  No. 

80  (Mr.  Coatsivorth).  I0*,  2006  ;  2°*,  2093  (i)  ; 
in  Com.  and  3°*,  2638  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  45.) 

Man.  and  South-Eastern  Ry.  Co.’s  B.  No. 

35  (Mr.  LaRiviere).  I0*,  245  ;  2°*,  289 ;  in  Com. 
and  3°*,  696  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  46.) 

Manitoulin  and  North  Shore  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy  : 

prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4396;  in  Com.,  4541. 
Magdalen  Islands,  Steam  Com.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
4277  (ii). 

Mail  Conductors  Superannuated  :  M.  for  Ret. 

(Mr.  Brodeur )  2699  (ii). 

Mail  Service  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4470  (ii). 

Mail  Subsidies  and  Steamship  Subventions  :  in 
Com.  of  Sup.,  4277  ;  cone.,  4469  (ii). 

MEMBERS  INTRODUCED  : 

Bain,  Jas.  Wm.,  Esq.,  Soulanges,  3  (i). 

Bennett,  Wm.  H.,  Esq.,  East  Simcoe,  129  (i). 
Borden,  W.  W.,  Esq.,  King’s,  N.S.,  36  (i). 

Bowers,  Chas.  Ed.,  Esq.,  Digby,  7  (i). 

Boyle,  Arthur,  Esq.,  Monck,  454  (i). 

Bruneau,  Arthur  Aime,  Esq.,  Richelieu,  3  (i). 
Bryson,  John,  Esq.,  Pontiac,  4715  (ii). 

Cargill,  Henry,  Esq.,  East  Bruce.  36  (i). 

Carling,  Hon.  John,  London,  161  (i). 

Coulter,  N.  R.,  Esq.,  Carleton,  N.B.,1391  (i). 
Dickey,  Arthur  R.,  Esq.,  Cumberland,  6  (i). 

.  Dugas,  Louis  E.,  Esq.,  Montcalm,  161  (i). 

Dyer,  Eugene  A.,  Esq.,  Brome,  161  (i). 

Eairbairn,  Chas.,  Esq.,  South  Victoria,  3  (i). 
Featherston,  Jos., Esq.,  Peel,  3  (i). 

Forbes,  Francis  G.,  Esq.,  Queen’s,  N.S.,  97  (i). 
Gibson,  William,  Esq.,  Lincoln  and  Niagara,  3  (i). 
Gillies,  Joseph  N.,  Esq.,  Richmond,  N.S.,  3  (i). 
Girouard,  Joseph,  Esq.,  Two  Mountains,  106  (i). 
Grieve,  James  Nicol,  Esq.,  North  Perth,  3183  (ii). 
Guillet,  Geo.,  West  Northumberland,  454  (i). 
Hearn,  John,  Esq.,  West  Quebec,  508  (i). 
Henderson,  David,  Esq.,  Halton  3  (i). 

Hughes,  Samuel,  Esq.,  North  Victoria,  3  (i). 
Ingram,  A.  B.,  Esq.,  East  Elgin,  36  (i). 

Jeannotte,  Hormidas,  Esq.,  L’Assomption,  3815  (ii). 
Kenny,  Thomas  E.,  Esq.,  Halifax,  161  (i). 

Lowell,  James  A.,  Esq.,  Welland,  2700  (ii). 
Maclean,  Wm.  F.,  Esq.,  East  York,  2918  (ii). 
McDonald,  John  A.,  Esq.,  Victoria,  N.S.,  6  (i). 
McLennan,  Roderick  R.,  Esq.,  Glengarry,  6  (i). 
McMillan,  Hugh,  Esq.,  Vaudreuil,  133  (i). 
Marshall,  Jos.  II.,  Esq.,  East  Middlesex,  3  (i). 
Metcalfe,  Jas.  H.,  Esq.,  Kingston, 3  (i). 

Miller,  Arch.  C.,  Esq.,  Prince  Edward,  3  (i). 
Northrup,  Wm.  B.,  Esq.,  East  Hastings,  3  (i). 
Ouimet,  Hon.  Joseph  A.,  Esq.,  Laval,  3  (i). 
Patterson,  Hon.  James  C.,  West  Huron,  161  (i). 
Pridham,  Wm.,  Esq.,  South  Perth,  508  (i). 

Proulx,  Isidore,  Esq.,  Prescott,  1364  (i). 

Rosamond,  Bennett,  Esq.,  North  Lanark,  3  (i). 
Smith,  WM.,Esq.,  South  Ontario,  40  (i). 

Stairs,  John  Fitz-William,  Esq.,  Halifax,  71  (i). 
Turcotte,  A.  J.,  Esq.,  Montmorency,  188  (i). 
Wilson,  Uriah,  Esq.,  Lennox,  3  (i). 

Members’  Resignation:  Notification  (Mr.  Speaker) 
1547  (i),  4393  (ii). 

Mennonites,  Enumeration  in  Census  :  Remarks 
(Mr.  Landerkin)  4263  (ii). 


MESSAGES  FROM  HIS  EXCELLENCY : 

Atlantic  Coast  Fisheries,  Papers,  Ac. :  Presented 
(Mr.  'Cupper)  1088  (i). 

Civil  Service,  Commissioners’  Rep.:  Presented 
(Sir  John  Thompson )  2917  (ii) 

Duke  of  Clarence  and  Avondale,  Reply  to  Ad¬ 
dress  of  Condolence  :  Presented  (Sir  John 
Thompson)  1393,  2170  (i). 

Estimates,  The,  1892-93  :  Presented  (Mr.  Foster)  138. 

- Suppl.,  1891-92 :  Presented  (Mr.  Foster)  822  (i) 

- Suppl.,  1892-93  :  Presented  (Mr.  Foster) 

4265  (ii). 

Favoured  Nation  Clauses,  Ac.,  German  Zoll- 
verein,  Ac.,  Termination,  Ac.  :  Presented  (Mr. 
Foster)  1470  (i). 

Internal  Economy  Commission  :  Presented  (Mr. 
Foster)  71  (i). 

Newfoundland  Bait  Act  :  Presented  (Mr.  Tapper) 
2461,  2917  (ii). 

- Recognition  of  Licenses:  Presented  (Sir 

John  Thompson)  245  (i). 

Pacific  and  Atlantic  Coasts  Fisheries  :  Presented 
(Mr.  Tapper)  667  (i). 

Speech  from  the  Throne,  His  Ex.’s  Reply:  Pre¬ 
sented  (Sir  John  Thompson)  129  (i).', 

Trade  Relations  with  the  U.  S.,  Papers,  Ac.: 
Presented  (Sir  John  Thompson)  216  (i). 
Metcalfe,  J.  H.,  Member  for  Kingstoo  :  Intro¬ 
duced,  3  (i). 

Meteghan  Cove  Pier  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4448  (ii). 
Meteorological  Service  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4309  (ii). 
Midland  Ry.  of  Can.  B.  No.  93  (Mr.  Tisdcde). 
1°*,  3300  ;  2°*,  3363  ;  in  Com.,  3771 ;  3°*,  3778 
(ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  47.) 

Middlesex,  E.,  \V.  and  N.,  Controverted  Elec- 
.  tions  :  Judges’  Rep.,  1  (i). 

MILITIA  AND  DEFENCE : 

“A,”  “B”  and  “C”  Batteries,  Ac. :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  1419  (i). 

Active  Militia,  Drill,  Qualified  Officers,  Ac. : 

M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Hughes)  667  (i). 

Ammunition.  Manufacture,  Ac.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 

1161  (i) ;  cone.,  4209  (ii). 

* 

Armouries  and  Care  of  Arms:  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
1349  (i). 

Brigade  Majors  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1161  (i). 

Claims  re  Rebellion  N.  W.  T.  (1885) :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  1017 ;  cone.,  1087  (i). 

Clothing  and  Overcoats  :  in  Com.  of  Sup,,  1340  (i). 
Contingencies,  Ac.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1363  (i) 

Dept.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  256  (i). 

Dom.  Artillery  Association:  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
1363  (i). 

Drill  Pay  and  Instruction:  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
1353  (i)  ;  cone.,  4209  ;  suppl.,  4437  (ii). 

Drill  Sheds,  Ac.,  Care  and  Maintenance:  in  * 
Com.  of  Sup.,  1373  (i). 

Fraser,  Miss  H.  4.nd  Mr.  Roderick,  Pensions  :  in 
Com.  of  Sup.,  1018  (i). 

Military  Branch  and  District  Staff:  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  1161  (i). 

- Buildings,  Victoria,  B.C. :  in  Com,  of  Sup., 

2952  (ii). 

- District  No.  9,  Suspension  of  Officers  : 

Ques.  (Mr.  Fraser)  3332  (ii). 

- Stores  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1353  (i). 

Militia  and  Defence,  Dept.:  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
256  (i). 
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MILITIA  AND  DEFENCE —Continued. 

Militia,  69th  Battalion  Annual  Camp  :  Ques.  (Mr. 

Mills,  Annapolis)  4500  (ii). 

Monuments,  Battle  Fields  of  Can.:  cone.,  4210. 
Murray,  Lieut.-Col.,  Dismissal,  &c.  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Hint)  3643  (ii). 

Permanent  Forces  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1415  (i). 

Rifled  Ordnance:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1363;  cone., 
4210  (ii). 

Royal  Military  College  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1375  (i). 
Territorial  Account,  Rebellion,  N.  W.  T. :  in 
Com.  of  Sup.,  1087  (i). 

Veterans  of  1812 :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1018  (i). 

W orsley,  Lieut.  Col.,  Dismissal,  &c. :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Flint)  3643  (ii)  > 

[See  “  Gov.  Gen.’s  Body  Guard  “  Supply. ”1 

Milk  Cans,  Inspection  under  Act:  Ques.  (Mr. 
Feather ston)  4262,  4647  (ii). 

Miller,  Arch.  C.,  Esq.,  Member  for  Prince  Ed¬ 
ward  :  Introduced,  3  (i). 

Miminegash  Breakwater,  Contract:  Ques.  (Mr. 
Perry)  40  (i). 

- Tenders  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Perry)  2431  (ii). 

- - (Little)  Breakwater  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Perry)  190. 

Ministers’  Visit  to  Washington,  Papers  respect¬ 
ing  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Laurier)  3239,  3398  (ii). 

- Remarks  (Mr.  Mills ,  Bothwell)  333,  1228  (i). 

- See  “  West  Indies.” 

Miscellaneous:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1002,  2264  (i), 
4424,  4461  (ii). 

Miscouche  (P.E. I.)  Station,  Closing:  Ques.  (Mr. 
Perry)  2563  (ii). 

Missisquoi  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ Rep., 

Ki). 

“Modus  Vivendi,”  G.  B.  and  U.  S.  :  Remarks  (Mr. 
Kciulbach)  4728  (ii). 

Molasses  :  in  Com.  on  Ways  and  Means,  4678  (ii). 
Monck  Controverted  Election:  Judges’s  Rep., 

1  (i)- 

Monfort  Colonization  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy:  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4394  ;  in  Coin.,  4515,  4580. 
Montcalm,  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep., 

1  (i). 

Montmagny,  Postmaster  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Choquette) 
2638  (ii). 

Montmorency  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

Montreal  and  Champlain  Junction  R\.  Co.  s 
Subsidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4394  ;  in 
Com.,  4581  (ii). 

Montreal  and  Lake  Maskinonge  Ry.  Co.,  Pet.  : 
'  M.  (Mr.  Bechard )  2482  (ii). 

Montreal  and  Lake  Maskinonge  Ry.  Co.’s 
B.  No.  87  (Mr.  Beausoleil).  1°*,  2700  ;  2°*, 
2795  ;  in  Com.  and  3C*,  3207  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c. 
46.) 

Montreal  and  Western  Ry.  Co.’s  B.  No. 

82  (Mr.  Desjardins,  Hochelaga).  1°*,  2172  ;  2"*, 
2256  (i)  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  3321  (ii).  (55-56  Vic., 

c.  49.) 

Montreal  Board  of  Trade  B.  No.  25  (Mr. 
Curran).  1°*,  161  ;  2°*,  275  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*, 
1373  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  70.) 


Montreal  Cadets.  See  “Presentation  Flag.” 

Montreal  Island  Ry.  Co.’s  incorp.  Act 
Amt.  B.  No.  73  (Mr.  Curran).  1°*,  1636  ; 
2°*,  1740  (i). 

Monuments,  Battle  Fields  of  Can.  :  cone.,  4210  (ii). 

Moosomin  Station,  C.P.R.,  to  Cannington  :  in 
Com.  of  Sup.,  4258  (ii). 

Morton  Dairy  Co.’s  Claim  :  Ques.  (Mr.  McMullen) 
916  (i). 

Mounted  Police  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4423,  4463  (ii). 

- Reduction  of  Force  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Me 

Mullen)  2668  (ii). 

- Rep.  :  Presented  (Mr.  Dewdney)  4320  (ii). 

Mulgrave  and  Point  Tupper  Train  Ferry  :  cone., 
4475  (ii). 

Mulgrave  Station,  I.C.R.,  Traffic,  &c.  :  M.  for 
Stmnt.  (Mr.  Fraser)  35  (i). 

Murray  Canal  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2054  (i). 

Murray,  Lieut.  Col.,  Dismissal,  &c.  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Flint)  3643  (ii). 

Muskoka  and  Parry  Sound  Controverted  Elec¬ 
tion  :  Judges’  Rep.,  1  (i). 

Nanaimo  to  Comox  Telegraph  Line  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  4259  (ii). 

Napierville  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

Nationality  of  the  Population  :  Ques.  (Sir  Richard 
Cartwright)  824  (i). 

National  Mutual  Loan  and  Building 
Society’s  B.  No.  55  (Mr.  Langelier).  1°* 
823  ;  2°*,  1061  (i) ;  M.  to  ref.  Rep.  back  to  Banking 
and  Commerce  Com.,  3556  ;  neg.  (Y.  53,  N.  96) 
3563  (ii). 

NEW  BRUNSWICK  : 

Big  Fortune  Breakwater:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4448. 
Buctouche  and  Moncton  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy  :  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4394;  in  Com.,  4516  (ii). 
Carleton  Controverted  Election:  Judges’  Rep., 
39,  1391  (i). 

Chatham  Post  Office  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2798  (ii). 
Dodwell,  C.  E.  W.,  Employment  by  Govt.  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Borden)  1715  (i). 

Dorchester  Penitentiary  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  972. 
Kentville  Postmaster,  Suspension  ;  Ques.  (Mr. 
Borden)  1088  (i),  3752  (ii). 

Lieut.  Governorship,  N.  B. :  Remarks  (Mr.  Mills, 
Bothwell)  4732  (ii). 

Maitland  Wharf:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4448  (ii). 
Meteghan  Cove  Pier  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4448  (ii). 
Mulgrave  and  Point  Tupper  Train  Ferry: 
cone.,  4475  (ii). 

Plaister  Rock  Island  Ry.  Subsidy  :  prop.  Res. 

(Mr.  Haggart)  4394  ;  in  Com.,  4514  (ii). 

Queen’s  Controverted  Election:  Judges’ Rep., 
96  (i). 

St.  John  Custom  House  Fire  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.  ,988 ; 
cone.,  1086  (i). 

- Custom  House  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4441  (ii). 

- Harbour  Commission  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 

Foster)  4398,  4493  (ii).  See  B.  (No.  99). 

St.  John  to  St.  Rosalie  Ry.  Subsidy:  prop.  Res. 

(Mr.  Haggart)  4395;  in  Com.,  4525  (ii). 

Sheet  Harbour,  Cost  of  Construction:  Ques. 
(Mr.  Borden)  1032  (i). 

- Fees  Collected  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Borden)  1032. 
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NEW  BRUNSWICK — Continued. 

Stewiacke  Valley  and  Musquodoboit  Ry.  (I.C.R.) 
Subsidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart )  4395  ;  in 
Com.,  4521  (ii). 

Woodstock  Public  Building,  Caretaker  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Colter)  3480  (ii). 

Newfoundland  and  Canada,  Bonding  Privileges  : 
Ques.  (Mr.  Kaulbach )  189  (i). 

- Discriminating  Tariff  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Davies , 

P.E.I.)  454  (i). 

- Enforcement  of  Bait  Act  :  Mess,  from  His 

Ex.,  2917  (ii). 

- Exports  Can.  Produce  :  M.  for  Ret..  (Mr. 

Hughes )  113  (i). 

- Fisheries  :  M.  for  Cor.  (Mr.  White,  Shel¬ 
burne )  159  (i). 

- Flour  Trade  :  M.  for  Cor.  (Mr.  Hughes )  112. 

- Imperial  Despatches  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Davies, 

P.E.I.)  914,  1227  (i). 

- Negotiations  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I.) 

825  (i),  2956  (ii). 

- Papers  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Laurier)  315,  508  (i). 

- Papers  re  Licenses  :  Mess,  from  His  Ex.,  245. 

- Press  Despatch  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Davies,  P.E. 

I.)  1638  (i). 

- Regulations  re  Fishing  :  Ques.  (Mr.  White, 

Shelburne)  134  (i). 

- Remarks  (Sir  John  Thompson)  3054  (ii). 

- Cor.  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Kaulbach)  98  (i). 

- —  Bait  Act  :  Mess,  from  His.  Ex.,  2461  (ii). 

New  Glasgow  Iron  Coal  and  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy  : 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4396 ;  in  Com.,  4539  (ii). 

Nelson  and  Fort  Sheppard  Ry.  Co.’s  in- 
corp.  B.  No.  26  (Mr.  Marct).  1°*,  189 ;  2°*, 
275  (i). 

Niagara  Falls  and  Queenston  Ry.  and 
Bridge  Co.’s  incorp.  B.  No.  54  (Mr.  Mac- 
donell,  Algoma).  1°*,  823 ;  2°*,  1061  (i). 

Nicola  Valley  Ry.  Co.’s  B.  No.  24  (Mr. 
Mara).  1°*,  161  ;  2°*,  275  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*, 
695  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  50.) 

- prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4394  ;  in  Com.,  4521. 

Nicolet  River,  Improvements  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
4449  (ii). 

- Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ Rep.,  1  (i). 

Nipissing  and  James’  Bay  Ry.  Co.’s  B. 
No.  29  (Mr.  Coatsworth).  1°*,  245;  2°*,  289; 
in  Com.  and  3°*,  695  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  51.) 

Nipissing  and  James’  Bay  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy  :  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4397 ;  in  Com.  4575  (ii). 
Norfolk,  N.  and  S.,  Controverted  Election  : 
Judges’  Rep.,  1  (i). 

Northrup,  Wm.  B.,  Esq.,  Member  for  East  Hast¬ 
ings  :  Introduced,  3  (i). 

North-West  Mounted  Police  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  265. 
North-West  Territories.  See  “Government.” 

N.W.T.  Act  Amt.  B.  No.  61  (Mr.  Deivdney). 
V*,  1062  (i). 

N.W.T.  further  Act  Amt.  B.  No.  27  (Mr. 

McCarthy).  1°,  217  (i) ;  2°  m.,  2461  ;  neg.  (Y.  33, 
N.  132)  2462 ;  M.  to  recom.,  2483  (ii). 


NORTH-WEST  TERRITORIES  : 

Assembly,  Res.  and  Memorial  :  M.  for  copies  (Mr. 
Davis)  1551  (i). 

Calgary  P.O.,  <fec. :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2938,  2941  (ii). 
Court-House  and  Lock-Ups  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2943. 
Dual  Languages  in  N.W.T. :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Arm¬ 
strong)  3062  (ii). 

Edmonton  Land  Office,  Removal  :  Remarks  (Mr. 
Laurier)  4043,  4392  (ii). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2936  ;  cone.,  4467  (ii). 

Jukes,  Dr.  A.,  Medical  Services  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
1003  (i). 

Lethbridge  Custom  House,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
2938  (ii). 

\  Moosomin  Station,  C.  P.  R.,  to  Cannington:  in 
Com.  of  Sup.,  4258  (ii). 

Mounted  Police,  Reduction  of  Force  :  prop.  Res. 
(Mr.  McMxdlen)  2668  (ii). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  265  (i). 

Old  Man’s  River,  Bridge:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  992. 
Regina  Court  House,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2937.  . 

- Gaol:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  748,  973  (i). 

Schools  in  N.  W.  T. :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  993  (i). 
Settlers’  Grievances,  N.  W.  T. :  Remarks  (Mr. 

McMullen)  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  4407  (ii). 
Walro'nd  Ranch  Co.  and  Settlers’  Claims  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  McMullen)  223  (i). 

- Ejected  Settlers  :  Ques.  (Mr.  McMullen) 

1946  (i). 

- Settlers’  Claims  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  McMullen) 

292  (i). 

Nova  Scotia,  Salaries  and  Contingencies  :  in  Com. 
of  Sup.,  811  (i). 

Nova  Scotia  Steel  and  Forge  Co.’s  B.  No. 

30  (Mr.  Fraser).  1°*,  245  ;  2°*,  289  ;  in  Com. 
and  3°*,  1373  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  74.) 

NOVA  SCOTIA  : 

Annapolis  and  Atlantic  Ry.,  &c.,  Subsidy  :  M.  for 
Cor.  (Mr.  Forbes)  688  (i). 

Bear  River  Railway  Bridge  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Bowers) 
398  (i). 

Big  Tracadie  Breakwater  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4252. 
Church  Point  Wharf,  Repairs  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Bowers) 
398  (i). 

Cumberland  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

Dartmouth  Post  Office  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2742  (ii). 
Digby  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep.,  1. 
Guysborough  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

Halifax  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep.,  1. 

- Drill  Hall:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4441  (ii). 

- Public  Buildings  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2742  (ii). 

Hall’s  Harbour  Works,  Examination  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Borden)  1715  (i). 

Inverness  and  Richmond  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy  :  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4394;  in  Com.,  4519  (ii). 

King’s  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep.,  1. 
Lunenburg  Post  Office,  Ac.:  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
2768  (ii). 

New  Glasgow  Iron,  Coal  and  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy: 

prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4396;  in  Com.,  4539. 
Ordnance  Lands  in  Annapolis  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Forbes) 
1364  (i). 

Point  Tupper  and  Sydney  Mail  Service,  Con¬ 
tract  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Fraser)  2641  (ii). 


INDEX. 


NOVA  SCOTIA — Continued.  ( 

Queen’s  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep., 

1  (i). 

Raquf.tte  Pier,  Digby,  Time  for  Completion  : 

Ques.  (Mr.  Bowers)  398  (i). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4247  (ii). 

Richmond  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ Rep., 

1  (i). 

Round  Hill  Pier  Dam,  Tenders:  Ques.  (Mr.  Mills, 
Annapolis)  2171  (i). 

Sandford  Breakwater:  Ques.  (Mr.  Flint)  398  (i). 
Sandpoint  to  New  Germany  Ry.  Subsidy  :  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4396  ;  in  Com.,  4542  (ii). 
Shelburne  Controverted  Election:  Judges’  Rep., 
4731  (ii). 

Sydney  and  Louisburg  Ry.  Subsidy:  prop.  Res. 

(Mr.  Ilaggart)  4395  ;  in  Com.,  4534  (ii). 

Three  Sisters  Harbour,  Total  Cost  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Bichard)  2489  (ii). 

Truro  and  Stewiacke  to  Newport,  Ac.,  Ry.  Sub¬ 
sidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4395 ;  in 
Com.,  4525  (ii). 

Victoria  Controverted  Election:  Judges’  Rep., 

l(i). 

Westport  Harbour,  Can  Buoys  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Botcers)  399  (i). 

Oaths  of  Office.  See  ‘  ‘  Administration.  ” 
Obscene  Literature,  &c.,  Suppression  B. 
No.  21  (Mr.  Charlton).  1 °*  133  (i) ;  2°  in., 
2457 ;  2°  and  ref.  to  Sel.  Com.  on  B.  (No.  7) 
2461  (ii). 

Ocean  and  River  Service  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  992, 
2033  (i),  4060  ;  cone.,  4475  (ii). 

Old  Man’s  River,  Bridge  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  992. 
Old  Records,  Classification  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
4429  (ii). 

Ontario  Pacific  Ry.  Co.’s  B.  No.  50  (Mr. 
Bergin).  M.  to  introd.,  666  ;  1°*,  823  ;  2°*,  915; 
in  Com.  and  3°*,  2093  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  52.) 

ONTARIO  : 

Addington  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep., 

1  (i). 

Algoma,  Controverted  Election:  Judges’  Rep., 

l(i). 

Belleville  and  Lake  NipissingRy.  Co.’s  Subsidy  : 

prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4395 ;  in  Com.,  4535  (ii). 
Bothwell  Controverted  Election:  Judges’ Rep., 
l(i). 

Bracebridge  and  Baysville  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy: 

prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4397  ;  in  Com.,  4575  (ii). 
Brockville,  Westport  and  Sault  Ste.  Marie  Ry. 
Co.’s  Subsidy:  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4396; 
in  Com.,  4539  (ii). 

Bruce,  E.  and  N.,  Controverted  Elections  : 
Judges’  Reps.,  1  (i). 

Chatham  Customs  Collector,  Superannuation  : 

Ques.  (Mr.  McMullen)  1391  (i). 

Chippewa  Shoal,  Welland  Canal  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
2254  (i). 

Cobourg,  Northumberland  and  Pacific  Ry.  Co.’s 
Subsidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4394  ;  in 
•  Com.,  4516  (ii). 

- prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4396;  in  Com.,  4546. 

Cockburn  Island,  Location  Ticket  of  J.  A.  Me 
Lennan  :  M.  for  copy  (Mr.  Lister)  1980  (i). 

- Peter  McLennan  :  M.  for  copy*  (Mr.  Lister) 

2006  (i). 


ONTARIO — Continued. 

Culvert  at  Stromness,  Welland  Canal  :  in  Com. 
of  Sup.,  2253  (i). 

Elgin,  E.,  Controverted  Election:  Judges’  Rep., 

1  (i). 

Essex,  S.,  Controverted  Election:  Judges’ Rep., 

1  (i). 

Eugenia,  Dismissal,  Ac.,  of  Postmaster:  M.  for 
Ret.  (Mr.  Landerkin)  1985  (i). 

Fenelon  Falls,  Ry.  Bridge,  Agreement  between 
Govt,  and  G.  T.  R. :  M.  for  Ret.*  (Mr.  Hughes) 
133  (i). 

Glengarry  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

Goderich  and  Wingham  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy:  prop. 
Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4397  ;  in  Com.,  4372  (ii). 

Haldimand  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep., 

1  (i). 

Halton  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep.,  1. 

Hastings,  E.,  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

Huron,  W.,  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep., 

1  (i). 

Kaministiquia  River,  Turning  Basin:  in  Com.  of 
Sup., 2619  (ii). 

Kent  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ Rep.,  1  (i). 

Kingston  Graving  Dock,  Certificate  re  $32,000 
paid  Bancroft  A  Connolly  :  M.  for  copy*  (Mr. 
Gibson)  2006  (i). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2715  (ii). 

- Harbour  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4257  (ii). 

- Penitentiary  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  664  (i) ;  cone., 

4205;  suppl.,  4433,  4440  (ii). 

Kingston,  Napanee  and  Tamworth  Ry.  Co’s  Sub¬ 
sidy:  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4395;  in  Com., 
4523  (ii). 

- prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4396  ;  in  Com.,  4545. 

Kingston,  Smith’s  Falls  and  Ottawa  Ry.  Co’s 
Subsidy  :  pi'op.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4395 ;  in 
Com.,  4535  (ii). 

Lake  Erie  and  Detroit  River  Ry.  Co’s  Subsidy  : 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4394 ;  in  Com., 
4580  (ii). 

Lennox  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep.,1  (i) 

Lincoln  and  Niagara  Controverted  Election: 
Judges’  Rep.,  1  (i). 

Lindsay,  Bobcaygeon  and  Pontypool  Ry.  Co’s 
Subsidy:  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4396;  in 
Com.,  4591  (ii). 

London  Controverted  Election:  Judges’  Rep., 
1  (i). 

Manitoulin  and  North  Shore  Ry.  Co’s  Subsidy: 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4396;  in  Com., 
4541  (ii). 

McIntyre,  Dismissal,  Ac.,  of  Postmaster:  M.  for 
Ret.  (Mr.  Landerkin)  1985  (i). 

Middlesex,  E.,  W.  and  N.,  Controverted  Elec¬ 
tions:  Judges’  Reps.  ,1  (i). 

Monck  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep., 

’  1  (i). 

5  Muskoka  and  Parry  Sound  Controverted  Elec- 

i  tion :  Judges’ Rep.,  1  (i). 

Nipissing  and  James’  Bay  Ry.  Co’s  Subsidy  :  prop. 
Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4397  ;  in  Com.,  4575  (ii). 

3  Norfolk,  N.  and  3.,  Controverted  Elections: 

Judges’  Reps.,  1  (i). 

)  Ontario  and  Pacific  Ry.  Co’s  Subsidy  :  prop.  Res. 

(Mr.  Haggart)  4397 ;  in  Com.,  4580  (ii). 
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ONTARIO — Continued. 

Ontario,  Belmont  and  Northern  Ry.  Co’s  Sub¬ 
sidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart )  4394;  in  Com., 
4516  (ii). 

Ontario,  S.,  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

Orillia  Public  Building:  in  Com.  of  Sup,  2918  (ii). 

Ottawa,  ArnpRior  and  Parry  Sound  Ry.  Co’s 
Subsidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4394 ;  in 
Com., 4506  (ii). 

- prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4396;  in  Com., 

4550  (ii). 

Ottawa  Post  Office,  &c.,Fire:  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
990  (i). 

Oxford,  S.,  Controverted  Election  ;  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

Peel  Controverted  Election:  Judges’  Rep.,  1  (i). 

Perth,  N.,  Controverted  Election:  Judges’  Rep., 
1152  (i). 

Perth,  S.,  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

Peterborough  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

Petrolia  Public  Buildings:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2919. 

Picton  P.  0.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2934  (ii). 

Port  Arthur,  Duluth  and  Western  Ry.  Co.’s 
Subsidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4466 ;  in 
Com.,  4629  (ii). 

Port  Colborne  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2253  (i). 

Prince  Edward  Controverted  Election:  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

Prosser,  Wm.,  Fishery  Overseer,  Investigation: 
Ques.  (Mr.  Allan)  2490  (ii). 

Sault  Ste.  Marie  Canal,  Contractors  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Muloclc)  2954  (ii). 

St.  Catharines  and  Central  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy  : 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4466  (ii). 

St.  Catharines  and  Niagara  Central  Ry.  Co.’s 
Subsidy:  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4395;  in 
Com.,  4537  (ii). 

Simcoe,  E.,  Controverted  Election:  Judges’  Rep., 
1  (i). 

Smith’s  Falls  P.  0.,  Ac. :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2929  (ii). 

Sydenham  River  Floods:  Remarks  (Mr.  Mills, 
Bothwell)  4464,  4500  (ii). 

Thousand  Islands  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy  :  prop.  Res. 
(Mr.  Haggart)  4396  ;  in  Com.,  4541  (ii). 

Tilsonburg,  Lake  Erie  and  Pacific  Ry.  Co.’s 
Subsidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4397 ;  in 
Com.,  4571  (ii). 

Victoria,  N.  and  S.,  Controverted  Elections: 
Judges’  Reps.,  1  (i). 

Waterloo,  N.,  Controverted  Election:  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

Welland  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep., 
1062  (i). 

- See  general  heading. 

Wellington,  Centre  and  N.,  Controverted  Elec¬ 
tions  :  Judges’  Reps.,  1  (i). 

Wentworth,  N.,  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

White  Pine  Timber,  Map  of  Areas:  M.  for  copy 
(Mr.  Ives)  293  (i). 

Woodstock  and  Centreville  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy  : 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4397 ;  in  Com.,  4571  (ii). 

- prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4396  (ii). 

York,  E.  and  N.,  Controverted  Elections  :  Judges’ 
Reps.,  1  (i). 


ORDER,  PRIVILEGE  AND  PROCEDURE  : 
ORDER : 

Charges  against  a  Member  :  Asking  Ques.  contain¬ 
ing  newspaper  articles  reflecting  on  a  Member, 
checked  and  ruled  out  of  order  as  being  improper 
(Mr.  Speaker)  4499  (ii). 

Diplomatic  Papers  :  Ministers’  visit  to  Washing¬ 
ton  referred  to  by  Mr.  Foster  in  Budget  Speech  ; 
Mr.  Mills  ( Bothwell )  raised  a  Ques.  of  Order, 
there  being  no  official  Rep.  of  negotiations  before 
the  House  the  same  should  not  be  discussed,  333. 
Ruled  by  Mr.  Speaker  that  the  Minister  of 
Finance  was  in  Order  in  referring  to  same,  there 
being  no  Rule  of  Parlt.  preventing  him  from 
making  those  statements,  334  (i). 

Elliott,  Judge,  Charges  against:  Mr.  Mulock’s 
reference  to  his  speech  re  London  Election 
impugning  conduct  of  the  Judge  checked  by  Mr. 
Speaker,  69  (i) ;  exception  being  taken  by  Sir 
Richard  Cartwright,  the  Rule  respecting  the 
protection  of  Members  and  impeachment  of 
Judges  read,  70  (i). 

Hobbs,  S.T.,  and  others,  Pet.  :  M.  (Mr  .Sutherland) 
to  forward  same  to  Judge  Elliott,  objected  to 
by  Sir  John  Thompson  and  ruled  out  of  Order, 
823  (i). 

Interruptions  by  Members  :  In  Deb.  on  Repre¬ 
sentation  B.,  on  objection  Mr.  Speaker  ruled 
“When  a  Member  is  speaking  no  Member  shall 
interrupt,  except  to  Order,”  3615  (ii). 

Irrelevancy  of  Debate  :  In  Com.  of  Sup.,  Members 
called  to  Order  and  requested  by  Mr.  Chairman 
to  confine  themselves  to  the  item  before  the 
Chair,  1499  (i),  2922,  2932,  3664  (ii). 

Personal  Explanation  :  In  Deb.  on  Representation 
B.,  the  Member  for  North  Victoria  took  excep¬ 
tion  to  remarks  made  by  the  Member  for  North 
Wellington;  explanation  objected  to  by  Mr. 
Charlton,  the  Member  having  already  spoken. 
Rule  read  by  Mr.  Speaker  and  Member  allowed 
to  proceed  on  M.  for  adjmnt.,  3542  (ii). 

Representation  B. :  On  M.for2°,  Member  requested 
by  Mr.  Speaker  to  confine  himself  to  Question 
before  the  House,  3663  ;  reference  to  a  previous 
debate  a  violation  of  the  Rules  (Mr.  Speaker) 
3664  (ii). 

PRIVILEGE : 

Caron,  Sir  Adolphe,  Charges  against:  M.  (Mr. 
Edgar)  with  unanimous  consent  of  the  House  to 
refer  to  Com.  on  Priv.  and  Elec.,  objected  to  by 
Sir  John  Thompson  and  sustained  by  Mr. 
Speaker  ;  there  being  no  question  of  urgency  it 
cannot  be  taken  out  of  its  place  on  the  Notice 
Paper,  1035  (i). 

Governor  General’s  Body  Guard  ;  Affidavits  re 
Pay-List ;  personal  explanation  (Mr.  Denison) 
on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1319  (i). 

North  Perth  Election  :  Reference  having  been 
made  by  the  Member  for  Lambton  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State’s  visit  to  that  constituency,  the 
same  was  denied  by  Mr.  Patterson  (Huron) 
3055  (ii).  Further  discussion  stopped  by  Mr. 
Speaker,  there  being  no  motion  before  the 
Chair ;  Member  allowed  to  proceed  on  M.  for 
adjmnt.,  3056  (ii). 
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ORDER,  PRIVILEGE,  kc.— Continued. 

PRXV ILEGE— Continued. 

London  Elkction  :  Mr.  Lister's  M.  ordering  Clerk 
of  Crown  to  attend  with  certain  papers,  itc., 
respecting  the  London  Election,  as  a  Ques.  of 
Priv.  ruled  by  Mr.  Speaker  in  Order;  but  M. 
calling  for  certain  other  papers  ought  to  be 
moved  when  reached  in  its  proper  Order  on 
Notice  Paper,  246,  248  ;  further  ruling  and 
authorities  quoted,  287  (i). 

Ottawa  Trades  and  Labour  Council:  Res.  pub¬ 
lished  in  Free  Press  censuring  the  Member  for 
South  Norfolk  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
House,  and  the  language  imputed  to  have  been 
used  therein  repudiated  by  Mr.  Tisdale,  2561  (ii). 
Pontiac  and  Pacific  Junction  Ry.  B. :  Attention 
of  House  called  by  Mr.  Murray  to  a  paragraph 
in  the  Ottawa  Citizen  reflecting  on  him  as  a 
Member  of  the  House,  2229  (i). 

PROCEDURE  : 

Debates,  Official:  on  2nd  Rep.  of  Com.,  Amt.  (Mr. 
Wallace)  to  ref.  back  to  Com.  if  carried  would 
supersede  the  M.  for  adoption  (Mr.  Speaker) 
4598  (ii). 

Canadian  White  Pine  :  Mr.  Ives'  M.  for  map  show¬ 
ing  areas  ;  Mr.  Speaker  stated  that  the  Rules  of 
the  House  should  not  be  violated,  even  with 
unanimous  consent,  217  (i). 

Elliott,  Judge  :  Pet.  of  T.  S.  Hobbs  and  others 
impugning  character.  Mr.  Lister  moved  its  re¬ 
ception  and  reading  ;  Mr.  Speaker  ruled  that  it 
not  being  a  question  of  urgency  the  House  would 
not  be  justified  in  passing  it,  665.  M.  to  print 
Pet.  ruled  out  of  Order,  the  same  not  having 
been  received ;  reference  should  also  be  made  to 
the  Printing  Committee  for  authority,  666  (i). 
Lieut.  Governor’s  Instructions  :  Presentation  of 
Documents.  Attention  of  House  called  by  Mr. 
Speaker  to  the  Rule  respecting  the  same,  2268. 
Motions  Standing  in  other  Members’  Names  :  on 
Mr.  Macdonald  {Huron)  moving  for  Mr.  Camp¬ 
bell  a  motion  in  reference  to  Imports  of  Coal  Oil, 
&c. ,  Mr.  Speaker  drew  attention  to  the  Rule 
that  no  discussion  can  take  place  except  with 
general  consent  of  the  House,  3059  (ii). 

Notices  of  Motion:  On  Motion  being  allowed  to 
stand  at  the  request  of  the  Govt.,  Mr.  Casey 
called  attention  to  the  Rule  which  requires  that 
Motions  should  be  dropped  unless  gone  on  when 
called,  1550  (i). 

N.  W.T.  Act  Amt.  B.  27  (Mr.  McCarthy) :  on  M.  to 
restore  to  Order  Paper  for  2°,  the  2°  having  been 
previously  voted  on  and  negatived,  ruled  by 
Mr.  Speaker  in  Order;  M.  to  withdraw  M.  ob¬ 
jected  to  ;  Rule  laid  down  by  Bourinot  relating 
to  same  read  by  Mr.  Speaker,  2486  (ii). 

Ordnance  Lands  in  Annapolis  ;  Ques.  (Mr.  Forbes) 
1364  (i). 

Ordnance  Lands  (Toronto)  Conveyance 
B.  No.  58  (Mr.  Dcivdney).  Res.  prop.,  129  ; 
in  Com.,  174  ;  1°*,  825  ;  2°*,  1491 ;  in  Com., 1639  ; 
3°*,  1642  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  7.) 

Orillia  Public  Building  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2918  (ii). 

Ottawa,  Arnprior  and  Parry  Sound  Ry.  Co.’s 
Subsidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4394 ;  in 
Com.,  4506  (ii). 

- prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart )  4396;  in  Com., 

4550  (ii). 

E 


Ottawa  City  Passenger  Ry.  Co.’s  B.  No. 

16  (Mr.  Robillard).  I0*,  12$;  2"*,  134  (i) ;  in 
Com.,  2939  ;  3°*,  2940  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  53.) 
Ottawa  Deptl.  Buildings,  Heating  :*conc.,  4477 (ii). 

- Drill  Hall,  Contract  for  Roofing  :  Ques. 

(Mr.  Lister)  4601  (ii). 

Ottawa,  Morrisburg  and  New  York  Ry. 
Co.’s  (revival)  B.  No.  77  (Mr.  Taylor). 
1°*,  1946  ;  2°,  2093  (i). 

Ottawa  Post  Office,  &c.,  Fire  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
990  (i). 

- River  Dredging,  Cost,  &c.  :  M.  for  Stmnt. 

(Mr.  Murray)  926  (i). 

Ottawa  Valley  Ry.  Co.’s  incorp.  B.  No. 

59  (Mr.  McMillan,  Vaudreuil).  1°*,  970  ;  2°*, 
1062  (i)  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*K4230  (ii).  (55-56  Vic., 
c.  54.) 

Ottawa,  Waddington  and  New  York  Ry. 
and  Bridge  (revival)  B.  No.  68  (Mr. 
Ross,  Dundas).  1&*,  1364  ;  2°*,  1497  ;  in  Com. 
and  3°*,  3511  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  55.) 

Ouimet,  Hon.  Joseph  A.,  Member  for  Laval  : 
Introduced,  3  (i). 

Oxford  and  New  Glasgow  Ry.,  Construction  :  in 
Com.  of  Sup.,  4437  ;  cone.,  4475  (ii). 

Oxford,  S.,  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

Pacific  and  Atlantic  Coast  Fisheries  :  Mess, 
from  His  Ex.,  667  (i). 

Paige,  W.  W.,  Repayment  of  Costs  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  1014  (i). 

Parliament,  7th,  2nd  Session  :  Opening,  1  (i) ;  Pro¬ 
rogation,  4736  (ii). 

Patent  Act  Amt.  B.  No.  90  (Mr.  Carling). 
1°*,  3300 ;  2°,  3729 ;  in  Com.,  4215  (ii).  (55-56 
Vic.,  c.  24.) 

“  Patent  Record  ”  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1159  (i). 
Patent  Relief.  See  “  Welsbach,  C.  A.  Von.” 
Patterson,  Hon.  Jas.  C.,  Member  for  West  Huron: 
Introduced,  161  (i). 

Payne,  J.  L.,  Payments  for  Services  :  Ques.  (Mr. 

McMullen)  1548  (i). 

Pensions  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1018  (i). 

Penitentiaries  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  736,  972  (i),  4433  ; 
cone.,  4205  (ii). 

- Kingston  Coal  Contract  :  Ques.  (Sir  Richard 

Cartwright)  4393  (ii). 

- Rep.  :  presented  (Sir  John  Thompson)  397  (i). 

Pereira,  L.  C.  :  Ref.  to  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  844,  849,  896. 

- Salary  :  Item  cone,  in  (Y.  86,  N.  61)  1084  (i). 

Permanent  Forces  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1415  (i). 
Perth,  N.,  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1152  (i). 

- Issue  of  Writ:  Remarks  (Mr.  Laurier)  1639. 

Perth,  S.,  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep., 
l(i). 

Peterborough  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 

Rep.,  1  (i). 

Petroleum,  Crude,  Reduction  of  Duty  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Innes)  1946  (i). 

Petrolia  Public  Buildings  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2919. 
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Philipsburg  Junction  Ry.  and  Quarry  Co.’s  Sub. 
sidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart )  4395  ;  in  Com. , 
4592  (ii). 

Picton  P.  O.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2934  (ii). 

Piers,  &d,  in  Prince  Co.,  P.E.I.,  Govt.  Expend.  : 
M.  for  Stnmt.  (Mr.  Perry )  233  (i). 

- Repairs  :  in  Coni,  of  Sup.,  4252  (ii). 

Pilotage  Act  Amt.  B.  No.  10  (Mr.  Tapper).  1°, 
108;  2°,  173;  in  Com.,  970;  3°*,  1090  (i).  (55-56 
Vic.,  c.  20.) 

PlNSONNEAULT,  ALFRED,  RESIGNATION  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Laver gne)  749  (i). 

Plaister  Rock  Island  Ry.  Subsidy  :  prop.  Res. 

(Mr.  Haggart )  4394;  in  Com.,  4514  (ii). 

Point  Tupper  and  Sydney  Mail  Service,  Contract  : 

Ques.  (Mr.  Fraser )  2641  (ii). 

Police.  See  “  Dominion  ”  and  “Mounted.” 

Pontiac  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep., 
2461  (ii). 

■  - Issue  of  Writ  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Laurier)  3115  (ii). 

■  - County,  Ry.  Debt.  :  M.  for  Cor.  (Mr.  Mur¬ 

ray)  1968  (i). 

- and  Pacific  Junction  Ry  ,  further  Sub¬ 
sidy  :  M.  for  Reps.,  Ac.  (Mr.  Murray)  917  (i). 
Pontiac  Pacific  Junction  Ry.  Co.’s  B.  No. 
63  (Mr.  Murray).  1°*,  1153  ;  2°*,  1230 ;  in  Com. 
and  3°*,  2093  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  56.) 

- - Subsidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4467  ;  in 

Com.,  4629  (ii). 

Population  of  Electoral  Districts  :  Enquiry  for 
Ret.  (Mr.  Landerkin)  2700  (ii). 

Pork.  See  “  Imports.” 

Port  Arthur,  Duluth  and  Western  Ry.  Co.’s 
Subsidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4466  ;  in 
Com.,  4629  (ii). 

Port  Hawkesbury  Quarantine  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
2033  (i). 

Ports  (Quarantine)  Unorganized  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
2049  (i). 

Postal  Service  (N.S.)  Imperfect:  Remarks  (Mr. 

McDougall,  Cape  Breton)  4398  (ii). 

POST  OFFICE  : 

Atlantic  Mail  Service  :  Ques.  (Mr.  McNeill)  1231. 

- Sunday  Train  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Charlton)  3184. 

Cap  St.  Ignace  Station,  Postmaster  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Choquette)  223,  290,  751  (i). 

- P.  0.*  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Choquette)  1555  (i), 

2667  (ii). 

Deptl.  Rep.  :  Presented  (Sir  Adolphe  Caron)  1364. 
DesAulnetsP.  0.,  Management:  Ques.  (Mr.  Cho¬ 
quette)  750  (i). 

Drummond  County  Postal  Service  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Liduc)  289  (i). 

Hull  P.  0.,  Opening  on  Sunday  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Dev¬ 
lin)  3184  (ii). 

Letter  Postage,  Reduction  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Somerville) 
190  (i). 

Lotbiniere  Mail  Service  :  Ans.  (Sir  Adolphe  Caron) 
4585  (ii). 

Mail  Conductors  Superannuated  :  M.  for  Ret. 

(Mr.  Brodeur)  2699  (ii). 

Mail  Service:  cone.,  4470  (ii). 

Postal  Service  (N.S.)  Imperfect  :  Remarks  (Mr. 
McDougall,  Cape  Breton)  4398  (ii). 


POST  OFFICE — Continued. 

Ste.  Anne  de  la  Pocatiere  Mail  Service  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Carroll)  2954  (ii). 

Ste.  Ang^le  Postmaster,  Pets.,  Ac.  re  Dismissal  : 
M.  tor  copies  (Mr.  Brodeur)  100  (i). 

- Remarks  (Mr.  Brodeur)  4645  (ii). 

St.  Cesaire  Postmaster,  Money  Deposits  :  M.  for 
Cor.  (Mr.  Brodeur)  400  (i). 

San  Francisco  and  Victoria  Mail  Service:  in 
Com.  of  Sup.,  4279  (ii). 

Summerstown  (Ont.)  Post  Office,  Receipts  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Guay)  1365  (i). 

[See  “  Public  Works  ;”  “  Supply.”] 

Post  Offices  : 

Deb.  in  Com.  of  Sup.  (Mr.  McMullen)  2743,  2768  ;  (Mr. 
Ouimet)  2743  ,  2768,  2798,  2802,  2859,  2868  ,  2890,  2894; 
(Mr.  Mills,  Bothicell)  2743,  2775;  (Mr.  Stairs) 
2746;  (Mr.  Flint)  2747,  2770  ,  2845,  2890;  (Mr. 
Sproule)  2748,  2881 ;  (Mr.  Devlin)  2749,  2816,  2892, 
2899;  (Mr.  Borden)  2750,  2769,2902;  (Mr.  Bowers) 
2751,  2769  ;  (Mr.  Landerkin)  2752,  2798  ,  2812  ;  (Mr. 
Lister)  2756,  2772,  2870,  2894  ;  (Mr.  Weldon)  2759 ; 
(Mr.  Mulock)  2759  ,  2810  ,  2871,  2890  ,  2896:  (Mr. 
Casey)  2760,  2768,  2806,  2888,  2911 ;  (Mr.  Bowed) 
2764,  2892  ;  (Mr.  Kaulbach)  2770  ;  (Mr.  Forbes) 
2773 ;  (Mr.  Macdonell,  Algoma)  2776,  2884 ;  (Sir 
Richard  Cartwright)  2798,  2802,  2890  ,  2894,  2905; 
(Mr.  Scriver)  2803;  (Mr.  Somerville)  2804;  (Mr. 
Monet)  2806;  (Mr.  Choquette)  2803,  2853;  (Mr. 
Delisle)  2814 ;  (Mr.  Guay)  2815 ;  (Mr.  Langelier) 
2816  ;  (Mr.  Foster)  2818  ,  2895  ,  2905;  (Mr.  Laurier) 
2820;  (Mr.  Sutherland)  2821;  (Mr.  Taylor)  2824; 
(Mr.  Fauvel)  2824  ;  (Mr.  Perry)  2825;  (Mr.  Leduc) 
2850 ;  (Mr.  Pelletier)  2851 ;  (Mr.  O'Brien)  2856 ; 
(Mr.  Dupont)  2857  ;  (Mr.  Legris)  2861 ;  (Mr.  Allan) 
2862 ;  (Mr.  Brown)  2866 ;  (Mr.  Campbell)  2869, 
2891,  2915 ;  (Mr.  Paterson,  Brant)  2876  ;  (Mr.  Me 
Millan,  Huron)  2877 ;  (Mr.  Corby)  2880 ;  (Mr. 
Gibson)  2883 ;  (Mr.  Rider)  2893 ;  (Mr.  Fairbairn) 
2898;  (Mr.  Brodeur)  2902;  (Mr.  Ingram)  2912; 
(Mr.  Fraser)  2913  (ii). 

Preferential  Trade  with  Great  Britain  :  prop. 
Res.  (Mr.  McNeill)  1555 ;  Amt.  (Mr.  Davies, 
P.E.I .)  1623;  neg.  (Y.  64,  N.  98)  1634  ;  Res. 
agreed  to  (Y.  97,  N.  63)  1635  (i). 

Deb.  (Mr.  McNeill)  1555;  (Mr.  Desjardins,  L’  Islet) 
1571 ;  (Mr.  Hazen)  1578  ;  (Mr.  Skinner)  1585 ;  (Mr. 
Macdonald,  Winnipeg)  1594;  (Mr.  Watson)  1600; 
(Mr.  Davin)  1604 ;  (Mr.  Kenny)  1606 ;  (Mr.  Foster) 
1608  ;  (Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I.)  Amt.  1623  (i). 

Deb.  on  Amt.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  1623;  (Mr.  Charl- 
ton)  1629;  (Mr.  White,  Cardwell)  1632  (i). 

- Remarks  (Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I.)  2492  (ii). 

Presentation  FYag,  Remission  of  Duty  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Landerkin)  509  (i). 

Pridham,  Wm.,  Esq.,  Member  for  S.  Perth  :  In¬ 
troduced,  508  (i). 

Prince  Edward  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

Prince  (P.  E.  I.)  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

P.  E.  I.  Ry.,  Dismissed  Employes  :  M.  for  Ret. 
(Mr.  Perry)  2004  (i). 

PRINCE  EDWARD  ISLAND  : 

Breakwaters,  Ac.,  in  Prince  Co.,  Govt.  Expend.  : 
M.  for  Stmnt.  (Mr.  Perry)  233  (i). 


INDEX. 


lxvii 


PRINCE  EDWARD  ISLAND— Continued. 

Cascumpkque  Harbour.  Rep.  re  Blasting  :  M.  for 
copy  (Mr.  Perry)  2268  (i). 

Gaudet,  Benj.,  Wharfinger  at  Tignish  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Perry)  98  (i). 

Lieut.  Gov..  P.E.I.,  Assent :  Ques.  (Mr.  Davies ,  P. 
E.I.)  2491,  2957  (ii). 

- Remarks  (Mr.  Davies ,  P.E.I.)  2238  (i),  2547, 

2957,  3089  (ii). 

Miminegash  Breakwater,  Contract:  Ques.  (Mr. 
Perry)  40  (i). 

- Tenders  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Perry)  2431  (ii). 

- (Little)  Breakwater  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Perry) 

190  (i). 

Miscouche  Station,  Closing  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Perry) 
2563  (ii). 

Piers,  Ac.,  in  Prince  Co.,  Govt.  Expend.:  M.  for 
Stmnt.  (Mr.  Perry)  233  (i). 

Prince  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep.,  1. 
P.E.I.  Rv.,  Dismissed  Employes:  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr. 
Perry)  2004  (i). 

Queen’s  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep.,  1. 
Robertson,  John  F.,  Claim  re  Accident  on  P.E.I- 
Ry.  :  M.  for  Pets.,  Ac.  (Mr.  Davies,  P.  E. I  ) 
1367  (i). 

Submarine  Tunnel,  P.E.I.,  and  Mainland:  M.  for 
Cor.  (Mr.  Perry)  403  (i). 

Summerside  and  Richmond  Bay  Ry.  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Perry)  40  (i). 

Tignish  Wharfinger,  Fees  Collected  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Perry)  98  (i). 

Tunnel  between  P.E.I.  and  Mainland:  Ques. 

(Mr.  Perry)  98,  403  (i). 

- Remarks  (Mr.  Perry)  1471  (i). 

Printing  and  Stationery  Dept.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
256,  912  (i) ;  cone.,  4204  (ii). 

- Rep.  :  Presented  (Mr.  Patterson ,  Huron)  3734. 

Printing  Bureau  Plant  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4429  (ii). 

- Sale  of  Type  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Forbes)  2954  (ii). 

- Com.  :  List  of  Members,  104  (i). 

- Joint  Com.  :  M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  112  (i). 

- 5th  Rep.  :  cone.,  M.  (Mr.  Bergin)  2171  (i). 

- 8th  Rep.  :  cone.,  M.  (Mr.  Bergin)  3643  (ii). 

- 11th  Rep.  :  cone.,  M.  (Mr.  Bergin)  4693  (ii). 

_ Paper  and  Binding  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  794,  976. 

- See  “  Engraving.” 

Private  Bills,  Miscellaneous,  Com.  :  List  of  Mem¬ 
bers,  103  (i). 

- M.  to  introd.  objected  to,  666  (i). 

_ -  Pets.,  Reception  :  M.  to  extend  time  (Sir 

John  Thompson)  72  (i). 

- M.  (Mr.  Mills,  Annapolis)  454  (i). 

_ Presentation,  Extension  of  Time  :  M.  (Mr. 

Mills,  Annapolis)  823  (i). 

_ _ Receiving  Pets.  :  M.  (Mr.  Mills,  Annapolis) 

970  (i). 

_ Reps,  from  Com.,  Extension  of  Time:  M. 

(Mr.  Denison)  3564  (ii). 

_ M.  (Mr.  Wood,  Westmoreland)  3815  (ii). 

_ M.  (Mr.  Wood,  Brockville)  4214  (ii). 

Privileges  and  Elections  Com.  :  List  of  Members, 
101  (i). 

Privilege.  See  “Order,  Privilege,  &c. 


Privy  Council,  Applications  to  Ry.  Com.  for  Ad¬ 
judication,  &c.  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  McCarthy ) 
1950  (i). 

- Complaints  to  Ry.  Com.  :  M.  for  Stmnt.  (Mr. 

McCarthy)  1947  (i). 

- Office  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  255  (i),  4433,  4440  (ii). 

Procedure.  See  “Order,  Privilege,  &c. 
Prohibition  of  Liquor  Traffic,  Members  of  Royal 
Commission  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Charlton)  2172  (i). 

- Petitions  presented,  Session  1891  :  M.  for 

Stmnt.  (Mr.  Fraser)  100  (i). 

PROHIBITION,  PLEBISCITE  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 
Charlton)  2646  (ii). 

Deb.:  (Mr.  Charlton)  2646,  2664;  (Mr.  Laurier)  2652; 
(Mr.  Taylor)  2654 ;  (Mr.  Dickey)  2654 ;  (Mr.  Cur¬ 
ran)  2655 ;  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  26,56  ;  (Mr. 
Casey)  2657  ;  (Mr.  Christie)  26(50 ;  (Mr.  McMullen) 
2660;  (Mr.  Foster)  2661;  (Mr.  Scriver)  2666;  (Mr. 
Dexcdney)  2673,  2698 ;  (Mr.  Watson)  26(8 ;  (Mr. 
Perry)  2681;  (Mr.  Laxirier)  2684;  (Sir  John  Tlx omp- 
son)  2685;  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  2686;  (Mr.  Rowell) 
2689;  (Mr.  Landerkin)  2694;  (Mr.  McGregor)  2697; 
(Mr.  McMullen)  2699  (ii). 

Prorogation:  Com.  from  Gov.  Gen.’s  Acting  Sec., 
4731  (ii). 

Prosser,  Wm.,  Fishery  Overseer,  Dismissal:  M. 
for  Cor.  (Mr.  Allan)  3114  (ii). 

-  Investigation  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Allan)  2490  (ii). 

Protection  Vessels  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4319  (ii). 
Proulx,  Isidore,  Esq.,  Member  for  Prescott  :  In¬ 
troduced,  13(54  (i). 

Public  Accts.  Com.  :  List  of  Members,  104  (i). 

Public  Accts.  of  Can.  :  M.  to  ref.  to  Sel.  Com.  (Mr. 
Wallace)  188  (i). 

- Presented  (Mr.  Foster)  37  (i). 

Public  Buildings.  See  “Dominion.” 

Public  Debt  Commission  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  253  (i). 
Public  Works,  Expenditure:  Enquiry  for  Ret. 

(Mr.  Landerkin)  1090  (i). 

PUBLIC  WORKS : 

Architects,  Engineers,  Ac.  :  in  Com.  of  bup., 
4259  (ii). 

Bancroft  A  Connolly.  See  “  Kingston  Graving 
Dock.” 

Bear  River  (N.S.)  Railway  Bridge  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Bowers)  398  (i). 

Beauharnois  Canal,  Engineers’  Rep.,  Ac.,  re 
Building:  M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Bergeron)  191, 
224  (i). 

Breakwaters,  Ac.,  in  Prince  Co.,  P.  E.I.,  Govt. 

Expend.  :  M.  for  Stmnt.  (Mr.  Perry)  233  (i). 
Bridge  over  Richelieu  River  at  Sorel:  M.  for 
Cor.,  Ac.  (Mr.  Bruneau)  2453  (ii). 

Cacouna  Pier,  Expend.  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Laurier)  137. 
Canals,  Harbours,  Docks.  Ac.,  Contracts  for  En¬ 
largement,  Construction,  Ac. :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr. 
Davies,  P.E.I.)  417  (i). 

Cape  Tormentine  Harbour  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2617. 
Cap  St.  Ignace  Station,  New  P.0. :  M.  for  Cor. 
(Mr.  Choquette)  2667  (ii). 

Cascumpeque  Harbour,  Rep.  re  Blasting  :  M.  for 
copy  (Mr.  Perry)  2268  (ii). 

Clerical  Assistance  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4457  (ii). 
Cobourg  Customs,  Ac.,  Building,  Lease  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Landerkin)  1366  (i). 
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PUBLIC  W O RKS—  Continued. 

Contracts.  See  “  Govt.” 

Coteau,  Overflow  of  Land  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Ber¬ 
geron)  914  (i). 

Culbute  Canal,  Cost  of  Construction,  Ac.  :  M.  for 
Stmnt.  (Mr.  Murray)  927  (i). 

Customs  and  P.  0.  Buildings,  Victoria,  B.C.  :  M. 

for  Cor.  (Mr.  Prior)  1550  (i). 

Deptl.  Rep.  :  Presented  (Mr.  Ouimet)  1393  (i). 

Dom.  Buildings  in  Can.,  Electric  Lighting:  M. 

for  Ret.  (Mr.  Davies,  P.E.l.)  417  (i). 

Dredging  Ottawa  between  Pembroke  and  Des 
Joachims  :  M.  for  Stmnt.  (Mr.  Murray)  926  (i). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4258,  4456  (ii). 

- Mar.  Pro  vs.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup. ,  991  (i),  4254  (ii). 

Edmonton  Crown  Lands  Office,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  4467  (ii). 

Eatonvili.e  Harbour,  Total  Expend.  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Bichard)  2641  (ii). 

Esquimalt  Graving  Dock  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4439. 

- Maintenance,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1017  (i). 

- prop.  Fortification  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Prior)  222  (i). 

Galops  Rapids,  Survey  for  Deepening  :  M.  for 
Ret.  (Mr.  Somerville)  159  (i). 

- M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Reid)  130  (i). 

Gamble  &  Fletcher,  Cor.  re  Pub.  Buildings,  Vic¬ 
toria,  B.C. :  M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Prior)  1550  (i). 
Gas  and  Electric  Light  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4242  (ii). 
Georgian  Bay  Survey  :  cone.,  4470  (ii). 

Govt.  Contracts  since  Confdn.  :  M.  for  Stmnt. 
(Mr.  Macdonald ,  Huron)  99;  wthdn.,  110  (i). 

- since  30th  June,  1887,  to  30th  June,  1891:  M. 

for  Stmnt.  (Mr.  Macdonald,  Huron)  110  (i). 
Grounds,  Ottawa:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4240 f ii). 

Hall’s  Harbour  (N.  S.)  Works,  Examination: 

Ques.  (Mr.  Borden)  1715  (i). 

Harbours  and  Rivers,  Mar.  Provs.  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  4247  ,  4448,  4477  (ii). 

Heating,  Ac.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4241 ;  cone.,  4477  (ii). 
Ivamouraska  Wharf,  Construction,  Accts.,  &c.  : 

M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Carroll)  510  (i). 

Kingston  Graving  Dock,  Certificate  re  $32,000 
paid  Bancroft  &  Connolly  :  M.  for  copy  (Mr. 
Gibson)  2006  (i). 

Lachine  Canal,  New  Bridge  at  Montreal:  M.  for 
Ret.  (Mr.  Curran)  524  (i). 

Lavalliere  Bay,  Dredging:  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr. 
Bruneau)  2457  (ii). 

Longueuil  Wharf,  Expenditure  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Pri- 
fontaine)  1231  (i). 

Major’s  Hill  Park  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4463;  cone., 
4468  (ii). 

Miminegash  Breakwater,  Contract  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Perry)  40  (i). 

- Tenders  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Perry)  2431  (ii). 

- Ques.  (Mr.  Perry)  190  (i). 

Ottawa  Deptl.  Buildings,  Heating  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup. ,  4477  (ii). 

- Drill  Hall,  Contract  for  Roofing  :  Ques. 

(Mr.  Lister)  4601  (ii). 

Ottawa  River  Dredging,  Cost,  Ac.  :  M.  for  Stmnt. 
(Mr.  Murray)  926  (i). 

Piers,  &c.,  in  Prince  Co.,  P.  E.  I.,  Govt.  Expend.  : 
M.  for  Stmnt.  (Mr.  Perry)  233  (i). 

Public  Buildings.  See  “  Dominion,” 

Public  Works  Dept.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  271  (i). 

- Expenditure  :  Enquiry  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Lander- 

kin)  1090  (i). 


PUBLIC  WORKS-  Continued. 

Raquette  Pier,  Digby,  (N.S.)  Time  for  Comple¬ 
tion  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Bowers)  398  (i). 

Repairs,  Furniture,  Heating, &c.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
4240  (ii). 

Riviere  du  Loup  P.  0.,  Workmen’s  Claims  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Choquette)  3238  (ii). 

- (Fraserville)  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2868  (ii). 

Riviere  du  Sun  Public  Works:  M.  for  Cor.  (M  r. 
Choquette)  2699  (ii). 

- Remarks  (Mr.  Choquette)  4656  (ii). 

Round  Hill  Pier  Dam,  Tenders:  Ques.  (Mr.  Mills , 
Annapolis)  2171  (i). 

St.  Maurice  Public  Works  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Landerkin) 
3564  (ii). 

St.  Raymond  P.  0.,  Erection  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Delisle) 
37  (i). 

Sand  ford  Breakwater,  N.S. :  Ques.  (Mr.  Flint) 
398  (i). 

Sault  Ste.  Marie  Canal,  Contractors  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Midock)  2954  (ii). 

- Lowest  Tender  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Mulock)  4261. 

Soulangf.s Canal,  Engineers’  Reps.,  &c.,  re  Build¬ 
ing  :  M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Bergeron)  191,  224  (i). 

- Tenders  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Sutherland)  128. 

Straits  of  Northumberland,  Survey:  in  Com.  of 
Sup., 4463  (ii). 

Sytdenham  River  Floods  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Mills, 
Botliwell)  4464,  4500  (ii). 

Telegraph  Line,  B.  C.  and  N.  S.,  Cost  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Fraser)  3897  (ii). 

Telephone  Service  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4245  (ii). 
Three  Sisters  Harbour,  (N.S.)  Total  Cost  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Bichard)  2489  (ii). 

Woodstock,  N.B.,  Public  Building,  Caretaker  : 

Ques.  (Mr.  Colter)  3480  (ii). 

Yamaska  River  Lock,  Navigation  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Mignault)  2171  (i). 

-  Losses  through  Erection  of  Dam  :  M.  for 

Rep.  (Mr.  Laurier)  1985  (i). 

- Works,  Total  Cost  :  (Mr.  Mignault)  1714  (i). 

[See  “  Provinces  ;  ”  “  Supply,”  &c.] 

“  Quadra,”  Str.,  Enquiry  re  Accident:  Ques.  (Mr. 
Corbould)  3331  (ii). 

Qu’Appelle,  Long  Lake,  &c.,  Railroad 
and  Steamboat  Co.’s  B.  No.  53  (Mr. 

Kirkpatrick).  1°*,  823  ;  2°*,  915  ;  in  Com.  and 
3°*,  1740  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  57.) 

QUARANTINE  : 

British  Columbia  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Prior)  1547  (i). 
Canadian  Cattle  in  Eng.  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Lander- 
kin)  249  (i). 

Cattle  Disease  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  987,  2033  (i). 

- Inspection  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  992,  2033  (i). 

- Live,  Admission  from  U.  S. :  M.  for  Cor. 

(Mr.  Somerville)  159  (i). 

Grosse  Isle  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2025,  2033  (i). 
Halifax  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2032  (i). 

Port  Hawkesbury  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2033  (i). 

St.  John  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2032  (i). 

Tracadie  Lazaretto:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4212  (ii)..  . 
Unorganized  Ports  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2049  (i). 
Victoria,  B.C.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2032  (i). 

Quebec  Harbour  and  River  Police  (re¬ 
peal)  B.  No.  66  (Mr.  Tapper).  1°,  1225  (i);  B. 
wthdn.,  4482  (ii). 
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QUEBEC  : 

“Alert,”  Str.,  Enquiry  re  Loss  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Clio- 
Quette)  750,  917  (i). 

Bkrthier  (Montmagny)  P.  0.,  Management  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Choquette )  2638  (ii). 

Bic, Collector  at  Wharf,  Salary,  Ac.  :  Ques.(  Mr. 
Langelier)  2638  (ii). 

Boundaries  of  Quebec  Prov.  :  Remarks  (Sir  Hector 
Langevin)  99  (i). 

- M.  for  Cor.  (Sir  Hector  Langevin)  115  (i). 

Bridge  over  Richelieu  River  at  Sorel  :  M.  for 
Cor.,  Ac.  (Mr.  Bruneau)  2453  (ii). 

Brome  Controverted  Election:  Judges’ Rep.,  1. 
Cacouna  Pier,  Expenditure  :  Ques.  (Mr  Laurier) 
137  (i). 

Cameron,  D.  M.,  Emplymnt.  by  Govt.:  Ques.  (Mr. 
Choquette)  2639  (ii). 

Cap.  St.  Ignace  Post  Office,  Opening  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Choquette)  290,223,751  (i). 

- New  P.O. :  M.  for  Cor.  (Mr.  Choquette)  2667  (ii). 

- M.  for  Ret.*  (Mr.  Choquette)  1555  (i). 

Cape  Tormente  and  Murray  Bay  Ry.  Subsidy: 

prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4395  ;  in  Com.,  4524  (ii). 
Champlain  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep., 

1  (i). 

Charlevoix  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.  6  (i). 

Chicoutimi  and  Saguenay  Controverted  Elec¬ 
tion:  Judges’  Rep.,  2971,  2979  (ii). 

Coteau,  Overflow  of  Land:  Remarks  (Mr.  Ber¬ 
geron)  914  (i). 

Dairies  and  Cheese  Factories,  Prov.  of  Que.  : 

Ques.  (Mr.  Duga*)  2781  (ii). 

De  la  Ronde.late  Pierre  A.  Denis,  Papers,  Ac.,  re 
Succession:  M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Bergeron)  2286. 
Drummond  Co.  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy:  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 

Haggart)  4644  ;  cone.,  4657  (ii). 

Great  Northern  Ry.  Co.,  Engineer’s  Rep.  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Gauthier)  915  (i). 

Grosse  Isle  Quarantine  Station  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
2801  (ii). 

JOLIETTE  AND  St.  JEAN  MaTHA  Ry.  Co.’S  SUBSIDY  : 

prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4397 ;  in  Com.,  4574  (ii). 

Judiciary  of  the  Prov.  of  Que.,  Reorganization: 

Ques.  (Mr.  Brodeur)  2639  (ii). 

Kamouraska  Wharf,  Construction,  Accts.,  Ac.  : 

M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Carroll)  510  (i). 

Lake  St.  John  and  Chicoutimi  Ry.  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Frdmont)  1549  (i). 

Lake  St.  Peter,  Fishing  Privileges  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Beausoleil)  2955  (ii). 

Lake  THiiscamingue  Colonization  Co.’s  Subsidy: 

prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4396  ;  in  Com.,  4550  (ii). 

- prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4397  ;  in  Com.,  4571. 

Lamoureaux  Bros.’  Claim  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2259  (i). 
Land  Sales  in  Quebec  City:  Ques.  (Mr.  Fremont) 
1089  (i). 

Laprairie  Controverted  Election:  Judges’  Rep., 
3681  (ii). 

Laprairie  P.  0. :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2802  ,  2845  (ii). 
Lavalliere  Bay,  Dredging  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr. 
Bruneau)  2457  (ii). 

•Larouche  and  Gagne’s  Claims:  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
4456  (ii). 

L’Assomption  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  2714  (ii). 

Lkvis  Controverted  Election:  Judges’  Rep.,  1  (i). 
L’Islet,  Appmnt.  of  Postmaster:  Ques.  (Mr. 
Choquette)  750  (i). 


QUEBEC— Continued. 

L’Islet  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep.  1  (i). 
Loxgueuil  Wharf,  Expend.  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Pr 4 f on¬ 
to  ine)  1231  (i). 

LoTBINlkRE  AND  MeGANTIC  Ry.  Co.’S  SUBSIDY  :  prop. 
Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4395  (ii). 

- County  Mail  Service:  Ans.  (Sir  Adolphe 

Caron)  4585  (ii). 

McCarthy,  Messrs.,  Lease  of  Land  at  Sorel: 

Ques.  (Mr.  Bruneau)  3184  (ii). 

Missisquoi  Controverted  Election  :  Judges 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

Monfort  Colonization  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy:  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4394;  in  Com.,  4515,  4580  (ii). 
Montcalm  Controverted  Election:  Judges’ Rep., 

1  (i). 

Montmagny,  Postmaster  :  Ques. (Mr.  Choquette) 2638. 
Montmorency  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1(1). 

Montreal  and  Champlain  Junction  Ry.  Co.  s 
Subsidy:  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4394;  in 
Com.,  4581  (ii). 

Montreal  and  Lake  MaskinongIs  Ry.  Co.  :  Pet. 

(Mr.  Bdchard)  2482  (ii).  ^ 

Napierville  Controverted  Election  :  Judges 
Rep.,l(i). 

Nicolf.t  Controverted  Election:  Judges’  Rep.,  1. 

- River  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4449  (ii). 

Ottawa  River  (Mrs.  N.  Guindon)  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
445°  (ii). 

Pinsonneault,  Alfred,  Resignation  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Lavergne)  749  (i). 

Pontiac  Pacific  Junction  Ry.,  further  Subsidy  : 
M.  for  Reps.,  Ac.  (Mr.  Murray)  917  (i). 

_ Controverted  Election:  Judges’  Rep.,  2461. 

- Pacific  Junction  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy:  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4467  ;  in  Com.,  4629  (ii). 

_ County  Ry.  Debt  :  M.  for  Cor.  (Mr.  Murray) 

1968  (i). 

Quebec  and  Lake  St.  John  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy: 

prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart) 4467  ;  iD  Com.,  4630  (ii). 
Quebec  and  Pointe  aux  Trembles  Mail  Service, 
Tenders  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Langelier)  1366  (i). 

- Centre  Controverted  Election:  Judges’ 

Rep.,  1  (i). 

- Drill  Hall:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  989  (i). 

- Harbour  and  River  Works,  Repairs:  in 

Com.  of  Sup. ,  991  (i). 

- Legislature,  Sittings,  Legal:  Ques.  (Mr. 

Choquette)  3644  (ii ). 

Quinn,  Michael,  Evidence  re  Dismissal  :  M.  for 
copies  (Mr.  Guay)  401  (i). 

Railway  Bridge  at  Quebec  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Frimont) 
291  (i). 

Restigouche  and  Victoria  Ry.  Co’s  Subsidy  : 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4395 ;  in  Com., 
4525  (ii). 

Richelieu  Controverted  Election:  Judges’ Rep., 
1  (i). 

Richelieu  River,  Bridge  at  Sorel:  M.  for  Cor., 
Ac.  (Mr.  Bruneau)  2453  (ii). 

Richmond  P.O. :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2890  (ii). 

Rimouski  Controverted  Election:  Judges’  Rep., 
l(i). 

Riviere  du  Loup  (Fraserville)  P.O. :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  2868  (ii). 

- Workmen’s  Claims:  Gues.  (Mr.  Choquette) 

3238  (ii). 
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QUEBEC  —Continued. 

Riviere  du  Sud  Works  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Choquette) 
4656  (ii). 

- M.  for  Cor.  (Mr.  Choquette )  2699  (ii). 

Ross,  Hon.  J.  G.,  Refund  to  Representatives  :  in 
Com.  of  Sup.,  1002  (i). 

Ste.  Angele  Postmaster,  Pets,  Ac.,  re  Dismissal: 

M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Brodeur)  100  (i). 

- Dismissal:  Remarks  (Mr.  Brodeur)  4645  (ii). 

Ste.  Anne  de  la  Pocatiere  Mail  Service  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Carroll)  2954  (ii). 

Ste.  Anne’s  Lock  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2260  (i). 

Ste.  Louise  (L’Islet)  Postmaster,  Enquiry  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Choquette)  2431  (ii). 

St.  Flavie  and  Little  Metis  to  Matane,  Ry.  Sub¬ 
sidy:  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4397 ;  in  Com., 
4577  (ii). 

St.  John  Valley  and  Riviere  du  Loup  Ry.  Co’s 
Subsidy:  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4396;  in 
Com.,  4545  (ii). 

St.  Joseph  de  Levis  Ry.  Accident:  M.  for  Ret. 
(Mr.  Carroll)  292  (i). 

St.  Lawrence  and  Adirondack  Ry.  Co’s  Subsidy  : 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4297 ;  in  Com., 
4579  (ii). 

St.  Henri  P.  0. :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2868  (ii). 

St,  Hyacinthe  P.O. :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2889  (ii). 

St.  Lawrence  and  Adirondack  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy  : 

prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4645  ;  cone.,  4567  (ii). 

St.  Lawrence  River  Ry.  Bridges  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Fremont)  1549  (i). 

- Ship  Channel  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2619  (ii). 

St.  Maurice  Public  Works  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Landerkin) 
3564  (ii). 

St.  Placide  to  St.  Andrew’s  Ry.  Subsidy:  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4395 ;  in  Com. ,  4525,  4533  (ii).  \ 
St.  Raymond  P.  0.,  Erection:  Ques.  (Mr.  Delisle) 
37  (i). 

St.  Remi  to  St.  Cyprien  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy:  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4394 ;  in  Com.,  4582  (ii). 

St.  Vincent  de  Paul  Penitentiary  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  736,  972, 990  (i),  2889  (ii). 

Soulanges  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep., 

1  (i). 

Stadacona  P.  0. :  Ques.  (Mr.  Frtmont)  222  (i). 
Temiscouata  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

Temiscouata  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 

Haggart)  4396  ;  in  Com.,  4552  (ii). 

- CONC.  :  Amt.  (Mr.  Edgar)  4657 ;  neg.  (Y.  45, 

N.  92)  4667  (ii). 

Three  Rivers  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

Three  Rivers  Harbour  Commissioners  :  prop.  Res. 
(Mr.  Foster)  1788  (i). 

Vallee,  Mr.  J.  S.,  Postmaster,  Montmagny:  Ques. 
(Mr.  Choquette)  2638  (ii). 

Vaudreuil  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep., 

1  G). 

West  Farnham  P.  0. :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2894  (ii). 

Yale  Estate  Claim  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2260  (i). 
Yamaska  River  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4257  (ii). 

- Lock  Navigation  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Mignault)  2171 . 

- Losses  through  Erection  of  Dam:  M.  for 

Rep.  (Mr.  Laurier)  1985  (i). 

- Works,  Total  Cost:  Ques.  (Mr.  Mignaidt) 

1714  (i). 

[See  “  Public  Works,”  “Supply,”  Ac.] 


Queen’s  (N.B.)  Controverted  Election:  Judges’ 
Rep.,  96  (i). 

— — —  (N.S.)  :  Judges’  Rep.,  1  (i). 

- (P.E.I.)  :  Judges’  Rep.,  1  (i). 

Quinn,  Michael,  Evidence  re  Dismissal  :  M.  for 
copies  (Mr.  Guay )  401  (i). 

Ry.  Act  Amt.  B.  No.  84  (Mr.  Haggart). 
1°,  2488 ;  2°*  and  in  Com. ,  4481 ;  3°  m.  and  Amt. 
(Mr.  Maclean)  4603  ;  neg.  (Y.  20,  N.  128)  and  3° 
of  B.  4628  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  27.) 

Rys.  and  Canals,  Deptl.  Rep.  :  Presented  (Mr. 
Haggart)  1062  (i). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  273,  286  (i),  4440  (ii). 

Ry.  Bridge  at  Quebec  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Fremont)  291. 
Rys.,  Canals  and  Telegraph  Lines  :  List  of  Mem¬ 
bers,  102  (i). 

Ry.  Committee.  See  “Privy  Council.” 

Ry.  Statistics,  Delay  in  Presenting  :  Remarks 
(Mr.  McMullen)  3185  (ii). 

- Ques.  (Mr.  McMullen)  3398  (ii). 

Ry.  Subsidies  :  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  neg.  on  a  div., 
4728  (ii). 

Ry.  Works  (Toronto)  B.  No.  18  (Mr.  Denison). 
1°*,  129 ;  2°*,  134  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  1740  (i). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  61.) 

RAILWAYS : 

Arpin,  Mr.,  Charges  for  Demurrage  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Lavergne)  4643  (ii). 

Cape  Breton  Ry.,  Construction  and  Equipment: 
in  Com.  of  Sup. ,  988  (i).  * 

- Terminal  Accommodation  ;  Ques.  (Mr.  Me 

Mullen)  1549  (i). 

C.  P.  R.,  Arrangements  with  I.  C.  R. :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Davies,  P.E.I.)  399  (i). 

- Construction  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  987,  2264  (i), 

4438  (ii). 

- North  Shore  Section:  Ques.  (Mr.  Fremont) 

3480  (ii). 

- Passenger  Cars  and  I.  C.  R. :  Ques.  (Mr. 

Fraser)  399  (i), 

- Running  Privileges  over  I.  C.  R. :  Ques. 

(Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I.)  510  (i). 

Extra  Clerks,  Ac.,  Salaries  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4439. 
Govt.  Rys.,  Additional  Property  Accommodation  : 
M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  McMullen)  1984  (i). 

- Names,  Ac.,  of  Employes  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr. 

McMullen)  41,  692  (i). 

Intercolonial  Ry.  See  general  heading. 

Lake  St.  John  Ry.,  Traffic  Earnings:  Ques.  (Mr. 
Mulock)  4261  (ii). 

Oxford  and  New  Glasgow  Ry.  Construction:  in 
Com.  of  Sup.,  4437 ;  cone.,  4475  (ii). 

P.  E.  I.  Railway,  Dismissed  Employes  :  M.  for  Ret. 
(Mr.  Perry)  2004  (i). 

Privy  Council  Applications  to  Ry.  Com.  for  Ad¬ 
judication,  Ac.:  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  McCarthy) 
1950  (i). 

Surveys  and  Inspections  of  Rys.  :  in  Com  of  Sup., 
2264  (i). 

Windsor  Branch:  in  Com.  of  Sup!,  2629  (ii). 

See  also  :  , 

Alberta  Ry.  and  Coal  Co. 

B.  C.  Southern  Ry.  Co. 

Belleville  and  Lake  Nipissing  Ry.  Co. 
Buckingham  and  Lievre  Ry.  Co. 
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RAILWAYS—  Continued.  J 

Canada  Atlantic  Ry.  Co. 

Canada  Southern  Ry.  Co. 

Canadian  Pacific  Ry.  Co. 

Canso  and  Louisburg  Ry.  Co. 

Chignecto  Marine  Transport  Ry.  Co. 

Cobourg,  Northumberland  and  Pacific  Ry.  Co. 
Government  Rys. 

Grand  Trunk  Ry.  Co. 

Great  Northern  Ry.  Co. 

Kingston  Belt  Line  Ry.  Co. 

Lake  Manitoba  Ry.  and  Canal  Co. 

Lindsay,  Bobcaygeon  and  Pontypool  Ry.  Co. 
London  and  Port  Stanley  Ry.  Co. 

Manitoba  and  Assiniboia  Grand  Junction  Ry.  Co. 
Manitoba  and  North-Western  Ry.  Co. 

Manitoba  and  South-Eastern  Ry.  Co. 

Midland  Ry.  of  Canada  Co. 

Montreal  and  Lake  Maskinonge  Ry.  Co. 
Montreal  and  Western  Ry.  Co. 

Montreal  Island  Ry.  Co. 

Nelson  and  Port  Sheppard  Ry.  Co. 

Niagara  Falls  and  Queenston  Ry.  and  Bridge  Co. 
Nicolet  Valley  Ry.  Co. 

Nipissing  and  James’  Bay  Ry.  Co. 

Ontario  Pacific  Ry.  Co. 

Ottawa,  Morrisburgh  and  New  York  Ry.  Co. 
Ottawa  Valley  Ry.  Co. 

Ottawa,  W addington  and  New  York  Ry.  and 
Bridge  Co. 

Pontiac  Pacific  Junction  Ry.  Co. 

Qu’Appelle,  Long  Lake,  <fec.,  Railroad  and 
Steamboat  Co. 

St.  Catharines  and  Niagara  Central  Ry.  Co. 

St.  John  and  Maine  Ry.  Co.  and  N.  B.  Ry.  Co. 
Tobique  Valley  Ry.  Co.  and  C.  P.  R. 

Winnipeg  and  Atlantic  Ry.  Co. 

Wood  Mountain  and  Qu’Appelle  Ry.  Co. 

[See  “Subsidies,”  “Supply,”  &c.] 

Rapide  Plat  Canal  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2054  (i). 
Raquette  Pier,  Digby  (N.S. )  Time  for  Completion  : 
Ques.  (Mr.  Boicers)  398  (i). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4247  (ii). 

Rates,  Taxes,  Insurance,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
896;  cone.,  1085  (i). 

Refund,  Sundry  Persons  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4462  (ii). 
Regina  Court  House,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2937  (ii). 
Regina  Coal  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  748,  973  (i). 

Repairs,  Furniture,  Heating,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  4240  (ii). 

Repairs,  &c.,  Maritime  Provinces  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  990  (i). 

REPORTS  PRESENTED : 

Agriculture  :  (Mr.  Carling)  1062  (i). 

Auditor  General  :  (Mr.  Foster)  188  (i). 

Beet-Root  Sugar,  Prof.  Saunders’:  (Mr.  Foster) 

71  (i)- 

Civil  Service  Commissioners’  Rep.  :  (Mr.  Foster) 
751  (i). 

Fisheries  :  (Mr.  Tupper)  3237  (ii). 

Geological  Report,  :  (Mr.  Dewdney)  2L2  (i). 

Indian  Affairs  :  (Mr.  Dewdney)  112  (i). 

Inland  Revenue  :  (Mr.  Costigan)  751  (i). 

Interior  :  (Mr.  Dewdney)  3300  (ii). 

Marine:  (Mr.  Tupper)  913  (i). 

Mounted  Police  :  (Mr.  Dewdney)  4320  (ii) . 
Penitentiaries:  (Sir  John  Thompson)  397  (i). 


REPORTS  PRESENTED—  Continued. 

Postmaster  General:  (Mr.  Haggart)  1364  (i). 

Printing  and  Stationery:  (Mr.  Patterson,  Huron) 
3734  (ii). 

Public  Accounts  :  (Mr.  Foster)  37  (i). 

Public  Works  :  (Mr.  Ouimet)  1393  (i). 

Railways  and  Canals  :  (Mr.  Haggart)  1062  (i). 

Trade  and  Navigation  Returns  :  (Mr.  Powell)  37. 
Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B.  No.  76  (Sir 
John  Thompson).  l°m.,  1855;  1°,  1874  (i);2°m., 
3116 ;  Amt.  (Mr.  La urier )  3129  ;  deb.  rsmd.,  3186, 
3239  ;  Amt.  neg.  (Y.  58,  N.  109)  3298;  2°  m.,  3398  ; 
Amt. (Mr.  McCarthy)  3414 ;  deb.  rsmd.,  3480, 3566 ; 
neg.  ( Y.  62,  N.  109)  3636  ;  deb.  rsmd.  on  M.  for  2°, 
3649  ;  Amt.  (Mr.  Somerville)  3665  ;  deb.  rsmd., 
3682 ;  neg.  (Y.  60,  N.  95)  3717 ;  2°  agreed  to  (Y. 
97,  N.  60)  3718 ;  in  Com.,  3720,  3753,  3778,  3820, 
3898,  3966,  4043,  4143,  4321  ;  3°  m.,  Amt.  (Sir 
Richard  Cartwright)  4329  ;  neg.  (Y.  51,  N.  90) 
4334  ;  Amt.  (Mr.  Yeo)  4335  ;  neg.  (Y.  54,  N.  87) 
4335;  Amt.  (Mr.  Bichard)  4336  ;  neg.  (Y.  54,  N. 
89)  4341 ;  Amt.  (Mr.  Pelletier)  neg.  and  3°  of  B., 
4343  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  11.) 

Deb.  on  M.for  1°  (Sir  John  Thompson)  1855  ;  (Mr.  Davies, 
P.E.I.)  1858 ;  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  1858, 1871 ;  (Mr. 
Colter)  1858  ;  (Mr.  Laurier)  1866  ;  (Mr.  Brodeur) 
1861;  (Sir  Hector  Langevin)  1862;  (Sir  Richard 
Cartwright)  1863;  (Mr.  Charlton)  1864;  (Mr. 
Watson)  1865;  (Mr.  Ouimet)  1867;  (Mr.  Bar¬ 
nard)  1871  (i). 

Deb.  on  M.  for  2°  (Mi’.  Laurier)  3116 ;  Amt.  (Mr. 
Laurier)  3129  (ii). 

Deb.  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Ouimet)  3130  ;  (Mr.  Charlton)  3136  ; 
(Mr.  Devlin)  3147;  (Mr.  Lavergne)  3151;  (Mr. 
Perry)  3157  ;  (Mr.  Armstrong)  3160  ;  (Mr.  Brodeur) 
3164;  (Mr.  Bichard)  3174;  (Mr.  Choquette)  3186; 
(Mr.  Dupont)  3192 ;  (Mr.  Rinfret)  3201 ;  (Mr.  Des¬ 
jardins,  V  Islet)  3205;  (Mr.  Monet)  3223 ;  (Mr. 
Leduc)  3229;  (Mr.  O'Brien)  3233;  (Mr.  Edwards) 
3234;  (Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I.)  3239  ;  (Mr.  Lcinderkin) 
3247;  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  3262;  (Mr.  Davin) 
3279;  (Mr.  Campbell)  3286;  (Mr.  McNeill)  3295, 
(Mr.  McCarthy)  Amt.,  3319,  3414,  3472  (ii). 

Deb.  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Dickey)  3414;  (Sir  Richard  Cart¬ 
wright)  3425;  (Mr.  Haggart)  3436;  (Mr.  Casey) 
3441 ;  (Mr.  O'Brien)  3442  ;  (Mr.  Masson)  3449  ;  (Mr. 
Paterson,  B rant)  3454  ;  (Mr.  Bennett)  3459  ;  (Mr. 
Weldon)  3464  ;  (Mr.  Davin)  3472  ;  (Mr.  Flint)  3481; 
(Mr.  Hughes)  3493,  3541 ;  (Mr.  McMullen)  3499, 
3545;  (Mr.  Sproule)  3516 ;  (Mr.  Macdonald,  Huron) 
3528;  (Mr.  Coatsworth)  3545 ;  (Mr.  Semple)  3550; 
(Mr.  Boyle)  3566;  (Mr.  Bain,  Wentworth)  3577’; 
(Mr.  Cockburn)  3590;  (Mr.  McMillan.  Huron) 
3595;  (Mr.  McNeill)  3603;  (Mr.  Lister)  3612;  (Mr. 
Montague)  3618;  (Mr.  Mackintosh)  3620,  (Mi. 
)  Edwards)  3630 ;  (Mr.  Christie)  3634  ;  (Mr.  Som¬ 

erville)  3649  ;  Amt.,  3665  (ii). 

)  Deb.  on  Amt.  (Mr.  Allan)  3665;  (Mr.  Dawson)  3675; 

'(Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  3682  ;  (Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I.) 
3697;  (Mr.  Macdonald,  P.E.I.)  3i05;  (Mr.  Yeo) 
3707;  (Mr.  McLean,  P.E.I.)  3711;  (Mr.  Perry) 
3713  (ii). 

Deb.  in  Com.  on  section  1— The  Dominion  (Mr.  Mills, 
'Bothwell)  3720  ;  (Sir  John  Thompson)  3721 ;  (Mr. 
Mara)  3725;  (Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I.)  3 < 25 ;  (Mr. 
Laurier)  3727 ;  (Mr.  Corbould)  3727 ;  (Mr.  Gor¬ 
don)  3728  (ii). 
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Representation  in  H.  of  C.  B. — Continued. 
Deb.  on  section  2 — Electoral  Districts  (Mr.  Davies, 
P.E.I.)  3753  ;  (Mr.  Macdonald,  P.E.l.)  3754  ;  (Mr. 
Mills,  Bothwell)  3756,  3898,  3920 ;  (Mr  McMullen) 
3)62,  3778,  3878,  3906,  3933 ;  (Mr.  Edwards)  3780 ; 
(Mr.  Boyle)  3780,  3862  ;  (Sir  John  Thompson)  3781, 
3790;  (Mr.  Laurier)  3782;  (Mr.  McCarthy)  3785, 
3789 ;  (Mr.  Haggart)  3787,  3949 ;  (Mr.  Paterson, 
Brant)  3796,  3876,  3937  ;  (Mr.  Sproule)  3804 ;  (Mr. 
Mulock )  3806;  (Mr.  Landerkin)  3808:  (Mr.  Mac¬ 
donald,  Huron)  3811,  3838,  3916;  (Mr.  Charlton) 
3820  ,  3849 ;  (Mr.  Wallace)  3838  ;  (Sir  Richard 
Cartwright)  3839  ,  3891,  3929  ,  3949;  (Mr.  Edgar) 
3857  ;  (Mr.  McMillan,  Huron)  3864  ;  (Mr.  Boioman) 
3869;  (Mr.  Weldon )  3872,  3913;  (Mr.  Somerville) 
3879;  (Mr.  Campbell)  3882;  (Mr.  Lowell )  3889; 
(Mr.  Wallace)  3893,  3951;  (Mr.  Tisdale)  3915; 
(Mr.  Montague)  3919,  3939  ;  (Mr.  Bowell)  3924  ; 
(Mr.  Bain,  Wentivorth)  3934,  3957 ;  (Mr.  Somer¬ 
ville)  3936 ;  (Mr.  Armstrong)  3937,  3956 ;  (Mr. 
Mills,  Bothivell)  3940 ;  (Mr.  Boyle)  3944 ;  (Mr. 
McKay)  3945;  (Mr.  Sutherland)  3946,  3950;  (Mr. 
Denison)  3962,  4074;  (Mr.  Bennett)  3964;  (Mr. 
Cockburn)  4070 ;  (Mr.  Coatswortli)  4073 ;  (Mr. 
Maclean,  ( East  York)  4074  (ii). 

Deb.  on  section  2,  sub-section  3— Quebec  (Mr.  Laurier) 
3966,  4020 ;  (Mr.  Ouimet)  3973  ,  4021,  4050,  4102 ; 
(Mr.  Brodeur)  3978,  4025,  4053 ;  (Mr.  B 6 chard) 
3992,  4042,  4093 ;  (Mr.  Jeannotte)  3999,  4027 ;  (Mr. 
Choguette)  4001,  4099;  (Sir  John  Thompson)  4002, 
4048,4075;  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  4007  ,  4023,  4051; 
(Mr.  Davin)  4011 ;  (Mr.  Devlin)  4018  ;  (Mr.  Chap- 
leau)  4028,  4034,  4094;  (Mr.  Curran)  4030;  (Mr. 
Brown)  4032  ;  (Mr.  Scriver)  4034,  4041,  4100;  (Mr. 
Monet)  4038  ;  (Mr.  Geoff rion)  4044  ;  (Mr.  Laurier) 
4047,4098;  (Mr.  Mulock)  4048  ;  (Mr.  Dupont)  4054, 
4061 ;  (Mr.  Bernier)  4056,  4066  ;  (Mr.  Baker)  4095  ; 
(Mr.  Lavergne)  4102  ;  (Mr.  Desaulniers)  4104  (ii). 
Deb.  on  section  4— Nova  Scotia  (Mr.  Forbes)  4075, 
4087 ;  (Mr.  Gillies)  4079  ;  (Mr.  Borden)  4082 ;  (Sir 
John  Thompson)  4084  (ii). 

Deb.  on  section  6— Prince  Edward  Island  (Mr.  Welsh) 
4106;  (Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I.)  4109,  4119,  4146,  4184: 
(Sir  John  Thompson)  4114,  4118,  4184,  4193,  4198 ; 
(Mr.  Armstrong)  4123;  (Mr.  Charlton)  4121,  4172; 
(Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  4125;  (Mr.  Macdonald, 
P.E.I.)  4127,  4189;  (Mr.  Perry)  4129,  4195;  (Mr. 
McLean,  P.E.I.)  4133;  (Mr.  Cockburn)  4143;  (Mr. 
Mills,  Bothwell)  4149,  4186,  4197;  (Mr.  Davin) 
4153;  (Mr.  Paterson,  Brant)  4159;  (Mr.  Feo) 4164; 
(Mr.  Masson)  4169;  (Mr.  Weldon)  4177;  (Mr. 
Mulock)  417.8 ;  (Mr.  Laurier)  4187 ;  (Mr.  Dickey) 
4191 ;  (Mr.  Hazen)  4199  (ii). 

Restigouche  and  Victoria  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4395;  in  Com.,  4525  (ii). 

RETURNS,  STATEMENTS,  &c. : 

Active  Militia,  Drill,  Qualified  Officers,  Ac.  : 
Mr.  Hughes,  667  (i). 

Allan,  Messrs.,  Ac.,  Pets,  re  Decrease  of  Customs 
Duties*  :  Mr.  Laurier,  159  (i). 

Annapolis  and  Atlantic  Ry.,  Ac.,  Cor.,  Ac., re  Sub¬ 
sidy  :  Mr.  Forbes,  688  (i). 

Archibald,  H.  D.,  Condr.  on  I.  C.  R.,  Dismissal*  : 

Mr.  Patterson  ( Colchester )  969  (i). 

Artificial  Fertilizers,  Quantities  Imported  :  Mr- 
McMillan  {Huron)  526  (i). 

Bancroft  A  Connolly.  See  “  Kingston  Graving 
Dock.” 


RETURNS,  STATEMENTS,  Ac.— Continued. 

Barrett  vs.  City  of  Winnipeg,  Sup.  Court  Judgt.  : 
Mr.  LaRivilre,  158  (i). 

Beauharnois  Canal,  Engr.’s  Reps.,  Ac.,  re  Build¬ 
ing  :  Mr.  Bergeron,  191,  224  (i). 

Beef  and  Pork,  U.  S.  and  Can.  Fishermen  :  Mr. 

Forbes,  294  (i). 

Beet-Root  Sugar,  Bounty  on  Manufacture  :  Mr. 
Beausoleil,  1366, 1373  (i). 

- Prof.  Saunders’  Instructions  :  Mr.  Beau¬ 
soleil,  1373  (i). 

Binding  Twine,  Quantity  Imported  :  Mr.  Campbell, 
537  (i). 

Boundaries  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  :  Sir 
Hector  Langevin,  115  (i). 

Breakwaters,  Ac.,  in  Prince  Co.  (P.E.I.)  Govt. 

Expend.  :  Mr.  Perry,  233  (i). 

Bounty  to  Fishermen,  Applications  and  Refu¬ 
sals*  :  Mr.  Bowers,  417  (i). 

Bridge  over  Richelieu  River  at  Sorel  :  Mr. 
Bruneau,  2453  (ii). 

British  Farm  Delegates’  Reps.  :  Mr.  McMillan 
{Huron)  2432  (ii). 

• - See  “  Tenant  Farmers.” 

Can.  Cotton  Mills  Co.’s  Letters  Patent  :  Mr. 
Edgar,  920  (i). 

Canals,  Harbours,  Docks,  Ac.,  Contracts  for  En¬ 
largement,  Construction,  Ac.*  :  Mr.  Davies 
{P.E.I.)  417  (i). 

Cap  St.  Ignace  Station  P.  0.* :  Mr.  Choguette » 
1555  (i),  2667  (ii). 

Cascumpeque  Harbour,  Rep.  re  Blasting  :  Mr. 
Perry,  2268  (i). 

Cattle,  Live,  Admission  from  U.  S.*:  Mr.  Somer¬ 
ville,  159  (i). 

Charlebois,  F.,  Claims  against  Fisheries  Dept.  : 
Mr.  Laurier,  1036  (i). 

Civil  Servants,  Extra  Payments,  1874-1878 :  Mr 
Tisdale,  1715  (i). 

Coal  Oil  and  Kerosene,  Imports  :  Mr.  Campbell, 
3059  (ii). 

Cockburn  Island,  Location  Ticket  of  J.  A.  McLen¬ 
nan  :  Mr.  Lister,  1980  (i). 

- Location  Ticket  of  Peter  McLennan*  :  Mr. 

Lister,  2006  (i). 

Contracts.  See  “  Govt.” 

Cotton-seed  Oil,  Crude,  Imports  for  1891* :  Mr. 
McKay,  1555  (i). 

Culbute  Canal,  Cost  of  Construction,  Ac.  :  Mr. 
Murray,  927  (i). 

Customs  and  P.  0.  Buildings,  Victoria,  B.C. :  Mr. 
Prior,  1550  (i). 

De  la  Ronde,  late  Pierre  A.  Denis,  Papers,  Ac., 
re  Succession  :  Mr.  Bergeron,  2286  (i). 

Dods,  P.  D.,  re  Loss  of  Diamonds  :  Mr.  Curran, 
2287  (i). 

Dom.  Buildings  in  Can.,  Electric  Lighting*  :  Mr. 
Davies  (P.E.I.)  417  (i). 

Dom.  Cotton  Mills  Co.’s  Patent:  Mr.  Edgar,  920. 
Dredging  Ottawa  between  Pembroke  and  Des 
Joachims  :  Mr.  Murray,  926  (i). 

Elections,  1891-1892,  Cor.  Ret.  Officers  and 
Govt.,  Ac.*  :  Mr.  Sutherland,  969  (i). 

Election  Petitions.  See  “  Richmond.” 

Electoral  Districts  in  B.  C.,  Votei^:  Mr.  Mara, 
2287  (i). 

Electoral  Lists.  See  “  Lennox,”  “  London,” 
“  Voters’  Lists.” 

Elliott,  Judge.  See  “  London  Election.” 
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RETURNS,  STATEMENTS,  kc.— Continued. 

Engraving  and  Printing,  Tenders  and  Contracts*: 

Mr.  Somerville ,  159  (i). 

Esquimalt  Defences, Imp.  and  Can.  Govts.,  Cor.: 

Mr.  Laurier,  244  (i). 

Eugenia,  Dismissal,  Ac.,  of  Postmaster  :  Mr. 
Landerkin,  1985  (i). 

Experimental  Farms,  Number,  Location,  Expend., 

Ac. :  Mr.  Fr4mont,  682  (i). 

Experimental  (Central)  Farm,  Dairy  Stock,  Ac.  : 

Mr.  McMillan  {Huron)  402  (i). 

Exports  and  Imports  :  Sir  Richard  Cartwright, 
100  (i). 

Exports  of  Can.  Produce  to  Newfoundland*  : 
Mr.  Hughes,  113  (i). 

- Farm  Produce  :  Mr.  McMullen,  292  (i). 

Farmers’  Delegates.  See  “  British  “  Tenant.” 
Farm  Produce.  See  “  Exports.” 

Fenelon  Falls  Ry.  Bridge,  Agreement  between 
Govt,  and  G.  T.  R.*  :  Mr.  Hughes,  133  (i). 

Fish,  Fish  Oil,  Ac.,  Imported  from  Newfound¬ 
land*  :  Mr.  White  ( Shelburne )  159  (i). 

Fisheries,  Deputy  Minister,  Letters,  Complaints, 
Ac.*  :  Mr.  McMullen ,  418  (i). 

Flour  (Canadian)  Trade  and  Newfoundland  :  Mr* 
Hughes,  112  (i;. 

Galops  Rapids,  Surveys,  Plans'  Ac.  :  Mr.  Reid, 
130  (i).  . 

Galops  Rapids,  Survey  or  Deepening*  :  Mr.  Somer¬ 
ville,  159  (i). 

Gamble  &  Fletcher,  Cor.  re  Pub.  Buildings, 
Victoria,  B.C. :  Mr.  Prior,  1550  (i). 

Glaziers’  Diamonds.  See  “  Dods,  P.  D.” 

Govt.  Contracts  since  Confedn  ;  Mr.  Macdonald, 
{Huron)  99  :  wthdn.,  110  (i). 

- 30th  June,  1887,  to  30th  June,  1891*  :  Mr.  Mac¬ 
donald  (Huron)  110  (i). 

Gov.  Gen.’s  Warrants,  Reps,  of  Ministers  and 
O.  C.’s*  :  Mr.  Mulock, 111  (i). 

Govt.  Rys.,  additional  Property  Accommodation  : 
Mr.  McMullen,  1984  (i). 

- Names,  Ac.,  Employes:  Mr.  McMullen, 

41,  692  (i). 

Intercolonial  Ry.  See  general  heading. 

Imports  of  Artificial  Fertilizers,  Quantities: 

Mr.  McMillan  (Huron)  526  (i). 

- Binding  Twine,  Quantity:  Mr.  Campbell, 

537  (i). 

- Crude  Cotton-seed  Oil  for  1891*  :  Mr. 

McKay,  1555  (i). 

- Pork  from  U.  S.*  :  Mr.  Hughes,  292  (i). 

- U.  S. ,  Meat  and  Farm  Products*  :  Mr, 

Hughes,  291  (i). 

Ingram,  W.  H.,  Appmnt.  as  Col.  of  Customs,  St. 

Thomas  :  Mr.  Casey,  1998  (i). 

Indian  Reserves,  B.C.,  Number,  Location,  Ac.  ; 
Mr.  Barnard,  511  (i). 

Kamouraska  Wharf,  Construction,  Accts.,  Ac. 
Mr.  Carroll,  510  (i). 

Kerosene  Oil,  Imports  :  Mr.  Campbell,  3959  (ii). 
Kingston  Graving  Dock,  Certificate  re  $32,000 
paid  Bancroft  &  Connolly*  :  Mr.  Gibson,  2006. 
Lachine  Canal,  New  Bridge  at  Montreal  :  Mr. 
Curran,  524  (i ). 

Land  Grants  to  Rys.,  Man.  and  N.W.T.  :  Mr. 
Charlton,  2269  (i). 

Lands  Sold,  Granted  or  Leased  in  Man.  and  N. 

W.T  :  Mr.  Edgar,  241  (i). 

LavalliiSre  Bay,  Dredging*  :  Mr.  Bruneau,  2457. 


RETURNS,  STATEMENTS,  kc.— Continued. 

Lennox  Co.  Electoral  Lists,  Original,  Ac.*  :  Mr* 
Wilson,  159  (i). 

Lieut.  Governors’  Commissions,  Instructions  : 
Mr.  Laurier,  2268  (i). 

Live  Stock  Rates  on  I.  C.  R. :  Mr.  Wood  ( Westmore¬ 
land)  2286  (i). 

Logan  vs.  City  of  Winnipeg,  Pleadings,  Ac.*  : 
Mr.  Watson,  2287  (i). 

Loiselle,B.,  Postmaster,  Ste.  Ang^le,  Dismissal, 
Pet.,  Ac.*  :  Mr.  Brodeur  100  (i). 

London  Election,  Pet.  of  T.  Hobbs,  Ac.,  re  Judge 
Elliott  :  Mr.  Lister,  1719  (i). 

- Electoral  Voters’  List*  :  Mr.  Lister,  292. 

Mail  Conductors  Superannuated  :  Mr.  Brodeur, 
2699  (ii). 

“  Manitoba  School  Case,”  Supreme  Ct.  Judg’t.  : 

Mr.  LaRiviere,  158  (i). 

- See  “  Logan.” 

Militia.  See  “  Active,”  and  general  heading 
“Militia.” 

Map  of  Dom.,  re  Polling  Returns  at  G.  E. :  Mr. 
Mills  ( Bothwell ),  112  (i). 

McIntyre,  Dismissal,  Ac.,  of  Postmaster:  Dir. 
Landerkin,  1985  (i). 

McLennan,  Jno.  A.  and  Peter.  See  “  Cockburn 
Island.” 

McQueen  A  Davey.  See  “British”  and  Ten¬ 
ant  Farmers’  Delegates.” 

Mulgrave  Station,  I.  C.  R.,  Traffic,  Ac.  :  Mr* 
Fraser,  35  (i). 

Newfoundland  and  Can.  Flour  Trade  :  Mr. 
Hughes,  112  (i). 

_  Can.  Fisheries*  :  Mr.  White  (Shelburne) 

159  (i). 

North-West  Assembly,  Res.  and  Memorials  : 
Mr.  Bavin,  1551  (i). 

Ottawa  River  Dredging,  Cost,  Ac.  :  Mr.  Murray , 
926  (i). 

P.  E.  I.  Ry.,  Dismissed  Employes:  Mr.  Perry, 
2004  (i). 

Piers,  Ac.,  in  Prince  Co.,  P.E.I.,  Govt.  Expend.: 
Mr.  Perry,  233  (i). 

Pontiac  and  Pacific  Junction  Ry.,  further  Sub¬ 
sidy  :  Mr.  Murray,  917  (i). 

- County  Ry.  Debt  :  Mr.  Murray,  1968  (i). 

Pork.  See  “  Imports. ” 

Printing.  See  “  Engraving.” 

Privy  Council,  Applications  to  Ry.  Com.  for  Ad¬ 
judication,  Ac.  :  Mr.  McCarthy,  1950  (i). 

_ Complaints  to  Ry.  Com.  :  Mr.  McCarthy, 

1947  (i). 

Prohibition  Petitions  Presented,  Session  1891*: 
Mr.  Fraser,  100  (i). 

Prosser,  Wm.,  Fishery  Overseer,  Dismissal:  Mr. 
Allan,  3114  (ii). 

Public  Buildings.  See  “  Dominion.” 

Quinn,  Michael,  Evidence  re  Dismissal:  Mr.  Guay, 
401  (i),  3332  (ii). 

Ry.  Committee.  See  “  Privy  Council.” 

Rys.  See  “  Govt.”  and  general  heading. 

Richelieu  River,  Bridge  at  Sorel:  Mr.  Bruneau, 
2453  (ii). 

Richmond  Controverted  Election,  Petitions  and 
Decisions  :  Mr.  Gillies,  1553  (i). 

Riviere  du  Sud,  Public  Works*:  Mr.  Choquette, 
2699  (ii). 

Robertson,  John  F.,  Claim  re  Accident  on  P.  E.  I. 
Ry. :  Mr.  Davies  (P.E.I.)  1367  (i). 
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RETURNS,  STATEMENTS,  Ac.-—  Continued. 

Royal  Commission  Issued  since  Confedn.*:  Mr. 
Landerkin,  39  (i). 

Saw -Logs,  Removal  of  Export  Duty:  Mr.  Rider, 

1715  (i). 

Settlers’  Claims  and  Waldron  Ranch  Co.*  :  Mr. 
McMullen,  292  (i). 

Sick  Mariners’  Dues,  Circular  issued*  :  Mr. 
Laurier,  159  (i). 

Soulanges  Canal,  Engineers’  Reps.,  Ac.,  re  Build¬ 
ing:  Mr.  Bergeron,  191,  224  (i). 

Soulanges  Canal,  Tenders  :  Mr.  Sutherland,  128. 
Statutory^  Votes,  Dom.  Liabilities  Under*:  Mr. 
Fraser,  969  (i). 

Ste.  Angele  Postmaster,  Pets.,  Ac.  ,  re  Dismissal*  : 
Mr.  Brodeur,  100  (i). 

St.  Cesaire  Postmaster,  Money*  Deposits  :  Mr. 
Brodeur,  400  (i). 

St.  Joseph  de  Levis,  Ry.  Accident*  :  Mr.  Carroll, 

292  (i). 

St.  Thomas,  Coll,  of  Customs,  Appmnt.  :  Mr.  Casey, 

1998  (i). 

,  Sugar  Bounty.  See  “  Beet-Root.” 

Submarine  Tunnel,  P.  B.  I.  and  Mainland  :  Mr. 

Perm,  408  (i). 

Superannuation,  Mail  Conductors*  :  Mr.  Brodeur, 

2699  (ii). 

Temperance  Colonization  Co.,  Stock  and  Scrip 
Holders,  Ac.  :  Mr.  Sproule,  929  (i). 

Trade  with  Newfoundland,  Proclamations,  Ac.  : 

Mr.  DavieS  ( P.E.I .)  684  (i). 

Tunnel.  See  “  Submarine.” 

Voters  in.  Electoral  Lists,  B.  C. :  Mr.  Mara, 

2287  (i). 

Voters’  Lists,  Revision,  1886,  1889,  1891,  Total 
Cost:  Mr.  Landerkin,  683  (i). 

- Amounts  paid  Revising  Officers  :  Mr.  Flint, 

930  (i). 

Waldron  Ranch  Co.,  Settlers’  Claims*:  Mr. 
McMullen,  292  (i). 

Welland  Controverted  Election,  Proceedings 
at  Trial,  Ac.  :  Mr.  Tisdale,  244  (i). 

West  Indies,  Fin.  Min.’s  Visit,  Reps.,  Ac.:  Mr. 
Mills  ( Botliwell)  1372  (i). 

West  Bay*  as  a  Port  of  Entry,  Inspector’s  Rep.  : 

Mr.  Cameron,  2287  (i). 

White  Pine  Timber,  Map  of  Areas  :  Mr.  Ives ,  293. 
Why*cocomagh  as  a  Port  of  Entry,  Inspector’s 
Rep.*  :  Mr.  Cameron,  2287  (i). 

Wilson,  Convict  Edward,  Pets.,  Ac.,  for  Release  : 
Mr.  Armstrong,  2642  (ii). 

Yamaska  River,  Losses  through  Erection  of  Dam  : 

Mr.  Laurier,  1985  (i). 

Revelstoke  and  Arrow  Lake  (C.  P.  R.)  Subsidy: 

prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4394 ;  in  Com.,  4510  (ii). 

Rheaume,  Antoine,  Land  Grant  for  Services: 

Ques.  (Mr.  Campbell)  2490  (ii). 

Richelieu  Controverted  Election:  Judges’ Rep., 
l(i). 

Richelieu  River,  Bridge  at  Sorel  :  M.  for  Cor., 
Ac.  (Mr.  Bruneau)  2453  (ii). 

- Fishing  Rights  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Brodeur)  35  (i). 

Richmond  (N.S.)  Controverted  Election,  Peti¬ 
tions  and  Decisions  :  M.  for  copy  (Mr.  Gillies) 
1553  (i). 

- Judges’  Rep.,  1  (i). 

Richmond  P.O.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2890  (ii). 

Rideau  Canal  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  988  (i). 


Rifled  Ordnance,  Improved  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
1363  (i) ;  cone.,  4210  (ii). 

Rimouski  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep., 

l(i). 

“Rimouski,”  Str.,  Change  of  Route:  Ques.  (Mr. 
Fraser)  3183  (ii). 

Riviere  du  Loup  (Fraserville)  P.O  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  2868  (ii). 

- -P.O.,  Workmen’s  Claims:  Ques.  (Mr.  Cho- 

quette)  3238  (ii). 

Riviere  'du  Sud,  Public  Works  :  M.  for  Cor.*  (Mr. 
Choquette)  2699  (ii). 

- -  Remarks  (Mr.  Choquette)  i656  (ii). 

Rdads  and  Bridges  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  992  (i). 
Robertson,  John  F.,  Claim  re  Accident  on  P.E.I. 

Ry.  :  M.  for  Pets.,  Ac.  (Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I.)  1367. 
Rosamond,  Bennett,  Esq.,  Member  for  North 
Lanark  :  Introduced,  3  (i). 

Ross,  Hon.  J.  G.,  Refund  to  Representatives  :  in 
Com,  of  Sup.,  1002  (i). 

Round  Hill  Pier  Dam,  Tenders  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Mills, 
Annapolis)  2171  (i). 

Royal  Assent  to  Bills,  1286  (i),  2370,  4732  (ii). 
Royal  Commissions  Issued  since  Confedn.*:  M.  for 
Ret.  (Mr.  Landerkin)  39  (i). 

- Ques.  (Mr.  Landerkin)  2172  (i),  2700,  3089  (ii). 

- Incomplete  Ret.  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Landerkin) 

3239  (ii). 

Roy-al  Military  College  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1375  (i). 
Ste.  Angele  Postmaster,  Pets.,  Ac.,  re  Dismissal  : 
M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Brodeur)  100  (i). 

- Dismissal:  Remarks  (Mr.  Brodeur)  4645  (ii). 

Ste.  Anne  de  la  Pocatiere  Mail  Service  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Carroll)  2954  (ii). 

Ste.  Anne’s  Lock  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2260  (i). 

Ste.  Louise  (L’Islet)  Postmaster  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Choquette)  2431  (ii). 

St.  Catharines  and  Central  Ry.  Co.  ’s  Subsidy  : 

prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4466  (ii). 

St.  Catharines  and  Niagara  Central  Ry. 
Co.’s  B.  No.  40  (Mr.  Carpenter).  I0*,  315 ;  2°*, 
418  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  1228  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  58.) 

- Subsidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4395 ;  in 

Com.,  4537  (ii). 

St.  Cesaire  Postmaster,  Money  Deposits  :  M. 

for  Cor.  (Mr.  Brodeur)  400  (i). 

St.  Elavie  and  Little  Metis  to  Matane,  Ry*. 
Subsidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4397  ;  in 
Com.,  4577  (ii). 

St.  Henri  P.  O.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2868  (ii). 

St.  Hyacinthe  P.  O.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., '2889  (ii). 

St.  John  and  Maine  Ry.  Co.  and  N.B.  Ry. 
Co.’S  B.  No.  57  (Mr.  Skinner).  1°*,  823  ;  2°*, 
915  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  1740  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  59). 
St.  John  Custom  House  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4441  (ii). 

- Fire  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  988  ;  cone.,  1086  (i). 

St.  John  (N.B.)  Harbour  Commissioners’ 
B.  No.  99  (Mr.  Foster).  Res.  prop.,  4398  ;  M. 
for  Com.,  4493  ;  in  Com.,  4498,  4603  ;  1°  of  B., 
4506  ;  2°*,  4603  ;  in  Com.,  4647  ;  3°  m.  and  Amt. 
(Mr.  Laurier)  neg.  (Y.  53,  N.  93)  4654  (ii).  (55-56 
Vic.,  c.  10.) 
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in  Com.  of 


St.  Johx  River,  including  Tobique  : 

Sup.,  4256  (ii). 

_ Increased  accommodation  (I.C.R.)  :  in  Com. 

of  Sup.,  988  (i),  2563  (ii). 

- - Quarantine:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2032  (i). 

St.  John  to  St.  Rosalie,  Ry.  Subsidy  :  prop.  Res. 

(Mr.  Haggart)  4395  ;  in  Com.,  4525  (ii). 

St.  John  Valley  and  Riviere  i>u  Loup  Ry.  Co.’s 
Subsidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart )  4396  ;  in 
Com.,  4545  (ii). 

St.  Joseph  de  LSvis,  Ry.  Accident  :  M.  for  Ret. 
(Mr.  Carroll)  292  (i). 

St.  Lawrence  and  Adirondack  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy  : 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4297  ;  in  Com.,  4579(U). 

_ prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4645;  cone.,  4567. 

St.  Lawrence  River  and  Canals  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
2054  (i). 

_ Ry.  Bridges  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Fremont)  1549  (i). 

Ship  Channel  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2619  (ii). 


School  Savings  Bank  incorp.  Act  Amt. 

B.  No.  36  (Mr.  Desjardins,  Hochclaga).  1°*, 
314 ;  2°,  418  (i)  ;  M.  to  transfer  to  Orders  of  the 
Day,  4466  ;  in  Com.  and  3  *,  4638  (ii). 

Scientific  Institutions  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4309  (ii). 

Sea  Fisheries  Development,  &c.,  B.  No. 
5  (Mr.  Tapper).  1°,  97  ;  2°*,  130  ;  M.  for  Com., 
161 ;  in  Com.,  166  (i) ;  3°*,  2490  (ii).  (55-56  Vic., 

c.  18.) 

SECRETARY  OF  STATE  : 

Can.  Cotton  Mills  Co.’s  Letters  Patent  :  M.  for 
copies  (Mr.  Edgar)  920  (i), 

Civil  Service  Commission  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1004  (i). 

_ Examiners  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  283  (i). 

_ List,  Number  of  Employes:  Ques.  (Mr. 

Mulock)  917  (i).  _ 

Extra  Payments,  1874-1878 :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr. 


■ - kJ JULIA  - -  '  ' 

St.  Maurice  Public  Works  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Landerkin) 
3564  (ii). 

St.  Peter’s  Canal:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2263  (i). 

St.  Placide  to  St.  Andrew’s,  Ry.  Subsidy  :  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4395  ;  in  Com.,  4525,  4533  (ii). 
St.  Raymond  P.  O.,  Erection  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Delisle) 
37  (i). 

St.  Remito  St.  Cyprien  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy  :  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4394 ;  in  Com.,  4582  (ii). 

St.  Thomas,  Col.  of  Customs,  Appmnt.  :  M.  for 
.  Cor.  (Mr.  Casey)  1998  (i). 

St.  ,  Vincent  de  Paul  Penitentiary  :  in  Com.  of 
.  Sup.,  736,  972,  990  (i),  2889  (ii). 

Sandford  (N.S.)  Breakwater:  Ques.  (Mr  Flint) 

398  (i). 

Sandpoint  (N.S.)  to  New  Germanu ,  Ry.  Subsidy  . 
prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4396  ;  in  Com., 

4542  (ii). 

San  Francisco  and  Victoria  (B.C.)  Steam  Com. 

in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4279  (ii). 

Sault  Ste.  Marie  Canal,  Contracts  for  Deepen¬ 
ing  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Mulock)  3184  (ii). 

- Contractors  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Mulock)  2954  (ii). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2241  (i). 

- Tenders  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Mulock)  4261  (ii). 

Savings  Bank  at  St.  John  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Somerville) 
3644  (ii). 

_ N.B.,  N.S.,  P.E.I. :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  250  (l). 

Ren i arks  (Mr.  McMullen)  on  M.  for  Com.  of 


Sup.,  4272  (ii). 

Saw-Logs,  Export  Duty:  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Ives) 
1231  (i). 

Deb.  (Mr.  Ives)  1231,  1270;  (Mr.  Corbould) 

(Mr.  Charlton)  1240,  1271;  (Mr.  Sproule) 

(Mr.  O'Brien)  1254;  (Mr.  McGregor)  1262; 
Lavergne )  1264  ;  (Mr.  Gillmor)  1264  ; 

Devlin)  1267  ;  (Mr.  Bain,  Wentworth)  1269; 


1239; 

1250; 

(Mr. 

(Mr. 

(Mr. 


Armstrong)  1276;  (Mr.  Allan)  1279:  (Mr.  Foster) 
1281  (i). 

_ Export  Duty,  Removal  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Rider) 

1032  (i). 

—  M.  for  Cor.,  &c.  (Mr.  Rider)  1705  (i). 


Tisdale)  1715  (i).  ... 

Commercial  Agencies  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  44_b  up. 
Copyright  Act,  Proclamation  respecting:  Ques. 
(Mr.  Mulock)  1366  (i). 

—  Reciprocity  with  U.  S. :  Ques.  (Mr.  Bowers) 


M.  for 
M.  for 


137  (i). 

Dom.  Cotton  Mills  Co.’s  Letters  Patent: 

copies  (Mr.  Edgar)  920  (i). 

Elections,  General,  Polling  Returns  . 

Map  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  112  (i).  , 

_ _ 1891-92,  Cor.,  Ret.  Officers  and  Govt.,  Ac.  . 

M.  for  copy  (Mr.  Sutherland)  969  (i). 

-Cor.,  Govt,  and  Ret.  Officers  :  Ques.  (Mr. 


•  Mills,  Bothwell)  2491  (ii). 

Election  Officials’  Duties  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Mills, 

Bothxoell)  73  (i).  (( 

Electoral  LisTs.  See  “Lennox,”  London, 

ters’  Lists.” 

Engraving  and  Printing, Tenders  and  Contracts: 

M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Somerville)  159  (i). 

_ Contract,  Ac.  :  Enquiry  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Somer¬ 
ville)  1637  (i),  .  f 

International  Education  Association  :  m  Com.  oi 

Sup.,  1006  (i).  ,,T 

Lieut.  Governors’  Commissions  :  M.  for  copy  (Mr. 

Laurier)  2268  (i).  _ 

_ Instructions:  Presented  (Sir  John  Thomp¬ 
son)  2268  (i).  nr  .  . 

London  Electoral  Voters’  Lists*:  M.  for  copies 

(Mr.  Lister)  292  (i). 

Map  of  Dom.  re  Polling  Returns  at  G.  E. :  M.  lor 
copy  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothxrell)  112  (i). 

Old  Records,  Classification:  in  Com.  of  Sup., 

4429  (ii).  „  ,c 

Printing  and  Stationery  Dept.:  in  Com.  ot  Sup., 
256,912  (i);  cone.,  4204  (ii). 

_ Bureau  Plant  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4429  (n). 

_ Bureau,  Sale  of  Type:  Ques.  (Mr.  Forbes) 

,  2954  (ii). 

Prohibition  of  Liquor  Traffic,  Members  of  Ro\  ai. 

Commission  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Charlton)  21/2  (i). 
Royal  Commissions,  Incomplete  Ret.  :  Remarks 
(Mr.  Landerkin)  3239  (ii). 

- - -Issued  since  Confedn. :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr. 

Landerkin)  39  (i). 

Ques.  (Mr.  Landex-kin)  2172  (i),  2i<>0,  3089  (n). 


Temperance  Colonization  Co.,  Stock  and  Scrip 
Holders,  Ac.  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Sproule)  929  (i). 
Voters  in  Electoral  Districts,  B.  C. :  M.  for  Ret. 
(Mr.  Mara)  2287  (i). 
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SECRETARY  OF  STATE— Continued, 

Voters’  Lists,  Amounts  Paid  Revising  Officers  : 
M.  for  List  (Mr.  Flint)  930  (i). 

- Pinal  Printing  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Somerville )  2641. 

- Delay:  Ques.  (Mr.  Lanclerlcin)  1637  (i). 

- Printing:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1086  (i). 

- Revision,  1886-89-91,  Total  Cost:  M.  for 

Ret.  (Mr.  Lcenderkin)  683  (i). 

Seditious  and  Unlawful  Associations 

Act  [Chap.  10  Consolidated  Statutes,  L.  C.) 
Amt.  B.  No.  85  (Mr.  Kirkpatrick).  l°m.,  2488. 
Select  Standing  Committees.  See  “  Committees.” 

Senate  and  House  of  Commons  Act 
Amt.  B.  No.  104  (Mr.  Foster ).  Res.  cone,  in 
and  1°*  of  B.,  4716;  2°*  in  Com.  and  3°*,  4727 
(ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  13.) 

Senate:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  752,  974  (i). 

Serjeant- at- Arms,  Deputy,  Appmnt.  :  Notification 
(Mr.  Speaker)  749  (i). 

- Estimate  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  789  (i). 

Sessional  Clerks,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  975  (i). 

- Messengers  (Library)  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 

976  (i). 

Settlers’  Claims  and  Waldron  Ranch  Co.  :  M.  for 
Ret.  (Mr.  McMullen)  292  (i). 

- N.  W.  T.  :  Ques.  (Mr.  McMullen )  223  (i). 

- Grievances,  N.  W.  T.  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Me 

Mullen)  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  4407  (ii). 

Shares.  £<?<?“  Transfer.” 

Sheep  Creek.  See  “High  River.” 

Sheet  Harbour,  Cost  of  Construction  :  Ques* 

(Mr.  Borden)  1032  (i). 

■ - Fees  Collected  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Borden)  1032  (i). 

Shelburne  (N.S.)  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  4731  (ii). 

Sick  Mariners’  Dues,  Circular  Issued:  M.  for 
copy  (Mr.  Laurier)  159  (i). 

Simcoe,  E.,  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ Rep., 
l(i). 

Sinking  Funds,  Brokerage,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
254  (i). 

Sittings  of  the  House,  Change  of  Time  :  M.  (Sir 
John  Thompson)  3897  (ii). 

Slides  and  Booms  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4456  (ii). 
Small-pox  on  “  Empress  of  Japan  ”  :  Remarks  (Mr. 
Prior)  1547  (i). 

Smith’s  Falls  P.  O.,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2929  (ii). 
Smith,  Wm.,  Esq.,  Member  for  S.  Ontario:  Intro¬ 
duced,  40  (i). 

Soulanges  Canal,  Engineers’ Reps.,  &c.,  re  Build¬ 
ing  :  M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Bergeron)  191,  224  (i). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2050  (i). 

- Tenders  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Sutherland )  128. 

Soulanges  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep., 

l(i). 

Spain  and  Spanish  W.  Indies,  Trade  Relations  : 

Remarks  (Mr.  Foster)  4602  (ii). 

Spanish  W.  Indies  and  Can.,  Trade  Relations  : 
Ques.  (Mr.  Borden)  509  (i). 

- Export  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Forbes)  4499  (ii). 

Speaker,  Deputy,  Salary  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  974  (i). 


Speeches  from  the  Throne  :  4  (i),  4734  (ii). 
Stadacona  Post  Office  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Fremont)  222. 
Stairs,  John  Fitz-Wm.,  Esq.,  Member  for  Halifax  : 
Introduced,  71  (i). 

Standing  Orders  Com.  :  List  of  Members,  103  (i). 
Statistics.  .See  “Arts;”  “Agriculture.” 
Statutory  Votes,  Dom.  Liabilities  under*  :  M. 

for  Ret.  (Mr.  Fraser)  969  (i). 

Stewiacke  Valley  and  Musquodoboit  Ry.  (I.C.R.) 
Subsidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4395 ;  in  Com., 
4521  (ii). 

Steamboat  Inspection  Act  Amt.  B.  No. 

13  (Mr.  Tapper).  1°,  114  ;  2°,  752  ;  Res.  in  Com., 
752  ;  B.  in  Com.,  1394,  1642  ;  3°*,  1789  (i).  (55-56 

Vic.,  c.  19.) 

Straits  of  Northumberland,  Survey  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  4463  (ii). 

Submarine.  See  “  Tunnel.” 

Subsidies  (Money)  to  Rys.  B.  No.  101  (Mr. 
Haggart).  Res.  prop.  (1st)  4394  ;  in  Com.,  4506  ; 
cone,  and  Amt.  (Mr.  Edgar)  4657  ;  neg.  (Y.  45, 
N.  92)  4667  ;  (2nd)  4466  ;  in  Com.,  4629  ;  (3rd) 
4644  ;  in  Com.,  4667  ;  l°*and  2°*of  B.,  4668  ;  3°*, 
4727  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  5.) 

Subsidies  to  Railways  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Mills,  Both - 
well )  on  M.  for  Com.  of  Sup.,  4275  (ii). 
SUBSIDIES.  See 

Annapolis  and  Atlantic  Ry. 

Belleville  and  Lake  Nipissing  Ry.  Co. 
Bracebridge  and  Baysville  Ry,  Co. 

Brockville,  Westport  and  Sault  Ste.  Marie  Ry. 

Co. 

Buctouche  and  Moncton  Ry.  Co. 

Cape  Tormente  and  Murray  Bay  Ry. 

Cobourg,  Northumberland  and  Pacific  Ry.  Co. 
Drummond  County  Ry.  Co. 

Goderich  and  Wingham  Ry.  Co. 

Hereford  Ry.  Co. 

Inverness  and  Richmond  Ray  Co. 

JOLIETTE  AND  St.  JEAN  MaTHA  Ry.  Co. 

Kingston,  Napanee  and  Tamworth  Ry.  Co. 
Kingston,  Smith’s  Falls  and  Ottawa  Ray  Co. 

Lake  Erie  and  Detroit  River  Ra*.  Co. 

Lake  Temiscamingue  Colonization  Co. 

Lindsay,  Bobcaatgeon  and  Ponta*pool  Ry.  Co. 
Lotbiniere  and  Megantic  Ry.  Co. 

Monfort  Colonization  Ry.  Co. 

Montreal  and  Champlain  Junction  Ra*.  Co. 

New  Glasgow  Iron,  Coal  and  Ra\  Co. 

Nicola  Valley  Ry.  Co. 

Nipissing  and  James’  Baat  Ry.  Co. 

Ontario  and  Pacific  Ra*.  Co. 

Ontario,  Belmont  and  Northern  Ra*.  Co. 

Ottawa,  Arnprior  and  Parry  Sound  Ra*.  Co. 
Philipsburg  Junction  Ry.  and  Quarry  Co. 
Plaister  Rock  Island  Ray 
Pontiac  and  Pacific  Junction  Ra*. 

Port  Arthur,  Duluth  and  Western  Ra*.  Co. 
Quebec  and  Lake  St.  John  Ra*.  Co. 

Resttgouche  and  Victoria  Ry.  Co. 

Revelstoke  and  Arrow  Lake  (C.P.R.) 

St.  Catharines  and  Niagara  Central  Ra*.  Co. 

St.  Flaahe  and  Little  Metis  to  Matane  Ry. 

St.  John  to  St.  Rosalie  Ra*. 

St.  John  Vallea*  and  Rfviere  du  Loup  Ry.  Co. 

St.  Lawrence  and  Adirondack  Ry.  Co. 
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SUBSIDIES — Continued. 

St.  Placide  to  St.  Andrew’s  Ry. 

St.  Remi  to  St.  Cyprien  Ry.  Co. 

Sandpoint  (N.S.)  to  New  Germany  Ry. 

Stewiacke  Valley  ajid  Musquodoboit  Ry.  (I.C.R.) 
Sydney  and  Louisburg  Ry. 

T^miscouata  Ry.  Co.‘ 

Thousand  Islands  Ry.  Co. 

Manitoulin  and  North  Shore  Ry.  Co. 

Tilsonburg,  Lake  Erie  and  Pacific  Ry.  Co. 

Truro  and  Stewiacke  to  Newport,  Ac.,  Ry. 
"Woodstock  and  Centreville  Ry.  Co. 

Sugar-Beet  Bounty,  Continuation  :  Ques.  (Mr. 

Beausoleil)  751  (i). 

- Cultivation,  French  Edition  of  Reps.  : 

Ques.  (Mr.  Beausoleil)  750  (i). 

-  See  “Beet-Root.” 

Summerside  and  Richmond  Bay  Ry.  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Perry)  40  (i). 

Summerstown  (Ont.)  Post  Office,  Receipts:  Ques. 
(Mr.  Quay)  1365  (i). 

Sunday  Observance.  See  “Lord’s  Day.” 
Superannuation  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  796  (i). 

- Mail  Conductors*  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Bro- 

deur)  2699  (ii). 

Supply  B.  (1892)  No.  62  (Mr.  Bowell).  Res.  in 
Com.  and  1°*  of  B.,  1087 ;  2°,  1090  ;  3°*,  1091  (i). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  1.) 

Supply  B.  (1893)  No.  100  (Mr.  Foster).  Res.  in 
Com.,  4506  ;  cone,  in  and  1°  of  B.,  4603  ;  2°,  4715  ; 
3°*,  4729  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  2.) 

SUPPLY  : 

[Only  subjects  which  caused  remark  or  discussion 
noticed  under  this  head.] 

Amts,  and  Remarks  to  Ms.  for  Com.  :  Amt.  (Mr. 
Mills,  Bothwell)  Commercial  Treaties,  1104  ;  neg. 
(Y.  62,  N.  106)  1151.  Ques.  of  Privilege  (Mr.  Deni¬ 
son)  Affidavits  re  Gov.  Gen.’s  Body  Guard,  1319. 
Amt.  (Mr.  Watson )  Duty  on  Binding  Twine,  1656  ; 
neg.  (Y.  63,  N.  107)  1713.  Amt.  (Mr.  Laurier)  Diplo¬ 
matic  Papers,  1789;  neg.  (Y.  57,  N.  98)1827.  Re¬ 
marks  (Mr.  Borden,  Ac.)  West  Indian  Trade,  1877  ; 
(Mr.  Edgar )  Copyright  Laws,  2233;  (Mr.  Davies, 
P.E.I  )  Lieut.  Governor’s  Assent  to  Bills,  2238 ;  (Mr. 
Devlin)  Civil  Servants,  2238  (i);  (Mr.  Davies, P.E.I.) 
Preferential  Trade  with  Great  Britain,  2492;  fMr. 
Casey)  Civil  Servants  and  Double  Pay,  2500; 
(Mr.  McMullen)  Savings  Banks,  4272;  (Mr.  Mills, 
BotKwell)  Railway  Subsidies,  4275  ;  (Mr.  Mulock) 
Audit  of  Accounts,  I.C.R.,  4276  ;  (Sir  Richard  Cart¬ 
wright)  Election  Expenses,  Publications  in  Toronto 
Globe,  4349  ;  (Mr.  Kaulbach)  Dorn.  Day  Celebration, 
4399  ;  (Mr.  McMillan,  Huron)  Tenant  Farmers’  Del¬ 
egates  Reps.,  4401 ;  (Mr.  McMullen)  Settlers’  Griev¬ 
ances,  N.W.T.,  4407;  (Mr.  Mills,  Botlnoell)  Indian 
Affairs,  Management,  4408  (ii). 

Mess,  from  His  Ex.  :  Transmitting  Estimates  for 
1892-93, 138 :  Suppl.,  1891-92,  822  (i);  Suppl.,  1892-93, 
4265  (ii). 

Res.  (Mr.  Foster)  for  Com.,  33  ;  Ms.  for  Com.,  249,  310, 
589, 752,  825,  971, 1104, 1153, 1319, 1373, 1415, 1491, 1656, 
1789,  1877,  2008,  2233  (i),  2362,  2492,  2563,  2715,  2798, 
2845,  2918,  4240,  4272,  4348,  4399  (ii). 

In  Com.,  250, 310,  664, 752,  825,  971, 1152, 1154, 1340, 1373, 
1415,  1491,  1714,  1828,  1889,  2008  ,  2241,  2257  (i),  2302, 
2509,  2563,  2715,  2798,  2845,  2918,  4240,  4277,  4386,  4408. 


SUPPLY— Con tinned. 

Committee  : 

Administrat  ion  of  Justice.  See  “  Justice.” 

Arts,  Agriculture  and  Statistics : 

Census,  983  (i),  4437  (ii). 

Columbian  Exhibition,  983  (i),  4433;  cone.,  4474  (ii). 
Criminal  Statistics,  1160  (i). 

Dairying  Interests,  1464  (i). 

Experimental  Farms,  1424  (i). 

Haras  National  Co.,  1465  (i). 

Jamaica  Exhibition,  976  (i). 

Patent  Record,  1159  (i). 

Adulteration  of  Food.  See  “  Collection  of  Revenues.” 
Ca  nals.  See  “  Collection  of  Revenues  ;”  “  Railways.” 
Charges  of  Management : 

Assistant  Receiver  Gen.,  Victoria,  250  (i). 

Dominion  Notes,  Printing,  255  (i). 

Inspector,  250  (i). 

Public  Debt,  Commission,  253  (i). 

Savings  Banks,  N.B.,  N.S.,  P.E.I.,  250  (i). 

Sinking  Funds.  Brokerage,  Ac.,  254  (i). 

Civil  Government  : 

Auditor  General’s  Office,  267  (i). 

Contingencies,  Depth : 

Agriculture,  286  (i). 

Departmental  Buildings,  care,  Ac.,  286  (i). 
Finance  and  Treasury  Board,  285  (i). 

Governor  Gen.’s  Sec.’s  Office,  284  (i). 

Railways  and  Canals,  286  (i), 

Civil  Service  Examiners,  283  (i). 

Customs  Dept.,  267, 1007,  1018  (i);  cone. ,4205;  suppl., 
4433  (ii). 

Governor  General’s  Sec.’s  Office,  255  (i). 

High  Commissioner’s  Office,  275  (i). 

Contingencies,  282  (i). 

Rates,  Taxes,  Insurance,  Ac.,  896;  cone.,  1085  (i). 
Interior  Dept.,  257,  825,  844,  1154 ;  cone.,  1084  (i). 
4206,  4432,  4472  (ii). 

North-West  Mounted  Police,  265  (i). 

Justice  Dept.,  913  (i). 

Marine  and  Fisheries  Dept.,  270  (i),  4432  (ii). 

Militia  and  Defence  Dept.,  256  (i). 

Printing  and  Stationery  Dept.,  256,  912  (i)  ;  cone., 
4204  (ii). 

Privy  Council  Office,  255  (i),  4433,  4440  (ii). 

Public  Works  Dept.,  271  (i). 

Railways  and  Canals  Dept.,  273  (i)),  4440  (ii). 

Collection  of  Revenues  : 

Adulteration  of  Food,  4430  (ii). 

Canals  :  Lachine,  1017  (i). 

Customs  : 

Board  of  Customs  and  Protective  Service,  1018  (i); 
cone.,  4205  (ii). 

Craven,  George,  Gratuity,  1007  (i). 

General  Vote,  811  (i). 

Inspectors  of  Ports,  Travelling  Expenses,  821  (i). 
Nova  Scotia,  Salaries  and  contingencies,  811  (i). 
Ontario,  Salaries,  Ac.,  812  (i). 

Dominion  Lands  :  Agents’  Salaries,  Ac.,  4431  (ii). 
Excise : 

Customs  Officers’  Commissions,  1015  (i). 

Duty-pay,  Excise  Officers,  1014  (i). 

General  Vote,  4430  (ii). 

Paige,  W.  W.,  Repayment  of  Costs,  1014  (i). 
Tobacco  Stamps,  1007  (i). 

Post  Office  : 

Mail  Service,  cone.,  4470  (ii). 
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SUPPLY — Continued. 

Committee—  Continued. 

Collection  of  Revenues — Continued. 

Public  Works  : 

Esquimalt  Graving  Dock,  Maintenance,  Ac., 
1017  (i). 

Railways  : 

Intercolonial,  2628  (ii). 

Prince  Edward  Island,  1017  (i),  2629  (ii). 

Windsor  Branch,  2629  (ii). 

Weights  and  Measures : 

Contingencies,  1016  (i). 

Customs.  See  “  Collection  of  Revenues.” 

Dominion  Lands.  See  “  Collection  of  Revenues.” 
Dominion  Police  :  General  Vote,  313  (i). 

Excise.  See  “  Collection  of  Revenues.” 

Fisheries : 

Behring’s  Sea  Arbitration,  4460 ;  cone.,  4478  (ii). 
Commissioners’  Expenses,  993  (i). 

Pish-Breeding,  cone.,  4478  (ii). 

Fishery  Officers,  Salaries,  4310  (ii). 

Intelligence  Bureau,  Daily  Reps.,  992  (i). 

Lobster  Hatcheries,  4317  (ii). 

Protection  Vessels,  4319  (ii). 

Geological  Survey :  General  Vote,  4386  (ii). 
Government  of  N.  W.T. :  Schools,  993  (i). 

Government  Steamers.  See  “  Ocean  and  River 
Service.” 

Immigration  : 

Canadian  Agents,  1491  (i) ;  cone.,  4467  (ii). 
European  Agents,  1828  (i). 

Expenses  ($150,000)  1889  (i) ;  cone.,  4210  (i). 

Hett’s  German  Pamphlet,  2008  (i). 

Indians,  4408,  4460 ;  cone.,  4479  (ii). 

Justice,  Administration  of : 

Admiralty  Court,  Que.,  Registrar,  313  (i). 

Circuit  Allowances,  B.C.,  311  (i). 

Exchequer  Court,  Editing  Reports,  313,  971  (i). 
Miscellaneous  Expenditure,  Gov.  Gen.’s  Warrant, 
972  ;  cone.,  1085  (i). 

Supreme  Court,  Reporter  and  Librarian,  312  (i). 
Travelling  Expenses,  Judges,  Man.,  311  (i). 

- Judges,  N.W.T.,  310  (i). 

Legislation : 

House  of  Commons : 

Committees,  Sessional  Clerks,  Ac.,  788  (i). 
Contingencies,  788  (i). 

Debates,  Official,  cone.,  4205  (ii). 

Deputy  Speaker’s  Salary,  974  (i). 

Printing,  Paper  and  Binding,  794,  976  (i). 
Salaries,  762  (i). 

Serjeant-at-Arms’  Estimate,  789  (i). 

Sessional  Clerks,  Ac.,  975  (i). 

Voters’  List,  Printing,  976  ;  cone.,  1086  (i). 
Library : 

Purchase  of  Books,  792  (i). 

Salaries,  789  (i). 

Sessional  Messengers,  976  (i). 

Senate : 

Reporting  Debates,  974  (i). 

Salaries  and  contingencies,  752  (i). 

Lighthouse  and  Coast  Service  : 

Maintenance  and  Repairs,  4305  (ii). 

Mail  Subsidies  and  Steamship  Subventions : 

Canada  and  Liverpool,  cone.,  4478. 

Canso,  Aricbat,  Port  Hood,  Ac.,  4277  (ii). 

Halifax  and  St.  John  via  Yarmouth,  4304  (ii). 
Halifax,  Ac.,  and  W.  Indies,  Ac., 4282;  cone.,  4469. 
Magdalen  Islands,  4277  (ii). 


SUPPLY — Continued. 

Committee —  Continued. 

Mail  Subsidies,  &c. — Continued. 

Tidal  Observations,  4305  (ii). 

San  Francisco  and  Victoria,  B.C.,  4279  (ii). 
Marine  Hospitals,  4310  (ii). 

Militia  : 

“  A,”  “  B  ”  and  “  C  ”  Batteries,  Ac.,  1419  (i). 
Ammunition,  Manufacture,  Ac.,  1161  (i)  ;  cone., 
4209  (ii). 

Armouries  and  care  of  Arms,  1349  (i). 

Brigade  Majors,  1161  (i). 

Clothing  and  Overcoats,  1340  (i). 

Contingencies,  Ac.,  1363  (i). 

Dom.  Artillery  Association,  1363  (i). 

Drill  Pay  and  Instruction,  1353  (i) ;  cone.,  4209  ; 
suppl.,  4437  (ii). 

Drill  Sheds,  Ac.,  Care  and  Maintenance,  1373  (i). 
Military  Branch  and  District  Staff,  1161  (i). 
Military  Stores,  1353  (i). 

Monuments,  Battle  Fields  of  Can.,  cone.,  4210  (ii). 
Permanent  Forces,  1415  (i). 

Rifled  Ordnance,  Improved,  1363  (i) ;  cone.,  4210. 
Royal  Military  College,  1375  (i). 

Mounted  Police,  4423  (ii). 

Miscellaneous : 

Arbitration  re  Provincial  Accounts,  4430;  cone., 
4470  (ii). 

Banff  Springs,  Survey,  Ac.,  4428  (ii). 

Bayfield,  Str.,  Supplies,  Enquiry,  4461  (ii). 

Bulmer  vs.  The  Queen,  Litigation,  4461  (ii). 

Civil  Service  Commission,  1004  (i). 

Commercial  Agencies,  4426  (li). 

Costs  of  Litigated  Matters,  4426  (ii). 

Fabre,  Mr.,  Salary,  Ac.,  4424  (ii). 

Georgian  Bay  Survey,  cone.,  4470  (ii). 
International  Customs  Bureau,  1006  (i),  4463. 
International  Education  Association,  1006  (i). 
Jukes,  Dr.  A.,  Medical  Services,  1003  (i). 

Mounted  Police  Commission,  4463  (ii). 

Old  Records,  Classification,  4429  (ii). 

Printing  Bureau,  Plant,  4429  (ii). 

Refund,  Sundry  Persons,  4462  (ii). 

Ross,  Hon.  J.  G.,  Refund  to  Representatives, 
1002  (i). 

Straits  of  Northumberland,  Survey,  4463  (ii). 
North-West  Territories.  See  “  Government.” 

Ocean  and  River  Service  : 

Cattle  Shipments,  Inspection,  992,  2033  (i). 
Macdonald  Bros.,  Services  at  Wreck,  4460  (ii). 
Mulgrave  and  Point  Tupper  Train  Ferry,  cone., 
4475  (ii). 

Penitentiaries  : 

British  Columbia,  748  (i). 

Dorchester,  972  (i). 

Kingston,  664  (i)  ;  cone.,  4205  ;  suppl.,  4433,  4440. 
Manitoba,  744,  973  (i). 

Regina  Gaol,  748,  973  (i). 

St.  Vincent  de  Paul,  736,  972  (i). 

Pensions : 

Fraser,  Miss  H.  and  Mr.  Roderick,  1018  (i). 
Veterans  of  1812, 1018  (i). 

Police.  See  “  Dominion  ”  and  “  Mounted.” 

Public  Works* — Capital  : 

Cape  Tormentine  Harbour,  2617  (ii). 

Esquimalt  Graving  Dock,  4439  (ii). 

Kaministiquia  River,  Turning  Basin,  2619  (ii). 

*See  “  Collection  of  Revenues.” 
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SUPPLY  —  Continued. 

Comm  ittee —  Cont  in  u  cd. 

Public  Works— Capital— Continued. 

Kingston  Graving  Dock,  2715  (ii). 

St.  Lawrence  River,  Ship  Channel,  2619  (ii). 

Public  Works— Consolidated  Fund : 

Buildings : 

Ottawa  Post  Office,  Ac.,  Fire,  990  (i). 

Quebec  Drill  Hall,  989  (i). 

St.  John  Custom  House,  Fire,  988  :  cone.,  1086. 
St.  Vincent  de  Paul  Penitentiary,  990  (i). 
Dredging : 

Manitoba,  Red  River,  992  (i). 

Nova  Scotia.  P.E,I.  and  N.B.,  991  (i). 

Harbours  and  Rivers : 

Maritime  Provinces,  Repairs,  Ac.  ,990  (i). 
Quebec  Harbour  and  River  Works,  Repairs, 
Arc.,  991  (i). 

Roads  and  Bridges : 

Old  Man’s  River,  Bridge,  992  (i). 

Public  Works— Income : 

Buildings : 

British  Columbia: 

Military  Buildings,  Victoria,  2952  (ii). 
Vancouver  P.  0.,  A:c.,  2951,  4442  (ii). 

Victoria  Drill  Hall,  2951  (ii). 

Manitoba : 

Brandon  Public  Building,  2936  (ii). 

New  Brunswick : 

Chatham  Post  Office,  2798  (ii). 

St.  John  Custom  House,  4441  (ii). 

North-West  Territories: 

Calgary  P.  0.,  Ac.,  2938  ,  2941  (ii). 

Court  Houses  and  Lock-Ups,  2943  (ii). 
Edmonton  Registry  Office,  2936  ;  cone.,  4467. 
Lethbridge  Custom  House,  Arc.,  2938  (ii). 
Regina  Court  House,  Arc.,  2937  (ii). 

Nova  Scotia: 

Dartmouth  Post  Office,  2742  (ii). 

Halifax  Drill  Hall,  4441  (ii). 

Halifax  Public  Buildings,  2742  (ii). 
Lunenburg  Post  Office,  Ac.,  2768  (ii). 

Ontario : 

Orillia  Public  Buildings,  2918  (i). 

Ottawa  Depth  Buildings : 

Gas  and  Electric  Light,  4242  (ii). 

Grounds,  4240  (ii). 

Heating,  4241 ;  cone.,  4477  (ii). 

Major’s  Hill  Park,  cone.,  4468  (ii). 
Telephone  Service,  4245  (ii). 

Petrolia  Public  Building,  2919  (ii). 

Picton  P.O.,  2934  (ii). 

Smith’s  Falls  P.O.,  Ac.,  2929  (ii). 

Quebec : 

Grosse  Isle  Quarantine  Station,  2801  (ii). 
Laprairie  P.O.,  2802,  2845  (ii). 

Riviere  du  Loup  (Fraserville)  P.O.,  2868  (ii). 
St.  Henri  P.O.,2868  (ii). 

St.  Hyacinthe  P.O.,  2889  (ii). 

St.  Vincent  de  Paul  Penitentiary,  2889  (ii). 
Richmond  P.O.,  2890  (ii). 

West  Farnham  P.O.,  2894  (ii). 

Dredging: 

British  Columbia,  4456  (ii). 

Maritime  Provinces,  4454  (ii). 

Nova  Scotia,  4258  (ii). 

Ontario  and  Quebec,  4456  (ii). 


SUPPLY — Continued. 

Committee — Continued. 

Public  Works — Incom e — Con  tin  ue d . 

Experimental  Farms,  4448  (ii). 

Harbours  and  Rivers : 

New  Brunswick  : 

St.  John  River,  including  Tobique,  4256  (ii). 
Nova  Scotia : 

Big  Tracadie  Breakwater,  4252  (ii). 

Great  Village  River,  4251  (ii)* 

Maitland  Wharf,  4448  (ii). 

Meteghan  Cove  Pier,  4443  (ii). 

Raquette  Pier,  4247  (ii). 

Ontario : 

Kingston  Harbour,  4257  (ii). 

Prince  Edward  Island  : 

Bay  Fortune  Breakwater,  4448  (ii). 

Piers  and  Breakwaters,  Repairs,  4252  (ii). 
Quebec : 

Nicolet  River,  4449  (ii). 

Ottawa  River  (Mrs.  N.  Guindon)  4450  (ii). 
Yamaska  River,  4257  (ii). 

Miscellaneous : 

Architects,  Engineers,  Ac.,  4259  (ii). 

Clerical  Assistance,  4457  (ii). 

Macdonald,  late  Sir  John,  Monument,  4458  (ii). 
Repairs,  Furniture,  Heating,  Ac.,  4240  (ii). 

Slides  and  Booms : 

Saguenay  District  (Larouche  and  Gagn6’s 
Claims)  4456  (ii). 

Telegraph  Lines : 

Moosomin  Station.  C.  P.  R. ,  to  Cannington,  4258. 
Nanaimo  to  Comox,  4259  (ii). 

Quarantine : 

Cattle  Disease,  987,  2033  (i). 

Grosse  Isle,  2025,  2033  (i). 

Halifax,  2032  (i). 

Port  Hawkesbury,  2033  (i). 

St.  John,  2032  (i). 

Tracadie  Lazaretto,  4212  (ii). 

Unorganized  Ports,  2049  (i). 

Victoria,  B.C.,  2032  (i). 

Railways  and  Canals*— Capital : 

Canals : 

Cornwall,  2053  (i). 

Lachine,  2049  (i). 

Lake  St.  Louis,  2050  (i). 

Murray,  2054  (i). 

Rapide  Plat,  2054  (i). 

St.  Lawrence  River  and  Canals,  2054  (i). 

Sault  Ste.  Marie,  2241  (i). 

Soulanges,  2050  (i). 

Trent,  2055  (i). 

Railways : 

Canadian  Pacific : 

Construction,  987  (i),  2264,  4438  (ii). 

Cape  Breton : 

Construction  and  Equipment,  988  (i). 
Intercolonial : 

Halifax,  accommodation,  2264,  2362,  2509  (i). 
St.  John,  accommodation,  988  (i),  2563  (ii). 
Miscellaneous : 

Surveys  and  Inspections,  2264  (ii). 

Extra  Clerks,  Ac.,  Salaries,  4439  (ii). 

Oxford  and  New  Glasgow  : 

Construction,  4437 ;  cone.,  4475  (ii). 


*See  “  Collection  of  Revenues.” 
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SUPPLY — Continued. 

Committee — Continued. 

Railways  and  Canals — Income  : 

Canals : 

Carillon  and  Grenville : 

Dam,  Strengthening  and  Repairing,  2260  (i). 
Guard  Lock,  Grenville,  2260  (i) ;  cone.,  4213  (ii). 
Lock  No.  6,  Dry  Retaining  Walls,  2260  (i). 
Chambly : 

Dry  Rubble  Protection  Wall,  2257  (i). 

East  Chamber  Wall,  Lock  5,  2257  (i). 

Fences  on  Canal  Frontage,  2257  (i). 
Lamoureaux  Bros.’  Claim,  2259  (i). 

Supplies  Purchased,  2257  (i). 

Yale  Estate  Claim,  2260  (i). 

Culbute  :  Settlement  of  Claims,  &c.,  2236  (i). 
Lachine  :  Lock  Walls,  &c.,  Rebuilding,  2250  (i) ; 
cone.,  4212  (ii). 

Rideau:  Valuator’s  Expenses,  988  (i). 

Ste.  Anne’s  Lock,  2260  (i). 

St.  Peter’s,  2263  (ii). 

Trent  Valley : 

Construction  of  Dredge,  2262  (ii). 

Fenelon  Falls,  Swing  Bridge,  4438  ;  cone., 
4475  (ii). 

Heeley’s  Falls’  Dam,  repairing,  2263  (ii). 
Welland : 

Bridge  over  old  Lock  No.  2,  2252  (i). 

*  Chippewa  Shoal,  2254  (i). 

Culvert  at  Stromness,  2253  (i). 

Port  Colborne,  Restoring  Drainage,  2253  (i). 
Swing  Bridge,  2253  (i). 

Statistics.  See  “  Arts,  Agriculture.” 

Steamship  Subventions.  See  “  Mail  Subsidies.” 

Superannuation : 

AVallace,  W.,  ex-Postmaster,  Victoria,  B.C.,  796. 

Scientific  Institutions: 

Meteorological  Service,  4309  (ii). 

Territorial  Account : 

Claims  re  Rebellion,  N.W.T. ,  1017 ;  cone.,  1087  (i). 

Unprovided  Items : 

Per  Auditor  Gen.’s  Rep.,  1890-91, 1818  (i). 

Concurrence : 

Ammunition,  4209  (ii). 

Arbitration  re  Provincial  Accounts,  4470  (ii). 
Behring’s  Sea  Arbitration,  4478  (ii). 

Canada  and  Liverpool  Mail  Service,  4478  (ii). 
Carillon  and  Grenville  Canal,  4213  (ii). 

Chisholm,  D.,  Land  Damages,  4479  (ii). 

Columbian  Exhibition,  4474  (ii). 

Debates,  Official,  4205  (ii). 

Detective  Service,  Customs,  4205  (ii). 

Drill  Pay,  Militia,  4209  (ii). 

Edmonton  Crown  Lands  Office,  &c.,  4467  (ii). 
Fish-Breeding,  4478  (ii). 

Georgian  Bay  Survey,  4470  (ii). 

Halifax,  &c.,  and  West  Indies,  &c.,  4469  (ii). 
Harbours  and  Rivers,  N.S.,  4477  (ii). 

High  Commissioner,  Rates,  &c.,  1085  (i). 
Immigration,  4210,  4467  (ii). 

Indians,  4479  (ii). 

Interior  Dept.,  Chief  Clerk’s  Salary  (Y.  34,  N.  47) 
4472  (ii). 

Justice,  Miscellaneous  Expenses,  1085  (i). 

Lachine  Canal,  4212  (ii). 

Mail  Service,  4470  (ii). 

Major’s  Hill  Park,  4463  (ii). 

Monuments,  Battle  Fields  of  Can.,  4210  (ii). 


SUPPLY —  Continued. 

Concurrence — Continued. 

Mulgrave  and  Point  Tupper  Train  Ferry,  4475  (ii). 
Ottawa  Depth  Buildings,  Heating, 4477  (ii). 

Oxford  and  New  Glasgow  Ry.,  4475  (ii). 

Pereira,  L.  C.  (Y.  86,  N.  61)  1084  (i). 

Printing  and  Stationery  Dept.,  4204  (ii). 

Rifled  Ordnance,  4210  (ii). 

St.  John  Custom  House  Fire,  1086  (i). 

Territorial  Account,  Rebellion,  N.W.T.,  1087  (i). 
Trent  Valley  Canal,  4475  (ii). 

Tracadie  Lazaretto,  4212  (ii). 

Voters’  Lists,  &c.,  Printing,  1086  (i). 

Supreme  Court  Reporter  and  Librarian  :  in  Com. 
of  Sup.,  312  (i). 

Surveys  and  Inspections  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2264  (i). 
Sydney  and  Louisburg  Ry.  Subsidy  :  prop.  Res. 

(Mr.  Haggart)  4395  ;  in  Com.,  4534  (ii). 
Sydenham  River  Floods  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Mills, 
Bothwell )  4464,  4500  (ii). 

Tariff  Changes  :  (Eggs)  4677  ;  (Molasses)  467S  ; 

(Tobacco)  4685.  See  Res.,  4670  (ii). 

Telegraph  Lines,  B.  C.  and  N.  S.,  Cost  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Fraser )  3897  (ii). 

- in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4258  (ii). 

Telephone  Service  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  4245  (ii). 
Temiscouata  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy:  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 
Haggart)  4396  ;  in  Com.,  4552  (ii). 

- cone.,  Amt.  (Mr.  Edgar)  4657  ;  neg.  (Y.  45, 

N.  92)  4667  (ii). 

- Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ Rep.,  1  (i). 

Temperance  Colonization  Co.,  Stock  and  Scrip 
Holders,  &c.  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  Sproule)  929  (i). 
Tenant  Farmers’  Delegates  Reps.  :  M.  for  copies 
(Mr.  McMillan ,  Huron)  3637  (ii). 

- Ques.  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  1638  (i). 

- Ques.  (Mr.  McMillan,  Huron)  3566  (ii). 

-  Remarks  (Mr.  McMillan,  Huron)  3116  (ii). 

-  Remarks  (Mr.  McMillan,  Huron)  on  M.  for 

Com.  of  Sup.,  4401  (ii). 

- M.  for  copies  (Mr.  McMillan,  Huron)  2432  (ii). 

Deb.  (Sir  John  Thompson )  2435,  2443 ;  (Mr.  Laurier) 
2435,2444;  (Mr.  Casey)  2435  ;  (Mr.  Charlton)  2437 ; 
(Mr.  Macdonald,  Huron)  2438  ;  (Mr.  Mulock )  2440 ; 
(Mr.  Lister)  2441 ;  (Mr.  Flint)  2444 ;  (Mr.  Watson ) 
2449;  (Mr.  McMullen)  2450;  (Mr.  Carling)  2452; 
(Mr.  Ravin )  2452  (ii). 

- Visit,  Mr.  Cahan’s  Expenses:  Ques.  (Mr. 

White,  Shelburne)  2432  (ii). 

Territorial  Account,  Rebellion,  N.W.T.  :  cone., 
1087  (i). 

Thousand  Islands  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy  :  prop.  Res. 

(Mr.  Haggart)  4396  ;  in  Com.,  4541  (ii). 

Three  Rivers  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

Three  Rivers  Harbour  Commissioners’  B. 
No.  98  (Mr.  Foster).  Res.  prop.,  1788  (i)  J 
cone,  in  and  1°*  of  B.,  4265;  2°*  in  Com.  and 
3°*,  4499  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  10.) 

Three  Rivers  Harbour  Commissioners  :  prop. 
Res.  (Mr.  Foster)  1788  (i). 

Three  Sisters  Harbour  (N.S.)  Total  Cost  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Bechard)  2489  (ii). 
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Tidal  Observations  :  in  Coin,  of  Sup.,  4305  (ii). 
Tignish  Wharfinger,  Fees  Collected  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Perry)  98  (i). 

Tilsonburg,  Lake  Erie  and  Pacific  Ry.  Co.’s 
Subsidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4397 ;  in 
Com.,  4571  (ii). 

Tobacco,  Can.,  Law  rc  Manufacture  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Gauthier)  750  (i). 

- in  Com.  on  Ways  and  Means,  4685  (ii). 

- Stamps  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1007  (i). 

Tobique  Valley  Ry-  Co.  and  C.  P-  R- 
(agreement)  B.  No.  56  (Mr.  Skinner).  1  *, 
823 ;  2°*,  915  ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  2093  (i).  (55-56 

Vic.,  c.  56.)  ( 

Tracadie  Lazaretto  :  cone.,  4212  (ii). 

Trade  and  Navigation  Returns  :  Presented  (Mr. 
Bowel I)  37  (i). 

Trade  Relations  with  U.S.  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Davies, 
P.E.I.)  224  (i). 

Trade  with  Newfoundland,  Proclamations,  &c.  : 
M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Davies,  P.E.I.)  684  (i). 

Transfer  of  Shares  in  Corporations  B.  No. 

48  (Mr.  Ives).  1°,  749  (i). 

TREATIES,  &c.  : 

Canal  Tolls,  U.  S.  and  Canada,  Address  to  His 
Ex.  :  M.  (Sir  John  Thompson)  4644  (ii). 
Commercial  Relations,  Canada  and  (4.  B. :  prop. 

M.  (Mr.  Fauvel)  1979  (i). 

Favoured  Nations  Clauses,  Imp.  Despatch  :  Mess. 

from  His  Ex.,  1470  (i). 

- Clause  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Edgar )  34  (i). 

German  Treaty,  Recent,  Press  Despatch:  Remarks 

(Mr.  O'Brien )  109  (i). 

Ministers’  Visits  to  Washington:  Remarks  (Mr. 
Mills,  Bothwell)  1228  (i). 

- Remarks  (Mr.  Laurier)  3239,  3398  (ii). 

“  Modus  Vivendi,”  G.  B.  and  U.  S. :  Remarks  (Mr. 
Kaulbach)  4728  (ii). 

Newfoundland.  See  general  heading. 
Preferential  Trade  with  G.  B. :  prop.  Res.  (Mr. 
McNeill )  1555  ;  Amt.  (Mr.  Davies,  P.  E.  I.)  1623 ; 
neg.  (Y.  64,  N.  98)  1634;  Res.  agreed  to  (Y.  97, 

N.  63)  1635  (i). 

Spain  and  Spanish  W.  Indies,  Trade  Relations  : 

Remarks  (Mr.  Foster )  4602  (ii). 

Spanish  W.  Indies  and  Canada,  Trade  Relations  . 

Ques.  (Mr.  Borden)  509  (i). 

Trade  Relations  with  U.S.  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Davies, 
P.  E.  I.)  224  (i). 

Trade  with  Newfoundland,  Proclamations,  &c.  : 

M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Davies,  P.  E.  I.)  684  (i). 
Washington.  See  “  Ministers’  V isit.  ” 

West  Indian  Trade  ':  Remarks  (Mr.  Borden)  on  M. 
for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1877  (i). 

West  Indies,  Fin.  Min.’s  Visit,  Reps,  &c.  :  M.  for 
copies  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  13 12  (i). 
Travelling  Expenses,  Judges,  Man.  and  N.W.T.  : 
in  Com.  of  Sup.,  310  (i). 

Trent  Valley'  Canal:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2055,  2262 
(i) ;  cone.,  4473  (ii). 

Trudel,  Edmond,  Seizures  and  Shares  ;  Ques. 
(Mr.  Arnyot)  3237  (ii). 

Truro  and  Stewiacke  to  Newport,  &c.,  Ry.  Sub¬ 
sidy  :  prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4395  ;  in  Com., 

4525  (ii). 

V 


Tunnel  between  P.  E.  I.  and  Mainland  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Perry)  98  (i). 

- Remarks  (Mr.  Perry)  1471  (i). 

- M.  for  Cor.  (Mr.  Perry)  403  (i). 

Turcotte,  A.  J.,  Esq.,  Member  for  Montmorency  : 
Introduced,  188  (i). 

Turner,  H.  H.  :  Ref.  to  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  844,  1156. 

U.  S.  Newspapers,  Free  Entry:  Ques.  (Mr.  Innes 
1230  (i). 

U.  S.  Vessels  in  Hudson  Bay,  alleged  Poaching  : 

Ques.  (Mr.  Charlton )  4262  (ii). 

Unlawful  Associations.  Sec  “  Seditions.” 
Unprovided  Items  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1818  (i). 
Vacancies:  Notification  (Mr.  Speaker)  1,  1547  (i), 
3055  (ii). 

Vallee,  Mr.  J.  S.,  Postmaster,  Montmagny  :  Ques. 
(Mr.  Choquette)  2638  (ii).' 

Valuator’s  Expenses,  Rideau  Canal  :  in  Com.  of 
Sup.,  988  (i). 

Vancouver  P.  O.,  &c.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2951, 
4442  (ii). 

Vaudreuil  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ Rep., 

l(i)- 

Vessels.  See  “Fishing  “Sea  Fisheries,” 
Veterans  of  1812:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  1018  (i). 
Victoria,  B.C.,  Drill  Hall:  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
2951  (ii). 

- Quarantine:  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2032  (i). 

Victoria  Life  Ins.  Co.’s  incorp.  B.  No.  47 

(Mr.  Cockburn).  1°*,  749;  2°*,  855;  in  Com. 
and  3°*,  1373  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  69.) 

Victoria,  N.  and  S.,  Controverted  Elections  : 
Judges’  Reps.,  1  (i). 

_ (N.  S.)  Controverted  Election:  Judges’ 

Rep.,  1  (i). 

Voters  in  Electoral  Districts,  B.  C. :  M.  for  Ret. 
(Mr.  Mara)  2287  (i). 

Voters’  Lists,  Amounts  Paid  Revising  Officers  : 
M.  for  List  (Mr.  Flint),  930  (i). 

Deb.  (Mr.  Flint))  930,  962;  (Mr.  Patterson,  Huron)  930; 
(Mr.  Laurier)  930 ;  (Mr.  Landerkin)  931  (Mr.  Mills, 
Bothwell)  932;  (Mr.  Charlton)  935;  (Mr.  Wallace) 
938 ;  (Mr.  McMullen)  940  ;  (Mr.  Sproule)  947 ;  (Mr. 
Macdonald,  Huron)  951 ;  (Mr.  McMillan,  Huron) 
954 ;  (Mr.  Casey)  955  ;  (Mr.  Ingram)  955 ;  (Mr. 
Gillmor)  957 ;  (Mr.  Murray)  958 ;  (Mr.  Davies, 
P.  E.  I.)  960 ;  (Sir  John  Thompson)  961  (i). 

Voters’  Lists  (1891)  B.  No.  67  (Mr.  Patterson, 
Huron).  1°,  1227  (i) ;  2°m.,  3300 ;  2°,  3301 ;  in  Com., 
4480;  3°  m.,  4500;  Amt.  (Mr.  Armstrong)  4501; 
neg.  (Y.  30,  N.  63)4505  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  12.) 
Voters’  Lists,  Final  Printing  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Somer¬ 
ville,  2641  (ii). 

- - Printing  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  976;  cone.,  1086. 

- - Delay-:  Ques.  (Mr.  Landerkin)  1637  (i). 

- Revision,  1886,  1889,  1891,  Total  Cost  :  M. 

for  Ret.  (Mr.  Landerkin)  683  (i). 

Voting.  See  “  Compulsory.  ” 

Walrond  Ranch  Co.  (N.W.T.)  Ejected  Settlers  : 

Ques.  (Mr.  McMullen)  1946  (i). 

- Settlers’  Claims  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr.  McMul¬ 
len)  292  (i). 
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Walrond  Ranch  Co.  :  Ques.  (Mr.  McMullen )  223  (i). 
Wallace,  W.,  ex-Postmaster,  Victoria,  B.C.  :  in 
Com.  of  Sup.,  79G  (i). 

Warrants  and  Writs  of  Election,  incomplete 
Ret.  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  100  (i). 
Washington.  See  “Ministers’  Visit.” 

Waterloo  (N.)  Controverted  Election:  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

Ways  and  Means — The  Tariff:  M.  for  Com.  and  Res. 
(Mr.  Foster)  4608;  in  Com.,  4677  (ii). 

- Res.  for  Com.,  34  ;  in  Com.,  1087  (i) ;  cone,  in, 

4603,  4715  (ii). 

Weights  and  Measures  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  10*16  (i). 
Welland  Canal  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2252  (i). 
Welland  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’  Rep., 
1062  (i). 

- Proceedings  at  Trial,  &c.  :  M.  for  Ret.  (Mr. 

Tisdale )  244  (i). 

- - Ques.  of  Priv.  (M. )  declaring  Seat  Vacant  (Mr. 

Tisdale)  392  (i). 

- Remarks  (Sir  John  Thompson)  454  (i). 

- Deb.  rsmd.,  578*(i). 

Wellington,  Centre  and  N.,  Controverted  Elec¬ 
tions  :  Judges’  Reps.,  1  (i). 

Welsbach,  Carl  Auer  Von,  Patent  Relief, 
B.  No.  75  (Mr.  Stairs).  1°*,  1714  ;  2°*,  1882  (i)  ; 
in  Com.  and  3°*,  2594  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  77.) 
Wentworth,  N.,  Controverted  Election  :  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 

West  Bay  as  a  Port  of  Entry,  Inspector’s  Rep.  : 

M.  for  copy  (Mr.  Cameron)  2287  (i). 

West  Farnham  P.  O.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2894  (ii). 
West  Indian  Trade  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Borden )  on  M. 
for  Com.  of  Sup.,  1877  (i). 

West  Indies,  Finance  Min.’s  Visit,  Reps.,  &c.  :  M. 

for  copies  (Mr.  Mills,  Bothwell)  1372  (i). 
Westport  Harbour,  N.S.,  Can  Buoys  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Boivers)  399  (i).. 

White  Pine  Timber  Areas:  M.  for  Map  (Mr.  Ives) 
217,  293  (i). 

Whycocomagh  as  a  Port  of  Entry,  Inspector’s 
Rep.  :  M.  for  copy  (Mr.  Cameron)  2287  (i). 

Winding-Up  Act  Amt.  B.  No.  94  (Mr. 

Moncreiff).  1°,  3479  (ii). 

Winding-Up  Act  Amt.  B.  No.  97  (Sir 
John  Thompson).  1°*,  4202  ;  2°*  in  Com.  and 
3°*,  4506  (ii).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  28.) 

Windsor  Branch  Ry.  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  2629  (ii). 
Winnipeg  and  Atlantic  Ry.  Co.’s  incorp. 
B.  No.  72  (Mr.  Masson).  1°*,  1636  ;  2°*, 
1740  (i) ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  2461  (ii).  (55-56  Vic., 

c.  62.) 


Witnesses.  Sec  “Criminal  Law.” 

Wilson,  Convict  Edward,  Pets.,  &c.,  for  Release: 

M.  for  copies  (Mr.  Armstrong)  2642  (ii). 

Wilson,  Uriah,  Esq.,  Member  for  Lennox  :  Intro¬ 
duced,  3  (i). 

Woman’s  Baptist  Missionary  Union  of 
the  Mar.  Pro  vs.  B.  No.  32  (Mr.  Stairs). 
1°*,  245  ;  2°*,  289 ;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  1228  (i). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  76.) 

Wood  Mountain  and  Qu’Appelle  Ry. 

Co.’s  B.  No.  33  (Mr.  Macdonald,  Winnipeg). 
1°*,  245;  2°*,  289;  in  Com.  and  3°*,  1740  (i). 
(55-56  Vic.,  c.  63.) 

Woodstock  to  Centreville  Ry.,  Subsidy  :  prop. 

Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4396  (ii). 

Woodstock  and  Centreville  Ry.  Co.’s  Subsidy: 

prop.  Res.  (Mr.  Haggart)  4397 ;  in  Com.,  4571  (ii). 
Woodstock  (N.B.)  Public  Building,  Caretaker  : 

Ques.  (Mr.  Colter)  3480  (ii). 

World’s  Columbian  Exhibition  :  cone.,  4474  (ii). 
Worsley,  Lieut.  Col.,  Dismissal,  &c.  :  Ques.  (Mr. 
Flint)  3643  (ii). 

Writs  for  Bye-Elections  :  Remarks  (Mr-  Mills, 
Bothwell)  3186  (ii). 

- Frontenac,  Vacancy  and  Issue  :  (Mr.  Speaker) 

3055  (ii). 

- East  York,  Issue  :  Notification  (Mr.  Speaker) 

1547  (i). 

- Elections,  Issue  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Mills,  Both- 

well)'  3115  (ii). 

-  L’Assomption  and  Pontiac,  Issue  :  Ques. 

(Mr.  Laurier)  2700  (ii). 

- Pontiac,  Issue  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Laurier)  2980  (ii). 

- Delay  in  Issuing  :  Remarks  (Mr.  Mills,  Both¬ 
well)  1089  (i). 

Wrecking  in  Can.  Waters  B.  No.  8  (Mr. 

Bowell).  1°,  106  ;  2°  m.,  173;  2°,  970  ;  in  Com., 
1091 ;  3°*,  1153  (i).  (55-56  Vic.,  c.  4.) 

Wright,  Jas.  B.  See  “Divorce.” 

Yale  Estate  Claim  :  in  Com.  of  Sup.,  22(>0  (i). 
Yamaska  River  Improvements:  in  Com.  of  Sup., 
4257  (ii). 

- —  Lock  Navigation  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Mignault)  2171. 

- Losses  through  Erection  of  Dam  :  M.  for 

Rep.  (Mr.  Laurier)  1985  (i). 

- Works,  Total  Cost  :  Ques.  (Mr.  Mignault) 

1714  (i). 

York,  E.,  Controverted  Election:  Judges’ Rep., 

1  (i).  ' 

- Issue  of  Writ,  1547  (i). 

York,  N.  (Ont.)  Controverted  Election:  Judges’ 
Rep.,  1  (i). 
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